
SUBLINEARLY MORSENESS IN HIGHER RANK SYMMETRIC SPACES

ROU WEN

Abstract. The goal of this paper is to develop a theory of “sublinearly Morse boundary”

and prove a corresponding sublinearly Morse lemma in higher rank symmetric space of non-

compact type. This is motivated by the work of Kapovich–Leeb–Porti and the theory of

sublinearly Morse quasi-geodesics developed in the context of CAT(0) geometry.

1. Introduction

The Morse lemma, also known as the fellow traveling property of quasi-geodesics, in hy-

perbolic space is a fundamental tool for studying such spaces. However, it fails in higher

rank symmetric spaces due to the existence of isometrically embedded copies of Euclidean

spaces.

In order to deal with this, Kapovich–Leeb–Porti defined uniformly regular sequences. Let

X be a higher rank symmetric space of non-compact type, dX a Riemannian symmetric

distance on X, and θ be a subset of the simple roots that correspond to a root system of the

Lie algebra associated to X. Let [xy] denote the geodesic segment in X that joins x and y,

[xy] is called θ-uniform regular if the Cartan projection of [xy] stays uniformly away from

the Weyl chamber walls defined by elements in θ.

Definition 1.1. A discrete path q ∶ Z → X is θ-uniformly regular if there exists a constant

D such that for any m < n ∈ Z with (n −m) ≥ D, the geodesic segment [q(m)q(n)] is θ-
uniformly regular. In addition, if q is a quasi-isometry, such sequences are called undistorted

θ-uniformly regular.

Among many other things, the undistorted θ-uniform regular sequences provide an equiv-

alent characterization of Anosov subgroups: a discrete subgroup Γ ⊂ G, is Pθ-Anosov if and

only if an(y) orbit of every geodesic in the Cayley graph of Γ with respect to a word metric

is a undistorted θ−uniformly regular sequence (Theorem 5.5; [14]).

In this paper, we consider relative Pθ-Anosov groups and Pθ-transverse groups, which

generalize Pθ-Anosov groups. Undistorted uniformly regular sequences might seem like a

good candidate to capture the hyperbolic-like behaviors in these subgroups. However, we will

show that once we leave the Anosov setting, such sequences are rarely found. To make“rarely

found” precise, we use Patterson–Sullivan measures on the flag manifold Fθ associated to

Pθ.

Theorem (Theorem 4.1). For a Pθ-transverse subgroup Γ satisfying certain conditions, there

exists a Patterson–Sullivan measure µ associated to Γ. If Γ is not Pθ-Anosov, then the set of

endpoints of the undistorted θ-uniform regular sequences in Γ has measure zero with respect

to µ.
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A quick way to see the theorem hold for relative Pθ-Anosov subgroups is that because a

generic geodesic in X can spend arbitrarily large amount of time in horoballs centered at

bounded parabolic limit points, the undistorted θ-uniform regular sequences are rare in such

subgroups.

The lack of Morse directions also occurs in general CAT(0) metric spaces. In order to

capture hyperbolic-like behaviors in this setting, Qing–Rafi–Tiozzo [19] defined sublinearly

Morse geodesics, and constructed a new class of boundaries for CAT(0) spaces, and later for

general proper metric spaces [18], called sublinearly Morse boundary, consisting of endpoints

of the sublinearly Morse geodesics. Gekhtman–Qing–Rafi [10] proved this boundary has

full measure in several sensible measures on the visual boundary (the Patterson–Sullivan

measure, stationary measure of random walk etc.), when the CAT(0) space has a rank one

axis (i.e. a geodesic fixed by an element in the isometry group that does not bound any flat).

Inspired by the Qing–Rafi–Tiozzo construction, we generalize the Kapovich–Leeb–Porti

notion of uniformly regular sequences to what we call sublinearly Morse sequences.

Throughout the paper, we will work under the case that G is a connected semi-simple real

Lie group of non-compact type. Let θ be a subset of the simple roots, and Pθ the parabolic

subgroup associated with this choice of θ (the precise definition can be found in Section

2.2, Definition 2.4). Let X ∶= G/K, where K is a maximal compact subgroup of G, be the

symmetric space associated to G, κ be a Cartan projection, and dX a Riemannian symmetric

distance on X.

Definition 1.2 (Pθ-Sublinearly Morse sequence). A sequence {gn}n ⊂ G is called Pθ-sublinearly

Morse if:

(1) there exists some sublinear function η such that

dX(gnK,gn+1K) ≤ η(dX(g0K,gnK));

(2) there exists a constant C ≥ 1 and a sublinear function η̄ = O(η), such that the

path obtained by concatenating the geodesic segments (⋃i[giK,gi+1K]) is a (C, η̄)
sublinear ray based at g0K (see Definition 2.12);

(3) there exist a > 0 and a sublinear function η′ = O(η), such that for all n and α ∈ θ,

α(κ(g−1n gn+i)) ≥ a ⋅ dX(gnK,gn+iK) − η′(dX(g0K,gn+iK)).
We will explain in Section 2.1 in more details of the meaning of symbols appearing in this

definition, but for readers familiar with the structure of the Lie algebra associated to such G,

condition (3) is equivalent to requiring the Cartan projection of the sequence to stay away

from certain walls of the Weyl chamber of the Cartan sub-algebra associated to elements in

θ.

Moreover, in Section 8 we prove a geometric interpretation of the sublinearity of a Pθ-

sublinearly Morse sequence, of which we called the sublinearly Morse lemma in higher rank

symmetric spaces. Let V be the Weyl cone defined by g0K and the “end point” of the

sequence (we will make this precise in Section 5 and 8).

Theorem (Corollary 8.10). If {gn} ⊂ G is Pθ-sublinearly Morse, then {gn} stays in a sub-

linear neighborhood of V .
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It is worth noting that there is a sublinearly Morse lemma [17, Lemma 3.4] proven by

Pallier in hyperbolic spaces. One can see that our Theorem 8.8 is a generalization of this

result because condition (3) in Definition 1.2 becomes vacuous in rank one setting, our

sublinearly Morse sequences then coincide with the sublinear rays that Pallier worked with.

The definition of sublinearly Morse sequences gives rise to a well-defined boundary in the

partial flag manifold Fθ. Our main theorem is that for a Patterson–Sullivan measure defined

by a Pθ-transverse subgroup Γ of G on the limit set Λθ(Γ) ⊂ Fθ, the subset consisting Pθ-

sublinearly Morse points in the boundary has full measure. The exact statement of the main

theorem requires specifying some technical conditions. However, there is one corollary (see

Theorem 7.3) for readers familiar with relative Pθ-Anosov subgroups.

Corollary (Theorem 7.3). Let (Γ,P) be a relatively Pθ-Anosov pair in G. Let µ be a

Patterson–Sullivan measure of certain dimension supported on Λθ(Γ) ⊂ Fθ. Then the Pθ-

sublinearly Morse boundary associated to Γ has full measure in the limit set with respect to

µ.

The corollary shows that sublinearly Morse points are abundant in the limit set in this

more general setting, in contrast to Theorem 4.1.

Acknowledgments. This project was partially supported by grants DMS-2105580 and

DMS-2104381 from the National Science Foundation. I would like to thank my advisor,

Andrew Zimmer, for his support. I would also like to thank Mitul Islam, Gabriel Pallier,

Joan Porti, Yulan Qing, and Feng Zhu for the helpful and encouraging discussions we ex-

changed.

2. Settings and Preliminaries

Let X be a higher rank symmetric space of non-compact type with a Riemannian sym-

metric distance dX . By a theorem of Cartan, X can be seen as the quotient of a connected

semi-simple Lie group G by a maximal compact Lie subgroup K that is invariant under a

Cartan involution. Note that G caan be supposed to be the identity component of Isom(X).

2.1. Lie group theory. Let g and k be the Lie algebras associated to G and K respectively.

Fix the Cartan involution τ of g associated to K, it gives rise to the Cartan decomposition

g = k⊕ p

where k and p are the 1 and −1 eigenspaces of τ respectively.

There is a maximal abelian subspace a ⊂ p with respect to the Lie bracket, called a Cartan

subalgebra. The dimension of a equals the rank of the corresponding symmetric space,

throughout the paper we assume rank(X) = dim(a) ≥ 2.
For a linear functional α ∈ a∗, the root space associated to α is

gα ∶= {x ∈ g ∣ [y, x] = α(y)x for all y ∈ a},

and the root system associated to a to be

Σ ∶= {α ∈ a∗ ∣ α ≠ 0 and gα ≠ 0}.
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Then

g = g0 ⊕ (⊕
α∈Σ

gα)

is called the Cartan decomposition of g associated to a and the corresponding root system

Σ. Note that by fixing a H0 ∈ a−⋃α∈Σ ker (α), one can split Σ into a positive and a negative

part:

Σ+ ∶= {α ∈ Σ ∣ α(H0) > 0} and Σ− ∶= −Σ+.
Let ∆ ⊂ Σ+ denote the set of simple roots. The kernels of α ∈ ∆ divide the Cartan subal-

gebra into Weyl chambers. We can also view these kernels as the orthogonal complements

of certain elements in a with respect to the non-degenerate bilinear form ⟨., .⟩ on a. More

specifically, for each α ∈∆, we can find Hα ∈ a such that for all X ∈ a

⟨Hα,X⟩ = α(X).

Then we can define

H ′α ∶=
Hα

⟨Hα,Hα⟩
to be the coroot corresponding to α, and

ωα(H ′β) ∶=
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

1 α = β
0 α ≠ β

the fundamental weight in a associated to α.

We can pick a model Weyl chamber a+ in the Cartan subspace, i.e.

a+ ∶= {x ∈ a ∣ α(x) ≥ 0 for all α ∈∆}
= {x ∈ a ∣ ⟨Hα, x⟩ ≥ 0 for all α ∈∆},

and define the corresponding Weyl group

W ∶= NK(a)/ZK(a),

where NK(a) is the stablizer of a in K, and ZK(a) is the centralizer of a in K. W acts on

a, and each orbit of W intersects a+ exactly once. The Weyl group also acts on the set of

Weyl chambers transitively. In W , there is an element w0 such that w0(a+) = −a+. Using w0

we can define a map ι ∶ a→ a called the opposite involution, with ι(x) = −w0.x.

Fact 2.1. ι induces a dual map on a∗, denoted by ι∗, and ι∗(∆) =∆.

We can now fix a KAK decomposition of an element in G such that

g =mge
κ(g)lg,

where κ ∶ G → a+ is the Cartan projection that sends g to the unique element in the model

chamber a+ such that the above decomposition hold, and m, l are elements in K.

Fact 2.2. ι(κ(g)) = κ(g−1) for all g ∈ G.
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The Cartan projection defines a vector-valued distance d∆ on the symmetric space X in

the following manner: for gK,hK ∈X, let

d∆(gK,hK) ∶= κ(h−1g).
One thing to keep in mind is that this metric is not necessarily symmetric as κ(h−1g) =
ι(κ(g−1h)) which does not necessarily equal to κ(g−1h). Nevertheless, this distance satisfies

triangle inequalities [13, Equation 2.7] if we fix ∣∣ ⋅ ∣∣ to be a W -invariant norm on the Cartan

subalgebra viewed as a vector space,

∣∣d∆(xK, yK) − d∆(xK, y′K)∣∣ ≤ ∣∣d∆(yK, y′K)∣∣ = c ⋅ dX(yK, y′K)
and

∣∣d∆(xK, yK) − d∆(x′K,yK)∣∣ ≤ ∣∣d∆(xK,x′K)∣∣ = c ⋅ dX(xK,x′K)
for some c ≥ 0.

One should note that the Cartan projection is invariant under action of K on both side, so

the distance is well-defined under the choice of representatives g, h ∈ G of elements gK,hK

in the symmetric space X. Moreover, by composting d∆ and ∣∣ ⋅ ∣∣ we get a distance that is

equivalent to the Riemannian distance dX we fixed at the beginning on X = G/K. To abuse

notation, we will omit the K when writing the distance between two cosets, and assume

dX(g, h) = ∣∣d∆(g, h)∣∣.

Remark 2.3. In the case of PSL(d,R), if we fix K = PSO(d,R), then the maximal flat

based at the identity matrix can be realized as the space of diagonal matrices with positive

entries in PSL(d,R). The Cartan projection in this case is composed of the singular values

of the matrix, i.e. for all g ∈ PSL(d,R)
κ(g) = [logσ1(g), ..., logσd(g)] ∈ a+,

where the singular values are ordered from the largest to the smallest.

The set ∆ = {αk} where k ∈ {1, ..., d − 1} consists of simple roots in the form of

αk(κ(g)) = log
σk
σk+1
(g),

and the corresponding fundamental weights satisfy

ωk(κ(g)) = log
k

∏
i=1
σi(g),

and the opposite involution ι∗ sends αk to αd−k.

