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Riemannian manifolds with Anosov geodesic flow do

not have conjugate points

Ítalo Melo and Sergio Romaña∗

Abstract

This paper establishes a significant result concerning the absence of conjugate points
in certain complete Riemannian manifolds. Specifically, we demonstrate that any complete
non-compact manifold with curvature bounded below and an Anosov geodesic flow does
not possess conjugate points. This resolves an open problem left by R. Mañé in [9] and
subsequently highlighted by [7].

1 Introduction

In [1], Anosov demonstrated that geodesic flows on compact manifolds with negative curvature
exhibit chaotic dynamical behavior, leading to what are known as uniformly hyperbolic sys-
tems or simply “Anosov” systems. Anosov’s argument extends to non-compact manifolds with
negatively pinched curvature, where the geodesic flow remains Anosov (cf. [7]).

In [6], Klingenberg showed that compact manifolds with Anosov geodesic flows share several
crucial properties with negatively curved manifolds. These properties include the absence of
conjugate points, ergodicity of the geodesic flow, dense periodic orbits, exponential growth of
the fundamental group, and zero index for every closed geodesic. While some of these results
do not hold for non-compact manifolds, Mañé’s seminal paper [9], using the Maslov Index,
established that if the geodesic flow admits a continuous invariant Lagrangian subbundle, then
there are no conjugate points. Consequently, manifolds of finite volume and Anosov geodesic
flow do not have conjugate points due to the continuity and invariance of stable and unstable
bundles.

Mañé’s assertion that complete non-compact manifolds of infinite volume with bounded cur-
vature below do not possess conjugate points under Anosov geodesic flow was made in the same
paper. However, as noted in [7, pp. 475-476], there is an error in Proposition II.2 of Mañé’s
proof (also discussed in [8]). Subsequently, the following conjecture emerged:

Conjecture: If M is a non-compact complete Riemannian manifold with curvature bounded
below and an Anosov geodesic flow, then M has no conjugate points.

This problem has garnered recent attention, especially following the noteworthy work by G.
Knieper (cf. [8]). Knieper addressed the conjecture by introducing three additional geometric

∗Partially supported by program CAPES-PrInt-BR, process No 88887.311615/2018-00, Bolsa Jovem Cientista
do Nosso Estado No. E-26/201.432/2022 - Brazil, NNSFC 12071202, and NNSFC 12161141002 from China.
The second author thanks the Department of Mathematics of the SUSTech- China for its hospitality during the
execution of this work.
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conditions. However, it’s important to highlight that while these conditions were substantial,
they were considered quite stringent and did not offer complete proof of the conjecture.

The main objective of this study is to address this conjecture, aiming to prove it in dimension
two without relying on any additional geometric conditions. Furthermore, we extend our analysis
to any dimension, provided that the curvature remains bounded. Specifically, we establish the
following theorems:

Theorem 1.1. Suppose M is a non-compact two-dimensional manifold with sectional curvature
bounded below. If the geodesic flow of M is Anosov, then M has no conjugate points.

For our second result, we define a manifold M to have bounded sectional curvature if there
exist two positive constants k and b such that

−k2 ≤ KM ≤ b2.

Theorem 1.2. Let M be a non-compact complete Riemannian manifold with bounded sectional
curvature. If the geodesic flow of M is Anosov, then M has no conjugate points.

In Remark 4.4, we show that Theorem 1.2 still holds under a weaker condition on the sectional
curvature.

It is worth noting that in our pursuit of results, we have not expanded upon any techniques
utilized by Knieper in [8]. Deliberately, we have avoided employing Mañé’s methodologies and
have refrained from modifying his original proof. Instead, we have embarked on an extensive
exploration of the index formula, which has revealed profound insights into the precise timing
of the emergence of conjugate points.

In the original result by Klingenberg [6] for the compact case and by Mañé for finite volume
[9], the recurrence of the geodesic flow was a crucial property in establishing the absence of
conjugate points for Anosov geometries. Our result is very surprising, as we do not require any
condition on the recurrence of the geodesic flow to obtain geometries without conjugate points.

Paper Structure: This paper follows the subsequent outline: In Section 2, we delve into the
fundamental concept of geodesic flow and symplectic geometry concerning the unitary tangent
bundle. Section 3 presents pivotal classical findings essential for constructing our arguments.
The longest and most crucial section, Section 4, explores profound properties of the points where
the vertical and stable (unstable) bundles intersect non-trivially, intricately linked with Section
3. Finally, in Section 5, we establish the proofs for Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.1.

2 Notation and Basic Concepts

Throughout the rest of this paper, M = (M, 〈 , 〉) will denote a complete Riemannian manifold
without boundary and dimension m ≥ 2. We denote by TM the tangent bundle and SM its
unit tangent bundle.

2.1 Geodesic flow

For a given θ = (p, v) ∈ TM , we define γ
θ
(t) as the unique geodesic with initial conditions

γ
θ
(0) = p and γ′

θ
(0) = v. For a given t ∈ R, let φt : TM → TM be the diffeomorphism given

by φt(θ) = (γ
θ
(t), γ′

θ
(t)). Recall that this family is a flow (called the geodesic flow) in the sense

that φt+s = φt ◦ φs for all t, s ∈ R.
Let V := ker Dπ be the vertical subbundle of T (TM) (tangent bundle of TM), where

π : TM → M is the canonical projection.
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Let K : T (TM) → TM be the Levi-Civita connection map of M and H := kerK be the
horizontal subbundle. The map K is defined as follows: Let ξ ∈ T

θ
TM and z : (−ǫ, ǫ) → TM

be a curve adapted to ξ, i.e., z(0) = θ and z′(0) = ξ, where z(t) = (α(t), Z(t)), then

K
θ
(ξ) = ∇ ∂

∂ t
Z(t)

∣

∣

∣

t=0
.

For each θ, the maps Dθπ|H(θ) : H(θ) → TpM and K
θ
|V (θ) : V (θ) → TpM are linear

isomorphisms. Furthermore, T
θ
TM = H(θ) ⊕ V (θ) and the map j

θ
: T

θ
TM → TpM × TpM

given by
j
θ
(ξ) = (D

θ
π(ξ),K

θ
(ξ)),

is a linear isomorphism.
Using the decomposition T

θ
TM = H(θ) ⊕ V (θ), we can identify a vector ξ ∈ T

θ
TM with

the pair of vectors D
θ
π(ξ) and K

θ
(ξ) in TpM . The Sasaki metric is a metric that makes H(θ)

and V (θ) orthogonal and is given by

gS
θ
(ξ, η) = 〈D

θ
π(ξ),D

θ
π(η)〉 + 〈K

θ
(ξ),K

θ
(η)〉.

Observe that SM is invariant by φt, thus, from now on, we consider φt restricted to SM and
SM endowed with the Sasaki metric.
The types of geodesic flows that we discuss in this paper are the Anosov geodesic flows, whose
definition follows below.
We say that the geodesic flow φt : SM → SM is Anosov (with respect to the Sasaki metric on
SM) if T (SM) has a splitting T (SM) = Es ⊕ 〈G〉 ⊕ Eu such that

dφt
θ(E

s(θ)) = Es(φt(θ)),

dφt
θ(E

u(θ)) = Eu(φt(θ)),

||dφt
θ

∣

∣

Es || ≤ Cλt,

||dφ−t
θ

∣

∣

Eu|| ≤ Cλt,

for all t ≥ 0 with C > 0 and 0 < λ < 1, where G is the vector field derivative of the geodesic
flow.

2.2 Jacobi fields and the differential of the geodesic flow

The Jacobi fields are important geometrical tools to understand the behavior of the differential
of the geodesic flow. A vector field J along γ

θ
is called the Jacobi field if it satisfies the equation

J ′′ +R(γ′
θ
, J)γ′

θ
= 0,

where R is the Riemann curvature tensor of M and “ ′ ” denotes the covariant derivative along
γ
θ
.

For θ = (p, v) and ξ = (w1, w2) ∈ T
θ
SM , (the horizontal and vertical decomposition) with

w1, w2 ∈ TpM and 〈v,w2〉 = 0. It is known that

dφt
θ(ξ) = (J

ξ
(t), J ′

ξ(t)), (1)

where J
ξ
denotes the unique Jacobi vector field along γ

θ
such that J

ξ
(0) = w1 and J ′

ξ(0) = w2

(see [10]). The equation (1) enables us to assert that the investigation of the dynamics of the
geodesic flow revolves around Jacobi fields.

Another crucial concept, intimately tied to this work, is that of conjugate points.
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Definition 2.1. Two points p and q on a Riemannian manifold to be conjugate if there exists
a geodesic γ connecting p and q, along which there exists a non-zero Jacobi field that vanishes
at both p and q. When no two points in M are conjugate, we say that the manifold M has no
conjugate points.

Geometries without conjugate points are fundamental in mathematics, particularly in dif-
ferential geometry and dynamical systems. They provide insights into the global structure of
Riemannian manifolds, influencing the behavior of geodesics. The absence of conjugate points
allows geodesics to extend indefinitely without intersecting themselves in the universal covering
impacting various mathematical analyses and theorems related to geodesic flows, curvature, and
topology. Additionally, in these geometries, the universal cover is an Euclidean space, further
illustrating their significance and utility in mathematical investigations.
As mentioned in the introduction, metrics whose geodesic flow is Anosov, in the compact case
[6] and in the case of finite volume [9], exhibit a geometry without conjugate points.

2.3 Symplectic geometry

The Riemannian geometry provides to unitary tangent bundle a natural symplectic structure
using the horizontal and vertical decomposition given in Subsection 2.1.
We define a symplectic form Ω and one-form β given by

Ωθ(ξ, η) = 〈D
θ
π(ξ),K

θ
(η)〉 − 〈D

θ
π(η),K

θ
(ξ)〉,

β
θ
(ξ) = gS

θ
(ξ,G(θ)) = 〈D

θ
π(ξ), v〉p.

