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Abstract

It is well-known that the planar and spatial circular restricted three-body problem (CR3BP) is of
contact type for all energy values below the first critical value. Burgos-Garcı́a and Gidea extended
Hill’s approach in the CR3BP to the spatial equilateral CR4BP, which can be used to approximate the
dynamics of a small body near a Trojan asteroid of a Sun–planet system. Our main result in this paper
is that this Hill four-body system also has the contact property. In other words, we can “contact” the
Trojan. Such a result enables to use holomorphic curve techniques and Floer theoretical tools in this
dynamical system in the energy range where the contact property holds.
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1 Introduction

Astronomical significance. One of the first triumphs in celestial mechanics was the Lagrange central
configuration, one of the first explicit solutions to the three-body problem discovered by Lagrange [25]
in 1772. It consists of three bodies, not necessarily of equal masses, forming the vertices of an equilateral
triangle, each moving on a specific Kepler orbit. The triangular configuration of the bodies is maintained
throughout the entire motion. A special type of Lagrange’s solution is the rigid circular motion of the
three bodies around their center of mass. It is common to use the term “Trojan” to describe a small body,
an asteroid or a natural satellite, that lies in such equilateral triangular configuration together with the
Sun and a planet, or with a planet and a moon. In other words, such small bodies remain near triangular
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points 60° ahead of or behind the orbit of a planet or a moon. Such triangular points correspond to
the two equilateral Lagrange points, L4 (leading) and L5 (trailing), of a Sun–planet or a planet–moon
system. Since the discovery of the first Trojan asteroid, 588 Achilles, near Jupiter’s Lagrange point
L4 by Max Wolf of the Heidelberg Observatory in 1906 (see [31]), such configurations have not only
deserved attention in theory, but have also gained tremendous astronomical significance. By now many
other examples of Trojan-like asteroids in our solar system have become known. Jupiter has thousands of
Trojans [38]; Mars [15] and Neptune [2] also have some; only two Earth Trojans have been discovered
so far [35]. Meanwhile it is known [30] that the Saturn–Tethys system has two Trojans, Telesto (L4-
Trojan) and Calypso (L5-Trojan), and the Saturn–Dione system has two as well, Helene (L4-Trojan)
and Polydeuces (L5-Trojan). A twelve-year space probe to several Jupiter Trojans is currently being
operated by NASA’s Lucy mission, which was launched on 16 October 2021 as the first mission to the
Jupiter Trojans (see e.g., [32] for a recent research result). Outside the solar system there exists also the
possibility of a Trojan planet associated to extrasolar systems, formed by a star with similar mass as the
Sun and a giant gas planet. Although such Trojan planets only play a fictitious role at the moment, their
dynamics are already being analyzed theoretically [37].

In order to describe conveniently the dynamics of small bodies attracted by the gravitational field of
three bodies in such a triangular central configuration, a restricted four-body problem (R4BP) becomes
necessary. There are plenty of results on various models of the R4BP, such as [3], [8], [9], [11–13],
[16], [19], [24], [27], [29], [36], [39]. Relevant for this work is the spatial equilateral circular one, in
which three primaries circle around their common center of mass and forming an equilateral triangular
configuration. In view of astronomical data associated to such configurations in the solar system, the
mass of one of the primaries (the Trojan) is much smaller than the other two primaries. If one equates the
mass of the Trojan to zero, the system represents the circular restricted three-body problem (CR3BP).
Therefore, to study the dynamics in the vicinity of the Trojan, a practical and intelligent concept is to
perform a Hill’s approximation in the equilateral circular R4BP.

Hill’s approximation. In 1878 Hill [21] introduced a limiting case of the CR3BP, as an approach to
solve the motion of the Moon in the Sun–Earth problem. As a first approximation, the infinitesimal body
(Moon) moves in the vicinity of the smaller primary (Earth) and, by a symplectic rescaling of coordinates,
the remaining primary (Sun) is pushed infinitely far away in a way that it acts as a velocity independent
gravitational perturbation of the rotating Kepler problem formed by the Earth and the Moon.

Extending Hill’s concept to the equilateral circular R4BP was performed by Burgos-Garcı́a and
Gidea [12], which is the central system in this paper. This problem studies the dynamics near the Trojan
and pushes the two remaining primaries (e.g., Sun and Jupiter) to infinity, and depends on two param-
eters, the energy of the system and the mass ratio µ ∈ [0, 1

2 ] of the two primaries at infinity (system is
symmetric with respect to µ = 1

2 ). The case µ = 0 corresponds to the classical Hill 3BP, therefore this
Hill four-body model generalizes the classical Hill’s approach. It is worth noting that this system is dif-
ferent as the one introduced by Scheeres [36], in which the motion of a spacecraft in the Sun perturbed
Earth–Moon system is studied. Moreover, this Hill four-body system was extended in [11] as a problem
with oblate bodies modeling the Sun–Jupiter–Hektor–Skamandrios system.

Why we care about contact property. One of Hill’s main contributions was the discovery of one peri-
odic solution with period equal to the synodic month of the Moon. Hill’s lunar theory was, as Wintner
said [41, p. 1], “considered by Poincaré as representing a turning point in the history of celestial me-
chanics”. Poincaré sought to make periodic solutions central in the study of the global dynamics, a focus
that has persisted since his pioneering work [33]. Inspired by Poincaré’s concept of using global surface
of sections for proving existence results of periodic orbits in the CR3BP [34], Birkhoff conjectured [10]
that retrograde periodic orbits in the CR3BP bound a disk-like global surface of section (retrograde
means that the motion of the orbit is in opposite direction as the coordinate system is rotating; the one
that rotates in the same direction is called direct). Due to preservation of an area form with finite total
area, one can apply Brouwer’s translation theorem to the Poincaré return map associated to the disk-like
global surface of section and find at least one fixed point that should correspond to a direct periodic orbit.
The direct orbit is astronomically more significant, since our Moon moves in a direct motion around the
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Earth, whose existence is based so far on numerical computations, as the classical Hill’s lunar orbit. Such
fixed point approaches related to existence results of periodic orbits are sources of inspiration that have
laid the fruitful fundamental principles of powerful abstract methods and important breakthroughs in
symplectic and contact geometry, such as the work by Floer [17] on the Arnold conjecture, by Hofer [22]
and Taubes [40] on the Weinstein conjecture, and by Hofer–Wysocki–Zehnder [23] on the construction
of disk-like global surface of sections with the help of holomorphic curves. The assumption that energy
level sets are of contact type enable to use holomorphic curve and Floer theoretical techniques in the en-
ergy range where the contact property holds. We also refer to the book [18] for a profound introduction
to such techniques and their use in celestial mechanics, with a particular focus on the CR3BP and the
above still unresolved Birkhoff’s conjecture. From a practical point of view, Floer theoretic bifurcation
tools have recently been applied to numerical investigations of periodic orbits [4], [6].