In this paper, we will look at a subset θ ⊂ ∆ instead of the whole ∆. Such θ is called

symmetric if ι∗(θ) = θ. We can define aθ and a+θ correspondingly:

aθ ∶= {x ∈ a ∣ α(x) = 0 for all α ∉ θ}

a+θ ∶= {x ∈ aθ ∣ αk(x) > 0 for all k ∈ θ},
and the dual of aθ, a∗θ , can be seen as:

a∗θ = Span{ωα for α ∈ θ} ⊂ a∗,
where ωα are the fundamental weights associated to the coroot H ′α of α ∈ θ.
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Moreover, there exist a unique map pθ projecting a onto aθ such that

ωα(pθ(x)) = ωα(x)
for all x ∈ a and all α ∈ θ. With this partial Cartan projection we have ϕ(pθ(x)) = ϕ(x) for
all ϕ ∈ a∗θ , this will be useful when we define Patterson–Sullivan measures on the partial flag

manifold in Section 2.3.

2.2. Parabolic Subgroup and Flag Manifold. In order to define the partial flag manifold

associated to θ, we first need to define the corresponding parabolic subgroup Pθ.

Definition 2.4 (Parabolic Subgroup). Let

uθ ∶= ⊕
α∈Σ+

θ

gα

where Σ+θ ∶= Σ+/Span(∆/θ). The normalizer of uθ in G, denoted by Pθ, is called the parabolic

subgroup associated to θ.

Similarly, one can also define the parabolic subgroup opposite to θ, denoted by P opp
θ , as

the normalizer of

u−θ ∶= ⊕
α∈Σ+

θ

g−ι∗(α).

This gives rise to a partial flag manifold Fθ ∶= G/Pθ, and a partial flag manifold opposite

to θ, Fopp
θ ∶= G/P opp

θ . Note that if we pick a representative k0 of the element with longest

word length in the Weyl group W , then

k0Pθk
−
0 = k−0Pθk0 = P opp

ι∗(θ).

Let us now assume that θ is symmetric from now on, we can then identify Fθ with Fopp
θ by

sending mPθ to mk0P
opp
θ . Using the relation above, one can verify easily that the map is well

defined, i.e. it is independent of the choice of the representative m because if g−1m belongs

to Pθ, then k−10 g
−1mk0 ∈ k−10 Pθk0 = P opp

ι(θ) = P
opp
θ .

Moreover, we can define a map Uθ that maps every g ∈ G into a partial flag

Uθ(g) =mgPθ,

where mg ∈ K is as in the fixed KAK decomposition of g. Note Uθ is uniquely defined if

α(κ(g)) > 0 for all α ∈ θ.

Remark 2.5. In PSL(d,R), the parabolic subgroups correspond to block upper triangular

matrices, and the partial flag manifold Fαk
can be identified with the GrassmanniansGrk(Rd)

in Rd. The map Uk(g) ∶= Uαk
(g) = m < e1, ..., ek > is sending group elements in G to a k

dimensional subspace in Rd.

There are certain type of discrete subgroups of G whose action on X would give rise to a

well defined limit set, namely Pθ-divergent groups. Let Γ ⊂ G be a discrete subgroup.

Definition 2.6 (Pθ-divergent). Γ is Pθ-divergent if

min
α∈θ

α(κ(gn))→ +∞

holds for any sequence {gn} ⊂ Γ of pairwise distinct elements.
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If Γ is Pθ-divergent, then every unbounded sequence {gn} ⊂ Γ admits a subsequence that

converges in Fθ. One can define the θ limit set of Γ as the set of accumulation points of

Uθ(Γ) in Fθ:

Λθ(Γ) ∶= {ξ ∈ Fθ ∣ ∃{gn} ⊂ Γ and lim
n
Uθ(gn) = ξ} .

Two distinct elements gPθ and hPθ in the partial flag manifold Fθ are transverse if

(gPθ, hk0P
opp
θ ) lies in the orbit of (Pθ, P

opp
θ ) under the action of G. With this, we can

define:

Definition 2.7 (Pθ-transverse). A discrete subgroup Γ ⊂ G is Pθ-transverse if it is Pθ-

divergent, and any two distinct points in the limit set Λθ(Γ) are transverse.

Remark 2.8. For Γ ⊂ PSL(d,R), Γ is Pαk
-divergent (and Pαk

-transverse) if and only if it is

Pαd−k
-divergent (and Pαd−k

-transverse respectively), so for simplicity we will assume k ≤ d−k
and use Pk-divergent (Pk-transverse) to denote Pαk,αd−k

-divergent (Pαk,αd−k
-transverse).

2.3. Patterson–Sullivan Measures. Given a discrete subgroup Γ of G, θ ⊂∆, and ϕ ∈ a∗θ ,
we can define the critical exponent associated to ϕ, denoted by δϕ, as

δϕ ∶= inf {s ∈ R+ ∶ Qϕ
Γ(s) <∞} ,

where the sum Qϕ
Γ(s) ∶= ∑γ∈Γ exp(−sϕ(pθ ○ κ(γ))) = ∑γ∈Γ exp(−sϕ(κ(γ))) is the Poincaré

series associated to Γ and ϕ.

Let Bθ ∶ G×Fθ → a be the partial Iwasawa cocycle defined in Section 2.1.5 of [7], which is

a higher rank analog of the usual Busemann cocycle in hyperbolic geometry. A probability

measure µ is a Patterson–Sullivan measure if it is supported on Λθ(Γ), and is ϕ-conformal

of dimension β, i.e. γ∗µ and µ are absolutely continuous, and for all F ∈ Λθ(Γ) and γ ∈ Γ,
dγ∗µ

dµ
(F ) = e−β⋅Bθ(γ−1,F ).

By Proposition 3.2 in [7], for Pθ-divergent groups, there always exists a Patterson–Sullivan

measures.

Proposition 2.9. [7, Proposition 3.2] If θ ⊂ ∆ is symmetric, Γ ⊂ G is Pθ-divergent, ϕ ∈ a∗θ
and δϕ <∞, then there is a ϕ-Patterson–Sullivan measure µ for Γ of dimension δϕ.

The limit set Λθ(Γ) can be used to define several flow spaces on which a Bowen–Margulis–

Sullivan measure can be constructed. Kim and Oh [15] considered the space Ω̃Γ ∶= Λθ(Γ)(2)×
aθ, where Λθ(Γ)(2) consists of the pairs of partial flags in Fθ ×Fopp

θ that are transverse. They

showed that Γ acts properly discontinuously on Ω̃Γ. After picking a linear functional ϕ ∈ a∗θ ,
Γ/Ω̃Γ fibers over a one dimensional flow space Ω̃Γ,ϕ ∶= Λθ(Γ)(2) × R by sending (ξ, η, v) to
(ξ, η, ϕ(v)). The action of Γ descends and is properly discontinuous on Ω̃Γ,ϕ, thus we can

quotient out the action of Γ and get a flow space Γ/(Λθ(Γ)(2) × R) =∶ ΩΓ,ϕ with a natural

translational flow defined.

However, we will not focus on this flow space in our paper. Instead, we map the subgroup

Γ into the automorphism group of a properly convex domain, and use the geodesic flow there

to prove our results. In order to define the flow space and the associated Bowen–Margulia–

Sullivan measure, we first need to introduce some terminologies.
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2.4. Properly Convex Domain. Let P(Rn) be the projectivization of Rn − {0}. A open

subset Ω of P(Rn) is called a convex domain if for any two points x, y ∈ Ω, there exists a

projective line segment that connects x and y and is fully contained in Ω. Furthermore, we

call Ω a properly convex domain if there exists a affine chart that fully contains Ω. With

such affine chart, we can pick the unique projective line segment connecting x and y that’s

contained in this chart and use [x, y] to represent it.

There exists a natural distance dH , called the Hilbert distance, on such Ω defined as follows:

let An−1 be the affine chart that contains Ω and is equipped with the usual Euclidean norm

∣ ⋅ ∣, for any two points x, y ∈ Ω let a, b be the two points that lies in P(span(x, y)) ∩ ∂Ω and

are in the order of a, x, y, b, then

dH(x, y) ∶=
1

2
log(∣b − x∣∣y − a∣∣b − y∣∣a − x∣) .

Note that (Ω, dH) is a proper, complete, geodesic metric space, but is not necessarily uniquely

geodesic.

The automorphism group of Ω is

Aut(Ω) ∶= {g ∈ PGL(n,R) with gΩ = Ω}.
Elements in Aut(Ω) act by isometries on Ω because the cross ratio between any four points

is invariant under projective linear transformations.

We have the following fact that relates the Hilbert distance on Ω to the singular values of

g ∈ Aut(Ω).
Fact 2.10 (Prop. 10.1; [9]). For any o ∈ Ω, there exists a constant E such that for any

g ∈ Aut(Ω),

(2.1) ∣dH(g.o, o) −
1

2
log

σ1
σn
(g)∣ ≤ E.

Let dHaus denote the Hausdorff distance between subsets of Ω. For A,B ⊂ Ω
dHaus(A,B) ∶=max{min

x∈A
dH(x,B),min

y∈B
(dH(y,A)}.

The following fact gives us a way to bound dHaus.

Fact 2.11. [11, Proposition 5.3] For p1, p2 ∈ Ω, and q1, q2 ∈ Ω, if
(1) q1, q2 ∈ Ω, then dHaus([p1q1], [p2q2]) ≤max{dH(p1, p2), dH(q1, q2)};
(2) q1 = q2 ∈ ∂Ω, then dHaus([p1, q1), [p2, q2)) ≤ dH(p1, p2).
These estimates will be useful in proving our main theorem.

2.5. Sublinear Rays. A sublinear function η ∶ [0,∞)→ R is a function such that

lim
t→∞

η(t)
t
= 0.

Definition 2.12 (Sublinear Ray). A path c ∶ [0,∞) → X is a (C,η) sublinear ray if exists

a constant C ≥ 1 and a sublinear function η such that for all s, t ∈ [0,∞)
1

C
∣s − t∣ − η(max(s, t)) ≤ dX(c(s), c(t)) ≤ C ∣s − t∣ + η(max(s, t)).
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Remark 2.13. Without loss of generality, we can assume that η is non decreasing and

concave (Section 2.2.1; [10]), that is

η(a) ≤ η(b), for a ≤ b
and

(1 − t)η(s) + tη(r) ≤ η((1 − t)s + tr).
In particular, the second equation has an useful derivation

η(as) ≤ aη(s), for a > 1.

3. Transverse Representations

Let G be the semi-simple Lie group defined in Section 2, and Γ a discrete subgroup of

G. A theorem in Canary–Zhang–Zimmer [7] states that whenever Γ is Pθ-transverse, we can

push everything to a properly convex domain Ω. To state the theorem precisely, we need to

define the following things.

Let Γ0 ⊂ Aut(Ω) be a discrete subgroup. The full orbital limit set, denoted by ΛΩ(Γ0),
is defined to be the accumulation points of all orbits of Γ0 in Ω. A subgroup in Aut(Ω) is
projectively visible if for any two points x, y ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0), the open projective line segment (x, y)
is fully contained in Ω, and every point in ΛΩ(Γ0) is a C1-smooth point of ∂Ω.

A representation ρ ∶ Γ0 → G is Pθ-transverse if it induces a continuous ρ-equivariant

embedding ξ ∶ ΛΩ(Γ0) → Fθ such that ξ(ΛΩ(Γ0)) is a transverse subset of Fθ and for all

sequences {gn} ⊂ Γ0 with gn(a) → x ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0) and g−1n (a) → y ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0) for a(ny) a ∈ Ω, we
have ρ(gn)(F )→ ξ(x) for all F ∈ Fθ transverse to ξ(y).

Theorem 3.1 ([6, Theorem 4.2];[7, Theorem 6.2]). Suppose G has trivial center, θ ⊂ ∆ is

symmetric and Pθ contains no simple factors of G. If Γ ⊂ G is Pθ-transverse, then there

exist D ∈ N, and Ω ⊂ P(RD) a properly convex domain, Γ0 ⊂ Aut(Ω) a projectively visible

subgroup, and ρ ∶ Γ0 → G a faithful Pθ-transverse representation such that:

(1) ρ(Γ0) = Γ;
(2) minα∈θ α(κ(ρ(g))) = log σ1

σ2
(g) for all g ∈ Γ0;

(3) the limit map ξ ∶ ΛΩ(Γ0)→ Λθ(Γ) induced by ρ is a homeomorphism;

(4) Fix a base point o ∈ Ω, then there exists L ≥ 1, l ≥ 0 such that for all g ∈ Γ0

1

L
⋅ dX(ρ(g), e) − l ≤ dH(g.o, o) ≤ L ⋅ dX(ρ(g), e) + l.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We first map G into a linear group PSL(d,R) by the following propo-

sition.

Proposition 3.2. [7, Proposition B.1] There exist d ∈ N, a linear representation Φ ∶ G →
SL(d,R), and a Φ-equivariant smooth embedding ξΦ ∶ Fθ → F1,d−1(Rd) such that:

(1) F1, F2 are transverse in Fθ if and only if ξΦ(F1) and ξΦ(F2) are;
(2) log σ1

σ2
(Φ(g)) =minα∈θ α(κ(g)) for all g ∈ G;

(3) If α(g) > 0 for all α ∈ θ, then
ξΦ(Uθ(g)) = U1,d−1(Φ(g));
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(4) Γ ⊂ G is Pθ-transverse if and only if Φ(Γ) is P1,d−1-transverse, and ξΦ induces a

homeomorphism between Λθ(Γ) and Λ1,d−1(Φ(Γ)).

