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Abstract. We study the speed of growth of iterates of outer automorphisms of virtually special
groups, in the Haglund–Wise sense. We show that each automorphism grows either polynomially or
exponentially, and that its stretch factor is an algebraic integer. For coarse-median preserving au-
tomorphisms, we show that there are only finitely many growth rates and we construct an analogue
of the Nielsen–Thurston decomposition of surface homeomorphisms.

These results are new already for right-angled Artin groups. However, even in this particular
case, the proof requires studying automorphisms of arbitrary special groups in an essential way.

As results of independent interest, we show that special groups are accessibile over centralisers,
and we construct a canonical JSJ decomposition over centralisers. We also prove that, for any
virtually special group G, the outer automorphism group Out(G) is boundary amenable, satisfies
the Tits alternative, and has finite virtual cohomological dimension.

1. Introduction

Given an infinite, finitely generated group G, a fundamental problem is describing the structure
of its outer automorphism group Out(G). From a topological perspective, this corresponds to un-
derstanding self homotopy equivalences of any classifying space of G. Unfortunately, the properties
of G are rarely reflected into those of Out(G) in a straightforward way, and there are virtually no
general tools to study the structure of automorphisms.

Some of the most elementary groups — such as free and surface groups — give rise to some of the
most interesting and intricate outer automorphism groups — such as Out(Fn) and mapping class
groups — whose study has occupied a central place in low-dimensional topology and geometric
group theory in the past decades. At the same time, even harmless-looking groups such as the
Baumslag–Solitar group BS(2, 4) can behave wildly: its outer automorphism group is not finitely
generated [CL83].

The only general class of groups for which we have a near-complete understanding of auto-
morphisms is arguably that of Gromov-hyperbolic groups [Gro87], also known as negatively curved
groups. Breakthroughs of Rips and Sela have shown that every hyperbolic group G has a canon-
ical JSJ decomposition [RS97], and that Out(G) is finitely generated and completely encoded in
this decomposition [RS94, Sel97b], leading to the solution of the isomorphism problem in this case
[Sel95, DG11]. Regrettably, our understanding of automorphisms for general families of groups has
not evolved qualitatively since Rips and Sela’s work in the 90s. Many of their results have been
extended to relatively hyperbolic groups [DS08, BS08, Gro09, DG08, GL15], though always relying
on somewhat similar techniques that require hyperbolicity in fundamental ways.

The main goal of this article is to move past the restrictions of negative curvature and develop
a general theory of automorphisms for a broad and natural family of non-positively curved groups.
We have found that the ideal setting for such a theory is provided by the (compact) special groups
of Haglund and Wise [HW08]. This is arguably the most important class of cubulated groups
— marrying a wealth of examples with a powerful toolkit to study them — so our choice was
also motivated by recent questions of Rips on the structure of automorphisms of cubulated groups
[Sel23a, p. 826].
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New general approaches to study automorphisms of non-(relatively-)hyperbolic groups were re-
cently proposed by Groves and Hull [GH19] and by Sela [Sel23a, Sel23b], both relying on (weakly)
acylindrical actions on hyperbolic spaces. What is different in our own approach is that we com-
pletely give up on acylindricity, rather embracing the fact that we will have to work with non-small
R–trees and non-acylindrical graphs of groups, and resolving by other means the issues that this
causes. To some extent, this choice is a forced one: there exist special groups G such that Out(G)
is infinite and such that G has no small actions on R–trees [Fio24, p. 166], so not all automorphisms
of G are “seen” by its (strongly) acylindrical actions on hyperbolic spaces.

Proving that Out(G) is finitely generated for all special groups G remains out of reach for the
moment. Instead, we focus on the problem of analysing how fast the length of an element g ∈ G
can grow when we apply iterates of an outer automorphism ϕ ∈ Out(G).

Even in the very particular case whenG is a right-angled Artin group (RAAG), very little seems to
be known on this question, despite the fact that several refined aspects of automorphisms of RAAGs
are well-understood [Day09, DW19, BCV23], including finite generation of their automorphism
groups. In fact, our approach to analyse growth of automorphisms of RAAGs requires studying
automorphisms of arbitrary special groups in a key way: it relies on a hierarchical construction
inspired by Nielsen–Thurston decompositions and [Sel96], by which we reduce the study of an
automorphism of a RAAG to the study of a “simpler” automorphism of a general special group.

We now make precise the notion of “length” of a group element g ∈ G, and “growth” of an outer
automorphism ϕ ∈ Out(G). For the former, it is natural to consider the conjugacy length ∥g∥, i.e.
the minimum word length of an element in the conjugacy class of g, fixing once and for all a finite
generating set of G, whose choice will play no role. If G is the fundamental group of a compact
Riemannian manifold, then ∥g∥ is roughly equal to the length of a shortest closed geodesic in the
free homotopy class determined by g. We then define the growth rate of g under ϕ as the equivalence
class of the sequence n 7→ ∥ϕn(g)∥ up to bi-Lipschitz equivalence. More crudely, one can define the
stretch factor of ϕ as

str(ϕ) := sup
g∈G

lim sup
n→+∞

∥ϕn(g)∥1/n.

The first and most important groups for which automorphism growth came to be fully under-
stood were free abelian groups Zm, surface groups π1(S), and free groups Fm. Growth of elements of
Out(Zm) = GLm(Z) can be easily described in terms of the Jordan decomposition, while growth of
elements of the mapping class group of a compact surface S is completely encoded in the correspond-
ing Nielsen–Thurston decomposition [Thu88]. Finally, analysing growth of general automorphism
of free groups Fm proved to be a significantly more complex problem, which required the devel-
opment of refined techniques inspired by train tracks on surfaces [BH92, BFH00, BFH05, BG10]
and was finally solved by Levitt [Lev09]. In all of these examples, each outer automorphism admits
only finitely many growth rates as the element g varies in G, and each growth rate is bi-Lipschitz
equivalent to a sequence n 7→ npλn for some p ∈ N and λ ≥ 1. Moreover, the number λ happens to
be an algebraic integer and a weak Perron number1.

Automorphisms of Gromov-hyperbolic groups (and toral relatively hyperbolic groups) have a
similar growth behaviour, as was announced by [CHHL]. At the same time, almost nothing is known
on growth of automorphisms of non-hyperbolic groups and all classical techniques to approach this
problem — mainly train tracks and JSJ decompositions — are known to fail or run into serious
issues when one abandons the world of (relatively) hyperbolic groups. Even restricting to the rather
tame world of right-angled Artin groups, any growth information seems to be available only under
significant restrictions on the type of automorphism under consideration [BQ18].

1An algebraic integer is a root of a monic polynomial with integer coefficients. It is a weak Perron number if its
modulus is not smaller than that of any of its Galois conjugates.
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What is more, Coulon recently constructed a menagerie of finitely generated groups whose auto-
morphisms exhibit a variety of “intermediate growth” behaviours [Cou22]: they growth faster than
any polynomial and slower than any exponential. It remains unknown if these exotic behaviours
can occur for automorphisms of finitely presented groups, but there seems to be no reason to expect
the contrary.

Our first result is that growth of automorphisms of special groups is rather well-behaved, at least
when it comes to the top growth rate. As a particular case, this applies to all automorphisms of
right-angled Artin groups. We refer to Theorem 6.6 for a more precise statement.

Theorem A. Let G be a virtually special group. The following hold for every ϕ ∈ Out(G).
(1) The stretch factor str(ϕ) is an algebraic integer and a weak Perron number.
(2) If str(ϕ) = 1, then ϕ grows at most polynomially.
(3) If str(ϕ) > 1, then the stretch factor is realised on a subgroup H ≤ G that is either a surface

group, a free product, or a group with a free abelian direct factor.

Roughly, part (3) of the theorem says that the only source of exponentially-growing automor-
phisms of special groups are pseudo-Anosovs on compact surfaces, fully irreducible automorphisms
of free products, and skewing automorphisms of direct products (see Theorem 6.6(4)). Even more
roughly: automorphisms of surface groups, free groups, and free abelian groups are the building
blocks of exponentially-growing automorphisms, though this is true only in a rather weak sense.

Theorem A does not describe the growth rates of the elements of G under ϕ up to bi-Lipschitz
equivalence. However, ifG is 1–ended and str(ϕ) is not realised on any maximal direct product inside
of G, we show that the top growth rate of ϕ is purely exponential. Namely, for every g ∈ G, the
sequence n 7→ ∥ϕn(g)∥ is either bi-Lipschitz equivalent to n 7→ λn for λ = str(ϕ), or exponentially
slower (see part (3) of Proposition 6.14).

We obtain a more complete description of growth rates under stronger assumptions on the au-
tomorphism. Specifically, we need ϕ to preserve the coarse median structure on G induced by a
convex-cocompact embedding into a right-angled Artin group. Despite the technical definition, this
simply means that ϕ does not skew the factors of any maximal direct product within G. Automor-
phisms of right-angled Artin groups are coarse-median preserving precisely when they are untwisted
[Fio24], a class of automorphisms that is well-studied and important in its own right [CSV17]. In
addition, all automorphisms of right-angled Coxeter groups are coarse-median preserving, and so
are all automorphisms of Gromov-hyperbolic groups. See [FLS24, Theorem D] for further examples.

Theorem B. Let G be virtually special, and let ϕ ∈ Out(G) be coarse-median preserving.
(1) There exist finitely many weak Perron numbers λ1, . . . , λm > 1 and an integer P ∈ N such

that the following holds. For every g ∈ G, the sequence n 7→ ∥ϕn(g)∥ is either bi-Lipschitz
equivalent to n 7→ npλni for some integer 0 ≤ p ≤ P and some index 1 ≤ i ≤ m, or it is
eventually bounded by the sequence n 7→ nP .

(2) For any growth rate o = [n 7→ npλni ], let K(o) be the family of subgroups of G all of whose
elements grow at most at speed o under ϕ. Then there are only finitely many G–conjugacy
classes of maximal subgroups in K(o), and each of these is quasi-convex2 in G.

Part (2) can be regarded as an analogue of the Nielsen–Thurston decomposition associated to
a surface homeomorphism. Namely, ϕ ∈ Out(G) determines finitely many quasi-convex subgroups
K1, . . . ,Ks ≤ G such that all elements g ∈ G not conjugate into

⋃
iKi grow at the same speed under

ϕ, and all elements of the Ki grow strictly slower. A power of ϕ preserves each Ki, and its restriction
to each Ki admits a similar finite collection of quasi-convex subgroups containing elements whose

2This is meant in the coarse-median sense and implies that the subgroup K is undistorted in G and itself virtually
special. Equivalently, a finite-index subgroup of K is convex-cocompact in a finite-index special subgroup of G
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growth rate is neither the fastest, nor the second fastest. And so on, down to polynomially-growing
elements.

We should clarify that we do not show that sub-polynomial growth rates are exactly polynomial
in Theorem B and, therefore, we leave open the rather unlikely possibility that there are infinitely
many of the latter. We discuss in Remark 7.3 why dealing with sub-polynomial growth rates is so
delicate; the main point is that this issue has to be dealt with by techniques that go beyond the
scope of this article.

Part of the proofs of Theorem A and Theorem B is based on procedures that relate the group
Out(G) to the groups Out(P ), where P ≤ G are lower-complexity special groups (Proposition 5.12).
One consequence that we deem worthy of mention is the following result (Corollary 5.15). When G
is a right-angled Artin group, this was shown in [BGH22, CV09, Hor14] (also see [Ham09, CV86,
BFH00, BFH05] for the case when G is a free or surface group).

Theorem C. For any virtually special group G:
(1) Out(G) is boundary amenable;
(2) Out(G) is virtually torsion-free with finite cohomological dimension;
(3) Out(G) satisfies the Tits alternative and contains no Baumslag–Solitar subgroups BS(m,n)

with |m| ≠ |n|.
These are some of the rare properties known to hold for all outer automorphism groups of virtually

special groups; the only other one seems to be residual finiteness [AMS16]. Boundary amenability
also implies that Out(G) satisfies the Novikov conjecture on higher signatures [Hig00, BCH94].

On the proof of Theorems A and B. The main difficulty to be overcome is that classical
JSJ theory is not well-suited to describing automorphisms of non-hyperbolic groups. Any finitely
presented group has a JSJ decomposition over cyclic subgroups [RS97], and more generally over
slender subgroups [DS99, DS00, FP06, GL17], though there are two key differences.

(1) JSJ decompositions of hyperbolic groups are canonical : they are graph-of-groups splittings
that are preserved by all automorphisms of G [Sel97b, Bow98]. Canonical JSJs are available
for more general groups G (the canonical tree of cylinders of [GL11]), but always under the
assumption that abelian subgroups of G do not interact with each other in complicated ways
(the typical example is that of a relatively hyperbolic group). By contrast, many special
groups (e.g. freely indecomposable RAAGs) are thick in the sense of [BDM09], which is a
strong negation of the kind of property needed for canonical trees of cylinders to work.

(2) Cyclic splittings of hyperbolic groups encode all their automorphisms: if G is a torsion-free,
1–ended hyperbolic group that does not split over Z as an amalgamated product or HNN
extension, then Out(G) is finite [BF95]. This property again badly fails for special groups:
there are right-angled Artin groups AΓ that do not split over any abelian subgroups, but
nevertheless have infinite Out(AΓ) [Fio24, Figure 1].

One fundamental clue as to how to overcome these two issues comes from our previous work
in [Fio23]: if G is special and Out(G) is infinite, then G splits over a centraliser or a co-abelian
subgroup thereof. Centralisers are not slender or small, and they have a complicated intersection
pattern in general, but they also form a rather rigid collection of subgroups of G. They are closed
under intersections and each of them is itself a special group of lower complexity than G.

One of the goals of this article — and its most important new tool — is the construction of a
canonical JSJ decomposition over centralisers, for any special group G. To describe this, let S(G)
denote the collection of maximal subgroups of G that virtually split as direct products; we refer to
these as the singular subgroups of G (Section 4.1).

Theorem D. If G is special and 1–ended, then G has an Aut(G)–invariant graph-of-groups splitting
(possibly a single vertex) with the following properties:
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(1) each edge group is either a centraliser, or a cyclic subgroup;
(2) each subgroup in S(G) is conjugate into a vertex group;
(3) each vertex group is of one of the following two kinds:

(a) a quadratically hanging subgroup with trivial fibre;
(b) a quasi-convex subgroup of G that is elliptic in all splittings of G over centralisers,

relative to S(G).

We refer to Theorem 4.28 for the stronger statement that we will use in practice. Quadratically
hanging subgroups are fundamental groups of compact surfaces with boundary; as in the case of
hyperbolic groups, they need to be set apart in the above decomposition of G, as they admit too
many cyclic splittings and no canonical ones. We instead refer to type (b) vertex groups V ≤ G
as the “rigid” ones. Unlike for hyperbolic groups, the restriction map Out(G) → Out(V ) can have
infinite image even when V is rigid. What is important is that any automorphism of a rigid group
V has its top growth rate realised on a lower-complexity special group (usually, a singular subgroup
of V ), which enables us to study growth by induction on a suitable form of complexity. As a base
step, one has to deal with surface groups and free products, which can be done using (relative) train
tracks. Modulo technicalities, this outlines the core of the proof of Theorem A.

The enhanced JSJ decomposition described in Theorem D is constructed in two main steps:

(1) First, one constructs an Out(G)–invariant deformation space of splittings of G over cen-
tralisers (in the sense of [For02, GL17]), using an accessibility result over centralisers.

(2) Then, one finds an Out(G)–invariant splitting in the invariant deformation space, using a
new construction of canonical splittings; see Theorem 4.18(1). This construction shares
some broad similarities with the canonical trees of cylinders of [GL11], but it can be applied
under weaker hypotheses, which importantly allow for a complicated intersection pattern of
abelian subgroups.

The accessibility result mentioned in the first step does not follow from classical forms of accessibility
[Dun85, BF91, Sel97a], as we are interested in non-acylindrical splittings over non-small subgroups.
We instead prove the following, which we believe of independent interest (see Theorem 3.1).

Theorem E. Any special group G admits an integer N = N(G) such that the following holds. Any
reduced graph-of-groups splitting of G over centralisers has at most N edges.

Theorem B and its complete description of growth rates for coarse-median preserving automor-
phisms require additional work. The strategy is to consider the maximal subgroups of G whose
elements grow at below-top speed under the iterates of ϕ ∈ Out(G). One can hope to show that
these subgroups are again special and invariant under a power of ϕ; one can then restrict ϕ to these
subgroups and repeat the procedure. Showing that this terminates in finitely many steps eventually
yields a description of all growth rates. A similar strategy was used by Sela to construct analogues
of Nielsen–Thurston decompositions for automorphisms of free groups [Sel96].

Unfortunately, the maximal subgroups of G growing at below-top speed under ϕ are not even
finitely generated for a general automorphism ϕ (Example A.4). This is where the coarse-median
preserving hypothesis comes in to save the day: it guarantees that these maximal slow-growing
subgroups are quasi-convex in G, and thus themselves special. This is the core of the proof of
Theorem B and it relies on the following two key facts:

(1) If G is special and ϕ ∈ Out(G) has infinite order, the Bestvina–Paulin construction [Bes88,
Pau91] can be used to produce G–actions on R–trees whose arc-stabilisers are co-abelian
subgroups of centralisers [Fio23]; these are well-behaved subgroups of G, but they can be
infinitely generated in general. Importantly, when ϕ is coarse-median preserving, the arc-
stabilisers of these R–trees are actual centralisers (Theorem 2.27), hence finitely generated.
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(2) We can then show that all point-stabilisers of these R–trees are finitely generated, and even
quasi-convex in G. This uses accessibility over centralisers (Theorem E) and some Rips–Sela
theory, as we explain in Appendix B. Results of this type for small Fm–trees were obtained
in [GL95, GJLL98].

Even if one is only interested in growth rates of untwisted automorphisms of right-angled Artin
groups, the proof of Theorem B forces us to immediately abandon the world of RAAGs: the sub-
groups in the first stratum of the “Nielsen–Thurston decomposition” of the automorphism have no
reason to be RAAGs in general (see Example 7.5). One then has to understand automorphisms of
these more general special groups in order to prove Theorem B in this case. This should further
motivate the level of generality pursued in this article: it also serves the very concrete purpose of
understanding automorphisms of very concrete groups such as RAAGs.

We conclude by mentioning that some versions of Rips–Sela theory for actions of special groups
on higher-dimensional median spaces are available [CRK11, CRK15]. We managed to only rely on
actions on R–trees for this article, but studying more refined aspects of automorphisms of special
groups will likely require the higher-dimensional theory.

Structure of paper. Section 2 introduces important terminology and notation about special
groups and growth rates of automorphisms. We also collect various recurring lemmas, recall the
basics of the Bestvina–Paulin construction, and review the structural results on R–trees arising from
automorphisms of special groups that were shown in our previous work [Fio23, Fio24].

Section 3 is concerned with accessibility over centralisers; it contains the proof of Theorem E
(see Theorem 3.1). Section 4 is devoted to the construction of the enhanced JSJ decomposition
discussed in Theorem D (see Theorem 4.28); its core lies in Section 4.2.3. After this, Section 5
briefly connects the JSJ decomposition to automorphism growth, giving some initial applications
and also proving boundary amenability, the Tits alternative and finiteness of virtual cohomological
dimension for Out(G) (Theorem C and Corollary 5.15).

Section 6 contains the proof of Theorem A (see Theorem 6.6). The main technical step is con-
tained in Section 6.3 and roughly amounts to showing that, for an exponentially-growing outer
automorphism ϕ ∈ Out(G) and any representative φ ∈ Aut(G), the top growth rate of conjugacy
length under ϕ is comparable to the top growth rate of word length under φ. This is important in
order to relate growth on a graph of groups to growth on the vertex groups (such as those of the
enhanced JSJ decomposition). Finally, Section 7 proves Theorem B (see Theorem 7.1).

Appendix A is concerned with groups G that decompose into simpler pieces: direct products,
free products, and graphs of groups invariant under some automorphism. In each of these cases, we
relate the growth of automorphisms of G to their growth on the pieces of the decomposition. This is
all fairly straightforward, but it does not seem to appear in the literature and it can get rather fiddly
at times. Finally, Appendix B describes the structure of R–trees acted upon by a finitely presented
group that is accessible over the collection of arc-stabilisers. The main result (Theorem B.2) is a
description of point-stabilisers, which is important in the proofs of both Theorem A and Theorem B.

Acknowledgements. I am particularly grateful to Ric Wade for suggesting that the proof
of boundary amenability in Theorem C might show finiteness of vcd as well. I also thank Daniel
Groves, Camille Horbez and Ashot Minasyan for useful conversations and references, and the authors
of [CHHL] for sharing with me a preliminary version of their work after this article was completed.
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2. Preliminaries

This section collects various important results from the literature, and fixes some of our terminol-
ogy and notation (though much of the latter will be introduced in the parts of the article where it
first becomes relevant). Section 2.1 is concerned with special groups. Most importantly, we discuss
the properties of four important classes of subgroups: centralisers, convex-cocompact subgroups,
parabolics and semi-parabolics. Section 2.2 introduces important concepts regarding growth rates
and automorphism growth. A lot of this is non-standard, but it will provide the most convenient
terminology to phrase the material in the rest of the article. Section 2.3 recalls the basics of the
Bestvina–Paulin construction [Bes88, Pau91] and its connections to automorphism growth. We also
review the results of [Fio23] on the very particular structure of R–trees arising from automorphisms
of special groups.

2.1. Special groups. We say that a group G is special3 if it is the fundamental group of a compact
special cube complex. Equivalently, G is a convex-cocompact subgroup of a right-angled Artin
group AΓ, with respect to the action on the universal cover of the Salvetti complex XΓ [HW08]; this
means that G leaves invariant a convex subcomplex of XΓ and acts cocompactly on it.

Remark 2.1. Though Theorems A and B are stated for virtually special groups, we will only work
with actual special groups in the main body of the paper. One can always reduce to this case by
considering a finite-index, characteristic, special subgroup of any virtually special group.

Throughout the article, we fix a convex-cocompact embedding G ↪→ AΓ. It is important to
remember that many of the notions that we will consider will not be intrinsic to G: they will
rather depend on such a choice of an embedding. In particular, many of these notions might not
be preserved by automorphisms of G (though this will not matter). Our results always hold for all
choices of the convex-cocompact embedding G ↪→ AΓ.

In some parts of the article (those related to Theorem B), we will refer to a coarse median
structure on G. This is an equivalence class of maps µ : G3 → G pairwise at bounded distance from
each other with respect to a word metric (see [Bow13, Fio24] for background). Our coarse median
structure will always be the one induced by the median operator on XΓ, pulled back via the chosen
convex-cocompact embedding G ↪→ AΓ. The coarse median structure on G is not unique in general:
different convex-cocompact embeddings of G in right-angled Artin groups can induce different coarse
median structures on G (see [FLS24] for explicit examples). Our results hold for all such structures.
An element of Aut(G) is said to be coarse-median preserving if it preserves the chosen coarse median
structure on G; this property is satisfied by all inner automorphisms, so it descends to a well-defined
property of elements of Out(G). Coarse-median preserving automorphisms always form a subgroup
of both Aut(G) and Out(G).

We will occasionally speak of contracting elements of G. These are the elements g ∈ G\{1} with
infinite cyclic centraliser in G, or equivalently those that act as Morse isometries on one/all locally

3Several authors prefer calling these groups “compact special” and reserve the terminology “special” for fundamental
groups of (possibly non-compact) special cube complexes, i.e. arbitrary subgroups of right-angled Artin groups.

7



finite Cayley graphs of G (in the sense of [Sis16, ACGH17]). For a third equivalent characterisation,
explaining our terminology: these are the rank–1 isometries of C̃, where C̃ ⊆ XΓ is a G–invariant
convex subcomplex on which G acts cocompactly; rank–1 isometries of CAT(0) spaces are precisely
those that are contracting in the sense of [BF09, CS15]. (Note however that contracting elements
of G will fail to be rank–1 or contracting isometries of the whole XΓ in general.) See e.g. [Gen21b,
Theorem 1.3] and [Sis16] for these equivalences.

The rest of this subsection is devoted to discussing four classes of subgroups of any special group
G that will play an important role throughout the paper. They will be related by the implications
shown in the following diagram:

centraliser
G–semi-parabolic convex-cocompact.

G–parabolic

With the exception of centralisers, which are an Aut(G)–invariant class, these classes of subgroups
depend on the choice of the embedding G ↪→ AΓ and are not preserved by automorphisms of G, in
general. It is worth mentioning, however, that the class of convex-cocompact subgroups is preserved
by coarse-median preserving automorphisms of G [Fio24, Corollary 3.3].

2.1.1. Centralisers. A subgroup H ≤ G is a centraliser if there exists a subset A ⊆ G such that
H = ZG(A), where ZG(A) := {g ∈ G | ga = ag, ∀a ∈ A}. Equivalently, we have H = ZG(ZG(H)).
We do not consider G itself to be a centraliser, except when it has nontrivial centre. We write

Z(G) := {H ≤ G | H is a centraliser in G}.

Note that, viewing G as a subgroup of some right-angled Artin group AΓ, every element of Z(G)
is the intersection with G of an element of Z(AΓ), but the converse does not hold: many such
intersections do not lie in Z(G). Importantly, the family Z(G) is Aut(G)–invariant and closed
under taking arbitrary intersections.

Many other properties of centralisers in special groups G follow from the fact that they are
convex-cocompact and G–semi-parabolic, two classes of subgroups of G that we discuss below.

2.1.2. G–parabolic subgroups. A subgroup of a right-angled Artin group AΓ is parabolic if it is
conjugate to the subgroup generated by a proper subset of the standard generators, namely A∆ for
some ∆ ⊊ Γ. Consequently, if G ≤ AΓ is convex-cocompact, we say that a subgroup H ≤ G is
G–parabolic if H ̸= G and H = G ∩ P for a parabolic subgroup P ≤ AΓ.

Again, we emphasise that the data of which subgroups are G–parabolic depends on the chosen
embedding G ↪→ AΓ. Since we will consider such an embedding to be fixed throughout the article,
we will write, with an abuse of notation:

P(G) := {H ≤ G | H is G–parabolic}.

The family P(G) is closed under taking intersections; in particular, the trivial subgroup is G–
parabolic. However, unlike the family of centralisers, P(G) does not have a purely algebraic char-
acterisation and it fails to be Aut(G)–invariant in general.

The main utility of G–parabolic subgroups comes from the following observation; see [Fio23,
Corollary 3.21] for a proof.

Lemma 2.2. There are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of G–parabolic subgroups.

We say that a subgroup H ≤ G is root-closed if, whenever gn ∈ H for some g ∈ G and n ≥ 2,
we actually have g ∈ H. In right-angled Artin groups, parabolic subgroups and centralisers are
root-closed. As a consequence, all elements of Z(G)∪P(G) are root-closed in any special group G.

We also define the following concept for later use.
8



Definition 2.3. Let H ≤ G be a subgroup. The G–parabolic closure of H (denoted Ĥ) is the
intersection of all G–parabolic subgroups containing H. If no such subgroup exists, we set Ĥ := G.

When Ĥ ̸= G, we have Ĥ ∈ P(G) and Ĥ is the smallest G–parabolic subgroup containing H.

2.1.3. Convex-cocompact subgroups. A subgroup H ≤ G is convex-cocompact, with respect to the
chosen embedding G ↪→ AΓ, if the universal cover of the Salvetti complex XΓ admits an H–invariant
convex subcomplex on which H acts cocompactly.

The simplest examples of convex-cocompact subgroups are provided by centralisers and G–
parabolic subgroups (see Lemma 2.5 below). The next lemma collects several preliminary properties
of convex-cocompact subgroups of special groups.

Lemma 2.4. Let G ≤ AΓ and H,K ≤ G all be convex-cocompact.

(1) The intersection H ∩K is convex-cocompact.
(2) The normaliser NG(H) is convex-cocompact and virtually splits as H×P for some P ∈ P(G).
(3) If g ∈ G satisfies gHg−1 ≤ H, then gHg−1 = H.
(4) The set {g ∈ G | gHg−1 ≤ K} equals the product K · F ·NG(H) for a finite subset F ⊆ G.
(5) The set {H ∩gKg−1 | g ∈ G} contains only finitely many H–conjugacy classes of subgroups.

Proof. Parts (1) and (4) are respectively Lemmas 2.8 and 2.9 in [Fio23], while part (2) follows from
[Fio23, Corollary 2.13].

Part (5) was essentially shown in [Fio23, Section 7.1], as we briefly explain. If C ⊆ XΓ is a convex
subcomplex on which H acts cocompactly, there exists an integer N such that, for each g ∈ G, the
intersection H ∩ gKg−1 acts on a convex subcomplex of C with at most N orbits of vertices; this
was shown in [Fio23, Lemma 7.5] when H = K, and the general case is identical. Now, for each
m ≥ 1, the group H has only finitely many conjugacy classes of convex-cocompact subgroups acting
on a convex subcomplex of C with m orbits of vertices (see e.g. the claim in the proof of [Fio23,
Lemma 2.9]), and this yields part (5).

Finally, we prove part (3). Let C ⊆ XΓ be a convex subcomplex on which H acts essentially; this
exists by [CS11, Proposition 3.12]. Since H is convex-cocompact, the action H ↷ C is cocompact;
let n be its number of vertex orbits. For g ∈ AΓ, the group gHg−1 acts essentially on the convex
subcomplex gC ⊆ XΓ, also with n orbits of vertices.

If gHg−1 ≤ H, then every gHg−1–essential hyperplane of XΓ is H–essential; in particular, every
hyperplane crossing gC also crosses C. If C and gC are disjoint, let x ∈ C and y ∈ gC be a pair
of gates; we can write y = γx for an element γ ∈ AΓ. Every hyperplane of XΓ separating x and
γx must cross every hyperplane of gC, that is, every gHg−1–essential hyperplane. It follows that γ
commutes with gHg−1. Thus, up to replacing g with γ−1g, we can assume that gC ∩C ̸= ∅, which
implies that gC ⊆ C.

Now, consider the ascending union of convex subcomplexes U :=
⋃
k≥0 g

−kC and the ascending
union of subgroups V :=

⋃
k≥0 g

−kHgk. Clearly, U ⊆ XΓ is again a convex subcomplex and it is
V –invariant. For each k ≥ 0, the action g−kHgk ↷ g−kC has exactly n orbits of vertices; it follows
that the same is true of the action V ↷ U . This shows that V is convex-cocompact. Observing that
g normalises V , part (2) implies that a power of g lies in a product V ×P , and hence in g−kHgk×P
for some k. Thus a power of g normalises g−kHgk, which is only possible if g−1Hg = H. □

Lemma 2.5. Let G ≤ AΓ be convex-cocompact.

(1) All subgroups in the collections Z(G) and P(G) are convex-cocompact.
(2) For every P ∈ P(G), the normaliser NG(P ) lies in P(G), except when NG(P ) = G.
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Proof. The centraliser of any subset of a right-angled Artin group is convex-cocompact as a conse-
quence of Servatius’ Centraliser Theorem [Ser89] (see the proof of Lemma 2.7 below for details); par-
abolic subgroups are also evidently convex-cocompact. Intersecting these subgroups with G, it fol-
lows that all elements of Z(G) and P(G) are convex-cocompact as well, since convex-cocompactness
is stable under taking finite intersections by Lemma 2.4(1).

Regarding part (2), consider an element P ∈ P(G). Up to conjugating the whole G by an element
of AΓ, there exists ∆ ⊆ Γ such that P = G∩A∆. Choose ∆ so that it is minimal with this property
(even up to further conjugating G by elements of AΓ).

Let XΓ denote the universal cover of the Salvetti complex of AΓ. Let CP ⊆ X∆ ⊆ XΓ be a convex
subcomplex on which P acts essentially (in the sense of [CS11]). Note that every element of ∆
appears as the label of a hyperplane of CP . Otherwise, CP would be contained in a subcomplex of
the form xX∆0 for some x ∈ AΓ and ∆0 ⊊ ∆, and hence we would have P ≤ G ∩ xA∆0x

−1 and
x−1Px ≤ x−1Gx ∩A∆0 , violating minimality of ∆.

We conclude the proof by showing that NG(P ) coincides with the subgroup G ∩NAΓ
(A∆). The

latter is G–parabolic (or the entire G) because NAΓ
(A∆) = A∆ × A∆⊥ where ∆⊥ :=

⋂
x∈Γ lk(x),

for instance by [AM15, Proposition 3.13]. The inclusion G ∩NAΓ
(A∆) ≤ NG(P ) is clear.

Conversely, if g ∈ NG(P ), we consider the subcomplex gCP ⊆ XΓ, which is acted upon essentially
by gPg−1 = P . Thus, the convex subcomplexes CP and gCP are crossed by the same set U of
hyperplanes of XΓ, namely those hyperplanes that are P–essential. As a consequence, the set V of
hyperplanes separating CP from gCP is transverse to U . Since every element of ∆ appears as the
label of a hyperplane of CP , as observed above, it follows that every hyperplane in V is labelled
by an element of ∆⊥. Thus, since CP ⊆ X∆, we have gCP ⊆ X∆∪∆⊥ and hence g ∈ A∆∪∆⊥ . In
conclusion, g ∈ G ∩NAΓ

(A∆) as required. □

2.1.4. G–semi-parabolic subgroups. Let G ≤ AΓ be convex-cocompact.
Centralisers are by far the most important class of subgroups of G for this article: they will

provide the edge groups for most of the splittings of G that we will be interested in. A particularly
useful property of centralisers is that they are close to being G–parabolic; their failure is only due
to a (virtual) abelian factor. At the same time, the class Z(G) also has a considerable weakness: if
H ≤ G is convex-cocompact and Z ∈ Z(G), the intersection H ∩ Z will not normally lie in Z(H).

To circumvent this issue, it is often useful to work with the following larger class of subgroups,
which have a similar structure to centralisers and additionally satisfy the above stability property.

Definition 2.6. A subgroup Q ≤ G is G–semi-parabolic4 if it is convex-cocompact, root-closed,
and there exists a G–parabolic subgroup R◁Q such that Q/R abelian.

For simplicity, we will say that a subgroup is co-abelian if it is normal with abelian quotient.

Lemma 2.7. All elements of Z(G) are G–semi-parabolic.

Proof. Consider Z ∈ Z(G) and pick a subset B ⊆ G such that Z = ZG(B). Up to conjugating G by
an element of AΓ, the centraliser ZAΓ

(B) is of the form A∆×A, for a subgraph ∆ ⊆ Γ and a convex-
cocompact abelian subgroup A ≤ A∆⊥ where ∆⊥ =

⋂
v∈∆ lk(v) (see [Ser89, Section III] or [Fio23,

Remark 3.7(5) and Corollary 3.25]). The subgroup ZAΓ
(B) is convex-cocompact and root-closed in

AΓ. Since we have Z = G ∩ ZAΓ
(B), it follows that Z is convex-cocompact and root-closed in G.

Since A∆ is co-abelian in ZAΓ
(B), it follows that the G–parabolic subgroup G ∩ A∆ is co-abelian

in Z, showing that Z is G–semi-parabolic. □

The co-abelian G–parabolic subgroup R in Definition 2.6 is not uniquely defined. The next
proposition shows that one can consider a more canonical parabolic part (Definition 2.9) for any
G–semi-parabolic subgroup, which will play an important role throughout the article. What is

4Using Lemma 2.4, it is not hard to show that this definition is indeed equivalent to [Fio23, Definition 3.29].
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particularly useful is that parabolic parts can be defined without any explicit reference to the
ambient right-angled Artin group, only requiring algebraic properties and the notion of convex-
cocompactness.

Proposition 2.8. Let Q ≤ G be G–semi-parabolic.
(1) There exists a unique minimal convex-cocompact, root-closed, co-abelian subgroup P ◁Q.
(2) The subgroup P is G–parabolic and it has trivial centre.
(3) If gPg−1 ≤ Q for some g ∈ G, then gPg−1 = P .
(4) Denoting by A the centre of Q, the subgroup ⟨P,A⟩ ∼= P×A has finite index in Q. Moreover,

A is root-closed, convex-cocompact and (abstractly) isomorphic to the quotient Q/P .

Proof. We begin with the following observation, which is the main point of the proof.
Claim. There exists a co-abelian G–parabolic subgroup R0 ◁Q with trivial centre.

Proof of claim. Let R ◁ Q be a co-abelian G–parabolic subgroup, as provided by Definition 2.6.
Denote by CR the centre of R, and note that CR is convex-cocompact as it lies in Z(R). Since
R is convex-cocompact and normal in Q, Lemma 2.4(2) shows that Q virtually splits as R × B
for a Q–parabolic group B, which must be abelian as R is co-abelian in Q. Similarly, since CR is
convex-cocompact and normal in R, we have that R virtually splits as CR ×R0 for an R–parabolic
subgroup R0. Actually, since R is G–parabolic, the fact that R0 is R–parabolic implies that R0 is
G–parabolic as well. Summing up, we have shown that Q virtually splits as R0 × CR × B, where
R0 is G–parabolic, and CR and B are abelian.

Note that R0 has trivial centre. If g is an element in the centre of R0, then g commutes with
R0×CR. It then follows that g commutes with R, since ZG(g) is root-closed and R0×CR has finite
index in R. Thus g lies the centre of R, and hence g ∈ CR ∩R0 = {1}.

Also note that R0 is normal in Q. Indeed, R0 is certainly normal in the product R0 × CR × B,
which has finite index in Q. At the same time, R0 is G–parabolic, so NG(R0) is G–parabolic by
Lemma 2.5(2), and in particular NG(R0) is root-closed. Thus, it follows that Q ≤ NG(R0), as
claimed.

We are left to show that R0 is co-abelian in Q. For this, we consider the abelian group B′ :=
CR×B, which is central in Q (again because centralisers are root-closed). The centraliser ZAΓ

(B′)
splits as Π × B′′, where Π ≤ AΓ is parabolic and B′′ ≤ AΓ is an abelian subgroup with B′ ≤ B′′

(again by the Centraliser Theorem). Now, since R0 is a convex-cocompact subgroup of the product
Π×B′′, it virtually splits as the product (R0∩Π)× (R0∩B′′), and R0∩B′′ is trivial because R0 has
trivial centre. Thus R0∩Π has finite index in R0, and since Π is root-closed, it follows that R0 ≤ Π.
Conversely, a similar argument shows that Π∩Q ≤ R0, since Π has trivial intersection with CR×B.
In conclusion, Q is contained in the product Π × B′′, where B′′ is abelian and R0 = Π ∩ Q. This
shows that R0 is co-abelian in Q, completing the proof of the claim. ■

Using the claim, we now proceed to prove the four parts of the proposition, beginning with
part (1). Let H ◁Q be convex-cocompact, root-closed and co-abelian in Q. Then the intersection
H∩R0 is convex-cocompact and co-abelian in R0. By Lemma 2.4(2) and the fact that R0 has trivial
centre, the latter implies that H ∩ R0 has finite index in R0 and, since H ∩ R0 is root-closed, it
follows that H ∩R0 = R0. In other words, we have R0 ≤ H, showing that R0 is the unique minimal
convex-cocompact, root-closed, co-abelian subgroup of Q.

Setting P := R0, we have proved parts (1) and (2) of the proposition. Part (4) follows from
Lemma 2.4(2), noting that the centre of Q projects injectively to a finite-index subgroup of Q/R0,
and that the latter is a free abelian group (for instance, because Q/R0 embeds in the free abelian
group B′′ considered at the end of the proof of the claim).

We are left to prove part (3). Recall from the end of the proof of the claim that Q is contained in
a product Π× B′′, where Π ≤ AΓ is parabolic, B′′ is abelian, and R0 = Π ∩Q. Up to conjugating
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the whole G by an element of AΓ, we can assume that Π = A∆ for some ∆ ⊆ Γ and that B′′ ≤ A∆⊥ ,
where ∆⊥ =

⋂
v∈∆ lk(v). Now, thinking of elements of R0 as elements of the right-angled Artin

group AΓ, their cyclically reduced parts only involve standard generators in ∆; the same is true
of elements of any conjugate gR0g

−1. Thus, if we have gR0g
−1 ≤ Q, then gR0g

−1 ≤ R0, because
Q ≤ A∆ × A∆⊥ and Q ∩ A∆ = R0. Finally, the inclusion gR0g

−1 ≤ R0 implies that gR0g
−1 = R0

by Lemma 2.4(3), as required. □

It is convenient to name the subgroup P described in the previous proposition.

Definition 2.9. Let Q ≤ G be G–semi-parabolic. The parabolic part of Q is the unique minimal
subgroup P ◁Q that is convex-cocompact, root-closed and co-abelian.

The following example shows that part (4) of Proposition 2.8 cannot be improved.

Example 2.10. If Z ∈ Z(G), its parabolic part P ◁ Z is not a direct factor of Z in general, if
we do not first pass to finite index. For instance, consider AΓ = ⟨a, b⟩ × ⟨c⟩ ∼= F2 × Z and the
index–2 subgroup G = ⟨a2, b2, ab, c2, ac⟩, which has a further index–2 subgroup splitting as the
product ⟨a2, b2, ab⟩ × ⟨c2⟩. We have ZG(c2) = G and its parabolic part is P = ⟨a2, b2, ab⟩. Since
G/P ∼= Z = ⟨ac⟩, we have G = P ⋊ Z and P is not a direct factor of G.

We also record the following observation on chains of semi-parabolic subgroups in special groups.

Remark 2.11. Let G be special and let Q1, Q2 ≤ G be G–semi-parabolic subgroups with the
same parabolic part P . If Q1 is a proper subgroup of Q2, then Q1 has infinite index in Q2; this is
because G–semi-parabolic subgroups are root-closed. It follows that the free abelian group Q1/P
is an infinite-index subgroup of the free abelian group Q2/P , and thus it has strictly lower rank.
This shows that ascending chains of G–semi-parabolic subgroups of G with a given parabolic part
contain at most d+ 1 elements, where d is the largest rank of a free abelian subgroup of G.

More generally, if Q1 ≤ Q2 are arbitrary G–semi-parabolic subgroups, then the parabolic part of
Q1 is contained in that of Q2. Observing that chains of G–parabolic subgroups of G have length at
most |Γ(0)|, we conclude that arbitrary chains of G–semi-parabolic subgroups of G have length at
most |Γ(0)| · (d+ 1). Of course, this bound is far from tight.

2.2. Growth rates.

2.2.1. Abstract growth rates. When we speak of a “growth rate” in this article, we will refer to the
following general notion of how fast a sequence can grow.

If a, b : N → R>0 are two sequences, we write a ⪯ b if there exists a constant C such that an ≤ Cbn
for all n ≥ 0; equivalently, if we have lim supn an/bn < +∞. Informally, we will also say that a is
slower than b, and that b is faster than a. We say that a and b are equivalent, written a ∼ b, if we
have both a ⪯ b and b ⪯ a. We denote by [1] the equivalence class of constant sequences.

Definition 2.12. A growth rate is a ∼–equivalence class [an] of sequences in (R>0)
N with [an] ⪰ [1].

We denote by (G,⪯) the set of all growth rates with the poset structure induced by the relation ⪯.

It will often be convenient to work modulo a non-principal ultrafilter ω ⊆ 2N and the weaker
ordering on sequences that it induces. We refer to [DK18, Chapter 10] for generalities on ultrafilters.

Given two sequences a, b : N → R>0, we write a ⪯ω b if we have limω an/bn < +∞. Informally, we
say that a is ω–slower than b, and that b is ω–faster than a. We say that a and b are ω–equivalent,
written a ∼ω b, if we have both a ⪯ω b and b ⪯ω a.

Definition 2.13. Let ω be a non-principal ultrafilter on N. An ω–growth rate is a ∼ω–equivalence
class [an] of sequences in (R>0)

N with [an] ⪰ω [1]. We denote by (Gω,⪯ω) the set of all ω–growth
rates with the total order induced by the relation ⪯ω.
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Each ∼ω–equivalence class of sequences is a union of (uncountably many) ∼–equivalence classes.
As a consequence, there is a natural order-preserving quotient map (G,⪯) → (Gω,⪯ω). We em-
phasise that, while (G,⪯) is only partially ordered, all its quotients (Gω,⪯ω) are totally ordered.
We also record the following observation.

Remark 2.14. [an] ⪯ [bn] holds if and only if [an] ⪯ω [bn] holds for all non-principal ultrafilters ω.

We will often simply write an ⪯ bn, an ∼ bn, an ⪯ω bn, etc in the rest the paper, omitting the
square brackets when this streamlines notation without causing ambiguities.

2.2.2. Lengths on groups. Let G be a group with a finite generating set S.
We denote by |·|S and ∥·∥S the word length and conjugacy length on G associated to S, as defined

in the Introduction. If T is a different finite generating set, then | · |T and ∥ · ∥T are bi-Lipschitz
equivalent to | · |S and ∥ · ∥S , respectively.

If G ↷ X is an isometric action on a metric space, we also consider the translation length of an
element, and the displacement parameter of the action:

ℓX(g) := inf
x∈X

d(x, gx), τSX := inf
x∈X

max
s∈S

d(sx, x).

Despite our notation, these quantities do not just depend on the space X, but also on the specific
action. Again, if T is a different finite generating set, there is a constant C = C(S, T ) such that
1
C τ

S
X ≤ τTX ≤ CτSX for all G–spaces X. The following are straightforward observations.

Lemma 2.15. If φ ∈ Aut(G), the map φ : G→ G is bi-Lipschitz with respect to | · |S and ∥ · ∥S.

Lemma 2.16. Consider an isometric action G↷ X.
(1) For every g ∈ G, we have ℓX(g) ≤ τSX∥g∥S.
(2) If the action G↷ X is proper and cocompact and X is geodesic, then there exists a constant

c = c(S,X) > 0 such that ℓX(g) ≥ c∥g∥S for all g ∈ G.

Remark 2.17. Let H ≤ G be generated by a finite subset T ⊆ H. If H is undistorted, then the
word lengths | · |T and | · |S are bi-Lipschitz equivalent on H. However, undistortion alone does not
suffice to conclude that the conjugacy lengths ∥ · ∥T and ∥ · ∥S are bi-Lipschitz equivalent on H.

If G is special and H ≤ G is convex-cocompact, then ∥ · ∥T and ∥ · ∥S are indeed bi-Lipschitz
equivalent on H. This can be seen by applying Lemma 2.16 twice, once to the action of H on a
cocompact cubulation G↷ X, and once to its action on an H–cocompact convex subcomplex.

2.2.3. Growth of automorphisms. Consider now a finitely generated group G, an automorphism
φ ∈ Aut(G) and its outer class ϕ ∈ Out(G). Let | · | and ∥ · ∥ be the word and conjugacy lengths on
G with respect to some finite generating set, whose choice will play no role.

Definition 2.18. The growth rate of an element g ∈ G under φ is the ∼–equivalence class
[
|φn(g)|

]
in G. Similarly, the growth rate of g under ϕ is5 the equivalence class

[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
∈ G.

In other words, we consider the equivalence class of the sequences n 7→ |φn(g)| and n 7→ ∥ϕn(g)∥
up to multiplicative constants. A different choice of generating set on G only alters | · | and ∥ · ∥
through a bi-Lipschitz equivalence, so it leads to the exact same growth rates within G. Since
∥ · ∥ ≤ | · |, we always have [

∥ϕn(g)∥
]
⪯

[
|φn(g)|

]
.

Moreover,
[
|φn(g)|

]
∼ [1] holds if and only if a power of φ fixes g, and

[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
∼ [1] holds if and

only if a power of ϕ preserves the conjugacy class of g.