Main result. For the planar CR3BP it is well-known that below the first critical value, the two bounded
components of the energy level sets, after Moser regularization, are of contact type [1]. Each compo-
nent corresponds to the unit cotangent bundle of S2 with the standard contact structure, meaning that
each contact manifold corresponds to (S∗S2,ξst). The same result for the spatial case was shown in [14],
where each contact manifold corresponds to (S∗S3,ξst). We note that [18, Chapter 6.1] proved the same
result for the classical planar Hill 3BP.

The Hill four-body system we consider has four Lagrange points, where L1 is symmetric to L2 (lying
on the x-axis), and L3 is symmetric to L4 (lying on the y-axis). If the energy value c is below the first
critical value H(L1/2), then the energy level set has one bounded component (where the origin is con-
tained), which we denote by Σb

c . This component is non-compact because of a singularity at the origin
corresponding to collision. After performing Moser regularization, we obtain a compact 5 dimensional
manifold, which we denote by Σ̃b

c . The spatial system is invariant under a symplectic involution σ which
is induced by the reflection at the ecliptic. The restriction of the spatial problem to the fixed point set
Fix(σ ) corresponds to the planar problem. In fact, we can restrict the whole procedure to Fix(σ ) and
obtain a compact 3 dimensional manifold, which we denote by Σ̃b

c |Fix(σ). Our main result in this paper is
the following theorem.

Theorem 1.1. For any given µ ∈ [0, 1
2 ] it holds that

Σ̃
b
c
∼= (S∗S3,ξst), if c < H(L1/2),

Σ̃
b
c |Fix(σ)

∼= (S∗S2,ξst), if c < H(L1/2).

Our method to prove Theorem 1.1 is the same as in [1], [14], namely we find a Liouville vector
field on the cotangent bundle which is transverse to Σ̃b

c whenever c < H(L1/2). This transversality result
implies the contact property. The Liouville vector field we use is inspired by Moser regularization, which
first interchanges the roles of position and momenta, and then uses the stereographic projection. In this
setting, the Liouville vector field is the natural one (i.e., the radial vector field in fiber direction) on
the new cotangent bundle structure after switching position and momenta. Therefore, our transversality
result implies in particular fiberwise starshapedness.

The contact property of energy level sets of Hamiltonian systems prevents blue sky catastrophes,
see [18, Chapter 7.6]. We recall: For r ∈ [0,1] let Xr be a one-parameter family of smooth non-vanishing
vector fields on a compact manifold. X1 admits a “blue sky catastrophe” if there is a smooth one-
parameter family of periodic orbits γr with r ∈ [0,1) such that the period of γr tends to infinity as r → 1.

Corollary 1.2. A dynamical consequence of Theorem 1.1 is that blue sky catastrophes can not appear
for energy values c < H(L1/2).

Organization of the paper. In Section 2 we discuss the Hamiltonian, its linear symmetries, Lagrange
points and Hill’s regions. The goal of Section 3 is to prove Theorem 1.1. We first recall some basic
definitions and notations from contact geometry, and then show transversality in the non-regularized
case. After this, we perform Moser regularization and prove therein the transversality property.
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Figure 1: Equilateral circular restricted four-body problem. Left: Case of m1 > m2 > m3. Right: Case of
m2 = m3 in a rotating frame of reference; B2 and B3 are located symmetrically with respect to B1.

2 Hill’s approximation in the spatial equilateral circular R4BP

2.1 Hamiltonian

We consider three point masses (primaries), B1, B2 and B3, moving in circular periodic orbits in the same
plane with constant angular velocity around their common center of gravity fixed at the origin, while
forming an equilateral triangle configuration (see Figure 1). A fourth body B4 is significantly smaller
than the other three and thus a negligible effect on their motion. We set B1 on the negative x-axis at the
origin of time and assume that the corresponding three masses are m1 ≥ m2 ≥ m3. It is convenient to
choose the units of mass, distance and time such that the gravitational constant is 1, and the period of the
circular orbits is 2π . In these units the side length of the equilateral triangle configuration is normalized
to be one, and m1 +m2 +m3 = 1. Moreover, it is convenient to use a rotating frame of reference that
rotates with an angular velocity of the orbital angular rate of the primaries. Then, the dynamics of the
infinitesimal body B4 is described by the Hamiltonian

H(x,y,z, px, py, pz) =
1
2
(

p2
x + p2

y + p2
z
)
− m1

r1
− m2

r2
− m3

r3
+ pxy− pyx,

which is a first integral of the system. An equivalent first integral is the Jacobi integral C defined by
C =−2H. Notice that ri indicates the corresponding distance from B4 to i-th primary, for i = 1,2,3. The
general expressions of the position coordinates (xi,yi,0) can be seen in [9]. If m3 = 0 and m2 = µ , then
one recovers the constellation of the CR3BP associated to B1 and B2, where B3 is located at the equilateral
Lagrange point L4. Moreover, the phase space is the trivial cotangent bundle T ∗ (R3 \{B1,B2,B3}

)
=(

R3 \{B1,B2,B3}
)
×R3, endowed with the standard symplectic form ω = ∑d pk ∧ dk (k = x,y,z). The

flow of the Hamiltonian vector field XH , defined by dH(·) = ω(·,XH), is equivalent to the equations of
motion,

{
k̇ = ∂H

∂ pk
, ṗk =− ∂H

∂k

}
(k = x,y,z).

