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Abstract. The aim of this paper is twofold. First, motivated by the nearly-affine blender system
found in | ], we introduce standard blenders and their variations, and prove their fundamental
properties on the generation of C'-robust tangencies. Next, as an application, we show that unfold-
ing a homoclinic tangency to a hyperbolic periodic point can produce uncountably many C'-robust
homoclinic tangencies, provided that either this point is involved in a coindex-1 heterodimensional
cycle, or the central dynamics near it are not essentially two-dimensional.
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1 Introduction

A homoclinic tangency refers to a non-transverse intersection between the stable and unstable
manifolds of a saddle' O of a diffeomorphism f. Since the Kupka-Smale Theorem asserts that, C"-
generically, invariant manifolds of saddles intersect transversely, the homoclinic tangency to O cannot
be robust. However, this situation changes when O is replaced by a non-trivial hyperbolic basic (i.e,
compact, transitive and locally maximal) set.

Definition 1.1 (Robust homoclinic tangencies). Let a C" diffeomorphism f have a non-trivial hyper-
bolic basic set A. We say that A has a C"-robust homoclinic tangency if there exists a C"-neighborhood
U of f such that for every g € U the continuation A, of A has an orbit of non-transverse intersection
in W*(Ag) NW3(Ay).

The first example of robust homoclinic tangencies was given by Newhouse | |, where he
showed the existence of C2-robust homoclinic tangencies for surface diffeomorphisms. Later, he further
proved | ] that C2?-robust homoclinic tangencies are, in fact, abundant:

every C™ (r = 2,...,00,w) surface diffeomorphism which has a saddle with a homoclinic tangency
is accumulated in the C" topology by diffeomorphisms which have hyperbolic basic sets exhibiting C?-
robust homoclinic tangencies.

A generalization to higher dimensions with the same regularity was done in [ , , ].
Those open sets of homoclinic tangencies carry many important dynamical phenomena: coexistence
of infinitely many sinks | , |, super-exponential growth of periodic orbits [ |, and
abundance of strange attractors | |, among others.

It is natural to ask whether the robust homoclinic tangencies in the Newhouse construction are
Cl-robust. A key ingredient in Newhouse’s proof is the stable intersection between two Cantor sets
obtained from the stable and unstable laminations of two horseshoes with large thickness. Roughly
speaking, large thickness implies a non-empty intersection between the Cantor sets, and each inter-
section point corresponds to a heteroclinic tangency between the two horseshoes. The CZ-robust
tangencies follow from the continuity dependence of thickness on C? maps diffeomorphisms. However,
Ures showed [ ] that the thickness loses continuous dependence on diffeomorphisms of class C?,
and Moreira further built in [ ] a general theory that no horseshoes of C! surface diffeomor-
phisms can have C'-robust tangencies. Since all higher dimensional generalization of the Newhouse
theorem more or less rely on the original two dimensional construction, the above-mentioned results
strongly indicate that Newhouse’s thick horseshoe construction cannot produce C'-robust homoclinic
tangencies. In this paper, we prove

Theorem 1. Every C" (r = 1,...,00,w) diffeomorphism having a homoclinic tangency to a saddle
with deg > 2 can be approximated in the C” topology by a diffeomorphism having a hyperbolic basic
set which exhibits uncountably many C-robust homoclinic tangencies.

By saddles we mean hyperbolic periodic points with multipliers both inside and outside the unit circle. The multipliers
are the eigenvalues of the linearization matrix of fP°"(©) at O.



The condition deg > 2 will be made precise in Definition 1.3, which means that the central
dynamics near the saddle are not essentially two-dimensional. This theorem follows directly from a
more collaborative version — Theorem 5 in Section 1.3.

1.1 Robustness of tangencies: from C? to C"!

In contrast with the essentially two-dimensional Newhouse construction, there are different con-
structions in dimension three or higher which lead to C'-robust homoclinic tangencies. Examples with
specific global constructions were presented in | , . A more general local approach was
proposed by Bonatti and Diaz in | | using the so-called blender-horseshoes, which are a special
type of hyperbolic basic sets and serve a role analogous to the thick horseshoes in the Newhouse con-
struction. They proved that a homoclinic tangency to the blender-horseshoe can be made C'-robust
by an arbitrarily C"-small perturbation.

Inspired by the work | ], we introduce the notions of separated standard blenders and arrayed
standard blenders, which are variations of the standard blenders defined in | |; precise definitions
are given in Sections 3 and 4, respectively. For brevity, we will also refer to them as separated and
arrayed blenders. They are both given as the locally maximal invariant sets induced from partially
hyperbolic Markov partitions (see Definition 2.1). In particular, separated blenders are a generalization
of blender-horseshoes. Let M be a manifold of dimension at least three and denote by Diff" (M) the
space of C" diffeomorphisms of M.

Theorem 2. Let f € Diff"(M), r = 1,...,00,w, have a separated standard blender A with a homo-
clinic tangency. Then, f can be approzimated in the C” topology by a diffeomorphism g such that Ay
exhibits a C'-robust homoclinic tangency.

This result is proved in Section 3.2. The arrayed blenders carry a more delicate structure and
can produce a large number of robust tangencies.

Theorem 3. Let f € Diff" (M), r =1,...,00,w, have an arrayed standard blender A with a homoclinic
tangency. Then, f can be approzimated in the C" topology by a diffeomorphism g such that A, exhibits
uncountably many C*-robust homoclinic tangencies.

We prove Theorem 3 in Section 4.3. Standard blenders are hyperbolic sets having a partially
hyperbolic structure with a one-dimensional center. We note that the structure of separated blenders
have the potential to be extended to the case where the central dimension is larger than one, and hence
be used to create robust tangencies of a higher corank, that is, the tangent spaces of the stable and
unstable manifolds of the blender at the tangency point share a common subspace of dimension larger
than one, see Remark 4.5. For recent progresses on high corank tangencies, see | , , .
Although arrayed blenders seem to be a more powerful version of the separated ones, the construction
of arrayed blenders is different, as it relies on the one-dimensional center in an essential way, see
Remark 4.5.

It is worth mentioning that arrayed blenders can be embedded into parameter families such that
they become the parablenders introduced by Berger | |, which are key to build an open region,
the Berger domain, in the space of finite-parameter families of diffeomorphisms where generic families
display infinitely many sinks for an open set of parameter values. See | | for more recent progress
in this direction. In a forthcoming paper [I.T], we use arrayed blenders to show that Berger domains
can be found near every homoclinic tangency of the sink-producing type | ) ].



1.2 Creating C'-robust homoclinic tangencies from heterodimensional cycles

Standard blenders and blender-horseshoes are both obtained near coindex-1 heterodimensional
cycles, but the former require only C”-small perturbations, while the latter essentially need C'-small
perturbations which are large in the C" topology. Let us recall some definitions. The index of a
transitive hyperbolic set, denoted by ind(-), refers to the rank of its unstable bundle.

Definition 1.2 (Heterodimensional cycles). We say that a diffeomorphism has a heterodimensional
cycle involving two saddles Op and O if ind(O1) # ind(O3), and W¥(O1)NW?*(O3) #  and W*(O3)N
W3(01) # (0. The difference of the indices is called the coindez of the cycle.

We enumerate the involved saddles in the order that ind(O;) + 1 = ind(O3). The center-stable
and center-unstable multipliers of O; (i = 1,2) are those nearest to the unit circle from inside and,
respectively, from outside. In general position, each O; has either one simple and real center-stable
multiplier or two, forming a conjugate complex (nonreal) pair. Similar for the center-unstable multi-
plier. Denote by A the center-stable multiplier of O; and by « the center-unstable multiplier of O,.
Then, a heterodimensional cycle falls into one of the three different cases:

e saddle: both A and ~ are real;
e saddle-focus: one of \ and + is real and the other is not; and
e double-focus: both A and ~ are not real.

Recall that standard blenders carry a partially hyperbolic structure with a one-dimensional cen-
ter. They are further called center-stable (cs) or center-unstable (cu), depending on whether the
central dynamics are contraction or expansion; see Definition 2.10. The standard blenders near a
heterodimensional cycle are obtained as invariant sets of the first return map along the cycle. In
the saddle-focus and double-focus cases, there is flexibility (due to the rotations brought by complex
central multipliers) for realizing both contracting and expanding central dynamics. However, in the
saddle case, this contraction/expansion is relatively rigid and is governed by a derivative of the tran-
sition map along the transverse heteroclinic intersection of the cycle, which is denoted as a in | ,
Equation (2.4)]. See Section 5.1 for a brief explanation, and | , Section 2.3] for more details. Re-
call that two transitive hyperbolic sets are homoclinically related if they have the same index, and the
unstable manifold of each set intersects the stable manifold of the other set transversely. To facilitate
the presentation, we call a transitive hyperbolic set C!-wild if it exhibits uncountably many C'-robust

.. . h.r. .. .
homoclinic tangencies, and use '~ to denote the homoclinic relation.

Theorem 4. Let f € Diff" (M), r =1,...,00,w, have a coindex-1 heterodimensional cycle involving
two saddles O1 and Oy. Then, f can be approximated in the C topology by a diffeomorphism g which
has at least one standard blender, being simultaneously separated and arrayed. More specifically,

e in the saddle case,
— when |a| < 1, there is one such blender Ay B O14,
— when |a| > 1, there is one such blender Ay N Oa4, and
e in other cases, there are two such blenders A1 and Ay with Aq e O1,4 and Ao ) O34, where
— in saddle-focus case,
x Ay is Cl-wild if v is nonreal,
x Ao is Cr-wild if \ is nonreal, and

— in the double-focus case, g can be chosen such that either Ay or Ay is Ct-wild.

Moreover, for i =1,2, if we additionally assume that O; has a homoclinic tangency, then the blender
A; is always C'-wild. In all cases, Ay is center-stable and Ay is center-unstable.



Note that, in the saddle-focus case, both A; and As are C'-wild if either O; has a homoclinic
tangency and A is nonreal, or Oy has a homoclinic tangency and + is nonreal; in the double-focus case,
this happens if one of O; and Oy has a homoclinic tangency.

The above two theorems follow from a more detailed Theorem 5.5 in Section 5.1, which considers
the coexistence of robust homoclinic tangencies and robust heterodimensional dynamics. Its proof is
based on the analysis of the nearly-affine blender system (see Definition 5.1), discovered near coindex-
1 heterodimensional cycles in [ ]. These systems serve as a source for generating all types of
standard blenders.

1.3 Strengthening the Newhouse theorem

In light of the result in [ |, Theorem 4 strengthens the classical Newhouse theorem (and
its higher dimensional generalization) that every homoclinic tangency is accumulated by C2?-robust
ones in the C” (r > 1) topology to C'-robustness for all homoclinic tangencies associated with saddles
of effective dimension larger than two, which we define as follows. Let us denote the multipliers of a
saddle O as

Ad | <<l <t <nl < < yaul

In general position, there is only one real or one pair of conjugate complex center-stable multipliers,
namely, A1 or A\ and A2 = A]. The same for center-unstable multipliers. Let us denote by d.s and d,
the numbers of center-stable and -unstable multipliers. If O has a generic homoclinic tangency, then,
according to [ , ], the orbits of O and the tangency lie in a center invariant manifold M€ of
dimension (d¢s + dey ), which is tangent to the eigenspace corresponding to the central multipliers. We
are particularly interested in the dynamics restricted to M€, as everything born from the homoclinic
bifurcation must lie in M€, see | ].

