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Abstract: In this paper we prove the existence of a periodic smooth finite-dimensional center
manifold near a nonhyperbolic cycle in classical delay differential equations by using the Lyapunov-
Perron method. The results are based on the rigorous functional analytic perturbation framework
for dual semigroups (sun-star calculus). The generality of the dual perturbation framework shows
that the results extend to a much broader class of evolution equations.
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1 Introduction

Bifurcation theory allows us to analyze the behavior of complicated high dimensional nonlinear dynami-
cal systems near bifurcations by reducing the system to a low dimensional invariant manifold, called
the center manifold. Using normal form theory, the dynamics on the center manifold can be described
by a simple canonical equation called the normal form. These bifurcations and normal forms can be
categorized, and their properties can be understood in terms of certain coefficients of the normal form,
see [26] for more details. Methods to compute these normal form coefficients have been implemented
in software like MatCont [9] and DDE-BifTool [15, 28] to study various classes of dynamical systems.

For bifurcations of limit cycles in continuous-time dynamical systems, there are three generic codi-
mension one bifurcations: fold (or limit point), period-doubling (or flip) and Neimark-Sacker (or
torus) bifurcation. These bifurcations are well understood for ordinary differentials equations (ODEs)
[20, 21, 25, 32], but for delay differential equations (DDEs) the theory is still lacking. To understand
these bifurcations, one should first prove the existence of a center manifold on which one can study the
dynamics near a nonhyperbolic cycle via a normal form reduction.

The aim of this paper is to show for classical DDEs that such a center manifold near a nonhyper-
bolic cycle does exist and is sufficiently smooth. The method of the proof is based on a well-defined
variation-of-constants formula in the framework of dual semigroups. In two upcoming papers, we will
derive periodic normal forms for bifurcations of limit cycles in classical DDEs and present explicit com-
putational formulas for the critical normal form coefficients of all codimension one bifurcations of limit
cycles, completely avoiding Poincaré maps. Finally, we plan to implement the obtained computational
formulas into a software package like DDE-BifTool.
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1.1 Background
Consider a classical delay differential equation (DDE)

@(t) = F(z;), t>0, (1)

where z(t) € R™ and
xt(e) = x(t+9)7 0e [—h,O],

represents the history at time ¢ of the unknown z, and 0 < h < oo denotes the upper bound of (finite)
delays. The R™-valued smooth operator F' is defined on the Banach space X := C([—h, 0], R") consist-
ing of R™-valued continuous functions on the compact interval [—h, 0], endowed with the supremum
norm.

Using the perturbation framework of dual semigroups, called sun-star calculus, developed in [4, 5, 6,

, 13], the existence of a smooth finite-dimensional center manifold near a nonhyperbolic equilibrium of
(1) can be rigorously established using the Lyapunov-Perron method, see [14, 11] for the critical center
manifold and [1] for the parameter-dependent center manifold. Furthermore, in [1, 14, 24|, the authors
derive explicit computational formulas for the normal form coefficients for all generic codimension one
and two bifurcations for equilibria. These have been implemented in the MATLAB package DDE-BifTool.
The question arises if this whole construction can be repeated for a nonhyperbolic periodic orbit (cycle)
I''={vw € X : teR}, where y:R — R" is a T-periodic solution of (1).

In this paper, we build a promising framework to generalize the described construction towards
nonhyperbolic cycles in DDEs. Therefore, our first goal is to prove the existence of a smooth finite-
dimensional periodic center manifold in a neighborhood of I" using the Lyapunov-Perron method, but
now in a time-dependent setting. To achieve this, we prove the existence of a smooth finite-dimensional
periodic center manifold W, . in the neighborhood of the origin of the time-dependent translated system

y(t) = L(t)ye + G(t, 1), (2)

where ¢ = v+ vy, L(t) := DF(y) denotes the Fréchet derivative of F' evaluated at v, and G(t,-) :=
F(y+ ) — F(y:) — L(t) consists of solely nonlinear terms. Note that both L and G are T-periodic in
the variable ¢t. Afterwards, we translate the manifold W, ., defined near the origin of (2), back towards
the original cycle I'. Hence, we obtain a smooth finite-dimensional periodic center manifold W .(T")
defined near the nonhyperbolic cycle T'.

The first attempt to use a periodic center manifold for classical DDEs was made in the very
interesting paper [30] by Szalai and Stépan, who heuristically applied the Lyapunov-Perron method
for equilibria from [14] towards the periodic setting using sun-star calculus. However, no proof of the
existence of such a center manifold was given, and in addition their results were only applicable when
the period of the cycle T precisely equals the delay h, which is a major restriction.

The existence of a finite-dimensional periodic center manifold for (2) was recently established in [2]
by Church and Liu using the Lyapunov-Perron method for a specific class of delay equations, namely
impulsive DDEs. These delay equations have a countable number of discontinuities in their solutions,
and therefore it is in general not possible for the obtained center manifold to be smooth in the time
direction. However, this smoothness will be crucial to derive in two upcoming articles the periodic
normal forms and computational formulas for the critical normal form coefficients. Therefore, we will
apply in this paper the Lyapunov-Perron method, along the lines of [14, 2], to prove the existence of a
smooth finite-dimensional periodic center manifold for (1) in the sun-star calculus setting, by utilizing
a well-defined variation-of-constants formula. The framework used by Church and Liu is a rigorous
adaption of the formal adjoint approach [16], where they work with the space of right-continuous
regulated functions, see [2, 3] for more information. Furthermore, as already remarked in [16, Section
8.2], the traditional bilinear form used in the formal adjoint approach is not applicable to study linear
behavior of solutions near periodic orbits. Therefore, it seems difficult to derive the critical normal
form coefficients for codimension one bifurcations of limit cycles using the formal adjoint approach.



However, Church and Liu obtained such computational formulas, but employing the Poincaré maps
[3]. When one is interested in studying numerically the local behavior of solutions in the vicinity of
" via the Poincaré map, it is necessary to compute (higher order) derivatives of this map [25], which
already does not look very promising for ODEs, let alone (impulsive) DDEs.

Furthermore, we mention the work by Hupkes and Verduyn Lunel on the existence and smoothness
of center manifolds near equilibria [18] and periodic orbits [19] for so-called functional differential
equations of mixed type (MFDEs). These differential equations involve retarded but also advanced
arguments and impose in general ill-defined initial value problems. As a consequence, they can not
apply directly the Lyapunov-Perron method on a variation-of-constants formula and therefore use other
methods, like Laplace transforms and Fourier analysis.

1.2 Overview

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we review and extend the theory of dual semigroups (sun-
star calculus) with time-dependent (nonlinear) perturbations, both on an abstract level and applied to
the analysis of time-dependent (nonlinear) delay differential equations.

In Section 3 we use the theory from the previous section to prove the existence of a smooth finite-
dimensional periodic center manifold for (2) near the origin, see Corollary 15 for the final result.
Due to the dual perturbation framework, the proven results apply to a way more general class of
evolution equations, as for example renewal equations [10] and systems consisting of infinite delay [12],
see Theorem 14 for the general result. Additional material on spectral decompositions can be found
in Appendix A and some technical proofs on increasing smoothness and periodicity are relegated to
Appendix B. To apply the general theory to classical DDEs, we also use the material presented in
Appendix C.

2 Dual perturbation theory

We start by briefly recalling the general elements of (time-dependent) dual perturbation theory that
are useful to study classical DDEs as dynamical systems. Standard references for this entire section are
the book [14] together with the article [4] on time-dependent perturbations. All unreferenced claims
relating to basic properties of time-dependent perturbations of delays equations can be found here.

2.1 Duality structure

Let Ty := {To(t)}i>0 be a Cy-semigroup of bounded linear operators defined on a real or complex
Banach space X that has A as (infinitesimal) generator with domain D(Ag). Then the dual semigroup
Ty = {T§(t) }+>0, where T§(t) : X* — X* is the adjoint of Ty(t), is a semigroup on the topological
dual space X* of X. We denote the duality paring between X and X* as

(x*,x) = a*(x), Va*eX* zelX.

If X is not reflexive, then 7§ is in general only weak* continuous on X*. This is also visible on the
generator level, as the adjoint Aj of Ap is only the weak™ generator of 75 and has in general a non-dense
domain. The maximal subspace of strong continuity

X® = {z* € X* :t = T (t)x* is norm continuous on [0, 00)}

is a norm closed T (¢)-invariant weak* dense subspace of X* and we have the characterization

X© =D(4), (3)



where the bar denotes the norm closure in X*. The restriction of 7§ to X© is a Cy-semigroup on X©
and its generator AS is the part of AJ in X©

D(AY) = {2° € D(A}) : Aja® € XO}, AJz® = Ajx®.

We have at this moment a Cy-semigroup T(? with generator ASJ on the Banach space X©, which are
precisely the ingredients we started with. Repeating the construction once more, we obtain on the dual
space X ©* the weak* continuous adjoint semigroup TOG)* with weak* generator ASD*. The restriction
of TOQ* to the maximal subspace of strong continuity X©® gives a Co-semigroup TO®® with generator
AS® that is the part of AJ* in X®®. The canonical continuous embedding j : X — X©* defined by

(jo,2®) = (2®,2), Vre X, 2° € X®, (4)
maps X into X©©, If j maps X onto X®® then X is called ®-reflezive with respect to Ty. ®-reflexivity
with respect to T will be assumed throughout as this is not a restriction for studying classical DDEs,

see Section 3.6.

2.2 Time-dependent bounded linear perturbations

Let us now turn our attention to perturbations. We will show how a time-dependent perturbation is
handled in the setting of dual perturbation theory.

A time-dependent bounded linear perturbation can be represented as a Lipschitz continuous map
B:J — L(X,X%), where J C R is an interval and £(X, X®*) stands for the Banach space of all
bounded linear operators from X to X©* equipped with the operator norm. We will be interested in
linear abstract ODEs formulated on the space X ©*, where the perturbation B appears in the right-hand
side of the ODE. Recall from Section 2.1 that we primarily work with the weak* topology on X®*. To
formulate a well-posed abstract ODE on this space, we need to work with weak* differentiability.

Let s € J be a given starting time and consider the initial value problem

{d* (Gou)(t) = AG"ju(t) + Bt)u(®),  t>s, (T-LAODE)

u(s):gp, peX,

where d* represents the weak* differential operator [23, Definition 15]. We define a subinterval I of
J to be an interval such that s € I C [s,supJ). A solution of (T-LAODE) on a subinterval I is a
function u : I — X taking values in j_lD(ASD*) such that j ou is weak* continuously differentiable on
I and satisfies (T-LAODE) here. According to the literature [14, 4], it is more convenient to study the
formally integrated problem as the time-dependent linear abstract integral equation

¢
ult) =To(t —s)p+35 ! / T9*(t — 7)B(r)u(r)dr, ¢ € X, (T-LAIE)
with ¢ > s where the integral has to be interpreted as a weak* Riemann integral [14, Chapter III] and
takes values in j(X) under the running assumption of @-reflexivity, see [, Lemma 2.2]. A solution of
(T-LAIE) on a subinterval I is a function v : I — X that is continuous on I and satisfies (T-LAIE)
here. Let Qj := {(t,s) € J x J : t > s}, then the unique solution of (T-LAIE) on a subinterval I
is generated by a strongly continuous forward evolutionary system U := {U(t, s)},s)en, on X in the
sense that u(t) = U(t,s)y for all t € I. The definition of U can be found in [4, Theorem 2.3] and the
definition of a (strongly continuous) forward (or backward) evolutionary system can be found in [4,
Definition 2.1]. If one defines for any s € J the (generalized) generator A®*(s) : D(A®*(s)) — X©* as

AP () = w-lim = (U (t,5)z — ),

— S



for any jx in the (generalized) domain

D(A®*(5)) := {j{E € X ¢ w*-lim

U (t — jx) exists in X©O*
i (U0, o) exiss in X}

it is known that the perturbation B enters additively in the action of the generator [4, Lemma 4.3] as
D(A®*(s)) = D(AS*), A®*(s) = AJ*+ B(s)j~", VseJ (5)

Let us now go back to (T-LAODE). If the initial condition ¢ € j7'D(AF*) then, due to the Lipschitz
continuity of B, it is known that v = U(+,s)¢ : I — X is the unique solution of (T-LAODE) on a
subinterval I, see |4, Theorem 4.6, Theorem 4.9 and Theorem 4.14].

As we have defined U (¢, s) for all (¢,s) € Q;, we are interested in the associated (sun) dual(s). It is
clear that one can define U*(s,?) := U(t,s)* € L(X*) := L(X*, X*) and that U* := {U*(s,t)}(s.)eqr

forms a backward evolutionary system on X*, with Q% := {(s,t) € J? : t > s}. Furthermore, the
Lipschitz continuity on B ensures that the restriction U®(s,t) := U*(s,t)|xo leaves X© invariant
[1, Theorem 5.3] and, by construction, U® := {U®(s,1)} 1eay is a strongly continuous backward

evolutionary system, see |1, Theorem 5.4]. This allows us to define U®*(t,s) := (U®(s,t))* and it is
clear that U®* := {U®*(t, s) }(1,s)cq, is a forward evolutionary system on X* that extends U, which
was previously defined on X.

In the upcoming sections, we will have to deal with a particular weak* integral involving U®* that
will be studied in the following lemma. This integral is crucial in the variation-of-constants formulation

of (1).

Lemma 1. Let g : J — X©* be continuous and denote the set {(t,r,5) € J> : s <r <t} by ©,.
Then the map v(-,-,-,g) : ©5 — X* defined as the weak* integral

v(t,r,8,9) ::/ U®*(t,7)g(t)dr, Y(t,r,s) €Oy,

is continuous and takes values in j(X). Furthermore, if J is unbounded from below and v(-,-,-, g) is
also bounded in norm on © j, then the limiting function v(-,-, —00, g) converges in norm, is continuous,
and its range is contained in j(X).

Proof. Let (t1,71,51), (t2, 72, 82) € O and performing the change of variables o =t — 7 yields
t—s
v(t,r,s,g) = / U®*(t,t — o)g(t — o)do.
t—r

Let I; = [t; — 7i, t; — s;) for i = 1,2. We can split the following difference into four integrals.