We now briefly recall the fundamental steps of Hill’s approximation, as performed in [12] where the
details can be seen. Let B3 be the primary (the Trojan), whose mass is much smaller than the other two
primaries. The first step is to set the Trojan to the origin. The second step rescales symplectically the co-
ordinates depending on m1/3

3 . The third step makes use of a Taylor expansion of the gravitational potential
of the Hamiltonian in powers of m1/3

3 . Finally, the limiting case for m3 → 0 yields the Hamiltonian

H(x,y,z, px, py, pz) =
1
2
(

p2
x + p2

y + p2
z
)
+ pxy− pyx− 1

r
+

1
8

x2 − 3
√

3
4

(1−2µ)xy− 5
8

y2 +
1
2

z2,

where r =
(
x2 + y2 + z2

) 1
2 , m1 = 1− µ and m2 = µ . Notice that if one expands the Hamiltonian of the

CR3BP centered at the equilateral Lagrange point L4, then the quadratic part corresponds to H +1/r.
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Figure 2: The quantities a (red), b (green), λ1, λ2 (both blue) and d (black).

Furthermore, after applying a rotation in the xy-plane, the system is equivalent with the system charac-
terized by the Hamiltonian

H(x,y,z, px, py, pz) =
1
2
(

p2
x + p2

y + p2
z
)
+ pxy− pyx− 1

r
+ax2 +by2 +

1
2

z2, (1)

where

a =
1
2
(1−λ2), b =

1
2
(1−λ1), λ1 =

3
2
(1−d), λ2 =

3
2
(1+d), d =

√
1−3µ +3µ2.

Since d(1− µ) = d(µ), we can assume that µ ∈ [0, 1
2 ]. Notice that λ1 and λ2 are the eigenvalues cor-

responding to the rotation transformation in the xy-plane. The quantities a,b,λ1,λ2 and d are plotted in
Figure 2. The Hamiltonian (1) consists of the rotating Kepler problem (formed by the Trojan and the in-
finitesimal body) with a velocity independent gravitational perturbation produced by the two remaining
massive primaries (the degree 2 term ax2 +by2 + 1

2 z2) which are sent at infinite distance. By introducing
the effective potential

U : R3 \{0}→ R, (x,y,z) 7→ −1
r
− 1

2
(
λ2x2 +λ1y2 − z2) , (2)

the Hamiltonian (1) can be written as

H(x,y,z, px, py, pz) =
1
2
(
(px + y)2 +(py − x)2 + p2

z
)
+U(x,y,z), (3)

and the equations of motion are given by

ẍ−2ẏ =−∂U
∂x

=

(
λ2 −

1
r3

)
x

ÿ+2ẋ =−∂U
∂y

=

(
λ1 −

1
r3

)
y (4)

z̈ =−∂U
∂ z

=−
(

1+
1
r3

)
z.

In particular, the case µ = 0 recovers the classical Hill 3BP. While the Hill 3BP depends only on the
energy of the orbit, this systems depends on two parameters, the mass ratio µ and the energy of the
system. Specific µ-values of practical interest are for example µ = 0.00095, which approximates the
Sun–Jupiter mass ratio, and µ = 0.00547, which corresponds to the extrasolar system associated to the
Sun-like star HD 28185 and its Jupiter-like exoplanet HD 28185 b.
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2.2 Linear symmetries

A “symmetry” σ is, by definition, a symplectic or anti-symplectic involution of the phase space which
leaves the Hamiltonian invariant, i.e.,

H ◦σ = H, σ2 = id, σ∗ω =±ω. (5)

Anti-symplectic symmetries denote time-reversal symmetries in the Hamiltonian context, see e.g., [26].
A periodic solution x ≡ (x,y,z, px, py, pz) is symmetric with respect to an anti-symplectic symmetry ρ if
x(t) = ρ (x(−t)) for all t, and symmetric with respect to a symplectic one σ if x(t) = σ (x(t)) for all t.

The reflection at the ecliptic {z = 0} gives rise to a linear symplectic symmetry of (1), denoted by

σ(x,y,z, px, py, pz) = (x,y,−z, px, py,−pz), (6)

whose fixed point set Fix(σ) = {(x,y,0, px, py,0)} corresponds to the planar problem. Other linear sym-
plectic symmetries are −σ and ±id, where −σ corresponds to the π-rotation around the z-axis, hence
the z-axis is invariant under −σ . Linear anti-symplectic symmetries are determined by

• ρ1(x,y,z, px, py, pz) = (x,−y,−z,−px, py, pz) (π-rotation around the x-axis),
• ρ2(x,y,z, px, py, pz) = (x,−y,z,−px, py,−pz) (reflection at the xz-plane),
• ρ3(x,y,z, px, py, pz) = (−x,y,−z, px,−py, pz) (π-rotation around the y-axis),
• ρ4(x,y,z, px, py, pz) = (−x,y,z, px,−py,−pz) (reflection at the yz-plane).

Together with the previous linear symplectic symmetries, they form the group Z2 ×Z2 ×Z2. If one
restrict the system to Fix(σ ), linear anti-symplectic symmetries for the planar problem are given by

• ρx(x,y,0, px, py,0) = (x,−y,0,−px, py,0) (reflection at the x-axis),
• ρy(x,y,0, px, py,0) = (−x,y,0, px,−py,0) (reflection at the y-axis),

that together with the linear symplectic ones {±id} form a Klein-four group Z2 ×Z2. These symmetries
show that it is not possible to say which of the two primaries at infinity we are moving to or away from.

