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Abstract. We study generic two- and three-parameter unfoldings of a pair of orbits of

quadratic homoclinic tangency in strongly dissipative systems. We prove that the corre-

sponding stability windows for periodic orbits have various universal forms: the so-called

“shrimps” (cross-road areas), as well as spring and saddle areas, and (in three-parameter

unfoldings) “pregnant shrimps” – specific types of transitions between the shrimps and

spring or saddle areas.

1 Introduction

Numerous studies of chaotic dynamics in models of vastly different physical nature

reveal universal repetitive patterns in the bifurcation set in parameter space. These are

the so-called “shrimps” [1, 2, 3, 4, 5], and also “squids” and “cockroaches” [6, 7, 8].

This phenomenon was discovered by C. Mira and coworkers in [9, 10, 11, 12] where

less zoologically charged names were used – “cross-road area”, “saddle area”, and “spring

area”, see Fig. 1. It is well-known that chaos in non-hyperbolic systems exhibits “stability

windows” – regions in parameter space which correspond to emergence of stable periodic

orbits. In the simplest case of strongly dissipative maps, the boundary of a stability

window corresponds to a saddle-node bifurcation, where the stable periodic orbit is born,

and to a period-doubling bifurcation, where the periodic orbit becomes unstable.1. The

curious phenomenon which we discuss in this paper is that quite often these two stability

1We call a map strongly dissipative (or sectionally dissipative) if it contracts two-dimensional areas, so

no orbit can have more than one positive Lyapunov exponent. If this is not the case, then another stability

boundary can exist which corresponds to the birth of an invariant torus, leading to bifurcation patterns
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boundaries do not simply go parallel to each other (forming ”window streets” by the

terminology of [5]) but somehow conspire to form non-trivial patterns mentioned above.

Figure 1: Examples of universal windows of stability: (a) “band-like area” called also “stability window

street”; (b) “saddle area” – “squid”; (c) “cross-road area” – “shrimp”; (d) “spring area” – “cockroach”.

We denote by SN and PD curves of saddle-node (fold) and period-doubling (flip) bifurcations for fixed

points and by B a fold curve for period-2 points. The points c and p correspond to codimension-2

bifurcations of fixed points – pitch-fork (cusp point c) and degenerate flip (with zero first Lyapunov

value).

We explain this by the ubiquity of homoclinic tangencies. Chaotic dynamics are in

general associated with hyperbolic sets and, in particular, to saddle periodic orbits and

orbits of the intersection of their stable and unstable manifolds, the homoclinics. If we

observe changes in the structure of chaos when parameters of the system change, it is

natural to expect that the structure of the set of homoclinic orbits changes too, and non-

transverse homoclinics appear at some parameter values, see Fig. 2. According to the

Newhouse theorem [15, 16, 17, 18], this implies that parameter values corresponding to

homoclinic tangencies are dense in some open regions in the parameter space. It is plau-

sible that at least in the context of strongly dissipative maps these open regions cover all

parameter values corresponding to non-hyperbolic chaotic dynamics [19, 21, 20, 22]. It was

discovered by Gavrilov and Shilnikov [23] and Newhouse [24] that unfolding a homoclinic

tangency in a strongly dissipative system is accompanied by the birth of stable periodic

orbits. Thus, we can conclude that the particular stability windows that emerge due to

bifurcations of homoclinic tangencies should be universally present in chaotic models of

arbitrary nature.

A generic one-parameter unfolding of a quadratic homoclinic tangency creates sim-

different from those discussed in this paper, see e.g. [13]. Note also that in systems of differential

equations (as opposed to maps) stability boundaries may also correspond to homoclinic loops or to a

blue-sky catastrophe, even in the case of strong dissipation, see [14]. We leave all these situations aside.
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Figure 2: Homoclinic structures associated with a saddle fixed point O: (a) transverse homoclinics; (b)

creation of a quadratic homoclinic tangency; (c) creation of a cubic homoclinic tangency (in general, two

parameters are needed for this, see e.g. [21]).

ple stability windows (the so-called “window streets” or “band-like areas”) as in Fig. 1a

. These are intervals of parameter values bounded by a saddle-node bifurcation and a

period-doubling bifurcation, see [23, 25]. However, it was shown in [19, 21], that bifurca-

tions of a homoclinic tangency can never be completely captured by any finite-parameter

unfolding: increasing the number of independent parameters leads to new phenomena of

a higher codimension, i.e., to phenomena that are not typically present in unfoldings gov-

erned by a smaller number of parameters. Thus, a two-parameter unfolding of a quadratic

homoclinic tangency creates cubic homoclinic tangencies [21, 26]. The two-parameter sta-

bility windows near a cubic tangency were studied in [6] and they are exactly the “saddle

area” (the “squid”) and the “spring area” (the “cockroach”) of Fig. 1(b) and (d). It is

also shown in [21] that a two-parameter unfolding of a single quadratic homoclinic tan-

gency creates a pair of homoclinic tangencies. In the current paper we study the stability

windows due to the simultaneous breakup of two orbits of homoclinic tangency and show

that they have a form of a “shrimp” (the “cross-road”) area.

We also study a generic three-parameter unfolding of a pair of orbits of quadratic

homoclinic tangency and show that the corresponding stability windows in the three-

dimensional parameter space have a form of “pregnant shrimps” – specific types of tran-

sitions between the cross-road, spring and saddle areas, as described in [10, 11, 12]. Thus,

whenever we consider a model with chaotic behavior, in the Newhouse regions in two-

dimensional or three-dimensional parameter space there must exist, in abundance, stabil-

ity windows of these particular shapes.
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2 Problem setting and results

2.1 Simplest periodic orbits near a double homoclinic tangency

Consider a Cr-smooth (r ≥ 2) diffeomorphism f of an (n + 1)-dimensional (n ≥ 1)

smooth manifold. Let f have a saddle periodic point O with a one-dimensional unsta-

ble and an n-dimensional stable invariant manifolds W u(O) and W s(O). Assume that

there exist two homoclinic orbits Γ1 and Γ2 such that W s(O) and W u(O) have quadratic

tangency at the points of these two orbits (see Fig. 3(a)).

Figure 3: (a) A pair of homoclinic tangencies to a fixed point O of a two-dimensional diffeomorphism;

(b) a neighborhood U of O ∪ Γ1 ∪ Γ2; here U = U0 ∪ U1 ∪U2, where U0 is a small disc containing O, the

handles U1 =
n1
⋃

k=1

Uk
1 and U2 =

n2
⋃

k=1

Uk
2 consist of small neighborhoods of those points of the orbits Γ1

and Γ2 that do not belong to U0. The iterations of f for single-round and simple double-round periodic

orbits are also shown schematically.

The closure of the homoclinic orbits Γ1,2 is the union of Γ1,2 and the orbit L =

{f j(O)}τ−1
j=0 of the point O (where τ is a period of O, i.e., f τ (O) = O). We take a small

neighborhood U of the set of these three orbits. Our goal is to study bifurcations of

simplest periodic orbits lying in U .

Let U0 be a small ball around O. Since the orbit Γi (i = 1, 2) is homoclinic, only

finitely many points in Γi lie outside of the neighborhood Ũ0 =
⋃τ−1

j=0 f
j(U0) of L. Namely,

on Γi there are points P+
i ∈ W s

loc(O)∩U0 and P−

i ∈ W u
loc(O)∩U0 such that P+

i = fNiP−

i

for some Ni > 0 while f j(P−

i ) 6∈ Ũ0 for j = 1, . . . , Ni − 1.

Note that U is a disjoint union of Ũ0 and a small neighborhoods U1 and U2 of Γ1 \ Ũ0
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and, respectively, Γ2 \ Ũ0 (the set Ui is a disjoint union of small balls around the points

f jP−

i , j = 1, . . . , pi − 1, see Fig. 3(b)). As L is hyperbolic, no other orbit can lie entirely

in Ũ0. So, any periodic orbit in U , other than L, must visit U1 ∪U2. The same is true for

any map which is C1-close to f : there is a uniquely defined hyperbolic continuation of L

in Ũ0 and any other orbit in U must visit U1 ∪ U2.

