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Abstract

Consider a family of smooth potentidls, which, in the limite — 0, become
a singular hard-wall potential of a multi-dimensional iait. We define auxil-
iary billiard domains that asymptote, as—+ 0 to the original billiard, and provide
asymptotic expansion of the smooth Hamiltonian solutioteirms of these bil-
liard approximations. The asymptotic expansion includesreestimates in the
C" norm and an iteration scheme for improving this approxioratiApplying this
theory to smooth potentials which limit to the multi-dimensl close to ellip-
soidal billiards, we predict when the separatrix splittpegsists for various types
of potentials.

1 Introduction

Imagine a point particle travelling freely (without friota) on a table, undergoing elas-
tic collisions with the edges of the table. The table is jusbanded region of the plane.
This model resembles a game of billiards, but it looks muctpgér - we have only one
ball, which is a dimensionless point particle. There is nctifsn and the table has no
pockets. The shape of the table determines the nature of thiem(see[[2D] and
references therein) - it can be ordered (integrable, e.@llipsoidal tables), ergodic
(e.g. in generic polygons), strongly mixing (in dispersiBigai tables or focusing-
Bunimovich tables), or of a mixed nature for a general gegymsith both concave
and convex boundary components. A mechanical realizafiehi® model in higher
dimensions appears when one considers the motidhrafid d-dimensional balls in a
d-dimensional boxd = 2 or 3): it corresponds to a billiard problem in a complicated
n dimensional domain, where= 2N x d ([29,[10]).

Usually, in the physics context, this billiard descriptisnused to model a more
complicated flow by which a particle is moving approximaiakrtially, and then is re-
flected by a steep potential. The reduction to the billiaabpgm simplifies the analysis
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tremendously, often allowing to describe completely theadyics in a given geometry.
Numerous applications of this idea appear in the physieslitire; It works as idealized
model for the motion of charged particles in a steep potkrtimodel which is often
used to examine the relation between classical and qudrgyztems (seé [1LI7, 132] and
references therein); This approximation was utilized tectibe the dynamics of the
motion of cold atoms in dark optical traps (sE€l[18] and egiee therein); This model
has been suggested as a first step for substantiating thedsssimption of statistical
mechanics — the ergodic hypothesis of Boltzmahnl ([21],[3€],[31],[33]). The op-
posite point of view may be taken when one is interested idystig numerically the
hard wall system in a complicated geometry (e.g. apply iddd&4] to [25]) - then
designing the "correct” limiting smooth Hamiltonian mayngilify the complexity of
the programming.

For two-dimensional finite-range axis-symmetric potdatjdd,[22 23| 11| 19, 15,

3,[2], it was shown that a modified billiard map may be defirsed] several works
have utilized this modified map to prove ergodicity of somefgurations([2D, 22, 23,
15,[2], or to prove that other configurations may possesdliggablands [1,[13]. The
general problem of studying the limiting process of makingeep two-dimensional
potential steeper up to the hard-wall limit can be approdéhe variety of ways. In
[24] approach based on generalized functions was propdag85] we developed a
different paradigm for studying this problem. We first forated a set of conditions
on general smooth steep potentials in two-dimensional dws@ smooth, not neces-
sarily of finite range, nor axis-symmetric) which are suéfitti for proving that regular
reflections of the billiard flow and of the smooth flow are clase¢he C topology
This statement, which may appear first as a mathematicatisgeis quite powerful.
It allows to prove immediately the persistence of variouglkiof billiard orbits in the
smooth flows (se€[35] and Theordin 5 in Secfiol 3.4) and tostigate the behav-
ior near singular orbits (e.g. orbits which are tangent tolibundary) by combining
several Poincare maps, see for examplé [2V[ 136, 9]. The firstab this paper (see
Theorem§&l32) is a generalization of this result to the ndiftiensional case.

Thus, it appears that the Physicists approach, of appraxigithe smooth flow
by a billiard has some mathematical justification. How go®dhis approximation?
Can this approach be used to obtain an asymptotic exparstbe smooth solutions?
The second part of this paper answers these questions. \Weggran approximation
scheme, with a constructive twist - we show that the best-aeder approximation
should be a billiard map in a slightly distorted domain. Weve the scaling of
the width of the corresponding boundary layer with the stesp parameter and with
the number of derivatives one insists on approximatingtifeumore, the next order
correction is explicitly found, supplying a modified bilcamap (reminiscent of the
shifted billiard map of[[2B]_13]) which may be further studlieWe believe this part
is the most significant part of the paper as it supplies a coctte tool to study the
difference between the smooth flow and the billiard flow.

Indeed, in the last part of this paper we demonstrate hovettueds may be used
to instantly extend novel results which were obtained fdlidbds to the steep po-
tential setting; It is well known that the billiard map is égrable inside an ellipsoid
[20]. Moreover, Birkhoff-Poritski conjecture claims thiat 2 dimensions among all
the convex smooth concave billiard tables only ellipsesrasgrablel[34]. Inl[3[7] this



conjecture was generalized to higher dimensions. Delskeamg[L1], [12] see refer-
ences therein) studied the affect of small entire symmpériturbations to the ellipsoid
shape on the integrability. They proved that in some casesdparatrices of a simple
periodic orbit split; Thus, they proved a local version ofiioff conjecture in the 2
dimensional setting, and provided several non-integratadels in then dimensional
case. Here, we show that a simple combination of their resiith ours, extends their
result to the smooth case - namely it shows that the Hamdtofiow, in a sufficiently
steep potential which asymptotically vanishes in a shapewis a small perturba-
tion of an ellipsoid, is chaotic. Furthermore, we quantify, a given perturbation of
the ellipsoidal shape, what “sufficiently steep” means fquamential, Gaussian and
power-law potentials.

These results may give the impression that the smooth flowttandilliard flow
are indeed very similar, and so a Scientist’'s dream of greatiplifying a complicated
system is realized here. In the discussion we go back to tiig p as usual dreams
never materialize in full.

The paper is ordered as follows; In Sectidn 2 we define andritbesthe billiard
flow and billiard map. In Sectiofl 3 we study the smooth Hamikto flow; we first
prove that if the potential satisfies some natural conditidve smooth regular reflec-
tions will limit smoothly to the billiard’s regular reflectns (TheoremiSlil, 2). Then, we
define a natural Poincaré section on which a generalizédrdimap may be defined
for the smooth flow. Next, we derive the correction term to 2beoth order billiard
approximation (Theorerfl 3) and calculate it for three modeéptials (exponential,
Gaussian and power-law). We end this section by statingnitsadiate implication -
a persistence theorem for various types of trajectorieg@iénib). In Sectiofl4 we
apply these results to the perturbed ellipsoidal billiaMe end the paper with a short
summary and discussion. The appendices contain most ofrtleésp whereas in the
body of the paper we usually only indicate their main steps.

2 Billiards in d dimensions
2.1 The Billiard Flow

Consider a billiard flow as the motion of a point mass in a cachdamainD € RY or
T9. Assume that the boundadp consists of a finite number & ™1 smooth ¢ > 1)
(d — 1)-dimensional submanifolds:

oD=r,ulfu..urh,, i=1...n Q)
The boundaries of these submanifolds, when exist, ftietorner seof oD:
M=or,uor,u...uor,, i=1...n (2)

The moving particle has a positiane D and a momentum vectqr € RY which are
functions of time. Ifg € int(D), then the particle moves freely with the constant veloc-



ity according to the rufe

q=p
e ©
Equation[[B) is Hamiltonian with the Hamiltonian functidmefeafterp? = (p, p))
_P
H(@.p) =5 (4)

The particle moves at a constant speed and boun@$s acording to the usual elastic
reflection law :the angle of incidence is equal to the angle of reflectibhis means
that the outgoing vectagu is related to the incoming vectgy, by

Pout = Pin — 2(Pin, N(Q))N(Q), (5)

wheren(q) is the inward unit normal vector to the boundagy at the poing, see([10D].
To use the reflection rul&l(5), we need the normal veatqy to be defined, hence the
rule cannot be applied at poirdse I, where such a vector fails to exist

Definition 1. The domain D is called theonfiguration spacef the billiard system.

The phase space of the syster®Pis- D x S, whereS" 1 is a(d — 1)-dimensional
unit sphere (we st = %) of velocity vectors. So the elements®Bfare

P=(09,p)-

Denote the timeé map of the billiard flow as
bt : po — pr. (6)

We do not consider reflections at the points of the cornesset, = b;pg implies here
that the distance between any point on the trajectory camupgy with ¢ and the set
I is bounded away from zero. A poiptc 2 is calledan inner pointif q ¢ dD and

a collision pointif g € D \ '*. Obviously, ifpp andp; = bypo are inner points, then
pt depends continuously guy andt. If p; is a (non-tangent) collision point then the
velocity vector undergoes a jump. Thus, in this case oth andb; o are defined.
The mapR, = b[+ob;10 is the reflection lawf{]5) (augmented byy: = qin).

If the piece of trajectory that conneagwith g; does not have tangencies with the
boundary, therp; depend<C'-smoothly onpg. It is well-known ([30],[3%]) that the
maph; loses smoothness at any poiptwhose trajectory is tangent to the boundary
at least once on the intervgd,t). Clearly a tangency may occur only if the boundary
is concave in the direction of motion at the point of tanger@ynsider hereafter only
non-degenerate tangencjemmely assume that the curvature in the direction of motion
does not vanish.

1We assume that the particle has mass one (otherwise reisea)e t

2To be precise, one may defiméq) by continuity at points of *, but this might give more than one
normal vectom(q), hence the dynamics would be multiply defined for a genenineio We adopt a standard
convention that the reflection is not defined at greyl*.
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Figure 1: Singularity near a tangent trajectory. For bettsunalization we present a
slanted hyperplane which is divided into 2 patishas a square-root singularity on the
boundary betweeAg andAs.

