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Abstract

We consider stability of non-rotating gaseous stars modeled by the Euler-Poisson system.
Under general assumptions on the equation of states, we proved a turning point principle (TPP)
that the stability of the stars is entirely determined by the mass-radius curve parameterized by
the center density. In particular, the stability can only change at extrema (i.e. local maximum
or minimum points) of the total mass. For very general equation of states, TPP implies that
for increasing center density the stars are stable up to the first mass maximum and unstable
beyond this point until next mass extremum (a minimum). Moreover, we get a precise counting
of unstable modes and exponential trichotomy estimates for the linearized Euler-Poisson system.
To prove these results, we develop a general framework of separable Hamiltonian PDEs. The
general approach is flexible and can be used for many other problems including stability of
rotating and magnetic stars, relativistic stars and galaxies.

1 Introduction

Consider a self-gravitating gaseous star satisfying the 3D Euler-Poisson system

pt+ V- (pu) =0, (1.1)

p (v +u-Vu)=—-Vp—pVV, (1.2)

AV = 4mp, ‘ 1|im V(t,z) =0, (1.3)
Tr|—00

where p > 0 is the density, u (t,7) € R3? is the velocity, p = P (p) is the pressure and V is the
self-consistent gravitational potential. Assume P (p) satisfies:

P(s) € C'(0,00), P >0 (1.4)
and there exists vg € (g, 2) such that

lim s'7° P/ (s) = K > 0. (1.5)
s—0+

The assumptions (1.5) implies that the pressure P (p) = Kp° for p near 0.
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We consider the stability of non-rotating stars. Throughout the paper, non-rotating stars re-
ferred to static equilibria of (1.2)-(1.3) with uw = 0. Note that any traveling solution of (1.2)-(1.3)
with u to be a constant vector ¢ becomes static under the Galilean transformation

(p(z,t),u(z,t) = ((p(z+ ctt),u(z+ctt)—c)).

The density function of a compactly supported non-rotating star can be shown to be radially
symmetric ([15]).

By Lemma 3.1, there exists pumax € (0,+00] such that for any center density p, (0) = p €
(0, ftmax), there exists a unique non-rotating star with the density p, (|z|) supported inside a ball
with radius R, = R (u) < co. In particular, fimax = 00 when yo > 3 ([19]). (See also [11] [39] [34]
for the proof when vy > %) Denote

M(N):/Rapudx:/s pp dx

n

to be the total mass of the star, where S, = {|z| < R,} is the support of p,. We consider the linear
stability of this family of non-rotating gaseous stars p, (|x|) for p € (0, ftmax). Our main result is
the following turning point principle.

Theorem 1.1 The linear stability of p,, is fully determined by the mass-radius curve parameterized
by w. Let n™(u) be the number of unstable modes, namely the total algebraic multiplicities of
unstable eigenvalues. For small u, we have
1 (linear instabilit when vy € (8,4
n" (1) = { (s hility) 0 (54 3) (1.6)
0 (linear stability) when vy € (3, 2)

The number n (u) can only change at mass extrema. For increasing p, at a mass extrema point
where M'(p) changes sign, n™ (u) increases by 1 if M'(n)R' (u) changes from — to + (i.e. the
mass-radius curve bends counterclockwise) and n* (u) decreases by 1 if M'(u)R' (1) changes from
+ to — (i.e. the mass-radius curve bends clockwise).

Here, the mass-radius curve is oriented in a coordinate plane where the horizontal and vertical
axes correspond to the support radius and mass of the star respectively. Theorem 1.1 shows that
the stability of non-rotating stars and the number of unstable modes are entirely determined by
the mass-radius curve parameterized by the center density u. In particular, the stability can only
change at a center density with extremal mass (i.e. maxima or minima of M (u)). The change of
stability at mass extrema is called turning point principle (TPP) in the astrophysical literature for
both Newtonian and relativistic stars. It was usually based on heuristic arguments. As an example,
we quote the following arguments in [42] for relativistic stars: “Suppose that for a given equilibrium
configuration a radial mode changes its stability property, i.e., the frequency w of this mode passes
through zero. This implies that there exist infinitesimally nearby equilibrium configurations into
which the given one can be transformed, without changing the total mass. Hence if w passes trough
zero we have M’ () = 0.” Same arguments can also be found in other astrophysical textbooks such
as [46] [44] [11]. In Theorem 1.1, we give a rigorous justification of TPP for Newtonian stars.
Moreover, we obtain the precise counting of unstable modes from the mass-radius curve. For
relativistic stars, similar results can also be obtained ([10]).



Besides above stability criteria, we obtain more detailed information about the spectra of the
linearized Euler-Poisson operator and exponential trichotomy estimates for the linearized Euler-
Poisson system, which will be useful for the future study of nonlinear dynamics near the non-rotating
stars. To state these results, first we introduce some notations. Let X,,,Y), be the weighted spaces

3
pr,,(pﬂ) (Su) and (Lf)# (Su)> , where the enthalpy ® (p) > 0 is defined by
P/
B (0) = (0) =0, @ (5) = L (17)
Denote X = X, X Y,,. The linearized Euler-Poisson system at (pu, 6) is
Ot = -V (pﬂv) 5
v = -V (@ (p) o+ V),
with AV = 4mp. Here, (0,v) € X are the density and velocity perturbations.
Define the operators
Ly=0"(p,) —4m (—A) ' 1 X, = X Ay=pu Y, oY) (1.10)
and
B,=-V-=—div:Y; = X, BLzV:XZ—)YM. (1.11)

Here, for o € X, we denote

() o= /S b ydyls,

g
L ATz — vy

Then (1.8)-(1.9) can be written in the Hamiltonian form

f(D)-(5 ) (5 A)(D)-an(r) o

where the operators

j”:<—OBL BB”):X"—)X,,CM:<I(/)“ jﬂ):X—)X*, (1.13)
are off-diagonal anti-selfdual and diagonal self-dual respectively. We call systems like (1.12) to be
separable Hamiltonian systems.

In the following theorems and throughout this paper, we follow the tradition in the astrophysics
literature that “non-radial” perturbations refer to those modes corresponding to non-constant
spherical harmonics. See the more precise Definition 3.1 of the subspaces X,. and X,,,- of radial and
non-radial perturbations in Subsection 3.4.

Theorem 1.2 (i) The steady state p,,, which is parameterized by the C' parameter i, is spectrally
stable to non-radial perturbations in X, with isolated purely imaginary eigenvalues. The zero
eigenvalue is isolated with an infinite dimensional kernel space

(@) ={ (0 ) | [ pululas <o, ¥ (a0 =0}

u

@span{< a””(i)”“ > 1:1,2,3},



and the only generalized eigenvectors of O are given by (O,C%l.Vf)T with

0 _ [ OwiPu -
)~ (). e

where C is defined in (3.47) and (3.48).
(i) Under radial perturbations in X,., the spectra of the linearized system (1.8)-(1.9) are isolated
eigenvalues with finite multiplicity,

ker(J,Lu) N X, = span{(0upp, O)T}

and the steady state p, 1is spectrally stable to radial perturbations if and only if n~ (Dg) =1 and
iy = 1. Here, the self-adjoint operator Dg is defined in (3.27) and

L if M'(p) L MW > 0 or M' () =0

- m
iy = . M M . (1.14)
0 sz’(,u)% R(;j) <00r%<#>:0.
Moreover, the number of growing modes is
n*(p) =n" (D)) — iy (1.15)

The index 7, in (1.14) is well-defined, since M’ (1) and % <%"j)> can not be zero at the same

point (Lemma 3.10). The stability of non-rotating stars under nonradial perturbations was known
in the astrophysics literature as Antonov-Lebowitz Theorem ([2] [26]). Theorem 1.2 implies that
the spectra of the linearized Euler-Poisson equation at p, are contained in the imaginary axis except
finitely many unstable (stable) eigenvalues with finite algebraic multiplicity.

Theorem 1.3 The operator J,L, generates a CY group eJrLr of bounded linear operators on X
and there exists a decomposition
X=FE'@E‘®E",

with the following properties: (i) E"(E?®) consist only of eigenvectors corresponding to negative
(positive) eigenvalues of J,L, and

dim E* = dim E* = n™ (D)) — iy (1.16)

(ii) The quadratic form (L,-,-)x vanishes on E™%, but is non-degenerate on E* ® E°, and

=0 () () =0 v (@) o).

(iii) B¢, E", E* are invariant under e'u“u. Let A, = min{\ | A € o(J,Lu|pu)} > 0. Then there
exist Cy > 0 such that

|l | ga| < Coe™™t, ¢ >0, (1.17)
|et‘7“£“|Eu| < Cvoe)\ut’ t <0, .
L | < Co(L+[t]), ¢ € R, if M'(u) #0, (118)




and
< Co(1L+[t)?, teR, if M'(u)=0. (1.19)

(iv) Suppose that M'(u) # 0. Then

|€tj'u‘£'“ ’Ec

el | perx, | < C, (1.20)

for some constant C. In particular, when n~ (Dg) =1 and M’(u)% <]V§%(5)> > 0, Lyapunov

stability is true for radial perturbations in the sense that
|€t‘7“£“|XT| <C. (1.21)

Above linear estimates will be useful for the future study of nonlinear dynamics, particularly,
the construction of invariant (stable, unstable and center) manifolds for the nonlinear Euler-Poisson
system. The O(]t|) growth in (1.18) is due to the nonradial generalized kernel associated to the
translation modes given in Theorem 1.21). At the mass extrema points, the O(|t|?) growth in (1.19)
is due to the radial generalized kernel associated to the mode of varying center density given in
Theorem 1.2 ii). Lyapunov stability on the radial center space E€N X, (under the non-degeneracy
condition M’(u) # 0) hints that the steady state might be nonlinearly stable on the center manifold
once constructed.

Theorems 1.2-1.3 are applied to various examples of equation of states. For Polytropic stars
with P (p) = Kp? (v € (£,2)), we recover the classical sharp instability criterion ([25] [30]) that
v E (g, %) Even for this case, our results give some new information not found in the literature
that there is only one unstable mode and Lyapunov stability is true on the center space. Next, we

consider more practical white dwarf stars with P (p) = Af (B %p%), where A, B are two constants

and f (z) is defined in (3.71). It is proved in Corollary 3.1 that white dwarf stars p,, (|z|) are linearly
Lyapunov stable for any center density pu > 0. For stars with general equation of states, we prove
in Corollary 3.2 that they are stable up to the first mass maximum and unstable beyond this point
until the next mass extrema (a minimum). Examples for which the first mass maximum is obtained
at a finite center density including the asymptotically polytropic equation of states satisfying that
P (p) = p™ (for p large) with v, € (O, g) or (g, %) We refer to Corollary 3.3 for more details.

There exist huge astrophysical literature on the stability of gaseous stars (e.g. [7] [25] [43] [44]
[10] [23] and references therein). We briefly mention some more recent mathematical works. Linear
instability of polytropic stars was studied in [30]. Nonlinear instability for polytropic stars was
proved in [21] for v € (£,3) and in [12] for v = 2. Nonlinear conditional stability was shown in
[40] for polytropic stars with v > %, and for white dwarf stars in [32]. In these works, stable stars
were constructed by solving variational problems, for example, by minimizing the energy functional
subject to the mass constraint. In a work under preparation ([28]), we will show that the linear
stability /instability criteria in Theorems 1.2 and 1.1 are also true on the nonlinear level.

In the rest of this introduction, we discuss the methods in our proof of Theorems 1.2-1.3. Since
the non-rotating stars are spherically symmetric, radial and non-radial perturbations are decoupled
for the linearized Euler-Poisson equation. The stability for nonradial perturbations was obtained
in the astrophysical literature in 1960s ([2] [26]). The radial perturbations were usually studied by
the Eddington equation (3.68)-(3.69), which is a singular Sturm-Liouville problem.

In this paper, we study stability of non-rotating stars in a Hamiltonian framework. The lin-
earized Euler-Poisson system can be written as a separable Hamiltonian form (1.12). In Section 2,



we first study general linear Hamiltonian PDEs of the separable form

()= ) (6 2)(0) =) o

where u € X, v € Y and X,Y are real Hilbert spaces. The triple (L, A, B) is assumed to satisfy
assumptions (G1)-(G4) in Section 2, which roughly speaking require that B : Y* D> D(B) — X isa
densely defined closed operator, L : X — X™ is bounded and self-dual with finitely many negative
modes, and A : Y — Y™ is bounded, self-dual and nonnegative. Those assumptions qualify (1.22)
as a special case of the general linear Hamiltonian systems studied in [27]. However, the special
form of such systems ensures certain more specific structure in the linear dynamics, in particular a
more explicit formula for unstable dimensions, all non-zero eigenvalues being semi-simple, a more
detailed block decomposition, an at most cubic bound of the degree of the algebraic growth in F¢,
etc.

Adapting above framework to the linearized Euler-Poisson system (3.51) for radial perturba-

tions, we obtain that the number of unstable modes equals n™ (L“’T‘IE(T;M)’ where L, and B, ,

are the restriction of operators L, and B, to radial functions. The quadratic form (L, ,-,-) is ex-
actly the second variation of the energy functional £, (p) defined in (3.49) and R (B, is the space
of radial perturbations preserving the total mass. The unstable index formula (1.15) follows from
these structures. In particular, the index i, (defined in (1.14)) measures if the mass constraint can
reduce the negative modes of L, , by one or not. The stability condition LH7T|R(TW) > 0 amounts
to Chandrasekhar’s variational principle ([2] [6]) that the stable states should be energy minimizers
under the constraint of constant mass. Moreover, the separable Hamiltonian formulation yields
that the Sturm-Liouville operator in (3.68) can be written in a factorized form BL7TL“7TBH,TAH,T,
where A, , = p, is a positive operator on Y, ,. Compared with the traditional way of treating
the singular Sturm-Liouville operator (3.68), this factorized form is more convenient to prove self-
adjointness and discreteness of eigenvalues (Lemma 2.1) without relying on ODE techniques. We
refer to Remark 3.8 for more details.

To get TPP from Theorem 1.2, it is reduced to find n™ (L) =n~ (Dg), where D2 is a second
order ODE operator from the linearization of the steady state equation. We use a continuity
argument to find n~ (Dg). First, for small u, n™ (Dg) is shown to be equal to the corresponding
negative index for the Lane-Emden stars with polytropic index ~ (defined in (1.5)). For Lane-
Emden stars with v € (g, 2), we show that the negative index is always 1. For general equation
of states, it can be shown that n~ (Dg) = 1for small u. For increasing p, we determine n~ (Dg)
by keeping track of its changes. A key observation is that Dg has one-dimensional kernel only

at critical points of the mass-radius ratio Mp) Therefore, n~ (Dg) can only change at critical

Ry,
points of %. The jump of n™ (Dg) at such critical points is shown to be exactly the jump of i,,.

This not only gives us a way to find n™ (Dg) for any g > 0, but also implies that the number of

unstable modes n* (1) does not change when crossing a critical point of %}’j). At extrema points
of total mass M (u), n~ (Dg) remains unchanged but i, must change from 0 to 1 (or from 1 to 0)
if the bending of the mass-radius curve is counterclockwise (or clockwise). This proves TPP that
the number of unstable modes can only change at extrema mass and also give an explicit way to
determine n" (u) from the mass-radius curve. The exponential trichotomy estimates in Theorem
1.3 follow form the general Theorems 2.1 and 2.2.