A periodic orbit in U is called single-round if it visits only U1 or only U2, and does it

exactly once. A simple double-round periodic orbit visits U1, gets into Ũ0, then leaves it

and goes to U2, and finally returns to Ũ0 and closes up.

Single-round orbits stay in a small neighborhood of only one of the orbits of homo-

clinic tangency, Γ1 or Γ2, so their bifurcations are described by the theory of a homoclinic

tangency, which starts with the work of Gavrilov and Shilnikov [23], see [25, 27, 28] for

the multidimensional case. We, therefore, focus in this paper on the new case – the simple

double-round periodic orbits.

We call the map T0 = f τ |U0
the local map near the point O. We will also consider

the global maps T1 and T2, where Ti is the restriction of fNi onto a sufficiently small ball

around P−

i , so it acts from a small neighborhood of P−

i to a small neighborhood of P+
i .

The maps T0 and T1,2 remain well-defined for any C1-small perturbation of f .

By definition, a single-round orbit corresponds to a fixed point of the first-return

map TiT
k
0 for some sufficiently large integer k and i = 1 or i = 2. The simple double-

round orbits are defined as those corresponding to fixed points of the first-return map

Tkm = T2T
m
0 T1T

k
0 for some sufficiently large integers m and k. We will call them (k,m)-

orbits.

A very similar construction is applicable for dynamical systems with continuous time.

Namely, we consider in this case a Cr-smooth (r ≥ 2) system of differential equations

or, equivalently, a Cr-smooth vector filed f on an (n + 2)-dimensional (n ≥ 1) smooth

manifold. Let f have a saddle periodic orbit L, and let O be a point of intersection of this

periodic orbit with a small (n + 1)-dimensional cross-section U0. Let Ũ0 be a sufficiently

small neighborhood of L. Then, the local map T0 is defined as the map of first return to

U0 by the orbits of the flow defined by f , which lie in the neighborhood Ũ0.

We assume that the unstable manifold W u(O) is one-dimensional and the stable

manifoldW s(O) is n-dimensional and thatW u(O) andW s(O) have two orbits of quadratic

homoclinic tangency, Γ1 and Γ2. On Γi, we take points P+
i ∈ W s

loc(O) ∩ U0 and P−

i ∈

W u
loc(O) ∩ U0, and denote as Ui a small neighborhood of the segment of Γi between the

points P−

i and P+
i . The global maps Ti (i = 1, 2) are defined as maps from a sufficiently

small ball around P−

i in U0 to a small ball around P−

i in U0 along the orbits lying in Ui.
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These maps remain well-defined for any C1-small perturbation of f .

A periodic orbit in U = Ũ0 ∪ U1 ∪ U2 is single-round if it visits only U1 or only U2,

and does it exactly once. A simple double-round periodic orbit visits U1, gets into Ũ0,

then leaves it and goes to U2, and finally returns to Ũ0 and closes up. By definition, a

single-round orbit corresponds to a fixed point of the first-return map TiT
k
0 in a small

neighborhood of P+
i in U0 for some sufficiently large integer k and i = 1 or i = 2. The

simple double-round orbits (k,m)-orbits are defined as those corresponding to fixed points

of the first-return map Tkm = T2T
m
0 T1T

k
0 in a small neighborhood of P+

i in U0 for some

sufficiently large integers m and k.

All the arguments in the proofs of the results below are done in terms of the local

and global maps only and, with the above notations, are identical for the cases of discrete

and continuous time (i.e., diffeomorphisms and smooth flows). We therefore adopt a

neutral terminology in the formulation of the results, simply calling f a dynamical system,

implying that all the theorems hold true in both cases.

2.2 Two-parameter unfoldings

We start with analyzing bifurcations of the (k,m)-orbits in a generic two-parameter

unfolding of the homoclinic tangencies of f . Consider a two-parameter family fε, which

depends smoothly on ε = (ε1, ε2), and let f0 be the original system f . Introduce coordi-

nates (x, y) ∈ R
n×R in U0 such that the local stable and unstable manifolds are given for

all small ε by the equations y = 0 and x = 0, respectively. Define the splitting parameter

µi for the tangency Γi as the y-coordinate of the point TiP
−

i (see Lemma 3). The splitting

parameters are smooth functions of ε. The pair of tangencies is said to unfold generically

if

det
∂(µ1, µ2)

∂(ε1, ε2)
6= 0. (1)

This will be our standing assumption; it allows us to take µ = (µ1, µ2) as new parameters,

so we will use the notation fµ from now on.

Denote by λ1, . . . , λn, γ the multipliers of O (the eigenvalues of the derivative matrix

of T0 at O) ordered such that

|γ| > 1 > |λ1| ≥ · · · ≥ |λn|.

Our main assumption on f is the strong dissipativity (also called sectional dissipativity)

condition

|λ1γ| < 1. (2)
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In general, bifurcations of single-round orbits near a homoclinic tangency can be quite

complicated [28]. In the strongly dissipative case, however, the situation is simpler. It

immediately follows from [23, 25] that in the (µ1, µ2)-parameter plane there are infinitely

many bands (“stability window streets”) σ1
k and σ2

k accumulating at the axes µ1 = 0 and

µ2 = 0, respectively, as k → ∞. The bands σα
i and σα

j , where α = 1, 2, do not intersect

if i 6= j. The boundaries of σα
k and σα

k are curves corresponding to nondegenerate saddle-

node (SN) and period-doubling (PD) bifurcations for orbits of period k, see Fig. 4.

Figure 4: Bands σ1
k
and σ2

k
in the (µ1, µ2)-parameter plane for various types of double homoclinic

tangencies in the case γ > 0. Here we assume that the homoclinic Γi split in such a way that TiW
u

loc
(O)

and W s

loc
(O) do not intersect near P+

i
for µi < 0 and intersect at two points at µi > 0. Horizontal (green)

and vertical (pink) bands correspond to stability window streets for single-round periodic orbits that lie,

respectively, in U1 and in U2.

The structure of stability windows for simple double-round orbits is different, as

follows from Theorem 1 below. Denote

θ = −
ln |λ1|

ln |γ|
. (3)

Note that the strong dissipativity condition (2) implies θ > 1.

Theorem 1. Take any δ > 0. If θ > 1, and the two homoclinic tangencies are quadratic,

then for every sufficiently large integers m and k satisfying

(θ + δ)−1 <
m

k
< θ − δ, (4)

there is a disc ∆k,m in the (µ1, µ2)-plane and a ball Bk,m ⊂ U0 such that the return map Tkm

is defined on Bk,m for µ ∈ ∆k,m and, after an affine change of coordinates and parameters

Rk,m : (x, y, µ1, µ2) 7→ (X, Y,M1,M2), takes the form Tkm|Bk,m
: (X, Y ) 7→ (X̄, Ȳ ), where

X̄ = or(1)k,m→+∞,

Ȳ =M2 − (M1 − Y 2)2 + or(1)k,m→+∞.
(5)
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Here or(1)k,m→+∞ stands for terms tending to zero along with all derivatives up to order

r as k,m→ +∞. As k,m→ +∞, the discs ∆km converge to the origin (µ1, µ2) = 0 and

the balls Bkm converge to the homoclinic point P+
2 (see Fig. 5a). The image of Bkm×∆km

by the rescaling map Rkm covers a centered at zero ball whose radius grows to infinity as

the integers k,m satisfying condition (4) tend to +∞.

Figure 5: (a) The first-return map Tkm for simple double-round (k,m)-orbits; (b) the shrimp-like

structure of a bifurcation set in ∆km; (c) a cascade of the shrimp-like stability windows in the case of a

double homoclinic configuration of Fig.(a).