The assumptions that G has trivial center and Pθ does not contain any simple factor of G

assure the injectiveness of Φ, so Φ is faithful.

By property (4) in Proposition 3.2, Φ(Γ) is P1,d−1-transverse. Following the construction

of Theorem 4.2 in [6], there exist a properly convex domain Ω ⊂ P(RD), a projectively visible

subgroup Γ0 ⊂ Aut(Ω) ⊂ PSL(D,R), and a faithful representation ρ̄ ∶ Φ(Γ) → Aut(Ω) such
that:

(a) ρ̄(Φ(Γ)) = Γ0;

(b) α1(κ(ρ̄(Φ(g)))) = α1(κ(Φ(g))) for all g ∈ Γ;
(c) ρ̄ induces a limit map ξρ̄ ∶ F1,d−1 → F1,D−1 such that ξ is a homeomorphism between

the limit sets Λ1,d−1(Φ(Γ)) and Λ1,D−1(Γ0), ρ̄-equivariant, and sends transverse pairs

in Λ1,d−1(Φ(Γ)) to transverse pairs in Λ1,D−1(Γ0).
By property (b) of ρ̄ and Remark 2.8, Γ0 is P1-transverse. According to Lemma 3.4 in

[6], π1(Λ1,D−1(Γ0)) = ΛΩ(Γ0), where π1 is projecting onto the first component in the flag

manifold F1,D−1. Moreover, π1 has a well defined inverse on ΛΩ(Γ0)
π−11 (x) = (x,TΩx)

where TΩx is the unique supporting hyperplane of Ω at x (the uniqueness is guaranteed be-

cause Γ0 is projectively visible). Composing π1 with ξρ̄ we get a limit map from Λ1,d−1(Φ(Γ))
to ΛΩ(Γ0) that is a homeomorphism, ρ̄-equivariant, and send transverse pairs in Λ1,d−1(Φ(Γ))
to distinct points in ΛΩ(Γ0).
Let ϕ = ρ̄○Φ∣Γ, this gives us a faithful representation of Γ into Aut(Ω) with image ρ(Γ) = Γ0.

Since ϕ is bijective, we can take

ρ ∶= (ϕ∣Γ)−1

and show that ρ satisfies all properties in Theorem 3.1.

G PSL(d,R) Aut(Ω)

Γ Φ(Γ) Γ0

ρ̄Φ

Φ

ρ

⊂⊂ ⊂

Condition (1) is satisfied by the construction of ρ, and condition (2) is true by combining

property (2) of Φ and property (b) of ρ̄. The limit map induced by ρ is of the form ξ ∶=
ξ−1ϕ ○ξ−1ρ̄ ○π−11 . By construction, ξ is ρ-equivariant, and sends distinct pair of points in ΛΩ(Γ0)
to transverse flags in Fθ, hence ξ is a Pθ-transverse representation. ξ is also a homeomorphism

between ΛΩ(Γ0) and Λθ(Γ) as ξ−1ϕ , ξ−1ρ̄ , π−11 are, hence condition (3) is satisfied.

For any g ∈ Γ0, log σ1

σD
(g) is bi-Lipschitz to log σ1

σd
(ρ̄−1(g)) by construction in [6] and

log σ1

σd
(ρ̄−1(g)) is bi-Lipchitz to dX(ρ(g), e). The latter is because Φ is injective, we can pull

back the Riemannian symmetric metric on the tangent bundle over PSL(d,R)/PSO(d,R)
that induces the distance log σ1

σd
to get another Riemannian metric on the tangent bundle
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of X, which has to be equivalent to the one that induces dX . Substituting log σ1

σD
(g) with

dX(ρ(g), e) in Fact 2.10 shows ρ satisfies property (4), and hence proves the theorem. □

3.1. Bowen–Margulis–Sullivan Measure. Fix Γ ⊂ G a Pθ−transverse subgroup. Let Ω

and Γ0 be as in Theorem 3.1. Once we equip Ω with the Hilbert distance dH , and focus only

on the straight geodesics, i.e. the geodesics formed by intersecting projective lines in P(Rn)
with Ω, there is a natural geodesic flow ψt on the unit tangent bundle

SΩ ∶= {unit tangent vectors along straight geodesics in Ω}.
The geodesic flow ψt is commutative with the action of Aut(Ω), hence the flow descends to

a geodesic flow ψt
Γ0

on Γ0/SΩ.
Now in order to put measures on SΩ and Γ0/SΩ, we fix a ϕ-Patterson–Sullivan measure

µ of dimension δϕ on Λθ(γ), and pull it back to ΛΩ(Γ0) by the limit map ξ in Theorem 3.1.

Using the Hopf parametrization of

SΓ0Ω ∶= {v ∈ SΩ∣πfp(ψ±∞(v)) ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0)}
≅ (ΛΩ(Γ0) ×ΛΩ(Γ0)/{(x, y)∣x ≠ y}) ×R,

we get a Bowen–Margulis–Sullivan measure on SΓ0Ω

dm(x, y, t) = e−δϕϕ([ξ(x),ξ(y)]θ)d(ξ∗µ̄)(x)⊗ d(ξ∗µ)(y)⊗ ds(t)
where [., .]θ ∶ F2

θ → aθ satisfies certain conditions to make m a invariant measure under action

of Γ0 (the explicit construction can be found in section 6 of [7]), and µ̄ is a ϕ̄ Patterson–

Sullivan measure of dimension δϕ̄ with ϕ̄ ∶= ι∗(ϕ). Notice that δϕ̄ = δϕ. Moreover, m is also

ψt invariant. Then m descends to a ψt invariant measure m̄ on Γ0/SΩ.

3.2. Hopf–Tsuji–Sullivan Dichotomy. One important result in Canary–Zimmer–Zhang

[7] is the Hopf–Tsuji–Sullivan dichotomy of the action of Γ. In order to state the dichotomy

we need to define a few terms first. Γ is ϕ-divergent if the Poincare series diverge at δϕ,

i.e. Qϕ
Γ(δϕ) = ∞. The Pθ-transverse subgroup Γ acts on Λθ(Γ) as a convergence subgroup

(Proposition 3.3; [6]). With respect to this action, a point x ∈ Λθ(Γ) is a conical limit point

if there exist a ≠ b ∈ Λθ(Γ) and a sequence {γn} ⊂ Γ such that γn(x) converges to a, and

γn(y) converges to b for all y ∈ Λθ(Γ)/{x}. The conical limit set Λcon
θ (Γ) ⊂ Λθ(Γ) is the set

of all conical limit points of the convergence group action.

Theorem 3.3. [7, Theorem. 8.1, Theorem. 10.1, Theorem 11.1] Let Ω ⊂ P(RD), Γ0, ρ be as

defined in Theorem 3.1. Let ϕ ∈ a∗θ , and µ and µ̄ be some Patterson–Sullivan measures for

Γ = ρ(Γ0) of dimension δϕ associated to ϕ and ϕ○ι respectively, let m̄ be the Bowen–Margulis–

Sullivan measure on Γ0/SΓ0Ω associated to µ and µ̄. We have the following dichotomy:

(1) If Qϕ
Γ(δϕ) = +∞, then the action of the geodesic flow ψt on Γ0/SΓ0Ω is ergodic with

respect to m̄, and µ(Λcon
θ (Γ)) = µ̄(Λcon

θ (Γ)) = 1. Moreover, µ and µ̄ have no atom.

(2) If Qϕ
Γ(δϕ) < +∞, then the action of the geodesic flow ψt on Γ0/SΓ0Ω is non-ergodic

with respect to m̄, and µ(Λcon
θ (Γ)) = 0.

One may notice that the theorem above did not require m̄ to be finite. In this case,

ergodicity of the geodesic flow means that invariant set has zero measure or the complement

of it has zero measure.
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4. The Morse Boundary

Kapovich–Leeb–Porti proved a higher rank Morse lemma ([13, Theorem 5.16, Corollary

5.23]) which states that, for a discrete subgroup Γ ⊂ G, any geodesic ray in the Cayley graph

of Γ =∶ Cay(Γ) whose orbit inX is undistorted and θ−uniformly regular has to stay uniformly

close to a Weyl cone. Such sequence flag converges conically to the unique element in the

flag manifold Fθ that defines the associated Weyl cone ([12, Definition 2.58]).

This allows us to define a Morse boundary associated to Γ, denoted by ∂M,θ(Γ) as follows:
a point ζ ∈ Λθ(Γ) is a Morse boundary point if there exists a geodesic ray {gn}n∈N in Cay(Γ)
and a quasi-isometric embedding q ∶ N → X that sends gn to gnK and the image forms a

θ−uniform regular sequence in X and flag converges conically to ζ. We will again omit K,

the cosets. Notice that the quasi isometry condition assures that there exists a constant C

such that dX(gi, gi+1) ≤ C for all i ∈ N.
As discussed in the introduction, we want to show that if Γ is not Pθ−Anosov, this bound-

ary has zero measure in the limit set with respect to a Patterson–Sullivan measure µ asso-

ciated to Γ. We prove the contrapositive statement, which also gives an alternative charac-

terization of Anosov subgroups.

Theorem 4.1. Let Γ be a Pθ-transverse subgroup, ϕ ∈ a∗θ with δϕ <∞, and µ is a Patterson–

Sullivan measure of dimension δϕ associated to Γ. If µ(∂M,θ(Γ)) > 0, then Γ is Pθ-Anosov.

Remark 4.2. It is worth noting that when reducing to the rank one case, the Morse bound-

ary ∂M,θ(Γ) of the subgroup Γ we define here does not coincide exactly with the intersection

of the conical limit set and the usual Morse boundary of the underlying hyperbolic space X.

This is mainly because we require the existence of a quasi-isometrically embedded sequence

(regularity is satisfied automatically in rank one case) that converges to ξ ∈ Λ for ξ to be a

Morse boundary point. However, such sequences could be rare if Γ does not admit a convex

cocompact action on the convex hull of the limit set.

We will use the following characterization of Pθ-Anosov groups to prove the theorem.

Fact 4.3. [3, Theorem 8.4] If there exist a, b > 0 such that for every γ ∈ Γ we have

(4.1) α(κ(γ)) ≥ a ⋅ ∣γ∣ − b

for all α ∈ θ, and ∣ ⋅ ∣S a word metric on Cay(Γ) associated to a generating set S, then Γ is

word hyperbolic and Pθ-Anosov.

Our goal is to show Equation (4.1) holds for all γ ∈ Γ. In order to do this, we need another

fact to relate an arbitrary γ to a loxodromic element.

Fact 4.4. [1, Lemma 2.4] Let H ⊂ Homeo(M) be a convergence group acting on a compact

metrizable space M . Then there exist a finite set F ⊂ H and ϵ > 0 such that for any γ ∈ H,

there exists f ∈ F with γf loxodromic, i.e. γf has distinct fixed points in M , denoted (γf)±,
and d ((γfγ)+, (γfγ)−) > ϵ.

Let Ω, Γ0, ρ, and ξ be as defined in Theorem 3.1. Γ0 is a convergence group acting on

the compact space ∂Ω. Moreover, because of property (2) of ρ, Equation (4.1) holds for all
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γ ∈ Γ0 with respect to α = α1 if and only if it holds for all ρ(γ) ∈ Γ = ρ(Γ0) with respect to

all α ∈ θ.
For arbitrary γ ∈ Γ0, let fγ be the element in F in Fact 4.4 such that γfγ is loxodromic.

Because F is finite, there exist a constant L independent of γ, such that

max(max
f∈F

dX(ρ(γ), ρ(γf)),max
f∈F
∣f ∣ρ−1(S)) ≤ L.

Moreover, by triangle inequalities and the geometric interpretation of d∆, γ satisfies Equation

(4.1) if and only if γfγ does.

We have reduced the proof of Theorem 4.1 to find lower bounds of α1(κ(γfγ)). We will

do this by approximating γfγ with θ-uniformly regular sequences for θ = {α1, αD−1}.
Now fix a base point o ∈ Ω. Due to Fact 4.4, there exists a constant R < +∞ such that for

all γ ∈ Γ0,

dH (o, ((γfγ)+(γfγ)−)) ≤ R.
Let oγ ∈ ((γfγ)+(γfγ)−) be the point such that dH(oγ, o) = dH(o, ((γfγ)+(γfγ)−)), v ∈ SΓ0Ω

be the directional vector based at oγ and point toward (γfγ)+.
Kapovich–Leeb showed in [12, Theorem 3.18] that when Γ is Pθ-transverse, a point in the

limit set is conical in the convergence group sense if and only if there exists a sequence in

X that flag converges to it conically. By construction, ∂M,θ(Γ) ⊂ Λcon
θ (Γ). The assumption

that µ(∂M,θ(Γ)) > 0 in Theorem 4.1 implies µ(Λcon
θ (Γ)) > 0. By the dichotomy in Theorem

3.3, Γ is ϕ-divergent and the geodesic flow acts ergodically on Γ0/SΓ0Ω. The ergodicity

ensures that for m̄ almost every w ∈ Γ0/SΓ0Ω, the forward orbit {ψt(v)}t∈[0,∞) is dense in

supp (m̄) ⊂ Γ0/SΓ0Ω. Because µ(∂M,θ(Γ)) > 0, there exist a point g∞ ∈ ξ−1(∂M,θ(Γ)), and
a θ-uniform regular sequence {ρ(gn)}n∈N ⊂ Γ such that gn.o → g∞, and the forward orbit

of w ∈ SΓ0Ω based at o and defines the direction towards g∞, is dense. Then we can find

tj ∈ [0,∞) and aj ∈ Γ0 such that ajψtj(w)→ v in SΓ0Ω.
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Proposition 4.5. There exists R′ <∞ such that the orbit {gn.o} stays in the R′ neighborhood

of [o, g∞).

