arXiv:2304.14101v1 [math.DG] 27 Apr 2023

A PROOF OF KOBAYASHI’S PROPERNESS CRITERION FROM A VIEWPOINT OF METRIC GEOMETRY

KENTO OGAWA, TAKAYUKI OKUDA

Abstract. Let G be a locally-compact group and (H, L) a pair of closed subgroups of G. For the cases where G is a real linear reductive Lie group, T. Kobayashi [Math. Ann. ’89, J. Lie Theory ’96] established a criterion for properness of the L-action on the homogeneous space G/H in terms of Cartan’s KAK-decomposition of G. In this paper, we show that a similar theorem also holds if G is a locally-compact group admitting a suitable isometric action on a metric space, and give a proof of Kobayashi’s criterion in terms of CAT(0) metric geometry on non-compact Riemannian symmetric spaces.

1. Introduction

Let G be a locally-compact (Hausdorff) group and (H_1, H_2) a pair of closed subgroups of G. The purpose of this paper is to give a criterion for properness of the H_2-action on the homogeneous space G/H_1 in the cases where G admits a suitable isometric action on a metric space. In particular, we also give a proof of T. Kobayashi’s properness criterion in [19, 22] from the viewpoint of CAT(0) metric geometry on non-compact Riemannian symmetric spaces.

First, we recall that a continuous action of a locally-compact group H on a locally-compact Hausdorff space X is said to be proper if for any compact subset D of X, the closed subset H_D := {h ∈ H | (h · D) ∩ D ≠ ∅} of H is compact.

We motivated our work in the following research theme:

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 57S30, Secondary 22E40, 22F30, 53C35, 53C23.

Key words and phrases. proper action; discontinuous group; symmetric space; CAT(0) space.

The first author is supported by JST SPRING, Grant Number JP-MJSP2132. The second author is supported by JSPS Grants-in-Aid for Scientific Research JP20K03589, JP20K14310, and JP22H0112. 1

• For a given locally-compact group G, study pairs (H_1, H_2) of closed subgroups of G such that the H_2-action on the homogeneous space G/H_1 is proper (or equivalently, the H_1-action on the homogeneous space G/H_2 is proper).

It should be noted that for a pair of closed subgroups (H_1, H_2) of G, if one of H_1 and H_2 is compact, then the H_2-action on G/H_1 should be proper. However, in the cases where H_1 and H_2 are both non-compact, the action is not needed to be proper. For an extremal example, if we take (G, H_1) = (SO_0(n + 1, 1), SO_0(n, 1)), then for any non-compact closed subgroup H_2 of G, the H_2-action on G/H_1 fails to be proper (Calabi–Markus phenomenon [8]).

A systematic investigation of the theme above for non-compact closed subgroups (H_1, H_2) in a reductive group G was initiated by T. Kobayashi’s works [19, 20, 21] in the 1980s, as studies of discontinuous groups and Clifford–Klein forms for homogeneous spaces G/H of reductive type, and has been developed by many researchers in various approaches (see summaries [24] and [25, Section 4] given by T. Kobayashi for the details of discontinuous groups and Clifford–Klein forms).

In this paper, as one of the fundamental problems in the research theme above, we focus on the following problem:

Problem 1.1. For a given locally-compact group G and a pair (H_1, H_2) of closed subgroups of G, find a good criterion for properness of the H_2- action on the homogeneous space G/H_1.

It should be emphasized that to prove the properness of the H_2- action on G/H_1, as we will see in Section 2.1, we need to check that the subset H_1 ∩ (D · H_2 · D^{−1})

of G is compact for any compact subset D of G. Such the problem might not be easy in many situations.

Now, for real linear reductive Lie group G, we state Kobayashi’s properness criterion as follows:

Theorem 1.2 (Kobayashi [19, 22]; see also Theorem 2.5 for the detailed version). Let G be a real linear reductive Lie group and we fix a Cartan’s KAK-decomposition G = KAK. The Lie algebra of A is denoted by a. Then for a pair (H_1, H_2) of closed subgroups of G, the H_2-action on G/H_1 is proper if and only if the intersection

a(H_1) ∩ (a(H_2) + D)

is compact for any compact subset D of a, where we put a(H) := {X ∈ a | (K · (exp X) · K) ∩ H ≠ ∅} ⊂ a for each non-empty subset H of G.

In the setting of Theorem 1.2, a is just a finite-dimensional vector space, and a(H_1) and a(H_2) are both subsets of a. Further, we only need to consider closed balls as compact subsets D in a (with respect to a fixed inner-product on a). Therefore, the condition stated in Theorem 1.2 is much easier than the original one.

In the cases where H_1 and H_2 are both reductive subgroups of G, then by taking inner-conjugations of H_1 and H_2 in G, one can choose a(H_1) and a(H_2) to be a finite union of linear subspaces of a (see [19] for more details), and thus we do not need to consider compact subsets D of a. In particular, in such a situation, the H_2-action on G/H_1 is proper if and only if the H_2-action on G/H_1 has the property (CI), that is the isotropy subgroup of H_2 is compact at any point in G/H_1.

Kobayashi’s properness criterion is a fundamental tool to study discontinuous groups and Clifford–Klein forms of homogeneous spaces G/H of reductive type. As one of important applications, a criterion for the Calabi–Markus phenomenon on G/H was given in [19, Corollary 4.3], that is, he showed that a homogeneous space G/H of reductive type admits an infinite discontinuous group if and only if rank_R G > rank_R H. Further, one can find plenty of applications of Kobayashi’s properness criterion by many researchers (for example, [5, 14, 15, 16, 17, 23, 26, 28, 30, 31, 33, 35]).

It should be remarked that Y. Benoist [4] also proved a claim which is essentially the same as Theorem 1.2 inspired by Kobayashi’s earlier work in [19]. Furthermore, he also gave a similar criterion for the cases where G is a semisimple algebraic group over a non-Archimedean local fields (See also Remark 2.11).

We also give a remark as follows: Let K be a closed Lie subgroup of the orthogonal group O(n), and define the semi-direct product group G := K ⋉ R^n . Then some types of properness criterions are given by T. Yoshino [39] for closed subgroups of G in the cases where G is a Cartan motion group associated to a real reductive Lie group, and by A. Baklouti, S. Bejar and R. Fendri [1] for general G = K ⋉ R^n and pairs of connected or discrete subgroups of G (see also Remark 2.10 in Section 2.4).

As other situations, studies of relationships between properness and the property (CI) for pairs of closed subgroups of solvable or nilpotent Lie groups can be found in [2, 3, 27, 29, 36, 37, 38].

We note that the proofs of Theorem 2.5 given by Kobayashi in [19, 22] are based on structure theory of real linear reductive Lie groups. The purpose of this paper is to understand Theorem 2.5 in terms of metric geometry.

In this paper, we say that a metric space (M, d) is proper if any closed ball in M is compact. As our main results, we will prove claims similar to Theorem 1.2 (see Theorems 2.8 and 2.9 in Section 2.4), in the cases where G is a locally-compact group admitting a proper isometric transitive action on a proper metric space (M, d) with the following property:

Property (S): For each r ≥ 0, there exists τ(r) ≥ 0 such that for any p_0, p, q ∈ M with d(p, p_0) ≤ r, one can choose an isometry g ∈ G with g · p = p_0 and d(q, g · q) ≤ τ(r).

Roughly, Property (S) on the G-space M stated above means that for any triple p_0, p, q of points in M, one can choose a point q_0 in M such that the segments pq and p_0q_0 are G-conjugate to each other and the distance d(q, q_0) is bounded in some sense.

We will give a sufficient condition on a metric G-space M for Property (S) in terms of geometry of CAT(0) spaces (see Section 5). Furthermore, Theorem 1.2 can be explained in terms of CAT(0) metric geometry on Riemannian symmetric spaces without compact factors (see Section 6).

1.1. Organization of the paper. This paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we set up our notations of proper pairs and HBI-pairs. Further, we state Kobayashi’s properness criterion in the form of [22] and our main results. In Section 3, we consider non-expanding maps between proper metric spaces and study the relationship between HBIpairs via the map. In the same section, we also discuss that for an isometric action on a proper metric space of a compact group, the space of orbits can be considered as a proper metric space and the quotient map is non-expanding. Our main theorems 2.8 and 2.9 will be proved in Section 4. In Section 5, a sufficient condition on a metric homogeneous space for Property (S) is given in terms of CAT(0) spaces. Finally, in Section 6, we discuss that Kobayashi’s properness criterion (Theorem 2.5) can be explained by combining Theorem 2.9 with some facts for metric geometry on Riemannian symmetric spaces.

