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Abstract

We prove that for every N > 3, the group Out(Fy) of outer automorphisms of
a free group of rank N is superrigid from the point of view of measure equivalence:
any countable group that is measure equivalent to Out(Fy), is in fact virtually
isomorphic to Out(Fy).

We introduce three new constructions of canonical splittings associated to a sub-
group of Out(Fy) of independent interest. They encode respectively the collection
of invariant free splittings, invariant cyclic splittings, and maximal invariant free fac-
tor systems. Our proof also relies on the following improvement of an amenability
result by Bestvina and the authors: given a free factor system F of Fl, the action of
Out(Fn,F) (the subgroup of Out(Fy) that preserves F) on the space of relatively
arational trees with amenable stabilizer is a Borel amenable action.

1 Introduction

Measure equivalence theory is concerned with classifying countable groups up to the
following equivalence relation.

Definition 1.1 (Gromov [Gro93, Definition 0.5.E;]). Two countable groups I'y and Ty
are measure equivalent if there exists a measure-preserving action of I'y x I's by Borel
automorphisms on a standard measure space ¥ (i.e. a Polish space equipped with its
Borel o-algebra and endowed with a nonzero o-finite Borel measure) such that for every
i € {1,2}, the I';-action on X is free and has a finite measure fundamental domain, i.e.
there exists a Borel subset X; C X of finite measure such that
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A typical example is that two lattices in the same locally compact second countable
group are always measure equivalent (see [Gro93, Example 0.5.Es]). This notion can be
viewed as a measure-theoretic analogue to the notion of quasi-isometry between finitely
generated groups. Indeed, a theorem of Gromov [Gro93, 0.2.C}] asserts that two finitely
generated groups I'y and I'y are quasi-isometric if and only if they are topologically
equivalent, i.e. there exists a continuous action of I'1 X I'y on some locally compact space



X, such that for every i € {1,2}, the I';-action on X is properly discontinuous and
cocompact. We insist however that this remains purely at the level of analogy: there is
no implication in either direction between measure equivalence and quasi-isometry.

An alternative point of view on measure equivalence comes from studying measure-
preserving group actions on standard probability spaces, where one forgets everything
but the partition into orbits. Indeed, by works of Furman [Fur99b] and Gaboriau
[Gab02b, Theorem 2.3], two countable groups are measure equivalent if and only if they
admit stably orbit equivalent free actions on standard probability spaces by measure-
preserving Borel automorphisms — see Definition 1.3 below.

An easy way in which two countable groups I'y and I's can be measure equivalent is if
they are virtually isomorphic. This means that there exist finite-index subgroups A; C I';
and finite normal subgroups F; < A; for all i € {1,2}, such that A;/F; is isomorphic to
Ay /F5. A countable group I' is said to be ME-superrigid if every countable group which
is measure equivalent to I' is in fact virtually isomorphic to I.

Given N € N, we let Fy be a free group of rank N, and Out(Fy) be its outer
automorphism group. The group Out(F) has been subject to intense study from the
point of view of geometric group theory over the past decades, often in analogy to
mapping class groups of surfaces. The main theorem of the present paper is the following.

Theorem 1.2. For every N > 3, the group Out(Fy) is ME-superrigid: every count-
able group which is measure equivalent to Out(Fy), is in fact virtually isomorphic to
Out(FN).

Notice that this does not hold when N = 2, as Out(F3) is virtually free, and the
class of groups that are measure equivalent to a free group is wide, see e.g. [Gab05,
BTWO07]. To our knowledge, the topological counterpart to Theorem 1.2, i.e. knowing
whether Out(Fy) is quasi-isometrically rigid, is still wide open. Actually, the geometry
of Out(Fy) equipped with the word metric is still very mysterious, in large part due
to the lack of a satisfying analogue for Out(Fy) of the Masur—Minsky theory [MMO00]
yielding a distance formula for mapping class groups of surfaces.

1.1 Some history
1.1.1 Measure equivalence rigidity and flexibility

We would like to mention here some previously known results that are milestones in the
(still growing) theory of measure equivalence rigidity. We refer the reader to [Sha05,
Gab10, Furllb] for general surveys on measured group theory.

A first striking flexibility result in the classification of groups up to measure equiva-
lence (in an orthogonal direction to that of rigidity results) was the proof by Ornstein and
Weiss [OW80], following previous work of Dye [Dyeb9, Dye63] (and further extended by
Connes, Feldman and Weiss [CFW81]), that all countably infinite amenable groups are
measure equivalent. More precisely, any two free ergodic measure-preserving actions of
countably infinite amenable groups on standard probability spaces are orbit equivalent.
In contrast, work by Hjorth, Gaboriau, Lyons, Popa, loana and Epstein shows that any



non-amenable countable group has uncountably many ergodic actions that are pairwise
not orbit equivalent [Hjo05, GP05, GL09, Toall, Eps07].

Still on the flexibility side, Gaboriau showed that many groups are measure equivalent
to free groups [Gab05] (see also [BTWO07], showing more generally that every finitely
generated group with the same elementary theory as a free group is measure equivalent
to a finitely generated free group).

A groundbreaking rigidity result was the proof by Furman [Fur99a], building on
earlier work of Zimmer and most notably on Zimmer’s celebrated cocycle superrigidity
theorem [Zim80, Zim91], that any countable group which is measure equivalent to a
lattice in a higher rank simple Lie group G, is in fact virtually isomorphic to a lattice in
G.

Another remarkable result by Gaboriau shows that ¢2-Betti numbers are (projective)
invariants of measure equivalence [Gab02a]. By [GN19], the £2-Betti numbers of Out(Fy)
do not vanish in degree equal to the virtual cohomological dimension 2N — 3, which gives
a short proof that Out(Fy) is not measure equivalent to Out(Fy) if N’ # N. Monod
and Shalom [MS06] used bounded cohomology techniques to establish striking measure
equivalence rigidity results for products of negatively curved groups.

Later, Kida established that all mapping class groups of non-exceptional finite-type
orientable surfaces are ME-superrigid [Kid10]. Kida’s approach to measure equivalence
rigidity of mapping class groups has had a large influence on our work: the general
strategy of our proof is similar to his, though many new difficulties arose for Out(Fy).

Kida’s theorem has then inspired further ME-superrigidity results [Kid11l, CK15,
HH20a]. Also, there are situations of groups that fail to be ME-superrigid, but for which
one can still get interesting measure equivalence classification results within a given class,
like Baumslag—Solitar groups [HR15] or right-angled Artin groups [HH20b)].

In another direction, superrigidity results have been obtained for certain particular
actions with few restrictions on the acting group: this started with Popa’s remarkable co-
cycle superrigidity theorem for Bernoulli actions of Property (T) groups [Pop07], leading
to many further developments.

We finally mention that measure equivalence theory has strong connections with the
theory of von Neumann algebras, see e.g. [Sin55]. In combination to the aforementioned
work of Kida, the notion of proper proximality of a countable group, recently introduced
by Boutonnet, Ioana and Peterson [BIP18], led to strong rigidity results for von Neumann
algebras associated to weakly compact (e.g. profinite) free probability measure-preserving
ergodic actions of mapping class groups [HHL20]. A natural question that arises from
our work is to which extent an ergodic action of Out(F ) is determined by its associated
von Neumann algebra.

1.1.2 Rigidity in Out(Fy)

Rigidity of Out(F) also has a long history, starting with works of Khramtsov [Khr90]
and of Bridson and Vogtmann [BV00] establishing that all automorphisms of Out(Fy)
with NV > 3 are inner. This algebraic rigidity statement is in close relation to more ge-
ometric rigidity statements concerning the symmetries of various spaces equipped with



natural Out(Fy)-actions, starting with the spine of reduced Outer space [BVO01]. Later,
Farb and Handel proved [FHO7] that Out(Fy) is its own abstract commensurator for
all N > 4, i.e. every isomorphism between finite-index subgroups of Out(Fy) is given
by a conjugation. A recent new proof of this result by Wade and the second named
author [HW20] extends it to the N = 3 case and allows to compute the abstract com-
mensurator of various interesting subgroups of Out(Fy) such as its Torelli subgroup.
Our work on measure equivalence rigidity actually recovers the Farb—Handel theorem
(see Remark 1.18); the general approach of the present paper can also be viewed in a
sense as a broad generalization of the strategy used in [HW20].

1.2 Some consequences

We now mention two applications of the techniques we develop in the present paper.

1.2.1 Orbit equivalence rigidity of ergodic actions of Out(Fy)

Using standard techniques from measured group theory originating from work of Furman
[Fur99b], Theorem 1.2 can be used to deduce a strong rigidity result regarding the orbit
structure of ergodic actions of Out(Fy) on standard probability spaces. Before we state
it, we recall the following definition.

Definition 1.3. Let 'y and T's be two countable groups, and for every i € {1,2}, let
I'; ~ X; be an ergodic measure-preserving action by Borel automorphisms on a standard
probability space X;. The two actions I'y ~ X1 and 'y ~ Xs are orbit equivalent if
there exists a measure space isomorphism f : X1 — Xo such that for a.e. © € X1, one
has f(Ty -2) = Tz - f(z).

More generally, the actions I't ~ X1 and 'y ~ Xo are stably orbit equivalent if
there exist Borel subsets Y; C X; of positive measure and a measure—scalingl isomorphism
f Y1 = Y5 such that for a.e. y € Y1, one has f((I'r -y) NY1) = (I'a- f(y)) NYa.

An easy example of orbit equivalent actions is when the actions I'y ~ X7 and 'y ~
Xy are conjugate. This means that there exists a group isomorphism p : I'y — I's and
a measure space isomorphism f : X; — X5 such that for every v € I'y and a.e. x € X7,

one has f(y-z1) = p(7) - f(z1).

Theorem 1.4 (OE-superrigidity, see Theorem 4.6). Let N > 3. Let I' C Out(Fy) be a
finite index subgroup, and A a countable group with no non-trivial finite normal subgroup.
Consider two standard probability spaces X1, Xo and two free measure-preserving actions
I' ~ X1, A~ Xo. Assume that these actions are aperiodic, i.e. that every finite index
subgroup acts ergodically.

If the actions T' ~ X1 and A ~ X5 are stably orbit equivalent, then they are conju-
gate.

He. f induces a measure space isomorphism after rescaling the measures to turn Y; and Y into
probability spaces



1.2.2 Lattice embeddings of Out(F) into locally compact groups

As mentioned earlier, a typical example of measure equivalent groups comes from two
lattices in a common locally compact second countable group. A consequence of our
work is that there are no interesting lattice embeddings of Out(Fy) into any locally
compact second countable group.

Theorem 1.5. Let N > 3, and let ' be a finite-index subgroup of Out(Fy). Let H be
a locally compact second countable group (equipped with its left Haar measure), and let
o:I'— H be an injective homomorphism, such that o(I') is a lattice in H (i.e. o(T") is
discrete in H and has finite Haar covolume).

Then there ezists a continuous homomorphism ®g : H — Out(Fy) with compact
kernel such that for all v € T', one has ®o(a(y)) = 7.

This implies in particular that H has infinitely many connected components and
o(T) is cocompact in H. By viewing Out(Fy) as a lattice in the automorphism group of
its Cayley graph, we reach the following corollary, which was suggested to us by Jingyin
Huang.

Corollary 1.6. Let N > 3. For any finite generating set S of Out(Fy), any automorphism
of the Cayley graph Cay(Out(Fy),S) is at bounded distance from an automorphism
induced by the left multiplication by an element of Out(Fy).

If T is a torsion-free finite-index subgroup of Out(Fy), and S is a finite generating
set of T, then the group of automorphisms of the Cayley graph Cay(T',S) is isomorphic
to a subgroup of Out(Fx) containing T'. In particular, it is countable.

In this statement, Cay (G, S) is the simple graph with vertices G, and such that there
is an edge between two distinct elements g and h if and only if gh™! € SU S~ As
was recently proved by Leemann and de la Salle, every finitely generated group has a
Cayley graph (for some finite generating set) whose automorphism group is countable
[Ld1S20, Corollary 1.3]. But knowing that this holds for every Cayley graph is a much
more restrictive condition, which fails for free groups, for instance. On the other hand,
if a finitely generated infinite group G has a non-trivial finite order element, then it has
a Cayley graph whose automorphism group is uncountable [dIST19, Lemma 6.1].

1.3 New constructions of canonical splittings for subgroups of Out(Fly)

A substantial part of the present paper (Part II) is devoted to three constructions of
canonical splittings associated to a subgroup H of Out(Fy) which we believe to be of
independent interest. This is reminiscent of Ivanov’s canonical reduction system of a
reducible subgroup of the mapping class group, which is a canonical decomposition of
the surface along a multicurve. As a consequence of these constructions, we obtain the
following result which has the same flavor.

Theorem 1.7 (see Theorem 8.32). Let N > 2, and let H C Out(Fy) be an infinite
subgroup. If H has a proper free factor whose conjugacy class is periodic, so does its
normalizer in Out(Fy).



We will not use this result directly, we will instead rely on a similar statement for
a particular class of splittings (see Corollary 1.16). One has to be careful with the
class of splittings considered. Indeed, there exists a subgroup H C Out(Fy) having a
non-trivial periodic free splitting, but whose normalizer has none (Example 6.1 gives an
instance). We actually carry out three separate constructions of canonical splittings. The
first two encode the sets of H-invariant free splittings and H-invariant Z,x-splittings,
respectively, relying on JSJ techniques. The third has a different flavor and deals with
H-invariant free factor systems.

Recall that a splitting of Fiy is an action of Fiy on a simplicial tree with no proper
nonempty invariant subtree. It is a free splitting if edge stabilizers are trivial. Thus, one-
edge free splittings (i.e. those for which the quotient graph under the Fy-action has a
single edge) are dual to free product decompositions Fry = Ax B or HNN extensions over
the trivial group Fy = Ax. A Z..x-splitting is a splitting of Fiy whose edge stabilizers
are isomorphic to Z and maximal for the inclusion.

We will actually work in the finite index subgroup IAN(Z/3Z) C Out(Fy) consisting
of outer automorphisms acting trivially on homology mod 3. The point of this subgroup
is that it avoids many finite order phenomena: this group is torsion-free, any free splitting
which is periodic by some element or subgroup of IA 5 (Z/37Z) is in fact invariant; and so
is any periodic conjugacy class of free factor, or any periodic conjugacy class of element
([HM20], see Section 2.10).

1.3.1 Canonical splittings from collections of free splittings

The following theorem is at the heart of Section 6 of the present paper (see Theorem 6.12
for a more complete statement). It associates to any subgroup H C IAN(Z/37Z) a
canonical splitting from which one can read all H-invariant free splittings.

Theorem 1.8 (see Theorem 6.12). Let N > 2. To any subgroup H C I1AN(Z/3Z), one can
canonically assign a splitting U}I of Fx which is non-trivial as soon as H is infinite and
preserves some non-trivial free splitting of Fiy. The assignment H — U}{ is Out(Fn)-
equivariant.

The splitting U}{ comes with a bipartition V(U}I) = VOu V! of its vertex set, and
the set of H-invariant one-edge free splittings coincides with the set of all one-edge free
splittings that can be obtained by blowing up a vertex of V' .

Our proof of Theorem 1.8 uses techniques coming from JSJ theory to construct Uj
from the collection of all H-invariant free splittings. It might be surprising that the
result of the construction is a canonical splitting as opposed to a deformation space, as
is usually the case when working with free splittings. What rigidifies the situation here
is the existence of the infinite group H that preserves all these free splittings, and U 1%1 is
constructed using the action of H. More precisely, denoting by H the preimage of H in
Aut(Fy), we view H-invariant free splittings of Fy as splittings of H, and construct U}I
as a tree of cylinders for a deformation space of H-trees made of maximal H-invariant
free splittings.



The above theorem yields in particular a description of the stabilizer of a collection
of free splittings of Fiy (see Proposition 6.19), and leads to the following chain condition
for stabilizers of collections of free splittings.

Theorem 1.9 (see Proposition 6.17). There is a bound, only depending on the rank N of
the free group, on the length of a chain Cy C --- C Cy of collections of free splittings of
Fx such that for alli € {1,...,k — 1}, we have

] Stab(S) & (1) Stab(S),

SECi+1 SecC;

where Stab(S) denotes the Out(Fy)-stabilizer of S.

1.3.2 Canonical splittings from collections of Z,,,.-splittings

In the case where H does not preserve any non-trivial free splitting, the splitting U}_I
constructed above is just the trivial splitting. But in this case, one may use the collection
of invariant 2 .¢-splittings, if any, to construct a more interesting canonical splitting.

Theorem 1.10 (see Theorem 7.4). Let N > 2. To any subgroup H C IAN(Z/3Z) that
preserves a non-trivial Zmax-splitting but does not preserve any non-trivial free splitting,
one can canonically assign a non-trivial Zmax-splitting Uf;. The assignment H — UF; is
Out(Fy)-equivariant.

The splitting Uf; is obtained as a JSJ splitting of all H-invariant Z,.x-splittings
of Fy: it is maximal for domination among all universally elliptic H-invariant Zx-
splittings, and equal to its own tree of cylinders. Although surface groups are examples
of hyperbolic groups having non-trivial Z.x-splittings but trivial JSJ decomposition,
this possibility of a trivial JSJ decomposition is ruled out here because the infinite group
H has to act trivially on surfaces of the JSJ decomposition.

A collection of Zy,,«-splittings is FS-averse if its elementwise stabilizer in IA 5 (Z/37)
does not fix any non-trivial free splitting of Fy. As above, we obtain a chain condition
as a consequence of Theorem 1.10.

Theorem 1.11 (see Proposition 7.25). There is a bound, only depending on the rank N
of the free group, on the length of a chain Cy C --- C C; of FS-averse collections of
Zmax-splittings of Fn such that for all i € {0,...,k— 1}, one has

] Stab(S) & (1) Stab(S).

SeCit SeC;

1.3.3 The dynamical decomposition

Our third construction of a canonical splitting, carried out in Section 8, is of a different,
more dynamical, flavor. It encodes the interaction between the maximal invariant free
factor systems of a subgroup H C TAn(Z/3Z) that does not fix any non-trivial free



splitting. It is remarkable that from free factor systems, one obtains a canonical splitting,
which is a much more rigid object than a free factor system.

To every subgroup H of the mapping class group of a closed, connected, orientable,
hyperbolic surface 3, Ivanov associated a canonical subsurface decomposition which
singles out active parts of ¥ (where H acts with at least one pseudo-Anosov homeo-
morphisms) and inactive parts (where, up to a finite-index subgroup, H acts trivially).
By analogy, our dynamical decomposition for subgroups H C IAN(Z/37) extracts some
active parts of the free group — although we cannot expect H to act trivially on the
complement.

A set F of conjugacy classes of non-trivial proper subgroups of Fy is a free factor
system if there exist representatives Py, ..., P, of the conjugacy classes such that F =
{[P1],...,[Px]} and Fxn decomposes as a free product Fry = Pj * - - x Py x F, for some
free subgroup F, of Fy (with 0 < r < N). We order free factor systems by saying that
F =< F' if every group in F is conjugate in a group of F’. Since chains of free factor
systems have bounded length, any subgroup H C IAN(Z/37Z) has at least one maximal
H-invariant free factor system F (we allow F = ().

We now assume that H does not preserve any non-trivial free splitting. By [HM14,
GH19b], for any maximal H-invariant free factor system F, the group H contains a
fully irreducible automorphism relative to F. However, there may exist H-invariant
conjugacy classes of free factors which are not F-peripheral® (i.e. not conjugate into any
of the subgroups Pi,..., Py); these potential extra invariant free factors are the basis of
our construction.

The free factor Q1

&1

2
[\
N

Figure 1: The dynamical decomposition of the group H C Out(Fy) induced by homeo-
morphisms of the three surfaces in Example 1.12. The conjugacy class of the free factor
Q1 is H-invariant, and F1 = {[@Q1], [(c1)]} is a maximal H-invariant almost free factor
system.

2For experts, the maximality of F only says that there is no proper free factor relative to F whose
conjugacy class is H-invariant.



Ezample 1.12 (see Example 8.19). The following example might be helpful (see Figure 1).
We identify Fy with the fundamental group of the space obtained by gluing 3 surfaces
on a circle by homeomorphism along one of their boundary components, as shown in
Figure 1. We take for H the group of automorphisms induced by homeomorphisms of the
surfaces that are the identity on the boundary. Let @); be the fundamental group of the
complement of ;. Then F; = {[Q;]} is a maximal H-invariant free factor system, and
Q2 is a free factor whose conjugacy class is H-invariant and which is not Fj-peripheral.

For technical reasons, we need to work with H-invariant almost free factor systems,
usually denoted by F, which include extra situations involving unused boundary compo-
nents of surfaces, see Definition 8.6. For example, in Example 1.12, F; = {[Q], [¢;]} is an
almost free factor system (in fact a maximal H-invariant almost free factor system). In
the case where H has no invariant conjugacy class, every H-invariant almost free factor
system is a free factor system, so one may ignore these subtleties at first.

If there is a unique maximal H-invariant almost free factor system, we say that H is
pure. In this case, the dynamical decomposition of H will be trivial. In Example 1.12,
H is not pure, but its restriction to each surface group is pure.

When there are several maximal H-invariant almost free factor systems, the dynam-
ical decomposition produces a canonical splitting having some vertex groups which are
free factors in restriction to which H is pure. These vertices are called active. In the
case of Example 1.12, the dynamical decomposition is dual to the decomposition shown
in Figure 1, and the active vertices correspond to the three surfaces.

Theorem 1.13 (Dynamical decomposition, see Theorem 8.15). Let N > 2, and let H C
TAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup which does not preserve any non-trivial free splitting. Then

there exists a canonical H-invariant splitting Uffl coming with a bipartition of its vertex
set Uﬁll =V, UV, such that

1. for every v € Vp, the stabilizer G, is peripheral in every mazimal H-invariant
almost free factor system F, i.e. Gy is conjugate into one of the factors in F;

2. for every v € V,, the stabilizer G, is a free factor of Fy whose conjugacy class is
H -invariant, and the restriction of H to G, is pure.

Vertices in V, are called active. More details about this decomposition are given in
Section 8.

Our proof involves considering, for each maximal H-invariant almost free factor sys-
tem .7-" an element o € H which is irreducible relative to F, and an a-invariant R-
tree T. If A is any free factor whose conjugacy class is H-invariant, and which is not
ﬁ—peripheral, then one gets a splitting of Fiy from a transverse covering of 7' by the
translates of the A-minimal subtree. One then proves that there is a unique minimal
such H-invariant conjugacy class of free factor Az which is not F-peripheral and one can
check that the associated splitting 7'+ depends only on Fand H , not on the choice of
o and T. Then as F varies among maximal H-invariant almost free factor systems, the
splittings T'z are compatible and yield the desired canonical dynamical decomposition.



In the end, the groups Az appear as the stabilizers of the active vertices of U[‘?]. As
a consequence, we obtain a bound on the number of maximal H-invariant free factor
systems.

Corollary 1.14 (see Corollary 8.30). There exists K > 0, only depending on the rank of
the free group, such that for every subgroup H C Out(Fy ), assuming that no free splitting
is invariant under a finite-index subgroup of H, then there are at most K maximal free
factor systems of Fy that are invariant under a finite-index subgroup of H.

The assumption that H does not preserve any free splitting is crucial: one easily
builds examples (including examples coming from punctured surfaces) of subgroups H C
Out(Fy) with infinitely many H-invariant free splittings, giving infinitely many invariant
conjugacy classes of maximal free factor systems (which are sporadic, i.e. of the form
F = {[Pl]} with FN = P1 xZ or F = {[Pl], [Pg]} with FN = P1 * P2)

1.3.4 Nice splittings

Theorems 1.8 and 1.10 construct from an H-invariant splitting, a canonical one, which
is in particular invariant under the normalizer of H. The output is no longer a cyclic
splitting in general, and neither is the dynamical decomposition. To iterate this kind of
argument in a unified fashion, we use the following definition.

Definition 1.15. A splitting S of Fiv is nice if either
1. S is a non-trivial free splitting, or
2. S is a non-trivial Zynax-splitting, or

3. S is bi-nonsporadic, i.e. all edge stabilizers of S are finitely generated and non-
abelian, and S contains two vertices in distinct Fy-orbits such that the Grushko
decomposition of their stabilizer with respect to the collection of all incident edge
stabilizers is non-sporadic.

With this definition at hand one can deduce the following result from the three
constructions above (strictly speaking, the canonical splittings described above are not
always nice, but they are easily turned into nice splittings in a canonical way, see Corol-
lary 9.5).

Corollary 1.16 (see Corollary 9.3). Let N > 2. If H C Out(Fy) is an infinite subgroup
preserving a nice splitting, then its normalizer preserves a nice splitting.

As a matter of analogy, when ¥ is a closed, connected, oriented, hyperbolic surface,
and H is an infinite subgroup of Mod(X) that preserves the isotopy class of a multicurve,
then H has a canonical reduction system, i.e. a multicurve whose isotopy class is also
invariant by its normalizer. Thus, Corollary 1.16 and the three canonical constructions
on which it is based, can be viewed as providing a (nice!) analogue of canonical reduction
systems for free groups.
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1.4 On the proof of the measure equivalence rigidity theorem

We now present the techniques we use in the proof of our main theorem.

1.4.1 Classical measure group theoretic reductions

We first use a standard argument in measured group theory, developed in the successive
works of Furman [Fur99a, Fur99b], Monod and Shalom [MS06] and Kida [Kid10], to re-
duce the proof of our main theorem to a statement about measured groupoids associated
to measure-preserving Out(Fy)-actions on probability spaces.

It is actually enough (see e.g. [Kid10, Theorem 6.1]) to prove a rigidity statement for
self measure equivalence couplings of a finite index subgroup of Out(Fy). As above, we
will work in the finite index subgroup IA 5 (Z/37) made of automorphisms acting trivially
on homology mod 3. A self coupling of a countable group I' is a measure-preserving
action I' x I' ~ ¥ by Borel automorphisms on a standard measure space ¥ such that
the action of each factor is free and has a finite measure fundamental domain. The
restriction to self couplings should not surprise the reader familiar with quasi-isometry
rigidity results: self couplings may be thought as analogues of self quasi-isometries of T,
and quasi-isometric rigidity of groups is often deduced from rigidity properties of these
self quasi-isometries.

There is a standard self coupling IAN(Z/3Z) x IAN(Z/3Z) ~ ¥p = Out(Fy), where
the action is by left and right multiplication. Our goal is to show that every self coupling
¥ of IAN(Z/3Z) factors through this standard coupling, i.e. that there always exists a
Borel map ¥ — Out(Fy) which is almost everywhere equivariant with respect to the
actions of TAN(Z/3Z) x TAN(Z/3Z). This is called coupling rigidity in [Kid11l] and
tautness in [BFS13].

As in [Fur99b], this is then rephrased in the language of stable orbit equivalence.
The space ¥ is equipped with an action of I'y x I'y = IAN(Z/37) x IAN(Z/3Z). Letting
X1 be a finite measure fundamental domain for the I'y-action on X, there is a natural
action of I'y on X; (identified with ¥/I'1). Likewise, letting X2 be a finite measure
fundamental domain for the I's-action on 3, there is a natural action of I'; on Xo5. We
choose the fundamental domains X; and Xs such that, letting ¥ = X; N X5, one has
(I'1 xT'9)Y = ¥ up to a null set. The orbit partitions coming from the I';-action on Xy
and from the I's-action on X7 restrict to the same equivalence relation on Y.

Informally, one can think of Y as being equipped with arrows: there is an arrow from
x to y whenever z and y are in the same I'j-orbit, or equivalently in the same I's-orbit.
The arrows are naturally equipped with two IAy(Z/37Z)-valued labels, indicating the
element of I'; that sends = to y.

This is made formal in the language of measured groupoids (see Section 3 for precise
definitions): we have a measured groupoid G (the set of all arrows) over the base space
Y, with two cocycles to IAN(Z/3Z) (the two labelings). In our terminology, these cocy-
cles coming from actions of TA N (Z/3Z) are important instances of action-type cocycles
(see Definition 3.20). By careful bookkeeping of the above construction, the proof of
measure equivalence rigidity of Out(Fy) reduces to the proof of the following statement,
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as explained in Section 4.

Theorem 1.17. Let N > 3. Let G be a measured groupoid over a standard measure
space Y. Then any two action-type cocycles p,p' : G — IAN(Z/3Z) are Out(Fy)-
cohomologous, i.e. there exist a Borel map ¢ :' Y — Out(Fx) and a conull Borel subset
Y* CY such that for every arrow g € G joining two points x,y € Y*, one has p/'(g) =

e(y)plg)e(z)~t

Remark 1.18. Restricting to the case where Y is reduced to a point, one recovers com-
mensurator rigidity as follows: an isomorphism j between two finite index subgroups
I'1,Ty of TAN(Z/3Z) yields two cocycles on the groupoid I'y given by j and the inclu-
sion, and Theorem 1.17 shows that j is the restriction of an inner automorphism of
Out(F N).

1.4.2 Exploiting the rigidity of the free splitting graph

Of particular importance in the study of Out(Fy) is the free splitting graph FS, or
its sibling, the non-separating free splitting graph FS™. The vertices of FS™ are the
decompositions of Fjy as an HNN extension Fy = A%, up to equivariant isomorphism
of their Bass—Serre trees (in FS, one also allows for decompositions as a free product
Fn = A x B). Two such decompositions S,S" are joined by an edge when there is
a two-edge graph of groups decomposition of Fy collapsing to S and S’. The group
Out(Fy) naturally acts on FS™ and FS. Building on work of Bridson and Vogtmann
[BV01], Pandit proved [Pan14] that for N > 3, Out(F) is exactly the group of simplicial
automorphisms of FS™ (the same is true for FS, see [AS11], but we will not use it). We
will use additionally that every injective map FS™ — FS preserving adjacency and non-
adjacency takes values in the subgraph FS"™ (Proposition 15.1).

To prove Theorem 1.17, we follow a strategy initiated by Ivanov [Iva97] and pursued
by Kida [Kid10] in the mapping class group setting, and associate to every y € Y an
automorphism of FS™. For this, ideally, we should characterize in a purely groupoid-
theoretic way (i.e. with no reference to the cocycles p and p’) those subgroupoids of
G that preserve a vertex of FS™ for either p or p’ (and characterize adjacency in a
similar manner). In reality, we rather prove a partial characterization showing, roughly
speaking, that the p-stabilizer of a splitting in FS™ preserves a splitting in FS. More
precisely, given a vertex v € FS™, one associates to the subgroupoid p~!(Stab(v)) a
countable Borel partition Y* = | |; ¥; of a conull subset Y* C Y such that p/(G}y,) fixes a
unique vertex v; € FS (here p'(Gyy;) is the set of p'-labels of arrows with both endpoints
in Y;). This defines for almost every y € Y a map W(y) from the vertex set of FS™ to
FS, and we prove that ¥ preserves compatibility of splittings. Using the aforementioned
facts, we show that in fact, for almost every y € Y, the map ¥(y) is an automorphism
of FS™, i.e. an element of Out(F).
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1.4.3 Towards a characterization of stabilizers of free splittings

The above discussion shows that the main theorem reduces to a groupoidal (partial)
characterization of the stabilizers of non-separating free splittings of Fy (Theorem 13.10),
an analogue of the algebraic version proved in [HW20).

In this introduction, we will focus on one crucial statement towards this goal, first
presented in a group-theoretic fashion, before explaining the additional arguments re-
quired to improve it to a groupoid-theoretic version.

Finding invariant nice splittings (group version). Recall that a one-edge non-separating
free splitting is the same as a decomposition as an HNN extension of the form Fy = Ax.
An important observation in their characterization, already exploited in [HW20], is that
for N > 3, the stabilizer of such a splitting contains a normal subgroup (the group
of twists) isomorphic to a direct product of two non-abelian free groups (made of all
automorphisms having a representative in Aut(Fy) which acts as the identity on A, and
multiply a stable letter ¢t by elements of A, on the left and on the right). The next
proposition provides a partial converse.

Proposition 1.19. Let N > 3, and let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup. Assume that
H contains a subgroup which is isomorphic to a direct product K1 x Ko of two normal
non-amenable subgroups.

Then H fixes a nice splitting of Fiy.

The proof goes as follows. Since by Corollary 1.16, the property of preserving a
nice splitting remains true by going to the normalizer, we are done if K; or Ky pre-
serves a nice splitting, hence also if some infinite cyclic subgroup (a;) C K preserves
a nice splitting. We can therefore assume that (a;) is pure (as otherwise it preserves
its dynamical decomposition), and to simplify the discussion, let us assume that it has
a unique maximal invariant free factor system. The relative free factor graph FF is a
Gromov-hyperbolic graph on which a; acts loxodromically, and its invariant endpoints
in the Gromov boundary correspond to equivalence classes of R-trees T, T.. It follows
that Ko preserves the pair of equivalence classes of T+. Using arguments from [GL],
the fact that 74 has non-amenable stabilizer allows to extract from T4 a canonical nice
splitting that will thus be Ks-invariant.

Finding invariant nice splittings (groupoid version): Adams’ argument. We need a
groupoid-theoretic version of Proposition 1.19, given in Lemma 13.12. Its statement
is similar, using a notion of amenable subgroupoid that originates in the work of Zim-
mer [Zim78], a notion of normal subgroupoid coined by Kida in [Kid08a] as a gener-
alization of earlier work of Feldman, Sutherland and Zimmer [FSZ89], and a notion of
pseudo-product of subgroupoids coined to replace the direct product in the statement
(see Definition 13.5).

Our groupoid-theoretic proof stays very close to its group-theoretic version as long
as it only involves objects taking values in a countable set, like nice splittings or free
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factor systems. One reason is that a map from the base space Y to a countable set D
becomes constant after restriction to each part of a countable partition of Y, and all our
groupoid-theoretic statements will allow to perform such partitions on the base space.
In fact, the chain conditions given in the previous section also play a role here, to ensure
essentially that here one never needs to perform infinitely many countable partitions
at once. But there is a major difference when dealing with objects taking values in
non-discrete spaces, like actions on R-trees.

Thus, the proof of the groupoid-theoretic version of Proposition 1.19 requires the
following key additional statement. All relevant definitions are given in Section 3.

Theorem 1.20 (see Theorem 12.1). Let N > 3. Let G be a measured groupoid over a
standard measure space Y, and let p : G — IAN(Z/37Z) be an action-type cocycle. Let
A1 be an amenable subgroupoid of G of infinite type, and let Ko be a subgroupoid of H
that normalizes Aj.

Then either Ko is amenable, or there exists a Borel subset U CY of positive measure
such that (KCoji7, p) preserves a nice splitting.

Here A; and Ky are the groupoid analogues of the groups (a;), Ko from the above
argument.

The strategy of our proof of Theorem 1.20 (carried out in Section 12) relies on work
of Adams [Ada94] that was already exploited by Kida in the context of mapping class
groups. As above, we can assume that 4; is pure, and let us assume it has a unique
maximal invariant free factor system JF. Amenability of A; provides an equivariant map
i that assigns to every point y € Y a probability measure p, on the compactification
of Outer space (relative to F). We then take advantage of Reynolds’ partition of this
compactification into arational and non-arational trees [Reyl12], and reduce to the case
where p, is supported almost everywhere on arational trees (otherwise we find invariant
relative free factors, contradicting the maximality of F). Arational trees are in fact
precisely those that describe points of 05 FF by [BR15, Ham12, GH19b]. We then use a
barycenter map constructed by Lécureux and the authors in [GHL20], which associates
a finite set of conjugacy classes of free factors to every triple of pairwise inequivalent
arational trees. This is used to ensure that p, is almost everywhere supported on at
most two equivalence classes of arational trees T4 (y). Among the possible maps p, there
is an essentially unique one ppmax Wwith maximal support, so pumax is also equivariant
under the groupoid K. If in restriction to a subset U C Y of positive measure, the pair
{T_(y), T4 (y)} has non-amenable stabilizer, we can build a canonical nice splitting which
is invariant under A; and Ky as in the group-theoretic case. Otherwise, the stabilizer
of {T_(y), T4 (y)} is amenable for almost every y € Y, and we reach a contradiction to
the non-amenability of Ko from the following statement, a variation on work of Bestvina
and the authors [BGH17] showing the amenability of the Out(Fy)-action on the space
of arational trees. See Definition 3.36 for the definition of Borel amenability of a group
action.

Theorem 1.21 (see Corollary 12.16). Let N > 2, and let F be a non-sporadic free factor
system of Fn. Let AT?® be the space of all arational (Fn,F)-trees whose stabilizer in
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Out(Fn, F) is amenable.

The action of Out(Fx,F) on AT? is Borel amenable.

Similarly, the action of Out(Fn,F) on the set of pairs of arational (Fn,F)-trees
{Ty,T_} whose stabilizer is amenable, is a Borel amenable action.

Additional arguments. Once the groupoid-theoretic version of Proposition 1.19 has
been established, more work is still required to distinguish free splittings among nice split-
tings. Briefly, Z.x-splittings are distinguished from the fact that their stabilizer con-
tains a normal non-trivial abelian subgroup (its group of twists). The groupoid-theoretic
statement used to distinguish bi-nonsporadic splittings is quite technical; roughly, the
two vertices from the definition of such a splitting enable us to find two commuting
normal subgroups in its stabilizer that both contain direct products of free groups, and
this does not happen in the stabilizer of a non-separating free splitting.

More work is also needed to establish a characterization of adjacency in FS"®. Again,
the details are quite involved (see Section 14); as in [HW20], one underlying idea is that
two one-edge non-separating free splittings of Fiy are adjacent in FS™ if and only if their
common stabilizer does not fix any third one-edge free splitting.

1.5 Structure of the paper

The paper has three parts.

The first part gives preliminary background, both on Out(Fy) (Section 2) and on
measured groupoids (Section 3) and their use in the study of measure equivalence (Sec-
tion 4). In particular, Section 4 explains how to reduce the main theorem of the present
paper and its consequences to the rigidity statement for groupoids and their action-type
cocycles (Theorem 1.17 in this introduction).

The second part does not involve any groupoids, it is devoted to our constructions
of canonical splittings and our descriptions of stabilizers of collections of splittings. Sec-
tion 5 collects further background regarding invariant splittings and trees of cylinders.
The construction of a canonical splitting encoding all invariant free splittings is carried
out in Section 6, the variant for Zj.«-splittings is the contents of Section 7, and the
dynamical decomposition is constructed in Section 8. Finally, Section 9 contains the
consequence to the fact that having an invariant nice splitting passes to the normalizer.

The third part is the heart of our proof of measure equivalence rigidity of Out(Fy).
In Section 10, we translate to the groupoid setting the fact that having invariant nice
splittings passes to the normalizer. We also set up the notions of pure, nice-averse and
stably nice subgroupoids that provide the groupoid-theoretic framework in which the
later sections are phrased. As observed in this introduction, direct products of free
groups play an important role in the present paper, and Section 11 is concerned with
measured groupoids with cocycles towards such direct products. In Section 12, we run
our version of Adams’ argument and prove Theorem 1.20. Section 13 is the heart of
our proof, culminating in Theorem 13.10; it gives the necessary conditions for stabilizing
a non-separating free splitting, and sufficient conditions for stabilizing a free splitting.
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Section 14 deals with the characterization of adjacency in FS™. In Section 15, we prove
that every injective map from FS™ to FS which preserves adjacency and non-adjacency
must take its values in FS™ (as explained above, this compensates the slight asymmetry
in the statement of Theorem 13.10). The proofs of our main theorem and its consequences
are completed in Section 16.
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Part I
Preliminaries

2 Preliminaries on Out(Fy)

2.1 Splittings and deformation spaces

General definitions. Let G be a group, and let T be either a simplicial G-tree, or an
R-tree equipped with an isometric G-action. An element g € G acts elliptically on T if g
fixes a point in T', and hyperbolically otherwise. The G-action on T is minimal if T' does
not contain any proper nonempty G-invariant subtree. Assuming that some element
of G acts hyperbolically on T, the G-action on T always contains a unique nonempty
minimal G-invariant subtree [CM87, Proposition 3.1].

A splitting of G is a minimal, simplicial G-action on a simplicial tree with no edge
inversion. Splittings are always considered up to equivariant homeomorphism.

Given a splitting S of G and a vertex v € S, we denote by G, the G-stabilizer of
v. Likewise, given an edge e C S, we denote by G, the G-stabilizer of e. We will also
always denote by Inc, the set of all G,-conjugacy classes of stabilizers of edges incident
on v.

Let S and S’ be two splittings of G. The splitting S dominates S’ if there exists a
G-equivariant map S — S’. This is equivalent to saying that every subgroup of G which
fixes a point in S, also fixes a point in S’. Two splittings are in the same deformation
space if they dominate each other.

The splitting S refines S’ if S collapses onto S, i.e. S’ is obtained from S by collapsing
every edge in a G-invariant collection of edges to a point (in other words, there exists a G-
equivariant alignment-preserving map S — S’). Two splittings S and S” are compatible
if they admit a common refinement. In this case S and S’ have a minimal common
refinement, onto which every other refinement collapses.

A subgroup A C G is elliptic in S if it fixes a point in S. Given a collection F of
conjugacy classes of subgroups of G, we say that a splitting S is relative to F (or that
S is a splitting of (G, F)) if every subgroup in F is elliptic in S.

A one-edge splitting of G is a splitting of G that contains a single orbit of edges.

Free splittings and Grushko deformation spaces. A free splitting of G is a splitting of
G whose edge stabilizers are all trivial.

Given a collection F of conjugacy classes of subgroups of G, a Grushko splitting of
G relative to F is a free splitting .S of G relative to F which is maximal for domination.
Any two such splittings are in the same deformation space. The set of all Grushko
splittings of G relative to F is called the Grushko deformation space of G relative to F.

Zmax-splittings. A Z.x-splitting of F is a splitting of Fy in which all edge stabilizers
are infinite cyclic and root-closed. The following lemma follows for instance from [BF91].
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Lemma 2.1. There is a bound, only depending on N, on the number of orbits of edges of
a Zmax-splitting of Fy with no vertex of valence 2.

We mention that given a splitting S of Fy with non-trivial cyclic edge stabilizers,
one can construct a canonical Zpax-splitting Sz . as follows.

Definition 2.2 (see [GL17, Lemma 9.27]). Let S be a splitting of Fx whose edge stabilizers
are all isomorphic to Z. One defines Sz, .. as the minimal subtree of the quotient of S
by the equivalence relation defined by e ~ €' if e = ge/ for some g € Fy such that gF
fixes e for some k > 1.

By [GL17, Lemma 9.27], every Zpax-splitting of F dominated by S is dominated
by Sz,... It will be useful to describe S assuming that Sz __  is trivial.

Lemma 2.3 (See Figure 2). Let S be a splitting of Fx with infinite cyclic edge stabilizers.
Assume that Sz, is trivial (i.e. reduced to a point).
Then S/Fy is a tree of groups, with a unique vertex v whose stabilizer is not abelian.
In particular, assuming moreover that every edge of S is adjacent to at least one
vertex with non-abelian stabilizer, it follows that S/Fy is a star, all vertices uy, ..., u,
distinct from v are joined by a unique edge e; to v, Gy, is cyclic and |Gy, : Ge,| > 2.

Figure 2: Splittings such that Sz, is trivial.

Proof. Denote by Sz_.. the quotient of S by the equivalence relation of Definition 2.2,
and note that S/Fy and Sz,_,_/Fx are isomorphic as graphs. Our assumption says that
Fy fixes a point in Sz, . In particular Sz__ /Fy is a tree, hence so is S/Fy.

If v,v’ € S are two vertices with non-abelian stabilizer and in distinct orbits, then v
and v’ have distinct images in S z../ F'N, and since edge stabilizers of Sz, are cyclic,
this prevents Fy from having a global fixed point in S A 0

2.2 Free factor systems

A free factor of Fy is a subgroup of Fi that arises as a point stabilizer in a (maybe
trivial) free splitting of Fiy (in particular, {1} and F)y are free factors). Given a collection
F of conjugacy classes of subgroups of Fy, a free factor of Fy relative to F is a subgroup
of F that arises as a point stabilizer in some free splitting of Fy relative to F. A free
factor A of Fi relative to F is proper if A # Fy, A # {1} and A is not conjugate in a
group appearing in F.
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A free factor system of Fy is a collection of conjugacy classes of non-trivial free
factors that arise as the non-trivial point stabilizers in some non-trivial (i.e. not reduced
to a point) free splitting of Fiy. For instance {) is a free factor system, but {[Fj]|} is not.

A free factor system F of Fy is sporadic if either Fy splits as an HNN extension
Fn = Ax and F = {[A]}, or Fiy splits as a free product Fiy = Ax B and F = {[A], [B]}.
Otherwise F is non-sporadic.

If 7 ={[P],...,[Ps]} is a collection of conjugacy classes of subgroups of Fy, we
say that a subgroup A C Fy is F-peripheral if A is trivial or conjugate in some P;. If
F,F are two collections of conjugacy class of subgroups of Fy, we write F < F' if every
group in F is F'-peripheral. When F,F’ are free factor systems, this happens if and
only if any Grushko (Fy, F)-tree dominates any Grushko (Fy, F’')-tree. This defines an
ordering on free factor systems of Fly.

If F if a free factor system of Fj, and A is a proper free factor of Fiy relative to
F, then there is a smallest free factor system F' with {[A]}, F < F’, it consists of [A]
together with the conjugacy classes of groups in F that are not conjugate in A. We
denote it by F V {[A]}.

If F = {[P],...,[Pn]} is a collection of conjugacy classes of subgroups of Fy, and
A is a subgroup of Fy, we let |4 be the set of all A-conjugacy classes of non-trivial
subgroups of A of the form P/ N A for g € Fy. When F is a free factor system, Fla
also coincides with the set of all conjugacy classes (in A) of non-trivial vertex stabilizers
in the A-minimal subtree of any Grushko (Fy,F)-tree. It is a free factor system of A
unless A is F-peripheral.

2.3 Relative automorphism groups

Given a collection F of conjugacy classes of subgroups of Fi, we denote by Out(Fy, F)
the subgroup of Out(Fy) made of all outer automorphisms a such that for every con-
jugacy class [A] € F, one has a([A]) = [A]. We denote by Out(Fy, F®) the subgroup
made of all automorphisms « such that for every representative & of o in Aut(Fy ), and
every subgroup A C Fy whose conjugacy class belongs to F, there exists ga 4 € Fiv
such that a4 is given by the conjugation by ga a.

An automorphism « € Out(Fy, F) is atoroidal relative to F if any element whose
conjugacy class is periodic under « is F-peripheral. We say that a is fully irreducible
relative to F if no power o with k # 0 preserves the conjugacy class of a proper free
factor of Fy relative to F.

2.4 QOuter space and its closure

Let F be a free factor system of Fiy. A Grushko (Fy, F)-tree is a minimal, simplicial met-
ric (Fiv, F)-tree whose underlying simplicial tree is a Grushko splitting of Fiy relative to
F. The unprojectivized relative Outer space O(Fy, F) is the space of all Fy-equivariant
isometry classes of Grushko (Fy,F)-trees (see [GLO7b]). When F = (), this is nothing
but the unprojectivized version of Culler and Vogtmann’s Outer space [CV86]. When
F is clear from the context, we will simply write O instead of O(Fy, F). We denote by
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PO the projectivized outer space, where trees are considered up to homothety instead
of isometry. The group Out(Fy,F) naturally acts on O and PO by precomposition of
the action.

The projectivized Outer space PO can be compactified by looking at its closure
PO in the space of all projective classes of (Fy,F)-trees (i.e. R-trees equipped with
an isometric action of Fy for which every subgroup in F is elliptic), equipped with the
equivariant Gromov—Hausdorff topology introduced by Paulin in [Pau88] (or equivalently,
see [Pau89], with the length function topology studied by Culler and Morgan [CM87]).
The closure is identified with the space of all projective classes of very small (Fn,F)-
trees, i.e. (Fi,F)-trees in which all stabilizers of nondegenerate arcs are either trivial
or nonperipheral, cyclic and root-closed, and all stabilizers of nondegenerate tripods are
trivial ([CL95, BF94] for the case where F = (), and [Horl7] in the relative setting). We
also denote by O the unprojectivized version of PO, where trees are considered up to
isometry instead of homothety. The Out(Fy, F)-actions on O and PO extend to actions
on O and PO. We let 00 = O\ O.

