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Abstract

Given a geometrically finite hyperbolic cone-manifold, with the cone-singularity suffi-
ciently short, we construct a one parameter family of cone-manifolds decreasing the
cone angle to zero. We also control the geometry of this one parameter family via the
Schwarzian derivative of the projective boundary and the length of closed geodesics.

With his hyperbolic Dehn surgery theorem and later the orbifold theorem, Thurston
demonstrated the power of using hyperbolic cone-manifolds to understand complete, non-
singular hyperbolic 3-manifolds. Hodgson and Kerckhoff introduced analytic techniques to
the study of cone-manifolds that they have used to prove deep results about finite volume
hyperbolic 3-manifolds. In this paper we use Hodgson and Kerckhoff’s techniques to study
infinite volume hyperbolic 3-manifolds. The results we will develop have many applica-
tions: Bers’ density conjecture, the density of cusps on the boundary of quasi-conformal
deformations spaces and for constructing type preserving sequences of Kleinian groups.

The simplest example of the problem we will study is the following: Let M be a hy-
perbolic 3-manifold and ¢ a simple closed geodesic in M. Then the topological manifold
M \¢, also has a complete hyperbolic metric which we call M. How does the geometry of M
compare to that of M? Before attempting to answer such a question we need to note that
if M has infinite volume the hyperbolic structure will not be unique. If we do not make
further restrictions on the choice of M then there is no reason to expect that M and M
will be geometrically close. If M is convex co-compact there is a natural choice to make for
M. Namely M is compactified by a conformal structure X. We then choose M to be the
unique geometrically finite hyperbolic structure on M\c¢ with conformal boundary X.

We can now return to our question: How do the geometry of M and M compare? We
will quantify this question in two ways. We will measure the length of geodesics in M and
M and we will measure the geometry of the ends of M and M by bounding the distance
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between the projective structures on their boundaries. What we will see is that the change
in geometry is bounded by the length of the geodesic ¢ in the original manifold M.

Results of this type were first obtained by McMullen [Md], in the case of a quasifuchsian
manifold, where the geodesic ¢ is also short on a component of the conformal boundary.
This work has been extended to arbitrary geometrically finite manifolds by Canary, Culler,
Hersonsky and Shalen [[CCHY]. Their techniques are entirely different then ours and one
goal of this paper is to give new proofs of their estimates. These estimates are a key step
in proving the density of cusps in the boundary of quasiconformal deformation spaces of
hyperbolic 3-manifolds.

Our original motivation was another application, the density conjecture. In [Brl]] we
construct a family of quasifuchsian cone-manifolds, with cone angle 47, approximating any
singly degenerate hyperbolic manifold with arbitrarily short geodesics. The estimates de-
veloped here imply that the quasifuchsian cone-manifolds are geometrically close to smooth
quasifuchsian manifolds which will approximate the degenerate manifold. This is a special
case of the Bers’ density conjecture.

In joint work with Brock we extend the results of this paper. In particular we show
that there is a diffeomorphism from M\c to M that is bi-Lipschitz outside of a tubular
neighborhood of ¢ where the bi-Lipschitz constant is bounded by a constant depending only
on the length of the ¢. Using this result we are able to prove the density conjecture for all
freely indecomposable Kleinian groups without parabolics.

Another question is the following: Assume I' is a Kleinian group and I'; is a sequence
of geometrically finite Kleinian groups such that I'; — I, algebraically. Does there exist
a type preserving sequence I'; of geometrically finite groups also converging to I'? Here
type preserving means that if elements 7; converge to v then + is parabolic if and only
if the ~; are parabolic. In joint work with Brock, Evans and Souto [BBEJ we show that
the answer to the question is yes and the type preserving sequence can be constructed by
pinching the short geodesics in the I'; to cusps. The estimates developed here and extended
in [BB] can then be used to show that the new sequence has the same limit. This question
is important because in many cases the work of Anderson-Canary [ACI], implies that
type preserving sequences are strong. Work of Evans [Ev], expanding on work of Canary-
Minsky [CM] then implies that the limit is tame.

The starting point for this paper is the local parameterization of hyperbolic cone-
manifolds developed by Hodgson and Kerckhoff for finite volume manifolds in [HKI] and
[HK3] and extended to geometrically finite cone-manifolds in [BrJ]. These local results tell
us that we can make a small decrease in the cone angle. To decrease the cone angle to zero
we need to ensure that there are no degenerations. There are three possible types of degen-
erations that need to be avoided. First, we need to make sure that the cone-singularity does
not develop a point of self intersection. Second we must show that there is a lower bound
for the injectivity radius of the cone-manifold. Finally the geometry of the geometrically
finite ends must be controlled. The first two problems are taken care of by work of Hodgson



and Kerckhoff. It is the last problem that is the main work of this paper.

We now outline the remainder of the paper.

In §1 we make enough definitions to state our main theorems.

In §2 we review background material on projective structures, hyperbolic cone-manifolds
and deformations thereof.

In §3 we describe some of Hodgson and Kerckhoff’s results on tubes in cone-manifolds. In
particular, they derive estimates on the radius of embedded tubes about the cone-singularity.
We also use these ideas to show that embedded hyperbolic half spaces are disjoint from these
tubular neighborhoods of the cone-singularity.

In §4 we use the analytic deformation theory of cone-manifolds to control the length of
geodesics as the cone angle decreases. Again the key estimates are work of Hodgson and
Kerckhoff.

65 is the heart of the paper. In this section we show that the L?-norm of the cone-
manifold deformation bounds the change in projective structure. We first do this for a
hyperbolic half space and then use the work from §3 to find a large embedded half space
in each geometrically finite end which allows us to globally bound the deformation of the
entire projective structure.

The final step is to understand the geometric limit of a sequence of cone-manifolds. Our
approach is essentially the same as in [HK4] although a bit of extra care is need to take
care of the geometrically finite ends.

Although all the results of this paper hold for manifolds with rank two cusps they are,
as is often the case, an annoyance and distraction from the main line of argument. For this
reason we defer the discussion of rank two cusps until §7 where we show how the L2-norm
bounds control the shape of the cusp. We then outline how this result can be used to finish
the proof of the main theorems for manifolds with rank two cusps.

In §8 we derive the estimates of McMullen and Canary et. al. mentioned above.

In the appendix we recount mean value theorems for harmonic vector and strain fields
that Hodgson and Kerckhoff proved in an early version of [HK4).
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Kerckhoff on hyperbolic cone-manifolds. Their analysis of harmonic forms in a neighborhood
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I'd also like to thank Jeff Brock who originally suggested to me that cone-manifolds
could be used to measure the effect of drilling a short geodesics in hyperbolic 3-manifolds.

Much of the work in this paper was done while I was a post-doc at the University of
Michigan. I would like to thank the department for its hospitality.



1 Geometrically finite hyperbolic cone-manifolds

Before we state the main theorems we need to define the main object of study, geometri-
cally finite hyperbolic cone-manifolds. Let N be a compact, differentiable, 3-manifold with
boundary, C a collection of simple closed curves in the interior of N and let M be the
interior of N\C. A hyperbolic cone-metric is a complete metric g on the interior of N that
restricts to a Riemannian metric with constant sectional curvature equal to —1 on M; i.e.
a hyperbolic metric. At all components ¢ of C the metric will be singular; in cylindrical
coordinates (r, 6, z) the metric will locally have the form

dr? + sinh? rd6? + cosh? rdz>

where 6 is measured modulo the cone-angle «. In this coordinate system the singular locus
will be identified with the z-axis. Note that the cone angle will be constant along each
component of the cone singularity. R

A complex projective structure on a surface is an atlas of charts to C with transition maps
Mobius transformations. A hyperbolic cone-metric g is geometrically finite without rank one
cusps if it extends to a projective structure on the non-toroidal components dgN of ON. To
state this more precisely we recall that hyperbolic 3-space H? is naturally compactified by
the Riemann sphere C. Then g is geometrically finite if each p € 9N has a neighborhood
Vin N and a map ¢ : V — H?® U C such that ¢ restricted V Nint N is an isometry into
H? and ¢ restricted to V N 9y N defines an atlas for a projective structure on dyN. As we
will not discuss rank one cusps in this paper (except briefly in §8) we simply refer to such
metrics as geometrically finite.

A projective structure on a surface S also determines a conformal structure on S. More-
over, for a fixed conformal structure there will be many projective structures. We will often
need to distinguish between the projective boundary and conformal boundary of a geomet-
rically finite hyperbolic manifold.

If ON contains a torus T the behavior near infinity is different. A neighborhood of
T in M will be foliated by Euclidean tori of a fixed conformal class with area decreasing
exponentially as the tori exit the end. Such a neighborhood is a rank two cusp. More
explicitly every rank two cusp is the quotient of a subspace of H? (in the upper half space
model) of the form {(z,t)|t > to} by parabolic isometries z — z + 1 and z — z + 7 where
Im7 > 0. Note that 7 is the Teichmiiller parameter of the tori that foliate the cusp.

As we mentioned in the introduction we will postpone discussion of rank two cusps
whenever possible. However they cannot be completely avoided because as the cone angle
limits to zero a tubular neighborhood of the cone singularity will limit geometrically to
a cusp. For this reason it is natural to think of a rank two cusp as a cone singularity
with cone angle zero. This is of particular importance for the local parameterization for
cone-manifolds that we are about to state.



Let GF(N,C) be the space of geometrically finite hyperbolic cone-metrics on the interior
of N with cone singularity C and assume GF(N,C) has the compact-C> topology. Then
GF(N,C) will be GF(N,C) modulo diffeomorphisms which are isotopic to the identity and
that fix each component of C. An equivalence class of metrics [g] € GF(N,C) assigns to
each component of C a cone angle and to JyN a conformal structure in the Teichmiiller
space T'(OyN). If C has n components there is a map

U :GF(N,C) — [0,00)" x T(0gN)

with U([g]) = (a1,...,an,X) where «; is the cone-angle of the ith component of C and
X is the conformal boundary. Note that as we discussed in the previous paragraph we
have allowed the possibility for the cone angle to be zero in which case the cone singularity
becomes a rank two cusp. We then have the following local parameterization:

Theorem 1.1 ([HK1]], [HK3J], [Brd]) Let [g] € GF(N,C) be a geometrically finite hy-

perbolic cone-metric. Suppose the tube radius of the cone singularity is > sinh™* (%)

Then ¥ is a local homeomorphism at [g].

Remark. Hodgson and Kerckhoff first proved Theorem [ for finite volume cone-
manifolds with all cone angles < 27 without the restriction on the tube radius ([HKI]).
More recently they have announced that the parameterization holds with the tube radius
condition we give here ([HK2, HK3]). (When the cone angle is zero the tube radius is
infinite and the result holds.) The parameterization was extended to geometrically finite
cone-manifolds in [Brd].

Although it is not necessary we simplify our notation by assuming that all the cone
angles are equal to a single cone angle . By Theorem [.1] there is a neighborhood V' of
W(g) where W is invertible. Let [g¢] = V=YV N (t,...,t, X)) with [g] = [ga]-

We set notation that we will use throughout the remainder of the paper. Let M; =
(M, g;) be the one-parameter family of hyperbolic cone-manifolds coming from the cone-
metrics [g;]. Although the conformal boundary is a fixed conformal structure X, the pro-
jective boundary will change. Let ¥; denote the projective boundary of M;. We label
the connected components of the conformal boundary X', ..., X* and the corresponding
components of the projective boundary X}, ..., SF.

If v is a simple closed curve in M then £,(g) = L+(g) +10,(g) is the complex length of
the geodesic representative (if it exists) of v in (M, g) where L,(g) is the length of v and
©,(g) is the twisting. Note that ©,(g) is defined modulo the cone angle if 7 is a component
of the cone singularity and modulo 27 if v is a smooth geodesic. For the one parameter
family of metrics g; we simplify notation and write the complex length L, (t). We also
simplify notation by setting L¢(t) = Cchc(t).

We now state our first main result:



Theorem 1.2 Let M, € GF(N,C) be a geometrically finite hyperbolic cone-metric with
cone angle . Suppose the tube radius of the cone singularity is > sinh™' v/2. Then there
exists an ly depending only on a such that if L.(«) < €y for all ¢ € C then the one parameter
family of cone-manifolds My € GF(N,C) is defined for all t < a.

Remark. The lower bound on the tube radius is not essential. If we eliminate the lower
bound on the tube radius the theorem still holds although ¢y will then depend on both the
cone angle and the tube radius of the cone singularity. We have chosen a fixed tube radius
to simplify the exposition.