The general framework of separable Hamiltonian PDEs in Section 2 is flexible and can be used



for many other problems. Hamiltonian systems in the separable form of (1.22) appear in many other
problems, which include nonlinear Klein-Gordon equations, nonlinear Schrodinger equations and
3D Vlasov-Maxwell systems for collisionless plasmas etc. This framework was also used in the recent
study of stability of neutron stars modeled by Euler-Einstein equation ([16]) and relativistic globular
clusters modeled by Vlasov-Einstein equation ([36]). In particular, for Euler-Einstein equation, a
similar TPP can be proved ([16]) for relativistic stars as in Theorem 2.2. More recently, the stability
of rotating stars of Euler-Poisson system was studied ([29]) by the separable Hamiltonian approach.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is about the abstract theory for the separable linear
Hamiltonian PDEs. Section 3 is about the stability of non-rotating stars and is divided into several
subsections. Section 3.1 is for the existence of non-rotating stars. In section 3.2, the Hamiltonian
structures of linearized Euler-Poisson is studied. Section 3.3 is to find the negative index n~ (Dg)
for all ;4 > 0. In Section 3.4, we derive the equations for non-radial perturbations and prove the
Antonov-Lebowitz theorem. In Section 3.5, TPP is proved for radial perturbations. In Section 3.6,
more explicit stability criteria are given for several classes of equation of states. In the appendix,
we outline the Lagrangian formulation of the Euler-Poisson system (1.1)-(1.3) and its linearization.

2 Separable linear Hamiltonian PDE

Let X and Y be real Hilbert spaces. We make the following assumptions on (L, A, B) in the
Hamiltonian PDE (1.22):

(G1) The operator B : Y* D D(B) — X and its dual operator B’ : X* D D(B’) — Y are densely
defined and closed (and thus B” = B).

(G2) The operator A : Y — Y* is bounded and self-dual (i.e. A’ = A and thus (Au,v) is a bounded
symmetric bilinear form on Y'). Moreover, there exist § > 0 and a closed subspace Y, C Y
such that

Y =kerA®Y,, (Au,u)>d]ul}, YueY,.

(G3) The operator L : X — X* is bounded and self-dual (i.e. L' = L etc.) and there exists a
decomposition of X into the direct sum of three closed subspaces

X=X_okerL®X,, n (L)=dimX_ <oo (2.1)
satisfying

(G3.a) (Lu,u) <0 for all w e X_\{0};
(G3.b) there exists § > 0 such that

(Lu,u) > 6 ||lul[* , for any u e X .
(G4) The above Xy and Y, satisfy

ker(ix,sx_) € D(B'), ker(iy,) C D(B).



Remark 2.1 We adopt the notations as in [/5]. For a densely defined linear operator A : X —Y
between Hilbert spaces X,Y, we use A" : Y* — X* and A* :' Y — X for the dual and adjoint
operators of A respectively. The operators A’ and A* are related by

A* = Ix AL,

where Ix : X* = X and Iy : Y* — Y are the isomorphisms defined by the Riesz representation
theorem. Given a closed subspace Xi of a Hilbert space X, ix, : X1 — X denotes the embedding
and (ix,) : X* — X{ the dual operator with

ker(ix,) ={f € X*| (f,z) =0,V € X;}.

Remark 2.2 The assumption (G4) for L (or for A) is satisfied automatically if dimker L < oo
(or dimker A < 00). See Remark 2.3 in [27] for details.

In this paper, the above abstract framework will be applied the linearized Euler-Poisson system
to be studied in details, where A is actually positive definite. The more general semi-positive
definiteness assumption on A is partially motivated by the focusing nonlinear Schrodinger equation
(NLS) with energy subcritical or critical power nonlinearity,

i = Au+ [ufPu, w:R7TT 5 C=R? pe(l (NLS)

’d—2]

with the Hamiltonian

1 1
H(u) = / ~|Vul* - lulPdz.
There exist standing waves and steady waves in the subcritical and critical cases, respectively,
Uy(t,x) = e_i“’tqbw(x), —A¢, +wo, — ¢g+1 =0.

For ground states, ¢, (x) is always radially symmetric and positive, where w > 0 if p < d%z and
w = 0if p = 4. The linearization of (NLS) in the rotation frame u(t,z) = e"®!v(t,z) at v, = ¢,
with v viewed as a vector in R? takes the form of (1.22) where

B=I, L=-A4+w—(p+1)¢l, A=-A+w—¢P,

on the energy space H' in the subcritical case and H?' in the critical case. Clearly ¢, > 0 spans
ker A and thus A > 0. Viewing L and A as perturbations to —A + w, a simple argument based on
the compactness shows (G1-4) are satisfied.

Equation (1.22) is of the Hamiltonian form

Oyw = JLw, (2.2)

where u = (u,v) € X = X x Y. Here, the operators

0 B \
J_<_B, 0 >X 5 D(J) = X,

and

L 0 %
L—<0 A>.X—>X.



Under assumptions (G1-4), we can check that:
i) The operator J is anti-self-dual, in the sense that

D(J) =D (B') x D(B)

is dense in X* and J' = —J.
ii) The operator L is bounded and self-dual (i.e. L’ = L) such that (Lu,v) is a bounded
symmetric bilinear form on X. For any u = (u,v) € X, note that

(Lu,u) = (Lu,u) + (Av,v), kerL =ker L x ker A.

Let
X_=X_x {0}, X+ = X+ X Y+, (23)

where X1 and Y, are as in (G2) and (G3). Then we have the decomposition
X=X_gkerLaeX,, dmX_=n (L)=n" (L),
satisfying: (Lu,u) < 0 for all u € X_\{0} and there exists dyp > 0 such that
(Lu,u) = doful® = do (Jlulfy + o]} ) , for any u e X,
iii) Assumption (G4) implies
ker(ix,ex ) ={f € X* | (f,u) =0, Vvu e X_X,}
=ker(ix, ex_) x ker(iy, ) C D(J).

Therefore, (X,J,L) satisfies the assumptions (H1-3) in [27] and we can apply the general theory
for linear Hamiltonian PDE [27] to study the solutions of (1.22). In particular, the semigroup ™%
is well-defined. Corollary 12.1 in [27] also implies

LJ = (JL), BA, (BA) = AB', B'L, (B'L)’ = LB densely defined, closed. (2.4)

Moreover, by using the separable nature of (1.22), we obtain more precise estimates on the instabil-
ity index and the growth in the center space. Our main Theorem for (1.22) is the following, whose
proof would be self-contained except a few technical lemmas in [27] are cited. We adopt the same
notations as in [27]. In particular, for a closed subspace X; C X, we denote

LX1 = ig(lLin X — Xf - <LX1’LL1,’LL2> = <LU1,UQ>, Yuq,us € Xi. (2.5)

Theorem 2.1 Assume (G1-4) for (1.22). The operator JL generates a C° group €% of bounded
linear operators on X and there exists a decomposition

X=FE'@E‘®E?,

of closed subspaces E“*° with the following properties:
i) B¢, E", E* are invariant under eIl
it) E* (E®) only consists of eigenvectors corresponding to negative (positive) eigenvalues of JL
and
dim E" = dim E* = n~ <L|m> , (2.6)

9



where n~ <L|m) denotes the number of negative modes of L|W as defined in (2.1). If

n- L|M> > 0, then there exists M > 0 such that

‘etJL‘Es| < Me—)\ut7 t>0; ‘et‘]L‘Eu| < Me)‘ut, t <0, (2'7)

where A\, = min{\ | A € o(JL|gu)} > 0.
i11) The quadratic form (L-,-) vanishes on E“*, i.e. (Luyu) = 0 for all u € E™*, but is
non-degenerate on E* @& E*, and

E¢={ueX|(Lu,v)=0,VveE @E"}. (2.8)
iv) There exist closed subspaces X;, j =0,...,5 such that
E°=ker L ®ker A® (@?lej), dimX; =dim X5 <n" (L) — dim EY,
X1,X4, X5 C X x {0}, XocC{0}xY.
In this decomposition, JL|ge and the quadratic form Lge take the block form

oo o o0 0 0 0
0

0O 0 O 0 O 0
0 0 O 0 O 0 Lis
Lpe ¢ 0 0 0 Ly 0 O 0
0O 0 O 0 Ls3 O 0 ’
0 0 O 0O 0 L O
0 0 Lyy O O 0 0
00 0 Txo Txs O 0
0 0 Tyr 0 Tyz Tys Tys
0 0 O Tio Tis 0 0
JL|ge+— |0 0 0 0 0 0 Tbs
00 O 0 T3 0 I35
00 O 0 0 0 0
00 O 0 0 0 0

All the non-trivial blocks of Lge are non-degenerate and
Ly >e€ Lz >e

for some € > 0. All the blocks of JL are bounded except T5 is anti-self-adjoint with respect to the
equivalent inner product (Ls-,-) satisfying ker Ts = {0}. Consequently, there exists M > 0 such
that

el ge| < M1+ [t])?, t R (2.9)

v) Denote Z to be the space D(BA) with the graph norm

1yllz = llylly + 1BAYlx -

If the embedding Z — Y is compact, then the spectra of T are monzero, isolated with finite multi-
plicity, and have no accumulating point except for +00. Moreover, the eigenfunctions of T form an
orthonormal basis of X3 with respect to (Ls-,-). Consequently the spectra o(JL)\{0} are isolated
with finite multiplicity, and have no accumulating point except for +oc.

10



Remark 2.3 Here the non-degeneracy of a bounded symmetric quadratic form B(u,v) : Z&Z — R
on a real Banach space Z is defined as that the induced bounded linear operator v — f = B(-,v) €
Z* is an isomorphism from X to X*.

The above theorem implies that the solutions of (1.22) are spectrally stable (i.e. nonexistence

of exponentially growing solution) if and only if L\m > 0. Moreover, n~ (L\m) gives
the dimension of the subspaces of exponentially growing solutions. The exponential trichotomy
estimates (2.7)-(2.9) are important in the study of nonlinear dynamics near an unstable steady
state, for which the linearized equation (1.22) is derived. If the spaces E™* have higher regularity,
then the exponential trichotomy can be lifted to more regular spaces. We refer to Theorem 2.2 in
[27] for more precise statements.

Compared to [27], the separable Hamiltonian form of (1.22) yields a simpler block form. In
particular, the anti-self-adjointness of T3 ensures the semi-simplicity of any eigenvalue A € iR\{0}
and the non-degeneracy of L restricted to its subspace of generalized eigenvectors. This is not true
for general linear Hamiltonian systems, see examples in [27]. The separable Hamiltonian form also
implies the order O(|¢|?) of the growth in the center direction which is better than the general cases
in [27]. These properties hold essentially due to the second order equation (2.17) satisfied by v.

Remark 2.4 As the only nontrivial block T3 in the block decomposition of JL is anti-self-adjoint
with respect to an equivalent norm, it is clear that all the possible algebraic growth of Y must be
associated to the possible zero eigenvalue. The second order equation (2.17) allows at most O(|t|)
growth as in the case of wave equations. So it is natural to guess that the solutions of the first
order system (1.22) may also grow no faster than O(|t]). However, the possible degeneracy of B
and A indeed creates more growth and the above O(|t]}) growth is optimal. Consider the following
example:

0 0
X=R?% Y=R? A=(0 1
0 0

One may compute

0 0010 -1 10 0 0
0 0010 -1 10 0 0
JL=|-2 1000, (JL?2=|0 00 -1 0],

-1 1000 0 00 0 0
0 0000 0 00 0 0

0 0 00O

0 0 000
JLP*=11 -1 0 0 0f, (JL)*=0

0 0 000

0 0 000

Therefore eMX exhibits O(|t]*) growth.

In the following theorem, we given some conditions on (L, A, B) which yields better growth
estimate of e on the center subspace E°.

11



Theorem 2.2 Assume (G1-4) for (1.22). The following hold under additional assumptions:

i) If A is injective on R(B'LBA), then |V |ge| < M (14 t2) for some M > 0.

i) If R(BA) = X, then |e"Y|ge| < M(1 + |t|) for some M > 0.

i) Suppose (L-,-) and (A-,-) are non-degenerate on R (B) and R (B'), respectively, then |eY|ge| <
M for some M > 0. Namely, there is Lyapunov stability on the center space E°.

Remark 2.5 Motivated by the second order equation (2.17), when L|m has a negative mode,

it is tempting to find the most unstable eigenvalue \g > 0 of (1.22) satisfying B'LBAv = —/\(2)1) by
solving the variational problem

—\2 = i B'LBAv, Av) . 2.1
0 <Av,v)1:nll,2€D(A)< v, Av) (2.10)

However, in many applications particularly to kinetic models such as Viasov-Mazxwell and Viasov-
Einstein systems, it is difficult to solve the variational problem (2.10) directly due to the lack of
compactness. In Theorem 2.1, the existence of unstable eigenvalues follows from the self-adjointness
of the operator B'LBA and the assumption n~ (L) < oo.

The proof of Theorem 2.1 will be split into several lemmas and propositions. We start with a
general functional analysis result which might be of independent interest.

Proposition 2.1 Let X,Y be Hilbert spaces, L : X — X is a bounded self-adjoint operator, and
A:Y D D(A) — X is a densely defined and closed operator. In addition, assume that:

1). The adjoint operator A* : X D D(A*) =Y is also densely defined.

2). 36 >0 and a closed subspace Xy C X such that (Lz,z) > 6 |z|?, Yz € X4 and Xt c
D(A¥).

Then: i) the operator A*LA is self-adjoint on'Y with domain D (A*LA) C D (A).

it) Denote Z to be the space D (A) equipped with the graph norm

1yllz = llylly + 1Ayl x -

If the embedding Z — Y is compact, then the spectra of A*LA are purely discrete, and have no
accumulating point except for +o00. Moreover, the eigenfunctions of A*LA form a basis of Y.

Proof. Let
X1 ={re X |(Lx,a’) =0, Vo' € X, }.

The uniform positivity of L on X and Lemma 12.2 in [27] imply
X=X,0X,, PLP,=P]LP, =0,
where P, ; are the associated projections. Therefore,
L=P;LP, +PfLP £ Ly — L,

with symmetric bounded Ly and L. > 0. Since R(P;) = X{ C D(A*), the Closed Graph
Theorem implies that A*P; is bounded. Therefore, P;A has a continuous extension (A*P;)* =
(PLA)**, i.e. Py A is bounded. Thus Py A is closed and densely defined. Let S; : X — X be a
bounded symmetric linear operator such that

Sj_S+ - S_2|_ - L.l,_, S+ Z 0.

12



Moreover, for any © € X,
2 2
194lx = (Lya,z) = (La,z) > 6 |||,

which implies that
|Ssally >Vl , Va € Xs. (2.11)

This lower bound of Sy implies that 7, = S, P, A is also closed with the dense domain D(7T) =
D(A) and thus T'{T' is self-adjoint. We note that

A*LA=A*PIL P, A— A*P{ L, P,A (2.12)

Here, B; is bounded and symmetric. Therefore, by Kato-Rellich Theorem A*LA is self-adjoint
with
D (A*LA) C D(T+) = D(A).

By Theorem 4.2.9 in [13], to prove conclusions in ii), it suffices to show that the embedding
Z1 <Y is compact. Here, the space Z1 is D(T}) = D (A) with the graph norm

1yl z, = lylly + T3yl x -

We show that |-||;, and [|-[|, are equivalent. Indeed, since A and T are closed with the same
domain, A : Z; — X and T} : Z — X are also apparently closed and thus bounded, which
immediately implies the equivalence of [|-[| ;, and |- -

N

In the above Proposition, we can allow n~ (L) = oo, but the condition X1 C D(A*) need to be
verified. The next lemma shows that this condition is implied by our assumptions (G1-4).