Definition 1.3 (Effective dimension). We say that a saddle has effective dimension larger than two,
denoted by deg > 2, if dim M€ > 2 and the dynamics restricted to it are neither area-contracting nor
area-expanding. More specifically, deg > 2 if

1. A1 = A} is not real, 1 is real, and |A;y1| > 1, or
2. A\j isreal, y1 = 73 is not real, and |\;y1| < 1, or
3. A1 = A5 and 1 = 75 are not real, and |A\y|; # 1.

This definition is the same as the effective dimension introduced in | ], denoted by dgﬁ, with
deff = dsﬁ — 1. The difference is that dsﬁ is associated with the bifurcation of a homoclinic tangency,
rather than the saddle itself. It was established in [ | that a homoclinic bifurcation of dimension
d};ﬁ« can produce periodic points which have dlgﬁ multipliers on the unit circle, and hence lead to the
coexistence of saddles of dgff + 1 different indices. For our purpose, the condition deg > 2 (or dsﬂ > 1)
ensures that unfolding a homoclinic tangency yields two saddles of different indices, which allows for
the potential creation of a heterodimensional cycle involving these saddles. It is indeed the case by
the following

Theorem (] , Theorem 1]). Let f € Diff"(M), r = 1,...,00,w, have a homoclinic tangency
to a saddle O with deg > 2. Then, f can be approrimated in the C” topology by a diffeomorphism
which has a coindex-1 heterodimensional cycle involving the continuation of O and another saddle Q
satisfying ind(Q) = ind(O) + 1 if [A\1y1] > 1, and ind(Q) = ind(0) — 1 if |\ < 1.

Here the assumption |A;7y1| > 1 means that O; belongs either to case 1 of Definition 1.3, or to
case 3 with |A1y1| > 1. Similarly for the assumption [A;vy1| < 1.



By the (multidimensional) Newhouse theorem, up to an arbitrarily C"-small perturbation, one can
assume that f has a hyperbolic basic set having a C?-robust homoclinic tangency. Moreover, this set
is homoclinically related to O | , ]. Hence, after applying the perturbation involved in the
above theorem, one can, by the lambda lemma, recover the homoclinic tangency to the continuation
of O, by an additional arbitrarily C"-small perturbation. After that, invoking the saddle-focus case of
Theorem 4 immediately gives

Theorem 5. Let f € Diff"'(M), r = 1,...,00,w, have a homoclinic tangency to a saddle O with
deg > 2. Then, f can be approximated in the C" topology by a diffeomorphism g which has a standard
cs-blender and a standard cu-blender, Ay and Ay with ind(A1) + 1 = ind(A2), each of which is si-
multaneously separated and arrayed, and exhibits uncountably many C'-robust homoclinic tangencies.
Moreover, Oy b Ay if [AMiy| > 1, and Oy b Ao if M| < 1.

Remark 1.4. The condition deg > 2 is necessary for creating heterodimensional cycles from the
bifurcation of a single’ generic homoclinic tangency, and, hence, necessary for creating C'-robust
homoclinic tangencies through the mechanism of heterodimensional bifurcations. To see this, note
that any heterodimensional cycle born from the homoclinic bifurcation of O is also a cycle for f|ge.
So, the involved hyperbolic periodic points, when viewed as those of f|rc, must also be saddles of
different indices, which is impossible when dqg < 2.

The robust presence of uncountably many homoclinic tangencies also appears in the two-dimensional
Newhouse construction (though only C2-robust). This was not proved in his original paper, but follows
from the main result in | ]. For a detailed explanation see | , Corollary 2.17].

1.4 (C!'-Robust homoclinic tangencies in parameter families

It is well-known that the C?-robust homoclinic tangencies guaranteed by the Newhouse theorem
can be found within a generic unfolding of a homoclinic tangency. There are similar results regarding
the C'-robust homoclinic tangencies of the blenders in Theorem 5.

We consider a generic homoclinic tangency to the saddle O with deg > 2, where the genericity
conditions are given in [ , Section 2.3] and can be fulfilled by an arbitrarily C"-small pertur-
bation. Let us take two points Py € W} (O) and P, € W (O) from the orbit of tangency with
P, = f*(P1), and define a transition map 7" as the restriction of f" to a small neighborhood of P;.
Then, we can introduce a splitting parameter p as the functional measuring the distance between
T(WE.(0)) and W (O) near the point P. We also use the arguments of the central multipliers A
and -y as other parameters, denoted by w; and ws.

Let f € Diff"(M), r = 3,...,00,w, have a generic homoclinic tangency to a saddle O with
dogr > 2. Any family {f.} with at least two parameters and fo = f is called a proper unfolding if,

8(/1’7 wl)
Oe
a(:u‘v WZ)

e when \;y; <1, ———= has rank 2.
Oe

Corollary 6. For any proper unfolding {f-}, there exists a sequence £; — 0 such that f., has a

e when \;y; > 1, has rank 2; and

hyperbolic basic set exhibiting uncountably many C*-robust homoclinic tangencies. More specifically,
this set is the blender Ay of Theorem 5 when A\iy1 > 1, and is A1y when A1y < 1.

Heterodimensional cycles can also be created in case 1 of Definition 1.3 if O has two orbits of homoclinic tangency which
intersect the same strong-stable/unstable leaf, see [ l.



We prove this corollary in Section 5.2. It is an immediate consequence of a parametric result of
[ ] (which requires f to be at least C3) and the proof of Theorems 2 and 3. Note that the
obtained blender that exhibits C''-robust homoclinic tangencies has an index different from O, so it
cannot be homoclinically related to O. However, as shown in Theorem 5.5, this blender and O form
C'-robust heterodimensional dynamics.

In the next three sections, we define standard blenders, separated standard blenders, and ar-
rayed standard blenders, respectively, which are characterized by Markov partitions, and prove their
fundamental properties. Finally, in Section 5, we use the results in [ | to prove Theorem 4.

2 Standard blenders

The notion of blenders was introduced by Bonatti and Diaz for constructing robust non-hyperbolic
transitive diffeomorphisms | ]. A blender is a hyperbolic basic (i.e., compact, transitive and
locally maximal) set with the property that the projection of its stable or unstable lamination to
certain central subspace has a non-empty interior. As a consequence, the lamination acts as if it has
one more topological dimension and hence can produce robust non-transverse intersections with other
submanifolds.

Blenders have been used to obtain important dynamical phenomena in a wide range of set-
tings. For a list of these applications we refer the readers to | | and the references therein.
Due to different purposes, blenders have emerged in various forms during the last decades, see, e.g.
[ , ) |. In particular, the blenders arisen from heterodimensional cycles are char-
acterized by Markov partitions of a finite (and possibly large) number of elements, which motivated
the notion of standard blenders given in | , Appendix]. In this section, we first introduce par-
tially hyperbolic Markov partitions and reformulate the definition of standard blenders. After that,
we prove the fundamental property of standard blenders that they can produce robust non-transverse
heterodimensional intersections, see Proposition 2.11.

2.1 Partially hyperbolic Markov partitions

Let {IL;} be a finite collection of pairwise disjoint closed subsets of a manifold M of dimension
d >3, and g : U - M be any diffeomorphism of some neighborhood U of |JII; such that g(II;) C U.
Up to dividing II; into subsets, we can assume that the intersection II; N g(II;) has at most one
connected component. We call the pair ({II;}, g) a Markov partition if for each pair (7, j) it holds that
g"(II;) N II; # @ for some n > 0. Denote by int(-) the interior of a set.

Definition 2.1 (cs-Markov partitions). A Markov partition ({IL;}, g) is called center-stable (cs) par-
tially hyperbolic if

e (Horizontal domains) their exist charts (U, ¢;), convex closed subsets X; C R, Y; € R%,7Z,; C Rs
with 1 + d, + dss = d, and functions 9; : X; x R% x Z; — int(Y;) such that

907,(1_[1) = {(wii(xﬂ% Z)?'Z) : (Ilﬁ,y, Z) € XZ X Yz X ZZ}7 (1)

o (Vertical images) for every pair (4, j) with g(II;) N1TI; # 0, there exists a function g5 : X; x Y; x

ngxi
o(z,7,2)

Zi — int(X; x Y; x Z;) which is a contraction, i.e., < 1 for some suitable norm, such




that one has (Z,,2) = ¢j 0 g o pi(z,y, 2) if and only if
(2,9,2) = g;5(2,7,2); (2)

e (hyperbolicity with a partially hyperbolic structure) with denoting by (dz, dy, dz) the vectors in
the tangent spaces, there exist on ¢(II;) the cone fields

C* = {(dw,dy, dz) : |dx| + [|d=]| < K'[dyl},
C* = {(dx,dy, dz) - [|dy|| < K (|dz| + [|d=])}, 3)
C* = {(dw,dy, dz) : |dz| + [|dy|| < K;*||dz]]},

for some K; € (0,1) satisfying that, for any P € II; and P = g(P) € I,
— C" is forward-invariant: Cj is mapped strictly inside C¢ by the differential D(p; 0 go goi_l),

— C? and C** are backward-invariant: C;/ ** is mapped strictly inside C;/ ** by D(piog~* ogpj_l),
— vectors in C* are uniformly expanded by D(p;ogo ¢, 1) and vectors in C%/5% are uniformly

contracted by D(¢ o g;l o (pj*l),

Remark 2.2. The existence of the cone fields in (3) implies a hyperbolic splitting of the tangent
bundle TTI; with a partially hyperbolic structure: T1l; = E°° @ E* @ E*®. The stronger contraction in
z-directions implies that the first component of gixj7 say g;;.l, has its first partial derivative with respect
to  bounded away from zero. Thus, 8gjxﬂ /Ox is either negative or positive for all (g, z) € Y; x Z;.

Let us make some simple observations from the above definition. To simplify the notations, we
will always identify II; with ¢;(II;) throughout Sections 2—4, unless otherwise stated.

By (1) and (2), each preimage H;;j := II; N g~ *(IL;) is a horizontal strips in the sense that it has
full (z, z)-size and small y-size in II;. That is, H;; has a skew-product structure as in (1), but with
some function ;; satisfying [v;;(x,y, 2)| < |[¢i(x,y, 2)|. Similarly, each image Vj; := II; N g(II;) is a
vertical strip in the sense that g(II;) has full y-size and small (z, 2)-size in X; x Y; x Z; by (2), and
hence Vj; has full y-size and small (z, 2)-size in II; by (1).

Example 2.3. A simple example of a cs-Markov partition can be generated by a three-dimensional
horseshoe, as illustrated in Figure 2.1. The map ¢ contracts the cube in the (z, z)-directions, expand
it in the y-direction, and then bend it such that its top crosses the cube along the y-direction. This
results in a cs-Markov partition {II;, Iy}, and the above-mentioned horizontal and vertical strips are
in fact substrips inside II; and g(II;).

HQ Hl
D= W

:

Figure 2.1: A three-dimensional Horseshoe




Convention. For a Markov partition ({II;}% ,, ), iterations of g is defined inductively by ¢"**(I;) =
N
Uj:l g(g™(I;) NTL;).

Denote IT = |Jint(II;). The Markov partition induces a zero-dimensional hyperbolic basic set
A = ,ez 9" (II) consisting of points whose orbits never leave II. To see this, note first that, since
hyperbolicity follows directly from the existence of the cone fields, it suffices to show that this invariant
set is non-empty. By definition, the map gixj takes X; x Y X Z; into int(X; xY; xZ;) and is a contraction.
It then follows from a fixed-point lemma on products of metric spaces (see e.g. | , Theorem 5.8])
that the set of points whose orbits by g lie entirely in II, i.e., the set A, is in one-to-one correspondence
to the set {1,...,card{II;}}Z, or a subset of it when there exist i and j such that g(II;) N II; = 0.
More specifically, each point P € A corresponds to a coding (i,), € {1,...,card{II;}}? such that its
orbit {P, := ¢"(P)} satisfies P,, € II;,. In particular, A is non-empty. By construction, the stable
manifold W#(A) consists of points whose forward iterates never leave II, while the unstable manifold
W*"(A) consists of points whose backward iterates never leave II.

