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ORBITAL STABILITY: ANALYSIS MEETS GEOMETRY

STEPHAN DE BEVRE.2, FRANCOIS GENOUB, AND SIMONA ROTA NODARI*

ABSTRACT. We present an introduction to the orbital stability of teka equilibria of
Hamiltonian dynamical systems on (finite and infinite dimenal) Banach spaces. A
convenient formulation of the theory of Hamiltonian dynamiwith symmetry and the
corresponding momentum maps is proposed that allows ugtdidfit the interplay be-
tween (symplectic) geometry and (functional) analysishim proofs of orbital stability of
relative equilibria via the so-called energy-momentumtradt The theory is illustrated
with examples from finite dimensional systems, as well asmfktamiltonian PDE’s, such
as solitons, standing and plane waves for the nonlinea8itger equation, for the wave
equation, and for the Manakov system.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of these notes is to provide an introductiongdht@ory of orbital stability
of relative equilibria, a notion from the theory of (mosthamiltonian) dynamical systems
with symmetry that finds its origins in the study of planetargtions [AM78]. In more
recent times it has proven important in two new ways at le#tshas on the one hand
found an elegant reformulation in the modern framework ofriitmnian mechanics of fi-
nite dimensional systems with symmetry in terms of symjgdegtometry. It can indeed
be phrased and studied in terms of the theory of momentum erapsf symplectic reduc-
tion [AM78|[LM87,[Pat92, Mon97, LS98, ORY9, PRW04, RSS06,®IR]. On the other
hand, it also underlies the stability analysis of plane wawé travelling wave solutions
and of solitons in infinite dimensional nonlinear HamiltamiPDE’s, which has received
considerable attention over the last fourty years or so,camdinues to be a very active
area of research. We will give a brief historical accounthaf motion of orbital stability in
the context of nonlinear PDE’s in Section 11.

It is clear that in this field nonlinear analysis can be expgdb meet geometry in
interesting and beautiful ways. It nevertheless appeatsritthe literature on Hamiltonian
PDE's, the simple and elegant geometric ideas underlyiagptioofs of orbital stability
aren'temphasized. The goal of these notes is to providefeediormulation of the theory
in a sufficiently general but not too abstract framework #ibtws one to treat finite and
infinite dimensional systems on the same footing. In thismearone may hope to harness
the geometric intuition readily gained from treating finitenensional systems and use
it as a guide when dealing with the infinite dimensional orieed &ire the main focus of
our interest, but that demand more sophisticated techtaotd from functional analysis
and PDE theory. The text is of an introductory nature andabletfor young researchers
wishing to familiarize themselves with the field. It is aimatdanalysts not allergic to
geometry and at geometers with a taste for analysis, antewiiit the hope such people
exist.

1.1. Notions of stability

There are many notions of stability for dynamical systemse @ay in particular con-
sider stability with respect to perturbations in the vedield generating the dynamics, or
stability with respect to a variation in the initial conditis. It is the latter one we shall be
considering here. For a sampling of possible definitionia tontext, one can consult
Section 6.3 of Abraham and Marsden [AM], who give nine diferones and mention
there exist others still. . . We start by introducing the oofisterest to us in these notes.

The simplest possible one is presumably the following.E bt a normed vector space,
d the corresponding metric & andX a vector field orE. Letue E andt e R — u(t) e E
a flow line of X (i.e. u(t) = X(u(t)), with u(0) = u). Let us assume the flow is well-defined
globally, with u(t) = ®¥(u). Then one says that the initial conditiaris stable if for all
€ > 0, there exists & > 0 so that, for alv € E,

d(v,u) < & = supd(v(t),u(t)) < €. (1.1)
teR

Herev(t) = ®f(v). This can be paraphrased as follows: once close, foreveondar.
Note that, ifu is stable in this sense, then sai($) for allt € R. There exists one situation
where proving stability is straightforward. It is the cadeereu = u, is a fixed point of the
dynamics, meaning(t) = u,, for allt € R, and whera., is a local non-degenerate mini-
mum of a constant of the motion, that is a functigh: E — R, referred to as &yapunov
function satisfying.Z (v(t)) = .Z(v) for all t € R, and for allv in a neighbourhood a...
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Let us sketch the argument, which is classic. Suppasthg C?(E,E) and thalDi.Z is
positive definite, one obtains from a Taylor expansiongfaboutu. an estimate of the
type
cd(v,u,)? < .Z(v) — Z(u,) < Cd(v,u,)?, (1.2)

for all vin a neighbourhood ai.. Then, forv sufficiently close tai,, one can easily show,
using an argument by contradiction, that) stays in this neighbourhood and hence, for
all't,

cd(v(t),u,)? < Z(v(t)) — ZL(u,) =.2(v) — Z(u,) < Cd(v,u,)?, (1.3)
from which [1.1) follows immediately. This approach is knoas the Lyapunov method
for proving stabilit)E]

In Hamiltonian systems, at least one constant of the motieayes exists, namely the
Hamiltonian itself. The above argument leads thereforénéoperfectly standard result
that local minima of the Hamiltonian are stable fixed poirtshe dynamics. All orbital
stability results that we shall discuss below arefing based on this single argument,
appropriately applied and combined with additional gesimgtroperties of (Hamiltonian)
systems with symmetry, and, of course, with an appropriase @f (functional) analysis.
Let us finally point out that when this approach does not warld this is very often the
case, one is condemned to resort to considerably more sicpkésl techniques, involving
the KAM theorem or Nekhoroshev estimates, for example.

A stronger version of stability thaf (1.1) is an asymptotiepand goes as follows:
there exists & > 0 so that, for alv € E,

divu) < o= tErﬂood(v(t), u(t))=0.

This phenomenon can only occur in dissipative systems. Wihisra fixed point of the
dynamics, it corresponds to requiring it is attractive. hé tflow line issued fronu is
periodic, one obtains a limit cycle. So in this second définitthe idea is that, if two
points start close enough, they end up together. Since ausfbere is on Hamiltonian
systems, where such behaviour cannot occur (because wlaragreserved), we shall
not discuss it further. Note, however, that another notidlagymptotic stability” has been
introduced and studied in the context of Hamiltonian nagdindispersive PDE’s. We shall
briefly comment on this in Secti¢nll1.

There are several cases when definition](1.1) is too stromgy,aaweaker notion is
needed, referred to asbital stability. The simplest definition of this notion goes as fol-
lows. Supposee R — u(t) € E is a flow line of the dynamics and consider the dynamical
orbit

y={u(t) [t eR}.

We sayu = u(0) is orbitally stable if the following holds. For ail > 0, there exist® > 0,
so that

d(v,u) < 0 =Vt e R,d(v(t),y) <e. (1.4)
The point here is that the new dynamical orpit {v(t) |t € R} stays close to the initial
one, while possibly(t) can drift away fromu(t), for the same value of the time As
we will see, this can be expected to be the rule since the peatit may no longer be
periodic even if the original one was, or have a differeniqubr A simple example that
can be understood without computation is this. Think of tatelites on circular orbits
around the earth. Imagine the radii are very close. Then¢hiegs of both motions will

IRemark thatZ(v(t)) < £ (v) would suffice in [[I.B). But in these notes we will exclusiveyprk with
constants of the motion.
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be close but different. Both satellites will eternally maretheir respective circles, which
are close, but they will find themselves on opposite sideb@Etrth after a long enough
time, due to the difference in their angular speeds. In aidit slight perturbation in the
initial condition of one of the satellites will change itshity which will become elliptical,
and again have a different period. But the new orbit will sthiyse to the original circle.
So here the idea is this: if an initial conditieris chosen close to, then at all later times
t, v(t) is close tosomepoint ony, but not necessarily close tit), for the same value df
We will treat this illustrative example in detail in Sectibi@.

1.2. Symmetries and relative equilibria

The definition of orbital stability in[(1]4) turns out to beotstrong still for many ap-
plications, in particular in the presence of symmetrieshef dynamics. This is notably
the case in the study of solitons and standing or travelliagensolutions of nonlinear
Hamiltonian differential or partial differential equatis. We will therefore present an ap-
propriate generalization of the notion of orbital stalilit the presence of symmetries in
Sectior[ 4. For that purpose, we introduce in Sedfion 2 dyoalnsiystemsby, t € R on
Banach spaces, which admit an invariance group with an action®yg,g € GonkE, i.e.
Dy = dXdy. We then say € E is arelative equilibriumif, for all t € R, & (u) € 4y,
whered,, = d(u) is the group orbit ofi under the action of. As we will see, solitons,
travelling waves and plane waves are relative equilibriz 3AY a relative equilibriuma
is orbitally stableif initial conditionsv € E close tou have the property that for dlle R,
®(v) remains close t@,. Note that the larger the symmetry groGgis, the weaker is
the corresponding notion of stability.

The main goal of these notes is to present a general frameadlovking to establish or-
bital stability of suchrelative equilibriaof (both finite and infinite) dynamical systems with
symmetry, using an appropriate generalization of the Lyapunethod sketched above.
This approach to stability is often referred to as the “eparpmentum” method. In the
process, we wish to clearly separate the part of the argumigich is abstract and very
general, from the part that is model-dependent. We will aldicate for which arguments
one needs the dynamics to be Hamiltonian and which ones gaghmore generally.

In Sectior b, we treat the illustrative example of the relgquilibria of the motion in
a spherical potential, allowing us to present four variagiof the proof of orbital stability,
which are later extended to a very general setting in Sellidrhe main hypothesis of the
proofs, which work for general dynamical systems on Bangeltas, is the existence of a
coercive Lyapunov functio’, which is a group-invariant constant of the motion satisdyi
an appropriately generalized coercive estimate of the @28 (seel(8]1)). In applications,
the proof of orbital stability is thus reduced to the constilen of such a function.

It is in this step that the geometry of Hamiltonian dynamggdtems with symmetry
plays a crucial role. Indeed, the construction of an appatetyapunov function for such
systems exploits the special link that exists between twistants of the motioR and
their symmetries, as embodied in Noether’s theorem andhéary of the momentum map.
This is explained in Section$ 6 and 7. The crucial obsermasidchen that in Hamiltonian
systems, relative equilibria tend to come in familigsc E, indexed by the valug: of
the constants of the motion af,. In fact, it turns out that, € E is a relative equilib-
rium of a Hamiltonian system if (and only if), is a critical point of the restriction of
the Hamiltonian to the level surfa@, = {u € E | F(u) = u} of these constants of the
motion (Theorem 7]1). This observation at once yields thelickate Lyapunov function

%y (seellZE)).
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We finally explain (Proposition 8.8) how the proof of the aneity of the Lyapunov
function can be obtained from a suitable lower bound on iteisé derivative®2.%, (w,w),
with w restricted to an appropriate subspac&pfising familiar arguments from the the-
ory of Lagrange multipliers (Sectiénh 8). This ends the vargeyal, geometric and abstract
part of the theory. To contrdDz.,?fu (w,w) finally requires an often difficult, problem-
dependent, and detailed spectral analysis of the Hessitlre dfyapunov function, as we
will show in the remaining sections.

1.3. Examples

We illustrate the theory in Sectidh 9 on a first simple examplle consider the plane
wavesUy k(t,x) = ae ¢ & ¢ R, k € 2nZ anda € R, which are solutions of the cubic
nonlinear Schrddinger equation on the one-dimensiomastb,

idu(t,x) + BAZu(t,x) + A |u(t,x)|?u(t,x) = 0,

providedé + Bk? = A|a|2. This equation is (globally) well-posed dh= H(T,C) and
its dynamical flow is invariant under the globally Hamiltaniaction® of the group
G =R x R defined by(®a,(u)) (x) = &Yu(x — a) (see Sectiofi6l5). The plane waves
Ug k(t,x) areG-relative equilibria. We establish (Theoréml9.1) theiri@dstability when
B (271)2 > 2A|a|?. Although the linear stability analysis for this model igtthed in many
places, and the nonlinear (in)stability results seem tormsv to many, we did not find a
complete proof of nonlinear orbital stability in the littmee. A brief comparison between
our analysis and related results ([Zhi01, GH0O7a, GHO7bflseBectiom ®. Note that the
analysis of orbital stability of plane waves of the cubic lm#ar Schrodinger equation on
a torus of dimensiod > 1 is much more involved (see for example [FGL13]).

In Section[ID we will present orbital stability results @éming to curvesi(e. one-
dimensional families) of standing waves of nonlinear 8dmger equations oRY with a
space-dependent coefficient

idu(t,x) + Au(t,x) + f(x, |ul?(t,x))u(t,x) = 0. (1.5)

Imposing a non-trivial spatial dependence has two majosequences. First, the space-
translation symmetry of the equation is destroyed, and sieft with the reduced one-
parameter symmetry grop= R, acting on the Sobolev spaBe= H'(RY) via dy(u) =
€Yu. Note that the associated group orbits are of the simple g {€¥u: y e R} C
HY(RY). Now, standing waves are, by definition, solutions[ofl(15he formu(x,t) =
&¢tw(x), which are therefore clearly relative equilibria. Sucmsiiag waves are some-
times referred to as “solitons” due to the spatial localgrabf the profilew(x), and to
their stability.

Second, constructing curves of standing wave solution&.&) (s now a hard prob-
lem, and we will outline the bifurcation theory developed[@®S08, Gen09, GenlDa,
Gen13] to solve it. This powerful approach allows one to deitth power-type nonlin-
earitiesf (x, |u|?) =V (x)|u|?~* (under an approriate decay assumption on the coefficient
V : RY — R) but also with more general nonlinearities, for instance alsymptotically

linear f (x, |u|?) = V(x)%. This will give a good illustration of how involved the de-

tailed analysis 0D%.Z(w,w) required by the model can be. As we shall see, this analysis
turns out to be deeply connected with the bifurcation behavef the standing waves.

In the pure power (space-independent) chse|u|?) = |u|°~L, the appropriate notion
of stability is that associated with the action of the fubgpG = R% x R, (®a,y(u)) (X) =
€Yu(x—a). The stability of standing waves in this context was proveithe seminal paper
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of Cazenave and Lion5 [CL82] ford o < 1+ g, and this result is sharp.€. stability
does nothold atr =1+ ‘a‘). The contribution[CL8R] is one of the first rigorous resuin
orbital stability for nonlinear dispersive equations, asthased on variational arguments
using the concentration-compactness principle (see &taite [Zhi0l, HS04] for more
recent results in this direction). This line of argumentasceptually very different from
the energy-momentum approach developed here, so we shahiyimore about it.

The modern treatment of Hamiltonian dynamical systems wjtimmetries uses the
language of symplectic geometry, as for example_ in [AM7&19%,[LM87, Sou9J7]. But
we don’t need the full power of this theory, since we will warkclusively with linear
symplectic structures on (infinite dimensional) symplestctor spaces. For the reader
not familiar with Hamiltonian mechanics, Lie group theondasymplectic group actions,
elementary self-contained introductions to these subjsafficient for our purposes are
provided in the Appendix.

Acknowledgments. This work was supported in part by the Labex CEMPI (ANR-11-
LABX-0007-01). F.G. thanks CEMPI and the Lab. Paul Paialtar'their hospitality dur-
ing his one-month visit to the Université Lille 1 in Septeen013. He also acknowledges
the support of the ERC Advanced Grant “Nonlinear studiesatewflows with vorticity”.
The authors are grateful to V. Combet, A. De Laire, S. Kera@niRiviere, B. Tumpach
and G. Tuynman for stimulating discussions on the subjettamaf these notes.

2. DYNAMICAL SYSTEMS, SYMMETRIES AND RELATIVE EQUILIBRIA

2.1. Dynamical systems on Banach spaces.
LetE be a Banach space. A domdihis a dense subset Bf in the examples presented
in these notes, it will be a dense linear subspadeg. of

Definition 2.1. A dynamical systeran E is a separately continuous map
% (t,u) € R x E — ®f(u) := d*(t,u) € E, (2.1)
with the following properties:
() Forallt,seR,
Prodf =df,, OF(u)=Ide. (2.2)

(i) Forallt e R, ®F(2) = 2.
(i) X:2 c E— Eisavectorfield that generates the dynamics in the sensenthah
ue 2, d¥(u) ;= u(t) € 2 is a solution of the differential equation

u(t) = X(u(t)), u(0)=u. (2.3)
By this we mean that the curte= R — u(t) € E is differentiable as a map frofR to E.

In infinite dimensional problems, the vector fields are oftety defined on a domain
2, where they may not even be continuous. But note that we alassume that the flows
themselves are defined on all Bf(or on an open subset &). For examples illustrating
these subtleties, see Section 3.2. Local flows can be definibe iusual manner. In that
case the domains are dense in some open subdet lofit we shall not deal with such
situations in these notes since we will always assume thefiowe globally defined.

Suppose there exists a functibn E — R™ so that

Fod'=F, WecR. (2.4)
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We then say that the vector fieki or its associated flowbX admitsm constants of the
motion which are the componenk of F. In that case, one may consider the restriction
of the flow®{ to the level sets of : for u € R™, we define

£, — {U€E |F(U) = u}, (2.5)
and one has tha&}s, =3, for all g € R™.

Remark2.2 The role of and the need for a domainwith the properties (ii) and (iii) in
the definition of a dynamical system above will become clagBéction§ 6 and 7. They
are in particular needed to prove (2.4) for suitable Some of the stability results that
are our main focus can be obtained without those conditmsge will further explain in
Sectiorf 8. Similarly, global existence is not strictly neédit can for example be replaced
by a weaker “blow-up alternative.” We will not further deaitivthese issues here.

2.2. Symmetries, reduced dynamics and relative equilibria

We now define the notion of an invariance group for a dynansgatem. For that
purpose, we need to say a few words about group actionsGlbet a topological group
acting onE. By this we mean there exists a separately continuous map

®:(g,u) e GXE— Pg(u) € E,
satisfying®e = Id, ®g,g, = Pg, 0 Pg,. We will call
0= {@g(u)| g€ G} (2.6)

the orbit of G throughu € E. For later reference, we define the isotropy group,d®,, as
follows
Gu={ge G| Pg(u) = u}. (2.7)
We can then introduce the notion of an invariance grousbor

Definition 2.3. We sayG is an invariance group (or symmetry group) for the dynamical
systemd if, for all g € G, and for allt € R,

Pyo BF = B o By (2.8)

Remark thalG = R is always an invariance group of the dynamical system, with a
tion ®F on E. While this is correct, this is not of any particular use, ag eéan suspect
from the start. Indeed, the flow* is in applications obtained by integrating a nonlinear
differential or partial differential equation, and is notpdicitly known. In fact, it is the
object of study. “Useful” symmetries are those that helpinopdify this study; they need
to have a simple and explicit action & They are often of a clearcut geometric origin:
translations, rotations, gauge transformatiaeis, Several examples are provided in the
following sections.

Finally, it should be noted we did not define “the” symmetrpgp for ®¥, but “a”
symmetry group. Depending on the problem at hand and thaiqnesddressed, differ-
ent symmetry groups may prove useful for the same dynamystéis, as we shall also
illustrate. In particular, any subgroup of an invarianceugr is also an invariance group,
trivially.

It follows immediately from[(2.6) and (2.8) that, for alkc E,

CDtXﬁU = ﬁdntx(u)' (2.9)

In other words, ifG is an invariance group, then the dynamical system n@&psbits into
G-orbits. This observation lies at the origin of the followinonstruction which is crucial
for the definitions of relative equilibrium and orbital sii#tlp that we shall introduce. We
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FIGURE 1. A dynamical orbit — u(t) and its “attachedG-orbits, with
the projection intdEg.

give the general definitions here, and refer to the comintiexfor examples. Defining
an equivalence relation dathrough

u~u & 0y=0y,

we consider the corresponding quotient space that we déydie = E/ ~ and that we
refer to as the reduced phase space. We will occasionallthesetation

nmuek— 0,€Eg (2.10)

for the associated projection. So the elementEgfre just theG-orbits inE. It is then
clear from [Z.9) that the dynamical systept on E naturally induces reduced dynamics
on the orbit spac&g: it “passes to the quotient” in the usual jargon. We will use $ame
notation for these reduced dynamics and wieo = ¢ (t) for any & € Eg. Note that
CD% Oy= ﬁum (See Flg[l].)

As a general rule of thumb, one may hope that the reduced dgsare simpler than
the original ones, since they take place on a lower dimeasi@n in some sense smaller)
guotient space. This idea can sometimes provide a usefdétjué, notably in the study
of stability properties of fixed points or periodic orbitstbe original dynamical system,
as will be illustrated in the coming sections. Implementingpncretely can nevertheless
be complicated, in particular because the quotient itself tne an unpleasant object to
do analysis on, even in finite dimensions, as its topologyiftereéntial structure may be
pathological and difficult to deal with. Conditions @and on the actio® are needed, for
example, to ensure the quotient topologykanis Hausdorff, or that it has a differentiable
structure[[AM78, LM87, PRWQ4]. In addition, concrete cortgtions on models are more
readily done ork directly, than in the abstract quotient space, particulrlinfinite di-
mensional problems. We will avoid these difficulties, intgardar because we will work
almost exclusively witisometricgroup actions. Their orbits have simplifying features
that we will repeatedly use: see Proposifiod 2.5 below.

We are now in a position to introduce the notiorrelative equilibrium as follows.
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Definition 2.4. Letu € E. Let® be a dynamical system dhand letG be a symmetry
group for®X. We sayu is aG-relative equilibriurﬂfor o if, forall t € R, u(t) € 0. Or,
equivalently, if for allt € R, ®X &, = 6,. When there is no ambiguity about the dynamical
systemd} and the groujgs considered, we will simply say is arelative equilibrium

With the language introduced,is a relative equilibrium ifo, is a fixed point of the
reduced dynamics oBg. Again, we refer to the following sections for examples. e a
interested in these notes in the stability of such relatiyglibria. Roughly speaking, we
will say a relative equilibrium is orbitally stable if it is&ble as a fixed point of the reduced
dynamics; we give a precise definition in Secfidn 4.

We end this section with two comments. First, the above teology comes from
the literature on Hamiltonian dynamical systems in finitmensions. We will see in the
following sections what the many specificities are of thaiation. We refer to [Arn99,
AM78, [LM87] for textbook treatments and historical backgnd and to[[Pat92, Mon97,
LS98,[PRW04| RSS06, MROIL1] for more recent developmentsorgk we will often
need to deal with the restriction of the dynamical systenteugonsideration to the level
setsX;, C E of a family of constants of the motidh, as defined in[(2]5). Note thay, is a
metric space. We define

Gy, ={ge€G|Vuex,, ®g(u) € Zy}. (2.11)

This is clearly a subgroup dB, which is a symmetry group of the dynamical system
restricted ta>,,. We will often deal with isometric group actions on sugh or on the full
Banach spackE. The following simple proposition collects some of the esisg properties

of their orbits that we shall repeatedly need and use. Werérstll the definition of the
Hausdorff metric. LetX,d) be a metric space and I8fS C (Z,d). Then

A(S S) = max{supd(u,S), supd(Su')}. (2.12)
ues uesS

Notice that this is only a pseudomelrand thatA(S S) = + is possible.

Proposition 2.5. Let G be a group(Z,d) a metric space and : G x ¥ — X an action of
G onZX. Suppose that for eachgG, ®g is an isometry:vu,u’ € X, d(dg(u), Pg(U')) =
d(u,u’). Let&, &’ be two G-orbits irz. Then
(i) Yug,up e O.VU|, U, € 0", d(ug, 0") =d(up, "), d(U},0) =d(u,,0),
(i) vue o,u e o', du,0")=A(0,0")=d(U,0),
(i) vue o, e o', A(0,0") <d(u,u).

Proof. The first statement follows from the existencegof G so that®g(u;) = up. For
the second, we proceed by contradiction. Suppose first\that, o, u' € ¢’, d(u,0") <
d(u,0). Letue 0,uU € ¢'. Then we know there existsc ¢’ (depending on, u’) so
that du, &’) < d(u,v) < d(U, &). But since, by the first part of the propositiofyd’) =
d(u, ©), this implies du,v) < d(v, &), which is a contradiction. So we conclude, using
the first part again, thatu e 0,u € ¢’, d(u,0’) > d(U, ©). Repeating the argument with
the roles ofZ, ¢ inverted, the result follows. O

If the action is not isometric, it is quite possible for alethtatements of the theorem to
fail. For example, consider d = R? the action®s(q, p) = (exp(a)g,exp(—a)p), a € R.

2In [LM87], the termstationary motioris used for this concept.
3A(S S) = 0 does not imphys= S. In particular,A(S,S) = 0.
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3. EXAMPLES

3.1. Motion in a spherical potential

In this section, we illustrate the preceding notions on gérilamiltonian mechanical
system: a particle in a spherical potential. We will makesftese of the concepts and
notation of Appendicds Al2 ald A.3 that we invite the readdamiliar with Hamiltonian
mechanics or Lie group theory to peruse.

By a spherical potential we mean a functdnR3 — R, satisfyingV (Rg) = V(q), for
all R €SQO(3). With a slight abuse of notation, we writé(q) = V(J|q]|), for a smooth
functionV : R* — R. We consider ofE = R® the Hamiltonian

1
H(u) =H(g,p) = 5p*+V([ld]) (3.1)
and the corresponding Hamiltonian equations of motion
q=p, p=-V'(lalg, 3.2)

where we introduce the notatidn= ﬁ for anyb € R3. Integrating those, we obtain the

Hamiltonian flow®!! (u) = u(t), whereu = (g, p) € R®. Introducing the angular momen-
tum

L(a.p) =anp, (3.3)
one checks immediately that, for any solutica R — (q(t), p(t)) € RS, one has
d
—L(a(t), p(t)) = 0. (34)

dt
In other words, angular momentum is conserved during théomat a central potential:
its three components are constants of the motion. This @aplie familiar result that the
motion takes place in the plane perpendiculdr ind passing through 0.

We will now use Noether’s Theorem (Theorém Al3.9) to show #yistem is SCB)-
invariant. We start with the following observations. Fitke action of the grou@ =SQ(3)
onE = R given by

®r(u) = (RgRp) (3.5)
is easily checked to be globally Hamiltorlffaindeed, for eacl € s0(3),

F
Pexpite) = D *

where
Fe(q,p) =& -L(a,p) (3.6)

(recall that we can identify $8) with R® via (A.2.8)). In other words,“angular momentum
generates rotations.” Next, it is clear that the Hamiltarsatisfiedd o dg = H. As a result,
it follows from Theoreni’/A.319 (iii) that the dynamical flowiistationally invariant:

Plodr=drodf!,  VteR, ReSO3).

Note that, here and in what follows, we are using, apart frbesymplectic, also the
standard euclidean structure &#.

We now wish to identify the relative equilibria of these gms. For that purpose,
consider firstu € R® with L(u) = u # 0. Then the ensuing dynamical trajectarfy) lies
in the surface

S, ={ucR®|L(u)=pu}. (3.7)

43ee Definitiof A3
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Now, if u is a relative equilibrium, then, for eadh there existsR(t) € SO(3) so that
Oryyu = u(t). Hencep = L(u(t)) = L(Pry)u) = R(t)L(u) = R(t)u. In other wordsR(t)
belongs to

Gu={Re SO@3)|Ru=p}~S02),

which is the subgroup of rotations about theaxis. It follows that||q(t)|| = ||q]|, for all

t. Sinceq(t) is perpendicular tqu, this means thatj(t) lies on the circle of radiugq||
centered at 0 and perpendiculanto The orbit is therefore circular and, in particular, for
all't, q(t) - p(t) = 0. Conversely, it is clear that all circular dynamical oshdtre relative
equilibria. The initial conditions corresponding to sudftelar orbits are easily seen to be
of the form

q=p4, p=0a.p, oZ=pV(p), G p=0, (3.8)

with p., 0, > 0 and henc¥®’(p.) > 0. We will discuss in Sectidd 5 under what conditions
they are orbitally stable in the sense[of{1.4).

Now, letu = (g, p) € R® be such thak (u) = 0. In this casej andp are parallel and this
remains true at all times. But f§(t) # O at any timet, u cannot be a relative equilibrium.
Indeed, the motion is then along a straight line passingutiinahe origin and such a
straight line cannot lie in an SB) orbit since the SCB) action preserves norms. If on the
other handu = (p.§,0) = u(t) is a fixed point of the dynamics, it is a fortiori a relative
equilibrium. This occurs if and only W'(p,) = 0 as is clear from the equations of motion.
Note that these fixed points fill the sphere of ragius

It is clear these fixed points cannot be stable in the sensefafition (I.1) or [T.4).
Indeed, any initial condition’ close to such fixed point, but with p’ # 0 gives rise to a
trajectory in the plane spanned byandp’: whend andp’ are not parallel, the trajectory
will wind around the origin in this plane, moving away fronetimitial condition. What
we will prove in Sectioi b is that, providad’(p.) > 0, these trajectories all stay close to

Op.00={ueR®|q-q=pZ p-p=0,q-p=0}, 3.9)

which is the S@3) orbit through the fixed pointi = (p.§,0). Those fixed points are
therefore S@B)-orbitally stable, in the sense of Definitibn ¥.1 (i) below.

To end this section, we list, for later purposes, all(Sforbits inE = R8. Those are
easily seen to be the hypersurfaggsy o of the form

Opoa=1(a,p) €R®|q-q=p% p-p=0? q-p=a}, (3.10)

with p,o > 0,0 € R. Note that|a| < po. Those orbits are three-dimensional smooth
submanifolds oiR®, except on the set where the angular momerituranishesi.e. on

%o ={(a,p) €R°|L(q,p) = O}.

This surface (which is not a submanifold Bj is itself SQ3)-invariant and foliated by
group orbits as follows:

20= U Opoa= {(0,0)} U U Opo.a-
po=|a po=lal
(p,0)#(0,0)

On the latter orbitsg andp are parallel, but do not both vanish, so that these orbitbean
identified with two-dimensional spheres.
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3.2. The nonlinear Schrodinger equation
An important example of an infinite dimensional dynamicaiteyn is the nonlinear
Schrddinger equation

{iatu(t,x)+AU(t,X)+ fx,u(t,x) =0, (3.11)

U(O, X) = UO(X),
with u(t,x) : R x RY — C. HereA denotes the usual Laplace operator dnig a local

nonlinearity. More precisely, considér: (x,u) € RY x R* — f(x,u) € R such thatf is
measurable ix and continuous im. Assume that

f(x,0) =0 a.e. inRY (3.12)
and that for everK > 0 there exist$.(K) < 4o such that
[f(x,u) — f(x,v)] < L(K)|u—v] (3.13)
a.e. inRY and for all 0< u,v < K. Assume further that
L(-) € C%([0, +)) if d=1,
_ 4 (3.14)
L(K)gc(1+K“)W|th0§a<d—_2 if d>2,

and extend to the complex plane by setting
fmw:ﬁﬂmw, (3.15)

forallue C,u=#0.
Finally, letH be the Hamiltonian of the system defined by

H(u) = %/Rd |Ou2(x) dx — '/H%d '/(;‘u‘(x) (x,s) dsdx. (3.16)

We now explain how the Schrddinger equation defines an tafaimensional dynamical
system with symmetries, within the framework of Sectiodsdhd 2.2. The sense in which
the Schrodinger equation defines a Hamiltonian dynamigstes will be explained in
Sectior 6.

