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Abstract

Consider the Restricted Planar Circular Three Body Problem (RPC3BP), which models the mo-
tion of a massless particle (Asteroid) under the gravitational influence of two massive bodies (the
primaries) moving on circular orbits. By considering the ratio between the masses of the primaries to
be arbitrarily small, we construct orbits with close encounters with the smaller primary (Jupiter) that
realize any combination of past and future final motions (in the sense of Chazy’s), including oscillatory
motions. We also obtain arbitrarily large ejection-collision orbits with Jupiter and ejection-collision
orbits between the two primaries (Sun and Jupiter), as well as arbitrarily large periodic orbits that
pass arbitrarily close to Jupiter. Our approach combines singular perturbation theory and Levi-Civita
regularization near Jupiter, and McGehee regularization near infinity and near the Sun, together with
a global analysis that leads to transverse intersections of invariant manifolds.
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1 Introduction

In his Méthodes nouvelles de la mécanique céleste [44], Poincaré pointed out the fundamental role of
collision and near-collision orbits in celestial mechanics. In particular, he introduced the concept of
second-species solutions: periodic orbits that, while avoiding actual collision, pass arbitrarily close to
it. Their construction typically involves singular perturbation methods and careful analysis of the flow
near collision via regularization techniques. In contrast, first-species solutions correspond to periodic
orbits that are continuation of those of the 2 body problem that arise through regular perturbations
of integrable systems. In recent years, a variety of techniques (ranging from variational methods to
geometric and perturbative approaches) have been developed to construct second-species solutions and
to analyze their structure (see for instance [6, 7, 8, 33]).

A natural question concerning these near-collision behaviors is how they relate to the broader picture
of long-term dynamics of the 3 body problem. These dynamics were studied extensively by Chazy, who
classified all complete solutions (those defined for all positive or negative time) based on their asymptotic
behavior. In the RPC3BP, this classification is reduced to 4 possible asymptotic behaviors. To provide
the classification, let q denote the position of the Asteroid.

Theorem 1.1 (Chazy, 1922, see also [5]). Every solution of the RPC3BP defined for all time belongs to
one of the following four classes.

• Hyperbolic (H±) : lim
t→±∞

∥q(t)∥ = ∞ and lim
t→±∞

∥q̇(t)∥ = c > 0.

• Parabolic (P±) : lim
t→±∞

∥q(t)∥ = ∞ and lim
t→±∞

∥q̇(t)∥ = 0.

• Bounded (B±) : lim sup
t→±∞

∥q(t)∥ <∞.

• Oscillatory (OS±) : lim sup
t→±∞

∥q(t)∥ = ∞ and lim inf
t→±∞

∥q(t)∥ <∞.

Note that this classification applies both when t → +∞ or t → −∞. To distinguish both cases we
add a superindex + or − to each of the cases, e.g P+ and P−.

While this classification excludes collisions, it provides a natural framework in which to understand
global dynamics, and it remains central to the description of the long-term motion in the 3 body problem.
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Among these classes, oscillatory motions are particularly subtle: they exhibit infinitely many excursions
far away from the primaries without tending to infinity. The first example of oscillatory motions was
given by Sitnikov in [49]. Since then, more recent works have proven their existence in several models by
showing their connection to chaotic behavior (see for instance [22, 24, 40]).

The existence of orbits exhibiting oscillatory behavior (and transitions between different types of final
motions) has led to renewed interest in how near-collision dynamics fit into the Chazy framework. In our
previous work [27], we analyzed the different types of final motions for the RPC3BP (including oscillatory
motions) passing near the massive primary, referred to as the Sun. These orbits could be studied through
classical perturbation theory because the system, also near collision, is a regular perturbation of the Sun-
Asteroid 2 body problem. Using a slight abuse of terminology in line with Poincaré’s original classification,
we refer to these orbits as first-species solutions to emphasize their distinction with the “more singular”
behavior of the orbits considered in this article.

The present paper focuses on the behavior near the smaller primary, referred to as Jupiter. Here, the
problem possesses a singular perturbation regime in which the dynamics can no longer be viewed as a
small perturbation of a Kepler problem between the Sun and the Asteroid. As a result, the analytical
framework used in [27] is no longer applicable, and a different class of geometric and regularization
techniques is required. The orbits constructed here (including oscillatory motions, symbolic dynamics,
and ejection-collision trajectories) although similar in nature to those in [27], arise through fundamentally
different mechanisms and are referred to as second-species solutions in this broader sense.

1.1 Main results

We consider the RPC3BP and normalize the masses of the primaries to be 1−µ and µ, with µ ∈ (0, 1/2]
denoting the mass ratio. Throughout this paper we consider µ > 0 small, and accordingly we refer to
the more massive primary as the Sun and the smaller one as Jupiter. Taking the appropriate units, the
RPC3BP is a Hamiltonian system with respect to

Hµ(Q,P, t) =
|P |2

2
− 1− µ

|Q+ µQ0(t)|
− µ

|Q− (1− µ)Q0(t)|
, (1.1)

where Q,P ∈ R2 and −µQ0(t) and (1 − µ)Q0(t) with Q0(t) = (cos t, sin t) are the positions of the
primaries.

The symplectic change to rotating coordinates (q̂, p̂) makes the Hamiltonian (1.1) autonomous and of
the form

Ĥµ(q̂, p̂) =
|p̂|2

2
− (q̂1p̂2 − q̂2p̂1)−

1− µ

|q̂ + (µ, 0)|
− µ

|q̂ − (1− µ, 0)|
, (1.2)

where q̂, p̂ ∈ R2 and (−µ, 0) and (1− µ, 0) are the new position of the primaries, which are now fixed.

For any µ ∈ (0, 1/2] it is known (see [22, 30]) that

X+ ∩ Y − ̸= ∅ where X,Y = H,P,B,OS.

Note that, when µ = 0, the RPC3BP is reduced to a Kepler problem and therefore OS± = ∅ and
H+ = H−, P+ = P−, B+ = B−.

We define the Sun and Jupiter as the collision sets

S =
{
(q̂, p̂) ∈ R4 : q̂ = (−µ, 0)

}
, J =

{
(q̂, p̂) ∈ R4 : q̂ = (1− µ, 0)

}
. (1.3)

Let us define also the ejection and collision orbits.
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Definition 1.2. An ejection or collision orbit γ̂(t) = (q̂(t), p̂(t)) associated to the Hamiltonian (1.2)
belongs to one of the following families.

• Ejection orbits from the Sun (S−) : there exists t0 ∈ R such that lim
t→t+0

q̂(t) = (−µ, 0).

• Ejection orbits from Jupiter (J −) : there exists t0 ∈ R such that lim
t→t+0

q̂(t) = (1− µ, 0).

• Collision orbits to the Sun (S+) : there exists t1 ∈ R such that lim
t→t−1

q̂(t) = (−µ, 0).

• Collision orbits to Jupiter (J +) : there exists t1 ∈ R such that lim
t→t−1

q̂(t) = (1− µ, 0).

Moreover, we define

• Ejection-collision orbit with the Sun if it belongs to S− ∩ S+.

• Ejection-collision orbit with Jupiter if it belongs to J − ∩ J +.

• Ejection-collision orbit between the primaries if it belongs to J − ∩ S+ or J + ∩ S−.

The main results of the present paper are the following. The first one constructs two different “types”
of ejection-collision orbits with Jupiter and between the primaries.

Theorem 1.3. For any open set U ⊂
[
1−

√
3

3 , 1+
√
3

3

]
there exists µ0 > 0 such that, for any µ ∈ (0, µ0),

the following statements hold:

1. For any ĥ ∈ U , there exists a sequence of trajectories {ẑk(t)}k∈N, ẑk(t) = (q̂k(t), p̂k(t)) ∈ J − ∩ J +

in the energy level Ĥµ(q̂, p̂) = ĥ satisfying

lim sup
k→∞

(
sup

t∈(tk0 ,tk1)
|q̂k(t)|

)
= +∞, (1.4)

where tk0, t
k
1 are as in Definition 1.2.

2. There exists η > 0 (independent of µ) such that, for any ĥ ∈ (−ηµ, ηµ) ⊂ U , one can find

• a sequence of trajectories {ẑ1k(t)}k∈N, ẑ1k(t) = (q̂1k(t), p̂
1
k(t)) ∈ S− ∩ J +,

• a sequence of trajectories {ẑ2k(t)}k∈N, ẑ2k(t) = (q̂2k(t), p̂
2
k(t)) ∈ J − ∩ S+,

in the energy level Ĥµ(q̂, p̂) = ĥ which satisfy

lim sup
k→∞

 sup
t∈(tk0,i,tk1,i)

|q̂ik(t)|

 = +∞, i = 1, 2,

where (tk0,1, t
k
1,1) and (tk0,2, t

k
1,2) are as in Definition 1.2.

3. There exists η > 0 (independent of µ) such that, for any ĥ ∈ (−ηµ, ηµ) ⊂ U , one can find

• a trajectory ẑ3(t) = (q̂3(t), p̂3(t)) ∈ S− ∩ J +,
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• a trajectory ẑ4(t) = (q̂4(t), p̂4(t)) ∈ J − ∩ S+,

in the energy level Ĥµ(q̂, p̂) = ĥ such that

sup
t∈(t0,i,t1,i)

|q̂i(t)| = 1− µ, i = 3, 4, (1.5)

where (t0,3, t1,3) and (t0,4, t1,4) are as in Definition 1.2.

Remark 1.4. We say that an ejection-collision trajectory is large if it belongs to a sequence of trajectories
for which (1.4) holds. An ejection-collision trajectory between the primaries is ballistic if it satisfies (1.5).

The second main theorem shows the existence of hyperbolic sets (whose dynamics is conjugated to
the infinite symbols shift) which are unbounded and contain Jupiter at their closure.

Theorem 1.5. There exist η > 0 and µ0 > 0 such that, for any µ ∈ (0, µ0), there exists ĥ ∈(
−1− ηµ

1
12 ,−1 + ηµ

1
12

)
and a section Π ⊂ {Ĥµ(q̂, p̂) = ĥ} transverse to the flow of (1.2) where the

induced Poincaré map
P : V ⊂ Π → Π

has an invariant set X which is homeomorphic to NZ and whose dynamics P|X : X → X is topologically

conjugated to the shift σ : NZ → NZ, (σω)k = ωk+1. Moreover, this invariant set X satisfies

X ∩ J ̸= ∅, X ∩ J ± ̸= ∅, X ∩ P± ̸= ∅.

A consequence of this result is the following theorem, which provides the existence of any combination
of past and future asymptotic behaviors (in the sense of Chazy) accumulating to Jupiter.

Theorem 1.6. There exists µ0 > 0 such that, for any µ ∈ (0, µ0),

X+ ∩ Y − ∩ J ̸= ∅ where X,Y = H,P,B,OS.

Moreover,

• There exist trajectories (q̂(t), p̂(t)) of (1.2) which belong to OS− ∩OS+ and get arbitrarily close to
collision with Jupiter. Namely, they satisfy

lim sup
t→±∞

|q̂(t)| = ∞ and lim inf
t→±∞

|q̂(t)− (1− µ, 0)| = 0.

In particular, this also implies that they are oscillatory in their velocity:

lim sup
t→±∞

∣∣∣∣ ddt q̂(t)
∣∣∣∣ = ∞ and lim inf

t→±∞

∣∣∣∣ ddt q̂(t)
∣∣∣∣ <∞. (1.6)

• For any ε > 0, there exists a periodic trajectory (q̂(t), p̂(t)) of (1.2) satisfying

sup
t∈R

|q̂(t)| ≥ ε−1 and inf
t∈R

|q̂(t)− (1− µ, 0)| ≤ ε.

Theorem 1.3 is proved in Section 7. Theorems 1.5 and 1.6 are proved together in Section 8.
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1.2 Literature and previous results

The study of near-collision orbits has been the subject of several works, particularly in relation to second-
species solutions. After Poincaré’s initial classification [44], a geometric framework for studying these
solutions was developed through regularization techniques and the analysis of invariant manifolds asso-
ciated with the collision set. In the context of the planar 3 body problem, Levi-Civita and McGehee
regularizations [28, 36] have been used to describe the flow near binary collisions. This approach has
enabled the construction of near-collision orbits in both planar and spatial models [6, 7, 8, 9, 20, 33].
One can also rely on KAM Theory to build punctured tori (invariant tori containing collisions for the
regularized flow), see [12, 16, 17, 50].

Ejection and collision orbits have also received considerable attention. Saari, and later Fleisher and
Knauf, proved that the set of initial conditions leading to collision has zero Lebesgue measure [18, 19,
45, 46], though it may still be topologically large. The question of whether collision orbits form a dense
set within an open set of the phase space was first posed by Siegel and later formulated as a conjecture
by Alekseev [1]. Although it remains open, a partial answer was given in [21], where the authors prove
that the set of orbits leading to collision in the RPC3BP is µα-dense (for some α > 0) in some open set
of phase space.

In the RPC3BP, ejection-collision orbits were first constructed by Lacomba and Llibre [25, 29]. Their
results were later generalized in [32, 41, 42]. Using computer assisted proofs, ballistic ejection-collision
orbits (see Remark 1.4) have been obtained in [10], and [11] provides oscillatory orbits in velocity (in the
sense of (1.6)) accumulating to collision.

In the full 3 body problem, triple collisions are also possible and have been extensively study since
the work of McGehee [36] (see also [14, 15, 26, 38, 48]). The analysis of these singularities has provided
a framework for constructing various types of trajectories in the 3 body problem, including those with
oscillatory behavior in both position and velocity (by Moeckel [37, 39]). These constructions rely on
trajectories passing arbitrarily close to triple collision and therefore the total angular momentum has to
be very close to zero. This is not the case of the present paper, where the primaries perform circular
motion and therefore their angular momenta are not small.

Regarding the combination of past and future final motions, it can be traced back to the work done by
Sitnikov for the now known as the Sitnikov problem [49], where he showed that all of them were possible
(including oscillatory motions). A decade later, Moser [40] gave a new proof, relating these motions to
chaotic behavior via the construction of Smale horseshoes. Moser’s approach has since been adapted to
other versions of the restricted 3 body problem [22, 30] (see [43] for similar results using other methods).
In the non-restricted setting, similar results were given by Alekseev [2, 3, 4], and have been recently
extended in [23].

1.3 Main ideas for the proofs of Theorems 1.3, 1.5 and 1.6

The orbits constructed in Theorems 1.3, 1.5 and 1.6 rely on a combination of invariant manifold theory
and singular perturbation techniques applied to certain objects of the RPC3BP. These include both the
analysis close to the primaries (the Sun and Jupiter) as well as the behavior of the system at infinity.
After suitable regularizations and compactifications, these objects can be understood within the context
of different regularized flows. To analyze the dynamics in these different regions of the phase space, we
perform several changes of coordinates and time scalings. The McGehee regularizations near the Sun and
at infinity (see [35, 36]) were deeply studied in [27]. In contrast, in the present paper the analysis near
Jupiter is achieved through a Levi-Civita transformation [28], which is described in Section 3 below.

At a fixed energy level, the McGehee regularization transforms the Sun into an invariant torus con-
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taining two normally hyperbolic invariant circles, each foliated by equilibrium points. As detailed in
Section 4, the ejection and collision orbits correspond to unstable and stable manifolds associated to
these circles, and their behavior can be analyzed as perturbations of the flow induced by the unperturbed
Hamiltonian Ĥ0 in (1.2).

After compactification, the “parabolic infinity” (described in Section 5) becomes a degenerate periodic
orbit at each energy level. Though degenerate, it is known to possess well-defined stable and unstable
manifolds for any value of µ ∈ [0, 1/2] (see [34]).

Near Jupiter we consider the Levi-Civita regularization (see Section 3 below). Then, at a given energy
level, the collision set becomes a circle of regular points (located close to a saddle), and the associated
ejection and collision orbits are generated by the forward and backward flow of this circle. Unlike the
cases of the Sun and the parabolic infinity, the dynamics close to Jupiter does not arise as a small µ-
perturbation of the Sun-Asteroid 2 body problem. Rather, after a scaling and a singular perturbation
analysis, the dynamics is governed by the Jupiter-Asteroid 2 body problem and therefore a separate
analysis is required.

We show that the invariant manifolds of infinity intersect transversally with the ejection and collision
orbits associated to Jupiter. By combining these intersections with a local analysis near collisions and
infinity, we construct the different types of motions provided by Theorems 1.3, 1.5 and 1.6.

Let us describe the strategy more precisely:

1. We prove that the stable manifold of infinity intersects transversally the ejection manifold J − and
the unstable manifold of infinity intersects transversally the collision manifold J + (see Section 6).

2. Relying on the local analysis close to infinity (at the C1 level) done in [40], we prove that the ejection
and collision manifolds J ∓ intersect transversally and that these intersections can be arbitrarily
far away from Jupiter. Building on our results in [27], where we prove an analogous result for the
ejection and collision manifolds with S, we prove the existence of transverse intersections of ejection
and collision manifolds associated to S and J which can be arbitrarily far away from both primaries
(see Section 7.1). This proves the first two items of Theorem 1.3.

3. Through the analysis of the invariant manifolds of collision with S done in [27], we prove that the
ejection and collision manifolds associated to S and J intersect transversally inside the region of
the phase space enclosed by Jupiter’s orbit (see Section 7.2). This gives the third item of Theorem
1.3.

4. From the local analysis close to Jupiter (at the C1 level) done in [33] (which we recall in Section 3
below), we prove that the stable and unstable manifolds of infinity intersect transversally close to
the collision set J . Then, we construct hyperbolic sets with symbolic dynamics which contain the
homoclinic points to infinity in its closure (but not containing Jupiter in its closure). This leads to
oscillatory motions passing close to J (and combination of past and future different final motions),
but not to oscillatory motions which have Jupiter at its closure, and it does not imply Theorems
1.5 and 1.6.

5. To prove Theorems 1.5 and 1.6 we have to further analyze the invariant manifolds of infinity and
the ejection/collision manifolds J ∓. That is, we prove that there exists an energy level for which
the transverse intersection of the invariant manifolds of infinity belongs to one of the ejection fibers
of J −. Then, making use of the local analysis close to J and the tools developed by Moser in [40],
one can construct the behaviors provided by Theorems 1.5 and 1.6 (see Section 8).

7



2 The Kepler problem

We start by considering the Hamiltonian (1.2) with µ = 0, which is the classical Kepler problem in
rotating coordinates

Ĥ0(q̂, p̂) =
|p̂|2

2
− (q̂1p̂2 − q̂2p̂1)−

1

|q̂|
. (2.1)

This Hamiltonian has two first integrals: the angular momentum and the energy of the Asteroid in
non-rotating coordinates centered at S, defined respectively as

Θ̂(q̂, p̂) = q̂1p̂2 − q̂2p̂1, H0(q̂, p̂) =
|p̂|2

2
− 1

|q̂|
. (2.2)

In this model, we are interested in orbits hitting J , defined in (1.3) (for µ = 0 they are regular orbits).
Relying on (2.1), for a fixed ĥ ∈ R, the collision set J at the energy level {Ĥ0 = ĥ} becomes

Jĥ =
{
(q̂, p̂) ∈ R4 : q̂ = (1, 0), p̂21 + (p̂2 − 1)2 = 2ĥ+ 3

}
.

The following lemma, whose proof is straightforward, gives a characterization of the ejection and collision
orbits J −, J + (see Definition 1.2) in terms of ĥ and Θ̂.

Lemma 2.1. An orbit γ̂(t) ∈ J −∪J + of the equations of motion associated to (2.1) in the hypersurface
{Ĥ0(q̂, p̂) = ĥ} belongs to one of the following three classes.

• Elliptic if one of the following conditions holds:

– ĥ ∈
(
−3

2 ,−
√
2
)
and Θ̂ ∈

[
1−

√
2ĥ+ 3, 1 +

√
2ĥ+ 3

]
.

– ĥ ∈
[
−
√
2,
√
2
)
and Θ̂ ∈

[
1−

√
2ĥ+ 3,−ĥ

)
.

• Parabolic if ĥ ∈
[
−
√
2,
√
2
]
and Θ̂ = −ĥ.

• Hyperbolic if ĥ ∈
(
−
√
2,+∞

)
and Θ̂ > −ĥ.

We study the parabolic orbits in Lemma 2.1. It is convenient to work in the non-rotating polar
coordinates defined by

Q1 = ř cos θ̌, P1 = Ř cos θ̌ − Θ̌

ř
sin θ̌,

Q2 = ř sin θ̌, P2 = Ř sin θ̌ +
Θ̌

ř
cos θ̌.

(2.3)

In these coordinates, the Hamiltonian H0(Q,P ) in (1.1) becomes

Ȟ0(ř, Ř, Θ̌) =
1

2

(
Ř2 +

Θ̌2

ř2

)
− 1

ř
. (2.4)

From (2.1), (2.2) and Lemma 2.1, the parabolic orbits crossing the orbit of Jupiter at a fixed angular
momentum

Θ̌ = Θ̌0 = −ĥ ∈
[
−
√
2,
√
2
]

(2.5)

are given by

VΘ̌0
=
{
(ř, θ̌, Ř, Θ̌) ∈ (0,+∞)×T×R2 : Θ̌ = Θ̌0

}
∩
{
Ȟ0 = 0

}
.
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The rest of the section is devoted to compute explicitly the parabolic orbits in VΘ̌0
hitting Jupiter. We

proceed as follows. First, we exploit the integrability of Ĥ0 in (2.4) to compute the parabolic orbits in
VΘ̌0

and to analyze its asymptotic behavior as t→ ±∞. Then we identify the orbits within this set that
hit J .

The equations of motion associated with the Hamiltonian Ȟ0 restricted to the plane
{
Θ̌ = Θ̌0, Ȟ0 = 0

}
are reduced to

d

dt
ř = Ř,

d

dt
θ̌ =

Θ̌0

ř2
,

d

dt
Ř =

Θ̌2
0

ř3
− 1

ř2
. (2.6)

Next lemma (see [30]) computes the trajectories of these equations.

Lemma 2.2. Fix Θ̌0 ∈ [−
√
2,
√
2] and let w(t) be the unique analytic function defined by

t =
1

2

(
1

3
w3 + Θ̌2

0w

)
,

such that w is real for real values of t, that is,

w(t) =


3
√
6t if Θ̌0 = 0,(
3t+

√
9t2 + Θ̌6

0

) 1
3

− Θ̌2
0

(
3t+

√
9t2 + Θ̌6

0

)− 1
3

if Θ̌0 ̸= 0.
(2.7)

Then:

(i) If Θ̌0 ̸= 0, the parabolic orbit solution of (2.6) with initial condition

řh(0, Θ̌0) =
Θ̌2

0

2
, θ̌h(0, θ̌0, Θ̌0) = θ̌0, Řh(0, Θ̌0) = 0,

is given by

γ̌h(t, θ̌0, Θ̌0) =
(
řh(t, Θ̌0), θ̌h(t, θ̌0, Θ̌0), Řh(t, Θ̌0), Θ̌0

)
=

(
1

2

(
w(t)2 + Θ̌2

0

)
, θ̌0 − i log

(
iΘ̌0 − w(t)

iΘ̌0 + w(t)

)
,

2w(t)

w(t)2 + Θ̌2
0

, Θ̌0

)
, t ∈ R,

(2.8)

and satisfies γ̌h(t, θ̌0, Θ̌0) ⊂ P+ ∩ P−.

