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Landesman-Lazer conditions for systems involving

twist and positively homogeneous Hamiltonian

systems

Natnael Gezahegn Mamo and Wahid Ullah

Abstract

We present multiplicity results for the periodic and Neumann-type

boundary value problems associated with coupled Hamiltonian sys-

tems. For the periodic problem, we couple a system having twist

condition with another one whose nonlinearity lies between the gradi-

ents of two positive and positively 2-homogeneous Hamiltonain func-

tions. Concerning the Neumann-type problem, we treat the same sys-

tem without any twist assumption. We examine the cases of nonreso-

nance, simple resonance, and double resonance by imposing some kind

of Landesman–Lazer conditions.

1 Introduction

The main motivation of this paper is arising from the two open problems

given under a recent paper [16, Section 5, Problems 2 and 4]. To this aim,

we first consider the periodic problem associated with a system of the form





ẋ = ∇yH(t, x, y) +∇yP (t, x, y, w) ,

ẏ = −∇xH(t, x, y)−∇xP (t, x, y, w) ,

Jẇ = F (t, w) + ∇wP (t, x, y, w) ,

(1.1)

where F (t, w) is the gradient of a Hamiltonian function K : R × R
2 → R,

i.e.,

F (t, w) = ∇wK(t, w) ,

and H : R × R
2M → R. In addition, all the involved functions in (1.1) are

continuous, T -periodic in the variable t and continuously differentiable with
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respect to (x, y, w). We denote by J =

(
0 −1

1 0

)
the standard symplectic

matrix.

To be more precise, the idea is to consider a Poincaré–Birkhoff situation

for system

ẋ = ∇yH(t, x, y) , ẏ = −∇xH(t, x, y) , (1.2)

while for system

Jẇ = F (t, w) ,

we assume that F (t, w) is the combination of gradients of two positive and

positively 2-homogeneous Hamiltonian functions together with a perturba-

tion term.

We now explain some basic preliminary concepts about positively ho-

mogeneous Hamiltonian systems. We refer the reader to [8, 9, 18] for the

detailed explanation. If H : R2 → R is a C1-function satisfying

0 < H (λw) = λ2H (w), for every w ∈ R
2\{0} and λ > 0 , (1.3)

then H is said to be positively homogeneous of degree 2 and positive. In this

setting, the origin is an isochronous center for the autonomous Hamiltonian

system

Jẇ = ∇H (w), for every w ∈ R
2 , (1.4)

which means that aside from the origin, which is an equilibrium, all solutions

of system (1.4) are periodic and have the same minimal period.

Notice that if H is positively homogeneous of degree 2, then the Euler

identity holds:

〈
∇H (w) , w

〉
= 2H (w), for every w ∈ R

2 . (1.5)

In [20], a higher dimensional version of the Poincaré–Birkhoff Theorem

was studied for a periodic problem associated with the Hamiltonian sys-

tem (1.2). Recently, several authors have discussed about the existence of

multiple solutions for a coupled systems, where the coupling is between sys-

tem (1.2) with some other systems involving different types of structures,

see for example [4, 10, 11, 17]. In [18, 19], system (1.2) is coupled with some

isochronous centre by using a nonresonance condition. In [13], the coupling
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was with a scalar second order equation, where the nonlinearity has an asym-

metric behaviour combined with some Landesman–Lazer conditions. In that

paper, nonresonance, simple resonance and double resonance situations were

considered by implementing some kind of Landesman–Lazer conditions.

Let us explain what the Landesman–Lazer condition is. This condition

has been introduced by Lazer and Leach [23] for the periodic problem as-

sociated with a scalar second order ordinary differential equations of the

form

ü+ σu+ h(t, u) = 0 , (1.6)

where h is continuous, uniformly bounded and T -periodic in t with σ =(
2πn
T

)2
for some positive integer n. In this setting they proved that a suffi-

cient condition for the existence of a T -periodic solution is the following: for

every non-zero η satisfying η̈ + ση = 0, we have

∫

{η<0}
lim sup
u→−∞

h(t, u)η(t)dt +

∫

{η>0}
lim sup
u→+∞

h(t, u)η(t)dt > 0 . (1.7)

Notice that when h(t, u) is increasing in u this condition becomes a necessary

and sufficient condition for the existence of a solution of (1.6). One year later,

Landesman and Lazer [22] introduced a similar condition for a Dirichlet

problem associated with an elliptic operator. Since then, (1.7) is referred to

as Landesman–Lazer condition. This condition is crucial for the nonlinearity

to be kept sufficiently far from resonance. A lot of generalizations have been

made by taking their work as a steeping stone, see for example [3, 5, 6, 25, 27].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we state our main re-

sults for the periodic problem concerning nonresonance, simple resonance

and double resonance situations. The proofs of these results are provided in

Section 3. Section 4 is devoted to some variants of our results. The appli-

cation will be given through some examples in Section 5. In Section 6 we

state and prove an analogue result concerning a Neumann-type boundary

value problem associated with system (1.1), and finally we state some open

problems in Section 7.

2 Main results for the periodic problem

We first list all our main assumptions and then the corresponding results

related to system (1.1), where all the involved functions are continuous, T -
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periodic in the variable t and continuously differentiable with respect to

(x, y, w). The proofs will be given in the next section.

Here are our main assumptions. The first one is concerning the period-

icity for the Hamiltonian function H. We write

x = (x1, . . . , xM ) ∈ R
M , y = (y1, . . . , yM ) ∈ R

M .

A1. The function H(t, x, y) is 2π-periodic in each xi for i = 1, . . . ,M .

The following assumption is on the periodicity and boundedness condi-

tion for the coupling function P .

A2. The function P (t, x, y, w) is 2π-periodic in each xi and has a bounded

gradient with respect to (x, y, w). In particular, there exists a constant m

such that

|∇wP (t, x, y, w)| ≤ m, for every (t, x, y, w) .

In order to introduce a twist assumption, adapted to our setting (cf. [10,

18, 19]), we first consider the case when D is a rectangle in R
M , i.e.,

D = [a1, b1]× · · · × [aM , bM ] ,

and we denote by D̊ its interior.