Lemma 2.1 Suppose the operators L, B, B', A satisfy assumptions (G1-4). Then:

i) L=AB'LBA:Y > D(L) - Y* and A= LBAB'L : X > D(A) — X* are self-dual, namely
L'=1L and A' = A.

i) In addition to (G1-4), assume ker A = {0}, then L = B'LBA is self-adjoint on (Y,[-,"])
with the equivalent inner product [-,-] = (A-,-).

i11) Denote Z to be the space D (BA) with the graph norm

Iyl = llvlly + [[1BAy|lx -

If the embedding Z <Y is compact and ker A = {0}, then the spectra of L are purely discrete with

finite multiplicity, and have no accumulating point except for +oco. Moreover, the eigenfunctions of
L form a basis of Y.

Proof. Recall that Ix : X* — X, Iy : YY" — Y are isomorphisms defined by the Riesz
representation theorem. Define the operators

A=BA:Y>DA)— X, Li=IxL:X — X.

The adjoint operators are
Ly =1L, A*=IyABT".
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According to (2.4), A* is densely defined and closed.
Since (X @ X )t cX i is a closed subspace of codimension equal to dim X_ < oo, we have

dim W = dim X_ < oo,

where
W=X{nX,0X ), Xf=Wa (X, oX )"

Assumption (G4) implies that D(A*) N (X4 & X_) is dense in X & X_. Approximate W by
W C D(A*) N (X4 & X_) such that dim W = dim W, which is possible since dim W < oo. Let

Xy={zecX X _|(z,y) =0, Vyc W}
The quadratic form (L-,-) is uniformly positive definite on the approximation X, of X, and
Xt=(X, oX oW cDAY).

Therefore, all conditions in Proposition 2.1 are satisfied by X, L1, and A and thus A*L;A =
Iy AB'LBA are self-adjoint. This implies that L = AB'LBA satisfies L' = L. It follows from the
same argument that A’ = A.

Statement ii) and iii) are direct corollaries of i) and Proposition 2.1. |

We shall start the proof of Theorem 2.1 with several steps of decomposition of X and Y.

Lemma 2.2 Assume (G1-4). Suppose Xi 2 are closed subspaces of X and Y 2 are closed subspaces
of Y such that X = X1®0Xo, Y =Y1®Ys. Let Pio: X — X1 and Q12 : Y — Y12 be the associated
projections and, for j,k =1,2,

Lj = (ix,)Lix,, Aj = (iv,)Aiy,, Bj, = P;BQ}" = Q;B'F,

L 0 0 B
Xy =Xy x Y1, Ll=<01 A1>’ J1=<_B11 011>,

L 0 0 B
Xg = X3 X Yo, L2=<02 A2>’ JzZ(_Bm 022>

In addition, we assume

(Lzy,22) =0, Vo1 € X1, 22 € Xo;  (Ay1,y2) =0, Vy1 € Y7, y2 € Yo,

P{(X7) c D(B'), Qi(Y7) C D(B).

Then we have

1. In this decomposition, JL takes the form

JiLy T12>
JL +— ,
<T21 JoLo

0 BlQAQ 0 B21A1
Te=\_per, o ) T2=\pap, 0 )

14
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2. We have that Byy and B*? are densely defined closed operators and Bjy, and BI* (4, k) #
(2,2), and thus T2, To1, and J1Ly are all bounded. Here, we abuse the notations slightly in
using Bji, and BI*, for (j, k) # (2,2), to also denote their continuous extensions.

3. Bk = By for all j,k =1,2.
4. (LlaAlaBll) and (LQ,AQ,BQQ) satz’sfy (G1-4) and

n~ (L) =n"(L1) +n" (La), ker L = ker L1 @ ker Ly, ker A = ker A; @ ker As.

Proof. The assumptions Pj(X7) C D(B’) and Q) (Y;*) C D(B) imply that B'P] and BQ} are
closed operators defined on Hilbert spaces X and Y. The Closed Graph Theorem yields that
B'P] and BQ)} are bounded operators. Therefore, P;B and @B’ are also both bounded as they
have continuous extensions (PyB)” = (B'P{) and (Q1B’)" = (BQ})". Consequently the second
statement, as well as the closedness of P,B and B’'P; with dense domains, follows.

For (j,k) # (2,2), it is easy to verify B/* = B;- ;. as they are compositions of bounded operators.
To show B?? = By, we notice that the closedness and the density of the domains of P,B and
B'P) = (P,B)’ imply

P,B = (P,B)" = (B'P),
(B%) = (Q:B'R)) = (B'P))'Q} = PBQ}, = B,
The closedness of Bgy and B?? again yields B?? = (B*2)” = Bl,. It completes the proof of the
third statement.

The L-orthogonality of the splitting X; @ X5 and the A-orthogonality of Y = Y] @& Y5 yield block
diagonal forms of L and A in these splittings. The block form of JL follows from straightforward
calculations.

It has been proved in the above that By and Bag satisfy (G1), while (G2) for A; and Az and
(G3) for L; and Ls are proved in Lemma 12.3 in [27]. Apparently (G4) is satisfied by (L1, A1, B11)

as Bji is a bounded operator. Finally, (G4) for (Lg, As, Bas) also follows directly from the proof
of Lemma 12.3 in [27].

Remark 2.6 Even though the framework in [27] is slightly different, those properties of J and L
used in the proof of Lemma 12.3 therein are all satisfied by Lo, As, and Bsoy here. Therefore, the
same proof works to show that (G4) is satisfied by (La, A, Bas).

The following three lemmas focus on decomposing a subspace of the center subspace.

Lemma 2.3 Assume (G1-3) and that L is non-degenerate (in the sense of Remark 2.3). Let
X C X be a closed subspace such that ker(ig)" C D(B'), then there exist closed subspaces Xj,
7 =1,2,3,4, such that

X=X16Xy, X" 2{zeX|(Le,7)=0,VieX}=X & Xs,
X =aj,X;, m=dimX;=dimX,<n (L)

Moreover, let Pj, j = 1,2,3,4, be the associated projections and it holds

P{(XT) @ P3(X3) © Py(X]) = ker(ix,)" C D(B').
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In this decomposition, the quadratic form L takes the block form

0 0 0 L
0 Ly O 0 ; ; *
L | 02 L, o |° Tr= (i, ) Lix, : Xp = X7, Lj = Lyj,
Lu 0 0 0

with L1y = L)y, Lo, and L3 all non-degenerate.

As stated in Remark 2.2, assumption (G4) holds for non-degenerate L.
Proof. Let

- . 1L
X =XnXt = <X+XLL> °
where the non-degeneracy of L was used in the second equality. Since (Lx,z) =0 for all z € X; C
X,
np = dim X; = codim <X + XJ‘L> <n~ (L)

is a direct consequence of the non-degeneracy assumption of L and Theorem 5.1 in [27]. According to
the density of D (B’), there exist f; € D(B’), j =1,...,n1, such that (ix,) f; € X7, j=1,...,n1,
form a basis of X]. Let z; € X1, j =1,...,n1, be the basis of X; dual to {(in)’fj};gl, namely,
(fj>xK) = dj). Let

ni

_ 1 _ .
X4:8p(m{L 1fj_§z<fj7L 1fk>xk7]:17"'7n1}‘
k=1

It is easy to verify that
dim X4 = ny <L$,j> =0, Vz,z € Xy,

and L4 = L}, is non-degenerate. Let
Xy ={x cX | (fj,x)=0,7=1,...,nm},

and .
Xz={z e X | (fj,x)=0,j=1,...,n1}.

The direct sum relations and the block form of L stated in the lemma follow straightforwardly.
The non-degeneracy of L and the definitions of X and X3 imply that Ly, and Ly, (as defined
in (2.5)) are injective. Therefore, Lemma 12.2 in [27] yields the non-degeneracy of Ly = Lx, and
L3 = Lx,. Finally, observing

L(X1) = Pj(X}) C P3(X3) ® Py(X}) =ker(ig) € D(B') (2.13)

and
P{(XT) @ Pj(X}) = ker(ix,ox;) = span{f1,..., fn,} + L(X1) C D(B'),

the proof of the lemma is complete. |
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Lemma 2.4 In addition to (G1-4), assume ker A = {0} and n™ (L]m) = 0, the latter of which
implies L’@ >0and A>6>0. Let Yi = ker L and

Yo=Y ={y €Y |(Ay.j)=0,¥je N},
where L = B'LBA is defined as in Lemma 2.1. Then it holds

BA), Yo = R(L) = R(B'L

Y] = ker(L R(B))

R(B) Y=Y,

In this decomposition, the quadratic form A takes the block form

A 0 . . .
A<—><01 A2>, Aj = (iy,) Ay, : Y; = Y]

Here L : R(B) — <R(B)>* is defined as in (2.5). In the following, we also view B as a

R(B)
closed operator from Y* to R(B).

Proof. Observing that Y5 is defined as the orthogonal complement of Y in Y4 and L is self-
adjoint on Yy, it follows immediately that Y5 = R(Iﬁ) and Y = Y1 @&Ys. We shall show the remaining
alternative representations of Y; and Y5 in the rest of the proof.

On the one hand, since
B = B and B' = B(iz7) = L = B L7 BA, (2.14)

TR(B) R(B) (B)

clearly ker(L )BA) C Y7 according to their definitions. On the other hand, each y € Y satisfies

R(B

(Lpm BAy, BAy) = [Ly,y] = 0.

R(B)

Due to the assumption L‘W > 0, a standard variational argument implies LWBAy = 0 and
thus y € ker(LﬁBA) We obtain Y] = ker(LﬁBA)

For any z € D(B'Ly5y) and y € Y7 = ker(L#57BA), we have

R(B)) R(B)

[B'L Yl = (Ay, B' Lygy rE)BAY, ) =0,

R(B)* R(B)* ) = (L R(B)

which along with the closedness of Ys, implies R(B’ L5+ o B)) C Y5. Obviously, R(L) ¢ R(B' LW)
and thus Yo C R(B'Luray I B)). Therefore, the equal sign holds and this completes the proof of the

lemma. .
Applying the above lemmas (Lemma 2.3 to X = R(B)), we obtain the following decomposition.

Proposition 2.2 In addition to (G1-4), assume a.) L is non-degenerate, b.) n_(Lﬁ) =0, and
c.) A>6>0. Let

{Xllex{t)}, X2 = {0} x Y1, Xg=Xpx V3, (2.15)

X4 = X3 X {0}, X5 = X4 X {O}
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as defined in Lemmas 2.3 and 2.4. Then in the decomposition X = @?ZIX]-, JL and the quadratic
form L take the form

0 0 0 0 L 0 T T3 0 0

0 Ly 0O 0 O 0 O 0 0 Tbs

L<+— 0 0 L3 0 0 s JL+— |0 0 T3 0 T35
0 0 0 Ly O 0 0 0 0 O
Ly 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0 0

All the non-trivial blocks of L are non-degenerate,

L 0
Lis = L1, Lsi =Ly, Le=A; >4, L3=<02 A2>26, Ly = L3,

for some € > 0. All the blocks of JL

xT
T2 = PBQ}A;, Tis <y> = PIBQ5Asy, Tos = —Q1B'P[Ly4,

B 0 _ 0 PyBQ5 A, _
T35 - <_Q2B/P1/L14> ) T3 - <_Q2B,P2,L2 0 ) ker T3 - {0}7

are bounded except T is anti-self-adjoint with respect to the equivalent inner product (Ls-,-). Here
Pio34 and Q12 are the projections associated to the decomposition of X and Y given in Lemma
2.8 and 2.J. Finally, denote Z to be the space D (BA) with the graph norm

1yllz = llylly + 1BAYlx -

If the embedding Z — Y is compact, then the spectra of T are monzero, isolated with finite multi-
plicity, and have no accumulating point except for +o0o. Moreover, the eigenfunctions of Ts form
an orthonormal basis of Xg with respect to (Ls-,-).

Remark 2.7 One should notice that Py in Ty and Q2 in the lower left entry of T3 are put there
only to specify the target spaces, but do not change any values.

Proof. Since Lemma 2.3 and 2.4 imply
Pi(X3)® Py(X)) =ker B and X = R(LW) = B'P)(X}) C Ys, (2.16)
in such decompositions of X and Y, the operator
B': @]\ Pl(X;)=X*"DDB)-»Y =10,

takes the form .
/ QlB Pl 0 0 0
B H<Q2B’P{ Q2B'P, 0 0)°

The block forms of L and JL follow from those of L, A, B’, and B through a direct calculation.

From Lemma 2.3, Ls is non-degenerate, which along with R (B) = X; & X, X; = ker LW’ and

the additional assumption Lm > 0, we obtain the uniform positivity of Lo, and thus that of L.
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The proof of the boundedness of T}, and the anti-self-adjointness of T3 is much as that in
the proof of Lemma 2.2. In fact, according to Lemma 2.3, B’P]f XF =Y, g # 2, is a closed
operator on the domain X ;‘ , the Closed Graph Theorem implies that it is also bounded. Since
B'P{ = (P;B)', j # 2, P;B also has a continuous extension given by (B'P;)’, therefore P;B, j # 2
is also bounded. The boundedness of T}, the closedness and the density of the domains of P»B
and B’Pj follow immediately. Moreover Q2B'Pj : X5 — Y3 is also closed since B'Pj(X5) C Y5 and
thus Q2 B’'P) = B'Pj. Consequently

PB = (P,B)" = (B'R), (Q2B'Py) = (B'P)Qy = P,BQj,

and
Q2B'Py = (Q2B'P})" = (B'P})' Q) = (RBQ)) .

Since Ay and Lo are isomorphisms satisfying A, = Ay and Lf, = Ly, we obtain
(LQPQBQ,QAQ), = AQQQB,PQILQ and (AQQQB/PQILQ), = LQPQBQIQAQ

Therefore, T3 is anti-self-adjoint with respect to the equivalent inner product (Ls-,-). Finally,
(2.16) imply that ker(Q2B'Pj) = ker(B'Pj) = {0} and thus Q2B'PjLs is injective due to the
non-degeneracy of L. Moreover, R(LW) = Pi(X3) and Yy = R(B’Lm) also yield that
R(Q2B'P)) = R(B'Pj) C Y, is dense. Therefore, the dual operator P,BQ) is injective and the
injectivity of T5 follows.

Finally, let us make the additional assumption of the compactly embedding of Z into Y. Let
Ly = D(PQBQ%AQ) C Y5. Since

(BA — P,BQ4%A3) |z, = PIBA|z, € L(Ys, X)

is bounded due to the boundedness of Py B, we have that Z5 is also compactly embedded in Ys.
As Ay is uniformly positive definite. Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.1 imply that Q2B'PjLy Py BQ), A
is self-adjoint on (Y3, (Ag,-,-)) with an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors {y,}°2 associated to a
sequence of eigenvalues 0 < A\ < Ay < -+ of finite multiplicity accumulating only at +o0c. Here
the eigenvalues are positive due to Ly > € > 0 and ker T5 = {0}. Let

_1
ul = ((LaPyBQYAsyn, PyBQhAsyn) + An(Ayn, yn)) 2 (EPaBQyAsyn, Anyn)-

It is easy to see that {u;} form an orthonormal basis of X5 by using ker 73 = {0} and T3ul =
FA,uf. This completes the proof of the lemma.

