arXiv:1804.03376v2 [math.AP] 11 Apr 2018

LOCAL UNIQUENESS OF m-BUBBLING SEQUENCES FOR THE GEL’FAND EQUATION.

DANIELE BARTOLUCCI^{(†)}, ALEKS JEVNIKAR, YOUNGAE LEE, AND WEN YANG^{(‡)}

ABSTRACT. We consider the Gel’fand problem,

Δw_ε + ε^2he^{wε} = 0 in Ω,

w_ε = 0 on ∂Ω,

where h is a nonnegative function in Ω ⊂ R^2. Under suitable assumptions on h and Ω, we prove the local uniqueness of m−bubbling solutions for any ε > 0 small enough.

Keywords: Gel’fand equation, local uniqueness, blow up solutions.

1. Introduction

We are concerned with the Gel’fand problem,

−Δw_n = ε^2_nhe^{wn} in Ω,

w_n = 0 on ∂Ω,

(1.1)

where Ω ⊂ R^2 is a smooth and bounded domain, lim_{n→+∞} ε_n → 0, and

h(x) = ĥ(x) exp(−4π ℓ ∑_{i=1}^αi^{G(x, p}i^{)) ≥ 0, ĥ > 0, ĥ ∈ C∞(Ω). (1.2)}

Here p_i’s are distinct points in Ω, α_i > −1 for any i = 1, · · · , ℓ and G(x, p) is the Green function satisfying, −ΔG(x, p)=δ_p in Ω, G(x, p) = 0 on ∂Ω.

The equation in (1.1) and its mean field type analogue (1.3) below, have a long history in pure and applied mathematics, ranging from conformal geometry, thermal ignition models, kinetic and mean field models in statistical mechanics, chemiotaxis dynamics and gauge field theories, see for example [8, 10, 20, 31, 32, 33] and references therein. Therefore a huge work has been done to understand these equations. The literature is so large that it is impossible to provide a complete list and we just refer to to [3, 4, 5, 9, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28, 30] and the references quoted therein. Among many other things, an interesting property

2010 Mathematics Subject classification: 35B32, 35J25, 35J61, 35J99. 82D15.

(†)Research partially supported by FIRB project ”Analysis and Beyond”, by PRIN project 2012, ERC PE1 11, ”Variational and perturbative aspects in nonlinear differential problems”, and by the Consolidate the Foundations project 2015 (sponsored by Univ. of Rome ”Tor Vergata”), ERC PE1 11, ”Nonlinear Differential Problems and their Applications”.

(‡) Research partially supported by CAS Pioneer Hundred Talents Program (Y8S3011001). 1

of these problems is the lack of compactness [9] which in turn causes non uniqueness of solutions for ε > 0. As a consequence the global bifurcation diagram is in general very rich and complicated [14], [26] and solutions may be degenerate. Here we say that a solution of (1.1) is degenerate if the corresponding linearized problem (see (1.11) below) admits a non trivial solution. This is why it is important to understand where we can recover uniqueness and non degeneracy in the bifurcation diagram.

In this paper, we consider a sequence of bubbling solutions w_n of (1.1) with n → +∞.

Definition 1.1. A sequence of solutions w_n of (1.1), is said to be an m−bubbling (or blow up) sequence if

ε^2_nhe^{wn} ⇀ 8π m ∑_{j=1}^δqj^{as n → +∞,}

weakly in the sense of measures in Ω, where {q_1, · · · , q_m} ⊂ Ω are m distinct points satisfying {q_1, · · · , q_m} ∩ {p_1, · · · , p_ℓ} = ∅. The points q_j are said to be the blow up points and {q_1, · · · , q_m} the blow up set.

Remark 1.1. It is well known [22, 23, 26], that if w_n of (1.1) is an m−bubbling sequence, then ε^2_n ∫ Ω he^{wn} → 8mπ as n → +∞.

By letting λ_n := ε^2_n ∫ Ω he^{wn} , we see that (1.1) takes the form of the well known mean field equation [10],

−Δu_n = λ_n he^{un} ∫ Ω he^{un} in Ω,

u_n = 0 on ∂Ω.

(1.3)

Let us shortly discuss some results about (1.3). Let

R(x, y) = G(x, y) + 1 2π log |x − y|,

be the regular part of the Green function G(x, y). For fixed

q = (q_1, · · · , q_m) ∈ Ω × · · · × Ω,

we set, G^∗_j (x) = 8πR(x, q_j) + 8π ∑

l≠j

G(x, q_l), (1.4)

l(q) = m ∑_{j=1}^{(Δ log h(q}j^{)) h(q}j^{)eG∗j (qj), (1.5)} and f_{q,j}(x) = 8π [ R(x, q_j) − R(q_j, q_j) + ∑

l≠j

(G(x, q_l) − G(q_j, q_l)) ] + log h(x) h(q_j)

. (1.6)

We will denote by B_r(q) the ball of radius r centred at q ∈ Ω. For the case m ≥ 2 we fix a constant r_0 ∈ (0,^1_2 ) and a family of open sets Ω_j satisfying Ω_l ∩ Ω_j = ∅ if l ≠ j, ⋃m j=1 Ω_j = Ω, B_{2r0} (q_j) ⊂ Ω_j, j = 1, · · · , m. Then, let us define,

D(q) = lim_{r→0} m ∑_{j=1}^{h(q}j^{)eG∗j (qj)} (∫ Ω_j\B_{rj} (q_j)

e^{Φj(x,q)}dx − π r^2_j ) , (1.7)

where Ω_1 = Ω if m = 1, r_j = r √ 8h(q_j)e^{G∗j} (q_j) and

Φ_j(x, q) = 8π m ∑_{l=1}^{G(x, q}l^{) − G∗}j^{(q}j^{) + log h(x) − log h(q}j^{). (1.8)}

To describe the location of the blow up points, we introduce the following function. For (x_1, · · · , x_m) ∈ Ω × · · · × Ω we define,

f_m(x_1, x_2, · · · , x_m) = m ∑_{j=1}^{[ log(h(x}j^{)) + 4πR(x}j^{, x}j^{)] + 4π} ∑_{l≠j}^{G(x}l^{, x}j^{), (1.9)}

and let D^2_Ω f_m be its Hessian matrix on Ω. The function f_m is also known in literature as the m−vortex Hamiltonian [27]. It is also well known [13, 26] that the blow up points vector q = (q_1, · · · , q_m) is a critical point of f_m. In this paper, we deal with critical points of the function f_m whose Hessian matrix D^2_Ω f_m is nondegenerate.

In view of Remark 1.1, we see that, if u_n is an m-bubbling sequence of (1.3), then λ_n → 8mπ. We say that local uniqueness of m-bubbling sequences of (1.3) holds if the following is true:

for a fixed critical point q = (q_1, · · · , q_m) of f_m, if there exists two m-bubbling sequences u^{(1)}_n , u^{(2)}_n of (1.3) with the same λ_n and whose blow up set is {q_1, · · · , q_m}, then, if λ_n is close enough to 8πm, it holds u^{(1)}_n ≡ u^{(2)}_n .

