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NORMALLY ELLIPTIC SINGULAR PERTURBATIONS AND
PERSISTENCE OF HOMOCLINIC ORBITS

NAN LU AND CHONGCHUN ZENG!

ABSTRACT. We consider a dynamical system, possibly infinite dimensional or non-
autonomous, with fast and slow time scales which is oscillatory with high frequencies
in the fast directions. We first derive and justify the limit system of the slow variables.
Assuming a steady state persists, we construct the stable, unstable, center-stable,
center-unstable, and center manifolds of the steady state of a size of order O(1) and
give their leading order approximations. Finally, using these tools, we study the per-
sistence of homoclinic solutions in this type of normally elliptic singular perturbation
problems.

1. INTRODUCTION

A singular perturbation system usually involves different temporal or spatial scales.

Here we focus on multiple time scales in which case the system takes the abstract form
of

(1.1) &= F(z,y,e€) ey = G(x,y,¢€).

The fast motions in the y direction are often some noise or transient behaviors and
the slow motions in the x direction are more of the focus of the problem. In the
singular limit as e — 0, we obtain g(z,y,0) = 0. Suppose y = ¢(x) (without the loss
of generality, assuming ¢ = 0) solves this equation, the limit motion of z is given by

(1.2) i = F(z,0,,0).
Let § = ¥, the y equation in (ILI]) takes the form

- Gy(x,0,0) N
(1.9 j= G800 4 e g0

The singular perturbation system (LT]) is called normally hyperbolic if, for each z,
the linear flow €'@v(:0.0) on the y space is hyperbolic, i.e. it is exponentially con-
tracting on one closed subspace and exponentially expanding in an complementary
subspace. In this case, the standard normally hyperbolic invariant manifold theory
applies to yield a persistent normally hyperbolic invari-
ant slow manifold M, given by a graph y = e¢p(x,e). In the fast (and hyperbolic
in natural) motions outside M., solutions usually approach a neighborhood of M,
exponentially along its stable direction. After some time moving along the slow mani-
fold, the solutions leave the neighborhood exponentially along the unstable directions.

These motions of multiple scales can be connected by tools such as invariant foliations
and this geometric approach has led to a huge success
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in the study of the dynamics of singular perturbation system (LLI]). See for example
Jol, UK BLZ4].

In the normally elliptic case, i.e. e/Cv(@0.0) ig oscillatory instead of hyperbolic, on the
one hand, the persistence of the slow manifold is not always guaranteed IGL2].
On the other hand, solutions starting near {y = 0} should stay there at least for some
O(1) time period due to the lack of strong exponential instability in the y direction.
One typical situation of this type is when G (x,0,0) is anti-self-adjoint.

In this paper, with applications to both ODEs and PDEs in mind, we study these
normally elliptic singular perturbation problems in an infinite dimensional dynamical
system and possibly non-autonomous framework. Assuming Gy(z,0,0) = J, a constant
anti-self-adjoint operator, we first justify the limit equation (Z]) of the slow variable
x through a careful averaging.

A more important question is how much of the dynamical structure of the limit slow
system (2] remains in the singularly perturbed system (II]). Elliptic type motions in
the slow directions such as periodic or quasi-periodic solutions may be resonant with
the oscillatory fast motions in the y direction. Some results have been obtained on the
persistence of periodic orbits for nonresonant ¢ << 1 [GLI], [GL2] [Lol [Mal [SZ2]. Here
instead we focus on the basic hyperbolic structure — the local invariant manifolds near
a steady state. Suppose (0,0) persists as a steady state of (L)) for ¢ << 1. Assume the
linearization of the limit slow system (L2]) has invariant stable, unstable, and center
subspaces X**¢. For the expanded system (L)), the normal directions — the Y space
— with the oscillatory linearized flow €'’ should obviously be considered as additional
center directions. The first observation is, even though system (1)) is singular, the
existence of local invariant manifolds of (0, 0) is guaranteed by the standard theory (see,
for example, [CL]) after a rescaling of the time by a factor of e. However, since
the exponential growth/decay rates in the unstable/stable direction are O(e) after the
rescaling, this approach would only yield local invariant manifolds of the size of O(e),
which is far from being useful in most applications, such as studying the persistence
of homoclinic orbits.

Our main result in the manuscript is the existence and smoothness and the leading
order approximation of invariant manifold of the steady state of the size of O(1) based
on a combination of the averaging and Lyapunov-Perron integral equation methods.

As an application which is also an fundamental problem itself, suppose there exists
a homoclinic orbits in the limit slow system ([2]) and we study its persistence in the
singular perturbation system (ILT]) which can be either weakly dissipative or conserva-
tive. In the former, we derive the Melnikov function, which include an additional term
coming from the fast directions, whose simple zero indicates a persistence homoclinic
orbit to (0,0). In the latter, when the system is analytic in reasonably low dimensions,
along with some other structures such as the Hamiltonian setting or the reversibility,
it has been shown that the stable and unstable manifold miss each other by an error
like O(e_%) [Sunl [Gel [Lol [To]. Without these assumptions, we prove that there always
exist orbits homoclinic to the center-manifold, forming a tube homoclinic to the center
manifold. While we follow the well-developed geometric ideas in the finite or infinite
dimensional regular perturbation problems [SZ3], the proof heavily
depends on the invariant manifolds we studied.
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Before finishing the introduction, we would like to give two simple examples which
partially motivated us to study this subject, while it is also easy to come up with
examples in infinite dimensions. One is an elastic pendulum with fast and slow fre-
quencies itself and the other one is a bifurcation problem which does not have any
singular parameter in the appearance.

A pendulum of the unit length with a fixed end is described by the Duffing equation.
In a more careful model, the pendulum usually considered as rigid may have some small
elasticity — meaning large elastic constant }2 — allowing the pendulum to be stretched
or contracted slightly in the radial direction. Let x be the angular and 1+ y be the
radial coordinates, respectively, and the system takes of the form of a normally elliptic
singular perturbation problem

(1+y)Z + 22y + gsinz + 2ey(1 + y)& — LFl(x,y,e,t) =0
1+y

(1.4) .

j—(1+y)i? + aY —gcosx + 2eyy — ely(x,y,e,t) =0

Where we also included the small damping and forcing. Formally, as € — 0, i. e. the
pendulum converges to be rigid, the corresponding singular limit (I.2) for the above
system becomes

(1.5) y=0, Z+gsinz =0.

When there is no damping and the force is conservative, the problem is in the La-
grangian setting and the limit equation is justified in [RUL [Arl [Ta]. In the dynamics,
the state (7,0) is a hyperbolic steady state of (LH) with a homoclinic orbit which of-
ten leads to chaos even under small regular perturbation [GH]. One may easily change
the variables in the singular equation of y and make it anti-self-adjoint. Our general
results apply to (IL4]) and give the criterion when the homolcinics persist under either
dissipative or conservative perturbation. This example will be revisited in Section [Gl
The singular perturbations theory also applies to problems which may not be ex-
plicitly in the form of (LI). Consider an autonomous 4-dim ODE system with a
parameter € which has the origin O as a fixed point for all € << 1. Assume, at € = 0,
the linearized systems has simple eigenvalues 4+¢ and a double eigenvalue 0. While the
unfolding of the focal point has been studied thoroughly (see, for example [CLW]), we
note that the oscillatory motions are essentially at a much faster scale in the directions
of the pair of elliptic eigenvalues. Under these assumptions, some simple normal forms
transformations and near identity time rescaling, the generic form of the system looks

- <Z;i§3 1;‘;25;“) z+ 0P +yP) 9= (b_(el) b(1€)> g+ O(lal? + lyf?)

where z, y € R? and a;,,,(0) = b(0) = 0. Rescale the system again by

- 3 - _1
T = €1, Tg = €229, Y=¢€Y, L =€ 2T

we obtain a singular perturbed systems in the form of (L)) of the normally elliptic
type with the singular parameter p = 2. If %(0) > 0, the origin becomes hyperbolic
in the x directions and we obtain the local center manifolds of order O(1) size in the
rescaled variables. If %(0) # 0 in addition, we are in the right position to study the
Hopf bifurcation from the eigenvalues +i in this rather degenerate case. (See for
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an approach essentially different from the Hopf bifurcation.) A more detailed study of
this type of bifurcation problems will be given in a forthcoming paper.

The rest of the manuscript is organized as the following. In Section [I] we present
the general framework and outline the main results on invariant manifolds and folia-
tions. The justification of the limit slow equations and its linearization are obtained
in Section Bl In Section @ and [l we study invariant manifolds and foliations and focus
on their leading order approximations. Finally the homoclinic orbits are considered in
Section In the Appendix, we outline a process to block-diagonalize the linearized
system of (LI]) at a steady state.

2. FRAMEWORK AND MAIN RESULTS ON INVARIANT MANIFOLDS AND FOLIATIONS

We formulate the problem as a non-autonomous infinite dimensional dynamical sys-
tems with a singular parameter. This framework allows one to apply the general results
to ODEs as well as PDEs or functional differential equations.

In a Banach space Z and z € Z, we usually denote a ball by B,(z, 7). Let Zy, Zs
be Banach spaces and k£ > 1 be an integer. We adopt the notations

Li(Z1,2) & L(®kZl, Zy) = {bounded k — linear operators Z; — Zg}
|p| = sup |o(21, ..., 2k)|, for ¢ € Lp(Z1,Zs)

FIESREES!
ck (Z1,Z5) = {h‘h : Z1 — Zo, k-times countinuously differentiable with

finite O norm}.

Note Li(Zy, Zy) = L(Z1, Zs) is simply the space of bounded linear operators.
Throughout the manuscript, we use D or D* to denote differentiations with respect
to variables in the phase space and we will use 0 for derivatives with respect to time ¢
or other parameters.
Let X be a Banach space and Y a Hilbert space and we consider the system

&= Ax+ f(x,y,t,€)
(2.1) o J
y=;y+M%%ud

The following assumptions may look complicated which is only due to our inten-
tion to make the result applicable to PDEs where unbounded operators and different
function spaces are involved. For ODE systems, these assumption would simply be

e J is an anti-symmetric matrix and (f, g) are smooth functions.
In general, we assume for some constants Cj,

(A1) A: Xy £ D(A) = X, where X; C X is endowed with the graph norm | - |x;,
generates a Cp-semigroup et on X such that \etA\ < Me¥t, t > 0, for some
M >0 and w € R.

(A2) J is an anti-self-adjoint operator on Y with domain D(J) = Y7, endowed with
the graph norm |- |y, , which generates a unitary group e*/. We further assume
T L) < Co.
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(A3) For k> 1,
(2.2) (D'f,Dig) € C%X; x Y1 x R? Li(X; x Y1, X1 x Y1), 0<i <k,
(2.3)  (D'f,Dig) € C°(X| x Y1 x R?,
LI(X xY)®@™ 1 (X1 xY1),X xY)), 1<i<k,

whose norms are all bounded by Cj.
(A4) |-|x € C*(X\{0},RT), where R* denotes the set of positive numbers.
(A5) E?Ef € CO(Xl X Y7 X Rz,Xl), Dx(?ef S CO(Xl X Y7 X R2,L(X1,X1)), Dxatf S
CO(Xl X Y7 X Rz,L(Yl,X)), E?tg S CO(Xl X Y7 X R2,Y), D(‘)tg S CO(Xl X Y7 X
R2 L(X; x Y1, X x Y)) which are all bounded by Cj.
Here the global boundedness are not important as we can always multiply them by a
cut-off function. When unbounded, the linear operators often appear in the form of A,
. 0 1
1A, or ( A O
usually satisfy the above assumption on function spaces which are algebras or slightly
better.

, etc. as coming from the linearization of PDEs [p]. The nonlinearities

Remark 2.1. In fact we can replace J by J(€) for each small €, then all results in this
manuscript still hold except Proposition [4.19 and[{.15]

Throughout the manuscript, C denotes a generic constant, possibly with subscripts,
which may have different values as in different lines, and it only depends on the quan-
tities involved in (A1)-(A5). Let C’ be another generic constant, possibly with sub-
scripts, and the dependence will be specified in the context.

When |y| << 1, formally from (L2)), we expect the z equation can be approximated
by the singular limit

(2.4) o = Axo + f(x0,0,t,0).

However, in the normally elliptic singular perturbation problems, there is usually not
a persistent slow manifold and we will first prove the convergence to (2.4).

Almost invariant slow manifolds. In order to justify this limit, one need to es-
timate the y equation in (2I). One of the key issues is to handle the O(1) driving
force g(x,0,t,¢) which occurs even at y = 0. It is very natural to first carry out a
transformation

(25) Y1 = y—l—eJ_lg(x,O,t, E)
which yields

. J
(26) Y1 = ;yl +gl($7y7t7 E) gl($7y7t7 E) = O(E) +h($7y17t76)y1-

At y = 0, the driving force in this equation g;(z,0,t,€) = O(e). One may repeat this
procedure and obtain

. J
Uk = —yk O(") + O(lyx)).

Therefore this sequence of transformations yields an almost invariant slow manifold,
close to {yx = 0}, with an error (to the invariance in the equations) of O(e*). While this
process increases the accuracy at the cost of the smoothness of the equation, it would
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not give an invariant slow manifold and also, in our general setting, the unbounded
operators A and J without other assumptions could bring other complications. We will
work directly with (21 in most part of the manuscript. However in this manuscript,
with these transformations in mind, we actually often prove estimates with upper
bounds in terms of g(x,0,¢,¢), so that they would yield much finer estimates when
combined with a sequence of transformations as in the above. For example, see Lemma
B Lemma B3] Proposition [£12] Remark to see statements of this type.

Theorem 2.2. Assume (A1) — (A3) and (A5). For any ty € R, let T > 0 and
(x(t),y(t)), zo(t) be solutions of @) and @A) on [to,to + T]. Suppose

|z(t0) — zo(to)|x, + [y(to)lvy < Cie,
there exists a constant C' which depends on M,w, T, Cy,C1, and |zo(to)|x,, such that
then for any t € [to,to + T,
(2.7) |2(t) — zo(t)x, +[y(t)ly, < C'e.

A more careful estimate of approximations can be found in Lemma [3.1l In addition
to the convergence of solutions on finite time interval, we also need the convergence of
solutions of the linearized equations. Linearize (2.I) and we obtain

oz = Adz + Do f (z,y,t,€)0x + Dy f(x,y,t,€)dy
(2.8) -
0y = —0y + Dag(x,y,t,€)0z + Dyg(z,y,t,€)dy,

Let ®(t,tg,z,y,€) be the solution map of ([ZI)). From the above equations assump-
tions (A1) — (A3), and the Gronwall inequality, it is clear to see that D® is bounded
uniformly in e. Higher order derivatives of ® in x,y can be estimated in a similar
way. In the leading order approximation of (Z8]), we combine the linearized (2Z.4]) and
a linearized y equation

dxg = Adxg + Dy f(x0,0,t,0)0zg
(2.9) . J
0yo = —Oyo + Dyg(o,0,t,0)dyo.

Theorem 2.3. Assume (A1) — (A3) and (A5) for k > 2. Let (0x(t),0y(t)) and
(0xo(t),0yo(t)) be solutions of [Z8) and (Z9), respectively. Suppose
(2.10)(t0) — wo(to)|x; + [y(to)lvs < Che,

(211§ (60 (o) x1 + [0yo(to)lys) + [0 (t0) — dzo(to)|x + [6y(to) — dyo(to)lvy < Cie.
Then there exists a constant C' which depends on M,w,T,Cy, C1, |x(to)|x,, such that
[02:(t) — dxo(t)|x + 6y () — dyo(t)ly; < C'e

for all t € [to,to + T.