5Note that ϕn(g) is not a well-defined element of G, but it is a well-defined conjugacy class.
13



We denote by G(φ) ⊆ G and g(ϕ) ⊆ G (or G(G,φ) and g(G,ϕ) if there is any ambiguity) the sets
of all growth rates of the automorphism, as g varies in G. The constant rate [1] always appears in
both sets, due to the identity element of G.

Of course, there are also versions of the above concepts modulo any non-principal ultrafilter ω.
We thus denote by Gω(φ) and gω(ϕ) the sets of all ω–growth rates of φ and ϕ, that is, the images
of the sets G(φ) and g(ϕ) under the projection G → Gω.

In keeping with the above conventions, we will generally denote (ω–)growth rates of automor-
phisms by the letter O, and (ω–)growth rates of outer automorphisms by the letter o.

There are two additional important elements of G that we can associate to φ and ϕ. In some
sense, they play the role of a “maximum” for the sets G(φ) and g(ϕ), but it is important to stress
that, a priori, they do not lie in G(φ) or g(ϕ). Fixing any finite generating set S ⊆ G, we write:

Otop(φ) :=
[
σS(φn)

]
, where σS(φ) := max

s∈S
|φ(s)|,

otop(ϕ) :=
[
τS(ϕn)

]
, where τS(ϕ) := min

x∈G
max
s∈S

|xφ(s)x−1|.

Note that Otop(φ) and otop(φ) are again completely independent of the choice of S. The notation
τS(ϕ) is consistent with the one introduced in Section 2.2.2; it is exactly the displacement parameter
for the action of G on the Cayley graph used to define the word length | · |, pre-composed with φ.

Lemma 2.19. We have O ⪯ Otop(φ) for all O ∈ G(φ), and o ⪯ otop(ϕ) for all o ∈ g(ϕ).

Proof. For all g ∈ G and n ∈ N, we have

|φn(g)| ≤ |g|S · σS(φn), ∥ϕn(g)∥ ≤ ∥g∥S · τS(ϕn),
where the latter inequality is obtained by applying Lemma 2.16(1) to the action of G on one of its
Cayley graphs, precomposed with φn. The lemma immediately follows from these inequalities. □

Despite the above lemma, it is not at all clear whether the sets G(φ) and g(ϕ) always have a
⪯–maximum, even for automorphisms of special groups. I still do not know if this is the case in the
setting of Theorem A. This is true under the assumptions of Theorem B, but even in that situation
it will only become clear near the end of the article (Theorem 7.1(1)).

What is instead clear, even at this preliminary stage, is that automorphisms of special groups
always have a top ω–growth rate, for any non-principal ultrafilter ω.

Lemma 2.20. Let G be a special group. For every φ ∈ Aut(G) and ϕ ∈ Out(G), the sets Gω(φ)
and gω(ϕ) each have a ⪯ω–maximum in Gω.

Proof. We claim that the projections of Otop(φ) and otop(ϕ) to Gω lie in Gω(φ) and gω(ϕ), re-
spectively. By Lemma 2.19, these projections are indeed ω–faster than any ω–growth rate in the
respective sets, so it will follow that they are the required ⪯ω–maxima.

To prove our claim, we need to find two elements g, g′ ∈ G with
[
|φn(g)|

]
∼ω Otop(φ) and[

∥ϕn(g′)∥
]
∼ω otop(ϕ). Since S is finite, there is an element s0 ∈ S such that the equality σS(φn) =

|φn(s0)| holds for ω–all integers n; we can then take g := s0. (This works when G is an arbitrary
finitely generated group.) As to the existence of an element g′ with

[
∥ϕn(g′)∥

]
∼ω otop(ϕ), it

can be quickly shown with the Bestvina–Paulin construction, exploiting some weak properties of
asymptotic cones of special groups; we explain this a couple of pages below, in Lemma 2.24. □

Consequently, in the setting of the lemma, we will write

Oω
top(φ) := max

ω
Gω(φ), oωtop(ϕ) := max

ω
gω(ϕ).

From the proof of the Lemma 2.20, it follows that Oω
top(φ) and oωtop(ϕ) are simply the projections

to Gω of Otop(φ) and otop(ϕ), respectively.
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Remark 2.21. Let G be special. Given some o ∈ G, we have o ⪰ o′ for all o′ ∈ g(ϕ) if and only if
o ⪰ otop(ϕ). Indeed, the backwards implication follows from Lemma 2.19. As to the forwards one,
if o ̸⪰ otop(ϕ), then there exists a non-principal ultrafilter ω such that o ≺ω otop(ϕ) (Remark 2.14).
By the proof of Lemma 2.20, there exists an element g ∈ G with ∥ϕn(g)∥ ∼ω otop(ϕ), and hence
o ≺ω ∥ϕn(g)∥. Thus, o ̸⪰ o′ for o′ :=

[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
∈ g(ϕ).

By the same argument, given o ∈ G, we have o ⪰ O for all O ∈ G(φ) if and only if o ⪰ Otop(φ).

2.2.4. Operations on growth rates. Given two growth rates [an], [bn] ∈ G, the sum [an] + [bn] :=
[an + bn] is a well-defined growth rate. The sum of two ω–growth rates is also a well-defined ω–
growth rate. For k ∈ N, we define k ∗ [an] := [akn], that is, the equivalence class of the sequence
n 7→ akn. Similarly, we set 1

k ∗ [an] := [a⌊n
k
⌋]. The operation ∗ is only well-defined on G; it does not

descend to an operation on Gω.
For any finitely generated group G and any ψ ∈ Out(G), we have the following identities

otop(ψ
k) ∼ k ∗ otop(ψ), otop(ψ) ∼ 1

k ∗ otop(ψk),

for all k ∈ N. (The second formula uses Lemma 2.15.) Analogous identities hold for elements of
Aut(G) and Otop(·).

2.3. Degenerations. Let G be a special group. An infinite sequence in Out(G) and a choice of
a non-principal ultrafilter ω give rise to an isometric action on a median space G ↷ Xω, which
equivariantly embeds in a finite product of R–trees. We refer to such actions as degenerations.

The purpose of Section 2.3 is to briefly recall how these are constructed (the Bestvina–Paulin
construction [Bes88, Pau91]) and to collect many of their properties shown in [Fio23, Fio24]. We
begin in a general setting and progressively introduce assumptions, to show where these are needed.

2.3.1. Limits of sequences of homomorphisms. To begin with, let G and A be finitely generated
groups. Let X be a locally finite Cayley graph of A.

Let Rep(G,A) be the quotient of the set of homomorphisms Hom(G,A) by the A–action given
by post-composition with inner automorphisms of A. For instance, we have Rep(G,G) = Out(G).

Consider a sequence ϕn ∈ Rep(G,A). If φn is any sequence of lifts of ϕn to Hom(G,A), we obtain
a sequence of actions G↷φn X, in which each g ∈ G acts on X as the element φn(g) ∈ A. If S ⊆ G
is a finite generating set, we can then consider the displacement parameters τSn of this sequence
of G–actions, as defined in Section 2.2.2. The value of τSn only depends on the element ϕn and is
unaffected by the choice of the specific representative φn. Moreover, if T ⊆ G is another generating
set, the abstract growth rates [τSn ], [τ

T
n ] ∈ G coincide. For this reason, we will simply write “τn” in

the coming discussion when the choice of generating set is irrelevant.
The sequence τn is bounded if and only if the sequence ϕn is finite, meaning that the ϕn all lie

in some finite subset of Rep(G,A).
Now, consider an infinite sequence ϕn ∈ Rep(G,A) and fix a non-principal ultrafilter ω on N.

Pick basepoints xn ∈ X that almost realise the τn, in the sense that maxs∈S d(φn(s)xn, xn) ≤ 2τn.
Then define the isometric G–action

(G↷ Xω) := lim
ω

(
G↷φn

1
τn
X
)
,

where 1
τn
X denotes the Cayley graph X with its metric rescaled by τn, and we use the sequence of

basepoints xn to select the correct component of the ultraproduct. We refer the reader to [DK18,
Chapter 10] for basics on ultralimits of spaces and actions.

Definition 2.22. We refer to the action G↷ Xω as the degeneration determined by the sequence
ϕn ∈ Rep(G,A), the ultrafilter ω, and the sequence of basepoints xn.
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Strictly speaking, the choice of generating set S also affects the scaling parameters τSn and hence
the degeneration Xω, albeit only by a G–equivariant homothety, which we can disregard. The choice
of representatives φn has no effect, up to G–equivariant isometries.

One of the most important properties of degenerations is that, by construction, no point of Xω
is fixed by G. This is precisely what motivates the choice of the τn as scaling factors.

2.3.2. Homomorphisms into RAAGs. Let now A be a right-angled Artin group AΓ.
We will always endow AΓ with its standard generating set, so that the corresponding Cayley

graph is naturally identified with the universal cover XΓ of the Salvetti complex, equipped with the
ℓ1–metric coming from its cubical structure.

The cube complex XΓ admits a natural AΓ–equivariant embedding into a finite product of sim-
plicial trees T v. This embedding preserves distances if we endow XΓ and the product with their
ℓ1–metrics. Specifically, the trees AΓ ↷ T v are the Bass–Serre trees of the HNN splittings

AΓ = AΓ\{v}∗Alk(v)

where the stable letter of the HNN extension is identified with the standard generator v. Thus,
there is one of these trees for each vertex v ∈ Γ. Equivalently, T v can be viewed as the tree dual
to the set of hyperplanes of XΓ labelled by v. Composing the embedding XΓ ↪→

∏
v∈Γ T

v with the
factor projections, we obtain AΓ–equivariant cellular maps πv : XΓ → T v.

All this additional structure gets transferred to any degeneration. Let G ↷ Xω be the degen-
eration associated to a finitely generated group G, an infinite sequence ϕn ∈ Rep(G,AΓ) and an
ultrafilter6 ω, along with a suitable choice of basepoints xn. The results of [Bow13, Bow16] imply:

Proposition 2.23. The space Xω is a complete, geodesic, finite-rank median space. It embeds G–
equivariantly and isometrically in a finite product of R–trees

∏
v∈Γ T

v
ω , endowed with the ℓ1–metric.

The action G↷ Xω has unbounded orbits.

More precisely, the action G↷ T vω is the ultralimit of the actions G↷φn
1
τn
T v, where we use the

sequence πv(xn) as basepoints, and where τn is the sequence of displacement factors for the actions
G ↷φn XΓ. It is perfectly possible for G to be elliptic in the tree T vω for some values of v ∈ Γ, but
not for all.

We have the following straightforward connection between degenerations and growth rates of
outer automorphisms. In particular, this completes the proof Lemma 2.20 above.

Lemma 2.24. Consider a convex-cocompact embedding i : G ↪→ AΓ, an infinite sequence ϕn ∈
Out(G), and an ultrafilter ω. Consider i ◦ ϕn ∈ Rep(G,AΓ), with displacement parameters τn, and
let G↷ Xω be a degeneration determined by it. Then, for any element g ∈ G, we have (computing
conjugacy lengths in G):

(1) if ℓXω(g) > 0, the ω–growth rates
[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
and [τn] coincide in Gω;

(2) if ℓXω(g) = 0, we have
[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
≺ω [τn] instead.

Moreover, there do exist elements g ∈ G with ℓXω(g) > 0.

Proof. If ∥ · ∥AΓ
denotes conjugacy lengths with respect to the standard generating set of AΓ, we

have ℓXΓ
(h) = ∥h∥AΓ

for all h ∈ AΓ. If ∥ · ∥ denotes conjugacy lengths with respect to any finite
generating set of G, there exists a constant C such that 1

C ∥ · ∥ ≤ ∥ · ∥AΓ
≤ C∥ · ∥ on G; this follows

from Remark 2.17 and it is the only point of the proof where we use convex-cocompactness. Now, we
have ℓXω(g) = limω

1
τn
ℓXΓ

(iϕn(g)), for instance by [Fio24, Lemma 7.9(2)] (the inequality ≥ is trivial,
but ≤ needs some properties of right-angled Artin groups so that limits of axes do not disappear in
Xω). Parts (1) and (2) immediately follow, since we have seen that

[
ℓXΓ

(iϕn(g))
]
∼

[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
.

6We will improperly use the term “ultrafilter” with the meaning of “non-principal ultrafilter” throughout the rest
of the article, in order to avoid unnecessarily heavy language. Principal ultrafilters clearly are of no use to us.
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The existence of elements g ∈ G with ℓXω(g) > 0 is due to the fact that G ↷ Xω does not have
a global fixed point and thus has loxodromic elements (for instance, using Serre’s lemma [Ser03, p.
64] in the R–trees T vω). □

In conclusion, in degenerations determined by sequences in Out(G) for a special group G, lox-
odromic elements are precisely those whose conjugacy lengths in G grow the fastest under the
automorphisms (modulo the ultrafilter), and all strictly slower-growing elements are elliptic.

2.3.3. Degenerations of special groups. Let G ≤ AΓ be a convex-cocompact subgroup in the rest
of the section. Degenerations G ↷ Xω originating from infinite sequences in Out(G) have strong
properties, which we now review. Most of this was shown in [Fio23].

We will be mainly interested in analysing the R–trees G↷ T vω with v ∈ Γ, in whose product Xω
is embedded by Proposition 2.23. As mentioned, G can be elliptic in some of these trees and, even
when it is not, the action will typically not be minimal (i.e. it will have proper invariant subtrees).
What matters is that these trees have extremely well-behaved arc-stabilisers — they are close to
being elements of Z(G) — which in particular guarantees that the G–action is “stable” in the sense
of Bestvina and Feighn [BF95] and we can apply Rips–Sela theory to it.

Given a non-elliptic action on an R–tree H ↷ T , we denote by Min(H,T ) the H–minimal subtree
of T . If U ⊆ T is a subset, we write HU for its H–stabiliser, that is, the subgroup of elements h ∈ H
with hU = U . By an arc in an R–tree, we mean a subset homeomorphic to [0, 1] (thus, we do not
allow arcs to degenerate into points). If β is an arc, then Hβ fixes it pointwise; on the other hand,
if α is a line, then Hα might translate along it. A subtree τ ⊆ T is stable if all its arcs have the
same G–stabiliser. The action H ↷ T is BF–stable (after [BF95] and [Gui08]) if every arc contains
a stable sub-arc.

The following is an important concept in order to understand the trees G↷ T vω .

Definition 2.25. We say that a line α ⊆ Min(G,T vω) is perverse if all the following hold:
(1) α is a stable subtree;
(2) the action Gα ↷ α is nontrivial, and it does not swap the two ends of α;
(3) Gα = ZG(x) for some element x ∈ G, but the pointwise stabiliser of α does not lie in Z(G).

Remark 2.26. We record here the following elementary properties of perverse lines.
(1) If α is a perverse line, then all its arcs have the same G–stabiliser, which coincides with the

pointwise stabiliser of α. This is the kernel of the nontrivial homomorphism ρ : Gα → R
given by (signed) translation lengths along α.

(2) Distinct perverse lines α1, α2 share at most one point. Indeed, if their intersection were
to contain an arc β, we would have Gβ ≤ Gα1 ∩ Gα2 since the αi are stable. Hence
Gβ = Gα1 ∩Gα2 and, since the stabilisers Gαi lie in Z(G) by part (3) of the definition, we
would have Gβ ∈ Z(G), contradicting again part (3).

(3) If α is a perverse line, we have NG(Gα) = Gα. Indeed, the normaliser of Gα must stabilise
the minimal subtree of Gα, which is α itself.

The following is the main structural result on the trees T vω and, consequently, on Xω.

Theorem 2.27. Let G ≤ AΓ be convex-cocompact, ϕn ∈ Out(G) an infinite sequence, and G↷ Xω
a resulting degeneration. Consider v ∈ Γ such that G is non-elliptic in T vω .

(1) The action G↷ Min(G,T vω) is BF–stable.
(2) For any arc β ⊆ Min(G,T vω), either Gβ ∈ Z(G), or β is contained in a perverse line.
(3) If the ϕn are coarse-median preserving, then there are no perverse lines in T vω . Moreover,

each line α ⊆ T vω is acted upon discretely by its G–stabiliser.
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Proof. Almost the entire theorem is already shown in [Fio23]. Part (3) follows from [Fio23, Propo-
sition 5.15(c)]. Part (1) is [Fio23, Corollary 6.13]; in fact, BF–stability is also a consequence of
part (2), which implies that arc-stabilisers are co-abelian subgroups of centralisers, a class of sub-
groups that satisfies the ascending chain condition. Regarding part (2), although the definition
of perverse lines does not appear there, everything except stability of α is explicitly mentioned in
[Fio23]: see Proposition 5.12, Proposition 5.15(a) and Remark 5.14.

In order to complete the proof of the theorem, we are only left to show that the lines α that
one gets in part (2) are stable, and thus indeed perverse. This can be quickly deduced from what
already appears in the proofs of the above-cited results from [Fio23]; we now briefly recall their
setting, but (inevitably) assume that the reader is a little familiar with them.

The action G ↷ T vω is the ω–limit of actions G ↷φn
1
τn
T v for some φn ∈ Aut(G). Let β ⊆

Min(G,T vω) be an arc such that Gβ is not a centraliser. Then [Fio23, Proposition 5.12] yields a
line α ⊆ T vω such that Gβ ≤ Gα and such that α satisfies parts (2) and (3) of Definition 2.25;
in particular, if ρ : Gα → R is the homomorphism giving translation lengths along α, we have
Gβ = ker ρ. Proposition 5.12 in [Fio23] also tells us that the Gα–minimal subtree for each action
G ↷φn

1
τn
T v is a line αn ⊆ T v. These lines αn converge to α. If ρn : Gα → R gives translation

lengths along αn, then the ρn converge to ρ. Since ρ is nontrivial, ω–all ρn are also nontrivial.
Let tn > 0 be the smallest positive value in the image ρn(Gα) ⊆ R. Let us first show that

limω tn = 0. If this were not the case, there would exist ϵ > 0 such that, for ω–all n, every element
of Gα either fixes αn pointwise or translates along it by at least ϵ. In this case, each g ∈ Gβ = ker ρ
must fix αn for ω–all n, so Gβ is precisely the ω–intersection of the G–fixators of the lines αn. Each
such fixator is a centraliser in G; this follows from [Fio23, Theorem 4.2], noting that its 2nd case
cannot occur as it would imply that tn ≤ q/τn →ω 0, where q is the uniform constant mentioned in
that result. In conclusion, Gβ is an ω–intersection of centralisers, hence itself a centraliser in G by
[Fio23, Proposition 3.38], contradicting our assumptions.

Before continuing, we also remark that the image ρn(Gα) ⊆ R coincides with the image of the
centre of Gα. This is explained in the proof of [Fio23, Proposition 5.15, part (a)] and also again,
more explicitly, in the second half of the proof of part (b) of the same result.

Now that we have shown that limω tn = 0, we can prove that each arc β′ ⊆ α has the same
G–stabiliser as β, i.e. that α is stable. Let βn, β′n ⊆ αn be sequences of arcs converging to β and β′,
respectively. Since limω tn = 0, we can assume without loss of generality that β′n = gnβn for some
elements gn ∈ Gα (where gn is acting, as usual, through the action G↷φn

1
τn
T v). By the previous

paragraph, we can actually choose these elements gn within the centre of Gα.
Finally, observe that the sequence (gn) defines an isometry gω of T vω mapping each sequence (xn)

to the sequence (gnxn) (where gnxn is once more meant with respect to the action G ↷φn
1
τn
T v).

By construction, we have gωβ = β′. Note that gω will not lie in the image of the homomorphism
η : G→ Isom(T vω) given by the action G↷ T vω , but it will still centralise η(Gα) by construction. It
follows that Gβ′ = gωGβg

−1
ω = Gβ as required. This completes the proof of the theorem. □

We conclude this section with a comment on the dependence of degenerations G ↷ Xω on the
choices of ultrafilter and basepoint sequence.

Remark 2.28. Let G ≤ AΓ be convex-cocompact and let ϕn ∈ Out(G) be an infinite sequence.

(1) If G has trivial centre, then the degeneration G ↷ Xω is independent of the choice of
basepoints used to define it. This is because G is “uniformly non-elementary” by [Fio24,
Theorem I]. Indeed, this property implies that there exists a constant C such that, for every
finite generating set S ⊆ G, if xn, yn ∈ XΓ are sequences with maxs∈S d(φn(s)xn, xn) ≤ 2τn
and maxs∈S d(φn(s)yn, yn) ≤ 2τn, then we have d(xn, yn) ≤ Cτn. Thus, the sequences (xn)
and (yn) select the same component of the ultraproduct

∏
ω

1
τn
XΓ.
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(2) The isometry type of the space Xω is independent of the choice of ultrafilter by [CRHK24].
However, in a degeneration G↷ Xω, the G–action might depend on the ultrafilter, a priori.
This will be a source of significant complications later in the paper.

For lack of a better place, we record here the following observation; see e.g. [FK24, Lemma 2.18]
for a proof. This is particularly useful when working with groups that are not finitely generated.

Lemma 2.29. Let G↷ T be an (isometric) group action on an R–tree. Suppose that there are no
infinite ascending chains of G–stabilisers of rays in T . Then, if H ≤ G is any subgroup, either H
fixes a point of T or H contains a loxodromic element.

2.4. Splittings over convex-cocompact subgroups. At many points in the paper, we will con-
sider a graph-of-groups splitting of a special group G whose edge groups are centralisers. We will
then seek to understand, and possibly further split, the vertex groups of the graph of groups. A
key point is that these vertex groups are again special groups, so that our techniques can again be
applied to them. This short subsection is devoted to proving precisely this fact; more generally,
convex-cocompactness of edge groups implies convex-cocompactness of vertex groups. This is a
typical phenomenon when it comes to “geometric” properties of edge groups (compare e.g. [Bow98,
Proposition 1.2] and [HW21]).

We state the result for general cocompact cubulations, as it may be useful elsewhere. A cocompact
cubulation Q ↷ X is a proper cocompact action of a discrete group on a CAT(0) cube complex.
As above, we say that a subgroup H ≤ Q is convex-cocompact in the cubulation if H preserves a
convex subcomplex of X on which it acts cocompactly.

Proposition 2.30. Let Q ↷ X be a cocompact cubulation. If Q ↷ T is a minimal action on a
simplicial tree such that Q–stabilisers of edges of T are convex-cocompact in X, then Q–stabilisers
of vertices of T are convex-cocompact in X.

Proof. We start by constructing a cocompact cubulation Q ↷ Y having both actions Q ↷ X and
Q ↷ T as restriction quotients in the sense of [CS11, p. 860] (also see [Fio24, Section 2.5.1] for
details); in other words, X and T can both be obtained from Y by collapsing some Q–orbits of
hyperplanes. Such a complex Y can be obtained by applying [Fio23, Proposition 7.9] exactly as in
the proof of [FLS24, Theorem 2.17, (3)⇒(4)]. Omitting some details, one considers the diagonal
action Q↷ X × T and finds a Q–invariant, Q–cofinite median subalgebra M ⊆ X(0) × T (0) that is
mapped ontoX(0) by the factor projectionX×T → X. Using Chepoi–Roller duality [Che00, Rol98],
the action Q↷M is the action on the 0–skeleton of the required CAT(0) cube complex Y .

Now that we have Y , there is by construction a Q–invariant set W of pairwise-disjoint hyperplanes
of Y such that its dual tree is Q–equivariantly isomorphic to T . Let Y ◦ be a copy of Y from which
we have removed the interiors of the carriers of the hyperplanes in W (that is, all open cubes
intersecting elements of W). The Q–stabilisers of the vertices of T are precisely the Q–stabilisers
of the connected components of Y ◦. Each of these components is a convex subcomplex of Y and it
is acted upon cocompactly by its stabiliser, since Q↷ Y is cocompact and Y ◦ ⊆ Y is Q–invariant.
This shows that Q–stabilisers of vertices of T are convex-cocompact in Y .

Finally, the equivariant projection Y → X takes convex subcomplexes to convex subcomplexes,
so any subgroup of Q that is convex-cocompact in Y is also convex-cocompact in X. □

We take the chance to make here two loosely related observations, for use in later sections.

Remark 2.31. Let G be any group and let G↷ T be a minimal action on a tree. If edge-stabilisers
are root-closed in G, then vertex-stabilisers are root-closed as well. Indeed, consider g ∈ G and n ≥ 2
such that gn fixes a vertex x ∈ T . It follows that g is elliptic, so it fixes a vertex y ∈ T . If y ̸= x,
let e ⊆ T be the edge incident to x in the direction of y. Since gn fixes both x and y, it must fix e.
Now, the fact that Ge is root-closed implies that g ∈ Ge ≤ Gx, as required.
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Recall that NG(H) denotes the normaliser in G of a subgroup H ≤ G and, assuming H acts on
a tree T , Fix(H) ⊆ T denotes the subtree of H–fixed points.

Lemma 2.32. Let G ≤ AΓ be convex-cocompact. Let G ↷ T be a minimal action on a tree with
convex-cocompact edge-stabilisers. Then, for any convex-cocompact subgroup H ≤ G, the action
NG(H) ↷ Fix(H) is cocompact.

Proof. Since G is finitely generated and acts minimally, the action G↷ T is cocompact. Therefore,
it suffices to show that, for any edge e ⊆ T , the normaliser NG(H) acts cofinitely on the set of edges
of Fix(H) that lie in the G–orbit of e. Thus, consider the set {g ∈ G | ge ⊆ Fix(H)}. If E is the
stabiliser of e, this set coincides with {g ∈ G | g−1Hg ≤ E}. Since H and E are convex-cocompact,
the latter set is a product NG(H) · F · E for a finite subset F ⊆ G, by Lemma 2.4(4). This means
that NG(H) acts with |F | orbits on the set of H–fixed edges in the G–orbit of e, as we wanted. □

3. Accessibility over centralisers

In this section we prove the following result. This implies Theorem E from the Introduction,
recalling that centralisers are semi-parabolic (Section 2.1.4).

Theorem 3.1. Special groups G are (unconditionally) accessible over G–semi-parabolic subgroups.

We briefly explain our terminology regarding accessibility. An action on a simplicial tree is
minimal if no proper subtree is left invariant; we always implicitly assume that actions on simplicial
trees are without inversions. A splitting of a group G over a family of subgroups F is a minimal
G–action on a simplicial tree T such that T has at least one edge and the G–stabiliser of each edge
of T lies in F . Importantly (and unusually), we are interested in families F that are not closed
under taking subgroups.

Following [BF91], a splitting G ↷ T is reduced if there does not exist a vertex v ∈ T whose
G–stabiliser fixes an incident edge and acts transitively on the remaining incident edges. More
weakly, we say that G↷ T is irredundant if T has no degree–2 vertices, except for those where the
vertex-stabiliser swaps the two incident edges; in other words, T was not obtained from a smaller
splitting of G simply by subdividing an edge. Reduced splittings are irredundant, but the converse
does not hold.

Definition 3.2. A group G is accessible over a family of subgroups F if there exists a number
N(G) such that any reduced splitting of G over F has at most N(G) orbits of edges.

We say that G is unconditionally accessible over F if the same is true of irredundant splittings.

For instance, finitely presented groups are accessible over small subgroups [BF91, Main Theorem],
but already the free group F2 fails to be unconditionally accessible over cyclic subgroups [BF91,
p. 450]. The reason why Theorem 3.1 holds in this form is that semi-parabolics in special groups
are more rigid than small subgroups: ascending chains of semi-parabolics have uniformly bounded
length (compare Lemma 3.6). In any case, the core of Theorem 3.1 lies in accessibility in the usual
sense; the ‘unconditional’ addendum will just make our life a little easier later in the paper.

Here is a rough idea of the proof of Theorem 3.1. When G is special, every G–semi-parabolic
subgroup Q (and in particular, every centraliser) admits a G–parabolic co-abelian subgroup: there
exists P ∈ P(G) such that P ◁ Q and Q/P is abelian. One thus hopes to leverage the fact that
the quotiented normalisers NG(P )/P are accessible over small subgroups, together with the fact
that there are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of elements of P(G). This strategy works
provided that, given a reduced splitting G ↷ T , the induced action on the subtree of P–fixed
points NG(P ) ↷ Fix(P ) is sufficiently close to being minimal and reduced. In order to show that
this is indeed the case, we will need to control the normal closure ⟨⟨P ⟩⟩G and the pro–p topologies
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on G will prove rather useful for this (or, alternatively but equivalently, the torsion-free nilpotent
quotients of G).

We thus begin by recalling a couple of facts on pro–p topologies in Section 3.1, then prove
Theorem 3.1 in Section 3.2 (see Corollary 3.9 and Lemma 3.6). We also prove an alternative
accessibility result for special groups, which applies to general edge groups, provided that their
parabolic closures are elliptic in the splitting (Corollary 3.10).

3.1. Pro–p topologies. Let G be a group and p a prime number. The pro–p topology on G has
the following as a basis of open sets:

{gN | g ∈ G, N ◁G and G/N is a finite p–group}.

A subgroup H ≤ G is p–separable if it is closed in the pro–p topology on G; equivalently, for every
g ∈ G\H, there exists a homomorphism f : G→ F such that F is a finite p–group and f(g) ̸∈ f(H).
The group G is residually p–finite if the trivial subgroup is p–separable; equivalently, the identity
is the only element of G that vanishes in all p–group quotients of G. The reader can consult [RZ10]
for an expanded discussion.

Remark 3.3. While every finite-index subgroup of G contains a normal finite-index subgroup of
G, this statement fails is we replace the two occurrences of the word “finite” with “power-of–p”. For
instance, the free group F2 has non-normal subgroups of index 3, which cannot contain any normal
subgroups of index 3n, as maximal proper subgroups of p–groups are always normal. An explicit
example is the subgroup ⟨x, y3, yxy, yx−1y⟩ within ⟨x, y⟩ ∼= F2.

We mention this to emphasise that, unlike the case of the profinite topology, it is important that
the above basis for the pro–p topology consists of cosets of normal subgroups, rather than cosets of
general subgroups of index a power of p.

Our interest in pro–p topologies is due to the following elementary observation.

Lemma 3.4. If a proper subgroup H < G is p–separable, then H is contained in a normal subgroup
of G of index p. In particular, the normal closure of H is a proper subgroup of G.

Proof. The key point is that, if F is a finite p–group and F0 is a maximal proper subgroup of F ,
then F0 is normal in F (and has index p). See for instance [Hal59, Theorem 4.3.2].

Now, given a proper, p–separable subgroup H < G, pick an element g ∈ G \ H and a p–group
quotient π : G ↠ F with π(g) ̸∈ π(H). In particular, π(H) is a proper subgroup of F and it is
contained in an index–p subgroup F0 ◁ F . The preimage π−1(F0) is the required normal index–p
subgroup of G containing H. □

Let now G be a special group. Haglund and Wise showed that all convex-cocompact subgroups of
G are separable in G [HW08, Corollary 7.9]. However, many of these subgroups are not p–separable
for any value of p; an example are the subgroups of F2 described in Remark 3.3. What is important
to us is that retracts, and in particular G–parabolic subgroups, are p–separable for all p.

Lemma 3.5. If G is a special group, then each P ∈ P(G) is p–separable in G for every prime p.

Proof. Retracts of residually p–finite groups are p–separable, by an argument analogous to the one
described in [HW08, Lemma 9.2]. Moreover, right-angled Artin groups are residually p–finite for
all p; for instance, Toinet observed in [Toi13, Theorem 6.1] that this follows from the fact that
right-angled Artin groups are residually torsion-free nilpotent [DK92] via [Gru57].

Now, since parabolic subgroups of right-angled Artin groups are clear retracts, they are p–
separable. If G ≤ AΓ is convex-cocompact, elements of P(G) are by definition intersections between
G and parabolic subgroups of AΓ, so they are p–separable in G for all p. □
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3.2. Proof of accessibility. The main accessibility argument is explained in Proposition 3.8 below.
Before discussing it, we record the following observation showing how to deduce unconditional
accessibility from standard accessibility, in the presence of a uniform bound on the length of chains
of edge-stabilisers. Recall that chains of G–semi-parabolic subgroups of a special group G indeed
have uniformly bounded length (Remark 2.11).

In the coming proofs, we will often speak of collapses of G–trees. If G↷ T is a splitting and E is
a G–invariant set of edges, we can form a new tree G↷ T ′ by shrinking each edge in E to a point.
If G ↷ T was minimal or reduced, then so is G ↷ T ′. Elliptic subgroups for T are elliptic for T ′,
and edge-stabilisers for T ′ are edge-stabilisers for T .

Lemma 3.6. Let G be a finitely generated group that is accessible over a family F of subgroups.
If there is a uniform bound on the length of chains of subgroups in F , then G is unconditionally
accessible over F .

Proof. Let G↷ T be an irredundant splitting over F , and let G := T/G be the quotient graph. We
denote by |G| the number of edges of G. Let m be the largest integer such that there exists a chain
F1 ⪇ · · · ⪇ Fm in F . We claim that there exists a collapse G ↷ T ′ that is reduced and such that
the quotient graph G′ := T ′/G satisfies |G| ≤ m|G′|. The lemma immediately follows from this.

To prove the claim, say that a vertex v ∈ G is bad if the splitting fails to be reduced at v: this
means that v has degree 2 in G, and that the vertex group at v coincides with at least one of the
two incident edge groups (exactly one, as T is irredundant). There are finitely many edge paths
π1, . . . , πk in G such that the interiors of the πi are pairwise disjoint, all vertices in the interior of
each πi are bad, and all bad vertices of G lie in the interior of some πi. The endpoints of each πi are
either vertices of degree ≥ 3 in G, or vertices of degree ≤ 2 whose vertex group properly contains
all incident edge groups.

Say that an edge of some πi is a top edge if its edge group coincides with both vertex groups
placed at its vertices, and a bottom edge if its edge group is properly contained in both vertex
groups placed at its vertices; we call the remaining edges of πi transitional. We need the following
straightforward observations.

(1) Let τ ⊆ πi be a maximal segment all of whose edges are transitional. As we move along
τ , we see edge groups strictly increase (or strictly decrease, depending on the direction of
movement along τ). Thus, τ is preceded by a bottom edge of πi and followed by a top edge
of πi, unless some of the endpoints of τ coincide with endpoints of πi. Moreover, τ contains
at most m edges (and so does the union of τ with its preceding/following bottom/top edges,
when these exist).

(2) Suppose that some πi only contains transitional edges. Collapsing all edges of πi except for
one (it does not matter which one), we can remove all bad vertices in the interior of πi,
while the endpoints of πi remain distinct non-bad vertices of the new graph of groups.

(3) If we collapse a top or bottom edge of some πi, then the resulting vertex of the new graph
of groups becomes non-bad.

In particular, Observation (3) shows that, up to collapsing all top and bottom edges of the πi, we
can assume that all πi only contain transitional edges. Observation (2) then shows that we can
collapse all edges but one in each of the πi and thus obtain a collapse of G without bad vertices,
that is, a reduced graph of groups.

Phrased differently, let Ei be a set of edges of πi obtained by choosing one edge from each of
its maximal transitional segments. If Ei contains ni edges, then πi has at most mni edges, by
Observation (1). We then define a graph G′ by collapsing all edges of G that lie in some πi, but not
in Ei; equivalently, we retain only edges of G that either lie in some Ei or lie outside π1 ∪ · · · ∪ πk.
The previous discussion shows that G′ corresponds to a reduced graph-of-groups splitting of G.
Moreover, |G| ≤ m|G|′ as required. This concludes the proof of the lemma. □
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We denote by b1(·) the 1st Betti number of a group or graph, also writing b1(·;K) when the field
K needs specifying. We will use the following estimates, whose proof is standard and omitted.

Lemma 3.7.
(1) Let T be a finite tree with e edges and vi vertices of degree i. Then e ≤ 2v1 + v2 − 3.
(2) Let G be a finite graph with no vertices of degree ≤ 2. Then G has at most 3b1(G)− 3 edges.

We are now ready to prove the main ingredient of our accessibility results. In order to simplify
its statement, we say that a group G is N–accessible over a family of subgroups F , for some integer
N ≥ 0, if every reduced splitting of G over F has at most N orbits of edges.

Proposition 3.8. Let G be a finitely generated group with a reduced splitting G↷ T . Suppose that
there exists a subtree U ⊆ T , with G–stabiliser denoted GU , such that all the following hold:

(1) the subtrees in the family {gU | g ∈ G} cover T , and distinct ones share at most one point;
(2) GU is p–separable in G for some prime p;
(3) there exists an integer N ≥ 0 such that:

(a) either GU is elliptic in T and N = 0;
(b) or GU is N–accessible over the family of stabilisers of edges of U .

Then the quotient T/G has at most 4b1(G;Fp) +N edges.

Proof. To begin with, note that the actions G ↷ T and GU ↷ U have the same number of edge
orbits. Indeed, Condition (1) implies that every edge of T has a G–translate in U , and that two
edges of U lie in the same G–orbit if and only if they are in the same GU–orbit.

Therefore, our goal in the rest of the proof is to bound the number of edges of the quotient U/GU .
Unfortunately, we cannot simply appeal to the accessibility of GU provided by Condition (3), as
the action GU ↷ U will badly fail to be minimal or reduced, in general. However, the main point
is that this failure must be “located” at vertices where U meets one of its G–translates (since the
action G↷ T is minimal and reduced), and the number of such vertices can be bounded uniformly
in terms of G alone. This is the content of the following claim.

Claim 1. There are at most 2b1(G;Fp) GU–orbits of vertices where U intersects its G–translates.
Proof of Claim 1. We will prove the claim by studying an auxiliary splitting of G, which we now
describe. Condition (1) says that the family Y := {gU | g ∈ G} is a transverse covering of T in the
sense of [Gui08, Definition 1.4]. As explained there, Y gives rise to an action G ↷ S, where S is
the simplicial tree constructed as follows:

• S has a “black” vertex for each element of Y;
• S has a “white” vertex for each point of intersection between distinct subtrees in Y;
• edges of S join the white vertex representing a vertex x ∈ T to each black vertex of S

representing a subtree in Y containing x.
The action G↷ S is minimal, since G↷ T is.

Since G acts transitively on Y, there is a single orbit of black vertices in S. As S is bipartite with
respect to the black-white colouring, we can pick a fundamental domain for G↷ S that realises G
as the fundamental group of the following graph of groups:

(3.1)

X1

X2

XsXs+1

Xs+2

Xn

GU

Y1

Ys

.

This graph has a central black vertex labelled by the group GU and a finite number n of adjacent
white vertices, labelled by groups Xi. The first s white vertices are joined to the black vertex by a
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unique edge, and the remaining ones by multiple edges. Each vertex group Xi is the G–stabiliser
of a vertex of U (where U intersects one of its G–translates) and for i ≤ s each edge group Yi is the
GU–stabiliser of that same vertex of U . We do not name the groups labelling the multiple edges.

In particular, note that G–orbits of edges of S are in 1–to–1 correspondence with GU–orbits of
vertices of T where U intersects one of its G–translates. Thus, the proof of the claim boils down to
bounding the size of the quotient graph S/G, which is our next goal.

Since G acts minimally on S, each Yi is a proper subgroup of Xi for i ≤ s. Since GU is p–separable
in G by Condition (2), each intersection Yi = Xi ∩ GU is p–separable in Xi. Since Yi is a proper,
p–separable subgroup of Xi, Lemma 3.4 guarantees the existence of an epimorphism ρi : Xi ↠ Z/pZ
vanishing on Yi.

We can therefore define an epimorphism of G onto a free product F , namely the fundamental
group of the following graph of groups with trivial edge groups:

Z/pZ
Z/pZ

Z/pZ{1}
{1}

{1}

{1}
.

Here the underlying graph is the same as in Splitting 3.1, but we have replaced by the trivial
group all edge groups, as well as the black vertex group in the middle, and the left-hand white
vertex groups; the right-hand white vertex groups have been replaced by Z/pZ. Concretely, the
epimorphism G↠ F vanishes on GU and Xs+1, . . . , Xn, as well as on all edge groups of Splitting 3.1,
while it equals ρi on each Xi with i ≤ s.

If σ is the number of G–orbits of edges in S, and thus also the number of edges in the graph
of groups defining F , we have that the rank of the free product F is σ − (n − s) ≥ 1

2σ. Hence
b1(G;Fp) ≥ b1(F ;Fp) ≥ 1

2σ, proving Claim 1. ■

Now, let MU ⊆ U be the GU–minimal subtree of U , if GU is not elliptic in T ; otherwise, define
MU = {u} for some GU–fixed vertex u ∈ U . Recall that the action GU ↷ U is cocompact, as it has
the same number of edge orbits as the action G ↷ T , which is cocompact because it is a minimal
action of a finitely generated group. Thus, U remains within bounded distance of the subtree MU .

Choose finitely many finite subtrees Φi ⊆ U such that each Φi intersects MU at a single vertex
ui, and such that each GU–orbit of edges of U \ MU intersects the union

⋃
Φi in a single edge.

Let ∆f be the set of vertices that have degree ≤ 2 within some Φi (excluding the base vertex ui, if
relevant). Let ∆m ⊆ MU be a set of representatives for the GU–orbits of vertices where the action
GU ↷ MU fails to be reduced: these are vertices whose GU–stabiliser fixes one incident edge of
MU and acts transitively on the remaining incident edges of MU . If GU is elliptic in T , we simply
set ∆m := ∅.

Claim 2. Each vertex in ∆f ∪∆m lies in at least one G–translate of U other than U itself.
Proof of Claim 2. First, note that, by the definition of the Φi, each degree–1 vertex v ∈ Φi \ {ui}
must also have degree 1 within U . Since T does not have degree–1 vertices, by the minimality of
the G–action, it follows that v is incident to an edge of T not contained in U . Hence v lies in a
G–translate of U distinct from U , as these translates cover T by assumption.

u1 uk

Φ1 Φk

MU

w v

24



Second, suppose that some w ∈ Φi \ {ui} has degree 2 within Φi. Since GU leaves invariant
MU , the GU–stabiliser of w coincides with the GU–stabiliser of the edge of Φi incident to w in the
direction of ui ∈ MU , and it acts transitively on the remaining edges of U incident to w, again by
the construction of the Φi. Since the action G ↷ T is reduced, this again implies that w lies in a
G–translate of U distinct from U .

Finally, the same argument applies to the vertices of ∆m, showing that they are also intersection
points between distinct translates of U , and concluding the proof of Claim 2. ■

Now, observing that no two vertices of ∆f ∪∆m are in the same GU–orbit, the combination of
Claims 1 and 2 shows that |∆f ∪∆m| ≤ 2b1(G;Fp). Let EΦ be the set of edges contained in Φi for
some i. Applying Lemma 3.7(1) to the finite tree formed by wedging the Φi identifying their base
vertices ui, we see that |EΦ| ≤ 2|∆f |, and hence |EΦ ∪∆m| ≤ 4b1(G;Fp).

If GU is elliptic, this shows that U/GU has at most 4b1(G;Fp) edges. If GU is not elliptic, the
above means that, after collapsing at most 4b1(G;Fp) GU–orbits of edges, the action GU ↷ U
becomes minimal and reduced. This collapse then has at most N edge orbits by Condition (3).

Summing up, the quotient U/GU always has at most 4b1(G;Fp) + N edges. This is also the
number of edges of T/G, finally completing the proof of the proposition. □

We now deduce Theorem 3.1 from Proposition 3.8, as well as a further accessibility result that
applies to more general edge-stabilisers (Corollary 3.10).

For this we consider a special group G, and we realise G as a convex-cocompact subgroup of a
right-angled Artin group AΓ, in order to be able to speak of G–parabolic and G–semi-parabolic
subgroups. Recall that every special group G acts by conjugation on the set of G–parabolic sub-
groups P(G), and the quotient by this action P(G)/G is finite by Lemma 2.2. Also recall that, for
each P ∈ P(G), the normaliser NG(P ) is G–parabolic, and hence the quotient NG(P )/P is finitely
presented (for instance, because NG(P ) is finitely presented and P is finitely generated).

By Bestvina and Feighn’s accessibility [BF91], each finitely presented group H admits a constant
γ(H) such that every reduced splitting of H over abelian subgroups has at most γ(H) edge orbits.

Corollary 3.9. Let G ≤ AΓ be convex-cocompact. If G ↷ T is a reduced splitting of G over
G–semi-parabolic subgroups, then the number of edges of the quotient T/G is at most:

4b1(G;Q) · |P(G)/G|+
∑

[P ]∈P(G)/G

γ(NG(P )/P ).

Proof. Recall that each G–semi-parabolic subgroup of G has a parabolic part (Definition 2.9), which
lies in P(G). Thus, for each G–conjugacy class of G–parabolic subgroups [P ], we can consider the
edges of T whose stabiliser has parabolic part in the class [P ], and collapse all other edges of T .
We obtain a collapse G↷ T[P ] that is still a reduced splitting, and has gained the property that all
its edge-stabilisers are G–semi-parabolic with parabolic part in [P ]. Bounding the number of edge
orbits in T[P ] for each [P ] ∈ P(G)/G gives a bound on the number of edge orbits for the original
tree T (namely, the sum of the bounds for the T[P ]).

Thus, we assume in the rest of the proof that there exists P ∈ P(G) such that all edge-stabilisers
of T have parabolic part conjugate to P , and our goal becomes showing that T/G has at most
4b1(G;Q) + γ(NG(P )/P ) edges. For this, the plan is to invoke Proposition 3.8 for the subtree of
P–fixed points Fix(P ) ⊆ T , so we now proceed to check that its assumptions are satisfied.

Every edge-stabiliser E has a conjugate that has exactly P as its parabolic part (rather than
a conjugate of P ). In particular, the G–translates of Fix(P ) cover P . At the same time, each
edge-stabiliser E can only contain a given G–conjugate of P if that is the parabolic part of E,
by Proposition 2.8(3). This implies that no two G–translates of Fix(P ) share an edge, and also
that the G–stabiliser of Fix(P ) equals the normaliser NG(P ). The latter is G–parabolic in G by
Lemma 2.5(2), and hence p–separable in G for all primes p by Lemma 3.5. Finally, consider the
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action NG(P ) ↷ Fix(P ) and note that this factors through an action NG(P )/P ↷ Fix(P ), which
has free abelian edge-stabilisers. Any reduced splitting of NG(P )/P over abelian subgroups has at
most γ(NG(P )/P ) orbits of edges by [BF91].

In conclusion, Proposition 3.8 shows that T/G has at most 4b1(G;Fp) + γ(NG(P )/P ) edges, for
all primes p. Choosing p large enough, this bound becomes 4b1(G;Q) + γ(NG(P )/P ), since G and
its abelianisation are finitely generated. This concludes the proof of the corollary. □

Corollary 3.9 implies Theorem 3.1, using Lemma 3.6 to promote accessibility to unconditional
accessibility, and recalling that chains ofG–semi-parabolic subgroups have uniformly bounded length
(Remark 2.11).

With similar techniques, one can prove a more general accessibility result, where edge groups
might not be semi-parabolic or even finitely generated; it only requires some restrictions on parabolic
closures of edge-stabilisers. Recall that the G–parabolic closure of a subgroup H ≤ G is the smallest
G–parabolic subgroup containing H (or the entire G if no such G–parabolic subgroup exists). We
will not use this more general result in this article, but we expect it to be useful elsewhere.

Corollary 3.10. Let G ≤ AΓ be convex-cocompact. Let G↷ T be a reduced splitting with arbitrary
edge groups. Suppose that, for each edge group E, the G–parabolic closure Ê is elliptic in T . Then
the number of edges of the quotient T/G is at most:

4b1(G;Q) · |P(G)/G| +
∑

[P ]∈P(G)/G

3b1(NG(P )/P ;Q).