With these preparations, we are ready to prove Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We will prove the theorem largely based on Lemma 2.1 and the
observation that solutions to (1.22) satisfy a second order equation

att'U + B/LBA’U = 0. (217)
e Step 1. Preliminary removal of ker L and ker A. Let
Xl = ker L, X2:X+€BX_, }71:1{61'14, Y2:Y+

Lj=(ig,)Lig, Aj=(iy) Ay, Bj,=PBQ, B"*=Q;B'F
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where j,k = 1,2 and 1—:’1,2 are projections associated to X = Xl & Xg and QLQ toY = 371 ® }72.
Assumptions (G1-4) imply that hypotheses of Lemma 2.2 are satisfied. Therefore, in the splitting

X=(X®V)® (X20Ya)

the operator JL take the form

0 Tio
JL & (0 32132)’ (2.18)

= 0 BQQ ~ EQ 0 ~ 0 312;12
Y L Y T I
J2 (—322 0 > 2 (o A2> e <—312L2 0 >
and @2, Jo, ng) satisfy (G1-4). Moreover, the same lemma also implies that Ty is bounded and

both Ly and A, are non-degenerate. . )
e Step 2. Hyperbolic subspaces. As Ay > € for some € > 0, according to Lemma 2.1, L. =

where

Bézigéggflg is self-adjoint on Y3 with respect to the inner product [-,-] = </~12-, > Since for any
V1,02 € D(Iﬁ) C }72,

{101,1}2} = <A2BQQZ2B22A2U1702> = <-Z/2B22A2U17 B22A2U2> )

Bll Bl2> <0 0 ) <O 312.42) ~ ~ ~
BA = ~ ~ ~ = ~ 0L = R(Bs2A5) = P, (R(BA 7
<B21 By) \0 A 0 BoyAs (B22A2) = P> (R(BA))

along with the definition of X1, we obtain the dimension of the eigenspace of negative eigenvalues
of the operator L given by

A — (7 _ = _ _
mEn (L) =n <L2‘m> =" (Llgey) <07 (L),

Let v; be the eigenvectors of L associate with eigenvalues —)\3 < 0,4 =1,...,n7, which might be
repeated, such that }
[0, 9] = 65, Ly, 85] = =Aj05.

Let o o R

iy = A, ' By Agty, U = (i, 7)) = JoLoti; = £\;07, (Lotly, ix) = —0j.
To return to JL, let

+ 4 —1h =+ ~ —1p i~ —1pl2F ~

ut = (uy,+0;) 2 65 £ A Tpak = ((uj+Aj BroAgi;, £(v; — A7'B Lguj)>,
which are the eigenvectors of JL with eigenvalue £); satisfying
.]LujE = i)\jqu, (Luj,up) = =0jk, (Avj,v) = 0.
Define the hyperbolic subspaces as
EY = spcm{u;r lj=1,...,nm}, E°= span{uj_ li=1,...,n1},

and statement ii) follows.
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e Step 3. Reduction to the center subspace. Let
Xp=span{u; | j=1,--- ,nm} CR(B), Xe={uve X | (Lu,q), o € X},

Yy =span{vj | j=1,--- ,m}CR(B), Ye={veY | (Av,0), 0 € Y3},

and
EC=X.xY., = X=X, xY,) ®E°=FE @& FE"“® E".

Due to the invariance of E*% under e that of E¢ and the rest of statements i) and (iii) follow
from standard arguments (see, e.g. [27], for more details). Apparently ker L C X, and ker A C Y..
The above calculations show that Lx, and Ay, are non-degenerate and thus Lemma 12.2 in
[27] yields
X=X0X., Y=Y,0Y,

with associated projections P, . and Q.. By their definitions we have
P (X)) = ker(ix,) = L(Xp,) € D(B"), Q,(Y)) = ker(iy,) = A(Y}) C D(B).

Therefore, these decompositions satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 2.2 and thus (1.22) restricted
on the invariant £ also has the separable Hamiltonian form with

(LXca A)/ca BC - PCBQ/c)
satisfying (G1-4). The invariance of E° and X} x Y}, and the block form in Lemma 2.2 imply
R(B.Ay,) = BA(Y.) C X..

Due to the L-orthogonality between X. and X}, we also have the L-orthogonality between X} and

R(B.A.) both of which are contained in R(BA). As L is negative definite on X}, we obtain

m)’

n (L) 2

which implies

n~(Lx, 0. (2.19)

mEA) =
Remark 2.8 Due to the invariance of E“*¢ under eV and the non-degeneracy of JL and A on
the finite dimensional E“° and Y}, respectively, it follows that

a.) Aye is injective on R(B.Lx,B.Ay,) = B'LBA(X,) if A is injective on R(B'LBA);

b.) R(B:.Ay,) = X, if R(BA) = X.

e Step 4. Reduction (again) of ker Lx, and Ay, in E°. We shall basically redo Step 1 in
E¢ = X, x Y. It would be a much cleaner exposition if we could find a way to combine these
two steps together. However we were not able to manage that as the positivity of A is required in
Lemma 2.1 to identify the hyperbolic directions and meanwhile there is not a clear simple way to
separate the kernels in a decomposition invariant under eI,

Let

Xor = ker Lx, x {0} = ker L x {0},

2.20
Xoa = {0} x ker Ay, = {0} x ker A. (2.20)
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Accogding to Lemma 2.2, X, and Y, satisfies (G1-4), so there exist closed subspaces of X c X,
and Y C Y. such that

X.=X@kerL, ker(ig) C D(B.), Y.=kerA®Y, ker(iy) C D(B.).

Let . o

X=XxY.
Applying Lemma 2.2 again to the decomposition E¢ = (Xo7, ®Xo4)@® X, we obtain the block forms
of (1.22) restricted on the invariant F¢ and its energy Lge

0 0 0 To~

where Tp.. is bounded and JL has the separable Hamiltonian form with
(Lg, Ay, B= chQ'), L and Ay non-degenerate.

Here P Xe = X and Q : Y. — Y are the associated projections. Finally, Lemma 2.2 implies
BAy = PBCAYJ{/, which along with the definition of Xgp 04, the fact that Ay : Y — Y™ is
isomorphic, and (2.19) yield

n (Lxlgy) = Exlggagy) = Cxlppay) = Exlrmaag) =0
Therefore, (L, Ay, B ) satisfy all the assumptions in Proposition 2.2.

Remark 2.9 Due to the upper triangular block form of JL|x. and the remark at the end of the
last step, we have

a.) Xoa = {0} if A is injective on R(B'LBA);

b.) R(BAy) = R(PB.Ay,) = X if R(BA) = X.

e Step 5. Proof of statement iv). The block form decomposition of L and JL on E¢ follows from
the above splitting and Proposition 2.2. As in Lemma 2.3, here X; = X3 x {0} and X; = Lﬁ‘
Those zero blocks in the bounded operator

Ty : X — ker L x ker A

are due to the facts that JL maps X x {0} to {0} x Y and vice versa. The well-posedness of et
and its O(1 + [t]?) growth estimate follow from direct computation based on the block form of JL
where the only unbounded operator T3 generates a unitary group e!’3.

e Statement v) follows directly from Proposition 2.2.

In order to obtain the better estimates of e/I, we only need to refine or modify the decompo-
sition under various assumptions.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. According to the remark at the end of the above Step 4, Xg4 = {0}
under the assumption of i) and thus the second row and column in the block form of JLg. disappear
which immediately implies the O(1+#2) growth of e¥|gc. The same remark and Lemma 2.3 imply
that, under the assumption of i), X; = X5 = {0}, the O(1 + |t|) growth of e"’¥|gc follows from
the reduced block form of JLge readily.
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e Proof of statement iii). Under the non-degeneracy assumptions of LW and Am, the
decomposition of X can be carried out in a different, but much simpler, way. In fact, Lemma 12.2
in [27] implies

X=Xo®X, X=R(B), Xo=ker(B'L)={u€ X | (Lu,i) =0, %€ X},

Y =Yy®Y, Y=R(B), Yo=ker(BA) ={uecY | (Av,0) =0, €Y},

associated with the projection P on X and @ on Y, respectively. In the decomposition

X=X,0X, Xo=XoxY),, X=XxVY,

which is invariant under JL, we have

0 0 - (Lgy 0 - 0 PBQ’
'H”:’(o ji)’ L_<0 A;/)’ J_<—QB’I5’ 0 >
where JL is also in the separable Hamiltonian form (Lg, Ay, B =PB Q’) In particular, L ¢ and Ay

are non-degenerate on X and Y and JL is injective on X, the last of which implies R(BAf,) = X.
From the above theorem, the system JL has the trichotomy decomposition

X: ENU@ES@EC, dimE“’s :n_(LR(TA?)) :n_(LX)

Lemma 12.2 in [27] implies L is uniformly positive definite on E* and thus we obtain the Lyapunov
stability on E¢. Clearly ) )
EWs — Eu,57 E¢ — XO @ Ec7

give the trichotomy decomposition of JL and the thus its Lyapunov stability on E¢ follows.
N

To end the section, we prove the following result on perturbations to L.

Proposition 2.3 Suppose X is a Hilbert space and L : X — X* satisfies (G3) and ng =
dimker L < oo. It holds that there exists C,d > 0 such that any bounded L : X — X with
L* =L and |L— L|| < ¢ also satisfies (G3). Moreover, there exists L : ker L — (ker L)* such that

dimker L = dimker Ly, n (L) —n" (L) =n"(Lo),
HEO - (I: - L)kerL” < OHE - LH27
where the notation (I: — L)ker L 15 in the fashion of (2.5).

Corollary 2.1 If, in addition, L is non-degenerate, then L is also non-degenerate and n_(ﬂ) =
n~(L).

Proof of Proposition 2.3. Let X1 C X be closed subspaces ensured by (G3) for L. Denote
Xo=kerL, X1 =X, ®X_, Xo=X;7 ={zeX|(Lr,z1) =0, Yz, € X1 }.

Clearly Lx, =i%, Lix, : X1 — X7 is an isomorphism. The closeness between L and L implies that
Lx, : X1 — X{ is also an isomorphism and n~(Lx,) = n~ (Ly,). Therefore, the we have

dimker I = dimkerlN}XO, n (L) —n"(L) = n_(ZXO).
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To analyze L R0 @ standard argument yields a unique bounded linear operator S : Xg — X; such
that . .
ISl < ClIL = LI, Xo= graph(S) = {zo + Szo | 2o € Xo}-

Using the isomorphism I + S : Xy — X as conjugacy map, let
Lo= (T +S)L(I+S): Xo— X
We have, for zg, z( € X,
(Lowo, xp) = (L(xg + Sxo), (xh + Szp))
—=(Lx,x0, ) + (LSxo, z) + (Lxo, Szf) + (LSxo, Szf)
(L = L)xo0, 3) + (£ = L)xy, Sz0) + (L — L) xy0, St ) + ( 5* LS, 7} )

where we used Ly, = 0. Therefore, the estimate on Ly follows from that on S. |

3 Stability of non-rotating stars

In this section, we study stability of non-rotating stars. We divide it into several steps.

3.1 Existence of non-rotating stars

Non-rotating stars are steady solutions (p,u) = (po (|x]),0) of (1.1)-(1.3), where pg (r) satisfies
—VP (po) — poVVo =0 (3.1)

with AVy = 4mpg. For the consideration of the existence of non-rotating stars, we assume P (p)
satisfies assumption (1.4) and

6
lim s'™°P'(s) = K >0, for some g > —. (3.2)
s—0+ 5

Note that the enthalpy function ® defined by (1.7) is convex since P’ (p) > 0 for p > 0 by assumption
(1.4). Let F (s) = (@) " (s) for s € (0, smax), Where

o0 /
Smax = / r (p) dp € (0, OO]
0 P

We extend F'(s) to s € (—00,0) by zero extension and denote the extended function by Fy (s) :
R — [0,00). We consider physically realistic non-rotating stars py with compact support

{po >0} = {|z| < R} = Bp,
where R > 0 is the radius of the support. Then by (3.1), we have
Vo + @ (po) = Vo (R) (3.3)

and pg = F (Vy (R) — Vp) inside Bg. Since Vj (r) > 0 by the Poisson equation, when r > R we
have
po(r)=0=F, (Vo (R)=Vo(r)).
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Therefore, the steady potential Vj (|x|) satisfying the nonlinear elliptic equation in radial coordi-
nates

AVo = V' + 2V = 4x Py (Vo (R) Vo). (3.4)
Define y (r) = Vi (R) — Vo (r) = ®' (pg). Then y satisfies the ODE
y" + %y' = —ArFy (y). (3.5)
Let 1 = po (0) to be the center density. We solve (3.5) with the initial condition
y(0) = @' (po (0)) = @' (1) >0, ¥ (0)=0, (3.6)

or equivalently the first order equation

4o [T

— | SE () ds, y(0) =2 (n). (3.7)

y(r) =
It is easy to see that the unique solution y, (r) of the above ODE exists for » € (0,4+00) and
Yy, (r) < 0. If there exists a finite number R, > 0 such that y, (R,) = 0, define

and V, = 4rA~1p,. Then (p,,0) is a non-rotating steady solution of (1.1)-(1.3) with compact
support and R, is the support radius.

Remark 3.1 Since F, is actually a C' function for v € (2,2), the solution (y,y') to (3.5) and
(3.6) is C* in both r and in pu with y' < 0. Therefore, the Implicit Function Theorem implies that
R, 1s C' in 1 and thus so is Pu-

Below, we give some conditions to ensure that the ODE (3.5) has solutions with compact
support. Assume P (p) satisfies (1.4)-(1.5). For Polytropic stars with P (p) = Kp? (v > 2), it is
well known ([7]) that for any center density p > 0, there exists compact supported solutions. Let
vy=1+ %, (3.5) becomes the classical Lane-Emden equation

2 Y- 1\" n n
y' + ;y’ = —4n (K—’Y> vt = —Cyk, (3.9)

where 0 < n <5, y; = max {y,0}, and

y—1\+1
C-y:47T<K—’Y> .

Let y, (r) = ® (p, (r)) be the solution of (3.9) with

Denote the transformation B B
Y (r) =aob <ozTr> , s=a z T, (3.10)



then 6 (s) satisfies the same equation
2 2 / n /
0" + EG =-C,0%, 0(0)=1,0"(0)=0. (3.11)

The function 6 (s)1is called the Lane-Emden function.
The next lemma shows that under assumption (1.4)-(3.2), non-rotating stars with compact
support exist for small center density.

Lemma 3.1 Assume (1.4) and (3.2). There exists o > 0 such that for any p € (0, o), yu (Ry) =
0 for some R, > 0. Here, y, (r) is the solution of (3.5) with the initial condition (3.6). Then
pu (|x]) defined by (3.8) is a non-rotating star with support radius R,,.

Proof. It is equivalent to prove the statement for o« = y, (0) = @' (u) sufficiently small.
Motivated by (3.2) and (3.10), we define

yu (1) = aby (anoTilr> , §= anozilr, (3.12)
where ng = ﬁ Then 6, (s) satisfies the equation
0+ 20 = —dr—— P\ (ab) = —gu (6u) (3.13)
ol s @ ano + « a\Ya), .
with the initial condition 6, (0) = 1,6/, (0) = 0. Denote
1
9o (0) = 471'%1"_'4_ (af), 0€]0,1], (3.14)
and
n Y0 — 1\-1
e 0 — 4 . 1
9o (0) = C,01°,  Cy =4 < Ko ) (3.15)

Then by assumption (3.2) and the definition of F, it is easy to show that when o — 0+, g4 — 9o
in C' (]0,1]) and in C%((—o0,1]). Let 6 (s) be the Lane-Emden function satisfying

2 n
66/ + 566 = _C’YO (90)4.0 = 4Jo (60) , Bo (0) = 1766 (0) = 0. (316)

Then for any R > 0, we have 6, — 6y in C'(0,R). Define G (a,5) = 0, (s) for a > 0,5 >
0 and G (0,s) = 0y (s) . Let Ry be the support radius of 6y, then G (0, Ry) = 6y (Rp) = 0 and
%G (0, Ro) = 0} (Rp) < 0. By the Implicit Function Theorem, there exists ap > 0 such that when
a € (0,ap), G (a, s) has a unique zero S, near Ry. Then S, is the support radius of 6,. Therefore,
for any 0 < p < po = F (o), there exists a unique non-rotating solution y,, (r) defined by (3.12)
with the support radius R, = o~ = Sea- |

Let

fimax = sup{p | 3 solution p,, is compactly supported, V' € (0, u]} € (0, +oc].