(ii) If Θ̌0 = 0, γ̌h(t, θ̌0, 0) above is no longer defined at t = 0. Instead, there exist two trajectories of
(2.6) given by

γ̌+h (t, θ̌0) =
(
ř+h (t), θ̌

+
h (t, θ̌0), Ř

+
h (t), Θ̌

+
h (t)

)
=

(
λt

2
3 , θ̌0,

√
2

λ
t−

1
3 , 0

)
, ∀ t > 0,

γ̌−h (t, θ̌0) =
(
ř−h (t), θ̌

−
h (t, θ̌0), Ř

−
h (t), Θ̌

−
h (t)

)
=

(
λt

2
3 , θ̌0,−

√
2

λ
|t|−

1
3 , 0

)
, ∀ t < 0,

where λ =
(
9
2

) 1
3 . They satisfy γ̌±h (t, θ̌0) ⊂ S∓ ∩ P± (see Definition 1.2).

Note that the singularities in (2.8), located at w = ±iΘ̌0 (or equivalently at t = ±i Θ̌
3
0
3 ), are in fact

zeroes of the function řh and therefore correspond to collisions of the parabolic orbit with the primary
S, which occur at purely complex values of time if Θ̌0 ̸= 0.
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To deal at the same time with the cases Θ̌0 ̸= 0 and Θ̌0 = 0, we introduce

γ̌±h (t, θ̌0, Θ̌0) = (ř±h (t, Θ̌0), θ̌
±
h (t, θ̌0, Θ̌0), Ř

±
h (t, Θ̌0), Θ̌0) =

{
γ̌h(t, θ̌0, Θ̌0) for± t ≥ 0 if Θ̌0 ̸= 0,

γ̌±h (t, θ̌0) for± t > 0 if Θ̌0 = 0.
(2.9)

The following corollary provides the asymptotic behavior of the parabolic trajectories γ̌±h (t, θ̌0, Θ̌0) as
t→ ±∞.

Corollary 2.3. The trajectories γ̌±h (t, θ̌0, Θ̌0) =
(
ř±h (t, Θ̌0), θ̌

±
h (t, θ̌0, Θ̌0), Ř

±
h (t, Θ̌0), Θ̌0

)
in (2.9) satisfy

ř±h (t, Θ̌0) ∼ |t|
2
3 , Ř±

h (t, Θ̌0) ∼ ±|t|−
1
3 , θ̌±h (t, θ̌0, Θ̌0)− θ̌0 ∼ Θ̌0|t|−

1
3 as t→ ±∞.

Recall that for µ = 0, the Hamiltonian (1.2) reduces to a Kepler problem involving only the Sun and
the Asteroid. Hence, it is an abuse of language to say that the orbits γ̌±h in (2.9) collide with J . To
address this ambiguity, we say that these orbits “hit Jupiter” if there exist (tc, θ̌0) ∈ (0,+∞) × T such
that

ř±h (±tc, Θ̌0) = 1, θ̌±h (±tc,±θ̌0, Θ̌0) = ±tc.

Imposing both conditions on (2.9) yields

tc = tc(Θ̌0) =
1

3

√
2− Θ̌2

0

(
1 + Θ̌2

0

)
, θ̌c := θ̌0(Θ̌0) = tc(Θ̌0) + i log

(
iΘ̌0 − w(tc(Θ̌0))

iΘ̌0 + w(tc(Θ̌0))

)
. (2.10)

Then, the two trajectories
γ̌±c (t, Θ̌0) := γ̌±h (t,±θ̌c, Θ̌0) (2.11)

correspond to the parabolic orbits colliding with J at time t = ±tc(Θ̌0), respectively.

γ̌+
c ∈J−∩P+

γ̌−
c ∈J+∩P−

JS

q̌1

q̌2

γ̌+
c ([0,tc],1)∈J+

γ̌−
c ([−tc,0],1)∈J−

γ̌+
c ((tc,+∞),1)∈J−∩P+

γ̌−
c ((−∞,−tc),1)∈J+∩P−

J

J
S

q̌1

q̌2

Figure 2.1: Examples of the orbits analyzed in Remark 2.4. In the left and right pictures we consider
Θ̌∗

0 =
√
2 and Θ̌∗

0 = 1 respectively.

Remark 2.4. We make the following remark regarding the orbits γ̌±c (t, Θ̌0) (see Figure 2.1).

10



• For Θ̌∗
0 = ±

√
2 we have tc(±

√
2) = 0 in (2.10) so the orbits γ̌±c (t, Θ̌

∗
0) correspond to parabolic

ejection and collision orbits with J , respectively. Namely

γ̌+c (t, Θ̌
∗
0) ⊂ J − ∩ P+, γ̌−c (t, Θ̌

∗
0) ⊂ J + ∩ P−.

• For Θ̌∗
0 ∈ (−

√
2,
√
2) \ {0} we have

– For t ∈ [0, tc], γ̌
+
c (t, Θ̌

∗
0) ⊂ J + and for t ≥ tc, γ̌

+
c (t, Θ̌

∗
0) ⊂ J − ∩ P+.

– For t ∈ [−tc, 0], γ̌−c (t, Θ̌∗
0) ⊂ J − and for t ≤ −tc, γ̌−c (t, Θ̌∗

0) ⊂ J + ∩ P−.

• For Θ̌∗
0 = 0 we have

– For t ∈ (0, tc], γ̌
+
c (t, 0) ⊂ S− ∩ J + (and ballistic, see Remark 1.4) and for t ≥ tc, γ̌

+
c (t, 0) ⊂

J − ∩ P+.

– For t ∈ [−tc, 0), γ̌−c (t, 0) ⊂ S+ ∩ J − (also ballistic) and for t ≤ −tc, γ̌−c (t, 0) ⊂ J + ∩ P−.

3 Local analysis close to J
To carry out a local analysis around the collision set J in (1.3), we first consider the translation to put
J at the origin

q1 = q̂1 − (1− µ), q2 = q̂2,

p1 = p̂1, p2 = p̂2 − (1− µ).

In these coordinates, the Hamiltonian (1.2) reads

Hµ(q, p) =
|p|2

2
− (q1p2 − q2p1)− q1(1− µ)− 1− µ

|q + (1, 0)|
− µ

|q|
− (1− µ)2

2
, (3.1)

and J in (1.3) becomes {q = 0}. For q close to 0, it has the expansion

Hµ(q, p) =
|p|2

2
− (q1p2 − q2p1)− (1− µ)

(
q21 −

q22
2

)
− µ

|q|
− (1− µ)

(
1 +

(1− µ)

2

)
+O3(q).

We consider the Hamiltonian

Gµ(q, p) = Hµ(q, p) + (1− µ)

(
1 +

1− µ

2

)
=

|p|2

2
− (q1p2 − q2p1)− (1− µ)

(
q21 −

q22
2

)
− µ

|q|
+O3(q).

(3.2)

Both Lemma 2.1 and Hamiltonian (3.2) prompt us to consider energy levels Gµ = g, where h ∈ (−
√
2,
√
2)

and therefore g satisfies

g = h+ (1− µ)

(
1 +

1− µ

2

)
> 0. (3.3)

The analysis performed in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 below will be restricted to a neighborhood of q = 0 in the
energy level G−1

µ (g),

Bγ =
{
(q, p) ∈ G−1

µ (g) : |q| ≤ µγ
}
, (3.4)

where γ ∈ (0, 1) is independent of µ.

Notation 3.1. Throughout the paper we use several coordinate systems. For a coordinate x and k ∈ N
we write f(x) = Ok(x) if there exist C > 0 independent of µ, such that there is d > 0 and a function
j ∈ Ck((−d, d)) with ∥j∥Ck((−d,d)) ≤ C, such that f(x) = xk j(x).
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3.1 Levi-Civita regularization of the collision J

Following [21], we perform the Levi-Civita transformation

ψ : R4 → R4

(z1, z2, w1, w2) 7→
(
2(z21 − z22), 4z1z2,

w1z1 − w2z2
ξ|z|2

,
w1z2 + w2z1

ξ|z|2

)
,

(3.5)

where ξ is related to g in (3.3) as

ξ = (2g)−
1
2 = (2h+ 3)−

1
2 +O(µ) > 0, (3.6)

to the system of equations associated to Hamiltonian (3.2). Applying this change of coordinates and also
the time scaling

dτ =
dt

ξ2|z|2

to the Hamiltonian Gµ in (3.2), we obtain a new system which is Hamiltonian with respect to

Lµ(z, w) = ξ2|z|2
((

Gµ − 1

2ξ2

)
◦ ψ
)

=
1

2

(
|w|2 − |z|2

)
− ξ2µ

2
− 2ξ|z|2(z1w2 − z2w1)− ξ2|z|2f(z),

(3.7)

where
f(z) = 4(1− µ)

(
(z21 − z22)

2 − 2z21z
2
2

)
+O6(z). (3.8)

The orbits belonging to the hypersurface
{
Gµ = 1/(2ξ2)

}
, including the ejection and collision ones, now

lie in {Lµ(z, w) = 0}. In particular, in coordinates (z, w), the collision manifold {|q| = 0} restricted to
the level set {Lµ(z, w) = 0} becomes the circle

Jh =
{
(z, w) ∈ L−1

µ (0) : z = 0
}
=
{
(0, 0, w1, w2) : w

2
1 + w2

2 = ξ2µ
}

=
{
(0, 0, ξµ

1
2 cosβ, ξµ

1
2 sinβ), β ∈ T

}
,

(3.9)

and Bγ defined in (3.4) now becomes a neighborhood of z = 0 in L−1
µ (0) given by

Bγ =

{
(z, w) ∈ L−1

µ (0) : |z| ≤ 1√
2
µ

γ
2

}
. (3.10)

Note that f(z) in (3.8) is analytic in Bγ . The equations of motion associated to (3.7) have a saddle at the
origin with eigenvalues ±1 with multiplicity 2. We denote by W s

µ(0) and W
u
µ (0) its stable and unstable

invariant manifolds respectively. The following proposition (see [33], § 3.3.1, p. 231) establishes a change
of coordinates that straightens both invariant manifolds.

Proposition 3.2. Fix ϵ > 0 small enough and denote by B a ϵ-neighborhood of the origin. Then, there
exists µ0 > 0 such that, for any 0 < µ < µ0, there exists an analytic change of variables

Ξ: B ⊂ R4 → Ξ(B) ⊂ R4

(z, w) 7→ (s, u)
(3.11)

satisfying

s = s(z, w) =
z − w√

2
+O5(z, w), u = u(z, w) =

z + w√
2

+O5(z, w),
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which transforms the equations of motion associated to Hamiltonian (3.7) into equations of the form

s′ = −s (1 + F s(s, u))

u′ = u (1 + F u(s, u)) ,
(3.12)

where F s and F u are analytic functions such that F ∗(s, u) = O2(s, u), for ∗ = s, u. In these coordinates
the saddle point remains as (s, u) = (0, 0) and its local invariant manifolds become

Ws
µ(0) = {u = 0}, Wu

µ(0) = {s = 0}.

Moreover the Hamiltonian (3.7) becomes the first integral

lµ(s, u) = Lµ ◦ Ξ−1(s, u) =− (s1u1 + s2u2)−
ξ2µ

2
− ξ

(
(s1 + u1)

2 + (s2 + u2)
2
)
(s1u2 − s2u1) +O6(s, u).

In coordinates (s, u), the collision circle defined in (3.9) becomes

Jh =
{
(s, u) ∈ l−1

µ (0) : (s, u) = Γ(β), β ∈ T
}
, (3.13)

where Γ(β) satisfies

Γ(β) =

(
−ξµ

1
2

√
2
(cosβ, sinβ),

ξµ
1
2

√
2
(cosβ, sinβ)

)
+OC1

(
µ

5
2

)
.

Note that Bγ ⊂ B (where Bγ is defined in (3.10)). Hence, there exists a function W satisfying

W (s, u) = (s1 + u1)
2 + (s2 + u2)

2 +O6(s, u)

such that the boundary of the domain Bγ = Ξ(Bγ) in (3.11) is given by

∂Bγ =
{
(s, u) ∈ l−1

µ (0) :W (s, u) = µγ
}
. (3.14)

3.2 Ejection and collision orbits from J

As stated in Section 1.3, we compare the ejection and collision orbits from Jupiter with the invariant
manifolds of infinity (see Section 5) in a common set of coordinates. We do the comparison in rotating
polar coordinates centered at Jupiter, given by

Υ: [0,+∞)×T×R2 → R4

(r, θ,R,Θ) 7→ (q1, q2, p1, p2).
(3.15)

In these coordinates, the Hamiltonian Hµ(q, p) in (3.1) reads

Hµ(r, θ,R,Θ) =
1

2

(
R2 +

Θ2

r2

)
−Θ− r cos θ(1− µ)− 1− µ√

r2 + 2r cos θ + 1
− µ

r
− (1− µ)2

2
, (3.16)

which is reversible with respect to the symmetry

(r, θ,R,Θ; t) → (r,−θ,−R,Θ;−t) , (3.17)

and ∂Bγ in (3.10) (see also ∂Bγ in (3.4)) becomes, for a fixed level set {Hµ = h}, the section

Σγ =
{
(r, θ,R,Θ) ∈ [0,+∞)×T×R2 : r = µγ ,Hµ(µ

γ , θ, R,Θ) = h
}
. (3.18)
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This section analyzes the ejection and collision orbits from Jupiter and their intersections with Σγ . We
proceed as follows. First, in coordinates (s, u), we compute the ejection and collision orbits from the
collision circle Jh in (3.13) and, in particular, their intersections with ∂Bγ , defined in (3.14). Then, we
translate the result to coordinates (r, θ, R,Θ).

Next lemma analyzes the dynamics of the collision circle Jh through the linearized part of the vector
field in (3.12) until it reaches the section ∂Bγ . To control the non-linear terms for the full system, we
complexify β in the parameterization of Jh in (3.13) on the complex strip

Tσ0 = {β ∈ C/(2πZ) : |Imβ| ≤ σ0}, σ0 ∈ (0, 1). (3.19)

Lemma 3.3. Fix a closed interval I ⊂
(
−
√
2 + 3

2 ,
√
2 + 3

2

)
, ξ > 0 with 1/(2ξ2) ∈ I, σ0 ∈ (0, 1) and

γ ∈ (0, 1). Denote by (slin(τ, β), ulin(τ, β)) the ejection (defined for Re(τ) > 0) and collision (defined for
Re(τ) < 0) trajectories of the linearization of (3.12) such that (slin(0, β), ulin(0, β)) = Γ(β) ∈ Jh (see
(3.13)) with β ∈ Tσ0 in (3.19). Then there exists µ0 > 0 such that, for 0 < µ < µ0, there exists a time
τlin(β) of the form

τlin(β) = arcsinh

(
µ

γ−1
2

√
2ξ

)
+OC1

(
µ

3+γ
2

)
= log

(√
2µ

γ−1
2

ξ

)
+OC1

(
µ1−γ

)
, (3.20)

such that the orbits (slin, ulin) satisfy (slin(±τlin(β), β), ulin(±τlin(β), β)) ∈ ∂Bγ defined in (3.14), forming
two complex-analytic curves D∓

J (µ) ⊂ ∂Bγ of the form

D∓
J (µ) =

{(
s∓lin(β), u

∓
lin(β)

)
: β ∈ Tσ0

}
⊂ ∂Bγ

where

s∓lin(β) = −1

2
µ

γ
2 (∓1 + 1) (cosβ, sinβ) +OC1

(
µ1−

γ
2

)
,

u∓lin(β) =
1

2
µ

γ
2 (±1 + 1) (cosβ, sinβ) +OC1

(
µ1−

γ
2

)
.

Proof. The proof of this lemma is a direct consequence of the integration of the linear part of system
(3.12), whose trajectory (with initial condition at a point in (3.13)) is of the form

slin(τ, β) =

(
−ξµ

1
2

√
2
(cosβ, sinβ) +OC1

(
µ

5
2

))
e−τ ,

ulin(τ, β) =

(
ξµ

1
2

√
2
(cosβ, sinβ) +OC1

(
µ

5
2

))
eτ .

(3.21)

The next proposition shows that if one considers the full system (3.12), the same is true up to a small
error.

Proposition 3.4. Fix a closed interval I ⊂
(
−
√
2 + 3

2 ,
√
2 + 3

2

)
, ξ > 0 with 1/(2ξ2) ∈ I, σ0 ∈ (0, 1) and

γ ∈
(

3
11 , 1

)
. Denote by (sµ(τ, β), uµ(τ, β)) the ejection (defined for Re(τ) > 0) and collision (defined for
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Re(τ) < 0) trajectories of (3.12) such that (sµ(0, β), uµ(0, β)) = Γ(β) ∈ Jh (see (3.13)) with β ∈ Tσ0/2

in (3.19). Then there exists µ0 > 0 such that, for 0 < µ < µ0, there exists a time T (β) satisfying

T (β) = τlin(β) +OC1

(
µ

11γ−3
8

)
, (3.22)

such that (sµ(±T (β), β), uµ(±T (β), β)) ∈ ∂Bγ in (3.14), forming two complex-analytic curves Λ∓
J (µ) ⊂

∂Bγ of the form
Λ∓

J (µ) =
{(
s∓(β), u∓(β)

)
: β ∈ Tσ0/2

}
⊂ ∂Bγ , (3.23)

where
(s∓(β), u∓(β)) = (s∓lin(β), u

∓
lin(β)) +OC1

(
µ

3(5γ−1)
8 , µ1−

γ
2

)
. (3.24)

The proof of this proposition is done in Appendix A. The following proposition translates the curves
Λ∓

J (µ) to polar coordinates (r, θ, R,Θ).

Proposition 3.5. Fix a closed interval I ⊂
(
−
√
2 + 3

2 ,
√
2 + 3

2

)
, ξ > 0 with 1/(2ξ2) ∈ I and γ ∈

(
3
11 , 1

)
.

Then there exists µ0 > 0 such that, for 0 < µ < µ0, the curves Λ∓
J (µ) defined in (3.23) for β ∈ T are

written, in coordinates (r, θ,R,Θ), as graphs of the form

Λ∓
J (µ) =

{(
r, θ,R∓

J (θ),Θ
∓
J (θ)

)
: r = µγ , θ ∈ T

}
⊂ Σγ , (3.25)

where Σγ is defined in (3.18) and both R∓
J , Θ

∓
J are real-analytic functions of the form

R∓
J (θ) = ±ξ−1 +OC1

(
µ

11γ−3
8 , µ1−

γ
2

)
, Θ∓

J (θ) = OC1

(
µ

19γ−3
8 , µ

)
. (3.26)

Proof. We apply the transformations Ξ−1 and ψ in (3.11) and (3.5) respectively to translate the curves
Λ∓

J (µ) in (3.23) into coordinates (q, p) yielding

q∓(β) = µγ (cos(2β), sin(2β)) +OC1

(
µ

19γ−3
8 , µ

)
,

p∓(β) = ±ξ−1 (cos(2β), sin(2β)) +OC1

(
µ

11γ−3
8 , µ1−

γ
2

)
,

for β ∈ T. Note that the points q∓(β) satisfy |q∓(β)| = µγ since Λ∓
J (µ) ⊂ ∂Bγ (see (3.14)).

Then, we apply the transformation Υ−1 in (3.15) to obtain the components (r, θ) as r = µγ and

θ∓(β) = arctan

(
q∓2 (β)

q∓1 (β)

)
= 2β +OC1

(
µ

11γ−3
8 , µ1−γ

)
, (3.27)

which can be inverted as

β(θ∓) =
θ∓

2
+OC1

(
µ

11γ−3
8 , µ1−γ

)
.

Relying on the change Υ−1 in (3.15) we write the momenta (R,Θ) in terms of θ ∈ T, leading to (3.26)
and completing the proof.

Remark 3.6. We make the following remarks regarding this coordinate transformation and notation.

15



1. The sign of the radial velocity R of the curve Λ−
J (µ) is positive, and negative for Λ+

J (µ) (see (3.25)).
This prompts us to define the following sections

Σ>
γ = {(r, θ, R,Θ): r = µγ ,Hµ(µ

γ , θ, R,Θ) = h,R > 0} ⊂ Σγ ,

Σ<
γ = {(r, θ, R,Θ): r = µγ ,Hµ(µ

γ , θ, R,Θ) = h,R < 0} ⊂ Σγ ,
(3.28)

where Hµ is defined in (3.16). Then Λ−
J (µ) ⊂ Σ>

γ and Λ+
J (µ) ⊂ Σ<

γ .

2. Equation (3.27) relates the angles from the collision curve Λ+
J (µ) with the ones from the ejection

curve Λ−
J (µ) as follows

θ+ = θ− +OC1

(
µ

11γ−3
8 , µ1−γ

)
. (3.29)

3.3 The transition map close to collision

Let us decompose the boundary ∂Bγ = Σ− ∪Σ+ (see (3.14)) where

Σ− = {(s, u) ∈ ∂Bγ : |s| ≤ |u|}, Σ+ = {(s, u) ∈ ∂Bγ : |s| ≥ |u|}, (3.30)

so that Λ−
J (µ) ⊂ Σ− and Λ+

J (µ) ⊂ Σ+ (see (3.23)). The following proposition defines a transition map

from Σ+ to Σ−. It sends transverse curves to Λ+
J to transverse curves to Λ−

J .

Proposition 3.7. Fix β∗ ∈ T, γ ∈
(

3
11 , 1

)
and ι > 0 small enough. There exists µ0 > 0 such that, for

0 < µ < µ0, consider a curve γin ⊂ Σ+ of the form

γin(β) = (sin(β), uin(β)), β ∈ (β∗ − ι, β∗ + ι)

where sin(β), uin(β) are C
1-functions, which is transverse to Λ+

J (µ) ⊂ Σ+ at

p+ = γin(β∗) = (s+(β∗), u
+(β∗)) ∈ Λ+

J (µ).

Then, the flow associated to (3.12) induces a C1 Poincaré map f : Σ+ → Σ− that maps the curve γin to
a curve γout ⊂ Σ−, parameterized as

γout(β) = f(γin(β)) =

(
|uin(β)|
|sin(β)|

· sin(β),
|sin(β)|
|uin(β)|

· uin(β)
)
+O2(|sin(β)|). (3.31)

Moreover, it is transverse to Λ−
J (µ) ⊂ Σ− at

p− = γout(β∗) = f(p+) = (s−(β∗), u
−(β∗)) ∈ Λ−

J (µ).

