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MORSE INEQUALITIES FOR NONCOMPACT MANIFOLDS

TSUYOSHI KATO, DAISUKE KISHIMOTO, AND MITSUNOBU TSUTAYA

Abstract. We establish Morse inequalities for a noncompact manifold
with a cocompact and properly discontinuous action of a discrete group,
where Morse functions are not necessarily invariant under the group
action. The inequalities are given in terms of the L

2-Betti numbers and
functions on the acting group which describe rough configurations of
critical points of a Morse function.

1. Introduction

Morse inequalities relate the number of critical points of a Morse function
on a compact manifold to its Betti numbers. Here, compactness of a man-
ifold is essential as it guarantees finiteness of the number of critical points
and the Betti numbers. Then it is challenging to generalize Morse inequali-
ties to noncompact manifolds. There should have been attempts for it, but
there is no result except for the very special cases that critical points are
finitely many [4] and have strong symmetry [16].

Throughout the paper, let M be a connected n-dimensional manifold
without boundary, possibly noncompact, equipped with a cocompact and
properly discontinuous action of a discrete group G such that the orbit
manifold M/G is oriented. Namely, we will consider a Galois covering
G → M → M/G such that M is connected and M/G is a closed ori-
ented n-dimensional manifold. We fix any G-invariant metric on M . If G
is amenable, then a manifold M is a typical example of a manifold having
bounded geometry and a regular exhaustion, for which the index theory is
developed in [18, 19]. The purpose of this paper is to establish Morse in-
equalities for a certain Morse function on M which is essentially irrelevant
to the action of G.

Roe [18] crudely classified generalizations of the index theorem to non-
compact manifolds into three types. In particular, for the type II theorems,
including Atiyah’s Γ-index theorem [1] and Roe’s index theorem [18, 19],
the index is interpreted through some kind of averaging or renormalization
procedure. Our approach takes such procedure. To generalize Morse in-
equalities to noncompact manifolds, we need to replace Betti numbers by
other invariants because the Betti numbers of a noncompcat manifold may
not be defined. For a manifold M , there is a nice variant of Betti numbers,
L2-Betti numbers, and we employ them for our purpose. As in [13, Example
1.37], L2-Betti numbers may be thought of as a kind of average of Betti
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numbers, so they should match our approach. On the other hand, Gromov
[6] proved that vanishing of L2-Betti numbers is a quasi-isometry invariant,
and as in [17], for a large class of groups, L2-Betti numbers themselves are
proved to be quasi-isometry invariants. Here, quasi-isometry invariants are
the object of study in large scale geometry. However, we only use some re-
sults in large scale geometry, and do not work in it because quasi-isometries
identify a compact set with a single point so that the number of critical
points does not make sense.

Let us introduce Morse functions that we are going to consider. It is
shown in [8] that every connected noncompact manifold admits a function
without critical points. To exclude such a trivial situation, we assume the
following boundedness of Morse functions (cf. [12]).

Definition 1.1. A smooth function f : M → R is bounded if ∇if is bounded
for any 0 ≤ i ≤ max{3, ⌈n2 ⌉}.

Actually, boundedness of the gradient vector field∇f is essential, and that
of f and its higher derivatives may be a technical condition. We note that
the boundedness of a function is independent of the choice of a G-invariant
metric onM because G-invariant metrics onM are mutually equivalent. By
(1.2) below, we describe a rough configuration of critical points of a Morse
function on M by a function on G, which may be thought of as counting of
critical points. In order to make this function controllable, we assume the
following uniformness of Morse functions. We fix a G-invariant triangulation
of M . Then as in Section 2, we can construct a fundamental domain K as
a finite subcomplex of M such that

(1.1) M =
⋃

g∈G
gK

and gK ∩ hK has dimension at most n− 1 for g 6= h ∈ G.

Definition 1.2. A Morse function f : M → R is uniform if there is ǫ > 0
satisfying that

(1) any two critical points of f are at least 2ǫ distant, and
(2) for each critical point p of f , there is g ∈ G such that the ǫ-

neighborhood of p is contained in gK.

In Sectioin 5, we define a strongly uniform Morse function on M as a uni-
form Morse function on M satisfying additional mild conditions on critical
points. Let f : M → R be a Morse function, and let Critk(f) denote the set
of critical points of f with index k. Define a function

(1.2) ck : G→ R, g 7→ |Critk(f) ∩ gK|.

Then this is a function describing a rough configuration of critical points of
f with index k, mentioned above. This way of counting of discrete points
on M was discovered in [12]. Observe that ck is a bounded function for each
k ≥ 0 whenever f is uniform, because a fundamental domain K is compact.

We set notation. Let b
(2)
k denote the k-th L2-Betti number of M . Let

ℓ∞(G) denote the Banach space of bounded functions on G. Then G acts
on ℓ∞(G) by (g · φ)(x) = φ(xg) for g, x ∈ G and φ ∈ ℓ∞(G). Let I denote
the subspace of ℓ∞(G) generated by φ− g · φ for g ∈ G and φ ∈ ℓ∞(G), and
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let Ī denote the closure of I by the weak topology. Taking modulo Ī may be
thought of as averaging process mentioned above. For φ1, φ2 ∈ ℓ∞(G), we
write

• φ1 ≥ φ2 mod Ī if there is φ3 ∈ Ī such that the pointwise inequality
φ1 ≥ φ2 + φ3 holds, and

• φ1 ≈ φ2 mod Ī if φ1 ≥ φ2 mod Ī and φ2 ≥ φ1 mod Ī.

The first relation is a preorder on ℓ∞(G), not necessarily a partial order, so
that we need the second relation. The quotient ℓ∞(G)/I is isomorphic to the
0-th uniformly finite homology of M defined by Block and Weinberger [2]
(see also [3]), and is related with finite propagation operators that play an
important role in this paper [9, 10, 11]. Let 1 ∈ ℓ∞(G) denote the constant
function on G with values 1.

Now we state the main theorem.

Theorem 1.3. For a strongly uniform bounded Morse function f : M → R,

we have

ck − ck−1 + · · · + (−1)kc0 ≥ (b
(2)
k − b

(2)
k−1 + · · ·+ (−1)kb

(2)
0 )1 mod Ī

for k = 0, 1, . . . , n − 1, and

cn − cn−1 + · · · + (−1)nc0 ≈ (−1)nχ(M/G)1 mod Ī.

We remark that Theorem 1.3 makes sense only when G is amenable be-
cause ℓ∞(G) 6= Ī if and only if G is amenable (Proposition 2.12). By defini-
tion, G is amenable if there is a G-invariant positive linear map µ : ℓ∞(G) →
R with µ(1) = 1, which is called a G-invariant mean. As a corollary to The-
orem 1.3, we have the following mean value Morse inequalities.

Corollary 1.4. Let f : M → R be a strongly uniform bounded Morse func-

tion. If G is amenable, then for any G-invariant mean µ : ℓ∞(G) → R,

µ(ck)− µ(ck−1) + · · ·+ (−1)kµ(c0) ≥ b
(2)
k − b

(2)
k−1 + · · ·+ (−1)kb

(2)
0

for k = 0, 1, . . . , n − 1 and

µ(cn)− µ(cn−1) + · · ·+ (−1)nµ(c0) = (−1)nχ(M/G).

We can deduce from Theorem 1.3 the weak Morse inequalities

ck ≥ b
(2)
k mod Ī

for k = 0, 1, . . . , n, and by applying a property of the module of coinvariants
ℓ∞(G)/I proved in [12] to it, we get the following property of the L2-Betti
numbers, which has its own interest.

Corollary 1.5. Let f : M → R be a strongly uniform bounded Morse func-

tion. If G is an infinite amenable group and b
(2)
k 6= 0, then f must have

infinitely many critical points with index k.

We also see that Theorem 1.3 recovers the result of Novikov and Shubin
[16] on Morse inequalities for a Morse function on M/G and the L2-Betti
numbers of M when G is amenable (Corollary 5.9).

We prove Theorem 1.3 by employing the Witten deformation by a Morse
function. Then we need to disassemble the trace of an operator on the
Hilbert space of L2-sections of a vector bundle over M with respect to the
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cover (1.1). In Section 2, we introduce a piecewise trace-class operator and
its piecewise trace which is the desired disassembly of the usual (or Roe’s)
trace. In Section 3, we introduce an operator whose kernel function has
propagation subordinate to a Gaussian function centered at the diagonal
set, which we call an operator with Gaussian propagation. We prove the
trace property of the piecewise trace of a product of operators with Gaussian
propagation. We also consider the functional calculus of a generalized Dirac
operators such that the resulting operator has Gaussian propagation. In
Section 4, we introduce a disassembly of the normalized Betti number of
Roe [19, 20], which is related to the L2-Betti number of M , with respect
to the cover (1.1), and prove its invariance under a certain deformation,
including the Witten deformation by a bounded function. In Section 5, we
collect all results obtained so far, and apply the Witten deformation to prove
Theorem 1.3 and its corollaries. The boundedness of a Morse function itself
is used only in the proof of the invariance of the normalized Betti number,
though the boundedness of the derivative is essential as mentioned above.
Then we pose some question on the boundedness of a Morse function itself.

