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Abstract. We study the homotopical minimal measures for positive definite
autonomous Lagrangian systems. Homotopical minimal measures are action-
minimizers in their homotopy classes, while the classical minimal measures (Mather
measures) are action-minimizers in homology classes. Homotopical minimal mea-
sures are much more general, they are not necessarily homological action-minimizers.
However, some of them can be obtained from the classical ones by lifting them to
finite-fold covering spaces. We apply this idea of finite covering to the geodesic
flows on surfaces of higher genus. Let (M,G) be a compact closed surface with
genus g > 1, where G is a complete Riemannian metric on M . Consider the posi-
tive definite autonomous Lagrangian L(x, v) = Gx(v, v), whose Lagrangian system
ϕt : TM → TM is exactly the complete geodesic flow on TM . We show that for
each homotopical minimal ergodic measure µ that is supported on a nontrivial
simple closed periodic trajectory, there is a finite-fold covering space M ′ such that
each ergodic preimage of µ on TM ′ is a minimal measure in the classic Mather
theory for the Lagrangian system on TM ′.

1. INTRODUCTION

Suppose (M,G) is a closed compact connected orientable manifold with a com-
plete Riemannian metric G. Let L : TM → R be a smooth function, called the
Lagrangian, which satisfies the following three conditions:

(1) Positive definiteness : For each x ∈ M , and v ∈ TxM , the restriction of L
to TxM is strictly convex, in the sense that its Hessian second derivative
(∂2L(x, v)/∂vi∂vj) is everywhere positive definite.

(2) Super-linear Growth:

L(x, v)

∥v∥
→ +∞, as ∥v∥ → ∞

for all x ∈M , where ∥ · ∥ is the Riemannian metric on M .
(3) Completeness of the Euler-Lagrange flow : All the solutions of the Euler-

Lagrange equation can be extended to all t ∈ R.
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The (autonomous) Euler-Lagrange flow is a smooth flow φt : TM ←↩ generated
by the Euler-Lagrange equation, which is, in local coordinates:

d

dt

∂L

∂ẋ
(x, ẋ) =

∂L

∂x
(x, ẋ).

The Euler-Lagrange equation is a first-order ordinary differential equation on TM ,
which defines a vector field on TM and then generates the flow φt : TM ←↩. By the
assumption that the Lagrangian L satisfies conditions (1-3), the flow φt is usually
called a positive definite Euler-Lagrange flow or a positive definite Lagrangian sys-
tem.

The geodesic flow is a primary example of positive definite Lagrangian system.
Let

L(x, v) = Gx(v, v).

One can check that L satisfies the three conditions in the above, and the corre-
sponding Euler-Lagrange equation is equivalent to the geodesic equation. Therefore
a geodesic flow is a positive definite Euler-Lagrange flow. The geodesic flows, es-
pecially the geodesic flows on manifolds with negative or non-positive curvatures,
are very typical conservative dynamical systems, and often used as touchstones to
validate new theories and methods in general conservative systems. In this work,
we will follow this traditional technical route, and employ our ideas in the study of
the minimal measures in the homotopical version to the geodesic flows on compact
surfaces with higher genus. Some conjectures proposed in our previous work on the
Mather theory will be show to valid for geodesic flows on surfaces.

Mather theory studies the action-minimizing trajectories and minimal measures
for positive definite Lagrangian systems on compact manifolds. In the theory of
analytic mechanics, a basic principle is that a true trajectory of a mechanical system
must be an extremal of action, i.e., a trajectory γ(t) must satisfy the following fixed
endpoints variational equation:

δ

∫ b

a

L(γ(t), γ′(t)) dt = 0.

It is a easy to check that these true trajectories are all solutions of the Euler-Lagrange
equation. Mather theory was established exactly based on this variational principle.

The basic idea in Mather theory is to classify the invariant measures with their
associated first homology class or cohomology class (cf. [9]). Accordingly, the action-
minimizing trajectories defined in the Mather theory are the trajectories obtained by
consider the fixed endpoint variational equation under a homologous constrain. The
advantage of using the first homology to classify the invariant measures is that the
first homology group H1(M,R) is a vector space, on which we can do calculations.
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However, when the manifold M has complicated topological structure, for example
when the fundamental group π1(M,x) is not commutative, the Lagrangian systems
defined on TM may have richer dynamics which are not completely discovered by
Mather theory. This is the reason we expect to consider a more general framework
of action-minimizers and minimal measures.

For the purpose of exploring the dynamical complexity of Lagrangian systems on
manifolds with complicated topology, the fundamental group seems to be a suit-
able candidate for classifying invariant measures. There have been many evidences
suggesting that the complicity in the topology of M , especially the complicated
structure of the fundamental group π1(M,x), leads to the complicity in dynamics
for Lagrangian systems on M . For example, in [3], Dinaburg showed that, for geo-
desic flows on the complete Riemannian manifold, if the fundamental group of the
manifold has exponential growth, then the topological entropy of the geodesic flow
is positive. A lower bound of the topological entropy of the geodesic flow is given
in terms of the algebraic growth rate of the fundamental group. This result was
also proven to be valid for general autonomous positive definite Lagrangian systems
(cf. [7]). This implies that a substantial part of the complicity in dynamics of the
autonomous Lagrangian systems is contributed by the topological complicity of M
relating to the fundamental group. Moreover, we also notice that for many compact
manifolds, such as manifolds which admit Riemannian metrics with negative sec-
tional curvatures, the topology of the manifolds can be uniquely determined by the
fundamental groups (cf. [4]). It is very promising that by studying minimal mea-
sures in the homotopical version, we can obtain more comprehensive information of
the Lagrangian systems.

The disadvantage of using π1(M,x) instead of H1(M,R) to classify invariant
measures, is that there is no vector space structure on π1(M,x) when it is non-
commutative. This creates a significant obstacle when we try to use the existing
results and techniques in the classical Mather theory. To overcome this difficulty, in
[15], we propose a method of considering the lifting the Lagrangian systems to some
suitable finite covering spaces, and in this way, ”transform” the minimality in the
homotopical version to the minimality in the homological version on the covering
spaces. It has been proven in [15] that it is possible to transform some minimal
ergodic measures in the homotopical version to Mather’s minimal measures through
finite lifting. We conjecture that (under suitable conditions) a minimal ergodic mea-
sure in the homotopical version can either be lifted to a Mather measure on some
finite-fold covering space, or be a limit of a sequence of invariant measures that are
projections of Mather measures on finite-fold covering spaces.
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In this article, we will show that our conjecture is at least partially valid for
geodesic flows on surfaces of higher genus. We will prove every homotopical mini-
mal ergodic measure distributed on a closed trajectory can be lifted to a Mather’s
minimal measure on a finite covering space. We have the following Theorem.