Observe that ker β
θ
⊃ V (θ) ∩ T

θ
SM . It is possible to prove that a vector ξ ∈ T

θ
TM lies in

T
θ
SM with θ = (p, v) if and only if 〈K

θ
(ξ), v〉 = 0. Furthermore, β is an invariant contact form

by the geodesic flow whose Reeb vector field is the geodesic vector field G.
The subbundle S = ker β is the orthogonal complement of the subspace spanned by G. Since

β is invariant by the geodesic flow, then the subbundle S is invariant by φt, i.e., dφt(S(θ)) =
S(φt(θ)) for all θ ∈ SM and all t ∈ R.

It is known that the restriction of Ωθ to S(θ) is nondegenerate and invariant by φt (see [10]
for more details).

2.4 Graphs and Riccati equation

For θ = (p, v) ∈ SM , let N(θ) := {w ∈ TxM : 〈w, v〉 = 0}. By the identification of Subsection
2.1, we can write S(θ) := ker β = N(θ)×N(θ), V (θ) ∩ S(θ) = {0} ×N(θ) and H(θ) ∩ S(θ) =
N(θ)× {0}.

Definition 2.2. A subspace E ⊂ S(θ) with dimE = m−1 is said to be Lagrangian if Ωθ(ξ, η) = 0
for any ξ, η ∈ S(θ).

The Lagrangian subbundles play an important role in this paper (see Lemma 3.1), since in
the Anosov case, it is known that for each θ ∈ SM , the subspace Es(θ) and the subspace Eu(θ)
are Lagrangian (cf. [9] and [10]).

Observe that if E ⊂ S(θ) is a subspace with dimE = m − 1 and E ∩ V (θ) = {0}, then
E∩(H(θ)∩S(θ))⊥ = {0}. Hence, there exists a unique linear map T : H(θ)∩S(θ) → V (θ)∩S(θ)
such that E is the graph of T . In other words, there exists a unique linear map T : N(θ) → N(θ)
such that E = {(v, Tv) : v ∈ N(θ)}. Furthermore, the linear map T is symmetric if and only if
E is Lagrangian.
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Let E be an invariant Lagrangian subbundle, i.e, for every θ ∈ SM , E(θ) ⊂ S(θ) is a La-
grangian subspace and dφt(E(θ)) = E(φt(θ)), for all t ∈ R. Suppose that E(φt(θ))∩V (φt(θ)) =
{0} for every t ∈ (−δ, δ). We can to write E(φt(θ)) = graphU(t) for all t ∈ (−δ, δ), with
U(t) : N(φt(θ)) → N(φt(θ)) which satisfies the Ricatti equation

U ′(t) + U2(t) +R(t) = 0,

for more details see [5], [4] or [3, Section 2].

3 Classical results

In this section, we introduce key results and concepts crucial for proving our main theorem. The
first lemma, attributed to Mañé (cf. [9] and [10] for further details), reveals a “twist property”
between the vertical subbundle and a Lagrangian subbundle along orbits. Specifically,

Lemma 3.1. [9, Lemma III.2] If θ ∈ SM and E ⊂ S(θ) is a Lagrangian subspace, then the set
of t ∈ R such that dφt

θ(E) ∩ V (φt(θ)) 6= {0} is discrete.

Recall that a geodesic arc γ : [a, b] → M is devoid of conjugate points if, for any Jacobi
vector field with J(c) = 0 and J ′(c) 6= 0, it holds that J(t) 6= 0 for all t ∈ [a, b] except t = c. In
the subsequent theorem, Mañé established a correlation between the trivial intersection of the
vertical subbundle and a Lagrangian subbundle and the absence of conjugate points.

Lemma 3.2. [9, Proposition II.1] Let M be a Riemannian manifold and γ : [0, a] → M a geodesic
arc. If there exists a Lagrangian subspace E ⊂ S(γ(0), γ′(0)) such that V (γ(t), γ′(t))∩ dφt(E) =
{0} for all 0 ≤ t ≤ a, then the geodesic arc γ does not contain conjugates points.

For an alternative proof of the above result, see [7]. In the Anosov case, the stable (Es) and
unstable (Eu) subbundles are invariant, continuous, and Lagrangian. In this way, the above
results are valid for Es and Eu.

As an immediate consequence of Lemma 3.2 we obtain the following result.

Corollary 3.1. Let J be a nonzero Jacobi field along γθ such that J(a) = J(b) = 0 for a < b,
then there are c, d ∈ [a, b], a nonzero stable Jacobi filed Js and non zero unstable Jacobi field Ju

such that Js(c) = 0 and Ju(d) = 0.

When the manifold exhibits an Anosov geodesic flow and the curvature is bounded below,
the stable and unstable subbundles possess two fundamental properties. The first, established
by Knieper (cf. [7]), demonstrates that the zeros of stable and unstable Jacobi fields correspond
to conjugate points. The second property arises from Green’s method (cf. Green [5]), which
yields a uniform upper bound for the Riccati solution in instances where stable or unstable
Jacobi fields lack zeros. To elaborate further,

Lemma 3.3. [7, Lemma 3.5] Let M be a Riemannian manifold with curvature bounded below.
If the geodesic flow is Anosov then there exists a constant σ with the following property. If

Es(θ) ∩ V (θ) 6= {0}

then γθ has conjugate points on the interval [−1, σ]. If

Eu(θ) ∩ V (θ) 6= {0}

then γθ has conjugate points on the interval [−σ, 1].
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As Es and Eu are Lagrangian, then using the notation of Subsection 2.4, we have

Lemma 3.4. Let M be a Riemannian manifold with curvature bounded below by −k2. Assume
that the geodesic flow is Anosov, then if θ ∈ SM satisfies that

Es(φt(θ)) ∩ V (φt(θ)) = {0} for all t ∈ R,

then
sup
t∈R

‖U s
θ (t)‖ ≤ k,

where U s
θ (t) : N(φt(θ)) → N(φt(θ)) is the symmetric linear map such that Es(φt(θ)) = graphU s

θ (t).
An analogous result holds for the unstable case.

We also need a result due to Eberlein (cf. [4]).

Lemma 3.5. [4, Lemma 2.8] For any integer n > 2 consider the (n−1)×(n−1) matrix Riccati
equation

U ′(s) + U2(s) +R(s) = 0, (2)

where R(s) is a symmetric matrix such that 〈R(s)x, x〉 > −k2 for some k > 0, all unit vectors
x ∈ R

n−1 and all real numbers s. If U(s) is a symmetric solution of (2), which is defined for
all s > 0, then 〈U(s)x, x〉 < k coth(ks) for all s > 0 and all unit vectors x ∈ R

n−1.

4 The intersection between the vertical subspace and E
s,u

From Lemma 3.3 we need to avoid non-trivial intersection of the stable (unstable) bundle with
the vertical bundle. So, we consider the following subset of SM

Bs,u =
{

θ ∈ SM : V (θ) ∩ Es,u(θ) 6= {0}
}

.

The rest of this section is devoted to finding some properties of Bs,u. More specifically, we
will prove that Bs,u = ∅ (see Corollary 5.1, which implies the Theorem 1.2).

4.1 Properties of sets Bs and Bu

Lemma 4.1. The sets Bs,Bu ⊂ SM are closed.

Proof. Let θn ∈ Bs,u be, θn → θ, then there is zn ∈ V (θn) ∩ Es,u(θn). As the spaces involved
are subspaces, then we can assume that ‖zn‖ = 1. Thus, since V (θn) = ker dπθn and Es,u are
continuous subbundles, then passing to a subsequence if necessary, zn → z ∈ V (θ) ∩ Es,u(θ),
which implies that θ ∈ Bs,u.

Remark 4.1. Using the notation of Subsection 2.4, if θ /∈ Bs,u, then there are unique linear

maps T s,u
θ : H(θ) ∩ S(θ) → V (θ) ∩ S(θ) such that Es,u(θ) is the graph of T

s,u)
θ , i.e.,

Es,u(θ) = {(z, T s,u
θ (z)) : z ∈ H(θ)}.

Using the horizontal and vertical coordinates from Subsection 2.4, the following lemma yields
a local uniform control of the norm of the linear maps T s,u, enabling us to govern the vertical
coordinates through the horizontal ones.
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Lemma 4.2. Assume that θ /∈ Bs,u, then there is a compact neighborhood Us,u
θ ⊂ SM \ Bs,u of

θ and αs,u(θ) > 0 such that if (v,w) ∈ Es,u(z), then

‖w‖ ≤ αs,u(θ)‖v‖ for all z ∈ Us,u
θ .

Proof. We prove the stable case since the unstable case is analogous.
Let θ /∈ Bs be, then by Lemma 4.1 there is a compact neighborhood Us

θ ⊂ SM \ Bs of θ such
that for all z ∈ Us

θ , we have that
V (z) ∩ Es(z) = {0}.

Then, by Remark 4.1, for each z ∈ Us
θ there is a unique linear map

T s
z : H(z) ∩ S(z) → V (z) ∩ S(z),

such that Es(z) is the graph of T s
z . The compactness of Us

θ and the continuity of Es allows us
to state that there is αs(θ) > 0 such that

‖T s
z ‖ ≤ αs(θ) for all z ∈ Us

θ .

Observe that if (v,w) ∈ Es(z), then (v,w) = (v, T s
z (v)), which implies that

‖w‖ = ‖T s
z (v)‖ ≤ αs(θ)‖v‖.

In the context of Bs,u, as a corollary of Lemma 3.5, we have (compare with Lemma 3.4).

Lemma 4.3. Let M be a Riemannian manifold with curvature bounded below by −k2, for some
k > 0, with Anosov geodesic flow. Let θ ∈ SM such that φt(θ) /∈ Bu for all t ≥ 0. If Uu is the
symmetric solution of the Ricatti equation (2) associated to the unstable bundle Eu on [0,+∞),
then

〈Uu(t)x, x〉 < k coth(kt),

for all t > 0 and all unit vectors x ∈ R
n−1. Analogous result for stable cases.

Proof. Note simply that if φt(θ) /∈ Bu for t ≥ 0, then Uu(t) is defined for t ≥ 0 and the result
follows from Lemma 3.5.

