arXiv:2406.16680v2 [math.OC] 30 Apr 2025

PARTIAL CLASSIFICATION OF SPECTRUM MAXIMIZING PRODUCTS FOR PAIRS OF 2 × 2 MATRICES

PIOTR LASKAWIEC

Abstract. Experiments suggest that typical finite sets of square matrices admit spectrum maximizing products (SMPs): that is, products that attain the joint spectral radius (JSR). Furthermore, those SMPs are often combinatorially ”simple.” In this paper, we consider pairs of real 2 × 2 matrices. We identify regions in the space of such pairs where SMPs are guaranteed to exist and to have a simple structure. We also identify another region where SMPs may fail to exist (in fact, this region includes all known counterexamples to the finiteness conjecture), but nevertheless a Sturmian maximizing measure exists. Though our results apply to a large chunk of the space of pairs of 2×2 matrices, including for instance all pairs of non-negative matrices, they leave out certain ”wild” regions where more complicated behavior is possible.

1. Introduction

Given a set of square matrices it is a common problem to study the maximal growth rate of products from that set. To this end we introduce the following definition:

Definition 1.1. Let A be a bounded set of real d × d matrices. The joint spectral radius (JSR in short) of A is given by:

JSR(A) := lim_{k→∞} sup_{Π∈A∗k} ‖Π‖^{1k} , (1.1)

where A^{∗k} denotes the collection of all products of elements of A with length k and ‖ · ‖ is any matrix norm.

The study of this quantity has been done since the 1960’s, beginning with Rota and Strang [28] who introduced it. For any k and any matrix norm ‖ · ‖, the joint spectral radius satisfies the three members inequalities (See [16] for more details): sup Π∈A^{∗k} ρ(Π)^{1k} ≤ JSR(A) ≤ sup_{Π∈A∗k} ‖Π‖^{1k} , (1.2)

where ρ denotes the spectral radius. The upper bound converges to the JSR by definition. If we take the lim sup the lower bound also converges by the following theorem of Berger-Wang:

Theorem 1.2. [1] For a bounded set of matrices A

JSR(A) = lim sup_{k→∞} sup_{Π∈A∗k} ρ(Π)^{1k} . (1.3)

Date: June 2024.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 15A18 (primary); 15A60, 20G05, 37H15 (secondary). Key words and phrases. Joint spectral radius; spectrum maximizing product; Sturmian sequences; simultaneous conjugation. 1

In this paper, we will focus our attention on products that attain the joint spectral radius in a particular way. We only consider primitive products which refers to a product that is not a power of some shorter product.

Definition 1.3. Let Π ∈ A^{∗k} be a primitive product of length k. We say that Π is a spectrum maximizing product (SMP in short) if

ρ(Π)^{1k} = JSR(A) . (1.4)

It was previously speculated that every finite set of matrices has such a product. This was disproven [6], but nonetheless it is conjectured that for a generic set this property holds. We ask a related question (in the simplest case):

Question 1.4. What products can be (relatively unique) SMPs for a pair of 2 × 2 real matrices?

Note 1.5. See [4] for the definition of relative uniqueness. This condition excludes trivial cases such as pairs of the form (A, A), where every primitive product is an SMP.

Note 1.6. If we do not restrict the dimension of matrices, any primitive product is a unique (up to cyclic permutations) SMP for some set of matrices of large enough dimension. The proof will appear in [18], although this result is considered folklore.

Although SMPs do not necessarily exist, it can be shown that, informally, there always exist asymptotically optimal stationary infinite products, which can be seen as coming from maximizing measures (See Section 8 for the details). This leads to a modified and more general question.

Question 1.7. What measures can be maximizing?

Numerically, SMPs are often Sturmian (See Section 9 for the definition and properties) and there are theoretical results in that direction. In [25, 17, 24] families of pairs of matrices for which SMPs (if they exist) are always Sturmian are studied. However, it is not clear, quantifiably speaking, how common these pairs are. We will attempt to at least partially answer this question for pairs in dimension two. Often times we will assume our matrices are not reducible:

Definition 1.8. We say a pair of matrices (A, B) ∈ M_2(R)^2 is reducible if the matrices are simultaneously triangularizable. Otherwise, we say it is irreducible.

The reducible case is not only rare but also not interesting. If (A, B) is reducible, either only A or only B is an SMP, or all primitive products are SMPs. Therefore, we will omit this case without loss of generality.

In this paper, we will cover a part of irreducible pairs in M_2(R)^2 by 4 regions, R_{cross}, R_{mix}, R_{neg} , R_{copar} where we can describe the SMPs more precisely. We have the following descriptions of the regions, where D denotes the set of real diagonalizable matrices: (A, B) ∈ R_{cross} ⇐⇒ { (A, B) ∈ D^2 det(AB − BA) > 0 (A, B) ∈ R_{mix} ⇐⇒ det(A) det(B) ≤ 0 (A, B) ∈ R_{neg} ⇐⇒ { det(A) < 0 det(B) < 0

(A, B) ∈ R_{copar} ⇐⇒ (A, B) ∈ GL^+(2, R)^2 ∩ D^2 det(AB − BA) < 0 | tr AB| >^1_2 | tr A tr B| tr AB tr A tr B > 0

Note 1.9. All the regions are invariant under independent re-scaling of both matrices and swapping of the two matrices.

We are now ready to state the main theorem.

Theorem 1.10. We have the following classification of SMPs in these regions:

(a) If (A, B) ∈ R_{cross}, then an SMP exists and all SMPs are either A or B. (b) If (A, B) ∈ R_{mix}, then there is an SMP of the form A, B or AB^n (if det(A) ≤ 0 ≤ det(B)) or A^nB (if det(B) ≤ 0 ≤ det(A)) (c) If (A, B) ∈ R_{neg} , then A, B or AB is an SMP.

(d) If (A, B) ∈ R_{copar}, then if an SMP exists it is unique (up to cyclic permutations) and it is Sturmian. There always exists exactly one Sturmian maximizing measure.

Furthermore, Lebesgue almost every pair (A, B) ∈ R_{cross}∪R_{mix}∪R_{neg} has a unique SMP up to cyclic permutations. Therefore, generically, the theorem describes all the SMPs in each region.

1.1. Some notes on the regions.

(i) The regions are not disjoint. R_{cross} intersects R_{mix} and R_{neg} . (ii) The four regions do not cover the whole M_2(R)^2 . Informally speaking, they cover more than^3_4 of the space.

(iii) The regions R_{cross}, R_{neg} , R_{copar} are all open and R_{mix} is closed. All of these regions are semialgebraic sets.

(iv) The boundary of R_{cross} consists of reducible pairs (A, B). We will see later that it is closely related to the classical Cayley cubic surface.

(v) Any pair of entrywise non-negative matrices (A, B) belongs to one of the four regions.

(vi) To the best of our knowledge, all counterexamples to finiteness conjecture described in the literature lie in R_{copar}.

(vii) In the unexplored regions (The complement of all four regions), there are non-empty open sets where generic uniqueness of SMP’s fails: see [4]. Our classification shows that generically, all non-Sturmian SMPs must live in these unexplored regions.

(viii) All examples of pairs in [25, 17, 24] that have Sturmian SMPs belong to either R_{cross} or R_{copar}. The paper is organized as follows:

(1) We introduce the framework of working on simultaneous conjugacy classes rather than matrices.

(2) We then prove the classification for R_{cross}, R_{mix}, R_{neg} , treating each region separately.

(3) We then discuss the connection between the joint spectral radius and ergodic optimization. Using this connection we prove the theorem for the region R_{copar}. (4) Finally we prove the generic uniqueness statement in the main theorem, as well as classify SMPs for non-negative matrices.

At this point we would like to make a distinction between products and words. Let {0, 1}^∗ denote the set of all finite sequences of 0’s and 1’s. Any element w ∈ {0, 1}^∗ will be referred to as a word. Let A, B ∈ M_2(R), we denote w(A, B) as the matrix product obtained by replacing the letter 0 with matrix A and 1 with matrix B in the word w. Technically, the statement in Theorem 1.10 should be made in terms of words.

2. Simultaneous Conjugacy classes

It is easy to see (using Theorem 1.2 for instance) that the JSR is invariant under simultaneous conjugation. That is why it sometimes useful to work with simultaneous conjugacy classes rather than matrices themselves. We define for a pair of 2 × 2 complex matrices (A, B) the following numbers:

x = tr A, y = tr B, z = tr AB, u = det A, v = det B. (2.1)

We may think of (A, B) → (x, y, z, u, v) as a mapping from the set of simultaneous conjugacy classes of pairs of complex 2 × 2 matrices to C^5 , as all 5 quantities are invariant under simultaneous conjugation. We will refer to (x, y, z, u, v) as the associated 5-tuples.

Given a 5-tuple (x, y, z, u, v) it is easy to find a pair (A, B) with this 5-tuple, showing that ϕ is a surjection. Let λ_1, λ_2 and μ_1, μ_2 be the roots of t^2 − xt + u and t^2 − yt + v respectively. Consider the matrices: A = [ λ_1 1 0 λ_2 ] , B = [ μ_1 0 z − λ_1μ_1 − λ_2μ_2 μ_2 ] . (2.2)

Using Vieta’s formulas and direct computation, this pair’s 5-tuple is (x, y, z, u, v) as desired.