We can not obtain the estimates on |dz(t) — 0z (t)|x, even if we assume |dx(ty) —
dzo(to)|x, < Cie unless both |[dyo(to)|y; < Cie. See Lemma B3, Remark B4 and
Remark These theorems will be proved in Section [Bl

To study the local invariant manifolds, suppose (0,0) is always a steady state and
the limit systems is autonomous, i.e.

8tf(33,y,t,0) = atg(x7y7t70) =0 f(0707t76) = 9(0707t7 E) =0.
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We assume linearized (2.4]) at 0 has the exponential trichotomy, i.e. there exist closed
subspaces X "¢ such that there exist constants a; < min{as,0} and afy, > max{0,a]}
and for ¢ > 0,

’et(A-‘rfx (0)) ‘XS < Clealt ’e—t(A-i-fac (0)) ‘X“ < Cle—a’zt

,ewf(fl+1‘ac(()))b(c < Cpett ’e_t(A'f‘fac(O))’XC < Cre 2t

Moreover, we assume the linearized flow et(e+9v(0) gatisfies the same assumption as
e~ HA+/2(0)| xc and thus the expanded center space of (ZI)) should be X¢ @Y. Along
with a few other technical assumptions, rough our main results on invariant manifolds
and foliations in the phase space X7 x Y7 is

Theorem 2.4. For e << 1, in the space X1 X Y71,

(1) There exists smooth invariant stable, unstable, center-stable, center-unstable,
and center integral manifolds of (0,0) which can be written as graphs of smooth
mappings from a d-neighborhood of the corresponding subspaces to the comple-
ments whose norms and § are independent of €. Moveover their derivatives
in to, the time parameter of integral manifolds, is O(€) when evaluated in the
norm |- |x + |- |y.

(2) The center-stable and center-unstable manifolds are foliated into the disjoint
union of smooth families of smooth stable and unstable fibers which also written
as graphs of mappings whose norms are bounded independent of €.

(3) The stable and unstable manifolds are O(e) close to those of ([2.4]).

(4) The center-stable, center-unstable, and the center manifolds at {y = 0} are
O(e) close to those of (24) and their tangent spaces there are O(e) close to the
direct sum of the unperturbed ones and Y, respectively.

Here by the term an integral manifold, we mean a family of manifold M (t) param-
eterized by ¢ so that the solution map of (2] starting at initial time ¢y and ending
at t; maps M (tg) into M (t1). They are independent of ¢ if the system is autonomous.
The precise statement of these results of the invariant manifolds are given in Section

A and B

3. THE SINGULAR LIMIT SYSTEM ON FINITE TIME INTERVALS

The basic idea to handle the singular terms in the proofs of Theorem 2.2l and 2.3lis to
average in time which appears in the estimate as integration by parts. Instead of ([24I),
we consider the following regular perturbation problem as an initial approximation

(3.1) Tx = Az + f(24,0,t,€).
In the rest of this section, we will use the notation
(32) g9s(z,t) = g(z,0,t,¢).

Lemma 3.1. Assume (A1) — (A3) and (A5). For anyty € R, let T > 0 and (z(t),y(t))
and x,(t) be solutions of Il and BI) on [to,to + T| such that x(tg) = x.(to)
and y(to) = 0. Then there exists a constant C' which depends on M,w,T,Cy, and
|z (to)| x,, such that for any t € [to,to + T,

|2(t) — ()| x, + [y(E)vy < C,G(\gi\cgcg(xl <Ry T [Dagiloo(x, xr,L(x,v)))

where CO0C} denotes the space of functions C* int and C° in x.
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Proof. By (21)), (Z4) and variation of parameters formula
t

(.Z' - ‘T*)(t) = /t e(t_T)A(f(xavav 6) - f(.Z'*, 07T7 6))d7—7

0

s

t
(33) y(t) = / e(t_T) (g($7 Y, T, E) - g($*7 07 T, 6) + g($*7 07 T, E)dT‘
to

Due to the oscillatory nature of et%, we integrate the last terms by parts

t
/ =% g(x,, 0,7, €)dr = —et e g(x,,0, 7, )ty

to

t
+ / =7 e g1 (atg(m*, 0,7,€)dT + Dyg(z.,0,T, e)(Ax* + f(z,0, 7, e)))dT,
t

0

where we also use assumption (A3) to ensure the last term on the right hand side is
well defined. Therefore,

! —7)< € €
‘ /t e(t ) g(x*v 0,7, E)dT‘Yl < C/E(|g*|CgCtl(X1 xR,Y") + |D£Eg*|CO(X1 XR,L(X,Y)))7
0

where C” depends on Cj and |z,|x,. Consequently,

t
(3-4611’ - x*’X1 ‘Hy‘}ﬁ)(t) < C/t (’x - x*’X1 + ’yhﬁ)(T)dT + C/ﬁ(\gi\cgcg(xlx&y)
0

+|Daglleo i xr.L(x.YY))-

Then the desired estimates follows from the Gronwall’s inequality. g

Proof. of Theorem[Z2 Let (x1(t),y1(t)) be the solution of ([ZII) with the initial values
z1(to) = x(to) and y1(to) = 0 and x.(t) be the solution of [B.1]) such that z,(to) = x(to).
On the one hand, from Lemma Bl for any ¢ € [to, to + T,

|71 — 2| x, + |Y1]y, < Ce.

On the other hand, by using the variation of parameter formula and the Gronwall’s
inequality, it is straight forward to show, for any t € [to, to + T,

|z — z1]x, + [y — v1lvy + |76 — 20| x, < C'e
and thus the theorem follows. O

Remark 3.2. Combining Lemmal31l with the iteration of the type of the transforma-
tions (2.0]), we may obtain asymptotic expansions of solutions of (ZII) with the leading
order term given by solutions of BJ) and the error of O(€*).

For the linearization, we consider the following as the principle approximation
(3.5) 01, = Adx, + D, f(x4,0,t,€)0x,
' oy, = %5y* + Dyg(z4,0,t, €)0ys.

Lemma 3.3. Assume (A1) - (A3) and (A5) for k = 2 and use the same notations
as in Lemma [31l. Let (0x(t),0y(t)) and (dz.(t),0y«(t)) be the solutions of (2.8) and
BE) respectively such that

(0x(to), 0y(t0)) = (92«(t0), oy« (t0)) and |0x(to)|x, + [0y(to)lv; < 1.
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Then there exists a constant C' depending on M,w,T, and Cy, such that for any
t € [to,to + T,

0y(t) — 6ys(t) vy < Clﬁ(\gi‘cgcg(xl «r,y) T 1Dagiloroo(x, xr,L(x,v))
+ [ D209 | cox, xR,L(Xl,Y)))-

Plus, [0z(t) — 0z, (t)|x, < C'e if |0y«(to)]y; < Cre. Otherwise |dx(t) — dx.(t)|x < C'e.

Proof. By standard semigroup theory in Banach space and (A2), we have

(36) <| (533‘, 5y) | + | (5$*7 53/*) |) CO ([t 0+ T, X1 X Y1) < c’.

First we use (Z8) and (B3] to obtain
ox — 0xy = A(6x — ) + (Dmf(:n,y,t, €) — Dy f(x,0,t, e))éx*
+ Do f (2, y,t,€)(6x — 0x.) + Dy f (z,y,t,€)(6y — 6ys) + Dy f(z,y, 1, €)0y.
S~ 6. = (L + Dygla(1),0,,)(6y — 592) + Dagla, 0,1,
+ (Deg(z,y,t€) = Dag(a+,0,t,€)) 62 + (Dyg (2, y, t,€) — Dyg(a., 0,1, €))dy.
By using assumption (A3) and (28], we can write
(3.7) 6z — 0wy = A(6x — d.) + ha(t,€) + Dy f(x,y,t,€)0ys,
S 3. = (2 + Dyg(aa(t),0,1,)(6y — 69.) + halt,€) + Dagla, 0,1, )6
where by (3.6),
hlx, < Co(|0z — d2ilx, + |0y — 0yulys) + (|2 — il xy + [ylv1)
hilx < Co(|0x — dai|x + [0y — dysly) + C'(Jx — 2] x, + [ylni)
holy; < C'(|lz — @lx, + [ylva)-
In the rest of the proof, we will simply write
Dygi(t) = Dygs(z+(t),t) = Dyg(.(t), 0,1, €)

and similarly for f, g, and g, etc. By assumptions (A2) and (A3), %—i— gy generates an
evolution operator F,(t,s) or E.(t,s;x.(s),€) which satisfies for t > s,

J ) .
OsE(t,s) = —B(t,s)(~ + Dygi(s))  |Eloey) +IElLmn) < Coe® =),

The most troublesome term in the second equation is g,dz. We use ([B.0) and integrate
by parts to obtain

E(t, t0)(J + €Dygt(to)) " Dugl(to)dz(to)

t
—(J + eDygs (1) " Dagh(0x(t) + | E(t,7)0; ((J + eDygl) ' Dogl ) dr)

to

= €

(3.&% " B(t.)Dygt (r)b(r) dr

0 1

Yy
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From assumptions (A3) and (A5) and Theorem 2.2 and equations ([2.8]) and (B.6]), we

obtain
t

E(t,7)D,gs(T)0z(T)dT

< C/€<|ngi|CO(X1XR,L(XY))

‘ to Y1

+ ’Digi\co(xl «R,L(X0X1,Y)) T 10:Dzg¢] co(x, xR,L(Xl,Y))>=

which, along with the variation of parameter formula, the estimate on ho, and the
Gronwall inequality, implies the desired estimate on dy — dysx.

When |8, (to)]y; < Che, it is clear [0y, (t)|y, < C’e and thus the estimates on dz — dx.
also easily follows from the variation of parameter formula, the estimate on hy, and the
Gronwall inequality. Otherwise, to deal with the most trouble term D, f(z,y,t, €)dy.
in the x equation, we use ([B.5]) to write

Sy (t) = e 1oy, (t) — e gy ()5ya (1)
Integrating by parts, we obtain from (A5) and (B.6)

t
e(t_T)ADyf(a:, Y, T, e)5y*dT‘X
to

t
SC"E(l + ‘ OT(e(t_T)ADyf(x, Y, T, e))J_léy*dT‘X) < (e
to
and thus the estimate on dx — dx, follows from the variation of parameter formula, the
estimate on hy, and the Gronwall inequality. O

Remark 3.4. If dy.(to) = 0, it is clear that |dx — dx.|x, satisfies the estimate as
0y — dys«. Without the assumption |0y.(to)|y, < Ci€, we can not obtain the estimate

on |6z — dxo|x, since in the last step of integration by parts, there is a term

¢
Ae(t_T)ADyf(x, Y, T, e)J_léyodT,
to
which is only in X under current assumptions.

Proof. of Theorem Let (0x4(t),dy«(t)) be the solution of (BJ]) with initial value
(0x(to),0y(to)). The estimates on oz, — dxg and dy, — dyp follow from the standard
Gronwall inequality, which along with Lemma implies Theorem O

Remark 3.5. Following from the same proof, if we assume instead [ZI1I) by
0z0(to)|x, + [0yo(to)lyvy <1 |6z(to) — dxo(to)|x + |0y(to) — dyo(to)ly < Cre.
Then there exists C' such that for all t € [tg,to + T,
|02:(t) — dzo(t)]x + 10y (t) — dyo(t)ly < C'e.

4. INVARIANT MANIFOLD

In this section, we study the local integral manifold (as the system may be non-
autonomous) of a stationary solution of (2.I), namely, the center-unstable (stable)
manifold, unstable (stable) manifold and etc in the framework of the Lyapunov-Perron
integral equation. The main point is to obtain these manifolds of size O(1) and their
leading order approximations. Hypotheses (A1)-(A4) will be assumed and (A5) will
be needed in some theorems with from Theorem 7] as specified.
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4.1. Preliminary. In addition to (A1l)-(A4) we assume
(Bl) atf(xv Y, t, O) - atg(xv Y, t, O) =0,
(B2) f(0,0,t,¢) = g(0,0,t,e) =0,
(B3) When k = 1, assume (D f, Dg) are equicontinuous functions in z,y and e with
respect tot at x = 0,y = 0,e = 0, i.e. for any s > 0, there exists § > 0 such
that if |z|x, <9, |yly, <9, le| <9, for any t € R,

|Df($7y7t7€) _Df(0707t70
|Dg(x,y,t,€) — Dg(0,0,t,0

)|L(X1><Y1,X1),L(X><Y,X) <8,

)‘L(Xlel,Yl),L(XXY,Y) < &.

We will write
fay 2 DLyf(O, 0,t,0), Jzy = D;p,yg(O, 0,t,0)
which are independent of ¢.
For (z,y) € X1 x Y7, let

(41) F1($7y7t7€):f_fm$_fyy Gl($7y7t7€):g_gng_gyy
and A\(r) € C2°(R) such that

1
Ay =3l T3 ()] < 3.
0, r>1

To take the advantage of the linear approximation, we cut off the nonlinearity

42 Pt = G 5 gy g < adt g,

then by assumption (A3), (A5) and (B2), F' and G satisfy:

F(0,0,t,e) = G(0,0,t,e) =0 |F|x, +|G(z,y,t,€)|y, <Tr,
ID(F,G)|Lx,xv) + | D(F, G| (xxy) T

where 7 = 7(r, ¢) = CT with C depending only on Cj and

(4.3)

r=7(r €)= sup |D(F1, G1)|ox,xva) + [D(F1, Gl nxxy)-
(4.4) ol x, +lylv; <,
e€[0,¢0), tER
Clearly, (A3) implies lim 7= 0. Let
r,eg—0
A=A+ f,.

Since (Z1)) is non-autonomous, in order to construct the local integral manifolds at
time tg, we translate the equation by ty and modify it by cutting off the nonlinearity

ﬂj‘(t) = Af$+fyy+F($7y7t+t07€)
(4.5) . J
y(t) = (; + 9y)y + 9o + Gz, y,t + to, €).

Clearly the system is unchanged in the g-neighborhood of (0,0) and we will construct
its global integral manifold which can be characterized by the exponential decay as
t — 400 at a rate close to that of e'4|xs.c.. Naturally we need the following weighted
continuous function spaces. In general, given n € R and Z a Banach space, let

C;—L(Z) = {z € CO(}Ri,Z)‘ sup e "z(t)|z < —i—oo}
+1>0
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+

a2 where €, is a parameter
b b

with norm | - |

+ —ptlz(®)lz
|z(+) e,z = Sup € n .
+t>0 €x
In order to hand the linear terms f,, and g, in system (&) which are not there in the
usual study of local invariant manifold, we will introduce the following spaces which
allow us to average. Let

ugy 0" {(w.y) eci(xi) x cE )|
: =+ .
(@)l = Vol + Il 5, + 1ol x < o)

where we also use B,jf(oo) to denote the corresponding Banach space.

4.2. Existence and smoothness of integral manifolds. We start with the center-
unstable and stable manifold. Assume the exponential dichotomy of the linearized
system at (0,0)
(B4) There exists a pair of continuous projections (Ps, P.,) on X, such that P; +
P, =1Ix El, clearly X = P, X & P., X and

(4.7) Xseu & P, ., X are positively invariant under etAs

tAf

e can be extended to a group on X,

(B5) There exist constants a; < 0 and a1 < ag, such that
et Pl x < Ke™!|z|x for t>0, zelX,
et Pzl x + \et(%”y)yly < Ke™(|lz|x +|yly) for t<0, z€X,yeY

Remark 4.1. Let PsX; = X and P, X1 = X{*, (B4) and (B5) imply et and
el +9v) satisfy the same estimates with all norms replaced by |- |x, and |- |y;.