For that purpose, we need the following results on local dololag existence of solutions
to (3.11). First, concerning local existence, we have:

Theorem 3.1([Caz03]) If f is as above, then for everyy& H'(RY,C) there exist num-
bers Tin, Tmax> 0and a unique maximal solution € (—Tmin, Tmax) — U(t) € H 1(Rd,(C)
of (3.11)satisfying
uc CO((—Tmin,Tmax)7 Hl(Rd)) mCl((—Tmianmax)v Hil(Rd))-

Moreover, u depends continuously ojin the following sense: ing Up in H(RY,C)
and if y is the maximal solution of3.11) with the initial value §, then & — u in
CO[~S,T],HY(RY)) for every interval—S, T] C (—Tmin, Tmax)- In addition, there is con-
servation of charge and energy, that is

[u®)lle2 = lluoll 2, H(u(t)) =H(uo) (3.17)
forallt € (—Tmin, Tmax)-

For global existence of solutions, one needs a growth ciamdiin f in its second vari-
able.
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Theorem 3.2([Caz03]) Let f be as in Theorem 3.1. Suppose in addition that theré exis
A>0and0<v < § such that

u
/ f(x,s)ds < Alu2(1+ ul"), xeRY ueC. (3.18)
0

It follows that for every e H(RY, C), the maximal strong Msolution u of 313) given
by Theorerfi 311 is global arsli ||u(t)|| 41 < +co.

Note that the condition off is always satisfied whelfi is negative. This result im-
plies that one can defir@} on E = HY(RY,C) by ®}(u) = u(t) € E and thatd satis-
fies [21)d(2.R). Note however that, whereas the flow linesu(t) € E are guaranteed
to be continuous by the above theorems, theyGlrenly when viewed as taking values
in E* = HY(RY,C). The following “propagation of regularity” theorem allovaie to
identify the appropriate domai# on which the stronger conditioh (2.3) holds.

Theorem 3.3([Caz03]) Let f be as in Theorein 3.1, and considgraiH*(RY, C) and
u € CO((—Tmin, Tmax), HL(RY)) the solution of the probler8.11) given by Theorer 3.1.
Then the following statements hold.

(i) If up € H?(RY,C), then ue CO((—Tmin, Tmax), H2(RY)). If, in addition, f(x,-) €
C!(C,C), then u depends continuously ogin the following sense: ifg,l—> Ug
in H2(RY,C) and if i is the maximal solution of8.11)with the initial value §,
then g — uin CO([—S, T],H?(RY)) for every interval—S, T] C (—Tmin, Tmax)-

(i) If up € HM(RY,C) for some integer m- max{ 4,2} and if f(x,-) € C™(C,C),
then ue CO((—Tmm,Tmax),Hm(Rd)). In addition, u depends continuously og u
in the following sense: iffi— up in H™(RY,C) and if y is the maximal solution
of BI1)with the initial value §, then i — u in L*([-S,T],HM(RY)) for every
interval [—=S,T] € (—Tmin, Tmax)-

Note that the derivatives df should be understood in the real sense here.

Remark3.4. It follows from Theoreni 313 that, if we take = H™(RY,C), with m > 3,
then [2.3) is satisfied, and so the flow is differentiable asap fromR to E = H1(RY, C).

Example 3.5. A typical example of local nonlinearity which satisfiés @.1(3.13), [3.14)
and [3.Ib) is the pure power nonlinearity
f(u)=Autu (3.19)

with

1<o< 4w ford=1,

3.20
1§0<1+i ford > 2, ( )
d-2

andA € R. The standard “cubic” Schrodinger equation correspoods+ 3, which is an
allowed value ofo only if 1 < d < 3. The Hamiltonian is then given by

— 1 2 A o+1
H(u) = E/Rdm‘” (x)dx—a—_i_l/Rd [ (x) dx. (3.21)
In this case, the nonlinear Schrddinger equation reads

{ idu(t,x) 4+ Au(t,x) + A|u["Y(t,x)u(t,x) = 0,

u(0,x) = up(X). (3:22)
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Theoreni 3.1l then ensures the existence of a local solution
u € CO((—Trmin, Tmax), HE(RD)) NCH((—Tmin, Tmax), H " H(RY)) (3.23)

and the conservation of the Hamiltonian eneryyTo guarantee the existence of a global
flow, we have to distinguish the focusing ¢ 0) and the defocusing casé & 0). More
precisely, Theorein 3.2 implies the flow is globally definedtfRY, C), i.e.

X : R x HY{(RY,C) = HY(RY, C), (3.24)

if o satisfies[(3.20) in the defocusing case or# Ir < 1+ ‘a‘ in the focusing case. Note
that, in the latter situatiorg = 3 is allowed only ifd = 1.
Next, we recall that

geN, ogodd = f eC*(C,C),
oceN, oeven= (f eC"(C,C)&m<o-1),
0¢N= (feC™"(C,C)em<[o—-1+1),

and, in particularf € C1(C,C) for all ¢ > 1. Hence Theorein 3.3 applies and the flow can
be restricted t¢4%(RY, C)

X R x H(RY,C) — H3(RY, C),

whenevero satisfies[(3.20) in the defocusing case of & < 1+ ‘a‘ in the focusing case.
This, however, is not enough for our purposes, since it onrgntees the existence of the
derivative oft — u(t) as a function irL?(RY,C), and not as a function i = H(RY,C).

In other words, we cannot tak& = H?(RY,C) if we wish to satisfy [[Z13). To obtain
sufficient propagation of regularity, having in mind RemB&iK, we state the following
results.

In dimensiond = 1 both in the defocusing case, for30 < +, and in the focusing
case, for X 0 < 5,

®*: R x H3(R,C) — H3(R,C).
Hence, in these cases, using the notation introduced ino®&i, E = H(R,C) and the
domainZ of the vector fieldX can be chosen to be the Sobolev spdééRr, C).

In dimensiord = 2,3 and in the defocusing case, the global fiéXt can be defined on
E=HYRY,C)forall 3< 0 < 1+ z%5. As before, the domaif of the vector fieldX can
be chosen to be the Sobolev spa¥RY, C).

It follows in particular from what precedes that the cubib®dinger equatiofic = 3)
fits in the framework of the previous section provided eittier 1 (with A arbitrary) or
A <0Oandd=23.

We now turn to the study of the symmetries of the nonlinear@tihger equation (3.22).
LetG = SO(d) x RY x R and define its action o = H(RY, C) via

vue HY(RY), (Pray(u)) (x) = €"u(R(x—a)). (3.25)
Here the group law oB is
(Ri,a1,11)(Rp, 82, 12) = (RiR2, a1 4+ Ridz, i + Vo)

for all R;,R, € SO(d), aj,a2 € RY andy1,)» € R. We claim thatG is an invariance
group (see Definitiof 23) for the dynamidg‘. Indeed, letu(t,x) = (®f(u))(x) a so-
lution to the nonlinear Schrodinger equation (3.22) anusater ((Pray o PF)(u)) (x) =
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€Yu(t,Rx— a). A straightforward calculation shows theltu(t,R"1(x — a)) is again a so-
lution to equation[(3.22). More precisely,

ia(€Vu(t,R Y (x—a))) +A(E"u(t,R Y (x—a)))

+Al€u(t, R Y(x—a))|7 ("u(t,R (x—a)))

=& (i(qu)(t,R*(x—a)) + (Bu) (t, R *(x—a)) + (A[u]? u)(t,R (x—a)))
=0

where we use the fact that the Laplace operator is invariad¢iuspace rotations, space
translations and phase rotations. As a consequence,

((qDR,a,yoq’tx)(U)) (x) = ((thxO‘DR,a,y)(U)) (x)

andG is an invariance group for the dynami¢g. Moreover, we can easily prove that
Ho®ra,=H. Indeed, using the definition &f given in [3.21), we have

Ho®Rray(u) = %/Rd |Ouf?(R Y (x—a))dx— ULH /Rd U7 (R (x—a)) dx
=H(u).
We will see later (in Section 8.3) why this is important.

Now, let us give some examples Gfrelative equilibria of the nonlinear Schrodinger
equation[(3.22). First, consider the simplest case wtetel ando = 3. The invariance
groupG reduces t@R x R and the nonlinear Schrodinger equation becomes

idu(t,x) + d2u(t,x) + A|u(t,x)[2u(t,x) = 0. (3.26)

In the focusing caseA(> 0), there exists a two-parameters family of functions, the s
calledbright solitons

2 i C 2_ c?
Ug c(t,X) = a\/;sect(a(x— ct))e'(z”(" %))
that are solutions t@ (3.26) for alr,c) € R x R, with initial conditions

Ug.c(X) = Ug c(0,X) = a\/}\?sechax)ei(gx) € E=HR). (3.27)

For each(a,c) € R x R, uqg ¢(X) is aG-relative equilibrium of[(3.26). Indeed, ti@-orbit
of Ug ¢(X) is given by

Ouae = {€Uac(x—a),(ay) e Rx R}. (3.28)

Hence, itis clear that for alle R, uq ¢(t,x) € Oy, . and, by Definitioh 2.4, we can conclude
thatug ¢(X) is aG-relative equilibrium of[(3.26).

More generally, standing and travelling waves are exangfi&relative equilibria of
the nonlinear Schrodinger equatién (3.22). More pregistanding waves are solutions to
(3.22) of the form

us(t,x) = €twg(x) (3.29)
with ¢ € R. For this to be the case, the profilg has to be a solution of th&tationary
equation

Aw+ A w7 tw = Ew.
Bright solitons withc = 0 are examples of such standing waves, with 1, 0 = 3. Stand-
ing waves of the one-dimensional Schrodinger equatioh wispatially inhomogeneous
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nonlinearity, as well as their orbital stability, will beustied in Sectiof 10. Travelling
waves are solutions tb (3]22) of the form

urw(t,X) = €% wrw (x—ct) (3.30)
with & € R andc € RY. Now, the profilewry has to be a solution of
AW+ A w7 tw = Ew+ic- Ow.
Bright solitons withc £ 0 are examples of such travelling waves, wdth- 1,0 = 3.
TheG-orbit of the initial conditionws(X) is given by

Ows = {&"Ws(R(x—a)),(Ra,y) € G} (3.31)
and it is clear thauis(t,x) € Oy, for all t € R. The same holds true farry with wg
replaced bywry.

Another, closely related example of an infinite dimensiahaiamical system is the
cubic Schrodinger equation

idu(t,x) + d2u(t,x) = |u(t,x)|?u(t,x) = 0
u(0,x) = Uo(X)

in the space periodic settirly = R/(2r1Z) (the one dimensional torus). In[Bou93], the
following theorem is proven.

(3.32)

Theorem 3.6([Bou93]). The Cauchy problen(8.32)is globally well-posed for dataguc
HS(T,C), s> 0 and the solution & C°(R,HS(T)). Moreover, if u, v are the solutions
corresponding to datag)vop € HS(T, C), there is the regularity estimate

lut) —v(t)||ns < CMJuo — vo s (3.33)
where C depends on thé-size of the data, i.e. € C(||uo|| 2, ||Vol| 2)-

This ensures the existence of a global flow
®* : R x HY(T,C) — H¥(T, C).

for all s> 1. Hence, we can chooge= H(T,C) andZ = H3(T, C) to ensure the condi-
tions of Section 211 are satisfied.

As before, by using the invariance of Equatibn (8.32) ungacs translations and phase
rotations, we can show that the dynamics definedpyare invariant under the action of
the groupG = R x R given by

(Pay(u)(x) = €"u(x—a). (3.34)
As an example o6-relative equilibria, we can consider the two-parameterifiaof plane
waves o

Ug k(t,X) = ae k*t (3.35)
with a € R andk € Z and€ = —k? + |a|?. TheG-orbit of the initial conditionug k(x) =
ae s given by
Oy = {aéVe*‘kO(*a), (ay) € G} .

As before, it is clear thaly k(t,X) € Oy, , for all't € R. We will study the orbital stability
of these relative equilibria in Sectiéh 9.

Remark that plane waves are the simplest elements of a fafrgiglutions of the NLS
equation of the form

Upc(t,x) = €% PU (x—ct), (t,x) e R xR
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with &, p,ce€ R andU : R — C a periodic function. This kind of solutions are callgaiasi-
periodic travelling wavesnd their orbital stability has been studiedlin [GHO7b, G807

3.3. The Manakov equation

The Manakov equation [Man¥?4, Gaz12] is a system of two caupdalinear Schrodinger
equations which describe the evolution of nonlinear eiledields in optical fibers with
birefringence, defined by

{idtu(t,x) + Au(t,x) + A lu(t,x)|2u(t,x) = 0

0(0.%) = Uo(x) (3:39)

with u(t,x) = <318§§) TR xR — C2, u(t,x)[2 = (|ur(t,x) 2 + |ua(t, X)[2) andA € R.
2\4
With the same arguments as those used for the nonlineao@olyer equatior (3.22),
one can easily show that the flow is globally define#ii{R, C?), i.e.

®* : R x HY(R,C?) — HY(R,C?) (3.37)
both in the focusingX > 0) and in the defocusing cas& & 0). Moreover, thanks to the
propagation of regularity, the flow preserté$(R, C?) i.e.

X : R x H3(R,C?) — H3(R,C?) (3.38)
as before. Hence, using the notation of Sedfioh 2.1, one lvaoseE = H(R,C?) and
the domainZ = H3(R,C?).

Now, let(a,S) € G =R x U(2) act onE = H(R,C?) via
P, s(U) = Sux—a). (3.39)
Here the group law oBis (a1, S1) (a2, ) = (a1 + a2, S S) forall ag,a; € RYandS;, S €
U(2). A straightforward calculation proves th@tis an invariance group for the dynamics
.
In the focusing caseA(> 0), there exists a family of solitons,

]2 i(Sxt(a2-Z)t) (cosfeN
uv(t,x)_a\/;sect(a(x—ct))e( ( >> SingaY:
that are solutions td (3.86) for all= (a,c, 8, y1, y») € R, with initial condition

uy (X) = uy(0,x) = a\//\?seci(ax)ei(gx) <§?nsg§:21> € E=HYR,C?).

For eachv € R®, u,(x) is aG-relative equilibrium of[(3.36). Indeed, ti@-orbit of uy(x)
is given by
Oy, = {Sw(x—a),(a,S) e RxU(2)}.
Hence, it is clear that for atlle R, uy (t,Xx) € &y, and, by Definitio .24, we can conclude
thatu, (x) is aG-relative equilibrium of[(3.26).

3.4. The nonlinear wave equation
Let us consider the nonlinear wave equation

{ du(t,x) —Au(t, x) + Alu(t,x)| 7 tu(t,x) = 0 (3.40)

u(0,x) = up(x), &u(0,x) = uz(X)

with u(t,x) : R x RY — R, and, for simplicity, let us takd = 1,2,3. Moreover, we restrict
our attention to the defocusing case, that in our notatioresponds ta\ > 0 (because
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of the minus sign in front of the Laplacian), and to the sdechhlgebraic nonlinearities,
which meansr € N is odd. As a consequence the functiigiu) = |u]°~tuis smooth.
Let H defined by

_ 1y 2 17 2 A o+1
H(u,dtu)—z/Rd|Du| dx+§/Rd|d[u| bt o [ U ec (34D

be the Hamiltonian of the system. As for the Schrodingeraéiqn, we will explain in
Section 6 how the nonlinear wave equation defines an infinitedsional Hamiltonian
dynamical system.

In the defocusing case and wheneves b < +oford=1o0r1l< o<1+ d;fz for

d = 2,3, we can define a global flow d#'(RY,R) x L%(RY,R), i.e.
X R x (HY(RY,R) x L2(RY R)) — HY(RY,R) x L2(RY R)
(t,u(0), &u(0)) — (t,u(t), du(t))
with ue C(R,H(RY))NC(R,L?(RY)) the unique solution td(3.40). Moreover the Hamil-
tonian energy[(3.41) is conserved along the flow, i.e.
H(u(0),au(0)) = H(u(t), du(t))
forallt € R (see[[Tao06] and references therein). Furthermore, iviclfrom the integral
form of (3.40) (se€/[Tac06, Ex. 2.18 and 2.22]) that C?(R,H 1(RY)).

In the algebraic case, thanks to the persistence of regultré flow can be restricted
to HS(RY, R) x HS"}(RY, R),

X R x (HS(RY,R) x HSY(RY,R)) — HS(RY, R) x HSL(RY, R)
for all s> §. Hence, using the notation of Sectionl2El= H(RY, R) x L2(RY,R) and
the domainZ of the vector fieldX can be chosen to be the Sobolev spHEERY, R) x
HY(RY R).

As for the nonlinear Schrodinger equation, by using theiiiance of Equatiori (3.40)
under space rotations, space translations and phaseonstatie can show that the dy-
namics defined byp are invariant under the action of the groGp= SO(d) x RY on
E = HY(RY,R) x L?(RY,R) defined by

Pra(u,du) = (U(R(x—a)),qu(R(x—a))).
MoreoverH o ®r 5, = H and we will explain in Section 6.3 the consequences of ttis fa

(3.42)

3.5. Generalized symmetries

The nonlinear Schrddinger equation is often said to beriamaunder Galilei transfor-
mations. This invariance is however of a slightly differeature than the one defined in
Definition[2.3, as we now expleﬂn

Recall that Newtonian mechanics is known to be invariantenrmdordinate changes
between inertial frames. These include space and timelataonss, rotations, and changes
to a moving frame, often referred to as Galilei boosts. Adigther, they form a group, the
Galilei groupGgg, Which is a Lie group that can be defined formally as

Ggal = SO(d) x RIxRIx R
with composition law
(R,V.ad t")(Rv,at) = (RRRv+V,Ra+a +Vt,t+t').

Swe will, in this section, make free use of the material of Apieed A2 anfAL.
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It acts naturally on space-tin{a,t) € RY x R as follows:
(R,V,a t')(xt) = (Rx+a +Vt,t' +1).
Of course, the physical case corresponds t03.
The statement that Newton’s equations are invariant undests means for example

that, ift — (qu1(t),go(t)) is the solution of Newton’s equations of motion for two peles
moving in a spherically symmetric interaction potential

myGia (t) = —Og,V([lon(t) —a(t)[]),  meda(t) = —Og,V ([|u(t) — d2(t)]]),
with initial conditions
_ P

_ R T
d1(0) = g1, 92(0) = g2, 1(0) = — a2(0) —

then, for allv € R3,t — (qq(t)+Vvt, go(t) +vt) is also such a solution, with initial conditions
. P1 : p2
d1(0) = 1, G2(0) = 02, G2(0) m T Y G2(0) m TV

In a Hamiltonian descripti(ﬁnthe above equations of motion are associated to the Hamil-
tonian 5 )

H(T, P) = o+ 52 +V (|1 — )

’ 2my - 2mp ’

which generates a flo@{! that is clearly invariant under space translations andiaots.
The situation for Galilei boosts, however, is differentdéed, in this context they act on
the phase spade= R® x R® with symplectic transformations, as follows:

weR®,  ®f}(g,p) = (g, pr— MV, p2 — MyV).
HereK = mq; + mxqp andCD\*f is a shorthand notation for
By = @i odZo- o0l

where eachb\'fii is the hamiltonian flow of one componentléf But those do NOT com-
mute with the dynamical flowp}'. Indeed, one easily checks that

oKl ok, = ol o}, (3.43)
whereP = p; + p2 is the total momentum of the system, which generates trémsta
CDE(ql, U2, P1, P2) = (1 +a,02+ &, p1, P2). In that sense, the three dimensional commuta-
tive group of Galilei boosts is NOT an invariance group fa ttynamical system accord-

ing to Definition[2.8. To remedy this situation, one can pestas follows. Define, on
E = R® x RS, for eachg = (R,v,a,t) € Gga), the symplectic transformation

Py = PLOH O D,
where®xr, is defined as in[(3]5). Itis then easily checked using (3.48) thedy define
an action ofGga OnE. It is clearly globally Hamiltonian (DefinitioR A.31) It follows

that the Galilei boosts are generalized symmetries for gianhical systenb!’, in the
following sense:

Definition 3.7. LetG be a Lie group, and an action ofG on a Banach spade. Let®} a
dynamical system oB. We sayG is a generalized symmetry group fof provided there
exists € g so thatd = Dgyps)-

65ee AppendikAB.
"It is however not Ad-equivariant.
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For our purposes, an important difference between symeseémd generalized sym-
metries in Hamiltonian systems is that the latter do NOT gise to constants of the mo-
tion. To illustrate this, remark that, although the Galidebsts are generated Byq, p) =
MyQ; + MpQy, it is clear thakK is not a constant of the motion bf:

{K,H} =P, (3.44)

whereP = p; + py is the total momentum of the two-particle system. This issxsdrprise:
K = MR, whereR is the center of mass of the two-particle system Bhe: my + mp its
mass. And of course, the center of mass moves: in fact](8rjplies it moves at constant
velocity.

A similar situation occurs with the nonlinear Schrodingguation. Ifu(t,x) is a solu-
tion of (3.11) with a power law nonlinearity, then so is, foeeyv € RY,

G(t,x) = exp( — (v-x+ 5t)) u(t,x+vt), (3.45)

as is readily checked. The functiarcdn be interpreted as the wave function in the moving
frame, as can be seen from the skift: x+ vt in position and from the factor exgi3 - x),
which corresponds to a translation %yin momentum, in the usual quantum mechanical
interpretation of the Schrodinger equation. Adopting fiteenework of Sectiof 312, one
observes that the maps

Bou(x) = exp(~ 5(v-) u(x)

defined for allv € RY on E = H(RY) are not symmetries for the Schrodinger flaw
defined in[(3.24) but that

PP =, (3.46)
Ivt,—7t
whered® . is defined in[(3.25). This commutation relation is very samiio [3.438),

I vt,— 7t
except for the extra phase €xf %t). We note in passing that the boodits are unitary
on L2, but do not preserve thd! norm. They are nevertheless bounded operators on
E = HY(RY).

As in classical mechanics, one can put together the abowsftranations with the
representation of the Euclidean group[in (3.25) to form aj@mtive) representation of the
Galilei group showing that the Galilei boosts are geneedligymmetries of the nonlinear
Schroddinger equation with a power law nonlinearity. Wel wit work this out in detalil
here, but note for further use that

Pray Wy = explif) VrPray. (3.47)

In particularCDLa,quv = exp(i%‘)@vtbha’o so that, in this setting, the boosts commute
with translations only “up to a global phase” gikf ), in the usual terminology of quantum
mechanics. In contrast, in classical mecharigsand®f, clearly commute.

Generalized symmetries do not provide constants of theam@ta Noether's Theorem,
and hence cannot quite play the same role as symmetries $tutthe of relative equilibria.
We will now show how one may nevertheless Use (3.46) in théyaisaof the stability of
the relative equilibria of the (non)linear Schrodingeuation.

We first remark that they ¢, defined in[(3.27), satisfyiq c = LAP,CUO,’O. We will show
that, thanks td (3.46), iiy o is orbitally stable, then so i& ¢, for anyc € R. We will only
sketch the argument, leaving the details to the reader. fitstéhatu, o is orbitally stable,



22 S. DE BEVRE, F. GENOUD, AND S. ROTA NODARI
if and only if, for all € > 0, there exist® > 0 so that, for allw € E with d(w,uq o) < 0,
there exists, for all € R, a(t) € R, y(t) € R so that

]| <€, where A= ®FW— D a4 yit)Ua.o-

Now supposeu € E is sufficiently close taug ¢, for somec € R. Then, sinceLTJC is a
bounded operato¥.u = w is close tous o. Then, using[(3.46) anf (3.47), one finds

Ofu=OfP_ow

=9_o oXw
ot -Gt

=W c® o %tqbl a(t)yt)Ua,0+¥-c®, e %tAt
=W¥c? ctalt), - Stpt) Ug.0+%-c®, ct— %tAt
=0

|,ct+a(t)-f%+V<t)+c<d+2a(t>> Footaot ¥t ’Ct-f%tAt'
Sinceuq ¢ = @,Cua,o, and sincekAP,C is bounded, it is now clear thaltxu is at all times
close tod,, ., defined in[(3.28).

The above argument shows, more generally, that the relegjuéibria of the homoge-
neous NLS forG = SO(d) x RY x R (see [3.25)) come in familie$_cug = U, indexed
by c € RY. Moreover, ifug is spherically symmetric and orbitally stable, thenwllare
orbitally stable.

4. ORBITAL STABILITY: A GENERAL DEFINITION

We can now formulate the general definition of orbital sigbthat we shall study. In
fact, several definitions appear naturally:

Definition 4.1. Let ® be a dynamical system on a Banach spaand letG be a sym-
metry group fordy.

() Let u € E and letd), be the correspondinG-orbit . We sayu € E is orbitally
stable if

Ve >0,40 > 0,WeE, <d(v, u)<od=wekR, in{{{d(v(t),ﬁu(t/)) < s) .
t'e

(ii) Let & be aG-orbitin E. We say? is stable if eaclu € & is orbitally stable in the
sense of (i) above.

(i) Let @ be aG-orbitin E. We say? is uniformly stable if it is stable and in (i)
does not depend ame &. In other words, ifve > 0, there exist® > 0 so that,
Yue O,V eE,

d(v,u) <o =Vt eR, tin}%d(v(t), Oywy) <& (4.1)
e
(iv) We say ¢ < Eg is Hausdorff orbitally stable i# satisfies:Ve > 0, there exists
0 > 0sothatVd’ € Eg
AO,0)<d=WcR, InfA(O'(t),0(t)) <Ee. (4.2)
tl
The four definitions are subtly different.
Definition (i) requires that the dynamical orbit issued frdme nearby initial condition

v remains close to the orbft®d dg(u) |t € R,g € G} of the larger grouR x G. It is
therefore a generalization of definitidn ({.4), which cepends to the casg = {e}. This
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notion of orbital stability therefore depends on the chaite groupG and it is clear that,

the largerG, the weaker it is. As we will see in the examples of Sedfiond $ectio 6.5,

there are cases where definitign {1.4) is not satisfied foesomE, but where the above
definition holds for a suitable choice Gf As we will also see, the choice G&may depend

on the poinu € E considered and it is in particular not always necessaryedhsslargest

symmetry groufs available for® to obtain orbital stability.

The stability of the orbit?’ as defined in part (ii) simply requires the orbital stability
of each poinu € &, as defined in (i). Note thal depends om here. In part (iii) of the
definition, uniformity is required.

Part (iv) requires that if twd@s-orbits ¢, ¢’ C E are initially close (in the sense of the
Hausdorff metric) then, for atl &’ (t) is close toZ (t’) for some value of'. Itis the natural
transcription of the definition of orbital stability i (3.#om the original dynamical system
onE to the reduced dynamics ds.

Parts (i), (ii) and (iii) are the most telling/interestirgifce they give a statement directly
on the phase spadg using the original distance d, rather than in the more abstjuo-
tient spaceeg. They do moreover not use the somewhat unpleasant Hausdetrfic. In
applications, one really wants to prove (i), (ii) or (iii).

As shown in the lemma below, the four definitions in Definiffad are equivalent when
the group action is isometric. For many applications in itdimlimensional systems in
particular, this is the case.

Lemma 4.2. Let ®F be a dynamical system on E and let G be a symmetry group;for
acting isometrically. Let & E. Then the following statements are equivalent.

(i) u € E is orbitally stable.

(i) Eachve 0, is orbitally stable.
(i) oy is uniformly stable.
(iv) oy is Hausdorff orbitally stable.

In practice, one often proves (i) for a suitably chosem the orbit. This then automat-
ically yields (iii). The statement in terms of the reduceahdsics in (iv) is intellectually
satisfying but rarely encountered, it seems.

Proof. We prove(i) < (ii) and(i) = (iii) = (iv) = (i).

(i) = (iii ) and(i) = (ii): Letve &y andv € E, d(V,v) < &. Then there existg € G so
thatv = ®gy(u). Defineu’ = CDal(\/). Then, by the isometry abg, d(u’,u) < é and hence,
by hypothesis, for all, there exists’ so that du'(t), 0y«) < €. Hence

d(V' (1), Our)) = d(Pg(U' (1)), Ouwry) = d(U (1), Ouer)) < €

This provediii ) and, in particular(ii). Since itis clear thaii) = (i), we obtain(i) < (ii).

(ii ) = (iv): Suppose/, is uniformly stable. Le?’’ be such tha®\(&,,0") < . Let
u' € 0" with d(u,u’) < 8. Then[(4.1), together with PropositionZib), imply A(& (t), Oyury) <
€.

(iv) = (i): Suppose& is orbitally stable. Let/ € E so thatdu,u’) < J. Let&’' = 0.
Then, by Proposition 21 8iii ), A(¢, ") < 8. Hence, for allt, infy A(0' (1), 0(t')) < e.
Propositiod 2Kii) then implies(i). O

In many applications, especially in infinite dimensionailpems, thebgy are both linear
and norm-preserving: several examples were given in Sd€gtidn that case the action is
of course isometric. In addition, all group orbits are themutded. Note nevertheless
that, if the®y are norm-preserving, but not linear, the action is no lomg@metric, while
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the group orbits are still bounded. Finally, isometric @et may have unbounded group
orbits: think for example of translations @@= R?".

5. ORBITAL STABILITY IN SPHERICAL POTENTIALS

Before presenting the general Lyapunov approach to thd pfaobital stability in Sec-
tion[8, we show here the orbital stability of the relative #iftia in spherical potentials
that we identified in Section 3.1. This simple example isringtive for several reasons.
First, it permits one to appreciate the group theoretic gngpbectic mechanisms underly-
ing the construction of a suitable candidate Lyapunov fienctSecond, it nicely illustrates
the various methods available to use this Lyapunov funéti@mder to prove orbital stabil-
ity via an appropriate “coercivity estimate” generalizifigd). We will present three such
methods below.

5.1. Fixed points

The proof of the uniform orbital stability of,, o0 in (3.9) is straightforward, and can
be done withH itself as the Lyapunov function, in close analogy with thegirsketched
in the introduction.

Proposition 5.1. Let V € C?(R?) be a spherical potential and ) = %pz +V(q) the cor-
responding Hamiltonian. Let, > O with V/(p,) =0,V"(p,) > 0. Let 0, 00=1{(qQ,p) €
R® | ||g|| = p«, p= 0} be the corresponding @) orbit. Thend,, ¢ is uniformly orbitally
stable.

This result is intuitively clear. Under the assumptionsestathe Hamiltonian reaches a
local minimum at each of the fixed points of the dynamics thakerup the spher€,, o0,
and it increases quadratically in directions perpendidol#éhat sphere. Any nearby initial
condition must therefore give rise to an orbit that stayseltm the sphere: the potential
acts locally as a potential well trapping the particle cltus€, o0.