The next result is a theorem by Friedland that provides information on the injectivity of the map ϕ. Results in this direction restricted to SL(2, R) existed in literature much earlier, see [11] for a modern overview and [29, 9] for original references.

Theorem 2.1. [10] The simultaneous conjugacy class of (A, B) ∈ M_2(C )^2 is uniquely determined by its 5-tuple (x, y, z, u, v) as long as 4uv − uy^2 − vx^2 + xyz − z^2 ≠ 0. Otherwise, the 5-tuple does not uniquely determine the conjugacy class and all the pairs of matrices associated to it are reducible.

There are many useful alternative formulations of the equation mentioned in Theorem 2.1, we include them without proof since these can be verified using direct computations.

Theorem 2.2. Let (A, B) ∈ M_2(C )^2 and let (x, y, z, u, v) be the associated 5-tuple. Then, the following quantities are equal:

(1) 4uv − uy^2 − vx^2 + xyz − z^2 (2) det(AB − BA) (3)^1_4 (tr(A)^2 − 4 det A)(tr(B)^2 − 4 det B) − (tr(AB) −^1_2 tr(A) tr(B))^2 (4) tr(A^2B^2) − tr((AB)^2) (5) det(A) det(B)(2 − tr(ABA^{−1}B^{−1})) (if the matrices are invertible) Theorem 2.1 is stated for complex pairs of 2 × 2 matrices. In this paper we will restrict ourselves to real matrices only. It is not hard to see which 5-tuples come from a conjugacy class with real representatives using the following theorem (See also: [22]):

Theorem 2.3. [4, Proposition 4.1] A real 5-tuple (x, y, z, u, v) ∈ R^5 can be attained by a pair of real matrices (A, B) if and only if min ( 4u − x^2, 4uv − uy^2 − vx^2 + xyz − z^2 ) ≤ 0 . (2.3)

We should also note that Theorem 2.1 is sufficient to prove that the joint spectral radius of (A, B) only depends on the associated 5-tuple.

Theorem 2.4. There exists a continuous function J : C^5 → R such that J(x, y, z, u, v) = JSR(A, B) for any (A, B) whose associated 5-tuple is (x, y, z, u, v).

Proof. We first establish the existence of such function J. If 4uv − uy^2 − vx^2 + xyz − z^2 = 0 then by Theorem 2.1 any (A, B) that maps to the 5-tuple must be reducible, hence J(x, y, z, u, v) = max{ρ(A), ρ(B)} = max {| | | | x ± √ x^2 − 4u 2 | | | | , | | | | y ± √ y^2 − 4v 2 | | | | } . On the other hand, if 4uv−uy^2−vx^2 +xyz−z^2 ≠ 0, then the 5-tuple corresponds to a unique conjugacy class. Therefore, the JSR becomes uniquely determined. This shows that the function J exists and is unique.

Denote by K(C^8 ) the space of all compact subsets of C^8 , equipped with the Hausdorff metric. Define a mapping ψ : C^5 → K(C^8 ) by associating to each 5-tuple the set of all possible pairs (A, B) of complex matrices of the form in Eq. (2.2). Note that there are at most four such pairs, corresponding to permutations of the roots λ_1, λ_2 and μ_1, μ_2. Since the zero set of a monic polynomial depends continuously on its coefficients, the mapping ψ is continuous.

Moreover, since JSR is continuous (see, e.g., [16, Proposition 1.10] or [8]), the function M : K(C^8 ) → R, M(K) = max_{(A,B)∈K} JSR(A, B)

is continuous. Consequently, the continuity of J follows from the commutativity of the diagram below.

K(C^8 ) R C^5 MψJ

□ We will also need the following theorem originally due to Fricke:

Theorem 2.5. Let w ∈ {0, 1}^∗, then there exists a unique polynomial F_w(x, y, z, u, v) with integer coefficients such that for any A, B ∈ M_2(R) the following holds: tr w(A, B) = F_w(x, y, z, u, v). (2.4) The polynomial F_w(x, y, z, u, v) is called the Fricke polynomial. We omit the proof, for details see [13, 20, 11].

3. Geometric description of a few regions of interest

A GL(2, C ) matrix is naturally associated to a Möbius transformation of the Riemann sphere Ĉ by the following mapping A = [ a b c d ] → f_A(ζ) := aζ + b cζ + d . We list a few standard properties of f_A and how they relate to A.

• If A ∈ GL(2, R), then f_A preserves the real circle R̂ = R ∪ {∞}. • If A ∈ GL^+(2, R), then f_A preserves the upper half-plane H = {ζ ∈ C :

Im(ζ) > 0} and f_A|_H is an isometry with respect to the hyperbolic metric. • If (w_1, w_2) ∈ C^2 is an eigenvector of A, then^{w1}_{w2} is a fixed point of f_A. • If A ∈ GL(2, R) is real diagonalizable with distinct eigenvalues, then f_A has exactly two fixed points in Ĉ , both contained in R̂, one being an attractor and the other being a repellor under iteration of f_A. If in addition, det(A) > 0, then there is a unique hyperbolic geodesic which is invariant under f_A called the translation axis of A. We orient the translation axis so that it points towards the attractor of f_A.

Equipped with these properties we may now introduce crucial definitions.

Definition 3.1. Let (A, B) be an irreducible pair of real diagonalizable matrices. Let x_A, y_A (respectively x_B , y_B ) be the fixed points of f_A (resp. of f_B ) in the circle R̂. We say the pair (A, B) is crossing if the points x_A and y_A belong to different connected components of R̂ \ {x_B , y_B }.

Note 3.2. In the case of positive determinants, if (A, B) is crossing, then the two translation axes actually cross (intersect), which justifies the terminology.

Definition 3.3. Let (A, B) ∈ GL^+(2, R)^2 be an irreducible pair of real diagonalizable matrices.

• If the translation axes of A and B do not intersect and induce opposite orientation on the region they bound (The region between the respective translation axis and the real line), we say (A, B) is co-parallel.

• If the translation axes of A and B do not intersect and induce the same orientation on the region they bound, we say (A, B) is anti-parallel.

These definitions are the starting points for formally defining 3 regions of interest. (A, B) ∈ R_{cross} ⇐⇒ (A, B) is crossing (A, B) ∈ R_{copar} ⇐⇒ (A, B) is co-parallel (A, B) ∈ S_{anti} ⇐⇒ (A, B) is anti-parallel

(a) Crossing (b) Co-parallel

(c) Anti-parallel

Figure 1. Example configurations of the translation axes.

Notice that if (A, B) belongs to one of the three regions, then implicitly (A, B) is irreducible and both matrices must be real diagonalizable. If (A, B) is anti-parallel or co-parallel, we are also implicitly assuming both A, B ∈ GL^+(2, R).

Note 3.4. When A, B are simultaneously conjugated, independently re-scaled or swapped, the order of the fixed points {x_A, y_A, x_B , y_B } is either unchanged or it is reversed. Therefore, being crossing/co-parallel/anti-parallel is invariant under these operations.

These are geometric definitions; however, it will be useful to have an algebraic description of these conditions on hand. These will give us a simple way to determine which configuration a given pair is. It will also formally justify the descriptions of the regions given in the introduction.

4. Algebraic description of regions R_{cross}, R_{copar} and S_{anti}

We begin by algebraically describing the crossing configuration. This was originally done by Jorgensen-Smith [15], but is stated in slightly lower generality than we shall need. Thus, we reproduce the original proof which carries over to the generality needed.

Theorem 4.1. Let A, B be real diagonalizable, then the following are equivalent:

• (A, B) is crossing, in other words (A, B) ∈ R_{cross} • det(AB − BA) > 0 Proof. By Theorem 2.1, Theorem 2.2 and the fact that crossing matrices must be irreducible, we may assume (A, B) is irreducible. Since the pair is irreducible and real diagonalizable, by appropriately conjugating we may assume that A = [ a_1 0 0 a_2 ] and B = [ b_1 b_2 b_3 b_4 ]

where b_3 ≠ 0, b_2 ≠ 0 and a_1 ≠ a_2.

Since A is diagonal, f_A has fixed points {0, ∞}. Thus, (A, B) is crossing if and only if f_B has a positive and a negative fixed point. Hence, we need to find conditions for the product of the fixed points of f_B to be negative. However, fixed points of f_B are the zeroes of the following polynomial (where z is just a variable in this case):

b_3z^2 + (b_4 − b_1)z − b_2.

By Vieta’s formulas we know that the product of the fixed points is exactly −^{b2}_{b3} . This is enough to prove the claim. By direct computation det(AB − BA) = b_2b_3(a_1 − a_2)^2, and so: − b_2 b_3 < 0 ⇐⇒ det(AB − BA) > 0. □ Note 4.2. By Theorems 2.2 and 4.1 the real diagonalizable matrices on the boundary of the crossing region R_{cross} satisfy:

det(AB − BA) = 4uv − uy^2 − vx^2 + xyz − z^2 = 0.

By Theorem 2.1 these must be reducible pairs (A, B). Setting u = v = 1 we get the equation of the classical Cayley cubic surface.

