arXiv:2407.16865v1 [math.DS] 23 Jul 2024

Extended normal forms for one-dimensional border-collision bifurcations

P.A. Glendinning^† and D.J.W. Simpson^‡

†Department of Mathematics, University of Manchester, Manchester, UK ‡School of Mathematical and Computational Sciences, Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand

August 2, 2024

Abstract

The border-collision normal form describes the local dynamics in continuous systems with switches when a fixed point intersects a switching surface. For one-dimensional cases where the bifurcation creates or destroys only fixed points and period-two orbits, we show that the standard local equivalence of normal forms, topological conjugacy, can be replaced by differentiable conjugacy provided an extra term is added to the normal form. In these cases topological conjugacy is so weak that a range of values can be used for the coefficients in the normal form. The extension to differentiable conjugacy explains why the usual choice of slopes in the standard normal form is privileged. This highlights the importance of differentiable conjugacies and the need for extended normal forms.

1 Introduction

Bifurcation theory is underpinned by normal forms; these are simple evolution rules with local equivalence to general classes of dynamical systems where equivalence usually refers to a topological conjugacy. However, for border-collision bifurcations, which occur in systems with thresholds, switches, or contact events, the standard normal form is a piecewise-linear map that may fail to be topologically conjugate to the original system. Here we consider border-collision bifurcations in one dimension that mimic saddle-node or period-doubling bifurcations, and show that equivalence via a stronger differentiable conjugacy can be achieved if an appropriate quadratic term is added to the normal form. We call the result an extended normal form, as in our earlier work [10] for classical bifurcations of smooth maps. If the border-collision bifurcation brings no significant change to the dynamics then the quadratic term is not needed. In either case, for a given map the extended normal form can be constructed by choosing parameters so that the two maps have periodic solutions with the same stability multipliers and the same ratio of lower and upper derivatives at their points of nondifferentiability. The latter condition ensures the domain of a local differentiable conjugacy can be extended through the non-differentiable point. This work aims to initiate a rigorous normal form theory for border-collision bifurcations.

The usual normal forms for saddle-node bifurcations and one-dimensional border-collision bifurcations are

y → ν + y − y^2, (1.1) and y → { ν + s_Ly, y ≤ 0, ν + s_Ry, y ≥ 0, (1.2)

respectively. Border-collision bifurcations allow many different dynamical transitions [4, 12]. If 0 < s_R < 1 < s_L the bifurcation mimics a saddle-node bifurcation, see Fig. 1.

Figure 1: Bifurcation diagrams of the quadratic map (1.1) in panel (a) and the piecewiselinear map (1.2) in panel (b) for values of ν near 0. Stable [unstable] fixed points are coloured blue [red]. Each diagram is accompanied by three plots showing the map before, at, and after the bifurcation.

The quadratic map (1.1) applies to smooth maps where a saddle-node bifurcation occurs when a fixed point attains a stability multiplier of 1 and certain genericity conditions are met [11, 16]. The piecewise-linear map (1.2) applies to one-dimensional piecewise-smooth continuous maps where a border-collision bifurcation occurs when a fixed point reaches a point where the map non-differentiable [19, 27]. Such bifurcations occur in mathematical models of diverse systems including power electronics [2] and economics [7]. The maps (1.1) and (1.2) with 0 < s_R < 1 < s_L are indeed normal forms in the sense of being locally topologically conjugate to the general classes of maps under consideration.

But topological conjugacy is weak. The map (1.1) is topologically conjugate to (1.2) for any values of s_L and s_R with 0 < s_R < 1 < s_L, and the parameters ν may also differ provided their sign is the same (see §3 for details). Thus the precise values of s_L and s_R do not matter even though in applications they are usually chosen to match those of the original system on the switching surface. Normal forms are more informative when the conjugacy is a diffeomorphism because in this case it preserves the stability multipliers of periodic solutions, for instance.

The quadratic map (1.1) usually does not provide a differentiable conjugacy. However, if we add a certain parameter-dependent cubic term to (1.1) the resulting map does provide a differentiable conjugacy [10]. The purpose of this paper is to obtain similar results for border-collision bifurcations of one-dimensional maps f(x; μ) = { f_L(x; μ), x ≤ 0, f_R(x; μ), x ≥ 0, (1.3)

where f_L are f_R are smooth. There are several cases to consider. If a border-collision bifurcation of (1.3) causes a fixed point to cross from one side of the non-differentiable point x = 0 to the other and no other invariant sets are involved, then (1.2) can be used to obtain a differentiable conjugacy. If instead the bifurcation mimics a saddle-node bifurcation or a period-doubling bifurcation, then (1.2) is insufficient. For this reason we introduce the extended normal form g(y; ν, s_L, s_R, t) = { ν + s_Ly + ty^2, y ≤ 0, ν + s_Ry, y ≥ 0, (1.4)

where the y^2-term provides us with enough degrees of freedom to accommodate the latter cases. Our results do not cover scenarios with s_L > 0 and s_R < −1 (or s_L < −1 and s_R > 0) for which the border-collision bifurcation can create higher period solutions and chaotic sets.

Our proofs use a similar methodology to [10] for the smooth setting. They are achieved by first showing that the parameters of the extended normal form can be chosen so that its invariant sets have the same stability multipliers as the corresponding invariant sets of the general map. This equality needs to hold on intervals of parameter values, and we use the implicit function theorem to achieve this. The novelty of the piecewise-smooth setting is that the two maps must also have the same ratio of lower and upper derivatives at x = 0 and y = 0: s_L s_R = ∂f_L ∂x (0, μ) ∂f_R ∂x (0, μ) . (1.5)

To construct differentiable conjugacies on intervals containing x = 0, we begin with a local conjugacy that exists by a linearisation theorem of Sternberg [25], then extend its domain outwards using images and preimages of the maps as done by Belitskii [3]. The key observation is that (1.5) ensures the conjugacy (and its inverse) remains differentiable as it is extended through x = 0. The necessity of this condition has also been reported for circle maps [13, 14].

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. We begin in §2 by formally stating our main results as three theorems. Then in §3 we consider topological conjugacies and provide a precise result that explains why (1.1) and (1.2) with 0 < s_R < 1 < s_L are topologically conjugate to each other. In §4 we construct differentiable conjugacies between smooth maps, then in §5 use these results to construct differentiable conjugacies between piecewise-smooth maps. This is a large task: ten separate constructions are required to accommodate all scenarios needed to prove the theorems, which is then done in §6. In §7 we speculate on extensions to higher dimensional maps, and in §8 provide a final discussion. Throughout the paper O and o represent big-O and little-o notation: a function of u ∈ R is O ( u^k ) if it only contains terms that are order k or higher, and is o ( u^k ) if it only contains terms that are higher than order k.

2 Main results

We first clarify the notion of topological and differentiable conjugacies for one-dimensional maps.

Definition 2.1. Let Ω, Ψ ⊂ R be open intervals and let f : Ω → R and g : Ψ → R be continuous maps. Then f on U ⊂ Ω and g on V ⊂ Ψ are topologically conjugate if there exists a homeomorphism h : U → V such that

h(f(x)) = g(h(x)), (2.1)

for all x ∈ U for which f(x) ∈ U. If h is also a diffeomorphism then f on U and g on V are differentiably conjugate.

Conjugacies convert orbits of one map to orbits of the other map. For instance in Definition 2.1 if x^∗ ∈ U is a fixed point of f, then (2.1) implies y^∗ = h(x^∗) ∈ V is a fixed point of g. Furthermore, if f is differentiable at x^∗, g is differentiable at y^∗, and h is a diffeomorphism, then (2.1) implies^{df}_{dx} (x^∗) =^{dg}_{dy} (y^∗), i.e. the fixed points have the same stability multiplier.

Now consider a piecewise-smooth map f of the form (1.3). We suppose f is defined for all (x; μ) ∈ Ω × I, where Ω and I are open intervals containing 0, and that f_L and f_R can be smoothly extended to a neighbourhood of x = 0 (so the derivatives of f_L and f_R are well-defined at x = 0). We assume f is continuous at x = 0, that is

f_L(0; μ) = f_R(0; μ), for all μ ∈ I. (2.2)

In order for μ = 0 to correspond to a border-collision bifurcation, we suppose x = 0 is a fixed point of f when μ = 0, i.e.

f_L(0; 0) = f_R(0; 0) = 0. (2.3)

Now let

a_L = ∂f_L ∂x (0; 0), a_R = ∂f_R ∂x (0; 0), (2.4)

be the left and right slopes of the map at the bifurcation point. In order for μ to unfold the bifurcation in a generic fashion, we require β = ∂f_L ∂μ (0; 0) = ∂f_R ∂μ (0; 0) (2.5) to be non-zero. The results below assume β > 0 to fix the direction of the bifurcation.

The bifurcation behaves very differently for different values of a_L and a_R. The three theorems below correspond to the coloured regions in Fig. 2 numbered 1, 2, and 3. The same results apply to the unnumbered coloured regions but with stability reversed and/or a different direction for the bifurcation. The white regions include parameter values where a chaotic attractor is created at the border-collision bifurcation and are not covered by the theorems. Proofs of the theorems are provided in §6.

The first theorem applies to the six regions numbered 1. For these the border-collision bifurcation is trivial in the sense that as the value of μ is varied through 0, a fixed point crosses x = 0 and no other invariant sets are involved. The theorem shows that a differentiable conjugacy to the extended normal form (1.4) can be achieved using t = 0 with which (1.4) reverts to the piecewise-linear form (1.2). See Fig. 3 for a typical bifurcation diagram. Here and throughout the paper we label fixed points and other important values on the 45^∘-degree line (dashed).

Figure 2: The space of parameter points (a_L, a_R) for border-collision bifurcations of a map (1.3), where a_L and a_R are the left and right slopes (2.4). Theorem 2.1 applies to the regions numbered 1, Theorem 2.2 applies to the regions numbered 2, and Theorem 2.3 applies to the region numbered 3. The unnumbered coloured regions can be accommodated by symmetry. The curved boundary is where a_La_R = 1 in the third quadrant.

Theorem 2.1 (Trivial border-collision bifurcations). Suppose f of the form (1.3) is piecewise- C^2 and satisfies (2.2), (2.3), β > 0, (a_L − 1)(a_R − 1) > 0, (a_L + 1)(a_R + 1) > 0, a_L ≠ 0, and a_R ≠ 0. Let ν(μ) = f(0; μ). Then there exist μ_0 > 0, continuous functions s_L(μ) = a_L + O(μ) and s_R(μ) = a_R + O(μ), and neighbourhoods N and M(μ) of 0, such that f(x; μ) on N and g̃(y; μ) = g(y; ν(μ), s_L(μ), s_R(μ), 0) on M(μ) are differentiably conjugate for all

Figure 3: A bifurcation diagram and representative cobweb diagrams of a piecewise-smooth map (1.3) satisfying the conditions of Theorem 2.1 with 0 < a_L < 1 and 0 < a_R < 1. For small μ < 0 the map has a stable fixed point x_L < 0, while for small μ > 0 it has a stable fixed point x_R > 0.

μ ∈ (−μ_0, μ_0). Moreover, for any δ > 0 we can choose μ_0 > 0, N = (−p, p), and M(μ) = (q^−(μ), q^+(μ)) so that (1 − δ)p < | |q^±(μ) | | < (1 + δ)p, (2.6)

for all μ ∈ (−μ_0, μ_0).

Notice Theorem 2.1 (also Theorems 2.2 and 2.3) fixes ν(μ) = f(0; μ). We could have instead taken ν(μ) to be any increasing function of μ with ν(0) = 0, and the conclusions of the theorem would still hold. This is because f is asymptotically piecewise-linear so the magnitude of μ primarily affects the spatial scale of the dynamics, not its qualitative properties. We chose ν(μ) = f(0; μ) for simplicity, concreteness, and so that the dynamics of f and g occurs on the roughly the same scale for all μ ∈ (−μ_0, μ_0). Indeed this is formalised by the bound (2.6). Here the neighbourhood N, for the map f, is taken for simplicity to be the symmetric interval (−p, p). The corresponding neighbourhood M, for the map g, varies with μ, but (2.6) shows that the amount by which it varies from N (in ratio) can be made arbitrarily small by considering sufficiently small values of μ. This reflects the fact that g̃ has been designed to match f to first-order, hence the conjugacy function h(x; μ) can be made near-identity, so M(μ) = h(N; μ) is a small perturbation of N. This result is also present in the next two theorems.

Now we address the two regions in Fig. 2 numbered 2 (the other green regions can be accommodated via the substitution x → −x). Fig. 4 shows a typical bifurcation diagram. Locally f and g each have no fixed points for μ < 0 and two fixed points for μ > 0. We denote these fixed points x_L < 0 and x_R > 0 for the map f, and y_L < 0 and y_R > 0 for the map g.