The proof of this proposition relies on the analysis carried out in [33], which is performed within the
following neighborhood

Vε =
{
(s, u) ∈ l−1

µ (0) : |s| ≤ ε, |u| ≤ ε
}
,

where ε > 0 is considered small enough. The boundary ∂Vε is the union of the submanifolds Cs(ε) and
Cu(ε) defined as

Cs(ε) =
{
(s, u) ∈ l−1

µ (0) : |s| = ε, |u| ≤ ε
}
, Cu(ε) =

{
(s, u) ∈ l−1

µ (0) : |s| ≤ ε, |u| = ε
}
. (3.32)

Using the results in [33] (§ 3.3.2, § 3.3.4, p. 232), the following lemma provides the transition map from
Cs to Cu. This transition map is a perturbation of the one given by the linearized part of the vector field
in (3.12).
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Lemma 3.8. There exists ε0 > 0 such that, for any 0 < ε < ε0, the following C1-transition map

fε : Cs(ε) → Cu(ε)

(s, u) 7→ (f sε (s, u), f
u
ε (s, u))

maps points (s, u) ∈ Cs(ε) to points (f sε (s, u), f
u
ε (s, u)) ∈ Cu(ε) (see (3.32)) as follows

fsε (s, u) =
|u|
ε
s+OC1(ε2), fuε (s, u) = ε

u

|u|
+OC1(ε2).

The rest of the proof consists on translating this result to the sections Σ+ and Σ−. Note that
γin ⊂ Σ+ ⊂ ∂Bγ (see (3.14) and (3.30)), so |sin(β)| ≥ |uin(β)| with |sin(β)| = O(µ

γ
2 ). Hence, if we

consider ε(β) = |sin(β)|, then γin(β) ∈ Cs(ε(β)) for β ∈ Bι(β∗). Namely, the curve γin satisfies

γin ⊂
⋃

β∈Bι(β∗)

Cs(ε(β)).

Then, we apply the transition map fε from Lemma 3.8 to the curve γin, which leads to the curve

γout =
⋃

β∈Bι(β∗)

fε(β)(γin(β)) ⊂ Σ−,

yielding (3.31) and completing the proof.

4 Local analysis close to S
To analyze the dynamics close to the collision set S in (1.3), we follow the study performed in [27].
Consider the change to rotating polar coordinates centered at S

q̂1 = −µ+ r cos θ, p̂1 = R cos θ − Θ

r
sin θ,

q̂2 = r sin θ, p̂2 = R sin θ +
Θ

r
cos θ,

(4.1)

where (q̂, p̂) are the cartesian coordinates centered at the center of mass. In these coordinates, the
Hamiltonian Ĥµ in (1.2) becomes

Hµ(r, θ, R,Θ) =
1

2

(
R

2
+

Θ
2

r2

)
− 1

r
−Θ− V (r, θ, R,Θ;µ), (4.2)

where

V (r, θ, R,Θ;µ) = −µ

(
1

r
+R sin θ +

Θ

r
cos θ − 1√

1 + r2 − 2r cos θ

)
.

Moreover, this system is reversible with respect to the involution

(r, θ, R,Θ) → (r,−θ,−R,Θ) (4.3)

and the collision set S in (1.3) becomes {r = 0}.

To regularize (4.2) at r = 0 we perform the McGehee transformation [36]

ζ : R+ ×T×R2 → R+ ×T×R2

(r, θ, v, u) 7→ (r, θ, R,Θ) =
(
r, θ, vr−

1
2 − µ sin θ, ur

1
2 + r2 − µr cos θ

) (4.4)

17



and the change of time

dt = r
3
2dτ,

so that the equations of motion associated to the Hamiltonian Hµ in (4.2) become

r′ = rv

θ
′
= u

v′ =
v2

2
+ u2 + 2ur

3
2 + r3 − 1 + µ

[
1− r2

(
cos θ +

r − cos θ

(1 + r2 − 2r cos θ)
3
2

)]

u′ = −uv
2

− 2vr
3
2 + µr2 sin θ

[
1− 1

(1 + r2 − 2r cos θ)
3
2

]
,

(4.5)

where
′
denotes d

dτ . Observe that (4.5) is now regular at r = 0.

The change of variables in (4.4) is not symplectic but the Hamiltonian Hµ in (4.2) is still a first
integral of (4.5). Moreover, the level set

{
Hµ = h

}
is now given by (Hµ − h) ◦ ζ = 0, where

(Hµ − h) ◦ ζ(r, θ, v, u) = −h+
v2 + u2

2r
− r2

2
− 1− µ

r
+ µ

[
−µ
2
+ r cos θ − 1√

1 + r2 − 2r cos θ

]
.

We now multiply by r to remove the singularity, obtaining

M(r, θ, v, u;µ, h) =− rh+
v2 + u2

2
− r3

2
− 1 + µ+ µr

[
−µ
2
+ r cos θ − 1√

1 + r2 − 2r cos θ

]
.

We study (4.5) restricted to the manifold M(r, θ, v, u;µ, h) = 0 since the orbits belonging to the hyper-
surface

{
Hµ(r, θ, R,Θ) = h

}
, including the ejection and collision ones, now lie in M(r, θ, v, u;µ, h) = 0.

It is convenient to introduce a last change of coordinates

ζ : R+ ×T2 ×R+ → R×T×R2

(s, θ, α, ρ) 7→ (r, θ, v, u) =
(
s2, θ,

√
2(1− µ) + ρ sinα,

√
2(1− µ) + ρ cosα

)
,

(4.6)

such that
{
M = 0

}
becomes

0 =M(s, θ, α, ρ;µ, h) = −ρ+ 2s2h+ s6 − 2µs2

[
−µ
2
+ s2 cos θ − 1√

1 + s4 − 2s2 cos θ

]
. (4.7)

Note that we have taken r = s2 so the vector field (4.5) in coordinates (s, θ, α, ρ) is now of class C∞.

To study the motion in coordinates (s, θ, α, ρ), we define the 3-dimensional submanifold

M = {(s, θ, ρ, α) ∈ R+ ×T×R×T : M(s, θ, ρ, α;µ, h) = 0}.

Using (s, θ, α) as coordinates in M (ρ can be obtained from (4.7)) the collision manifold {r = 0} becomes
the invariant torus

Ω = {(0, θ, α) : θ ∈ T, α ∈ T} ⊂ M

whose dynamics is given by

θ
′
=
√
2(1− µ) cosα, α′ =

√
2(1− µ)

2
cosα.
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This system has two circles of critical points

S+ =
{
S+
θ
=
(
0, θ,

π

2

)
: θ ∈ T

}
, S− =

{
S−
θ
=
(
0, θ,−π

2

)
: θ ∈ T

}
. (4.8)

Next lemma, whose proof is done in [27], analyzes the stable and unstable invariant manifolds associated
to these circles.

Lemma 4.1. The invariant circles S± in (4.8) are normally hyperbolic and they have 2-dimensional
stable and unstable manifolds W u,s

µ (S±) =
⋃
θ∈T

W u,s
µ (S±

θ
) such that

• W s
µ(S

+) and W u
µ (S

−) are contained in Ω. Moreover, they coincide along a homoclinic manifold

M :=W s
µ(S

+) =W u
µ (S

−) ⊂ Ω.

Therefore
Ω = S+ ∪ S− ∪M,

and M is foliated by a family of heteroclinic orbits between S−
θ

and S+
θ
, for θ ∈ T.

• W s
µ(S

−) and W u
µ (S

+) belong to M\ Ω.

Remark 4.2. The definitions of W s
µ(S

−) and W u
µ (S

+) can be translated to coordinates (r, θ, R,Θ) by
means of the changes (4.4) and (4.6). Abusing the notation, we denote the collision and ejection manifolds
as

W s
µ(S

−) =

{
(r, θ, R,Θ) ∈ R+ ×T×R2 : ∃t∗ = t∗(r, θ, R,Θ) > 0 such that

lim
t→t−∗

Φ
r
t (r, θ, R,Θ) = 0, lim

t→t−∗

Φ
R
t (r, θ, R,Θ) = −∞

}
,

W u
µ (S

+) =

{
(r, θ, R,Θ) ∈ R+ ×T×R2 : ∃t∗ = t∗(r, θ, R,Θ) < 0 such that

lim
t→t+∗

Φ
r
t (r, θ, R,Θ) = 0, lim

t→t+∗

Φ
R
t (r, θ, R,Θ) = +∞

}
,

(4.9)

where Φt refers to the flow of the equations of motion associated to the Hamiltonian Hµ in (4.2).

We stress that, although invariant (until hitting collision), they are not stable and unstable manifolds
of any invariant objects since S+ and S− collapse to the singular set {r = 0}.

To compute the ejection and collision orbits S− and S+ (see Definition 1.2) we recall the results ob-
tained in [27] (§ 2.5, pp. 17-18), contained in the following proposition, which provides a parameterization
in polar coordinates centered at S in (4.1) of the invariant manifolds of collision W u

µ (S
+) and W s

µ(S
−)

(see Remark 4.2).

Proposition 4.3. Fix a, b ∈ R and ϱ ∈ [a, b]. Then, there exist δ0, µ0 > 0 such that, for 0 < δ < δ0,
0 < µ < µ0 and h = −Θ̂0 = −µϱ, the invariant manifolds W u

µ (S
+), W s

µ(S
−) in (4.9), written in polar

coordinates centered at S (see (4.1)), intersect the section

Σ = {r = δ2,Hµ(δ
2, θ, R,Θ) = h}, (4.10)
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where Hµ is the Hamiltonian (4.2), at two curves ∆
u
S+(µ) and ∆

s
S−(µ) that can be written as graphs with

respect to θ̄ as

∆
u
S+(µ) =

{
(θ,Θ

u
S+(θ, δ, µ)), θ ∈ T

}
, ∆

s
S−(µ) =

{
(θ,Θ

s
S−(θ, δ, µ)), θ ∈ T

}
, (4.11)

which depend smoothly on µ. The expression for Θ
u
S+(θ) is given by

Θ
u
S+(θ, δ, µ) = µIuS+(θ) +O(µ2)

with

IuS+

(
θ
)
= Iu

S+

(
θ +

√
2

3
δ3

)
where

Iu
S+(α) = λ

∫
0

√
2

3
δ3

s
2
3 sin (α− s)(

1 + λ2s
4
3 − 2λs

2
3 cos (α− s)

) 3
2

ds+

√
2

λ

∫
0

√
2

3
δ3

cos (α− s)

s
1
3

ds

with λ = (92)
1
3 .

The expression for Θ
s
S−(θ, δ, µ) comes from the symmetry (4.3) as

Θ
s
S−(θ, δ, µ) = Θ

u
S+(−θ, δ, µ). (4.12)

Remark 4.4. The sign of the radial velocity R for the curve ∆
u
S+(µ) is positive, and negative for ∆

s
S−(µ).

This prompts us to define domains in the section Σ in (4.10)

Σ
>
=
{(
r, θ, R,Θ

)
: r = δ2,Hµ(δ

2, θ, R,Θ) = h,R > 0
}
⊂ Σ,

Σ
<
=
{(
r, θ, R,Θ

)
: r = δ2,Hµ(δ

2, θ, R,Θ) = h,R < 0
}
⊂ Σ.

(4.13)

where Hµ corresponds to the Hamiltonian (4.2), so that ∆
u
S+(µ) ⊂ Σ

>
and ∆s

S−(µ) ⊂ Σ
<
.

5 The invariant manifolds of infinity

To study the behavior of the infinity “invariant set” and the dynamics close to them, we introduce the
so-called McGehee coordinates at infinity (see for instance [35]). This will lead to the existence of the
corresponding stable and unstable invariant manifolds. In Section 5.1, we provide a parameterization of
these manifolds.

We express the Hamiltonian (1.2) in (synodical) polar coordinates centered at the center of mass
(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂), yielding

Ĥµ(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) =
1

2

(
R̂2 +

Θ̂2

r̂2

)
− 1

r̂
− Θ̂− V̂ (r̂, θ̂;µ), (5.1)

where

V̂ (r̂, θ̂;µ) =
1− µ(

r̂2 + 2r̂µ cos θ̂ + µ2
) 1

2

+
µ(

r̂2 − 2r̂(1− µ) cos θ̂ + (1− µ)2
) 1

2

− 1

r̂
. (5.2)

We consider the change of coordinates r̂ = 2x−2, in which the parabolic infinity {r̂ = ∞, R̂ = 0} becomes

A =
{
(x, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) : R+ ×T×R2 : x = 0, R̂ = 0

}
, (5.3)
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and the equations of motion associated to the Hamiltonian Ĥ in (5.1) now read

dx

dt
= −R̂x

3

4
,

dθ̂

dt
=

Θ̂

4
x4 − 1,

dR̂

dt
= −x

4

4
+

Θ̂2

8
x6 +

x3

4
∂xV̂ (x, θ̂;µ),

dΘ̂

dt
= ∂θ̂V̂ (x, θ̂;µ), (5.4)

where

V̂ (x, θ̂;µ) =
x2

2

 1− µ(
1 + x2µ cos θ̂ + x4

4 µ
2
) 1

2

+
µ(

1− x2(1− µ) cos θ̂ + x4

4 (1− µ)2
) 1

2

− 1

 .

From (5.4), one obtains that the manifold A in (5.3) is foliated by periodic orbits as A =
⋃

Θ̂0∈R
AΘ̂0

with

AΘ̂0
=
{
(x, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) : x = 0, R̂ = 0, Θ̂ = Θ̂0, θ̂ ∈ T

}
.

In [34] it was proven that these periodic orbits have stable and unstable manifolds, which we denote by
W s

µ(AΘ̂0
) and W u

µ (AΘ̂0
) respectively. Moreover, these manifolds depend analytically on Θ̂0. Note that

the rates of convergence of the invariant manifolds W s,u
µ (AΘ̂0

) are polynomial in t and not exponential
as in the case of hyperbolic objects. For this reason, in [13] and [22], the set A in (5.3) is referred to as
a “normally parabolic” invariant manifold.

5.1 Parameterization of the invariant manifolds of infinity

For µ = 0, Lemma 2.1 shows that the parabolic ejection and collision orbits with J lie in the plane
{Ĥ0 = ĥ, Θ̂0 = −ĥ} for ĥ ∈ [−

√
2,
√
2] and Θ̂0 = Θ̌0 (see (2.5)), where Ĥ0 corresponds to the Hamiltonian

(2.1). Lemma 2.2 (and Remark 2.4) analyzes these orbits and thus, the parabolic ejection trajectories
γ̌+c (t, Θ̂0) in (2.11) (defined for t ≥ tc with tc as in (2.10)) provide a parametrization in the non-rotating
polar coordinates (ř, θ̌, Ř, Θ̌) (see (2.3)) of the stable manifold W s

0 (AΘ̂0
). Analogously, the parabolic

collision trajectories γ̌−c (t, Θ̂0) (defined for t ≤ −tc) parameterize the unstable manifold W u
0 (AΘ̂0

).

The following lemma (whose proof is straightforward) gives a graph parameterization of the invariant
manifolds W s,u

0 (AΘ̂0
) in coordinates (r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂).

Lemma 5.1. For µ = 0 and for any Θ̂0 ∈
[
−
√
2,
√
2
]
, the invariant manifolds of infinity W s,u

0 (AΘ̂0
) can

be written as graphs of the form

W s,u
0 (AΘ̂0

) =

{(
r̂, θ̂, R̂s,u

0 (r̂, Θ̂0), Θ̂
s,u
0 (r̂, Θ̂0)

)
: (r̂, θ̂) ∈

(
Θ̂2

0/2,+∞
)
×T

}
,

such that

R̂s
0(r̂; Θ̂0) =

1

r̂

√
2r̂ − Θ̂2

0, Θ̂s
0(r̂, Θ̂0) = Θ̂0,

R̂u
0(r̂; Θ̂0) = −1

r̂

√
2r̂ − Θ̂2

0, Θ̂u
0(r̂, Θ̂0) = Θ̂0.

(5.5)

The following proposition shows that, for µ > 0 small enough, the invariant manifolds W s,u
µ (AΘ̂0

) can
be extended to reach a neighborhood of J , and provides a graph parameterization for them in coordinates
(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂).
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Proposition 5.2. Fix ν ∈ (0, 13), m > 0, Θ̂0 ∈ [−
√
2 +m,

√
2−m] and κ > 0. There exists µ0 > 0 such

that, for 0 < µ < µ0, the invariant manifolds W s,u
µ (AΘ̂0

) associated to the Hamiltonian Ĥµ in (5.1) can
be written as graphs of the form

W s,u
µ (AΘ̂0

) =

{(
r̂, θ̂, R̂s,u

∞ (r̂, θ̂, Θ̂0), Θ̂
s,u
∞ (r̂, θ̂, Θ̂0)

)
: (r̂, θ̂) ∈ [1− µ+ κµν ,+∞)×T

}
(5.6)

such that

R̂s,u
∞ (r̂, θ̂, Θ̂0) = R̂s,u

0 (r̂, Θ̂0) +O(µ1−2ν), Θ̂s,u
∞ (r̂, θ̂, Θ̂0) = Θ̂0 +O(µ1−2ν),

where R̂s,u
0 (r̂, Θ̂0) are defined in (5.5). Moreover

∂θ̂R̂
s,u
∞ (r̂, θ̂, Θ̂0) = O(µ1−3ν), ∂θ̂Θ̂

s,u
∞ (r̂, θ̂, Θ̂0) = O(µ1−3ν).

The proof of this proposition is done in Appendix B.

To compare the invariant manifolds of infinity with the ejection and collision curves Λ+
J (µ) and Λ−

J (µ)
in (3.25), we express the invariant manifolds W s,u

µ (AΘ̂0
) in (5.6) into rotating polar coordinates centered

at Jupiter (see (3.15)) and we prove that they intersect the section Σν in (3.18).

Proposition 5.3. Fix ν ∈ (0, 13), Θ̂0 ∈
(
1−

√
3

2 , 1+
√
3

2

)
and h = −Θ̂0. Then there exists µ0 > 0 such that,

for 0 < µ < µ0 , the invariant manifold W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) intersects the section Σ<
ν in (3.28) in a curve that can

be written in coordinates (r, θ, R,Θ) as a graph of the form

Λu
∞(Θ̂0, µ) =

{(
r, θ,Ru

∞(θ, Θ̂0),Θ
u
∞(θ, Θ̂0)

)
: r = µν , θ ∈

(
−π
4
,
π

4

)}
=W u

µ (AΘ̂0
)
⋂

Σ<
ν , (5.7)

where Ru
∞ and Θu

∞ are of the form

Ru
∞(θ, Θ̂0) = f(θ, Θ̂0) +O(µν), ∂θR

u
∞(θ, Θ̂0) = ∂θf(θ, Θ̂0) +O(µ1−3ν), (5.8)

Θu
∞(θ, Θ̂0) = µν∂θf(θ, Θ̂0) +O(µ2ν), ∂θΘ

u
∞(θ, Θ̂0) = µν∂2θf(θ, Θ̂0) +O(µ1−2ν),

and f(θ, Θ̂0) = − cos θ
√

2− Θ̂2
0 + sin θ

(
Θ̂0 − 1

)
< 0.

Moreover, due to the symmetry (3.17), the curve Λs
∞(Θ̂0, µ) =W s

µ(AΘ̂0
) ∩ Σ>

ν can be written as

Λs
∞(Θ̂0, µ) =

{(
r, θ,Rs

∞(θ, Θ̂0),Θ
s
∞(θ, Θ̂0)

)
: r = µν , θ ∈

(
−π
4
,
π

4

)}
, (5.9)

where

Rs
∞(θ, Θ̂0) = −Ru

∞(−θ, Θ̂0), Θs
∞(θ, Θ̂0) = Θu

∞(−θ, Θ̂0). (5.10)

Proof. The first step is to identify, for a κ > 0 on an interval to be determined, the points in W u
µ (AΘ̂0

)∩
{r̂ = 1 − µ + κµν} that also lie on the section Σν defined in (3.18). We do it in cartesian coordinates
(q, p), introduced in (3.15), so we obtain two points (which depend on κ and µ) satisfying r̂ = 1−µ+κµν
and r = µν . Namely

q21 + q22 = r2 = µ2ν , (q1 + (1− µ))2 + q22 = r̂2 = (1− µ+ κµν)2.

Solving for (q1, q2) gives two points

q1(κ, µ) = µν
(
κ− µν

1− κ2

2(1− µ)

)
, q±2 (κ, µ) = ±µν

√
1− κ2 ·

√
1− µ+ κµν

1− µ
− µ2ν

1− κ2

4(1− µ)2
,
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whose arguments are respectively given by

θ±(κ, µ) = ± arctan

( √
1− κ2

κ− µν 1−κ2

2(1−µ)

√
1− µ+ κµν

1− µ
− µ2ν

1− κ2

4(1− µ)2

)
These arguments are well defined for any κ ∈ (κ0(µ), 1) ⊂ (0, 1) with

κ0(µ) :=

√
(1− µ)2 + µ2ν − (1− µ)

µν
=

1

2
µν +O(µ3ν).

The derivative satisfies

∂κθ
±(κ, µ) = ∓ 1− µ+ κµν

√
1− κ2

√
(1− µ)2 + κµν − κµ1+ν − µ2ν

4 (1− κ2)
,

so that ∂κθ
+(κ, µ) < 0 and ∂κθ

−(κ, µ) > 0 for κ ∈ (κ0(µ), 1). Hence θ+(·, µ) is a diffeomorphism from
(κ0(µ), 1) onto

(
0, π2

)
, and θ−(·, µ) is a diffeomorphism from (κ0(µ), 1) onto

(
−π

2 , 0
)
.

Therefore, the Inverse Function Theorem yield C1 inverse functions for θ+(κ, µ) and θ−(κ, µ), which
we denote by κ+(θ, µ) and κ−(θ, µ), defined on

(
0, π2

)
and

(
−π

2 , 0
)
, respectively. These functions satisfy

limθ→0± κ
±(θ, µ) = 1 and limθ→0± ∂θκ

±(θ, µ) = 0 and, therefore, one can define the smooth function

κ(θ, µ) :=

{
κ−(θ, µ), θ ∈

(
−π

2 , 0
]
,

κ+(θ, µ), θ ∈
[
0, π2

)
.

From now on, since it is enough for our purposes, we restrict to θ ∈
(
−π

4 ,
π
4

)
.

Now we consider the transformation from the coordinates (r, θ,R,Θ) in (3.15) to the ones centered
at the center of mass (r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) given by

θ̂(r, θ) = arctan

(
r sin θ

r cos θ + (1− µ)

)
,

R(r, θ, R̂, Θ̂) = R̂ · r + (1− µ) cos θ√
r2 + 2r(1− µ) cos θ + (1− µ)2

+ (1− µ) sin θ

(
Θ̂

r2 + 2r(1− µ) cos θ + (1− µ)2
− 1

)
,

Θ(r, θ, R̂, Θ̂) = Θ̂ · r(r + (1− µ) cos θ)

r2 + 2r(1− µ) cos θ + (1− µ)2

− r(1− µ)

(
R̂

sin θ√
r2 + 2r(1− µ) cos θ + (1− µ)2

+ cos θ

)
.