Definition 2.4 (cu-Markov partitions). We say that the ({IL;}, g) is a center-unstable partially hy-
perbolic (cu) Markov partition if its inverse ({g(IL;)}, g~ !) is a cs-Markov partition.

2.2 Robust heterodimensional non-transeverse intersections

The complexity of the dynamics arisen from a cs-Markov partition, and, in particular, our results,
are tightly related to the behavior of the backward iteration of curves tangent to the cone field C**,
which we all ss-discs defined below. We are interested the “recurrence” of such discs that the preimage

of every ss-disc contains a new ss-disc.

Let 0,11; be the z-boundary of II;, namely, the set 0X; xY; xZ;. We also have the y-boundary J,11;
and z-boundary 0,II;. Similarly, we define the x,y, z-boundaries of horizontal strips H of II;. For a
vertical strip of the form V' = g(H)NII; for some horizontal strips H C II;, we have 0,V = g(d,H)NI1I;
for p=x,y, 2.

Definition 2.5 (ss-discs and u-discs). Let C** and C* be the cone fields in (3) associated to the cs-
Markov partition ({II;}, g). An ss-disc S of II; is a submanifold tangent to the cone field C** such that
it lies in II; \ (0,11; U 0,I1;) and is given by some smooth function (z,y) = s(z) defined for all z € Z;.
A wu-disc S* of I1; is a submanifold tangent to the cone field C* such that it lies in II; \ (9,11; U 0.11;)
and is is given by some smooth function (z,z) = s*(y) defined for all y € Y;.

Lemma 2.6. Let S be an ss-disc of II; and V' be a vertical strip of the form V. = g(H) for some
horizontal strip H C I1;. If S crosses V, i.e., SNV C (V\9,V), then g~1(SNV) is an ss-disc of 11;.

Proof. Since V has full y-size, S intersects all faces of 0,V = ¢g(9.H) N1I;. By construction, we have
9.H C 9.11;. It follows that g~ (SN V) is a smooth submanifold intersecting all faces of 9,11;. It is
further an ss-disc of II; due to the invariance of the cone field C*°. O]

Definition 2.7 (Base of II;). We associate to each i an open interval X C X; and define
o base: TIP =TI, N (XP x Y; x Z;), HP=HNTP, VB=gHP) NP,

where H and V are any horizontal and vertical strips of II;, with V = g(ﬁ ) NII; for some H of I1;.
We say that an ss-disc S crosses the base H? it SNII; C H?; similarly for all horizontal strips H and
vertical strips V.



Definition 2.8 (Covering property). A cs-Markov partition ({IL;}, g) has the covering property if

(A1) for all II;, every ss-disc S crossing the base I'I]Z-3 crosses the base VB of some vertical strip.

This property is easy to achieve. Since V has full y-size, whether S intersects V essentially
depends on the z-coordinates of its points. When the cone constants in (3) are small, one can find,
for some reference point 2}, an interval I such that an ss-disc crosses V' whenever s, (z*) € I, where
Sy is the z-component of its defining function. The covering property is essentially the existence of
sufficiently many vertical strips whose corresponding intervals I cover X?.

Example 2.9. Continue with Example 2.3, we define the bases by darker colors as illustrated in
Figure 2.2. The covering property is satisfied since every ss-disc crossing H? must cross the one of the
two intersections IIP N g(IIF) and TIP N g(I1F), each of which is the base of a vertical strip.

F

1T Iy

I, Iy L .
‘ z

d

Figure 2.2: II; with bases

Definition 2.10 (Standard blenders). Given a cs-Markov partition ({II;}, g) that satisfies the covering
property, the locally maximal invariant set A := (1, oz ¢"(Uint(Il;)) is called a standard center-stable
(cs) blender. Tt is called a standard center-unstable (cs) blender if the Markov partition is center-
unstable.

As discussed after Definition 2.1, a standard blender is a zero-dimensional hyperbolic basic set,
restricted to which g is conjugate to a full shift of card{II;} symbols. For cu-Markov partitions, one
has, instead of (3), forward-invariant cone fields C*, C** and backward-invariant cone field C*, which
lead to the notions of uu- and s-discs, completely parallel to the ss- and u-discs in Definition 2.5.

Proposition 2.11 (Robust non-transverse intersections). The unstable manifold of a standard cs-
blender intersects every ss-disc which crosses some H?; and the stable manifold of a standard cu-
blender intersects every uu-disc which crosses some H?.

This is the fundamental property of blenders as introduced in the discovery paper | | of
blenders.

Proof. We only prove the proposition for cs-blenders, as the arguments for cu-blenders are parallel.
Let A be the blender induced from a Markov partition ({II;}, g). By the covering property, any ss-disc
S crossing H? crosses some VB. In particular, it crosses V, and hence, by Lemma 2.6, the preimage
S := g 1(SNV) is an ss-disc of some II;,. By construction, S; crossing HE. Repeating this process
yields a coding i = (i,) and a sequence of ss-discs S,, crossing HiBn. The images S, = g™ (Sp) are

10



nested compact sets in S, so one can find a point P € [ S,, such that its backward iterates never leave
JIIL;. Thus, P € W"(A) by definition of W*(A), and, in particular, it belongs to the unstable leaf
= U0 g"(II2 ). (See the discussion in the end of Section 2.1.) O

Remark 2.12. Tt follows from the proof that if an ss-disc crosses some VB, then it must intersect an
unstable leaf belongs to VB,

3 Separated standard blenders

It is established in [ , Theorem D] (and also in [ , Corollary A] as an improved version)
that a heterodimensional cycle produces an infinite sequence of standard blenders, instead of just
finitely many. This sequence is called a nearly-affine blender system and is explained in Section 5. An
important observation is that an appropriate superposition of finitely many standard blenders from
this system can yield more powerful ones, including the separated blenders which we discuss in this
section.

Separated blenders have the fundamental property that homoclinic tangencies associated with
them can be made C'-robust, see Theorem 2. In this regard, they work as the blender-horseshoes in
[ ], while in a more relaxed setting.

3.1 Base-Center structure
We introduce an additional structure for a cs-Markov partition ({II;},g). Recall that we have
identified HZ with Xz X Yl X Zz

Definition 3.1 (Base-Center structure of II;). One can associate to each i two open intervals X¢ C
X? C X; and define the following structure:

o base: TIP =TI, N (XP x Y; x 2Z;), HB=HNOP, VB=g(H®) NP,
e center: I =T, N (XE x Y; x Z;), HC=HNI®, VC=gH")NTP,

where H and V are any horizontal and vertical strips of II;, with V = g(H) N II; for some H of I1;.
We say that an ss-disc S crosses H?/ Cifsn II; C H?/ C; similarly for the strips.

We say that two sets are separated if there is no ss-disc intersecting both of them.

Definition 3.2 (Base-Center covering property). A cs-Markov partition ({II;}, g) has the Base-Center
covering property if, in addition to (A1), the cubes II; can be structured such that, with S € TI® and
V € II; denoting ss-discs and vertical strips, the following are satisfied for every :

(A2) if SN,V # (), then S crosses some center V,C which is separated from V¢, and
(A3) if SNIIE # (), then S crosses some center VC.

Property (A2) says that the vertical strips are ‘aligned’, while property (A3) requires sufficient
vertical strips whose centers cover II¢. Figure 3.1 provides an illustration of properties (A1)—(A3),
where (A2) for the strips Vi and V5 are drawn explicitly with cone field C** (in red).

11
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Figure 3.1: The fulfilment of properties (A1)—(A3), where the red cylinders represent the areas covered
by the strong-stable cone field C*°

Remark 3.3. Denote
W = {¢* C W¥(A) : g7"(£") belongs to some II{ for every n > 0}.

Condition (A3) implies that any ss-disc crossing II{ intersects some unstable leaf £ € W. To see this,
one just needs to repeat the proof of Proposition 2.11 with replacing II; by HSL.

Remark 3.4. One can replace II® by the interior int IT; for less notions, but then the condition (A2)
becomes stronger. For example..

Definition 3.5 (Separated standard blenders). A standard blender is called separated if its inducing
Markov partition satisfies the aligned covering property.

3.2 Creation of a robust homoclinic tangency. Proof of Theorem 2

This result was established in [BD12, Theorem 4.9] for blender-horseshoes, and one can check
that they are separated cu-blenders induced from a cu-Markov partition with 2 elements. Here we
prove it for all separated blenders. The proof is based on the notion of folding manifolds introduced
in [BD12], which is defined below with modifications to fit the general setting of the present paper.
We will see that Theorem 2 is a direct consequence of the fact every folding manifold has a tangency
with W*(A). To proof of this fact contains two steps. First, we show (Lemma 3.8) that every folding
manifold, if has no tangency with W*(A), then must contain another folding manifold in its preimage.
Next, we show (Proposition 3.9) that such property implies the existence of a tangency.

Let A be a separated cs-blender with the inducing Markov partition ({II;},¢), and let W be the
collection of unstable leaves defined in Remark 3.3.

Definition 3.6 (Folding manifolds). A submanifold S C TIP of dimension (dss + 1) is called a folding
manifold of the blender A if there exists a smooth family {S;}.c(o,1] of ss-discs crossing Hf’ such that

* §=Uepq St and

e Sp and S, intersect a leaf £* € W.

See Figure 3.2 for an illustration. In comparison with the definition in [BD12], the folding mani-
folds there are required to intersect, instead of any leaf in W*(A), one of the local unstable manifolds
of two prescribed saddles in A, and to satisfy that S; N ¢* = () for ¢t € (0,1).

12



Figure 3.2: A folding manifold

For any u-disc S* with a defining function (z,z) = (s{(y), s4(y)), consider the family {S}'} of
u-discs with each S given by (z,z) = (s{(y) + ¢, s5(y)). Take any interval I C R such that (J,.; S
covers II;. We denote

L")y =1, n|J st (4)

tel

Lemma 3.7. Any folding manifold S has some point P € S such that TpS N C* # ().

Proof. Let £* be the leaf defining the folding manifold, and £ := L£(¢*) be defined as in (4). Denote
by Py = (xo,Y0,20) and P; = (21,91, 21) the intersections points of Sy N £* and S; N £*, respectively.
Take the smooth curve v C SN L connecting Py and P, such that v(t) = (7.(t), v,(t),72(t)) € S with
+(0) = Py and A(1) = P.

Let the defining function of ¢* be (z,2z) = (s{(y),s4(y)). By construction we have v,(t) =
s5(vy(t)). Since £* is tangent to C*, we have

dsg (vy(t))

/
Y2t 2’
vzl dy

40 < Ko

where K" is the cone constant in (3). It follows that, if . (¢) vanishes at some ¢ € (0,1), then
TS NC* # 0. Now suppose that TS NC* = ) for all ¢. In particular, v, (t) never vanishes, and
hence |7y, ()] is strictly increasing. Since the tangent spaces of 7 are transverse to C* everywhere, for
any given variation in y-coordinates, say ||y1 —y2||, the corresponding variation Az, in the z-coordinate
of v must be strictly larger than that of any curve tangent to C*. However, by construction, we have
Az, = |r1 — 20|, which is equal to the z-variation of any smooth curve in ¢* connecting P; and P,. [

Lemma 3.8. If S is a folding manifold of A, then either S has a non-transverse intersection with
WY(A), or the preimage g~*(S) contains a folding manifold.

Proof. Let V be the vertical strip containing the leaf ¢* of the folding manifold.