Figure 4: A bifurcation diagram and representative cobweb diagrams of a piecewise-smooth map (1.3) satisfying the conditions of Theorem 2.2 in the invertible case a_R > 0. For small μ > 0 the map has a stable fixed point x_R > 0 and an unstable fixed point x_L < 0.

Theorem 2.2 (Saddle-node-like border-collision bifurcations). Suppose f of the form (1.3) is piecewise-C^3 and satisfies (2.2), (2.3), β > 0, a_L > 1, and 0 < |a_R| < 1. Let ν(μ) = f(0; μ). Then there exist μ_0 > 0, continuous functions s_L(μ) = a_L + O(μ), s_R(μ) = a_R + O(μ), and t(μ), and neighbourhoods N and M(μ) of 0, such for g̃(y; μ) = g(y; ν(μ), s_L(μ), s_R(μ), t(μ))

i) if μ ∈ (−μ_0, 0] then f on N and g̃ on M(μ) are differentiably conjugate,

ii) if μ ∈ (0, μ_0) and a_R > 0 then f on N and g̃ on M(μ) are differentiably conjugate on the basins of attraction of their stable fixed points and on the basins of repulsion of the their unstable fixed points,

iii) if μ ∈ (0, μ_0) and a_R < 0 then f on ( x_L, f^{−1}_R (x_L) ) and g̃ on ( y_L, g^{−1}_R (y_L) ) are differentiably conjugate, and f on {x ∈ N | x < 0} and g̃ on {y ∈ M(μ) | y < 0} are differentiably conjugate.

Moreover, for any δ > 0 we can choose μ_0 > 0, N = (−p, p), and M(μ) = (q^−(μ), q^+(μ)) so that (2.6) holds for all μ ∈ (−μ_0, μ_0).

For small μ > 0, Theorem 2.2 gives differentiable conjugacies on subsets of N, instead of the entirety of this neighbourhood, because the domain of a differentiable conjugacy cannot in general be extended through a fixed point. To make plain what these subsets are, suppose N = (−p, p), where p > 0 (we can always take N to be symmetric about 0). We always assume μ > 0 is small enough that x_L, x_R ∈ (−p, p). If 0 < a_R < 1, as in Fig. 4, then f is locally invertible and the subsets of N described in (ii) are the intervals (x_L, p) (the basin of attraction of x_R) and (−p, x_R) (the basin of repulsion of x_L). If −1 < a_R < 0, as in Fig. 5,

Figure 5: A cobweb diagram of a piecewise-smooth map (1.3) satisfying the conditions of Theorem 2.2 with small μ > 0 in the non-invertible case a_R < 0.

then f is non-invertible and the subsets of N described in (iii) are the intervals ( x_L, f^{−1}_R (x_L) ) and (−p, 0).

In the red regions of Fig. 2 the map f is locally invertible and the border-collision bifurcation generates a period-two solution. Of these, Theorem 2.3 applies to the region numbered 3 (the other regions can be accommodated via x → −x and considering f^{−1} instead of f). Fig. 6 shows a typical bifurcation diagram.

Figure 6: A bifurcation diagram and representative cobweb diagrams of a piecewise-smooth map (1.3) satisfying the conditions of Theorem 2.3. For small μ < 0 the map has a stable fixed point x_L < 0, while for small μ > 0 it has an unstable fixed point x_R > 0 and a stable period-2 solution {u_L, u_R}.

Theorem 2.3 (Period-doubling-like border-collision bifurcations). Suppose f of the form (1.3) is piecewise-C^3 and satisfies (2.2), (2.3), β > 0, a_R < −1, and^1_{aR} < a_L < 0.

Let ν(μ) = f(0; μ). Then there exist μ_0 > 0, continuous functions s_L(μ) = a_L + O(μ), s_R(μ) = a_R + O(μ), and t(μ), and neighbourhoods N and M(μ) of 0, such for g̃(y; μ) = g(y; ν(μ), s_L(μ), s_R(μ), t(μ)) i) if μ ∈ (−μ_0, 0] then f on N and g̃ on M(μ) are differentiably conjugate,

ii) if μ ∈ (0, μ_0) then f on N and g̃ on M(μ) are differentiably conjugate on the basins of repulsion of their fixed points, and on the basins of attraction of their period-two solutions.

Moreover, for any δ > 0 we can choose μ_0 > 0, N = (−p, p), and M(μ) = (q^−(μ), q^+(μ)) so that (2.6) holds for all μ ∈ (−μ_0, μ_0).

3 Topological conjugacies

Before we delve into constructions for differentiable conjugacies, it is worth explaining why topological conjugacies provide such a weak criterion to impose upon a normal form. The following result illustrates this weakness for saddle-node-like border-collision bifurcations. It is analogous to Theorem 2.2, but instead of the extended normal form (1.4), uses the piecewise-linear map (1.2) and the smooth map (1.1).

Proposition 3.1. Suppose f of the form (1.3) is piecewise-C^1 and satisfies (2.2), (2.3), β > 0, a_L > 1, and 0 < a_R < 1. Let s_L > 1, 0 < s_R < 1, and ν(μ) = f(0; μ). Then there exist μ_0 > 0 and neighbourhoods N, M(μ), and P (μ) of 0, such that f on N, (1.2) on M(μ), and (1.1) on P (μ) are topologically conjugate for all μ ∈ (−μ_0, μ_0).

We omit a proof of Proposition 3.1 as it is a simple consequence of a classical result that two increasing maps f and g on R are topologically conjugate if they have the same number of fixed points and the signs of f(x) − x and g(y) − y are the same between corresponding fixed points, see Theorem 2.2 of [10].

There are many variations on Proposition 3.1 that could be stated. For example, the value of ν in the piecewise-linear map (1.2) can to be converted to −1, 0, or 1 by a linear rescaling of y, so for (1.2) we in fact only need ν(μ) to have the same sign as μ. Proposition 3.1 shows that both smooth and piecewise-smooth maps could be used as a normal form when equivalence is defined by the existence of a local topological conjugacy.

Proposition 3.1 also shows that the slopes s_L and s_R in (1.2) could be taken to be any values satisfying 0 < s_R < 1 < s_L. This runs counter to the conventional construction of the border-collision normal form that sets s_L and s_R, or in higher dimensions the left and right Jacobian matrices, equal to those of the general map evaluated at the bifurcation [22]. Hence differentiable conjugacies provide one way to justify a particular choice for an (extended) normal form.

4 Differentiable conjugacies for smooth maps

Here we construct differentiable conjugacies for smooth monotone maps. In §5 these conjugacies will be applied to the individual pieces of our piecewise-smooth maps.

We first state a result of Sternberg that in a neighbourhood of a hyperbolic fixed point a smooth map is differentiably conjugate to a linear map. We then use orbits of the maps to extend the domain of this conjugacy outwards, using different constructions for increasing maps and for decreasing maps. We also show how a differentiable conjugacy between two smooth maps can be found that in addition maps a given point of one map to a given point of the other map. This will be used in §5 to obtain a conjugacy that maps the nondifferentiable point of one piecewise-smooth map to the non-differentiable point of another piecewise-smooth map. Finally in this section we provide a lemma that underpins our later demonstration that M(μ) ≈ N in Theorems 2.1–2.3.

4.1 Linearisations

Throughout this section (a, b) is an open interval containing 0. The following result is taken from Sternberg [25].

Lemma 4.1 (local linearisation). Let f : (a, b) → R be C^2. Suppose 0 is a fixed point of f with^{df}_{dx} (0) = λ /∈ {−1, 0, 1}. Define the linear map g(y) = λy. Then there exist open neighbourhoods U ⊂ (a, b) of 0 and V ⊂ R of 0 such that f on U and g on V are differentiably conjugate.

Lemma 4.1 shows there exists a diffeomorphism h such that the conjugacy relation

h(f(x)) = g(h(x)) (4.1)

is satisfied on a neighbourhood of 0. We now show that the domain of h can be expanded to any interval on which f is strictly increasing or strictly decreasing and contains no other fixed points or period-two solutions. We first treat the increasing case for which the construction is illustrated in Fig. 7.

Lemma 4.2 (global linearisation, increasing case). Let f : (a, b) → R be C^2 with^{df}_{dx} (x) > 0 for all x ∈ (a, b). Suppose 0 is the unique fixed point of f with^{df}_{dx} (0) = λ ≠ 1. Define the linear map g(y) = λy. Then there exists increasing h that differentiably conjugates f on (a, b) to g on an open interval containing 0.

Proof. Suppose λ ∈ (0, 1) (the case λ > 1 can be proved similarly using backwards iterates instead of forward iterates). Then f^i(a) is an increasing sequence converging to 0, while f^i(b) is a decreasing sequence converging to 0. By Lemma 4.1 there exist m, n ≥ 0, a neighbourhood V ⊂ R of 0, and a C^1 conjugacy h : (f^m(a), f^n(b)) → V such that the conjugacy relation (4.1) holds for all x ∈ (f^m(a), f^n(b)). In view of the substitution y → −y we can assume h is increasing.

We now extend the domain of h to the right until reaching b (assuming n ≠ 0 otherwise this is not needed) in such a way that h is C^1 and satisfies (4.1) on the larger domain. For all x ∈ [f^n(b), f^{n−1}(b)), define h(x) = g^{−1}(h(f(x))), (4.2)

see Fig. 7. This is well-defined, because f(x) belongs to the domain of h, while g^{−1} is defined on R. By construction h satisfies (4.1) on the larger domain (f^m(a), f^{n−1}(b)). Certainly h is

Figure 7: A sketch showing how the domain of h is extended in the proof of Lemma 4.2. Here m = n = 2 and the sample point x belongs to [f^n(b), f^{n−1}(b)). The corresponding point h(x), defined by (4.2), is the result of mapping x under f, then h, and then g^{−1} as indicated in blue.

C^1 on (f^n(b), f^{n−1}(b)), so it remains to show h is also C^1 at x = f^n(b). By (4.1) equation (4.2) holds for all x ∈ (0, f^n(b)), so it holds on a neighbourhood of f^n(b). At x = f^n(b) the right-hand side of (4.2) is C^1 because h is C^1 at f^{n+1}(b), so h is indeed C^1 at f^n(b).

By same argument we can extend the domain of h outwards to f^{n−2}(b), then to f^{n−3}(b), and so on until reaching b. Similarly we can extend the domain of h to the left until reaching a, and thus covering (a, b).

The next result accommodates the decreasing case. The assumption b < f(a) is chosen without loss of generality.

Lemma 4.3 (global linearisation, decreasing case). Let f : (a, b) → R be C^2 with^{df}_{dx} (x) < 0 for all x ∈ (a, b). Suppose 0 is a fixed point of f with^{df}_{dx} (0) = λ ≠ −1 and f^2 has no other fixed points in (a, b). Suppose b < f(a). Define the linear map g(y) = λy. Then there exists increasing h that differentiably conjugates f on (f^{−1}(b), b) to g on an open interval containing 0. Proof. Suppose λ ∈ (−1, 0) (the case λ < −1 can be proved similarly). Notice f^{−1}(b) ∈ (a, 0) and f^i(b) ∈ (a, b) for all i ≥ 0, with f^i(b) > 0 if i is even and f^i(b) < 0 if i is odd. Importantly f^i(b) → 0 as i → ∞ by the assumption that f^2 has no other fixed points. Thus by Lemma 4.1 there exists even n ≥ 0, a neighbourhood V ⊂ R of 0, and a C^1 conjugacy h : (f^{n+1}(b), f^n(b)) → V such that the conjugacy relation (4.1) holds for all x ∈ (f^{n+1}(b), f^n(b)), and in view of the substitution y → −y we can assume h is increasing.

If n ≠ 0 we extend the domain of h outwards. For all x ∈ (f^{n−1}(b), f^{n+1}(b)], define

h(x) = g^{−1}(h(f(x))), (4.3) so then h is a C^1 conjugacy from f to g on the larger domain (f^{n−1}(b), f^n(b)) for the same reasons as in the proof of Lemma 4.2. By the same argument we can extend the domain to (f^{n−1}(b), f^{n−2}(b)), then to (f^{n−3}(b), f^{n−2}(b)), and so on until reaching (f^{−1}(b), b).

4.2 Constructing conjugacies that map one given point to another

By two applications of the above lemmas we can conclude that two smooth maps f and g are differentiably conjugate near fixed points having the same stability multiplier. We now show that the corresponding conjugacy can be chosen to map a given point near the fixed point of f to a given point near the fixed point of g. Specifically, the results below give h(b) = d, or more precisely lim_{x→b}− h(x) = d. We cannot also demand h(a) maps to another given point c. For this reason Lemma 4.4 assumes the domain of g extends to −∞ and constructs the value of c = h(a) over the course of the proof. This is illustrated in Fig. 8.