Theorem 4.2. Assume hypotheses (A1)-(A4), (B1)-(B5), and there exists n such
that n,kn € (a1, a2) then

(1) There existr > 0 and €9 > 0 and a mapping hs : Br(0, X{* x Y1) xR x (0,¢) —
B, (0, X7) such that the family of graphs M (ty) form a locally invariant
center-unstable integral manifold of (0,0) of (2.1J).

(2) A backward flow is well-defined on the center-unstable manifold.

(3) hs(&cu, &y, to,€) is C* in &, and &y and continuous in ty with the norms inde-
pendent of €.

(4) If we assume hypothesis (A5’°) to be introduced before Proposition [{.7, then

Aiohs (- €) € CUBL(0, X" x V1) x R, X¥)
with the morm independent of €.
1Throughout this manuscript, we will use notations Ix, Iy for identity maps on X, Y, respectively.

With slight abuse of notation, we also use the projections Ps and P, to denote their composition with
the projection from X x Y to X.
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Similar statements are given in Theorem [£.9] [.10, and F.I1] for stable, unstable,
center-unstable, and center manifolds. These invariant manifolds are constructed in
small, of O(1) though, neighborhoods of 0. Sometimes, we do want to track the
invariant manifolds in larger ranges. This can be achieved by combining the local
invariant theorems and Theorem and See Proposition

As in the standard approach, we will work on the global center-unstable manifold
of ([#0) which yields the local center-unstable manifold of (2.1).

For any n € (a1, as), there exists € > 0 such that for any €, € [0,¢), there exist
r0, €0 > 0 satisfying that for any € € [0,¢p) and r € (0,79), it holds

(4.8) o(n) = min{o1, a2(n), o3(n)} > 0,
where
1 K K
4. =-—-C2 =1- 1)(7 .
(49)  o1=5-Coe,  02(n) 3(a2_n+77_a1+ ) (7 + Coes),
3, K _ 9
o3(n) =1-— ;(GZ — + K+ 1)(7’+2C’06).

In the rest of this whole section, we always assume (4.8]).
Given tg € R, to simplify notation, we write
F($7y77— + to, E) £ F($(T)7y(7—)77— + o, 6) = F($7y77— + 1o, E) fyy = fyy(T)

and such notation also applies to G and g. Let

etAf 0
U(tv€)=< 0 et(i+gy>>’

and for any (x,y) € By (p) and € = (€aus &) € X5 x Y1,

t
(4.70),(,y, &, to, €) (1) = U(t, €)€ + /0 U(t—T,€) (P Cgf; (”;yﬁ tiﬁ*g {jy>> dr
v Y 05 x

+ /_too U(t —T,€) (PS <F(a:,y,7' —(’)_ fo,€) + fyy)) dr.

It is standard to verify that (z,y) € B, (p) is a fixed point of 7 if and only if (z(t),y(t)
is a solution of (@A) with (I —P;)(x,y)(0) = ({cu,&y)- Thus we focus on the fixed point
equation

(4.11) (@,9) = Teu(@,y,&, L0, €).

Lemma 4.3. For any n with ay < n < ag and e, r, €y satisfy (@), there exists poy
depending on |Eey|x,, |&ylyvi, K, €x,0 (0 defined in @), such that for any e € [0, ¢€p)

and p € [po, 0|, T defines a contraction mapping on B, (p) under the norm |- |, .

Proof. To keep the exposition clean, we will skip in most places the parameters &g,
&y, to, and €, which are fixed in this lemma. It is easy to obtain from the definition,

(4.12) sup e‘"t((Ps + Pew) Teu(,y)(t)
<0 X1
K K _
< K|£cu|X1 + ( )(|DF|CO + e*Ify|)|(x,y)

az—1mn 1n-a hex
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Since (z,y) € C, (X1) x C,7 (Y1) and Ay is a closed operator, one can verify (Ps +
Pcu)fycu(xﬁy) € Cl((—O0,0),X) and

d

(4.13) (Ps "‘Pcu)afycu(xvy)(t)

=Af(Ps + Pew) Teu(,y) (1) + F(2(t), y(t), t + to, €) + fyy(t).
Therefore,

d
(4.14) 2210) e_m‘(Ps + PCU)EZU($7y)(t)‘X
K K _
< K|&eulx, + (a2 s + n— a1 + 1) (|DF|CO + €*|fy|)|(33yy)|,776*

Again, by the definition of 7., and integration by parts
(4.15) (I = Ps — Pew) Zeu(, y)(t)

t
(4.16) = et(%Jrgy)&y —l—/ e(t_T)(%Jrgy)G(x,y,T + to, €)dT
0

t

J ¢ J
_Ee(t—T)(J—i-egy)(z + ) g . + 6/0 e(t—T)(J‘f‘egy)(; + gy) " tguidr.

Consequently, we obtain

1
(4.17) sup —e_”t‘(l — Py — Poy) Teu(z,9) (1)
t<0 €y Yy
K K D 2¢|J | gx
<Kol (K e )G+ 247
€x az —1 77 e

Using ([&.8)), clearly, there exists pg > 0 determined by |&y|v;, |&culx:, K, €« and o such
that for any p € (pg, +0o0], the above inequalities imply that 7., maps B, (p) to B, (p).
To prove it is a contraction, we can estimate in a similar fashion

210) e_nt‘(Ps + Po) (Fewl1, 1) — %u(fﬂz,w))(t)‘xl

K K _ _
§(a2 s + n— al)(|DF|CO + 5*|fy|)(|331 - 5172|7771,X1 + 1y — y2|7]75*,yl),
_ d
supe nt‘(Ps‘FPcu)d_(Zu(xlyyl) - zu(‘f??y?))(t)‘
t<0 t X
(4.18) K K
é(a2 —n + n—a + 1) (|DF|CO + E*|fy|) (|$1 - x2|7],1,X1 + |y1 - y2|7],5*,Y1)’
sup e—nt‘(] — Py — Peu)) (Zeu(1,y1) — Teulw2,92)) ()
<0 Yi

1
§( K +K—|—1) |IDG|co + 2€¢|J |9
az — 1 €x

Therefore, 7., defines a contraction mapping on B, (p) under the norm |- [, .

| [(x2 — 1,92 — y1)l,,
O

Many other proofs in this manuscript will be very much in the fashion of that of the
above lemma in the sense that integration by parts often provides an effective way to
provide an extra € in the estimate. We will skip some details.
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For any (£,t9,¢€) € X{* x Y7 x R let (:E(t),y(t)) be the fixed point of 7, and

0
(419) hs(£7t076) :Psﬂj‘(O) = / e_TAfPS<F (x7y77—+t07€) ‘|’fyy)d7',

—00

M (tg) = {€ + hy(€,to, )€ € XT“ x V1 ).

From the standard argument based on the uniqueness of the contraction, one can show
that hs and the center-unstable manifold M&"(ty), for any ¢y € R are independent of
n € (a1,az). Moreover, the flow map of ([A3]) starting on M () is well-defined both
forwardly and backwardly in ¢ and, from ¢; to to, it maps M (tg+t1) to ME(tg+t2).

Remark 4.4. Note since X{* x Y] # ToMS", we cannot prove hg is bounded. See the
Appendiz. Also, as usual, ./\/lc“(to) depends on the cut-off and thus is not unique for

@).

Smoothness in ., and ;. Let z(§)(t) = (2(t),y(t)) denote the fixed point of .7 (£).
From (4.I1]), formally,

(4.20) Dez(&) = (¢,0) = (I — Do T2, t0,6)) U

where

(4.21Dz<%u(z,t0)(¢,¢)(t) = /0 U(t — 7—) (ch(C;D(i(fy_:;)"tO))((Q?v%)jg'};yf)> dr

—0o0

with the parameter e skipped. It is easy to verify that (I — D, Tu(z,to, e)) ~! and thus
the right side of ([{.20) are well-defined with respect to the same exponential rate 7.
In order to estimate z(§ +¢') — 2(£) — Dez(§)E’, consider

(4.22) (I = D2 Teu(z,t0,€)) (2(€ + &) — 2(€) — Dez(€)€)
=2(£4+¢) — 2(&) = D.Teu(z,t0,€) (2(€ + &) — 2(¢)) — UE.

In the above right side the linear terms f, and g,, which do not vanish at (0, 0), actually
disappear. Moreover, the evolution operator has a uniform bound though it depends on
e. Therefore the exactly standard argument (where no differentiation in ¢ is
need which would product %) implies the C'' smoothness of z(-, g, €) : X{% x Y] — B,

for any ' < 1. This establish the C! smoothness of M (ty) in &, and &,. Similarly,

the C* smoothness of M can be obtained if we assume that there exists 7 such that

a; <mn, kn < as.

Dependence on tj. In order to smoothness of M in ¢y, in addition to hypotheses

(A1)-(A4) for k =1 and (B1)-(B3), we assume and

(AD) (0sf,0:g) € CO(X1 x Y1 xR2, X xY), (DO, f, Ddyg) € CO(X1 x Y1 x R? L(X x

Y1, X xY)), (DOO,f, DO:.0yg) € CO(X1 x Yy xR? L(X1 x Yy, X xY)) Moreover,
their norms are bounded by Cj.

Remark 4.5. In fact, the assumptions in (A5 ) on DO(f,g) and DOO(f,g) are only
needed when one has to work with n > 0. In fact, if n < 0, our next theorem still holds
if we only assume Oy(f,g9) € X XY 00:(f,g9) € X x Y.
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To avoid dealing with 4(¢) as in the above contraction argument, which may intro-
duce a factor of %, we introduce a slight variation of 7., which will be somewhat more
easily used in the proofs of the following proposition as no time derivative is directly
involved. Given parameters § € X{" x Y1, to, €, for z = (z,y) € C; (X1) x C; (Y1), let

(4.23) Teu(z.10)(t) = U(t, )€ + (6(1), (1))
where
t
o(t) = / et=mArp (F(z, T + to, €) + fyy)dT
0
+ /t =41 p, (F(Z,T + to,€) + fyy)dT

—00

and
t , J
P (t) :/ e(t_T)(?Jrgy)G(z, T+ to,e)dr —e(J + egy)_l (gmzzt(t) + et(?+gy)gwx(0))
0
t
+ e/ (J + egy)_le(t_T)(%Jrgy)gm(Afx + F(z, 7+ to, €) + fyy)dr.
0

We equip C,; (X1) x Cy (Y1) with the norm

t
(a.24) el = sup e (a()]x, + 05
t<0 *
and we will also use || - ||, to denote
t
Ielly = supe (la(o))x + L)
t<0 €x
We denote the balls in these norms by
(4.25) B, ,(00) = {z‘”zH}?, < oo} B, (c00) = {zH]an < oo}

Obviously, 7, is come up with from .7 after integrating by parts in the y component.
Using (A3), it is straight forward to prove that 7, is still a contraction on C,"(X1) x
C, (Y1) under the norm in ([@24). Moreover, its linearization is also a contraction

under both of the norms || - || and || - [|,,. Namely, for some 0 < o’ < 1 with a similar
form as o defined in (48)), we have

(426) || Zeu(zt) = Tl t0) | <=0z =2y UDTuzlly < (1 =)zl

By the uniqueness, f?:u and 7., have the same fixed point.

Remark 4.6. In the following, we will repeatedly use the fact that z(§), the fized point
of Tew and Tey, belongs to B, (00) for any n € (a1, az2) as long as ([A8) is satisfied.

Since the time derivatives involves unbounded operators A and J, we do not expect
M, (to) to be smooth in ty in X7 X Y7.
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Proposition 4.7. Assume the conditions in Theorem[{.3 for k =1, then
hs(-,-€) € COXE x Vi x R, X§).
If we further assume (A5'),
Diohs(-, - €) € COX x Yy x R, X?).

Remark 4.8. Ifin (A5) and (A5’) we assume the smoothness of (f,g) : X1 xY; xR? —
X1 x Y1, the same proof implies that Oy hs € X7 is continuous. See also Remark[{.17

Proof. To simplify notations, we will also ignore the e variable in F, G. We first claim

(4.27) t}iir%o %u(z,tl) — Zu(z,t(])

— — 1
|, =0

n

for any a1 < np <1 < az and z € E;(oo), where E;(oo) = {z‘||z||,17, < oo}. In

fact, for any s > 0, we will show the above quantity is bounded by some C's when
1

[t1 — to] << 1. Let Th = logs By (A3), DF(pz(t),t'), DG(pz(t),t') are uniformly

continuous on (p,t,t') € [0,1] x [T, 0] x [Ty 4+ to — 1,tp + 1]. Therefore, there exists
s' > 0 such that if |t; — to| < ¢/,

|D(F,G)(pz(t),t + t1) — D(F,G)(pz(t),t + to)\L(XIthXlxyl)
for (p,t) € [0,1] x [T%,0]. Rewrite F'(z(t),t +t1) — F(2(t),t + to) as
F(z(t),t +t1) — F(2(t), t + to)
=F(z(t),t +t1) — F(0,t +t1) — F(2(t),t + to) + F(0,t + o)

— </01 DF(pz(t),t +t1) — DF(pz(t),t + to)dp> ().

It follows that for [t; — o] < &,
(4.29) |F(2(t),t +t1) = F(2(t),t +to)| , < sl2(t)x,xv1,

<s

(4.28)

which is also true for G. To obtain ([@27), we split the integration intervals in the

definition of f?:u into t < Ty and t > T5. On the former, the estimate can be obtained
by using ([4.29) and the exponential bound of z and on the latter we only need to notice

I(F,G)(2(7)|x, < CFl2(7)|x,xy; < CFe"™ < Crse ™, for 7 > Tb.
An immediate consequence of ([A.27)) is
(4.30) Tew € CV(B,,(00) x R, By ().
In fact, by the same procedure we can also prove the following stronger statements,
(4.31) DT, € C°(B,,(00) x R, L(B,;(c0), By (0)),

where a1 <n <1 <ag and D is the differentiation with respect to z.
Let z; be the fixed point of T, (-, t;) for i = 0,1. From (£26]) it is easy to see

— —~ 1
lex = 20lly < (1= 0")llex = 20l + || Teu(z0,12) = Feu(0, )|
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Together with (£27)) and Remark [£.6] it implies

1 1
. 1 : =
(4.32) Jim |z(t2) = 2(t)ll} < — lim || Feulzo,t) - %u(zo,to)Hn —0,

From the definition of hs, we obtain its continuity in to.
To prove the second part, by our assumptions in (A4) and (A5') involving X and
Y, one may also prove

(4.33) D ey € C°(B,(0) x R, L(B,(0), B, (0)))
(4.34) Oty Tew € C°(B,;(00) x R, B, (c0)),
where B, (c0) = {ZH\ZH,] < oo}.
Since (B2) implies F(0,t) = G(0,t) = 0, we write
F(Zo,t + tl) — F(Zo,t + to) — atOF(Zo,t + to)(tl — to)

1 1
(4.35) =(t1 — to)(/o /0 Doy, F(qz0,t + pt1 + (1 — p)to)

— DOF(qzo,t + to)dqdp) (20(t)).