Proof. We know from Section 3]1 that the Hamiltonighin (3.1) is an S@3)-invariant
constant of the motion, and thBiH = 0 for all u € ,, o0, 0 that each such point is
a fixed point of the dynamics. We will writel, = H(u),Yu € &), 0o. Moreover, for all

u= (q,O) S ﬁp*,0,0
2 "(p)GG; O

o (084 9)
Note that the Hessian is not positive definite. In fact, itishas orw = (a,0), fora-q=0,
which is the two-dimensional tangent spak@,, o0 to the orbit. We can therefore not
expect to obtain a coercive estimate aginl(1.2). On the bied, sinc&/” (p,) > 0, D3H
is positive definite on the four-dimensional orthogonal coenpént to the tangent space,
given by

(TuGp.00)" = {(ad,b) e R®| a € R,be R3}. (5.1)
As a result, we can still show that there exist constantg. > 0 with the property that
YU € E, (d(U, Op, 00) < N = H(U) —H, > c.d(U, 0p, 00)?), (5.2)

and this will suffice for the proof of orbital stability. To stv (5.2), note first that setting
u = (d,p’) and takingn. < p./2, one hagy # 0. Consider them = (p.q(,0) € 0, 00
and remark that@/', &, 00) = ||u' — u||. Now compute
H(U)—H. H (') — H(u) = DZH (U — u,u’ — u) +o(||u’ — u[|%)
> min{1,V"(p.)}d(, Gp, 00)* +0(d(, Gp, 0,0)?)-
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One can then conclude(%.2) holds by using that the ternidtu &, 0,0)?) is uniformly
small inu € 0), oo sinceH is SQ(3)-invariant. We now prove that,, o0 is uniformly
orbitally stable. Since the action of $8) is isometric, Lemma-4l2 shows it is enough
to prove allu € &p, oo are orbitally stable. Suppose that this is not true. Thenethe
existsu € 0, 0o ande > 0, and for eaclm € N,, u, € E, t, € R so that dup,u) < = and
d(up(tn), Op, 0,0) = €. Since we can choose< n., we can apply[(512) to write

H(up) = H(U) = H(Up(th)) — H. > cd(Up(th), Op, 00)° = c.€.
Takingn — + leads to the desired contradiction. O

5.2. Circular orbits

Proving an appropriate notion of stability for the initiarditions in [3.8) giving rise
to circular orbits of the dynamics turns out to be slightlydestraightforward. Intuitively,
as explained already in the introduction, one expects timater a suitable condition on the
potential, an initial condition close to a circular orbitlgenerate a dynamical orbit that
stays close to this orbit. As a result, orbital stability agisfied in the sense df (1.4). The
following proposition gives a precise statement of thisnraenon.

Proposition 5.2. Let V € C?(R®) be a spherical potential and () = 3p?+V(q) the
corresponding Hamiltonian. Let,, o, > Owith V' (p,)p. = 02. Consider y, = (g, p«) =
(P«G+, 04 P), with G, - p. = 0. Then y, is a relative equilibrium for the group S@) of
rotations aboufu, = g. A p.. If in addition,

V”(p.) > —302p,?, (5.3)

uy, is orbitally stable in the sense of definiti¢fi4) and of Definitio 4.1 (i). In addition,
uy, is a local minimum of i, the restriction of H to the level surfaég, , defined in(3.7).

Note that the two definitions of orbital stability mentionesincide in this particular
case. Also, since the action of the rotation group is isoiméetie result implies uniform
orbital stability as well. Below, we will give three diffemearguments to prove the propo-
sition, each of which can and has been used to treat varifingérdimensional problems.

The origin of the conditioV”(p,) > —302p,2 can be understood as follows. In
standard mechanics textbooks suchlas [Gol80], motion irhargml potential is treated
by fixing the angular momentumA p = ., and then using fog, p polar coordinates
(r,8,pr, pPg) in the plane perpendicular to the angular momentum. The aman then
reads, in these coordinates,

p? pe

H(rvevprvpe) 7+ﬁ+v(r)

The equation of motions are

_ 2
f=p, 6="2 p=22_vir), py=o0

and|u.| = pg. It follows that the radial motion is decoupled from the alagwne, since

==V (r)withVy, (r) =V(r )+ 5 “* . Itis then clear that the circular orbits correspond to
the critical points = p, of the eﬁectlve potentiaV,,, which are fixed points of the radial
dynamics. By an argument as in the introduction, those atdestf the critical point is a

local minimum of
2

H/J* (rv pr) = % +VIJ* (r)7
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and so in particular i¥/;; (p.) > 0, which is precisely conditioi (5.3). Note however that
the preceding argument does not prove orbital stabilityhefdircular orbits: it does not
allow to consider initial conditions € R® with u # p,. This is actually the tricky part of
the proof of the proposition.

Proof. To mimic the previous proof, we would like to find a constantlué motion.#
which is SG2) invariant and so thdD.# vanishes on the orbit under consideration. We
cannot useH for this, since clearlyD,,, H # 0, as we are not dealing with a fixed point
of the dynamics. On the other hand, as we pointed out afteddfiaition of relative
equilibrium, wheruy, is a relative equilibrium, then there exists an elenéeof the Lie-
algebra of the invariance group so t@t(uy, ) = Xg (uy, ) or, equivalently, so that

Dy, (H —Fg) =0.

In the present casg; is defined in[(3.6), the invariance group is a one-dimensiantation
group and the statement becomes: there egistSR so that

Du,, (H—np.-L) =0, (5.4)

since, as we saw in Sectidn B.f, - L generates rotations about tpg-axis. So here
& = nu.. Since, for allu € R®

DuH = (V'(lalD8:p);  Du(ks-L) = (PA p; i AQ),
one easily checks thdi (5.4) is satisfiediff= p_2. This suggests to define

Z(u) =H(u) — p; . - L(u)

and to try using it as a Lyapunov function? is often referred to as the “augmented

Hamiltonian”. Note that the theory of Lagrange multiplierplies that[(5.}) is equivalent

to the statement that the restrictibiy, of H to 2, hasuy, as a critical point. Hence the

circular orbits can be characterized as the critical paifitd,,.. This is a general feature

of relative equilibria of Hamiltonian systems with symmetis shown in Theorem 7.1.
The main ingredient of the proof is the following statement:

Ic>0,We Oy, WWe (W0y, ) NTEu, DZZww) >c|w|?  (5.5)

This is a lower bound on the Hessian_&f restricted to the two-dimensional subspace of
R® spanned by the vectors tangenttp (see[(3.F7)) and perpendicular to the dynamical
orbit Oy, CZy,. It will allow us to show the following lower bound on the vation of
the Lyapunov function, which is to be comparedio{1.2):

36 >0,c> 0,V € 5,
(d(U,0y,) < 6= 2(U)—L(uy,) > cd(U,0y,,)). (5.6)

Note that this immediately implies thhlf,, attains a local minimum oy, .
To show [5.b), note that the three vectors

gy (9@ e

form an orthogonal basis df,%,, , for each poinv = (q, p) € &,,; e is easily seen to be
tangent tod,, so thate, andes span(Ty &y, ) NT,Z,, . A simple but tedious computation
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then shows that the matricesD§ (. - L) and ofDZH in this basis are

2
204 0 w2 [(g—) - 1}
D2(p. L) = 0 —2u? 0
2
2 « 2
and
V'(p.)p;to? 0 (V' (p)pit—=1)0?
DIH = 0 V" (p.)p2+ 0?2 0

(V'(p)pt—=1)0? 0 V'(p.)p; taZ+p?

The estimate[(5]5) now follows immediately from the hypstia¢hat” (p,)p? + 302 > 0.
We now turn to the proof of(516). Laf € Z,,. Then there exist¥’ € 0, so that

d(V,0,,) = ||u — V| and as a result, one has thét- v € (T, &,,)*. We can write
U=u—V+V=v4+U-V)+U-V)..

Here(u — V) is perpendicular td, 2, and(u' — V), belongs tol,Z,, and is perpen-
dicular toT, &y, sinceu’ —V' is. Now remark that, sincByL((1 —V)) = 0, and since
uv ez,

0=L() —L(V) = DyL((( =V).) +O(|lu' = V|[%). (5.8)
It is easily checked that, for each € 6, the restriction ofDyL to (TyZy,)t is an
isomorphism. It follows that there exists a consi@rsio that

I = V)Ll < Cll (' = V)2 (5.9)
Note that this constant is independentk &), since, for allR € SO(3), and for all
uc RS,
®ro Dyl o Pg-1 = Dogul,
where®g, defined in[(3.b), is an isometry. Returning fo {5.8), anaigi$his last remark,
we conclude there exists a constegso that, for]|u’ — V|| small enough, one has

W V)l = I =V = | V)L = ol — V. (5.10)
We can now conclude the proof ¢f (b.6) as follows, usingl(R)L0) and[(5)5):
L) -L,) = Z)-2(V)

= DyZU-V)+ %D\%Z(u’—\/,u’—\/)+o(||u’—\/||2)

= %D\Z/-i”((u’ =V, (U = V) +O(l|u" = V[[*) +o([[u' —V[|?)

2052 (W V) (0 V) o V)

Y

1
ECH(U/—\/)HH2+0(IIU’—\/||2)
> Eu—V|?=ed (U, 0y,,).
Remark that as before, the constams independent of € ¢,,.. This shows[(5]6). Note

that we used the boundednes@@f.,?, uniformly inv € Ou,, -
We can now prove orbital stability, namely:

Ve>0,36 >0V eR®,  (d(U,0y, )< d=VteR AU (1), 0y, ) <€). (5.11)
For that purpose, we propose three different arguments.
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First argument. We proceed by contradiction, as before. Suppose thereseyist 0 and

for eachn € N, u}, € R® andt, € R such that du),,u,,) < % and duy(tn), Ou,, ) = &. We

can suppose, without loss of generality, theg 2 8, whered is given in [5.6). We know
that Z(u,(tn)) = Z(uy), since.? is a constant of the motion. Hence

ni’ﬂmf(u/n(tn)) =2Z(Uy,) = M-

Since the orbity,,,. is bounded, and sincef(tn), Ou,, ) = £o, it follows that the sequence
un(tn) is bounded; we can therefore conclude thai,lime. d(up(tn),Z,,) = 0. (In other
words.Z satisfies Hypothesis F, see Lemmal 8.3.) As a consequence,dkistw;, €
%, SO that|wn — Up(ta)|| — 0. We can now conclude. Since, forarge enough® <
d(Wn, Ou,,.) < 3€0, we have

Z(Up) = Z(up,)

Z(Up(tn)) — L (up,)
Z(Up(tn)) — L (Wa) + .2 (Wn) — 2 (up,)
> L) — 2 (W) + cP(wh, O, ).

The sequencas,(t,) andwy are bounded. This, combined with the uniform continuity of
% on bounded sets, leads again to a contradiction upon takingt-co.

Second argument.The second proof uses the fact that the relative equilibtiymwhich
gives rise to a circular orbit, belongs to a continuous famil— uy of such equilibria,
defined on a neighbourhodd- R3 of p.. We will only sketch the argument, the general
case is treated in Theordm B.6. One first observes thaty foelonging to a suitably
small neighbourhood oft., both [5.5) and[{5]6) hold, witlu, replaced byu, and with
p-independent andd. This allows one to prove that the equilibtig are orbitally stable
with respect to perturbations of the initial conditiathin Z,, that is:

ve>0,30 >0V €%y, (dU,0,) <d=VteR,dU(t),04)<e). (5.12)

Indeed, suppose that this is not true. Then there esjsts0, and for eaclm € N*, uj, € 2,
th € R so that dup,uy) < & and duj(tn), Oy, ) = &. Since we can choos < &, we can
apply [5.6) to write

Z(Uy) — £ (uy) = Z(Up(tn)) — £ (uy) > cd(up(tn), ﬁuu)z = C.£5.

Takingn — + leads to the desired contradiction. It remains to prvepuith “vu' e

>,” replaced by Yu e R8.” For that purpose, note that, if € R® is close touy,, then
p =L(U) is close top. and henceuy, close tou,,. Sou’ is close tou,. Henceu'(t)

remains close at all times 6y, by (5.12). Now, since’, is close tody,, the result
follows.

Third argument. If (5.5) had been valid for alv € (T, 0, )+, the first argument above
would have been slightly easier, since we could then haveicked the proof of Propo-
sition[5.1 directly. As it stands, we were able to first showd(5which is valid only for
V € %, and which shows?, restricted ta&¥,,, attains a local minimum on the orbit. This
immediately implies an orbital stability result for petationsu’ of the initial condition
uy, that stay withinz,,, as is readily seen. But to obtain a stability result for ey
perturbations!’ € R® of the initial conditionuy,,, we had to work a little harder and invoke
Hypothesis F (see Sectibn B.3), which may fail in infinite dimeional problems, as we
will see. It turns out thaf(5l5) isot validd for all w € (Tvﬁuy*)i. However, it is possible

8This can be seen from a straightforward computation, whichast readily made in the bagsintroduced

in (5.4) and[(5.1b).
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to adjust the Lyapunov functia’ so that thigs the case. Consider, for &l > 0,
L (U) = 2(u) + K(L(u) — p)?. (5.13)

Note that the additional term vanishes bp., where 4k reaches an absolute minimum.
We now show

3> 0,K>0,We Oy, ,Wwe (Toy, ), DZZww) > &w|?. (5.14)

For that purpose, introduce, for eack (g, p) € Oy, ,

gAp 0 ) 1 <a*q>
e = =( . . = . 5.15
4<°>’%<qu’%mﬁ’*p’ (5.15)
which, together withe;, e, €3 in (5.7) form an orthonormal basis &°. Clearly, Dy(L —

H)?3(w) =0, for allv e 6, and for allw € R®. Moreover, ifn1,n2,n3 € R? form an
orthonormal basis, then

3
DI(L — pe)?(ww) = 2_;[DV(’7i Lw)?,

with
Dy(ni-L)(W) =wa- (PAN) +Wa- (M AG), W= (wp,Wy) € R,
Now, writing w = Z?:z aje € (T\,ﬁu“*)L and usingr =§,n2 = P, N3 =G§A p, we find
D3(L— p)2(ww) — 2 [aF0? + aZp? + aB(p?+ o7
> 2min{o?,p?} [aZ + ad + af] . (5.16)
We can now conclude the proof ¢f (5114) as follows. We wwite- wa + Wg With wa =
o262 + a3e3 andwg = 464+ 0565+ ages. Then there exists a const&ht- 0, independent
ofve Oy, , SO that
D2.% (w.w) > D22 (w,w) + 2K min{ 02, p2} g
> D{.Z (Wa,Wa) +2Kmin{a?, pZ}||wal|? — C [||wal|[[ws|| + [lwe]|?] -
Using [5.5), one finds that, for ath > 0,
C

Cn¥
2 T 2 a2 2~ & 2
D{-%k (w,w) > (c 5 )||WA|| +(2Km|n{a*,p*} C 2mz)||WBH ,

where we have applied Young’s inequality to the teffmp||||wg||. Choosingm small
enough and large enough, one finds(5]14). We can now prove the followtatgement,
which is to be compared tb (5.6)5, ¢ > 0 so that, for all/ € RS,

d(u, Oy, ) <6 = Lk (U) — L (uy,) > (U, 6y, ). (5.17)

Indeed, for al’ € RS, there existy’ € Ol,, sothat —V € (Ty ﬁu“*)i. Hence

¢
L) = L(up,) = L) = L (V) = S0 =V |2+ O(|[ = V).
This implies[[5.117), from which orbital stability follows/tthe now familiar argument. O

We point out that the core ingredient of all three argumemntké proof is estimaté (3.5).
Its proof constitutes the only truly model-dependent péthe proofs of orbital stability
via the energy-momentum method. This will become clear icti8e[8 where we will
show how a suitably adapted version of this estimate impuliegal stability in a general
infinite dimensional setting as well (Theorém]8.5, Thedredh 8heoreni 8.11).
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As a second remark, note that (5.6) allows one to prove imatelgithe orbital stability
for perturbations of the initial condition that preserve #mgular momentum. The three
strategies of the proof above therefore concern threerdiftanethods for extending this
result to arbitrary perturbations of the initial conditiomhe same structure of the proof
will be apparent in the general situation treated in Se@ion

The first argumentin the above proofis the one used in [GS&&Y[GSS90]. It has the
disadvantage of using Hypothesis F, which, while obvioufiriite dimensions, may not
hold in infinite dimensional systems, notably when the gr@ypis not one-dimensional
(as in [GSS90]). We will illustrate this phenomenon in Seci8. It has the advantage —
when Hypothesis F does work — of not using the fact that thetivel equilibrium under
consideration belongs to a continuous family.

The second argument seems to go back to Benjamin (see S&fijiand is used for ex-
ample in[Wei86], and in [GHO7a, GHOFb]. For this argumemteiistence of a continuous
family of relative equilibria is needed but not Hypothesis F

The third argument is commonly used in the literature ondiditmensional Hamilton-
ian systemg [Pat92], and appears also in [Stu08] in the fafdimensional case. It is not
universally useable, since it depends on the existenc&gfimvariant Euclidean structure
on the dual of the Lie-algebra &, as we will see in Sectidd 8.

6. HAMILTONIAN DYNAMICS IN INFINITE DIMENSION

The modern formulation of Hamiltonian dynamics has beemtethto the framework
of infinite dimensional Banach manifolds in [CM74, MR94]. iStapproach is not well
suited for our purposes for two reasons. First, we are istetein flows defined by the
solutions to (nonlinear) partial differential equatiohattare defined on Banach (or even
Hilbert) spaces, for which a general Banach manifold foatiah is overly complex. In
addition, the notions of “Hamiltonian vector field” and “Hétanian flow” introduced
in [CM74]] seem too general for the purpose of studying sitgtguestions. We therefore
present a simpler and more restricted framework that is aglpted to the analysis of the
stability questions that are our main focus, including fonimear Schrodinger and wave
equations.

Our main goal in this section is thus to give a workable ando@icomplex definition
of “Hamiltonian dynamical system” or of “Hamiltonian flowhithe infinite dimensional
Banach space setting (Sectfonl6.2). The formalism allowts essily obtain general re-
sults on the link between symmetries and conserved quesiir such systems, as in the
finite dimensional case (Sectibnb.3). This link is indeedeasential ingredient for the
identification of relative equilibria and the constructimicoercive Lyapunov functions in
Hamiltonian systems with symmetry, as we shall explain ioti®a[d. Several examples
of Hamiltonian PDE's that fit in our framework are given in 8ea[6.3. Although this
section is self-contained, the reader unfamiliar with érdimensional Hamiltonian dy-
namical systems and their symmetries may find it useful tsalbmppendiX/A.3 for a
concise and self-contained treatment of this case. We wikewegular use of the notation
and concepts introduced there.

6.1. Symplectors, symplectic Banach triples, symplectic trarfermations, Hamilton-
ian vector fields
We first generalize the notion of symplectic form to the inérdimensional setting and
introduce the equivalent notion sfymplector(Definition[6.2). It turns out that, in the
infinite dimensional setting, it is convenient to treat tagdr as the central object of the
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theory, rather than the symplectic form itself, as is custgnin finite dimensions. As we
will see, the two approaches are perfectly equivalent.

We need some preliminary terminology. llEebe a Banach spaceaBdE xE —~ R a
bilinear continuous form. We can then define, in the usualmegror allue E, #gucE*
via

ZBu(v) =B(u,v).
It follows easily that /g : uc E — #gu € E* is linear and continuous, with Zg|| = ||B]|.
We will write % 5, = Ran #g. Conversely, given a continuous linear mgp: E — E*,
one can construd@ , (u,v) = (_7 u)(v). We introduce the following terminology:

Definition 6.1. A bilinear continuous fornB is non-degenerate (or weakly non-degenerate)
if _Zgisinjective. Itis strongly non-degenerate ifg is both injective and surjective. Sim-
ilarly, a linear map # : E — E* is said to be (weakly) non-degenerate if it is injective, and
strongly non-degenerate if it is a bijection.

Definition 6.2. We now introduce the notion of symplecﬁ:)r.

(i) A symplector or weak symplector is a continuous lineapm4 : E — E* that is
injective and anti-symmetric, in the sense that

(W) =-(7V)(u).
Ifin addition ¢ is surjective, we say it is a strong symplector.
(ii) A (strong) symplectic formw is a (strongly) hon-degenerate bilinear continuous
form that is anti-symmetric.
(i) When _# is a (strong) symplector, we will sa, 7 ) is a (strong) symplectic
vector space, or simply th&tis a (strong) symplectic vector space, when there is
no ambiguity about the choice of .

There clearly is a one-to-one correspondence betweem¢gtsgmplectors and (strong)
symplectic forms. Note that the definition implies that
va.BeRy, a(f'B)=-B(7 "a). (6.1)
The following examples of (strong) symplectors cover aplagations we have in mind
in these notes. Le¥” be a real Hilbert space and $&t= 2" x .#". Then
S (a,p) €E—(—p,q) €E
is clearly a strong symplector. Here we wrate= (g, p) € # x ¢ and used the Riesz
identification ofE with E*. The corresponding strong symplectic form is
wy(uu)=q-p'—q-p,
where- denotes the inner product o#f”. The analogy with[{A.3]1) is self-evident: there
2 =R", whereR" is equipped with its standard Euclidean structure. Noteith@ is a
bounded self-adjoint operator g with KerQ = {0}, then
S 1(q,p) €E— (-Qp,Qqg) € E”
is also a symplector with
wy(uu)=q-Qf —p-Qq.
We will need the following straightforward generalizatiohthe above construction. Let
K? be a positive (possibly and typically unbounded) self-adjoperator on#", with

%This object does not seem to have been blessed with a name litettature, so we took the liberty to
baptize it.
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domainZ(K). Introduce, for als € R, % = [Z2((K)®)], where(K) = v/1+ K2 and where
(K)®is defined by the functional calculus of self-adjoint operst Herd 2 ((K)*)] denotes
the closure of7((K)3) in the topology induced by the Hilbert norm

lulls == [[{K)*u]l.

Note that, sinceK)®: (Z2((K)®), |l - |ls) — (2((K)~3),]| - ||) is an isometric bijection, it
extends to a unitary map frows to 2 for which we still write (K)S. With these con-
ventions, we can then make the usual identification betwégrand #_s. Vv € 7_s, we
define
ue #s—Vv-ueR,
by settingv- u:= (K)Sv- (K)5u. Note that
Vs,d €R, s<S8 = C s

It is easy to see using the spectral theorem that this is dusion as sets, and we will
therefore not introduce explicit identification operattmrsepresent such inclusions which
are moreover continuous for the respective Hilbert spageltgies. The typical example
of this construction to keep in mind K2 = —A on.#" = L2(RY). We then have#s =
HS(RY), the usual Sobolev spaces.

Fors=(s1,%) € R2, we defineEs = s, x Hs,. Defining a partial order relation by
s=<diff 5 < ands; <s,, we have

vs,§ e R?, s<d =Ey CEs
Settings= (52,51) we then define

Hsiu=(0q,p) € Es— (—p,q) € Es. (6.2)
The following lemma is now immediate.

Lemma 6.3. Zsis a weak symplector if and only if & —s;. In that case
Fs:U=(q,p) €Es— (—p,q) eEsCE s=Es.

We haveZs = % y, = Es. And 75t = s I K2 is unbounded, 7 is a strong
symplector if and only ifs= —s,.

Typical examples of this construction are the usé€ect E(1/, _1/5) or of E = E(y )
with 2 = L?(RY) andK? = —A to study the wave equation. For the Schrédinger equation,
E = E(1) is a natural choice. We refer to Sectionl6.5 for the detailthese examples.
Note that of these three examples, only the first corresptmdsstrong symplector and
hence to a strong symplectic form. It is therefore clear thatuse of weak symplectors is
unavoidable in applications to PDE’s.

We end our discussion of symplectors with a simple lemmadbli¢cts some of their
essential properties.

Lemma 6.4. Let E be a Banach space ang : E — E* be a bounded linear map. Then
the following holds:
(i) If 7 is a strong symplector, the;)?*l is bounded.
(i) If 7 is injective and (anti-)symmetric, and if E is reflexive kv , is dense in
E*.
(iii) Suppose 7 is injective and (anti-)symmetric, and that its inverse ésibded on
Z y. Suppose E is reflexive. Theh, = E*.

Proof. (i) This is a consequence of the open mapping theorem.
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(if) Supposev € E satisfies Zu(v) =0 forallue E. Then_#v(u)=0forallueE,
by (anti-)symmetry. HenceZ v = 0 and hence, sinc¢/ is injective,v= 0. Since
E is reflexive, this means that,vfe E** vanishes o7 , C E*, thenv= 0. This
impliesZ , is dense (Hahn-Banach).
(iii) Since the inverse is bounde#, , is closed. The result then follows from (ii).
O

If E is not reflexive, a symplector may not have a dense rangegdsltbwing exam-
plﬂ shows. Let

E={ueLl'(R.d| / u(x)dx = 0} C LY(R)
R
and define "
Ju(x) = / u(y)dy € L*(R) C E*.
This is clearly bounded, injective and antisymmetric. Big clear that
[ Au=1]e=>1,
for all u € E. So the range is not denselifi(R) and a fortiori not dense i&*.

We are now ready to define what we mean by a symplectic transfiosn and by a
Hamiltonian vector field. First we recall a very basic defomt whenF : E; — E; is
a function between two Banach spaégsandE,, and wheru € E;, one says thaf is
(Fréchet) differentiable atif there existD F € Z(E;1,Ey) so that
i IF(U+w) —F(u) - DuF (W),

w0 [[wllgy
Also, one says thdt : E; — E; is differentiable on some subsetBf if for all uin that
subsetF is differentiable in the above sense.
In particular, ifE; = E,E; = R, and ifF is differentiable at € E, we haveD F € E*.
And if 2 is a domain inE, saying thaf : E — R is differentiable onZ means thaF is
differentiable at each € 2. In that case, one can define

ue 9 CE— Dy € E".

As a last comment, we stress that, in these definitions, thyg@mology used is the one on
E. This is important to keep in mind in the applications, whtiedomainZ often carries
a natural topology, stronger than the one induced by the morig, and for which? is
closed. One can think & = H(R) andZ = H3(R). Such a topology is NOT used in the
above statements, nor in the following general definitior.Méfer to the examples treated
in Section§ 64 and .5 for several illustrations of thi$ tmnment.

Definition 6.5. Let E be a Banach spac& a domain inE (See Sectiof 2/1) ang/ a
symplector.
(i) We will referto (E, 2, #) as a symplectic Banach triple.
(i) Let (E,2, #) be a symplectic Banach triple adele CO(E,E) NCY(Z,E). We
say® is a symplectic transformation if
Yue 2,v,we E,(_ZDy®(V))(Du®(W)) = (_£Vv)(w). (6.3)

(i) We say that a functioir : E — R has a_# -compatible derivative iF is differen-
tiable onZ and if, forallue 2, D F € Z ;. Inthat case we writé € Dif (7, 7).

=0.

10ye to S. Keraani.
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(iv) ForeactF € Dif(2, #), the Hamiltonian vector fieldr : 2 C E — E associated
to F is defined by

Xe(u)= ¢ Dy, Yuec 2. (6.4)
The analogy betweeh (6.3) arld (A.3.17) as well as betwiedh &.d [A.3.1D) is ev-
ident. Note however that, when dealing witleaksymplectors, as is often the case in

applications, the vector fieldr does not inherit the continuity or smoothness properties
thatF may enjoy. In particular, even if

DF:9CcE—E"

is continuous, the same may not hold ¥r. We shall for that reason avoid making use of
the vector fields<e where possible and state all our hypotheses in ternsdifectly. We
finally point out that, here and in what follows, and unlesgeotvise specified, all functions
we consider are globally defifEkbn E.

6.2. Hamiltonian flows and constants of the motion
Definition 6.6. Let (E, 2, #) be a symplectic Banach triple. Leéte Dif(2, #). A
Hamiltonian flow forF is a separately continuous ma@p : R x E — E with the following
properties:
(i) Forallt,se R, ®f, ;= ®f o ®F, of =1d;
(i) Forallte R, ®f (2) = 2,
(i) Forall ue 2, the curvet € R — u(t) := ®f (u) € 2 C E is differentiable and is
the unique solution of

Ju(t) =DyyF, u(0)=u. (6.5)

Local Hamiltonian flows are defined in the usual way. We redefet3) as the Hamil-
tonian differential equation associatedRg/Compare to[(A.3.11) and (A.3.4)) and to its
solutions as Hamiltonian flow lines. Note that in this seftgeparate continuity implies
continuity (See[[CM74], Section 3.2). We refer to Secfiol far examples of PDE'’s
generating Hamiltonian flows.

To compare this definition to the ones of [GSS87, GS$90, $twasd first observe
that [6.5) implies that, for all € 2,

VaeZy, —%a(u(t)) =DypF (7 ta), (6.6)

which is a weak form of{{6]5). With this in mind, one could tkiaf changing Defini-
tion[6.8 by replacing (iii) by the following alternative seanerft:

(ii") Forall u€ E, the curve € R — u(t) := ®f (u) € E belongs tcC(R, E) and [6.6) holds.

This has the advantage of eliminating the introduction efdbmainZ (and therefore of
condition (ii)) and is precisely the definition of “solutitio (6.5) used in[GSS&7, GSS90].
In [Stu08],E is a Hilbert space and still a different formulation is admptBasically, the
domain2 is not introduced, the equatioh (6.5) is interpreted as ara@op inE* and
the time derivative is understood as a strong derivativeEforalued functions. Those
alternative formulations do not allow for a direct proof bétkind of natural “conservation
theorems” such as Theoréml6.8 below, that are typical forild@aman systems and that we

117his is a difference witH [CM74], as we will explain in sometaein Sectior 6.4,

12\ote that for this formulation one neefise Dif (E,R), but it is not necessary that it has d-compatible
derivative.
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need for the stability analysis. As a result, the conclusioinisuch conservation theorems
are added as assumptions in the general setup of the citdds.wdtrturns out that, in
examples, the proof of such assumptions requires a stranagien of “solution” than the
ones used if [GSS87, GS$90, Stu08], so we found it more effimieadopt from the start
the stronger notion of Hamiltonian flow found in Definitiore6.

Let us finally point out that the formulation adopted(in [S2ifuts further restrictions
on _#, ruling out for example the treatment of the wave equatioa Hamiltonian system
as in Section 615. Also, only one-dimensional invariancaigs are considered there, and
restrictions on their action rule out, for example, the idasation of the translation group
as a symmetry group for the nonlinear homogeneous Schgédaguation. The formalism
does therefore not apply to the study of the orbital stahilftthe bright solitons in(3.27).
On the other hand, it can and has been used to study the afaitglity of standing waves
of the inhomogeneous nonlinear Schrodinger equation. éfé to Sectiof 10 for more
details.

Definition 6.7. LetF,G € Dif (2, _#). Then the Poisson bracketBfandG is defined by
{F,G}(u)=D,F(_# D\G), Vue2. (6.7)
Equation[(6.l7) is the obvious transcription[of (A.3.12)he infinite dimensional setting.

We now have the following crucial result, which is a simplenficof Noether’'s Theorem in
the Hamiltonian setting. A more complete form follows bel@eorent 6.111).

Theorem 6.8. Let (E, 2, #) be a symplectic Banach triple. Let,A € C(E,R) and
suppose they have & -compatible derivativei.e. H,F € Dif(Z, #). Suppose there
exist Hamiltonian flowsp!!, ®F for H and F. Then:

(i) Forallu € 2, andforallte R,
d
GH (@ (W) = {H,F}(@f (u)). (6.8)
(ii) The following three statements are equivalent:
(a) Forallue 2, {F,H}(u)=0.
(b) Forallue E, and forallte R,

(Ho®F)(u) =H(u). (6.9)
(c) Forallue E, and for all te R,
(Fod!)(u) =F(u). (6.10)

In this result, the roles dfl andF are interchangeable. But in practice, one of the flows,
say®l, is simple, explicitly known, and often linear, wherels is obtained by integrat-
ing a possibly nonlinear PDE of some complexity, such as thdimear Schrodinger or
wave equations. It is then often very easy to check by a daeetputation thaH o ®f
is constant in time for all € E: one says thail is invariant under the flowb{, or that
the®f" are symmetries ofl. The important conclusion of the theorem is that this inglie
thatF is a constant of the motion fab}'. This is a strong statement, since in applications,
the flow®f! is complex and poorly known. So being able to assert thaitds the level
surfaces of invariant is a non-trivial piece of information. Severabexples are given in

Sectiorl6.5.