U(tlaThSlag)—U(f277°2782,9)Z/ U (ta,t2 — 0)g(ta — 0)do
12/11
—/ U®*(ta,t2 — 0)g(ta — 0)do
11/12
+/ (UQ*(tg,tg —0’) —UQ*(tl,tl —U))g(fz —O')dU
I

1M1z
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and using the triangle inequality, we get the following estimate

||U(t1,7"1,51,g) _v(t25T25527g)||
S(L/Ll+|L/Ll)  sap U (t2,ta — 0)g(t2 — o)

o€l /12Ul /1h
+LNL| sup U (ta,ta — o) = U (t1,t1 — 0)[[lg(t2 — o)
ocel NIz
+|LiNI| sup U (t,t —o)|llg(tz — o) — g(ts — o),
t,oeliNla

where | - | denotes the Lebesgue measure on J C R. If we let (t1,7r1,81) — (t2,72, $2) in norm, then the
first term vanishes by definition. The second term vanishes as U(t,s) (and so U®*(t, s)) is uniformly
continuous along paths that keep ¢ — s constant [4, Lemma 5.2] and the last term vanishes due to
the continuity of g. Hence, v(-,-,-, g) is continuous. Note that the second term does not appear for
semigroups, as they are invariant under time translations.

Next, we will prove that the range of v(:,-, -, ¢) is contained in j(X). Let (¢,7,s) € O, and recall
from (5) that D(A®*(¢)) = D(AF*). Taking the closure with respect to the norm defined on X ®* we
get that

(a7 € XO* & Tim U (¢ + h,)°" — 2| = 0} = DA ()

= DT = X°° = j(X),

where the first equality holds due to a sun-variant of [4, Lemma 3.1]. The last two equalities follow
from the sun-variant of (3) and ®-reflexivity of X with respect to Ty. We want to show that v(¢,r, s, g)
is an element of this first set. Using the continuity of v(-,-, -, g) we find that

li O%(t 4+ h, t)v(t —v(t =i t+h —o(t =
}ggllU (t+h,t)o(t,r,s,9) —v(t,r,s,9)| hlirolllv(+ ,r,8) —v(t,r,s)|| =0,

and so we conclude that v(t,r, s) € j(X).

Finally, let J be unbounded from below and suppose that v(-,-,-,¢) in bounded in norm on © ;.
Define the map w(-,-,g) : Q5 — X©* as

T

witrg) = lm [ U )g(dr, Vit €0,
which is well-defined due to [23, Lemma 9] and the boundedness of v(:,-,-,¢) in norm. To see this,

notice that for any fixed ¢ € J, the integrand of w(:,-, g) is weak* continuous, which implies weak*
Lebesgue measurability, since for any 7 € J and h € R such that ¢t > max{r,7 +h} and 7+ h € J we
obtain that for all 2© € X©

—~

U*(t, 7 + h)g(T + h),z®) — (U *(t,1)g(7), 2?)]

g(T + h),U® (T + h,t)x®) — (g(T + h), U (1, 1)z®)|

g(T +h), U°(1,8)2®) — (g(7), U (7, 1))

lg(r+ M) IU®(r + h, t)z® = U (1,0)z® || + ||g(7 + h) — ()| [U®(7,8)]| ||
0, ash—0,

LIA 4+ A

since g is norm continuous and U® is a strongly continuous backward evolutionary system. Further-
more, boundedness of v implies uniform continuity, hence w also continuous. Since [r —n, 7] is compact
for any fixed n € N, each integral inside the limit of w(¢,r, g) lies in j(X) by the reasoning above. As
J(X) = X©9 is closed w(t,r, g) = v(t,r, —00) € j(X). O



2.3 Time-dependent nonlinear perturbations

The strongly continuous forward evolutionary system U arises as a time-dependent bounded linear
perturbation of the original Cy-semigroup Tp, see (T-LAODE) and (T-LAIE). The next logical step is
to introduce a time-dependent nonlinear perturbation on U itself. We can formulate solutions to this
problem via a time-dependent nonlinear abstract integral equation.

A time-dependent nonlinear perturbation on an interval J C R can be represented as a C*-smooth
operator R:J x X — X©* for some k > 1 that satisfies

R(t,0)=0, DyR(t,0)=0, VteJ, (6)

where the Do R(¢,0) denotes the partial Fréchet derivative of R with respect to the second component
evaluated (t,0). Consider now the time-dependent nonlinear abstract integral equation

u(t) =U(t, s)e —|—j71/ U®*(t,7)R(T,u(r))dr, ¢ € X, (T-AIE)

S

with ¢ > s and u(s) = ¢, where s plays the role of a starting time. It follows from Lemma 1 that
the weak* integral in (T-AIE) takes values in j(X) and hence (T-AIE) is well-defined. A solution to
(T-AIE) is similarly defined as in Section 2.2. We would like to show that (T-AIE) admits a solution,
and therefore the following result is a first step in the right direction. In the proof of the following
result, we use some results from Appendix C.1 and the proof is inspired by [23, Proposition 24].

Proposition 2. Let I be a subinterval of J. A function u : I — X is a solution to (T-AIE) if and
only if u is a solution to

u(t) = To(t — s)p +j / TE*(t - 7)[B(r)u(r) + R(r,u(r))]dr, ¢ € X. (7)

Proof. Suppose that u is a solution to (7) on I. Then w is a solution of (39) on I with f = R(-,u(-)).
Proposition 33 implies that « is given by (37) on I with f = R(-,u(+)), so u satisfies (T-AIE) on I.
The converse is proven by reversing the order of steps. O

Since the nonlinearity R is C*-smooth, we know from the mean value inequality in Banach spaces
[8, Corollary 3.2] that R is locally Lipschitz in the second component. One can use now a standard
contraction argument |14, Theorem VIL.3.1 and VIL.3.4] on (7) to prove that for any ¢ € X there
exists a unique (maximal) solution u, of (7) on some (maximal) subinterval I, = [s,t,) of J with
s < t, < oo. Proposition 2 shows that u, is then also a unique (maximal) solution of (T-AIE) on I,,.

In this time-dependent setting, one expects the existence of a time-dependent semiflow, that is the
nonlinear analogue of a forward evolutionary system and the time-dependent analogue of a semiflow
introduced in |14, Definition VII.2.1]. Time-dependent semiflows also known as processes, see [2, 3] for
more information.

Definition 3. Let J C R be an interval. A time-dependent semiflow on a Banach space X is a map
S:D(S) CQyx X — X, that has the following properties:

1. For any s € J and « € X, there exists a ¢, € [s,00]NJ such that D(S) = {(t,s,z) € Ay x X :
tels,tz)}

2. For any s € J and € X we have S(s,s,2) = x.

3. For any t,v,s € J witht > v > s and = € X it holds

S(t, s, x) = S(t,v,S5(v,s,x)).



With the family of (maximal) solutions to (T-AIE), one can associate a time-dependent semiflow
on X via the map S : D(S) — X defined by

D(S) :={(t,s,p) € Qrx X : tel,}, St s,¢):=uy,(t), (8)

where I, denotes the (maximal) subinterval of J and u,, is the unique (maximal) solution of (T-AIE).

3 Existence of the center manifold

In this section, we prove the existence of a periodic smooth finite-dimensional center manifold near the
origin of (T-AIE) and apply afterwards the obtained results to classical DDEs.

To specify the setting, let X be a real Banach space that is ®-reflexive with respect to a given Cy-
semigroup Tp defined on X. Let B : J — L(X, X®*) be a time-dependent bounded linear perturbation
defined on an interval J C R and define the strongly continuous forward evolutionary system U as
the unique solution of (T-LAIE) together with the (sun) dual(s) U*,U® and U®*. Assume that
R:Jx X — X% is a time-dependent nonlinear perturbation that is C*-smooth for some k& > 1.
Furthermore, let S : D(S) — X denote the time-dependent semiflow defined in (8) that corresponds a
local unique solution of (T-AIE).

It turns out that these assumptions are not sufficient to prove the existence of a periodic smooth
finite-dimensional center manifold for (T-AIE). Therefore, we invoke in Section 3.1 a hypothesis about
the spectral structure of X and U. It turns out that we can lift the time-specific spectral decomposition
of X towards a spectral decomposition of X ®*, using some technical lemmas presented in Appendix A.1
and Appendix A.2. We show boundedness of solutions of the abstract integral equation in Section 3.2
and Section 3.3. This allows us to prove the existence of a Lipschitz center manifold in Section 3.4
using a fixed point argument. In Section 3.5 we show smoothness and periodicity using the theory of
scales of Banach spaces [31], where the details can be found in Appendix B. Finally, in Section 3.6, we
explain how the setting of classical DDEs fits naturally in the perturbation framework, see Corollary 15
for the main result.

3.1 Spectral decompositions of X and X“*

The construction of a local center manifold has been established for equilibria under the assumption of
the existence of a topological direct sum decomposition of X®*, see |14, Section IX.2]. The motivation
behind this follows from the fact that the nonlinearity maps into X©*. However, depending on the
evolution equation of interest, one should always first compute X©* and its associated ®x-tools to
check the underlying assumptions. It is therefore more convenient to state a hypothesis in X and

lift this towards X ©*, which was also the observation made in [23, Section 5.1]. Furthermore, the
decompositions in X and X©* allows us to move back and forth between the two. The following
hypothesis on the time-dependent spectral decompositions is inspired by [23, 2].

Hypothesis 1. The space X and the forward evolutionary system U have the following properties:

1. X admits a direct sum decomposition
X =X_(s)®Xo(s)®Xi(s), VseR, 9)
where each summand is closed.

2. There exist three continuous time-dependent (spectral) projectors P; : R — L(X) with
ran(P;(s)) = X;(s) for any s e R and i € {—,0,+}.

3. There exists a constant N > 0 such that sup,cg(||P-(s)|| + ||Po(s)|| + [|P+(s)]|) = N < oc.



4. The projections are mutually orthogonal, meaning that P;(s)P;(s) =0 for all i # j and s € R
with 4,5 € {—,0,+}.

5. The projections commute with the forward evolutionary system: U(t, s)P;(s) = P;(t)U(t, s)
for all i € {—,0,+} and t > s.

6. Define the restrictions U;(t,s) : Xi(s) — X;(t) for ¢ € {—,0,+} and ¢t > s. The operators
Uo(t,s) and U4 (t,s) are invertible and also backward evolutionary systems. Specifically, for
any t,7,s € R it holds

Uo(t,s) = Up(t, 7)Uo(7,8), Uy(t,s) =Uys(t,7)Us(T, ). (10)

7. The decomposition (9) is an exponential trichotomy on R meaning that there exist a < 0 < b
such that for every € > 0 there exists a K. > 0 such that
|U_(t,s)|| < K.e®t=%), >,
1Uo(t,s)l| < Kee™™5l, #,5 € R,
U4 (t,8)| < Kebt=%), t<s.

We call X_(s), Xo(s) and X (s) the stable subspace, center subspace and unstable subspace (at time
s) respectively.

As the stable-, center- and unstable subspace are only defined at a specific time s € R, it is
convenient to introduce the sets

X, ={(t,p) eRxX : peX;(t)},

for i € {—,0,+} and call them the stable fiber bundle, center fiber bundle and unstable fiber bundle
respectively. It is explained in Appendix A.1 how Hypothesis 1 can be lifted to X ©*, see Proposition 18
for the main result. We also impose the following hypothesis which will often be used in several
upcoming proofs to transfer information from X®* towards X.

Hypothesis 2. The subspaces X§*(s) and X ?*(s) are contained in j(Xo(s)) and j(X(s)) respec-
tively, for all s € R.

For the setting of classical DDEs, we even have an equality between the spaces presented in
Hypothesis 2, see Appendix A.2.

As part of the construction of a center manifold, we will be interested in solutions that exist for all
time. It is therefore helpful to write (T-AIE) in translation invariant form

u(t) = U(t, s)u(s) + 5! /t UP*(t, 7)R(T,u(7))dr, —o00<s<t< oo. (11)

S

One of the problems that occur in developing a center manifold theory for infinite-dimensional systems
is that the linearized equation of (11) can have unbounded solutions in Xj. This leads to working in a
function space that allows limited exponential growth both at plus and minus infinity. To do this, let
FE be a Banach space, 1, s € R and define

BCI(R, E) := {f eC(R,E) : supe_"‘t_s‘Hf(t)H < oo},
teR

with the weighted supremum norm

1£1ln,s == sup eI £(B)]],
teR



such that BCY(R, F) becomes a Banach space. Before we start working with the inhomogeneous
equation (11), let us first derive some properties of the homogeneous equation

u(t) =U(t, s)u(s), (t,s) € Qy, (12)

on some interval J C R. A solution of (12) is defined similarly as in Section 2.2. We have the following
result that connects the center eigenspace Xo(s) with BC7(R, X) and the proof is inspired by [23,
Lemma 29] and [2, Lemma 5.2.1].

Proposition 4. Let n € (0,min{—a,b}) and s € R. Then
Xo(s) ={p € X : there exists a solution of (12) on R through ¢ belonging to BC!(R, X)}.

Proof. Let ¢ € Xo(s), then u, : R — X defined by uy(t) := U(t,s)p = Up(t, s)p is a solution of (12)
on R through ¢. Let us now show that u, € BC!(R, X). Let € € (0,7] be given. It follows from the
exponential trichotomy of Hypothesis 1 that

e lug ()] = e Uo (8, 8) ]| < Kee ™1l < Kellgll,  VE,s € R,

since € — n < 0. Taking the supremum over ¢ € R yields u, € BC?(R, X).

Conversely, suppose that ¢ € X admits a solution u, € BC?(R, X) of (12) on R that goes through
¢ at time s i.e. u,(s) = ¢. We want to show that Py (s)¢ = 0 because then ¢ = (P_(s) + Py(s) +
P,(s))p = Po(s)p so ¢ € Xo(s). To do this, let us first show that P (s)p = 0. Take ¢t > s and
e € (0,7], then

1P+ (s)ll = 1U+ (s, ) Pi-()up ()| < Kee®CTIN [Jug(t)]l, Vit > s.
It follows for ¢ > max{s, 0} that
e—bs
N
unless Py (s)¢ = 0. To prove P_(s)p =0, take t < s and € € (0, 7], then
1P~ (s)ell = [U~-(s, ) P-(H)up ()]l < Kee®®"INluy (1))

e Mg (t)] > e~ P, (s)p|| = 00, as t — oo,

=

It follows for ¢ < min{s, 0} that

M up Ol 2 e IP-(s)ell = 00, as £ = oo,

unless P_(s)¢ = 0. Hence P1(s) =0 and so ¢ € Xo(s). O

3.2 Bounded solutions of the linear inhomogeneous equation

Let f : R — X©* be a continuous function and consider the linear inhomogeneous integral equation

u(t) :U(t,s)u(s)—f—j_l/ U, 1) f(r)dr, (£ 5) € Oy, (13)

S

on an interval J C R. A solution of (13) is defined similarly as in Section 2.2. To prove existence of a
center manifold, we need a pseudo-inverse of bounded solutions of (13). To do this, define (formally)
for any 7 € (0, min{—a,b}) and s € R the operator K7 : BC?(R, X®*) — BC!(R, X) as

(KZN(@) rzj’l/ UG*(t,T)P(?*(T)f(T)dTﬂLJ*l/ USH(t, m)PE*(r) f(r)dr

S o0

+57 /t U*(t,7)P2*(r) f(r)dr, Vfe€BCIR,X),

— 00
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and we have to check that this is indeed a well-defined operator. This will be proven in the following
proposition and also the fact that K7 is precisely the pseudo-inverse we are looking for. The proof is
inspired by [23, Proposition 30] and [2, Lemma 5.2.3].