Assumptions (A%’), ([A30), and a similar estimate for G yield |0y, iu(z)|]n < |z,
which implies, for any z € E;(oo),

(4.36) |Zeutet) = Tz} < ler — ol

where C’ depends on C,ay,as,n. Since

(4.37) 21— 20 = T(21,t0) — Teul(20,t0) + Teu(21,11) — Teu(21, 1),

using ([A33]) and ([Z36]), we obtain

(4.38) a1 = 20lly < Szl —tol

We continue to write z; — 2 as

(4.39) 21 — 20 = O Teu(20,t0) (t1 — t0) + D Teu(20, t0) (21 — 20) + R1 + R,
where

(4.40) Ri = Teulz1,11) — Teul21,0) — Ot Teu(20. t0) (t1 — to),

Ry = Teu(21,t0) — Teu(20,t0) — D Teu(20,t0) (21 — 20).
By ([@.32) and (£.34),
| R1lly =t — tol| /01 Bt Teu (21, P11 + (1 — p)to) — 3t0§£u(20,to)dp“n = o(|t1 — tol).
Using @.33]), we have ||Ral|, = o(]|z1 — 20|y) = o(|t1 — to]). Therefore, by ([@39)),
(4.41) Oz = (I~ DToulz0.10)) T O Ton20,10)-

and we obtain Oy hs(, -, €) € CO(X{* x Y1 x R, X?). O
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Since the cut-off function does not change the system in a neighborhood of radius
3 and r is taken independent of €, we obtain Theorem

From the exponential dichotomy, we can also construct the stable integral manifold.
For & € X7 and (z,y) € B (c0), define

t
o1 €s10,)0) = U6+ [ UGt-7.0) (PS(Fl(M’TJ v fyy)) o

0

t Py (Fi(z,y, 7+ to,€) + fyy
(4.42) "’Aw Ut -, E)< G(l(lx,y,T—Fto,OE) +g:c£ )> "

where F1, Gy are introduced in (AI]). One may note that F; and G; are not cut off
in .7; as opposed in the construction of the center-unstable integral manifold. This
rather standard practice is due to the fact a; < 0 and thus the local information near
the steady state along is sufficient to determine the unique stable integral manifolds
where the solutions decay exponentially. Following the same proof as in Lemma [£3]
one can prove that if () is satisfied, 7, defines a contraction on B,f(p), where p is
sufficiently small but independent of ¢ << 1, under the norm |- [} = given in (&H).
Therefore
Theorem 4.9. Assume hypotheses (A1)-(A4), (B1)-(B5), and there exists n such
that n,kn € (a1, a2) then
(1) There exist m > 0 and g > 0 and a unique mapping he, : Br(0, X7) x R x
(0,€0) = Br(0, X{" x Y1) such that the family of graphs MZ(to) form the locally
invariant stable integral manifold of (0,0) of (Z.1).
(2) Solutions are on M? if and only if they decay with exponential rate n as t —

+00.
(3) heu(Esuto, €) is CF in & and continuous in ty with the norms independent of e.
(4) If we assume hypothesis (A5’), then

Dtoheu(-,€) € CUBL0,X5) x R, X xY)
with the norm independent of €.

In the following, we will give the hypotheses on center-stable and unstable integral
manifold.
(C1) There exists a pair of continuous projections (P, P,) on X, such that P.s +
P, = Ix and X®u 2 P.s X are positively invariant under etAr,
(C2) There exist constants ay > 0, and @ < ab,

et Pa| x + ]et(%Jrgy)y\y < Ke®'(zlx +|yly) for  t>0, ze€X, yeyY
e xlx < Ke®t|z|x or <0, zelX.
Hs Poalx < Ke®? f t<0 X
As in Remark ET] €'/ and et(Z+aw) satisfy the same estimates with norms replaced
by |- |x, and |- |y;. Let P.sX; = X{® and P,X; = X{". By the same proof,

Theorem 4.10. Assume (A1)-(A4), (B1)-(B3), (C1)-(C2), and there exists n such
that n, kn € (al,al) then
(1) There exist r > 0 and eg > 0 and mappings
hes : Br(0, X7') x R x (0,€9) — B(0, X7* x Y1)
hy : Br(0,X{° x Y1) x R x (0,€60) = B,(0, X}")
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such that the two families of graphs M (to) and ME(ty) form locally invariant
unstable and center-stable integral manifolds of (0,0) of 2.II).

(2) A backward flow is well-defined on MY and solutions are on MY if and only if
they decay with exponential rate n as t — —oo.

(3) hes(€usto,€) is CF in &, and hu(&s, &y, tos €) s CF in & and &y and both are
continuous in to with the norms independent of €.

(4) If we assume hypothesis (A5’), then

Diohes(-€) € CUBL0, X)) x R, X XY)  Oyhu(-,€) € COUBL0, X5 x V1) x R, X%)
with the norms independent of €.

Let X{ = X{*N X{* = (Ix — P, — P,)X; = P.X;. By taking the intersection of
ME and ME ) we can obtain a center manifold in the standard way.

Theorem 4.11. Assume (A1)-(A4), (B1)-(B5), (C1)-(C2), and there exists ny such
that ny, kny € (a),ab) and n_,kn_ € (a1, az) then
(1) There exist r > 0 and eg > 0 and mappings
U= (V,,V,): B (0,X{ x Y1) xR x (0,e0) = B,(0,X] x X{")

such that the family of graphs ME(ty) form a locally invariant center integral
manifolds of (0,0) of (2.1]).

(2) A backward flow is well-defined on ME.

(3) W(&e, &ysto,€) is C* in &, and &y and is continuous in ty with the norms inde-
pendent of €.

(4) If we assume hypothesis (A5’), then

DU (-,€) € CUBL0,XE x V7)) x R, X% x X}
with the norms independent of €.

4.3. Asymptotic estimates of Invariant Manifolds. In Theorems 2.2 and 23] we
have demonstrated that ([2.4]) can be viewed as the singular limit of 21 as ¢ — 0.
Therefore, one may expect the perturbed invariant manifolds should be close to the
unperturbed ones. In this subsection, we will give the leading order approximation of
the invariant manifolds.

In this subsection, we will use the notation

(4.43) Fi(z,t) = F(x,0,t,€) GS(z,t) = G(z,0,t,€).

Instead of (ZII) directly, we first consider compare (L5l with the following regular
perturbation problem

(4.44) Ty = Afa;* —I-F:(LE*,t—l-to)

where we also included the dependence of F' on €. Under assumptions in Theorem 2]
z, = 0 is an steady solution and it has local integral manifolds. In fact, for &, € X{"
and z € C, (X1), let

t
T(2)(t) =€ oy + / DA P FE(2(7), T + to)dr
(4.45) .Y
+ / e(t_T)AfPSFf(x(T), T + to)dr.

—00
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By the exponential dichotomy (B5), 7. is a contraction on C, (X1). For &, € X{*

let x4(t) be the fixed point of 7,. Define

0
(4.46) R (Eeus to, €) = Psxi(0) = / e TAI PR (24 (7), T + to)dr

—00

M (t0) = {&eu+ hi(eus to, )] € XT"
which is the center-unstable manifold of (£.44]).
Proposition 4.12. Assume the hypotheses in Theorem [[.3, (A5) and (A5°), then

|his (cus 0,0, €) — g (eus tos €) |, < Cl€<|gm|L(X,Y)

+ [ DGl co(xy xr,L(x,v)) T 10:Glcocn (x, XR,Y))

where hg is defined in [AI9). If k > 2, we also have

| De, hs(Ecus 0, to, € ‘L(Y Xy S C'e

[ Deculis(Eeus 00, €) = Do, I (€eus o, €)| g xp)

<C'e(|gs|Lixy) + 1D2Gileocnx, xr Lixy)) T 106G cocrx, xry))
where C' depends on Co, K, a1, az, and |¢qu|x, and the norm CYCL means C° in t and
Clinze X;.
The reason the estimate on Dg, hs is only in Y is similar to that for Lemma

Remark 4.13. The exactly same estimates in this subsection also hold for the center,
center-stable, stable, and unstable manifolds except for the latter two, there is no Dy,
inwvolved.

Remark 4.14. The reason we include some these terms in the above upper bound
goes back to transformation (2Z5l). Conceptually, with certain (mild) assumptions on
A and J, one may carry out a sequence of transformations in the form of [2X) to
make g, =0 and G(x,0,t,0) = O(ek_l) when measured in appropriate norms. There-
fore the above estimates immediately implies that the integral manifolds of (444l are
approzimations of those of [@H) at {y = 0} with an error of O(e*). Since [EZ4) is a
reqular perturbation problems of ([24I), one may compute the Taylor expansions of the
integral manifolds of (@A) up to the order O(e*~1) and thus they also serve as the
leading order expansions of the integral manifolds of (L) at {y = 0}.

Proof. We will denote Py and Py the projection to X and Y. Let (x,y) be the fixed
point of ZU with parameters ., and &, = 0 and x, be the fixed point of 9 with the
parameter &.,. In the rest of the proof, we will use %u(m y,€) to denote r%u(z to),
which is introduced in [@23). From (Z£20]),

447) (@ = 20, y)lly < 1 Teul®, ) = Teu(@a, 0) |y + | Teu(4,0) = Zal@) |,

< (1 =)z = 2 9)lly + | Teu(@s,0) = Ta(zo) |,
which implies

|(x — x*,y)H < —Hycu(x*, 0) — 9:(517*)”71;
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From the definitions of 7., and 7., one may compute by integrating by parts

(4.48)  (Feu(®4,0) = Zul.)) (t) = Py Teu(w.,0)(¢)

(449) = e(J +eg,) 7 ( /Ot 1N (9GS + (90 + Do GE) (Agan + FY) )dr
e/ (50 (g,,(0) + G (4(0),t0)) = (g2(8) + Gl (8), to + 1))

where 0;GS, D,G¢, and F¥ in the above integral are evaluated at (z.(7),to+ 7). Using
assumption (B2), we immediately obtain

(4.50) [I(z = 2w, 9)lly <C'e(l92]Lix,v) + [DaGSloo (xy xr,L(x,vY) + 10:GE o0 (x, xr.y))

where we need |0, G5 |coc1 to bound 6,G5 by |0, DG ||z| and |z| provides the necessary
decay in t. Consequently the estimate on hs — A} follows.

To prove the second part, choose 7 such that a; < 7,2n < sy. Let (¢°(t), 9 (t)) be
the derivative of (z(t),y(t)) with respect to &, at (&, 0) and ¢*(t) be the derivative
of x,.(t) with respect to &, so we have

(4.51) (¢°,9°) = DT, 9)(¢%0°) + €4, ¢" = DTu(2.)(¢7) + 7.

As in Theorem {2 It is easy to show [|¢*|| Xeu, oo (X)) 18 bounded uniformly in e for
i

i =1,2. By (@5,

(¢ — " v)|, | S|P Tt w6 = 070

(X5, By, (00 L(X§", By, (00))

(4.52) (DTl y) = DTl D@0
1 »DPoyloo

4| DT 0)(6.0) - DT ()0

L(X§*, By, (c0))

In the first term on the right side, D7, (x,y) is bounded by 1— ¢’ according to [E26).
Using (E50) and the fact that F' and G are C2, we obtain through straight forward
computation

(4.53) (0T = DTl 05 0)‘L<Xf“,§2n<oo>>
SC/G(’QHC’L(X,Y) + D2 Gl co(x, xr,L(x,v)) T @Gi\cgcg(xl XR,Y))'
For the last term in (4.52]), one may calculate
D Zy(.,0)(¢",0) — DT (2.)¢" = Py D Ty (10,0)(¢",0)
=e(J +egy) 7" ( /0 t =D+ (D,0,GS + D2GS Ay, + FY)
+ (92 + DGO (Af + Dy FY))dudr

+ e CEH9) (g, + DuGE(24(0),10) ) 64 (0) — (g2 + DuGE (4 (1), to + t))cb*(t))



NORMALLY ELLIPTIC SINGULAR PERTURBATIONS 23

where F¢, D,0,GS, D2G<, and D, F¢ in the above integral are evaluated at (x(7),to -+

7). Along with (£20), (£52), and [@53), it implies
(6"~ 90|,

_ <C"¢(|gy
(X5, By, (00)) (lgel 2y

+ 1 D2Gllcoc (x, xr,L(x,v)) + 100G cocn x, XR,Y))

and thus the estimates on D¢,  hs — Dg, hy.

Finally, with slight abuse of notation, we still use (¢, 1) to denote the derivative
of (z,y) with respect to &, at §, = 0. Using (£.26]) and (@50, it is straight forward to
show that, at §, = 0,

(4.54) ‘y’an(yl) < CIE ‘((ﬁanE)‘L(YhB;{(OO)) < Cl
where 1 can be taken in a compact subinterval of (a1, as). Clearly
¢€ = PX (D:c;;u(xa y)¢€ + Dy%u(xy y)T/JE)

Like i , one can show Px D, %u(x, y) is a linear contraction on C, (X). Therefore

(455) |¢6|L(Y170277(X)) S C,|PXDZ/<%<($7 y)’lz[)6|L(Y1,C;n(X))

To estimate the right side, we notice that ¢ satisfies

vi(t) = (% + gy + DyG(,y,t + to,€)) (1) + (DaG(2,y,t + to, €) + g2) & (t)
which can be rewritten as
V' = eJ T — €T T ((g9y + DyGI + (DaG + g2)6).
Substitute this identity into (£53]) and use (£54]), we obtain

’(bE‘L(Yl,C;,](X)) < C'e(1+ ’PXDy%(xvy)J_lwﬂL(Yl,C;n(X)))

t t
<C'e (1 + sup 6_2’7t‘ (/ P., + / Ps>e(t_7)Af (DyF(z,y,7 + to, €) + fy)

t<0 0 —00

Jt 6d7" >

vi L(Yy,Xeu)
Integrating by parts and using (£54]) to control y, we obtain the desired estimates.
The estimates can not be improved to the norm X7 as A is produced in the integration
by parts. O

To consider invariant manifolds in larger ranges, let ®(T,to, z,€) and ®*(T, to, x, €)
be solutions of (5] and (£44]) from time 0 to T' — to (so from time to to T for (2.1))
and [BJ) with ®(to,tg, 2,€) = z = (z,y) and ®*(tg,to,x,e)z. We will skip writing
to and € in ® and ®* in the next proposition as it would not be altered. Combining
Lemma 3] Lemma [3:3] Remark [3:4] B.5 and Proposition 412 we obtain in a straight

forward manner
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Proposition 4.15. If the hypotheses in Theorem[].3, (A5) and (A5’°) hold for k = 2,
then there exists C' which depends on C, K,n,a1,a2,T, €, |T — tol, |Eculx, such that

(456) ST Eou + ho(€eus 0)) = O*(T.6eu + W (Ea))|

(4.5% C,€<|gw|L(X,Y) + [D2GSlco(x, xr,L(x,v)) T [0:GS|co(x, xR,Y));

(438) | D (BT, Eeu + hs(eu,00)) = Doy (#(T w4 BED | 0

(459) +| Py (De, (@7, Eeu + 8, + halEeur))) = BT, e+ B ()

§y:0
(4.6063 C/E(\gx\L(X,Y) + ’DxGi’cgc;(Xl xR,L(X,Y)) T ’atGi’cgc;(Xl xR,Y))

‘PX (DEy (T, Eeu + &y + hS(fcwfy)))) <Ce

where E(T, ty, &eu+h:(Ecu), €) is the evolution operator generated by £+DygS(®* (¢, Eeu+
hi(&ew)),t) with initial time toy and terminal time T and Px, Py denote the projection
from X xY to X and Y, respectively.

L(Y1,Y1)

£y=0 ‘L(Yl,X)

See Remark .14 for the explanation why the above upper bounds are taken in such
a tedious form. Also, the reason Py D¢, ® is estimated only in X is Lemma [3.3]

Since the system is autonomous when ¢ = 0, we also expect the derivatives of the
integral manifolds in tg is of order O(e). This will be used in studying homoclinic
orbits.

Proposition 4.16. Assume the same condition as in Proposition [{.7 for k = 2 and
|&ylyy < Che, then

|01 Trs (Ecus &y €)|CO(R,XS) < (e,
where C" depends on C1, |Eeu|x, and constants in assumptions.