Proof. () Letue 2. Thent € R — H(®f (u)) € R is differentiable and the chain
rule applies: writingu(t) = ®f (u), we have
d

M (@ (1) = Do H (U),
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which yields the first equality ir.(6.8) sincg’ u(t) = Dy)F-

(i) That (6.9) or [6.1D) imply{H,F}(u) = 0 foru € Z is immediate from (i). Con-
versely, it follows from (i) and the fact thgtH,F}(u) = 0, for allu € 2, that
(Ho®f)(u) = H(u). SinceZ is dense irE, H € C(E,R) and®f € C(E,E), (b)
now follows for allu € E. Similarly for (c).

O

It should be noted that condition (ii) of Definitibn 6.6 is cial here. We are assuming
there is a common invariant domain for both flows. To obtaimsewvation theorems of the
above type without such an assumption requires other teeheonditions[[CM74].

We end with some technical remarks. First, it follows frome®tenTA.3.b in the Ap-
pendix, that Hamiltonian flow] are symplectic as soon &< C?(E,E) and ®f ¢
C?(E,E). But these two assumptions (especially the latter) arergénéoo strong to be of
use in infinite dimensional dynamical systems generateddiy's? except possibly when
they are linear. Of course, one can conceive of weaker dondithat imply the result.
For efforts in that direction, we refer to [CM[74]. In other ks, proving that Hamiltonian
flows, as defined above, are symplectic, can be painful. Argkaelated issue is the fol-
lowing. In finite dimensional systems, we know that{F,F,} = 0, with F1,F, € C2(E),
then the corresponding Hamiltonian flows commute: see {8)3and LemmAA.I]1. This
is a very useful fact: indeed, computing a Poisson brackatrisutine matter of taking
derivatives, and the information obtained about the flowsry strong. Again, this is not
immediate in infinite dimensional systems under reasonaiiditions. For our purposes,
and in particular for the proof of Theordm 6111, the follog/analog of LemmBaA.314 will
suffice.

Lemma6.9. Let(E,Z, #) be a symplectic Banach triple. Létbe a C-diffeomorphism
on E and suppose thdi(2) = 2 and that® is symplectic. Let Fe Dif (2, _#) and let %
be its Hamiltonian vector field. (See Definitionl6.5 (iv)).efhFo ® € Dif (2, _#) and,
forallue 2

Du®(Xe oo (1) = Xe (D(U)). (6.11)
Moreover, for all te R,

Pod*Pod =y (6.12)

In particular, if F o ® = F, thend commutes witkbf", for allt € R. Finally, if F € C1(E,R)
and if ® commutes witldf, for all t € R, then there exists € R so that Fo® = F +c.

Proof. The proof is very close to the one of Lemma Al3.4. It gives adyilastration of
the technical difficulties associated with the domg&in SinceF < Dif(Z, #) and since
® € C1(E,E) and leaves invariant, one can compute, for alkc 2 andv € E,
Du(F 0 ®)(V) = Do) FDu®(V) = [LF X (P(u))] Dy®(v) = — [# Du®(V)] (X& (P(u))).
Since® is symplectic, this yields
Du(F o ®)(v) = — [ #V] ([Du®] (X (®(u))) = [Z [Du®] ™ (Xe (P(W)] (v).

This showsDy(F o ®) € Z , and thatXr.e(U) = [Du®] 1 (Xe (D(u)), for allu € 2. Fi-
nally, considering for each< 2 the strongly differentiable curtec R — @~ to®dF o €
E, one checks readily that it is the flowline ¥, with initial conditionu, which con-
cludes the proof. O

The point here is that we suppogeto be a symplectic transformation. As we just
saw, that is a strong assumption. In practice, to avoid tfiedties just mentioned, we
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will always assumehat the symmetry group of the system under consideratitsveaith
symplectic transformations. Since the latter are ofte@dmthat they are symplectic can
then be checked through a direct computation. We finally tpmim that, if one wanted to
exploit the presence of a formal constant of the motion wittoalinear flow, such as in
completely integrable systems, it could in general be diffio prove it acts symplectically
and commutes with the dynamics. This, in turn, makes it diffito exploit such formal
constants of the motion in the stability analysis that isroain interest here.

6.3. Symmetries and Noether’'s Theorem
When dealing with a symplectic Banach triple, the apprdprigpe of group action to
consider is the following.

Definition 6.10. Let (E, 2, _#) be a symplectic Banach triple. L& be a Lie group
and®: (g,x) € Gx E — Pgy(x) € E, an action ofG on E. We will say ® is a globally
Hamiltonian action if the following conditions are satisfie
(i) Forallge G, d4 € CY(E,E) is symplectic.
(i) Forallge G, ®y4(2) = 2.
(iii) Forall & € g, there exists; € CY(E,R)NDif(Z, _#) such that®eypts) = CDth,
and the mag — F is linear.

This definition reduces to Definitidn_A.3.7 in the Appendixy fiinite dimensional
space<: in that caseZ = E and the restriction thét € Dif (2, #) is superfluous. We
can now state the version of Noether’s Theorem that we nédks the invariance group
of Hamiltonian dynamics to constants of the motion and iss@dmpared to the finite di-
mensional version given in the appendix (Theorem A.3.9)inX&.3.22), we will identify
g andg* with R™ and viewF as a mag- : E — R™ (See[(A.3.21)). This allows us to write

Fe=¢-F,
where- refers to the canonical inner product BA.

Theorem 6.11.Let(E, 2, #) be a symplectic Banach triple. Let G be a Lie group &nd
a globally Hamiltonian action of G on E. Let H CY(E,R)NDif(2, #) and let®!! be
the corresponding Hamiltonian flow. Suppose that

Vge G, Ho®dg=H. (6.13)
Then:
(i) Forall & € g, {H,Fs} =0.
(i) Forallt € R, Ffo®f' =F;.

(i) Gisaninvariance groul& for off.

This is an immediate consequence of Thedrem 6.8 and Lémihin@lee applications,
the resultis used as follows. The acti@rof G is simple and well known. It is then easy to
check [6.IB) directly. One then concludes that (ii) and Kidld, which are the important
pieces of information for the further analysis. In partanthe level surfaces,;, defined

in (Z8) are invariant under the dynamid§ . Examples are given in the next section. The
result in [CM74] that is closest in spirit to our TheorEm 6i4 Theorem 2 of Section 6.2.

Remarl6.12 For the statements of this section, we could have thkdhe C(E,R) rather
thanH,F € C1(E,R), but in applications, it is more convenient to take them t€Cheas
we will see in the next section.

135ee Definitioni 23
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6.4. Linear symplectic flows

Since invariance groups often act linearly on the symptddsinach spacée, #), and
since the nonlinear dynamical flows studied often are pleations of linear ones, it is
important to have a good understanding of linear sympldicties. Their study also sheds
some light on the various technical difficulties mentionbd\a, and in particular on the
role of the domair®, the definition of Hamiltonian flow we adopted, etc.

Propositior 6.713 below (which corresponds to Theorem 2 icti&e 2.3 of [CM74])
characterizes all strongly continuous linear symplectie-parameter groups on a sym-
plectic Banach space in terms of their generators. We atlegdbtiowing notation. Given
a strongly continuous group of linear transformationdEgnve denote its generator
with domainZ(A). By the Hille-Yosida theorem, we then know tha R — u(t) = du e
E satisfies

u(t) = Ya(u(t)), (6.14)
providedu € 2(A), where we introduced the vector field

Ya:ue 2(A) CE—AucE.

Note thatYa is not continuous ifA is an unbounded operator. Clearly, tébe form a
dynamical system as defined in Secfidon 2. We introduce thetibm

Ha:u€ 2(A) — Ha(u) = 3w, (Auu) € R.

Observe thaH admits directional (or Gateaux) derivativ@&sa(v), for allu,v e 2(A):

AHa(v) = %(HA(U—HV) —Ha(u))

i
= % (W (AVU) +wy (AU V).
Nevertheless, i\ is an unbounded operatbty is not continuous since, forallw € Z(A)
Ha(u+w) —Ha(U) = @ # (Au,W) + @ 7 (AW U) + @ 7 (AW W)

and the last term in particular does not necessarily coeMer@ asv — 0 in the topology
of E. It follows that, a fortiori,Ha is not Fréchet differentiable.

Proposition 6.13. Let (E, _#) be a symplectic vector space. L@t be a strongly con-
tinuous one-parameter group of bounded linear operator€EonLet (A, 2(A)) be the
generator of®;. Then the following are equivalent.

() The®; are symplectici.e. w s (Pru, dv) = w 4 (u,v) for allu,v € E;
(i) Forallu,ve 2(A),

w 7 (Au,V) = —w 7 (U,Av);
(i) Forallu € 2(A), one has
IYa(u) =& Ha € E™. (6.15)
In this casedyHa(V) = w » (Au, V), Ha(®ru) = Ha(u) for allu € Z(A) and for allt € R.

Proof. The three equivalences are obvious. To prbiseis a constant of the motion, it
suffices to remember that the Hille-Yosida theorem imphAdgu = ®;Au providedu €
2(A). O
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In other words, when thé; are symplectic, the equation of motidn (8.14) can be rewrit-

ten

S u(t) = gy Ha, (6.16)
which is to be compared t¢_(6.5). Clearly, the symplectiedinflows considered here
are NOT Hamiltonian in the sense of Definitibn16.6. StlL1®). gives meaning to the
idea that in infinite dimension as well, linear strongly dnabus symplectic flows are of
“Hamiltonian nature,” with a quadratic Hamiltonian. Mokew, the HamiltoniarHa is a
constant of the motion for the flow;. But note that, whereas in (6.9), the conservation of
energy holds for all € E, this makes no sense here, siitgis only defined orz(A).

Generally, because of the appearance of the Gateaux tlezivather than a Fréchet
differential in the right hand side, it turns out that the @edéormulation is inadequate for
various reasons. For example, the absence of a chain ruéf@aux derivatives prevents
one from computing derivatives such ﬁsHA(u(t)) directly to proveH, is constant along
the motion. In fact, in the proof above, this result is prowsing the Hille-Yosida theo-
rem, and without computing a derivative at all. This approeannot work for nonlinear
flows of course. Similar problems arise when dealing witteottonstants of the motion
than the Hamiltonian himself, even in the linear case, dugatious domain questions
and the complications in defining commutators. Finally,dar purposes, we need to re-
strict the motion to the level sets of the constants of theenoaind to use their manifold
structure. This requires sufficient smoothness, a propattguaranteed at all by Gateaux
differentiability alone. Again, as pointed out before, apaach to the resolution of these
technical difficulties other than the one chosen here caniyedin [CM74].

In applications to PDE'’s, the function spaces that occuunadly are often complex
Hilbert spaces. To make the link with Hamiltonian dynamarse then proceeds as follows.
Let s be a complex Hilbert space and let us write) for its inner product. First, it is
clear that’Z is a real Hilbert space for the real inner product defined by,Re which
induces the same topology o as the original inner product since both inner products
have the same associated norm. Let us v&ifer this real Hilbert space. We now identify
E* with E using the corresponding Riesz isomorphism. Note that shi®t the same as
identifying 52* with 7 through the Riesz isomorphism associated to and that there
is no natural identification betweeft™* andE* as sets: each non-zero elementif*
necessarily takes complex values, whereas the elemehtstake real values only.

On the real Hilbert spadg, one checks readily that

w(u,v) =Im(u,v) e R
defines a strong symplectic form. Note in particular tas real bilinear, but not complex
bilinear. To identify the corresponding symplectgt : E — E in a convenient manriey;
one proceeds as follows:
w(u,v) = Re(iu,V)

so that_Zu=iu. The reader should not let itself be confused by the factweatvrite
iu, while considerings as an element of the real vector sp&ceThe way to see this is as
follows: the real vector spadg s, as a set, identical t&#”’. And on.Z, multiplication by

i is well defined and actually an isometric complex linear m@p.multiplication byi is
well defined ork as an isometric real linear map.

14ve identifiedE* with E, so the symplector can be seen as a map ot E.
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To sum up, we showed how to associate to a complex Hilbertesp#t, (-,-)) a real
Hilbert spacgE, (-,-)g) with symplectic structure

wuVv)=( fuvie, _fFu=iu.
Now let us return to the linear symplectic flows. SuppBsea self-adjoint operator s,
with domainZ(B). ThenU; = exp(—iBt) is a strongly continuous one-parameter group
of unitarie€}. The corresponding Hille-Yosida generatoAis- —iB, with Z(A) = Z(B).
Clearly, eachJ; is a symplectic transformation dbwith the symplectic formw. We are
therefore in the setting of Propositibn 6.13 and

Ha(u) = %(u, Bu). (6.17)

It turns out that in the applications we have in mind, the cameter subgroups of the
symmetry groupgs act with such unitary groups on the relevant Hilbert spa€e But
within this framework, as we pointed out above, theare NOT Hamiltonian flows. To
remedy this situation, one can, and we will, proceed aloegfdfiowing lines. First re-
mark that the functiotd above isCt if we view it as a function on the Banach spdge
obtained by considering of(|B|'/?) the graph norm. And that the flow is strongly
differentiable onz := 2(|B|*/?), viewed as a subset &. So now we are in the setting of
Definition[6.6, andJ; is a Hamiltonian flow orEg, on which_¢ still defines a weak sym-
plector. The trouble with this reformulation so far is thatnnthe Banach spades and the
domainZ depend orB. If the symmetry group is multi-dimensional, it will haveveeal
generators, and we need a common domain and Banach spacéchrtowtealize them all
as Hamiltonian flows. We will see several examples wheretiiaalism is implemented.

In practice, very ofteny’ = .7 C = # @i.#’, where# is areal Hilbert space. One has
u=q+ip € s with g, p € #. Then, clearlyE = J# x ¢ with its natural Hilbert space
structure. Moreover, identifying e ¢ with (q, p) € 2 x ¢, clearly _# (q,p) = (—p.q)
and we are back to the examples of symplectors given in $d6ilb

6.5. Hamiltonian PDE’s: examples

In this section we give some examples of PDE’s generatingiltamran flows in the
sense of Definitioh 66.

LetE = HY(RY,C), 2 = H3(RY,C) and consider the nonlinear Schrodinger equation

idu(t,x) + Au(t,x) + Au(t,x)|° tu(t,x) = 0
u(0,x) = Uo(X)

introduced in Section 3.2, defined &, d = 1,2, 3. Ford = 1, suppose that 8 g < +o
in the defocusing case and3o < 5 in the focusing case. In dimensidn= 2,3, consider
only the defocusing case and assune 8 < 1+ d;jZ' Let®} : E — E be the global flow
defined in[[3:2W). Recall that the existencedgf is ensured by Theoren 3.2 and, thanks
to Theoreni 313} (2) = 2 for allt € R.

Our purpose is to show that Equatidn (6.18) is the Hamiltomidferential equation
associated to the functidt defined by[(3.21) and} = @} for all t € R.

As explained in the end of Sectibn .4, we usually identify g +ip € HS(RY, C) with
(9,p) € HS(RY,R) x HS(RY,R) for all s€ R. Hence, let(E, 2, #) be the symplectic

(6.18)

1sBy Stone’s theorem, every strongly continuous one parangeteip of unitaries is of this form.
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Banach triple given by
E = HY(RY, R) x HY{(RY,R),
2 =H3RYR) x H3RY, R),
Z(@,p) = (=p,q), ¥(a,p) €E.
Clearly #u=iuandZ% , = E C E*. Now consider

1 A g+l
H(@.p) = 5 (10l + |0pIZ:) — 57 [ 1a +1p) 7,

and remark that if we write = g+ ip with (g, p) € E, H(u) = H(q, p) is exactly the energy
defined in[(3.211). A straightforward calculation, using ®@bolev embedding theorem,
shows thatH € C?(E,R). In particular,

2 2 o-1
D(gpH = (—Ag,—Ap) — A(|g]*+|p|%) 2
which can be written as

(q,p) €E”

DyH = —Au—AJu/?tu

in terms ofu = q+ip. Next, using the fact that the Sobolev sp&t&RY) is an algebra
ford=1,2,3, we haveDH(Z) C # » so thatH has a 7 -compatible derivative ory.
Moreover, the curvéq(t), p(t)) = ®¥(q, p) is the unique solution to
o-1

(@), p(t)) = (—=Ag,—Ap) — A(|af*+pl*) 2 (@, p) = Dqqt),pit)H

that is Equation{6]5). As a consequen®é, is a Hamiltonian flow foH in the sense of
Definition[6.6,®} = @' and the nonlinear Schrodinger equatibn (6.18) is a Hamidto
differential equation.

In Sectior 3.2, we prove directly from the equation tBat SO(d) x RY x R with the
action defined by[(3.25) is an invariance group for the dysamin general, the action
of this group is not globally Hamiltonian. Nevertheless,us consider the subgrop—=
RY x R and the restricted action

®:GxE—E
(a,y,u) = Pay(u) = €Yu(x—a). (6.19)
Forallge G, @4 € CY(E,E) is symplectic®q(2) = 2 and for all

E = (Elv ey Edvfd+l) € gv
point (iii) of Definition[6.10 is satisfied by takinl@;j = ¢;F; with

Fj(u) = —ié » u(x)ogu(x)dxvj=1,...,d, (6.20)
Far1(u) = —% ” u(x)u(x) dx. (6.21)

As a consequence the acti®rof G onE is globally Hamiltonian. Moreover, in Section
[3.2, we showed thatl o g = H, hence we may apply Theordm 6.11 and conclude that
Fe, o o = F, that means that eadfj is a constant of the motion.

Finally we show that the actio® : (R u) € G x E — ®r(u) = u(R1x) € E of G =
SQO(d) onE is not globally Hamiltonian. For simplicity, let us consid&= 2 and let us
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identify a matrixé € so(2) with £ € R

(% 5)

Then for eactf € R, ®gypis) = thFE with Fg = &F and
F(u) = _I_Z. L (X10x, — %20, )U(X)u(x) dx.
The issue is tha is not even well-defined on the Banach spEd¢R?)!

Finally, let us remark that if we chooge= H?(R%) x H?(RY), thenDH (2) ¢ L?(RY) x
L2(RY) ¢ # ;, = HY(RY) x HL(RY) andH does not have a7 -compatible derivative
for this new choice o#. In the same way, if we také = L2(RY) x L2(RY) and 2 =
HL(RY) x HL(RY), the same functiokl is not even continuous.

We point out that the Manakov equation can be treated silyilarthat case, in addition
to the momentum, there are four constants of the motion ageddo theJ (2) symmetry.

Next, let(E, 7, #) be the symplectic Banach triple given

E = HY(RY R) x L3(RY, R),
2 =H?RY,R) x HY(RY R),
J(@,p) = (—p,q), ¥(a,p) €E.

and consider the nonlinear wave equation
A2u(t,x) — Au(t,x) + A lu(t,x)|° tu(t,x) = 0
U(O, X) = UO(X)aatu(va) = Ul(X)

introduced in Section 3.4, defined &4, d = 1,2,3. Supposé > 0 ando an odd integer
such that 3< 0 < 4+ in dimensiond =1 and 3< 0 < 1+ d;iz ford=23. Let®} :
E — E the global flow defined i (3.42). Thanks to the persistenaegilarity, we have
X (2) = 2 forallt € R (see Section 314).

As before, our purpose is to show that Equation (6.22) is thmitonian differential
equation associated to the functidndefined by[(3.411) and = ®f forallt € R.

First of all, note thatZ , = L2(R?) x HY(RY) C E* = H1(RY) x L2(R?). Next, con-
sider

(6.22)

1 A '
H(@.p) = 5 (I0a1Z + 1pIZ:) + 57 [, (daD™™,

and remark that if we writg = uandp = du with (g, p) € E, H(u) = H(q, p) is exactly
the energy defined in(3.#1). As for the nonlinear Schroeiiregjuation, a straightforward
calculation, using the Sobolev embedding theorem, shaatsitle C2(E, R). In particular,

DigpH =(-Aq+A lal? *a,p) € E*.

Next, using the fact that the Sobolev sp&t&RY) is an algebra fod = 1,2,3, we have
DH(Z) C % 4 so thatH has a # -compatible derivative ofy.

Moreover, the curvéu(t), du(t)) = ®X(u(0),u(0)) is the unique solution td (6.22).
As a consequence, using= g anddu = p, we have thatq(t), p(t)) = ®¥(q, p) is the
unigue solution to

Z(@(t), p(t) = (—Ag+Aa|?*d, p) = Dige).penH-
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that is, Equatiori{6]5). Finally, {fo, p) € 2, the curve — @ (g, p) € C(R, 2) NCH(R, E).
As a consequenc@X is a Hamiltonian flow foH in the sense of Definitidn 6.&¢ = o}
and the nonlinear wave equatign (8.22) is a Hamiltoniaredkiftial equation.

7. IDENTIFYING RELATIVE EQUILIBRIA

We now dispose of the necessary tools that will allow us taattarize the relative
equilibria of Hamiltonian systems with symmetry and thall wield the candidate Lya-
punov function to study their stability. Before stating tinain result (Theorem 4.1), we
recall some of the terminology used below, but refer to theeaplices for details. First,
for u € g*, we have (sed (A.2.12)),

Gu={ge G|Adgu = p};
9,9y are the Lie algebras db and Gy, respectively, ang*, g;, their duals. We always

identify g* with R™ (see[(A.2.1B)). Hence, i is a globally Hamiltonian action, we think
of its momentum map as a m&p: E — R™ and define, for aly € R™,

Sy = {ucE|F(u) = p).

We then know from Propositidn A.3.11 th&, = Gy, provided the momentum map is
Ad*-equivariant.

Theorem7.1.Let(E, 2, #) be a symplectic Banachtriple. Let&CY(E,R)NDif (2, #)
and suppose H has a Hamiltonian flabj'. Let furthermore G be a Lie group, arbl a
globally Hamiltonian action on E with Adequivariant momentum map F. Suppose that,

Vge G, Hodyg=H. (7.2)

() Then G is an invariance group fab{.

(i) LetueE and letuy = F(u) € R™~ g*. Consider the following statements:
(1) uis arelative G-equilibrium.
(2) uis arelative G-equilibrium.
(3) There exist§ € gy so that, for all te R,

B! (U) = Pexre) (U)- (7.2)
(4) There exist§ € g, so that

DH-¢&-DyF =0. (7.3)
(5) There existg € g so that

DyH-¢&-DyF =0. (7.4)

Then (1)x= (2) < (3).

Ifue 2,then (1) (2) <= (3) < (4) < (5).

If in addition, u is a regular value of F (See Definitibn A.1L.3), then
(1)< (2) < (3) < (4) < (5) & (6), where (6) is the statement:

(6) uis acritical point of H, onX,, where H, = H |Zu'

In addition, & is then unique.

That (1) is equivalent to (2) is a particular feature of Haamilan systems. In fact, its
statement makes no sense outside of the Hamiltonian settingplies that, ifu is aG-
relative equilibrium, it is automatically a relative edhiium for thesmallergroupG. So
the relevant invariance group depends on the poitiirough the valug: = F (u) of the
constants of the motion at This is important since, as we will see in Secf{idn 8, one then
ends up showing is G-orbitally stable, which is a stronger result th@rorbital stability.
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We already saw examples of this mechanism in Seéfion 5. Twef pf the equivalence
between (1) and (2), although very simple, uses the suddéars between constants of
the motion and symmetries for Hamiltonian systems expthinghe previous section.

For our purposes, the most interesting information obthinghis result is the obser-
vation that ifu € 2 satisfies[(713), sometimes referred to in the PDE literaasréthe
stationary equation”, then it is a relative equilibrium.dNat, if u is a regular value of,
those solutions are precisely the critical valuesigf This means that, given a Hamilton-
ian system with symmetries, one can find relative equilibgidooking for critical points
of the HamiltoniarH restricted to the surfac&s;. In practice, this can be done concretely
by solving [Z.4), which in applications to Hamiltonian PBEften takes the form of a
stationary PDE in whicl§ is treated as a (vector valued) parameter. Examples are igive
the following sections. See also Sectidn 5 for examples itefdimension.

One immediately suspects that the Lagrange theory of nlieltifor the study of con-
strained extrema should be of relevance here. This is intteedase: introducing, o,
the Lagrange function

WeE, Z(V)=H(\)-£& F(v), (7.5)

one sees thaf (4.4) expresses the vanishing of its firsttvariatu: D,.Z = 0. Here,
& € g ~ R™M plays the role of a Lagrange multiplier. From the experiegai@ed with the
examples given so far, one suspects that, to shasva stable relative equilibrium, one
could try proceeding in two steps. First, shavis not just a critical point, but actually a
local minimum ofH,, by studying the second variation of the Lagrange functiéonz,.
Next, use the Lagrange function as Lyapunov function in tteofof stability. Indeed,
ue Z, is alocal minimum oH,, if and only if

dp>0WeZ,, dvu)<p=Hy)—Hyu) >0,

which is equivalent to
dp>0WwWez,, dvu<p=2~2(V)—-ZL(u) >0,

sinceF is constant or,,. This is clearly the strategy used in the proofs of Sedtiows.
will see in Sectiof B how to implement it in a general settind give examples from the
nonlinear Schrodinger equation in Sectibhs 9[add 10. Eiisd approach that goes by the
name ofenergy-momentum method

Proof. (i) This is an immediate consequence of Theorem]6.11 (iii).
(i) (1) < (2). Ifuis arelativeG-equilibrium, then there exists, foreach R, g(t) € G
so that®f! (u) = gy (U). Sinceu € Iy, s0 is®} (u), sinceF is a constant of the
motion forH, by Theoreni 6,31 (ii). Hence

K= F(u) = F(®[ (1)) = F(Py) (u)) = Adgy 1.

It follows thatg(t) € Gy, which concludes the argument. The reverse implication
is obvious.

(3) = (2). Obvious from the definition.

Now supposel € 2.

(3) & (4). Suppose (3) holds. Sineec 2, this implies that_# "1D;H =
/*1DU(E -F), which implies (4). Now suppose (4) holds. Sinee 2 and
sinceH o ®f' = H andF; o @ = F; by Theoreni 6.11 (ii), we have, for alE R,

DCD{*(U)HDU(D:_| =DuH, Dty (&- F)Du® = Dy(& -F).
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Writing u(t) = ®f' (u), this yieldsDy)H = Dy« (& - F) so that ZU(t) = Dy (€ -
F), which showst — u(t) is a flow line of the Hamiltoniar€ - F, with initial
conditionu. Since the latter is unique, we findt) = qbf'F(u), which concludes
the argument sinc@f'F = Deyts) (See Definition 6.10 (jii)).

(4) & (5). We only need to establish that (5) implies (4). As abdBgimplies
U(t) = ®eypie)- Hence

Adgygie) H = Adgypie) F (U) = (F o Peypre) ) (U) = F(U(t)) = F(u) = p,

sinceF; o ®' = F. Henceé € g,.
Now suppose in additiop is a regular value of.

(4) & (6). We remark that, sincg is a regular value of, %, is a co-dimension
m submanifold ofE and (se€(A.116))
Hence clearly (4) implies (6). Conversely, suppBs#l vanishes orf,%,. Since
U is aregular value df, we know thaDF is ontoR™. LetW be a subspace &
complementary td,, so thate = T,Z®W. It follows dimW = mand that then
one-formDyF e W*, i =1,...mform a basis ofV*. Consequently, the restriction
of DyH to W can be written uniquely aByH = 3", &iDyF = Dy(& - F). Since
both sides vanish of,2, (4) follows.

O

We conclude this section with two technical remarks thatlmaskipped in a first read-
ing.
Remark7.2. We have seen that (3) implies (2). Under suitable technigatlitions, the

reverse is also true. This can be understood as followsz ¥7 is aG-relative equilibrium
then, for allt € R, there existg(t) € G, so thatu(t) = ®flu = @y u. So the curve

teR— o (u) € Guu:= {dy(u) | ge Gy} CE
is a smooth curve on the group or@ifu. Under appropriate topological conditionsGp
andG, (defined in[(2.77)), and if the actioh of the groupG, is sufficiently smoofff, this

orbitis an immersed submanifold &f; that can be identified with the homogeneous space
Gy /Gy, and its tangent spaceais therefore

Tu(Guu) = {Xr (U) [ & € gpu}-
We recall that)(Fg is the Hamiltonian vector field associated to the functign= ¢ - F.
SinceXy (u) = %CD{' (U)=0 € Tu(Gpu), it follows that there exist§ € g, so that
X (U) = Xe g (u),
which is equivalent to[{7]3) and therefore implies (3). Wkerd¢o [AM78, [LM87] for
the detailed argument, in the finite dimensional setting. sW&ll not have a need for the

implication (2) = (3), but will point out that, “morally”, there is a one-one retatship
between the critical points ¢, and the relative equilibria of the Hamiltonian fla®y.

Remark7.3. What is the role of the condition that be a regular value df? This has
several consequences. First, it guaranteesdhas a co-dimensiom submanifold ofE
and thatTyZ, = KerDyF. This is convenient in the further stability analysis, aswit

165ee for example Section 4 6f [AMFI8], and in particular Caml4.1.22.
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see. Second, ifi € 2 and RanlD,F = m, thené e RM~ g — CDfF(u) ec0,=GucCE
is a local immersion and the action is locally free, meanivag the isotropy grou, of
uis discrete. Hencé < g, — qu'F(u) € OuNZ, =GuuC E is also a local immersion.
This observation will be used in Lemrha 8.10 in the next sectitf y is not regular,
various additional technical difficulties arise in the diapanalysis of the next section,
even in finite dimensional settings, where they have beatiestun [LS98/ MRO11]. As
an example of such a singular valpe consider the action of S@) on R® introduced
in Section3.11, on the level sé{u) = u = 0. The corresponding isotropy gro@, is
SQ(3) itself in that case. Its action is not locally free, sir@g for u = (q, p), with q and
p parallel, is the copy of S@) given by the rotations about the common axigj@nd p.
We will see another example of such a situation when tredtiaghonlinear Schrodinger
equation on the torus in Sectibh 9. In both these cases, twerencomplication is easily
dealt with on an ad hoc basis.

8. ORBITAL STABILITY: AN ABSTRACT PROOF

8.1. Introduction: strategy

We have seen that in many situations the relative equilibfiblamiltonian systems
with symmetry are precisely the critical points of the resion H,, of the Hamiltonian
H to a level surfac&, for someu € g*, of the constants of the motidh associated to
the symmetry group via the Noether Theorem. This at onceagmglwhy they tend to
come in familiesuy,, indexed byu in some open subset gf ~ R™. Indeed, considering
equation[(7Z}), itis natural to think of it as an equation imiet bothé andu are unknown.
And so, under suitable circumstances, one can hope to findilyfaf solutionsu; of (Z.4)
by letting £ run through some neighbourhood insigleTypically, asé changes, so does
Mg = F(ug) € g*. Depending on the situation, it may be more convenient telléte
solutions byug than byé € g. In these notes, we use mosjlyas a parameter, except
in Sectior 1D wheré is used. The question of the existence of such families ativel
equilibria — a problem related to bifurcation theory — isdial, in the finite dimensional
setting, in[Mon97] and [LS98]. We already saw several exaspf this phenomenon and
more will be provided in Sections 9 ahd]10.

It remains to see how one can prove the orbital stability okéhrelative equilibria.
The basic intuition is that — modulo technical problems -ythkeould be stable if they
are not just critical points, but actually local minimaldf;. To understand the origin of
this intuition, recall that, i, € 3, is a relative equilibrium of the Hamiltonian dynamics
®H, then the orbiG,uy, = {®g(uy) | g € G4} of G, viewed as an element of the orbit
spacex; /Gy, is a fixed point of the reduced dynamics. And, sikteis invariant under
the action ofGy, it can be viewed as a function on this orbit spaceH|f has a local
minimum atuy, it thus has a local minimum at the orli#,u, € ¥,/Gy. Finally, since
Hy is a constant of the motion for the reduced dynamics, we aeigaly in the situation
described in the introductior,uy, is a fixed point of the reduced dynamics, atgis a
constant of the motion for whic@,uy, is @ minimum. We can therefore hope to use the
Lyapunov method to prove the stability &f,u,. To do so, it would suffice to prove a
coercive estimate of the typle (IL.2) fdy, onZ,/Gy.