Next we provide an algebraic description of being co-parallel. We will omit the proof, this was also done by Jorgensen-Smith.

Theorem 4.3. [15] Let (A, B) ∈ SL(2, R)^2 be irreducible, real diagonalizable and with positive traces, then (A, B) is co-parallel (in other words (A, B) ∈ R_{copar}) if and only if (A, B) is not crossing and tr AB >^1_2 tr A tr B.

Observe that due the independent re-scaling invariance, for any non-zero α, β: (A, B) ∈ R_{cross}/R_{copar}/S_{anti} ⇐⇒ (αA, βB) ∈ R_{cross}/R_{copar}/S_{anti}. (4.1) Using this, it is not hard to see that the description of the co-parallel region given by the above theorem can be extended to the description given in the introduction (Right before Theorem 1.10). Furthermore, it shows no generality is lost when assuming A, B have non-negative trace in the following theorem. Theorem 4.4. Let (A, B) ∈ D^2 with tr A, tr B ≥ 0. Denote (x, y, z, u, v) as the associated 5-tuple, then: (A, B) ∈ R_{cross} ⇐⇒ xy 2 − 1 2 √ (x^2 − 4u) (y^2 − 4v) < z < xy 2 + 1 2 √ (x^2 − 4u) (y^2 − 4v) (A, B) ∈ R_{copar} ⇐⇒ z > xy 2 + 1 2 √ (x^2 − 4u) (y^2 − 4v) and u, v > 0 (A, B) ∈ S_{anti} ⇐⇒ z < xy 2 − 1 2 √ (x^2 − 4u) (y^2 − 4v) and u, v > 0

Proof. By Theorem 4.1: (A, B) ∈ R_{cross} ⇐⇒ det(AB − BA) > 0 Using the first characterization in Theorem 2.2 and applying the quadratic formula on z we may re-write the inequality as xy 2 − 1 2 √ (x^2 − 4u) (y^2 − 4v) < z < xy 2 + 1 2 √ (x^2 − 4u) (y^2 − 4v), (4.2)

which proves the first part.

If (A, B) is co-parallel, the matrices must have positive determinants by definition, thus u, v > 0. Now by since (A, B) is not crossing, Eq. (4.2) does not hold. That is z is either: z ≤ xy 2 − 1 2 √ (x^2 − 4u) (y^2 − 4v) or z ≥ xy 2 + 1 2 √ (x^2 − 4u) (y^2 − 4v)

By Theorem 4.3 only the second alternative holds. The inequality is strict, otherwise (A, B) would be reducible by Theorem 2.1.

If (A, B) is anti-parallel the matrices must have positive determinants by definition, thus u, v > 0. Since we characterized crossing and co-parallel matrices, the anti-parallel region falls out by just looking at what is left: z < xy 2 − 1 2 √ (x^2 − 4u) (y^2 − 4v)

Again the inequality must be strict, otherwise (A, B) would be reducible. □

A useful algebraic consequence of the above that will be used later is: Corollary 4.5. If (A, B) is co-parallel then: ρ(AB) > ρ(A)ρ(B). (4.3) Proof. The inequality to be proven is invariant under re-scaling of the matrices. Therefore, by Eq. (4.1) we may assume A, B ∈ SL(2, R) and that tr A, tr B ≥ 0. In fact, since (A, B) is an irreducible pair of real diagonalizable matrices, tr A, tr B > 2. By Theorem 4.3, tr AB > 2. Therefore, we have the following formulas: ρ(A) = x + √ x^2 − 4 2 , ρ(B) = y + √ y^2 − 4 2 , ρ(AB) = z + √ z^2 − 4 2 Using these, we may re-write the co-parallel case from Theorem 4.4 in the following way: ρ(AB) + 1 ρ(AB) > ρ(A)ρ(B) + 1 ρ(A)ρ(B) Since ρ(AB) > 1 and ρ(A)ρ(B) > 1, it follows that ρ(AB) > ρ(A)ρ(B). □ 5. What are the possible SMPs when (A, B) ∈ R_{cross}?

In this section, we will describe all possible SMPs given that (A, B) is crossing. From here on, we denote W (a, b) as the set of products that have a factors of A and b factors of B. We begin with the following lemma:

Lemma 5.1. If A, B ∈ M_2(R) are an irreducible pair of symmetric matrices then for any Π ∈ W (a, b) with a, b ≥ 1: ‖Π‖_2 < ‖A‖^a_2 ‖B‖^b_2 Proof. First note that ‖Π‖_2 ≤ ‖AB‖_2‖A‖^{a−1}_2 ‖B‖^{b−1}_2 by sub-multiplicativity. That is why it is sufficient to prove that ‖AB‖_2 = ‖A‖_2‖B‖_2 is impossible. Assume the equality holds, then the singular vector of B must map to a singular vector of A. Since A, B are symmetric matrices, the singular vectors are eigenvectors and consequently, an eigenvector of B must map into an eigenvector of A. However, that would mean A and B share an eigenvector and so A, B are reducible, which is a contradiction. □

Theorem 5.2. (A, B) is crossing if and only if (A, B) is irreducible and the matrices are simultaneously conjugate to symmetric matrices.

Proof. We first prove the forward direction. We may assume A is a diagonal matrix by appropriately conjugating both matrices. Thus, the eigendirections of A, L_1, L_3 are simply the x and y axis respectively. Denote L_2, L_4 as the eigendirections of B. Then by assumption of crossing we know that these lines are cyclically ordered

L_1, L_2, L_3, L_4. Now consider conjugating both matrices A, B by D =

[_1 λ 0 0 λ ] , it leaves L_1, L_3 invariant while rotating the lines L_2, L_4. Now the angle between L_2 and L_4, denoted ∠(D(L_2), D(L_4)), changes continuously with λ. If λ → 0 then ∠(D(L_2), D(L_4)) → 0 and if λ → ∞ then ∠(D(L_2), D(L_4)) → π. Thus by intermediate value theorem there exists λ for which the angle is^π_2 . Therefore by conjugating using this λ, DAD^{−1} is still diagonal while DBD^{−1} has orthogonal eigendirections. Thus, both are symmetric.

For the backwards directions, we assume (A, B) is an irreducible pair of symmetric matrices. Thus the eigendirections of A (resp. B) are orthogonal. The only way (A, B) is not crossing, is if A and B have the same eigendirections, but that would mean they are reducible. Thus (A, B) must be crossing. □

Note 5.3. It is not hard to explicitly exhibit the symmetric matrices. If (A, B) is crossing and has the 5-tuple (x, y, z, u, v), then the pair is simultaneously conjugate to: A^{sym} =

[_1 2 ( x + √ x^2 − 4u ) 0 0^1_2 ( x − √ x^2 − 4u ) ] (5.1)

B^{sym} = y √ x^2−4u−xy+2z 2 √ x^2−4u √_{4uv−uy2 −vx2 +xyz−z2} x^2−4u √_{4uv−uy2 −vx2 +xyz−z2} x^2−4u y √ x^2−4u+xy−2z 2 √ x^2−4u (5.2)

From this, we obtain the first part of Theorem 1.10:

Corollary 5.4. If (A, B) ∈ R_{cross}, then an SMP exists and all SMPs are either A or B.

Proof. The joint spectral radius and SMPs are invariant under simultaneous conjugation. Thus, by Theorem 5.2 we can assume A, B are both symmetric. By Eq. (1.2) for k = 1 and Euclidean norm ‖ · ‖_2 we know that: max{ρ(A), ρ(B)} ≤ JSR(A, B) ≤ max(‖A‖_2, ‖B‖_2) However, since A, B are symmetric ρ(A) = ‖A‖_2, ρ(B) = ‖B‖_2. Therefore the inequalities become equalities:

max{ρ(A), ρ(B)} = JSR(A, B) = max(‖A‖_2, ‖B‖_2)

This proves that either A or B is an SMP.

We now prove there can be no other SMPs. Let Π ∈ W (a, b) be a primitive product with a, b ≥ 1. Then we get the following chain of inequalities: ρ(Π) ≤ ‖Π‖_2 < ‖A‖^a_2‖B‖^b_2 = ρ(A)^aρ(B)^b ≤ max{ρ(A)^{a+b}, ρ(B)^{a+b}} The second inequality must be strict by Lemma 5.1. Thus Π cannot be an SMP. □

Note 5.5. This corollary is not completely new. Panti and Sclosa [25] proved a related result through different methods.

6. What are the SMPs if (A, B) ∈ R_{mix}?

The region R_{mix} is the region where the matrices A, B have opposite signs of the determinants or if either matrix is non-invertible. We remind the reader that if a real matrix has a negative determinant, it must be real-diagonalizable. This fact will be implicitly used throughout the next sections. We first must deal with the case when JSR(A, B) = 0. (The lemma below remains true in any dimension, see [16, Lemma 2.2]), Lemma 6.1. Let A, B ∈ M_2(R) such that JSR(A, B) = 0, then A, B are reducible. Proof. Since JSR(A, B) = 0, we know by Eq. (1.2) that: ρ(A) = ρ(B) = ρ(AB) = 0 However, that means all the eigenvalues of A, B, AB are 0 and so: tr(A) = tr(B) = tr(AB) = det(A) = det(B) = 0.