For any center density p, (0) = u € (0, max), let R, = R(u) < oo be the support radius of the
density p,, (|z|) of the unique non-rotating stars and

M(N):/ pudx:/ pp dz
R3 |z| <Ry

to be the total mass of the star.
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Remark 3.2 For Polytropic stars with P (p) = Kp? (’y > g), we have pmax = +00. The scaling
relation (3.10) implies the classical formulae ([7])

M (p) = Crpz® =, R, = Cop22). (3.17)

for positive constants C, Co depending only on ~.

For general equation of states satisfying (1.4) and (3.2) with vo > %, it was shown in ([19])
that fimax = +00. See also [/1] [39] [3/] for the case o > 3. On the other hand, for vy € (£,3),
counterexamples of P (p) with pimax < 00 were constructed in [79]. For physically realistic equation

of states such as white dwarf stars, vo = 3 (see [1] [1/]).

3.2 Linearized Euler-Poisson equation

We assume P (p) satisfies (1.4)-(1.5). Near a non-rotating star (p,,0) with center density u, the
linearized Euler-Poisson system is
o1 =~V (puv) (3.18)

v=—V (" (p) o+ V), (3.19)

with AV = 4nwp. Here, o,v are the density and velocity perturbations respectively. In the linear
approximation, we take the density perturbation o and the velocity perturbation v with the same
support as p,, that is

supp(o), supp(v) C S, = {|z| < R,}.

This is reasonable in the view of the underlying Lagrangian formulation of the problem. See
Appendix for more details. Formally, the above linearized system has an invariant energy functional

— }; 2 " 2 _ _J;_l)[ 2
H, (0,0) = 2/& (oulol + @ () 0) do — - [ v (3.20)

To ensure H,, (0,v) < 0o, we consider the natural energy space X, = Lé,, (o0) forocandY, = <L2M>
()’ Lg# are the ®” (p,) , p,, weighted L? spaces in S, and thus (3.18)-(3.19) form

a linear evolution system on X, x Y,. For o € Lé,,(pﬂ), we have

for v. Here, L<21>"

V2 2
VvV dr = —47?/ Vdx < 4rllo / —dx 3.21
/R3| | 5. . HL?I’"(PH) ( s, " (py) ) 2

< <
oz, Vi) < oz, 19V e

(pu)

< i 1
and thus [VV|2gs) < o]l By’ In above estimates, we use the fact that 7 S bounded
1

in S, since T = ,Oﬁ_w (70 < 2) for p, < 1. The notation P < @ means P < C,Q for some
constant C, depending only on .

Remark 3.3 Since v € (£,2) and

70—2

pu = O((By = 1)), #"(pu(r) = O((Ry— 1) 071,
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in such weighted spaces, as r — R,—, v € Y, allows v to approach infinity, while o € X, may

approach infinity for vy € (%,2) or has to satisfy liminf, g, o(r) =0 for v € (g, %] Recalling

that supp(p) is the domain occupied by the fluid, the vanishing of o(R,—) in the latter case does
not mean that the domain does not evolve, but only not reflected in the linear order of the density
perturbation due to its degeneracy near the boundary for vy € (g, %] In fact, the variation of the
domain is clearly indicated in that v does not have to vanish near r = R,.

Define the operators
Ly=0"(p,) —4m (—A) ' 1 X, = X Ay=pu Y, oY)

and
Bu:—V~:—diV:Y;—>Xu, BL:V:X;%YM.

Here, for o € X, we denote

(~A) o= /S b ydyls,

o
A le =y
Then the linearized system (3.18)-(3.19) can be written in a separable Hamiltonian form

(0)=( ¥ (e 0 ) (7) =9 (7))

which will be checked to satisfy assumptions (G1-4) in the general framework of Section 2. First,
(G2) is obvious for the operator A, defined in (1.10) with ker A, = {0}. We note that

3
Si= /pu: (L? (SM))3—>YM*: <L21> , Sy =1/®" (pu): X, — L*(S,)

P

are isomorphisms. Therefore, to show B, : Y); — X, is densely defined and closed, it is equivalent

to check
B, = $2BS) = —\/®" (p,) div (o) : (L7 (S,))” — L% (S,)

is densely defined and closed. The domain of Bu is
D (Bu> = {u € (L2 (SM))3 | /@ (pp)V - (\/Ppu) € L? in the distribution sense} :

It is clear that any C' function with compact support inside Sy isin D (BM), thus D (Bu) is dense
in (L? (SH))?’. Define

éu = VPV < " (Pu).> L (Su) = (L2 (SM))gv

D(6,) = {a € L2(S,)| AV <\/ma> e (L2 (su))3}.

Then éu is also densely defined.

with

28



Lemma 3.2 The above defined operators satisfy CN’H = B; and Bu = <C~'“> = (Bu)** Thus Bu

and BZ are both closed.

Proof. We start the proof of the lemma with a basic property of functions in D(C,,). Namely,
for any f € D(C}), there exists M > 0, such that for any r € (%Ru, R,,), it holds that

=

1/ Pu®” (pu) fllL20s(r)) < M (R —1)2, (3.22)

where 0S(r) is the sphere with radius r. In fact, by the definition of D(CN’M), the trace of f on any
sphere 95(r) with radius r < R, belongs to L?(95(r)) and

02 o, (2 ()f) € 1265,
Since for any 6 € S?,

(Vo) e = (Vo r) Gror+ [ b

24

it follows that

1

r 1 2
[/ @ (o) fll2asryy <M | 1+ [lgllz2(s,) </1R (Ry —r")T0 dr')

2 YK
2—79
<M (14 (R, —r)200)

and thus (3.22) follows. . .
By the definition of adjoint operators, f € D(B;) C LQ(S“) and w = Bj,f if and only if, for

any v € D(B,,),

/ w - vdr = (f, B,v) = —/ " (pu) [V - (Vpuv) da. (3.23)
S, Sy

By taking compacted supported v and integrating by parts, we obtain that f € D(C’;) and w = éu f

is necessary. To show this is also sufficient, for any v € D(B,,), we integrate on smaller balls and
take the limit,

[V () e ==l [ e 9 () do

X

=(/, éuv> — lim " (py) puf v -

ds,
=20 J9S(R.—en) Ry —en

where €, — 0+. According to (3.22),

x
" (py) puf v- ds
/85(Ru—en) (u) Pu R, — €y

Since v € L?(S),), there exist a sequence ¢, — 0+ such that

1
< Mei |[v]|L2(a5(Ry—en))-

1
e lvll 2 0s(R—en)) = 0
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and thus (3.23) holds which implies B; =C,.
Much as in the above, é: = Bu and this completes the proof of the lemma. |

We now check that L, defined by (1.10) satisfies (G3). Let Ix, = ﬁpu) 1 X, — X, be the
isomorphism from Riesz representation theorem, and define the operator
1 -1
]LN:IXMLU =1Id— W (—A) : Xu — Xu. (324)

Lemma 3.3 L is bounded and self-adjoint on X, and L,—Id is compact.

Proof. Let 1

K=L,-Id=——77+—
g Am " (py)

(—A) X, = X,

We first show that K is compact. Indeed, for any o € X, we have

2 3 3
Ko = /7(13: < /V2daz )
e (] o) < ([ v

where AV = 47p. By the previously established estimate ||[V|| ;1 < [|o]| x,, and the compactness of
H! (R3) to L2 (S 1), the compactness of K follows. Since K is symmetric on X, the self-adjointness

of L, follows from the Kato-Rellich theorem. |
Assumption (G3) readily follows from above lemma. To compute n~ (L,|x, ), we define the
elliptic operator

D, =-A—4nF} (V,(R,) - V,) : H' (R®) - H ' (R?).

Then for ¢ € H* (R3),

Dy.0) = [ Vo de—dm [ PV, (R) =V, lof da

defines a bounded bilinear symmetric form on H* (R3). The next lemma shows that the study of
the quadratic form

1
(Lyo,o) = / " (p,) o® — — \VV [ de, o€ X,,
S, 4 R3

can be reduced to study D, on H? (R3).

Lemma 3.4 It holds that n~ (L,|x,) = n~ (L,) = n~ (D,) and dimker L, = dimkerL, =
dimker D,,.

Proof. The proof of the lemma is largely based on the observation D, = F'L,(—=A) in S,,.
First, for any p € X,,, we can show that

1
(Lup,p) 2 - (DuVV), AV = dmp.
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Indeed, inside S,, we have F' (V,, (R,) —V,) = q),,( —- Then

_ 1 2 1 2
(Lup.p) = /S == [ Vs

L
_/1134 vV | dx—l—/s <2Vp+ﬁp>da:

n

1
> 2 ply2 _ )
> / <—47T VVI* = F'V ) dx i (D, V,V)

Denote n= (L,) and n=Y (D,,) to be the maximal dimension of non-positive subspaces of L, and
D,, respectively. Then above inequality implies that n=0 (L) < n=0 (Dy). Second, for any ¢ €
H' (R?), let py = F.¢ € X,, and AV}, = 47ps. Then

Dyo.0) = [ (Vo iz —ax [ Fjof da

‘P¢‘2 1/ 2 / -
=4 d — dr — 2 d
W</s prdet g | IVolde =2 | pydde

N

:47r</s W‘d +4i/ V| d:n——/ V- ngd:n)

> A1 - - .

Thus n=Y(L,) > n=%(D,,) and a combination with the previous inequality yields

n=(L,) =n="(D,). (3.25)

We note that: L,p = 0 for p € X, is equivalent to D,V = 0 where AV = 4mp, and D,¢ = 0
for ¢ € H' is equivalent to L,ypy =0 (p¢ =F j_gb) Thus we have dimker L,, = dimker D, and
consequently n~ (L,) = n~ (D,) follows from (3.25). |

In the rest of this subsection, we study some basic properties of the operator D,. Since the
potential term in D, is radially symmetric, we can use spherical harmonic functions to decompose
D,, into operators on radially symmetric spaces. Let Y,,, (€) be the standard spherical harmonics on
S? where [ = 0,1,--- ;m = —I,--- ,1. Then AgY},, = —I (I + 1) Yy,,. For any function v (z) € H',
we decompose

9] l

Z Z W, (1) Y (0), wy, (r):/ u (r0) Y, (0) dSp.
1=0 m——1 §?
Then we have
D,u = Z Z D! ulm ) Vi (0),
=0 m=-1
where (a1
DL — A, + (; ) urFL(V (Ry) — Vi (1) (3.26)



and A, = % + %d%. In particular, the operator

D2 = —A, —4nFL (Vy (Ry) — V() (3.27)

is D,, restricted to radial functions.
The study of D, is reduced to the study of operators DL (I > 0) for radial functions.

Lemma 3.5 i) ker D}, = {V, (r)} and D}, > 0.
ii) For1>2, D! >0.
iii) n~ (Dy) =n~ (D)) > 1.
Proof. The arguments are rather standard. Taking 0,, of the steady equation

2
AV, = Vl + ;Vlﬁ =4nFy (V, (Ry) =V, (1)), (3.28)

we get D,0,,V,, =0, i =1,2,3. Thus D}LVL (r) = 0. Since V}; (r) > 0 for r > 0, i) follows from the
Sturm-Liouville theory for the ODE operator Db. Then for [ > 2,

1(+1)

-2
I _ 1
Du—DH—F 3 > 0.

,
By i) and ii), we have n™ (D,) =n~ (Dg). Since D,,0,,V,, = 0 and 9,,V,, changes sign, 0 can not
be the first eigenvalue of D,,. Thus n~ (D,) > 1. This proves iii). |

3.3 The negative index of D,

We find the negative index n™ (D,) = n~ (Dg) in this subsection. Although D, is defined as an

operator H' — H~1, the eigenfunctions with negative eigenvalues of D,, decay exponentially fast
at infinity and are in H?. Thus, when computing n~ (D) below, we can treat D, as an operator
H? — L? and Dg cH? — L2

The following formula for the surface potential V, (R,,) will be used later.

Lemma 3.6 It holds that

M ()
Vi (Ry) = R (3.29)
"
Proof. Since
1 2 ! 1 d 2y 7! _
V/J + ;V/J = ﬁ% (7" VH ('f’)) = 47Tp“,
we have A . M ()
™ p
Vi) =55 [ outyrtar = S tor = (3.30)
Thus v
V. (r)=— T(“), for >R,

and formula (3.29) follows. H
To find n™ (Dg), our key observation is that DB has a kernel only at critical points of the surface

potential V}, (R,), or equivalently at points where % <%‘7)> = 0 by above lemma.
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Lemma 3.7 When % <Ag5)) #0, ker DY = {0}; When % (%}’p) =0, ker Df) = {(%VH}.

Proof. Let y, (r) =V, (R,) — V. (r), then
2
Aryu - yZ + ;y:; = —4mly (yM (T)) :

Observing that F; is actually a C* function for v € (£,2), denote u,, (r) = %yu (r) and by taking

% of above equation for y,,, we get

2
u, + ;u/ = —A7F" (y, (r)) u,. (3.31)

v + %U/ = T—lzdir (7*2?/ (r)) = —4nF (y, (r)) v (r) (3.32)
and A .
V)= | PP ) els)ds

which implies that v € C!(0,+00). Since both wu, (r) and v (r) satisfy the same 2nd order ODE
(3.31) and (3.32) with zero derivative at r = 0, we have v (r) = Cuy, (r) for some constant C' # 0.
It implies u, € H 1 (Rg) harmonic outside S,. Along with lim,_,, V() = 0 we obtain

o _d (M(p)
O—ngrloou“(r)—@< R, >

Therefore, D2 has a kernel only when % (%ﬁ)) = 0, and in this case it follows from above analysis

0 _ o)
that ker DY = {2V, }. W
To find n~ (Dg), we use a continuity approach to follow its changes when p is increased from 0

t0 fmax. First, we find n~ (Dg) for small . By above lemma, for increasing pu, the negative index

n- (Dg) can only change at critical points of %. Then we find the jump formula of n~ (Dg) at

those critical points. Combining these steps, we get n~ (Dg) for any p > 0.

By the proof of Lemma 3.1, for small ; the steady state p, is close (up to a scaling) to the

Lane-Emden stars. So we first find n™ (Dg) for Lane-Emden stars. We treat the case v € (g, %)

and v € [%, 2) separately.
Lemma 3.8 Let P(p) = Kp?, v € (2,2), then n~ (Dg) =1 for any p > 0.
Proof. Let y, (r) be the solution of (3.9) with y, (0) = a = @ (u). Recall that y, (r) =

af (anTﬂr>, where 0 (s) is the Lane-Emden function satisfying (3.11). Then

0 __ n—1 _
Du——Ar—nyn(yu)_i_ s n = ﬁ
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Let 9 (r) be an eigenfunction satisfying DB¢ = A\ with A < 0. Define ¢ (r) = ¢ (a%r) and s =
a"z 7. Then ¢ (s) satisfies the equation
(A5 — Oy 1) ¢ = a= ("D,
Thus n~ (DY) =n~ (By), where
B, = —Ay— Cynft (3.33)

It suffices to show that n™ (B,,) = 1.
We first consider the case v € (3,2) where n € (1,3]. Define 6, (s) = af <an771 S) (a > 0) and

d n—1
w(s) = Ta (04 (8)) la=1 =0 (s) + s0' (s).
Note that 6, (s) satisfies the Lane-Emden equation
/" 2 / n /
0, + goa =005, 0,(0)=a, 6,(0)=0. (3.34)

Let R, be the support radius of 6 (s), then 6 (R,,) =0 and 6 (s) > 0,6' (s) <0 for s € (0, R,,). By
taking % of (3.34), we have

2
w” + Zw' = —C&,n@i_lw, s€(0,Ry), (3.35)
s

with w (0) = 1,w’ (0) = 0. We show that w (s) has a unique zero in (0, R,,). Indeed, since w (0) =
and w (R,) = 5L R,0' (R,) < 0, by continuity of w (s) there exists sy € (0, R,,) such that w (so)
0. Moreover, for s € (0, R,,) we have

1

n—1

W' (s) = =50 () + —5—s6" (s)
“ o (- )
3—n n—1

=5 0 (s) — 5 Cys0 (s)" < 0.