2.5 Arational trees

Arational trees were first introduced by Reynolds [Rey12] as a free group analogue of
arational measured foliations on surfaces. A tree T' € 0O(Fy, F) is arational if no proper
(Fn, F)-free factor acts elliptically on 7', and for every proper (Fy, F)-free factor A, the
A-action on its minimal subtree T4 is a Grushko (A, Fj4)-tree.

For every T' € 0O(Fy,F) and every a € Out(Fy, F), it follows from the definition
of the action of Out(Fy, F) on PO(Fy,F) that o fixes the homothety class of T" if and
only if for every & € Aut(Fy) representing «, there exists a homothety Hg of T (i.e.
a map that multiplies all distances by the same factor A) which is G-equivariant in the
sense that

Ha(gx) = a(g)Ha(x)

for every g € Fiy and every x € T'. Once the representative & is chosen, the homothety
Hg is unique. The factor A does not depend on the chosen representative and is called
the dilatation of o with respect to T.

Proposition 2.4. Let F be a non-sporadic free factor system of Fiy, and let a € Out(Fy, F)
be an automorphism which is fully irreducible relative to F.

Then there exists an arational (Fy, F)-tree T whose homothety class is a-invariant,
and such that the dilatation of o with respect to T is not equal to 1.

Proof. Tt follows from work of Francaviglia and Martino [FM15, Theorem 8.23] that «
has an invariant axis in O(Fy,F). Let T be a limiting tree of such an axis. Then T'
is arational, as otherwise o would have a non-trivial power that preserves one of the
finitely many canonical reducing factors of 7' (see [Rey12] or [Hor14, Section 4.4]). That
the dilatation of « acting on T is not equal to 1 follows from [GH19b, Remark 6.4]. [
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2.6 Transverse families and transverse coverings

Let T be an Fn-tree. A transverse family in T is an Fy-invariant collection ) of
nondegenerate subtrees of T' (i.e. nonempty and not reduced to a single point) such that
any two distinct trees in ) intersect in at most a point. A transverse covering of T is a
transverse family ) made of closed subtrees such that every segment in T is covered by
finitely many subtrees in Y.

The skeleton of a transverse covering ) is the bipartite simplicial tree having one
vertex vy for every subtree in ), one vertex v, for every point x € T that belongs to
at least two trees in ), with an edge joining v, to vy whenever z € Y, see [Gui04,
Definition 4.8].

An Fy-tree T is mizing if given any two segments I,J C T, there exists a finite
collection {gi,...,gr} of elements of F such that J C ¢g1/U---Uggl. In a mixing tree,
every transverse family made of closed subtrees is a transverse covering.

Given a non-sporadic free factor system F of Fl, arational (Fy, F)-trees are always
mixing [Hor14, Lemma 4.9].

2.7 QH vertex groups

The notions introduced under this heading will only be used in Sections 7 and 8.

QH vertex groups are a key notion in the theory of JSJ decompositions of groups,
they are used in the description of certain canonical splittings. Unformally, this is a
surface attached to the rest of the group by its boundary. QH stands for quadratically
hanging, and refers to the fact that the attachment can be described algebraically by
quadratic words.

Let ¥ be a compact connected surface with boundary with negative Euler character-
istic. A boundary subgroup is a subgroup of m(X) which is conjugate to a subgroup of
the fundamental group of a boundary component of . Maximal boundary subgroups
are the conjugates of the fundamental groups of the boundary components of X.

Definition 2.5. Let G be a group, and let S be a splitting of G. A wvertex v of S is a
clean QH vertex if it comes with an identification Gy, ~ 71(3) where X is a (maybe non-
orientable) compact hyperbolic surface with geodesic boundary, and each incident edge
group is a maximal boundary subgroup of w1 (%), and this induces an injection from the
set of incident edges to the set of boundary components of X.

Boundary components not in the image of this injection are called unused.

This definition will be sufficient in most situations, but some arguments require a
more general definition.

Definition 2.6 ([GL17, Definition 5.13]). Let A be a group and Q a collection of conjugacy
classes of subgroups of A. The pair (A, Q) is QH with trivial fiber if there exists a
connected compact hyperbolic 2-orbifold ¥ with boundary, and an identification A ~
m1(2) such that, under this identification, each group in Q is either finite or a boundary
subgroup of X.
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A pair (A, Q) is QH with fiber F if F <1 A, and (A/F, Q) is QH with trivial fiber,
where Q is the image of Q in A/F.

Given a collection P of conjugacy classes of subgroups of G, a vertex v of a splitting
of (G,P) is a QH vertex relative to P if (Gy,Inc, UP|q,) is QH (maybe with fiber).

2.8 Twists of splittings

Given a group G and an element g € G, we denote by ad, the inner automorphism
X — gxg_l.

Let S be a splitting of a group G, and e = wv an edge of S. Following Levitt
[Lev05], given an element z € G, that centralizes G., one defines as follows an outer
automorphism 7 € Out(G) called the twist by z around e near u.

First assume that the image of e in S/G is separating, and consider the corresponding
amalgam G = A xg, B, where A contains G, and B contains G,,. Then 7 is the outer
automorphism of G defined as the identity on A and as ad, in restriction to B. Similarly,
if e is non-separating, and ¢ maps the origin of e to its terminus after collapsing all edges
that are not in the orbit of e, then the corresponding HNN extension gives a presentation
of the form G = (A, |t 'gt = ¢(g)). Then 7 is the outer automorphism of G' defined as
the identity on A and sending ¢ to zt. Notice that the outer automorphism 7 defined in
this way does not depend on the choice of the stable letter ¢, as any other choice is of
the form ' = ta for some a € G,,.

In both cases (separating and non-separating), changing e,u by a translate, and
conjugating z accordingly does not change 7 as an outer automorphism, so it may be
described from the data in the graph of groups. Moreover if 7 is a twist around e near u
and 7’ is a twist around ¢’ near u’ and if the pair (e, u) is not in the orbit of (¢’, ), then
7 and 7/ commute. The group of twists of S is the subgroup Tw of Out(G) generated
by all twists.

An important property is that 7 preserves S: for any representative 7 € Aut(G) of
7, there is a T-equivariant isomorphism f : S — S (i.e. such that f(gz) = 7(g)f(x) for
all z € S and all g € Fy).

We now give three examples that will play an important role.

If S is a splitting of Fjy such that all edge stabilizers are non-abelian, then the group
of twists is trivial because edge stabilizers have trivial centralizer.

If S is a Zpax-splitting of Fy, and e = wv is an edge in S, then G, is its own
centralizer. It follows that twists around e near u agree with twists around e near v: we
just say that 7 is a twist around e. Moreover, in this case, the group of twists is abelian.

If S'is a splitting of Fiy with trivial edge stabilizers, the group of twists can be much
larger. For instance, if S is dual to the HNN extension A% (with A a corank one free
factor), then assuming that A is non-abelian, the group of twists of S is isomorphic to
A x A, generated by twists around e near both sides of e. Explicitly, if ¢ is a stable
letter of the HNN extension, then Tw is the set of outer automorphisms that have a
representative in Aut(Fy) acting as the identity on A and sending the stable letter ¢ to
atb~! for some (a,b) € A x A. If A is cyclic, then there is an extra relation among the
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twists and Tw ~ A (in fact, if A is an arbitrary group, the group of twists of the HNN
extension Ax is isomorphic to (A x A)/Z(A) where Z(A) is the center of A, diagonally
embedded in A x A).

If S is dual to a splitting Fy = A *x B with A, B non-abelian, then Tw ~ A x B. If
A is abelian, then twists near A are trivial as outer automorphisms.

We note that a twist around an edge of a splitting with trivial stabilizer can be seen
as a twist of a cyclic splitting. For example, if S is dual to a free product decomposition
Fny =A% B, and z € A, then the twist 7 by z around e near u can be seen as a twist of
the cyclic splitting S” dual to the decomposition Fiy = A .y (B, z). More generally, if
e = uv is an edge of S with trivial stabilizer, and z € G,,, then the twist 7 by z around
e near u can be seen as a twist of the cyclic splitting S’ obtained by folding e with its
translate ze. More precisely, if ¢/ = u/v’ is the image of e in S’, then 7 is also the twist
by z around e’ near u'.

2.9 The exact sequence for automorphisms of splittings

Given a splitting S of Fi, we denote by Stab(S) the stabilizer of S in Out(Fy). Recall
that « € Stab(S) if and only if for some (equivalently every) & € Aut(Fy) representing
a there exists a (unique if S is not a line) a-equivariant isometry f; : S — S. The
subgroup Stab’(S) consisting of outer automorphisms a such that f; acts trivially on
S/Fx (this does not depend on the choice of &) has finite index. For each a € Stab®(S),
the restriction of a to G, gives a well defined outer automorphism of G,. One thus gets
a restriction map p : Stab®(S) — [oes/ry Out(Go).

Proposition 2.7 (Levitt [Lev05]). Let S be a splitting of Fn with finitely generated edge
stabilizers. Then one has an exact sequence

1 — Tw — Stab’(S) & H Out(Gy, Inc,)
vES/Fn
and the image of p contains HUGS/FN Out(Gv,Incq()t)).
Proof. The assertion on the image of p is [Lev05, Proposition 2.1]. By [Lev05, Proposi-
tion 2.2], ker p is generated by bitwists (see Section 2.4 in [Lev05]). Thus, we just have
to check that bitwists are twists.
Consider an edge e = uv of S, and assume that e is separating in S/Fy and induces
a splitting of the form Fy = A xg, B. Given z € G, and 2’ € G, normalizing G, and
such that z2/~! centralizes G, one defines a bitwist by ad, in restriction to A and ad./
in restriction to B. Because G is finitely generated, it has finite index in its normalizer
N(G.), so N(G.) fixes a point in S. It follows that z and 2’ fix this point so one of
them fixes e. This implies that zz'~! fixes one endpoint of e, and the bitwist is actually
a twist by z2/~! at e near one of its endpoints. The case of an HNN extension is similar
and left to the reader. O
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Remark 2.8. In many situations, one knows that a subgroup H C Stab’(S) acts triv-
ially on edge groups in the following sense: for every & € Aut(Fy) representing an
element of H, and every edge group G¢, there exists g € Fiy such that &/, = (ady)|q, -
If each edge stabilizer is its own normalizer, this implies that p(H) is contained in

[Loes/ry Out(Gu, Incq(}t)).

The following lemma is an immediate consequence.

Lemma 2.9. Let S be a splitting of Fy whose edge stabilizers are non-abelian and finitely
generated.
Then Stab®(S) contains a subgroup that maps isomorphically to [Toes/ry Out(Go, Incq()t))

under the restriction map.

Proof. Since edge stabilizers are non-abelian, they have trivial centralizer in Fy so Tw
is trivial and p is one-to-one. Since [[,cg/p, Out(Gy, Incq(,t)) is contained in the image of

p, the lemma follows. O

2.10 Some properties of 1A\ (Z/37Z)

The group IAN(Z/3Z) is the finite-index subgroup of Out(Fy) defined as the kernel of
the natural homomorphism Out(Fy) — GLy(Z/37Z). In the present paper, it will often
be convenient to work in IAx(Z/3Z) to avoid finite-order phenomena. We now collect
the various properties of IAN(Z/37Z) we will use.

Theorem 2.10 (Handel-Mosher [HM20, Theorem I1.3.1]). Let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be a
subgroup, and assume that there exists a free factor A of Fiy whose conjugacy class is
tmvariant under a finite index subgroup of H.

Then the conjugacy class of A is H-invariant.

Theorem 2.11 (Handel-Mosher [HM20, Theorem I11.4.1]). Let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be a
subgroup, and assume that there exists an element g of Fx whose conjugacy class is
imvariant under a finite index subgroup of H.

Then the conjugacy class of g is H-invariant.

The following lemma was established for example in [HW20] as an easy consequence
of the above hard theorem of Handel and Mosher.

Lemma 2.12 (see e.g. [HW20, Lemma 2.6]). Let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup, and let
S be a free splitting of Fiy which is invariant under a finite index subgroup of H. Then
S is H-invariant, and H acts as the identity on S/Fy.

We say that a vertex v in a splitting .S of Fiy is Grushko if the Grushko deformation
space of its stabilizer G, relative to the collection of all incident edge stabilizers is non-
trivial.

Lemma 2.13. Let S be a splitting of Fy andv € S. Assume that v is a Grushko vertex or
that there exists an edge incident on v with trivial stabilizer. Let o € StabIAN(Z/gz)(S),
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let & € Aut(Fy) be a representative of o, and let 15 be an &-equivariant isomorphism
of S.
Then 15(v) belongs to the same Fy-orbit as v.

Proof. First assume that there is an edge e with trivial stabilizer with origin at v. Let S
be the free splitting obtained from S by collapsing all edges with non-trivial stabilizer.
Then S is a-invariant. By Lemma 2.12, I induces the identity on S/Fy, so I5 maps e
to ge for some g € Fy. It follows that I5(v) = gv, and we are done.

We now assume that v is a Grushko vertex. Let S be a refinement of S obtained
by blowing up v into a Grushko decomposition S, of G, relative to the incident edge
groups, and attaching back every incident edge e to the unique point of .S, fixed by Ge.
We denote by F, the free factor system of Fy determined by collapsing all edges of S
with non-trivial stabilizer to a point. Notice that this free factor system only depends
on S and v and not on the choice of the refinement S: indeed, F, is equal to the smallest
free factor system of Fj relative to the Grushko factors of (G,,Inc,) and to all other
vertex groups of S.

We now observe that if v and v’ are two Grushko vertices of S that belong to different
F-orbits, then F, # F,: this is because G, is conjugate into a subgroup of F,,, while
G, is not.

The element o permutes all free factor systems of the form F, where v varies among
the finitely many orbits of Grushko vertices of S. As o € IAN(Z/3Z), we deduce using
Theorem 2.10 that « fixes each free factor system F,. The conclusion follows. O

As a consequence of Lemma 2.13, we get the following fact.

Corollary 2.14. Let S be a splitting of Fy with all edge stabilizers non-trivial, and let
v € S be a Grushko vertex. Let N, be the subgroup of StabIAN(Z/g,Z)(S) made of all
automorphisms that act trivially on all vertex stabilizers but G, .

Then N, is normal in Stabya (z/32)(S)- O

Proposition 2.15. Let H C IAN(Z/3Z), and let S be a Zpax-splitting which is H-
invariant. Then H acts trivially on S/Fy.

Proof. Let I' = S/Fy. Let K be the quotient of Hy(Fy;Z/3Z) by the subgroup gener-
ated by the image of all edge groups of I'. As S is a minimal Z,x-splitting, for each
terminal vertex v of I, the group G, is not cyclic. It follows that the image K, of G, in
K is non-trivial. Moreover, if v,v’ are distinct terminal vertices, then K, N K, is trivial,
so in particular K, # K,. Since H acts trivially on K, it follows that H acts as the
identity on the set of terminal vertices of I". This concludes the proof if I' is a tree.
Otherwise, let I'g C I' be the core of I, i.e. the union of embedded loops. If I'g is not a
circle, then H acts as the identity on I'g because it acts as the identity on H;(I'g; Z/3Z).
This implies that H acts as the identity on I'. If I'g is a circle, then H acts on 'y by
orientation-preserving homeomorphisms because it acts trivially on Hy(T'o;Z/3Z). So
it suffices to prove that H fixes a point in I'g. Since H fixes all terminal points, this
is clearly the case if I' # I'g so we can assume that I' itself is a circle. By [Horl7,
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Proposition 6.6], T has at least one Grushko vertex, and Lemma 2.13 shows that this
vertex is fixed by H, concluding the proof. O

3 Preliminaries on measured groupoids

We do not assume the reader to be familiar with the notion of a measured groupoid and
its use in proving measure equivalence rigidity results. In this section and the next one,
we therefore thoroughly review standard facts from this theory. Most of the material we
need can be found in [ADO07, Section 2.1] or [Kid09] and the references therein.

3.1 Measured groupoids: basic definitions

3.1.1 Groupoids, subgroupoids, restrictions

A standard Borel space is a measurable space which is isomorphic to the Borel o-algebra
of a separable complete metric space.

Definition 3.1 (Discrete Borel groupoids). A discrete Borel groupoid over a standard
Borel space Y is a standard Borel space G whose elements are called arrows, equipped
with the following data:

1. two Borel maps s,r : G — Y called the source map and the range map, such that
for every y € Y, the set of arrows g € G such that s(g) =y is at most countable.

2. a Borel map (called the composition law)

Gg» - g
(91,92) + 9192

defined on the set G := {(g1,92) € G x G|s(g1) = r(g2)} of composable arrows,
such that for all (g1, g2), (92, 93) € G2, the following hold:

e Source/Range: s(g192) = s(g2) and r(g192) = r(q1),
e Associativity: (g192)93 = 91(9293);

3. a Borel map (called the unit map, whose image is called the space of units)

Y —- G
Yy = ey

such that for all y € Y, the following hold:

e Source/Range: s(e,) =1(ey) =y forally €Y,
e Neutral element: ge, = g, eyg' = ¢ for all arrows g,g' € G with s(g) =y
and r(g") = y;
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4. a Borel map (called the inverse map)

t: G g
g

_>
— g_1

such that for all g € G, the following hold:

e Source/Range: s(g~) =r(g), r(¢g7%) = s(g),

e Inverse: g~ = €r(g) and g g = €s(g)-

The word ‘discrete’ in ‘discrete Borel groupoid’ refers to the first condition from the
above definition — countability of the set of arrows having a given source. As all groupoids
considered in the present paper are discrete, we will often drop the term ‘discrete’ from
the terminology and simply call them Borel groupoids.

Definition 3.2 (Subgroupoids). Let G be a Borel groupoid over a base space Y. A Borel
subgroupoid of G is a Borel subset H C G such that

1. for every (g1,92) € G® N (H x M), one has gigs € H,
2. for every g € H, one has g~' € H, and

3. for everyy €Y, one has e, € H.

Every Borel subgroupoid of G has a natural structure of a Borel groupoid over the same
base space Y.

Definition 3.3. Given a Borel groupoid G and two Borel subgroupoids H,H' of G, the
subgroupoid (H,H') generated by H and H' is the smallest subgroupoid of G that contains
H and H'.

More explicitly, this is the set of all arrows of the form hy...hg, with each h; in
either H or H'.

The subgroupoid (H,H') is a Borel subgroupoid of G as can be seen by writing H
and H' as a countable union of bisections (see below).

Definition 3.4 (Restrictions). Given a Borel groupoid over a base space Y, and a Borel
subset A CY, the set

Ga:={g€dls(g),r(g) € A}
has a natural structure of a Borel groupoid over the base space A, induced from the
groupoid structure of G. The groupoid G| 4 is called the restriction of G to A.

Remark 3.5. Note that G4 is not a subgroupoid of G (it is not defined on the same base
space).

Every countable group has a natural structure of a Borel groupoid over a point.
A more interesting — and crucial — example comes from restrictions of group actions,
as explained right below (another interesting class of examples comes from equivalence
relations, but we will not need those in the present paper). All countable groups will
always be equipped with the discrete topology.
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Ezample 3.6 (Group actions). Let Y be a standard Borel space, equipped with an action
of a countable group I' by Borel automorphisms. Then the direct product I' X Y has
a natural structure of a discrete Borel groupoid over the base space Y: one defines
s(v,y) =y and r(v,y) = v -y, and the composition law is given by

(v1,72 - ¥) (72, ¥) = (M2, 9),

the unit map is given by e, = (1r,y), and the inverse map by (v,y)™' = (v~ 1,7 y).
This groupoid is denoted as I' x Y.

If A CY is any Borel subset (without any invariance hypothesis), then the groupoid
(I'x Y) 4 is well defined; its set of arrows is the set of pairs (a,7v) € A x I' such that
v-a € A.

In the above example, the groupoid (T" x Y)| 4 may be written as the countable union
of subsets B, = {7y} x (AN ~~tA) for v € I. There is a partial isomorphism from
s(By) = AN~y71A to r(B,) = yAN A defined by y — v - y. More generally, a bisection
is a collection of arrows that defines a partial isomorphism in the following sense.

Definition 3.7 (Bisections). Let G be a Borel groupoid over a base space Y. A bisection
of G is a Borel subset B C G such that s\gp and r|g are Borel isomorphisms to Borel
subsets s(B),r(B) CY.

The partial isomorphism associated to a bisection B is the Borel map fp : s(B) —

r(B) defined by fp =10 s‘_Bl.

A theorem by Lusin and Novikov (see [Kec95, Theorem 18.10]) shows that any dis-
crete Borel groupoid G is always a countable union of bisections (this is obvious in the
case of a restriction of a group action, but for the general case, it is crucial that Borel
spaces are standard).

Definition 3.8 (Saturation). Let G be a Borel groupoid over a base space Y, and let
Yo € Y. The G-orbit of yo is the set of all y € Y such that there exists g € G with
s(g) =yo and r(g) = y. The saturation GA of a Borel subset A CY is the set of points
that are in the orbit of some point in A, in other words GA = r(s~1(A)).

If ACY is a Borel subset, then so is GA: indeed, writing G as a countable union of
bisections B,,, one has GA = U, fg, (A4).

3.1.2 Measured groupoids

Let G be a Borel groupoid over a base space Y. A measure p on Y is G-invariant if for
every bisection B C G, one has u(s(B)) = u(r(B)). It is G-quasi-invariant if for every
bisection B C G, one has p(s(B)) = 0 if and only if u(r(B)) = 0. Note that in the case
of an action of a countable group I' by Borel automorphisms on Y, the group I' preserves
w if and only if the groupoid I' X Y does.

A standard measure space (Y, u) is a standard Borel space Y equipped with a o-finite
positive Borel measure p.
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Definition 3.9 (Measured groupoid). Let (Y, ) be a standard measure space. A mea-
sured groupoid over (Y, i) is a discrete Borel groupoid G over Y such that p is G-quasi-
nvariant.

Remark 3.10. If we change the measure p into another measure y in the same measure
class, then G is still a measured groupoid over (Y, '), and this does not change G up to
isomorphism (see Definition 3.11 below). Thus, we can always assume without loss of
generality that u is a probability measure.

When G is a measured groupoid over a base space (Y, i), and H is a Borel subgroupoid
of G, then u is H-quasi-invariant. The Borel subgroupoid H together with the measure
w is called a measured subgroupoid of G.

From a measure p on the base space Y, one can define a measure v on the set of
arrows G by

)= [ Lalg)dnty)
Y co1
ges—(y)
for any Borel subset A C G. Then p is preserved (resp. quasi-preserved) by G if and only
if v is preserved by the inversion map: ¢, = v (resp. v and ¢, have the same null sets).

3.1.3 Cocycles

Definition 3.11 (Groupoid homomorphisms and isomorphisms). Let G1,Ga be measured
groupoids over standard measure spaces (Y1, 1) and (Ya, p2), respectively. A homomor-
phism of measured groupoids from Gy to Go is a Borel map ¢ : G1 — Go such that there
exists a conull Borel subset Y{* C Y1 on which the following hold:

1. for all (g,h) € ((G1)y:)?, one has p(gh) = @(g)e(h), and
2. there exists a Borel map py : Y]" — Ys such that

(a) for everyy € YT', one has ey, () = ¢(ey), and
(b) the measures (y)«((p1))v;y) and po have the same null sets.

It is an isomorphism if in addition, there exist a groupoid homomorphism ¢ : Go — G
and conull Borel subsets Y|* C Y7 and Yy C Yy such that 1Yo and o are the identity
maps on (gl)‘yl* and (g2)|y2*, respectively.

Definition 3.12 (Cocycles). Let G be a measured groupoid and T' be a measurable group.
A cocycle p: G — T is a Borel map such that p(gh) = p(g)p(h) for all (g,h) € GP.

Remark 3.13. Usually, in the definition of a cocycle one only asks that p(gh) = p(g)p(h)
for almost every (and not all) (g, h) € G*). Cocycles satisfying Definition 3.12 are usually
called strict. When I' is countable, for any non-strict cocycle, there exists a conull
subset Y* C YV such that pjy« is strict. More generally, when I' is second countable,
then any non-strict cocycle coincides almost everywhere with a strict cocycle ([Zim84,
Theorem B.9]). All the cocycles we consider in this paper take values in second countable
groups (and in fact mostly in countable discrete groups). For these reasons, all the
cocycles we consider are strict as in Definition 3.12.
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Definition 3.14. The kernel of a cocycle p is the set of all arrows g € G such that
p(g) = 1p. We say that p has trivial kernel if its kernel is reduced to the set of unit
elements of G.

Notice that the kernel of a cocycle G — I is always a Borel subgroupoid of G.
More generally, if p : G — T'is a cocycle and H C T is a subgroup, then p~!(H) is a
subgroupoid of G.

Ezample 3.15 (Natural cocycle associated to a group action). Let G := T' x Y be a
groupoid associated to a quasi-measure-preserving action of a countable group I' by Borel
automorphisms on a standard Borel space Y equipped with a o-finite Borel measure p.
Let A C Y be a Borel subset of positive measure. The natural cocycle associated to the
restriction to A of the I'-action on Y is the cocycle

p: I'xY)y — T
(v,y) = v

Notice that p is indeed a cocycle and has trivial kernel.

The following lemma shows that conversely, every measured groupoid which admits
a cocycle with trivial kernel towards a countable group I'; is a restriction of a groupoid
coming from a measure-preserving action of I'.

Lemma 3.16. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space (Y, ), let T' be a countable
group, and assume that there exists a cocycle p : G — I with trivial kernel.

Then there exist a standard Borel space S with a o-finite Borel measure v and a quasi-
measure-preserving I'-action on S by Borel automorphisms such that G is isomorphic to
a restriction of I' X S, and p is the restriction of the natural cocycle I' x S — T'.

Remark 3.17. If the measure p is G-invariant, the constructed measure v is I'x S-invariant
but infinite in general even if y is a probability measure.

Proof. This is an adaptation of an argument given by Kida in his proof of [Kid08a,
Proposition 4.33]. Let n be the counting measure on I', and let i := p ® n be the
product measure on Y x I'. Let G := G x I'. The space G has a natural structure of
a Borel groupoid over Y x I' with s(g,v) = (s(g),v) and r(g,7v) = (r(g9), p(g)7y) for all
(9,7) € G, and one checks that G quasi-preserves the measure fi.

Let ~ be the G-orbit equivalence relation on Y x T, i.e. two points (y1,7) and (y2,72)
are equivalent whenever there exists h € G such that s(h) = (y1,v1) and (k) = (ya2, 72).
We claim that the equivalence relation ~ has a fundamental domain D. Indeed, triviality
of the kernel of p shows that for every v € I, the equivalence relation ~y .} is trivial.
Now choose an enumeration {7;};en of I', and define inductively Dy =Y X {70}, and
Dit1 =Y x{vPH\ GD; where GD; is the saturation of D;. Then D = U;D; is a Borel
fundamental domain for ~.

Consider the space S := (Y x I')/~. Then S is naturally isomorphic to D (in
particular S is a standard Borel space), and we define v on S as fijp through this
identification. Given (y,v) € Y x I', we denote by [y,~] the class of (y,7v) in S. The
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group I' acts on S via v - [y/,7'] := [y/,7/7~!] in a quasi-measure-preserving way. Then
G is isomorphic to (I' X S)yxey via g = (p(9),[s(g)€]), see [Kid08a, Lemmas 4.34
and 4.35]. O

The following definition will be used at various places in the paper.

Definition 3.18 (Nowhere trivial, stably trivial cocycle). Let G be a measured groupoid
over a base space Y and let I' be a countable group. A cocycle p: G — T is

e nowhere trivial if there does not exist any Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure
such that p(Gjy) = {1};

e stably trivial if there exists a Borel partition Y* = | |,.; Y; into at most countably
many Borel subsets such that for every i € I, one has p(Gy,) = {1}

3.1.4 Groupoids of infinite type and action-type cocycles

We adopt the following definition of a measured groupoid of infinite type, which is
equivalent to Kida’s definition [Kid10, Definition 3.1] in the case where p is a finite
G-invariant measure, see the discussion above [Kid09, Definition 2.25]. It is a notion of
recurrence for a measured groupoid.

Definition 3.19 (Groupoids of infinite type). A measured groupoid G over a base space
(Y, ) is of infinite type if for every Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure, and p-a.e.
y € U, the set

{9 € Guls(9) =y}
1s infinite.

Notice that if G is of infinite type, then so is Gy for every Borel subset U C Y of
positive measure. A crucial example comes from Poincaré recurrence: if an infinite group
acts by preserving a probability measure on Y, then the associated groupoid is of infinite
type (here the fact that the measure is finite and invariant is essential). The following
definition reformulates this property in terms of the associated natural cocycle. It will
be of central importance in the present work.

Definition 3.20 (Action-type cocycles). Let G be a measured groupoid, let ' be a countable
group. A cocycle p : G — I is action-type if it has trivial kernel, and for every infinite
subgroup H C T', the subgroupoid p~*(H) is of infinite type.

Lemma 3.21 (See for instance [Kid09, Proposition 2.26]). Let I' be a countable group,
let Y be a standard Borel space equipped with a I'-action by Borel automorphisms which
preserves a Borel probability measure p. Let G =T x (Y,u), and let p : G — T be the
natural cocycle.

Then p is action-type.

We will systematically use the following obvious facts without mention.
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Lemma 3.22. Let G be a measured groupoid over a standard measure space Y, let I' be a
countable group, and let p: G — T be an action-type cocycle.

1. For every Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure, the restricted cocycle p : Gy — T’
18 action-type.

2. For every subgroup I'" C T, the induced cocycle p~*(I") — I" is action-type. H

Remark 3.23. We will often use the following consequence of the action-type property.
Let p: G — T be action-type, H C T be a subgroup, and H = p~*(H). Then for every
element h € H of infinite order and every Borel subset U C Y of positive measure,
p(Hyy) contains a power of h.

3.1.5 Stable equality of measured groupoids

In the present paper, we will often consider measured groupoids up to stable equality,
defined as follows.

Definition 3.24 (Stable containment, stable equality). Let G be a measured groupoid over
a base space Y, and let H and H' be two measured subgroupoids.

The groupoid H is stably equal to H' (resp. stably contained in H') if there exist a
conull subset Y* C'Y and a countable Borel partition Y* = | |, . Yn such that for every
n €N, one has Hy, = HTYn (resp. Hyy, C H"Yn)

Remark 3.25. In the present paper, we will often look for properties (P) of measured
groupoids that are preserved by restriction and stabilization:

1. (P) is preserved by restriction if, for every measured groupoid G over a base space
(Y,p), if G satisfies (P), then so does its restriction G4 for every Borel subset
A CY of positive measure.

2. (P) is preserved by stabilization if, for every measured groupoid G over a base
space (Y, ), and for every countable Borel partition Y* = | |, .y Yn of a conull
Borel subset Y* C Y, if the groupoid Gyy, satisfies (P) for every n € N, then so
does G.

3.1.6 Invariant objects, equivariant maps

The following definition is a generalization to the groupoid setting of the notion of fixed
points of a group action.

Definition 3.26 ((Stably) equivariant maps). Let G be a measured groupoid over a base
space (Y, ), let T' be a countable group, and let p : G — ' be a cocycle. Let A be a
measurable space equipped with a measurable I'-action, and let p : Y — A be a measurable
map.

An element x € A is (G, p)-invariant if there exists a conull Borel subset Y* C'Y
such that for all g € Gy, one has p(g)r = .
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We say that ¢ is (G, p)-equivariant if there ezists a conull Borel subset Y* CY such
that for all g € Gy« one has o(r(g)) = p(g)¢(s(9))-

We say that ¢ is stably (G, p)-equivariant if there exist a conull Borel subset Y* CY
and a countable Borel partition Y* = | | Yy such that for every n € N, the map ¢y,
is (G)y,,» p)-equivariant.

neN

Ezxample 3.27. Let G :=1 x Y be a groupoid associated to a measure-preserving action
of a countable group I' on some standard measure space Y, let p : G — I be the
natural cocycle. Let A be a measurable space equipped with a I'-action by measurable
automorphisms. Then a measurable map Y — A is (G, p)-equivariant if and only if it is
almost everywhere I'-equivariant.

Remark 3.28. Although stably invariant maps are not always invariant, the following
is true: if there exists a stably (G, p)-invariant measurable map ¥ — A, then there
exists another map Y — A which is (G, p)-invariant. The key point is that any map
whose restriction to a Borel subset A C Y of positive measure is (g‘ A, P)-equivariant
extends uniquely to an equivariant map on the saturation GA (see [Ada94, Lemma 2.7]
or [Kid08a, Lemma 4.16]).

Definition 3.29 (Stabilizers). Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y. Let T' be
a countable group, and let p: G — T be a cocycle. Let A be a measurable space equipped
with a measurable I'-action, and let ¢ : Y — A be a measurable map.

The (G, p)-stabilizer of ¢ is the subgroupoid of G made of all g € G such that

o(r(g)) = plg)v(s(g))-

3.2 Normal subgroupoids

A notion of normal subgroupoid of a measured groupoid was coined by Kida in [Kid08a,
Section 4.6.1], building on earlier work by Feldman, Sutherland and Zimmer [FSZ89].
One can check that the definition of normality given below is equivalent to Kida’s, but
we will not use this fact.

Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, let H be a measured subgroupoid
of G, and let B C G be a Borel subset (typically, B may be a bisection, see Definition 3.7,
but it need not be). We say that H is B-invariant if there exists a conull Borel subset
Y* C Y such that for all g1,92 € BN Gy« and all h € Gy~ such that gg,h,gl_l are

composable, one has h € H if and only if gghgfl e H.

Definition 3.30 ((Stable) normalization). Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space
Y, and let H and H' be measured subgroupoids of G.

The groupoid H' normalizes H if there exists a countable collection of Borel subsets
B, € G such that H' = U, ey Bn, and for every n € N, the subgroupoid H is Bj,-
mvariant.

The groupoid H' stably normalizes H if there exists a countable Borel partition Y* =
Len Yn of a conull Borel subset Y* CY such that for every n € N, the restriction H\/Yn
normalizes Hyy,, .
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Remark 3.31. Note that B,, is not assumed to be a subgroupoid. Since G is a countable
union of bisections, one may assume without loss of generality that every B, is a bisection
of G.

When H C H', we say that H is normal in H', denoted by H <H'. f G =T x Y
is the groupoid associated to the action of a countable group I' on a standard measure
space Y, and if H < T is a normal subgroup, then the subgroupoid H x Y is normal in
G. Indeed, this is shown by letting B, := {(v,y)|y € Y'}: then the Borel subsets B., are
bisections that cover G, and normality of H in I' implies that H x Y is B,-invariant for
every v € 1.

If Y* C Y is a conull Borel subset, then H’ normalizes H if and only if ”H"Y* nor-
malizes H|y~. The notion of stable normalization is clearly preserved under restriction
and stabilization. Notice also that the preimage of a normal subgroupoid by a groupoid
homomorphism is again a normal groupoid. In particular, we record the following state-
ment for future use.

Lemma 3.32. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space (Y, ), let T be a countable
group, and let p: G — T be a cocycle. Let Hi, Ho be two subgroups of I' with Hy < Hs.
Then p~'(Hy) < p~'(H>). O

3.3 Amenability
3.3.1 Amenability of a measured groupoid

We review the definition of the amenability of a measured groupoid, which is a gener-
alization of Zimmer’s definition [Zim78] of an amenable group action, see e.g. [ADRO00].
Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y. Let B be a separable real Banach
space. We denote by Isom(B) the group of all linear isometries of B, equipped with the
strong operator topology. We denote by Bj the unit ball of the dual Banach space B*,
equipped with the weak-* topology. Given a linear isometry T of B, we denote by T™*
the restriction to Bj of the adjoint operator of T'. The adjoint cocycle p* of a cocycle
p: G — Isom(B) is defined as p*(g) := (p(g)~')*. We denote by Conv the set of all
nonempty convex compact subsets of Bf. A map K : Y — Conv (which we will refer to
as a convex field over Y') is measurable if

{(y, k) €Y x Bi[k € K(y)}

is a Borel subset of Y x B}. A section of a measurable convex field K over Y is a Borel
map s : Y — Bf such that for a.e. y € Y, one has s(y) € K(y).

Definition 3.33 (Amenable groupoids). A measured groupoid G over a base space (Y, )
is amenable if for every separable real Banach space B and every cocycle p : G —
Isom(B), every stably (G, p*)-invariant measurable convex field over Y has a stably
(G, p*)-invariant section.

Remark 3.34. The definition of an amenable groupoid is usually given in terms of in-
variant convex fields and invariant sections instead of stably invariant ones. However,
the above definition is equivalent to the usual one in view of Remark 3.28.
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Every restriction and every subgroupoid of an amenable measured groupoid is amenable,
see e.g. [Kid09, Theorem 4.16] whose proof relies on work of Connes, Feldman and Weiss
[CFW81]. In addition, it is clear from the definition that amenability is preserved by
stabilization, i.e. if Y* = | |, .y Y for some conull Borel subset Y* C Y, and if for every
n € N, the groupoid Gy, is amenable, then G is amenable.

Definition 3.35. A measured groupoid G over a base space (Y, ) is everywhere non-
amenable if for every Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure, G7 is not amenable.

3.3.2 Amenable groupoids from Borel amenable actions

For a groupoid associated to an action of a countable group with a quasi-invariant
measure, the notion of amenability coincides with the Zimmer amenability of the group
action [Zim78]. We will need the notion of Borel amenability of a Borel group action
that applies without reference to a quasi-invariant measure.

We denote by Prob(I") the space of all probability measures on the countable group
I', equipped with the topology of pointwise convergence.

Definition 3.36 (Borel amenability of a group action [Renl5]). Let I" be a countable group,
and let A be a standard Borel space equipped with a I'-action by Borel automorphisms.
The I'-action on A is Borel amenable if there exists a sequence of Borel maps vy, : A —
Prob(T") such that for every 6 € A, the norm ||vy(7y - 0) — yvn(9)||1 converges to 0 as n
goes to +00.

Remark 3.37. In [Renl5, Definition 2.1], Renault gives the definition in the more general
context of Borel amenable groupoids. For equivalence relations, this corresponds to 1-
amenability in [JKL02, Definition 2.12].

The following proposition gives a sufficient criterion to ensure the amenability of a
measured groupoid.

Proposition 3.38 (Kida [Kid08a, Proposition 4.33]). Let G be a measured groupoid over
a base space (Y,p), let T' be a countable group, and let p : G — T be a cocycle with
trivial kernel. Let A be a standard Borel space equipped with a Borel amenable I'-action.
Assume that there exists a stably (G, p)-invariant Borel map Y — A.

Then G is amenable.

Proof. The proof is due to Kida [Kid08a, Proposition 4.33], but as he phrased it in the
specific context of mapping class groups, we include an argument for completeness of
the exposition.

Since amenability is preserved by stabilization, we may assume without loss of gen-
erality that there exists a (G, p)-invariant Borel map f : Y — A. By Lemma 3.16, there
exist a standard measure space (Y ) containing (Y, u) and a measure-class preserving
I-action on Y, such that G identifies with the restriction (F X Y)|y in such a way that

p is the restriction of the natural cocycle p: (I' x Y)
We can assume that Y is the saturation of Y for the groupoid I' X Y. Let v be a
probability measure on Y in the same measure class as ji. Using Remark 3.28, the map
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f:Y — A can be extended to a (I' x Y, p)- -equivariant Borel map Y — A. In other
words, there exists a I'-invariant conull subset Y* C Y and I- equivariant Borel map
f:Y* = A. Since the -action on A is Borel amenable, the M-action on (A, f,v) is

Zimmer amenable [GHL20, Proposition 2.5]. It then follows from [AEG94, Corollary C]
that the I'-action on ()7, 1) is Zimmer amenable. In other words the groupoid I' x Y is
amenable, and so is G. OJ

As a special case of Proposition 3.38, we mention the following fact.

Corollary 3.39. Let G be a measured groupoid, let I' be an amenable countable group.
Assume that there exists a cocycle G — I' with trivial kernel.
Then G is amenable. O

On the other hand, when the cocycle is action-type, we have the following.

Lemma 3.40 (Kida [Kid10, Lemma 3.20]). Let G be a measured groupoid, let T' be a
countable group which contains a non-abelian free group. Assume that there exists an
action-type cocycle G — T'.

Then G is everywhere non-amenable (see Definition 3.35).

3.3.3 Amenability and invariant probability measures

One way in which amenability is often used is through the following proposition which is
essentially due to Zimmer [Zim84, Proposition 4.3.9], see e.g. [Kid09, Proposition 4.14]
for a proof in the language of measured groupoids. Given a compact, metrizable space
K, we denote by Prob(K) the space of all probability measures on K: this is a convex
closed subset (in the weak-* topology) of the unit ball of the dual of C(K), the space of
continuous C-valued functions on K equipped with the sup norm.

Proposition 3.41. (Zimmer [Zim84, Proposition 4.53.9]) Let G be a measured groupoid
over a base space Y. Let T be a countable group, and let K be a compact metrizable
space on which ' acts continuously. Let p : G — T be a cocycle. Assume that G is
amenable.

Then there ezists a (G, p)-equivariant Borel map Y — Prob(K).

4 Groupoids, measure equivalence, and applications

In this section, we review how proving that a countable discrete group I' is rigid for
measure equivalence can be reduced to a statement about measured groupoids with
cocycles towards I'. The criterion we present follows from the work of Kida [Kid10,
Kid08b], based on earlier works of Furman [Fur99a, Fur99b] and Monod and Shalom
[MS06], see also [BFS13].

Given a measured groupoid G over a base space Y and a countable group I', two
cocycles p,p' : G — T are I'-cohomologous if there exist a conull Borel subset Y* C Y
and a Borel map ¢ : Y — I" such that for every g € Gy, one has

p'(9) = e(r(9)p(g)e(s(g) "
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We consider the following rigidity property of a countable group I'.

Definition 4.1. A countable group I' is rigid with respect to action-type cocycles if there
exists a finite index subgroup T'Y C T' such that for every measured groupoid G, any two
action-type cocycles p,p' : G — I'? are T'-cohomologous.

As noted in Remark 1.18 in the introduction, if I' is rigid with respect to action-
type cocycles, applying this property for groupoids over a point yields commensurator
rigidity in the following sense: the natural map from I' to its abstract commensurator is
surjective. It is injective if and only if I" is ICC' (standing for infinite conjugacy classes),
i.e. every nontrivial conjugacy class of I is infinite.

We will now explain why checking rigidity with respect to action-type cocycles for
Out(F) is enough to deduce all the results announced in the introduction.

4.1 Every self coupling of I' factors through the standard one

Given a free action of a group G by Borel automorphisms on a standard Borel space
3., a Borel fundamental domain for the G-action of ¥ is a Borel subset X C 3 such
that ¥ = (J,cq gX and gX NAX = 0 for any two distinct g,h € G. Recall from the
introduction that two countable groups are measure equivalent if they admit a coupling
in the following sense.

Definition 4.2. Let I' and A be two countable groups. A coupling between I' and A is a
standard measure space ¥ equipped with an action of I' X A by measure-preserving Borel
automorphisms, such that both the I'-action and the A-action on ¥ are free and have a
Borel fundamental domain of finite measure.

A self coupling of a countable group I is a coupling between I' and I'. If I'* C T is
a finite index subgroup, then there is a standard self coupling of I'" with respect to T,
given by ¥ =T, with I'! x I'! acting on I" by

(9.9') - h = ghg'~".

Proposition 4.3 (Furman [Fur99b|, Kida [Kid10]). Let I be a countable ICC group which
1s Tigid with respect to action-type cocycles.

Then for every finite-index subgroup T'' C T, every self coupling ¥ of T factors
through the standard self coupling of T'1 with respect to T, in the following sense: there
exists a Borel map ® : ¥ — T’ which is almost everywhere (I'' x I'')-equivariant.

Remark 4.4. For an ICC group, the conclusion of Proposition 4.3 coincides with the
notion of coupling rigidity in [Kid11] (for the pair (I',7) where 7 : I'y — T’ is the
inclusion). This also agrees with the notion of tautness in [BFS13].

Proof. By definition of rigidity with respect to action-type cocycles (Definition 4.1),
there exists a finite-index subgroup I'? of I" such that for every measured groupoid G,
any two action-type cocycles G — I'? are I'-cohomologous. Let I'? := TN T, Let I'

38



be a finite-index subgroup of I'> which is normal in I''. The proof relies on the stan-
dard construction [Fur99b] of a groupoid isomorphism between two measured groupoids
coming from restrictions of measure-preserving actions of I'}, from a self coupling ¥ of
I'! (which is also a self coupling of I'%).

Let X be a Borel fundamental domain for the action of I'*x {1} on ¥. One can choose
a Borel fundamental domain X’ for the action of {1} x I'* on ¥ such that Y := X N X’
satisfies that (I'® x T3)Y = ¥ up to a null set (see e.g. [Kid09, Lemma 2.27]).

Consider the groupoid G = ((F3 x I'3) x E)IY’ and recall that G is the set of pairs

((7,7"),y) such that both y and (v,7)y liein Y. Let p: G — I’ and p' : G — I’
be the cocycles defined by p((v,7),y) = v and p'((7,7),y) = 7/. We claim that the
cocyles p and p’ are action-type. Indeed, X comes equipped with a natural action of
{1} x '3, by letting (1,7') - = be the unique element of X in the same (I'® x {1})-orbit as
(1,7)z € . There is a natural isomorphism between G and (({1} x I'*) x X)|Y given

by ((v,7),y) — ((1,7'),y), and under this identification, p’ becomes the natural cocycle
of ({1} xTI¥) x X)|Y. By Lemmas 3.21 and 3.22, this shows that p is action-type. By
a symmetric argument, so is p.

By cocycle rigidity, our choice of I'° ensures that there exist a conull Borel subset
Y* CY and a Borel map ¢ : Y* — T such that for all g € Gy«, one has

0'(9) = e(r(9)p(g)e(s(g) ™" (1)

Consider the conull Borel subset ¥* = (I'® x T3)Y* in ¥. We then claim that the
assignment
(v, )y = ve(y) 1y

for all (v,v') € I'* x I'* and all y € Y* determines a (I'* x I'®)-equivariant Borel map
® : ¥* — T'. To check that this is well defined, it suffices to check that if (v,~).y = ¢/
with y,1/ € Y*, then vo(y) "'y~ = ¢(y/) L. The arrow g = ((7,7),y) € G has source
s(g) = y and range r(g) = ¢/, so Equation (1) above says that v = (') (y)~! and
concludes that ® is well defined.

The map @ is clearly (I'* x I'3)-equivariant. That ® is actually almost everywhere
(I x T'!)-equivariant then follows from [Kid10, Lemma 5.8], using the fact that the

group I' is ICC. O

4.2 Measure equivalence rigidity

We recall from the introduction that two countable groups I'y and I'y are virtually iso-
morphic if there exist finite-index subgroups F? C T'; and finite normal subgroups F; ﬁF?
such that I'{/F, and I'Y/F, are isomorphic. A countable group I' is ME-superrigid if
for every countable group A, if A is measure equivalent to I', then I' and A are virtually
isomorphic.

Theorem 4.5 (Kida [Kid10, Theorem 6.1]). Let I" be a countable ICC group which is rigid
with respect to action-type cocycles.
Then T is ME-superrigid.
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Proof. This is a consequence of Proposition 4.3 and [Kid10, Theorem 6.1] (see also
[BFS13, Theorem 2.6]). O

4.3 Orbit equivalence rigidity

Let I'y and I'y be two countable groups. Two free measure-preserving actions I'y ~ X3
and I's »~ X5 on standard probability spaces are stably orbit equivalent if there exist Borel
subsets Y; C X; of positive measure and a measure-scaling isomorphism f : Y7 — Y5
such that for a.e. y € Y1, one has

f(Tr-y)nYy) = (T2 f(y) NYa.