Acknowledgement. The authors are partially supported by JSPS KAK-
ENHI Grant numbers JP23K22394 (Kato), JP22K03284 (Kishimoto), and
JP22K03317 (Tsutaya)

2. Piecewise trace

In [18], Roe defined the trace of a uniform operator over a noncompact
manifold of bounded geometry with regular exhaustion, and use it to build
the index theory for such a noncompact manifold. In this section, we in-
troduce the piecewise trace of an operator on the space of L2-sections of a
G-invariant vector bundle over M , which may be thought of as disassembly
of Roe’s trace with respect to the action of G.

2.1. Fundamental domain. First of all, we recall from [12] the construc-
tion of a fundamental domain. Choose a G-invariant triangulation L of M ,
that is, the lift of a triangulation of M/G. Then L/G is a triangulation
of M/G. For each n-simplex of L/G, we choose one of its lifts to L, and
define the subcomplex K of L, called a fundamental domain, by the union
of those n-simplices of L. Remark that a fundamental domain K needs not
be connected. By definition, we have

M =
⋃

g∈G
gK

and dim(gK ∩ hK) ≤ n− 1 for g 6= h ∈ G, implying Int(gK) ∩ Int(hK) = ∅
for g 6= h. In the sequel, we fix a fundamental domain K.

2.2. Piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt operator. Let E →M be aG-invariant
vector bundle with G-invariant metric, that is, E is the lift of a vector bundle
over M/G with metric. Let L2(E) denote the Hilbert space of L2-sections
of E. Then the map g−1 : gK → K induces an isometry (g−1)∗ : L2(E|K) →
L2(E|gK). We choose an orthonormal basis {ei | i ∈ I} of L2(E|K), and
set egi = (g−1)∗(ei) for g ∈ G. Then {egi | i ∈ I} is an orthonormal basis of
L2(E|gK). Moreover, if we consider egi as an L2-section of the entire vector
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bundle E in the obvious way, then {egi | i ∈ I, g ∈ G} is an orthonormal
basis of L2(E). For u ∈ L2(E), let ‖u‖ denote the L2-norm.

Definition 2.1. A bounded operator A : L2(E) → L2(E) is called piecewise

Hilbert-Schmidt if

ρ2(A) : G→ R, g 7→

(∑

i∈I
‖Aegi ‖

2

) 1

2

.

is a well-defined bounded function.

Let 1S : M → {0, 1} denote the characteristic function of a subset S ⊂M .
An operator A : L2(E) → L2(E) is a piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt operator if
and only if A1gK is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator for each g ∈ G such that
supg∈G ‖A1gK‖HS is bounded, where ‖ · ‖HS denotes the Hilbert-Schmidt
norm. Observe that

(2.1) ρ2(A)(g) = ‖A1gK‖HS.

Then ρ2(A) is independent of the choice of an orthonormal basis of L2(E|K),
and we may think of ρ2 as disassembly of the Hilbert-Schmidt norm with
respect to the cover (1.1). The following lemma is immediate from the
definition of ρ2.

Lemma 2.2. Let A,B : L2(E) → L2(E) be piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt oper-

ators.

(1) ρ2(A+B) ≤ ρ2(A) + ρ2(B).
(2) ρ2(cA) = |c|ρ2(A) for c ∈ R.

(3) ρ2(A) = 0 if and only if A = 0.

For a bounded operator A : L2(E) → L2(E), let ‖A‖ denote its operator
norm.

Proposition 2.3. Let A : L2(E) → L2(E) be a bounded operator, and let

B : L2(E) → L2(E) be a piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt operator. Then AB is a

piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt operator such that

ρ2(AB) ≤ ‖A‖ρ2(B).

Proof. By (2.1), ρ2(AB)(g) = ‖AB1gK‖HS ≤ ‖A‖‖B1gK‖HS = ‖A‖ρ2(B)(g)
for any g ∈ G. Then the statement follows. �

LetA : L2(E) → L2(E) be a Hilbert-Schmidt operator, and let B : L2(E) →
L2(E) be a bounded operator. Then we have

‖AB‖HS ≤ ‖A‖HS‖B‖ and ‖A∗‖HS = ‖A‖HS.

Hence we may expect that ρ2 has analogous properties, but it fails. Choose
any e ∈ L2(E|K) with ‖e‖ = 1 and g ∈ G with g 6= 1. We define a piecewise
Hilbert-Schmidt operator

A = 〈−, e〉(g−1)∗(e)

where 〈−,−〉 denotes the L2-inner product. Then A∗ = 〈−, (g−1)∗(e)〉e is
a piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt operator. Observe that ρ2(A

∗A)(1) = 1 ≥ 0 =
ρ2(A

∗)(1)‖A‖ and ρ2(A)(1) = 1 6= 0 = ρ2(A
∗)(1). Then

ρ2(A
∗A) 6≤ ρ2(A

∗)‖A‖ and ρ2(A
∗) 6= ρ2(A).
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Let A : L2(E) → L2(E) be an operator. We say that A is represented by
a kernel function kA if kA is a section of the vector bundle E∗

⊠E →M×M
such that for any u ∈ L2(E),

(Au)(x) =

∫

M

kA(x, y)u(y) vol(y)

where vol denotes the pullback of the volume form of M/G to M . We also
say that an operator A is smoothing if it is represented by a smooth kernel
function.

Lemma 2.4. If A : L2(E) → L2(E) is a piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt smooth-

ing operator, then for each g ∈ G,

ρ2(A)(g) =

(∫

M

∫

gK

|kA(x, y)|
2 vol(y) vol(x)

) 1

2

.

Proof. Observe that

(ρ2(A)(g))
2 =

∑

i∈I

(
‖Aegi ‖

2
) 1

2

=
∑

i∈I

∫

M

∣∣∣∣
∫

M

kA(x, y)e
g
i (y) vol(y)

∣∣∣∣
2

vol(x)

=

∫

M

∑

i∈I
h∈G

∣∣∣∣
∫

M

kA(x, y)1gKe
h
i (y) vol(y)

∣∣∣∣
2

vol(x)

=

∫

M

∫

M

|kA(x, y)1gK |2 vol(y) vol(x)

=

∫

M

∫

gK

|kA(x, y)|
2 vol(y) vol(x).

where we use Parseval’s identity for the fourth equality. Then the statement
follows. �

Lemma 2.5. If A,B : L2(E) → L2(E) are piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt oper-

ators, then

ρ2(A,B) : G→ R, g 7→
∑

i∈I
〈Aegi , Be

g
i 〉.

is a well-defined bounded function which is independent of the choice of an

orthonormal basis of L2(E|K).

Proof. Define an operator

(2.2) P =
∑

i∈I, g∈G
sgn(〈Aegi , Be

g
i 〉)〈−, e

g
i 〉e

g
i

where we put sgn(0) = 0. Then BP is a piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt operator
such that ρ2(BP ) = ρ2(B) and ρ2(A,BP ) =

∑
i∈I |〈Ae

g
i , Be

g
i 〉|. Observe

that for any piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt operators C and D, the Schwartz
inequality

(2.3) ρ2(C,D) ≤ ρ2(C)ρ2(D)
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holds. Thus ρ2(A,BP ) is a bounded function, and therefore ρ2(A,B) is
a well-defined bounded function. The independence of the choice of an
orthonormal basis of L2(E|K) follows from the fact that

ρ2(A,B)(g) = 〈A1gK , B1gK〉

for g ∈ G. �

2.3. Piecewise trace-class operator. We define a piecewise trace-class
operator as an analogy to a trace-class operator.

Definition 2.6. An operator A : L2(E) → L2(E) is a piecewise trace-

class operator if A = B∗C for some piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt operators
B,C : L2(E) → L2(E). Its piecewise trace is defined by

Tr(A) = ρ2(B,C).

By Lemma 2.5, the piecewise trace is a well-defined bounded function on
G which is independent of the choice of an orthonormal basis of L2(E|K).
It is easy to see that Tr(A) is independent of the choice of a decomposition
A = B∗C. We show the basic properties of a piecewise trace.

Lemma 2.7. If A = B∗C for piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt smoothing operators

B,C : L2(E) → L2(E), then A is a trace-class smoothing operator such that

Tr(A)(g) =

∫

gK

tr(kA(x, x)) vol(x).

Proof. By definition, A is of piecewise trace-class, and since the composite
of smoothing operators is smoothing, A is a smoothing operator. Since
Tr(A)(g) is the trace of the trace-class operator 1gA1g, the equality in the
statement follows quite similarly to [20, Theorems 8.12]. �

Proposition 2.8. Let A : L2(E) → L2(E) be a piecewise trace-class smooth-

ing operator. Then the piecewise trace of A modulo I is independent of the

choice of a fundamental domain K.

Proof. By Lemma 2.7, Tr(A) is given by the integral of the bounded n-form
tr(kA(x, x)) vol(x) in the sense of [12]. It is shown in [14] that such an
integral modulo I is independent of the choice of K. �

For a piecewise trace-class operator A : L2(E) → L2(E), we can define a
bounded function

ρ1(A) : G→ R, g 7→
∑

i∈I
|〈egi , Ae

g
i 〉|.

