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1 Introduction

A Kleinian groupl is a discrete subgroup of P&IC). When non-elementary, such
a group possesses a unigue non-empty minimal closed invarasef\r of the Rie-
mann sphere, called the limit set. A Kleinian group acts priypdiscontinuously on
the complememr of Ar and so this set is called the domain of discontinuity.

Such a group is said to be convex cocompact if it acts cocottypat the convex
hull Hr in H2 of its limit setAr. This is equivalent to the condition that an orbitfof
is quasi-convex ifil>—or that the orbit defines a quasi-isometric embeddiing H.
Equivalent to each of these is the property that every limibpof I is conical, and
still another definition is thdt has a compact Kleinian manifold—meaning thacts
cocompactly ofH2 U Ar. We refer the reader to [110] and the references therein &r th
history of these notions and the proof of their equivalesee @lso [65]).

Let S denote an oriented complete hyperbolic surface of finita,akodS) =
TH(Homeo (S)) its group of orientation preserving self-homeomorphismsauiso-
topy, andT(S) the Teichmiller space &equipped with Teichmiller's metric.

The mapping class group M@) acts on Teichmiller spackS) by isometries,
and W. Thurston discovered a M@—equivariant compactification 6% S) by an ideal
sphere, the sphere of compactly supported projective medsamination®ML(S).

J. McCarthy and A. Papadopoulos have shown that a subdeoapMod(S) has a
well defined limit sef\g, although it need not be unique or minimal, and that there is a
certain enlargeme@/\g of Ag on whose compleme acts properly discontinuously
[48]. So such a group has a domain of discontinfigy= PML(S) — ZAg.

In general, the limit set of a subgroup of M&] has no convex hull to speak of,
as there are pairs IBML(S) that are joined by no geodesic T(S). Nevertheless,
if every pair of points in\g are the negative and positive directions of a geodesic in
T(S), one can define the weak huils of Ag to be the union of all such geodesics.
This is precisely what B. Farb and L. Mosher dolin/[20], whéreytdevelop a notion
of convex cocompact mapping class groups. They prove thafisig
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Theorem 1.1. (Farb—Mosher)Given a finitely generated subgroup GMbd(S), the
following statements are equivalent:

» Some orbit of G is quasi-convexii{S).
» Every orbit of G is quasi-convex Ifi(S).

» G is hyperbolic and there is a G—equivariant embeddifg dG — PML(S)
with image/Ag such that the weak hufhg of Ag is defined; the action of G on
He is cocompact; and, if f G — $H is any G—equivariant map, then f is a
guasi-isometry and the following map is continuous:

f=fudf: GUIG— T(SYUPML(S).

A finitely generated subgroup of M¢§) is said to beconvex cocompacif it satisfies
one of these conditions.

The interest in convex cocompact Kleinian groups is due i fgacombined work
of A. Marden [37] and D. Sullivan [64] that implies that suctogps are precisely
those that are quasiconformally stable, meaning that gredilirbations of the identity
representation are induced by quasiconformal conjugacies

The allure of convex cocompact mapping class groups is of mifesly differ-
ent nature: Farb and Mosher have shown that wlénclosed, convex cocompact-
ness for a subgrou@ < Mod(S) is implied by thed—hyperbolicity of the associated
M (S)—extension ofG—see [20]. Moreover, in very recent work, U. Hamenstadt has
shown that these are equivalentl[27]. In particular, if ¢hisra finite KG,1), and an
embeddingG — Mod(S) whose image is not convex cocompact and yet whose non-
identity elements are all pseudo-Anosov, then the assatfatrface group extension is
a group with no Baumslag—Solitar subgroups, a finite Eileglaac Lane space, and
which fails to be hyperbolic. This would provide a countenewple to a question of M.
Gromov—se€ [29] and [20].

For more on the geometry of these extensions and relategpgrave refer the
reader to[[20],[1211],[154],155],156],157], and [6].

Our purpose here is to strengthen the analogy between camoampact Kleinian
groups and their cousins in the mapping class group. Ounfiash result is the fol-
lowing

Theorem 1.2. Given a finitely generated subgroup GMbd(S), the following state-
ments are equivalent:

» G is convex cocompact.
» The weak hulbg is defined and G acts cocompactly 9a.
» Every limit point of G is conical.

* G acts cocompactly ofi(S) UAg.



Remark. The definition of$yg used here is more general than that described above
and is defined for any infinite irreducib® see Sectioh 412.

ThatG need only act cocompactly ofig to be convex cocompact follows quickly
from the fact, proven in Sectién 4.2, that geodesic triambylimg in a thick part off (S)
are thin in the sense @-hyperbolic metric spaces: @ acts cocompactly ofig it is
coarsely dense therein and the weak hull lies in a thick gai{(8); the thin triangle
condition on§g implies that it is quasi-convex [Theordm #.5], an@-sorbit is quasi-
convex as a result. That triangles lying in a thick part aie telies on H. Masur’s
Asymptotic Rays Theorem [39] and Y. Minsky’s Contractiorebhem [51].
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Figure 1: Convex cocompactness, Kleinian manifolds, amicedlimit points.

If I is a Kleinian group, a limit point foF is said to beconicalif every geodesic
in H® terminating there has a neighborhood that interse€tsabit in an infinite set.
In the mapping class group, the definition of conical recgigeme care as there are
points in the boundary of Thurston’s compactificationJg6) that are not limits of



Teichmiller geodesic rays. Nonetheless, points exhilpitiis behavior are irrelevant
by Masur’s Two Boundaries Theorem [41], and it is easily gbahconvex cocompact
groups have all limit points conical [Theorém13.6].

With the aid of F. Bonahon’s work on geodesic currents [8,dailguments given by
McCarthy and Papadopoulos to prove taacts properly discontinuously dki can
be extended to prove proper discontinuity G{S) UAg. We write Mg =
(T(S)UAG)/G and refer to this as thileinian manifold for G. Along with certain
length and intersection number comparisons along Teitlemgeodesic rays, these
extended arguments prove that if all limit points are colnttenMg is compact [The-
oren3.8]. The only remaining implication is that having anpact Kleinian manifold
implies convex cocompactness.

Minsky’s Bounded Geometry Theorem [53] for a doubly degateehyperbolic 3—
manifold with a type preserving homeomorphisntg R says that the length of the
shortest geodesic of such a manifold is bounded below if ahdifthe Masur—Minsky
subsurface projection coefficients of its ending laminai@are uniformly bounded
above. K. Rafi has proven the analog of this theorem for Teidlemgeodesics [59]:
namely, a geodesic lies in a thick part®fS) if and only if all of the subsurface pro-
jection coefficients of its defining laminations are unifdyrinounded.

The setZAg is the set of laminations having zero intersection numbén sdme
lamination inA\g. The setZZA\g is the set of laminations having zero intersection
number with some element @A\g. We may continue this procedure to obtain a se-
quence of setZ(WAg. When a subgrouf of Mod(S) acts cocompactly oAg, ZAg
is stable under this operation of taking zero loci and evamihation inAg is filling
[Theoreni3.ID0]. A cocompact action &g, in conjunction with Rafi's bounded geom-
etry theorem for Teichmdller geodesics, implies thatgict f every lamination il\g is
uniguely ergodic [Theorem 3.9]. Such groups always havekeds that are closed
in T7(S) UAg [Lemmal5.8] and compactness 9t/G follows from compactness of
Mg. The logic of the proof of Theorem 1.2 is depicted in Fidure 1.

Theoreni 3.0 provides much stronger information than is eé¢al prove Theorem
[I.2. We state it here as it may be of independent interest.

Theorem[3.9. Let G be a subgroup dflod(S). If Ag # 0 and G acts cocompactly on
Ag, then every lamination i\ is uniquely ergodic, Ag = Ag, and g is defined
and cobounded. Furthermore, G has a finite index subgroupfallhose non-identity
elements are pseudo-Anosov.

An earlier proof that convex cocompact mapping class grtvape compact Kleinian
manifolds mirrored the proof in the Kleinian group settingdarevealed that weak
hulls lying in a thick part of Teichmiller space have cldgesints projections with
contraction properties similar to convex hullsii¥, generalizing the quasi-projection
theorems of Minsky—we have preserved this projection thean Sectiof 6.

An obstacle to shining light on Md®) presents itself when one has taken a point
of view based on the analogy betwe&(S) andH?: the Teichmiiller space with the
Teichmuller metric is not hyperbolic in any reasonablesseof the word([3€8, 47] (nor
is it hyperbolic with any reasonable M@8}—invariant metric[[1B]). Indeed, even if
the map sending a subgro@ of Mod(S) to its orbit in T(S) is a quasi-isometric
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Figure 2: Quasi-isometrically embedding@(S) and convex cocompactness.

embeddingG need not be convex cocompact—not even wieis cyclic [4€]. On
the other hand, Mo@®) acts by isometries on W. Harvey’s complex of cung&s),
which is 6—hyperbolic by a celebrated theorem of H. Masur and Y. Min&id;[11].
llluminating Mod(S) from this vantage point has some advantages over the view fro
T(S)—as well as disadvantages due to the fact 8(&) fails to be locally compact.
Our second main theorem is the following.

Theorem 1.3. A finitely generated subgroup G bfod(S) is convex cocompact if and
only if sending G to an orbit in the complex of curves definesasgisometric embed-
ding G— C(S).

Remark. This theorem was independently discovered by U. HamenfaaH

The proof that convex cocompact groups have this propedynisvel application
of Minsky’s Contraction Theorem combined with the fact t8&$) is quasi-isometric
to the electric Teichmiiller spacg(S).

Given a quasi-isometric embeddi@— C(S), we obtain from general principles
thatG is d—hyperbolic and that the given map extends continuouslynap

GUAG — C(S)UIC(S)

whose restriction t@G is an embedding. The boundary of the complex of curves is
naturally parameterized by the spat8(S) of potential ending laminations for geo-
metrically infinite hyperbolic 3—manifolds homeomorphicdx R, by a theorem of E.
Klarreich [33]. The spacé/L(S) sits naturally—as the set of filling laminations—in
the quotient oM L(S) obtained by forgetting transverse measures.

Using hyperbolicity ofe(S) and Masur and Minsky’s Bounded Geodesic Image
Theoreml[45], we are able to uniformly bound the projectioefficients for endpoints



in dC(S) of bi-infinite geodesics i®. Rafi's Bounded Geometry Theorem and a propo-
sition of Klarreich allow us to lifd G to the limit setAg and demonstrate that the weak
hull ¢ is defined and cobounded. The fact that triangles in a thickgpa thin again
tells us that)g is d—hyperbolic. The quasi-isometric embeddi@g— C(S) yields a
quasi-isometric embedding — g and we conclude thds is quasi-convex irv'(S)

by hyperbolicity of the hull. See Figuké 2.

In [20], Farb and Mosher prove that whé&is closed, a free subgroup of M) is
convex cocompact if and only if the associated surfacerbg-§roup id>—hyperbolic.
Such subgroups are call&thottky. In [57], Mosher proves that for any finite set
of independent pseudo-Anosov mapping clasges. . , §p—meaning that the fixed
points are pairwise distinct—there is a natural numbeuch that the surface-by-free
group associated t@[", ..., ¢, is d—hyperbolic. This demonstrates the abundance
of Schottky groups. Theorein 1.3 yields a new proof of thig¢ (adthout the closed
hypothesis or9).

Theorem 1.4(Abundance of Schottky grougs [20]5iven a finite set of independent
pseudo-Anosov mapping clasges. .. , on, there is a numbef so that for all natural
numbers m> ¢, the group generated bgf", ..., §" is Schottky.

Proof. We refer the reader to Sectibh 2 for terminology.

Let &1, ... ,®, denote the Cayley graphs (1), ..., (@n), respectively. Fxa €
C(S) and (¢i)—equivariant embeddings; — C(S) by sending each vertex to the as-
sociated point of the orbit aff and sending edges to geodesics joining the images of
their endpoints. By Theorem 4.6 6f [44], these ar€l&fl, Cy)—quasi-isometric embed-
dings for somé&g > 1 andCy > 0. Moreover, sinc@s, ... , ¢, are independent, all the
endpoints of these quasi-geodesic ray8@{S) are distinct.

For anym> 0, we consider the abstract free gragg’, ... , ¢."'|—) equipped with
the metriomd, where d is the word metric with respect to thj&. Note that we naturally
obtain a metric on the associated Cayley greigim). There is a canonical isometric
embeddingb; — &(m) restricting to the “identity” on(¢™). Our chosen embeddings
of & — €(S) induces &¢7", ..., ¢'| —)—equivariant ma (m) — C(S).

Now, given two quasi-geodesic rays and 1o with a common origin in ad—
hyperbolic metric spac¥ representing distinct points @, the unionr, U 1, (suitably
parameterized) is a quasi-geodesic line with constantsrdépg only on the;, their
quasi-geodesic constants, ahd

Fix K > Ko > 1 andC > Cy > 1 quasi-geodesic constants for the embeddings of
&; into C(S) and all quasi-geodesic lines obtained as unions of distays in unions
&; U®; (via the embeddings intd(S)).

SinceC(S) is d—hyperbolic for som®, there is arR > 1 such that anyK,C,R)—
local-quasi-geodesic is a quasi-geodesic, see Théotefnef [18]. If m > R, then
every geodesic segment of lengRithroughl in &(m) is contained in a unio; U ®;.