Proposition 5. Let n € (0,min{—a,b}) and s € R. The following properties hold.

1. K" is a well-defined bounded linear operator. Moreover, the operator norm ||K?| is bounded
above independent of s.

2. K1f is the unique solution of (13) in BCI(R, X) with vanishing Xo(s)-component at time s.

3. The map from BCY(R, X®*) to BCY(R, X) given by f — (I — Po(-))(Kf)(-) is well-defined,
linear and bounded above independent of s.

Proof. We start by proving the first assertion. Let ¢ € (0,7) be given and notice that for a given
f € BC!(R, X®*), the three integrals in the definition of K7 define functions I(-,s) : R — X©*
and I; : R — X©* for i € {+,—}. We have to show that Iy(-,s) and I; are well-defined continuous
functions that take values in j(X) and satisfy certain estimates.

Iy(-, s): The straightforward estimate

enlt—s

[11o(t, s)|| < KN f]ly.s "

< o0, VteR, (14)
— &

proves that Iy(-, s) is a well-defined weak* integral. Let T € [s,t] be given. By Hypothesis 2 we know
that PS*(7)f(7) € j(Xo(r)) and so

U (t, 1) Py " (1) f(r) = UP*(t, 1) P * (1) f(7) = jUo(t, 7)i = Py (1) f (7).
Hence,

Io(t,s):j/ Us(t, )i~ PO () f(r)dr € j(X), VteR.

The map Io(-, s) is continuous due to Lemma 1 because [s, ] is compact and the maps Py°* and f are
is continuous.

I, : Notice that
14 < KN f e [ et lar, vt R, (15
t

and to prove norm boundedness of I, we have to evaluate the integral in the last estimate above. A
calculation shows that

o—bt
. T ent=s), t>s
/ e T dr = o b b (16)
t e~ _ e "¢ e ¢
ens=t _ —__ 4 , t <s.
b+n b+n b—n -

We want to estimate the t < s case. Notice that for real numbers o > 8 we have

11 )_ —2n(a — B) 0
b+n b-n) (+n)b-n "~

-5
since 1 < b by assumption. Hence,

a+[3§a+[3'
b+n b—m " b—n b+n

11



We want to replace o by e "*T75=7 and 8 by e~%* and therefore we have to show that —bt+ns—nt+bs >
0 which is true because —bt +ns — nt + bs = (s —¢)(b+mn) > 0 since s — t > 0. Filling this into (16)
yields
00 efbt
/ e-brtnlT=slgr < —_enlt=sl v s e R
t T b—n
Filling this back into (15) yields

t—s|

el
p <oo, VteR. (17)

I+ @I < KeN| fll,s 75—

and so we conclude that I is well-defined. Let 7 € [t,00) be given. By Hypothesis 2 we know that
PO*(1)f(1) € j(X4(7)) and so

I.(t) _j/too Up(t,7)j ' PO*(r) f(r)dr € j(X), VteR.

As U®*(t,7) restricted to j(X (7)) is invertible, we can adjust the proof from Lemma 1 to prove
continuity of the limiting function v(-, 00, -, g) for a continuous function g : [t,00) — X©* under the
assumption that I is bounded in norm. The fact that I is bounded in norm follows from (17) and
the continuity of g holds because Pf* and f are continuous.

I_ : Notice that
t
11_(®)]| gK5N||f||n,seat/ e~emtnlT=slgr vt e R,

where this last integral is closely related to (16). A similar calculation shows that

enlt—sl

=) < KN flin.s <oo, VteR, (18)

—a—n
which proves that I_ is well-defined. With the notation from Lemma 1 we have that I_(t) =
v(t,t,—00, g) with the continuous map g defined as g(r) = P®*(7)f(r) for all 7 € (—o0,t], since
P®* and f are assumed to be continuous. We conclude from this lemma that I_(t) takes values in
j(X) for all t € R and that I_ is continuous.

Due to linearity, we have that K7f € C(R, X) and combining the estimates (14), (17) and (18)
yield

. 1 1 1
IK2e < 1N (s ) <o
n—e b—-n -—a-—-n

which implies K7 is a bounded linear operator from BC?(R, X ©*) to BC?(R, X) .
Let us now prove the second assertion by showing first that K7 is indeed a solution of (13). Let
f € BCH(R, X) and set u = K7 f. Then, a straightforward computation shows that

U(t, s)u(s) —I—j71/ U*(t, ) f(r)dT = u(t),

and so w is indeed a solution of (13). Let us now prove that v has vanishing X (s)-component at time

12



s i.e. Py(s)u(s) = 0. The mutual orthogonality of the projections implies

Po(s)u(s) = Po(s) (y [ v mpe s

oo

It only remains to show that u is the unique solution of (13) in BCY(R, X). Let v € BC!(R, X) be
another solution of (13) with vanishing X¢(s)-component at time s. Then the function w :=u — v is
an element of BC?(R, X) and satisfies w(t) = U(t, s)w(s) for (s,t) € Qr. Proposition 4 shows us that
w(s) € Xo(s) and notice that Py(s)w(s) = 0 since u and v have both vanishing Xo(s)-component at
time s. From Hypothesis 1 we know that w(t) = Uy(t, s)w(s) is in Xo(t) for all ¢ € R. Hence,

Py(t)w(t) = Po(t)Up(t, s)w(s) = Up(t, s)Po(s)w(s) =0, VteR,

and so w =0 ie. u=w.
Let us now prove the third assertion. Take f € BC?(R, X©*), then

1@ < |j1|KaN||f||o,s(_ia + %) vt ER.

and because XY f has vanishing X (s)-component at time s, we get

17 = Po(t)(K21)(0)]| < uanEanno,s(_ia " }))

and so [[(I = Po(-)(Kf) (o, < 157 KNI fllo,s(Z; + §) which shows that (I — Py(-)(K

0
BC%(R, X). Because the projections are linear and K0 is linear, we have that f + (I — Po(-)(K2f)(-) is
linear. Clearly the operator norm of f — (I—Py(-))(K2f)(-) is bounded above by [|j 7| K.N (< + ) <
oo and so this map is bounded, independent of s. o

3.3 Modification of the nonlinearity

To prove the existence of a center manifold, a key step will be to use Banach fixed point theorem on
some specific fixed point operator. This operator we will be of course linked to the inhomogeneous
equation (13). However, we can not expect that any nonlinear operator R(t,-) : X — X©* for fixed
t € R will impose a Lipschitz condition on the fixed point operator that will be constructed. As we
are only interested in the local behavior of solutions near zero, we can modify the nonlinearity R(t, )
outside a ball of radius 6 > 0 such that eventually the fixed point operator will become a contraction.
To modify this nonlinearity, introduce the C*°-smooth cut-off function £ : [0,00) — R as

1y, o0<s<1,
&(s) € ¢ [0,1], 0<s<2,
{0}, 5> 2,

and define then for any § > 0 and s € R the d-modification of R as the operator Rss: R x X — X©*
with action

|P0(S)U||)§(||(P(S) + Py (s)uf

RaAuU)>—R@ﬂU€< No 3 >, V(t,u) € R x X.

13



This é-modification of R will ensure that the nonlinearity is globally Lipschitz. The proof is very
similar to that of [23, Proposition 32| and therefore omitted.

Proposition 6. For s € R and sufficiently small § > 0, the operator Rss(t,-) is globally Lipschitz
continuous for any t € R with Lipschitz constant Lry; — 0 as § | 0 independent of s.

Let us introduce now for a given d-modification of R the substitution operator Rs . : BCT(R, X) —
BC!(R, X©*) as 3
R&S(u) = R575('5 U()), Vu € BCZ(RvX)a

and we show that this operator inherits the same properties as R; . The proof is analogous to that of
[23, Corollary 33| and therefore omitted.

Corollary 7. For s € R and sufficiently small 6 > 0, the map ]:2575 is well-defined, globally Lipschitz

continuous with Lipschitz constant Lr, — 0 as § | 0 independent of n and s.

3.4 Existence of a Lipschitz center manifold

Our next goal is to define a parameterized fixed point operator such that its fixed points correspond
to exponentially bounded solutions on R of the modified equation

u(t) = U(t,s)u(s) + 5! / U*(t,7)Rs.s(T,u(t))dr, —o00<s<t< oo, (19)

for some small § > 0. For a given € (0, min{—a,b}) and s € R, we define the fixed point operator
Gs : BC!(R, X) x Xo(s) — BC!(R, X®*) as
Gs(u,0) = U(,8)p + IC;](R&S(U))v V(u,¢) € BCI(R, X) x Xo(s),

where its second argument in X(s) is treated as a parameter. We first show that G5 has a unique fixed
point and is globally Lipschitz.

Theorem 8. Let n € (0,min{—a,b}) and s € R be given. If § > 0 is sufficiently small, then the
following two statements hold.

1. For every ¢ € Xo(s) the equation u = Gs(u, @) has a unique solution v = uw’(yp).
2. The map v’ : Xo(s) = BCH(R, X) is globally Lipschitz and satisfies uX(0) = 0.

Proof. Let £ € (0,7n) be given. Take u,v € BC!(R, X) and ¢, 9 € Xo(s) because then

7,8

1G5 (s ) = Gs (v, P)lg,s < sup e M| Uo (8, 8) (0 = )| + 1K LRy llu = o]

< Kellg = ol + 1K L, [lu — vl

7,8

where we used the fact that € < 1 and the exponential trichotomy on the center eigenspace since
v — 1 € Xo(s). By Corollary 7 there exists a ; > 0 such that for all 0 < § < §; we have that
Ly, |IK2]| < 5.

1. Set ¥ = ¢ in the previous estimate, because then for 0 < ¢ < §; we have that

1
1Gs(u, ) — G (v, 90)”77,8 < 5”“ - U”vhsv

which means that G (-, ) is a contraction on the Banach space BC!(R, X) equipped with the || - ||, s-
norm. It follows from the contraction mapping principle that Gs(-, ») has a unique fixed point uX(¢p).
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2. Let u*(p) and uX(¢)) be unique fixed points of the operators Gs(u, ) and Gq(u, 1)) respectively.

Then,

[u(p) = ug()lln,s = 195 (w5 (), ) = Gs (Wi (), ¥) s

1
< Kello = 9l + 5llus(e) = ug(@)lln.s-

This implies that |[u}(¢) — wi(¥)|ly,s < 2K|l¢ — 1| and so u} is globally Lipschitz. Since u%(0)

Gs(ux(0),0) = 0 the second assertion follows.
The map C : X¢o — X defined by
C(t, @) ==ui(p)(t), V(L) € Xo,

ensures the existence of a center manifold in the following way.
Definition 9. The global center manifold for (19) is defined as the image

We = C(Xo),
whose s-fibers are defined as W¢(s) := {C(s,9) € X : ¢ € Xo(s)}.
Proposition 10. Ifn € (0, min{—a,b}) and s € R, then

O

(20)

We(s) = {p € X : there exists a solution of (19) on R through ¢ belonging to BC!(R, X)}.

Proof. Let ¢ € W¢(s), then ¢ = C(s,v) = ul(¢0)(s) for some ¢ € Xo(s). We show that u = uX(v)) is
a solution of (19) on R through ¢ which belongs to BC!(R, X). Part 2 of Proposition 5 shows us that
K7Rs,s(u) is the unique solution of (13) in BCY(R, X) with f = Rs s(u). Because u = u}(¢) is a fixed

point of G,(-,1) we obtain

u(t) = U(t, ) + (KU R,s(u))(¢)

=U(t,s)Y + U(t, s)(ICQR(;yS(u))(s) —I—j*l/ U®*(t,7)Rs.s(1,u(7))dT

= U(tv SW + U(tv S)(“(S) - '@[J) + j_l / UG*(tv T)Ré,s(Ta U(T))dT

=Ul(t, s)u(s) —l—jfl/ U*(t,7)Rs.s(1,u(7))dT

for all (¢,s) € Qg. This shows that u is a solution of (19) on R through ¢ = u}(1)(s)

belongs to BCI(R, X).

u(s) which

To show the converse, let ¢ € X be given such that there exists a solution u in BC?(R, X) of (19)

that satisfies u(s) = ¢. For (t,s) € Qg it is possible to rewrite (19) as

u(t) = U(t, 8)Py(s)u(s) + U(t,s)(I — Py(s))u(s) + 75 / U®*(t,7)Rs.s (T, u(T))dr

= U(t, s)Po(s)u(s) + (K Rs.«(w))(t)

where part 2 of Proposition 5 was used in the last equality. Hence, if we define ¢ := Py(s)u(s), then

u(t) = U(t,s)h + (KT Rs.«(u))(t), Y(t,s) € Qg,

which implies u = Gs(u, ). As we know from Theorem 8 that this fixed point problem has a unique
solution u = u% (1), we have that ¢ = u(s) = uX(¢) = C(s, ) € We(s), which completes the proof. O
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Recall from part 2 of Theorem 8 that for a fixed ¢ € R the map u} : Xo(t) — BC] (R, X) is globally
Lipschitz. Hence, from the definition of the map C given in (20), we see that the map C(¢,-) : Xo(t) = X
is globally Lipschitz, where the Lipschitz constant depends on ¢ and so this shows that the map C is
only fiberwise Lipschitz. However, it is proven in Corollary 21 that the Lipschitz constant can be chosen
independently of the fiber, and so we can say that W€ is the global Lipschitz center manifold.

Let Bs(X) denote the open ball centered around the origin in X with radius 6 > 0. From the
cut-off function &, it is clear that the restrictions of R(t,-) and Rs s(t,-) to this ball are equal for any
t € R. Hence, if we restrict the unknown function u to take only values in Bs(X), then (11) and (19)
coincide as well.

Definition 11. The local center manifold W . for (11) is defined as the image
Wie :=C({(t, ) € Xo : C(t,¢) € Bs(X)}).