2. Kobayashi’s properness criterion and main results of this paper

In this section, we set up our terminologies and state Kobayashi’s properness criterion in the form of [22] and the main results of this paper.

2.1. Proper pairs in locally-compact groups. To state Kobayashi’s properness criterion given in [22], we shall fix our terminologies as below: Let G be a locally-compact group. For a subset H of G and a compact subset D of G, we put N_D(H) := D · H · D^{−1} = {d_1 · h · d^{−1}_2 ∈ G | d_1, d_2 ∈ D, h ∈ H}.

For two non-empty subsets H_1 and H_2 of G, we denote by H_1 ∼ H_2 if there exists a compact subset D of G such that

H_1 ⊂ N_D(H_2) and H_2 ⊂ N_D(H_1).

Then “∼” defines an equivalent binary relation on the set P^×(G) of all non-empty subsets of G. The equivalent class of H ∈ P^×(G) will be denoted by [H], and the quotient set of P^×(G) by the equivalent relation ∼ is written as [P^×(G)].

The following proposition is pointed out by Kobayashi [19, 20]:

Proposition 2.1. Let (H_1, H_2) be a pair of closed subgroups of G. Then the following conditions on (H_1, H_2) are equivalent:

(i) The H_2-action on the homogeneous space G/H_1 is proper. (ii) The H_1-action on the homogeneous space G/H_2 is proper. (iii) The (H_1×H_2)-action on the group manifold G = (G×G)/(diag G) is proper, where diag G := {(g, g) | g ∈ G}.

(iv) For any H^′_1 ∈ [H_1] and any H^′_2 ∈ [H_2], the intersection H^′_1 ∩H^′_2 is relatively compact in G.

Motivated by the fact above, for an arbitrary pair (H_1, H_2) of nonempty subsets of G, we say that (H_1, H_2) is proper in G, and write

H_1 ⋔ H_2 in G ( or [H_1] ⋔ [H_2] in G)

if for any H^′_1 ∈ [H_1] and any H^′_2 ∈ [H_2], the intersection H^′_1 ∩ H^′_2 is relatively-compact in G.

Note that the following proposition gives necessary and sufficient conditions for a pair (H_1, H_2) to be proper in G:

Proposition 2.2. Let H_1 and H_2 be non-empty subsets of G. Then the following four conditions are equivalent:

(i) The pair (H_1, H_2) is proper in G.

(ii) For any compact subset D of G, the intersection N_D(H_1) ∩ H_2 is relatively compact in G.

(iii) For any compact subset D of G, the intersection H_1 ∩ N_D(H_2) is relatively compact in G.

(iv) For any compact subsets D_1 and D_2 of G, the intersection N_{D1} (H_1) ∩ N_{D2} (H_2) is relatively compact in G.

Proof of Proposition 2.2. The arguments in the proof of Proposition 2.6 also work to prove Proposition 2.2 as below. The equivalence (i) ⇔ (iv), the implications (i) ⇒ (ii) and (i) ⇒ (iii) are all easy to prove. The implications (ii) ⇒ (iv) and (iii) ⇒ (iv) comes immediately from the inclusions

N_{D1} (H_1) ∩ N_{D2} (H_2) ⊂ N_{D1} (H_1 ∩ N_D−1_{1 ·D2} (H_2)),

N_{D1} (H_1) ∩ N_{D2} (H_2) ⊂ N_{D2} (N_D−1_{2 ·D1} (H_1) ∩ H_2)

for compact subsets D_1 and D_2 of G, respectively. □

For each non-empty subset H of G, let us define

⋔ (H : G) := {H^′ ∈ P^×(G) | H ⋔ H^′ in G}, ⋔ ([H] : G) := {H^′ ∈ [P^×(G)] | [H] ⋔ H^′ in G}.

In the cases where G is σ-compact, that is, G is a union of a countable family of compact subsets of G, the following holds:

Proposition 2.3 (Yoshino [40]). Suppose that G is σ-compact. Then for two non-empty subsets H_1 and H_2 of G, the three conditions below are equivalent:

(i) H_1 ∼ H_2 in G.

(ii) ⋔ (H_1 : G) =⋔ (H_2 : G). (iii) ⋔ ([H_1] : G) =⋔ ([H_2] : G).

Proof of Proposition 2.3. The implication (i) ⇒ (ii) and the equivalence (ii) ⇔ (iii) are both trivial. We shall prove the contraposition of the implication (ii) ⇒ (i). Assume that H_1 ≁ H_2. Without loss of the generalities, one can suppose that

H_1 ⊄ N_D(H_2)

for any compact subset D of G. Since G is σ-compact and locallycompact, as is well-known that one can find a sequence {D_n}_{n∈Z≥0} of compact subsets of G satisfying that

• D_n is a neighborhood of the unit of G for each n, • D_n ⊂ D^∘_{n+1} for each n, where D^∘_{n+1} denotes the interior of D_{n+1} in G, and • G = ⋃ n D_n. Note that for any compact subset D of G, there exists k ∈ Z_{≥0} with D ⊂ D_k and D ⊂ N_{Dk} (H_2). Let us fix a point

g_n ∈ H_1 \ N_{Dn} (H_2)

for each n ∈ Z_{≥0}, and define H^′ := {g_n | n ∈ Z_{≥0}}. Then the intersection H^′ ∩ H_1 = H^′ is not relatively compact in G since H^′ ⊄ N_{Dk} (H_2) for any k ∈ Z_{≥0}. Therefore, the pair (H_1, H^′) is not proper in G. On the other hand, for any compact subset D of G, the intersection H^′ ∩ N_D(H_2) is compact since H^′ ∩ N_D(H_2) ⊂ H^′ ∩ N_{Dk} (H_2) = {g_k | k ≤ n}.

for some k ∈ Z_{≥0} with D ⊂ D_k. Thus, the pair (H_2, H^′) is proper in G by Proposition 2.2. This proves ⋔ (H_1 : G) ≠⋔ (H_2 : G). □

We also remark that the following proposition gives a sufficient condition for σ-compactness of G:

Proposition 2.4. Let G be a locally-compact group. If G admits a continuous proper isometric action on a non-empty proper metric space (M, d), then G is σ-compact.

Proof of Proposition 2.4. Fix a point ∗ of M and define π : G → M, g → g · ∗. Then the map π is proper. Since d is a proper metric on M, for each r ≥ 0, the closed ball N_r(∗) is compact, and thus D_r := π^{−1}(N_r(∗)) too. This proves that G = ⋃ n∈Z_{≥0} D_n is σ-compact. □

2.2. Kobayashi’s properness criterion. We shall state Kobayashi’s properness criterion given in [22]. Let G be a real linear reductive Lie group and θ a Cartan involution of G. We write K := G^θ for the fixed point subgroup of G by θ, which is a maximal compact subgroup of G. For the Lie algebra g of G, the Cartan decomposition on g induced by θ is denoted by g = k + p. We choose a maximal abelian subspace a of p. Then we have a Cartan’s KAK-decomposition G = K · A · K, where A := exp(a) denotes the connected abelian analytic subgroup of G with respect to a. We denote by W := N_K (a)/Z_K (a) the Weyl group acting on a. For each non-empty subset H of G, we define the non-empty W -invariant subset a(H) of a by a(H) := {X ∈ a | (K · exp(X) · K) ∩ H ≠ ∅}. Then a(H) is a non-empty W -stable subset of a, and H ∼ exp(a(H)) in G.

Let us consider a as a locally-compact additive group (with respect to the standard Hausdorff topology on a). On the set P^×(a)^W of all non-empty W -invariant subsets of a, we define the equivalent relation ∼ and proper pairs in P^×(a)^W as in the sense mentioned above. For each C ∈ P^×(a)^W , we define

⋔ (C : a)^W := {C^′ ∈ P^×(a)^W | C ⋔ C^′ in a} ⊂ P^×(a)^W .

Then Kobayashi’s properness criterion in [22] can be stated as follows:

Theorem 2.5 (Kobayashi [22, Theorems 3.4 and 5.6]). Let (H_1, H_2) be a pair of non-empty subsets of a real linear reductive Lie group G. (1) The pair (H_1, H_2) is proper in G if and only if the pair (a(H_1), a(H_2)) is proper in a, that is, for any compact subset D of a, the intersection a(H_1) ∩ (a(H_2) + D) is relatively-compact in a.