(Case 1): If every ss-disc in S crosses Vp, then g=1(SNVp) is a folding manifold. Indeed, by (A1) this
preimage lies in some H}.B and consists of ss-discs, and the leaf g=!(¢*) belongs to W by definition.
The projection of this case to the (x,y)-space is sketched in the left picture of Figure 3.3.

(Case 2): Now suppose that Vj is not crossed by all ss-discs of S. In particular, there exists Sy,
intersecting 0, V? for some t; € (0,1). By (A2) there is some vertical strip V; such that S; crosses
V. Tt follows from Remark 3.3 that S; intersects a leaf £% € W. If £} is tangent to S, then we are
done.

13



Iz & 4

Figure 3.3: Two cases of the position of a folding manifold

Claim. If ¢} is transverse to S, then ¢y intersects Sy, for some ty € (0,1)\ {t1}.

Let us prove the claim. Let ¢“ be the leaf in the definition of the folding manifold. We attach to
each point of £/* an ss-disc such that they form a continuous family including Sy and S;. Call its union
‘H. Next, consider the cu-surface £ := L(¢}) as in (4). By dimensional reason, ¢} divides £ into two
connected components Cy, and CR, the left and right ones in the obvious sense. The curve H N L must
lie entirely in either C7, or CR, for otherwise there exists an ss-disc intersecting both ¢ C VOC and
0} C Vlc, contradicting (A2). In particular, we have that SpN L and S;N L lie in the same component.
The claim then follows from the transversality assumption as it says that, for a small neighborhood I
of t1, the intersection (|J,c; S¢) N £ has points in both components.

By construction, &’ := Ute[tl,tz} S; is a folding manifold. See the right picture of Figure 3.3 for
an illustration. If every ss-disc of &’ crosses the base of Vj, then we go to case 1 and finish the
proof. Otherwise, we repeat the above procedure and obviously we must arrive at case 1 after finite
repetitions. ]

Proposition 3.9. If S is a folding manifold of a separated standard cs-blender A, then S has a
non-transverse intersection with W"(A).

The proof of this proposition is the same as that of | , Proposition 4.4], where one replaces
[ , Remark 4.3] and | , Lemma 4.5] by Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8, respectively. For completeness,
we reprove it here.

Sketch of proof. The idea is similar to that of the proof of Proposition 2.11, with a folding manifold &
in place of an ss-disc. Suppose in Lemma 3.8 there are no tangencies found in every backward iterate
of the folding manifold S. Then, we obtain a nested sequence {S, C S}nso with Sy = S such that
S, = g"(8y) is a folding manifold for each n, and S’ := S, € W*(Q) for some point Q € A by
the connectedness of §'.

Lemma 3.7 implies that there exists for each n a point P, € S,, such that Tp,S,, contains a non-
zero vector v, which also lies in C*. Denote B, = g"(P) € S, and b, = Dg"(vy,) €T PnS"’ Passing to
subsequences if necessary, one has

P, —»PecS and o, —0€TpS

for some point P and vector o. Let us denote by Cp the cone of cone field C* at point P. By the
uniform hyperbolicity, the size of the iterated cone Dg"(C}) goes to zero exponentially as n — +oo.
Since one has the hyperbolic splitting Tpll; = Ex'® EF @ Ep, it follows that Dg"(C}, ), and hence oy,
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converge to the unstable space E]% as n — +o00. Thus, by continuity of the splitting one has v € E}%,

n

which is just TpW"(Q). O

Proof of Theorem 2. We prove only for a separated cs-blender A, and the proof for a cu-blender is
the same. By construction, for any local unstable leaf ¢ € II;, the union of its iterates (g™ (¢") is
dense in W*(A). Let us further take ¢* from W (defined in Remark 3.3). By an arbitrarily C"-small
perturbation, we can find a piece W* of W*(A) tangent to ¢*. With an additional small perturbation
if necessary, we make the tangency quadratic. Then, since W is foliated by strong-stale leaves which
particularly are ss-disc, unfolding the tangency will create inside W* a folding manifold attached to
£“. The theorem now follows from Proposition 3.9 and the fact that being a folding manifold is a
C'-robust property. O

4 Arrayed standard blenders

We are now in the position to introduce arrayed blenders, which are used to produce uncountably
many robust homoclinic tangencies, see Theorem 3. Roughly speaking, a k-arrayed blender is a proper
combination of k standard blenders such that the central direction is covered k times in an aligned
fashion.

4.1 Base-Center-Gap structure

Recall that we say two sets A and B are separated if no ss-disc intersecting both of them. We now
denote this by A || B, and write A }f B if there is some ss-disc connecting them. By Remark 2.2 the
first component of the map g|y for a horizontal strip H is strictly monotone in x. We say that g|g is
orientation-preserving if this component is increasing in x, and orientation-reversing if it is decreasing
in z.

Definition 4.1 (Base-Center-Gap (BCG) structure of II;). For each i consider two open intervals X¢
and X? satisfying XZ-C C X? C X, and two points :c%, mf‘ in the left and, respectively, right (by the

. . <C
usual orientation on R) components of XP \ X;’, and denote

I =140 ({25 x Y x Zg)  and TR := I N0 ({2l x Y5 x Z;).

We define

e base: TIP =11, N (XB x Y; x Z,;),

e center: HZC =1L N (X,LC X Y; X Zi),,

o left gap: H%, the union of all u-discs S* satisfying S" }f HZL,

e right gap: TIR, the union of all u-discs S* satisfying S* HZR

For any horizontal strip H and vertical strip V with V' = g(FI ) N1I; for some H of I1;, we denote

FB/C/LR _ A H?/C/L/R7 HYR — A ﬁ}/R7 VB/C — g(ﬁB/c> n HR

The gaps for vertical strips are defined as follows: if g|y is orientation-preserving, then

VR = g1 P, VMR = g
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if g| is orientation-reversing, then

VIR = (RN AP, VYR = () i,

B/C/L/R

7

B/C/L/R

We say that an ss-disc S crosses 11 it SNII; C1I; ; similarly for the strips.

See Figure 4.1 for an illustration, where the size of the gaps (in gray) are determined by the size
of the cone fields.

C.S’S
C“’\ / C“
1I; I ] I
XL x¢ XR
XB

Figure 4.1: The Base-Center-Gap structure projected to X;

For a finite collection V of different vertical strips in II;, its base, center and gaps, denote by
VB YC YL YR are defined as the collections of the corresponding parts of the vertical strips in it.

Definition 4.2 (Arrays of vertical strips). A finite collection V of k different vertical strips in II; is
called a wvertical k-array of II; if there exists some ss-disc crossing every V' € V; such ss-discs are said
to cross the array, and the same for crossing of base, center, gaps of V.

Let ai;/ "I, be the left /right z-boundary in the obvious sense (see the discussion above Defini-
tion 2.5), and the same for ORH. Let V II; be of the form V = g(H) N1II; for some H C II;. If
g|m is orientation-preserving, then

OyV = g(oyH)N L, OV = g(9; H) N 1L,
and, if g|y is orientation-reversing in z, then
oLV = g(dRH)N1L;, OBV = g(oLH) N 1L,.

Definition 4.3 (Base-Center-Gap (BCG) covering property for arrays). A cs-Markov partition ({II;}, g)
has the k-arrayed BCG covering property if II; can be structured such that, with S C 1P,V C I1;,V C
II; denoting its ss-discs, vertical strips and, respectively, vertical k-arrays, the following are satisfied:

) any S crossing H? crosses at least one vertical array VP of bases,
) if SNORVE £ ) for some V € Vi, then S crosses some VS such that V¥ || VI,
(B2") if SNALVB £ () for some V € Vy, then S crosses some V§ such that VP || VR,
) if SN OIS # 0, then S crosses some VC such that VB || I},

)

)

if SN ORIIS # ), then S crosses some V° such that VB || 1T}, and
L/R

/™ || TI€ for any II; and VE/R || VC, VLR || 95 RVB for any V.

We say that a cu-Markov partition satisfies the BCG covering property if its inverse satisfies it.

Property (B1) is just the covering property (A1), but stated for arrays. Figure 4.2 provides an
illustration of the fulfilment of other properties, except for the symmetric ones: (B3") and TIF || TI¢
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in (B4), where, in particular, properties (B2), (B2’), (B3) are shown explicitly with the cone field C**
(in red).

Figure 4.2: The fulfilment of properties (B2)—(B4), where the red cylinders represent the areas covered
by the strong-stable cone field C*°

Definition 4.4 (k-arrayed standard blenders). Given a partially hyperbolic Markov partition that
satisfies the k-arrayed BCG covering property, its locally maximal set is called a k-arrayed standard
blender. The blender is further called center-stable (cs) for cs-Markov partitions and center-unstable
(cu) for cu-Markov partitions.

Remark 4.5. Comparing Definitions 3.2 and 4.3, one sees that an arrayed blender is not necessarily a
separated one, and vice versa. The reason is that the BCG covering property enables us to distinguish
the left and right (to define the folding manifolds in Section 4.2), based on the fact that the central
dynamics in X is one dimensional. In contrast, the BC covering property essentially provides the
notions of inside and outside of II¥ so that one can define folding manifolds which are large enough (in
the central direction) — it crosses the boundary GX,L»C and hence have parts both inside and outside HZ»C.
Since 8Hic is essentially determined by 8XZC, the BC covering property can be generalized to the case of
d.-dimensional (d. > 1) center by distinguish the inside and outside of 8Xic = S _ the d,-dimensional
sphere. Hence, we believe that separated blenders can be constructed for Markov partitions with
higher center dimension to create robust tangencies of higher corank, that is, tangencies at which the
two tangent spaces share a common subspace of dimension larger than 1.

4.2 Reproducing lemma
Let S C II® be a submanifold of dimension (dss + 1) which is the union of a smooth family
{St}efo,1) of ss-discs crossing B.

Definition 4.6 (Prefolding manifolds). The submanifold S is called a right/left-prefolding manifold
if

e Sy and S intersect a leaf £* C (W“(A) N HZI.J/R>, and

e S;NIIE # ) for some t € (0, 1).

Definition 4.7 (Folding manifolds). The submanifold S is called a right/left-folding manifold related
to a wvertical strip V if

e Sp and Sy intersect a leaf £* C (W“(A) N VL/R)7
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e S;Ne* =0 forall t € (0,1), and
e S, NVC £ for some t € (0,1);

it is further called ezact if every ss-disc of S crosses V.

See Figure 4.3 for an illustration.

VP vy’
f——— f————
]
-
S3 Y
I} I1¢
1B

Figure 4.3: A right-prefolding manifold (S7), a right-folding manifold (S2) related to V2, and an exact
right-folding manifold (Ss) related to V3

Definition 4.8 (Folding arrays). The submanifold S is called a right/left-folding array related to a
vertical k-array V = {V;} if, for ¢ = 1,...,k, there exist unstable leaves ¢} and t;,t; € (0,1] with
t; <t such that S; := Ute[ti,t;] Sy are right-/left-folding manifolds related to V;. It is further called
exact if all S; are exact.

Lemma 4.9 (Reproducing lemma). Let the k-arrayed BCG covering property be satisfied. If S is an
ezact folding array related to V = {V;}¥_,, then for each i the preimage g~ *(SNV;) contains an exact
folding array in some 11;.

The novelty in this result is the nonstop reproducing process, in contrast with Lemma 3.8 where
the process terminates upon detecting a tangency (since the arguments there for generating a new fold-
ing manifold is based on the absence of tangencies). This property is crucial for obtaining uncountably
many tangencies in Proposition 4.14.

Since for each i the intersection SNV, contains an exact folding manifold related to V;, Lemma 4.9
is an immediate consequence of the following three lemmas.