This result (see the proof in Section 4) implies that bifurcations of the (k,m)-orbits

for large (k,m) satisfying condition (4) are the same as bifurcations of the fixed points of

the one-dimensional map 2

Ȳ =M2 − (M1 − Y 2)2. (6)

Its bifurcations are well studied [9, 10, 11, 12]; the bifurcation curves corresponding to

the saddle-node and period-doubling bifurcations of the fixed points form the “shrimp”

(the “cross-road area”) pattern as in Fig. 5b. Thus, Theorem 1 shows that

• in generic two-parameter families of strongly dissipative systems, points correspond-

ing to the existence of a pair of homoclinic tangencies are accumulated by a cascade

of the shrimp-like stability windows, see Fig. 5c.

2Strictly speaking, it is true when r ≥ 5 - because the map (6) can undergo the codimension-2 flip

(period-doubling) bifurcation where the first Lyapunov value vanishes and the second one is non-zero

(the calculation of the second Lyapunov value requires at least five derivatives).

8



Of course, one does not need to be restricted by bifurcations of fixed points only: by

Theorem 1, whichever non-degenerate bifurcations of codimension 1 and 2 are present in

map (6), they are repeated infinitely many times in any generic two-parameter unfolding

of a pair of homoclinic tangencies of a strongly dissipative system.

The idea of rescaling the first-return map was first proposed in [29] for the study of

a single quadratic homoclinic tangency. For a single n-th order homoclinic tangency, the

first-return map in a generic (n−1)-parameter unfolding gets, after a rescaling, arbitrarily

close to the polynomial map

Ȳ =
n−2
∑

i=0

Mi+1Y
i ± Y n,

where we can always take the minus sign in front of Y n when n is even, see [30, 31]. For

n = 2 (quadratic tangency), this gives us the the parabola map

Ȳ =M1 − Y 2;

a cubic homoclinic tangency gives rise to the maps

Ȳ =M1 +M2Y ± Y 3.

Figure 6: A schematic picture at perturbations of a diffeomorphism from Fig. 3(a) of (a) a double-round

cubic homoclinic tangency and (b) a pair of double-round homoclinic tangencies.

The stability windows for the parabola map and the cubic maps are shown in Figure 1:

the “window streets” appear in the parabola map; the so-called “saddle area” (“squid”)

and the “spring area” (“cockroach”) patterns appear in the cubic maps with, respectively,

the “+” and “-” sign [6, 30]. Along with the shrimp pattern produced by the double
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parabola map (6), they form the 4 universal bifurcation patterns that appear in generic

two-parameter families of strongly dissipative systems from the Newhouse domain. In

particular, one can show (cf. [21, 32]) that the splitting of two quadratic homoclinic

tangencies creates points in the (µ1, µ2)-plane that correspond to a cubic tangency, see

Fig. 6b. So all the 4 patterns are present in a generic two-parameter family fµ which we

consider here. For example, we see these patterns in the parameter plane of a periodically

perturbed autonomous system with a homoclinic figure-eight. Thus, in [33] the existence

of infinite cascades of parameter values corresponding to cubic and pairs of quadratic

homoclinic tangencies was proven, and cascades of stability windows of of different types

were found, see Fig. 7.

Figure 7: Bifurcation sets in the (ν1, ν2)-parameter plane for a periodically perturbed system with a

homoclinic figure-eight; red stability windows correspond to single-round periodic orbits and blue windows

to multi-round periodic orbits).

2.3 Three-parameter unfoldings and the main theorem

By itself, the result of Theorem 1 is not surprising: as a single round near a homoclinic

tangency scales to the parabola map, it is natural that passing along two homoclinic

tangencies gives rise to the composition of the parabola maps. A similar result can be
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extracted e.g. from [34]. However, we want to stress that bifurcations of (k,m)-orbits are,

in fact, richer than what happens in map (6). Our main result, Theorem 2, shows that

the bifurcation patterns for the (k,m)-orbits which violate condition (4) are generated by

the three-parameter family of maps

Ȳ =M2 − (M1 − Y 2)2 +M3Y. (7)

Accordingly, the description of the stability windows for such orbits requires the

analysis of a three-parameter unfolding of the map f . The choice of the third control

parameter depends on whether the point O is a saddle or a saddle-focus. We assume that

λ1, the largest (in the absolute value) of the multipliers inside the unit circle, is simple.

It is either real or complex; in the latter case λ1 = λ∗2. We assume that

|γ| > 1 > |λ1| > |λj| for j > 1

if λ1 is real – then O is called a saddle, or

|γ| > 1 > λ > |λj| for j > 2

if λ1,2 = λe±iϕ where ϕ ∈ (0, π) – then O is called a saddle-focus.

We consider Cr-families of systems (diffeomorphisms or flows) fε, ε = (ε1, ε2, ε3),

where f0 is the original system f with a pair of orbits of homoclinic tangency. The

splitting parameters µ1,2, the ratio θ defined by (3) and the argument ϕ of λ1 (when λ1

is complex) are smooth functions of ε. We put µ3 = θ(ε) − θ(0) if O is a saddle, and

µ3 = ϕ(ε)− ϕ(0) if O is a saddle-focus. Assume that

det
∂(µ1, µ2, µ3)

∂(ε1, ε2, ε3)
6= 0, (8)

which allows us to write the family as fµ with µ = (µ1, µ2, µ3).

Recall that θ and ϕ are continuous invariants (moduli) of topological equivalence of

systems with homoclinic tangencies: if two systems have different values of θ or ϕ, they

are not topologically equivalent [35, 36, 37]. In some cases they are also moduli of the

Ω-equivalence (topological equivalence on the set of nonwandering orbits) [38, 30, 39, 40].

This means that any change in the values of θ or ϕ leads to bifurcations of non-wandering

orbits, e.g. periodic orbits, even when the tangency is not split [41, 35, 32]. Therefore,

using the moduli as control parameters is natural in the study of homoclinic bifurcations

[42, 21, 27, 43, 30, 44, 26, 28].

The last assumption we need for Theorem 2, is that both homoclinic tangencies Γ1

and Γ2 are simple. The simplicity condition is a version of the quasi-transversality condi-

tion from [45]. For two-dimensional maps with a saddle and three-dimensional maps with
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a saddle-focus, every quadratic homoclinic tangency is automatically simple. In higher

dimensions, the stable manifold W s
loc(O) contains the strong stable invariant submanifold

W ss
loc(O). This submanifold is Cr-smooth and is uniquely defined by the condition that it

is an invariant manifold tangent at O to the eigenspace (of the linearization of T0 at O)

corresponding to the multipliers λ2, . . . , λn in the case of saddle, and λ3, . . . , λn in the case

of saddle-focus. We denote ns = 1 if O is a saddle, and ns = 2 if O is a saddle-focus. Then

the strong-stable manifold is (n−ns)-dimensional. It is also well-known (see e.g. [14]) that

W s
loc carries a uniquely defined Cr-smooth strong-stable invariant foliation F ss consisting

of (n−ns)-dimensional leaves; and W ss
loc is the leaf of F

ss which contains O. Another fact

we use (see, for example, [46, 45, 47, 14]) is that the invariant unstable manifoldW u(O) is

a part of the extended unstable manifold W ue which is an (ns + 1)-dimensional invariant

manifold, tangent at O to the eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalues γ and λ1 if O

is a saddle, or γ and λ1, λ2, if O is a saddle-focus. The manifold W ue is at least C1+ǫ.

It is not uniquely defined, but it always contains W u
loc and any two such manifolds are

tangent to each other at the points of W u
loc (see Fig. 8).

We can now interpret the simplicity condition as

(C1) The homoclinic orbits Γi (i = 1, 2) do not have points in the strong-stable manifold

(i.e., M+
i 6∈ W ss

loc(O)).

(C2) The extended unstable manifold is transverse to the strong-stable foliation at the

points of Γ1 and Γ2, that is, TiW
ue
loc is transverse at the point P+

i to the leaf of F ss which

passes though this point. (See Fig. 8 for an illustration).