Choose local coordinates= (x,y) in such a way that the origin corresponds to
the collision point, the-axis is normal to the boundary and looking inside the billia
regionD, and thex-coordinatesx € R91) correspond to the directions tangent to the
boundary. 1fQ(x,y) = 0 is the equation of the boundary in these coordinates, then
Qy(0,0) # 0 andQy(0,0) = 0. We choose the convention ti@(0,0) > 0. Obviously,
the tangent trajectory is characterized by the condifipe: 0, where(py, py) are the
components of the momentum The vectompy = x indicates the direction of motion
of the tangent trajectory. It is easy to check that the taogénnon-degenerate if and
only if

Px Qux(0,0)px > . (7)
Notice that if the billiard’s boundary has saddle points ifothe billiard is semi-
dispersing), then there always exist directions for whiih hon-degeneracy assump-
tion fails. On the other hand, if the boundary is strictly cawe, then all tangencies are
non-degenerate.

Letx = (xq,...,Xd4—1) With x; corresponding to the direction of motion (i.px =
(1,0,...,0)). Then, the boundary surface near the point of non-degenenagency is
described by the following equation:

y=—-axt+0(Z,xz), a>0,

where we denote = (xp,...,X4—1). It is easy to see now that for a non-degenerate
tangency, for a smatithe mapb; of the linepp = (o = (—1/2,0,...,0), yo <0, pox =
(1,0,...,0), poy = 0) is given by

pr=((1/2,0,...,0)+O(yo), 2t/—0yo+O(yo), (1,0,...,0)+O(yo), 4/—ayo+O(¥o))-



As we see, the billiard flow looses smoothness indeed (it lsagiare-root singularity
in the limity — —0) near the tangent trajectory. See Fiddre 1.

2.2 The Billiard map

It is standard in dynamical system theory to reduce the stfdiows to maps by
constructing a cross-section. The latter is a hypersutfaresverse to the flow. For
the flowb, such a hypersurface in phase sp&oegan be naturally constructed with the
help of the boundary db, i.e. the natural cross-secti@corresponds exactly to the
collision points of the flow with the domain’s boundary:

S={p=(9,p) €P:q€aD,(p,n(q)) > 0}. (8)

This is a(2d — 2)-dimensional submanifold i?. Any trajectory of the flowb; crosses
Severy time it reflects @D. This defines th®oinca© map

B:S— S suchthatBp = by, p)10P; 9)

where
To(p) =min{t > 0 :brop € S}.

Definition 2. The map B is callethe billiard map

It is convenient to represent the billiard map as a composif a free-flight and a
reflection:

B=R,oF,,
where the free-flight map is given by
Fs(9, p) = br,(p)-0(a. P), (10)

and the reflection law is given by

R.(9,p) = (4, p—2(p,n(a))n(q))-

The billiard mapB is aC" —diffeomorphism at all pointp € S\ Z such thaBp € S\ Z,
whereX is the singular set

% = Ztangencied_J Zcomers= {(d,p) € P: (p,n(q)) =0} U{(q,p) eP:qe T}, (11)

andB is C° at the non-degenerate tangent trajectories.

3 Smooth Hamiltonian approximation

3.1 Setup and Conditions on Potential

Consider the family of Hamiltonian systems associated:with

p2
H =2 +V(ge), (12)



where theC'+1-smooth potentiaV/(g;€) tends to zero inside a regidd as€ — 0,
and it tends to infinity (or to a constant larger than the fixedsidered energy level,
sayH = %) outside. Formally, the billiard flow i> may be expressed as a limiting
Hamiltonian system of the form:

2

Hp = % +VWo(q), (13)
where
wa-{ %, 955 (14)

Let us formulate conditions under which this simplifiediailtl motion approximates
the smooth Hamiltonian flow. In the two-dimensional cases¢heonditions were in-
troduced in[[35].

Condition I. For any compact region K D the potential \(g; €) diminishes along
with all its derivatives ag — 0:

lim 1V (0€) qex -2 = . (15)

The growth of the potential to infinity across the boundarydwto be treated more
carefully. We assume th¥tis evaluated along the level sets of sdiméefunction near
the boundary. In other words, suppose, that in a neighbarBoaf D\ * there exists
a pattern function Qq;¢) : D — R! which isC"+! with respect tog and it depends
continuously ore (in theC"*1-topology) ate > 0 (so it has, along with all derivatives,
a proper limit ag — 0). See FigurEl2. Assume that away fréim

Condition lla. The billiard boundary is composed of level surfaces @f;Q):

Q(g;€ = 0)|ger; = Qi = constant (16)

For each neighborhood of the boundary compoifieriso Q(q; €) is close toQ;),
let us definea barrier function W(Q; €) : Rt — R?, which does not depend explicitly
onq, and assume that:

Condition IIb. There exists a small neighborhoodd the surfacd’; in which:

V(g;€)lgen, =WH(Q(a;€) — Qise), (7)

and
Condition llc. OV does not vanish in a finite neighborhood of the boundary sur-
faces, thus:
0Qgens # 0 (18)
and

d :
d_QVVI (Q -Q; 8) #0. (19)

Now, the rapid growth of the potential across the boundary bedescribed in
terms of the barrier functions alone. Note that[by (18), thigon functiorQ is mono-
tonic acros$’;, so eithelQ > Q; corresponds to the points ndarinsideD andQ < Q;
corresponds to the outside, or vice versa.
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Figure 2: Level sets of a pattern functi@{g;€). A bold line is a trajectory of the
Hamiltonian flow near the boundary; a solid is a billiard éxpry.
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Condition lll. There exists a constant (may be infinifte} 0 such thatag — +0
the barrier function increases from zerof across the boundary;:

. .o _ | 0, Q inside D
E'LTOW(Q"C’)_{ E, Q outsideD - (20)

By [3) Q could be considered as a functionwfande near the boundary@ =
Qi+ Q i(W;eg). Condition IV states that for smadla finite change iW corresponds
to a small change iQ:

Condition IV. Ase — +0, for any fixed Wand W such that0 < W, <W, < E,
for each boundary component, the functionQ ;(W;€) tends to zero uniformly on the
interval Wy, Ws] along with all its(r + 1) derivatives.

Figure[3 shows the geometric interpretation of the pattanttion and a typical
dependence of the barrier function Qrande.

Note that the use of the pattern and barrier functions esaliyntreduces the d-
dimensional Hamiltonian dynamics toladimensional one, which allows for a direct
asymptotic integration of the smooth problem.

3.2 andC' - closeness Theorems

Theorem 1. Let the potential \(q; €) in (I3) satisfy Conditions I-IV stated above. Let
hf be the Hamiltonian flow defined bHy{12) on an energy surface H* < E, and

by be the billiard flow in D. Lepo and pt = brpo be two inner phase points As-
sume that on the time intervf0, T| the billiard trajectory ofpg has a finite number of
collisions, and all of them are either regular reflectionsmmm-degenerate tangencies.
Then Iﬁp;obtp, uniformly for all p close topg and all t close to T.

Theorem 2. In the conditions of Theorellh 1, further assume that thealdltrajectory
of po has no tangencies to the boundary on the time intej@al|. Then gj)bt in
the C-topology in a small neighborhood pf, and for all t closeto T.

The proof of the theorems is presented in the appendix amdléwfs closely the
proof in [35]. Informally, the logic behind Conditions I-1i as follows.

Condition I, obviously, implies that the particle movesw#lmost constant ve-
locity (along a straight line) in the interior @ until it reaches a thin layer near the
boundary wher® runs from zero to large values (a smallezorresponds to a thinner
boundary layer). Note that the boundary layer can not bg fighetrated by the par-
ticle. Indeed, as in all mechanical Hamiltonians, the epérgel defines the region of
allowed motion: for a fixed energy level = H* < £, all trajectories stay in the region
V(q;€) < H*. Itfollows from Condition Il that for any suchki*, the region of allowed
motion approached ase — 0. Thus, by Condition Ill, if the particle enters the layer
near a boundary surface (note that points fiohare not considered in this paper), it
has, in principle, two possibilities. First, it may be reflgt and then exits the bound-
ary layer near the point it entered. The other possibilitizjolr we want to avoid, is
that the particle sticks to the boundary and travels alofay ifrom the entrance point.
Condition IV guarantees that if the reflection is regularirocase of non-degenerate

SHereafter,T always denotes finite number.



tangency, the travel distance along the boundary vanishesotically withe. The
case of degenerate tangencies, which are unavoidable imgher dimensional case
if the boundary has directional curvatures of oppositesigramely saddle points), is
not studied here. Once we know that the time spent by thecfeartear the boundary
is small, we can see that Condition Il guarantees that theatefh will be of the right
character, namely the smooth reflectio€%close to that of the billiard. Indeed, Con-
dition Il implies that the reaction force is normal to the bdary, hence, as the time
of collision is small and the position of the particle does cltange much during this
time, the direction of the force stays nearly constant dyitie collision. Thus, only the
normal component of the momentum is changing sign while dngent components
are nearly preserved. Computations along these linesgeavproof of Theoreiid 1.