In our next result we control the geometry of the geometrically finite ends as the cone
angle decreases. In particular we will measure the distance between the projective bound-
aries of M, and M;. This distance is defined in the next section. We also note that || ||o
is the distance between Y and the unique Fuchsian projective structure with conformal
structure X*. This is also defined in the next section.

Theorem 1.3 There exists a C depending only on «, the injectivity radius of the unique
hyperbolic metric on X* and |3 || such that

d(h,54) < CLe(a)
forallt < a.

We can also control the complex length of geodesics in M.

Theorem 1.4 For each L > 0 there exists an € > 0 and A > 0 such that if v is a simple
closed curve in M with L,(a)) < L and L.(c) < € for all ¢ € C then

AL () < Ly(t) < eMe@ L (a)

and
(1= ALc(0)04(a) < O4(t) < (1 + ALc(@))O(c)
forallt < a.

We note that Theorems and [[.4 are proved before Theorem [[.9 at least for all t < «
where M; is known to exist. In fact these results are used in the proof of Theorem [.3.

2 Deforming (PSL,C, X)-structures

Although there is a very general theory of (G, X)-structures, for simplicity ‘we will restrict
to (PSLoC, X)-structures here. In fact for our purposes X will either be C or H®. Then
a (PSLsC, X)-structure on a manifold is an atlas of charts to X with transition maps in



PSLyC; i.e. either a projective or hyperbolic structure. We use the (PSLyC, X) notation
simply so that we can develop together the common elements of the deformation theory of
projective and hyperbolic structures.

An equivalent way to define a (PSLoC, X)-structure is through a developing map and
holonomy representation. A developing map D is a local diffeomorphism from the universal
cover M to X that commutes with a holonomy representation p : 7y (M) — PSLoC. That
is

D(y(z)) = p(7)(D(x)) (2.1)
for all v € (M) and z € M.

Let D(M) be the space of developing maps for M which we topologize with the compact-
C topology. We also define an equivalence relation for developing maps. We say D1 ~ Do
if there exists a diffeomorphism ¢ : M — M isotopic to the identity and element o €
PSLsC such that Dy = a0 Dy 01). Let D(M) be the quotient space D(M)/ ~.

To study one-parameter families of (PSL2C, X)-structures we need to make a defini-
tion about vector fields on X and M. We say a vector field v on X is geometric if the
homeomorphisms in the one-parameter flow it defines are elements of PSLoC. As is well
known the space of geometric vector fields is the Lie algebra sloC. Geometric vector fields
are analytic in the sense that any geometric vector field is determined uniquely by its germ
at a single point. If M has a (PSLyC, X)-structure then a vector field v on M is geometric
if for every chart ¢, ¢,v is geometric.

A one-parameter family M; of (PSLsC, X)-structures on M can be defined through a
one parameter family of developing maps D; and holonomy representations p;. By taking
the derivative of D; we can define a family of vector fields v; on the universal covers M,.
More precisely, if z is a point in M then D;(x) is a smooth path in X. The derivative D (x)
will be a tangent vector to the path at D;(z). We pull back this tangent vector to T, M via
D, to define the vector field v; at x.

Although these vector fields are defined on the differentiable manifold M the vector field
vy has a special automorphic property in the (PSLyC, X)-structure on M;. Explicitly, by
differentiating (R.1) we see that for each v € m (M) the vector field v — y,v is a geometric
on M;. We say that any vector field that satisfies this relationship is automorphic. To see
how an automorphic vector field describes the infinitesimal change in geometry we need to
discuss projective structures and hyperbolic structures separately.

2.1 Projective structures

A projective structure on a surface S is a (PSLQ(C,@)—structure. As we noted when we
first defined projective structures a projective structure also defines a conformal structure
on S and a fixed conformal structure X will have many distinct projective structures. We
let P(X) denote the space of projective structures on S with conformal structure X. P(X)
inherits a topology as a subspace of the space of developing maps D(S). We will only be



interested in projective structure deformations contained in P(X). This greatly simplifies
the theory.

The objects that distinguish different projective structures in P(X) are holomorphic
quadratic differentials. In a local, conformal chart for X a holomorphic quadratic differential
® has the form ®(2) = ¢(z)dz? where ¢ is a holomorphic function. On this local chart a
conformal metric is determined by a positive, real valued function o and has the form
o(2)?dzdz. On a Riemann surface there is at most one complete, conformal hyperbolic
metric and this will always be the metric we will use. In particular if ¢ is the hyperbolic
metric on X then |®(2)||x = 0 2|¢(2)| is a well defined function on S which we define to
be the point-wise norm of & with respect to the o metric. When it is clear which conformal
structure is determining the metric we will drop the subscript and write the norm ||®(z)]|.

Our first construction of a holomorphic quadratic differential will come from a conformal
vector field v on a projective structure X. In a local chart, v has the form v(z) = f (z)%.
Since v is conformal, f is a holomorphic function. The Schwarzian derivative Sv of v is a
quadratic differential defined in a local projective chart by

Sv(2) = fo.z(2)d2?.

Note that this will only be a well defined quadratic differential if the derivative of f is taken
in projective charts. If it is taken in an arbitrary conformal chart the equation will not
define a quadratic differential. For projective structures a geometric vector field is usually
called projective. As is well known v will be projective if and only if f(z) is a quadratic
polynomial in z. In particular, if Sv = 0 if and only if v is a projective vector field. The
flow of a projective field preserves the projective structure so the Schwarzian measures the
infinitesimal change in projective structure.

Note that there are no global conformal vector fields on a closed Riemann surface of
genus > 1. The conformal vector fields we will be interested in are automorphic vector fields
v on the universal cover ¥ of our projective structure 3. Then Sv will be a holomorphic
quadratic differential on . However, by the automorphic property Sv will be equivariant
and descend to a quadratic differential on X.

The second holomorphic quadratic differential we will construct will measure the dis-
tance between two projective structures ¥y and ¥; in P(X). There is an obvious map f
between ¥y and X1, namely the unique conformal map. It is the existence of this map
that simplifies the deformation theory of projective structures in P(X). The Schwarzian
derivative of f, defined using projective charts for 3y and X1, is the quadratic differential

fzz) 1 <fzz>2 2

Sf= <— ——| == dz 2.2
[ ). 2\7 (22)
Again we must use projective charts for this equation to give a well defined quadratic
differential.



Conversely given any projective structure ¥y € P(X) and any holomorphic quadratic
differential ® on X, there exists a unique projective structure ¥; in P(X) such that ® = Sf.
In particular, after fixing ¥y as a basepoint there is a canonical isomorphism from P(X)
to Q(X), the space of holomorphic quadratic differentials on X. The space Q(X) is a
finite dimensional vector space. The L®-norm on quadratic differentials makes Q(X) a
normed vector space. The identification of P(X) with Q(X) gives P(X) a euclidean metric
which will not depend on the choice of basepoint. In this metric the distance between two
projective structures Xy and X; will be d(Xo, X1) = ||Sf]|co-

A projective structure is Fuchsian if its developing map is a homeomorphism onto a
round disk in C. The uniformization theorem implies that there is a unique Fuchsian
projective structure in P(X). As we will frequently need to know the distance between an
arbitrary projective structure ¥ € P(X) and the unique Fuchsian element X we define
I2]eo = d(S, S).

A vector space is its own tangent space so the derivative of a smooth path 3, in P(X) =
Q(X) will give also be smooth path of holomorphic quadratic differentials ®; on X. To see
this more explicity we let X be the universal cover of the conformal structure X and choose
conformal developing maps D; : X —» C. The vector fields v; obtained by differentiating
D, will be conformal and automorphic on ¥, therefore Sv; will be a holomorphic quadratic
differential on X. By noting that on suitably chosen local charts f; = D; o D 1 and
differentiating (R.4) we see that Sv; is exactly ®;. This implies the following proposition:

Proposition 2.1 The length of a smooth path, ¥; with a <t < b, in P(X) is

b
/ 10, odt.

For a family of hyperbolic structures there is no obvious choice of maps between the struc-
tures that plays the role of the conformal map in the deformation theory of projective
structures. However, recent work has show that there is a canonical choice of an automor-
phic vector field describing an infinitesimal deformation of the hyperbolic structure. We
describe this in more detail below. Our review will be brief. See [HKJ] for more details.
Assume M has a fixed hyperbolic metric coming from a developing map D with holon-
omy p. In hyperbolic space a geometric vector field is an infinitesimal isometry or Killing
field. Let E and E be the bundles over M and M, respectively, of germs of Killing fields.
For M the developing map identifies germs of Killing fields at a point in M with a Killing
field on H® so E has a global product structure, i.e. E = M X sloC. Then F is the quotient
of E by the action of 7(M) where the action on the first factor is by deck transformations
and on the second by the holonomy representation. The product structure on E defines
a flat connection which descends to the quotient E. This flat connection has a covariant

2.2 Hyperbolic structures



derivative d which we use to define the deRham cohomology groups H*(M; E). As we shall
see next, an automorphic vector field on M determines a cohomology class in H YM;E).

Given a vector field v on M (or M) the canonical lift s of v is the section of E (or E)
determined by the relationship that s(p) is the unique Killing field that agrees with v at p
and whose curl agrees with the curl of v at p. If a section s of E is the canonical lift of an
automorphic vector field on M then s — v«8 will be a constant section. Therefore w = ds
will descend to a closed E-valued 1-form on M which determines a cohomology class in
HY (M;E).

A smooth path of developing maps D; in D(M) defines an automorphic vector field in
the following way. Let z be a point in M. Then D;(z) is a smooth path in H3. Let v;(z) be
the pull back of the tangent vector at the point D;(x) of this path by the developing map
D,. This defines a one parameter family of vector fields on M. On the hyperbolic structure
My defined by the developing map D; the vector field v; will be automorphic.

If we let s; be the canonical lift of v; then w; = ds; is a family of E;-valued 1-forms.
Furthermore if the paths Dy and Dj are equivalent in D (M) the w; and w; will be cohomol-
ogous. Therefore the derivative of a path in D(M) is a one parameter family of cohomology
classes in H'(M;; Ey). This cohomology class plays the role of the holomorphic quadratic
differential in the study of projective structures.

For many calculations we will take advantage of the complex structure on E. In partic-
ular, the Lie algebra sloC has a complex structure that can be interpreted geometrically. If
v is a Killing field on H? then curlwv is also a Killing field and curlcurlv = —v. Therefore
taking the curl of v is equivalent to multiplying by 2. For a section s of E this leads us to
define 1s by the relationship 2s(p) = curl(s(p)). We make a similar definition for E-valued
n-forms. A section s of E is real if the Killing field 2s(p) is zero at p, while s is imaginary
if s(p) is zero at p. Every section s has a unique decomposition into a real section Res
and an imaginary section Ims. A real section determines a vector field by the formula
v(p) = (s(p))(p) and vice versa. If s is an imaginary section then s is a real section so the
formula v(p) = (1s(p))(p) also identifies each imaginary section with a vector field. Return-
ing to a general section s we have a map s — (Res,Ims). If we view both Re s and Im s as
vector fields this defines an isomorphism E — T'M @ T M. The canonical lift of a vector
field v is then (v, — curlv) under this isomorphism.

This identification of E with TM & TM gives E a natural metric; we simply use the
hyperbolic metric on each copy of T'M. This metric defines an isomorphism from FE to the
dual bundle E*. For an E-valued k-form o we let of be the image of a in E* under this
isomorphism while if « is an F*-valued k-form we let o be the image of o under the inverse
of the isomorphism. The bundle E* has a flat connection d* and we define da = (d*af)".
The formal adjoint for d defined on k-forms is § = (—1)* % 9 where * is the Hodge star
operator. We also define the Laplacian A = dd + dd.

In §1 of [HKI] there are explicit formulas for d and ¢ in local coordinates in terms of
the Riemannian connection V and algebraic operators. Let {e;} be an orthonormal frame
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field with dual co-frame field {w;}. Then

d= ;w‘ A (Ve, + ad(Ey)) (2.3)

and
6= ?i(ej)(vej - ad(Ej)) (24)

Here i() is the interior product on forms. The operator ad(F;) takes a Killing field field Y’
to the Killing field [F;,Y]. We also decompose d and ¢ into the real and imaginary parts.
Namely we let D = Red, T'=Imd, D* = Red and T* = Im . Formulas for D, T', D* and
T* follow easily from (B-3) and (B.4) since V., is a real operator and ad(E;) is an imaginary
operator. In particular 7" and T™ are algebraic operators and therefore easy to calculate. It
is also worth noting that 9 = D — T'. That is the flat connection on E* is the ”conjugate”
of the flat connection on E.
We make three more definitions that will be useful later. Let

lall? = a A xaf.