(2) The following four conditions on (H_1, H_2) are equivalent:

(2a) H_1 ∼ H_2 in G. (2b) a(H_1) ∼ a(H_2) in a. (2c) ⋔ (H_1 : G) =⋔ (H_1 : G) (2d) ⋔ (a(H_1) : a)^W =⋔ (a(H_2) : a)^W .

2.3. HBI-pairs in proper metric spaces. Let (M, d) be a proper metric space, that is, (M, d) is a metric space such that any closed ball in M is compact. Note that a subset of M is bounded in M if and only if relatively-compact in M.

In this subsection, to state our main results, we introduce the concepts of “HBI-pairs” of non-empty subsets of M as below:

For each subset C of M and each r ≥ 0, we define the subset N_r(C) of M by N_r(C) := {p ∈ M | d(p, c) ≤ r for some c ∈ C}. In this paper, for two non-empty subsets C_1 and C_2 of M, we write C_1 ∼ C_2 if there exists r ≥ 0 such that

C_1 ⊂ N_r(C_2) and C_2 ⊂ N_r(C_1).

Note that C_1 ∼ C_2 if and only if the Hausdorff distance between C_1 and C_2 is finite. Then “∼” defines an equivalent binary relation on the set P^×(M) of all non-empty subsets of M. For each non-empty subset C, we write [C] for the equivalent class of C. Furthermore, the quotient set of P^×(M) by ∼ is denoted by [P^×(M)].

Throughout this paper, for two non-empty subsets C_1 and C_2 of M,we say that the pair (C_1, C_2) is HBI in M if for any C^′_1 ∈ [C_1] and any C^′_2 ∈ [C_2], the intersection C^′_1 ∩ C^′_2 is bounded in M. In such a case, the pair ([C_1], [C_2]) in [P^×(M)] is also said to be HBI in M.

The proposition below gives necessary and sufficient conditions for a pair (C_1, C_2) to be HBI in M.

Proposition 2.6. Let C_1 and C_2 be both non-empty subsets of M. Then the following four conditions on (C_1, C_2) are equivalent:

(i) The pair (C_1, C_2) is HBI in M.

(ii) For any r ≥ 0, the intersection C_1 ∩ N_r(C_2) is bounded in M. (iii) For any r ≥ 0, the intersection N_r(C_1) ∩ C_2 is bounded in M. (iv) For any r_1, r_2 ≥ 0, the intersection N_{r1} (C_1)∩N_{r2} (C_2) is bounded in M.

Proof of Proposition 2.6. The equivalence (i) ⇔ (iv), the implications (i) ⇒ (ii) and (i) ⇒ (iii) are all easy to prove. The implications (ii) ⇒ (iv) and (iii) ⇒ (iv) comes immediately from the inclusions

N_{r1} (C_1) ∩ N_{r2} (C_2) ⊂ N_{r1} (C_1 ∩ N_{r1+r2} (C_2)),

N_{r1} (C_1) ∩ N_{r2} (C_2) ⊂ N_{r2} (N_{r1+r2} (C_1) ∩ C_2)

for r_1, r_2 ≥ 0, respectively. □

For each non-empty subset C of M, let us define

HBI(C : M) := {C^′ ∈ P^×(M) | the pair (C, C^′) is HBI in M}, HBI([C] : M) := {C^′ ∈ [P^×(M)] | the pair ([C], C^′) is HBI in M}.

Then, similarly to Proposition 2.4, the proposition below holds:

Proposition 2.7. For two non-empty subsets C_1 and C_2 of M, the following three conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_1 ∼ C_2 in M.

(ii) HBI(C_1 : M) = HBI(C_2 : M). (iii) HBI([C_1] : M) = HBI([C_2] : M).

Proof of Proposition 2.7. The implication (i) ⇒ (ii) and the equivalence (ii) ⇔ (iii) are both trivial. We shall prove the contraposition of the implication (ii) ⇒ (i). Assume that C_1 ≁ C_2. Without loss of the generalities, one can suppose that

C_1 ⊄ N_r(C_2)

for any r ≥ 0. For each n ∈ Z_{≥0}, one can find and do take p_n ∈ C_1 \ N_n(C_2). Let us put C^′ := {p_n | n ∈ Z_{≥0}}. Then the intersection

C^′ ∩ C_1 = C^′

is not bounded in M. Therefore, the pair (C_1, C^′) is not HBI in M. However, the intersection C^′ ∩ N_r(C_2) is finite for any r ≥ 0, and thus the pair (C_2, C^′) is HBI in M by Proposition 2.6. This proves HBI(C_1 : M) ≠ HBI(C_2 : M). □

2.4. Main results. We shall state our results as below: Let (M, d) be a proper metric space and G a locally-compact group acting continuously, properly, isometrically and transitively on M. As in Section 1, suppose that the metric G-space M has the following property:

Property (S): For each r ≥ 0, there exists τ(r) ≥ 0 such that for any p_0, p, q ∈ M with d(p, p_0) ≤ r, one can choose an isometry g ∈ G with g · p = p_0 and d(q, g · q) ≤ τ(r).

Let us fix a base point ∗ of M and denote by K the compact isotropy subgroup of G at the point ∗ of M. The space of K-orbits in M is written as K\M equipped with the proper metric d^K induced by the metric d on M (see Section 3.2 for the definition of the metric d^K on K\M). We define the map μ : G → K\M by μ : G → K\M, g → K · (g · ∗). One of our main results is stated below:

Theorem 2.8. In the setting above, let H_1 and H_2 be both non-empty subsets of G.

(1) The pair (H_1, H_2) is proper in G if and only if the pair (μ(H_1), μ(H_2)) is HBI in K\M, that is, for any r ≥ 0, the intersection μ(H_1) ∩ N_r(μ(H_2)) is bounded in the proper metric space K\M.

(2) The following four conditions on (H_1, H_2) are equivalent:

(2-a) H_1 ∼ H_2 in G.

(2-b) μ(H_1) ∼ μ(H_2) in K\M. (2-c) ⋔ (H_1 : G) =⋔ (H_2 : G).

(2-d) HBI(μ(H_1) : K\M) = HBI(μ(H_2) : K\M).

In addition, let us fix Σ as a closed subset of M satisfying the following two conditions:

• For each K-orbit O in M, the intersection Σ ∩ O is non-empty. • For each pair of K-orbits (O_1, O_2) in M, there exists (p, q) ∈ (Σ ∩ O_1) × (Σ ∩ O_2) such that d(p, q) = d^K (O_1, O_2).

We write η : Σ → K\M, p → K · p for the restriction of the quotient map, and define Θ : P^×(Σ) → P^×(Σ), S → η^{−1}(η(S)).

Then Θ^2 = Θ on P^×(Σ). Let us put

P^×(Σ)^Θ := {S ∈ P^×(Σ) | Θ(S) = S} ⊂ P^×(Σ).

By considering the restriction of d, the set Σ itself is a proper metric space. For each S ∈ P^×(Σ)^Θ, we write

HBI(S : Σ)^Θ := {S^′ ∈ P^×(Σ)^Θ | the pair (S, S^′) is HBI in Σ}. Furthermore, for each non-empty subset H of G, we define the nonempty Θ-fixed subset Σ(H) of Σ by Σ(H) := {p ∈ Σ | (K · p) ∩ (H · ∗) ≠ ∅}, = Σ ∩ (K · H · ∗). Then the following theorem is also holds:

Theorem 2.9. In the setting above, let H_1 and H_2 be both non-empty subsets of G.

(1) The pair (H_1, H_2) is proper in G if and only if the pair (Σ(H_1), Σ(H_2)) is HBI in Σ.

(2) The following four conditions on (H_1, H_2) are equivalent:

(2-a) H_1 ∼ H_2 in G. (2-b) Σ(H_1) ∼ Σ(H_2) in Σ. (2-c) ⋔ (H_1 : G) =⋔ (H_2 : G).

(2-d) HBI(Σ(H_1) : Σ)^Θ = HBI(Σ(H_2) : Σ)^Θ.

We will discuss that Kobayashi’s properness criterion (Theorem 2.5) can be explained by combining Theorem 2.9 with some facts for metric geometry on Riemannian symmetric spaces without compact factors (see Section 6).