Remark 4.2. In the same conditions of the previous lemma, observe that coth kt ≤ 2 for all

t ≥
1

k
and then

〈U s(−t)x, x〉 ≤ 2k for all t ≥
1

k
(3)

and all unit vectors x ∈ R
n−1. In particular, ‖U s(−t)‖ ≤ 2k for all t ≥ 1

k
.

Using the notation of Lemma 4.2, then an immediate consequence, we have

Corollary 4.1. In the conditions of the previous lemma, let θ ∈ SM such that φ−t(θ) /∈ Bs for

all t ≥ 0. Then for all t ≥
1

k
,

αs(φ
−t(θ)) ≤ 2k.

Analogous for the stable case.
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Proof. Assume that t ≥
1

k
and consider (v,w) ∈ Es(φ−t(θ)), then by Lemma 4.2 and Remark

4.2 we have that ‖w‖ ≤ 2k‖v‖. Thus, αs(φ
−t(θ)) ≤ 2k, for all t ≥

1

k
. The unstable case is

analogous.

It is important to observe that in the Anosov case, subbundles Es and Eu are invariant and
Lagrangian, therefore Lemma 3.1 can be written in terms of the sets Bs,u.

Lemma 4.4 (Twist Property). For each θ ∈ SM , the sets {t ∈ R : φt(θ) ∈ Bs} and {t ∈ R :
φt(θ) ∈ Bu} are discrete.

When the manifold has curvature bounded below, thanks to Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 3.3, the
sets Bs,u have the following special property:

Lemma 4.5 (Transfer Property). If θ ∈ SM is such that there is t0 with φt0(θ) ∈ Bs, then there
exists t1 ∈ [t0 − 1, t0 + σ] such that φt1(θ) ∈ Bu, where σ is as in Lemma 3.3. An analogous
result for the unstable case.

Proof. From Lemma 3.3 it follows that the geodesic arc γθ : [t0 − 1, t0 + σ] → M has conjugate
points. Now suppose that φt(θ) /∈ Bu for all t ∈ [t0−1, t0+σ]. Then, from Lemma 3.2 follows that
the geodesic arc γθ : [t0 − 1, t0 + σ] → M does not contain conjugate points. This contradiction
concludes the proof.

4.2 Topological properties of the first positive (negative) time to Bs,u

In this section, we estimate the first moment that orbits intersect the sets Bs,u, which will be a
fundamental tool to prove Theorem 1.2.

We consider the special sets

Bu
+ =

{

θ ∈ SM : there is t ≥ 0 with φt(θ) ∈ Bu
}

.

and
Bs
− =

{

θ ∈ SM : there is t ≤ 0 with φt(θ) ∈ Bs
}

.

For θ ∈ Bu
+, denote by

tu+(θ) = min
{

t ≥ 0 : φt(θ) ∈ Bu
}

, and tu−(θ) = inf
{

t < 0 : φt(θ) ∈ Bu
}

.

Note that if φ−t(θ) /∈ Bu for all t < 0, then tu−(θ) = −∞. Analogously, if θ ∈ Bs
−, denote by

ts−(θ) = max
{

t ≤ 0 : φt(θ) ∈ Bs
}

and ts+(θ) = inf
{

t > 0 : φt(θ) ∈ Bs
}

.

Note that if φt(θ) /∈ Bs for all t > 0, then ts+(θ) = +∞.
From Lemma 4.4 the times tu+(θ) and ts−(θ) are well defined.

Remark 4.3. From the definition of tu−(θ) and tu+(θ), there is no unstable Jacobi field with zeros
in (tu−(θ), t

u
+(θ)). Analogous result for the stable case.

Definition 4.1. A subset A ⊂ SM is called a Pointwise Negatively (resp. Positively) Capturing
Set if, for every x ∈ A such that O−(x) ⊂ A (resp. O+(x) ⊂ A) , it follows that O(x) ⊂ A,
where O−(x) and O+(x) denote the negative and positive orbits of x, respectively, and O(x)
denotes the orbit of x.
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It is worth noting that negatively or positively invariant sets are not always invariant and
therefore cannot be considered Pointwise Negatively ( or Positively) Capturing Sets. This is a
rather special property found only in very specific cases of dynamical systems. The following
theorem demonstrates that the complements of sets Bu and Bs possess this additional property.
Moreover, it is pivotal as it allows us to deduce the absence of conjugate points along a geodesic
if they are confined to only one side. Its proof ingeniously utilizes the special times tu+(θ) and
ts−(θ).

Theorem 4.1. The set SM \ Bu is Pointwise Negatively Capturing Set and the set SM \ Bs is
Pointwise Positively Capturing Set.

The proof of the previous theorem is somewhat delicate and requires several additional lem-
mas. Moreover, it will be instrumental in demonstrating straightforwardly that SM \ Bu and
SM \ Bs are non-empty for non-compact manifolds.

For the rest of the paper, consider the Wroskian W (J, Y )(t) of two Jacobi fields, J and Y
defined by

W (J, Y )(t) := 〈J(t), Y ′(t)〉 − 〈J ′(t), Y (t)〉.

It is not difficult to prove that W (J, Y )(t) is a constant function, which is zero if and only if J
and Y are linearly dependent.
Additionally, the special times defined earlier pinpoint the initial interval where the geodesic
remains free of conjugate points, as illustrated in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.6. If θ ∈ Bu
+ \ Bu (resp. θ ∈ Bs

− \ Bs) then γθ(t) has no conjugate on (tu−(θ), t
u
+(θ)],

(resp. [ts−(θ), t
s
+(θ))).

Proof. In the proof does not matter if tu−(θ) is finite or not. By contradiction, assume that there
are tu−(θ) < a < b ≤ tu+(θ) and a nonzero Jacobi field J along γθ such that J(a) = J(b) = 0,
then from Corollary 3.1 there is a nonzero unstable Jacobi field Ju along γθ and c ∈ [a, b] such
that Ju(c) = 0. Then, since θ ∈ Bu

+ \ Bu and the definition of tu−(θ) we have c ∈ (0, tu+(θ)]. If
c < tu+(θ) we have a contradiction with the minimality of tu+(θ). Otherwise, b ≥ c = tu+(θ) ≥ b
and the Wroskian, W (J, Ju) = 0. Thus it should be Ju(a) = 0 with tu−(θ) < a < b = tu+(θ),
which provides a contradiction from Remark 4.3.

Corollary 4.2. If θ ∈ Bu
+ \ Bu (resp. θ ∈ Bs

− \ Bs), then γθ(t) has no conjugate on [0, tu+(θ)],
(resp. [ts−(θ), 0]).

Before proving Theorem 4.1, we recall an important property regarding closed intervals
without conjugate points (cf. [7, Corollary 2.12]).

Lemma 4.7. Let M be a Riemannian manifold with curvature bounded below by −k2 and T ≥ 1.
Then there exists A = A(k) > 0 such that if γ : [−1, T + 1] → M is a geodesic arc without
conjugate points and J , −1 ≤ t ≤ T + 1 is a perpendicular Jacobi field on γ with J(0) = 0 and
then

‖J ′(t)‖ ≤ A‖J(t)‖

for all 1 ≤ t ≤ T .

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Let us prove that SM \Bu is pointwise negatively capturing set since
the other case is analogous. Assume that O−(θ) ⊂ (SM \ Bu). Then, considering a fixed num-
ber β > 1 and put θβ := φ−β(θ) /∈ Bu and O−(θβ) ⊂ (SM \ Bu). Moreover, from Lemma 3.2
the geodesic γθβ(t) has no conjugate points in (−∞, β). Therefore, without loss of generality,
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changing θβ by θ, we can assume that θ /∈ Bu and γθ(t) has no conjugate points in (−∞, β). By
contradiction assume that O+(θ)∩ Bu 6= ∅, or equivalent θ ∈ B+

u \ Bu, consequently tu+(θ) < ∞.
From Lemma 4.6 γθ has no conjugate points on [0, tu+(θ)].

Claim: γθ has no conjugate points on (−∞, tu+(θ)].

Proof of Claim. If tu+(θ) ≤ β, we are done. If tu+(θ) > β, then by contradiction, assume
that γθ(t) has conjugate points in (−∞, tu+(θ)], then there is a nonzero Jacobi field J and
a, b ∈ (−∞, tu+(θ)] such that J(a) = J(b) = 0, a < b. It is easy to see that a < 0 and β ≤ b.
Thus, from Corollary 3.1 and the minimality of tu+(θ) we have φr0(θ) ∈ Bu for some r0 ∈ (a, 0).
So, by Lemma 3.3 the geodesic γφr0 (θ)(t) = γθ(t+ r0) has conjugate points in [−σ, 1]. Therefore,
γθ(t) has conjugate points in [−σ + r0, 1 + r0] which implies, since r0 < 0 and β > 1, that γθ(t)
has conjugate points in [−σ + r0, β) which provides a contradiction and the proof of claim is
concluded.

Now we denote by Ju
θ (t) the unstable Jacobi field along γθ(t) such that Ju

θ (t
u
+(θ)) = 0. For

r > 0, Ju
r (t) := Ju

θ (t−r) is an unstable Jacobi field along γφ−r(θ)(t) with tu+(φ
−r(θ)) = tu+(θ)+r.

We denote ξur = (Ju
r (0), (J

u
r )

′(0)) and assume that ‖ξur ‖ = 1. Let Js
r (t) be a stable Jacobi field

along γφ−r(θ)(t) with Js
r (0) = Ju

r (0) and put ξsr = (Js
r (0), (J

s
r )

′(0)).
We define the Jacobi field Jr(t) = Ju

r (t)− Js
r (t) which satisfies Jr(0) = 0. Take r > 0 such that

tu+(θ)+ r− 1 > 1, since γφ−r(θ)(t) has no conjugate points in (−∞, tu+(θ)+ r), from Lemma 4.10

‖J ′
r(t)‖ ≤ A‖Jr(t)‖ for 1 ≤ t < tu+(θ) + r − 1.