There are two obvious problems one has to face when tryingpdeiment this strategy.
First, even if one executes this program, one will have pnardy thatuy, is orbitally stable
with respect to perturbationsof u, with ve Z;. But one would like to prove this is true for
arbitrary perturbationg € E. Second, it is difficult to work on the abstract quotient spac
%,1/Gy, which, even in finite dimensional systems, but particylarlinfinite dimensional
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ones, may not have a nice topological or differentiablecstme, so that analytical tools to
prove estimates are not readily available. To deal with biodise problems, the idea is to
use the theory of constraint minimization and Lagrange ipligts. This has the obvious
advantage that one can work in the ambient sgacevhich has the added redeeming
feature of being linear. As already outlined in the dicusdiollowing Theorenf 711, it
turns out that it is the Lagrange function

associated to the relative equilibrium (see[(7.5)) that plays the role of Lyapunov function
in the proofs. In practice, one uses a Taylor expansion torskorder ofZ), about points
on the orbitG,u, and one controls the second derivativedf to prove it is a minimum;
this in turn gives the necessary coercivity to concludeibtybT he reader will have noticed
that the above strategy was worked out in all detail in thepnexample of motion in a
spherical potential presented in Secfidn 5.

In this section, we will provide a detailed implementatidrttee above strategy in the
following general setup. We refer to Sectidn 2 for the defini of the objects used below.

HYPOTHESIS A

(i) Eis aBanach space aridla domain ing.
(i) @ is a dynamical system d& with a vector fieldX : 2 — E.
(i) F € C2(E,R™) is a vector of constants of the motion f&¢ with level surfaces
2y, 4 €R™ asin[2.b).
(iv) ®f admits an invariance group, with an action® of G onE.

Recall that ifu is a regular value foF thenZ, is a co-dimensiom submanifold ofE.
In this setting, we consider relative equilibria of the éoling type.

Letu e R™
HYPOTHESIS Bl

(i) There exists, € Z,;, which is a relative equilibrium of the dynamics for the group
Gs, ={9€G|PgZ, =2}
(if) There existsZ), € C(E,R) which is aGs,, - invariant constant of the motion.
(iii) There existn > 0,c> 0 so that

Yue Oy, WU € Xy, duu) <n = ZU) - Lu(u) >cd (U, 0y,)  (8.1)

where
Oy, = Py, (Uy) = {Pg(Uy) g € Gs, }- (8.2)

Under the above conditions, we s&j), is a coercive Lyapunov function of,, along
Zy. Ifthe Gx,, -action is isometric then it is enough to chelck18.1) holdsra single point
ue Oy,. Itwill then hold everywhere, with the sanec, as a result of th&s, -invariance
of .Z),. Isometric actions are common in applications and this & afrthe places where
they provide a simplification. For what follows, the powenzhe right hand side of (8.1)
is of no consequence. One can generalize the definition Bgaieg the right hand side
in 8.3) by f(d(u, Oy, )), for some functiorf : R* — R*, f(0) =0, f(d) >0ifd>0. In
practice, as we will see below, one gets the lower bound f) (8om a Taylor expansion
of .Z, so that the square appears naturally. We point out thatitomns (i) and (jii) in
Hypothesis Bt imply (i). Indeed, ifu € 6y, andu’ = u(t’) for small enough’, then (ii)
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and (iii) imply that
0=_Zu(u(t)) - Zu(u) > cd(u(t'), 4y, ).

sothau(t’) € Oy, - Hence the rovat>< leavest,,, invariantand consequently eack 0y,
is aGg,, relative equilibrium. We have however found it convenierieep this redundancy
in the statement of the hypothesis.

We point out that Hypotheses A angiRire formulated without imposing the dynamical
system to be Hamiltonian. Nor do they impose any link betwibersymmetry groups,
the constants of the motidh and the Lyapunov functiotZ,,. The first goal of this sec-
tion is to formulate and prove very general abstract thesrestablishing orbital stability
under the above general assumptions and some extra telcbonchtions. The first such
result, Theorem 812, is a general version of Propodftiohibithposes a strong coercivity
condition, but is nevertheless sometimes of use, as we egliis Sectiof9. Theorem 8.5
and Theorer 816 correspond essentially to the first two aegisproposed in the proof of
Propositiod 5.2. The proofs of these results are quite sirgs we shall see. These three
results show that the essential ingredient in the proof bitalr stability is the coercivity
condition in Hypothesis B (iii).

It therefore remains to understand how to find a Lyapunovtfanaatisfying in partic-
ular Hypothesis R (iii). It is at this point that the Hamiltonian nature of thgrthmical
system plays an important role. We already saw in Se€liorafaltandidate Lyapunov
function arises naturally in that context. We will furthesra show in Proposition 8.8 how
to obtain the coercivity condition Hypothesig:Riii) from a lower bound on the Hessian
of the Lyapunov function, in the case of Hamiltonian systevita symmetry. Combining
this with Theoren 815 and Theorém18.6 then yields a completefpf orbital stability.

We will end this section with Theorein 8111 which providesightly different proof
of orbital stability of relative equilibria in Hamiltoniagystems, and which is a general-
ization of the third argument proposed in the proof of Prajms5.2. The argument uses
Propositiori 8.B again, but combines it with the constructban “augmented” Lyapunov
function.

In applications of the theory developed in this section,whek is therefore reduced
to solving [Z.4) to identify the relative equilibria, and pooving a suitable lower bound
on the Hessian of the corresponding Lyapunov function. Thisally involves non-trivial
(spectral) analysis, as one may expect. A first illustragixample - the orbital stability of
plane waves for the nonlinear Schrodinger equation oroihest- is presented in Sectian 9.
A widely applicable technique for obtaining the appropriatver bound on the Hessian is
described iN[GSS87, GSS90]. It is illustrated in Sediidfidt&Gtanding wave solutions of
the inhomogeneous nonlinear Schrodinger equation in onergsion.

In conclusion, the theorems of this section isolate thet“anélysis” part of the proof
of orbital stability of relative equilibria from the more worete and model dependent esti-
mates needed to prove coercivity.

Remark8.1 We point out that the domaif of the dynamical syster® appears in
Hypothesis A (i) and (ii). As already seen before, it is usethese notes when the system
is Hamiltonian to identify the appropriate constants of i@ion via Noether’s theorem,
to construct the Lyapunov functio#f, and to identify the relative equilibria of the system.
If this can be accomplished by some other me&his not needed. In fact, for the results of
Section§ 812-81B8-8.4 the hypotheses involvihgre not used. For the results of Secfiod 8.5,
and notably for Theorem 8111, they are on the contrary eiséent
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8.2. A simple case
Before turning to the general results, we first formulate prae a simple orbital sta-
bility result, under a stronger coercivity condition thi&aT).

Theorem 8.2. Let Hypotheses A andiB (i)—(ii) for somep. € R™ be satisfied. Lety,,,
be as in(8.2). Suppose there exigt> 0,c > 0 so that

Yue Oy, WEE, dvu)<n =% (V) - Ly (u)>cd(v,0y,). (8.3
Then, all ue 0y, are orbitally stable G, -relative equilibria.

We refer to Definitio 4]1 for the definition of orbital stabil Observe that in[(813) the
coercivity estimate is imposed for all perturbations E, rather than only iz, , as
in 81). So here we are assuming that the Lyapunov functaches a local minimum
on &y, , when viewed as a function d, rather than only as a function df,,. This
therefore constitutes a strengthening of Hypothesis(i8). The theorem can be used to
prove orbital stability in some cases: for the fixed pointthim spherical potentials treated
in Sectio 5.1, for example, this is how we proceeded. Siiyjle establish the stability of
the plane waves for the nonlinear defocusing Schrodingeaton on a one-dimensional
torus, this theorem will also be sufficient, as we will see éci®n9. But we have already
noticed in Sectiohl5 that the coercivity imposedin8.3) rhayoo strong a condition: we
saw it is not satisfied for the natural choice of Lyapunov tiorcfor the circular orbits of
Sectiorf 5.2, for example. It is too strong also in many situnt involving the stability of
solitons or standing waves. An example is treated in Sedithn

The proof is very simple, and based on the usual argumentiyatiction.

Proof. Suppose there exists a point &, that is not orbitally stable. Then there ex-
ists & > 0 and for alln € N*, there exists/, € E so that dvp,u) < % and3t, € R so
that dvn(tn),ﬁuu*) = &. We can supposg < 1. Then there exists,€ 0y, so that
d(vn(tn),Vn) < n and hence, sinc&/,, is both a constant of the motion and constant on

Upgy ?

L. (V) = L. (1) = Ly, (Vo (tn)) — L. () > od*(Vn(tn), O, ) = CE5.

Since.Z}, is continuous, the left hand side tends to zero wiesn +c, which is a contra-
diction. O

8.3. Coercivity implies stability |
We now turn to the task of showing that Hypotheses A apd inply the G5, -orbital
stability ofuy,, . For our first result, we need the following hypothesis.

HYPOTHESIS F LetF : E — R™. Letu € R™ We sayF satisfies Hypothesis F at if,
for any bounded sequenogin E,

Iim F(un) = = d(un,2,) — 0. (8.4)

The following lemma gives sufficient conditions for this te &atisfied.

Lemma 8.3. (a) Suppos@imE < +. Let Fe C(E,R™M). Then F satisfies Hypoth-
esis F for ally € R™.
(b) Suppose e C(E,R™) and that there exists € 0 so that{uc E | F(u)?> <C?} is
compact. Lept € R™with u? < C2. Then F satisfies Hypothesis F jat
(c) Let F: E — R. Suppose that there exist&£kR* so that,Yyu € 2, for all A € R*,
F(Au) = AKF (u). Supposg: # 0. Then F satisfies Hypothesis Fat
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Proof. (a) Suppose there exists> 0 and a bounded sequenggeso that (un) — U,
but d(un,Z,) > &. Then the boundedness of the sequence implies the existence
of a convergent subsequenag — v € E. By continuity of F, it follows that
F(v) = u sothatve > ;. So dun,,>y,) — 0. This is a contradiction.
(b) The proof is similar to the onein (a).
(c) Let (un)n be a bounded sequence satisfyi@,) — u # 0. Then, for large

K
enoughn one hasu/F(u,) > 0 and we can defing, = (%) un. Then

F(vn) = p. Clearly |[vo — un|| — O so that dun, Z,) — 0.
O

Remark8.4. (i) The boundedness of the sequence is important, even ie fiithension.

Indeed, consider oR? the functionF (x,y) = % u¢ = 0 and remark thaf (x,x) — 0 as
X — 400,
(ii) Condition (c) can be used for constants of the motiosiag from linear actions of
one-parameter groups on a Hilbert space, as described tio&S@c4, and which have a
guadratic hamiltonian of the type

Flu) = 5(uBu),
such as in[(6.20). An example of such application will be giirethe proof of Proposi-
tion[9.3, at the end of Sectidmn 9.
(iii) The condition u # 0 is essential in part (c) of the Lemma. Indeed, consklet
HY(R?) andF (u) = ||ul|%,. Letpu = 0. ThenX, = {0}. ButF(uy) — 0 does not imply
Up — 0 in HY(RY).
(iv) Condition (c) is no longer sufficient to ensufesatisfies Hypothesis F whénh: E —
R™, with m> 2. To see this, we consider an example relevant to the tredtfhiehe Man-
akov equation. LeE = H*(R,C?) and consideF; (u) = ||V]|%,, F2(u) = ||w||?,, where we
wroteu = (v,w) € E. Note that those are the two constants of the motion assaddiathe
diagonal part of théJ (2) action onE (See Sectioh 313). We chooge= (1,0) # 0 € R?.
ThenZ, = {ue E|w=0,|[v|[%, = 1}. Now leta,b e C§ (R), such that|a||2, = 1= ||b||?,
and considen(x) = (a(x), %b(n(x— n))) =: (vn,Wn) € E. Note that this sequence is
bounded. Moreover, clearly, lin, . F (Un) = 4. Now, foru= (v,0) € ¥, one has

2 2 2
[lun—u|* = |la— V”Hl(R,C) + HWn”Hl(R,C)

n?
> Wl s ) = = [ 16/(nx—n)) o= |0

It follows that dun, %) = infyes, [|un —ul| > [|[b]| 2, so that Hypothesis F is clearly not
satisfied in this situation.

Theorem 8.5. Suppose Hypotheses A and,BSectiof 8.1) are satisfied for somec R™.
Then
Yue Oy, Ve >0,30 >0, (VU € Zy,,d(U,u) < &= supd(U'(t), Oy, ) <€). (8.5)
teR
If in addition,

(i) £, is uniformly continuous on bounded sets,
(i) Oy, is bounded,
(i) F : E — RM satisfies Hypothesis F,
then all ue 0y, are orbitally stable G, -relative equilibria.
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We point out that(815) is already an orbital stability resai all u € 0y, = Gs,, u, but
only with respect to perturbations of the initial conditiomsideX . The theorem asserts
that, with the extra conditions (i)—(ii)—(iii), orbitalability with respect to all perturbations
within E is obtained. It is the observation that coercivalpng>,, (Hypothesis B (iii))
suffices to establish orbital stability that explaiitsfine the advantage of Theordm B.5
over Theoreni 8]2. This is already illustrated in Secliondn2a simple example. Note
furthermore that conditions (i) and (iii) of the theorem argomatically satisfied in finite
dimension. The boundednessa@f,, (condition (ii)) is guaranteed for example when the
group is compact, or whe is a Hilbert space and the group acts with unitary transferma
tions, which is often the case in infinite dimensional system

The argument in the proof of Theorém18.5 is extracted fronptioef of Theorem 5.3
in [GSS87] and is used in_ [GSS90] as well. We point out howetlext conditions (i)
and (i) are not made explicit there. The first one is usualgy to check in examples,
where the Lyapunov function tends at any rate to be uniforpgchitz on bounded sets.
For the second one, we gave some sufficient conditions in Lt But, as pointed out
in RemarK8.H#, it may fail, in particular in the very generetting of [GSS8I7, GSS90]. In
that case, a different argument is needed; we will provideti@low.

Proof. We will prove [85) by contradiction, yet again. Let us tHere suppose there
existsu € Oy, andg > 0 so that for alh € N,, there existsi, € 2, so that

d(un,u) < %, and 3f, € R so that dun(fn), Oy, ) > &.

We can choose, without loss of generalgy< 1, wheren is defined in[(811) and choose
tn the smallest value dfso that
1

d(un,u) < =

and  dun(tn),Ou,, ) =& <n.

Consequently, there exigts € 0y, S0 that dun(tn),yn) < . Note thaiun(tn) € Z,,, since
%,,, isinvariant under the dynamical flow. Then, singf, is a constant of the motion, and
since it is constant and coercive 6y, alongz,,

2. (Un) — 2y, (U) = L, (Un(tn)) — L. (u)
= 2y, (Un(tn)) — L. (Yn) > cd?(Un(tn), O, ) = &5
Since.Z,, is continuous, one obtains a contradiction by taking +co. This shows[(85).

To prove the last statement, suppdsg, is bounded and/),, uniformly continuous on
bounded sets. We need to show that

Yue 0y, ,ve>0,36 >0, (Vu € E,d(U,u) <& = supd(U'(t),04,. ) <&). (8.6)
teR

We proceed again by contradiction. Suppose there exist&,,, and 0< & < ) so that,
for all n € N, there existsI, € E,

1
d(up,u) < o and 3t € R so that dun(ty), ﬁuu*) =& <n.

Note that, this timeu, € E andun(th) € E, notin%,,. So we can't use the coercivity
of .7, alongX,, directly. We do know, however, th&(un(tn)) = F(un), SinceF is a
constant of the motion. Hence

lim F(un(th)) = Us.

n—-oco
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Since the orbity,,, is bounded, and sincdoh(tn), Ou,, ) = &, it follows that the sequence
Un(tn) is bounded. Hypothesis F then implies there exist >, so that||un(tn) —za|| — O.
We can now conclude. Since, folarge enough% < d(z, ﬁu“*) <n,we have

L. (Un) = Z(u) = Z, (Un(tn)) — L. (U)
= Zu. (Un(tn)) — L. (z0) + L. (20) — L. (u)
> Ly (Un(t)) — Ly, (20) + cd(z0, Oy, )

Since the orbiv,, is bounded, the sequenagsgt,) andz, are bounded. This, combined
with the uniform continuity ofZ},, on bounded sets, leads again to a contradiction upon
takingn — +-co. O

We now give a third proof of orbital stability starting fromcaercive Lyapunov func-
tion, along the lines of the second argument in the proof opBsitiod5.2. The point here
is that we exploit the fact that the relative equilibujgoften come in families.

Theorem 8.6. Suppose the following.
(i) Hypothesis A holds.
(i) There exists a continuous mapc U C R™ — uy, € 2, C E so that HypothesisB
is satisfied for allu € U, with n and c in(8.1)independent ofi.
(il)) SUPey [|Uu]l < +oo.
(iv) There exists C- 0 so that
Vueuw ez, [U—uyll <n=L)— Zu(uy) <Clu —uy. (8.7)
(v) Vg e G, dgis an isometry on EYu,u € E, d(Pg(u), Pg(u')) = d(u,u’).
Then, any & 0, is an orbitally stable G, -relative equilbrium of the flowpf!.

Condition (iii) is not very restrictive. It is sufficient takeU bounded, for example.
Condition (iv) follows if we know thaD.%}, is bounded fou in bounded sets. This is
a reasonable condition. Condition (v) is commonly satisireEDE systems, but is quite
restrictive, as we already explained. It implies we can usp®&sitiof 2.5 and Lemnia4.2.

Proof. Let i, € U. As aresult of Lemma4l2, it is enough to show the orbitalibtatof
Uy,. So we need to show that, for a@ll> 0, there exist®d > 0 so that, for alu’ € E, one
has

U —up || <O=>VteR,dU(t),04, ) <€ (8.8)
For that purpose, we need three preliminary estimates. \&fesfiow that’e > 0, there
existsd > 0 so that, foralu e U, forall v’ € 3,

U —uyl < 3=Vt eR,AU(t),Oy,) < g/2. (8.9)

In other words, we first show that tlug are all orbitally stable for perturbatiomsthin >,.
The method of proof — by contradiction — is the same as setieras before, but we need
to make sure to obtain the necessary uniformityinlf the above is not true, then there
existsgp > 0 so that for alh € N* there exisiu, € U andu, € 2, th € R, so that

1 &
Hun_ul«ln”Sﬁ? d(un(tn)aﬁuyn)=§<n-
Heren is given in Hypothesis B (iii) and we recall that it is independent gf. Hence

2
&

gﬂn(un) - gﬂn(uﬂn) = zﬂn(un(tn)) - gﬂn(ulvln) 2 Cdz(un(tn)’ ﬁlvln) =C 4
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Now, since theu,, form a bounded set by hypothesis (iii) of the theorem, thees@rtrue
for theu,. Hence, it follows from hypothesis (iv) of the theorem that

gﬂn(un) _gl«ln(uUn) < C”Un— ul«lnH’

whereC does not depend om HenceCl||un — uy,|| > C%g, so that, takingn — +o, we
obtain a contradiction. This provds(B.9).

As a second step, we show the following estimate. fe€ U. Then, for alle > 0,
there existg > 0 so that,

A~ &
Yueu, (Hu—u*l\ <p=WE Oy, dVv,6,,) < 5). (8.10)

To see, this, note that hypothesis (i) of the theorem imphasthere exist > 0 so that
|4 — || < p implies|uy —uy, || < &/2. Hence duy, Oy, ) < €/2. The result then follows
from Propositio 25, since we suppose the actioof G is isometric.

The third ingredient for the proof of (8.8) is the following:

vé >0,¥p > 0,38 >0,V € E,
(I =l <= 0 = pl < IV —uu <8),  B12)

wherep’ = F(U). This follows immediately from the continuity ¢f and ofu — uy, at
He. R

We can now conclude. Legt, € U ande > 0. Choose&) as in [8.9),0 as in [8.1D) and
d asin [8.1). Then, by (8.9) arld(8]11), we find that

W EE, (U —up | < 8= Ve R AW(), 04,) < %) .

Hence, for alt € R, there exists(t) € Oy, So that du'(t),v(t)) < €/2. Next, from[[8.11L)
and [8.1D) , there exisis(t) € 0y, so that dv(t),w(t)) < §. Hence du'(t), 0y, ) < €.
This proves[(8]8). O

8.4. Sufficient condition for coercivity

We now turn to the task of showing how one can obtain the ceigydiypothesis
Bu (iii) from an estimate on the Hessian &f,, (Propositior 8.8). We work in the fol-
lowing setting.

As before, letE be a Banach spac& a Lie group andp a G-action onE. LetF €
C2(E,R™). We recall that, fop € R™,

Zy={ueE[F(u)=u},
and thatGs, is the subgroup o leavingZ, invariant. We now introduce one extra
ingredient to the theory. Let,-) be a scalar product o, which is continuous in the
sense that
WweE, [(vw)| < [v]liw],
where we recall thaff - || is our notation for the Banach norm & This inner product
induces a metric o&, that we shall denote by

ds(V, W) = (V—wW,v—W). (8.12)

Clearly d(v,w) < d(v,w). We introduce this inner product since we need a notion of
orthogonality for the statement of the main result of thistie®, Propositio 818: see in
particular [8.16) and (8.17).

We point out that we are not supposiBgs a Hilbert space for this inner product, and
that the only topology we will be using in what follows is theeoinduced by the Banach
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norm onE. In addition, even ifE isin fact a Hilbert space, the inner produet:) above
is not necessarily the Hilbert space inner product. As amgie, if E = H(RY,C) and
depending on the problem considered, one may want to user éiil? inner product or
the H! inner product: in Sectiohl 9 the first choice is made and iniGedd the second
one. In the formalism developed in [GS$87, GS$90, Stub8y, always supposed to be
a Hilbert space, and only the Hilbert space inner producsiedun the analysis of the
Hessian. But the introduction of a second inner product isgalarly used device in the
literature on orbital stability for the Schrodinger in pewlar. Our approach here gives a
systematic treatment in the general setting presentedeabov

Let u € R™andu, € ;. We need the following hypothesis on the group action and on
the functionF.

HYPOTHESIS CLu
(i) Pgis linear and preserves both the structure and the nornj| - || for all g € G;
(i) Adg e O(m)forallge Gs,;
(i) u is aregular value of;
(iv) uy is aCl-vector for® and the map
& €95, = Pexpe)Uu €E (8.13)

is one to one in a neighbourhood®f= 0.

Note that both HypothesisiCabove and Propositidn 8.8 below invol@and its action
onE, as well as, but not the dynamic®* itself.

Remark8.7. (i) The meaning of condition (ii) of HypothesisiCis explained in Remark

A2
(il) We sayu € E is aCl-vector for the actiord if the mapg € G — ®g(u) € E is CL.
Now, if U € &y, = dg(u), thenu' is also aCl-vector. Indeed, there exists € G so that
®yu= U and, sincg — gg is smooth, it follows that) — ®gyuis C.

To state the result, we need the following notation. Gete a subgroup oB; we can
then define, for alll € 0, = Pg(u),

TyOu:={weE|3I cgw=X:(U)}, (8.14)
where we recall fronT(A.2.15) that
d
Xe(u) = 5 Pexpite) (U =0-

Proposition 8.8. Let E be a Banach space ard-) be a continuous scalar product on
E. Let G be a Lie group and a G-action on E. Let Fc C?(E,R™). Letu, € R™and
Uy, € 2y, LetZ, € C?(E,R) be a G, -invariant function. Suppose Hypothesig.C
holds and that, for all «= &, (defined In(8.2)),

Vj=1,...,m30F;(u) € E such that QF;(w) = (OF;(u),w) Yw € E. (8.15)
SupposeZ),, satisfies the following conditons:

(@) DyZy,(w) =0forallue 6, andwe E;
(b) there exists C- 0 so that

Yue 6y, ,Ywe E, DiZ, (w,w) < Cllw||%;
(c) there exists ¢ 0 so that
Yue Oy, YW e TuZy, N (Tuby,, )", DELy, (Ww) > cfjw]? (8.16)
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where
(TwOu)" = {Z€E | (zy) =0,Vy € TwOyu}. (8.17)
Then Hypothesis &. (iii) holds.

Condition [8.15) is automatically satisfied wheis a Hilbert space ang, -) the Hilbert
space inner product. But not in general. For exampleElet HY(R,C) and let(u,v) =
Re [ Gx)v(X)dx. Now, if Fy(u) = £ [T(x)dku(x)dx, (8.I5) is satisfied it € H?(R, C) but
not for arbitraryu € E.

For the proof of this proposition, we need some simple tezdimesults.

First, letV be a bounded open neighbourhoodedh a subgroup5 of G with the
property that, for aly € G, gVg ! = V. Let us introduce

Ry (u) = min{ds(®Pg(u),u) |g€ V}.

It then follows that, for al’ € &, Ry(U) = Ry(u). Indeed, there exisg € G so that
®y(u) =U. Hence

Ry (U) = min{ds(Pgy (u), Py (U)) | g€ IV}
= min{ds(qbg,flgg(u),u) |ge oV} =Ry(u),

sinceg 'ovg = V.
We can now formulate the following simple but crucial tecatiresult, which is a multi-
dimensional version of Lemma 2.1 in [Stu08].

Lemma 8.9. Let E be a Banach space arid-) be a continuous scalar product on E. Let
G be a Lie subgroup of G antt a linear G-action on E which preserves the inner product
(-,-). Suppose & E is a Ct-vector for® and let V be a bounded open neighbourhood of
e e G which is conjugation invariante. gvg 1 =V, forallge G). SupposeRu) > 0.
Then, for all ve E,

d(v,0,) < %R\/(u) = 3we G, = Dg(u),w—ve (Twly)". (8.18)

The lemma states thatvfis not too far from the orbit,, then there exists a pointon
the orbit so that the segment fronto wis orthogonal to the orbit at. This point doesot
necessarily realize the distance betweamd the orbit, which can vanish.

Proof. Let v € E and dv,6y) < $R/(u). Then there exists’ € &, so that dv,u’) <
IRy (u) = 3Ry () and hence gv,u') < 3Ry (/). Now consider

geV - d(v,dgu) e RT.
SinceV is compact, this function reaches a minimum at some ppimd/. We setw =
dgu’ € Oy so thatd(v,w) < ds(v,U') < 1R\/( u’). We now show thag Eannot belong toV.
Indeed, ifgwere on the boundary &f, then, by the definition dRy (U'), ds(w, ') > Ry (U').
But then

ds(W,v) > —ds(U', V) + ds(u',w) > Ry (U') — Ry (U).

1
3
which is a contradiction becausgdw) < %Rv(u’). Sogbelongs td/. Now choos€ < g
and consider

SRU) =

teR%d( exp(t{) (u /))€R+7
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which now reaches a local minimum tat 0 since for smalt, expté)§ belongs tov.
Hence its derivative vanishes. So
d d
0= adg(va Peypite)g(U))ji—o = 0 (V= Pexpirg) (W), V = Pexpire) (W) g
= _2<xf (W),V— W>7
which proves the result in view df (8.114). O

In the proof of Proposition 818, we will need to apply the po&s lemma to the group
Gy, for somep. € R™anduy, € .. The following lemma gives hypotheses for this
to be possible. It appears in various guises in the liteeatand can be referred to as a
“modulation” argument.

Lemma 8.10. Let E be a Banach space axd-) be a continuous scalar product on E. Let
G be a Lie group an@® a G-action on E. Let Fe C?(E,R™). Lety, € RMand y,, € 5y,
Suppose Hypothesigg holds. Then, there exists:R0 such that, for all ve E,

d(v. Oy, ) <R=3wWe Oy, ,Ww—ve (Tuby, )" (8.19)
whered,,, = qJGz“* Uy, .
Proof. Thanks to Lemm&8l9, it is enough to prove that there eXisésbounded open
neighbourhood oé € Gy, , which is conjugation invariani.g. gvgl=V,forallge
Gs,,) and such thaRy (uy, ) > 0.

First of all, we recall that the exponential map
exp:§ € gy, — expé) € G,

is a local diffeomorphism from some neighbourhood of @,, to a neighbourhood of
e€ Gy, . In other words, there exists> 0 such that

exp:§ € B5(0) C gy, — exp(é) € Gs,,,

is a local diffeomorphism onto a bounded open neighbourhboed exp(Bs(0)) of e in
Gy, . In particular, note thadV = exp(dB5(0)).

Since, thanks to Hypothesig(ii), B5(0) is Adg-invariant for allg € Gs,, , V is con-
jugation invariant. Indeed, for afl € B5(0) and allg € Gs,,, we have thagexp(&)g~1 =
exp(Adgé) e V.

Hence, it only remains to show tha (uy,, ) > 0, which is equivalent t&,,, NV = &.
Thanks to Hypothesis (& (iv), there exist)y > 0 such that

E S 850(0) — dJexp(f)u“* cE

is one to one. As a conclusion, choosihg: &, we havedV C exp(Bg,(0)) which implies
D) Up, 7 Uy, for allexp(é) € V. Hence, for all expg) € oV, exp(§) ¢ Gy, - O

We can then conclude this section with the proof of Propmsi.8.

Proof of Propositioh 818.Recall that we have to prove there exjst- 0,& > 0 so that
Yue 6y, Y €3y, duu)<n= 2, ) - Ly (u) >, o,).
Letu € Z,, d(U, 0y, ) <R Thanks to LemmB&8.10, there existss 0, such that
U-ve(Toy,) .
Next, letW, be the subspace & spanned by OF;(V)}j=1...m. It follows from (A.1.6)
and hypothesi$(8.15) th&yz,. = (W,)". As a consequence, we can write= T, %, ®



ORBITAL STABILITY: ANALYSIS MEETS GEOMETRY 57

W, . Indeed, sinc&\, has finite dimension, it admits an orthonormal bggs . ..,em}
w.r.t. (-,-). Hence, all € E can be written as

m m
w=(w w,ej) e) w,€j)
;1 /€ Z i)

Clearlyw— 3, (w.ej)ej € Wy )" =TyZp, 311 (wej)ey € Wy andWy N (W )+ = {0}
Then,

uU—v=U-V)+U-V)
where(U —V); € TyZ,, and(U — V), € W,. Moreover, sincel —V € (T\/ﬁuu*)l, we

can easily showu' — V)1 € T, 2, N (T\,«ﬁuy*)l and(U — V), e Wy N (T\,«ﬁuy*)L. Now,
LemmdA14 ensures the existence of constents so that, for||u’ — V|| small enough,
one has

10U =V)all = collu’ = V|| and]| (U = V)| < ex[lu' — V|2, (8.20)

Since the actio®y is linear and preserves both-) and|| - ||, the decomposition above is
group invariant and the constagtandc; do not depend ow.
We can now conclude the proof as follows, using respectis@hgditions (a), (b) and (c),

and [8.20):

L (W)= L () = Lo (W) —-Zu (V)
= Dy L V)4 DG (V.U V) + (0 V[
= 2027, (V)0 (0 V1) + O(IY ~V|[?) ol V)
= 202 (V) (0 —V)a) o V|

2 = V)P of o = V)

> Eu—V|? > e (U, 0y, ).