Proof. Similar to the proof of Corollary 3.9, we can consider, for each G–conjugacy class [P ] ∈
P(G)/G, the edges of T whose stabiliser has G–parabolic closure lying in [P ], and collapse all other
edges of T . We obtain a reduced splitting G↷ T[P ] in which P is still elliptic, and which has gained
the property that all edge-stabilisers have G–parabolic closure in [P ]. Again, bounding the number
of edge orbits in T[P ] for each [P ] ∈ P(G)/G gives a bound on the number of edge orbits for T .

Thus, we assume in the rest of the proof that there exists P ∈ P(G) such that P is elliptic in T
and such that all edge-stabilisers of T have G–parabolic closure conjugate to P . Our goal becomes
showing that T/G has at most 4b1(G;Q) + 3b1(NG(P )/P ;Q) edges. Again, the plan is to apply
Proposition 3.8 to a suitable subtree.

Let U ⊆ T be the union of the edges of T whose stabiliser has G–parabolic closure exactly equal
to P (rather than to a G–conjugate). We claim that U is connected, and thus a subtree. For this,
let x ∈ T be a vertex fixed by P . Consider an edge e ⊆ U and its stabiliser E. Since Ê = P , the
vertex x is fixed by E, and hence the shortest path connecting e to x in T is also entirely fixed by E.
This path is thus entirely contained in U ; for this, we emphasise that P is not properly contained
in any of its G–conjugates, e.g. by Lemma 2.4(3). This shows that U is connected7 as claimed.

Note that, for any subgroup H ≤ G and any g ∈ G, the subgroup gĤg−1 is the G–parabolic
closure of gHg−1. Thus, it is clear from the definition of U that the G–translates of U cover T , and
that distinct G–translates of U cannot share an edge. The stabiliser GU is precisely the normaliser
NG(P ), which is G–parabolic in G by Lemma 2.5(2), and hence p–separable in G for all primes p
by Lemma 3.5. If NG(P ) is not elliptic in T , let M be its minimal subtree. Since P is elliptic in T ,
we have M ⊆ Fix(P ). Since all edge-stabilisers of T have G–parabolic closure conjugate to P , all
edges of Fix(P ) have stabiliser exactly equal to P . Thus, the action NG(P ) ↷ M factors through
an action NG(P )/P ↷ M, which has trivial edge-stabilisers. Note that any reduced free splitting
of NG(P )/P has at most 3b1(NG(P )/P ;Fp) orbits of edges: indeed, if G is the quotient graph of
the splitting, there is an epimorphism of NG(P )/P ↠ π1(G), hence b1(NG(P )/P ;Fp) ≥ b1(G) and
we can invoke Lemma 3.7(2) to bound the number of edges in terms of b1(G).

7This is the key point where we use the assumptions that G–parabolic closures of edge-stabilisers be elliptic.
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Summing up, we can invoke Proposition 3.8 for the subtree U ⊆ T with N = 3b1(NG(P )/P ;Fp)
and conclude that T/G has at most 4b1(G;Fp)+3b1(NG(P )/P ;Fp) edges, for all primes p. Choosing
p large enough, this bound becomes 4b1(G;Q) + 3b1(NG(P )/P ;Q). Finally, the bound in the
statement of the corollary is obtained by summing this quantity over P(G)/G, as discussed in the
first paragraph of the proof. □

Remark 3.11. At first sight, the hypotheses of Corollary 3.10 might seem too weak for the result
to be true, as no form of “niceness” is required of the edge-stabilisers (for instance, they are allowed
to be infinitely generated). However, one hidden assumption is that the G–parabolic closure of each
edge-stabiliser is required to be a proper subgroup of G (as it has to be elliptic).

The typical reason why a group is not accessible over arbitrary subgroups is that any epimorphism
π : G ↠ H, where H is an arbitrary group, can be used to pull back splittings of H to splittings
of G. However, as we do so, all edge-stabilisers of the resulting splittings of G will contain the
normal subgroup kerπ. If the special group G does not virtually split as a direct product, then no
G–parabolic subgroup can be normal in G, other than the trivial subgroup. Thus, every nontrivial
normal subgroup of G has G–parabolic closure that is the entire G, and so does every subgroup of
G that contains such a nontrival normal subgroup. For this reason, Corollary 3.10 never applies to
such “pulled-back” splittings of G.

4. Enhanced JSJ splittings

The goal of this section is to construct, for any 1–ended special group G, a canonical splitting
of G over centralisers and cyclic subgroups, relative to maximal subgroups of G that virtually split
as direct products (the family S(G) of “singular” subgroups). This splitting is a key step in our
analysis of automorphisms of G leading to Theorems A and B.

The following is a restatement of Theorem D in the terminology of this section, which we explain
right after. This is the main result of this section, together with its strengthening in Theorem 4.28.

Theorem 4.1. Let G be a 1–ended special group. There exists an Out(G)–invariant (ZZ(G),S(G))–
tree G↷ T such that the G–stabiliser of each vertex of T is of one of the following kinds:

(a) a quadratically hanging subgroup8, relative to S(G);
(b) a convex-cocompact subgroup that is (Z(G),S(G))–rigid in G.

The tree T in Theorem 4.1 is allowed to be a single vertex; when this occurs, it carries the
important information that G is either “rigid” or a surface group. The former implies that every
element of Out(G) has its top growth rate realised on a singular subgroup of G (Proposition 5.8),
which will allow us to analyse growth rates by induction on the complexity of G.

Following [GL17], we say that an action on a simplicial tree G ↷ T is an (A,H)–tree, where A
and H are families of subgroups of G, if the G–stabiliser of each edge of T lies in A and if each
subgroup in H fixes a point of T . We will also say that T is a tree over A and relative to H, with
the same meaning. As above, we speak of a splitting when the tree is minimal and not a single
point. We again stress that we will not consider families A that are closed under taking subgroups.
This is an important difference to [GL17] and standard JSJ theory, where it is often an implicit
standing assumption.

A subgroup H ≤ G is (A,H)–rigid in G if it is elliptic in all (A,H)–trees of G. A vertex group Q
of a G–tree T is quadratically hanging (QH) relative to H if we can represent Q as the fundamental
group of a compact hyperbolic surface Σ such that all incident edge groups of T , as well as all
subgroups of Q contained in elements of H, are peripheral (i.e. conjugate into the fundamental

8We point out that these quadratically hanging vertex-stabilisers are not convex-cocompact in general, as some of
the cyclic subgroups that we split along might fail to be convex-cocompact.
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groups of the components of ∂Σ, and possibly trivial). In Theorem 4.1, we have ∂Σ ̸= ∅ for all QH
vertex groups, except when T is a single point and G is a closed surface group.

A G–tree T is invariant under a subgroup O ≤ Out(G) if, for each automorphism φ ∈ Aut(G)
with outer class in O, there exists Φ ∈ Aut(T ) such that Φ(gx) = φ(g)Φ(x) for all g ∈ G and
x ∈ T . In Theorem 4.1, Out(G)–invariance simply means that the action G ↷ T extends to an
action Aut(G) ↷ T (the group G has trivial centre whenever T is not a single point).

The family of singular subgroups S(G) is studied in Section 4.1 below; it is the family of maximal
subgroups of G virtually splitting as direct products of infinite groups. Finally, the family ZZ(G) is
defined by adding the family Cyc(G) of all infinite cyclic subgroups of G to the family of centralisers:

ZZ(G) := Z(G) ∪ Cyc(G).

Remark 4.2. There is a slight mismatch between the properties of edge and vertex groups in
Theorem 4.1: We construct a tree G ↷ T with edge groups in ZZ(G) — meaning that we allow
cyclic edge groups that are not centralisers — but at the same time only claim that non-QH vertex
groups are rigid over Z(G). There is a good reason for this: it is the best one can do if we want
rigid vertex groups to be convex-cocompact. In turn, convex-cocompactness is essential to carry out
many inductive arguments later in the paper.

Here is the plan for Section 4. In Section 4.1, we define and study singular subgroups, namely
the elements of the family S(G). Then, in Section 4.2, we develop techniques to construct Out(G)–
invariant splittings of G over non-small subgroups, particularly over non-cyclic centralisers. Here
the main result for special groups is Theorem 4.8, though this material is more broadly applicable.
Finally, in Section 4.3, we combine this with classical JSJ theory, in order to canonically split G
also over cyclic subgroups and prove Theorem 4.1 (or rather its strengthening Theorem 4.28).

Afterwards, in Section 5, we will discuss a few immediate consequences of the existence of the
enhanced JSJ splitting. In particular, we will connect this splitting to automorphism growth, and
we will prove the structural properties of Out(G) mentioned in Theorem C.

4.1. Singular subgroups. Let G be a special group. Let VDP(G) be the collection of subgroups
of G that virtually split as the direct product of two infinite groups. In this subsection, we are
interested in the properties of the maximal elements of VDP(G).

Definition 4.3. Let S(G) denote the collection of maximal subgroups in VDP(G). We refer to the
elements of S(G) as the singular subgroups of G.

It is clear from the definition that the family S(G) is Aut(G)–invariant, and we will see below
that it consists of finitely many G–conjugacy classes of subgroups of G. Thus, the family S(G) is
particularly important because a finite-index subgroup of Out(G) preserves the G–conjugacy class
of each of its elements, which will often allow inductive proofs by induction on complexity. In
addition, many (though not all) elements of Z(G) are contained in singular subgroups, and this will
often motivate us to consider splittings of G relative to S(G).

As usual, we fix a realisation of G as a convex-cocompact subgroup G ≤ AΓ of a right-angled
Artin group. This allows us to speak, for instance, of G–parabolic subgroups. Before discussing
singular subgroups in general, we need to focus on the following particular kind.

A subgroup H ≤ G is isolated if we have ZG(h) ≤ H for all h ∈ H \{1}. We are mainly interested
in isolated abelian subgroups. Isolated abelian subgroups of rank 1 are plentiful: they are exactly
maximal cyclic subgroups generated by a contracting element of G. By contrast, there are only
finitely many conjugacy classes of isolated abelian subgroups of rank ≥ 2, as the next result shows.
Recall that P(G) denotes the collection of G–parabolic subgroups.

Lemma 4.4. For every isolated abelian subgroup A ≤ G of rank ≥ 2, we have A ∈ P(G) ∪ {G}.
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Proof. Let A ≤ G be an isolated abelian subgroup of rank ≥ 2. Conjugating G by an element of
AΓ, we can assume that all elements of A are cyclically reduced in AΓ.

Let a, b ∈ A be elements with ⟨a, b⟩ ∼= Z2. Up to replacing a within ZG(a) = A and replacing
b within ZG(b) = A, we can assume the subgroups ⟨a⟩ and ⟨b⟩ are convex-cocompact. The latter
implies that ZAΓ

(a) = ⟨a⟩ × A∆1 and ZAΓ
(b) = ⟨b⟩ × A∆2 for some a, b ∈ AΓ with a ∈ ⟨a⟩ and

b ∈ ⟨b⟩; for all this, see e.g. [Fio23, Remark 3.7(1)–(6)]. Now, choose minimal subgraphs ∆′
i ⊆ ∆i

such that ZG(a) = G ∩ (⟨a⟩ × A∆′
1
) and ZG(b) = G ∩ (⟨b⟩ × A∆′

2
). Thus, each element of ∆′

1 ∪∆′
2

is required in order to write some element of A = ZG(a) = ZG(b).
Since ⟨a⟩ and ⟨b⟩ are convex-cocompact, incommensurable and commute, we have a ∈ A∆′

2
and

b ∈ A∆′
1
. It follows that the union ∆′

1∪∆′
2 must split as a join Λ1 ∗Λ2 ∗ (∆′

1∩∆′
2), where Λ1 and Λ2

are the standard generators of AΓ required to write a and b, respectively. Since the subgroups AΛ1 ,
AΛ2 and A∆′

1∩∆′
2

all commute with A, so does A∆′
1∪∆′

2
. In conclusion A = G ∩ A∆′

1∪∆′
2
, showing

that A is G–parabolic as required (except when G = A). □

The following proposition collects the main properties of the family S(G). In particular, part (6)
should motivate why we call its elements “singular” (viewing, as customary, the contracting directions
in the group as “regular”).

Proposition 4.5. The following hold.

(1) Every element of VDP(G) is contained in an element of S(G).
(2) All elements of S(G) are G–parabolic, unless G ∈ VDP(G) (in which case S(G) = {G}).

In particular, S(G) contains only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of subgroups.
(3) We have S(G) = ∅ if and only if G is Gromov-hyperbolic.
(4) We have NG(S) = S for all S ∈ S(G).
(5) Each element of S(G) is either an isolated abelian subgroup of G of rank ≥ 2, or it is the

normaliser in G of the parabolic part of a non-abelian element of Z(G).
(6) An element g ∈ G \ {1} lies in a subgroup in S(G) if and only if ZG(g) ̸∼= Z. This occurs

exactly when g is not contracting in G.

Proof. To begin with, consider a subgroup H ≤ G that splits as a nontrivial product H1 × H2.
We claim that H is contained either in an isolated abelian subgroup of G of rank ≥ 2, or in the
normaliser in G of the parabolic part of a non-abelian element of Z(G). Note that these two kinds of
subgroups of G are either G–parabolic or equal to G, by Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 2.5(2). Moreover,
they lie in VDP(G) by Lemma 2.4(2) (the parabolic part of a non-abelian centraliser is nontrivial).

To prove our claim, let P1 be the parabolic part of the centraliser ZG(H1). The subgroup H2

normalises P1 as H2 ≤ ZG(H1); at the same time, the subgroup H1 commutes with ZG(H1) and thus
it also normalises P1. This shows that H ≤ NG(P1). If ZG(H1) is non-abelian, this proves our claim.
If instead ZG(H1) is abelian, then H2 is abelian and it follows that we have H ≤ ZG(H2) ∈ Z(G).
In this case, let Z be a maximal element of Z(G) containing H. If Z is non-abelian and P is its
parabolic part, we have H ≤ NG(P ), again proving our claim. Finally, suppose that Z is abelian.
This implies that Z ≤ ZG(g) for each g ∈ Z and, by maximality of Z, we actually have Z = ZG(g)
for g ̸= 1. In other words, Z is an isolated abelian subgroup, and it must have rank ≥ 2 because it
contains the product H. This proves our claim.

In conclusion, each element of VDP(G) is virtually contained in another element of VDP(G) that
has one of the two forms mentioned in part (5) of the proposition, and the latter are G–parabolic
(unless G ∈ VDP(G)). Since G–parabolic subgroups are root-closed, it follows that each element
of VDP(G) is entirely contained in such a G–parabolic element of VDP(G). Since chains of G–
parabolic subgroups have bounded length (e.g. by Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.4(3)), we immediately
obtain parts (1), (2) and (5) of the proposition.
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The rest of the proposition is routine. We have S(G) = ∅ if and only if VDP(G) = ∅, which
occurs if and only if G does not contain Z2 as a subgroup. For special groups, this is equivalent
to Gromov-hyperbolicity [Gen21a]. If S ∈ S(G), we have S ≤ NG(S) and NG(S) ∈ VDP(G) by
Lemma 2.4(2); thus, maximality implies that NG(S) = S. Finally, regarding part (6), we discussed
in Section 2.1 how an element g ∈ G \ {1} is contracting if and only if ZG(g) ∼= Z. If g lies in
an element of VDP(G), it is clear that these equivalent conditions are not satisfied. Conversely,
if g does not lie in any element of VDP(G), then the centraliser ZG(g) is also not contained in
any element of VDP(G). The parabolic part P of ZG(g) must be trivial, otherwise we would have
P ̸= {1} and g ∈ NG(P ) ∈ VDP(G). Thus, ZG(g) is abelian and the fact that ZG(g) ̸∈ VDP(G)
implies that ZG(g) ∼= Z. This completes the proof of the proposition. □

We conclude Section 4.1 by discussing two more collections of subgroups. In practice, it will often
be useful to remove contracting cyclic subgroups from the collection of centralisers. Thus, we write

Zc(G) := {ZG(g) | g ∈ G, ZG(g) ∼= Z},
Zs(G) := Z(G) \ Zc(G).

Equivalently, Zc(G) is the collection of maximal cyclic subgroups of G that are contracting. Note
that Zs(G) can contain cyclic centralisers, just not any that are centralisers of a single element.

Lemma 4.6. The following hold.
(1) The collection Zs(G) is Aut(G)–invariant and closed under intersections.
(2) The elements of Zs(G) are precisely the elements of Z(G) that are contained in some element

of S(G) (except for the trivial subgroup, which always lies in Zs(G)).
(3) If Z ∈ Zs(G) and Z ̸= {1}, then NG(Z) is contained in an element of S(G).

Proof. Part (1) follows from part (2), so we only need to prove the latter. The proof of part (2) is
similar to the main argument in the proof of Proposition 4.5, but we recall it here for convenience.
Consider a centraliser Z ∈ Z(G). If Z is non-abelian, then its parabolic part P is nontrivial and
we have Z ≤ NG(P ) ∈ VDP(G); in this case, Z is contained in an element of S(G). If Z is abelian,
we have Z ≤ ZG(Z) and we can consider a maximal element Z ′ ∈ Z(G) containing Z. If Z ′ is
non-abelian, then Z and Z ′ are contained in an element of S(G) as above. If instead Z ′ is abelian,
then Z ′ is an isolated abelian subgroup.

This shows that each element Z ∈ Z(G) is contained in an element of S(G), except when it is
an isolated abelian subgroup of rank 1. The latter are precisely the centralisers of elements g ∈ G
with ZG(g) ∼= Z, that is, the elements of Zc(G). This completes the proof of parts (1) and (2).

Part (3) is now immediate from the fact that the normaliser NG(Z) has a finite-index subgroup
of the form Z × Z ′, with Z ′ trivial or infinite, by Lemma 2.4(2). □

We will often need to compare centralisers in vertex groups of a splitting of G to centralisers in
G. The next result is the main tool for this.

Lemma 4.7. Let V be a convex-cocompact9 vertex group of a tree G↷ T .
(1) If G↷ T is a (ZZ(G),S(G))–splitting, then Zs(V ) ⊆ Zs(G) and ZZ(V ) ⊆ ZZ(G).
(2) If G↷ T is a (Z(G),S(G))–splitting, then Z(V ) ⊆ Z(G).

Proof. We prove the two parts simultaneously. Let G↷ T be a (ZZ(G),S(G))–splitting. Consider
a centraliser Z ∈ Z(V ) and a subset B ⊆ V such that Z = ZV (B). We can assume that Z ̸= {1}.

Suppose first that the centraliser ZG(B) ∈ Z(G) does not lie in Zs(G). Thus, ZG(B) is a
contracting cyclic subgroup of G, and hence Z = V ∩ZG(B) is a contracting cyclic subgroup of V .
In particular, we have Z ̸∈ Zs(V ) and Z ∈ Cyc(G) ⊆ ZZ(G), showing part (1) in this case. Part (2)

9Convex-cocompactness is automatic for splittings over Z(G), by Proposition 2.30, but not for those over ZZ(G).
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follows by observing that, if edge groups of T lie in Z(G), then vertex groups are root-closed by
Remark 2.31; hence, the cyclic group ZG(B) equals Z = V ∩ ZG(B).

Now, suppose instead that ZG(B) ∈ Zs(G). Thus, ZG(B) is contained in an element of S(G),
and hence it is elliptic in T . If ZG(B) fixes a vertex v ∈ T of which V is the stabiliser, then
Z = ZG(B) ∈ Zs(G). Otherwise Z = V ∩ ZG(B) fixes an edge of T incident to v, and hence Z
is the intersection between ZG(B) and an edge-stabiliser of T . In this case, Z ∈ Z(G) if edge-
stabilisers of T lie in Z(G), and Z ∈ ZZ(G) if edge-stabilisers of T lie in ZZ(G). The latter also
shows that Z ∈ Zs(G) unless Z ∼= Z.

Thus, we are left to show that Z ∈ Zs(G) when Z ∼= Z and Z ∈ Zs(V ). For this, it suffices
to note that Z = ZV (B) =

⋂
b∈B ZV (b), where each ZV (b) again lies in Zs(V ). Now, we have

ZV (b) ̸∼= Z for each b ∈ B, as these are centralisers of single elements (and not contracting). The
previous discussion then shows that all centralisers ZV (b) lie in Zs(G) and, since the latter collection
is closed under taking intersections by Lemma 4.6(1), this finally shows that Z ∈ Zs(G). □

Note that there is no simultaneous refinement of the two parts of Lemma 4.7: for (ZZ(G),S(G))–
splittings, there can be elements of Zc(V ) that do not lie in Z(G).

4.2. Constructing canonical splittings. The goal of this section is to develop a general procedure
that, starting with a sufficiently nice splitting G ↷ T of a group, produces an Out(G)–invariant
splitting of G with similar edge groups and elliptic subgroups.

Our construction (Section 4.2.3) shares some similarities with Guirardel and Levitt’s construction
of the canonical tree of cylinders [GL11, GL17], but an important difference is that we allow edge-
stabilisers to have a complicated intersection pattern, rather than asking that they be separated into
“isolated” families with members of different families intersecting trivially. As a consequence, our
construction can be applied to groups that are far from being relatively hyperbolic, and to splittings
over non-small subgroups, provided that certain conditions are met.

Throughout the section, we work with a general group G and simply require the splittings to
satisfy certain axioms. We believe that this level of generality will prove useful in future for further
applications. The main consequence for special groups is the following theorem.

A torsion-free group G is said to be 1–ended relative to a family of subgroups H if it does not
admit any ({{1}},H)–splittings. When H = ∅, this is the usual notion of 1–endedness [Sta68].

Theorem 4.8. Let G be special and let O ≤ Out(G) be a subgroup. Suppose that G is 1–ended
relative to an O–invariant collection of subgroups H that contains S(G). Then G admits an O–
invariant (Zs(G),H)–tree whose vertex groups are (Zs(G),H)–rigid in G.

Taking O = Out(G) and H = S(G), one gets an Out(G)–invariant splitting of G if G is 1–ended
and not (Zs(G),S(G))–rigid. Recall that the collection Zs(G) was defined at the end of Section 4.1.

Remark 4.9. If G is 1–ended10, then all (Zs(G),S(G))–trees of G are acylindrical. Indeed, for
any such tree G ↷ T , there are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of subgroups of the form
E ∩E′, where E,E′ are edge-stabilisers; this follows from Lemma 2.4(5). In addition, for any such
intersection, the action NG(E ∩ E′) ↷ Fix(E ∩ E′) is elliptic by Lemma 4.6 (if E ∩ E′ ̸= {1})
and cocompact by Lemma 2.32. As a consequence, there is a bound, depending only on T , on the
diameter of all sets Fix(E ∩ E′), proving acylindricity.

However, a priori, (Zs(G),S(G))–trees of G are not uniformly acylindrical; they might get less
and less acylindrical as the number of G–orbits of edges increases. For this reason, we cannot make
do with Sela’s acylindrical accessibility [Sel97a] in this section, and we will truly have to appeal to
our accessibility result over centralisers (Theorem 3.1).

10Note that G is 1–ended relative to S(G) if and only if G is 1–ended in absolute terms. Indeed, all elements of
S(G) virtually split as direct products of infinite subgroups, and thus they are elliptic in all free splittings of G.
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It is convenient to introduce the following notation, which will repeatedly come up in this article.

Notation 4.10. Let F be a family of subgroups of G. For any subgroup H ≤ G, there are two
natural ways of restricting F to a family of subgroups of H. We denote them by:

F|H := {K ∈ F | K ≤ H}, F|H := {K ≤ H | ∃F ∈ F such that K ≤ F}.

The following is an important observation on the vertex groups of the tree in Theorem 4.8.

Remark 4.11. If V is a vertex group of the G–tree T provided by Theorem 4.8, then V is also
(Zs(G)|V ,H|V )–rigid in itself. Indeed, let v ∈ T be a vertex of which V is the stabiliser and let Ev be
the collection of G–stabilisers of edges of T incident to v. Note that Ev ⊆ Zs(G)|V ⊆ S(G)|V ⊆ H|V ,
using Notation 4.10. Thus, if V were to admit a (Zs(G)|V ,H|V )–splitting V ↷ U , then all elements
of Ev would be elliptic in U , and hence Lemma 4.13(1) would allow us to construct a refinement
G↷ T ′ of T in which v ∈ T gets blown up to a copy of U . In particular, T ′ would be a (Zs(G),H)–
splitting of G in which V is not elliptic, contradicting the fact that V is (Zs(G),H)–rigid in G.

In particular, this shows that V is (Zs(V ),H|V )–rigid in itself, as we have seen in Lemma 4.7(1)
that Zs(V ) ⊆ Zs(G)|V .

We now discuss the construction of canonical splittings. After some preliminary material, Sec-
tion 4.2.2 is concerned with finding an O–invariant deformation space using accessibility. Then
Section 4.2.3 — which contains the core of the argument — constructs an O–invariant splitting
within a (suitable) O–invariant deformation space. Finally, in Section 4.2.4, we restrict to special
groups and prove Theorem 4.8.

4.2.1. Refinements, collapses and deformation spaces. Before we start, we fix terminology and recall
some classical results. Let G be a group.

If G ↷ T and G ↷ S are trees, a G–equivariant map π : T → S is a collapse if it preserves
alignment of triples of vertices; equivalently, S is obtained from T by simply collapsing some G–
orbits of edges. The tree S is called a collapse of T , and T is a refinement of S.

Remark 4.12. If a subgroup O ≤ Out(G) preserves the G–conjugacy class of a subgroup H ≤ G,
we can define a restriction O|H ≤ Out(H): one considers the subgroup U ≤ Aut(G) formed by
automorphisms φ with φ(H) = H and outer class in O, then one defines O|H as the image of the
composition U → Aut(H) → Out(H) given by first restricting to H and then projecting to outer
automorphisms. The conjugation action NG(H) ↷ H also determines a subgroup CGH ≤ Out(H),
and we always have CGH ◁O|H . For each ϕ ∈ O, the possible restrictions of ϕ to H form a canonical
coset ϕ|H · CGH within O|H .

We will often use the following observation allowing us to blow up to trees certain vertices of a
G–tree. Part (1) is classical, while part (2) is a little more subtle.

Lemma 4.13. Let G ↷ T be a minimal action on a simplicial tree. Consider a vertex v ∈ T and
let Ev be the collection of G–stabilisers of edges of T incident to v. Suppose that the stabiliser Gv
admits a minimal action on a tree Gv ↷ S.

(1) If all subgroups in Ev are elliptic in S, then there exists a minimal tree G ↷ T ′ with an
equivariant collapse map π : T ′ → T such that the preimage π−1(v) is Gv–equivariantly
isomorphic to S, while the preimage π−1(w) is a singleton for all vertices w ̸∈ G · v.

(2) Let O ≤ Out(G) be a subgroup that preserves the G–conjugacy class of Gv and restricts
to a subgroup Ov ≤ Out(Gv). Suppose that G ↷ T is O–invariant, and that Gv ↷ S is
Ov–invariant. Suppose moreover that G and Gv have trivial centre, and that neither T nor
S is a line. Finally suppose that, for each E ∈ Ev, the set of fixed points of E in S has finite
diameter. Then, the tree G↷ T ′ in part (1) can be constructed so that it is O–invariant.
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Proof. For part (1), see for instance [GL17, Lemma 4.12].
We prove part (2). Let Õ ≤ Aut(G) be the preimage of O under the quotient projection Aut(G) →

Out(G). The subgroup of inner automorphisms of G is contained in Õ and, since the centre of G is
trivial, we can view this as a copy G◁ Õ. Indeed, each element φ ∈ Õ acts by conjugation on the
subgroup of inner automorphisms precisely as the automorphism φ ∈ Aut(G) acts on G. We will
denote the group Õ by the more suggestive “G

⋉ O”, bearing in mind that this is not a semi-direct
product, as O does not lift to a subgroup of G

⋉ O in general. Since Gv also has trivial centre, the
restriction Ov ≤ Out(Gv) similarly lifts to a subgroup Gv

⋉ Ov ≤ Aut(Gv).
Let ρ : G → Aut(T ) be the homomorphism corresponding to the action G ↷ T . Since T is

G–minimal and T ̸∼= R, the centraliser of ρ(G) in Aut(T ) is trivial. Indeed, if f ∈ Aut(T ) is an
element in this centraliser, then f cannot be loxodromic, otherwise its axis would be G–invariant,
violating the fact that T is not a line; thus f is elliptic and, since its fixed set is G–invariant,
minimality of T implies that f = id. Now, since the centraliser of ρ(G) is trivial, each automorphism
φ ∈ G

⋉ O ≤ Aut(G) admits a unique Φ ∈ Aut(T ) such that Φ(gx) = φ(g)Φ(x) for all g ∈ G and
x ∈ T . Uniqueness guarantees that we obtain a homomorphism ρ̃ : G

⋉ O → Aut(T ) extending ρ.
Similarly, since S ̸∼= R, the action Gv ↷ S extends to an action Gv

⋉ Ov ↷ S.
Now, let (G

⋉ O)v be the G

⋉ O–stabiliser of the vertex v ∈ T . Its intersection with G is precisely
the stabiliser Gv, and we have Gv ◁ (G

⋉ O)v. Thus, all automorphisms of G lying in (G

⋉ O)v
leave Gv invariant and, by restriction, we obtain a homomorphism (G

⋉ O)v → Gv

⋉ Ov. The action
Gv

⋉ Ov ↷ S then induces an action (G

⋉ O)v ↷ S extending Gv ↷ S.
We now wish to apply part (1) of the lemma to the actions G

⋉ O ↷ T and (G

⋉ O)v ↷ S, so as
to produce the required blowup G

⋉ O ↷ T ′, which can be viewed simply as an O–invariant G–tree.
For this, we need to check that, for every edge e ⊆ T incident to v, the stabiliser (G

⋉ O)e is elliptic
in S. As in the case of the stabiliser of v, we have Ge ◁ (G

⋉ O)e. By hypothesis, the set of fixed
points of Ge ∈ Ev in S has finite diameter, and so it has a unique barycentre. The group (G

⋉ O)e
preserves the fixed set of its normal subgroup Ge, and hence it fixes its barycentre. This shows that
(G

⋉ O)e is indeed elliptic in S, concluding the proof. □

Remark 4.14. We wish to emphasise that the finite-diameter assumption in part (2) of Lemma 4.13
is truly necessary, as we found this to be a subtle point. For instance, consider the free group
F3 = ⟨a, b, c⟩, along with the quadratically-growing automorphism φ ∈ Aut(F3) given by a 7→ ab,
b 7→ bc, c 7→ c, and its outer class ϕ ∈ Out(F3). Denote by ψ the restriction of φ to the subgroup
⟨b, c⟩, and by [ψ] its outer class. Referring to the Bass–Serre trees of the three splittings pictured
below, ϕ preserves the left-hand splitting of G, and [ψ] preserves the right-hand splitting of ⟨b, c⟩,
However, ϕ does not preserve the free splitting of G pictured in the middle (otherwise ϕ would have
to grow linearly).

a ba b⟨b, c⟩ ⟨c⟩ ⟨c⟩

To better understand the issue, let F3 ↷ L and ⟨b, c⟩ ↷ R be the Bass–Serre trees of the HNN
extensions on the left and right, respectively. Both actions have trivial edge-stabilisers and uniquely
extend to actions F3 ⋊ ⟨g⟩ ↷ L and ⟨b, c⟩⋊ ⟨g⟩ ↷ R, where the element g acts as φ on F3, and as
ψ on ⟨b, c⟩. The subgroup ⟨b, c⟩⋊ ⟨g⟩ ≤ F3 ⋊ ⟨g⟩ is the F3 ⋊ ⟨g⟩–stabiliser of a vertex v ∈ L. Now,
if e ⊆ L is the edge with endpoints v and a−1v, we see that the F3 ⋊ ⟨φ⟩–stabiliser of e is the cyclic
subgroup ⟨bg⟩, which acts loxodromically on R. Thus, part (1) of Lemma 4.13 cannot be applied
to the action F3 ⋊ ⟨g⟩ ↷ L in order to blow up v to a copy of R.

Two G–trees are said to lie in the same deformation space (in the sense of [For02, GL17]) if they
have the same elliptic subgroups. The deformation space of a tree G↷ T1 is said to dominate the
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deformation space of another tree G↷ T2 if every subgroup of G that is elliptic in T1 is also elliptic
in T2 (we also simply say that T1 dominates T2).

We will need the following slight improvement11 on [GL17, Proposition 2.2].

Lemma 4.15. Let G be finitely generated, and let G ↷ T1 and G ↷ T2 be two splittings. Suppose
that the G–stabiliser of each edge of T1 is elliptic in T2, and that the G–stabiliser of each edge of T2
is elliptic in T1. Then there exists a splitting G↷ T with the following properties:

(1) T is a refinement of T1 that dominates T2;
(2) a subgroup of G is elliptic in T if and only if it is elliptic in both T1 and T2;
(3) the G–stabiliser of each edge of T is either the G–stabiliser of an edge of T1 or T2, or the

intersection of an edge-stabiliser of T1 with an edge-stabiliser of T2;
(4) T does not have any degree–2 vertices whose stabiliser fixes the two incident edges, except

for any that T1 might have already had and have not been blown up.

Proof. Since G is finitely generated and acts minimally on T1, there are only finitely many G–orbits
of vertices in T1. Let v1, . . . , vk be representatives of these orbits, and let Gi denote the G–stabiliser
of vi. If all Gi are elliptic in T2, then T1 dominates T2 and we can simply set T := T1. Thus,
up to discarding some vi and re-indexing, we can suppose that each Gi is non-elliptic in T2. Let
Mi ⊆ T2 be the Gi–minimal subtree; this exists because Gi is finitely generated relative to finitely
many G–stabilisers of edges of T1 [Gui08, Lemma 1.11], and the latter are elliptic in T2.

Now, since G–stabilisers of edges of T1 are elliptic in T2, we can use Lemma 4.13(1) to blow
up each vi ∈ T1 (and each of its G–translates) to a copy of Mi ⊆ T2. Call G ↷ T the resulting
refinement of T1. It is clear that a subgroup of G is elliptic in T if and only if it is elliptic in
both T1 and T2, proving properties (1) and (2). Regarding property (4), consider the collapse map
π : T → T1. Note that every vertex of Mi has degree ≥ 2 within Mi. Thus, up to collapsing some
edge orbits of Gi ↷Mi without altering its deformation space, we can assume that, for every vertex
x ∈ π−1(vi) that has degree 2 within π−1(vi) and whose G–stabiliser fixes both incident edges, there
exists an edge of T \ π−1(vi) that is attached to x. We are only left to show property (3).

Consider an edge e ⊆ T . If e projects to an edge of T1, then its G–stabiliser Ge is an edge-
stabiliser of T1. Suppose instead that e gets collapsed to a vertex of T1, without loss of generality
to some vi. Thus, there exists an edge f ⊆Mi ⊆ T2 such that Ge equals the Gi–stabiliser of f ; that
is, Ge = Gi ∩Gf . By assumption, Gf is elliptic in T1. If Gf fixes the vertex vi, we have Gf ≤ Gi
and hence Ge = Gf is an edge-stabiliser of T2. Otherwise, denoting by g ⊆ T1 the edge incident to
vi in the direction of Fix(Gf ) ⊆ T1, we have Gi ∩Gf = Gg ∩Gf . Thus, Ge is the intersection of an
edge-stabiliser of T1 and an edge-stabiliser of T2, as required. □

4.2.2. Finding an invariant deformation space. LetG be a finitely generated group. Given a suitable
G–tree and provided that G is suitably accessible, our first goal is to construct an O–invariant
deformation space.

Expanding on Definition 3.2, we say that G is unconditionally (F ,K)–accessible, for two collec-
tions of subgroups F and K, if there is a uniform bound on the number of edge orbits in irredundant
(F ,K)–splittings of G; the case when K = ∅ corresponds to the above definition of unconditional
accessibility over F .

Lemma 4.16. Let G be finitely generated. Consider two collections of subgroups F and K such that
F ⊆ K and F is closed under finite intersections. If G is unconditionally (F ,K)–accessible, then:

(1) For any collection {G ↷ Ti}i∈I of (F ,K)–trees, there exists an (F ,K)–tree G ↷ T whose
elliptic subgroups are precisely those that are elliptic in all Ti. Moreover, T can be chosen
to refine any of the Ti.

11The important difference lies in Item (3), where we declare that edge-stabilisers of T are intersections of edge-
stabilisers of T1 and T2, rather than arbitrary subgroups of these.
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(2) There is a uniform bound to the length of any sequence D0,D1,D2, . . . of pairwise distinct
deformation spaces of (F ,K)–trees such that Di dominates Dj for i > j.

Proof. Consider a sequence G ↷ Tn of (F ,K)–trees. Since F ⊆ K and F is closed under finite
intersections, Lemma 4.15 yields a sequence G ↷ T ′

n of (F ,K)–trees such that T ′
0 = T0, each T ′

n+1

is a refinement of T ′
n, and a subgroup ofG is elliptic in T ′

n if and only if it is elliptic in all of T0, . . . , Tn.
Moreover, the T ′

n all have a bounded number of orbits of degree–2 vertices whose stabiliser fixes
the two incident edges. Since G is unconditionally (F ,K)–accessible, there is a uniform bound on
the number of edge orbits of the T ′

n, and hence the sequence of refinements T ′
n eventually stabilises.

This proves part (1).
The proof of part (2) is similar. Suppose that T0, . . . , Tk are (F ,K)–trees such that Ti dominates

Tj for i > j, and such that their deformation spaces are pairwise distinct. Up to collapsing edge
orbits of G ↷ T0 without altering the deformation space of T0, we can assume that T0 has no
degree–2 vertices whose stabiliser fixes the two incident edges (or that T0 is a line on which G acts
vertex-transitively). Using Lemma 4.15 as in the previous paragraph, we obtain (F ,K)–trees T ′

i
that refine T0 and lie in the deformation space of Ti. Each T ′

i+1 is a proper refinement of T ′
i , as

the deformation spaces of Ti and Ti+1 are distinct. The tree T ′
k is then an (F ,K)–tree with at least

k + 1 edge orbits and at most one orbit of degree–2 vertices whose stabiliser fixes the two incident
edges. Thus, accessibility sets a uniform bound to the index k, proving part (2). □

Now, consider a subgroup O ≤ Out(G). If F is a collection of subgroups of G that is closed under
taking G–conjugates, we say that F is O–invariant if F is preserved by the lift of O to a subgroup
of Aut(G). We denote by Fint the collection of finite intersections of elements of F .
Corollary 4.17. Let G be finitely generated. Consider a splitting G ↷ T and some O ≤ Out(G).
Let F be an O–invariant family of subgroups that contains the G–stabiliser of each edge of T . Let
K be an O–invariant family of subgroups elliptic in T . If the following two conditions are satisfied:

(1) all elements of F are elliptic in T ;
(2) G is unconditionally (Fint,K)–accessible;

then there exists a refinement G↷ T ′ of G↷ T such that:
(1)′ all G–stabilisers of edges of T ′ belong to Fint;
(2)′ the subgroups of G that are elliptic in T ′ are those whose entire O–orbit is elliptic in T .

Proof. Let T be the collection of splittings obtained by twisting G ↷ T by the elements of O.
All elements of T are (F ,F ∪ K)–splittings of G, by Condition (1), so they are in particular
(Fint,Fint ∪ K)–splittings. Now, Lemma 4.16(1) implies that there exists a refinement of G ↷ T
that is an (Fint,K)–splitting whose elliptic subgroups are precisely those that are elliptic in all
splittings in T . This proves the corollary. □

4.2.3. Finding an invariant splitting. Consider now a group G with trivial centre, a cocompact12

splitting G↷ T , and a subgroup O ≤ Out(G). Let E be the collection of subgroups of G that are
elliptic in T , and let A be the collection of G–stabilisers of edges of T . Throughout Section 4.2.3,
we assume that the following two conditions hold:

(i) the collection E is O–invariant (i.e. the deformation space of T is O–invariant);
(ii) no element of A properly contains one of its G–conjugates.

In part of the coming discussion, we will assume that T satisfies the following additional condition,
which can be viewed as a weak form of acylindricity, plus a ban on edges with trivial stabiliser:

(iii) for every subgroup A ∈ A , the fixed set Fix(A) ⊆ T has finite diameter13.

12Cocompactness is immediate if G is finitely generated, but we make no such assumption.
13Condition (iii) implies that normalisers of elements of A are elliptic in T ; in fact, the latter is an equivalent

condition if G is special and the elements of A are convex-cocompact, by Lemma 2.32.
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Our goal is to prove:
Theorem 4.18. Let G be a group with trivial centre, G↷ T a cocompact splitting, and O ≤ Out(G).

(1) Under Conditions (i)–(iii), there is an O–invariant splitting G↷ T ′ whose edge-stabilisers
are a subset of the edge-stabilisers of T , and whose elliptic subgroups are the same as for T .

(2) Under just Conditions (i) and (ii), and supposing that no element of A is normal in G,
there is an O–invariant splitting G↷ T ′′ such that:
(a) for each edge-stabiliser A′′ of T ′′, there exists some A ∈ A such that A ≤ A′′ ≤ NG(A)

and A′′/A is a free factor of NG(A)/A (possibly equal to {1} or the entire NG(A)/A);
(b) every elliptic subgroup of T is elliptic in T ′′.

The main statement in Theorem 4.18 is part (1). As we will see, part (2) is significantly easier
to show, and it is not needed for this article; still, we expect it to be useful elsewhere.

We begin with a few observations and reductions. In particular, there is a fourth and last
condition that we will be interested in:

(∗) no vertex-stabiliser of T fixes an edge of T .
As the next result shows, it suffices to prove both parts of Theorem 4.18 in the case when this
additional condition is satisfied. Denote by Emax ⊆ E the subset of maximal elliptic subgroups.
Lemma 4.19. If G↷ T satisfies Condition (ii), then it admits a collapse G↷ T∗ such that:

• T∗ satisfies Condition (∗);
• a subgroup of G is elliptic in T∗ if and only if it lies in E or normalises a subgroup in Emax.

Each of Conditions (i), (ii), (iii) is passed on to T∗ if satisfied by T . Moreover, if T satisfies
Condition (iii), then T and T∗ have the same elliptic subgroups.
Proof. For simplicity, say that (e, v) is a bad pair if e ⊆ T is an edge, v ∈ e is a vertex, and the
stabiliser of v fixes e. If w is the other vertex of e, the stabilisers of e, v, w then satisfyGv = Ge ≤ Gw.
We say that (e, v) is of the first kind if Ge = Gw, and of the second kind if Ge ⪇ Gw. Condition (∗)
is satisfied precisely when there are no bad pairs, of any kind.

Consider a bad pair (e, v). If g ∈ G is an element such that v ∈ ge and ge ̸= e, we cannot have
gv = v, so we must have v = gw. By Condition (ii), the latter can only happen if Gv = Gw, namely
when the pair is of the first kind. In particular, if the pair is of the second kind, then e is the only
edge in its G–orbit to contain the vertex v. In this case, the edges in the orbit G · e come arranged
in pairwise-disjoint subtrees of T of diameter ≤ 2: each of these subtrees is a G–translate of the
union of the edges in G · e that contain w. Collapsing these subtrees to points does not affect which
subgroups of G are elliptic, that is, the collection E is the set of elliptic subgroups also for the new
tree. At the same time, such a collapse strictly reduces the number of edges in the quotient graph
T/G, which is finite by the assumption that G acts cocompactly.

Thus, after a finite sequence of collapses leaving the collection of elliptic subgroups unchanged,
we can assume that any leftover bad pairs are of the first kind.

Now, let (e, v) be a bad pair and consider the fixed subtree Fix(Ge) ⊆ T . Since there are no bad
pairs of the second kind, all vertices and all edges of Fix(Ge) have the same G–stabiliser, namely
Ge. In particular, for any edge f ⊆ T intersecting Fix(Ge) at a single vertex, we have Gf ⪇ Ge.
This also shows that Ge ∈ Emax and that the G–stabiliser of Fix(Ge) is precisely the normaliser
NG(Ge). Finally, for any subgroup H ∈ Emax, either Fix(H) is a single vertex and NG(H) fixes it,
or Fix(H) contains an edge, in which case all vertices and edges of Fix(H) have stabiliser exactly
H, and all edges of Fix(H) belong to bad pairs. In particular, we have Fix(H) ∩ Fix(H ′) = ∅ for
all distinct subgroups H,H ′ ∈ Emax.

Summing up, edges belonging to bad pairs are precisely those fixed by elements of Emax. Col-
lapsing all these edges ensures Condition (∗), and a subgroup is elliptic in the resulting tree T∗ if
and only if it either lies in E or normalises an element of Emax.
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Finally, T∗ satisfies again Condition (ii) because its edge-stabilisers are a subset of those of T .
For the same reason, T∗ satisfies Condition (iii) if T does, as collapses do not increase diameters of
fixed sets. If the collection E is O–invariant, it is clear that Emax is also O–invariant, and so is the
collection of normalisers of its elements. Thus, the deformation space of T∗ is O–invariant if that of
T is (Condition (i)). If T satisfies Condition (iii) and E ∈ Emax, then, after removing all bad pairs
of the second kind, either E fixes a unique vertex or it is the G–stabiliser of an edge, by the above
discussion. Thus, Condition (iii) implies that NG(E) is elliptic in T , and hence the collapse T∗ lies
in the same deformation space as T . This concludes the proof of the lemma. □

In view of Lemma 4.19, we will assume that the splitting G↷ T satisfies Condition (∗) in the rest
of Section 4.2.3. To some extent, this allows us to reconstruct part of the splitting T algebraically,
as the next remark and lemma show.

Remark 4.20. By Condition (∗), vertex-stabilisers of T are the same as elements of Emax, and each
of these has a unique fixed point in T .

We stratify the collection of edge-stabilisers A by inclusion. That is, we first define A1 ⊆ A as
the subset of maximal elements under inclusion, then inductively define Ai+1 as the set of maximal
elements of A \ Ai. Since G acts cocompactly on T , the collection A consists of finitely many G–
conjugacy classes of subgroups. Condition (ii) then ensures that Ak+1 = ∅ for some integer k ≥ 1;
we define k as the smallest such integer. Condition (ii) also ensures that each Ai is conjugacy-
invariant, and that A = A1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Ak.

Lemma 4.21. Under Conditions (i), (ii) and (∗), the collection A is O–invariant.

Proof. We have already observed that Emax is O–invariant, that it is exactly the set of vertex-
stabilisers of T , and that each of its elements fixes a unique vertex of T .

Define E 1 to be the set of intersections E ∩ E′ for distinct elements E,E′ ∈ Emax. Elements of
E 1 are precisely G–stabilisers of non-degenerate arcs of T ; moreover, E 1 is again O–invariant. The
set A1 coincides with the set of maximal elements of E 1, so A1 is O–invariant.

Now, inductively for i ≥ 1, let E i+1 be the set of intersections E ∩ E′ for distinct elements
E,E′ ∈ Emax such that there does not exists a sequence A1, . . . , Ak ∈ Ai with A1 ≤ E, Ak ≤ E′ and
⟨Aj , Aj+1⟩ ∈ E for all 1 ≤ j < k. In other words, if v, v′ ∈ T are the unique vertices fixed by E and
E′ respectively, then the arc [v, v′] ⊆ T is non-degenerate and it is not covered by the fixed sets of
the subgroups in Ai, so this arc contains an edge with stabiliser in A \Ai. Since Ai is O–invariant
by the inductive hypothesis, the set E i+1 is O–invariant, because of its algebraic description. It
follows that the set of maximal elements of E i+1 is also invariant, and this set is precisely Ai+1. In
conclusion, this shows that Ai is O–invariant for every i, and hence A is itself O–invariant. □

From the above data, we define some G–invariant families Wi of subtrees of T for 0 ≤ i ≤ k.
Namely, we define W0 := {{v} | v is a vertex of T} and, for each i ≥ 1, we set

Wi := {Fix(H) | H ∈ Ai}.