A3. There exists an M -tuple σ = (σ1, . . . , σM ) ∈ {−1, 1}M such that for

every C1-function W : [0, T ] → R
2, all the solutions (x, y) of system




ẋ = ∇yH(t, x, y) +∇yP (t, x, y,W(t)) ,

ẏ = −∇xH(t, x, y)−∇xP (t, x, y,W(t)) ,
(2.1)

starting with y(0) ∈ D are defined on [0, T ], and for every i = 1, . . . ,M , we

have 


yi(0) = ai ⇒ σi[xi(T )− xi(0)] < 0 ,

yi(0) = bi ⇒ σi[xi(T )− xi(0)] > 0 .

We now introduce a structural assumption for the function F .

A4. There are two functions γ : R × R
2 → [0, 1] and Q : R × R

2 → R such

that

F (t, w) = (1− γ(t, w))∇H1(w) + γ(t, w)∇H2(w) +∇wQ(t, w) , (2.2)
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where all the functions are continuous, T -periodic in t, and ∇wQ(t, w) is

uniformly bounded, i.e., there exists C̃ > 0 such that

|∇wQ(t, w)| ≤ C̃ , for every (t, w) ∈ [0, T ]× R
2 . (2.3)

It is our aim to consider the case when F (t, w) in some sense inter-

acts asymptotically with the gradients of the two positive and positively

2-homogeneous Hamiltonian functions H1 and H2 which satisfy (1.3) and

H1(w) ≤ H2(w) , for every w ∈ R
2 . (2.4)

We notice that the function F (t, ·) has at most linear growth, i.e., there

exists C > 0 such that

|F (t, w)| ≤ C(1 + |w|) for every w ∈ R
2 . (2.5)

We fix ϕ and ψ such that

Jϕ̇ = ∇H1(ϕ), Jψ̇ = ∇H2(ψ) ,

and

H1(ϕ(t)) = H2(ψ(t)) =
1

2
, for every t ∈ [0, T ]. (2.6)

The choice is not restrictive.

Notice that once we fixed ϕ and ψ, all the non-zero solutions of

Jẇ = ∇H1(w) and J ˙̃w = ∇H2(w̃) ,

respectively, are of the form w(t) = Rϕ(t + s) for all s ∈ [0, τ1[ and w̃(t) =

R̃ ψ(t+ s) for all s ∈ [0, τ2[ with some positive constants R and R̃, where τ1

and τ2 represent their minimal periods, respectively.

Here is our first main result which is associated with a nonresonant sit-

uation.

Theorem 2.1. Let A1−A4 hold true, and assume that there exists a positive

integer N such that
T

N + 1
< τ2 ≤ τ1 <

T

N
. (2.7)

Then system (1.1) has at least M + 1 geometrically distinct T -periodic solu-

tions, with y(0) ∈ D̊.
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Due to the 2π-periodicity assumption of H in the variable xi, if (x(t), y(t))

is a T -periodic solution of system (1.2), then we can find infinitely many

others by adding an integer multiple of 2π to xi(t). If one is not obtained from

the other in this way, then we call the two T -periodic solutions geometrically

distinct.

We now consider the situation where resonance can occur from below

and for this we state the following assumption.

A5. For every θ ∈ [0, T ], one has

∫ T

0
lim inf

(λ, s)→(+∞, θ)

[〈
F
(
t, λϕ(t+ s)

)
, ϕ(t+ s)

〉
− 2λH1

(
ϕ(t)

)]
dt

> m

∫ T

0
|ϕ(t)|dt . (2.8)

Theorem 2.2. Let A1−A5 hold true, and assume that there exists a positive

integer N such that
T

N + 1
< τ2 ≤ τ1 =

T

N
.

Then the same conclusion of Theorem 2.1 holds.

Symmetrically, we can discuss the situation of simple resonance from

above, and for this we state the following assumption.

A6. For every θ ∈ [0, T ], one has

∫ T

0
lim inf

(λ, s)→(+∞, θ)

[
2λH2

(
ψ(t)

)
−
〈
F
(
t, λψ(t+ s)

)
, ψ(t+ s)

〉]
dt

> m

∫ T

0
|ψ(t)|dt .

Theorem 2.3. Let A1 − A4, A6 hold true, and assume that there exists a

positive integer N such that

T

N + 1
= τ2 ≤ τ1 <

T

N
.

Then the same conclusion of Theorem 2.1 holds.

Concerning the double resonance case, we have the following result.

Theorem 2.4. Let A1 − A6 hold true, and H1(w) < H2(w) for all w ∈
R
2 \ {0}. Assume moreover that there exists a positive integer N such that

τ2 =
T

N + 1
and τ1 =

T

N
. (2.9)

Then the same conclusion of Theorem 2.1 holds.
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3 Proofs of the main results

We first modify the original system, adapted to our setting (cf. [16]) as

follows. From A4, and the fact that F (t, w) is the gradient of a Hamiltonian

function K, we can find a function Φ : R × R
2 → R such that F (t, w) =

∇wΦ(t, w) +∇wQ(t, w), and

∇wΦ(t, w) = (1− γ(t, w))∇H1(w) + γ(t, w)∇H2(w).

Writing

Φ(t, w) = Φ(t, 0) +

∫ 1

0
〈∇wΦ(t, sw), w〉 ds ,

we can assume without loss of generality that Φ(t, 0) = 0. Thus, using (1.5), (2.4)

and the fact that for i = 1, 2, ∇Hi is positively homogeneous of order one,

we have

H1(w) ≤ Φ(t, w) ≤ H2(w) .

For every ρ > 1, let ηρ : R → [0, 1] be a C∞-function such that

ηρ(ξ) =




1 if ξ ≤ ρ ,

0 if ξ ≥ ρ3 ,

and

− 1

ξ ln ξ
≤ η′ρ(ξ) ≤ 0 , for every ξ ≥ ρ .

The existence of such a function is guaranteed by the fact that

∫ ρ3

ρ

dξ

ξ ln ξ
> 1 .