Theorem 1.1 (Main Theorem). Suppose (M,G) is a compact closed surface of
genus greater than 1, which possesses a complete Riemannian metric G. Let φt

be the positive definite Lagrangian system on TM generated by the Lagrangian
L(x, v) = Gx(v, v), i.e. φt is the complete geodesic flow defined on TM . For
each minimal ergodic measure µ in the homotopical version which is distributed
on a closed trajectory, there is a finite-fold covering space M ′ with covering map
p : M ′ → M such that every ergodic preimage of µ on TM ′ is a minimal measure
in Mather theory for the lifted Lagrangian systems generated by L′ = L ◦ dp.

We remark that some of the techniques used in the proof are from our previous
works [14] and [15]. We will recall all the key results we need, in Chapter 4 and 5.
Moreover, a discussion of non-periodic minimal measures in the homotopical ver-
sion for geodesic flows on surfaces with negative or non-positive curvature will be
presented in the last chapter of this article.

2. MATHER THEORY

In this chapter, we give a short introduction to the classic Mather’s theory for
positive definite autonomous Lagrangian systems on compact manifolds. Suppose
M is a smooth compact Riemannian manifold without boundary, and L : TM → R
is a C2 Lagrangian function which satisfies the three conditions in Chapter 1. Let
φt : TM ←↩ be the Euler-Lagrange flow generated by L.

For an absolutely continuous curve γ : [a, b] → M , b > a, we define its action
AL(γ) in the following way:

AL(γ) =

∫ b

a

L(γ(t), γ′(t)) dt.

Definition 2.1 (Action-mimimizer). An absolutely continuous curve γ : [a, b]→M
is said to be an action-minimizer if for any absolutely continuous curve l : [a, b] →
M , with l(a) = γ(a) and l(b) = γ(b) and homologous to γ relative to endpoints, we
have

AL(γ) ≤ AL(l).

An absolutely continuous curve γ : R→M is said to be an action-minimizer if any
finite segment of γ is an action-minimizer.
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Obviously, if γ : [a, b] → M is a an action-minimizer, it should satisfy the varia-
tional principle:

δ

∫ b

a

L(γ(t), γ′(t)) dt = 0,

and therefore it is a solution of the Euler-Lagrange equation (so γ is automatically
C2). Therefore, if γ : R→M is an action-minimizer, then it is smooth and

(γ, γ′) : R→ TM

is a true trajectory of the Lagrangian system. We call (γ, γ′) an action-minimizing
trajectory. We remark that, the existence of action-minimizers subjected to the fixed
endpoints for positive definite Lagrangian is guaranteed by the Tonelli Theorem
(cf. [9]). For this reason, the action-minimizers are often called Tonelli minimizers
in some references.

The main idea of Mather theory in studying invariant measures is to classify
measures with their associated homology or cohomology classes. Suppose µ be a φt

invariant Borel probability measure on TM . We define its average action AL(µ) as

AL(µ) =

∫
TM

L dµ.

This integral is bounded below (since L is bounded below) and can be +∞. If AL(µ)
is finite, we can define its rotation vector : ρ(µ) ∈ H1(M,R).

Definition 2.2 (Rotation vector). For each invariant probability measure µ with
finite action, the rotation vector ρ(µ) ∈ H1(M,R) is the unique real first homology
class satisfying that, for every c ∈ H1(M,R) and closed 1-form λc whose cohomology
class is c,

< c, ρ(µ) > =

∫
TM

λc dµ.

Here the bracket < ·, · > is the canonical pairing of H1(M,R) and H1(M,R).

We remark that the integral
∫
TM

λc dµ does not depend on the choice of the 1-
form λc, provided µ is an invariant probability measure, since the integral of exact
1-form with respect to invariant probability measure is always zero (cf. [9]).

Based on the Birkhoff theorem, we can see that the rotation vector ρ(µ) of an
invariant measure µ describes the average of the asymptotic speed and direction,
indicated by the first homology, over generic trajectories. In [9], Mather showed
that for every h ∈ H1(M,R), there are invariant measures with finite action whose
rotation vectors are h. Moreover, there is at least one invariant measure µ with
ρ(µ) = h, whose action is minimal among all invariant measures with rotation h.
We denote this minimal action β(h) for each h ∈ H1(M,R). In this way we defines
a real value function β = βL : H1(M,R) → R. This is the so called Beta function.
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It can be shown that β(h) is a continuous convex function with sup-linear growth
on H1(M,R). For each h, we call β(h) the minimal average action of the rotation
vector h, and call the measure µ whose rotation vector is h and action is qual to
β(h) a minimal measure. This is the following definition:

Definition 2.3 (Minimal Measure). An invariant probability measure which achieves
the minimal average action of its rotation vector is called a minimal measure.

For each h ∈ H1(M,R), we use Mh to denote the set of all minimal measures with
rotation vector h. We emphasize that Mh ̸= ∅ for every h ∈ H1(M,R). Denote

ML =
⋃

h∈H1(M,R)

Mh,

which is the set of all minimal measure of the Lagrangian systems generated by the
Lagrangian function L.

Mather exhibited many important properties of minimal measures in [9], Here we
list some of them, which will be used in the following.

(1) (Lipschitz Graph Property) The support of a minimal measure can be ex-
pressed as the graph of a Lipschitz map from a subset of M to TM .

(2) All trajectories in the support of a minimal measure are action-minimizing
trajectories.

(3) For each h ∈ H1(M,R), there is a minimal measure with rotation vector
h which is the weak-* limit of a sequence of probability measures evenly
distributed on segments of action-minimizing trajectories.

3. MINIMAL MEASURES IN THE HOMOTOPICAL VERSION

From now on, we focus on the case that the compact manifold M has a non-
commutative fundamental group. In this case, π1(M,x) is not isomorphic to the first
homology group H1(M,Z). Therefore, the Abelian covering space M̃ is different
from the universal covering space M̄ . Recall that, in Mather theory, an action-
minimizers is defined to have minimal action among all absolutely continuous curves
homologous to it subjected to the end points. So the set of action-minimizers is
obviously a small subset of all trajectories. To get more information of the dynamics,
we need to extend Mather’s definition of action-minimizer and consider a more
general class of ”action-minimizers” which admits much more trajectories. It is a
very natural idea is to consider the action-minimizer in the homotopical version.
In [15] we defined the action-minimizer in the homotopical version in the following
way:

Definition 3.1 (Action-minimizer in the homotopical version). An absolutely con-
tinuous curve γ : [a, b] → M is said to be an action-minimizer in the homotopical
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version if for any absolutely continuous curve l : [a, b] → M , with l(a) = γ(a) and
l(b) = γ(b) and homotopic to γ relative to endpoints, we have

AL(γ) ≤ AL(l).

An absolutely continuous curve γ : R → M is said to be an action-minimizer in
the homotopical version if any finite segment of γ is an action-minimizer in the
homotopical version.