A particular case of stably orbit equivalent actions is when the two actions are con-
jugate, or virtually conjugate, in the following sense.

They are conjugate if there exists an isomorphism ¢ : I'j — I's and and a measure
preserving isomorphism f : X; — Xz such that f(yx) = ¢(v)f(z) for all v € T'; and
almost every = € Xj.

More generally, they are virtually conjugate if there exist short exact sequences 1 —
F; - T; —» T; — 1 with F} finite for every i € {1,2}, finite-index subgroups F? C Ty,
and conjugate actions f(l) ~ X/ and fg ~ X such that for every i € {1,2}, the action
I; ~ X;/F; is induced from the action f? ~ X! as in [Kid08b, Definition 2.1]. Notice
that this implies in particular that the groups I'y and I'y are virtually isomorphic.

In the particular case where the groups I'; have no non-trivial finite normal subgroup
and the actions I'; ~ X; are aperiodic, i.e. every finite index subgroup of I'; acts ergodi-
cally on X;, the actions are conjugate if and only if they are virtually conjugate. Indeed,
an action induced from a proper subgroup of finite index is never aperiodic. Aperiodicity
holds for instance for Bernoulli actions of I'!.

An ergodic measure-preserving free action « of a countable group I' on a standard
probability space is OF-superrigid if for every ergodic measure-preserving free action
B of a countable group A on a standard probability space, if a and § are stably orbit
equivalent, then a and § are virtually conjugate.

Theorem 4.6 (Furman [Fur99b, Theorem A], [Kid08b, Theorem 1.1}). Let I' be a count-
able ICC group which is rigid with respect to action-type cocycles.

Then for every finite-index subgroup I'' C T', every ergodic measure-preserving free
action of I'' on a standard probability space is OE-superrigid.

Proof. The proof of [Kid0O8b, Theorem 1.1] derives Theorem 4.6 from Theorem 4.5.
The idea is to use again the dictionary between measure equivalence and stable orbit
equivalence developed by Furman in [Fur99b]. See also [Furllb, Lemma 4.18]. O

See [Kid08b, Theorem 1.2] for variants of the theorem.
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4.4 Lattice embeddings

Let H be a locally compact second countable group with a bi-invariant Haar measure
Ag. Given a discrete group I', a homomorphism ¢ : I' — H is a lattice embbeding
if ¢ is one-to-one and ¢(T") is a lattice in H, i.e. ¢(T') is discrete in H and has finite
Ag-covolume.

Theorem 4.7 (Furman [Furlla], Kida [Kid10, Theorem 8.1]). Let I be a countable ICC
group which is rigid with respect to action-type cocycles.

Then for every finite-index subgroup I'' C T, every locally compact second countable
group H, and every lattice embedding o : T — H, there exists a continuous homomor-
phism ®q : H — T with compact kernel such that for all v € T, one has ®o(o (7)) = 7.

Proof. We give the argument for completeness, following [Kid10, Theorem 8.1]. The
group I'' x T'! acts on H via (7,v') - h := o(y)ha(y')~!. As o is a lattice embedding,
this turns H (equipped with the bi-invariant Haar measure \g) into a self coupling of
I't. Since I' is ICC and rigid with respect to action-type cocycles, Proposition 4.3 yields
the existence of an almost (I'! x I'!)-equivariant Borel map ® : H — T.

One first proves that for a.e. (hi, ha) € H, one has ®(h1ha) = ®(hy)®(h2). To see

this, consider the map

F: HxH — T
(h1,he) = ®(h7Y) 7 ®(hy he)®(he) L.

An easy computation shows that F(hi7v,hoy') = F(h1,h2) and that F(vyhy,vhe) =
yF(h1,ho)y~! for almost every hi,he € H and all 7,7" € T''. Denote by X = H/T!
the right quotient, endowed with the left H-invariant probability measure . Then F
induces a map F : X x X — I'. The image of u® p under F is a probability measure on
I' which is invariant under conjugation by I''. Since I' is ICC and I'! has finite index in
I", this measure must be the Dirac mass at the identity. This precisely means that for
a.e. (hi,h2) € H, one has ®(h1hg) = ®(h1)P(ha).

By [Zim84, Theorems B.2 and B.3], ® agrees almost everywhere with a continuous
homomorphism ®; : H — I'. Since ®~!({1r}) is a Borel fundamental domain for the
left action of I'! on H, @, Y({1r}) is a closed subgroup of finite positive Haar measure,
hence compact. Finally, using the equivariance of ® and the fact that ® and ®( agree
almost everywhere, we see that for all v € I'! and almost every h € H, one has

Do(a(7))®o(h) = Po(a()h) = B(a(y)h) = y®(h) = 7Po(h),
and therefore ®g(o (7)) = 7. O

Given a finitely generated group I', and a finite generating set S of I', define the
Cayley graph Cay(T", S) to be the simple graph with vertices I', and such that there is an
edge between two distinct elements g and h if and only if gh=! € SUS~!. The following
consequence of Theorem 4.7 was suggested to us by Jingyin Huang.
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Corollary 4.8. Let I' be a finitely generated ICC' group which is rigid with respect to
action-type cocycles.

1. For every finite generating set S of I, every automorphism of Cay(L',S) is at
bounded distance from an automorphism induced by the left multiplication by an
element of T.

2. For every torsion-free finite-index subgroup T'' C T, and every finite generating set
S of ', the automorphism group of Cay(I'!,S) is isomorphic to a subgroup of T
containing T'*. In particular, it is countable.

Notice that the first conclusion does not hold as such if I' is replaced by an arbitrary
finite-index subgroup. Indeed, if I'! is a normal finite index subgroup of I" and S is a
finite generating set of I'" which is invariant under conjugation by a finite order element
v € '\ T}, then the conjugation by ~ is an automorphism of Cay(I'!, S), and using the
ICC condition, one can check that it is not at bounded distance from the left translation
by any element of I'!.

Also, the second conclusion does not hold if I'! has torsion by [dIST19, Lemma 6.1].

Proof. Let I'! be any finite index subgroup of I' (we will take I'! = T" or assume I'* torsion-
free below). Denote by G the group of all graph isomorphisms of Cay(I'!,S), equipped
with the compact-open topology. As Cay(I'!, S) is a locally finite graph, this is a locally
compact second countable group and point stabilizers are compact subgroups of G. As
I'! acts transitively on the vertex set of Cay(I'},S), it follows that I'! is a (cocompact)
lattice inside G. Theorem 4.7 thus yields the existence of a group homomorphism &y :
G — T with compact kernel K, such that for every v € ', denoting by L, € G the
automorphism of Cay(I'!, S) induced by the left multiplication by ~y, one has ® (Ly) ="7.

As K is compact, the K-orbit of 11 is finite, and since K is normalized by I'!, all
K-orbits have the same diameter so K is at bounded distance of the identity.

If ' =T, every isometry of Cay (T, S) can be written as a product of an element of
K and of the left multiplication by an element of I', so the first conclusion follows.

We now assume that I'! is torsion-free and derive the second conclusion. Since K
is normal, I'! permutes the K-orbits in Cay(T'!,S): v.K(v') = K(vv/). It follows that
K (1) is a finite subgroup of I'', so K (1p1) = {1p1}. It follows that K(vy) = {y} for all
v € Cay(T'}, ), hence K = {id} and ®( gives the desired isomorphism. O
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Part I
Stabilizers of collections of splittings or
factors

The goal of the second part of our work is to provide three constructions of canonical
splittings associated to a subgroup of Out(Fy) (with N > 2). The first construction
relies on the existence of invariant non-trivial free splittings (see Section 6). The second
relies on the existence of invariant Z,,x-splittings assuming that there is no invariant
non-trivial free splitting (see Section 7). The third one produces a splitting from the
existence of several maximal invariant almost free factor systems, still assuming that
there is no invariant non-trivial free splitting (see Section 8). A convenient unifying
statement is given in Section 9.

5 H-invariant splittings and trees of cylinders

This section records preliminary material that will be used in the next three sections.

5.1 H-invariant splittings

Let H C Out(Fy) be a subgroup and let H be the full preimage of H in Aut(Fy). In
this subsection, we recall the relation between H-invariant splittings of Fiy and actions
of H on trees.

Given a splitting S of Fy, recall that S being H-invariant means that for every
& € H, there exists an isometry I : S — S which is a-equivariant in the following
sense: for every g € Fy and every x € S, one has

Ia(gz) = a(g)la(z).

As soon as S is not a line (which will always be the case in our setting), /5 is unique,
and @ € H — Iz € Aut(S) defines an action of H on S for which the action of an inner
automorphism ad, is the same as the original action of g. We will thus consistently
identify Fy with Inn(Fy ), thus viewing Fy as a normal subgroup Fy < H. This way,
the restriction to Fy of the action of H on S is the same as the original Fy-action.
Conversely, given an action of H on a tree S, restricting the action to Fy yields an
H-invariant Fy-tree.

We will denote by H., H, the H-stabilizers of an edge e or a vertex v of S, and by
Ge, Gy their Fy-stabilizers. Since G, = I:Ie N Fy, S is a free splitting (resp. a cyclic

splitting) of F if and only if for each edge e C S, H. N Fy is trivial (resp. cyclic).

5.2 Trees of cylinders

Trees of cylinders were introduced in [GL11] as a way to produce a canonical splitting of
a group G out of a deformation space. The construction is based on a notion of cylinders
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in a tree, associated to an equivalence relation on edge stabilizers. This notion will be
used in the next three sections, with G being either the free group Fy or a subgroup
H C Aut(Fy) as above.

Let G be a group, and £ be a collection of subgroups of GG, stable under conjugation
(this is the collection of allowed edge groups). Following [GL11, Definition 3.1], we say
that an equivalence relation ~ on £ is admissible if for every A, B € £, and every G-tree
T with edge groups in &, the following three conditions hold:

1. for every g € G, if A ~ B, then A9 ~ BY, and
2. if A C B, then A ~ B, and

3. for every pair of points a,b € T fixed by A, B respectively, if A ~ B, then for every
edge e C [a,b], one has A ~ G, ~ B.

More generally, given a collection P of subgroups of GG, one says that an equivalence
relation ~ on & is admissible relative to P if the third condition is only required to hold
for G-trees T relative to P with edge groups in &.

One then defines the cylinder of an edge e in T as the union of all edges ¢’ with
Ge ~ G¢. Admissibility of ~ implies that this is a connected subset of T

A simple example of admissible relation is the commutation relation (equivalently,
commensurability) on the class £ of non-trivial cyclic subgroups of Fy. This will be
used in Section 7.

One then defines the tree of cylinders T, of T this is the bipartite simplicial tree
having one vertex vy for each cylinder Y C S, one vertex v, for each point x € S that
belongs to at least two cylinders, and an edge between v, and vy whenever x € Y. We
denote by V1(T,) be the set of vertices corresponding to cylinders, and let V°(T,) be
the set of all other vertices. The tree T, is minimal [Gui04, Lemma 4.9]. It may happen
that T is reduced to a point even if T is non-trivial. In general, it may also happen that
edge stabilizers of T, are not in &£.

Recall that two G-trees belong to the same deformation space if they have the same
elliptic subgroups. By [GL11, Theorem 1], any two trees with edge stabilizers in £ that
lie in the same deformation space have the same tree of cylinders.

6 Invariant free splittings and stabilizers of collections of free
splittings

Throughout the section, we fix an integer N > 2. Given a subgroup H C IAN(Z/37Z),
let FS* be the collection of all H-invariant non-trivial free splittings of Fiy. The goal of
this section is to construct a canonical splitting U}{ of Fy (not a free splitting in general)
encoding all the H-invariant free splittings of Fy. The splitting U}I will be non-trivial
as soon as H is infinite and FS¥ # (). To make things a bit more concrete, let us start
with an example.
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m1(c)
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UL/F
> SN u/Fn

Figure 3: The canonical splitting U }{ encoding all H-invariant free splittings.

Ezample 6.1. Let ¥ be a connected surface with one boundary component, and let
¢ C X be an essential simple closed curve on ¥ which separates Y into two connected
components >g and 31, with g containing the boundary curve. Choose an identification
Fy ~7m1(X). Let H C Out(Fy) be the subgroup induced by all homeomorphisms of ¥
which restrict to the identity on Xo, and let H = Hy NIAN(Z/3Z). Then any properly
embedded arc in Y defines a free splitting of Fy which is H-invariant. These arcs
fill the subsurface ¥y, and the canonical splitting U 11{ will be the splitting dual to the
amalgamated product Fiy = Ag*(4) A1 corresponding to the decomposition ¥ = g U3
(see the argument right after Remark 6.10). Then any free splitting of Ay relative to (a)
induces a free splitting of Fy which is H-invariant. It will follow from our construction
that conversely, any H-invariant free splitting is of this form (but it might not correspond
to an arc drawn on X).

Dually, given any collection C of free splittings of Fiy, the elementwise stabilizer T'¢
of C in IAN(Z/37Z) is defined as the subgroup of IA N (Z/3Z) made of all automorphisms
that fix all the splittings in C. One can then describe I'¢ as a particular subgroup of the
stabilizer of U%C. In the example above, starting with the collection C of all free splittings
dual to properly embedded arcs in ¥, the elementwise stabilizer of I'c in IAN(Z/3Z)
coincides with the subgroup of IA 5 (Z/37) made of all automorphisms that preserve the
decomposition Fiy = Ag *qy A1 and act as the identity on Ay. Additionnally, one can
describe the normalizer of I'¢ as the stabilizer of Ullc. See Section 6.5.

Our construction also allows us to give a bounded chain condition for stabilizers of
collections of free splittings, see Section 6.4.

Our construction of the splitting U }{ goes in two steps: starting from any group
H C TAN(Z/37) and the collection FS? of non-trivial H-invariant free splittings, we
first construct in Section 6.1 a maximal H-invariant free splitting, which we also view
as an H-tree where H is the preimage of H in Aut(Fy). Such an H-tree is not unique,
but the collection of all of them forms a deformation space of H-trees. In Section 6.2,
we then constructs a tree of cylinders to get a canonical splitting from this deformation
space.
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6.1 The deformation space of maximal H-invariant free splittings

Let H C IAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup and H be the full preimage of H in Aut(Fy).
Identifying Fy with Inn(Fy), we view Fy as a normal subgroup of H. Recall that H-
invariant splittings of Fy correspond to actions of H that extend the action of Fy (see
Section 5.1).

Recall that given two H-trees S, 5, one says that S dominates S’ if the H-stabilizer
of every vertex in S is elliptic in S’. Two H-trees belong to the same deformation space
0~f H-trees if they dominate each other, i.e. if they have the same elliptic subgroups (in

If S, S’ are two H-invariant free splittings of F, and if S dominates S’ as an H-tree,
then this also holds as Fy-tree. We will see in Remark 6.4 that the converse holds.

Proposition 6.2. Let H C IAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup.

There exists a (maybe trivial) mazimum H -invariant free splitting, i.e. that dominates
all H-invariant free splittings.

All mazimum H-invariant free splittings are in the same deformation space of H-
trees.

{1}

5!

>0 R

Figure 4: Example 6.1 continued. A maximum H-invariant free splitting, dual to the
two arcs v1,v2 C X.

Ezxample 6.1 continued. The splitting S dual to the two arcs 71,72 C 3¢ depicted on
Figure 4 is H-invariant. Since m(X1) is elliptic in any H-invariant free splitting, S
dominates any H-invariant free splitting and therefore satisfies the conclusion of Propo-
sition 6.2.

In the sequel, we will denote by Dy the deformation space of H-trees provided by
Proposition 6.2. The main point in the proof of Proposition 6.2 is the following lemma.

Lemma 6.3. Let H C IAN(Z/37) be a subgroup, and let S,S' € FSH. Then the H-
stabilizer of every edge of S is elliptic in S’.

Proof. As H C TAyN(Z/37), every automorphism & € H acts trivially on the quotient
graph S/Fx (Lemma 2.12), and therefore induces an isometry of every collapse of S.
Therefore, without loss of generality, we can assume that S has a single F-orbit of
edges. Let e C S be an edge, and let & € Stab(e). We denote by I5 the &-equivariant
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isometry of S, and by I the d&-equivariant isometry of S’. Our goal is to find a point in
S’ that is fixed by I%, independently of & € Stab (e).

Let A and B be the Fjy-stabilizers of the two extremities v4,vg of e. Then A and B
are proper free factors of Fy, and they are both non-trivial because .S has a single orbit
of edges. Since I5(e) = e, we have in particular I5(v4) = v4. Therefore, for every g € A,
we have a(g)va = Is(gva) = Ia(va) = va, so &(g) € A. This shows that &(A) C A, and
since & is an automorphism, we deduce that &(A) = A. Likewise &(B) = B.

If A (or B) fixes a point in S, then this point is unique (because S’ is a free splitting
of Fiy), and it is fixed by I. We can therefore assume that neither A nor B fixes a point
in S’.

Let S’) (resp. S%) be the minimal A-invariant (resp. B-invariant) subtree of S’. The
isometry I sends the axis of every element a € A acting hyperbolically on S’ to the axis
of @(a). As ') is equal to the union of the axes of all elements of A acting hyperbolically
on S, we deduce that S’y is I%-invariant. Likewise S is I%-invariant.

As AN B = {1}, the intersection S’y N S is compact (possibly empty). In addition
this intersection is I’ -invariant. If S’yNS% # 0, then I, fixes the circumcenter of S/, NS%.
If S’ NS =0, then I, fixes the bridge between S’ and S%3. In both cases, we have
found a point fixed by all I, as required. O

Remark 6.4. If S, S’ are H-invariant free splittings such that S dominates S’ as an
Fy-tree, then S dominates S’ as an H-tree. Indeed, if v € S is a vertex whose Fy-
stabilizer G, is trivial, then H, is commensurable to the stabilizer of an incident edge,
so Lemma 6.3 shows that H, fixes a point in S’. If G, is non-trivial, then it fixes a
unique point in S’ and this point is H, invariant since G, is normal in H,,.

Lemma 6.5. Let H C TAN(Z/37) be a subgroup, and let S,S" € FSH. Assume that there
does not exist any splitting in FST that properly refines S. Then S dominates S' as an
H-tree.

Proof. Assume not. Then there exists a point v € S whose H-stabilizer H, is not elliptic
in §’. Let U be the minimal H,-invariant subtree of S’. As H-edge stabilizers of S are
elliptic in S’ (Lemma 6.3), we can blow-up S to an H-tree S, using the H,-action on U
(see e.g. [GL17, Proposition 2.2]).

We claim that S € FS* | which will contradict our hypothesis. First, S is H-invariant
(because it is an H-tree). Second, Fiy-stabilizers of edges of S are trivial: indeed, every
H-edge stabilizer of S stabilizes an edge in either S or S, and H-edge stabilizers of S
and S" have trivial intersection with Fyy because S and S’ are free splittings of Fi. This
proves our claim, and concludes the proof of the lemma. ]

Proof of Proposition 6.2. Consider an H-invariant free splitting S of Fy without re-
dundant vertex, whose number of orbits of edges is maximum (the trivial splitting if
FSH = (). By Lemma 6.5, the tree S is a maximum H-invariant free splitting.

If S, 5" are two maximum H-invariant free splittings, then they dominate each other
as H-trees by definition, so they are in the same deformation space of H-trees. O
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6.2 The tree of cylinders of maximal H-invariant free splittings

In this section we are going to construct a tree of cylinders of the deformation space Dy
following [GL11] (see Section 5.2 for relevant definitions).

Let &€ be the collection of all H-stabilizers of edges of H-invariant free splittings of
Fy. To construct a tree of cylinders, we need an admissible equivalence relation on
E. We will take the trivial equivalence relation (i.e. equality), and the following lemma
implies that this is an admissible equivalence relation on £.

Lemma 6.6. Let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup, and let S, S’ € FSH. Lete C S and
e C 5 be edges. If the H-stabilizer H, of e is contained in the H-stabilizer Hy of €,
then H, = H,/

Lemma 6.6 was proved in [BGH17, Lemma 6.9], we recall the proof for completeness.

Proof. Let & € H; we aim to prove that & € Ho. As H C TAN(Z/3Z) and S is a free
splitting of Fiv, Lemma 2.12 ensures that every automorphism in H acts tr1v1ally on the
quotient graph S/Fy, so there exists g € Fy such that ae = ge. Then ad a € He, and
hence adg & € H, because H, C H,. As adg & and & both fix €/, we deduce that g
fixes €/, and therefore g = 1. Hence & € H,, which concludes our proof. O

Recall that the cylinder of an edge e C S is the union of all edges whose H-stabilizers
are equal to H, (admissibility implies that this is a connected subset).

Lemma 6.7. Let H C TAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup, let S € Dy, and let Y C S be a cylinder.
The subgroup Hy of elements of H fixing Y pointwise is a lift of H in Aut(Fy): the
restriction of Aut(Fy) — Out(Fy) to Hy is an isomorphism Hy = H.

Remark 6.8. Note that Hy coincides with H, for any edge e C Y. Indeed, if & € H,,
then for any edge ¢ CY, H, = H, > a.

Proof. Since Fy-stabilizers of edges of S are trivial, Hy N Fy = {1} which proves
injectivity.

To prove surjectivity, consider « € H. Let e C Y be an edge. Since H C AN (Z/37Z),
it acts trivially on the quotient graph S/Fy, so a has a representative & € H that fixes
the edge e. As noted above, we conclude that & € H, = Hy-. O

Given an automorphism & of Fy, we denote by Fixp, (&) the subgroup of F)y made
of all elements g € Fx such that &(g) = g. More generally, if X' is any collection of
automorphisms of Fy, we let

Fixp, (X) = ﬂ Fixp, (&)
aeXx
Lemma 6.9. Let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup, let S € Dy, and let Y C S be a cylinder.

Denote by ﬁ( v) and Gy the global stabilizer of Y in H or in Fy respectively, and by

Hy the pointwise stabilizer of Y in H. )
Then G( Y) = FIXFN(Hy) and H( Y) = Hy X G(y)
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Proof. Fix an edge e C Y. To prove that Gy C FixFN(lEIy), consider g € G(y) and
& € Hy. As e and ge both belong to Y, we have ge = I5(ge) = a(g)Ia(e) = a(g)e.
As the Fiy-stabilizer of e is trivial, this implies that &(g) = g. This shows that Gy C
FiXFN (Hy) _

Conversely, let g € Fy be such that for every & € Hy, one has a(g) = g. To
prove that g € G(y) it suffices to check that ge C Y. For every a € ﬁe, one has
Ia(ge) = a(g)la(e) = ge, showing that & € Hge. Therefore H, C H,.. By Lemma 6.6,
this implies that H, = ng Thus e and ge belong to the same cylinder Y, and we
conclude that G(y) = Fixpy (Hy).

Now the groups Hy and Gy = H (v) N Fy are normal in H (v), and they intersect
trivially because Fiv-stabilizers of edges of S are trivial. To conclude, it suffices to check
that H(y) Hy . G(y). Given & € H(y), there exists g € Fy such that I5(e) = ge (as
follows from Lemma 2.12 since H C [AN(Z/3Z)). Therefore g € G(y). Since ad;ld
fixes e, we have ad;léz € Hy by Remark 6.8, which concludes the proof. O

We define the tree U}, as the tree of cylinders of any H-tree S € Dy ([GL11], see
Section 5.2). We denote by V! the set of vertices vy of U }{ corresponding to cylinders
Y of S, and by V' the set of vertices v, of U}, corresponding to points € S lying in at
least two distinct cylinders. The tree U}; is minimal as an H-tree [Gui04, Lemma 4.9
(it may be reduced to a point). Since Fy is normal in H, the tree U}, is also minimal
as an Fi-tree. In general, Fy-stabilizers of edges of U 11{ can be non-abelian. We will
see below that it is not trivial when H is infinite and trees in Dy are non-trivial (i.e.
FSH £ (), see Theorem 6.12.

Remark 6.10. Another more geometric interpretation of the tree of cylinders in terms of
cross-connected components of H-invariant almost invariant sets is given in [GL10].

Ezxample 6.1 continued. Recall that H C TAN(Z/3Z) is the group of automorphisms
induced by homeomorphisms of the surface ¥ that are the identity on ¥g. Let S be the
splitting dual to the arcs 71,72 as in Figure 4. Let ¥ be the universal cover of ¥, and
EO C ¥ a connected component of the preimage of ¥g. Let E be the collection of arcs of
Y that are lifts of ~1 or ya. Thus, Fisin bijection with the set of edges of S. Denote by
Ei the collection of all arcs of E contained in %o, and let Ys, © S the corresponding

collection of edges. Any automorphism i € H has a lift actlng as the identity on Yo,
thus fixing all the arcs in E~ The collection of these lifts defines a lift H C Aut(Fy)
of H which fixes all the edges in Yy , so H = H, for all e € Y. In particular, all edges
in Y are in the same cylinder. Using the fact that H contains a Dehn twist around c,
one can check that edges outside Y are not fixed by all elements of H, so Y is precisely
a cylinder of S, and the tree of cylinders Uj; of S is the cyclic splitting dual to the curve
cCX.

Ezample 6.11. The following three examples show that as an Fy-tree, U 11_1 is not de-
termined by the sole collection of H-invariant free splittings, but it really depends on
H.
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Let S be the free splitting obtained as the Bass—Serre tree of the decomposition
Fy = Ax B, with A, B non-abelian. Denote by e C S the edge joining the vertices fixed
by A and B. Let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be the stabilizer of S. The group Aut(A4) x Aut(B)
naturally embeds in Aut(Fy), and H, ~ H has finite index in Aut(A4) x Aut(B). Then
S is the only H-invariant non-trivial free splitting, so S € Dy, and we claim that every
cylinder is reduced to a single edge. Indeed, for any a € A\ {1}, the edges e and ae
cannot be in the same cylinder because a ¢ FixFN(I:Ie). Using the same argument in B,
we see that the cylinder of e contains no edge adjacent to e, which proves our claim. It
follows that U 1%1 is isomorphic to the barycentric subdivision of S, with V! corresponding
to the midpoints of edges of S.

From now on we further assume that rk(A) > 3. Let a € A be an element which is
part of a free basis of A, and let H' C H be the stabilizer (inside H) of the cyclic splitting
S’ dual to the cyclic decomposition Fy = A *, ({a) * B). Now H'! ~ H' has finite index
in Aut(A4,a) x Aut(B). Again, S is the only H’-invariant free splitting. But now, the
cylinder of e is the orbit of e under (a) because Fixp, (H’) = (a). As an Fy-tree, the
tree U 11{, is then dual to the two-edge splitting

(@)

(@) {1}

and as an H'-tree, it is isomorphic to

(ﬁéxA)ﬁiHéx(@%(HéxB).

The product structure on the central vertex illustrates Lemma 6.9 and the second asser-
tion of Theorem 6.12 below.

Finally, assume furthermore that rk(B) > 3, and let b € B be an element in a free
basis, and let H” C H be the stabilizer of the cyclic splitting T' given by

A b B.
ERER T

Now H” ~ H" has finite index in Aut(A4,a) x Aut(B,b). Again, S is the unique H"-
invariant non-trivial free splitting. The cylinder containing e is now the orbit of e under
(a, b) (it is unbounded) and U}, = T as an Fy-tree (it is no more in the same deformation
space as S). As an H”-tree, it is isomorphic to

(H x A) —— H’ x (a,b) (H. x B).

! x(a) ¢ ! x (b)

Theorem 6.12. Consider a subgroup H C IAN(Z/3Z). Recall that the vertex set of the
tree U}{ is bipartitioned into VO LU V. Then the following properties hold.

(1) the Fy-stabilizers of vertices in VO are the mazimal subgroups of Fy that are
elliptic in all H-invariant free splittings; in particular, they are free factors of Fy.
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(2) for every vertex v € V!, its H-stabilizer splits as H, = G, x Hy where
Gy = Fixpy, (Hy)
and Hy maps isomorphically onto H under Aut(Fy) — Out(Fy);

(3) Consider the free splittings of Fn obtained from U}y by blowing up some vertices
in V1 (using for each v € V1 a maybe non-minimal free splitting of G, relative
to Inc,) and collapsing all edges coming from U}{. Then any such free splitting
is H-invariant, and conversely every H-invariant free splitting may be obtained in
this way.

(4) for every vertex v € V' such that every edge incident on v has non-trivial Fy-
stabilizer, the collection of all conjugacy classes of Fy-stabilizers of incident edges
forms a proper free factor system of G,.

Moreover, U}_I is non-trwial if H is infinite and FS™ #£ (.

Remark 6.13. In Assertion (3), one allows to blow up v € V! using a non-minimal
splitting of G, to get all H-invariant free splittings; on the other hand, this is only
necessary when some edge incident on v has trivial stabilizer.

Proof. Let S be any H-tree in Dy. Then U}I is the tree of cylinders of S. For each
vertex v, € VO corresponding to a vertex x € S, one has I:Ivm = H, and Gy, = Gy.
Since « lies in two distinct cylinders, G, # {1}. By definition of Dy, the subgroup G, is
elliptic in all H-invariant splittings, and is maximal for this property because Fny ~ S
is an H-invariant splitting of Fy. This proves the first assertion.

The second assertion follows from Lemmas 6.7 and 6.9 noting that if v € V! corre-
sponds to a cylinder Y C S, then H, = H, (v) is the global stabilizer of Y.

To prove the third assertion, given a vertex v € V1, consider a free splitting Z of G,
relative to Inc, (we do not assume that it is invariant under any group of automorphisms,
and we allow it to be non- mmlmal) Wr1t1ng HU =Gy X Hy, the action of GG, on Z
naturally extends to an action of H, where Hy acts trivially. For each edge e incident
on v, there exists a point p, € Z fixed by H, = Hy x G, (not unique if G, is tr1v1al)
Doing this in each orbit of vertices in V!, this allows to blow up U} 77 into an H-tree U} i
and collapsing all edges of Ul 77 coming from U} 77 yields an H-tree T (which is minimal if
Z is the convex hull of the orbits of the attaching points p.). Edges of T have trivial
Fy-stabilizer, so Fy ~ T is an H-invariant free splitting.

Conversely, consider any H-invariant free splitting 7" of Fiy, and view it as an H-tree.
By maximality, there is an H-equivariant map S — 7. By [GL11, Proposition 8.1], UL
is compatible with T, and the proof actually shows that one can construct a common
refinement U by blowing up vertices in V! (using the corresponding cylinder in T'), and
that one obtains T from U by collapsing all edges coming from U}_I. This concludes the
proof of Assertion (3).

We now prove Assertion (4): assuming that all groups in Inc, are non-trivial, we
will prove that Inc, is a free factor system of G,. We use the fact that G, = G(y) is
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the global stabilizer of Y, and incident edge stabilizers are the intersections G(yy N G,
where x € Y is a point lying in at least two cylinders. Since Gy ~ Y has trivial
edge stabilizers, it follows that either Inc, = {[G(y)]} or Inc, is a free factor system of
Gy = G(yy. To prove Assertion (4), it thus suffices to prove that Gy does not fix a point
in Y. So assume that Gy fixes a point z9 € Y. Recall that each edge ¢ of U L incident
on v is corresponds to a pair (z,Y) with € Y lying in at least two cylinders. Since
by assumption, all groups in Inc, are non-trivial, G, fixes no other point apart from xg
so x = xg. It follows that there is a single edge in U}{ incident on v, contradicting the
minimality of U}.

Finally, assume that U}I is reduced to a point v. If v € V°, then G, = Fy is elliptic
in every H-invariant free splitting, so FS? = (). If v € V!, then by Assertion (2),
H, =G, x Hy = Fy x Hy and Fy = Fixp, (Hy) i.e. Hy = {id}. Since Hy ~ H, H is
trivial. O

6.3 The canonical splitting U}, is biflexible

Definition 6.14. Let A be a group, and P a finite collection of conjugacy classes of
subgroups of A. We say that (A, P) is flexible if Out(A, PM) is infinite.

A splitting S of F is biflexible if all its edge stabilizers are finitely generated non-
abelian, and S has two vertices vi, vy in distinct Fy-orbits such that for everyi € {1,2},
the pair (G, Inc,,) is flexible.

Corollary 6.15. Let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup. If H is infinite and FS™ # () then,
as an Fy-tree, either U}, has an edge with trivial or mazimal-cyclic stabilizer, or U}{ 18

biflexible.

Proof. We know that U}, is a non-trivial splitting. We view it as an Fy-tree. Note that
edge stabilizers of U}, are root-closed because vertex stabilizers are by Assertions (1)
and (2) of Theorem 6.12. Denote by VY V! the images of VY, V! in U}, /Fy. Assume
that all Fiy-stabilizers of edges of U %1 are non-cyclic (in particular non-trivial). Consider
a vertex v € V!. By Theorem 6.12(4), the collection Inc, forms a proper free factor
system of G, so Out(GU,Incq(,t)) is infinite; indeed the group of twists of any Grushko
decomposition of G, relative to Inc, is infinite (and non-abelian) because Inc, contains
a non-abelian free group (see Section 2.8 or [Lev05, Proposition 3.1]). Thus, we are done
if #V1>2.

To conclude, we claim that there is at least one vertex v € V° such that Out(G,, Incg,t))
is infinite. Let H° C H be the finite index subgroup of H acting trivially on the quotient
graph U 11{ /Fx. Since the group of twists of U }I is trivial, the natural homomorphism

p:H® - H Out(Gy, Inc,)
veV

is injective (Proposition 2.7). By Theorem 6.12(2), H acts trivially on each vertex group
G, for v € V1, so p takes its values in [],cpo Out(Gy,Inc,). This also implies that

H acts trivially on each edge group, and that p takes values in [], .y Out(Gv,Incf,(f))
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(see Remark 2.8; each edge stabilizer is its own normalizer as an intersection of a fixed
subgroup and a free factor). Since H is infinite, there is at least one vertex v € VY such

that Out(Gv,Incq(,t)) is infinite. O

6.4 A bounded chain condition

Proposition 6.16. There is a bound, depending only on the rank N of the free group, on
the length of a chain of subgroups H* C ... C H" of IAN(Z/37Z) such that

Fsi' Q... JFst".

Proof. Choose S; € Dy a maximal H'-invariant free splitting of F. Since for i < j,
S;is H ‘_invariant, S; dominates S;. Since there is a bound on domination chains of
deformation spaces of free splittings, we may assume that the trees Si,..., S, all belong
to the same deformation space of Fy-trees.

Denote S = S,.. For all i < r, S is a maximal H'-invariant free splitting. Viewing S
as an H'-tree, let U }I, be the tree of cylinders of S. We fix an edge e C S, and for every
i <7, weletY; C S be the cylinder of e when S is viewed as an Hi-tree. In other words
Y; is the union of all edges ¢’ C S such that I:Iei, = H!. Since for i < j, ﬁé, = ﬁg, N HY,
onehas Y1 DY, D ... DY,.

We claim that Y; takes boundedly many values. Indeed, by Lemma 6.9, we have
Gy, = Fixpy (H!), so by the bounded chain condition of auto-fixed groups [MV04], the
group G(y,) takes boundedly many values. Since Y; N (Fy-e) = G(v,) - e, and since the
number of edges of S/Fy is finite (in fact bounded, with a bound only depending on N),
it follows that Y; takes boundedly many values (with a bound only depending on N).

Using again the bound on the number of Fy-orbits of edges of S, we conclude that
U 11{1 takes boundedly many values, as an Fy-tree. Since FSH' can be recovered from

U 11{1 by Theorem 6.12(3), FS¥ " takes boundedly many values. O

6.5 The stabilizer of a collection of free splittings

We conclude this section by applying the previous results to study the elementwise

stabilizer T¢ in TA 5(Z/37) of any collection C of free splittings. We denote by € = FS'¢

the collection of all I'¢-invariant free splittings. Notice that C C ¢ ,and I'e = Tg.
Proposition 6.16 can be reformulated as follows.

Proposition 6.17. There is a bounded chain condition on the set of elementwise stabilizers
(in either TAN(Z/3Z) or Out(Fy)) of collections of free splittings.

Proof. We first work in IAN(Z/3Z). If T¢, G -+ G I¢,, then FSTe1 2 ... 2 FSTer 50
Proposition 6.16 concludes.

The chain condition for elementwise stabilizers in Out(Fy) follows from the chain
condition for elementwise stabilizers in IAx(Z/3Z), since the length of a chain of sub-
groups of Out(Fy) having the same given intersection with IAx(Z/37Z) is bounded by
the index [Out(Fy) : IAN(Z/37Z)). O
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Now let I 5) be the subgroup of all elements of IAN(Z/3Z) that globally preserve the
collection of free splittings C. We note that any subgroup of IA ~(Z/3Z) normalizing T'¢

globally preserves C , and that F(é) normalizes I's = ['¢; this shows that F(é) is precisely

the normalizer of I'¢ in IAN(Z/3Z).
Our next result allows to recover I'c and I’ ) from Uﬁc; before we state it, we start
with a definition.

Definition 6.18. The V'-rigid stabilizer of Urlc is the group of all automorphisms a €
IAN(Z/3Z) such that for every v € Vl(UllC), there exists a lift & of a to Aut(Fy) and
an c-equivariant isometry Iy : Ullc — Ullc acting as the identity on the star of v.

Proposition 6.19. Let C be any collection of free splittings, and view Ullc as an F-tree.
Let T'¢ be the elementwise stabilizer of C in IAN(Z/3Z), and ¢y be the global stabilizer
of C.

The normalizer in IAn(Z/3Z) of T¢ is L¢)- Moreover,

o I¢) is the stabilizer of Ullc in IAN(Z/3Z);
o T'c is the V'-rigid stabilizer of Ullc.

Proof. We already noticed that I is the normalizer of I'c.

The deformation space Dr. consists of all maximal I'c-invariant free splittings, i.e.
of maximal elements of C, viewed as I'¢c-trees. Since I'¢ is normalized by I‘(@), Dr, is
invariant under F(é), and the fact that all trees in Dr, have the same tree of cylinders
implies that Ullc is F(é)—invariant as a Lc-tree, hence also as an Fy-tree.

Conversely, let H C 1A (Z/3Z) be the stabilizer of Ullc. By Lemma 2.13, H preserves
the F-orbit of every vertex in V1. Since the splittings in C are precisely those that can
be read from V! as in Theorem 6.12(3), H globally preserves ¢ ,s0 H C F(é) which proves
the first assertion.

To prove the second assertion, choose a [c-tree S € Dr., then U%C is the tree of
cylinders of S. Fix a vertex v € VI(U%C), and let Y C S be the cylinder corresponding
to v. By Lemma 6.7, the group I'¢ has a lift fg to Aut(Fy) which acts as the identity
on Y. Now, every edge ¢ of U%c incident on v corresponds to a pair (Y, x) with x € Y.
As f‘g acts trivially on Y, it fixes =, and therefore f‘}; fixes the edge € in Ullc. It follows
that fg acts trivially on the star of v in Ullc, so I'¢ is contained in the V''-rigid stabilizer
of U}.

Conversely, let o € TIAN(Z/3Z) be contained in the V!-rigid stabilizer of Ullc. Let
& be a lift of a to Aut(Fu). We denote by I5 the a-equivariant isometry of Ullc. Let
S e €. Theorem 6.12(3) can be reformulated as follows: there is an F-tree U which is a
common refinement of S and Ullc, with a collapse map p: U — Ullc such that p~t(v) is
reduced to a point for all v € VO(U%C), and such that § is obtained from U by collapsing
every edge e C U which is not collapsed by p.
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For every vertex v € V!, we claim that there exists a unique element g(&,v) € Fy
such that I coincides with the action of g(&,v) on the star of v. Indeed, existence
follows from the assumption on «. Uniqueness comes from the fact that for any two
distinct vertices w,w’ € VO, the stabilizers G,, and G, are Fy-stabilizers of distinct
vertices of the same free splitting of Fy (namely S), so G, NG, = {1}. In particular, if
e and ¢’ are two distinct edges in U} incident on v, then G. NG, = {1}. This is enough
to deduce the uniqueness of g(&,v).

For every point w in the star of v and every h € Fl, one has ¢g(&, hv)hw = I5(hw) =
a(h)Isz(w) = a(h)g(a, v)w. By uniqueness, this shows that

&(h)g(da U) = g(d7 h’U)h
Let I : U — U be the map defined in the following way:
o for every vertex v € V! and every point x € p~1(v), we let Iz(x) := g(a,v)x, and

e for every point y € U whose p-image does not belong to V!, we let f&(y) be the
unique preimage of I5(y) in U.

Then I is an isometry, and the above relation shows that I5 is a-equivariant. This
shows that U, whence S, is a-invariant. Since this holds for all S € C, we conclude that
a € I'¢c which finishes the proof. O

6.6 When all splittings in C are fixed by the stabilizer of Ullc

The following technical results will be used to characterize compatibility of free splittings
in terms of their stabilizers in Section 14.

Lemma 6.20. Let C be a collection of non-trivial free splittings with infinite elementwise
stabilizer T¢. Denote by VO U V1 the bipartition of the vertex set of Urlc- Assume
that T'¢c almost coincides with the stabilizer of Ullc in the following sense: for every
a € IAN(Z/3Z) preserving U%C, there exists k > 1 such that o* € Te.

Then for every v € V1,

1. if G, is non-abelian, then the Grushko decomposition of G, relative to Inc, is
sporadic with free rank 0 (i. e. dual to an amalgam G, = A x B);

2. if Gy is non-abelian, then there is no edge incident on v with trivial stabilizer;

3. if Gy is infinite cyclic, then there is exactly one Gy-orbit of edges with trivial
stabilizer incident on v.

Proof. To prove the first assertion, assume that G, is non-abelian, and that the Grushko
decomposition of G, relative to Inc, is non-sporadic, and argue towards a contradiction.
Denote by F, the peripheral factors of this decomposition. Then consider an automor-
phism «, € Out(GU,]:th)) which is fully irreducible relative to F,. In particular, no
power of «a, preserves a non-trivial free splitting of G, relative to F,. Since «, acts
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trivially on incident edge groups, it extends to an automorphism a € Out(Fy) preserv-
ing Ullc. By Theorem 6.12(3) every free splitting of Fy obtained by blowing up v is
I'c-invariant. This prevents that of € T'¢ for some k > 1.

Assume now that G, is non-abelian and that GG, has a Grushko decomposition relative
to Inc, of the form of an HNN extension GG, = A% with all incident edge groups conjugate
in A. Then there we claim that exists a free splitting S, of G, relative to A and an
automorphism «, € Out(GU,A(t)) such that no power of «, preserves S,. The claim
then leads to a contradiction as in the first case, thus concluding the proof of the first
assertion. To prove the claim, let ¢ be a stable letter of the HNN extension, so that
G, = Ax(t), and let S, be the free splitting dual to this amalgamated product. Choose
a € A\ {1} and consider the automorphism «, acting as the identity on A and sending
t to ta. Then no power of o, preserves S,, which proves the claim.

To prove the second assertion, assume that G, is non-abelian, but there is an edge e
with trivial stabilizer incident on v.

Let a € Gy, \ {1}, and let a € Out(Fy) be the twist by a around e near v: this has a
representative & € Aut(Fy) such that &g, = id and I5(e) = ae.

Then for all g € G, one has I5(ge) = a(g)Is(e) = gae and since G, is not abelian,
« is not in the V'-rigid stabilizer of Ullc, and neither are its non-trivial powers, a
contradiction which concludes the proof of the second assertion.

To prove the third assertion, notice first that there has to be at least one GG,,-orbit of
edges with trivial stabilizer incident on v, as otherwise there would be no possible blowup
of v into a free splitting. The uniqueness of this orbit of edges is proved as follows: if
e, e are two edges with trivial stabilizer incident on v which are not in the same orbit
under G, one can consider a twist & around e near v that acts as the identity on G,,
and such that I fixes e and maps €’ to ae’ for some non-trivial a € G,. Then « and
its non-trivial powers are not in the V'-rigid stabilizer of Ullc, which proves the third
assertion. U

Corollary 6.21. Under the assumptions of Lemma 6.20, then any one-edge free splitting
obtained (as in Theorem 6.12(3)) from Ullc by blowing up a vertexv € V' with non-trivial
stabilizer, is compatible with all splittings in C.

Proof. Let S be a one-edge free splitting as in the statement. It suffices to prove that
S is compatible with any T'c-invariant one-edge free splitting S’. By Theorem 6.12(3),
S’ can be obtained by from Ullc by blowing up a vertex v’ € V. If v/ # v, then S and
S’ are clearly compatible. If v = v, and G, is non-abelian, then by Assertions 1 and 2
of Lemma 6.20, there is a unique possible free splitting (obtained by blowing up v using
the decomposition G, = A* B), so S = S’. If G, is infinite cyclic, then up to the action
of Gy, there is exactly one edge ¢ with trivial stabilizer incident on v (Assertion 3 of
Lemma 6.20). If there is an edge with non-trivial stabilizer incident on v, then there is
a unique possible free splitting, namely the one dual to ¢, so again S = S’.

In the remaining case, v corresponds to a terminal vertex v of U%C /Fn with infinite
cyclic vertex group, and the incident edge € carries the trivial group. Then there are
exactly two possible blow ups of U%C at v, namely one dual to &, and one obtained by
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replacing ¥ by a circle. These two splittings are compatible, so in any case, S and S’ are
compatible. O

7 Invariant Z,,.-splittings and stabilizers of collections of Z, .-
splittings

Throughout this section, we fix an integer N > 2.

7.1 Basic facts on cyclic splittings and trees of cylinders

We recall that a Z-splitting of Fly is a splitting of Fiy whose edge stabilizers are either
trivial or isomorphic to Z. A Znax-splitting is a splitting whose edge stabilizers are
maximally cyclic (in particular non-trivial).

Lemma 7.1. Let S be a Z-splitting of Fi, and let A C Fn be a subgroup isomorphic to
Z which is elliptic in S.
Then the subtree Y4 C S made of all points fixed by A is a finite subtree.

Proof. Consider an edge e C Yy. Let A be the maximal cyclic group containing A.
We claim that Y4 contains only finitely many edges in the Fy-orbit of e. Indeed, if
e/ = ge C Yy, then Go = gG.g~ ' and G, and G both contain A. It follows that g € fl,
so there are at most #A /A possibilities for /. This concludes the proof since there are
only finitely many orbits of edges in S. O

In the case where S is a Zpax-splitting of Fly, we have the following more precise
version.

Lemma 7.2. Let S be a Znax-splitting of Fiy. Then two distinct edges of S with the same
stabilizer belong to different Fy-orbits.

Proof. Let g € Fy, and let e be an edge with stabilizer G.. Then the stabilizer of ge is
equal to gG.g~'. Hence either g belongs to the Z., subgroup G, and e = ge, or else e
and ge have distinct stabilizers. O

For a Z,,.x-splitting S of F, equality among edge stabilizers is an admissible equiv-
alence relation (which coincides with commensurability and commutation). The cylinder
of an edge e is thus the union of edges of S having the same stabilizer. See Section 5.2
for the definition of admissible equivalence relations and of the tree of cylinders.

Lemma 7.3. Let S be a Zpax-splitting of F, and let S. be its tree of cylinders.
Then S, is a Zmax-splitting in the same deformation space as S, and every edge
stabilizer of S. is an edge stabilizer of S.

Proof. Lemma 7.1 shows that each cylinder Y is finite, so its global stablizer Gy con-
tains G with finite index. Since G, is maximal cyclic, it follows that G(y) = G.. Since
G(y) is elliptic in S, this implies that S and S, are in the same deformation space.
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Additionally, if € is an edge of S, it corresponds to a pair (z,Y’) with z € Y, and
G: contains the stabilizer of any edge e of Y incident on z, so Ge C Ge C Gy = Ge.
This shows that S. is a Z.«-splitting and concludes the proof of the lemma.

One can check that a Z,-splitting S is its own tree of cylinders if its vertex set is
bipartite into Veye U Vi where Gy, is not abelian for v € V) 45, and for all v € V., G,
is maximal cyclic and the set of fixed points of G, is precisely the star of v in S.