Thus,

‖(Ju
r )

′(t)‖ − ‖(Js
r )

′(t)‖ ≤ ‖J ′
r(t)‖ ≤ A‖Jr(t)‖ ≤ A‖Ju

r (t)‖+A‖Js
r (t)‖ (4)

for all 1 ≤ t < tu+(θ) + r − 1.
Therefore, by the definition of Anosov geodesic flow, we have

max{‖Js
r (t)‖ , ‖(J

s
r )

′(t)‖} ≤
(

‖Js
r (t)‖

2 + ‖(Js
r )

′(t)‖2
)

1
2

=
∥

∥

∥
Dφt

θ(ξ
s
r)
∥

∥

∥
≤ Cλt‖ξsr‖. (5)

Thus, from (4) and (5) we have

‖(Ju
r )

′(t)‖ ≤ A‖Ju
r (t)‖+ C(A+ 1)λt‖ξsr‖

for all 1 ≤ t < tu+(θ) + r − 1.
Therefore, as ‖ξur ‖ = 1

1

C
λ−t ≤ ‖Dφt(ξur )‖

≤
(

‖Ju
r (t)‖

2 + ‖(Ju
r )

′(t)‖2
)

1
2

≤
(

‖Ju
r (t)‖

2 +
(

A‖Ju
r (t)‖+ C(A+ 1)λt‖ξs‖

)2) 1
2

≤
√

1 +A2‖Ju
r (t)‖+

√

2CA(A+ 1)λt‖Ju
r (t)‖‖ξ

s
r‖+ C(A+ 1)λt‖ξsr‖

≤
√

1 +A2‖Ju
r (t)‖ +

√

2CA(A+ 1)‖Ju
r (t)‖‖ξ

s
r‖+ C(A+ 1)λt‖ξsr‖, (6)
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whenever 1 ≤ t < tu+(θ) + r − 1.
Note that φ−r(θ) /∈ Bs for all r > 0, then from Corollary 4.1 we have

‖ξsr‖ ≤
√

1 + 4k2‖Js
r (0)‖ ≤

√

1 + 4k2‖ξur ‖ =
√

1 + 4k2, for r >
1

k
.

Letting t → tu+(θ) + r − 1, then Ju
r (t) → Ju

θ (t
u
+(θ)− 1) and from (6)

1

C
λ−tu+(θ)−r+1 ≤

√

1 +A2‖Ju
θ (t

u
+(θ)− 1)‖

+

√

2CA(A+ 1)‖Ju
θ (t

u
+(θ)− 1)‖

√

1 + 4k2

+ C(A+ 1)λtu+(θ)+r−1
√

1 + 4k2, for r >
1

k
.

Taking r large enough, the two last inequalities provide a contradiction, since 0 < λ < 1.
Therefore, O(θ) ⊂ SM \ Bu as we wished.

Corollary 4.3. Let γθ(t) be a geodesic without conjugate points in (−∞, β) or (β,+∞), for
some β, then γθ(t) has no conjugate points in (−∞,+∞).

Proof. Assume that γθ(t) has no conjugate points in (−∞, β), the other case is analogous. From
Lemma 3.2, O−(θ) ⊂ SM \ Bu. So, Theorem 4.1 provides O(θ) ⊂ SM \ Bu and consequently
γθ(t) has no conjugate points.

The last corollary has the following important consequence.

Lemma 4.8. If M is a non-compact manifold with Anosos geodesic flow, then there is θ ∈ SM
such that the geodesic γθ(t) has no conjugate points. Consequently,

Es,u(φt(θ)) ∩ V (φt(θ)) = {0}, for all t ∈ R.

Proof. Since M is a non-compact manifold, there exists a ray γθ : [0,∞) → M , i.e., γθ is
a geodesic such that d(γθ(t), γθ(s)) = |t − s|, which implies that γθ does not have conjugate
points in (0,+∞), then from Corollary 4.3 the geodesic γθ does not have conjugate points in
(−∞,+∞).

This lemma shows that the set of points θ such that its orbit never intersects Bs and Bu is
nonempty. It will be used in Section 5 to prove Theorem 5.1.

4.2.1 Closedness of Bu
+ and Bs

−

The main goal of this section is to establish that Bu
+ and Bs

− are closed subsets of SM (see
Lemma 4.11 and Lemma 4.13). This assertion is pivotal and intricate, requiring the construction
of several auxiliary results to substantiate it.

Consider the diffeomorphism I : SM → SM , given by

I(x, v) = (x,−v).

Note that I2 = Id. This diffeomorphism helps to relate Bu
+ and Bs

−, and the non-positive time
tu+(θ) and non-negative time ts−(I(θ)).

Lemma 4.9. The diffeomorphism I has the following properties

(i) DIθ(E
u(θ)) = Es(I(θ)) and DIθ(E

s(θ)) = Eu(I(θ)).

11



(ii) I(Bs,u) = Bu,s, respectively. Also, I(Bu
+) = Bs

− and I(Bs
−) = Bu

+.

(iii) tu+(z) = −ts−(I(z)) and ts−(z) = −tu+(I(z)).

Proof. It is easy to see that in the horizontal and vertical coordinates DIθ(ξ1, ξ2) = (ξ1,−ξ2).
So, if ξ ∈ Eu(θ) and consider Jξ(t) the unstable Jacobi field associated to ξ, then JDIθ(ξ)(t) =
Jξ(−t) is a stable Jacobi field along γ

I(θ)
(t), which implies DIθ(ξ) ∈ Es(I(θ)). As dimEu(θ) =

dimEs(I(θ)), then DIθ(E
u(θ)) = Es(I(θ)).

If θ ∈ Bu
+, then there is ξ ∈ Eu(θ) and t0 ≥ 0 such that Jξ(t0) = 0. Therefore, since JDIθ(ξ)(t)

is a stable Jacobi field along γ
I(θ)

(t) and JDIθ(ξ)(−t0) = Jξ(t0) = 0, then I(θ) ∈ Bs
−. Since

I2 = Id, the other cases follow immediately.

In the following lemma, we establish a specific lower bound function for the norm of the
Jacobi field with a zero in an interval without conjugate points. The proof of this lemma follows
the same lines as [7, Lemma 2.13], with a suitable modification to obtain more accurate estimates
needed for the proof of Lemma 4.11 and Lemma 4.13.

Lemma 4.10. Let M be a Riemannian manifold with curvature bounded below by −k2, T > 1,
and γ : [−1, T ] → M a geodesic arc without conjugate points. Then there exists a positive real
function ρ : (0, T − 1) → M , depending only on k, such that for all perpendicular Jacobi field J
with J(0) = 0

||J(r)||2 ≥ ρ(T − r), for all 1 ≤ r < T,

where

ρ(t) =
||J ′(0)||4

(8

3
||J ′(0)||2 +

16

15
k2
)(

k coth k +
1

t
+

k2t

3

)

.

Proof. Fix r ∈ [1, T ) and δ ∈ (0, T − r). Now consider the piecewise differentiable vector field
X along γ(t) defined by

X(t) =















0, − 1 ≤ t ≤ 0,

J(t), 0 < t ≤ r,
(

1− (t−r)
δ

)

V (t) r < t ≤ r + δ,

where V (t) is the parallel vector field along γ in [r, r + δ) such that V (r) = J(r) . Then, from
the index form

0 < I[−1,r+δ](X,X) = 〈J ′(r), J(r)〉 +
1

δ
〈J(r), J(r)〉 −

∫ r+δ

r

〈R(t)X(t),X(t)〉 dt.

From the proof of Corollary 2.12 in [7], we have 〈J ′(r), J(r)〉 ≤ k coth k||J(r)||2. Hence,

I[−1,r+δ](X,X) ≤ ||J(r)||2
(

k coth k +
1

δ

)

+ k2
∫ r+δ

r

〈X(t),X(t)〉 dt

= ||J(r)||2
(

k coth k +
1

δ
+ k2

∫ r+δ

r

(

1−
(t− r)

δ

)2
dt
)

= ||J(r)||2
(

k coth k +
1

δ
+

k2δ

3

)

. (7)

Let Y be the piecewise differentiable vector field along γ(t) defined by
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Y (t) =

{

(1− t2)Z(t), − 1 ≤ t ≤ 1,

0, 0 < t ≤ r + δ.

where Z is the parallel vector field along γ in [−1, 1] such that Z(0) = J ′(0). Then

I[−1,r+δ](X,Y ) = −||J ′(0)||2.

Furthermore, it is not difficult to prove that

0 < I[−1,r+δ](Y, Y ) ≤
8

3
||J ′(0)||2 +

16

15
k2. (8)

Now consider for λ ∈ R the quadratic equation

I[−1,r+δ](X + λY,X + λY ) = I[−1,r+δ](X,X) + 2λI[−1,r+δ](Y,X) + λ2I[−1,r+δ](Y, Y ).

This quadratic equation has no real roots since the Jacobi equation has no conjugate points,
therefore

I[−1,r+δ](X,X)I[−1,r+δ](Y, Y ) > I[−1,r+δ](Y,X) = ||J ′(0)||4.

From (7) and (8) we have

||J(r)||2 ≥
||J ′(0)||4

(8

3
||J ′(0)||2 +

16

15
k2
)(

k coth k +
1

δ
+

k2δ

3

)

.

Hence, taking δ → T − r we conclude the proof of lemma.

The lemma below demonstrates that Bu
+ and Bs

− are closed sets in higher dimensions under
the assumption of bounded sectional curvature. Interestingly, this result holds in dimension two
under the sole assumption of sectional curvature being bounded below (see Lemma 4.13).

Lemma 4.11. If the sectional curvature of M is bounded, then the sets Bu
+ and Bs

− are closed.

Proof of Lemma 4.11. As I is a diffeomorphism, from Lemma 4.9 it is sufficient to prove
that Bu

+ is closed.
Assume that θn → θ with θn ∈ Bu

+, then for each n there is tn ≥ 0 such that φtn(θn) ∈ Bu and
there is ηn ∈ Eu(θn), ||dφ

1(ηn)|| = 1 such that Jηn(tn) = 0. Moreover, from Lemma 4.2 and
Lemma 4.4 we can assume that θ /∈ Bu∪Bs and for n large enough θn ∈ Uu

θ ∩U
s
θ ⊂ SM \(Bu∪Bs).