Remark 2.1. In [7] it shown that the Hill 3BP (µ = 0) has two special properties.

i) The spatial linear symmetries already determine the planar ones. The same phenomenon is also
true for all µ ∈ [0, 1

2 ]. To see this, let us denote by Σs and Σp each set of spatial and planar linear
symmetries. Consider the projection map given by the restriction to Fix(σ),

π : Σs → Σp, ρ 7→ ρ|Fix(σ).

If ρ ∈ Σs, then ρ|Fix(σ) ∈ Σp with the corresponding (anti-)symplectic property. While π is not
injective (since π(ρ1) = π(ρ2)), it is surjective. If ρ ∈ Σp is symplectic (or anti-symplectic), then a
symplectic (or anti-symplectic) extension is given by z 7→ z and pz 7→ pz (or z 7→ −z and pz 7→ pz).

ii) There are no other linear symmetries. This statement also holds for all µ ∈ [0, 1
2 ]. Its proof uses

the equations (5) and the properties of linear symplectic and anti-symplectic involutions. Since the
exact same computations work for (1) for all µ ∈ [0, 1

2 ], we forgo its proof in this paper.

2.3 Lagrange points and Hill’s region

From the third equation in (4) it is obvious that all Lagrange points are located at the ecliptic {z = 0}.
Using the projection onto the configuration space given by

π : R3 \{0}×R3 → R3 \{0}, (x,y,z, px, py, pz) 7→ (x,y,z), (7)

there is a one-to-one correspondence between critical points of the Hamiltonian (3) and the effective
potential (2), determined by

(
π|crit(H)

)−1
(x,y,0) = (x,y,0,−y,x,0). In [12] it is shown that (2) has four

critical points, whose coordinates are given explicitly in terms of µ ,

L1 =

(
1

3
√

λ2
,0,0

)
, L2 =

(
− 1

3
√

λ2
,0,0

)
, L3 =

(
0,

1
3
√

λ1
,0
)
, L4 =

(
0,− 1

3
√

λ1
,0
)
.
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Figure 3: Hill’s region (gray shaded domains) for planar problem {z = 0} for µ = 0.2. White domains
correspond to forbidden regions. Red dots indicate L1/2; blue dots indicate L3/4. Right: For c < H(L1/2).
Left: For H(L1/2) < c < H(L3/4). In the Hill 3BP (µ = 0), when L3/4 are sent to infinity, below the
critical value the Hill’s region consists of one bounded component and two unbounded components.

Note that L1/2 are related to each other by ρy (reflection at the y-axis), and L3/4 are related to each other
by ρx (reflection at the x-axis). The classical Hill 3BP (µ = 0) only has L1/2, and especially, if µ → 0
then λ1 → 0, which means that L3 and L4 are sent to infinity. Therefore, the presence of a second primary
at infinity for µ ∈ (0, 1

2 ] produces the two additional Lagrange points L3/4. Since λ2 > λ1, we have for
the critical values

H(L1/2) =−3
2

3
√

λ2 <−3
2

3
√

λ1 = H(L3/4), for all µ ∈ (0,
1
2
].

We now consider the energy level set Σc := H−1(c), for c ∈ R. In view of the footpoint projection (7),
the “Hill’s region” of Σc is defined as

Kc := π(Σc)⊂ R3 \{0},

which means that the Hill’s region of the energy level set is its shadow under the footpoint projection.
Since the first three terms in (3) are quadratic and hence non-negative, we can obtain the Hill’s region by

Kc =
{
(x,y,z) ∈ R3 \{0} |U(x,y,z)≤ c

}
.

The topology of the Hill’s region depends on the energy level. If c < H(L1/2), then the Hill’s region has
two connected components, one bounded and one unbounded (see Figure 3). We denote the bounded
component by Kb

c and abbreviate by

Σ
b
c := π−1(Kb

c)∩Σc (8)

the corresponding connected component of Σc.

3 Contact property - Proof of Theorem 1.1

3.1 Basic notations

We now recall some basic definitions and notations from contact geometry, and refer for details to [20].
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Definition 3.1. Let M be a smooth manifold of odd dimension 2n+1. A “contact form” on M is a 1-form
α ∈ Ω1(M) such that α ∧ (dα)∧n ̸= 0. Given a contact form α , the hyperplane field ξ = kerα ⊂ T M is
oriented by dα , and this oriented codimension-1 field is called the “contact structure”. The pair (M,ξ ) is
called “contact manifold”. The “Reeb vector field” Rα is the unique vector field defined by the equations
dα(Rα , ·) = 0 and α(R) = 1, whose flow is called “Reeb flow”.

Definition 3.2. A “Liouville vector field” X on a symplectic manifold (M,ω) is a vector field satisfying
LX ω = ω , where L denotes the Lie derivative, i.e., the Lie derivative along X preserves ω .

By Cartan’s formula and the closedness of the symplectic form ω , we have LX ω = d (ιX ω)+ιX dω =
d (ιX ω) and therefore, we can write the Liouville condition as d (ιX ω) = ω , where ιX ω(·) = ω(X , ·).

Example 3.3. The cotangent bundle T ∗Q of a smooth manifold Q of dimension n is endowed with the
so-called “Liouville one-form”. In local coordinates (q1, ...,qn) on Q and dual coordinates (p1, ..., pn) on
the fibers of T ∗Q, the Liouville one-form is defined by λcan = ∑

n
i=1 pidqi. Since the standard symplectic

form is characterized by ωcan = dλcan = ∑
n
i=1 d pi ∧ dqi, the “natural Liouville vector field” X on T ∗Q

associated to λcan is defined by ιX ωcan = λcan. In local coordinates,

X =
n

∑
i=1

pi
∂

∂ pi
,

that is, the radial vector field in fiber direction.