Strictly speaking ||a||? is a real valued 3-form while *(a A *af) is a function. We will abuse
notation and use ||a? to refer to both the 3-form and the function. It should be clear
from context which meaning is correct. A vector field v is harmonic if As = 0 where s is
the canonical lift of v. A closed E-valued 1-form is a Hodge form if w = ds where s is the
canonical lift of an harmonic, automorphic, divergence free vector field on M. By the work
in §2 of [HK]] w is a Hodge form if and only if w is closed and co-closed and the real and
imaginary parts of w are symmetric and traceless vector valued 1-forms.
There is a nice formula for the L?-norm of a Hodge form:

Theorem 2.2 ([HK1]])) Let w be an E-valued Hodge form on a compact hyperbolic 3-
manifold M with boundary. Then

2/ Hw|]2:/ w A wh
M oM

where OM is oriented with inward pointing normal.

2.3 Extending deformations to the projective boundary

Let M be a hyperbolic 3-manifold with projective boundary ¥. Together M and X form
a differentiable 3-manifold with boundary so if v is a vector field on M we can discuss its
continuous extension to X and vice versa. We will always want the extended vector field to
be tangent to the boundary. We will use this notion to discuss extending E-valued 1-forms
on M to holomorphic quadratic differentials on ¥. Essentially an E-valued 1-form extends
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to continuously to a holomorphic quadratic differential if the vector field that generates the
1-form extends continuously to a vector field that generates the quadratic differential.

Our vector fields will in general be automorphic vector fields on the universal cover.
However, the extension property is a local one so we will work in an open neighborhood V'
contained in H? and with boundary OV contained in C. Let w be an E-valued 1-form on
V and ® a holomorphic quadratic differential on V. Then w = ds where s is an E-valued
section on V and ® = Sv,, where v, 1s a conformal vector field on V. Neither s nor v
are uniquely determined; we can add a constant section to s and a projective vector field
to vso. We say that w extends continuously to ® if s and v, can be chosen such that Re s
extends continuously to v, and —Im s extends continuously to 1v.

Returning to our hyperbolic 3-manifold M with projective boundary X, the E-valued
1-form w extends continuously to the holomorphic quadratic differential & if it does so in a
neighborhood of every point on 3. In general, an E-valued 1-form is conformal at infinity
if it is cohomologous to a 1-form that extends continuously to a holomorphic quadratic
differential on X.

Recall the one-parameter family of cone-manifolds M; that we defined in the previous
section. The derivative of this path will be a path of cohomology classes [w;] in H*(M;; E).
The derivative of the projective boundary will be a path of holomorphic quadratic differen-
tials ®; in P(X). The following Hodge theorem is Theorem 4.4 in plus Theorem P.j
in the appendix of this paper.

Theorem 2.3 The cohomology class |wy] is represented by a Hodge form w; which extends
continuously to ®; on X;.

Theorem P.3 tells us how to calculate the L?-norm of a Hodge form on a compact
hyperbolic 3-manifold with boundary. We will need to calculate the L?-norm of conformal
Hodge forms on geometrically finite manifolds.

Theorem 2.4 Let M be a hyperbolic 3-manifold with boundary such that the union of
M with its projective boundary is compact. If w is a conformal Hodge form that extends
continuously to a holomorphic quadratric differential on the projective boundary then

2/ Hw||2:/ w A wh
M oM

where OM s oriented with inward pointing normal.

3 Tubes and half spaces

In this section we make a digression from studying families of cone-manifolds to prove some
results about a single hyperbolic cone-manifold M, = (M,g) with cone-metric g and all
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cone angles . Our goal is to find a constant ¢y such that if the length of the cone singularity
is less than ¢y it will have a ”large” tubular neighborhood and this neighborhood will be
disjoint from any embedded half space in the geometrically infinite ends. We will prove a
succession of results, each producing its own constant. At the end of the section we will
simply take the minimum of these constants to find a single constant which will be used
throughout the rest of the paper.

We first review an estimate of Hodgson and Kerckhoff on the size of embedded tubes
about the cone locus. These should be thought of as cone-manifold versions of the Margulis
lemma with explicit constants. The main difficultly is of course the cone singularity. As
a first stab at proving these results one might hope to smooth the cone-metric and then
apply the Margulis lemma for manifolds with pinched negative curvature. There are two
problems with this approach. If the cone angles are < 27 then it may not be possible to
smooth the metric to a negatively curved metric. On the other hand if there a cone angles
> 271 we can always smooth the metric to one that is negatively curved however we cannot
bound the amount of negative curvature required even if all the cone angles are bounded.
To get around both of these problems we assume a priori that the cone singularity has a
tubular neighborhood of definite size. In practice this is not much of a restrictions since in
most applications the hyperbolic cone-manifolds arise from smooth hyperbolic structures
where the standard Margulis lemma applies.

Proposition 3.1 Let M, = (M, g) be a hyperbolic cone-manifold with all cone angles «
and let v be a closed non-singular geodesic in M,. Suppose the tube radius of the cone
singularity is > R. Then there exists an €1 > 0 depending only on o and R such that if
is a closed geodesic with L(g) < €1 and L.(g) < £ for all ¢ € C then v has an embedded
tube of radius R which is disjoint from the R-neighborhood of the cone singularity.

Proof. We can construct a complete Riemannian metric h on M such that h agrees
with ¢ outside the R/2-neighborhood of the cone singularity and such that h has pinched
negative sectional curvature (see [Kod| Theorem 1.2.1). If L,(g) < R/2 then v will be
disjoint from the R neighborhood of C and therefore v will also be a geodesic in the h metric
with L, (g) = L,(h). Furthermore there is a universal bound on the sectional curvature of
h depending only on our choice of tube radius R/2.

Let My be the e-thin part of M for the h metric. That is M} is the subset of M consisting
of those points whose injectivity radius is < e. By the Margulis lemma ([BGY]) there is an
€0, depending only on the curvature bounds, such that each component of M;° has virtually
nilpotent fundamental group. Since M is an orientable, hyperbolizable 3-manifold the only
possible virtually nilpotent subgroups of M are Z and Z & Z, and the second case will only
occur at peripheral tori.

Let ¢ be a component of C and V. the R-neighborhood of ¢ in the g metric. Choose d;
such that if L.(g) < d; then V. will be contained in the €y-thin part of the g metric. This
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is the one place where our choice depends on « for as the cone angle increases, d; must
decrease. The h metric will decrease the injectivity radius in V. so V, will also be contained
in M;°.

Next choose o such that if L+ (g) < d2 then the R-neighborhood V,, of 7 in the h metric
is also contained in M;°. Note that d, will only depend on the curvature bounds and not
on the cone angle. Any component of M° with fundamental group Z @ Z does not contain
any closed geodesics, therefore the component of M;° containing v must be a solid torus
with fundamental group Z. This implies that V is a solid torus and is disjoint from V..
Since V,, is disjoint from V., the g and h metrics agree on V, so v has embedded tubular
neighborhood of radius R in the original metric if L, (g) < ¢; where ¢; = min{R/2,;,d2}.

Combining this proposition with Theorem 4.4 in [HK4] we have:

Proposition 3.2 Let M, = (M, g) be a hyperbolic cone-manifold with all cone angles «
and v a closed geodesic in M,. Suppose the tube radius of the cone singularity is > R,
L.(g) < 4y for each c € C and L,(g) < £1. Then for each c € C, ¢ and the geodesic y have
inh? R
cosh (2R)

disjoint tubular neighborhoods such that the area of the boundary tori is > 1.6978
We next prove similar results for hyperbolic half spaces.

Lemma 3.3 Let D be an embedded round disk in the projective boundary of M,. Then
there is an embedded hyperbolic half space H in M whose projective boundary is D.

Proof. In general a hyperbolic half space H is bounded by a hyperbolic plane P and
it projective boundary, a round disk D. The half space is foliated by planes P, of constant
curvature where P; is the set of points a distance d from P. If D is an embedded round
disk on the boundary of a geometrically finite cone-manifold then the planes P; will be
embedded for large d. Let d’ be the inf of all such d. If d’ > 0 then the metric closure of
dgd'Pd will have strictly concave boundary so M’ = M\ dgd/ P; will have strictly convex

boundary Py. This implies that Py is embedded hence we must have d’ = 0. The only way
Py cannot be embedded is for it to intersect an element ¢ of the cone-singularity. In this
case ¢ must be tangent to Py and therefore contained in Py. Since P, does not contain a
closed geodesic it cannot intersect c. Therefore Py and hence all of H must be embedded.

IE]

Next we see that these embedded half spaces do not intersect the tubular neighborhood
of the cone singularity if it is sufficiently short.
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Proposition 3.4 Let M, = (M, g) be a hyperbolic cone-manifold with all cone angles «.
Suppose that the tube radius of the cone-singularity is > R. Then there exists an £y de-
pending only on o and R such that if L.(g) < o for all ¢ € C then any embedded half
space H is dzsyomt from a tubular neighborhood of ¢ with the area of the boundary torus

h’ R
> 1.6978 S5

Proof. We first show that ¢ can be chosen such that if L.(g) < ¢ for all ¢ € C then
H does not intersect the R-neighborhood of the cone-singularity. We need the following
simple geometric fact. If U is a tube of radius R’ > R and H intersects the R-neighborhood
of the core curve of the tube then the area of the intersection of H with OU is bounded
below by a function A(R’) with A(R') — oo as R’ — oo. Note that area(oU) > A(R').

Choose R’ such that A(R') = 1.6978 Cs;ﬁ?z% and choose ¢ such that

sinh R

. / /o
ad sinh R cosh R = 1.6978700811(2]%).

Then let ¢35 = min{¢1,0}. If L.(g) < fo for all ¢ € C then by Proposition B.2 the R'-
neighborhood of each ¢ € C will be an embedded tube U. Furthermore

‘ ) , sinh R
_ < 16978 ————.
area(OU) = aLc(g) sinh R cosh R" <1 0078 sh (2R)
If H intersect the R-neighborhood of ¢ then
inh R
A / — 1' L_
area(0U) > A(R') 6978cosh(2R)

This contradiction implies that H does not intersect the R-neighborhood.

The rest of the proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 4.4 in [[IK4] and we will only
sketch it. Define R,,, to be the maximal radius such that the tube U, of radius R,, about ¢
is embedded and disjoint from H. We can assume that T' = 9U,, intersects the hyperbolic
plane P = OH for otherwise we can simply apply Proposition B.23. Except for possible
self-tangencies T' will be embedded and P will be tangent to 1" at a point p. Let B be the
ball of radius R contained in H and tangent to T at p.

We now lift to the universal cover. Since M is hyperbolizable, any component (again
ignoring self-tangencies) T of the pre-image of T in M will be a topological plane and the
stabilizer of T will be a Z & Z subgroup I'y of m1(M). Let p be a point in the pre-image
of p contained in T and let B be the component of the pre-image B that is tangent to T
at p. Let C be the orthogonal projection of B onto T. One needs to be careful here to
make sure that the cone singularity does not interfere with this orthogonal projection. It
is at this point that we refer to Hodgson and Kerckhoff. In particular they show that C
is well defined and disjoint from its translates under the action of I'y. This implies that
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area(T") > area(C'). Hodgson and Kerckhoff also show area(C') > 1.6978 C(S)isrilhég). Therefore

area(T') > 1.69785;1}1(22% as desired. (B4

We now define two constants determined by a cone metric g. For ¢ € C let R{ be chosen
such that

1
aL¢(g) sinh R cosh Ry = 3

Similarly if «y is a closed geodesic let Ry be chosen such that
2w L inh R} cosh R} = L
7Ly (g)sinh R} cosh R] = 3

Let Uy and UJ be the Ry and R} neighborhoods of ¢ and v, respectively, and let U, gc = CLEJCUtC.

Note that the area of both Uy and Uy is %

In our next result we summarize the work of this section for a fixed choice of minimal
tube radius. Our choice, although essentially arbitrary, will simplify some of the constants
in the rest of the paper.