In fact, such a segment is contained in a union of two geodagi&froml1 contained
in &; and &; respectively and by the choice &f andC, this segment is sent to a
(K,C)—quasi-geodesic segment@qsS).

As any geodesic segment (m) may be translated to a segment throdghve

conclude that every geodesic &(m) is sent to a(K,C, R)—local-quasi-geodesic in



C(9), and that(¢", ..., ¢5"|—) is quasi-isometrically embedded by its orbitGgS)
providedm > R. In particular,(¢1", ..., ¢7") — Mod(S) is injective, and has convex
cocompact image by Theorém11.3. O

Remark. Although Farb and Mosher work with closed surfaces in carand) con-
vex cocompactness, their definitions carry over verbatinttie case of finite area
hyperbolic surfaces. Theordm1l.1 also easily extends sostttting. A quick way to
see this (that requires no verification of Farb-Mosher'itégues) is to observe that
the Teichmuller spaces of punctured surfaces isomdirieatbed in the Teichmiller
spaces of closed surfaces with nice mapping class groupatance properties (via
appropriate branched covers).

In addition, using this method, Farb and Mosher's proof afotlary [1.4 easily
implies the corollary for finite area hyperbolic surfacesrtRermore, we note that this
trick allows any example of a convex cocompact subgroupsitefarea hyperbolic
surfaces to be promoted virtually to examples in closecasermapping class groups.
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2 Background

2.1 Coarse geometry

Given metric space¥ andY and constant& > 1 andC > 0, a mapf: X — Y is a
(K,C)—quasi-isometric embeddingf

%dx(a, b) —C < dy(f(a), f(b)) < Kdx(a,b)+C

for all aandb in X, and a(K,C)—quasi-isometryif its image isA—dense for soma.
Such a map is said to bé-bi-Lipschitz if C=0.
Amapf: X —Yis said to bgK,C)—coarsely—Lipschitzif

dy((a), f (b)) < Kdx(a,b) +C

for allaandbin X, andK—Lipschitz if (K,0)—coarsely—Lipschitz.

A map from an interval iR or Z to a metric spac& is a(K,C)—quasi-geodesic
if itis a (K,C)—quasi-isometric embedding andk&, C, R)—local-quasi-geodesit its
restriction to any interval of lengtR is a (K,C)—quasi-isometric embedding.

If X is a geodesic metric spadeC X, thenY is said to bed—quasi-convexf every
geodesic joining two points il is contained in thé\—neighborhoo®a(Y) of Y.

Given a finitely generated group with finite generating setl, let c, denote the
induced word metric. AgeodesicS in (G,dy) is a (1,0)—quasi-geodesic defined on
an intervall C Z. We represen§ by a sequence of group elemests= {h;};cr and
emphasize that the defining characteristic of beifig) 8)—quasi-geodesic is that

duc(hj, hi) =[] —Kl.



Note that, given any point; € G, we can translat§ to a geodesic through the
identity 1 takingh; to 1, namely

h (9) = {h *hj}jer.

2.2 d-hyperbolic spaces

We refer the reader t6 [18] and [12] for more on hyperbolicnmetpaces and coarse
geometry.

A geodesic triangle in a metric spacedsthin if each of its sides is contained in
the d—neighborhood of the union of the other two sides.

A geodesic metric spaceds-hyperbolicin the sense of M. Gromov and J. Cannon
if every geodesic triangle i&—thin.

Let X be a metric space. Giveqy, andzin X, the Gromov product of y and z
with respect tocis defined to be

1
(y-2)x = 5 (dx(y,x) + dc (2 X) — de (v, 2))-
Fix a basepoink in X. A sequenc€x,} converges at infinityin X if

||m (Xm . Xn)x = 00
m,n—co

and two sequences, } and{ym} areequivalentif

i, Yim- Yo = e
If X is ad—hyperbolic geodesic metric space, G@mov boundary X of X is the set
of equivalence classes of sequence iihat converge at infinity. The sét=XUdX
admits a natural topology in which a sequetigg} in X converges to a point= {yn}
in 90X if and only if {x,} is equivalent toy.

A geodesic ray basedauniquely determines a point #iX given by any sequence
of points on the ray that converges at infinity.

2.3 Teichmiller theory

We refer the reader to][3] [1,123] for more on quasiconformapirags and Teichmller
theory. In what follows, unless otherwise stated, all Riemasurfaces and
complex/conformal structures are of finite analytic typeg &yperbolic surfaces and
structures are complete with finite area.

Let X be a Riemann surface homeomorphiStdVe viewX as either a complex 1—
manifold, or an oriented hyperbolic 2—manifold—the Unifozation Theorem permits
us to change this view at will. Anarking of X is an orientation preserving homeo-
morphismf: S— X, and the Teichmuller spackS) of Sis the set of equivalence
classes of marked Riemann surfadesS — X. The equivalence relation is defined
by declaringfi: S— X; to be equivalent td,: S— Xy if foo f{l is isotopic to an
isomorphism of Riemann surfaces.



Abusing notation, we often refer to a Riemann surficas a point in Teichmdiller
space, by which we mean the equivalence clas§iafiplicitly marked by some home-
omorphism.

We may also think off(S) as the space of complex, conformal, or hyperbolic struc-
tures onS, up to isotopy, as such a structure is inducedsdsy pulling back via the
marking.

Let X; and X, be two Riemann surfaces equipped with markirfgs S — X;
and fa: S— Xp. A homeomorphisnt: X; — X, is K—quasiconformal if it is ab-
solutely continuous on lines ardz| < k|f;| in every local coordinate wherek =
(K—-1)/(K+1) < 1. The minimal value oK for which f is K—quasiconformal is the
dilatation of f and is denote&[f]. TheTeichmuller distance betweenX; andX; is
defined to be

dy (X1, X2) = %inflogK[f]

where the infimum is taken over all quasiconformal mépsotopic tof; o fl’l. There
is a unigue extremal quasiconformal mg&p— X, realizing the above distance, called
theTeichmuiller mapping.

A holomorphic quadratic differential g on X is an assignment of a holomorphic
function ¢ (z) to each local coordinatesuch that for two coordinates andz,

¢1(21)(dz1/dz2)* = 2(22).

We say that is integrable if [y |g| < . We equip the vector space of integrable
holomorphic quadratic differentiaf3(X) with the norm|| || = [« | |. VaryingX over
T(S) and assembling the vector spac#X) one obtains a vector bundi&S) over
T(S). We letQ'(S) denote the associated unit sphere bundle 6Y&f andQ*(S) the
complement of the zero section 8{S) — T(S). Throughout the remainder of this
paper, we will refer to a point 0®*(S) simply as a quadratic differential, with the
holomorphic, integrability, and non-zero conditions imjil We denote a quadratic
differential byq or sometimegX, q) if we wish to emphasize the underlying complex
structureX € 7(S).

A natural parameter at a pointp associated to a quadratic differentigt ¢ (z) dz?
is given by

Z(w) = /zo V@ oz

wherezy = z(p). Away from the zeroes of, { is abona fidecoordinate for whichy
takes the particularly simple form= dZ2.

Pulling back the horizontal and vertical foliations @fvia a natural parametef
yields a pair of transverse measured (singular) foliatibn&y) and¥, (q) associated
to g, where the transverse measures are the pullbacks of theatartd horizontal total
variations inC, respectively. A branched flat metric, called tpemetric, is obtained
from ¢ by pulling back the Euclidean metric frof. The total area oK with respect
to theg-metric is||q]|.



The Teichmiller mapping between Riemann surfaces may &eitded explicitly
in terms of a holomorphic quadratic differential. Fix sucHiierentialq with natu-
ral parametet, and a number & k < 1. The(qg,k)-Teichmdller deformation of X
is the Riemann surfacé’ with underlying surfac& and complex structure given by
the local parametef’ = ({ +k{)/(1—k). As X' is determined by, g, andk, we let
(X,q,k) denoteX’. The quadratic differential = (d{’)?/||(dZ’)?|| is called thetermi-
nal differential of the deformation. The horizontal and vertical measurdidtions of
the terminal differential are given li§_(q) = K-1/2F_(q) andF (¢ ) = K¥2F,(q),
whereK = (14 k)(1—k). The “identity” X — X’ is the Teichmiller mapping in its
homotopy class, and,dS,S) = 1 logK. Teichmiiller's Theorem asserts that for any
X € T(S) the map from the unit baB; ¢ Q(X) to T(S) given byq— (X,q,|[q]|) is a
homeomorphism.

Given a quadratic differentiadj on X, define theTeichmiller geodesict =
Tq: R — T(S) as follows. Fort € R, lets be given byt = log((1+s)/(1—)),
and define

T(t) = (X,0,%) fort >0
(X,—q,—s) otherwise

The parameter is chosen so that a geodesic parameterized by arc—length with re-
spect to the Teichmuller metric—note that the termindledéntial at timet has hor-
izontal and vertical measured foliatiofis (qt) = e 'F_(q) and F, () = €5F.(q).
We refer to the projective classes of the horizontal andcadrfoliations ofq as the
horizontal and vertical foliations af.

The mapping class group M@8) acts onT(S) by pulling back hyperbolic struc-
tures. This is a properly discontinuous action by isomstoiethe Teichmuller metric
and the quotieriv((S) is themoduli spaceof S.

The e—thick part of J(S) is the set of hyperbolic structures &ifor which the
length of the shortest geodesic is greater than0. A set is said to be—coboundedf
it lies in thee—thick part ofT(S) andcoboundedif it is e—~cobounded for some> 0.
D. Mumford’s Compactness Criterion [58] says that a setisobounded for some
if and only if it projects to a precompact setli(S), see alsd [15].

2.4 Laminations and foliations

For a nice survey of geodesic laminations, $ee [9].

Fix a hyperbolic metric oi%. A geodesic laminationon Sis a nonempty compact
subset ofSthat is a union of pairwise disjoint simple complete locabdesics ors,
called theleavesof the lamination. By a simple complete local geodesic, wame
the image of an injective locally isometric immersionif A transverse measureon
a geodesic lamination is an assignment of a Radon measueaehoaec (and so each
curve)a transverse to the lamination such that (1) the measure obasa’ of an
arca is the restriction ta’ of the measure oo and (2) so that two arcs are assigned
the same measure if they are isotopic through arcs traresterthe lamination. A
measured laminationA is a geodesic laminatiofd | called thesupport of A, along
with a transverse measure. We will further always requia¢ dlur transverse measures
havefull support: if the intersection of a transverse arowith |A| is non-empty, then
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the measure on is non-zero (equivalently, the support of the measure @exactly
ani|Al).

The set of measured laminations admits a natural topolegy[9§, and the resulting
space is denoted(L(S). The set of non-zero laminations up to scale, ghgjective
measured laminations is denotedPML(S). We letUML(S) denote the quotient
of the set of measured laminations obtained by forgettiagsverse measures. The
spaceML(S) depends on the choice of hyperbolic metric, but there is @miaal
identification between spaces obtained by different metric

Certain definitions for (or properties of) € ML(S) may depend only on its pro-
jective clasgA] or its supportA|. In these cases, we will freely apply such definitions
(or refer to such properties) f@k] or |A|, as is appropriate. Occasionally, we confuse a
measured laminatioh with its projective clas$A], and even its suppofd |, referring
to all three simply ad when the meaning is clear.

Let S be the set of isotopy classes of essential simple close@dsnS. Essential
here means homotopically nontrivial and nonperipherakintageodesic representa-
tives with transverse counting measures, we iderdtifyith a subset oML (S). The
geometric intersection numbigr, - ): 8§ x 8 — R, =[0, ) extends naturally to a con-
tinuous function

(-, ) ML(S) x ML(S) > R, .

WhenA is a measured lamination ardis a simple closed curvé(A,a) is simply
the total mass of transverse measurenoassigned byl. The injectionS — ML(9)
remains injective upon descending to the quotiénts PML(S) andS — UML(S).

A measured laminatioh is said to bdilling if it intersects non-trivially any mea-
sured lamination whose supportis different from thak ofrhis property fon depends
only on|A|.

There is a closely related theory of (singulargasured foliationson S. There is
a spaceMF(S) of (measure classes of) measured foliations, an intecsefuinction
i : MF(S) x MF(S) — R, and a space of such foliations up to sc&@d(F(S). The
horizontal and vertical foliations of a holomorphic quadraifferentialq € Q(S) are
examples of transversely measured foliations. In fact @ theorem of J. Hubbard
and H. Masur([28] and S. Kerckhoff [32] that for any fixed compbktructure, each
(measure class) of measured foliation appears as thealddiiation of a unique holo-
morphic quadratic differential.

As discussed in the previous subsection, for &y T(S), Teichmdller’s Theorem
provides a homeomorphism from the open unit balDifX) to 7(S). Therefore, the
closed unit ball serves as a visual compactificatior (). Identifying a quadratic
differential with the projective class of its vertical fation, we interpret this as a com-
pactification byPMF(S). This isTeichmiller's compactification of 7(S).