Theorem 2. If the system is strongly dissipative and the two tangencies are quadratic and

simple (i.e., C1 and C2 are satisfied), then there exists a sequence of integers k,m→ +∞

such that for every sufficiently large k and m from this sequence, there exists a region

∆km in the (µ1, µ2, µ3)-space and a ball Bkm ⊂ U0 such that after a change of coordinates

and parameters Rkm : (x, y, µ1, µ2, µ3) 7→ (X, Y,M1,M2,M3), which is a composition of a

transformation independent of k and m and an affine transformation with k,m-dependent

coefficients, the return map Tkm on Bkm for µ ∈ ∆km takes the form Tkm|Bkm
: (X, Y ) 7→

(X̄, Ȳ ) :

X̄1 =M1 − Y 2 + or(1)k,m→+∞,

X̄2 = or(1)k,m→+∞,

Ȳ =M2 − (M1 − Y 2)2 +M3Y + or(1)k,m→+∞.

(9)

As k,m→ +∞, the balls ∆km converge to the origin µ = 0 and the balls Bkm converge to

the homoclinic point P+
1 . If O is a saddle-focus, the image of Bkm×∆km by the rescaling

Rkm covers a centered at zero ball whose radius grows to infinity as k,m → +∞. If O is

a saddle, then the image of Bkm × ∆km by Rkm covers the intersection of a centered at

zero ball whose radius grows to infinity as k,m → +∞ and either the set M3 > δkm or

the set M3 < −δkm where δkm is a converging to zero sequence of positive numbers.
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Figure 8: (a) A geometric illustration of the invariant manifolds (W u,W s,W ss,W ue) and

foliation F ss existing near the fixed point O; (b) and (c) are examples of two types of non-

simple homoclinic tangencies which correspond two different cases of nontransversality of

W ue and F ss(P+).

The proof is given in Section 4, along with the formulas for the transformation Rkm

that relates the original coordinates and parameters and the rescaled ones. Note that

non-zero finite values of M3 correspond, in the case of saddle, to λk1γ
m (if m > k) or

λm1 γ
k (if m < k) being bounded away from zero and infinity. This implies m/k → θ or,

respectively, k/m → θ as k,m → +∞, so Theorem 2 gives, in the saddle case, the first-

return map for orbits corresponding to the (k,m) values at the border of those described

by Theorem 1 (see condition (4)). In the saddle-focus case there are no restrictions on

m/k, as the parameter M3 strongly depends on ϕ. Note also that in the saddle case M3

has a definite sign for a given (k,m); it can be different for another pair (k,m), depending
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on the sign of λ1 and γ and the coefficients of the global maps T1,2, see the proof of

Theorem 2 for details.

Figure 9: An example of transition, in map (7), from a “shrimp” to a “cockroach” when M3 < 0,

based on [10]; and from “shrimp” to “squid” when M3 > 0, based on [12]. Here we show bifurcation

curves for fixed points, saddle-node (SN) and period-doubling (PD) ones, as well as the saddle-node

bifurcation curves (dashed lines) for period-2 points. (a)“Shrimp” in the (M1,M2)-plane; (b) “pregnant

shrimp”; (c) the point (M1 = 0,M2 = 0) corresponds to a codimension-3 bifurcation, when the fixed point

Y = 0 has the multiplier −1 and zero first and second Lyapunov values (the map becomes Ȳ = Y − Y 4);

(d)“cockroach”; (e)“shrimp”; (f) the point (M1 = 0,M2 = 0) corresponds to a codimension-3 bifurcation,

when the fixed point Y = 0 has the multiplier 1 and zero first and second Lyapunov values (the map

becomes Ȳ = −Y − Y 4); (g) “squid”: the curves SN and PD2 are separated.

By Theorem 2, the generic three-parameter unfolding of the pair of simple quadratic

homoclinic tangencies exhibits a cascade of stability windows whose shape is the same as

in the three-parameter family (7) (possibly restricted to only positive or negative values of

M3). This family was studied e.g in [10, 12]. The change in the structure of the stability

windows in the (M1,M2)-parameter plane when M3 varies is shown in Fig. 9. Note that

the cases M3 < 0 and M3 > 0 are different. When M3 < 0, one can see the transition

from a “shrimp” to a “pregnant shrimp” to a “cockroach”; when M3 > 0, the “shrimp” -

“squid” transition happens. A detailed analysis of these and other transitions was done

in [10, 11, 12, 48].
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3 Normal forms of the local and global maps

Let fε be a generic unfolding family of Cr diffeomorphisms (r ≥ 2), where f0 = f

is strongly dissipative and has a pair of orbits of quadratic homoclinic tangency. As

mentioned before, we will consider for Theorem 1 the two-parameter unfolding with µ =

(µ1, µ2) consisting of two splitting parameters, and for Theorem 2 the three-parameter

unfolding with an additional parameter µ3 = θ(ε) − θ(0) if O is a saddle, and µ3 =

ϕ(ε)− ϕ(0) if O is a saddle-focus. Due to conditions (1) and (8), we can just denote the

family by fµ.

Recall that the local map is defined as T0 ≡ f τ : U0 → U0, where U0 is a small

neighborhood of O; we take points P+
i ∈ W s

loc(O) ∩ Γi and P
−

i ∈ W u
loc(O) ∩ Γi inside U0

such that P+
i = fNiP−

i for some Ni > 0 while f j(P−

i ) 6∈ Ũ0 for j = 1, . . . , Ni − 1. Now fix

in U0 some small neighborhoods Π+
i ∋ P+

i and Π−

i ∋ P−

i satisfying T0(Π
+
i ) ∩Π+

i = ∅ and

T−1
0 (Π−

i ) ∩Π−

i = ∅. The global maps are T1 ≡ fN1 : Π−

1 → Π+
1 and T2 ≡ fN2 : Π−

2 → Π+
2 ,

which are diffeomorphisms into their ranges.

Observe that the iterates T k
0 (Π

+
i ) intersect Π

−

j (i, j = 1, 2) for every sufficiently large

k. The domain of T k
0 : Π+

i → Π−

j consist of infinitely many pairwise disjoint strips

σ0ij
k ⊂ Π+

i which accumulate on W s
loc(O) ∩ Π+

i as k → +∞. Its range is formed by

infinitely many strips σ1ij
k = T k

0 (σ
0ij
k ) ⊂ Π−

i accumulating on W u
loc(O) ∩ Π−

i as k → +∞

(see Fig. 10).

For the family fε, one can always consider such Cr-coordinates in U0 that the fixed

point Oε of the local map T0 is at the origin for all small ε, and hence we drop the

subscription of O. Moreover, we can write T0(ε) in the form

x̄ = A1x+ . . . , ū = A2u+ . . . , ȳ = γy + . . . , (10)

where x ∈ R
ns, y ∈ R

1, u ∈ R
m−ns, the dots stand for nonlinear terms, and the eigenvalues

of the matrices A1 and A2 are the stable leading multipliers and the stable non-leading

multipliers, respectively. We say that x are the leading (stable) coordinates and u are

the non-leading ones. Note that if λ1 is real, then A1 = λ1 and x is a scalar; and if λ1 is

complex, then λ1 = λ̄2 = λe±iϕ, x = (x1, x2) and A1 = λ

(

cosϕ − sinϕ

sinϕ cosϕ

)

.

It is well-known that there is a Cr coordinate transformation straightening the local

stable and unstable manifolds of O so that they acquire equations W s
loc = {y = 0} and

W u
loc = {x = 0, u = 0} and the map T0 takes, locally, the form

x̄ = A1(ε)x+ g1(x, u, y, ε), ū = A2(ε)u+ g2(x, u, y, ε),

ȳ = γ(ε)y + h(x, u, y, ε),
(11)
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Figure 10: (a) The action of iterations of T0 from σ0ij ∈ Π+
i to σ1ij ∈ Π−

j . (b) A geomet-

ric structure of the homoclinic points M+
1 ,M

−

1 ,M
+
2 and M−

2 and their neighborhoods.