7.2 Statement of the result

Let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup, and assume that there is no non-trivial H-invariant
free splitting of Fiy. Let Zax ST be the collection of all H-invariant non-trivial 2 .x-
splittings of Fj. Out of this collection of splittings we are going to construct a JSJ
decomposition that will be a canonical splitting associated to H.

If 5,8 are two splittings of a group A, we say that S is elliptic with respect to S’
if all its edge stabilizers are elliptic in S’. If T is a collection of splittings of a group A,
we say that a subgroup B C A is T -universally elliptic if B is elliptic in all splittings
in 7. We say that a splitting of A is T -universally elliptic if all its edge stabilizers are
T-universally elliptic.

Theorem 7.4 (Canonical JSJ decomposition for H-invariant Z,.x-splittings). Let H C
IAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup, and assume that there is no non-trivial H-invariant free
splitting of Fi.

There exists a unique H-invariant Zmax-splitting Uf; with the following properties:

(1) Uf; is Zmax ST -universally elliptic;
(2) Uf; dominates every H-invariant Zyax-splitting which is Znax ST -universally el-
liptic;
(3) Uf, is its own tree of cylinders.
Moreover, U is non-trivial if Znax ST +0.
Remark 7.5. The assumption that H preserves no non-trivial free splitting implies that
H is non-trivial, i.e. infinite.

To prove the existence of this JSJ decomposition, one has to work consistently with
H-invariant splittings, which we interpret as H-splittings, where H is the full preimage of
H in Aut(Fy) (see Section 5.1). So in fact, we will construct U, as a JSJ decomposition
of H over a suitable collection of edge groups. Proving the existence and uniqueness of
Uj is actually easy, and done in Section 7.3 below; the hard part of the work is to prove
the non-triviality of Uf in Section 7.4.

o8



7.3 Uniqueness and existence

Let us start with the proof of the uniqueness of U which is almost immediate.

Uniqueness of Uf. Let Ui, Uz be two H-invariant Z.-splittings as in Theorem 7.4.
We view U; and Uy as Fy-trees. Combining Assertions (1) and (2) shows that U; and
U, are in the same deformation space. Since they are their own trees of cylinders, this
implies that U; = Uy ([GL11, Theorem 1]). O

Lemma 7.6. Let S be an H-invariant Z-splitting of Fn. Let B be a subgroup of H such
that BN Fy is non-trivial and fizes a point in S.
Then B fixes a point in S.

Proof. Since A := BN Fy is normal in B, the subtree Y4 C S consisting of all points
fixed by A is B-invariant. If A is not cyclic, then Y is reduced to a point because edge
stabilizers are cyclic. Otherwise, Y4 has finite diameter by Lemma 7.1, and we deduce
that B fixes the circumcenter of Y. O

Lemma 7.7. Let S, S € ZmaxST. The tree S is elliptic with respect to S" as an Fy-tree
if and only if S is elliptic with respect to S’ as an H -tree.

Proof. Given an edge e C S, we denote by G. the Fy-stabilizer of e, and by H, its
H-stabilizer. Since G, C H,, if S is elliptic with respect to S’ as an H-tree, it is also
elliptic with respect to S’ as an Fy-tree.
Conversely, assume that S is elliptic with respect to S’ as an Fy-tree, and fix an
edge e of S. Since Ge = = H.N Fy is non-trivial and elliptic in $’, Lemma 7.6 shows that
H, fixes a point in S’. This shows that S is elliptic with respect to S’ as an H-tree. [

Corollary 7.8. Let S, S’ € ZmaXS , and assume that S is elliptic with respect to S’.
Then there exists an H-tree S which is a blowup of S and dominates S’, and such
that each edge stabilizer of S fizes an edge in S or in S'.
Moreover, as an Fy-tree, S is a (H -invariant) Zmax-splitting of Fi.

Proof. View S,S5’ as H-trees. Since S is elliptic with respect to S’ as an H-tree by
Lemma 7.7, one can apply [GL17, Proposition 2.2] to construct an H-tree S that refines
S and dominates S’ and whose edge stabilizers fix an edge in S or S’ (as H-trees,
therefore also as Fiy-trees). Thus, S can be viewed as an H-invariant Fy-tree, and S is
still a Zax-splitting by [GL17, § 9.5]. O

We can now prove the existence of Uf;.

Ezistence of Uf. Note that the trivial splitting is ZmaxSH -universally elliptic. By Lemma 2.1,
there is a bound on the number of orbits of edges of a Z,,,.x-splitting of Fiy without vertex
of valence 2. Therefore, there exists an H-invariant Z,.,S?-universally elliptic Zyax-
splitting U such that no proper refinement of U satisfies this property. We claim that
U satisfies Assertion (2). Indeed, consider U’ € Zp.,S™ any ZpaxS7-universally elliptic
splitting. Apply Corollary 7.8 to construct an H-tree U that refines U and dominates
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U’. Since edge stabilizers of U fix an edge in U or U’, U is ZmaxSH -universally elliptic.
By maximality of U, we thus have U=U , showing that U dominates U’. This proves
that U satisfies Assertions (1) and (2).

Now let U7 be the tree of cylinders of U, viewed as a Zyax-splitting of Fy. By
Lemma 7.3, Uf; is a Zyax-splitting in the same deformation space as U, and edge sta-
bilizers of Uf; are edge stabilizers of U, so Uf is ZmaxSH -universally elliptic. It follows
that Uj; satisfies (1), (2) and (3). O

7.4 Description and non-triviality of U},

The goal of the present section is to prove the non-triviality of Uf; when H has no
invariant non-trivial free splittings and Zp,.xS” # 0 (Theorem 7.15 below). This relies
on arguments coming from JSJ theory, the key tool being to understand flexible vertices
of Uf;, defined as follows, and show that they come from QH situations (all relevant
definitions are given right below).

Definition 7.9. A vertex v of Uj is flexible if its F-stabilizer G, is not ZonaxSH -
universally elliptic.

Uy

U2

us

Figure 5: A socket graph of groups with 3 proper sockets and 2 improper ones.

A socket graph of groups A is a minimal tree of groups whose underlying graph is
a star over a central vertex v, where v is a clean QH vertex (see Definition 2.5) and
the other vertex groups are cyclic (see [Sel97]). Equivalently, denoting by wy, ..., u, the
vertices of I' \ {v}, and by e; the edge joining u; to v,

e the group G, = m;(¥) is identified to the fundamental group of a connected com-
pact hyperbolic surface ¥ with n > r boundary components, each edge group G,
being conjugate in m(X) to B;, where B; is the fundamental group of the i-th
boundary component of X;

e cach vertex group G, is cyclic and [Gy, : Ge,] > 2.

For i < n, let C; be the maximal cyclic subgroup of 7 (A) containing B;. The conjugates
of the groups C; are called the sockets. A socket is improper if C; = B;. A socket is
Mobius if [Cz : Bz] = 2.
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Remark 7.10. If I' is a socket graph of groups, then the associated Zy,x-splitting I'z,_ ..
defined in Definition 2.2 is trivial. The following lemma gives a converse.

Lemma 7.11. Let S be a splitting of Fy with infinite cyclic edge stabilizers. Assume that
S has at least one QH vertex with trivial fiber, and that every edge is adjacent to at least
one vertex with non-abelian stabilizer.

If the associated Zmax-splitting Sz, (Definition 2.2) is trivial, then S/ Fy is a socket

graph of groups.

Proof. By Lemma 2.3, S/Fy is a tree of groups which is a star with all vertex groups
cyclic except the central one. The central vertex v is QH with trivial fiber by assumption.
There remains to prove that v is clean QH. First, the underlying orbifold ¥ is a surface
since F'y is torsion-free and the fiber is trivial. Second, no two edges of S/Fy are incident
on the same boundary component of ¥, as otherwise a generator of its fundamental group
would have two distinct roots in Fj, which is not possible. For the same reason, each
incident edge group is a maximal boundary subgroup of 7 (X). O

Definition 7.12. Let A be a finitely generated group, and let P be a finite collection of
subgroups of A. The pair (A, P) is weakly QH with sockets if A splits as a socket graph
of groups A ~ m(A) and P is a subset of the conjugacy classes of the socket groups.

It is QH with sockets if there exists a socket graph of groups as above where addi-
tionally P contains all conjugacy classes of improper sockets. Such a decomposition of
A is called a socket decomposition of (A, P).

Remark 7.13. If (A, P) is weakly QH with sockets but not QH with sockets, then there
is a free splitting of A relative to P dual to a properly embedded arc in the underlying
surface, whose endpoints are on a boundary component corresponding to an improper
socket not appearing in P. Thus, if (A, P) is weakly QH with sockets and if there is no
free splitting of A relative to P, then (A, P) is in fact QH with sockets.

Remark 7.14. 1f (A, P) is QH with sockets, then one can choose a socket decomposition
of (A, P) such that all the Mobius sockets appear in P. Indeed, starting with any socket
decomposition A of (A, P) with underlying surface X, one can glue a Mébius band on X
for each Md&bius socket not appearing in P and remove the corresponding edge of A. This
decomposition of (A, P) is its cyclic JSJ decomposition by [DG11, Proposition 4.24]. In
particular, it is unique.

In the following statement, we view U as an Fy-tree. Given a vertex v € Uf, we
denote by Inc, the set of all Fiy-stabilizers of edges that are incident on v.

We denote by H|g, € Out(G,) the subgroup obtained by restriction of outer auto-
morphisms in H. More precisely, since U is H-invariant and H acts trivially on the
quotient graph Uf/Fn (Proposition 2.15), the conjugacy class of G, is H-invariant.
Thus for every & € H, there is a representative & € Aut(Fy) such that &(G,) = Gy,
and the image of q|g, in Out(G,) does not depend on the choice of & because G is
its own normalizer, we denote it by «|g,. The map a — «g, defines a morphism
H — Out(G,) whose image we denote by H|g,. An element « lies in its kernel if it has
a lift & € Aut(Fv) such that &g, = id; we then say that « acts trivially on G.
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Theorem 7.15. Assume that H C IAN(Z/3Z) (is infinite and) preserves no non-trivial
free splitting, and that ZyaxS™ # 0. Then U 7 18 non-trivial.
Moreover, if v is a flexible vertex of Uf;, then (Gy,Inc,) is QH with sockets, and

Hg, ={1}.

Remark 7.16. The second assertion implies the first. Indeed, if Uf; is reduced to a single
point v, then v is flexible because there exists a non-trivial H-invariant Z,,x-splitting
(we assume Zn.SH # 0). Since G, = Fu, Hg, = H so H is trivial by the second
assertion, a contradiction.

Lemma 7.17. Let v be a flexible vertex of Uf;, and let T be the set of all non-trivial
Zmax-splittings of Gy relative to Inc, which are Hq,-invariant. Then

e Gy has no non-trivial H\g,-invariant free splitting relative to Inc,;
o T # 0 i e Gy has some non-trivial H‘GU -invariant Zmax-splitting relative to Inc,;
e no splitting in T is T -universally elliptic.

Proof. We claim that any H\ g, -invariant cyclic splitting S of G, relative to Inc, can be
used to blow up Uj; into an H-invariant cyclic splitting U of Fy. Indeed, view Uj; as
an H-tree, and let H, be the stabilizer of v in H. Since S is H, |G,-invariant, it can be
viewed as a K-tree where K C Aut(G,) is the preimage of H, c, in Aut(G,). We note
that K coincides with the image of the natural restriction map r : H, — Aut(G,). The
map 7 : I:L) — K allows to view the K-tree S as an f[v—tree. There remains to check that
the H-stabilizer H, of each edge e incident on v fixes a point in S. Since S is relative
to Inc,, the Fyy-stabilizer G. of e fixes a point in S. By Lemma 7.6 (applied to K~ S
and B = r(H,)), H, is elliptic in S which concludes the proof of the claim.

The claim implies the first assertion: any non-trivial Hg, -invariant free splitting of
G, relative to Inc, would induce an H-invariant splitting U of Fi having an edge with
trivial Fy-stabilizer, contradicting the assumption that H preserves no non-trivial free
splitting.

Since G, is flexible, there exists an H-invariant Z,.-splitting S of Fy in which G,
is not elliptic. Let S, C S be the minimal G,-invariant subtree, with its action by G,.
Then S, is an H, G, ~invariant Zmax-splitting of G, and since Uf; is universally elliptic,
the groups in Inc, fix a point in S hence in 5,. This proves the second assertion.

Finally, let S € T; we aim to prove that S is not T -universally elliptic. Let U be an
H-invariant blowup of U given by the claim above, using S to blow up U at v. Note
that G, is root closed in H because U is a Znyax-splitting. Edge stabilizers of U are
Zmax because S is a Zyax-splitting and G, is root closed. Since U7 does not dominate
U , U is not ZnaxSH -universally elliptic so one can find some edge e C .S whose stabilizer
G C G, is not elliptic in some H-invariant Z,,x-splitting T of Fiy. Let T, C T be the
minimal Gy-invariant tree. The action G, ~ T}, is an H|g,-invariant Zyax-splitting of
G, relative to Inc,. Thus this is a splitting in 7 in which G, is not elliptic. In particular
S is not T-universally elliptic. O
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Theorem 7.15 is an easy consequence of the following result.

Proposition 7.18. Let G be a non-cyclic finitely generated free group, P be a finite family
of mazimal cyclic subgroups of G, and K C Out(G,P). Let T be the set of all non-trivial
minimal Zyax-splittings of G relative to P which are K-invariant. Assume that

e GG has no non-trivial K-invariant free splitting relative to P;
o T £
e no splitting in T is T -universally elliptic.

Then (G, P) is weakly QH with sockets and K s finite.

Proof of Theorem 7.15 from Proposition 7.18. As noted in Remark 7.16, it suffices to
prove the second assertion. So consider a flexible vertex v of Uf;. Notice that G, is a
finitely generated free group (being a point stabilizer in a Z.-splitting of Fy), and is
not cyclic (because being flexible, it has a non-trivial splitting relative to incident edge
groups).

We apply Proposition 7.18 with G = Gy, P = Inc, and K = H|g,. Lemma 7.17
shows that the hypotheses of Proposition 7.18 are satisfied, so (G, Inc,) is weakly QH
with sockets and H\g, is finite.

We now deduce that H\g, is trivial using that H C IAN(Z/3Z). Fix any a € H|g,,
and consider & € H preserving G, and inducing o in Out(G,). By [KSS06, Theo-
rem B(3)], generic elements u € G, satisfy that their stabilizer in Aut(G,) is generated
by ad, (the inner automorphism associated to u). Choose such an element u € G, not
conjugate in an incident edge group. Since H)q, is finite, the H-orbit of the Fiy-conjugacy
class of u is finite. Since H C IAN(Z/3Z), it follows from [HM20, Theorem 4.1] that
the Fy-conjugacy class of u is fixed by H. Then a(u) € G, is conjugate to u in Fy,
and since u fixes no edge, &(u) is conjugate to u in G,. Up to composing & by the
conjugation by an element in G, we may assume that &(u) = u. By choice of u, &q, is
inner, i.e. a is trivial. We thus conclude that H|g, = {1}.

Finally, Lemma 7.17 ensures that G, has no non-trivial free splitting relative to Inc,,
0 (Gy, Inc,) is QH with sockets (and not only weakly QH with sockets; see Remark 7.13).

O

Proof of Proposition 7.18. Let K be the full preimage of K under the quotient map
Aut(G) — Out(G). We will see K-invariant splittings of G' as splittings of K.

We are going to follow [GL17, §6] giving the description of flexible vertices of the
JSJ decomposition of the group K relative to P over a well chosen class of allowed edge
groups. We cannot readily apply the results because we want the extra information that
K is finite, and we do not know a priori that K is finitely presented.

If A is a collection of subgroups of K, an (A, P)-tree S is an action of K on a tree
with edge stabilizers in A and in which groups in P are elliptic. We will work with
the following collections of subgroups. We identify G with Inn(G) so that G < K. Let
Armaz (vespectively Az, Acyc) be the collection of subgroups E C K such that ENG is
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maximal cyclic (respectively isomorphic to Z, respectively cyclic (maybe trivial)). For
instance, trees in 7 correspond to (Aqz, P)-trees.

If EC K and S is a splitting of K, we say that E is slender in S if it preserves a
line or a point of S. Let Ay the collection of subgroups E C K such that E € Acye and
E is slender in any (Acyc, P)-tree. Unlike the other two classes, Ay and Agy. are stable
under taking subgroups.

We have the following inclusions

Amax - AZ - Asl - Acyc-

We explain the second inclusion, the two others being obvious. Let E € Az, and let
C = ENG ~ Z, a normal subgroup of E. If T is an (Acye, P)-tree in which C' is not
elliptic, then C has an axis A¢ in T, and A¢ is E-invariant. If C is elliptic in 7', then
its set of fixed points is bounded (Lemma 7.1) so E is also elliptic in 7. This shows that
E is slender in (Acye, P)-trees, so Az C Ag.

Since there is no non-trivial K-invariant free splitting of G relative to P, any (Acye, P)-
tree is in fact an (Agz,P)-tree. Thus, (Az, P)-trees, (Ag, P)-trees, and (Acye, P)-trees
are the same objects: we denote by 77 D 7T this set of actions of K on trees.

Claim 7.19. The K -action on every non-trivial tree S € T is faithful.

More generally, let S € T', A C G not elliptic in S, and N C K acting as the
identity on an A-invariant subtree S’ C S. Then for all @ € N and all a € A, one has
a(a) = a.

Proof. One deduces the first assertion from the second remembering that K C Aut(G)
by taking A = G, and N the kernel of the action K ~ S.

In general, for & € K, we denote by I the isometry of S determined by the action
of & Fix @ € N and a € A. Then for all 2 € §', we have a.x = Iz(a.x) = a(a).Is(x) =
a(a).z, so a~'a(a) is an element of G acting as the identity on S’. Since S’ is unbounded,
Lemma 7.1 implies that a(a) = a. O

We claim that A satisfies the stability condition (SC') of [GL17, Definition 6.1] with
F = Ay as a class of fibers. Recall that this means that for every short exact sequence
of groups
1-F—=B—->Q—>1

with B C K, the following two conditions hold:

1. if B € Agq and @Q is isomorphic to either Z or the infinite dihedral group Dy, then
Fe Ay, and

2. if F' € Ay and @ is isomorphic to a quotient of Z or Dy, then B € Ayg.

Indeed, the first condition is obvious since Ay is stable under taking subgroups. To
check the second condition, assume that F' € Ay, and that B is an extension of F' as
above. Then B N G is an extension of the cyclic group F' N G by a cyclic or dihedral
group, so BN G is cyclic, i.e. B € Agye. To check the slenderness condition, let S € T".
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Since F' € Ay, either F' preserves a unique line [ in S, or F fixes a point. In the first
case, | is B-invariant because F' is normal in B, so B is slender in S. In the second case,
let Y C S be the subtree consisting of all points fixed by F. Then Y is B-invariant and
the action of B factors through an action of ). Since @ is cyclic or dihedral, it preserves
a line or fixes a point in Y, so B is slender in S. This concludes the proof that Ag
satisfies the stability condition (SC).

We recall some more definitions from [GL17, Definition 6.9], which generalize a usual
assumption asking that G does not split over a subgroup commensurable with a subgroup
of infinite index in an allowed edge group. Given two subgroups A, B € Ay, we write
A < B if A C B and there exists a tree S € T’ such that A is elliptic in S while B
is not. A subgroup B € Ay is minuscule if whenever A < B and A fixes an edge e in
some tree in 77, then A has infinite index in the K-stabilizer K, of e. A tree S € T is
minuscule if all edge stabilizers of S are minuscule.

Claim 7.20. Every tree S € T’ is minuscule.

Proof. Let e C S be an edge. We assume that there exists A < K, with A of finite index
in the stabilizer K,/ of an edge ¢’ of another tree S’ € 77, and aim for a contradiction.
As noted above, S’ is an Ayz-tree so AN G ~ Z. Let C be the maximal cyclic subgroup
of G that contains AN G. The group G. = K. N G is cyclic, of finite index in C, and
therefore K, normalizes C. As A < K., there exists a tree S” € T such that A is
elliptic in " while K, is not. Then AN G, whence C, is elliptic in S”. By Lemma 7.6,
K, fixes a point in S”, a contradiction. O]

We are now going to construct the underlying surface following the approach by
Fujiwara and Papsoglu [FP06] as implemented in [GL17, §6]. We will use the general
definition of QH vertices of [GL17, Definition 5.13] recalled in Definition 2.6: if S is
a K-tree, v € S is a QH vertex with fiber F relative to P if F < G, and there is an
identification G, /F = m1(X) with the fundamental group of a hyperbolic 2-orbifold with
boundary so that incident edge stabilizers and groups in P intersect GG, into subgroups
that map in finite or boundary subgroups of 71 (3).

Let now U be a tree in 7 whose number of orbits of edges is maximal. Our hypothesis
that no tree in 7 is 7 -universally elliptic applies to every one-edge collapse of U. Since
all trees are minuscule, we can apply [GL17, Proposition 6.28]% saying that there exists
a tree V € T’ such that U and V are fully hyperbolic with respect to each other (i.e.
every edge stabilizer in one of these trees is hyperbolic in the other tree). We mention
that U and V are then also fully hyperbolic with respect to each other as G-trees (this
follows from Lemma 7.6 as in the proof of Lemma 7.7).

We will now consider the asymmetric core of U and V, as defined by Fujiwara and
Papasoglu in [FP06] (see [GL17, Definition 6.16]). Notice that the core Cz (U, V) of U

and V viewed as K-trees is the same as the core Cq(U, V') as G-trees; we simply denote

3The assumption that G is totally flexible in [GL17, Proposition 6.28] is only used to ensure that each
edge stabilizer of U is hyperbolic in some K-tree with edge groups in Ag;.
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it by C(U, V). Indeed, given an edge e C U with G-stabilizer G, the axis of G in V' is
f(e-invariant, so K, and G. have the same axis, and similarly, the minimal subtrees of
G, and K, in V agree for every vertex v € U.

As U and V are minuscule and fully hyperbolic with respect to each other, the core
C(U,V) is symmetric [GL17, Proposition 6.19], and actually coincides with the core
defined by the first author in [Gui05], see [Gui05, Proposition 12.1]. We denote by V' (C)
the set of vertices of C(U, V') and by Cut(C) C V(C) the set of cut vertices. By [GL17,
Lemma 6.18], each connected component Z of C(U,V) \ V(C) is a connected surface,
tesselated by squares with missing vertices.

Let R be the regular neighborhood of U and V' as defined in [GL17, Definition 6.23]
following [FP06]. This is the bipartite simplicial tree defined as follows. The vertex set
of R is Veu U Vs, having one vertex v, € Vo for every cut vertex € Cut(C), one vertex
vy € Vs for every connected component Z of C(U, V') \ Cut(C), with an edge joining v, to
vz whenever x € Z. By [GL17, Proposition 6.25 (RN1)], vz is a QH vertex of R relative
to P, with fiber F' € Ag. If we view U,V as G-trees, then their regular neighborhood as
G-trees is nothing but the tree R where one restricts the action to G C K. Each vertex
vz of R, viewed as a G-tree, is also a QH vertex relative to P, with fiber I/ = FNG. In
fact, the fiber F” is trivial because it is at most cyclic and normal in G,,, which cannot
be cyclic. Additionally, since G is torsion-free and the fiber is trivial, the underlying
orbifold is a surface (we do not claim that this is the case when viewing R as a K-tree).

We first assume that R is trivial (as a K-tree or equivalently as a G-tree), i.e.
that Cut(C) = 0 and Z = C(U,V) \ V(C) is connected. Then by [GL17, Proposi-
tion 6.25 (RN1)], (K,P) is QH with fiber F' € Ay, and (G, P) is QH with trivial fiber.
Since P consists of maximal cyclic subgroups, (G, P) is QH with sockets (all sockets
being improper). We claim that K is finite, i.e. that G has finite index in K. Indeed,
the index of G in K is bounded by the number of G-orbits of squares in C(U, V): if there
exists a square C' € C(U, V) such that kC' = gC with k € K and g € G, then kg fixes
C, and since Z = C(U, V) \ V(C) is a connected tesselated surface, this implies that k=g
acts as the identity on the core. Since the natural projection from C(U, V') to U is onto,
k~lg acts as the identity on U so k~'g = id by Claim 7.19.

Now we do not assume that R is trivial any more. We are going to prove that the
Zmax-splitting Rz, . of G associated to R is trivial (see Definition 2.2 for a definition of
Rz,...). We thus view R as a K-invariant cyclic splitting of G relative to P. Then Rz,
is a K-invariant Zyax-splitting of G, i.e. Rz, € T. By [GL17, Proposition 6.25 (RN3)],
the tree U is dual to a family of curves in QH-vertices of R. Hence Rz, is compatible
with U. Let S be a common refinement of U and Rz, in 7. Since U has the maximal
possible number of orbits of edges among trees in 7, it follows that U = S. Assuming
by contradiction that Rz, is not reduced to a point, let e be an edge of U = S not
collapsed in Rz_, . Since U is fully hyperbolic with respect to V, the stabilizer of e is
hyperbolic in V. On the other hand, edge stabilizers of R (hence of Rz, ) are elliptic
in U and V' by [GL17, Proposition 6.25 (RN2)], a contradiction.

This shows that Rz, is trivial. Viewing it as a G-tree, this implies by Lemma 7.11
that R/G is a socket graph of groups.
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We now prove that K is finite. Let v € R be a QH vertex and Z the corresponding
component of C(U,V)\ Cut(C). By Proposition 2.7, up to replacing K with a finite index
subgroup, one has an extension

15 KNTw— K5 Kg, — 1

where Tw is the group of twists, and K|, is the image of K in [[,c g/, Out(Gy,Inc,) =
Out(Gy, Inc,) under the restriction map p. Since R/G is a socket graph of groups, its
group of twists is trivial so it suffices to prove that K\g, is finite. The argument is similar
to the one above. Since Z \ V(C) is a connected tesselated surface, the K-stabilizer N
of a square C' in Z acts as the identity on Z. By Claim 7.19, for every element & € N,
one has q|g, = idg,. Since K, permutes the G-orbits of squares, for & in finite index
subgroup Ko C K, there exists g € G such that aC = ¢C, so ad;ld € N. This shows
that all elements in a finite index subgroup of K act trivially on G, and concludes the
proof of Proposition 7.18. O

7.5 Characterization of invariant Z, , -splittings

Recall that an outer automorphism « € Out(Fl) is said to act trivially on a subgroup
A C Fy if it has a representative & in Aut(Fy) such that a4 = ida.

Proposition 7.21. Let H C IAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup with no invariant non-trivial free
splitting. Then Ujf; is compatible with every H-invariant Zmax-splitting of Fy. More
precisely, any H-invariant Zuyax-splitting of Fx may be obtained from UF by blowing up
each flexible vertex v into a (minimal, maybe trivial) Znax-splitting Y, relative to Inc,,
and by blowing up each vertex v with cyclic stabilizer into a finite tree on which G, acts
as the identity, and then by collapsing all the edges coming from Uf;.

Conversely, let S be any Zmyax-splitting of Fy obtained by blowing up Uf in this
way. Then S is H-invariant. More generally, S is invariant under any automorphism
a € IAN(Z/3Z) that preserves U, and that acts trivially on each flexible vertex group
of Uf.

Remark 7.22. The fact that any a € H acts trivially on stabilizers of flexible vertices
of Uf; is a consequence of Theorem 7.15. See Proposition 7.27 below for the precise
relationship between the group of all such automorphisms and the stabilizer of Uf;.

In order to prove Proposition 7.21, we will use the following fact.

Lemma 7.23. Let (A, P) be QH with sockets. Let A be a socket decomposition of (A,P)
such that every Mdébius socket appears in P. Let Yo be a Zpax-splitting of (A, P).

Then Y4 is dual to a family of non-boundary parallel simple closed curves on the
underlying surface of A and every group in P fizes a unique point in Yq.

Proof. Let v be the QH vertex of A and denote by A the Bass-Serre tree of A.
Let Y, C Y4 be the minimal G-invariant subtree of Y4. The groups in P and the
edge groups of A are elliptic in Y4 because A is the cyclic JSJ decomposition of (A, P) by
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[DG11, Proposition 4.24]. Since all improper sockets appear in P by Definition 7.12, the
fundamental group of each boundary component of ¥ is elliptic in Yy, so Y, is dual to
a collection of disjoint simple closed curves on ¥ not parallel to the boundary. Observe
in particular that for each edge e of A incident on v, G, and any finite index subgroup
of G, fixes a unique point p. in Y,. We also observe for future use that if gv # v and
e1, ez are two edges in Y, and gY, respectively, then G., and Ge, do not commute: if
they did, then G, NG, would fix the segment [v, gv] in A, hence some edge incident on
v, contradicting the previous observation.

Let S be the blow up of A obtained by replacing v by Y, and gluing back each incident
edge e to the point p. € Y.

The inclusion Y, < Y4 extends to an equivariant map f : S — Y4 which can be
chosen linear on edges. Let e = uv be an edge of A incident on v, and let é = up. be
the corresponding edge in S. Note that G, is a conjugate of some group in P. Since
edge stabilizers of Y4 are Znax, f maps the translates of € by G, to the same segment
[f(u),pe] C Yy, and one may redefine f to map € to the point p.. Thus f factors through
the tree S’ obtained from S by collapsing all edges coming from A. Since f is isometric
in restriction to each Y, and f cannot fold two edges in distinct translates of Y, by
the observation above, S’ ~ Y. Since no edge in Y, has a stabilizer conjugate to some
group in P, this concludes the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 7.21. Let S be any H-invariant Zyax-splitting.

To each vertex v € Uf; we associate in an equivariant way a subtree Y,, C S as follows.
If G, is not cyclic, we define Y,, C S as the minimal G,-invariant subtree of S (if G, fixes
a point, this point is unique because G, is not cyclic). Since flexible vertices of U7, are
QH with sockets (Theorem 7.15), Lemma 7.23 applies to G, ~ Y,, for v flexible (with
P = Inc,), and in particular, the stabilizer G, N G, of every edge e C Y,, is non-trivial
and fixes no edge in Uf;.

If G, is cyclic, then we define Y,, C S as the set of points fixed by G,; this is non-
empty because edges of U incident on v have stabilizer G, and are ZmaxSH -universally
elliptic.

We note that in all cases, if e is an edge in Y, then the stabilizer of e for the action
Gy N Y, is equal to its stabilizer G, for the G-action on S, in other words G. NG, = Ge:
this is because G, is root-closed and G, N G, is infinite cyclic.

We claim that if u,v € U}, are joined by an edge, then Y,,NY,, # 0. Since U7, is a tree
of cylinders, we may assume that GG, is cyclic and G, is not, and since edge stabilizers
of U are maximal cyclic, G, C G,. Since Y,, is a G-invariant tree and G/, is elliptic in
S, Gy, fixes a point in Y, which proves the claim.

We next claim that if v1 # vy are distinct vertices of U, then Y, NY,, contains at
most one point. Indeed, assuming by contradiction that there is an edge e in Y, NY,,,
then G, C Gy, NGy, so G, fixes all the edges in the segment joining v1 to v in Uf. As
noticed above, this prevents v; and vy from being flexible vertices. Since Y,,, Y., are not
reduced to a point, this implies that v; and vs are vertices with cyclic stabilizer. Since
Gy, NGy, # {1}, and since U}, is a tree of cylinders, this implies v; = vy, a contradiction.
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Now we construct a blowup U of Uf; as follows: we start from the disjoint union
of the trees Y, (where v ranges over the set of vertices of Uf;) and the disjoint union
of the edges of Uf;, and for each edge e = uv of Uf;, we let p be the unique point in
Y, NY, and we glue the endpomts of e to the copy of p in Y, and Y, respectively. We
claim that collapsing all edges of U coming from U§; gives an F| N~ -tree U isomorphic to
S. Indeed, the inclusions Y, C S extend to an equivariant map U — S which maps each
edge coming from U7 to a point, hence factors through U. Since Y, N'Y, contains at
most one point for v # v, the induced map U — S is injective, which proves the first
assertion of Proposition 7.21.

We now prove the converse. Let U be obtained by blowing up U by replacing in a
Fn-equivariant way each flexible vertex v € U by a minimal action G, ~ Y, relative
to Inc,, each vertex u with cyclic stabilizer by a finite tree Y, on which G, acts as the
identity, and choosing for each edge ¢ = wv attaching points p. € Yy, ¢- € Y, fixed
by G¢. It suffices to check that U is H-invariant, and more generally, invariant under
any automorphism o € IAN(Z/37Z) preserving Uf; and acting trivially on flexible vertex
groups of Uf.

Let & be a preimage of a in Aut(G). We have an G-equivariant isometry I : Uf; —
Uz, and we now define a lift Jg : U — U. For each edge € C U coming from U, we
define Jsz(e) = Is(e). We now define J5 on each tree Y. If v is rigid with non-cyclic
stabilizer, Y, is a point and we define J5(Y,) = Y (). If v is flexible, we know that
there exists g, € Fy such that ad —1 0 & restricts to the identity on G,. Since U is
a tree of cylinders, there is no palr ‘of edges incident on v with the same stabilizer. It
follows that g, 'I5 is the identity on the star of v. We then define J(z) = g,.x for all
x € Y,, and this is compatible with the attaching points. Now consider u € Uf with
cyclic stabilizer. Recall that as o € TAnN(Z/3Z), Proposition 2.15 shows that & acts as
the identity on Uf;/Fy. Therefore, there exists a (non-unique) g, € Fy such that &
coincides with adg, in restriction to Gy, and we define J5(x) = gy.x for all z € Y,,. If
g, is another choice for g,, then g, g/ centralizes G, so lies in Gy, so g,.x = g.,.x for
all x € Y, since G, acts as the identity on Y,. To check that this is compatible with
the attaching data, consider ¢ = uv an edge of U}, with origin w. Then I4(¢) = g.¢ for
some g. € Fy because & acts trivially on Uf;/F, so g-u = g,u and g;lgu € G, fixes
the attaching point p. € Y,,.

This shows that Jz induces an a-equivariant isometry U — U and concludes the
proof. O

7.6 Bounded chain condition

Proposition 7.24. There exists a bound, depending only on the rank of the free group Fu,
on the length of any chain
HCHyC---CH,

of subgroups of TAN(Z/37Z) such that Hy (hence every H;) fizes no non-trivial free split-
ting of Fiy, and such that

ZnaxST 2 Z

H Hy
2 ZmaxS™ 2 - 2 ZaSTr

Z=
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Proof. Denote U; = U fll For j >4, U; is an H;-invariant Z.x-splitting, so U; is com-
patible with U; by Proposition 7.21. By [GL17, Proposition A.17], all the splittings
Ui, ...,U, have a common refinement U, i.e. each U; can be obtained from U by collaps-
ing some set of edges. Since there is a bound on the number of edges of a Z,,.x-splitting
of Fy, this gives a bound on the possible number of distinct trees U;. If U; = U; and
if the set of flexible vertices of U; agrees with the set of flexible vertices of Uj;, then
ZmaxSH = Z..SHi by Proposition 7.21. The proposition follows. O

7.7 The stabilizer of a collection of Z . ,-splittings

We conclude this section by applying the previous results to study the elementwise sta-
bilizer T'¢ in IAN(Z/37Z) of a collection C of Z,.x-splittings, assuming that this stabilizer
does not preserve a non-trivial free splitting. We denote by C = ZmaxSte the collection
of all '¢c-invariant Z,.x-splittings of Fjy. Notice that C C ¢ ;and T'e = Tg.

Proposition 7.24 may be reformulated as follows:

Proposition 7.25. There exists a bound, depending only on the rank of the free group Fy,
on the length of any chain
GG C--CCy

of collections of Zmax-splittings of F such that no I'c, fizes a non-trivial free splitting

of Fn, and
T, 22T,

Proof. We apply Proposition 7.24 with H; = I'¢,. Denote by Ci = ZmaxSHi. If n is too
large, then there exists i1 < ip such that C;; = C;,. Since I'¢, = FC} for all ¢ < n, we get
Ie,, =T¢,, a contradiction. ]

Remark 7.26. As in Proposition 6.17, the same conclusion holds if one replaces I'¢, (i.e.
the elementwise stabilizer of C; in IAN(Z/3Z)) by the elementwise stabilizer of C; in
Out(F N)-

As in Section 6, we denote by % the subgroup of all elements of IAy(Z/3Z) that
globally preserve the collection of free splittings C, and we note that F(é) is the normalizer
of I'c in IAN(Z/3Z).

The following result allows to recover I'¢c and F(é) from UF,.

Proposition 7.27. Let C be any collection of Zunax-splittings, and assume that I'¢ fixes no
non-trivial free splitting. Then

° F(é) is the stabilizer of UF, in TAN(Z/3Z);

o Ic is the set of automorphisms o € IAN(Z/3Z) that stabilize U, and act trivially
on each flexible vertex group.

Remark 7.28. Note that o acts trivially on a flexible vertex stabilizer G, of Uf, if and
only if « has a lift acting as the identity on the star of v (compare Definition 6.18). This
is because two distinct edges incident on v have distinct stabilizer.
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Proof. Since F(é) preserves the collection of all I'c-invariant Z,.-splittings, the unique-
ness statement in Theorem 7.4 ensures that F(é) preserves Uf,. Conversely, if a €
IAN(Z/37Z) preserves Uf,, then o induces the identity on the quotient graph by Propo-
sition 2.15. In particular, it preserves the collection of flexible vertices, so by Propo-
sition 7.21, it preserves the collection of all I'c-invariant Z,.-splittings, i.e. o € F(é).
This proves the first assertion.

Consider the group H' C TA y(Z/3Z) consisting of outer automorphisms that preserve
Uf, and act trivially on each flexible vertex group. Theorem 7.15 shows that I'c € H !
Conversely, Proposition 7.21 says that every I'¢c-invariant splitting can be read from Ufc
and that every such splitting is H’-invariant. This implies that H' C T'¢. O

8 Pure subgroups of Out(Fy) and dynamical decomposition

Throughout this section, we fix an integer N > 2.

8.1 Almost free factor systems

Recall from Definition 2.5 that a vertex v in a graph of groups is a clean QH vertex if
G, = m(X) and incident edge groups correspond bijectively to the fundamental groups
of a subset of the boundary components of 3.

Definition 8.1. A QH splitting of Fiv is a cyclic splitting S of Fn such that the vertices
of the quotient graph of groups S/Fn are v,uy,...,u, (maybe n =0) where v is a clean
QH vertex identified with the fundamental group of a surface 3 with at least one unused
boundary component, andAevery edge joins v to some u;.
Its factor system is F = {[Gu,],---, [Gu,], [(b1)], ..., [(br)]} where [(b1)],...,[{br)]
are the conjugacy classes of the fundamental groups of unused boundary components.
The conjugates of the groups (b1), ..., (b,) are called the unused boundary subgroups.
An extracted free factor system is a collection of the form F\{[(b;)]} for some i < r.

F igure 6: A QH splitting with 2 unused boundary components. Its factor system
is F = {[Gu]: [Gusl, [Gus]s [(b1)], [(b2)]}. The two extracted free factor systems are
{[GU1]> [GU2]> [GU3]> [<b1>]} and {[GU1]7 [GU2]7 [Gus]v [<b2>]}
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The quotient graph S/Fy is not assumed to be a tree, there may be several edges
joining u; to v. Note that Fy is one-ended relative to F because the fundamental group
of a surface is one-ended relative to its boundary components.

Remark 8.2. Each extracted free factor system is indeed a free factor system of Fiy.
This is shown by considering a maximal system of disjoint pairwise non-isotopic properly
embedded arcs with both endpoints on the boundary component of 3 whose fundamental
group is (b;): such an arc system yields a free splitting of F in which the elliptic
subgroups are precisely given by the collection F \ {[(b;)]}.

In particular, if the number r of unused boundary components is at least 2, all the
factors in F are free factors of Fy (although the factor system F, as a collection, is never
a free factor system of Fly, see Lemma 8.3 and Remark 8.4 below). When r = 1, it may
happen that the unused boundary subgroup is not a free factor of Fl.

Lemma 8.3. Let S be a QH splitting of F, and F be its factor system. Then Fy is
one-ended relative to F, and S is a JSJ decomposition of Fy relative to F.

Proof. One-endedness follows from the fact that 71 (X) is one-ended relative to its bound-
ary subgroups. The splitting S is universally elliptic because all its edge groups are
conjugate in F, hence elliptic in any cyclic splitting of Fy relative to F. Maximality
follows from the fact that any cyclic splitting of 71 (%) relative to its boundary compo-
nents is dual to a multicurve on X, and each non-peripheral curve on Y is intersected
non-trivially by another one. This shows that 71(2) is elliptic in any JSJ decomposition
(see also [GL17, Corollary 5.30]) so S itself is a JSJ decomposition. O

Remark 8.4. One-endedness implies that F cannot a free factor system. The lemma also
implies that F determines S uniquely up to deformation, but one can easily deduce that
it actually determines .S up to equivariant isomorphism: the tree of cylinders S, of S is
determined by F up to equivariant isomorphism and S is obtained from S, by collapsing
the edges of S not adjacent to the QH vertex.

The following corollary implies that boundary subgroups and extracted free factor
systems are permuted by the stabilizer of F.

Corollary 8.5. The notions of boundary subgroups, unused boundary subgroups, and ex-
tracted free factor systems depend only of F.

Proof. All JSJ decompositions are in the same deformation space so have the same non-
cyclic vertex groups [GLO7a, Corollary 4.4]. The group 7(X) is thus characterized as
the unique vertex group in any JSJ decomposition that is not F-peripheral. Boundary
subgroups of (X)) are characterized as the maximal cyclic subgroups of (%) which
are ﬁ—peripheral. Unused boundary subgroups are characterized as those that do not
fix an edge in S, hence in any reduced JSJ decomposition of Fj relative to F [GLOTa,
Proposition 4.6]. Extracted free factor systems are obtained from F by removing any
unused boundary subgroup. O
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Definition 8.6 (Almost free factor systems). An almost free factor system F of Fiy is a
collection of conjugacy classes of subgroups of Fiy which is either a free factor system or
the factor system of a QH splitting of Fi.

A free factor system F is extracted from F z'f]:' s a free factor system and F = F
or if F the factor system of a QH splitting S of Fx and F is an extracted free factor
system.

Remark 8.7. Any almost free factor system F is a malnormal family: for each [P],[Q] €
F and every g € Fy, if PYNQ # {1} then Q@ = P9 and g € P.

Lemma 8.8. Let H C TAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup that does not preserve any non-trivial
free splitting.

(1). For any mazimal H-invariant free factor system F, there ezists a unique maximal
H -invariant almost free factor system F such that F =X F. Moreover F is extracted
from F.

(2). If F is any mazimal H-invariant almost free factor system, then any free factor
system F extracted from F is a mazimal H-invariant free factor system.

(3). If F and F are as in (1) or (2), then every cyclic group whose conjugacy class is
H-invariant is F-peripheral, and H contains an element which is fully irreducible
relative to F, and atoroidal relative to F.

Remark 8.9. Notice that as H does not preserve any non-trivial free splitting, every
H-invariant free factor system is non-sporadic.

Proof of Lemma 8.8. We first prove (1) and (3) assuming that every H-periodic (or
equivalently, H-invariant) conjugacy class is F-peripheral. We claim that every H-
invariant almost free factor system F such that F < F is a free factor system. This
claim will imply that F = F, so (1) holds and (3) follows from [GH19b, Theorem 2].

To prove the claim, assume towards a contradiction that F is not a free factor
system. Consider a QH splitting defining F, and let ¥ be the underlying surface. By
Corollary 8.5, every boundary subgroup of (%) is H-periodic, hence F-peripheral by
assumption. Since 71 (X) is freely indecomposable relative to its boundary components,
m1(X) is F-peripheral hence F-peripheral, a contradiction.

We now consider the case where there exists a maximal cyclic subgroup (b) which
is not F-peripheral and whose conjugacy class is H-periodic. We claim that such a
conjugacy class is unique. Indeed, by [GH19b, Theorem 1], there exists an element
«a € H which is fully irreducible relative to F. Proposition 2.4 ensures that there exists
an a-invariant tree 1" which is arational relative to F and in which b is elliptic. It follows
that T is an arational surface tree [Rey12, Hor14], and, up to conjugacy, (b) is the unique
point stabilizer of T' which is not F-peripheral. In particular, FU{[(b)]} is an almost free
factor system, and we have proved that « is fully irreducible relative to F and atoroidal
relative to F U {[(b)]}.
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We now check that F = F U {[(b)]} is the unique maximal H-invariant almost
free factor system relative to which F is peripheral. This will conclude the proof of
Assertions (1) and (3). So consider 7’ a maximal H-invariant almost free factor system
with F < F and let us prove that 7 = F’. Consider a QH splitting defining #”, and let
¥ be the underlying surface. By Corollary 8.5, the boundary subgroups of m1(X’) are
H-periodic. As above, at least one of these boundary subgroups is not F-peripheral, so
it is conjugate to a subgroup of (b), so F U {[(b)]} is Fl- peripheral.

If (b) is an unused boundary subgroup of F’, then write ' = F'U{[(b)]} where F' is
the corresponding extracted free factor system. Since F < F’ and b is not F-peripheral,
it follows that F < F’'. By maximality of F, it follows that F = F', so F = F’ and we
are done.

If (b) is not an unused boundary subgroup of F', we argue towards a contradiction.
The QH splitting S’ associated to F’ has an edge e whose stabilizer is commensurable
with (b). Let U be the splitting of Fy obtained from S’ by collapsing every edge not
in the orbit of e. Denote by X the surface underlying the QH Sphttlng S associated to
F, so that 71 (%) is identified with a vertex stabilizer of S. Since F < F’, the boundary
subgroups of 71 (X) are elliptic in S” hence in U. If 71 (X) does not fix a point in U, then
the action of 71(X) on its minimal subtree in U is dual to a collection of simple closed
curves in ¥ whose stabilizer is conjugate to a power of b. But since (b) is a boundary
subgroup of 71 (%), there is no such curve so 71(2) fixes a point in U. This implies that
there is an equivariant map f : S — U, but this map has to collapse every edge in S
because no edge stabilizer of S is commensurable with (b). It follows that f is constant,
a contradiction.

This concludes the proof of Assertions (1) and (3) in all cases.

Assertion (2) is trivial if F is a free factor system, so write F = F U {[(b)]} for some
unused boundary subgroup (b) of F. The free factor system F is H-invariant because
H C IAN(Z/3Z) (Theorem 2.10), and it suffices to show that F is maximal. Assume
that F < F' for some maximal H-invariant free factor system F’. By Assertion (1), there
exists a unique maximal H-invariant almost free factor system F’ such that F' < F'.
Note that (b) cannot be F'-peripheral because Fy is freely indecomposable relative to
F; but as (b) is H-invariant, Assertion (3) implies that (b) is F'-peripheral. Therefore
F'' = F'U{[(b)]}. Hence F < F', and by maximality of F it follows that F = F’, so
F=F. O

Lemma 8.10. Let H C TAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup that does not preserve any non-trivial
free splitting, and F be a mazimal H-invariant almost free factor system.

Then there is a maximal H-invariant almost free factor system distinct from F if and
only if there exists a proper free factor A which is not F-peripheral and whose conjugacy
class is H-invariant.

Proof. The ‘if’ direction follows from the fact that every proper free factor whose con-
jugacy class is H-invariant is contained in a maximal H-invariant almost free factor
system. For the ‘only if” direction, let ' be a maximal H-invariant almost free factor
system distinct from F. If 7' is a free factor system, then it contains a conjugacy class
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of free factor A which is not F-peripheral, and the conjugacy class of A is H-invariant
(as H C IAN(Z/37)). So we assume that F' is not a free factor system, and write
F''= F'U{[(b)]} where F' is a free factor system extracted from F’. By Lemma 8.8(2),
F’ is a maximal H-invariant free factor system. If some free factor in F’ is not F-
peripheral, then we are done. Otherwise, we have 7/ < F. But by Lemma 8.8(3), the
conjugacy class of (b) is also F-peripheral, so 7/ < F, and by maximality ' = F, a
contradiction. O

Restricting an almost free factor system to a subgroup. Recall from Section 2.2 that if
A is a subgroup of Fy, and Q a collection of conjugacy classes of subgroups of F, we
define Q| as the set of all A-conjugacy classes of non-trivial groups of the form Q N A,
where Q C Fly is a subgroup whose conjugacy class belongs to Q.