It is also easy to check that an action-minimizer in the homotopical version sat-
isfies the fixed endpoints variational principle and therefore is a solution of the
Euler-Lagrange equation. So if γ : R → M is said to be an action-minimizer in
the homotopical version, then (γ, γ′) is a true trajectory of the Lagrangian system.
Similarly, we call this type of trajectories the action-minimizing trajectories in the
homotopical version. It is easy to see that when π1(M,x) is non-commutative, the set
of action-minimizing trajectories in the homotopical version is strictly larger than
the set of Mather’s action-minimizing trajectories. The set of action-minimizing
trajectories in the homotopical version can be very large. For example, for the ge-
odesic flows on a compact manifolds with negative curvature, all trajectories are
action-minimizing in the homotopical version, in contrast to the fact that only a few
trajectories are action-minimizing in Mather’s definition.

Speaking of the invariant measures, we also defined in [15] the minimal measures
in the homotopical version. This definite is given by describing the action-minimizing
property of the trajectories in the supports of measures.

Definition 3.2. An invariant probability Borel measure µ is called a minimal mea-
sure in the homotopical version or a homotopical minimal measure, if all trajectories
in its support are action-minimizing trajectories in the homotopical version.

We denote the set of all minimal measures in the homotopical version asM′
L. We

can see that the setM′
L is closed under the weak-* topology.

Lemma 3.3.M′
L is a convex closed set in the space of invariant probability measures

on TM .

Proof. The convexity is straightforward from the definition since supp(1
2
(µ1+µ2)) =

supp(µ1) + supp(µ2) for any minimal measures µ1, µ2 in the homotopical version.

Suppose µ1, µ2, · · · are a sequence of minimal measures in the homotopical ver-
sion, and µn → µ under the weak-* topology as n → ∞. It is sufficient to prove
that µ is also a minimal measure in the homotopical version.

We prove this by contradiction. Assume µ is not a minimal measure in the ho-
motopical version. Then there is a trajectory (γ, γ′) in the support of µ which is
not action-minimizing in the homotopical version, i.e. γ is not an action-minimizer
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in the homotopical version. This implies that ∃ a < b ∈ R such that γ|[a,b] is not
an action-minimizer. Denote γ0 = γ|[a,b] : [a, b]→ M . By Tonelli Theorem (cf. [9]),
there is a smooth curve l0 : [a, b]→M homotopic to γ0 relative to endpoints, which
is an action-minimizer in the homotopic version. Let δ = AL(γ0) − AL(l0). Obvi-
ously δ > 0, since γ0 is not an action-minimizer in the homotopical version.

Let x = γ(a), y = γ(b) ∈ M and p = (x, γ′(a)),q = (y, γ′(b)) ∈ TM . Since both
γ0 and l0 are solutions of the Euler-Lagrange equation and γ0(a) = l0(a), γ0(b) =
l0(b), we know

γ′
0(a) ̸= l′0(a), γ′

0(b) ̸= l′0(b).

By the continuity of the Euler-Lagrange flow, there are small open neighborhoods
U, V of p, q respectively, satisfying the following properties:

(1) If a trajectory (s, s′) of the Euler-Lagrange flow satisfies (s(a), s′(a)) ∈ U,
then (s(b), s′(b)) ∈ V.

(2) There is an ϵ > 0 such that B((l0(a), l
′
0(a)), ϵ) ∩U = ∅, B((l0(b), l

′
0(b)), ϵ) ∩

V = ∅.
Since the minimal action is continuous with respect to the end points, by shrinking
U, V if needed, we can guarantee that none of the trajectories passing through U
is action-minimizing in the homotopical version.

Since p ∈ supp(µ), we know µ(U) > 0, no matter how small U is. By µn → µ,

we know that there is a N > 0 such that µn(U) > µ(U)
2

> 0 for all n ≥ N . Fix a
n ≥ N , obviously supp(µn)∩U ̸= ∅. So there is a trajectory (s, s′) in the support of
µn which goes through U. By the discussion above, (s, s′) is not action-minimizing
in the homotopical version. This contradicts to the fact the µn is a minimal measure
in the homotopical version. We are done with this proof. □

Sometimes, for comparison, we also call the minimal measures in Mather theory
the minimal measures in the homological version. Obviously a minimal measures in
the homological version is also a minimal measure in the homotopical version, i.e.

ML ⊂M′
L.

This inclusion is proper in general. For example, if (γ, γ′) is a closed action-
minimizing trajectory in the homotopical version but not action-minimizing in the
classic Mather theory, then the ergodic measure evenly distributed on (γ, γ′) is only
a minimal measure in the homotopical version but not a Mather’s minimal measure.
It is easy to see that when π1(M,x) is not isomorphic H1(M,Z), we do have a lot
of ergodic minimal measures in the homotopical version which is not minimal in
Mather theory.

Basic properties of action-minimizers and minimal measures in the homotopi-
cal version can be found in [15]. To further understand their characteristics, we
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presented an idea in [15]: lifting the Lagrangian system to a well-chosen finite-fold
covering space, it is possible to ”transform” a minimal ergodic measure in the homo-
topical version to a minimal measure in the homological version. Then the classical
Mather theory can be employed in studying its properties. To realize this idea, we
need to study the lifted Lagrangian systems on finite-fold covering spaces.

4. FINITE COVERING SPACES AND MINIMAL MEASURES

In this section, we consider the minimal measures on finite-fold covering spaces.
We assume that M is a compact closed manifold whose fundamental group is non-
commutative, and M̂ is a k-fold covering space of M , (k > 1), with the covering

map p : M̂ → M . Obviously M̂ is also a compact closed manifold. The covering
map p also induces a cover map dp : TM̂ → TM .

Suppose L is a Lagrangian function satisfying the three conditions stated in Chap-
ter 1, which generates a positive definite Lagrangian system φt : TM ←↩. Consider
the lifting L̂ = L ◦ dp : TM̂ → R. It is easy to check L̂ also satisfies the three
conditions of positive definiteness, super-linear growth, and the completeness of the
Euler-Lagrange flow. So L̂ also generates a positive definite Lagrangian system
φ̂t : TM̂ ←↩. Notice that in fact the Lagrangian system φ̂t on TM̂ is exactly a
lifting of the Lagrangian system φt in the sense that, for each x ∈M and v ∈ TxM ,
if x̂ ∈ M̂ is a preimage of x under p and v̂ ∈ Tx̂M̂ is a preimage of v under dp, then
for all t ∈ R,

dp ◦ φ̂t(v̂) = φt(v).

We expect to compare the set of minimal measures for the Lagrangian systems
φt and its lifting φ̂t on the covering space. There is a standard projection dp∗ in-
duced by the covering map dp, which sends probability Borel measures on TM̂ to
probability Borel measures on TM . Moreover it is easy to check this projection is
surjective. Now we use Minv(M) and Merg(M) to denote the set of invariant prob-

ability measures and ergodic measures on TM respectively, and use Minv(M̂) and

Merg(M̂) to denote the set of invariant probability measures and ergodic measures

on TM̂ respectively. We showed the following results in [15]:

(1) For each probability measure µ̂ on TM̂ , suppose µ = dp∗(µ̂), then

AL̂(µ̂) = AL(µ).