We now define the function Φρ : R× R
2 → R as

Φρ(t, w) =





Φ(t, w) if |w| ≤ ρ ,

ηρ(|w|)Φ(t, w) + (1− ηρ(|w|)12 [H1(w) + H2(w)] if ρ ≤ |w| ≤ ρ3 ,

1
2 [H1(w) + H2(w)] if |w| ≥ ρ3 ,

and consider the following modified system




ẋ = ∇yH(t, x, y) +∇yP (t, x, y, w) ,

ẏ = −∇xH(t, x, y)−∇xP (t, x, y, w) ,

Jẇ = Fρ(t, w) + ∇wP (t, x, y, w) ,

(3.1)
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where

Fρ(t, w) = ∇wΦρ(t, w) +∇wQ(t, w) .

Notice that ∇wΦρ(t, w) can be decomposed as

∇wΦρ(t, w) = (1− γρ(t, w))∇H1(w) + γρ(t, w)∇H2(w) + vρ(t, w) ,

where γρ : R× R
2 → [0, 1] is defined by

γρ(t, w) =





γ(t, w) if |w| ≤ ρ ,

ηρ(|w|)γ(t, w) + 1
2(1− ηρ(|w|)) if ρ ≤ |w| ≤ ρ3 ,

1
2 if |w| ≥ ρ3 ,

and vρ : R× R
2 → R

2 by

vρ(t, w) =





0 if |w| ≤ ρ ,

η′ρ(|w|)|w|−1[Φ(t, w) − 1
2(H1(w) + H2(w))]w if ρ ≤ |w| ≤ ρ3 ,

0 if |w| ≥ ρ3 .

By (1.3), for i = 1, 2 there exist Ci > 0 such that 0 < Hi(w) ≤ Ci|w|2. So,

if ρ ≤ |w| ≤ ρ3, then we have

|vρ(t, w)| ≤
1

|w| ln(|w|) |H2(w) − H1(w)|

≤ C1 + C2

ln(|w|) |w| ≤ C3

2 ln ρ
|w| , (3.2)

where C3 = C1 + C2.

3.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

We first provide some a priori bounds so to ensure that the T -periodic solu-

tions of the modified system are indeed solutions of the original one.

Proposition 3.1. There exists ρ > 1 such that, for any ρ > ρ, every T -

periodic solution of (3.1) satisfies ‖w‖∞ ≤ ρ.

Proof. Assume by contradiction that there is a sequence (ρn)n in ]1,+∞[ and

a sequence of T -periodic solutions (xn, yn, wn) of (3.1), with ρ = ρn, such

that ρn → +∞ and ‖wn‖∞ > n. Let zn = wn

‖wn‖∞
. Then, zn is T -periodic

and satisfies



Jżn = (1− Γn(t))∇H1(zn) + Γn(t)∇H2(zn) + κn(t) ,

zn(0) = zn(T ) ,
(3.3)
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where

Γn(t) = γρn(t, ‖wn‖∞zn(t)) ,

and

κn(t) =
1

‖wn‖∞
[
vρn(t, ‖wn‖∞zn(t)) +∇wQ(t, ‖wn‖∞zn(t))+

∇wP (t, xn(t), yn(t), ‖wn‖∞zn(t))
]
.

Notice that Γn(t) ∈ [0, 1] for every t ∈ [0, T ]. Moreover, using (3.2), and

by the boundedness of ∇wQ and ∇wP , we see that κn → 0 uniformly in

[0, T ]. The sequence (zn)n is thus bounded in C1([0, T ],R2); therefore there

exists a function z ∈ C([0, T ],R2) such that, up to a subsequence, zn → z

uniformly and weakly in H1. Since the sequence (Γn)n is bounded, we can

suppose that, up to a subsequence, it converges to some Γ weakly in L2 with

Γ(t) ∈ [0, 1] for almost every t ∈ [0, T ]. So, ‖z‖∞ = 1, and passing to the

weak limit in (3.3), z solves




Jż = (1− Γ(t))∇H1(z) + Γ(t)∇H2(z) ,

z(0) = z(T ) .

By [9, Lemma 2.3], either z is a solution of Jż = ∇H1(z), or it is a solution of

Jż = ∇H2(z). But this is a contradiction to the fact that Jż = ∇H1(z) and

Jż = ∇H2(z) have only a trivial solution by (2.7). Hence our supposition

was wrong, and this completes the proof of the proposition.

To conclude the proof of the theorem, we fix ρ ≥ ρ̄, and rewrite the

Hamiltonian function of system (3.1) as

Kρ(t, x, y, w) = H(t, x, y) +
1

2

[
H1(w) + H2(w)

]
+ P̃ρ(t, x, y, w) , (3.4)

with

P̃ρ(t, x, y, w) = P (t, x, y, w) +Q(t, w) + Φρ(t, w) −
1

2

[
H1(w) + H2(w)

]
.

Proposition 3.1 provides an a priori bound in C([0, T ],R2) for the w com-

ponent of the solutions of system (3.1). Using the second system in (3.1)

we see that the a priori bound can be extended to the derivative of w. This

implies that we have an a priori bound in C1([0, T ],R2). Hence, by the

Ascoli–Arzelà Theorem that w belongs to a compact set W ⊆ C([0, T ],R2).
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Now since Φρ(t, w) − 1
2

[
H1(w) + H2(w)

]
= 0 for |w| ≥ ρ3, we have that

P̃ρ(t, x, y, w) has a bounded gradient with respect to (x, y, w). Thus by us-

ing [18, Theorem 1.1] system (3.1) has at least M +1 geometrically distinct

T -periodic solutions such that y(0) ∈ D̊ . By Proposition 3.1, these solutions

are indeed solutions of the original system (1.1).

3.2 Proof of Theorem 2.4

Similar to the previous section, we first state and prove the following propo-

sition which is crucial for the proof of Theorem 2.4.

Proposition 3.2. There exists ρ > 1 such that, for any ρ > ρ, every T -

periodic solution (x(t), y(t), w(t)) of (3.1) satisfies ‖w‖∞ ≤ ρ.