By construction, the center manifolds W¢ and W, non-canonically depend on the choice of § and
the cut-off function £. This is the famous non-uniqueness property of the center manifold.

3.5 Properties of the center manifold

We will show some important properties that the local center manifold WY, . enjoys. We start off with
the following result, that is inspired by [2, Theorem 5.4.2] and [23, Corollary 38].

Theorem 12. The local center manifold WY, . has the following properties.

1. WY, is locally positively invariant: if (s,) € R x WS, and s < t, < oo are such that
S(t,s,¢) € Bs(X) for allt € [s,t,), then S(t,s,¢) € W, ..

2. W, contains every solution of (11) that ezists on R and remains sufficiently small for all
positive and negative time i.e. if u : R — Bs(X) is a solution of (11), then u(t) € WY, for all
teR.

3. If (s,0) € Rx W, then S(t,s,) = ur(Po(t)S(t,s,¢))(t) = C(t, Po(t)S(t, s, )) for all
t€[s,ty).

4. 0€ W and C(t,0) =0 for all t € R.

Proof. 1. Proposition 10 implies that there exists a solution v € BCY(R, X) of (19) through ¢ that
can be chosen to be u(s) = ¢. So, S(-, s,¢) and u are both solutions of (19) on [s,t,) and S(s,s,¢) =
¢ = u(s). This means S(-,s,y) and u coincide on [s,t,) by uniqueness of solutions. This means
S(t,s,p) € We(t) C We for all ¢ € [s,t,). Since W, = W N Bs(X) the result follows.

2. If u is such a solution, then v € BC?(R, X). The assumption that u takes values in Bs(X) and
Proposition 10 together imply the result.

3. Since ¢ € Xo(s) we have that S(s,s,p) = ¢ = uX(FPo(s)p)(s) = C(s, Po(s)p) and so the asserted
equation holds at time ¢ = s. Since W[ _ is locally positively invariant, we have that S(t,s,¢) =
ui (P(t))(t) € W, for some ¢(t) € Xo(t) and we also have uj(Py(t)S(t, s, ¢))(t) € WY,.. Because both
solutions started at ¢, we must have by uniqueness of solutions that S(t, s, ¢) = u} (FPo(t)S(¢, s, 0))(t) =
C(t, Po(t)S(t, s, ).

4. Let t € R be given. Notice that C(¢,0) = u;(0)(¢) = 0, where the last equality follows from part
2 of Theorem 8. Clearly, 0 = C(t,0) € W{.... O

The next step is to show that the map C inherits the same order of smoothness as the time-dependent
nonlinear perturbation R, namely the preselected integer k > 1. Proving additional smoothness of
center manifolds requires work. A well-known technique to achieve smoothness is via the theory of
scales of Banach spaces that is presented in Appendix B. We refer to Appendix B for the statements
of the results and additional proofs. The main result is the following, and the proofs can be found in
Corollary 28 and Theorem 29.
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Theorem 13. The center manifolds W€ and WY . are C*-smooth and their tangent bundle is X
i.e. DaC(t,0)p = ¢ for all (t,p) € Xo. Furthermore, if the time-dependent nonlinear perturbation
R:R x X — X s T-periodic in the first variable, then there exists a 6 > 0 such that C(t + T, p) =
C(t,p) for all t € R whenever ||| < 4.

To summarize, we have proven the following center manifold theorem in a T-periodic setting.

Theorem 14 (Local center manifold). Let Ty be a Co-semigroup on a ®-reflexive real Banach space X
and let U be the strongly forward evolutionary system defined by (T-LAIE) that satisfies Hypothesis 1
and Hypothesis 2, where B is a T-periodic time-dependent bounded linear perturbation. Suppose that
the real center eigenspace Xo(t), defined for all t € R, has dimension 1 < ng+ 1 < co. Furthermore,
suppose that the time-dependent nonlinear perturbation R is T-periodic in the first component, C*-
smooth and satisfies (6).

Then there exists a 6 > 0 and a C*-smooth map C : Xo — X such that the manifold W¢ . :=
C({(t,¢) € Xo : C(t,p) € Bs(X)}) is T-periodic, C*-smooth, (ng + 1)-dimensional and locally
positively invariant for the time-dependent semiflow S generated by (11).

3.6 The special case of classical DDEs

Let us now specify the setting of classical DDEs, such that we can apply Theorem 14. Choose the
Banach space X := C([—h,0],R™) as the state space for some finite maximal delay h > 0 equipped

with the supremum norm || - ||o. For a given k > 0, consider a C**1-smooth operator F' : X — R"”
together with the initial value problem
t(t) = F t>0
{‘r( ) (xt)7 - ? (DDE)
Zo = ¥, pE X7

where the history of x at time t > 0, denoted by x; € X is defined as
2 (0) == x(t+0), VO [-h,0].

By a solution of (DDE) we mean a continuous function z : [—h, t,) — R™ for some final time 0 < t, <
oo that is continuously differentiable on [0,t,) and satisfies (DDE). When t, = oo, we call z a global
solution. We say that a function v : R — R"™ is a periodic solution of (DDE) if there exists a minimal
T > 0, called the period of v such that yp = 9. We call T := {y, € X : t € R} a periodic orbit or
(limit) cycle in X. Tt follows from [16, Corollary 10.3.1] that v € C*+2(R,R").

We want to study (DDE) near the periodic solution v, and it is therefore more convenient to
translate v towards the origin. More specifically, if = is a solution of (DDE), then for y defined as
x = v+ y, we have that y satisfies the nonlinear time-dependent DDE

y(t) = L(t)y: + G(t, yr), (T-DDE)

where L(t) := DF () denotes the Fréchet derivative of F evaluated at v; and G(¢,-) := F(y + ) —
F(v;) — L(t) consists of solely nonlinear terms and is of the class C*.

Before we can understand the relation between (T-DDE) and (T-AIE), we first have to apply the
sun-star calculus machinery onto the setting of classical DDEs. The starting point is the trivial DDE

{:b(t)zo, t>0, 1)

To = p, QOEXa

which has the unique global solution

(1) = {cp(t), —h <t <0, (22)



Using this solution, we define the Cy-semigroup Ty on X, also called the shift semigroup, as

o(t+6), —h<t+0<0,

Yoe X, t>0, 0 €[—h,0]. 23
©(0), t+60>0, v B [ ] (23)

(To(t))(0) := {

Notice that T generates the solution of (22) in the sense that Ty(t)¢ = x; for all ¢ > 0. For this
specific combination of X and Ty, the abstract duality structure from Section 2.1 can be constructed
explicitly, see [14, Section IL.5]. We only summarize here the basic results.

For K € {R,C} let K" be the linear space of column vectors while K™ denotes the linear space
of row vectors, both over K. A representation theorem by F. Riesz [27] enables us to identify X* =
C([—h,0],R™)* with the Banach space NBV([0, k], R™*) consisting of functions ¢ : [0,h] — R™ that
are normalized by ¢(0) = 0, are continuous from the right on (0, ) and have bounded variation. From
(3) it turns out that

X© = R™ x LY([0, h], R™),

where = stands for an isometric isomorphism and R™ denotes the linear space of row vectors over R.
Computing the dual of X® and afterwards the restriction to the maximal space of strong continuity
yields

XO* 2 R™ x L=([~h,0],R™), X®° =R"™x C([~h,0],R").

The canonical embedding j defined in (4) has action jp = (©(0), ¢) for ¢ € X, mapping X onto X,
meaning that X is ®-reflexive with respect to the shift semigroup Tp.

Let us now specify the time-dependent bounded linear perturbation B from Section 2.2. For ¢ =
1,...,n we denote r{’* := (e;,0), where e; is the ith standard basic vector of R™. It is conventional
and convenient to introduce the shorthand notation

n
wr®* = E wir?,  VYw = (w1, ...,w,) € R",
i=1

and note that wr®* = (w,0) € X®*. We specify the time-dependent bounded linear perturbation as
B(t)p = [L)¢lr™", VR, pe X, (24)

and since ' € CF(X,R"), t + =, is T-periodic and of the class C*, we have that B €
CF(R, L(X, X®*)) is T-periodic and Lipschitz continuous. It is shown in [14, Theorem 3.1] that there
is a one-to-one correspondence between solutions of the time-dependent linear problem

{yu) =Ly, t>s,

o e x (T-LDDE)

which is (T-DDE) with G = 0, and the time-dependent linear abstract integral equation (T-LAIE).
Hence, y = U(t, s)p and so y(t) = (U(t, s)¢)(0) for all ¢ > s. Let us now specify the time-dependent
nonlinear perturbation R from Section 2.3 as

R(t,¢) :== G(t,p)r", VieR, p € X, (25)

which is T periodic in the first component and of the class C*. As in the linear case, we have to show
that there exists a one-to-one correspondence between solutions of (T-DDE) and (T-AIE). A proof
for this could not be found in the literature, but is given in Theorem 34 with additional preparatory
material presented in Appendix C. Hence, the time-dependent semiflow S presented in (8) generates
solutions of (T-DDE) in the sense that y, = S(t, s, ¢) and so y(t) = S(t, s, »)(0) for all t € [s,t,).

We are in the position to verify Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2. First we have to decompose X in a
topological direct sum (9). To do this, define for any s € R the monodromy operator U(s+T,s) € L(X)
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(at time s), and note that iterates of this map are compact, see [14, Corollary XI1.3.4 and Corollary
XII1.2.2]. Hence, the spectrum o(U(s+T,s)) is a countable set consisting of 0 and isolated eigenvalues
(called Flogquet multipliers) that can possibly accumulate to 0.

It is shown in [14, Theorem3.3] that the Floquet multipliers are independent of the starting time
s and thus well-defined. By compactness, there exist two closed U(s + T, s)-invariant subspaces of X
denoted by F(s) and Rx(s) such that

X = Ex(s) ® Rx(s).

The subspace Ey(s) is called the (generalized) eigenspace (at time s) associated to the Floquet mul-
tiplier A. This (generalized) eigenspace is defined as the smallest closed linear subspace that contains
all ker((A — U(s + T, s))?) for all integers j > 1. Due to compactness, it turns out that there exists a
smallest integer ky such that Ujeyker(A — U(s + T, s))?) = ker((AI — U(s + T, s))*) and hence the
dimension of the generalized eigenspace F) (s) is finite and called the algebraic multiplicity.

Due to compactness, the sets of Floquet multipliers outside the unit disk Ay := {\ € o(U(s+T,s)) :
|A| > 1} and on the unit circle Ag := {X € o(U(s+T,s)) : |A| = 1} are both finite. With each of

these sets, we define the unstable eigenspace (at time s) and center eigenspace (at time s) as

Xi(s) == €P Ex(s), Xols) = P Eals)

AEAL A€Ao

respectively and notice that both eigenspaces are finite-dimensional. The stable eigenspace (at time s)

can be defined as
X (s)== [ Rals), (26)
AEAQUA ¢

and has finite codimension. From this construction, the unstable-, center- and stable eigenspace are
all closed T-periodic U(s + T, s)-invariant subspaces of X. This decomposition is sufficient to prove
that Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 hold in the setting of classical DDEs, presented in this subsection.
The verification of both hypotheses is carried out in Appendix A.2 and hence we obtain the following.

Corollary 15 (Local center manifold for DDEs). Consider (DDE) with a C**-smooth right-hand
side F': X — R™ for a fixed k > 0 and a given T-periodic solution . Define the finite rank Lipschitz
continuous T-periodic time-dependent bounded linear perturbation B as in (24) together with the time-
dependent nonlinear perturbation R as in (25), that is T-periodic in the first component. Let U denote
the strongly continuous forward evolutionary system that generates solutions of (T-LDDE) with L(t) =
DF (). Suppose that there are 1 < ng 4+ 1 < oo Floquet multipliers on the unit circle, counted with
algebraic multiplicity, with corresponding (ng + 1)-dimensional real center eigenspace Xo(t) defined for
allt € R.

Then there exists a & > 0 and a C*-smooth map C : Xo — X such that the manifold WE. =
C({(t,¢) € Xo : C(t,p) € Bs(X)}) is T-periodic, C*-smooth, (ng + 1)-dimensional and locally
positively invariant for the time-dependent semiflow S generated by (T-DDE).

Recall that (T-DDE) was just a time-dependent translation of (DDE) via the given periodic solution.
Hence, if z is a solution of (DDE) then y = x + v is a solution of (T-DDE) and so

WEL(T) :={v +C(t,0) € X : (t,) € Xo and C(t, ) € Bs(X)} (27)

is a T-periodic C*-smooth (ng + 1)-dimensional manifold in X defined in the vicinity of T' for a
sufficiently small § > 0. To see this, recall that ¢ — -, is T-periodic and C*-smooth together with the
fact that C is T-periodic in the first component and C*-smooth (Corollary 15). Recall from Theorem 12
that C(¢,0) =0 and so I' C W .(T"). We call W (T") a local center manifold around I and notice that
this manifold inherits all the properties of Theorem 12.
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4 Conclusion and outlook

We have proven the existence of a smooth finite-dimensional periodic center manifold near a non-
hyperbolic cycle in classical delay differential equations. Due to the broad applicability of the dual
perturbation framework, the results apply to a much broader class of evolution equations such as, for
example, renewal equations [10, 14].

In the absence of any delays, (DDE) reduces itself to an ODE defined on the state space R™. As a
consequence, the full sun-star calculus construction becomes trivial and W (T") is a periodic smooth
invariant manifold in R™ defined near the nonhyperbolic cycle I'. Remarkably, no proof of the existence
and smoothness of such manifold in ODEs could be found in the literature. This gap is now closed.

The next logical step is to study the dynamics on the center manifold by the means of the standard
normal forms. Therefore, in an upcoming article, we will extend the results from Iooss [20, 21] on
periodic normal forms for bifurcations of limit cycles in finite-dimensional ODEs towards the setting
of infinite-dimensional DDEs. Using these results, we will then derive in a second upcoming arti-
cle, explicit computational formulas for the critical normal form coefficients for all codimension one
bifurcations of limit cycles along the lines of the periodic normalization method [25, 32].

Recall from Section 2.1 that we assumed ®-reflexivity throughout this article, because we were
only interested in the classical DDEs. The interesting question arises how the assumptions and results
have to be adapted such that a non-®-reflexive variant of Theorem 14 still holds. We are already
inspired by the work of [23] where the existence of a smooth finite-dimensional center manifold near
a nonhyperbolic equilibrium has been proven in the non-®-reflexive setting by means of admissible
ranges and perturbations. The existence of a center manifold near a nonhyperbolic cycle would be
interesting for studying abstract DDEs, see [29, 22, 23] for examples of such DDEs describing neural
fields.
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A Spectral decomposition

This appendix consists of two parts. In the first part, we will lift the spectral decomposition
(Hypothesis 1) from X to X©* and in the second part we show that classical DDEs fulfill the re-
quirements of Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2.