Remark 2.10. Let us fix n ∈ Z_{≥0} and a closed Lie subgroup K of the orthogonal group O(n). We define the Lie group G := K ⋉ R^n as the semi-direct product of K and the additive Lie group R^n . Then G has the proper isomeric transitive action on the n-dimensional Euclidean space M := R^n , and one can easily to check that the G-space M has Property (S). Therefore, Theorem 2.8 (more precisely, Theorem 4.5 stated in Section 4) works for G := K ⋉ R^n . It should be remarked that the properness criterion for pairs of connected or discrete subgroups of G given by Baklouti–Bejar–Fendri [1, Theorem 3.9] is related to our works in the sense above. Furthermore, if we take a cross-section Σ of R^n for the K-representation on R^n , then Theorem 2.9 also works. This contains Yoshino’s properness criterion [39, Theorem 9] for the pair of subsets of a Cartan motion group G = K ⋉ R^n associated to a real linear reductive group.

Remark 2.11. As we mentioned in Section 1, similarly to Theorem 2.5 (1), Benoist [4] gave a properness criterion for pairs of closed subgroups of a simply-connected semisimple algebraic group G over a non- Archimedean local field k. We believe that his criterion can be explained by applying Theorem 2.9 to the isometric G-action on the Bruhat–Tits building B(G; k) of G and an apartment Σ of B(G; k). This will be explored in detail in a future work.

Remark 2.12. Guéritaud–Kassel [12, Theorem 1.8] proved that a discontinuous group for the group manifold P O(n, 1) should be “sharp” (see [18] for the definition of sharpness of discontinuous groups) under a suitable assumption. Their method is based on metric geometry on the hyperbolic spaces. We are also interested in sharpness of discontinuous groups and in a future work, we will investigate such problems in our setting.

3. Non-expanding proper surjective maps and HBI-pairs

Let (Ω, d) and (Ω^′, d^′) be both proper metric spaces. In this section, we consider a continuous proper surjective map η : Ω → Ω^′ satisfying the following two conditions:

Condition (1): The map η : Ω → Ω^′ is non-expanding, that is, d^′(η(x), η(y)) ≤ d(x, y) holds for any x, y ∈ Ω.

Condition (2): For each x ∈ Ω and y^′ ∈ Ω^′, there exists y ∈ η^{−1}(y^′) such that d(x, y) = d^′(η(x), y^′).

For each subset C of Ω, we define the subset Θ(C) of Ω by

Θ(C) := η^{−1}(η(C)) ⊂ Ω.

Then Θ gives a transformation on the set P^×(Ω) of all non-empty subsets of Ω. Furthermore, one can see that Θ^2 = Θ and Θ preserves inclusions.

In this section, we give a relationship between some types of HBIpairs in Ω and those in Ω^′ via η (see Theorem 3.1), and such the theorem can be applied for spaces of compact group orbits in proper metric spaces (see Section 3.2).

3.1. A relationship between HBI-pairs via non-expanding maps. The purpose of this subsection is to give a proof of the following theorem, which gives a relationship between some types of HBI-pairs in Ω and those in Ω^′ via η:

Theorem 3.1. Let C_1 and C_2 be both non-empty subsets of Ω. (1) If C_1 ∼ C_2 in Ω, then Θ(C_1) ∼ Θ(C_2) in Ω. (2) The following two conditions on (C_1, C_2) are equivalent:

(2a) Θ(C_1) ∼ Θ(C_2) in Ω. (2b) η(C_1) ∼ η(C_2) in Ω^′.

(3) The following four conditions on (C_1, C_2) are equivalent:

(3a) The pair (C_1, Θ(C_2)) is HBI in Ω. (3b) The pair (Θ(C_1), C_2) is HBI in Ω. (3c) The pair (Θ(C_1), Θ(C_2)) is HBI in Ω. (3d) The pair (η(C_1), η(C_2)) is HBI in Ω^′.

Let us give a proof of Theorem 3.1, by applying the lemma below:

Lemma 3.2. Let C be a non-empty subset of Ω and C^′ a non-empty subset of Ω^′. We also fix r ≥ 0. Then the following equations hold:

η^{−1}(N_r(C^′)) = N_r(η^{−1}(C^′)) in Ω.

(3.1)

η(N_r(C)) = N_r(η(C)) in Ω^′,

(3.2)

Θ(N_r(C))) = N_r(Θ(C))) in Ω.

(3.3)

Proof of Lemma 3.2. The equations (3.1) and (3.2) comes immediately from Conditions (1) and (2) on the map η : Ω → Ω^′. The equality (3.3) is obtained by the equations (3.1) and (3.2). □

Proof of Theorem 3.1. First, the claim (1) comes immediately from the equation (3.3) and the observation that Θ preserves inclusions. Second, the claim (2) can be obtained by the equations (3.1) and (3.2) in Lemma 3.2. We shall prove the claim (3). The implications (3c) ⇒ (3a) and (3c) ⇒ (3b) are both trivial. Let us prove the implications (3a) ⇒ (3c) and (3b) ⇒ (3c). Fix any r ≥ 0. Then by Condition (2) on η, one can easily see that the following two equations hold: Θ(C_1) ∩ N_r(Θ(C_2)) = Θ(C_1 ∩ N_r(Θ(C_2))), N_r(Θ(C_1)) ∩ Θ(C_2) = Θ(N_r(Θ(C_1)) ∩ C_2).

Both of the implications (3a) ⇒ (3c) and (3b) ⇒ (3c) come immediately from the observation that for any bounded subset C_0 of Ω, the subset Θ(C_0) is also a bounded in Ω, and equations above. Finally, let us prove the equivalence (3c) ⇔ (3d). Fix r ≥ 0. Then by Lemma 3.2, we have:

η(C_1) ∩ N_r(η(C_2)) = η(C_1) ∩ η(N_r(C_2)) = η(Θ(C_1)) ∩ η(Θ(N_r(C_2))) = η(Θ(C_1) ∩ Θ(N_r(C_2))) = η(Θ(C_1) ∩ N_r(Θ(C_2))).

Since Θ(C_1) ∩ N_r(Θ(C_2)) is a Θ-fixed subset of Ω and η is a proper map, one can see that η(C_1) ∩ N_r(η(C_2)) is bounded in Ω^′ if and only if Θ(C_1) ∩ N_r(Θ(C_2)) is bounded in Ω. This proves the equivalence (3c) ⇔ (3d). □ We shall put

P^×(Ω)^Θ := {C ∈ P^×(Ω) | Θ(C) = C}, [P^×(Ω)^Θ] := {[C] ∈ [P^×(Ω)] | C ∈ P^×(Ω)^Θ} ⊂ [P^×(Ω)].

Furthermore, for each non-empty subset C of Ω, we also write HBI(C : Ω)^Θ := HBI(C : Ω) ∩ P^×(Ω)^Θ ⊂ HBI(C : Ω), HBI([C] : Ω)^Θ := HBI([C] : Ω) ∩ [P^×(Ω)^Θ] ⊂ HBI([C] : Ω).

Then, as a corollary to Theorem 3.1, we also obtain the following: Corollary 3.3. Let us consider the bijective map η_∗ : P^×(Ω)^{Θ ∼}−→ P^×(Ω^′), C → η(C).

(1) For each C ∈ P^×(Ω)^Θ, the map η_∗ gives a one-to-one correspondence between HBI(C : Ω)^Θ and HBI(η(C) : Ω^′).

(2) The bijection η_∗ : P^×(Ω)^{Θ ∼}→ P^×(Ω^′) induces the bijective map below

η^−_∗ : [P^×(Ω)^Θ]^∼−→ [P^×(Ω^′)], [C] → [η(C)].

Furthermore, for each C ∈ P^×(Ω)^Θ, the map η^−_∗ gives a one-to-one correspondence between HBI([C] : Ω)^Θ and HBI([η(C)] : Ω^′).

3.2. Spaces of orbits in proper metric spaces. Let (M, d) be a proper metric space equipped with a continuous isometric action of a compact group K. We denote by K\M the space of K-orbits in M and by ϖ : M → K\M, p → K · p the quotient map. Note that the space K\M is locally-compact Hausdorff with respect to the quotient topology, and the map ϖ : M → K\M is proper. Then d^K : K\M × K\M → R_{≥0} , (O_1,O_2) → min{d(x, y) | (x, y) ∈ O_1 × O_2} is well-defined and defines a proper metric on the space K\M. The quotient topology on K\M coincides with the topology on K\M induced by the metric d^K .

One can easily check that the map ϖ : M → K\M satisfies Conditions (1) and (2), and thus Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.3 can be applied for (Ω, Ω^′, η) = (M, K\M, ϖ).