We are about to use these families to construct a canonical sequence of forests G1, . . . ,Gk. The
construction will only use the following straightforward property of the families W0, . . . ,Wk:

(⋆) For i ≥ 1, the intersection of any two distinct elements of Wi is covered by the subtrees in
the union W0 ∪ · · · ∪Wi−1. The elements of W0 are pairwise disjoint.

Also note that the subtrees in the last family Wk cover the tree T .
We will make use of additionalG–invariant families U1, . . . ,Uk of subtrees of T , which are obtained

from the Wi as follows: for each 1 ≤ i ≤ k, the elements of Ui are the connected components of the
union within T of the subtrees in the family W0 ∪ · · · ∪Wi−1. In particular, U1 = W0.
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The construction of the forests G1, . . . ,Gk will be based of an iterated application of the following
elementary construction, which is a slightly expanded version of Guirardel’s tree dual to a transverse
covering [Gui04, Gui08].

Construction 4.22. Let U ,W be two families of subtrees of a tree T . Suppose that the elements
of U are pairwise disjoint, and that the intersection of any two elements of W is contained in an
element of U . We can form a bipartite graph G = G(U ,W) with vertex set U ⊔W and edges [U,W ]
for U ∈ U and W ∈ W with U ∩W ̸= ∅. It is straightforward to check that G is a forest (see [Gui04,
Definition 4.8] and the subsequent discussion, after collapsing the elements of U to points).

We will speak of U–type and W–type vertices of G, with the obvious meaning. Given a subgraph
S ⊆ G, we will also speak of its support supp(S) ⊆ T , which is the union of the subtrees of T
corresponding to the vertices of S. If S ⊆ G is connected, then supp(S) is a subtree of T .

Supports give a 1–to–1 correspondence between the connected components of the forest G on the
one side, and the connected components of the union within T of the subtrees in U ⊔ W on the
other. To check this, note that, if two elements of U ⊔W intersect when viewed as subtrees of T ,
then they are connected by a path of length ≤ 2 in G, when viewed as vertices of G.

Now, using the above families W0, . . . ,Wk and U1, . . . ,Uk of subtrees of T , we inductively define
forests G1, . . . ,Gk as follows. It is immediate from their definition that the subtrees in each family Ui
are pairwise disjoint. In addition, (⋆) implies that the intersection of any two distinct elements of Wi

is contained in an element of Ui. Thus, the pair (Ui,Wi) satisfies the hypotheses of Construction 4.22
for each 1 ≤ i ≤ k, and we can define:

Gi := G(Ui,Wi).

In particular, we have G1 = G(W0,W1). Again, we will speak of U–type and W—type vertices
of Gi, and associate to each subgraph of Gi a support within T . Using the last paragraph of
Construction 4.22, we have the equality

Ui = {supp(C) | C is a connected component of Gi−1}.

It is clear that each forest Gi is equipped with a natural G–action, as the families Ui and Wi are
G–invariant, and their construction only depends on the intersection pattern of the Wi within T .
In fact, the construction is so canonical that the actions G ↷ Gi extend to actions of the group
“G

⋉ O”, as the next result shows. As in the proof of Lemma 4.13, we denote by G

⋉ O the preimage
of O ≤ Out(G) within Aut(G); this contains the subgroup of inner automorphisms as a normal
subgroup, which we identify with G (recalling that G has trivial centre).

Lemma 4.23. If G↷ T satisfies Conditions (i), (ii) and (∗), the following hold.
(1) The last forest Gk is a tree.
(2) Each action G↷ Gi uniquely extends to an action G

⋉ O ↷ Gi by graph automorphisms.

Proof. Since the elements of the last family Wk cover T , by construction, each path in T is covered
by finitely elements of Uk ∪Wk. This implies that Gk is connected, proving part (1).

For part (2), we need to show that each representative φ ∈ Aut(G) of an outer automorphism
ϕ ∈ O is realised by a unique graph automorphism Φi : Gi → Gi satisfying Φi(gx) = φ(g)Φi(x) for
all g ∈ G and x ∈ Gi. Keeping φ fixed, we prove this by induction on i.

In the base step, the forest G1 can be equivalently described as the bipartite graph having a black
vertex for each subgroup in A1 (corresponding to elements of W1), a white vertex for each subgroup
in Emax (corresponding to elements of U1 = W0), and edges given by inclusions between these two
types of subgroups of G. (This uses Condition (∗) and Remark 4.20.) This description of G1 is
purely algebraic and thus preserved by the automorphism φ, in view of the φ–invariance of E and
A given by Condition (i) and Lemma 4.21. This shows the existence of the required map Φ1.
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As to uniqueness, note that Φ1 is uniquely determined on the set of white vertices of G1, as
their G–stabilisers are the elements of Emax. Since G1 is bipartite with respect to the white-black
colouring, and since each black vertex is uniquely determined by its link14, it follows that Φ1 is
uniquely determined on the whole forest G1.

For the inductive step, suppose that the maps Φ1, . . . ,Φi−1 have been defined for some i ≥ 2 and
let us define the map Φi.

Let C be the family of subgroups of G that arise as stabilisers of the connected components of
the forest Gi−1. By the existence of the map Φi−1, it follows that C is φ–invariant. At the same
time, Lemma 4.21 implies that the family Aj is φ–invariant for each value of j.

Before continuing, we make two observations. First, distinct elements of Ai have different fixed
sets within T ; this is because elements of Ai are G–stabilisers of edges of T , so at least one of their
fixed edges has precisely them as their G–stabiliser. Second, suppose that C ⊆ Gi−1 is a component,
with G–stabiliser GC , and consider a subgroup H ∈ Emax. We claim that the vertex vH ∈ T fixed
by H lies in supp(C) if and only if H ≤ GC . The forward direction is clear, as the supports of
the components of Gi−1 are pairwise disjoint within T , and each vertex of T lies in one. For the
converse, suppose for the sake of contradiction that we have H ≤ GC and vH ̸∈ supp(C). Then,
since H ≤ GC , the subgroup H preserves both supp(C) and vH , and hence it fixes any edge of T
separating vH from supp(C), contradicting the fact that each element of Emax has a unique fixed
point in T . Note that, as a consequence of the claim, we also have that distinct components of the
forest Gi−1 are stabilised by distinct elements of C .

Now, the forest Gi can be described as having one vertex for each subgroup in the disjoint union
C ⊔ Ai and edges [X,Y ] for subgroups X ∈ C and Y ∈ Ai such that there exists Z ∈ Emax with
Y ≤ Z ≤ X; in other words, Fix(Y ) ⊆ T intersects the support of the component of Gi−1 stabilised
by X at the vertex of T with stabiliser Z. By the φ–invariance of all families of subgroups involved,
it follows that there exists a map Φi : Gi → Gi with the required properties.

As to uniqueness, note that Φi is again uniquely determined on the vertices of Gi of U–type, by
the inductive hypothesis. Observing that each vertex of Gi of W–type is uniquely determined by its
link in Gi, it follows that Φi is uniquely determined on Gi, completing the proof of the lemma. □

Part (2) of Theorem 4.18 quickly follows from the previous lemma, as we now explain.

Proof of Theorem 4.18(2). Recall that we are assuming that G ↷ T satisfies Conditions (i), (ii),
(∗), and now also that no edge-stabiliser of T is normal in G. Our goal is to construct a splitting
G

⋉ O ↷ T ′′ such that all subgroups elliptic in T are elliptic in T ′′, and such that G–stabilisers of
edges of T ′′ have the form described in the theorem statement.

By Lemma 4.23, we have an action G

⋉ O ↷ Gk, where Gk is a tree. Note that Gk has at least
two W–type vertices: if there were only one, this would correspond to a subgroup A ∈ Ak that is
normal in G, violating our assumptions.

If S ⊆ Gk is a G–invariant subtree, then supp(S) ⊆ T is also a G–invariant subtree, and hence
supp(S) = T by the assumption that G ↷ T is minimal. This implies that S must contain all
W–type vertices of Gk, as the support of a U–type vertex of Gk does not contain any edges of T with
stabiliser in Ak. This shows that the convex hull in Gk of the set of W–type vertices is the smallest
G–invariant subtree of Gk; we define T ′′ ⊆ Gk as this convex hull. As we have observed that Gk has
at least two W–type vertices, the subtree T ′′ is not a single point. Thus, G↷ T ′′ is a splitting.

Note that T ′′ is preserved by the G

⋉ O–action on Gk. Indeed, if T ′′ is a proper subtree of Gk,
then each vertex of Gk \ T ′′ is a U–type vertex of degree 1. At the same time, no vertex of T ′′ has
degree 1, as G ↷ T ′′ is minimal. The action G

⋉ O ↷ Gk preserves vertex degrees, and so it must
leave T ′′ invariant.

14Here, note that black vertices always have nonempty link in G1, even though white vertces can have empty link.
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If a subgroup of G is elliptic in T , then it is contained in an element of Emax, which in turn
fixes (at least) a U–type vertex of Gk (recalling that vertices of T are the elements of the family
U1 = W0). Thus all subgroups elliptic in T are elliptic in T ′′.

We are left to describe G–stabilisers of edges of Gk. Each such edge is of the form e = [U,W ],
where W = Fix(A) ⊆ T for some edge-stabiliser A ∈ Ak, and U ⊆ T is a connected component of
the union of the edges in T with stabiliser not in Ak, such that U ∩W ̸= ∅. The G–stabiliser of W
is precisely the normaliser NG(A), as A is the unique smallest G–stabiliser of an edge of W . Thus,
the G–stabiliser Ge of the edge e = [U,W ] coincides with the NG(A)–stabiliser of the subtree U , or
equivalently that of the intersection U ∩W .

Consider for a moment the action NG(A) ↷ Fix(A) ⊆ T and note that it factors through an
action NG(A)/A↷ Fix(A). With respect to the latter action, some edges have trivial stabiliser (the
edges of T that have G–stabiliser equal to A), and the remaining edges are precisely those contained
in an intersection U ′ ∩ Fix(A) for some U ′ ∈ Uk (necessarily adjacent to W = Fix(A) within Gk).
Collapsing all edges of Fix(A) with stabiliser different from A, we obtain a NG(A)/A–action on
a tree with trivial edge-stabilisers, and the subgroup Ge is the preimage in NG(A) of a vertex-
stabiliser of this NG(A)/A–action. This means that A ◁ Ge and that Ge/A is a free factor of the
group NG(A)/A (possibly the trivial subgroup or the entire NG(A)/A), concluding the proof. □

Part (1) of Theorem 4.18 will require more work. Roughly, starting with the tree Gk, the plan is
to repeatedly blow up U–type vertices, replacing them with the connected components of the forests
Gi that they represent. In order to be able to perform this blowing-up procedure equivariantly, we
now introduce Condition (iii) into our standing assumptions.

As a first consequence of Condition (iii), the connected components of the forests Gi are usually
acted upon minimally by their G–stabilisers. This is explained in the next lemma. Recall that we
say that a vertex of one of the forests Gi is of U–type if it corresponds to a connected component of
the forest Gi−1 (or to a vertex of T when i = 1), and we say that a vertex of Gi is of W–type if it
corresponds to the subtree Fix(A) ⊆ T for some A ∈ Ai.

Lemma 4.24. If G ↷ T satisfies Conditions (i)–(iii) and (∗), the following holds. For each
1 ≤ i ≤ k and each connected component C ⊆ Gi, each vertex v ∈ C lies in the minimal subtree15 of
the G–stabiliser of C and this is non-elliptic, except when

• either v is of U–type and C = {v} (i.e. v is an isolated vertex of Gi);
• or v is of U–type, it has degree 1 in C, and supp(v) ⊆ T is a single vertex (in which case,

either i = 1, or v corresponds to an isolated U–type vertex in each of the forests G1, . . . ,Gi−1).

Proof. The main step in the proof of the lemma is the following claim.
Claim. Consider 1 ≤ i ≤ k, a connected component C ⊆ Gi and a W–type vertex w ∈ C. Then

w lies on the axis in C of an element of G that stabilises C and is loxodromic in both T and C.
Proof of claim. The W–type vertex w ∈ C corresponds to the subtree Fix(A) ⊆ T for some A ∈ Ai.
Let e ⊆ Fix(A) be an edge whose G–stabiliser is exactly equal to A; this exists because A ∈ A ,
and it shows in particular that the G–stabiliser of Fix(A) is precisely the normaliser NG(A).

Let x and y be the vertices of the edge e. Observe that the G–stabilisers of x, y ∈ T cannot both
be contained in NG(A). Indeed, by Condition (∗) there exist elements gx ∈ Gx \A and gy ∈ Gy \A,
and the product gxgy is then loxodromic in T . Since NG(A) is elliptic in T by Condition (iii), it
follows that gx and gy do not both lie in NG(A).

Thus, without loss of generality, there exists an element gx ∈ Gx \NG(A). The sets Fix(A) and
gx Fix(A) are distinct in T and their intersection contains the vertex x, so there exists a connected
component D ⊆ Gi−1 such that supp(D) ⊇ Fix(A) ∩ gx Fix(A). Note that gxD = D, since gx fixes

15In particular, the minimal subtree exists, which is not automatic for actions of infinitely generated groups.
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x ∈ supp(D). Let u ∈ C ⊆ Gi be the U–type vertex corresponding to D. We have constructed a
length–2 geodesic [w, u, gxw] in C ⊆ Gi with gxu = u.

Now recall that, by Condition (∗), we have an element gy ∈ Gy \ A, though we do not know
whether this element lies in NG(A) or not. The edges e, gye ⊆ T are not contained in the support
of any components of Gi−1, as their G–stabilisers lie in Ai. As a consequence, e and gye separate
supp(D) from gy supp(D) in T . In particular, we have gyu ̸= u in Gi. At this point, we need to
distinguish two cases.

If gy ∈ NG(A), then gyw = w and [gyu,w, u, gxw] is a length–3 geodesic in C ⊆ Gi. The open
edge (w, u) separates the fixed sets of gy and gx in C, and hence it is contained in the axis of
the loxodromic element gxgy. In particular, w lies on the axis of gxgy in C, and we have already
observed above that gxgy is also loxodromic in T .

Suppose instead that gy ̸∈ NG(A). Then, in the tree T , the intersection Fix(A) ∩ gy Fix(A) ∋ y
is contained in supp(D′) for a connected component D′ ⊆ Gi−1. We have D′ ̸= D, since the edge
e separates the supports of D and D′ in T . Thus D′ determines a vertex u′ ̸= u in C ⊆ Gi and,
since gy fixes y ∈ supp(D′), we have gyu′ = u′. We obtain a length–4 geodesic [gyw, u

′, w, u, gxw]
in C. The length–2 open arc (u′, w, u) separates the fixed sets of gy and gx in C, so gxgy is again
loxodromic in C with axis containing w. As above, gxgy is also loxodromic in T .

Since w was an arbitrary W–type vertex of C, this completes the proof of the claim. ■

Now, consider a connected component C ⊆ Gi that is not a single U–type vertex, and denote
by GC its G–stabiliser. By the claim, GC is not elliptic in C, and the convex hull of the set of
W–type vertices in C is the smallest GC–invariant subtree of C. In other words, the latter is the
GC–minimal subtree of C, and we will denote it by Cmin.

If the difference C \ Cmin is nonempty, it consists of a single layer of U–type vertices hanging
off Cmin. Let u ∈ C \ Cmin be one such vertex. The stabiliser Gu must fix the projection of u
to Cmin, which is an adjacent vertex of W–type w ∈ Cmin. The G–stabiliser of w is elliptic in T
by Condition (iii), so Gu is also elliptic in T . If i ≥ 2, the vertex u corresponds to a connected
component D ⊆ Gi−1. If D were to contain a vertex of W–type, then the above claim would give an
element of Gu = GD that is loxodromic in T , contradicting the fact that Gu is elliptic in T . Thus,
the component D ⊆ Gi−1 must consist of a single vertex, corresponding to a connected component
D′ ⊆ Gi−2. Repeating this argument up until we obtain a singleton component of G1, we ultimately
conclude that supp(D) is a single vertex of T , proving the lemma. □

We also need the following simple observation.

Remark 4.25. If a subgroup H ≤ G is elliptic in T and preserves a connected component C ⊆ Gi,
for some index i, then H fixes a vertex of C. This can be seen as follows.

Since H leaves C invariant, it preserves the subtree supp(C) ⊆ T . The fact that H is elliptic in
T thus implies that H fixes a vertex x ∈ supp(C). If x ∈ U for some U ∈ Ui representing a vertex
of C, then it is immediate that U is preserved by the G–stabiliser of x, and thus also by H. Recall
that the intersection of any two subtrees in Wi is contained in a subtree in Ui. Thus, if x is not
contained in the support of any U–type vertices of C, then x must be contained in the support of
a unique W–type vertex of C. In this case, this vertex of C is again fixed by the G–stabiliser of x,
and hence by H.

We can finally reap the fruits of the above construction and prove part (1) of Theorem 4.18.

Proof of Theorem 4.18(1). Recall that we have a splitting G ↷ T satisfying Conditions (i)–(iii)
and (∗), and we wish to construct a splitting G

⋉ O ↷ T ′ with G–stabilisers of edges in A (in fact,
even in A1) and exactly E as family of elliptic subgroups of G. By Lemma 4.23, we already have a
G

⋉ O–tree, namely Gk, but its edge-stabilisers will not normally lie in A . By contrast, we do have
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a G

⋉ O–forest with some edge-stabilisers in A1, namely G1 (we show this below); its fault is rather
that G1 is not connected.

To overcome these issues, we will combine the forests G1, . . . ,Gk to form a single G

⋉ O–tree with
the same G–orbits of edges and edge-stabilisers as the forest G1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Gk. Then, at the very end,
we will collapse all superfluous edges.

We start with the tree Tk := Gk and blow up each U–type vertex u ∈ Tk = Gk; by definition,
u corresponds to a connected component Cu ⊆ Gk−1 and we simply replace u with a copy of the
tree Cu. The claim below guarantees that this procedure can be performed so as to obtain a tree
Tk−1 that is still equipped with a G

⋉ O–action. The edge set of Tk−1 is naturally identified with
the edge set of Gk−1 ⊔ Gk, and the vertex set of Tk−1 is naturally identified with the union of the
set of W–type vertices of Gk−1 ⊔ Gk and the set of U–type vertices of Gk−1. In particular, these
natural identifications are G

⋉ O–equivariant. We then proceed to blow up all U–type vertices of
Tk−1, forming a G

⋉ O–tree Tk−2, and repeat this procedure until we finally obtain a tree T1 whose
U–type vertices correspond to vertices of T .

Blowing up U–type vertices is not an entirely canonical procedure (we need to decide where to
attach incident edges). However, the following claim guarantees that the blow-up can be performed
G

⋉ O–equivariantly (using only part (1) of Lemma 4.13).

Claim. Consider an index 2 ≤ i ≤ k and a component C ⊆ Gi−1. Let j ≥ i and let e ⊆ Gj be an
edge whose G

⋉ O–stabiliser leaves C invariant. Then this stabiliser is elliptic in C.

Proof of claim. LetGe denote theG–stabiliser of the edge e. We begin by observing thatGe is elliptic
in C. Since Ge fixes the W–type vertex of e, it normalises an edge-stabiliser of T . Condition (iii)
thus implies that Ge is elliptic in T . Since Ge leaves C invariant, by assumption, Remark 4.25 then
implies that Ge fixes a vertex of C, as required.

We now proceed to show that the G

⋉ O–stabiliser of e is also elliptic in C. For this, recall that
the edge e ⊆ Gj has vertices u and w which correspond, respectively, to a component C ′ ⊆ Gj−1

and to a subtree FixT (A) ⊆ T with A ∈ Aj and suppT (C
′)∩FixT (A) ̸= ∅ (to avoid confusion later

in the proof, we add subscripts specifying in which tree we compute fixed sets and supports). In
particular, A must leave C ′ invariant and it follows that A is contained in the stabiliser Ge. The
latter is elliptic in C ⊆ Gi−1, as we have seen, so A is also elliptic in C.

We claim that the subset FixC(A) ⊆ Gi−1 has finite diameter. Indeed, Condition (iii) implies
that FixT (A) has finite diameter; let us call it K. If FixT (A′) and FixT (A

′′) represent two W–type
vertices of FixC(A), then these sets are A–invariant and must therefore intersect FixT (A). It follows
that FixT (A

′) and FixT (A
′′) are at distance at most K in T , and thus the corresponding vertices

of C are at distance at most 2K. In conclusion, FixC(A) has diameter at most 2K + 2.
Now, recalling that A ≤ Ge, the set FixC(Ge) also has finite diameter and thus admits a unique

barycentre. Since G is normal in G

⋉ O, the subgroup Ge is normal in the G

⋉ O–stabiliser of the
edge e. Thus, the latter stabiliser leaves the set FixC(Ge) invariant and it must fix its barycentre.
In conclusion, the G

⋉ O–stabiliser of e is elliptic in C, as required. ■

Applying the inductive procedure described before the claim, we ultimately obtain a G

⋉ O–tree
T1 whose vertex set is naturally in bijection with the disjoint union W0 ⊔ · · · ⊔Wk and whose edge
set is naturally in bijection with the edge set of the forest G1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Gk. These natural bijections
are G

⋉ O–equivariant and, in particular, they preserve stabilisers.
Lemma 4.24 implies that the minimal subtree Tmin

1 of the action G↷ T1 exists and contains all
vertices of T1 corresponding to elements of the union

⊔
i≥1Wi, though it is possible in general that

some elements of W0
∼= T (0) determine vertices of T1 \Tmin

1 (with degree 1 in T1). Since G is normal
in G

⋉ O, the subtree Tmin
1 is G

⋉ O–invariant.
Note that theG–trees Tmin

1 and T have the same elliptic subgroups. In one direction, if a subgroup
of G fixes a vertex of T , then it fixes the vertex of T1 determined by the corresponding element of
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W0, and it also fixes its projection to Tmin
1 . Conversely, if a subgroup of G fixes a vertex of T1, then

it preserves an element of
⋃
i≥0Wi, hence it normalises an edge-stabiliser of T , and it is elliptic in

T by Condition (iii).
Now, let us show that Tmin

1 has an edge with G–stabiliser lying in A1. Recall that, by Lemma 4.24,
every W–type vertex of the forest G1 is contained in the minimal subtree of a (non-elliptic) subgroup
of G. Thus, Tmin

1 contains a length–2 geodesic of the form [u,w, u′], where w corresponds to the
subtree Fix(A) ⊆ T for some A ∈ A1, while u and u′ correspond to distinct vertices x, x′ ∈ Fix(A)
such that there exist B,B′ ∈ A1 with Fix(A)∩Fix(B) = {x} and Fix(A)∩Fix(B′) = {x′}; indeed,
by maximality of A,B,B′ within A , these intersections cannot contain any edges.

Condition (iii) implies that NG(A) fixes a vertex z ∈ Fix(A). By maximality of A ∈ A , no
vertex of Fix(A)\{z} can be fixed by an element of NG(A)\A. In particular, up to swapping x and
x′, we can assume that Gx ∩ NG(A) = A. The G–stabiliser of the edge [u,w] ⊆ Tmin

1 is precisely
this intersection. Thus, [u,w] is the required edge of Tmin

1 with stabiliser in A1.
In conclusion, G ↷ Tmin

1 is an O–invariant splitting, it has E as collection of elliptic subgroups,
and it has an edge with stabiliser in A1. Recalling that the collection A1 is O–invariant, we can
now collapse all G–orbits of edges in Tmin

1 whose G–stabiliser does not lie in A1, thus obtaining the
O–invariant tree described in the statement of the theorem. □

Through most of Section 4.2.3, we have assumed that the initial splitting G ↷ T satisfies Con-
dition (∗), but this was not an hypothesis of Theorem 4.18. It is worth remarking that one gets a
little more out of the above construction, if Condition (∗) is given at the start.

Remark 4.26. If the splitting G ↷ T in Theorem 4.18 additionally satisfies Condition (∗), then
all edge-stabilisers of the splitting G ↷ T ′ constructed in part (1) actually lie in A1, that is, they
are maximal edge-stabilisers of the initial tree T . This is clear from the proof of Theorem 4.18(1).

We do not get this property in general, as the collapse needed to ensure (∗) (Lemma 4.19) might
make all maximal edge-stabilisers disappear.

4.2.4. Consequences for special groups. We now use the previous discussion to prove Theorem 4.8.

Proof of Theorem 4.8. Consider the collection T of minimal, irredundant, O–invariant (Zs(G),H)–
trees ofG. We have T ̸= ∅, as it contains the tree that is a single vertex. We order T by refinements:
we have T1 ⪯ T2 if T1 is a G–equivariant collapse of T2. Since G is unconditionally accessible over
centralisers (Theorem 3.1), the collection T admits a maximal element G ↷ T . The rest of the
proof is devoted to checking that the vertex groups of T are (Zs(G),H)–rigid in G.

For this, let V be the G–stabiliser of a vertex v ∈ T . We begin with some preliminary observations
on V . First, V is convex-cocompact in G, by Proposition 2.30. Next, let Ev be the collection of
G–stabilisers of edges of T incident to v. Observing that Ev ⊆ Zs(G)|V ⊆ S(G)|V ⊆ H|V (using
Notation 4.10), we see that V is 1–ended relative to H|V : otherwise Lemma 4.13(1) would allow us
to refine T into a splitting of G relative to H with a trivial edge-stabiliser and, collapsing the other
G–orbits of edges, we would obtain a free splitting of G relative to H, violating 1–endedness of
G. A similar argument shows that V is unconditionally (Zs(G)|V ,H|V )–accessible: an irredundant
(Zs(G)|V ,H|V )–splitting of V can be used to refine T into an irredundant (Zs(G),H)–splitting of
G (not O–invariant in general), and the size of the latter is bounded by accessibility of G over
centralisers (Theorem 3.1).

Now, suppose for the sake of contradiction that V is non-elliptic in some (Zs(G),H)–splitting
G↷ U , and let M ⊆ U be the V –minimal subtree.

We claim that the action V ↷ M is a (Zs(G)|V ,H|V )–splitting. Indeed, the V –stabiliser of an
edge of M is an intersection V ∩Z with Z ∈ Zs(G). The centraliser Z is contained in an element of
S(G) ⊆ H, so it is elliptic in T . If Z fixes v, then V ∩Z = Z. If it does not, we have Z∩V = Z∩Ge,
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where e ⊆ T is an edge incident to v and Ge ∈ Zs(G). Either way, we have V ∩ Z ∈ Zs(G)|V . We
stress, however, that Zs(G)|V ̸⊆ Z(V ) in general.

Let O|V ≤ Out(V ) be the restriction of O, as defined in Remark 4.12. We now claim that the
action V ↷ M can be promoted to an (irredundant) O|V –invariant (Zs(G)|V ,H|V )–splitting of
V . Once this is proved, it will complete the proof of the theorem: we can then use this splitting
of V and Lemma 4.13(2) to refine T into a larger (irredundant) O–invariant (Zs(G),H)–splitting
of G, contradicting the definition of T . The assumptions of Lemma 4.13(2) are indeed satisfied:
first, since G ̸∈ S(G) and V ̸∈ S(V ) ⊆ H|V , both G and V have trivial centre and neither has
a line-splitting over centralisers, as the kernel of the latter would be a nontrivial, normal, convex-
cocompact subgroup (recall Lemma 2.4(2)). Moreover, (Zs(·),S(·))–splittings are acylindrical, as
shown in Remark 4.9.

Thus, we are left to construct an O|V –invariant (Zs(G)|V ,H|V )–splitting of V . Towards this,
recall that the collection Zs(G) is O–invariant, closed under intersections, and each element of Zs(G)
is contained in an element of S(G) ⊆ H (Lemma 4.6). Thus, the collection Zs(G)|V is O|V –invariant
and closed under intersections, the collection H|V is O|V –invariant, and we have Zs(G)|V ⊆ H|V .
Moreover, as observed above, V is unconditionally (Zs(G)|V ,H|V )–accessible. All this means that
we can apply Corollary 4.17 to V ↷ M , with F = Fint = Zs(G)|V and K = H|V . As a result, we
obtain a new (Zs(G)|V ,H|V )–splitting V ↷ M ′ with the additional property that its deformation
space is O|V –invariant.

We then wish to apply Theorem 4.18(1) to V ↷ M ′, for which we need to check the conditions
of Section 4.2.3. Condition (i) is satisfied by construction, and V also has trivial centre because
V is not contained in any singular subgroup of G (as V splits relative to H|V ). No element of
Zs(G)|V is properly contained in a conjugate, by Lemma 2.4(3), so Condition (ii) is also satisfied.
Finally, regarding Condition (iii), note that each edge-stabiliser of M ′ is an element Z ∈ Zs(G)|V
with Z ̸= {1}, because V is 1–ended relative to H|V , as observed above. Hence the normaliser
NG(Z) is contained in an element of S(G) by Lemma 4.6(3), showing that NV (Z) is elliptic in M ′.
Since NV (Z) acts cocompactly on Fix(Z) ⊆ M ′ by Lemma 2.32, it follows that Fix(Z) has finite
diameter, proving Condition (iii). We can thus indeed appeal to Theorem 4.18(1), which yields the
required O|V –invariant (Zs(G)|V ,H|V )–splitting V ↷M ′′.

Up to removing any degree–2 vertices, M ′′ is irredundant and this leads to the required contra-
diction, as explained earlier in the proof. □

4.3. The enhanced JSJ splitting. Let G be special. In this subsection we prove Theorem 4.1,
constructing the enhanced JSJ splitting of G. This will be achieved by combining the canonical
splitting over centralisers that we constructed in Theorem 4.8 with the classical JSJ decomposition
over cyclic subgroups [RS97] and its canonical tree of cylinders [GL11, GL17].

In fact, we will prove a strengthening of Theorem 4.1 that will turn out to be more useful later
in the paper (see e.g. Remarks 4.32 and 4.33). In order to state this, we need the following notion.

Definition 4.27 (Optimal QH subgroup). Let G ↷ T be a splitting relative to a family H. Let
q ∈ T be a vertex whose stabiliser Q is quadratically hanging relative to H, and let Σ be the
associated surface with Q = π1(Σ). We say that Q is optimal if all the following hold:

(1) the surface Σ is not a pair of pants;
(2) for each edge e ⊆ T incident to q, the stabiliser Ge is either trivial or Q–conjugate to the

entire fundamental group of a component of ∂Σ (rather than to a subgroup thereof);
(3) for each component B ⊆ ∂Σ, there is at most one16 Q–orbit of edges e ⊆ T incident to q

such that Ge is Q–conjugate to π1(B).
When the above are satisfied, we also say that q is an optimal QH vertex of the tree T .

16Exactly one, if G is 1–ended relative to H; see [GL17, Lemma 5.16].
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We can now state the main result of this subsection; it is clear that this implies Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.28. Let O ≤ Out(G) be a subgroup, and let G be 1–ended relative to an O–invariant
collection H that contains S(G). Then there exists an O–invariant (ZZ(G),H)–tree G ↷ T with
the following properties.

(1) The G–stabiliser of each vertex of T is of one of two kinds:
(a) an optimal quadratically hanging subgroup relative to H;
(b) a convex-cocompact root-closed subgroup of G that is (Z(G),H)–rigid in G.

(2) Each edge e ⊆ T with G–stabiliser not in Z(G) is incident to a type (a) vertex.
(3) If the family H contains all cyclic subgroups of G whose conjugacy class has finite O–orbit,

then each type (b) vertex group V is (Z(V ),H|V )–rigid in itself.

We now start working towards the proof of Theorem 4.28. Since the cyclic edge groups of T are not
convex-cocompact in general, we will need the following observation (Lemma 4.29) to guarantee that
non–QH vertex groups are indeed convex-cocompact. This uses Items (1) and (2) in Definition 4.27.

If Σ is a compact surface, a simple closed curve γ ⊆ Σ is essential if it is neither nulhomotopic
nor homotopic into the boundary of Σ. An essential multicurve on Σ is a finite union of pairwise
disjoint, pairwise non-homotopic, essential simple closed curves on Σ.

Lemma 4.29. Let G ↷ T be any splitting. Let q ∈ T be an optimal, quadratically hanging vertex.
Also suppose that every edge of T has a G–translate that is incident to q. Then, for any vertex
w ∈ T \ (G · q), the stabiliser Gw is convex-cocompact and root-closed.

Proof. Let Σ be the compact surface with Q = π1(Σ). We can assume that Σ is orientable. Oth-
erwise, let Σ0 be its orientable double cover and note that Q0 := π1(Σ0) contains the entire fun-
damental group of each component of ∂Σ. Thus, G has an index–2 subgroup G0 that contains the
G–stabiliser of each vertex of T \ (G · q), and has G0 ∩Q = Q0. We can then replace G with G0.

Now, Σ is the genus–g surface with b ≥ 1 boundary components Sg,b. If g = 0, we have b ≥ 4;
indeed, the pair of pants is ruled out by Item (1) in Definition 4.27, and it also does not arise as
the orientable double cover of any surface (the rank–2 free group cannot be a proper finite-index
subgroup of another free group, by Nielsen–Schreier).

Let B ⊆ ∂Σ be a component. We claim that there are two essential multicurves γ1, γ2 ⊆ Σ
such that, if T1, T2 are the corresponding cyclic splittings of π1(Σ), then π1(B) is precisely the
π1(Σ)–stabiliser of some pair of vertices (v1, v2) ∈ T1 × T2. If g = 0 and b ≥ 4, we can take γ1, γ2
to be single curves, each bounding a pant with boundary components B, γi, Bi, for components
Bi ⊆ ∂Σ such that B,B1, B2 are pairwise distinct. If g ≥ 1 and b ≥ 1, then we can represent
Σ as a gluing Sg−1,b+1 ∪ P , where P is a pair of pants with a component equal to B and the
remaining two components glued to two boundary components of Sg−1,b+1. Call γ1 the multicurve
in Σ formed by the two boundary components of P other than B (to be precise, γ1 is just one curve
for (g, b) = (1, 1)). We then define γ2 = ϕ ·γ1 for an element ϕ ∈ Mod(Σ) that does not preserve γ1.

Now, the two splittings Q ↷ Ti can be used to refine G ↷ T into two splittings G ↷ T ′
B,i

(Lemma 4.13(1)). We then collapse all edges of T ′
B,i coming from edges of T , obtaining two splittings

G↷ T ′′
B,i whose edge-stabilisers are conjugate to maximal cyclic subgroups represented by essential

simple closed curves on Σ. In particular, these cyclic edge-stabilisers coincide with their centralisers
in G, and hence they are root-closed and convex-cocompact. Thus, the G–stabiliser of any vertex
of T ′′

B,i is convex-cocompact by Proposition 2.30, and root-closed by Remark 2.31.
Finally, G–stabilisers of vertices of T \(G ·q) are intersections of vertex-stabilisers of the trees T ′′

B,i

as B varies among the components of ∂Σ and i varies in {1, 2} (this uses Item (2) in Definition 4.27).
In conclusion, such stabilisers are root-closed and convex-cocompact, by Lemma 2.4(1). □
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We also record here the following observation for later use. The proof is straightforward, using
the same splittings as in the proof of Lemma 4.29 and recalling that Zc(G) is the collection of
contracting maximal cyclic subgroups of G. This is where Item (3) of Definition 4.27 is used.

Lemma 4.30. Let G ↷ T be a splitting relative to a collection H. Let q ∈ T be an optimal,
quadratically hanging vertex relative to H. If a subgroup H ≤ G is (Zc(G),H)–rigid in G, then:

(1) if h ∈ H is loxodromic in T , the axis of h does not contain q;
(2) if H is contained in Q, it is peripheral.

In order to canonically split G over cyclic subgroups, we will use the following result, which can
be quickly deduced from [GL17]. The only subtlety is that, since we want non–QH vertex groups
to be convex-cocompact, we need to be a little careful over which cyclic subgroups we split. From
now on, all QH subgroups will be meant relative to H without explicit mention.

Proposition 4.31. Let O ≤ Out(G) and let G be 1–ended relative to an O–invariant collection
H ⊇ S(G). There is an O–invariant (Cyc(G),H)–tree G↷ T such that the following hold.

(1) Each vertex-stabiliser is of one of two kinds:
(a) an optimal quadratically hanging subgroup;
(b) a convex-cocompact, root-closed subgroup of G that is (Zc(G),H)–rigid in G.

(2) For each edge e ⊆ T , either Ge ∈ Zc(G) or e is incident to a type (a) vertex.

Proof. We will use the terminology of [GL17]. Normalisers of elements of Cyc(G) lie in Z(G),
hence they are either cyclic or contained in elements of S(G) ⊆ H; in particular, they are small
in (Cyc(G),H)–trees. We can therefore appeal to [GL17, Corollary 9.1], using commensurability
as the equivalence relation ∼ on Cyc(G). The result is an O–invariant (Cyc(G),H)–tree G ↷ T
(denoted (Ta)

∗
c in the reference) with the following three properties:

• vertex-stabilisers are either quadratically hanging, or (Cyc(G),H)–rigid in G;
• T is a JSJ tree for (Cyc(G),H): its edge-stabilisers are elliptic in all (Cyc(G),H)–trees, and

its elliptic subgroups are elliptic in all (Cyc(G),H)–trees with such edge-stabilisers;
• T is compatible with all (Cyc(G),H)–trees: if G ↷ U is a one-edge (Cyc(G),H)–splitting,

then U is a collapse of T , or a collapse of the refinement of T given by splitting a single QH
vertex group over an essential simple closed curve on the associated surface.

(According to [GL17, Corollary 9.1], we would have to worry about a third type of vertex group:
subgroups of elements of Z(G). However, recalling Lemma 4.6 and the fact that G is 1–ended
relative to H, we see that such vertex groups are either contained in elements of S(G) ⊆ H, or
commensurable to edge groups of T . Hence these vertex groups are (Cyc(G),H)–rigid too.)

Without loss of generality, we can assume that all QH vertex groups of T are optimal. Indeed,
QH vertex groups whose associated surface is a pair of pants are (Cyc(G),H)–rigid in T (see [GL17,
Proposition 5.4]), and we regard them as such. For any other QH vertex q ∈ T , with stabiliser Q
and associated surface Σ, we can modify the tree T near q as follows. Let Q↷ SΣ be the Q–action
on the diameter–2 tree that has a central vertex fixed by Q, and one Q–orbit of edges for each
component of B ⊆ ∂Σ, with Q–stabilisers that are the conjugates of π1(B) within Q = π1(Σ). We
can replace q ∈ T with a copy of SΣ: attach each edge e ⊆ T incident to q to the unique vertex of
SΣ whose Q–stabiliser contains Ge as a subgroup of finite index (we have Ge ̸= {1} because G is
1–ended relative to H). Performing this procedure on all QH vertices of T , we obtain a refinement of
T in the same deformation space; we create some new edges and vertices, but their G–stabilisers are
commensurable to G–stabilisers of previously existing edges, which are (Cyc(G),H)–rigid. Thus,
the above three items still hold for the modified tree, and all QH vertices have become optimal.
We are left to check that the modified tree is still O–invariant. This follows from the fact that O
preserves the collection of fundamental groups of boundary components of the surfaces associated
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to the QH vertices q of the original tree T . In turn, this holds because, for each such boundary
component B, there exists at least one edge incident to q with stabiliser commensurable to B;
indeed, this is due to the fact that G is 1–ended relative to H, see [GL17, Lemma 5.16].

Thus, we assume that all QH vertices of T are optimal. Let G ↷ T ′ be obtained from T by
collapsing certain edges: we retain an edge e ⊆ T only if e is incident to an (optimal) QH vertex,
or if its stabiliser Ge lies in Zc(G). Note that G↷ T ′ is still an O–invariant (Cyc(G),H)–tree. We
claim that T ′ is the tree that we are looking for. Part (2) is clear, as is the fact that all QH vertex
groups of T ′ are optimal. We only need to prove that the remaining vertex groups are of type (b).

If v ∈ T ′ is a non–QH vertex, then all its incident edges e ⊆ T ′ either have stabiliser Ge ∈ Zc(G),
or their other vertex is QH and optimal. Since all elements of Zc(G) are convex-cocompact and
root-closed, the combination of Proposition 2.30, Remark 2.31 and Lemma 4.29 shows that the
stabiliser Gv is convex-cocompact and root-closed.

We are left to show that Gv is elliptic in all (Zc(G),H)–splittings G ↷ U . It suffices to show
this when there is a single G–orbit of edges in U . In this case, the fact that U is compatible with
the (modified) JSJ tree T leaves only two options:

• either there is an edge e ⊆ T with Ge ∈ Zc(G) such that U is obtained from T by collapsing
all edges outside of the orbit G · e;

• or there are a QH vertex q ∈ T and an essential curve γ on the associated surface such that
U is obtained by first refining T , splitting Gq over ⟨γ⟩, and then collapsing all original edges
of T .

Either way, the construction of T ′ makes it clear that Gv is elliptic in such a tree U . Indeed, denoting
by π : T → T ′ the collapse map, Gv stabilises the fibre π−1(v) ⊆ T , which does not contain any QH
vertices of T , nor does it contain any edges with G–stabiliser in Zc(G).

This completes the proof of the proposition. □

The fact that we restricted to optimal QH vertex groups guarantees that we have the following.

Remark 4.32. Let G ↷ T be the splitting provided by Proposition 4.31. Considering a type (b)
vertex v ∈ T and its stabiliser V ≤ G, we make the following additional observations.

(1) We have Zc(V ) ⊆ Zc(G). Indeed, consider an element g ∈ V such that ZV (g) = ⟨g⟩ and
suppose for the sake of contradiction that ZV (g) ⪇ ZG(g). Since V is root-closed in G, it
follows that ZG(g) ∈ Zs(G); thus, ZG(g) is contained in an element of S(G) and it must fix
a vertex x ∈ T . Since ZV (g) ̸= ZG(g), we have x ̸= v; let e ⊆ T be the edge incident to v in
the direction of x. Thus, g fixes e and, since ⟨g⟩ is maximal cyclic in V , we have Ge = ⟨g⟩.
Since ZV (g) is contained in ZG(g) ∈ Zs(G), we have Ge ̸∈ Zc(G). In particular, the vertex
w ∈ e\{v} must be an optimal QH vertex. Since Gw is hyperbolic, we have x ̸= w, and hence
there exists an edge f ⊆ T incident to w in the direction of x. Now, we have g ∈ Ge ∩Gf ,
but Ge ∩Gf = {1} by Definition 4.27(3), yielding the required contradiction.

(2) If the collection H contains all cyclic subgroups of G with finite O–orbit, then the group
V is (Zc(V ),H|V )–rigid in itself. Indeed, the assumption on H implies that it contains the
G–stabiliser of every edge of T incident to v. Thus, a (Zc(V ),H|V )–splitting of V could be
used to refine T and, collapsing the original edges of T , we would obtain a splitting of G
over an element of Zc(V ) relative to H, in which V is not elliptic. Since Zc(V ) ⊆ Zc(G) by
the previous observation, this would violate the fact that V is (Zc(G),H)–rigid in G.

(3) The splitting G ↷ T is acylindrical. Indeed, any two distinct edges incident to an optimal
QH vertex have G–stabilisers with trivial intersection. Moreover, the fixed set in T of any
Z ∈ Zc(V ) has diameter at most the number of edges of the quotient T/G: otherwise, there
would exist two distinct edges of T with stabiliser equal to Z in the same G–orbit, which
would violate the fact that NG(Z) = Z.
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We are finally ready to prove Theorem 4.28.

Proof of Theorem 4.28. By Theorem 4.8, there is an O–invariant (Zs(G),H)–tree G ↷ T ′ whose
vertex groups are (Zs(G),H)–rigid in G. By Proposition 2.30 and Remark 2.31, its vertex groups
are convex-cocompact and root-closed.

Let V be the G–stabiliser of a vertex of T ′, and consider the restriction O|V ≤ Out(V ) of O as
discussed in Remark 4.12. As in the proof of Theorem 4.8, the fact that G is 1–ended relative to
H implies that V is 1–ended relative to H|V . Using Notation 4.10, we also have S(V ) ⊆ H|V and
Zs(G)|V ⊆ H|V , as a consequence of Lemma 4.6 and the fact that S(G) ⊆ H.

We can thus apply Proposition 4.31 to V . We obtain a O|V –invariant (Cyc(V ),H|V )–tree V ↷ TV
whose QH vertex groups are optimal, and whose non–QH vertex groups are convex-cocompact,
root-closed and (Zc(V ),H|V )–rigid in V . Moreover, each edge either has an element of Zc(V ) as
its stabiliser, or it is incident to a QH vertex. Since Zs(G)|V ⊆ H|V , Lemma 4.13(2) allows us to
use TV to refine T ′ into an O–invariant (ZZ(G),H)–tree of G. To check that the hypotheses of the
lemma are satisfied: since G ̸∈ S(G) and V ̸∈ S(V ) ⊆ H|V , both G and V have trivial centre, and
neither T ′ nor TV is a line. Moreover, TV is acylindrical by Remark 4.32(c).

We perform this refinement for all O–orbits of vertex groups of T ′, and call G ↷ T the result.
We claim that T is the G–tree that we are looking for. For this, we are only left to show that the
non–QH vertex groups of T satisfy the required rigidity properties. In turn, this simply amounts
to showing that each non–QH vertex-stabiliser W of one of the actions V ↷ TV is (Z(G),H)–rigid
in G, and additionally (Z(W ),H|W )–rigid in itself if H contains all cyclic subgroups of G whose
G–conjugacy class has finite O–orbit.

Thus, let W be a vertex-stabiliser of V ↷ TV . Clearly, W is (Zs(G),H)–rigid in G, since W
is contained in V , which has this property. In addition, W is (Zc(G),H)–rigid in G, because it is
(Zc(V ),H|V )–rigid in V by construction. This shows that W is (Z(G),H)–rigid in G.

Finally, suppose that H contains all cyclic subgroups of G with finite O–orbit. If w ∈ T is a
vertex of which W is the G–stabiliser, it follows that the collection H|W contains all G–stabilisers of
edges of T incident to W : indeed, each of these subgroups has finite O–orbit, by the O–invariance
of T , and all non-cyclic edge-stabilisers lie in Zs(G)|W ⊆ S(G)|W ⊆ H|W . Thus, if W were to
admit a (Zs(W ),H|W )–splitting, this could be used to refine G ↷ T into a (Z(G),H)–splitting of
G in which W is not elliptic, a contradiction (this uses that Zs(W ) ⊆ Z(G), see Lemma 4.7). This
shows that W is (Zs(W ),H|W )–rigid in itself, while it is (Zc(W ),H|W )–rigid by Remark 4.32(2).
In conclusion, W is (Z(W ),H|W )–rigid in itself, concluding the proof of the theorem. □

Another advantage of having restricted to optimal QH vertex groups is the following observation.

Remark 4.33. Let G↷ T be the enhanced JSJ splitting provided by Theorem 4.28, relative to a
collection H. If a subgroup H ≤ G is (Z(G),H)–rigid in G, we claim that H is elliptic in T .

Indeed, if H were not elliptic, it would contain an element h ∈ H that is loxodromic in T (this
holds even when H is not finitely generated, by Lemma 2.29). Let α ⊆ T be the axis of h. On the
one hand, no edge of α can have G–stabiliser in Z(G) because H is (Z(G),H)–rigid. On the other,
no vertex of α can be optimal and QH, by Lemma 4.30(1). This is a contradiction.