Hence (A, B) must be reducible by Theorem 2.1. □ The above lemma will allow us to always re-scale our matrices A, B so that JSR(A, B) = 1. We now prove a few auxiliary lemmas that will be used in the main theorems.

Lemma 6.2. For any 2 × 2 matrices A, B the following equation holds det (A + B) + tr AB = det A + det B + tr A tr B Proof. Taking the trace of the Cayley Hamilton equation we obtain the identity: tr (A^2) = tr(A)^2 − 2 det A Applying the same identity to the matrices B and A + B, using linearity of trace and some algebra, we obtain the desired formula. □ Corollary 6.3. Let X, Y, Z ∈ M_2(R) and det(Z) = 0, then tr (XZY Z) = tr(XZ) tr(Y Z) Proof. Setting A = XZ and B = Y Z in Lemma 6.2 we get:

det (XZ + Y Z) + tr (XZY Z) = det XZ + det Y Z + tr (XZ) tr (Y Z) However, since det(Z) = 0, we get the desired equality. □ Lemma 6.4. Let a_n, b_n be positive sequences such that a_n ≤ b_n and b_n → b Then sup_{n≥1}{a_n, b} is attained.

Proof. Since (b_n) is is bounded, so is (a_n). If a := sup_{n≥1}{a_n} is attained the lemma is obvious. If it is not attained, then there exists a sub-sequence such that a_{ni} → a. Since a_n ≤ b_n, we get a ≤ b. In this case, b would attain the supremum. □ Lemma 6.5. For any n ∈ N, if A, B ∈ M_n(C ), the supremum: sup_{n≥0} { ρ(A^nB)^{1n+1} , ρ(A) }

is attained.

Proof. Note the following inequalities:

0 ≤ ρ(A^nB)^{1n+1} ≤ ‖A^nB‖^{1n+1} ≤ ‖A^n‖^{1n+1} ‖B‖^{1n+1} . (6.1) By Gelfand’s formula (as long as B is not the zero matrix, which would make the lemma trivial): ‖A^n‖^{1n+1} ‖B‖^{1n+1} → ρ(A). Thus setting a_n = ρ(A^nB)^{1n+1} , b_n = ‖A^n‖^{1n+1} ‖B‖^{1n+1} , b = ρ(A) and applying Lemma 6.4 we see that the supremum is attained. □

We now begin the proof of the 2^{nd} part of Theorem 1.10, starting with the case where one of the matrices is not invertible. We note that the following lemma overlaps with [7, Theorem 2.1]. In particular, our lemma is a special case of their result, but with a slightly more precise conclusion.

Lemma 6.6. Let (A, B) be irreducible such that det(B) = 0, then there is an SMP of the form A, B, A^nB where n ∈ N.

Proof. By Lemma 6.1 we may normalize A, B so that JSR(A, B) = 1. Any product (up to cyclic permutations) other than powers of A can be written as Π = A^{k′1} B · · · A^{k′n} B with k^′_i ≥ 0. By Cayley-Hamilton B^n = (tr B)^{n−1}B. If k^′_i = 0 for some i, then Π has a power of B which can be reduced by pulling out tr B. Therefore, Π can be written as Π = (tr B)^k(A^{k1} B · · · A^{kn} B) with k_i ≥ 1. We now see that ρ(A^{k1} B · · · A^{kn} B) = | tr(A^{k1} B · · · A^{kn} B)| = | tr(A^{k1} B)| · · · | tr(A^{kn} B)| where the second equality holds by repeatedly applying Corollary 6.3. Therefore ρ(Π) = ρ((tr B)^k(A^{k1} B · · · A^{kn} B))) = ρ(B)^k ρ(A^{k1} B) · · · ρ(A^{kn} B) Now consider M = sup_{n≥0} { ρ(A^nB)^{1n+1} , ρ(A) }

By Lemma 6.5 we know that the supremum is attained. Assume towards contradiction that there is no SMP of the form A, B, A^nB. Then we must have M < 1. However, that would mean by decomposition above that for any Π,

ρ(Π)^{1|Π|} ≤ M < 1 but that contradicts Theorem 1.2. Thus there must be an SMP among A, B, A^nB. □ Lemma 6.7. If (A, B) is an irreducible pair of invertible matrices such that AB is real diagonalizable and det(B) < 0, then either (A, B) is crossing or (B, AB) is crossing.

Proof. We show that if (A, B) is not crossing, then (B, AB) must be crossing. We have two cases, either A is or is not real diagonalizable.

If A is real diagonalizable and (A, B) is not crossing then by Theorem 4.1 and irreducibility of (A, B) we know that: det(AB − BA) < 0

Now applying the same theorem to the pair (B, AB) we need to determine the sign of the following expression

det(BAB − ABB) = det(BA − AB) det(B) = det(AB − BA) det(B) > 0

Which is positive since det(B) < 0 and so the sign is flipped. Hence (B, AB) is crossing.

If A is not real diagonalizable, then necessarily we have tr(A)^2 − 4 det(A) ≤ 0 and det(B) < 0 by assumption. Under these conditions, it is easy to see using the third characterization in Theorem 2.2 and irreducibility of (A, B) that det(AB − BA) < 0. But then (B, AB) is crossing by repeating the argument in the previous case. □ Lemma 6.8. If (A, B) is an irreducible pair of invertible matrices such that (B, AB) is crossing, then the pair {A, B} must have an SMP of the form A, B, A^nB. Furthermore, every SMP is of this form (up to cyclic permutation) unless there exists m ≥ 2 such that A^m = JSR(A, B)^mI.

Proof. First we normalize A, B so that JSR(A, B) = 1, we can do so by Lemma 6.1. Since (B, AB) is crossing, by Theorem 5.2, (B, AB) can be simultaneously symmetrized. Thus, we may assume B, AB are symmetric. If that is the case, then any matrix of the form A^nB is also symmetric; indeed:

(A^nB)^T = ((ABB^{−1})^{n−1}AB)^T = AB((ABB^{−1})^T )^{n−1} = AB(B^{−1}AB)^{n−1} = A^nB

Now we essentially repeat the arguments in Lemma 6.6. Consider

M = sup_{n≥0} { ρ(A^nB)^{1n+1} , ρ(A) }

We can apply Lemma 6.5 to conclude that the supremum M must be attained. We assume towards contradiction that there is no SMP of the form A, B, A^nB, in other words M < 1. Any product Π (up to cyclic permutation) other than powers of A can be written as Π = A^{k1} B · · · A^{kn} B with k_i ≥ 0. However, since A^{ki} B are all symmetric we have ρ(A^{ki} B) = ‖A^{ki} B‖_2 and therefore ρ(Π) ≤ ‖Π‖_2 ≤ ‖A^{k1} B‖_2 · · · ‖A^{kn} B‖_2 = ρ(A^{k1} B) · · · ρ(A^{kn} B) However, due to the above we have

ρ(Π)^{1|Π|} ≤ M < 1

which would contradict Theorem 1.2. Hence M = 1 and there is an SMP of the desired form.

We now prove there can be no SMP of any other form unless there exists m ≥ 2 such that A^m = I. Assume Π is an SMP that is not of the desired form, then by the same decomposition ρ(Π) ≤ ‖Π‖_2 ≤ ‖A^{k1} B‖_2 · · · ‖A^{kn} B‖_2 = ρ(A^{k1} B) · · · ρ(A^{kn} B) Due to the above, for Π to be an SMP, it must be the case that for each i, A^{ki} B is an SMP. Now since Π is primitive and we are allowed to permute it cyclically, we may assume there exists n > k such that A^nBA^kB is a factor of Π. Hence, we must have ‖A^nBA^kB‖ = ‖A^nB‖‖A^kB‖, otherwise Π would not be an SMP. Since A^nB, A^kB are both symmetric we can apply Lemma 5.1 to conclude (A^nB, A^kB) is reducible. However, by Theorem 2.2 (2):

0 = det(A^nBA^kB − A^kBA^nB) = det(A)^{2k} det(B) det(A^{n−k}B − BA^{n−k})

which implies that (A^{n−k}, B) is reducible since A, B are invertible. This means that either (A, B) is reducible which is a contradiction or that A^{n−k} is a multiple of the identity. However, if it is a multiple of the identity then, since both A^nB, A^kB are SMPs and A^nB = A^{n−k}A^kB, we must have A^{n−k} = I. This proves the claim as n − k ≥ 2, otherwise A = I and (A, B) would be reducible. □

We are now ready to prove the 2^{nd} part of Theorem 1.10 now for invertible matrices:

Theorem 6.9. If the pair (A, B) is irreducible with det(A) > 0, det(B) < 0 and there is no k ≥ 2 such that A^k = JSR(A, B)^kI, then all the SMPs must be of the form A, B, A^nB. Proof. By Lemma 6.7 we have two cases either (A, B) or (B, AB) is crossing. If (A, B) is crossing, we are done as any SMP must be either A or B by Corollary 5.4. Alternatively, if (B, AB) is crossing then by Lemma 6.8 all the SMP’s must be of the form A, B, A^nB. □

We now show that all possible SMPs listed in Theorem 6.9 actually are SMPs for some pair (A, B) satisfying the conditions. The following construction was heavily inspired by [21, Example 5.2].