We have chosen to work primarily with measured laminatiatiser than foliations,
and so refer the reader {0 |22] for a detailed treatment ofatter. However, we need
to know that there is a “dictionary” betwe@d £ (S) andMJF(S)—see G. Levitt’s paper
[36] for details. Given a measured foliatién there is an associated laminatidp,
obtained fromF by straightening the leaves &f. The foliationF can be recovered
from Ar by a certain collapsing procedure applied to the compleamgmegions ofAr
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(whenAg has isolated leaves, one must first replace such a leaf byraruefoliated
by parallel copies of the core). We cal thelamination associated toF, andF the
foliation associated toAr.

The identificatiorM.L(S) = MJF(S) is completely natural. Specifically, we have
i(F1,F2) =i(Ar,, AR,) and for everyt > 0 andF € MJ(S), one has\ir = tAr. More-
over, for anyg € Mod(S), we havegAr = Agr.

Given a Teichmilller geodesitdefined by a holomorphic quadratic differentipl
with horizontal and vertical foliation§_ andJ ., we call the associated laminations
A_=Ag_andA, = Az, (ortheir projective classes) tmegative and positive direc-
tions of 1, respectively. Ift is a geodesic ray, the laminatidn associated t& is
called thedirection of 1. The boundary of Teichmuller's compactification®fS) is
thus identified witlPM.L(S) as the directions of rays emanating from a poirt 7(S).

If two projective measured geodesic laminatighs], [A;] bind S, meaning that
every complementary region of the union of their supporésdssk or once-punctured
disk, then they are the negative and positive directionsiofigue Teichmuller geodesic
which we denoter(A_,A.). We note that the binding condition depends only on
[A_],|A+], while T(A_,A;) depends on the projective classes of measures.

We say that a geodesic laminatioruisiquely ergodicif it is filling and supports
exactly one transverse measure up to scale. By definitionghmiquely ergodic de-
pends only on the support of the lamination.

2.5 Lengths, intersection numbers, and geodesic currents
There is a function
0:T(S)x8 =Ry

that assigns a paiiX,a) the length/x(a) of the geodesic representative @fwith
respect to the hyperbolic metri. This function extends continuously and homoge-
neously (in the second factor) to a function

0 T(S) x ML(S) - R,

called thehyperbolic length function, seel[9].
There is also a function

ext: T(S) xS =Ry

that assigns a pa(iX, a) the extremal length exta) of the curvea in the Riemann
surfaceX—exix (a) is the infimum of the reciprocals of conformal moduli of em-
bedded annuli about. Kerckhoff proves in[[32] that this function has a contingou
square—homogeneous (in the second factor) extensidgis), namely

ext: T(S) x MF(S) = R.
Moreover, if(X,q) € Q*(S), then
extx (F+(a)) = [|qll

This allows the following characterization of the Teichiatimetric in terms of
extremal length.
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Theorem 2.1(Kerckhoff [32]). Forany X andY 7 (S)

extx(a))
exty(a) /)’

dy(X,Y) = %suplog(

where the supremum is taken overalin MJ(S).

Both T7(S) and ML(S) admit proper embeddings into F. Bonahon’s spd¢s)
of geodesic currents the space ofr (S)—invariant Radon measures on the space of
geodesics in the universal cover $-we recommend the beautiflll[8] for details of
what follows.

There is a naturaR—action on¢(S) and the quotienP&(S) of €(S) — {0} by
this action is compact. The above embeddings descend todefinigs of 7(S) and
PML(S) into PE(S). There is an “intersection function”:

11 (9 x5 =R,
which is a continuous symmetric homogeneous (in each fgfttoction with the fol-
lowing properties.

Theorem 2.2(Bonahon) IdentifyingT(S) and ML (S) with their images ing(S), if
H,v e ML(S) and Xe T(S), then:

Loi(u,v) =i(u,v)
2. 1(X, ) = lx (M)
3. 1(X.X) = 7[x(9)|
MoreoverML(S) consists of precisely those curremtss ¢(S) for whichi(n,n) =0.

Taking the closure of (S) in PE(S) provides a compactification 6f(S), asP¢(S)
is compact. Properness of the embeddifi§) — ¢(S) with part 3 of Theoreri 212
guarantees that any point 8fS) — 7(S) in P&(S) is represented by an elemente
¢(9) satisfyingi(n,n) = 0. By the final remark in Theorem 2.2, this is a compact-
ification by PML(S). Bonahon proves that this is precisdliiurston’s compactifi-
cation [8], which we write asT(S) UPML(S). We comment that this is related to
Teichmuller's compactification (see the next section)thattwo compactifications are
different [32].

2.6 Three theorems of H. Masur

We use the following theorems of H. Masur repeatedly.

Theorem 2.3(Criterion for unique ergodicity [43]) If the direction of a Teichitler
geodesic rayr is not uniquely ergodic, then the projection oto the moduli space
M(S) leaves every compact set.

A topological ray[0, ) — M(S) leaves(or exits) a compact seX if the pullback of
XK to [0,) is compact.
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Theorem 2.4 (Two Boundaries Theorend [41])A Teichniiller geodesic rayr with
direction a uniquely ergodic laminatioh converges i (S) UPML(S) to A.

So Teichmdller’'s compactification 8f S) agrees with Thurston’s on the set of uniquely
ergodic laminations.

Theorem 2.5(Asymptotic Rays Theoren [39])Let X and Y be points ifi(S) and
let 0 and 1 be Teichriller geodesic rays from X and Y, respectively, with common
direction a uniquely ergodic laminatioi | in PML(S). Theno andTt are asymptotic.

Here we say thatr andt areasymptoticif
tIm)dgr(a(t),r(t)) =0

for an appropriate choice of unit speed parameterization.

2.7 Complexes of curves and arcs

Given a surfac& with compact boundary for which the interior (i) is a surface
of genusg with p punctures, we lef (Y) = 3g+ p. We assume throughout that2
E(Y) <o,

A simple closed curve in such a surfatés essentialif it is essential in intY). A
simple (compact) arc isssentialif it is homotopically essential relative @Y.

Suppose thaf (Y) > 5. Harvey'scomplex of curvesC(Y) of Y is the simplicial
complex whosek—cells are collections of isotopy classeskof 1 disjoint pairwise
non-isotopic essential simple closed curves.

If £(Y) =4, then intY) is a sphere with four punctures or a punctured torus. In
these cases, we defi@€Y) to be the graph whose vertices are essential simple closed
curves and that two vertices are joined by an edge if theysat in as few a number
of points as is possible for two such curve¥in

Whené (Y) < 3, we declare that(Y) be empty.

Given a surfacd, it is convenient to have eomplex of arcsA(Y). If £(Y) > 3,
we defineA(Y) to be the simplicial complex whodecells are collections of isotopy
classes ok+ 1 disjoint pairwise non-isotopic essential simple closaves and arcs—
where isotopy classes of arcs are defined relativ®rto

If Y is a compact annulus, we defioY) to be the graph whose vertices are
isotopy classes of essential arcsYinrelative to their endpoints i@Y and that two
vertices are joined by an edge if they may be realized dijoin

For anyY, we metrizeC(Y) andA(Y) by demanding that any simplex is a regular
Euclidean simplex with all side lengths equal to one andgkie induced path metric.

We note that wherg (Y) < 4 and has no boundary, or wh&nis a noncompact
annulus, we are declaring(Y) to be empty.

Although the complexA(Y) is uncountable whelY is a compact annulus, it is
nonetheless quasi-isometricZd45].
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2.8 Ivanov—Masur—Minsky subsurface projections

A subsurface¥ of Sis said to be groper domain if it is not equal toS, it is properly
embedded (a compact set®intersectsy in a compact set), and the induced map on
fundamental groups is injective. We further assume thatydweundary component of
Y is essential (thus the only puncturesrodire also punctures &. We note that under
these assumptiong,(Y) is always nonempty.

Fix a hyperbolic metric or8. The definitions for measured laminations which
follow are equally valid for their projective classes as veal their supports. We note
that the projections and projection coefficients definedwelo not depend on our
choice of hyperbolic metric used to realize laminations @sdgsic laminations, but
the angled and the bound given in Lemrha 2.6 do.

Given a proper domai¥i in S, pass to the covéf of Scorresponding to the funda-
mental group o¥. Adding the domain of discontinuity far (Y) to H? and taking the
quotient, we obtain an enlargem&hof Y which is homeomorphic ti.

GivenA € ML(S), we may lift|A| to a (noncompact) geodesic laminatidr in
Y. Compactifying|A| in Y and identifying any two arcs in the same parallelism class
(and disregarding inessential arcs) yields a simplex {d)—whenY is an annulus,
parallelism is defined relative to the endpoints and instéadsimplex, we obtain a set
with diameter at most one. This simplex (or set in the anncésg) is therojection
of A to Y, denoted (A )—note thatre (A) is allowed to be empty.

Givenu andA in ML (S), theprojection coefficient for y and A atY is defined

to be

dy (1, A) = diamyy) (78 (1) U T (A )

provided thatr (1) # 0 and 1% (A) # 0. If either of 7% () or 1&(A) is empty, we
define ¢ (u,A) = 0.

We henceforth write diag-) to denote diam v ().

WhenY is an annulus, distance ifi(Y) is determined by the intersection number:
if a andp are distinct vertices ofl.(Y),

dy(a,B) =1+i(a,B).

When convenient, we refer to the core of an annilasdY.
Fix a hyperbolic structure o8andA andu in ML(S). Define the angle

O(u,A)=_inf 8(x,u,A)

XEUN

where8(x,u,A) € [0, 7] is the smaller of the two angles between tangent linggi o
and|A| atx.

Lemma 2.6. Supposeax € § is a simple closed geodesic in S andA € ML(S) are
two laminations withd = min{8(u,a),0(A,a)} > 0. If we let Y denote the annulus
with dY = a, then we have

dy(H,A) <2[2cosh*(1/sin(8))/¢(a)] +2.
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Proof. LetY degote the annular cover 8fassociated t¥, a the lift of o to the core
of Y, andt andA any lifts of leaves ofu| and|A|, respectively, that meet.

Let 8 denote any geodesic that meaterthogonally. By symmetry and the triangle
inequality for &, it suffices to prove that

i(1,B) < [2cosh(1/sin(8)) /¢(a)] .

To verify this inequality, further lift the picture to the iversal covef? — Y. Let
0 be a geodesic covering that is stabilized by an isometd generatigg the cyclic

covering group. Letip denote a lift oﬂ] intersectingag in a pointx. Setfy to be any
lift of B and note that all other lifts g8 are of the form{" (o).
Since every point of intersection pfwith 8 has exactly one lift oy, we see that

i(1,B) = Ezi(ﬁo,in(ﬁo))-
ne
However, from elementary trigonometric formulae for rightingles we see that a
geodesic orthogonal fm, will intersectf if and only if the distance from this geodesic
to x is less than cost(1/sin(8(x, tio, @))). The desired inequality follows from the
fact that the translation length gfis ¢(a) and thatd < 8(x, Lo, 0p). O

2.9 Bounded geometry theorems

Minsky’s Bounded Geometry Theorem [53] says that a doubgjederate hyperbolic
3—manifold homeomorphic t& x R has the length of its shortest geodesic bounded
below if and only if the subsurface projection coefficiertgé®ending laminations are
all uniformly bounded above.

K. Rafi has characterized the short curves in hyperbolicgiras on a Teichmuller
geodesic in terms of the intersections of the subsurfagegtions of its defining lami-
nations|[59]. With the global connection between intelisectumbers and subsurface
projection coefficients described in_[45], this yields tlidwing bounded geometry
theorem for Teichmiller geodesics—the theorem is imiiicthe the proof of Theo-
rem 1.5 of [59].

Theorem 2.7(Rafi). For every D> 0, there exist€ > 0 such thatift = 7(A_,A;) is
a Teichniiller geodesic withh_ and A, in PML(S) satisfying

dY(/\*a/\wL) < D

for every proper domain Y- S with& (Y) # 3, thent is e~cobounded.
Conversely, for everg > 0 there exists D> 0 such that ift is an e-~cobounded
Teichnilller geodesic with negative and positive directidnsand A, then

dY(/\*a/\wL) < D

for every proper domain Y- S with&(Y) #£ 3.
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3 Dynamics onPML(S)

3.1 Limit sets

Let G be a subgroup of Md@®). The definition of a limit set for the action & on
PML(S) requires more care than its analogue in the realm of Kleigimups. We
elaborate here on this notion in our setting. We primariljofe the notation and
conventions of([48].

A weak limit point for the action ofG on PML(S) is any point[A] € PML(S)
such that for soméu] € PML(S) and some infinite sequence of distinct elements
{on}n_; C G, we have[A] = limgn([u]). Thecanonical limit set (for G acting on
PML(9)) is the closure of the set of all weak limit points. litnit set for G is any
closedG-invariant subset of the canonical limit set.

We say thaiG is dynamically irreducible if it has a unique non-empty minimal
limit setPML(S). We call thisthe limit set and we denote i\g. We refer to the points
of Ag aslimit points of G. Dynamically irreducible groups fall into two types—see
Theorem 4.6 ofi[48]. The first type are those which contain igefimdex cyclic sub-
group (we say it isvirtually cyclic). Moreover, the finite index cyclic subgroup of
G is generated by a pseudo-Anosov mapping class and theretiseairelement o
interchanging the stable and unstable fixed poinBML(S). The second (more in-
teresting) type of dynamically irreducible subgroup camgdawo independent pseudo-
Anosov mapping classes. For a dynamically irreducible gi@uAg can be defined
as the closure of the sAp(G) of stable laminations of pseudo-Anosov elementSof
Set

ZNg = {[H] e PML(S)|i(p,A) =0 for somelA] € Ag}.
In [48], it is shown thatG acts properly discontinuously on the set
A =PML(S) — ZAg,

called thedomain of discontinuity for G.