Remark 4.17. If in (A5) and (A5’) we assume the smoothness of (f,g) : X1 x Y1 X
R? — Xy x Y1, the same proof implies Ojyhs € X§ is of O(¢). See also Remark [[.8

Proof. Let zg = (xo,y0) be the fixed point of iu(',to) and (¢,v) = (00,0 Y0)-
From (@41]), we only need to estimate 0y, Zcy(20,t0). Notice, from assumptions (B1)
and (B2),

1 11
Fi(z,t,e) = e/ Fi(z,t,me)dm = e/ / DFy(12z,t,11)2dTodm
0 o Jo
and similar estimate holds for G. These estimates immediately implies

10t Teu (20, to) |2 < C'ellz0]l2y

and the thus the proposition follows. ]

5. INVARIANT FOLIATION

With the C* center-stable (center-unstable) integral manifolds constructed in the
previous section, we will give the sketch of the construction of the stable (unstable)
fibres inside the center-stable (center-unstable) manifold under the same assumptions
in this section. We will use the stable fibres as an illustration and similar construction
also works for unstable fibers.
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For &, = (&, &) € XT x Y1, let (2(&ey)(t),y(ey)(t)) be the solution of (£5]) with
the initial value (at ¢ = 0) on the center manifold

(5.1) f = fcy + \I’s(ﬁcy, to, 6) + \Iju(gcyy to, 6)-

The solution stays on ME(t) and satisfies

on () =veoss e mo (GEITTRG L)

To simplify our notation, for (z,y) € X; x Y7, we write

(5.3) F(Z,7, eyt €) = F(2(E)) (1) + T, y(E)) (8) + T, t + to, €)
_F(x(fcy)(t)a y(fcy)(t)a t + to, €)

or very often in short as F (%, 9, &ey)- Such notation also applies to G.
For each triple (&,&.,&y) € X{ x X{ x Y; and a1 < n < ag, it is the standard
knowledge that (x(t),y(t)) is a solution of (L)) satisfying

Ps(ﬂj(()) - :E(ﬁcu)(())) =& and (57 ?7) £ (3373/) - ((fp(gcy)’y(gcy)) € B;;'(OO)
where B;f(c0) was defined in ([@&8), if and only if (Z(-),7(-)) is a fixed point of

Gy (s, Euyr o, ) (F, §)(8) 2U(H, )6 + /0 Ut — 7€) (P < (F (7, g’ofcy) +fy?7)> dr

t B Pe, ﬁ(f,ﬂ,scy>+fy§)>
+/+OOU“ T’E)< G G.to) -0t )T

One first notices that, for fixed &.,, % has the same form as .7; with only an
additional parameter &.,. Moreover, by (ZI0)

(5.4)

F(0,0,&y,€) = G(0,0,&y,¢) =0 |DF|co = |[DF|co <7 |DGlco = |DG|eo < T

where D is the differentiation with respect to (Z,%) or (x,y). Through exactly the same
procedure as in Section @, we obtain that & defines a contraction on B, (co) under
the norm | - [~ defined in ([@8). Clearly, if {s = 0, (Z,7) = (0,0) is the unique fixed
point of (54). Moreover, in the study of the C* smoothness of the fixed point (Z,7)
with respect to &, the linear terms f, and g,, which are not small, disappear again.
The evolution operator U has a uniform bound though it depends on e. Therefore the
exactly standard argument in regular perturbations [CLL] (where no differentiation in ¢
is need which would product ) applies and yield the smoothness of (z,7) € B,r(00) in
&s. Therefore, by fixing €, small and then choosing 7 and e sufficiently small accordingly,
we obtain the following theorem

Theorem 5.1. Assume (A1)-(A4), (B1) - (B5), (C1), and (C2). If there exists n < 0
with ay < kn < n < az, then for each triple (&,&c,&y) € Xi x X{ x Yy, (&4) has a
unique fized point (T,y) € B:]B(oo) such that

i) If & =0, (7,9) = (0,0).

i) (D! # D] ) € C° (Xf X X¢ x Yl,Bjtvo(oo)>, where j =1, , k.
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Let (Z,y) be the fixed point of (5.4 corresponding to & and &, we define
(5:5)  GeulorEayto) = €+ (F0),5(0)) Wi (€ayt0) = {oeul€s, ey o) |6 € X7}
where ¢ is given in (GI). Usually W2 (e, to) is called the stable fiber based at &.

Remark 5.2. Clearly, (x+z,y+y)(0) € ME(ty), where (z,y) is the solution of ([L.2])
with parameters (&, &y, to) and thus WE(&ey, to) C ME(1)

To study the smooth of W? (&, tg) with respect to &, for a positive integer k > 2,
define

Ak = {(77’77/) € R2|a1 < kn <n <min{0,as},a] < jn' < aj,
(5.6) a1<77+j77'<a2,j:1,27...7k_1’}‘

Theorem 5.3. For k > 2, assume (A1)-(A4), (B1)-(B5), (C1)-(C2), and Ay is
nonempty. For any compact subset ¥ of Ay, by fizing €, small and then choosing T
and € sufficiently small accordingly, then for any (n,n') € ¥, (&) has a unique fized
point (T,y) € B, (00) such that

i) (DL 7 D] 7)€ <Xf X X{x Y, B;Hn,(oo)) :

- m—=jnj ~ pm—Jini 0 s c +

i) (D7D} #, Dy /D] §)eC (X1 x X{x Vi, Bt +jn,(oo)> :
where m =2,--- k, j=1,--- . m—1.

Our spectral gap assumption on Ay, is essentially the same as in and the proof
of the theorem again follows from the same procedure which is based on the definition
of the Frechet derivatives. One may notice that o., was only proved to belong to
CZ_I_] Cgc, while we have it in CZ_J Cgcy if 7 < k. In fact, it is easy to verify that the
same proof works to yields our above slightly stronger version. For details see [Lul].

Finally, a natural issue is the asymptotic estimates of the stable fibers as e — 0. Asin
Section [l we use equation (£44]) as the approximation of ([A35]) in the slow direction and
keep the same notations as in ([@.43]). Given any & € X7, let & =&+ (VE4+ %) (&) €
M, where we recall that M¢ is the center manifold of (£44]), ¥*, ¥? are independent
of tg, and x,(&.)(t) be the solution on M¢ such that x,(&.)(0) = &,. Let Z.(t) satisfy

t t "
Fo(t) = e+ ( / =141 p, 4 / e"TA P ) FE (34 (1), &e, 7).
0 +o0

where _
FL(T, & t) & FL(@ + 2(Ee), t+ to) — Fi(2a(&e), t + to)-
Therefore, (T, +x4(£.))(t) is the solution of the unperturbed fibre starting at the based
point &, with height &, such that
(5* + l‘*)(O) = gs + (I - Pu)g* + h;i(gs + (I - Pu)g*, E) = O-:u(gsagm E)
where hy @ X7 x X{ x R — X}' is the defining function of the center-stable manifold
of [AA44).

Theorem 5.4. For k = 2, assume (A1)-(A5), (B1)-(B5), (C1)-(C2), and Ay in (5.0)
is nonempty. For &, = 0 and the above given &., we have

‘Ucu(ﬁs,ﬁc) - O-Zu(gsa éc)‘Xlel < C/Ea
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where C" depends on K, a1,ad),dy,n,n T, e, || x,, and |&s|x,. Moreover, if k > 3 and
10:Glco ez, (xqxvixre,y) < Co, then
|Ucu(£Sa &) — O-:u(gsy &e) ‘X1><Y1
§C/€(|Qw|L(X,Y) + [D2GY | co(x, xr,L(x,y)) + |atGi|c$c;(X1 XR,Y))

We will write . instead of &, as we only consider the case {, = 0 in this theorem.

Proof. By (64) and the definition of G

t

y(t) =L (t) + L(t) £
(5.7) /+°°

t J ~
N / (=) (L+g) (G(f, 0,&,€) + {h:f) dr.
400

=) (E+gy) <(~¥(§, U, &ey€) — é(f, 0, &, e)) > dr

Since |D(g@é|(;o = |D(34)Glco <T and a; <n <n+1n < ag,

1 ,
(5.8) sup —e~ I ()], <

M S
Yin+ ! €x, Y1
>0 €x n+n —ay 0T

To estimate I5(t), we integrate by parts to obtain

t

Lt) = e(J +eg,) ( — (g2 Z(t) + G(E(1),0,&c,t,€)) + /+

(gx + DxG(x(fc) + 1, y(fc% T + to, 6))E + 8té(%7 0,8, 6)
+ (DG(@(&) +F,y(&), ™+ to,€) = DG((E0), y(€o). 7 + 10, 0)) (#(60), 9(&))  dr )

(=) (L +ay) [

where Z, (z(&)(7),y(§)(7)), and their time derivatives in the above integral are all
evaluated at 7. Using the differential equations satisfied by #(¢.) and Z, it is easy to
show

(5.9) |x.(5c)|;;_/71,x + |5|;;_+7;’,1,X <"

Since &, = 0, from (5] and use ([£50) to estimate its right side, we obtain for any 7,

. '’ .
(5.10) 9|y 1,y §?|y(£c)|;_/717X1 + (l91xv) + 1 DGElcocx, xryy) 12 (€)1 x,

<C'(192]Lxv) + [DaGSloox, xr,L(x.v)) + 10:GElcoct (x, xr,y))s

where C’ depends on K, a),n, T, &, |&| x,. Using (59), the bound on DG, the estimates
on |T|y1,x, and |T|,4y 1,x, from Theorem Bl assumptions for k = 2, it is straight
forward to see |Ia]ytsy e, vi < C'e and along with (G.8), we have |y, 1y e, v; < Ce.

In order to obtain a more careful estimate in terms of g, and G§ when k > 3 and
assuming the extra assumption on 0;G, skipping t and €, we rewrite

1
D,G(z(&e) +7,y(8e)) = Do GL(2(Ee) +T) + /0 DryG(ﬂj(&) + 2, 5y(&e))dsy(&e)-
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Similarly, rewrite G(Z,0,&,) (as well as 8,G and DG(z(&.) + 7, ...) — DG(z (&), . ..))
~ 1
Gl@0.6) = Gla(te) +7.0(6:)) — Glal). (€)= [ DiGila+ si)ds

/ / D?G(z(&.) + 17, szy(gc))dsld@((f,O),(O,y(&))).

Therefore, in the estimate of Is, each term either directly has a factor g, or G¢ or
indirectly from y(&.) and (£50) which implies

Gln+ i < C'ellgalLixyy + 1 DaGiloox, xr,L(x,v)) + 10:Gilcocnx, xry))-

Using integral equations of Z(¢) and Z.(t), we have

f( _33* /P+/ (t TAf( ($y£C7 )_ﬁ:(i*vgc)—l_fyg)dT
+00
We can write, skipping 7 + £y and e,

ﬁ(57 @ gc; 6) - ﬁf(f*afc)
:F(‘T(gc) + iﬁy(fc) + g) - F(‘T(gc)7y(§c)) - F(x*(fc) + E>|<7O) + F(x*(fao))

1 1 1
:/0 DF (x(&) + s+ (1 = 8)Ts,y(&) + s7)ds (T — 7o, 7) + /0 /0
D2F (s1(€c) + (1 = 1) (&) + 5o, s1y(€0))dsrdsz ((v(60) — 2-(60). y(€0)), (3,0))

Combining the estimates on |2(&.) =2+ (&c) [y,1,x, and [y(&e) |y 1,y; from @BQ), |74 ],1,x,
from the standard theory (like in Theorem B.1)), ||+ c,,v; from the above, we obtain
the desired estimates on |Z — Z4|y4+4y.1,x, and thus complete the proof. O

6. NORMALLY ELLIPTIC SINGULAR PERTURBATIONS TO HOMOCLINIC SOLUTIONS

In this section, we will discuss the persistence of a homoclinic solution under nor-
mally elliptic singular perturbations. We assume (A1)-(A5) for k = 2, (A5'), (B1)-(B5)
in Section 4 and (C1)-(C2) after Theorem In this whole section, we assume

(D1) A generates a strongly continuous group on X and X7 has finite dimension.
(D2) There exist n and 7’ such that

a; < 2n < n <min{0,a2} , max{0,a}} <7’ <2 < dl,
ar<n+n <az, a1 +n <0,

where a1, ag, ), a are defined in (B5) and (C2).
(D3) ([24) has a homoclinic orbit z,(¢) such that |Axy(t)|x, is bounded and

supe™ |z (1) x, < 0o, supe 2|z (t)]x, < oo.
>0 +<0

(D4) There exists a C? invariant quantity H : X; — R with DH € CY(Xy, L(X,R))
such that
H(0) =0, DH(0) = 0.
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(D5) At xg = x,(0),
DH(x0) # 0, dim(Tpy M () ToeME) = 1,

where M{ and M§® are the unperturbed unstable and center-stable manifolds
of 0.

Our goal is to study if (2J) has a homoclinic solution to 0 when 0 < ¢ < 1 and
how this problem are handled under normally elliptic singular perturbations. We
will consider both the weakly dissipative and the conservative cases via a geometric
approach based on invariant manifolds. For the former, a more analytic method based
on the Lyapunov-Schmidt reduction may also work |[CHL [SZI] to give the persistent
homoclinic solution, but the geometric method provide more information such as the
transversality of the intersection of the stable and unstable manifolds. For the latter,
we are not aware of such an analytic method even in similar regular perturbations, so
we follow the geometric approach as in [SZ3].
Since f is independent of ¢ when e = 0, in this section, we will write

fO(x) :f(:E,O,t,O) 90(:17) :g(:E,O,t,O).

We use B,(p, S) to denote the ball in a space S of radius p centered at p which is often
skipped if p = 0. We will also keep using Px and Py to denote the projections.

In he following Subsection [6.1] a coordinate system around the unperturbed homo-
clinic orbit. Subsection is devoted to study the persistence of the homoclinic orbit
under weakly dissipative perturbations and Subsection is to study the conservative
and autonomous case, i.e. f,g are assumed to be independent of ¢ for all € > 0 in
Subsection The example of the elastic pendulum will be revisited.

6.1. Coordinates around the unperturbed homoclinic orbit. Locally near 0,
we cut off the nonlinearity as in section 4 to obtain h.g, h, and thus the local integral
manifolds. We also use ./\/lg(to) to denote the global integral manifolds corresponding
to the time to extended by the flow from the local ones of systems (2.I]) and (2.4]), where
a = cs,u,cu,s,¢, =0,e. The assumption H(0) = 0 and the invariance of the fibers
and H imply H|yg = 0 and thus T, M§ C ker(DH(x)) for any x € M§. Moreover,
by assumption (D3), M can be foliated into the disjoint union of C? invariant stable
fibres which are C'' with respect to the based point. Therefore, there exists a nonlinear
projection f* € C( 6°, M§), which maps points on each fiber to their based point,
such that
folmg =(0,0) , folagg = 1.

The fiber invariance implies H = H o f* on Mg’. So for any x € M{ and dx € T, M§’,
using the assumption DH(0) = 0, we obtain

DH(x)ox = DH(f*(x))Df*(x)0x = DH(0)D f*(x)dx = 0,
which implies
(6.1) T, Mg C ker(DH(x)), Vo € Mg,

Similar properties also hold for the unstable and center-unstable manifolds.
In the enlarged phase space, we trivially extend the domain of H from X; to X; x Y.
Clearly,

(6.2) H(0,0) =0, DH(0,0) = 0.
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To study the perturbation of the homoclinic solution, we need to take a cross section.
Let

v = Axo + fo(xo).