Y]

Remark that as before, the constaig ihdependent of € 0, . O

8.5. Coercivity implies stability |1

We can now state and prove a fourth theorem yielding orbigdikty under slightly
different technical assumptions. We will work in the Hamilian setting and in particular
use the characterization of relative equilibria given byedten{7Z.ll. Recall that in this
context, for eachu € g* ~ R™, Gy, = Gy, (Proposition A.3.T11).

Theorem 8.11. Let E be a Banach space arid-) be a continuous scalar product on E,
2 a domain in E and # a symplector. Let Ht C?(E,R) NDif(Z, #). Let G be a Lie
group, and® a globally Hamiltonian G-action on E with Aekquivariant momentum map
F. Letu, e R"~g* and y, € ZNZ,, . Suppose that Hypothesigi)—(iii) is satisfied,
andHo®g=Hforallg € G. Let.Z), =H — ¢, -F with &, € g,, given by Theorein 7.1
and assume [y %}, = 0. Suppose in addition that

Vji=1,...,m30Fj(uy, ) € E such thath, Fj(w) = (OFj(uy,),w) Ywe E.  (8.21)
and
(a) Gy, is commutative;
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(b) there exists G 0 so that
vwe E, D}, Ly (ww) < Cllw]%
(c) there exists ¢ 0 so that
YW € Ty, Zyt, N (Tuy, Oy, )t DG, L. (wew) > cf|w]®
Then all ue 6y, are orbitally stable G,-relative equilibria.

Hypothesis (a) in Theoreim 8111 is not very restrictive (§2¢49]).

Proof. LetK > 0 and define
i (U) = L, (U) + K(F(u) — ).

Here(F(u) — p)? = (F(u) — W) - (F(u) — i) where, is theG, -invariant inner product
described in Remailk’/A.2.1. It follows thafk is a Gy, -invariant constant of the motion.
Indeed, for allg € G, and for allu € E,

Zi (®gu) = H(Pgu) — &y, - F(Pgu) + K(F(Pgu) — p.)?

= H(u) — &y - AdgF (U) + K (AdgF (u) — Adgp.)?

=H(u) — Adgé,, - F(u) + K(F(u) — )2 as Ad, € O(m)
=H(u) - & -F(u) +K(F(u) — )3 asGy, is commutative
= % (u).

The main idea is to prove that the hypotheses of Propogifi@ma® satisfied by and
then use its proof to conclude that ale 0y, are orbitally stabl&,,, -relative equilibria.

First, note that in this setting Hypothesigi{iv) follows from Remark7.B.

Next, we claim thaDy.%k (w) = 0 for allu € 0, and for allw € E. Indeed, it is clear
thatDy(F (u) — . )? = 2(F(u) — ) -DyF =0forallu e Oy,, and, thanks to the fact that
Dy, %k, (W) =0, we obtairD,,,, %k (w) =0forallwe E. Next, letue Oy, andg € Gy,
such thau = Pg(uy, ), then

Du-% (W) = [Dd)g(uu*)gK o CDgfl](W) = [Du“* o Dq;g(u“*)cbgfl](W) =0.

Using the fact tha®y is linear and preserves both-) and|| - ||, we can easily show, as
a consequence of hypothesis (c), that

Vue oy, , DiLu (ww) > cwi, (8.22)
forallw e TuZy, N (TuOy,, )" Indeed, for alu € Oy, andw € TuZ,, N (TuOy,, )™
DaJII* (VV, W) Dqﬁgu“ (gu* o q)gfl)(\N? W)
= D, Zyu. (Du®qy-1, Dy®y-1W) + Dy, L, (DiPg-1(W,W))
=D, L. (Pg-1W, Pg-1w) > ¢f| Dy-1w]|* = cf|w||?

becaused,-1w € Ty, 2y, N (Ty,, O, )t
Similarly, using hypothesis (b), we prove that

DE-Zp. (wow) < Cllw|/?

forallue Oy, andw c E.
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Next, by a straightforward calculation, we obtain forak &, andw € E, Da(F —
)% (w,w) = 2DyF (w) - DyF (w), and

DuF (W) = [Dogy,, F o ®go ngfl] (W) = [Dy,, F o ®g] (Dud)g,lw)

= [Dy,, Adgo F](Py-1w) = Adg(Dy,, F (Pg-1w)). (8.23)
As a consequence, since jd O(m),
DE(F — 1.)?(W,w) = 2Dy, F(Py-1W) - Dy, F (Py-2w). (8.24)

Itis then clear thab§(F — p.)?(w,w) < Cy, ||w||? for all u € &,,, andw € E, and hypoth-
esis (b) of Proposition 8.8 is satisfied 1. In addition [8.2B) together with the fact that
the dy preserve the inner produgt -) shows that[(8.21) implie§ (8.115).

Now letw € (Tu0y,, )+ and writew = wy + w, with wy € TyZy, N (TuOy,, )+ andw; €
Wy (TyOy,, )+ Then

DEZk (W, W) = D3.Zy, (W, W) + 2KDy,,, F(Dg-1Wy) - Dy, F (Py-1w2)
> Df L. (W, Wa) — C(||wa | [[wal| + [[wa]|?)
+2KDy,, F ((Dglez) Dy, F (CD971W2)
> cf|wa |2 = C([jwa | [we | + [[we]|?) + Kep. [[wel %,
where in the last line we use the fact that W), = mandD,,,, F‘Wu“* ‘W, — RMis an
isomorphism. Finally, thanks to Young's inequality, thexéstse > 0 so that

2

with € > 0 provided thaK > 0 is chosen large enough. As a consequence, using the same
arguments as in the proof of Propositlon]8.8, we concludetkiease exist) > 0,c > 0 so
that

Ce Cc ~
D5 ctww) > (e 5 ) Il + (Ko, —C— 5 ) e > el

Vue 6y, WEE, d(uv)<n= %) — %) >cd(v,0y,)

which implies, thanks to Theorefmn 8.2, thatalE 6, are orbitally stableG,, -relative
equilibria. O

9. PLANE WAVE STABILITY ON THE TORUS FORNLS

In this section we will illustrate the general theory delsed above on a simple example,
that is the orbital stability of plane waves of the cubic fsiolg and defocusing nonlinear
Schrodinger equation on the one-dimensional torus. Moeeigely, let us consider the
cubic Schrodinger equation

idu(t,x) + BAu(t,x) + A|u(t,x)|?u(t,x) = 0 (9.1)

in the space periodic settirf,, the one-dimensional torus of length> 0, and with
u(t,x) € C. The constant@ andA are parameters of the modgdA < O corresponds
to the defocusing case afid > 0 to the focusing one. In what follows, we > 0.

Using the same arguments as in Secfion 6.5, we can show thati&o [9.1) is the
Hamiltonian differential equation associated to the fiorcH defined by

L L
H(u) = % (B/o |0Xu(x)|2dx—%/0 |u(x)|4dx). 9.2)
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As before the symplectic Banach triple is given(&; 2, #) with E = HY(T.,C), 2 =
H3(T.,C), both viewed as real Hilbert spaces, agftu = iu (see Sectiof 614 to under-
stand how a complex Hilbert space can be viewed as a realmiipace with symplectic
structure). We recall that the scalar productos HY(T,,C) is

L
(UV)e = Re / (BU(X)RTIX) + VX)) dx v e E, 9.3)
0
and the dual spade* can be identified wittH ~1(T,C) through the pairing
L
(u,v) = Re/ ux)v(x)dx, ueE*, veE. (9.4)
Jo

Moreover, since the actiof? of the groupG = R x R defined by, ,(u) = €Yu(x—a) is
globally Hamiltonian (see Sectién 6.5) aHd ®g = H (see Section 312), the quantities

i
Fuu) = — /O ((X) U (x) dx, (9.5)
L
Fa(u) = _:_ZL/o lu(x)[2dx = —}<u,u> (9.6)

2

are constants of the motion.
As pointed out in Sectidn 3.2, the two-parameter family aingl waves

Ug k(t,X) = ae Kt (9.7)
with & e R, ke ZT"Z anda € R are G-relative equilibria of[[9.11) whenevef, k and a
satisfy the dispersion relation
E+BKe=A|al? (9.8)
In the notation of the previous sectionsg,k = uy, , With g k € R? given by

_ (Fluak)) _ _a_z k
Hak = <F2(ua,k)> =7
Remark that in this casgy,  is not a regular value df = (Fi,F,), as is readily checked

(see Definitiol A.LR).

TheG-orbit of the initial conditioru,,,  (x) = ae~*<is given by

Oy = {0876 73 (a,y) € G}. (9.9)

Our goal is to investigate the orbital stability of thesetjpaitar solutions by applying the
general arguments presented above. Our main result isltbeifog theorem showing the
orbital stability of plane waves in the defocusing case<(0) as well as in the focusing

case provided & 2A|a|? < B (ZT”)2

Theorem 9.1. If B (ZT")2 —2M|af? >0, then all ue 6, are orbitally stable relative
equilibria. '

Furthermore, in the casfa‘e(zT”)2 —2A|al? < 0, we can investigate the linear stability
of the plane waves and we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 9.2. Let the plane wavegk(t, x) = a€(¢=% pe a solution tq@.2)and (ZT")Z—
2A|af? < 0. Then the spectrum of the linearization @) around y x in L?(T.) has

eigenvalues with strictly positive real part. Consequgrttiis wave is spectrally unstable
in LZ(TL).
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This second result follows from a rather straightforwardnpatation that we do not
reproduce here.

As discussed in the introduction, the nonlinear (in)sthiif plane waves for the cubic
focusing and defocusing nonlinear Schrodinger equatioa one-dimensional space is
a result known to the experts in the field (see the introdactib[GHO7a, GHO7b], for
example). We did not however find a complete proof of it in fter&ture, so we furnish
one here as an illustration of the general theory presentdgeiprevious sections.

In [ZhiO1], a related but slightly different analysis is pased. The cubic nonlinear
Schrddinger equation is defined on the entire lfhand not on the one-dimensional torus
T.. Using the Galilean invariance of the equation (see Sefi8h the stability of any
plane wave is equivalent to that oft,x) = aé*19* . The main result on stability of plane
waves of [Zhi01] is given in Theorem I11.3.1. It states thatthe defocusing casa (< 0),
the plane wave(t,x) = aghlaltis orbitally stable under small perturbationsHA(R).

Our approach is different: we focus on the Schrodinger ggnan a one-dimensional
torus. Our functions live on a torus and the perturbatioasio other words, our definition
of stability is with respect to perturbations withi!(T.) = ngr([o, L]). Moreover in
Zhidkov's book nothing is said about the (in)stability ofpe waves in the focusing case,
a situation we cover partially.

Finally, the analysis of orbital stability of plane wavegloé cubic nonlinear Schrodinger
equation on a torus of dimensionld < 3 is more involved and it will be done in a forth-
coming paper together with the periodic Manakov equaficBR].

9.1. Orbital stability
To study the stability ofi, , (x), it is useful to write the solutions df (9.1) in the form

u(t,x) = e U (t,x) (9.10)
whereU (t,x) is a function which satisfies the evolution equation
igU + Bo2U — 2iBkdU +A|UJ2U — Bk?U = 0. (9.11)

Equation [9.111) is the Hamiltonian differential equati@saciated to the functiod de-
fined by
H(U) = H(U) - 2BkR(U) - BK*F(U). (9.12)

As before, the actiom of the groupG = R x R defined byda ,(u) = €Yu(x—a) is globally
Hamiltonian,H o @4 = H and the quantitieB;, > defined by[(9.5) and (9.6) are constants
of the motion.

If &, kanda satisfy the dispersion relation (9.8),, (t,x) = a€¢' is a solution to[(9.11).
MoreoverUy, (X) = Uy, (0,X) = a is a one-parameter family @-relative equilibria and

our goal is to study their stability. Heye, = —%ZL (2) and, as abovey, is not a regular

value ofF = (F, ).
Recall that thes-orbit of Uy, (X) = a is

Ou,, = {€"a,ye(0,2m)}. (9.13)
and, by definitiony € &y, is orbitally stable if
ve,38,YW € E, (dW,U) <=Vt eR, dW(t,-), by, ) <€)
(see Definition 4]1).

Proposition 9.3. Let 8 (ZT")Z —2A|al?> 0. Then every Us 6y, is orbitally stable.
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Our stability result in Theorefn 8.1 is an immediate consagaef the previous state-
ment since the change of variables> U is bounded irE.

Now, to prove this proposition, we would like to apply the gead results given in the
previous section and more precisely Theokem 8.2 or ThebrBnT8e idea is to construct
a Lyapunov functionZ,, which is a group invariant constant of the motion and such tha
D.Z,, vanishes oy, . Sincel, is aG-relative equilibrium, Theorein 7.1 ensures that
it satisfies .

Duy,H—¢ Dy, F=0

for someé € R2. As a consequencé] — & -F is a good candidate to be a Lyapunov
function. Nevertheless, sindy,, F1 = 0, Ly is not a regular value d¥, and the choice

of E € R? is not unique. Hence, working in the spirit of Sectionl 8.1,wik consider only
F> as constant of motion and we define

2
With this definition,Z, is a co-dimension 1 submanifold &f
Moreover, we need?Z,, to be coercive ooy, which means here that there exist
é > 0 andc > 0, depending only o, L, A and|a|?, such that, for aW € E (as in [8.3))
orW € %, (as in [81)),

o= {WEE | FZ(W)_—a—ZL}. (9.14)

d(W, Oy, ) < 8= Ly (W) — Ly (Upy) > cd(W, O, )% (9.15)
A convenient choice forZ),, turn out to be
Zua(U) =H(U) — (& + BK)R(V), (9.16)
which corresponds té~ = _ifk . By constructionDy %}, vanishes folJ € 0y, -
Indeed, sinc®y %y, € E*, DuZy, (V) = (Du-Zy,,V) with
Du Ly = —BOZU —A|UJPU + (€ + BK?)U € H (T, C), (9.17)

so clearlyDy.%},, = 0if U € Oy, . Furthermore, the bilinear forrﬁ)ﬁfua EXE—R
is given byD3.Z (V,V) = (02.%,, (U)V,V) with
[2%ye (UIV = —BA2V — AU — A (U +VU?) + (& + BKAV € HTY(Ty; C);
(9.18)
in particular, for allu € E, 02.%,, (U) is a bounded linear operator fronto E* and the
expression above makes sense.
Now to prove[(9.15), the main ingredient is the property:
1
Jc > O,W (S (TUua ﬁUua) P Daua "glla (V,V) > CHVH27
or
36> 0. € Tu,, Za N (Tuyy Oy, ) DB, L (VV) 2 |V
where
TU“a zC{ - {W € Ea <G,W> = 0}7
(T O,y )~ = (W €E, (i,W) =0}.
This is proven in the following proposition, from which ceaiity is deduced in Proposi-

tion[9.86.
Proposition 9.4. Let 8 (ZT")Z —2Xa?>0anda # 0.
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(&) If A <Othen
D8, Zua (V,V) = (I2Lyy (Upg V.V) 2 6 [V 2 (9.19)
N ) 5(2")2
forallVv e (Ty,, Ou,,) andg = mm{ﬁz,—ﬂ az}.
T
(b) If0< 22 a2 < B (2)? then,
DSW Zﬂa (V.V) = <D2$Ivla (Ulla V.V) > ¢, HVHZ (9.20)

B(2r)?-21a?
1+(3)°

Proof. LetV = v +ivy = (v1, V2) € E. A straightforward calculation gives

forallV € Tu,, Za N (Tu,, Ou,, )l andg =

L

D3, Zia (V.V) = Re/o (—BOZV — Aa2(V +V))V
L

:Aﬁwmhﬂmm—meﬁ

Now, sincev; andv, are real functions on the torus, we can write them in Fougpre-
sentation, namely,
\ hd 2 . (21
vi(x) = (V1) + z an(vl)cos<Tnx) + bn(v1)5|n<Tnx) ,
n=1

8

2
Va(X) = 30(2V2) + i an(v2) cos<2Tnnx> + bn(v2) sin <2Tnnx> ,
=1

and recall that

(@) If A <0, itis clear thaﬂ:)aya L, (V,V) >0 for all V € E. Moreover, ifV €
(TUpg Oy )L, then(i,V) = 0, that isap(Vv2) = 0. Hence, the coercivity property
of DF,, Ziua () 0N (Tuyy Oy )™ follows easily.

(b) Now, let0O<2Aa?< (ZT")2 andV € Tu,, Za N (Tu,, O, )L. As a consequence,
(i,V) =0=(a,V) which impliesag(v1) = 0 = ap(v2). As before, the coercivity
property ofDaya Lo () o Ty, Za N (Tuy, Ouy, )L follows.

O
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The following lemma gives a representation of the elemehEswhich are close to the
G-orbit &y, - Itis used in the proof of Propositign 9.6 and is a speciat cdid emma 8.9.
We give a direct proof in the current simple setting.

Lemma 9.5. There exist® > 0 such that any We E withd(W, 6y, ) < d can be repre-
sented as _
e'W =Uy, +V (9.21)

with y = y(W) € [0,2m) and V € (Tu,, Cu,, )L. Moreover, there exists a positive constant
C such that
d(W, 0u,,,) < V|| < CW, G, ). (9.22)

Proof. LetW € E such that W, 0y, ) < & with & > 0 sufficiently small. Hence there
existsy, which depends ow, such that

€W —al <2 inf |W—€al <25
Ael0,2m)

Next, consider the functional
F ExR—R

: L
(v, @) — (€%v,i) = —Re/O ie'Pv(x) dx.

Since.Z (a,0) = 0 anddy.# (a,0) = alL # 0, by means of the implicit function theorem,
we can conclude that there exigts ¥ — (—¢, €) with ¥ a neighbourhood odr in E and
€ > 0 sufficiently small, such that if € 7" then there exists a unique= A(v) € (—¢,¢)
for which we havee®v,i) = 0.

As a consequence, singe"W — a|| < 25, if we choosed > 0 sufficiently small then
there existgp € R such that/e® "W, i) = 0. By takingy = y+ ¢ modulo 21, we obtain

(©:23). IndeedE = Ty, Cu,, @ (Tuy, Uy )L andTy,, Ou,, = spar {i}. Hence,
"W —a=ai+V
withae R andV € (Ty,, Ou,, )L. As a consequence,
0= (e"W—a,i)=a(i,i)

anda has to be equal to 0.
Estimate[(9.22) follows directly from the definition gt O

Finally, the following proposition, in the same spirit ofdpositio 8.8, proves the co-
ercivity of £, on oy,

Proposition 9.6. Let B (ZT")Z —2A|al?2> 0, a #0and.Z), be defined as i{@.18)

2m\2
(@ IfA <0, letg, = min{ﬁz, —2A az}. Then there existd > 0 such that

1+(F)
C
f“a (W) - "glla (UIJG) 2 Z)\d(w’ ﬁuya )2 (923)
for all W € E, such thatd(W, ﬁUua) < 9.
2m\2_ 5y 42
(b) If0< 22 a?< B (zTn)Z letc, — % Then there exist8 > 0 such that
+HT
C
LigW) = Ly (Upig) > 7AW, 00, )2 (9-24)

for all W € Z4, such thad(W, ﬁulla) < 9.
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Proof. Let W € E such that dw, ﬁulla) < & with é > 0 sufficiently small. By Lemma

9.3, there existy € [0,271] such tha€YW — Uy, =V with V € (Ty,, Ou,, )L and||V]| <
Cd(W, by, ). As a consequence, sinBg,, £, =0,

gﬂa (W) - g[«la (UUG) :gl«la (ein) - g[«la (UUG)

1 2
:EDUIJG

1
:EDSM Za(V,V) +0(|V|[?).

If A <0, we can apply(9.19), and for & € E with d(W, 4y, ) small, we obtain

glia (ein_UHavein_Uﬂa) —|—0(Heiy\/\/—U“aH2)

C
Zﬂa (W) - glia (Uﬂa) 2 ZAd(Wv ﬁUua )2'

IfOo <2 a2 < (ZT")2 we proceed as follows. L&V € %4 such that @W, 6y, ) < &
with & > 0 sufficiently small. As before, thanks to Lemmal9.5, theiistey € [0, 271 such

thateYW —U, =V withV € (Tu,, Ou,, )" and||V|| < Cd(W, Ou,, )- Next, itis clear that
E =Tu,, Za ®span{Uy, }. HenceV = Vi + Vo with Vi € Tu,, Za N (Tu,, OU,, )~ andva €

span{Uy, } N (Tu,, CU,, )l. Moreover, using the same arguments as in LeinmalA.1.4, for
|[V|| small enough, one has

1 1
|| < ———|IV||2 and|V4]| > Z||V]|.
[ ZH—zmH | and|| 1||_2H I
As a consequence,
1 1
LgW) = ZLug (Upy) ZEDSW Lua(VV) +0o(|IV|]?) = EDSW Lug (V1. V1) +0(|IV|1?)

Cx Cx
> 7HV1||2+0(HV||2) > §||VH2+0(||VH2)-
Finally,if0 <2Aa? < 8 (ZT")Z and for allW € 34 with d(W, 6y, ) small, we obtain

Lo W) = Zyy (@) = AW, O, )2

O

Now, whenevei |a|? < 0, a straightforward application of the proof of Theorlerd 8.2
with £, as Lyapunov function allows us to conclude tiay,, is orbitally stable under
small perturbations .

To conclude in the case @ 2Aa? < B (ZT")2 we can apply Theoremn 8.5. Indeed,
Hypotheses A and B, (Section 8.11) are fulfilled and the functién satisfies Hypothesis F
thanks to LemmBa38]3.

10. ORBITAL STABILITY FOR INHOMOGENEOUSNLS
This section is concerned with an NLS equation of the form
idu+Au+f(x|uPu=0, u=u(t,x):RxRI—C. (10.1)

We consider standing wave solutiond, x) = €¢tw(x), wherew : RY — R is localize@]
— typicallyw € HY(RY) andw(x) — 0 exponentially a$x| — . Such a solution exists if

17Note that we focus here on situations where the wave profi is real-valued.
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and only if

Aw— Ew+ f(x,W?)w =0, (10.2)
which is precisely the “stationary equatiofi” (I7.3). Notattthe notation for the nonlinear-
ity in ({0.J) is slightly different than in Sectidn 3.2, andtamatically ensures thdi(3]115)
holds, for allu € C\ {0}.

The existence of solutions ¢f (10.2) can be obtained und@wshypotheses ofy the
easiest case being the pure power nonlinedirtyw?) = |w|°~1, ¢ > 1. Note that, unlike
in the case of periodic boundary conditions studied in thevipus section, it is crucial
here that the nonlinearity be focusing for standing wavesxtst. The stationary equation
(10.2) has no solutions if, for instanci(x,w?) = —|w|° L. In the sequel, we will indeed
suppose that the nonlinearity is focusing, which in the exindf (10.1) means thdi(x, s)
is positive and increasing &> O.

The purpose of this section is to further illustrate the gahstability theory devel-
oped in Sectiof]8. Orbital stability results for standingves of [10.1) have been ob-
tained in [GS08B,_Gen09, Genl0a, Genl13] and will be sumntfieze. The stability
analysis in these papers benefits from having solution sufve:> wg. In the setting
of Section[8, they can be seen as an application of Thebrem Bx@ approach used
in [GS08,[Gen09, Genl1Da, Genl3] was to apply the celebradtedrém 2 of Grillakis,
Shatah, Strauss [GSS87]. This result essentially relietherset of spectral conditions
(S1)—(S3), formulated below in the context 6f (10.1), tbgetwith a convexity condi-
tion, which here takes the forrh (10114). In the frameworked@wed in these notes, the
role of Theorem 2 ofi [GSS87] can be interpreted as followswilltbe shown in Propo-
sition[10.8 that the conditions (S1)—(S3) ahd (10.14) ensluat the coercivity property
(8.16) required by Propositign 8.8 is satisfied at the nedagiquilibriumw;. Theoreni 8.6
can then be applied. As already mentioned in the introdogticSection B, and explained
in more detail after the proof of Propositibn 10.8, the fietatquilibria of [10.11) can be
parametrized equivalently by the parameteppearing in[(1012), or by the corresponding
valuepu = %||w5|\f2 of the constant of the motion. It turns out that usiigs more con-
venient here. Note that, since this constant of the motitisfigs Hypothesis F, one could
also apply Theoreimn 8.5 instead of Theokem 8.6.

The notion of orbital stability we shall be concerned withiehis that corresponding to
the group action (6.19) of Sectién 6.5. Note however thaetticit spatial dependence
in (I0.3) breaks the invariance under translations, andrather needs to consider the
restricted actior®, on the phase spag= H(RY,C),

oy (u) =€Yu(x), ucE, yeR. (10.3)

The standing waves corresponding to solutiasof the stationary equation (10.2) are
then relative equilibria for the dynamics 6f (1D.1), witispect to the actiom,.

Remarkli0.1 If f does notdepend otthen the full group actior (6.19) is to be considered,
and the standing waves @f (1D.1) are in general not orbisadligle in the sense df (10.3).
Orbital stability in the sense of the full group actién (6. ¥8s proved by Cazenave and
Lions [CL8Z] by variational arguments.

We will only consider here situations where the coefficiéngxplicitly depends on
the space variable € RY — (I0.1) is then often referred to as mmomogeneous NLS,
and decays ax| — o, in a sense that will be made more precise below. We shall also
suppose thaf (x,w?) ~ V(x)|w|° "t asw — 0. Conditions relating the functiovf and
the powero > 1 will be given for stability of standing waves to hold. In peualar our
assumptions will implyo < 1+ d;fz, so that local existence iH(RY) for the Cauchy
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problem associated with (10.1) is ensured by the resultecfi&{3.2. Two cases will be
considered:

(PT) the power-type nonlinearit§(x, w?) = V (x)|w|?~;
(AL) the asymptotically linear caségx,w?) — V (x) as|w| — o
(e.g.with f(x,w2) =V (x)- W~

1+wo-1/

We will give a short account of the main arguments used_in &&en09] Genl0a,
Genl3] to establish the stability of standing waves alondoda solution curve. We
will also briefly sketch the bifurcation analysis yieldingsmooth branch of non-trivial
solutions of [10.R) emerging from the trivial solutien= 0. This part of the argument
is crucial since, in the approach originally developed i'&608], the spectral properties
and the condition[{10.14) required to obtain the coercivityan appropriate Lyapunov
functional are derived by continuation from the limig — 0. It is worth emphasizing
here that the verification of these hypotheses is precibalypart of the stability analysis
which strongly relies on the model considered. Once theiredgoercivity properties are
established, the orbital stability can be deduced from bstract results of Sectidn 8.

10.1. Hamiltonian setting
Similarly to Sectioh B, we work here with

E=HYRYC), (uv)e= Re/[!&d Ou(x) - OV(X) + u(x)V(x) dx.

The Hamiltonian and the charge are respectively defindd l6y: E — R,

u?
H(u):%/Rd|Du|2dx—%/Rd/o f(x,s) dsdx, Q(u):%/Rd|u|2dx, UEE. (10.4)

In the notation of Section 6.8)(u) = —F4.1(u), but we will keep the customary notation
Q here. Under our assumptions$,Q € C?(E,R).
Now (I0.1) can precisely be written in the form
7 =Dy H (10.5)
considered in Sectidd 6, with = HY(RY,C) ~ H1(RY,R) x H}(RY,R) and

0 -l
7= o)
with | : H! — H~! the (dense) injection. Thatis# (q, p) = (—p,q) € E*, for all (q, p) €
E, as in Sectiof 615. Note that we use the identification
HY(RY R) c L3(RY,R) = L2(RY,R)* c H7Y(RY,R).

In this setting a solution of(10.1) is a functianc C((—Tpin, Tmax), E), for some
Tmin, Tmax > O (depending om(0)), satisfying [10.6) for alt € (—Tmin, Tmax)- Standing
waves are particular solutions of the foutt) = ® s w, w € E, and the stationary equa-
tion (10.2) now reads

DwH+¢éDyQ=0. (10.6)
Hence, the discussion in Sectidds 7 &hd 8 indicates that
Ly =H+§Q (20.7)

is the natural candidate for the Lyapunov function. Furtiene, the invariance dff and
Q under the action o, implies that

Do,wH +¢Do,w)Q=0, yeR. (10.8)
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Finally, note that the isometric actidn (1D.3) can equintiebe expressed as
Reu \ (cosy —siny Reu
(DV( Imu > - (siny cosy> ( Imu )’ UeE yeR.

10.2. Bifurcation results

In this section we present bifurcation results ensuringethistence of smooth curves of
solutions of [I0.R). From a bifurcation-theoretic viewptahe peculiarity of these results
is that, in both the (PT) and (AL) cases, bifurcation occuostthe essential spectrum of
the linearization ofl(10]2), namely

Aw = ¢Ew,

this linear problem set oRY having no eigenvalues.

We start with the power-type case (PT), that is, we first aersihe problem

AW(X) +V () W(X) |7 w(x) = Ew(x), we HY(RY R), (10.9)
whered > 1 andV : RY — R satisfies:
(V1)V € CYRY);
(V2) there existb € (0,2) (b€ (0,1) if d = 1) such that
1<o<42 ifd>3 1<o<w ford=12

‘I‘Im IXPV(x)=1 and ; ‘nm IX|P[x- OV (x) +bV(x)] = 0;
(V3) V is radial withV(r) > 0 andV’(r) < 0 forr > 0;
V(r) .
v(r)

Note thatV (x) = (1+ |x|?) /2 satisfies all of the above assumptions.

Theorem 10.2. Suppose that the hypotheses (V1) to (V4) hold. Then thests excurve

w e C1((0,0),HY(RY)) such that, for all§ € (0,0), ws = w(&) is the unique positive ra-
dial solution of (L0.9) wg € C?(RY)NL>(RY), and w is strictly radially decreasing, with
Wg (x), | Owg (x)| — 0 exponentially asx| — . Furthermore, the asymptotic behaviour of
the curve reads

im el = O 1<o <1442
gno T o if 144D g <144

and
im — 4-2b
E|I OOHWE”Hl w foral 1<o<1+%4%3.

This theorem has been proved|in [Gen10b] by a combinatiomd@tional and analyt-
ical arguments. It provides a global continuation, in thdiahcase, of the local curve of
solutions of [[I0.9) obtained in [GS08] (parametrizedéy (0, &), with & > 0 small)
under the much weaker assumptions (V1) and (V2). Note iriqudat that (V2) only re-
quires the problem to be focusing at infinity, no further sigstrictions being imposed on
V. The orbital stability of the solutions;, & < (0, &), is also discussed in [GS08], and it
is found that they are stable provided

l<o<1+42, (10.10)

and unstable if + 42 < o < 1+ 42
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Remark10.3 In fact, more information about the asymptotic behaviou€ as 0 is ob-
tained in [GSO08]. In particular,

0 if 1<o<1+%2

lim ||w, = .
Jim 1w .2 {oo if 1+22<o<1+42
whereas

4-2b

lim [|Owg[ 2 =0 foralll<o <1+ 242,

&—0

We now state a global bifurcation result similar to Theof€h#1for [10.2) in dimension

d = 1, in the asymptotically linear case (AL). That is, we coesid
W (X) + f(x,Wwx)2)w(x) = Ew(x), we HY(R,R), (10.11)

where, to fix the ided§, we let

|W|0—1
14 |wjo-t
In the asymptotically linear case, one cannot expect to fisitipe solutions of (10.11)—

(10.12) for large values of > 0. Heuristically, lettingy — o in (10.11){(10.1P) leads to
the so-called asymptotic linearization
W (X) +V (X)w(x) = Ew(X), (10.13)

having a ray of positive eigenfunctiofigiw,, : ¢ > 0} corresponding to a principal eigen-
valueé, > 0. This has been put on rigorous grounds_ in [Gén11], wheseshown that
positive even solutions of (10.11)—(10.12) only exist§or &, and satisfy||wg || ;1 — oo
asé — &.

f(x,W?) =V(x) (10.12)

Theorem 10.4. Suppose (V1) to (V3) arfl< g < 5— 2b. Then there exists a curveav
C((0,&x),HY(R)) such that, for all§ € (0,&), W is the unique positive even solution
of (I0.I1HI0.12) w; € C*(R) NH?(R) with W (x) < Ofor x> 0, and w (x),wg (x)’ — 0
exponentially a$x| — co. Furthermore, there holds

im W ey =0 and - lim [ [ gy = e

Remarkl0.5 The reader might wonder why (V4) is not needed for Thedrer. 16turns
out that this assumption is essential in the proof of The@®8@, where it ensures unique-
ness of positive radial solutions df (I1D.9), for any fixed> 0. In the one-dimensional
problem [I0.111)4(10.12), uniqueness can be proved witinvoking (V4)} However,
we will see in the next section that this hypothesis is ciucidghe stability analysis, in
both the (PT) and (AL) cases.