If Gis not dynamically irreducible, we say that itdgnamically reducible. By
Theorem 4.6 of [48], in this cagg s either finite, virtually cyclic (virtually) generated
by a single pseudo-Anosov mapping class (and contains neeeleinterchanging the
stable and unstable fixed points), or is infinite aaducible, which means that there is
a nonemptyG—invariant sefR C 8 such that for anyr1, 0, € R we havei(ai, az) = 0.

We call such a seteeduction systemfor G. We pause to elaborate on the structure of
reducible subgroups—see Chapter 7.0 [30].

If G is infinite and reducible, then there iscanonical reduction systemfor G
characterized as the unique largest reduction sy§temith the property that i3 € 8
is any curve withi(a, ) > 0 for somer € R, then there existg € G so that{g"(8) }i_,
is an infinite set. Le§, ..., S, denote the components of the complement of the curves
of Rin S, and we refer to these as tiemponents ofG. As G leavesR invariant,
one obtains a homomorphism to the mapping class group ofisi@ird union of the
components

G —Mod(S ... US)
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by restriction. The kernel of the permutation action on thmponents is a finite index
subgroupG’ < G leaving eacts; invariant, and we IeG/|sj denote the restriction of
G’ to Mod(S;j). We call a componerf; a pseudo-Anosov componenif there is an
elementg € G’ which is pseudo-Anosov in‘;’|sj. A components; is called afinite
componentif the restriction 0fG’|SJ. is finite. Every componerf; is either pseudo-
Anosov or finite—see Theorems 7.11 and 7.14 of [30].

As dynamically reducible groups do not have unique closeariant sets on which
they act minimally, we make the following declarations ofatlare to be considered
“the limit sets’ and “the domains of discontinuity’ of such groups.

If Gis finite, we sef\g = ZAg = 0 and declare thaig = PML(S).

If Gis virtually generated by a single pseudo-Anosov mappiags;iwe definég,
ZN\g, andAg as in the dynamically irreducible case.

If Gis infinite and reducible, then we follow McCarthy and Papasldos and de-
fine the limit set and domain of discontinuity as follows. W&R denote the canonical
reducing system foG and letS,, ..., S, be the components @, which we humber so
that for somem<n, S, ..., Sy are precisely all the pseudo-Anosov components. for
eachj = 1,...,m, let A} C PML(S) denote the set of stable laminations of the pseudo-
Anosov elements oG/|sj, considered as laminations 8 andA! the closure of this
set. The limit sef\g is defined to be

m
Ae=RU[JA
j=1
The zero seZ/\g is defined as before to be
ZNg = {[H] e PML(S)|i(p,A) =0 for somelA] € Ag}.

McCarthy and Papadopoulos prove that the\get PML(S) — ZAg is again a domain
of discontinuity forG.

Remark. The limit setA\g, its enlargemerf/\g, and the domaifzg have their prove-
nance in Masur's work on the mapping class groups of 3—difneakhandlebodies
[42).

3.2 Proper discontinuity revisited

The proof thatG acts properly discontinuously dki given in [48] is easily extended
to prove

Theorem 3.1. The action of G 0i7(S) UAg is properly discontinuous.

The proof follows from a series of lemmata mirroring thos&etction 6.2 of([48].
We invite the reader to visit that paper for further discossif these ideas.

Remark. McCarthy and Papadopoulos prove that every orliit(i) UA is discrete—
see Section 8 of[48]. This also follows from Theorend 3.1.
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If G is finite, the theorem is trivial and so we assume tBais infinite for the
remainder of this section.

Suppose thab contains a mapping class represented by a pseudo-Anos@diom
morphismf and let|£| = {£_,£L+} C ML(S) be unstable and stable measured lami-
nations forf (note thatf£| is a pair of measured lamination, not the support of a lami-
nation). We comment that these aneasuredaminations, not projective classes—this
requires an (arbitrary) choice of representative from tt@egtive classes. We refer
to |£| as apseudo-Anosov pairfor f. For anyh in G, we let|h£| denote the pair
{h£_,hL}, define

I(’lﬁ‘l) = max{i(-,L,),i(-,L+)},
and let
Do) ={pHeML(§|Vge G, i(u|L]) <i(u,lgL])}.

This set isR ;. —invariant and so defines a subsePof.£(S) which we also call\ .
McCarthy and Papadopoulos show m@g‘ = Az NAg is a fundamental domain
for the action ofG onAg.

Remark. If agroupl” acts on a topological spafé we say that a closed subget- X
is afundamental domain for the action if{yD |y € I'} is a locally finite covering of
X.

We extend the functioi{ -, |£|) defined oriM £ (S) in the obvious way to a function
1(-,|£|) defined on the uniodL(S)UT(S) in €(S). We define

Dpg = {X €T(HUML(9|VGE G, 1(X,|L]) < 1(X,|gL])}.

Again, this set iR —invariant and so defines a setlitS) UPML(S) that we also call
Az As with A ), one readily checks th# ;| is closed.
As in [48], we note that for ang € G, we have

9(Qc) = Dge)-

As in the proof of proper discontinuity ofis given in [48], special attention must
be paid wherG is reducible. In this case, we proceed as follows—see S€8tib for
notation. For each compone®tof G, let |£)| = {£, £} } be a pseudo-Anosov pair
for some pseudo-Anosov automorphisn@fis,, viewed as laminations iN(L(S). We
let u denote any curve that non-trivially intersects each corepbnfX, and let|{|

denote the union ob and eacH£!| for j = 1,....m. |£| is called acomplete system
for G. We define

1 12]) = max{i (-, £0), 1 (-, £ ),1(-,u)[1<i<n}

and define the sets ¢, Am, andﬁw exactly as before.

The first lemma we need is the following (compare Lemma 6.8l)[4In the
following discussion, points df (S) UPML(S) will be enclosed in bracketX], and
we will remove the bracketX to denote a representative pf] in 7(S) UML(S).
This is only relevant whefX] € PML(S), in which caseX is a representative of the
projective class$X]. For[X] € T(S), we haveX = [X].
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Lemma 3.2. Let[X] € T(S)UAg, and{gn} be an infinite sequence of distinct mapping
classes in G. Then the sequence of numbeiX, |gnL|)} is unbounded.

Proof. Suppose thab is irreducible.

Upon passing to a subsequence, the hypothesis impliesribatfdhe sequences
{gnL_} or {gnL+} is unbounded ifVLL(S) (see Lemma 2.6 of [48]). That is, there
is a curvea so that one of the sequencgéa,gnl+)} or {i(a,gnl_)} is tending to
infinity. Without loss of generality, we assurdgnL .} is unbounded. So there is a
sequence of positive real numbérg} tending to 0 such thatgnL4 — p in ML(S).
Since[L4] € Ag, so is[u]. We have

1(X,rn@nL 1) =rnt (X,gnL 1) < rnt (X, [gnL]).

If 1(X,]gnL]|) were bounded independentmfthe numbers(X,rngnL+) would con-
verge to zero, implying that(X, i) = 0. For[X] € Ag = PML(S) — ZAg this is an
obvious contradiction. IfX] € 7(S), this would mean thatx (p) = 0, which is also
impossible.

If Gis reducible, one ofgnL' }, {gnL', }, and{gnv} is unbounded iM L (S) (see
Lemma 7.6 of[[48]), and the proof continues as in the irrelleatase. O

The next fact we need is our version of Proposition 6.13 of.[48
Lemma 3.3. For every[X] € T(S) UAg, there exists g G such thafX] gﬁw.

Proof. By Lemmal3.P the sefi(X,|gL|)}gec has no infinite bounded subsets. It
follows that there is a minimum(X, |g£|) for someg € G and hencéX] € A =

We now turn to the analog of Proposition 6.14[0f|[48].

Lemma 3.4. Let X be a compact set ifi(S) UAg. Then the set of mapping classes
{ge G|XNgA ;| # 0} is finite.

Proof. Suppose there is an infinite sequedgg} of distinct elements o6 such that
Xn gnﬁw =X ﬂﬁ‘gw # 0 for everyn and let[X,] € X ﬂﬁ‘gn“. In particular, we
haver (Xn, [gnL|) < 1(Xn, |£]).

Suppose tha is irreducible.

As above (and ir[48]), one of the sequen{esC .. } or {gnL_} is unbounded, and
we assume without loss of generality that it is the first. Aftassing to subsequences,
there is a pair of sequencés,} and{t,} of positive real numbers, the first tending to
0, so that

Monl+ — HEML(S) and X, — X e &(9).
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As in [48], it follows from continuity ofi that

1(X, 1) = im 1 (tn X, Fn@n L)

< limrpt (tnXn, |9nL])

< limrnt (thXn, | £])
(limrn)(lim 1 (taXn, [£]))
0)(1(X,[£]))
0.

As in the proof of Lemm&_3]2, this contradicts the fact that Ag and[X] € X C
T(S)UAG.

In the reducible case, one 6§nL' }, {gnL', }, and{gnv} is unbounded and again
the proof is formally identical to the irreducible case. O

We may now prove Theorelm 3.1 (compare to the proof of Theoré & [48]).
Proof. Let X C T(S)UAg be compact. We show that the dete G|gK N X # 0} is

finite.
By Lemmd3.# the set

{g€G|XNgh #0}

is finite, and we name its elememnys ... ,gn. With Lemmd3.B, we see that

N
X C U gJAM‘ .
j=1
Now, if gKNXK # 0, theng(gjﬁw) NX # 0 for somej € {1, ...,N}. Since
9(9i8¢)) = (99))D ),
it follows thatgg; = gi for somei € {1,... ,N}. In particular,
{g€GlgKNK #0} C {gig; H_1-
Since the set on the right is finite, so is the one on the left. O
We have also established
Proposition 3.5. Let G be an infinite subgroup &od(S). Then
B ey =De N (T(9UAG)

is a fundamental domain for the action of G B(fS) U Ac. O
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3.3 Conical limit points and compact fundamental domains

A point [A] in Ag is a conical limit point if for any Teichmiller geodesic ray
with direction[A], there is a numbeR > 0 such that som&-orbit intersects th&®-
neighborhood of in an infinite set. Note that a conical limit point is uniquergodic
by Masur’s criterion—as the projection of the geodesio the moduli spacé((S)
must return to a bounded neighborhood of a point infinitetgrofind so cannot leave
every compact set. In particular, any geodesicrayhose direction is a conical limit
point in fact terminates at that pointin Thurston’s comgmettion of 7(S), by Masur’s
Two Boundaries Theorem.

If T is a Teichmuller geodesic ray emanating from a pa{ntvith direction[A]
whoseR-neighborhood contains infinitely many points dgaorbit, then any geodesic
ray o terminating afA | has arR—neighborhood containing infinitely many points from
that orbit. To see this, note thatandt are asymptotic by Masur's Asymptotic Rays
Theorem. In particularg andt are at a finite Hausdorff distanéefrom each other
and it suffices to tak&® = R+ A. So, to verify that a limit point is conical, we need
only consider a single ray.

Theorem 3.6. If G is a convex cocompact subgroupMbd(S), then every one of its
limit points is conical.

Proof. Let [A] € Ag and lett be a geodesic ray ifig with direction[A]. SinceG acts
cocompactly omg, there is a positive numb& such that every point of the image of
Tin Hs/Gis a distance at mo& from any fixed poinp in $g/G. So, if X is a point
in the preimage 0Ky, T stays withinR of GX. O

For the remainder of this subsection, it is convenient tagdwpoints of view and
work primarily with measured foliations instead of measleminations. As such, we
let|F| = {F_,F, } denote the foliations associated to a pseudo-Anosoygair £, }.

If A € ML(S) is associated t& € MF(S), then we havé(F, |F|) =i(A,|L]). Also, if
g € G, then we writdgF| = {gF_,9F }.

The pair|F| determines a unique poifX,q) = (X5,q,5) € 2*(S) with the prop-
erty that¥_ = cF_(q) andF;. = cF,.(q) for somec > 0. Scaling|F|, we may
assume thatX,q) € Q%(S) (and scc = 1).

As in Section 3 of([511], we see that for aMyc T(S) and anya, 8 € MF(S)

exty (o) exty (B) > i(a, B)?.

SinceF_ andJ; are the horizontal and vertical foliation gf and sincd|q|| = 1, we
see that

extx (F_) = extk(F;) =1
Thus, for anyF € MF(S) with A € ML(S) the associated lamination, we have
exix (F) = exix (F)extx (F=) > i(F,|F))2 =i(A,|L])2. (1)

Theorem 3.7. Let[A] be a conical limit point of G. ThefA] ¢ ﬁw.
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Proof. Let |F] and(X,q) = (X#,q,9) € Q(S) be as above. L] be a conical limit
point of G andF the measured foliation associatedAtqan arbitrary choice from the
projective class ofA]). Let T be the Teichmiller geodesic emanating frétrand
terminating afF| defined by a unit norm quadratic differentialat X. Thus, choosing
the representative of the projective class appropriatedymay assume thé#t is the
vertical foliation ofw. Note also that fogin G, g(X ) = Xgz/-

Now, by the conical hypothesis there is a positive nuntbeand an infinite set
{gnh}n_o C G such thagy(X) is a distance at mo%tlogK from a pointY,, on 7. Since
F is the vertical foliation ofw, we have

lim exty, (F)=0.

n—oo

Since & (Yn,gn(X)) is no more thars logkK,
exbn(X) (a) <K eXtYn(a)

for all a in MJF(S) by Theoreni 211 and so
r!moextgn(x)(F) =0.