Hypersurfaces of contact type. Let X be a Liouville vector field on a 2n+ 2 dimensional symplectic
manifold (M,ω). Then α := ιX ω|Σ is a contact form on any hypersurface Σ ⊂ M transverse to X (i.e.,
with X nowhere tangent to Σ). Such hypersurfaces are said to be of “contact type”. To see this, let x ∈ Σ

and let {v1, ...,v2n+1} be a basis of TxΣ. By using the Liouville condition we have,

α ∧ (dα)∧n(v1, ...,v2n+1) = ιX ω ∧ω∧n(v1, ...,v2n+1) =
1
n

ω∧(n+1)(X ,v1, ...,v2n+1). (9)

Since {X ,v1, ...,v2n+1} is a basis of TxM (due to transversality) and ω∧(n+1) is a volume form on M, we
obtain that (9) is non-zero, i.e., the contact condition is satisfied.

Any hypersurface Σ ⊂ M has a characteristic foliation L which is a rank 1 foliation with Lx =
ker(ω|TxΣ), for x ∈ Σ. If Σ is a energy level set of a Hamiltonian H : M → R, then for x ∈ Σ we have
that XH(x) ∈ Lx. If Σ is of contact type, then Rα(x) ∈ Lx, i.e., the Reeb flow of α is a reparametrization of
the Hamiltonian flow. In the case of M = T ∗Q, if the contact form on Σ ⊂ T ∗Q is induced by the transver-
sality of the natural Liouville vector field X on T ∗Q, then the contact structure is called the “standard
contact structure” determined by

ξst = kerαcan, αcan := ιX ωcan|Σ = λcan|Σ.

Moreover, in this case the energy hypersurface Σ ⊂ T ∗Q is “fiberwise starshaped”, i.e., for each point
q ∈ Q the intersection Σ∩T ∗

q Q bounds a starshaped domain in the linear space T ∗
q Q, which means that

the natural Liouville vector field is transverse to each Σ∩T ∗
q Q.

3.2 Proof of transversality in non-regularized case

We now consider the Liouville vector field on T ∗R3 given by

X = x
∂
∂x

+ y
∂
∂y

+ z
∂
∂ z

. (10)

Proposition 3.4. For any given µ ∈ [0, 1
2 ] assume that c < H(L1/2) = −3

2
3
√

λ2. Then the bounded com-
ponent Σb

c of the energy level set, as defined by (8), is transverse to X.
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As a consequence of Proposition 3.4, ιX ω|Σb
c

defines a contact form on Σb
c . In order to prove Proposi-

tion 3.4, we need some properties of the effective potential (2), which we formulate in three lemmas and
discuss in spherical coordinates,

x = ρ cosθ sinϕ
y = ρ sinθ sinϕ
z = ρ cosϕ

where 0 ≤ θ ≤ 2π , 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ π . Since we consider energy level sets below the first critical value, the
radius ρ is always smaller than the distance from L1/2 to the origin, which is 1/ 3

√
λ2 and always less

than 1. Therefore, we assume that the radius ρ is smaller than 1. Now the effective potential (2) reads

U(ρ,θ ,ϕ) =− 1
ρ
− 1

2
ρ2(λ2 cos2 θ sin2 ϕ +λ1 sin2 θ sin2 ϕ − cos2 ϕ),

which is π-periodic in the variables θ and ϕ .

Lemma 3.5. For fixed radius ρ ∈ (0,1) the function Uρ :=U(ρ, ·, ·) has its minimum at (θ ,ϕ) = (0, π
2 ).

Proof. The differential is given by

dUρ(θ ,ϕ) = ρ2(λ2 −λ1)cosθ sinθ sin2 ϕdθ +ρ2 sinϕ cosϕ(λ2 cos2 θ +λ1 sin2 θ +1)dϕ.

Since λ2 > λ1, and the term λ2 cos2 θ + λ1 sin2 θ + 1 is strictly positive, we find four critical points at
(0,0), (0, π

2 ), (
π
2 ) and (π

2 ,
π
2 ). The corresponding Hessians are given by

HUρ (0,0) =

(
0 0

0 −ρ2(λ2 +1)

)
, HUρ (0,

π
2
) =

(
ρ2(λ2 −λ1) 0

0 ρ2(λ2 +1)

)

HUρ (
π
2
,0) =

(
0 0

0 −ρ2(λ1 +1)

)
, HUρ (

π
2
,
π
2
) =

(
−ρ2(λ2 −λ1) 0

0 ρ2(λ1 +1)

)
.

Therefore, the function Uρ attains its minimum at (θ ,ϕ) = (0, π
2 ).

We denote by r := 1/ 3
√

λ2 the distance from L1/2 to the origin and introduce

Br(0) := {(x,y,z) ∈ R3 : x2 + y2 + z2 ≤ r2}
the ball of radius r centered at the origin.

Corollary 3.6. The bounded part of Hill’s region, Kb
c , is contained in Br(0).

Proof. Let (ρ,θ ,ϕ) ∈ ∂Br(0), i.e., ρ = r = 1/ 3
√

λ2. Then, by Lemma 3.5,

U(r,θ ,ϕ)≥U(r,0,
π
2
) =−1

r
− 1

2
r2λ2 =−3

2
3
√

λ2 = H(L1/2)> c. (11)

Therefore, (r,θ ,ϕ) does not lie in Kb
c , and hence, ∂Br(0)∩Kb

c = /0. Since Kb
c is connected and contains

the origin in its closure, Kb
c is contained in Br(0).

Lemma 3.7. For every (ρ,θ ,ϕ) ∈ Br(0) with ρ ∈ (0,r) it holds that ∂U
∂ρ (ρ,θ ,ϕ)> 0.