Actually, Lin and Yan in [24] have initiated the study of the local uniqueness of m-bubbling sequences for the Chern-Simons-Higgs equation. Inspired by that approach, in [6, 7] the authors of this work proved local uniqueness and nondegeneracy of m-bubbling sequences of (1.3). More precisely, we have the following:

Theorem 1A ([6, 7]). Let q = (q_1, · · · , q_m) be a critical point of f_m such that q_j ∈ Ω \ {p_1, · · · , p_ℓ}, j = 1, · · · , m and det(D^2_Ω f_m(q)) ≠ 0. Assume that either ℓ(q) ≠ 0 or D(q) ≠ 0. Then the following facts hold true:

(i) Local uniqueness with respect to λ_n: Let u^{(1)}_n and u^{(2)}_n be two sequence of solutions of (1.3) with fixed λ_n. If λ_n is sufficiently close to 8mπ, then u^{(1)}_n ≡ u^{(2)}_n . (ii) Non-degeneracy with respect to λ_n: If λ_n is sufficiently close to 8mπ, then the linearized problem for (1.3),

Δϕ_n + λ_n^{heun∫}_{Ω heun dy} ( ϕ_n − ∫ Ω he^{un} ϕ_ndy ∫ Ω he^{un} dy ) = 0 in Ω,

ϕ_n = 0 on ∂Ω,

(1.10)

admits only the trivial solution ϕ_n ≡ 0.

We note that for a fixed constant λ_n in Theorem 1A, the corresponding

(ε^{(i)}_n )^2 = λ_n ∫ Ω he^{u(i)n}

might be different for i = 1, 2. Interestingly enough, it turns out that if ε^2_n =^{λn∫}_{Ω heun} is regarded as the main fixed parameter instead of λ_n, then the quantities D(q) and l(q) are no longer important as they happen to be if λ_n is held fixed. This difference is caused by the difference in the linearized operators. Indeed, for a fixed λ_n, the corresponding linearized problem is (1.10), but for a fixed ε_n, we have the following linearized problem:

Δϕ_n + ε^2_nhe^{wn} ϕ_n = 0 in Ω,

ϕ_n = 0 on ∂Ω.

(1.11)

The non-degeneracy of the latter problem with respect to ε_n > 0 is already well known [17, 18, 28]:

Theorem 1B ([17, 18, 28]). Let w_n be an m−bubbling sequence of (1.1) whose blow up set is {q_1, · · · , q_m} ⊂ Ω \ {p_1, · · · , p_ℓ}, where q = (q_1, · · · , q_m) is a critical point of f_m such that det(D^2_Ω f_m(q)) ≠ 0. If ε_n > 0 is sufficiently small, then the linearized problem (1.11) admits only the trivial solution ϕ_n ≡ 0.

On the other hand, the local uniqueness of m-bubbling sequences for (1.1) has remained a long standing open problem. Indeed, compared to the non-degeneracy argument, one has to face a truly new difficulty when comparing different bubbling sequences for (1.1), see the discussion later on. The aim of the present paper is to overcome this difficulty and solve the local uniqueness problem. More precisely, motivated by Theorem 1B and [24, 6], it is natural to ask whether or not the local uniqueness of m-bubbling sequences for (1.1) with respect to ε_n > 0 holds as well even if we do not assume that either ℓ(q) ≠ 0 or D(q) ≠ 0. Indeed, it turns out that, whenever there exist two solutions w^{(1)}_{εn} and w^{(2)}_{εn} of (1.1) sharing the same value of ε_n > 0, and the same blow up set {q_1, · · · , q_m} ⊂ Ω \ {p_1, · · · , p_ℓ}, then we only need the non-degenerate assumption of the Hessian matrix D^2_Ω f_m at {q_1, · · · , q_m} to prove that w^{(1)}_{εn} = w^{(2)}_{εn} for any ε_n small enough.

Theorem 1.1. Let w^{(i)}_{εn} , i = 1, 2 be two m−bubbling sequences of (1.1), with the same ε_n > 0 and the same blow up set {q_1, · · · , q_m} ∩ {p_1, · · · , p_ℓ} = ∅, where q is a critical point of f_m and assume that D^2_Ω f_m is non-degenerate. If ε_n > 0 is sufficiently small, then w^{(1)}_{εn} = w^{(2)}_{εn} .

Compared to Theorem 1A, we note that in Theorem 1.1, for ε_n > 0 fixed, then

the corresponding values of λ^{(i)}_n = ε^2_n ∫ Ω he^{w(i)n} dx may be different for i = 1, 2.

To prove Theorem 1.1 we will analyse the asymptotic behavior of the normalized difference,

ξ_n = w^{(1)}_{εn} − w^{(2)}_{εn}

‖w^{(1)}_{εn} − w^{(2)}_{εn} ‖_{L∞(Ω)} .

By using the refined estimates in [13], we will see that near each blow up point q_j, and after a suitable scaling, then ξ_n converges to an entire solution of the linearized problem associated to the Liouville equation:

Δv + e^v = 0 in R^2, ∫ R^2

e^v < +∞. (1.12)

The solutions of (1.12) are classified and take the following form, see [12],

v(z) = v_{μ,a}(z) = log

8e^μ (1 + e^μ|z + a|^2)^2

, μ ∈ R, a = (a_1, a_2) ∈ R^2. (1.13)

The linearized operator L relative to v_{0,0} is determined by,

Lϕ := Δϕ + 8 (1 + |z|^2)^2 ϕ in R^2. (1.14)

It is well known that the kernel of L has real dimension 3 with eigenfunctions Y_0, Y_1, Y_2, where,

Y_0(z) =

1 − |z|^2 1 + |z|^2 = ∂v_{μ,a} ∂μ | | (μ,a)=(0,0) , Y_1(z) = z_1 1 + |z|^2 = − 1 4 ∂v_{μ,a} ∂a_1 | |_{(μ,a)=(0,0)},

Y_2(z) = z_2 1 + |z|^2 = − 1 4 ∂v_{μ,a} ∂a_2 | |_{(μ,a)=(0,0)}.

After a suitable scaling, we shall see that the projections of ξ_n on Y_0, Y_1, Y_2 completely describe the behavior of ξ_n near the blow up point. In addition we can show that the projections of ξ_n on Y_0 associated to each blow up point coincides and that ξ_n will converge to the corresponding (uniquely defined) Fourier coefficient far away from blow up points.

By using a suitably defined Pohozaev identity and in view of the non-degeneracy of D^2_Ω f_m, we will show that the projections on the translation kernels (Y_1, Y_2) associate to each blow up point is zero. On the other side, for the projection on Y_0, we notice that after normalization and away from the blow up points, the limit of the function ξ_n tends to some harmonic function in Ω with Dirichlet boundary condition. As a consequence, we will see that ξ_n converges to 0 outside the blow up area, which proves that the projection on Y_0 is 0. Therefore all those projections vanish which yield the desired result. We point out that this is different from the previous works [24] and [6, 7], where one is bound to use the assumptions about l(q) and D(q) to show that the projection along Y_0 vanishes.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we review some known sharp estimates for blow up solutions of (1.3). In section 3 we prove Theorem 1.1 and leave some technical results in the Appendix.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we shall list some of the results which will be used below. By setting, λ_n = ε^2_n ∫ Ω he^{wn} . (2.1) we see that u_n:= w_n is an m−bubbling sequence of Δu_n + λ_n^{heun∫}_{Ω heun} = 0 in Ω,

u_n = 0 on ∂Ω,

(2.2)

which blows up at q_j /∈ {p_1, · · · , p_ℓ}, j = 1, · · · , m and in particular λ_n → 8πm, see Remark 1.1. Next let us state various well known and sharp estimates for these blow up solutions of (2.2). Let ũ_n = u_n − log (∫ Ω he^{un} ) , then it is easy to see that, Δũ_n + λ_nh(x)e^{ũn(x)} = 0 in Ω, and ∫ Ω he^{ũn} = 1. (2.3) We denote by,