(5.11)

Relying on (5.11) and Proposition 5.2 we have, for some fixed m > 0 (independent of µ) and

Θ̂0 ∈
[
−
√
2 +m,

√
2−m

]
, r̂ = 1− µ+ κ(θ, µ)µν , r = µν ,

the following estimates

R̂ = R̂(θ, Θ̂0) = R̂u
∞(1− µ+ κ(θ, µ)µν , θ̂(µν , θ), Θ̂0)

= −

√
2 (1− µ+ κ(θ, µ)µν)− Θ̂2

0

1− µ+ κ(θ, µ)µν
+OC1(µ1−2ν) = −

√
2− Θ̂2

0 +OC1(µν),

Θ̂ = Θ̂(θ, Θ̂0) = Θ̂u
∞

(
1− µ+ κ(θ, µ)µν , θ̂(µν , θ), Θ̂0

)
= Θ̂0 +OC1(µ1−2ν),

(5.12)
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where we have used that µν ≫ µ1−2ν since ν ∈ (0, 1/3). Computing both ∂θR(µ
ν , θ, R̂(θ, Θ̂0), Θ̂(θ, Θ̂0))

and ∂θΘ(µν , θ, R̂(θ, Θ̂0), Θ̂(θ, Θ̂0)) from (5.11) (relying on the estimates in (5.12)) yields (5.8). Finally,
we restrict the domain of Θ̂0 to

Θ̂0 ∈

(
1−

√
3

2
,
1 +

√
3

2

)
⊂
[
−
√
2 +m,

√
2−m

]
,

for m = 1
200 so that cos θ > sin θ and

√
2−Θ2

0 > |Θ̂0 − 1|. Therefore the leading term for Ru
∞ in (5.8)

given by f(θ, Θ̂0) = − cos θ
√

2− Θ̂2
0 + sin θ(Θ̂0 − 1) < 0, completing the proof.

6 The distance between the invariant manifolds

Once we have characterized the invariant manifolds of infinity and the ejection/collision orbits with J ,
we analyze their intersections at a common section. To this end, we recall:

• The curves Λ∓
J (µ), provided by Proposition 3.5, are the intersection of the ejection and collision

orbits J ∓ (see Definition 1.2) with the section Σγ in (3.18) with γ ∈ ( 3
11 , 1). They admit a graph

parameterization in polar coordinates (θ,Θ), as shown in (3.25).

• The curves Λu,s
∞ (Θ̂0, µ), provided by Proposition 5.3, are the intersection of the invariant manifolds

of infinity with the section Σν with ν ∈
(
0, 13
)
. They admit a graph parameterization in polar

coordinates (θ,Θ), as shown in (5.7) and (5.9).

• Taking γ = ν ∈
(

3
11 ,

1
3

)
, both curves Λ∓

J (µ) and Λu,s
∞ (Θ̂0, µ) belong to the same section Σν .

The following theorem provides the transverse intersection between the curves Λs
∞(Θ̂0, µ) ⊂ W s

µ(AΘ̂0
)

and Λ−
J (µ) ⊂ J − in Σ>

ν (see Remark 3.6 and Proposition 5.2) for adequate values of Θ̂0. By the

symmetry (3.17), there will be also a transverse intersection between the curves Λu
∞(Θ̂0, µ) ⊂ W u

µ (AΘ̂0
)

and Λ+
J (µ) ⊂ J + in Σ<

ν .

Theorem 6.1. Fix Θ̂0 ∈
(
1−

√
3

3 , 1+
√
3

3

)
, ν ∈

(
3
11 ,

1
3

)
and consider the section Σν ⊂ {Hµ = h} in (3.18).

There exists µ0 > 0 such that, for any µ ∈ (0, µ0) we have

• Λs
∞(Θ̂0, µ) and Λ−

J (µ) intersect transversally at a point

p−(Θ̂0, µ) =
(
θ−(Θ̂0, µ),Θ

s
∞

(
θ−(Θ̂0, µ), Θ̂0

))
=
(
θ−(Θ̂0, µ),Θ

−
J

(
θ−(Θ̂0, µ)

))
, (6.1)

where θ−(Θ̂0, µ) = arctan

(
Θ̂0−1√
2−Θ̂2

0

)
+O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
∈
(
−π

4 ,
π
4

)
.

• Λu
∞(Θ̂0, µ) and Λ+

J (µ) intersect transversally at a point

p+(Θ̂0, µ) =
(
θ+(Θ̂0, µ),Θ

u
∞

(
θ+(Θ̂0, µ), Θ̂0

))
=
(
θ+(Θ̂0, µ),Θ

+
J

(
θ+(Θ̂0, µ)

))
, (6.2)

where θ+(Θ̂0, µ) = −θ−(Θ̂0, µ) = − arctan

(
Θ̂0−1√
2−Θ̂2

0

)
+O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
∈
(
−π

4 ,
π
4

)
.
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Proof. We compute the distance between these curves using the Θ-component in the transverse section
Σν in (3.18) for h = −Θ̂0. Relying on (3.26), (5.8) and (5.10), the asymptotic formulas for the distances
between Λs

∞(Θ̂0, µ),Λ
−
J (µ) ⊂ Σ>

ν (which we denote by d−), and between Λu
∞(Θ̂0, µ),Λ

+
J (µ) ⊂ Σ<

ν (which
we denote by d+) are given by

d∓(θ, Θ̂0) = µν
(
cos θ

(
Θ̂0 − 1

)
∓ sin θ

√
2− Θ̂2

0

)
+O

(
µ

19ν−3
8

)
,

d∓
′(θ, Θ̂0) = µν

(
− sin θ

(
Θ̂0 − 1

)
∓ cos θ

√
2− Θ̂2

0

)
+O

(
µ

19ν−3
8 , µ1−2ν

)
,

(6.3)

for θ ∈
(
−π

4 ,
π
4

)
. Therefore, finding a transverse intersection between Λs

∞(Θ̂0, µ) and Λ−
J (µ) is equivalent

to find a non-degenerate zero of d−(θ, Θ̂0). We write

F−(θ, µ
ν) = µ−ν · d−(θ, Θ̂0) = cos θ

(
Θ̂0 − 1

)
− sin θ

√
2− Θ̂2

0 +O
(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
.

For Θ̂0 ∈
(
1−

√
3

3 , 1+
√
3

3

)
, the angle θ∗ := arctan

(
Θ̂0−1√
2−Θ̂2

0

)
∈
(
−π

4 ,
π
4

)
satisfies

F−(θ∗, 0) = 0, ∂θF−(θ∗, 0) = −
√

(Θ̂0 − 1)2 + (2− Θ̂2
0) ̸= 0,

and the Implicit Function Theorem gives the result.

7 Proof of Theorem 1.3

We divide the proof of Theorem 1.3 as follows. In Section 7.1 we prove the existence of an unbounded
sequence of orbits in J − ∩ J + (see Definition 1.2) and we obtain the existence of large ejection-collision
orbits J ∓ ∩ S±. Then, in Section 7.2 we prove the existence of ballistic ejection-collision orbits between
the primaries (see Remark 1.4 for the definition of large and ballistic ejection-collision orbits).

7.1 Large ejection-collision orbits

This section proves the first two statements of Theorem 1.3. The proof requires a global analysis of the
dynamics (including close passages to infinity), for which the polar coordinates (r, θ, R,Θ), used for the
local analysis close to Jupiter, are no longer adequate. Instead, we consider (rotating) polar coordinates
centered at the center of mass (r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂), in which Proposition 5.2 provides an explicit description of the
invariant manifolds of infinity on the following “outer” sections. For fixed r̂0 > 1, we define

Σ̂>
r̂0

=
{
(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) : r̂ = r̂0, Ĥµ(r̂0, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) = h, R̂ > 0

}
,

Σ̂<
r̂0

=
{
(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) : r̂ = r̂0, Ĥµ(r̂0, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) = h, R̂ < 0

}
,

(7.1)

where Ĥµ is the Hamiltonian defined in (5.1). Then, the intersections W s
µ(AΘ̂0

)∩ Σ̂>
r̂0

and W u
µ (AΘ̂0

)∩ Σ̂<
r̂0

are curves parameterized as graphs in terms of θ̂ ∈ T.

We fix h = −Θ̂0 ∈
(
−1+

√
3

3 ,
√
3−1
3

)
, ν ∈

(
3
11 ,

1
3

)
and µ ∈ (0, µ0) so that Theorem 6.1 holds. Denote

by Φ̂µ the flow of the equations of motion associated to the Hamiltonian Ĥµ in (5.1). Since W s
µ(AΘ̂0

)

and the ejection orbits J − are invariant (and analogously W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) and the collision orbits J +), the

transverse intersections p−(Θ̂0, µ) ∈ Σ>
ν and p+(Θ̂0, µ) ∈ Σ<

ν (defined in (6.1) and (6.2)) are sent by Φ̂µ

to two transverse intersections at Σ̂>
r̂0

and Σ̂<
r̂0

respectively. We denote by

p̂−J = (θ̂−J , Θ̂
−
J ) ∈ Σ̂>

r̂0
, p̂+J = (θ̂+J , Θ̂

+
J ) ∈ Σ̂<

r̂0
, (7.2)
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the corresponding transverse intersections of W s
µ(AΘ̂0

) and J − at Σ̂>
r̂0

and W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) and J + at Σ̂<
r̂0
.

We consider the following annulus

R̂ =
{
(θ̂, Θ̂) ∈ Σ̂>

r̂0
: Θ̂s

∞(θ̂)− ε < Θ̂ < Θ̂s
∞(θ̂)

}
,

for ε > 0 small enough, where Θ̂s
∞(θ̂) := Θ̂s

∞(r̂0, θ̂, Θ̂0) is defined in (5.6). Then, we define the Poincaré
map

P̂ : R̂ ⊂ Σ̂>
r̂0

→ Σ̂<
r̂0

p̂ = (θ̂, Θ̂) 7→ P̂(p̂) = Φ̂µ

(
tµ(p̂),

(
r̂0, θ̂, R̂(θ̂, Θ̂;h, µ), Θ̂

))
,

(7.3)

where R̂(θ̂, Θ̂;h, µ) is the radial velocity, which can also be computed from (5.1), and tµ(p̂) is the time
needed for the orbit with initial condition at p̂ ∈ R̂ to reach Σ̂<

r̂0
. By construction, tµ(p̂) is well defined

and finite for p̂ ∈ R̂ (but becomes unbounded as p̂ gets closer to the invariant manifold W s
µ(AΘ̂0

)∩ Σ̂>
r̂0
).

Step 1. Proof of first statement of Theorem 1.3: For ε > 0 small enough (independent of µ),
denote by

R̂J =
{
(θ̂, Θ̂) ∈ R̂ : |θ̂ − θ̂−J | < ε

}
⊂ R̂

and consider the C1-curve
γ̂−J := J − ∩ R̂J

which intersects transversally W s
µ(AΘ̂0

)∩ Σ̂>
r̂0

at p̂−J , defined in (7.2) (see Figure 7.1). Since the points of

the curve γ̂−J are close to the point p̂−J , they are close to W s
µ(AΘ̂0

) ∩ Σ̂>
r̂0
. Hence, the study of the image

P̂(γ̂−J ), where P̂ is the Poincaré map defined in (7.3), is given by the analysis of the dynamics “close” to
AΘ̂0

. Thus, one can easily adapt the approach done by Moser for the Sitnikov problem in [40] (see also

[22]) to this case, and prove that the image P̂(γ̂−J ) “spirals” towards W u
µ (AΘ̂0

)∩ Σ̂<
r̂0

(see Figure 7.1). In
particular, we have

W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) ∩ Σ̂<
r̂0

⊂ Cl
(
P̂(γ̂−J )

)
. (7.4)

Consider the C1-curve
γ̂+J := V̂J ∩ J +,

where V̂J is a sufficiently small neighborhood of p̂+J in (7.2). Then, there exists a sequence q̂k ∈ γ̂+J ∩P̂(γ̂−J )

such that lim
k→+∞

q̂k = p̂+J . In particular, the closer is q̂k to W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) ∩ Σ̂<
r̂0
, the larger is the time tµ(p̂k),

where p̂k is such that P̂(p̂k) = q̂k. Since γ̂
+
J ⊂ J + and P̂(γ̂−J ) ⊂ J −, the points q̂k ∈ J −∩J +, completing

the first statement of Theorem 1.3.

Step 2. Proof of second statement of Theorem 1.3: To prove the second statement, we use
Theorem 1.7 of [27] where is shown that, for sufficiently small values of h = −Θ̂0 of order µ (and there-
fore satisfying the conditions of Theorem 6.1), there exist transverse intersections W s

µ(AΘ̂0
) −⋔ W u

µ (S
+)

and W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) −⋔ W s
µ(S

−) (where W s,u
µ (S±) are defined in (4.9)) at the sections Σ

>
and Σ

<
in (4.13)

respectively. By the invariance of W s,u
µ (AΘ̂0

) and W s,u
µ (S±), these transverse intersections are sent by

Φ̂µ to two transverse intersections at the sections Σ̂>
r̂0

and Σ̂<
r̂0

in (7.1) respectively.

Denote by p̂−S = (θ̂−S , Θ̂
−
S ) ∈ Σ̂>

r̂0
the point of (transverse) intersection between W s

µ(AΘ̂0
) and W u

µ (S
+)

with the section Σ̂>
r̂0

(see Figure 7.1). For ε > 0 small enough (independent of µ), denote by

R̂S =
{
(θ̂, Θ̂) ∈ R̂ : |θ̂ − θ̂−S | < ε

}
⊂ R̂
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and consider the C1-curve
γ̂−S :=W u

µ (S
+) ∩ R̂S ⊂ S−,

where S− are the ejection orbits from the Sun (see Definition 1.2). Following the same argument as in
(7.4) we have

W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) ∩ Σ̂<
r̂0

⊂ Cl
(
P̂(γ̂−S )

)
,

where P̂ is the Poincaré map (7.3).

Σ̂>
r̂0

p̂−S

p̂−J
R̂S R̂

R̂J

W s
µ(AΘ̂0

) ∩ Σ̂>
r̂0

γ̂−S

γ̂−J

Σ̂<
r̂0

p̂+J
γ̂+J

p̂+S

γ̂+S

P̂(γ̂−S )
P̂(γ̂−J )

Wu
µ (AΘ̂0

) ∩ Σ̂<
r̂0

P̂

Figure 7.1: Representation of the “spiraling effect” of the transition map P̂ on the curves γ̂−S,J ⊂ Σ̂>
r̂0

and their transverse intersections with the curves γ̂+S,J ⊂ Σ̂<
r̂0
.

Denote by p̂+S ∈ Σ̂<
r̂0

the point of (transverse) intersection of W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) and W s
µ(S

−) with the section

Σ̂<
r̂0

defined in (7.1) and consider the C1-curve

γ̂+S :=W s
µ(S

−) ∩ V̂S ⊂ S+,

where S+ are the collision orbits to the Sun (see Definition 1.2) and V̂S is a sufficiently small neighborhood
of p̂+S . Therefore, there exists

• A sequence x̂k ∈ γ̂+J ∩ P̂(γ̂−S ) such that lim
k→+∞

x̂k = p̂+J in (7.2). In particular, the closer is x̂k to

W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) ∩ Σ̂<
r̂0
, the larger is the time tµ(p̂k), where p̂k is such that P̂(p̂k) = x̂k. Since P̂(γ̂−S ) ⊂

W u
µ (S

+), the points x̂k ∈W u
µ (S

+) ∩ J + and, therefore, they belong to S− ∩ J +.

• A sequence ŷk ∈ γ̂+S ∩P̂(γ̂−J ) such that lim
k→+∞

ŷk = p̂+S . In particular, the closer is ŷk toW
u
µ (AΘ̂0

)∩Σ̂<
r̂0
,

the larger is the time tµ(p̂k), where p̂k is such that P̂(p̂k) = ŷk. Since P̂(γ̂−J ) ⊂ J −, the points
ŷk ∈ J − ∩W u

µ (S
−) and, therefore, they belong to J − ∩ S+.
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7.2 Ballistic ejection-collision orbits

This section is devoted to prove the last item of Theorem 1.3, that is, the existence of a ballistic orbit
(see Remark 1.4) in S+ ∩ J − (by the symmetry (4.3), also a ballistic orbit in J + ∩ S−) satisfying (1.5).

To this end, we compare the ejection orbits J − with the curve ∆
s
S− ⊂ S+ ⊂ Σ

<
in (4.11) (and between

the collision orbits J + and the curve ∆
u
S+ ⊂ S− ⊂ Σ

>
). For a fixed h = O(µ), the following proposition

provides a parameterization of the intersection between the ejection orbits J − with the section Σ
<

in
(4.13) (and between the collision orbits J + with the section Σ

>
).

Proposition 7.1. Consider the rotating polar coordinates centered at the Sun (r, θ, R,Θ) defined in (4.1)
and the parameter δ0 > 0 given in Proposition 4.3. Fix a, b with a < b ∈ R and h0 ∈ [a, b]. Then, for
0 < δ < δ0, there exists µ0 > 0 such that, for any 0 < µ < µ0 and h = µh0, the set of ejection orbits J −

intersects the section Σ
<

in (4.13) in a curve written as a graph with respect to θ as

∆
−
J (µ) =

{(
r, θ, R

−
J (θ, δ, µ),Θ

−
J (θ, δ, µ)

)
: r = δ2, θ ∈

(
θ0 − δ4, θ0 + δ4

)}
(7.5)

where θ0 = −
√
2
3 (1− δ3) and Θ

−
J is a C1-function satisfying

Θ
−
J (θ, δ, µ) =

δ√
2

(
θ − θ0

)
+O(δ5), ∂θΘ

−
J (θ, δ, µ) =

δ√
2
(1 +O(δ)) . (7.6)

Due to symmetry (4.3), the collision set of orbits J + intersect the section Σ
>
in (4.13) in a curve written

as a graph with respect to θ as

∆
+
J (µ) =

{(
r, θ, R

+
J (θ, µ),Θ

+
J (θ, µ)

)
: r = δ2, θ ∈

(
−θ0 − δ4,−θ0 + δ4

)}
(7.7)

such that Θ
+
J (θ, µ) = Θ

−
J (−θ, µ).

The proof of this proposition is done in Appendix C.

Relying on this result and the Implicit Function Theorem, the following theorem provides the trans-
verse intersection between the curves ∆

s
S−(µ) and ∆

−
J (µ) and the curves ∆

u
S+(µ) and ∆

+
J (µ) (see (4.11),

(7.5) and (7.7) respectively). This proves the last statement of Theorem 1.3.

Theorem 7.2. Under the same assumptions as in Proposition 7.1, we have

• ∆
s
S−(µ) and ∆

−
J (µ) intersect transversally at a point

p− =
(
θ−(δ, µ),Θ

s
S−(θ−(δ, µ))

)
=
(
θ−(δ, µ),Θ

−
J (θ−(δ, µ))

)
,

where θ−(δ, µ) = θ0 +O
(
δ4
)
.

• ∆
u
S+(µ) and ∆

+
J (µ) intersect transversally at a point p+ given by the symmetry (4.3).

• Both points p− and p+ belong to the surface Hµ(δ
2, θ, R,Θ) = h, where Hµ is the Hamiltonian

(4.2).

Proof. Relying on (4.12) and (7.6), we compute an asymptotic formula for the distance between the

curves ∆
−
J (µ) and ∆

s
S−(µ) at the section Σ

<
(defined in (4.13)) using the Θ-component, obtaining

d−(θ, δ, µ) =
δ√
2

(
θ − θ0

)
+O

(
δ5
)
, ∂θd−(θ, δ, µ) =

δ√
2
(1 +O(δ))
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for θ ∈
(
θ0 − δ4, θ0 + δ4

)
, where θ0 is given in Proposition 7.1.

Finding a transverse intersection between ∆
−
J (µ) and ∆

s
S−(µ) in Σ

<
is reduced to find a non-

degenerate zero of d−(θ, δ, µ). Namely, we look for a non-degenerate zero of the function

F(θ, δ, µ) =
√
2δ−1d−(θ, δ, µ) = θ +

√
2

3
(1− δ3) +O(δ4).

Since F
(√

2
3 , 0, 0

)
= 0 and ∂θF

(√
2
3 , 0, 0

)
= 1 ̸= 0, the Implicit Function Theorem gives the result.

8 Proof of Theorems 1.5 and 1.6

We fix ν = γ ∈
(

3
11 ,

1
3

)
so that the curves Λ∓

J (µ) and Λu,s
∞ (Θ̂0, µ), defined in (3.25), (5.7) and (5.9)

respectively, belong to the same section Σν in (3.18).

The key step in the proof of Theorems 1.5 and 1.6 is Proposition 8.2 below. To state it, we define the
triple intersection of W u

µ (AΘ̂0
),W s

µ(AΘ̂0
) and J −.

Definition 8.1. We say that the invariant manifolds W u
µ (AΘ̂0

),W s
µ(AΘ̂0

) and the ejection orbits J −

have a triple intersection at p∗− = (θ∗−,Θ
∗
−) ∈ Σ>

ν in (3.28) if

• Λs
∞(Θ̂0, µ) and Λ−

J (µ) intersect at p
∗
− = (θ∗−,Θ

∗
−) ∈ Σ>

ν .

• Λu
∞(Θ̂0, µ) and Λ+

J (µ) intersect at p
∗
+ = (θ∗+,Θ

∗
+) ∈ Σ<

ν .

• The composition
f := Υ−1 ◦ ψ ◦ Ξ−1 ◦ f ◦ Ξ ◦ ψ−1 ◦Υ: Σ<

ν → Σ>
ν (8.1)

maps the point p∗+ to p∗−. Here ψ, Ξ and Υ are the diffeomorphisms defined in (3.5), (3.11) and
(3.15) respectively, and the transition map f is given in Proposition 3.7.

Moreover, if f maps a C1-curve in Λu
∞(Θ̂0, µ) to a C1-curve Γu,>

∞ ⊂ Σ>
ν containing p∗−, then we say

that the triple intersection is transverse if the curves Γu,>
∞ , Λs

∞(Θ̂0, µ) and Λ−
J (µ) intersect pairwise

transversally at p∗−.

Next proposition proves the existence of a transverse triple intersection between the invariant mani-
folds W u

µ (AΘ̂0
) and W s

µ(AΘ̂0
) and the ejection orbits J − at a suitable energy level.

Proposition 8.2. For any ν ∈
(

3
11 ,

1
3

)
, there exists µ0 > 0 such that, for any µ ∈ (0, µ0), there exists

Θ̂∗
0 = Θ̂∗

0(µ) = 1 +O
(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
such that, for h = h∗(µ) = −Θ̂∗

0(µ), the following statements hold.

• The invariant manifolds W u
µ (AΘ̂0

),W s
µ(AΘ̂0

) and the ejection orbits J − have a transverse triple
intersection at p∗− = (θ∗−,Θ

∗
−) ∈ Σ>

ν (in the sense of Definition 8.1) where

θ∗− = O
(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
, Θ∗

− = Θs
∞(θ∗−, Θ̂

∗
0(µ)) = Θ−

J (θ
∗
−),

where Θ−
J (θ) and Θs

∞(θ, Θ̂0) are defined in (3.26) and (5.10) respectively.