Proof. Let (ρ,θ ,ϕ) ∈ Br(0) with ρ ∈ (0,r). Since λ2 > λ1 we have the following equivalences

(λ1 −λ2)sin2 θ ≤ 0 ⇔ λ2(cos2 θ −1)+λ1 sin2 θ ≤ 0 ⇔ λ2 cos2 θ +λ1 sin2 θ ≤ λ2. (12)

By using (12), we estimate

∂U
∂ρ

=
1

ρ2 −ρ
(
λ2 cos2 θ sin2 ϕ +λ1 sin2 θ sin2 ϕ − cos2 ϕ

)
≥ 1

ρ2 −λ2ρ > 0. (13)

The last strict inequality holds since the function f : (0,r)→ R, x 7→ 1
x2 −λ2x is strictly positive on its

domain.
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Lemma 3.8. For every (ρ,θ ,ϕ) ∈ Br(0) with ρ > 0 it holds that ∂ 2U
∂ρ2 (ρ,θ ,ϕ)≤−sin2 ϕ .

Proof. Let (ρ,θ ,ϕ) ∈ Br(0) with ρ > 0. Since the function f : (0,r]→ R, x 7→ − 1
x3 takes the maximal

value at x = r, and because λ2 ≥ 2, we estimate

∂ 2U
∂ρ2 =− 2

ρ3 + cos2 ϕ − sin2 ϕ
(
λ2 cos2 θ +λ1 sin2 θ

)
≤− 2

r3 +1 =−2λ2 +1 ≤−3 ≤−sin2 ϕ.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. We show that

dH(X)|Σb
c
> 0. (14)

The differential of the Hamiltonian (1) is given by

dH =pxd px + pyd py + pzd pz + pxdy+ yd px − pydx− xd py (15)

+2axdx+2bydy+ zdz+
x
r3 dx+

y
r3 dy+

z
r3 dz.

By inserting the Liouville vector field (10) into (15) we obtain

dH(X) = pxy− pyx+2ax2 +2by2 + z2 +
1
r
. (16)

Recall that a = 1
2(1− λ2) and b = 1

2(1− λ1). In spherical coordinates the Liouville vector field (10)
becomes

X = ρ
∂

∂ρ
,

and (16) reads

dH(X) =pxρ sinθ sinϕ − pyρ cosθ sinϕ +(1+λ2)ρ2 cos2 θ sin2 ϕ (17)

+(1−λ1)ρ2 sin2 θ sin2 ϕ +ρ2 cos2 ϕ +
1
ρ
.

In view of ∂U
∂ρ from (13), we write (17) in the form

dH(X) = ρ sinθ sinϕ(px +ρ sinθ sinϕ)−ρ cosθ sinϕ(py −ρ cosθ sinϕ)+ρ
∂U
∂ρ

,

which we estimate by using the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

dH(X)≥ ρ
∂U
∂ρ

−ρ sinϕ
√
(px +ρ sinθ sinϕ)2 +(py −ρ cosθ sinϕ)2

= ρ
∂U
∂ρ

−ρ sinϕ
√

2(H −U)− p2
z

≥ ρ
∂U
∂ρ

−ρ sinϕ
√

2(H −U).

Therefore, we have

dH(X)|Σb
c
≥ ρ

(
∂U
∂ρ

− sinϕ
√

2(c−U)

)
.

Since the right hand side is independent of the momentum coordinates, to prove (14) it is suffices to show
that (

∂U
∂ρ

− sinϕ
√

2(c−U)

)∣∣∣∣
Kb

c

> 0. (18)
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Let (ρ,θ ,ϕ) ∈Kb
c . In particular, U(ρ,θ ,ϕ) ≤ c. By Corollary 3.6, we have ρ < r, and by (11) it holds

that U(r,θ ,ϕ)> c. Therefore, it exists τ ∈ [0,r−ρ) such that

U(ρ + τ,θ ,ϕ) = c.

By using Lemma 3.7 and Lemma 3.8 we obtain(
∂U
∂ρ

(ρ,θ ,ϕ)
)2

=

(
∂U
∂ρ

(ρ + τ,θ ,ϕ)
)2

−
∫ τ

0

d
dt

(
∂U
∂ρ

(ρ + t,θ ,ϕ)
)2

dt

>−2
∫ τ

0

∂U
∂ρ

(ρ + t,θ ,ϕ)
∂ 2U
∂ρ2 (ρ + t,θ ,ϕ)dt

≥ 2sin2 ϕ
∫ τ

0

∂U
∂ρ

(ρ + t,θ ,ϕ)dt

= 2sin2 ϕ (U(ρ + τ,θ ,ϕ)−U(ρ,θ ,ϕ))

= 2sin2 ϕ (c−U(ρ,θ ,ϕ)) .

Therefore, by using Lemma 3.7 once more, we imply

∂U
∂ρ

(ρ,θ ,ϕ)> sinϕ
√

2(c−U(ρ,θ ,ϕ)),

which shows (18) and thereby the proposition.

3.3 Moser-regularized energy level set and proof of transversality near the origin

The Hamiltonian (1) has a singularity at the origin corresponding to collisions, thus the bounded compo-
nent Σb

c of the energy level set is non-compact. Moser [28] observed that the regularized Kepler problem
coincides with the geodesic flow on the sphere endowed with its standard metric by interchanging the
roles of position and momenta. To remove the singularity in our problem, we use the same concept as
introduced by Moser.

We abbreviate by X = (x,y,z) and P = (px, py, pz) the corresponding position and momentum coor-
dinates. We use a new time parameter s and define for an energy value c < H(L1/2) = −3

2
3
√

λ2 a new
Hamiltonian by

s =
∫ dt

|X| , Kc(X,P) := |X|(H(X,P)− c) ,

Notice that the flow of H at energy level c corresponds to the flow of Kc at energy level 0. Now we inter-
change the roles of position and momenta by the symplectic transformation mapping (X,P) to (−P,X).
For simplicity of notation, we replace the new coordinates X′ = −P and P′ = X by X and P. Then, the
new transformed Hamiltonian K̃c(X,P) = Kc(−P,X) is explicitly given by

K̃c(X,P) =
1
2
|X|2|P|+ |P|(pxy− pyx)−1+ |P|(ap2

x +bp2
y +

1
2

p2
z )−|P|c (19)

=
1
2
(
|X|2 +1

)
|P|+(pxy− pyx)|P|−1+(ap2

x +bp2
y +

1
2

p2
z )|P|− (c+

1
2
)|P|.