μ_n = max_Ω ũ_n, μ_{n,j} = max_{Br}

0 (q_j)

ũ_n = ũ_n(x_{n,j}) for j = 1, · · · , m. (2.4)

To give a good description of the bubbling solution around a blow up point, we define, U_{n,j}(x) = log e^{μn,j} ( 1 +^{λnh(xn,j)}_8 e^{μn,j} |x − x_{n,j,∗}|^2

)_2 , x ∈ R^2, (2.5)

where the point x_{n,j,∗} is chosen to satisfy, ∇U_{n,j}(x_{n,j}) = ∇ log h(x_{n,j}), and it is not difficult to check that |x_{n,j} − x_{n,j,∗}| = O(e^{−μn,j} ). (2.6) In B_{r0} (x_{n,j}), we use the following term η_{n,j} to capture the difference between the genuine solution ũ_n and the approximate bubble U_{n,j}:

η_{n,j}(x) = ũ_n − U_{n,j}(x) − ( G^∗_j (x) − G^∗_j (x_{n,j}) ) , x ∈ B_{r0} (x_{n,j}). (2.7) Far away from the blow up points, i.e., x ∈ Ω \ ⋃m j=1 B_{r0} (q_j), ũ_n is well approximated by a sum of Green’s function,

ϕ_n(x) = ũ_n(x) − m ∑_{j=1}^ρn,j^{G(x, x}n,j^{) − ũ}n,0^{, (2.8)}

where here and in the rest of this article, we set ũ_{n,0} = ũ_n|_{∂Ω} , (2.9) and the local mass associated to each blow up point q_j, 1 ≤ j ≤ m is defined by ρ_{n,j} = λ_n ∫ B_{r0} (q_j)

he^{ũn} dy. (2.10)

The following refined estimates derived by Chen and Lin [13] concerning η_{n,j}, 1 ≤ j ≤ n and ϕ_n, play a crucial role in our argument.

Theorem 2A ([13]). Let u_n be an m-bubbling sequence of (2.2) which blows up at the points q_j /∈ {p_1, · · · , p_ℓ}, j = 1, · · · , m. Then we have:

(a) η_{n,j} = O(μ^2_{n,j}e^{−μn,j} ) on B_{r0} (x_{n,j}), (b) ϕ_n = o(e^{− μn,j2} ) in C^1(Ω \ ⋃m j=1 B_r(q_j)).

The interaction between bubbles relative to different blow up points, the difference between each local mass and 8π and the difference between the parameter λ_n and 8πm play an essential role in the understanding of the blow up behavior. We present these estimates as follows:

Theorem 2B. Suppose that the assumptions in Theorem 2A hold, then for any j = 1, · · · , m we have,

(i) e^{μn,j} h^2(x_{n,j})e^{G∗j (xn,j)} = e^{μn,1} h^2(x_{n,1})e^{G∗}1^{(xn,1)}(1 + O(e^{− μn,1}2 )), (ii) μ_{n,j} + ũ_{n,0} + 2 log

(_{λnh(xn,j)} 8 ) + G^∗_j (x_{n,j}) = −^2_{λnh(xn,j)} (Δ log h(x_{n,j}))(μ_{n,j})^2e^{−μn,j} +O(μ_{n,j}e^{−μn,j} ), (iii) ∇ ( log h(x) + G^∗_j (x_{n,j}) ) | |_{x=xn,j} = O(μ_{n,j}e^{−μ}n,j ), |x_{n,j} − q_j| = O(μ_{n,j}e^{−μ}n,j ), (iv) |μ_n − μ_{n,j}| ≤ c for j = 1, · · · , m, |ũ_n(x) + μ_n| ≤ c_{r0} for x ∈ Ω \ ⋃m j=1 B_{r0} (q_j), (v) ρ_{n,j} − 8π = O(μ_{n,j}e^{−μn,j} ), (vi) for a fixed small constant r > 0,

λ_n − 8πm =

2l(q)e^{−μn,1} mh^2(q_1)e^{G∗j (q1)} ( μ_{n,1} + log(λ_nh^2(q_1)e^{G∗1 (q1)}r^2) − 2 )

+ 8e^{−μn,1} πmh^2(q_1)e^{G∗}1^{(q1)}

(D(q) + O(r^σ))

+ O(μ^2_{n,1}e^{− 32 μn,1} ) + O(e^{−(1+ σ2 )μn,1} ),

(2.11)

where σ > 0 is a positive number such that ĥ ∈ C^{2,σ}(Ω).

Remark 2.1. The conclusions (i)-(v) and the estimate up to the order μ_ne^{−μn} on λ_n − 8πm have been found in [13]. More recently [6] the authors of this paper derived the higher order estimate in (vi). We remark that, although we will use (vi), we will not make use of the fact that either l(q) ≠ 0 or D(q) ≠ 0, see (4.9) below.

3. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.1.

To prove Theorem 1.1 we argue by contradiction and assume that (1.1) has two different solutions w^{(1)}_n and w^{(2)}_n with the same ε_n, which blows up at q_j ∉ {p_1, · · · , p_ℓ}, j = 1, · · · , m. We set

λ^{(i)}_n = ε^2_n ∫ Ω he^{w(i)n} , i = 1, 2, (3.1) then u^{(i)}_n := w^{(i)}_n , i = 1, 2 are the m−bubbling sequence of

Δu^{(i)}_n + λ^{(i)}_n^{heu} (i) n ∫ Ω he^u (i) n = 0 in Ω,

u^{(i)}_n = 0 on ∂Ω,

(3.2)

respectively, which blow up at q_j ∉ {p_1, · · · , p_ℓ}, j = 1, · · · , m. By Remark 1.1, we have λ^{(i)}_n → 8πm. We shall use x^{(i)}_{n,j}, μ^{(i)}_n , μ^{(i)}_{n,j}, ũ^{(i)}_n , U^{(i)}_{n,j}, η^{(i)}_{n,j}, x^{(i)}_{n,j,∗}, ϕ^{(i)}_n , ρ^{(i)}_{n,j} to denote x_{n,j}, μ_n, μ_{n,j}, ũ_n, U_{n,j}, η_{n,j}, x_{n,j,∗}, ϕ_n, ρ_{n,j}, as defined in section 2, corresponding to u^{(i)}_n , i = 1, 2 respectively. In order to show that u^{(1)}_n = u^{(2)}_n , it is enough to show that, ũ^{(1)}_n + log λ^{(1)}_n = ũ^{(2)}_n + log λ^{(2)}_n . (3.3) Indeed, it is not difficult to see from (3.1) that, ũ^{(i)}_n + log λ^{(i)}_n = u^{(i)}_n + 2 log ε, i = 1, 2. (3.4)

Therefore, whenever we prove (3.3), then u^{(1)}_n = u^{(2)}_n immediately follows from (3.4). It is useful to set, û^{(i)}_n = ũ^{(i)}_n + log λ^{(i)}_n , μ̂^{(i)}_{n,j} = μ^{(i)}_{n,j} + log λ^{(i)}_n , j = 1, · · · , m, (3.5) so that in particular we find,

û^{(i)}_n = u^{(i)}_n + 2 log ε, i = 1, 2. (3.6)

Next, let us study the term û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n . First of all we obtain an estimate about ‖û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n ‖_L∞_{(Ω)}.