Thus w (s) is monotone decreasing with exactly one zero so in (0, R,). We extend w (s) to be a
C1 (0, 0) function by solving the ODE (3.35) in (R, o). Noting that the right hand side of (3.35)
is zero in (R,,o0), we get

w(s):%—i—Cg, s € (Ry,+00),
where
2 7 Cl
C = —Rnw (Rn) > 0, Cy=w (Rn) — R_ < 0.

Thus w(s) < 0 in (R,,00) and w(s) N\, C2 as s — +00. Therefore, w (s) only has one zero in
(0, 4+00). We show n~ (B,,) = 1 by comparison arguments. Suppose n~ (B,) > 2. Let A\ < 0 be
the second negative eigenvalue of B,, and ¢ (s) € H! be the corresponding eigenfunction, that is,

(5” + §§’> = —Cynfl 1 — NE (3.36)
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Then & (s) = csle VNS for s > R,. By Sturm-Liouville theory, & (s) has exactly one zero
s1 € (0,400). We claim that this would lead to w (s) having two zeros, one in (0, s1) and the other
in (s1,00). We can assume & (s) > 0 in (0,s1), them & (s1) < 0. Suppose w (s) has no zero in
(0, 1), then w(s) > 0in (0,s1) and w' (s) <0 in [0, s1]. The integration of

/0 " 1(3.35)€ (5) — (3.36)w (s)] s2ds

and an integration by parts yield

—82,8 wisy1) = B S)w\s S.
2¢7 (1) w (51) Al/o £ (s)w(s)d

This is an contradiction since the left hand side is positive and the right hand side is negative.
Thus w (s) must have one zero in (0, s1). By the same argument, w (s) has another zero in (s1, 00).
This is in contradiction to the fact that w (s) has exactly one zero in (0,00). Thus n™ (B,) < 2,
which together with Lemma 3.5 iii) shows that n™ (B,,) = 1.

We complete the proof of the lemma by a continuation argument. According to Corollary 2.1,
n_(DB) is locally constant in g and v on the set {u | ker DB = {0}}. For polytropic stars with
P(p)=Kp" (g < < 2), by (3.17) we have %}’j) = g—;;ﬂ_l and thus % <%ﬁ‘)> > 0 for any p > 0
and v € (£,2). Therefore, by Lemma 3.7, ker Dg = {0} for any v € (£,2) and thus n_(Dg) =
for all p > 0.

For general equation of states, by Corollary 2.1, Lemma 3.7, and Lemma 3.8, we have

Lemma 3.9 Assume (1.4)-(1.5) for P(p). There exists ug > 0 such that for any u € (0, po),
- (Dg) = 1. Moreover, as a function of p € (0, thmaz), n_(Dg) is locally constant.

Proof. We use the notations in Lemma 3.1, where the non-rotating stars with small center
density p are constructed. Define the operator

By =—As — g, (HQ):H% —>HT_1,

where 0, g, are defined in (3.12) and (3.14). As in the proof of Lemma 3.8, we have n~ (Dg) =
n~ (By) where o = ® (). We also define

By =—As — g5 (60) = —As — Cyyno (HO)T_l )

where 6 is the Lane-Emden function satisfying (3.16) and go is defined in (3.15). By the proof
of Lemma 3.1, when o — 0+, g4 — go in C'1(0,1) and 6, — 6y in C* (0, R) for any R > 0.
By Lemmas 3.8, we have n~ (By) = 1. Corollary 2.1 implies that there exists gy > 0 such that
when a < ay we have n~ (B,) = 1. This proves the lemma by letting 1o = (®')"" (a) . Moreover,
(DO) changes only at critical points of (” ) due to Corollary 2.1. |
We first prove the following lemma of the non-degeneracy of the mass-radius curve of the non-
rotating stars, which will be crucial in the analysis of the change of the Morse index n (DB).

Lemma 3.10 There exists no point pn € (0, fimax) such that M'(u) = % <%‘7)) =0.
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M(p)
Ry

AN AN , IV,
<3—M> + . <W> = —AnF (yu (r)) o r>0, (3.37)

and avu _ _% in S,. By (3.31) and p, = Fy (y,), we have

oy, ! 1 /R“ 9 , 8yu 1
(W) (R“)__R_a ; sATFY (yu (s)) = o ds = _ﬁM( w) =0.

Proof. Suppose otherwise, M'(u) = % <

3.7, DYGE =0, ie.,

> = 0 at some p € (0, ftmax). Then by Lemma

Then <8l:> (R,) = 0 and by (3.37) it follows that <8V“> (r) = 0 for any > R,,. Therefore,

%L: (r) = 0 for any » > R,. By (3.37), this implies that al: (r) = 0 for any r > 0. But this is

impossible since

oV, B oy B y
a_: (0) = —a—: (0) = =" (1) # 0.

Finally we give the following proposition on the change of n™ (Dg) at critical points of %"j).

M(u

Proposition 3.1 Let p* be a critical point of —z=, then for p near p. it holds

n= (DY) =n~ (DY) +iy (3.38)
where the index i, is defined in (1.14). Therefore, the jump of n~ (Dg) at p* equals that of i,.

Proof. To prove (3.38), we need to study the perturbation of zero eigenvalue of Dg* for p near
w*. The idea is similar to the proof of Proposition 2.3, but with a more concrete decomposition.
For p near iy, let ‘

Z(p) = {u € H'(R®) | (F} (Vu(Ry) — Viu(r)), u) = 0}

Using F4(0) = 0, one may compute

(', (Va(Ry) — Vo(r)), 0,V.) = / FL(Vu(Ry) — Vo (r)) 8,V (r)da

== 8#/ Fy (Va(Ry) = Vu(r))dz + 0, (Va(Ry)) / Fi (Va(Ry,) = Va(r))da
Su S

=~ M) — 0, (P

) /S F(Vu(R,) — Viu(r))da.

M w

Lemma 3.10 yields that M’(u) # 0 for p near p, and thus
H'(R?) = Z(p) @ R{9,V,.}. (3.39)

Moreover, differentiating (3.28) and using Lemma 3.6 we obtain

DfﬁuVu = 4W8u(ﬂg5))FJlr (Vi(Ru) = Vulr)).
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Therefore, (3.39) is a Dg—orthogonal decomposition. From Lemma 3.7, D2 is non-degenerate on
Z(p) for p close to p, and thus

(D) = (D) = n” (Dplria,viy)-

Using the above calculations, we have

<D28uvu7 V) = 4778M(M—) (F (VM(RM) - VM(T))vauVu>

2
:—47TM/(M)8M(%:L)) — A <8N(M)> /S F_?_(VM(RM)—VM(T))CZ‘T

Therefore, (3.38) follows for p near pi,.

3.4 Stability for non-radial perturbations

We study the linearized system (3.18)-(3.19) for non-radial and radial perturbations separately.
Here we follow the tradition in the astrophysics literature that “non-radial” perturbations refer to
those modes corresponding to non-constant spherical harmonics. See Definition 3.1 for the precise
definition.

First, we give a Helmholtz type decomposition of vector fields in Y),.

Lemma 3.11 There is a direct sum decomposition Y, =Y, 1 ® Y, 2, where Y, 1 is the closure of
3
{u € (CH(S))*NY, | V- (puu) =0 }
in'Y, and Y, 2 is the closure of
{u €Y, | u=Vp, for somep e ct (Su)}
inY,.

Proof. Define the space Z to be the closure of

{pecﬂ(su) [ ot dz<oo}

under the norm ||p||, = < J S, Pu |Vp|2 d:p) , quotient the constant functions. The inner product

D=

on Z is defined as
(p17p2)z =/ puVp1 - Vpadz.

"

For any fixed u € Y),, we seek p, € Z as a weak solution of the equation

V- (puVp) =V - (puu) .

This is equivalent to that

/ PuNVDy - Vpdx = / puu - Vpdx, Vpe Z. (3.40)
Sy

S
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The right hand side above defines a bounded linear functional on Z. Thus by the Riesz repre-
sentation Theorem, there exists a unique p, € Z satisfying (3.40). Let ug = Vp, € Y, 2. Then
up = u —ug € Y, 1. Moreover, it is clear that Y, ; L Y}, 2 in the inner product of Y,. This finishes

the proof of the lemma. |
The decomposition
X x Yy = ({0} x Y1) @ (Xp x Yyu2)

is clearly invariant for the linearized system (3.18)-(3.19). We shall call perturbations in {0} x Y}, 1
and X, x Y}, 2 to be pseudo-divergence free and irrotational respectively. In particular {0} x Y,
is a subspace of steady states for (3.18)-(3.19), where 0 is the only eigenvalue. Thus, we restrict to
initial data (o (0),u(0)) € X, X Y, 2. Any solution (o (t),u(t)) € X, x Y, 2 can be written as

o(z,t) =01 (r,t) + 02 (x,t), (3.41)

and .
u(x,t) =VE=uv(rt) —+ V& (x,t), (3.42)

where (01,v1) is the radial component defined by

o1 ()= [ o GO)aSo &1 (rt) = [ EG0)dSh w1 (t) = 6 (),

and (02,&) = (0 — 01, — &) are the nonradial components.
The radial component (o1,v1) will be studied in next subsection. The nonradial component
(o2 (x,t), & (z,t)) satisfies the system

Qo2 ==V - (puV&2)
fg’t = — ((I)” (pu) o9 + Vg) = —LuO-Q, AVy = 47os.

It is of the Hamiltonian form

oa\ (0 I L, O P
(&)=(5a) (2 (), 549
where A, = —V - (p,V), (02, &) € X, X Y},p With
Xyn = {pEXM | /2,0(7’9)(159:0},
S

and

Yu,n:{sem\ /S pu|VE d < 0, /stwo)ds@:o}, l€ly,,, = IVElz3 -

We take this chance opportunity to define the following terminology.

Definition 3.1 Define the subspaces of radial and non-radial perturbations for the linearized Euler-
Poisson system (3.18)-(3.19) as

X ={(ﬂ(l$|),v(lxl)|$|

an :({O} X Yul) 2] {(,O,U = VS) € Xu X YM ‘ pe Xu,ny 5 €y, ,n}'

Iy e X, xv,},
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Clearly we have that the decomposition X, x Y, = X, & X, is invariant under etIulu,
By using spherical harmonics, for any p € X, ,, we write

Z Z le lem )7

=1 m=-1
then
o) l
Lﬂp = Z Z L/hlplm Yim (9),
=1 m=—1
where )
[(I+1)\ .
L, = <<I>// (pu) —Ar (—Ar + %) > Xy — XMT. (3.44)

By Lemma 3.5 and the proof of Lemma 3.4, we have

™ (Luilx,.,) =n~ (D) =0, viz1.

Therefore,
W (L) = Y Z (Lpalx,..) = 0.
=1 m=-I

Since flu > 0 on Y, ,, by Theorem 2.1, there is no unstable eigenvalue for the system (3.43).
Moreover, we shall show that all the eigenvalues of (3.43) are isolated with finite multiplicity.
Define the space

Zym = {5 €Y, | A€ XM}

with the norm

€l = IVelz: + [ Au]

@//( )
Then by Theorem 2.1, it suffices to show that the embedding Z,,,, < Y}, , is compact. This follows
from Proposition 12 in [22].
By using spherical harmonics, we can further decompose (3.43). For (02, &) € X, n X Y, n, let

00 1
=S ol () Vi (6), &2 (x,t) = ZZ&mrt Yim (6).

=1 m=—1 =1 m=—1

For each I > 1, —I < 'm <[, the component (o, (7,t) ,&m (1, t)) satisfies the separable Hamiltonian

System
0 I L 0 o
()= (o) e ) (5,
’ ( Slm -1 0 0 A,u,l Slm ( )

on the space X, x Y}, ,, where

Y,,r= {p (r) | /ORM Pu <r2 (8,49)2 —|—p2> dr < oo} , (3.46)
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the operator L,,; is defined in (3.44) and

Ayl = —%2& (pur28r) + W Y= Y:’T,.

By the properties of the operators L, ; (equivalently the operators DL) given in Lemma 3.5, it
is easy to see that, when [ > 1, all the eigenvalues of (3.45) are nonzero and purely imaginary.
When [ =1, (3.45) has a kernel space spanned by (pL (r) ,O)T corresponding to translation modes
(82;p,0)" for the linearized Euler-Poisson system (3.18)-(3.19). According to Theorem 2.1, all
eigenvalues of J,L,, restricted to the invariant subspace X, x Y, 2, and thus of (3.45), are semi-
simple except for possibly the zero eigenvalue. Since 0 is an isolated eigenvalue, Theorem 2.1
applied to J,L,|x, . xv,. implies that the eigenspace of 0 only consists of generalized eigenvectors
with finite multiplicity.

Indeed (3.45) does have a nontrivial generalized eigenvectors and thus non-trivial Jordan blocks
associated to 0. To see this, for any ( € fﬁw, we have

|/ gl <l < /

where we used v € (£,2) and

1
2
2 _
() ,ouldx) S lielly,,

N

pu=O( Ry, —r[07T), g, = O(R, — |57, for |, —r| < 1.

Therefore, pj, € Y* and thus the Lax-Milgram theorem implies that exists a unique ¢(r) € Y.r

wn,r
such that 1 5
P
P, = AuiC = —ﬁar (pur?0,C) + T;C' (3.47)

Therefore, (0, CYlm(H))T, m = 0,£1, belong to the generalized kernel of (3.45), which correspond
to (O, ij(C%))T, J = 1,2,3, in the generalized kernel of 7,L, with
TnLy(0,0:,VC(|2])" = (02,04,0)", ¢ =¢. (3.48)

Moreover these functions in the generalized kernel of J,£,, do not belong to the range R(J,L,).
In fact, suppose

(Tuly)(p,u)" = (O,OzjVE)T, (p,u)’ € X, x Yy,

lhen one may Compule
<A”(9x CC 81- CC> - <L” ot s >
J ’ g amj C < ’ 8£Bj C <

= ) (= () (D) =0

which is a contradiction. Therefore, we may conclude that the zero eigenvalue of J,L,|x,, . xv,..
has a 6-dim eigenspace with geometric multiplicity 3 and algebraic multiplicity 6.
Above discussions are summarized below.
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Proposition 3.2 Any non-rotating star p, is spectrally stable under non-radial perturbations in
Xr. All nonzero eigenvalues of (3.43) are isolated and of finite multiplicity. The zero eigenvalue of
the linearized Euler-Poisson operator J,L,|x,,. is isolated with an infinite dimensional eigenspace

T

({0} % Vi) @ span{ (9s, 0, 0) ", (o,axj(gﬁ))T 1j=1,2,3}

where J, L, has three 2x2 Jordan blocks associated to (3.48) generated by the translation symmetry.