Since v € X7 C X, there exists a hyperplane ¥ C X that is transverse to v. Let
¥ = (X' X1) x Y1, by using v € X7, one can prove v and X are transverse in X x Y7.
Let Q,, Q! be the projections from X7 x Y7 and X x Y onto Rv with kernel ¥ and
¥ XY, respectively. We will identify the range of @, and @/, i.e. Rv, with R. Let

=My \@wo+3) , Mg*=M§(\@o+%), X =ToeMpy, X7 = Ty M§*
From (6.1), we have

X7, X1, Vi Cker(DH(xo))[ |Z 211

We use Codimyy (Z) to represent the codimension of a linear subspace Z in a Banach
space W. On the one hand, since ker(DH(0)) is a hyperplane, v € ker(DH(0)), and
v ¢ ¥, we have Codimy(IT) = 1. On the other hand, (D4) implies X;” (X, = {0}.
Moreover, dim-X}* < oo implies Codimy(X;" @ X, @ Y7) = 1. Therefore,
=X, X, &Y.
Let w € ¥ be transversal to II such that DH (zg)w = 1 and Qy,, Qcs, Qu, Qy be projec-
tions from > onto w,Yis,YT and Y7. Thus,
> = span{w} ® Il = span{w} ® X, & X| @ Y].
We will use coordinates
(d7 xcsa Y, xu) - (Qw(p - ‘TO)7 ch(p - .Z'()), Qy(p - .Z'()), Qu(p - ‘TO))
:(DH(x())(p - 330)7 ch(p - x()), Qy(p - (L'()), Qu(p - 330))
to represent any p € X + xg. Locally, there exist § > 0 and
To: Bs(X7) — Rx Xy, ¥g: Bs(X]) — Rx X",

(6.3)

such that the graphs of T, ¥ are open subsets of NSS , Ng, respectively. We extend
To to Bs(X7") x Y trivially in y.

To study the perturbed problem, let r be the cut-off radius defined in section 4,
there exist t1 > 0,ts < 0 such that

T
(6.4) |z12]x, <

2(1 + | Pes|(1 + | Dhy| o) 4 |Pul(1 4 [Dhes| o))’

where 219 = x5,(t12). Recall that ®(t,tp,z + y,€) and ®°(¢,z) denote the low maps
with the terminal time ¢t of (2.1)) and (24)), respectively. We first show that for any
to € R, M (tg) does intersect ¥ near zg for e < 1.

Lemma 6.1. For any ty € R, there exists a unique t' = t'(tg,€) such that
P(tg,to + 1,2, €) € g+ %,
|®(to, to +1', 2, €) = 20| oy, + [t —t1] +104t'| < Ce,

where
2y =2\ (t',€) = Posz1 + hy(Pesxy,to + 1, €) € M& N X
and C' depends on constants in assumptions of this section.
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Proof. The proof is obviously based on the Implicit Function Theorem, however, we
have to be rather careful due to the singular perturbation natural of the problem. We
will use 01 ®, 92 to denote the differentiation with respect to terminal and initial time,
respectively. For any ty € R, let

Yt €) = QY (R(to, to + t', 2, €) — wo) , ¥(t',0) = Q(®°(—t', 21) — 20).
Theorem implies, for ' on any bounded interval,
(6.5) y(t's€) = (t',0)] < C'e.

To show the C! closeness of v(-,€) and 7(-,0), using the definition of z, one can
compute

‘atq(t’, €) — Opy(t, 0)‘ < ‘Q;be(to, to+t', 2, €)0 hu (2], to + 1/, e)‘

+ | @ (D®(to, to + ¥, 31, Velto +¥',21) — DEO(—t', 1) Vo(a) )

where V,(t,z), Vp(z) represent the velocity field of (Z1]) and ([Z4) at (¢, z), respectively.
From Proposition .12 and Remark L13], we have |2} —z1|x, < C’e. Explicit computa-
tions based on the forms of ([2.1)) and (Z4)) imply |Px (Ve(to+t',2)) — Vo(z1))|x < C'e.
Applying Theorem 23] we obtain

‘Q; (Dq>(t07 to + t/7 333, E)Vve(to + tlv $/1) - DCI)O(_t/’ 33‘1)‘/0($1)) ‘ < C'e.
From Theorem .16] and Remark I3, we have |0y, hy (2], t0 +t',€)|x < C’e and thus
(6.6) \@ﬂﬂmm+ﬂﬁwﬂmw¢m+ﬂ%§0%
Therefore, we have proved (t', ¢) and (¢, 0) are C! close for ¢ on bounded intervals.
Since the system (24]) is autonomous when € = 0,
7(t170) = 07 8t”7(t170) = _Qi)alq)o(_tla$l) = _QZ),U =—-L

By implicit function theorem, there exists a unique t' = #(¢g) such that

O(tg,to +t', 21, €) €29+ 2 [t'(to) — t1| < C'e.

Moreover, from Theorem 1] and the C' smoothness of ®(—t/,x;) € X; in ¢’ which is
due to the assumption Az, C Xi, it is easy to obtain

(6.7) |®(to, to +1', 2, €) — 20| .y, < C'e.
Finally, note that
8130’7(75/7 6) :Q; (‘/E(t(% (I)(t(b to + t,7 x/h E)) - D(I)(t(b to + t,7 x/h 6)‘/6(750 + t/a $,1)
+ D®(tg, to +t', 2, e)@tohu>.

By Theorem 23 and (6.6]), (6.7), we have |0;,7(t',€)| < C’e, which implies the desired
estimate on Oy,t’. O

Next we consider the tangent space T'(X (| ME(to)) near ®(to, to+t'(to), 2}, €) based
on Theorem and more directly Proposition A.15] and Lemma Let E¢(t,tg,x)
be the evolution operator defined in Theorem for z € X1, ie.

J
alEE(t7t07$) = (z + Dy.g(](q)o(t - t07$)))E6(t7t07x)7 EE(t07t07$) = Iy.



32 LU AND ZENG

We notice that the operator E defined in Proposition [£15]is only O(e) away from E¢
on any finite interval. Therefore, we have

Lemma 6.2. Let t' = t/(tg,€) be the one found in Lemma [61. For any C > 0 and

small 6 > 0 (independent of €) and (&cs,&y) € Bs(Pesw1, X1°) x Bee(Y1), we have
‘q)(t()a tO + tlu SCS + gy + hu(fc& §y7 tO + t,7 6)7 6) - xO|X1><Y1 < C,(s

Moreover, if (dx,0y) € X§* x Y1 with |0z|x, + |dyly, < 1, then

‘chs ((I)(th 750 + t,a gcs + gy + hu(£CSa £y7 750 + tla 6)7 6))5$

— De, (20—t &s + 1) (&es))) 02

< C'e,

X3

and
PXDﬁy (qD(thtO + t/afcs + Sy + hu(gcsafyat() + t/, 6)7 6))5y € BC’E(X) N BC’(XI)
‘ (PYny (q>(t07 to + tla gcs + gy + hu(£CSa gya to + t/, 6)7 6))

— E(to, to + t/§ gcu + hg(fcu), E))éy < C'e.

Yi

where C' depends on C and those constants in assumptions.

The C? smoothness of ® and h,, and the assumption dim—X? < oo, which implies
the equivalence between |-|x« and |-|xs, are used in the proof. Moreover, even though
Proposition is stated only for &, = 0, our assumption |&,|y; = O(€) combined
with the smoothness of h, in &, (Theorem EI0) is sufficient to guarantee the above
estimates.

In the next lemma, we will write M N (zg + X) locally near zy in the coordinate
system (d,z°,y,xz*). The main issues are the size of the coordinate chart of the
manifold and the regularity estimates.

Lemma 6.3. For any b > 0, there ewist eg > 0, b’ > 0 and
T = (T4 1Y) : By(X7) x By(Y1) xR x (0,¢9) = (R, X7)
such that xo + Graph(Y(to,€)) is an open subset of MES(to) where
Graph(Y (to, €)) £ { T4z, y, to, €)w + 2 + ey + T (2, y, to, €)|
2% € By(X7 ),y € By(Y1)}.
Moreover, X are C? in x°,y and satisfy

(6.8) T — TO\(;l( ) 10T loo < C'e,

By (X177 )x By(Y1),X 1 xR
where C' only depends on b and those constants in assumptions.

For e = 0, we define Y (2%, y,tp,0) = Yo(z). Notice in the definition of Graph(Y)
we scale y to ey. This is to avoid the dependence on € of the domain where Y is defined.

Proof. The first step of the proof is to establish a correspondence between an open
set of MS5(tg), which is a hypersurface of M¢(ty), near zy and a hypersurface of
ME(tg + t') near 2.
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Let w = Pu(Azy + fo(z1)) and X € X¢ such that X = Rw & X¢*. For any
by > 0, define
j}(aa 5257 é.y’ E) = (I)(to,to + t/7 Pcs$1 + aw + gés + Egy
+ ho(Pesz1 + aw + £, €&y, to + ' e), e) — x0.

Here a € [6,6], £, € Bs(X{*) and &y € By, (Y1), where 6 > 0 sufficiently small but
independent of €. From Lemma [6.2] we have

(6.9) < (e,

\}“(-, €)= F(, O)‘Cl([—é,é}xB(;(XfS)bil (Y1),X1xY1)

where C” depends on those constants in the assumptions. LemmalGIlimplies Q,F(0,0,0,¢€) =
0 for all € € [0, €p). From the Implicit Function Theorem, we obtain that, when § and
€o are sufficiently small there exists a : Bs(X{*) x By, (Y1) % [0,€9) — [0, ] such that

(610) ‘F(gémglﬁ 6) = ]'N—(a(fés’gy’ 6)762576% 6) € 27 v(fés?il}) € B5(jzlcs) X Bbl (Yl)
For € = 0, we identify a(&.s,&y,0) with ag(£,), which satisfies
(I)O(_th chl'1+a0(§és)’w + gés + h(u](PCS‘Tl + ao(fés)’w + gcs’)) —xp € XN X,

Moreover, by assumption (D2) and Theorem B2 a is C? in &.,&, , ap is C? in &,
a(0,0,€) = ap(0) = 0, and

(6.11) [a(72€) = @)l or 8,571 ¢ 1, (1) x 00 -0 < €€
Consequently,

(6-12) |]:(’ '76) - ]:0(‘)|Cl(B§(XfS)><Bb1(Yl)X[O,eo),Xlxyl) < C/E
where

fo(gés) = f(fés?&/?()) = f(a(fés7§y70)7605/7§y70) = ‘F(ao(gés)7§és7070)'

To obtain the estimate on 9y,a, notice (6.I0) is equivalent to Q;f = 0. Differentiate
it with respect to tp and wrote & s for P.sz1 + aw + .., we note that

‘ato Q;j}(aa 5237 gyy 6)‘
S‘Q; (Vi(to, Fla, &Ly, &y €) + 0) — (1 4 Oyt ) DB (tg, to + 1/, s + €€

+ hu(fcsa ny, to + t/a 6)7 G)Ve(to + t/u §es + ny + hu(fcsa ny, to + t/a 6)) + D(I)atghu)

Qu (Vo(F (0, €Lsr ,0) + w0) = D=t s + 1 (Ees)) Vo Ees + h(€Lu(@))) | + Ce

Here we use ([6.9]), Lemma [6.1] [6.2], Proposition [4.16, Theorem 23] to obtain the above
estimates. Finally, the term other than C’¢ in the above right side vanishes since the
system is autonomous when € = 0. Therefore |0;,a| < C’e which along with a similar
procedure implies

(6.13) |01, Flx < C'e.
We claim for any b > 0 there exist by, b’ > 0 independent of ¢, such that the map

<

(QusFs 2 QuF) 5 By (X7) x By(Yt) — By(X() x By (1)

is well defined and its C! norm is uniform in e.



34 LU AND ZENG

To prove this, we need solve the equations

(614) a') ch]:(gém gyy E) = xcs’ b) %Qy}-(gésv gya 6) =Y.

We first find a good approximation of this system of equations. By (6.12]) and Lemma
[62] one can compute

QesDer F = QesDer Fo + €01, QesDe, F = €Oq,

6.15
| ) QyDeg F = €03, QyDe, F = eE + €20y,
where O £ <81 82 € L()Zfs x Y7, X1 x Y7) is bounded uniformly in € and E is the
3 4

linear evolutionary operator defined in Lemma at the base point
60 2 Pesz1 + ao(gés)w + Sés + h?L(PCle + ao(fés)w + gés)
It implies that for fixed &, and € << 1,

1 1
‘EQy"F(gémgy? 6) - (Efy + EQy‘F(Sé& 07 6)) |01(Bb(Y1),Y1) S Cle'

Since F and E~! both have upper bounds independent of ¢ and F is C?, by (6.15)

and an Implicit Function Theorem argument, for any y € By(Y1), &, € Bg()Z'fs) and
e € [0,e) b.) of ([6.I4) has a unique solution &,(&.,,y,€) and |Dg &,| < C'. Along
with ([G.I5), it implies that, as a mapping of £,

‘ch]:(gésv 5@/(5257 yv 6)7 6) - ch]:(](gés)|CI(BJ()Z'fs)’Y‘iS) é C,E-

Since Q) sFy is independent of € and is locally invertible, one can use an Inverse Function
Theorem argument again to prove there exist sufficiently small &’ > 0, ¢y > 0 so that
for (z,y,€) € By (0, X7 ) x By(0,Y7) x [0, ¢0), there exists a unique £.,(2°, y, €) which
is also C? in 2 and y satisfying it along with &,(&.,s, v, €) solve (6.14). Therefore, we

proved the existence of (Q.sF, %Qy]: )~1. The estimate on its C'! norms follow directly

from (G.I5I).
For (2%, y,to,€) € By (0, X)) x By(0,Y7) x R x [0, ), let
CS CS 1 -1 CcS
(6.16) o +ey+ Ty to,) = F((QuF 2@ F) (@ p)se).
When e = 0, (6I6]) is becomes
CS CS -1 CS
2%+ To(a™) = Fo((Qes0) ().

Since F is C?, Y is also C2. The estimates on DY follow in a straight forward manner
by differentiating (6.16) and using (6.I5]) and (GI3]). O

Finally, we present a similar coordinate representation of the stable manifold which
is obtained in rather similar fashion. For any ¢y € R, there exists a unique t”" = t" (¢, €)
with [t — t5| < C'e such that

D(tg,t" +to, 2", €) € ;o + X, where 2" (t",€) = Pyxo + hes(Pyxa, to + 1 €)

with similar estimates as in Lemma Moreover, D®(tg,to +t”, -, €) satisfies similar
estimates as in Lemma except there is no D, terms.
There exists b > 0 sufficiently small but independent of € and

U= (0,0 0Y) : By(X|) xR x [0,e) = (R, X", Y1)
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such that Graph(W(-,tg,€)) is an open subset of Mﬁ(to) where
Graph(W(- o, €) 2 {a" + W(a", to, €) + V(2" g, ) + (", to, €)[a" € By(XY) }.

Moreover, WY is C2 in 2" and satisfy

6.17)  [®(t0,€) = P20, 0)| g, 02 ok wvyy < O s [0 Plxny < C'e,

where C’ is independent of e.
6.2. Persistence of homoclinic orbits under weakly dissipative perturbation.
In this subsection, we assume additionally
(A7) For i =0,1,2, the following quantities have a uniform bound Cj,
(27D f, 077" Dig) € CO(X; x Y1 x R?, L;i(X1 x Y1, X1 x Y7)).

In order to study the persistence of the homoclinic solution of (21I), we first derive
the Melnikov integral to measure the distance between M®(ty) and M¥(tp). From

the construction of the coordinate system, the intersection of M (ty) and M¥(ty) is
equivalent to the following system:

(6.18) = "T%x% y, tg,€) , % =V (" tg,€) , ey =WY(z", tg,¢€),
(6.19) d = "YUz y, b, €) = Uz 1o, €).
From (6.8)), (6I7), and a contraction mapping argument, one can easily prove

Lemma 6.4. There exists ey such that for every € € [0,€p) and ty € R, there exist

x = x%(tg, €), x" = x"(to, €),y = y(to, €), which are continuous in ty and €, satisfying
©I8). Moreover,
(6.20) |2%x, + 12" x, + eyl < Ce,

where C' depends on constants in assumptions and uniform in ty and e.
Let
(6.21)P"(to, €) = (B4 (" (to, €), Lo, €), £ (to, €), 2 (to, €), ey(to, €)) + o,
(6.22)P*(to, €) = (Y4 (x(to, €), y(to, €), to, €), " (to, €), 2 (to, €), ey (to, €)) + w0
(2 (1), y— (1) 2 Bt to, P (to,€)y¢)  (w4(8), 9 (1)) 2 B(L, to, P=(to, ), ©).