Proving Theorerfll2, i.e. the'-closeness, makes a substantial use of Condition IV.
Let us explain in more detail the difference between@RandC' topologies in this
context. Take the same initial conditidao, po) for a billiard orbit and for an orbit of
the Hamiltonian systeni {12) (the Hamiltonian orbit will balled the smooth orbjt
Consider a time intervalfor which the billiard orbit collides with the boundary only
once. In these notationfs, is the angle betweepy (the momentum at the poigp)
and the normal to the boundary at the collision paint; is the angle betweep, (the
velocity vector at the poing;) and the normal. Define the incidence and reflection
angles ¢in(€) and poue(€)) for the smooth trajectory in the same way. Theofdm 1
implies the correct reflection law for smooth trajectories:

bin(€) + dout(€) =~ 0 (21)

for sufficiently smalle. However0in + ¢out is a function of the initial conditions, so a
non-trivial question is when it is close to zero along withitalderivatives. In Theorem
& we prove that Condition 1V is sufficient for guaranteeing ttorrect reflection law

in the C'-topology in the case of non-tangent collision (near tahgexjectories the

derivatives of the smooth flow cannot converge to those ofbiliard because the
billiard flow is singular there, see Figurk 1).

Hereafter, we will fix the energy level of the Hamiltonian fleavH* = % Notice
that the analysis may be applied to systems with steep patenthich do not depend
explicitly on € (or do not degenerate as— 0) in the limit of sufficiently high energy:
the reduction to the settinf{12) which we consider here neagdhieved by a scaling
of time.

3.3 Asymptotic for a regular reflection

It follows from the proof of Theorerl 2 that the behavior of sitiotrajectories close
to billiard trajectories of regular reflections can be disst by an analogue of the
billiard map. More precisely, one can construct a crossi@e&: in phase space of
the Hamiltonian flow, close to the “natural” cross-sectf®where the billiard mayB
is defined; the trajectories of the Hamiltonian flow which elese to regular billiard
trajectories define the Poincaré mapSnand this map i€"-close toB. Let us explain
this in more details.

It is convenient to consider an auxiliary billiard in the nifietl domainDé, defined
as follows. For each boundary surfdce take anyv;(¢) — +0 such that the function

10
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Figure 4: Free flight between boundarl'qfsandrﬁ. A smooth trajectory is marked by
a bold line and an auxiliary billiard trajectory is markeddygolid line.

(inverse barrierQ i(W;€) tends to zero along with all its derivatives, uniformly for
2 >W > v;. We will use the notation

MOwie = sup Q" (wie)l. (22)
v<w< ]
0<I<r+1

Condition IV implies thatM approaches zero a&— 0 for any fixedv > 0, hence
the same holds true for any sufficiently slowly tending tooze(e), i.e. the required
vi(€) exist. Letni(g) = Q i(vi;€) and consider the billiard in the domadt which is
bounded by the surfac€$ : Q(q; &) = Qi +ni(e). See FigurEl4. Recall that the bound-
ariesl; of the original billiard tableD are level set€)(q;0) = Q;, and that;(¢) — 0
by construction, so the new billiard is close to the origioaé. In particular, for regu-
lar reflections, the billiard mapé of the auxiliary billiard tends to the original billiard
mapB along with all its derivatives. It is established in the grob Theoren® that
for any choice ofv;’s tending to zero, the condition € dD® defines a cross-section
in the phase space of the smooth Hamiltonian flow; Trajeesowhich are close to
the billiard trajectories of regular reflection, i.e. thaseich intersecfD¢ at an angle
bounded away from zero, define the map

F&:(qedD? p looking inwardsD?®) — (g€ oD%, p looking outwardsD?),
namely
F&(a, p) = hte(a, p) (23)

11



Figure 5: Reflection from the boundafy. A smooth trajectory is marked by a bold
line. An auxiliary billiard trajectory only changes its dation according to the law

).

and this map is close to the free-flight map(see Sectioh212) of the billiard i#:

Fos (q7 p) = ng*O(qa p) (24)

wheret®(q, p) is the time the smooth Hamiltonian orbit (d, p) needs to reacBD?,
andté(q,p) denotes the same for the billiard orbit. Note that we cantaitcthe
closeness of the timemaps for the smooth Hamiltonian and billiard flows everyveher
in D&, still we claim that the map&{R3) arld{24) are close; we &iilirn to this later.
OutsideD?, the overall effect of the motion of smooth orbits is closettat of
a billiard reflection. Namely, as it is proved in TheorEn 2¢cew; is chosen such
thatMi(r) (vi,€) — 0, the smooth trajectories which enter the redié(Q; ) > v; at a
bounded away from zero angle to the boundary, spend in thisrrea small interval
of time (denoted by (ain, pin)) after which they return to the boundafy(Q;€) = v;
(namely toQ(q; €) = Qi +ni(€)). Thus, these orbits define the map

R : (gin € D%, pin looking outwardsD®) — (Qout € dD®, pout looking inwards D).

It follows from the proof of Theorerfil2 that the m# is close to the standard
reflection lawRE from the boundargD?:

RE(9,p) = (g, p—2n(q) (n(9),p)), (25)

wheren(q) is the unit normal vector to the bounda#p® at the pointq. See Figure
B. Note that the smooth reflection |8 corresponds to a non-zero (though small)
collision timeT&(q, p), unlike the billiard reflectio€ which happens instantaneously.
Summarizing, from the proof of Theordth 2 we extract that @ndtoss-section

S ={p=1(q,p): qedD* (p,n(q)) > O} (26)

12



Figure 6: The partition of the domaiinto regions:Df,; C DE.

the Poincaré map
®* =R oF*® (27)

is defined for the smooth Hamiltonian flow (for regular orbiterbits which intersect
0D# at an angle bounded away from zero), and this m&p-slose to the billiard map
Bf = REoFE. Asthe billiard mayBe is close to the original billiard malp, we obtain the
closeness of the Poincaré mé&p to B as well. However, when developing asymptotic
expansions fo®e, it is convenient to use the ma&p (rather tharB) as the zeroth order
approximation ford®. Then, the next term in the asymptotic may be explicitly fdun
(see below) and the whole asymptotic expansion may be slyndlaveloped.

We start with the estimates for the “free flight” segment & thotion, i.e. for
the smooth Hamiltonian trajectories insiBé. For every boundary surfadg, choose
somed; (€) — 0 such that the surfac€¥q; €) = Q; + di(g) bound the regiol;,, inside
D¢ in which the potentiaV/ tends to zero uniformly along with all its derivatives. See
Figure®. Let

mD(@&e) = sup  [9'V(ge)l (28)
a € Dfy
1<I<r+1
According to Condition Imapproaches zero as- 0 for any fixed of the appropriate
signs, therefore the same holds true for any choice of seiffilyi slowly tending to
zerod;(g). Asm(") — 0, it follows that withinDE,, the flow of the smooth Hamiltonian
trajectories iLC" -close to the free flight, i.e. to the billiard flow. In other wdg, the
time t maph(d, p) = (qr, pr) of the smooth flow iDg,; is O, (m")-close to the time

T map of the billiard flow
+ pt
ox(a.p) = (1777). 29)
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Note that on the boundary BF we have, by constructio@; (W;€) — 0, i.e. W/ (Q; &) —
o, while on the boundary dbf we haveW’'(Q;e) — 0. Thus, we have a boundary
layer D®\D§,; of a non-zero widthdi(g) — ni(e)| in which the gradient of the poten-
tial rapidly decreases. The speed with which the valu®@f(t);€) changes within
this boundary layer is bounded away from zero (see the prboheoreni®), so the
time the orbit needs to penetrate it0$5;). Within this boundary layer the tintremap
(9, p) — (ar, pr) of the smooth flow is not necessarily close to the timeap of the bil-
liard flow 29). However, it is shown in the proof of TheorEhtteat the maps from one
surfaceQ = constto any other such surface within the boundary layeiGirelose for
the two flows. This, obviously, implies the closeness of tlepsafré andF# (because
the corresponding cross-section is the surface of the®iadconstindeed).

In Appendix’Z_R we show that by an appropriate change of doatés in each of
the three regions we consider (insidf, , in D*\D},;, and outsid®?), the equations of
motion may be written as differential equations integrateer a finite interval with a
right hand side which tends to zero in tBetopology as — 0. Thus, not only do we
obtain error estimates for the zeroth order approximati@also find a method for ob-
taining higher order corrections using Picard iteratidr® asymptotic behavior of the
right hand side of the equations leads to a contractivitystaomt which asymptotically
vanishes and thus the Picard iteration scheme providesmstimfor the solutions
(each new iteration provides a better asymptotic). In thig we prove in appendix™.3
the following

Lemma 1. Let g be an inner point of D, and p be such that the first hit oftitieard
orbit of (g, p) with the boundary'; is non-tangent. Then, the orbit of the smooth flow
hits the cross-sectiofge 't} = {Q(q;€) = Qi +ni(€)} at the point(qgy, p;) such that

h = q+ pt+ O (M) +vy)
= q+pt+ g OV(a+pse)(s—1)ds+ O, (M) +vi)?),
I (30)
pr = P+ Oy (M +vj)
= P—Jo OV(a+ pse)ds+ O, (M) +v;)?),

wheret = t¥(q, p) denotes the travel time to the boundary &f (8o Q(ar;€) = Qi+
ni(e)):

©¥(q,p) = (g, p) + Oy (M") +vj)

0Q.JEE OV (a+ pse) (E—9)ds)

(31)
= T(gp)+! X} +0y, (M7 +vi)?),

where0Q is evaluated at the (auxiliary) billiard collision point-g pt(p,q), and
T€(p,q) is the time the billiard orbit ofqg, p) needs to reach?.