Figure 8: A sketch of maps f and g satisfying the assumptions of Lemma 4.4 with λ = f^′(x^∗) = g^′(y^∗) ∈ (0, 1). The differentiable conjugacy h maps the points a, x^∗, and b to c, y^∗, and d, as indicated.

Lemma 4.4 (matching points, increasing case). Let f : (a, b) → R be C^2 with^{df}_{dx} (x) > 0 for all x ∈ (a, b), and suppose f has a unique fixed point x^∗ ∈ (a, b) with^{df}_{dx} (x^∗) = λ ≠ 1. Let g : (−∞, d) → R be C^2 with^{dg}_{dy} (y) > 0 for all y < d, and suppose g has a unique fixed point y^∗ < d with^{dg}_{dy} (y^∗) = λ. Also suppose g(y) → −∞ as y → −∞. Then there exists c < y^∗ and an increasing diffeomorphism h : (a, b) → (c, d) that conjugates f to g.

Proof. Define the linear map ℓ(z) = λz. By Lemma 4.2 to applied f (shifted so its fixed point is 0), there exist p < 0, q > 0, and an increasing diffeomorphism h_1 : (a, b) → (p, q) that conjugates f to ℓ. By Lemma 4.2 to applied g, for any c̃ < y^∗ there exist r < 0, s > 0, and an increasing diffeomorphism h_2 : (c̃, d) → (r, s) that conjugates g to ℓ. Since g(y) → −∞ as y → −∞, we must have r → −∞ as c̃ → −∞.

Define the increasing linear function h_3(z) =^{sz}_q . Let c̃ be such that r <^{sp}_q . Then c = h^{−1}_2 (h_3(h_1(a))) = h^{−1}_2 (_{sp} q ) is well-defined, and h = h^{−1}_2 ∘ h_3 ∘ h_1 : (a, b) → (c, d) is an increasing diffeomorphism that conjugates f to g.

Finally we provide an analogous result for decreasing maps.

Lemma 4.5 (matching points, decreasing case). Let f : (a, b) → R be C^2 with^{df}_{dx} (x) < 0 for all x ∈ (a, b), and suppose b < f(a). Suppose x^∗ ∈ (a, b) is a fixed point of f with df dx (x^∗) = λ ≠ −1 and f^2 has no other fixed points. Let g : (c, d) → R be C^2 with^{dg}_{dy} (y) < 0 for all y ∈ (c, d), and suppose d < g(c). Suppose y^∗ ∈ (c, d) is a fixed point of g with dg dy (y^∗) = λ and g^2 has no other fixed points. Then there exists an increasing diffeomorphism h : (f^{−1}(b), b) → (g^{−1}(d), d) that conjugates f to g.

Proof. Define the linear map ℓ(z) = λz. By Lemma 4.3 to applied f there exists q > 0 and an increasing diffeomorphism h_1 : (f^{−1}(b), b) → (ℓ^{−1}(q), q) that conjugates f to ℓ. Similarly there exists s > 0 and an increasing diffeomorphism h_2 : (g^{−1}(d), d) → (ℓ^{−1}(s), s) that conjugates g to ℓ. Define the increasing linear function h_3(z) =^{sz}_q . Then h = h^{−1}_2 ∘ h_3 ∘ h_1 : (f^{−1}(b), b) → (g^{−1}(d), d) is an increasing diffeomorphism that conjugates f to g.

4.3 A bound on the range of the conjugacy function

Consider again the scenario of Lemma 4.4 with λ ∈ (0, 1) shown in Fig. 8. The points x^∗, b, y^∗, and d are known a priori; Lemma 4.4 shows we can construct h that differentiably conjugates f to g with h(x^∗) = y^∗ and h(b) = d.

In our later applications of Lemma 4.4 the difference between b and x^∗ and the difference between d and y^∗ are small, so f on (x^∗, b) and g on (y^∗, d) are usefully approximated by linear functions, both with slope λ. Consequently we can design h to be roughly linear, in which case its slope anywhere should be approximately^{d−y∗}_{b−x∗} , call this ratio χ. So for any x ∈ (x^∗, b), and also any x ∈ (a, x^∗) if x^∗ − a is suitably small, the ratio^{h(x)−y∗}_{x−x∗} should be approximately χ.

Lemma 4.6 (below) makes this claim precise. Our proof, given in Appendix A, is based on the fact for any x ∈ (a, b) we have f^n(x) → x^∗ as n → ∞, thus^{h(f n(x))−x∗}_{f n(x)−x∗} → h^′(x^∗) as n → ∞. A bound on the value of f^n(x) in terms of the value of x is obtained from a linear approximation to f using induction on n (Lemma A.1a), while a similar bound on the value of h(f^n(x)) = g^n(h(x)) in terms of the value of h(x) is obtained from a linear approximation to g. Then with x = b we obtain h^′(x^∗) ≈ χ (with an error proportional to the size of the quadratic terms in f and g).

Then we use a linear approximation to g^{−1} to bound the value of h(x) in terms of the value of g^n(h(x)) (Lemma A.1b). This enables us to show^{h(x)−y∗}_{x−x∗} ≈ h^′(x^∗). The key conclusion is that the right-hand side of (4.4) converges to 0 as the interval (a, b) is shrunk to the point x^∗ as this enables us later to obtain (2.6) for any δ > 0.

For brevity Lemma 4.6 is just stated for the increasing case with λ ∈ (0, 1). With instead λ > 1 an analogous result can obtained similarly and given in terms of a bound on the second derivatives of f^{−1} and g^{−1}. With instead λ < 0 the same type of result holds; indeed the required calculations are almost identical using |λ| in place of λ. In Lemma 4.6 we assume χ ≤^3_2 to simplify the right-hand side of (4.4) and because our later applications of Lemma 4.4 use χ ≈ 1.

Lemma 4.6. Let f, g, and h be as in Lemma 4.4 with λ ∈ (0, 1). Let K > 0 be such that |f^{′′}(x)| ≤ K for all x ∈ (a, b) and |g^{′′}(y)| ≤ K for y ∈ (c, d). Let r =^{λ(1−λ)}_{10K} and suppose max(x^∗ − a, b − x^∗) ≤ r. Let χ =^{d−y∗}_{b−x∗} and suppose χ ≤^3_2 . Then for all x ∈ (a, b) \ {x^∗}, | | |h(x) − y^∗ x − x^∗ − χ | | | < 3 2r ( 4|x − x^∗| + b − x^∗ ) . (4.4)

5 Differentiable conjugacies for piecewise-smooth maps

In this section we construct differentiable conjugacies between piecewise-smooth maps f and g. We assume f is defined on a bounded interval, whereas g is defined on the whole of R. This allows us to construct h on the entire domain of f without having to worry about escaping the domain of g during the course of the construction.

Specifically we let a < 0, b > 0, and consider continuous piecewise-C^2 maps f : (a, b) → R and g : R → R of the form f(x) = { f_L(x), x ≤ 0, f_R(x), x ≥ 0, g(y) = { g_L(y), y ≤ 0, g_R(y), y ≥ 0. (5.1)

For g we assume |g(y)| → ∞ as y → ±∞ (5.2) so that we can map backwards under g_L and g_R as many times as we like.

Different cases require different assumptions and employ different constructions of the conjugacy function h. In several cases the construction proceeds as follows. The map f has a fixed point x_L < 0 and we apply Lemma 4.4 or Lemma 4.5 to the left pieces of the maps, i.e. f_L and g_L. Specifically we apply the result to f_L on the interval (a, 0) and g_L using d = 0. This produces a differentiable conjugacy h with h(x_L) = y_L and h(0) = 0. We then extend the domain of h outwards by applying the procedure used in the proof of Lemma 4.2. Since we have enforced h(0) = 0, each step in this procedure uses either f_L and g_L, or f_R and g_R. These are smooth, so h is differentiable on the larger domain, and a simple application of the chain rule shows that the non-differentiability of f and g at 0 does not upset the differentiability of h as long as we assume f and g to have the same ratio of lower and upper derivatives at 0: f^′_L(0) f^′_R(0) = g^′_L(0) g^′_R(0)

. (5.3)

5.1 One fixed point and no period-two solutions

We begin with the simplest scenario that f and g have exactly one fixed point and no periodtwo solutions. Within this scenario we distinguish four cases requiring separate constructions.

We start with the case that f is increasing on (a, b). Fig. 9 provides a sketch of a map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.1 and for which its fixed point x_L is asymptotically stable, i.e. f^′_L(x_L) < 1. The map g has analogous properties on the whole of R.

Lemma 5.1 (increasing case). Consider piecewise-C^2 maps f and g (5.1) satisfying (5.2) and (5.3). Suppose f^′_L(x) > 0 for all x ∈ (a, 0] and f^′_R(x) > 0 for all x ∈ [0, b). Suppose f has a unique fixed point x_L ∈ (a, 0) with f^′_L(x_L) ≠ 1. Similarly suppose g^′_L(y) > 0 for all y ≤ 0 and g^′_R(y) > 0 for all y ≥ 0. Suppose g has a unique fixed point y_L < 0 with g^′_L(y_L) = f^′_L(x_L). Then f on (a, b) is differentiably conjugate to g on some subset of R.

Figure 9: A piecewise-smooth map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.1 with f^′_L(x_L) < 1.

Proof. Suppose f^′_L(x_L) ∈ (0, 1) (the case f^′_L(x_L) > 1 can be proved similarly using backwards iterates instead of forward iterates). By Lemma 4.4 applied to f_L on the interval (a, 0) and g_L using d = 0, there exists c < y_L and an increasing diffeomorphism h : (a, 0) → (c, 0) such that h(f_L(x)) = g_L(h(x)), (5.4)

for all x ∈ (a, 0). By construction, lim_{x→0}− h(x) = 0, thus h(f_L(0)) = g_L(0) by (5.4). By the continuity of f this is equivalent to h(f_R(0)) = g_R(0).

We now extend the domain of h to [0, f^{−1}_R (0)), assuming f^{−1}_R (0) ≤ b otherwise we only extend it to [0, b). For all x ∈ [0, f^{−1}_R (0)), define

h(x) = g^{−1}_R (h(f_R(x))). (5.5)

This is well-defined because f_R(x) ∈ [f_R(0), 0), so h(f_R(x)) is defined with h(f_R(x)) ≥ g_R(0) where the inverse of g_R is defined. Certainly h is continuous and increasing on [0, f^{−1}_R (0)), plus satisfies the conjugacy relation (4.1) on this interval. Also it is C^1 on (0, f^{−1}_R (0)), because f_R, h, and g^{−1}_R are C^1 on the relevant intervals, so it remains to show h is C^1 to x = 0. To do this we show that the left and right limits of h^′(x) agree at 0. From (5.4), the chain rule gives

h^′(x) = h^′(f_L(x))f^′_L(x) g^′_L(h(x)) , for x < 0. So lim_{x→0−} h^′(x) = h^′(f_L(0))f^′_L(0) g^′_L(0)

, (5.6)

using h(0) = 0. Similarly (5.5) gives

h^′(x) = h^′(f_R(x))f^′_R(x) g^′_R(h(x)) , for x > 0, so

lim_{x→0+} h^′(x) = h^′(f_R(0))f^′_R(0) g^′_R(0)

. (5.7)

Notice (5.6) and (5.7) are equal by (5.3) and the continuity of f at 0, thus h is C^1 at x = 0.

In the same manner we use (5.5) to extend the domain of h(x) to [f^{−1}_R (0), f^{−2}_R (0)), then [f^{−2}_R (0), f^{−3}_R (0)), and so on until we reach b. At each step g^{−1}_R is well-defined because we have assumed g_R(y) → ∞ as y → ∞. The differentiability of h is immediate because this procedure only uses the right pieces of f and g, and we can reach b in a finite number of steps because f has no fixed points between 0 and b.

Next we treat the decreasing case. See Fig. 10 for a map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.2.

Lemma 5.2 (decreasing case). Consider piecewise-C^2 maps f and g (5.1) satisfying (5.2) and (5.3). Suppose f^′_L(x) < 0 for all x ∈ (a, 0] and f^′_R(x) < 0 for all x ∈ [0, b). Suppose x_L < 0 is a fixed point of f with f^′_L(x_L) ≠ −1 and f^2 has no other fixed points. Also suppose f(0) > a and f(a) > 0. Similarly suppose g^′_L(y) < 0 for all y ≤ 0 and g^′_R(y) < 0 for all y ≥ 0. Suppose y_L < 0 is a fixed point of g with g^′_L(y_L) = f^′_L(x_L) and g^2 has no other fixed points. Then f on (a, b) is differentiably conjugate to g on some subset of R.