Lemma 3.1. (i) |μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j} − μ̂^{(2)}_{n,j} | = O ( ∑^2_{i=1} μ̂^{(i)}_{n,j}e^{−μ̂} (i) n,j ) for all 1 ≤ j ≤ m.

(ii) ‖û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} = O ( ∑^2_{i=1} μ̂^{(i)}_{n,1}e^−

μ̂(i)n,1 2 ) . Proof. (i) In view of Theorem 2B-(ii) we have,

μ^{(i)}_{n,j} + ũ^{(i)}_{n,0} + 2 log λ^{(i)}_n h(x_{n,j}) 8 + G^∗_j (x_{n,j}) = − 2 λ^{(i)}_n h(x^{(i)}_{n,j})

(Δ log h(x^{(i)}_{n,j}))(μ^{(i)}_{n,j})^2e^{−μ(i)n,j} + O(μ^{(i)}_{n,j}e^{−μ(i)n,j} ), i = 1, 2,

(3.7)

which implies that,

μ̂^{(i)}_{n,j} + log λ^{(i)}_n ∫ Ω he^{u(i)n}

+ 2 log h(x_{n,j}) 8 + G^∗_j (x_{n,j}) = − 2 λ^{(i)}_n h(x^{(i)}_{n,j})

(Δ log h(x^{(i)}_{n,j}))(μ^{(i)}_{n,j})^2e^{−μ(i)n,j} + O(μ^{(i)}_{n,j}e^{−μ(i)n,j} ), i = 1, 2,

(3.8) where we used ũ^{(i)}_{n,0} = − log ∫ Ω he^{u(i)n} , i = 1, 2. By (2.6) and Theorem 2B-(iii), we have

|x^{(1)}_{n,j} − x^{(2)}_{n,j} | = O( 2 ∑_{i=1}^{μ(i)}n,j^{e−μ(i)n,j ) and |x(1)}n,j,∗^{− x(2)}n,j,∗^{| = O( 2}∑_{i=1}^{μ(i)}n,j^{e−μ(i)n,j ). (3.9)}

By (3.8)-(3.9), and the fact that ε^2_n =^{λ(i)n}_∫

Ω he^u (i) n , i = 1, 2, we get

μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j} − μ̂^{(2)}_{n,j} = O( 2 ∑_{i=1}^{μ(i)}n,j^{e−μ(i)n,j ), (3.10)}

which implies the first claim. We remark that the assumptions about l(q) and D(q) are not needed here since ε^2_n =^{λ(i)n}_∫

Ω he^u (i) n , i = 1, 2.

(ii) Let us fix a small constant r_0 > 0. In view of (2.7) and Theorem 2A-(a), we see that for x ∈ B_{r0} (q_j), it holds,

û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n = U^{(1)}_{n,j} − U^{(2)}_{n,j} + G^∗_j (x^{(2)}_{n,j} ) − G^∗_j (x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) + log λ^{(1)}_n λ^{(2)}_n

+ η^{(1)}_{n,j} − η^{(2)}_{n,j}

= U^{(1)}_{n,j} − U^{(2)}_{n,j} + G^∗_j (x^{(2)}_{n,j} ) − G^∗_j (x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) + log λ^{(1)}_n λ^{(2)}_n

+ O( 2 ∑_{i=1}^{(μ(i)}n,j^{)2e−μ(i)n,j ).}

(3.11) By the definition of U^{(i)}_{n,j}, we find that,

U^{(1)}_{n,j} − U^{(2)}_{n,j} + log λ^{(1)}_n λ^{(2)}_n

= 2 log

(1 +^{h(x} (2) n,j )

8 e^{μ̂(2)n,j} |x − x^{(2)}_{n,j,∗}|^2)

(1 +^{h(x} (1) n,j )

8 e^{μ̂(1)n,j} |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j,∗}|^2)

+ μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j} − μ̂^{(2)}_{n,j} . (3.12)

In view of (3.9) and (i) above, we also see that,

h(x^{(2)}_{n,j} )e^{μ̂(2)n,j} |x − x^{(2)}_{n,j,∗}|^2 − h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )e^{μ̂(1)n,j} |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j,∗}|^2

= O(e^{μ̂(1)n,j} ) ( |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j,∗}||x^{(1)}_{n,j,∗} − x^{(2)}_{n,j,∗}| + |x^{(1)}_{n,j,∗} − x^{(2)}_{n,j,∗}|^2 )

+ O(e^{μ̂(1)n,j} ) ( |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j,∗}|^2(|μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j} − μ̂^{(2)}_{n,j} | + |x^{(1)}_{n,j} − x^{(2)}_{n,j} |) ) , (3.13)

which together with (3.10)-(3.12), implies that,

‖û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n ‖_L∞_{(Br0 (qj))} = O( 2 ∑_{i=1}^{μ̂(i)}n,1^{e− μ̂} (i) n,1 2 ). (3.14)

Next, we estimate û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n in Ω \ ⋃m j=1 B_{r0} (q_j). By (2.8) and Theorem 2A-(a), we have,

û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n = m ∑_{j=1}^{(ρ(1)}n,j^{G(x, x(1)}n,j^{) − ρ(2)}n,j^{G(x, x(2)}n,j^{)) + ϕ(1)}n^{− ϕ(2)}n^{= o( 2}∑_{i=1}^{e− μ̂} (i) n,j 2 ) (3.15) for x ∈ Ω \ ⋃m j=1 B_{r0} (q_j). Clearly (3.14) and (3.15) prove (ii), and so the proof of Lemma 3.1 is completed. □

Let us define, ξ_n(x) = û^{(1)}_n (x) − û^{(2)}_n (x) ‖û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n ‖_L∞_{(Ω)}

, x ∈ Ω, (3.16)

g^∗_n(x) = h(x) ‖û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ( e^{û(1)n (x)} − e^{û(2)n (x)} ) , x ∈ Ω, (3.17) and c_n(x) = e^{û(1)n} − e^{û(2)n} û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n

= e^{û(1)n} ( 1 + O(‖û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n ‖_L∞_{(Ω)}) ) , x ∈ Ω. (3.18)

It is not difficult to see that Δξ_n + g^∗_n = Δξ_n + hc_nξ_n = 0 in Ω,

ξ_n = 0 on ∂Ω.

(3.19)

Once more, it is worth to point out that ξ_n = 0 on ∂Ω since ε^2_n =^{λ(i)n}_∫

Ω he^u (i) n , i = 1, 2.