A.1 Lifting the spectral decomposition from X to X®*

We consider the setting from the preface of Section 3 and prove that the spectral decomposition on X
from Hypothesis 1 induces a spectral decomposition on X*, X© and most importantly on X©*.

Proposition 16. Under the assumption of Hypothesis 1, the space X* and the backward evolutionary
system U™ have the following properties:

1. X* admits a direct sum decomposition
X*=X*(s)® Xi(s) & X(s), VseR, (28)
where each summand is closed.
2. There exist three continuous time-dependent projectors P : R — L(X™*) with ran(P}(s)) =
X7 (s) for any s € R and i € {—,0,+}.
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3. There exists a constant N > 0 such that sup g (|[P*(s)|| + [|[P5(s)|| + [| P (s)]]) = N < oc.

4. The projections are mutually orthogonal meaning that P} (s)P;(s) =0 for all i # j and s € R
with i,5 € {—,0,+}.

5. The projections commute with the backward evolutionary system: U* (s, t)Pr(t) = P (s)U*(s,t)
foralli e {—,0,+} and s <t.

6. Define the restrictions U} (s,t) : X}(t) — Xr(s) fori € {—,0,4+} and t > s. The operators
Ug (s, t) and U (s,t) are invertible and also forward evolutionary systems. Specifically, for any
t,7,s € R it holds

Ui(s,t) = Uy (s, 7)Ug(1,5), Ui(s,t)=UL(s, 7)UL(T,1). (29)

7. The decomposition (28) is an exponential trichotomy on R with the same constants as in
Hypothesis 1.

Proof. We prove this proposition by separately showing that each statement holds. Throughout the
proof, we assume that s € R is given.
1. It follows from part 1 and 2 of Hypothesis 1 that by taking duals

X" = [ran(P-(s))]" @ [ran(Po(s))]" @ [ran(Py(s))]".

If i € {—,0,+}, then it follows from [23, Lemma A.1] that the map ¢;(s) : ran(P;(s)*) — [ran(P;(s))]*
defined as 1;(s)y* = ¥*|ran(p, (s)) is an isometric isomorphism and P;(s)* € £(X*). From this isometric
isomorphism, the space [X;(s)]* = [ran(P;(s))]* can be identified with ran(P;(s)) =: X (s) where we
defined P}(s) := P;(s)* for any s € R. Because P}(s) has closed range, X} (s) is closed.

2. It only remains to show that P; is continuous for each i € {—,0,4}. Consider h € R, then

1P (s +h) = P (s)l = I[Fi(s + h) = Pi(s)]"|| = |1 Bi(s + h) = Pi(s)|| = 0, as h =0,

because P; is continuous by part 2 of Hypothesis 1.

3. Since ||PF(s)|| = ||Pi(s)*]| = ||Pi(s)|| we have that part 3 holds with the same constant N as in
part 3 Hypothesis 1.

4. Let i # j, then P (s)P}(s) = Pi(s)*P;j(s)* = (P;j(s)Pi(s))* = 0 because P;(s)P;(s) = 0 due to
part 4 of Hypothesis 1.

5. Notice that for any s <t we have that

U*(s, )P/ (t) = (P()U (L, 5))" = (U(t, s) Pi(s))" = P (s)U(t, 5)" = P/ (s)U"(s,1),

where we used part 5 of Hypothesis 1 in the third equality.

6. The restrictions are well-defined. Because Uy(t, s) and Uy (¢, s) are invertible we also have that
Ug(s,t) = Up(t,s)* and U (s,t)* = Uy(t,s)* are invertible and so forward evolutionary systems. Let
us now prove (29). Let ¢,7, s € R be given, then

U (s, t) = Uo(t, s)* = (Uo(t, 7)Uo(T, s))* = Uo(r,s) U (t, 7)* = Ui (s, 7)US (7, 8),

where we used (10) in the second equality. The proof for U} is analogous.
7. Let ¢ = — and suppose that ¢t > s. Let a* € X*(s) = ran(P}?(s)) be given. Since ¢;(¢) is an
isometry for any t € R,
[U (s, ) || = la@)[U" (s, )"}l = sup [(Ui(t, )z, 2")| < |Ui(t, s)]| [|l="-
z€X;(s)
lzll<1
Taking the supremum over all z* that satisfies ||z*|| < 1 we obtain ||U*(s,t)|| < ||U;(t,s)|| and this last
part can be bounded by one of the three estimates in part 7 of Hypothesis 1. The cases for i € {0,+}
are analogous. This completes the proof. O
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Proposition 17. Under the assumption of Hypothesis 1, the space X© and the backward evolutionary
system U® have the following properties:

1. X© admits a direct sum decomposition
XO=XOs)® X5 (s) D XP(s), VseR, (30)
where each summand is closed.

2. There exist three continuous time-dependent projectors PP : R — L(X©) with ran(PP(s)) =
X2 (s) for any s €R and i € {—,0,+}.

3. There exists a constant N >0 such that sup,cg(|[PP(s)|| + | P57 (s)|| + [|PY(s)]]) = N < o0.

4. The projections are mutually orthogonal meaning that Pf) (S)PJQ (s)=0foralli#jand s €R
with i,5 € {—,0,+}.

5. The projections commute with the backward evolutionary system: U®(s,t)PO(t) =
PP (U (s,t) for alli € {—,0,+} and s < t.

6. Define the restrictions U (s, t) : X2(t) — X(s) for i € {—,0,+} and t > s. The operators
US (s,t) and U (s,t) are invertible and also forward evolutionary systems. Specifically, for
any t,7,s € R it holds

US (s,t) = US (s, 1)U (1, 8), Uf(s,t) = Uf(s,T)Uf(T, t). (31)

7. The decomposition (30) is an exponential trichotomy on R with the same constants as in
Hypothesis 1.

Proof. Let s € Rand i € {—,0,+} be given. Notice directly that the Lipschitz continuity of B implies
that U® (s, t) is well-defined and X ©-invariant. We define for any s the map P (s) := P{(s)|xo and
notice that part 6 of Proposition 16 implies that P(s) maps X© into itself. We denote the range of
PP(s) by X(s) and it is clear that
XP(s) = X[r(s) N X©. (32)

Let us now prove the seven assertions.

1. Notice that X”(s) is closed because X(s) is closed (part 1 of Proposition 16) and X © is closed.
The result follows from (32).

2. As X© is a subspace of X*, we have for any h € R that

127 (s + h) = P2 (s)l| = [|[Pis + h) = Pi(s)]°|| < [|[Pi(s + h) = Pi(s)]*[ = 0, as h =0,

due to part 2 of Proposition 16. Hence, PlQ is continuous.

3. This follows from part 3 of Proposition 16 because |[PZ(s)| < || P#(s)|| due to the restriction.

4. This follows from part 4 of Proposition 16 due to the restriction.

5. This claim follows from part 4 of Proposition 16 and recalling the fact that U®(s,t) is X©-
invariant.

6. For the well-definedness of the restriction, we have to check that U.”(s,t) takes values in X”(s).
Since U (s,t) = Uf(s,t)|xo we get from part 6 of Proposition 16 that U (s,t) maps into X} (s).
Because U®(s,t) is X®-invariant we also have that the restriction U (s,t) is X ©-invariant and so
UP(s,t) takes values in X©. To conclude, U (s, t) takes values in X7 (s) N X® = X?(s) by (32). The
remaining claims follow immediately because of the restriction.

7. Because of the restriction we have that |[US (s, t)|| = |Us(t, s)®| < ||Ui(t, s)*|| = [|U(s,t)|| and
the right-hand side can now be estimated by the upper bounds given in part 7 of Proposition 16. [
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Proposition 18. Under the assumption of Hypothesis 1, the space X©* and the forward evolutionary
system U®* have the following properties:

1. X©* admits a direct sum decomposition
X = XO%(s) @ X" (s) @ XP*(s), Vs€R, (33)
where each summand is closed.

2. There exist three continuous time-dependent projectors PO* : R — L(X ©*) with ran(PP*(s)) =
XP*(s) for any s €R and i € {—,0,+}.

3. There exists a constant N > 0 such that sup,cg (|| PE*(s)|| + [| P& (s)]| + | PY*(s)]]) = N < oo.

4. The projections are mutually orthogonal meaning that PlQ*(s)Pj@*(s) =0 for alli # j and
seR withi,j € {—,0,+}.

5. The projections commute with the forward evolutionary system: U®*(t,s)PP*(s) =
PP*(t)U®*(t,s) for all i € {—,0,+} and t > s.

6. Define the restrictions U>*(t,5) : X% (s) — X2*(t) fori € {—,0,+} andt > s. The operators
US*(t,s) and Uf*(t, s) are invertible and also backward evolutionary systems. Specifically, for
any t,7,s € R it holds

Us*(t,s) = U5 (t, UG " (1,5),  UL*(t,s) = UL (8, 1)UL (7, 9).

7. The decomposition (33) is an exponential trichotomy on R with the same constants as in
Hypothesis 1.

Proof. Recall that X© is a Banach space and U® a backward evolutionary system on X©. Therefore,
we can apply Proposition 16 with X replaced by X© and U replaced by U* by going over from a
forward towards a backward evolutionary system. Hence, we obtain the desired result. O

A.2 Verification of Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 for classical DDEs

In order to verify both hypotheses, we have to construct three time-dependent projectors P; with
i € {—,0,4}. Before we do this, let us first define the time-dependent spectral projection (at time
s) as Px(s) € L(X) with range Ey(s) and kernel Ry (s) that can be represented via the holomorphic
functional calculus as the Dunford integral

1
Py(s) := — (zI -U(s+T, s))fldz,
271 8C

where C\ C C is a sufficiently small open disk centered at A with dC) its boundary such that A is
the only Floquet multiplier inside C. Recall from the compactness property of U(s 4+ T, s) that the
Floquet multipliers are isolated and hence making such a contour dC in the complex plane is possible.

Proposition 19. The map Py : R — L(X) is continuous and T -periodic.

Proof. Let an initial starting time s € R be given with arbitrary h € R. Let Cy be an open disk in
C centered at A such that 0C) is a circle with sufficiently small radius r > 0 such that A is the only
Floquet multiplier in C'y. Hence,

1Pr(s + 1)~ Pr(s)]| = 5=

)

7{ (21— U(s+T+h,s+h)"" — (2] —U(s +T,5))"dz
oC
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because the Floquet multipliers are independent of the starting time. Notice that the integrand is just
a difference of resolvents and due to the second resolvent identity [17, Theorem 4.8.2] we notice that
the integrand equals

R(z,h)[U(s+ T+ h,s+h)—U(s+T,s)|R(2,0), VzedCy,

where for any h € R the resolvent map R(-,h) : 0Cy — L(X) is defined as R(z,h) = (21 — U(s +
T+ h,s+h))~L. Notice that R(-,h) indeed takes values in £(X) due to the bounded inverse theorem.
Filling this back into the expression above yields

1
1PA(s + h) = Pa(s)ll < o U(s + T+ h,s + h) = U(s + T 5)| j{ IR (z, )| [ R(z,0)]|d=.
aC

We claim that for any fixed h € R the map 9Cy > z — ||R(z,h)|| € R is continuous. Indeed, fix a
h € R and choose u € C) such that |z — u| — 0, where | - | represents the arc length on the circle Cj.
The reverse triangle inequality and the first resolvent identity [17, Theorem 4.8.1] implies

| [R(u, )| = [R(z, Rl | < |z = ul [[R(u, W)|| [[R(z, R =0, as|z—wul—=0.

Since C) is compact, we have that the image {||R(z,h)| : z € Cx} is a compact subset of R and
hence this set is bounded, say it is contained in the interval [— My, M},] for some constant My > 0, for
a fixed h € R. We obtain

|Pr(s+h) — Pa(s)|| < rMoMy||[U(s +T +h,s+h) —U(s+T,s)|| -0, ash—0,

by [4, Lemma 5.2] since (s + T, s) € Qr. The T-periodicity holds due to [14, Corollary XIII.2.2] and
the fact that the Floquet multipliers are independent of the starting time [14, Theorem XIII.3.3]. O

We also need the associated spectral projections on the unstable, center and stable eigenspace. For
the unstable and center eigenspace, denote the spectral projection on the unstable eigenspace (at time
s) and the spectral projection on the center eigenspace (at time s) as the operators Py (s) € £(X) with
range X4 (s) and Py(s) € L(X) with range Xo(s) defined as

Pi(s):= > Pa(s), Po(s):=Y_ Px(s).

AEAL AEAo

Define the spectral projection on the stable eigenspace (at time s) as P_(s) := I — Py(s)— Py (s) € L(X)
and it holds that P_(s) is indeed the projection on the stable eigenspace X_(s), see [2, Lemma 7.2.2].
The proof of the following result is almost the same as [2, Theorem 7.2.1], but we give it for the sake
of completeness.

Proposition 20. The setting of (DDE) satisfies Hypothesis 1.

Proof. We verify the seven criteria step by step.

1. The decomposition (9) can be also used in the case where E)(s) is replaced with the finite-
dimensional vector space X (s)® X¢(s). Then, X = X (s)® Xo(s) ® R(s) for some vector space R(s).
We have to show R(s) = X_(s). By the decomposition (9) we know that Pyo(s) := Py (s) + Fo(s)
is a projection with range X;o(s) = X_(s) ® Xo(s) and R(s) = ker P;((s) and notice that R(s) =
Maenos ker(Py(s)) = X_(s). The spaces X4 (s) and Xo(s) are automatically closed since they are
finite-dimensional. To show that X_(s) is closed, notice that for each A € Aoy the space Ry(s) is
closed and because the finite intersection of closed sets is closed, the result follows from (26).

2. For P; and Py the claim about the range follows immediately from their definition and the
claim about P_ follows from the fact that P_(s) is the projection on X_(s). To show the continuity
statement, recall from Proposition 19 that for any Floquet multiplier A, the map Py is continuous. As
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P, and P, are finite sums of such continuous projectors, it follows that both projectors are continuous.
Since P_ =1 — Py — Py it follows that P_ is also continuous.