Now, let us estimate the free-flight m&s of the Hamiltonian flow. Ifg € F? and
(p,n(q)) is positive and bounded away from zero, and if the straigletissued frong
in the direction ofp first intersect®D?® (say, the surfackf) transversely as well (in our
notations this can be expressed as the condition(fnai(q+ pté(q, p))) is negative
and bounded away from zero), then the orbits of the Ham#tofiow define the map
F¢ from a small neighborhood @f, p) on the cross-sectiofqg € I'§} in phase space
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into a small neighborhood of the poifg+ pté(q, p), p) on the cross-sectiofg e 't}.
See Figur¢l4. Take an inner poift;, p1) on the smooth Hamiltonian trajectory of

(g, p)- By construction (se€&(23)),
(9, p) = T%(01, —P1) + T%(dl1, P),

(G, P) =N re(q, py) (A1 P1)
and

FE(a. p) = he(gy.py) (G2, PL)-
As g is bounded away from the billiard boundary, we can plug (3@) &1) in these
relations, which gives us the following

Lemma 2. Near the poin{qg, p) under consideration, the free flight map Hq, p) —
(e > P, ) for the smooth Hamiltonian flow isCCXm(r) + Vi +Vj)-close to the free flight
map F of the billiard in Df and is given by

O = Q-+ P+ J§ OV(q+ pse)(s—19)ds+ O, (M) +vi +v))?),
Pe = P—J3 OV(a+ pse)ds+ 0 (M) +vi+vj)?).

cr-1

(32)

The flight timer®(q, p) is O, (m") 4+ v; 4-v;)-closett(p,q) and is uniquely defined by
the condition Qqye; €) = Qi + ni(€) (cf.(32)):

b (<C1Dgp§>€) B9, O, (M +vi+vj)?),
’ (33)

wherellQ is taken at the billiard collision point ¢ pté(p,q) andté(p,q) corresponds
to the free flight travel time: @+ pté(p,q);€) = Qi +ni(e).

™(q,p) =15(q,p) +

This could be written as

Fe=Ff+ 0, (M +vi+v)) =FE+Ff+ 0, , (M7 +vi+v))?),

whereF§ = O, (m") +v; +v;) andF¢ is defined by 4.

Note that the above estimates hold true for any choic®'sfsuch tham() — 0.
Therefore, one may tak&'s tending to zero as slow as needed in order to ensure as
good estimates as possible for the error termgih (32),(33).

Next we estimate the reflection |a&® for the smooth orbit. Consider a pome I'?
and let the momentump be directed outsidB?, at a bounded from zero angle witk.

As we explained, the smooth trajectory(of p) spends a small tim€&(q, p) outside

D and then returns tb} with the momentum directed strictly insid¥. Let py and

px denote the components of momentum, respectively, nornhtamgential to the
boundary¢ at the poini:

py=(n@).p),  Px=Pp-—pn(a) (34)
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We assume that the unit nornml) is oriented insid®®, sopy < 0 at the initial point.
Denote byQy(q;€) the derivative o in the direction ofn(q):

Qy(q, 8) = <|:|Q(q’ 8)7 n(q)>7

let K(g;€) denote the derivative af(q) in the directions tangent to}, and letl (q;€)
denote the derivative af(q) in the direction oin(qg). Obviously,Qy is a scalarK is
a matrix and is a vector tangent tbf at the pointg. Note thatQy # 0 by virtue of
Condition llc. Define the integrals:

h=1(g.p) =2J, ¥ Q(-E=e)ds 25
2= 1a(,p) = 205 ™ Q=5 e)2as 49

and the vectod:
3a.p) = —%I(q:s)ﬂ(q,p)mqm)m /Q(qe). (36)

Notice thatl is a vector tangent tbf at the poingg and that by[(2R),

li2=04 (M), J=0

(M), (37)
In AppendiXZ3 we prove the following

Lemma 3. For the smooth Hamiltonian flow, the collision time is estiatbas

(0, p) = Oy (M{") = — l1(a,p) + O, (M)?2). (38)

_1
Qy(are)
The reflection mapR (g, p) — (q, p) is given by:

O, M) =g+ PrTE(ap) + Oy ((M)?),

2n(a)py+ O (M) = p—2n(q >py—pyJ<q,p>—n<q><px,a<q,p>>+oc(r1<)<Mi‘”>2>.
39

Q|
I

q+
=p-

"3 I

As we see from this lemma (see aI(37)),
R =R+0, M) =R +R+0, (M),

whereR; =O__, (M (r)) andRE is defined byf26. Thus, the smooth reflection law is
O (M M )) close to the billiard reflection laviL(P5).
Combmmg the above lemmas we establish:

Theorem 3. Let the potential {q; €) satisfy Conditions-1V, and choos@;’s andv;’s

such tha;(g), vi(g),m") (g), Mf” (¢) — 0ase — 0. Then, on the cross-sectiop See
@8)) near orbits of a regular reflectidnfor all sufficiently smalk the Poincaé map

“that is, given any consta@ > 0, near the pointég, p) € S such thatn(q), p) > C and|(n(§), p}| > C
where(q, p) = B*(q, p)
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Figure 7: Billiard mapB (red). Billiard map of the auxiliary billiard3® (green).
Poincaré map for the smooth Hamiltonian fleké (blue). The first approximation
of ®* B® 4 @5 (violet).

@ of the smooth Hamiltonian flow is defined, and it isn®) + v +M())-close in
the C-topology to the billiard map B= R o F£ in the auxiliary billiard table ¥ (see
Figure[@). Furthermore,

OF = RoF® =B+ Oy, (") +v+M") = (R +RE) o (FE +Ff)+0,,_, (M +v+M")?)

=B+ ®{+0,, (M +v+MT)?)  (40)

(wherev = max v, M(") = max Mf”,@i =0, , (m") +v + M), and the first order
corrections F and K are explicitly calculated in Lemma&$ 2 aid 3).

Theorem 4. Given a finite T and a regular billiard trajectory if0, T], the time t
map of the smooth Hamiltonian flow and of the correspondingliany billiard are
O(v 4+ m" + M")-close in the C-topology for all te T\Tg, where T is the finite
collection of impact intervals each of them of lengtfj&+ M),

3.3.1 Error estimates for some model potentials

Now we can estimate the deviation of the smooth Hamiltorm@je¢tories from the reg-
ular (non-tangent, non-corner) billiard ones for varioosarete potential¥ (g;€). To
make a general estimate possible, we have to assume thahheibr of the potential
near the boundary dominates the estimate; We saytftgt) is boundary dominated

if V(q; €) and its derivatives are smaller in the interiojf; (i.e. in the region bounded
by the surface®(q;€) = Qi + 6i(¢)) than on the boundary of this domain. This means
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that for boundary dominated potentials

m7@&e) = sup [@V(ge)l= sup [[d'V(ge)].  (41)
qe D, q € oD,
1<I<r+1 1<I<r+1

By the definition of the pattern functia@, near a given boundary

V(ae) =W (Q(a;8) — Qire) — W (3;¢)
4<0Dfy Q=Qi+3

SinceQ(q; €) is bounded with its derivatives, we conclude that theretexisconstant
C such that |

m")(3;e) = Cmax max, W (&;¢)]. (42)
Thus, for boundary dominated potentials, one can estirhatditference$f — by and
®E — BE in terms of the barrier functions alone.

The corresponding estimates given by Theor@ims 4£and 3 huelddr every choice
of v andd such thad(e),v(e), m, (8(€); €), M, (v(€); €) — 0 ase — 0 (for simplicity of
notation we assume hereafter that the barrier funatiois the same for all boundary
surfaced’;, and thus suppress the dependencé ofio obtain the best estimates, we
have to findv(g) and3(g) which minimize the expression+ M) (v;g) + m() (3;¢).
In this way, we first find)(€) which minimizesv + M) (v;&). AsM(") is a decreasing
function ofv (seel[2R)), the soughte) solves the equation

v=M"(v;e). (43)

After v is determined, we may try to mak¢e) go to zero so slow that the correspond-
ing value ofm(”) (see[[2R)) will be asymptotically equal wge). Once succeeded, we
may conclude that(g) given by [4B) estimates the deviation between regulaelbdli
and smooth trajectories. Notice that the significance(ej is three-folded; First, it
determines the optimal auxiliary billiard which supplibg thest approximation to the
smooth Hamiltonian flow (see Lemiik 3). Second, it estim&esaccuracy of this ap-
proximation. Third, it determines, via the relatiof) () = v, the width|3(g)| 4 v(g)

of the boundary layer in which the billiard and the Hamilamiflows are not close
(Theoreni®). Let us proceed to examples.

Proposition 1. Consider the boundary dominated potentighye) corresponding to
the barrier function WQ) = e ¢ for small Q. Then, near regular billiard trajectories,
the smooth Hamiltonian flow is (O"¢)-close in the C-topology to the billiard flow
within the auxiliary billiard defined by the level set{@¢) = n(¢) = O(elng). The
corresponding Poincdr map®* is O ( "/¢)-close to the auxiliary billiard map B
The impact intervals lengths are(O).

Proof. SinceW ) (Q:e) = (—¢)~'e~ 2, we obtain tham" (5;€) = O(e Ve~ 2) (since
the potential is boundary dominated, we may Usé (42)). Therge toW(Q;e) is
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given by Q(W;e) = —eInW, so Q" (W;e) = (=1)' (I — 1)!ew !, andM) (v, g) =
O(ev—("1) (seeZR)). Plugging this nt) we find

v(e) = Ve (44)
By choosingd(g) = —(r+ 1+ r+2)slns we obtainm(”) (3,€) ~ v(g), so forv given by
(#3) we have that+M () +m(") = O(v), and the proposition now follows immediately

from TheoremEI3 arld 4 (the valuempfe) = O(eln¢) is given byn = Q(v;€)). O

Proposition 2. Let the boundary dominated potentia{¢y/e) correspond to the bar-

2
rier function W(Q) = e ¢ for small Q. Then, near the regular billiard trajectories,
the smooth Hamiltonian flow is @(g)) = O( 2+2) “ns‘) -close in the C-topology to
the billiard flow within the auxiliary billiard defined by tHevel set @g;€) =n(e) =
O(y/¢|Ing]). The corresponding Poincamap®® is O (v(¢))-close to the auxiliary
billiard map B. The impact intervals are of the length{(\@¢)).