Proof. Suppose f^′_L(x_L) ∈ (−1, 0) (the case f^′_L(x_L) < −1 can be proved similarly). The assumption f(a) = f_L(a) > 0 implies f^{−1}(0) = f^{−1}_L (0) is well-defined with f^{−1}_L (0) > a, see Fig. 10. Also f(0) = f_L(0) > f^{−1}_L (0) due to the assumption on f^2. By Lemma 4.5 applied to f_L and g_L there exists an increasing diffeomorphism h : ( f^{−1}_L (0), 0 ) → ( g^{−1}_L (0), 0 ) such that (5.4) holds for all x ∈ ( f^{−1}_L (0), 0 ) (note that g^{−1}_L (0) is well-defined because we have assumed g_L(y) → ∞ as y → −∞). We now extend the domain of h to [0, f^{−2}(0)), assuming f^{−2}(0) ≤ b otherwise we just extend to b. For all x ∈ [0, f^{−2}(0)) define

h(x) = g^{−1}_R (h(f_R(x))). (5.8)

Figure 10: A piecewise-smooth map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.2 with f^′_L(x_L) > −1. We also show the second iterate f^2.

This is well-defined because as x ranges from 0 to f^{−2}(0), h(f_R(x)) ranges from g^{−1}(0) to g(0), and so h(x) ranges from 0 to g^{−2}(0). Certainly h is C^1 on (0, f^{−2}(0)); it is also C^1 at x = 0 because as in the previous proof we have (5.6) and (5.7).

In a similar fashion we can extend the domain of h to (f^{−3}(0), f^{−1}(0)], assuming f^{−3}(0) > a otherwise we just extend to a, by defining h(x) = g^{−1}_L (h(f_L(x))). Here the differentiability of h at f^{−1}(0) follows from its differentiability at 0. We then further extend the domain of h outwards by alternately using the left and right pieces of the maps until reaching a or b. At each step g^{−1}_L and g^{−1}_R are well-defined by (5.2). This will be achieved in finitely many steps because x_L is the only fixed point of f^2.

Suppose we first reach a (the following arguments work similarly if we first reach b). We then use (5.8) again to extend the domain of h to either b, if f(b) ≥ a, or to f^{−1}(a), if f(b) < a. Finally in the latter case we extend h from f^{−1}(a) to b by defining it to be any increasing C^1 function. This is sufficient because h does not need to satisfy the conjugacy relation for x ∈ [f^{−1}(a), b) because f(x) /∈ (a, b), see Definition 2.1. In either case we have extended h to (a, b) as required.

We now treat the non-monotone cases illustrated in Fig. 11 and 12.

Lemma 5.3 (non-monotone, increasing at the fixed point case). Consider piecewise-C^2 maps f and g (5.1) satisfying (5.2) and (5.3). Suppose f^′_L(x) > 0 for all x ∈ (a, 0] and f^′_R(x) < 0 for all x ∈ [0, b). Suppose f has a unique fixed point x_L < 0 with f^′_L(x_L) ∈ (0, 1). Similarly suppose g^′_L(y) > 0 for all y ≤ 0 and g^′_R(y) < 0 for all y ≥ 0. Suppose g has a unique fixed point y_L < 0 with g^′_L(y_L) = f^′_L(x_L). Then f on (a, b) is differentiably conjugate to g on some subset of R.

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 5.1 we construct an increasing diffeomorphism h : (a, 0) → (c, 0), for some c < y_L, such that (5.4) holds for all x ∈ (a, 0). We then use

h(x) = g^{−1}_R (h(f_R(x))) (5.9)

Figure 11: A piecewise-smooth map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.3.

to extend the domain of h to [0, b), assuming f(b) ≥ a otherwise we only extend to f^{−1}_R (a). This is well-defined because f_R(x) ∈ (a, f(0)], where h is already defined, and h(f_R(x)) ∈ (c, g(0)], where g^{−1}_R is well-defined. Clearly h is continuous, increasing, and C^1, except possibly at x = 0. But it is C^1 here too because as in the proof of Lemma 5.1 we have (5.6) and (5.7).

In the case f(b) > a we lastly extend h from f^{−1}_R (a) to b by defining it to be some increasing C^1 function (as in the previous proof).

Lemma 5.4 (non-monotone, decreasing at the fixed point case). Consider piecewise-C^2 maps f and g (5.1) satisfying (5.2) and (5.3). Suppose f^′_L(x) < 0 for all x ∈ (a, 0] and f^′_R(x) > 0 for all x ∈ [0, b). Suppose x_L < 0 is a fixed point of f with f^′_L(x_L) ∈ (−1, 0) and f^2 has no other fixed points. Also suppose f(0) > a and f(a) > 0. Similarly suppose g^′_L(y) < 0 for all y ≤ 0 and g^′_R(y) > 0 for all y ≥ 0. Suppose y_L < 0 is a fixed point of g with g^′_L(y_L) = f^′_L(x_L) and g^2 has no other fixed points. Then f on (a, b) is differentiably conjugate to g on some subset of R.

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 5.2 we construct an increasing diffeomorphism h : ( f^{−1}_L (0), 0 ) → ( g^{−1}_L (0), 0 ) such that (5.4) holds for all x ∈ ( f^{−1}_L (0), 0 ) . We then use

h(x) = g^{−1}_R (h(f_R(x))) (5.10)

to extend the domain of h to [ 0, f^{−1}_R (0) ) , assuming f(b) > 0 otherwise we only extend it to b. This is well-defined with h(x) ranging from 0 to g^{−1}_R (0) as x ranges from 0 to f^{−1}_R (0). As above h is continuous, increasing, and C^1 because (5.6) and (5.7), and as in the proof of Lemma 5.1 we can extend the domain of h to the right until reaching b.

It remains to extend the domain of h to the left until reaching a. If f(a) ≤ b we achieve this defining h(x) = g^{−1}_L (h(f_L(x))), (5.11) for all x ∈ ( a, f^{−1}_L (0) ] . If instead f(a) > b we only do this for x ∈ ( f^{−1}_L (b), f^{−1}_L (0) ] , and then finally define h on ( a, f^{−1}_L (b) ] to be some increasing C^1 function.

Figure 12: A piecewise-smooth map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.4 and its second iterate f^2.

5.2 Two fixed points

There are two cases for us to consider in which f and g have two fixed points, a monotone case, Fig. 13, and a non-monotone case, Fig. 14. In neither case do we obtain a single differentiable conjugacy h on the whole interval (a, b) because we cannot in general extend a conjugacy through a fixed point while maintaining differentiability.

Lemma 5.5 (monotone case). Consider piecewise-C^2 maps f and g (5.1) satisfying (5.2) and (5.3). Suppose f^′_L(x) > 0 for all x ∈ (a, 0] and f^′_R(x) > 0 for all x ∈ [0, b). Suppose f has exactly two fixed points, x_L < 0 with f^′_L(x_L) > 1, and x_R > 0 with f^′_R(x_R) ∈ (0, 1). Similarly suppose g^′_L(y) > 0 for all y ≤ 0 and g^′_R(y) > 0 for all y ≥ 0. Suppose g has exactly two fixed points, y_L < 0 with g^′_L(y_L) = f^′_L(x_L), and y_R > 0 with g^′_R(y_R) = f^′_R(x_R). Then f on (a, x_R) is differentiably conjugate to g on (c, y_R), for some c < y_L, and f on (x_L, b) is differentiably conjugate to g on (y_L, d), for some d > y_R.

Proof. We just demonstrate the second conjugacy as the first can be constructed similarly using backwards iterates instead of forwards iterates. To the map f_R on the interval (0, b) we apply Lemma 4.4, except with the reverse orientation (i.e. x → −x). This shows there exists d > y_R and an increasing diffeomorphism h : (0, b) → (0, d) such that

h(f_R(x)) = g_R(h(x)), (5.12)

for all x ∈ (0, b). We now use h(x) = g^{−1}_L (h(f_L(x))), (5.13)

to extend the domain of h to ( f^{−1}_L (0), 0 ] , then ( f^{−2}_L (0), f^{−1}_L (0) ] , and so on, indefinitely. As above this produces a differentiable function h, and since f^{−n}_L (0) → x_L and g^{−n}_L (0) → y_L, the result is a diffeomorphism h : (x_L, b) → (y_L, d) satisfying the conjugacy relation (4.1).

Figure 13: A piecewise-smooth map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.5.

Lemma 5.6 (non-monotone case). Consider piecewise-C^2 maps f and g (5.1) satisfying (5.2) and (5.3). Suppose f^′_L(x) > 0 for all x ∈ (a, 0] and f^′_R(x) < 0 for all x ∈ [0, b). Suppose f has exactly two fixed points, x_L < 0 with f^′_L(x_L) > 1, and x_R > 0 with f^′_R(x_R) ∈ (0, 1), and f^2 has no other fixed points. Also suppose f(b) < x_L. Similarly suppose g^′_L(y) > 0 for all y ≤ 0 and g^′_R(y) < 0 for all y ≥ 0. Suppose g has exactly two fixed points, y_L < 0 with g^′_L(y_L) = f^′_L(x_L), and y_R > 0 with g^′_R(y_R) = f^′_R(x_R), and g^2 has no other fixed points. Then f on (a, 0) is differentiably conjugate to g on (c, 0), for some c > y_L, and f on ( x_L, f^{−1}_R (x_L) ) is differentiably conjugate to g on ( y_L, g^{−1}_R (y_L) ) .

Figure 14: A piecewise-smooth map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.6.

Proof. The first conjugacy concerns only f_L and g_L, which are smooth and increasing, so this result follows directly from Lemma 4.4.

To obtain the second conjugacy we apply Lemma 4.5 (with x → −x) to f_R on ( 0, f^{−1}_R (0) ) and g_R on ( 0, g^{−1}_R (0) ) . This gives an increasing diffeomorphism h : ( 0, f^{−1}_R (0) ) → ( 0, g^{−1}_R (0) ) such that (5.12) holds for all x ∈ ( 0, f^{−1}_R (0) ) . Notice this application of Lemma 4.5 relies on the assumption that f^2 and g^2 have no other fixed points.

We then use (5.13) to extend the domain of h to ( f^{−1}_L (0), 0 ] , then ( f^{−2}_L (0), f^{−1}_L (0) ] , and so on, resulting in h defined on ( x_L, f^{−1}_R (0) ) . Lastly we use

h(x) = g^{−1}_R (h(f_R(x))), (5.14)

to further extend the domain to [ f^{−1}_R (0), f^{−1}_R (x_L) ) . Notice f^{−1}_R (x_L) is well-defined by the assumption f(b) < x_L, and g^{−1}_R (y) is well-defined for all y ∈ (y_L, 0) by the assumption g_R(y) → −∞ as y → ∞. The end result is h : ( x_L, f^{−1}_R (x_L) ) → ( y_L, g^{−1}_R (y_L) ) satisfying the conjugacy relation (4.1) by construction, and h is a diffeomorphism for the same reasons as in the earlier proofs.

5.3 No fixed points

Here we treat cases for which f and g have no fixed points, Figs. 15 and 16. These require a different approach to the above scenarios because there are no fixed points about which we can use Sternberg’s linearisation to initiate the construction. In the monotone case with f(0) < 0 we instead pick z ∈ (f(0), 0) and define h on the interval I = (z, 0) to be the identity map. We then propagate h to f(I) via h(x) = g(h(f^{−1}(x))); importantly I ∩f(I) = ∅, and in the gap between I and f(I) we define h by inserting a C^1 jump function. We then propagate h to the entire domain (a, b).

A similar construction was used for smooth maps in [10], see Theorem 2.4. In the piecewise-smooth setting we just also need h(0) = 0 so that h is differentiable on (a, b) as a consequence of the assumption (5.3) of equal ratios of derivatives.

Lemma 5.7 (monotone case). Consider piecewise-C^2 maps f and g (5.1) satisfying (5.2) and (5.3). Suppose f^′_L(x) > 0 for all x ∈ (a, 0] and f^′_R(x) > 0 for all x ∈ [0, b). Suppose f has no fixed points and a < f(0) < 0. Similarly suppose g^′_L(y) > 0 for all y ≤ 0 and g^′_R(y) > 0 for all y ≥ 0. Suppose g has no fixed points and g(0) < 0. Then f on (a, b) is differentiably conjugate to g on some subset of R.