Furthermore, let Σ be a closed subset of M satisfying the following two conditions:

• For each K-orbit O in M, the intersection Σ ∩ O is non-empty. • For each pair of K-orbits (O_1, O_2) in M, there exists (p, q) ∈ (Σ ∩ O_1) × (Σ ∩ O_2) such that d(p, q) = d^K (O_1, O_2).

Let us consider Σ as a proper metric space with respect to the restriction of the metric d on Σ. Then the restriction η := ϖ|_Σ : Σ → K\M, p → K · p is surjective and satisfies Conditions (1) and (2). Therefore, Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.3 can be applied for (Ω, Ω^′, η) = (Σ, K\M, η).

Let us consider the situation that M is a connected complete Riemannian manifold and the K-action on M is smooth and isometric in the sense that the Riemannian metric tensor on M is fixed by K. A connected, closed, regular smooth submanifold Σ of M is called a section for the K-action on M if it meets all K-orbits in M orthogonally (see [32] for the details). Furthermore, the K-action on M is said to be polar [resp. hyperpolar] if it admits a section [resp. flat section].

A section Σ for the K-action on M satisfies the two conditions above (a proof can be found in [11, Proposition 1.3.2]), and thus even in the situation above, Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.3 can be applied for (Ω, Ω^′, η) = (Σ, K\M, η). Note that for a section Σ for the K-action on M, by defining N_K (Σ) := {k ∈ K | k · Σ = Σ} ⊂ K, Z_K (Σ) := {k ∈ K | k · p = p for any p ∈ Σ} ⊂ N_K (Σ), we obtain the generalized Weyl group W := N_K (Σ)/Z_K (Σ) acting on the section Σ. It is known that the generalized Weyl group W is finite (in our setting), and for each p ∈ Σ, (K · p) ∩ Σ = W · p (see [32, Section 4] for the details). In particular, in this situation, we have Θ(C) := η^{−1}(Θ(C)) = W · C for any non-empty subset C of Σ.

4. Proofs of Theorems 2.8 and 2.9

The goal of this section is to give proofs of Theorems 2.8 and 2.9 stated in Section 2.4.

Let (M, d) be a proper metric space equipped with a continuous proper isometric transitive action of a locally-compact group G. We fix a base point ∗ of M, and put π : G → M, g → g · ∗. Note that the map π is continuous proper and surjective. The compact isotropy subgroup of G at the point ∗ is denoted by K.

We first remark that, in the situation above, by Propositions 2.3, G should be σ-compact.

Let us introduce the following notions: For a non-empty subset H of G and a non-empty compact subset C of M, we define the non-empty subset S^H (C) of M by

S^H (C) := π^{−1}(C) · π(H) = {g · π(h) | g ∈ π^{−1}(C) and h ∈ H} ⊂ M. For the case where C = {∗}, we just put S^H (∗) := S^H ({∗}) = K · π(H) = K · H · ∗ ⊂ M. 4.1. Proper isometric transitive actions on metric spaces and proper pairs. In this subsection, our goal is to show the following theorem:

Theorem 4.1. Let H_1 and H_2 be both non-empty subsets of G.

(i) If S^{H1} (∗) ∼ S^{H2} (∗) in M, then H_1 ∼ H_2 in G.

(ii) If the pair (H_1, H_2) is proper in G, then the pair (S^{H1} (∗), S^{H2} (∗)) is HBI in M.

To show Theorem 4.1, let us give a proof of the lemma below:

Lemma 4.2. Let H be a non-empty subset of G and fix r ≥ 0. We put D_r := π^{−1}(N_r(∗)) ⊂ G. Then

π^{−1}(N_r(S^H (∗))) = K · H · D_r.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. First, we show π^{−1}(N_r(S^H (∗))) ⊂ K · H · D_r.

Take any g ∈ π^{−1}(N_r(S^H (∗))). Put p := π(g) ∈ N_r(S^H (∗)). One can find and do take q ∈ S^H (∗) with d(p, q) ≤ r. Since S^H (∗) = K · H · ∗, one can also take k ∈ K and h ∈ H with q = k · h · ∗. Then d(π(h^{−1} · k^{−1} · g), ∗) = d(p, q) ≤ r. Therefore, h^{−1} · k^{−1} · g ∈ D_r and thus g ∈ K · H · D_r.

Conversely, let us prove π^{−1}(N_r(S^H (∗))) ⊃ K · H · D_r.

Fix any k ∈ K, h ∈ H and d ∈ D_r. We put p := π(d) ∈ N_r(∗). Then π(k · h · d) = k · h · p and d(k · h · p, k · h · ∗) = d(p, ∗) ≤ r. Since k · h · ∗ ∈ S^H (∗), we have that π(k · h · d) ∈ N_r(S^H (∗)). □ We give a proof of Theorem 4.1 as below:

Proof of Theorem 4.1. First, we shall prove the claim (i). Suppose that S^{H1} (∗) ⊂ N_r(S^{H2} (∗)) and S^{H2} (∗) ⊂ N_r(S^{H1} (∗)) for r ≥ 0. Put D_r := π^{−1}(N_r(∗)). Then D_r is compact and D^{−1}_r = D_r ⊃ K. For (i, j) = (1, 2) or (2, 1), by Lemma 4.2, we have H_i ⊂ K · H_i · K = π^{−1}(S^{Hi} (∗)) ⊂ π^{−1}(N_r(S^{Hj} (∗))) = K · H_j · D_r ⊂ D_r · H_j · D^{−1}_r . This proves H_1 ∼ H_2.

Next, let us prove the claim (ii). Assume that the pair (H_1, H_2) is proper in G. Let us fix r ≥ 0. By Proposition 2.6, we only need to show that the subset S^{H1} (∗) ∩ N_r(S^{H2} (∗)) of M is bounded. Put D_r := π^{−1}(N_r(∗)). Then by Lemma 4.2, we have

π^{−1}(S^{H1} (∗) ∩ N_r(S^{H2} (∗))) = π^{−1}(S^{H1} (∗)) ∩ π^{−1}(N_r(S^{H2} (∗))) = (K · H_1 · K) ∩ (K · H_2 · D_r).

Since K · H_1 · K ∈ [H_1], K · H_2 · D_r ∈ [H_2] and ([H_1], [H_2]) is proper in G, the intersection (K ·H_1 ·K)∩(K ·H_2 ·D_r) is relatively compact in G. Thus S^{H1} (∗) ∩ N_r(S^{H2} (∗)) is bounded in M since π is surjective. □

4.2. Proofs of Theorems 2.8 and 2.9. In this subsection, we give proofs of Theorems 2.8 and 2.9. We suppose that our metric G-space M has the property (S) stated in Section 1.

Then the following theorem, which claims the converse implications of those in Theorem 4.1, holds:

Theorem 4.3. In the setting above, let H_1 and H_2 be both non-empty subsets of G.

(i) H_1 ∼ H_2 in G if and only if S^{H1} (∗) ∼ S^{H2} (∗) in M. (ii) The pair (H_1, H_2) is proper in G if and only if the pair (S^{H1} (∗), S^{H2} (∗)) is HBI in M.

The following lemma plays a key role in our proof of Theorem 4.3.

Lemma 4.4. Let H be a non-empty closed subset of G. Then for each r ≥ 0, there exists τ ≥ 0 such that

S^H (N_r(∗)) ⊂ N_τ (S^H (∗)).

Proof of Lemma 4.4. Let us fix τ = τ(r) ≥ 0 as in Property (S). Take any q ∈ S^H (N_r(∗)), and we shall prove q ∈ N_τ (S^H (∗)). Fix g ∈ π^{−1}(N_r(∗)) and h ∈ H with q = g · π(h). We put p := π(g) ∈ N_r(∗). Then by the definition of τ, there exists g^′ ∈ G such that g^′ · p = ∗ and d(q, g^′ · q) ≤ τ. We put q_0 := g^′ · q ∈ M. Since { (g^′)^{−1} · ∗ = p = g · ∗, (g^′)^{−1} · q_0 = q = g · h · ∗,

we obtain k := g^′g ∈ K and q_0 = k · h · ∗ ∈ S^H (∗). This proves that q ∈ N_τ (S^H (∗)). □

Let us give a proof of Theorem 4.3 as below.