(2) dp∗ sends Minv(M̂) to Minv(M) surjectively.

(3) dp∗ sends Merg(M̂) to Merg(M) surjectively.
(4) For each µ ∈ Merg(M), its preimage set dp−1

∗ (µ) has at most k distinct
ergodic measures.
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Considering the group homomorphism p∗ : H1(M̂,R) → H1(M,R) induced by
the covering map p, we know that p∗ is surjective. We can establish the relation
between the rotation vectors of invariant measures on TM̂ and the rotation vectors
of their projections on TM . Suppose µ̂ ∈Minv(M̂) and µ = dp∗(µ̂) is its projection
on TM , then we can check that:

p∗(ρ(µ̂)) = ρ(µ).

Moreover, for each h ∈ H1(M,R), Let V̂h = p−1
∗ (h) ⊂ H1(M̂,R) be the set of

preimages of h (it is an affine subspace in H1(M̂,R)), then from the above equality
and the definition of minimal measures, we can see that:

βL(h) = min{βL̂(ĥ) | ĥ ∈ V̂h}.

This means that if µ is a minimal measure of φt on TM , then any of its preimage
is a minimal measure of on φ̂t on TM̂ , i.e. dp−1

∗ lifts minimal measures to minimal
measures.

Notice that, since V̂h is an affine subspace in H1(M̂,R), the set {βL̂(ĥ) | ĥ ∈ V̂h}
is unbounded from above. So, there are infinitely many preimages ĥ of h, whose
minimal measures on TM̂ do not project to minimal measures on TM . However,
they project to minimal measures in the homotopical version on TM (cf. [15]). Let
M∗

L be the set of all invariant measures which are projections of Mather’s minimal
measures for lifted Lagrangian systems on finite-fold covering spaces. Based on the
discussion above, we can draw the conclusion that

ML ⊂M∗
L ⊂M′

L.

It has been showed, for geodesic flows on manifolds with non-commutative fun-
damental groups,ML is a proper subset ofM∗

L (cf. [15]). We think that in general
the setM∗

L should be very close toM′
L in the sense that all ergodic elements ofM′

L

are contained inM∗
L or inM∗

L, whereM∗
L denotes the closure ofM∗

L in the space
of probability measures on TM . In this paper we have prove this for a large part
of minimal ergodic measures in homotopical version on are projections of Mather’s
minimal measures on finite-fold covering spaces, for geodesic flows on surfaces of
higher genus.

5. MINIMAL MEASURE FOR GEODESIC FLOWS

We will give of proof of Theorem 1.1 in the next section. As a preparation, we
should go over some preliminary results for geodesic flows on compact surfaces,
which will be extensively used in the discussion of the next chapter. We will not
give the proofs for the results in this section. For more details, please refer to [14].
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Suppose M is a smooth closed compact connected orientable surface with genus
g > 1. Obviously for any x ∈M , the fundamental group π1(M,x) is non-commutative,
and has an exponential (algebraic) growth rate. Let G be a complete Riemannian
metric on M . Consider the Lagrangian

L(x, v) = Gx(v, v).

By the variational principle, it is easy to check that in the local coordinates, the
geodesics are precisely the maximal solutions of the Euler-Lagrange equation for the
Lagrangian function G (cf. [10]). Therefore the positive definite Lagrangian system
generated by G is exactly the geodesic flow on TM . We remark that in this paper,
without specifical indication, we suppress the notional distinct between a geodesic
l on M and the trajectory (l, l′) of the geodesic flow on TM , and call both of them
geodesics.

Given an absolutely continuous curve l : [a, b]→ M . Let |l| denote the arclength
of l, i.e.

|l| =
∫ b

a

∥l′(t)∥dt =
∫ b

a

√
Gl(t)(l′(t), l′(t))dt.

The action AL(l) of l is defined to be:

AL(l) =

∫ b

a

Gl(t)(l
′(t), l′(t))dt =

∫ b

a

∥l′(t)∥2dt.

If in addition l is a closed curve and h = [l] ∈ H1(M,Z), in [9] Mather defined its
rotation vector ρ(l) as

ρ(l) =
h

T
∈ H1(M,R),

where T = b− a > 0. Here we identify H1(M,Z) with the lattice of integral vectors
in H1(M,R).

Suppose γ : R → M is a periodic geodesic with period T > 0, and l = γ|[0,T ] :
[0, T ] → M . Let µl denote the unique invariant probability measure evenly dis-
tributed on {(l(t), l′(t))} |[0,T ], then it is easy to check that

ρ(µl) = ρ(l) =
h

T
, & AL(µl) =

1

T

∫ T

0

∥l′(t)∥2dt = 1

T
AL(l).

Let l̃ : [0, T
a
] → M be a re-parameterization of l with ∥l̃′(t)∥ = a∥l′(t)∥, It is

straightforward that

ρ(l̃) =
a

T
h = aρ(l), & AL(l̃) =

∫ T
a

0

(a∥l′(t)∥)2dt = aAL(l).
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Then the rotation vector and the action of µl̃ are

ρ(µl̃) = ρ(l̃) = aρ(l), & AL(µl̃) =
a

T
AL(l̃) =

a2

T
AL(l) = a2AL(µl).

Similar results are also valid for general invariant probability measures. Suppose µ
is an invariant probability measure of the geodesic flow and a > 0 is a constant. Let
µ′ be the probability measure satisfying the following property: for every measurable
set E ′ and E = {(x, v) ∈ TM | (x, av) ∈ E ′}, we have µ′(E ′) = µ(E). µ′ is called a
shifting of µ. One can check that

ρ(µ′) = aρ(µ) & AL(µ
′) = a2AL(µ).

This is called the shifting property of invariant probability measures for geodesic
flows. The lemma in the following is a consequence of the shifting property (cf. [14]).

Lemma 5.1. If µ is a minimal measure for the geodesic flow, and µ′ is a shifting
of µ, then µ′ is also a minimal measure.

To establish our theory of the minimal measures distributed on closed trajectories
for the geodesic flows, we define the terminology of the disjoint partition in [14].

Definition 5.2 (Disjoint Partition). Given a first homology class h ∈ H1(M,Z), we
say a finite set of piecewise smooth simple closed curves {l1, · · · , ln}, n ≥ 1, where
li : [0, Ti]→M for every i = 1, · · · , n, is a disjoint partition of h, if [l1]+ · · ·+[ln] =
h, and for each pair 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, either li = lj possibly after an orientation
preserving re-parameterization or li ∩ lj = ∅.

If in a disjoint partition {l1, · · · , ln} we find li = lj for some 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n (up to
an orientation preserving re-parameterization), we can look li and lj as two copies
of a unique closed curve. Then sometimes we also write the disjoint partitions in
the form {k1l1, · · · , kmlm} ,where ki ∈ Z is the multiplicity li in the disjoint partition.