Proof. Itis easy to see thav(!) (Q;e) = ((Q) )for Q> V&, hencan") (&;¢) =
O((g)”le*a?z). FromQ(W;e) = v/—eInW we obtainM () (v; &) = O( ﬁv*(’“)).
Plugging this in[[4B), we indeed find

v(e) = M(vie) = O( 24 [ i)

as required. By choosinli€) ~ \/——(r+ 1+ r+2)s|ns we obtainm(") (5;€) ~ v(g),
so the rest follows directly from Theoreiids 3 dd 4. O

Proposition 3. Let the boundary dominated potential&/€) correspond to the bar-
rier function W(Q) = (%)“. Then, near the regular billiard trajectories, the smooth

Hamiltonian flow is Qv(g)) = O( r+2+ql/E)—close in the C-topology to the billiard flow
within the auxiliary billiard defined by the level set@¢) = n(g) = O(v'*2). The
corresponding Poincdr map®*® is O (v(g))-close to the auxiliary billiard map B

The impact intervals are @(¢€)) whena > 1, and Qv(g) a++1 T ) whena < 1.

Proof. As above, using’V(')(Q;s) = (QH,) we obtain tham(") (;¢) = (B,f:w ),
and sinceQ(W;eg) = Wl/a, we find Q(W;e) = O(wl+1/0() and thusM() (v;g) =
O(5%s)- It follows thatv(e) = O( '+2+%/_) solvesv = M (v;e). Now n(g) =

r+1+1/a

Q(v) = £z = O(v'*2). By takingd(e) = vr FT | we ensure than” )(8,€) ~ V(E).
The length of impact intervals is now given B}v + d). O

Note that the asymptotic for the deviation of the smoottetgjries from the bil-
liard ones and for the length of the impact intervals deperahgly onr, i.e. on the
number of derivatives (with respect to initial conditiomg)ich we want to control.
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Figure 8: PP is a billiard periodic orbit (solid).P? is a periodic orbit of the smooth
Hamiltonian flow (bold).

3.4 Persistence of periodic and homoclinic orbits

The closeness of the billiard and smooth flows after one tédleteads, using standard
results, to persistence of regular periodic and homoctniits. For completeness we
state these results explicitly:

Theorem 5. Consider a Hamiltonian system with a potentigldve) satisfying Con-
dition I-1V in a billiard table D. Let P(t) denote a non-parabolic, non-singular pe-
riodic orbit of a period T for the billiard flow. Then, for anyhoice ofv(g), ()
such thatv(g),d(g),mY (g),M™®) (g) — 0 ase — 0, the smooth Hamiltonian flow has
a uniquely defined periodic orbit®t) of period T = T + O(v + m® +M®), which
stays @v +m® + M®)-close to P for all t outside of collision intervals (finitely
many of them in a period) of length({3| + M(l)). Away from the collision intervals,
the local Poincaé map near Pis O (v+m(") +M(")-close to the local Poincé&rmap
near P. In particular, if P° is hyperbolic, then Pis also hyperbolic and, inside®
the stable and unstable manifolds Jf &proximate Q. (v +m +M())-closely the
stable and unstable manifolds df Bn any compact, forward-invariant or, respectively,
backward-invariant piece bounded away from the singwasdt in the billiard’s phase
space; furthermore, any transverse regular homoclinicitoib PP is, for sufficiently
smallg, inherited by P as well.

As P° is a regular periodic orbit, i.e. it makes only regular rettas from the
boundary (a finite number of them on the period), it followsnir Theoreni]3 that a
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Poincaré map for the smooth Hamiltonian flow n&is O(v + mY) + M(®)-close in
C! topology to the Poincaré map of the auxiliary billiddé, while the latter isD(n (¢))-
close to the Poincaré map for the original billi@dMoreover, from[[2R) it follows that
ne) < M(© < M@ and we can conclude that a Poincaré map for the smooth Hamilt
nian flow neaP® is O(v + m®» + M@)-close inC* topology to the Poincaré map for
the original billiardD. Since, by assumptioR?(t) is non-parabolic, the corresponding
fixed point of the Poincaré map persists for sufficiently Bra@n virtue of the implicit
function theorem (the closeness of the corresponding mootis-time orbits is given
by Theorenil4). The continuous dependence of the invarianifolds of € in the hy-
perbolic case follows from the continuous dependence oPthircaré mag? one at
all € > 0 (TheoreniB), and implies the persistence of transverseablimits immedi-
ately. Indeed, the formulation regarding the closenes®woifpact pieces of thglobal
stable and unstable manifolds may be easily verified by amgpRinite time extensions
of the local stable and unstable manifolds. Note that simpitgsistence result holds
true for topologically transverse homoclinic orbits.

More generally, one may claim (by the shadowing lemma) thisigience of com-
pact uniformly hyperbolic sets composed of regular bitliarbits. Note that the ac-
curacy of the approximation of smooth orbits (periodic apdradic) by the billiard
ones, does not depend on the orbit (e.g. is independent péiitsd) and is given by
the maximal deviation for each reflection (times a constanljis holds true for any
compact set of regular orbits of a strictly dispersing &itli flow (since such billiards
are uniformly hyperbolic); see for example a nice applmatly Chen([D].

In some cases, to establish the existence of transvers@apotpcally transverse
homoclinic orbits in a family of billiard flowsx (y) in Dy, one uses higher dimen-
sional generalizations of the Poincare-Melnikov integsak Sectiofl4). In particular,
with the near integrable setting, the "splitting distanbetween the manifolds near
the transverse homoclinic orbit may be proportional to aiolging parametey. The
above theorem implies thatsf = £o(y) is chosen so tha(eo, y) +mY (5(go, y); €0, Y) +
M@ (v(go,Y); £0,Y)) = 0(y) andeo(y) — 0 asy — O then, for sufficiently smal, trans-
verse homoclinic orbits appear in the smooth flow foreall (0,€0(y)). In the next
section we use this remark and]11] to establish that trameM@omoclinic orbits ap-
pear in families of smooth billiard potentials which limit the ellipsoidal billiard.

4  Application to ellipsoidal billiards with potential

Consider the billiard motion in an ellipsoid

D={geR": (q,A?q) <1}, (45)
A=diagds,...,dy) di>...>dy>0.
The ellipsoid is called generic if all the above inequaditere strict. A well known
result of Birkhoff [3] is that the billiard motion in an ellgwid is integrable, and the
mathematical theory which may be invoked to describe aneémgdine this result is

still under development - see Radnovicl[16] and referencemein. Delshamst al
[L1] and recently Bolotiret al [4] (see also references therein) investigate when small
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non-quadratic symmetric perturbations to the ellipsath@pe change the integrability
property. In this series of works the authors prove the ptaste of some symmetric
homoclinic orbits, and for specific cases they prove thasdherbits are transverse
homoclinic orbits of the perturbed billiard, thus provimgt integrability is destroyed.
Here, we show that using the machinery we developed we carediately extend
their work to the smooth billiard-potential case (noticattin [4] some results are
extended to billiards with @2-small Hamiltonian perturbation in the domain’s interior,
however the billiard potentials which we consider do ndtifatb this category - near
the boundary they correspond to a large perturbation evéimeiG-norm). We will
first explain the relevant main results of Delshams et ah thgply the corresponding
proposition for the smooth case (consequences of Thedremr@pre specifically of
Theorenip) and then the corresponding guantitative estfair specific potentials
(which follows from Propositiond [} 3).

4.1 The billiard in a perturbed ellipsoid

Consider the simplest unstable periodic orbit in an elligabbilliard - the orbit along
the diameter of the ellipsoid joining the verticesds, 0,...,0) and(d,0,...,0). De-
note the set formed by the two-periodic points associatéil thve diameter by

Pb:{ervp*} pi:{qiapi} qi:(idlaoa-'-ao) pi:(i170770) (46)

These points correspond to isolated two-periodic hypérioobits of the Billiard map
B and the corresponding periodic orBjt = by(p) of the billiard flow. Then— 1-
dimensionalf-dimensional for the flow) stable and unstable manifold$if periodic
orbit coincide; In 2-dimensions there are 4 separatricesecting{p,,p_} whereas
the topology of the separatrices in the higher dimensioasé ¢s non-trivial - it is well
described by CW complexes for the 3 dimensional case anddsuichal structure of
separatrix submanifolds in the higher dimensional case[&H).

Of specific interest are the symmetric homoclinic orbitsis iestablished in[11]
that in the generic 2 dimensional case there are exactly 4blmt orbits which are
X—symmetric (Symmetric, in the configuration space, to refiest about thex-axis)
and 4 which arg/—symmetric. In the generic 3 dimensional case, in additiotihéo
16 planar symmetric orbits (8 in each of the symmetry plargsndx2) there are 16
additional symmetric spatial orbits - 8 are symmetric wigspect to reflection about
thexzplane and 8 argaxial. In then dimensional case there ar&2 spatial symmetric
orbits.

Denote bypb—hom _ {F,ib—hom}I

of the billiard map in the ellipsoid, sB%"°™ = BRP~"°™ and RP "™ =y (PY—o™)
denotes the corresponding continuous orbit of the billfod. Given a¢ such that
0 < ¢ < dp, define the local cross-sections of the billiard map by:

[ee]

one of these symmetric homoclinic orbits

2" ={(9,p)lgedD,qn+d1 < ¢ 1—p1<g},
St ={(a,p)|g€ D,y —qu < G pr+1<c},

so, in particularpy € * andZ* C S, whereSis the natural cross-section on which
the billiard map is defined (see Sectionl2.2). It follows thaly a finite number of
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Figure 9: Billiard trajectory giving rise to a y-symmetriotmoclinic orbit (blue).

points inP?~"°™ do not fall intoX*, and that for any given geometry there exist a finite
¢ such thatPP—hom\ (pb-homn 551 — g for all the symmetric orbits. See Figu® 9.
Thus, it is possible to choo$® "°™ and a local cross-sectid? such thaPy "M ¢

39 c {S\{=Z*uUZz"}}. Notice that for the ellipsoid all the reflections are reguand
furthermore, for the symmetric homoclinic orbitsdif is finite andd, is positive then

all the reflection angles d#"°™are strictly bounded away fromy2.