3. Since P_ + Py + Py = I, we have ||P_(t)|| < [|[Po(t)|| + || P+(¢)] for all ¢ € R, and so it remains
to prove that ¢ — || Py(t)|| and ¢t — || P4+ (¢)|| are uniformly bounded on [0, 7] by T-periodicity. We will
only show the claim for Py since the proof is similar for P, .

Suppose for a moment that part 5 and 7 are satisfied. They will be proven later, independently of
this property. Assume that t — || Py(t)|| is not uniformly bounded on [0, T], then there exist sequences
(@n)nen C X and (tn)nen C [0,T] such that ||z, = 1 and ||[Po(tn)Znlloc = n. Then for a given
€ > 0, there is a constant K. > 0 such that

n = Po(tn)rnleo < [Uo(tn, T)| [|1Po(T)| |Ua(T, tn)]| < K2 || Po(T)],

which is a contradiction, since n € N can be taken arbitrary large.

4. Let i,j5 € {—,0,+} with i # j and let ¢ € X. By the decomposition proved in criterion one we
have that ¢ = ;(s) + ¢;(s) + pr(s), where k € {—,0,+} such that k # ¢ and k # j. Then from the
interplay between the ranges and kernels of the projections it follows that

Pi(s)Pj(s)p = Pi(s)P;j(s)[wi(s) + ¢;(s) + @ (s)] = Pi(s)p;j(s) = 0,

which proves this part.
5. It is proven in [14, Theorem XIII.3.3] that

POUA+T,s+jT)=Ut+T,s+jT)P(s) (34)
for j € N chosen in such a way that s+ (j — 1)T <t < s+ 57T and for P € {P_, Py, P.}. Hence,
P{U(t,5) = POU(Ls + JT)U(s + JT,5) = Ult, s + JTVU(s + T, 5) Pi(s) = U(t, $)P(s),

where we have used that P(s) is a projection that commutes with U(s + T, s). This last claim follows
from setting s = ¢ and j = 1 in (34) together with [14, Corollary XIII.2.2].

6. Notice that Uy (t,s) and Uy(t, s) are defined for all ¢, s € R because they are restricted to a finite-
dimensional space. Since U, (t,s)Ut(s,t) = I = Us(s,t)UL(t,s) we have that Uy (t,s) is invertible
with inverse Uy (t,s)~1 = U, (s,t). Similarly Ug(t,s)~! = Up(s,t). To show the remaining part, that
is (10), we have six different cases depending on the location of ¢, 7,s € R. This is a straightforward
computation and will be omitted.

7. We will start with the center part. The stable and unstable part will then follow from a similar
reasoning. Let ¢ > 0 and s € R be given. As the map t — Uy(t, s)p is continuous for any ¢ € X and
t > s, we know

sup  ||Uo(t,8)¢lloc < 00, Vo € X.
s<t<s+T

By the principle of uniform boundedness, we get

sup HUO(tvs)” <K,
s<t<s+T

for some K > 0. Because the spectrum of Uy(s + T, s) lies on the unit circle, we have by the spectral
radius formula also known as the Gelfand-Beurling formula that

Sl
1= max |\ = lim |Us(s+T,s)|7
A€o (Uo(s+T,s)) J—ro0

and so there exists an integer k. > 0 such that ||Up(s + T, s)*s|| < 1+ ¢T and denote

K.:=K max |Uo(s +T,5).

J=0,...,
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Now, let m; be the largest integer such that s+ m:k.T <t and m} € {0, ..., k. — 1} the largest integer
such that s + mik.T + m; <t. Then,

Uo(t,s) = Up(t, s + mekT + m;T)Uo(s + mikeT +m;T, s + mikT)Uo(s + mk:T, s)
=Up(t — mikeT — miT,s)Up(s + m;T, s)Up(s + mikeT, s)
= Up(t — mykT — m}T, s)Ug(s + T, )™ Up(s + T, s)"tke.

We can make the estimate
|Uo(t, s)|| < Kc||Uo(s + T, 8)%||™ < Ko(1+eT) ™ = K.[(14eT)er |~ < K_e=(t=9),

since the function (0,00) 3 = — (14 1) € R is monotonically increasing. The proof is analogous

when t < s and so we obtain ||Uy(t, s)|| < K.el'*"*l. The proofs for the stable and unstable part are
analogous. O

Denote for any Floquet multiplier A and any s € R the time-dependent eztended spectral projection
PP*(s) € L(X©*) with range jE\(s) and kernel R}*(s), where R{*(s) is the called the extended
complementary (generalized) eigenspace (at time s) coming from the decomposition X©* = jE)(s) @
RY*(s). Define the extended unstable eigenspace (at time s) and extended center eigenspace (at time
s) as

X§*(s) = j(X1(s) = @D JEA(s),  X§*(s) = j(Xo(s) = €D JEA(s),

AEAL A€o

and notice via extended complementary (generalized) eigenspaces that the extended stable eigenspace
(at time s) can be defined as

XO%(s) == ﬂ RY*(s).

AEAQUA L

The construction of X{*(s) and X§*(s) directly shows that Hypothesis 2 is satisfied.

B Smoothness and periodicity of the center manifold

This section of the appendix consists of three parts. Firstly, we show that the map C is not only
fiberwise Lipschitz, but Lipschitz continuous in the second component where the Lipschitz constant is
independent of the fiber. The proof of this claim is inspired by [2, Corollary 5.4.1.1]. Secondly, we prove
via the theory of contractions on scales of Banach spaces, see [14, Section I1X.6, Appendix IV] and [31]
that the map C is C*-smooth. To do this, we combine the ideas from [14, Section IX.7], [2, Section 8]
and [19]. Lastly, under the assumption of T-periodicity of the time-dependent nonlinear perturbation
R in the first component, we show that there exists a neighborhood of 0 in X such that the center
manifold is T-periodic in this neighborhood. The proof of this result is inspired by [2, Lemma 8.3.1
and Theorem 8.3.1].

Corollary 21. There exists a constant L > 0 such that ||C(t, ) — C(t, )| < L||p — | for allt € R
and ¢, € Xo(t).

Proof. Let t € R and ¢, 1 € Xo(t) be given. Notice that

C(t, ) = u;()(t) = G (ui (2) (1), 9)](t) = ¢ + K] [Ro.1 (ui () (1))] (2)-
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By Proposition 5, we know there exists a constant C,, > 0, independent of ¢ such that ||[KC}] < C,,.
Hence, from Corollary 7 and Theorem 8 we get

IC(t, ) = Ct D) < Nl = Il + 1KY [Roe (i (0)(2) — Rae(ui () (E)]()]]
< Hw-—fﬁH+—HKﬁHigngéat@Q(w)@))—véathﬁ(dﬂ(ﬂ)KS)He’”“’s
< llo = 9l + Cyll Roe(uf (9) (1)) — Rae (uf () (1)) l1n.e
= (1420, Lr, K|l — |-
Hence L =1+ 2C;, Lg,K. > 0 is the Lipschitz constant we were looking for. O
The following lemma will be important to prove smoothness of C and W¢.

Lemma 22 ([14, Lemma XII.6.6 and XII.6.7]). Let Yy,Y, Y1 and A be Banach spaces with continuous
embeddings Jo : Yo = Y and J : Y < Y;. Consider the fized point problem y = f(y,A) for f : Y XA —
Y. Suppose that the following conditions hold.

1. The function g : Yo x A — Y1 defined as g(yo, \) := Jf(Joyo, \) is of the class C' and there
exist mappings

FD 0 JYy x A — L(Y),
FY I Yo x A = L(Y7),

such that
Dig(yo, NE = JfN (Joyo, N Jo,  Y(yo, A, €) € Yo x A x Yy

and
JFD (Joyo, Ny = £ (Joyo, Ny, Yo, A y) € Yo x A x Y.

2. There exists a k € [0,1) such that for all A\ € A the map f(-,\) : Y — Y is Lipschitz continuous
with Lipschitz constant r, independent of \. Furthermore, for any X € A the maps fM (-, \)

and fl(l)(-, A) are uniformly bounded by k.

3. Under the previous condition, the unique fized point ¥ : A — Y satisfies U(A) = f(T(N), )
and can be written as ¥ = Jy o ¥ for some continuous ¥ : A — Y.

4. The function fo : Yox A =Y defined by fo(yo, A) = f(Joyo, \) has continuous partial derivative

Daf 1Yo x A = L(A,Y).

5. The mapping Yo x A 3 (y,\) = J o fM(Joy, \) € L(Y,Y1) is continuous.

Then the map J o W is of the class C* and D(J o W)(\) = J o A(X) for all A € A, where A = A(\) €
L(A,Y) is the unique solution of the fized point equation

A= fO((N), A+ Dafo(T(N), N),
formulated in L(A,Y).

An important observation between the dependence of uy on 0 is presented in the following lemma.
To make the notation a bit simpler, we define the map % : BC](R, X) — BCJ(R, X) pointwise as
(Pop)(t) := (Po(t)p)(t) € Xo(t) for all t € R and have the following lemma.

Lemma 23. If § > 0 is sufficiently small, then, ||(I — Py)uX()]o.s < N&.
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Proof. Since u3(p) = Ga(ut(2). ) = U(-, 8)p + K2(Rs.o(u5(¢))) we have that
(I = Po)ui(p) = (I — Bo) [T (Rs.o(u? ()]
because for any ¢ € R we have that
[(I = P)U -, 8)gl(t) = U(t, s)p — Po(t)Ut, s)p = 0,

since U(t, s)¢ = Uo(t, s)p € Xo(t) due to part 6 of Hypothesis 1 and the fact hat ¢ € Xo(s). It follows
from the operator norm bounds in Proposition 5, and the bound for Rs s in Corollary 7 that

1 = Byt (@)los = (I — Bo)[K (R o (w2 (@))llo.c < 46]57 | KN L, (_i + %)

which is less than or equal to N§ if we choose

Lo< 1 1 +1 -1
o= 41K\ =a " b)

which is possible since Lr; — 0 as 6 | 0. O

Let us introduce some notation. For a Banach space X, define the sets BC°(R,X) :=
Up>0 BCY(R, X) and BC®(R, X©*) := U,»0 BC!(R, X©*) together with the space

VIR, X) := {u € BC'(R, X) : ||(I - By)uljos < oo},
with the norm R .
ullva = | Poully,s + [[(1 = Po)ullo,s

such that V'(R, X)) becomes a Banach space and is continuously embedded in BC?(R, X'). Define in
addition for a sufficiently small § > 0 the open set

Vil (R, X) = {u € V/(R,X) : |(I — Po)ullos < N6},

and notice that this set is non-empty due to Lemma 23. Define similarly as before the set V5 (R, X) =
Un>0ngs(]R,X). For Banach spaces E, E1, Es, ..., E, with p > 1 we denote by LP(E; X --- x Ep, E)
the Banach space of E-valued continuous p-linear maps defined on the E; x --- x E,. When there are
p identical copies in this Cartesian product, we simply write EP := E x --- X E, where this notation
will also be used with F is just simply a set.

If we chose § as in Lemma 23, then the map u — Ry 4(u) is of the class C*, when u € Ve (R, X).

Consider any pair of integers p,q > 0 with p + ¢ < k and notice that the norm ||DYDIRs s(t, o)l
is uniformly bounded on R x VPI(R, X). Hence, for any u € V% (R,X) we can define the map

RP(u) : BCZ (R, X)P — BOF (R, X©*) as
Rgfsm(u)(vl, . ,0g)(t) := DY D3R5 o (t,u(t)) (01 (1), ..., v4(t)), Yovi,...,v, € BCP(R, X).
The following two lemmas will be crucial for the proof of Theorem 26.

Lemma 24 ([14, Lemma XII.7.3] and [19, Proposition 8.1]). Consider integers p > 0 and q¢ > 0 with
p+ g < k together with integers i1, ..., g > 0 such that p = p1 +--- + pg and consider n > qu > 0.
Then,

R (w) € L9(BCH (R, X) x - x BCH (R, X),BC"(R, X)), Vu € Vi2(R, X).

Furthermore, consider any 0 <1 < k— (p+q) and o0 > 0. If n > qu + lo, then the map R((fs’q) :
Ve, (R, X) — L9(BCY (R, X)x---xBC! (R, X), BC"(R, X°*)) is C'-smooth, with D'RY:" = R,

38
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Lemma 25 ([14, Lemma XII.7.6] and [19, Proposition 8.2]). Consider integers p > 0 and q > 0 with
D+ q < k together with integers pi,..., g > 0 such that p = p1 + -+ pq. Let n > qu+ o for some

o > 0 and consider a C*-smooth map ® : Xo(s) — V{7 (R, X). Then the map RE;)S) o®, : Xo(s) —
LI9(BCHM (R, X) x --- x BC¥(R, X),BC"(R, X®*)) is C*-smooth with

D(REY 0 @,)(9)(v1,...,vg)(t) = RE (@4(0)) (@4 (9) (), 01 (£), - - vq (1))

So far we have only proven that the center manifold is Lipschitz continuous. Recall from Theorem 8
that we solved the fixed point problem u = G,(u, ) for a given ¢ € Xy(s) in the space BC!(R, X)
for a given n € (0,min{—a,b}). It turns out that the space BC!(R, X) is not really suited to study
additional smoothness of the center manifold. The idea to obtain this is by working with another
exponent, say 7, which is chosen high enough to guarantee smoothness, but not too high to loose the
contraction property. Hence, a trade-off has to be made. To do this, choose an interval [min, max] C
(0, min{—a, b}) such that knmin < Nmax and choose § > 0 small enough to guarantee that

LaslIK2ls < 7
which is possible since Lr, — 0 as | 0 proven in Proposition 6. Following the proof again of
Theorem 8 we obtain for any 7 € [fmin, max] @ unique fixed point wuy o : Xo(s) — BCI(R, X) of
the equation u = Gs(u, ). Denote for real numbers 71 < 7y the contlnuous embedding operator as
Jim o BCT (R, X) — BCT?*(R, X), then for 1,72 € [Nmin, Tmax] We have that uy, o = JPMouy, ..
These embedding operators will play the role of Jy and J defined in Lemma 22. The following proof
is a combination of [14, Theorem IX.7.7], [2, Theorem 7.1.1] and [19, Theorem 7.1] to our setting.

VTI € [nminv nmax], s € R,

Theorem 26. For cach | € {1,...,k} and n € (Inmin, Tmax], the mapping J"m ouy o+ Xo(s) —
BC!(R, X) is of the class C' provided that § > 0 is sufficiently small.