To study the behavior of ξ_n in B_δ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ), we set

ξ_{n,j}(z) = ξ_n(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j −log 8

2 z + x^{(1)}_{n,j} ), |z| ≤ δe

μ̂(1)n,j −log 8

2 for j = 1, · · · , m. (3.20)

Our first estimate is about the limit of ξ_{n,j}. Lemma 3.2. There exists b_{j,0}, b_{j,1} and b_{j,2} such that

ξ_{n,j}(z) → 3 ∑_{i=0}^bj,i^ψj,0^{(z) in C0}loc^{(R2), (3.21)}

where

ψ_{j,0}(z) =

1 − h(q_j)|z|^2 1 + h(q_j)|z|^2

, ψ_{j,1}(z) = √ h(q_j)z_1 1 + h(q_j)|z|^2

, ψ_{j,2}(z) = √ h(q_j)z_2 1 + h(q_j)|z|^2 . (3.22) Proof. From Lemma 3.1, (2.6) and (a) in Theorem 2A, we have,

Δξ_{n,j} + 8h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )e^{−μ̂(1)n,j} e^{û(1)n (e−}

μ̂(1)n,j −ln 8

2 z+x(^1)_{n,j} )ξ

n,j(1 + o(1)) = 0, and 8h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )e^{−μ̂(1)n,j} e^{û(1)n (e−}

μ̂(1)n,j −ln 8

2 z+x(^1)_{n,j} ) → 8h(qj)

(1 + h(q_j)|z|^2)^2 in C^0_{loc}(R^2). (3.23)

Therefore, since |ξ_{n,j}| ≤ 1 and because of the equation (3.19), then we conclude that ξ_{n,j} → ξ_j in C^0_{loc}(R^2), where ξ_j satisfies,

Δξ_j +

8h(q_j) (1 + h(q_j)|z|^2)^2 ξ_j = 0 in R^2. (3.24)

By [1, Proposition 1], there are constants b_{j,i} such that ξ_j = b_{j,0}ψ_{j,0} + b_{j,1}ψ_{j,1} + b_{j,2}ψ_{j,2}, which proves the lemma. □

As discussed in the introduction, we shall see in the next lemma that all the Fourier coefficients b_{j,0} take the same value and that ξ_n(x) will converge to such constant (denoted by b_0) far away from the blow up points. Furthermore we will prove that b_0 = b_{j,1} = b_{j,2} = 0 for j = 1, · · · , m.

For any r > 0, we denote by

Λ^−_{n,j,r} = re^{−(μ̂(1)n,j −log 8)/2}, and Λ^+_{n,j,r} = re^{(μ̂(1)n,j −log 8)/2}, j = 1, · · · , m. Lemma 3.3. Let ξ_n be defined in (3.16), then we have,

(i) b_{j,0} = b_0 = 0 for j = 1, · · · , m and

ξ_n(x) = o_R(1) + o_n(1) in C^0_{loc}(Ω \ m⋃ j=1 B_Λ−_{n,j,R} (x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) as n → +∞,

where o_R(1) → 0 as R → +∞ and n → 0 as n → +∞. (ii) b_{j,1} = b_{j,2} = 0 for j = 1, · · · , m.

Taking Lemma 3.3 for granted, then we can conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let x^∗_n be a maximum point of ξ_n, then we have |ξ_n(x^∗_n)| = 1. (3.25) In view of Lemma 3.3, we find that lim_{n→+∞} x^∗_n = q_j for some j and

lim n→+∞ e μ̂(1)n,j −ln 8

2 s_n = +∞, where s_n = |x^∗_n − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |. (3.26) On the other hand, let ξ̃_n(x) = ξ_n(s_nx + x^{(1)}_{n,j} ).

From Theorem 2A and equation (3.19), we can see that ξ̃_n satisfies,

0 = Δξ̃_n + s^2_nhc_nξ̃_n = Δξ̃_n + s^2_nh(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )e^{μ̂(1)n,j} ξ̃_n (1 + o(1) + O(s_n|x|))

(1 +^{h(x} (1) n,j )

8 e^{μ̂(1)n,j} |s_nx + x^{(1)}_{n,j} − x^{(1)}_{n,j,∗}|^2)^2 .

By using (3.25) we find that, | | |ξ̃n((x^∗_n − x^{(1)}_{n,j} )/sn) | | | = |ξn(x^∗_n)| = 1. (3.27)

Next, in view of (3.26) and the fact that |ξ̃_n| ≤ 1, we see that ξ̃_n → ξ̃_0 on any compact subset of R^2 \ {0}, where ξ̃_n satisfies

Δξ̃_n = 0 in R^2 \ {0}. (3.28)

Since |ξ̃_n| ≤ 1, then x = 0 is a removable singularity. As a consequence, ξ̃_0 is a bounded harmonic function in R^2 and then from (3.27) we conclude that either

ξ̃_0 = 1 or ξ̃_0 = −1. By using e^{− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 ≪ s_n and lim_{n→∞} s_n = 0, we also find that,

|ξ_n(x)| ≥ 1 2 for s_n ≤ |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} | ≤ 2s_n, (3.29)

which is the desired contradiction to Lemma 3.3. This fact concludes the proof of Theorem 1.1. □

Next we prove Lemma 3.3 and divide the discussion into two parts:

(1) We first prove that b_{j,0} = b_0 = 0 for j = 1, · · · , m by Green’s identity and O.D.E. type arguments.

(2) Then we use a suitably defined Pohozaev identity to show that b_{j,1} = b_{j,2} = 0 for j = 1, · · · , m.

Proof of Lemma 3.3-(i). We recall that ξ_n satisfies,

Δξ_n + he^{û(1)n} ξ_n(1 + o(1)) = 0 in Ω. (3.30)

It is easy to see that e^{û(1)n} → 0 in C^0_{loc}(Ω \ {q_1, · · · , q_m}) by (2.8) and Theorem 2B- (ii). Since ‖ξ_n‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ 1, we see that ξ_n → ξ_0 in C^0_{loc}(Ω \ {q_1, · · · , q_m}), where the points {q_1, · · · , q_m} are removable singular points of ξ_0 and

Δξ_0 = 0 in Ω. (3.31)

Therefore, in view of the Dirichlet boundary conditions, we find,

ξ_0 = 0 in Ω, (3.32)

which implies that,

ξ_n → b_0 =0 in C^0_{loc}(Ω \ {q_1, · · · , q_m}). (3.33)

Let us fix a small constant δ > 0 and set, ψ_{n,j}(x) =^{1−}

h(x( 1) n,j )

8 |x−x^{(1)}_{n,j} |^2e^{μ̂} (1) n,j 1+^h

(x(1)n,j )

8 |x−x^{(1)}_{n,j} |^2e^{μ̂} (1) n,j . For d ∈

(0, δ) and in view of (2.6), we find that, ∫ ∂B_d(x(^1)_{n,j} ) ( ψ_{n,j}

∂ξ_n ∂ν − ξ_n

∂ψ_{n,j} ∂ν ) dσ = ∫ B_d(x(^1)_{n,j} ) ( ψ_{n,j}Δξ_n − ξ_nΔψ_{n,j} ) dx

= ∫ B_d (x(^1)_{n,j} ) { − ξ_nψ_{n,j}h e^û (1) n − e^{û(2)n} û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n

+ ξ_nψ_{n,j}h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )e^{U(1)}n,j

( 1 +^{h(x} (1) n,j )

8 |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j,∗}|^2e^{μ̂(1)n,j}

1 +^{h(x} (1) n,j )

8 |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |^2e^{μ̂(1)n,j}

)_2 } dx

= ∫ B_d (x(^1)_{n,j} )

ρ_nξ_nψ_{n,j} { − he^{ũ(1)n} (1 + O(|û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n |)) + h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )e^{U(1)n,j} (1 + O(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j

2 )) } dx

= ∫ B_d (x(^1)_{n,j} )

ρ_nξ_nψ_{n,j} { − he^{U(1)n,j +η(1)n,j +G∗j (x)−G∗j (x(1)n,j )}(1 + O(|û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n |))

+ h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )e^{U(1)n,j} (1 + O(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j

2 )) } dx.

Let f (z) = f (e^− μ( 1) n,j 2 z + x^{(1)}_{n,j} ). By a suitable scaling and by using Theorem 2A, we see that, ∫ ∂B_d(x(^1)_{n,j} ) ( ψ_{n,j}

∂ξ_n ∂ν − ξ_n

∂ψ_{n,j} ∂ν ) dσ

= ∫ B_Λ+_{n,j,d} (0)

ρ_nξ_n(z) ψ_{n,j}(z)

O(1)(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j

2 |z| + |û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n | + e^−

μ̂(1)n,j 2 ) (1 +^{ρnh(x} (1) n,j )

8 |z + e μ( 1) n,j 2 (x^{(1)}_{n,j} − x^{(1)}_{n,j,∗})|^2)^2 dz.