Theorem 3.5 Let M, = (M, g) be a hyperbolic cone-manifold with all cone angles o and
assume that the tube radius of the cone singularity is greater than sinh™' /2. Then there
exists an £y depending only on « such that if L.(g) < £y for all ¢ € C then the Ug are
embedded tubular neighborhoods, each pairwise disjoint and disjoint from any embedded half
space and Ry > sinh™' /2. Furthermore if v is a closed geodesic with L(g) < €y then Uy
is also an embedded tubular neighborhood disjoint from the Ug.

Proof. Let ¢; and {s be the constants given by Propositions B.9 and B.4, respectively,
with R = sinh~! /2. Choose ¢35 such that

alzsinh Rcosh R = al3(vV2)(V3) = %

Then ¢y = min{¢;, 5,3} is the desired constant. [Bd]

For each point p in the projective boundary we will also need to estimate the size of
the largest embedded round disk containing p. Here size will be measured by comparing
the hyperbolic metric on the round disk to the hyperbolic metric on the entire projective
boundary. By the Schwarz lemma the metric will always be bigger on the disk so we want
to find a disk where we can bound the ratio of the two metrics. This bound will depend
both on the injectivity radius of the hyperbolic metric and on the deviation of the projective
boundary from a Fuchsian projective structure.

We begin with a simple lemma about hyperbolic geometry.
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Lemma 3.6 Let D be a round disk in C with hyperbolic metric o. Let v be an isometry of
H? with translation length > €. For every z € D there exists a round disk D' C D such that
D'N~(D') =0 and o'(z) = coth(¢/4)o(z), where o’ is the hyperbolic metric for D'.

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume that D = A, the unit disk in C, and
z = 0. Then let D’ be the euclidean disk of radius tanh(¢/4) centered at 0. The hyperbolic

diameter of D’ in the o metric is £/2 so D' N y(D') = (. Finally o(z2) = 1_2‘2‘2 while
/ _ 2tanh(¢/4)
o'(2) = tanh?(¢/4)— |22 >°

o' (0) = coth(¢/4)c(0)
as desired. [Bd]

Next, we use the previous lemma to estimate the size of embedded round disks in a
projective structure.

Proposition 3.7 Let X be a projective structure, o the hyperbolic metric on ¥ and k the
injectivity radius of o. Then every z € X is contained in an embedded round disk D in X

such that
op(z) < o(z) coth(k/2)v/1 + 21|l

where op is the hyperbolic metric on D.

Proof. Let X be the conformal structure induced by ¥ and let X be the unique
Fuchsian structure in P(X). Then Yr is projectively isomorphic to D and the group of
deck transformation I satisfies the conditions of Lemma B.6. In particular for each z € I
there is a round disk D’ containing z such that for each v € T';, D N ~y(D) = () and

op(z) = coth(k/2)o(z) (3.5)

where op/ is the hyperbolic metric on D’. Therefore D’ descends to an embedded round
disk in Xp.

Let f be the unique conformal map from Yz to . Then f(D’) will be will be an
embedded topological disk but not a round disk in the projective structure X. However by
Theorem 4.2 in there exists a round disk in D C f(D’) in ¥ with z € D such that

op(z) < op(2)/1+ 2S5l oo

By the Schwarz Lemma op > 0 so ||Sf|pr.eo < [|Sfll,00 = [|X]lcc- Combining the two
inequalities with (B.5) gives

op(z) < o(z) coth(k/2)v/1 + 2[|X]|co-
1E]
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4 Bounding the length of geodesics

We can now return to investigating the one parameter family of hyperbolic cone-manifolds
M;. As we shall see, the estimates we derive are simple consequences of the work of Hodgson
and Kerckhoff.

Recall that the derivative of the path M; is a cohomology class in H'(My; E;) represented
by a Hodge form w;. Throughout this section we assume that the one-parameter family is
defined for t in a half-open interval (o/,a] and that at the starting structure L.(a) < £
and RS > sinh™! /2 for all ¢ € C.

In our first result we show that the tube radius does not decay and we bound the length
of the cone singularity.

Proposition 4.1 For all ¢ € C, L.(t) < Le(a) < £y, RS > sinh™' /2 and

th(a) th(Oé)
ot ol =) = F S T e =)

(4.6)

if t € (/) ql].

Proof. By assumption L.(a) < £y and RS > sinh™'v/2. We will show that these
two properties hold for all ¢t € (o/,a]. If the tube radius condition does not hold, by the
continuity of Rf, there exists a largest value T' < « such that R7 = sinh™' v2. We will
work by contradiction and show that such a T" cannot exist.

To do so we show that L.(t) < ¢y for t € [T, ], also working by contradiction. If this
does not hold there exists a 7" with L.(T") = ¢y, LL(T") < 0 and L.(t) < ¢ if t € [T", a].
Proposition B.J implies that the tubular neighborhood of ¢ of radius R{ is embedded for
t € [T, a] and therefore by an estimate of Hodgson and Kerckhoff (Theorem 2.7 of [HK4])

we have: L) ) L) )
t t
21— ——= ) < LL{t) < = 1+ ——— . 4.7
t < sinh2Rg> s L) < t ( sinh2Rg> (47)
Since ﬁ < 5, the left hand side of (f.7) implies L.(7”) > 0. This contradiction
sin vy

1
29
implies that Lc(t) < £ for all t between o and T. Since TL.(T)sinh R§ cosh R§ = 3
our choice of ¢y implies that R} > sinh™' /2. Again, this is a contradiction and hence
R¢ > sinh™!'/2 for all t € (/,a]. The previous argument also shows that L’(t) > 0 and
therefore L.(t) < L.(a) < 4y for all t € (¢, ).
Next we combine the inequality
1 < 2
sinh? R¢ ~ sinh R cosh R¢

and the equality
1
tLy(c)sinh Rf cosh Rf = 3
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with (f7) to obtain

E (4w < ryn < 2

(1+ 4tL.(t)). (4.8)

To prove ([.6) we need to integrate this inequality. To do so we make the substitution

y(t) = LCT(t) Then the first inequality of (f.§) becomes:

dy 2
t=2 > y(1 — 4t29).
y+ dt_y( Y)

Rearranging and integrating we get

/ —Zar > —/ Atdt
7 y*dt T

1 N 1 4(T? — a?)

ylo)  y(T) ~ 2
L .
L(T) ~ Le(a)

This final inequality is equivalent to the second inequality of (.6]). The other inequality is
derived similarly.

The L?>-norm of w; will be infinite on all of M;. However if we let M} = M;\UF then
the L2-norm will be bounded on Mj.

Proposition 4.2

/ lrll? < Lo(t)?
M’

t
Futhermore for any A and R there exists a K such that if for each ¢ € C, V¢ is a tubular
neighborhood of ¢ with the area(0V¢) > A and the radius of V¢ greater than R then

[ el < K2
t

where V¢ = U Ve,
ceC
Proof. By Proposition [L.1, Rf > sinh™!'v2 forall ce C and t € (¢/, a]. By Proposition
B.H the tube Uf of radius R§ about c is embedded. Using Theorem P.4 along with work of
Hodgson and Kerckhoff (see (17) on p. 14 of [HK4]) we see that

) cosh R¢ area(9Uf)
Hth < 2 inh3 Pc 2 pe ’
/ ceCt? sinh” R¢(2 cosh” RS 4 1)

t
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From the area formula for the tube boundary and our definition of R, area(dUf) =
tLy(c) sinh R§ cosh R = . Using this and also the fact that sinh Rf > v/2 we have:

cosh RY area(9Uy) B 2L.(t)? cosh® R¢
t2sinh® R¢(2cosh? RS +1)  sinh R¢(2 cosh? R¢ 4 1)
< Le(t)”

and therefore
/\MWSEMNSM@?
M! ceC

t

The proof of the more general inequality is essentially the same.

Remark. In [HK{ instead of using the cone angle as the parameter for the family
of the hyperbolic cone-manifolds they use the cone angle squared. This accounts for the
difference in the constants in their paper and the constants in this paper.

We can also bound the length of short curves that are not part of the cone singularity:

Proposition 4.3 If v is a simple closed curve in M with L(T) < e~4logy for some
T € (,ql, then
e~dolel (o) < L,(t) < @, () (4.9)

and
(1 —4byLe()) O4(a) < O,(t) < (14+4byLe(a)) O4() (4.10)

for allt € (&, a.

Proof. By Proposition [E1, Rf > sinh™! /2 for all ¢ € C and t € (o/,]. Therefore by
Proposition B.3, if L, (t) < £y the tube U, is embedded and contained in M;.

We need to show that the L2-norm of w; on U, is bounded by the derivative .C’V(t). The
essential estimates again come from §2 of [HK4]. In particular they show that on U, w;
can be decomposed as the sum of a certain Hodge form of standard type and a correction
term. That is
_ 40
3L,

where wy is a radially symetric Hodge form. For an explicit description of w; see p. 9 of
K4]. For our purposes we only need the following two facts. First, by Lemma 2.5 in

2
(O [ o [
J et = (G ) [t [

on wy + We

s

K|
t
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and second, by the formulas on p. 14 of [HKY]

/ |2 = sinh R/ . 1
v cosh R} cosh? R}

) area(OU7).

Together this implies

: 2
5 _ sinh R} 1 L7, (t)] o
> 24+ U/).
/m feell” = cosh R/ < cosh? R} ) \ 2L, (t) area(0U;)

t

Since sinh R} > /2 and area(9U;') = 1,
sinh R} 1 V2 1\ /1 1
24+ —— oUN > L2 (94 = z Z
cosh R} ( +cosh2Rz>area( 0z V3 ( +3> <2> -

We also know that
[ el = / ]2
M! Uy

t t

By Theorem [.9
Le®? 2 [l
M/

t

By combining these four inequalities we have
1251
Le(t)? > ( !
ALy (1)

L5 (0)] < ALy (t) Le(t)

which rearranges to give

if L,Y(t) < {y.

(4.11)

Next we show that if L. (T) < e=4%0 ¢, then L, (t) < ¢ for all t € (/,a]. Let I be the
largest interval containing T" such that L. (t) < ¢y if t € I. We will show that I is an open
and closed subset of (¢/,a]. By the continuity of the L(t), I is closed. Furthermore if 7"
is the right endpoint of I then either L,(T") = £y or T" = a. Since |L.(t)| < £/ (t)| and

Le(t) < Le(a), (E11) becomes
L5, (0)] < 4Ly (t) Le(a)
if t € I. By integrating ([.19) from T to 17" we get

3_4‘T/_T|LC(OC)L’Y(T) < L-Y(T,) < e4|T’_T|LC(Oc)L,Y(T).
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Since |T" — T| < « with equality only holding if 77 = a and T = 0, the right hand side of
(£.13) implies that either L.(T") < £, which contradicts the definition of I, or 7" = a. A
similar argument shows that the left endpoint of I is ¢ and I = (o/, a]. Therefore we can
integrate (f.13) to get ([.9).

To prove ([E10) we note that (f.11) implies that

0L (t)] < 4Ly (t)Le(t) < 4boLe(a).
Integrating this inequality gives ({.10).

Recall that the injectivity radius at a point x in a Riemannian manifold is the radius
of the largest embedded ball centered at x or equivalently half the length of the shortest
geodesic arc with both endpoints at z. We define inj,(¢) to be the injectivity radius at =
for the g; metric on M.

Proposition 4.4 The injectivity radius inj,(t) is bounded away from zero on M, for all
t <a.

Proof. Note that we are measuring the injectivity radius using the metric g; on all of
M but only showing that it is bounded below on M]. Clearly as t — 0 this will not be true
by Proposition [L.3.

If the injectivity radius is not bounded below there are two possibilities.

First, there could be a simple closed curve v in M such that L.(t) — 0. This is not
possible by ([.9).

The second possibility is that there are points z; € OUf for some ¢ € C such that
inj,,(t) — 0 as t — 0. The tori OU{ have an induced Euclidean metric and it is not hard
to see that the hyperbolic injectivity radius will decay to zero if and only if the Euclidean
injectivity radius decays to zero.

The Euclidean metric on OUf can be constructed by gluing together (possibly with a
twist) the boundary components of a Euclidean cylinder of height L. (¢) cosh R{ and radius
tsinh Rf. The area of this cylinder ¢L.(t)sinh R§ cosh R is always 3 so the injectivity
radius will be bounded below if and only if the height H(¢) is bounded above and below.
By (@), LCT@) is bounded above and below. Since Rf > sinh~! /2 cosh Ry is also bounded

> sinh RY
above and below and therefore so is %ﬂ?ﬁ. Finally by multiplying the numerator and

denominator by L.(t) cosh R we have that

(Le(t) cosh RS)? 9
=4H(t
tL.(t) sinh R cosh R ®)

is also bounded above and below, as desired. (4]
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We can also bound the length of arbitrary geodesics although the estimates are slightly
different.