Proof. Let z ∈ (f(0), 0) be such that f(z) ≥ a. Let I = (z, 0) and define

h(x) = x, (5.15)

for all x ∈ I. Next define h(x) = g_L ( h ( f^{−1}_L (x) )) , (5.16)

for all x ∈ f(I) = (f(z), f(0)). Notice I ∩ f(I) = ∅ and that h is increasing and C^1 on I and on f(I). On the gap [f(0), z] between I and f(I) insert a C^1 jump function so that h is C^1 on (f(z), 0). In particular, by differentiating (5.16),

h^′(f(0)) = lim_{x→0−} h^′(f(x)) = lim_{x→0−} g^′_L(h(x))h^′(x) f^′_L(x) = g^′_L(0) f^′_L(0)

. (5.17)

Figure 15: A piecewise-smooth map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.7.

where we have used the fact that the derivative of (5.15) is 1.

For each k = 1, 2, . . . until reaching a, we define h(x) on ( f^{k+1}(z), f^k(z) ] by (5.16). Notice h is C^1 on (a, 0) because h is C^1 on (f(z), z] and the right-hand side of (5.16) is smooth. For each k = 1, 2, . . . until reaching b, we define h(x) on [ f^{−(k−1)}(0), f^{−k}(0) ) by h(x) = g^{−1}_R (h(f_R(x))). (5.18)

The resulting function h defined on (a, b) satisfies the conjugacy relation (4.1) for all x ∈ (a, b) for which f(x) ∈ (a, b).

It remains to show h is C^1 on [0, b), and this is trivial except at 0 and its preimages under f. By (5.15), lim_{x→0−} h^′(x) = 1, (5.19)

whereas by (5.18),

lim_{x→0+} h^′(x) = h^′(f(0))f^′_R(0) g^′_R(0) = f^′_R(0)g^′_L(0) f^′_L(0)g^′_R(0)

= 1, (5.20)

using (5.17) and (5.3). Since (5.19) and (5.20) agree, h is C^1 at 0. It is also C^1 at all f^{−k}(0) ∈ (a, b) with k ≥ 1 because the right-hand side of (5.18) is smooth.

Lemma 5.8 (non-monotone case). Consider piecewise-C^2 maps f and g (5.1) satisfying (5.2) and (5.3). Suppose f^′_L(x) > 0 for all x ∈ (a, 0] and f^′_R(x) < 0 for all x ∈ [0, b). Suppose f has no fixed points and a < f(0) < 0. Similarly suppose g^′_L(y) > 0 for all y ≤ 0 and g^′_R(y) < 0 for all y ≥ 0. Suppose g has no fixed points and g(0) < 0. Then f on (a, b) is differentiably conjugate to g on some subset of R.

Proof. Similar to the previous proof we can construct an increasing diffeomorphism h : (a, 0) → (c, 0), for some c < 0, that conjugates f to g. We can then extend the domain of h to [0, b) as in the proof of Lemma 5.3 and h is C^1 on (a, b) due to (5.3).

Figure 16: A piecewise-smooth map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.8.

5.4 One fixed point and one period-two solution

Here we revisit the case in Lemma 5.2 for which both pieces of f are decreasing, but now suppose f has a period-two solution with one point on each side of x = 0, Fig. 17. This result is used in §6 to prove Theorem 2.3 for period-doubling-like border-collision bifurcations.

Lemma 5.9. Consider piecewise-C^2 maps f and g (5.1) satisfying (5.2) and (5.3). Suppose f^′_L(x) < 0 for all x ∈ (a, 0] and f^′_R(x) < 0 for all x ∈ [0, b). Suppose x_R > 0 is a fixed point of f with f^′_R(x_R) ≠ −1. Also suppose Suppose {u_L, u_R} is a period-two solution of f, with a < u_L < 0 and x_R < u_R < b and stability multiplier λ ≠ 1. Suppose f^2 has no fixed points other than x_L, u_L, and u_R. Similarly suppose g^′_L(y) < 0 for all y ≤ 0 and g^′_R(y) < 0 for all y ≥ 0. Suppose y_R > 0 is a fixed point of g with g^′_R(y_R) = f^′_R(x_R). Suppose {v_L, v_R} is a period-two solution of g, with v_L < 0 and v_R > y_R and stability multiplier λ. Suppose g^2 has no fixed points other than y_L, v_L, and v_R. Then f on (u_L, u_R) is differentiably conjugate to g on (v_L, v_R), and f on (a, x_R) ∪ (x_R, b) is differentiably conjugate to g on (c, y_R) ∪ (y_R, d) for some c < v_L and d > v_R.

Proof. Suppose f^′_R(x_R) < −1 as in Fig. 17 (the case f^′_R(x_R) > −1 can be proved similarly). In this case x_R is unstable, thus the period-two solution is stable, i.e. λ ∈ (0, 1).

We first construct a conjugacy on (u_L, u_R) by using the fixed point x_R. Unlike earlier proofs where such conjugacies were built from stable fixed points (e.g. Lemma 5.2), here the fixed point is unstable so we use the inverse of f_R to ensure the conjugacy relation holds on the entire domain of h. By Lemma 4.5 applied to f^{−1}_R and g^{−1}_R , there exists an increasing diffeomorphism h : (f^2(0), f(0)) → (g^2(0), g(0)) such that h ( f^{−1}_R (x) ) = g^{−1}_R (h(x)),

for all x ∈ (f^2(0), f(0)). We then use h(x) = g_L ( h ( f^{−1}_L (x) )) to extend the domain of h to [f(0), f^3(0)). We then use h(x) = g_R ( h ( f^{−1}_R (x) )) to extend the domain to (f^4(0), f^2(0)],

Figure 17: A piecewise-smooth map f satisfying the conditions of Lemma 5.9 with f^′_R(x_R) < −1.

and so on, indefinitely. In this way the domain of h is extended to (u_L, u_R), and its range to (v_L, v_R). As in earlier proofs the constraint (5.3) implies h is a diffeomorphism, and by construction h(f(x)) = g(h(x)) for all x ∈ (u_L, u_R). This shows f on (u_L, u_R) is differentiably conjugate to g on (v_L, v_R).

To construct the second conjugacy, suppose for a moment a ≤ f(b) and f(a) ≤ b. We first apply Lemma 5.5 to f^2 and g^2 (these maps have the same ratio of lower and upper derivatives at 0 because f and g have the same ratio of lower and upper derivatives at 0). This gives us a diffeomorphism h_1 : (a, x_R) → (c, y_R), for some c < v_L, such that

h_1 ( f^2(x) ) = g^2(h_1(x)) (5.21)

for all x ∈ (a, x_R). Now define h(x) = { h_1(x), a < x < x_R , g^{−1}(h_1(f(x))), x_R < x < b, (5.22)

which exclusively uses f = f_R and g = g_R in the second piece. This is a diffeomorphism from (a, x_R) ∪ (x_R, b) to (c, y_R) ∪ (y_R, d), for some d > v_R, and provides a conjugacy from f to g for the following reasons. For any x ∈ (a, x_R) we have f(x) ∈ (x_R, b), so h(f(x)) = g^{−1} ( h_1 ( f^2(x) )) = g(h_1(x)) = g(h(x)),

using (5.21) for the middle equality, while for any x ∈ (x_R, b) we have f(x) ∈ (a, x_R), so

h(f(x)) = h_1(f(x)) = g ( g^{−1}(h_1(f(x))) ) = g(h(x)), hence h provides a conjugacy as required.

Finally, if instead a > f(b) we can only define h up to f^{−1}(a). In this case we simply extend h from f^{−1}(a) to b in some C^1 fashion because h doesn not need to satisfy the conjugacy condition for f^{−1}(a) ≤ x < b. Similarly if f(a) > b we can only define h_1, and hence h, down to f^{−1}(b), in which case we similarly extend h from f^{−1}(b) to a in some C^1 fashion.

5.5 One fixed point at the point of non-differentiability

Finally we prove the existence of a differentiable conjugacy in the case that 0 is a fixed point of f and g. This requires the lower and upper derivatives of f at x = 0 are the same as the lower and upper derivatives of g at y = 0. This is a natural generalisation of requiring equal stability multipliers in the smooth case, and is stronger than the requirement (5.3) of equal slope ratios. This result is used in §6 for the bifurcation value μ = 0.

Lemma 5.10. Consider piecewise-C^2 maps f and g (5.1) satisfying (5.2). Suppose f^′_L(x) ≠ 0 for all x ∈ (a, 0] and f^′_R(x) ≠ 0 for all x ∈ [0, b). Suppose f has the unique fixed point x = 0 with f^′_L(0) = a_L ≠ ±1 and f^′_R(0) = a_R ≠ ±1. Suppose g^′_L(y) ≠ 0 for all y ≤ 0 and g^′_R(y) ≠ 0 for all y ≥ 0. Suppose g has the unique fixed point y = 0 with g^′_L(0) = a_L and g^′_R(0) = a_R. In the case a_L < 0 and a_R < 0 suppose also a_La_R ≠ 1 and that f^2 and g^2 have no fixed points other than 0. Then f on (a, b) can be differentiably conjugated to g on some subset of R using a conjugacy function h with h^′(0) = 1.

Proof. First suppose a_L > 0 and a_R > 0. By Lemma 4.2 applied to f_L (smoothly extended into x > 0), there exists increasing h_1 that differentiably conjugates f_L on (a, 0] to the linear map ℓ(z) = a_Lz on (p, 0], for some p < 0. Similarly for any c̃ < 0 there exists increasing h_2 that differentiably conjugates g_L on (c̃, 0] to ℓ on (r, 0], for some r < 0, Define the linear function h_3(z) =^{h′2(0)z}_{h′1(0)} . Then h = h^{−1}_2 ∘ h_3 ∘ h_1 has h^′(0) = 1 and differentiably conjugates f_L on (a, 0] to g_L on (c, 0], where c = h^{−1}_2 (h_3(p)) < 0 (this is well-defined because r → −∞ as c̃ → −∞ due to (5.2)). In the same way we can construct h with h^′(0) = 1 that differentiably conjugates f_R on [0, b) to g_R on [0, d), for some d > 0. The two parts of h have the same derivative at x = 0 thus together provide a differentiable conjugacy from f on (a, b) to g on (c, d). Second suppose a_L > 0 and a_R < 0 (the case a_L < 0 and a_R > 0 follows from the substitution x → −x). As above we can construct h with h^′(0) = 1 that conjugates f_L on (a, 0] to g_L on (c, 0], for some c > 0. We then use

h(x) = g^{−1}_R (h(f_R(x))), (5.23)

to extend the domain of h to (0, b), assuming f_R(b) ≥ a otherwise just extend to f^{−1}_R (a). This provides a differentiable conjugacy on the larger domain and is C^1 at x = 0 because the chain rule applied to (5.23) gives

lim_{x→0+} h^′(0) = f^′_R(0) g^′_R(0) lim_{x→0−} h^′(0),

which equals lim_{x→0}− h^′(0) = 1 because f^′_R(0) = g^′_R(0) by assumption. If f_R(b) < a we then extend the domain of h(x) from f^{−1}_R (a) to b in some C^1 fashion.

Finally suppose a_L < 0 and a_R < 0; also suppose a < f(b) and f(a) < b (other cases can be dealt with similarly). Notice f^2 and g^2 are increasing C^1 maps on (a, b) and R respectively. Both maps f^2 and g^2 have the unique fixed point 0 for which the associated stability multiplier is a_La_R ≠ 1. By applying the above steps to f^2 and g^2 (instead of f_L and g_L), we can construct a C^1 function h_4 with h^′_4(0) = 1 that differentiably conjugates f^2 on (a, 0] to g^2 on (c, 0], for some c < 0, i.e.

h_4 ( f^2(x) ) = g^2(h_4(x)),

for all x ∈ (a, 0]. Now define h(x) = { h_4(x), a < x < 0, g^{−1}(h_4(f(x))), 0 < x < b, which exclusively uses f = f_R and g = g_R in the second piece. As in the proof of Lemma 5.9 this gives h(f(x)) = g(h(x)) for all x ∈ (a, b). Moreover, lim_{x→0}− h^′(0) = h^′_4(0) = 1, and by the chain rule lim_{x→0+} h^′(0) = h^′_4(0)f^′_R(0)

g^′_R(0)

= h^′_4(0) = 1,

because f^′_R(0) = g^′_R(0). Hence h is C^1 with h^′(0) = 1 and differentiably conjugates f on (a, b) to g on (c, d), where d = g^{−1}_R (h_4(f_R(b))) > 0.

6 Matching stability multipliers and derivative ratios

In this section we prove Theorems 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3. In each case this is achieved by first defining the parameters of the extended normal form g in such a way that the stability multipliers of fixed points and period-two solutions of g match the corresponding stability multipliers of f, and so that f and g have the same ratio of lower and upper derivatives at 0. Second we apply the results of the previous section to show f and g are differentiably conjugate on certain intervals, and finally we verify the bound (2.6).