Given a disjoint partition A = {l1, · · · , ln} (of some first homology class h), where
li : [0, Ti]→M, i = 1, · · · , n, we define its total arclength |A| to be the summation
of the arclength of its elements, i.e |A| = |l1| + · · · + |ln|. Moreover we use [A] to
denote [l1] + · · · + [ln] = h ∈ H1(M,Z). We say the disjoint partition A supports a
probability measure µ (defined on TM), if

π(supp(µ)) = l1 ∪ · · · ∪ ln,

where π : (x, v) 7→ x is the standard projection from TM to M .

For each h ∈ H1(M,Z) there are infinitely many disjoint partitions of h. Therefore
the total arclength of these disjoint partitions of h varies. However they have an ob-
vious lower bound which is 0. The following lemma tells that for each h ∈ H1(M,Z),

min
[A]=h
{|A|} = inf

[A]=h
{|A|}.
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Lemma 5.3 (cf. [14]). For every h ∈ H1(M,Z), there is a disjoint partition of h,
which has minimal total arclength among all disjoint partitions of h.

From the lemma, we can see that the minimal total arclength among disjoint
partitions of h can be realized by a disjoint partition. We call disjoint partitions
with this property the minimal disjoint partitions. Obviously, minimal disjoint par-
titions are consisting of simple closed geodesics. Now let us consider a minimal
measure µ of the geodesic flow which is distributed on a finite set of closed geodesics
{(γ1, γ′), · · · , (γn, γ′

n)}, where γi : R → M is a periodic geodesic with least period
Ti > 0, i = 1, · · · , n. Let li = γi|[0,Ti], i = 1, · · · , n, then A = {l1, · · · , ln} is a dis-
joint partition of h = [li] + · · ·+ [ln] ∈ H1(M,Z). The following lemma tells implies
that A should be a minimal disjoint partition. And moreover a minimal disjoint
partition always supports a minimal measure.

Lemma 5.4 (cf. [14]). (1) For each h ∈ H1(M,Z), each disjoint partition A of
h consisting of geodesics, and each T > 0, there is an invariant probability
measure µ supported on A with rotation vector h

T
∈ H1(M,R), whose ac-

tion is minimal among the actions of all the invariant probability measures
supported on A with rotation vectors h

T
.

(2) If A and B are both disjoint partitions of h ∈ H1(M,Z) consisting of geodesics,
and µA and µB are invariant probability measures with rotation vectors h

T
supported A and B respectively, which satisfy the minimal action property
described in (1). Then

(5.1) AL(µA) ≤ AL(µB)⇐⇒ |A| ≤ |B|.
(3) For each h ∈ H1(M,Z), and T > 0, if A is a minimal disjoint partition of

h, then the invariant measure µA in the above is a minimal measure with
rotation vector h

T
∈ H1(M,R).

The proof is very long and was presented in [14]. We remark that the third
statement in Lemma 5.4 is a key tool in the next section. It gives a (partial) criteria
to distinguish minimal measures distributed on closed trajectories. For example,
given a closed geodesic γ with least period T , and let µ be the ergodic measure evenly
distributed on (γ, γ′)|[0,T ]. We expect to know whether µ is a minimal measure or
not. Let l = γ|[0,T ], then A = {l} is a disjoint partition of h = [l] ∈ H1(M,Z)
(consisting of only one closed curve). Obviously

ρ(µ) = ρ(l) =
h

T
∈ H1(M,R),

here we identify H1(M,Z) with the lattice of integral vectors in H1(M,R). It can
be shown by the shifting property and Jesen’s inequality that µ has minimal action
among all the invariant probability measures supported on A with rotation vectors
h
T
. Then Lemma 5.4 tells us that µ is a minimal measure if A is a minimal disjoint

partition of h.
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6. PROOF OF THE MAIN THEOREM

In this section, we will give the proof of Theorem 1.1. Suppose M is a compact
closed orientable surface with genus g > 1, and G is a complete Riemannian metric
on M. Consider the Lagrangian system generated by L(x, v) = Gx(v, v), which is
exactly the geodesic flow. First of all, we should notice that if µ is evenly distributed
on a closed trajectory (γ, γ′), and is minimal in the homotopic version, then γ is
an action-minimizer in the homotopical version, and vice versa. Suppose the least
positive period of γ is T > 0, then γ|[0,T ] is a shortest representative in its free homo-
topy class. It is a standard result in geometry that on compact closed Riemannian
manifolds, each free homotopy class of closed curves has a shortest representative,
which is a smooth closed geodesic. So this kind of minimal ergodic measures in the
homotopical version are abundant.

Let l = γ|[0,T ] : [0, T ] → M . In the following we can assume l is a simple closed
curve, for otherwise, if l has self-intersections, we can find a finite-fold covering space
on which any lifting of l is simple closed. Let h = [l] ∈ H1(M,Z). If h ̸= e and
l has the shortest arclength among all disjoint partitions of h, then by Lemma 5.4
(3), µ is already a minimal measure in Mather theory. So we just have to take the
covering map to be the trivial covering p = id : M →M .

We remark that Lemma 5.4 (3) is the key observation, µ is a minimal measure
or not completely determined by whether or not l is a minimal disjoint partition
in its homology class. So if l is not a minimal disjoint partition, we will show that
there is a finite-fold covering space M ′ with the covering map p : M ′ → M , such
that each preimage of l on M ′ is a minimal disjoint partition in its homology class
in H1(M

′,Z). We will show this based on the following three lemmas.

Lemma 6.1. If [l] = e ∈ H1(M,Z), and l is homotopically nontrivial, then there is
a finite-fold covering space M1 with the covering map p1 : M1 →M such that

(1) Each preimage of l is still a simple closed curve.
(2) Each preimage of l is homologically nontrivial, i.e. if l1 is a preimage of l,

then [l1] ̸= e ∈ H1(M1,Z).

Proof. By the assumptions, M is a compact closed surface with genus g ≥ 2 and
l ⊂ M is trivial in homology but nontrivial in homotopy. Therefore M − l is dis-
connected. And moreover we have two compact surfaces S1 and S2, each of which
has a boundary homeomorphic to S1 and has positive genus, such that M = S1∪S2

and l = S1 ∩ S2. Suppose S1 has genus m with 1 ≤ m < g, and S2 has genus
1 ≤ g −m < g.

Take a point x ∈ l, then the fundamental group based on x can be expressed as

π1(M,x) = ⟨a1, a2, · · · , a2g−1, a2g | [a1, a2] · · · [a2g−1, a2g] = e⟩,
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where the first 2m generators can be represented by loops in S1 and the rest 2g−2m
of the generators can be represented by loops in S2. Therefore

[l] = [a1, a2] · · · [a2m−1, a2m] ∈ π1(M,x).

Fix the set of generators {a1, a2, · · · , a2g−1, a2g} of π1(M,x). For each homotopy

class a = a
εj1
j1
· · · aεjNjN

∈ π1(M,x), εj1 , · · · , εjN ∈ Z, we define

χt(a) =
∑
ji=t

εji , t = 1, · · · , 2g.