Indeed, the proof of Lemma 2.5 implies that ρ1(A) is a well-defined bounded
function. Here, we remark that ρ1 depends on the choice of an orthonormal
basis of L2(E|K), so when we consider ρ1, we always fix an orthonormal
basis of L2(E|K). We record properties of ρ1 which are immediate from the
definition.

Lemma 2.9. Let A,B : L2(E) → L2(E) be piecewise trace-class operators.

(1) ρ1(A+B) ≤ ρ1(A) + ρ1(B).
(2) ρ1(cA) = |c|ρ1(A) for c ∈ R.
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Proposition 2.10. Let A : L2(E) → L2(E) be a piecewise trace-class oper-

ator. If A is positive, then

Tr(A) = ρ1(A) ≥ 0.

Proof. If A is positive, then 〈egi , Ae
g
i 〉 ≥ 0 for any g ∈ G and i ∈ I, implying

Tr(A) = ρ1(A) ≥ 0. �

Proposition 2.11. If A,B : L2(E) → L2(E) are piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt

operators, then

ρ1(A
∗B) ≤ ρ2(A)ρ2(B).

Proof. Let P be as in (2.2). Then ρ1(A
∗B) = ρ2(A,BP ), so by (2.3),

ρ1(A
∗B) ≤ ρ2(A)ρ2(BP ) = ρ2(A)ρ2(B). �

2.4. Roe’s trace. Recall that a discrete group G is amenable if there is a
G-invariant positive linear map µ : ℓ∞(G) → R satisfying µ(1) = 1, called a
G-invariant mean. We have the following characterization of amenability.

Proposition 2.12. The following conditions are equivalent.

(1) G is amenable.

(2) ℓ∞(G) 6= Ī.

Proof. Let µ : ℓ∞(G) → R be a G-invariant mean. Then for φ ∈ ℓ∞(G),

|µ(φ)| ≤ |µ(sup
x∈G

|φ(x)|1)| = sup
x∈G

|φ(x)|

and then µ is bounded, implying µ(Ī) = 0. Thus by µ(1) = 1, (1) implies
(2). By [2, 3], if G is not amenable then ℓ∞(G) = I. Hence (2) implies
(1). �

We compare the piecewise trace with Roe’s trace [18] when G is amenable.
Recall that Følner’s theorem also characterizes amenability, which states
that for any ǫ > 0 and a nonempty finite subset S ⊂ G, there is a finite
subset F ⊂ G satisfying

|F△gF |

|F |
< ǫ

for any g ∈ S. For k ≥ 1, we define Sk = {g ∈ G | d(K, gK) ≤ k}. Then we
get a sequence S1 ⊂ S2 ⊂ · · · of finite subsets of G which exhausts G. By
Følner’s theorem, there is a finite subset Fk of G satisfying

|Fk△gFk|

|Fk|
<

1

k

for any g ∈ Sk. Let Mk be the union of all gK for g ∈ Fk. Then as is shown
in [18, p.106], {Mk}k≥1 is a regular exhaustion of M , hence by [20, (3.5)],
Roe’s trace of a suitable smoothing operator A : L2(E) → L2(E) is given by

τ(A) = lim
k→∞

1

vol(Mk)

∫

Mk

tr(kA(x, x)) vol(x).

On the other hand, we can define a G-invariant finitely additive probability
measure on G by

µ(S) = lim
ω

|Fk ∩ S|

|Fk|
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for S ⊂ G, where ω is a nonprincipal ultrafilter on N, which yields a G-
invariant mean µ : ℓ∞(G) → R. Thus we can easily deduce the following,
where vol(K) = vol(M/G).

Proposition 2.13. Let A : L2(E) → L2(E) be a piecewise trace-class oper-

ator, and let µ : ℓ∞(G) → R be the above G-invariant mean. Then

µ(Tr(A)) =
τ(A)

vol(M/G)
.

3. Operator with Gaussian propagation

In this section, we define an operator with Gaussian propagation, and
show the trace property of the piecewise trace of the product of operators
with Gaussian propagation. We also investigate functional calculus of a gen-
eralized Dirac operator that produces operators with Gaussian propagation.

3.1. Trace property. Let E → M be a G-invariant vector bundle with
G-invariant metric.

Definition 3.1. A smoothing operator A : L2(E) → L2(E) has Gaussian

propagation if there are C1, C2 > 0 such that

|kA(x, y)| ≤ C1e
−C2d(x,y)2 .

Since the group G is the quotient of the fundamental group of a compact
manifold M/G, it is finitely generated. We choose a finite generating set of
G, and consider the associated word metric on G, where those metrics are
mutually quasi-isometric. Now we take any g, h ∈ G. By the fundamental
observation in geometric group theory, an inclusion G → M is a quasi-
isometry, so there are C1, C2, C3, C4 > 0 which are independent of the choice
of g, h such that for any x ∈ gK, y ∈ hK, we have

(3.1) C1e
−C2d(g,h)2 ≤ e−d(x,y)2 ≤ C3e

−C4d(g,h)2

For m ≥ 0, let Gm = {g ∈ G | d(g, 1) ≤ m}. Then we get a sequence of
subsets of G

G0 ⊂ · · · ⊂ Gm ⊂ Gm+1 ⊂ · · ·

which exhausts G. As in [15], there is C > 0 such that

(3.2) |Gm| ≤ eCm.

Let Gau(E) denote the set of smoothing operators on L2(E) with Gauss-
ian propagation.

Proposition 3.2. The set of operators Gau(E) is a ∗-algebra.

Proof. If A is a smoothing operator, then A∗ is also a smoothing opera-
tor with kA∗(x, y) = kA(y, x)

∗. Hence Gau(E) is closed under ∗. Clearly,
Gau(E) is closed under linear combinations, so it remains to show that
Gau(E) is closed under products. Let A,B ∈ Gau(E), and let g1, g2 ∈ G
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with d(g1, g2) = l. Take any x1 ∈ g1K and x2 ∈ g2K. Then

|kAB(x1, x2)| ≤

∫

M

|kA(x1, y)kB(y, x2)| vol(y)

≤
∞∑

m=0

∑

g∈Gm

∫

gg1K

|kA(x1, y)kB(y, x2)| vol(y)

≤
∞∑

m=0

∑

g∈Gm

∫

gg1K

C1e
−C2(d(x1,y)2+d(y,x2)2) vol(y)

for some C1, C2 > 0 which are independent of the choice of g1, g2, x1, x2. By
(3.1) and (3.2),

∞∑

m=0

∑

g∈Gm

∫

gg1K

C1e
−C2(d(x1,y)2+d(y,x2)2) vol(y)

≤
∞∑

m=0

∑

g∈Gm

C1e
−C3(m2+(m−l)2)

≤ e−C3l
2

∞∑

m=0

C1e
−2C3(m2−lm)+C4m

≤ C5e
−C3l

2

for some C3, C4, C5 > 0 which are independent of the choice of g1, g2, x1, x2.
Moreover, by (3.1),

C5e
−C3l

2

≤ C6e
−C7d(x1,x2)2 .

for some C6, C7 > 0 which are independent of the choice of g1, g2, x1, x2.

Then we obtain |kAB(x1, x2)| ≤ C6e
−C7d(x1,x2)2 . ThusAB belongs to Gau(E),

completing the proof. �

Proposition 3.3. Elements of Gau(E) are piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt.

Proof. The proof of Lemma 2.4 implies that a smoothing operatorA : L2(E) →
L2(E) is piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt if and only if

(3.3) sup
g∈G

∫

M

∫

gK

|kA(x, y)|
2 vol(y) vol(x) <∞.

Now we let A ∈ Gau(E), and take any h ∈ G and y ∈ hK. By (3.1),
∫

M

|kA(x, y)|
2 vol(x) =

∑

g∈G

∫

gK

|kA(x, y)|
2 vol(x) ≤

∑

g∈G
C1e

−C2d(g,h)2

for some C1, C2 > 0 which are independent of the choice of h and y. By
(3.2), we have

∑

g∈G
C1e

−C2d(g,h)2 ≤
∞∑

m=0

∑

g∈Gm

C1e
−C2d(gh,h)2 ≤

∞∑

m=0

C1e
−C2m

2+C3m < C4.

for some C3, C4 > 0 which are independent of the choice of h and y. Then
(3.3) holds, hence A is piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt as stated. �

Corollary 3.4. If A,B ∈ Gau(E), then AB is of piecewise trace-class.
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Proof. If A,B ∈ Gau(E), then by Propositions 3.2 and 3.3, A∗ and B are
piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt operators. Hence AB = (A∗)∗B is of piecewise
trace-class. �

We consider a function F : G × G → R such that there are C1, C2 > 0
satisfying

(3.4) |F (g, h)| ≤ C1e
−C2d(g,h)2

for all g, h ∈ G.

Lemma 3.5. There is C > 0 such that for any g ∈ G, we have
∑

h∈G
|F (h, g)| ≤ C and

∑

h∈G
|F (g, h)| ≤ C.

Proof. By (3.2), there is C3 > 0 such that for any m ≥ 0 and g ∈ G,

∑

h∈Gm

|F (hg, g)| =
m∑

k=0

∑

h∈Gk−Gk−1

|F (hg, g)| ≤
m∑

k=0

C1e
−C2k

2+C3k.