Theorem 6.10. For each n ≥ 1, there exists a pair of matrices (A_n, B_n) such that:

• A_n has real eigenvalues and it is not diagonalizable • B_n is non-invertible • For any (A, B), sufficiently close to (A_n, B_n), the unique SMP is A^nB

Note that a pair (A, B) (sufficiently close to (A_n, B_n)) can be chosen such that all hypothesis of Theorem 6.9 are satisfied, showing that the word A^nB is indeed a possible SMP.

Proof. Denote c = 0.278 . . . as the unique root of the equation:

xe^{x+1} = 1.

Equivalently, c = W (1/e) in terms of Lambert W function. Now consider the following matrix and vectors generated by it:

A_n = c^{1n} [ 1 0 1 1 ] , v_i = A^i_n [ 1 0 ] = [ c^{in} ic^{in} ]

First note that for any i ≥ 0, v_i lies on the strictly concave graph of the function: y = nx log x log c (x > 0). By calculus, the tangent to the curve at the point v_n passes through the point

Figure 2. For n = 5, graph of^{nx log |x|}_{log c} (blue), the vectors (red) and tangent lines at v5, −v5 (black). [ −1 0 ] = −v_0. Since the function is strictly concave, the vectors ±v_0, . . . , ±v_n are

vertices of a centrally symmetric convex (2n + 2)-gon S (See Fig. 2). Furthermore, A_nv_n = v_{n+1} is in the interior of S by strict concavity. This proves that A_n(S) ⊆ S since all vertices map to another vertex except v_n, which maps strictly inside S.

Now consider a line L ⊆ R^2 such that L ∩ S = {v_n}. Let B_n be the rank one linear map such that B_nv_n = v_0 and KerB_n is parallel to L. This choice of B_n keeps S invariant since we have the following inclusions:

B_n(S) = B_n([−v_n, v_n]) = [−v_0, v_0] ⊆ S

Given any vertex of S, its image under A_n or B_n either maps inside the polygon or is another vertex. The graph below shows vertices that map to other vertices and through what maps.

v_0v_1v^nA_nA_nA^nB^n (6.2)

Let ‖ · ‖_S be the Minkowski norm of the polygon S. Since ‖A_n‖_S = 1 and ‖B_n‖_S = 1, JSR(A_n, B_n) ≤ 1 by Eq. (1.2). However, ρ(A^nB_n) = 1 by construction, thus ρ(A^nB_n) = JSR(A_n, B_n) and so A^nB_n is an SMP.

To check uniqueness of the SMP, let Π be any primitive product that is not a cyclic permutation of A^nB_n. Then any vertex of S is mapped to the interior of S by some power of Π; this follows from the structure of the graph (6.2). In particular, there exists l such that Π^l(S) ⊆ int(S) and therefore ‖Π^l‖_S < 1. This shows that ρ(Π) < 1 and so Π cannot be an SMP.

If (A, B) is close enough to (A_n, B_n) and re-scaled so that ρ(A^nB) = 1, then BA^n has an eigenvector ṽ_0 = BA^nṽ_0 close to v_0. For i ≥ 0, let ṽ_i := A^iṽ_0. For each i, ṽ_i must be close to v_i. So, for sufficiently small perturbation, the vectors ±ṽ_0, . . . , ±ṽ_n are the vertices of a convex polygon S̃. Note that the combinatorics (6.2) are unchanged, so S̃ is an invariant polygon for (A, B) and the previous arguments persist. Therefore A^nB is still the unique SMP. □

7. What are the SMPs if (A, B) ∈ R_{neg} ?

In this section we will assume A, B both have negative determinant and thus both A, B are real diagonalizable.

Lemma 7.1. If A, B are matrices with negative determinants and AB is not real diagonalizable, then (A, B) is crossing or reducible.

Proof. To simplify notation, we will be using the associated 5-tuple as defined in (2.1). We may assume x ≥ 0, y ≥ 0 without loss of generality by independently rescaling A, B if necessary. If AB is not real diagonalizable then z^2 − 4uv ≤ 0 and thus −2 √ uv ≤ z ≤ 2 √ uv. However, this implies 4uv − uy^2 − vx^2 + xyz − z^2 ≥ −uy^2 − vx^2 − 2xy √ uv = ( √ −uy − √ −vx)^2 ≥ 0

Hence 4uv − uy^2 − vx^2 + xyz − z^2 ≥ 0 Which means (A, B) is crossing or reducible by combining Theorems 2.1, 2.2 and 4.1. □ We are now ready to prove the 3^{rd} part of Theorem 1.10.

Theorem 7.2. If both A, B have negative determinants, the pair is irreducible and A^2 ≠ JSR(A, B)^2I, B^2 ≠ JSR(A, B)^2I, then all the SMPs are among A, B, AB.

Proof. Without loss of generality we will normalize both A, B so that JSR(A, B) = 1. If (A, B) is crossing we are done by Corollary 5.4, thus we may assume (A, B) is not crossing. By Lemma 7.1, AB must be real diagonalizable. Now by applying Lemma 6.7 twice (Interchanging the role of A and B), we see that both (A, AB) and (B, AB) are crossing. However, by applying Lemma 6.8 to the pair (A, AB) and (B, AB) we see that all SMPs must be of the form AB^n or B as well as of the form A^nB or A, unless A or B have finite order (Since JSR(A, B) = 1). However, the only matrices that have finite order and negative determinant must be conjugate to reflection and so have order 2, which by assumption is not the case. Thus all the SMPs must be either A, B, AB as those are the only products the two lists above have in common. □

8. Ergodic Optimization and Joint Spectral Radius

To tackle the co-parallel case we need to view the joint spectral radius as a quantity related to ergodic optimization. Given a finite set of matrices A = {A_0, . . . , A_{k−1}}, let σ be the shift on Σ_k = {0, . . . , k − 1}^N. We define the following map for ω = (ω_i)_{i∈N}

L(ω, n) = A_{ωn} · · · A_{ω1} (8.1) for which we may define the Lyapunov exponent.

Definition 8.1. Let M_σ be the set of shift invariant probability measures. For each μ ∈ M_σ, the Lyapunov exponent of L with respect to μ is defined as λ(μ) := lim_{n→∞} 1 n ∫ Σ_k log ‖L(ω, n)‖dμ(ω). (8.2) The joint spectral radius and the Lyapunov exponent of L are connected by the following abbreviated version of a theorem by Morris: Theorem 8.2. [23] log JSR(A) = sup_{μ∈Mσ} λ(μ) (8.3) The supremum is always attained for some ergodic measure.

Any measure μ attaining the supremum is called a maximizing measure. Note 8.3. Each SMP gives rise to a maximizing measure supported on a periodic orbit. Two SMPs give rise to the same maximizing measure if and only if one is a cyclic permutation of the other.

To define Sturmian maximizing measures, we first define Sturmian sequences: Definition 8.4. Given γ, ρ ∈ [0, 1] we define two sequences in Σ_2: (ω^−_{γ,ρ})_n = ⌊γ(n + 1) + ρ⌋ − ⌊γn + ρ⌋ (ω^+_{γ,ρ})_n = ⌈γ(n + 1) + ρ⌉ − ⌈γn + ρ⌉ The sequence ω^−_{γ,ρ} is called lower Sturmian and ω^+_{γ,ρ} is called upper Sturmian of slope γ and intercept ρ.

Note 8.5. These are also called mechanical words. See [19, p.53] for a more details.

The theorem below is, to our knowledge, folklore and describes all the properties of Sturmian sequences and measures we will need. Most of this theorem is proved in detail in [6].

Theorem 8.6 (Folklore). Denote X_γ as the set of all Sturmian sequences of slope γ. Then we have the following properties:

(1) X_γ is a compact and invariant under the shift.

(2) The shift is uniquely ergodic on X_γ . This measure μ_γ is called the Sturmian measure of parameter γ.

(3) The map γ → μ_γ where γ ∈ [0, 1] is continuous. Hence the set of all Sturmian measures is compact.

9. What are the possible SMPs if (A, B) ∈ R_{copar} ?

In this section, we describe the possible SMPs given that (A, B) is co-parallel. We remind the reader, that given a word w ∈ {0, 1}^∗ and matrices A, B, we denote w(A, B) as the matrix product given by replacing each 0 with A and 1 with B. We begin this section with introducing special words that come from Sturmian sequences.

Definition 9.1. Let^p_q ∈ Q ∩ [0, 1] with gcd(p, q) = 1 and ρ ∈ [0, 1].

• q-prefix of ω^−p_{q ,ρ} is called a Sturmian word

• q-prefix of ω^−p_{q ,0} is called a Christoffel word

Note 9.2. All Sturmian words are primitive. Christoffel words are exactly the Sturmian words that are Lyndon. When we refer to a Sturmian/Christoffel product we mean a product w(A, B) where w is a Sturmian/Christoffel word. We will similarily refer to SMPs being Sturmian/Christoffel.

All Christoffel words can be iteratively obtained using the Christoffel tree which is constructed as follows. Each node will be a pair of words. The root is (0, 1). Each node (u, v) has two children, the left child is (u, uv) and the right child is (uv, v)( See Fig. 3 for the first three layers of the tree.).