Proof of Theorem 4.3. First, we discuss the claim (i) in Theorem 4.3. The “if”-part of the claim is just Theorem 4.1 (i). We show the “only if”-part. Assume H_1 ∼ H_2 in G and we shall prove S^{H1} (∗) ∼ S^{H2} (∗) in M. Fix a compact subset D of G with H_1 ⊂ N_D(H_2) and H_2 ⊂ N_D(H_1). We define the subset D^′ of G by D^′ := D · K. Since D^{−1} and D^′ are both compact, one can find and do take r_1, r_2 ≥ 0 with

π(D^{−1}) ⊂ N_{r1} (∗) and π(D^′) ⊂ N_{r2} (∗).

Take τ ≥ 0 as in Lemma 4.4 for r = r_2, and put r^′ := r_1 + τ ≥ 0. Then for (i, j) = (1, 2) or (2, 1), we obtain S^{Hi} (∗) = K · π(H_i) ⊂ K · π(N_D(H_j)) = K · π(D · H_j · D^{−1}) = D^′ · H_j · π(D^{−1}) ⊂ D^′ · H_j · N_{r1} (∗) = N_{r1} (D^′ · H_j · ∗) ⊂ N_{r1} (π^{−1}(N_{r2} (∗)) · π(H_j )) = N_{r1} (S^{Hj} (N_{r2} (∗))) (∵ the definition of S^{Hj} (N_{r2} (∗))) ⊂ N_{r1} N_τ (S^{Hj} (∗)) (∵ Lemma 4.4) ⊂ N_r′ (S^{Hj} (∗)). This proves S^{H1} (∗) ∼ S^{H2} (∗) in M.

Next, we shall give a proof of the claim (ii) in Theorem 4.3. The “only if”-part of the claim is just Theorem 4.1 (ii). Let us prove the “if”-part. Assume that the pair (S^{H1} (∗), S^{H2} (∗)) is HBI in M. Take any H^′_1 ∈ [H_1] and any H^′_2 ∈ [H_2]. We shall prove that the intersection H^′_1 ∩ H^′_2 is relatively compact in G. Since π : G → M is a continuous proper surjective map and (M, d) is a proper metric space, we only need to show that the image π(H^′_1 ∩ H^′_2) is bounded in M. Since π(H^′_1 ∩ H^′_2) ⊂ π(H^′_1) ∩ π(H^′_2) ⊂ (K · π(H^′_1)) ∩ (K · π(H^′_2)) = S^{H′1} (∗) ∩ S^{H′2} (∗), it is enough to show that the intersection S^{H′1} (∗) ∩ S^{H′2} (∗) is bounded in M. Recall that the claim (i) in Theorem 4.3 has been proved above. Thus, we have S^{H′i} (∗) ∈ [S^{Hi} (∗)] for i = 1, 2. Therefore, by the assumption, the intersection S^{H′1} (∗) ∩ S^{H′2} (∗) is bounded in M. □ As in Section 3.2, we consider the proper metric space (K\M, d^K ), the quotient map ϖ : M → K\M, and define μ := ϖ ∘ π : G → K\M, g → K · (g · ∗) Note that, as we mentioned in Section 3.2, Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.3 can be applied for ϖ : M → K\M.

To prove Theorem 2.8, it is enough to show the following theorem: Theorem 4.5. In the setting above, let H_1 and H_2 be both non-empty subsets of G.

(1) The following five conditions on (H_1, H_2) are equivalent:

(1i) The pair (H_1, H_2) is proper in G. (1ii) The pair (S^{H1} (∗), S^{H2} (∗)) is HBI in M. (1iii) The pair (π(H_1), S^{H2} (∗)) is HBI in M. (1iv) The pair (S^{H1} (∗), π(H_2)) is HBI in M. (1v) The pair (μ(H_1), μ(H_2)) is HBI in K\M.

(2) The following six conditions on (H_1, H_2) are equivalent:

(2i) H_1 ∼ H_2 in G.

(2ii) S^{H1} (∗) ∼ S^{H2} (∗) in M. (2iii) μ(H_1) ∼ μ(H_2) in K\M. (2iv) ⋔ (H_1 : G) =⋔ (H_2 : G).

(2v) HBI(S^{H1} (∗) : M) = HBI(S^{H2} (∗) : M). (2vi) HBI(μ(H_1) : K\M) = HBI(μ(H_2) : K\M).

Proof of Theorem 4.5. Our strategy is to prove the following equivalences:

(1i)KS ff´ (1iii) (1ii)KS ff´ ks +3 +3 ks (1iv)

(1v)

(2i)KS ff´ ks +3 (2iv)

(2ii) ks +3 KS ff´ (2v)

(2iii) ks +3 (2vi)

First, both of the equivalences (2ii) ⇔ (2v) and (2iii) ⇔ (2vi) come from Proposition 2.7. Furthermore, the equivalence (2i) ⇔ (2iv) is followed by Proposition 2.3. Next, the equivalence (2ii) ⇔ (2iii) can be proved by applying Theorem 3.1 (2) for

(Ω, Ω^′, η, C_1, C_2) = (M, K\M, ϖ, π(H_1), π(H_2))

since μ(H) = ϖ(S^H (∗)) for each non-empty subset H of G. By the similar arguments, the equivalences among the conditions (1ii), (1iii), (1iv) and (1v) are followed by Theorem 3.1 (3). Both of the equivalences (1i) ⇔ (1ii) and (2ii) ⇔ (2i) are already proved as Theorem 4.3. □

Let us consider the setting in Theorem 2.9. Note that as we mentioned in Section 3.2, Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.3 can be applied to the map η : Σ → K\M.

We give a proof of Theorem 2.9 by applying the following observations below:

Lemma 4.6. For a non-empty subset H of G, the two equations below holds:

Σ(H) = η^{−1}(μ(H)) in Σ, μ(H) = η(Σ(H)) in K\M.

Proof of Theorem 2.9. Theorem 2.9 comes immediately from Theorem 4.5, Lemma 4.6 and applying Theorem 3.1 (3) and Corollary 3.3 for

(Ω, Ω^′, η, C_1, C_2) = (Σ, K\M, η, Σ(H_1), Σ(H_2)). □ 5. CAT(0) spaces and Property (S)

Let G be a group and M a proper metric space equipped with an isometric transitive G-action. In this section, in terms of geometry on CAT(0) spaces, we give a sufficient condition for property (S), stated in Section 1, of the metric G-space M (see Theorem 5.2 and Corollary 5.4).

5.1. Notations for CAT(0) spaces. In this subsection, following [7] and [9], we fix our terminologies for CAT(0) spaces.

Let (Ω, d) be a metric space. For −∞ < a < b < ∞, an isometric map c : [a, b] → M is called a geodesic segment joining the points c(a) and c(b) in Ω. A metric space (Ω, d) is said to be a geodesic metric space if any two points of Ω can be joined by a geodesic segment in Ω.

Let (Ω, d) be a geodesic metric space. For each triple (x_1, x_2, x_3) ∈ Ω × Ω × Ω, a triple (x^′_1, x^′_2, x^′_3) ∈ R^2 × R^2 × R^2 is called a Euclidean comparison triangle for (x_1, x_2, x_3) if d(x_i, x_j ) = d_R2 (x^′_i, x^′_j ) for any i, j = 1, 2, 3, where d_R2 denotes the standard metric on the Euclidean plane R^2 . Note that for any triple (x_1, x_2, x_3) of points in Ω, a Euclidean comparison triangle for (x_1, x_2, x_3) in R^2 exists uniquely up to congruence. A geodesic metric space (Ω, d) is called CAT(0) if for any triple (x_1, x_2, x_3) ∈ Ω × Ω × Ω, any point p on any geodesic segment joining x_2 and x_3, and any Euclidean comparison triangle (x^′_1, x^′_2, x^′_3) for (x_1, x_2, x_3), the inequality below holds:

d(x_1, p) ≤ d_R2 (x^′_1, p^′)

where p^′ denotes the unique point in R^2 with d_R2 (x^′_2, p^′) = d(x_2, p) and d_R2 (x^′_3, p^′) = d(x_3, p).

Recall that a metric space (Ω, d) is called

• metrically-complete if any Cauchy sequence of points in Ω has a limit in Ω, and • geodesically-complete if any geodesic segment can be extended to a geodesic line R → Ω.

For a locally-compact CAT(0) space (Ω, d), the followings are known (see [9]):

• (Ω, d) is proper as a metric space if and only if it is metricallycomplete, • (Ω, d) is geodesically-complete, then it is proper.

• (Ω, d) is homeomorphic to a finite dimensional manifold, then it is geodesically-complete (see [7, Proposition 5.1.2 in Chapter II]).