In conclusion, using Lemma 4.30(2), either H fixes a type (b) vertex of T , or it fixes an edge
both of whose vertices are of type (a).

5. First consequences of the enhanced JSJ splitting

This section is devoted to two immediate consequences of the existence of the enhanced JSJ split-
ting obtained in Section 4. The first (Proposition 5.8) connects the JSJ splitting to automorphism
growth, which will be important in the proof of Theorems A and B. The second consequence is
the existence of a “complexity-reduction” homomorphism from Out(G) to a finite product of groups
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Out(Pi), where Pi ≤ G are simpler special groups (Proposition 5.12). This will allow us to prove
Theorem C from the introduction (Corollary 5.15).

5.1. Beat and controlled subgroups. We begin by introducing some useful notation and termi-
nology in this brief subsection. Let G be a finitely generated group.

Recall that, given two abstract growth rates [an], [bn] ∈ G, we write [an] ≺ [bn] if we have
[an] ⪯ [bn] and [an] ̸∼ [bn]. Equivalently, we have lim supn an/bn < +∞ and lim infn an/bn = 0. We
will generally omit square brackets from growth rates to simplify notation.

Definition 5.1. Consider some ϕ ∈ Out(G) and some abstract growth rate o ∈ G.
(1) An element g ∈ G is o–beat (for ϕ) if we have ∥ϕn(g)∥ ≺ o. A subgroup H ≤ G is o–beat

if all its elements17 are o–beat. We denote by B(o, ϕ) (or simply B(o)) the family of o–beat
subgroups of G.

(2) An element g ∈ G is o–controlled if we have ∥ϕn(g)∥ ⪯ o. A subgroup H ≤ G is o–controlled
if all its elements are o–controlled. We denote by K(o, ϕ) or K(o) the family of o–controlled
subgroups of G.

Given an ultrafilter ω, we can also consider the elements g ∈ G that are o–beat or o–controlled
modulo ω, that is, those that satisfy ∥ϕn(g)∥ ≺ω o and ∥ϕn(g)∥ ⪯ω o, respectively. We consequently
define the families Bω(o) and Kω(o) of subgroups that are o–beat or o–controlled modulo ω.

In Section 7, we will be particularly interested in the family Btop(ϕ) := B(otop(ϕ), ϕ), where
otop(ϕ) was introduced in Section 2.2.3, and in the corresponding families Bωtop(ϕ) modulo ultrafilters.

Remark 5.2. For any ϕ ∈ Out(G) and o ∈ G, the families B(o, ϕ) and K(o, ϕ) are ϕ–invariant.
This is because ϕ is bi-Lipschitz with respect to ∥ · ∥ (Lemma 2.15). The same holds for the families
Bω(o, ϕ) and Kω(o, ϕ), for any ultrafilter ω.

The following “geometric” characterisation of otop(ϕ)–beat subgroups will be particularly useful.

Lemma 5.3. Let G be a special group and suppose that ϕ ∈ Out(G) has infinite order. Fix any
(non-principal) ultrafilter ω. Then, a subgroup B ≤ G lies in Bωtop(ϕ) if and only if B is elliptic in
the degeneration G↷ Xω determined by ω and ϕ (as in Section 2.3).

Proof. Given a single element g ∈ G, we have that g is elliptic in Xω if and only if g is otop(ϕ)–beat
modulo ω (Lemma 2.24). Thus, any subgroup of G that is elliptic in Xω lies in Bωtop(ϕ).

Conversely, consider a subgroup H ∈ Bωtop(ϕ). Recall from Section 2.3.2 that the degeneration Xω
comes with finitely many R–trees G ↷ T vω (with v ∈ Γ for a chosen convex-cocompact embedding
G ↪→ AΓ). The subgroup H is elliptic in Xω if and only if H is elliptic in all T vω . Moreover,
every element of H is elliptic in Xω, and hence in all T vω . Now, Serre’s lemma implies that every
finitely generated subgroup of H is elliptic in all trees T vω [Ser03, p. 64]. Finally, since chains of
arc-stabilisers of the G–minimal subtree of T vω have bounded length (see Theorem 2.27), it follows
that H is itself elliptic in T vω (using Lemma 2.29). In conclusion, H is elliptic in Xω. □

5.2. The singular growth rate. Let G be a special group. We now work to connect the enhanced
JSJ decomposition of G (Theorem 4.28) to the speed of growth of its outer automorphisms.

Recall from Section 2.2.3 that we have defined a growth rate otop(ϕ) ∈ G for each ϕ ∈ Out(G).
We begin with a simple observation.

Remark 5.4. Let H ≤ G be a convex-cocompact subgroup, and let ϕ ∈ Out(G) preserve the
G–conjugacy class of H. Although the restriction ϕ|H ∈ Out(H) is not uniquely defined in general
(Remark 4.12), the growth rate otop(ϕ|H) is well-defined. Indeed, any two possible restrictions ϕ|H

17To avoid any confusion, we stress that we always compute conjugacy lengths with respect to finite generating
sets of G, not those of H. In fact, we allow H to be infinitely generated.
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differ by the restriction to H of an inner automorphism of G, and so conjugacy lengths grow at
the same speed under their powers. (Recall that, since H is convex-cocompact, it does not matter
whether we compute conjugacy lengths with respect to a finite generating set of H or G.)

Let Out0(G) ≤ Out(G) be the finite-index subgroup that preserves each G–conjugacy class in
S(G). This subgroup has indeed finite index because S(G) is Out(G)–invariant and consists of
finitely many conjugacy classes of subgroups.

When studying the top growth rate otop(ϕ) of an outer automorphism ϕ ∈ Out(G), it is often
possible to reduce the problem to understanding the top growth rates of the restrictions of ϕ to the
singular subgroups of G. For this reason, we introduce the following auxiliary growth rate.

Definition 5.5 (Singular growth rate). For ϕ ∈ Out0(G), the singular growth rate of ϕ is

osing(ϕ) :=
∑
S

otop(ϕ|S),

where the sum is taken over finitely many representatives S ∈ S(G) of the G–conjugacy classes
of singular subgroups. For a general element ϕ ∈ Out(G), we set osing(ϕ) := 1

k ∗ otop(ϕ
k) for any

integer k ∈ N such that ϕk ∈ Out0(G) (using the operations introduced in Section 2.2.4).

When S(G) = ∅ (that is, when G is hyperbolic), we simply set osing(ϕ) := [1]. If ω is a (non-
principal) ultrafilter, we similarly write oωsing(ϕ) for the projection of osing(ϕ) to Gω.

Lemma 5.6. For any ϕ ∈ Out(G) and g ∈ G with ZG(g) ̸∼= Z, we have ∥ϕn(g)∥ ⪯ osing(ϕ).

Proof. Since ϕ is bi-Lipschitz with respect to conjugacy length (Lemma 2.15), it suffices to prove
the statement for a power of ϕ. Thus, we can assume that ϕ ∈ Out0(G). Since ZG(g) ̸∼= Z,
Proposition 4.5(6) shows that g ∈ S for some S ∈ S(G) (unless g = 1 and G is hyperbolic). Thus,
recalling Lemma 2.19, we obtain ∥ϕn(g)∥ ⪯ otop(ϕ|S) ⪯ osing(ϕ) as claimed. □

We will also need the following lemma. In the special case when G is a (Z(G),S(G))–rigid special
group, this implies that otop(ϕ) ∼ osing(ϕ) for all ϕ ∈ Out(G). As mentioned above, this allows us
to reduce the study of the top growth rate to lower-complexity subgroups.

Lemma 5.7. Suppose that G is (Z(G),H)–rigid, for a collection of subgroups H ⊇ S(G). Consider
an outer automorphism ϕ ∈ Out(G) and suppose that there exists an abstract growth rate o ∈ G
such that all subgroups in H are o–controlled. Then, we have otop(ϕ) ⪯ o.

Proof. We can assume that G ̸∈ S(G), otherwise G ∈ H and the lemma is clear using Remark 2.21.
Now, suppose for the sake of contradiction that otop(ϕ) ̸⪯ o. This implies that there exists an

ultrafilter ω such that oωtop(ϕ) ≻ω o (Remark 2.14). In particular, the latter means that oωtop(ϕ) ≻ω

[1], so ϕ has infinite order in Out(G). Realising G as a convex-cocompact subgroup of a right-angled
Artin group AΓ, we can thus consider the degeneration G ↷ Xω associated ϕ ∈ Out(G) and the
ultrafilter ω, as in Section 2.3.2. Recall that Xω embeds G–equivariantly in a finite product of
R–trees T vω with v ∈ Γ. Fix a vertex v ∈ Γ such that the R–tree G↷ T vω is non-elliptic.

By Lemma 5.3, all subgroups in H are elliptic in T vω . Indeed, for any h ∈ H ∈ H, we have
∥ϕn(h)∥ ⪯ o ≺ω oωtop(ϕ), by hypothesis, and hence H ⊆ Bωtop(ϕ).

Since H ⊇ S(G), it follows that all elements of S(G) are elliptic in T vω . This implies that the
action G ↷ T vω has no perverse lines (Definition 2.25). Indeed, the stabiliser of a perverse line α
is always a centraliser Z ∈ Z(G) that is not elliptic in T vω and such that the kernel of the action
Z ↷ α does not lie in Z(G). Since Z is not elliptic, it cannot be contained in an element of S(G),
and hence we must have Z ∈ Zc(G) and Z ∼= Z. It follows that the kernel of the action Z ↷ α is
the trivial subgroup {1}, which lies in Z(G) (otherwise G would have nontrivial centre, violating
the fact that G ̸∈ S(G)).
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Now, since there are no perverse lines in G ↷ T vω , the G–stabiliser of every arc of Min(G,T vω)
lies in Z(G), by Theorem 2.27. We can thus appeal to Corollary B.3(3) in the appendix to extract
from T vω a (Z(G),H)–splitting of G, contradicting the hypothesis that G is (Z(G),H)–rigid. □

We are now ready to prove the main result of this section. This is a direct consequence of
the enhanced JSJ splitting constructed in Theorem 4.28, and it will prove particularly useful in
Sections 6 and 7.

For ϕ ∈ Out(G), we denote by Ksing(ϕ) the collection of osing(ϕ)–controlled subgroups of G.
The collection Ksing(ϕ) always contains both S(G) and the family of cyclic subgroups of G whose
G–conjugacy class has finite ϕ–orbit. Moreover, Ksing(ϕ) is ϕ–invariant (Remark 5.2).

Proposition 5.8. Let G be special and 1–ended. For any ϕ ∈ Out(G), there exists a ϕ–invariant
(ZZ(G),Ksing(ϕ))–tree G↷ T such that the G–stabiliser of each vertex of T is:

(a) either an optimal quadratically hanging subgroup relative to Ksing(ϕ);
(b) or a convex-cocompact root-closed subgroup of G that lies in Ksing(ϕ).

Moreover, each edge e ⊆ T with G–stabiliser not in Z(G) is incident to a type (a) vertex.

Proof. Theorem 4.28 gives a ϕ–invariant (ZZ(G),Ksing(ϕ))–tree G ↷ T such that each vertex
group is either of type (a), or it is a convex-cocompact root-closed subgroup V ≤ G that is
(Z(V ),Ksing(ϕ)|V )–rigid in itself. Moreover, every edge of T with G–stabiliser not in Z(G) is
incident to a type (a) vertex. We wish to show that T is the tree we are looking for, which simply
amounts to showing that all vertex groups not of type (a) lie in Ksing(ϕ).

Thus, consider a convex-cocompact vertex group V ≤ G that is (Z(V ),Ksing(ϕ)|V )–rigid in itself.
Note that, for every subgroup H ∈ Ksing(ϕ)|V and every element h ∈ H, we have ∥ϕn(h)∥ ⪯ osing(ϕ),
by definition (it does not matter whether we compute conjugacy lengths with respect to finite
generating sets of V or G, as V is convex-cocompact). Up to raising ϕ to a power, we can assume
that it preserves the G–conjugacy class of V , since T is ϕ–invariant. Now, Lemma 5.7 shows that
otop(ϕ|V ) ⪯ osing(ϕ), and hence V ∈ Ksing(ϕ) as required. □

We will return to the splitting G↷ T provided by Proposition 5.8 in Section 6.4, where we will
use it to show that ϕ has only a finite number of growth rates above osing(ϕ) and each is realised
on a quadratically hanging vertex. For convenience, we refer to T as a JSJ tree adapted to ϕ and
we will also denote it by G↷ Tsing(ϕ).

Corollary 5.9. Let G be special and 1–ended. For all ϕ ∈ Out(G), the following hold.
(1) Every element of Ksing(ϕ) is contained in a maximal element of Ksing(ϕ). There are only

finitely many G–conjugacy classes of maximal elements, and they are all convex-cocompact.
(2) If a subgroup H ≤ G is (Z(G),S(G))–rigid in G, then H ∈ Ksing(ϕ).

Proof. Let G ↷ T be JSJ tree adapted to ϕ, as in Proposition 5.8. We can assume that T is a
splitting, otherwise G is either QH or an element of Ksing(ϕ), in which case the corollary is clear.
Note that all peripheral subgroups of the QH vertex groups of T are contained in edge groups of T ,
because G is 1–ended (see [GL17, Lemma 5.16]).

Now, every subgroup H ∈ Ksing fixes a vertex of T . If all vertices fixed by H are of type (a), then
H is peripheral in all of these QH vertex groups. By the previous observation, it follows that either
H = {1} or H is contained in the stabiliser of an edge e ⊆ T both of whose vertices are of type (a).
In this case, Ge is a maximal element of Ksing(ϕ), it is infinite cyclic, and Ge is convex-cocompact
by Lemma 4.29 (applied to a suitable collapse of the barycentric subdivision of T ).

The other option is that H fixes at least one vertex x ∈ T that is of type (b). In this case, we have
Gx ∈ Ksing(ϕ) and, up to replacing x, we can assume that Gx is maximal among G–stabilisers of
vertices of T (recall that no convex-cocompact subgroup properly contains a conjugate of itself, by
Lemma 2.4(3)). In conclusion, the maximal elements of Ksing(ϕ) are precisely the G–stabilisers of
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the edges e ⊆ T with both vertices of type (a), as well as the maximal G–stabilisers of the type (b)
vertices of T . This proves part (1).

Regarding part (2), Remark 4.33 shows that any (Z(G),S(G))–rigid subgroup H ≤ G must fix
either a type (b) vertex or an edge connecting two type (a) vertices. Together with the previous
discussion, this completes the proof. □

5.3. The complexity-reduction homomorphism. This subsection is devoted to the proof of
Theorem C: for any virtually special group U , the outer automorphism group Out(U) is boundary
amenable, satisfies the Tits alternative, and has finite virtual cohomological dimension. The main
ingredient will be the complexity-reduction homomorphism provided by Proposition 5.12 below.

First of all, we need to introduce the correct notion of “complexity”, as the proof of Theorem C
will be by induction on this quantity. For this — and through most of the coming discussion — we
work with an actual special group G.

Definition 5.10. The ambient rank ar(G) is the smallest integer r such that G can be embedded
as a convex-cocompact subgroup of a right-angled Artin group AΓ where the graph Γ has r vertices.

If G does not virtually split as a direct product, then ar(S) < ar(G) for all S ∈ S(G); indeed, S
virtually splits as a product, and so it must be contained in a reducible parabolic subgroup of AΓ.

Before we continue, we need to make the following observation, expanding on Remark 4.12.

Remark 5.11. Let G be special, let H ≤ G be convex-cocompact, and let O ≤ Out(G) be
a subgroup preserving the G–conjugacy class of H. Let CGH ≤ Out(H) be the finite subgroup
determined by the conjugation action NG(H) ↷ H, as in Remark 4.12. If CGH = {1} (for instance, if
NG(H) = H), then each ϕ ∈ O has a uniquely defined restriction ϕ|H ∈ Out(H). As a consequence,
there is a well-defined restriction homomorphism O → Out(H) in this case.

In general, we can still always find a finite-index subgroup O′ ≤ O with a well-defined restriction
homomorphism O′ → Out(H). In order to see this, let Õ ≤ Aut(G) be the group of automorphisms
of G that leave H invariant and have outer class in O. Each element of O is represented by at
least one automorphism in Õ. Let r : Õ → Out(H) denote the composition of the restriction
homomorphism Õ → Aut(H) with the quotient projection Aut(H) ↠ Out(H). Since H is special,
Out(H) is residually finite by [AMS16, Corollary 1.2], and so there exists a finite-index subgroup
Out′(H) ≤ Out(H) that intersects CGH trivially. Let Õ′ ≤ Õ denote the finite-index subgroup
r−1(Out′(H)), and let O′ be its projection to a finite-index subgroup of O. By construction, any
inner automorphism of G that happens to lie in Õ′ must restrict to an inner automorphism of H,
and thus the restriction of r to Õ′ descends to a well-defined homomorphism r : O′ → Out(H).

The following result gives the complexity-reduction homomorphism mentioned above. This is a
fairly direct consequence of Theorem 4.28, using the work of Levitt on automorphisms preserving a
graph of groups [Lev05].

Proposition 5.12. Let G be special, 1–ended, and not virtually a direct product. There exist a finite-
index subgroup Out1(G) ≤ Out(G) and finitely many convex-cocompact subgroups H1, . . . ,Hk ≤ G
such that all the following hold:

(1) for each i, we have NG(Hi) = Hi and the G–conjugacy class of Hi is Out1(G)–invariant;
(2) the kernel of the resulting restriction homomorphism ρ : Out1(G) → Out(H1)×. . .×Out(Hk)

is isomorphic to a special group;
(3) each Hi is either isomorphic to a free or surface group, or it has ar(Hi) < ar(G).

Proof. For simplicity, denote by S(G)∗ the union of S(G) with the collection of cyclic subgroups of
G whose conjugacy class has finite Out(G)–orbit.

As a warm-up, suppose that G is (Z(G),S∗(G))–rigid. Let Out0(G) ≤ Out(G) be the finite-
index subgroup that preserves each G–conjugacy class of subgroups in S(G). For each S ∈ S(G),
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we have a well-defined restriction homomorphism Out0(G) → Out(S) because NG(S) = S (recall
Remark 5.11). Choose representatives S1, . . . , Sk of the finitely many G–conjugacy classes in S(G)
and consider the diagonal homomorphism ρ : Out0(G) →

∏
iOut(Si). We have ar(Si) < ar(G) for

all i. Now, the fact that G is rigid implies that ker ρ is finite: indeed, any infinite sequence in ker ρ
would give a degeneration G↷ Xω in which all elements of S∗(G) are elliptic, and we would be able
to use Corollary B.3(3) to extract a (Z(G),S∗(G))–splitting of G, violating rigidity (see the proof
of Lemma 5.7 for more details). Finally, since Out(G) is residually finite by [AMS16, Corollary 1.2],
a finite-index subgroup Out1(G) ≤ Out0(G) has trivial intersection with ker ρ, and so the kernel of
the restriction of ρ to Out1(G) is indeed special (it is trivial). This proves the proposition in the
warm-up case.

Now, we consider the general case. Theorem 4.28 provides an Out(G)–invariant (ZZ(G),S∗(G))–
tree G↷ T (without loss of generality: a splitting) such that each vertex-stabiliser V is either QH
relative to S∗(G), or convex-cocompact and (Z(V ),S∗(G)|V )–rigid in itself. Let Out1(G) ≤ Out(G)
be the finite-index subgroup that acts trivially on the quotient graph T/G. Let V1, . . . , Vs be
representatives of the G–conjugacy classes of (maximal) vertex-stabilisers of T . By the fact that
T is relative to S(G), each normaliser NG(Vi) is elliptic in T , and hence NG(Vi) = Vi for all i (by
maximality of Vi). Again, this shows that there is no ambiguity in restricting outer automorphisms,
and we obtain a natural homomorphism ρ : Out1(G) →

∏
iOut(Vi).

Up to passing to a further finite-index subgroup Out2(G) ≤ Out1(G), we can assume that we
have well-defined restriction homomorphisms Out2(G) → Out(E) for each edge group E of T
(recall Remark 5.11), and that the image of this homomorphism has trivial intersection with the
finite subgroup CGE ≤ Out(E) given by the conjugation action NG(E) ↷ E.

The kernel of ρ : Out2(G) →
∏
iOut(Vi) can be described using [Lev05, Section 2]. In Levitt’s

terminology, ker ρ is generated by bitwists around the edges of T/G [Lev05, Proposition 2.2]. In
fact, we can say more: for any ϕ ∈ ker ρ, the restriction of ϕ to each (maximal) vertex group of T
is inner and hence, for each edge group E of T , the restriction ϕ|E lies in CGE . By our choice of
Out2(G), the latter implies that ϕ|E is trivial. Thus, any element of ker ρ restricts to the trivial
outer automorphism on each edge group of T . A bitwist that is inner on the corresponding edge
group represents the same outer class in G as a product of two twists (again in Levitt’s terminology),
so we conclude that ker ρ is generated by twists. Now, twists around distinct edges commute in
Out(G), while twists around a given edge e generate a subgroup of Out(G) isomorphic to a direct
product of (virtual) direct factors of the centralisers of Ge in the two vertex groups of e (this uses
Lemma 2.4(2)). From this, one can deduce that ker ρ is isomorphic to a finite direct product of
cyclic edge groups and convex-cocompact subgroups of non-QH vertex groups of T (we leave the
details of this to the reader). This implies that ker ρ is special.

Now, if Vi is a QH vertex group of T , then Vi is isomorphic to a free or surface group. However,
when Vi is a non-QH vertex group of T , we might still have ar(Vi) = ar(G). In order to conclude
the proof, we thus consider a vertex x ∈ T whose stabiliser V is not QH. Let O be the image of
the restriction homomorphism Out2(G) → Out(V ). We wish to construct a homomorphism with
trivial kernel from a finite-index subgroup of O to a finite product of outer automorphism groups
of subgroups of V with strictly lower ambient rank (this will prove the proposition).

Let Ex be the collection of G–stabilisers of edges of T incident to the vertex x, and let Cyc(O)
be the collection of cyclic subgroups of V whose V –conjugacy class has finite O–orbit. Recall that
V is (Z(V ),S∗(G)|V )–rigid in itself. Since all elements of S∗(G) are elliptic in T , it follows that
the maximal elements of S∗(G)|V are either elements of Ex, or elements of S∗(G) that happen to
be contained in V . The latter lie in S(V ) ∪ Cyc(O). In conclusion, this shows that the group V is
(Z(V ),S(V ) ∪ Ex ∪ Cyc(O))–rigid in itself.

We can now argue roughly as in the warm-up case. Let O0 ≤ O be a finite-index subgroup that
preserves the V –conjugacy class of each subgroup in S(V )∪Ex, and letH1, . . . ,Hk be representatives
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of the finitely many V –conjugacy classes of non-cyclic, maximal subgroups in this collection. Each
Hi is self-normalising (by maximality), and we obtain a homomorphism ρ′ : O0 →

∏
iOut(Hi). Each

Hi is a subgroup of a singular subgroup of G (using Lemma 4.6), and hence ar(Hi) < ar(G) for all
i. Now, the kernel of ρ′ is finite: indeed, any infinite sequence in ker ρ′ would give a degeneration
V ↷ Xω in which all elements of S(V ) ∪ Ex ∪ Cyc(O) are elliptic, and we would be able to use
Corollary B.3(3) to extract a (Z(V ),S(V ) ∪ Ex ∪ Cyc(O))–splitting of V , violating rigidity (again,
see the proof of Lemma 5.7 for details). Finally, we use residual finiteness of Out(V ) to choose a
finite-index subgroup O1 ≤ O0 on which ρ′ is injective.

Summing up, we have constructed a homomorphism ρ : Out2(G) →
∏
iOut(Vi) with special

kernel and, for each Vi such that ar(Vi) = ar(G) and Vi is neither a free or surface group, a further
injective homomorphism ρ′i : Oi

1 →
∏
j Out(Hj) where ar(Hj) < ar(G) and Oi

1 has finite index in
the image of Out2(G) → Out(Vi). Composing ρ with the product of the ρ′i (and some identity
homomorphisms), this concludes the proof of the proposition. □

It is important to stress that Proposition 5.12 gives no information whatsoever on the image of the
homomorphism ρ : Out1(G) →

∏
iOut(Hi). Better understanding this image would be a reasonable

approach to proving finite generation of Out(G), though this would require further ideas.
Before we continue with the proof of Theorem C, we briefly introduce the three properties under

consideration in its statement. Let U be a countable, discrete group.
Boundary amenability is also known as coarse amenability, exactness, or Yu’s property A [Yu00,

HR00]; we refer to [AD02, Oza06, BGH22] for background. If U is boundary amenable, then it
satisfies Novikov’s conjecture on higher signatures [Hig00, BCH94]. If in addition U is finitely
generated, then U is also known to satisfy the coarse Baum–Connes conjecture and the strong
Novikov conjecture. Unfortunately, it remains unknown whether Out(G) is finitely generated for
all special groups G (though I expect this to be true).

A group U satisfies the Tits alternative if, for each subgroup H ≤ U (possibly not finitely
generated), either H is virtually solvable or H contains a subgroup isomorphic to the free group F2.
We will work with a slightly stronger version that we refer to as the Tits∗ alternative: either H is
virtually polycylic or H contains F2.

The cohomological dimension cd(U) is the supremum of degrees in which U has nontrivial group
cohomology, over all coefficient modules. If U has torsion, then cd(U) is infinite. If U is torsion-free,
we have cd(U) = cd(U ′) for all finite-index subgroups U ′ ≤ U . Thus, if U is virtually torsion-free,
one can define the virtual cohomological dimension (vcd for short) vcd(U) as the cohomological
dimension of any finite-index torsion-free subgroup of U . See [Bro94] for further background.

We will need the following observations on these properties.

Remark 5.13. Let U be a countable, discrete group. Let P mean any of the following four
properties: boundary amenability, the Tits∗ alternative, virtual torsion-freeness, finiteness of vcd.
The property P is stable under the following basic constructions. (See e.g. [BGH22, Section 2.4]
for boundary amenability and [Bro94] for vcd, when we do not give other references.)

(1) Arbitrary subgroups. If U satisfies P and V ≤ U is any subgroup, then V satisfies P.
(2) Finite-index overgroups. If U ≤ V has finite-index and U satisfies P, then V satisfies P.
(3) Finite direct products. If U1, . . . , Uk satisfy P, then the product U1 × . . .× Uk satisfies P.
(4) Extensions. Suppose that we have a short exact sequence 1 → N → U → Q → 1. If the

groups N and Q are boundary amenable, then so is U [KW99, Theorem 5.1]. If N and Q
satisfy the Tits∗ (resp. Tits) alternative, then so does U ; indeed, if N and Q are virtually
polycyclic (resp. virtually solvable), then so is U (see e.g. [D] and [Din12, Lemma 5.5]). If N
and Q have finite vcd and U is virtually torsion-free, then vcd(U) ≤ vcd(N)+vcd(Q) < +∞.
Finally, if N is torsion-free and Q is virtually torsion-free, then U is virtually torsion-free.
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(5) Quotients. Suppose that N ◁U . If N is amenable and U is boundary amenable, then U/N
is boundary amenable. If N is finite and U satisfies the Tits∗ alternative, then U/N satisfies
the Tits∗ alternative (finite-by-polycyclic groups are polycyclic-by-finite).

The next lemma is needed to extend results on Out(G), with G special, to results on Out(U),
with U virtually special. The proof of similar to that of [Krs92, Section 2] and [GL07, Lemma 5.4].

Lemma 5.14. Let U be a finitely generated group and let L ≤ U be a finite-index subgroup.
(1) If Out(L) is boundary amenable, then Out(U) is boundary amenable.
(2) If Out(L) satisfies the Tits alternative, then Out(U) satisfies the Tits alternative. If L is

normal, has finitely generated centre, and Out(L) satisfies the Tits∗ alternative, then Out(U)
satisfies the Tits∗ alternative.

(3) If U and Out(L) are virtually torsion-free and have finite vcd, and if Out(U) is virtually
torsion-free, then Out(U) has finite vcd.

(4) If L is normal in U , if the centre of L is finitely generated, if Out(L) is virtually torsion-free,
and if Out(U) is residually finite, then Out(U) is virtually torsion-free.

Proof. For convenience, let P denote any of the four properties under consideration: boundary
amenability, the Tits∗ (or Tits) alternative, finiteness of vcd, virtual torsion-freeness.

Let KL ≤ Aut(U) be the subgroup of automorphisms that fix L pointwise. To begin with, we
need to understand the structure of KL. (Note that KL can be infinite, for instance when U is the
Klein bottle group and L is its index–2 torus subgroup; see e.g. [sTe].)

Claim. The group KL virtually embeds in a finite direct product C × . . . × C, where C is the
centre of a finite-index subgroup of L. In particular, KL is virtually abelian.
Proof of claim. Let L0 ≤ L be a finite-index subgroup that is normal in U . Let K0

L ≤ KL be
a finite-index subgroup acting trivially on the coset space U/L0. Write U = u1L0 ⊔ · · · ⊔ ukL0,
fixing once and for all some coset representatives ui ∈ U . For any φ ∈ K0

L and 1 ≤ i ≤ k, we
have φ(uiL0) = (uiL0) and so there are elements ℓi(φ) ∈ L0 such that φ(ui) = uiℓi(φ). Note that,
for φ,ψ ∈ K0

L, we have φψ(ui) = φ(ui)ℓi(ψ) = uiℓi(φ)ℓi(ψ) and thus each map ℓi : K
0
L → L0 is a

homomorphism. It follows that the tuple (ℓ1, . . . , ℓk) gives a group embedding K0
L ↪→ Lk0. Now, for

any x ∈ L0, we have uixu−1
i ∈ L0 because L0 is normal in U . Hence, for any φ ∈ K0

L, we have

uixu
−1
i = φ(uixu

−1
i ) = φ(ui)xφ(ui)

−1 = uiℓi(φ)xℓi(φ)
−1u−1

i ,

which yields x = ℓi(φ)xℓi(φ)
−1 for all x ∈ L0. This shows that each homomorphism ℓi : K

0
L → L0

takes values in the centre of L0, proving the claim. ■

Now, let AutL(U) ≤ Aut(U) be the subgroup of automorphisms leaving L invariant. Since U is
finitely generated, it has only finitely many subgroups of the same index as L, and hence AutL(U)
has finite index in Aut(U). Consider the homomorphisms

α : AutL(U) → Out(U), β : AutL(U) → Out(L),

defined as follows: α is the composition of the inclusion AutL(U) ↪→ Aut(U) with the quotient
projection Aut(U) ↠ Out(U), while β is the composition of the restriction AutL(U) → Aut(L)
with the quotient projection Aut(L) ↠ Out(L).

The image im(α) has finite index in Out(U), while the image im(β) is just some subgroup of
Out(L). By Remark 5.13(1) we know that im(β) satisfies property P, and by Remark 5.13(2) it
suffices to prove that im(α) satisfies P in order to obtain it for Out(U) (in each of the four parts of
the lemma). Note that ker(α) ≤ Aut(U) is the group of conjugations by elements of the normaliser
NU (L). As such, it has a finite-index subgroup ker0(α) formed by conjugations by elements of L,
and we have ker0(α)◁AutL(U). The group ker(β) is the group of automorphisms of U restricting
to an inner automorphism on L, so it splits as a product ker0(α) ·KL.
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Now, we have an epimorphism

η : AutL(U)/ ker0(α) ↠ AutL(U)/ ker(β) ∼= im(β)

with kernel ker(β)/ ker0(α) ∼= KL/(KL ∩ ker0(α)). By the claim, KL is virtually abelian, and
hence ker(η) is virtually abelian as well. Moreover, im(η) satisfies property P, and the group
AutL(U)/ ker0(α) maps onto im(α) ∼= AutL(U)/ ker(α) with finite kernel ker(α)/ ker0(α).

Using parts (4) and (5) of Remark 5.13, these observations imply that im(α) is boundary amenable
and satisfies the Tits alternative, provided that the respective property holds for im(β). As discussed
above, this proves part (1) and the first half of part (2) of the lemma.

Let Aut0L(U) ≤ AutL(U) be the finite-index subgroup that acts trivially on the coset space
U/L. If L is normal in U , we can take L0 = L in the proof of the claim, which then shows
that KL ∩ Aut0L(U) embeds in a product of finitely many copies of the centre of L. In particular
KL ∩ Aut0L(U) is abelian, and it is finitely generated if the centre of L is finitely generated. Thus,
under the assumptions of the second half of part (2), KL and ker(η) are virtually polycyclic, and
Remark 5.13 implies that Out(U) satisfies the Tits∗ alternative, completing the proof of part (2).

We now prove part (3). Suppose that Out(U) is virtually torsion-free, and that U and Out(L)
have finite vcd. Let U ≤ Out(U) and L ≤ Out(L) be finite-index torsion-free subgroups, and let I
be the projection of the intersection α−1(U) ∩ β−1(L) to the quotient AutL(U)/ ker0(α). Thus, I
is a finite-index subgroup of AutL(U)/ ker0(α), and the image of the restricted homomorphism η|I
is torsion-free with finite cohomological dimension, as it is a subgroup of L.

Let F ◁ I be the finite subgroup obtained by intersecting I with ker(α)/ ker0(α). The quotient
I/F is a finite-index subgroup of AutL(U)/ ker(α) ∼= im(α), and it is identified with a finite-index
subgroup of U ≤ Out(U), so it is torsion-free. Since there is no torsion in the image of η|I , we have
F ◁ ker(η|I) and η yields a short exact sequence

1 → ker(η|I)/F → I/F → im(η|I) → 1.

The kernel of η|I is a finite-index subgroup of ker(η) ∼= KL/(KL ∩ ker0(α)), and so it is virtually
abelian with finite vcd by the claim (since U has finite vcd by hypothesis). Any finite-index torsion-
free subgroup of ker(η|I) projects injectively to a finite-index subgroup of ker(η|I)/F , and thus
the latter has finite vcd as well. Summing up, I/F is torsion-free, and both image and kernel of
η restricted to I/F have finite vcd. Using Remark 5.13(4), we conclude that I/F has finite vcd.
Since the latter is a finite-index subgroup of Out(U), this proves part (3).

Finally, we discuss part (4) of the lemma. Let U ′ be the finite-index subgroup of AutL(U)/ ker0(α)
that is the projection of Aut0L(U) ≤ AutL(U). We have already observed above that the hypotheses
of part (4) imply that KL ∩Aut0L(U) is abelian and finitely generated.

Let again L ≤ Out(L) be a finite-index torsion-free subgroup, and consider L′ := β−1(L)/ ker0(α)
and I ′ := U ′ ∩ L′, which are finite-index subgroups of AutL(U)/ ker0(α). The homomorphism η
restricted to I ′ gives a short exact sequence

1 → ker(η|I′) → I ′ → L,
where as above ker(η|I′) is a quotient of KL ∩ Aut0L(U). In particular, this kernel is abelian and
finitely generated. Let F ′ ◁ I ′ be the intersection of I ′ with the finite group ker(α)/ ker0(α). As
above, the fact that L is torsion-free implies that F ′ is contained in the kernel of η|I′ and we obtain:

1 → ker(η|I′)/F ′ → I ′/F ′ → L.
Now, I ′/F ′ is a finite-index subgroup of Out(U), and hence it is residually finite by our hypotheses.
Since the group ker(η|I′)/F ′ is abelian and finitely generated, it has only finitely many torsion
elements. A finite-index subgroup of I ′/F ′ then avoids all of the latter, by residual finiteness, and
hence this finite-index subgroup is torsion-free by Remark 5.13(4). This is the required finite-index
torsion-free subgroup of Out(U), concluding the proof of part (4). □
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We are finally ready to prove Theorem C, which we restate here for convenience.

Corollary 5.15. The following hold for every virtually special group G:
(1) Out(G) is boundary amenable;
(2) Out(G) satisfies the Tits∗ alternative: subgroups not containing F2 are virtually polycyclic;
(3) Out(G) is virtually torsion-free and it has finite vcd.

Proof. To begin with, note that it suffices to prove the corollary for an actual special group G. In-
deed, every virtually special group has a finite-index, normal, special subgroup. Special groups have
finite cohomological dimension (as they have a finite classifying space) and their abelian subgroups
have bounded rank. Moreover, for any virtually special group U , the group Out(U) is residually
finite by [AMS16, Corollary 1.2]. Thus, using Lemma 5.14, it suffices to prove each of the three
parts of the corollary for a finite-index special subgroup.

In the rest of the proof we therefore assume that G is special. We argue by induction on the
ambient rank of G, with the base case being trivial. For the inductive step, suppose that, for every
special group H with ar(H) < ar(G), we know that Out(H) satisfies the corollary.

We can assume thatG is 1–ended. Indeed, in generalG admits a free splittingG = G1∗· · ·∗Gk∗Fm
for some k,m ≥ 0, where the Gi are 1–ended. All the factors Gi are special (e.g. by Proposition 2.30)
and thus they are boundary amenable [CN05, Theorem 13], they satisfy the Tits∗ alternative [SW05],
and they are torsion-free with finite vcd; if Zi denotes the centre of Gi, then the quotient Gi/Zi is
virtually special by Lemma 2.4(2), and so it has finite vcd as well. Now, if the Out(Gi) are boundary
amenable, then so is Out(G) by [BGH22, Corollary 5.3]; if the Out(Gi) satisfy the Tits∗ alternative,
then so does Out(G) by [Hor14, Theorem 6.1]; and if the Out(Gi) are virtually torsion-free and
have finite vcd, then so does Out(G) by [GL07, p. 709, Theorem 5.2(i)].

Now, suppose for a moment thatG virtually splits as a direct product. Let L ≤ G be a finite-index
subgroup of the form L1 × . . .×Lk ×Zm, where k+m ≥ 2 and each Li is directly indecomposable
and has trivial centre. By Lemma 5.14, it again suffices to prove the corollary for Out(L). Note
that ar(Li) < ar(G) for all i. By Lemma A.5, automorphisms of L permute the subgroups ⟨Gi,Zm⟩
of L. Let Out∗(L) ≤ Out(L) be the group of outer classes of automorphisms of L leaving each Gi
invariant and fixing pointwise the centre Zm. Denoting by Lab the abelianisation of L, the natural
homomorphism η : Out(L) → Out(Lab) has ker(η) virtually contained in Out∗(L).

The group Out(Lab) is isomorphic to GLp(Z) for some p ∈ N, which is boundary amenable by
[GHW05], satisfies the Tits∗ alternative by [Tit72, Mal51], is virtually torsion-free by Selberg’s
lemma, and has finite vcd because it acts properly on the symmetric space of SLp(R). On the
other hand, we have Out∗(L) ∼=

∏
iOut(Gi), which satisfies all parts of the corollary by the in-

ductive hypothesis; by Remark 5.13(1), it follows that ker(η) is boundary amenable, satisfies the
Tits∗ alternative, and has finite vcd. Using Remark 5.13(4), this implies that Out(L) is boundary
amenable and satisfies the Tits∗ alternative, as this is true of both the image and the kernel of the
homomorphism η. The same argument shows that Out(L) has finite vcd, provided that we find a
finite-index subgroup of Out(L) that has torsion-free intersection with Out∗(L); the existence of the
latter is a straightforward consequence of the description of automorphisms of a product in terms
of formal triangular matrices, as in Appendix A.1, using that Out∗(L) is virtually torsion-free by
the inductive hypothesis. Summing up, this proves the entire corollary when G virtually splits as a
direct product.

In conclusion, we can assume that G is 1–ended and that it does not virtually split as a direct
product. We can then invoke Proposition 5.12, which yields a short exact sequence

1 −→ K −→ Out1(G) −→ Out(H1)× . . .×Out(Hk),

where Out1(G) ≤ Out(G) has finite index, K is special (in particular, torsion-free), and we have
ar(Hi) < ar(G) for each Hi that is not a free or surface group. Outer automorphism groups
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of surface and free groups are boundary amenable [Ham09, BGH22], satisfy the Tits∗ alternative
[McC85, BFH00, BFH05], are virtually torsion-free, and have finite vcd [CV86]. Also using the
inductive assumption, it follows that the product

∏
iOut(Hi) has all these properties, and so does

the groupK by specialness. One last application of Remark 5.13 finally implies that Out(G) satisfies
these properties as well, concluding the proof. □

We can also deduce that Out(G) does not have any non-unimodular Baumslag–Solitar subgroups.

Corollary 5.16. If G is virtually special and Out(G) contains a Baumslag–Solitar group BS(m,n),
then |m| = |n|.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we have |m| ≤ |n|. If |m| ≠ 1 and |m| ≠ |n|, then BS(m,n) is not
residually finite and so it cannot be a subgroup of Out(G), which is residually finite by [AMS16].
On the other hand, BS(1, n) is solvable and not virtually polycyclic for |n| > 1, which would violate
the fact that Out(G) satisfies the Tits∗ alternative by Corollary 5.15. □

6. Growth of general automorphisms

In this section we prove Theorem A, describing the top growth rate of a general automorphism
of a special group G. We will prove a slightly stronger statement, Theorem 6.6 below, which is the
main result of this section.

In order to state the latter, we begin by introducing an important property of automorphisms,
docility, which will play a fundamental role in the proof. Most of Section 6 is devoted to showing
that exponentially-growing automorphisms of special groups are docile, after which Theorem A can
be deduced relatively quickly from the existence of the enhanced JSJ splitting (see Section 6.5).

6.1. Sound and docile automorphisms. Recall from Section 2.2 that G is the set of abstract
growth rates, i.e. bi-Lipschitz equivalence classes of sequences in R>0 bounded away from zero.

Definition 6.1. An abstract growth rate [xn] ∈ G is:
(1) pure if [xn] ∼ [npλn] for some λ > 1 and p ∈ N;
(2) (λ, p)–tame, for some λ > 1 and p ∈ N, if we have [xn] ∼ [anλ

n] for a weakly increasing
sequence an with [1] ⪯ [an] ⪯ [np].

Pure growth rates are clearly tame, but the converse does not hold. Note that pure growth rates
form a totally ordered subset of (G,⪯), while tame ones do not. Also note that tame rates are at
least exponential, as we ask that λ > 1.

Here in Section 6, we are mostly interested in tame growth rates: we will show that the top
growth rate of any automorphism of a special group is either sub-polynomial or tame, which will
lead to Theorem A. We do not know if this top growth rate is pure in general, so pure rates will only
return in Section 7, where we study coarse-median preserving automorphisms and prove Theorem B.

The following is a technical definition tailored to the needs of this section; we briefly motivate it
below. Recall the notation Otop(·) and otop(·) introduced in Section 2.2.3. For a finitely generated
group G and any φ ∈ Aut(G) with outer class ϕ ∈ Out(G), we have Otop(φ) ⪰ otop(ϕ).

Definition 6.2. Let G be finitely generated. Consider φ ∈ Aut(G) with outer class ϕ ∈ Out(G).
(1) The automorphism φ is sound if we have Otop(φ) ∼ otop(ϕ). The outer automorphism ϕ is

sound if all its representatives φ′ ∈ Aut(G) are sound.
(2) The automorphism φ is docile if, at the same time, φ is sound and Otop(φ) is tame. The outer

automorphism ϕ is docile if φ is docile (this is independent of the choice of representative,
by Remark 6.4 below). We will also say that φ and ϕ are (λ, p)–docile if we wish to specify
the parameters for which the rates Otop(φ) and otop(ϕ) are (λ, p)–tame.
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Thus, automorphisms are sound when, under their iterates, word length does not grow much faster
than conjugacy length: applying powers of the automorphism does not yield elements most of whose
word length is due to a failure to be “cyclically reduced”. Exponentially-growing automorphisms of
free and surface groups are all sound, while inner automorphisms clearly are not.

The crux of Section 6 lies in showing that exponentially-growing automorphisms of special groups
are sound (and docile). As train-track techniques are not available in this context, settling this
harmless-looking point will require some work. In turn, soundness and docility are extremely im-
portant, because they are necessary to relate the growth of an automorphism of G to its growth on
the vertex groups of the enhanced JSJ decomposition of G (using e.g. Proposition A.8).

The following are two important observations on the above definitions.

Remark 6.3. If [xn] ∈ G is tame, we have
[∑

i≤n xi
]
∼ [xn]. Indeed, since [xn] ∼ [anλ

n] for a
weakly increasing sequence an by definition, we obtain

∑
i≤n aiλ

i ≤ an
∑

i≤n λ
i ⪯ anλ

n.

The need for Remark 6.3 is precisely what motivated us to require the sequence an in Definition 6.1
to be weakly increasing (and that λ ̸= 1). We will use the previous remark in many forms, the first
of which is the following. Given φ ∈ Aut(G) and an element g ∈ G, we can define the elements
gn := gφ(g)φ2(g) . . . φn(g). If the growth rate

[
|φn(g)|

]
is tame, then |gn| ⪯ |φn(g)|. This leads to

the next observation:

Remark 6.4. If ϕ ∈ Out(G) has a docile representative φ ∈ Aut(G), then all its representatives
are docile. Indeed, suppose that φ is docile and let ψ(x) = gφ(x)g−1 be another representative.
One the one hand, we immediately have Otop(ψ) ⪰ otop(ϕ) ∼ Otop(φ). On the other, setting again
gn := gφ(g)φ2(g) . . . φn(g), we have

|ψn(x)| = |gn−1φ
n(x)g−1

n−1| ≤ 2|gn−1|+ |φn(x)|,

for all x ∈ G and n ∈ N. Thus, recalling Remark 6.3 and the definition of Otop(·), we also get
Otop(ψ) ⪯ Otop(φ). In conclusion Otop(ψ) ∼ Otop(φ), which implies that ψ is docile.

Finally, we say that an element [xn] ∈ G is sub-polynomial if [xn] ⪯ [np] for some p ∈ N. An auto-
morphism φ ∈ Aut(G) is sub-polynomial if Otop(φ) is sub-polynomial. Note that, a priori, the fact
that an outer class ϕ ∈ Out(G) has sub-polynomial otop(ϕ) does not imply that any automorphism
representing ϕ is sub-polynomial. However, we have the following analogue of Remark 6.4.

Remark 6.5. If ϕ ∈ Out(G) has a representative φ ∈ Aut(G) with Otop(φ) ⪯ np for some p ∈ N,
then all representatives ψ ∈ Aut(G) of ϕ satisfy the weaker inequality Otop(ψ) ⪯ np+1. This is
shown as in the previous remark: if ψ(x) = gφ(x)g−1, we have |ψn(x)| ≤ 2|gn−1|+ |φn(x)| and:

|gn| ≤
∑
i≤n

|φi(x)| ⪯
∑
i≤n

ip ≤ np+1.

6.2. Statement of results. The following is the main result of Section 6. Importantly, it says that
automorphisms of special groups always grow either sub-polynomially or at least exponentially, and
that the latter are sound. It also implies Theorem A from the Introduction.

Recall that we say that a subgroup H ≤ G is ϕ–invariant for some ϕ ∈ Out(G), if the G–
conjugacy class of H is preserved by one/all automorphism of G in the outer class ϕ. We say that
a number λ is a d–algebraic integer for d ∈ N if λ is the root of a monic polynomial of degree ≤ d
with integer coefficients.

Theorem 6.6. Let G be a special group. There exist natural numbers π = π(G), d = d(G) and
k = k(G) such that the following hold for every φ ∈ Aut(G) and its outer class ϕ ∈ Out(G).