Now, consider aymmetric perturbation of the ellipsoi® of the form:

€ g
1 n)}7

Dy: {q eR": <q,A72Q> < 1+y5(¥,,¥
1 n

(47)
where the hypersurfacB, € R™1 is symmetric with regard to all the coordinate
axis of R" and the functiort : R" — R is either a generadntire function, such that
=(0,...,0) = 0 or of a specific form (e.g. quadratic). By using symmetryuangnts,
Delshamset al [L1]] prove that for generic billiard the above mentioned sy&tric ho-
moclinic orbits persist under such symmetric perturbaioRurthermore, analyzing
the asymptotic properties of the symplectic discrete wersif the Poincaré-Melnikov
potential (the high dimensional analog of the integrakytprove that for sufficiently
small perturbations (smal) then-dimensional symmetric homoclinic orbits are trans-
verse in the following four cases:

2
1. In two-dimensions, for narrow ellipseBi(= % < 1), for any analytic small
1
enough symmetric perturbation.

2. In two-dimensions, in the non-circular cageg ¢ 1), forE(gi, g) = %.
1 2 2
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3. Inthe three-dimensional case, fornearlyflatelllpﬁa&( << 1), for perturba-

tions of the form::(az, %22, gzz) —ZR(XZZ, 522) whereRis a generic polynomial
1 2
(or of some specific list).

4. In the three-dimensional case, for nearly oblate elpBe = —g ~ 1), for the

perturbatlon:(dz, (ﬁ, (Z;) dﬁgdﬁg.

To establish these results, the Poincaré-Melnikov pa@tkist calculated for each
of these cases, and it is shown that it has non-degenertitakpoints at the corre-
sponding symmetric trajectories. It follows tHalt-"°™Y persists and the change in
the splitting distance between the separatritsand s nearPy "™V is propor-

tional toy, the perturbation amplitude, so that néﬁfhc’m’y at the local cross-section
30y,

dOWEWE) = M(r)y+O(y?). (48)

wherer € R"! denotes some parametrization alongandM(r) (the gradient of the
Poincaré-Melnikov potential) has simple zeroes at thampater values corresponding
to any of the spatial symmetric homoclinic orbiRg "°™.

4.2 Smooth Potential in a near ellipsoidal region

Let us now consider a two parameter family of smooth potes¥i&; y, €) which limit,
ase — 0 to the billiard flow in the perturbed ellipsoid familyy,; namely, consider the
family of Hamiltonian flows:

Hiew) = 2 +V(gv.e) (49)
whereV(q;y, €) satisfies conditions I-1V for aly values. In the four cases mentioned
above, the flow limits, as — 0, to an integrable billiard motion inside the ellipsoid
D wheny = 0 and, fory # 0, to a non-integrable billiard motion inside the perturbed
ellipsoidDy. See Figur&Io0.

Applying Theorenlib to an interior transverse local returpmearz®-Y, and notic-
ing that all homoclinic orbits of the billiard flow i, are regular orbits, we immedi-
ately establish:

Proposition 4. Consider the Hamiltonian flov{#9), whergdy,€) is a billiard po-
tential limiting to the billiard flow in § (V(q;v,€) satisfies conditions I-IV for aly
values). Let the functiogy(y) satisfy

v(€o,Y) + MY (3(eo,Y); €0, ) + MY (v(go,Y); €0,Y)) = O(Y)

andegp(y) — 0 asy — 0. Then, for each of the above cases 1-4, for sufficiently small
y > 0, the smooth flow has transverse homoclinic orbits whicht limithe billiard’s
transverse homoclinic orbits for all < € < gp(y).
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A

e§=0y=0 gE=0y=0
Figure 10: Perturbation of a billiard flow inside a perturledigbsoid family Dy.

Indeed, for sufficiently smalf > 0 equation[(4B) is valid, and thus the homoclinic
billiard orbit PP~V s transverse, so the above theorem follows immediately fro
Theorenib and the discussion after it. Based on this praposind PropositionSfl-3
we conclude:

Proposition 5. Consider the Hamiltonian flov{#9), whergd/y,€) is a billiard po-
tential limiting to the billiard flow in § (V(q;v,€) satisfies conditions I-IV for aly
values). Further assume that the potentidlgy, €) is boundary dominated and is
given near the boundary of [by W(Q;¢), so that [41) holds for the corresponding
4 values which are specified bellow. Then, for each of the abases 1-4, for suffi-
ciently smally > 0, the smooth flow has transverse homoclinic orbits whicht lienihe
billiard’s transverse homoclinic orbits and thus is nortdgrable for all0 < € < go(y),
where

Q
B

e FOorW(Q;e) =e ¢ : §=0O(—¢lng) andeg(y) = V>, > 0.

e Forw(Q;e) = e*%z : 8= O(v/—¢lng) andeg(y) = yo+*, 5 > 0.
o ForW(Qie) = (§)° : 3= 0( * {/&) andeo(y) = y*'a %, > 0.
5 Discussion

The paper includes three main results:
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e Theoremd1I2 deal with the smooth convergence of flows irpspetentials
to the billiard’s flow in the multi-dimensional case. Thessults, which are
a natural extension of [85], provide a powerful theoreticall for proving the
persistence of various billiard trajectories in the smaytstems, and vice versa.
The unavoidable emergence of degenerate tangencies itgtiner ldimensional
setting, and the study of corners and regular tangencig¢sr(@xg [27],136] to
higher dimensions) have yet to be addressed.

e Theorem$I§4 provide the first order corrections for appnating the smooth
flows by billiards for regular reflections. Theorédih 3 proposiee appropriate
zeroth order billiard geometry which best approximatesdteep billiard and
a simple formula for computing the first order correctiomtsy thus allowing
to study the effect of smoothing. The smooth flow and theasiliflow do not
match in a boundary layer - the width of it and the time speittane specified in
Theorenfl. Propositioh$[d-3 supply the estimates for thediary layer width
and the accuracy of the auxiliary billiard approximation$ome typical poten-
tials (exponential, Gaussian and power-law). All theseltssare novel for any
dimension, and propose a new approach for studying problethsrelatively
steep potentials. A plethora of questions regarding tHerdifices between the
smooth and hard wall systems can now be rigorously analyzed.

e TheorenTlh and Propositidd 5: The above mentioGéastimates of the error
terms lead naturally to the persistence Thedikm 5. Appliirge results to the
billiards studied in[[1l1], we prove that the motion in steexgntials in vari-
ous deformed ellipsoids are non-integrable for an opemiat®f the steepness
parameter, and we provide a lower bound for this intervajtlerior the above
mentioned typical potentials. While the analysis of higtierensional Hamilto-
nian systems is highly non-trivial, we demonstrate herégbme results which
are obtained for maps may be immediately extended to the tbnst@ep case.
We note that the same statement works in the opposite direckiurthermore,
one may use the first order corrections developed in TheQrand Propositions
[H3 to study the possible appearance of non-integrabikeytdithe introduction
of smooth potentials.

As mentioned before, these results may give the impreshitrthe smooth flow

and the billiard flow are indeed very similar. While in this tkove emphasize the
closeness of the two flows, it is important to bear in mind thét is not the case in
general. This observation applies to the local behavior selutions which are not
structurally stable and is especially important when agalvith asymptotic properties
such as ergodicity, as discussed below.

Let us first remark about the local behavior. First, as in e dimensional set-

tings, we expect that singular orbits or polygons of thedyitl give rise to various types
of orbits in the smooth setting. The larger the dimensiomefdystem, the larger is the
variety of orbits which may emerge from these singularitdereover, in this higher
dimensional setting, even though our theory implies thgulex elliptic or partially-
elliptic periodic orbits persist, the motion near them (#meir stability) may change.
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Global properties of the phase space are even more sengisiell changes. If the
billiard periodic orbit is hyperbolic, while it and its lotstable and unstable manifolds
persist (see for example TheorEn 5), their global strudtutee smooth case may be
quite different; First of all, integrability of one of the sgms does not imply integrabil-
ity of the other (for example, it may be possible to use theemsion terms computed
in SectiorZ3B to establish that the smooth flow has sepaisititting even when the
billiard is integrable). Second, if the billiard flow has gidarities, the global mani-
folds of a hyperbolic billiard orbit may have discontinesiand singularities whereas
the global manifolds of the smooth orbit are smooth (seexXanmple [35]).

Finally, the most celebrated global property one is inteid# is ergodicity and
mixing. Indeed, Boltzmann suggested that the gas moledntesacting in a box
should have a fast decaying correlation function and pregdise analogy of the cor-
responding dispersing hard balls system. In modern tetogypBoltzmann claimed
that for sufficiently largesystems the hard sphere gases are ergodic and mixihg [21]
and hence so are the real gases. Slnai [29] proved that thersiisn property is suf-
ficient for proving that the system of two disks on a two-toisisrgodic and mixing,
and following this fundamental work the study of the dynasrémd mixing proper-
ties in various two-dimensional billiard tables had flohead [5)[6] 387] (the behavior
of billiards in higher dimensions is much less studied, 88,7 [26][31][28] and
references therein).