We conclude that

1im i(A,gn&]) = lim i(F, |g3]) =0

by@)andsq)\]géﬁw. O

Theorem 3.8. Let G be a subgroup dflod(S) such that every point il is conical.
Then there is a compact fundamental domain for the action ohG(S) UAg. In
particular, convex cocompact groups act cocompactly () U Ac.

Proof. By Propositiod 3.5, the 5&115\ is a fundamental domain for the action®fon
T(S)UAg. Since conical limit points are uniquely ergodic, every iiaation inAg is
uniquely ergodic and s@A\g = Ag. In particularAg = PML(S) — Ag. By Theorem
[ﬂ,ﬁm = E\L\- But the setﬁw is a closed subset af(S) UPML(S), and is thus
compact. O

3.4 The weak hull

Let 2( be a closed subset #ML(S). If 2 has the property that for evef¥_] € 2,
there exists ;] € A such thafA_] and[A] bind S, then we define theveak hull Hy

of 2 to be the union of all geodesiagA_,A.) in T7(S) with [A_] and[A.] elements

of 2 that bind. If2l does not have this property then we say that the weak hulltis no
defined. A set is aweak hull if it is $¢ for some close® C PML(S) with the
aforementioned property.

Note that ifG is an infinite irreducible subgroup of M@8), then/Ag possesses a
nonempty weak hulfig = $H,: by a theorem of Ivanov(([30], Corollary 7.14), there
exists a pseudo-Anosov automorphisnGwith stable laminatioA], and any other
lamination inAg will bind with [A].
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3.5 Compact fundamental domains imMAg cobound the hull

Having a compact fundamental domain for the action on theadiowf discontinuity
is a restrictive condition in itself, and in particular soés to cobound the hull.

Theorem 3.9. Let G be a subgroup dflod(S). If Ag # 0 and G acts cocompactly on
Ag, then every lamination i\ is uniquely ergodic, Ag = Ag, and g is defined
and cobounded. Furthermore, G has a finite index subgroupfallhose non-identity
elements are pseudo-Anosov.

The first step to prove this theoremis to prove that everyration in/g is filling.
To this end, we define

ZZNg = {[B] e PML(S) |i(B, 1) = 0 for some[u] € ZAg}.

and prove

Theorem 3.10(Insomnia) Let G be a subgroup dflod(S). If Ag # 0, and G acts
cocompactly or\g, then

ZZN\g = ZNG.
Moreover, every lamination ing is filling.

Proof. If G is finite, bothZAg and ZZAg are empty, and so we assume tkais
infinite. We begin by proving the last statement, assumieditit.

If there is a non-filling lamination i\g, then there is a (projective class of lamina-
tions supported on a) simple closed curv&ifs. LetV(ZAg) C €(S) denote the set
of all simple closed curves ifi(S) that lie inZAg. SinceAAg is an open set, it contains
a simple closed curve that is notZif\g, and henc&€(S) #V (ZAg) # 0. SinceC(S) is
connected, there is a simple closed cuvkat a distance 1 fro (ZAg). The curve
[a] is thus disjoint from some element @f\g, and is not iNZAg (as it is a positive
distance fronV (ZAg)). Thatis,[a] € ZZAg — ZAg, contradicting the first part of the
theorem.

We now proceed to the proof of the first statementGlis irreducible, lef£| =
{L_,L+} be a pseudo-Anosov pair f@. If G is reducible, le§£| be a complete
system foIG (see Sectioh 3]2). L&t be a compact fundamental domain for the action
of G onAg. By Propositions 6.14 and 7.10 6f 48], the set of mappingsg#a

{ge G|X N, # 0}
is finite. Since

{geG|KNA,, # 0} = {ge Glg K Ng A | # 0}
=[{ge Glg KA, #0}]
= {ge GlgKnA|, # 0}

andX is a fundamental domain, we conclude th?g‘ is compact.
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Suppose to the contrary that there is a laminaffiin ZZAg — ZAg. Soi(B,A) #
0 for all [A] in Ag, and there is du] in ZAg such thati(8, ) = 0. Note that[u]
cannot be filling, lesfB] be an element aZAg. So, in fact, there is a simple closed
curve[a] in ZAg such that(8,a) = 0. To see this, takén] be a component of the
boundary of the smallest—injective subsurface containing|. If A is any lamination
with i(A, u) = 0, then notice that one also hida, ) = 0.

Fort € [0,1], letwy = (1—t)a +tB. Thatis, fort € (0,1), v is supported oma | U
|B| and assigns to each arc transversetaJ | 3| the sum of the transverse measures
for o and weighted by(1—t) andt, respectively. We also hawg = a andv; = (3.
For any intervall C [0, 1], write

vy ={w|tel}

and let[vy] denote the image iBML(S). Sincei(f3,A) # 0 for every[A] € Ag, the
entire intervalvg 4] is contained if\.
Now, for any numbe€, the set

{ge GJi(B,]gL]) <C}

is finite, by Lemmata 6.11 and 7.7 of [48].

When G is irreducible, the lamination§ ~ and £, are associated to measured
foliationsF_ andJ.. As in Sectio 3.8, these determine a pgxtq) = (X5, 0j5) €
QY(S)with F_(q) =F_ andF,(q) = F,.

For any simple closed curvye we have

1
=y
V2 !

wherelyq: 8 — R, is the function that assigns a curve gslength. Now, for any
constanC, the set

{gai(ga, |£]) <C}

is finite, since the length spectrum of themetric is discrete.
WhenG is reducible, the set

{gali(ga,|L]) <C}

is again finite. To see this, consider the analogous quadditerentialsg; on S;
determined by¢! andLL. The same comparison of length and intersection number
shows that the set is finite up to Dehn twisting along the camepts ofR. However,

an infinite collection of curves that differ only by twists the components aR will

have unbounded intersection numbers withand therefore the intersection numbers
with |.£| will be unbounded.

Note that since!&fﬁ‘ is a compact fundamental domain g 1] is closed inAg
and non-compact, the set

{9€ G| vy Ny # 0}

(Y) <i(v,1F1) =i(y,1£]) < Lg(y)
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is infinite.
For anyT € (0,1], the sefvt 1] is compact and contained &. By Propositions
6.14 and 7.10 of [48]jv;r ] only intersects finitely many translates[ts{fa‘. For any
te (0,1, [n] € hAm for somehin G, sinceam is a fundamental domain for the action
of GonAg. So, we may choose a sequettciending to zero such théw, | € gnATL‘

and{gn} is an infinite set—and we do so. By the definitiongf .|, we have

i(th,|gnL|) < i(vtn’lLD
= (1-t)i(a,[£]) +tai(B,|L])

1
and so the(w,,|gnL|) are uniformly bounded by some numlvetn particular,
1

i(Vto, [9nL]) = (1 =tn)i(a, |gnL]) +tni (B, [gnL])

<r
and so
i(gn "0, [£]) =i(a,|gnL])
<r/(1-ty)
<2r

whenn is large. We conclude that the numbé(s;, 1a, | £|) are all bounded by some
numberR. Since the set

{gai(ga,|£]) <R}
is finite, we may pass to a subsequence so that
{gn a}tnen = {a'}

for some simple closed cuneg, and we do so.
Again, by the definition ob\ g .|, we have

|(th,|gn£4|) SI(V'[n1|g’£’|) (2)

forall gin G. Since{gn} is infinite and[B] € Ag, the sequence of numbers

i(gn "B, 1£1) =1(B,gnL))
is unbounded, by Lemmata 6.11 and 7.7.0f [48]. So, for sopvee have

(Ve 19nL]) = (1= tn) (g7 @, |£]) +tni(g7 7B, 1 £])
(L—tn)i(a’,|£]) +tai(gn B |1£])
(L—to)i(a’,|£]) +tai(gy B, L))
= (1-tn)i(g 0, |£]) + i (g, "B, 1£])

=iV, [924])

which contradictd(2). O

V
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With Theoreni 3.10 in hand, we prove Theoierd 3.9.

Proof of Theorerh 3]9We begin by proving that there exists a consfant 0 such that
for any two distinct point$A_],[A;] € Ag and any proper domaiC Swith &(Y) # 3,
we have

dY(/\*a/\wL) < D.

We then appeal to Rafi's Theorem and Masur’s criterion fogueiergodicity to see
that every lamination if\g is uniquely ergodicZAg = Ag, and the weak hulf)g of
Mg is defined and cobounded. Our proof is a modification of thefagwven in [52] in
the case whef is cyclic.

Let X C Ag be a compact set. Fix a hyperbolic metric®and use this to realize
ML(S).

For[A]in Ag and[k] in K, letL([A],[k]) denote the supremum of lengths of arcs
of [A|N(S—|k]|). This is finite sinceA is filling (by Theoren{3.110). We claim that
L(-,-) is bounded o\ x K.

Suppose to the contrary that there are sequefdgeis Ag and[ki] in X such that
L([Ai], [ki]) tends to infinity withi. SinceAg andX are compact, we may assume that
the [Aj] tend to a laminatiofA] in Ag, the [ki] to a lamination[k] in X. Since the
L([Ai], [«i]) are tending to infinity, we have a sequence of geodesicoaiiog Aj| N (S—
|ki|) whose lengths are tending to infinity. The Hausdorff limitteé o; is a diagonal
extension ofiA|; we conclude thalk| does not transversely intersect that extension,
and hence has zero intersection number with But this means thdk] is an element
of ZAg, contradicting the fact tha N ZAg is empty.

So, there is a constaht= L(G,X) such that for anyA] in Ag and any|k] in X,
the length of any arc ilA | N (S— |k|) is bounded above bly.

A similar argument shows that there is a cons@nt ©(G,X) > 0 such that for
all [A] in Ag and[k] in KX, the angleB([A], [k]) between leaves df | and those ofk|
is at leas®.

Note that ifY is a proper domain that is not an annulus and a geodesic lamina-
tion, the projectiors (A ) may be obtained by realizing the boundary components of
as geodesics and intersectidg with int(Y). Therefore, by the Keen—Halpern Collar
Lemma [31/25], there is a constavit= M (G, X) such that for any paiA_] and[A, ]
in Ag and any proper subdomathwith £(Y) > 4 anddY in X,

(7% (A-), T (A4)) <M.
This implies the existence of a const&n B(G, X) such that
dY(/\*v/\+) < B

whenevely is not an annulus andY is an element o¥.
WhenyY is an annulus,

dv(A_,A;) <2[2cosh(1/sin(©))/£(aY)] +2
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wheneverY is in X, by Lemmd2.b. The injectivity radius of our chosen hypeidol
metric bound€(dY) from below, and so there is a constént C(G, X) such that

dY(/\*v/\+) < c

whenevely is an annulus andy lies inX.
Letting D = D(G, X) = max{B,C}, we conclude that

dY(/\*a/\wL) < D

whenevelY is a proper domain witldY in X.

If there is a compact fundamental domé&irfor the action ofG onAg, we have the
bound

dY(/\*a/\wL) < D

for all Y with dY in Ag and all pairgdA_] and[A4] in Ag, since/\g is G—invariant and
[A_] and[A.] were arbitrary.

As the laminations if\g are filling by Theoreri 3.10, given a proper dom¥éimY
is an element of\g, and we have the desired bound for all proper subdomains.

By Rafi’'s Theorem, the geodesics joining distinct pointg\g are uniformly co-
bounded.

Let[A] be an element ofig. We may find dA’] in Ag such thaiA andA’ bindS. To
see this, first note tha is either finite, in which case the conclusions of the theorem
are trivial, orG contains a pseudo-Anosov mapping class; for if not, thég would
contain a simple closed curve, which is prohibited by thafillhypothesis. Now, let
[A_] and[A.] be the unstable and stable laminations of a pseudo-Anosppin@class
ginG. If [A]is an element of [A_],[A+]}, we are done. If nofA] and[A_] bind S. In
any case, there is a Teichmller geodesic with directjghand[A’]. This geodesic is
cobounded by the previous paragraph and Masur’s critegitsts thafA] is uniquely
ergodic. We conclude thai\g = Ag.

Since every lamination if\g is uniquely ergodic, every pair of points kg are
joined by a Teichmiiller geodesic. So the weak hul\gfis defined and it is cobounded
by the above.

Since Mod$S) possesses a torsion free subgroup of finite index [62], se@pand
S0, to complete the proof, it suffices to show tBatontains no reducible element. But
iterating such an element @y would produce a non-filling lamination if\g, which
is excluded by the above. O

4 Hulls

4.1 Minsky’s quasi-projections to Teichmiller geodesics

Following Minsky [51], given a closed set C ff(S), we define a closest—points pro-
jection fromJ(S) to the set of subsets of C,

c: T(S) — P(C),
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by demanding that
me(X) = {Y € Clds(X,Y) =ds(X,C)}

where & (X,C) = infyccdy(X,Y). Given a sefl C T(S), we abuse notation and refer
to UxexTic(X) C C asme(X).