Remarkl0.6 Thanks to the form of the nonlinearity ih (10112) the globarxzh of The-
orem[10.4, bifurcating from the trivial solutian= 0 até = 0, is obtained by perturbation
from the (PT) nonlinearity dealt with in Theordm 100.2. Intfabe case where asymptotic
bifurcation occurs af = 0, corresponding in dimensiah= 1 to 5— 2b < g < o, could
also be extended to the (AL) case, where instability coulthferred, in the limit§ — 0.
We refrain from going in this direction here since we wereyaathle so far to extend the

18vore general assumptions on the coefficiénin (AL) can be given, under which the bifurcation and
stability results presented here still hold, see [Gén13].

19 ote that the main reason for restricting the discussicth4o1 in Theorenf 10M4 is the lack of uniqueness
results in higher dimensions for the (AL) case.
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discussion to a global branch in the stable case. We shaéftire assumd (10.1.0) from
now on, both for (PT) and (AL).

10.3. Stability

In dimensiond = 1, assuming that & o < 5— 2b, the global curves of standing wave
solutions given by Theoremis 1D.2 dnd 10.4 are stable. Thibban proved i [Gen10a]
for the (PT) case and in [Genl13] for the (AL) case. The proelfison the theory of orbital
stability in [GSS8¥] and we will now outline the main argurten

We shall start by convincing the reader that, in the conté{L6.1), one cannot hope
for stability in the usual sense (1.1). Indeed, supdase & and consider

Ug (t,X) = €¢'wg (x) and un(t,Xx) = €twg (x).
Then
V8 >03Ns €N, n> Nz = [[un(0,-) — ug (0,-)[|j1 = |lwg, — Wel[j2 < O.
However,
un(t, ) = Ug (t, ) [z > |1 — €[ |wi | g2 — [|wig, — W [ 41
= tsgopHUn(t) —Ug (t)[|y1 = 2|We|[41 — 8, N> Ns.

Therefore, fom large enough, the initial datunm(0) may be chosed-close toug (0),
un(t) will nevertheless drift at least|&v; || 41 — & far away fromug (t).

Theorem 10.7. Suppose that & 1 and the hypotheses (V1) to (V4) are satisfied. Then
the standing wavesg(t,x) = €¢'wg (x) of (I0.1)given by either Theorem 0.2 or Theo-
rem[10.4 are orbitally stable.

The proofs of Theorem 10.7 given in [GenlDa, Gen13] used fEme@ of [GSS8[7],
and so relied upon verifying Assumptions 1-3[of [GSS87], al &s the condition

[|wg || 2 is strictly increasing ir§ > 0. (10.14)

The latter is often referred to d@kse slope conditiomr the Vakhitov-Kolokolov conditian
It seems to have indeed first appeared in the paper [VK73] &hitav and Kolokolov
(1968), in the context of nonlinear optical Wavegui@s.

Assumption 1 of [GSS87] is about the well-posedness of theeldaproblem for[{10]1)
which, under our hypotheses, follows from Secfiod 3.2. Agsiion 2 pertains to the ex-
istence of smooth solution curves and is ensured by Th i1D.4. It is this property
which allows us to apply Theordm 8.6 of Sectidn 8.

We will see that Assumption 3 of [GSS87], together with thapsl condition[(10.14),
ensure the required coercivity property of the Lyapunoxcfiom &5 introduced in[(10J7).
In order to formulate Assumption 3 in the present contexhsater the bounded linear
operatongvE.i{z E - E,

Di, Ze =D H+EDE,Q, &>0. (10.15)
We define thespectrunof D‘%’z Z¢ as the following subset di:

G(D\%,E‘Zg) ={XeR: D\%,E,%E —AR:E — E*is notan isomorphistn ~ (10.16)

20The mathematical theory of NLS has been intimately conietct@onlinear optics from its early days. See
[Gen104] for additional references on this.
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whereR = diag[R,R) andR = —dixzz +1:HY(R,R) - H Y(R,R) is the Riesz isomor-
phism. Under the hypotheses of Theolﬁ?&D&v{Zf :E — E is a bounded
self-adjoint Schrodinger operator, and its spectrumades Witha(D\%,é Z¥). The moti-
vation for this definition of the spectrum m{ Z¢ will be discussed in Remalk 10.9.
A straightforward calculation shows thaﬁ,z Z¢ is explicitly given by
d2

D, %5 = — g T & [F00WE) + 2021 (x wF ug) 0

d2
0 —WJrE—f(x,w%)

, (10.17)

and the spectral conditions formulated in Assumption 3 8887] are:

(S1)3Jag € R such thaio (D, ;) N (~,0) = {~ag} and ke(Df, ¢ + aZR) is one-
dimensional;

(S2) keD2, Le = spar{iwg}'

(S3)a (D fg) \{- a ,0} is bounded away from zero.

The fact thatw; € kerD&vfff directly follows by differentiating[(1018) with respect o
aty=0. So (S2) really only states that lfeﬁ’,z Z¢ is one-dimensional.

We now explain how hypotheses (S1)—(S3), together WithId)Qimply the coercivity
property [8.16) in Propositidn 8.8. In order to explicitlyite down condition[(8.16), let us
first observe that we parametrized the standing waves byfteguency”¢ here, whereas
in Sectior 8 the relative equilibria are rather labellechgghe valueu of the constraint.

In the present contexty = (&) = Q(ws ), and we only deal with situations whegeis a
smooth, strictly increasing function éf so both parametrizations are equivalent. Now the

level surface
={ueE[Q(u)=Q(wg)}
and, given a standing wawg( ) = Oz, W; we have, for any = e Mw; € g,
TuZquy) ={VeE] (e YDy, Q,v) =0}.
On the other hand[uﬁuz = spar{e*'V |w5} so that
TuZqug) N (Tull ) = {VEE| (e WDy, Q,v) = (e MWiw,v)e = 0}.

Next, differentiating
Dw,H +£Dw, Q=0
with respect tcf yields

2 dwg
Dwfffxg = —DWEQ, where xg = i (10.18)
so that q
(Dl ZeXe: Xe) = —Dw QuXe) = — 3z QW) < O (10.19)
by (10.13%).

Proposition 10.8. Suppose that (S1) to (S3) hold, as well(@8.14) Then there exists
¢ > O such that

VU € Oy, W € TuZgug) N (Tubly,) ™5 DL (WV) > ¢ V2.
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Proof. Letu = e*iV(”>W5 S ﬁug. First remark that, by the invariance &f on the orbit
{®yw; | y € R}, we have

2 2 2 2
Dugf = Dq)y(u)WEg'f = DWf (gf e} chy(u)) = Dwfgf'
Therefore, we need only prove the resultiat wg, i.e. that there exists > 0 such that
WeE, <DWEQ1V> = (iWEaV)E =0= Devffé (V,V) > CHV”%

Introducing the bounded self-adjoint operafpr.= ﬁ*ngvE.ZE : E — E, this is equivalent
to
WEE, (Sexe,V)e = (iwg,V)e = 0= (S¢v,V)e > c||V||2.

Now by (10.19) we see thé&; ¢, x: ) < 0, and the result readily follows from Lemma 5.3
in [Stu08]. O

The verification of properties (S1)—(S3) and of the slopedition (10.14) in [Gen10a,
Gen13] is intimately connected with the behaviouréas> 0 of the solutions given by
Theoreni I0J2/1014. The main idea is to show that the requiregerties hold true for a
limiting problem obtained by letting — 0 in the stationary equatioh (10.2) (in suitably
rescaled variables), and then to deduce them for the otigioalem by perturbation and
continuation along the global curve given by TheofemIL@Z&1 In other words, it is
first shown that (S1)—(S3) and (10114) hold for small value§ o 0, and then that these
properties cannot change along the global curve. It is wasting here that, in both Theo-
rem[10.2 and Theoreim 10.4, it can be shown flgt]|_» — 0 asé — O (see Section 10.3.1
below). Therefore, case (AL) can be seen as a perturbati@iof in the limit of smallé,
and the stability properties of standing waves are the sarheth cases for smadl > 0.

The remainder of this section is devoted to the proof of TeedE0.7. We will sketch
the arguments yielding the local stability results closé t 0, and the continuation proce-
dure extending these to the whole curves of solutions in érald0.2 and Theoreim 10.4.
For the local results, we shall only consider case (PT), &taild of the perturbation argu-
ment one has to go through to deal with (AL) being cumbersamdenat very enligthening
(see[GenQ9] for more details). We will however present flobal continuation procedure
for both cases in a unified manner. For this we will use the ggémmtation of [(I0.1)—
(10.2) rather than the particular form 6fin each case, and we will merely wrife> 0
throughout, of course really meaning0¢ < & in the (AL) case.

10.3.1. Local stability by bifurcation.We consider herd (10.2) in dimensidn= 1, and
with f(x,s?) =V(x)|s|?~*. The scaling

=K, u(x)=koivly), yi=kx k>0, (10.20)
yields
vV —v+k WV (y/K)v°lv=0, k>0 (10.21)
Then, by (V2),
Lmk’bV (y/K) = Y1 Ply/KPV (y/k) = [yl Wy #0,
which suggests considering the limit problem

V' —v+ 1y P lv=0. (10.22)
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It turns out [Gen10a] thal {10.22) has a unique positiveaisghlutionvg € H(R). This
solution can be shown to have a variational characterizatiom which it bears the name

ground stateof (10.22).
The advantage of the scaling is that, in the new variafiteg), one can now obtain

solutions by perturbation of (10.22), which is non-degater More precisely, one can
apply a version of the implicit function theorem to the fuootF : R x HY(R) — H1(R)
defined by

Fow) =V VEKIVO/K)MT k£
’ v/ — v+ |y Pv|o Ly, k=0,

at the point(k,v) = (0,vp) € R x H(R), whereD,F (0,vp) : H(R) — H~(R) is an iso-
morphism (se€ [Gen1Da, Proposition 2.1]). This providesallskg > 0 and a localC*
curve of solutiong (k, vi) : [k| < ko} € R x HY(R) of F (k,v) = 0. The local bifurcation in
Theoreni_I0J2 can then be obtained by going back to the otigamables using[(10.20),
which yields a locaC* curve of solutions

{(&,wg):0< & <kj} CRxHY(R)
of (I0.2). The various solution norms in the two sets of \zda are related by

2 -1 2 2 2
IWe lIF2 = € lIVeralliz,  IOWe 1T = €91 Ovgraliiz,

0 4-2b+(0—1
[Welliw = E70°7 [Vyszln,  wherea = 520
The behaviour ofvg asé — 0 follows readily from these relations and the fact at vo
both inH(R) and inL*(R) (see[Gen10a, Proposition 3.1]).

The slope condition. Let us now explain how the slope conditién (10.14) can bevedri
from this analysis, for sma§ > 0. We show tha{%”wf ||E2 > 0 for & > 0 small enough.
Observe that

d 1d 1d
&HWEHEZ = j(a(HWkZHEz = j(&{kBHVkHEz}
where
4-2b—(0-1)
B= —-1 2(a—1). (10.23)
Now

d _ d
a({kﬁl\vkllfz}:BkB Hvidl 2 + kP 2(wi, AU

d
= Bil{BHVkHEZ + 2|(<Vk7 E(Vk>L2}.

Since||v[[2; = [[Vol|2, > 0 ask — 0, we have that

sgn{%”wfﬂﬁz} = sgn{a — 1} for & = k? small (10.24)
provided
k(Vic, Evk>|_2 —0ask—0. (10.25)

dk
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On the other hand,

F(k, V) =0= DkF(k, Vi) + DVF(k, vk)%vk =0

= kdikvk = —DuF (K, viJ) HKDKF (K, Vi) = —DwF (k. vi) KW (y /),

whereW(x) := x-V’(x) + bV(x) appears in hypothesis (V2). Then, using (V2), it is not
difficult to show that
k"W(y/k)v¢ — 0inH task — 0.
Finally, it follows from the open mapping theorem that
DyF (k,vik) "t — DyF(0,vo) "t in B(H 1, HY) ask — 0,

and we conclude theit%vk — 0in H! ask — 0, from which [10.25) follows. Recalling
our assumption that & o < 5— 2b, the slope conditiod (10.14) now readily follows from
(10.23) and[(10.24).

The spectral assumptions.Regarding the verification of (S1)—(S3), we shall not give as
much detail as for the slope condition. That the solutiwpsndeed give rise to a Hessian
D\%,E Z . E — E* with the appropriate spectral structure also follows fromproperties of
the limit problem [(10.22) through the perturbation proaedoutlined above. The crucial
point is the variational characterization of the groundestg, which can be shown to
minimize the functional

T L[ IR T ]
g"(")_z./R(‘/) P 0+1/R|x| v|o* Ldlx

on an appropriate codimension 1 submanifdldf H'(R). Note that the direct method of
the calculus of variations cannot be applied to the funeﬂi&% since itis not coercive. In
fact it turns out thaty is a saddle-point 05%. More preciselyyy is a critical point of.,%
(i.e. Dy, % = 0), and the quadratic forrlﬁgo.,%: H® x H! = Ris positive definite tangen-
tially to N, and negative along the ray spannedwpytransverse ttN. This information

— together with some Schrddinger operator theory — pricis®lies thatD&o.,S% enjoys
the properties (S1)—(S3). Furthermoreyif andvi are related by the change of variables
(10.20), a straightforward calculation shows that

320
Lg(wg) =k D Zo(vi),
where.Z; is the Lyapunov function defined in(10.7). However, it is loymeans trivial to

verify that the spectral properties éo.,% are carried through tD&vE ZLg, for & > 0small,
in the perturbation procedure. This was shown in [GS08] lniteary dimension.

Note that, if the solutionw/; are themselves saddle-points#§, the perturbation pro-
cedure can be dispensed of, and the spectral propertie® d*ﬂelssiarD\%,goff derived
directly from this variational characterization. Thismsfact the case for the solutions ob-
tained in Theorerin 1012, but it is not known in the (AL) caseevéthe variational structure
is much less transparent.

Remarkl0.9 When verifying assumptions (S1)—(S3) in the context of I6[10.2) (which
are set on the whole @) one has to deal with the continuous spectrurﬁ@éffg in addi-
tion to the negative eigenvalue lying at the bottom of thecspen. The standard approach
to tackle this isvia the theory of Schrodinger operators applied to the sgtfiatoperator
ﬁ*lD@E.ZE : E — E. This motivates the definition (If(D\%,ng) given in [10.16). On the
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other hand, the problem considered in Secfibn 9 (set on a @cnmpanifold) only gives
rise to discrete spectrum in the linearization, and so cdrabdled with a more elementary
spectral analysis, not requiring to introduce the RiesmimghismR: E — E* explicitly.

10.3.2. Global continuation.In this section we show how both the slope condition (710.14)
and the spectral properties (S1)-(S3) extend from the puevbcal analysis to the global
curve given by either Theorelm 1D.2 or Theolem 110.4. We witidia the two cases in a
unified approach, using the general notatfgr, w?)w for the nonlinearity. As earlier, we
will often merely write& > 0, really meanindg € (0,) in the (PT) case and € (0, &)

in the (AL) case. Again, we only consider here the cdisel.

The slope condition. From the previous analysi$, (10114) holds &r- 0 small enough.
Hence we need only verify that

d
&/wa(dx;éo VE >0,

First notice that, since the solutiong are even,

d d e
&/R\Aédx_z/waﬁwfdx_4/o W X,

wherexs = dd% satisfies

X+ {FOCWE) + 20, F (X W )WE } Xz = € Xg + W

To simplify the notation, we will drop the subscriptin the remainder of the argument. It
can be showri [Gen10a, Gen13] that

/: [2F (x,W2) + x01 f (x,W2) — B (x, W22 }wy dlx = 2& /O'mwx dx  (10.26)
and that there existg) > 0 such that
X >00n(0,%), X(X)=0, x<O0forx>Xp.
Supposing by contradiction th#’ w dx = 0, we can write[(10.26) as
/'°° { 2f (x,w?) 4+ x01 f (x, W?)
0

9> f (x, Ww2)w?2

Denoting by (x) the function in the curly brackets, this becomes

- 1}02f(x,vv2)vv3xdx: 0.

/()mZ(x)azf(x,\A/Z)\Aﬁxdx: 0.
Now using the unique zeng of x, we can rewrite this identity as
1200 - 200)anf (e aixax ) [ anf e w e =0

Moreover, multiplying the equation fav by x, the equation fory by w, subtracting and
integrating, yields

/mvvzdx: 2/.mc92f(x,vvz)vv3xdx,
Jo Jo
and so

/: Ot WIWA{Z (X) — £ (x0) ) x dx + @/(;mw?dx: 0.  (10.27)
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Now,
oLV (x)wO in the (PT) ca:
azf(x,wz)mﬁz{ozl % wo (PT) case
TV(X)W in the (AL) case
henced, f (x,w?)w? > 0 on(0,) in any case. On the other hand,
200 - {%[XVV&? 5] 7
2o + 552+ A+ 2we (AL

and we claim thaf is positive and decreasing in any case, which immediatelgdd¢o a
contradiction with[(10.27). To conclude, the claim follofssm our hypotheses since

V(%)
V(x)

=X

decreasing x\\///(())(()) >—-b and o<5-2b
\\///((:(()) + S_TO > 0 and decreasing

(note that hypothesis (V4) is crucial here). Furthermore,

V(%)

V(%)

>—b+2>0

so that( is indeed positive and decreasing in any case.

X—X

w > 0 and decreasing: [x + 2]\/\/("’1 > 0 and decreasing

The spectral conditions.The spectral conditions (S1)—(S3) can be reformulatedringe
of the self-adjoint operatois , L, : H*(R) C L*(R) — L*(R) defined by
Liv= V"4 &v—[f(x,W§) + 202 f (x,Wg )WE v,
Lyv=—V'+&v—f(xwWi)v.
Then (S1)—(S3) are equivalent to
(C1) infaess(L‘g) >0, M(Lg) =1, kerL:(r = {0},
(C2) infoesdL)>0, O=info(Ly), kerl; =vecfw},
wheredesdA) denotes thessential spectruraf a self-adjoint operatof, andM(A) its
Morse indexi.e. the dimension of the larger subspace whiis negative definite.

A first step toward verifying that (C1) and (C2) hold for §lI> 0 is to show that all
eigenvalues of T, Lg are simple, which follows by standard ODE arguments. Thiesges

lim f(x,wg (x)2) = lim 20, (x,wg (X)?)wg (x)2 =0,

= |
[X|—eo I

it follows from the spectral theory of Schrodinger operat(sees.g. [Stu98]) that
Furthermore, applying ODE comparison arguments to thettmu;i.?v: 0 and[(10.R), it

can be seen that kb}‘ = {0}. On the other hand, sinae: > 0 is a solution of[(10]2), it
follows again from standard spectral theory that

kerL; = spa{wg } and 0= infa(Lg).

It remains to show theu; has exactly one negative eigenvalue. As discussed edlker,
local bifurcation analysis close = 0 shows thaM (Lg) = 1for & > 0 small enough. By
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perturbation theory, the eigenvalueé_gh‘ depend continuously of > 0. Since ketg =
{0} for all £ > 0, the eigenvalues cannot cross zerd agries. ThereforeM(Lg) =1for
all £ > 0, which completes the proof of conditions (C1) and (C2).

11. ABRIEF HISTORY OF ORBITAL STABILITY

The stability theory of infinite dimensional nonlinear avibn equations has been the
object of intense study in the past four decades. It origithat the mathematical analysis
of nonlinear waves propagating in dispersive media, suclva&s on a water surface,
or electromagnetic waves in dielectric media. Giving anaaive review of the subject
would take us far outside the scope of these notes. We sHglbhon to guide the reader
through a choice of references which appear important tprasjding possible directions
for further investigation of the literature on orbital siléip.

Let us first remark that the notion ofbital stability defined in[[1.14) is a classical one in
the study of periodic solutions of finite dimensional dyneahsystems, which originated
in the pioneering works of Floquet [FIo83], Poincdrée [Rjiand Lyapunov|[Lya52]. The
rigorous mathematical analysis of orbital stability fmmlinear dispersive PDE’sas been
initiated in 1972 by Benjamin_[Ben72], who considered soiitwaves of the Korteweg—
de Vries (KdV) equation. This equation was first written dolnBoussinesq in 1877
[Bou77] and then rediscovered independently by KortewebdenVries in 1895 [KdV95],
as a model for water wave motions. It describes long wavebtatiav water {.e. with
water depth small compared to wavelength) propagating & space directiol! The
terminology of “orbital stability” is not employed by Bemjan, who rather speaks of the
stability of the shape of the solitary waves: “A device dlirigithe definition of a certain
guotient space is used to discriminate the stability oftanliwaves in respect of shape
— which is a more reasonable property to investigate thaolafesstability.” ([Ben72,
p. 155]). The quotient referred to by Benjamin is with regpgecspace translations in
R, which is a group of symmetry for the KdV equation. Benjamiproof of stability
makes use of a Lyapunov functional constructed by meanseotdmstants of motion,
i.e. the energy-momentum method studied in these noteswibith observing here that,
before proving stability for arbitrary perturbations oéthnitial data, he starts by proving
stability for perturbations having sani norm as the solitary wave, and then uses the
fact that solitary waves come as continuous families pataree by the wave speed. This
idea was later used by Weinstein [WEei86] for general NLS &qgoa and a generalized
KdV equation. We use it to prove our Theoréml8.6. Benjaminivates his approach
heuristically by discussing some early remarks of BoussjriBou77] suggesting the use
of a Lyapunov function to prove stability.

An abundant literature on the stability theory of solitarguss for equations modelling
water waves has followed Benjamin’s paper. Just to mentifewathe interested reader
may consult the following papers and references thereion¥®,[Wei86, BSS87, CSDO,
CMO1,[EGW12[ DMG1RB] for waves in shallow water, includingtddV and Camassa-
Holm equations; [Buf04, CS07, BGSW13] for the full water wagaoblem, governed by
the Euler equation.

A couple of years after Benjamin’s seminal work, Boha [Bdni#ade a substantial
contribution to the theory, by grounding it into the Sobo$gpace setting. Indeed, in the
absence of a general well-posedness theory, Benjamin lsadnasl that solutions were
global in time and smooth. Bona proved global well-posedriesappropriate Sobolev

21The Kdv equation also appears in other physical context6K



78 S. DE BEVRE, F. GENOUD, AND S. ROTA NODARI

spaces and rephrased Benjamin’s arguments in this natana¢fvork. This was an impor-
tant step for subsequent work on stability for nonlineapdisive equations.

Two remarkable contributions to the stability theory of ktiké equations were given
about a decade later by Weinstein [Wei86] and by Bona, Sadigeand Strauss [BSSB7],
who applied the energy-momentum method to generalizedoversf the KdV equation.
Weinstein [Wei86] also proves the orbital stability of slarg wave solutions to a gen-
eral class of nonlinear Schrodinger equation. His proaged on the energy-momentum
method, provides the first alternative, in the NLS contextthie proof of orbital stabil-
ity given a few years earlier by Cazenave and Lions [CL82}HerNLS with a power-law
nonlinearity (see als6 [Caz83]), which is purely variatibfased on Lions’ concentration-
compactness principle [Lio84].

In the same spirit, taking advantage of general existersmdtssfor nonlinear waves that
were obtained in the early 1980’s (sesq. [Str77,[BL83]), an important body of work
including [Sha83, SS85, Jon88, JM86, GIi88, Gri90] madeafidmear stability analysis
and the energy-momentum method to study stability progedf standing/solitary waves
for Hamiltonian systems including the NLS and nonlineariikdl€ordon equations. This
line of research culminated in the general theory of orisiibility of Grillakis, Shatah and
Strauss/[GSS8V, GSS90], who derived sufficient and negessaditions for the stability
of standing/solitary waves of infinite-dimensional Hawrilian systems with symmetry,
via a combination of spectral properties and a general corwegridition. In the NLS
context, this convexity condition takes the form of the dtind (10.14) of Sectioh 10.
This stability condition seems to have first appeared in 1868 paper of Vakhitov and
Kolokolov [VK73], where stability of trapped modes in a eyirical nonlinear optical
waveguide is discussed by formal arguments. In fact, the Btj$ation is a standard
model for slowly modulated waves in nonlinear media, fotanse in nonlinear optics,
see[[SS99, Mail0].

Following the seminal contributions of the 1980’s, the amtaaf work on stability for
the NLS and other nonlinear dispersive equations has iseteiemendously. Important
results have been obtained for instancelin [Oht95, CP033FEW03, HS04, DBFO5,
Fuk05/[JLC08, GHO7a, GHOVb, GS08, Mae08, LCBB,[LC09/CJS10, LMR12, Mael 2,
Genl3[ AN13, ACEN14], and many other references can be foutihegse papers.

In addition to orbital stability, the stronger property afyanptotic (orbital) stabilii@
has also been investigated, seg.[PW94,MM01/MMT02/ MM05/ MMO08] for KdV and
[SWO0, SW92|, CucC4, MMT06, KZ09, Cucll1, CP14] for NLS. Rolygipeaking, a rela-
tive equilibriaU is (orbitally) asymptotically stabléd it is orbitally stable and any solution
starting close to its orbit eventually resolves into a “miation” of the original wavéJ and
a purely dispersive part, solution of the linear versionhaf ¢overning equation. An im-
portant related conjecture, known as fioditon resolution conjecturgtipulates that, gener-
ically, any reasonable initial data should give rise to aisoh which eventually resolves
into a sum of solitary waves (solitons) and a purely disperpiart (radiation). More de-
tails and references on these topics can be found in [So8I®9]. Let us just conclude by
remarking that the term “soliton” (which was coined|in [ZHBBomes from the literature
on integrable systems, originating in [FPW55, ZK65, GGKMBax68, SZ72| Man74].
Loosely speaking, solitons are (stable) solitary wavesitdgrable systems, that can be
obtained by exact solution methd@ssuch as thénverse scattering transforijiLax68].

22Thjs notion is well known in the finite dimension context, geg [CL55].

23These methods are somewnhat reminiscent of the Fourierfdoramapproach to solve linear PDE’s, though
the formulas are much more involved for nonlinear waves.
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However, the term soliton is now used in a more flexible matimeughout the nonlinear
dispersive PDE’s community, whenever referring to a pegsidocalized wave resulting
from a balance of dispersion and nonlinear effects. Therggvecattering transform pro-
vides detailed information about the asymptotic behav{elrg. soliton resolution) of gen-
eral solutionsn the integrable cases seel[Tao09, KS14] and references therein for recent
accounts comparing the inverse scattering to other PDEadsth

Further discussion and more references about nonlingeerdise PDE’s can be found
in the monographs [AC91, Caz03, Tac06, AP09].
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Appendix

The goal of this appendix is to present those very basic nstitom differential ge-
ometry, Lie group theory and Hamiltonian mechanics thairagiespensable to follow the
treatment of the main text and that are not necessarily fantd all. The only prerequisites
for this part are a good grasp of differential calculus ortdiniimensional normed vector
spaces not going much beyond a fluent mastery of the chaifaudtfferentiation and an
intuitive grasp of what a submanifold of such spaces is.

APPENDIXA.1. DIFFERENTIAL GEOMETRY. THE BASICS

We first recall some elementary notions of differential gebmand dynamical systems
on a normed vector spaée For the general theory on differentiable manifolds, ong ma
for example consul{ [AM78, LM87, Spi79].

By a vector field orE we will mean a smooth may : E — E. Givenu € E, one should
think of X (u) as a “tangent vector tB atu”. With this idea in mind, a vector field naturally
determines a differential equation

U(t) = X(u(t)), uo=u,

the solutions of which induce a flow dadefined asp{ (u) = u(t). For ease of discussion,
we will suppose throughout the appendix that all solutioresggobal and hence all flows
complete. Most results carry over even if the flow exists dodally in time.

The diﬁeomorphisn@@ of E act naturally on vector fields as follows. First note that,
when® is a diffeomorphism, angt: t € (a,b) — E a curve withy(0) = u, y(0) = v, then
we can consider the cunje: t € (a,b) — E defined byy(t) = ®(y(t)). This is the curve
y, “pushed forward” by®: we invite the reader to draw a picture. This new curve sasisfi
¥(0) = ®(u), so it passes through(u). What is its tangent vector at that point? The chain
rule yields immediately _

7(0) = Du®(v),
whereDy® is our notation for the Fréchet derivative®faty € E, which is a continuous
linear map fromE to E. This equality gives a geometric interpretation to the puama-
lytical objectD,®(v): it is the tangent vector a@(u) to the curvey att = 0. With this in
mind, given a vector fiel&, we can now define a new vector fiefl X, thepush forward
of the vector fieldX by the diffeomorphisn®, as follows:

P, X (P(u)) := Dyd(X(u)).
Note that, with the above interpretation of the “push foriVaf a vector atu, D P (X (u))

is a vector “atd(u)”, which explains whyd(u) appears in the argument in the left hand
side. Of course, we can write

P, X(U) = D11, P(X(P (1)) (A.1.1)

We will make little use of this notation from differential gmetry, preferring to write out
the explicit expressioD,®(X(u)) whenever needed.
Diffeomorphisms also act naturally on flows, as follows. &iwa diffeomorphisn® :
E — E, one has, for alu € E,
d

i (®e O) () = Doy, o) P(X (P (1))

24\e meard € CL(E, E) with aC(E, E) inverse.
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From this and[{A.1]1), one concludes
d _ _
4 (@ GLo® ) (U) = Doy 1) PP (@)
= OX(Pod o ().
In other words, the flowb o ®F o @1 is generated by the pushed forward vector figlK.
It follows from the above and an application of the chain thkg, if X,Y are two vector
fields onE, then, for allu € E,
9? d

@qﬁs{ Oq)tx O(D\is(u)\s;O:t = d_SDq)!S(u)(Dg(x(q)IS(u)))ﬁo
d

= X W)s0t 5 DAY X(W)soo

= [X,Y](u), (A.1.2)
where the commutatdK, Y] of two vector fields is defined as follows:
[X,Y](u) = DuY(X(u)) — DuX(Y (u)).
This definition is justified by the following observation. @ a vector fieldX and aC!
functionF : E — R, one can define a differential operator
X(F)(u) = DuF (X(u)), (A.1.3)

which is — geometrically — nothing but the directional dative of F atu in the direction
X(u). A simple computation shows readily that

—

[X,Y] = [X,Y]. (A.1.4)
The following is then well known:

Lemma A.1.1. The following are equivalent:
(i) Foralls,t € R, ®X o ®Y = dY o B,
(i) [X,Y]=0.
Proof. That (i) implies (ii) follows immediately from the precedjrcomputation. The

proof of the converse is slightly more involved, for a simptgument we refer t¢ [Spi79].
O

RemarkA.1.2. Note that, ifX(u) = Au,Y(u) = Bu, whereA B : E — E are linear, then,
with our convention|X,Y](u) = —[A, BJu. Here[A B] = AB— BAis the standard commu-
tator of linear maps.