Proof. Assume by contradiction that there is a sequence (ρn)n in ]1,+∞[ and

a sequence of T -periodic solutions (xn, yn, wn) of (3.1), with ρ = ρn, such that

ρn → +∞ and ‖wn‖∞ > n. Let zn = wn

‖wn‖∞
. Then by similar arguments in

the proof of Proposition 3.1, we can find a function z ∈ C([0, T ],R2) such

that ‖z‖∞ = 1, and it solves




Jż = (1− Γ(t))∇H1(z) + Γ(t)∇H2(z) ,

z(0) = z(T ) .

By [9, Lemma 2.3], either z is a solution of Jż = ∇H1(z), or it is a solution

of Jż = ∇H2(z). Let us assume that Jż = ∇H1(z), and so Γ(t) ≡ 0. The

other case can be treated similarly.

For suitable R0 > 0, θ0 ∈ [0, τ1[ , it will be z(t) = R0ϕ(t + θ0). By A2

and (2.5), there exists C4 > 0 such that

|ẇn(t)| ≤ C4(1 + |wn(t)|) .

So by Gronwall Lemma we deduce that

|wn(t0)| ≤ |wn(t1)|eC4(t1−t0) , for every t0 ≤ t1 ,

and as a consequence we can say that if ‖wn‖∞ → +∞, then |wn(t)| → +∞
uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ]. This shows that wn(t) 6= 0 for every t ∈ [0, T ]. Now

writing, in generalized polar coordinates, wn(t) = rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t)), with

10



θn(0) ∈ [0, τ1[ for every n, we see that rn(t) → ∞ uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ].

The second system in (3.1) with ρ = ρn gives

θ̇n(t) =
〈Jẇn(t) , wn(t)〉

r2n(t)
− 1

=

〈
Fρn
(
t, rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))

〉
− rn(t)

rn(t)

+

〈
∇wP

(
t, xn(t), yn(t), rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))

〉

rn(t)
.

Since z solves Jż = ∇H1(z), by (2.9) it performs N rotations around the

origin when t varies from 0 to T . Moreover, since zn → z uniformly, for

n sufficiently large every zn performs N rotations around the origin, and

also every wn, since wn = ‖wn‖∞zn. As a consequence, for such n it is

θn(0) = θn(T ), thus integrating in the above computation , we get

0 =

∫ T

0

[
〈Fρn

(
t, rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))〉 − rn(t)

rn(t)

+

〈
∇wP

(
t, xn(t), yn(t), rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))

〉

rn(t)

]
dt .

So, for n large,

0 =

∫ T

0

[
〈Fρn

(
t, rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))〉 − rn(t)

rvn(t)

+

〈
∇wP

(
t, xn(t), yn(t), rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))

〉

rvn(t)

]
dt , (3.5)

where rvn(t) = rn(t)
‖wn‖∞

. We now prove that the expressions in the above

computation are bounded below in order to apply Fatou’s Lemma. Clearly,

the second term in (3.5) is bounded below by A2. For the first one, we

discuss the following cases.

Case 1. If |rn(t)ϕ(t+θn(t))| ≤ ρn, then Fρn = F and so by (1.5), (2.2), (2.3), (2.4),

and (2.6), we have

〈
F
(
t, rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t + θn(t))

〉
− rn(t) ≥ −C̃‖ϕ‖∞ .
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Case 2. If |rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))| ≥ ρ3n, then

Fρn(t, rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))) =
rn(t)

2

[
∇H1(ϕ(t+ θn(t))) +∇H2(ϕ(t+ θn(t)))

]

+∇wQ(t, rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))) .

Using the fact that H1(w) < H2(w), there exists ε > 0 such that

H2(ϕ(s)) − H1(ϕ(s)) ≥ ε , for every s ∈ [0, T ] ,

and thus by (1.5), (2.3) and (2.6), we have

〈
Fρn
(
t, rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))

〉
− rn(t)

≥ rn(t)

2

(
1 + (1 + 2ε)

)
− rn(t) +

〈
∇wQ(t, rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))), ϕ(t + θn(t))

〉

≥ εrn(t)− C̃‖ϕ‖∞ → +∞ , (3.6)

when n→ +∞, since rn(t) → +∞.

Case 3. Finally, if ρn ≤ |rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t))| ≤ ρ3n, we just interpolate the

previous two cases so to get the desired bound.

Thus we can use Fatou’s Lemma to (3.5) and get

0 ≥
∫ T

0
lim inf

n

[
〈Fρn

(
t, rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))〉 − rn(t)

rvn(t)

+

〈
∇wP

(
t, xn(t), yn(t), rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))

〉

rvn(t)

]
dt .

Now using standard properties of the inferior limit, taking into account that,

since zn → z uniformly, rvn → R0 uniformly and by A2, we have

m

∫ T

0
|ϕ(t)| dt

≥
∫ T

0
lim inf

n

[
〈Fρn

(
t, rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))〉 − rn(t)

]
dt . (3.7)

We fix t ∈ [0, T ] and discuss the possible three cases to verify that

〈
Fρn
(
t, rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))

〉

≥
〈
F
(
t, rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+ θn(t))

〉
. (3.8)

Case 1. If |rn(t)ϕ(t+ θn(t))| ≤ ρn, then Fρn = F .
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Case 2. If |rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t))| ≥ ρ3n, then by (3.6) for n large enough, (3.8)

follows.

Case 3. Finally, if ρn ≤ |rn(t)ϕ(t + θn(t))| ≤ ρ3n, we just interpolate the

previous two cases so to get (3.8), for n large enough.

Thus (3.7) implies that

m

∫ T

0
|ϕ(t)| dt ≥

∫ T

0
lim inf

n

[
〈F
(
t, rn(t)ϕ(t+θn(t))

)
, ϕ(t+θn(t))〉−rn(t)

]
dt .

By using the fact that zn → z uniformly, we can assume without loss

of generality that, up to a subsequence, θn(t) → θ0 ∈ [0, T ] uniformly. Re-

calling (2.6), for every t ∈ [0, T ] we are computing the inferior limit which

appears in (2.8) along the particular subsequence (rn(t) , θn(t)) for which,

θn(t) → θ0 and rn(t) = ||wn||∞rvn(t) → +∞. We obtain

m

∫ T

0
|ϕ(t)|dt ≥

∫ T

0
lim inf

(λ, s)→(+∞, θ0)

[〈
F
(
t, λϕ(t+ s)

)
, ϕ(t+ s)

〉
− λ

)]
dt ,

which contradicts (2.8), thus completing the proof of the proposition.