In each case the values of a_L and a_R are not 1, so in a neighbourhood of (x; μ) = (0; 0) the left and right pieces of f have locally unique fixed points

x_L(μ) = β 1 − a_L μ + O ( μ^2 ) , (6.1)

x_R(μ) = β 1 − a_R μ + O ( μ^2 ) . (6.2)

The point x_L(μ) is a fixed point of f if x_L(μ) ≤ 0 (if instead x_L(μ) > 0 it is a virtual fixed point of f [4]), while x_R(μ) is a fixed point of f if x_R(μ) ≥ 0. The stability multipliers of the fixed points are

λ_L(μ) = ∂f_L ∂x (x_L(μ); μ) = a_L + O(μ), (6.3)

λ_R(μ) = ∂f_R ∂x (x_R(μ); μ) = a_R + O(μ). (6.4)

The extended normal form g has three parameters, s_L, s_R, and t, and in each of the proofs below we set the first two of these parameters as

s_L(μ) = λ_L(μ), μ ≤ 0, ∂fL ∂x (0;μ)λ_R(μ) ∂fR ∂x (0;μ) , μ ≥ 0, (6.5)

s_R(μ) = ∂fR ∂x (0;μ)λ_L(μ) ∂fL ∂x (0;μ) , μ ≤ 0, λ_R(μ), μ ≥ 0. (6.6)

This is because every scenario we examine in detail below has a_R < 1, so with β > 0 the point x_R(μ) is a fixed point of f for small μ > 0. The corresponding fixed point of g has stability multiplier s_R(μ), because the right piece of g is affine, hence for μ > 0 we must set s_R(μ) = λ_R(μ) so that these two fixed points share the same stability multiplier. For s_L(μ) the μ > 0 piece of (6.5) ensures f and g have the same ratio of lower and upper derivatives at 0. For μ < 0 the formulas (6.5) and (6.6) ensure the left fixed points of f and g share the same stability multiplier in the proofs of Theorems 2.1 and 2.3; for the proof of Theorem 2.2 we have more flexibility but can again use (6.5) and (6.6). For t(μ) we use a different function in each of the three proofs.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We first address the increasing case, and for brevity suppose a_L, a_R ∈ (0, 1) because the case a_L, a_R ∈ (1, ∞) can be proved in the same way using the inverses of f and g.

Step 1 — Match g to f.

Let g̃(y; μ) = g(y; ν(μ), s_L(μ), s_R(μ), t(μ)) where ν(μ) = f(0; μ) = βμ + O(μ^2) (as in the theorem statement), s_L(μ) and s_R(μ) are defined by (6.5) and (6.6), and t(μ) = 0. Notice s_L(μ) and s_R(μ) are continuous functions of μ with s_L(0) = a_L and s_R(0) = a_R, and it what follows we assume μ is small enough that s_L(μ), s_R(μ) ∈ (0, 1). The left and right pieces of g̃ are

g_L(y; μ) = ν(μ) + s_L(μ)y, (6.7) g_R(y; μ) = ν(μ) + s_R(μ)y. (6.8)

These have unique fixed points

y_L(μ) = ν(μ) 1 − s_L(μ) = β 1 − a_L μ + o(μ), (6.9)

y_R(μ) = ν(μ) 1 − s_R(μ) = β 1 − a_R μ + o(μ), (6.10)

being C^1 functions of μ.

Step 2 — Obtain a differentiable conjugacy h.

Now fix μ_0, p > 0 and consider μ ∈ (−μ_0, 0). We assume μ_0, p > 0 have been taken small enough that f^′_L(x; μ) > 0 for all x ∈ (−p, 0], f^′_R(x; μ) > 0 for all x ∈ [0, p), and x_L(μ) ∈ (−p, p) is the unique fixed point of f on (−p, p) as in Fig. 18. Since s_L(μ), s_R(μ) ∈ (0, 1) and β > 0, the point y_L(μ) is the unique fixed point of g̃ on R. Its stability multiplier is s_L(μ), which is the same as the stability multiplier of x_L(μ); also f and g̃ have the same ratio of lower and upper derivatives at 0 by our above definition of s_L(μ) and s_R(μ). Thus by Lemma 5.1 applied to f on (−p, p) and g̃ on R, for all μ ∈ (−μ_0, 0) there exists c(μ) < 0, d(μ) > 0, and a diffeomorphism h : (−p, p) → (c(μ), d(μ)) that conjugates f to g̃. For small μ > 0 such a diffeomorphism can be constructed in a similar way based on the equality of the stability multipliers of the fixed points of the right pieces of f and g̃. For μ = 0 such a diffeomorphism h exists by Lemma 5.10 having also h^′(0) = 1.

Figure 18: A sketch of the map f with μ < 0 to support the proof of Theorem 2.1. The fixed point x_L(μ) of f_L is a fixed point of f, while the fixed point x_R(μ) of f_R is a virtual fixed point of f.

Step 3 — Bound the left image point c(μ).

To complete the proof in the increasing case it remains for us to verify (2.6) using N = (−p, p) and M(μ) = (c(μ), d(μ)). That is, we need to show that the ratios^{|c(μ)|}_p and^{d(μ)}_p can be made as close to 1 as we like by choosing μ_0, p > 0 suitably small. For brevity we demonstrate this just for μ ∈ (−μ_0, 0) as the result for μ ∈ [0, μ_0) can be proved in the same way (using the fact that h^′(0) = 1 in the case μ = 0).

We first apply Lemma 4.6 to f_L on (a, b) = (−p, 0) and g_L on (−∞, 0) having fixed points x^∗ = x_L(μ) and y^∗ = y_L(μ), respectively. Here χ = y_L(μ) x_L(μ) = 1 + O(μ), (6.11) and by (4.4) with x = −p there exists r > 0 such that | | |c(μ) − y^L(μ) −p − x_L(μ) − χ | | | ≤ 3 2r ( 4|p + x_L(μ)| + |x_L(μ)| ) , (6.12)

for all sufficiently small μ > 0. The precise value on the right-hand side of (6.12) is unimportant, it is sufficient for us to observe this value is O(μ_0, p). By multiplying both sides of (6.12) by 1 +^{xL(μ)}_p ∈ (1, 2) we obtain | | ||c(μ)| p − χ | | | = O(μ_0, p).

Thus^{|c(μ)|}_p → χ → 1 as μ and p tend to 0, so indeed for any δ > 0 there exists μ_0, p > 0 such that 1 − δ <^{|c(μ)|}_p < 1 + δ for all μ ∈ (−μ_0, 0).

Step 4 — Bound the left image point d(μ).

To prove the same result for^{d(μ)}_p , let m = m(μ) ≥ 1 be such that f^m(p; μ) < 0 and f^{m−1}(p; μ) ≥ 0, see Fig. 18. We again apply Lemma 4.6 to f_L and g_L, but now in (4.4) use x = f^m(p; μ) to obtain | | |h(f^m(p; μ)) − y^L(μ) f^m(p; μ) − x_L(μ) − χ | | | ≤ 3 2r ( 4|f^m(p; μ) + x_L(μ)| + |x_L(μ)| ) . Observe f^m(p; μ) = f^m_R (p; μ) and h(f^m(p; μ)) = g̃^m(d(μ); μ) = g^m_R (d(μ); μ), so | | |g^{mR} (d(μ); μ) − y^L(μ) f^m_R (p; μ) − x_L(μ) − χ | | | = O(μ_0, p). (6.13)

It is a simple exercise to show there exists K ≥ 0 such that

f^m(p; μ) − x_R(μ) ≤ Kλ^m_R p, (6.14)

for all sufficiently small μ, p > 0 (this can be achieved by performing calculations similar to those in the proof of Lemma A.1a). To approximate p from f^m(p; μ) we apply Lemma A.1b to f_R, shifted so that its fixed point x_R(μ) is 0. This fixed point has stability multiplier λ_R(μ), so using n = m and v = f^m(p; μ) − x_R(μ) in (A.2) gives | | |p − x^R(μ) − f^m(p; μ) − x_R(μ) λ_R(μ)^m | | | ≤ 2(f^m(p; μ) − x_R(μ))^2 5rλ_R(μ)^m ≤ 2K^2p 5 , (6.15)

using also (6.14) and assuming p ≤ r. To similarly express d(μ) in terms of g^m_R (d(μ); μ), observe g_R is affine with slope s_R(μ) and fixed point y_R(μ), so we have the exact formula d(μ) − y_R(μ) = g^m_R (d(μ); μ) − y_R(μ) s_R(μ)^m . (6.16)

From (6.13), (6.15), and (6.16), direct calculations show^{d(μ)}_p → 1 as μ and p tend to 0.

Step 5 — Repeat for the remaining cases.

Now suppose a_L, a_R ∈ (−1, 0) (the case a_L, a_R ∈ (−∞, −1) can be handled similarly) and define s_L(μ), s_R(μ), and t(μ) as above. Fix μ_0, p > 0 and choose any μ ∈ (−μ_0, 0). We can assume μ_0, p > 0 have been taken small enough that Lemma 5.2 can be applied to f on (−p, p) and g̃ on R. Thus there exists c(μ) < 0, d(μ) > 0, and a diffeomorphism h : (−p, p) → (c(μ), d(μ)) that conjugates f to g̃. For small μ > 0 a differentiable conjugacy exists for the same reasons; for μ = 0 a differentiable conjugacy exists by Lemma 5.10.

If instead a_L ∈ (0, 1) and a_R ∈ (−1, 0), or a_L ∈ (−1, 0) and a_R ∈ (0, 1), the existence of a differentiable conjugacy h follows from Lemma 5.3 for one sign of μ, Lemma 5.4 for the other sign of μ, and Lemma 5.10 for μ = 0. In each case (2.6) can be verified through calculations similar to those given above.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. We first treat the monotone case a_R ∈ (0, 1) with μ > 0.

Step 1 — Match g to f.

With μ > 0 the map f has two fixed points x_L(μ) and x_R(μ), given by (6.1) and (6.2), with stability multipliers λ_L(μ) and λ_R(μ), given by (6.3) and (6.4). Since f is piecewise-C^3 the stability multipliers are C^2 functions of μ.

We define s_L(μ) and s_R(μ) by (6.5) and (6.6) so that the right fixed point of g has the same stability multiplier as x_R(μ) and f and g have the same ratio of lower and upper derivatives at 0. We now define t(μ) so that the left fixed point of g has the same stability multiplier as x_L(μ). This requires second-order asymptotics, so let us write

f_L(x; μ) = a_Lx + βμ + c_Lx^2 + d_Lμx + eμ^2 + O ( (|x| + |μ|)^3 ) , f_R(x; μ) = a_Rx + βμ + c_Rx^2 + d_Rμx + eμ^2 + O ( (|x| + |μ|)^3 ) , (6.17)

where c_L, c_R, d_L, d_R, e ∈ R are constants. Using (6.5) and (6.6) we obtain

s_L(μ) = a_L + ( d_L + 2a_Lβc_R a_R(1 − a_R) ) μ + O ( μ^2 ) , (6.18)

s_R(μ) = a_R + ( d_R + 2βc_R 1 − a_R ) μ + O ( μ^2 ) ; (6.19)

also λ_L(μ) = a_L + ( d_L + 2βc_L 1 − a_L ) μ + O ( μ^2 ) . (6.20)

Let ν(μ) = f(0; μ) and let

ĝ_L(y; μ, t) = ν(μ) + s_L(μ)y + ty^2,

be the left piece of g. The map ĝ_L has a fixed point ŷ_L(μ, t) =^β_{1−aL} μ + O(μ^2) with stability multiplier λ̂_L(μ, t) = ∂ĝ^L ∂y ( ŷ_L(μ, t); μ, t ) = a_L + ( d_L + 2a_Lβc_R a_R(1 − a_R) + 2t 1 − a_L ) μ + O ( μ^2 ) , (6.21) using (6.18). Now let

U(μ, t) = 1 μ ( λ̂_L(μ, t) − λ_L(μ) ) , μ > 0, ∂ ∂μ ( λ̂_L(μ, t) − λ_L(μ) ) , μ = 0. (6.22)

Notice U is C^1 and U(μ, t) = 2(t − βc_L) 1 − a_L + 2a_Lβc_R a_R(1 − a_R) + O(μ). Thus by the implicit function theorem there exists a unique C^1 function t(μ) = βc_L − a_L(1 − a_L)βc_R a_R(1 − a_R)

+ O(μ), (6.23)

so that U(μ, t(μ)) = 0 for all μ in a neighbourhood of 0.

Step 2 — Obtain two differentiable conjugacies for μ > 0.