Proof. We prove this by induction on I. Let I =k =1 and 7 € (Dmin, Nmax]- We show that Lemma 22
applies with the Banach spaces

Yo = V¥ (R,X), Y =BCM"(R,X), Y;=BC!R,X), A=Xqs)
and operators
Flu, ) = U(,8)p + KImn (Rs o(w),  V(u,p) € B (R, X) x Xo(s),
FD(u,0) = Ko RV (u) € LBCI(R, X)), V(u,p) € Vi, (R, X) x Xo(s),
D (u, ) = Km0 ROV (u) € LBCI (R, X)), V(u, @) € V™" (R, X) x Xo(s),

with embeddings J = J™n and Jy : V™ (R, X) — BCI""(R,X). To verify condition 1 of
Lemma 22, we must show that the map

Vg]mims(Rv X) X XO(S) > (uv 90) = g(”? (P) = L75777%““ [U('v 8)90 + K:Zmin (R5,S(J0u))] € BCZ (Rv X)

is Cl-smooth. Notice that the embedding operator J is Cl-smooth, as well as ¢ — U(-, s)p. Fur-
thermore, from Lemma 24 the map Jou — ]:2575(J0u) is C'-smooth and hence g is C'-smooth by the
continuity of the linear embedding Jo. Verification of the equalities D1g(yo, )€ = Jf M (Joyo, \)Jo
and J £ (Joyo, Ny = f1 (Joyo, \)Jy is straightforward.

Let us now verify condition 2. The Lipschitz claim follows immediately from the small Lipschitz
constant for U(-,s)¢ + K (Rs4(u)) by choosing ¢ sufficiently small. Furthermore, the uniform
boundedness claims hold because the embedding operators are bounded.

For condition 3, the unique fixed point is uy == Joo®, where ® : Xo(s) — ng;*“n (R, X) is defined
by @(p) :==wuy_ . (¢p) for all p € Xo(s). The map ® is well-defined due to Lemma 23 and is continuous
due to Theorem 8.
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To verify condition 4, we must check that the map
Vit (R, X) x Xo(s) 3 (u, ) = f(Jou, ) = Ul ) + K" (Rs s(Jou)) € BCT™" (R, X)

has continuous partial derivative in the second variable. This is clear since the map ¢ — f(Jou, ¢) is
linear.
To verify condition 5, we have to check that the map

() = T o fO (Jou, ) = T o K o RS (u)

from V™= (R, X) x Xo(s) to L(Xo(s), BCI(R, X)) is continuous. This again follows from the fact
that the embedding operators are continuous and the smoothness of R(; s from Lemma 24.
Since all conditions of Lemma 22 are satisfied, we conclude that J.""mi» o u} is Cl-smooth and

Mmin,S
the Fréchet derivative D(J/™in o u* ) € L(Xo(s),BC?(R, X)) is the unique solution w(®) of the
equation

Nmin ;S

1) _ JCmin oégl)(u* ' (@))w(l) +U(-,s) = jaled (w M, ©), (35

;8 N8 min TImin

~

where F\ : £(Xo(s),BCT(R, X)) x Xo(s) — L(Xo(s),BC"(R, X)). Notice that Féj],n( o) is

a uniform contraction for each 17 € [Nmin,max] and hence its unique fixed point Unmm,s(SD)
L(Xo(s),BCMn(R, X)) C L(Xo(s), BC!(R, X))) for > Nmin. Also, the mapping u,,nﬁm), : Xo(s) —
BCY(R, X)) is continuous if 7 € (Nmin, Mmax)-

Now, consider any integer 1 <[ < k and suppose that for all 1 < ¢ <[ and all € (¢7min, Nmax) the

Hoin,s 18 C9-smooth with DI(JFMmin oy ) = JMhnin o u,,;f?j s and u:]’m(fln)s(g)) €
L£9(Xo(s)?, BCT™" (R, X)) such that the mapping J7™n oupy (D .+ Xo(s) = £9(Xo(s)9, BCT(R, X)) is
continuous for 7 € (¢Nmin, Pmax|. Suppose also for any ¢ € Xy(s) that uZn(les

w® of an equation of the form

mapping J"min o uk

() is the unique solution

wh) = [CrminP o R(l)( ul, (@)w O 4 gO

Mmin

(9) =2 B (W, 0),

with H(l)

nuin () = 0 and for v € [Nmin, Pmax| and I > 2 the map Hl(,l)(gp) is a finite sum of terms of the
form

K o RO (uf (0) (i) (9), - w0 (9)),
with2<¢g<land1<r; <lfori=1,...,qsuchthat r +---+r, =[. Under these assumptions we
have that the mapping F,gl) : LY Xo(s)L, BC"(R, X)) x Xo(s) = L(Xo(s)!, BC"(R, X)) is a uniform
contraction for all n € [Nmin, %nmax] due to Lemma 24.

Fix some 1 € ((I + 1)Mmin, Mmax] and choose nmin < 0 < (I+1)o < p < n. We show that Lemma 22
applies with the Banach spaces

Yo = £'(Xo(s)', BCY (R, X)), Y = L(Xo(s)!, BCL(R, X)),
Y1 = £(Xo(s)', BCI(R, X)), A = Xo(s)
and operators
Flu,0) = Kt o RED (uy - (0)u+ H) (), ¥(u,0) € L'(Xo(s)!, BCE(R, X)) x Xo(s),
FO(u, ) = Ko ROV (us L (9)) € L(L'(Xo(s)!, BCA(R, X)),
D (u,0) = K70 ROV (ur L (9)) € L(L'(Xo(s)!, BCI(R, X)),

nmln s

"7mm S

We start with verifying condition 1. We have to check that the map

()= P[RS o RED (us L (@)u+ HY ) (9)]

TImin,S
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from L£'(Xo(s)!, BCP7(R, X)) x Xo(s) to L£'(Xo(s)!,BC?(R, X)) is C'-smooth, where now J™* :
LY(Xo(s)!, BCH(R, X)) — L(Xo(s)!,BCT(R, X)) is a continuous embedding. The mapping defined
above C'-smooth in the first variable since it is linear. For the second variable, notice that the map
© = JMH o KH o R((;ls) (ur . (p)) is C! due to Lemma 25 with p > (I + 1)o and the C! smoothness

Nmin,S
() with 0 > fmin. For the C' smoothness of ¢ — J* o H(l/)l(w), we get
differentiability from Lemma 25 and hence we have that the derivative of ¢ — H (/)l( ) is a sum of
terms of the form

O 7Mmin *
of ¢ — J oup

Ko RO (s ()i (), w0 ()

Mmin,S MNmin,S MNmin,S
q
+ 3 KE o R (us - (o)), un T (@), uk (o)
j=1

(])

A1) is a map from Xy (s) into BCZ7 (R, X). Applying Lemma 24 with p > (I + 1)o ensures
continuity of DH}E/)Z( ) and also then continuity of J7*DH (/)l(go). The remaining calculations from
condition 1 are easily checked. Condition 4 can be proven similarly.

The Lipschitz condition and boundedness for condition 2 follows by the choice of 4 > 0 defined at

the beginning and the uniform contractivity of Hfbl/)l described above. Let us now prove condition 3.

and each u,,

Let us write (0 . (0 .
IC” R ( nmln,S( )) = jn”u © ’Cy‘ R ( nnlln;S)(w)

and by applying Lemma 24 together with the C'-smoothness of u* to obtain continuity of ¢ —

Mmin,$S
Rgs )( uy (). This also proves condition 5. All the conditions from Lemma 22 are satisfied,

and so we conclude that u') Xo(s) = LY Xo(s)!,BCY(R, X)) is of the class C! with derivative

TMmin ;S

uth, = Du%mlms € L1 Xo(s)H1, BCY(R, X)) given by the unique solution w(*1) of the equation

TImin

5(1 1+1
wl D = Ko RY(up (@) w D + 7D (p),

where HUH (9) = Kt o RO (uh, (@)l (@), unlt) s(9)) + DHY) (). Similar argu-

w/(141) /l
ments of the proof of the | = k£ = 1 case show that the unique fixed point unm(ljl) €
L (Xo(s)!+1, BT (H(R, X)), Hence, the map J/min o ¢ Xo(s) — BCI(R, X) is of the
class C*1 if € ((I 4+ 1)Dmin, Nmax] Which completes the proof. O

We also show that each partial derivative of the center manifold in the second component is uni-
formly Lipschitz continuous. The proof is inspired by [2, Corollary 8.2.1.2].

Corollary 27. For each | € {0,...,k}, there exists a constant L(l) > 0 such that ||[D\C(t, ) —
DLC(t, )| < L)@ — || for allt € R and @, € Xo(t).

Proof. For I = 0, the result is already proven in Corollary 21. Now let [ € {1,...,k}. Then, from the

proof of Theorem 26 we see that unnsz s is the unique solution of a fixed point problem, where the right

hand-side is a contraction with a Lipschitz constant L(l) independent of s. Using the same strategy as
the proof of Corollary 21, we obtain the desired result. O

Corollary 28. The center manifold W¢ is C*-smooth and its tangent bundle is Xg i.e. D2C(t,0)p = ¢
for all (t,¢) € Xo.

Proof. Let 1 € [Nmin; Mmax] C (0, min{—a,b}) such that kNmin < Mmax. Define for any ¢t € R the
evolution map ev; : BC}(R, X) — X as evi(f) := f(t). Then, for all (¢,¢) € Xo we get

Ct,p) = evi(uy,,.. «(#)) = evi (T uy ().
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It is clear that ev, € £L(BC} (R, X), X) and hence it follows from Theorem 26 that C is of the class C*.
This shows that the center manifold W¢ is C*-smooth. Moreover,

DyC(t,0)p = evi(D(F™ " 0wy )(0)p) = evi(uy L) (0)¢).

As DR;s(0) = 0 and uy - (0) =0 for all t € R, we get from (35) that u;’(l) (0) = U(-,t) and so

min,t

DyC(t,0)p = ev (U(+, t)p) = ¢, as claimed. O

It follows from the previous corollary that the local center manifold W . is also C*-smooth and
has X as a tangent bundle. Let us now take a look into periodicity.

Theorem 29. If the time-dependent nonlinear perturbation R : R x X — X©* is T-periodic in the
first variable, then there exists a § > 0 such that C(t + T, ) = C(t, ) for all t € R whenever ||| < 0.

Proof. The proof of this theorem is essentially the same as [2, Lemma 8.3.1], which was obtained for
impulsive DDEs. To obtain the result for classical DDEs, one has to ignore the discontinuous impulses
and make the logical substitution RCR — X and put everything towards the sun-star setting. O

C Variation-of-constants formulas and one-to-one correspon-
dences

This section of the appendix consists of two subsections. In the first subsection, we study the interplay
between solutions of inhomogeneous linear abstract ODEs and their associated inhomogeneous linear
AlEs. In the second subsection, we prove that there is a one-to-one correspondence between solutions
of (T-DDE) and (T-AIE) by using the results from Appendix C.1. This result is important when one
applies the sun-star machinery towards DDEs, see for example the local center manifold theorem for
DDEs in Corollary 15.

C.1 Inhomogeneous perturbations to linear abstract ODEs and AIEs

In this subsection, we work with the same tools and notation as presented in Section 2.2. Let J C R be
an interval and s € J an initial starting time. Applying an inhomogeneous perturbation f : J — X©*
on the generator A®*(¢) to (T-LAODE) yields

d(ou)(t) = A% Wju(t) + £, 12, )
u(s) = ¢, peX,
which suggest the variation-of-constants formula
t
w(t) = U(t, ) + 51 / US*(t,7)f(r)dr, ¢ € X. (37)

It is also possible to perturb the generator AS* by ¢ — B(t)p + f, for some fixed ¢t € J. This yields

& ow(®) = A" jult) + BOu(®) + [0, t> 5, -
u(s) = ¢, p € X,
which suggests the variation-of-constants formula
t
u(®) =Tolt = 9)p+57" [ 197t~ DB + S(Dldr, p e X. (39)
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Solutions to the linear problems above are similarly defined as in Section 2.2. It is clear by (5) that a
solution to (36) is also a solution to (38) and vice versa. In this sense we call (36) and (38) equivalent.
We would like to establish a similar equivalence between (37) and (39). When the perturbation B
does not depend on time, one can work with integrated semigroups in the ®-reflexive case to prove the
equivalence between the inhomogeneous autonomous problems, see [6, Proposition 2.5] and [14, Lemma
I11.2.23]. However, if we would succeed to generalize this approach towards time-dependent systems,
it would probably only work in a ®-reflexive setting. To overcome this problem, we will generalize the
non-G-reflexive approach by Janssens in [23, Section 3| towards a time-dependent setting while still
assuming the O-reflexivity. The non-®-reflexive case is still an open problem, see Section 4.

Before generalizing Janssens approach to a time-dependent setting, notice that the weak* Riemann
integral in (37) is well-defined when f is assumed to be continuous, see Lemma 1. Furthermore, the
weak* Riemann integral in (39) is well-defined when f is assumed to be continuous because then the
map [s,t] 3 7 — B(T)u(r)+ f(7) € X©* is continuous, see |1, Lemma 2.2]. This already indicates that
continuity of f is a sufficient condition for the well-definedness of the variation-of-constants formulas.

Before showing any equivalence between the four proposed problems above, let us first prove that
at least one of them induces a unique solution on a subinterval of J. The following result is inspired
by [23, Proposition 20].

Proposition 30. Let I be a compact subinterval of J. The following two statements hold.

1. For every p € X and f € C(I, X®*) there exists a unique solution u,. 5 of (39) on I and the

map
X x C(IL,XY) 3 (¢, f) = ups € CI, X)

1S continuous.

2. If p € j7ID(AS*) and f : I — X©* is locally Lipschitz, then there exist sequences of Lipschitz
functions u,, : I — X and f, : I — X©* such that

U (t) = To(t)p + 771 / T(?*(t — 7)[B(T)tm (1) + fu(7)]dr, VteI, (40)

S

and fm — f and um — Uy, p as m — oo, uniformly on I.

Proof. We show the first claim by a fixed point argument. Choose M > 1 and w € R such that
| To(t)]] < Me*t. On the space C'(I, X), we introduce the one-parameter family of equivalent norms

lully == supe™"[lu(t)]l, n€R,
tel

that makes (C(Z, X),] - |,) a Banach space for each n € R. For each fixed (¢, f) € X x C(I,X®*)
define the operator K, s : C(I,X) — C(I,X) as

(Ko yu)(®)i=Tolt = )+ [ T5°( = nBEu) + fldr, Vel (@)

S

Define N :=sup( q)cq, W (t, s) and notice that N is finite because I is compact and W is continuous,
where W : Q7 — R is defined as W (t, s) := sup,<, <, [| B(7)]|. Let n > w, then for all uy,us € C(I, X)
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and t € I we get
t
e (K, pur)(t) = (Ko puz)(t)]| < I\J’_ll\MN/ e~ (=TT uy (1) — up(7) || dr

t
L

[ MN(1 — e (t==)(n=w))
= [|ur — uzlly

n—w
i~ IMN
n—

< [ur — uzl[y-

If we choose 1 > w large enough such that ”fnl# < 1, then K, ¢ is a contraction on C(I, X) with

respect to the || - ||,-norm. The uniqueness of u now follows from the Banach fixed point theorem. For
a fixed u € C(I,X), it follows that the map

X x C(I, X% 3 (¢, f) = K, ju e C(I,X)

is continuous.