Theorem 9.3. [2] The Christoffel tree contains exactly once the decomposition (u, v) of each Christoffel word w = uv of length greater than 1. All words in each node are Christoffel.

(0, 1)

(0, 01)

(0, 001)

. . . . . .

(001, 01)

. . . . . .

(01, 1)

(01, 011)

. . . . . .

(011, 1)

. . . . . .

Figure 3. The Christoffel tree

We now prove a few lemmas that will be needed in the main theorem.

Lemma 9.4. If (A, B) is co-parallel, then AB is co-parallel to both A and B, with its axis lying between the axis of A and of B. Furthermore (A^n, B^k) is also co-parallel for any n, k ≥ 1 with the same axis as A and B.

Proof. The first part is proved in [15, Lemma 4.2]. The second part follows from the fact that A^n and B^k have exactly the same eigenvectors as A and B. The only way that would not be the case is if A^n or B^k are multiples of identity. However, that is impossible since that would mean A or B are conjugate to a multiple of a rational rotation and therefore not real diagonalizable. □

To make the notation more manageable in the following corollary u should be understood as the product u(A, B).

Corollary 9.5. Let (A, B) be co-parallel. Then a Christoffel product w(A, B) is co-parallel to any other Christoffel product w^′(A, B).

Proof. We show any product the Christoffel tree is co-parallel to any other product in the tree. Using the Lemma 9.4, it follows by induction that given any node (u, v), for all of its descendants (u^′, v^′), u^′ (resp. v^′) is co-parallel with both u and v with its axis laying between the axis of u and v.

Now take any two distinct nodes (u_1, v_1) and (u_2, v_2) (We assume one is not a descendant of another, similar argument works here as well) and trace them back to the last common ancestor say (u^′, v^′). Without loss of generality, (u_1, v_1) is a descendant of (u^′, u^′v^′) and (u_2, v_2) is a descendant (u^′v^′, v^′), otherwise there would be a deeper node in common. However, the axis of u_1v_1 must be between both axis of u^′, u^′v^′ and axis of u_2v_2 must be between both axis of u^′v^′, v^′. Therefore, they must be disjoint. Hence u_1v_1 and u_2v_2 must be co-parallel. □

Lemma 9.6. Let (A_0, A_1) be co-parallel. Then the associated Lyapunov exponent λ : M_σ → R, as defined in Definition 8.1, is continuous in the weak* topology.

Proof. We may assume A_0, A_1 have non-negative trace by possibly negating the matrices. Since they have non-negative trace and positive determinants, they have positive eigenvalues. Hence, there exists a strictly forward invariant cone C such that A_0(C) ⊂ C and A_1(C) ⊂ C; any cone that contains the attracting eigenvectors in its interior and does not contain the repelling eigenvectors will work. Existence of such a cone is equivalent to the associated cocycle L(ω, n) being dominated (see [3] for proof and definitions). Dominance guarantees existence of a continuous map s : Σ_2 → R^2 such that for any ω ∈ Σ_2 ‖s(ω)‖ = 1 and: L(ω, n)s(ω) ‖L(ω, n)s(ω)‖ = s(σ^n(ω)). Furthermore, using [5, Corollary 2.4] we know that given μ ∈ M_σ, for μ almost every ω: lim_{n→∞} 1 n log ‖L(ω, n)‖ = lim_{n→∞} 1 n log ‖L(ω, n)s(ω)‖ Therefore, integrating and applying the dominated convergence theorem: λ(μ) = ∫ Σ_2 lim_{n→∞} 1 n log ‖L(ω, n)s(ω)‖dμ(ω). Using the properties of s(ω) we may write: lim_{n→∞} 1 n log ‖L(ω, n)s(ω)‖ = lim_{n→∞} 1 n n−1∑ i=0 log ‖L(σ^j (ω), 1)s(σ^j (ω))‖

Now, by Birkhoff ergodic theorem: λ(μ) = ∫ Σ_2 log ‖L(ω, 1)s(ω)‖dμ(ω) Since log ‖L(ω, 1)s(ω)‖ is continuous, λ is continuous with respect to the weak* topology. □

We now state another theorem of Jorgensen-Smith, we remind the reader that W (a, b) denotes the set of products that have a A’s and b B’s.

Theorem 9.7. [15] If (A, B) is co-parallel, then for any pair of positive integers a and b, the products that maximize the spectral radius in W (a, b) are cyclic permutations of the prefix of length a + b of the product ω^−_{ba+b ,0}(A, B).

We note that Jorgensen and Smith proved this result under the additional hypothesis (A, B) ∈ SL(2, R)^2 and tr A, tr B > 2. However, the more general statement follows by re-scaling the matrices and noting that all products in W (a, b) have the same determinant. Also, Jorgensen and Smith maximize the trace, but under the hypothesis this is equivalent to maximizing the spectral radius.

We are finally ready to prove 4^{th} part of Theorem 1.10.

Theorem 9.8. Let (A, B) be co-parallel. There always exists exactly one Sturmian maximizing measure. If an SMP exists, it must be unique (up to cyclic permutations) and be Sturmian.

Proof. We first show that there is always exactly one Sturmian maximizing measure. By Theorem 1.2 we know that the maximizing measures can be approximated arbitrarily well by periodically supported measures. In this context, Theorem 9.7 says that the Lyapunov exponent over periodic measures of a given period is maximized for some Sturmian measure of a rational parameter. Denote M_σ as all shift invariant probability measures, M^p_σ as all shift invariant probability measures supported on a periodic orbit and M^Q_σ as all Sturmian measures of rational parameter. Combining the two results we get the following chain of equalities. sup μ∈M_σ λ(μ) = T heorem 1.2 sup μ∈M^p_σ λ(μ) = T heorem 9.7 sup μ∈M^Q_σ λ(μ) However, by Theorem 8.6 the set of all Sturmian measures is compact. Therefore we know there is a convergent sequence of Sturmian measures of rational parameter μ_n → μ that converges to a maximizing Sturmian measure.

To show uniqueness, we prove that the map f(t) = λ(μ_t) is strictly concave on [0, 1], where μ_t denote the Sturmian measure of parameter t. Given any two rational numbers t_1, t_2 ∈ Q, they can be written with a common denominator, t_1 =^{p1}_q , t_2 =

p_2

q . Let w_1 be the prefix of length q of the Sturmian sequence ω^−_{t1 ,0} and w_2 be the prefix of length q of the Sturmian sequence ω^−_{t2,0}. Lastly, we let w_3 be the prefix of length 2q of the Sturmian sequence ω^−_{t1 +t22 ,0}. Notice that w_1, w_2, w_3 are all powers of Christoffel words. Denote Π_1 = w_1(A, B), Π_2 = w_2(A, B), Π_3 = w_3(A, B). By Corollary 9.5 and Lemma 9.4 (Π_1, Π_2) is co-parallel. Applying Corollary 4.5:

ρ(Π_1Π_2) > ρ(Π_1)ρ(Π_2)

Furthermore, by Theorem 9.7:

ρ(Π_3) ≥ ρ(Π_1Π_2)

Combining the two inequalities we get

ρ(Π_3) > ρ(Π_1)ρ(Π_2)

Taking both sides to the power^1_{2q} and taking the logarithm we get:

log(ρ(Π_3)^{12q} ) > log(ρ(Π_1)^{1q} ) 2 + log(ρ(Π_2)^{1q} ) 2 The above inequality can be re-written in terms of f: f ( p_1 + p_2 2q ) > f (_{p1} q ) + f (_{p2} q ) 2 . Which shows that f is strictly mid-point concave on the rationals. Since f is continuous by Lemma 9.6, it must be strictly mid-point concave everywhere. Hence, f is strictly concave. Any continuous strictly concave function on a compact set has exactly one maximum. This proves that there is exactly one Sturmian maximizing measure.

We are now ready to show that if an SMP exists, then it is Sturmian and is unique up to cyclic permutations. We know by Theorem 9.7 that all the SMPs must be

Sturmian since they have to maximize spectral radius in their respective set W (a, b). Therefore, they all must come from some Sturmian maximizing measure of rational parameter. However, these are unique, so there can only be one such SMP up to cyclic permutations. □

Note 9.9. We suspect that the maximizing measure is always unique (and therefore Sturmian) in the co-parallel region. We also suspect that the counterexamples to the finiteness conjecture form a subset of zero Hausdorff dimension. Some results in this direction were given by [6, 12, 14].

10. Generic Uniqueness

In this section, we prove that in the union of the three regions R_{cross} ∪ R_{mix} ∪ R_{neg} , the SMPs are generically unique and of the form given in Theorem 1.10. We first prove a few lemmas. We denote λ_n as the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure.

Lemma 10.1. Consider a polynomial map π : R^n → R^m such that λ_m(π(R^n )) > 0. Then for any Lebesgue measurable set E ⊆ R^m ,

λ_m(E) = 0 =⇒ λ_n(π^{−1}(E)) = 0

Proof. Denote C_π ⊆ R^n as the critical points of π. Since the map π is a polynomial, C_π is algebraic and so either λ_n(C_π ) = 0 or C_π = R^n . By Sard’s theorem λ_m(π(C_π )) = 0. Since λ_m(π(R^n )) > 0, C_π must have zero Lebesgue measure. This means π is almost everywhere a local submersion and now the lemma follows by the rank theorem and Fubini, for details see [26]. □

We apply the above lemma to the mapping: (A, B) → (tr A, tr B, tr AB, det A, det B). By Theorem 2.3 its image has positive Lebesgue measure. Thus, if we want to prove a generic statement about pairs of real matrices (A, B), we may equivalently prove it for generic 5-tuples. We will tacitly do so from now on, without repeatedly invoking the above lemma.