If F is a free factor system of Fjy, and A is any subgroup, not F-peripheral, then
the Kurosh lemma says that J|4 is a free factor system of A. Our next lemma describes
what happens for the restriction of an almost free factor system.

A Grushko factor of a group G relative to a collection of subgroups P is a vertex
stabilizer in any Grushko (G, P)-splitting: with our usual conventions, if G = Gy * - - - %
Gp * F, is a Grushko decomposition of (G, P), then its Grushko factors are the groups
conjugate to G; for some i < p. Note that G; is one-ended relative to Pg,.

Lemma 8.11. Let F be an almost free factor system of Fy, and A C Fy be a finitely
generated malnormal subgroup which is not J:"—peripheml.

If ‘7:—|A is mot an almost free factor system of A, then the Grushko decomposition of
A relative to ]}\A is non-trivial and there exists a Grushko factor Ay of A relative to -7:”|A

which is not .7:"|A—peripheml.

Proof. 1f the Grushko decomposition of A relative to ]:"| 4 is non-trivial and all its factors
are .7:"‘ a-peripheral, then .7:"‘ A is a free factor system of A.

We thus assume that A is freely indecomposable relative to .7:"‘ 4 and prove that f"| A
is an almost free factor system. We may assume that F is the factor system of a QH
splitting S of Fiy with QH vertex v € S, with underlying surface X.

We first treat the case where A is contained in the surface group G, = m(2). If A
has finite index in G,, then being malnormal, this implies that A = G,, and .7:"| 4 consists
in the conjugacy classes of fundamental groups of boundary components of 3, so ]:"| A
is an almost free factor system of A. We now assume that A has infinite index in G,.
Since A is not F-peripheral, it is not conjugate in a boundary subgroup of Gy, so A has
a non-trivial free splitting relative to ]-A"| A (see for instance [Perll, Lemma 3.11] for this
well known fact).

We may now assume that A does not fix any point in S. Indeed, the case where A
fixes a point in the orbit of v was treated above, and if A fixes another vertex, then A
is ]:'—peripheral.

Let V,, U V; be the bipartition of vertices of S where Vi = Fy.{v}. Let S4 C S be
the minimal A-invariant subtree. Since A is freely indecomposable relative to .7:"| 4, for
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every edge e of Sy, the intersection G. N A is non-trivial (in fact maximally cyclic in
Fx by malnormality of A). In particular, for every vertex w € Vs NSy, the intersection
Gw N A is not cyclic since by minimality, there are at least two edges in S4 incident on
w. Therefore, if G, N A has infinite index in G,,, the argument above yields a non-trivial
free splitting of G,, N A relative to the incident edge groups, hence a non-trivial free
splitting of A relative to ]-A'| 4, a contradiction.

We can therefore assume that for every vertex w € Vs NS4, the intersection G, N A
has finite index in G,,. As A is malnormal, this implies that A NG, = G,. It also
follows that all vertices in Vi NS4 are in the same A-orbit: indeed, if w,w’ € Vi N S4,
then w = gw’ for some g € Fy, s0 Gy C AN A9 ' so g € A by malnormality.

We now check that S4 is a QH splitting of A. Up to conjugating A, we may assume
that v € S4, and we claim that v is a clean QH vertex in S4. Indeed, G, = m(X), and
the stabilizers of incident edges in S4 are subgroups of the boundary components of X.
Moreover, since A N G, = G,, the A-stabilizer of any edge in S4 incident on v agrees
with its Fy-stabilizer. It follows that v is clean QH as a vertex of S4. Since X has an
unused boundary component in S, the same is true in Sy4, so S4 is a QH splitting of A.

There remains to check that ]:"| 4 coincides with the set of all conjugacy classes of
A-stabilizers of vertices in V,, NS4 together with the conjugacy classes of fundamental
groups of unused (in S4) boundary components of 3. Each group @ in F is either of
the form @ = G, for some vertex p € V), or @) is conjugate to the fundamental group
Gy, of a boundary component b of ¥ unused in S. If Q = G, with p € S4, then @ N A
is the stabilizer of the vertex p for the action A ~ S. If p ¢ Sy, then either G, N A is
trivial, or p is adjacent to a vertex w € V53N S4 (this is because any segment in .S with
non-trivial stabilizer has length at most 2 and contains at most one vertex in V). In this
case, up to conjugation we may assume that v = w; then G, A = G, NG, is conjugate
to the fundamental group of a boundary component of 3 that is unused in S4. If Q is
conjugate to the stabilizer G}, of an unused (in S) boundary component of ¥, then @
fixes a unique vertex w € S (and w € Vy). If w € Sy, then QN A = Q because G, C A,
so @ is conjugate in A to the stabilizer of an unused boundary component of 3. Finally,
if w ¢ Sy, then @ N A = {1}. Otherwise, @ N A has finite index in the cyclic group
Q. But QN A fixes the arc joining w to S4, hence so does @ since edge stabilizers are
maximal cyclic, contradicting that @) fixes no edge in S. This concludes the proof. [

8.2 The dynamical decomposition: statement and examples

Given a subgroup H C IAN(Z/3Z), the goal of this section is to construct a dynamical
decomposition of the free group Fiy for H. As was informally explained in Section 1.3.3
of the introduction, this is an analogue of Ivanov’s natural H-invariant decomposition
of a surface into active and inactive subsurfaces, when H is a subgroup of the mapping
class group.

Definition 8.12. We say that a subgroup H C IAN(Z/37Z) is pure if there is a unique
mazximal H-invariant almost free factor system, but no H-invariant non-trivial free split-
ting.
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We insist that in this definition, the unique maximal H-invariant almost free factor
system is allowed to be empty, which happens if H contains an atoroidal fully irreducible
automorphism.

Remark 8.13. One can naturally extend this definition to any subgroup of Out(Fy) as
follows: define H C Out(Fy) as pure if HNIAN(Z/3Z) is pure. Equivalently, H is pure
if there is a unique maximal H-periodic almost free factor system, and no H-periodic
non-trivial free splitting. The equivalence follows from the fact that any H-periodic
almost free factor system (or free splitting) is invariant under H NTAN(Z/3Z).

Definition 8.14. Let H C TAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup. A subgroup P C Fy is universally
peripheral with respect to H if it is F -peripheral for any mazimal H-invariant almost
free factor system F.

We denote by Py the set of all subgroups of Fn that are universally peripheral with
respect to H, and by Py the subset of mazimal universally peripheral subgroups.

We note that Py is stable under taking subgroups. Since any intersection of free
factors is a free factor, every group P € Py is either a free factor or a maximal cyclic
subgroup of Fy. The case where H is fully irreducible and atoroidal (i.e. does not
preserve the conjugacy class of any proper free factor or of any cyclic group) is a bit
peculiar: there is no non-empty H-invariant almost free factor system (i.e. F =0 is the
only one) so Py = Pi** is reduced to the trivial subgroup. But anyway the dynamical
decomposition is clearly trivial in this case, so we may as well exclude this case from

now oi.

Theorem 8.15 (Dynamical decomposition). Let H C IAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup that does
not preserve any non-trivial free splitting of Fi.

Then there exists a unique H-invariant splitting UI‘?I of Fiy relative to Py whose
vertex set V' has a bipartition V = V, UV, (for peripheral vs. active vertices) with the
following properties:

(1) for every v € V,, one has Gy, € PHF*, and G, N Gy = {1} for distinct vertices
v, v €V

(2) for every v € Vg, the group G, is a free factor of Fy whose conjugacy class is H -
invariant, the restriction of H to G, is pure, and (Pﬁax)mv 1s the unique mazrimal
H -invariant almost free factor system in G,; moreover, the collection of incident

edge groups is a non-sporadic free factor system of Gy;

(3) for every free factor A whose conjugacy class is H-invariant and which is not
universally peripheral, there exists v € V, such that G, C A;

(4) for every vertex v € V,/Fn, there exists a unique mazimal H-invariant almost free
factor system JF, such that G, is not F,-peripheral. Moreover the map v — F,
is a bijection from Vo /Fn to the set of maximal H-invariant almost free factor
systems.
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The free factor Q1

C1

Figure 7: The splitting in Example 8.19.

As usual, the uniqueness of Uﬁ, is up to F-equivariant isomorphism.

Remark 8.16. It is a priori not obvious that there are only finitely many maximal
H-invariant almost free factor systems (under the assumption that H preserves no non-
trivial free splitting), but this is a consequence of Assertion (4). In fact, Theorem 8.15
can be used to derive a bound on their numbers, as will be done in Corollary 8.30 below.
We insist that the assumption that H preserves no free splitting is crucial here, see
Example 6.1 for a situation where there are infinitely many invariant splittings dual to
arcs on a surface, hence infinitely many sporadic H-invariant free factor systems.

Remark 8.17. Since H does not preserve any non-trivial free splitting, edge stabilizers
of Ugl are non-trivial. By Assertion (1), they are universally peripheral with respect to
H, and we will see that they are free factors of Fy (see Proposition 8.33).

Remark 8.18. If H is pure, UIC_ZI is the trivial splitting, reduced to a vertex in V,. If H
is not pure, then U IC_lI is non-trivial, and there are at least two orbits of active vertices.
One can refine each of these vertices into a non-sporadic free splitting.

Ezample 8.19. We give an example (see Figure 7) illustrating the dynamical decompo-
sition of Theorem 8.15.

Let 31,39, X3 be three connected orientable surfaces of positive genus, each of which
has exactly two boundary components. Let F be the free group obtained by amalga-
mating the fundamental groups of these surfaces over the fundamental group of one of
their boundary components, and let S be the splitting of Fiy represented in Figure 7. Let
H be the subgroup of IA 5 (Z/3Z) induced by the homeomorphisms of the three surfaces
whose restriction to the boundary is the identity.

Let us describe the H-invariant conjugacy classes of proper free factors. Note that
m1(X;) is a free factor of Fjy as can be seen by drawing arcs on ¥,_; and ¥, with
endpoints in their unused boundary components. Similarly, so is (¢;), the fundamental
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group of the unused boundary curve in ¥;, and (c) the central vertex group. Finally,
the subgroup Q; = m(X;—1 U X;41) is also a free factor of Fiy. The conjugacy classes
of all these free factors are clearly H-invariant. Conversely, one may use the argument
in Lemma 8.20 below and the fact that H contains elements whose restriction to m(%;)
is pseudo-Anosov to prove that these are these are the only invariant free factors. It
follows in particular that H does not preserve any non-trivial free splitting.

The almost free factor system F; = {[Q;], [(¢;)]} is H-invariant and maximal. On the
other hand, m(%;) is a free factor which is not ]:"Z-—peripheral and whose conjugacy class
is H-invariant, and it is minimal for this property. Minimal non-peripheral free factors
will play an important role in the proof and appear as stabilizers of active vertices by
Assertion (3).

One can check that the dynamical decomposition U[‘?] of Theorem 8.15 is the splitting
dual to the decomposition shown in Figure 7 where V,,/Fy is the central vertex, and
Va/Fn corresponds to the three surfaces.

In this example, active vertices correspond to surfaces, but this is not a general
fact. For instance, one may replace any of the surfaces of the example by a free group
F = (z1,...,zp), and attach it to the central vertex along zi, and add to H all the
automorphisms of F' fixing z;.

8.3 A minimal non-peripheral invariant free factor

The main step in the proof of the existence part of Theorem 8.15 is the following result.

Lemma 8.20. Let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup that does not preserve any non-trivial
free splitting. Let F be a mazimal H-invariant almost free factor system.

Among all conjugacy classes of non-trivial free factors of Fy (including Fy itself)
which are H-invariant and not ﬁ-peripheml, there is a unique minimal one, that we
denote by A .

In addition, Az is non-abelian and there is a minimal H-invariant splitting Tz of
Fn relative to F coming with a bipartition of its vertex set as VOU V! that satisfies the
following properties.

(1) For every v € VO, one has [G,] € F and G, is not an unused boundary subgroup
of F. Moreover G, N\ Gy = {1} for distinct vertices v,v' € V;

(2) V1 consists of a single orbit of vertices, the stabilizer of every vertex in V! is
conjugate to Az;

(3) ]:—|Aﬁ is a non-sporadic almost free factor system of Az, and the collection of
incident edge groups is a mon-sporadic free factor system of Ax.

Remark 8.21. In this statement, we do not claim that Az is a proper free factor; in
fact Az = Fy if and only if H is pure (see Lemma 8.10). More generally, the defining
property of Az implies that the restriction of H to Az is pure, and its unique maximal
H-invariant maximal almost free factor system is .7:"| Ap
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Ezample 8.22. Continuing with the notations from Example 8.19, let F=F =
{[@1], [{¢1)]}. Up to conjugation, among all H-invariant free factors which are not F-
peripheral, the unique minimal one is A 7= m1(21). The splitting T]:.1 is the Bass—Serre
tree of the decomposition Fiy = m1(X1)*zQ1; the vertex with stabilizer w1 (1) belongs to
V1, and the vertex with stabilizer Q1 belongs to V°. Moreover, .7:"|7T1(21) = {[(b1)], [{c1)]}

In our proof of Lemma 8.20, we will make use of the following fact.

Lemma 8.23. Let H C TAN(Z/3Z). Let A and A’ be two proper free factors of Fx whose
conjugacy classes are H-invariant.
Then for every g € F, the conjugacy class of AN (A")9 is H-invariant.

Proof. We claim that up to conjugation, there are only finitely many subgroups of the
form AN (A)Y with g € F. To see this, let S4 be a Grushko splitting of Fy relative
to A’. Then the minimal A-invariant subtree of Sy is a free splitting of A (in particular
there is a bound on the number of A-orbits of vertices), and the collection of all its point
stabilizers is exactly equal to the collection of all subgroups of the above form.

Since [A] and [A] are H-invariant, the group H permutes the conjugacy classes
[AN(A)9]. As H CTAN(Z/3Z), these are actually H-invariant. O

Proof of Lemma 8.20. Let A, A’ be two free factors of Fyy which are not F-peripheral,
whose conjugacy classes are H-invariant with A of minimal rank. We aim to prove that
A is conjugate into A’

Let F be a free factor system extracted from F. By Lemma 8.8, F is a maximal
H-invariant free factor system (non-sporadic because H does not fix any free splitting
of Fy) and H contains an automorphism « which is fully irreducible relative to F and
atoroidal relative to F.

Let T' be an a-invariant arational tree (rel. F) on which « acts by homothety of
dilatation factor A # 1: this exists by Proposition 2.4. Notice that a subgroup is elliptic
in T if and only if it is ~73—pelriphelral.

Since A is not elliptic in T', we can consider the minimal A-invariant subtree T4 of T'.
Since [A4] is a-invariant, we deduce that T4 is G-invariant for some preimage & € Aut(Fy)
of a. Since & acts on Ty by homothety of dilatation A # 1, T4 has no simplicial edges,
so A acts on T4 with dense orbits.

Using an argument of Reynolds (as formulated in [GH19a, Corollary 11.9]), we de-
duce that the collection {gT'4}4cr, is a transverse family of 7', and more precisely, for
every g € Fy \ A, the intersection g74 N T4 contains at most one point (in particular
Stabp, (Ta) = A). As T is arational, it is mixing [Hor14, Lemma 4.9], so {gT'4 }4cry is a
transverse covering of 7', i.e. the subtree T4 is closed and every segment of 1" is covered
by finitely many subtrees from this family.

Likewise, the above argument also yields another transverse covering {g7'a’ }4ery of
T. We can then form the refinement of the two transverse coverings, which consists of
all nondegenerate subtrees of T of the form g7y Ng'T4 with g, ¢’ € Fy. Since this forms
a transverse covering of T, the stabilizer of each of these trees acts with dense orbits on
it (see e.g. [HW20, Lemma 5.2]) and in particular is not F-peripheral and not cyclic.
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We observe that if T4 NgT 4 is nondegenerate, then its stabilizer is equal to AN (A’)9.
Indeed, it is clear that A N (A")9 preserves both T4 and ¢Tas, and therefore preserves
their intersection. Conversely, if h € Fy preserves T4 NgT as, then in particular hT4 NT'4
is nondegenerate, so h € A, and similarly, h € (A’)9.

Therefore, there exists g € Fi such that A N (A’)9 is not elliptic in 7', hence not
]:'—peripheral. By Lemma 8.23, its conjugacy class is H-invariant. By minimality of the
rank of A, we have A C (A")9, as desired. This concludes our proof of the existence and
the uniqueness of A, and of the fact that A is non-abelian.

We now construct the tree Tz. Our construction a priori depends on the choice of
a € H and of the R-tree T', but we will check at the end of the proof that in fact T+ does
not depend on these choices. We keep the notations from above. Let T’z be the skeleton
(in the sense of [Gui04, Definition 4.8]) of the transverse covering {gTa}sery, i-e. Ts is
the bipartite simplicial tree having one vertex vy for every subtree Y of the form ¢7T4,
one vertex v, for every point x € T that belongs to at least two subtrees from the family,
with an edge between v, and vy whenever x € Y. Minimality of T’z follows from [Gui04,
Lemma 4.9]. We denote by V! the set of all vertices of the form vy, and by VV the
set of all vertices of the form v,. Notice that V! consists of a single orbit of vertices,
and the stabilizer of every vertex in V! is conjugate to A #, proving Assertion (2). Edge
stabilizers of T’z are non-trivial because otherwise, this would produce an (Fy, F)-free
factor acting non-discretely on T', contradicting arationality. In particular, the stabilizer
of any vertex v = v, € V? is non-trivial, and since non-trivial point stabilizers of T" are
precisely groups in F, we deduce that G,] € F. Since arc stabilizers of T' are trivial, it
follows that the stabilizers of distinct vertices in V° have trivial intersection.

To prove Assertion (1), there remains to prove that G, is not an unused boundary
subgroup (b) of F. So assume otherwise that G, = (b). Since there are at least two edges
incident on v in Tz, and since edge stabilizers are non-trivial, there exists k > 1 such
that b* is contained in two distinct conjugates of A, say b¥ € 49N A9 . By malnormality,
A9 = A9 a contradiction. This proves Assertion (1).

We now prove Assertion (3). We first apply Lemma 8.11 to prove that .7:"| A is an
almost free factor system. If not, then there is Grushko factor Ag C A of A relative to
]:*‘ 4 which is not ]:'| a-peripheral. Since there are only finitely many conjugacy classes
of such factors, Ay is H-periodic hence H-invariant because H C IAx(Z/3Z). This
contradicts the choice of A. This proves that .7:"| 4 is an almost free factor system of A.
If it was sporadic, then the action of A on T4 would be simplicial, a contradiction.

In order to prove the last part of Assertion (3), denote by Fy C F the collection of
all conjugacy classes of stabilizers of V0-vertices, and note that (]-'0)‘ 4 coincides with
the set of A-conjugacy classes of incident edge groups. By Assertion (1), Fy contains no
unused boundary subgroup of F , 80 Fp is a free factor system of Fyy, hence (Fo)|4 is a
free factor system of A. If (Fp)|4 was sporadic, then as above, the action of A on T4
would be simplicial, a contradiction.

We finally give an alternative description of the tree Tz which shows that it does
not depend on the choice of o and of the R-tree T', and which also implies that it is
H-invariant. We note that since T’z is bipartite with non-trivial edge stabilizers, and
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since G, NG, = {1} for any two distinct vertices v, v’ € V0, it follows that two vertices
v e VYand o' € V! are adjacent if and only if G, NG, # {1}. So let S be the bipartite
graph on the vertex set V(S)UV(S), where VO(S) is defined as the set of subgroups of
Fx whose conjugacy class is in F, and V1(S) is the set of minimal non-F-peripheral free
factors whose conjugacy class is H-invariant, and where two vertices (one in V°(S) and
one in V1(9)) are adjacent if and only if the corresponding subgroups have non-trivial
intersection. The action of Fy by conjugation on its subgroups induces an action on S.
The map f : v € V(Tz) — G, € V(S) is injective, and preserves adjacency and non-
adjacency. We claim every vertex in S\ f(7%) is a terminal vertex of S (in particular,
S is a tree). Indeed, let P be the subgroup associated to a vertex v € S\ f(T#). Then
[P] € F (in other words v € V°(S)) and the point z € T fixed by P is not in VO(T;).
This means that x lies in a single translate g7y of T4, so P C AY9. Since arc stabilizers
of T are trivial, all other conjugates of A intersect P trivially. This means that v is
adjacent to a unique vertex in V1(S), and the bipartite structure of S implies that v is
a terminal vertex. This shows that Tz can be described as the complement of terminal
vertices in S and concludes the proof. O

The factors Az have the following property.

Lemma 8.24. Let H C TAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup that does not preserve any non-trivial
free splitting, and let F and F' be two distinct maximal H-invariant almost free factor
systems.

Then Az is F'-peripheral, and it is not contained in an unused boundary subgroup
of F'.

Proof. Since F' £ F, consider a factor F” in 7’ which is not F-peripheral. By Lemma 8.8(3),
F’ is not cyclic, hence is not an unused boundary subgroup of F’. In particular, F’ is
a free factor of Fy, and its conjugacy class is H-invariant. Therefore, F’ contains a
conjugate of Az. This concludes that Az is F'-peripheral. Since A4 is not abelian by
Theorem 8.20, it cannot be contained in an unused boundary subgroup of F. O

We record the following consequences of Lemma 8.24.

Corollary 8.25. Let H C TAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup that does not preserve any non-trivial
free splitting, and let F be a maximal H-invariant almost free factor system. Then all
edge stabilizers of Tz are unwersally peripheral with respect to H.

Proof. Lemma 8.24 implies that edge stabilizers of Tz are F! -peripheral for F! #* F
because Az is. They are also F-peripheral by Lemma 8.20(1). O

Lemma 8.26. Let H C TAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup that does not preserve any non-trivial
free splitting, and let Fi, Fa be two distinct mazimal H-invariant almost free factor
systems.

Then Fi U Fy is ﬁllmg in the following sense: there is no almost free factor system
F such that .7-"1 = F and .7:2 = F.
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Remark 8.27. The point in the lemma is that we do not assume that F is H-invariant.

Proof. Assume on the contrary that there exists an almost free factor system F such
that 7y < F and F» < F. If F is a free factor system, then the Grushko decomposition
of Fy relative to F; U Fy is non-trivial, and provides a free factor system G such that
Fi = G and Fy = G, and which is H-invariant. This contradicts maximality of F and
Fo.

So assume that F = {[A1],...,[A.],[(b1)], ..., [(b,)]} is the factor system of a QH
splitting S with 7 > 1 unused boundary components. Let I'” be the non-minimal graph
of groups obtained from S/Fx by adding r terminal edges with stabilizers (b1), ..., (b.),
and let S’ be the Bass-Serre tree of this splitting. The splitting S” has the property that
for every F-peripheral subgroup A C Fy, there is a unique vertex v4 € S’ such that A
fixes v4 and the stabilizer of v, is in F.

We claim that all vertex stabilizers of T, are F-peripheral. Indeed, A]:.l is F-

peripheral because it is Fo-peripheral by Lemma 8.24, and the stabilizers of VO-vertices
of Tz are Fi-peripheral (Lemma 8.20(1)). It follows that there is an equivariant map
f: Ty — S’ that sends each vertex u € Ty to the vertex vg, defined above. Edge
stabilizers of Tz, are non-trivial because H preserves no non-trivial free splitting. Since

F is a malnormal family, this forces f to be constant, say f(T" 7)) = {w} with [Gy] € F.
Thus Fiy is ]:"—peripheral, a contradiction. ]

8.4 End of the proof via a tree of cylinders construction

If .7:'1, e ,ﬁn are maximal H-invariant free factor systems, Corollary 8.25 implies that
for all 7,j < n, the trees Tf”i’ T]:.j are elliptic with respect to each other, i.e. each edge
stabilizer fixes a point in the other tree. This allows to construct a refinement of 7'
dominating T%,, and repeating this procedure, a splitting that dominates all the trees
Tﬁi. To make things more canonical it will be convenient to use a suitable notion of tree
of cylinders (see Section 5.2). We take as a class of allowed edge groups the class £ of
non-trivial universally peripheral subgroups (Definition 8.14), i.e. £ = Py \ {{1}}. We
consider the following equivalence relation on £.

Lemma 8.28. Let H CTAN(Z/37Z) be a subgroup. If P, P' € Py and PN P' # {1}, then
<P, Pl> € Pu.

The relation P ~ P’ defined by (P, P') € Py is an equivalence relation on the set £
of non-trivial universally peripheral subgroups.

Proof. To prove the first assertion, let F be a maximal H-invariant almost free factor
system. Let F, F’ be the factors in F containing P and P’ respectively. Since F N F’
contains P N P’, malnormality of F implies that F' = F’. Thus (P, P') is F-peripheral.
Since this holds for all F, the first assertion follows.

We deduce the transitivity of the relation ~. If P ~ P’ and P’ ~ P, then (P, P') and
(P', P") are universally peripheral and have non-trivial intersection, so (P, P’, P") € Py
by the first assertion. O
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The lemma implies that for any P € £, there exists a unique Pe P such that
P C P, and P ~ P’ if and only if P = P

Notice that if P, P’ € £ with P ~ P’, then (P, P’) is elliptic in any Fy-tree relative to
Pp. It thus follows from [GL11, Lemma 3.2] that this equivalence relation is admissible
relative to Py, and can therefore be used to construct the tree of cylinders of any tree
U relative to Py with edge groups in £ (see Section 5.2): cylinders are subtrees of U
defined by the partition of edges induced by the equivalence relation Ge ~ G¢. One then
defines the tree of cylinders U¢ of U as the tree having one vertex vy for each cylinder
Y C U, one vertex v, for each vertex x € U belonging to at least two cylinders, with an
edge between v, and vy if an only if x € Y. We denote by V), = {vy} and V, = {v,}
the two sets of vertices of U°.

Lemma 8.29. Let H C IAN(Z/3Z) be a subgroup, let U be a splitting of Fy relative to Py
with edge stabilizers in £, and let U€ be its tree of cylinders, coming with the bipartition
V =V, UV, of its vertex set.

For every v € V,,, one has G, € PE*, and G, N Gy = {1} if v # v € V,,. On the
other hand, if v € V,, then G, is not universally peripheral.

Moreover, U and U€ are in the same deformation space (i.e. every vertex stabilizer
of UC fizes a vertex in U ).

Proof. Consider the cylinder Yp corresponding to all edge groups contained in a given
subgroup P € Pi**. Then the stabilizer of Yp is the normalizer of P, which coincides
with P. In particular, Gvyp =P e Py It Y,Y’ are two distinct cylinders correspond-
ing to P # P’ € P, then Gy, NGy, = PN P = {1}.

If the stabilizer G, of a vertex x € U is universally peripheral, then all incident
edge groups are in the same equivalence class so x lies in a unique cylinder and cannot
correspond to a vertex in V.

Since every subgroup P € P is elliptic in U, all vertex stabilizers of U fix a point

in U, and it follows that U and U€ are in the same deformation space. O

Proof of Theorem 8.15. We first prove the uniqueness (see Proposition 8.34 for an al-
ternative proof). Let U,U’ be as in the theorem. We first prove that U and U’ are in
the same deformation space, i.e. that they have the same elliptic subgroups. For any
u € V,(U), G, is universally peripheral hence elliptic in U’. For v € V,(U), G, is not
universally peripheral by Assertion (4). Since G, is a free factor by (2), and since its
conjugacy class is H-invariant, (3) implies that G, contains the stabilizer G,/ of a ver-
tex v € V,(U’). Symmetrically G,/ contains G,» for some v € V,(U), which imposes
G, = G,» hence G, = G,. This concludes that U and U’ are in the same deformation
space.

To conclude that U = U’, we claim that U and U’ are their own trees of cylinders.
If e1, ez are two edges of U with G, ~ Ge,, let p; denote the endpoint of e; in V},. Then
Gp, ~ Ge, ~ Ge, ~ Gp, s0 (Gp,,Gp,) is universally peripheral. Since G), € Py,
we get Gp, = (Gp,, Gp,) = Gp, hence p1 = pp by Assertion (1). This shows that each
cylinder is the star of a Vj-vertex so that U is its own tree of cylinders, and so is U’ by
the same argument. By [GL11, Corollary 4.10], it follows that U and U’ are isomorphic.
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We now construct UI‘?I. Choose a numbering .7:"1,]:"2, ... of the set of maximal H-
invariant almost free factor systems (we do not know yet that it is finite), and let T; = T 7
and A; = A 7 By Corollary 8.25, edge stabilizers of T; are universally peripheral. We
start with U; = T and construct inductively an H-invariant tree U; with edge groups in
Py and such that a subgroup K C Fy is elliptic in U; if and only if it is elliptic in each of
the trees T1,...,T;. Since H preserves no free splitting, edge stabilizers are necessarily
non-trivial. Since edge stabilizers of U;_; are elliptic in T; one can construct a blowup
U; of U;_1 that dominates T;: replace each vertex v such that G, is not elliptic in T;
by the minimal G-invariant subtree of T;, and attach every edge e of U;_1 incident on
v to a point p, fixed by G.. This can be done so that U; is H-invariant by choosing p.
in a canonical way: if G, fixes a point in V°(T}), then it is unique by Lemma 8.20(1),
and one can choose p. to be this vertex; otherwise, G, fixes no edge hence fixes a unique
vertex in V'(T;). This concludes the construction of Uj.

Given any 7 and j, the group A; fixes a unique vertex va; € U;: the existence of vy,
follows from the fact that A; is elliptic in all trees 7, (Lemma 8.24), and its uniqueness
follows from the fact that A; is not universally peripheral, so cannot fix an edge.

Let U{ be the tree of cylinders of U;. We are going to prove that T} is a collapse of
Uf for all j < i. We construct for all j < i a map f;; : US — Tj as follows. For every
vertex v € U, the group G, is elliptic in U; by Lemma 8.29, hence also in T}. If G, fixes
a vertex v/ € VO(T}), then this vertex is unique because the stabilizers of two distinct
vertices in VO(T}) have trivial intersection. If G, fixes no vertex in V°(T}), then it fixes
a necessarily unique vertex v € V1(T}). In both cases, we let f;;(v) = v'. We extend
fij linearly on edges. Notice that f;; is Fiy-equivariant, so its image is an Fjy-invariant
subtree of T}; the minimality of T} thus implies that f;; is surjective.

(i) We first claim that if vi,vy € V,(Uf) are such that f;j(v1) = fij(v2) = v/ with
v e Vl(Tj), then vy = vy. Indeed, G is a conjugate of A; and therefore fixes a vertex
w € Uf. Now G,, € Gy C Gy, and since Gy, fixes no edge of Uf because Gy, ¢ Py
(Lemma 8.29), it follows that v; = w. Symmetrically, one gets v = w = v, which
proves the claim.

(ii) We deduce that fi;(V,(Uf)) C VO(T}). Indeed, arguing by contradiction, consider
u € V,(Uf) such that fi;j(u) € VI(T}). By definition of f;;, this means that G, fixes no
vertex in V9(T}). Let e be an edge incident on u. If G, fixes a vertex w’ € V9(Tj}), then
Gy NGy # {1}, and since [Gys] € F; and G,, is universally peripheral (Lemma 8.29), if
follows that G, C G, a contradiction. This shows that no edge incident on u fixes a
vertex in VO(T}), so fi; collapses the star of u to fi;(u), contradicting (i) and concluding
the proof of (ii).

(iii) We now claim that the image of an edge e C Uf under f;; is either an edge or a
vertex. Write e = uv with u € V,(Uf) and v € V,(Uf). By (ii), fij(u) € VO(T}). Since
stabilizers of distinct vertices in V(T}) intersect trivially and G, # {1}, it follows that
fij(e) is contained in the star of f;;(u) which proves (iii).

To prove that f;; is a collapse map, consider e; = ujv1, e2 = ugv2 two distinct edges
of Uf that are mapped to the same edge ¢’ = u/'v' with ' = fi;(u1) = fi;(u2) € VO(T})
and v/ = fi;(v1) = fij(v2) € VI(T}). By (ii), v1,ve € Vo(Uf) hence u1,us € V,(UF). By
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(i), it follows that v1 = vo. Since (Ge,, Ge,) fixes an edge in T7, it is universally peripheral
(Corollary 8.25). It follows that Gy, ~ Ge, ~ (Ge,, Gey) ~ Gey ~ Gy, and Uf being a
tree of cylinders, this implies u; = ue. This shows that no pair of noncollapsed edges
gets identified by f;;. This concludes that f;; is a collapse map.

Additionally, for any vertex v € figl(Vl(Tj)), the map f;; induces a bijection between
the star of v and the star of f;;(v). Indeed, as f;; is surjective, it suffices to show that
it does not collapse any edge uv incident on v, but if it did, then f;;(u) € V(T}) would
contradict (ii).

By Lemma 8.20 (3), this shows that the incident edge groups at va; form a non-
sporadic free factor system of A;. Refining Uf at each vertex v,; into a non-sporadic
free splitting gives an a priori bound on i (precisely ¢ < max{1, %}, see Corollary
8.30), and shows that there are only finitely many maximal H-invariant almost free
factor systems, so the process stops.

We define Ugl = Uf as the last constructed tree, and we denote by f; = fi; : Uﬁ, — Tj.
The tree U% is relative to Py because every Tj is. Assertion (1) follows from the
properties of the trees of cylinders (Lemma 8.29).

To prove (4), we check that each vertex v € V,(Uf) is in the orbit of some vy, .
Indeed, Gy, ¢ Py so Gy is not ﬁj—peripheral for some j. It follows that up to changing v
to a translate, the image of v in T} under f; is the vertex fixed by A4;, so G, C A;. Since
A; fixes a vertex in U% and G, fixes no edge, it follows that G, = A;. This proves (4).

We now prove Assertion (3). If A is a free factor whose conjugacy class is H-invariant
and which is not universally peripheral, then A is not fj—peripheral for some j, so A
contains A; by definition of A; = A 7 Since A; = G, a0 this proves Assertion (3).

We finally prove Assertion (2). We first note that (Py™) 4, = (F;)|4, because 4; is
]:}/—peripheral for all j* # j by Lemma 8.24. By Lemma 8.20(3), this is a non-sporadic
almost free factor system, and we denote it by G. To prove purity, consider a proper
free factor A C A; whose conjugacy class is H-invariant. The minimality of A 7 implies

that A is E—peripheral hence C;—peripheral. This implies that G is the unique maximal
H-invariant almost free factor system of A;. As already noted above, the incident
edge groups form a non-sporadic free factor system of A; which concludes the proof of
Assertion (2) and of the theorem. O

8.5 Finiteness of maximal invariant almost free factor systems

We deduce from the previous results a bound on the number of maximal invariant almost
free factor systems that will be useful in the sequel.

Corollary 8.30. Let N > 2. For every subgroup H C IAN(Z/37Z) that does not preserve

any free splitting of Fy, there are at most max {1, %} maximal H-invariant almost
free factor systems of Fy.
Consequently, under the same hypothesis on H, there are at most W mazximal

H-invariant free factor systems of Fi.
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Remark 8.31. As already mentioned, Example 6.1 shows that Corollary 8.30 does not
hold true in general if we remove the assumption that H does not preserve any free
splitting of Fi.

Proof. Let U}_l[ be the splitting of Fy associated to H given by Theorem 8.15, coming
with the bipartition V), UV, of its vertex set. Assertion (4) from this theorem ensures
that the number of maximal H-invariant almost free factor systems of Fiy is equal to the
cardinality K of V,/Fxn. We may assume that K > 2, and aim to prove that K < %

Recall that stabilizers of edges of Uffl are non-trivial because there is no H-invariant
free splitting. By the last assertion of Theorem 8.15(2), for each vertex v € V,/Fy
there is a free splitting of G, relative to the incident edge groups with all vertex groups
non-trivial and at least two orbits of edges (indeed, the relative Grushko decomposition
is non-sporadic and has at least one non-trivial vertex group because there is at least
one edge incident on v, as K > 2). Blowing up every vertex in V,/Fx using this free
splitting and collapsing all edges coming from Uﬁ, /Fn gives a free splitting of Fjy with
at least 2K edges and all vertex groups non-trivial. It follows that 2K < N — 1.

For N = 2, any non-empty free factor system is sporadic, so the empty set is
the unique maximal H-invariant free factor system. Otherwise, since any maximal H-
invariant free factor system can be extracted from a maximal H-invariant almost free
factor system by Lemma 8.8, and since an almost free factor system of Fy contains of at
most (N + 1) conjugacy classes of cyclic groups, there are at most (N + 1)% maximal
H-invariant free factor systems. O

8.6 Reducibility is inherited by the normalizer

The following result will not be used in the rest of the paper, but we believe that it is of
independent interest.

Theorem 8.32. Let H C Out(Fy) be an infinite subgroup. If H has a periodic conjugacy
class of proper free factor, so does its normalizer in Out(Fy).

Proof. Up to replacing H by H N1AN(Z/37Z), we may assume that H C IAN(Z/37Z).

Assume first that there is no H-invariant non-trivial free splitting. Then by Corol-
lary 8.30, there are only finitely many maximal H-invariant free factor systems, and all
of them are non-empty by assumption. The normalizer of H permutes them and the
theorem follows in this case.

If there exists a non-trivial H-invariant free splitting, then by Proposition 6.2 there
exists a H-invariant free splitting S which is maximum for domination among all H-
invariant free splittings, and all such splittings are non-trivial and belong to the same
deformation space. Let F be the collection of conjugacy classes of non-trivial vertex
stabilizers of S. Then F is a free factor system, and F is non-empty because otherwise,
the stabilizer of S would be finite, contradicting that H is infinite. Since F is clearly
invariant under the normalizer of H, this concludes the proof. O
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8.7 Additional properties

We conclude this section by establishing a few additional properties of the splitting U IC_lI,
which will not be used in the sequel of the paper.

Proposition 8.33. Keeping the notations from Theorem 8.15, the following hold:
(a) All edge and vertex stabilizers of U}g are free factors of Fi.

(b) For every v € V), the Grushko decomposition of G, relative to its incident edge
groups is trivial.

Proof. We first claim that that for every v € V}, and every maximal H-invariant almost
free factor system ]: G, is not contained in an unused boundary subgroup (b) of F.
Otherwise, let vz be a vertex in Uéd 17 whose orbit is sent to F under the bijection given
in Theorem 8.15(4). Since collapsing all edges not adjacent to a vertex in the orbit
of vz yields the tree T, we deduce that (b) fixes a vertex in Vp(7%), contradicting
Lemma 8.20(1).

To prove Assertion (a), it suffices to check that vertex stabilizers are free factors.
We already know this for vertices in V,, so consider v € V). Since G, € Py**, for
each maximal H-invariant almost free factor system F, there is a factor of F containing
Gy, and the claim above says that this factor is not an unused boundary subgroup. The
intersection of these free factors as F varies is a free factor G/, containing G,, and which is
universally peripheral. Since G, € Pj**, we have G, = G, which proves Assertion (a).

To prove Assertion (b), consider v € Vj,. If the Grushko decomposition of G, relative
to its incident edge groups is non-trivial, then one can use it to blow up U;ll at the
vertex v, and thus get an H-invariant free factor system G of Fiy. Consider a maximal
H-invariant free factor system JF such that G < F. By construction, for every vertex of
U ffl not in the orbit of v, its stabilizer is G-peripheral hence F-peripheral. Let F be the
unique maximal H-invariant almost free factor system containing F. Being universally
peripheral, G, is F -peripheral and the claim above shows that G, is in fact F-peripheral.
It follows that there is a domination map U% — Rz where Rz is a (non-trivial) free
splitting whose elliptic subgroups are the elements of F. As all edge stabilizers of Uﬁl
are non-trivial, this map has to be constant, contradicting that Rr is non-trivial. This
contradiction concludes the proof. O

We finally give a more intrinsic description of U 1‘3 by defining a new graph S as
follows. Let V be the collection of minimal free factors of Fy whose conjugacy class is
H-invariant and which are not universally peripheral, i.e. the collection of subgroups that
are conjugate to some Az where F is a maximal H-invariant almost free factor system.
Let V’ be the set of subgroups P € Py such that there exist at least two distinct
subgroups A, A" € V] that intersect P non-trivially. We define S as the bipartite graph
with vertex set V; UV, and with an edge between A € V] and P € V) if AN P # {1}.
There is a natural action of Fjy on .S by conjugation.

Proposition 8.34. The graph S is equivariantly isomorphic to Uf_l[.
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Proof. For each v € V,, we have G, € V,, and for each v € V},, we have G, € V; because
edge stabilizers of Ugf are non-trivial. The assignment v — G, then defines a map f
from the vertices of Uf_l[ to the vertices of S.

Since edge stabilizers of Ug[ are non-trivial, f preserves adjacency. The map f is
injective on V}, by Theorem 8.15(1). We claim that it is also injective on V. Indeed,
if v,v' € V, are not in the same orbit, then G, is ]:"v—peripheral but G, is not by
Theorem 8.15(4), so Gy # Gy. If v/ = gv and G,y = G,, then g € G, by malnormality
of the free factor G,, so v’ = v. This proves our claim that f is injective on V. Since
groups in V; are universally peripheral and groups in V; are not, V; NV, = () so f is
injective.

To check that f preserves non-adjacency, consider u € V,, and v € V; which are not
adjacent in U}il. Then they are at distance at least 3 and the segment [u,v] contains a
vertex u’ € V), distinct from w. Since Gy, NG, = {1} by Theorem 8.15(1), it follows that
G, NG, = {1} so f(u) is not adjacent to f(v).

We finally check that f is onto. It is clear that f(V,) = V,. So consider P € V.
Since U 21 is relative to Py, the group P fixes a vertex v € U gI. If one can choose v € Vp,
then P = G, because P € P so P = f(v). If P fixes no vertex in V,, then v € V, and
for any v' € V,, \ {v}, one has P NG, = {1}. This shows that G, is the unique group
in V, that P intersects non-trivially, so P does not fulfill the requirements to lie in V.
This shows that f is surjective and defines an isomorphism UIC_ZI — S. O

9 Canonical nice splittings

In sections 6, 7, and 8 we constructed canonical splittings using invariant free splittings,
invariant Zp,.x-splittings, and maximal invariant free factor systems. The goal of this
section is to unify them using the following notion of nice splittings. We let N > 2.

Definition 9.1 (Nice and bi-nonsporadic splittings). A non-trivial splitting S of Fy is
nice if either

e S is a free splitting
o S is a Zyax-splitting

e S is bi-nonsporadic in the following sense: its edge stabilizers are finitely generated
non-abelian, and there are at least two vertices vi,ve € S in different Fy-orbits
such that for every i € {1,2}, the Grushko decomposition of G, relative to the
incident edge groups is non-sporadic.

We say that a collection C of almost free factor systems is ﬁllmg there is no almost
free factor system F such that for every Fle C, one has F' < F.
The main result we will prove is the following one.

Theorem 9.2. There exists an Out(Fy)-equivariant map assigning a (canonical) nice
splitting Uec to C when C is either
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1. a non-empty collection of non-trivial free or Zm.x-splittings whose elementwise
stabilizer is infinite;

2. a filling collection of almost free factor systems whose elementwise stabilizer is
infinite;

3. a mon-empty collection of nice splittings whose elementwise stabilizer is infinite.

The following corollary will not be directly used in this paper, but it is good to have
it in mind in preparation for the next section, where we will establish groupoid-theoretic
analogues that will be crucial in the proof of our main measure equivalence rigidity
theorem.

Corollary 9.3. If H C Out(Fy) is an infinite group preserving a nice splitting, then its
normalizer preserves a nice splitting.

Proof. Let C be the collection of all nice splittings preserved by H, and let Uz be the
associated nice splitting. Since C is invariant under N(H), so is Ug. O

We prove several intermediate results before proving the theorem.

In Section 6.3, we constructed from invariant free splittings a canonical splitting
which has an edge with trivial or Z,,« stabilizer or is biflexible. Recall from Defini-
tion 6.14 that that (A,P) is flexible if Out(A, P®) is infinite. A splitting S of Fy is
biflexible if all its edge stabilizers are finitely generated non-abelian and there exist two
vertices vy, v2 in different Fy-orbits such that for every ¢ € {1,2}, (Gy,, Inc,,) is flexible.

Lemma 9.4. Let A be a free group and P a non-empty collection of conjugacy classes of
non-abelian subgroups. Assume that (A, P) is flexible. Then one of the following holds:

1. the Grushko decomposition of A relative to P is non-sporadic;

2. there is a canonical non-trivial free splitting of A relative to P —in particular it is
invariant under Out(A, P);

3. A is one-ended relative to P and the canonical Zyax JSJ decomposition of A relative
to P is non-trivial.

Proof. Assume that (1) does not hold. If the Grushko decomposition of A relative to P
is non-trivial (hence sporadic), then it contains a unique reduced free splitting (this is
the splitting with a single orbit of edges), so Assertion (2) holds. Thus, we may assume
that A is one-ended relative to P. Since Out(A, P®) is infinite, there exists a non-trivial
Zmax-splitting of A relative to P by Paulin’s argument and Rips theory ([Pau91l, BF95],
see for instance [GL15b, Theorem 7.14] for this precise statement). If the Zpax JSJ
decomposition of A relative to P is trivial, then the pair (A, P) has to be QH with
sockets (see [Sel97] or Proposition 7.18) and in particular, every group in P is cyclic.
This is a contradiction. O

90



Corollary 9.5. To any biflexible splitting of Fn, one can associate canonically (in an
Out(Fy)-equivariant way) a nice splitting.

Proof. Let S be a biflexible splitting, and let v1,...,v; be the collection of flexible
vertices, with & > 2. We construct the canonical nice splitting S’ as follows.

If there are at least two vertices v; such that the Grushko decomposition of (G, , Inc,,)
is non-sporadic, then S is bi-nonsporadic and we take S’ = S. Thus, we may assume
that for some i < k, the Grushko decomposition of (G,,,Inc,,) is trivial or sporadic.

If the Grushko decomposition of (G,,,Inc,,) is non-trivial but sporadic for some 4,
then consider S obtained from S by blowing up each such vertex v; into the corresponding
canonical free splitting of G, relative to Inc,, (there is no choice in the attaching points
of the edges of S because the groups in Inc,, are non-trivial). Collapsing all edges of S
coming from S yields a non-trivial free splitting S’ that is invariant under the stabilizer
of S.

If the Grushko decomposition of (Gy,, Inc,,) is trivial for some ¢ < k, then the canon-
ical Zmax JSJ decomposition of G, relative to Inc,, is non-trivial by Lemma 9.4. So
consider S obtained from S by blowing up each such vertex v; using this JSJ decompo-
sition (there is no choice in the attaching points of the edges of S because the groups
in Inc,, are non-abelian). Collapsing all edges of S coming from S yields a non-trivial
Zmax-splitting S’ that is invariant under the stabilizer of S. O

Lemma 9.6. To any bi-nonsporadic splitting of Fiy, one can canonically associate a filling
finite set of non-empty free factor systems.

In particular, a subgroup H C IAN(Z/37Z) preserving a bi-nonsporadic splitting of
Fn cannot be pure.

Proof. Let S be a bi-nonsporadic splitting, and vy, ..., v, with n > 2 be the collection
of vertices of S such that the Grushko decomposition of (G,,, Inc,,) is non-sporadic. For
each i < n, let S; be obtained from S by blowing up v; into a Grushko decomposition of
G, relative to Inc,, and let S} be the free splitting obtained by collapsing all edges coming
from S. Finally, let F; be the free factor system consisting of non-trivial vertex stabilizers
of S]. Note that F; does not depend on the choice of the Grushko decomposition used
to blow up S.