It is clear that if φ1(θ) ∈ Bu then θ ∈ Bu
+. If φ1(θ) ∈ Bs, then by the Transfer Property

(Lemma 4.5) there is t1 ∈ [0, 1 + σ] such that φt1(θ) ∈ Bu and θ ∈ Bu
+. Therefore, we can

assume that φ1(θ) /∈ (Bs ∪ Bu), and consequently φ1(θn) ∈ Uu
φ1(θ) ∩ Us

φ1(θ) ⊂ SM \ (Bu ∪ Bs).

From Lemma 4.6 provides that γθn(t) has no conjugate points on [0, tn]. Consider for each n,
θ1n := φ1(θn), so γθ1n(t) has no conjugate points on [−1, tn − 1].

Main Claim: The sequence {tn} is bounded.

Note that this claim implies that, from Lemma 4.1 and passing a sub-sequence if necessary,
φtn(θn) → φt0(θ) ∈ Bu, for some t0 ≥ 0. Thus we have that θ ∈ Bu

+ as we wish.

Therefore, to complete the proof of the Lemma, we need only prove the Main Claim.
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Proof of Main Claim. By contradiction, suppose that {tn} is unbounded. Since
ηn = dφ−1

φ1(θ)
(dφ1

θ(ηn)), then |ηn| ≤ Cλ||dφ1
θ(ηn)|| = Cλ, then without loss of generality, passing

to a sub-sequence if necessary, we assume that ηn → η ∈ Eu(θ), and θ1n → θ1 := φ1(θ). Let
ξn ∈ Es(θn) such that Jξn(1) = Jηn(1). Note that Es(θ1n)∩Eu(θ1n) = {0}, then J ′

ξn
(1) 6= J ′

ηn
(1).

Thus, we define
Jn(t) = Jηn(t+ 1)− Jξn(t+ 1)

a non-zero Jacobi field along γθ1n(t) with Jn(0) = 0. Put ||J ′
ηn
(1) − J ′

ξn
(1)|| := κn. From (1)

and continuity of Eu, dφ1
θn
(ηn) = (Jηn(1), J

′
ηn (1)) → dφ1

θ(η) = (Jη(1), J
′
η(1)) ∈ Eu(θ1). Thus

Jξn(1) = Jηn(1) → Jη(1). Also, from Lemma 4.2, as φ1(θn) ∈ Uu
φ1(θ) ∩ Us

φ1(θ) we have

||J ′
ξn
(1)|| ≤ αs(θ

1)||Jξn(1)|| and ||J ′
ηn
(1)|| ≤ αu(θ

1)||Jηn (1)||.

So, passing a subsequence if necessary we can assume that
ξn = dφ−1

φ1(θn)
(Jξn(1), J

′
ξn
(1)) → ξ ∈ Es(θ).

Remember the Wroskian, W (Jξn , Jηn)(t) of Jξn and Jηn defined by

W (Jξn , Jηn)(t) := 〈Jξn(t), J
′
ηn
(t)〉 − 〈J ′

ξn
(t), Jηn (t)〉.

Since Jξn and Jηn are linearly independent, it is evident that W (Jξn , Jηn)(t) is a nonzero constant
function. Therefore, given Jηn(tn) = 0, we have:

0 6= Wn := W (Jξn , Jηn)(t) = 〈Jξn(tn), J
′
ηn(tn)〉

= 〈Jξn(1), J
′
ηn (1)〉 − 〈J ′

ξn
(1), Jηn (1)〉

= 〈Jξn(1), J
′
ηn (1) − J ′

ξn
(1)〉.

As ξn → ξ and ηn → η, then Wn converges to 〈Jξ(1), J
′
η(1) − J ′

ξ(1)〉 := W0 = W (Jξ, Jη) 6= 0.
Thus, for sufficiently large n, we have:

3

2
|W0| ≥ |Wn| ≥

1

2
|W0|. (9)

In the remainder of the proof, without loss of generality, we assume W0 > 0 (this case always
occurs in dimension two), since the case of W0 < 0 is analogous.

For each n, we will now introduce four sequences of parameters ǫ2n, βn, σn, and µn. These
sequences enable us to construct a suitable Taylor polynomial approximation of ||Jn(t)||

2 in an
appropriate neighborhood of tn, which depends on these parameters. This will allow us to derive
a contradiction with the assistance of Lemma 4.10.
Parameters ǫ2n and βn:
For each n, we consider the function fn(t) := ||Jn(t)||

2. Then fn(tn − 1) = ||Jξn(tn)||
2 := ǫ2n and

f ′
n(tn − 1) = 2〈J ′

ηn(tn)− J ′
ξn
(tn),−Jξn(tn)〉

= −2〈J ′
ηn(tn), Jξn(tn)〉+ 2〈J ′

ξn
(tn), Jξn(tn)〉

= −2Wn + 2〈J ′
ξn
(tn), Jξn(tn)〉. (10)

From (10), since Jξn(t) is a stable Jacobi field, then for n large enough f ′
n(tn − 1) < 0. In this

case, consider the parameter

βn = inf
α>0

{α ∈ (tn,∞) : f ′
n(tn − 1 + α) = 0}.

Since fn(t) is a a non-negative function, fn(tn − 1) is small, and Jηn(t) is an unstable Jacobi
field, then βn is well defined. Moreover, from definition of βn

f ′
n(tn − 1 + α) < 0 for t ∈ [0, βn) and f ′

n(tn − 1 + βn) = 0, (11)
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consequently, for w ∈ (tn − 1, tn − 1 + βn) we have

0 ≤ fn(w) < fn(tn − 1) = ||Jξn(tn)||
2 := ǫ2n. (12)

Parameters σn and µn:

Consider the function gn(t) = 〈Jξn(t), Jηn(t)〉, which satisfies gn(1) > 0, gn(tn) = 0 and g′n(tn) =
Wn > 0, for n large enough. So, the following parameter is well-defined

σn = sup
α∈(0,tn]

{g′n(t) ≤ 0; t ∈ [tn − α, tn]}.

Also, if hn(t) := ||Jηn(t)||
2, then since Jηn(t) is aN unstable Jacobi field and hn(tn) = 0 the

following parameter is well-defined

µn := sup
α∈(0,tn]

{h′n(t) ≤ 0; t ∈ [tn − α, tn]}.

We will now examine some properties of the parameters ǫ2n, βn, σn, and µn. Specifically, we
aim to establish the following main properties:

(a) The sequence
βn
ǫ2n

is both upper and lower bounded.

(b) There exist a constant a0 (chosen very suitably) such that min{σn, µn} ≥ a0ǫ
2
n.

Due to the intricate nature and considerable length of the proofs, we will divide the process of
establishing properties (a) and (b) into 10 sub-claims.

Claim 1: For all α ∈ [−σn, βn]

〈Jξn(tn + α), J ′
ηn
(tn + α)〉 ≥

Wn

2
≥

W0

4
.

Proof of Claim 1. Note that,

g′n(t) = 〈Jξn(t), J
′
ηn
(t)〉+ 〈J ′

ξn
(t), Jηn(t)〉

= 2〈Jξn(t), J
′
ηn(t)〉 −Wn (13)

= Wn + 2〈J ′
ξn
(t), Jηn(t)〉. (14)

From definition of σn, if α ∈ [−σn, 0], then g′n(tn + α) ≥ 0. Moreover, if α ∈ [0, βn], then from
definition of Jn(t) and (12) we have

||Jηn(tn + α)|| ≤ ||Jn(tn + α)||+ ||Jξn(tn + α)||

≤ ǫ2n + Cλtn+α||ξn||. (15)

Therefore,
|〈J ′

ξn
(tn + α), Jηn (tn + α)〉| ≤ Cλtn+α||ξn||(ǫ

2
n +Cλtn+α||ξn||). (16)

Note that, for n large enough the right side of (16) converges to 0, since ξn → ξ. Thus, for n
large enough, we have that

|〈J ′
ξn
(tn + α), Jηn (tn + α)〉| ≤

W0

4
, α ∈ [0, βn]. (17)

Thus, from (14) and (17) we can conclude that

g′n(tn + α) > 0, α ∈ [0, βn].

Consequently, g′n(tn + α) ≥ 0 for all α ∈ [−σn, βn], which together with (9) and (13) provides
the proof of Claim 1.
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Claim 2: There is a constant δ0 ∈ (0, 1] such that for all n large enough

|〈Jξn(tn + α), J ′
ηn (tn + α)〉|

||Jξn(tn + α)|| · ||J ′
ηn(tn + α)||

≥ δ0; α ∈ [−σn, βn]. (18)

Proof of Claim 2. For each α ∈ [−σn, βn] consider the set

An,α :=
{

ν : |〈ν, J ′
ηn
(tn + α)〉| ≥

W0

4

}

.

It is easy to see that there is a positive constant α0 such that for every ν ∈ An,α and all
α ∈ [−σn, βn] we have

|∠(ν, J ′
ηn(tn + α))±

π

2
| > α0 > 0, (19)

where ∠(v,w) denotes the angle between v and w (angle between [−π
2 ,

π
2 ]). Finally, note that

|〈Jξn(tn + α), J ′
ηn(tn + α)〉|

||Jξn(tn + α)|| · ||J ′
ηn(tn + α)||

= cos∠(Jξn(tn + α), J ′
ηn(tn + α).

From Claim 1 Jξn(tn + α) ∈ An,α, therefore (19) gives us

cos∠(Jξn(tn + α), J ′
ηn(tn + α) ≥ cosα0 := δ0 > 0,

which concludes the proof of Claim 2.

As an important observation, note that (18) is invariant for multiplication of a parameter a > 0,
i.e., if we consider the stable and unstable Jacobi field aJξn(t) and aJη(t), respectively, then
(18) is valid for the same δ0. Therefore, for a parameter τ > 0, we consider

Jn,τ (t) = Jτηn(t+ 1)− Jδξn(t+ 1) = τ Jn(t).