Clearly, the last term is bounded, and then by taking m → ∞, the first
inequality is obtained. By symmetry, the second inequality is also obtained.

�

By Lemma 3.5, we can define bounded functions F1, F2 : G→ R by

F1(g) =
∑

h∈G
F (h, g) and F2(g) =

∑

h∈G
F (g, h).

Let Î denote the closure of I by the ℓ∞-norm topology. Note that Î ⊂ Ī.

Lemma 3.6. F1 ≡ F2 mod Î.

Proof. For m ≥ 0 and g ∈ G, let

Fm
1 (g) =

∑

h∈Gm

F (g, hg) and Fm
2 (g) =

∑

h∈Gm

F (h−1g, g).

By Lemma 3.5, Fm
1 and Fm

2 are bounded functions on G. By (3.2),

|F1(g)−F
m
1 (g)| ≤

∞∑

k=m

∑

h∈Gk−Gk−1

|F (g, hg)| ≤
∞∑

k=m

C1e
−C2k

2+C3k ≤ C4e
−C5m

2

for some C3, C4, C5 > 0 which are independet of the choice ofm and g. Then
Fm
1 converges uniformly to F1 as m → ∞. By symmetry, Fm

2 also converges
uniformly to F2 as m→ ∞. For g ∈ G, we define a function φg : G→ R by
φg(h) = F (g, gh). By (3.4), φg is bounded. We set

Φm(h) =
∑

g∈Gm

(1− h−1)φg(h).

Then Φm ∈ I and Fm
2 −Fm

1 = Φm. Then Φm converges uniformly to F2−F1

as m→ ∞, implying F1 − F2 ∈ Î. �

Proposition 3.7. For A,B ∈ Gau(S), we have

Tr(AB) ≡ Tr(BA) mod Î.
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Proof. By Corollary 3.4, AB and BA are piecewise trace-class operators, so
their piecewise traces are defined. We consider a function F : G × G → R

given by

F (g, h) =

∫

gK×hK

tr(kA(x, y)kB(y, x)) vol(x) vol(y).

Since A and B have Gaussian propagation, there are C1, C2 > 0 such that
for any g, h ∈ G,

|F (g, h)| ≤

∫

gK×hK

|tr(kA(x, y)kB(y, x))| vol(x) vol(y)

≤

∫

gK×hK

C1e
−C2d(x,y)2 vol(x) vol(y).

Then by (3.1), the function F satisfies (3.4). By Lemma 2.7, we have

F1(g) =
∑

h∈G
F (h, g)

=

∫

gK

tr

(∫

M

kA(x, y)kB(y, x) vol(y)

)
vol(x)

=

∫

gK

tr(kAB(x, x)) vol(x)

= Tr(AB)(g)

for any g ∈ G, implying F1 = Tr(AB). Quite similarly, we can see that F2 =

Tr(BA). Thus by Lemma 3.6, we obtain Tr(AB) ≡ Tr(BA) mod Î. �

3.2. Functional calculus. In the sequel, let S → M be a G-invariant
Clifford bundle with Dirac operator D. Then S has bounded geometry in
the sense of [18, p. 93], and the Dirac operatorD isG-invariant. We consider
a generalized Dirac operator

D̃ = D +A

where A is a self-adjoint endomorphism of S, not necessarily G-invariant.
For the rest of this section, we assume that∇iA is bounded for i = 0, 1, . . . , ⌈n2 ⌉−
1. Let C∞

c (S) denote the set of compactly supported smooth sections of S.

Lemma 3.8. There is Ck > 0 satisfying an ineuality

k∑

i=0

‖Diu‖2 ≤ Ck

k∑

i=0

‖D̃iu‖2

for k = 0, 1, . . . ⌈n2 ⌉ and any u ∈ C∞
c (S).

Proof. We induct on k. The k = 0 case is trivial. We assume that the
statement holds for k ≤ m− 1. Then

‖Dmu‖ = ‖Dm−1(D̃ −A)u‖

≤ ‖Dm−1D̃u‖+ ‖Dm−1Au‖

≤ C1

(
m−1∑

i=0

‖D̃i+1u‖2

) 1

2

+ ‖Dm−1Au‖
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for some C1 > 0 which is independent of the choice of u. We also have

‖Dm−1Au‖2 ≤ C2

m−1∑

i=0

‖∇i(Au)‖2 ≤ C3

m−1∑

i=0

‖∇iu‖2 ≤ C4

m−1∑

i=0

‖Diu‖2

for some C2, C3, C4 > 0 which are independent of the choice of u. Here,
the first inequality follows as in [21, page 73], the second inequality follows
from ∇(Au) = (∇A − A∇)u and the assumption that ∇iA is bounded for
i = 0, 1, . . . ⌈n2 ⌉−1, and the third inequality follows from the elliptic estimate
(cf. [21, Proposition 5.16]). Then by the induction hypothesis, we obtain

‖Dm−1Au‖2 ≤ C5

m−1∑

i=0

‖D̃iu‖2

for some C5 > 0 which is independent of the choice of u, and thus the
statement follows. �

Let G denote the set of Schwartz-class functions φ : R → R such that there
are C1, C2 > 0 satisfying

|φ̂(i)(x)| ≤ C1e
−C2x

2

for i = 0, 1, . . . , 2⌈n2 ⌉, where φ̂ denotes the Fourier transform of φ and f (i)

stands for the i-th derivative of a function f : R → R.

Proposition 3.9. The set of functions G is an algebra.

Proof. The only nontrivial property is that G is closed under products. For

Schwartz-class functions φ and ψ, we have (φ̂ψ)(i) = φ̂(i) ∗ ψ̂. Then since the
convolution of Gaussian functions is a Gaussian function, G is closed under
products. �

Lemma 3.10. A generalized Dirac operator D̃ is essentially self-adjoint.

Proof. By [7, Theorem 1.17], D is essentially self-adjoint. Then as A is

self-adjoint and continuous, D̃ is essentially self-adjoint too. �

Lemma 3.10 enables us to perform functional calculus for a generalized

Dirac operator D̃. We remark that all results in [21, Chapter 9] holds not

only for the Dirac operator D but also for a generalized Dirac opertor D̃ as
mentioned in [21, p. 95]. In particular, we have:

Lemma 3.11 (cf. [21, Proposition 7.20]). For any u ∈ C∞
c (S), e

√
−1tD̃u is

supported within N(supp(u); |t|).

For φ ∈ G, we can define the operator φ(D̃) as in [21, Chapter 9], that is,

〈u, φ(D̃)v〉 =
1

2π

∫

R

φ̂(t)〈u, e
√
−1tD̃v〉dt

for u, v ∈ C∞
c (S).

Proposition 3.12. The map

G → Gau(S), φ 7→ φ(D̃)

is a well-defined homomorphism.
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Proof. Let K̃ denote the ǫ-neighborhood of K for some ǫ > 0. We take any

g, h ∈ G, and let δ be the distance between gK̃ and hK̃. We also take any

u ∈ L2(S|
gK̃

) and v ∈ C∞
c (S) with supp(v) ⊂ hK̃. Let φ ∈ G. Then by

Lemma 3.11, we have

|〈u, D̃i(φ(D̃)D̃jv)|
gK̃

〉L2(S|
gK̃

)|

= |〈u, D̃i(φ(D̃)D̃jv)〉L2(S)|

=
1

2π

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

φ̂(t)〈u, e
√
−1tD̃D̃i+jv〉L2(S)dt

∣∣∣∣

=
1

2π

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

φ̂(i+j)(t)〈u, e
√
−1tD̃v〉L2(S)dt

∣∣∣∣

≤
1

2π

∫

|t|≥δ

C1e
−C2t

2

dt‖u‖L2(S|
gK̃

)‖v‖L2(S|
hK̃

)

≤ C3e
−C2δ

2

‖u‖L2(S|
gK̃

)‖v‖L2(S|
hK̃

)

for some C1, C2, C3 > 0 which are independent of the choice of u, v, where
i, j = 0, 1, . . . , ⌈n2 ⌉. Hence as u is an arbitrary element of L2(S|

gK̃
), we get

(3.5) ‖D̃i((ϕ(D̃)D̃jv)|
gK̃

)‖L2(S|
gK̃

) ≤ C3e
−C2δ

2

‖v‖L2(S|
hK̃

)

for i, j = 0, 1, . . . , ⌈n2 ⌉. By Lemma 3.8, we have the Sobolev inequality

sup
x∈gK̃

|(ϕ(D̃)D̃jv)(x)| ≤ C4




⌈n
2
⌉∑

i=0

‖D̃i(ϕ(D̃)D̃jv)|
gK̃

‖2L2(S|
gK̃

)




1

2

for some C4 > 0 which is independent of the choice of v and g, where
j = 0, 1, . . . , ⌈n2 ⌉. Then by (3.5), we obtain

(3.6) sup
x∈gK̃

|(ϕ(D̃)D̃jv)(x)| ≤ ⌈n2 ⌉C3C4e
−C2δ

2

‖v‖L2(S|
hK̃

)

for j = 0, 1, . . . , ⌈n2 ⌉. Now we take any x ∈ gK̃ and ux ∈ Sx. Let u =

1
hK̃

(y)k
φ(D̃)(x,−)∗ux ∈ L2(S|

hK̃
). It follows from (3.6) that

〈D̃ju, v〉L2(S|
hK̃

) = 〈u, D̃jv〉L2(S)