• For fixed ι > 0 small enough independent of µ, denote by Bι(p
∗
−) ⊂ Σ>

ν a ι-neighborhood of p∗−. Let

Γs,>
∞ := Λs

∞(Θ̂∗
0(µ), µ) ∩Bι(p

∗
−), Γ−

J := Λ−
J (µ) ∩Bι(p

∗
−),
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be the C1-curves intersecting pairwise transversally at p∗− with Γu,>
∞ (see Definition 8.1). Denote by

γs,>∞ :=
{(
θ,Θs

∞(θ, Θ̂∗
0(µ))

)
: θ ∈ (θ∗− − ι, θ∗− + ι)

}
⊂ Σ>

ν ,

γ−J :=
{(
θ,Θ−

J (θ, Θ̂
∗
0(µ))

)
: θ ∈ (θ∗− − ι, θ∗− + ι)

}
⊂ Σ>

ν ,

γu,>∞ :=
{(
θ,Θu,>

∞ (θ, Θ̂∗
0(µ))

)
: θ ∈ (θ∗− − ι, θ∗− + ι)

}
⊂ Σ>

ν ,

(8.2)

their corresponding C1 graph parameterizations in coordinates (θ,Θ). Then, the angles

A = ∡(
(
γu,>∞

)′
(θ∗−),

(
γs,>∞

)′
(θ∗−)), B = ∡(

(
γu,>∞

)′
(θ∗−),

(
γ−J
)′
(θ∗−)) (8.3)

(taken in [−π/2, π/2]) satisfy

−π
2
< A < B < 0, (8.4)

leading to the configuration depicted in Figure 8.1.

The proof of this proposition is divided into two parts. In Section 8.1 we prove that the triple
intersection p∗− exists and in Section 8.2 we establish its transversality as well as the ordering given by
(8.4). Now we prove Theorems 1.5 and 1.6 relying on Proposition 8.2.

Proof of Theorems 1.5 and 1.6. At h = h∗, Proposition 8.2 ensures that there exists a triple transverse
intersection (in the sense of Definition 8.1) between the invariant manifolds of infinity and with the family
of ejection orbits J −. In particular, this also means that there exist transverse intersections between the
stable manifold of infinity and the family of ejection orbits J − at p∗− ∈ Σ>

ν , and between the unstable
manifold of infinity and the family of collision orbits J + at p∗+ ∈ Σ<

ν , that guarantees the existence of a
parabolic ejection/collision orbit.

Σ>
ν

θ

Θ

p∗− γu,>
∞

′(θ∗−)

γs,>
∞

′(θ∗−)

γ−
J

′(θ∗−)

B

A

Figure 8.1: Representation of the “ordering of the intersection” given by the angles A and B in (8.3).
The region shaded in green represents the set D where the forward and backward return maps to the
section Σ>

ν are well defined. That is, the region where the construction made by Moser in [40] is per-
formed.
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Then, one can adapt the construction done by Moser in [40] to our setting (see also [22, 30]) to prove
the existence of a hyperbolic set (at a suitable Poincaré section transverse to the flow) whose dynamics is
conjugated to the shift of infinite symbols and which accumulates to the invariant manifolds of infinity.
This leads to the existence of any combination of hyperbolic, parabolic and oscillatory orbits in forward
and backward time, and the existence of periodic orbits arbitrarily close to infinity (at the energy level
h∗). The classical Moser approach relies on the existence of a transverse homoclinic point of the invariant
manifolds at infinity, which is only present for the regularized flow associated to the equations of motion
in (3.12) but not in original coordinates, since the homoclinic orbit goes through collision. Nevertheless,
the Moser approach can be easily adapted to this setting. We follow the approach in [27], adapted to
Levi-Civita coordinates. That is, we fix ι > 0 small and consider the points of intersection p∗−, p

∗
+. Then,

we define

• D> as the points in Σ>
ν , ι-close to p∗−, whose forward orbit hits Σ<

ν .

• D< as the points in Σ<
ν , ι-close to p∗+, whose backward orbit hits Σ>

ν .

To characterize the domains D> and D<, consider first two ι-neighborhoods of the intersection points
p∗− and p∗+ in Σν , which we denote by Bι(p

∗
−) ⊂ Σ>

ν and Bι(p
∗
+) ⊂ Σ<

ν respectively. We denote by

Λs,u
∞ (µ) := Λs,u

∞ (Θ̂∗
0(µ), µ), Rs,u

∞ (θ) := Rs,u
∞ (θ, Θ̂∗

0(µ)), Θs,u
∞ (θ) := Θs,u

∞ (θ, Θ̂∗
0(µ))

The curve Λs
∞(µ) intersects Bι(p

∗
−), dividing it into two connected open regions. By definition, Λs

∞(µ)
corresponds to points whose forward orbits are parabolic. As a result, one of these regions contains
points whose forward orbits escape to infinity with positive speed, that is hyperbolic orbits, while the
other region contains points whose forward orbits return and intersect the section Σ<

ν . The latter region,
corresponding to the domain D>, is defined as points with radial momentum below the curve Λs

∞(µ).
Namely

D> =
{
(θ,Θ) ∈ Bι(p

∗
−) : R(µ

γ , θ,Θ;h∗) < Rs
∞(θ)

}
⊂ Σ>

ν ,

where R(µγ , θ,Θ;h∗) is obtained from the Hamiltonian (3.16) and Rs
∞(θ) > 0 is defined in (5.10).

Similarly, the curve Λu
∞(µ) separates Bι(p

∗
+) into two connected components within Bι(p

∗
+). In this

case, the domain D< corresponds to the points with radial momentum smaller (in absolute value) than
those on Λu

∞(µ). That is,

D< =
{
(θ,Θ) ∈ Bι(p

∗
+) : R(µ

γ , θ,Θ;h∗) > Ru
∞(θ)

}
⊂ Σ<

ν ,

where Ru
∞(θ) < 0 is defined in (5.8).

As the points in D< are close to p∗+, one can map this domain to Σ>
ν by means of the map f in (8.1).

This result gives the domain D̃<, defined as

D̃< =
{
(θ,R) ∈ Bι(p

∗
−) : R < Ru,>

∞ (θ)
}
,

where Ru,>
∞ (θ) corresponds to the image of Ru

∞(θ) under f .

Alternatively, by the conservation of the Hamiltonian (3.16), the domains D> and D̃< can be also
defined as

D> =
{
(θ,Θ) ∈ Bι(p

∗
−) : Θ < Θs

∞(θ)
}
⊂ Σ>

ν , D̃< =
{
(θ,Θ) ∈ Bι(p

∗
−) : Θ < Θu,>

∞ (θ)
}
⊂ Σ>

ν ,

where Θu,>
∞ (θ) := Θu,>

∞ (θ, Θ̂∗
0(µ)) is introduced in (8.2).

Recall that Proposition 8.2 gives the “ordering” of the invariant manifolds at the triple intersection
(see (8.3) and (8.4)). Hence the transition of the points from D< to D̃< has not gone through collision
with Jupiter. Therefore, the domain D = D> ∩ D̃< contains points in Σ>

ν , ι-close to p
∗
−, whose backward

and forward orbit hit Σ>
ν . Hence, proceeding as in [27] (§ 6, pp. 39–40), one can complete the proof.
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8.1 Existence of the triple intersection

Fix h = −Θ̂0 ∈
(
−1+

√
3

3 ,
√
3−1
3

)
, ν ∈

(
3
11 ,

1
3

)
and µ > 0 small enough so that Theorem 6.1 holds and

consider the point

p+ = p+(Θ̂0, µ) =
(
θ+(Θ̂0, µ),Θ+(Θ̂0, µ)

)
∈ Λ+

J (µ)
−⋔ Λu

∞(Θ̂0, µ) ∈ Σ<
ν , (8.5)

with Θ+(Θ̂0, µ) = Θu
∞(θ+(Θ̂0, µ), Θ̂0) = Θ+

J (θ+(Θ̂0, µ)), where Θu
∞(θ, Θ̂0) and Θ+

J (θ) are defined in (5.8)
and (3.26) respectively.

Since the changes of coordinates ψ, Ξ and Υ (defined in (3.5), (3.11) and (3.15), respectively) are
diffeomorphisms, we can apply Proposition 3.7 so the map f in (8.1) is well defined and

pu− =
(
θu−,Θ

u
−
)
= f ◦ p+ ∈ Λ−

J (µ) ⊂ Σ>
ν .

Therefore Θu
− = Θ−

J (θ
u
−) (see (3.26)) and pu− ∈ Λ−

J (µ)
−⋔W u

µ (AΘ̂0
). The θ-component of both points can

be related from (3.29) as

θu− = θu−(Θ̂0, µ) = θ+(Θ̂0, µ) +O
(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
since ν < 1

3 . To guarantee the triple intersection we need that pu− = p−(Θ̂0, µ) ∈ Λ−
J (µ)

−⋔ Λs
∞(Θ̂0, µ)

defined in (6.1). Namely, we look for Θ̂0 such that

θu−(Θ̂0, µ) = θ−(Θ̂0, µ) (8.6)

which is equivalent to solve

2 arctan

 Θ̂0 − 1√
2− Θ̂2

0

+O
(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
= 0. (8.7)

The Implicit Function Theorem ensures that there exists µ0 > 0 such that, for all µ ∈ (0, µ0), there exists

a unique Θ̂∗
0(µ) with Θ̂∗

0(0) = 1 satisfying (8.7) (and therefore (8.6)). Since Θ̂∗
0(µ) ∈

(
1−

√
3

3 , 1+
√
3

3

)
, the

point

p∗− =
(
θ−(Θ̂

∗
0(µ), µ),Θ−(Θ̂

∗
0(µ), µ)

)
, Θ−(Θ̂

∗
0(µ), µ) = Θ−

J (θ−(Θ̂
∗
0(µ), µ)) (8.8)

belongs to W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) ∩ Λs
∞(Θ̂0, µ) ∩ Λ−

J (µ) at

h∗ = h(µ) = −Θ̂∗
0(µ) = −1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
. (8.9)

8.2 Transversality and ordering of the triple intersection

From now on we consider h∗ as in (8.9) and use the expressions for θ− and θ+ given in Theorem 6.1. We
denote by

θ∓ = θ∓(Θ̂
∗
0(µ), µ) = O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
, d∓(θ) = d∓(θ, Θ̂

∗
0(µ)), Θu,s

∞ (θ) = Θu,s
∞ (θ, Θ̂∗

0(µ)), (8.10)

where θ∓(Θ̂
∗
0(µ), µ) are defined in (8.5) and (8.8), the distances are introduced in (6.3) and Θu,s

∞ (θ, Θ̂∗
0(µ))

are defined in (5.8) and (5.10). The following lemma (whose proof is done in Appendix D) proves the
existence of a C1-curve Γu,>

∞ ⊂ Σ>
ν related to Λu

∞(Θ̂∗
0(µ), µ) ⊂ Σ<

ν via the map f in (8.1) and provides
C1 estimates for its graph parameterization in coordinates (θ,Θ).
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Lemma 8.3. Fix ι > 0 small and denote by Bι(p+) a ι-neighborhood of the point p+ in (8.5). Consider
the C1-curve given by

Γu,<
∞ := Λu

∞(Θ̂∗
0(µ), µ) ∩Bι(p+) ⊂ Σ<

ν . (8.11)

Then the map f in (8.1) maps the curve Γu,<
∞ into a C1-curve of the form

Γu,>
∞ := f ◦ Γu,<

∞ ⊂ Σ>
ν

which admits the graph parameterization γu,>∞ (θ) = (θ,Θu,>
∞ (θ, Θ̂∗

0(µ))) defined in (8.2). For θ ∈ (θ− −
ι, θ− + ι), the following estimates hold:

Θu,>
∞ (θ, Θ̂∗

0(µ)) = µν
(
sin θ +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

))
, Θu,>

∞
′(θ−, Θ̂

∗
0(µ)) = µν

(
1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
. (8.12)

Denote by Θu,>
∞ ′(θ−) := Θu,>

∞ ′(θ−, Θ̂
∗
0(µ)). Relying on (8.2), the transversality condition of the triple

intersection (see Definition 8.1) is guaranteed once we prove that

Θ−
J
′(θ−)−Θs

∞
′(θ−) ̸= 0, Θ−

J
′(θ−)−Θu,>

∞
′(θ−) ̸= 0, Θs

∞
′(θ−)−Θu,>

∞
′(θ−) ̸= 0. (8.13)

Since ν ∈
(

3
11 ,

1
3

)
, by (3.26), (5.10), (8.9), (8.10) and (8.12) we have

Θ−
J
′(θ−) = O

(
µ

19ν−3
8

)
,

Θs
∞

′(θ−) = −Θu
∞

′(−θ−) = −µν
(
sin θ−

(
Θ̂∗

0 − 1
)
+ cos θ−

√
2− Θ̂∗

0
2

)
+O

(
µ1−2ν

)
= −µν

(
1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
.

Therefore, we rewrite (8.13) as

Θ−
J
′(θ−)−Θs

∞
′(θ−) = µν

(
1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
̸= 0,

Θ−
J
′(θ−)−Θu,>

∞
′(θ−) = −µν

(
1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
̸= 0,

Θs
∞

′(θ−)−Θu,>
∞

′(θ−) = −2µν
(
1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
̸= 0.

(8.14)

Following (8.2) and (8.14), we compute the angles in (8.3) as follows

sinA =
Θs

∞
′(θ−)−Θu,>

∞ ′(θ−)√(
1 + (Θs

∞
′(θ−))

2
)(

1 +
(
Θu,>

∞ ′(θ−)
)2) = −2µν

(
1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
,

sinB =
Θ−

J
′(θ−)−Θu,>

∞ ′(θ−)√(
1 +

(
Θ−

J
′(θ−)

)2)(
1 +

(
Θu,>

∞ ′(θ−)
)2) = −µν

(
1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
,

leading to (8.4). See Figure 8.1 to see the relative position of the curves.
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A Proof of Proposition 3.4

We write the equations of motion (3.12) as

s′ = −s+Qs(s, u), u′ = u+Qu(s, u).

where Qs(s, u) and Qu(s, u) are analytic in Ξ(B), defined in (3.11). They satisfy

Qs(s, u) = sO2(s, u), Qu(s, u) = uO2(s, u),

∂sQ
s(s, u) = O2(s, u), ∂sQ

u(s, u) = uO(s, u), (A.1)

∂uQ
s(s, u) = sO(s, u), ∂uQ

u(s, u) = O2(s, u).

We provide the proof for the ejection orbit (sµ(τ, β), uµ(τ, β)) (with Re(τ) > 0) since the proof for the
collision orbit is analogous. To simplify notation, throughout the proof we denote by C > 0 any constant
independent of µ and by

τ := τ(β), (s(τ), u(τ)) := (sµ(τ, β), uµ(τ, β)),

τlin := τlin(β), (slin(τ), ulin(τ)) := (slin(τ, β), ulin(τ, β)),
(A.2)

where τlin(β) and (slin(τ, β), ulin(τ, β)) are defined in (3.20) and (3.21) respectively for β ∈ Tσ0 in (3.19).

The initial condition (s0, u0) := (sµ(0, β), uµ(0, β)) in (3.13) is of the form

s01 = −ξµ
1
2

√
2
cosβ +O 5

2
(µ), s02 = −ξµ

1
2

√
2
sinβ +O 5

2
(µ),

u01 =
ξµ

1
2

√
2
cosβ +O 5

2
(µ), u02 =

ξµ
1
2

√
2
sinβ +O 5

2
(µ),

(A.3)

with β ∈ Tσ0 and therefore satisfies the uniform estimate

|s0i| ≤ Cµ
1
2 , |u0i| ≤ Cµ

1
2 , i = 1, 2. (A.4)
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Fix η ∈ (0, 3/2] and a0 ∈ (0, 1). Since | Im(τlin)| = O(µ1−γ) for µ > 0 small enough (see (3.20)), we can
always assume that | Im(τlin)| < a0

2 . Let B be the ball from Proposition 3.2 (where the estimates in (A.1)
are still valid). Denote by

T ∗ = sup {T ∈ (0,+∞) : (s(τ), u(τ)) ∈ B for all τ ∈ ST } ,

where ST is the complex strip

ST = {τ ∈ C : Re(τ) ∈ [0, T ], |Im(τ)| ≤ a0} .

We study the evolution of the orbit (s(τ), u(τ)) for τ ∈ D with

D = {τ ∈ C : Re(τ) ∈ [0, ηmin{Re(τlin), T ∗}], |Im(τ)| ≤ a0} , (A.5)

Applying the variation of constants formula we have for τ ∈ D

s(τ) = e−τ (s0 + s̃(τ)), u(τ) = eτ (u0 + ũ(τ)), (A.6)

with (s̃(τ), ũ(τ)) satisfying

s̃(τ) = (s̃1(τ), s̃2(τ))
⊤ =

∫ τ

0
ezQs

(
e−z(s0 + s̃(z)), ez(u0 + ũ(z))

)
dz,

ũ(τ) = (ũ1(τ), ũ2(τ))
⊤ =

∫ τ

0
e−zQu

(
e−z(s0 + s̃(z)), ez(u0 + ũ(z))

)
dz.

(A.7)

We analyze the evolution of s̃(τ), ũ(τ) for τ ∈ D by a fixed point argument. For fixed (s0, u0) in (A.3),

we denote by χ the Banach space of analytic functions in
◦
D which extends continuously to ∂D. Hence,

the space χ4 is a Banach space under the norm

∥f∥χ4 = ∥(fs1 , fs2 , fu1 , fu2 )∥χ4 = max (∥f s1∥, ∥fs2∥, ∥fu1 ∥, ∥fu2 ∥) ,

where ∥ · ∥ denotes the supremum norm in D. We define the following operator acting on χ4

F : χ4 → χ4

f = (f s, fu) 7→ F(f) = (Fs(f),Fu(f)) ,
(A.8)

such that

Fs(f)(z) =

∫ τ

0
ezQs

(
e−z(s0 + f s(z)), ez(u0 + fu(z))

)
dz,

Fu(f)(z) =

∫ τ

0
e−zQu

(
e−z(s0 + f s(z)), ez(u0 + fu(z))

)
dz.

The solutions (s̃(τ), ũ(τ)) defined in (A.7) are fixed points of F .

A fixed point theorem argument allows us to provide estimates for s̃(τ) and ũ(τ). Relying on (A.1)
and (A.4) we obtain the following estimates

∥Fs(0)∥ = sup
τ∈D

(∣∣∣∣∫ τ

0
ezQs(e−zs0, e

zu0)dz

∣∣∣∣)
≤ sup

τ∈D

(∫ τ

0

(
Cµ

3
2

∣∣e−z + ez
∣∣2) dz) ≤ Cµ

3
2 e2ηRe(τlin) ≤ Cµ

3
2
−η+ηγ ,

∥Fu(0)∥ = sup
τ∈D

(∣∣∣∣∫ τ

0
e−zQu(e−zs0, e

zu0)dz

∣∣∣∣)
≤ sup

τ∈D

(∫ τ

0

(
Cµ

3
2

∣∣e−z + ez
∣∣2) dz) ≤ Cµ

3
2 e2ηRe(τlin) ≤ Cµ

3
2
−η+ηγ .
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Therefore
∥F(0)∥χ4 ≤ Cµ

3
2
−η+ηγ = ε(η). (A.9)

We impose η ∈
(
1, 32
)
and ε(η) ≪ |s0| = |u0| = O(µ

1
2 ) satisfying (A.4). That is, we look for η, γ such

that
1− η + ηγ > 0.

This is achieved for γ ∈
(
1− 1

η , 1
)
.

We define the ball B2ε =
{
f ∈ χ4 : ∥f∥χ4 < 2ε(η)

}
and we prove that the operator F is Lipschitz in

B2ε. Consider f, g ∈ B2ε. For t ∈ [0, 1] the function

ht(τ) =
(
hts(τ), h

t
u(τ)

)
= t ·

(
f ts(τ), f

t
u(τ)

)
+ (1− t) ·

(
gts(τ), g

t
u(τ)

)
satisfies, for τ ∈ D,

|s0 + hts| ≤ Cµ
1
2 , |u0 + htu| ≤ Cµ

1
2 .

Therefore, relying on (A.1) we obtain∣∣Qs
(
e−τ (s0 + f s), eτ (u0 + fu)

)
−Qs

(
e−τ (s0 + gs), eτ (u0 + gu)

) ∣∣
≤
∫ 1

0

(∣∣∂sQs
(
e−τ (s0 + hts), e

τ (u0 + htu)
)∣∣ · e−τ |fs − gs|

+
∣∣∂uQs

(
e−τ (s0 + hts), e

τ (u0 + htu)
)∣∣ · eτ |fu − gu|

)
dt ≤ Ceτµ∥f − g∥χ4 ,

∣∣Qu
(
e−τ (s0 + f s), eτ (u0 + fu)

)
−Qu

(
e−τ (s0 + gs), eτ (u0 + gu)

) ∣∣
≤
∫ 1

0

(∣∣∂sQu
(
e−τ (s0 + hts), e

τ (u0 + htu)
)∣∣ · e−τ |fs − gs|

+
∣∣∂uQu

(
e−τ (s0 + hts), e

τ (u0 + htu)
)∣∣ · eτ |fu − gu|

)
dt ≤ Ce3τµ∥f − g∥χ4 .

Hence we obtain the following estimate for the norms ∥Fs(f)−Fs(g)∥ and ∥Fu(f)−Fu(g)∥

∥Fs,u(f)−Fs,u(g)∥ ≤ sup
τ∈D

(∫ τ

0
e±z|Qs,u(f)−Qs,u(g)|dz

)
≤ Cµe2ηRe(τlin)∥f − g∥χ4

≤ Cµ1−η+ηγ∥f − g∥χ4 ,

so that
∥F(f)−F(g)∥χ4 ≤ Cµ1−η+ηγ∥f − g∥χ4

corresponds to the Lipschitz constant. Hence, for η ∈
(
1, 32
)
, γ ∈

(
1− 1

η , 1
)
and µ > 0 small enough, the

operator F is contractive and satisfies F(B2ε) ⊂ B2ε. Then the Banach fixed point theorem ensures that
there exists a unique fixed point in B2ε for the operator F in (A.8), which we denote by (s̃(τ), ũ(τ)). It
satisfies, for τ ∈ D in (A.5), the following estimates

|s̃(τ)| ≤ ∥(s̃, ũ)∥χ4 < 2ε(η), |ũ(τ)| ≤ ∥(s̃, ũ)∥χ4 < 2ε(η). (A.10)

Hence, for η ∈
(
1, 32
)
, γ ∈

(
1− 1

η , 1
)
and τ ∈ D,

s(τ) = e−τ (s0 +O(ε(η))) , u(τ) = eτ (u0 +O(ε(η))) . (A.11)

Fix η = 11
8 ∈

(
1, 32
)
and γ ∈

(
1− 1

η , 1
)
=
(

3
11 , 1

)
. Then ε(η) in (A.9) becomes

ε := ε

(
11

8

)
= O

(
µ

1+11γ
8

)
. (A.12)
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Recall that we have simplified the notation and dropped the dependencies on β (see (A.2)). The next
step is to look for τ ∈ D satisfying (s(τ), u(τ)) ∈ ∂Bγ defined in (3.14). Namely, we look for a zero of a
function of the form

F (τ) = (s1(τ) + u1(τ))
2 + (s2(τ) + u2(τ))

2 +O6(s(τ), u(τ))− µγ . (A.13)

We use a fixed point argument. We write s(τ) and u(τ) in (A.6) as

s(τ) = slin(τ) + e−τ s̃(τ), u(τ) = ulin(τ) + eτ ũ(τ),

where slin(τ) and ulin(τ) are defined in (3.21). Let τ(z) := τlin + z, where τlin is defined in (3.20) and set

L(z) := slin(τ(z)) + ulin(τ(z)), R(z) := e−τ(z) s̃(τ(z)) + eτ(z) ũ(τ(z)).