From the coordinate system we constructed in the previous subsection, clearly, the
center-stable and unstable manifolds intersect if

(6.23) PY = P = Ul (z_, tg,€) = Yz y,yy, to, €) <= H(PY) = H(P),

where ([63)) is used.
Melnikov method. From (62), we have

H(P") = H(P") — H(0) :/to DH(®(t, to, P, ¢))0,B(t, to, P, c)dt

to
(6.24) = [ DHa- @) (fa- 050, ~ folo— ()t
where the last equality follows from the fact that H is invariant under (2.4]) which
implies, for any x € X1, DH (x)(Az + fo(z)) = 0.
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We claim for all ¢ < ¢y and max{a},0} <7’ < db,
(6.25) |2 (8) = an(t —to)| ., + |y-(t)]y, < Cleel (10),

In fact, from Lemma and Theorem 2.2 this inequality is obvious for ¢t €
[to + to,to]. For t < tg + tg, since (z_,y_) and xj remain in a small neighborhood
of the perturbed and unperturbed unstable manifold, respectively. From (£50) (and
Remark ET3]) and the standard Lipschitz dependence of the unstable orbits on the
initial base points in terms of the exponentially weighted norm (obtained from the
uniform contraction mapping principle), ([6.25]) follows.

H(P*) = /to DH (z4(t — t0)) (Dy fy—(t) + €0 f)dt + O(€?)

— 00

where Dy, f and 9. f are both evaluated at (z(t — t9),0,¢,0) and the C? smoothness
of H and DH(0) = 0 are used to guarantee the convergence of the above integral. To
estimate the y_(t) term, we write the variation of parameter formula,

t
y-(t) = e~ Ty (ko) + / e g(ao,y-, 7, €)dr.
t

0

On the one hand, integrating by parts and using (6.25]), we obtain

‘ /_to DH (x4 (t — t0)) Dy f(wn(t — t0),0,¢,0)el =) %y (t, E)dt‘ = 0(e%).

On the other hand, we compute by changing the integration order, integrating by parts,
and using the exponential bounds of the orbits in ¢,

to t
626]  DH(ealt — 10))Dy  (wi(t — t0),0,1,0) / I E (e (), y- (), 7. )dr ) dt
—oco to
to T 7
(6£7—}/ </ DH (xp)Dy f(xh,0,t, O)e(t_T)th>g(x_,y_,7', €)dr
to
(6£&6 DH($h)Dyf($h,O,T,O)J_lg($_,y_,’7', E)dT
to T d J
v [T ([ D@D, 0.6.0) 57 ) g(a 7, e
It’s easy to see from (G.25))
to
(6.29) DH(xh)Dyf(:Eh,O,t,O)J_lg(x_,y_,T, €)dr
to
= — DH(xh(t — to))Dyf(xh(t — to), 0, t, O)J_lgo(a;h(t — to)))dt + 0(62).

Again, integrating by parts on =% and using the assumption Az, € X7, one may
compute

to T
/ </ %(DH(SEh)Dyf(ﬂih,O,t,0))J—1e(t—7)%dt)g($_,y_,T, e)dr = O(e).
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Summarizing all the estimates, we obtain

0
(6.30) H(P") = e/ w(t, to)dt + O(e?),
where
(6.31) w(t,to) = DH(z4(t)) (3 f — DyfJ~"g) (xn(t),0,t + to, 0)).
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Even though ®(t,ty, P°(to,€), €) does not necessarily stay in a small neighborhood
of the origin for all ¢ >> 0, we will still obtain a similar approximate for H(P). In
fact, by the same argument leading to (625]), one can show that an inequality similar
to (6:20)) holds for t € [to,T] as long as (x4 (t),y+(t)) stay in the r neighborhood of 0
for all ¢t € [to + t1,T], where r is the cut-off radius in the construction of the center-

stable manifold. Therefore, let a = 111;—77, < 0 and T} = aloge > 0, we have, for any
te [t())Tl + t(]],
(6:32) (04 ys(0) —anlt —to)| < et

X1xY7

where C’ is independent of ¢ and e. In particular,

o ! 1+an /_aay
1 — =
(6.33)  [(z4,y4)(Th + to) = zo(T1)| x5y, < C'€™, fap(Th)|x, < Cle
and
1
(6.34) aa; =1+ an >3 , 14 2an’ > 0.

Since H(0) = 0, we can compute
0

Ty
(6.35) H(P®) — ¢ / w(t,to)dt = H(zy (T +to)) — € / Wit to)dt
+00 too
0
FH(PS) — H(zy (Ty + o)) — € / Wit to)dt.
T
Using ([6.33)) and a similar procedure as in the approximation of H(P"), we obtain
0
(6.36) HP™) — H(zy (Ty + o)) — ¢ / wlt, to)it] < '+
T+t
T1+to
(6.37) € / w(t, to dt( < (O'ettaan
“+oo

H(zy (T1 + to))( < |D?H| ol (Th + to)|? < Ce22en',
Therefore

(6.38)  H(P“) — H(P®(e)) = eM(to) + O(*T2),  M(ty) = / o w(t, to)dt.

—0o0

By Lemma [6.4] ([623]), and an Intermediate Value Theorem argument, we obtain

Lemma 6.5. Suppose M (ty) has a simple zero at some ty, then there exists ey such
that for each € € [0,¢€p), there exists t* such that M (t*) and MY (t*) intersects near

o — th(O)
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Remark 6.6. Compare the Melnikov functional obtained in the above with the one
under regular perturbations, we observe an extra term —D, fJ “Lgo. In fact, it is easy
to see where this term comes from the coordinate change as in (2Z3)). Let

zi=w,  y1=y+el go(x).
Then the y equation takes the form of ([Z8) where g1 = O(e). From Proposition
{13 and [{-15] and their remarks, it is easy to prove that the contribution from the y

equation to the invariant manifolds are of order O(€*) and it does not appear in the
leading Melnikov functional. The x equation now takes the form of

T = Aﬂj‘l + f($17y1 - EJ_190($1)7t7 6)'
Ignoring vy, the Melnikov functional of this reqularly perturbed equation is exactly the
one obtained in Lemmal6.D. The only reason we did not take this approach is that thus

transformation reduces the smoothness of the system by 1 order which would require
k > 3 in the assumptions.

Homoclinic solution. Lemma gives a condition for nonempty intersection of
center-stable and unstable manifold. This intersection means the existence of a solution
which converges to the steady solution as t — —oco. As t increases and t < alog e+,
based on the stable foliation in the center-stable manifold, this solution will approach a
neighborhood of the steady state inside the center manifold. In order to find conditions
for this solution to converges to the steady state as t — oo, in this subsection, we
focus on the case when the unperturbed center manifold is at least neutral and the
perturbation is weakly dissipative so that the perturbed center manifold is weakly
stable. In this case, the size of the basin of attraction of 0 on the center manifold
is the key issue. We illustrate how the method in the regular perturbation cases can
be adapted here under certain assumptions, which are not optimal as we are only
giving an illustration. In order to specify the assumptions, we first look at the Taylor’s
expansions of f and g,

f(@,yt.e) = f(2,9,t,0) + efolz,y,t,€) = far + fyy + fi(z,y) + efo(z,y. L, €),

9(@,y,t,€) = g(x,y,t,0) + €g2(, y, 1, €) = g2 + gyy + 91(x,y) + €g2(w,y, 1, €),
where f;, = D;,f(0,0,t,0) and g, = D;,9(0,0,t,0) which are independent of t.
Let P. 4, be linear projections from X; onto X f % which are invariant under et(AJrf””),

where X; = X7 @ X{“. For any x € X, we denote z. = FP.X; and x4, = Pyx. In
addition, we assume

(E1) dim X{ < +o0 and (f, g) are C? in (z,y) with upper bound uniform in ¢.
(E2) Let A(e) = A+ f, — € and @ = £ 4+ g, — e. We further assume a} < 0 in
(C2), which implies
\etA(E)]L(Xf) + \et@y\L(yl) <Ke™ for t>0, z.€X¢{.
(E3) For (z¢, Ty, y,t,€) € X{ x X7 x Y] x R x [0, €),
Pefy =0, D}, Pef1(0,0,0) =0,
Pefa(@e, Tous Y, t,€) = —@c + €Bo(€) (e, Tsu, Y) + B (e, Tou, Y L €),
By(e) is a bounded linear operator acting on (z¢, Zsy,y),
B1(0,0,0,t,¢) =0, DB;(0,0,0,t,¢) = 0.
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(E4) For (z¢, Ty, y,t,€) € X{ x X7% x Y] x R x [0, €),

9z = 0 ) 91(07070) =0 ) D%xc,y)gl(ov())()) = 07

92(3367 LTsuy Y, t) E) =Y + €B2(E)($07 Tsu, y) + B3($C7 Lsus Y, t7 6)7

Bs(e) is a bounded linear operator acting on (x., Ty, y),

B3(0,0,0,t,e) =0, DB3(0,0,0,t,¢) = 0.
Remark 6.7. It looks that the above assumptions are too restrictive. However, one
should first try to ‘diagonalize’ the linear part to remove f, and g,. (As a separate
topic, we will discuss this transformation in the Appendiz.) With this ‘diagonalized’
linear part, one is in a position to carry out a normal form transformation to elim-

inate some quadratic terms. Assumption (E) should be considered for the form after
performing a normal form transformation.

For sufficiently small r, from Theorem ELIT], for € € [0, ¢y) and ¢y € R, there exists a
local center manifold M¢(tp) which contains as an open subset the graph of

hsy = (Uy, ¥y) : B (XY) X Bp(Y1) x [0,€0) = X§ x X7

where hgy(+,-,0) is understood as independent of y. Moreover, from Section @l hg, is
uniformly bounded in C? in (., y) and Proposition EI2] and Remark T4l imply

hsu(0,0,€) =0, |Dhgy(zc,y,€)| < C'(e+ |xe| + |yl)
(6-39) \hsu(xc,y,e)\ < C/(E + ’xc, + ‘y’)(‘xc + ‘y’) <,
{zc+y + hsu(ze,y,€)} = ME(to) N (Br(X3) x Br(X}) x By(X§) x B,(Y1)),

where C’ depends on those constants in assumptions. Here the assumptions that X
and X® are finite dimensional are used. On the center manifold, the flow is reduced to
the . and y direction only, where the solutions are given in the form of

t ~
ze(t) :e(t_t*)A(E)xc(t*) +/ e(t_T)A(E)f(a;c,y,T, €)dr,
(6.40) b

t
EPRYIO) _ 2@
y(t) =ell=t) = y(t*)+/ T G, y, T, €)dr,
ty

where

f(@e,y,t,€) = Pe(fi + ef2) (e + hsu(@e, v, €), 9.ty €),
9(xe,y,t,€) = (91 + €92) (e + hou(Te, Y, €)1, €).
From assumptions (E1)—(E4) and 639), (f,q) satisfies
£0,0,t,6) =0, §(0,0,t,¢) =0, |Df| +|Dg| < C'(* + |azel + [yf*).

Suppose we have solution (z.(t),y(t)) such that |z.(ty)| + |y(ts)] < Sez and |zc(t)] +
ly(t) < (2 + K)(Se% for t € [ty,T'] for some T’. By using Gronwall’s inequality, we

obtain from (6.40])

) (|2, ()] + |y(#)]) < KdezeC/del=t),

Since C’ is independent of ¢ and §, by taking § < \/%, we can extend 7’ to +oo and

derive o
lwe(t)] + [y (t)] < Koezem 2=t
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Therefore the basin of attraction on the center manifold, and thus on the center-stable
manifold as well, contains the graph of hg, over the ball B&s 1 (X{ xY).

Recall that (x4,y4+) denote the solution with initial time ¢* we obtained in Lemma
which satisfies

(24 (), y4 (7)) € ME(E) N ME(E).

In particular, for sufficiently small § and by choosing ¢, = T + t*, ([€33]) implies for
t>T) +t*

|Pex™ ()] + [y ()] < Koeze 30=T1=1) () ag t — +o0.

Theorem 6.8. Assume (A1)—(A4), (AS), (A7) fork =2, (B1)—(B5), (C1)—(C2),
(D1)—(D5) and (E1)—(E4). Suppose the Melnikov function M (ty) has simple zero
points, then there exists g > 0 such that for any € € [0,¢p), (2I)) has homoclinic
solutions to the origin.

Elastic Pendulum revisited. Finally, we would like to revisit (L4]). We let y = eu
and 9§ = u; — e2yu. We rewrite (L4]) as a first order system.

. €
r=-—>=
(1+ eu)?
1 = —g(1 + eu) sinz — 2eyxy + eFy(z, eu, t, €)
(6.41) . 1
U= —u; — €yu
€
2
U = ——u—eyu + m + 72U+ geosz + eFy(z, eu, t, €).
We assume
(Pl) /7>07F1(7T7'7t7€)507 8tF2(7T7'7t7€)EO

where the assumptions on F' are for simplicity. By implicit function theorem, there
exists a locally unique steady state (m,0, u¢, u§) which satisfies (u¢,u§) = (O(e), O(e?))
and

(6.42) uf — Equt =0, —ut — Equ§ + e*y2ut — eg + EFy(m eul, t,e€) = 0.

Let (Z,v,v1) = (z — 7, u—uS,u—uf) to translate the steady state to 0, ([6.41)) becomes

( 1

rEnt ((1 +eut +ev)? Lay
1 =gsinT + eg(v + u®) sinx — 2eyxy + eF1 (T + 7, eu’ + ev, t,€)
o1
(6.43) v =-v— ey
0] = — lv —eyuy + x—% + 3420 + g(1 — cos T)
€ (1 + euc + ev)?
L + e(Fo(T + 7, eu + ev, t,€) — Fo(m, eus,t,€)).

We rewrite the right hand side of last equation in (G.43) as

1 SO
—Zv ey + €D, Fo(m,eus,t,€)x + g(x,x1,v,v1,t,€),
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where in view of (6.42])

2
X ~ ~
ém +9(1 = cosT) + 70 + €(Fo(T + 7, eu

+ev,t,e) — Fy(m,eus t,e) — Dy Fo(m, eus,t, 6)%)

g(z,z1,v,v1,t,€)

Clearly, ([6.43]) does not satisfy assumptions (E1)—(E4) due to the presence of the
linear term eD, Fy(m, eu, t,e)x. We will eliminate this term by a linear coordinate
transformation. A more general procedure of this type of transformation can be found
in Appendix [l To simply our notations, let

Ml_(Q 0> ’M2_<—l —ey —z—G’Y,Mg— D Fy(m, eus t,e) 0)°

€

By implicit function theorem there exist L1 € L(R? R?) with |Ly| < C'e?, where C’
depends on constants in assumptions, such that

JLi — €2yLy — eLi My + €2M3 = 0,

I 0\ '/(M 0\[/I 0\ (M 0
L1 I €M3 M2 L1 I o 0 M2 ’
When e = 0, 0 is a hyperbolic fixed point of the first two equations of (6.43]), thus, all

assumptions in (E3) for f are automatically satisfied. It remains only straight forward
verifications that (E1)—(E4) are satisfied. Therefore, one can apply Theorem

which implies

6.3. Persistence of homoclinic orbit under conservative perturbation. In this
subsection, in addition to those assumptions given at the beginning of the section, we
further assume

(D7) X7 is finite dimensional. Moreover,
O f(z,y,t,e) =0, Og(x,y,t,e) =0, dim(TxOMngxoM(C)“) =1
(D8) There exists a family of invariant quantities {H (-, €) for (2.I]) which, in terms
of the Taylor expansion in v = £, takes the form
H(z,eu,e) = Ho(x,€) + Hi(z, €)u + Ha(x, €)(u,u) + Hz(z,u,€), , Ho(z,0) = H(z)
H; € C37%(X; xR, Li(Y1,R)) for i = 0,1,2, Hz e C3(X; xY; x R,R).