Schematic actions of the first return maps Tkm = T2 ◦ T
m
0 ◦ T1 ◦ T

k
0 .

where the nonlinearities g1,2 and h vanish at the origin along with their first derivatives,

and, moreover,

g(0, 0, y, ε) ≡ 0, h(x, u, 0, ε) ≡ 0 (12)

for (x, u, y, ε) small.

Bringing the local map to the form (11) is not enough for our purposes because,

for a general choice of the functions g and h, the iterations T k
0 can deviate too much

from its linear part. Essentially, this means that the right-hand side of (11) contains

“too many” non-resonant terms. Fortunately, infinitely many of nonresonant terms can

be eliminated by means of some additional smooth transformation of coordinates, as the

following lemma from [28] shows. This lemma is a generalization of similar results of

[49, 38, 37, 14] and allows us to achieve a higher (i.e., Cr) smoothness of the coordinate

transformation.

Lemma 1. [28] At all sufficiently small ε, there exists a local Cr-transformation of co-

ordinates after which the map T0(ε) keeps its form (11),(12) while the functions p and q

satisfy additional identities

g1(x, u, 0, ε) ≡ 0, h(0, 0, y, ε) ≡ 0, (13)

∂g

∂x
(0, 0, y, ε) ≡ 0,

∂h

∂y
(x, u, 0, ε) ≡ 0. (14)
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When the map T0(ε) is written in the coordinates of Lemma 1, we say that it is in

the main normal form. The identities (13) imply that map T0 becomes both linear on

W u
loc = {x = 0, u = 0}, i.e. the restriction T0|Wu

loc
has a form ȳ = γ(ε)y, and linear in

x on W s
loc = {y = 0}, i.e. the restriction T0|W s

loc
has a form x̄ = A1(ε)x, ū = A2(ε)u +

g2(x, u, 0, ε). The latter also means that the strong stable foliation F ss is straightened, i.e.,

its leaves take the form F s : {x = const, y = 0}. It is important that when T0 is brought

to this normal form, the iterations T k
0 : U0 → U0 of the local map do not differ too much

from the iterations of the linearized map at all large k. Let (xk, uk, yk) = T k
0 (x0, u0, y0). It

has been known since [50] (see also [51, 52]) that (xk, uk, y0) are uniquely defined functions

of (x0, u0, yk) for any k ≥ 0.

Lemma 2. [28] When the local map T0 is brought to the main normal form, the following

relations hold for all small ε and all large k:

xk − Ak
1(ε)x0 = λ̂kgk(x0, u0, yk, ε), uk = λ̂kĝk(x0, u0, yk, ε),

y0 − γ−k(ε)yk = γ̂−khk(x0, u0, yk, ε),
(15)

where λ̂ and γ̂ are some constants such that 0 < λ̂ < λ , γ̂ > γ, and the functions gk, hk, ĝk

are uniformly bounded for all k, along with the derivatives up to the order (r − 2). The

derivatives of order (r − 1) are estimated as

∥

∥

∥

∥

∂r−1(xk −A1(ε)
kx0, uk)

∂r−1(x0, u0, yk, ε)

∥

∥

∥

∥

= o(‖λ1‖
k),

∥

∥

∥

∥

∂r−1(y0 − γ(ε)−kyk)

∂r−1(x0, u0, yk, ε)

∥

∥

∥

∥

= o(‖γ‖−k), (16)

while the derivatives of order r are estimated as

‖xk, uk, y0‖Cr = o(1)k→∞; (17)

these estimates do not include derivatives with more than (r − 2) differentiations with

respect to ε (such may not exist)3.

Different versions of this lemma, as well as similar results for the flows near a saddle

equilibrium state, can be found in [53, 38, 37, 14].

In the coordinates of Lemma 1, we have P+
i = (x+i , u

+
i , 0) and P

−

i = (0, 0, y−i ) (i =

1, 2). The neighborhoods Π+
i can be taken as

Π+
i = {|x− x+i | < δ+, ‖u− u+i ‖ < δ+, |y| < δ+},

Π−

i = {|x| < δ−, ‖u‖ < δ−, |y − y−i | < δ−}.
(18)

We may also find a convenient form for each global map, using the simplicity of tangencies.

3see Remark 1 to Lemma 5 in [28]
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Lemma 3. [28] If the corresponding homoclinic tangencies are quadratic and simple, then

the Taylor expansion (near the point P−

i (x = 0, u = 0, y = y−i )) for map Ti(µi) (i = 1, 2)

can be written in the following form:

x̄− x+i = aix+ bi(y − y−i ) + piu+ . . . ,

ū− u+i = ãix+ b̃i(y − y−i ) + p̃iu+ . . . ,

ȳ = µi + cix+ di(y − y−i )
2 + qiu+ . . . ,

(19)

where di 6= 0, the dots denote high order terms in the Taylor expansion, and in the saddle

case x ∈ R, bi 6= 0, ci 6= 0 and in the saddle-focus case x = (x1, x2) ∈ R
2, bi = (bi1, bi2)

⊤,

ci = (ci1, ci2) with ‖bi‖ 6= 0, ‖ci‖ 6= 0.

All the coefficients shown in (19) depend on the parameters µ (they are at least Cr−2

in µ). In particular, (x+i , u
+
i ) and y−i are also ε-dependent, and at µ = 0 they coincide

with the coordinates of the homoclinic points P+
i and P−

i , respectively.

We make some quick comments to this lemma which may be useful for the reader.

First, for µi = 0, formula (19) shows that Ti(P
−

i ) = P+
i . The manifold W u

loc has equation

x = 0, y = 0, hence, TiW
u
l oc has the equation x̄ − x+i = (y − y−i )(bi + . . . ), ū − u+i =

(y − y−i )(b̃i + . . . ), ȳ = µi + (y − y−i )
2(di + . . . ). It follows that the tangency (at µi = 0)

is quadratic if di 6= 0, and this tangency split generally when varying µi. The equation of

the tangent space TP−

i
W ue

loc is u = 0. At µi = 0, the plane DTi(TP−

i
W ue

loc) has the equation

x̄− x+i = aix + bi(y − y−i ), ū − u+i = ãix + b̃i(y − y−i ), ȳ = cix. The condition of simple

tangency means that this plane intersects with the leaf (x = x+i , y = 0) of the foliation

F ss exactly in one point. Thus, the system 0 = aix+ bi(y− y−i ), 0 = cix has {x = y = 0}

as its unique solution. This implies that ‖bi‖ 6= 0, ‖ci‖ 6= 0.

3.1 Rescaling lemma

Now we consider the first-return map Tkm for a (k,m)-orbit; that is, for any point

(x02, u02, y02) ∈ Π+
2 satisfying Tkm(x02, u02, y02) = (x̄02, ū02, ȳ02), we have (see Fig. 11)

(x02, u02, y02)
T k
07−→ (x11, u11, y11)

T17−→ (x01, u01, y01)
Tm
07−−→ (x12, u12, y12)

T27−→ (x̄02, ū02, ȳ02).

(20)

Note that by formula (15) the ordinate y02 is a function of (x02, u02, y11). Hence, we

can study the map Tkm in the so-called cross-coordinates [50], i.e. we represent it as

Tkm : (x02, u02, y11) 7→ (x̄02, ū02, ȳ11).

We first assume that k ≥ m. Let Π+
i,x,u be the projection of Π+

i to the x, u-plane and

Π−

i,y be the projection of Π−

i to the y-axis (see (18)).
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Figure 11: The action of Tkm with associated coordinates at some non-zero µ value.