One can check that the values of χt(a)’s do not depend on the choice of expressions
of a, i.e. although the expression of a under this set of generators may not be unique,
χt(a) is uniquely determined for every t = 1, · · · , 2g. Let

G = {a ∈ π1(M,x) | χ2m−1(a) + χ2m+1(a) = 0 mod 2}.
Then we can see that:

(1) G is a normal subgroup of π1(M,x). This is because for any a ∈ G and
b ∈ π1(M,x), χt(bab

−1) = χt(a), t = 1, · · · , 2g, therefore
a ∈ G =⇒ bab−1 ∈ G, ∀b ∈ π1(M,x).

(2) [π1(M,x) : G] = 2.
(3) [l] ∈ G. Since [l] = [a1, a2] · · · [a2m−1, a2m], χ2m−1([l]) = χ2m+1([l]) = 0.
(4) a2m−1, a2m+1 /∈ G.

By the standard theory of the existence of covering spaces (cf. [11]), there is a
2-fold covering space M1 with the covering map p1 : M1 →M such that

p1∗(π1(M1, x1)) = G,

where x1 ∈M1 is an arbitrary preimage of x under p1.

Let l1 ⊂M1 be the preimage of l under p1 passing through x1. We know l1 is still a
closed curve since [l] ∈ G = p1∗(π1(M1, x1)). By consider the Deck transformations,
we know that the other preimage l2 of l is also a closed curve. To show that l1 is
nontrivial in homology, we just have to show that M1 − l1 is connected.

Let l2m−1, l2m+1 : [0, 1]→M be representatives of a2m−1, a2m+1 respectively, such
that l2m−1((0, 1)) ⊂ int(S1), l2m+1((0, 1)) ⊂ int(S2). Consider L = l2m−1 ∗ l2m+1 :
[0, 1] → M , then L ∩ l = {x} = {L(0)} = {L(1)} = {L(1

2
)}. Moreover we can

require L intersects l transversally by considering well-chosen l2m−1, l2m+1. Let
L1 : [0, 1]→M1 be the lifting of L with L1(0) = L1(1) = x1. Since a2m−1, a2m+1 /∈ G,
we know that L1(

1
2
) ̸= x1. Therefore L1(

1
2
) should be another preimage of x, called

x2. Obviously x2 ∈ l2. So L1 connects the two brunches l1 and l2 of the preimage
of l, and intersects them transversally at exact x1, x2 respectively. Then for ε > 0
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small enough, L1|[ε,1−ε] is a continuous path connecting two points, which are located
on different side of l1. Therefore M1 − l1 is path connected. So l1 is nontrivial in
homology. □

We remark that we can explain the construction of the covering space M1 in a
more straightforward way. Since l is trivial in homology but nontrivial in homotopy,
we can find a homologically nontrivial simple closed curve γ on M , such that γ
transversally intersects l at exactly two distinct points. For example, γ can be cho-
sen to be homotopic to a representative of the homotopy class a2ma2m+2 ∈ π1(M,x).

Now take two copies of M and cut both of them along γ. Since γ is nontrivial
in homology, after this cutting, we get two copies of a connected surface with two
boundaries c1 and c2, each of which is homeomorphic to S1. We attach c1 of the
first copy to c2 of the second copy, and attach c2 of the second copy to c1 of the first
copy. Then, we get a compact connected manifold M1 without boundary, which is
a two-fold covering space of M . Denote the covering map as p1 : M1 →M .

l has two p1-preimage on M1, both are closed curves. Consider an arbitrary lifting
of l, called l1. If we cut M1 along l1, we get a connected surface with two boundaries
homeomorphic to S1 (if we want to split M1 into two parts, we have to cut M along
the union of the two preimages of l). This implies that l is nontrivial in homology.

Lemma 6.2. Suppose [l] ̸= e ∈ H1(M,Z) and l′ is a simple closed geodesic, which
is homologous to l but not homotopic to l. Then there is a finite-fold covering space
M2 with covering map p2 : M2 →M such that

(1) Each preimage of l is still a simple closed curve.
(2) None of preimages of l and preimages of l′ are homologous on M2, i.e. if l1

is a preimage of l, l′1 is a preimage of l′, then [l1] ̸= [l′1] ∈ H1(M2,Z).
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Proof. This is actually a corollary of the previous lemma. Note that by the homo-
topy lifting theorem (cf. [11]), If l and l′ are homotopic to each other, we can not
break this relation by lifting them to any covering spaces (no matter finite-fold or
infinite-fold covering). However, if l and l′ are just homologous but not homotopic
to each other, the situation would be completely different.

Since l′ is homologous to l but not homotopic to l, their difference in homotopy is
a nontrivial commutator element. To be more precise, take a point x ∈ l and let s
be a closed curve passing through x and homotopic to l′, then the equivalence class
α = [l ∗ s−1] ∈ π1(M,x) is a nontrivial commutator element.

By Lemma 6.1 we can find a 2-fold covering M2, on which the preimages of l ∗s−1

is nontrivial in homology. Therefore each preimages of l and preimages of l′ are no
longer homologous on M (if both of them are still closed curves). To guarantee that
preimages of l are still simple closed curves, we just need to choose a special cutting
γ, which does not intersect l. This is always feasible.

□

We say a disjoint partition A of h ̸= e ∈ H1(M,Z) is nontrivial if it is consisting
of more than one distinct closed curves.

Lemma 6.3. Suppose h = [l] ̸= e ∈ H1(M,Z) and A is a nontrivial disjoint
partition of h. Then there is a finite-fold cover space M3 with covering map p3 :
M3 →M such that

(1) Each preimage of l is still a simple closed curve.
(2) For each preimage c of l on M3, there is no disjoint partition of [c] ∈

H1(M3,Z) whose projection on M is A.

Proof. The proof of this lemma is more difficult than the previous ones. In fact, a
similar result has been presented in our previous work [15], at here we will use the
same idea in this proof. Suppose A = {n1l1, · · · , nklk}, k ≥ 2. Since A is a disjoint
partition of h, then we have

n1[l1] + · · ·+ nk[lk] = h ∈ H1(M,Z).

Assume each pair of li, lj are not homologous for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k, the case that
some pairs are homologous is more complicated but it can be solved using the
same idea. Since l1, · · · , lk are pairwise disjoint and non-homologous nontrivial sim-
ple closed curve, we can choose a special set of generators of H1(M,Z), such that
[l1], · · · , [lk] ∈ H1(M,Z) are elements in this set of generators.

Take an arbitrary point x ∈ l ⊂ M , consider the homotopy class α0 = [l] ∈
π1(M,x). Let s1, · · · , sk be a set of simple closed curves passing through x such
that si is homotopic to li for all i = 1, · · · , k. Let {a1, · · · , a2g} ⊂ π1(M,x) to be a
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set of generators of π1(M,x) such that ai = [si] ∈ π1(M,x), ∀ i = 1, · · · , k. Then
under this set of generators, α0 can be expressed in the shortest form as

α0 = aε1i1 a
ε2
i2
· · · aεmim ,

where ij ∈ {1, · · · , 2g}, j = 1, · · · ,m and ε1, · · · , εm ∈ Z.