=

∣∣∣∣
∫

M

〈k
φ(D̃)

(x, y)∗ux, v(y)〉 vol(y)

∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣
∫

M

〈ux, kφ(D̃)(x, y)v(y)〉 vol(y)

∣∣∣∣

= |〈ux, (ϕ(D̃)D̃jv)(x)〉|

≤ ⌈n2 ⌉C3C4e
−C2δ|ux|‖v‖L2(S|

hK̃
)

for j = 0, 1, . . . , ⌈n2 ⌉. Then since v is any element of C∞
c (S|

hK̃
), we get

‖D̃ju‖L2(S|
hK̃

) ≤ C5e
−C2δ

2

|ux|.
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for some C5 > 0 which is independent of the choice of x and ux, where
j = 0, 1, . . . , ⌈n2 ⌉. Thus by arguing as above, we obtain

|k(x, y)∗ux| ≤ C7e
−C2δ

2

|ux|

for some C7 > 0 which is independent of the choice of g and h, where x ∈ gK̃
and y ∈ hK̃. As ux is an arbitrary element of Sx, this implies that

|k(x, y)| = |k(x, y)∗| ≤ C7e
−C2δ

2

for any x ∈ gK̃ and y ∈ hK̃ . Thus by (3.1), we obtain φ(D̃) ∈ G. Clearly,
the map in the statement is a homomorphism, completing the proof. �

4. Piecewise normalized Betti number

In this section, we define piecewise normalized Betti numbers as an anal-
ogy to normalized Betti numbers defined by Roe [19, 20], and prove its
invariance under a certain deformation.

4.1. Abstract differential. Let Λk = ΛkT ∗M for k = 0, 1, . . . , n, and let
Λ =

⊕n
k=0Λ

k. Then Λ is a G-invariant Clifford bundle with Dirac operator
D = d+d∗. Roe [19] defined an abstract differential on Λ and the normalized
Betti number of it. Here, we define a slightly different operator adopted to
our situation, but we ambiguously call it an abstract differential.

Definition 4.1. An operator d̃ : C∞
c (Λk) → C∞

c (Λk+1) is an abstract dif-

ferential if it satisfies that

(1) d̃2 = 0, and

(2) d̃ + d̃∗ is a generalized Dirac operator, that is, D + A for some
self-adjoint endomorphism A of Λ, such that ∇iA is bounded for
i = 0, 1, . . . ⌈n2 ⌉ − 1.

We give the most important example of an abstract differential.

Example 4.2. Let f : M → R be a function. The Witten deformation of
the differential d on Λ is defined by dt = e−tfdetf . Clearly, d2t = 0 and

dt + d∗t = D + tR

where R = (df∧) − (dfy). If f is bounded, that is, ∇if is bounded for
i = 0, 1, . . . , ⌈n2 ⌉, then ∇iR is bounded for i = 0, 1, . . . , ⌈n2 ⌉ − 1. Thus dt is
an abstract differential.

We define piecewise normalized Betti numbers of an abstract differential
by replacing trace with piecewise trace in the definition of normalized Betti
numbers [20, p.766]. However, compactly supported nonzero functions do

not belong to the algebra G. Then, instead of showing that φ(D̃) is of
piecewise trace-class for a compactly supported function φ : R → R, we
extend the definition of piecewise trace.

Definition 4.3. Let A : L2(Λ) → L2(Λ) be an operator with bounded kernel
function. We define a bounded function

T̃r(A) : G→ R, g 7→

∫

gK

tr(kA(x, x)) vol(x).

By Lemma 2.7, we have:
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Proposition 4.4. If A : L2(Λ) → L2(Λ) is of piecewise trace-class, then

T̃r(A) = Tr(A).

Let d̃ : Λ → Λ be an abstract differential, and let D̃ = d̃+ d̃∗.

Lemma 4.5. For any Schwartz-class function φ : R → R, φ(D̃) has a

bounded kernel function.

Proof. By Lemma 3.8, there is an embedding W̃ k → W k, where W̃ k and

W k denote the k-th Sobolev spaces with respect to D̃ and D, respectively.
Then the statement can be verified quite similarly to Proposition 3.12. �

Let C denote the set of compactly supported functions φ : R≥0 → R such
that φ(x2) is smooth, 0 ≤ φ ≤ 1 and φ(0) = 1.

Definition 4.6. We define the piecewise normalized k-th Betti number as-
sociated to an abstract differential d̃ as a bounded function

bk(d̃) : G→ R, g 7→ inf
φ∈C

T̃r(φ(D̃2|Λk))(g).

Clearly, T̃r(φ(D̃2|Λk)) ≥ 0 for φ ∈ C, so the infimum in the above defini-

tion exists. We choose C > 0 satisfying |Tr(e−D̃2

)| ≤ C1. We say that a

subset C0 ⊂ C is cofinal if for any φ̃ ∈ C and ǫ > 0, there is φ ∈ C0 satisfying

(4.1) φ̃(x2) +C−1ǫe−x2

≥ φ(x2).

Lemma 4.7. If C0 is a cofinal subset of C, then for each g ∈ G,

bk(d̃)(g) = inf
φ∈C0

T̃r(φ(D̃2|Λk
))(g).

Proof. Take any φ̃ ∈ C and ǫ > 0. Then there is φ ∈ C0 satisfying (4.1), so
we get

T̃r(φ̃(D̃2|Λk
)) + ǫ ≥ T̃r(φ(D̃2|Λk

)).

Thus as ǫ can be arbitrarily small, we obtain

bk(d̃)(g) ≥ inf
φ∈C0

T̃r(φ(D̃2|Λk
))(g)

for each g ∈ G. The reverse inequality is obvious by the definition of bk(d̃),
and therefore the statement follows. �

Any function on [0, 1] may be considered as a function on R by extending

it by zero outside of [0, 1]. Then we can define T̃r(φ(D̃2|Λk)) for any φ ∈
C∞[0, 1].

Lemma 4.8. For any bounded linear function α : ℓ∞(G) → R, there is a

signed regular Borel measure µ on [0, 1] such that for any φ ∈ C∞[0, 1],

α(T̃r(φ(D̃2|Λk))) =

∫ 1

0
φdµ.

Proof. There is C0 > 0 such that

(4.2) |T̃r(φ(D̃2|Λk))| ≤ sup
x∈[0,1]

|φ(x)||T̃r(1[0,1](D̃
2|Λk))| ≤ C0 sup

x∈[0,1]
|φ(x)|1
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for any φ ∈ C∞[0, 1]. Then the map

C∞[0, 1] → R, φ 7→ T̃r(φ(D̃2|Λk))

is a bounded linear function. Thus the statement follows from the Riesz
representation theorem [22, 6.19 Theorem]. �

Proposition 4.9. The piecewise trace Tr(e−tD̃2|
Λk ) converges weakly to

bk(d̃) as t→ ∞.

Proof. Clearly, there is φ ∈ C satisfying e−x2

≥ φ(x2). Let C0 = {φ(tx) |
t > 0}. Then it is easy to see that C0 is a cofinal subset of C. Hence by

Lemma 4.8 and Lebesgue’s monotone convergence theorem, T̃r(φ(tD̃2|Λk))

converges weakly to bk(d̃) as t→ ∞. Observe that for any ǫ, s > 0, there is
t > 0 satisfying

φ(sx2) + C−1ǫe−x2

≥ e−tx2

where C > 0 is the constant in the definition of a cofinal subset of C. Then

T̃r(φ(tD̃2|Λk)) ≤ Tr(e−tD̃2|
Λk ) ≤ T̃r(φ(sD̃2|Λk)) + ǫ1.

Let α : ℓ∞(G) → R be a positive bounded linear function. Then we have

α(T̃r(φ(tD̃2|Λk))) ≤ α(Tr(e−tD̃2|
Λk )) ≤ α(T̃r(φ(sD̃2|Λk))) + ǫα(1).

Note that ǫ can be arbitrarily small, and accordingly, s and t can be arbi-
trarily large. Then we get

(4.3) lim
t→∞

α(Tr(e−tD̃2|
Λk )) → α(bk(d̃)).

As in [5, Chapter IV, 8.16], any bounded linear function on ℓ∞(G) is given
by the integral with a bounded finitely additive signed measure, so by [5,
Chapter III, 1.8], it admits the Jordan decomposition. Then (4.3) holds for
any bounded linear function α : ℓ∞(G) → R, completing the proof. �

4.2. Invariance. The rest of this section is devoted to prove the following
theorem which is an analogy to [20, (2.6) Theorem].

Theorem 4.10. Let F : Λ → Λ be a bounded self-adjoint automorphism,

and let d̃1, d̃2 be abstract differentials satisfying

d̃1F = F d̃2.

Then for k = 0, 1, . . . , n, we have

bk(d̃1) ≈ bk(d̃2) mod I.

The proof of this theorem is basically a modification of that of [20, (2.6)
Theorem].