Proof. First note that the backward limit (gn)−1.o → g−∞ of the sequence exists by Remark

2.8, as {g−1n } is also θ-uniform regular. We also need the following lemma:

Lemma 4.6. [3, Lemma 2.5] There exist l ∈ N and δ > 0 such that if n < k < m ∈ N and

min{k − n,m − k} ≥ l, then
(4.2) ∠ (U1(g−1k gn), UD−1(g−1k gm)) ≥ δ.

Remark 4.7. In Bochi–Potrie–Sambarino [3], Lemma 4.6 is stated for sequences {Ai}i∈I ∈
D(K,1, µ, c, I). One can show the equivalence between the two statements by setting A0 = g0,
and Ai = g−1i+1gi, and realizing the condition that (Ai)i∈I ∈ D(K,1, µ, c, I) is equivalent to {gn}
being {α1, αD−1}-uniformly regular.

If we take min{k − n,m − k} to go to infinity, then

U1(g−1k gn)→ U1(g−∞),
and

UD−1(g−1k gm)→ UD−1(g−1k g∞).
Let ζ ∈ ΛΩ (Γ0) be any limit point of {g−1k g∞}. Lemma 4.6 assures that U1(g−1k gm) ∈
UD−1(g−1k gm) and U1(g−1k gn) have an uniform angle separation ε for all n < k <m, so ζ ≠ g−∞.

We prove Proposition 4.5 by contradiction. Assume there exist i→∞ such that

dH (gi.o, [o, g∞)) = dH (o, [g−1i .o, g−1i g∞))→∞.
Upto taking subsequences, we can assume g−1i g∞ → ζ, then we have

dH (o, g−1i .[o, g∞))→ dH (o, (g−, ζ)) =∞.
This is a contradiction because Γ0 is a projectively visible group, so (g−, ζ) ⊂ Ω. □

Proof of Theorem 4.1. By Proposition 4.5 and the uniform upper bound C on dH(gi.o, gi+1.o),
there exists nj such that dH (gnj

.o, πfp (ψtj(w))) ≤ R′ +C, where πfp is the footpoint projec-
tion that projects a unit tangent vector to its footpoint in Ω. Moreover, there exist aj ∈ Γ0

and o′ ∈ BR′+C+R(o) such that ajgnj
.o→ o′ as j →∞.

Let d ∶= dH(oγ, γfγ.oγ). Since γfγ preserves (γfγ)±, (γf−γ , γf+γ ) is a axis of γfγ, i.e.

γfγ.oγ ∈ (γf−γ , γf+γ ). Then ψdajψtj(w) = ajψtj+d(w)→ v′, where v′ is the unit tangent vector

based at γfγ.oγ and point towards (γfγ)+. Similarly we can find mj such that gmj
.o is R′+C

close to the footpoint of ajψtj+d(w), and ajgmj
.o converges to x ∈ BR′+C+R(γfγ.o).

Using triangle inequality of the Cartan projection κ, for j large enough we have

α1(κ(γfγ)) ≥ α1 (κ((ajgnj
)−1(ajgmj

)) − 2E
= α1(κ(g−1nj

gmj
)) − 2E

≥ a ⋅ (mj − nj) − (b + 2E)
(4.3)

for a, b depending only on the uniform regular sequence {gn}, and E > 0 depending only on

R′,R, and C. Note that ∣g−1mj
gnj
∣ = (mj − nj) is quasi-isometric to dH(ajgmj

.o, ajgnj
.o), and

hence to dH(o, γfγ.o). Thus (mj −nj) is bounded from above and below for all j. Moreover,
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there exist C ′ depending only on R′ +C +R such that ∣ajgnj
∣, ∣(γfγ)−1ajgmj

∣ ≤ C ′ for j large

enough, then the equation above turns into

α1(κ(γfγ)) ≥ a ⋅ ∣(ajgnj
)−1(ajgmj

)∣ − (b + 2E)
≥ a ⋅ (∣γfγ ∣ − ∣ajgnj

∣ − ∣(γfγ)−1(ajgmj
)∣) − (b + 2E)

≥ a ⋅ ∣γfγ ∣ − b′
(4.4)

with b′ = 2aC ′ + b+ 2E. Since a, b′ and the finite set F are independent of the arbitrary γ we

pick, we obtain Equation (4.1) for every γ ∈ Γ0 for a uniform a, b. By Fact 4.3, Γ0 has to be

P1,D−1-Anosov, and Γ = ρ(Γ0) is Pθ-Anosov. □

5. The sublinearly Morse Boundary

In this section, let G, X, Γ be as defined before. Let e =K ∈X be a base point in X. We

use the following theorem to define the Pθ-sublinearly Morse boundary associated to Γ.

Theorem 5.1. Given a Pθ-sublinearly Morse sequence {gn} ⊂ G, {Uθ(gn)} converges in Fθ.

Definition 5.2 (sublinearly Morse boundary). The sublinearly Morse boundary of a discrete

subgroup Γ ⊂ G is:

∂SM,θ(Γ) ∶= {η ∈ Fθ ∣ ∃{gn}n ⊂ Γ s.t. Uθ(gn)→ η and {gn}n is Pθ-sublinearly Morse}.
We prove Theorem 5.1 by proving the result for Φ(Γ) ⊂ GL(d,R), and then draw the

connection between the general case and linear case by the following lemma.

Proposition 5.3. For a sequence {gn} in G, then for Φ defined in Proposition 3.2 the image

{Φ(gn)} is P1-sublinearly Morse if and only if {gn} is Pθ-sublinearly Morse.

Proof. We need to show that the three conditions in Definition 1.2 are satisfied for {gn} and
{Φ(gn)} simultaneously. By property (4) of Theorem 3.1, we can replace log σ1

σd
(Φ(gn)) =∶

dY (Φ(gn), Id) with dX(gn, e) up to some multiplicative constants. Since conditions (1) and

(2) for sublinear Morseness are purely geometric in terms of the Riemannian distances, and

the sublinearity is unaffected by taking scalar multiples of the argument (due to the remark

in Section 2.5), they are satisfied for {gn} if and only if the same hold for {Φ(gn)}.
With property (2) in Proposition 3.2, condition (3) in Definition 1.2 turns into

α(κ(g−10 gn)) ≥ α1(κ(Φ(g−10 gn))) ≥ a ⋅ dY (Φ(gn),Φ(g0)) − η′(dY (Φ(gn),Φ(g0)))
for all α ∈ θ. Again, by interchanging dY with dX up to the multiplicative constant (i.e.

modifying a), we obtain the desired inequality for {gn} and {Φ(gn)} simultaneously, and

this concludes the proof. □

Now we can prove Theorem 5.1:

Proof of Theorem 5.1. {Uθ(gn)} converges in Fθ if and only if {U1,d−1(Φ(gn))} converges in
F1,d−1. Thus, it suffices to show {U1,d−1(Φ(gn))} is Cauchy.

A matrix M has a gap of index k if σk(M) > σk+1(M). For any M with a gap of index

k, the map Uk(M) ∈ Grk(Rd) is well-defined. Let dk be the natural angle metric defined on

the Grassmannian Grk(Rd).
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By Lemma A.4 in [3], for A,AB ∈ GL(d,R) that have gap of index k, the distance

dk(Uk(A), Uk(AB)) is bounded above by σ1

σd
(B−1)σk+1

σk
(A). When n is large, Φ(gn) has a

gap of index 1 (and respectively d − 1) by construction. Then assuming n <m and omitting

the representation Φ we have

d1(U1(gn), U1(gm)) ≤
m−1
∑
i=n

d1 (U1(gi), U1(gi(gi)−1gi+1))

≤
m−1
∑
i=n

exp(dY (g−1i+1gi)) ⋅ exp (−α1(κ(gi)))

≤
m−1
∑
i=n

exp(η(dY (g0, gi))) ⋅ exp(−α1(κ(g−10 gi)) + dY (g0, e))

.(5.1)

Then {Φ(gn)} being P1-sublinearly Morse due to Proposition 5.3 and the assumption that

{gn} is Pθ-sublinearly Morse implies

d1(U1(gn), U1(gm)) ≤
m−1
∑
i=n

C ′ ⋅ exp (−a ⋅ dY (gi, g0) + (η + η′)(dY (gi, g0)))

for a, b the constants in the definition of the sublinearly Morse sequence.

In order to see that the partial sum in Equation (5.1) converges, we need to show the

distance dY (gi, g0) grows fast enough, more precisely, it has to grow linearly in terms of i.

Claim. There exists a constant d′ such that dY (gi, g0) ≥ d′ ⋅ i when i is large enough.

Proof of claim. Because the concatenated path ⋃i[gi, gi+1] parametrized by arclength is a

sublinear ray by definition, we have

dY (gi, g0) ≥
1

C
(
i−1
∑
n=0

dY (gn, gn+1)) − η̄ (
i−1
∑
n=0

dY (gn, gn+1)) .

The quantity ∑i−1
n=0 dY (gn, gn+1) is increasing as Γ is discrete: there exits a lower bound

d ∶= infg≠h,∈Γ dY (g, h) > 0. For all ϵ ∈ (0, 1
C ), there exists i large enough, such that the

sublinear function η(t) is bounded above by ε(t) for all t ≥ d ⋅ i, hence

dY (gi, g0) ≥ (
1

C
− ε)(

i−1
∑
n=0

dY (gn, gn+1))

≥ d′ ⋅ i,

with d′ = ( 1C − ε) ⋅ d. ◇

The claim shows that the partial sum of the exponentials in the last line of Equation (5.1)

converges, and since η and η′ are sublinear, they do not affect the convergence of the series

as n and m tend to infinity.

Note that convergence of the quantity in Equation (5.1) suffices to ensure the convergence

of {U1,d−1(Φ(gn))} because the metric on F1,d−1 ⊂ Gr1(Rd)⊕Grd−1(Rd) is composed of the

individual di, and hence we proved the proposition. □
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6. Main Theorem

With all the background knowledge introduced, we can now state our main theorem. Let

G be as in Theorem 3.1 and X the symmetric space associated to G.

Theorem 6.1 (Main Theorem). Let Γ be a non-elementary, discrete, Pθ-transverse, and

ϕ−divergent subgroup of G for some ϕ ∈ a∗θ with δϕ < ∞. Let µ and µ̄ be a ϕ and ϕ̄ ∶=
ι∗(ϕ)-Patterson–Sullivan measure of dimension δϕ supported on Λθ(Γ) ⊂ Fθ, and the induced

Bowen–Margulis–Sullivan measure m̄ on Γ0/SΩ is finite. Then µ(∂SM,θ(Γ)) = 1 .

For Γ as in the Main Theorem, let us fix ρ, Ω ⊂ P(RD), and Γ0 ⊂ Aut(Ω) as in Theorem

3.1. Again we omit the representation ρ when the context is clear.

6.1. Equivalent Condition of sublinearly Morseness. Given the identification between

ΛΩ(Γ0) and Λθ(Γ) mentioned in Section 3, we can find an equivalent condition of Defini-

tion 1.2 for Pθ-sublinearly Morse sequences. In order to do this, we need to define several

things first. Let CΓ0 denote the convex hull associated to ΛΩ(Γ0). Fix a base point o ∈ CΓ0 ⊂ Ω.

Definition 6.2 (Compact part of γ). Let γ ∶ [0,∞) → Ω be a straight geodesic ray. Fix

r > 0 and let Γ0.Br(o) denote the set of metric balls with radius r around the orbit of o

under the action of Γ0. Then we can define the compact part of γ to be

Cpctγ(T ) ∶= {t ∈ [0, T ] ∣ γ(t) ∈ Γ0.Br(o)}.

Theorem 6.3. If

(6.1) lim
T→∞

Leb(Cpctγ(T ))
T

=M > 0,

then

γ(∞) ∶= lim
t→∞

γ(t) ∈ ξ−1(∂SM,θ(Γ)).

Fix γ that satisfies Equation (6.1). We prove the theorem by constructing a Pθ-sublinearly

Morse sequence that converges to ξ(γ(∞)) explicitly.

Definition 6.4. Define:

(1) Aγ ∶= {g ∈ Γ0 ∣ γ ∩Br(g.o) ≠ ∅};
(2) Let Aγ,C ⊆ Aγ be a maximal subset such that for all g, h ∈ Aγ,C , dH(g.o, h.o) ≥ C.