Lemma 4.10. The preimage by g of an exact folding manifold is a prefolding manifold.
Lemma 4.11. Every prefolding manifold contains a folding array.

Lemma 4.12. Every folding array contains an exact folding array.

Proof of Lemma 4.10. Let S be an exact folding manifold related to V. It follows from definitions of
the BCG structure and folding manifolds that one has g=1(SN yL/R/ ©) ¢ H;/ R/C for some jif g7ty

is orientation preserving or g~1(S N VL/R/ C) - H?/ L/C ¢ g~y is orientation reversing. Since the
cone field C*® is backward-invariant, in either case the preimage is a prefolding manifold. O
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Proof of Lemma 4.11. Let § = Ute[O,l} s, be a right-prefolding manifold of II;. Since some S; crosses
¢ by definition, there exists Sy, such that S;, N AL # (. Let V be the vertical k-array given
by (B3). Take any V; € V. Since Sy, crosses VC. it particularly crosses Vjc. We prove the lemma in
several steps.

Step 1: there exists t1 € (0,to) such that Sy, N f/jL # 0 (see Definition 4.53).

By the continuity of S; on ¢ and the fact that ss-discs are defined for all z values (see Definition 2.5),
there must exist some ¢; € (0,%p) such that Sy, N ‘O/jL # 0 or Sy, N ‘Q/J-R # (. We prove below that the
latter case implies the existence of some ¢’ € (0,ty) with Sy N f/jL # (). Denote by ¢* the unstable leaf
in the definition of a prefolding manifold. Let us attach to each point of £* an ss-disc, including Sy and
S1, to form a su-surface H of codimension one which divides II; into two connected components, the
left one Cf, and the right one CR in the obvious sense. So, we have II; \ H = Cr,|JCr. Similarly, we
take a family of ss-discs including Sy, such that every disc intersects Vjc. It forms another codimension-
one surface Hy, which lies in Cr by (B3) and further divides CR into two components Cr, and CR,,
labeled from left to right. Property (B4) implies VjL C II;\CRr, and VjR C Cg,. Since (B3) also implies
VjL C CR, one has VjL C CR,. The desired statement then follows immediately from the continuity
since before intersecting f/;-R the family {S;} must go through Cg,, and hence intersect V;L

Step 2: Sy, intersects an unstable leaf ¢ € W"(A) N VjL.

Property (B1) implies that every ss-disc crossing IIP intersects W*(A) (see Proposition 2.11).
In particular, there exists some unstable leaf ¢} C W*"(A) intersecting S, which lies in VjB by
Remark 2.12. We in fact have ({ C VjL. To see this, let V; = g(H;) for some horizontal strip H;.
Assume that g| H; is orientation preserving in z, so f/jL = g(HJL) By the invariance of the unstable
foliation and the cone field C*%, we have that the ss-disc (g|a,;)~"(Sy,) intersects both H JL and the
unstable leaf (g Hj)_l(qu). Hence, ¢} C VjL by the definition of gaps. Obviously, the result also holds

when g|p is orientation reserving in x.
Step 3: there exists t| € [t1,t0) such that Sy intersects (Y and Sy N €} =0 for t € (t],to].

Such t} does not exist only if S; intersects ¢} for every t € [t1,t0]. This is impossible since Sy,
belongs to Ho, the right boundary of Cg,, while ¢} C V? C CR, by (B3) and (B4).

Step 4: there exists ta € (to,1) such that Sy, intersects €3 and Sy N LY =0 fort € [to, t2).

Since St, and S, belong to the right, and, respectively, left boundaries of Cgr, while £ C V; C
CR,, the desired value t3 follows from the continuity of {S;}.

Step 5: completion of the proof.

By construction, §; = Ute[t’l t2] St is a right-folding manifold of V;. Repeat the above arguments
for all £ vertical strips in V, we find k right-folding manifolds §; and their union is a right-folding
array related to V. The proof for the case where S is a left-prefolding manifold is the same, with
using (B3’) instead of (B3). O

Remark 4.13. It can be seen from the proof that, with using (B2) instead of (B3), if S is a right-
folding manifold S related to some vertical strip V' (instead of a right-prefolding manifold) such that
SNORV # (), then S contains a folding array given by (B2). Similarly, for left-folding manifolds, using
(B2").

Proof of Lemma 4.12. Let S = UtE[O,l] St be a right-folding array of a vertical k-array Vy. If S is not
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exact, then by definition there exists some V € V such that the right-folding manifold Sy associated
with Vp is not exact. So, Sy contains some ss-disc Sy, such that Sy, intersects YV or ORVE.

We claim that S, N GB%B # (). To prove the claim, first note that the gap VOL divides V{ into
two connected components Ct, and CR, the left and right ones, such that 8%‘/0]3 C (. It is evident
that if there exists an ss-disc intersecting both 9%V and Cg, then one can construct another ss-disc
intersecting OYV2 and VY. On the other hand, if £* C V" is the unstable leaf associated with Sy as
in Definition 4.7, then ¢* N S;, = (), and hence S, intersects (VL UCR). The claim then follows, since
Sty NOXVE # () would contradict OLVE || VI given by (B4).

Thus, by (B2), there exists a vertical k-array V; such that S;, crosses VIC . One then obtains a
right-folding array of V; by the same arguments in the proof of Lemma 4.11, with Sy, Vp, V1, (B2)
in place of S,1I;,V, (B3), see Remark 4.13. If this folding array is not exact, then we repeat this
procedure. Since there are only finitely many vertical arrays and the new folding array obtained at
each step is strictly smaller than the previous one, we will obtain an exact folding array after finite
steps. The proof for the case where S is a left-folding array is the same, with (B2’) in place of (B2). O

4.3 Robust presence of uncountably many homoclinic tangencies. Proof of The-
orem 3

Let A be a k-arrayed cs-blender induced from a cs-Markov partition ({II;},g). Let us denote by
V;; the vertical arrays of II; involved in the k-arrayed BCG covering property in Definition 4.3, where
j=1,...,7" for some integer j* > 1 depending on ¢. We label the corresponding vertical strips by
Vijs € Vij with s = 1,..., k. We call the connected components of W*"(A) N II; the local unstable
leaves of W%(A) (in IL;). Denote by $* := {1,...,k}0 the set of one-sided sequences of k symbols.

Proposition 4.14. For any exact folding array S of A, each s = (sp)n>0 € Ei corresponds to a
sequence (in, jn, Sn)n>0 such that the local unstable leaf defined by

0(s) = (ﬂ g“(v@-m)) N 1L, (5)

n=0

intersects S non-transversely. Moreover, this correspondence is injective.

Proof. Suppose S is related to V;yj, in II;,. By the exactness of S, for any so € {1,...,k}, the in-
tersection S NV jys, contains an exact folding manifold related to V;,;,s,- The reproducing lemma
(Lemma 4.9) implies that the preimage g=1(S N Viyjos,) contains an exact folding array related to an
array Vi, j, in some II; , where i; and j; depend on the choice of sg. For any s; € {1,...,k}, the
intersection of the new exact folding array with V;, ;, 5, contains an exact folding manifold. Invoking
the reproducing lemma on V;, j,5,, we find another exact folding array related to some array Vi,j,.
Repeating this procedure infinitely many times, we obtain a sequence s = (S, )n>0 € E’i. By con-
struction, it corresponds to a sequence (iy, jn, Sn)n>0 With i, and j, depending on s,,_; for n > 0 such
that, with Sp(s) := S, each of the preimages S, 11(s) := ¢~ (Sn(s) N Vinjnsn) contains an exact folding
manifold. Since Lemma 3.7 obviously holds for exact folding manifolds, one can argue as in the proof
of Proposition 3.9 to conclude that S N W*"(A) has a non-transverse intersection point in [, 5, Sn(s),
where S, (s) := g"(S,(s)). By construction, this intersection point belongs to the leaf defined by (5),
and for different sequences the corresponding leaves are different. O

Proof of Theorem 3. By the symmetry of the problem, we only prove for a k-arrayed cs-blender A.
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The goal is to create an exact folding array in W*(A) and apply Proposition 4.14. By Lemmas 4.11
and 4.12, it suffices to find a prefolding manifold. The robustness in the theorem is automatic since
being a prefolding manifold or an (exact) folding array is a C'-robust property.

For that, consider any II;. By (B1) (and Proposition 2.11), there exists a local unstable leaf
% C W¥(A) NI, By construction this leaf must contain a point in A. Indeed, £* intersects all local
stable leaves in II; and all intersection points belong to the locally maximal set A. Since periodic
points are dense in A, we can take some periodic point P such that W} (P) C H%. Similarly, we find
a periodic point P’ with W (P') C I}, Since W*(P) is dense in W*(A), by an arbitrarily small
perturbation, we can create a quadratic tangency between a piece W* of W*(A) and W} (P). There
are now two cases.

The first case is when W?# at the tangency point is pointing to the right in the z-direction, see
the upper picture in Figure 4.4. In this case, we unfold the tangency by moving W?# to the right in
the z-direction and denote by u this displacement. So the tangency exists at ;4 = 0, and there are two
transverse intersection points of W* with W% (P) at u > 0. Note that WW* is foliated by strong-stable
leaves (which in particular are ss-discs), so these intersection points belong to two strong-stable leaves
in W#, denoted by ¢;° and ¢i°. Let 7 be the period of P. Due to the contraction in x, for any
fixed integer n > 0, there exists y; > 0 such that ¢g~""(W*) intersects the right boundary OR}TI; at
p = p1. By continuity, one can find pz € (0, 1) such that g—"7(W*) intersects II¢ but still lies in
1B at p = ps. Now, the part of g="7(W?) bounded by ¢g~""(£5%) and g~""(¢5%) is a right-prefolding
manifold, as desired. Moreover, uo, and hence the size of the perturbation, tend to zero as n — oc.

In the second case, W* at the tangency point is pointing to the left, see the lower picture in
Figure 4.4. We now only perturb the tangency to a quadratic one and do not unfold it. Let us write it
as a union of strong-stable leaves, W* = Ute[o,l} ¢3°, where the tangency point belongs to £;° for some
to € (0,1). Due to the contraction in z, the preimage ¢g="7(W?) for a large n must intersect W} (P’)
in at least two leaves g~""(£;7) and g~ "7 (¢;;) satisfying ¢; € (0,%p) and t; € (to,1). Evidently, the part
of g7""(W?) bounded by these two leaves, i.e., Uepy, 1, 97" (£i°), is a left-prefolding manifold. [

Figure 4.4: Creating prefolding manifolds in the two cases in the proof of Theorem 3, projected to the
(z,y)-space

5 Nearly-affine blender system (NABS)

In this section, we prove Theorem 4. We begin with introducing nearly-affine blender systems,
which generalizing the renormalization results obtained in [ .
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Denote d = dim M. Let {IIs}s>0 be a family of embedded d-dimensional unit cubes, that is,
there is a family of charts {(Us,1s)}sso with II; C Us and ¢5(IIs) = [—1,1]? € R?. For each fixed 6,
we associate with IIs a family Fs := {Fj s}ien of diffeomorphisms where the intersections of domains
of F; 5 with Ils are pairwise disjoint and so are the intersections of ranges of F; s with IIs.