For every homotopy class a = a
εj1
j1
· · · aεjNjN

∈ π1(M,x), we define

χt(a) =
∑
ji=t

εji , t = 1, · · · , 2g.

Obviously, χt(a)’s do not depend on the choice of expression of a. Then by the
choice of this set of generators, we know that

χt(α0) = nt, ∀ t ≤ k; & χt(α0) = 0, ∀ t > k.

Consider the subset:

G = {a ∈ π1(M,x) | χ1(a) = t1n1, χ2(a) = t2n2, t1 + t2 ≡ 0 mod 2}.

Then we have that:

(1) G is a normal subgroup of π1(M,x). This is because for any a ∈ G and
b ∈ π1(M,x), χi(bab

−1) = χi(a), i = 1, 2.
(2) [π1(M,x) : G] = ε1 × ε2 − 2. This is showed in [15] in the proof of Lemma

5.4.
(3) α0 ∈ G, since χ1(α0) = n1, χ2(α0) = n2.
(4) am1

1 , am2
2 /∈ G, for all 0 < |m1| < 2n1 and 0 < |m2| < 2n2, this can be seen

by checking χt(a
m1
1 ) and χt(a

m2
2 ) for t = 1, 2.

So, there is a covering space M3 with the covering map p3 : M3 →M such that

• p3∗(π1(M3, z)) = G, where z is an arbitrary preimage of x under p3.
• p3 : M3 →M is a finite-fold covering.

Since α0 ∈ G, there is an element α′
0 ∈ π1(M3, z) with p3∗(α

′
0) = α0 ∈ π1(M,x).

This implies that l can be lifted to a simple closed curve c ⊂ M3 passing through
z, which is a representative of the class α′

0 ∈ π1(M3, z). By considering the Deck
transformations, it is easy to see all the preimages of l are simple closed curves.

Next we show that for each preimage c of l, there is no disjoint partition of
h′ = [c] ∈ H1(M3,Z) whose projection on M is A. We show this by contradiction.
Assume there is a disjoint partition B = {m1γ1, · · · ,mJγJ} of h′ whose projection
under p3 is A. We know that for each γj, p3(γj) = kj,ili for some li ∈ A and
0 < |kj,i| ≤ ni. Moreover, since p3(B) = A, there is at least one j ∈ [1, · · · , J ]
satisfying that p3(lj) = kj,1l1, for some kj,1 with 0 < |kj,1| ≤ n1. However since

|kj,1| ≤ n1, a
kj,1
1 /∈ G = p3∗(π1(M3, z)). Then by the construction of M3, there is no
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such simple closed curve lj on M3. This is a contradiction. We are done with the
proof of this lemma.

□

Now we are ready to show the proof of Theorem 1.1. Recall that we denote
h = [l] ∈ H1(M,Z). If h = e ∈ H1(M,Z), then by Lemma 6.1 we can lift l to a
2-fold covering space M1 on which each preimage of l is a homologically nontrivial
simple closed curve. So in the following, we can assume h ̸= e ∈ H1(M,Z).

By lifting the geodesic flow to the universal covering space, we can observe that
there are at most finitely many homotopy classes whose shortest representatives are
shorter than l. Suppose these homotopy classes are α1, · · · , αk, and {l1, · · · , lk} is
a set of shortest representatives of α1, · · · , αk respectively. Note that the choice of
l1, · · · , lk is not unique if one of these classes has more than one shortest representa-
tives. But if li and l′i are two shortest representatives of αi, then they are homotopic
to each other. So if on some covering space, a preimage of l is not homologous to
any of the liftings of li, then it is not homologous to any of the liftings of l′i too.

Apply Lemma 6.2 iteratively, we can find a sequence of 2-fold coverings

M ′
k →M ′

k−1 → · · · →M ′
1 →M,

such that on M ′
j, any lifting of l is a simple closed curve and is not homologous

to any of the liftings of l1, · · · , lj, 1 ≤ j ≤ k. Then, on M ′
k there is no simple

closed curve homologous to l with shorter arclength. For otherwise, if γ ∈ M ′
k is

homologous to a lifting of l and has shorter arclength, without loss of generality we
assume it is shortest in its homotopy class. Then, the projection of γ is homotopic
to some lj, j = 1, · · · , k. This contradicts to the construction of the sequence of
covering spaces. So in the following, we assume that l has shortest arclength among
all simple closed representatives of h ∈ H1(M,Z).

The rest part is to prove that there is a finite-fold covering space on which any
preimage of l is a shortest disjoint partition in its homology class. We define an
equivalence relation between two disjoint partitions A1 = {n1l1, · · · , nk1lk1} and
A2 = {n′

1l
′
1, · · · , n′

k2
l′k2} of h, where n1, · · · , nk1 , n

′
1, · · · , n′

k2
∈ Z+, in the following

way: we say A1 ∼ A2 if

(1) k1 = k2,
(2) Up to a permutation of {l′1, · · · , l′k2}, li is homotopic to l′i and ni = n′

i for all
i = 1, · · · , k1.

It is easy to check that ∼ is an equivalence relation between disjoint partitions. For
a given disjoint partition A, we denote its equivalence class as ΣA.
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For each equivalence of disjoint partitions, we define the length of this equivalence
class to be the minimal total arclength among disjoint partitions in this equivalence
class. It is easy to see that this minimal total arclength can be realized by a disjoint
partition in its class. Similar to the previous discussion, we know that there are only
finitely many equivalence classes of nontrivial disjoint partitions whose shortest total
arclength is shorter than l, denote them Σ1, · · · ,Σk. So, by Lemma 6.3, we can find
a sequence of finite-fold coverings

M ′′
k →M ′′

k−1 → · · · →M ′′
1 →M,

such that the liftings of l are all simple closed curves, and for each lifting cj of l
on M ′′

j , there is no disjoint partition of [cj] ∈ H1(M
′′
j ,Z) whose projection on M is

in any class of Σ1, · · · ,Σj, j = 1, · · · , k. For more details, please refer to [15], the
proof of Lemma 5.4.

Notice that on M ′′
k , any lifting c of l is shortest among all disjoint partitions in

its homology class. So by Lemma by Lemma 5.4 (3), the preimage of µ which is
evenly distributed on (c, c′) is a minimal measure in Mather’s definition for the lifted
geodesic flow on TM ′′

k . Take M ′ = M ′′
k , then Theorem 1.1 is proved.