(1) Either ϕ is docile, or Otop(φ) ⪯ [nπ].
(2) If ϕ is docile, there exists a d–algebraic integer λ > 1 such that otop(ϕ) is (λ, π)–tame.
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(3) If ϕ is (λ, π)–docile, there is a ϕk–invariant subgroup H ≤ G of one of the following kinds.
(i) H is18 isomorphic to the fundamental group of a compact surface on which ϕk is rep-

resented by a pseudo-Anosov homeomorphism with stretch factor λk. In particular, all
non-peripheral elements h ∈ H satisfy ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ λn.

(ii) H is a convex-cocompact, infinitely-ended subgroup with a non-sporadic factor system F
such that ϕk is a fully irreducible element of Out(H,F) and λk is its Perron–Frobenius
eigenvalue. Moreover, every element h ∈ H not conjugate into a subgroup in F satisfies
either ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ 1 or ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ λn. (See Appendix A.4 for terminology.)

(iii) H is a convex-cocompact subgroup of the form H ′ × Zm for some m ≥ 1, and there
exist elements h ∈ H with ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ npλn for some 0 ≤ p ≤ π. Moreover, either
H ′ is a surface group or infinitely ended, or ϕk descends to an automorphism of the
abelianisation of H having λk as the maximum modulus of an eigenvalue.

Remark 6.7. Part (3) of Theorem 6.6 morally says that the only source of exponentially-growing
automorphisms of special groups are surface groups, free groups, and free abelian groups. In practice,
however, free groups need to be replaced by free products, and free abelian groups need to be replaced
by direct products (see Appendix A.1 for subtleties related to the latter).

Note that, although part (3) constructs elements with ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ λn or ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ npλn, there
is no claim that these growth rates coincide with otop(ϕ), or even that otop(ϕ) be precisely realised
on an element. We only know that otop(ϕ) is comprised between [λn] and [nπλn]. Things will be
cleaner for coarse-median preserving automorphisms in Section 7.

Remark 6.8. When ϕ is docile, the base of exponential growth λ is not just any algebraic integer:
either it is the stretch factor of a pseudo-Anosov on a compact surface, or it is the Perron–Frobenius
eigenvalue of a fully irreducible automorphism of a free group, or it is the maximum modulus of an
eigenvalue of a matrix in GLm(Z) for some m ∈ Z. This completely characterises which algebraic
integers λ can appear in Theorem 6.6.

In the first two of the three listed cases, λ is a Perron number [Thu88, BH92]: an algebraic
integer whose modulus is strictly larger than that of all its Galois conjugates. As to the third case,
a number λ is the maximum modulus of an eigenvalue of an element of GLm(Z) if and only if λ
is both an algebraic unit (meaning that both λ and λ−1 are algebraic integers) and a weak Perron
number (meaning that the modulus of λ is at least as big as that of all its Galois conjugates). To
see this, it suffices to consider the companion matrix of the minimal polynomial of λ.

Note that Theorem 6.6 is a little stronger than Theorem A, and this is not an irrelevant difference.
As we will see, docility is essential for the entire proof of Theorem 6.6 to work.

We will prove Theorem 6.6 by induction on the ambient rank ar(G) (Definition 5.10). The
most technical part of the proof consists of showing that automorphisms of special groups are either
sound or sub-polynomially-growing, which is the content of Section 6.3 below. Once that is achieved,
the rest of Theorem 6.6 will follow fairly easily using the enhanced JSJ splitting, as explained in
Sections 6.4 and 6.5.

6.3. The main technical step. In this subsection, we isolate the most complicated part of the
proof of Theorem 6.6, which mainly has to do with the proof of soundness. For this, it is convenient
to introduce the following auxiliary concept, which will not be used outside of Section 6.3.

Definition 6.9. Let H be a special group. If ψ ∈ Aut(H) is an automorphism with outer class
[ψ] ∈ Out(H), we say that ψ is α–good, for some α ∈ N, if both following conditions hold:

18This is the only one of the three cases (i)–(iii) in which H might not be convex-cocompact. However, H is still a
quadratically hanging vertex group in a cyclic splitting of a ϕk–invariant convex-cocompact subgroup of G. As such,
all non-peripheral elements of H are convex-cocompact in G.
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(a) either otop([ψ]) is sub-polynomial or ψ is docile;
(b) if otop([ψ]) ⪯ [np] for some p ∈ N, then Otop(ψ) ⪯ [np+α].

We say that H is α–good if all automorphisms of H are α–good. Finally, H is good if there exists
α such that H is α–good.

Our goal is the following proposition, which implies most of Theorem 6.6(1).

Proposition 6.10. All special groups are good.

In the coming discussion, we fix a convex-cocompact subgroup G ≤ AΓ with |Γ(0)| = ar(G), and
we consider an automorphism φ ∈ Aut(G) with outer class ϕ ∈ Out(G).

We will prove Proposition 6.10 by induction on the ambient rank. As a base step, one can take
the case when ar(G) = 1, which implies that G is cyclic. However, we will use in the inductive step
the fact that all free and surface groups are 1–good, which requires train tracks and for which we
do not obtain a new argument. In a sense, that is the true base step.

As an outline of the inductive step, the plan is to consider the enhanced JSJ splitting of G
(Theorem 4.28) and show that its rigid vertex groups are good, after which Proposition A.8 in the
appendix will quickly imply that G is itself good. The core of the inductive step lies in showing
that rigid special groups are either good or relatively hyperbolic (Lemma 6.11), and then in proving
goodness in the relatively hyperbolic case using the work of Guirardel and Levitt (Lemma 6.12).

Recall that P(G) is the family of G–parabolic subgroups of G.

Lemma 6.11. Let G be (Z(G),H)–rigid, for a φ–invariant collection H ⊇ S(G) consisting of
finitely many G–conjugacy classes of subgroups of G. Suppose that all non-cyclic elements of H are
convex-cocompact and that G ̸∈ S(G). Also suppose that there exists α0 ∈ N such that all subgroups
in H∪P(G) are α0–good, and that the automorphism φ is not (α0 +1)–good. Then G is hyperbolic
relative to S(G), and each non-cyclic subgroup in H is contained in an element of S(G).

Proof. The proof of this lemma is quite long and intricate, so we subdivide it into five steps.
We begin with some basic observations. First, the projection ϕ ∈ Out(G) has infinite order;

otherwise it would be 1–good, as inner automorphisms have linear growth. Second, G does not
virtually split as a direct product (and so G has trivial centre) because we are assuming that
G ̸∈ S(G). Third, up to raising φ to a power, which does not affect the lack of goodness, we can
assume that φ preserves each G–conjugacy class in H.

Step 1. The growth rate otop(ϕ) is either sub-polynomial or tame.
Let H1, . . . ,Hk be representatives of the finitely many G–conjugacy classes of subgroups in H. We
can consider the growth rate given by the sum s :=

∑k
j=1 otop(ϕ|Hj ) and note that it is ⪰ ∥ϕn(h)∥

for each element h of each subgroup H ∈ H. This is true even when H is a cyclic element of H, since
the assumption that H is ϕ–invariant and consists of finitely many conjugacy classes of subgroups
implies that

[
∥ϕn(h)∥

]
is bounded for all h ∈ H in that case.

Now, since G is (Z(G),H)–rigid, Lemma 5.7 shows that otop(ϕ) ⪯ s. The opposite inequality
is also clear, so we obtain otop(ϕ) ∼ s. Finally, each rate otop(ϕ|Hj ) is either sub-polynomial or
tame, by the hypothesis that the Hj are good, and a sum of such growth rates is itself either
sub-polynomial or tame. In conclusion, otop(ϕ) is either sub-polynomial or tame.

Step 2. Each automorphism ψ ∈ Aut(G) in the outer class ϕ falls into one of the following two
cases. Case (i): we have Otop(ψ) ≻ otop(ϕ) and otop(ϕ) is tame. Case (ii): we have otop(ϕ) ⪯ [np]

for some p ∈ N and Otop(ψ) ̸⪯ [np+α0 ].
By Step 1, otop(ϕ) is either tame or sub-polynomial. If it is tame, we cannot have Otop(ψ) ∼ otop(ϕ)
as this would imply that φ is docile (Remark 6.4); the latter would mean that φ is 0–good, against
our hypotheses. If instead otop(ϕ) ⪯ [np] for some p ∈ N, we cannot have Otop(ψ) ⪯ [np+α0 ] as this
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would imply that Otop(φ) ⪯ [np+α0+1] by Remark 6.5, which would again violate the assumption
that φ is not (α0 + 1)–good.

Step 3. For each ψ ∈ Aut(G) in the outer class ϕ, there exists a ψ–invariant centraliser G0(ψ) ∈
Z(G) that contains all α0–good convex-cocompact subgroups K ≤ G such that ψ(K) = K.
Choose an ultrafilter ω as follows. In Case (i) of Step 2, we have Otop(ψ) ≻ otop(ϕ) and we pick
ω with Oω

top(ψ) ≻ω oωtop(ϕ). In Case (ii), we have Otop(ψ) ̸⪯ [np+α0 ] and we choose ω so that
Oω

top(ψ) ≻ω [np+α0 ]. Then, we define:

G0(ψ) := {g ∈ G | |ψn(g)| ≺ω Oω
top(ψ)}.

Since |ψn(g1g2)| ⪯ω maxi |ψn(gi)| for any g1, g2 ∈ G, we see that G0(ψ) is a subgroup of G. Recalling
that ψ is bi-Lipschitz with respect to | · | (Lemma 2.15), we also see that G0(ψ) is ψ–invariant.

By our choice of ω, the group G0(ψ) contains all ψ–invariant, α0–good, convex-cocompact sub-
groups K ≤ G. Indeed, if otop([ψ|K ]) is tame, then

Otop(ψ|K) ∼ otop([ψ|K ]) ⪯ otop(ϕ) ≺ω Oω
top(ψ).

If instead otop([ψ|K ]) is sub-polynomial, then Otop(ψ|K) is also sub-polynomial. Thus, if otop(ϕ) is
tame, we have again Otop(ψ|K) ≺ otop(ϕ) ≺ω Oω

top(ψ). Finally, if otop(ϕ) ⪯ [np] for some integer p,
we obtain otop([ψ|K ]) ⪯ [np] and hence Otop(ψ|K) ⪯ [np+α0 ] ≺ω Oω

top(ψ).
In the rest of Step 3, we show that G0(ψ) is a centraliser, which will take more work. Let XΓ be

the universal cover of the Salvetti complex of AΓ, and let C ⊆ XΓ be a convex subcomplex on which
G acts essentially. Let G ↷ Xω be the degeneration determined by the ultrafilter ω chosen above
and the sequence ϕn, as in Section 2.3. We use the sequence of automorphisms ψn as representatives
of the ϕn (this only affects how we represent points of Xω by sequences of points of XΓ). Recall that
the scaling factors τn used to define Xω satisfy [τn] ∼ω oωtop(ϕ). Choose a sequence xn ∈ C defining
a point of Xω.

Now, let σn be a sequence with [σn] ∼ω Oω
top(ψ) and define G↷ Yω as the ω–limit of the pointed

metric spaces 1
σn
C, together with the ψn–twisted G–actions and again the xn as basepoints. Since

[σn] ≻ω [τn] by assumption, while we have
[
d(ψn(g)xn, xn)

]
∼ω [τn] for all g ∈ G, the point

(xn) ∈ Yω is fixed by all elements of G. In fact, all points of Xω get collapsed to a single point of
Yω, which we will denote by pX ∈ Yω.

The action G ↷ Yω also equivariantly embeds in a product of R–trees G ↷ T v
ω , which satisfy

all conclusions of Theorem 2.27. The proof of this is identical19 to the case of usual degenerations,
which unfortunately requires going through the arguments from [Fio23]. Since G is elliptic in the
trees T v

ω , there are no perverse lines and all G–stabilisers of arcs of T v
ω lie in Z(G).

Finally we claim that, for any point x ∈ C, the constant sequence (x) defines a point of Yω.
For this, note that G has trivial centre and therefore it is “uniformly non-elementary” as shown in
[Fio24, Theorem I]. Straight from the definition of uniform non-elementarity in [Fio24], it follows
that there exists a constant K such that, for any finite generating set S ⊆ G, we have:

dYω(pX , (x)) = lim
ω

1

σn
d(xn, x) ≤ lim

ω

1

σn
·Kmax

s∈S

(
d(ψn(s)xn, xn) + d(ψn(s)x, x)

)
≲ lim

ω

1

σn
·K(τn + σn) < +∞.

Hence (x) ∈ Yω as required.

19In Theorem 2.27, we only claimed properties of the minimal subtrees of the T v
ω , but this is taken care of by the

fact that, here, we took an ultralimit of copies of C ⊆ XΓ rather than of the whole XΓ. It is irrelevant that G is now
elliptic in the T v

ω , the same conclusions hold for the entire T v
ω . The key point is [Fio23, Theorem 4.2].
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We are now ready to conclude. The subgroup is G0(ψ) is precisely the G–stabiliser of the point
(x) ∈ Yω, straight from definitions. Since G fixes the point pX ∈ Yω, while G0(ψ) is a proper
subgroup of G by assuption, we have (x) ̸= pX . Hence there exists v ∈ Γ such that (x) and pX
have distinct projections to the R–tree T v

ω . In conclusion, G0(ψ) is actually the G–stabiliser of the
nontrivial arc spanned by the projections of (x) and pX to this tree T v

ω , and so it is a centraliser.

Step 4. Each element of S(G) contains all centralisers that it intersects nontrivially.

Consider some U ∈ S(G). As assumed at the beginning of the proof, the G–conjugacy class of U is
φ–invariant, so there exists a representative ψ ∈ Aut(G) of the outer class ϕ with ψ(U) = U . Since
U ∈ H, our hypotheses imply that U is α0–good. By Step 3, the subgroup U is then contained in
the centraliser G0(ψ). This implies that U = G0(ψ), as singular subgroups are maximal elements
of VDP(G), and non-cyclic centralisers are contained in elements of VDP(G).

Now, consider the following family of subgroups of U = G0(ψ):

Z := {U ∩ ZG(g) | g ∈ G \ U}.

The collection Z is ψ–invariant and it satisfies the following property.

Claim. Maximal elements of Z are either U–parabolic or equal to U .

Proof of claim. Consider a maximal element M ∈ Z , then choose an element g ∈ G \ U with
M = U ∩ ZG(g). Up to replacing g, we can assume that ZG(g) is a maximal element of the family
{ZG(x) | x ∈ G \ U}; this does not alter the intersection with U because M is maximal in Z .

Now, note that ZG(g) = G ∩ ZAΓ
(g). Up to conjugating G by an element of AΓ, we can assume

that ZAΓ
(g) = A∆ × ⟨a1, . . . , ak⟩ for some k ≥ 1, where the ai are pairwise commuting elements

of AΓ such that the cyclic subgroups ⟨ai⟩ are convex-cocompact and g ∈ ⟨a1, . . . , ak⟩. For each
index i, there exists an integer ki ≥ 1 such that akii ∈ G, see [Fio24, Remark 3.17]. We have
ZAΓ

(g) ≤ ZAΓ
(akii ) for each i and, since g ̸∈ U , there exists an index j such that akjj lies outside U .

By the maximality of ZG(g), we then have the equality ZAΓ
(g) = ZAΓ

(a
kj
j ). In conclusion, we can

assume that k = 1.
Thus ZAΓ

(g) = A∆ × ⟨g⟩, where g is a root of g. The fact that U is convex-cocompact and does
not contain g implies that M = U ∩A∆, which is U–parabolic (or the entire M) as required. ■

We now conclude the proof of Step 4. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there exists
some g ∈ G \ U such that M := U ∩ ZG(g) ̸= {1}. Without loss of generality, we can assume
that M is a maximal element of Z . By the claim, Z contains only finitely many U–conjugacy
classes of maximal subgroups (Lemma 2.2). Thus, up to raising ψ to a power, we can assume that
the U–conjugacy class of M is ψ–invariant. Hence there exists an element u ∈ U such that the
automorphism ψ′(x) := uψ(x)u−1 leaves invariant M (as well as U).

The normaliser NG(M) is also ψ′–invariant. It is G–parabolic by the claim and Lemma 2.5(2). By
our hypotheses, the fact that NG(M) ∈ P(G) implies that it is α0–good. Thus, Step 3 shows that
the centraliser G0(ψ

′) contains NG(M), as well as U . Since U ∈ S(G), we again have U = G0(ψ
′),

so this shows that NG(M) ≤ U . Since g ∈ ZG(M) ≤ NG(M) by construction, this violates the fact
that g ̸∈ U , a contradiction.

In conclusion, we have shown that the collection Z only consists of the trivial subgroup. That
is, no element of U \ {1} commutes with an element of G \ U . Now, if U intersects nontrivially
some centraliser Z ∈ Z(G), then we can pick an element g ∈ G such that Z ≤ ZG(g). A first
application of the previous observation implies that g ∈ U , since ZG(g) ∩ U ̸= {1}, and a second
shows that U ≥ ZG(g) ≥ Z. Summing up, we have shown that U contains all elements of Z(G)
that it intersects nontrivially and, since U was an arbitrary element of S(G), this completes Step 4.

Step 5. The group G is hyperbolic relative to S(G).
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We wish to prove relative hyperbolicity by appealing to Genevois’ criterion [Gen21a, Theorem 1.3].
Elements of S(G) are convex-cocompact (see Proposition 4.5(2)) and contain all non-cyclic abelian
subgroups of G. Thus, we only need to show that the elements of S(G) form a malnormal collection,
i.e. that distinct elements of S(G) have trivial intersection.

For this, recall that every singular subgroup U ∈ S(G) virtually splits as a nontrivial direct
product. Thus, consider a finite-index subgroup U0 ≤ U splitting as U1 × . . .×Uk ×A, where each
Ui has trivial centre and A is abelian; the Ui and A can all be chosen to be convex-cocompact. If
another element V ∈ S(G) intersects U nontrivially, then it intersects U0 nontrivially. Since the
intersection U0 ∩ V is convex-cocompact, it contains a nontrivial element u lying either in A or in
one of the Ui. Step 4 then implies that ZG(u) ≤ U ∩ V . If u ∈ A, we obtain U ≤ ZG(u) ≤ V . If
instead u ∈ Ui for some i, this shows that V contains all factors of U0 other than Ui and, repeating
the same argument with u replaced by an element of V in a different factor of U , we again conclude
that U ≤ V . Finally, by maximality of singular subgroups, we obtain U = V and complete Step 5.

Summing up, G is relatively hyperbolic by Step 5. All non-cyclic elements of H are contained in
non-cyclic centralisers by Step 3 (since H consists of finitely many conjugacy classes, each preserved
by φ), and hence they are contained in elements of S(G). This concludes the proof of the lemma. □

Using Guirardel and Levitt’s results on automorphisms of relative hyperbolic groups [GL15], we
can now quickly deduce goodness from Lemma 6.11.

Lemma 6.12. Let G be 1–ended and hyperbolic relative to S(G). If α0 ≥ 1 is such that all subgroups
in S(G) are α0–good, then G is (α0 + 2)–good.

Proof. By [GL15], there exist a finite-index subgroup Out1(G) ≤ Out(G) and an Out1(G)–invariant,
minimal tree G↷ T with the following properties:

(1) the subgroup Out1(G) preserves the G–conjugacy of each vertex group of T ;
(2) edge groups of T are infinite cyclic, or finitely generated subgroups of elements of S(G);
(3) each vertex group of T is either quadratically hanging, an element of S(G), or “rigid”;
(4) if V is a “rigid” vertex group, then Out1(G) restricts to a finite subgroup of Out(V ).

(See in particular Sections 3.3 and 4.1 in [GL15].)
Now, consider any outer automorphism ϕ ∈ Out(G). Up to raising ϕ to a power, which does not

affect goodness, we can suppose that ϕ lies in Out1(G) and restricts to an inner automorphism on
all rigid vertex groups of T . The restrictions of ϕ to all QH vertex groups are 1–good, while the
restrictions to the elements of S(G) are α0–good by hypothesis. Finally, non-rigid vertex groups
are conjugacy-undistorted (in the terminology of Appendix A.3) because they are either QH or
convex-cocompact. In conclusion, we can appeal to Proposition A.8 in the appendix, which shows
that ϕ is (α0 + 2)–good as required. □

We are finally ready to prove Proposition 6.10. The Grushko rank Gr(G) is the sum k +m in
any writing G = G1 ∗ · · · ∗Gk ∗ Fm where the Gi are freely indecomposable.

Proof of Proposition 6.10. As mentioned, we proceed by induction on the ambient rank ar(G). The
base step ar(G) = 1 is immediate. For the inductive step, suppose that all special groups H with
ar(H) < ar(G) are good.

If G ∈ S(G), that is, if G virtually splits as a direct product, then G is good. Indeed, there
exists α ∈ N such that the virtual direct factors of G are α–good by the inductive assumption, and
Corollary A.6 in the appendix shows that G is itself α–good. Similarly, if G is freely decomposable
and its indecomposable factors are β–good for some β ∈ N, then G is (β + 2Gr(G))–good, where
Gr(G) denotes the Grushko rank of G. This follows from Corollary A.12 and Proposition A.8 (the
increase in the goodness parameter is due to sub-polynomially-growing automorphisms preserving
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a sporadic free factor). Note that the freely indecomposable factors of G are themselves special
groups by Proposition 2.30, and their ambient rank does not exceed that of G.

In conclusion, it suffices to prove the proposition under the assumption that G be 1–ended and
G ̸∈ S(G). Denote by S∗(G) the union of S(G) with the family of cyclic subgroups of G whose
conjugacy class has finite Out(G)–orbit. Theorem 4.28 yields an Out(G)–invariant (ZZ(G),S∗(G))–
tree G↷ T such that each vertex-stabiliser V is either QH relative to S∗(G), or convex-cocompact
and (Z(V ),S∗(G)|V )–rigid in itself. Free and surface groups are 1–good (see e.g. [BH92, Lev09]),
so all QH vertex groups of T are 1–good.

Our goal is now to show that rigid vertex groups are also good for all practical purposes.
Claim. For every rigid vertex group V there exists αV ∈ N such that, for every φ ∈ Aut(G) with

φ(V ) = V , the restriction φ|V is αV –good.
Proof of claim. It suffices to prove the claim under the assumption that ar(V ) = ar(G), otherwise it
is an immediate consequence of the inductive hypothesis. Similarly, we can assume that V ̸∈ S(V )
and that V is not cyclic. In particular, V is the G–stabiliser of a unique vertex v ∈ T .

We wish to apply Lemma 6.11 to V . Let HV be the union of the family S(V ) with the family
of G–stabilisers of edges of T incident to v. There are only finitely many V –conjugacy classes of
subgroups in HV , and all non-cyclic elements of HV are convex-cocompact subgroups with ambient
rank strictly smaller than ar(G) = ar(V ). In particular, the inductive hypothesis implies that there
exists αV ∈ N such that all groups in HV ∪ P(V ) are αV –good. Moreover, every subgroup in
S(G)∗|V is contained in an element of HV (see the proof of Proposition 5.12 for details), and hence
V is (Z(V ),HV )–rigid in itself. Finally, letting Φ ∈ Aut(T ) be the map representing φ, the fact
that φ(V ) = V implies that Φ(v) = v, and hence the collection HV is φ|V –invariant.

Now, if the automorphism φ|V ∈ Aut(V ) is not (αV + 1)–good, Lemma 6.11 shows that V
is hyperbolic relative to S(V ) and that all elements of HV are contained in elements of S(V ).
Since G is 1–ended, V is 1–ended relative to HV , and the previous fact implies that V is 1–ended
relative to S(V ); in fact, since all elements of S(V ) virtually split as direct products, they are
freely indecomposable, so we conclude that V is actually 1–ended in the absolute sense. Finally,
Lemma 6.12 shows that V is (αV + 2)–good, and hence φ|V is (αV + 2)–good in all cases. ■

Since T has only finitely many G–orbits of vertices, the claim implies that there exists an integer
α ∈ N such that all restrictions of automorphisms of G to the vertex groups of T are α–good.
Recalling that T is Out(G)–invariant and all its vertex groups are conjugacy-undistorted (as they
are QH or convex-cocompact), we can finally appeal to Proposition A.8 and conclude that G is
(α+ 2)–good, completing the proof. □

6.4. Super-singular growth rates. In the previous subsection, we have shown that automor-
phisms of special groups either grow sub-polynomially or are docile (Definition 6.2). We can now
use this to characterise all growth rates that are faster than the singular growth rate.

Let G be special and 1–ended. Consider ϕ ∈ Out(G) and its singular growth rate osing(ϕ)
(Definition 5.5). As in Section 5.2, we denote by Ksing(ϕ) the collection of subgroups of G all of
whose elements satisfy ∥ϕn(k)∥ ⪯ osing(ϕ).

Remark 6.13. By Proposition 6.10, the growth rate otop(ϕ) is always either sub-polynomial or
tame. As sums of tame rates are tame, it follows that osing(ϕ) is also sub-polynomial or tame.

Recall that we constructed in Proposition 5.8 a JSJ tree adapted to ϕ, which we denote by
G↷ Tsing(ϕ). This is a ϕ–invariant, minimal (ZZ(G),Ksing(ϕ))–tree (possibly a single vertex) such
that the G–stabiliser of each vertex of T is:

(a) either an optimal quadratically hanging subgroup relative to Ksing(ϕ);
(b) or a convex-cocompact root-closed element of Ksing(ϕ).
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Let k ≥ 1 be an integer such that ϕk acts trivially on the quotient graph Tsing(ϕ)/G. For every QH
vertex group Q, we can consider the restriction ϕk|Q ∈ Out(G). As ϕk|Q preserves the peripheral
subgroups of the associated surface ΣQ, it is represented by an element of the mapping class group of
ΣQ; we can then consider the Nielsen–Thurston decomposition of this mapping class and its pseudo-
Anosov components. We define Λsing(ϕ

k) := {λ1, . . . , λℓ}, where the λi are the stretch factors of
the pseudo-Anosov components of ϕk|Q, as Q varies through the QH vertex groups of T . Finally,
we define

Λsing(ϕ) := {λ1/k1 , . . . , λ
1/k
ℓ },

and note that this set is independent of the choice of the integer k.

Proposition 6.14. Let G be special and 1–ended. For any ϕ ∈ Out(G) and the tree G↷ Tsing(ϕ),
all the following hold.

(1) If osing(ϕ) is not sub-polynomial, then each element g ∈ G satisfies either ∥ϕn(g)∥ ⪯ osing(ϕ),
or ∥ϕn(g)∥ ∼ λn for some λ ∈ Λsing(ϕ).

(2) If osing(ϕ) ⪯ np for some p ∈ N, then each element g ∈ G satisfies either ∥ϕn(g)∥ ⪯ np+2 or
∥ϕn(g)∥ ∼ λn for some λ ∈ Λsing(ϕ).

(3) Either otop(ϕ) is sub-polynomial, or otop(ϕ) ∼ osing(ϕ), or otop(ϕ) ∼ λn for λ = maxΛsing(ϕ).

Proof. It suffices to prove parts (1) and (2) of the proposition, as part (3) is an immediate conse-
quence of these (using Remark 2.21).

Throughout, we write T := Tsing(ϕ) for simplicity and we suppose that ϕ acts trivially on the
quotient graph T/G, which can be achieved by raising ϕ to a power. We also assume that, for each
type (a) vertex group Q of T , the restriction ϕ|Q is represented by a pseudo-Anosov homeomorphism
on the associated surface ΣQ (fixing ∂ΣQ pointwise). This can be achieved by refining Tsing(ϕ),
splitting each type (a) vertex group Q according to the Nielsen–Thurston decomposition of ϕ|Q;
any resulting surface on which ϕ restricts to a finite-order or linearly-growing homeomorphism
should be considered of type (b).

Now, let E be the set of edges of T both of whose vertices are of type (b). Let G ↷ T ′ be the
tree obtained from T by collapsing all edges in E . Note that T ′ is still ϕ–invariant and ϕ still acts
trivially on T ′/G. We can still speak of type (a) and type (b) vertices of T ′, as each fibre of the
collapse map π : T → T ′ is either a single type (a) vertex, or a subtree of type (b) vertices.

Consider a type (b) vertex w ∈ T ′ and its stabiliser W . If osing(ϕ) ⪯ np, we have otop(ϕ|V ) ⪯ np

for every type (b) vertex group V of T and, applying Proposition A.8 to the tree W ↷ π−1(w), we
see that otop(ϕ|W ) ⪯ np+2. If instead osing(ϕ) is not sub-polynomial, then it is tame (Remark 6.13)
and applying20 again Proposition A.8 to the tree W ↷ π−1(w), we see that otop(ϕ|W ) ⪯ osing(ϕ).
In other words, W ∈ Ksing(ϕ), and W was already elliptic in T .

Summing up, if an element g ∈ G fixes a type (b) vertex of T ′, then we have ∥ϕn(g)∥ ⪯ np+2 if
osing(ϕ) ⪯ np, and we instead have ∥ϕn(g)∥ ⪯ osing(ϕ) if osing(ϕ) is not sub-polynomial.

In order to complete the proof of parts (1) and (2), we are left to describe the growth rate[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
when g fixes a type (a) vertex or is loxodromic in T ′. In the former case, Nielsen–

Thurston theory shows that
[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
is either [1], [n], or [λn] for some λ ∈ Λsing(ϕ). Suppose

instead that g is loxodromic and let α ⊆ T ′ be its axis. By the construction of T ′, every edge
of T ′ is incident to at least one type (a) vertex, and thus the axis α contains a type (a) vertex
q and two incident edges e, e′. Since q is an optimal QH vertex, e and e′ correspond to distinct
full peripheral subgroups of its stabiliser Q, and the pair (e, e′) determines a homotopy class [γ] of
properly embedded arcs on the associated surface Σq. As the the restriction of ϕ to Q is represented

20We emphasise that tameness is absolutely essential for this application of Proposition A.8, as it uses Remark 6.3
(though only if the quotient graph π−1(w)/W is not simply connected). This seemingly inconsequential point is
actually one of the main reasons why we had to go through the whole pain of Section 6.3.
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by a pseudo-Anosov homeomorphism ψq of Σq, the length of the arcs ψnq (γ) grows like λnq for some
λq ∈ Λsing(ϕ). From this, it is straightforward to deduce that ∥ϕn(g)∥ ∼ λnq for the maximal
λq ∈ Λsing(ϕ) such that q is a type (a) vertex on the axis α ⊆ T ′. This concludes the proof. □

As always, the tree Tsing(ϕ) can be a single vertex, but this means that otop(ϕ) ∼ osing(ϕ), thus
reducing the study of otop(ϕ) to special groups with strictly lower ambient rank than G.

Corollary 6.15. If G is special and 1–ended, there exists an integer ℓ = ℓ(G) such that the following
holds. For each ϕ ∈ Out(G), there are at most ℓ non-sub-polynomial growth rates o ∈ g(ϕ) with
o ̸⪯ osing(ϕ). For each such o, we have o ∼ λn with λ the stretch factor of a pseudo-Anosov.

Proof. This immediately follows from Proposition 6.14, observing that the cardinality of the set
Λsing(ϕ) is bounded above in terms of the total complexity of the QH vertex groups appearing in
Tsing(ϕ). All QH subgroups of G appear in any JSJ decomposition of G, in the sense of [GL17], and
thus their total complexity is bounded independently of the automorphism ϕ. □

6.5. Completing the proof. We are now ready to prove Theorem 6.6, which we restate here for
convenience. The additional part (4) will be useful in Section 7, where we study coarse-median
preserving automorphisms and show that their growth rates are either sub-polynomial or pure.

Theorem 6.16. Let G be a special group. There exist natural numbers π = π(G), d = d(G) and
k = k(G) such that the following hold for every φ ∈ Aut(G) and its outer class ϕ ∈ Out(G).

(1) Either ϕ is docile, or Otop(φ) ⪯ [nπ].
(2) If ϕ is docile, there exists a d–algebraic integer λ > 1 such that otop(ϕ) is (λ, π)–tame.
(3) If ϕ is (λ, π)–docile, there is a ϕk–invariant subgroup H ≤ G of one of the following kinds.

(i) H is isomorphic to the fundamental group of a compact surface on which ϕk is repre-
sented by a pseudo-Anosov homeomorphism with stretch factor λk. In particular, all
non-peripheral elements h ∈ H satisfy ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ λn.

(ii) H is a convex-cocompact, infinitely-ended subgroup with a non-sporadic factor system F
such that ϕk is a fully irreducible element of Out(H,F) and λk is its Perron–Frobenius
eigenvalue. Moreover, every element h ∈ H not conjugate into a subgroup in F satisfies
either ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ 1 or ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ λn.

(iii) H is a convex-cocompact subgroup of the form H ′ × Zm for some m ≥ 1, and there
exist elements h ∈ H with ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ npλn for some 0 ≤ p ≤ π. Moreover, either
H ′ is a surface group or infinitely ended, or ϕk descends to an automorphism of the
abelianisation of H having λk as the maximum modulus of an eigenvalue.

(4) If otop(ϕ) is pure (Definition 6.1), then there exists a ϕk–invariant subgroup H ≤ G con-
taining elements h with ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ otop(ϕ), and H is of type (i), (iii), or:
(ii)′ H is convex-cocompact, infinitely-ended and has a non-sporadic factor system F such

that ϕk ∈ Out(H,F) is fully irreducible with Perron–Frobenius eigenvalue λk. Each
element h ∈ H not conjugate into a subgroup in F satisfies either ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ 1 or
∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ otop(ϕ).

Proof. Proposition 6.10 shows that either ϕ is docile, or all its representatives in Aut(G) grow sub-
polynomially. We prove the rest of the theorem by induction on the ambient rank ar(G). This
amounts to bounding the integer π in parts (1) and (2) independently of the automorphism, to
similarly bounding the degree of the algebraic integer λ in part (2), and to finding a subgroup H
as in parts (3) and (4). The base step is trivial, so we assume that the theorem holds for all special
groups G′ with ar(G′) < ar(G).

Suppose first that G is 1–ended and that G ̸∈ S(G). Then Proposition 6.14 guarantees that there
are only three cases to consider:
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(x) either there exists p ∈ N such that osing(ϕ) ⪯ np and otop(ϕ) ⪯ np+2;
(y) or we have otop(ϕ) ∼ osing(ϕ) and this growth rate is tame;
(z) or we have otop(ϕ) ∼ λn for some λ > 1.

In Case (x), the inductive assumption applied to the finitely many G–conjugacy classes of subgroups
in S(G) yields p ≤ π′ for some π′ = π′(G). Proposition 6.10 then yields an integer α = α(G) such
that every representative φ ∈ Aut(G) of ϕ satisfies Otop(φ) ⪯ np+2+α. Thus, part (1) of the theorem
holds and parts (2)–(4) are void.

In Case (y), the theorem similarly holds by the inductive assumption. We only need to notice
that, up to raising ϕ to a bounded power, each conjugacy class in S(G) is ϕ–invariant, and thus
osing(ϕ) is a sum of growth rates otop(ϕ|S) with S in a finite subset S0 ⊆ S(G). Since osing(ϕ)
is (λ, p)–tame for some λ > 1 and p ∈ N, there exists S ∈ S0 such that otop(ϕ|S) is (λ, p)–tame.
Similarly, if otop(ϕ|S) ∼ npλn, then there exists S ∈ S0 such that otop(ϕ|S) ∼ npλn. Applying
the inductive hypothesis to this subgroup S, we obtain parts (3) and (4) of the theorem. Part (2)
similarly follows from the inductive hypothesis and the equality otop(ϕ) ∼

∑
S otop(ϕ|S).

Finally, in Case (z) the growth rate otop(ϕ) ∼ λn is realised on a quadratically hanging vertex
group Q of a ϕ–invariant splitting of G. A power ϕk preserves the conjugacy class of Q, and the
proof of Proposition 6.14 shows that we can assume that the restriction ϕk|Q is represented by a
pseudo-Anosov homeomorphism of the associated surface. The required integer k is at most q!,
where q is the number of QH vertex groups in the Out(G)–invariant JSJ decomposition of G (over
cyclic subgroups). As such, k is bounded purely in terms of G. This proves parts (3) and (4) of the
theorem in this case. Part (2) is also clear, noting that the degree d of λ is bounded above in terms
of the maximum complexity of a QH vertex group of the JSJ decomposition of G.

Summing up, under the inductive hypothesis, we have proved that the theorem holds when G is
1–ended and G ̸∈ S(G).

Suppose now that G ∈ S(G), i.e. that G virtually splits as a direct product. It is not restrictive
to assume that G itself splits as a direct product: given a subgroup L ≤ G of index i and supposing
that G is generated by r elements, there are at most (i!)r subgroups of G of index i, and so each
automorphism of G has a power of degree at most (i!)r preserving L. Thus, we can suppose that
G = G1 × . . .×Ga × Zb, where the Gj are directly indecomposable and have trivial centre.

Consider an automorphism φ ∈ Aut(G). Up to raising φ to a power of degree ≤ a!, each subgroup
⟨Gj ,Zb⟩ is left invariant by φ (Lemma A.5). Thus, we can represent φ as a (formal) triangular matrix
as in Appendix A.1, with entries automorphisms (φ1, . . . , φa) ∈

∏
j Aut(Gj), ψ ∈ GLb(Z) and a

homomorphism α :
∏
j Gj → Zb. Parts (1) and (2) of the theorem are immediate from Corollary A.6

and the inductive hypothesis. Parts (3) and (4) are similarly immediate if b = 0, in which case we
can restrict to the Gj , which are all φ–invariant.

Thus, suppose that b ≥ 1, so that the centre of G is infinite, and let φ be (λ, π)–docile. If none
of the φj is (λ, π)–docile (that is, if they grow exponentially-slower than [λn]), then Corollary A.6
shows that otop(φ) is realised on the abelianisation of G, and in particular it is pure; in this case,
we can simply take H := G in parts (3) and (4) of the theorem. If instead there exists j such that
φj is (λ, π)–docile, then it suffices to consider the subgroup Hj ≤ Gj provided by the inductive
hypothesis and set H := Hj × Zb (when otop(φ) is pure, one should choose the index j so that
otop([φj ]) ∼ otop(φ)). This concludes the proof when G ∈ S(G).

In order to complete the proof of the theorem, we are only left to consider the possibility that G
is not 1–ended. In this case, we argue by induction on the Grushko rank Gr(G).

Up to raising ϕ ∈ Out(G) to a power (bounded by a function of Gr(G)), we can assume that there
exists a factor system F such that ϕ is a fully irreducible element of Out(G,F) (see Lemma A.10).
Each subgroup F ∈ F has strictly lower Grushko rank than G, so the restriction ϕ|F satisfies the
theorem. Moreover, the Perron–Frobenius eigenvalue of ϕ has degree d bounded above in terms
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of the Grushko rank Gr(G). Thus, parts (1) and (2) of the theorem immediately follow from
Proposition A.11 (if F is non-sporadic) and Proposition A.8 (if F is sporadic, in which case G has
a ϕ–invariant splitting with vertex groups in F).

Regarding part (3), suppose that ϕ is (λ, π)–docile. If there exists F ∈ F such that the restriction
ϕ|F is (λ, π)–docile, we obtain the required subgroup H by the inductive assumption. Otherwise, all
restrictions ϕ|F are sub-polynomial or (µ, π)–docile for values µ < λ. In this case, Proposition A.11
(and its proof) show that all elements g ∈ G not conjugate into subgroups in F satisfy either
∥ϕn(g)∥ ∼ 1 or ∥ϕn(g)∥ ∼ λn, and the latter is the growth rate otop(ϕ), as required. Part (4)
is similar: if otop(ϕ) is pure and coincides with otop(ϕ|F ) for some F ∈ F , we conclude by the
inductive assumption; if instead otop(ϕ) is pure and strictly faster than all otop(ϕ|F ), then the proof
of Proposition A.11 shows that all elements g ∈ G not conjugate into a subgroup in F satisfy either
∥ϕn(g)∥ ∼ 1 or ∥ϕn(g)∥ ∼ otop(ϕ), as required.

This finally completes the proof of the theorem. □

Remark 6.17. It is interesting to pinpoint why we were not able to show that otop(ϕ) is always
pure, for a general automorphism ϕ ∈ Out(G) growing at least exponentially.

If G is 1–ended, not a virtual direct product, and otop(ϕ) ̸∼ osing(ϕ), then we have seen that
otop(ϕ) ∼ λn for some λ > 1, and so otop(ϕ) is pure in this case.

The problems start if we happen to have otop(ϕ) ∼ osing(ϕ). We might then have otop(ϕ) ∼
otop(ϕ|S) for a singular subgroup S ∈ S(G), and there might be a direct factor S′ of S such that
otop(ϕ|S) ∼ otop(ϕ|S′) and such S′ splits as a nontrivial free product S′ = S1 ∗ · · · ∗ Sa ∗ Fb. Now,
even if the growth rates otop(ϕ|Si) are pure for all i, there is no guarantee that the growth rate
otop(ϕ|S′) is pure. Indeed, looking at the proof of Proposition A.11, we would need to know that
there is at least a linear gap between otop(ϕ|Si) as the next-fastest growth rate on Si, for each i.

This seems hard to show in general, but we will prove it in the coarse-median preserving case in
Section 7, since we can control all growth rates in that case.

7. The coarse-median preserving case

Having shown that all outer automorphisms of special groups are either sub-polynomially growing
or docile (Theorem 6.6), we now proceed to gather more refined information under the assumption
that the outer automorphism be coarse-median preserving.

Examples of such automorphisms include all automorphisms of right-angled Coxeter groups, as
well as untwisted automorphisms of right-angled Artin groups [Fio24, Proposition A]. All automor-
phisms of Gromov-hyperbolic groups are coarse-median preserving, while only a finite subgroup of
Out(Zn) has this property. We refer to [FLS24, Theorem D] and [Fio23, Theorem E] for further
examples of coarse-median preserving automorphisms of (virtually) special groups.

Consider a special group G, and fix a realisation of G as a convex-cocompact subgroup of a right-
angled Artin group AΓ. We equip G with the induced coarse-median operator mΓ : G

3 → G, and
we denote by Aut(G,mΓ) ≤ Aut(G) and Out(G,mΓ) ≤ Out(G) the subgroups of automorphisms
coarsely preserving mΓ, as defined at the beginning of Section 2.1 (see [Fio24] for details). These
subgroups depend on the choice of convex-cocompact embedding G ↪→ AΓ, in general.

The main result of this section is that coarse-median preserving automorphisms always have
finitely many exponential growth rates, and each of them is of the form [npλn] for some p ∈ N and
some algebraic integer λ > 1 (Remark 7.2). This proves Theorem B from the Introduction.

Theorem 7.1. Let G ≤ AΓ be convex-cocompact and let ϕ ∈ Out(G,mΓ).
(1) Each growth rate in the set g(ϕ) is either pure or sub-polynomial, and otop(ϕ) ∈ g(ϕ).
(2) There are only finitely many pure growth rates in g(ϕ). Moreover, there exists p ∈ N such

that all sub-polynomial growth rates in g(ϕ) are ⪯ [np].
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(3) For every φ ∈ Aut(G) in the outer class ϕ, all growth rates in the symmetric difference
G(φ)△g(ϕ) are sub-polynomial.

(4) For any pure growth rate o ∈ g(ϕ), there are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of
maximal subgroups in the family B(o) (Definition 5.1). Each of these subgroups is convex-
cocompact and its G–conjugacy class is preserved by a power of ϕ.

(5) For any pure growth rate o ∈ g(ϕ), there are an integer k ≥ 1 and a ϕk–invariant subgroup
H ≤ G of one of the following two kinds.
(i) H is isomorphic to the fundamental group of a compact surface on which ϕk is repre-

sented by a pseudo-Anosov homeomorphism with stretch factor λk. In particular, all
non-peripheral elements h ∈ H satisfy ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ o ∼ λn.

(ii) H is a convex-cocompact, infinitely-ended subgroup with a non-sporadic factor system F
such that ϕk is a fully irreducible element of Out(H,F) and λk is its Perron–Frobenius
eigenvalue. Each element h ∈ H not conjugate into a subgroup in F satisfies either
∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ 1 or ∥ϕn(h)∥ ∼ o ∼ npλn for some p ∈ N.

The main content of Theorem 7.1 lies in its parts (1), (2) and (4). Part (5) is rather similar to
the statement we have already proved for general automorphisms, the main difference being that
we can now realise all pure growth rates on particular subgroups, rather than just the top one.
Moreover, we can now realise otop(ϕ) exactly on a subgroup H, rather than only up to a polynomial
error (as was the case in Theorem 6.6(3)), and we can disregard the situation when H has Zm as
a direct factor, since coarse-median preserving automorphisms never skew the factors of a direct
product (Remark 7.6).

Remark 7.2. Consider ϕ ∈ Out(G,mΓ) and a pure growth rate o ∈ g(ϕ). Writing o ∼ npλn for
some p ∈ N and λ > 1, the real number λ is always an algebraic integer, and a weak Perron number.
This can be quickly deduced from Theorem 6.6 and Theorem 7.1 arguing as follows.

Letting o1 ≺ · · · ≺ om be the pure elements of g(ϕ), we have o ∼ oi for some index i. If i = m,
then o ∼ otop(ϕ) and λ is a weak Perron number by Theorem 6.6(2). Otherwise, i < m and we can
consider the family B(oi+1). By Theorem 7.1(4), each maximal subgroup B ∈ B(oi+1) is convex-
cocompact and, up to raising ϕ to a power, we have a restriction ϕ|B ∈ Out(B,mΓ). Choosing the
subgroup B so that it contains an element realising oi, we obtain o ∼ otop(ϕ|B), and hence we can
again appeal to Theorem 6.6(2) to conclude that λ is a weak Perron number.

Remark 7.3. Theorem 7.1 does not show that the entire set g(ϕ) is finite, although this is likely
to be true. Since part (2) bounds the exponent of sub-polynomial growth rates, the only missing
element would be showing that sub-polynomial growth rates are exactly polynomial. In turn, this
boils down to showing that, if G is special and G↷ T is a ϕ–invariant (Z(G),S(G))–splitting such
that otop(ϕ|V ) ⪯ np on each vertex group V , then otop(ϕ) is either ∼ np+1 or ∼ np+2, rather than
just ⪯ np+2 (confront Proposition 6.14(2)). Even in the very particular case when T is an HNN
extension with trivial edge-stabilisers, this is a complicated problem, as it requires understanding
the speed of growth of the elements aφ(a)φ2(a) . . . φn(a), for a in a vertex group V and φ ∈ Aut(V )
representing ϕ|V (see the proof of Proposition A.8). This is delicate21 because these products can
have large amounts of cancellations.

Remark 7.4. We would expect the number of pure growth rates in g(ϕ) to be bounded only in
terms of the group G, independently of the specific outer automorphism ϕ. However, this seems
complicated to show, as some of these growth rates can arise from, say, quadratically hanging
subgroups of the maximal subgroups in Btop(ϕ). In general, these QH subgroups are not QH vertex

21In the non-sporadic fully irreducible case, we overcame a similar issue with the trick in the claim in the proof of
part (3) of Proposition A.11. However, this is of no help for an invariant HNN extension.
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groups of a splitting of the whole G, and it also seems complicated (or downright impossible) to
uniformly bound the “complexity” of the maximal elements of Btop(ϕ) in terms of that of G.

When G is 1–ended, Corollary 6.15 shows that there is only a uniformly bounded number of
pure growth rates in g(ϕ) that are faster than osing(ϕ). Unfortunately, growth rates o ∈ g(ϕ) with
o ⪯ osing(ϕ) need not be realised on singular subgroups of G, in general.

Example 7.5. Consider a right-angled Artin group AΓ and an untwisted outer automorphism
ϕ ∈ Out(AΓ,mΓ). The maximal subgroups in Btop(ϕ) need not be isomorphic to right-angled Artin
groups, and the following is likely the simplest example of this.