We will choose a suitable parameter τ . In fact: note that

κn,τ := ||J ′
τηn

(1) − J ′
τξn

(1)|| = τκn; κ0,τ := ||J ′
τη(1) − J ′

τξ(1)|| = τκ0,

Inspired by Lemma 4.10, note that

lim
τ→∞

τ4κ40
8
3τ

2κ20 +
16
15k

2
= +∞.

As δ0 does not depend on τ , then there is τ0 > 0 such that

τ40κ
4
0

(8

3
τ20κ

2
0 +

16

15
k2
)

>
2

δ20
+ 5. (20)

Using the parameter τ0 and (20), if necessary, we change Jn by τ0Jn such that, from now on
(avoid δ0) we have

κ40
(8

3
κ20 +

16

15
k2
)
>

2

δ20
+ 5. (21)
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The choice of this parameter τ0 will be used at the end of the proof to obtain a contradiction.

Claim 3: For all α ∈ [−σn, βn]

(|Wn| − |Pn(α)|)
2

||Jξn(tn + α)||2
≤ ||J ′

ηn(tn + α)||2 ≤
(|Wn|+ |Pn(α)|)

2

δ20 ||Jξn(tn + α)||2
, (22)

where Pn(α) := 〈J ′
ξn
(tn + α), Jηn(tn + α)〉 and δ0 as Claim 2.

Proof of Claim 3. Using the Wroskian

〈Jξn(tn + α), J ′
ηn (tn + α)〉 = 〈J ′

ξn
(tn + α), Jηn (tn + α)〉 +Wn. (23)

Then (23) provides

||Jξn(tn + α)|| · ||J ′
ηn(tn + α)|| ≥ |〈Jξn(tn + α), J ′

ηn (tn + α)〉|

≥ |Wn| − |Pn(α)|,

which give us the left side of (22).
The proof of the right side of (22) follows from the Claim 2 and (23), since

||Jξn(tn + α)|| · ||J ′
ηn(tn + α)|| ≤

|〈Jξn(tn + α), J ′
ηn (tn + α)〉|

δ0

≤
|Wn|+ |Pn(α)|

δ0
.

In the next claim, we estimate
βn
ǫ2n

.

Claim 4: The sequence
{βn
ǫ2n

}

is bounded.

Proof of Claim 4. Since f ′
n(tn − 1 + βn) = 0, using the Taylor’s Theorem, for some β̃n ∈

(tn − 1, tn − 1 + βn)

fn(tn − 1) = fn(tn − 1 + βn)− f ′
n(tn − 1 + βn)βn +R(βn)

ǫ2n = fn(tn − 1 + βn) + f ′′
n(β̃n)β

2
n

ǫ2n = fn(tn − 1 + βn) + 2
(

||J ′
n(β̃n)||

2 −K(β̃n)||Jn(β̃n)||
2
)

β2
n, (24)

where K(β̃n) = K(γ′
θ1n
(β̃n), Jn(β̃n)) is the sectional curvature. From the last equality

1 =
fn(tn − 1 + βn)

ǫ2n
+ 2

||J ′
n(β̃n)||

2β2
n

ǫ2n
− 2K(β̃n)||Jn(β̃n)||

2β
2
n

ǫ2n
. (25)

By hypothesis, we have that −k2 ≤ K(β̃n) ≤ b2 for some k, b > 0. Then. from (12)

−k2ǫ2n ≤ K(β̃n)||Jn(β̃n)||
2 ≤ b2ǫ2n. (26)

From definition of Jn(t), ||J ′
n(β̃n)|| converges to infinite, so from (24) and (26) we can conclude

that
lim
n→∞

βn = 0.

17



Also, from (26)

−k2β2
n ≤ K(β̃n)||Jn(β̃n)||

β2
n

ǫ2n
≤ b2β2

n. (27)

By contradiction, assume that
{βn
ǫ2n

}

is an unbounded sequence, then since βn converge to 0,

then (25) and (27) provides
lim
n→∞

||J ′
n(β̃n)||

2βn = 0. (28)

Put β̄n ∈ [0, βn] such that β̃n = tn − 1 + β̄n. Since Jξn(t) is a stable Jacobi field, then the
definition of Jn(t) and (28) give us

lim
n→∞

||J ′
ηn
(tn + β̄n)||

2βn = 0. (29)

From (22)
(|Wn| − |Pn(β̄n)|)

2

||Jξn(tn + β̄n)||2
≤ ||J ′

ηn
(tn + β̄n)||

2, (30)

where Pn(β̄n) := 〈J ′
ξn
(tn + β̄n), Jηn(tn + β̄n)〉.

From mean value theorem, for some w ∈ [tn, tn + β̄n]

||Jξn(tn + β̄n)||
2

βn
= 2〈J ′

ξn
(w), Jξn (w)〉

β̄n
βn

+
ǫ2n
βn

. (31)

As |〈J ′
ξn
(w), Jξn(w)〉| ≤ C2λ2w||ξn|| ≤ C2λ2tn ||ξn||,

β̄n
βn

≤ 1, and
ǫ2n
βn

→ 0 (because, we are

assuming assume that
{βn
ǫ2n

}

is an unbounded sequence), then from (31) we have

lim
n→∞

βn
||Jξn(tn + β̄n)||2

= ∞.

Finally, as Wn converges to W0 > 0 and Pn(β̄n) converges to 0, then from the last inequality
and (30) we conclude that lim

n→∞
||J ′

ηn(tn + β̄n)||
2βn = ∞, which is a contradiction with (29) and

consequently the sequence
{βn
ǫ2n

}

is a bounded sequence.

The claim below holds for any positive constant a0 > 0. However, we select a specific value

for a0 to derive a contradiction. Specifically, we set a0 :=
1− δ20
W0

+ 2, where δ0 is as defined in

claim 3.
Claim 5: For all a0 > 0, we have

lim
n→∞

∣

∣

∣

||Jξn(tn)||
2

||Jξn(tn + α)||2
− 1
∣

∣

∣
= 0, for all α ∈ [−a0ǫ

2
n, βn].

Proof of Claim 5. Consider α ∈ [−a0ǫ
2
n, βn], then from mean value theorem (similar to (31))

||Jξn(tn + α)||2

||Jξn(tn)||
2

− 1 = 2
〈J ′

ξn
(w), Jξn(w)〉

||Jξn(tn)||
2

α, (32)

18



for some w ∈ [tn, tn + α] or w ∈ [tn + α, tn].
As ǫn = ||Jξn(tn)||, then

|〈J ′
ξn
(w), Jξn (w)〉α|

ǫ2n
≤ ||J ′

ξn
(w)|| · ||Jξn(w)||

{

a0,
βn
ǫ2n

}

≤ C2λ2w||ξn||max
{

a0,
βn
ǫ2n

}

. (33)

From Claim 4 the sequence {βn

ǫ2n
} is bounded, then the right of (33) converges to 0, which from

(32) completes the proof of claim.

With the assistance of the last claims, we establish a precise estimate of βn

ǫ2n
.

Claim 6: For all ǫ > 0 there is n0 such that

δ20
W0

− ǫ <
βn
ǫ2n

<
1

W0
+ ǫ, for all n ≥ n0,

Proof of Claim 6. From (11), f ′
n(tn − 1 + βn) = 0, then

|f ′
n(tn − 1 + βn)− f ′

n(tn − 1)| = |f ′′
n(β̃n)|βn

|f ′
n(tn − 1)| = 2

∣

∣

∣
||J ′

n(β̃n)||
2 −K(β̃n)||Jn(β̃n)||

2
∣

∣

∣
· βn

for some β̃n ∈ (tn−1, tn−1+βn), where K(β̃n) = K(γ′
θ1n
(β̃n), Jn(β̃n)) is the sectional curvature.

The last equation and (10) provides

2|〈J ′
ξn
(tn), Jξn(tn)〉 −Wn| = 2

∣

∣

∣
||J ′

n(β̃n)||
2 −K(β̃n)||Jn(β̃n)||

2
∣

∣

∣
· βn. (34)

Note that the left side of (34) converges to 2W0. Moreover, since
−k2 ≤ K(β̃n) ≤ b2, then from (12)

−k2ǫ2n ≤ K(β̃n)||Jn(β̃n)|| ≤ b2ǫ2n.

Consequently, from (34)
lim
n→∞

||J ′
n(β̃n)||

2 · βn = W0. (35)

Put β̃n := tn − 1 + β̄n, for some β̄n ∈ [0, βn]. Since Jξn(t) is a stable Jacobi field, then the
definition of Jn(t) and (35) give us

lim
n→∞

||J ′
ηn
(tn + β̄n)||

2 · βn = W0. (36)

Finally, from Claim 3 or (22) we have

(|Wn| − |Pn(β̄n)|)
2ǫ2n

||Jξn(tn + β̄n)||2
≤ ||J ′

ηn(tn + β̄n)||
2ǫ2n ≤

(|Wn|+ |Pn(β̄n)|)
2ǫ2n

δ20 ||Jξn(tn + β̄n)||2
. (37)

Similar to (16), lim
n→∞

|Pn(β̄n)| = 0. Thus, claim 5 provides that the left side and right side of

(37) converge to W 2
0 and

W 2
0

δ20
, respectively. Therefore, from (36) and (37), given ǫ > 0 we can

find n0 large enough such that such that

δ20
W0

− ǫ <
βn
ǫ2n

<
1

W0
+ ǫ, for all n ≥ n0,

and the proof of claim is complete.
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Consider the function hn(t) := ||Jηn(t)||
2, and define

µn := sup
α∈(0,tn]

{h′n(t) ≤ 0; t ∈ [tn − α, tn]}.

The number µn is well defined since Jηn(t) is a unstable Jacobi field and hn(tn) = 0.

Claim 7: Consider Γn(α) := ||Jηn(tn + α)||2, then there is a constant Γ0 such that, for n
large enough

Γn(α) ≤ Γ0, for all α ∈ [−χn, βn],

where χn := min{σn, µn, a0ǫ
2
n} and a0 as Claim 5.