We claim that {Fi,...,F,} is filling. Otherwise, consider a free factor system F
such that F; =< F for all i« < n. Note that for every vertex v € S not in the orbit of
v;, the group G, is F;-peripheral. Since m > 2, this implies that G, is F-peripheral
for every vertex v of S. Let R be a non-trivial free splitting whose conjugacy classes of
non-trivial elliptic subgroups are precisely the groups in F. Since vertex stabilizers of S
are elliptic in R, there is an equivariant map f : S — R. Since edge stabilizers of R are
trivial, f maps every edge of S to a point, so f is constant. Since R is non-trivial, this
is a contradiction and concludes the proof. O

We now prove the main result of this section.
Proof of Theorem 9.2. Note that it suffices to assign to C a splitting which is either bi-

nonsporadic or which has an edge with trivial or Z,,x stabilizer. Indeed, in the latter
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case, collapsing all edges with non-trivial stabilizer or all edges whose stabilizer is not
Zmax accordingly yields a nice splitting.

Assume first that C is a collection of non-trivial Z,,5 or free splittings whose elemen-
twise stabilizer I'c in IAn(Z/3Z) is infinite. If I'c preserves a non-trivial free splitting,
then Corollary 6.15 assigns to I'¢ a canonical splitting U%C which has an edge with trivial
or Zmax-stabilizer, or which is biflexible. As noted above, we may assume that Ullc is
biflexible, and we conclude using Corollary 9.5. If I'¢ preserves no non-trivial free split-
ting, then C consists of Z,.x-splittings. Thus Theorem 7.4 applies to I'¢ so Ue := Ut
is a non-trivial Z,,y splitting of Fy canonically associated to I'c. This proves the first
assertion.

We now consider the case where C is a filling collection of almost free factor systems
whose elementwise stabilizer I'¢ is infinite. If I'¢ preserves a non-trivial free splitting
of Fy, then we consider C; = FS'¢ the collection of all I'c-invariant non-trivial free
splittings and define U¢ := Upg, using the first assertion.

We can therefore assume that I'c preserves no sporadic free factor system. Let C’
be the collection of all maximal I'c-invariant proper almost free factor systems. Note
that for any F in C, there is 7/ € €' with F < F’. Since C is filling, this implies that
#C' > 2, i.e. I'¢ is not pure (Definition 8.12). Let Ulﬂlc be the canonical splitting provided
by Theorem 8.15. By Remark 8.18, it is non-trivial and either it has an edge with Zyax
stabilizer or else it is bi-nonsporadic.

Finally, we consider the case where C is a collection of nice splittings whose elemen-
twise stabilizer ['¢ is infinite. If C contains a free splitting or a Zpa-splitting, one can
define U as Ug, where C; = C N (FSU Z,axS). Thus we may assume that C consists of
bi-nonsporadic splittings. Using Lemma 9.6, consider for each S € C the filling collection
Cs of free factor systems associated to S, and let C' = UgecCs. Then C' is a filling col-
lection of free factor systems canonically associated to S and whose stabilizer contains
I'c. One can then define Ug := Upgr. O
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Part T1I
Measure equivalence rigidity of Out(Fly)

10 Canonical invariant splittings for groupoids

In this section, we fix a finitely generated free group Fj with £ > 2. In the sequel of the
paper, we will usually apply the results of this section to the case where Fj, = Fy with
N > 3, but we will also need to consider the case where F}, is a corank one free factor of
Fy in Section 13.4.

Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, equipped with a cocycle p: G —
IA(Z/3Z). The goal of the present section is to give a criterion ensuring (roughly) that
if a subgroupoid H has invariant splittings (with respect to the cocycle p), then so does
any subgroupoid that normalizes H (see Proposition 10.6 below for a precise statement).
This is done by using all the results obtained in Part II and transfering them to the
groupoid setting. The chain conditions proved in the previous sections are crucial for
this to work.

Recall from Definition 3.26 that a splitting S of Fj is (G, p)-invariant if there is a
conull Borel subset Y* C Y such that p(Gy-) C I's, where I's denotes the stabilizer of
S in TAg(Z/3Z). Recall that nice splittings were defined in Definition 9.1.

Definition 10.1 (Stably nice, nice-averse and FS-averse cocycle). Let G be a measured
groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G — 1AR(Z/3Z) be a cocycle. We say that

(G,p) is

e stably nice if there exists a partition Y = | |;c;Y; into at most countably many
Borel subsets such that for every i € I, there is a (gm, p)-invariant nice splitting
of F;

e nice-averse if for every Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure, there is no (Gy, p)-
invariant nice splitting of Fy,.

e FS-averse if for every Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure, there is no (Gy, p)-
mwvariant non-trivial free splitting of Fy,.

Note that a nice-averse cocycle is in particular FS-averse.
We extend the definition of a pure subgroup of IA;(Z/3Z) (Definition 8.12) to
groupoids with a cocycle towards 1Ay (Z/3Z).

Definition 10.2 (Pure cocycle). Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y,
equipped with a cocycle p : G — 1AR(Z/3Z).

We say that (G, p) is pure if (G, p) is FS-averse and there exists a (G, p)-invariant
almost free factor system F such that for every Borel subset U CY of positive measure,
and every (Gyu, p)-invariant almost free factor system F', one has F' < F.

We say that (G, p) is stably pure if there is a partition Y = | |,c;Y; into at most
countably many Borel subsets such that for every i € I, (gm, p) is pure.
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Remark 10.3. If (G, p) is pure, then the corresponding almost free factor system Fis
necessarily unique and it is non-sporadic. We also insist that, as usual, the almost free
factor system F = () is allowed in this definition.

Remark 10.4. Note that if Y* C Y is a conull Borel subset such that (Gjy~, p) is stably
nice or stably pure then so is (G, p).

The goal of this section is to prove the following two propositions, which are groupoid
analogues of Theorem 9.2 and Corollary 9.3.

Proposition 10.5. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G —
T1AL(Z/3Z) be a cocycle.

There exists a Borel partition Y = Y1 U Yy such that (Gyy,,p) is stably nice, and
(G|vss p) is stably pure and nice-averse.

Recall that a cocycle p is nowhere trivial if there is no Borel subset of positive measure
of the base space of G in restriction to which p is trivial (Definition 3.18).

Proposition 10.6. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, with a cocycle
p:G — 1AK(Z/3Z). Let H,H' be measured subgroupoids of G. Assume that (H,p) is
stably nice and that pjy is nowhere trivial.

If H' stably normalizes H, then (H', p) is stably nice.

More precisely, there exists a partition Y = | |,.;Y; into at most countably many
Borel subsets such that for every i € I, there exists a nice splitting S; which is invariant
under both (Hy;, p) and (Hiy,, p).

10.1 Stably nice vs pure partition

After a partition of the base space, (G, p) is either stably nice or nice-averse, as shown
in the following lemma.

Lemma 10.7. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G —
1AL(Z/3Z) be a cocycle.

There exists a Borel partition Y = Y1 U Yy such that (Gyy,,p) is stably nice, and
(Gly» p) is nice-averse.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that the measure on Y is a probability
measure (see Remark 3.10). We choose for Y7 a Borel subset of maximal measure such
that (Gjy;,p) is stably nice: this exists because if (Y1,)nen is @ measure-maximizing
sequence of such sets, then letting Y1 oo = |J Y1,n, we have again that (Gjy, _, p) is stably
nice. The proof is then completed by letting Y2 = Y \ Y7: the maximality of Y] ensures
that (Gjy,, p) is nice-averse. O

To prove Proposition 10.5, we will show that a nice-averse cocycle is stably pure
(Lemma 10.12 below). A key step will be Lemma 10.11, based on the chain condition,
showing the existence of a collection of maximal invariant almost free factor systems, up
to partitioning the base space. We first introduce a few definitions.

94



Definition 10.8 (Everywhere maximal, dominant, stable reduction collection). Let H be
a measured groupoid over a base space Y, let p: H — 1Ax(Z/37Z) be a cocycle.

An (H, p)-invariant almost free factor system Fis (H, p)-everywhere maximal if for
every Borel subset U C Y of positive measure, there is no almost free factor system
F' % F which is (Hyy, p)-invariant .

A collection C of (H, p)-invariant almost free factor systems is (H, p)-dominant if
for every Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure and every (H|U,p)—invarmnt almost

free factor system F, there exists F' € C such that F < F.

A collection C of (H, p)-invariant almost free factor systems is a stable reduction
collection for (H,p) if it is (H,p)-dominant and if every Feclis (H, p)-everywhere
mazximal.

Remark 10.9. If (H, p) has a stable reduction collection C, then it is unique. Indeed,
assume that C’ is another stable reduction collection for (H, p), and let F € C. As F is
(H, p)-invariant and C’ is (H, p)-dominant, we deduce that there exists 7’ € C’ such that
F=F. As Fis (H, p)-everywhere maximal, it follows that F = F'. Hence C C C’, and
by symmetry they are actually equal.

Moreover, for every Borel subset U C Y of positive measure, C is also a stable
reduction collection for (Hy, p).

Note that (H,p) is pure if and only if it is FS-averse and it has a stable reduction
collection C consisting of a single almost free factor system (which may, as usual, be the
empty almost free factor system).

Lemma 10.10. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y with a cocycle p: G —
TAL(Z/3Z). Let H,H' be two measured subgroupoids. Assume that C is a stable reduction
collection for (H,p) and that H' normalizes H.

Then C is (H', p)-invariant.

If C is finite, then every element of C is (H', p)-invariant.

We mention that finiteness of C is in fact automatic when (H, p) is FS-averse, as will
be established in Lemma 10.11 below.

Proof. By definition of normalization of subgroupoids, one can write H' as a countable
union of bisections B,, C H’ such that for all h € G and all , ) € B, such that phy~! is
defined, one has h € H if and only if @hip~" € H. Up to subdividing the bisections, we
may assume additionally that the cocycle p maps B, to a single value ~,, € TA,(Z/37Z).
Let fp, : U, — V, be the partial isomorphism associated to B,,, with U,,V,, CY.
Assume that U,, and V,, have positive measure. If Fis any (H|Un, p)-invariant almost
free factor system, then y,F is (Hv,,, p)-invariant. It follows that if Fis (Hyu,» p)-
everywhere maximal, v, F is (H|v,, p)-everywhere maximal. Similarly, since C is a stable
reduction collection for (Hy,, p), 7C is a stable reduction collection for (H,y;,p). By
uniqueness of the stable reduction collection, v,C = C if U,, has positive measure.
Discarding the bisections with zero measure, since H’ is the union of the bisections
By, it follows that C is (H’, p)-invariant. Under the additional assumption that C is
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finite, the global stabilizer of C in IA(Z/3Z) coincides with its elementwise stabilizer by
Theorems 2.10 and 2.11. We thus conclude that every F € C is (H’, p)-invariant. O

The following lemma shows the existence of stable reduction collections up to parti-
tioning the base space, and shows that such collections are finite under the assumption
that (H, p) is FS-averse.

Lemma 10.11. Let H be a measured groupoid over a base space Y , equipped with a cocycle
p:H—TAL(Z/3Z). Assume that (H,p) is FS-averse.

Then there exists a finite or countable Borel partition Y = | |,c;Y; such that for
every i € I, there exists a stable reduction collection C; for (Hyy,, p), and C; is finite and
nonempty.

Proof. We first claim that for every subset Y/ C Y of positive measure, there are at
most max{1, 51} almost free factor systems which are both (H|y’, p)-invariant and
(H|y/, p)-everywhere maximal. Indeed, assume that Fi,... . F are (’H|y/, p)-invariant and
(Hjy+, p)-everywhere maximal. Let H =T’ (FroFo} be the elementwise stabilizer of this
collection. Up to replacing Y’ by a Borel subset of full measure, we have p(’l—[|y/) CH.
Since (H, p) is FS-averse, the group H preserves no non-trivial free splitting. Similarly,
since F; is (”H‘y/, p)-everywhere maximal, this implies that F; is a maximal H-invariant
almost free factor system. Corollary 8.30 then gives the bound r < max{1, k—gl} and
proves the claim.

We will use several times the following fact: if F is an almost free factor system which
is (H|y’, p)-invariant, then one can find a finite or countable Borel partition Y’ = [ |; Y/
and an almost free factor system F; = F which is (H)y,, p)-invariant and (Hjy;, p)-
everywhere maximal. Indeed, arguing as in Lemma 10.7, one first constructs a partition
Y’ = Y”UZ such that F is everywhere maximal on Y”, and Z has a countable partition
Z = |; Z; where there exists .7?J - F that is invariant on Zj. Since there is a bound
on the size of a chain of almost free factor systems of Fj, repeating this construction
finitely many times yields the desired partition.

We first use this fact (with F the empty free factor system) to find a finite or countable
Borel partition Y = | |; Z} such that for every i, there exists an (Mz1, p)-invariant almost

free factor system F; which is (’H| 41, p)-everywhere maximal.

Using this fact again, one may then find a countable Borel partition ZZ-1 = Yil U
>2
(Ll; Z5; ). such that

° (”H‘Y; ,p) is pure: every almost free factor system F' which is (H|v, p)-invariant for

some Borel subset of positive measure U C Yf satisfies F/ = .7:'1-;

e for each j, there are at least two everywhere maximal invariant almost free factor
>2
systems on Zz.—j .

Repeating this process r times, one gets a partition of Y into pieces where the lemma
holds (with a stable reduction collection of cardinality at most r—1), and pieces on which
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there are at least r distinct invariant almost free factor systems which are everywhere
maximal. Taking r > max{1, %} concludes the proof. O

Lemma 10.12. Let H be a measured groupoid over a base space Y , equipped with a cocycle
p:H—1AL(Z/3Z).
If (H, p) is nice-averse, then it is stably pure.

Proof. Being nice-averse, (H, p) is FS-averse so one may apply Lemma 10.11 to get a
partition Y = | |,.; ¥; with associated stable reduction collections C;.

It suffices to prove that for every i € I, the pair (Hy;, p) is pure, i.e. that C; consists
of a single almost free factor system. Assume on the contrary that #C; > 2, and let
I'c, be the elementwise stabilizer of C;. There exists a conull Borel subset Y;* C Y; such
that p(H|y~) C I'c,. As (H,p) is FS-averse, it follows that I'c, is infinite and preserves
no free splitting. Since C; is a stable reduction collection, each almost free factor system
F € (; is maximal among all ¢ -invariant almost free factor systems. Lemma 8.26
implies that C; is filling, i.e. there does not exist any almost free factor system F such
that for every F' € C;, one has 7' < F. Theorem 9.2(2) then provides a nice splitting
Uc, which is invariant under I'c;, hence under (H‘Yi*,p). This contradicts that (H, p) is
nice-averse. O

Proof of Proposition 10.5. Let Y = Y; U Ys be a Borel partition with (Hy,,p) stably
nice and (H|y,, p) nice-averse, as given by Lemma 10.7. Then by Lemma 10.12, (Hy,, p)
is stably pure, which concludes the proof. O

10.2 Invariant free splittings

The proof of Proposition 10.6 occupies the next subsections, where we distinguish cases
according to the nature of the nice splittings preserved. Our first lemma uses the chain
condition on stabilizers of collections of free splittings.

Lemma 10.13. Let H be a measured groupoid over a base space Y , equipped with a cocycle
p:H —1AL(Z/3Z).

Then there exist a finite or countable Borel partition Y = | |;c; Y; and for everyi € I,
a (maybe empty) collection C; of non-trivial free splittings, such that

1. every splitting in C; is (H|y,, p)-invariant;

2. for every Borel subset U C'Y; of positive measure, every non-trivial free splitting
which is (M, p)-invariant belongs to C;.

Notice that for each i € I such that Y; has positive measure, the collection C; sat-
isfying the two properties is unique; furthermore, C; satisfies these two properties with
respect to H)ys for every Borel subset Y’ C Y; of positive measure. Also note that
(H)y,, p) is FS-averse if and only if C; = 0.

Proof. Let C° be the (maybe empty) set of all (H, p)-invariant non-trivial free splittings.

As in Lemma 10.7, we can find a countable Borel partition ¥ = | |, Y; such that

97



1. for every Borel subset U C Yj of positive measure, every (H|y, p)-invariant free
splitting belongs to CY;

2. for every i > 1, there exists a non-trivial free splitting S; ¢ C° which is (Hyy,, p)-
invariant.

Now, for every ¢ > 1, let Cl-1 be the set of all (Hy;, p)-invariant non-trivial free splittings.
Notice that C° € C}. In addition, their elementwise stabilizers in TAy(Z/3Z) satisfy
FC} G Teo: indeed, this inclusion is strict because p(H|y+) € T'¢o for some conull Borel
subset Y C Y whereas p(H|y+) € I'¢1 since S; is not (H, p)-invariant.

One can now repeat this construction: for every ¢ > 1, we can find a countable Borel
partition Y; = UjeN Y; j such that

1. for every Borel subset U C Y of positive measure, every (H, p)-invariant non-
trivial free splitting belongs to C};

2. for every j > 1, there exists a non-trivial free splitting S; ; ¢ C} which is (Hyy,,»p)-
invariant.

For every i,7 > 1, let Cg ; be the set of all (H}y, ., p)-invariant non-trivial free splittings.
As above, we have chj G e

As there is a bound on the size of a chain of elementwise stabilizers of collections of
free splittings (Proposition 6.17), the iteration of this process stops after finitely many
steps. The output is a countable Borel partition of Y as in the lemma. O

In the following lemma, we let G, H,H’ be as in the statement of Proposition 10.6,
and we apply Lemma 10.13 to H to get subsets Y; and collections C; of non-trivial free
splittings.

Lemma 10.14. Let Y;, C; be as in Lemma 10.153. Let H' be a measured subgroupoid of G
which normalizes H.
Then for every i € I, the collection C; is setwise (%\/Yz’ p)-invariant.

Denoting by I'(¢,) the setwise stabilizer in IA,(Z/3Z) of the collection C;, this means

7

that there exists a conull Borel subset Y;* C Y; such that p(”HTYi*) CT -

Proof. By definition of normalization of subgroupoids, one can write Hin as a countable
union of bisections B, C HIIYi such that for all h € G}y, and all p,7 € B, such that
whty~! is defined, one has h € H if and only if phyy~! € H. Up to subdividing the
bisections, we may assume additionally that the cocycle p maps B, to a single value
o € 1AK(Z/3Z). Let fp, : U, — V, be the partial isomorphism associated to the
bisection B,,, with U,,V,, C Y.

Any free splitting S € C; is (H|y,, p)-invariant, so 7,5 is (H,y,, p)-invariant. By
maximality of C; (Lemma 10.13(2)), it follows that v,S € C; if V;, has positive measure.
Taking for Y;* a subset of full measure avoiding all U,, and V;, of zero measure, we deduce
that p(?—[fyi*) C I'¢¢,), which concludes our proof. O
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Since by Theorem 9.2, one can assign to C; a canonical nice splitting as soon as C; # ()
and I'¢, is infinite, we get the following corollary for nowhere trivial cocycles.

Corollary 10.15. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y with a cocycle p :
G —1AK(Z/3Z). Let H be a measured subgroupoid of G such that ppy is nowhere trivial.
Then there exists a finite or countable Borel partition Y = Z U (| |,c;Y;) such that

1. (Hz,p) is FS-averse,

2. for every i € I, there exists a mice splitting S; which is (Hy,, p)-invariant, and
in fact (H\/S@’ p)-invariant for every measured subgroupoid H' of G such that ’H"YZ
normalizes Hy; .

Proof. Consider a finite or countable Borel partition Y = | | e Yj with a collection Cj of
free splittings for each j € J, as in Lemma 10.13. Denoting by Z the union of the sets
Y; such that C; = (), we see that (H,z, p) is F'S-averse.

Now consider j € J such that C; # (. By Lemma 10.14, C; is invariant under
(Hyy,,p) and (”H"Y] ,p). Since ppy is nowhere trivial, the elementwise stabilizer I'c; of C;
is non-trivial, hence infinite. The nice splitting S; = Ue; provided by Theorem 9.2(1) is
then invariant under (Hy;, p) and (7—l|’yj VD). O

10.3 Invariant Z,..-splittings

Lemma 10.16. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y , equipped with a cocycle
p:G = 1AL(Z/3Z), and let H be a measured subgroupoid of G. Assume that (H, p) is
FS-averse.

Then there exists a finite or countable Borel partition Y = Z U (| |;c; Y:) such that

1. for every Borel subset U C Z of positive measure, there is no (H|U,p)—mvam'ant
non-trivial Zuyax-splitting of Fy.,

2. for everyi € I, there is a non-trivial Zmax-splitting S; which is (Hy,, p)-invariant,
and in fact (H"n,p)-invariant for every measured subgroupoid H' of G such that
Hl/Yi normalizes My, .

Proof. Using the chain condition on stabilizers of Z,.x-splittings (Proposition 7.24),
one constructs as in the proof of Lemma 10.13 a finite or countable Borel partition
Y =[], Yj, and for every j € J, a (maybe empty) set C; of non-trivial Zyax-splittings,
such that

1. every splitting in C;j is (’H|yj,p)—invariant;

2. for every Borel subset U C Y; of positive measure, every non-trivial Z,,x-splitting
which is (Hy, p)-invariant belongs to C;.
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We define Z as the union of all Y; such that C; is empty. It clearly satisfies the first
assertion of the lemma.

Now fix j such that C; # 0. As (H,p) is FS-averse, the elementwise stabilizer T'¢; of
C; does not fix any non-trivial free splitting of Fj,. As in Lemma 10.14, for every Borel
subset U C Yj of positive measure (H', p) stabilizes C; setwise. The proposition thus
follows by using Theorem 7.4, which canonically associates a non-trivial Z,x-splitting
to the group I'c;. O

10.4 Invariant bi-nonsporadic splittings and conclusion

Lemma 10.17. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, with a cocycle p : G —
1AL(Z/3Z). Let H be a measured subgroupoid of G. If (H, p) is FS-averse and stabilizes a
bi-nonsporadic splitting T, then for every measured subgroupoid H' of G that normalizes
H, (H',p) is stably nice.

More precisely, there is a finite or countable Borel partition Y = | |,c; Y; and for each
i € I a nice splitting S; of Fy, such that S; is invariant under both (Hy,, p) and (H\lim ).

Proof. By Lemma 9.6, one can canonically associate to T a filling finite collection C of
almost free factor systems. In particular, C is setwise (H, p)-invariant, hence elementwise
(H, p)-invariant by Theorems 2.10 and 2.11. Apply Lemma 10.11 to get a partition
Y = | |;c; Yi such that for every i € I, there is a nonempty stable reduction collection C;
of almost free factor systems. By Lemma 10.10, the set C; is also (’H|’Yl , p)-invariant.

Fix ¢ € I. The collection C; has the property that for every F € C, there exists
F' € C; such that F < F'. Since C is filling, so is C;. Since (M, p) is FS-averse, P s
nowhere trivial, so the setwise stabilizer of C; in IA;(Z/3Z) is non-trivial hence infinite.
It follows that the elementwise stabilizer I'c, of C; is infinite. Let S; = Ug, be the nice
splitting associated to C; by Theorem 9.2(2). Then S; is invariant under both (H,y;, p)
and (H|/YZ ,P)- O

Proof of Proposition 10.6. By Corollary 10.15, up to partitioning the base space Y, we
may assume that (H, p) is FS-averse. Since (H, p) is stably nice, we may assume up to
further partitioning that (#,p) preserves a Zpax or a binonsporadic splitting S. The
proposition then follows from Lemmas 10.16 and 10.17 accordingly. O

11 Groupoids with cocycles to direct products of free groups

In later sections, given a measured groupoid G equipped with a cocycle p : G —
TIAN(Z/37), we will often want to consider subgroupoids H of G such that (H, p) has an
invariant one-edge non-separating free splitting .5, and an interesting subgroupoid of H
to consider is the preimage under p of the group of twists of the splitting S, which is a
finite-index subgroup of a direct product of free groups (see Section 2.8). This motivates
the present section, which establishes a few facts about groupoids equipped with cocycles
taking values in a direct product of free groups. We start by stating a first lemma which
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is essentially due to Adams [Ada94], and actually follows from the next lemma which
gives a more general statement.

Lemma 11.1. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, let F' be a finitely gen-
erated free group, and let p : G — F be a cocycle. Let A, H be two measured subgroupoids
of G. Assume that p| 4 is nowhere trivial and that pjy has trivial kernel (Definitions 3.18
and 3.14).

If A is amenable and normalized by H, then H is amenable.

Lemma 11.1 follows from the next statement, after replacing p: G — F by p: G —
F x F defined by p(g) = (p(g9), p(g9)), and setting A; = A, = A.

Lemma 11.2. Let G be a measured groupoid, let Fy, F,. be two finitely generated free
groups, and let p: G — F; X F, be a cocycle. Let p;: G — F; and p, : G — F, be the two
cocycles obtained by postcomposing p with the two projections. Let A, A, H be measured
subgroupoids of G. Assume that (p;)4, and (pr)|4, are nowhere trivial and that py has
trivial kernel.

If A; and A, are both amenable and normalized by H, then H is amenable.

Proof. The proof is based on an argument due to Adams [Ada94]. Let T; be a Cayley
tree for F; with respect to some free basis. Then F; acts by isometries on 7;, and this
action extends continuously to an Fj-action by homeomorphisms on 0.7;. As A; is
amenable and 04T} is a compact metrizable space, Proposition 3.41 ensures that there
exists an (Aj, p;)-equivariant Borel map p: Y — Prob(0,1}).

By [Ada94, Proposition 5.1], for a.e. y € Y, the probability measure p(y) is supported
on at most two points. Let us briefly recall the argument for this fact, in order to prepare
for the next section where we will need a refined version. Assume towards a contradiction
that there exists a Borel subset U C Y of positive measure such that for every y € U, the
probability measure p(y) is supported on at least three points. Then p(y) ® u(y) ® pu(y)
gives positive measure to the subspace (8007})(3) made of pairwise distinct triples. By
restriction and renormalization of the probability measures, we thus get an ((A;)y, p1)-
equivariant Borel map U — Prob((9.77)®). Notice that there exists an Fj-equivariant
Borel barycenter map (9s,T7)) — V(T}), where V(T}) denotes the (countable) vertex
set of T;. Pushing forward the probability measures obtained above by this barycenter
map, this yields an ((A;)|y, pr)-equivariant Borel map ¢ : U — Prob(V(T})). Denote by
P<oo(V(T7)) the (countable) collection of all nonempty finite subsets of V(1;). As V(T;)
is countable, there is also an Fj-equivariant Borel map Prob(V(T})) — P<«(V(T})),
sending a probability measure v to the finite set of all elements of V(7}) with maximal
v-measure. Combining the above two maps, we derive an ((A;)[y, pr)-equivariant Borel
map U — P-o(V(T})). By restricting to a Borel subset U’ C U of positive measure
where this map is constant, we find a positive measure Borel subset of Y such that
pi((Ap)jp) is contained in the Fi-stabilizer of a finite set of vertices of T}, whence trivial.
This yields a contradiction to the fact that (p;)|4, is nowhere trivial.

Therefore, by post-composing p with the map sending every probability measure to
its support, we get an (A;, p;)-equivariant Borel map Y — P<2(0x1}), where P<2(0xcT7)
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is the set of all nonempty subsets of 05,1} of cardinality at most 2. In fact, the barycenter
argument also shows that if @1, o are two such maps, then their union ¢ Upo must again
take its values in P<2(0sT}). Therefore, by [Ada94, Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3], there exists
a unique (A, p;)-equivariant Borel map ¢max 1 Y — P<2(0sc1;) which is everywhere
maximum in the following sense: for every Borel subset U C Y of positive measure and
every ((Ay)u,pi)-equivariant Borel map ¢ : U — P<2(9x017), one has ¢(y) € Pmax(y)
for almost every y € U.

Using the fact that H normalizes A;, we will now derive that ¢max is also (H, p;)-
equivariant. Indeed, one can write H as a countable union of bisections B, C H such
that for all @ € A; and all v, € B,, such that yad ! is defined, one has a € A; if and only
if ya0—! € A;. Up to subdividing these bisections, we may assume that the cocycle p
takes a single value v, on B,. Let fp, : U, — V, be the partial isomorphism associated
to the bisection B,,, with U,,,V,, CY. Whenever U,, has positive measure, the map

g@l : Un — 73§2(800Tl)
Y = Yt Pmax (F8, (1))

is an everywhere maximum ((A;)y,, p1)-equivariant Borel map so there is a subset of
full measure U, C U,, on which ¢’ and ¢max coincide — this is also obviously true if U,
has measure zero. Since H is the union of the bisections B, this shows that ¢max is
(H, p)-equivariant.

Similarly, by working with A, instead of A;, we build an (#, p,)-equivariant Borel
map Y — P<2(0scT;). Combining these two maps yields an (#, p)-equivariant Borel
map Y — P<2(0017) X P<2(0Tr). The action of F; x F,. on P<2(0acT}) X P<2(0scT}) is
Borel amenable (see e.g. [AD07, Example 1.4(3)] for the Borel amenability of the action
of a finitely generated free group on the boundary of its Cayley tree, from which our
claim easily follows). As pjy has trivial kernel, Proposition 3.38 therefore ensures that
‘H is amenable. O

As a consequence of Lemma 11.1, we deduce the following statement.

Lemma 11.3. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, let F; and F, be finitely
generated non-abelian free groups, and let p : G — F; X F,. be an action-type cocycle.
Then G does not contain any normal amenable subgroupoid of infinite type.

Proof. Assume towards a contradiction that G contains a normal amenable subgroupoid
A of infinite type. Let p;, pr be the two cocycles obtained by postcomposing p with the
projection to F; and F)., respectively.

We claim that we can then find a Borel partition Y = Y; U'Y, such that (p;)4 is
nowhere trivial on ¥; and (pr) 4 is nowhere trivial on Y;. Indeed, let Y, be such that

L. (p1)|.4 is stably trivial on Y7, i.e. there exists a partition Y, = | |;c; Y..; into at most
countably many Borel subsets such that for every ¢ € I, the cocycle (pl)| A is trivial
on Y,;, and

2. (p1)|.4 is nowhere trivial on ¥; = Y\ Y,..
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We check that (p,)| 4 is nowhere trivial on Y;.. Given U C Y, of positive measure, consider
i € I such that U’ := U NY,; has positive measure. In particular p;(Ajys) = {1}. Since
p has trivial kernel, p, has trivial kernel on Aj;. Since A is of infinite type, this implies
that p.(Ajy) # {1} and proves our claim.

Without loss of generality, assume that Y; has positive measure. Let H; = p~1(F} x
{1}). Since F} is a non-abelian free group, H, is everywhere non-amenable by Lemma 3.40.
As p has trivial kernel, p; has trivial kernel on (H;)}y;. Since A}y, is normalized by (H;))y;,
Lemma 11.1 implies that (#;)y, is amenable, a contradiction. O

12 Nice-averse amenable subgroupoids: Adams’ argument

In this section, we fix an integer k£ > 2. The main result of the present section is the
following.

Theorem 12.1. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and A, H two measured
subgroupoids of G. Let p: G — IAR(Z/3Z) be a cocycle such that ppy has trivial kernel
and p| 4 is nowhere trivial. Assume that A is amenable, and that A is normalized by H.

Then either H is amenable, or there exist a Borel subset U CY of positive measure
and a nice splitting which is (Hy, p)-invariant and (A, p)-invariant.

Corollary 12.2. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y , and A, H two measured
subgroupoids of G. Let p: G — IAR(Z/37Z) be a cocycle with trivial kernel. Assume that
A is of infinite type and amenable, and that A is stably normalized by H.

If (H,p), (A, p) or ((A,H),p) is nice-averse, then H is amenable.

Proof. Since H stably normalizes A, there is a partition Y* = | |;.; Y; of a conull Borel
subset Y* C Y into at most countably many Borel subsets such that Hy;, normalizes
Apy, for every i € I. Since amenability of every restriction H|y, implies amenability of
H, we may restrict to Y; and assume that H normalizes A.

Let H = (A, H), and note that H' normalizes A. In all cases, (H', p) is nice-averse
because if (H, p) or (A, p) is nice-averse, then so is (H', p). As p has trivial kernel, pjy
has trivial kernel, and as A is of infinite type, we also deduce that p| 4 is nowhere trivial.
We can therefore apply Theorem 12.1 to the subgroupoids A and H’ and as (H’, p) is
nice-averse, its conclusion ensures that H’ is amenable, hence so is H. ]

The general strategy of our proof follows an argument due to Adams [Ada94], and
implemented in the mapping class group setting by Kida [Kid08a, Chapter 4]; the basic
idea of this argument was in fact reviewed in our proof of Lemma 11.2. But we will
also need to establish some new results about the amenability of certain actions of
Out(Fy, F), and there are some real differences that arise between mapping class groups
and Out(Fy). For instance, the analogue of Kida’s statement saying that the normalizer
of an irreducible amenable groupoid is amenable does not always hold here, an extra
possibility being that the normalizer preserves a nice splitting.

Our proof of Theorem 12.1 will be completed in Section 12.8. It goes as follows. After
a countable partition of the base space Y, we may assume that (A, p) is pure or that (A, p)
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preserves a nice splitting (Proposition 10.5), and in the latter case, Proposition 10.6 says
that up to further partitioning, there is a canonical one which is both (A, p)-invariant
and (#H, p)-invariant, so we are done. We thus assume that (A, p) is pure and consider the
unique maximal (A, p)-invariant almost free factor system F. Tt is also (H, p)-invariant,
and we work relative to F, and in fact relative to an extracted free factor system F C F
(see Definition 8.6).

At first our proof follows Kida’s implementation of Adams’ argument closely. We
start by using the amenability of A to construct an (A, p)-equivariant Borel map p from
Y to the space of all probability measures on the compactification PO of the relative
Outer space (Section 12.1). Using a witness map assigning to any non-arational tree
a finite collection of conjugacy classes of free factors, maximality of F implies that
for almost every y € Y, the probability measure u(y) gives full measure to the set of
arational trees (Section 12.2). Using a barycenter map on triples of inequivalent arational
trees, one shows that the support of u(y) has cardinality at most two almost everywhere
(Section 12.3). This argument also implies that there is an essentially unique maximal
(A, p)-equivariant Borel map from Y to the set of pairs of points in AT /~, which is
therefore (H, p)-equivariant (Section 12.4).

One would then like to conclude that H is amenable using Borel amenability of the
action on AT, but this property does not hold in a relative setting as some arational trees
have a non-amenable stabilizer in Out(F}, F)*. This is where we need new additional
arguments that were not required in the mapping class group setting; we deal with this
difficulty in Sections 12.5 to 12.7, which occupy most of our proof of Theorem 12.1.

What we prove is the Borel amenability of the action of Out(F}, F) on the set AT“
of arational trees with amenable stabilizer (and in fact, also, on the set P%,(AT) of
singletons or pairs of arational trees whose common stabilizer is amenable). We then
prove that there is another equivariant witness map defined on the set of arational trees
T with non-amenable stabilizer and assigning to T a nice splitting of Fj, (with a variant
for pairs of arational trees). As above this ensures that (almost everywhere) the support
of the map u(y) belongs to P%,(AT), and we can then use the Borel amenability of
the action of Out(F}, F) on PL,(AT) to conclude that H is amenable. The end of the
argument is summarized in Section 12.8.

Standing assumptions: From now on, thanks to Proposition 10.6, we will assume that
(A, p) is pure in addition to all assumptions coming from the statement of Theorem 12.1
including amenability of A. We denote by F the maximal (A, p)-invariant almost free
factor system (coming from Definition 10.2 of purity). We choose a free factor system
F C F extracted from F. Then F is (A, p)-invariant (as p takes its values in 1A (Z/3Z)).

In all this section, we will work relative to F, and leave F implicit in the notations:
we denote by PO = PO(F}, F) the compactification of the projectivized Outer space

4There is an important subtlety here: earlier work of Bestvina and the authors, that we will use in
a crucial way, shows that the action of Out(Fj, F*)) on AT is Borel amenable [BGH17, Theorem 6.4];
but the action of the bigger group Out(Fx,F) is not in general; see the discussion at the beginning of
Section 12.5.
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of (Fy,F), by PAT C PO the set of projective arational trees, and by FF the set of
conjugacy classes of proper (Fy, F)-free factors.
We record the following fact for future use.

Lemma 12.3. The free factor system F is nonsporadic, and everywhere maximal in the
following sense: if F' = F is a free factor system which is (Aju, p)-invariant for some
Borel subset U CY of positive measure, then F' = F.

Proof. Non-sporadicity of F follows from the fact that (A, p) is FS-averse (this is an
assumption in Definition 10.2 of purity).

For the maximality statement, the almost free factor system Fis everywhere maximal
by definition, so F < F' < F. Since F' is a free factor system, F = F'. O

Remark 12.4. Amenability of A will only be used in Section 12.1 to build an equivariant
map Y — Prob(PO). In later sections, we will only use the existence of this map, and
not amenability itself.

12.1 Equivariant probability measures on the compactified Outer space

Lemma 12.5. There exists an (A, p)-equivariant Borel map ju:Y — Prob(PO).

Proof. This follows from the fact that A is amenable and PO is compact and metrizable,
by applying Proposition 3.41. U

In the sequel, we will often denote by p,, the probability measure p(y).

12.2 Arational trees and Reynolds’ witness map

Recall that an R-tree T in the boundary of Outer space is not arational if some proper
(Fy, F)-free factor acts non-discretely or fixes a point. Theorem 12.6 below, established
in this form in [Hor14, Lemma 5.5] by generalizing an argument of Reynolds [Rey12] to
a relative setting, asserts the existence of a witness map, which equivariantly assigns to
any non-arational tree T' a finite collection of conjugacy classes of free factors, witnessing
the fact that T is not arational.

We denote by AT = AT (Fj, F) the space of all arational (Fy, F)-trees, and by PAT
the space of all projective classes of arational (Fj, F)-trees. We recall that FF denotes
the countable set of all conjugacy classes of proper (Fy, F)-free factors (i.e. free factors
relative to F that are non-trivial, not F-peripheral, and not equal to F}, itself, see Section
2.2). Given a set X, we denote by Pcoo(X) the set of all non-empty finite subsets of X.

Theorem 12.6 (Witness map [Hor14, Lemma 5.5], [Rey12]). There exists an Out(Fy, F)-
equivariant Borel map

PO\ PAT — Poo(FF).
Let now g : Y — PO be a map as in Lemma 12.5.

Lemma 12.7. For a.e. y € Y, the probability measure i, gives full measure to PAT.
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Proof. Otherwise, let U C Y be a Borel subset of positive measure such that for every
y € U, one has 11,(PO\PAT) > 0. By renormalizing, we deduce an (Ajy/, p)-equivariant
Borel map U — Prob(PO \ PAT). Via the witness map given by Theorem 12.6, we get
for each y € U a probability measure on P (FF). This yields a contradiction to the
following lemma. O

Lemma 12.8. For every Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure, there is no (A, p)-
equivariant Borel map that assigns to every y € U a probability measure on P« (FF).

Proof. There is an Out(F}, F)-equivariant Borel map Prob(P<s(FF)) — Pcoo(FF), as-
signing to every probability measure v the union of all finite subsets of FF with maximal
v-measure. It is therefore enough to show that there is no (A, p)-invariant Borel map
U — P<o(FF). Assume towards a contradiction that such a map v exists. Since 1
takes values in the countable set P.oo(FF), let V' C U be a Borel subset of positive mea-
sure such that ¢y is constant, with value a nonempty finite collection C C FF. Since p
takes its values in 1Ay (Z/3Z), it follows that every free factor in C is (A|y, p)-invariant.
Choosing [A] € C, it follows that the free factor system F V {[A]} (see Section 2.2) is
(Ajv, p)-invariant. This contradicts that F is everywhere maximal (Lemma 12.3). [

12.3 A barycenter argument

Two arational (Fj,F)-trees T and T” are said to be equivalent (which we denote as
T ~ T") if there exist Fj-equivariant alignment-preserving maps from 7" to 7" and from
T" to T (recall that a map T — T’ is alignment-preserving if it maps every segment in
T to a segment in T”).

Given a space X, we denote by X3) the subspace of X3 made of all pairwise distinct
triples.

The following theorem was proved in a joint work with Lécureux [GHL20] — as a
matter of fact PAT/~ is also the Gromov boundary of the free factor graph of (Fj, F)
[BR15, Ham12, GH19b], and the following statement can therefore be viewed as giving
a barycenter map on the free factor graph.

Theorem 12.9 ([GHL20, Theorem 8.1]). There exists an Out(F}, F)-equivariant Borel
map

(PAT/~)®) = P (FF).

In fact [GHL20, Theorem 8.1] gives a stronger statement assigning to every triple
in (PAT/~)® a finite set of free splittings of (Fg, F). Theorem 12.9 follows as there
is a canonical way to associate a finite set of conjugacy classes of proper free factors of
(F, F) to every free splitting S of (F}, F), by considering all factors that are elliptic in
either S or some collapse of S.

By Lemma 12.7, we have for a.e. y € Y a probability measure p, on PAT. The
following lemma shows that for a.e. y € Y, its image under the quotient map PA7T —
PAT/~ is supported on a set of cardinality at most 2.
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Lemma 12.10. For every subset of positive measure U C 'Y, every (Ayy, p)-equivariant
Borel map v : U — Prob(PAT/~), and a.e. y € U, the support of vy has cardinality at
most 2.

Proof. Assume by contradiction that the support of v, has cardinality at least 3 on a
Borel subset U’ C U of positive measure. Then for all y € U’, the probability mea-
sure v, ® v, ® v, on (PAT/~)3 gives positive measure to the subset (PAT/~)®) of
pairwise distinct triples. Therefore, we get an (A, p)-equivariant Borel map U’ —
Prob((PAT /~)®)). Using Theorem 12.9, we deduce an (Ajp, p)-equivariant Borel map
U’ — Prob(P<«(FF)). This contradicts Lemma 12.8. O

Given a set X, we denote by P<2(X) the collection of all nonempty subsets of X of
cardinality at most 2.

Corollary 12.11. There exists an (A, p)-equivariant Borel map g : Y — P<o(PAT/~).

Proof. Lemmas 12.5 and 12.7 show that there exists an (A, p)-equivariant Borel map
Y — Prob(PAT), and p then induces an (A, p)-equivariant Borel map v : ¥ —
Prob(PAT/~). Lemma 12.10 ensures that for a.e. y € Y, the support of v, has cardinality
at most 2. The map sending y to the support of v, is then an (A, p)-equivariant Borel
map Y — P<o(PAT/~) (defined almost everywhere). O

12.4 Canonicity

Lemma 12.12. There exists an essentially unique (A, p)-equivariant Borel map ¢ : Y —
P<o(PAT/~) which is everywhere maximal in the following sense: for every Borel subset
U CY of positive measure, every (Ajy, p)-equivariant Borel map ¢ : U — P<a(PAT/~),
and almost every y € U, ¥ (y) is contained in o(y).

Proof. The argument is exactly Adams’ in [Ada94, Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3]. The uniqueness
is clear.

To prove the existence, we observe that if 1,9’ : U — P<o(PAT/~) are two (A, p)-
equivariant Borel maps, then for almost every y € U, ¥(y) U ¢/(y) has cardinality at
most 2 by Lemma 12.10. So one would like to construct ¢ as the union of all maps 1,
but one has to be careful because of measurability issues.

For U C Y we denote by U the A-saturation of U i.e. the set of points y € Y
such that there exists an element of A with source y and range in U. We observe that
if ¥ : U — P<a(PAT/~) is (Ajy, p)-equivariant, it extends naturally to an (A, p)-
equivariant map ¢ : U — P<o(PAT/~) by letting ¥(r(g)) = p(g)w(s(g)) for all g € G
with s(g) € U (this does not depend on choices). It can then be extended to Y by
Y(y) = o(y) for all y ¢ U (where 1) is a map provided by Corollary 12.11).

Let U C Y be a Borel subset of maximal measure such that there exists a stably
(Ajr, p)-equivariant Borel map ¢’ from U to the set P—z(PAT/~) of all subsets of P.AT/~
of cardinal exactly 2. Then there is actually an (Ay, p)-equivariant Borel map ¢ : U —
P_o(PAT/~) (this is proved by starting from a Borel subset V' C U on which ¢’ is
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actually equivariant, extending it to an equivariant map on V as above, and repeating
the process on the complement of V, at most countably many times). The set U is then
almost equal to its saturation U, and extending ¢ on Y \ U using v, one gets a map
¢ Y = P<o(PAT/~) which is (A, p)-equivariant and maximal as required. O

The advantage of the maximal map constructed in Lemma 12.12 is that it is also
invariant under the given subgroupoid H which normalizes A.

Corollary 12.13. There exists a Borel map ¢ : Y — P<o(PAT/~) which is both (A, p)-
equivariant and (H, p)-equivariant.

Proof. Let ¢ : Y — P<a(PAT/~) be the essentially unique maximal (A, p)-equivariant
map given by the previous lemma. Since H normalizes A, one can write H as a countable
union of bisections B,, € H such that for all @ € A and all 7,8 € B,, such that yad ™!
is defined, one has a € A if and only if yaé~' € A. Up to subdividing B,, we may
assume without loss of generality that the cocycle p takes a single value on B,, say
p(Bn) ={pn}. Let fp, : U, — V,, be the partial isomorphism associated to the bisection
By, with U,,V,, CY.
Assume that U, has positive measure. The map

gol : Un — PSQ(PAT/N)
y = By e(fs,(Y))

is a maximal (A|y, , p)-equivariant Borel map so there is a subset of full measure Uy, C U,
such that ¢ and ¢ coincide on U},. This still holds if U,, has measure zero taking U}, = ().
Taking Y’ = U, Uy, this shows that ¢}y is (H|y’, p)-equivariant. O

At this point, we would like to make an observation, which will be useful later in
Section 12.9 in order to establish a slight refinement of the main theorem of the present
section. We insist (as already mentioned in Remark 12.4) that in Sections 12.2, 12.3, 12.4,
we never really used the amenability of A. Instead, what we used is the existence of an
(A, p)-equivariant Borel map u : Y — Prob(IPO) established in Section 12.1. We record
this in the following proposition for future use.

Proposition 12.14. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, let p : G —
IAL(Z/3Z) be a cocycle, and let A, H be measured subgroupoids of G. Assume that (A, p)
is pure, and let F be the mazimal (A, p)-invariant almost free factor system, and F C F
be an extracted free factor system.

Assume that H normalizes A and that there exists an (A, p)-equivariant Borel map
Y — PSQ(PAT/N).

Then there exists a Borel map Y — P<o(PAT/~) which is both (A, p)-equivariant
and (H, p)-equivariant. O

As in our standing assumptions, the space PAT consists of projective arational trees
relative to the free factor system F defined in the statement. Since H normalizes A,
the unique maximal (A, p)-invariant almost free factor system JF is (#, p)-invariant, and
as we are working in IA;(Z/37Z), so is F. However, H could preserve larger almost free
factor systems.

108



12.5 Amenability or decomposability: setup and strategy

Remember that we aim to either prove amenability of the groupoid H, or provide an
(Hu, p)-invariant nice splitting for some Borel subset U C Y of positive measure. When
F = () we rely on a joint work with Bestvina [BGH17] showing that the Out(F})-action
on PAT is Borel amenable [BGH17, Theorem 6.4] — see Definition 3.36 for the notion of
Borel amenability of a group action.

More generally, for every free factor system F, it is proved in [BGH17, Theorem 6.4]
that the action of Out(Fj, F®)) on PAT is Borel amenable (recall that Out(F},, F®)
denotes the subgroup of Out(Fj, F) made of all automorphisms acting trivially on each
free factor in F).

But when F contains a non-cyclic free factor (and is non-sporadic), the Out(Fy, F)-
action on PAT (Fy, F) is not Borel amenable because there exist arational (F, F)-trees
with non-amenable stabilizer. A typical example is the following: let 3 be a hyperbolic
surface with one boundary component, let ¢ be an essential simple closed curve on ¥ that
separates ¥ into two connected components A and B (where A contains the boundary,
say), and let T' be a tree dual to an arational measured lamination on A. Then T is
an arational (Fy,m1(B))-tree, but its stabilizer contains all automorphisms induced by
homeomorphisms of B acting as the identity on c.