We now show f is differentiably conjugate to g̃(y; μ) = g(y; ν(μ), s_L(μ), s_R(μ), t(μ)), where ν(μ) = f(0; μ) and s_L(μ), s_R(μ), and t(μ) are given by (6.5), (6.6), and (6.23). The left and right pieces of g̃ are

g_L(y; μ) = ν(μ) + s_L(μ)y + t(μ)y^2, (6.24) g_R(y; μ) = ν(μ) + s_R(μ)y, (6.25)

which have locally unique fixed points

y_L(μ) = ν(μ) 1 − s_L(μ) = β 1 − a_L μ + O ( μ^2 ) , (6.26)

y_R(μ) = ν(μ) 1 − s_R(μ) = β 1 − a_R μ + O ( μ^2 ) . (6.27)

Notice the stability multiplier of y_L(μ), namely λ_L(μ), is the same as the stability multiplier of x_L(μ) in view of the way we have constructed t(μ).

Fix μ_0, p > 0 and consider μ ∈ (0, μ_0). We can assume μ_0, p > 0 are small enough that f satisfies the conditions in Lemma 5.5 on the interval (a, b) = (−p, p). However, g̃ may not satisfy the conditions on g in Lemma 5.5 far from y = 0 due to the y^2-term in g_L, so we work instead with a piecewise-C^2 map g̃^∗ on R that is identical to g̃ for all y ≥ −2p and is defined for y < −2p in such a way that it does satisfy the conditions in Lemma 5.5. Then, by Lemma 5.5, for all μ ∈ (0, μ_0) there exist c(μ) < 0, d(μ) > 0, and diffeomorphisms h_1 : (−p, x_R(μ)) → (c(μ), y_R(μ)) and h_2 : (x_L(μ), p) → (y_L(μ), d(μ)) that conjugate f to g̃^∗. As in the proof of Theorem 2.1 we can use Lemma 4.6 to show^{|c(μ)|}_p → 1 and^{d(μ)}_p → 1 as μ → 0 verifying (2.6). In particular, we can get c(μ) > −2p so h_1 and h_2 differentiably conjugate f to g̃ as required.

Step 3 — Obtain a differentiable conjugacy for μ ≤ 0.

For μ = 0 the existence of a differentiable conjugacy follows from Lemma 5.10, while for μ < 0 the map f has no fixed points so we use Lemma 5.7. Notice we can assume μ_0, p > 0 are small enough that for all μ ∈ (−μ_0, 0) the map f satisfies the conditions in Lemma 5.7 on the interval (a, b) = (−p, p). If necessary we modify g̃ for y < −2p to form g̃^∗ satisfying the conditions on g in Lemma 5.7 on R. Then by Lemma 5.7 there exist c(μ) < 0, d(μ) > 0, and a diffeomorphism h : (−p : p) → (c(μ), d(μ)) that conjugates f to g̃^∗.

To verify (2.6), in the construction used for the proof of Lemma 5.7 we can take z = min(f^{−m}(−p), f^n(p)), where m ≥ 1 is such that f^{−m}(−p) < 0 < f^{−(m+1)}(−p) and n ≥ 1 is such that f^n(p) < 0 < f^{n−1}(p) (the special case that 0 belongs to the backward orbit of −p or the forward orbit of p can be accommodated by slightly increasing the value of p). Then, by (5.15), we have g^{−m}(c(μ)) = h(f^{−m}(−p)) = f^{−m}(−p) and g^n(d(μ)) = h(f^n(p)) = f^n(p). Via the approach used in Step 4 of the previous proof, we get^{|c(μ)|}_p and^{d(μ)}_p converging to 1 as μ_0, p → 0 verifying (2.6). So again we can assume c(μ) > −2p and hence f on (−p, p) is differentiably conjugate to g̃ on (c(μ), d(μ)).

Step 4 — Repeat for the non-monotone case.

If instead a_R ∈ (−1, 0) we define s_L(μ), s_R(μ), and t(μ) as above. The result follows from Lemma 5.6 for μ > 0, Lemma 5.10 for μ = 0, and Lemma 5.8 for μ < 0. In each case (2.6) can be verified through calculations similar to those given in the previous proof.

Proof of Theorem 2.3.

Step 1 — Match g to f.

First consider μ > 0. In this case f has a locally unique fixed point x_R(μ), given by (6.2), with stability multiplier λ_R(μ), given by (6.4), and a locally unique period-two solution consisting of points u_L(μ) < 0 and u_R(μ) > 0. By direct calculations we find that the stability multiplier of the period-two solution is

ξ(μ) = a_La_R + ( a_Ld_R + a_Rd_L +

2(a_L(1 + a_L)c_R + a_R(1 + a_R)c_L)β 1 − a_La_R ) μ + O ( μ^2 ) , (6.28)

where again we write f_L and f_R as (6.17).

Define s_L(μ) and s_R(μ) by (6.5) and (6.6) so that the right fixed point of g has the same stability multiplier as x_R(μ) and f and g have the same ratio of lower and upper derivatives at 0. We now work to defining t(μ) such that g has a period-two solution with stability multiplier ξ(μ). The map ĝ(y; μ, t) = g(y; ν(μ), s_L(μ), s_R(μ), t) has a period-two solution with stability multiplier

ξ̂(μ, t) = a_La_R + ( a_Ld_R + a_Rd_L + 4a_Lβc_R 1 − a_R + 2a_R(1 + a_R)βt 1 − a_La_R ) μ + O ( μ^2 ) . (6.29)

Notice ξ(μ) and ξ̂(μ, t) are C^2 because f is piecewise-C^3. So the function

U(μ, t) = 1 μ ( ξ̂(μ, t) − ξ(μ) ) , μ > 0, ∂ ∂μ ( ξ̂(μ, t) − ξ(μ) ) , μ = 0, (6.30)

is C^1; thus by the implicit function theorem there exists a unique C^1 function

t(μ) = βc_L + a_L(1 + a_L)c_R a_R(1 + a_R) − 2(1 − a_La_R)a_Lβc_R a_R(1 + a_R)(1 − a_R)

+ O(μ), (6.31) giving U(μ, t(μ)) = 0 for all μ in a neighbourhood of 0.

Step 2 — Obtain two differentiable conjugacies for μ > 0.

We now use Lemma 5.9 to show f is differentiably conjugate to g̃(y; μ) = g(y; ν(μ), s_L(μ), s_R(μ), t(μ)). The map g̃ has a locally unique fixed point y_R(μ) > 0 and a locally unique period-two solution comprised of points v_L(μ) < 0 and v_R(μ) > 0. By construction the stability multipliers of these are identical to those of x_R(μ) and {u_L(μ), u_R(μ)}.

Fix μ_0, p > 0 and consider μ ∈ (0, μ_0). We can assume μ_0, p > 0 are small enough that f satisfies the conditions in Lemma 5.9 on (a, b) = (−p, p), and g̃^∗ satisfies the conditions on g in Lemma 5.9 on R, where g̃^∗ is piecewise-C^2 and equal to g̃ for all y ≥ −2p. So, by Lemma 5.9, for all μ ∈ (0, μ_0) there exist c(μ) < 0, d(μ) > 0, and diffeomorphisms h_1 : (u_L(μ), u_R(μ)) → (v_L(μ), v_R(μ)) and h_2 : (−p, x_R(μ))∪(x_R(μ), p) → (c(μ), y_R(μ))∪(y_R(μ), d(μ)) that conjugate f to g̃^∗. The bound (2.6) can be verified as in the proof of Theorem 2.1 but by working with f^2 instead of f. In particular this gives c(μ) > −2p so h_1 and h_2 differentiably conjugate f to g̃ as required.

Step 3 — Obtain a differentiable conjugacy for μ ≤ 0.

For μ = 0 the result follows from Lemma 5.10, while for μ < 0 the result follows from Lemma 5.2 as in the decreasing case of Theorem 2.1. Again in each case (2.6) can be verified in a similar fashion.

7 Remarks on multi-dimensional maps

Mathematical models are rarely one-dimensional so it is important to understand how bifurcations behave in multi-dimensional maps. For classical (smooth) bifurcations this is usually achieved by using a centre manifold to reduce the dimension of the problem, e.g. to one dimension for saddle-node bifurcations. Such reduction is usually not possible for bordercollision bifurcations because there are no eigenvalues with unit modulus that are needed to form a centre manifold.

For a border-collision bifurcation of a map f on R^n , one can replace each piece of the map with an affine map, then to the resulting piecewise-linear approximation perform a change of coordinates to obtain an instance of the n-dimensional border-collision normal form [22]. In two dimensions the normal form is [ y_1 y_2 ] →

[ τ_Ly_1 + y_2 + ν −δ_Ly_1 ] , y_1 ≤ 0, [ τ_Ry_1 + y_2 + ν −δ_Ry_1 ] , y_1 ≥ 0,

(7.1)

where ν ∈ R is the primary bifurcation parameter and τ_L, δ_L, τ_R, δ_R ∈ R are additional parameters, akin to the slopes s_L and s_R in the one-dimensional version (1.2). There have been many studies that describe the dynamics of (7.1) [1, 6, 8, 18, 28, 30], but do these dynamics actually occur in the original map f?

Broadly speaking, yes, in a neighbourhood of the bifurcation, but there are exceptions and an general absence of formal results to clarify matters. In some situations it can be proved that a particular invariant set of (7.1) must exist also for f. For example if (7.1) with ν > 0 has a hyperbolic period-p solution with no points on the switching manifold, then f has a period-p solution on one side of the border-collision bifurcation; this is a simple consequence of the implicit function theorem [24]. If (7.1) has a trapping region for ν > 0, then f has a topological attractor on one side of the border-collision bifurcation. If one can also identify an invariant expanding cone for the evolution of tangent vectors in tangent space, then this attractor must be chaotic [17, 23].

But there do not appear to be any formal results explaining when all of the dynamics of (7.1) occurs also for f, which is what one gets with a conjugacy. Such a result would surely be extremely valuable. To construct a differentiable conjugacy one could start with a local conjugacy about a fixed point using a higher dimensional version of Sternberg’s linearisation theorem [26], then grow the domain of the conjugacy outwards, but it is not immediately clear how to grow the domain through the switching manifold and whether or not reasonable constraints exist that would make this possible.

We should also bear in mind that from an applied perspective the definition of a conjugacy may not be appropriate for piecewise-smooth systems. As explained by di Bernardo et al. [4], the different pieces of a piecewise-smooth map usually have distinct physical interpretations, thus the conjugacy should preserve the switching manifold if these interpretations are to be maintained. This is not a requirement in Definition 2.1, nevertheless all the differentiable conjugacies we have constructed above do preserve the switching point, i.e. h(0) = 0.

8 Discussion

Presently there is no strict normal form theory for border-collision bifurcations. This paper provides a first step to such a theory by obtaining differentiable conjugacies in the onedimensional case. A generalisation to higher dimensions will likely be difficult because unlike classical (smooth) bifurcations the dynamical complexity increases with dimension [9]. Useful progress may be possible in two dimensions when one piece of the map has a one-dimensional range. Such border-collision bifurcations are common in applications [15, 20, 29] where the degenerate range is due for example to sliding motion whereby trajectories become constrained to a codimension-one surface [5].

Our results have shown that to obtain a differentiable conjugacy the standard piecewiselinear approximation is often insufficient, but can often be remedied by adding a quadratic term to produce an extended normal form. The coefficients in the extended normal form are functions of the parameter μ that controls the border-collision bifurcation. This is another departure from the standard approach in which the coefficients in the piecewise-linear approximation are treated as constants.

If bifurcation theory is based on topological conjugacy, the standard approach whereby the slopes of the normal form are matched to those of the original map is perfunctory. Any choice of slopes in appropriate intervals will suffice. But by choosing the slopes in the standard way, the normal form is a truncation of the differentiably conjugate extended normal form explaining why this choice is privileged.

It remains to study the smoothness of the conjugating function h with respect to μ. Sell

[21] has shown that for Sternberg linearisation h can be made to vary smoothly with respect to parameters, and we expect it is possible to obtain a C^1 dependence on μ for our results. It also remains to accommodate border-collision bifurcations that generate chaotic dynamics. Here differentiable conjugacies are presumably too restrictive to produce useful results because it would be necessary to match the stability multipliers of all periodic solutions, so topological conjugacy is likely to be the most appropriate form of equivalence.

Acknowledgements

This work was supported by Marsden Fund contract MAU2209 managed by Royal Society Te Apārangi.