To complete the proof of Theorem 2.4, we can write exactly the same

lines as for Theorem 2.1 after the proof of Proposition 3.1.

3.3 Proof of Theorems 2.2 and 2.3

We first prove Theorem 2.2, and for this we assume without loss of generality

that H1(w) < H2(w) for all w ∈ R
2 \ {0}. Because if this is not true, then

we can define a function H̃2 by

H̃2(w) = H2(w) + ǫ|w|2

for some ǫ > 0 small enough so that

H1(w) < H̃2(w).

Denote by τ̃ψ, the minimal period corresponding to system

Jẇ = ∇H̃2(w) .

We see that for ǫ small enough, it still satisfies

T

N + 1
< τ̃ψ < τ2 ≤ τ1 =

T

N
.

The proof of Theorem 2.2 now follows similarly as the proof of Theorem 2.4.
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To prove Theorem 2.3, we can define a function H̃1 by

H̃1(w) = H1(w)− ǫ|w|2

for some ǫ > 0 small enough so that

H2(w) > H̃1(w).

Denote by τ̃ϕ, the minimal period corresponding to system

Jẇ = ∇H̃1(w) .

It is clear that for ǫ small enough, it satisfies

T

N + 1
= τ2 ≤ τ1 < τ̃ϕ <

T

N
,

and the proof follows similarly as the proof of Theorem 2.4.

4 Some variants of the main results

We first discuss some variants of our results by changing assumption A4. Let

us denote respectively the four quadrants of the plane R
2 by E1, E2, E3, and

E4. Instead of A4, we assume the following assumption.

A4′. There are five functions γj : R× Ej → [0, 1] and Q : R × R
2 → R such

that

F (t, w) = (1− γj(t, w))∇H1(w) + γj(t, w)∇H2(w) +∇wQ(t, w) ,

for all w ∈ Ej , where all the functions are continuous, T -periodic in t, and

∇wQ(t, w) is uniformly bounded, i.e., there exists C̃ > 0 such that

|∇wQ(t, w)| ≤ C̃ , for every (t, w) ∈ [0, T ]× R
2 .

We now state the variant of our main results.

Theorem 4.1. If in the statement of Theorem 2.1 we replace assumption

A4 by A4′, then the same conclusion holds.

Proof. Similar to Section 3, we can find a function Φ : R×R
2 → R such that

F (t, w) = ∇wΦ(t, w) +∇wQ(t, w), and

∇wΦ(t, w) = (1−γj(t, w))∇H1(w)+γj(t, w)∇H2(w) , for every w ∈ Ej .
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Now we modify system (1.1) by the similar way we modified in Section 3

with the only change in defining γρ, i.e., we define γjρ : R × Ej → [0, 1]

instead of γρ : R× R
2 → [0, 1] as

γjρ(t, w) =





γj(t, w) if |w| ≤ ρ ,

ηρ(|w|)γj(t, w) + 1
2(1− ηρ(|w|)) if ρ ≤ |w| ≤ ρ3 ,

1
2 if |w| ≥ ρ3 .

We can now prove the a priori bound for the modified system (3.1) in this

case following the same lines as in the proof of Proposition 3.1 with the only

difference in the Γn(t), which we can define in this case as follows:

Γn(t) = γjρn (t, ‖wn‖∞zn(t)) , when zn ∈ E̊j .

We notice that Γn(t) is not defined if zn(t) belongs to an axis. Anyway, the

set of those t′s has zero measure, since if n is large enough, one has

〈żn(t),−Jzn(t)〉 > 0 , for every t ∈ [0, T ] ,

hence zn(t) crosses the axes transversally.

After the a priori bound, we rewrite the Hamiltonian function of system

(3.1) as in (3.4) and by a similar way, we obtain M+1 geometrically distinct

T -periodic solutions (x(t), y(t), w(t)) of system (1.1) such that y(0) ∈ D̊ .

The proof of the theorem is thus completed.

We now state the case of double resonance. We skip the proof for brief-

ness.

Theorem 4.2. If in the statement of Theorem 2.4 we replace assumption

A4 by A4′, then the same conclusion holds.

The cases of simple resonance can be treated similarly.

Remark 4.3. It is worth noticing that we could discuss a more general

case in assumption A4′, i.e., instead of using the quadrants Ej , consider

α1 < α2 < · · · < αn = α1 + 2π, and define the planar sectors

Êj = {reiθ : αj ≤ θ ≤ αj+1 , r ≥ 0} .
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We now consider some variants of our main results by modifying A3, and

to this aim, we first recall some definitions. A closed convex bounded subset

D of RM having nonempty interior D̊ is said to be a convex body of RM . If

we assume that D has a smooth boundary, then we denote the unit outward

normal at ξ ∈ ∂D by νD(ξ). Moreover, we say that D is strongly convex if

for any k ∈ ∂D, the map F : D → R defined by F(ξ) = 〈ξ − k, νD(k)〉 has a

unique maximum point at ξ = k.

First we state the following “avoiding rays” assumption.

A3′. There exists a convex body D of RM , having a smooth boundary, such

that for σ ∈ {−1, 1} and for every C1-function W : [0, T ] → R
2L, all the

solutions (x, y) of system (2.1) starting with y(0) ∈ D are defined on [0, T ],

and

y(0) ∈ ∂D ⇒ x(T )− x(0) /∈ {σλ νD(y(0)) : λ ≥ 0} .

Theorem 4.4. If in the statements of Theorem 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, we replace

assumption A3 by A3′, the same conclusion holds.

Proof. The arguments are the same as in Section 3, with the only difference

that instead of applying [18, Theorem 1.1], we apply [18, Theorem 3.1].

Now we state the following “indefinite twist” assumption.