We denote by (· | ·) the complex bilinear form on C2 defined for u = (u1, u2) and v = (v1, v2) by
(u | v) := u1v1 + u2v2. Then by the triangle inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz we have

|(u | v)| =
∣∣u1v1 + u2v2

∣∣ ≤ |u1||v1|+ |u2||v2| ≤ |u| |v|. (A.14)

We write F (τ(z)) = F (τlin + z) = h0(z) + h1(z) in (A.13) with

h0(z) = (L(z) | L(z))− µγ ,

h1(z) = 2(L(z) | R(z)) + (R(z) | R(z)) +O6(s(τ(z)), u(τ(z))).
(A.15)

Relying on (3.21) we obtain

h′0(z) = 2(L′(z) | L(z)) = 2 [(ulin(τ(z)) | ulin(τ(z)))− (slin(τ(z)) | slin(τ(z)))] ,
h′1(z) = 2(L′(z) | R(z)) + 2(L(z) | R′(z)) + 2(R(z) | R′(z)) +O6(s(τ(z)), u(τ(z))).

(A.16)

We define the operator

W(z) = z − h0(z) + h1(z)

h′0(0)
,

where h′0(0) can be computed from Lemma 3.3 as

h′0(0) = 2 [(ulin(τlin) | ulin(τlin))− (slin(τlin) | slin(τlin))] = 2µγ +O(µ) ̸= 0 (A.17)

for β ∈ Tσ0 in (3.19). Fixed points of this operator correspond to zeroes of F in (A.13).

Relying on Lemma 3.3 and equations (A.10) and (A.14) we obtain the following estimates for the
terms of h1(0) in (A.15)

|2(L(0) | R(0))| ≤ 2|L(0)| · |R(0)| ≤ Cµ
γ
2 · µ

γ−1
2 ε = Cµγ−

1
2 ε,

|(R(0) | R(0))|+O6(s(τlin), u(τlin)) ≤ Cµγ−1ε2,

where ε is defined in (A.12). Therefore we have

|W(0)| = |h1(0)|
|h′0(0)|

≤ Cµ−γ
(
µγ−

1
2 ε+ µγ−1ε2

)
≤ Cµ−

1
2 ε ≤ Cµ

11γ−3
8 = Dµ, (A.18)

which is small since γ ∈
(

3
11 , 1

)
.

We define the ball B2D = {z ∈ C : |z| ≤ 2Dµ} (and therefore τ(z) = τlin + z ∈ D in (A.5)). We prove
that the operator W is Lipschitz in B2D. We consider z1, z2 ∈ B2D so that

|W(z2)−W(z1)| ≤ sup
z∈B2D

|W ′(z)| · |z2 − z1|
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with

W ′(z) = 1− h′0(z) + h′1(z)

h′0(0)
,

where h′0(z) and h
′
1(z) are defined in (A.16). Relying on (3.21), for z ∈ B2D we can expand h′0(z) as

h′0(z) = 2 ((ulin(τ(z)) | ulin(τ(z)))− (slin(τ(z)) | slin(τ(z))))
= 2

(
(ulin(τlin | ulin(τlin)) · e2z − (slin(τlin) | slin(τlin)) · e−2z

)
= h′0(0) + 4z ((ulin(τlin | ulin(τlin)) + (slin(τlin) | slin(τlin))) +O2(z).

Hence from Lemma 3.3 we obtain
|h′0(z)− h′0(0)| ≤ CµγDµ, (A.19)

where Dµ is defined in (A.18).

The estimate of the derivative h′1(z) in (A.16) requires some estimates for the derivatives s̃′i(z) and
ũ′i(z), which can be computed from (A.7) as

s̃′(z) = eτlin+zQs(s̃(z), ũ(z)), ũ′(z) = e−(τlin+z)Qu(s̃(z), ũ(z)),

where Qs, Qu are defined in (A.1). Relying on (3.20) and (A.4) we obtain for z ∈ B2D

|e−(τlin+z)s̃′(z)| ≤ |s(z) + u(z)|2 ≤ Cµγ , |eτlin+zũ′(z)| ≤ |s(z) + u(z)|2 ≤ Cµγ . (A.20)

From (3.20), (A.10), (A.14) and (A.20) we obtain, for z ∈ B2D, the following estimates for the terms of
h′1(z) in (A.16) ∣∣∣2 [(L′(z) | R(z)) + (L(z) | R′(z))

] ∣∣∣ ≤ 2
(
|L′(z)| · |R(z)|+ |L(z)| · |R′(z)|

)
≤ Cµ

γ
2 · µ

γ−1
2 ε+ Cµ

γ
2 ·
(
µ

γ−1
2 ε+ 2Kµγ

)
≤ Cµγ−

1
2 ε ≤ Cµγµ

11γ−3
8 ,∣∣∣2(R(z) | R′(z)) +O6(s(τlin + z), u(τlin + z))

∣∣∣ ≤ C
(
µ

γ−1
2 ε+ 2Kµγ

)
· µ

γ−1
2 ε

≤ Cµγ−1ε2 ≤ Cµγµ
11γ−3

8 ,

where ε is defined in (A.12). Therefore we have

|h′1(z)| ≤ Cµγµ
11γ−3

8 ,

which is small since γ ∈
(

3
11 , 1

)
. Combining this estimate with the ones in (A.17) and (A.19) we obtain

|W ′(z)| =
∣∣∣∣1− h′0(0) + h′0(z)− h′0(0) + h′1(z)

h′0(0)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

h′0(0)

(∣∣h′0(z)− h′0(0)
∣∣+ |h′1(z)|

)
≤ Cµ−γ

(
CµγDµ + Cµγµ

11γ−3
8

)
≤ Cµ

11γ−3
8 ,

where Dµ is defined in (A.18). Hence, the operator W is contractive and satisfies W(B2D) ⊂ B2D. Then,
the Banach fixed point theorem ensures that there exists a unique fixed point in B2D for the operator W,
which we denote by z∗, so the time τ∗ = τlin + z∗ corresponds to a zero of F in (A.13). Using Cauchy’s
estimates we have for β ∈ Tσ0/2

|z′∗(β)| ≤ 2
|z∗(β)|
σ0

≤ 4

σ0
Dµ ≤ Cµ

11γ−3
8 ,

which leads to (3.22). Evaluating (A.11) at τ = τ∗ leads to (3.23) and (3.24), completing the proof.
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B Proof of Proposition 5.2

The proof of Proposition 5.2 is based on the approach proposed in [31, 47]. That is, we take advantage
of the fact that the invariant manifolds of infinity are Lagrangian and therefore they can be locally
parameterized as graphs of generating functions, which are solutions of the so-called Hamilton-Jacobi
equation.

Hence, we consider the Hamilton-Jacobi equation associated to Hamiltonian (5.1) and we look for
functions Ŝs,u(r̂, θ̂;µ, Θ̂0) such that

(R̂, Θ̂) =
(
∂r̂Ŝ(r̂, θ̂;µ, Θ̂0), ∂θ̂Ŝ(r̂, θ̂;µ, Θ̂0)

)
parameterize the invariant manifolds as a graph. Then, the Hamilton-Jacobi equation reads

Ĥµ(r̂, θ̂, ∂r̂Ŝ, ∂θ̂Ŝ) = −Θ̂0. (B.1)

Recall that we put −Θ̂0 in the right hand side since it corresponds to the the level of energy of the
periodic orbit AΘ̂0

.

For the unperturbed Hamiltonian, that is, considering µ = 0 (see (5.2)), this equation simply reads

1

2

(
∂r̂Ŝ

2 +
∂θ̂Ŝ

2

r̂2

)
− ∂θ̂Ŝ − 1

r̂
= −Θ̂0.

It has two solutions of the form

Ŝs,u
0 (r̂, θ̂; Θ̂0) = f̂s,u(r̂; Θ̂0) + Θ̂0θ̂ (B.2)

where f̂ s,u(r̂; Θ̂0) satisfy ∂r̂f̂
s,u(r̂; Θ̂0) = R̂s,u

0 (r̂, Θ̂0) and R̂
s,u
0 (r̂, Θ̂0) are defined in (5.5).

We look for solutions of (B.1) close to (B.2). We write Ŝs,u = Ŝs,u
0 + Ŝs,u

1 . Then the equation for Ŝs,u
1

becomes

∂r̂f̂∂r̂Ŝ1 +
1

2
∂r̂Ŝ

2
1 +

(
Θ̂0

r̂2
− 1

)
∂θ̂Ŝ1 +

1

2r̂2
∂θ̂Ŝ

2
1 − V̂ (r̂, θ̂;µ) = 0.

To look for solutions of this equation we reparameterize the variables (r̂, θ̂) through the unperturbed
separatrix in (2.9). Namely, we consider the changes

(r̂, θ̂) =
(
ř±h (û, Θ̂0), θ̌

±
h (û, v̂, Θ̂0)

)
. (B.3)

We omit the symbols ± to simplify notation. We define the generating functions

T̂ s,u(û, v̂;µ, Θ̂0) = Ŝs,u(řh(û, Θ̂0), θ̌h(û, v̂, Θ̂0);µ, Θ̂0),

which can be written as T̂ s,u = T̂ s,u
0 + T̂ s,u

1 where

T̂0(û, v̂; Θ̂0) = Ŝ0(řh(û, Θ̂0), θ̌h(û, v̂, Θ̂0); Θ̂0),

T̂1(û, v̂;µ, Θ̂0) = Ŝ1(řh(û, Θ̂0), θ̌h(û, v̂, Θ̂0);µ, Θ̂0).

Equation (B.1) now reads

∂ûT̂1 − ∂v̂T̂1 +
1

Řh

(
∂ûT̂1 −

Θ̂0

ř2h
∂v̂T̂1

)2

+
1

2ř2h
∂v̂T̂

2
1 − V̂ (řh(û, Θ̂0), θ̌h(û, v̂, Θ̂0);µ) = 0, (B.4)
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where řh, θ̌h, Řh are defined in (2.9) and V̂ is defined in (5.2).

The change of variables (B.3) implies that we are looking for parameterizations of the stable and
unstable invariant manifolds of the form

r̂ = ř±h (û, Θ̂0),

θ̂ = θ̌±h (û, v̂, Θ̂0),

R̂ = Ř±
h (û, Θ̂0) +

1

Ř±
h (û, Θ̂0)

(
∂ûT̂

s,u
1 − Θ̂0

ř±h (û, Θ̂0)2
∂v̂T̂

s,u
1

)
,

Θ̂ = Θ̂0 + ∂v̂T̂
s,u
1 ,

where T̂ s,u
1 are solutions of equation (B.4) with asymptotic boundary conditions for the unstable manifold

lim
û→−∞

∂ûT̂
u
1 (û, v̂;µ, Θ̂0)

Ř−
h (û, Θ̂0)

= 0, lim
û→−∞

∂v̂T̂
u
1 (û, v̂;µ, Θ̂0) = 0, (B.5)

and analogous ones for the stable manifolds taking û→ +∞. The symmetry

V̂ (r̂,−θ̂) = V̂ (r̂, θ̂)

of V̂ in (5.2) implies that if T̂1(û, v̂) solves (B.4), then −T̂1(−û,−v̂) also solves it. Imposing the asymptotic
condition (B.5) for T̂ u

1 (and the reverse for T̂ s
1 ) yields

T̂ s
1 (û, v̂) = −T̂ u

1 (−û,−v̂).

Therefore, proving the existence of the unstable manifold implies existence of the stable one.

Proposition B.1. Fix m > 0, Θ̂0 ∈ [−
√
2 +m,

√
2 −m] and κ > 0. Then, for ν ∈

(
0, 13
)
, there exists

µ0 > 0 such that, for 0 < µ < µ0, the unstable manifold W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) of the system associated to Hamiltonian

Ĥ in (5.1) can be written as

W u
µ (AΘ̂0

) =
{
(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) = Ŷu(û, v̂, Θ̂0) : (û, v̂) ∈ D̂ ×Tσ

}
where D̂ and Tσ are defined as

D̂ =

{
û ∈ C : Re(û) ≤ −1

3

√
2(1− µ+ κµν)− Θ̂2

0 ·
(
1− µ+ κµν + Θ̂2

0

)}
,

Tσ =

{
v̂ ∈ C/(2πZ) : |Im(v̂)| < σ − 1

2
log

(
1− 2Θ̂0

Θ̂0 +
√

2(1− µ+ κµν)

)}
,

(B.6)

with

σ =
1

4
log

(
1− µ+ κµν

1− µ

)
. (B.7)

Here Ŷu is a real-analytic function of the form

Ŷu(û, v̂, Θ̂0) =
(
r̂(û, Θ̂0), θ̂(û, v̂, Θ̂0), R̂(û, v̂, Θ̂0), Θ̂(û, v̂, Θ̂0)

)
such that

r̂(û, Θ̂0) = ř−h (û, Θ̂0),

θ̂(û, v̂, Θ̂0) = θ̌−h (û, v̂, Θ̂0),

R̂(û, v̂, Θ̂0) = Ř−
h (û, Θ̂0) +O(µ1−2ν),

Θ̂(û, v̂, Θ̂0) = Θ̂0 +O(µ1−2ν),

(B.8)
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where ř−h (û, Θ̂0), θ̌
−
h (û, v̂, Θ̂0) and Ř

−
h (û, Θ̂0) are defined in (2.9). Moreover

∂v̂R̂(û, v̂, Θ̂0) = ∂v̂Θ̂(û, v̂, Θ̂0) = O(µ1−3ν). (B.9)

To prove this proposition, we rewrite (B.4) as

L(T̂1) = F(T̂1) (B.10)

where
L(f) = ∂ûf − ∂v̂f,

F(T̂1) = − 1

Řh

(
∂ûT̂1 −

Θ̂0

ř2h
∂v̂T̂1

)2

− 1

2ř2h
∂v̂T̂

2
1 + V̂ (řh(û, Θ̂0), θ̌h(û, v̂, Θ̂0);µ).

(B.11)

The rest of the proof is devoted to finding a solution of (B.10) with asymptotic conditions (B.5). To this

end, we consider the domain D̂ ×Tσ1 in (B.6) for σ1 = 3σ = 3
4 log

(
1−µ+κµν

1−µ

)
.

Remark B.2. From (2.7), (2.9) and for Θ̂0 ∈
[
−
√
2 +m,

√
2−m

]
we have that

0 /∈ D̂ and |ř−1
h (û)| ≤ C

for û ∈ D̂ in (B.6), where C > 0 is an adequate constant (that depends on m).

The next lemma gives the estimates for the potential V̂ in (5.2) in the domain D̂ ×Tσ1 .

Lemma B.3. There is C > 0 such that for any (û, v̂) ∈ D̂ ×Tσ1, the following bound is satisfied

|V̂ (řh(û, Θ̂0), θ̌h(û, v̂, Θ̂0);µ)| ≤ Cµ1−ν . (B.12)

In particular, for |û| → ∞,

|V̂ (řh(û, Θ̂0), θ̌h(û, v̂, Θ̂0);µ)| ≤ C
µ

|û|
4
3

. (B.13)

Proof of Lemma B.3. We denote by r̂ := řh(û, Θ̂0) and θ̂ := v̂+ θ̌h(û, Θ̂0). The estimate of the potential
V̂ in (5.2) can be split as follows∣∣∣V̂ (r̂, θ̂;µ)

∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣V̂S(r̂, θ̂;µ)− V̂CM(r̂)
∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣V̂J (r̂, θ̂;µ)∣∣∣

where

V̂S(r̂, θ̂;µ) =
1− µ(

r̂2 + 2r̂µ cos θ̂ + µ2
) 1

2

, V̂CM(r̂) =
1

r̂
,

V̂J (r̂, θ̂;µ) =
µ(

r̂2 − 2r̂(1− µ) cos θ̂ + (1− µ)2
) 1

2

.

The domain D̂ in (B.6) is considered so that |r̂| ≥ 1 − µ + κµν , meaning that we are far from both the
primary S and the center of mass. Moreover, for µ = 0 we have that V̂S(r̂, θ̂; 0)− V̂CM(r̂) = 0. Therefore
we have ∣∣∣V̂S(r̂, θ̂;µ)− V̂CM(r̂)

∣∣∣ ≲ µ.
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We estimate
∣∣∣V̂J (r̂, θ̂;µ)∣∣∣ by looking for a lower bound for |r̂2 − 2r̂(1 − µ) cos θ̂ + (1 − µ)2| on D̂ × Tσ1 .

We denote by r̃ := (1− µ)−1r̂ so that∣∣∣r̂2 − 2r̂(1− µ) cos θ̂ + (1− µ)2
∣∣∣ = (1− µ)

∣∣∣r̃ − eiθ̂
∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣r̃ − e−iθ̂

∣∣∣ .
Since

|r̃| ≥ 1 +
κµν

1− µ
, |e±iθ̂| ≤ exp

(
3

4
log

(
1 +

κµν

1− µ

))
= 1 +

3

4

κµν

1− µ
+O(µ2ν), ∀(û, v̂) ∈ D̂ ×Tσ1 ,

we obtain∣∣∣r̃ − e±iθ̂
∣∣∣ ≥ |r̃| − |e±iθ̂| ≥ 1 +

κµν

1− µ
−
(
1 +

3

4

κµν

1− µ
+O(µ2ν)

)
≥ κµν

4(1− µ)
+O(µ2ν),

which leads to (B.12).

Finally, the estimate (B.13) is a direct consequence of Corollary 2.3 and the expansion of V̂ in r̂−1

for large r̂.

As a consequence of this Lemma, the operator F in (B.11) is well-defined. The next step is to set
up a fixed point argument to solve equation (B.10) in a suitable Banach space for functions defined on
D̂ ×Tσ1 . For a big enough constant K > 0, we define the following norm for f : D̂ → C,

∥f∥a = sup
û∈D̂
|û|>K

|ûaf(û)|+ sup
û∈D̂
|û|≤K

|f(û)|.

Then, for σ > 0 and functions f : D̂ ×Tσ → C, we define

∥f∥a,σ =
∑
k∈Z

∥f [k]∥ae|k|σ,

and the function space

Za,σ =
{
f : D̂ ×Tσ → C, real-analytic, ∥f∥a,σ <∞

}
.

It can be checked that it is a Banach space for any fixed a ≥ 0. Moreover, since equation (B.10) involves
the derivatives ∂ûT̂1 and ∂v̂T̂1, we need a Banach space that controls at the same time the norms of a
function and its derivatives. To this end we define the norm

TfUa,σ = ∥f∥a,σ + ∥∂ûf∥a+1,σ + ∥∂v̂f∥a+1,σ

and the corresponding Banach space

Z̃a,σ =
{
f : D̂ ×Tσ → C, real-analytic , TfUa,σ <∞

}
.

Next lemma, whose proof is analogous to the one of Lemma 5.6 of [22], gives properties about the following
inverse of L

G(f)(û, v̂) =
∫ 0

−∞
f(û+ s, v̂ − s) ds (B.14)

acting on the Banach space Za,σ.
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Lemma B.4. The operator G defined in (B.14), when considered acting on the space Za,σ, satisfies the
following properties.

• For any a > 1, G : Za,σ → Za−1,σ is well-defined and linear continuous. Moreover, L ◦ G = Id.

• If f ∈ Za,σ for some a > 1, then
∥G(f)∥a−1,σ ≲ K∥f∥a,σ.

• If f ∈ Za,σ for some a ≥ 1, then ∂ûG(f), ∂v̂G(f) ∈ Za,σ and

∥∂ûG(f)∥a,σ ≲ ∥f∥a,σ, ∥∂v̂G(f)∥a,σ ≲ ∥f∥a,σ.

• From the previous statements, one can conclude that if f ∈ Za,σ for some a > 1, then G(f) ∈ Z̃a−1,σ

and
TG(f)Ua−1,σ ≲ ∥f∥a,σ.

We look for a fixed point in the space Z̃1/3,σ of the operator

F̃ = G ◦ F (B.15)

where F and G are the operators defined in (B.11) and (B.14), respectively. Proposition B.1 is a straight-
forward consequence of the following proposition.

Proposition B.5. Fix κ > 0 and σ0 = 2
3σ1 = 2σ = 1

2 log
(
1−µ+κµν

1−µ

)
in (B.7). There exists a constant

b0 > 0 such that, for µ > 0 small enough, the operator F̃ in (B.15) has a fixed point T̂1 ∈ B(b0µ
1−2ν) ⊂

Z̃1/3,σ0
.

Proof of Proposition B.5. We bound F̃(0) = G ◦ F(0). By the definition of F in (B.11) we have that

F(0) = V̂ (řh(û, Θ̂0), θ̌h(û, v̂, Θ̂0);µ),

with V̂ is defined in (5.2). It satisfies

∥V̂ ∥4/3,σ0
=
∑
k∈Z

∥V̂ [k]∥4/3 · e|k|σ0 ≤ ∥V̂ ∥4/3,σ1

∑
k∈Z

e−|k|(σ1−σ0) ≲ µ1−2ν ,

where we have used that V̂ is an analytic function on D̂×Tσ1 in (B.6) so that ∥V̂ [k]∥4/3 ≤ ∥V̂ ∥4/3,σ1
·e−|k|σ1 .

Therefore F(0) ∈ Z4/3,σ0
and ∥F(0)∥4/3,σ0

≤ Kµ1−2ν for some adequate constant K > 0. Then, applying
the last statement of Lemma B.4, there exists a constant b0 > 0 such that

TF(0)U1/3,σ0
≤ b0

2
µ1−2ν .

We show that the operator F̃ is contractive in the ball B(b0µ
1−2ν) ⊂ Z̃1/3,σ0

. Let f1, f2 ∈ B(b0µ
1−2ν).

Using the last statement of Lemma B.4 we have that

TF̃(f2)− F̃(f1)U1/3,σ0
≲ ∥F(f2)−F(f1)∥4/3,σ0

.

We bound the right hand side of this formula. We write it as

F(f2)−F(f1) =− 1

Řh

(
∂ûf2 + ∂ûf1 −

2Θ̂0

ř2h
∂v̂f2

)
(∂ûf2 − ∂ûf1)

+

(
2Θ̂0

Řhř
2
h

∂ûf1 −

(
Θ̂2

0

Řhř
4
h

+
1

2ř2h

)
(∂v̂f2 + ∂v̂f1)

)
(∂v̂f2 − ∂v̂f1) .
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Using Remark B.2, the behavior of řh from Corollary 2.3 and the fact that f1, f2 ∈ B(b0µ
1−2ν) we obtain

∥F(f2)−F(f1)∥4/3,σ0
≲ µ1−2νTf2 − f1U1/3,σ0

.