The suspicion that the motion in smooth steep potentialshiaag a different char-
acter has been lurking all along. In fact, several works whiedicated to proving that
in some cases (finite-range axis-symmetric potentialsjrtbgon may be still ergodic
29,122,238 1b[12]. In[[14] it was shown that when two particleith a finite range
potential move on a two-dimensional torus stable periodiitanay emerge. IN[35]
we proved that in the two dimensional ca€® émooth potentials, not necessarily fi-
nite range, not necessarily symmetric), near singulaedtafies (tangent trajectories
or corner trajectories) new islands of stability are borthim smooth flow foarbitrar-
ily steeppotentials. Thus there is a fundamental difference in tigedic properties
of hard-wall potentials as compared to smooth potentialtholigh these results only
apply to two-particle systems, they raise the possibilityt tsystems with large num-
bers of particles interacting by smooth potentials coust &le non-ergodic. The tools
developed here may be useful in studying these possibilitie
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7 Appendix
7.1 Proof of Theoremd1 and2

By Condition | the Hamiltonian flow i€"-close to the billiard flow outside an arbitrar-
ily small boundary layer. So we will concentrate our attenton the behavior of the
Hamiltonian flow inside such a layer.

Let the initial conditions correspond to the billiard orlrhich hits a boundary
surfacel’; at a (non-corner) poingc. By Condition lla, the surfac€; is given by
the equatiorQ(q; 0) = Q;, hence the boundary layer ndarcan be defined al§s =
{|Q(a;€) — Qi| < 8}, whered tends to zero sufficiently slowly es— +0. Takee
sufficiently small. The smooth trajectory entéNs at some timeti(d,€) at a point
gin(d,€) which is close to the collision poirde with the velocity pin (8, €) which is
close to the initial velocitypg. See Figur€1l. The same trajectory exits fridgnat
the timetout(0,€) at a pointgout(d,€) with velocity pout(d,€). In these settings, the
theorems are equivalent£ 0 corresponds to Theordrh 1, while- 0 corresponds to
TheoreniR) to proving the following statements:

=0
CT

lim lim (50)
5—-0e—+0

3

(0. tou(3.8) ) ~ (an(@.).t0(3.9))

which guarantees that the trajectory does not travel aloadpoundary, and (seld (5))

=0
CI’

lim lim (51)
5—-0e—+0

)

Pout(d,€) — Pin(d,€) + 2n(Gin) (Pin(,€), N(Clin))

wheren(q) is the unit inward normal to the level surface@#ft the poing.

With no loss of generality, assume th@fq; 0) increases ag leavesD’s boundary
towardsD’sinterior. Choose the coordinatesy) so that the hyperplanes tangent to
the level surfac®(q;€) = Q(qc; €) and they-axis is the inward normal to this surface
atq = gc. Hence, the partial derivatives @f satisfy:

QX'(QC?E> = O’ QY|(CIC:E) =1 (52)
By ([I2) and Condition II, near the boundary the equations afiom have the form:
. OH . OH
X= E =Px Px= T -W'(Q;€)Qx, (53)
. 0H . OH
Y=3p,~ P b= T W(Q;€)Qy. (54)

We start with theC® version of [BD) and{81). First, we will prove that given afsuf
ciently slowly tending to zer@(¢), if the orbit stays in the boundary laysk for all
t € [tin,tin + &], then in this time interval

pX(t) = px(tin (67 8)) + O(E)v (56)
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Figure 11: Hamiltonian flow inside small boundary layer.

py(zt ’ +W(Q(q(t);e);e) = M +W(giE)+0) 7

Note that [Bb) follows immediately froni(b3)=54) and thetféhat p is uniformly
bounded by the energy constra%gt: H-W(Q;e) <H= % In fact,qgin — gc tends to

zero ag0() for regular trajectories and(1/3) for non-degenerate tangent trajectories,
so by assuming th&f(€) is slow enough, we extract frofa{55) that

q(t) = de+O(&). (58)
Now, from (52), [EB), fott € [tin(5,€),tin(0,€) + &] we have
Q«(a(t);e) = O(&), Qy(a(t);e) =1+0O(&). (59)

Divide the interval = [tin,tin + &] into two sets1. where|W’'(Q;€)| < 1 andl- where
W (Q;€)] > 1. Inl. we havepy = O(§) by (&3),[29). Inl., as|W'(Q;¢)| > 1 and
Qy # 0, we have thapy'is bounded away from zero, so [@]53) we can divigldy py:

dpx _ X

dpy  Q
It follows that the change ipy on| can be estimated from above @¢?) (the contri-
bution froml.) plusO(§) times the total variation ipy. Thus, in order to provd($6),
it is enough to show that the the total variatiorpipon| is uniformly bounded. Recall

that py is uniformly bounded|@y| < 1 from the energy constraint) and monotone (as
W'(Q) < 0 andQy > 0, we havepy > 0, seel(B4)) everywhere dnso its total variation
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is uniformly bounded indeed. ThuE_{56) is proven. The ayipnate conservation law

(&2) follows now from[5b) and the conservationtbf= %2 + %2 +W(Q(q;€);€).

Finally, we prove thats, the time the trajectory spends in the boundary laysgr
tends to zero as — 0. This step completes the proof of TheorEim 1: by plugging
the timetgs — 0 instead of in the right-hand sides oE(bHL(64)1.157), we immediately
obtain theC%-version of [5D) and{31).

Let us start with the non-tangent case, i.e. with the trajges$ such thapy(tin) is
bounded away from zero. From Condition Il it follows thaétialue oW, = Woyt =
W(Q = &;¢) vanishes as — +0. Hence, by[[37) the momentupy(t) stays bounded
away from zero as long as the poten¥(Q; €) remains small. Choose some small
and divideNs into two partsN< := {W :W(Q;g) < v} andN. = {W:W(Q;¢) > v}.
First, the trajectory entefd.. Since the value O&Q(q) = pxQx + pyQy is negative
and bounded away from zeroMNy (becaus&)y is small, andoy andQy are non-zero),
the trajectory must reach the inner pblit by a time proportional to the width i,
which isO(d). Also, we can conclude that if the trajectory leatsafter some time
t., it must havepy > 0 and, arguing as above, we obtain that—tin = O(d) +t... Let
us show that. — 0 ase — +0. Using [G#), the fact that the total variation pf is
bounded, and Condition IV, we obtain

C

t|]< —— —Cmax|Q'(W:g)] - 0 ase— +0.
1= i wWigrey) — SRR QWie)

So, in the non-tangent case, the collision tim®{®+t..), i.e. it tends to zero indeed.
This result holds true fopyjn bounded away from zero, and it remains valid for
pyin tending to zero sufficiently slowly. Hence, we are left witle tcase whergyin
tends to zero as — 0 (the case of nearly tangent trajectories). In$igesinceW is
monotone by[(T19), we haw®/(Q;€) > W, =W(3;¢e). Therefore, by[[37)py(t) stays
small unless the trajectory leavilg ort —tj, becomes larger than a certain bounded
away from zero value. Fror{b6) it follows then thmtt) remains bounded away from

zero. By [BB)[[GH),

Q:= %Q(Q(t);s) = Qupx+ Qypy

soQis small, yet

d?
2 QAV):8) = P QoP+ 2QuyPxpy + Quypj — W' (Q:€) (QX + Q-

For a non-degenerate tangengy,QupPx is positive and bounded away from zero.

Therefore, agy is small andV'(Q;€) is negative, we obtain th:ﬁ%Q(q(t); €) is posi-
tive and bounded away from zero for a bounded away from zéeovial of time (start-
ing with tjy). It follows that

Q(q(t); E) > Q(Gin; E) + Q(tin)(t —tin) +C(t— tin)2 (60)

on this interval, for some consta@t> 0. We see from[{80), that the trajectory has to
leave the boundary lay®s = {|Q(g;€) — Qi| < 0= |Q(in;€) — Qi|} in a time of order
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O(Q(tin)) = O(Qx(tin)) + O(Pyin) = O(Clin — Gc) + O(Pyin)- AS Gin — G = O(V/3) for
a non-degenerate tangency, we see that the time the naadgiit orbit may spend
in the boundary layer i@(\/5+ Pyin), i.€. in this case it tends to zero as well. This
completes the proof of Theordth 1.

Now we prove Theoreifl 2 - th&"-convergence for the non-tangent case. Again,
divide N5 into N andN.. for a smallv and consider the limit ligL,olimy_olime_, ;0.
As we have shown abov€ # 0 in N, thus we can divide the equations of motion

E3), (53) byQ:

d__ p
dQ  Qxpx+ pyQy
dp / 0Q
= W(Qg) =, 61
dQ @ 8)prx‘i‘ PyQy (61)
a__ 1
dQ  Qupx+ PyQy
Equations[{81) can be rewritten in an integral form:
q(Q2) —q(Q1) = / * Fa(g, p)dQ,
Q1
"W(Qz)
P(Q2) —p(Q) == [, "~ Fo(a.P)AW(Q). (62)
JW(Q1)

Q2
t(@2) ~t(Qn) = [ “R(a.pdQ

whereFq, Fp andFR denote some functions ¢, p) which are uniformly bounded along
with all derivatives. InN., the change iQ is bounded by and the change i is
bounded by. Hence, the integrals on the right-hand side are small. yipglthe
successive approximation method, we obtain that the Pdintap (the solution to
©2)) fromQ = Q; to Q = Q, limits to the identity map (along with all derivatives with
respect to initial conditions) asv — 0. It follows that in order to prove the theorem,
i.e. to prove[(BD)[{31), we need to prove

||m ||m <qout,t0ut) — <qin,tin)) = O, (63)
v—0e—+0 cr
and
lim lim || Pout — Pin + 2n(Gin){Pin, N(qin)) =0, (64)
v—0e—+0 cr

where(din, Pin,tin) and (out, Pout, tout) COrrespond now to the intersections of the or-
bit with the cross-sectioW(Q(g,€),€) = v. By Condition IV, ase — 0 the function
Q(W;¢) tends to zero uniformly along with all its derivatives in tlegionv <W < H

for anyv bounded away from zero. Therefore, the same holds true foffigiently
slowly tending to zero andW'(Q;¢) = (Q/(W;e))~! is bounded away from zero in
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the regionN... Hence, by[(54), the derivativ, is bounded away from zero as well.
Therefore, we can divide the equations of motiod (53),(58%‘@:

dg / p dt / 1 dpe Qx
—=-QW;g)—, —=-QW;8)—, — ==, 65
where 1
W=H-3 p2. (66)
Condition IV implies that th€'-limit ase — 0 of (€3) is
d(q,t) dpc
=0, —== 67
dy O dp 7

Since the change ipy is finite and the functions on the right-hand side[o] (65) dire a
bounded, the solution of this system is tfelimit of the solution of [Eb). From[{87)
we obtain that in the limi€ — 0 (gin,tin) = (Qout, tout), SO [EB) is proved. Second, we
obtain from [E&F) that

(Px.out — px,in)Qy(Qin;E) = (py,out— py,in)Qx(Qin;E)

in the limit € — 0, which, in the coordinate independent vector notatior &sg.[3H),
and by usingdin,tin) = (Qout, tout), @amounts to the correct reflection law.