Proof of Claim 7. From (15) we have that for all α ∈ [0, βn]

||Jηn(tn + α)|| ≤ ǫ2n + Cλt
n||ξn|| ≤ 1

for n large enough.
So, from now on, we only need to be worried about α ∈ [−χn, 0]. Consider α ∈ [−χn, 0], since
h(tn) = 0, then from Mean Value Theorem

−Γn(α) = −hn(tn + α) = h′n(w)α,

for some w ∈ (tn + α, tn). Also,

h′n(tn)− h′n(w) = h′′n(w̃)(tn − w) = 2
(

−K(w̃)||Jηn(w̃)||
2 + ||J ′

ηn(w̃)||
2
)

(tn − w),

for some w̃ ∈ (w, tn). Here K(w̃) = K(γ′θn(w̃), Jηn (w̃)) is the sectional curvature.
As −α ≤ χn ≤ µn, then tn−µn ≤ tn+α < w < w̃ < tn. Therefore, the definition of µn provides
||Jηn(w̃)||

2 ≤ Γn(α). Moreover, since K(w̃) ≥ −k2 and h′n(tn) = 0, we obtain

Γn(α) ≤ −2
(

− k2||Jηn(w̃)||
2 + ||J ′

ηn
(w̃)||2

)

α

≤ −2
(

− k2Γn(α) + ||J ′
ηn(w̃)||

2
)

α

≤ 2a0

(

− k2Γn(α) + ||J ′
ηn(w̃)||

2
)

ǫ2n, (38)

where in the last inequality we use that −α ≤ χn ≤ a0ǫ
2
n.

Therefore, our task now is to estimate ||J ′
ηn(w̃)||

2ǫ2n, for w̃ ∈ [tn + α, tn] and α ≥ −χn. We
can write w̃ = tn + a, with a ≥ α. Thus, as a ≥ α ≥ −χn ≥ −a0ǫ

2
n, then the Claim 5 provides

lim
n→∞

ǫ2n
||Jξn(tn + a)||

= 1. (39)

Moreover, as a ≥ α ≥ −χn ≥ −σn, then the Claim 3 establish that

||J ′
ηn
(tn + a)||2ǫ2n ≤

(Wn + |Pn(a)|)
2ǫ2n

δ20 ||Jξn(tn + a)||2
. (40)

As Wn → W0 and Pn(a) → 0, then from (39) the right side of (40) converges to
W 2

0

δ20
. Conse-

quently, for n large enough,
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||J ′
ηn
(w̃)||2ǫ2n = ||J ′

ηn
(tn + a)||2ǫ2n ≤

W 2
0

δ20
+ 1.

Then, from (38) we conclude that

Γn(α) ≤
W 2

0 + δ20
(1 + 2a0k2)δ20

:= Γ0.

Claim 8: For n large enough
µn ≥ min{a0ǫ

2
n, σn}.

Proof of Claim 8. Similar to last arguments, as h′n(tn) = 0 and
h′n(tn − µn) = 0, then

0 = h′(tn)− h′n(tn − µn) = 2
(

−K(ωn)||Jηn(ωn)||
2 + ||J ′

ηn(ωn)||
2
)

µn

for some ωn ∈ [tn − µn, tn] and again K(wn) = K(γ′θn(wn), Jηn(wn)) is the sectional curvature.
Thus

b2 ≥ K(ωn) =
||J ′

ηn(ωn)||
2

||Jηn(ωn)||2
.

The definition of Anosov flow and definition of µn provide

C−2λ−2ωn ||ηn|| ≤
( ||J ′

ηn(ωn)||
2

||Jηn(ωn)||2
+ 1
)

||Jηn(ωn)||
2 ≤ (b2 + 1)Γn(µn). (41)

Now, assume by contradiction that µn < min{a0ǫ
2
n, σn}, then µn = χn. Thus, Claim 7 and (41)

give us
C−2λ−2ωn ||ηn||

b2 + 1
≤ Γ0.

Since ηn converges to η, in particular, ||ηn|| is bounded, then we have a contradiction, since for
n large enough the left side of the last inequality goes to infinite.

Claim 9: For n large enough
σn ≥ min{µn, a0ǫ

2
n}.

Proof of Claim 9. Recall that gn(t) = 〈Jξn(t), Jηn (t)〉 and whose derivative is

g′n(t) = 2〈Jξn(t), J
′
ηn
(t)〉 −Wn

By definition of σn, if g
′
n(tn − σn) 6= 0, then µn = tn and the claim holds. Thus, we can assume

g′n(tn − σn) = 0 and then

〈Jξn(tn − σn), J
′
ηn (tn − σn)〉 =

Wn

2
.

Moreover, the Wroskian satisfies

〈Jξn(t), J
′
ηn(t)− 〈J ′

ξn
(t), Jηn (t)〉 = Wn.

Consequently,

〈J ′
ξn
(tn − σn), Jηn(tn − σn)〉 = −

Wn

2
.
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Assume by contradiction that σn < min{µn, a0ǫ
2
n}, then σn = χn. Thus, the last equation,

Claim 7, and (9) give us

W 2
0

16
≤

W 2
n

4
≤ ||J ′

ξn
(tn − an)||

2 · ||Jηn(tn − σn)||
2

≤ C2λ2(tn−an)Γn(−σn) ≤ C2λ2(tn−σn)Γ0. (42)

The right side of (42) converges to 0, which is a contradiction since W0 > 0.

Since an, µn, and ǫ2n are non-negative numbers, then as an immediate consequence of Claim 8
and Claim 9 we have

Claim 10: For n large enough
min{σn, µn} ≥ a0ǫ

2
n,

consequently, χn = a0ǫ
2
n.

Continuing with the proof of the lemma, from the Claim 6, for n large enough

−ωn := βn −
( 1

W0
+ 1
)

ǫ2n < 0.

Remember the parameter a0 :=
1− δ20
W0

+ 2. From Claim 6, it is easy to see that

a0ǫ
2
n ≥

( 1

W0
+ 1
)

ǫ2n − βn = ωn ≥
1

2
ǫ2n.

Therefore,
tn − a0ǫ

2
n < tn − ωn < tn < tn + ω̃n < tn + βn. (43)

Moreover, we know that γθ1n(t) has no conjugate point in [−1, tn−1]. In particular, for all ϑ > 0
small enough, γθ1n(t) has no conjugate point in [−1, tn−1−ωn−ϑ]. Thus, since Jn(0) = 0, then
the Lemma 4.10 provides that for all ϑ > 0 small enough

||Jn(tn − 1− ωn)||
2 ≥ ρ(ωn − ϑ).

Since ϑ is arbitrary, then there we have

||Jn(tn − 1− ωn)||
2 ≥ ρ(ωn).

The last inequality and definition of ρ(t) provides

(

k coth k +
1

ωn
+

k2

3
ωn

)

||Jn(tn − 1− ωn)||
2 ≥

κ4n
(8

3
κ2n +

16

15
k2
)
, (44)

where κn = ||J ′
n(0)|| = ||J ′

ηn
(1) − J ′

ξn
(1)||.

Multiplying and dividing by ǫ2n the left side of (44)

κ4n
(8

3
κ2n +

16

15
k2
)(

ǫ2n k coth k +
ǫ2n
ωn

+
k2

3
ǫ2nωn

)

≤
||Jn(tn − 1− ωn)||

2

ǫ2n
. (45)
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From Claim 6, let ǫ > 0, such that for n large enough we have that

ǫ2n k coth k +
k2

3
ǫ2nωn <

ǫ

1− ǫ
and

ωn

ǫ2n
> 1− ǫ

Therefore,
1

(

ǫ2n k coth k +
ǫ2n
ωn

+
k2

3
ǫ2nωn

)

>
1− ǫ

1 + ǫ
>

1

2
,

consequently, (45) become

1

2
·

κ4n
(8

3
κ2n +

16

15
k2
)

≤
||Jn(tn − 1− ωn)||

2

ǫ2n
. (46)

From Taylor’s theorem centered in tn − 1 + βn we can write (similar to (24))

fn(tn − 1− ωn)

ǫ2n
=

fn(tn − 1 + βn)

ǫ2n
− f ′

n(tn − 1 + βn)
(βn + ωn)

ǫ2n

+ 2
(

||J ′
n(αn)||

2 −K(αn)||Jn(αn)||
2
)(βn + ωn)

2

ǫ2n
, (47)

for some αn ∈ [tn − 1− ωn, tn − 1 + βn].
Let us estimate the right side of the last equation. First note that from (25) and (26) we

have that for n large enough
fn(tn − 1 + βn)

ǫ2n
≤

3

2
. (48)

From (43), ωn ≤ a0ǫ
2
n, thus since αn ∈ [tn − 1 − ωn, tn − 1 + βn], then Claim 7 and Claim 10

provides

−k2Γ0 ≤ K(αn)||Jn(αn)|| ≤ b2Γ0.

Also
(βn + ωn)

2

ǫ2n
=
( 1

W0
+ ǫ
)2

ǫ2n.

Thus, it is easy to see that

lim
n→∞

K(αn)||Jn(αn)||
(βn + ωn)

2

ǫ2n
= 0. (49)

Moreover, from Claim 3 and Claim 5, for n large enough

||J ′
ηn(αn)||

(βn + ωn)
2

ǫ2n
= ||J ′

ηn(αn)||ǫ
2
n

( 1

W0
+ ǫ
)2

≤
1

δ20
+

1

8
.

Thus, from definition of Jn(t) the last equation implies that for n large enough

||J ′
n(αn)||

(βn + ωn)
2

ǫ2n
≤

1

δ20
+

1

4
. (50)

Since f ′
n(tn − 1 + βn) = 0, then (47), (48), (49), and (50) allow us to conclude that for n large

enough
fn(tn − 1− ωn)

ǫ2n
≤

1

δ20
+ 2. (51)
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Finally, as fn(tn − 1− ωn) = ||Jn(tn − 1− ωn)||
2, then (46) and (51) provide

κ4n
(8

3
κ2n +

16

15
k2
)
≤

2

δ20
+ 4,

which implies that
κ40

(8

3
κ20 +

16

15
k2
)
≤

2

δ20
+ 4. (52)

It is clear that (52) is a contradiction with (21) and therefore we conclude the proof of Claim
and consequently conclude the proof of Lemma.