A3′′. There are a strongly convex body D of RM having a smooth boundary

and a symmetric regular M ×M matrix A such that for every C1-function

W : [0, T ] → R
2L, all the solutions (x, y) of system (2.1) starting with

y(0) ∈ D are defined on [0, T ], and

y(0) ∈ ∂D ⇒ 〈x(T )− x(0) , AνD(y(0))〉 > 0 .

Theorem 4.5. If in the statements of Theorem 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, we replace

assumption A3 by A3′′, the same conclusion holds.

Proof. Apply [18, Theorem 3.2] instead of [18, Theorem 1.1] in Section 3.
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5 Applications to scalar second order equations

As a direct consequence of Theorem 2.4, we discuss the main results in [13,

Theorem 5, Theorem 14]. We consider the following system




ẋ = ∇yH(t, x, y) +∇yP (t, x, y, u) ,

ẏ = −∇xH(t, x, y)−∇xP (t, x, y, u) ,

ü+ g(t, u) = ∂uP (t, x, u) ,

(5.1)

where all the involved functions are continuous and T periodic in the variable

t.

B4. There exist some positive constants µ1, µ2, ν1, ν2, C6, C7 such that



g(t, u) ≤ ν1u+ C6 if u ≤ 0 ,

g(t, u) ≥ µ1u− C6 if u ≥ 0 ,
(5.2)




g(t, u) ≥ ν2u− C7 if u ≤ 0 ,

g(t, u) ≤ µ2u+ C7 if u ≥ 0 .
(5.3)

Moreover, we consider the following Landesman–Lazer conditions.

B5. For a nontrivial T -periodic solution ϕ of ϕ̈+µ1ϕ
+ − ν1ϕ

− = 0, one has

∫

{ϕ<0}
lim inf
u→−∞

[
ν1u− g(t, u)

]
|ϕ(t)|dt

+

∫

{ϕ>0}
lim inf
u→+∞

[
g(t, u) − µ1u

]
ϕ(t)dt > m

∫ T

0
|ϕ(t)|dt .

B6. For a nontrivial T -periodic solution ψ of ψ̈+µ2ψ
+ − ν2ψ

− = 0, one has

∫

{ψ<0}
lim inf
u→−∞

[
g(t, u) − ν2u

]
|ψ(t)|dt

+

∫

{ψ>0}
lim inf
u→+∞

[
µ2u− g(t, u)

]
ψ(t)dt > m

∫ T

0
|ψ(t)|dt .

Theorem 5.1. Let A1−A3 and B4−B6 hold true, and assume that there

exists a positive integer N such that

T

N + 1
=

π√
µ2

+
π√
ν2

≤ π√
µ1

+
π√
ν1

=
T

N
.

Then system (5.1) has at least M + 1 geometrically distinct T -periodic solu-

tions, with y(0) ∈ D̊.
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Proof. It can be shown (see e.g. [7, Lemma 1]) that using conditions (5.2)

and (5.3), there exists a bounded function h(t, u) such that

g(t, u) = ζ1(t, u)u
+ − ζ2(t, u)u

− + h(t, u) ,

where u+ = max{u, 0}, u− = max{−u, 0}, and

µ1 ≤ ζ1(t, u) ≤ µ2 , ν1 ≤ ζ2(t, u) ≤ ν2 , (5.4)

for almost every t ∈ [0, T ], and every u ∈ R. System (5.1) can be written as




ẋ = ∇yH(t, x, y) +∇yP (t, x, y, u) ,

ẏ = −∇xH(t, x, y)−∇xP (t, x, y, u) ,

u̇ = v , −v̇ = g(t, u) − ∂uP (t, x, u) .

Now for w = (u, v) with the aim of applying Theorem 4.2, define

H1(w) =
1

2

[
µ1(u

+)2+ν1(u
−)2+v2

]
, H2(w) =

1

2

[
µ2(u

+)2+ν2(u
−)2+v2

]

Q(t, w) =

∫ u

0
h(t, s)ds, F (t, w) =

(
g(t, w)

v

)
.

For u > 0, w ∈ E1 ∪ E4 and u− = 0. Thus by choosing

γ1(t, w) = γ4(t, w) =
ζ1(t, u)− µ1
µ2 − µ1

,

it is clear by (5.4) that

0 ≤ γ1(t, w) = γ4(t, w) ≤ 1 .

Similarly, for u < 0, u+ = 0 and w ∈ E2 ∪ E3. Thus by defining

γ2(t, w) = γ3(t, w) =
ζ2(t, u)− ν1
ν2 − ν1

,

we see by (5.4) that

0 ≤ γ1(t, w) = γ4(t, w) ≤ 1 .

Hence we can use Theorem 4.2, and then system (5.1) has at least M + 1

geometrically distinct T -periodic solutions (x, y, u) such that y(0) ∈ D̊.

We remark here that the main result for the nonresonance case [13, The-

orem 2] can also be obtained by a similar way using Theorem 4.1.
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As an example, for M = 1, we consider the coupling of a pendulum-like

equation with an asymmetric oscillator, i.e.,




q̈ +A sin q = e(t) + ∂qP (t, x, u) ,

ü+ f(u) + h(t, u) = ∂uP (t, x, u) ,
(5.5)

where h is bounded,

f(u) =

(
µ1 + µ2

2
+
µ2 − µ1

2
cosu

)
u+ −

(
ν1 + ν2

2
+
ν2 − ν1

2
sin(u3)

)
u−

and the constants A,µ1, µ2, ν1, ν2 are all positive with µ1 ≤ µ2 and ν1 ≤ ν2.

Assume that P (t, x, u) is T -periodic in t and 2π-periodic in x, and that it

has a bounded gradient with respect to (x, u). Setting E(t) =
∫ t
0 e(s) ds,

system (5.5) is equivalent to




q̇ = p+ E(t) , ṗ = −A sin q + ∂qP (t, x, u) ,

u̇ = v , v̇ = −f(u)− h(t, u) + ∂uP (t, x, u) .

Assuming e(t) to be T -periodic with

∫ T

0
e(t) dt = 0 ,

the function E(t) is T -periodic, as well.

It has been proved in [18, Section 3], that the twist condition A3 holds

true.