We view P<2(PAT/~) as a subset of Peoo(PAT/~), and we consider the partition

Peoo(PAT/~) = P2 (PAT/~) UPZ (PAT/~)

where P2_(PAT/~) (resp. P2 (PAT/~)) is the set of non-empty finite collections
of equivalence classes of projective arational trees, whose setwise (or equivalently el-
ementwise) stabilizer is amenable (resp. non-amenable). These are Borel subsets of
P<oo(PAT/~). Building on [BGH17], we will prove in Section 12.6 that the action of
Out(Fy, F) on P2 (PAT/~) is Borel amenable. On the other hand, using ideas from
[GL], we show in Section 12.7 that there is an Out(Fj, F)-equivariant map assigning
to any collection in P22 (PAT/~) a nice splitting witnessing that its stabilizer is non-
amenable. This will allow us to complete the argument in Section 12.8 below.

12.6 Amenability of the action on P2_ (PAT/~)
The goal of this section is to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 12.15. The action of Out(Fy, F) on P2, (PAT/~) is Borel amenable.

Corollary 12.16. The action of Out(Fy,F) on the subset of PAT/~ made of points with
amenable stabilizer is Borel amenable. This also holds for the action on the set of pairs

in P<o(PAT/~) whose stabilizer is amenable. O

Given a tree T € AT, we denote by [T and [[T]] its images in PAT and PAT/~,
respectively. Similarly, given T = {T1,...,T,} € P<oo(AT) we denote by [T] and [[T]]
its images in P (PAT) and in Peoo (PAT/~), respectively.

Lemma 12.17. For T € P.oo(AT), the following are equivalent:
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1. Stab(7) is amenable;
2. Stab([7]) is amenable;
3. Stab([[T]]) is amenable.

Proof. As Stab(T) C Stab([T]) € Stab([[T]]), the implications 3 = 2 = 1 are clear, and
it is enough to prove that 1 = 3. We thus assume that Stab(7) is amenable, and aim
to show that Stab([[J]]) is amenable. Let Stab®(T) be the finite-index subgroup made of
all elements that fix the isometry class of every T' € T (as opposed to permuting them).

Write T = {T1,...,T,}. Foreveryi € {1,...,p}, the preimage of [[T;]] in AT is a cone
C; on a finite set of trees Tj 1,...,T;, (called ergometric), see [GH19a, Proposition 13.5]
relying on [Gui00, Section 5]. A finite index subgroup Stab!([[T]]) C Stab([[T]]) acts by
homothety on each of the trees T; ;, and the scaling factors define a homomorphism from
Stab'([[T]]) to the abelian group (R*)" (with n = £; +--- + £,). The kernel K of this
homomorphism acts by isometry on each tree T; ; and fixes each cone C; pointwise. In
particular K C Stab®(T). As Stab®(7) is amenable, we deduce that K is amenable, and
therefore so are Stab'([[T]]) and Stab([[T]]). This concludes our proof. O

We will use a multisection of the quotient map 7 : PAT — PAT/~ as in the following
lemma.

Lemma 12.18. There exists an Out(Fy,, F)-equivariant Borel map o : PAT/~ — P<oo(PAT)
such that for all [[T]] € PAT/~, the set o([[T]]) is a finite set of representatives of [[T]]
in PAT.

Proof. By [GHL20, Lemmas 7.4 and 7.5], there exists a sequence of (not equivariant)
Borel maps f, : PAT — PAT such that for all [T] € PAT, the set {f,([T]) | n € N}
is the finite set of all projective ergometric trees that are ~-equivalent to 7. Thus, the
map ¢ : PAT — Pooo(PAT) defined by [T] — {fn([T])|n € N} is Borel. It descends
to a Borel map o on PAT/~ which is equivariant because o([[T]]) is exactly the set of
ergometric trees in PAT in the preimage of [[T7]]. O

We denote by P2_(PAT) C P<oo(PAT) the set of finite collections of projective
trees {[T4],...,[Tp]} whose stabilizer is amenable. Theorem 12.15 will follow from the
following proposition.

Proposition 12.19. The action of Out(Fy, F) on P2 (PAT) is Borel amenable.

Proof of Theorem 12.15 using Proposition 12.19. By Proposition 12.19, there exists a
sequence of Borel maps

Up 2 P2 (PAT) — Prob(Out(Fy, F))

which is asymptotically Out(Fy, F)-equivariant. Let o : PAT/~ — P<o(PAT) be a
Borel equivariant section, as provided by Lemma 12.18.
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Note that if the stabilizer of {[[T1]],...,[[Tp]]} is amenable, then so is the stabilizer
of {[S1],...,[Spl} for any {[S1],...,[Sp]} € P<oo(PAT) such that [[S;]] = [[Ti]] for all
i < p. Define v}, : P2_ (PAT/~) — Prob(Out(Fy, F)) by

1
V(T - (T = > w({[S1 - [Sel})-
#o (1) - #o(IT]D) (g T i<
Since v, is asymptotically Out(F}, F)-equivariant, so is v/,. O

Proof of Proposition 12.19. We first explain the amenability of the action on the set
PAT? of projective trees with amenable stabilizer. We will adapt the proof from [BGH17,
Theorem 6.4], establishing that the action of Out(Fj, F®) on PAT is Borel amenable;
our proof will make use of the chain condition on stabilizers of collections of free splittings
provided by Proposition 6.17.

Given a simplex A of the projectivized Outer space PO relative to F, we denote by A
its preimage in O. We recall that a map f : .S — T between two Fj-trees is a morphism
if every segment I C S can be subdivided into finitely many subsegments Iy, ..., I,, so
that the restriction of f to each subsegment I; is an isometry. It is optimal if every point
x € S is contained in an open interval I such that f|7, is injective.

Let T € AT? let S € O, and let f : S — T be an optimal morphism. Given positive
real numbers s < t, we denote by [s,t]; the collection of all simplices A of PO such
that there exists a tree S’ € A through which f factors, with e~ < vol(S’/F,) < e~*
(here vol(S’/Fy) denotes the volume of the quotient graph S’/Fy, i.e. the sum of its edge
lengths). By [BGH17, Proposition 3.6 and Remark 3.9], the set [s, ] is always finite.

Let D be the countable set of all finite collections of simplices of PO, and let D* C D
be the subset consisting of collections whose elementwise stabilizer in Out(Fy, F) is
amenable. For every optimal morphism f whose source lies in O and whose range is a
tree in AT?, and every n € N, we define a probability measure p,(f) on D* as follows.

The chain condition in Proposition 6.17 ensures that for each t € R, the elementwise
stabilizer Hy,, of [t,t + m]; in Out(F}, F) stabilizes to a group H;., as m goes to
infinity. We claim that H; o, is amenable. Indeed, the subgroup of finite index H,goo =
Hy oo NIAL(Z/3Z) acts as the identity on each simplex occuring in (J,,~[t, t +m] . Now
let p : [0,00) — O be a folding path from S to T such that f factors through p(t) for all
t > 0 (for the existence, see for instance [GLO7b], and [BGH17, Lemma 2.3] for the fact
that it stays in the interior of Outer space). Since Hgoo fixes a subray of the image of p
in PO, it fixes [T]. Since the stabilizer of [T'] is amenable, so are Hy ,, and Hy o which
proves the claim.

We now assume we are given M, (f) € N depending measurably on f, such that the
elementwise stabilizer of [t, ¢+ M, (f)]f in Out(F}, F) is amenable for all ¢ € [n, 2n| (the
construction of M, (f) with these properties will be carried out in the next paragraph).

We then define
1 2n

pn(f) = " Olt -+ M, ()] 85

n
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where dj; ¢4 a1, (s)), is the Dirac measure on [t,t + M, (f)]s viewed as a point in D* — so
tn(f) is a probability measure on D?*. The map f +— pu,(f) is measurable. Since AT has
namable turning classes in the sense of [BGH17], the proof of [BGH17, Proposition 3.24]
allows us to associate to every projective tree [T] € PAT?® an asymptotically equivariant
sequence of probability measures y,,([T]) on D® that depend measurably on [T] °. Since
the stabilizer of every point in D® is amenable, it follows from [BGH17, Proposition 2.11]
that the Out(Fy, F)-action on PAT® is Borel amenable.

We now explain how to construct M,(f). As already noted, for every ¢t > 0, Hyp,
is amenable for m large enough. Let m,,(f) be the smallest integer m such that H,, ,
is amenable, and let M, (f) := 1 + max,<g<2, mr(f). One checks as in the proof of
[BGH17, Lemma 3.13] that for all n,m € N, the set [n,n + m]; depends measurably
on the optimal morphism f. Therefore, for all n € N, the integers my,(f) and M,(f)
depend measurably on f. This concludes the proof that the action on PAT? is Borel
amenable.

To prove that the action on P2__(PAT) is amenable, we proceed in a similar fashion.
Consider a finite collection .# = {fi,..., fp} of optimal morphisms f; : S; — T; with
T=A{[T1],...,[Tp]} € P2 (PAT). We define [t,t+ M|z = [t,t+M]p U---U[t,t+ My,
and construct M, (.%) so that for all ¢ € [n, 2n], the elementwise stabilizer of [t,t 4+ M] 4
is amenable. This is possible because by the chain condition given by Proposition 6.17,
the stabiliser of [n,n + m]4 in IAx(Z/3Z) stabilizes to a group that fixes folding paths
joining S; to T;. One then defines

1 2n
pn(F) = n/ Olt 4 Mo (7)) 5 Ot

and concludes as above. O

12.7 A witness map for trees with infinite stabilizer

We denote by PL5(PAT/~) the set of pairs of (maybe not distinct) equivalence classes

of trees [[T]],[[T"]] € PAT/~, such that the common stabilizer of [[T]] and [[T”"]] is not
amenable.

Proposition 12.20. Let F be a non-sporadic free factor system of Fy.
There exists an Out(Fy,F)-equivariant Borel map assigning to any {[[T]],[[T"]]} €
P%%(PAT/N) a nice splitting S{[[T}],[[T’]]}

The proof follows the ideas introduced in [GL], but we give a self-contained proof.
The proposition is based on the following result — the definition of a biflexible splitting
was given in Definition 6.14.

SRoughly, the idea is the following: to every arational tree T, one can associate in a measurable and
Out(Fg, F)-equivariant way a finite set of preferred turning classes of T (a turning class should be seen
as a prescription of turns in T that are taken by a morphism to T'), and then average the measures
un(f) over a set of representatives f of morphisms taking these turning classes. Composing with a (not
equivariant) continous section PAT — AT does not destroy the asymptotic equivariance.
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Proposition 12.21. Let F be a non-sporadic free factor system of Fy.
There exists an Out(Fy, F)-equivariant Borel map assigning to any finite set of trees
[T ={[T1],...,[Tp]} € P<(PAT) a splitting Sig) compatible with T, ..., Ty, such that:

e if the common isometric stabilizer of Tt, ..., T, is infinite, then Sjg) is a non-trivial
splitting which is either biflexible or has an edge with Zy.x stabilizer;

e if the common isomelric stabilizer of Tv, ..., T, is finite, then Sy is trivial.

Note that if T,7" € AT represent the same projective tree [T] = [T'] € PAT, then
T and T” have the same isometric stabilizer, and the same compatible splittings.

Proof of Proposition 12.20 from Proposition 12.21. Consider an equivariant Borel mul-
tisection o : PAT/~ — P<oo(PAT), provided by Lemma 12.18. Given {[[T]],[[T"]]} €
P (PAT/~), consider [T] = o([[T]])Ua([[T']]) = {[T1],-- ., [Tp]} € P<oo(PAT), and the
splitting S(7] from Proposition 12.21.

By Lemma 12.17, the common isometric stabilizer of 71, ..., 7T}, is non-amenable and
in particular infinite so S(y) is either biflexible or has an edge with Zpax stabilizer. By
Corollary 9.5, one can equivariantly assign a nice splitting to Sjgj. This concludes the
proof. O

Recall that we say that a subgroup I' of IAy(Z/37Z) acts trivially on a subgroup A if
every o € I" has a lift in Aut(F}) acting as the identity on A.

Lemma 12.22. Let T' € AT, and H C 1Ak(Z/3Z) a subgroup of the isometric stabilizer
of T. Up to conjugacy, there exists a unique mazximal subgroup Apg C Fj which is
non-abelian and not F-peripheral and such that H acts trivially on Aj.

Moreover, let Y C T be the minimal Ag-invariant subtree. Then the translates of Y
form a transverse covering of T, and Ap is the global stabilizer of Y.

Proof. Given « € H and a representative & € Aut(Fy), we denote by I the a-equivariant
isometry of 7. Let 1 be a germ of direction at a branch point of T. Let H® be the
subgroup of H consisting of elements preserving the Fj-orbit of 7. As there are finitely
many Fj-orbits of directions at branch points in 7' ([GL95]), the subgroup H? has finite
index in H. We will see below that in fact H® = H. For each o € HY, there exists a
unique representative & € Aut(F},) such that I fixes . The set of all such representatives
& defines a lift H? of H® in Aut(F},).

Given aq,...,0, € I:IO, let Y5, .. .a, be the set of points in T fixed by I, for all
i <mn,and let A, a, = Fixp, ((&1,...,&y)) be the set of elements of F}, fixed by &; for
all 7 < n. The subtree Y5, . 5, contains at least a segment representing the direction 7.

n

Claim. If g € Fy, is such that 9.Ya, . . &, N Ya,. &
then g € Aa, .. a,-

contains a non-degenerate segment,

n

Proof of the claim. The subtree ¢.Ya, ., Ya, . .a, is fixed by I, and by gl5,9~! hence
by gIdig_l.T&ﬂ = ga;(g~1). Since Fj-stabilizers of arcs of T are trivial, it follows that
&i(g) = g. We conclude that g € As, . a,- O
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Let now J C Y3, ..a, be a non-degenerate segment. Since 7' is mixing, J contains
infinitely many germs of segments representing a direction in the Fy-orbit of 7. The
claim then implies that Ag, ... 4, contains elements of arbitrary small positive translation
length, and is therefore is non-abelian.

By the bounded chain condition on fixed subgroups in Fj [MVO04], there exists
Q1,...,0, € H® such that Aay,...an = Aar,..an,a for any a € HO. We define Ay =
Aa,....a, and we note that H 0 acts trivially on Apg.

We now use the fact H is contained in IAy(Z/3Z) to deduce that H itself acts
trivially on Ag. Since HY preserves the conjugacy class of every element g € Ay, its
orbit under every o € H is finite. Since a € IAy(Z/3Z), this implies that « preserves
[9] (Theorem 2.11 by Handel and Mosher). Since this holds for every g € Ap, [GL15a,
Corollary 1.6] implies that « acts trivially on Ag, hence so does H.

To prove the uniqueness of Ap, assume that H acts trivially on some subgroup
A’ C Fj, which is not abelian and not F-peripheral. Since the centralizer of A’ in F}, is
trivial, every o € H has a unique lift & € Aut(F}) acting as the identity on A’. This
defines a lift A’ of H in Aut(Fy) with A’ C Fixg H'. Since A’ is non-abelian and not
F-peripheral, A" is not elliptic in 7" and its minimal subtree Y’ C T is not a line. Since
H' fixes A’, for every & € H’, I5 preserves the axis of every element of A’ and therefore
acts as the identity on Y’. Up to conjugating A’ and H’ by some element of Fj,, we may
assume that Y’ contains a representative of 7, so H' C HY. Since H' is a lift of H, it
follows that H' = H° and A’ C Ay (and it also follows that H9 = H). This proves the
maximality and the uniqueness of Ap.

The fact that translates of the minimal Ag-invariant tree Y are transverse and that
Ay is the global stabilizer of Y follows from the claim above. Since the action of Fj
on T is mixing ([Reyl2, Proposition 8.3], [Horl4, Lemma 4.9]), this implies that the
translates of Y form a transverse covering. O

We denote by St i the skeleton of the transverse covering of 1" by the translates of
Y. Its vertex set is Vy LI V7 where V7 is the set of translates of Y, Vj is the set of points
x € T lying in at least two distinct translates of Y, and there is an edge between = and
gY if and only if z € gY. Stabilizers of vertices in V[ are point stabilizers in T' (as T is
arational, these are either groups in F or maximal cyclic), and stabilizers of vertices in V}
are conjugates of Ay (which are fixed subgroups of F}). In particular, vertex stabilizers
of St p are finitely generated, hence so are edge stabilizers by Howson’s property. It
follows that each edge stabilizer G, is its own normalizer: being a finitely generated
subgroup of Fj, G, has finite index in its normalizer, and since vertex stabilizers are
stable under taking roots, so is G.

Lemma 12.23. The tree St g does not depend on T: if T' € AT is H-invariant, then
St = St .H-

Remark 12.24. Although this is not apparent in the notations, in this lemma and until
the end of this section, we have fixed a free factor system F, and St and even AT do
depend on F.
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Proof. We give an alternative description of St g, independent of 7. Let V] be the set
of conjugates of Ag, and Vj be the set of free factors whose conjugacy class belongs to
F and that intersect at least two distinct conjugates of Ay non-trivially. We put an
edge between A%, € V{ and P € V{ if and only if A%, N P # {1}. Clearly, the graph S’
defined in this way does not depend on T'. We claim that S’ is equivariantly isomorphic
to ST7 H-

We are going to show that there is a well defined map f : S g — S’ sending a vertex
v to its stabilizer G,,. The map is well defined on V;(S7 i) by sending v to G, € V/.

Every edge of St i has non-trivial stabilizer, since otherwise, this would define a free
factor of (Fj, F) acting non-discretely on 7', contradicting arationality of 7. This shows
in particular that if vg € V(S ) then Gy, intersects at least two distinct conjugates of
Ap non-trivially, namely the stabilizers of the neighbors of vg. It also follows that G, is
non-trivial, and we claim that the conjugacy class of G, lies in F. If the claim does not
hold, then T is not relatively free, so T has to be an arational surface tree as defined in
[Hor14, Definition 4.3] (see [Hor14, Lemma 4.6]), and G, is cyclic and non-F-peripheral.
In particular some edge stabilizer of St g is cyclic and non-F-peripheral, and as T is
compatible with St 7, we get a contradiction to [Horl4, Lemma 4.8]. This proves that
Gy, € V and that f is well defined and sends edge to edge.

Since f is clearly injective and surjective on the set of vertices, there remains to show
that f preserves non-adjacency. It suffices to prove that for u € Vy , v € V; at distance
at least 3, then G, N G, = {1}. Consider v’ € [u,v] NV} at distance 1 from v. Since F
is a malnormal family, G, N G,y = {1} so G, NG, = {1}. This concludes the proof. [J

Lemma 12.25. For T = {T1,...,T,} € P<xo(AT), denote by I'y the intersection of the
isometric stabilizers of T, ..., T, in IAL(Z/3Z). Let Sy = St,r, for any i < p. The
following are equivalent:

1. T'y is infinite;
2. S is a non-trivial splitting of Fy;

3. Sy is a non-trivial splitting of Fy which is biflexible or has an edge with Zmax
stabilizer.

Proof. Clearly, 3 = 2. If I'y is finite, then it is trivial because 1Ay (Z/37Z) is torsion-free,
so its fixed subgroup Ar, is Fj,. It follows that Sy is a point. This proves 2 = 1.

Now assume that I'y is infinite. Then Ar, is a proper subgroup of Fj,. This implies
that Fj does not fix a vertex in Sy, so Sg is non-trivial. We know that edge stabiliz-
ers of Sy are non-trivial (as follows from arationality of the trees T;, see the proof of
Lemma 12.23), and they are root-closed because vertex stabilizers are.

So we assume that all edge stabilizers are non-abelian, and prove that Sy is biflexible.
We first note that the group of twists of Sy is trivial. The vertex set V of Sy/F} is
{v1} U Vp where G,, is conjugate to Ar,, and Vj is the image of Vj in Sg/F). Since
Sy is I'y-invariant, let Fg the finite index subgroup of I'y acting as the identity on the
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quotient graph Sg/F). By Proposition 2.7, the natural map

p:T9 — H Out(Gy, Inc,)

veV

is injective. Since I'y acts trivially on Ar,, the image p(I'}) is contained in [T,ev;, Out(Gy, Incy).
But since each edge stabilizer of Sy is contained in a conjugate of Ar, I'y also acts triv-
ially on all edge groups, so p(T'}) is in fact contained in [Ty, Out(Gy, Incq()t)) (see Re-

mark 2.8). Tt follows that there exists at least one vertex vg € Vg such that Out(G,; Incq(fo))

is infinite. Since v; has a non-sporadic Grushko decomposition relative to incident edge
groups (as follows from the existence of an Apg-tree with dense orbits and trivial arc
stabilizers, namely Y in Lemma 12.22), we conclude that Sg is biflexible. O

View P.oo(AT) as the disjoint union over n of AT"/&,, and endow it with the
corresponding Borel structure.

Lemma 12.26. The map T € Peoo(AT) — Sy is a Borel map.

Proof. Using the description of S¢ given in the proof of Lemma 12.23, it suffices to check
that the map which sends T to the conjugacy class of Ar, is Borel. To this end, it is
enough to check that for every finitely generated non-F-peripheral non-abelian subgroup
A C Fy, the set of all T € Peoo(AT) such that A is conjugate to a subgroup of Ar. is
Borel.

By Lemma 12.22, the group A is conjugate into Ar, if and only if I'y C I'4, where
I'4 is the subgroup of all elements of 1Ay (Z/3Z) acting trivially on A. This in turn is
equivalent to requiring that for every a ¢ I 4, there exists T' € T such that o - T # T, a
Borel condition. O

Proof of Proposition 12.21. The map T — S is an equivariant Borel map on P (AT).
Since any two homothetic trees have the same isometric stabilizer I'y and since Sy =
Sty for any tree T' € AT whose isometry class is fixed by I'y, this map passes to the
quotient into a map on P (PAT). Also, as Sy is the skeleton of a transverse covering
of any tree in T, it is compatible with every tree in T (see e.g. [Gui04, Lemma 4.7]).
By Lemma 12.25, St is biflexible or has a Z,,x edge stabilizer if the common isometric
stabilizer of the trees in T is infinite. O

12.8 Conclusion

Proof of Theorem 12.1. By Proposition 10.5 applied to A, there exists a Borel partition
Y = Y1 UY; such that (Apy,,p) is stably nice and (A}y,,p) is stably pure. As p 4 is
nowhere trivial, if Y7 has positive measure, Proposition 10.6 shows the existence of a
subset U C Y7 of positive measure and of a nice splitting which is invariant under both
(Ajr, p) and (H)r7, p). We can therefore assume without loss of generality that (A, p) is
pure. Let F be the unique maximal (A, p)-invariant almost free factor system and F be
an extracted free factor system. Since H normalizes A, we have that (#, p) preserves F.
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Since p takes values in IA,(Z/3Z), it follows that (#, p) also preserves F. We now work
relative to F.

By Corollary 12.13, there is a Borel map ¢ : Y — P<o(PAT/~) C Peoo(PAT/~

which is both (A, p) and (Hy, p)-equivariant. Recall the partition Poo(PAT/~) =
2 oo (PAT/~) UPZL (PAT/~).

Assume that for all y in some subset U C Y of positive measure, ¢(y) has non-
amenable stabilizer, i.e. ¢(y) € P22 (PAT/~). Then composing with the map of Propo-
sition 12.20, one gets a Borel map y — S,(,) assigning a nice splitting to every y € U,
and which is both (A, p) and (Hy, p)-equivariant. Since there are only countably
many nice splittings, there is a subset V' C U of positive measure in restriction to which
¢ is constant and defines an (Hy, p)-invariant nice splitting.

Thus, we may assume that ¢(y) € P2 (PAT/~) for almost every y € Y. Since the
Out(Fy, F)-action on P2 (PAT/~) is Borel amenable (Theorem 12.15) and since pyy
has trivial kernel, Proposition 3.38 implies that H is amenable. ]

12.9 An extension

We now establish a refined version of Theorem 12.1, that we will use in the sequel of the
paper (precisely, in the proof of Lemma 13.30).

Theorem 12.27. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let Ny, ..., N,
be measured subgroupoids of G, such that for every i € {1,...,p— 1}, the subgroupoid N;
is normalized by Niy1. Let p : G — TAR(Z/3Z) be a cocycle such that pyy;, is nowhere
trivial for all i € {1,...,p}. Assume that N1 is amenable and that (N1, p) is pure, and
let F be the unique mazimal (N7, p)-invariant almost free factor system.

Then one of the following three assertions holds:

1. there exists a Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure such that ((Np)v,p) has a
nice tnvariant splitting;

2. there exists a Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure such that (Np)u,p) fizes
an almost free factor system F Z F;

3. for every measured subgroupoid H' C Ny, if pgy has trivial kernel, then H' is
amenable.

Proof. In view of Proposition 10.6, and using the fact that the cocycles pyy; are all
nowhere trivial, the first conclusion holds as soon as there exist some i € {1,...,p}
and some Borel subset U C Y of positive measure for which there exists an ((N;)y, p)-
invariant nice splitting. We now assume otherwise. By Proposition 10.5, we can find a
partition Y = Uje ;Y into at most countably many Borel subsets such that for every
i € {1,...,p} and every j € J, the pair ((Ni)y;,p) is pure, with maximum invariant
almost free factor system .7:"” As N is normalized by N1, for every i € {1,...,p—1}
and every j € J, the almost free factor system F;; is also ((Nit1)y;, p)-invariant, so

J’:},j < ]:—z‘+1,j- We can therefore assume that for every j € .J, one has ]:'m = F , as
otherwise the second conclusion of the theorem holds and we are done.
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Let F C F be an extracted free factor system. Recall that purity implies that F is
non-sporadic (Remark 10.3). Moreover, as in Lemma 12.3, for every j € J and every
i € {1,...,p}, F is an everywhere maximal ((\)}y;, p)-invariant free factor system. In
the sequel, we always work relative to F (in particular, Outer spaces, proper free factors
and arational trees are understood relative to F).

As N7 is amenable, Corollary 12.13 ensures that there exists a Borel map ¢ :
Y — P<2(PAT/~) which is both (N7, p)-equivariant and (Nz, p)-equivariant. Apply-
ing Proposition 12.14 iteratively p — 2 times ensures that there exists a Borel map
©: Y — P<o(PAT/~) which is (N, p)-equivariant.

We will finally use the partition Peoo(PAT/~) = P2 (PAT/~) U P2 (PAT/~).
Assume first that there is a Borel subset U C Y such that ¢(y) € P22 (PAT/~) for all
y € U. Using Proposition 12.20, we deduce an ((Ny)y, p)-equivariant Borel map from
U to the countable set of all nice splittings. We can then restrict to a Borel subset
V' C U where this map is constant to get an ((Np)y, p)-invariant nice splitting, so the
first conclusion of the theorem holds. We are thus left with the case where p(y) €

2 o(PAT/~) for a.e. y € Y. In this case, as the Out(Fy, F)-action on P2_ (PAT/~)
is amenable (Theorem 12.15), Proposition 3.38 ensures that a measured subgroupoid
H' C N, is amenable whenever pi has trivial kernel, so the third conclusion of the
theorem holds. O

13 Detecting when a subgroupoid stabilizes a free splitting

The present section is of central importance in the proof of our main theorem; its goal
is the following. Let G be a measured groupoid coming with an action-type cocycle
p: G — IAN(Z/3Z), with N > 3. Given a measured subgroupoid H of G, we want
to relate the fact that (,p) preserves a non-separating free splitting of Fx (up to a
partition of the base space of H into at most countably many pieces), to some purely
groupoid-theoretic properties of the pair (G, H), without reference to the cocycle p. This
will be crucial in later sections to get a map at the level of (a variation of) the free
splitting graph intertwining a pair of action-type cocycles G — IAN(Z/37Z) as above.

To provide some intuition, let us mention that the analogous group-theoretic problem
is to characterize subgroups of Out(Fy) that stabilize a non-separating free splitting S
of Fiy in a purely group-theoretic way. A crucial observation to obtain such a group-
theoretic characterization is that the Out(Fy)-stabilizer of S contains a normal subgroup
(namely, the group of twists about the splitting S) which virtually splits as a direct
product of two non-abelian free groups. See [HW20] for an implementation of this
strategy to the computation of the abstract commensurator of Out(Fy) and some of its
subgroups.

In all this section, we fix N > 3.

118



13.1 Schottky tuples and pseudo-products

Definition 13.1 (Schottky tuples of subgroupoids). Let G be a measured groupoid over a
base space Y. A Schottky tuple of subgroupoids of G is a tuple (A', ..., A*) of amenable
subgroupoids of G of infinite type such that for every Borel subset U C 'Y of positive

measure, the subgroupoid <.A|1U, e ’A|]€U> is non-amenable.
Remark 13.2. This definition implies that (A!,..., A*) is everywhere non-amenable.
But this is not equivalent because in general, <.A|1U, . ,.AIkU> does not coincide with the

restriction of (A!,..., A¥) to U. The point of this notion is that it is stable under
restriction and stabilization. More precisely,

e If V C Y is a Borel subset of positive measure, and if (A',..., A) is a Schottky
tlgpgle of subgroupoids of G, then (Allv, e ,A‘kv) is a Schottky tuple of subgroupoids
(0] |V

e If there exists a partition Y = | |;; Y; into at most countably many Borel subsets,
and if A',..., A* are subgroupoids of G such that for every i € I, the tuple
(A‘lyi, . ’Ain) is a Schottky tuple of subgroupoids of Gjy,, then (AL,...,AF) is a
Schottky tuple of subgroupoids of G.

An important source of examples, which justifies the name Schottky, is given by the
following lemma.

Lemma 13.3 (Kida [Kid10, Lemma 3.20]). Let G be a measured groupoid, let I' be a
countable group, and let p : G — T' be an action-type cocycle. Let Ay and As be two
infinite cyclic subgroups of I' such that (A1, A2) is a non-abelian free group.

Then the groupoids A1 = p~(A1) and Ay = p~1(Ag) form a Schottky pair of sub-
groupoids of G.

We now introduce pseudo-products of subgroupoids. These give a counterpart for
groupoids to the notion of a direct product G X --- x Gy of groups that all contain
non-abelian free subgroups. Our definition in the groupoid setting translates the fact
that each of the factors G; of the direct product contains two infinite cyclic subgroups
(a;), (b;) such that (a;, b;) ~ Fy with (a;) and (b;) both normalized by all other factors
Gj.

Definition 13.4. Given a measured subgroupoid H of G and a Schottky tuple (A, ..., A¥)
of subgroupoids of G, we say that (A', ..., AF) is stably normalized by H if each A’ is.

Definition 13.5 (Pseudo-products). Let G be a measured groupoid, let k € N, and let
G1,...,Gr be measured subgroupoids of G.

The subgroupoids G1,...,G, form a pseudo-product if each G; contains a Schottky
tuple of subgroupoids which is stably normalized by all G; with j # i.

Remark 13.6. In view of Remark 13.2, this notion is stable under restriction and stabi-
lization. More precisely, denoting by Y the base space of G,
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o If U CY is a Borel subset of positive measure, and if the subgroupoids G; form a
pseudo-product, then so do the subgroupoids (G;)|y of Gy

e If the subgroupoids G; stably form a pseudo-product, then they form a pseudo-
product.

A typical example, which justifies the terminology and will be of particular impor-
tance in the sequel, is the following.

Lemma 13.7. Let G be a measured groupoid, let I' be a countable group, and let p : G — T’
be an action-type cocycle. Assume that T contains two subgroups G1 and Go that generate
their direct product in I', and such that both G1 and Go contain a non-abelian free
subgroup.

Then the groupoids G1 = p~1(G1) and Go = p~1(G3) form a pseudo-product.

Proof. For every i € {1,2}, let A} and A? be two infinite cyclic subgroups of G; that
generate a non-abelian free subgroup. By Lemma 13.3, for every i € {1,2}, the pair
(p~1(A}), p~1(A2)) is a Schottky pair of subgroupoids of p~1(G;). In addition, since Gy
and G2 form a direct product, the subgroupoids p~!(A}) and p~!(A?) are normalized
by p~H(G,) for j # . O

Remark 13.8. If Gy,...,G; form a pseudo-product, then each G; is everywhere non-
amenable since it contains a Schottky tuple of subgroupoids.

13.2 Main statement

Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let H be a measured subgroupoid
of G. We consider the following properties of the pair (G, H).

(Py) The groupoid H is everywhere non-amenable and stably normalizes two sub-
groupoids of G that form a pseudo-product.

(P*®*) The pair (G, H) satisfies (Py), and for every Borel subset U C Y of positive measure,
if H' is a subgroupoid of Gy such that (G, H') satisfies (P1), with H;; stably
contained in H’, then Hy is stably equal to H'.

(P2) For every Borel subset U C Y of positive measure, the groupoid M|y does not
normalize any amenable subgroupoid of g7 of infinite type.

(P3) There do not exist a Borel subset U C Y of positive measure and two nor-
mal subgroupoids N =, Nt of H,y which contain respectively three subgroupoids
By ,By By and B, By, By such that for all € € {£}, the groupoids B5, B, B5, N ¢
form a pseudo-product.

Remark 13.9. Notice that the assumptions (P;), (P/"*), (), and (P3) are preserved
under restriction and stabilization. More precisely,
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1. If (G, H) satisfies any of these properties, and U C Y is a Borel subset of positive
measure, then (G, H i) satisfies the property.

2. If there exists a partition Y = [ |,.; ¥; into at most countably many Borel subsets,
such that for every i € I, the pair (Gjy,, H,y,) satisfies one of these properties, then
(G, H) satisfies the corresponding property.

Our goal in the sequel of the present section is to consider an action-type cocycle
p:G —TAN(Z/3Z) and to relate the above purely groupoid-theoretic properties of the
pair (G,H) to the fact that (H, p) stabilizes a free splitting of Fiy.

A one-edge non-separating free splitting of Fy is a free splitting of Fiy equal to the
Bass—Serre tree of an HNN extension of the form F = Px, with P a subgroup of Fiy of
rank N — 1. We denote by FS™ the countable collection of all one-edge non-separating
free splittings. We say that a free splitting of Fiy is a (2,2%1)-free splitting if it is a free
splitting of Fiy equal to the Bass—Serre tree of a decomposition of the form Fy = P P’
with rank(P) = 2 and rank(P’) > 2. We denote by FS%2" the countable set of all
(2,27)-free splittings of Fyy. Note that when N = 3, FS22" = .

The goal of the present section is to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 13.10. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G —
TIAN(Z/37Z) be an action-type cocycle with N > 3. Let H be a measured subgroupoid of

G.

1. If (G, H) satisfies Properties (P*®*), (Py) and (Ps), then there exists a conull Borel
subset Y* C'Y and a partition Y* = | |,.;Y; into at most countably many Borel
subsets, such that for everyi € I, the groupoid Hy, is equal to the (gm, p)-stabilizer

of a splitting S; € FS™ U FSQ’2+, i.e. Hy, = pfl(StabIAN(Z/gz)(Si))m.

2. If there exist a conull Borel subset Y* C'Y and a partition Y* = |_|ZEIY; into at
most countably many Borel subsets, such that for every i € I, the groupoid Hy,
is equal to the (Gyy,, p)-stabilizer of some splitting S; € FS™, then (G, M) satisfies
Properties (P"*), (Py) and (P3).

Proof. The first part is proved in Section 13.3 below, and the second is proved in Sec-
tion 13.4 (Lemmas 13.26, 13.27 and 13.30). O

Remark 13.11. We do not know however whether stabilizers of splittings FS22" satisfy
Property (Ps3) or not, whence the slight asymmetry in the statement of Theorem 13.10.

13.3 A sufficient condition to stabilize a free splitting

Our goal in this section is to prove the first part of Theorem 13.10.

121



13.3.1 Step 1: Getting an invariant nice splitting from Property (P;)

Lemma 13.12. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G —
TIAN(Z/37Z) be a cocycle with trivial kernel. Let H be a measured subgroupoid of G.
Assume that (G, H) satisfies Property (Py).

Then H is stably nice.

Proof. By assumption H stably normalizes two subgroupoids N ~, N'* of G which form
a pseudo-product. In particular, H stably normalizes the subgroupoid N ~, which is
everywhere non-amenable (Remark 13.8), and N~ stably normalizes an amenable sub-
groupoid AT of N of infinite type. Applying Lemma 10.7 to H, consider a Borel
partition Y = Y1 U Yy with (H}y,, p) stably nice and (H,y,, p) nice-averse. We assume
that Y2 has positive measure and argue towards a contradiction. Because the property
of stably preserving a nice splitting goes to the normalizer (Proposition 10.6), (.Arg,z,p)

and (./\/E/Q,p) are nice-averse. As ATYQ is of infinite type and amenable, and p has trivial

kernel, Corollary 12.2 shows that Afli_/z is amenable, a contradiction. O

13.3.2 Step 2: Excluding Z,,,x-splittings thanks to Property (P)

Lemma 13.13. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G —
TIAN(Z/37Z) be an action-type cocycle. Let H be a measured subgroupoid of G.

If there exists an (H, p)-invariant Zyax-splitting, then H normalizes an amenable
subgroupoid of G of infinite type.

Proof. Let S be a Zpax-splitting which is (H, p)-invariant. Then there exists a conull
Borel subset Y* C Y such that H)y« C p_l(StabIAN(Z/gz)(S)). Let A C Stabya  (z/32)(S)
be the group of twists of the splitting .5, an infinite amenable normal subgroup of
Stabia y (z/32)(S), and let A = p~1(S): this is an amenable subgroupoid of G, of in-
finite type because p is action-type. In addition, as A is normal in Stabyy . (z 32)(95), it
follows that Ay« is normal in ,0|_Y1* (Stabra y(z/32)(S)) (Lemma 3.32), and therefore A is
normalized by H. O

Combining Lemmas 13.12 and 13.13, we reach the following statement.

Corollary 13.14. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G —
IAN(Z/3Z) be an action-type cocycle. Let H be a measured subgroupoid of G. Assume
that (G, H) satisfies Properties (P1) and (Ps).

Then there exists a partition Y* = | |;c;Y; of a conull Borel subset Y* C'Y into at
most countably many Borel subsets such that for every i € I, there exists a non-trivial
free splitting or bi-nonsporadic splitting which is (H, p)-invariant. O

13.3.3 Step 3: Excluding bi-nonsporadic splittings via (P"**) and (F3)

Lemma 13.15. Let S be a bi-nonsporadic splitting of Fy, and let H := Stabya y (z/37)(95)-
Then H contains a direct product N~ x N, with N—,NT normal in H, and such
that for every e € {£}, the group N¢ contains a subgroup isomorphic to Fy x Fy X Fy.
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Proof. As S is bi-nonsporadic, there exist two vertices v—,v™ € S in distinct Fy-orbits
such that for every ¢ € {£}, the Grushko decomposition of G relative to the set Inc,e
of incident edge groups is non-sporadic.

We claim that the group Out(Gva,IncS?) made of all automorphisms of G, acting
by conjugation on every incident edge group contains a copy of Fy x Fy X F5. Indeed, let
Sye be a Grushko splitting of G,e relative to Inc,e with all vertex stabilizers non-trivial
(hence non-abelian because incident edge groups are non-abelian). By non-sporadicity,
the splitting S, contains at least four half-edges in distinct orbits based at vertices with
non-trivial stabilizer. Therefore the group of twists associated to three of these half-
edges is isomorphic to a direct product of three non-abelian free groups, which proves
our claim.

Now by Lemma 2.9, the product Out(GU+,Inci?) X Out(Gv_,Incit,)) embeds in
Stabout(ry)(S). We then denote by H the stabilizer of S in IAyN(Z/3Z), and by N¢

the intersection of H with Out(GUe,Incf,?). Corollary 2.14 ensures that N* and N~ are
normal in H, which concludes the proof. ]

Corollary 13.16. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G —
TIAN(Z/37Z) be an action-type cocycle. Let H be a measured subgroupoid of G. Assume
that (G, H) satisfies Properties (P{™®), (Ps), and (P3).

Then (H, p) stably preserves a free splitting.

Proof. We argue by contradiction, so assume otherwise. Then by Corollary 13.14, up
to restricting to a subset of positive measure we may assume that (?,p) preserves a
bi-nonsporadic splitting S, and let T's C TAN(Z/3Z) be its stabilizer. Let N*, N~ be
the normal subgroups of I'g be given by Lemma 13.15.

We claim that the groupoid # = p~'(I'y) satisfies (P;). Indeed, the subgroupoids
Nt = p 1 (N*t) and N~ = p~}(N~) form a pseudo-product by Lemma 13.7 and are
normalized by 7:[, which proves the claim.

Since (G, H) satisfies Property (P;"**) it follows that H is stably equal to H, so up
to further restricting to a Borel subset of positive measure, we may assume that H =
p~1(Ds). For each € € {£}, denote by B x B§ x B§ ~ Fy x I, x Fy the subgroup of N®
given by Lemma 13.15. For each € € {£}, and each j < 3, consider B; = p‘l(B]a-). Then
by Lemma 13.7, (N*, By, B, , B3 ) form a pseudo-product, and so do (N =, Bf, BS, BS).
This contradicts Property (Fs). O

13.3.4 Step 4: Excluding some types of free splittings

We say that a free splitting S of Fiy is acyclic if S/Fy does not contain any terminal
vertex with vertex group isomorphic to Z. When S is a one-edge splitting, this is
equivalent to saying that .S is not the Bass—Serre tree of a decomposition of Fj of the
form Fy = Zx* Fn_1. Note that the stabilizer in Out(Fy) of the splitting Fy = Z* Fn_1
is contained in the stabilizer of the acyclic splitting Fy = Fy_1*. This observation leads
to the following result.
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Lemma 13.17. Let S be a free splitting of Fn, and let H be its stabilizer in IAN(Z/3Z).
Then H stabilizes an acyclic one-edge free splitting of Fi.

Proof. As H CTAN(Z/3Z), it stabilizes every one-edge collapse of S. In addition, if H
stabilizes a splitting of the form Fy = A x B with B cyclic, then it also stabilizes the
acyclic splitting Fy = Ax. O

In order to be able to use Property (P"**), we now prove that the stabilizer of a
free splitting satisfies Property (P;). This will also be useful later for proving the second
part of Theorem 13.10.

Lemma 13.18. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G —
TAN(Z/37Z) be an action-type cocycle. Let S be a one-edge acyclic free splitting of Fy .
Then the (G, p)-stabilizer of S satisfies Property (Py).

Proof. We denote by H the stabilizer of S in IAN(Z/3Z), and we let H = p~L(H), so
that H is the (G, p)-stabilizer of S.

We first assume that S is a separating free splitting, equal to a Bass—Serre tree of
a free product decomposition Fy = A * B, with both A and B noncyclic. The group
of twists of S in Out(Fy) is isomorphic to the direct product A x B (see Section 2.8).
We then let N~ := (A x {1}) NTAN(Z/3Z) and NT := ({1} x B) NTAN(Z/3Z). Since
H C TIAN(Z/3Z), both N~ and NT are normal subgroups of H. For every ¢ € {£},
we then let N := p~!(N¢), a normal subgroupoid of H by Lemma 3.32. In addition,
as N and N~ generate their direct product in H and both contain a non-abelian free
subgroup, Lemma 13.7 ensures that N~ and '™ form a pseudo-product. This proves
that (H, p) satisfies (P;) when S is separating.

We now assume that S is a non-separating free splitting, equal to a Bass—Serre tree
of a decomposition Fy = Ax (where A is a corank one free factor of Fy). The group of
twists of S in Out(Fy) is isomorphic to a direct product A~ x A" of two copies of A (see
Section 2.8). Welet N~ := (A~ x{1})NIAN(Z/3Z) and NT := ({1} x AT)NIAN(Z/3Z).
Since H C TAN(Z/3Z), both N~ and N are normal subgroups of H. For every ¢ € {£},
we then let N'® := p~1(N¢). As above, N~ and Nt are normalized by H and form a
pseudo-product. ]

Property (P3) will allow us to rule out one-edge acyclic free splittings not in FS™ U
FS%2" thanks to the following lemma.

Lemma 13.19. Let S be a separating free splitting of Fiy corresponding to a decomposition
of the form Fiy = Fj, x F_j, with k, N — k > 3, and let H := Stabya , (/37)(S5).

Then H contains a direct product N~ x N, with N~,NT normal in H, and such
that for every e € {£}, the group N¢ contains a subgroup isomorphic to Fy x Fy X Fy.

Proof. The group Stabgy(ry)(S) has a finite-index subgroup isomorphic to Aut(F}) x
Aut(Fy_g). The intersections of H with each of the factors Aut(Fy) and Aut(Fn_g)
are normal in H and have finite index in Aut(Fy) and Aut(Fn_r). The conclusion
thus follows from the fact that for every k& > 3, the group Aut(F}) contains a subgroup
isomorphic to Fy x Fy x Fy, see e.g. [HW20, Theorem 6.2]. O
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We are now ready to complete the proof of the first part of Theorem 13.10.

Proof of Theorem 13.10, Part 1. Assume that (G, #H) satisfies Properties (P{**), (P)
and (P3). By Corollary 13.16, H stably preserves a free splitting: there is a count-
able Borel partition Y* = L]ie 1 Y; of a conull subset Y* C Y into subsets of positive
measure such that p(Hy,) C I's, where S; is a free splitting and I's, is its stabilizer in
IAN(Z/3Z). By Lemma 13.17, up to increasing I's,, we may assume that S; is a one-edge
acyclic free splitting. Since the subgroupoid H' = p_l(f‘gi)m contains H|y, and satisfies
Property (P1) by Lemma 13.18, Assumption (P"**) on H ensures that, up to refining
our partition, Hy, = p~'(T's,)y;-

We assume that S; ¢ FS™ U FS*2" and argue towards a contradiction. Then
Lemma 13.19 applies to S; and yields two normal subgroups N, N~ < T's, which gen-
erate their direct product, and such that for every ¢ € {£}, the group N¢ contains a
direct product Bf x B§ x B§ of three non-abelian free groups. The subgroupoids N'* =
p ' (NT)y; and N~ = p~}(N ")y, are normal subgroupoids of Hy,. For all ¢ € {£}
and all j € {1,2,3}, we let B = p‘l(B]E-)m. Then by Lemma 13.7, (N, By, B; , B3)
form a pseudo-product, and so do (N, Bf, By, Bgr ). This contradicts that H satisfies
Property (Ps). O

13.4 A necessary condition to stabilize a non-separating free splitting

The goal of the present section is to prove the second part of Theorem 13.10.

Since Properties (P1), (P™*), (P2) and (P3) are preserved under stabilization, it is
enough to check that the (G, p)-stabilizer H of any non-separating free splitting satisfies
Properties (Pp), (P™®), (P) and (P3). We already checked that H satisfies Prop-
erty (P;) in Lemma 13.18.

In the rest of this subsection, we fix a measured groupoid G over a base space Y,
and p : G — IAN(Z/3Z) be an action-type cocycle (with N > 3). Let Sy be a one-
edge non-separating free splitting of Fi, let Hy C IAN(Z/37Z) be the stabilizer of Sy in
TAN(Z/3Z), and let Ho := p~L(Hp). We let Ag be a free factor of corank 1 stabilizing a
vertex of Sy so that Sy is dual to the HNN extension Fy = Agx. We denote by vg the
vertex of Sy fixed by Ag, choose an edge ey incident on vy, and consider ¢ € Fy such
that eg = [vp, tug], so that t is a stable letter of the HNN extension. For each w,w’ € Ay,
consider the automorphism 7, € Aut(Fy) that acts as the identity on Ay and sends
t to wtw': this is the lift to Aut(Fy) of an element of the group of twists of Sy, in
particular it stabilizes Sp. The associated 7, ,-equivariant isometry I;w!w, of Sy maps
eo to wep and t ey to w' " Lep.

Finally, we let pa, : Ho — Out(Ap) be the cocycle obtained by postcomposing p with
the natural map Stab(Sp) — Out(Ap).