Therefore
TF̃(f2)− F̃(f1)U1/3,σ0

≲ ∥F(f2)−F(f1)∥4/3,σ0
≲ µ1−2νTf2 − f1U1/3,σ0

,

and thus, the operator F̃ is well-defined and it is contractive. Hence, it has a unique fixed point T̂1 ∈
B(b0µ

1−2ν) ⊂ Z̃1/3,σ0
. This leads to the parameterization (B.8) of W u

µ (AΘ̂0
). The estimates (B.9)

are obtained from the Cauchy’s estimates on Tσ defined in (B.6), whose minimum distance to ∂Tσ is
1
4 log

(
1−µ+κµν

1−µ

)
> 1

8κµ
ν .

C Proof of Proposition 7.1

We provide the proof for the ejection orbits. One can deduce an analogous result for the collision ones
using that the system is reversible.

Fix γ ∈
(

3
11 ,

1
3

)
. The proof relies on extending of the ejection curve Λ−

J (µ) in (3.25) (which belongs

to the section Σγ in (3.18)) to the section Σ in (4.10). The argument is carried out using the polar

coordinates centered at the center of mass (r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂), and is structured as follows:

1. We express the curve Λ−
J (µ) ⊂ Σγ in coordinates (r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂). We denote this curve as Λ̂−

J (µ).

2. We express the target section Σ in coordinates (r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂), and denote it as Σ̂.

3. We extend the curve Λ̂−
J (µ) by the flow associated to the Hamiltonian (5.1) to reach a curve in the

section Σ̂. This is done in two stages: first we consider the flow for the unperturbed Hamiltonian
(µ = 0) and then we study the perturbed flow for µ > 0 small enough.

4. We express the image curve in polar coordinates (r, θ, R,Θ) (see (4.1)) and we parameterize it as
graph in terms of θ, yielding (7.5) and completing the proof.

Step 1. Coordinate transformation of the curve Λ−
J (µ): In coordinates (r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂), the ejection

curve Λ−
J (µ) becomes

Λ̂−
J (µ) =

{(
r̂−J (θ;µ), θ̂

−
J (θ;µ), R̂

−
J (θ;µ), Θ̂

−
J (θ;µ)

)
: θ ∈ T

}
, (C.1)

where

r̂−J (θ;µ) =
√
µ2γ + 2µγ cos θ(1− µ) + (1− µ)2,

θ̂−J (θ;µ) = arctan

(
µγ sin θ

µγ cos θ + (1− µ)

)
,

R̂−
J (θ;µ) = R−

J (θ; ξ, µ) cos(θ − θ̂−J (θ;µ))−
Θ−

J (θ; ξ, µ)

µγ
sin(θ − θ̂−J (θ;µ)) + sin θ̂−J (θ;µ)(1− µ),

Θ̂−
J (θ;µ) = r̂−J (θ;µ)R

−
J (θ; ξ, µ) sin(θ − θ̂−J (θ;µ)) +

r̂−J (θ;µ)

µγ
Θ−

J (θ; ξ, µ) cos(θ − θ̂−J (θ;µ))

+ r̂−J (θ;µ) cos θ̂
−
J (θ;µ)(1− µ).

(C.2)

Since h = O(µ), we obtain the following estimate for the value of ξ in (3.6)

ξ = (2h+ 3)−
1
2 +O(µ) =

1√
3
+O(µ).
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We substitute this estimate in both (R−
J ,Θ

−
J ) defined in (3.26) to obtain

r̂−J (θ, υ) = 1 + υ cos θ +O2(υ), θ̂−J (θ, υ) = υ sin θ +O2(υ),

R̂−
J (θ, υ, σ) =

√
3 cos θ +O(υ, σ), Θ̂−

J (θ, υ, σ) = 1 +
√
3 sin θ +O(υ, σ),

(C.3)

where
σ := σ(µ) = µ

11γ−3
8 , υ := υ(µ) = µγ (C.4)

are defined to simplify notation. Note that σ ≫ υ since γ ∈
(

3
11 ,

1
3

)
< 1.

Step 2. Coordinate transformation of the section Σ: We consider the transformation from
coordinates (r, θ, R,Θ) to coordinates (r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂)

r(r̂, θ̂, µ) =

√
r̂2 + 2r̂µ cos θ̂ + µ2, θ(r̂, θ̂, µ) = arctan

(
r̂ sin θ̂

r̂ cos θ̂ + µ

)
,

R(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂, µ) = R̂
r(r̂, θ̂)− µ cos θ(r̂, θ̂)

r̂
− µΘ̂

r(r̂, θ̂) sin θ(r̂, θ̂)

r̂
,

Θ(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂, µ) = µR̂
r(r̂, θ̂) sin θ(r̂, θ̂)

r̂
+ Θ̂

r(r̂, θ̂)
(
r(r̂, θ̂)− µ cos θ(r̂, θ̂)

)
r̂2

.

(C.5)

This transformation satisfies

r(r̂, θ̂, µ) = r̂ + µ cos θ̂ +O
(
µ2

r̂

)
, θ(r̂, θ̂, µ) = θ̂ − µ

sin θ̂

r̂
+O2

(µ
r̂

)
,

R(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂, µ) = R̂− µΘ̂ sin θ̂ +O
(
µ2

r̂2

)
,

Θ(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂, µ) = Θ̂

(
1 +

µ cos θ̂

r̂

)
+ µR̂ sin θ̂ +O2(µ).

(C.6)

We define the function F(r̂, θ̂, µ) = r(r̂, θ̂, µ)− δ2 and look for its zeroes. It satisfies

F(δ2, θ̂, 0) = 0, ∂r̂F(δ2, θ̂, 0) = 1 ̸= 0.

Then, the Implicit Function Theorem ensures that there exists µ0 > 0 such that, for any 0 < µ < µ0 and
θ̂ ∈ T, there is r̂ = P̂ (θ̂, µ) with P̂ (θ̂, 0) = δ2 such that r(P̂ (θ̂, µ), θ̂;µ) = δ2. Moreover, we have

P̂ (θ̂, µ) = δ2 +O(µ). (C.7)

Hence, in coordinates (r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂), the section Σ in (4.10) becomes

Σ̂ =
{
(r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) : r̂ = P̂ (θ̂, µ), Ĥµ(P̂ (θ̂, µ), θ̂, R̂, Θ̂) = h

}
. (C.8)

where Ĥµ is the Hamiltonian (5.1).

Step 3. Extension by the flow: We extend the ejection curve Λ̂−
J (µ) in (C.2) by the flow associated

to the Hamiltonian (5.1) to the section Σ̂ defined in (C.8). To carry out this extension, denote by F̂ the
vector field associated to the Hamiltonian (5.1), which can be written as

F̂ (r̂, θ̂, R̂, Θ̂;µ) = F̂0(r̂, R̂, Θ̂) + F̂1(r̂, θ̂;µ)
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where

F̂0(r̂, R̂, Θ̂) =

(
R̂,

Θ̂

r̂2
− 1,

Θ̂2

r̂3
− 1

r̂2
, 0

)T

, F̂1(r̂, θ̂;µ) =
(
0, 0, ∂r̂V̂ (r̂, θ̂, µ), ∂θ̂V̂ (r̂, θ̂, µ)

)T
, (C.9)

and V̂ (r̂, θ̂, µ) is the potential (5.2), which satisfies V̂ (r̂, θ̂, 0) = 0.

The vector field F̂ has multiple singularities located at r̂ = 0, (r̂, θ̂) = (µ, π) and (r̂, θ̂) = (1−µ, 0) which
correspond to the positions of the center of mass and the primaries S and J respectively. However, the
extension we consider avoids these singularities, and thus the vector field F̂ remains regular throughout
the associated flow.

We first perform the extension for F̂0. To this end we recall Remark 2.4 (the case Θ̌0 = 0) and
consider, in non-rotating coordinates (ř, θ̌, Ř, Θ̌), the ballistic trajectory γ̌−c (t, 0) ∈ S+ ∩ J − in (2.11),

defined for t ∈ [−tc, 0) where tc =
√
2
3 is given in (2.10) (see Remark 1.4 for the definition of ballistic

trajectory). Since for µ = 0 the Hamiltonian Ȟ0 in (2.4) is autonomous, without loss of generality we
consider the initial condition γ̌−c (0, 0) ∈ J so that γ̌−c (t, 0) −→

t→t−c

S.

We denote by Φ̂0(t, x0) :=
(
Φ̂r̂
0, Φ̂

θ̂
0, Φ̂

R̂
0 , Φ̂

Θ̂
0

)
the flow associated to the Hamiltonian Ĥ0 with ini-

tial condition x0 = (r̂0, θ̂0, R̂0, 0) (where R̂0 = R̂0(r̂0, Θ̂0) is obtained through the conservation of the
Hamiltonian Ĥ0). Then we have

Φ̂r̂
0(t, x0) =

(
r̂

3
2
0 − 3t√

2

) 2
3

, Φ̂θ̂
0(t, x0) = θ̂0 − t, Φ̂R̂

0 (t, x0) = −
√

2

Φ̂r̂
0(t, x0)

, Φ̂Θ̂
0 (t, x0) = 0. (C.10)

We compute the time t0 such that Φ̂r̂
0(t0, x0) ∈ Σ̂ in (C.8), yielding

t0 = t0(r̂0) =

√
2

3

(
r̂

3
2
0 − δ3

)
. (C.11)

Building on these results, the following lemma provides estimates for both the flow Φ̂0 and the time
required for initial conditions in Λ̂−

J (µ), defined in (C.1), to reach the section Σ̂ in (C.8).

Lemma C.1 (Extension by the flow Φ̂0). Let δ0 > 0 be the parameter given in Proposition 4.3 and fix
γ ∈

(
3
11 ,

1
3

)
. For 0 < δ < δ0, consider the time interval

T =

[
0,

√
2

3

(
1− δ3

2

)]
. (C.12)

Then, there exist µ0, ω0 > 0 such that, for (µ, ω) ∈ (0, µ0)× (0, ω0) and any initial condition x̂ ∈ Γ̂−
J (υ, σ)

(with υ, σ given in (C.4)) defined as

Γ̂−
J (υ, σ) =

{(
r̂−J (θ; υ, σ), θ̂

−
J (θ; υ, σ), R̂

−
J (θ; υ, σ), Θ̂

−
J (θ; υ, σ)

)
: θ ∈ (θ∗ − ω, θ∗ + ω)

}
⊂ Λ̂−

J (µ), (C.13)

where θ∗ = arcsin
(

1√
3

)
+ π , the flow Φ̂0 satisfies the following estimates

Φ̂0(t, x̂) = Φ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗)) +O(υ, σ, ω), ∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂) = ∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗)) +O(υ, σ, ω), (C.14)

for t ∈ T .
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Moreover, the time needed for the flow Φ̂0 starting at x̂ ∈ Γ̂−
J (υ, σ) to reach the section Σ̂ in (C.8)

satisfies

t(θ, υ, σ) =

√
2

3

(
1− δ3

)
+O(υ, σ, ω) ∈ T , ∂θt(θ, υ, σ) =

3

5
√
2
+O(υ, σ, ω). (C.15)

Proof of Lemma C.1. We compute the time needed for an arbitrary point x̂0 ∈ Λ̂−
J (0) defined in (C.1)

to reach the section Σ̂ in (C.8) under the flow Φ̂0 in (C.10). Relying on (C.3), such point x̂0 has the
expression

x̂0(θ0) =
(
r̂−J (θ0, 0), θ̂

−
J (θ0, 0), R̂

−
J (θ0, 0, 0), Θ̂

−
J (θ0, 0, 0)

)
=
(
1, 0,

√
3 cos θ0, 1 +

√
3 sin θ0

)
.

To apply the expression in (C.10), the Θ̂-component of x̂0(θ0) must be zero. That is, we look for θ0 ∈ T
satisfying R̂−

J (θ0, 0, 0) < 0 and Θ̂−
J (θ0, 0, 0) = 0 in (C.3), or equivalently

cos θ0 < 0, 1 +
√
3 sin θ0 = 0,

which yields

θ∗ = arcsin

(
1√
3

)
+ π (C.16)

so that
x̂0(θ∗) =

(
1, 0,

√
3 cos θ∗, 0

)
= (1, 0,−

√
2, 0) ∈ J . (C.17)

In this case, the time needed to reach the section Σ̂ in (C.8) is computed from (C.11) as

t∗0 =

√
2

3

(
1− δ3

)
. (C.18)

We extend the previous analysis to points in Γ̂−
J (υ, σ), defined in (C.13). Recall that Γ̂−

J (0, 0) corresponds
to the point x0(θ∗) defined in (C.17). For any initial condition

x̂(θ, υ, σ) =
(
r̂−J (θ, υ), θ̂

−
J (θ, υ), R̂

−
J (θ, υ, σ), Θ̂

−
J (θ, υ, σ)

)
∈ Γ̂−

J (υ, σ)

we consider the flow Φ̂0(t, x̂(θ, υ, σ)) for t ∈ T (defined in (C.12)) and we expand it with respect to the
initial condition x̂(θ∗, 0, 0) = x̂0(θ∗) in (C.17), yielding

Φ̂0(t, x̂(θ, υ, σ)) = Φ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗)) + ∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗)) · (x̂(θ, υ, σ)− x̂0(θ∗))

+O2 (∥x̂(θ, υ, σ)− x̂0(θ∗)∥)
(C.19)

where, relying on (C.3) and (C.17), the difference x̂(θ, υ, σ)− x̂0(θ∗) is given by

x̂(θ, υ, σ)− x̂0(θ∗) =


r̂−J (θ, υ)

θ̂−J (θ, υ)

R̂−
J (θ, υ, σ)

Θ̂−
J (θ, υ, σ)

−


1
0

−
√
2

0

 =


υ cos θ +O2(υ)
υ sin θ +O2(υ)√

2 +
√
3 cos θ +O(υ, σ)

1 +
√
3 sin θ +O(υ, σ)

 = O(υ, σ, ω) (C.20)

for θ ∈ (θ∗ − ω, θ∗ + ω), and ∂xΦ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗)) is the solution of the variational equations whose motion is
expressed as {

∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗))
′ = DF̂0

(
Φ̂0 (t, x̂(θ∗, 0, 0))

)
· ∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗))

∂x̂Φ̂0(0, x̂0(θ∗)) = Id,
(C.21)
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where F̂0 is defined in (C.9) so that

DF̂0(Φ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗)) =


0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

(Φ̂r̂
0(t,x̂0(θ∗)))

2

2

(Φ̂r̂
0(t,x̂0(θ∗)))

3 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

 =


0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1(

1− 3t√
2

) 4
3

2(
1− 3t√

2

)2 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

 .

Equation (C.21) is integrable, and the solutions are bounded for t ∈ T defined in (C.12). They are given
by

∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗)) =



4

5
(
1− 3t√

2

) 1
3
+ 1

5

(
1− 3t√

2

) 4
3

0 3

5
(
1− 3t√

2

) 1
3
− 3

5

(
1− 3t√

2

) 4
3

0

0 1 0
√
2(

1− 3t√
2

) 1
3

4

15
(
1− 3t√

2

) 1
3
− 4

15

(
1− 3t√

2

) 4
3

0 1

5
(
1− 3t√

2

) 4
3
+ 12

15

(
1− 3t√

2

) 1
3

0

0 0 0 1


, (C.22)

yielding (C.14).

We compute the time t satisfying Φ̂0(t, x̂(θ, υ, σ)) ∈ Σ̂, defined in (C.8). Namely, we find a zero of a
function of the form

G(t, θ, υ, σ) = Φ̂r̂
0(t, x̂(θ, υ, σ))− δ2.

Note that we have taken G as a function of υ and σ, which depend on the parameter µ ∈ (0, µ0) as
described in (C.4).

Recall that Φ̂0(t, x̂(θ, υ, σ)) no longer corresponds to the expression provided in (C.10) since Θ̂−
J (θ, υ, σ) ̸=

0 for υ, σ ̸= 0. Nevertheless, the function G satisfies

G(t∗0, θ∗, 0, 0) = 0, ∂tG(t∗0, θ∗, 0, 0) = Φ̂R̂
0 (t

∗
0, x̂0(θ∗)) = −

√
2

δ2
̸= 0,

where x̂0(θ∗) and t∗0 are defined in (C.17) and (C.18) respectively, and where we use the expression for
the unperturbed vector field F̂0 in (C.9). As a result, the Implicit Function Theorem ensures that there
exist

σ0, υ0, ω0 = σ0(δ), υ(δ), ω0(δ) > 0 (C.23)

such that there exists t = t(θ, υ, σ) smooth, defined for θ ∈ (θ∗−ω, θ∗+ω) (where θ∗ is defined in (C.16))
and (υ, σ) ∈ (0, υ0)× (0, σ0) with t(θ∗, 0, 0) = t∗0 and

Φ̂r̂
0(t(θ, υ, σ), x̂(θ, υ, σ)) = δ2.

Since t(θ∗, 0, 0) = t∗0 ∈ T in (C.12), the expressions in (C.22) are well-defined and

∂θt(θ∗, 0, 0) = −∂x̂Φ̂
r̂
0(t

∗
0, x̂0(θ∗)) · ∂θx̂(θ∗, 0, 0)
∂tΦ̂r̂

0(t
∗
0, x̂0(θ∗))

.

Relying on (C.20) and (C.22), we obtain

∂θx̂(θ∗, 0, 0) =
(
0 0 −

√
3 sin θ∗

√
3 cos θ∗

)T
=
(
0 0 1 −

√
2
)T
,

∂x̂Φ̂
r̂
0(t

∗
0, x̂0(θ∗)) =

 4

5

(
1−

3t∗0√
2

) 1
3
+ 1

5

(
1− 3t∗0√

2

) 4
3

0 3

5

(
1−

3t∗0√
2

) 1
3
− 3

5

(
1− 3t∗0√

2

) 4
3

0


=
(

4
5δ +

δ4

5 0 3
5δ −

3δ4

5 0
)
.
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Therefore ∂θt(θ∗, 0, 0) =
3

5
√
2

(
1 + δ5

)
, leading to (C.15) and completing the proof.

Now we perform the extension under the flow induced by the vector field F̂ defined in (C.9), which
we denote as Φ̂µ, result of the following lemma.

Lemma C.2 (Extension by the flow Φ̂µ). Let δ0 > 0 be the parameter given in Proposition 4.3 and fix γ ∈(
3
11 ,

1
3

)
. Then, for 0 < δ < δ0, there exist υ0, σ0, ω0 > 0 such that, for (υ, σ, ω) ∈ (0, υ0)× (0, σ0)× (0, ω0),

the time needed for the flow Φ̂µ, starting at an initial condition x̂ ∈ Γ̂−
J (υ, σ) in (C.13) (where υ, σ are

defined in (C.4)), to reach the section Σ̂ defined in (C.8) satisfies the following estimates

tµ(θ, υ, σ) = t(θ, υ, σ) +O(µ) =

√
2

3
(1− δ3) +O(υ, σ, ω, µ) ∈ T ,

∂θtµ(θ, υ, σ) = ∂θt(θ, υ, σ) +O(µ) =
3

5
√
2
+O(υ, σ, ω, µ),

(C.24)

where T is defined in (C.12) and t(θ, υ, σ), ∂θt(θ, υ, σ) are given in (C.15).

Moreover, for t ∈ [0, tµ(θ, υ, σ)], the flow Φ̂µ satisfies

Φ̂µ(t, x̂) = Φ̂0(t, x̂) +O
(
µ1−2γ

)
= Φ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗)) +O(υ, σ, ω, µ1−2γ),

∂x̂Φ̂µ(t, x̂) = ∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂) +O
(
µ1−3γ

)
= ∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂0(θ∗) +O(υ, σ, ω, µ1−3γ),

(C.25)

where x̂0(θ∗) is defined in (C.17).

Proof of Lemma C.2. First, we compute the time needed for an arbitrary point x̂(θ, υ, σ) ∈ Γ̂−
J (σ, υ)

defined in (C.13) to reach the section Σ̂ in (C.8) under the flow Φ̂µ. Namely, we look for a zero of a
function of the form

F(t, θ, υ, σ, µ) = Φ̂r̂
µ(t, x̂(θ, υ, σ))− P̂

(
Φθ̂
µ(t, x̂(θ, υ, σ)), µ

)
,

where P̂ (θ̂, µ) is defined in (C.7) for θ̂ ∈ T. This function satisfies

F(t(θ, υ, σ), θ, υ, σ, 0) = Φ̂r̂
0(t(θ, υ, σ), x(θ, υ, σ))− δ2 = 0,

where t(θ, υ, σ) is defined in (C.15). Relying on (C.10) and (C.14) we also obtain

∂tF(t(θ, υ, σ), θ, υ, σ, 0) = Φ̂R̂
0 (t(θ, υ, σ), x(θ, υ, σ)) = −

√
2

δ2
+O(υ, σ, ω) ̸= 0.

Hence, the Implicit Function Theorem ensures that there exists µ0, ω0 > 0 and a smooth function
tµ(θ, υ, σ) defined for µ ∈ (0, µ0), ω ∈ (0, ω0) and θ ∈ (θ∗ − ω, θ∗ + ω) (where υ ∈ (0, υ0), σ ∈ (0, σ0) are
defined in (C.4) and (C.23) respectively) with t0(θ, υ, σ) = t(θ, υ, σ) such that

Φ̂µ(tµ(θ, υ, σ), x(θ, υ, σ)) ∈ Σ̂,

and satisfying (C.24).

Denote by
r̂min := min

θ̂∈T
P̂ (θ̂, µ), r̂max := max

θ∈(θ∗−ω0,θ∗+ω0)
r̂−J (θ, υ). (C.26)
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where P̂ (θ̂, µ) and r̂−J (θ, υ) are given in (C.7) and (C.3) respectively. Then, for any point x̂ = x̂(θ, υ, σ) ∈
Γ̂−
J (υ, σ) in (C.13), we consider T ∈ [0, tµ(θ, υ, σ)] to be the first time that Φ̂r̂

µ(T, x̂) /∈ [r̂min, r̂max) and we
study the evolution of such orbit for t ∈ [0, T ]. If it does not exist we consider t ∈ [0, tµ(θ, υ, σ)].

Using the mean value theorem we have the following estimate for the flow Φ̂µ and its derivative ∂x̂Φ̂µ,

|Φ̂µ(t, x̂)− Φ̂0(t, x̂)| ≤ |DF̂0|
∫ t

0
|Φ̂µ(s, x)− Φ̂0(s, x)| ds+

∫ t

0
|F̂1| ds,

|∂x̂Φ̂µ(t, x̂)− ∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂)| ≤ |D2F̂0|
∫ t

0
|∂x̂Φ̂µ(s, x)− ∂x̂Φ̂0(s, x)| ds+

∫ t

0
|DF̂1| ds,

where F̂0, F̂1 are defined in (C.9). Then, by Gronwall’s lemma

|Φ̂µ(t, x̂)− Φ̂0(t, x̂)| ≤ t|F̂1|e|DF̂0|t, |∂x̂Φ̂µ(t, x̂)− ∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂)| ≤ t|DF̂1|e|D
2F̂0|t. (C.27)

We bound both F̂1 and DF̂1 (which are related to the potential V̂ in (5.2)) for (r̂, θ̂) ∈ [r̂min, r̂max] × T,
where r̂min, r̂max are defined in (C.26). To this end, we consider instead the complex domain (r̂, θ̂) ∈ D̂×Tσ

defined as

D̂ = {r̂ ∈ C : Re(r̂) ∈ [r̂min, r̂max] , |Im(r̂)| ≤ σ} , Tσ =
{
θ̂ ∈ C \ (2πZ) : |Im(θ̂)| < σ

}
, (C.28)

where σ = 3
4 log

(
1−µ−µγ

1−µ

)
. The potential V̂ in (5.2) is analytic in this domain and its estimate can be

split as follows ∣∣∣V̂ (r̂, θ̂;µ)
∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣V̂S(r̂, θ̂;µ)− V̂CM(r̂)

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣V̂J (r̂, θ̂;µ)∣∣∣
where

V̂S(r̂, θ̂;µ) =
1− µ(

r̂2 + 2r̂µ cos θ̂ + µ2
) 1

2

, V̂CM(r̂) =
1

r̂
,

V̂J (r̂, θ̂;µ) =
µ(

r̂2 − 2r̂(1− µ) cos θ̂ + (1− µ)2
) 1

2

.