Let us now show the second assertion. Let ¢ € j _1’D(A83*) and f be locally Lipschitz, we will show
that K, r maps Lip(I, X) into itself, where Lip(I, X') denotes the subspace of C(I, X) consisting of X-
valued Lipschitz continuous functions defined on I. From the theory of Favard classes of Cy-semigroups
and the important equalities [23, Equation (19)], it follows immediately that Tp(-)¢ is in Lip(7, X).
Let u € Lip(I, X) be given, since B is Lipschitz continuous and f is assumed to be locally Lipschitz
we know that ¢ — B(t)u(t) + f(t) is locally Lipschitz on I and takes values in X©*. Hence, the map
v1(+, 8, B(-)u+ f) : I — j(X) defined by

it s, B(Ju+ ) ::/ TON(t — 1) B(r)u(r) + f(r)dr, Vtel,

S

is weak* continuously differentiable and so locally Lipschitz by 23, Remark 16]. It follows that K, ju =
To(-)e + i tv1(-, s, B(-)u + f) is in Lip(Z, X). Now, let ug € Lip(I, X) be arbitrary. The sequence
(Um)men defined by

Up = Koy ptyp—1, m>1,

is in Lip(I, X). We only have to show that there exists a sequence of X ®*-valued Lipschitz continuous
functions (f,,)men defined on I that satisfies the integral formula. It follows from (41) that for any
t € I and m > 1 we have

um(t) = Ko, ftim-1(t)

=To(t —s)p+j" / T3 (t = T)[B(T)um (1) + F(7) + B(7)[tan—1(7) — um(7)]ldr.

If we define for any m > 1 the functions f,, : [ — X®* as f,, := f + B(-)(4m—1 — wm), then each f,,
is Lipschitz continuous and f,,, — f uniformly on I because

[fm = fII < sup W (E, s)||lum—1 — uml|
(t,s)€Qr

< Nl[um—1 = up ¢l + lug, 5 = wmll]
— 0, asm — o0,

as both u,,—1 and u,, converge to u, y uniformly on I as m — oo. O
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The next proposition shows under which conditions on ¢ and f the unique solution to the abstract
integral equation (39), proven in Proposition 30, induces a solution to the abstract ordinary differential
equation (38). The proof is inspired by [23, Corollary 19].

Proposition 31. Suppose that p € j_lD(A((j)*) and f: J — X©* is locally Lipschitz. If u is a locally
Lipschitz solution of (39) on a subinterval I of J then u is a solution of (38) on I.

Proof. If we apply j to the abstract integral equation in (39), we get for any ¢ € I that

jult) = 19" (¢ = )i + [ T§" (= D)BEu(r) + f(r)dr. )

It follows from the theory of Favard classes for Co-semigroups [22, Equation (19)] that D(A$*) is T *-
invariant. Hence, the first term on the right side takes values in D(AS*) and notice from a G-variant
of [5, Theorem 2.1] that this term is weak* continuously differentiable with weak* derivative

A (T (- = 8)jp)(t) = AG T (¢ — s)jp,

Now, f and u are locally Lipschitz continuous functions on I C J and B is by definition of the time-
dependent bounded linear perturbation on J. Hence, g : I — X©* defined by g(7) := B(7)u(7) + f(7)
for all 7 € I is locally Lipschitz. Define the function v (-, s,g) : I — j(X) as

t
vi(t, s, g) = / Tt —1)g(T)dr, Vtel.

It is clear from [6, Proposition 2.2| (or [23, Proposition 18]) that vi(-,s,g) is weak* continuously
differentiable, takes values in D(A$*) and has weak* derivative

d*(vl('v 879))(t) = ASJ*’Ul (t7 Svg) + g(t).

By linearity, it is clear from (42) that u takes values in j~1D(AJ*). Combining all the results yield

d*(jou)(t) = AG TG (t — 5)jo + AG* / Ts* (t — 7)[B(r)u(r) + f(7)ldT + B(t)u(t) + f(t)
= AY*ju(t) + B(t)u(t) + f(t).

This shows that j o u is weak* continuously differentiable and satisfies (38) on I since u(s) = . We
conclude that u : I — X is a solution of (38) on I. O

Let u be the solution of (38) on a subinterval I of J generated by Proposition 31. Hence, u is
also a solution of (36) on I by the equivalence between (36) and (38). Our next goal is to show that
solutions of (36) are precisely given by the variation-of-constants suggestion presented in (37). The
proof is inspired by [23, Proposition 21].

Proposition 32. Suppose that f € C(J,X®*) and I is a subinterval of J. If u is a solution of (36)
on I then u is given by (37).

Proof. Let t € I be given with ¢t > s, where s denotes the starting time. Define the function w : [s, t] —
XO* by w(r) := U®*(t, 7)ju(r) for all T € [s,t]. We claim that w is weak* continuously differentiable
with weak* derivative

d*w(r) = U*(t,7)d*(j o u)() — UP*(t, 7)A®* (1) ju(r), V7 € [s,t]. (43)
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To show this claim, let 7 € [s,t] and x® € X© be given. For any h € R such that 7+ h € [s,t] we have
(w(T + h) —w(r),z®) = (U *(t, 7 + h)ju(t + h) — U*(t, 7)ju(r), %)
= (U (t, 7+ W) [ju(r + h) — ju(7)], =)
H{UO*(t, 7 + h) = U (t, 7)]ju(r), =)
= (ju(r + h) — ju(T),U® (T + h, t)z®)
+{([U*(t, T+ h) — U*(t, )] ju(r), 2°).
Because U® is a strongly continuous backward evolutionary system, we have that U® (7 + h,t)z® —
U®(7,t)z® in norm as h — 0. Moreover, from the definition of the weak* derivative we obtain

L(ju(r + ) = ju(r)) > d*(ou)(r)  weakly" ss h =0,

if we can show that the difference quotients remains bounded in the limit. Since u is a solution to
(36), we know that j o u is weak* continuously differentiable and so locally Lipschitz continuous by
[23, Remark 16]. Because [s,t] is compact, j o u is Lipschitz continuous on [s,t] and so the difference
quotients remain bounded in the limit. Combining these two facts yield

%@“(T +h) — ju(r), U9 (1 + h,t)2®) — (d*(j o u)(7),U®(t,7)z®) as h — 0.

Furthermore, since ju(r) € D(A®* (7)) = D(AJ*), it follows from [/, Theorem 5.5] that
1
h
Consequently, it holds

%(w(T +h) —w(r),2®) = (U*(t,7)d*(j o u)(T) — UY*(t, 7)A®* (1)ju(7),2®) as h — 0,

([U®*(t, T+ h) — U*(t, 7)|ju(r),2®) — (=U*(t,7)A®*(7)ju(r),2®) as h — 0.

which proves (43). Substituting the differential equation from (36) into (43) yields
dw(r) =U*(t,7)f(r), V7 €lst],

and so d*w is weak* continuous since f was assumed to be (norm) continuous. Now, for any z© € X©
we get

(ju(t) = UZ*(t, 5)ju(s), =) = (w(t),2?) = (w(s),z)

:/ (d*w(7),:v®>dT:</ UC (¢, 7)f (7)dr, 2°).

S

As 2© € X© and t > s were arbitrary, we conclude that

Ju(t) — U*(t, s8)ju(s) = / U®*(t, ) f(r)dr.
and so .
Jlu(t) = UL, s)u(s)] = / US*(t,7)f(7)dr.

By O-reflexivity of X with respect to Ty, and recalling that j is an isomorphism on its image X©© we
get

u(t) = U(t, s)u(s) + 5! /t U*(t,7)f(r)dr, Vtel, (44)

which shows the claim since ¢ = u(s). The continuity of f ensures from Lemma 1 that the weak*
integral takes values in j(X) and so (44) is well-defined. O
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Let us go full circle now by proving that the unique solutions of (39) are given by (37). The
following result is inspired by [23, Theorem 22].

Proposition 33. Suppose that f € C(J, X®*) and I is a subinterval of J. The unique solution of
(39) on I is given by (37).

Proof. Let us first assume that I is compact. From Proposition 30 we get a unique solution wu, y: I —
X of (39) and sequences of Lipschitz functions u,, : I — X and f,, : [ — X©* that satisfy (40). For
each m € N, let fm : I — X©* be a Lipschitz extension of f,, such that fm|1 = fm. Substituting
f with fm and u with u,, in Proposition 31 shows us that each u,, is a solution to the initial value
problem

{d*(j 0 ) (t) = AD* jtign () + B()tm (t) + fin(t), te€ 1,
um(s) = .

Recall from (5) that each u,, also is then also a solution of

{d*(j o Um)(t) = A (t)jum(t) + fm(t),  te,
um(s) = .

It follows from Proposition 32, with u replaced by u,, and f replaced by fm, that
t
um(t) = U(t, s)p —|—j71/ U*(t,7)fm(T)dT, ¥YmEN, t€l, (45)
since fm restricted to I precisely is fy,. Let us take the limit as m — oo in (45) to obtain

war) = U o457 [ U@ e, (46)

S

for all (¢, f) € j71D(AJ*) x Lip(1, X©*). As j7'D(AF™*) x Lip(I, X©*) is dense in X x C(I, X®*), the
continuity statement from Proposition 30 implies that (46) also holds for all ¢ € X and f € C(I, X®*).
Hence, the unique solution of (39) on [ is given by (37) on I. To extend this result towards non-compact
subintervals I of J the same proof can be followed as in [23, Theorem 22|. O

C.2 Equivalence between (T-DDE) and (T-AIE)

Let us now prove the important one-to-one correspondence between solutions of (T-DDE) and (T-ATE).
To prove this result, we assume weaker assumptions on the (nonlinear) time-dependent perturbations
because this is not needed for the proof.

Theorem 34. Consider (T-DDE) with L € C(R, L(X,R™)) and G € C(R x X,R").

1. Suppose that y : [s —h,t,) = R™ is a solution of (T-DDE), then the function u, : [s,t,) = X
defined by
Up(t) ==y, VYt € s, ty),
is a solution of (T-AIE).
2. Suppose that u,, : [s,t,) = X is a solution of (T-AIE), then the function y : [s — h,t,) — R"
defined by
ot —s), s—h<t<s,
y(t) = -
uy(t)(0), s<t <ty

is a solution of (T-DDE).
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Proof. Before we start proving the first assertion, notice that the differential equation from (T-DDE)
is equivalent to the integral equation

y(t) = p(0) + / L(r)yr + G(r,y2)dr, t> s, (47)

due to the fundamental theorem of calculus. Let us start with proving the first assertion.
1. Notice that the right-hand side of the abstract integral equation in (39) with a C*-smooth
function f = R(-,u,(-)) is equivalent to

Tot—s)p+35 " / TS (t — T)L(T)up(7) + G, uu (7))[r%dr, Yt € [s,ty,).

It then follows from the action of the shift semigroup (23), the assumption u,(t) = v and [14, Lemma
XII.3.3] where in this lemma the map g must be replaced by the continuous map L(-)u,(-)+G(+, ue(+))),
since L € C(R, L(X,R™)), u, € C([s,t,), X) and G € C(RxX,R"), that this right-hand side evaluated
at 6 € [—h, 0] is equivalent to

(Tt = 90)(0) + 57 [ 7540 = DILIup (1) + G g ()07 ) 0)

S

max{s,t+60}
— (To(t — 5)9)(0) + / L(r)uy (7) + G(r uy (7)) dr

max{s,t+60}
— (T(t— 5)2)(6) + / L(T)yr + Clr,y,)dr

o(t +0), s—h<t+0<s,

t4+60
2(0) + / Ly + Glrg)dr,  s<t+0<t,
=yt +0) = ug(1)(6),

where the fourth equality holds due to (47). Hence, u, is a solution to (39) with f = R(-,uy(-)).
It follows from Proposition 33 that u, then also is a solution of (37) with f = R(-,u,(-)), which is
equivalent to saying that u, is a solution of (T-AIE).

2. Let us first prove that the function y is continuous on [s — h,t,). As ¢ € X, it is clear that y is
continuous for ¢ € [s — h, s]. As point evaluation acts continuously on elements in X > u(t), it follows
that y is continuous on [s,t,). Since u,(s)(0) = ¢(0) we have that y € C([s — h,t,),R").

Our next goal is to show that y satisfies (T-DDE) or equivalently (47). Because u, is a solution
of (37) with f = R(-,u,(+)), we know from Proposition 33 that u, is then also a solution of (39) with
f=R(-,ux()). It follows from (23) and [14, Lemma XII.3.3] that

y(6) = 1, (1))
= @o(t = 90457 [ T = DL s ) + G g )]0 ) 0
= 0(0) + [ LrJuglr) + Glrup(r)ir

It remains to show that u,(7) = y, for all 7 € [s,t,). Because, then we have shown that y indeed
satisfies (47). Let 6 € [—h,0] be given. If 7 4+ 6 € [s — h, s] then we have that

yr(0) = y(7 +0) = o(1 + 0 — 5) = (To(7 = 8))(0) = up(7)(0),
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due to (23). When 7 + 6 € [s,t,), it again follows from (23) and [1, Lemma XII.3.3| that

y-(0) = y(T +0)
= Uy (T +0)(0)
= (To(r + 0 = 5)¢)(0)

T+6
e ( [+ 0= olo)usto) + Gl ug;(o))]r@*do) o)
) T+0
— o(0) + / L(o)up(0) + C(o, up(0))do

= @l = e)0) + 57 [ 150 = L )us(0) + Glovu oo ) 0
= UW(T)(H)v

and so yr = u,(7) for all 7 € [s,t,). To conclude,

y(t) = p(0) + / L(r)yr + Clr,y,)dr,

and so y satisfies the differential equation of (T-DDE). By the history property, and the fact that
¢ € X, it follows by the method of steps applied to (47) that y € C*([s,t,),R™). This shows that y
indeed is a solution to (T-DDE). O
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