Remark 6.5. For all x ∈ Ω, let

πγ(x) ∶= {γ(t) ∣ dH(x, γ) = dH(x, γ(t))}

be the nearest point projection. Let tx ∶= minγ(t)∈πγ(x) t. We can put an order on Aγ (and

Aγ,C respectively) as follow: for all g, h ∈ Aγ, if tg ∶= tg.o ≠ th, then g < h if and only if tg < th;
if tg = th = t′, then put any order on the set St′ ∶= {g ∈ Γ0 ∣ tg = t′}. This is turns Aγ and Aγ,C

into totally ordered set, as each St′ is finite because Ω is proper and Γ0 is discrete and acts

properly discontinuously on Ω. With this ordering of Aγ and Aγ,C , we can index the sets by

Aγ = {gn} and Aγ,C = {gni
}i as a subsequence.
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Moreover, we can also describe the maximality of Aγ,C explicitly. Fix gn,0 = g0 ∈ Aγ to be

the element such that tg0 =ming∈Aγ tg. For all i ∈ N, define gni+1
to be the smallest element in

Aγ after gni
with dH(gni

.o, gni+1
.o) ≥ C. We will show that {ρ(gni

)}i is Pθ-sublinearly Morse.

Without loss of generality, we can also assume that tg0 ≤ r, i.e. the geodesic ray starts

within Br(g0.o). This can be seen by truncating the initial segment of the ray that is

not in Br(g0.o), and denoting the new geodesic ray by γ̄. By construction, Cpctγ(T ) =
Cpctγ̄(T − tg0 + r), then we have

lim
T→∞

Leb(Cpctγ(T ))
T

≤ lim
T→∞

Cpctγ̄(T − tg0 + r)
T − tg0 + r

= lim
T→∞

Cpctγ̄(T )
T

.

The above inequality shows that truncating the geodesic ray does not change the positivity

of the limit in Equation (6.1).

We break the proof of Theorem 6.3 into three parts.

Proposition 6.6. There exists a sublinear function η such that the sequence {gn} satisfies
the equation

(6.2) dX(gi, gi+1) ≤ η (dX(gi, g0)) .

Proof. Let ti ∶= tgi as defined above. By construction we have

Leb(Cpctγ(ti+1)) = Leb(Cpctγ(ti)) +Leb({t ∈ [ti, ti+1] ∣ γ(t) ∩Aγ.Br(o) ≠ ∅}).
Notice that the second term on the right hand side is at most 2r.

Because the limit in (6.1) goes to M , which is strictly bigger than 0, then for all ϵ > 0, we
can find i big enough such that

Leb(Cpctγ(ti+1)) ≥ (m − ϵ)ti+1
and

Leb(Cpctγ(ti)) ≤ (M + ϵ)ti.
This implies

(M − ϵ)ti+1 ≤ (M + ϵ)ti + 2r.
Hence

M(ti+1 − ti) ≤ ϵ(ti+1 + ti) + 2r ≤ 2ϵti+1 + 2r
and

(ti+1 − ti) ≤ ϵ′ti+1 + r′

with ϵ′ = 2ϵ
M and r′ = 2r

M . Now, ϵ can be chosen arbitrarily small, then η0(ti+1) = ϵ′ti+1 + r′ + 2r
is a sublinear function in ti, and we have

(6.3) dH(gi.o, gi+1.o) ≤ (ti+1 − ti) + 2r ≤ η0(ti+1).
Using triangle inequalities, we have

ti+1 ≤ dH(g0.o, gi+1.o) + 2r.
Along with the monotonicity and convexity of the sublinear function, Equation (6.3) turns

into

dH(gi.o, gi+1.o) ≤ η0(dH(g0.o, gi+1.o) + 2r).
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One simplification is that any constant added to the argument or of η or the function itself

would not affect its sublinearity, i.e. we can find another sublinear function that bounds it

above. Denote this new function by η0 again, and we have

(6.3*) dH(gi.o, gi+1.o) ≤ η0(dH(g0.o, gi+1.o)).
Note that this is close in forms to the relations we want to have in the first condition of

the Pθ-sublinearly Morseness, but we still need to find ways to related dH(g0.o, gi+1.o) with
dH(g0.o, gi.o). To do this we need the following fact:

Fact 6.7. [18, Proposition 3.2] There exists d1, d2 > 0, depending on η such that for all

x, y ∈ Ω,
dH(x, y) ≤ η(dH(x, o))⇒ d1η(dH(y, o)) ≤ η(dH(x, o)) ≤ d2η(dH(y, o)).

We can then rewrite Equation (6.3*) by letting x = g−10 gi+1.o and y = g−10 gi.o
(6.4) dH(gi.o, gi+1.o) ≤ d2η̄(dH(gi.o, g0.o)).
Then, by Fact 2.10

log
σ1
σD
(g−1i+1gi) ≤ 2E + 2d2η̄ (

1

2
log

σ1
σD
(g−10 gi) +E)

≤ 2E + 2d2η̄ (log
σ1
σD
(g−10 gi) + 2E) .

Let η(log σ1

σD
(g−10 gi)) be a sublinear function that bounds 2E + 2d2η̄(log σ1

σD
(g−10 gi) + 2E)

from above. This gives us

log
σ1
σD
(g−1i+1gi) ≤ η (log

σ1
σD
(g−10 gi)) .

By construction of ρ in Section 3, log σ1

σD
(g) is bi-Lipschitz with respect to dX(ρ(g), e) for

all g ∈ Γ0. Substituting this into the equation above proves the proposition. □

Proposition 6.6 shows {gn} satisfies condition (1) in Definition 1.2. However, {gn} does
not necessarily satisfy condition (2). This can be resolved by looking at the subsequence

{gni
}, but we then need to check whether {gni

} satisfies Equation (6.2).

Corollary 6.8. If Proposition 6.6 hold for {gn}, then there exists another sublinear function

η̃ = O(η), such that Proposition 6.6 is also true for {gni
} with respect to η̃.

Proof. By triangle inequality

dH(gni
.o, gni+1

.o) ≤
ni+1−1
∑
k=ni

dH(gk.o, gk+1.o)

≤
ni+1−1
∑
k=ni

η̄(dH(gk.o, g0.o)) by Proposition 6.6

≤
ni+1−1
∑
k=ni

dk−ni
2 η̄(dH(gni

.o, g0.o)) by Fact 6.7.

Let F ∶= #{g ∈ Γ0 ∣ dH(o, g.o) ≤ C}. F is finite as Ω is a proper metric space and Γ0

is discrete and acts properly discontinuously on Ω. Moreover, F + 1 is a uniform upper
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bounded on how many elements are omitted in {gi} between consecutive gni
. If not, i.e.

ni+1 − ni > F + 1 for some i, then

dH(gni
.o, gni+1

.o) > C.

By maximality of {gni
}i, we also have

dH(gni
.o, gni+1−1.o) < C.

This is a contradiction because ni+1 − ni − 1 > F , then by definition of F

dH(gni
.o, gni+1−1.o) > C.

Then the above inequality turns into

dH(gni
.o, gni+1

.o) ≤ (
F−1
∑
k=0

dk2) η̄(dH(gni
.o, g0.o))

but the coefficient in front of η̄(dH(gn.o, g0.o)) is now just a constant. Hence, using the same

argument in the proof of Proposition 6.6 we get a sublinear function η̃ that satisfies condition

(1) and thus proves the corollary. □

To simplify notation, let hi ∶= gni
for the rest of this section.

Proposition 6.9. There exist a constant a and a sublinear function η′ = O(η) such that the

following hold for all i, j, and α ∈ θ:

(6.5) α(κ(h−1i hi+j)) ≥ a ⋅ dX(hi, hi+j) − η′(dX(h0, hi+j)).

Proof. Let γi be the straight geodesic ray that connects o and h−1i γ∞, where γ∞ is the

end point of γ. Due to Fact 2.11, dHaus(γi, h−1i γ∣[tni ,∞]) ≤ dH(o, h
−1
i γ(tni

)) < r. Then by

construction and triangle inequality, h−1i hi+j.o is 2r close to γi for all j. Let ai,k ∶= πγi(h−1i hk.o)
be a point on γi that realizes the shortest distance between h−10 hk.o and γi. Then

dH(h−1i hi+j.o, [o, h−1i hi+j+1.o]) ≤ dH(h−1i hi+j.o, ai,i+j) + dH(ai,i+j, π[o,h−1i hi+j+1.o](h−1i hi+j.o))
≤ 2r + dHaus([o, ai,I+j+1], [o, h−1i hi+j+1.o]).

Using Fact 2.11 again, we can bound the last term in the above inequality by 2r and

obtain

dH(h−1i hi+j.o, [o, h−1i hi+j+1.o]) ≤ 4r.
Next we have a lemma from [6] to relate the singular values of elements in Aut(Ω) going

towards the boundary “without backtracking”:

Lemma 6.10 (Lemma 6.6, [6]). For any b0 ∈ Ω and R > 0 there exists H > 0 such that: for

all g, h ∈ Γ0 with

dH(gb0, [b0, hb0]) ≤ R,
and for all α ∈ θ we have

α(κ(ρ(h))) ≥ α(κ(ρ(g))) + α(κ(ρ(g−1h))) −H.
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Applying Lemma 6.10 to b0 = o and R = 4r and iterating this inequality gives

(6.6) α(κ(h−1i hi+j)) ≥
j

∑
k=1

α(κ(h−1i+k−1hi+k)) − j ⋅H.

Now pick the constant C in Aγ,C large enough so that for all g, h ∈ Aut(Ω), if dH(g.o, h.o) ≥
C, then α(κ(g−1h)) >H + 1. This turns Equation (6.6) into

(6.7) α(κ(h−1i hi+j)) ≥ j.

Now all that is left to do to prove Proposition 6.9 is to relate the index j with the distance

dX(hi, hi+j).
For all M > ε > 0 small, we can find T large enough such that

(M − ε) ⋅ t ≤ Leb(Cpctγ(t)) ≤ (M + ε) ⋅ t

for all t ≥ T due to Equation (6.1). Moreover, for all i such that tni
> T , we have

2r ⋅ (F + 1) ⋅ j ≥ 2r ⋅ (ni+j − ni) ≥ Leb(Cpctγ(tni+j
) −Cpctγ(tni

))
> (M − ε) ⋅ tni+j

− (M + ε) ⋅ tni

>M ⋅ (tni+j
− tni
) − 2εtni+j

>M ⋅ (dH(hi.o, hi+j.o) − 2r) − 2ε ⋅ (dH(h0.o, hi+j.o) + 2r).

Again, because ε is arbitrarily small as tni+j
→∞,

η′′(dH(h0.o, hi+j.o)) ∶= 2ε ⋅ (dH(h0.o, hi+j.o) + 2r) + 2mr

is sublinear as r, m are fixed constants.

Using η′′ we can rewrite Equation (6.7) as

α(κ(h−1i hi+j)) ≥
M

2r(F + 1) ⋅ dH(hi.o, hi+j.o) −
η′′(dH(h0.o, hi+j.o))

2r(F + 1) .

By Equation (2.1) and again the fact that log σ1

σD
(g) is bi-Lipschitz to dX(ρ(g), e), we obtain

the desired inequality

α(κ(h−1i hi+j)) ≥ a ⋅ dX (hi, hi+j) − η′(dX(hi+j, h0))

with a depend on M,F, r,E, and the bi-Lipschitz constant, and η′ = O(η′′).
Moreover, by construction, η′ = O(η) as they are derived from the same limit in Equation

(6.1). This concludes the proof of Proposition 6.9. □

Proof of Thm. 6.3. Proposition 6.6 and Proposition 6.9 show that {hi} satisfies condition

(1) and (3) in Definition 1.2. All that is left to do for proving {hi} is Pθ-sublinearly Morse

is to show that the concatenated path (⋃i[hi, hi+1]) is a sublinear ray.

Let c ∶ [0,∞) → X be the unit speed parametrization of (⋃i h
−1
0 [hi, hi+1]), it follows from

the triangle inequality of the symmetric space distance dX that for all s ≤ w ∈ [0,∞),

dX(c(s), c(w)) ≤ dX(c(s), his+1) +
iw−1
∑

n=is+1
dX(hn, hn+1) + dX(hiw , c(w)) = ∣w − s∣
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with his , hiw ∈ ρ (Aγ,C) the elements such that c(s) ∈ [his , his+1] and c(w) ∈ [hiw , hiw+1].
Hence, to show c is a sublinear ray, we only need to find a suitable lower bound for

dX(c(s), c(w)). We do this by cases:

Case 1: If c(s) = his , c(w) = hiw , then

dX(c(s), c(w)) ≥ 2L ⋅
1

2
log

σ1
σD
(ρ−1(h−1is hiw)) ≥ 2L ⋅ (dH(his .o, hiw .o) −E)

for L the bi-Lipschitz constant relating log σ1

σD
to dX and E in Fact 2.10.

By triangle inequality

dH(his .o, hiw .o) ≥ (tiw − tis) − 2r ≥
iw−1
∑
k=is
(dH(hk.o, hk+1.o) − 2r) − 2r.