Minsky has proven that these projections behave in muchahesvay as such
projections inH?S.

Theorem 4.1(Contraction Theoreni [51])For everye > 0 there is a constant b, de-
pending only org and the topological type of S such that for ancobounded geodesic
T and X inT(9),

diam(7t:(Ng, (x.1) (X)) < b.

Theorem 4.2(Corollary 4.1 of [51]) For everye > Othere is a constant b, depending
only one and the topological type of S such that the following holdst 1.be ane—
cobounded geodesic iA(S). If R > 0 and points XY € J(S) are connected by a path
of length T that remains outside an R—neighborhood dfien

diam(rg (X) U TR (Y)) < gT +D.

Furthermore, for any XY € 7(9),
diam(r; (X) Ut (Y)) < dg(X,Y) + 4b.

Theorem 4.3(Theorem 4.2 of [51]) For everye > 0, K > 1 and C> 0, there exists a
constant D depending on K,C and the topological type of S such that the following
holds. Lety be a(K,C)—quasi-geodesic path ifi(S) whose endpoints iff (S) are
connected by as—cobounded geodesic Theny remains in the D—neighborhood of
T.

4.2 Thin triangles and the hull

We need the following general fact about cobounded geotigaigles in Teichmuller
space. A different proof has been discovered by M. Duchia[£8].

Theorem 4.4(Thick triangles are thin)For everye > O there is ad > 0 such that ifA
is a geodesic triangle with vertices {(S) UPML(S) whose sides are—cobounded,
thenA is d—thin.

Proof. Let X, Y, andZ be points inJ(S). Let P be a point in the geodesic segment
[X,Y] that minimizes the distance betwegiand that segment. It is shown in the proof
of Lemma 7.2 of([44] that the patlX,P]U[P,Z] is a(3,0)—quasi-geodesic—in fact,
this is true in any geodesic metric space. We include thefgrere for the reader’s
convenience.

If P andX coincide, there is nothing to do. So suppose &t X. LetU be a
pointin [X,P], V a point in[P,Z]. By the triangle inequality and choice Bf P also
minimizes the distance betwe¥nand[X,Y]. So dr-(U,V) > ds(P,V).
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Figure 3: Three potential ideal triangles, their polygars] inscribed triangles.

By the triangle inequality, €(U,V) > ds(U,P) — ds(P,V). Together with the pre-
vious inequality, we have 3dqU,V) > dy(U,P)+ds(P,V). So,[X,P]U[P,Z] is indeed
a(3,0)—quasi-geodesic.

Now suppose that the geodesic segmext¥|, [X,Z], and[Y, Z] ares—cobounded.

By Theorenl4.B, the patfX,P] U [P,Z] remains in aD(3,0,&)—neighborhood of
[X,Z]. By symmetry, the pathy,P]U [P,Z] lies in the D(3,0,&)-neighborhood of
[Y,Z]. In particular, the segmefX, Y] lies in theD(3,0, €)—-neighborhood of the union
[X,Z]U[Y,Z]. Symmetry guarantees that the triangiéX, Y, Z] is D(3,0, €)—thin.

We continue to assume that the sides of the triangle are calgaland turn to the
case where at least one ¥f Y andZ lie in PML(S). Suppose thatV € {X,Y,Z}
is such thatv € PML(S) and letw’ andwW” be points lying in the interiors of the
sides incident taV as pictured in FigurEl3. Since the rd§’ W) is coboundedW
is uniguely ergodic, and by Masur's Asymptotic Rays Theqrdma rays\W’,W) and
[W” W) are asymptotic. We re-choo$& andwW” so that ¢ (W', W"”) < 1 and the rays
W', W) and|W"” W) are contained in the 1-neighborhoods of each other.

We truncate the trianglé\[X,Y,Z] at any suchV to obtain a geodesic polygon
inscribed with the triangle\[X’,Y’,Z’], whereW' =W if W € T(S)—the possibili-
ties are depicted in Figufé 3. The result is composed of thegle A[X’,Y’,Z'] and
at most three geodesic triangles of a special type: eachrhas@bounded side, a
side of length at most 1, and a side4AfX’,Y’,Z’]. The union of the latter two sides
is a(1,1)—quasi-geodesic—as is the union of the former two—and dineeemain-
ing side ise—cobounded, this union is contained in B¢1, 1, )-neighborhood of
that side, by Theorein 4.3. Moreover, this implies that thlesiof A[X',Y’,Z'] are
g’—cobounded, for some& depending only ore and the topological type db. By
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our previous argument, the triangle[X’,Y’,Z'] is D(3,0,&’)—thin. Yet another ap-
plication of Theoreni 413 shows that the special trianglesvakareM—thin, where
M =max{D(1,1,¢),D(1,1,¢)}.

In any case, it is easily seen that our triangléX, Y, Z] is d—thin for anyd larger
than M+ D(3,0,¢’) + 1. O

Theorem 4.5. For everye > 0, there is an A> 0 such that if a weak hulfy = $y( is
e—cobounded, thefy Ul is A—quasi-convex. Moreover, any two pointsiare within
20 of a bi-infinite geodesic ih (whered is given by Theorein 4.4).

Proof. Note that since) is cobounded, every lamination #fiis uniquely ergodic by
Masur’s criterion and so the end of any geodesic ray §in converges in
T(S) UPML(S) to its direction, by the Two Boundaries Theorem. In paricuev-
ery pair of distinct points il bindsS.

Let & be the constant given by Theoréml4.4 anddetndY be two points inj.

We begin by finding a bi-infinite geodesidn $) such thaX andY are both within
26 of y. If X andY lie in a geodesic contained i, we are done. Otherwise, there are
two bi-infinite geodesice andt in $) containingX andY, respectively.

There are two cases to consider, wleeand 1t have an endpoint in common, and
when they do not.

In the first caseg andt are two sides of a geodesic triangle containeshinBy
Theoreni 4.4, this triangle &-thin, and the desired geodesic is easily found.

In the second case; andt determine four points iPML(S). Join every pair of
these points by a Teichmiller geodesic. The resulting urebd geodesics in
T(S) UPML(S) is the 1-skeleton of a 3—simplex, and we refer to the four gsiod
triangles in this configuration as tli@ces of the simplexthe geodesics themselves as
edges All of the edges are contained im and so all of the faces of the simplex are
o-thin.

Sinceo andr are each incident to two faces of the simplex,\foe {X,Y} there
are at least three edges at a distance at md&tdIn W. If for someW there are four
edges at such a distance, we know tKaandY are 2 away from a common edge,
by the pigeon—hole principle. Now, it is easy to see thatifdachW € {X,Y} there
are exactly three edges a distance at masfr@m W, then these three edges share a
vertex. But two such triples of edges in a 3-simplex mustesharommon edge.

In any case, the common edge is the desired geogteaind the second half of the
theorem follows.

Joining the geodesic segmdpt, Y] to y by geodesic segments yieldSH4d)—
quasi-geodesic, which must lie in tBé1,49, € )—neighborhood of, whereD(1,49, ¢)
is the constant given by Theordm }.3. In particular, the ssgiX,Y] lies in the
D(1,49, ¢)-neighborhood ofy.

If both X andY lie in PMXL(S), they are the negative and positive directions of a
geodesic contained ify.

If Y, say, lies inPML(S) andX lies in T7(S), let g be a bi-infinite geodesic isy
containingX. Joining the endpoints af to Y by geodesics iy yields a triangle that
is 0—thin. So, one of the geodesics containihis within ¢ of X. Call this geodesig
and letZ € y be withind of X. By the Asymptotic Rays TheoreriX,Y) and[Z,Y) are
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asymptotic and so we may choose poiXtsandZ’ on these rays, respectively, so that
ds(X’,Z') < 1 and the ray$X’,Y) and[Z’,Y) are contained in the 1-neighborhoods of
each other. The pafZ, X] U[X,X']U[X',Z'] is a(1,d + 1)—quasi-geodesic and so, by
Theoreni 4B, it lies in th®(1, 0 + 1, &)-neighborhood of. We conclude that the ray
[X,Y) lies in the(D(1,0 + 1, €) + 1)—neighborhood of.

SettingA = D(1,40,¢) + D(1,0 + 1,¢) + 1 completes the proof. O

Corollary 4.6. If a subgroup G oMod(S) has a limit set whose weak hsii is defined
and G acts cocompactly dhig, then G is convex cocompact.

Proof. If G acts cocompactly ofyg, then aG—orbitin $g is B-dense for some positive
numberB. Since$g is A—quasi-convex for somA, we conclude that th&-orbit is
(A+ B)—quasi-convex. O

We also have

Corollary 4.7. Let$) be ane—cobounded weak hull and let A be the constant given by
Theoren 4)5. LeH” = Na($) equipped with the induced path metric. Thefis a
proper d—hyperbolic metric space for sonde

Proof. By the choice ofA, the restriction of the metric on” to £ agrees with the
restriction of the Teichmiuller metric and every geodesangle with vertices if) has
Teichmiller geodesic edges. Latbe such a triangle. Sinagis e—~cobounded and\
is contained in its\—neighborhoodA\ is €’—cobounded for some. By Theoreni 4.4,
there is @’ depending only om’ andSsuch thatA is &'—thin. AsS$) is A-dense im?,
we conclude tha®” is d—hyperbolic for somé. O

5 Kleinian manifolds

The following is part of Proposition 5.1 df [33].

Proposition 5.1 (Klarreich) Let X, and ¥, be sequences ifi(S) that converge in
Teichnilller's compactification to filling laminationg] and[A]. Lett, be the sequence
of Teichniiller geodesic segments joining ¥ Y,. Then for every accumulation point
[v] of {Tn} in Teichniiller's boundary one hagv,u) =0ori(v,A) =0. O

We need

Proposition 5.2. Let2( € PML(S) be a closed set consisting entirely of uniquely er-
godic laminations. Lefu,] and[A,] be sequences ®i converging tdu] and[A], and,
for each n, letry be the Teichiiller geodesic with negative and positive directions
[un] and[An]. Then the set of accumulation points{af} in Thurston’s boundary is
contained in{[u],[A]}.

Proof. By Masur’s Two Boundaries Theorem, the ends of the geodgsitnverge to
their directionguin] and[Aq]. The proposition now follows from Propositibn 5.1 by a
diagonal argument and the unique ergodicityidfand[A]. O
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Lemma 5.3. Let G be a subgroup dflod(S) such that every lamination iAg is
uniquely ergodic. Then the weak hsilg of Ag is closed inT(S) UAg. In particular,
HeUAg is closed inT(S) UPML(S).

Proof. Let X, be a sequence ifig and letr,, be a sequence of bi-infinite geodesics in
He containing thex,.

Suppose that th&, accumulate at a poixt in T7(S). We may pass to a subsequence
so that thexX, converge toX. The Arzela—Ascoli Theorem allows us to pass to a further
subsequence so that tiygconverge to a geodesic throudh Since/\g is closed, the
limiting geodesic lies in the weak hufig.

If the X, accumulate at a poiriv] in PML(S), pass to a subsequence so thatthe
converge tdv] and so that the ends of the geodesigsonverge to projective measured
laminationgA| and[u]. By Propositiod 5.R[v] € {[u],[A]} C Ac. O

Theorem 5.4. If G is a subgroup oMod(S) that acts cocompactly dfi(S) UAg, then
G is convex cocompact.

Proof. Suppose thalg = (T(S) UAg)/G is compact. Therg/G is compact. By
Theoreni 3B, every lamination v is uniquely ergodicZAg = Ag, and the weak
hull $H of the limit set/\g is defined. By LemmB& 3¢ is closed inT(S) UAg.

As G acts cocompactly and properly discontinuoushyigs) UAg and$)g is closed
therein,G acts cocompactly ofyg. The theorem now follows from Corollaky 4.6

6 Hulls revisited: quasi-projections

With suitably adjusted constants, Minsky’s quasi-pra@ttheorems hold for cobound-
ed weak hulls.

Theorem 6.1(Hull contraction) Givene > 0 there is a constant ¢ depending only on
¢ and the topological type of S such that for asscobounded weak huf) and any
point X inT(9),

diam(11, (NL(X))) < c,
where L= ds (X, ).

Proof. Fix ane—cobounded weak hufj and letX be a point i (S). By Theoreni 4.5,
£ is A—quasi-convex for soma.

If L=ds(X,$) <A, diam(1i, (NL(X))) is at most A, and so we suppose that
L>A

We begin by bounding the distance between two points;ifX ). Strictly speaking,
this follows from the proof of the theorem given below. Assiti basic ingredientin the
proof, we include the argument in the interest of clarity. M&er the reader to Figure
[ for a diagram of the following.

LetY andZ be two points inm (X). The geodesic segmejtt, Z] is contained in
the A—neighborhood ofy. Let P be a point orY,Z] minimizing the distance between
X and that segment, and ket dr (X, P). Note thats> L — A, for if not, dr (X, ) <L
as[Y,Z] C Na($) and this contradicts the fact that (X, $) = L.
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Thy 7(Ns(X))

Figure 4: Bounding the diameter of the projection.