Lemma 4.5 Let (M, g) be a hyperbolic cone-manifold. For each ¢ € C assume that Ug is
an embedded tubular neighborhood with Ry > sinh™' /2 and assume that L.(g) < fo. For
each L > 0 there exits an € > 0 such that if v is a closed geodesic in M with € < L(g) < L
then v is disjoint from the Mg, the e-thin part of (M,g).

Proof. Given our upper and lower bounds for L.(g) and Ry, respectively, there exists
a "Margulis constant” € depending only on a such that Mg consists of tubes and rank
two cusps. Furthermore for any K > 0 we can choose an €(K) < ey such that the distance
between OM° and 8M5(K) is greater than K. The number €(K) will only depend on « and
K. Let € = €(L/2). Therefore if vy intersects Mg it will be entirely contained in a component
of Mg°. The only closed geodesic in a component of Mg® will be a core curve of one of the
tubes hence L, (g) < e. [fd]

Lemma 4.6 Let 7y be a closed, non-singular geodesic in My such that ||w:(p)|| < K for all

p €. Then
2
124001 < \[2KL,0).

Proof. Let M, be the cover of M; associated to . For small values of R, v will have an
embedded tubular neighborhood U(R) of radius R in M,. The E-valued 1-form w; lifts to
M, and let K(R) be an upper bound for ||lw(p)]| for all p € U(R). Then K (R) is continuous
and K (0) = K. As we noted in the proof of Proposition [f.3, Hodgson and Kerckhoff show

that )
. /
2 < sinh R <2+ 1 > <‘£«,(t)‘> OU(R)).
/ el 2 55 (24 ) (G2 ) wesou ()

We also know that
/ |2 < K(R)? / 4V = K (R)2r L. (t) sinh® R
U(R) U(R)

and
area(OU(R)) = 2w L (t) sinh R cosh R.

Together this implies that

K(R)?>2 (2 - cosliQR> <’2£L;,Y(8)I>2

Taking the limit of both sides as R — 0 and rearranging terms gives the desired inequality.

(L]
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Theorem [[.4] For each L > 0 there exists an € > 0 and an A > 0 such that if v is a simple
closed curve in M with L(a)) < L and L.(o) < € for all ¢ € C then

e_ALC(a)L-y(Oé) < L»Y(t) < eALc(a)L,Y(Oé)

and
(1 - ALe())0, (a) < 0,(t) < (1 + ALe())O, (0)

forallt < a.

Proof. We begin by noting that if L,(t) < e~4lyy for any t < « then the theorem
follows from Proposition .3 with € = £y and A = 4L¢(a). Therefore we will assume for the
remainder of the proof that L. (a) < L but L, (t) > e~4¢, for all t < a.

By Lemma [.] there exists a ¢ > 0 such that if 6 < L(t) < 2L then the geodesic
representative v, of v in M; is disjoint from M?. We assume that § < e~ 40/,

We need to bound the pointwise norm of w; on the geodesic ;. To do so we bound the
L?-norm of w; using Proposition and then apply the mean value theorem developed in
the appendix.

Choose €1 > 0 such that if L.(t) < e; then Rf > 3L. Then if L,(t) < 2L, ; will not
intersect the radius Rf/3 tube about c. In fact any ball By centered at a point p on y; will
not intersect this tube. Furthermore, since R > sinh™! /2 the area of the boundary of this
tube will be universally bounded below and therefore by Proposition [.9 there exists a K3
such that

/ Jlwrl® < (KiLe(a)?.
Bs

Le
t B 3v/2vol(By) K1
 27(cosh(8) sin(v/28) — V2 sinh(8) cos(v/26))

Then the norm bound and Theorem P.9 imply that
lw(p)]| < K Le(t)

and therefore

2
12400 < 2K L@y ()
if § < Ly(t) <2L. Next we choose ez such that

e\/gK52 <2

and let € = min{e;,e2} and A = \/gK The rest of the argument is a repeat of the proof

of Proposition [L.d. In particular we can first show that L. (t) < 2L for all ¢ < a and then
integrate the derivative bound to get the final estimate. (4]
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5 Bounding the Schwarzian derivative

Recall that X! is the projective boundary of M; corresponding to a component of N. The
Hodge forms w; extend to a holomorphic quadratic differential ®¢ on X¢. We now use our
bound on the L?-norm of w; to bound the L>®-norm of ®:. To do so we first need a local
result: given a bound on the L?-norm of a Hodge form on a half space H we bound the
L*°-norm of the quadratic differential on the projective boundary, a round disk D.

We begin with a lemma from complex analysis.

Lemma 5.1 Let ® be a holomorphic quadratic differential on a round disk D. Then

12 > 2, /()]

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume that D is the unit disk A in C and z = 0.

The hyperbolic metric on A is o(z) = 1_2‘2‘2 and the area form in polar coordinates is

for all z € D.

o?rdrdf. Then ® = ¢dz? where ¢ is a holomorphic function on A. Let ¢(z) = ogooanz” be

the Taylor series for ¢ so || ®(0)|| = ‘GTO‘. We then calculate
@3 = [ lofotaa
A
1 2m
= X / / antr e =m0 5 =2 4y
n,m 0 0
- 1
= —Z]an\2/ (1 —r2)2p2ntigy
2 n 0

- 1
> —\a0\2/ (1—7‘2)27’dT
0

Next we construct an extension of a holomorphic quadratic differential ® on D to an E-
valued 1-form wg on H. We will use a non-standard model for H?. Namely, let H? = D x R
with the Riemannian metric o2 cosh? tda? + o2 cosh? tdy? + dt> where o is the hyperbolic
metric on D. Then H = D x [0,00) is then a half space in H? whose projective boundary

25



is naturally identified with D. We also fix an orthonormal framing of H® by letting w! =
o coshtdz, w? = o coshtdy and w3 = dt. Let e, e and eg be the vector fields dual to the
w'. Define E; to be the lift of e; to Re E.

The holomorphic quadratic differential ® is the Schwarzian derivative of a conformal
vector field v = f % where f is a holomorphic function with ® = f,..dz?. To extend ® we
first use v to construct a section of F. At each point w = x 4+ 1y in D let

fzz(w)
2

9
0z

Soo(w) = | f(w) + f2(w)(z —w) + (2 —w)?
be the projective vector field that best approximates v at w. A projective vector field
extends to a Killing field in H? so the function s(w,t) = so(w) is an E-valued section on
H. The vector fields Res and —Ims on H will extend continuously to v and w on D so
we = ds extends continuously to ®. We will show that we minimizes the L?-norm among
all Hodge forms that extend continuously to ®.

Let r, = {w} xR be a geodesic in H3. We need to evaluate the extension of the parabolic

vector field M% to a Killing field on the geodesic ry,.

Lemma 5.2 The E-valued section —J_le_t(El + 1Es) evaluated on the geodesic ry, is a

Killing field which extends to the projective vector field (Z_2w)2 % on D.

2

Proof. Let v be the Killing field in H? that continuously extends to (2_2“’) on D. Then

v restricted to ry, will be —o~le te;. We also know that curlv is the Killing field that
continuously extends to the projective vector field M% on D. From this we see that
curl v restricted to r,, is the vector field o~ le tes.

The section —o~le™!(E; 4 1E3) evaluated at any point p is the unique Killing field w
with w(p) = —o~tete; and (curlw)(p) = o~ te~tey. Therefore for p € r,, w = v proving

the lemma. E]

Next we calculate the pointwise and L? norms of we

Lemma 5.3 If ® is a holomorphic quadratic differential on D then we is a Hodge form.
Furthermore the pointwise norm of wg is

lwa (w,t)|| = 2¢t sech t||®(w)|| (5.14)

while the L? norm on H is
/H w2 = 2)B[2. (5.15)
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Proof. On D, ® = ¢dz? where ¢ is a holomorphic function. Since s(w,t) = sq0(w),

z —w)?
we(w,t) = ds(w, t) = dseo(w) = (JS(U))%% dw.

We need to rewrite this expression in terms of F; and w’. We first note that dw = dx+1dy =
o tsecht(w! +w?). From Lemma [.2 we know that

—w)? o
w& = —o e (B +1Fy).
Together this implies that
wo(w,t) = —o 2" sech td(w)(Ey + 1Bs) (wh + w?). (5.16)

Next we show that we is a Hodge representative. First we know that we is closed since
dwg = d(dsg) = 0. To see that wg is co-closed we need to calculate dwg. This can be done
using the formula for § given in §2. Finally, to see that s is the canonical lift of a divergence
free vector field we note that we = ds is symmetric and traceless. The result then follows
from the work in §2 of [HKI].

To calculate the pointwise norm of we on H we note that

I(E1 +2E2) (w! + w?)|? = 4w Aw? AwB
from which it follows that
1?2 = 40 te ! sech? t|p(w) 2w’ A w? A w?
4e™* sech? t]|®(w) ||*w’ A w? A w?.

lwe (w, 1)

Next we calculate the L2-norm:

/||w<1>(w,t)\|2 _ /4e—2tsech2t||q>(w)||2w1Aw2Aw3
H H
= </ 4e‘2tdt> </ |](I>(w)|]2a2da:dy>
0 D
= 2||2|3.

I1E]

We can now show that wg minimizes the L2-norm.

Theorem 5.4 Let w be a Hodge form on H that extends continuously to a holomorphic
quadratic differential ® on D and assume that ® extends to a neighborhood of D in C.

Then 3
s
[l [ sl 2 S
H H

forall z € D.
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Proof. Let p be a point on P and H; the set of points in H that are within a distance
t from p. Then the boundary of H; consists of a disk F; in the plane P and a hemisphere

S;. By Theorem P.3
2/ Hw||2:/ w A Wh.
Hy PUSy

We first examine the integral over S;. By definition of the Hodge star operator w A
wh = xg(uww A wh)dA where g is the star operator for S; and dA the area form, while
w A xwh = *(w A *wh)dV where dV is the volume form. Both *5(uw Aw?) and #(w A *w?) are
real valued functions with |*g (1w Aw?)| < *(wA*w?). Since w is in L? on H and dV = dAdt

we have -
/ / k(w A *wﬁ)dAdt = / w A *wh < 00
0 St H

lim [ s(wAswh)dA =0,

t—o0 St

and therefore

Since | xg (1w A wh)| < x(w A *w?) we have

lim | %5 (1w A wh)|dA =0

t—o00 Sy

and

/ [wl? = lim [ w Awh
H t—00 P,

We now calculate the integral over the disk P;. To do so we decompose the Hodge form
w as the sum of the model Hodge form wg and a correction term dr where 7 is the canonical
lift of a vector field w such that both w and curlw extend to the zero vector field on D.
Therefore

/zw/\cujj = /z(wc1>+al7')/\(<A)<1>+al7')jj
Pt Pt

= / we N wfb
Py

+2/ wdT /\wfp
Py

+/ wdr A drt.
Py

By our previous remarks we know that

t—o00

lim [ we /\wg} :/ l|ws |2
P H
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and
lim zdmdﬁi:/ | dr|?
H

t—o00 P,

so we need to show that
lim wdr A wt = 0.

t—o0 P,

If o and 3 are E-valued forms with « a k-form then
d(a A B*) =da A B+ (—1)Fa A (9B)

(On the left hand side of this equation a A B% is a real valued form and d is the covariant
derivative for real forms.) so

/ sz/\wfpz—/ ZT/\(@Wq))ﬁ—l—/ ’LT/\(UBI).
P Py oP,

To calculate dwg we recall that dwe = 0 and 9 — d = —2T (see §R.9) so

Owe = —2Twe
= —o 2e7tsechtp(TE; +1TEy) A (W' + w?)
= —o % tsechto((Ey + 1Fo)w' Aw? + (1B — FBy)w? Aw?).

Since there are no w! A w? terms in dwe,

/ o A (ws)F = 0.
P

To finish the proof we need to calculate the boundary term. To do so we use the Poincare
disk model for P with p the center of the disk. In particular we reset our coordinates
identifying the unit disk A in C with the hyperbolic plane P. The conformal factor of the
hyperbolic metric on A = P is ¢(z) = -——3. In these coordinates (p.14) becomes

1—z[*

lwe ()] = 4] @(2)|* = 4o (2) "6 (2) [

where ¢ is a holomorphic function on a neighborhood of A. In particular, |¢| is bounded
on A.