By construction, dH(hk.o, hk+1.o) ≥ C for all k, hence

(6.8) dX(c(s), c(w)) ≥ c′
iw−1
∑
k=is

dH(hk.o, hk+1.o) − 2r ≥ c′′
iw−1
∑
k=is

dX(hk.o, hk+1.o) −E′

with c′, c′′ and E′ depending only on C, E, r and L. Note that we can always enlarge the

constant C that defines Aγ,C to ensure that c′′ is positive.

Case 2: If c(s), c(w) do not belong to the orbit {hn}, then without loss of generality

assume is ≤ iw − 1 (if they were equal then c(s), c(w) lie on the same geodesic segment and

the statement is trivial), then by triangle inequality and Proposition 6.6

dX(c(s), c(w)) ≥ dX(his , hiw+1) − η(dX(his , h0)) − η(dX(hiw , h0))

≥ c′′
iw

∑
k=is

dX(hk, hk+1) − 2η(dX(hiw , h0))

≥ c′′∣w − s∣ − 2η(w).

This proves that the concatenated path c is a ( 1
c′′ , η̄) sublinear ray, for η̄ = 2η and thus

finishes the proof of Theorem 6.3. □

6.2. Proof of Main Theorem. Because we are working with a ϕ-divergent group, i.e.

Qϕ
Γ(δϕ) = +∞, Theorem 3.3 tells us the geodesic flow on Γ0/SΓ0Ω is ergodic.

By Birkhoff Ergodic Theorem, let V ⊂ Γ0/SΓ0Ω be any Borel measurable set, then for m̄

a.e. v ∈ Γ0/SΓ0Ω, we have

lim
T→∞

Leb({t ∈ [0, T ] ∣ [ψt(v)] ∈ V })
T

= m̄(V )
m̄(Γ0/SΓ0Ω)

.

By assumption, m̄(Γ0/SΓ0Ω) < ∞, so we can normalize m̄ to be a probability measure.

Furthermore, if W ⊂ SΓ0Ω is Γ0-invariant, the limit can be reformulated as

(6.9) lim
T→∞

Leb({t ∈ [0, T ] ∣ ψt(v) ∈W})
T

= m̄(Γ0/W ).

Fix W to be the collection of vectors in SΓ0Ω whose base points are in Γ0.Br(o). Then W
is Γ0-invariant.
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Let π ∶ SΩ → Ω be the map that sends a unit tangent vector to its base point. Geometri-

cally, ψt(v) ∈W means π(ψt(v)) ∈ Γ0.Br(o). The limit then turns into

lim
T→∞

Leb(Cpctγv(T ))
T

= m̄(Γ0/W )

where γv is the geodesic ray π(ψt(v)).
Since Γ0/W contains non-empty compact sets, namely π−1(Br(o)), and m̄ has no atom,

we can conclude that m̄(Γ0/W ) > 0 if we choose r to be big enough. Then for m̄ a.e.

v ∈ Γ0/SΓ0Ω, the limit above converges to a positive number. By Theorem 6.3, there exist a

sequence of elements {hi}i = Aγv ,C that is Pθ-sublinearly Morse.

We finish the proof of our main theorem by assuming the set

U ∶= {ζ ∈ Λθ(Γ) ∣ there is no Pθ-sublinearly Morse sequence converging to ζ}
has positive measure in Λθ(Γ). This means for all ζ ∈ U , any geodesic ray l ⊂ Ω with

l(+∞) = ξ−1(ζ), we have

lim
T→∞

Leb(Cpctl(T ))
T

= 0
.

To abuse notation, we ignore the representation ξ−1. We can then define

V ∶= {v ∈ SΓ0Ω ∣ limt→∞ π(ψt(v)) = ζ}.
Let Ṽ be the projection of V to the quotient space Γ0/SΓ0Ω. Note that m(V ) is propor-

tional to µ̄(ΛΩ(Γ0)) ⋅µ(U) ⋅ s(R) > 0 by Fubini’s Theorem, then m̄(Ṽ ) > 0. By construction,

for all v ∈ V
lim
T→∞

Leb(Cpctγv(T ))
T

= 0.

This is a contradiction because on the positive measured set Ṽ , the limit above converges

to zero instead of a positive number. Hence, we conclude the proof of the genericity of

Pθ-sublinearly Morse points in Λθ(Γ).

7. Relatively Anosov Representations

In this section, we prove a corollary of our main theorem in the relative Anosov setting.

In order to make relative Anosovness precise, we need to define a few things first. Let G be

the higher rank Lie group defined in Section 2.

Definition 7.1 (Geometrically Finiteness). Let M be a compact perfect metrizable space

and H ⊂ Homeo(M) be a convergence group acting on M . H is geometrically finite if for

all η ∈M , η is either

● conical in the convergence group sense, as defined in Section 3.2,

or

● bounded parabolic, that is StabΓ(η) is a parabolic subgroup of Γ, and that StabΓ(η)
acts on M/{η} cocompactly.

Let Γ ⊂ G be a finitely generated group, P a collection of finitely generated subgroups of

Γ. The pair (Γ,P) is relative hyperbolic if Γ acts on a compact perfect metrizable spaceM as
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a geometrically finite convergence subgroup and P contains all possible maximal parabolic

subgroups up to conjugating by elements in Γ.

Fixing a generating set S of Γ, we can construct the Groves-Manning cusp space by gluing

combinatorial horoballs to Cay(Γ, S). One can refer to Section 3.4 in Zhu–Zimmer [21] for

the explicit construction. The Groves–Manning cusp space is Gromov hyperbolic, and its

Gromov boundary, denoted by ∂(Γ,P), serves as a compact perfect metrizable space where

Γ act on as a geometrically finite convergence group.

There are various characterizations of relative Anosov subgroups presented in Section 4 of

[21], we will present just one here.

Definition 7.2. A subgroup Γ ⊂ G is Pθ-Anosov relative to P if it is Pθ-transverse, (Γ,P)
is a relatively hyperbolic pair, and the induced boundary map

ξ′ ∶ ∂(Γ,P)→ Fθ

is Γ-equivariant and a homeomorphism onto Λθ(Γ).
Fix (Γ,P) to be relatively Pθ-Anosov. Let Ω, Γ0 ⊂ Aut(Ω), and ρ be as in Theorem 3.1.

They exist because Γ is Pθ-transverse by definition. Note that ξ′(∂(Γ,P)) is homeomorphic

to ΛΩ(ρ−1(Γ)). We will omit the representations in the rest of this section when the context

is clear. Our main theorem can be restated as follow.

Theorem 7.3. For ϕ ∈ a∗θ , and µ the unique Patterson–Sullivan measure of dimension

δϕ <∞ supported on Λθ(Γ) ⊂ Fθ, µ(∂SM,θ(Γ)) = 1.
The key differences here are that we can drop the assumptions in our main theorem where

1) Γ is ϕ-divergent; 2) the induced Bowen–Margulis–Sullivan measure m̄ as defined in Section

3.1 is finite. The fact that Γ is ϕ-divergent, i.e. the Poincaré series diverges at δϕ, follows

directly from Theorem 8.1 in [8], when Γ is Pθ-Anosov relative to P. The finiteness of m̄ is

shown by the following proposition.

Proposition 7.4 (Finiteness of Bowen–Margulis–Sullivan measure). Let (Γ,P) be the pair

defined as above. Then m̄(Γ0/SΓ0Ω) is finite.
Remark 7.5. In their paper [15], Kim–Oh proved a similar result (Theorem 1.1) of finiteness

of the Bowen–Margulis–Sullivan measure when Γ is a relative Anosov subgroup. However,

as we noted in section 2.3, their result applies to a different flow space than the ones we are

focusing on in this paper, thus we cannot apply their result directly.

We prove the proposition mainly by following methods used in Blayac–Zhu [2, Theorem

8.1].

We will first show that SΓ0Ω can be decomposed into a compact part and a family of

disjoint horoballs based at the bounded parabolic points (which, after quotienting out by

action of Γ0, are referred as the cusps). Then one can show that m̄ is finite on each of the

cusps. Since there are only finitely many conjugacy classes of maximal parabolic subgroups

[4], the number of orbits of the bounded parabolic points is finite. Moreover, because the

support of m̄ is compact outside of these cusp regions, and after quotienting, there are

only finitely many cusp regions with finite Bowen–Margulis–Sullivan measure, we can then

conclude that m̄(Γ0/SΩ) is finite.
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Before we proceed to the actual proof, there is one last technical detail. The conical limit

points used in [2] are different from the conical limit points of a convergence group. In [2], a

point η ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0) is conical if there exists a sequence {γn} ⊂ Γ0 that converges to η and γn.o

is uniformly bounded away from the straight geodesic ray [o, η).
This gap is bridged by the following lemma.

Lemma 7.6. [6, Lemma 3.6] For all x ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0), x ∈ ξ−1 ○ ξ′(∂con(Γ,P)) if and only if there

is a(ny) b0 ∈ Ω and a sequence {γn} in Γ0 such that γn → x and

sup
n≥1

dΩ(γn.b0, [b0, x)) < +∞.

Here ∂con(Γ,P) denotes the set of conical limit points of the convergence group action in

∂(Γ,P). Since conicality in the convergence group sense is a purely topological condition,

and ξ and ξ′ are homeomorphisms, the conicality is preserved under ξ−1 ○ ξ′ (similarly, one

can check that the bounded parabolic points are also preserved). The lemma above then

says that the two notions of conical limit points coincide.

Other concepts involved in the proof of Proposition 7.4 are horofunctions and hororballs

associated to Ω. For any x ∈ Ω, the horofunction βx ∶ Ω ×Ω→ R is defined as

βx(a, b) = dH(a, x) − dH(b, x).
Note that after fixing a basepoint o ∈ Ω, the horofunctions provide a way to embed Ω into

C(Ω), the space of continuous functions defined on Ω, by sending x ∈ Ω to βx(⋅, o). The

image of Ω, denoted by β(Ω), is relatively compact with respect to the topology of uniform

convergence, hence we can view the closure of β(Ω) as a compactification of Ω, denoted by

Ωh, and let ∂hΩ ∶= Ωh/β(Ω) be the horoboundary of Ω. For any β ∈ ∂hΩ and x ∈ Ω, we define
the horoball and horosphere centered at β and passing through x, denoted by Hβ(x) and
∂Hβ(x), to be

Hβ(x) ∶= {y ∈ Ω ∣ β(x, y) > 0},
∂Hβ(x) ∶= {y ∈ Ω ∣ β(x, y) = 0}.

Moreover, a theorem of Walsh [20, Theorem 1.3] states that for all β ∈ ∂hΩ and {xk} ⊂ Ω
such that βxk

→ β, there exists ξ ∈ ∂Ω such that xk → ξ in Ω. Hence there is a natural

surjective projection πh ∶ ∂hΩ → ∂Ω. For any ξ ∈ ∂Ω, the preimage π−1h (ξ) contains exactly
one point if and only if ξ is a C1-smooth in ∂Ω [5, Lemma 3.2]. Note that for all ξ ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0),
ξ is C1-smooth as Γ0 is projectively visible, hence π−1h is well-defined on ΛΩ(Γ0). We will use

βξ to denote the preimage of ξ ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0), and shorthand Hξ for Hβξ
.

With the above discussion, ρ−1(Γ) acts geometrically finitely on Ω as in Definition 1.10 in

[2], then we have the following.

Lemma 7.7. [2, Lemma 8.11] If x, y are two bounded parabolic points in ΛΩ(Γ0), and H′ a
horoball centered at y. Then there exists a horoball H centered at x such that for all γ ∈ Γ0,

either H′ ∩ γH = ∅ or γx = y.

Remark 7.8. In [2], Blayac–Zhu worked with smooth domains. Although we cannot assume

the same for Ω, we can still apply their results because all they used is the smoothness

and strict convexity between points in the limit points, which is given in our case as Γ0
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is projectively visible. Moreover, this lemma allows the existence of a family of disjoint

horoballs Hx centered at bounded parabolic points, which are Γ0-equivariant and each are

preserved by the parabolic subgroup StabΓ0(x). This will be the set of horoballs stated in

the next lemma.

Lemma 7.9. For each bounded parabolic point α ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0), fix an open horoball Hα centered

at α, such that γHα = Hγα for all γ ∈ Γ0, and the distinct horoballs are mutually disjoint.

Then the set of unit tangent vectors v ∈ SΓ0Ω whose base point projection π(v) does not

belong to ⋃{Hα ∣ α is bounded parabolic} is compact.

Proof. The proof is mainly based on the proof of Lemma 8.12 in [2]. Define

D ∶= {x ∈ Ω ∣ dH(x, γ.o) ≥ dH(x, o) for all γ ∈ Γ0},
then showing the set

A ∶=D⋂
⎛
⎝ ⋃
β,η∈ΛΩ(Γ0)

(β, η)
⎞
⎠
/ (⋃Hα)

is compact suffices to prove the lemma, because the subset of interest can be seen as a bundle

over A with compact fibers.

Assume the contrapositive that A is not compact, then by Lemma 7.6 there exist a un-

bounded sequence {xn} ⊂ A, and, up to taking subsequence, xn converges to some α ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0).
Since Γ0 acts geometrically finitely on ∂Ω, a is either conical or bounded parabolic.