Lemma 4. Consider the first return map Tkm in accordance with relation (20) with k ≥

m. There exists a linear coordinate transformation (x02, u02, y11) 7→ (X2, U2, Y1) such that,

in the new coordinates, the map Tkm takes the form

X21 = M1 − Y 2
1 + φ1(X2, U2, Y1) ,

Y 1 = M2 −X
2

21 + C2λ
mγkY1 + φ2(X2, U2, Y1) ,

(X22, U2) = φ3(X2, U2, Y1),

(21)

where in the saddle case the coordinate X22 is absent, λ = λ1 and C2 = b1c2; in the

saddle-focus case

C2 =
√

(b211 + b212) (c
2
21 + c222) · cos(mϕ− ν) (22)

with ν given by

sin ν =
b11c22 − b12c21

C2

and cos ν =
b11c21 + b12c22

C2

.

The rescaled parameters M1,2 are given by

M1 = − 3

√

d1d
2
2γ

4m+2k
3

(

µ1 − γ−my−2 +O(λk + γ̂−m)
)

,

M2 = − 3

√

d2d
2
1γ

4k+2m
3

(

µ2 + α2λ
m − γ−ky−1 +O(λ̂m + γ̂−k)

)

,
(23)

where in the saddle case α1 = c1x
+
2 ; in the saddle-focus case α2 = C̃λm cos(mϕ + β̃),

where

C̃ =
√

(c221 + c222)((x
+
11)

2 + (x+12)
2), sin β̃ =

c21x
+
12 − c22x

+
11

C̃
, cos β̃ =

c21x
+
11 + c22x

+
12

C̃
.
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The functions φi satisfy

φ1(X2, U2, Y1) = λmγkO
(

γ−(2k+m)/3
)

+O(γ−(2k+m)/3) ,

φ2(X2, U2, Y1) = λmγkO
(

δkm + (λ̂/λ)m + γ−(2k+m)/3
)

+O(γ−(2k+m)/3) + (γ̂/γ)−k) ,

φ3(X2, U2, Y1) = λmγkO
(

δ−1
kmγ

−(2k+m)/3
)

+O
(

δ−1
kmγ

−(2k+m)/3
)

,

(24)

and their derivatives up to r with respect to variables and up to (r − 2) with respect

to parameters also satisfy the above estimation. The coefficient δkm is a freely chosen

function of m and k such that δkm → 0 as k,m→ +∞.

Moreover, when (x02, u02, y11) runs over Π+
2,x,u × Π−

1,y, the new coordinates cover a

centered at zero ball in R
n+1 whose radius grows to infinity as k,m→ ∞.

We give the proof of Lemma 4 in Section 5. Analogous results hold in the case k < m.

This is done by considering symmetrically for map Tkm in the form Tkm = T1T
k
0 T2T

m
0 , i.e,

in accordance with relation

(x01, u01, y01)
Tm
07−−→ (x12, u12, y12)

T27−→ (x02, u02, y02)
T k
07−→ (x11, u11, y11)

T17−→ (x̄01, ū01, ȳ01),

(25)

when we take the starting point in Π+
1 , see Fig. 11. Then the proof is conducted in the

same way as for Lemma 4 with evident exchanges between coordinates and parameters.

Therefore, we formulate the following result without the proof.

Lemma 5. Consider the first return map Tkm in accordance with relation (25) with k < m.

There exists a linear coordinate transformation (x01, u01, y12) 7→ (X1, U1, Y2) such that, in

the new coordinates, the map Tkm takes the form

X11 = M2 − Y 2
2 + ψ1(X2, U2, Y1),

Y 2 = M1 −X
2

11 + C1λ
kγmY2 + ψ2(X2, U2, Y1),

(X12, U1) = ψ3(X2, U2, Y1),

(26)

where in the saddle case the coordinate X12 is absent, λ = λ1 and C1 = b2c1; in the

saddle-focus case

C1 =
√

(b221 + b222) (c
2
11 + c212) · cos(kϕ− ν̃) (27)

with ν̂ given by

sin ν̂ =
b21c12 − b22c11

C1
and cos ν̂ =

b21c11 + b22c12
C1

.

The rescaled parameters M1,2 are given by

M1 = − 3

√

d1d22γ
4m+2k

3

(

µ1 − γ−my−2 + α1λ
k +O(λ̂k + γ̂−m)

)

,

M2 = − 3

√

d2d21γ
4k+2m

3

(

µ2 − γ−ky−1 +O(λm + γ̂−k)
)

,
(28)
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where in the saddle case α1 = c1x
+
2 ; in the saddle-focus case α1 = Ĉλk cos(kϕ+ β̂), where

Ĉ =
√

(c211 + c212)((x
+
21)

2 + (x+22)
2), sin β̂ =

c11x
+
22 − c12x

+
21

Ĉ
, cos β̂ =

c11x
+
21 + c12x

+
22

Ĉ
.

The functions ψi satisfy

ψ1(X2, U2, Y1) = λkγmO
(

γ−(2m+k)/3
)

+O(γ−(2m+k)/3),

ψ2(X2, U2, Y1) = λkγmO
(

δkm + (λ̂/λ)k + γ−(2m+k)/3
)

+O(γ−(2m+k)/3) + (γ̂/γ)−m) ,

ψ3(X2, U2, Y1) = λkγmO
(

δ−1
kmγ

−(2m+k)/3
)

+O
(

δ−1
kmγ

−(2m+k)/3
)

,

whose derivatives satisfy estimates similar to those for (24).

Moreover, when (x01, u01, y12) runs over Π+
1,x,u × Π−

2,y, the new coordinates cover a

centered at zero ball in R
n+1 whose radius grows to infinity as k,m→ ∞,

4 Proofs of Theorems 1 and 2.

4.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We prove the theorem for the k ≥ m case and the other follows by a similar argument

(we can consider the map Tmk = T k
0 T1T

m
0 T2 instead). We do not assume here that the

homoclinic tangencies are simple. Nevertheless, we can consider in U0 local C
r-coordinates

(x, y) ∈ Rn ×R in which the local stable and unstable invariant manifolds W s
loc and W

u
loc

of the point O are straightened, i.e., the local map T0(µ) has the form:

T0 : x̄ = A(µ)x+ g(x, y, µ), ȳ = γy + h(x, y, µ),

where the matrix A has the eigenvalues λ1, ..., λn such that 1 > |λ1| ≥ ... ≥ |λn| > 0;

and f(0, y, µ) ≡ 0, g(x, 0, µ) ≡ 0. Since y is one-dimensional and |λ1||γ| < 1, we can

assume [28] that additionally the identities h(0, y, µ) ≡ 0, hy(x, 0, µ) ≡ 0 are fulfilled.

Then we can apply Lemma 2, where the coordinate u is omitted and ‖A‖ = λ = |λ1|+ ǫ0

with arbitrary small constant ǫ0 ≥ 0. Then the global maps T1 ≡ fN1 : Π−

1 → Π+
1 and

T2 ≡ fN2 : Π−

2 → Π+
2 can be written in the form

x̄0i − x+i = Fi(x1i, y1i − y−i , µ),

ȳ0i = Gi(x1i, y1i − y−i , µ), i = 1, 2,

where Fi(0, 0, 0) = 0, Gi(0, 0, 0) = 0, which means that Ti(P
−

i ) = P+
i at µ = 0, and

∂Gi/∂y(0, 0, 0) = 0, ∂2Gi/∂y
2(0, 0, 0) = 2di 6= 0, which means that W u(O) and W s(O)

have at µ = 0 the quadratic homoclinic tangencies at the points of the homoclinic orbits
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Γ1 and Γ2. Thus, we can write the function Gi in the form Gi = µi + C(x1i) + di(y1i −

y−i )
2 +O(‖x1i‖|y1i − y−i |+ |y1i − y−i |

3)