Remark 3.4 For irrotational perturbations, the eigenvalues of (3.43) were shown to be purely
discrete in [22] by a different approach. In [/] [5] [5], the spectrum for nonradial perturbations were
shown to be countable, and it was conjectured in [5] that zero is the only accumulation point. This
is indeed true for barotropic equation of states P (p) by above Proposition or results in [22].

Remark 3.5 In the astrophysics literature ([2] [20] [1]), the stability of non-rotating stars under
nonradial perturbations (Antonov-Lebowitz Theorem) was shown by using the physical principle that
the stable states should be energy minimizers under the constraint of constant mass. We discuss
such energy principle below.

The steady density p, has the following variational structure. Define the functional

B(p) = [@p)do— o [V -V, (R,) [ pia. (3.49)

with AV = 4mp. Then p, is a critical point of E, (o), that is, E}, (p,) = 0 which is evactly the
equation (5.58). The 2nd order variation of E, at p, is

(Bl po0) = [ (20 = = IVVE ) do = (L. (3.50)

We note that the energy functional

1 1
E(,o,u):§/p|u|2d:17—|—/¢>(p)d:n—§/|VV|2d:E

is conserved for the nonlinear Euler-Poisson equation (1.1)-(1.3). Let M (p) = [ pdx to be the total
mass and define

1 2
I (pra) = B (pyu) = Vi (B) M () = 5 [ plof*do+ B, (p).

The (pu,0) is a critical point of I, (p,u). The 2nd order variation of I, (p,u) at (py,0) is given by
the functional

1 1

H,(o,v) = —/ Pu v|? do + = (Lpo,o)

2 /s, 2
as defined in (3.20), which is a conserved quantity of the linearized Euler-Poisson system (3.18)-
(3.19).

By the above wvariational structures, the physical principle that stable stars should be energy

minimizers under the constraint of constant mass is equivalent to the statement that p, is stable
only when <EZ (pu) 0, 0> > 0 for all perturbations o supported in S,, satisfying the mass constraint

[o dx = 0. This was also called Chandrasekhar’s variational principle ([8]) in the astrophysical
literature ([0]).
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3.5 Turning point principle for radial perturbations

Denote X, and Y}, to be the radially symmetric subspace of Lgn(,,)(S,) and L%M (Su), respec-
tively. By (1.12), the radial component (o1,v;) of (o,v) as defined in (3.41)-(3.42) satisfies

O ( o ) (3.51)
- ( _0@ —%206 (%) ) ( " (py) —éw(—A,rl ptl > < % )

0 B/“n L“T 0 ><01> (01)
= v , = JILH :
( —B:“, 0 > ( 0 Au,r (%} (%)

Here, 01 € X, v1 € Y, and the operators

Luy = ®" (pu) — 47 (=A0) 7 Xy — X5, (3.52)
Au,r = Pup: Yu,r — Y:ﬂ«; (353)
1 . .
Bﬂﬂ‘ = _T‘_26T (72') : Yu,r - XMT? B/,m“ =0r: Xu,r - Yu,m (3'54)
and
M O B/N“ . * *
JE = - B 0 P X X Y = Xy X Yo, (3.55)
Hn,r

I L/M“ 0 . * *

L= 0 Aur ) Kppir X Yy = XNJ’ X Yu,r" (3.56)

As the triple (L, Ay, B,,) in (1.12) satisfies assumptions (G1-4) in Section 2, the above reduction
procedure and Lemma 2.2 imply that the triple (L, Ay, By,) satisfies (G1-4) as well. Thus,
(3.51) is a separable Hamiltonian system, for which Theorem 2.1 is applicable.

Proof of Theorem 1.2 ii). By Theorem 2.1, the linear stability /instability of (3.51) is reduced

to find n% (u) = n~ (LH,7‘|R(T‘”))‘ By the proof of Lemma 3.4 restricted to radial spaces, we have
n~ (Lyy) =n" (Dg) where Dg is defined by (3.27). Moreover, it holds that
R (B,,r) = (ker BL,T)J' = (ker0,)* = {p € X, | / pdx = 0} . (3.57)
Sp
Therefore, to find n~ (Lﬂ7T|I~Z(TM) it is equivalent to determine the negative dimensions of the

quadratic form (L, ,-,-) under the mass constraint [, p dz = 0. We divide into three cases.
i

Case 1: % <M> # 0. By (3.3) and Lemma 3.6, the steady density p,, satisfies the equation

R(p)
_ M
¥ (p,) 4 (~8) g = Vy (B = o1, (3.59)
m
inside the support S,,. Taking 0, of above equation, we have
dp dp ~10p d (MY .
L,—£ =29" L C7A ) I —— .
2 8# (pﬂ) 8# 7T( ) au d/L R/J 9 m S,LL (3 59)

42



Which implies that
- 0
R(Bur) = {p | (Lus 32, p) = 0}

and

Opu Opu\ _  d (M(p) Opp , d (M) .
<L“T8,u ow/  du\ R, s, Op de = dp \ R, M ()

Case la: M'(u) # 0. The above properties immediately yields

n - <L |7> _ n- (Lu,r) —1 if M'(,u)% Ng}lj) >0
KT IR(By,r) n- (L,M,) if M/(,u)% ]\/gl/j) —0
B (Dg) — -

Case 1b: M'(p) = 0. In this case, we have

Op, 0O 0
<L;u'7‘ 8pu7 apu> 07 8‘;5 6 R( )7 ker L/"Lir = {0}7

where Lemma 3.7 was used. There exists ¢ ¢ R(B,,,). Let

o -
Zy = span{1), ai:}, Zy = {p € R(Buy) | (Lusth, p)} =0

and we have
Opy

Xy =Z0® 71, R(B,,) =2 &RZLL
t, 0D 241 (Bur)=21® o

We obtain from Lemma 12.3 in [27] and (3.60) that

" (Lulas) =7 el 17 (L) = 17 (Ll 2) + 07 (L),

It is straight forward to compute n™(L,r|z,) = 1 and thus
n” (Lwlm> =n" (Luy) =1 =n"(Dp) — ip-

Case 2: (%) = 0. By Lemma 3.10, we have

ap“ 8
dz 0= -¢R
[, e = M0 £0 = G ¢ BB
Therefore,

O

Xy = R(Bur) 9 R

which implies n~ (LW“‘R(TW)> =n" (Lu,)-

N
Remark 3.6 If p1 belongs to a stable interval, we must have - (R
d <]g((“))> =0, by (1.16) and Lemma 3.5, we have n* (u) = (DO) >1
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To prove Theorem 1.2 iii), by Proposition 3.2, it remains to show that the eigenvalues of the
operator J#L# defined in (3.51) are purely isolated and

ker JH LI = span {( 8“0/)“ > } . (3.61)

We first prove (3.61) and leave the proof of the discreteness of eigenvalues of J# L to the end of
this section. By (3.59) we have

o))

thus span {< 8”0/)” >} C ker JHLF. To prove ker JELM C span {< 8”0/)” >}, we consider two

cases. Suppose JHLH* ( 7 > = 0 for some nonzero ( 7 > € X, xY,,. Itiseasy to check that
v v

v=0and L,,0 = c for some constant c.

Case 1: % (%) # 0. Then

Ly, |o+ W@upu =0.

i \ "Ry

This implies that o = —ﬁ#))(%pm since by Lemma 3.7, dim L, , = dim ker D2 = 0.
H m
Case 2: % (%) = 0. Then ker L, , = span{0up,} and M’ (1) # 0 by Lemma 3.10. From

L, o0 = c we have
0 = (LprOupp> o) = (Lpro, Oupp) = cM' ().
Thus ¢ = 0 and L, .0 = 0, which again imply that ¢ € span {9,p,}. This proves (3.61).
Next, we prove the turning point principle by using Theorem 1.2.
Proof of Theorem 1.1. By Lemma 3.9, when p is small enough, n™ (Dg) = 1. By the proof
of Lemma 3.1, when p is small we have

1
Yo —1

ng—1

pu = Fy <a9a <aT7’>> , a=® (u), ng=

Here, 0, — 6 in C! (0, R) for any R > 0 and 6 is the Lane-Emden function satisfying (3.16). The
support radius of p, is

_ng—1 __2-7
Ru:a 2 Sa:a 2(7()*1)50”

where S, is C! in a and when a — 0, S, — Ry, the support radius of §y. The total mass is

M () = 477/ F, <a9a (anOTilr» r2dr

0

13-4 [Sa )
_ o ml/ G (0 () s2ds,
0
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where g, — go in C1 (0,1) with g, go defined in (3.14) and (3.15). So

Sa Ro
/ G (00 (5)) s%ds — / go 0y (s5)) s*ds > 0, when a — 0.
0 0

=

A}g(% ~ o= (u) and % <%"j)> > 0; i) M’ () > 0 when 7y € (3,2)
and M’ () < 0 when 7o € (£,3). Thus when  is small the formula (1.6) for n* (1) follows from
Theorem 1.2.

Next, we keep track of the changes of n* (u) along the mass-radius curve by increasing pu. We
consider four cases.

Case 1: No critical points of % or M (p) are met. Then % <%"j)> and M’ (u) do not change
sign. By Lemma 3.9 and (1.15), n* (u) is unchanged.

Thus for p small, we have: 1)

Case 2: At a critical point p* of %ﬁ‘). The jump formula (3.38) implies that

n' (W) =n" (DB*JF) — iy =n" (DB*_) — Qe =n" (p ).

That is, the number of unstable modes remains unchanged when crossing p*.
Case 3: At an extrema (i.e. maximum or minimum) point i of M (u) where M'(u) changes

sign. Then % (M(“ ) lu=p # 0 and n~ (Dg) is the same in a neighborhood of . But M’ (u)

changes sign when crossing p, thus we have
0" (i) = 1 (=) = — (it — i) = £1,
when M'(p )du <%ﬂ)> changes from + to F at fi. Since M’ (1) = 0 and i <M> lu=p # 0, when

w is near fi, we have R’ (i) # 0 and the sign of M'(u (M ) is the same as —M'(u)R' (1).

Thus n* (i+) — n* (a—) = £1 when M'(u)R' (1) changes from F to £ at fi, or equivalently the
mass-radius curve bends counterclockwise (clockwise) at fi.

Case 4: At a critical but non-extrema point g of M (u). Then % (%}‘j)) lu=p # 0 and n~ (Dg)

is the same for p near fi. Since fi is not an extrema point of M (i), the sign of M’ (u) does not
change when crossing fi. Then by (1.15) n* () does not change when crossing ji. However, we

should note that if M’ (u) 4 i (1\/%(5)) > 0 or equivalently M’ (u) R’ (1) < 0 in a neighborhood of

excluding fi, then n" () has a removable jump discontinuity at fi where n" (u) is reduced by one.

Summing up above discussions, we finish the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Below, we prove Theorem 1.3 about exponential trichotomy estimates of (3.51).

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Conclusion (i) is by Theorem 1.2 and 2.1. Conclusion (ii) and (1.17)
follows directly from Theorem 2.1. To prove (1.18) and (1.19), we consider radial and nonradial
perturbations separately. For nonradial perturbations, Proposition 3.2 implies that all eigenvalues
are discrete and on the imaginary axis. Hence according to the block decomposition and the anti-
self-adjointness of T3 in Theorem 2.1, the algebraic growth can only arise from the generalized
kernel. By Theorem 1.2 i), we have

0 < Co(1 + [t]). (3.62)

| Thtr|x,,

|| perx,, | =
For radial perturbations, when M'(x) = 0, by Theorem 2.2 i), we have

|€t‘7“£“‘EcmXT| < Co(l + ‘t‘)2
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and (1.19) follows by combining it with (3.62). When M’ (u) # 0, we check that LW"R(TM is non-
degenerate. Let Wi = span { } Since f 9w oy = M’ () # 0, there is an invariant decomposition
X, = R(B,,) ® Wi. When M’'(p)-L (M(:‘ ) # 0, by the proof of Theorem 1.2 ii), R(B,,) is

the L, -orthogonal complement space of Wi = span {%p: } The non-degeneracy of L/N“‘R(T”)

follows since ker L, = {0} and L, ,|w, is non-degenerate by (3.60). When % (%ﬁ”) =0, we
have ker L, , = W; and the non-degeneracy of L, ,|z5— R also follows. Thus by Theorem 2.2 iii),

we have |e"/ufu|genx, | < Co, which implies Conclusion (1V) and (1.18).
It remains to prove that the eigenvalues of the linearized problem (3.51) for radial perturbations
are all discrete by Theorem 2.1. We need the following Hardy’s inequality ([24] [21]).

Lemma 3.12 (Hardy’s inequality) Let k be a real number and g be a function satisfying

/01 sk <g2 + ‘g'|2) ds < o0.

i) If k > 1, then we have

1 1
/ sk_ngdsg/ gk <92+|g"2> ds
0 0

it) If k < 1, then g has a trace at © =0 and

1 1
/ "2 (g — g (0))*ds < C’/ sk |g/|2 ds. (3.63)
0 0

Define the function space Z, , to be the closure of D (B, A, ;) C Y, , under the graph norm
10llz,, = Iolly,, +1BurAurolx,,

1 1
Ry 2 R, 1 2 2
— (/ Py ]v[2r2dr> - </ " (p,) . rzdr> .
0 0

By Theorem 2.1, to show the discreteness of eigenvalues for radial perturbations it suffices to show
the following compactness lemma.

O (7‘2/),/0)

Lemma 3.13 The embedding Z,,, — Y, , is compact.

1
Proof. First, near the support radius R, we have p, (r) =~ (R, —r)>~. This is well-known for
Lane-Emden stars. To be self-contained, we give a proof for general equation of states. By (3.7),

we have
/ dm Bu 2
Y (Ry) = “R2 $F (yu (s)) ds = —ﬁM(M) <0.
n /0 H

Thus for r near R, y, (r) = R, —r. Since p, (r) = Fy (yu (r)) and F} (y) = yﬁ for 0 <y <1,
we deduce that for r near R,

pu (1)~ (y (F) 7T ~ (R, — )77 . (3.64)
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Then for r near R,
- 12
O (pyu (1)) ~ pu (r) 2 & (R, —7)771 .

(3.65)

Let ro < R, and R,, — ro be small enough so that (3.64) and (3.65) are valid in (r2, R,). Then

for any v € Z,, ., we have

Ry
/ " ()
T2

Ry y=2 2 2
2 [ @0 o (o) ar

r2

2

1
ﬁﬁr (7"2,0“21) r2dr

Ry _
> / (R, — r)z_j_2 !rzp“vf dr (by Hardy’s inequality (3.63))

r2

Ry
> / (R — )™ puv?dr (by (3.64))

r2

oy B 2
> (Ru —7r9) / puv-dr.

2

Thus,

Ry 2 2 2
[ bl rtar S (R =) [Bus ol
T

2

Let r1 € (0, R,) be small enough so that
1
§M§pu (T) <wp Vre (0,7’1),
then
0<0 (:u) <o (pu) < 09 (:u) , Vre (0,7"1) ’

where 01 () = min

pe (L) ®” (p) and 62 (p) = MaxX e (1, ) " (p). We have
" " 1 2 ? 2
/0 " (pu) T—QGT (r*puv)| ridr

T ) r
Z/O ﬁ!&» (7’2,0,/0)‘ dr Z/O (p,/u)zdr (by (3.63))
T1
Zﬁ_2/ v2r2dr.
0

T1
2 2
/0 py v rdr < HBu,rAu,r”HXH,T. :

Thus,

(3.66)

(3.67)

Denote By = {v € Zur | vllz,, < 1} to be the unit ball in Z,, .. Then for any ¢ > 0, by estimates

(3.66) and (3.67), we can choose 0 < r; <79 < R, such that

1 Ry
/ Pu v)? r2dr + / P lv|>r2dr < e, Vwve By.
0

T2

The compactness of Z,,, < Y, , follows from above estimate and the compactness of the embedding

Z/Mn — L2 (7‘1,7’2). .