On the other hand, if we define H1, H2 by

H1(w) =
1

2

[
µ1(u

+)2+ν1(u
−)2+v2

]
, H2(w) =

1

2

[
µ2(u

+)2+ν2(u
−)2+v2

]
,

with w = (u, v), then H1 and H2 are positive, positively homogeneous

of degree 2, H1(w) < H2(w) for all w 6= 0. Thus all the solutions of

system Jẇ = ∇H1(w) and Jẇ = ∇H2(w) are periodic with fixed period,

respectively

τ1 =
π√
µ1

+
π√
ν1
, τ2 =

π√
µ2

+
π√
ν2
.

Moreover, we assume the following Landesman–Lazer conditions.
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B5′. For a nontrivial T -periodic solution ϕ of ϕ̈+µ1ϕ
+− ν1ϕ− = 0, one has

∫

{ϕ<0}
lim inf
u→−∞

[
− h(t, u)

]
|ϕ(t)|dt

+

∫

{ϕ>0}
lim inf
u→+∞

h(t, u)ϕ(t)dt > m

∫ T

0
|ϕ(t)|dt .

B6′. For a nontrivial T -periodic solution ψ of ψ̈+µ2ψ
+−ν2ψ− = 0, one has

∫

{ψ<0}
lim inf
u→−∞

h(t, u)|ψ(t)|dt

+

∫

{ψ>0}
lim inf
u→+∞

[
− h(t, u)

]
ψ(t)dt > m

∫ T

0
|ψ(t)|dt .

All the assumptions of Theorem 5.1 are satisfied, and we can thus state

the following.

Corollary 5.2. In the above setting, assume that B5′, B6′ hold, and

T

N + 1
=

π√
µ2

+
π√
ν2

≤ π√
µ1

+
π√
ν1

=
T

N
.

Then system (5.5) has at least two geometrically distinct T -periodic solutions.

The above result generalizes a classical result by Mawhin and Willem [26]

on the multiplicity of periodic solutions for the pendulum equation.

6 Neumann-type boundary value problem

Consider system (1.1) with Neumann-type boundary conditions




y(a) = 0 = y(b) ,

v(a) = 0 = v(b) ,
(6.1)

with w = (u, v). Notice that in this case, we omit the periodicity in the vari-

able t of all the functions in system (1.1). We only consider all the involved

functions to be continuous and continuously differentiable with respect to

(x, y, w). For more details in this direction, we refer the reader to some

recent advancements [1, 12, 15, 24, 27].

For the Neumann-type boundary value problem, instead of assumptions

A3, A4, A5 and A6, we state the following assumptions.
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A3′′′. All the solutions of system (1.1) satisfying y(a) = v(a) = 0 are defined

on [a, b].

A4′′′. There are two functions γ : [a, b]×R
2 → [0, 1] and Q : [a, b]×R

2 → R

such that

F (t, w) = (1− γ(t, w))∇H1(w) + γ(t, w)∇H2(w) +∇wQ(t, w) ,

where all the functions are continuous and ∇wQ(t, w) is uniformly bounded,

i.e., there exists C̃ > 0 such that

|∇wQ(t, w)| ≤ C̃ , for every (t, w) ∈ [a, b]× R
2 .

A5′′′. For every θ ∈ [a, b], one has

∫ b

a

lim inf
(λ, s)→(+∞, θ)

[〈
F
(
t, λϕ(t+s)

)
, ϕ(t+s)

〉
−2λH1

(
ϕ(t)

)]
dt > m

∫ b

a

|ϕ(t)|dt .

A6′′′. For every θ ∈ [a, b], one has

∫ b

a

lim inf
(λ, s)→(+∞, θ)

[
2λH2

(
ψ(t)

)
−
〈
F
(
t, λψ(t+s)

)
, ψ(t+s)

〉]
dt > m

∫ b

a

|ψ(t)|dt .

Considering problem (1.1)–(6.1), if u0 < 0, for all solutions ζ of

u̇ = ∇vHj(u, v) , v̇ = −∇uHj(u, v) ,

starting with ζ(0) = (u0, 0), there is a first time τj+ > 0 for which v(τj+) = 0,

while v(t) > 0 for all t ∈ ]0, τj+ [ , and this time τj+ is independent of u0 < 0.

Similarly, if u0 > 0, there is a first time τj− > 0 for which v(τj−) = 0, while

v(t) < 0 for all t ∈ ]0, τj− [ , and this time τj− is independent of u0 > 0.

Clearly enough, τj = τj+ + τj− for j = 1, 2.

Here is our first main result which is associated with a nonresonant sit-

uation.

Theorem 6.1. Let A1 − A2 and A3′′′ − A4′′′ hold true and for j = 1, 2,

τj+ = τj−. Assume moreover that there exists a positive integer N such that

b− a

N + 1
< τ2+ ≤ τ1+ <

b− a

N
.

Then problem (1.1)– (6.1) has at least M+1 geometrically distinct solutions.

Concerning the double resonance case, we have the following result.
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Theorem 6.2. Let A1−A2 and A3′′′−A6′′′ hold true, for j = 1, 2, τj+ = τj−
and H1(w) < H2(w) for all w ∈ R

2\{0}. Assume moreover that there exists

a positive integer N such that

τ2+ =
b− a

N + 1
and τ1+ =

b− a

N
. (6.2)

Then the same conclusion of Theorem 6.1 holds.

Let us remark here that a sufficient condition for having satisfied the

assumption τj+ = τj− is that the function Hj is even in v. This is a frequent

case in the applications, where, e.g., Hj is quadratic in v.

We only prove the double resonance result. In order to prove this theo-

rem, we require the following result for the Neumann-type problem which is

similar to [9, Lemma 2.3] (for the periodic problem). We omit the proof of

nonresonance case and statements of simple resonance cases for briefness.

Lemma 6.3. Assume that (6.2) is satisfied. Then, if v ∈ H1(a, b) solves




Jv̇ = α(t)∇H1(v) + (1− α(t))∇H2(v) ,

v(a) = 0 = v(b) ,
(6.3)

being α ∈ L2(a, b), with 0 ≤ α(t) ≤ 1 for almost every t ∈ [0, T ], then v

solves either

Jv̇ = ∇H1(v) ,

or

Jv̇ = ∇H2(v) .