Definition 5.1 (Nearly-affine blender system). The family {Ils, Fs} is called a center-stable nearly-
affine blender system (cs-NABS) if the charts {(Us, p5)} can be chosen such that, for any F;s € Fs
and for any point

(z,y,2) € ¥s(Ils) = [<1,1] x [=1,1]% x [=1,1]%, 1 +d, + dss = d,
one has that (Z,7,2) = ps 0 F; 50 cp(s_l(x, y, z) if and only if

Az(é)x + Bl(é) + ¢1,i(337§, Z3 5) = qzl,i(-%’gv Z3 5)7
¢2,i 72;5)) (6)
] 2 6)7

(z,
3,0 (.CU,
where the coefficients A;, B; and functions v satisfy that

< 8
I
N

I
Il
<
A

(S1) |A;(0)| — a = 0(1)s5—0 + 0(1)s.i—00 for some constant a € (0,1). Here it means that given any
e > 0, there exists 0y > 0 satisfying that, for any § € (0,0p), one can find N(J) € N such that
|Ai(6)] — a < e for all i > N(0),

(S2) for every fixed ¢, the set {B;(d)}ien is dense in an interval I, containing 0 and independent of §
and ¢, and

(S3) the maps ¢;; (j = 1,2,3) are defined on {(z,y,2) € II} and ||[¢;il|cr = 0(1)s—0 + 0(1)5.i-00-

The family {Ils, Fs} is called a center-unstable nearly-affine blender system (cu-NABS) if (S1) is
replaced by

(S17) |A;(0)] — @' = 0(1)s0 + 0(1)s.i—s00 for some constant o’ € (1, 00).
It is called a full nearly-affine blender system if it is the union of a ¢s-NABS and a cu-NABS.
Let us show that a ¢s-NABS defines infinitely many cs-Markov partitions, which are of the same

form as the one in Example 2.3. For brevity, we identify F; s with o5 o Fj 5o gogl, so we can take
I; 5 = [—1,1]% =: II. We fix a ¢ and consider any finite subset Z of

I={ieN: sup |bri(z,7.2)<1}. (7)
(z,7,2) €Il

Denote by II; the intersection of II with the domain of Fj s and define gs : | J;c7 Ili — IL by gs(x,y,2) =
Fi5(z,y,2) if (x,y,2) € II;. Up to shrinking IT and rescaling it to the unit size, we can assume that
gs is a diffeomorphism on a small neighborhood of | J;c7 IL;.

Claim 5.2. For any fized 0, the pair ({11; }iez, g5) is a cs-Markov partition, and we call it a cs-Markov
partition of {Ils, Fs} with the specification (3,7).

One sees that Example 2.3 illustrates the case where cardZ = 2.

Proof. To verify the the first item of Definition 2.1, one sees that by taking II is immediate since By
(6) one has
Hi - {(.’I,', Y, Z) S [_17 1}72/ € ¢2,i(x7 [_L l]du7 Z; 5)7 YAS [_L l]dss}v (8)
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and property (S3) guarantees that 19 ; takes values in (—1,1) for all small § and large i. The first
item of Definition 2.1 is then satisfied by taking X; x Y; x Z; = [~1,1]? for all . The second item
is immediate since the right-hand of (6), considered as a map (z,¥,z) — (Z,y,z), is a contraction
by (S1) and (S3), and takes II into itself by (S3) and the choice of Z. The cone fields in (3) can be
obtained by direct computations with formula (6) and the cone coefficients satisfy

K = max{K", K, K} = o(1)s—0 + 0(1)s.i—00; 9)
see | , Lemma 3.1]. The claim is proven. O
When the NABS {Ils, Fs} is center-unstable, we can also define cu-Markov partitions from the

same procedure as above. To see this, we use the Implicit Function Theorem to find = as a function
of (z,7y, z) from the first equation of (6):

T — Bz(é) + 1;171'(:%7 gvz)v

for some ¢y ; with ||ty i||c1 = 0(1)550+0(1)s.i—s00- Then, one has that (z,y, 2) = psoF 5 ops (2,7, 2)
if and only if the above equation and the last two of (6) are satisfied. Clearly, this defines a cs-NABS
{115, 74} with F§ = {F; '}, and cs-Markov partitions of this NABS are cu-Markov partition of the
original one. 7

Theorem 5.3. Let {Ils, F5} be a nearly-affine blender system. Up to replacing Fs by some iteration
F§ o= {Fl%}, for any integer k > 1, there exists a specification (§,Z) such that the corresponding
partially hyperbolic Markov partition induces a standard blender which is simultaneously separated and
k-arrayed. It is center-stable/-unstable if {Ils, Fs} is center-stable/-unstable.

We postpone the proof of this theorem to Section 5.3, after we prove Theorem 4.

5.1 NABS near heterodimensional cycles. Proof of Theorem 4

In this section, we prove Theorem 5.5 below, which implies Theorem 4, and strengthens the main
finding of | | that any coindex-1 heterodimensional cycle can generate

Definition 5.4 (C'-robust heterodimensional dynamics). We say that a diffeomorphism f has C1-
robust heterodimensional cycles involving two hyperbolic basic sets A and ¥ if there exists a C*
neighborhood U of f such that W*(Ay) NW*(X,) # 0 and W¥(X,) N W*5(A,) # 0 for every g € U.

Let f € Diff" (M), r =1,...,00,w, have a coindex-1 heterodimensional cycle involving two saddles
01 and Oy with ind(O1) + 1 = ind(O2). Recall that we denote by A the center-stable multiplier of Oy
and by - the center-unstable multiplier of O.

For two transitive hyperbolic sets A; and Ay with different indices, by saying A; form a C'-cycle
with Ao, we mean they form C'-robust heterodimensional dynamics. Recall that, by saying a transitive
hyperbolic A is C!-wild, we mean it exhibits uncountably many C'-robust homoclinic tangencies, and

"2 denotes the homoclinic relation between two hyperbolic sets.

Theorem 5.5. Given any integer k > 1, f can be approzimated in the C" topology by a diffeomorphism
g, which has up to two standard blenders, a center-stable one A1 and a center-unstable one Ao, each

of which is simultaneously separated and k-arrayed with A; e Oig (1 =1,2). More specifically,
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e in the saddle case,

— when |a| < 1, Ay exists, forming a C'-cycle with a non-trivial hyperbolic basic set Al e

02,4, and
— when |a| = 1, Ay exists, forming a C'-cycle with a non-trivial hyperbolic basic set A} e
Ol,g;.

e in the saddle-focus case, both Ay and Ay exist, forming a C'-cycle, and,
— Ay is Cl-wild if v is nonreal, and
— Ay is Cl-wild if X is nonreal;
e in the double-focus case, both Ay and Ay exist, forming a C'-cycle, and either Ay or Ao is
Cl-wild.

In all cases, A; is always Ct-wild if O; originally has a homoclinic tangency.

To prove the theorem, we now summarize the renormalization results in | ], which indicate
that each heterodimensional cycle is associated with an NABS. Take a fragile heteroclinic orbit 79
from the non-transverse intersection W*(0O1) N W*(Og) and a robust heteroclinic orbit 7! from the
transverse intersection W*%(0O2) N W*(O1). We consider the closed invariant set

I':=0(0)U00)uTUT! (10)

where O(-) denotes the orbit of a point. In [ ], a heterodimensional cycle involving O; and O3 is
defined as the set I'. To facilitate the presentation, we will do so in the rest of the section.

The key result in | | regarding blenders is the renormalization of the first return maps for a
non-degenerate cycle I'of a C" (r = 2,. .., 00,w) diffeomorphism, where the non-degeneracy conditions
can be fulfilled by an arbitrarily C"-small perturbation. Each first return map is a composition of four
maps: two local maps near the orbits of O; and Oy which are the restrictions of the period maps, and
two transition maps along the heteroclinic orbits 7° and 7, connecting neighborhoods of two points
in 7%! with one near O; and the other near O,. By considering different iteration time near the two
saddle orbits, we obtain a family of first return maps which after renormalization form an NABS.
Whether this NABS is center-stable or center-unstable is determined by the contraction/expansion in
the central dynamics. As discussed above Theorem 4, the central dynamics for saddle cycles are tightly
related to the quantity «, which in fact appears as certain first partial derivative of the transition map
T!. In particular, |a| # 1 for non-degenerate saddle cycles and the resulting NABS satisfies 4; — «
in (6). We refer the readers to [ , Sections 2.1-2.3] for a detailed description of the first return
maps and non-degeneracy conditions.

Theorem 5.6 (| ). Let f € Diff" (M), r =2,...,00,w, have a non-degenerate heterodimensional
cycle I' of coindex 1, and let U be any neighborhood of I'. Then, up to an arbitrarily C"-small
perturbation which dose not destroy I' when it is of saddle-focus or double-focus type, there exist a
family {I15}s of embedded cubes in U and sequences {n;(0)}is of positive integers which are first return
times > of Ils such that the family {Ils, Fs} with F5 = {F;5 := f”i(5)|f_ni<5)(né)} is a nearly-affine
blender system. This system is

e cither center-stable or center-unstable if I' is of saddle type, depending on whether |a| < 1 or
lal > 1, and
o full if T is of saddle-focus or double-focus type.

Any standard cs-blender A1 and cu-blender Ao arisen from the NABS satisfy, up to a further arbitrarily
C"-small perturbation, that

3 Namely, f*(f~™®) (IIs) N I5) NI = 0 for 0 < n < n4(8).
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e in the saddle case,
— if |a| < 1, either Ay B Oq or it forms a C'-cycle with a non-trivial hyperbolic basic set
Ay 0y,
—if la] > 1, either Ag e Oy or it forms a Cl-cycle with a non-trivial hyperbolic basic set
A} e 01, and,
moreover, if either O1 or Oy is contained in a non-trivial hyperbolic set, then, in each of the
above two cases, the two results hold simultaneously; and
e in the saddle-focus and double-focus cases, Ay and Ao form a C'-cycle with Ay e 01 and
Ao N 02, where the former homoclinic relation can be obtained without destroying the original
heterodimensional cycle if v is nonreal, and the same for the latter if A is nonreal.

This theorem follows from several results in [ ] and is not stated explicitly there. We detail
its references in the Appendix. We also need the following result:

Lemma 5.7 (| ). Let O1 and Oy have a heterodimensional cycle of coindez-1, and let at least
one of the central multipliers X\ and ~ be nonreal. Then, there exists an arbitrarily C"-small (r =
1,...,00,w) perturbation which yields a quadratic homoclinic tangency

e to the continuation of O1 if v is not real; and
e to the continuation of Os if A is not real.

Note that, even if both A and + are not real, only one of the above two statements can be
guaranteed. For completeness, let us sketch the main idea of the proof of this lemma. We only
discuss the first statement, as the second one can be achieved by considering f~!. By the definition
of a heterodimensional cycle, we can find two pieces W* C W*(O;1) and W* C W?*(O;) near Oy,
intersecting W2 _(O2) and W} (O2), respectively. Since v is complex, the forward iterates of W*" are
rotating in the central direction, and, in particular, the rotation angles form a dense in 27 when the
argument of 7, say w, is irrational. When the cycle is in general position, one can find an iterate of
W™ such that it has a tangent vector with arbitrarily small angle to some tangent vector of W¥#. Thus,
a tangency can be created by unfolding the cycle and changing the argument of A, say w, at the same
time. Indeed, it is proven in | | that, if the cycle is non-degenerate, then the family {f,.}, where
p denotes the distance between W* and W2 (O2) and fy .~ = f, has a sequence {(u;,w;)} — (0,w*)
of parameter values for each of which the continuation of O; has a homoclinic tangency.

Proof of Theorem 5.5. We prove for the three cases separately. For brevity, by a perturbation we
always mean an arbitrarily C"-small one, and we use the same notations for the continuations of

hyperbolic sets after a perturbation.

(Saddle-focus case.) The existence of the desired blenders, their homoclinic relations to O; and Os,
and the fact that they form a C'-cycle follow directly from Theorem 5.6. We thus only prove the part
regarding the existence of robust homoclinic tangencies. By considering f~!, it suffices to prove that
A; is Ct-wild if either

(1) O; has a homoclinic tangency, or
(2) v = |y|e™ with w € (0, ).