Lemma 10.2. For Lebesgue almost every pair (A, B) ∈ R_{cross} ∪ R_{mix} ∪ R_{neg} , all the SMPs (up to cyclic permutation) are of the form given by Theorem 1.10.

Proof. If (A, B) ∈ R_{cross}, all the SMPs are either A or B by Corollary 5.4 so there is nothing left to prove.

If (A, B) ∈ R_{mix}, we may assume that A, B are invertible as non-invertible matrices form a null set. Now by Theorem 6.9 it is sufficient to show that pairs (A, B) for which there exists k ≥ 1 such that

A^k = JSR(A, B)^k I,

form a measure zero set. Assume (A, B) are such that the above holds, then A must be conjugate to a multiple of a rotation by 2πθ where θ ∈ Q. Such matrices satisfy the equation det(A) =^{(tr A)2}_{4 cos2(2πθ)} . Thus, for fixed θ, all associated 5-tuples live on the on the parametric family M_θ = (x, y, z, x^2 4 cos^2(2πθ) , v) which has Lebesgue zero measure in R^5 . Since the set of rational numbers is countable the set ∪_{θ∈Q}M_θ also has measure zero. Thus, such (A, B) must form a measure zero set.

If (A, B) ∈ R_{neg} , then by Theorem 7.2 it is sufficient to show that pairs (A, B) such that A^2 = JSR(A, B)^2I or B^2 = JSR(A, B)^2I form a measure zero set. Without loss of generality assume A satisfies the above, then A must be conjugate to a multiple of a reflection. Such matrices satisfy the equation tr A = 0. Hence, all associated 5-tuples live in (0, y, z, u, v) which is measure zero. Similarly if B is conjugate to reflection we get a zero measure set. Hence, such (A, B) must form a measure zero set. □ Lemma 10.3. The set of reducible pairs of matrices (A, B) is a proper algebraic set. In particular, it is nowhere dense and has Lebesgue measure zero.

Proof. By Theorem 2.1, the 5-tuples of reducible pairs of matrices are exactly the 5-tuples that satisfy the equation 4uv − uy^2 − vx^2 + xyz − z^2 = 0.

Therefore 5-tuples of reducible pairs of matrices are the pre-image of {0} of a nonzero polynomial. □

Lemma 10.4. For Lebesgue almost every pair (A, B) of real 2 × 2 matrices, if Π is an SMP that has non-real eigenvalues, then Π = A or Π = B and the SMP is unique.

Proof. By Lemma 10.3 we may assume (A, B) is irreducible. For those pairs, ϱ := JSR(A, B) is nonzero and there exists a centrally symmetric convex body C ⊆ R^2 such that the convex hull of A(C) ∪ B(C) is ϱC (See [27]). Suppose Π is an SMP with non-real eigenvalues. Then, det Π = ϱ^{2k}, where k := |Π|, so the inclusion Π(C) ⊆ ϱ^kC is actually an equality. It follows that either A(C) or B(C) equals ϱC. Almost surely we have det A ≠ det B, and in this case A(C) ≠ B(C). Since Π is primitive, it must be either A or B, and Π is the unique SMP. □

Given a word w ∈ {0, 1}^∗, define its signature (m, k, l) as follows: we first cyclically permute w so that it is a Lyndon word and the three numbers are: m is the number of 0’s, k is the number of 1’s, and l is the number of 01’s that can be found within that new word. We remind the reader that given a word w, F_w(x, y, z, u, v) denotes the Fricke polynomial described in Theorem 2.5.

Lemma 10.5. Let w and w^′ be words whose signatures (a, b, c) and (a^′, b^′, c^′) are linearly independent, then the polynomials F_w(x, y, z, 0, 0), F_w′ (x, y, z, 0, 0) are algebraically independent. That is, there is no non-zero polynomial P such that: P (F_w(x, y, z, 0, 0), F_w′ (x, y, z, 0, 0)) = 0 Proof. Consider a pair of matrices A, B associated to the 5-tuple (x, y, z, 0, 0) where x, y, z are free. Now we use observations similar ones in Lemma 6.6. Cyclically permuting w if necessary, w(A, B) can be written as w(A, B) = A^{a1} B^{b1} · · · A^{ac} B^{bc} with a_i, b_i ≥ 1. Since A, B, AB are all non-invertible, by Cayley-Hamilton we have

A^n = (tr A)^{n−1}A, B^n = (tr B)^{n−1}B, (AB)^n = (tr AB)^{n−1}AB.

Thus, we may reduce all powers of A and B by pulling out traces: w(A, B) = (tr A)^{a−c}(tr B)^{b−c}(AB)^c We now take the trace and get the following expression: tr w(A, B) = (tr A)^{a−c}(tr B)^{b−c}(tr AB)^c = x^{a−c}y^{b−c}z^c By exactly the same reasoning: tr w^′(A, B) = (tr A)^{a′ −c′} (tr B)^{b′ −c′} (tr AB)^{c′} = x^{a′ −c′} y^{b′−c′} z^{c′} Now if the polynomials F_w(x, y, z, 0, 0), F_w′ (x, y, z, 0, 0) were algebraically dependent then: F_w(x, y, z, 0, 0) = x^{a−c}y^{b−c}z^c and F_w′ (x, y, z, 0, 0) = x^{a′ −c′} y^{b′−c′} z^{c′} would also have to be dependent. However, since (a, b, c) and (a^′, b^′, c^′) are linearly independent, we arrive at a contradiction. □

We are now ready to prove generic uniqueness.

Theorem 10.6. Almost every pair (A, B) ∈ R_{cross} ∪ R_{mix} ∪ R_{neg} has a unique SMP that is of the form described in Theorem 1.10.

Proof. Assume for a contradiction that there exists a subset P of R_{cross} ∪ R_{mix} ∪ R_{neg} with positive Lebesgue measure such that every pair in P admits two SMPs. We know for almost every pair (A, B) all SMPs are of the form A^nB or AB^n by Lemma 10.2. Since the set of such products is countable, we can find a pair of distinct primitive words w, w^′ of the form 0^n1 or 01^n and a subset Q ⊆ P of positive measure such that for every (A, B) ∈ Q, w(A, B) and w^′(A, B) are both SMPs. By Lemma 10.4 we may reduce the set Q if necessary, and assume w(A, B), w^′ (A, B) have real eigenvalues for all (A, B) ∈ Q.

Fix (A, B) ∈ Q and consider the two distinct SMPs Π = w(A, B) Π^′ = w^′(A, B) with lengths k := |Π|, k^′ := |Π^′|. Let λ_1, λ_2 (resp. λ^′_1, λ^′_2) be the eigenvalues of w (resp. w^′). By assumption, all eigenvalues λ_1, λ_2, λ^′_1, λ^′_2 are real. Furthermore,

JSR(A, B) = max { |λ_1|^{1k} , |λ_2|^{1k} } = max { |λ^′_1|^{1k′} , |λ^′_2|^{1k′} } . (10.1)

Since eigenvalues are real, ( λ^{2k′}_1 − (λ^′_1)^{2k} )( λ^{2k′}_1 − (λ^′_2)^{2k} )( λ^{2k′}_2 − (λ^′_1)^{2k} )( λ^{2k′}_2 − (λ^′_2)^{2k} ) = 0 . (10.2)

Expanding and using Newton–Girard identities, this equation becomes:

P (tr Π, tr Π^′, det Π, det Π^′) = 0 , (10.3)

where P is some polynomial in four variables, with real coefficients. Letting as usual x = tr A, y = tr B, z = tr AB, u = det A, v = det B, the relation above can be rewritten P ( F_w (x, y, z, u, v), F_w′ (x, y, z, u, v), u^av^b, u^{a′} v^{b′} ) = 0 (10.4) where F_w , F_w′ are the Fricke polynomials and a, b, a^′, b^′ are appropriate non-negative integers.

Equation (10.4) holds for all (A, B) in a positive measure subset of pairs (A, B). It follows that the same equation, seen in terms of variables x, y, z, u, v, holds on a positive measure subset of R^5 . Since proper algebraic sets have zero measure, we conclude that the equation holds on all of R^5 . Setting u = v = 0 we obtain: P ( F_w(x, y, z, 0, 0), F_w′ (x, y, z, 0, 0), 0, 0) = 0. However, since w, w^′ are two distinct words of forms 0^n1 or 10^n, they necessarily have linearly independent signatures. By Lemma 10.5 such P cannot exits and we arrive at a contradiction. □

With this theorem, we have completed the proof of Theorem 1.10.

11. The unexplored regions

There are essentially two regions that remain unexplored S_{anti}, S_{complex}:

• S_{anti} is the region where (A, B) is anti-parallel. • S_{complex} is the region where A or B have complex eigenvalues.

Some notes about these regions:

(1) Generic uniqueness of SMPs (modulo only cyclic permutations) does not hold in S_{complex}, see [4]. There are two cases, either both or only one matrix has complex eigenvalues. The examples in [4] are all in the latter category; however there exist examples where both matrices have complex eigenvalues. One such example is given by the 5-tuple:

(−3.76601, −0.49459, −8.13153, 3.52510, 8.71249).

(2) By our classification, generically, non-Sturmian SMPs can only occur in these unexplored regions. It is not too hard to find explicit examples of non-Sturmian SMPs in both of them.

(3) Numerically, non-Sturmians are quite rare in S_{anti} ∩ SL(2, R)^2 . It seems that they are concentrated near the curve (x, x, 2 − x^2, 1, 1). Note that any pair (A, B) near this curve has the following properties ρ(A) ≈ ρ(B) and ρ(AB) ≈ ρ(A)ρ(B) 12. Non-negative matrices

In the introduction, we claimed that our classification encompasses all nonnegative matrices. We are now ready to prove this result. We begin with a lemma characterizing non-negative matrices with positive determinants.

Lemma 12.1. Let (A, B) ∈ GL^+(2, R)^2 be an irreducible pair of real diagonalizable matrices, then (A, B) is simultaneously conjugate to non-negative matrices if and only if (A, B) is either crossing or co-parallel and tr(A), tr(B) ≥ 0

Proof. We first prove the forward direction. We may assume our matrices A, B are non-negative. By Perron-Frobenius theorem, both Möbius transformations f_A and f_B have an attracting non-negative fixed point and a repelling non-positive fixed point. Hence (A, B) cannot be anti-parallel. Since A, B are non-negative, it is clear that tr A, tr B ≥ 0 and so this direction follows.

Now assume that (A, B) is co-parallel or crossing with non-negative traces. Since the traces are non-negative and determinants are positive, both A and B have only positive eigenvalues. Therefore, in either case (co-parallel or crossing) there exists a cone C such that A(C) ⊆ C and B(C) ⊆ C (Any cone that contains the dominant eigenvectors of A and B and does not contain the non-dominant eigendirections of A and B will work). Now take a matrix P that maps the cone

C to the first quadrant and consider (P AP^{−1}, P BP^{−1}). These new matrices keep the first quadrant invariant by construction. That means both of them must be non-negative as desired. □

We are now ready to prove the following corollary:

Corollary 12.2. Let (A, B) be matrices that are simultaneously conjugate to nonnegative matrices, then their SMP, if exists, must be Sturmian.

Proof. By Theorem 1.10 if either A or B have a negative determinant, then an SMP exists and must be Sturmian since products of the form A^nB and AB^n are Sturmian. If both A, B have positive determinants then by Lemma 12.1 (A, B) must be crossing or co-parallel. However, again invoking Theorem 1.10 we see that if an SMP exists, it must be Sturmian. □

Acknowledgements

I would like to thank my advisor Jairo Bochi for invaluable suggestions and comments. This paper would not be possible without his insight and encouragement.I would also like to thank the anonymous referee. Their comments greatly improved readability and allowed me to fix a flawed proof.

References

[1] Berger, Marc A.; Wang, Yang – Bounded semigroups of matrices. Linear Algebra Appl.

166, 2127 (1992). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 1.)

[2] Berstel, Jean;de Luca, Aldo Sturmian words, Lyndon words and trees. Theoret. Comput.

Sci. 178, no.1-2, 171–203 (1997). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 18.)

[3] Bochi, Jairo; Gourmelon, Nicolas – Some characterizations of domination. Math. Z. 263, 221–231 (2009). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 19.)

[4] Bochi, Jairo; Laskawiec, Piotr– Spectrum Maximizing Products Are Not Generically Unique. SIAM J. Matrix Anal. Appl. 45, no. 1, 585-600 (2024). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on pages 2,

3, 5, and 24.)

[5] Bochi, Jairo; Rams, Michał– The entropy of Lyapunov-optimizing measures of some matrix cocycles. J. Mod. Dyn. 10, 255–286 (2016). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 19.)

[6] Bousch, Thierry; Mairesse, Jean – Asymptotic height optimization for topical IFS, Tetris heaps, and the finiteness conjecture. J. Amer. Math. Soc. 15, 77–111 (2002). DOI Zbl MR (Cited

on pages 2, 17, and 21.)

[7] Dai, Xiongping; Huang, Yu; Liu, Jun; Xiao, Mingqing – The finite-step realizability of the joint spectral radius of a pair of d × d matrices one of which being rank-one. Linear Algebra Appl. 437, No. 7, 1548–1561 (2012). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 12.)

[8] Epperlein, Jeremias; Wirth, Fabian – The joint spectral radius is pointwise Hölder continuous. arXiv: 2311.18633 [Math.DS] DOI (Cited on page 5.)

[9] Fricke, Robert – Über die Theorie der automorphen Modulgrupper. Nachr. Akad. Wiss.

Göttingen 91-101 (1896) (Cited on page 4.)

[10] Friedland, Shmuel– Simultaneous similarity of matrices. Adv. Math. 50, 189–265 (1983).

DOI Zbl (Cited on page 4.)

[11] Goldman, William M. – An exposition of results of Fricke and Vogt. arXiv:math/0402103

(Cited on pages 4 and 6.)

[12] Hare, Kevin G.; Morris, Ian D.; Sidorov, Nikita; Theys, Jacques – An explicit counterexample to the Lagarias-Wang finiteness conjecture. Adv. Math. 226, 4667–4701 (2011).

DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 21.)

[13] Horowitz, Robert D. – Characters of free groups represented in the two-dimensional special linear group. Commun. Pure Appl. Math. 25, 635–649 (1972). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 6.)

[14] Jenkinson, Oliver; Pollicott, Mark – Joint spectral radius, Sturmian measures and the finiteness conjecture. Ergodic Theory Dyn. Syst. 38, no. 8, 3062–3100 (2018). DOI Zbl MR

(Cited on page 21.)

[15] Jørgensen, Troels; Smith, Kevin– On certain semigroups of hyperbolic isometries. Duke Math. J. 61, no. 1, 1–10 (1990) DOI Zbl MR (Cited on pages 7, 8, 18, and 19.)

[16] Jungers, Raphaël – The joint spectral radius: Theory and applications. Lecture Notes in Control and Information Sciences, 385. Berlin: Springer-Verlag (2009). MR (Cited on pages 1, 5,

and 11.)

[17] Kozyakin, Victor – A dynamical systems construction of a counterexample to the finiteness conjecture. Proceedings of the 44th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control (2005), pp. 2338–2343. DOI (Cited on pages 2 and 3.)

[18] Laskawiec, Piotr – Joint Spectral Radius with focus on pairs of 2×2 matrices. PhD Thesis, Penn State (Cited on page 2.)

[19] Lothaire, M – Algebraic Combinatorics on Words Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, xiv+504 pp. (2002). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 17.)

[20] Magnus, Wilhelm – The uses of 2 by 2 matrices in combinatorial group theory. A survey.

Result. Math. 4, 171–192 (1981). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 6.)

[21] Mejstrik, Thomas – Algorithm 1011: Improved invariant polytope algorithm and applications. ACM Trans. Math. Softw. 46, no. 3, Article no. 29, 26 p. (2020). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on

page 14.)

[22] Morgan, John W.; Shalen, Peter B.– Valuations, Trees, and Degenerations of Hyperbolic Structures, I. Ann. Math. (2) 120, 401–476 (1984)/ DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 5.)

[23] Morris, Ian D. – Mather sets for sequences of matrices and applications to the study of joint spectral radii. Proc. Lond. Math. Soc. (3) 107, no. 1, 121–150 (2013). DOI Zbl MR (Cited on

page 17.)

[24] Morris, Ian D.; Sidorov, Nikita – On a devil’s staircase associated to the joint spectral radii of a family of pairs of matrices. J. Eur. Math. Soc. 15, no. 5, 1747–1782 (2013). DOI Zbl

MR (Cited on pages 2 and 3.)

[25] Panti, Giovanni; Sclosa, Davide – The finiteness conjecture holds in (SL_2Z_{⩾0})^2 Nonlinearity. 34, no. 8, 5234–5260 (2021) DOI Zbl MR (Cited on pages 2, 3, and 10.)

[26] Ponomarev, Stanislav P.– Submersions and preimages of sets of measure zero. Sib. Math.

J. 28, 153–163 (1987). DOI Zbl (Cited on page 21.)

[27] Protasov, Vladimir Yu. – The joint spectral radius and invariant sets of linear operators (in Russian). Fundam. Prikl. Mat. 2, no. 1, 205–231 (1996). Zbl MR (Cited on page 22.)

[28] Rota, Gian-Carlo; Strang, W. Gilbert – A note on the joint spectral radius. Kon. Nederl.

Acad. Wet. Proc. 63 (1960), 379–381. DOI Zbl MR (Cited on page 1.)

[29] Vogt, Henri– Sur les invariants fondamentaux des equations différentielles linéaires du second ordre. Ann. Sci. E. N. S. 3^{eme} Série, Tome VI, Supplement S.3 – S.70 (1889). (Cited on

page 4.)

Department of Mathematics, The Pennsylvania State University Email address: ppl5146@psu.edu