The next step is to use the stereographic projection which induces a symplectic transformation between
T ∗R3 and T ∗S3 that extends K̃c to a Hamiltonian on T ∗S3. Let ξ = (ξ0,ξ1,ξ2,ξ3) ∈ R4 with norm 1. We
write a tangent vector η ∈ Tξ S3 as η = (η0,η1,η2,η3), with inner product (ξ ,η) = 0. We identify T S3

with T ∗S3 ⊂ T ∗R4 by using the standard metric on S3. Then, the symplectic transformation is given by

x =
ξ1

1−ξ0
, y =

ξ2

1−ξ0
, z =

ξ3

1−ξ0
, (20)

px = η1(1−ξ0)+ξ1η0, py = η2(1−ξ0)+ξ2η0, pz = η3(1−ξ0)+ξ3η0.
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Notice that here (x,y,z) represents the momentum and (px, py, pz) the position compared to the original
picture before switching their roles. After this transformation, going to the North pole (where the mo-
mentum becomes infinite) corresponds to collision in the original picture (where the position becomes
zero). Dynamically, at collision (going through the North pole) it bounces back. Therefore, Moser regu-
larization is characterized by adding the fiber over the North pole. Moreover, the inverse transformation
is given by

ξ0 =
|X|2 −1
|X|2 +1

, ξ1 =
2x

|X|2 +1
, ξ2 =

2y
|X|2 +1

, ξ3 =
2z

|X|2 +1
,

η0 = ⟨X,P⟩, η1 =
|X|2 +1

2
px −⟨X,P⟩x, η2 =

|X|2 +1
2

py −⟨X,P⟩y, η3 =
|X|2 +1

2
pz −⟨X,P⟩z,

and, in addition, we have the relation

|η |= 1
2
(|X|2 +1)|P|= |P|

1−ξ0
. (21)

By inserting (20) and (21) into (19), the transformed Hamiltonian on T ∗S3, which we denote by the same
letter, is given by

K̃c(ξ ,η) = |η | f (ξ ,η)−1, (22)

where

f (ξ ,η) := 1+(η1ξ2 −η2ξ1)(1−ξ0)+(ag2
1 +bg2

2 +
1
2

g2
3)(1−ξ0)− (c+

1
2
)(1−ξ0),

gk := gk(ξ ,η) := ηk(1−ξ0)+ξkη0, k = 1,2,3.

By shifting and squaring the Hamiltonian (22) we obtain the new smooth Hamiltonian Q(ξ ,η) on a
subset of T ∗S3,

Q(ξ ,η) =
1
2
|η |2 f (ξ ,η)2. (23)

The level set H−1(c) = K−1
c (0) is compactified to the level set Q−1(1

2). Since Q is smooth near this level
set, we consider Q−1(1

2) as the regularized problem. Since the only problem in compactness of Σb
c comes

from collisions with the origin, we consider points near the origin, i.e., in view of (21), points (ξ ,η)
satisfying

|P|= |η |(1−ξ0)< ε. (24)

Proposition 3.9. For ε > 0 small enough, the natural Liouville vector field on T ∗S3 given by

X =
3

∑
i=0

ηi
∂

∂ηi
, (25)

is transverse to Q−1(1
2) over points (ξ ,η) satisfying (24).

Notice that the Liouville vector field (10) on T ∗R3 that we used for transversality in the unregularized
case is mapped, via the composition of the symplectic transformation (20) with the symplectic switch
map, to the natural Liouville vector field (25) on T ∗S3.

Proof of Proposition 3.9. We show that for ε > 0 small enough it holds that

dQ(X)|Q−1( 1
2 )
> 0. (26)
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The computation of dQ(X), in view of (23) and (25), yields

dQ(X) = |η |2 f (ξ ,η)2 + |η |2 f (ξ ,η)
3

∑
i=0

∂ f
∂ηi

(ξ ,η)ηi

= 2Q+ |η |2 f (ξ ,η)(1−ξ0)(η1ξ2 −η2ξ1 +2ag2
1 +2bg2

2 +g2
3).

In order to prove (26), we first show that we can choose ε > 0 so small such that

| f (ξ ,η)| ≥ 1
2
. (27)

Since the energy value c < H(L1/2) =−3
2

3
√

λ2 is negative, and in fact less then −3
2 , the quantity c+ 1

2 is
negative as well. Notice from Figure 2 that a < 0, |a| ≤ 1 and b > 0. Therefore, bg2

2 +
1
2 g2

3 − (c+ 1
2) is

positive. By using these, we estimate

| f (ξ ,η)|=
∣∣∣∣1+(η1ξ2 −η2ξ1)(1−ξ0)+(ag2

1 +bg2
2 +

1
2

g2
3)(1−ξ0)− (c+

1
2
)(1−ξ0)

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣1+(bg2
2 +

1
2

g2
3 − (c+

1
2
))(1−ξ0)+(η1ξ2 −η2ξ1)(1−ξ0)+ag2

1(1−ξ0)

∣∣∣∣
≥ 1−|η1ξ2 −η2ξ1|(1−ξ0)−|a|g2

1(1−ξ0)

≥ 1−|η1ξ2 −η2ξ1|(1−ξ0)−g2
1(1−ξ0).

Furthermore, |η1ξ2 −η2ξ1| ≤ |η ||ξ |, and because |ξ |= 1, we have in view of (24),

|η1ξ2 −η2ξ1|(1−ξ0)≤ |η |(1−ξ0)< ε. (28)

This implies,
| f (ξ ,η)| ≥ 1− ε −g2

1(1−ξ0).