Definition A.1.3. Let F € CK(E,R™) for somek > 1. For eachu € R™ we define a level
set ofF by

Z,={ucE|F(uy=pu}. (A.1.5)
We will sayu € E is a regular point ofF if DyF : E — R™Mis surjective. We will say is a
regular value of, if 2, # @and allu € Z,, are regular points df.

If u is a regular value oF, thenZ,, is a co-dimensiomn submanifold ofE [BER9S,
Theorem 6.3.34]. In that case, the tangent spacg, tatu is defined as follows:

TuZ, = {we E | DyF (W) = 0} = Ker(DyF). (A.1.6)

We point out that ifr = RankKDyF) is constant ork,, thenX,, is a co-dimensiom sub-
manifold. We will need the following simple result in Sect8.4.
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Lemma A.1.4. Let F € CK(E,R™) for some k> 2. Letu € R™ be a regular value of F.
Letue %, and let W be a subspace of E so thatET,>, ®W,. Then, for all ve 2,

[[(v—u)zl| < O(||v—ul®),
and there exisd,C > 0 such that
[v=ul[ <& = [[(v—u)l| = Cllv—ul,
where(v—u) = (V—u)1+ (V—U)2 € TuZy W,
Note that bothd andC depend oru and on the decomposition & chosen.

Proof. Write u—v=wy +w,, withwy € T, andw, € W,. Then, using thaD,F (w;) =0,
we have
0=F (V) — F(u) = DyF (W2) + O([[v—ul|?).
Now, sinceDyF is a diffeomorphism fronW, to R™, there existg > 0 so that
IDUF (W2)[| > c|wy||, hence @|v—ul?) > c|we].

Finally
2
[Wal = [Ju—v—wa|| > [Ju— V[ —[|wz| > [|lu—v] —O(|[v—ull%),
from which the result follows. O

APPENDIXA.2. LIE ALGEBRAS, LIE GROUPS AND THEIR ACTIONS

In general, a Lie algebra is a vector sp&tequipped with a bilinear composition law
(u,v) eV xV — [u,v] €V, called a Lie bracket, which is anti-symmetric and satisfies
Jacobi identity, meaning that for allv,w € V:

[[u, V], W] + [[v,w], u] + [[w,u],Vv] = 0. (A.2.1)

The basic example of this structure is given by spaces oficeator, more generally, of
linear operators on vector spaces, where the Lie bracketvés ¢py the usual commuta-
tor. Two other examples play an important role in these noiasely the space of vector
fields on a normed vector space with the commutator defindd.lhd) and the space of
all smooth functions on a symplectic vector space, wheré_iadracket is given by the
Poisson bracket, as explained in Secfion] A.3 below. Thalilof the Jacobi identity
follows in all these examples from a direct computation, kgls the bilinearity and the
anti-symmetry are obvious. Lie algebras are intimatelgduhto Lie groups, as the termi-
nology strongly suggests, and as we now further explain.

In general, a Lie group is a group equipped with a compatildeifold structure. For
our purposes, it is however enough to define a Lie gi@up be a subgroup of GIRN),
such thaiG is also a submanifold &N’ (i.e. for our purposes, typically the level surface
of a vector-valued function). As such, GRN) itself, which is an open subset BV, is a
Lie group. So are the rotation group

SO(N) = {Re GL(N,R) | R"TR= Iy}
and the symplectic group

In O

A simple verification shows that $p) = SL(2,R), the space of two by two matrices of
determinantone. The dimension of a Lie group is by definitiddimension as a manifold.
For SQNN), itis N(N —1)/2, and for Sf2N), it is N(2N + 1), as is readily checked. The

Sp(2N) = {Se GL(2N,R) | STIS=J}, with J:(_O 'N). (A.2.2)
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groupR" is also a Lie group in this sense. Indeed, putthig- n+ 1, and defining, for

eachac R",
_(ln a
Ala) = (O 1)

one readily sees tha(a)A(b) = A(a+ b), so that one can vielR" as a subgroup of
GL(n+1,R).

We recall that, in general, an action of a grdbipn ase& isamapP: (g,x) e GXx X —
®y(x) € X which satisfiegbe(x) = x, for all x € X, and®g, o By, = By, 4,. In these notes,
we consider actions that are defined on a normed vector $haé¢he dg are linear, one
says® is a representation of the group. This wilbt always be the case in these notes:
actions may be nonlinear. Furthermore, all actions consdl@ill be at least continuous,
and very often they will have additional smoothness prapertin this appendix, where
we deal with finite dimensional systems only, the actionsapposed to be separat€ly
in each of their two variableg € G andu € E. Appropriate technical conditions to deal
with infinite dimensional spacds are given in the main part of the text as needed.

By definition,theLie algebrag of a Lie group G is the tangent space to the manifald
at the unit elemerg € G:

g = TeG

In other words, for each € g, there existy:t € R — G, a smooth curve witly(0) = e=
In, andy(0) = &. Note that one should think df as a matrix, since for eathy(t) is one.
In addition, it turns out that, giveé € g,

expté) € G,

forallt € R where ex|té) is to be understood as the exponential of the ma&iXndeed,
given& andy as above, for alh € N, y(1) € G and soy(1)" € G. Takingn — +, the
result follows. A one-parameter subgroup@fis, by definition, a smooth curve:t €
R — y(t) € G, which is also a group diffeomorphism(t + s) = y(t)y(s). What precedes
shows that any such one-parameter group is of the formexp(té). So there is a one-
to-one correspondence between the one-parameter sulsgob@and its Lie-algebra,
which starts to explain the importance of this latter natibmaddition, it turns out that, if
&.n € TG, then so is their commutator (seen as matrices)

[§,n]=¢&n—n¢,
which justifies callingleG a Lie algebra. Indeed, consider, for eah R, the curve
y:teR —exp(sn)expté)exp(—sn) € G.
Clearlyy(0) = Iy andy(0) = exp(sn )& exp(—sn) € TeG. So we have a curve
se R — exp(sn)é exp(—sn) € TeG.
Taking the derivative with respect &yields[n, €] € TeG:

d
s RSN )& exp(—sn)js=0 = 1, ¢]. (A.2.3)
As an example, the Lie algebra of 80), denoted by s@N), is given by
soN) = {Ae .#(N,R) | AT+ A=0},

which is the space of all anti-symmetiit x N matrices. This is easily established by
writing exp(tAT) exp(tA) = Iy and taking d-derivative at = 0. And it is obvious that the
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commutator of two anti-symmetric matrices is anti-symigeth basis for s¢3) is

00 O 0 0 1 0 -1 0
ee=(0 0 -1], &= 0 0 0|,s=[1 0 O], (A.2.4)
01 0 100 0 0 O

and one readily checks that

L&) =6, [ee3]=e, [ a]=e (A.2.5)
One then identifie§ € so(3) with & € R3 via
3 0 & &
é= Zlfia =& 0 =& (A.2.6)
= =& &0

Similarly, a basis for $R,R), the Lie algebra of S(2,R), is
1 0 01 00
€ = <0 _1) , €p = <O O> , &= <1 O> ) (A27)

[607e+] = Ze+a [e()ae*] = —297, [efveJr] = —€p. (A28)
In general, ifg, i =1,...,mis a basis ofy, there exists constam% so that

[&,6)] = ke, (A.2.9)

where the summation ovéiis understood; thek are called the structure constantgof
There exists a naturéihear action ofG on its Lie algebra, called thadjoint actionor
adjoint representatiordefined as follows, for alj € G, & € TeG:

Adgé =gég .

Clearly Ady,g, = Adg, Adg,. Note that for a commutative Lie group, such asR", it is
trivial: Adgé = £&. Itis instructive to compute some non-trivial adjoint acis explicitly.
For SQ3), one finds, with the above (somewhat abusive) notation

and one has

0 —(REs (RE):
Adgé = ( (RE); 0 —(Rf)l) — RE. (A.2.10)
~RE2 (RE1 O

We invite the reader to do the analogous computation f& Rl), determining the matrix
of Adg in the basis given above.

The dual of the Lie algebr@(as a vector space) is denoteddiy It appears very natu-
rally in the study of symplectic group actions arising in #tedy of Hamiltonian systems
with symmetry, as we will see in Sectibn A.B.2. Given a bastf g, we denote by’ the
dual basis defined bgf' (g)) = &;.

Moreover, there is a natural action @fon g*, obtained by dualization as follows. For
all u € g*, forall £ € g, we define

Adgu(§) = H(Adg18). (A.2.11)
This is called the co-adjoint action &. For later purposes, we define, for glie g*,
Gu=1{9€ G|Adgu = u}, (A.2.12)

the so-calledtabilizeror isotropy groupof u € g*.
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As above, given a basi of g, one identifiequ € g* with yu = (uy,...,Um) € R™ by
writing

p= .Zlﬂiel* so thatu (&) = Ziﬂi'si- (A.2.13)

Letu € s0(3)*; we writep (&) = 32, pi& and identifyu € so(3)* with gt = (g, Hp, 4s) €
RR3. Again, one readily checks that

Adr* 1 = Ru. (A.2.14)

RemarkA.2.1. It is often useful to suppose there exists an Euclidian siremng that is
preserved by Aglfor all g € G. This is equivalent to supposing that there exists a l&sis
of g so that the matrix of Aglin & belongs to @m). We will simply write Ady € O(m) in
this case. It follows that the matrix of Adn the dual basig belongs to @m) as well.
This implies that the natural Euclidian structure inducagoby the one ony is preserved
by Adg for all g € G. Such a structure always exists if the grdsis compact.

Suppose now we haveGt-action® : (g,u) € G x E — ®g(u) € E of a Lie groupG on
a normed vector spade. Then, for allé € TG, one can define the vector fiek} onE,
calledgenerator via

d
Xe(U) = o Pexpee) (Wje=o- (A.2.15)

Lemma A.2.2. If ®is a C>-action, then for allg= G, &,n € g, for allu € E, one has
Xe. Xql = —Xen, (A.2.16)
Xadge (Pg(u)) = DuPg(Xe (u). (A.2.17)
Proof. It follows from (A.1.2) that

02
gt Dexisn) explté)expls1) st = [Xe:Xn]

Now, by definition,

d
Xexpisn)& exp(—s1) = g Pexplsn) exp(té) exp(—s1) -0

and furthermore
d
s exp(sn) & expl~s) s—0 = Kn.&)-
This proves[(A.2.16). Fof (A.2.17), note that the chain iiplies

O g eyt (1)) 1-0 = DX ().

On the other handPyeypts) (U) = Pyexpie) -2 (Pg(U)). Hence

d
ot Po(Pexpite) () t=0 = Xadge -
O

Lemma A.2.? shows that the mdpe g — X; is a Lie algebra anti-homomorphism.
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APPENDIXA.3. HAMILTONIAN DYNAMICAL SYSTEM WITH SYMMETRY IN FINITE
DIMENSION

We now turn to a very short description of Hamiltonian dyneaethsystems and their
symmetries on a finite dimensional normed vector sgacéVe present the theory in a
simple but slightly abstract formalism that is well-suifed the generalization to the infi-
nite dimensional situation needed for the main body of tkeaad presented in Sectibh 6.
The modern theory of finite dimensional Hamiltonian dynaahgystems finds its natural
setting in the theory of (finite dimensional) symplectic gexry [AM78,[Arn99,/ LM87,
Sou97]. We shall however have no need for this more generalfiation in these notes.

A.3.1. Hamiltonian dynamical systems

The central object of the theory in its usual formulation isyaplectic form, that we
now define. Letv : E x E — R be a bilinear form which is anti-symmetric, meaning

vu,u € E, w(u,u) = —w(U,u),
and non-degenerate, meaning that, fouad E,
(VU € E, w(u,u) =0) =u=0.

Such a form is called a symplectic form. The standard exansple = R" x R" with
u=(q, p) and

wuu)=q-p'—d-p, (A3.1)
where- indicates the standard inner product®h Given aC'-functionF : E — R, one
defines thedamiltonian vector field X associated to Fas follows: for allu € E,

w(Xg (u),u) =DyF(U), VU €E. (A.3.2)

We recall thatD,F € E* is our notation for the Frechet derivative Bfat u. Observe
that one can think of the mape E — DyF € E* as a differential one-form ok. The
vector fieldXg is well-defined and unique, thanks to the non-degeneradyeasymplectic
form. If w were symmetric, rather than anti-symmetric, it would defindnner product
on E, rather than a symplectic form, arid (A.3.2) would actua#ine the gradient of;
in analogy, one sometimes refersXp as the symplectic gradient &f. We will see it has
radically different features from the gradient.
For later reference, we point out that

Xr=0=3ceR,VueE, F(u =c. (A.3.3)

The flow of the Hamiltonian vector fieldg, for which we shall WritethF, is obtained
by integrating the differential equation

u(t) =Xe(u(t)), uo=u, (A.3.4)

referred to as the Hamiltonian equation of motion. One &rikE (u) = u(t). In this
section we suppose that (A.B.4) admits a unique and gloh&isoand that, for alt € R,
@ e C(E,E).

As a typical example from elementary mechanicsMet C1(R3;R) and define the
function

H(g,p) = 3p°+V(q) (A.3.5)

onE = RS, with the symplectic form as above. The equations of motmmesponding to
H are then

qt) = p(t), pt) =—-0V(a(t)). (A.3.6)
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Note that they lead to Newton'’s force law in the fogft)= —0OV(q(t)). More generally,
in the example above, with = R?", one finds

Xe (g, p) = ( apF(q’p)),

—0qF (9, p)
which leads to the familiar Hamiltonian equations of motion
a(t) = dpF (q(t), p(t)), p(t) = —dgF (a(t), p(t)).

We give several other explicit examples of such flows in thérpart of these notes.
Let us return to the general situation. Given two functibng- : E — R, one defines
their Poisson brackdt;, F,} via

{F1,F} = w(Xr, Xr,) = —{F2,F1}. (A.3.7)
Observe that, with the notation frofn_(A.1L.3), we have
Xe, (F2) = DF2(Xg,) = 0(Xe,, Xey) = {Fo, F1}, (A.3.8)

i.e.forallucE,

Xey (F2)(u) = DuF2(Xe, (1) = @(Xe, (U), Xe, (W) = {F2, Fu}(u).
It is then immediate from what precedes that, foredl E,

P20 (@ (W)
{F2, FL} (9 ()

d
g (Fo®)(W = Der

which in turn yields:

Theorem A.3.1. Let R, F, € C}(E,R). Then Eocl)tF2 =F foralltiff Foo thFl =F for
all't, iff {F,F} =0.

WhenF; o thF = I for all t, one says either that thEtF2 form a symmetry gro@
for F; or thatF; is a constant of the motiB for the flow thFZ. The theorem, which is
a Hamiltonian version of Noether's theorem (See [AM[78, ArBM87,[Sou9¥] for a
general treatment), can therefore be paraphrased by sthan§, is a constant of the
motion for the ﬂovvtbtFl iff the flow thFZ of F, forms a group of symmetries fé%. Several
instances and applications of this result appear in the baily of the text. It is typically
used in the following manner. One wishes to study the dynainfiiow thFl. One has a
simple and well-known one parameter groﬂ;tB2 for which one readily establishes with
an explicit computation tha%loCDth = F;. From this, one can then conclude tikatis
a constant of the motion for the dynamical grcmfi. We will elaborate on this point in
SectiofA.3.D.

The radical difference between the properties of the syatiplgradient and the “usual”
gradient is now apparent. The anti-symmetry of the Poissankiet impIies)A(F(F) =0,
that is, the symplectic gradient iangentto the level surfaces &t (See[(A1b)), rather
than orthogonal. Hence its flow{ preserves these surfaces rather than moving points to
increasing values df as does the usual gradient. These features, together withatiobi
identity, are at the origin of all special properties of HHariian systems.

2556e Definitio 2.13.
28pefined in [Zh).
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To prepare for the treatment of Hamiltonian dynamical systén infinite dimension
(see Sectiofi]6), we reformulate the above as follows. Giveynaplectic formw on a
finite dimensional normed vector spadegone can define a bijective linear map

J UueE— JucE"
by Zu(v) = w(u,v). Itis clear that

Fuv)=—_gZv(u). (A.3.9)
With this notation, we find that
Xe= ¢ 'DF, or _#Xg=DF (A.3.10)
so that the Hamiltonian equations of motién (Al3.4) can héwedently rewritten as
A U(t) =Dy F. (A.3.11)

This formulation is the one that we carry over to the infinitaensional setting in the main
body of these notes. Note that the Poisson bracket of twdifumeccan now be written as

{F.G} =DF(_# 'DG). (A.3.12)

The point to make is that all objects of the theory can be esga@ in terms of#. This is
illustrated in the proof of the following result.

LemmaA.3.2. If F,F, R e CZ(E,R), then the Jacobi identity holds:
{Fu 2}, Fa} + {{F2,Fs},F1} + {{Fs,F1},F2} =0 (A.3.13)
If F1,F, € C2(E,R), then
X(Fy R} = — Xk, Xe,- (A.3.14)
Proof. To prove [A.3.1B), one first easily checks that
{{F1,R}, Fs}(u) =
= DiFi(.# 'DuF2, # 'DuFs) + DuFi(f 'DFa(, . TDuFs))
= DiFi(# 'DuFz, # 'DuFs) —DiFa(# 'DuFy, 7 'DuFa),
where we used (A.39). The result is then immediate. To p(&&14) we use[(A.113)-
(A.1.4) to write
e Xel(Fs) = e (Rey(Fs)) — Xy (%, (Fs))
= X5 ({F,F2}) — X5 ({Fs,F1}))
= {{RFR}LFA}-{{RF} R}
= {{FLR} Rl = —Xr 5y (Fa),
where we used the Jacobi identity in the last line. O

For the case where = R2" with the standard symplectic structure, one readily finds
{F1,F2} = 04F1 - 0pF2 — 9pF1 - 9qF>. (A.3.15)

The above lemma then follows from a direct computation.

The lemma implies that the vector spa®(E,R), equipped with the Poisson bracket,
is a Lie algebra. In addition, it follows that the constarftth@ motion of a given function
F € C*(E,R) form a Lie subalgebra. Indeed, introducing the space ofteots of the
motion ofF,

% ={GeC”(E,R) | Go®df =G, vt e R}, (A.3.16)
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which is clearly a vector space, it follows immediately fr¢f3.13) that
G1,Go € G = {Gl,Gz} S %F,

so thatér is a Lie subalgebra & (E,E).
We finally need to introduce symplectic transformations.

Definition A.3.3. A symplectic transformation on a symplectic sp&Eew) is aC? dif-
feomorphisn : E — E so that, for allu,v,w € E

w(Dy®(v),Dyd(w)) = w(v,w). (A.3.17)

This is often paraphrased by the statement tdapteserves the symplectic structure.”
To understand what this means, one should recall the irttion ofD,®(v) as the “push
forward” of v by ®, explained in Section/Al1. Equation (A.3117) states thaiffa@mor-
phism is symplectic if the symplectic form is left invaridnt the “push forward” operation
of its arguments. Note that, @ is linear, [A:3.1¥) reduces t@(Dd(v), P(w)) = w(v,w).
And if E = R? with its standard symplectic structure, this then meanstha Sp(2n),
defined in[(A.2.R).

Lemma A.3.4. Let F € C1(E,R) and let® € C}(E,E) be a symplectic transformation.
Then, for all ue E,

Du(Xe oo (1)) = Xe (D(U)). (A.3.18)
Moreover, for all te R,
Do dfPod = f, (A.3.19)

In particular, if F o ® = F, then® commutes withbf, for all t € R. And if ® commutes
with ®f, for all t € R, then there exists € R so that Fo® = F +c.

Equation[(A.3.1B) asserts that the push forward of the véigtiol Xg.q by @ is Xg.

Proof. For allu,v € E, one has
W(Xpon(U),V) = Dy(Fo®)(v) =DgF (Du®(v))
= W(XF(P(u)),Du®(v)).
Hence, sinceb is symplectic and sincBg,) @ 'Dy® = Ide = D@D, P2,
W(DuP(Xeon (), V) = W(Xeeo () Dow @ (V) = (X (P(U)),V)
which yields [A.3.18). Next, for all € E, one finds from the chain rule arld (A.3118)

do@Fe@ i) - Dopeo(@-1(u) P (Xroo (PP (@7H(u)))

dt
= Xe((@odf°®od 1) (u)).

This showst € R — (o ®f°® o d1)(u) € E is a flow line of Xr. Since the latter are
unique, [A3.1D) follows. O

We end with a proof of a basic fact about Hamiltonian flowsh#yt are smooth, they
are symplectic.

Theorem A.3.5. Let F € C?(E,R). Suppose that the corresponding Hamiltonian flow
®F 1R x E — E is of class €. Then, for all tc R, ®f is a symplectic transformation.
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Proof. It will be sufficient to show that, for all,v,w € E, and for allt € R,
d
a(fDuq’rV)(Duq’fW) =0.

Using the group property of the flow, one sees it is enoughaavghis att = 0. Then

%(/DU(DFV)(DU(DFW)H:O =7 (F 'DIF (W) (W) + (£ V)( 7 TDIF (W),

where we used the continuity of , the Schwarz Lemma (exchange of partial derivatives)
and the observation that
plo .
S 5 W =DypF €E,

and hence, dt=0,
odF
700 % ) 0= (03F).

which means that, for all € E,

F
Z Dy (a(;—‘i) (u)v= (DGF) (v,-).

Note that both sides are elementsifsinceu € E — % € E so thatDy (%) (u) €
2(E,E). Using the anti-symmetry of#, one then finds

(.7 Du®f V) (Du®f W) o = DIF (v, w) — DF (w,v) = 0.

Sla

O

RemarkA.3.6. We point out that the proof, as it stands, is valid in infinitenénsional
systems. Remark however that the conditions imposed onaielif are very strong for
systems in infinite dimension. Too strong actually to be otmuse in that context. We
use/need those conditions to apply the Schwarz Lemma atd@eéints in the proof. Also,
itis known that Hamiltonian flows in infinite dimension neeat always be symplectic. In
the framework of Sectiol 6 it is possible to give sufficieniostiness conditions on the
restriction of the flow taZ that will guarantee the result, but we shall not need this. Fo
a different set of technical conditions guaranteeing thepgcticity of the flow, we refer
to [CM74].

A.3.2. Symmetries and constants of the motion

Hamiltonian dynamical systems have many special featimgsthe one important to
us here is that there exists for them a special link betweesymmetries of the dynamics
and the constants of the motion. This link takes the form ofanitonian version of
Noether's Theorem, of which we already gave a simple versiofheoren{A.3.11, and
has far-reaching consequences, some of which we furthéorexin this section. Again,
a general treatment can for example be found.in [AM78, LM&; give just those few
elements needed in these notes.

We start with some notions on Hamiltonian Lie group actionsacsymplectic vector
space.

Definition A.3.7. Let G be a Lie group an® : (g,x) € G x E — ®y(x) € E, an action of
GonE with &g € CL(E,E). We will say® is globally Hamiltonian ifdg is symplectic for

allge Gandif, forall§ € g, there existé; € C?(E,R) so that®eypie) = thFf.
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In other words, an action is globally Hamiltonian if &y are symplectic and if all
one parameter groups are realized by Hamiltonian flows. émttation of the previous
sections this means that

Xe = X, .
Here, the left hand side is the generator of the action, difim@.2.18) and the right hand
side is the Hamiltonian vector field associated{o

RemarkA.3.8. In view of TheoreniA.3b, iy = exp(&) for someé € g anddgy can be

written ase, £) = GJ? for someF; € C?(E,R) such thatb? isC?, thendg is symplectic.
This will obviously hold as well for alfy that can be written as a finite product of elements
of the form exg¢ ), which is the case for afj in the connected component@fcontaining
ec G (See[[LM8T], page 145, Proposition 2.10). So the assumphiat®y is symplectic

is only needed for elementsthat are not connected ®< G. In infinite dimensional
systems, as indicated in Remark Al3.6 at the end of the prs\dection, the condition
that all g must be symplectic is more restrictive. In practice, onemftorks with linear
actions of the symmetry group, for which the symplectic rtypcan be checked directly.

The above definition is a special case of the more generaliitafiof globally Hamil-
tonian actionfor infinite dimensional systems that we introduced in D¢ifni[6.10. It
suffices to take? = E in the latter to obtain the definition here.

We shall now continue with the abstract theory where, inipaldr, we will see through
a version of Noether’'s Theorem that, if the Hamiltonian isiant under a globally Hamil-
tonian actiorb as above, then the functioRg € C?(E,R) are constants of the motion. The
theory will be illustrated in Example_A.3.1L3 at the end of #eztion, in the simple case
whereE = R® andG = SQ(3).

Theorem A.3.9. Let G be a Lie group an@® a globally Hamiltonian action of G on a
symplectic vector space E. Let4C(E,R) and let®f! be the corresponding Hamiltonian
flow. Suppose that
Vge G, Hodg=H. (A.3.20)

Then the following statements hold.

(i) Forall € € g, {H,Fs} =0.

(i) Forallt € R, Fro®f! =F;.

(i) Gisaninvariance grou[ﬁ] for off.

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of Thedrem A.3.1 and of LaEm&i4. O

This result is useful because it is often easy to chieck (B)3\&hereas the conclusions
(i) and (iii) are statements about the flabf', which is usually not explicitly known, and
are therefore hard to check directly. In particular, (idys that if the Hamiltoniahl is G-
invariant as a function, the@ is an invariance group of the dynanﬁEsAnd (i) ascertains
that the group generatofFg are then constants of the motion fof'.

Let us point out that (iii) implies neither (i), (ii) of (A.20) (See LemmaA.314.)

So the hypothesis that the Hamiltonian is invariant undergtoup action is strictly
stronger than the statement that the Hamiltonian flow isriamaundeiG. The map

& cg—Fs €C¥E,R) (A.3.21)

27see Definitio 213
28This is the point in the proof where the symplectic naturehefdy is used, via Lemmia’A3 4.
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can be chosen to be linear. Indeedgifi = 1,...,d is a basis ofy, if we chooser = Fg,
and if we write = 3, éi&, we can define

Fe = zgiph (A.3.22)

by linearity. This allows one to define tineomentum mafor the action®, as follows:
FUucE—-ZF)eg’, FU)(&)=F(u). (A.3.23)

This, of course, is just a rewriting df (A.3.21). In the maivdy of the text we shall always
assume a basis has been chosemfas above, so that we can identify~ R™. And we
shall simply write

F:ueE— (Fi(u), - ,Fn(u)) e R™~ g*. (A.3.24)
We shall refer to# or to F as a momentum map for the action, indifferently.

Definition A.3.10. Let ® be a globally Hamiltonian action d& on E, with momentum
mapF. One says the momentum map is*Agquivariant if, for allg € G, for all € g,

Feo®g=Faq . (A.3.25)
The terminology comes from the following observation.[TE8&5) holds, then it fol-
lows from [A.3.23) and(A.2.11) that
F o®g=Adgo F. (A.3.26)
Since we identifyg* ~ R™, this can be written
F o ®g = AdjF. (A.3.27)

We can now formulate the final result from the theory of inatiHamiltonian systems
that we need. Itis an immediate consequencE of (Al 3.27pothé reader weary of duals,

of (A.3.25).

Proposition A.3.11. Let ® be a globally HamiltonianAd*-equivariant action of a Lie
group G on a symplectic vector space E. et g* ~ R™ and define

Zy={ueE|F(u)=u} (A.3.28)

Then G, = G5, where G, is the stabilizer ofu, defined infA.2.12) and G;,, is defined
in 2.11)

The situation we have in mind is the one whéres such thaH o dy =H, forallg € G.
By Theoreni A3, the functior§ are then constants of the motion for the flaW and
hence the surfaces, ared}! invariant. We can therefore consider the dynamical system
(Zy, @), which hasG, as an invariance grous(, leaves invariant boti, and the flow
o). This viewpoint will prove useful in the study of orbitakdility in several situations.

Definition A.3.12. Let ® be a globally Hamiltonian action of a Lie gro@on a symplec-
tic vector spac&. Let u € g*. We sayu is a regular point of the momentum magf, for
allue %, DyF is surjective.

This definition simply guarantees thg is a co-dimensiom submanifold ofe, where
mis the dimension of.

Example A.3.13. For the simple Hamiltonian system with spherical potesti@insidered
in Sectior 311 and Sectién 5, one Has- R®, G = SQ(3), and it is not difficult to check
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that, for allu(q, p) € R®, F(u) = L(q, p) € R® ~ s0(3)* andF¢(q, p) = & - L(q, p), where
we use the identifications (A.2.6) add (A.2.13). Furtherenéor allR € SO(3),

L(RqRp) =RL(q,p),
which shows the action is Aeinvariant, in view of [A.2.1#).

We end this section with some comments on the Poisson bsaokéte components
of the momentum map. Remark first that the momentum map oftzatijoHamiltonian
action is not unique since, for any choicelo€ g*, Ifg =F;+A (&) also satisfieX; = XF} .
Note furthermore that, in view of (A.2.1.6) arld (A.3114), thementum map satisfies, for
allé,neg,

Xeig ) = X&) = X{Fe Fo}-
It then follows from [[A3.8) that, for alf ,n € g, there exists a constacté , n) so that

F[E,r]] = {FfaFr]}—i_C(Ean)
The following lemma is useful and an easy consequende ofZA)3

Lemma A.3.14. Let ® be a globally Hamiltonian action of G on E, with momentum map
F. If F is Ad*-equivariant, then, for alE ,n € g,

Fie.m = {Fe:Fn}- (A.3.29)

Conversely, iffA.3.29)holds, ther{A.3.28)holds for all ge G of the form g=exp(n), for
somern € g and then for all g in the connected component of e.

What one has to remember here is this. In applications, vemeftsh to assuré (A.3.25)
holds. The preceding lemma states this is essentially gtesd by[(A.3.209), at least for
all g = expn, which, for many Lie groups, means all 6f Finally, (A.:3:29) is guaranteed
by

{R.Fj} =R (A.3.30)
where we used the notation introduced[in (Al2.9) dnd (A]3.22 an example, one may
remark that the components of the angular momentum vécgatisfy the commutation
relations of the Lie algebra of §8), namely

{Li,Lj} =&klk, i,j,k=1,2,3.

One may therefore show that an action is*Asjuivariant by showing (A.3.30) holds.
However, in infinite dimension, this is not immediate siroe hecessary smoothness prop-
erties of thefR’s and even of the corresponding Hamiltonian vector fieldsraot readily
verified.

Finally, anAd*-equivariant moment map may not exist. An easy exampleisR?,
G=R?and®: R? x R? — R? given by®, 1, (0, p) = (q+a, p—b). Identifyingg ~ R?in
the obvious way, this action has a moment rafm, p) = p,F2(q, p) = g and{F;, R} =
—1. Since the group is commutative, it is clearly Aaf -equivariant. Ways to handle such
situations exist, but we shall not deal with such complaradiin the main part of the text.
We refer to[[AM78/ LM87| SouQ7] for detalils.
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