In view of Lemma 3.1-(ii), we obtain ∫ ∂B_d(x(^1)_{n,j} ) ( ψ_{n,j}

∂ξ_n ∂ν − ξ_n

∂ψ_{n,j} ∂ν ) dσ = o 1 μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j}

. (3.34)

Let ξ^∗_{n,j}(r) =

∫_{2π} 0 ξ_n(r, θ)dθ, where r = |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |. Then (3.34) yields,

(ξ^∗_{n,j})^′(r)ψ_{n,j}(r) − ξ^∗_{n,j}(r)ψ^′_{n,j}(r) = o ( 1 μ̂(^1)_{n,j} )

r , ∀r ∈ (Λ^−_{n,j,R}, δ].

For any R > 0 large enough and for any r ∈ (Λ^−_{n,j,R}, δ), we also obtain that,

ψ_{n,j}(r) = −1 + O e −μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j}

r^2

, ψ^′_{n,j}(r) = O e −μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j}

r^3 .

and so we conclude that,

(ξ^∗_{n,j})^′(r) = o (_1

μ̂(^1)_{n,j} )

r + O e −μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j}

r^3 for all r ∈ (Λ^−_{n,j,R}, δ). (3.35)

Integrating (3.35), we obtain,

ξ^∗_{n,j}(r) = ξ^∗_{n,j}(Λ^−_{n,j,R}) + o(1) + o ( 1 μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j} ) R + O(R^{−2}) for all r ∈ (Λ^−_{n,j,R}, δ). (3.36)

By using Lemma 3.2, we find, ξ^∗_{n,j}(Λ^−_{n,j,R}) = −2πb_{j,0} + o_R(1) + o_n(1), where lim_{R→+∞} o_R(1) = 0 and lim_{n→+∞} o_n(1) = 0 and then (3.36) shows that, ξ^∗_{n,j}(r) = −2πb_{j,0} + o_R(1) + o_n(1)(1 + O(R)), for all r ∈ (Λ^−_{n,j,R}, δ). (3.37) In view of (3.33), we see that, ξ^∗_{n,j} = o_n(1) in C_{loc}(M \ {q_1 · · · q_m}), which implies that b_{j,0} = 0 for j = 1, · · · , m. This fact, together with (3.33), completes the proof of Lemma 3.3-(i). □

For j = 1, · · · , m, let

ϕ_{n,j}(y) = λ^{(1)}_n m [ (R(y, x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) − R(x^{(1)}_{n,j} , x^{(1)}_{n,j} )) + ∑

l≠j

(G(y, x^{(1)}_{n,l} ) − G(x^{(1)}_{n,j} , x^{(1)}_{n,l} )) ] , (3.38) v^{(i)}_{n,j}(y) = û^{(i)}_n (y) − ϕ_{n,j}(y), i = 1, 2. (3.39) Recall the definition of ξ_n given before (3.17). Our aim is to show that all b_{j,i} = 0, see Lemma 3.2. This is done by exploiting the following Pohozaev identity to derive a subtle estimate for ξ_n.

Lemma 3.4 ([24, 6]). We have for i = 1, 2 and fixed small r ∈ (0, δ), it holds, ∫ ∂B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

⟨ν, Dξ_n⟩D_iv^{(1)}_{n,j} + ⟨ν, Dv^{(2)}_{n,j} ⟩D_iξ_ndσ

− 1 2 ∫ ∂B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

⟨D(v^{(1)}_{n,j} + v^{(2)}_{n,j} ), Dξ_n⟩

(x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} )_i |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} | dσ

= − ∫ ∂B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

h(x) e^{û(1)n} − e^{û(2)n} ‖û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n ‖_L∞_{(M)}

(x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} )_i |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} | dσ

+ ∫ B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

h(x) e^{û(1)n} − e^{û(2)n} ‖û^{(1)}_n − û^{(2)}_n ‖_L∞_{(M)}

D_i(ϕ_{n,j} + log h)dx.

(3.40)

We will need an estimate about both sides of (3.40). This is the outcome of rather delicate computations whose proof is given in the appendix.

Lemma 3.5. For j = 1, · · · , m, we define

R^∗_{n,j}(x)= 2 ∑_{h=1}^∂yh^{R(y, x)|}_{y=x}(1)_{n,j}^bj,h^{B̃}j^{, G∗}n,k^{(x) = 2}∑_{h=1}^∂yh^{G(y, x)|}_{y=x}(1)_{n,k}^bk,h^{B̃}k^,

(3.41) where B̃_j = 8 2 h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) ∫ R^2 |z|^2 (1 + |z|^2)^3 dz. Then

R.H.S of (3.40) = B̃_j e^{− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 2 ∑_{h=1}^{D2}hi^{(ϕ}n,j^{+ log h)(x(1)}n,j^{)b}j,h

+ o(e^{− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 ), (3.42) and L.H.S of (3.40) = −8π e^{− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 D_iR^∗_{n,j}(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) + ∑

k≠j

e^−

μ̂(1)n,k

2 D_iG^∗_{n,k}(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )

+ o(e^{− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 ).

(3.43) In view of these estimates we are now able to prove Lemma 3.3-(ii).

Proof of Lemma 3.3-(ii). From Lemma 3.4-3.5, we have for i = 1, 2

B̃_j^2∑ h=1 e^{− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 D^2_{hi}(ϕ_{n,j} + log h)(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )b_{j,h}

= −8π ∑

k≠j

e^−

μ̂(1)n,k 2 2 ∑_{h=1}^Dxi^∂yh^{G(y, x)|}_{(y,x)=(x}(1)_{n,j ,x}(1)_{n,k )}^bkh^{B̃}k

− 8πe^−

μ̂(1)n,j 2 2 ∑_{h=1}^Dxi^∂yh^{R(y, x)|}_{(y,x)=(x}(1)_{n,j ,x}(1)_{n,j )}^bjh^{B̃}j^{+ o(e− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 ).

(3.44)

Set b = (b̂_{1,1}B̃_1, b̂_{1,2}B̃_1, · · · , b̂_{m,1}B̃_m, b̂_{m,2}B̃_m), where b̂_{kh} = lim_{n→+∞}(e^{μ̂} (1) n,j −μ̂ (1) n,k 2 )b_{kh}.

Then by Theorem 2B-(iii) and sending n to +∞, we obtain that D^2 f_m(q_1, · · · , q_m) · b = 0, (3.45) where f_m is defined in (1.9). By the non-degeneracy assumption det(D^2_Ω f_m(q)) ≠ 0, then we can immediately conclude that b = 0, i.e., b_{j,1} = b_{j,2} = 0, ∀j = 1, · · · , m.

This fact concludes the proof of Lemma 3.3. □

4. APPENDIX

This section is devoted to the proof of Lemma 3.5. First of all, we prove an estimate which will be used later on.

Lemma 4.1.