If α is conical (in the convex domain sense), then there exists a sequence {γn} ⊂ Γ0 such

that supn≥1 dH(γn.o, [o,α)) < +∞ and γn.o converges to α. However, this would imply that

∞ = lim
n→∞

βα(o, γn.o) ∶= lim
n→∞

lim
k→∞

βxk
(o, γn.o) = lim

n→∞
lim
k→∞

dH(xk, o) − dH(xk, γn.o) ≤ 0,

which gives us a contradiction. So α has to be bounded parabolic.

By construction of A, there exists {ζn} and {ηn} in ΛΩ(Γ0) such that xn ∈ (ηn, ζn) and
xn ∉ Hα. Since Hα is convex (because Ω is a properly convex domain), the intersection

Hα ∩ (ηn, ζn) is connected. Then up to exchanging ηn and ζn, we can assume [xn, ηn) is
disjoint from the open horoball Hα. After picking subsequences, we can also assume that

ζn → ζ and ηn → η ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0).
Since α is bounded parabolic, we can also pick a diverging sequence {γn} ⊂ StabΓ0(α)

such that γnηn converges to η̄ ≠ α. This is possible because StabΓ0(α) act cocompactly on

ΛΩ(Γ0)/{α} and ηn ≠ α for infinitely many n since Hα ∩ [xn, ηn) = ∅ by construction. Note

that βα is preserved under the action of StabΓ0(α), so for all γn ∈ StabΓ0(α), we have

[γnxn, γnηn) ∩Hα = ∅.
By taking a subsequence, we can assume that γnxn converges to x ∈ Ω. We claim that x ≠ α.
If false, then [γnxn, γnηn) converges to (α, η) that’s also disjoint from Hα. This gives us a

contradiction, because (α, η) ⊂ Ω and thus has to intersect all the horoballs centered at α.

Then

∞ = lim
n→∞

dH(o, γn.o) ≤ lim
n→∞
[dH(xn, γ−1n o) + dH(γno, o) − dH(xn, o)]

= lim
n→∞
[dH(γnxn, o) + dH(γno, o) − dH(γnxn, γno)]

= ⟨x,α⟩o <∞
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where ⟨ , ⟩o is the Gromov product based at o, and it’s finite because (x,α) intersects Ω.

This gives us a contradiction and thus α can not be bounded parabolic either, so {xn} ⊂ A
is bounded, hence A is compact. □

Proof of Proposition 7.4. After having the decomposition of SΓ0Ω in Lemma 7.9, all that is

left to show is that m̄ is finite on each cusp.

For any η ∈ ΛΩ(Γ0) bounded parabolic, take the horoball Hη defined as above, and P ∶=
StabΓ0(η) ∈ P the corresponding parabolic subgroup fixing η and Hη. Let CP be a strict

fundamental domain of the action of P on Hη, that is, for any x ∈ Hη, there exists a unique

p ∈ P such that px ∈ CP . Moreover, since η is bounded parabolic, we can choose a relatively

compact strict fundamental domain F for the action of P on ΛΩ(Γ0)/{η}.
Since the ϕ-Patterson–Sullivan density µ we used to obtain the Bowen–Margulis–Sullivan

measure m has no atom [6, Proposition 9.1], we can write the measure of the quotient of the

horoball as

(7.1) m̄ (Γ0/SHη) = ∑
p,q∈P
∫
pF×qF

e−δϕϕ([ξ(x),ξ(y)]θ)dµ̄(ξ(x))dµ(ξ(y)) ⋅ ∫
(x,y)∩CP

ds.

Because m is Γ0 invariant, so is m̄, we can then rewrite the equation above as

m̄ (Γ0/SHη) = ∑
p,q∈P
∫
F×p−1qF

e−δϕϕ([ξ(x),ξ(y)]θ)dµ̄(ξ(x))dµ(ξ(y)) ⋅ ∫
(x,y)∩p−1CP

ds

= ∑
p∈P
∫
F×pF

e−δϕϕ([ξ(x),ξ(y)]θ)dµ̄(ξ(x))dµ(ξ(y)) ⋅ ∫
(x,y)∩Hη

ds,
(7.1*)

where the second equality is because CP is a strict fundamental domain for the action of P

on Hη and the action is transitive.

Geometrically, the second term in the product measures how much time the geodesic (x, y)
spends in Hη, and we show this is bounded.

Claim. There exists an open neighborhood U ⊂ Ω̄ of η such that for all ζ ∈ F , all w ∈ U , we
have [w, ζ) ∩Hη ≠ ∅
Proof of claim. Assume the claim fails, then there exists a sequence of shrinking open

neighborhoods {Un} of η such that there exist {wn ∈ Un} and {ζn ∈ F} with [wn, ζn)∩Hη = ∅.
Because F is relatively compact and Un are shrinking, ζn → ζ ∈ F̄ and wn → η. This would

then give us a contradiction because (ζ, η) would be a geodesic line that doesn’t intersect

Hη. ◇
With this neighborhood U , we can define R ∶= dH(o, ∂Hη/U) < ∞. Fix x ∈ F and y ∈ pF

such that (x, y) ∩ Hη ≠ ∅. Let a, b be the unique intersection points of (x, y) and ∂Hη

such that the ordering of them on (x, y) is x, a, b, y. By construction, [a, x) and [b, y)
are disjoint from the open horoball Hη, hence a and p−1b are not in U . We then have

dH(a, o) ≤ R,dH(p−1.b, o) = dH(b, p.o) ≤ R, and we can bound the second integral in (7.1*)

from above

∫
(x,y)∩Hη

ds ≤ 2R + dH(o, po).

We can find an open neighborhood V ∈ Ω∪∂Ω of F̄ , such that η ∉ V . Since the pair (Γ,P) is
relative hyperbolic, the Bowditch boundary ∂(Γ,P) ≃ ΛΩ(Γ0) is a compact perfect metrizable
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space, hence F̄ × (ΛΩ(Γ0)/V ) is also compact. Because ξ, ϕ, and the Gromov product are

both continuous and defined on this space, as it doesn’t contain any non transverse pair,

ϕ([ξ(x), ξ(y)]θ) is bounded on F̄ × (ΛΩ(Γ0)/V ), i.e. there exist C1,C2 such that C1 ≤
ϕ([ξ(x), ξ(y)]θ) ≤ C2 for (x, y) ∈ F̄ × (ΛΩ(Γ0)/V ) and x ≠ y, and Equation (7.1*) turns into

m̄ (Γ0/SHη) ≤ exp (−C1) ⋅ µo(F )∑
p∈P
(2R + dH(o, p.o)) ⋅ µo(pF ).

Note here that we are able to rewrite the whole sum because although e−δϕϕ([ξ(x),ξ(y)]k) is

not uniformly bounded below on F̄ × V , we can omit all the terms where (x, y) ∈ F̄ × V
by choosing the horoballs Hη in Lemma 7.9 to be small enough at the beginning so that

(x, y) ∩ Hη = ∅ and with the same geometric interpretation of the second integral, these

terms does not contribute to the sum.

Now we just have to find ways to control µo(pF ). Since F̄ and P.o ∪ {η} are disjoint

and compact, and for all x ∈ F̄ , y ∈ P.o ∪ {η}, [x, y] ∩ Ω, then there exist R′ > 0 such

that [x, y] ∩ BR′(o) ≠ ∅. This implies that F ⊂ OR′(p.o, o) for all p ∈ P , equivalently

pF ⊂ OR′(o, p.o) for all p ∈ P . Hence, applying a shadow lemma in this setting [6, Proposition

7.1], there exist a constant C such that

µo (ξ(OR′(o, p.o) ∩ΛΩ(Γ))) ≤ C ⋅ exp (−δϕϕ(κ(p)))
for all p ∈ P .

Then we have

m̄ (Γ0/SHη) ≤ C ′∑
p∈P
(2R + dH(o, p.o)) ⋅ exp (−δϕϕ(κ(p)))

with C ′ = C ⋅ exp (−C1) ⋅ µo(F ).
Theorem 10.1 in [8] states that for any ϕ ∈ a∗θ and p ∈ Γ, ϕ(κ(p)) is quasi-isometric to

dX(p, e), and thus to dH(g.o, o) by property (4) of Theorem 3.1. Up to changing some

constants, the equation above turns into

m̄ (Γ0/SHη) ≤ C ′∑
p∈P

exp{−δϕ ⋅ [ϕ(κ(p)) − ϵ0 log(ϕ(κ(p)))]}

for some ϵ0 > 0. Since the logarithm function is sublinear, then as argued before, it does not

affect the convergence of the sequence. Then the series is bounded by the Poincare series

of P , Qϕ
P (δϕ ⋅ (1 − ϵ′)) = ∑p∈P exp(δϕ ⋅ (1 − ϵ′) ⋅ ϕ(κ(p))) for all ϵ′ > 0. By Theorem 7.1 and

Corollary 7.2 in [8], there is an entropy drop of peripheral subgroups P ∈ P of the relative

pair (Γ,P), i.e. δϕ(Γ) > δϕ(P ). Then for ϵ′ small enough, Qϕ
P (δϕ(Γ) ⋅ (1 − ϵ′)) converges,

hence m̄ (Γ0/SHη) is finite. This concludes the proof of Proposition 7.4, and Theorem 7.3

follows from Theorem 6.1. □

8. A Geometric Interpretation

Let X be a higher rank symmetric space defined in Section 2 and θ a symmetric subset of

the set of simple roots. As mentioned in Section 4, the higher rank Morse lemma in [13] links

regularity of a quasi-geodesic ray to the existence of a uniform upper bound on its distance

to a certain Weyl cone. We want to generalize this result to sublinear rays with the following

property.
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Definition 8.1. A path c ∶ I → X is (q, χ) Pθ-sublinearly Morse if there exist a constant

q > 0 and a sublinear function χ such that for all s, t ∈ I and all α ∈ θ we have

α(κ(c(s)−1c(t))) ≥ q ⋅ dX(c(s), c(t)) − χ(max{dX(c(0), c(s)), dX(c(0), c(t))}).
We can show that given a Pθ-sublinearly Morse sequence {gn}, the concatenated sublinear

ray as defined in property (2) in Definition 1.2 is Pθ-sublinearly Morse.

Lemma 8.2. Let c be the (C, η̄) sublinear ray associated to {gn}, and a the constant in

property (3) of Definition 1.2. There exists η̄′ = O(η̄) such that c is (a, η̄′) Pθ-sublinearly

Morse.

Proof. Let gs, gt be such that c(s) ∈ [gs, gs+1] and c(t) ∈ [gt, gt+1]. By triangle inequality and

property (1) of the sequence gn

∣∣d∆(c(s), c(t)) − d∆(gs, gt)∣∣ ≤ 2η (max{dX(g0, gs), dX(g0, gt)}) .

This implies that there exists a constant B such that for all α ∈ θ

α(κ(c(s)−1c(t))) ≥ α(κ(g−1s gt)) −B ⋅ η (max{dX(g0, gs), dX(g0, gt)}) ,

then by property (3) of {gn} we have

α(κ(c(s)−1c(t))) ≥ a ⋅ dX(gs, gt) − (η′ +B ⋅ η) (max{dX(g0, gs), dX(g0, gt)}) .

By triangle inequality again, and the fact that η′ = O(η), we can find another sublinear

function η̄′ = O(η) such that

α(κ(c(s)−1c(t)) ≥ a ⋅ dX(c(s), c(t)) − η̄′ (max{dX(g0, gs), dX(g0, gt)})

and thus finishes the proof. □

8.1. Diamonds, Weyl cones, and Parallel Sets. In order to state our theorem precisely,

we need to define diamonds, Weyl cones, and parallel sets in X. One can view them as the

higher rank analogies of geodesic segments, rays, and paths in hyperbolic spaces.

Recall that in Section 2.2, we defined a map Uθ ∶ G → Fθ such that Uθ(g) = mgPθ. Let

U ⊂ G consist of points where Uθ is uniquely defined, i.e. for all g ∈ U and α ∈ θ, α(κ(g)) > 0.

Definition 8.3. A Weyl cone associated to some ζ ∈ Fθ with tip at g ∈ X, denoted by

V (g, ζ), is defined as

V (g, ζ) ∶= {h ∈X ∣ g−1h ∈ U and Uθ(g−1h) = ζ}.
We can also define a parallel set in X associated to a pair of opposite flags. A pair of flags

(ζ+, ζ−) ∈ Fθ × Fθ is opposite if there exists g ∈ G such that (ζ+, ζ−) = (gPθ, gP
opp
θ ). For a+θ

as defined in Section 2.1, let H ∈ a+θ , then we obtain a bi-infinite geodesic l ∶ (−∞,∞) → X

of the form

l(t) = g exp(tH).
We will use l(±∞) to denote the points that Uθ(l(t)) converges to in Fθ as t→ ±∞.

For a pair of opposite flags (ζ+, ζ−), we can define the parallel set associated to it. Let l

be the bi-infinite geodesic as above.
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Definition 8.4. A parallel set associated to (ζ+, ζ−), denoted by P (ζ+, ζ−), is defined to be

the union of all maximal flats in X that contains l.