By Minsky’s Contraction Theorem, there is a constanepending only o and
the topological type o8 such that

diam(1ty 71 (Ns(X))) < b.

Consider the geodesic segméXtZ]. This is composed of a segmeix, Z'] of
lengths and a segmeriZ’, Z] of length at mos#, as the whole segment has length
By the above, the diameter af, 7 ([X,Z']) is at mosb. By Theoreni 4.2, the diameter
of 1y 7)([Z',Z]) is at mostA+ 4b. So the diameter ity 7 ([X, Z]) is at mostA+ 5b.

SinceP € Ty 71 (X) andTiy z)(Z) = {Z}, we conclude that€(P,Z) < A+ 5b. Sym-
metry yields the same bound for the distance betwandY, and we conclude that
dr(Y,Z) < 2A+ 10b.

We now turn to the proof of the theorem, continuing to Yetlenote a point in
T (X), lettingU be a point different fronX in Ni_(X), and lettingv be an element of

Let Q be a point ofY,V] minimizing the distance betweéhand that segment. An
argument similar to the above shows thaf@,V) < A+ 5b. LetP be a point orjY, Q)
minimizing the distance betweefand[Y,Q]. As[Y,V] C Na($), so is[Y,Q], and we
havet = dy(X,P) > L —A. Again, we have thatgY,P) < A+ 5b.

Now, sincel € N (X), dr(X,U) <L and soX,U] is composed of two segments
[X,X’] and[X',U], where[X, X] lies in the(L — A)—neighborhood oK and[X’,U] has
length at mosA. We conclude that

diam(7pg (X, X'])) < b,
by Minsky’s Contraction Theorem, and that
diam(1ipq ([X,U])) < A+ 4b,

by Theoreni 4.2. So, the distance betw&eandV is at most 3+ 15b, and we con-
clude that

diam(7s, (NL(X))) < 6A -+ 300,
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Letting c = 6A+ 30b completes the proof. O

As in [51], this easily yields analogs of Theordms 4.2[anifdr. 8veak hulls, which
we state for completeness.

Theorem 6.2. For everye > 0 there is a constant ¢, depending only erand the
topological type of S such that the following holds. KBebe ane—cobounded weak
hullin 7(S). If R> 0 and points XY € T(S) are connected by a path of length T that
remains outside an R—neighborhoodmfthen

diam( 7t (X) U 7t (Y)) < %T tc.

Furthermore, for any XY € 7(9),
diar‘r(ng (X) U TTy (Y)) < dg’(x,Y) +4c.

Theorem 6.3. Let ¢ be a (K,C)—quasi-geodesic path ifi(S) whose endpoints in
T(S) are contained in are—cobounded weak hufy. Theny remains in a EK,C, €)
neighborhood ofy.

Remark. Theoreni 6.8 also follows directly from Theoréml4.3 and Teet4.5.

7 Quasi-isometric embedding inC(S)

Let G be a subgroup of Mde) with finite generating selit and word metric ¢. For
anyv € €(S), theG-orbit Gvof v defines a magy,: G — C(S). We have the following

Theorem 7.1. For any ve C(S), if dy is a quasi-isometric embedding, then G is convex
cocompact.

Remark. See also U. Hamenstadt [27].

If @y is a(K,C)—quasi-isometric embedding, then for amjn C(S), the mapd,
is a (K,C')—quasi-isometric embedding, whezé= C + 2de(u,v)—in particular, we
may assume thatis any point ofC(S), when a choice of is convenient.

Given a pointX in T(S), the G-orbit GX of G defines a maWx: G — J(S). It
so happens thab, being a quasi-isometric embedding implies tWat is as well. We
record this in the following

Lemma 7.2. If &, is a quasi-isometric embedding for some &(S), then for any
point X inT(S), the map¥x : G — T(S) is a quasi-isometric embedding.

Proof. SinceWy is defined by taking an elemehtto hX, the desired upper bound is
an immediate consequence of the finite generatidd. of

The Teichmilller space sits naturally in the electric TeiéHler spac&(S), see the
proof of Theorenh 716 for a definition. By Lemma 3.1 [0f[44], atsdoroof, the electric
space an®(S) are Mod S)—equivariantly quasi-isometric. We may assume that
C(9) is the image ofX under such a quasi-isometry. Sindg is a quasi-isometric
embedding and the inclusidi(S) — T¢((S) is Lipschitz, we obtain the desired lower
bound. O
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7.1 The boundary and ending laminations

By Theorem 1.1 of[[44], see alsd [11§(S) is d'-hyperbolic for somed’. If
®,: G — C(S) is a quasi-isometric embedding thénis d—hyperbolic for some,
the map®, has a continuous extension

®,: GUIG— C(5UIC(S),
and the restriction
ody: G — dC(9)

is a topological embedding, see Théoreme 2.2 of [18].

By the stability of quasi-geodesics d+hyperbolic metric spaces, see Théoreme
1.2 of [18], there exists aA > 0 such that for any geodedicin G, the quasi-geodesic
®,(G) and any geodesic joining its endpoints have Hausdorff mégtaat mosA. In
particular, for any distinct pair of pointgy € ®,(GU dG), any geodesic between
andy is contained iflNA(®y(G))—thus®dy(G) is A-quasi-convex.

In the next section, we find estimates required to coboundéak hull (see Corol-
lary[7.8). To do this, we must recall the geometric desaiptf dC(S).

Let Ly (S) be the set of filling laminations INPML(S) and let
F: L (S) — UML(S) be the map that forgets transverse measures. The image of
F is the space of potential ending laminations for hypedi@imanifolds homeomor-
phic to Sx R and is denoted here b§£(S). It is a theorem of E. KlarreicH [33]
that dC(S) is naturally homeomorphic t6£(S) so that if a quasi-geodesic limits to
|[U] € dC(S), then every accumulation point ML (S) of its vertices—viewed as el-
ements inlPML (S)—projects to|u| under F. In particular, for angn € 9G, ®,(m) is
naturally identified with a lamination i.£(S).

7.2 Bounding the subsurface projection coefficients

We make repeated use of the following theorem of Masur andk{if45].

Theorem 7.3(Masur—Minsky) There exists a constant M M(S) with the following
property. LetY be a proper domain of S witlly) # 3 and lety be a geodesic segment,
ray, or bi-infinite line inC(S), such thatry (v) # 0 for every vertex v of. Then

diamy (y) < M.

The main theorem allowing us to cobound the hull is

Theorem 7.4(Quasi-isometric projection bound)f @, is a quasi-isometric embed-
ding for some ¥ C(S), then there exists a constantb0 such that for any two distinct
points m.,m; € dG and any proper domain ¥ S withé (Y) # 3, we have

dy (Py(m-),dy(m;)) < D.
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As the proof is technical, we pause to sketch the argument.

Given distinct pointsn_,m, in dG, there is a geodesic i@ joining them. This
geodesic is carried to a quasi-geodesi€(8), which is uniformly close to a geodesic
yjoining ®y(m_) and®d,(m, ). To bound a coefficientd ®,(m_), dy(m,)), it suffices
to bound diam(y).

If Y is a proper domain whose boundary is far frgnTheoreni 713 provides a
bound on diam(y). If dY is close toy, it is close tod,(G). In fact, we may assume
thatdY is close to®,(1) by translating. Since the two ends pdiverge,y may be
decomposed into three parts: a finite segmgmeardY and two infinite rays. and
y; far from @Y. Theorenl 713 again bounds diafy. ). The segmeny, fellow travels
the image of a geodesic segmen@itying in a fixed neighborhood df. Finiteness of
this neighborhood allows us to bound digfy). The triangle inequality provides the
bound on diam(y).

Proof. We letQ denote the set of pairs of distinct pointsdfs:

Q={(m ,my)/m_,m; € dGandm_ # m,}.

We assumeb, is a (K,C)—quasi-isometry and as noted abo®g(G) is A—quasi-
convex. It is convenient to assume further that we have chéssufficiently large
so that for any geodesigin GUJG and any geodesig connecting the endpoints of
®,(G), any closest point projection map frafy(§) to y is A—coarsely order preserv-
ing: if ug,us1,Up € y are pairwise separated by a distance at |8amtdug < u; < Uy,
then for every triplehg, h1,hy € G for which @y (hy) is a point closest tei, i = 0,1,2,
we havehg < hy < hy.

We partition the proper domains 8finto two classes

Dom(far) = {Y C S|de(dY,®y(G)) > A+ 2},
Dom(nea) = {Y C S|de(aY,Py(G)) < A+ 2},

and define
Dom(0) = {Y C S|de(9Y,V) < A+ 2} C Dom(neay).

LetY be an element of Doffar). By Lemma 5.14 ofi[50], for any paim_,m; )
in Q, there exists a geodesibetweerd,(m_) and®dy(m, ). By our choice ofA, this
lies inNa(Py(G)) and so @(dY,y) > 2. In particular,7% (u) # 0 for everyu € y, and
Theoreni ZB implies that

diamy (y) <M.

Let {vi} be the vertices of. Since®,(m,) is a sub-lamination of any accumulation
point of {v; };* ; in the Hausdorff topology, it follows that for any subsugat we have

T (®Py(my)) C 18 (Vi)

for sufficiently large. Along with a similar argument fob,(m_ ), this yields

diamy (y) = diamy ({vi} U {®y(ms)}),
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Figure 5: The quasi-geodesi,(9), its fellow-traveling geodesig, and some points
of interest.

and we conclude that

dy (Py(m-), dy(m;)) <M.

Now letY be a domain in Dorfnead, (m_,m.) a pair inQ, and§ a geodesic in
G joiningm_ tom,. Leth € § be a point for which d(dY,®y(h)) < A+ 2. Then
h=1(aY) = a(h~1(Y)), 1 € h~%(G), andh~1(Y) € Dom(0). Furthermoreh1(S) has
endpointsh~1(m_) andh—*(m, ) and

dy (®y(m_), Dy(M,)) = dy-1y) (Py(hH(M)), Dy (7 (my))).
So it suffices to find a constabt such that

dy (®y(m- ), by(my)) < D' 3)

whenevely € Dom(0) and(m_,m, ) is a pair joined by a geodesic througihSetting
D = max{D’,M} will complete the proof.

Finding D’. We fix a constanR satisfying
R>K(4A+5+C) (4)

and refer the reader to Figurk 5 for a schematic of what fallow

We fix a pair(m_,m, ) in Q and a geodesi§ throughl joining m_ andm,. Let
So C G denote the intersection gfwith the ball of radiusk aboutl.

Next, letd_Gp andd,; G denote the initial and terminal points 8§, respectively.
Sincedy (1) = vwe have

de(®Py(0+90),V) > —dy(0+590,1) —C
_C )

+5.

S P

v
N
>
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Similarly, we observe

de(Py(0-G0), Py(d4G0)) > 8A+10+C ©
> 8A+ 10.

Again by [50], there is a geodesjcwith endpointsd,(m_) and®,(m;). This has
Hausdorff distance at mosgt from ®(9), and we letu_ = u_(y) andu; = u,(y)
denote a pair of closest points go ®,(d_Go) andd, (9, Go), respectively. Note that

de(ui, dJ\,((?iSo)) < A (7)
By (B) and [T) (and the triangle inequality) we have

de(u+,V) > de(Py(0+90),V) — de(U+, Py(9+90))
>4A+5-A (8)
=3A+5.

Then, by [6) and{7),
de(u_,u;) > de(Py(d-5o), Py(d4 S0))
— de(Py(9-S0),u-)
—de(®v(d+50), us) )
>8A+10—-2A
=6A+10.
In particular,u_,u; decomposeg into a pair of geodesic rayg. and a geodesic seg-
ment . The endpoints ofy_, w, and y; are {®y(m_),u_}, {u_,u;}, and
{uy, dy(m, )}, respectively.
Let uy = uy(y) denote a closest point gnto v, which is a distance at mo8tfrom
v. By (8) we have
de (U, Uy) > de(ug,v) —de(uy,V)
>3A+5-A (20)
=2A+5.
Thus, because any closest point projectiorytie A—coarsely order preserving, and
sinced_Gg < 1 < 4, Go, it must be thati_ < uy, < uy, anduy € .
Moreover, by[(ID) and becaugés a geodesic, we have, for evang y.,
de(U,V) > de(uv UV) - de (Va uV)
> de(Us, W) —de (v, u)

(11)
>2A+5-A
>A+5.
Now suppose that € Dom(0) andu € y;.. By (1) we have
de(dY,u) > de(u,v) — (de(2Y,Vv) 4+ diam(dY))
>A+5—(A+2+1) (12)

=2
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and thereforew (u) # 0 for everyu € y;. and hence

diamy (y) <M. (13)

As before, we have

dy (®y(my),ux) < diamy(yz).

Next, suppose tha}. are geodesics connectidg(d+Gp) to us. These geodesics
have length at mo% and therefore for eveny € {, by (8), we have

de(dY,u) > de(v,®Py(0+90)) — de(u, Py(d+50))
—de(v,0Y) —diam(dY)
>4A+5-A—(A+2)-1
=2A+2.