We also introduce the boundary ∂Ω at infinity of (Ω, d) in the sense of [7, Chapter II.8]. An isometric map c : [0, ∞) → Ω is called a geodesic ray issuing from a point c(0) ∈ Ω. Two geodesic rays c, c^′ : [0, ∞) → Ω are said to be asymptotic, or equivalent, if there exists a constant a ≥ 0 such that d(c(t), c^′(t)) ≤ a for any t ∈ [0, ∞). The set of all equivalent classes of geodesic rays is denoted by ∂Ω. The equivalent class of a geodesic ray c is written as c(∞) ∈ ∂Ω. Note that each isometry γ on Ω causes a natural permutation on the set ∂Ω. In particular, each isometric action on Ω by a group G can be extended to a G-action on the set Ω^− := Ω ⊔ ∂Ω.

Remark 5.1. The boundary ∂Ω and the union Ω^− := Ω ⊔ ∂Ω admit some important topologies and metrics. For example, if (Ω, d) is a proper CAT(0) space and we consider the cone topology on Ω^− := Ω ⊔ ∂Ω, then Ω^− gives a compactification of Ω. See [7, Chapter II] for the details.

5.2. A sufficient condition for Property (S) of metric homogeneous G-spaces. Let (Ω, d) be a proper (and thus, metricallycomplete) CAT(0) space equipped with an isometric action of a group G, and M a closed G-orbit of Ω. Note that M itself is a proper metric space with respect to the restriction of d on M.

For each ξ ∈ ∂Ω, we denote by P_ξ the isotropy subgroup of G at ξ, that is, P_ξ := {g ∈ G | g · ξ = ξ} ⊂ G. The following proposition gives a sufficient condition for Property (S) of such a metric G-space M:

Theorem 5.2. In the setting above, we assume that the following holds: one can choose a constant b ≥ 0 such that for any p, q ∈ M, there exists a geodesic ray c in Ω issuing from p such that d(q, c) := min_{t∈[0,∞)} d(q, c(t)) ≤ b and the P_{c(∞)}-action on M is transitive. Then the G-space M has Property (S).

We give a proof of Theorem 5.2 by applying the following lemma:

Lemma 5.3 ([7, Proposition 8.2 and its proof in Chapter II.8]). Let us fix any p, p^′ ∈ Ω and any geodesic ray c in Ω issuing from p. Then there uniquely exists a geodesic ray c^′ in Ω issuing from p^′ asymptotic to c. Furthermore, for any t ∈ [0, ∞), d(c(t), c^′(t)) ≤ d(p, p^′).

Proof of Theorem 5.2. Take b ≥ 0 as in the assumption. Fix any r ≥ 0. We put τ(r) := r + 2b. Take any p_0, p, q ∈ M with d(p, p_0) ≤ r. Our goal is to prove that there exists g ∈ G such that g · p = p_0 and d(q, g ·q) ≤ τ(r) = r +2b. By the assumption, one can find and do take a geodesic ray c in Ω issuing from p such that d(q, c) ≤ b and the P_{c(∞)}- action on M is transitive. Let us fix t_0 ∈ [0, ∞) with d(q, c(t_0)) ≤ b and g ∈ P_{c(∞)} such that g · p = p_0. Put q_0 := g · q ∈ M. We only need to show that d(q, q_0) ≤ r + 2b. Let us consider the geodesic ray g · c issuing from p_0 in Ω defined by g · c : [0, ∞) → Ω, t → g · c(t). Since g ∈ P_{c(∞)}, we have that g · c is asymptotic to c. Thus, by Lemma 5.3, d(c(t_0), (g · c)(t_0)) ≤ d(p, p_0) ≤ r.

We note that d((g · c)(t_0), q_0) = d(c(t_0), q) ≤ b.

Therefore, we obtain

d(q, q_0) ≤ d(q, c(t_0)) + d(c(t_0), (g · c)(t_0)) + d((g · c)(t_0), q_0) ≤ r + 2b. This completes the proof. □

We also obtain the following corollary:

Corollary 5.4. Let M be a geodesically-complete CAT(0) space equipped with an isometric transitive action of a group G. Assume that for each ξ ∈ ∂M, the isotropy subgroup P_ξ of G at ξ acts on M transitively. Then the metric G-space M has Property (S).

Remark 5.5. It should be remarked that Caprace–Monod [10, Theorem 1.3] proved that for a geodesically-complete CAT(0) space M equipped with an isometric action of a group G, if the isotropy group P_ξ acts cocompactly on M for any ξ ∈ ∂M, then M is isometric to a product of symmetric spaces, Euclidean buildings and Bass–Serre trees.

6. Kobayashi’s properness criterion from Theorem 2.9

In this section, let us argue that Kobayashi’s properness criterion (Theorem 2.5) can be explained by applying Theorem 2.9 to isometric actions of real linear reductive Lie groups on non-compact Riemannian symmetric spaces.

Let G be a real linear reductive Lie group. We fix a realization of G as a transpose-stable closed subgroup of GL(N, R) with finitely many connected components (N ∈ Z_{≥0}). The Cartan involution θ on G is defined by θ(g) :=^t(g^{−1}) for g ∈ G, where^tA denotes the transpose of the matrix A. Then the θ-fixed point subgroup K = G ∩ O(n) of G is a maximal compact subgroup of G. The Lie algebra of G is denoted by g and we write g = k + p for the Cartan decomposition of g with respect to the Cartan involution θ. Note that by the adjoint representation, which will be denoted by Ad : G → GL(g), the group K acts on p.

We write M := G/K for the homogeneous manifold of (G, K) with the base point ∗ := eK ∈ M = G/K, where e is the unit of G. The quotient map from G to M = G/K is denoted by π : G → M. As is well-known that the tangent space T_∗M of M at the point ∗ can be identified with p canonically. Let us fix a K-invariant inner-product on p. Then such the inner-product defines a G-invariant Riemannian metric on M. Then it is well-known that M equipped with such the metric is a simply-connected Riemannian globally symmetric space without compact factors (see [13, Chapter V] for the details), In particular, M has a direct product decomposition

M = M_0 × M_−

where M_0 is a Euclidean space and M_− is a Riemannian globally symmetric space of non-compact type. Note that for any parallel shift t on the Euclidean space M_0 and any h ∈ Isom_0(M_−), one can find g ∈ G such that g defines the isometry (t, h) on M = M_0 × M_−, where Isom_0(M_−) denotes the identity component of the full isometry group of M_−.

Since M_0 and M_− are both geodesically-complete CAT(0) spaces (see [9]), our M = M_0 × M_− is also a geodesically-complete CAT(0) space. Let us denote by ∂M = ∂M_0 × ∂M_− the boundary at infinity of M (see Section 5.1 for the definition of ∂M). Then for each ξ = (ξ_0, ξ_−) ∈ ∂M = ∂M_0 × ∂M_−, the fixed point subgroup P_ξ := {g ∈ G | g · ξ = ξ} acts on M transitively. In fact, on the Euclidean space M_0, the group of parallel shifts acts transitively on M_0 and fixes the boundary ∂M_0 pointwisely, and on M_−, the fixed point subgroup at ξ_− of the connected linear semisimple Lie group Isom_0(M_−) is a parabolic subgroup and acts on M_− transitively (See [6, §I.1 and I.2] for the details). Therefore, by Corollary 5.4, our G-space M has Property (S).

In addition, let us choose a maximal abelian subspace a of p, and consider the inner-product on a induced by the fixed inner-product on p. We define the finite group W by

N_K (a) := {k ∈ K | Ad(k)a = a} ⊂ K, Z_K (a) := {k ∈ K | Ad(k)X = X for each X ∈ a} ⊂ N_K (a), W := N_K (a)/Z_K (a).

Then W can be considered as a finite subgroup of the orthogonal group O(a) on the inner-product space a. Note that if G is contained in a connected complex Lie group G_C , then the finite group W defined above coincides with the Weyl group of the restricted root system for (g, a).

We define A := exp(a) ⊂ G and consider the connected, closed, totally-geodesic flat submanifold π(A) = A · ∗ of M. Note that the bijective map ι : a → π(A), X → exp(X) · ∗ is isometric, and thus the finite group W also acts on π(A) isometrically. It is well-known (see [34, Example 2.1 (iv)]) that π(A) is a section in the sense of the last part of Section 3.2, and the generalized Weyl group coincides with the finite group W defined above.