Let Γ be the following graph, and let τi be the transvection mapping wi 7→ wiv and fixing all
other standard generators. Consider the composition φ := τ1τ2τ3 and let ϕ be its outer class.

va w1

c

b

w2

w3

Γ =

The outer automorphism ϕ grows linearly and there is a single conjugacy class of maximal subgroups
of Btop(ϕ), namely that of the fixed subgroup Fix(φ). Moreover, we have

Fix(φ) = ⟨a, b, c, v, w2w
−1
1 , w3w

−1
1 , w1vw

−1
1 ⟩.

We expect this subgroup to not be isomorphic to any right-angled Artin group, though proving this
formally may prove challenging. (It is easy to see that the generating set we have given does not
correspond to a right-angled Artin presentation of Fix(φ), as a does not commute with w2w

−1
1 or

w3w
−1
1 , but it commutes with their product (w2w

−1
1 )(w3w

−1
1 )−1 = w2w

−1
3 .)

The proof of Theorem 7.1 is spread out over the next two subsections.

7.1. Preliminaries on coarse-median preserving automorphisms. Here we collect a few re-
sults on coarse-median preserving automorphisms that are needed in the proof of Theorem 7.1. For
an expanded discussion, we refer the reader to [Fio24, Fio23, FLS24].

Let G ≤ AΓ be convex-cocompact, equipped with the induced coarse median mΓ. If H ≤ G
is convex-cocompact and φ ∈ Aut(G,mΓ), then φ(H) is again convex-cocompact [Fio24, Corol-
lary 3.3]. Because of convex-cocompactness, H inherits a coarse median structure from G and, if
φ(H) = H, then the restriction φ|H is again coarse-median preserving.

Remark 7.6. Coarse-median preserving automorphisms do not skew the factors of a direct product.
More precisely, this means the following: Suppose that G = G1 × . . . × Gk × A, where A is free
abelian while the Gi are directly indecomposable and have trivial centre. By Lemma A.5, each
automorphism φ ∈ Aut(G) permutes the subgroups ⟨Gi, A⟩, and φ leaves invariant the centre A.
If we have φ ∈ Aut(G,mΓ), then we can further conclude that φ permutes the subgroups Gi and
that the restriction φ|A ∈ Aut(A) has finite order. (See e.g. [Fio23, Definition 2.23] and note that
“orthogonality” is preserved by coarse-median preserving automorphisms.)

The following is the most important property of coarse-median automorphisms for this article.
This is the single reason why we were able to obtain the stronger Theorem B in this case (in
comparison to Theorem A). This all derives from the fact that degenerations of coarse-median
preserving automorphisms do not have any perverse lines (Theorem 2.27), and thus point-stabilisers
of the degeneration are convex-cocompact in G (using Corollary B.3 from the appendix).

Recall from Section 5.1 that Btop(ϕ) denotes the collection of subgroups of G none of whose
elements realises otop(ϕ), and Bωtop(ϕ) similarly denotes the collection of subgroups on which oωtop(ϕ)
is not realised, modulo an ultrafilter ω.
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Lemma 7.7. The following statements hold for every ϕ ∈ Out(G,mΓ) and every ultrafilter ω.

(1) Each subgroup in Bωtop(ϕ) is contained in a maximal subgroup in Bωtop(ϕ).
(2) There are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of maximal subgroups in Bωtop(ϕ). Each of

them is convex-cocompact, root-closed, and its conjugacy class is preserved by a power of ϕ.
(3) If B,B′ are distinct maximal subgroups in Bωtop(ϕ), then the intersection B∩B′ is contained

in an element of Z(G) (other than G itself, in case G happens to lie in Z(G)).

Proof. Throughout, we suppose that ϕ ∈ Out(G,mΓ) has infinite order, otherwise Bωtop(ϕ) = ∅ and
the lemma is vacuously true.

Let G ↷ Xω be the degeneration determined by ϕ and the ultrafilter ω. Recall that Xω equiv-
ariantly embeds in a finite product of R–trees

∏
v∈Γ T

v
ω , and a subgroup of G is elliptic in Xω if

and only if it is elliptic in all T vω . Since ϕ is coarse-median preserving, Theorem 2.27 shows that all
arc-stabilisers of the minimal subtrees Min(G,T vω) lie in Z(G). By Lemma 5.3, a subgroup of G lies
in Bωtop(ϕ) if and only if it fixes a point of Xω.

Let I be the collection of subgroups of G of the form
⋂
v∈Γ Pv, where each Pv is the G–stabiliser

of a point of Min(G,T vω) (excluding any v ∈ Γ for which G is elliptic in T vω). The G–stabiliser of
a point of Xω fixes a point in each of the trees T vω , and each point-stabiliser of T vω fixes a point
in Min(G,T vω). Thus, the G–stabiliser of each point of Xω is contained in a subgroup in I and,
conversely, each element of I is elliptic in Xω.

By Corollary B.3(1), stabilisers of points of the trees Min(G,T vω) are convex-cocompact and
root-closed, and hence each subgroup in I is convex-cocompact and root-closed. Moreover, Corol-
lary B.3(2) shows that there are only finitely many conjugacy classes of stabilisers of points of
Min(G,T vω), so an iterated application of Lemma 2.4(5) shows that there are only finitely many
G–conjugacy classes of subgroups in I. Finally, using Lemma 2.4(3), we conclude that chains of
subgroups in I have bounded length.

This shows that every point-stabiliser of Xω is contained in a maximal point-stabiliser and that
the latter all lie in I, and so they are convex-cocompact, root-closed and there are only finitely
many conjugacy classes of them. The same then holds for maximal elements of Bωtop(ϕ), as they
are maximal point-stabilisers of Xω. Finally, recalling that the family Bωtop(ϕ) is ϕ–invariant by
Remark 5.2, we conclude that each conjugacy class of subgroups in Bωtop(ϕ) is preserved by a power
of ϕ. This proves parts (1) and (2) of the lemma.

Regarding part (3), if B,B′ ∈ Bωtop(ϕ) are distinct maximal elements, there exist distinct points
p, p′ ∈ Xω such that B = Gp and B′ = Gp′ . Without loss of generality, the projections of p and
p′ to T vω lie within Min(G,T vω) for all v ∈ Γ for which G is not elliptic in T vω . Since p ̸= p′, there
exists v ∈ Γ such that p and p′ project to distinct points of Min(G,T vω), and hence B ∩ B′ fixes a
nontrivial arc of Min(G,T vω). Thus, B ∩B′ is contained in a centraliser. □

Using the previous lemma, we can immediately prove parts (3) and (4) of Theorem 7.1, under
the assumption that we have already shown parts (1) and (2):

Lemma 7.8. Let ϕ ∈ Out(G,mΓ) be such that g(ϕ) contains only finitely many pure growth rates,
and such that all other elements of g(ϕ) are sub-polynomial. Then we have the following.

(1) If otop(ϕ) is not sub-polynomial, then otop(ϕ) ∈ g(ϕ).
(2) For any pure growth rate o ∈ g(ϕ), there are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of

maximal subgroups in the family B(o). Each of these subgroups is convex-cocompact and its
G–conjugacy class is preserved by a power of ϕ.

(3) For any φ ∈ Aut(G,mΓ) in the outer class ϕ, all growth rates in the symmetric difference
G(φ)△g(ϕ) are sub-polynomial.
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Proof. If g(ϕ) contains at least one pure growth rate, then it has a ⪯–maximum omax by our
hypotheses. Recalling Lemma 2.20, we have otop(ϕ) ∼ω omax for every ultrafilter ω, and this implies
that otop(ϕ) ∼ omax ∈ g(ϕ) (Remark 2.14), proving part (1).

We now prove part (2). Since all elements of g(ϕ) are either pure or sub-polynomial, we have
B(o) = Bω(o) for any pure growth rate o ∈ G and any ultrafilter ω. In particular Btop(ϕ) = Bωtop(ϕ),
so Lemma 7.7(2) implies that there are only finitely many conjugacy classes of maximal subgroups
in Btop(o), that all of these maximal subgroups are convex-cocompact and root-closed, and that each
has conjugacy class preserved by a power of ϕ. Thus, part (2) of the lemma holds for o = otop(ϕ).
For a general pure growth rate o ∈ g(ϕ), each maximal subgroup in B(o) is contained in a maximal
subgroup in Btop(ϕ), so it suffices to restrict ϕ to the latter (after raising ϕ to a power) and repeat
the previous argument. This procedure eventually terminates, by the assumption that g(ϕ) contains
only finitely many pure growth rates, proving part (2).

Finally, we prove part (3). We can suppose that otop(ϕ) is not sub-polynomial, otherwise The-
orem 6.6 implies that all elements of G(φ) ∪ g(ϕ) are sub-polynomial. Now, Theorem 6.6 also
implies that we have Otop(φ) ∼ otop(ϕ), and hence |φn(g)| ⪯ otop(ϕ) for all g ∈ G. The following
characterises the elements for which this inequality is strict.

Claim. If g∗ ∈ G is an element such that |φn(g∗)| ̸∼ otop(ϕ), then there exists a convex-cocompact
subgroup H ≤ G such that φ(H) = H, g∗ ∈ H, and H ∈ Btop(ϕ).
Proof of claim. Since |φn(g∗)| ⪯ otop(ϕ) and |φn(g∗)| ̸∼ otop(ϕ), we can fix an ultrafilter ω such
that g∗ lies in the following subset of G:

Ω := {g ∈ G | |φn(g)| ≺ω oωtop(ϕ)}.
Note that Ω is a subgroup, as we have |φn(gh)| ≤ |φn(g)|+ |φn(h)| for any g, h ∈ G. Moreover, we
have φ(Ω) = Ω, as φ is bi-Lipschitz with respect to | · |. Finally, note that, for each h ∈ Ω, we have
∥ϕn(h)∥ ≤ |φn(h)| ≺ω oωtop(ϕ), and hence Ω ∈ Bωtop(ϕ) = Btop(ϕ).

Let Z be the intersection of all elements of Z(G) containing Ω, or set Z := G if no such element
exists. Note that φ(Z) = Z and that Z is either a centraliser or the whole G, so Z is convex-
cocompact. If otop(ϕ|Z) ̸∼ otop(ϕ), then Z ∈ Btop(ϕ) and the claim is proved.

Otherwise, we have Ω ∈ Btop(ϕ|Z). Let B ≤ Z be a maximal element of Btop(ϕ|Z) containing
Ω, which exists by Lemma 7.7(1). Since the family Btop(ϕ|Z) is φ–invariant, the subgroup φ(B)
is also a maximal element of Btop(ϕ|Z). If we had φ(B) ̸= B, then Lemma 7.7(3) would imply
that φ(B) ∩ B is contained in a centraliser Z ′ ∈ Z(Z) ⊆ Z(G) with Z ′ ̸= Z, and we would have
Ω ≤ Z ∩ Z ′ ⪇ Z, contradicting our choice of Z. In conclusion, we have φ(B) = B, g∗ ∈ Ω ≤ B and
B ∈ Btop(ϕ|Z) ⊆ Btop(ϕ). Finally, B is convex-cocompact by Lemma 7.7(2), proving the claim. ■

Now, let o1 ≺ · · · ≺ om be the list of pure growth rates in g(ϕ), which is finite and contains all
non-sub-polynomial elements of g(ϕ) by hypothesis. If |φn(g∗)| ̸∼ otop(ϕ) = om, the claim (together
with Theorem 6.6) implies that |φn(g∗)| ⪯ om−1. A repeated application of this argument then
yields that, for each g ∈ G, either the growth rate

[
|φn(g)|

]
is sub-polynomial or |φn(g)| ∼ oi for

some index 1 ≤ i ≤ m.
In conclusion, we have show that each element of the difference G(φ) \ g(ϕ) is sub-polynomial.

Conversely, the fact that the elements of g(ϕ)\G(φ) are sub-polynomial is straightforward: for each
pure growth rate o ∈ g(ϕ), we can pick a maximal element B ∈ B(o), which is convex-cocompact
and preserved by a power of ϕ by part (2), so we can apply Theorem 6.6 to the restriction to B of a
power of ϕ to conclude that o ∈ G(φ). This proves part (3), concluding the proof of the lemma. □

7.2. The core of the proof. This subsection is devoted to the proof of Theorem 7.1, which mainly
amounts to the following proposition. We have already seen in Lemma 7.8 how parts (3) and (4) of
the theorem can then be deduced from this.

Proposition 7.9. Let G ≤ AΓ be convex-cocompact. For every ϕ ∈ Out(G,mΓ):
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(1) the set g(ϕ) contains only finitely many non-sub-polynomial growth rates;
(2) each growth rate in g(ϕ) is either pure or sub-polynomial.

Proof. We prove the proposition by a double induction. The first induction is on the number
of vertices of the finite graph Γ. Thus, suppose that the proposition holds for all coarse-median
preserving automorphisms of all convex-cocompact subgroups of (proper) parabolic subgroups of
AΓ. We can also suppose that G ̸∈ S(G), otherwise the proposition holds for G by a straightforward
application of Corollary A.6. Up to raising ϕ to a power, we can further assume that each conjugacy
class of subgroups in S(G) is ϕ–invariant. We then define the set of growth rates

gsing(ϕ) :=
⋃

S∈S(G)

gpure(ϕ|S),

where gpure(ϕ|S) ⊆ g(ϕ|S) denotes the subset of pure growth rates. Note that gsing(ϕ) ⊆ G is finite,
since each set gpure(ϕ|S) is finite by the (first) inductive assumption, and there are only finitely
many G–conjugacy classes of singular subgroups.

The second level of the induction is on the cardinality #gsing(ϕ). We have #gsing(ϕ) = 1 precisely
when ϕ grows sub-polynomially on all singular subgroups of G. We will treat this base step simul-
taneously with the inductive step, as the argument is the same. Thus, suppose that the proposition
also holds for all coarse-median preserving outer automorphisms ψ of convex-cocompact subgroups
of AΓ such that #gsing(ψ) < #gsing(ϕ).

We now proceed by distinguishing three cases. Throughout, we assume that otop(ϕ) is not sub-
polynomial, otherwise all elements of g(ϕ) are sub-polynomial and the proposition is trivially true.
Case 1. We have otop(ϕ) ∼ osing(ϕ).

In the base step, this means that otop(ϕ) is sub-polynomial, which we have already ruled out. For
the inductive step, we argue as follows.

First, we claim that otop(ϕ) is pure and that otop(ϕ) ∈ gsing(ϕ). Indeed, each growth rate otop(ϕ|S)
with S ∈ S(G) is either pure or sub-polynomial by the (first) inductive hypothesis, recalling that
otop(ϕ|S) ∈ g(ϕ|S) by Lemma 7.8(1). Thus, osing(ϕ) is either pure or sub-polynomial, as it is defined
as a finite sum of such growth rates (Definition 5.5). Since otop(ϕ) ∼ osing(ϕ) by the hypothesis of
Case 1, we conclude that this growth rate is pure and that it must thus coincide with otop(ϕ|S) for
some S ∈ S(G). Hence otop(ϕ) ∈ gsing(ϕ) as claimed.

Next, we claim that all growth rates in g(ϕ) are either pure or sub-polynomial. For this, consider
an element g ∈ G and recall that ∥ϕn(g)∥ ⪯ otop(ϕ). If ∥ϕn(g)∥ ∼ otop(ϕ), we are done. Otherwise,
there exists an ultrafilter ω such that ∥ϕn(g)∥ ≺ω oωtop(ϕ), and hence we have g ∈ B for a maximal
element B ∈ Bωtop(ϕ) by Lemma 7.7(1). The subgroup B is convex-cocompact and, up to raising ϕ
to a power, the conjugacy class of B is ϕ–invariant by Lemma 7.7(2). Since every singular subgroup
of B is contained in a singular subgroup of G, we have gsing(ϕ|B) ⊆ gsing(ϕ). Since B ∈ Bωtop(ϕ), we
have otop(ϕ) ̸∈ gsing(ϕ|B). At the same time, we have seen above otop(ϕ) ∈ gsing(ϕ), so we conclude
that #gsing(ϕ|B) < #gsing(ϕ) and the (second) inductive hypothesis implies that all elements of
g(ϕ|B) are either pure or sub-polynomial. Since g ∈ B, this proves that the growth rate

[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
is pure or sub-polynomial, as claimed.

Finally, we can show that g(ϕ) contains only finitely many pure growth rates. By the previous
claim, we have Bωtop(ϕ) = Btop(ϕ) for all ultrafilters ω. Thus, Lemma 7.7(2) shows that Btop(ϕ)
consists of finitely many G–conjugacy classes of convex-cocompact subgroups, each preserved by
ϕ (after raising ϕ to some power). Now, each o ∈ g(ϕ) satisfies either o ∼ otop(ϕ) or o ∈ g(ϕ|B)
for some B ∈ Btop(ϕ), and each set g(ϕ|B) contains only finitely many pure growth rates by the
(second) inductive assumption, as we have seen that #gsing(ϕ|B) < #gsing(ϕ).

This proves the proposition in Case 1.
Case 2. We have osing(ϕ) ≺ otop(ϕ) and G is 1–ended.
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In the base step when osing(ϕ) is sub-polynomial, Proposition 6.14(2) shows that g(ϕ) contains
only finitely many non-sub-polynomial growth rates and that these are all pure.

In general, recall that Ksing(ϕ) is the family of subgroups of G all of whose elements satisfy
∥ϕn(k)∥ ⪯ osing(ϕ). By Corollary 5.9, every subgroup in Ksing(ϕ) is contained in a maximal such
subgroup, the latter are all convex-cocompact, and there are only finitely many conjugacy classes
of them. Up to raising ϕ to a power, we can assume that each conjugacy class of maximal elements
of Ksing(ϕ) is ϕ–invariant. For each maximal element K ∈ Ksing(ϕ), we then have

(7.1) osing(ϕ|K) ⪯ otop(ϕ|K) ⪯ osing(ϕ).

Recall that osing(ϕ) is either sub-polynomial or pure, by the (first) inductive assumption. If osing(ϕ)
is pure, it is realised on some S ∈ S(G) and so it lies in gsing(ϕ). In conclusion, if osing(ϕ|K) is
not sub-polynomial and if we do not have #gsing(ϕ|K) < #gsing(ϕ), then osing(ϕ) ∈ gsing(ϕ|K) and
Equation (7.1) shows that osing(ϕ|K) ∼ otop(ϕ|K). Now, either by the (second) inductive hypothesis
or by Case 1, we know that ϕ|K satisfies the proposition for every maximal element K ∈ Ksing(ϕ).

Corollary 6.15 shows that, with the exception of finitely many pure growth rates, each o ∈ g(ϕ)
that is not sub-polynomial satisfies o ⪯ osing(ϕ). In turn, if o ⪯ osing(ϕ), then o is realised on some
maximal element K ∈ Ksing(ϕ) and we know that the proposition holds for ϕ|K . It follows that the
proposition holds for ϕ as well, and this concludes Case 2.
Case 3. The group G is freely decomposable.

Let I be the collection of freely indecomposable free factors of G. Up to raising ϕ to a power, we
can assume that each conjugacy class in I is ϕ–invariant. For each I ∈ I, every singular subgroup
of I is contained in a singular subgroup of G, and thus we have gsing(ϕ|I) ⊆ gsing(ϕ). By Cases 1
and 2 above, it follows that the restriction ϕ|I satisfies the proposition for each I ∈ I. Letting
gind(ϕ) ⊆ g(ϕ) be the set of all pure growth rates of the restrictions ϕ|I as I varies in I, it follows
that the set gind(ϕ) is finite.

Let Λ ⊆ R>1 be a finite set and P ∈ N an integer such that every growth rate in gind(ϕ) is of the
form [naνn] for some ν ∈ Λ and some integer 0 ≤ a ≤ P . Recall that Gr(G) denotes the Grushko
rank of G. We complete Case 3 by proving the following.

Claim. Each growth rate in the set g(ϕ) is either sub-polynomial or of the form [naνn], for some
integer 0 ≤ a ≤ P +Gr(G) and some ν ∈ Λ′, for a set Λ ⊆ Λ′ ⊆ R>1 with #(Λ′ \ Λ) ≤ Gr(G).
Proof of claim. We prove the claim via a third inductive procedure, on the value of the pair
(#gind(ϕ),Gr(G)), ordered lexicographically so that the first entry takes precedence over the Grushko
rank Gr(G). The base step is trivial, so we only consider the inductive step.

Up to raising ϕ to a power, Lemma A.10 allows us to find a (possibly sporadic) factor system
F for G such that that ϕ is a fully irreducible element of Out(G,F). For each F ∈ F , we have
gind(ϕ|F ) ⊆ gind(ϕ) and Gr(F ) < Gr(G), and thus the claim holds for the restriction ϕ|F by the
(third) inductive assumption. Let Λ0 ⊆ R>1 and P0 ∈ N be such that each growth rate in the union⋃
F∈F g(ϕ|F ) is either sub-polynomial or of the form [naνn] with ν ∈ Λ0 and 0 ≤ a ≤ P0.
If F is non-sporadic, Proposition A.11(3) shows that each growth rate in g(ϕ) is either sub-

polynomial, or of the form [naνn] with ν ∈ Λ0 and 0 ≤ a ≤ P0 + 1, or of the form [λn] for a single
new number λ > 1. Note that the hypotheses of Proposition A.11(3) are indeed satisfied: if F ∈ F
and φ ∈ Aut(F ) is a representative of ϕ|F , then every growth rate in G(φ) is either sub-polynomial
or a pure element of g(ϕ); this follows from Lemma 7.8(3), using the (third) inductive assumption
for ϕ|F . In conclusion, this proves the claim when F is non-sporadic.

Suppose instead that F is sporadic, so that there exists a ϕ–invariant free splitting G ↷ T
whose non-trivial vertex groups are the elements of F . By Proposition A.8, the growth rate otop(ϕ)
equals the fastest pure growth rate in the union

⋃
F∈F g(ϕ|F ). Each element of g(ϕ) other than

otop(ϕ) is realised on a maximal subgroup B ∈ Bωtop(ϕ), for some ultrafilter ω. Moreover, B is
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convex-cocompact and without loss of generality ϕ–invariant (Lemma 7.7). By Kurosh’s theorem,
the freely indecomposable factors of B are contained in the freely indecomposable factors of G, so we
have gind(ϕ|B) ⊆ gind(ϕ). At the same time, we have otop(ϕ) ∈ gind(ϕ) \ gind(ϕ|B) by construction,
so we can conclude by the (third) inductive assumption ■

The claim concludes Case 3, completing the proof of Proposition 7.9. □

We finally conclude the section by piecing together the proof of Theorem 7.1.

Proof of Theorem 7.1. Recall that the theorem consists of five parts. Parts (1)–(4) mostly follow
from the combination of Proposition 7.9 and Lemma 7.8. The only statement not covered by this is
the portion of part (2) claiming that all sub-polynomial growth rates in g(ϕ) are ⪯ [np], for an integer
p depending on ϕ. To prove this missing statement, let omin be the slowest pure growth rate in g(ϕ).
Let B1, . . . , Bm be representatives of the finitely many G–conjugacy classes of maximal subgroups
in B(omin). The Bi are convex-cocompact and their conjugacy classes are ϕ–invariant (after raising
ϕ to a suitable power). Moreover, each sub-polynomial growth rate in g(ϕ) is realised on one of the
Bi, and it is therefore ⪯ otop(ϕ|Bi). To conclude, it now suffices to observe that the rates otop(ϕ|Bi)
are all sub-polynomial by Theorem 6.6, as all elements of the Bi grow sub-polynomially under ϕ.
Thus, otop(ϕ|Bi) ⪯ npi for some integers pi ∈ N and we can take p := maxi pi.

We are only left to prove part (5) of the theorem, which amounts to realising each pure growth rate
o ∈ g(ϕ) on a particular subgroup H ≤ G. Up to replacing G with a maximal o–controlled subgroup,
we can suppose that o ∼ otop(ϕ). The required subgroup is then provided by Theorem 6.16(4),
except that we need to avoid Case (iii) of that result, where H virtually splits as a direct product
H ′ × Zm for some m ≥ 1. Say without loss of generality that H ′ has trivial centre, otherwise it
has a virtual Z–factor, which can be incorporated into Zm. Up to raising ϕ to a power, ϕ has a
representative φ ∈ Aut(G) that preserves H ′ × Zm. By Remark 7.6, the fact that φ is coarse-
median preserving implies that we have φ(H ′) = H ′ and, up to raising φ to a further power, the
restriction φ|Zm is the identity. By Corollary A.6, we have otop(ϕ) ∼ otop(ϕ|H′). We can now
replace ϕ with ϕ|H′ ∈ Out(H ′) and repeat the argument, which eventually terminates because
ar(H ′) ≤ ar(G)−m < ar(G). This concludes the proof. □

Appendix A. Growth vs decompositions

In this appendix, we discuss growth of automorphisms φ of a finitely generated group G, under
the assumption that G decomposes into simpler pieces on which the behaviour of φ is known.

This decomposition could be a direct product (Section A.2), a φ–invariant graph of groups (Sec-
tion A.3), or a free splitting (Section A.4). In each of these cases, it should not be surprising that
we can describe the growth of φ on G in terms of that on the pieces, but the details of this are not
always straightforward and they will require some work, albeit all based on standard techniques.

The main results used in the article are Corollary A.6, Proposition A.8 and Proposition A.11.

A.1. Abelian factors. Consider a product of the form G = H×A, where H is a finitely generated
group with trivial centre, and A ∼= ZN for some N ≥ 1. The automorphism group Aut(G) can be
described as follows. Consider the set M(H,A) of formal matrices(

φ 0
α ψ

)
where φ ∈ Aut(H), ψ ∈ Aut(A) ∼= GLN (Z) and α ∈ H1(H,A); in other words, α is a homomorphism
H → A. We can make M(H,A) into a group by endowing it with a natural product:(

φ1 0
α1 ψ1

)
·
(
φ2 0
α2 ψ2

)
=

(
φ1φ2 0

α1φ2 + ψ1α2 ψ1ψ2

)
.
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There is an action M(H,A) ↷ G given by(
φ 0
α ψ

)
· (h, a) = (φ(h), α(h) + ψ(a)),

which corresponds to a homomorphism ι : M(H,A) → Aut(G). It is not hard to see that this is
actually an isomorphism.

Lemma A.1. If G = H ×A as above, the map ι : M(H,A) → Aut(G) is a group isomorphism.

Proof. Injectivity is clear, so we only need to show that ι is surjective. Since H has trivial centre,
A is the centre of G and it is preserved by all elements of Aut(G). Given χ ∈ Aut(G), we can
set ψ := χ|A ∈ Aut(A). Denoting by πH , πA the two factor projections of G, we also set α :=
πA ◦ χ|H ∈ H1(H,A) and φ := πH ◦ χ|H . For the moment φ is just a homomorphism H → H, but
we can certainly write χ as χ(h, a) = (φ(h), α(h) + ψ(a)). We have χ(G) ⊆ φ(H)× A and χ is an
isomorphism, so φ : H → H must be surjective. Similarly we have χ(kerφ) ⊆ A and χ(A) = A, so
injectivity of χ implies injectivity of φ. This shows that φ ∈ Aut(H), and thus χ is in the image of
ι : M(H,A) → Aut(G). Since χ ∈ Aut(G) was arbitrary, this completes the proof of the lemma. □

To simplify inline notation, from now on we will denote by M(φ,ψ, α) the element of Aut(G) that
is the image under ι of the matrix

(
φ 0
α ψ

)
∈ M(H,A). For each n ≥ 1, we have χn = M(φn, ψn, αn),

where αn =
∑n

j=1 ψ
j−1αφn−j . Thus, the growth rates of M(φ,ψ, α) and its projection to Out(G)

(as defined in Section 2.2) can be described fairly easily in terms of the growth rates of φ and ψ.
For a finitely generated group Q, we denote by Qab the free part of the abelianisation of Q. Every

automorphism χ ∈ Aut(Q) naturally descends to an automorphism of χab ∈ Aut(Qab), and each
element q ∈ Q equivariantly projects to an element qab ∈ Qab.

Lemma A.2. Let G = H ×A be as above. For each automorphism χ = M(φ,ψ, α) ∈ Aut(G) and
each element g = (h, a) ∈ G, we have the following equalities in the set of abstract growth rates G:

|χn(g)| ∼ |φn(h)|+ |χnab(gab)|, ∥χn(g)∥ ∼ ∥φn(h)∥+ |χnab(gab)|.
Moreover, there exist an algebraic integer λ ≥ 1 and p ∈ N such that |χnab(gab)| ∼ npλn.

Proof. The element χn(g) has coordinates φn(h) and αn(g)+ψn(a) in H and A respectively, where
αn is the homomorphism described above. We have Gab = Hab ⊕ A, and the homomorphisms
αn → H → A factor through Hab. Thus, the coordinate of χnab(gab) along A is identical to that of
χn(g). We obtain the inequality

|χn(g)| ∼ |φn(h)|+ |αn(g) + ψn(a)| ⪯ |φn(h)|+ |χnab(gab)|,
as well as the analogous inequality for ∥χn(g)∥. The reverse inequalities are immediate from the
fact that the projections G→ H and G→ Gab are Lipschitz.

Finally, we have |χab(gab)| ∼ npλn for an algebraic integer λ ≥ 1 and some p ∈ N because Gab is
free abelian and we can invoke the classical Lemma A.3 below. Algebraic integers are closed under
taking complex conjugates, products, square roots and thus also under taking moduli. □

Lemma A.3. Let k ≥ 1. For each automorphism φ ∈ Aut(Zk) = GLk(Z) and each element
a ∈ Zk \ {0}, there exist p ∈ N and µ ∈ C with |µ| ≥ 1 such that

|φn(a)| = ∥φn(a)∥ ∼ np|µ|n.
Moreover, φ ∈ GLk(Z) ≤ GLk(C) has a (p+ 1)–dimensional Jordan block with eigenvalue µ.

Example A.4. Consider the product G = Fk × Zk for k ≥ 3. There exists an automorphism
χ ∈ Aut(G) that has exactly three growth rates — namely [1], [λn] and [nλn] for some λ > 1 — where
[1] is realised at the identity, [λn] is realised by nontrivial elements of a subgroup N ×Zk◁G, where
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N ◁ Fn is infinitely generated, and [nλn] is realised by all remaining elements of G. In particular,
this shows that Theorem B(3) fails when the automorphism is not coarse-median preserving.

The construction of such automorphisms χ is fairly general. We start with a positive, fully irre-
ducible automorphism22 φ ∈ Aut(Fk). Let φab be the induced automorphism of the abelianisation
(Fk)ab ∼= Zk and let α : Fk → (Fk)ab be the quotient projection. Set G := Fk × (Fk)ab ∼= Fk × Zk
and χ := M(φ,φab, α), in the above notation. We now prove the above statements.

Let λ be the Perron–Frobenius eigenvalue of φ. By the existence of train-track maps, we have
|φn(h)| ∼ ∥φn(h)∥ ∼ λn for all nontrivial elements h ∈ Fk [BH92]. We also have |φnab(α(h))| ≤
|φn(h)| for all h ∈ Fk, in terms of the standard generating sets of Fk and (Fk)ab. This inequality is
an equality whenever h is a positive element of Fk, since φ is a positive automorphism.

Note that χn = M(φn, φnab, αn) for each n ≥ 1, where αn = n · (α ◦φn−1) = n · (φn−1
ab ◦α). Thus,

χn(h, a) =
(
φn(h), φnab(a) + n · (φn−1

ab α)(h)
)
.

It follows that λn ⪯ |χn(g)| ⪯ nλn for every nontrivial element g ∈ G. In addition, we have
|χn(g)| ∼ nλn if g = (h, α(h)) ∈ Fk × (Fk)ab for a positive element h ∈ Fk. The same statements
hold for conjugacy-length growth.

Now, let β : Fk → Rk be the limit for n→ +∞ of the homomorphisms

1

nλn
αn = λ−n(φnab ◦ α) : Fk → (Fk)ab ∼= Zk ↪→ Rk.

That this limit exists follows from the fact that a power of φab ∈ GLk(Z) is represented by a matrix
with positive entries and the Perron–Frobenius eigenvalue of φab is λ, so all other eigenvalues of φab

have modulus < λ. The homomorphism β is nontrivial, as it does not vanish on positive elements
of Fk, by the above discussion.

Any nontrivial element g of kerβ × Zk clearly has |χn(g)| ∼ ∥χn(g)∥ ∼ λn, while all elements of
G outside kerβ × Zk have [nλn] as their growth rate, by construction. This proves all our claims.

A.2. Direct products. Consider now a finitely generated group G = G1 × . . . × Gk × A, where
k ≥ 0 and A is free abelian. Assume that each Gi is directly indecomposable and has trivial centre.

Lemma A.5. The automorphism group Aut(G) permutes the subgroups ⟨Gi, A⟩ for 1 ≤ i ≤ k.

Proof. Consider some φ ∈ Aut(G). Since A is the centre of G, we have φ(A) = A. Thus, G is
generated by the subgroups φ(G1), . . . , φ(Gk), A. Denoting by π1 : G → G1 the factor projection,
it follows that G1 is generated by the pairwise-commuting subgroups π1φ(G1), . . . , π1φ(Gk). Since
G1 has trivial centre, each subgroup π1φ(Gi) has trivial intersection with the subgroup generated
by the other k − 1 subgroups π1φ(Gj). It follows that

G1 = π1φ(G1)× . . .× π1φ(Gk).

Since G1 is directly indecomposable, we must have G1 = π1φ(Gi) for some index i and π1φ(Gj) =
{1} for all j ̸= i. Repeating the argument for all factors of G, we obtain a permutation σ ∈ Sym(k)
such that Gi = πiφ(Gσ(i)) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k and πiφ(Gj) = {1} for all j ̸= σ(i). This shows that
⟨φ(Gj), A⟩ = ⟨Gσ−1(j), A⟩ for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k, completing the proof. □

Let Aut0(G) ≤ Aut(G) be the finite-index subgroup preserving each subgroup ⟨Gi, A⟩. When
A = {1}, the elements of Aut0(G) are simply products φ1 × . . . × φk with φi ∈ Aut(Gi). We can
now apply Lemma A.2 to immediately deduce the following.

22A simple such example in F3 = ⟨a, b, c⟩ is the automorphism φ mapping a 7→ ab, b 7→ bc, c 7→ cab.
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Corollary A.6. Let G = G1 × . . . × Gk × A be as above. For each φ ∈ Aut0(G), there exist
automorphisms φi ∈ Aut(Gi) such that, for each element g = (g1, . . . , gk, a) ∈ G, we have:

|φn(g)| ∼
k∑
i=1

|φni (gi)|+ |φnab(gab)|, ∥φn(g)∥ ∼
k∑
i=1

∥φni (gi)∥+ |φnab(gab)|.

Moreover, for each φ and g, there exist an algebraic integer λ ≥ 1 and p ∈ N with |φnab(gab)| ∼ npλn.

A.3. Invariant splittings. We now consider a finitely generated group G and an outer automor-
phism ϕ ∈ Out(G) that preserves a splitting of G as a graph of groups. The next lemma is a
straightforward exercise in Bass–Serre theory.

Lemma A.7. Consider a group G with a one-edge splitting as

G = A ∗C B or G = A∗C,γ = ⟨A, t | t−1ct = γ(c), ∀c ∈ C⟩.

If, for some ϕ ∈ Out(G), the Bass–Serre tree G ↷ T extends to an action G ⋊ϕ Z ↷ T without
inversions, then ϕ is represented by an automorphism φ ∈ Aut(G) of the following form:

(1) In the amalgamated product case, we have φ(A) = A and φ(B) = B.
(2) In the HNN case, we have φ(A) = A, φ(C) = C and φ(t) = ta for some a ∈ A.

The next proposition is the main result of this short section. The important takeaway is that, in
a ϕ–invariant graph of groups, growth on the whole group cannot be strictly faster than growth on
the vertex groups, provided that the latter is sufficiently well-behaved and at least exponential.

Recall that the notation Otop(·) and otop(·) was introduced in Section 2.2.3. Docile automor-
phisms were defined in Section 6.1. Finally, given an outer automorphism ϕ ∈ Out(G) and a
subgroup H ≤ G with ϕ–invariant G–conjugacy class, we can consider restrictions ϕ|V ∈ Out(V ),
although these are not uniquely defined in general (Remark 4.12).

We say that a finitely generated subgroup H ≤ G is conjugacy-undistorted if H is undistorted in
G and, in addition, the conjugacy length functions of G and H are bi-Lipschitz equivalent on H. For
instance, convex-cocompact subgroups of special groups are conjugacy-undistorted (Remark 2.17).

Proposition A.8. Consider a finitely generated group G with a ϕ–invariant splitting G ↷ T for
some ϕ ∈ Out(G). Suppose that ϕ descends to the identity on the finite graph T/G. Additionally,
suppose that there exist integers p, q ∈ N and a finite subset Λ ⊆ R>1 such that, for each vertex
v ∈ T , the G–stabiliser of v (denoted V ) satisfies at least one of the following conditions:

(a) for every representative φ ∈ Aut(G) of ϕ with φ(V ) = V and every g ∈ V , we have
|φn(g)| ⪯ nq (computing word lengths with respect to a finite generating set of G);

(b) V is finitely generated, conjugacy-undistorted in G and, for every representative φ ∈ Aut(G)
of ϕ with φ(V ) = V , the restriction φ|V ∈ Aut(V ) is (λ, p)–docile for some λ ∈ Λ.

Then, the following properties hold.
(1) If there are no type (b) vertex groups, we have Otop(G,φ) ⪯ nq+2 for all representatives

φ ∈ Aut(G) of ϕ.
(2) If there is at least one type (b) vertex group, then ϕ ∈ Out(G) is (µ, p)–docile for µ = maxΛ.

Moreover, we can choose finitely many type (b) vertex groups V1, . . . , Vk ≤ G and restrictions
ϕi ∈ Out(Vi) of the outer automorphism ϕ such that otop(ϕ) ∼

∑k
i=1 otop(ϕi).

Proof. To begin with, we prove the proposition when T is a one-edge splitting of G, that is, an
amalgamation or an HNN extension. In each of these two cases, we represent ϕ by an automorphism
φ ∈ Aut(G) of the form in Lemma A.7. At the end of the proof, we will briefly explain how to
handle general graphs of groups based on this.

79



Suppose first that G = A ∗C B with φ(A) = A and φ(B) = B. A general element of G can be
written as g = a1b1 . . . akbk with ai ∈ A and bi ∈ B, and we have

φn(g) = φn(a1)φ
n(b1) . . . φ

n(ak)φ
n(bk), ∀n ∈ N.

This yields the simple bound |φn(g)| ⪯
∑k

i=1 |φn(ai)|+
∑k

i=1 |φn(bi)|. In part (1), we immediately
obtain |φn(g)| ⪯ nq for all g ∈ G, and hence Otop(φ) ⪯ nq. Regarding part (2), suppose for
simplicity that A is of type (a) and B is of type (b) (the case when both A and B are of type (b)
is similar). As φ|B is docile, every element g ∈ G satisfies

|φn(g)| ⪯ nq +Otop(φ|B) ⪯ Otop(φ|B) ∼ otop([φ|B]).

Hence Otop(φ) ⪯ otop([φ|B]). At the same time, the fact that B is conjugacy-undistorted implies
that otop(ϕ) ⪰ otop([φ|B]). Thus, we obtain Otop(φ) ∼ otop(ϕ) ∼ otop([φ|B]), showing that ϕ is
docile, as required. Finally, if both vertex groups A and B are of type (b), the same arguments
show that Otop(φ) ∼ otop(ϕ) ∼ otop([φ|A]) + otop([φ|B]).

Suppose now that G = A∗C with φ(A) = A, φ(C) = C and φ(t) = ta, where t is the stable
letter of the HNN extension and a ∈ A is some element. A general element of G can be written as
g = x0t

ϵ1x1 . . . t
ϵkxk with xi ∈ A and ϵi ∈ {±1}. We then have

φn(g) = x′0t
ϵ1x′1 . . . t

ϵkx′k,

where, setting an := aφ(a)φ2(a) . . . φn−1(a), each element x′i is one of the following four options
(depending on the values of ϵi and ϵi+1): either φn(xi), or anφn(xi), or φn(xi)a−1

n , or anφn(xi)a−1
n .

This yields the inequality
Otop(φ) ⪯ Otop(φ|A) + |an|.

In part (1), we have |an| ⪯ nq+1 and we obtain Otop(φ) ⪯ nq+1. In part (2), the fact that φ|A is
docile yields |an| ⪯ Otop(φ|A) (Remark 6.3), and hence Otop(φ) ⪯ Otop(φ|A). At the same time,
since A is conjugacy-undistorted, we have otop(ϕ) ⪰ otop([φ|A]) and as above Otop(φ) ∼ otop(ϕ) ∼
otop([φ|A]), showing that ϕ is docile.

So far, we have only considered a specific representative φ of the outer class ϕ. This is irrelevant
in part (2), while in part (1) it causes the bound Otop(φ) ⪯ nq+1 to translate itself into the weaker
bound Otop(φ

′) ⪯ nq+2 for a general representative φ′ (Remark 6.5).
This proves the proposition when G ↷ T is a one-edge splitting. In general, we can decompose

the ϕ–invariant splitting G ↷ T as a finite sequence of ϕ–invariant one-edge splittings (collapsing
all G–orbits of edges of T but one, and then adding them back one at a time). An iterated
application of the one-edge case then immediately proves part (2). Part (1) requires a little more
care, as we want the polynomial exponent q to increase by at most 2. For this, it suffices to
note that T can be decomposed as a finite sequence of amalgamated products followed by a single
multiple HNN extension (a splitting whose quotient graph is a wedge of circles, with a single vertex).
Amalgamations do not increase q at all (for a specific representative φ), while the final multiple
HNN splitting increases it by at most 1 (here the argument is identical to the single HNN case,
except that we will have finitely many stable letters ti and, in general, φ can only be put in the
form φ(ti) = aita

′
i with ai, a

′
i ∈ A). Finally, there is a further increase by 1 to handle arbitrary

representatives φ′ using Remark 6.5. This concludes the proof of the proposition. □

Remark A.9. If in part (2) of Proposition A.8 the growth rates otop(ϕi) are all pure (Definition 6.1),
then otop(ϕ) ∼

∑
i otop(ϕi) simply equals the fastest of the otop(ϕi).

A.4. Free products. Let G be a finitely generated group. A (free) factor system for G is the
collection F of all G–conjugates of the subgroups G1, . . . , Gk ≤ G appearing in a decomposition

G = G1 ∗ · · · ∗Gk ∗ Fm
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with k,m ≥ 0 and k + m ≥ 2. We require the Gi to be nontrivial, but not that they be freely
indecomposable; we allow F to be empty if G ∼= Fm for m ≥ 2. The group G admits a factor system
whenever it is neither freely indecomposable nor isomorphic to Z.

Following [GH22], we say that the pair (G,F) is sporadic if (k,m) ∈ {(2, 0), (1, 1)}. A (G,F)–free
factor is a subgroup of G arising as a vertex group in a free splitting of G relative to F . A (G,F)–
free factor is proper if it is neither the trivial group nor an element of F . Let Out(G,F) ≤ Out(G)
be the subgroup of outer automorphisms that leave invariant each G–conjugacy class of subgroups
in F . An element ϕ ∈ Out(G,F) is fully irreducible if none of its (nontrivial) powers preserves the
G–conjugacy class of a proper (G,F)–free factor.

The following is an easy equivalent characterisation of full irreducibles. If F1,F2 are factor
systems for G, we write F1 ≤ F2 if each subgroup in F1 is contained in a subgroup in F2.

Lemma A.10. If ϕ ∈ Out(G,F) is not fully irreducible, then there exist a factor system F ′ > F
and an integer p ≥ 1 such that ϕp ∈ Out(G,F ′).

As a first step, we can characterise growth of fully irreducible automorphisms in terms of their
growth on the elements of the factor system. This is a relatively straightforward (but also rather
fiddly) application of train track maps for free products [CT94, FM15, Lym22b].

Recall from Section 2.2.3 that G(φ) ⊆ G and g(ϕ) ⊆ G denote the sets of growth rates of an
automorphism φ and an outer automorphism ϕ, respectively. The rate otop(ϕ) always bounds all
elements of g(ϕ) from above, but it might not lie in g(ϕ) a priori; the same is true of Otop(φ) and
G(φ). Also recall that we refer to polynomial-times-exponential growth rates as pure (Definition 6.1).

Proposition A.11. Consider a finitely generated group G = G1 ∗ · · · ∗Gk ∗Fm, let F be the factor
system given by the Gi, and let ϕ ∈ Out(G,F). Suppose that ϕ is fully irreducible and F is non-
sporadic. In addition, suppose that each restriction ϕi := ϕ|Gi ∈ Out(Gi) is represented by some
φi ∈ Aut(Gi) such that either Otop(φi) is sub-polynomial, or φi is (λi, pi)–docile for some λi > 1
and pi ∈ N. Then there exists a Perron number λ > 1 such that all the following hold.

(1) The automorphism ϕ is (µ, q)–docile for µ = max{λ1, . . . , λk, λ} and some q ∈ N. We have
q ≤ pj + 1 for the largest integer pj such that λj = µ; if no such index j exists, then q = 0.

(2) If we have [µn] ∈ g(ϕi) whenever λi = µ, then [µn] ∈ g(ϕ).
(3) Suppose that there exist a finite set Λ ⊆ R>1 and P ∈ N such that, for all indices i and all

representatives φ′
i ∈ Aut(Gi) of ϕi ∈ Out(Gi), each growth rate in the union G(φ′

i) ∪ g(ϕi)
is either sub-polynomial or equal to [naνn], for some ν ∈ Λ and some integer 0 ≤ a ≤ P .
Then, each growth rate in the set g(ϕ) is either sub-polynomial, or equal [λn], or equal to
[naνn] for some ν ∈ Λ and some integer 0 ≤ a ≤ P + 1.

Proof. We begin with a general discussion that only assumes finite generation of G and no additional
properties of the restrictions ϕ|Gi ; this discussion will culminate in Equations A.1 and A.3 below,
estimating the word-length growth of elements not conjugate into an element of F , and the top
growth rate of ϕ, respectively. After this, we will add the docility assumption and draw the necessary
conclusions. Throughout, we omit some technical details in the interest of overall clarity.

We start by representing G as the fundamental group of a graph of groups G with trivial edge
groups and precisely the elements of F as G–conjugates of the nontrivial vertex groups. We can
find G so that, in addition, ϕ is realised by a relative train track map f : G → G; see e.g. [Lym22a,
Section 1]. Let G be the finite graph underlying the graph of groups G and let f : G → G be the map
of graphs underlying f . Choosing a base vertex p and a spanning tree for G, we identify the vertex
groups of G with the Gi, and we fix a representative φ ∈ Aut(G) of the outer class ϕ. For notational
convenience, choose automorphisms φi ∈ Aut(Gi) representing the restrictions ϕi ∈ Out(Gi), and
denote by ψ the self-bijection of the disjoint union

⊔
iGi that equals φi on each Gi (note that ψ is

not the restriction of a single element of Aut(G) in general).
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A generalised path is a string π = g0e1g1 . . . esgs such that e1 . . . es is an (oriented) edge path in
G and each gj lies in the vertex group Gi associated to the terminal vertex of ej (which is also the
initial vertex of ej+1). The edge length of π is ℓ(π) := s and the total length is |π| := s +

∑
j |gj |,

where the word lengths |gj | are computed with respect to some fixed choice of finite generating sets
for the Gi. The generalised path π is immersed if we do not have gj = 1 and ej+1 = e−1

j for any
index j. Elements of G are in 1–to–1 correspondence with closed, immersed generalised paths based
at p ∈ G. The word length of an element g ∈ G is roughly the same as the total length of the
generalised path π representing g, up to a multiplicative constant independent of g.