(14)

In particular, we see that/({+) # 0 and so, by Theorem 7.3,

diamy (Z+) < M. (15)

Thus, by [IB) and (15) we obtain

dy (Py(m-), Py(my)) < diamy (y- ) + diamy ({-)
+dy (Py(9-50), Py(d; S0))
+diamy ({4 ) + diamy (y;.)
< 4AM +dy (Py(9-90), Py(9+50))-

Note that this last expression depends onlyom, andSp C Nr(1).
Since®,(Ngr(1)) is finite, there is a constabt’ such that for each pairandw in
®,(Nr(1)), the intersection numbeéfu, w) is at mosD”. As a consequence, there is a

constanD”’ such that ¢(u,w) < D" for all proper domain¥'.
SettingD’ = 4M + D", condition [3) is satisfied, and the proof is complete. OJ

7.3 Proof of Theorem_ 7.1

In [33], Klarreich shows that F L (S) — EL(S) is a closed map. Combining this
with Theoreni 7.4, we obtain

Corollary 7.5. If @, is a quasi-isometric embedding, then for anyerdG, the lam-
ination ®,(m) is uniquely ergodic. Moreover, we can liftd, to a continuous G—
equivariant map

oV: 9G — Ng C Ly (S) C PML(S)

parameterizing the limit set, and the weak bl of Ag is defined and cobounded.
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Proof. Let m_ andm, be any pair of points idG. If [us] € F~1(dy(my)), thenp
andy; bindSand so correspond to a Teichmuller geodesjc_, 1 ). Since[u. | have
supporting lamination®,(my ), Theoreni 7}/ produces a constBnsuch that for any
proper domairy C Swith &(Y) # 3, the subsurface projection coefficiegt(d_, 11} )
is at mostD. By Rafi's Theorem, Theorefn 2.7 here, there isean 0 depending
only on SandD such that the Teichmilller geodesitu_, 11;) is e-cobounded. By
Masur’s criterion, the laminatiorig.| (or equivalently®,(m,.)) are uniquely ergodic.
In particular note that F(dy(m..)) are in fact singleton$[u.]}. Therefore, for any
me dG, the lift 9W(m) given by F1(d,(m)) is defined.

SincedW is the unique lift ofo®,, it follows that ifV is any closed set iBML(S),
0, 1(F(V)) = 0W~1(V). Because F is a closed map aid, is continuous, we see
thatdW is continuous. Furthermore, as fixed points of hyperbokereints ofG are
dense indG, fixed points of pseudo-Anosov elements®@fare dense iW¥(JG).
Therefore, being the image of a compact 8&¢(JdG) must agree witi\g. In particu-
lar, $H is defined and—cobounded. O

We now give the

Proof of Theoreri 711According to Corollary 75§ is defined and—cobounded for
somee. Let A be the constant given by Theoreml4.5.

By Corollary[4.7 Na($g) (with the induced path metric) is@hyperbolic metric
space for somé. Moreover, the inclusiothg — T(S) is an isometric embedding and
every geodesic iff (S) connecting a pair of points ifig is contained ifNA(Hg), by
Theoreni 4.b.

Let X be a point infig. By LemmdZPWx: G — T(S) is a quasi-isometric em-
bedding and s&x : G — Na(9g) is a quasi-isometric embedding by the above. By
the stability of quasi-geodesics inda-hyperbolic metric spac&y(G) C g is quasi-
convex inNa($Hg), and so irJ(S). O

7.4 Electricity and the converse

Theorem 7.6. If G < Mod(S) is convex cocompact, then for anye\C(S), ®y is a
quasi-isometric embedding.

Remark. See also Hamenstadt, [27].
Proof. Lete > 0. Fora € Cp(S), let

thin(a,e) = {X € T(9) |extx(a) < &}
and let

thin(e) = | thin(a, ).

acCop

Let G be a convex cocompact subgroup of M8d Let &y be a number small enough
so that the nerve of the familjthin(a, &)} is the complex of curves and so thag is
g&—cobounded.
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Recall thatT(S) is obtained fronT(S) in the following way. For each thii, &),
we create a new poiniy and adjoin an interval of Iengt% between each point in
thin(a, &) andug. Taking the induced path metric yields the spaggS).

SinceC(S) is quasi-isometric td¢(S), it suffices to show that an orbit (S
defines a quasi-isometric embeddiBg— T¢/(S). We claim that there are constants
K > 1 andC > 0 such that the bi-infinite Teichmiller geodesicsig are all(K,C)—
quasi-geodesics ifig|(S). As any two points ing are within = 26(&) of a bi-
infinite geodesic i g (by Theoreni 4]5) and the orbit map fragto $¢ is a quasi-
isometry, this will complete the proof.

Let R be the set of real numbers equipped with its usual metric. M&rdy R as
follows. LetJ(r) be the collection of all closed intervalsof lengthr > 1. For each]
in J(r), we create a new poimt; and adjoin an interval of Iengt%1 between each point
in J andw;. We equip this space with the induced path metric and catigbeltRe(r).

It is not difficult to see that the inclusidR — Re(r) is an(r,0)—quasi-isometry.

Let T be a bi-infinite geodesic ishg. ldentifying T with R, we consider the pro-
jectionm: T(S) — P(1) as a mapr: T(S) — P(R) and, using the Axiom of Choice,
we replace this with a map

Mo T(S) >R

by demanding thdil; (X) be some element af;(X), noting that for any two pointX
andY in 7(S),

dr (M (X),N:(Y)) < diam(1m (X) Ut (Y)).
By Theorem 4.3 of [51], there is a const&t 1, depending only ogg, such that
diam(M;(thin(a, &))) < B.

We extend the projectiofi; to a projection

~

Me: ‘.Te|(S) — Re|(B)

by demanding that the restrictiéfy| s, = M, that for eachur in Co(S), My (Ua) = wj
for some interval] in J(B) containingl.(thin(a, &))—again using the Axiom of
Choice—and that an electric edge betwegnand a pointX in thin(a, &) be sent
isometrically to an electric edge joining; andM;(X).
We claim that this projection is coarsely Lipschitz. To shis,tlet X andY be
elements ofTe(S) with ds(X,Y) < 1. An electric geodesig joining X andY is
a concatenation of Teichmuller geodesic segment$(8 and paths in unions of
electric edges. Sincesg(X,Y) < 1, we may writey as a concatenation of paths
X, X TUX Y TULY’, Y], where[X, X'] and[Y’,Y] are paths in unions of electric edges,
and[X’,Y’] is a Teichmuller geodesic segment—any of which may be atanhpath.
Sincef)g is g,—cobounded, so is. By Theoreni 4.2, for any two poinandy in
T(S),

dr (M7(X),M:(Y)) < d7(X,Y) +4b,
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whereb = b(gp), and since the inclusioR — Re((B) is 1-Lipschitz, we have
O (M1(X'), M1 (Y)) < 1+ 4b.

Sincefl; conducts electricity, we have
dry (M:(2),M2(Z) <1

whenZ € {X,Y}. So,
g (M1(X), £ (Y)) < 3+ 4b

and we see thdi; is (C',C’)-Lipschitz, forC’ = 3+ 4b.
SinceR — Rg|(B) is a(B, 0)—quasi-isometry, for alK andY in t

dg’el(x,Y) > i dReI(X’Y) -1

2o
1
> BC dr(X,Y) -1
1
LettingK = BC' andC = 1 completes the proof. O

8 Questions

8.1 The analogy

For a Kleinian group, acting cocompactly on the domain ofaiginuity is insufficient
to guarantee convex cocompactness. For example, L. Bergstablished the exis-
tence ofsingly degenerateKleinian groups isomorphic to the fundamental group of a
hyperbolic surface |4]: geometrically infinite groups waakmains of discontinuity
are topological disks on which the groups act cocompactly.

When drawing an analogy betwe&iS) andH? it is in many respects prudent to
compare ModS) with a Kleinian groug™ of finite covolume. In this picture, the moduli
spaceM(S) plays the role of the orbifoltVir = H3/I" and asM(S) is non-compact—
and has finite volume in a certain sense (compare Masur [48tidh 5)—the analogy
suggests thatl- also be non-compact.

The resolution of Marden’s Tameness Conjecture by I. Agbldiad (indepen-
dently) D. Calegari and D. Gabai [14], combined with R. Caisa€overing Theorem
[17], implies that a finitely generated subgrouplofs either geometrically finite or
virtually the fiber subgroup of a hyperbolic 3—manifold filner over the circle—see
[16]. In particular, no groups like the ones constructed bysB:an occur iffr.

A cocompact action of a subgrouplofon its domain of discontinuity is still how-
ever insufficient to guarantee convex cocompactness. Omearsstruct examples of
subgroupd o < I' which are geometrically finite, but for which all cusps arak@
(and hence “internal” to the convex core). In this situatitie convex hull of the limit
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set ofl"g is not cobounded with respect to the coverifiey — M. As we have seen,
this behavior does not present itself in M& in light of Theoreni39. So, for sub-
groups of ModS) it is feasible that a cocompact action on the domain of disnaity
is equivalent to convex cocompactness.

Question 1. If afinitely generated subgroupof Mod(S) acts cocompactly ofig # 0,
is it convex cocompact?

By Theoreni 3B, an affirmative answer to this question woolldfv from an affirma-
tive answer to the following

Question 2. If G is a finitely generated subgroup of M@&] and$)g is cobounded, is
G convex cocompact?

WhenG is convex cocompaclyg is the largest open set ML (S) on whichG
acts properly discontinuously. This is also true for Veeriugs.

Question 3. Let G be a finitely generated subgroup of M&). Is A the largest open
set inPML(S) on whichG acts properly discontinuously?

We note that the action d& on the preimage of\g in ML(S) is also properly
discontinuous, and it has been shown by C. Lecuiré [34] ttmhaindlebody grou@
(in genus at least 3) acts properly discontinuously on etitiarger set ifV(£(S) than
the preimage of\g.

Question 4. If one takesAg to be the largest open set on whiGhacts properly dis-
continuously, is it true thaG is convex cocompact if and only {T(S)UAg)/G is
compact?

We note that the answer to this question is affirmative if th@xer to the previous
oneis as well.

8.2 Examples

At present, the only known examples of convex cocompactsulps of ModS) are
virtually free. To the authors’ knowledge, the only knowramples are: groups ob-
tained by taking powers of independent pseudo-Anosov mapgasses; certain free
products of finite subgroups of M@8), constructed by Honglin Mir_[49]; and purely
pseudo-Anosov subgroups of graphs of Veech groups, due tettond author [35].

In [42], Masur studies the group of mapping classeStbfat extend over a handle-
body, called thénandlebody group.

Question 5. Is every finitely generated purely pseudo-Anosov subgrdtipsohandle-
body group convex cocompact?

Let Sdenote the surfacBminus a point. There is a short exact sequence

1— m(S) — Mod(S) — Mod(S) — 1

where an element of(S) is sent to the mapping class that “spins” the puncture
about the corresponding loop #iand ModS) — Mod(S) is the map forgetting the
puncture—see [7].
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Question 6. Is every finitely generated purely pseudo-Anosov subgrdum(S) a
convex cocompact subgroup of M&J?

An affirmative answer to this question would show that K. Wad#ey's groupl[66]
is locally convex cocompact—this is a normal purely pseAt@sov subgroup of the
mapping class group of a surface of genus two and is isomotpha free group of
infinite rank.

Question 7 (Farb—Mosher [20]) Is every finitely generated subgroup of Whittlesey’s
group convex cocompact?

A more delicate question is

Question 8(Farb—Mosher[20]) Is there a convex cocompact subgrdsipf Mod(S)
that is not virtually free?

And a more daring question is

Question 9(Reid [60]) Letm> 3 be less than the virtual cohomological dimension
of Mod(S) and letl" be a torsion free uniform lattice in §®, 1). Is there an injection
' — Mod(S) whose image is purely pseudo-Anosov?

Note that ifl" is the fundamental group of a closed fibered hyperbolic 3-Hiwlan
with fiber subgrouX andr injects into ModS) with convex cocompact image, th&n
could not act cocompactly on its weak hgl, as$s> would equakr. Such & would
resolve Questiohl2 in the negative and it follows from worK20] that the associ-
atedrm (S)—extension oz would be a non-hyperbolic group with a finite Eilenberg—
Mac Lane space and no Baumslag—Solitar subgroups—-—seenfg@9aestion 1.1 of

(5l

8.3 The sociology of ending laminations

Theoreni 1B implies that the Gromov boundary of a convex mpamtG embeds in
the boundary of(S), the space £ (S) of potential ending laminations for hyperbolic
3-manifolds homeomorphic ®x R. So, if ££(9) is totally disconnected, then every
convex cocompact subgroup of M@ is virtually free. To see this, note thas is
compact and so, provided is not virtually cyclic, total disconnectedness &£ (S)
along with the above embedding implies tl¥® is a Cantor set. Such a group is
virtually free [63/25] 24].

With this in mind, we close with a question of Peter Storm amelated question.

Question 10(Storm) Is ££(S) connected? Is it path connected?

This is closely related to connectivity outside large ball€(S). Specifically, the
following is unknown in general.

Question 11. Does there exists ali> 0 such that given anR > 0 and any two points
u,v € C(S) outside a ball of radiu®, there is a path connectingto v that remains
outside the ball (with the same center) of radius A?

The answer to this question has been resolved by S. Schi¢@fewhenSis a
once-punctured surface with genus at least 2. Indeed, iB@1ishows in this case that
the complement of anig-ball is path connected.
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