Now we can write the first-return map Tkm : Π+
2 → Π+

2 , by virtue of the composition

(20), see Fig. 11), assuming that k ≥ m. :

x01 − x+1 = F1(x11, y11 − y−1 , µ), y01 = G1(x11, y11 − y−1 , µ),

where x11 = λkϕ1
k(x02, y11, µ), y01 = γ−my11 + γ−2mϕ2

k(x02, y11, µ),

x̄02 − x+2 = F2(x12, y12 − y−2 , µ), ȳ02 = G2(x12, y12 − y−2 , µ),

where x12 = λmϕ1
m(x01, ȳ11, µ), ȳ02 = γ−kȳ11 + γ−2kϕ2

k(x̄02, ȳ11, µ),

Shifting the coordinates xi = x0i − x+i , yi = y1i − y−i we bring map Tkm to the form

x1 = O(λk) +O(y1),

γ−my2 = µ̂1 + d1y
2
1 + λkO(‖x‖) + γ−2kO(y1) +O(y31),

x̄2 = O(λm) +O(y2),

γ−kȳ1 = µ̂2 + d2y
2
2 + λmO(‖x‖) + γ−2mO(y2) +O(y32),

(29)

Now we rescale the coordinates as follows

y1 = β1Y1, y2 = β2Y2, X1 = ρ−1
k β1X1, X2 = ρ−1

m β2X2

where

β1 = −
1

3
√

d2d21
γ−

k
3 γ−

2m
3 , β2 = −

1
3
√

d1d22
γ−

m
3 γ−

2k
3 ,

and ρi is a function of i which tends to 0 as i→ +∞. After this, map (29) takes the form

X1 = O(λkγ(k+2m)/3) +O(ρk),

Y2 =M1 − Y 2
1 +O(λkγmρ−1

k ) +O(γ−(k+2m)/3) +O(γ−(2k+m)/3),

X̄2 = O(λmγ(2k+m)/3) +O(ρm),

Ȳ1 =M2 − Y 2
2 +O(λmγkρ−1

m ) +O(γ−(k+2m)/3) +O(γ−(2k+m)/3).

(30)

The statement on the ranges of the rescaled coordinates and parameters is immediate

from (30), so we only need to prove that the quantity

Skm = |λ|m|γ|k (31)

converges to zero as k,m → ∞. Let θ̂ = − ln |λ|/ ln |γ|, hence |λ| = |γ|−θ̂. If k ≥ m,

condition (4) means that (θ̂ − δ1)
−1 < m/k < 1, i.e. k < m(θ̂ − δ1), with some small

δ1 > 0 . Then

Skm = |γ|k−mθ̃ ≥ |γ|m(θ̃−δ1)−mθ̃ = |γ|−mδ1 → 0 as m→ ∞.
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4.2 Proof of Theorem 2.

We only prove for the case where k > m using Lemma 4; when k < m, similar

argument applies with using Lemma 5 instead of Lemma 4.

Let us start with the saddle case. By Lemma 4, we need to find a sequence {(kj, mj)}

of positive integers with kj > m and kj, mj → +∞ as j → +∞ such that, when µ3 = θ−θ0

varies near 0, the coefficients C2λ
mjγkj of Y1 in (21) can cover either [−sj ,−s

−1
j ] or [s−1

j , sj]

for some sequence {sj} of positive numbers tending to infinity.

Evidently, since C2 = b1c2 6= 0 is a constant, it is sufficient to check that the function

Sj = |λ|mj |γ|kj as j → +∞ approximate the infinite interval (0,+∞) when values of θ

runs over an (arbitrary small) neighborhood of θ0.

We have for lnSj that

θ =
kj
mj

−
lnSj

mj ln |γ|
. (32)

Take any sequence {sj} of positive numbers with sj → ∞ as j → ∞. Let θ1j and θ2j be

the corresponding values of θ at Sj = s−1
j and Sj = sj. Then

θ1,2j =
kj
mj

∓
ln sj

mj ln |γ|
.

So, when θ runs over the interval [θ1j , θ
2
j ], the values of Sj cover [s

−1
j , sj]. Let

Ij = [min(θ1j , θ0),max(θ2j , θ0)].

We will find the desired sequence {(kj, mj)} if diam Ij → 0 as j → ∞. This can be easily

achieved by taking mj , kj such that

kj
mj

→ θ0 and
ln sj

mj ln |γ|
→ 0

as j → ∞.

The statement on the parameters µ1,2 and M1,2 follows immediately from (23). The

proof for the saddle case will be completed if the functions φi (i = 1, 2, 3) in (21) along

with their derivatives tend to 0 as j → +∞. This gives us only some restriction for the

exponential growth of λmγk, which, by (24), is equivalent to require

λmγk < max{δkmγ
(2k+m)/3, δ−1

km, (λ̂/λ)
−m}.

This inequality can be readily fulfilled by taking appropriate δkm.

We proceed to consider the saddle-focus case. According to (22), the coefficient

C2λ
mjγkj in (21) now has the form

Cj := C cos(mjϕ− ν)λmjγkj , (33)
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where C =
√

(b211 + b212) (c
2
21 + c222). The idea here is the same as in the saddle case, i.e.,

we find a sequence {(kj, mj)} of positive integers with kj > m and kj, mj → +∞ as

j → +∞ such that by changing the parameter µ3 the values of Cj can cover the whole

real line in the limit. The difference is that we now vary ϕ, instead of θ, near ϕ0 such

that the value of cos(mjϕ− ν) is close to zero, and, at the same time, have λmjγkj → ∞

as k,m→ ∞.

Take any sequence {sj} of positive numbers with sj → ∞ as j → ∞. Recall that the

range of arccos is [0, π]. We solve out ϕ from the equations

cos(mjφ
1,2
j − ν) = ±

sj
Cλmjγkj

as

ϕ1
j =

1

mj

(

arccos
sj

Cλmjγkj
− ν −

2πnj

mj

)

,

ϕ2
j =

1

mj

(

π − arccos
sj

Cλmjγkj
− ν −

2πnj

mj

)

,

(34)

where nj can be any integers. Hence, when ϕ runs over

Ij = [min(ϕ1
j , ϕ0),max(ϕ2

j , ϕ0)],

the values of C cover the interval [−sj , sj ].

We now choose nj and mj such that

nj

mj
→

ϕ0

2π
as j → ∞,

and, then, choose kj > mj accordingly so that

sj
Cλmjγkj

→ 0 as j → ∞.

In this way, we find from (34) that diam Ij → 0 as j → ∞.

Arguing as in the saddle case, one achieves the statement on other parameters and

shows that the functions φi (i = 1, 2, 3) converge to 0 as j → ∞.

5 Proof of Lemma 4

As mentioned before, we study the cross-form of the map Tkm according to (20).

Using formulas (15) and (19) we can write the relation (20) as

(x11 −Ak
1x02, u11) = λ̂k (gk(x02, u02, y11, ε), ĝk(x02, u02, y11, ε)) ,

ȳ02 = γ−kȳ11 + γ̂−khk(x̄02, ū02, ȳ11, ε),
(35)
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x01 − x+1 = a1x11 + b1(y11 − y−1 ) + p1u11 + . . . ,

u01 − u+1 = ã1x11 + b̃1(y11 − y−1 ) + p̃1u11 + . . . ,

y01 = µ1 + c1x11 + d1(y11 − y−1 )
2 + q1u11 + . . . ,

(36)

(x12 − Am
1 x01, u12) = λ̂m (gm(x01, u01, y12, ε), ĝm(x01, u01, y12, ε)) ,

y01 = γ−my12 + γ̂−mhm(x01, u01, y12, ε),
(37)

x̄02 − x+2 = a2x12 + b2(y12 − y−2 ) + p2u12 + . . . ,

ū02 − u+2 = ã2x12 + b̃2(y12 − y−2 ) + p̃2u12 + . . . ,

ȳ02 = µ2 + c2x12 + d2(y12 − y−2 )
2 + q2u12 + . . . .

(38)

We construct the sought linear change of coordinates in several steps.

Step 1. We shift the coordinates with

xi = x0i − x+i , ui = u0i − u+i , yi = y1i − y−i , i = 1, 2.