If ε approaches 0, then ξ0 → 1, which means that we can choose ε so small such that (27) holds. By
using the level set condition Q−1(1

2) together with the lower bound (27) for | f (ξ ,η)|, we find

1
2
= Q(ξ ,η) =

1
2
|η |2 f (ξ ,η)2 ≥ 1

2
|η |2 1

2
,

which gives an upper bound for |η |, i.e.,

|η | ≤ 2. (29)

We may write

dQ(X)≥ 2Q−|η |2 | f (ξ ,η)|
∣∣(1−ξ0)

(
η1ξ2 −η2ξ1 +2ag2

1 +2bg2
2 +g2

3
)∣∣ .

Notice that by (29) we obtain

|η ||η || f (ξ ,η)| ≤ 2
√

2Q(ξ ,η) = 2

√
2

1
2
= 2,

which implies, together with (28),

dQ(X)≥ 1−2
(
|(1−ξ0)(η1ξ2 −η2ξ1)|+

∣∣(1−ξ0)(2ag2
1 +2bg2

2 +g2
3)
∣∣)

≥ 1−2ε
(
1+ |2ag2

1 +2bg2
2 +g2

3|
)
.

Since the latter term can be bounded by some constant A on a compact set away from the origin, we
obtain

dQ(X)≥ 1−2ε(1+A).

Now we choose ε sufficiently small such that dQ(X)> 0, which proves (26).
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We have seen that for c < H(L1/2) the bounded component Σb
c of the energy level set can be Moser-

regularized to form a compact 5 dimensional manifold Σ̃b
c ⊂ T ∗S3 which is diffeomorphic to S∗S3. Since

the Liouville vector field (10) on T ∗R3 and the natural one (25) on T ∗S3 coincide after Moser regulariza-
tion, we obtain a Liouville vector field that is defined near the whole regularized level set, and in fact, it is
the natural one. By the transversality results from Proposition 3.4 and Proposition 3.9 we obtain that the
natural Liouville vector field on T ∗S3 is transverse to Σ̃b

c , which means that Σ̃b
c is fiberwise starshaped,

and moreover, Σ̃b
c
∼= (S∗S3,ξst).

For the planar problem, one can of course perform the same computation to obtain the same result.
But since the planar problem corresponds to the restriction of the spatial system to the fixed point set
of the symplectic symmetry σ from (6), the transversality result in the planar case follows immedi-
ately. This consequence is based on a general construction from [5]. Namely, if a energy level set Σ is
of contact type and the entire system has a symplectic symmetry σ , such as (6), then the restriction of
the contact form on Σ to Σ|Fix(σ) is a contact form on Σ|Fix(σ). Therefore, we have the same result for
Σ̃b

c |Fix(σ)
∼= S∗S2 ⊂ T ∗S2, which completes the proof of Theorem 1.1.
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[19] Gabern F., Jorba A.: A restricted four-body model for the dynamics near the Lagrangian points of
the Sun-Jupiter system. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. Series B 1(2), 143–182(2001) https://doi.
org/10.3934/dcdsb.2001.1.143

[20] Geiges, H.: An Introduction to Contact Topology. Cambridge studies in advanced mathematics 109,
Cambridge University Press (2008)

[21] Hill G.W.: Researches in the Lunar Theory. Am. J. Math. 1(3), 245–260 (1878) https://doi.
org/10.2307/2369430

[22] Hofer H.: Pseudoholomorphic curves in symplectizations with applications to the Weinstein con-
jecture in dimension three. Invent. Math. 114, 515–563 (1993) https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF01232679

[23] Hofer H., Wysocki K., Zehnder E.: The Dynamics on Three-Dimensional Strictly Convex Energy
Surfaces. Ann. of Math. (2) 148(1), 197–289 (1998) https://doi.org/10.2307/120994

[24] Kumari R., Kushvah B.S.: Stability regions of equilibrium points in restricted four-body problem
with oblateness effects. Astrophys. Space Sci. 349, 693–704 (2014) https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10509-013-1689-6

[25] Lagrange J.L.: Essai sur le problème des trois corps. Oeuvres 6, 229–331 (1772)

[26] Lamb J.S.W., Roberts J.A.G.: Time-reversal symmetry in dynamical systems: A survey. Physica D
112, 1–39 (1998) https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-2789(97)00199-1

[27] Michalodimitrakis M.: The circular restricted four-body problem. Astrophys. Space Sci. 75, 289–
305 (1981) https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00648643

[28] Moser J.: Regularization of kepler’s problem and the averaging method on a manifold. Comm. Pure
Appl. Math. 23(4), 609–636 (1970) https://doi.org/10.1002/cpa.3160230406

15

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00332-020-09640-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10569-015-9612-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10509-012-1118-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10509-012-1118-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12188-020-00222-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12188-020-00222-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pss.2004.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/0019-1035(64)90003-X
https://doi.org/10.4310/jdg/1214442477
https://doi.org/10.3934/dcdsb.2001.1.143
https://doi.org/10.3934/dcdsb.2001.1.143
https://doi.org/10.2307/2369430
https://doi.org/10.2307/2369430
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01232679
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01232679
https://doi.org/10.2307/120994
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10509-013-1689-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10509-013-1689-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-2789(97)00199-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00648643
https://doi.org/10.1002/cpa.3160230406


[29] Moulton F.R.: On a class of particular solutions of the problem of four bodies. Trans. Am. Math.
Soc. 1(1), 17–29 (1900)

[30] Murray C.D., Cooper N.J., Evans M.W., Beurle K.: S/2004 S 5: A new co-orbital companion for
Dione. Icarus 179(1), 222–234 (2005) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2005.06.009

[31] Nicholson S.B.: The Trojan Asteroids. Publ. Astr. Soc. Pacific Leaflets 8(381), 239–246 (1961)

[32] Olkin C., Vincent M., Adam C. et al.: Mission Design and Concept of Operations for the Lucy
Mission. Space. Sci. Rev. 220(47) (2024) https://doi.org/10.1007/s11214-024-01082-1
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