7.2 Picard iteration for equations with small right-hand side.

Before we proceed to the proof of Lemnfds 1 &hd 3, we recall thie ool of their
proofs - the Picard iteration scheme for equations with britdit hand side. Consider
the differential equation

v=Uy(v,l,t,€) (68)

wherey is aC'-smooth function of andy, continuous with respect teande. Assume
that fort € [0,L(¢)] and boundedv, ) we have a functiod(e) such thatl(e)L(g) — 0
and

[Wller < (). (69)

Then, according to the contraction mapping principle, tioarf@ iterations/, where

Vmsa(t) = Vo + /0 Wn(9), s €)ds (70)

converge to the solution df{b8) startingtat 0 with initial conditionv(0) = v on the
intervalt € [0,L(g)], in theC'-norm as a function ofp andu:

t
Va(t; Vo, 1) —¢r V(t;Vo, M) = Vo + /0 W(V(s; Vo, W), 1S, €)ds
One can show by induction thgin(t) —Vol|- = O(L(e)J(g)) uniformly foralln. Then

it follows that
V(t; Vo, M) = Vo+ O (L(g)J(g)). (71)
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It is easy to show that
V(t;vo,H) = Va(t; Vo, W) + O, ((L(£)I(e))™ ) (72)

(such kind of estimates are, in fact, a standard tool in tlegaming theory). In order
to prove [ZR), we will use induction in. At n =0 we have even better result th&nl(72)
(seel[1)). Now note that

-t

V) =vnialt) = | (B(V(3),158) ~ b(un(s) ws.£)ds

0
1
- ( [ in(9) + 2v(9) (9, 5 s)dz) (V(9) — vi(9)ds
It follows immediately that

IV=Vnsall -y = O(LE) Wl 1) - OV =Vl ;) = O(L(€)I(€)) - [IV—Vnll s
and [72) indeed holds true by induction.

7.3 Proof of Lemmall

The “free flight” (the motion insidé®) is composed of motion D, (the region
outside of\5) and the motion in the layéd. = D®\D{,;. We show that in each of these
regions the equations may be brought to the fdrnh (€83),(69) will first consider the
flight insideD;,;. Recall that the equations of motion for the smooth orbit are

a=p
: 73
p=—-0V(q;e). (73)
Let us make the following change of coordinates
q(t) == q(t) — p(t)t (74)

Then [ZB) takes the form .
G=0V(G+ pt; et
p=-0OV(§+ pt;e)
with initial data(¢(0), p(0)) = (do, Po). Since the time spent D%, must be finite as it
is C'—close to the billiard’s travel time iD§,, which is finite here, and usinf{R8), we

have N .
Wl =1 (S Pk ) e = om 3(e)e).

Thus, systend{45) does satisfy169) with= O(1), J = O(m")). It follows then from
() that

(75)

p(t) = po+ Oy (M. (76)

Furthermore, by applying= 1 Picard iteratior{40), we obtain froin{72) the following
estimate fomp(t):

P =Po— | IV (@ + pose)ds+ O, ((m7)?) (77)
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By integrating the equation= p, we also obtain fron{{16) that
q(t) = o+ pot + O, (M"). (78)

Next, we show that the equations in the lajer= {W : W(Q; &) < v} can be brought

to the form [EB)[[EP) as well. Recall (see the proof of ThedB) thatQ = (0Q, p) is
bounded away from zero M., henceQ can be taken as a new independent variable (it
changes in the intervagl < Q — Q; < 8). Now the timet is considered as a function of
Qand of the initial conditiongq(ts), p(ts) (wherets is the moment the trajectory enters
N.). Recall that we showed in the proof of TheorElm 2 thista smooth function of
the initial conditions, with all the derivatives boundeda, $ N_, we rewrite [Zb) as

dg WI(Q, 8) < DQ(qupt;s)

d )
! (O) -
6= "W(Q) o5 prer -

As W is a monotone function d (i.e. W'(Q;€) # 0), we can tak&V as a new inde-
pendent variable, so the equations of motion will take thnfo

éﬁ_q _ Mt

G+ pt;e),
ap _ | obpte (79)
aw = (0Q(G+pte),p) -

Since all the derivatives afwith respect to the initial conditions are bounded, we may
consider[[(7B) as the system of typel(d8),(69) with O(1), andL = O(v) (recall that
the value ofV changes manotonically frolip =W(9, €) tov). Thus, by applying one
Picard iteration[{70), we obtain frof{]72) that

~ /W 0Q(g(Wo) + p(Mb)t; )
w(se) (0Q(AWo) + p(Wb)t; €), p(Wb))

From [Z1) we also obtain

dW+0,,_, (V).

P(W) = p(Wb) + O (V).

Note thatO_, , (v2) andO (V) refer here to the derivatives (with respect to the initial
conditions) ofp at constan¥V or, equivalently, at consta@. Returning to the original
time variable, these equations yield

t
p(t) = p(ts) + O (V) = p(ts) — /t OV (q(ts) + P(ts) (S~ ts); €)ds+ Ogr-1 (V).
o
Using expression§ (¥ dL{77) fpts) and [Z8) and(ts), we finally obtain
p(t) = po+ O (v+m) = po— /0 OV (do+ Posi€)ds+ Ocr+ (M) +v)?)  (80)

for all t such thag(t) € D, in complete agreement with the claim of the lemma (as we
mentioned, th®©_, , () andO (-) terms refer to the derivatives at const@)jt The
corresponding expression fqft) (see [3D)) is obtained by integrating the equation
q= p. The expressioriL.{B1) for the flight timés immediately found from the relation
W(Q(q(1);€);€) = v or, equivalently,Q(q(t);e) = Qi +n (recall thatQ is bounded
away from zero in the layéeX. ).
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7.4 Proof of Lemmal3

Here we compute the reflection mBp: (Qin, Pin) :— (Cout, Pout) defined by the smooth
trajectories within the most inner layd. : {W > v}. We put the origin of the coordi-
nate system at the poigf, (corresponding ta at Figurd®) and rotate the axes with
so that they-axis will coincide with the inward normal to the surfa@ég; €) = Q(qQin; €)
at the pointg, (corresponds to(q) at Figurd®), thex-coordinates will correspond to
the tangent directions. It is easy to see that in the notaitiddi.emmdB we have (the
explicit dependence amis suppressed for brevity)

K(tin) = QXX(Qin)/Qy(Qin), [(gin) = QXY(QIn)/Qy(Qm) (81)

As we have shown in the proof of TheorEInQ% is bounded away from zero N ;
Hence, we may uspy as the new independent variable (4@ (65)). In order to g
equations of motion to the required form with the small righhd side, we make the
additional transformation

~ Qx(a)
=py— ) 82
P P=Pe= g iy P (82)
Note thatQx(qin; €) = 0, hence (se€(81))
B = Px—K(Gin) (X—in) Py — I (Gin) (¥ = Yin) Py + O((A — @in) ). (83)
In particular
B(tin) = Pxiin- (84)
After the transformation, equatiorfS]65) take the form
dq 1 1, 0p
ET Q(E 2p)Qy (85)
dt 1 1 o2 1
i~ G 3Py (86)
dp 1 1,d/\0p
a2 5 (&) g 7

SinceQ!/(W;e) is small in the inner layer, these equations belong to thesdBB) [6D),
with J = O(M(") (see [2ZR)) and. = O(1) (the change irpy is bounded by the energy
constraint). Thus, by (T1), we obtain (sE€l(84))

(a,t, B) = (Gin, tin, Pxin) + Oy (M), (88)
Recall thatW(gout) = W(qgin). Therefore, by energy conservation,
px in T+ pyln pxout+ pyouta (89)

so [88) implies
Py,out = — Py,in + O (M(r))- (90)
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By (B8), and by usin@x(din, &) = 0, equationd{85) may be written up@, , (M(")?)-
terms as

dg (Pxin, Py)

da _ 4t 2 2y (Pxins By)

da i, 2 2y 1

dﬁ _ /} _n2. _n2 ' ) ) Py
_dpy_Q(Z(l Pxin py))(K(qmmx,m+l(qm)py>>Qy(qin)- (93)

Now, by applying to equationE{B5) the estim#id (72) with 1 (one Picard iteration),
we can restore fron{91) all the formulas of lemigha 3 (we [0Sk {@Bestorepy from
p, and usel[89) to determing,ou; note also that, up tO(M")-terms, the interval of
integration is symmetric by virtue df{B8), so the integ@fi®dd functions ofpy in the
right-hand-sides of{91) a@((M(")2)).
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