ξ_n(x) = m ∑_{j=1}^{A(1)}n,j^{G(x(1)}n,j^{, x) + m}∑_{j=1}^2∑_{h=1}^bn,j,h^∂yh^{G(y, x)|}_{y=x}(1)_{n,j}^{+ o(e− μ̂} (1) n,1 2 ) (4.1)

holds in C^1(Ω \ ⋃m j=1 B_θ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )) with suitable small constant θ, where ∂_{yh} G(y, x) =

∂G(y,x) ∂y_h , y = (y1, y2),

A^{(1)}_{n,j} = ∫ Ω_j

g^∗_n(y)dy, and b_{n,j,h} = e^{− 12 μ̂(1)n,j} b_{j,h}8 √ 2 √ h(q_j) ∫ R^2 |z|^2 (1 + |z|^2)^3 dz.

Remark 4.1. In fact, we can show that A^{(1)}_{n,j} = o(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j

2 ), j = 1, · · · , m by the same argument in [6, Lemma 4.4], [7, Lemma 5.4], [18, (4.5)]. As a consequence, (4.1) can be written as follows:

ξ_n(x) = m ∑_{j=1}^2∑_{h=1}^bn,j,h^∂yh^{G(y, x)|}_{y=x}(1)_{n,j}^{+ o(e− μ̂} (1) n,1 2 ) in C^1(Ω \ m⋃ j=1 B_θ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )). (4.2)

Proof. By the Green representation formula,

ξ_n(x) = ∫ Ω G(y, x)g^∗_n(y)dy = m ∑_{j=1}^{A(1)}n,j^{G(x(1)}n,j^{, x) + m}∑_{j=1} ∫ Ω_j

(G(y, x) − G(x^{(1)}_{n,j} , x))g^∗_n(y)dy.

(4.3)

For x ∈ Ω \ ⋃m j=1 B_θ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ), we see from Theorem 2A-(a) and Theorem 2B-(iv) that, ∫ Ω_j

(G(y, x) − G(x^{(1)}_{n,j} , x))g^∗_n(y)dy = ∫ B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

⟨∂_yG(y, x)|_{y=x(1)n,j} , y − x^{(1)}_{n,j} ⟩g^∗_n(y)dy

+ O(1) ∫ B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

|y − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |^2e^{μ̂(1)n,j}

(1 + e^{μ̂(1)n,j} |y − x^{(1)}_{n,j,∗}|^2)^2 dy + O(e^{−μ̂} (1) n,j )

= ∫ B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

⟨∂_yG(y, x)|_{y=x}(1)_{n,j} , y − x^{(1)}_{n,j} ⟩g^∗_n(y)dy + O(e^{−μ̂(1)n,j} )

(4.4) for suitable r > 0. In addition, we have ∫ B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

⟨∂_yG(y, x)|_{y=x}(1)_{n,j} , y − x^{(1)}_{n,j} ⟩g^∗_n(y)dy

= 16 √ 2e^−

μ̂(1)n,j 2 ∫ B+_{Λn,j,r} (0)

⟨∂_yG(y, x)|_{y=x}(1)_{n,j} , z⟩h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )ξ_{n,j}(z) ( 1 + h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )|z + O(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j

2 )|^2

)_2 dz + o(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j 2 ) (4.5)

By Lemma 3.1, we have for any x ∈ Ω \ ⋃m j=1 B_θ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) we get ∫ B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

⟨∂_yG(y, x)|_{y=x}(1)_{n,j} , y − x^{(1)}_{n,j} ⟩g^∗_n(y)dy = 2 ∑_{h=1}^bn,j,h^∂yh^{G(y, x)|}_{y=x}(1)_{n,j}^{+ o(e− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 ).

(4.6) From (4.3) and (4.6), we conclude that (4.1) holds in C^0(Ω \ ⋃m j=1 B_θ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )). The proof of the fact that (4.1) holds in C^1(Ω \ ⋃m j=1 B_θ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )) is similar and we omit the proof. □

Now we will provide the proof of Lemma 3.5. We divide it into two parts.

Proof of Lemma 3.5-(3.42). By Theorem 2B-(iv), we have ∫ ∂B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

he^{ûn} ξ_n(1 + o(1))

(x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} )_i

|x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} | dσ = O(e^{−μ̂(1)n,j} ). (4.7)

For the second term on the right hand side of (3.40), it is not difficult to see that,

D_i(ϕ_{n,j} + log h) = D_i(ϕ_{n,j} + log h)(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) + 2 ∑_{h=1}^{D2}ih^{(ϕ}n,j^{+ log h)(x(1)}n,j^{)(x − x(1)}n,j^)h

+ O(|x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |^2). (4.8) Since q is a critical point of f_m, by (2.6) and Theorem 2B-(iii)-(vi), we find that,

D_i(ϕ_{n,j} + log h)(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) = D_i(G^∗_j + log h)(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) + O(μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j} e^{−μ̂(1)n,j} ) = O(μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j} e^{−μ̂(1)n,j} ). (4.9) From (4.8) and (4.9) we have, ∫ B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

he^{ûn} ξ_n(1 + o(1))D_i(ϕ_{n,j} + log h)dx

= ∫ B_Λ+_{n,j,r} (0) 16 √ 2h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )ξ_n(x^{(1)}_{n,j} + e^−

(μ̂(1)n,j −log 8)

2 z)

(1 + h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )|z|^2)^2

2∑_{h=1}^{D2}hi^{(ϕ}n,j^{+ log h)(x(1)}n,j^{)e− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 z_h dz

+ o(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j

2 ), (4.10) and then combined with Lemma 3.1, we conclude that ∫ B_r (x(^1)_{n,j} )

he^{ûn} ξ_n(1 + o(1))D_i(ϕ_{n,j} + log h)dx

= ∫ B_Λ+_{n,j,r} (0) 8 √ 2h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) √ h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )|z|^2 (1 + h(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )|z|^2)^3 dz 2∑_{h=1}^bj,h^{D2}hi^{(ϕ}n,j^{+ log h)(x(1)}n,j^{)e− μ̂} (1) n,j 2

+ o(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j 2 ) = B̃_j

2∑_{h=1}^bj,h^{D2}hi^{(ϕ}n,j^{+ log h)(x(1)}n,j^{)e− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 + o(e^{− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 ).

(4.11) Clearly (3.42) follows from (4.7) and (4.11). □

Proof of Lemma 3.5-(3.43). By the definition of G^∗_{n,k}(x), we have

ΔG^∗_{n,k}(x) = 0 in B_r(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) \ B_θ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ), ∀θ ∈ (0, r).

Then for any x ∈ B_r(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) \ B_θ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ), we have

0 = ΔG^∗_{n,k} D_i log 1 |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |

+ Δ log 1 |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |

D_iG^∗_{n,k}

= div ( ∇G^∗_{n,k}D_i log 1 |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |

+ ∇ log 1 |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |

D_iG^∗_{n,k}

− ∇G^∗_{n,k} · ∇ log 1 |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} | e_i ) ,

(4.12)

where e_i =^{xi}_{|x|} , i = 1, 2. It implies that ∫ ∂B_r(x(^1)_{n,j} )

∇_iG^∗_{n,k} |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} | dσ = ∫ ∂B_θ (x(^1)_{n,j} )

∇_iG^∗_{n,k} |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} | dσ. (4.13)

In view of (4.2), we have

ξ_n(x) = m ∑_{k=1}^{e− μ̂} (1) n,k 2 G^∗_{n,k}(x) + o(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j

2 ) in C^1(B_r(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) \ B_θ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )). (4.14)

By using Theorem 2B, we find that,

λ^{(1)}_n m = ρ^{(1)}_{n,j} + O(μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j} e^{−μ̂(1)n,j} ) = 8π + O(μ̂^{(1)}_{n,j} e^{−μ̂(1)n,j} ), which together with Theorem 2A-(b), implies that for i = 1, 2,

∇v^{(i)}_{n,j}(x) = ∇(ũ^{(i)}_n − ϕ_{n,j}) = ∇ ( ũ^{(i)}_n − λ^{(1)}_n m R(x, x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) − λ^{(1)}_n

m ∑_{k≠j}^{G(x, x(1)}n,j^) )

= ∇ ( ũ^{(i)}_n − λ^{(1)}_n m m ∑_{k=1}^{G(x, x(1)}_{n,k}^{) − λ} (1) n 2πm log |x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} | )

= ∇ϕ^{(i)}_n − 4

(x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} )

|x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |^2

+ o(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j 2 )

= − 4

(x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} )

|x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} |^2

+ o(e^−

μ̂(1)n,j

2 ) in C^1(B_r(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) \ B_θ(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )).