7. SOME FURTHER DISCUSSIONS

Theorem 1.1 shows that for the geodesic flows on surfaces of higher genus, all
minimal ergodic measures in homotopical version which are distributed on closed
trajectories are elements of M∗

L. To simplify the notation, we call the ergodic
measures distributed on closed trajectories the periodic measures. So every minimal
periodic measure in the homopotical version for the geodesic flows can be lifted to a
Mather measure on some finite-fold covering spaces. In this section, we will consider
the non-periodic minimal ergodic measures in homotopical version for the geodesic
flows which have some hyperbolicity. The first case we are considering is the geodesic
flow on the closed surface with negative curvature. It is well-known that, restricted
on each energy level (such as the unit tangent bundle SM), the geodesic flow is a
uniformly hyperbolic flow (cf. [1]).

7.1. Geodesic flows on surfaces with negative curvature. Suppose M is a
closed surface with negative curvature. Obviously, the genus of M is greater than
one. A key observation is that in this case all geodesics are action-minimizers in the
homotopical version since the surface with negative curvature admits no conjugate
points on its universal covering space. Therefore, by the definition, all invariant
measures of the geodesic flow are minimal measures in the homotopical version, i.e.

M′
L = Minv.

Suppose µ is a non-periodic ergodic measure. By the discussion above, µ is a
minimal ergodic measure in the homotopical version. Without loss of generality we
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assume supp(µ) ⊂ SM , since the situations on other energy levels are just shifting
of the situation on SM . We can take a trajectory (γ, γ′) : R→ SM in the support of
µ satisfying that: there is sequence of positive numbers 0 < t1 < t2 < · · · < tn < · · ·
with tn →∞ as n→∞ such that

(1) ϵn := d((γ(0), γ′(0)), (γ(tn), γ
′(tn)))→ 0, as n→∞, where d is the distance

under the Sasaki metric on TM .
(2) Let νn be the probability measure evenly distributed on (γ(t), γ′(t))|[0,tn],

then νn → µ as n→∞.

Since ϵ→ 0, by Anosov closing lemma (cf. [1]), for sufficiently large n, there is a
closed trajectory (cn, c

′
n) : R → SM , whose period Tn satisfies that |Tn − tn| ≤ 2ϵ,

such that

d((γ(t), γ′(t)), (c(t), c′(t))) < δn

for all 0 ≤ t ≤ min{tn, Tn}, for some small constant δn with δn → 0 as n→∞. Let
µn be the ergodic measure evenly distributed on (cn, c

′
n). Then one can check that

d(µn, νn)→ 0, as n→∞,

where d is the distance in the space of probability measures which is compatible the
the weak-* topology (cf. [13]). Therefore we have:

µn → µ, as n→∞.

Notice that each µn is distributed on a closed trajectory, then µn is a minimal
measure in the homotopical version for every n. By Theorem 1.1, we know that
µn ∈ M∗

L. Therefore µ ∈ M∗
L. Combining with case of periodic ergodic measures

we have considered in Theorem 1.1, we know that for the geodesic flows on compact
surfaces with negative curvature, all minimal ergodic measures in the homotopical
version, no matter they are periodic or non-periodic, are in the closure ofM∗

L.

Now we consider general invariant measures. It is showed in [12] that, on the
unit tangent bundle SM , the set of ergodic measures is a dense Gδ subset of the set
of invariant measure. This proof is based on the specification property which is a
consequence of the uniform hyperbolicity of the geodesic flows on negatively curved
surfaces. So all invariant measures can be approximated by ergodic measures, and
then approximated by periodic measures. By the shifting property, this result is
valid on all energy levels. To conclude, we get thatM∗

L = Minv =M′
L. This is the

following theorem:

Theorem 7.1. For the geodesic flows on compact surfaces with negative curvature,
M∗

L is a dense subset of Minv.
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7.2. Geodesic flows on rank 1 surfaces with non-positive curvature. Now
we consider a geodesic flow with weaker hyperbolicity. SupposeM is a closed surface
of genus g > 1, equipped with a Riemannian metric G whose curvature is everywhere
non-positive. We know that, in this case, all geodesics on M are action-minimizers
in the homotopical version since the surface with non-positive curvature does not
admit any conjugate points on its universal covering space. Therefore we still have
M′

L = Minv. Since we are going to consider properties related to the entropy, so in
this subsection we restrict the geodesic flow on the unit tangent bundle SM which
is compact. We use ML(1),M∗

L(1),M′
L(1) to denote the subset of ML,M∗

L,M′
L

whose elements are supported on SM , respectively.

In addition, we assume (M,G) is a rank 1 surface, which means that it admit
at least one rank 1 geodesic. Here we say a geodesic γ is of rank 1 if there is no
parallel perpendicular Jacobi field along γ, and a unit tangent vector v is of rank 1
if the geodesic determined by v is of rank 1. We use Reg to denote the set of all
rank 1 unit tangent vectors and Sing to denote the compliment of Reg. Due to
the existence of points with zero curvature, the geodesic flow is no longer uniformly
hyperbolic. However, on rank 1 manifolds with non-positive curvature, the geodesic
flows are non-uniformly hyperbolic, and many hyperbolic properties are still valid if
we restrict the geodesic flow to Reg. In [2], Coudène and Schapira showed that all
invariant measures on Reg can be approximated by periodic measures. Then, by
Theorem 1.1,M∗

L contains all invariant measures supported on Reg, i.e.

Minv(Reg) ⊂M∗
L(1).

Since the genus of M is at least 2, by [3], the geodesic flow restricted on SM has
a positive topological entropy h > 0. In [5] Knieper proved that there is a unique
measure of maximal entropy µmax whose support is inside Reg. Therefore, µmax

can be approximated by periodic measures, i.e. µmax ∈M∗
L(1). So we have

max{hmeas(µ) | µ ∈M∗
L(1)} = h.

Moreover, since periodic measures have 0 entropy and are dense in Minv(Reg), it is

straightforward that the measure-theoretic entropies of the elements inM∗
L(1) will

cover the whole interval [0, h].

In addition, we know that the topological entropy of the geodesic flow restricted
on Sing is strictly less than h (the entropy gap, cf. [5]). Then ergodic measures
with entropy greater than the topological entropy on Sing are all supported on
Reg, therefore are contained in M∗

L(1). In short, ergodic measures with large en-
tropy can be approximated by projections of classic minimal measures on finite-fold
covering spaces.

We conclude the above results in the following theorem.
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Theorem 7.2. Suppose (M,G) is a rank 1 surface of higher genus with non-positive
curvature. Let h > 0 be the topological entropy of the geodesic flow on SM . Then
the following properties hold:

(1) M∗
L(1) ∩Minv(Reg) is a dense subset of Minv(Reg).

(2) For each a ∈ [0, h], there is an invariant measure µ ∈M∗
L(1) satisfying that

hmeas(µ) = a.
(3) There is a constant h′ ∈ (0, h) such that for any ergodic measure µ with

hmeas(µ) > h′, we have µ ∈M∗
L(1).

We remark that all the results in Theorem 7.2 can be extended to the geodesic
flows on rank 1 surfaces without focal points, based on recent works [8, 6]. We omit
this discussion at here.
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