Let us start with case (1). By the multidimensional Newhouse theorem, we first, while keep
the heterodimensional cycle, unfold this tangency to obtain a hyperbolic basic set Ag which has a
C?-robust homoclinic tangency and, by | , |, is homoclinically related to O;. Next, we
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use a further perturbation to make the heterodimensional cycle non-degenerate, and then apply The-
orems 5.6 and 5.3. After that, we obtain a separated and k-arrayed blender A which is homoclinically
related to O, and hence also homoclinically related to Ag. By the lambda lemma, the leaves of the
stable/unstable invariant laminations of A accumulate on those of Ag. So, one can perturb f again to
create a homoclinic tangency to A, while keeping A as an separated and k-arrayed blender (since this
is a C''-open property). Finally, we invoke Theorem 3 to conclude the proof for the case where O; has
a homoclinic tangency.

We proceed to consider case (2), where the center-unstable multiplier v of Oz is nonreal. By
Theorems 5.6 and 5.3, we first perturb f to obtain a standard blender which is both separated
and k-arrayed, and is homoclinically related to O;. Since this perturbation does not destroy the
heterodimensional cycle, we apply Lemma 5.7 to create a homoclinic tangency to O; by a further
perturbation. The proof is then completed with an application of the lambda lemma and Theorem 3.

(Double-focus case.) The proof is the same as for the saddle-focus case.

(Saddle case.) The proof in this case is almost identical to case (1) of the saddle-focus case, except
that the C'-cycle involving A; and A) is not automatic. To obtain this, we need to use the ‘moreover’
part of the saddle case in Theorem 5.6, namely, we need to show that O; or O is contained in non-
trivial hyperbolic set. But this is immediate, because, after the first step of case (1), either O; or
O3 (depending on which one has the tangency) is homoclinically related to the hyperbolic basic set
Ap. O

5.2 Robust homoclinic tangencies in parameter families. Proof of Corollary 6

Let us assume |\17y1| > 1, and the proof of the other case is the same by considering f~!. Denote
the argument of A\; by w and its value at f by w*. It also suffices to assume ¢ = (p,w). It is
established in [ , Theorem 5.1] that there exists a sequence (u;,w;) — (0,w*) such that, for
every sufficiently large 7, the map f,, ., has a heterodimensional cycle involving O and @, a periodic
point with ind(Q) = ind(O) + 1; and, moreover, this cycle at (u,w) = (u;, w;) unfolds generically when
p varies from p;. Let us take (u,w) = (ui,w;) and adjust the parameter values as follows, where all
changes can be arbitrarily small.

1. change p and w so that, with the cycle being kept, a standard blender As appears and is
homoclinically related to @, by [ , Lemma 6.2 and Theorem 6.1],

2. change p and w so that a quadratic homoclinic tangency to @ is created, by Lemma 5.7 (and
the discussion followed),

3. change p to create a quadratic tangency to Ag, by the lambda-lemma, and

4. change p to create C'-robust homoclinic tangencies, as in the proof of Theorem 3.

Denote those new parameter values as (i}, w)). Repeating the above procedure for all sufficiently large
i, we find the desired sequence of parameter values {(u},w})}.

5.3 Standard blenders arisen form an NABS. Proof of Theorem 5.3

We will only consider the ¢s-NABS, and the proof for the center-unstable case is completely
parallel. Let us identify F; 5 with @50 F; 50 goé_l. So, F;s is a map defined on II; given by (8) and
satisfy the cross-form relation (6). We prove Theorem 5.3 in several steps. Roughly speaking, we
first find a specification set Z such that the BCG covering property in Definition 4.3 is satisfied, and

26



hence the cs-Markov partition ({II;};c7,gs) induces is a k-arrayed blender. Then, we show that by
‘duplicating’ this set Z the obtained arrayed blender can also be a separated one.

5.3.1 Preliminaries. Let us define the BCG structure for II; in Definition 4.1 (which also includes
the BC structure in Definition 3.2). By (8), the sets X;,Y;,Z; in Definition 2.1 are the same for all
i in our case, and, after dropping the subscript, they are X = [~1,1],Y = [~1,1]%,Z = [-1,1]%s.
Denote IT = [1,1]%. We take real numbers zp, z¢, g with 0 < z¢ < g < ¥ < 1 to be determined,
and define for all ¢

XB = (_IL'B,.TB), XC = (_:CCpTC), xL = —Ig, J,‘R =g,
and
P = (—zB,zB) X Y X Z, ¢ = (—zc,2c) X Y X Z,
M = {—2¢} xYx2Z, HF={zc}xYxZ, (11)

Consider the map ¢ defined on all II; by g(z,y, 2) = Fis(x,y, 2) if (x,y, z) € II;. By (6), we have

‘/:i = g(Hl) = {(il,i(l‘ayaz)vvaii,i('rvyvz)) : (xvy7 Z) € X XY x Z}a
VPO = g(PO) = (Wi, 2), 4, s (@, 9, 2)) ¢ (2,9, 2) € XP/C x ¥ x 7}, (12)

3 (2

VIR = () = {(ri(e, g, 2), 9, ¥si(@, 9, 2)) = (2,9, 2) € (R} x Y x Z}.

Note that the vertical strips which constitute the vertical arrays in the BCG covering property (Defi-
nition 4.3) are those inside II;. Hence, in our case, they are of the form V;; = V; N1II;. Similarly, we

have X/ijB/C/L/R = ViB/C/L/R NII;. Combining this fact with the above BCG structure of II;, we obtain

Lemma 5.8. The hyperbolic basic set A induced from the cs-Markov partition ({1;}icz,gs) s a k-
arrayed blender if the BCG covering property is satisfied with II and V C {V; : i € T}, in place of 11;
andV C {Vj; :i,j € T}.

Recall Definition 2.5 that an ss-disc S is of the form (x,y) = (s1(2), s2(z)) for z € Z and a u-disc
S* is of the form (z,z) = (s} (y), s5(y)) for y € Y. Let AY and AY. be the maximal deviation of the
x-coordinate of an ss-disc S and a u-disc SY, i.e.,

AT = max Is1(z1) — s1(#2)] and A% = max 15T (y1) — 87 (y2)|.
21,22€[—1,1]dss y1,42€[—1,1]dss

Denote by A?® the supremum of A over all ss-discs S crossing II;, and by A} the supremum of A%,
over all u-discs S* crossing II;. One sees from (9) that max{A{*, A¥} = o(1)s + 0(1)s5.i00- (Recall
the meaning of this notation in (S1).)

By (6), the image @Zl,i(XB/C x Y x Z) contains the interval (B; — Ajzp +||¢14||, Bi + Aixs — |¥1,4]))-
By the form of VB in (12), one can easily check® that any ss-disc which lies entirely in

(Bi — |Ai|lzp + [|114

» B+ |Aifrp — [[¢1l]) x Y < Z (13)
crosses VB in the sense of Definition 2.7. By (S1), (S3) and (9), we have

A; = max{|Ai| — a, |1, A%, AL} = 0(1)5 + 0(1)s.i—s00. (14)

%

4 An eclaborated computation can be found in the proof of | , Lemma 4.10].
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Lemma 5.9. If an ss-disc crosses 1P and intersects X(V;B) x Y x Z, then it crosses VB, where
X(ViB) = (B; — axp + 3A;, B; + axp — 34;).

Proof. By Definition 2.7 of crossing, the ss-disc lies entirely in (—xp,zp) X Y x Z. By the choice of
A, if it intersects the cube in the statement of the lemma, then it must lie entirely in the cube given
by (13). O

5.3.2 Finding 1l-arrayed standard blenders. Let us now find a specification set Z such that
({11, }iez, gs5) satisfies 1-arrayed BCG covering property as in Definition 4.3, i.e., every vertical array
has only one vertical strip. After that, we show that the k-arrayed covering property can be satisfied
by repeating the same argument k times. By Lemma 5.8, we verify the properties (B1)—(B4) with IT
and V C {V; :i € 7} in Lemmas 5.10-5.14 below.

Take any zp € (0,1) such that [—xp, zp] is contained in the interval in which {B;} is dense, given
by (S2). Let N > 0 be an integer to be determined. We divide the interval [—xp, x| equally into N
subintervals and denote the endpoints by x,, with n =0,..., N, xo = —zrp and zy = zg. By 14, we
can take a sequence {ds} — 0 and a family {Z;}sen of sets Zg = {i1(s),...,in(s)} such that

Aj sy 0 and B; () —xn >0 as s— oo.

We further require the family of pairs {(ds,Zs)} is chosen such that A; (5 — 0 as s — oo. Let |-]
denote the largest integer smaller than a given number.

Lemma 5.10. Given any integer N with N > |1/« +2, the specification sets Iy satisfy property (B1)
for all sufficiently large s.

Proof. Note that, if the union of the associated intervals X(VB) with i € Z covers [~zp,zg], then
every ss-disc crossing IT® must intersect X(VZB) x Y x Z for some ¢, and hence cross ViB by Lemma 5.9,
which gives (B1).

Taking

A = n:Hll%%N{Ain(sy |Bin(5) — x|}, (15)
one sees that X(VZE(S)) contains the subinterval

X(Vilj(s)) = (xp, — axp + 4A,, T, + axp — 455).

Hence, [—zp, zB] is covered by |, X(Vif‘(s)) if it is covered by U, X(Vif‘(s)). But the latter is obvious
for all sufficiently large s, since

Z ‘X(Vilj(s)) N[z, zp]| > (2axp — 8A,) - (a7 +1) = 2z + 202 + 0(1)s_s00,

where | - | denotes the length of an interval. It then follows from the discussion at the beginning that
(B3) holds for all Z; with sufficiently large s. O

Lemma 5.11. The specification sets Is satisfy property (B/) for all sufficiently large s.

Proof. By the choice of A; in (14), Definition 4.1 and the BCG structure in (11), we find that

MY € (—zq —3A;, —2g +3A) x Y xZ and IR C (zg — 3A;,2q + 3A;) x Y X Z, (16)
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where we use three A; to bound |1y ;||, the z-deviations of the ss-discs and of the u-discs, respectively.
Recall the separation notation || is defined before Definition 4.3. It is immediate from (11) that
H?/ R I HZC if xq — xc > 44, which is automatic for all sufficiently large 3.

Let us check VR || VC. Recall that |A; — o] < A;. We find from (6) and (12) that

VR C ((a+ Ay)(wg — 3A) + By — A, (a0 + Ay) (g 4 3A;) + Bi + Ay) x Y x Z,
VC C (—(a + Ai)xc + B; — Ay, (04 + AZ')ZL'C + B; + Al) xY x Z.

Thus, VR || V€ if
((a+Ai)(za —3A:) + Bi — A;) — (o + Ay)ze + Bi + Ay) > Ay,

where the A; on the right-hand side is used to bound the z-deviation of the ss-discs. This inequality
is satisfied when xq — ¢ > 9A;a~!. By a similar discussion, the same condition can be derived from
V| vC and ViL/ & I O5/®VB. The lemma follows immediately since by construction i € Zs tend to
infinity as s — oo. O

Lemma 5.12. Properties (B3) and (B3’) are satisfied by Zs = {xo,...,xn} for all sufficiently large
s if

o N is odd and —xc = xy, for some 0 <n < (N —1)/2, and

& g > Ic + axrp.