Definition 8.5. For any x ≠ y ∈ X with x−1y ∈ U , we can define the diamond with tips at

x and y, denoted by ◇(x, y), to be the collection of points z ∈ X such that Uθ(z−1x) and
Uθ(z−1y) are opposite.

Remark 8.6. In Kapovich–Leeb–Porti [13], the diamonds, Weyl cones, and parallel sets are

defined using the spherical building structure on ∂∞X, the visual boundary of X. By fixing

a spherical model apartment in ∂∞X and a model chamber σmod in this apartment defined

with respect to the Weyl group action, they construct a type map θtype ∶ ∂∞X → σmod. Since

the G-orbit of a point in ∂∞X intersects the model chamber σ exactly once, the type map

θtype is well defined.

For any face τ ∈ σmod, they defined the open stars in σmod associated to τ to be the union of

all open faces in σmod whose closure contains τmod. If we pick τmod defined by the intersection

of the reflection hyperplanes for all β ∉ θ, the connected components of the pre-image of the

open star of τmod under θtype one to one correspond to the visual boundary of pre-image of

ζ under Uθ(⋅) for all ζ ∈ Fθ. To abuse notation, we will use ζ to denote both the element in

Fθ and the simplex in the corresponding connected component with type τmod. With this

identification, one can show that our definitions of diamonds, Weyl cones, and parallel sets

agree with those in [13].

Moreover, regularity of a geodesic segment [x, y] in [13] means x−1y ∈ U , and uniform

regularity translates to there exist c > 0 such that for all α ∈ θ
α(κ(x−1y))
dX(x, y)

> c.

we will use c−regular to describe segments that satisfy the above inequality.

8.2. Asymptotic Cones. Another major tool used by Kapovich–Leeb–Porti in [13] is the

asymptotic cone of symmetric spaces. We only introduce here the basic construction and

properties of the asymptotic cone we need to prove Theorem 8.8. We refer the reader to

Sections 2.7 and 3.9 in [13] for a thorough discussion on the object.

Let ω be a non-principal ultrafilter on the set of natural numbers N. Let λn be a sequence

of positive numbers whose ω-lim is 0. Let ⋆n be a sequence of points in X. Then we can

define asymptotic cone of X, denoted by Xω, with respect to ⋆n and λn to be the ultralimit

of the sequence of pointed spaces (X,⋆n) equipped with a distance function defined as

dn = λndX .

A theorem of Kleiner–Leeb [16, Chapter 5] says that Xω is a Euclidean building of the

same rank and type as the original symmetric space X. Let F = ω-limn λnFn, where Fn are

the maximal flats in Xn associated to the Cartan subalgebra. F is a maximal flat in Xω

based at eω, then we can define a “Cartan projection” κω from Xω to the tangent space of

F based at eω where for all x = (xn), y = (yn) ∈Xω,

κω(x−1y) ∶= ω-limλnκ(x−1n yn).
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With κω we can analogously define a subset Uω ⊂Xω such that x = (xn) ∈ Uω if for all α ∈ θ
α(κω(x)) = ω-lim

n
α(λnκ(xn)) > 0.

The following proposition shows that if we have a sequence of (q, χ1) Pθ-sublinear (k,χ2)-
sublinear rays cn such that cn(0) = ⋆n, then the rescaled path λncn where

λncn(t) ∶= cn(λ−1n t)
ultraconverge to a bilipschitz ray cω ∶= ω-limn λncn in Xω with some regularity.

Proposition 8.7. The ultralimit cω is a k-bilipschitz ray and satisfies the following: for all

0 ≤ s < r <∞, the geodesic segment [cω(s), cω(r)] is q-regular, i.e. for all α ∈ θ
α(κω(cω(s)−1cω(r))) ≥ q ⋅ dω(cω(s), cω(r)).

Proof. First we show cω is k-bilipschitz. Let sn < rn ∈ [0,∞) be such that

s = ω-limλnsn and r = ω-limλnrn,

then

dω(cω(s), cω(r)) = ω-lim
n

dn(cn(sn), cn(rn))
and because each cn is a (k,χ2)-sublinear ray,

λn ⋅ [
1

k
(rn − sn) − χ2(rn)] ≤ dn(cn(sn), cn(rn)) ≤ λn ⋅ [k(rn − sn) + χ2(rn)] .

Since r > 0, rn →∞. Then for arbitrary ε > 0, we can find n large such that

λn ⋅ [
1

k
(rn − sn) − εrn] ≤ dn(cn(sn), cn(rn)) ≤ λn ⋅ [k(rn − sn) + εrn] .

Taking the ultralimit of the inequalities above gives

1

k
(r − s) − εr ≤ dω(cω(s), cω(r)) ≤ k(r − s) + εr.

Since this equation hold for all ε, we get the desired bi-Lipschitz inequality.

The second assertion is equivalent to say that cω is a uniformly regular ray in Xω in the

sense of Kapovich–Leeb–Porti [13]. We rewrite the singular values to be

(8.1) α(κω(cω(s)−1cω(r))) = ω-lim
n

α(λnκ(cn(sn)−1cn(rn))).

Since cn are all (q, χ1) Pθ-sublinearly Morse, we have for all α ∈ θ
α(κ(cn(sn)−1cn(rn))) ≥ q ⋅ dX(cn(sn), cn(rn)) − χ1(dX(e, cn(rn))).

Plug this into (8.1) gives

α(κω(cω(s)−1cω(r))) ≥ ω-lim
n

λn [q ⋅ dX(cn(sn), cn(rn)) − χ1(dX(e, cn(rn)))]
≥ ω-lim

n
λn [q ⋅ dX(cn(sn), cn(rn)) − χ1(qrn + χ2(rn))] .

Again, since rn →∞, we have

α(κω(cω(s)−1cω(r))) ≥ ω-lim
n

λn(q ⋅ dX(cn(sn), cn(rn)) − εrn)
= q ⋅ dω(cω(s), cω(r)) − εr

for all ε > 0, hence the proposition follows. □
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8.3. sublinearly Morse Lemma. Before we can state our sublinearly Morse lemma for

Pθ-sublinearly Morse sublinear rays in X, we need to show any Pθ-sublinearly Morse ray

converges to a unique point in the flag manifold.

Let c ∶ [0,∞)→X be a Pθ-sublinearly Morse (k,χ2)-sublinear ray. Adapting the proof of

Theorem 5.1 by picking a sequence of points c(tn) with t0 = 0 on c with

dX(c(tn), c(tn+1)) ≤ χ2(dX(c(0), c(tn))) and ∣tn − tn+1∣ > C > 0,
we can show that Uθ(c(0)−1c(tn)) flag converges to a unique point ζ ∈ Fθ. Similarly one can

show that for all s ∈ [tn, tn+1], Uθ(c(0)−1c(s)) is arbitrarily close to Uθ(c(0)−1c(tn)) as n goes

to infinity. Hence, Uθ(c(t))→ ζ.

Theorem 8.8 (sublinearly Morse Lemma). Suppose c is a (q, χ1)-Pθ-sublinearly Morse

(k,χ2)-sublinear ray, let ζ ∈ Fθ be the unique limit point of Uθ(c(t)). Then there exists a

sublinear function η ∶= η(q, χ1, k, χ2) such that the image of c is contained in the η-sublinear

neighborhood of V ∶= V (c(0), ζ) defined as

Nη(V ) ∶= {x ∈X ∣ dX(x,V ) ≤ η(dX(c(0), x))}

We will prove the theorem by the following stronger statement.

Lemma 8.9. There exists a sublinear function η′ ∶= η′(q, k, χ1, χ2) such that for all a ∈ [0,∞)
we have for all t ∈ [0, a]

dX(c(t),◇(c(0), c(a))) ≤ η′(dX(c(0), c(a))).

Proof. We prove this claim by contradiction. Assume that there exists a sequence of (q, χ1)-
Pθ-sublinearly Morse (k,χ2)-sublinear rays cn ∶ [0,∞)→X (note that cn are not necessarily

distinct) such that there exist an ∈ [0,∞) with
max
t∈[0,an]

{dX(cn(t),◇(cn(0), cn(an)))} =Dn

and Dn → ∞ as n → ∞, and there exist tn ∈ (0, an) =∶ In such that cn(tn) realizes the

maximum above, and

lim inf
n→∞

Dn

dX(cn(tn), cn(0))
=m > 0.

Because cn are (k,χ2) sublinear rays, we have

lim inf
n→∞

Dn

1
k tn − χ2(tn)

≥ lim inf
n→∞

Dn

dX(cn(tn), cn(0))
=m > 0,

and since tn →∞, we can rewrite the left hand side and get

(8.2) lim inf
n→∞

Dn

tn
≥ k ⋅m > 0.

Without loss of generality, we can assume that for all n

cn(0) = e and lim
t→∞

Uθ(cn(t)) = ζ ∈ Fθ.

This can be done because G acts transitively onX and Fθ, and Pθ−sublinearly Morseness and

sublinear rays are preserved under this action. Let ◇n ∶=◇(e, cn(an)), then by construction

cn(In) ⊂ NDn(◇n) but cn(In) /⊂ N(1−ε)Dn(◇n)
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for any ε > 0.
Also, for n large enough, dX(e, cn(an)) ≥ 1

kan − χ2(an) → ∞. Then the geodesic segment

[e, cn(an)] is in U since

α(κ(cn(an))) ≥ q ⋅ dX(e, cn(an)) − χ1(dX(e, cn(an)))
≥ (q − ε) ⋅ dX(e, cn(an))

(8.3)

for all α ∈ θ Note that this shows that [e, cn(an))] are uniform regular in the sense of

Kapovich–Leeb–Porti for n large. Then the pairs of flags

(Uθ(cn(an)), Uθ(cn(an)−1)) =∶ (ζ+n , ζ−n)
is well defined and opposite for n large. Each ◇n is embedded in the parallel set P (ζ+n , ζ−n) =∶
Pn.

Pick λn = D−1n , we obtain a asymptotic cone Xω. Then the paths cn are rescaled to

D−1n cn ∶D−1n In →Xn. Passing to the ultralimit we get a path cω ∶ Iω →Xω such that

cω(s) ∶= (D−1n cn(sn))
for s ∶= ω-limnD−1n sn, and Iω ∶= [0, aω] ∩R with aω ∶= ω-limnD−1n an. According to Equation

(8.2), there exist tω <∞ in Iω such that tω ∶= ω-limnD−1n tn.

The parallel sets Pn ultraconverge to a parallel set in Xω, i.e.

Pω ∶= ω-lim
n

D−1n Pn

exists [13, Lemma 3.81]. Since ζ±n = Uθ(cn(an)±) are opposite, let ln be geodesic lines such

that ln(±∞) ∈ ζ±n . Note that ln ultraconverge to a geodesic line lω ⊂ Pω, and lω(±∞) =∶ ζ±ω is

a pair of opposite flags of type τmod that defines Pω. Moreover,

◇ω ∶= ω-lim
n

D−1n ◇n

is contained in Pω as a convex closed subset. Note that ◇ω is not always a diamond in Xω.

By construction

(8.4) cω ⊂ N1(◇ω) but cω /⊂◇ω.

By Proposition 8.7, cω is a bilipschitz regular path in the definition of Kapovich–Leeb–

Porti. Then Lemma 5.22 in [13] implies

cω ⊂◇ω.

We have a contradiction. □

Proof of Theorem 8.8. Since Uθ(c(t)) flag converges to ζ as t→∞, the truncated Weyl cones

Hausdorff converge [13, Lemma 3.65], i.e. for all R > 0
dHaus (V (e,Uθ(c(t))) ∩ B̄R(e), V (e, ζ) ∩ B̄R(e))→ 0

as t→∞.

Let c̄ be the projection of c to the Weyl cone V (e, ζ), and for all t ∈ [0,∞) let ct
be the projection of c([0, t]) to V (e,Uθ(c(t))). Fix an arbitrary s ∈ [0,∞), let Rs ∶=
max{dX(ct(s), e), dX(c̄(s), e)}. Then for ε > 0 we can find ts large enough such that

dHaus (V (e,Uθ(c(ts))) ∩ B̄Rs(e), V (e, ζ) ∩ B̄Rs(e)) < ε.
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Then

dX(c(s), V (e, ζ)) ≤ dX(c(s), V (e,Uθ(c(ts)))) + ε.
Since ◇(e, c(ts)) ⊂ V (e,Uθ(c(ts))), Lemma 8.9 implies

dX(c(s), V (e, ζ)) ≤ η′(dX(e, c(s))) + ε.

Because we chose s arbitrarily, and η(⋅) ∶= η′(⋅) + ε is again a sublinear function, we then

have for all s ∈ [0,∞)
c(s) ∈ Nη(V (e, ζ)),

and this concludes the proof of Theorem 8.8. □

Corollary 8.10. Let {gn} ⊂ G be a Pθ-sublinearly Morse sequence, and let ζ = limn→∞Uθ(gn) ∈
Fθ be its limit point. Then there exist a sublinear function τ such that for all n,

dX(gn, V (g0, ζ)) ≤ τ(dX(g0, gn)).

Proof. The corollary follows directly from Lemma 8.2 and Theorem 8.8. □
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