47



Remark 3.7 The stability criterion L, T‘R(B ") > 0 has the following physical meaning. By (3.50),
the quadratic form (L, rp,p) is the second order variation of the energy functional E, (p) defined
in (3.49). By (3.57), the space R(B,.,) B,.») consists of perturbations satisfying the mass constraint.
Thus, our stability criterion verifies Chandrasekhar’s variational principle that stable states should
be energy minimizers under the mass constraint. (see also Remark 3.5)

Remark 3.8 In the astrophysical literature, the linear radial oscillations were usually studied
through the singular Sturm-Liouville equation

d 1 d 4dPp,
— (1P, — —Lk = :
dr( 5o (r 5)) —LE+wipg =0, (3.68)
with the boundary conditions
£(0) =0 and £ (R),) is finite. (3.69)
puP’(pu)

Here, & is the linearized Lagrangian displacement in the radial direction, P, = P (p,), I'1 = Pl
is the local Polytropic index and iw is the eigenvalue. The equation (3.68) was first derived by
Eddington in 1918 ([1/]) and had been widely used in later works (e.g. [25] [10] [21] [30] [35]).
For Polytropic stars P(p) = KpY, T'1 = v, (3.68) is greatly simplified and can be used to show
v = % is the critical index for stability ([25] [50]). However, for general equation of states it is
difficult to get explicit stability criteria such as TPP in Theorem 1.1 by (3.68). Moreover, since the
Sturm-Liouville problem (3.68) is singular near r = 0 and R,,, it is highly nontrivial ([]] [3] [5] [30]
[35] [22]) to prove self-adjointness and discreteness of eigenvalues which were taken for granted in
the astrophysical literature.

By the separable Hamiltonian formulation (3.51), the eigenvalue equation can be written as (see

(2.17))
B, Ly B Ay v = w0, (3.70)

which is equivalent to (3.68) by explicit calculations. There are several advantages of the factorized
form (3.70) over (3.68). First, each factor in (3.70) has a clear physical meaning related to the
variational structures of steady states or the physical constraint etc. Second, the form in (3.70)
makes it convenient to prove properties of the operator BL7TL“7TBM,TAM,T such as the self-adjointness
and discreteness of eigenvalues. This approach is rather flexible and has been used in the recent
works on the stability of rotating stars ([29]), relativistic stars and globular clusters ([56] [10]).

3.6 Examples

We apply the stability criteria for several examples of gaseous stars.
1. Polytropic stars
For Polytropic stars, P (p) = Kp? with v € (9 2) then by Lemma 3.8, we have n~ (DO) =1

for any p > 0. The functions M (u) , R,, are given by (3.17). For any v > 1, we haved“ (1\/%(5)) >0

for all 4 > 0. When v € (5, 3) we have M’ (1) < 0 and thus 4, = 0. Then it follows from Theorems
1.2 and 1.3 that for any > 0, p, is unstable with n* () = 1 and there is Lyapunov stability on
the co-dim 2 center space. When v € (%, 2), we have M’ (1) > 0 and thus i, = 1. By Theorems 1.3
(iv), linear Lyapunov stability holds for any g > 0. The case v = % is the critical index for stability.
In this case, we have M’ (u) = 0. Thus, i, = 1 and we have spectral stability. In [12], nonlinear

instability was shown for v = % in the sense that for any small perturbation with positive total
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energy of stationary solutions, either the support of the density will go to infinity or singularity
forms in the solution in finite time.

2. White dwarf stars

Next, we consider white dwarf stars ([7]) with Py (p) = Af (z) and p = Bz?3, where A, B are
two constants and

fla) = (@ +1)* (20 3) +3In (2 + V14 22) (3.71)

:8/96 utdu '
0 V1+u?

Then Py (p) satisfies (1.5) with vy = g Therefore, for any center density u € (0,00), there exists
a unique non-rotating star p, (|z|) (see Remark 3.2). It was shown in [38] (see also [19]) that
M’ (i) > 0 for any p > 0.

Lemma 3.14 Assume P (p) satisfies (1.5) with o € (3,2). Let pg € (0,+00] be the such that
M'(1n) >0 on [0, ). Then % (%}’p) >0 for any p € (0, po)-

Proof. By the proof of Theorem 1.1 we have % (%}’j)) > 0 and M’ () > 0 when p is small

enough. Suppose the conclusion of the lemma is not true. Let u; € (0, up) be the first zero of
% (%ﬁ”) Then % (%ﬁ)) > 0 for all p € (0,p1). Consequently, by Lemma 3.9, n~ (Dg) =1

for all u € (0,p1). At p = p1, we have n™ (Dgl) > 1 (by Lemma 3.5 iii)) and 0 is an eigenvalue
of D;On' Since M'(p1) > 0 due to our assumption and Lemma 3.7, when p < pq and | — pq]

is small enough, we have % (%ﬁ)) M’ (p) > 0. Therefore i, = 1 according to (1.14) and thus

Proposition 3.1 implies n~ (Dg) =n" (D21) 4+ 1 > 2. This is in contradiction to that n~ (Dg) =1
for pe (0,p1). M

Corollary 3.1 White dwarf stars p, (|z|) are linearly stable for any center density p > 0.

Proof. Lemmas 3.14 and 3.9 imply that n~ (DB) =1 for all p > 0. Since M’ (u) > 0 and

% <%"j)> > 0 for p € (0,00), linear Lyapunov stability of p, follows from Theorem 1.3 (iv). |

Remark 3.9 The mass of white dwarf stars has a finite upper bound My, = lim, oo M (1), which
was known as Chandrasekhar’s limit ([7] [9]). We note that for white dwarf stars, P, (p) =~
2AB_%,0% when p is large. The Chandrasekhar limit My, is exactly the mass of the Polytropic
star with P (p) = 2AB_§p§, which is independent of p by (3.17).

3. More general equation of states

Last, we consider general equation of states P (p) satisfying (1.4)-(1.5). Assume vy € (%, 2) in
(1.5). Indeed, vo = g for most physical equation of states including white dwarf stars. Then for u
small, we have

B , d (M
n= (DO) =1, M (u) >0, @< R(u“)>>0.

Let
po = inf{u > 0| M'(u) <0} € (0,+00)].
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If po < 400 and M'(p) <0 for 0 < p — po < 1, we denote
i = sup{p > po | M'(1') < 0,Yp" € (o, 1)} € (o, +00].

Corollary 3.2 Assume P (p) satisfies (1.5) with vy € (%,2). Then the non-rotating star p, (|x|)
is linearly stable for p € (0,p0). If po < 400, then p, is linearly unstable for p € (po,p1) and

n'(p) = 1.

Proof. Linear stability of p, (|z|) for u € (0, p0) follows as in Corollary 3.1. When g < oo,
linear instability of p,, for € (10, 1) and n* () = 1 follow from Theorem 1.1. |

If M (1) has isolated extrema points, then pg, p; are the first maximum and minimum points re-
spectively. Below, we give examples of P (p) for which the maximum of M () is obtained at a finite
center density, which gives the first transition point of stability. As in [19], we consider asymptoti-
cally polytropic equation of states satisfying that: for some positive constants ag, a1, ng, n1,c—, c4,

i)

P(p) = c_pﬂ"%1 (1 +0 (p%)> , when p — 0; (3.72)
i)
P(p) = c+,0n7llij1 <1 +0 (p_%)) , when p — +o0. (3.73)

Denote 79 = "%—j)rl and 7o = ML By Theorem 5.5 in [19], when ny € (0,5), to first order, the

P
mass-radius relation for high central pressures is approximated by the mass—radius relation for an
exact polytrope with polytropic index n;. That is, when u is large enough,

3—nq 1—nq 1

M () oc @1 = pz@nt Ry ooy = =2,

Therefore, when ny > 3 (i.e. Yoo < %), % (%ﬁ)) > 0 and M’ (u) < 0 for sufficiently large p. Thus
for large ;1, we have i, = 0 and p,, is linearly unstable by Theorem 1.2. When ng < 3 (i.e. v > %),
we have M’ (1) > 0 for  small enough. Thus, the transition of stability must occur at some p > 0.

By Theorem 5.4 in [19], when ~y > % and Yoo < g (i.e. nq > 5), the mass—radius relation for

high central pressures possesses a spiral structure, with the spiral given by

()~ (8) @) s omtorn())mmn o

where o = ®' (1), Ry and My are constants, B is a non-singular matrix, and b a non-zero vector.
The matrix J (¢) € SO (2) describes a rotation by an angle ¢, and the constants y; and 7, are

given by
1 1
1= Z(nl —5), 2= Z’/mf —22n; — 1.

Thus, when 1 — oo, the mass M () has infinitely many extrema points. We claim that at each of
these extrema points, the number of unstable modes n" () must increase by 1 and in particular
n' (u) — oo when p — oo. Indeed, for large p the mass-radius curve must spiral counterclockwise
and then by Theorem 1.1 n" (u) increases by 1 when crossing any mass extrema of M (u) on the
spiral. Suppose not, the mass-radius curve spiral clockwise when g — oo. Then by Theorem 1.1
n' (u) decreases by 1 when crossing each mass extrema of M (u) on the spiral. Therefore, after
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crossing finitely many mass extrema in the spiral, n* (1) must become zero. Let p* be the first

mass extrema in the spiral such that n* (u) = 0 for p slightly less than p*. Then for p slightly less

than 1*, we have n~ (Df)) = 1 and i, = 1 which implies that M’(u) R’ (1) < 0. Thus when crossing

w*, the sign of M'(u)R’ (1) must changed from — to +, which is in contradiction to the assumption

that the spiral is clockwise. This proves that the mass-radius spiral can only be counterclockwise.
We summarize the above discussions in the following.

Corollary 3.3 Consider asymptotically polytropic P (p) satisfying (3.72)-(3.753). Assume vy €
(3.2) (i.e. ng € (1,3) in (3.72)). Then when ny € (3,5) or ny > 5 with ny defined in (5.73), there
must be transition point of stability in the sense of Corollary 3.2. Moreover, p, is unstable when
is large enough. When nq > 5, n* (u) — oo when p — oo.

Remark 3.10 White dwarf stars are supported by the pressure due to cold degenerate electrons,
as given by the equation of state (3.71). When the density is high enough, the pressure due to
cold degenerate neutrons should be taken into account. For such modified equation of states, the
maximal mass (Chandrasekhar’s limit) is indeed achieved at a finite center density g < oo. Then
by Corollary 3.2 ug is the first transition point of stability and non-rotating stars with center density
slightly larger than po become unstable. We refer to Figure 11.2 and Section 11.4 in [/0] for such
mass-radius curve and physical explanations. If the stars are much more compact than the one with
Chandrasekhar limit, then relativistic effects can not be ignored and FEuler-Finstein model should
be used. Similar turning point principle can be derived for stability of relativistic compact stars
modeled by Euler-Einstein equation ([50] [16]).

4 Appendix: Lagrangian formulation and Hamiltonian structure

In this appendix we formally outline the Lagrangian formulation of the Euler-Poisson system (1.1)-
(1.3) and its linearization. Let (pu(\xl),u(a:) = 0) be the non-rotating star supported on the ball
S, C R? with radius R(u), where p = p,(0). We simply take S, as the reference domain in the
Lagrangian framework and define the (abstract) configuration space of Lagrangian maps as

A = {diffeomorphism X : S, — X(S,) C R*}.

For any reference density ps : S, — RTU{0} and a path of Lagrangian maps X(t) € A, the action
functional A is given by

1 1

A= / / L xR pudy _/ B(p)dx + —/ YV [2dz | dt,
S, 2 X(4,5,) 8T JR3

where the enthalpy ®(p) is defined in (1.7), the gravitational potential V (¢, z) by (1.3) (or equiva-

lently V = |z|~! % p), and the physical density p in the Eulerian coordinates is given by

0t = (G ) © X045 R0

and extended as 0 outside X(t,S,) C R3. Through standard calculus of variation procedure (with
respect to X)), it is straight forward to verify that X(¢) is a critical path of A if and only if
(p,u = X, o X~1), which are supported on X(t,5,), solves the Euler-Poisson system (1.1)-(1.3).
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The reference density p. plays the role of a parameter not evolve in t. The conserved energy of this
Lagrangian system is

1
E:/ §|Xt|2p*dy+/
S, x(1,8

W

1 1 1
: (p)dz 3 /3|VV| dz /32,o|u| + ®(p) 3 |IVV|“dx

One observes that the potential energy consisting of the enthalpy and gravity depends on X only
through the density p. Therefore the action functional is invariant under the transformation X'(t) —
X(t) o T, where T belongs to the group G of diffeomorphism on S,, preserving p., namely

G = {diffeomorphism 7 : S, = S, | (psx o T)det DT = p,}.

The Euler-Poisson system (1.1)-(1.3) in the Eulerian formulation is essentially a reduction of the La-
grangian system due to this relabeling symmetry where p(¢, ) and u(¢, -) are supported on X(t,S),).

The non-rotating star (p,,u = 0) corresponds to the stationary solution X = id along with
p« = pu(|x]) which is a critical point of the potential energy. Let X (t,z,€) be a family of solutions
(parametrized by €) in the Lagrangian formulation with the reference density p.(z,€) such that
X(t,x,0) =z, ps(z,0) = pu(x), for all z € S,. The linearized system at X = id and p, governs
the dynamics of the leading order variation X = 9.X le=0, which also involves o = Ople=g. The
corresponding quantities in the Eulerian formulation are

0 = Oeple=o = (86,0* -V (p“i‘)), U = Octt]e=0 = Oc(Xt 0 X_1)|6=0 = ?Et,

which are supported on S,,. The associated action of the linearized Lagrangian system, which is
simply the quadratic part of A, can be expressed more conveniently using o as

1 - 1 _
Ao = 5/ pulXi> — " (pu)o*dy + 8_/ V(jz|™! % 0)da.
S, T JR3

Using the above formula of o, which also implies (1.8), one obtains the linearized equation through
the variation of As with respect to X

~Xy — V- (2" (pp)o + |z| 7 x0) =0,

which is equivalent to (1.9). The quadratic part

1 1 _
E, :E/ pulv)? + " (py)o?dx — 8_/ V(|2 % 0)Pda = Hy(o,0),
S, T JR3

of the the nonlinear energy F, which is equal to the Hamiltonian H,(c,v) of the linearized Euler-
Poisson system defined in (3.20), is conserved by these linearized solutions.

Through the Legendre transformation U = p, A&}, the Lagrangian structure with the action A
induces a natural Hamiltonian structure of the Euler-Poisson system with the Hamiltonian H and
the standard symplectic structure J:

1 1 0 1
’HX,U:/ Ul?d +/ ) dx——/ VvV |2dz, J:< >
(X,U) S, 2p*l “dy s (p) & R3| | 10

It might be possible to apply the general results in Section 2 to analyze the linearized Euler-
Poisson system at (p,,,0) as a linear Hamiltonian system of the linearized Lagrangian map 9. and
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momentum 9.U. As in the nonlinear case, one could expect such system to be reduced to (1.8)-(1.9)
through a reduction due to the relabeling symmetry. We carried out the analysis directly on (1.8)-
(1.9) with the different symplectic structure J,, where the large symmetry group (corresponding
to additional infinite kernel dimensions) has been reduced and stability /instability is directly on
the linearized density and velocity.
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