Therefore, Theorem 2.5 can be obtained by applying Theorem 2.9 to the section Σ = π(A) ∼= a. Note that for pairs of non-empty subsets (C_1, C_2) of a, C_1 ∼ C_2 as in a locally-compact additive group a if and only if C_1 ∼ C_2 as in a proper metric space a. Therefore, (C_1, C_2) is proper in the group a if and only if (C_1, C_2) is HBI in the proper metric space a.

Acknowledgements.

The second author obtained his PhD degree under the supervision of Professor Toshiyuki Kobayashi, and learned many things about proper actions on homogeneous spaces. Without his guidance, our studies would not have been possible. We are also indebted to Hiroshi Tamaru, Akira Kubo, Koichi Tojo, Kazuki Kannaka and Kaede Aoyama for many helpful comments.

The first author is supported by JST SPRING, Grant Number JP- MJSP2132. The second author is supported by JSPS Grants-in-Aid for Scientific Research JP20K03589, JP20K14310, and JP22H0112.

References

[1] Baklouti Ali, Bejar Souhail, and Fendri Ramzi, A criterion of proper action on some compact extensions of R^n and applications, Internat. J. Math. Online First: 2350010 (23 pages) (2023).

[2] Ali Baklouti and Fatma Khlif, Proper actions and some exponential solvable homogeneous spaces, Internat. J. Math. 16 (2005), no. 9, 941–955. MR 2180060 [3] , Weak proper actions on solvable homogeneous spaces, Internat. J.

Math. 18 (2007), no. 8, 903–918. MR 2339576 [4] Yves Benoist, Actions propres sur les espaces homogènes réductifs, Ann. of Math. (2) 144 (1996), no. 2, 315–347. MR 1418901 [5] Maciej Bocheński and Aleksy Tralle, Clifford-Klein forms and a-hyperbolic rank, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN (2015), no. 15, 6267–6285. MR 3384476 [6] Armand Borel and Lizhen Ji, Compactifications of symmetric and locally symmetric spaces, Mathematics: Theory & Applications, Birkhäuser Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 2006. MR 2189882 [7] Martin R. Bridson and André Haefliger, Metric spaces of non-positive curvature, Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences], vol. 319, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1999. MR 1744486 [8] E. Calabi and L. Markus, Relativistic space forms, Ann. of Math. (2) 75 (1962), 63–76. MR 133789

[9] Pierre-Emmanuel Caprace, Lectures on proper CAT(0) spaces and their isometry groups, Geometric group theory, IAS/Park City Math. Ser., vol. 21, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2014, pp. 91–125. MR 3329726 [10] Pierre-Emmanuel Caprace and Nicolas Monod, Isometry groups of nonpositively curved spaces: structure theory, J. Topol. 2 (2009), no. 4, 661–700. MR 2574740 [11] Claudio Gorodski, Topics in polar actions, arXiv preprint arXiv:2208.03577 (2022).

[12] François Guéritaud and Fanny Kassel, Maximally stretched laminations on geometrically finite hyperbolic manifolds, Geom. Topol. 21 (2017), no. 2, 693– 840. MR 3626591 [13] Sigurdur Helgason, Differential geometry, Lie groups, and symmetric spaces, Graduate Studies in Mathematics, vol. 34, American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2001, Corrected reprint of the 1978 original. MR 1834454 [14] Kazuki Kannaka, Linear independence of generalized Poincaré series for anti– de Sitter 3-manifolds, SIGMA Symmetry Integrability Geom. Methods Appl. 17 (2021), Paper No. 042, 15. MR 4247755 [15] , A quantitative study of orbit counting and discrete spectrum for anti– de Sitter 3-manifolds, Proc. Japan Acad. Ser. A Math. Sci. 97 (2021), no. 10, 93–97. MR 4355065 [16] Fanny Kassel, Proper actions on corank-one reductive homogeneous spaces, J.

Lie Theory 18 (2008), no. 4, 961–978. MR 2523148 [17] , Deformation of proper actions on reductive homogeneous spaces, Math. Ann. 353 (2012), no. 2, 599–632. MR 2915550 [18] Fanny Kassel and Toshiyuki Kobayashi, Poincaré series for non-Riemannian locally symmetric spaces, Adv. Math. 287 (2016), 123–236. MR 3422677 [19] Toshiyuki Kobayashi, Proper action on a homogeneous space of reductive type, Math. Ann. 285 (1989), no. 2, 249–263. MR 1016093 [20] , Discontinuous groups acting on homogeneous spaces of reductive type, Representation theory of Lie groups and Lie algebras (Fuji-Kawaguchiko, 1990), World Sci. Publ., River Edge, NJ, 1992, pp. 59–75. MR 1190750 [21] , A necessary condition for the existence of compact Clifford-Klein forms of homogeneous spaces of reductive type, Duke Math. J. 67 (1992), no. 3, 653–664. MR 1181319 [22] , Criterion for proper actions on homogeneous spaces of reductive groups, J. Lie Theory 6 (1996), no. 2, 147–163. MR 1424629 [23] , Deformation of compact Clifford-Klein forms of indefinite- Riemannian homogeneous manifolds, Math. Ann. 310 (1998), no. 3, 395–409. MR 1612325 [24] , Discontinuous groups for non-Riemannian homogeneous spaces, Mathematics unlimited—2001 and beyond, Springer, Berlin, 2001, pp. 723– 747. MR 1852186 [25] Toshiyuki Kobayashi, Conjectures on reductive homogeneous spaces, arXiv:2204.08854v1, 2022.

[26] Toshiyuki Kobayashi and Taro Yoshino, Compact Clifford-Klein forms of symmetric spaces—revisited, Pure Appl. Math. Q. 1 (2005), no. 3, Special Issue: In memory of Armand Borel. Part 2, 591–663. MR 2201328 [27] Ronald L. Lipsman, Proper actions and a compactness condition, J. Lie Theory 5 (1995), no. 1, 25–39. MR 1362008 [28] Yosuke Morita, Cartan projections of some non-reductive subgroups and proper actions on homogeneous spaces, Transformation Groups (2022), 1–23.

[29] Salma Nasrin, Criterion of proper actions for 2-step nilpotent Lie groups, Tokyo J. Math. 24 (2001), no. 2, 535–543. MR 1874988 [30] Hee Oh and Dave Witte, New examples of compact Clifford-Klein forms of homogeneous spaces of SO(2, n), Internat. Math. Res. Notices (2000), no. 5, 235–251. MR 1747110 [31] Takayuki Okuda, Classification of semisimple symmetric spaces with proper SL(2, R)-actions, J. Differential Geom. 94 (2013), no. 2, 301–342. MR 3080484 [32] Richard S. Palais and Chuu-Lian Terng, A general theory of canonical forms, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 300 (1987), no. 2, 771–789. MR 876478 [33] François Salein, Variétés anti-de Sitter de dimension 3 exotiques, Ann. Inst.

Fourier (Grenoble) 50 (2000), no. 1, 257–284. MR 1762345 [34] Gudlaugur Thorbergsson, Transformation groups and submanifold geometry, Rend. Mat. Appl. (7) 25 (2005), no. 1, 1–16. MR 2142121 [35] Koichi Tojo, Classification of irreducible symmetric spaces which admit standard compact Clifford-Klein forms, Proc. Japan Acad. Ser. A Math. Sci. 95 (2019), no. 2, 11–15. MR 3905124 [36] Taro Yoshino, A solution to Lipsman’s conjecture for R^4 , Int. Math. Res. Not.

(2004), no. 80, 4293–4306. MR 2126626 [37] , A counterexample to Lipsman’s conjecture, Internat. J. Math. 16 (2005), no. 5, 561–566. MR 2141321 [38] , Criterion of proper actions for 3-step nilpotent Lie groups, Internat.

J. Math. 18 (2007), no. 7, 783–795. MR 2337155 [39] , Criterion of proper actions on homogeneous spaces of Cartan motion groups, Internat. J. Math. 18 (2007), no. 3, 245–254. MR 2314610 [40] , Discontinuous duality theorem, Internat. J. Math. 18 (2007), no. 8, 887–893. MR 2339574

(K. Ogawa) Graduate School of Advanced Science and Engineering, Hiroshima University, 1-3-1 Kagamiyama, Higashi-Hiroshima City, Hiroshima, 739-8526, Japan.

Email address: knt-ogawa@hiroshima-u.ac.jp

(T. Okuda) Graduate School of Advanced Science and Engineering, Hiroshima University, 1-3-1 Kagamiyama, Higashi-Hiroshima City, Hiroshima, 739-8526, Japan.

Email address: okudatak@hiroshima-u.ac.jp