13.4.1 Proof of Property (P/"**)

Lemma 13.20. Consider an element a € Fy whose conjugacy class is Ho-invariant. Then
a 1s conjugate in Agp.
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Remark 13.21. This uses the fact that N > 3. When N > 3 (so that Ay has rank at
least 3), a has in fact to be trivial. When N = 3 (so that Ay has rank 2), one may have
a = [x,y]* for some free basis {x,y} of Ay and some k € Z.

Proof. Let a € Fy be an element which is not conjugate in Ag; we are going to prove
that the conjugacy class of a is not Hg-invariant.

Given a non-trivial element w € Ay which is not a proper power, consider the Zyax-
splitting S,, of Fiy dual to the HNN extension with vertex group (Ao, twt™!) and with
edge group (w) with the two obvious inclusions. The splitting S, may be obtained from
So as follows: recall that vy € Sy is the vertex fixed by Ag, and ey = [vg, tvg]; then S, is
obtained by folding ey with weg.

As a is not conjugate in Ay, it is hyperbolic in Sp. For all but finitely many choices
of w, the axis of a in Sy isometrically embeds in S, under the folding map. It follows
that we may choose w so that a is hyperbolic in S,,. Let 7 be the twist associated to
the splitting Sy,: this is the automorphism restricting to the identity on Ag and sending
t to tw, so in particular 7 has a power in Hj.

Let R be a Cayley graph of Fiy with respect to some basis, equipped with the
simplicial metric where every edge is assigned length 1. By [CL95], the rescaled trees
1

~(7".R) converge to a tree homothetic to Sy, as n — oo. It follows that the translation

length ||7"(a)||r tends to infinity, so the conjugacy class of a is not Hy-invariant. O

Lemma 13.22. Let B be any proper free factor of Fn whose conjugacy class is Hop-
moariant.
Then B is conjugate to Ag.

Proof. Observe that since Hy surjects onto IA(Ag, Z/3Z), there is no Hy-invariant proper
free factor of Fy strictly contained in Ag. We can therefore assume that B is not
conjugate into Ag, and aim for a contradiction.

We first claim that B intersects every conjugate of Ag trivially, equivalently that Ag
intersects every conjugate of B trivially. Indeed, for every g € Fl, the subgroup AqgN BY
is a free factor contained in Ay whose conjugacy class is Hop-invariant (Lemma 8.23).
Thus, Ay N BY is either trivial or equal to Ag, but the latter case implies BY = Ag since
Ag has corank 1.

We next claim that Hy acts trivially on B. Let Sp C Sy be the minimal B-invariant
subtree. As B intersects every conjugate of Ag trivially, it acts freely on Sp, so Sp
defines a point in the Outer space of B, and its stabilizer in IA(B,Z/3Z) is trivial. For
all « € Hp and all b € B, one has ||a(b)||s; = ||a(b)|ls, = ||blls, = |bl|sy, so Sp is
invariant by the image of Hy in IA(B,Z/3Z) (indeed every tree in the Outer space of
B is determined by its length function by [CM87, Theorem 3.7]). The image of Hy in
Out(B) is therefore trivial, which proves our claim.

Together with Lemma 13.20, the claim implies that every element of B is conjugate
into Ap, and therefore B is conjugate into Ag, a contradiction. O

Recall that an outer automorphism o € Out(Ag) is fully irreducible if no non-trivial
power of « fixes the conjugacy class of a proper free factor of Ag.
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Lemma 13.23. For every fully irreducible element o € Out(Ay), the following two asser-
tions hold:

1. no non-trivial power of a preserves the conjugacy class a non-cyclic finitely gener-
ated subgroup of Ag of infinite index;

2. no non-trivial power of a preserves a non-trivial splitting of Ag with finitely gen-
erated edge or vertex stabilizers.

Proof. For the first assertion, observe that the attracting R-tree T of « is indecomposable
by [CH12, Theorem 2.1], so by [Reyll, Theorem 4.5], any finitely generated subgroup
B C A of infinite index acts discretely on T. Thus, if the conjugacy class of B is
invariant under a power of «, then B has to be elliptic in T. As T is arational [Rey12],
it follows that B is cyclic [Rey12, Theorem 1.1].

We now prove that « satisfies the second conclusion of the lemma. Recall that a
splitting with finitely generated edge stabilizers also has finitely generated vertex stabi-
lizers. So let S be a splitting of Ay with finitely generated vertex stabilizers which is
invariant under a power of a. Then the vertex and edge stabilizers have to be cyclic.
We claim that some edge stabilizer has to be trivial. Otherwise, any two edges incident
on the same vertex have commuting stabilizers, so by commutative transitivity, all edge
stabilizers of S commute, a contradiction. We may thus assume that S is a free splitting.
Since there is no free factor invariant by a power of «, this concludes the proof. O

Lemma 13.24. Let S’ be a nice splitting such that every element of Hy has a power that
preserves S'.
Then S = Sy.

Proof. Assume first that S’ is a free splitting. By assumption, S’ is periodic under the
action of every element of Hy. As Hy C IAN(Z/3Z), Lemma 2.12 implies that S’ is in
fact Hp-invariant, and so is every collapse of S’. By Lemma 13.22, point stabilizers of
S’ are either trivial or conjugate to Ag, and the same is true for collapses of S’. If the
action of F) on S’ was free, then one could construct some collapse of S” with a cyclic
vertex stabilizer, a contradiction. It follows that Ag fixes a point in S’, so either S’ = Sy
or S’ is dual to a graph of groups of the form

“

in which case S’ has a collapse with a cyclic vertex stabilizer, a contradiction.

We now assume that S’ is a Z,.-splitting of Fiy. Theorem 2.11 ensures that the
the conjugacy class of any edge group of S’ is Hp-invariant so if N > 3, we may use
Lemma 13.20 and Remark 13.21 to exclude the existence of S’. The following argument
works for all N > 3.

Let H' be the stabilizer of S” in IAN(Z/37Z). The action of Aj on its minimal subtree
S, € 8" is a splitting of Ag with finitely generated edge stabilizers, which is invariant
under the image H 1’40 of H in Out(Ap). As every element of Hy has a power contained in

127



H', it follows that every element of Out(Ap) has a power contained in H ;10, in particular
H 1’40 contains a fully irreducible outer automorphism of Ay. By Lemma 13.23, it follows
that Ay fixes a (unique) point in S’.

Let f: Sy — S’ be the unique equivariant map that is linear on edges. Being unique,
f is invariant under H’. Since f is not an isomorphism, there exists a pair of adjacent
edges e, ¢’ in S such that f identifies an initial segment of e with an initial segment of ¢’.
Without loss of generality, the common endpoint of e and ¢’ is the vertex vy € S fixed
by Ao.

Assume first that ¢/ = ae for some a € Ap \ {1}. Let w € Ay be an element that
does not commute with a. We use the fact that there exists a twist & € Out(Fy) of Sp
which has a lift @ € Aut(Fy) acting as the identity on Ay and such that Iz(e) = we
and I5(ae) = awe. Take n > 1 such that o™ € H'. Since & acts as the identity on Ay,
Iin(e) = w™e and Ian(€') = aw™e. Tt follows that e and w™"aw™e have initial segments
that are identified by f. Thus, the non-abelian group (a,w ™aw™) fixes a segment in ',
a contradiction.

Now assume that e, e’ are not in the same Agp-orbit. Choose a € Ay \ {1}. There
exists a twist o € Stab(S) and a preimage & € Aut(Fy) acting as the identity on Ay
and such that the isometry Iz of S fixes ¢/ and sends e to ae. In particular, if n > 1
is such that o™ € H’, we get that f identifies some initial segments of e and a"e. The
previous case then yields a contradiction.

We finally assume that S’ is a bi-nonsporadic splitting. By Lemma 9.6 there is a
finite collection {Fi,...,Fn} of n > 2 non-empty free factor systems of Fy such that
every element of Hy has a power that preserves each F;. Since Hy C IAxN(Z/3Z), each
Fi is in fact Hp-invariant. This contradicts Lemma 13.22. ]

Lemma 13.25. For every Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure, Sy is the only nice
splitting of Fy which is (Ho|u, p)-invariant.

Moreover, there is no non-trivial splitting of Ay with finitely generated edge stabilizers
which is (Hour, pa,)-invariant.

Proof. Let S be an (HO‘U, p)-invariant nice splitting. Then there exists a conull Borel
subset U* C U such that S is invariant by p(Hoy+). Since Ho = p~'(Hp), Remark 3.23
implies that every element o € Hy has a power that preserves S. Lemmas 13.24 and 13.23
thus conclude the proof (to apply Lemma 13.23, notice indeed that Hy contains an
element that restricts to a fully irreducible outer automorphism of Ay). O

Lemma 13.26. The pair (G, Ho) satisfies Property (P/"*).

Proof. By Lemma 13.18, the pair (G, H,) satisfies Property (P;), so we only need to
check maximality. Let U C Y be a Borel subset of positive measure, and let H' be
a subgroupoid of Gy such that (G, H') satisfies Property (Pp), and such that Hoy
is stably contained in H’. By Lemma 13.12, there exists a partition U = | |,.; U; into
at most countably many Borel subsets of positive measure, such that for every i € I,
there exists a nice splitting S; of Fy which is ( TUi,p)—invariant, and up to refining the
partition it is also (Ho|y,, p)-invariant.
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Lemma 13.25 implies that S; = Sy for every ¢ € I. Thus, there exists a conull Borel
subset U C U; such that ”HTU; is contained in p‘l(HO)‘Ui* = Hojuy, and hence Hoy is
stably equal to H'. O

13.4.2 Proof of Property (P)
Lemma 13.27. The pair (G, Ho) satisfies Property (P).

Proof. Assume towards a contradiction that there exists a Borel subset U C Y of positive
measure such that Ho|y normalizes an amenable subgroupoid A of G);; of infinite type.

We first claim that there exists a Borel subset V' C U of positive measure such that Sy
is (A}y, p)-invariant. Indeed, by Lemma 10.7, there exists a Borel partition Y = Y; UY>
such that (Ajy,,p) is nice-averse and (Ajy,,p) is stably nice. As A}y, is amenable and
normalized by Ho|y,, and as (A}y;, p) is nice-averse and p has trivial kernel, Corollary 12.2
implies that Ho|y, is amenable, so Y7 is a null set. Using Proposition 10.6, we deduce
that there exists a partition Y = | |;.;Y; into at most countably many Borel subsets of
positive measure such that for every ¢ € I, there exists a nice splitting .5; which is both
(Ayy;, p)-invariant and (Ho|y;, p)-invariant. Lemma 13.25 then implies that S; = Sp for
every i € I. This completes the proof of our claim.

Up to replacing V' by a conull Borel subset, we can assume that A}y, is contained in
Hopv- In particular, the cocycle pa, : Ho — Out(Ap) is defined on Ay .

We aim to prove that py, is stably trivial in restriction to Ay (in the sense of
Definition 3.18). So consider a partition V' = Vp U V; UV, where pg4, is stably trivial in
restriction to Ajyy, (Ajv;,pa,) is nice-averse and (Ajy,, pa,) is stably nice and nowhere
trivial.

If V5 has positive measure, then by Proposition 10.6, (”HOW2 , PA, ) is stably nice, which
contradicts Lemma 13.25. So V5 is a null set.

Assume towards a contradiction that Vi has positive measure. Let FF C Hy be a
non-abelian free subgroup that injects in Out(Ap) under the natural restriction map
Hy — Out(Ag). Let H' = p~'(F). Then (pa,)p has trivial kernel. Since Ay, is
amenable and normalized by Hoy;, and (A, pa,) is nowhere trivial, Theorem 12.1
implies that either 7—[|’Vl is amenable or there exist a Borel subset W7 C Vj of positive
measure and a nice splitting of Ag which is both (A, , pa,)-invariant and (H\lwlvPAo)'
invariant. The former case is excluded by Lemma 3.40 because F' is a non-abelian free
group, and the latter case is excluded because (A, pa,) is nice-averse.

We thus conclude that pa, is stably trivial in restriction to Ajy,. So consider a Borel
subset W C V' of positive measure such that for all g € Ay, one has pa,(g) = 1. Then
PlA takes its values in the group of twists Tw ~ Ay x Ag of the splitting Sy. Let now

H" = p~'(Tw) . Then Apy is an amenable subgroupoid of infinite type contained in
H"” and normalized by H”. Notice that p restricts to an action-type cocycle H” — Tw.
We thus get a contradiction to Lemma 11.3. O
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13.4.3 Proof of Property (Ps)

Lemma 13.28. If rank(Ag) > 3, then for every Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure,
() is the only almost free factor system which is (Hoju» pa,)-invariant.

If Ag = (a,b) ~ F,, then the almost free factor system Fa, = {[(aba='b~1)]} is
Out(Ap)-invariant and for every Borel subset U C'Y of positive measure, ~7:—A0 is the
only non-empty almost free factor system which is (Hou, pa,)-invariant.

Proof. If rank(Ag) > 3, there exists o € IA(Ap) which is atoroidal and fully irreducible:
indeed, by [Sta82] and [GS91], there exists an outer automorphism which is both fully
irreducible and non-geometric (i.e. not induced by a surface homeomorphism), and by
[BH92, Theorem 4.1] this implies that it is atoroidal. Then for all k¥ > 1, () is the only
almost free factor system which is of-invariant. By Remark 3.23, for every Borel subset
U CY of positive measure, p(Ho‘U) contains a non-trivial power of o, which proves the
first assertion.

If rank(Ap) = 2, then Out(Ap) is isomorphic to the mapping class group of a punc-
tured torus, with F. A, corresponding to the peripheral element. To prove the second as-
sertion, it suffices to consider & € Out(F3) induced by a pseudo-Anosov homeomorphism.
Then [{(aba~'b~1)] is the only a-periodic conjugacy class of maximal cyclic subgroup, and
one concludes using Remark 3.23 as above. O

Lemma 13.29. There exists a measured subgroupoid H' C Ho which is everywhere non-
amenable and such that (pa, )3 has trivial kernel.

Proof. Let Fy = {(a, B) C TA(Ap) be a non-abelian free group, and let F = (a, 8) C Hy
be a subgroup mapping isomorphically to Fy under the restriction map. The subgroupoid
H' = p~1(F) is everywhere non-amenable by Lemma 3.40. As F injects into Out(Ap)
and p has trivial kernel, it follows that (pa, ) has trivial kernel. O

Lemma 13.30. The pair (G, Ho) satisfies Property (Ps).

Proof. Assume by contradiction that (Ps;) does not hold, and let U C Y, and sub-
groupoids Nt N=, B, By (i < 3) of Ho|y be such that N, N'" are normal in Hojy,
and for all e € {£}, the four subgroupoids B5, B5, B5, N ¢ form a pseudo-product (Def-
inition 13.5), with all B;" contained in N'* and all B; contained in N'~.

Thus consider for all ¢ € {£} and all ¢ < 3 a pair of amenable subgroupoids
As 1, A5 C B stably normalized by Bj for all ' # i, and by N™° and such that
for every Borel subset V' C U of positive measure, the groupoid ((A,)v, (A7q)v) is
non-amenable. Notice in particular that N and N~ are everywhere non-amenable.
Up to restricting to a smaller subset of positive measure, we may assume that .Aifyj is
actually normalized (and not only stably normalized) by B5 and N ~°.

Since NT, N~ C Hoju, the cocycle pa, : Ho — Out(Ag) is well-defined on all the
subgroupoids under consideration.

Claim. There exists € € {£} and a Borel subset V. C U of positive measure such that the
cocycle pa, s trivial on the six subgroupoids (Aij)‘v fori<3,j<2.
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Proof of the claim. We can assume that (pa,)jn - is nowhere trivial since otherwise, the
claim would hold as p4, would be trivial on the six subgroupoids (A;j)IV for some V C U
of positive measure. Let k& < 6 be maximal such that there exists V C U of positive
measure such that p4, is trivial on k of the six subgroupoids (A;fj)‘v. We assume that
k < 6 and argue towards a contradiction.

Up to restricting to V', the cocycle p4, is nowhere trivial on the restriction of each of
the remaining 6 — k subgroupoids to V, so up to renumbering, we may assume that p4,
is nowhere trivial on Ail. Using Proposition 10.5, we may additionally assume up to
restricting to a Borel subset of positive measure that (.Afl, pA,) is either stably nice, or
pure and nice-averse. If stably nice, then so is (N7, pa,) i)y Proposition 10.6. Since pgy,
is nowhere trivial on A7, one can apply Proposition 10.6 again and get that (Ho, pa,)
is stably nice. This contradicts Lemma 13.25, so (Af’l, pA,) is pure and nice-averse. We

denote by F; the unique maximal (AILJ’ pA, )-invariant almost free factor system of Ay.

We will now set up a contradiction to Theorem 12.27. First, by Lemma 13.29, we
can find a measured subgroupoid H’ of Hg which is everywhere non-amenable, such that
(pAo)j has trivial kernel. As A is amenable and normalized by N'~, and N~ is nor-
malized by H', we can therefore apply Theorem 12.27 to (N7, N2, N3) = (.Afl,/\/'_, Ho)
with respect to pa,. Since (Ho, pa,) is nice-averse (Lemma 13.25) and H' is everywhere
non-amenable, the only possible conclusion from this theorem is Assertion 2 saying that
Ho preserves an almost free factor system F ;:2 F1. In particular, F # () which con-
tradicts Lemma 13.28 if rank(4g) > 3 (i.e. N > 4). If rank(Ap) = 2, then one has
Fa, = F1 3 F, again a contradiction. O

Thanks to the claim, up to swapping signs, we may find a Borel subset V C U
of positive measure such that for every i € {1,2,3} and every j € {1,2}, one has
pao((AF))jv) = {id}. Since p takes values in IAy(Z/3Z), this means that p((A];)) C
Tw where Tw is the group of twists of the splitting Sy in Out(Fy). Recall that Tw is
isomorphic to the direct product A; x A, of two copies of Ayg. We denote by p; and p,
the corresponding cocycles (given by postcomposing p with the projection to one of the
two factors).

We now consider the four groupoids A;fj for ¢, 57 < 2. Consider a Borel subset W C V'
of positive measure such that one of the following holds:

L pi((Af))w) = {id} for all i, j < 2;

2. pr((A;j)‘W) = {id} for all 4, j < 2;

3. there exists (i, 71), (ir,Jr) € {1,2} x {1,2} such that p; is nowhere trivial on

(Afljl)‘w, and p, is nowhere trivial on (A:: InIe

First assume that Assertion 1 holds. Since p has trivial kernel, then p, has trivial
kernel on the groupoid <(Ail)|w, (AIQ)W) which is everywhere non-amenable. This

groupoid normalizes the amenable groupoid (A;2)|W on which p, is nowhere trivial.
This contradicts Lemma 11.1.
Similarly, Assertion 2 leads to a contradiction.
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If Assertion 3 holds, we apply Lemma 11.2 to the two amenable groupoids (A;lr jz)\W’
(Ait,jr)\W which are normalized by the groupoid ((Aj ), (A3y)w) on which p has
trivial kernel. We get that <(~A§—,1)|W7 (.AE;2)|W> is amenable, a contradiction. O

14 Characterizing compatibility

Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G — [AN(Z/37Z) be an
action-type cocycle, with N > 3. Given two splittings 57, So € FS™ UFS2’2+, the goal of
the present section is to characterize the compatibility of S7 and S in terms of a purely
groupoid-theoretic statement about their (G, p)-stabilizers.

We refer to Section 13 for Properties (P{"**), (P2) and (P3). We introduce the
following property of a triple (G;G1,G2), where G is a measured groupoid over a base
space Y, and Gy and Gy are measured subgroupoids of G.

PL ) Every measured subgroupoid of G that stably normalizes G; NGs is stably contained

comp

in G1 N Go.

P2 ) For every Borel subset Z C Y of positive measure, and every measured subgroupoid

comp

H of G|z that stably contains (G1 N G2)|z and such that (G|z,H) satisfies Proper-
ties (P"*), (P») and (P3), there exists a Borel partition Z = Z; U Z5 such that the
groupoids H,z, and H,z, are stably contained in (G1)z, and (Ga)|z, respectively.

Notice that Properties (Pclomp) and (Pczomp) are preserved by restriction to a Borel

subset of positive measure, and by stabilization.

Theorem 14.1. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G —
IAN(Z/3Z) be an action-type cocycle with N > 3. Let S1,S2 € FS™ U FSQ’2+, and
for every j € {1,2}, let G; be the (G, p)-stabilizer of S;j. The following assertions are
equivalent.

(i) The splittings S1 and Sz are compatible.
(it) The triple (G;G1,Ga) satisfies Properties (Plyy,,) and (Pa,,).
We will use the following lemma from [HW20].

Lemma 14.2 ([HW20, Lemma 2.7]). Let U be a one-edge Zmax-splitting of Fn, let 7 be
a Dehn twist about U, and let S be a free splitting of Fiv.
If T,’j(S) =S for some k # 0, then S is compatible with U.

We recall from Section 13.3.4 that a free splitting S of Fly is acyclic if the quotient
graph S/Fx does not contain any terminal vertex with vertex group isomorphic to Z.

Lemma 14.3. Let S be an acyclic free splitting of Fy, such that all vertex stabilizers of
S are non-trivial. Let H CIAN(Z/3Z) be the stabilizer of S in IAN(Z/3Z).

If S’ is a free splitting of F such that every element in H has a non-trivial power
that fizes S, then S’ is a collapse of S.
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Remark 14.4. The conclusion does not hold if S is not supposed to be acyclic. Indeed,
in the case where S/Fy has a terminal vertex with edge group isomorphic to Z, there is
a canonical way to blow up that vertex into a loop-edge, and this blowup is H-invariant
(but is not a collapse of S). Likewise, if S contains a vertex v of valence at least 4 with
trivial stabilizer, the conclusion of the lemma fails. Indeed, in this case, there are finitely
possible blowups of S at v, and these are permuted by H, whence H-invariant because
H CIAN(Z/3Z).

Proof. Let E be a set of representatives of the Fi-orbits of half-edges of S. For every
e € E with initial vertex v, choose an element g. € G, which is not a proper power
and is not contained in any proper free factor of G,,. This is possible because all vertex
stabilizers are non-trivial.

Let U be the Zyax-splitting of Fy obtained from S by folding every half-edge e €
with its g.-translate, and extending this operation equivariantly to the whole tree S.
The fact that S is acyclic implies that U is minimal. Notice that the splitting U is
naturally bipartite over the vertex set V' = Vy U Vi, where vertices in 1} are the images
in U of vertices of S, and vertices in V] are the images in U of midpoints of edges in
S. Notice that the stabilizer of every vertex in Vj is the same in S and in U, and that
the stabilizer of every vertex in V7 is isomorphic to F5: more precisely, if v is a vertex in
V1, and if e is an edge of S whose midpoint is mapped to v under the folding map from
S to U, denoting by e; and e the two half-edges of e (based at two distinct vertices of
S, and folded with respective translates gie; and gees), then G, is the subgroup of Fy
generated by (g1, go2).

Given a half-edge e C S, we let U, be the collapse of U obtained by collapsing all
edges of U except those in the orbit of the image of e. Let 7. be the twist of S by
ge around e near v (see Section 2.8), or equivalently, the Dehn twist about the cyclic
splitting U,. Since 7, preserves S, some power of 7. lies in H so there exists k > 1 such
that 7F(5") = 5.

By Lemma 14.2, this implies that S’ is compatible with U,. As this is true for
every one-edge collapse U, of U, we deduce that S’ is compatible with U ([GL17, The-
orem A.17]). In other words S’ is obtained from U by first blowing up some vertices
v of U using a free splitting of GG, relative to the incident edge stabilizers, and then
collapsing every edge coming from U to a point. By choice of the elements g., for every
vertex v € V), there does not exist any free splitting of GG, relative to the incident edge
stabilizers. For every vertex v € Vi, since G, is isomorphic to F, and generated by two
incident edge groups, there is exactly one free splitting of G, relative to the incident
edge stabilizers; blowing up U at v determines a one-edge free splitting of Fy which is
a collapse of S. This shows that S’ is a collapse of S. O

We are now in position to prove Theorem 14.1.

Proof of Theorem 14.1. We first prove that (PJ,,,) holds assuming that S; and S are
compatible. Note that S; and Sy are acyclic. Let H be a measured subgroupoid of G
that stably normalizes G1 N Gs. Let S be the two-edge common refinement of S; and 5.
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Then S is acyclic as otherwise one of its one-edge collapses (i.e. S; or S3) would fail to
be acyclic. We denote by K the stabilizer of S in IAx(Z/3Z), which coincides with the
intersection of the stabilizers of S; and S3. Notice that G; NGy = p~ 1 (K).

Lemma 14.3 ensures that S, S1, .59 are the only non-trivial free splittings of Fy that
are invariant by a power of every element of H. Using the fact that p is action-type
(in the form of Remark 3.23), we deduce that for every Borel subset U C Y of positive
measure, the splittings S, 51, Sy are the only non-trivial free splittings of Fy which are
((G1 N G2)y, p)-invariant.

As H stably normalizes G; N Gy, we deduce that S is stably (H, p)-invariant. This
shows that H is stably contained in G; N Ga, so (Pg,,;,) holds.

To prove (Pgomp), let Z C Y be a Borel subset of positive measure, and H be a
subgroupoid of G|, that stably contains (G1 N Ga2)|z, and such that (Gjz,H) satisfies
Properties (P/***), (P,) and (P3). By the first part of Theorem 13.10, we can find a
partition Z = | |;c; Z; into at most countably many Borel subsets such that for every
i € I, there exists a non-trivial free splitting S/ € FS™ U FS22" which is (Hiz,:p)-
invariant. Up to further partitioning the base space and replacing Z by a conull Borel
subset, we can also assume that for every 7 € I, one has (G1 N Ga)|z, € H|z,. Since p is
action-type and Gy NGy = p~}(K), every element of K has a power that fixes S/ (see
Remark 3.23). By Lemma 14.3, this implies that S} is a collapse of S, so either S} or Sy
is (H|z,, p)-invariant and (P2, ) follows.
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We now prove that (ii) = (i). Assume that (G;Gi,G») satisfies Properties (P1,,,)
and (Pgomp). Let C = {S1, S2}, and as above let K = I'¢c be the elementwise stabilizer of C
in IAN(Z/3Z). Observe that K is infinite: otherwise K is trivial (since we are working in
the torsion-free subgroup IA 5 (Z/3Z)), and as p has trivial kernel, the groupoid Gi NGy =
p~ ' (K) would be trivial, contradicting Property (P.,,,)-

Let U = U}( be the splitting constructed from the group K and the collection of K-
invariant free splittings in Theorem 6.12. Recall that U comes with a bipartition of its
vertex set V = VYU V! and that S; and S may be obtained from U by blowing up some
vertices v1,v2 € V! (using a possibly non-minimal free splitting relative to the incident
edge groups) and collapsing all edges coming from U. If v; and ve are in different orbits,
then one can perform the two blowups simultaneously and conclude that S; and Sy are
compatible, so up to changing vy to another vertex in the same orbit, we may assume
that v;1 = v9, and we denote v = v1 = wvs.

Let H be the stabilizer of U in IAN(Z/3Z). Then H normalizes K (see Proposi-
tion 6.19) so the subgroupoid H = p~!(H) normalizes K = p~}(K) = G; N G2. By
(Pclomp), ‘H is stably contained in K. As p is action-type, this implies in particular that
every element of H has a power contained in K. We can therefore apply Corollary 6.21,
and deduce that if v has non-trivial stabilizer, then S and Sy are compatible. So from
now on, we assume that G, is trivial.

We denote the quotient graph U = U/Fy. For each edge e in U with trivial stabilizer,
we denote by U, the free splitting obtained from U by collapsing all the edges whose
image in U is different from e. Since U is compatible with every splitting in C, so is U,

hence we are done if S7 or Sy coincides with one of the trees U.,.
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We now prove the result assuming that U has some non-separating edge e with
trivial stabilizer. Let H! be the stabilizer in TAN(Z/3Z) of U,, and let H., := p~1(H)).
Since K C H C H., we have G1 NGy C H.. As e is non-separating, Theorem 13.10
shows that (G, H.) satisfies Properties (P"®*), (P2) and (P3). We can therefore apply
Property (PZ2,,,), and get a Borel partition Y = Y7 UY5 such that for every i € {1,2},
the groupoid %llm is stably contained in (G;)|y,. This implies that there exists j € {1,2}
such that every element of H] has a power contained in the stabilizer of S;. As H] C
IAN(Z/3Z), this implies that H] is contained in the stabilizer of S;. By Lemma 14.3,
U. = S}, so as noticed above, we are done in this case.

In the remaining case, every edge of U with trivial stabilizer in U is separating. We
denote by E, = {ey, ..., ey} the set of edges incident on v. They all have trivial stabilizer
since G, = {1}. This gives a decomposition of Fy as a free product Fyy ~ Ay *---x A,
where for every k € {1,...,p}, Ax is the fundamental group (as a graph of groups) of
the connected component of U\ (é;U- - -Ué,U{v}) containing the endpoint of e;. Notice
that Ay, is non-trivial. The tree S is obtained from the graph of groups U by choosing a
partition F, = F, U Ej, of the edges incident on v, and blowing-up v into a new edge that
separates the two subsets F, and Ej. It follows that Sj is a separating free splitting.
Since S7 belongs to FS™ U F82’2+, we deduce that up to exchanging the roles of E, and
Ey, the splitting Sy is the Bass—Serre tree of a decomposition of the form Fy = A x B,
where A ~ F5 is the free product of the groups A, with e ranging in E,, and B ~ F_o.
We may assume that £, and Ej, both contain at least 2 edges since otherwise S1 = U,
for some k£ < p, in which case we are done by the above. It follows that E, contains
exactly two edges, and that the two corresponding groups Ay are infinite cyclic.

Since all edges with trivial stabilizer are separating, U contains a terminal vertex
whose stabilizer is isomorphic to Z. Blowing up this vertex yields a non-separating free
splitting U’ of Fyy which is H-invariant. As above, (P2 ) implies that U’ = S; or
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U’ = S5, a contradiction. m

15 Maps from FS™ to FS

The free splitting graph FS is the simplicial graph whose vertex set is the set FS of
one-edge free splittings of Fly, and where two splittings are joined by an edge if they are
compatible. The non-separating free splitting graph FS™ C FS is the induced subgraph
whose vertex set FS™ is the set of non-separating one-edge free splittings of Fy. The
goal of the present section is to prove the following proposition.

Proposition 15.1. Let N > 3, and let 6 : FS™ — FS be an injective map that preserves

adjacency and non-adjacency.
Then 0(FS") C FS™.

Remark 15.2. In fact, the proposition remains true for N = 2, as in this case one can
check that a vertex of FS is in F'S™ if and only if it has infinite valence (there are exactly
two free splittings that are compatible with a given separating free splitting, given by
blowing up each of the two vertex groups isomorphic to Z).
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Recall that the link of a vertex x in a simplicial graph G is the induced subgraph
lkg(z) € G whose vertex set is the set of vertices v # x in G that are adjacent to x.
Recall that a graph with vertex set V splits non-trivially as a join Xy xXs if V = X; U X5
with X1, X2 # () and for all z; € X; and all x5 € X5 there is an edge joining x1 to xs.

Lemma 15.3. For any S € FS™, the link of S in FS"® does not split non-trivially as a
join.

Proof. 1t is enough to show that given any two compatible non-separating free splittings
S1, S5 of Fy in the link of S, there exists a non-separating free splitting S’ of Fy which
is neither compatible with S7 nor with Sy. Indeed, if lkggns (S) decomposes non-trivially
as a join lkggns (S) = X1+ Xo, then choosing any splittings S1 € X; and Sy € X3, one has
that S and Sy are compatible, and every splitting S’ € FS™ is then compatible with S
if §' € X5 or with Sy otherwise.

Let A be a corank one free factor of Fj such that S is the Bass—Serre tree of the
HNN extension Fy = A*. Then the A-minimal invariant subtrees of S; and Sy yield
two (possibly isomorphic) non-trivial free splittings of A, which we denote by (51)4 and
(S2)ja- As 1k(A) > 2, we can find a one-edge non-separating free splitting S’ of A that

is neither compatible with (S1);4 nor with (Sz)|4. Let S be a refinement of S such that

S /Fx is a two-petalled rose, and whose A-minimal subtree (5’)‘ 4 is isomorphic to §:
such a splitting can be obtained by blowing up S at the vertex stabilized by A, using the
splitting S’;. Let S’ € FS™ be the splitting obtained from S by collapsing every edge
coming from S to a point. Then S’ is a one-edge non-separating free splitting of Fiy in
the link of S. It is neither compatible with S; nor with Sy, as otherwise S’ would be
compatible with either (S1)4 or (S2)(4- O

Lemma 15.4. For any S € FS™, the link of S in FS™ contains a complete subgraph on
3N — 4 vertices.

Proof. The splitting S has a refinement S such that S /Fn has 3N — 3 edges and no
separating edge (recall that 3N — 3 is the maximal number of edges of a graph in Culler—
Vogtmann’s reduced Outer space [CV86]). The one-edge splittings associated to the
edges of S /Fn yield in addition to S, 3N — 4 distinct non-separating one-edge free
splittings in the link of S that are pairwise compatible. ]

Lemma 15.5. For any S € FS\FS™, the link of S in FS decomposes as a non-trivial join
lkps(S) = X1 x Xo where neither X1 nor Xs contains a complete subgraph on 3N — 4
vertices.

Remark 15.6. We allow X; or Xs to be reduced to a point (this occurs if one of the
factors of the splitting is cyclic).

Proof. Let A1, As be proper free factors of Fy such that S is the Bass—Serre tree of
the free product Fy = Ay * As. Every one-edge free splitting of Fy that is compatible
with S but distinct from S is obtained in the following way: choose ¢ € {1,2}, construct
a refinement S of S by blowing up S at the vertex fixed by A;, using a one-edge free
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splitting of A;, and then collapse every edge of S that comes from S to a point. We say
that such a splitting is a compatible splitting of type i. Then the link lkpg(S) decomposes
as a non-trivial join lkps(S) = X1 x X9, where X; consists of all compatible splittings of
type i.

Let i € {1,2}. Assume towards a contradiction that X; contains a complete subgraph
on 3N —4 vertices. Then there exists a refinement of S with 3N — 3 orbits of edges where
Aj; is elliptic (with j # ¢). This is a contradiction because every free splitting of Fy
with 3N — 3 orbits of edges corresponds to a free action of Fy (this simple observation
may be viewed as a consequence of the deeper fact that the boundary of Outer space
has dimension 3N — 5 [GL95]). O

Proof of Proposition 15.1. Assume towards a contradiction that there exists a vertex
S € FS™ such that 0(5) is a separating splitting. By Lemma 15.5, the link lkps(0(S5))
decomposes as a non-trivial join lkpg(6(S)) = X1 * X2, where no X; contains a complete
subgraph on 3N — 4 vertices. By Lemma 15.3, the link lkggns(S) does not decompose
non-trivially as a join, and as 6 preserves both adjacency and non-adjacency, neither

does 6(lkpgns (S)). Since
0(Ikpsns (S)) = (0(Ikpsns (S)) N X1) * (0(Tkpsns (S)) N X)),

we deduce that (lkpses(S)) is contained in either X; or Xs. On the other hand,
Lemma 15.4 ensures that lkggns (S) contains a complete subgraph on 3N — 4 vertices, a
contradiction. O

16 Measure equivalence rigidity of Out(Fy)

The goal of this section is to complete the proof of the main theorem of the paper.
Theorem 16.1. For every N > 3, the group Out(Fy) is ME-superrigid.

The following lemma is folklore. It follows for instance from [FH07, HW20] since any
element whose conjugacy class is finite is in the kernel of the map from a group to its
abstract commensurator. The lemma also follows from [GG13] or [AKP17], or could be
proved using an argument along the lines of [Kid10, Theorem 2.9].

Lemma 16.2. For every N > 3, the group Out(Fy) is ICC: the conjugacy class of every
non-trivial element of Out(Fy) is infinite. O

Proof of Theorem 16.1. Since Out(Fy) is ICC, the theorem follows from Theorem 4.5
together with the following statement, which shows that Out(Fy) is rigid with respect
to action-type cocycles (Definition 4.1). O

Theorem 16.3. For every N > 3, the group Out(Fy) is rigid with respect to action-type
cocycles.

More precisely, let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y , and let p,p’ : G —
TIAN(Z/3Z) be two action-type cocycles.
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Then p and p' are Out(Fy)-cohomologous, i.e. there exist a Borel map ¢ :' Y —
Out(Fy) and a conull Borel subset Y* C'Y such that for all g € Gy~, one has p'(g) =

o(r(9))p(9)e(s(g)) "

We are now left proving Theorem 16.3.

Lemma 16.4. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p : G —
TAN(Z/37Z) be an action-type cocycle. Let S1, S € FS™UFS22" be two distinct splittings
and Hy, Hy CTAN(Z/3Z) their stabilizers.

Then for every Borel subset U C Y of positive measure, one has p_l(H1)|U =+
p~ (Ho) -

Proof. The splitting S is acyclic (i.e. its quotient graph does not contain any terminal
vertex with vertex group isomorphic to Z), so Lemma 14.3 shows that there exists an
element in H; none of whose powers belongs to Ho. As p is action-type, this implies
that p~'(H1)y is not contained in p~!(Hz)|y (see Remark 3.23), which concludes the
proof. O

Recall that the (G, p)-stabilizer of a Borel map o : ¥ — FS is the subgroupoid of
G consisting of all g € G such that o(r(g)) = p(g)o(s(g)). Note that if Y = UY] is
a finite or countable Borel partition such that o is constant on Y; with value S;, and
if H; C TAN(Z/3Z) denotes the stabilizer of S;, then the (G, p)-stabilizer of o stably
coincides with the groupoid Us(p™! (H;))y;-

Remark 16.5. As a consequence of Lemma 16.4, if 0,0’ : Y — FS™ U FS22" are two
Borel maps such that the (G, p)-stabilizers of o and o’ are stably equal, then ¢ and o’
coincide almost everywhere.

The following key lemma is based on the groupoidal (almost) characterization of
stabilizers of non-separating free splittings of Section 13.

Lemma 16.6. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p,p' : G —
TAN(Z/3Z) be two action-type cocycles.

For every Borel map o :' Y — FS™, there exists an essentially unique Borel map
o 1Y — FS™ UFS22" such that the (G, p)-stabilizer of o is stably equal to the (G, p')-
stabilizer of o’.

We say that o is the (G, p, p')-image of o. Equivalently, a Borel map ¢’ : ¥ —
FS™ U FS22" is (up to measure 0) the (G, p, p’)-image of o if and only if there exist
a conull Borel subset Y* C Y and a partition Y* = |_|Z-€IYZ- into at most countably
many Borel subsets such that for every ¢ € I, the maps o and ¢’ are constant on Y;
with respective values S;, S/, and denoting by H;, H the respective stabilizers of S;, S!
in IAN(Z/3Z), one has (p~'(H;))y, = (o'~ (H)\v;-

Note that a priori, there is a slight asymmetry between o and ¢’ (coming from the
asymmetry in Theorem 13.10): indeed o is assumed to take its values in FS™ while o’ is
assumed to take its values in FS™ UFS22". However, using the results from Section 15,

we will see in the course of the proof of Theorem 16.3 that ¢’ actually takes its values
in FS™.

138



Proof of Lemma 16.6. The essential uniqueness of ¢’ follows from Remark 16.5, so we
now prove the existence of o”.

Let H be the (G, p)-stabilizer of o. By the second part of Theorem 13.10 (applied
to the cocycle p, with the partition given by o-preimages of points in FS™), the pair
(G, M) satisfies Properties (P/"**), (P) and (P3). By the first part of Theorem 13.10
(applied to the cocycle p'), there exist a conull subset Y* C Y, a finite or countable
Borel partition Y* = LY}, and splittings S, € FS™ U FS2’2+, such that Hy, is equal to
the (Gjy,, p')-stabilizer of Sj. Consider the map ¢’ assigning S; to y € ¥; (and defined in
an arbitrary way on Y \ Y*). Then H is stably equal to the (G, p’)-stabilizer of o’. [

Remark 16.7. If ¢’ is the (G, p, p’)-image of o, and if additionally o’ takes its values in
FS™, then by symmetry, o is the (G, p/, p)-image of ¢’

Remark 16.8. If ¢’ is the (G, p, p')-image of o, then for every Borel subset U C Y of
positive measure, a"U is the (Gyy, p, p')-image of o).

The following lemma is based on the groupoidal characterization of compatibility in
Section 14.

Lemma 16.9. Let G be a measured groupoid over a base space Y, and let p,p' : G —
TIAN(Z/3Z) be two action-type cocycles. Consider Sy, S2,S7,S5 € FS™ U F82’2+, and
assume that for every i € {1,2}, the (G, p)-stabilizer of S; is stably equal to the (G, p')-
stabilizer of S..

Then Sy is compatible with Sy if and only if Sy is compatible with S).

Proof. It suffices to assume that S; and Sy are compatible and prove that so are S
and S5. For every i € {1,2}, let H; be the (G, p)-stabilizer of S;, and let H. be the
(G, p')-stabilizer of S.

Theorem 14.1 (applied to the cocycle p) ensures that the triple (G; Hi, Ho) satisfies
Properties (PL,,,) and (P2 ). As H; is stably equal to H/, we deduce that (G; 1}, H5)

comp comp
also satisfies Properties (Py,,,) and (Pczomp). Therefore, the converse implication from
Theorem 14.1 (applied to the cocycle p') ensures that S and S} are compatible. O]

Proof of Theorem 16.3. In this proof, given two simplicial graphs X and Y with vertex
sets Vx and Vy, we denote by Inj(X — Y) the set of all injective maps from Vx to Vy
that preserve adjacency and non-adjacency. We denote by Aut(X) the group of all graph
automorphisms of X, i.e. maps in Inj(X — X) which are bijective.

Before actually starting the proof, let us briefly explain the general strategy. We will
use the graph FS of free splittings and its subgraph FS™ of non-separating free splittings.
We will start by constructing a map ¥ : Y — Inj(FS™ — FS) such that for every Borel
map o : Y — FS™, the (G, p,p)-image o' of o is obtained by applying ¥ to o, i.e.
o'(y) = ¥(y)(o(y)). There is also a symmetric map ¥’ obtained by reversing the roles
of p and p'. Using the fact that Inj(FS™ — FS) = Inj(FS"™ — FS") (Proposition 15.1),
we will actually deduce that ¥'(y) is (almost everywhere) an inverse of ¥(y). Therefore
U takes its values in Aut(FS™). By a theorem of Pandit ([Panl4], which builds on
work of Bridson and Vogtmann regarding the symmetries of Outer space [BVO01]), we
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know that Aut(FS™) is isomorphic to Out(F). This will allow us to construct the map
¢ :Y — Out(Fy) that conjugates p to p'.

Let us now construct the map V. Given S € FS"°, we let og 1Y — FS™ be the
constant map with value S, and o : Y — FS™ U FS22" be the (G, p, p')-image of o9
(the map o’ is not necessarily constant). This allows us to define a Borel map

¥ .Y x FS™ — FSs y ps22”
(y,S) — os(y).

Then for each y € Y, we define ¥, : FS™ — FS™ U FS22" by U, =U(y,-).
We note that for every Borel map o : Y — FS™, the pointwise evaluation

Veo:Y — FS™ UFS22"
y— Uy(o(y) = V(y,o(y))

coincides almost everywhere with the (G, p, p’)-image of o. Indeed, using countability
of FS, this follows from the definition after partitioning Y into countably many Borel
subsets on which o is constant.

Let us prove that for a.e. y € Y, the map ¥, : F§™ — FS™ U FS22" s injective.
Otherwise, there exists a Borel subset U C Y of positive measure, two distinct splittings
51,55 € FS™ and §' € FS™UFS%2" such that for all y € U, one has U, (51) = Uy(S2) =
S'. Thus, the (G, p)-stabilizer Hy of S1 and the (G, p)-stabilizer Ha of Sp are both
stably equal to the (G, p’)-stabilizer of S’. This is a contradiction to Lemma 16.4 which
shows that H; is not stably equal to Hs.

Second, for a.e. y € Y, the map ¥, preserves adjacency and non-adjacency. Indeed,
given a pair of splittings 51, S2 € FS™, up to partitioning Y, one may restrict to a Borel
subset of positive measure U C Y such that S} := ¥, (S7) and S5 := ¥,(S2) do not
depend on y € U. Lemma 16.9 (applied to G;;) then says that S1 and S; are compatible
if and only if S} and S are.

Until now, we have proved that for a.e. y € Y, the map ¥, belongs to Inj(FS" — FS).
As recalled above (Proposition 15.1), Inj(FS™ — FS) = Inj(FS"™ — FS"), so we get a
Borel map

U:Y — Inj(FS™ — FS™)
Yy Uy

Note that in particular, for any Borel map o : Y — FS™, the (G, p, p)-image of o also
takes its values (essentially) in FS™.

We finally claim that for a.e. y € Y, the map ¥, is actually an automorphism of FS"®.
Indeed, let ¥’ : Y — Inj(FS™ — FS™) be the map obtained in place of ¥ by reversing
the roles of p and p’. The map ¥’ has the property that for any Borel map o’ : Y — FS"8,
the pointwise evaluation U’ e ¢’ is the (G, p/, p)-image of ¢’. Then for any S € FS™ the
map o := U'e(Vec?) is the essentially unique map o : Y — FS"™UFS22" whose (G, p)-
stabilizer stably coincides with the (G, p)-stabilizer of 02, so o = 0% almost everywhere
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(see Remark 16.7). Since this holds for every S € FS™, this means that for almost every
y € Y, we have ¥; o ¥, = idggm, and for symmetrical reasons, ¥, o W) = idpges for
almost every y € Y, which proves our claim.

We have thus constructed a Borel map ¥ : Y — Aut(FS™). Composing with the
isomorphism Aut(FS™) — Out(Fy) yields a map ¢ : Y — Out(Fy) with the property
that for every Borel map o : Y — FS™ its (G, p, p/)-image is ¢/ = Ve o ie. o'(y) =
©(y) - o(y) for almost every y € Y.

We now check that there exists a conull Borel subset Y* C Y such that the desired
cohomology relation p'(g) = ¢(r(g))p(g)e(s(g)) " holds for all g € Gjy-.

Since G is a countable union of bisections, it suffices to fix a bisection B of G and
show that the above cohomology relation holds for almost every g € B. Without loss of
generality, we can also assume that there exist v, € IAN(Z/3Z) such that p(B) = {v}
and p'(B) = {+'}. Let f: U — V be the partial isomorphism between Borel subsets of
Y associated to B. It suffices to check that for almost every x € U, one has

v = o(f (@) re(@)
Since the action of Out(Fy) on FS™ is faithful, it suffices to show that for every Borel
map o : U — FS™ and almost every x € U, one has
V() - o(x) = o(f(x))y - o(z)

(it is even enough to prove it when o is constant).

Let Hy be the (G, p)-stabilizer of o. The (G, p, p')-image of 0 is 0’/ = Voo = ¢ o
(ie. o'(z) = p(z) - o(x) for almost every x € U), so the (Gjy, p')-stabilizer of ¢’ stably
coincides with Hy. Conjugating by B, we see that the (G)y, p)-stabilizer of the map
oy :=y-00f tis BHyB~'. Similarly, the (Gv, p')-stabilizer of the map o7, := y-olof 1
stably coincides with BHyB™!. It follows that of, is the (Gjv, p, p')-image of oy, so for
almost every y € V,

oy (y) = e(y) - ov(y).
Replacing of, and oy by their definition, we get that for almost every y € V,

7' () = ey o (FH ()
and applying this equality to y = f(x) for almost every x € U, we get
v (p(@) - o(x) = o(f(2))y - o(z)
as desired. ]
We conclude this section by proving the remaining theorems from the introduction.

Proof of Theorems 1.4, 1.5, and Corollary 1.6. The group Out(Fy ) is ICC by Lemma 16.2.
Theorem 16.3 establishes that Out(Fy) is rigid with respect action-type cocycles. The
results then follow from Theorem 4.6, Theorem 4.7, and Corollary 4.8. U
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