Relying on (C.3), (C.6) and (C.26), the domain D̂ in (C.28) is considered so that |Re(r̂)| ∈ (δ2−Mµ, 1−
Mµγ) for some adequate constantM independent of µ and δ, meaning we are “far” from both the primary
S and the center of mass. Moreover for µ = 0 we have that V̂S(r̂, θ̂; 0)− V̂CM(r̂) = 0, and therefore∣∣∣V̂S(r̂, θ̂;µ)− V̂CM(r̂)

∣∣∣ ≲ µ.

Finally, the estimate of V̂J follows the same argument as the one in the proof of Lemma B.3, yielding

|V̂ (r̂, θ̂)| ≲ µ1−γ .

Hence, from the Cauchy’s estimates we obtain, for (r̂, θ̂) ∈ [r̂min, r̂max]×T

|F̂1| ≲ µ1−2γ , |DF̂1| ≲ µ1−3γ . (C.29)

To compute the estimates for (C.27) we also bound both |DF̂0| and |D2F̂0|, where F̂0 is defined in (C.9).
Both functions depend on (r̂, θ̂, Θ̂), where r̂ ∈ [r̂min, r̂max], θ̂ ∈ T and Θ̂ satisfies

Φ̂Θ̂
µ (t, x̂) = Θ̂−

J (θ, υ, σ) +

∫ t

0
F̂ Θ̂
1 (Φ̂µ(s, x̂)) ds,

where Θ̂−
J (θ, υ, σ) is defined in (C.3) for θ ∈ (θ∗−ω, θ∗+ω) (with θ∗ defined in (C.16)), t ∈ [0, tµ(θ, υ, σ)] ⊂

T defined in (C.12) and F̂1 satisfies (C.29). Hence, we can bound both |DF̂0| and |D2F̂0| by an uniform
constant C0, leading to (C.25) and completing the proof.

50



Step 4. Parameterization of the image curve as a graph: We express the image curve in
coordinates (r, θ, R,Θ) (defined in (C.5)) and parameterize it as a graph in terms of θ. We consider
t = tµ = tµ(θ, υ, σ). Then, we denote by

θ̂(θ, υ, σ) := Φ̂θ̂
µ(tµ, x̂(θ, υ, σ)), R̂(θ, υ, σ) := Φ̂R̂

µ (tµ, x̂(θ, υ, σ)), Θ̂(θ, υ, σ) := ΦΘ̂
µ (tµ, x̂(θ, υ, σ)).

We compute R̂(θ, υ, σ) using the estimate in (C.25), obtaining

R̂(θ, υ, σ) = −
√

2

δ2
+O(υ, σ, ω, µ1−2γ).

The expressions for θ̂(θ, υ, σ), Θ̂(θ, υ, σ) and its derivatives ∂θθ̂(θ, υ, σ), ∂θΘ̂(θ, υ, σ) are obtained from
both (C.25) and the expansion in (C.19). Both functions satisfy

z(θ, υ, σ) = Φ̂z
0(tµ, x0(θ∗)) + ∂x̂Φ̂

z
0(tµ, x̂0(θ∗)) · (x̂(θ, υ, σ)− x̂(θ∗, 0, 0))

+O2 (∥x̂(θ, υ, σ)− x̂0(θ∗)∥) +O(µ1−2γ)

∂θz(θ, υ, σ) = ∂tΦ̂
θ̂
µ(tµ, x̂(θ, υ, σ)) · ∂θtµ + ∂x̂Φ̂

z
µ(tµ, x̂(θ, υ, σ)) · ∂θx̂(θ, υ, σ)

= ∂tΦ̂
z
µ(tµ, x̂(θ, υ, σ)) · ∂θtµ

+
(
∂x̂Φ̂0(t, x̂(θ∗, 0, 0)) +O(υ, σ, θ − θ∗, µ

1−3γ)
)
· ∂θx̂(θ, υ, σ)

(C.30)

where z denotes either the function θ̂ or Θ̂. To obtain estimates of (C.30), first we recall the estimates
in (C.20), (C.22), (C.24) and (C.25).

tµ = −
√
2

3
(1− δ3) +O(υ, σ, ω, µ), ∂θtµ =

3

5
√
2
+O(υ, σ, ω, µ),

Φ̂θ̂
0(tµ, x0(θ∗)) = −tµ, Φ̂Θ̂

0 (tµ, x0(θ∗)) = O(υ, σ, ω, µ1−2γ),

∂x̂Φ̂
θ̂
0(tµ, x̂0(θ∗)) =

(
0 1 0

√
2
(
1− 3tµ√

2

)− 1
3

)
, ∂x̂Φ̂

Θ̂
0 (tµ, x̂0(θ∗)) =

(
0 0 0 1

)
, (C.31)

∂tΦ̂
θ̂
µ(tµ, x̂(θ, υ, σ)) =

Θ̂(θ, υ, σ)

δ4
− 1, ∂tΦ̂

Θ̂
µ (tµ, x̂(θ, υ, σ)) = ∂θ̂V̂ (δ2, θ̂(θ, υ, σ), µ),

x̂(θ, υ, σ)− x̂(θ∗, 0, 0) =


υ cos θ +O2(υ)
υ sin θ +O2(υ)√

2 +
√
3 cos θ +O(υ, σ)

1 +
√
3 sin θ +O(υ, σ)

 , ∂θx̂(θ, υ, σ) =


−υ sin θ +O2(υ)
υ cos θ +O2(υ)

−
√
3 sin θ +O(υ, σ)√
3 cos θ +O(υ, σ)

 .

Since θ ∈ (θ∗ − ω, θ∗ + ω) for θ∗ defined in (C.16) we have that

1 +
√
3 sin θ = −

√
2(θ − θ∗) +O2(θ − θ∗). (C.32)

Substituting both (C.31) and (C.32) in (C.30) we obtain

θ̂(θ, υ, σ) =− tµ +

(
0 1 0

√
2
(
1− 3tµ√

2

)− 1
3

)
·


υ cos θ +O2(υ)
υ sin θ +O2(υ)√

2 +
√
3 cos θ +O1(υ, σ)

1 +
√
3 sin θ +O(υ, σ)


+O2(υ, σ, ω) +O(µ1−2γ)

=−
√
2

3
(1− δ3) +O(υ, σ, ω, µ1−2γ)

+

√
2

δ

(
1 + δ−3O(υ, σ, ω, µ)

) (
−
√
2(θ − θ∗) +O

(
υ, σ, ω2

))
.

(C.33)
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and

Θ̂(θ, υ, σ) =
(
0 0 0 1

)
·


υ cos θ +O2(υ)
υ sin θ +O2(υ)√

2 +
√
3 cos θ +O1(υ, σ)

1 +
√
3 sin θ +O(υ, σ)

+O2(υ, σ, ω) +O(µ1−2γ)

= −
√
2(θ − θ∗) +O(υ, σ, ω2, µ1−2γ).

(C.34)

The derivative ∂θθ̂(θ, υ, σ) is given by

∂θθ̂(θ, υ, σ) =

(
Θ̂(θ, υ, σ)

δ4
− 1

)
·
(

3

5
√
2
+O(υ, σ, ω, µ)

)

+

((
0 1 0

√
2
(
1− 3tµ√

2

)− 1
3

)
+O

(
υ, σ, ω, µ1−3γ

))
·


−υ sin θ +O2(υ)
υ cos θ +O2(υ)

−
√
3 sin θ +O1(υ, σ)√
3 cos θ +O(υ, σ)


=− 2

δ
− 3

5
√
2
+ δ−4O(υ, σ, ω, µ) ̸= 0,

(C.35)

where we have considered µ0 ≪ δ4, and therefore from (C.23) both υ0, σ0 ≪ δ4 and ω0 ≪ δ4.

Relying on (C.29), the derivative ∂θΘ̂(θ, υ, σ) is given by

∂θΘ̂(θ, υ, σ) = ∂θ̂V̂ (δ2, θ̂(θ, υ, σ), µ) ·
(

3

5
√
2
+O(υ, σ, ω, µ)

)

+
((
0 0 0 1

)
+O(υ, σ, ω, µ1−3γ)

)
·


−υ sin θ +O2(υ)
υ cos θ +O2(υ)

−
√
3 sin θ +O(υ, σ)√
3 cos θ +O(υ, σ)


=

√
3 cos θ

(
1 +O(υ, σ, ω, µ1−3γ)

)
= −

√
2
(
1 +O(υ, σ, ω, µ1−3γ)

)
̸= 0.

(C.36)

To have a parameterization as in (7.5), we translate the result in (C.33) into coordinates (r, θ, R,Θ) in
(C.5). Using both estimates in (C.6) and (C.35) we obtain

θ(θ, υ, σ) = θ̂(θ, υ, σ) +O(µ) = −
√
2

3
(1− δ3)− 2

δ
(θ − θ∗) +O(υ, σ, ω2, µ),

∂θθ(θ, υ, σ) = ∂θθ̂(θ, υ, σ) +O(µ) = −2

δ
− 3

5
√
2
+ δ−4O(υ, σ, ω, µ) ̸= 0.

Since ω0 ≪ δ4, the image of θ(θ, υ, σ) belongs to a δ4-neighborhood of −
√
2
3 (1−δ3), leading to the domain

B(θ0) provided in (7.5). Moreover, the Inverse Function Theorem defines an inverse for θ(θ, υ, σ), which
we denote θ(θ, υ, σ), in B(θ0). The estimates for θ(θ, υ, σ) and its derivative are given by

θ(θ, υ, σ) = θ∗ −
δ

2

(
θ +

√
2

3
(1− δ3)

)
+ δO(υ, σ, ω2, µ),

∂θθ(θ, υ, σ) =
1

∂θθ(θ, υ, σ)
= −δ

2
(1 +O (δ)) .
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Finally, substituting these expressions in both (C.34) and (C.36) leads to

Θ̂(θ, υ, σ) =
δ√
2

(
θ +

√
2

3
(1− δ3)

)
+ δO(υ, σ, ω2, µ1−2γ),

∂θΘ̂(θ, υ, σ) = ∂θΘ̂ · ∂θθ(θ, υ, σ) =
(
−
√
2
(
1 +O

(
υ, σ, ω, µ1−3γ

)))
·
(
−δ
2
(1 +O(δ)

)
=

δ√
2

(
1 +O(δ, µ1−3γ)

)
.

Translating the result using the estimates in (C.6) completes the proof.

D Proof of Lemma 8.3

Consider the value of the energy for which we prove the existence of a triple intersection in Section 8.1:

h∗ = −Θ̂∗
0 = −1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
(D.1)

so ξ∗ = (2h∗ + 3)−
1
2 +O(µ) = 1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
> 0 (see (3.6)). Denote by

γu,<∞ :=
{(
θ,Θu,<

∞ (θ)
)
: θ ∈ (θ− − ι, θ− + ι)

}
⊂ Σ<

ν

the C1 graph parameterization of the curve Γu,<
∞ in (8.11), where θ− and Θu,<

∞ (θ) are defined in (8.10)
and Σ<

ν is defined in (3.28). We apply the change of coordinates Υ in (3.15) to translate the curve γu,<∞
into coordinates (q, p). This leads to a curve parameterized in terms of θ of the form

γu,<∞ =
(
qu,<∞ (θ), pu,<∞ (θ)

)
(D.2)

such that
qu,<∞ (θ) =

(
qu,<1 (θ), qu,<2 (θ)

)
= µν(cos θ, sin θ),

pu,<∞ (θ) =
(
pu,<1 (θ), pu,<2 (θ)

)
= Ru

∞(θ)(cos θ, sin θ) +
Θu

∞(θ)

µν
(− sin θ, cos θ).

(D.3)

Relying on (D.1), (D.3) and the estimates for both the angular and radial momenta Θu
∞(θ) and Ru

∞(θ)
(and their derivatives) given in (5.8), we obtain the following estimates for pu,<∞ (θ) and its derivative

pu,<∞ (θ) = (−1, 0) +O
(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
, ∂θ p

u,<
∞ (θ) = O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

)
. (D.4)

Once in coordinates (q, p), we apply the diffeomorphism ψ−1 in (3.5) to express the curve γu,<∞ in (D.2)
in Levi-Civita coordinates (z, w), yielding the following parameterization

γu,<
∞ (θ) =

(
zu,<∞ (θ), wu,<

∞ (θ)
)

(D.5)

which, from (D.1), (D.3) and (D.4), satisfies

zu,<∞ (θ) = (zu,<1 (θ), zu,<2 (θ)) = ±1

2

 qu,<2 (θ)√
µν − qu,<1 (θ)

,

√
µν − qu,<1 (θ)


= ±1

2
µ

ν
2

(√
1 + cos θ,

√
1− cos θ

)
,

wu,<
∞ (θ) = (wu,<

1 (θ), wu,<
2 (θ))

= ξ
(
pu,<1 (θ)zu,<1 (θ) + pu,<2 (θ)zu,<2 (θ), pu,<2 (θ)zu,<1 (θ)− pu,<1 (θ)zu,<2 (θ)

)
= ∓µ

ν
2

2

(√
1 + cos θ,−

√
1− cos θ

)
+O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8

)
.

(D.6)
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Relying on (D.3), (D.4) and (D.6), its tangent vector ∂θ γ
u,<
∞ (θ) =

(
∂θ z

u,<
∞ (θ), ∂θ w

u,<
∞ (θ)

)
is given by

∂θ z
u,<
∞ (θ) = (∂θ z

u,<
1 (θ), ∂θ z

u,<
2 (θ)) =

µ
ν
2

4

(
∓ sin θ√

1 + cos θ
,± sin θ√

1− cos θ

)
,

∂θ w
u,<
∞ (θ) =

(
∂θ w

u,<
1 (θ), ∂θ w

u,<
2 (θ)

)
= ±µ

ν
2

4

(
sin θ√
1 + cos θ

,
sin θ√
1− cos θ

)
+O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8 , µ1−

5
2
ν
)
.

(D.7)

We apply the diffeomorphism Γ defined in (3.11) to express the curve γ
u,<
∞ in (D.5) in coordinates (s, u),

yielding a parameterization of the form

γu,<
∞ (θ) =

(
su,<∞ (θ), uu,<∞ (θ)

)
.

Relying on (D.6) we have

su,<∞ (θ) = (su,<1 (θ), su,<2 (θ)) = ±µ
ν
2

√
2

(√
1 + cos θ, 0

)
+O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8

)
,

uu,<∞ (θ) = (uu,<1 (θ), uu,<2 (θ)) = ±µ
ν
2

√
2

(
0,
√
1− cos θ

)
+O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8

)
.

(D.8)

From (D.7) its tangent vector γu,<
∞ ′(θ) =

(
su,<∞ ′(θ), uu,<∞ ′(θ)

)
admits the following estimates

∂θ s
u,<
∞ (θ) = (∂θ s

u,<
1 (θ), ∂θ s

u,<
2 (θ)) = ∓ µ

ν
2

2
√
2

(
sin θ√
1 + cos θ

, 0

)
+O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8 , µ1−

5
2
ν
)
,

∂θ u
u,<
∞ (θ) = (∂θ u

u,<
1 (θ), ∂θ u

u,<
2 (θ)) = ± µ

ν
2

2
√
2

(
0,

sin θ√
1− cos θ

)
+O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8 , µ1−

5
2
ν
)
.

(D.9)

To apply the transition map f in Proposition 3.7 we have to compute the norm of both components
su,<∞ (θ) and uu,<∞ (θ) in (D.8),

|su,<∞ (θ)| = 1√
2
µ

ν
2

√
1 + cos θ

(
1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

))
= µ

ν
2 (1 +O2(ι)) ,

|uu,<∞ (θ)| = 1√
2
µ

ν
2

√
1− cos θ

(
1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

))
= µ

ν
2O(ι),

(D.10)

where we have used that θ ∈ (θ− − ι, θ− + ι) for θ− defined in (8.10). Since |su,<∞ (θ)| > |uu,<∞ (θ)|, we
obtain γu,<

∞ ⊂ Σ+ in (3.30). Moreover, from (D.8) and (D.9) we estimate their derivatives as

|su,<∞ (θ)|′ =s
u,<
1 (θ)∂θs

u,<
1 (θ) + su,<2 (θ)∂θs

u,<
2 (θ)

|su,<∞ (θ)|
= ∓ µ

ν
2

2
√
2

(√
1− cos θ +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
,

|uu,<∞ (θ)|′ =u
u,<
1 (θ)∂θu

u,<
1 (θ) + uu,<2 (θ)∂θu

u,<
2 (θ)

|uu,<∞ (θ)|
= ± µ

ν
2

2
√
2

(√
1 + cos θ +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
.

(D.11)

We apply the transition map f from Proposition 3.7 to the curve γu,<
∞ ⊂ Σ+, which yields the following

curve

γu,>
∞ (θ) = f(γu,<

∞ (θ)) = (su,>∞ (θ), uu,>∞ (θ)) =

(
|uu,<∞ (θ)|
|su,<∞ (θ)|

· su,<∞ (θ),
uu,<∞ (θ)

|uu,<∞ (θ)|
· |su,<∞ (θ)|

)
+O2(|su,>∞ (θ)|).

(D.12)

Relying on (D.8) and (D.10) we obtain

su,>∞ (θ) = (s1(θ), s2(θ)) = ±µ
ν
2

√
2

(√
1− cos θ, 0

)
+O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8

)
,

uu,>∞ (θ) = (u1(θ), u2(θ)) = ±µ
ν
2

√
2

(
0,
√
1 + cos θ

)
+O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8

)
.

(D.13)
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We compute the tangent vector ∂θ γ
u,>
∞ (θ) =

(
∂θ s

u,>
∞ (θ), ∂θ u

u,>
∞ (θ)

)
from (D.8), (D.9), (D.10) and (D.11)

yielding

∂θ s
u,>
∞ (θ) =

(
s′1(θ), s

′
2(θ)

)
= ∂θ s

u,<
∞ (θ)

|uu,<∞ (θ)|
|su,<∞ (θ)|

+ su,<∞ (θ)

(
|uu,<∞ (θ)|′

|su,<∞ (θ)|
− |uu,<∞ (θ)| · |su,<∞ (θ)|′

|su,<∞ (θ)|2

)
+O(µν)

=± µ
ν
2

2
√
2

(√
1 + cos θ, 0

)
+O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8 , µ1−

5
2
ν
)
,

∂θ u
u,>
∞ (θ) =

(
u′1(θ), u

′
2(θ)

)
= ∂θ u

u,<
∞ (θ)

|su,<∞ (θ)|
|uu,<∞ (θ)|

+ uu,<∞ (θ)

(
|su,<∞ (θ)|′

|uu,<∞ (θ)|
− |su,<∞ (θ)| · |uu,<∞ (θ)|′

|uu,<∞ (θ)|2

)
+O(µν)

= ∓ µ
ν
2

2
√
2

(
0,
√
1− cos θ

)
+O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8 , µ1−

5
2
ν
)
.

(D.14)

We apply the changes Γ−1, ψ in (3.11) and (3.5) on the curve γu,>
∞ ⊂ Σ− in (D.12) (see (3.30) for the

definition of the sectionΣ−) to obtain the curve γu,>∞ ⊂ Σ>
ν (see (3.28)) in coordinates (q, p) parameterized

in terms of θ as
γu,>∞ (θ) =

(
qu,>∞ (θ), pu,>∞ (θ)

)
= (q1(θ), q2(θ), p1(θ), p2(θ)) (D.15)

where, from the estimates in (D.13), we have

q1(θ) = (s1(θ) + u1(θ))
2 − (s2(θ) + u2(θ))

2 +O6(s(θ), u(θ))

=

(
±µ

ν
2

√
2

√
1− cos θ +O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8

))2

−

(
±µ

ν
2

√
2

√
1 + cos θ +O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8

))2

+O(µ3ν)

=− µν
(
cos θ +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

))
,

q2(θ) = 2 (s1(θ) + u1(θ)) · (s2(θ) + u2(θ)) +O6(s(θ), u(θ))

= 2

(
±µ

ν
2

√
2

√
1− cos θ +O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8

))(
±µ

ν
2

√
2

√
1 + cos θ +O

(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8

))
+O(µ3ν)

= µν
(
sin θ +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

))
,

p1(θ) =−
(
s21(θ)− u21(θ)

)
−
(
s22(θ)− u22(θ)

)
+O6 (s(θ), u(θ))

(s1(θ) + u1(θ))
2 + (s2(θ) + u2(θ))

2 +O6 (s(θ), u(θ))
= −

µν +O
(
µ

19ν−3
8

)
µν +O

(
µ

19ν−3
8

)
= − 1 +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
,

p2(θ) =
(s1(θ) + u1(θ)) (u2(θ)− s2(θ)) + (s2(θ) + u2(θ)) (u1(θ)− s1(θ)) +O6 (s(θ), u(θ))

(s1(θ) + u1(θ))
2 + (s2(θ) + u2(θ))

2 +O6 (s(θ), u(θ))

=
µ

ν
2O
(
µ

3(5ν−1)
8

)
µν +O

(
µ

19ν−3
8

) = O
(
µ

11ν−3
8

)
.

Moreover, the tangent vector

∂θγ
u,>
∞ (θ) =

(
∂θq

u,>
∞ (θ), ∂θp

u,>
∞ (θ)

)
=
(
q′1(θ), q

′
2(θ), p

′
1(θ), p

′
2(θ)

)
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is obtained from (D.13) and (D.14) as

q′1(θ) = µν
(
sin θ +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
, q′2(θ) = µν

(
cos θ +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
,

p′1(θ) = O
(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

)
, p′2(θ) = O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

)
.

We apply the change Υ−1 in (3.15) on the curve γu,>∞ in (D.15) to express it in coordinates (θ,Θ) as a
graph of the form

γu,>∞ =
{
(θ,Θu,>

∞ (θ)) : θ ∈ (θ− − ι, θ− + ι)
}
,

where Θu,>
∞ (θ) satisfies

Θu,>
∞ (θ) = q1(θ)p2(θ)− q2(θ)p1(θ) = µν

(
sin θ +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8

))
,

∂θ Θ
u,>
∞ (θ) = q′1(θ)p2(θ) + q1(θ)p

′
2(θ)− q′2(θ)p1(θ)− q2(θ)p

′
1(θ) = µν

(
cos θ +O

(
µ

11ν−3
8 , µ1−3ν

))
,

completing the proof.
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