Lemma 4.11 (cf. [20, Theorem 4.1]). Let E : L2(Λk) → L2(Λk) be a self-

adjoint piecewise trace-class operator. Then

Tr(E) ≥ −ρ1(E − E2).
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Proof. By Proposition 2.3, E2 is of piecewise trace-class, so ρ1(E−E2) and
the piecewise traces of E2 and E −E2 are defined. As E is self-adjoint, E2

is positive, so by Proposition 2.10, Tr(E2) ≥ 0. Then we get

Tr(E) = Tr(E − E2) + Tr(E2) ≥ Tr(E − E2) ≥ −ρ1(E − E2)

and hence the statement follows. �

For positive integers p and q, we set

Pp = e−p(d̃1+d̃∗
1
)2|

Λk and Qq = F−1e−q(d̃2+d̃∗
2
)2|

ΛkF

where d̃1, d̃2 and F are as in Theorem 4.10.

Lemma 4.12. The operator Qq is of piecewise trace-class such that

Tr(Qq) = Tr(FQqF
−1).

Proof. Observe that

kAF−1(x, y) = kA(x, y)F
−1 and kAF (x, y) = kA(x, y)F

where A = e−
q

2
(d̃2+d̃∗

2
)2|

Λk . Then since F is bounded and A is piecewise
Hilbert-Schmidt, the proof of Lemma 2.4 implies that AF−1 and AF are
piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt, implying that Qq = (AF−1)∗(AF ) is of piecewise
trace-class. Moreover, we have

tr(kFQqF−1(x, y)) = tr(FkQq (x, y)F
−1) = tr(kQq (x, y)).

Thus by Lemma 2.7, the statement follows. �

Lemma 4.13 (cf. [20, (5.4) Corollary]). There is an inequality

ρ2(P2p − PpQqPp) ≤ C

√
q

p− 1
1.

for some C > 0 which is independent of the choice of p and q.

Proof. By [20, (5.3) Proposition], we have

‖P2p−2 − Pp−1QqPp−1‖ ≤ 4‖F‖‖F−1‖

√
q

p− 1

so by Propositions 2.3, we get

ρ2(P2p − PpQqPp) ≤ ‖P1‖‖P2p−2 − Pp−1QqPp−1‖ρ2(P1) ≤ C

√
q

p− 1
1

for some C > 0 which is independent of the choice of p and q. �

Lemma 4.14 (cf. [20, (6.2) Proposition]). Let f : N → N be an increasing

function. Then ρ1(Pp − Pf(p)) and ρ1(Qq − Qf(q)) converge weakly to zero

as p→ ∞ and q → ∞.

Proof. By Lemma 4.9, Tr(Pp) is weakly convergent as p → ∞, so ρ1(Pp −
Pf(p)) = Tr(Pp − Pf(p)) converges weakly to zero as p → ∞. By Lemma
4.12, we also get the result for ρ1(Qq −Qf(q)). �

Lemma 4.15. Let A : L2(Λ) → L2(Λ) be a bounded operator, and let B : L2(Λ) →
L2(Λ) be a piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt operator. Then for p+ q ≥ 1,

ρ1(ABPpQq) ≤ C‖A‖ρ2(B)

where C > 0 is independent of the choice of A,B, p, q.
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Proof. By Propositions 2.3 and 2.11, we have

ρ1(ABPpQq) ≤ ρ2(AB)ρ2(PpQq) ≤ ‖A‖ρ2(B)ρ2(PpQq).

If q > 0, then by Proposition 2.3,

ρ2(PpQq) ≤ ‖PpQq−1‖ρ2(Q1) = ρ2(Q1).

If q = 0, then we can see quite similarly that ρ2(PpQq) ≤ ρ2(P1). Since
ρ2(P1) and ρ2(Q1) are bounded functions, the statement follows. �

Lemma 4.16. Let α : ℓ∞(G) → R be a positive bounded linear function.

Suppose that for 0 < ǫ < 1 and i = 0, 1,

α(ρ1(Pp − P2p+i)) < ǫ α(ρ1(Qq −Q2q+i)) < ǫ

α(ρ1(Pp − Pp+1)) < ǫ ρ2(P2p − PpQqPp) < ǫ1.

Then there is an inequality

α(Tr(Pp)) < α(Tr(Qq)) + α(Tr([PpQq, Pp+1]))

+ α(Tr([PpQq+1, Qq])) + Cǫ
1

2

for some C > 0 which is independent of the choice of p, q, ǫ.

Proof. By Lemma 4.15, we have

Tr(Pp) ≤ ρ1(Pp − P2p+1) + ρ1((P2p − PpQqPp)P1) + Tr(PpQqPp+1)

≤ ρ1(Pp − P2p+1) + C1ρ2(P2p − PpQqPp) + Tr(PpQqPp+1)

for some C1 > 0 which is independent of the choice of p, q, ǫ. Then we get

α(Tr(Pp)) ≤ α(Tr(PpQqPp+1)) + (1 + C1)ǫ.

By Lemma 4.15, we also have

Tr(PpQqPp+1) ≤ Tr(PpQq) + ρ1((P2p+1 − Pp)Qq) + Tr([PpQq, Pp+1])

≤ Tr(PpQq) +C2ρ2(P2p+1 − Pp) + Tr([PpQq, Pp+1])

for some C2 > 0 which is independent of the choice of p, q, ǫ. Observe that
by Proposition 2.3,

(4.4) ρ2(Pp1 − Pp2) = ρ1((Pp1 − Pp2)
2)

1

2 ≤ ρ1(Pp1 − Pp2)
1

2

for p1 < p2 because (e−p1x − e−p2x)2 ≤ e−p1x − e−p2x. Then we get

α(Tr(PpQqPp+1)) ≤ α(Tr(PpQq)) + α(Tr([PpQq, Pp+1])) +C2ǫ
1

2 .

Since ρ2(Pp) ≤ ‖Pp−1‖ρ2(P1) = ρ2(P1) by Propositioin 2.3, we have

Tr(PpQq) ≤ Tr(PpQ2q+1) + ρ1(Pp(Qq −Q2q+1))

≤ Tr(PpQ2q+1) + ρ2(Pp)ρ2(Qq −Q2q+1)

≤ Tr(PpQ2q+1) + ρ2(P1)ρ2(Qq −Q2q+1)

= Tr(QqPpQq+1) + Tr([PqQq+1, Qq]) + ρ2(P1)ρ2(Qq −Q2q+1).

Quite similarly to (4.4), we can see that

(4.5) ρ2(Qq1 −Qq2) ≤ ‖F‖2‖F−1‖2ρ1(Qq1 −Qq2)
1

2

for q1 < q2. Then we get

α(Tr(PpQq)) ≤ α(Tr(QqPpQq+1)) + α(Tr([PqQq+1, Qq])) + C3ǫ
1

2
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for some C3 > 0 which is independent of the choice of p, q, ǫ. Summarizing,
we obtain

α(Tr(Pp)) ≤ α(Tr(QqPpQq+1)) + α(Tr([PpQq, Pp+1]))

+ α(Tr([PpQq+1, Qq])) +C4ǫ
1

2

for some C4 > 0 which is independent of the choice of p, q, ǫ. Now we set
E = Qq −QqPpQq+1. Then

E − E2 = (Qq −Q2q) + (Q2q −Qq)PpQq+1 +QqPpQ1(Q2q −Qq)

+Qq(Pp − P2p)Qq+1 +Qq(P2p − PpQqPp)Qq+1

+QqPp(Qq −Q2q+1)PpQq+1.

and so by Lemma 4.15 together with (4.4) and (4.5),

α(ρ1(E − E2)) ≤ C5ǫ
1

2

for some C5 > 0 which is independent of the choice of p, q, ǫ. Hence by
Lemma 4.11, we get

α(Tr(QqPpQq+1)) = α(Tr(Qq))− α(Tr(E)) ≤ α(Tr(Qq)) + C5ǫ
1

2 .

Thus the statement follows. �

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 4.10.

Proof of Theorem 4.10. Let α : ℓ∞(G) → R be any bounded positive linear
function. By Lemmas 4.13 and 4.14, there are integer sequences p1 < p2 <
· · · and q1 < q2 < · · · such that

α(ρ1(Ppi − P2pi+j)) <
1
i

α(ρ1(Qqi −Q2qi+j)) <
1
i

α(ρ1(Ppi − Ppi+1)) <
1
i

ρ2(P2pi − PpiQqiPpi) <
1
i
1

where j = 0, 1. By Lemmas 4.9 and 4.15 together with (4.4) and (4.5), it is
straightforward to see that α(Tr([PpiQqi , Ppi+1]) and α(Tr([PpiQqi+1, Qqi ]))
are Cauchy sequences. Then they converges as i→ ∞, and so by Proposition
3.7 and the Jordan decomposition mentioned in the proof of Lemma 4.9, as
i→ ∞, Tr([PpiQqi+1, Qqi ]) and Tr([PpiQqi+1, Qqi ]) converge weakly to some
elements of Ī which are independent of the choice of α. Thus by Lemmas
4.9, 4.12 and 4.16, we get

α(bk(d̃1)) ≥ α(bk(d̃2)) + α(δ)

for some δ ∈ Ī which is independent of the choice of α. Thus since the
substitution of an element of G is a positive bounded linear function on
ℓ∞(G), we obtain

bk(d̃1) ≥ bk(d̃2) mod Ī.