We also know that 7 is the canonical lift of a vector field w such that w and curlw
limit to zero on OP. Therefore the Euclidean length of these vector fields must decay to
zero at OP; i.e o~ !||w|| and o~ | curl w|| extend to the zero function on P, where |Jw|| and
| curl w|| are hyperbolic lengths. So although ||7]|? = *(7 A *7%) = ||w||? + || curlw||? may
not decay to zero, there is a function g on P that does extend continuously to zero on 9P
with ||7]| = og.
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Putting this all together we have

I
OP; OP;
< / 20 'g|¢|dR
oP,
2m
< / 29¢|d6
0
and since g|¢| limits to zero on JP we have
lim T A wfp =0.
t—o0 6Pt
Therefore g
7r
Sl = [ i+ [ a2 20018 2 o)
H H H
for all z € D. IZ

With this local result in place we can now bound the norm of ®i. The projective
structures ¥} have a fixed conformal structure X*. Let x be the injectivity radius for the
hyperbolic metric on X*.

Theorem 5.5 Assume that the tube radius of C in M, is greater than sinh™'v/2 and that
Le(a) < 4y. Then
[27 tanh?(k/2) .
Le(t) > 24 — ———— || P} 0o- 5.17

Proof. By Proposition B.7, for each z € ¥; there exists an embedded round disk D
with hyperbolic metric op such that

op(z) < o(z)coth(k/2)\/1 + 2||%¢||0o-

Therefore if we compare the norm of a holomorphic quadratic differential ® in the op-metric
to the norm in the o-metric we get

tanh?(r/2)

P)lop > e
12}l > T gy

12(2)]lo-

Let H be the half space bounded by D on ¥;. By Theorem B.5, H is disjoint from Uf and
therefore
Le®? = [l [ frl?.
M] H
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By Theorem (.4
8T
[ el = )12,
H

Combing these three formulas we have:

Le(t)? > /H Jeor]

8
> eI,

87 tanh?(x/2) 9
> 22 WA g
N AR

which implies the result. 1E]
Next we use the bound on ||®%|| to bound the distance between projective structures

¥ and X

Theorem [[.3 There exists a C depending only on «, the injectivity radius of the unique

hyperbolic metric on X" and |3 || such that

d(35, 3%) < CLe(a)

for allt < a.

Proof. We will integrate (5.17). Let o(T) be the length, in P(X), of the path of
projective structures ¥; with ¢ € [T,a]. Since ¥; is a smooth path in P(X), o(t) will
be a smooth function and by definition ||X¢[cc < [|Zallec + o(t). By Proposition B.],

—492(1) = ||®4||0o. By Proposition [ld], Le(a) > Le(t) for all ¢ < a.. Then by (F.17)

B do
1/24 |1 Zalloo + 0

< KLe(a)dt

where K = 24/ 2F coth?(k/2). Integrating both sides we have:

« do
— < KL
/T 124 [Zalle + 0 = / cla

1/2+”2a”oo+0'(T)>
1 < T)KL <aKL
Og<1/2+HEo¢”oo+U(Oé) = T)KLe(a) < aKLe(a)
o(T) KLe(o)
1+— é ea cla
1/2 + [[Zalloo

o(T)

IN

(1/2 4+ [[Sallo) (e7KFe@ — 1),
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There exists a ¢’ depending only on o and K (and hence x) such that e®le(®) —1 <
C'L¢ (). Therefore
o(t) < C'Le(@)(1/2 + [[Zalloo)-

Since d(X4, %) < o(t) we have:
d(Za,3t) < CLe(a)

where C' = C"(1/2 + || Xalloo) depends only on x, @ and [|24 ]| co- [

Corollary 5.6 The projective structures Xt converge to a projective structure Eg, ast —

o

6 Geometric limits

We know that the projective boundary of M; converges at o/. Now we need to show that
the entire cone-manifold converges. We will need to examine geometric limits of hyperbolic
cone-manifolds. Our approach will follow that of [IK4].

If X and Y are metric space and f: X — Y is a map define lip(f) to be the infimum
of all K such that dy (f(x1), f(z2)) < Kdx(z1,22). The bi-Lipschitz distance between X
and Y is bilip(X,Y) = inf{|loglip(f)| + |loglip(f~1)||f : X — Y is bi-Lipschitz}. This
defines the bi-Lipschitz topology on the set of metric spaces.

To show that a sequence of compact hyperbolic manifolds with boundary converges we
need to control three quantities: the prinicipal curvatures of the boundary, the injectivity
radius and the width of collar neighborhoods of the boundary. If M is a hyperbolic manifold
we let inj,, = inf{inj, |z € M}. We define M (t) to be those points in M whose distance
from OM is less than t. Then width(OM) = inf{t|0M(t') is a collar of M for all ¢ < t}.
The geometric convergence theorem that follows is essentialy due to Kodani [Koll|(see the
remarks on p. 20 of [HK4]):

Theorem 6.1 Let A=, \*, ig and W be real constants with \* > X\~ and ig, W > 0. Let
M, be a sequence of hyperbolic manifolds with boundary such that the principal curvatures
of OM,, are contained in the interval [\~ A\T], injy, > ip and width(OM,) > W. Then
there exists a hyperbolic 3-manifold with boundary My, and a subsequence {ny} such that
M, — My in the bi-Lipschitz topology. Furthermore if all the M, are diffeomorphic and
have bounded volume (or diameter) then My, is diffeomorphic to M,,.

We will apply this result to suitably chosen compact submanifolds of our hyperbolic
cone-manifolds M;.
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6.1 Geometric limit of geometrically finite ends

To construct these compact submanifolds we remove a neighborhood of the geometrically
finite ends. To do this we need to understand how the projective boundary determines the
hyperbolic geometry of the geometrically finite ends. This information comes from work of
Epstein ([Ef]) and Anderson ([And]) which we will review here.

We will use the same coordinates for H? as we did in 8. In particular, let U be the
upper half space of C with hyperbolic metric ¢. Then H? = U x R with metric

o2 cosh? tdx? + o2 sinh? tdy? + dt>.

Let P, be the set of points of the form (z,d) in H3. Then Py is a hyperbolic plane and P,
Is a constant curvature plane a (signed) distance d from Fj.
Let ¢ : U — C be a locally univalent map and ® = S its Schwarzian derivative. The

osculating Mobius transformation My, is the unique Mébius transformation whose two jet
agrees with ¢ at z. We define ¥ : H®> — H? by

\I/(Z, d) = Mw(z)(z, d)

Note that ¥ extends continuously to ¥ on U.
The following two results can be found in §3 of [JAnd].

Proposition 6.2 Let p = (z,d) be a point in H?. There exist an orthonormal basis
{e1,eq2,e3} for T]Hlf’, with e1 and ea spanning the plane normal to P; and an orthonormal
basis for T H?I,(p) such that d¥ at p in these coordinates is:

eIl
L+ 4ed cosh d ﬁ)CI’( Y 0
z
0 1- 4ed cosh d
0 0 1

In particular if 4e? coshd > ||®| o then W is an orientation preserving local diffeomorphism
at p.

Remark. For each d the nearest point retraction m,; defines a natural map from U to
P;. In [And] what is actually calculated is the derivative of the composition ¥ o 74. Since
the derivative of my is easy to calculate we can translate the work in to the above
proposition.ﬂ

When ¥ is an immersion there are also formulas for the curvature of the image surface
U (Py).

!There is an error in the calculation of the eigenvalues on p. 35 of [ They should be (1 +1/t) +
IS£(0)]I/4t and 5(1+1/t) = [|SF(0)]|/4t not 5(1+1/t) + [|SF(0)]| and 5(1 +1/t) — [|SF(0)].
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Proposition 6.3 Let p = (z,d) be a point on Py and let k1 = —% and ko =

_||<|I|>C(I>z()z||)—|i|-1' Then the principal curvatures (if defined) of W(Py) at W(p) are

sinh d + k; coshd
cosh d + k; sinh d

fori=1,2.

Let 3 be a projective structure on a surface S with conformal structure X and let X be
the fuchsian projective structure with conformal structure X. Then there is a representation
pr : m(S) — PSLoR such ¥p = U/pp(m1(S)). Identifying U with the universal cover
S and the deck transformations with pp(m1(S)) there is a conformal developing map 1 :
U—CforX. In particular, ¥ has a holonomy representation p and v o pp(y) = p(y) o ¢
for all v € m(S). As above 9 extends to a map ¥ : H3 — H3. It is clear from the
definition that this construction is natural. That is ¥ o pp(y) = p(v) o ¥ for all v € m1(5).

The group pr(m1(9)) also acts on H? with quotient homeomorphic to S x R. We can
therefore view H® as the universal cover of S x R, identifying S x {d} with P; in H3. Then
¥ is a map from S x R to H3. Restricted to S x [d,00) where e > /2|[Z]lo + 1, ¥ is
a diffeomorphism. Let £(3,d) be the hyperbolic structure on S X [d,00) defined by this
developing map. The hyperbolic structure £(X, d) extends to the projective structure ¥ on
S x {oo} so £(X,d) is a geometrically finite end with projective boundary ¥. The plane P,
descends to surfaces S(X,t) that foliate £(%, d).

Proposition 6.4 The surfaces S(X,t) are convez in E(X,d) and are strictly convex if t > 0.

Proof. This is a direct consequence of Proposition [.3. [bd]

The foliation of £(X,d) by convex surfaces implies that £(X, d) embeds in a hyperbolic
cone-manifold with projective boundary Y. More precisely:

Proposition 6.5 If ¥ is a component of the projective boundary of a hyperbolic cone-
manifold M then E(X,d) embeds in M if d > 0.

Proof. The proof is the same as Proposition B.3. IE]

Although £(3,d) embeds it may intersect the tubes Uf. We need to show that d can
be chosen large enough so that this doesn’t happen. To do this we will use an alternative
construction of the surfaces S(3,d) as an envelope of horospheres.

For each p € H3 the identification of the unit sphere in TPH?’ with the ideal boundary C

of H3 determines a visual measure pi,, of C. Given a conformal metric o on a domain Q C C
and a point z € C the set of points in H? whose visual measure equals o at z is a horosphere
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H..». This horosphere also has the following property: A plane P in H? limits to a round
circle in C. This circle bounds two disks and we assume one of these disks D contains z.
Then hyperbolic metric op on D will agree with o at z if and only if P is tangent to H, ..

The envelope of this family of horospheres H., , is a surface in H?3. A similar construction
works in a geometrically finite end. In fact if o is the hyperbolic metric on ¥ and o4 = eo

the envelope of the family of horospheres H, ,, is the surface S(X, d).

Theorem 6.6 Let x be the injectivity radius of the hyperbolic metric on X. If et >
coth(k/2)\/1 + 2||X||ee then E(X,d) is embedded and disjoint from UE.

Proof. Since the envelope of the family of horospheres H, ,, is the surface S(X, d) the
union of the horoballs bounded by H. ,, is the entire end £(X, d). By Proposition B.7 there
exists an embedded round disk D’ with hyperbolic metric op such that

op(z) < o(z)coth(k/2)v/ 1+ 2[|3]|s-

By our choice of d there exists a round disk D C D’ such that op(z) = 04(z). The round
disk D is the projective boundary of an embedded halfspace H which will have hyperbolic
boundary a plane P. The plane P will be tangent to H. ,, so the horoball bounded by
H., will be contained in H. By Theorem B.§ H is disjoint from U and therefore the
horoball bounded by H. ., is disjont from U€ proving the theorem. [Fd]

For each 3 the map W canonicaly identifies £(X, d) as a Reimannian metric on a fixed
copy of S x [d,00). We the have the following proposition:

Proposition 6.7 Let X; be a sequence of projective structures which converge to Yo in
P(X) and assume that e > \/2||S¢]|oo + 1 for all t. Then the metrics E(X4,d) converge to
E(X,00) in the compact-C* topology on metrics on S x [d,0).

Proof. This is a simple consequence of the fact that the maps U; depend continuously
on the projective structures ¥;. In particular, if the 3; converge to Y., then \i/t can be
chosen to converge to U, in the C°°-topology on maps from S x [d,00) to H? which implies
that the metrics converge.