A Proof of Lemma 4.6

Lemma A.1. Let f : (a, b) → R be C^2 with f^′(x) > 0 for all x ∈ (a, b). Suppose 0 ∈ (a, b) is the unique fixed point of f with f^′(0) = λ ∈ (0, 1). Let K > 0 be such that |f^{′′}(x)| ≤ K for all x ∈ (a, b). Let r =^{λ(1−λ)}_{10K} and suppose max(|a|, b) ≤ r.

a) For any u ∈ (a, b) and n ≥ 0, |f^n(u) − λ^nu| ≤ (1 − λ^n)λ^n 5r u^2. (A.1)

b) For any v ∈ (a, b) and n ≥ 0, if f^{−n}(v) ∈ (a, b) then | | |f^{−n}(v) − v λ^n | | | ≤ 2(1 − λ^n) 5λ^{2n}r v^2. (A.2)

Proof. The bound |f^{′′}(x)| ≤ K implies |f(x) − λx| ≤ Kx^2 2 , (A.3)

for any x ∈ (a, b). We now apply the same calculation to f^{−1}. We have | (f^{−1})^{′′}(y) | = | | |^{f ′′(x)} (f^′(x))^3 | | | ≤^K_{|f ′(x)|}3 , where y = f(x). But |f^′(x)| ≥ λ − K|x| ≥ λ − Kr >^{9λ}_{10} > 2^{− 13} λ, so | |(f −1)^{′′}(y) | | ≤^{2K}_{λ3} , and hence | |f^{−1}(y) − y λ | | ≤ Ky^2 λ^3

, (A.4)

for any y ∈ R for which f^{−1}(y) ∈ (a, b).

We now verify (A.1) by induction on n. Equation (A.1) holds with n = 0 because in this case both sides are zero. Suppose (A.1) holds for some n ≥ 0. This implies |f^n(u)| ≤ λ^n|u| + λ^nu^2 5r ≤ 6λ^n|u| 5 ≤ 2λ^n|u|, (A.5) using |u| ≤ r for the middle inequality. Then by (A.3), (A.5), and the induction hypothesis, | |f^{n+1}(u) − λ^{n+1}u | | ≤ |f(f^n(u)) − λf^n(u)| + λ|f^n(u) − λ^nu| ≤ K 2 ( 2λ^n|u| )_2 + λ (1 − λ^n)λ^n 5r u^2 = (1 − λ^{n+1})λ^{n+1} 5r u^2,

where we have substituted K =^{λ(1−λ)}_{10r} to produce the last line. This completes the proof of (A.1) by induction.

Next we verify (A.2) in a similar fashion. Equation (A.2) holds with n = 0 because in this case both sides are zero. Suppose (A.2) holds and f^{−(n+1)}(v) ∈ (a, b) for some n ≥ 0. By (A.1) (applied to u = f^{−(n+1)}(v) and with n + 1 in place of n), |v| ≤ λ^{n+1}r + λ^{n+1} 5r r^2 =

6λ^{n+1}r 5 . (A.6)

The induction hypothesis gives | f^{−n}(v) | ≤ |v| λ^n + 2v^2 5λ^{2n}r ≤ ( 1 + 12λ 25 ) |v| λ^n ≤ 2|v| λ^n , (A.7)

where we have used (A.6) for the middle inequality. Then by (A.4), (A.7), and the induction hypothesis, | |f^{−(n+1)}(v) − v λ^{n+1} | | ≤ | | |f^{−1} ( f^{−n}(v) ) − f^{−n}(v) λ | | | + 1 λ | |f^{−n}(v) − v λ^n | | ≤ K λ^3 ( 2|v| λ^n )_2 + 1 λ 2(1 − λ^n) 5λ^{2n}r v^2 = 2(1 − λ^{n+1}) 5λ^{2(n+1)}r v^2,

where we have substituted K =^{λ(1−λ)}_{10r} to produce the last line. This completes the proof of (A.2) by induction.

Proof of Lemma 4.6. Without loss of generality suppose x^∗ = 0 and y^∗ = 0. By Lemma A.1a applied to the map f and the point u = b, |f^n(b) − λ^nb| ≤ λ^nb^2 5r . (A.8)

This implies |f^n(b)| ≥ λ^nb − λ^nb^2 5r ≥ 4λ^nb 5 , (A.9)

using the assumption b ≤ r. Similarly by Lemma A.1a applied to the map g and the point u = d, |g^n(d) − λ^nd| ≤ λ^nd^2 5r . (A.10)

We now show the value of^{gn(d)}_{f n(b)} is close to χ, where χ =^d_b because x^∗ = 0 and y^∗ = 0. Specifically, by (A.8), (A.9), and (A.10), | | | g^n(d) f^n(b) − χ | | | = 1 f^n(b) | |g^n(d) −^d_b f^n(b) | | ≤ 1 f^n(b) ( |g^n(d) − λ^nd| +^d_b |f^n(b) − λ^nb| )

≤ 5 4λ^nb ( λ^nd^2 5r + λ^nbd 5r )

= χ(b + d) 4r . But χ ≤^3_2 , so | | | g^n(d) f^n(b) − χ | | | ≤ 3 2 ( 1 +^3_2 ) b 4r = 15b 16r < b r . (A.11)

Now fix x ∈ (a, b) \ {0}. Since f^n(x) → 0 as n → ∞, we have^{h(f n(x))}_{f n(x)} → h^′(0) as n → ∞. But h ∘ f^n = g^n ∘ h, so^{gn(h(x))}_{f n(x)} → h^′(0) as n → ∞. Also with b and d in place of x and h(x), we have^{gn(d)}_{f n(b)} → h^′(0) as n → ∞. So there exists n ∈ Z such that | | | g^n(h(x)) f^n(x) − g^n(d) f^n(b) | | | ≤ b 2r . Combining this with (A.11) gives | | | g^n(h(x)) f^n(x) − χ | | | ≤ 3b 2r . (A.12)

Also χ <^3_2 so | | | g^n(h(x)) f^n(x) | | | < 3 2 + 3b 2r ≤ 3 2 + 3 2 = 3. (A.13)

By Lemma A.1a applied to the map f and the point u = x, |f^n(x) − λ^nx| ≤ λ^nx^2 5r . (A.14)

Then by (A.12), (A.13), and (A.14), | | | | g^n(h(x)) λ^nx − χ | | | | = | | | | g^n(h(x)) λ^nxf^n(x) (f^n(x) − λ^nx) + g^n(h(x)) f^n(x) − χ | | | | ≤ g^n(h(x)) λ^n|x|f^n(x) |f^n(x) − λ^nx| + | | | g^n(h(x)) f^n(x) − χ | | | ≤ 3 λ^n|x| λ^nx^2 5r + 3b 2r = 3|x| 5r + 3b 2r . (A.15)

Also (A.14) implies |f^n(x)| ≤ λ^n|x| + λ^nx^2 5r ≤ 6λ^n|x| 5 , using |x| < r, so by (A.13), |g^n(h(x))| ≤ 18λ^n|x| 5 . (A.16)

By Lemma A.1b applied to the map g and the point v = g^n(h(x)), | | | |h(x) − g^n(h(x)) λ^n | | | | ≤ 2 5λ^{2n}r ( g^n(h(x)) )_2 ≤ 2(18)^2x^2 5(5)^2r < 27x^2 5r , where we have used (A.16) for the middle inequality. By dividing by x and combining with (A.15) we obtain | | | h(x) x − χ | | | < 6|x| r + 3b 2r , which is the desired bound (4.4).

References

[1] S. Banerjee and C. Grebogi. Border collision bifurcations in two-dimensional piecewise smooth maps. Phys. Rev. E, 59(4):4052–4061, 1999.

[2] S. Banerjee, M.S. Karthik, G. Yuan, and J.A. Yorke. Bifurcations in one-dimensional piecewise smooth maps - Theory and applications in switching circuits. IEEE Trans. Circuits Systems I Fund. Theory Appl., 47(3):389–394, 2000.

[3] G.R. Belitskii. Smooth classification of one-dimensional diffeomorphisms with hyperbolic fixed points. Siberian Math. J., 27:801–804, 1986. Translation of Sibirsk. Math. Zh., 27(6):21-24, 1986.

[4] M. di Bernardo, C.J. Budd, A.R. Champneys, and P. Kowalczyk. Piecewise-smooth Dynamical Systems. Theory and Applications. Springer-Verlag, New York, 2008.

[5] M. di Bernardo, P. Kowalczyk, and A. Nordmark. Sliding bifurcations: A novel mechanism for the sudden onset of chaos in dry friction oscillators. Int. J. Bifurcation Chaos, 13(10):2935–2948, 2003.

[6] H.O. Fatoyinbo and D.J.W. Simpson. A synopsis of the non-invertible, two-dimensional, border-collision normal form with applications to power converters. Int. J. Bifurcation Chaos, 33(8):2330019, 2023.

[7] L. Gardini, I. Sushko, and A.K. Naimzada. Growing through chaotic intervals. J. Econ.

Theory, 143:541–557, 2008.

[8] I. Ghosh, R.I. McLachlan, and D.J.W. Simpson. The bifurcation structure within robust chaos for two-dimensional piecewise-linear maps. https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.05393, 2024.

[9] P. Glendinning and M.R. Jeffrey. Grazing-sliding bifurcations, border collision maps and the curse of dimensionality for piecewise smooth bifurcation theory. Nonlinearity, 28:263–283, 2015.

[10] P.A. Glendinning and D.J.W. Simpson. Normal forms, differentiable conjugacies, and elementary bifurcations of maps. SIAM J. Appl. Math., 83(2):816–836, 2023.

[11] J. Guckenheimer and P.J. Holmes. Nonlinear Oscillations, Dynamical Systems, and Bifurcations of Vector Fields. Springer-Verlag, New York, 1983.

[12] S. Ito, S. Tanaka, and H. Nakada. On unimodal linear transformations and chaos. Proc.

Japan Acad. Ser. A, 55:231–236, 1979.

[13] K. Khanin and D. Khmelev. Renormalizations and rigidity theory for circle homeomorphisms with singularities of the break type. Commun. Math. Phys., 235:69–124, 2003.

[14] K. Khanin and A. Teplinsky. Renormalization horseshoe and rigidity for circle diffeomorphisms with breaks. Commun. Math. Phys., 320:347–377, 2013.

[15] P. Kowalczyk. Robust chaos and border-collision bifurcations in non-invertible piecewiselinear maps. Nonlinearity, 18:485–504, 2005.

[16] Yu.A. Kuznetsov. Elements of Bifurcation Theory., volume 112 of Appl. Math. Sci.

Springer-Verlag, New York, 3rd edition, 2004.

[17] M. Misiurewicz and S. Štimac. Lozi-like maps. Disc. Cont. Dyn. Sys., 38(6):2965–2985, 2018.

[18] H.E. Nusse and J.A. Yorke. Border-collision bifurcations including “period two to period three” for piecewise smooth systems. Phys. D, 57:39–57, 1992.

[19] H.E. Nusse and J.A. Yorke. Border-collision bifurcations for piecewise-smooth onedimensional maps. Int. J. Bifurcation Chaos., 5(1):189–207, 1995.

[20] M.G. Roberts, R.I. Hickson, J.M. McCaw, and L. Talarmain. A simple influenza model with complicated dynamics. J. Math. Bio., 78(3):607–624, 2019.

[21] G.R. Sell. Smooth linearization near a fixed point. Am. J. Math., 107(5):1035–1091, 1985.

[22] D.J.W. Simpson. Border-collision bifurcations in R^n . SIAM Rev., 58(2):177–226, 2016.

[23] D.J.W. Simpson and P.A. Glendinning. Inclusion of higher-order terms in the bordercollision normal form: Persistence of chaos and applications to power converters. Phys. D, 462:134131, 2024.

[24] D.J.W. Simpson and J.D. Meiss. Resonance near border-collision bifurcations in piecewise-smooth, continuous maps. Nonlinearity, 23(12):3091–3118, 2010.

[25] S. Sternberg. Local C^n transformations of the real line. Duke Math. J., 24:97–102, 1957.

[26] S. Sternberg. On the structure of local homeomorphisms of Euclidean n-space, II. Amer.

J. Math., 80(3):623–631, 1958.

[27] I. Sushko, V. Avrutin, and L. Gardini. Bifurcation structure in the skew tent map and its application as a border collision normal form. J. Diff. Eq. Appl., 22(8):1040–1087, 2016.

[28] I. Sushko and L. Gardini. Center bifurcation for two-dimensional border-collision normal form. Int. J. Bifurcation Chaos, 18(4):1029–1050, 2008.

[29] R. Szalai and H.M. Osinga. Arnol’d tongues arising from a grazing-sliding bifurcation.

SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Sys., 8(4):1434–1461, 2009.

[30] Z.T. Zhusubaliyev, E. Mosekilde, S. Maity, S. Mohanan, and S. Banerjee. Border collision route to quasiperiodicity: Numerical investigation and experimental confirmation. Chaos, 16(2):023122, 2006.