Since ϕ is fully irreducible, no power of f leaves invariant a proper subgraph of G with at least one
edge (up to collapsing some edges of G without altering the vertex groups). In particular, the train
track map f has only one stratum containing edges; let λ ≥ 1 be the Perron–Frobenius eigenvalue
of its transition matrix. Up to raising ϕ and f to a power, we can further assume that:

(i) f fixes every vertex of G;
(ii) for each edge e ⊆ G, the path f(e) contains all edges of G;
(iii) for each (oriented) edge e ⊆ G, the edge paths fn(e) ⊆ G all start with the same edge e1

and end with the same edge e2, for n ≥ 1.
Since F is non-sporadic, we do not have f(e) = e for any edge e. Thus, the edge lengths ℓ(fn(e))
grow exponentially with n and hence λ ̸= 1.

If π = g0e1g1 . . . esgs is a generalised path, its image f(π) is ψ(g0)f(e1)ψ(g1) . . . f(es)ψ(gs),
recalling that we have defined ψ = φi on each Gi. Here, each f(ei) is a generalised path having
f(ei) as underlying edge path.

In order to easily estimate the total length of the paths fn(e), we define one last auxiliary concept.
If π = g0e1g1 . . . esgs, we refer to the slots between consecutive edges as the nodes of π; thus, π has
s+1 nodes and they are occupied by the elements g0, . . . , gs. To each node of fn(π), we inductively
associate an order, which is an integer between 0 and n. All nodes of π have order 0. If e is an edge
of fn−1(π), then f(e) is a subpath of fn(π); all nodes of fn(π) that are interior nodes of f(e) for
some edge e ⊆ fn−1(π) are also declared to have order 0. Every other node of fn(π) is the image
under f of a node of fn−1(π); if the node of fn−1(π) had order m, for some m ≥ 0, then we declare
the corresponding node of fn(π) to have order m+1. The initial and terminal nodes of fn(π) thus
have order n.

A straightforward computation shows that, for all 0 ≤ i < n, the path fn(π) has exactly
ℓ(fn−i(π)) − ℓ(fn−i−1(π)) order–i nodes, and it has ℓ(π) + 1 order–n nodes. Choose a constant
C ≥ 1 such that every edge e ⊆ G satisfies

1
Cλ

n ≤ ℓ(fn(e)) ≤ Cλn, ∀n ∈ N.

Since ℓ(f(e)) ≥ 2 for all edges e ⊆ G, we also have ℓ(fn(e))− ℓ(fn−1(e)) ≥ ℓ(fn−1(e)) ≥ 1
λCλ

n.
Let Ω be the finite set of group elements appearing at the nodes of the paths f(e), as e varies

through the edges of G; we add the identity 1 ∈ G to Ω to simplify notation in the coming discussion.
For any n ≥ 0, every order–0 node of fn(e) is occupied by an element lying in Ω. Property (iii)
implies that, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, every order–i node of fn(e) is occupied by an element of the form(
aψ(a)ψ2(a) . . . ψi−2(a)

)
· ψi−1(b)ψi(c)ψi−1(d) ·

(
ψi−2(e) . . . ψ2(e)ψ(e)e

)
, where a, b, c, d, e ∈ Ω.

In particular, fixing i, there is only a fixed finite set of elements that can occupy the order–i nodes in
the paths fn(e), as n and e are allowed to vary. Moreover, this finite set has at most |Ω|5 elements,
independently of i. Denote by Ni the average word length of these finitely many elements.

For any edge e ⊆ G, we can write

|fn(e)| = ℓ(fn(e)) +

n−1∑
i=0

N e,n
i ·

(
ℓ(fn−i(e))− ℓ(fn−i−1(e))

)
+N e,n

n (ℓ(e) + 1),
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where N e,n
i is the (weighted) average word length of the elements occupying the order–i nodes of

fn(e). Recalling property (ii), the N e,n
i are roughly equal to Ni, up to a multiplicative constant

independent of e, i, n. Hence, up to slightly enlarging the constant C chosen above, we have

1

C
·
n∑
i=0

Niλ
n−i ≤ |fn(e)| ≤ C

n∑
i=0

Niλ
n−i, for all n ∈ N and e ⊆ G.

For any immersed path π = g0e1g1 . . . esgs, denote by |fn(π)|pt the length of the path fn(π) pulled
tight, that is, the length of the immersed path homotopic to fn(π). If the length |fn(π)|pt does not
stay bounded as n increases, the above inequalities allow us to estimate

(A.1) |fn(π)|pt ∼
s∑
j=0

|ψn(gj)|+ ℓ(π) ·
n∑
j=0

Njλ
n−j ,

where the multiplicative constant implicit in the symbol ∼ does not depend on π or the integer n.
Here, the inequality ≳ uses bounded backtracking [Coo87] as in [BH92], working in the graph G.

Equation (A.1) shows that, for any element g ∈ G not conjugate into one of the subgroups
G1, . . . , Gk, either the growth rate

[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
is bounded, or we have:

(A.2)
[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
∼

[
|φn(g)|

]
⪯

k∑
i=1

Otop(φi) +
[ n∑
j=0

Njλ
n−j].

In particular, we claim that this implies the following equality in G:

(A.3) Otop(φ) ∼
k∑
i=1

Otop(φi) +
[ n∑
j=0

Njλ
n−j].

The inequality ⪯ is immediate from the definition of Otop(φ) and Equation (A.2). Conversely, it
is clear that Otop(φ) ⪰ Otop(φi) for all i, while it follows from Equation (A.1) that we also have
Otop(φ) ⪰

∑n
j=0Njλ

n−j . Thus, Otop(φ) is (coarsely) bounded below by the sum of these rates.
The entire discussion up to this point was completely general: we have not made use of any

assumptions on the Gi other than finite generation.
From now on assume that, for each i, either φi ∈ Aut(Gi) is (λi, pi)–docile for some λi > 1 and

pi ∈ N, or the growth rate Otop(φi) is sub-polynomial (in which case, we set λi := 1 for convenience).
We proceed to discuss the claims in the various parts of the proposition.

Part (1). Recalling Remark 6.3 and the definition of Nn, we have

(A.4) [Nn] ⪯
k∑
i=1

Otop(φi) ⪯ [npλn∗ ],

where λ∗ := max{λ1, . . . , λk}, and p is defined as the maximum of the pj such that λj = λ∗.
Consequently, Equation (A.3) yields:

• if λ∗ > λ, then Otop(φ) ∼
∑k

i=1Otop(φi) and the latter is (λ∗, p)–tame;
• if λ∗ ≤ λ, then Otop(φ) ∼

∑k
i=1Otop(φi) +

[∑n
j=0Njλ

n−j], where the latter growth rate
satisfies [λn] ⪯

[∑n
j=0Njλ

n−j] ⪯ [np+1λn]. In particular, rewriting this growth rate as[
λn ·

∑n
j=0Njλ

−j], we see that it is (λ, p+ 1)–tame.

We are only left to show that φ is sound, namely that we have Otop(φ) ⪯ otop(ϕ). If g ∈ G
is not conjugate into any of the Gi, and its conjugacy class does not have finite ϕ–orbit, then
Equation (A.2) shows that |φn(g)| ∼ ∥ϕn(g)∥ ⪯ otop(ϕ). If instead g is conjugate into some Gi,

83



then |φn(g)| ⪯ Otop(φi) ∼ otop(ϕi) ⪯ otop(ϕ). In conclusion, we have |φn(g)| ⪯ otop(ϕ) for all
g ∈ G, which yields Otop(φ) ⪯ otop(ϕ) as required.

Part (2). If λ∗ < λ, then Equation (A.4) shows that
∑n

j=0Njλ
n−j ∼ λn. Thus, Equation (A.2)

implies that ∥ϕn(g)∥ ∼ λn for all elements g ∈ G not conjugate into any Gi, and whose conjugacy
class is not preserved by a power of ϕ. We thus have [λn] ∈ g(ϕ) in this case. If instead λ∗ ≥ λ, then
the assumptions of part (2) imply that [λn∗ ] ∈ g(ϕi) ⊆ g(ϕ) for some index i. Either way, recalling
that µ = max{λ∗, λ}, we have [µn] ∈ g(ϕ).

Part (3). Suppose that there exist a finite set Λ ⊆ R>1 and P ∈ N such that, for all indices i
and all representatives φ′

i ∈ Aut(Gi) of ϕi ∈ Out(Gi), each growth rate in the union G(φ′
i) ∪ g(ϕi)

is either sub-polynomial or equal to [naνn], for some ν ∈ Λ and some integer 0 ≤ a ≤ P .
Our goal is to precisely estimate the growth rate

[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
for all elements g ∈ G not conjugate

into any Gi and such that ∥ϕn(g)∥ ̸∼ 1. Equation (A.1) shows that
[
∥ϕn(g)∥

]
is a sum of finitely

many growth rates in
⋃
i G(φi) with the growth rate

[ ∑n
j=0Njλ

n−j ]. Since a finite sum of pure
growth rates equals the fastest among them, it suffices to show that either

∑n
j=0Njλ

n−j ∼ λn, or∑n
j=0Njλ

n−j ∼ naνn for some ν ∈ Λ and an integer 0 ≤ a ≤ P + 1.
Recall that the integer Nj+1 is defined as the average word length of a uniformly bounded number

of elements of the form
aψ(a) . . . ψj−1(a) · ψj(c) · ψj−1(e) . . . ψ(e)e,

with a, c, e ∈ Gi for some index i. We will thus need the following observation.
Claim. Consider some a, c, e ∈ Gi and set un := aψ(a) . . . ψn−1(a) · ψn(c) · ψn−1(e) . . . ψ(e)e.

Then the growth rate
[
|un|+ |un+1|

]
is either sub-polynomial or equal to [naνn] for some ν ∈ Λ and

an integer 0 ≤ a ≤ P .
Proof of claim. Setting for simplicity en := ψn−1(e) . . . ψ(e)e, observe that we have

u−1
n un+1 = e−1

n ψn
(
c−1aψ(c)e

)
en.

Recall that ψ|Gi coincides with the automorphism φi ∈ Aut(Gi), and let η ∈ Aut(Gi) be the
automorphism defined by η(x) = e−1φi(x)e. For every n ≥ 1, we have ηn(x) = e−1

n φni (x)en. Thus,
setting w := c−1aψ(c)e, we can rewrite the above equality simply as

u−1
n un+1 = ηn(w).

As η is in the same outer class as φi, the hypotheses of part (3) guarantee that every growth rate
in G(η) is sub-polynomial or equal to [naνn] for ν ∈ Λ and 0 ≤ a ≤ P . Thus, the same is true of
the growth rate

[
|u−1
n un+1|

]
.

If
[
|u−1
n un+1|

]
is sub-polynomial, then a telescopic argument shows that

[
|un|

]
is sub-polynomial.

Suppose instead that |u−1
n un+1| ∼ naνn. Then, we similarly get |un| ⪯

∑n
j=1 j

aνj ⪯ naνn, while the
triangle inequality yields |un| + |un+1| ⪰ |u−1

n un+1| ∼ naνn. In conclusion, we obtain the equality
|un|+ |un+1| ∼ naνn, as desired. ■

Now, the claim implies that the growth rate
[
Nn+Nn+1

]
is sub-polynomial or equal to [naνn] with

ν ∈ Λ and 0 ≤ a ≤ P . Carrying out the sum two terms at a time, this shows that λn ·
∑n

j=0Njλ
−j

is ∼ λn if ν < λ, while it is ∼ naνn if ν > λ, and finally ∼ na+1νn if ν = λ.
This concludes the proof of part (3) and of the entire proposition. □

The restriction to fully irreducible automorphisms in Proposition A.11 was meant to simplify the
already technical proof. However it can be easily removed, which we do in the next corollary.

Corollary A.12. Let G be finitely generated and infinitely ended, with freely indecomposable free
factors Hi. Consider ϕ ∈ Out(G), let ϕi ∈ Out(Hi) be the restrictions of ϕ, and let φi ∈ Aut(Hi)
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be representatives of the ϕi. For each i, suppose that either Otop(φi) is sub-polynomial, or φi is
(λi, pi)–docile for some λi > 1 and pi ∈ N. Then all the following hold.

(1) Either ϕ is represented by some φ ∈ Aut(G) with sub-polynomial Otop(φ), or ϕ is (µ, q)–
docile for some µ > 1 and q ∈ N, where µ is either maxi λi or a larger Perron number.

(2) If [λni ] ∈ g(ϕi) whenever λi = µ, then [µn] ∈ g(ϕ).

Proof. Write G = H1 ∗ · · · ∗Hk′ ∗Fm′ where the Hi are freely indecomposable. We can assume that
k′ ≥ 1 since all automorphisms of free groups satisfy the thesis (see e.g. [Lev09]). Defining F ′ as the
set of G–conjugates of the Hi, it is immediate that F ′ is a ϕ–invariant factor system. Up to raising
ϕ to a power, we have ϕ ∈ Out(G,F ′). Up to further raising ϕ to a power, an iterated application
of Lemma A.10 yields a factor system F > F ′ such that ϕ ∈ Out(G,F) and such that ϕ is fully
irreducible for (G,F).

Arguing by induction on the Grushko rank of G, we can assume that the corollary holds for the
restriction of ϕ to each element of F . If F is non-sporadic, then the corollary was the content of
Proposition A.11. If instead F is sporadic, then G admits a ϕ–invariant free splitting whose vertex
groups are the elements of F , and in this case the corollary follows from Proposition A.8. □

Appendix B. Accessibility and R–trees

This appendix is concerned with actions G↷ T , where G is a finitely presented group and T is an
R–tree. If T is BF–stable and G is accessible over arc-stabilisers, one can deduce strong consequences
on the structure T . Above all, G–stabilisers of points of T are finitely generated, provided that
intersections of arc-stabilisers are also finitely generated. Showing this latter fact is the main goal
of this appendix. We will deduce it — with significant additional technical work — from classical
Rips–Sela theory [RS94, GLP94, BF95, Sel97a] and the work of Guirardel [Gui98, Gui08]. We will
often rely on the particularly clean treatment in [Gui08] for reference.

Before stating our main result, we need to introduce some terminology and notation. In Section 4,
we gave a definition of quadratically hanging subgroups that implicitly restricts to the case with
trivial fibre. In this appendix, we need to work with a more general notion that allows for nontrivial
fibres (Definition B.1); this is similar but not identical to the classical notion [GL17, Definition 5.13].
For a compact surface Σ, we say that a subgroup P ≤ π1(Σ) is:

• peripheral if P is conjugate to a subgroup of the fundamental group of a component of ∂Σ;
• a full peripheral if either P = {1} or P is conjugate to the (entire) fundamental group of a

component of ∂Σ.
We only define optimal QH subgroups (cf. Definition 4.27), as this is all we use in this appendix.

Definition B.1. Let G be a group, let H be a family of subgroups of G, and let F ≤ G be a
subgroup. A subgroup Q ≤ G is an optimal quadratically hanging subgroup with fibre F , relative to
H, if there exists a simplicial G–tree G↷ S relative to H with the following properties:

(1) there exists a vertex x ∈ S such that Q is the G–stabiliser of x;
(2) we have F ◁Q and an identification Q/F ∼= π1(Σ) for a compact hyperbolic surface Σ other

than the pair of pants;
(3) for every edge e ⊆ S incident to x, we have F ◁Ge and Ge/F is a full peripheral in π1(Σ);
(4) for each component B ⊆ ∂Σ, there is at most one Q–orbit of edges e ⊆ S incident to x such

that Ge/F is conjugate to π1(B) in π1(Σ);
(5) for every H ∈ H, the projection of H ∩Q to Q/F is peripheral in π1(Σ).

We also say that x is an optimal QH vertex of S. A subgroup P ≤ Q is a full peripheral subgroup of
Q, if we have F ◁P and P/F is a full peripheral subgroup of π1(Σ). A subgroup E ≤ Q is essential
if it is of the form F ⋊ ⟨γ⟩, where γ is a lift of an essential simple closed curve on the surface Σ.
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Given another family F of subgroups of G, we denote by QH(F ,H) the family of (optimal)
quadratically hanging subgroups of G with fibre in F relative to H, and by Per(F ,H) and Ess(F ,H)
their families of full peripheral and essential subgroups, respectively. Recall that Fint denotes the
family of finite intersections of subgroups in F .

The following is the main result of this appendix. We emphasise that all our actions on R–trees
are implicitly assumed to be by isometries, unless explicitly stated otherwise.

Theorem B.2. Let G be finitely presented and torsion-free. Let G↷ T be a minimal action on an
R–tree that is not a single point. Let F be the family of G–stabilisers of arcs of T , and let E be the
family of subgroups of G elliptic in T . Suppose that the following conditions are satisfied.

(i) The group G is unconditionally accessible over Fint ∪ Ess(F , ∅).
(ii) All elements of Fint are finitely generated and root-closed.
(iii) Chains of subgroups in Fint have bounded length.

Then all of the following hold.
(1) There are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of G–stabilisers of stable arcs of T .
(2) For every point p ∈ T , both of the following hold.

(a) The G–stabiliser Gp is finitely generated.
(b) If Gp ̸∈ F ∪ Per(F ,E ), then Gp coincides with the G–stabiliser of a vertex x in some

(Fint ∪Per(F ,E ),E )–splitting G↷ S with the following additional property. For every
edge e ⊆ S incident to x such that Ge ̸∈ Fint, the vertex of e other than x is an optimal
QH vertex of S with fibre in F relative to E .

(3) There are only finitely many G–orbits of points p ∈ T such that Gp ̸∈ F .
(4) If a subgroup H ≤ G is not elliptic in T , then H is non-elliptic in a (Fint ∪ Ess(F ,E ),E )–

splitting of G.

In this article, we only use the theorem through its main consequence for special groups:

Corollary B.3. Let G be a special group. Let G↷ T be a minimal action on an R–tree such that
all arc-stabilisers lie in Z(G). Let E be the family of subgroups elliptic in T . Then:

(1) for every p ∈ T , the stabiliser Gp is convex-cocompact;
(2) there are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of point-stabilisers of T ;
(3) if H ≤ G is not elliptic in T , then H is non-elliptic in a (Z(G),E )–splitting of G;
(4) for ever p ∈ T , either Gp is trivial, or Gp ∈ Zc(G), or Gp is a subgroup of an element of

S(G), or finally Gp is a vertex group in a (Z(G) ∪ Per(Z(G),E ),E )–splitting of G.

Proof. Note that the action G ↷ T satisfies the hypothesis of Theorem B.2. Indeed, we have
Ess(Z(G), ∅) ⊆ Z(G), as an essential subgroup of the form F ⋊ ⟨γ⟩ coincides with the centraliser
ZG(γ). Moreover, G is unconditionally accessible over Z(G) by Theorem 3.1, and chains of cen-
tralisers have bounded length by Remark 2.11.

Now, part (3) of the corollary is immediate from Theorem B.2(4). Part (4) of the corollary also
directly follows from Theorem B.2(2b), observing that nontrivial elements of Z(G) ∪ Per(Z(G),E )
either lie in Zc(G), or are contained in elements of S(G). Indeed, if P ∈ Per(Z(G),E ) and F ∈ Z(G)
is the fibre of the corresponding QH subgroup, then either F ̸= {1} (in which case P normalises
F , and so either P = F ∈ Zc(G) or P is contained in an element of S(G) by Lemma 4.6(3)), or
F = {1} (in which case, P is cyclic, so P ≤ ZG(P ) ∈ Z(G)).

Regarding part (2), Theorem B.2(3) shows that there are only finitely many conjugacy classes
of point-stabilisers of T that are not arc-stabilisers, so it suffices to show that arc-stabilisers of T
also fall into only finitely many conjugacy classes. Consider an arc [x, y] ⊆ T . Since chains in Z(G)
have bounded length, there exist two points x′, y′ ∈ (x, y) such that the arcs [x, y] and [x′, y′] have
the same G–stabiliser (with the points x, x′, y′, y so aligned). Choosing stable arcs βx ⊆ [x, x′] and
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βy ⊆ [y′, y], we see that the stabiliser of [x, y] coincides with the intersection of the stabilisers of
βx and βy. Now, there are only finitely many conjugacy classes of stabilisers of stable arcs, by
Theorem B.2(1), and so Lemma 2.4(5) implies that there are only finitely many conjugacy classes
of (general) arc-stabilisers, as we wanted.

Finally, part (1) of the corollary follows from Theorem B.2(2b) as we briefly discuss. If p ∈ T
and Gp ̸∈ Z(G) ∪ Per(Z(G),E ), then Gp is a vertex group of a particular splitting of G over
Z(G) ∪ Per(Z(G),E ). This implies that Gp is convex-cocompact, appealing to Proposition 2.30,
and using Lemma 4.29 and the particular structure of the splitting to work around the fact that
the subgroups in Per(Z(G),E ) might not be convex-cocompact. Instead, we can use the fact that
all elements of Ess(Z(G),E ) are convex-cocompact (they are centralisers).

We are left to consider the case whenGp ∈ Z(G)∪Per(Z(G),E ). IfGp ∈ Z(G), it is automatically
convex-cocompact. Not all elements of Per(Z(G),E ) are convex-cocompact, but those that can
arise as Gp actually are. This requires looking at the proof of Theorem B.2(2b) at the end of this
appendix: we can only have Gp ∈ Per(Z(G),E ) \ Z(G) if there is a splitting G ↷ T (over Z(G),
relative to E ) with a QH vertex group Q such that Gp is a full peripheral subgroup of Q and Gp
is not commensurable to the G–stabiliser of any incident edge of T ; in this case, Lemma 4.29 again
shows that Gp is convex-cocompact. □

We now start working towards the proof of Theorem B.2, which will occupy the rest of this
appendix.

Since G is finitely presented, there exists a sequence G ↷ Gn of geometric R–trees converging
strongly to T (in the sense of [LP97]). In particular, this means that there are G–equivariant
morphisms fn : Gn → T (continuous maps such that each arc of Gn can be subdivided into finitely
many arcs on which fn is isometric), and also equivariant morphisms fmn : Gn → Gm for m > n such
that fn = fm ◦ fmn . We denote by En the family of subgroups of G that are elliptic in Gn, and
observe that En ⊆ E and En ⊆ Em for m > n. Strong convergence implies that, in particular, any
finitely generated element of E eventually lies in En.

Let G↷ Dn be the simplicial tree dual to the decomposition of Gn into indecomposable compo-
nents and simplicial arcs [Gui08, Proposition 1.25]. The tree Dn is bipartite: it has a black vertex
for each indecomposable component of Gn, as well as for each maximal arc of Gn containing no
branch points in its interior (a “simplicial arc”); it has a white vertex for every point of intersection
between subtrees of Gn associated to black vertices; edges correspond to point-subtree inclusions.
The tree G ↷ Dn is minimal and relative to En. If U ⊆ Gn is an indecomposable component,
we denote by GU its G–stabiliser, and by [U ] the corresponding black vertex of Dn. Note that, if
e ⊆ Dn is an edge incident to [U ], then the G–stabiliser of e is the GU–stabiliser of a point of U .

Observe that the action G↷ T is BF–stable because of Condition (iii): every arc of T contains
a stable sub-arc. If U ⊆ Gn is an indecomposable component, it follows that the image fn(U) ⊆ T
is a stable subtree (see [Gui08, Section 1.6]). If KU denotes the G–stabiliser of one/all arcs of
fn(U) ⊆ T , we have GU ≤ NG(KU ) and KU ∈ F . In general, arc-stabilisers of U ⊆ Gn are proper
subgroups of KU . We will say that U is saturated if KU fixes U pointwise, that is, if KU is the
kernel of the action GU ↷ U , as well as the G–stabiliser of every arc of U .

If U ⊆ Gn is saturated, we obtain an indecomposable action GU/KU ↷ U with trivial arc-
stabilisers. The output of the Rips machine now shows that U is of one of three possible types
— axial, exotic, or surface; see e.g. Remark 1.29 and Proposition A.6 in [Gui08]. We will use the
following facts about these three types:

• If U is axial, then U is isometric to R and GU/KU is free abelian of rank ≥ 2 (note that
GU/KU is torsion-free because KU ∈ F is root-closed by Condition (ii)). Moreover, KU is
the G–stabiliser of all edges of Dn incident to the black vertex [U ].
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• If U is exotic, then GU/KU admits a (simplicial) free splitting with the same elliptic sub-
groups as the action GU/KU ↷ U [Gui98, Proposition 7.2]. In particular, GU splits over
KU relative to the G–stabilisers of the edges of Dn incident to the black vertex [U ]. We can
then use this splitting of GU to refine the splitting G↷ Dn (Lemma 4.13), if we so desire.

• If U is of surface type, then the actionGU/KU ↷ U is dual to an arational measured foliation
on a compact hyperbolic surface ΣU of which GU/KU is the fundamental group. Non-trivial
point-stabilisers of GU/KU ↷ U are maximal cyclic subgroups of GU/KU , namely the
conjugates of the fundamental groups of the components of ∂ΣU . The G–stabiliser of each
edge of Dn incident to [U ] is either equal KU or to the extension of KU by one of these
cyclic subgroups. In particular, [U ] is an optimal quadratically hanging vertex of Dn with
fibre KU (Definition B.1). Note that ΣU is indeed not a pair of pants, as it supports an
arational measured foliation.

Any essential simple closed curve γ ⊆ ΣU gives a splitting of GU/KU over the maximal
cyclic subgroup C := ⟨γ⟩, relative to the fundamental groups of the components of ∂ΣU .
In turn, this gives a splitting of GU over the essential subgroup KU ⋊ ⟨γ⟩, relative to the
G–stabilisers of the edges of Dn incident to the black vertex [U ]. Again, we can use this
splitting of GU to refine G↷ Dn, if we so desire.

Summing up, any saturated indecomposable component of exotic or surface type U ⊆ Gn determines
a particular splitting of G over an element of F or Ess(F ,En), relative to En. This splitting is
obtained by first refining Dn at the vertex [U ] and then collapsing (most) edges of Dn.

We can now use accessibility (as provided by Condition (i)) to prove part (1) of Theorem B.2.

Lemma B.4. There are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of G–stabilisers of stable arcs of
T . Moreover, there exists an integer N such that each tree Gn has at most N G–orbits of saturated
indecomposable components.

Proof. Let N be the largest number of edge orbits in an irredundant splitting of G over F ∪
Ess(F ,En), which exists by Condition (i). Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there exist
N + 1 stable arcs β0, . . . , βN ⊆ T whose G–stabilisers B0, . . . , BN are pairwise not G–conjugate.
Since each Bi is finitely generated, by Condition (ii), there exists n ∈ N such that the stable arcs
βi ⊆ T all lift isometrically to (stable) arcs βi ⊆ Gn with Bi as their G–stabiliser (this follows from
the definition of strong convergence). Each βi shares an arc with a subset Ui ⊆ Gn that is either an
indecomposable component or a maximal simplicial arc.

Now, consider the splitting G ↷ Dn. Form a new splitting G ↷ D′
n by blowing up, for each

indecomposable Ui of exotic or surface type, the vertex [Ui] ∈ Dn to a one-edge splitting of GUi

over an element of F ∪ Ess(F ,En), as described above. Then form a third splitting G ↷ D′′
n by

collapsing all G–orbits of edges of D′
n, except for those created in the blow-up, and except for the

G–orbit of one edge incident to each of the vertices [Ui] of axial or simplicial type. The result is
that G↷ D′′

n is a splitting over F ∪Ess(F ,En) with exactly N +1 orbits of edges. Moreover, D′′
n is

irredundant since the Bi are pairwise not G–conjugate (unless N = 0 and D′′
n
∼= R). This violates

accessibility, providing the required contradiction and proving the first half of the lemma.
The second half is similar: Suppose that some Gn has 2N + 1 saturated indecomposable com-

ponents U0, . . . , U2N in pairwise distinct G–orbits. We again consider Dn and inflate it to a tree
D′
n by blowing up each vertex [Ui] of exotic or surface type to a one-edge splitting of GUi over an

element of F ∪Ess(F ,En). Note that the G–stabiliser of each new edge of D′
n is properly contained

in the G–stabiliser of both incident vertices. Then, we form a splitting D′′
n by collapsing all edges of

D′
n coming from edges of Dn, except for the G–orbit of one edge incident to each [Ui] of axial type.

Again, G↷ D′′
n is a splitting over F ∪ Ess(F ,En) with exactly 2N + 1 orbits of edges. Any failure

of D′′
n to be irredundant comes from a degree–2 vertex whose two incident edges e, f have the same

G–stabiliser; this can only happen if the other vertices of e and f are, respectively, G–translates of
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some [Ui], [Uj ] with i ̸= j and both Ui, Uj axial (with G–conjugate kernels). In particular, the edges
e and f are in distinct G–orbits (as D′′

n ̸∼= R) and the problem is solved by collapsing the G–orbit of
one of them. Ultimately, we obtain an irredundant splitting of G over F ∪ Ess(F ,En) with at least
N + 1 edge orbits, violating again accessibility. □

Using the previous lemma and Guirardel’s work in [Gui08, Appendix A], we can now conclude
that the indecomposable components of the geometric approximations Gn stabilise for large n.

Lemma B.5. There exists n0 ∈ N such that all the following hold for all n ≥ n0.
(1) Every indecomposable component U ⊆ Gn is saturated.
(2) For all m > n and each indecomposable component U ⊆ Gn, the image fmn (U) ⊆ Gm

is an indecomposable component of Gm, and the map fmn |U : U → fmn (U) is an isometry.
Moreover, the G–stabilisers of U and fmn (U) coincide.

(3) For all m > n, each indecomposable component of Gm is the image under fmn of a (unique)
indecomposable component of Gn.

Proof. For all integers m > n and each indecomposable component U ⊆ Gn, the image fmn (U) ⊆ Gm
is indecomposable and, therefore, there exists an indecomposable component Vm ⊆ Gm such that
fmn (U) ⊆ Vm and GU ≤ GVm (see again [Gui08, Section 1.6]). We have already seen that the
image fn(U) ⊆ T is indecomposable and that all its arcs are stable with the same G–stabiliser
KU ∈ F , which is finitely generated by Condition (ii). It follows that, for large enough m, an arc
of fn(U) ⊆ T lifts to an arc of fmn (U) ⊆ Gm with precisely KU as its G–stabiliser. As a conse-
quence, the indecomposable component Vm ⊆ Gm is saturated. Summing up, for every n and each
indecomposable component U ⊆ Gn, the image fmn (U) is contained in a saturated indecomposable
component Vm ⊆ Gm for all sufficiently large m (depending on n and U).

Now, suppose that U ⊆ Gn is saturated to begin with, so that we obtain an indecomposable
action with trivial arc-stabilisers GU/KU ↷ U . By [Gui08, Lemma A.7], there exists an integer
nU ≥ n such that, for all m ≥ k ≥ nU , the map fmk |Vk : Vk → Vm is an isometry (the hypotheses in
Guirardel’s lemma are slightly different from ours, but the key point is the same, namely [Gui08,
Theorem A.11]). In addition, Guirardel’s lemma shows that either Vk is axial or GVk = GVm . In fact,
in our situation, we cannot have23 a proper inclusion GVk ⪇ GVm even when Vk is axial: indeed, Vm
would also be axial, so the quotient GVm/KU would be abelian, which would imply that GVk ◁GVm ;
hence, looking at the action G↷ Gk, it would follow that GVm preserves the line Vk.

Summing up, for each indecomposable component U ⊆ Gn, there exists an integer nU such that
parts (1) and (2) of the lemma hold for m ≥ nU , for the indecomposable components of the Gm
containing fmn (U). Since the number of G–orbits of saturated indecomposable components in the
Gn is uniformly bounded by Lemma B.4, we get a uniform upper bounded to the required integers
nU , proving parts (1) and (2) of the lemma. Part (3) then immediately follows from this. □

Up to discarding finitely many Gn, we assume in the coming discussion that n0 = 0. Denoting by
Fstab ⊆ F the family of G–stabilisers of stable arcs of T , and recalling that Fstab consists of finitely
many G–conjugacy classes of finitely generated subgroups by Lemma B.4 and Condition (ii), we
can similarly assume that all elements of Fstab are elliptic in all Gn. Since T is BF–stable, every
element of F is contained in an element of Fstab, and it follows that F ⊆ En for all n.

Denote by Ind be the family of subgroups ofG arising as stabilisers of indecomposable components
of the Gn; by Lemma B.4, Ind also consists of finitely many G–conjugacy classes of subgroups. For
each I ∈ Ind, we denote by ∂I the family of subgroups of I arising as (entire) point-stabilisers in
the action I ↷ U , where U is the indecomposable component associated to I in one/all Gn (by

23The situation for axial components is more delicate in Guirardel’s paper because the geometric approximations
are acted upon by different groups there, as they arise from an action on an R–tree of a possibly non-finitely-presented
group G. In our setting, axial components do not need to be treated as an exception.
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Lemma B.5, the value of n plays no role). We denote by KI ◁ I the kernel of the action I ↷ U
(also denoted KU above). Finally, we write ∂Ind :=

⋃
I∈Ind ∂I.

It is convenient to give a name to the following type of splittings of G.

Definition B.6. A splitting G↷ ∆ is excellent if it satisfies the following properties:
(1) for each I ∈ Ind, there exists a vertex xI ∈ ∆ such that the G–stabiliser of xI is I, the

G–stabiliser of every edge of ∆ incident to xI lies in ∂I, and at most one edge incident to
xI has a given element of ∂I \ {KI} as its stabiliser;

(2) if an edge e ⊆ ∆ is not incident to xI for any I ∈ Ind, then the G–stabiliser of e lies in Fint;
(3) all subgroups in E are elliptic in ∆;
(4) if a subgroup of G is elliptic in ∆, then it lies in E or is contained in an element of Ind.

Our next goal is showing that G indeed admits an excellent splitting. For this, we first need the
following observation.

Lemma B.7. Let G↷ S be a splitting relative to F satifying Items (1) and (2) in Definition B.6.
For any vertex x ∈ S with Gx ̸∈ Ind and any subgroup F ∈ Fint, we have Gx ∩ F ∈ Fint.

Proof. Set Ω := Gx∩F for simplicity. Since S is a splitting relative to F , there exists a vertex y ∈ S
fixed by F . If F ≤ Gx, then Ω coincides with F and lies in Fint. Suppose instead that F ̸≤ Gx
in the rest of the proof. Thus, we have y ̸= x and, letting e ⊆ S be the edge incident to x in the
direction of y, we have Ω = Ge ∩ F . If Ge ∈ Fint, we again have Ω ∈ Fint.

Suppose instead that Ge ̸∈ Fint. Let z be the vertex of e other than x, and note that its G–
stabiliser must be some I ∈ Ind (as Gx ̸∈ Ind by hypothesis). Let I ↷ U be the corresponding
indecomposable component of the Gn, and let e ∈ U be a point with Ge as its I–stabiliser. If
y = z, then F ≤ I and, since we have assumed that F ⊆ En for all n, there is a point of U
fixed by F ; this point must be distinct from e (otherwise we would have F ≤ Ge ≤ Gx), and this
implies that Ω = Ge ∩ F = KI ∩ F ∈ Fint. If instead y ̸= z, let f ⊆ S be the edge incident to
z in the direction of y. Again, there exists a point f ∈ U with Gf as its I–stabiliser, and hence
Ω = F ∩ (Ge ∩Gf ) = F ∩KI ∈ Fint, as we wanted. □

We can now prove that excellent splittings indeed exist, provided that the Gn are not indecom-
posable. We will quickly be able to complete the proof of Theorem B.2 once this is shown.

Proposition B.8. If G ̸∈ Ind, there exists an excellent splitting G↷ ∆.

Proof. Let S be the family of splittings of G that satisfy Items (1) and (2) in Definition B.6. For
each k ∈ N, let Sk ⊆ S be the subset of splittings relative to Ek. We have Sk ⊇ Sm for m > k,
as Ek ⊆ Em.

Observe that Sk ̸= ∅ for all k ∈ N. For instance, we can consider the tree G↷ Dk defined above,
which is not a single vertex because G ̸∈ Ind. We can then collapse all G–orbits of edges of Dk that
are not incident to any black vertex of Dk representing an indecomposable component of Gk. This
collapse lies in Sk, showing that Sk ̸= ∅.

In order to progress with the proof of the proposition, we will need the following observation.
Claim 1. For any two splittings S1, S2 ∈ Sk, there exists a third splitting S ∈ Sk that refines

S1 and dominates S2.
Proof of Claim 1. This essentially follows from Lemma 4.15, except that we need to check that the
refinement of S1 constructed there truly lies in S . For this, consider a vertex x ∈ S1 such that
Gx is not elliptic in S2, and note that this implies that Gx ̸∈ Ind. let M ⊆ S2 be the Gx–minimal
subtree. We claim that there exists an edge of M whose Gx–stabiliser lies in Fint.

If there exists an edge e ⊆ M such that Ge ∈ Fint, then the Gx–stabiliser of e lies in Fint by
Lemma B.7. Thus, we can suppose that no edge of M has G–stabiliser in Fint. Considering any

90



edge e ⊆M , this implies that there exists a vertex y ∈ e whose G–stabiliser is some I ∈ Ind. Note
that there also exists an edge f ⊆ M incident to y with f ̸= e. Let I ↷ U be the indecomposable
component associated to I. If y′ is the vertex of S1 fixed by I, we have y′ ̸= x, as we have seen above
that Gx ̸∈ Ind. Now, let g ⊆ S1 be the edge incident to y′ in the direction of x. The G–stabilisers of
the edges e, f, g equal the I–stabilisers of three points of U , and at least one of the two subgroups
Ge and Gf must be different from Gg, unless they all equal KI (recall Item (1) in Definition B.6).
Thus, assuming without loss of generality that Ge ̸= Gg, we have Ge ∩ Gg = KI ∈ F . It follows
that the Gx–stabiliser of the edge e ⊆M equals Gx ∩ (Ge ∩Gg) ∈ Fint by Lemma B.7.

In conclusion, we have shown that there always exists an edge e ⊆M whose Gx–stabiliser lies in
Fint. Collapsing all other Gx–orbits of edges of M , we obtain a one-edge splitting of Gx ↷M ′. We
can then blow up the vertex x ∈ S1 to a copy of M ′, thus obtaining another splitting of G in Sk.
We can only repeat this procedure a finite number of times, as G is unconditionally accessible over
Fint by Condition (i). Thus, we eventually obtain a refinement of S1 that lies in Sk and dominates
S2 (see the proof of Lemma 4.15 for details). ■

Now observe that, for each k ∈ N, there exists a splitting ∆k ∈ Sk that dominates all other
splittings in Sk. This is proved exactly as in Lemma 4.16(1), using the fact that G is unconditionally
accessible over Fint, and using Claim 1 in place of Lemma 4.15 (we cannot directly use Lemma 4.16,
as some edge-stabilisers of the splittings in S do not lie in Fint).

We now show that, for each k ∈ N, the splitting G↷ ∆k satisfies Item (4) in Definition B.6.

Claim 2. If x ∈ ∆k is a vertex such that Gx ̸∈ Ind, then Gx is elliptic in the R–tree T .

Proof of Claim 2. Observe that the G–stabilisers of the edges of ∆k incident to x lie in ∂Ind∪Fint;
these subgroups are elliptic in T and in Gn for all n. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that Gx
is not elliptic in T .

We will show that, for all sufficiently large integers n, the group Gx splits over an element of Fint

that it contains, relative to En. This will imply that G↷ ∆k can be refined (using Lemma 4.13(1))
into a splitting that still lies in Sk and in which Gx is no longer elliptic, which will contradict the
fact that ∆k dominates all splittings in Sk.

Now, note that Gx is finitely generated relative to finitely many elements of ∂Ind∪Fint by [Gui08,
Lemma 1.11]. Thus, the fact that Gx is not elliptic in T implies that Gx contains an element g ∈ Gx
that is loxodromic in T , and hence loxodromic in Gn for all n. Let α ⊆ T and αn ⊆ Gn be the axes
of g, and choose a stable arc β ⊆ α. For large n, the arc β lifts to an arc βn ⊆ αn with the same
G–stabiliser as β (as the elements of F are finitely generated). Up to modifying βn we can assume
that either βn is a maximal simplicial arc of Gn or βn is an arc of some indecomposable component
U ⊆ Gn. In the former case, we can collapse to a point every arc of Gn whose G–translates are
all disjoint from the interior of βn, thus obtaining a one-edge splitting of G over the conjugates of
Gβ ∈ F , in which the elements of En are elliptic and Gx is not. As Gx ∩Gβ ∈ Fint by Lemma B.7,
this yields the desired splitting of Gx in this case.

Thus, suppose that the axis αn ⊆ Gn shares an arc with an indecomposable component U ⊆ Gn.
Note that the intersection Gx ∩GU is elliptic in all trees Gm (as x is a vertex of a splitting in S ).
In particular, there is at most one point z ∈ U such that the intersection between Gx and the
GU–stabiliser of z is not contained in the kernel KU . Now, consider the action G ↷ Dn and let
e, f ⊆ Dn be the two edges incident to [U ] corresponding to the two points where αn exits U . By
the previous discussion, up to swapping e and f , we can assume that Gx ∩ Ge ≤ KU ∈ Fint. It
follows that, Gx ∩Ge = Gx ∩KU ∈ Fint by Lemma B.7. In conclusion, after collapsing all edges of
Dn outside the G–orbit of e, we again obtain a splitting of G over an element of Fint, in which the
elements of En are elliptic and Gx is not. This induces the desired splitting of Gx and, as discussed
at the start, it proves the claim. ■
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Finally, observe that the splitting G↷ ∆k dominates the splitting G↷ ∆m for all m > k, as we
have Sk ⊇ Sm. Using again Claim 1 and the fact that G is unconditionally accessible over Fint,
as in the proof of Lemma 4.16(2), we conclude that the deformation spaces of the trees ∆n must
stabilise for large n.

In conclusion, setting ∆ := ∆k for a sufficiently large value of k, we obtain a splitting that
satisfies Items (1), (2) and (4) of Definition B.6 and the following slightly weaker form of Item (3):
all subgroups in the union

⋃
n∈N En are elliptic in ∆.

In order to conclude that ∆ is indeed excellent, consider some E ∈ E . Each finitely generated
subgroup of E lies in En for large n, so all finitely generated subgroups of E are elliptic in ∆.
Since chains in Fint are bounded by Condition (iii), it follows that E is itself elliptic in ∆ (see
Lemma 2.29). This shows that G↷ ∆ is excellent, proving the proposition. □

Before we continue, it is important to observe that an excellent splitting can be modified (near
the vertices fixed by exotic elements of Ind) so as to make its edge groups finitely generated.

Remark B.9. Let G ↷ ∆ be an excellent splitting. Consider an edge e ⊆ ∆. If Ge ∈ Fint, then
Ge is finitely generated by Condition (ii). If Ge ̸∈ Fint, then exists a vertex y ∈ e such that Gy
equals some I ∈ Ind and Ge ∈ ∂I. If I is of axial type, then Ge equals the kernel KI ∈ F , which is
finitely generated. Similarly, if I is of surface type, then Ge ∈ Per(F ,E ), so Ge is an extension of
KI by a cyclic subgroup and it is again finitely generated.

Suppose instead that I is of exotic type. In this case, the G–stabilisers of the incident edge
groups can be infinitely generated, in general. However, as mentioned above, I admits a splitting
over KI whose vertex groups are precisely the elements of ∂I. We can thus blow up the vertex
y ∈ ∆ to a copy of this splitting of I, then collapse all edges that were incident to y in ∆ (and their
G–translates). This procedure does not affect the stabilisers of the vertices of ∆ \ (G · y).

Summing up, there exists a (Fint∪Per(F ,E ),E )–splitting G↷ ∆′ whose vertex-stabilisers are the
elements of Ind not of exotic type, the kernels of the exotic components, and the vertex-stabilisers
of ∆ outside Ind. All edge-stabilisers of ∆′ are finitely generated, and hence all vertex-stabilisers
of ∆′ are finitely generated as well. Moreover, edges of ∆′ with stabiliser in Per(F ,E ) \ Fint have a
vertex whose stabiliser is an element of Ind of surface type, which in particular lies in QH(F ,E ).

We can finally complete the proof of Theorem B.2.

Proof of Theorem B.2. We can assume throughout the proof that G ̸∈ Ind. Otherwise, all Gn are
indecomposable, and they are equivariantly isometric to each other and to T . In that case, all parts
of the theorem follow from the above discussion of indecomposable actions. Furthermore, part (1)
of the theorem was shown above in Lemma B.4, so we only discuss parts (2)–(4).

Part (2) can be quickly deduced from Proposition B.8. Let G ↷ ∆′ be the modification of an
excellent splitting, as constructed in Remark B.9. Consider a point p ∈ T and its stabiliser Gp.
Since Gp ∈ E , there exists a vertex x ∈ ∆′ such that Gp ≤ Gx. If Gx is some element I ∈ Ind
and if Gp fixes no other vertices of ∆′, then Gp equals the I–stabiliser of a point of the associated
indecomposable component U , which is of axial or surface type. In this case Gp ∈ F ∪ Per(F ,E ).

Otherwise, we can assume that Gx ̸∈ Ind. Thus, we have Gx ∈ E and there exists a point q ∈ T
such that Gp ≤ Gx ≤ Gq. If q ̸= p, then Gp coincides with the G–stabiliser of the arc [p, q] ⊆ T , and
hence we again have Gp ∈ F . Finally, if q = p, we obtain the equality Gp = Gx and, as observed
in Remark B.9, the stabiliser Gp is indeed finitely generated and a vertex group of a splitting of G
with the required properties. This proves part (2) of the theorem.

Regarding part (3), we have just just shown that, for each p ∈ T , either Gp ∈ F ∪ Per(F ,E ) or
Gp is a vertex-stabiliser in the splitting G ↷ ∆′. Since G is finitely generated, the action G ↷ ∆′

is cocompact. Moreover, there are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of (relevant) elements
of Per(F ,E ): by Lemma B.4 there are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes in the family Ind
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and, for each I ∈ Ind of surface type, there are only finitely many I–conjugacy classes of subgroups
in ∂I (as these correspond to the boundary components of the associated compact surface). In
conclusion, there are only finitely many G–conjugacy classes of point-stabilisers of T outside F .
The latter implies that there are only finitely many G–orbits of points of T whose stabiliser does
not fix an arc, proving part (3).

We finally address part (4). If H ≤ G is non-elliptic in T , then H is also non-elliptic in the
splitting G ↷ ∆′. Note that H contains elements that are loxodromic in ∆′, as chains in Fint

have bounded length by Condition (iii) (using Lemma 2.29). Thus, H has a well-defined minimal
subtree M ⊆ ∆′. If the G–stabiliser of at least one edge of M lies in Fint, then we can collapse all
edges of ∆′ outside the G–orbit of this edge, and thus obtain a (Fint,E )–splitting of G in which H
is not elliptic. Otherwise, there exists a vertex x ∈M such that Gx is an element of Ind of surface
type. In this case, we can refine ∆′ by blowing up the vertex x to a one-edge splitting of Gx over
an element of Ess(F ,E ), relative to ∂Gx. If we then collapse all edges that have not been created
during the blow-up, we obtain a one-edge (Ess(F ,E ),E )–splitting of G in which H is not elliptic,
proving part (4) and concluding the proof of Theorem B.2. □
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