On a compact manifold converge in the compact-C* topology of a sequence of metrics
implies that the associated metric spaces converge in the bi-Lipschitz topology. Since S x
[d, 00) is non-compact we only get bi-Lipschitz convergence on compact submanifolds such
as collars S x [d,d']. This will be enough for our applications.
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6.2 The Schlafli formula

We will need to bound the volume of the complement of the geometrically finite ends in
the cone manifolds M;. To do so we will use the generalized Schlafli formula of Rivin and
Schlenker. Although their formula applies in much greater generality we will stick to the
case of a 3-manifold with boundary M and a smooth family of hyperbolic cone-metrics g;
where ¢ is the cone-angle. Let I(¢) and I1(¢) be the first and second fundamental forms for
OM in the g, metric and H(t) the mean curvature. Finally let V(¢) be the volume of M in
the g; metric. The generalized Schéfli formula is then:

Theorem 6.8 (Rivin-Schlenker [RS])

1 1
——V'(t) = / (H’(t) + —(Y(t),H(t))) dA + Le(t)
3 oM 2
We will use the following simple corollary of this result:

Corollary 6.9 Assume that the metric g; are defined for a <t < b and that ast — a, g
converges in the C*-topology on a collar neighborhood of OM. Furthermore assume that

Le(t) is bounded. Then V (t) is bounded.

Proof. Since g; converges the quantities H'(t) and I'(¢) and II(¢) are all bounded and
therefore the integral

/ (H' + (V,11)) dA
oM

will be bounded. Since L¢ is bounded, Theorem [6.§ implies that V’ is bounded which in
turn implies that

T
V(T):/ Vidt + V(1)
1
is bounded.

Remark. This result could also have been proven using the standard Schléfli formula
for manifolds with polyhedral boundary. One simply needs to construct a polyhedral ap-
proximation for the smooth boundary.

6.3 Geometric limits of cone-manifolds

By Corollary .6 we know that the projective structures ¢ converge to a projective structure
3i, as t — /. Therefore there exists a d > 0 such that e?™1 > /2||S[ + 1 for all

t € (¢/,a] and i = 1,...,n. We then let M; be the closure of M/\ <U5(Z§:,d)>. The
i=1
boundary of M; consist of the boundary OUf of the tubes and the boundary S(2%, d) of the

geometrically finite ends.
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Theorem 6.10 There exists a sequence {t,} in (¢/,a] with t, — o such that M, con-
verges in the bi-Lipschitz topology to a hyperbolic cone-manifold My homeomorphic to M.

Proof. We need to see that the conditions of Theorem p.] hold for the family M.
As we have already noted the norms ||Si||s are bounded since the projective structures
converge. Proposition then implies that the principal curvatures of S(%, d) are bounded
above and below. Since the radii of the tubes Uf are greater that sinh~! /2 the principal
curvatures of QUY are bounded between coth(sinh ™! v/2) and tanh(sinh ™! v/2). We bounded
the injectivity radius in Proposition [.9. Our choice of d gaurantees that width(S(X¢, d)) >
1. To see that the boundary components OU; have a definite width we note that the tubes
Uf are not maximal. In fact from Proposition B.J we see that there are disjoint embedded
tubes whose torus boundary has area 0.51. The difference between these tubes and the Uf
will be a collar of definite width for all ¢.

This is enough to obtain a limiting hyperbolic manifold M,,. To see that M, is
homeomorphic to the M; we need to bound the volume of the M;. If we consider the
M, as a family of metrics on a fixed manifold Proposition [.7 implies that we can choose
these metrics such that they converge on a neighborhood of each S(X%,d). We then apply

Corollary .9 to M;\ <U E(%E, d)) to bound the volume. [bad]
i=1

Theorem 6.11 There exists a M, € GF(N,C) such that My — M.

Proof. The boundary of M, consists of tori and higher genus surfaces. On a collar of
the higher genus ends the manifolds My, converge to a collar of the geometrically finite ends
E(X!,,d —1). Therefore we can glue the ends £(X¢,,d — 1) to the higher genus boundary
components. It is shown §3 of [HK4] that the metric can be extended to a cone singularity
(or cusp if &/ = 0) at the torus components of dM,, with cone angle . In fact they show
more than this. For large n there are bi-Lipschitz diffeomorphisms f,, from My, to M.
For a fixed ¢ € C, f,, maps OU{ to a fixed component U, of OM,,. The meridian of QU
is the unique homotopy class a of non-trivial simple closed curve on QUf that bounds a
disk in Uf . Hodgson and Kerckhoff further show that f, maps the meridians to a fixed
homotopy class on OUY, and this homotopy class is a meridian of the cone singularity in
the extended structure.

The extended manifold M, is then a geometrically finite cone-metric on a pair (]\7 ) é)
Since the maps f, take meridians to meridians the f, extend to homeomorphisms from
(N,C) to (N,C). These extensions of f, can also be chosen to be conformal maps form the
conformal boundaries of My, to M,s. By Theorem [[.] in open an interval about o/ there
exists a one parameter family of cone-manifolds M, with cone angle ¢, conformal boundary
X apd Ma/ = M, . We need to show that each f, is homotopic to an isometry from M;,
to Mtn-
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Let p; and p; be the holonomy representations of M; and M, respectively. (Note that
they are representations of 71(N\C) 2 71 (N\C) not of w1 (N) 2 71 (N).) Convergence in the
bi-Lipschitz topology implies that the representations (fy,).ps, converge to p,s. By Theorem
5.7 in [Br the space of conjugacy classes of representations is locally parameterized by the
complex length of the meridians and the conformal boundary. This is a stronger version
of Theorem [L.1] which allows representations where the holonomy of the meridians is not
elliptic. It implies that p;, = (fn)«ps, for large n. By Theorem 1.7.1 of [CEG] on My,
fn will be homotopic to an isometric embedding of M;, in M;,. Since M;, extends to a
geometrically finite cone-manifold in a unique way this implies that f,, is homotopic to an
isometry from all of M, to M, .

To finish the proof we choose a fixed large value of n and use the map f, to pull
back metrics in GF(N,C) to metrics in GF(N,C). Under this identification M;, = M;,,.
Theorem then implies that M; = M, wherever both are defined. Therefore M; — M,
as desired.

We are now ready to prove Theorem [.3:

Theorem Let M, € GF(N,C) be a geometrically finite hyperbolic cone-metric with
cone angle . Suppose the tube radius of the cone singularity is > sinh™' /2. Then there

exists an ly depending only on « such that if L.(«) < €y for all ¢ € C then the one parameter
family of cone-manifolds My € GF(N,C) is defined for all t < cv.

Proof. By Theorem [[.]] the interval for which the family M; is defined is open in [0, a].

By Theorem this interval is also closed. Therefore M, is defined for all ¢ € [0,a]. [1Ld]

7 Rank two cusps

In this section we show how bounds on the L?-norm control the shape of a rank two cusp.
Recall that a rank two cusp is the quotient of a horoball, centered at infinity in the upper
half space model, by parabolic elements z +— 2z + 1 and z — 2z + 7 with Im7 > 0. The
horoball is foliated by horospheres which are horizontal planes in H?. The quotient of these
planes are tori which foliate the rank two cusp. Each tori will be conformally equivalent
with 7 the Teichmiiller parameter of the tori. To normalize the cusp we choose the horoball
so that in the quotient the boundary torus has area %

We will use similar notation for cusps as we do for short geodesics and their tubular
neighborhoods. In particular if 7 is a torus component of N the U," will be the associated
rank two cusp. We also let £(t) be the Teichmiiller parameter of the cusp.

We do not know, a priori, that the cusps U, are embedded. The proof of this is
essentially the same as Theorem B.5. In particular we have:
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Proposition 7.1 If the tube radius of the cone-singularity is greater than sinh™' /2 and
L.(t) <ty for all c € C then the cusps U, are embedded and disjoint from the tubes Uf for
all c € C.

Next we need to control the derivative of the Teichmiiller parameter as t varies. Note
that £,(t) is a point in the Teichmiiller space of a torus which is canonically identified with
H? so we will measure the derivative ﬁi/(t) in the hyperbolic metric. We then have

Theorem 7.2
Le(a)® > |L()

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof Theorem [.4.

On the rank two cusp the Hodge form w; is a sum of a model deformation w;* and a
correction term wf. The model is constricted in §3.7 of [Brd]. The term w is trivial so
w§ = dipy where v is an E-valued section on U},

Recall that to calculate the L?-norm of w; on U! we need to integrate ww; A wg over the

boundary torus OU; As in the proof of Theorem p.4 we expand ww; A wf to get

wp A wf = 2w A (WM 4 2008 A (WM)F 4 2w A (WE)F

Using the integration by parts argument from Theorem .4 we have

/ W A (W) = — / Wy A (™).
ot o

From the explicit form of wj® we see that dwi™ has no terms tangent to OU,’ so

/ W A (DY = 0
ouy

/H%WZ/HWW+/H%W
Ut Ut Ut

We can also calculate the L2-norm

e = 12500

Y

which implies that

By Propositions .4 and [I.1] we know that

&mﬁz/nsz/nww
My Uy

t

combining this last inequality with the previous two equalities completes the proof.  [Fd]
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As an immediate corollary we have:

Corollary 7.3 The length of the path L.(t) with t € (¢!, a] is bounded and therefore L.(t)
converges to L (o) as t — o/, where L (/) is a complex number with Tm L (/) > 0.

The proofs of Theorems [[.J and [[.4 do not change when rank two cusps are allowed. To
prove Theorem [[.2 we need to modify the geometric limit arguement. When there are rank
two cusps we define M; to be the complement of geometrically finite ends, the tubes about
the cone-singularity and the rank two cusps. Then just as in Proposition .4, Corollary [7.3
implies that the injectivity radius of My is bounded below. Once we have this the geometric
limit arguement and the proof of Theorem [I.9 follow as before.

8 Applications to Kleinian groups

We now use our results to prove some estimates on pinching short curves on the conformal
boundary of a smooth hyperbolic 3-manifold. We need to reset our notation. Let M
be a complete, smooth hyperbolic 3-manifold and C a collection of disjoint simple closed
curves on the conformal boundary M of M. We also assume that the curves in C are
homotopically distinct in M and that each ¢ € C represents a primitive element of my(M).
Then L.(M) will be the length of the geodesic representative of ¢ in M and L.(0M) will
be the length of the geodesic representative of ¢ for the hyperbolic metric on the conformal
boundary. We need the following preliminary result which is a combination of theorems of
Canary (Theorem 5.1 in [Carl]) and Otal (Theorem 3 in [Of)]).

Theorem 8.1 There exists an eg > 0 such that if L.(OM) < €y for each ¢ € C then the
geodesic representatives ¢* of ¢ in M is isotopic to ¢ on OM. Furthermore this isotopy is
disjoint from the geodesic representatives of the other curves in C.

In the next two results we compare the geometry of a hyperbolic manifold with short
curves in its conformal boundary to the geometry of a hyperbolic manifold with those curves
pinched to rank one cusps.

Theorem 8.2 Assume M is a smooth geometrically finite hyperbolic 3-manifold without
rank one cusps. Assume that C is a collection of homotopically distinct and disjoint simple
closed curves on OM and that each ¢ € C represents a primitive element of mi(M). There
exists an Ly > 0 such that if L.(OM) < ¢ for all ¢ € C the following holds:

1. There exists a smooth, geometrically finite hyperbolic structure M homeomorphic to
M with each curve c pinched to a rank one cusp.

2. The components of the conformal boundaries of M and M that are disjoint from C
are isomorphic.
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3. If X is a component of the conformal boundary disjoint from C and ¥ and 3 are the
projective boundaries on X for M and M, respectively, then there exists a C depending
only on the injectivity radius of the hyperbolic metric on X and ||X||oc such that

d(2,3) < CLe(OM).

Proof. Let ¢, = min{{y,e}. By Theorem [[.9 there exists a one-parameter family of
cone-manifolds M; for ¢ € [0, 2] with cone singularity C* such that My, = M. By Theorem
B.1], the manifold M has a compact core M’ which is disjoint from C*. Furthermore each c*
will be isotopic to a curve on the boundary of M’. Recall that Mj is complete hyperbolic
structure on the topological manifold M\C. Then the cover M of My associated to the
compact submanifold M’ is the hyperbolic manifold satisfying (1) and (2).

Finally, (3) holds by Theorem [[.3. Note that if M has incompressible boundary C
depends only on the injectivity radius of X not on ||X||s. This is because when 0M has
incompressible boundary ||X||« < 3/2 by Nehari’s Theorem.

This theorem should be compared to Corollary 1.3 in [Md] which treats the special case
where M is quasifuchsian. That result has a better bound than the one we achieve here.
Our bound could be improved be finding a lower bound on the distance between the tubes
Uf and an embedded half space H rather than just showing that Uf and H are disjoint.