Here with a slight abuse of the notation, we still denote the unperturbed in-
variant functional by H(x). Moreover, we assume there exist ¢, co > 0,¢1 > 0,
such that for any &, € X{ and (z,u) € B,(X1) x By(Y7)

Hy(0,€) =0, DHy(0,¢) =0, D?Hp(0,0) (&, &) > coléel?,
Hi(0,e) =0, |DH1(0,€)] <1, |Ha(0,€)(u,u)| > ealul?,
Hs3(2,0,¢) =0, Dy H3(x,0,¢) =0, |D*Hs(x,u,¢)| < Coe , @2 coea — 2 > 0.

Under these assumptions, one may still compute the Melnikov functional, but mostly
it turns out to be identically zero. Our goal is find the intersection of the center-stable
and the center-unstable manifolds.
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We first refine the coordinates on the cross section ¥ defined in Subsection Let
M = MO0 (39 + ) T S MO A Y X = X N
Much as in Subsection [6.1], we have
T2 YN (ker(DH(z) Y1) =Y1 & X; & X; @ X;.

Recall we took w € ¥\II with DH (zg)w = 1. Let Qu ysu,c be the projections on ¥
given by ¥ = Rw® 1l and the above decomposition. For any p € X+ z, its coordinates
can be written as

(d7 x87 xc’ Y, $u) :(Qun st Qm va Qu)(p - 33‘0) = (DH($0)7 st Qm Qy, Qu)(p - $0)'
Similar to that the center-stable and unstable manifolds in > can be written as graphs
of T and ¥ as given in Lemma [63] for any b > 0, there exist » > 0 and Yq(-,€) :
B,(X1") x By(Y1) = X{ x R and ¥y (- €) : B,(X]) = X{* x Y] x R such that

{(T‘f + 13) (2 2%, y, ) + 2 + 2 + ey} C ,K/lvgu,
{(\I/‘f F Y U U (20, €) + :L"S} c M,
and Y1, W, satisfy similar properties as Y, ¥ in (6.8]), and (G.17)).
To find the intersection of M¢ and M, we first try to match all coordinates except

the d direction. Given (z°,y) € B,(X7) x By(Y1), by using the Contraction Mapping
Theorem and Lemma m we obtain a unique pair z*"(z¢ vy, €) such that

(6.44) Y"(2¢ 2°(2% y,€),y,€) = (2% y,€e) x°(2y,e) = Y{(z% 2" (2% y,€),y,¢€)
and they satisfy, for some C’ independent of e.
2°%(0,+,0) =0, Dyex®"(0,0,0) =0, |2°"(-,-,€) — 25"(-,+,0)|cr < C'e.
Among the above points on ./\/l6 , next we identify the one on Mvﬁ . More precisely,
substituting z°(z¢,y, €) into T, ¥ and using Contraction Mapping Theorem, Lemma

63 and an inequality for ¥; similar to (GI7]), we obtain a unique pair (z¢(¢),y(e))
such that

((e), y(e)) = (1, %‘I’lf)(fﬂs(fEC(E)’y(E),6),6)7 |2°(6)|x1 + [y(e)|y; < Ce
which implies
T (2°(e), 2*(2°(€), y(e), €), y(€), €) + x(e) + 2°(2°(e), y(e), €) + ey(e)
=Wy (°(2°(6),y(e). €). €) + 2°(2%(6), y(e). €) € M.
Similarly, there exist (z§(€),y1(€)) = O(e) satisfying
Y1 (27(e), 2" (z1(€), y(e), €), y ( ) €) +a5(e) + z"(25(e), y1(e). €) + eyn(e)
:\I'(x“(xl( 1(€),€) ,6) + x¥(x{(€),y1(€),€) € ./\/lg
Let, for 7 € [0, 1]
(1) = (4e(1),qy (1)) £ (1 = 7)(2%(e), y(e)) + 7 (25 (), y1(e))
= T1(q(7),2"(q(7), €), €) + qe() +2%(q(7), €) + eqy(7) £ ¢ (7) + eqy(r) € M
= T(q(7),2°(a(7), €), €) + qe(T) + 2°(q(7), €) + €qy (1) £ 2(7) + eqy(7) € M.
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We will show there exists 79 € [0,1] such that p¥(r9) = pf(70), which is equiva-
lent to H(l‘g(To)) = H(x%(19)) as we have matched all other coordinates in (6.44]).
Since DH(z0)|y, # 0 and [y(€)yy, [y1(e)ly; = O(e), by assumption (D8), it is clear
that H(x (7'0)) H(x:(19)), and thus p¥(79) = pi(70), if and only if H(p¥(79),€) =
H(pi(10),€). L
h(T) = H(pe(7),€) — H(pg(T), 6)'

To analyze h(7), note (D8) implies H.(0,0) =0, DH.(0,0) = 0. For any
2 ="E 4 eut hoy(Eeeu,e) 2 x4 eu € (Br(Xl) X Beb(Yl)) nMe,
by using (6:39]), we have
Psulxy < O ([€c]x (€ + [clxy) + fulyy (1 + July))

and thus
Ho(w,€) 2 (3 = C'(e+ leclx)) &b, — C'euff;,
where C’ depends on the constants in the assumptions and b. Moreover,
[Hi(z, e)ul < er (14 C'(e + [€elxy)) el x Julyy + C'éfuli,
Hy(w,€)(u,u) > (e — C'(fuly; + [&elx,))ul¥y [Hs(@,u,e)] < Coeluly,.

By the last inequality in (D8) and choosing sufficiently small r, there exists ¢, > 0
such that
H(z,¢) > cu(|&? + |ufy).

It implies that H(-,€) > 0 in M¢( (B;(X1) x Bu(Y1)) except at 0, with quadratic
lower bound (after the scaling y = eu). Actually, it also implies the origin is stable
both in forward and backward time on the center manifold. Consequently, M are
unique, where a = ¢, cu, ¢s. From the invariance of H(-,€), H(-,¢) > 0 in M>““\ M2".

From the definition of h, it is clear h(1) > 0 > h(0). By the Intermediate Value
Theorem, h(ry) = 0 for some 7y € [0, 1].

Theorem 6.9. Assume (A1)—(A5), (AY) for k =2, (B1)—(B5), (C1)—(C2) and
(D1)—(D8). There exists ¢g > 0 such that for any € € [0, €y), the center-stable manifold
and center-unstable manifold of (2.1) has nonempty intersection.

The intersection of the center-stable and center-unstable manifold is generically
transversal and forms a high dimensional tube homoclinic to the center manifold. See
[SZ3] for more discussion in the regular perturbation case.

Elastic pendulum revisited. Assume the elastic pendulum system (L.4]) is conser-

vative, i.e. v = 0 and the perturbation (eF},eFy) comes from a small perturbation
eG(z,y,€) to the potential energy. System (L4) becomes

z1 . .

= 1 =—g(14+y)sinx — eD, G(x,y, €

) TEE 1=-9(1+y) +G(2,y,€)
(6.45) _ _ N 232

€ = € = —
Yy=4u n ) 1+y)?°

Its energy is given by the sum of the kinetic energy, gravitational, elastic, and pertur-
bational energy

+e€ gcos:n—egD G(x,y,¢).

1 2
H = 5(1—1—3/)2:17%—1—2‘74—12 —I—% —g(1 +y)cosz + eG(x,y,€).
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From the Implicit Function Theorem, for each e, there exist a unique fixed point
(z€,0,u¢,0) with (2€,y¢) = (7 + O(¢), ge2 + O(€?)) such that

(6.46) g(1 +y)sinz® + €D, G (25, ¥, €) = y° — 2 gcosx + D, G(z°, 9%, ¢) = 0,

Let 7 =z — 25,9 = y — y°, we can rewrite (G.45) as

- T
=
(1+y+y)?
jl:—g(lﬁ—yﬁ—l—msin(l’e—f‘f)—erG(xE+%7ye+gve)
-1
Yy=-u
€
_ 1. 1, ex? ~ 2 ~ ~
=——y——y'+—"—— +e€gcos(z°+2) — e D,G(x+ 2,y +y,e€),
U et A s ( ) e Y +y,€)

whose invariant energy takes the form

2 2 ye 2 €)2

1 uy (_+U) (y) ( € | o €
_ — + — ‘ — G , ,
2(1—|—y€—|—ev)2+2+ 5 52 +e(G(z+ 7,y + ev,e)

— G(xf, 9", e)) - g((l + Y + ev)cos (z° + ) — (1 4+ y°) cos xe)

H(Z,x1,v,u1,€) =

where v = % , up = £ =y Its Taylor’s expansion yields
2
x ~ -
Hy=—"1 _ 5 —9(1+y°)(cos (z° + Z) — cos %) + €(G(z° + 2,y , €) — G(a°, ", €))
2(1+y)
E‘T% ye € ~ 2 € ~ €
Hy =(— T+ ca + D egcos (2 + ) + €D, G(z° + T,y €), 0),

1
0 2

: 2,2

Hy — (% + %D;G(af + I,y €) + z(fi%e)zl 0) ‘
One can use ([6.40]) to verify the above H;, where i = 0, 1,2, satisfy assumption (DS).
Therefore, for € < 1, the center stable manifold and center-unstable manifold of (6.45))
intersect near the unperturbed homoclinic orbit xj(t), which generically form a 2-
parameter family of solutions homoclinic to a small neighborhood of the fixed point
on the center manifold which is foliated by periodic orbits corresponding to small
amplitude fast oscillations.

7. APPENDIX

In the appendix, we outline a procedure to block diagonalize the linearization of
1) as a steady state via a linear transformation. And we will discuss two cases,
namely, A is a bounded linear operator on X and A is generator of a semigroup on X.
This lays the foundation for further normal form transformations to eliminate some
nonlinear terms. Assume

(B) For (t,e) € R x [0,¢),
(fag)(()?Ovt? 6) =0, 8t(Df7Dg)(O,0,t, 6) =0.
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The linearization of (2] at 0 is given by the operator
a= (AP0 Do )
‘ Dyg(0,¢) £+ Dyg(0,¢) )

We look for linear operators L € L(X;,Y) and L§ € L(Y;,X) such that their graphs
are invariant under A.. For simplicity, we write D, ,(f, g)(0,€) as D, (f,g). Therefore,
(Lg, L§) should satisfy the following system:

(J+eDyg)L] — eLS(A+ Dy f + Dy fL]) + eDyg = 0,
L5(eDygLy + J 4 €Dyg) — e(A+ Do f)LS — eDy f = 0.
When A is bounded, treating the above as the equation for zero points of a mapping

from L(X,Y1)x L(Y, X) xR to L(X,Y) x L(Y1, X), simply from the Implicit Function
Theorem, we obtain

Lemma 7.1. Assume A € L(X,X), (A2) and (A3) for k =1 and (B). There exists
€0 > 0 such that, for any € € [0,¢y), (TI) has a unique pair solution of O(e):

(L, L) € L(X, Y1) x L(Y, X).

(7.1)

- e —1
Let (g) = < LIE L12> as the new variables. System (2.I)) becomes
1
&= (A+ Dyf + DyfL§)7 + F(&,7,t,¢)
(7.2 . o
Yy = (z + Dyg + ngLQ)y + G(x7y7t7 6)'

Using the following embedding of spaces
L(X7 Yl) - L(X7Y) ) L(Y7 Yl) - L(Y7Y) ) L(K Yi) - L(Yiayi)a

it is easy to show F and G satisfy propertie (A3) and thus all results in previous
sections still hold for the new system (Z.2l).
In the case when A is unbounded, we use an integral equation appraoch to solve
(TI)) under the assumption
(F) There exist closed subspaces X*%* of X such that X = X* & X¢® X" and
A+ D, f(0,€) is invariant on X*¢". Let A“%* = (A + D, f(0,¢)) ‘Xs,c,u- We
further assume A€ is a bounded linear operator on X¢ and there exist ws; < 0
and w, > 0 such that

‘etAS‘ < Kewst for t >0, ‘etA“’ < Ke*st for t <0.

To find L§, we consider

0
7.3)  GY(L)z* = e (eLD, fLY — €Dyg — eDygL" e~ 2udt, 2" e X¥
Yy Yy

—+00
(74)  G(L)x° = €(J + eDyg) YLDy fL* — Dyg + L°A%)z®, 2 € X©
0
(7.5)  G*(L)z* = / e (LD, fL® — ¢Dyg — eD,gL*)e~ N xidt, »° € X*.
—0o0

where L"%* = LP, . s and P, . s are the projections defined by the decomposition. Let
G(L) = GY(L)P, + G*(L)P. + G*(L)Ps.
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Lemma 7.2. If ([Z7) below is satisfied, then G is a contraction from a bounded ball
in L(X,Y) to itself and its unique fized point L satisfies the first equation of (1) and
[Llx,y)y <C" |Llnx, vy < Cle

Proof. In this proof, we use the equivalent norm on X defined by
J2[| = max{|Pyxz|, Pex|, [Psx|},
which induces equivalent norms || - || of operators. In particular,
ILI| = |L"|xu,y) + L Lixe,yy + 1L Lixs vy
Let
B={LliLI <1}, Co=max {|4°) 11D, (0, )] I Dag(0,) ], 1Dyg(0, )}

G satisfies the following estimates on B(p)

_ 1 1
7.6 G| <5C,K(— + — +2¢|J7!
(7.6) G < 5Co (o + o+ 2e71),
[G(L1) ~ Gl < BKCo (g + o +2el ™) 1L — Lol
’WS‘ ‘wu’
If w, ¢ satisfy
1 1 1
7.7 — 4 — 42T Y <
(7.7) ol o 2V < 5y

then clearly G defines a contraction mapping on B. Therefore, G has a fixed point L.
Integrating (Z.3]) by parts

L'z =J Y (eLD,fL" — ¢Dyg — eDygL")x"

0
+ J e (eL D, fL* — eD,pg — eD,gL")e™ " e Atz dt

+oo
shows L* € L(X{,Y1) and
(7.8) JL" = eLD,fL" — eD,g — eD,gL" + eL" A"

which immediately implies
’L‘L(X}*,Yl) S CIE.

Identity (7.8) and the similar one for L® along with the definition of G° implies L
satisfies ([Z.I]). O

To solve for LS, we consider L € L(Y;, X;) with L*%* = P, . ;L and
0
¢ / e (Dyf — L"DygL — L"Dyg)e"’ dt
+o0o

Pu,c,sé(L) — G(Dyf _ LCngL + ACL) (J + GDyg)_l

0
€ / e~ (Dyf — L*D,gL — L*Dyg)e'’dt.

Lemma 7.3. If w, s satisfy (1), there exists a unique L € L(Y1,X1) such that
G(L) = L. Moreover, L € L(Y,X) with estimates |L|ry, x,) < C', |L|y,x) < C'e.
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Proof. The proof of the lemma follows from the same procedure on the set

By = {L‘|LH|L(Y1,XY) + |LC|L(Y1,X16) + |LS|L(Y1,Xf) < 1}.
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