(4.15) By using D_iD_h(log |z|) =^{δih|z|2−2zizh}_{|z|4} , we see that, ∫ ∂B_θ (x(^1)_{n,j} )

∇_iG^∗_{n,j}

|x − x^{(1)}_{n,j} | dσ = 2πD_i 2 ∑_{h=1}^∂yh^{R(y, x)|}_{x=y=x}(1)_{n,j}^bj,h^{B̃}j^{+ o}θ^{(1). (4.16)}

From (4.13)-(4.16), we get for any θ ∈ (0, r),

L.H.S. of (3.40)

= −8π e^{− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 D_iR^∗_{n,j}(x^{(1)}_{n,j} ) + ∑

k≠j

e^−

μ̂(1)n,k

2 D_iG^∗_{n,k}(x^{(1)}_{n,j} )

+ o_θ(1)e^{− μ̂} (1) n,j 2 , (4.17)

where o_θ(1) → 0 as θ → 0. This fact concludes the proof of Lemma 3.5. □

REFERENCES

[1] S. Baraket, F. Pacard, Construction of singular limits for a semilinear elliptic equation in dimension 2, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 6 (1998), no. 1, 1-38.

[2] D. Bartolucci, Global bifurcation analysis of mean field equations and the Onsager microcanonical description of two-dimensional turbulence”, arXiv:1609.04139.

[3] D. Bartolucci, F. De Marchis, On the Ambjorn-Olesen electroweak condensates, Jour. Math. Phys. 53 073704 (2012).

[4] D. Bartolucci, F. De Marchis, Supercritical Mean Field Equations on convex domains and the Onsager’s statistical description of two-dimensional turbulence, Arch. Rat. Mech. Anal. 217/2 (2015), 525-570.

[5] D. Bartolucci, C.S. Lin, Existence and uniqueness for Mean Field Equations on multiply connected domains at the critical parameter, Math. Ann. 359 (2014), 1-44.

[6] D. Bartolucci, A. Jevnikar, Y. Lee, W. Yang, Uniqueness of bubbling solutions of mean field equations, to appear in J. Math. Pures Appl.

[7] D. Bartolucci, A. Jevnikar, Y. Lee, W. Yang, Non degeneracy, Mean Field Equations and the Onsager theory of 2D turbulence, Arxiv: https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.09970.

[8] J. Bebernes & D. Eberly, Mathematical Problems from Combustion Theory, A. M. S. 83, Springer- Verlag, New York (1989).

[9] H. Brezis, F. Merle, Uniform estimates and blow-up behaviour for solutions of −Δu = V(x)e^u in two dimensions, Comm. in P.D.E. 16(8,9) (1991), 1223-1253.

[10] E. Caglioti, P.L. Lions, C. Marchioro, M. Pulvirenti, A special class of stationary flows for two dimensional Euler equations: a statistical mechanics description, Comm. Math. Phys. 143 (1992), 501–525.

[11] S.Y.A. Chang, C.C. Chen, C.S. Lin, Extremal functions for a mean field equation in two dimension, in:

”Lecture on Partial Differential Equations”, New Stud. Adv. Math. 2 Int. Press, Somerville, MA, 2003, 61-93.

[12] W.X. Chen, C. Li, Classification of solutions of some nonlinear elliptic equations, Duke Math. J. 63(3) (1991), 615-622.

[13] C.C. Chen, C.S. Lin, Sharp estimates for solutions of multi-bubbles in compact Riemann surface. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math. 55 (2002), 728-771.

[14] C.C. Chen, C.S. Lin, Topological Degree for a mean field equation on Riemann surface, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 56 (2003), 1667-1727.

[15] C. C. Chen, C. S. Lin, Mean Field Equation of Liouville Type with Singular Data: Topological Degree, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 68(6) (2015), 887-947.

[16] P. Esposito, M. Grossi, A. Pistoia, On the existence of blowing-up solutions for a mean field equation, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 22(2) (2005), 227-257.

[17] F. Gladiali, M. Grossi, Some results for the Gel’fand’s problem, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 29 (2004) 13351364.

[18] M. Grossi, H. Ohtsuka, T. Suzuki, Asymptotic non-degeneracy of the multiple blow-up solutions to the Gel’fand problem in two space dimensions, Adv. Differential Equations 16 (2011) 145164.

[19] F. Gladiali. M. Grossi, Some Results for the Gelfand’s Problem, Comm. P.D.E. 29(9-10) (2004), 1335- 1364.

[20] J. L. Kazdan & F. W. Warner, Curvature functions for compact 2-manifolds, Ann. Math. 99 (1974), 14-74.

[21] M. Kowalczyk, M. Musso, M. del Pino, Singular limits in Liouville-type equations, Calc. Var. P.D.E.

24(1) (2005), 47-81.

[22] Y.Y. Li, Harnack type inequality: the method of moving planes, Comm. Math. Phys. 200 (1999), 421-444. [23] Y.Y. Li, I. Shafrir, Blow-up analysis for solutions of Δu = Ve^u in dimension two. Indiana Univ. Math. J.

43 (1994), no. 4, 12551270.

[24] C.S. Lin, S. Yan, On the Chern-Simons-Higgs equation: Part II, local uniqueness and exact number of solutions, preprint.

[25] A. Malchiodi, Morse theory and a scalar field equation on compact surfaces, Adv. Diff. Eq. 13 (2008), 1109-1129.

[26] Nagasaki K. & Suzuki T. Asymptotic analysis for two-dimensional elliptic eigen- values problems with exponentially dominated nonlinearities, Asymptotic Analysis, 3 (1990), 173-188.

[27] P.K. Newton, ”The N-Vortex Problem: Analytical Techniques”, Appl. Math. Sci. 145, Springer- Verlag, New York, 2001.

[28] H. Ohtsuka, T. Sato, T. Suzuki, Asymptotic non-degeneracy of the multiple blowup solutions to the Liouville-Ge’lfand problem with an inhomogeneous coefficient, J. Math. Anal. Appl., 398 (2013), 692706.

[29] L. Onsager, Statistical hydrodynamics, Nuovo Cimento 6(2) (1949), 279-287. [30] T. Suzuki, Global analysis for a two-dimensional elliptic eiqenvalue problem with the exponential nonlinearly, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 9(4) (1992), 367-398.

[31] T. Suzuki, ”Free Energy and Self-Interacting Particles”, PNLDE 62, Birkhauser, Boston, (2005). [32] G. Tarantello, ”Self-Dual Gauge Field Vortices: An Analytical Approach”, PNLDE 72, