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SHADOWING OF ACTIONS OF HYPERBOLIC GROUPS

ON THEIR BOUNDARIES

MICHAL DOUCHA

Abstract. We prove that the canonical action of every hyperbolic
group on its Gromov boundary has the shadowing (aka pseudo-orbit
tracing) property. In particular, this recovers the results of Mann et al.
([1, 11, 12]) that such actions are topologically stable.

1. Introduction

Shadowing, also known as the pseudo-orbit tracing property, is a funda-
mental dynamical notion having its origins in smooth dynamics in the study
of hyperbolic systems. A ε-pseudo-orbit of a homeomorphism f : X → X
on a compact metric space X, for some ε > 0, is a sequence (xn)n∈Z ⊆ X
such that for every n ∈ Z, f(xn) is in a ε-neighborhood of xn+1. A home-
omorphism has the shadowing if each pseudo-orbit stays close to a true
orbit; typical examples are uniformly hyperbolic dynamical systems. Maps
with the shadowing find practical applications when computing numerically
the orbits as these numerical approximations usually start rapidly diverg-
ing from the true orbit, however there is another point nearby whose true
orbit is close to the approximate pseudo-orbit. Shadowing obviously has
a theoretical importance as well and we refer to the monograph [16] for
a comprehensive treatment. The theory of shadowing has been eventually
generalized to actions of more general groups (see [15])) and there is no
increased conceptual difficulty in such generalizations. Indeed, the natural
setting for systems with the shadowing is that of general countable acting
groups. Osipov and Tikhomirov in [15] show that an action of a finitely gen-
erated nilpotent group has the shadowing if and only if at least one element
of the group acts expansively with the shadowing. Meyerovitch shows in [14]
that a large class of algebraic actions of countable groups has the shadow-
ing, in particular every expansive principal algebraic action of any countable
group has the shadowing. In symbolic dynamics, Chung and Lee show that
a subshift over a countable group has the shadowing if and only if it is of
finite type (see [5]) generalizing the result of Walters for the integer actions
(see [17]). In fact, subshifts of finite type play an important role in the gen-
eral theory of shadowing. Indeed, generalizing the fundamental results of
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Good and Meddaugh from [8], Lin, Chen and Zhou show that every action of
a finitely generated group on a zero-dimensional compact metrizable space
has the shadowing if and only if it is an inverse limit of an inverse system
of subshifts of finite type with the Mittag-Leffler property (see [10]). There
is also a connection between shadowing and topological stability. Walters
shows in [17] that every expansive homeomorphism with the shadowing is
topologically stable and this is generalized for general groups by Chung and
Lee in [5].

More particular examples of group actions with the shadowing are still
needed though and here we show that a certain fundamental class of topo-
logical group actions consists of systems with the shadowing. We recall that
for each hyperbolic group G, its Gromov boundary ∂G is a natural object
associated to it and the group G is inseparable from the canonical action
G y ∂G. Indeed, many of the properties of hyperbolic groups themselves
are naturally investigated using the dynamics of G y ∂G (see e.g. [4, Part
2]). Moreover, a fundamental result of Bowditch is that the special dynam-
ics of G y ∂G in fact characterizes hyperbolic groups, see [2]. The following
is the main result of this paper.

Theorem 1.1. Let G be a hyperbolic group. Then the canonical action
G y ∂G of the group on its Gromov boundary has the shadowing (pseudo-
orbit tracing property).

Recently, in a series of papers, Bowden and Mann [1], Mann and Man-
ning [11], and in full generality Mann, Manning and Weisman [12] show
that the canonical action of a hyperbolic group on its Gromov boundary is
topologically stable.

Their result follows as a corollary of Theorem 1.1, [5], and the fact that
canonical actions of hyperbolic groups on their boundaries are expansive [6,
Chapter 3].

Corollary 1.2 ([12]). Let G be a hyperbolic group. Then the canonical
action G y ∂G of the group on its Gromov boundary is topologically stable.

We remark that very recently Mann, Manning and Weisman also proved
a version of topological stability for relatively hyperbolic groups and their
canonical actions on Bowditch boundaries in [13].

In Section 2 we recall the notions we work with in this paper. Section 3
contains basic results on Gromov boundaries of hyperbolic groups that will
be needed in the proof of the main theorem which is carried out in the final
Section 4.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Metric geometry. A geodesic, resp. geodesic ray in a metric space
M is an isometric embedding c : [a, b] → M , resp. c : [0,∞) → M , for
a < b ∈ R. Sometimes, where there is no risk of confusion, we also call by
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geodesic, resp. geodesic ray, the images of the respective maps. Otherwise,
we write Img(c) for the image of the geodesic, resp. geodesic ray c.

Since the metric spaces we shall work with are mostly finitely generated
groups with the word metrics which are integer valued, we shall call by
geodesic, resp. geodesic ray also the isometric embeddings c : [n,m] → G,
resp. c : N → G, where G is a finitely generated group with some word
metric, [n,m] is an integer-interval for some n < m ∈ Z.

Definition 2.1 (Rips-hyperbolic metric spaces). LetM be a geodesic metric
space and let δ > 0. M is called δ-hyperbolic (in the sense of Rips) if for any
x, y, z ∈ M and any geodesics cx,y, cy,z, and cz,x between the corresponding
points, for any c ∈ {cx,y, cy,z , cz,x} we have that Img(c) is contained in the
δ-neighborhood of Img(c′) ∪ Img(c′′), where c′ 6= c′′ ∈ {cx,y, cy,z , cz,x} \ c.

It is (Rips)-hyperbolic if it is δ-hyperbolic for some δ ∈ [0,∞).

Let G be a finitely generated group and let S ⊆ G be some finite sym-
metric generating set. The word metric on G with respect to S is the metric
dS defined by

dS(g, h) := min{n ∈ N : ∃s1, . . . , sn ∈ S (g = hs1 · · · sn)}, g 6= h ∈ G.

It is well-known and easy to check that for a different choice S′ ⊆ G of a
finite symmetric generating set the word metrics dS and dS′ are bi-Lipschitz
equivalent.

Definition 2.2. A finitely generated group G is (Gromov)-hyperbolic if G
is hyperbolic with respect to some, equivalently any, word metric on G.
Equivalently, G is hyperbolic if it acts geometrically on a hyperbolic metric
space by isometries.

Definition 2.3 (Gromov boundary of a hyperbolic space). Let (M,dM ) be
a hyperbolic proper geodesic metric space. Let R be the set of all geodesic
rays c : [0,∞) → M , or rather their images, equipped with the topology
of uniform convergence on bounded subsets. Let DR denote the Hausdorff
metric induced by dM and let ∼ be the equivalence relation on R, where for
c, c′ ∈ R we have c ∼ c′ if DR(c, c

′) < ∞. Denote by ∂M the space R/ ∼
with the quotient topology. It is called the Gromov boundary of M .

When two geodesic rays have finite Hausdorff distance we shall say they
are asymptotic.

2.2. Dynamics of groups. The following is the central dynamical notion
in this paper. We provide two equivalent definitions. We shall use the former
in this article, the latter is more common in the literature.

Definition 2.4. Let G be a countable group acting continuously on a com-
pact metrizable space X. We say that the action has the shadowing (or the
pseudo-orbit tracing property) if one, and so both, of these two equivalent
conditions hold.
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(1) For every finite open cover (Ui)
n
i=1 ofX there exist a finite open cover

(Vj)
m
j=1 of X and a finite set S ⊆ G such that for every sequence

(xg)g∈G ⊆ X satisfying for all g ∈ G and s ∈ S that sxg and xsg lie
in some Vj, j ≤ m, there exists x ∈ X such that for all g ∈ G, gx
and xg lie in some Ui, i ≤ n.

To shorten the notation, we shall call such a sequence (xg)g∈G an
(S, (Vj))-pseudo-orbit.

(2) Suppose X is equipped with a compatible metric dX . Then for every
ε > 0 there are γ > 0 and a finite set S ⊆ G such that for every
sequence (xg)g∈G ⊆ X satisfying for all g ∈ G and s ∈ S that
dX(sxg, xsg) < γ, there exists x ∈ M such that for all g ∈ G we have
dX(gx, xg) < ε.

Notice that the first definition is applicable even without the condition
on X being metrizable.

We remark that when G is finitely generated, by some finite generating
set T ⊆ G, then the finite set S ⊆ G from the definition can be always
taken to be the fixed generating set T . Although we shall work only with
finitely generated groups it is still (mostly notationally) useful to work with
the more flexible definition where S is allowed to vary.

3. Boundaries and quasi-geodesics

In this section we collect several results that will be needed in the proof
of the main result. Most of them are variants of well-known facts or can be
quickly derived from such.

From now on, a hyperbolic group G generated by a finite symmetric set
S ⊆ G is fixed. We have that the space (G, dS) is δ-hyperbolic for some
δ ∈ N ∪ {0}.

We recall that a quasi-geodesic in a metric space M is a quasi-isometric
embedding of an interval (bounded or unbounded) into M . Since we work
with a very special metric space we shall use the following more restrictive
definition.

Definition 3.1. Let λ ∈ (0, 1] and ε ∈ N0. A (λ, ε)-quasi-geodesic is a
map c : N → G from a (bounded or unbounded) discrete interval N ⊆ Z

satisfying

∀s, t ∈ N
(

λ|s− t| − ε ≤ dS(c(s), c(t)) ≤ |s− t|
)

.

A map c : N → G, where again N ⊆ Z is a bounded or unbounded
interval is a k-local (λ, ε)-quasi-geodesic, for some k ∈ N, if the restriction
of c to every subinterval of length at most k is a (λ, ε)-quasi-geodesic, i.e.

∀s, t ∈ N
(

|s− t| ≤ k ⇒ λ|s− t| − ε ≤ dS(c(s), c(t)) ≤ |s− t|
)

.

Lemma 3.2. Let λ ∈ (0, 1] and ε ∈ N0. Then there is k0 > 8δ such that
for every k ≥ k0 there are λ′ ∈ (0, 1] and ε′ ∈ N0 such that every k-local
(λ, ε)-quasi-geodesic c : N → G is a (λ′, ε′)-quasi-geodesic.
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Proof. It follows from [3, Theorem III.H 1.7 and Theorem III.H 1.13], see
also the remark on page 407 in [3]. �

The following is the well-known Morse lemma whose proof can be found
e.g. in [3, Theorem III.H 1.7] or [7, Theorem 11.40].

Lemma 3.3. For every λ ∈ (0, 1] and ε ∈ N0 there exists K ≥ 0 such that
for every (λ, ε)-quasi-geodesic c : N → G, where N ⊆ N is a bounded or
unbounded interval containing 1 (i.e. either equal to N or equal to [1, n] for
some n ∈ N) such that

(1) if N is finite, then every geodesic c′ with the same endpoints as c is
of Hausdorff distance at most K from c;

(2) if N is infinite, then there exists a geodesic c′ : N → G such that
c(1) = c′(1) and c and c′ are of Hausdorff distance at most K.

Proposition 3.4. Let c, c′ : [1, R] → G, for R ≥ 1 be two geodesics. Set
D := dS(c(1), c

′(1)) and T := dS(c(R), c′(R)). Then for every t ≤ R−T−2δ
we have dS(c(t), c

′(t)) ≤ D + 4δ.
Consequently, for every two asymptotic geodesic rays c, c′ : N → G and

for every t ∈ N we have dS(c(t), c
′(t)) ≤ dS(c(1), c

′(1)) + 4δ.

Proof. Fix three geodesics v, v′, v′′ resp. between c(1) and c′(1), between
c(R) and c′(R), and between c(1) and c′(R) respectively. Pick t ≤ R−T−2δ.
Then c(t) is of distance at most δ from either v′ or v′′. Since t ≤ R−T −2δ,
a simple triangle inequality shows it must be of distance at most δ from
some element x ∈ Img(v′′). Then x is of distance at most δ from either v or
c′.

(1) Suppose there is t′ ≤ D such that dS(x, v(t
′)) ≤ δ. By triangle

inequality, we have t ≤ 2δ + t′ ≤ D + 2δ. Then we have

dS(c(t), c
′(t)) ≤ 2δ + dS(v(t

′), c′(1)) + t

≤ 2δ + (D − t+ 2δ) + t = D + 4δ.

(2) Suppose now that there is t′ such that dS(x, c
′(t′)) ≤ δ. Either t′ ≤ t

or t′ ≥ t. In the first case, by triangle inequality, t ≤ D + t′ + 2δ,
while in the second case, by triangle inequality, t′ ≤ D + t + 2δ.
Therefore |t− t′| ≤ D + 2δ and so by triangle inequality

dS(c(t), c
′(t)) ≤ 2δ + |t− t′| ≤ D + 4δ.

The ‘Consequently’ part immediately follows. �

Definition 3.5. Let c1, c2 : N → G, where N ⊆ N is a bounded, resp.
unbounded interval containing 1 (i.e. either equal to N or equal to [1, n] for
some n ∈ N), be two geodesics, resp. geodesic rays such that c1(1) = c2(1).
Call such maps geodesics stemming from the same point, resp. geodesic rays
stemming from the same point. We say that c1 and c2 (l,D)-fellow travel,
for some l ∈ N, D ≥ 2δ, if for every i ≤ l we have dS(c1(i), c2(i)) ≤ D.
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Lemma 3.6. Let c, c′ : N → G be geodesic rays stemming from the same
point. Suppose that for some K ∈ N and t > K+δ we have dS(c(t), Img(c′)) ≤
K. Then for every t′ ≤ t−K − δ we have dS(c(t

′), c′(t′)) ≤ 2δ.

Proof. Let s ∈ N be such that dS(c(t), c
′(s)) ≤ K and let c′′ be a ge-

odesic between c(t) and c′(s). Consider the geodesic triangle c ↾ [1, t],
c′′, c′ ↾ [1, s]. For every t′ ≤ t − K − δ, by δ-hyperbolicity, there is
a point lying either on Img(c′′) or Img(c′ ↾ [1, s]) of distance at most δ
from c(t′). By triangle inequality, the point must lie on Img(c′ ↾ [1, s]),
thus we have dS(c(t

′), Img(c′)) ≤ δ, and by another triangle inequality,
dS(c(t

′), c′(t′)) ≤ 2δ. �

Lemma 3.7. For every l′ and D ≥ 2δ there exists l such that every two
geodesic rays c1, c2 : N → G stemming from the same point that (l,D)-fellow
travel actually (l′, 2δ)-fellow travel.

Proof. This follows immediately from Lemma 3.6. �

It is a well-know fact that two geodesic rays stemming from the same
point either fellow-travel or eventually diverge exponentially. We shall need
a consequence of this phenomenon.

Fact 3.8. Let D ∈ N ∪ {0} and R > 0 be two constants. Then for every
pair c, c′ : N → G of two geodesic rays satisfying dS(c(1), c

′(1)) ≤ D there
are constants ∆ ∈ N and s ∈ N, the former depending only on the hyperbol-
icity constant δ and on D and the latter additionally on R such that either
dS(c(t), Img(c′)) ≤ ∆ for all t ∈ N or there is minimal t0 ∈ N such that
dS(c(t0), Img(c′)) > ∆ and we have dS(c(t0 + s), Img(c′)) > R.

Proof. Fix δ, D and R > 0. It immediately follows from Proposition 3.4 that
one can take e.g. ∆ = D + 4δ. Suppose there is no such uniform constant
s ∈ N. Then there is a sequence (cn, c

′
n)n∈N of pairs of geodesic rays such

that for every n ∈ N we have dS(cn(1), c
′
n(1)) ≤ D and there is tn ∈ N such

that dS(cn(tn), Img(c′n)) > ∆, yet dS(cn(tn + n), Img(c′n)) ≤ R. For large
enough n this contradicts Proposition 3.4. �

Proposition 3.9. There are constants

∆1 = ∆1(δ, λ, ε,D) and ∆2 = ∆2(δ, λ, ε,D,C),

where ∆1 depends only on δ, λ, ε and D ∈ N, and ∆2 additionally on C,
such that for every pair of (λ, ε)-quasi-geodesic rays c, c′ : N → G, for some
λ ∈ (0, 1] and ε ∈ N0, with dS(c(1), c

′(1)) ≤ D we have the following. Either

dS(c(t), Img(c′)) ≤ ∆1 for all t ∈ N

or there is t0 ∈ N such that dS(c(t0), Img(c′)) > ∆1 and then

dS(c(t0 +∆2), Img(c′)) > ∆1 + C + 10δ.

Proof. Let r, resp. r′ be two geodesic rays stemming from c(1), resp.
c′(1) that are of Hausdorff distance K from c, resp. c′ which are guar-
anteed together with the constant K ∈ N depending on δ, λ and ε by
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Lemma 3.3. Let ∆′ ∈ N be the constant from Fact 3.8 depending on δ and
D = dS(r(1), r

′(1)). Set ∆1 := 2K+∆′. Then either r and r′ are asymptotic
in which case c and c′ are asymptotic as well, and by triangle inequality, for
every t ∈ N we have dS(c(t), Img(c′)) ≤ K + ∆′ + K = ∆1. Suppose now
that there is t ∈ N such that dS(c(t), Img(c′)) > ∆1 and let s ∈ N be such
that dS(c(t), r(s)) ≤ K. Then by triangle inequality dS(r(s), Img(r′)) > ∆′,
thus by Fact 3.8 there is s′ ∈ N such that

dS(r(s+ s′), Img(r′)) > ∆1 + 10δ + C + 2K

and moreover, s′ depends only on δ, D, and C. Then again, there is ∆2 ∈ N

such that dS(r(s + s′), Img(c)) = dS(c(t + ∆2), r(s + s′)) ≤ K. We have
that ∆2 only depends on K, λ, ε, and s′. Indeed, for every x, y ∈ N there
are x′, y′ ∈ N such that dS(cx), r(x

′)) ≤ K and dS(r(y), c(y
′)) ≤ K, and the

dependence of x′ on x, resp. of y′ on y is as follows, denoting B := ε+K:

λ−1x−B ≤ x′ ≤ λx+B,

resp.
λ−1(y −B) ≤ y′ ≤ λ(y +B),

which is proved e.g. in [7, (11.3) and (11.4) p.375].
By triangle inequality we get

dS(c(t+∆2), Img(c′)) ≥ dS(r(s+ s′), Img(r′))− dS(c(t+∆2), r(s+ s′))

−d(Img(r′), Img(c′)) > ∆1 + 10δ + C + 2K −K −K = ∆1 + C + 10δ.

�

Definition 3.10. A directed system of geodesics (DSG) is a map m : G → S
such that

(1) for every g ∈ G the sequence g, gm(g), gm(g)m(gm(g)), . . . is a geo-
desic ray, denoted as cgm : N → G;

(2) for any g, h ∈ G the geodesic rays cgm and chm are asymptotic.

It follows that each DSG defines a unique element of the Gromov bound-
ary ∂G. The next proposition shows that conversely each element of the
boundary is defined by some DSG.

Proposition 3.11. Let c : N → G be a geodesic ray. Then there exists
DSG m : G → S such that for every g ∈ G the geodesic rays c and cgm are
at bounded distance.

Before giving the proof we need few definitions. Let G be a group gen-
erated by a finite symmetric set S ⊆ G. Denote by S∗ the set of all words
over S as the alphabet and for every w ∈ S∗ let wG ∈ G be the evaluation
of this word, i.e. the group element this element represents. Say that G has
a distinguished geodesic structure if there is an assignment λ : G → S∗ such
that for every g ∈ G

• λ(g)G = g and moreover |λ(g)| = dS(g, 1);
• writing λ(g) = s1 . . . sn we have that λ((s1 . . . sn−1)G) = s1 . . . sn−1.
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Notice that every geodesically automatic group (see [9, Section 5.3]) has a
distinguished geodesic structure, in particular every hyperbolic group (see
[9, Section 5.5.1]).

Proof of Proposition 3.11. Let λ : G → S∗ be a function witnessing that G
has a distinguished geodesic structure. For every g ∈ G \ {1G} we have that
λ(g) is a non-empty word s1 . . . sn and so we may define l(g) = s−1

n to be
the inverse of the last letter of the word λ(g). We extend l to the whole
G by setting l(1G) = ∗. Now view l as an element in the Bernoulli shift
(S ∪ {∗})G. Denote by σ : G × (S ∪ {∗})G → (S ∪ {∗})G the shift action
and consider the sequence

(

ln := σ(c(n))(l)
)

n∈N
. Let m ∈ (S ∪ {∗})G be a

cluster point of this sequence. Notice there is no g ∈ G such that m(g) = ∗,
thus m ∈ SG. We claim that m is the DSG as required.

First we verify that m is a DSG. Notice that for every g ∈ G \ {1G} we
have that

g, gl(g), gl(g)l(gl(g)), . . . , 1G

is a geodesic connecting g and 1G. In particular, for every n < dS(g, 1G)
we have that g, gl(g), gl(g)l(gl(g)), . . ., where the number of terms is n, is a
geodesic. Similarly, for lh := σ(h)(l), where h ∈ G, and every g ∈ G \ {h}
we have that

(1) g, glh(g), glh(g)lh(glh(g)), . . . , h

is a geodesic connecting g and h. Notice that h is the unique element f ∈ G
such that lh(f) = ∗. Using compactness, one can then easily check that for
every g ∈ G and every n ∈ N we have that g, gm(g), gm(g)m(gm(g)), . . .,
where the number of terms is n, is a geodesic, thus cgm is a geodesic ray.

Next we show that for every g, h ∈ G the geodesic rays cgm and chm are
asymptotic. By (1), for every f ∈ G we have that

g, glf (g), glf (g)lf (glf (g)), . . . , f

is a geodesic of length dS(g, f) connecting g and f which we write as a map
cgf : [1, dS(g, f)] → G, where cgf (1) = g and cgf (dS(g, f)) = f . Similarly, we

define chf : [1, dS(h, f)] → G for h. By Proposition 3.4 applied to cgf and chf we

get that for every t ≤ min{dS(g, f), dS(h, f)}−2δ we have dS(c
g
f (t), c

h
f (t)) ≤

dS(g, h) + 4δ. Since cgm is the pointwise limit of (cg
c(nk)

)k∈N, where (nk)k∈N
is a sequence of integers such that limk→∞ σ(c(nk))(l) = m, and similarly
for chm, we get that for every t ∈ N, dS(c

g
m(t), chm(t)) ≤ dS(g, h) + 4δ.

It remains to check that c and c1Gm are asymptotic. By the paragraph

above, c1Gm is the pointwise limit of (c1G
c(nk)

)k∈N. For each k ∈ N, c1G
c(nk)

is a

geodesic between 1G and c(nk), thus uniformly close to the geodesic segment
c ↾ [1, nk]. It follows the limit, c1Gm , is uniformly close to c. �
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Definition 3.12. We define a compact non-Hausdorff topology τ on the set
D of all DSGs on G as the topology generated by basic open neighborhoods

N l,D
m :=

{

m′ ∈ D : ∀i ≤ l
(

dS(c
1G
m (i), c1Gm′ (i)) ≤ D

)}

where m ∈ D, l > 8δ and D ≥ 2δ.

The following immediately follows from Lemma 3.7.

Proposition 3.13. For every l > 8δ and D,D′ ≥ 2δ there exists l′ such

that for every m ∈ D, N l′,D′

m ⊆ N l,D
m .

Let us denote by Q : D → ∂G the canonical surjective map.

Definition 3.14. For every x ∈ ∂G and l ∈ N we define the set

N l
x := {y ∈ ∂G : ∀m,m′ ∈ D (Q(m) = x ∧Q(m′) = y ⇒ m′ ∈ N l,2δ

m )}.

It is straightforward that the sets N l
x, x ∈ ∂G, l ∈ N, form a basis of

topology of ∂G.
One can consider also the pointwise convergence topology on D. This is

a compact Hausdorff topology which is strictly finer than τ ; in particular
every pointwise convergence sequence (mn)n∈N ⊆ D also converges in τ .

Proposition 3.15. The Hausdorff quotient of (D, τ) is homeomorphic to
∂G.

Proof. Denote the Hausdorff quotient of (D, τ) by X. By the universal
property of X, if the surjective map Q : D → ∂G is continuous when D is
equipped with τ , then we have the following commutative diagram

(D, τ)

X ∂G

f
Q

Q

where f : (D, τ) → X is the quotient map and Q̄ is the unique continuous
map making the diagram commute. It is then clear that Q̄ is a bijection
and as a continuous bijection between two compact Hausdorff space it is
a homeomorphism. Let (ρn)n ⊆ D be a sequence converging to ρ ∈ D
in τ . Let (ρln)n be an arbitrary subsequence of (ρn)n. By properness of
(G, dS), using a simple diagonalization, there is a further subsequence (ρkn)n
of (ρln)n that converges pointwise to some ρ′ ∈ D. Since (ρkn)n →τ ρ we

get that for all m ∈ N, d(c1Gρ′ (m), c1Gρ (m)) ≤ 2δ. Therefore c1Gρ′ and c1Gρ
are asymptotic and so Q(ρ′) = Q(ρ). Since the map Q is, by definition of
the topology of ∂G, continuous with respect to the pointwise convergence,
we get limn→∞Q(ρkn) = Q(ρ′) = Q(ρ). Since the subsequence (ρln)n was
arbitary we get limn→∞Q(ρn) = Q(ρ). This finishes the proof. �

The following simple lemma is analogous to the basic fact that each open
cover in a compact metric space has a positive Lebesgue number.
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Lemma 3.16. Let (Ui)
n
i=1 be an open cover of ∂G. Then there exists l ∈ N

such that for every m,m′ ∈ D, if we have m′ ∈ N l,2δ
m then there is i ≤ n so

that Q(m), Q(m′) ∈ Ui.

Proof. Suppose that no such l exists. Then there is a sequence (ml,m
′
l)l∈N ⊆

D2 such that for every l ∈ N and i ≤ l we have dS(c
1G
ml

(i), c1G
m′

l

(i)) ≤ 2δ, yet

Q(ml) and Q(m′
l) do not lie in a common element of the open cover (Ui)

n
i=1.

Passing to a subsequence if necesary, we may assume that both (ml)l and
(m′

l)l pointwise, and thus also in τ , converge to some m ∈ D, resp. m′ ∈ D.

Since then c1Gm and c1Gm′ are asymptotic, we have Q(m) = Q(m′) ∈ Ui, for
some i ≤ n. Then by continuity Q(ml), Q(m′

l) ∈ Ui for large enough l, a
contradiction.

�

Lemma 3.17. For every l > 8δ there exists a finite open cover (Ui)
n
i=1 of

∂G such that for every i ≤ n and x, x′ ∈ Ui we have x′ ∈ N l
x.

Proof. By Lemma 3.7 there exists l′ ∈ N such that every two geodesic rays
stemming from the same point that (l′, 4δ)-fellow travel actually (l, 2δ)-fellow

travel. By compactness, the open cover (N l′

x )x∈∂G has a finite subcover
(Ui)

n
i=1. We claim it is as desired. Pick i ≤ n, x, x′ ∈ Ui, and any m,m′ ∈ D

such that Q(m) = x, Q(m′) = x′. Then by definition and triangle inequality

m′ ∈ N l′,4δ
m , thus m′ ∈ N l

m. It follows that x′ ∈ N l
x. �

Lemma 3.18. Let c1 : [n1, n2] ⊆ N → G and c2 : [m1,m2] ⊆ N → G be two
geodesics such that there is n1 < n < n2 satisfying n2−n > n and n > 8δ so
that c1(n) = c2(m1) and for every i ≤ n we have dS(c1(n+ i), c2(m1 + i)) ≤
2δ. Then the map c : [n1, n+m2 −m1] → G defined by

c(i) :=

{

c1(i) if i ≤ n

c2(i− n+m1) if i > n

is an n′-local (1, 2δ)-quasi geodesic for every n′ ≤ n.

Proof. Pick k2 > k1 ∈ [n1, n + m2 − m1] such that k2 − k1 ≤ n′. If either
k1, k2 ≤ n or k1, k2 ≥ n, then by definition we have dS(c(k1), c(k2)) = k2−k1,
so we may assume that k1 < n and k2 > n. But then we have

dS(c(k1), c(k2)) ≥ dS(c(k1), c1(k2))− dS(c1(k2), c2(k2)) = |k1 − k2| − 2δ

�

4. Shadowing of G y ∂G

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.1. The idea of the proof
is that given a pseudo-orbit (xg)g∈G ⊆ ∂G one chooses geodesic rays repre-
senting the elements of (xg)g∈G and starts gluing together finite segments of
these rays to obtain a quasi-geodesic ray that determines the element whose
orbit shadows (xg)g∈G. The precise proof of this idea is somewhat technical
using the tools we have obtained in the previous section.
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Let (Ui)
n
i=1 be an open cover of ∂G. We need to find an open cover

(Vj)j of ∂G and a finite set F ⊆ G such that for every (F, (Vj)j)-pseudo-
orbit (xg)g∈G ⊆ ∂G there exists x ∈ ∂G shadowing the pseudo-orbit, i.e.
satisfying that for every g ∈ G there is i ≤ n so that gx, xg ∈ Ui.

For every i ≤ n, set U ′
i := Q−1(Ui). Then (U ′

i)
n
i=1 is a finite open cover

of D and by Lemma 3.16 there exists l ∈ N such that for all m,m′ ∈ D

satisfying m′ ∈ N l,2δ
m there is i ≤ n so that m,m′ ∈ U ′

i .
We now set several constants. First, let λ ∈ [0, 1), ε ∈ N0 and k ∈ N be

the constants provided by Lemma 3.2 guaranteeing that every k-local (1, 2δ)-
quasi-geodesic is a (λ, ε)-quasi-geodesic. Next let K ∈ N be the constant
provided by Lemma 3.3 that guarantees that every (λ, ε)-quasi-geodesic ray
isK-close to some geodesic ray. We set J := max{k+1,K+2δ+l+1}. Then
we apply Proposition 3.9 to obtain the constants ∆1 := ∆1(δ, λ, ε, 1) and
∆2 := ∆2(δ, λ, ε, 1, 2J+1). Finally, we set L := max{∆1+2+2J, J+1+∆2}.

By Lemma 3.17 there exists an open cover (Vj)
m
j=1 of ∂G such that for

every j ≤ m and x, x′ ∈ Vj we have that x′ ∈ NL
x .

We claim that (Vj)j along with the finite set F := {g ∈ G : dS(g, 1G) ≤
L} ⊆ G are as desired. We prove it in the rest of this section.

Assume that (xg)g∈G ⊆ ∂G is an (F, (Vj))-pseudo-orbit. For each g ∈ G
choose mg ∈ Q−1(xg) ∈ D.

Notice that we have that for every g ∈ G and f ∈ F , fmg ∈ NL,2δ
mfg

.

Lemma 4.1. For every g, h ∈ G satisfying dS(g, h) ≤ L and every t ≤ L
we have

dS(hc
1G
m

h−1
(t), gc1Gm

g−1
(t)) ≤ dS(h, g) + 6δ.

Proof. Since g−1h ∈ F we have g−1hmh−1 ∈ NL,2δ
m

g−1 . This is by definition

equivalent that for every t ≤ L we have

dS(c
1G
g−1hm

h−1
(t), c1Gm

g−1
(t)) ≤ 2δ

which is in turn equivalent that for every t ≤ L we have

(2) dS(g
−1hch

−1g
m

h−1
(t), c1Gm

g−1
(t)) ≤ 2δ.

Indeed, notice that by definition for every ρ ∈ D, g ∈ G, and t ∈ N we have

c1Ggρ (t) = 1G · ρ(g−1) · ρ(g−1ρ(g−1)) · · ·

where the number of terms is t, and this is by definition equal to

g ·
(

g−1 · ρ(g−1) · ρ(g−1ρ(g−1)) · · ·
)

= gcg
−1

ρ (t)

where the number of terms in the parenthesis on the left-hand side is t. This
shows (2).

Multiplying both sides in (2) by g, which is isometric, for every t ≤ L

dS(hc
h−1g
m

h−1
(t), gc1Gm

g−1
(t)) ≤ 2δ.
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Moreover, by Proposition 3.4, since c1Gm
h−1

and ch
−1g

m
h−1 are asymptotic and

dS(c
1G
m

h−1
(1), ch

−1g
m

h−1 (1)) = dS(1G, h
−1g) we get that for every t ≤ L

dS(hc
1G
m

h−1
(t), hch

−1g
m

h−1
(t)) = dS(c

1G
m

h−1
(t), ch

−1g
m

h−1
(t)) ≤ dS(1G, h

−1g) + 4δ.

The lemma follows from the triangle inequality. �

Lemma 4.2. For every g ∈ G, t ≤ J+∆2 and i ≤ ∆2 we have, after setting
f := gc1Gm

g−1
(t),

dS(gc
1G
m

g−1
(t+ i), fc1Gm

f−1
(i)) ≤ 2δ.

Proof. We have dS(f, g) = t ≤ J+∆2 ≤ L, so f−1g ∈ F and by the assump-

tion we have f−1gmg−1 ∈ NL,2δ
m

f−1 . Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 4.1,

this is equivalent that for every i ≤ L we have

dS(f
−1gcg

−1f
m

g−1
(i), c1Gm

f−1
(i)) ≤ 2δ

and so by multiplying both sides by f , which is isometric, we get

dS(gc
g−1f
m

g−1
(i), fc1Gm

f−1
(i)) ≤ 2δ.

Since for all n ∈ N we have

cg
−1f

m
g−1

(n) = c1Gm
g−1

(t+ n)

the statement of the lemma follows. �

Construction. For every g ∈ G we recursively define a map c(g) : N → G
as follows.

(1) First step. We set c(g)(i) := c1Gmg
(i), for i ≤ J .

(2) Second step. set h2 := c(g)(J) ∈ F and for J ≤ i ≤ 2J set

c(g)(i) := h2c
1G
m

h
−1
2

(i− J + 1).

(3) Third general step. Suppose that c(g) has been defined on [1, (r−
1)J ], for some r ≥ 3, and hr−1 ∈ F r−1 has been defined. Set hr :=
c(g)((r − 1)J) ∈ F r and for (r − 1)J ≤ i ≤ rJ set

c(g)(i) := hrc
1G
m

h
−1
r

(i− (r − 1)J + 1).

Notice first that c(g)(J) is well-defined and also for every r ≥ 1

hrc
1G
m

h
−1
r

(J + 1) = hr+1c
1G
m

h
−1
r+1

(1)

thus c(g)(rJ) is well-defined for every r ∈ N.

By the assumptions and by Lemma 3.18, c(g) restricted to [1, 2J ] is a
J ′-local (1, 2δ)-quasi geodesic, for every k ≤ J ′ ≤ J . Generally, by the
assumptions and Lemma 3.18, for every r ∈ N, c(g) restricted to [rJ, (r+2)J ]
is a J ′-local (1, 2δ)-quasi geodesic, for every k ≤ J ′ ≤ J . It follows that
the whole c(g) is a k-local (1, 2δ)-quasi geodesic. By Lemma 3.2, c(g) is
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a (λ, ε)-quasi geodesic. Applying Lemma 3.3, there exists a geodesic ray
r(g) : N → G with r(g)(1) = 1G that has Hausdorff distance less than K
to c(g). Finally, applying Proposition 3.11, there exists m(g) ∈ D such that

the geodesic rays r(g) and c1G
m(g) are at bounded distance (at most δ since

they stem from the same point).

Since c(g) ↾ [1, J ] = c1Gmg
↾ [1, J ] we have dS(c

1G
mg

(J), Img(c1G
m(g))) ≤

K + δ, thus by Lemma 3.6, for every 1 ≤ t ≤ J − K − 2δ we have
dS(c

1G
mg

(t), c1G
m(g)(t)) ≤ 2δ. Since J − K − 2δ ≥ l we get that m(g) ∈ N l

mg

and thus there is i ≤ n such that Q(m(g)), xg ∈ Ui.

Proposition 4.3. For every g, h ∈ G, c1G
gh−1m(h)

and c1G
m(g) are asymptotic.

Notice that as soon as we prove Proposition 4.3 we are done. Indeed,
then for any g, h ∈ G we have

x := Q(m(1G)) = Q(g−1m(g)) = Q(h−1m(h)) ∈ ∂G

is a well-defined element satisfying that for every g ∈ G there is i ≤ n such
that

gx = gQ(m(1G)) = gQ(g−1m(g)) = Q(m(g)), xg ∈ Ui.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. Applying Zorn’s lemma, let M ⊆ G be a maximal
connected subset containing 1G such that for all g, h ∈ M , c1G

gh−1m(h)
and

c1G
m(g)

are asymptotic. If M 6= G, then there are g ∈ M and h /∈ M such

that dS(g, h) = 1. Thus it suffices to prove the claim for g, h ∈ G satisfying
dS(g, h) = 1. To ease the notation we shall prove it for g = 1G and h = s ∈ S.
The argument for general pairs having distance 1 is the same.

Notice that it suffices to prove that the quasi-geodesic rays c(1G) and c(s)
are asymptotic. To further ease the notation, set c := c(1G) and c′ := c(s).
We recall that ∆1 and ∆2 be the constants provided by Proposition 3.9
depending on δ, dS(c(1), c

′(1)) = 1, λ and C = 2J + 1.
Either for every t ∈ N we have dS(c(t), Img(c′)) ≤ ∆1 and then c and c′ are

asymptotic, or there exists a minimal t ∈ N such that dS(c(t), Img(c′)) > ∆1.
The latter then implies, by Proposition 3.9, that

dS(c(t+∆2), Img(c′)) > ∆1 + 2J + 1 + 10δ

which we shall show leads to a contradiction. Indeed, assume the latter.
Let s ∈ N be such that dS(c(t), Img(c′)) = dS(c(t), c

′(s)) > ∆1. Since t is
minimal with this property, we have dS(c(t − 1), Img(c′)) ≤ ∆1 and thus
dS(c(t), c

′(s)) = ∆1 + 1. By definition of c, resp. c′ there are h, h′ ∈ G such
that

• c(t) = hc1Gm
h−1

(t′) and c′(s) = h′c1Gm(h′)−1
(s′),

• t′ = dS(h, c(t)) ≤ J and s′ = dS(h
′, c′(s)) ≤ J .
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Since dS(h, h
′) ≤ ∆1 + 1 + 2J ≤ L we have by Lemma 4.1 that

dS(hc
1G
m

h−1
(r), h′c1Gm(h′)−1

(r)) ≤ ∆1 + 1 + 2J + 6δ, for all r ≤ L.

In particular, since t′ +∆2 ≤ L, we have

(3) dS(hc
1G
m

h−1
(t′ +∆2), Img(h′c1Gm(h′)−1

)) ≤ ∆1 + 1 + 2J + 6δ.

Let s′′ ∈ N be such that
(4)
dS(hc

1G
m

h−1
(t′+∆2), Img(h′c1Gm(h′)−1

)) = dS(hc
1G
m

h−1
(t′+∆2), h

′c1Gm(h′)−1
(s′+s′′)).

We now estimate

dS(c(t+∆2), hc
1G
m

h−1
(t′ +∆2))

and
dS(c

′(s+ s′′), h′c1Gm(h′)−1
(s′ + s′′)).

We have that either c(t+∆2) = hc1Gm
h−1

(t′ +∆2) or there is i ≤ ∆2 such

that c(t+∆2) = fc1Gm
f−1

(∆2 − i), where f = c(t+ i) = c1Gm
h−1

(t′ + i). In the

former case, we have

(5) dS(c(t +∆2), hc
1G
m

h−1
(t′ +∆2)) = 0

so we assume the latter. We have dS(h, f) ≤ dS(h, c(t)) + dS(c(t), c(t +
i)) ≤ J +∆2 ≤ L. However, then by Lemma 4.2 we have

(6)
dS(c(t+∆2), hc

1G
m

h−1
(t′ +∆2)) = dS(fc

1G
m

f−1
(∆2 − i), hc1Gm

h−1
(t′ +∆2)) ≤ 2δ.

Analogously, we verify that dS(c
′(s+s′′), hc1Gm(h′)−1

(s′+s′′)) ≤ 2δ, thus by

(3), (4), (5), (6), and triangle inequalities we obtain

dS(c(t +∆2), Img(c′)) ≤ dS(c(t+∆2), hc
1G
m

h−1
(t′ +∆2))

+ dS(hc
1G
m

h−1
(t′ +∆2), h

′c1Gm(h′)−1
(s′ + s′′))

+ dS(h
′c1Gm(h′)−1

(s′ + s′′), c′(s+ s′′))

≤ ∆1 + 1 + 2J + 6δ + 4δ = ∆1 + 1 + 2J + 10δ,

which is the desired contradiction. �
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