Proof. Let A, be given by (15). By (6) and (12),

VC(S) O (zn — axc + 3As, 1, + axc — 3A,) X Y X Z, (17)

in

where the term 3A comes from lao—A;, ()]s [Tc—Bj, (5], and [|1h1 3, (5)l|- Since every ss-disc intersecting
OLTIC = {—xc} x Y x Z has its 2-deviation bounded by 2A, from & = —x¢ = 2, it must cross the
above cube if 20zc — 6A, > 2A,, which is automatic for all large s. This proves the first part of (B3).

To check VZ.E’(S) | I%, we obtain from (6) and (12) that

V2 C (#n — awp — 3A,, my + awp + 3A,) X Y X Z, (18)

in

Since T belongs to the first cube in (16) and x,, = —z(, it follows that Vi]j‘(s) | O% if —xc—axg+rg >
7A,, which is fulfilled by all large s due to the second condition in the lemma. Since N is odd, the
discussion for (B3’) is the same by symmetry. O

Recall that the points x,, divide [—xp, zp] into N subintervals of the same length.

Lemma 5.13. Properties (B2) and (B2’) are satisfied by Iy = {xo,...,xn} for all sufficiently large
s if

a(rp — x¢) < Tpy1 — Ty < a(zp + x0). (19)
More specifically, forn =0,..., N —1, any ss-disc intersecting (931}1/1.]3(5) crosses ‘/iS+1(s)’ and VZEH(S) I
V;I;(s)f and, forn=1,..., N, any ss-disc intersecting 8913‘/2'13“(5) crosses V;S(S), and V;E(S) I Vii{H(s)'

Proof. Again by (6) and (12), we find that 8?1/;]3(5) lies between the following two hyperplanes:
{2 +azp —3A} x Y xZ and {z,+azp+3A,} xY x Z,
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while, by (17),
VC

7:'n.+1

(s) 2 (Tp41 — axc + 3Ag, Tni1 + axc — 353) xY x Z.

. . . R B . C .
Thus, an ss-disc which intersects 0, Vin(s) will cross I/in+1(s) if

Tn + azp — 304 — (Tp41 — axc + 353) > A,
—(zp + axp + 353) + Tpt1 + axc — 3A, > Ay,
or
Tpt1 — T < a(zp +2c) — TAs and xp41 — 2, > alzp — 20) + TAS,

which holds for all sufficiently large s by (19). This proves the first part of (B2).

To check the second part, we find from (18)

B
int+1(s

)y C (Tpt1 — axp — 3AS,xn+1 + axp + 355) XY X Z,
and from (6) and (12)

V'L(s) C (—axg + o, — TA,, —axg + 2, + TAL) X Y X Z.

Obviously, we have V;]:H 5) I V;I;(S) if

Tpil — QI — 3A, — (—axg + xn + 6As) > Ag,

which holds for all sufficiently large s by (19). The proof of (B2’) is completely parallel due to the
symmetry. O

Lemma 5.14. Ifa < 1/20, then xc,xg, N can be chosen such that the conditions in Lemmas 5.10, 5.12
and 5.13 are satisfied.

Proof. Since xy,41 — x, = 2xp/N, inequality (19) can be rewritten as

2R 2R

<N<

alep + o) alep —@0)’ (20)

We claim that, for every N satisfying this inequality and has the form N = 8m + 1 with m > 1, one

can define the desired zc, zq.

Let us prove the claim. Take xc = —Zp+1, s0 xc/zp = (m — 1/2)/(4m +1/2) € (1/9,1/4), and
hence

1 1
§xB <ze < 13;13. (21)
This along with (20) implies
8 9
— <N < —. 22
5% 4o (22)

The condition of Lemma 5.10 is satisfied since 8/(5a)—(|1/a]4+2) > 32—22 > 0. The first condition of
Lemma 5.12 is automatic by construction, and the second one is equivalent to require z¢ 4+ axg < 1,
which is also satisfied since ¢ + axrp < xp/4 + x/20 < 1. So, z¢ can be taken as any number
satisfying the second condition of Lemma 5.12. The claim is proven.

It remains to show that there indeed exist integers of the form N = 8m + 1 satisfying (20). But
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this is obvious since 9 5 9 9
x x
B — B > ———>0
alzp —xc) alrp+ac)  4da  da

5.3.3 Finding k-arrayed standard blenders. Lemmas 5.10-5.14 imply that, when o < 1/20,
there exists a family {Z;} of specification sets defined above Lemma 5.10 such that for every sufficiently
large s, the cs-Markov partition ({II;}iez,,gs) induces a l-arrayed blender. To obtain a k-arrayed
blender for any £ > 1, we find k£ families {Iﬁl}seN’lgjgk via Lemmas 5.10-5.14 by taking A, =
man{Ag}, where Al are defined as (15) but now with the superscript. Then, for every small &
and large s, the cs-Markov partition ({I1;}, e, i gs) induces a k-arrayed blender. To remove the
assumption o < 1/20, one simply considers the iteration g" for some n such that the new contraction
coefficient o™ < 1/20.

5.3.4 Building a separated blender: completion of the proof. Recall that the BC structure
(see Definition 3.2) is defined as in (11). Denote by Z the specification set of the found k-arrayed
blender. In what follows, we show that by adding two more copies of Z with some shifts in the
x-direction, the resulting bigger specification set yields a standard blender which is simultaneously
k-arrayed and separated.

Recall the numbers z; (i = 0,...,N) defined above Lemma 5.10 and denote D = x; — z9. We
take / 1 / 2 1 2 iz 1
XT; = Ty + gD, T_1 =Ty — gD, T, = T + gD, T_1 =Ty — gD
Let Z' and Z"” be the specification sets found in the same way as Z, but with {«}} and {2/} instead
of {z;} in Lemmas 5.10-5.14. Evidently, the standard blender of Z = Z UZ' UZ" is still a k-arrayed
one, where the extra points ’ ; and z”, are for ensuring that property (B2’) is satisfied by each of

the array set given by 7/ and Z”.

We now prove that the blender of 7 is also a separated one. Property (A1) is immediate from (B1).
To verify (A2), it suffices to show that, instead of VP || VI in (B2), the stronger property V§ || V&
holds, and Similarly for (B2’). Due to the symmetry, we only prove V§ || V. One just needs to
replace V;EH(S) and V;.I;(S) in the second part of the proof of Lemma 5.13 by VZSH(S) and ViS(S). This
yields a condition that can be satisfied for all large s if z,4+1 — 2, > 2axc, which, by the choice of z¢
in Lemma 5.14 and the fact that z,; — x, = 2zp/N, is equivalent to

This can be satisfied for any fixed m by consider iterations of the NABS, as explained in Section 5.3.3.
Thus, (A2) is satisfied.

We proceed to check a stronger version of (A3) that every ss-disc intersecting H? will cross
some VC. This is just a repetition of the proof of Lemma 5.10, with requiring that [—zp,xB] is
covered by X(V)¢, instead of X(V)B, with i € Z. Tt follows that the desired property holds if

cardZ = 3N > |xp/axc| + 2, which is automatic by (21) and (22). Thus, the k-arrayed blender of 7
is also separated, and the proof of Theorem 5.3 is completed.
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A NABS obtained in | ]

A.1 Proof of Theorem 5.6

We now collect several results in | | which together imply Theorem 5.6. In some cases, we will
also refer to [Li24] where the corresponding improved results are obtained. The statements there hold
for all standard blenders arisen from the NABS near heterodimensional cycles, which in particular
include the separated and arrayed ones introduced in this paper.

In | , Section 2.5], saddle heterodimensional cycles are further divided into two subcases,
type I and type II, according to whether the transition map along 70 satisfies an orientation-related
condition or not. The existence of the NABS for type-I cycles follows from the renormalization formulas
(3.26) and (4.21) of | |, with replacing (X, Y, Z) by (dz, 0y, dz) in these two formulas. The part on
the homoclinic relation and C*-cycle follows from [ , Theorem 2], while the additional ‘moreover’
part concerning the case where one of the saddles is contained in a non-trivial hyperbolic set is by
[ , Corollary 3] (see also | , Remark 2.2 and Theorem 4] which imply the corollary). The NABS
part for type-II cycles is due to [ , Theorem 5] that saddle cycles of type II are accumulated by
those of type I, and other parts are from | , Corollary 2]. The proofs are based on the analysis of
first return maps on a family {Us} of shrinking neighborhoods of some point P € I'; where ¢ denotes
the size. A single renormalization map ¢ : U — R% for some U D Uj is considered, that is, ¢5 = olus-
In this case, one has {n;(d2)} C {n;(d1)} for any 2 < d;.

The NABS part of Theorem 5.6 for saddle-focus and double-focus cycles follows from formulas
(6.18) and, respectively, (6.44) of | ], with replacing (X,Y, Z) and, respectively, (U,V,W) by
(0x,dy,0z). A more concise presentation of these two formulas can be found in | , Sections 2.2 and
2.3]. The convergence requirements in (S1) and (S1’) are described in detail by Lemma A.1 below.

The part on the homoclinic relation and C'-cycle is given by | , Theorem 7]. In these
two cases, the proofs are still based on a family of shrinking neighborhoods but now the involved
renormalization maps depend on the size of the neighborhoods.

The first perturbation in Theorem 5.6 is to achieve certain arithmetic properties on the central
multipliers, which guarantee the existence of the nearly-affine blender systems. These properties are
fully classified in [ , Corollary A]. The exception is for saddle cycles of type II, where the cycle
is additionally unfolded to create those of type I. The second perturbation for homoclinic relations
and C'-cycles are done by unfolding the heterodimensional cycle, and this can be done within generic
finite-parameter families, where a complete discussion is given in by | , Theorem 2] for the saddle
case and | , Theorem C] for other cases.

32



A.2 NABS in the saddle-focus and double-focus cases

Theorem 5.6 in these two cases establishes the coexistence of a ¢s-NABS and a cu-NABS, and
they carry additional properties not used in this paper. First, in contrast to the saddle case, where
A; in (6) converge to the quantity «, we have

Lemma A.1 (Full central contraction/expansion). In the saddle-focus and double-focus cases, it holds
that for any a € R\ {0, %1, £oo}, there exists a sequence {in}nen such that A; — o as n — oo and
{Bi,} is dense near 0.

Recall that the map (6) are obtained as the first return map along the heterodimensional cycle,
and they are of the form F; := Fy, ,,,,, where k; and m; are the number of iterations spent near O
and Og, respectively. The result in the saddle-focus case follows from the proof of | , Proposition
6.2], or, more specifically, the last displayed equation in the proof. For convenience we present it here

with a concise form. .
(B, m; — ¢)sin(kw + n1)

B sin(kw + 72)

ki7mi - I

where Ay, p,, (Bk;m;, — ¢) are the quantities A; and B; in (6), w is the argument of the complex
center-stable multiplier of O1, and ¢, 71 2 are constants with 71 # 72 + nm. The arithmetic condition
of | , Theorem 7] ensures that {kw /27, Bk }k.men is dense in R2. This implies that, given any a,
one can choose (k;,m;) such that {(By, m, — c)} is dense near a small neighborhood of 0, and, in the
same time, Ay, ,,, — «, proving the lemma in the case where the center-stable multipliers of O; are
nonreal. When O, has nonreal center-unstable multipliers, one just considers f~!. This lemma for the
double-focus case follows from a reduction to the saddle-focus one in the proof of | , Proposition
6.7].

Lemma A.2 (Overlapping). The cs- and cu-NABSs, which constitute the full NABS in the saddle-
focus and double-focus cases, share the same family {(Us,vs)} of charts in Definition 5.1.

This lemma follows directly from [ , Propositions 6.2 and 6.7]. An immediate consequence
due to Proposition 2.11 is that, for any pair of standard cs- and cu-blender arisen from such full NABS,
denoted as A° and A, one has that W*(A%) intersects W*(A*) Cl-robustly.
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