By symmetry, we have the reverse inequality, and therefore the proof is
finished. �

5. Morse inequality

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.3 and its corollaries by collecting the
results obtained in the previous sections. Then we pose some questions on
the boundedness of a Morse function that we anticipate will be fruitful.
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5.1. Strongly uniform Morse function. The key technical ingredient of
Morse theory is the Morse lemma which states that near a critical point,
a Morse function is identified with a nondegenerate quadratic function by
choosing an appropriate coordinate. Such a coordinate is not generally a
normal coordinate, which is inconvenient for our purpose. Then, instead of
Morse lemma, we consider replacement of a given Morse function by a nice
Morse function with the same critical points. We show that this is possible
for a strongly uniformMorse function, and so we only need to prove Theorem
1.3 for such a nice Morse function.

Definition 5.1. A bounded Morse function f : M → R is called strongly

uniform if it is uniform with respect to ǫ > 0 and satisfies

inf
λ

|λ| = δ1 and inf
x∈M−N(Crit(f);ǫ0)

|∇f(x)| ≥ δ2

for some δ1, δ2 > 0, where λ ranges over all eigenvalues of the Hessian ∇2f(p)
for all p ∈ Crit(f) and

ǫ0 =
δ2 + 8(sup |∇3f |)ǫ2

δ1
.

Since δ2 and ǫ can be arbitrarily small, we may assume that

(5.1) ǫ0 <
ǫ

2
.

Let g denote the fixed G-invariant metric on M . We introduce a new G-
invariant metric on M . Let L denote the fixed G-invariant triangulation of
M , which is used to construct a fundamental domain K. Take any small
ǫ > 0. We define a G-invariant metric g(ǫ) on M such that g(ǫ) = g on
N(Ln−1;

ǫ
2) and g(ǫ) is flat on the complement of N(Ln−1; ǫ), where Ln−1

denotes the (n − 1)-skeleton of L. Indeed, such a G-invariant metric g(ǫ)
exists. Let f : M → R be a uniform Morse function with respect to ǫ > 0.
Then for any critical point p of f , N(p; ǫ) is in the complement of N(Ln−1; ǫ),
and so the metric g(ǫ) is flat on N(p; ǫ). We remark that all results in the
previous sections hold for any G-invariant metric on M , hence for g(ǫ). As
mentioned above, boundedness of a function is independent of the choice of
a G-invariant metric on M . We will use the fixed metric g for considering
upper and lower bounds for a Morse function.

Let us deform a given strongly uniform Morse function on M to the one
which is quadratic near each critical point. Let f : M → R be a uniform
Morse function with respect to ǫ > 0, and consider the metric g(ǫ). Take any
p ∈ Crit(f). Then there is a flat normal coordinate (x1, . . . , xn) around p
such that (0, . . . , 0) corresponds to p. By rotating the flat normal coordinate
if necessary, we have the Taylor expansion of f at p as

(5.2) f(x) = f(p) +
1

2
(λ1x

2
1 + · · ·+ λnx

2
n) + rp(x)

where λ1, . . . , λn are eigenvalues of the Hessian∇2f(p) and rp(x) = O(d(x, p)3)
as x→ p.

Lemma 5.2. If f : M → R is a strongly uniform bounded Morse function

with respect to ǫ > 0, then for any p ∈ Crit(f) and x ∈ N(p; ǫ0)−N(p; ǫ02 ),
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the Taylor expansion (5.2) satisfies

((λ1x1)
2 + · · · + (λnxn)

2)
1

2 − |∇rp(x)| −
3

ǫ
|rp(x)| > δ2

where ǫ0 and δ2 are as in Definition 5.1.

Proof. Let C = sup |∇3f |, and take any x ∈ N(p; ǫ). Then by the mean
value theorem, we have

|∇2rp(x)| ≤ |∇3rp(y)|ǫ

for some y ∈ N(p; ǫ) because ∇rp(p) = ∇2rp(p) = 0. Hence |∇2rp(x)| ≤ Cǫ
as ∇3rp(x) = ∇3f(x) on N(p; ǫ). Quite similarly, we can get |∇rp(x)| ≤ Cǫ2

and |rp(x)| ≤ Cǫ3. Thus by (5.1)

((λ1x1)
2 + · · ·+ (λnxn)

2)
1

2 − |∇rp(x)| −
3

ǫ
|rp(x)| ≥ δ1|x| − 4Cǫ2 > δ2.

Therefore the statement is proved. �

Proposition 5.3. Let f : M → R be a strongly uniform bounded Morse

function. Then there is a strongly uniform bounded Morse function f̃ : M →
R satisfying that

(1) Critk(f̃) = Critk(f) for k = 0, 1, . . . , n, and
(2) for any p ∈ Crit(f),

f̃(x) = f̃(p) +
1

2
(λ1x

2
1 + · · · + λnx

2
n)

on N(p; ǫ02 ), where λ1, . . . , λn and (x1, . . . , xn) are as in (5.2).

Proof. Let ρ : R → R be an increasing smooth function such that

ρ(t) =

{
0 t ≤ ǫ0

2

1 t ≥ ǫ0.
and 0 ≤

dρ

dt
≤

3

ǫ0
.

Now we define

f̃(x) = f(p) +
1

2
(λ1x

2
1 + · · · + λnx

2
n) + ρ(d(x, p))rp(x)

for p ∈ Crit(f) and x ∈ N(p; ǫ0), and f̃ = f on M − N(Crit(f); ǫ0).

Clearly, Critk(f̃) = Critk(f) for k = 0, 1, . . . , n. By Lemma 5.2, |∇f̃ | ≥ δ2
on N(Crit(f); ǫ0) − N(Crit(f); ǫ02 ), and it is straightforward to check that

|∇f̃ | ≥ δ2 on M −N(Crit(f); ǫ0). Thus the statement follows. �

5.2. Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let f : M → R be a bounded function, and
for t > 0, let dt = e−tfdetf for the differential d : C∞

c (Λ) → C∞
c (Λ). Then

as in Example 4.2, dt is an abstract differential. Let Dt = dt + d∗t .

Proposition 5.4. Let φ : R → R be a function such that φ(x2) ∈ G. and let

ψ(x) = xφ(x)2. Then for t > 0, we have

k∑

i=0

(−1)k−i Tr(ψ(D2
t |Λi)) ≥ 0 mod Î.

for k = 0, 1, . . . , n − 1 and
n∑

i=0

(−1)n−i Tr(ψ(D2
t |Λi

)) ≡ 0 mod Î.
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Proof. Quite similarly to the proof of Proposition 3.2, we can show that
the operator dtφ(D

2
t |Λi) is piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt, so by Proposition

3.2, d∗tφ(D
2
t |Λi) = (dtφ(D

2
t |Λi))∗ is piecewise Hilbert-Schmidt too. Then

by Proposition 3.7, we have

Tr(dtd
∗
tφ(D

2
t |Λi)2) = Tr(dtφ(D

2
t |Λi−1)d∗tφ(D

2
t |Λi))

≡ Tr(d∗tφ(D
2
t |Λi)dtφ(D

2
t |Λi−1)) mod Î

= Tr(d∗t dtφ(D
2
t |Λi−1)2).

Hence we get

k∑

i=0

(−1)k−iTr(ψ(D2
t |Λi

))

=
k∑

i=0

(−1)k−i(Tr(dtd
∗
tφ(D

2
t |Λi)2) + Tr(d∗t dtφ(D

2
t |Λi)2))

≡
k∑

i=0

(−1)k−i(Tr(d∗t dtφ(D
2
t |Λi−1)2) + Tr(d∗t dtφ(D

2
t |Λi)2)) mod Î

= Tr(d∗t dtφ(D
2
t |Λk)2).

Since d∗t dtφ(D
2
t |Λk)2) = (dφ(D2

t |Λk))(dφ(D2
t |Λk))∗, the operator d∗tdtφ(D

2
t |Λk)2

is positive, hence by Proposition 2.10, Tr(d∗t dtφ(D
2
t |Λk)2) ≥ 0. Clearly,

d∗t dtφ(D
2
t |Λn)2 = 0, and thus the proof is finished. �

Corollary 5.5. Let φ and ψ be as in Proposition 5.4. If ψ(x2) ≥ e−x2

, then

for any t > 0, we have

k∑

i=0

(−1)k−i Tr(ψ(D2
t |Λi)) ≥

k∑

i=0

(−1)k−ib
(2)
i mod Ī

for k = 0, 1, . . . , n − 1, and
n∑

i=0

(−1)i Tr(ψ(D2
t |Λi)) ≈ (−1)nχ(M/G) mod Ī.

Proof. By Proposition 5.4, for any s > 2, we have

k∑

i=0

(−1)k−i Tr(ψ(D2
t |Λi)) ≥

k∑

i=0

(−1)k−iTr(e−sD2
t |Λi ) mod Î.

Then by Lemma 4.9, we take s→ ∞ to get

k∑

i=0

(−1)k−iTr(ψ(D2
t |Λi)) ≥

k∑

i=0

(−1)k−ibi(dt) mod Ī.

Now we can apply Theorem 4.10 to F = e−tf , d̃1 = d, d̃2 = dt, so that

bi(dt) ≈ bi(d) = b
(2)
i mod Ī. Thus the inequalities in the statement follow.