Proof. By a remark after [9, Lemma 2.2], we observe that a nontrivial solu-

tion of (6.3) never reaches the origin. Indeed, if v(t) solves (6.3) then also

s0v(t) does, for every s0 > 0, thanks to the homogeneity of the right-hand

side; moreover, since the right-hand side grows at most linearly in v, [9,

Lemma 2.2] applies and also the remark after that lemma. It follows that,

v(t̄) 6= 0 for some t̄ ∈ [a, b], then v(t) 6= 0 for every t ∈ [a, b].

Consequently, the usual system in polar coordinates (ρ, θ) is well defined

for system (6.3). Writing v(t) = ρ(t)(cos θ(t), sin θ(t)), recalling Euler’s for-

mula we get

−θ̇(t) = 2α(t)H1

(
cos θ(t), sin θ(t)

)
+ 2(1 − α(t))H2

(
cos θ(t), sin θ(t)

)
.

22



Since 0 ≤ α(t) ≤ 1, it follows that

− θ̇(t)

2H2(cos θ(t), sin θ(t))
≤ 1 ≤ − θ̇(t)

2H1(cos θ(t), sin θ(t))
, (6.4)

for almost every t ∈ [a, b]. Since v(a) = 0 = v(b), v performs an integer

number of half rotations around the origin, say m half rotations. Recalling

that ∫ π

0

dθ

2H1(cos θ, sin θ)
= τ1+ ,

∫ π

0

dθ

2H2(cos θ, sin θ)
= τ2+ ,

integrating in (6.4) from a to b, we get

mτ2+ ≤ b− a ≤ mτ1+ ,

from which, using (6.2),

N =
b− a

τ1+
≤ m ≤ b− a

τ2+
= N + 1 .

Since m is integer, this gives a contradiction unless m = N and τ1+ = b−a
N

or m = N + 1 and τ2+ = b−a
N+1 .

We only consider the first case, the other can be treated in a similar way.

Introducing the generalized polar coordinates in (6.3) by writing v(t) =

r(t)ψ(t+ ω(t)), we get

ṙ(t) = −r(t)α(t)
〈
∇H1

(
ψ(t+ ω(t))

)
, ψ̇(t+ ω(t))

〉
, (6.5)

and

ω̇(t) = α(t)(2H1(ψ(t+ ω(t))− 1). (6.6)

Since ω(a) = 0 = ω(b), integrating in (6.6) from a to b, we have

0 =

∫ b

a

α(t)(2H1(ψ(t+ ω(t))− 1)dt ,

and from the fact that −α(t)(2H1(ψ(t + ω(t)) − 1) ≥ 0 for almost every

t ∈ [a, b], this expression satisfies

α(t)(2H1(ψ(t+ ω(t))− 1) = 0 (6.7)

almost everywhere, that is to say, ω̇(t) = 0 for almost every t ∈ [a, b]. Thus,

since ω(t) is absolutely continuous, there exists ω0 ∈ R such that ω(t) = ω0

for every t ∈ [a, b]. Concerning (6.5), we have

ṙ(t) = −r(t)α(t)
〈
∇H1

(
ψ(t+ ω(t))

)
, ψ̇(t+ ω(t))

〉
.
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We now need to prove that ṙ(t) = 0 for almost every t ∈ [a, b], Indeed, if

t ∈ [a, b], (6.7) implies that either α(t) = 0, or H1

(
ψ(t+ω0

)
= 1

2 . If α(t̄) = 0,

then ṙ(t̄) = 0; on the other hand, if α(t̄) > 0, then t̄ is a zero of the function

t 7→ H1

(
ψ(t + ω0

)
− H2

(
ψ(t + ω0

)
, which is of class C1 and nonnegative.

Necessarily t̄ is then a minimum of this function, and so

d

dt
H1

(
ψ(t+ ω0

)
|t=t̄

=
d

dt
H2

(
ψ(t+ ω0

)
|t=t̄

= 0 ,

as H2 is preserved along ψ. It follows that
〈
∇H1

(
ψ(t̄+ ω0

)
, ψ̇(t̄+ ω0

〉
= 0,

so that ṙ(t̄) = 0. Summing up, ṙ(t) = 0 for almost every t ∈ [a, b], and,

since r(t) is absolutely continuous, this implies that r(t) is constant; being

v(t) = R0ϕ(t+ ω0) for some nonnegative constant R0, it follows that v is a

solution of Jv̇ = ∇H2(v) . This concludes the proof.

To conclude the proof of Theorem 6.2, one can follow the same lines of

the proof of Theorem 2.4. We need to use Lemma 6.3 instead of [9, Lemma

2.3] in Proposition 3.2 and at the end, we have to use [19, Theorem 1.1] (for

p = q = 2) instead of [18, Theorem 1.1].

We can discuss variants of the above results as like Theorem 4.1 and

Theorem 4.2. We are not entering into detail in order to avoid repetition of

arguments. Furthermore, we can adapt an example of application for this

situation as in Section 5.

7 Open problems

We conclude the paper by suggesting some open problems.

1. In [4], the coupling of twist dynamics with a resonant equation involv-

ing the Ahmad–Lazer–Paul condition has been addressed. However, under

such a condition, the scenario of double resonance remains unexplored, even

when dealing only with a scalar second order equation. Notice that the Ah-

mad– Lazer–Paul condition does not guarantee an a priori bound as the one

proved in Proposition 3.1, as shown in [2]. A similar result for Neumann-type

boundary condition is still open for consideration.

2. In [19], the authors studied about a Hamiltonian system coupled with

positive and positively (p, q)-homogeneous Hamiltonian system. They have

discussed both periodic and Neumann-type problems for the nonresonance
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case. It would be interesting to try the nonresonance/resonance cases by

taking positive and positively (p, q)-homogeneous Hamiltonian functions in

(2.2).

3. In [14], they investigated a system ruled by a positively-(p, q)-homoge-

neous Hamiltonian function with a friction term and used a nonresonance

condition developed by Frederickson–Lazer [21]. We wonder whether in our

setting, Frederickson–Lazer-condition could be applied.
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