Remark 4.4. In the proof of Lemma 4.11, only the upper bound of the curvature was utilized in
(26), (34), and (41). Therefore, we can amend the condition of bounded curvature from above
to the following condition: Put

Mn := max
{

sup
t∈[tn−1,tn−1+βn]

K(Jn(t), γθ1n(t)), sup
t∈[tn,tn+βn]

K(Jηn(t), γθn(t))
}

,

then
lim inf
n→∞

λtnMn = 0, (53)

where λ is the constant of contraction of the definition of Anosov flow.
Since 0 < λ < 1, then it is clear that if M has curvature bounded above, then satisfies (53).

To conclude this section, we establish Lemma 4.11 in the two-dimensional scenario without
imposing any restriction on the upper limit of the sectional curvature. To accomplish this, we
require the following lemma.

Lemma 4.12 (Zeros of Jacobi Fields in Dimension 2). If a < b and J is a Jacobi field
such that J(a) = J(b) = 0, then any Jacobi field J̃ has a zero in [a, b]. Moreover, if J̃ and J are
linearly independent, then J̃ has a zero in (a, b).

Lemma 4.13. If the sectional curvature of M is bounded below, then the sets Bu
+ and Bs

− are
closed.

The proof follows the same approach as the proof of Lemma 4.11, but we must avoid relying
on the condition of the curvature being bounded above. Consequently, we only establish which
claims of the proof of Lemma 4.11 remain valid in the two-dimensional case without an upper
bound on the sectional curvature.

Proof of Lemma 4.13. Maintain the notation of Lemma 4.11 throughout. For each n, let
Vn(t) be a parallel vector field along γθn(t). If J is a Jacobi field along γθn(t), then J(t) =
f(t)Vn(t), where f(t) is a real function. Therefore, all Jacobi fields along γθn(t) can be regarded
as real functions. Henceforth, let Jξn and Jηn , defined similarly to Lemma 4.11, be considered
as real functions. In this case, without loss of generality, we can assume that Jηn > 0 in [0, tn).
From Lemma 4.6 and Lemma 4.12, we have that Jξn(t) has a unique zero rn in [0, tn). Conse-
quently, Wn = Jξn(tn)J

′
ηn
(tn) > 0 and W0 > 0.

Claim 1: There is un > tn − 1 such that Jn(un) = 0.
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Proof of Claim 1. If Jξn(t+1) has a zero zn, for some zn− 1 > tn− 1, then from Lemma 4.12
Jxin(t) has a zero in (tn, zn) and consequently Jn has a zero in (tn − 1, z−1). Therefore, we can
assume that and Jηn(t+ 1) < 0 for t > tn − 1.
On the other hand, by the uniqueness of rn we know that

Jn(tn − 1) = Jηn(tn)− Jξn(tn) = −Jξn(tn) > 0.

Finally, we can assume by contradiction that Jn(t) 6= 0 for all t > tn− 1. Then from the last
inequality Jn(t) > 0 and then

Jξn(t) < Jηn(t) < 0, t > tn,

which allows us to conclude that

|Jηn(t)| < |Jξn(t)|, t > tn.

The last inequality provides a contradiction since Jξn is a stable Jacobi field and Jηn is unstable.

Using the Claim 1, we consider the positive number

βn := inf{u > 0 : Jn(tn − 1 + u) = 0}.

This number βn has the same role as the βn defined in the proof of Lemma 4.11, but with the
additional and important properties Jn(tn − 1 + βn) = 0.
To conclude the proof of this lemma, we need to prove that all ten claims of the proof of Lemma
are valid without the condition of curvature bounded above. It is not difficult to check, such
condition on the curvature is only used in Claim 4, Claim 6, and Claim 8. So, from now on we
focus on proving such three Claims. Thus, note that in the two-dimensional case, the number
δ0 of Claim 3 is equal to 1.

We also note that Claim 5 and Claim 6 of the proof of the last lemma depend on Claim 4,
but here we joined both Claim 4 and Claim 6 in a single claim, and consequently Claim 5 is
already valid.

Claim 2: In this case lim
n→∞

βn
ǫ2n

=
1

W0
.

Proof of Claim 2. First, we prove that the sequence
{βn
ǫ2n

}

is bounded. For this sake, note

that Jn(tn − 1 + βn) = 0, so the mean value theorem provides

−
ǫn
βn

=
Jn(tn − 1 + βn)− Jn(tn − 1)

βn
= J ′

n(β̃n),

for some β̃n ∈ (tn − 1, tn − 1 + βn). Therefore

ǫ2n
βn

= |J ′
n(β̃n)|

2 · βn. (54)

If
{βn
ǫ2n

}

is an unbounded sequence, then passing to a sub-sequence if necessary, we have that

lim
n→∞

ǫ2n
βn

= 0, and the last inequality gives us that

lim
n→∞

|J ′
n(β̃n)|

2 · βn = 0.
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Hence, following the same lines of (29), (30), and (31) we find a contradiction and the sequence
{βn
ǫ2n

}

should be bounded, and consequently, Claim 5 of the proof of last lemma holds.

Now, writing β̃n = tn − 1 + β̄n, for some β̄n ∈ [0, βn). Therefore from Claim 3 of the proof of
Lemma 4.11, which is valid in this case, and using that in this case δ0 = 1, we have

(Wn − |Pn(β̄n)|)
2

|Jξn(tn + α)|2
≤ |J ′

ηn
(tn + β̄n)|

2 ≤
(Wn + |Pn(β̄n)|)

2

|Jξn(tn + β̄n)|2
, (55)

where Pn(β̄n) := J ′
ξn
(tn + β̄n) · Jηn(tn + β̄n). From (54) and (55) we have

(Wn − |Pn(β̄n)|)
2ǫ2n

|Jξn(tn + α)|2
≤

(

ǫ2n
βn

)2

≤
(Wn + |Pn(β̄n)|)

2ǫ2n
|Jξn(tn + β̄n)|2

. (56)

Since Wn converges to W0 > 0 and Pn(β̄n) converges to 0, then from Claim 3 of the proof of
Lemma 4.11 and (56), we conclude that

lim
n→∞

βn
ǫ2n

=
1

W0
,

as we wanted.

Finally, we prove that Claim 8 (Claim 3 below) of the proof of Lemma 4.11 is valid and
consequently, we have the proof of lemma follow the same lines as the proof of Lemma 4.11.
Remember we always keep the notion of last Lemma.

Claim 3: For n large enough
µn ≥ min{a0ǫ

2
n, σn}.

Proof of Claim 3. From the definition of µn J ′
ηn(tn − µn) = 0. Assume by contradiction

that µn < min{a0ǫ
2
n, σn}, then µn = χn, and from Claim 7 (of the proof of Lemma 4.11)

|Jηn(tn − µn)|
2 ≤ Γ0. Therefore

C−2λ−2(tn−µn)||ηn|| ≤ |Jηn(tn − µn)|
2 + |J ′

ηn
(tn − µn) ≤ Γ0.

Since ||ηn|| is bounded and away from zero and µn < min{a0ǫ
2
n, σn} is small, then the last

inequality provides a contradiction.

The remains of the proof of lemma follow the same lines as the proof of Lemma 4.11.

5 Proof of the Main Results

The main goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.1. Both proofs consist of
proving that Bs,u = ∅, and then using the Lemma 3.2.

To avoid always mentioning the sectional curvature conditions, we used the following defini-
tion:

Definition 5.1. A complete manifold M with bounded curvature below is nice if: M has di-
mension two or M has dimension greater than two and its sectional curvature is bounded.

This definition allows us to condense the Lemma 4.11 and the Lemma 4.13 into the following
lemma.
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Lemma 5.1. If M is a nice manifold, then the sets Bu
+ and Bs

− are closed.

Now, with the help of Lemma 5.1, our task is reduced to proving the following Theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Let M be a nice manifold with Anosov geodesic flow. Then, the sets

Λs,u =
{

θ ∈ SM : for all t ∈ R φt(θ) /∈ Bs,u
}

.

are closed, open, and nonempty subsets of SM .

Since SM is a connected manifold, then any subset open, closed, and nonempty should be
SM . Thus, as a corollary of Theorem 5.1, we have:

Corollary 5.1. If M is nice, then Bs,u = ∅.

From the last Corollary 5.1, we have that

Es,u(θ) ∩ V (θ) = ∅, for all θ ∈ SM.

Thus, since Es,u are Lagrangian, then by Lemma 3.2 we can conclude that M has no conjugate
points, and afortiori the proof of Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. From Lemma 4.5 (Transfer Property) holds that Λs = Λu. Thus, it
is sufficient to prove that Λu is an open, closed, and nonempty set.

Nonempty: It is a consequence of Lemma 4.8.

Closedness: It is an immediate consequence of Lemma 3.4 (a similar argument was used
by Mañé in [9]).

Openness: We will prove that SM\Λu is closed. In fact, assume that θn → θ with θn ∈ SM\Λu,
then there is tn ∈ R such that φtn(θn) ∈ Bu.
We have two cases to study.

Case 1: For infinitely many indexes n, tn > 0.
In this case, for infinitely many indexes n, θn ∈ Bu

+ and from Lemma 5.1 we have that θ ∈ Bu
+

and consequently θ ∈ SM \ Λu.
Case 2: For infinitely many indexes n, tn < 0.

Then by Lemma 4.5, we have that there is t̃n with |tn − t̃n| ≤ 1 + σ such that φt̃n(θn) ∈ Bs.

• If for infinitely many indexes t̃n < 0, then θn ∈ Bs
− and from Lemma 5.1 we have that

θ ∈ Bs
−, and consequently θ ∈ SM \ Λs = SM \ Λu.

• If for infinitely many indexes t̃n > 0, then 0 < t̃n < 1 + σ + tn < 1 + σ. Thus, passing to
a subsequence if necessary, from Lemma 4.1 we have that φt̃n(θn) → φt1(θ) ∈ Bs, which
implies θ ∈ SM \ Λs = SM \ Λu.
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