Then

x11 = Ak
1x2 + Ak

1x
+
2 +O(λ̂k), u11 = O(λ̂k), y02 = γ−ky1 + γ−ky−1 +O(γ̃−k),

x12 = Am
1 x1 + Am

1 x
+
1 +O(λ̂m), u12 = O(λ̂m), y01 = γ−my2 + γ−my−2 +O(γ̃−m),

and the system (35)–(38) recasts as (recall that k ≥ m)

x1 = b1y1 +O(λk) +O(y21),

u1 = b̃1y1 +O(λk) +O(y21),

γ−my2 = µ̃1 + d1y
2
1 + λkO(‖(x2, u2)‖) +O (|y1|‖(x2, u2)‖+ |y1|

3) ,

x̄2 = b2y2 +O(λm) +O(y22),

ū2 = b̃2y2 +O(λm) +O(y22),

γ−kȳ1 = µ̃2 + d2y
2
2 + C2A

m
1 x1 + λ̂mO(‖(x1, u1)‖) +O (λm|y2|‖(x1, u1)‖+ |y2|

3) ,

(39)

where C2A
m
1 x1 = c2λ

mx1 in the saddle case, C2A
m
1 x1 = (c21, c22)A

m
1 (x11, x12)

⊤ in the

saddle-focus case),

µ̃1 = µ1 − γ−my−2 +O(λk + γ̂−m),

µ̃2 = µ2 − γ−ky−2 + α2λ
m +O(λk + γ̂−k + λ̂m)

and α2 is the same as in the statement of Lemma 4.

Step 2. The above coordinate transformation gives rise to constant terms in the equations

for x1, u1, x̄2 and ū2, and to linear-in-y1 and linear-in-y2 terms in equations for y2 and ȳ1,

respectively. In order to kill those terms, we shift the coordinates further with

(x1, u1, y1) 7→ (x1, u1, y1) +O(λk), (x2, u2, y2) 7→ (x2, u2, y2) +O(λm),
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where the terms O(λk) and O(λm) are chosen appropriately. After that, the formula (39)

can be rewritten as

x1 = b1y1 + λkO(‖(x2, u2)‖) +O(y21),

u1 = b̃1y1 + λkO(‖(x2, u2)‖) +O(y21),

γ−mȳ2 = µ̃1 + d1y
2
1 + λkO(‖(x2, u2)‖) +O

(

λk|y1|‖(x2, u2)‖+ |y1|
3
)

,

x̄2 = b2y2 + λmO(‖(x1, u1)‖) +O(y22),

ū2 = b̃2y2 + λmO(‖(x1, u1)‖) +O(y22),

γ−kȳ1 = µ̃2 + d2y
2
2 + C2A

m
1 x1 + λ̂mO(‖(x1, u1)‖) +O (λm|y2|‖(x1, u1)‖+ |y2|

3) ,

(40)

Step 3. We apply affine transformation for (x, u)-coordinates. In the saddle case we put,

since b1b2 6= 0,

unewi = ui −
b̃i
bi
xi, i = 1, 2.

In the saddle-focus case, when xi = (xi1, xi2) , bi = (bi1, bi2) and b
2
i1 + b2i2 6= 0 (i = 1, 2),

we assume, without loss of generality, that b11 6= 0 and b21 6= 0. We put

xnewi2 = xi2 −
bi2
bi1
xi1, u

new
i = ui −

b̃i
bi1
xi1, i = 1, 2.

Then, system (40) takes the form as

x11 = b11y1 + λkO(‖(x2, u2)‖) +O(y21),

(x12, u1) = λkO(‖(x2, u2)‖) +O(y21),

γ−mȳ2 = µ̃1 + d1y
2
1 + λkO(‖(x2, u2)‖) +O

(

λk|y1|‖(x2, u2)‖+ |y1|
3
)

,

x̄21 = b21y2 + λmO(‖(x1, u1)‖) +O(y22),

(x̄22, ū2) = λkO(‖(x1, u1)‖) +O(y22),

γ−kȳ1 = µ̃2 + d2y
2
2 + C̃2λ

mx1 + λ̂mO(‖(x1, u1)‖) +O (λm|y2|‖(x1, u1)‖+ |y2|
3) ,

(41)

where in the saddle case the coordinates x12 and x22 are absent, and x11 = x1, x21 = x2

and C̃2 = c2; in the saddle-focus case C̃2x2 = C̃21x21 + C̃22x22, where

C̃21 =
1

b21

√

(b221 + b222) (c
2
21 + c222) · cos(mϕ− ν), ν = arctan

b21c22 − b22c21
b21c21 + b22c22

and C̃22 =
√

c221 + c222 cos(mϕ+ ν̃), with ν̃ = arctan(c21/c22).

Step 4. Now we rescale the coordinates in system (41) as follows:

y1 = β1Y1, x11 = b11β1X1, (x12, u1) = δ̃kmβ1(X12, U1)

y2 = β2Y2, x21 = b21β2X2, (x22, u2) = δkmβ2(X22, U2)
(42)
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where

β1 = −
1

3
√

d2d
2
1

γ−
k
3 γ−

2m
3 , β2 = −

1
3
√

d1d
2
2

γ−
m
3 γ−

2k
3 , (43)

and δ̃km and δkm are some functions of m and k which tend to 0 as k,m→ +∞.

Then system (41) recasts as

X11 = Y1 +O
(

λkγ−(k−m)/3
)

+O
(

γ−(k+2m)/3
)

,

(X12, U1) = δ̃−1
kmO

(

λkγ−(k−m)/3
)

+ δ−1
kmO

(

γ−(k+2m)/3
)

,

Y2 = M1 − Y 2
1 +O

(

λkγmγ−(k−m)/3 + γ̂−mγm + γ−(k+2m)/3
)

,

X21 = Y2 +O
(

λmγkγ−(2k+m)/3 + γ−(2k+m)/3
)

,

(X22, U2) = δ−1
kmO

(

λmγkγ−(2k+m)/3
)

+ δ−1
kmO

(

γ−(2k+m)/3
)

,

Y 1 = M2 − Y 2
2 + C2λ

mγkX11+

+δkmλ
mγkO(X12) +O

(

λ̂mγk + γ̂−kγk + λmγkγ−(2k+m)/3 + γ−(2k+m)/3
)

,

(44)

where X11, X21 ∈ R and the coordinates X12 and X22 are absent in the saddle case. Since

k ≥ m, we can take, for example, δ̃km = γ−k/3.

Finally, expressing intermediate coordinates (X1, U1, Y2) from the first three equations

of (44) and putting the result into the last three equations, we obtain the following form

of Tkm

X21 = M1 − Y 2
1 + λmγkO

(

γ−(2k+m)/3
)

+ o(1)k,m→+∞ ,

Y 1 = M2 −X
2

21 + C2λ
mγkY1 + λmγkO

(

δkm + (λ̂/λ)m + γ−(2k+m)/3
)

+ o(1)k,m→+∞ ,

(X22, U2) = λmγkO
(

δ−1
kmγ

−(2k+m)/3
)

+O
(

δ−1
kmγ

−(2k+m)/3
)

,

(45)

The last statement of the lemma on the range of the new coordinates follows imme-

diately from (42) and (43).
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Lett. 1993, v.70(18), 2714-2717.

[2] J.A.C. Gallas, Dissecting Shrimps: Results for Some One-Dimensional Physical Mod-

els // Physica A, 1994, 202, 196-223.

[3] B.R. Hunt, J.A.C. Gallas, C. Grebogi, J.A. Yorke, H. Kocak, Bifurcation rigidity //

Physica D, 1999, 129, 35.

[4] C. Bonatto, J.A.C. Gallas, Y. Ueda, Chaotic phase similarities and recurrences in a
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[11] J.P. Carcasses, C. Mirá, M. Bosch, C. Simo and J.C. Tatjer. “Crossroad area – spring

area” transition (II). Foliated parametric representation // Int. J. Bifur. and Chaos,

1991, 1(2), 339- 348.
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