Quite similarly, we can get
n∑

i=0

(−1)i Tr(ψ(D2
t |Λi)) ≈

n∑

i=0

(−1)n−ib
(2)
i mod Ī.
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Thus the proof is finished by the fact that
∑n

i=0(−1)ib
(2)
i = χ(M/G). �

Now we suppose that f : M → R is a strongly uniform bounded Morse

function, and let f̃ : M → R be as in Proposition 5.3. We set dt = e−tf̃detf̃

and Dt = dt + d∗t .

Lemma 5.6. Let φ : R → R be a smooth function such that φ̂ is supported

within (− ǫ0
4 ,

ǫ0
4 ). Then on the complement of N(Crit(f̃); ǫ02 ), φ(D

2
t ) con-

verges uniformly to zero as t→ ∞.

Proof. The proof is a modification of that for [21, Lemma 14.6]. It is easy

to see that |∇f̃ | ≥ δ for some δ > 0 on the complement of N(Crit(f̃); ǫ02 ).
Let u be any differential form compactly supported within the complement
of N(Crit(f̃); ǫ02 ). Then as in the proof of [21, Lemma 14.6], there is an
inequality

(5.3) ‖φ(D2
t )u‖ ≤ q(t)‖u‖

where q(t) decays rapidly as t → ∞ and is independent of the choice of u.
As mentioned in the proof of [18, (2.8) Proposition], the Sobolev inequality

‖u‖2L∞ ≤ C1

⌈n
2
⌉∑

i=0

‖Diu‖2

holds, where C1 > 0 is independent of the choice of u. Then by Lemma 3.8,
the Sobolev inequality

‖u‖2L∞ ≤ C2(t)

⌈n
2
⌉∑

i=0

‖Di
tu‖

2

also holds, where C2(t) > 0 is independent of the choice of u (but possibly

dependent on t). On the other hand, since D2
t = D2+ t(∇2f̃)+ t2|∇f̃ |2 and

we are assuming that ∇f̃ and ∇2f̃ are bounded, we have

‖(1 +D2
t )

−1u‖k+2 ≤ pk(t)‖u‖k

for some polynomial pk(t) which is independent of the choice of u, where
‖ · ‖k denotes the k-th Sobolev norm with respect to D. Then we can argue
as in [21, Proof of Lemma 14.6] to improve (5.3) as

‖φ(D2
t )u‖L∞ ≤ p(t)‖u‖L1

where p(t) decays rapidly as t → ∞ and is independent of the choice of u.
Thus the statement follows. �

Let ρ̃ : R → R be a smooth function supported within [− ǫ0
2 ,

ǫ0
2 ] such that

ρ̃(0) = 1. We define a smooth function ρ : M → R by

ρ(x) =
∑

p∈Crit(f)

ρ̃(d(x, p)).

Lemma 5.7. Let φ be as in Proposition 5.6. Then Tr(ρφ(D2
t |Λk

)) converges
uniformly to ck as t → ∞.
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Proof. Take any p ∈ Critk(f̃). Then p ∈ g(Int(K)) for some g ∈ G, so g is
unique. Let ρp(x) = ρ̃(d(x, p)). Recall that we are working with the metric

g(ǫ) on M , which is flat on N(p; ǫ) for each p ∈ Crit(f̃). Let λ1, . . . , λn be

the eigenvalue of the Hessian ∇2f̃(p), and let

λ(a, b) =

n∑

i=0

(|λi|(1 + 2ai) + λibi)

for a = {a1, . . . , an} with nonnegative integers ai and b = {b1, . . . , bn} with
bi = ±1 such that exactly k of bi are +1. Then as in the proof of [21, Lemma

14.11], φ(tλ(a, b)
1

2 ) is a spectrum of φ(D2
t |Λk) such that

Tr(ρpφ(D
2
t |Λk))(g) =

∑

a,b

φ(tλ(a, b)
1

2 )〈ρpe(a, b), e(a, b)〉

where e(a, b) is a normalized eigenvector corresponding to λ(a, b). Thus
since φ is rapidly decaying, we get

lim
t→∞

∑

a,b

φ(tλ(ai, bi)
1

2 ) =

{
1 p has index k

0 otherwise

where only λ(a, b) = 0 contributes to the first equality. As in the proof of
[21, Lemma 14.11], if λ(a, b) = 0, then

e(a, b) = (π−
n
4 t

n
2 (λ1 · · ·λn)

n
2 )e−t 1

2
(λ1x

2
1
+···+λnx

2
n)dx1 · · · dxn

hence 〈ρpe(a, b), e(a, b)〉 → as t→ 0. On the other hand, we have

Tr(ρpϕ(D
2
t |Λk))(h) = 0

for h 6= g. Thus Tr(ρpφ(D
2
t |Λk

)) converges uniformly to a function cpk : G→
R given by

cpk(h) =

{
1 p has index k and h = g

0 otherwise.

Since the Morse function f is strongly uniform, we have

inf
p∈Crit(f)

|λ| = δ1 > 0

where λ ranges over all eigenvalues of the Hessian∇2f̃(p). Then the uniform-

ness of the above convergence is also uniform as p ranges over all p ∈ Crit(f̃).
Note that

∑
p∈Crit(f̃) c

p
k = ck and

Tr(ρϕ(D2
t |Λk)) =

∑

p∈Crit(f)

Tr(ρpϕ(D
2
t |Λk))

where supp(ρp) ∩ supp(ρq) = ∅ for p 6= q ∈ Crit(f). Thus the statement
follows. �

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.3

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Combine Corollary 5.5 and Lemmas 5.6 and 5.7. �

We prove Corollaries 1.4 and 1.5.

Proof of Corollary 1.4. As in the proof of Proposition 2.12, we have µ(I) =
0. Then the statement follows from Theorem 1.3 and the positivity of µ. �
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To prove Corollary 1.5, we need the following proposition [12, Proposition
2.3].

Proposition 5.8. Let G be a finitely generated infinite group. If φ ∈ ℓ∞(G)
satisfies φ(g) = 0 for all but finitely many g ∈ G, then φ ≡ 0 mod I.

Proof of Corollary 1.5. We can easily deduce from Theorem 1.3 the weak
Morse inequality

ck ≥ b
(2)
k 1 mod Ī.

Then we get µ(ck) ≥ b
(2)
k for any G-invariant mean µ : ℓ∞(G) → R. Hence

by Proposition 5.8, ck(g) 6= 0 for infinitely many g ∈ G. �

Novikov and Shubin [16] proved Morse inequalities for a Morse function
on M/G and the L2-Betti numbers of M . We recover this result when G is
amenable. For a Morse function f̄ : M/G → R, let c̄k denote the number of
critical points of f̄ having index k.

Corollary 5.9. If G is amenable and f̄ : M/G → R is a Morse function,

then we have

c̄k − c̄k−1 + · · · + (−1)k c̄0 ≥ b
(2)
k − b

(2)
k−1 + · · ·+ (−1)kb

(2)
0

for k = 0, 1, . . . , n − 1, and

c̄n − c̄n−1 + · · ·+ (−1)nc̄0 = (−1)nχ(M/G).

Proof. Let f : M → R be the lift of f̄ . Then as M/G is compact, f is a
bounded Morse function. Moreover, by deforming a fundamental domain
K slightly if necessary, we may assume that f is strongly uniform. Since f
is G-invariant, we have ck = c̄k1 for k = 1, 2, . . . , n. Then the statement
follows from Corollary 1.4. �

5.3. Questions on boundedness. As mentioned in Section 1, the bound-
edness of the derivative ∇f of a Morse functioin f : M → R is an essential
assumption, and the boundedness of ∇if for i ≥ 2 and f itself are assumed
by technical reasons. Here, we consider the boundedness of f itself. It is
used to apply Theorem 4.10 to the F = e−tf case. However, the normal-
ized Betti number bk(dt) for the Witten defrmation dt = e−tfdetf is defined
in terms of the derivatives of f , so its properties may not depend on the
boundedness of f . Then we ask:

Question 5.10. Does Theorem 1.3 hold for an unbounded Morse function?

Corollary 1.5 has its own interest, and so we also ask:

Question 5.11. Does Corollary 1.5 hold for an unbounded Morse functioin?

Observe that Corollary 1.5 makes sense for any infinite group G, though
Theorem 1.3 makes sense only for an amenable group G as in Proposition
2.12. Then we can further ask whether or not Corollary 1.5 holds for an
unbounded Morse function and a nonamenable group. However, we can get
a negative answer to this further question as follows. Suppose that M/G
has nonpositive sectional curvature, and that M is simply-connected. In
this case, the group G is nonamenable. Fix a basepoint p of M . Then by
the Cartan-Hadamard theorem, for each point x ∈ M , there is a unique
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geodesic γx : [0, tx] → M from p to x, where tx = d(p, x). Observe that for

any small ǫ > 0, |dγx
dt

| = 1 on [ǫ, tx]. Then a function f : M → R which is a
small perturbation of a function

M → R, x 7→ d(p, x)

has finitely many nondegenerate critical points near p. Namely, f is a Morse
function on M with finitely many critical points. Thus if G is infinite, e.g.
M/G is a surface of genus ≥ 2, this example is a negative answer to the
above further question.
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