In our next we result we control the complex length of geodesics in M. In this theorem
©,(M) is the imaginary part of the complex length.

Theorem 8.3 For each L > 0 there exists an € > 0 and an A > 0 such that if v is a closed
geodesic in M with L,(M) < L and L.(OM) < € for all c € C then

e_ALC(aM)L«/(M) < LA/(M) < eALc(aM)L,Y(M)

and
(1= ALe(M))O, (M) < ©,(M) < (1+ ALc(M))O, (M),

Proof. This follows immediately using the construction of M in the previous result and

Theorem [L.4.

This result should be compared with Proposition 5.1 in [CCHS] which is essentially the
same result.

9 Appendix - Mean value inequalities

In this appendix we prove mean value inequalities for harmonic vector and strain fields.
For strain fields this inequality was proved by Hodgson and Kerckhoff in an early version
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of [HKY]. Their proof is not in the current version of [HK4] as they have found a simpler
proof of their main results which does not require the inequality. With their permission we
recount the result here.

We also prove a mean value inequality for vector fields v where ||Av]|| is bounded. The
proof is essentially the same as for strain fields if not simpler. Will start with the vector
field inequality along with an application to Hodge forms on geometrically finite ends.

Using the identification of the tangent bundle with the real part of E, a vector valued k-
form w can be identified as a real F-valued k-form. Then Aw will be the Laplacian associated
to the bundle E. For a function u, Au will be the standard Laplacian on functions. It will
be clear from context which Laplacian we are using.

Lemma 9.1 If ||Av|| < b then —(Aljv]| + 2||v]|) > —b.
Proof. For vector fields we have the Weitzenbock formula,
Av =V*Vu + 2v

where V is the Riemannian connection and V* its adjoint (see §2 of [HKI]).
Let
Viy = VxVy — Vyyy.

Then V*V = —%;V2 ., where {e1, e2, 3} is an orthonormal frame field on M. For functions

A = V*V. Using this formula we see that for any tensor S on a Riemannian manifold:
A|S||? = 2(V*VS, S) — 2| VS|
Combining this formula with the Weitzenbock formula for v we have
Alloll? = 2(Aw, v) — 4]lo]2 — 2]V (9.18)
Let u = ||v|>. Applying the product formula for the Laplacian to u times itself gives
A(u?) = 2uAu — 2||Vul%.
Combining this formula with (P.1§) we get:
2ulu — 2||Vu|? = 2(Av,v) — 4u* — 2| Vu|?

or

ulu + 2u? = (Av,v) + | Vul* — || Vo]
We also know that [|[Vo|| > ||[Vu| = [V(|lv|)] and —(Av,v) > —||Av]|||v]| > —bu. Therefore

—u(Au+ 2u) > —bu.
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If w # 0 we have
—(Au+ 2u) > —b.

On the other hand if v = 0, u has a local minimum so —Awu > 0 and the inequality still

holds. (-]

Define the operator L by L = —(A + 2). Let B, be a ball of radius r centered at a
point p. We first need a fundamental solution for L. That is a radially symmetric, smooth
function v(r) on Bg\p such that Lv = 0 and

/ vLodV = lim vLdV = ¢(p)
BR e—0 BR\BE

for all smooth functions ¢ with support in the interior of Bp.

Lemma 9.2 The function

— cosh(v/3r) + coth(v/3R) sinh(v/3r)

47 sinh r

v(r) =
is a fundamental solution for L. Furthermore, v(R) =0, v(r) <0 for 0 <r < R and

- V3
" 4rsinh(R) sinh(V3R)

Proof. For any radial function

v'(R

0% f df
—Af = ) + 2C0th7’%.
Using this formula it is easy to check that Lv = 0.
The operator L is self-adjoint so on any compact manifold M with boundary oM, L

satisfies Green’s identity:

/MngdV:/MgLfdv+/aM< %—g%) dA

where f and ¢ are smooth functions on M and a% is the derivative in the direction of the
outward normal.
Applying Green’s identity to v and a test function ¢ we have:

/ vLodV = / dLodV + / (v%— @> dA
BR\BE BR\BS OBRr an (97‘

¢ ov
o <”a—n - E) “

= / v'pdA — v—dA.



Clearly, v(e) ~ —m for € near 0 and it is easy to check that v'(e) ~ ——-. We
also know that area(0B.) = 4 sinh?(¢) and therefore
lim v'pdA = ¢(p)
e—0 9B,
and 9
lim v—(bdA =0.
e—0 9B, on
Therefore
| oLeda= o)
Br
and v is our fundamental solution.
The other properties of v are a straightforward calculation. E]
Lemma 9.3 Let u be a smooth function on Br such that Lu > —b. Then
u(p) < —m / w2dV + b)2
~ y/vol(Bgr) \| /B& '
Proof. We first apply Green’s identity on B,/\ B.:
/ vludV = / uLvdV +/ <v@ — u@> dA
B,/ \Be B,/ \Be B, or or
ou ov
— — —u— | dA 9.19
/8Be <U or u@r) (9.19)

where v is the fundamental solution on the ball B,,. Recall that Lv = 0, v(r') = 0 and

. ou ov
lg%— . <UE - u5> dA = u(p).

Therefore after taking the limit of (9.19) as € — 0 and rearranging terms we have:

u(p) :/ vLudV—l—/ uv'dA:/
B 8B, B

By letting w = —1/2 and solving the above equation for fB JoLudV = fB ,vdV we have

. /
0= [ pdv = Y3 _sinhr’ 1
B 2 sinh(y/3r) 2

vLudV +v'(R) / udA.
0B,

r! r!

1
P
- 2

r!
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Now if u is any smooth function on B, with Lu > —b we have:

/ vLudV < b/2.

Therefore:

V3
ulp) <b/2+ 47 sinh(r") sinh(v/317) /aB udd.

Rearranging we have:

ar
V3

Next we integrate both sides from 0 to R:

4—\/7%(14(]9) —b)2) /O * (sinh(v3) sinh 1")dr < /0 ’ ( /8 N udA> ar' = /B v

Since sinh 7’ < sinh(v/3r)/v/3 we have

(u(p) — b/2)(sinh(v/3r) sinhr”’) < /83 udA.

4 R R
il / (sinh(v/3r") sinh ') dr’ < 477/ sinh? r’dr’ = vol(Bg).
V3 Jo 0

/BRudV§ \/MM/BRQMV.

/ u?dV 4+ b/2.
Br

By Holder’s inequality

Therefore

1
= \/ VOI(BR)

The three previous lemmas easily lead to the following theorem:

Theorem 9.4 Let v be a vector field on Br and assume ||Av|| < b. Then:

lv(p)|| < |lv]|2dV + b/2.

e\

By Theorem 4.4 of [Brd] every cohomology class in H'(M; E) that extends to a confor-
mal deformation ® of the projective boundary is represented by a Hodge form w. However,
it is not shown that w extends continuously to ®. We show this now.
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Theorem 9.5 The Hodge form w extends continuously to the holomorphic quadratic dif-
ferential .

Proof. We need to recall some of the proof of Theorem 4.4 in [Brd]. In the proof
W = Wy + we where wy, is a model deformation that extends continuously to ¢ and the
correction term w, is a trivial deformation. Then w,, = ds,, where s,, is the canonical lift
of an automorphic vector field on M while w, = ds. where s, is the canonical lift of a vector
field on M. The model w,, is an automorphic vector field that is in a standard form on the
geometrically finite ends and near the cone singularity. From this standard form we know
that the norms ||Aw,,| and ||A(curlw,,)|| decay to zero at the projective boundary.

Since we know that w,, extends continuously to ® to prove the theorem we need to
show that w. and curlw. extend continuously to the zero vector field. From the proof of
Theorem 4.4 in [Brd] we know that both w. and curlw, are in L?. We also know that
Aw = A(curlw) = 0 so Aw, = —Aw,, and A(curlw,) = —A(curlw,,). Therefore the
norms ||Aw,| and ||A(curlw,)| decay to zero at the projective boundary.

We now apply Theorem [0.4. Let p, be a sequence of points in M converging to pso in
Y. For large values of n there will be balls B,, centered at p,, and embedded in M such that
|Aw,|| and ||A(curlw)|| is less than b, on B,, with b, — 0. Then by Theorem p.4

levepm)| ﬁ / lewell2 + b2

and

|| curl we(pp) || < / || curl w||2 + by, /2.
Vol

Since both w, and curlw, are in L? the right hand side of these inequalities limits to zero
at n — oo. Therefore ||w.(py)|| and || curl w.(p,)|| limit to zero on 3. 1E]

9.1 Strain fields

Next we prove a mean value inequality for Hodge forms. The real and imaginary parts of
a Hodge form are strain fields so this is equivalent to proving a mean value inequalities for
harmonic strain fields.

We begin by defining a strain field. If v is a vector field on a Riemannian manifold with
covariant derivative V then Vv is a vector value 1-form. The traceless symmetric part of Vv
is the strain str v of v which measures the conformal distortion of v. The real and imaginary
parts of an E-valued 1-form are vector valued 1-forms. It is shown in [HKI]) that if v is a
harmonic, divergence free vector field and w the associated Hodge form then Rew = strv
and Imw = — strcurlwv.
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Lemma 9.6 If n is a stain field with An = 0 then —A||n|| + 2||n|] > 0.

Proof. The proof is a bit more complicated than Lemma P.] because the Weitzenbock
formula for strain fields is more involved. The Laplacian A = dd + dd for E-valued forms
has the decomposition A = D*D + DD*+T*T +TT* whered= D +1T and § = D* +T*
are the decomposition of d and ¢ into their real and imaginary parts. We deal with the first
two terms Ap = D*D + DD* and last two terms H = T*T + TT* separately. For Ap we

have (see [WY]) .
Apn = —§V2 n— iijZ A (R(eis ej)n)(e;)-

eie;
Let

Ry = _igjwi A (R(ei, e5)n)(e;)

SO
Ap =V*'V+R.
Since R(e;,e;) is a tensor R is purely algebraic and therefore easy to calculate.

Any strain field  can be written as a linear combination n = X f]iek ® w'. Then
0.

)

Rn = kEl fIR (e ® w') so we need to calculate

Rier @ w') = ZZ;w’ A (wl(e]—)R(ei, ejer + (R(e;, ej)wl)(ej)ek> :
To calculate these terms we recall that for hyperbolic space
R(ei, ej)er = 5Zej — (5iei
where 5; is the Kronecker delta function. For the first term we have
w' Aw(ej)R(ei, ef)er, = 55‘(51263' - 5%62‘) Qw'.

If k # I this is only non-zero if i = j and k = in which case we get ¢; ® w*. If k = there
are two non-zero terms —e; ® w’ when i = j # k. Therefore

. Ek lf,iwi Awl(ej)R(ei,e5)er =1t — trnl.
27.]7 ’

For the second term we calculate
(e e))(es) = w'(~Rlenes)eg) = (1 - 81wt (er) = (1 - &)}
SO '
YW A (R(es, e)wh)(ej)er = 2, @ W

i,J
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Since 7 is a strain field it is traceless and symmetric therefore the two terms combine to
give
Rn = —3n.
For an harmonic strain field 7 it is shown that Hn = n in [HK1]. Combining our work
so far we have

An=V*'Vn+Rn+Hn=V*Vn—-3n+n=0

and therefore
V*Vn = 2n.

The remainder of the proof is exactly like the proof of Lemma .] and we will not repeat
it. Note that for a harmonic vector field V*Vv = —2v which accounts for the sign change
from the bound we get for vector fields to the bound for strain fields. [@]

Now let Lu = (—A+2)u. We then can restate Lemmas P.2 and P.3 and Theorem P.4 for
this new definition of L. The proofs are so similar that we leave the details to the reader.

Lemma 9.7 The function

—cos(v/2r) + cot(v2R) sin(v/2r)

47 sinh r

v =
is a fundamental solution for L if R < \f Furthermore v(R) =0, v(r) <0 for0 <r < R

and ) Y
4w sinh(R) sin(v2R)

V(R

Lemma 9.8 Let u be a smooth function on Bgr such that Lu > 0. Then

3y/2vol(Bg)
u(p) < 47;5’ R./B

where f(R) = cosh(R)sin(v/2R) — v/2sinh(R) cos(v2R) for R < \f
Using the fact that ||w(p)||? = || Rew(p)||? + || Imw(p)||? we then have:

Theorem 9.9 Let w be a Hodge form on a ball B of radius R centered at a point p. Then:

3\/2v01 BR
lw(p)ll < HszdV

for R < %
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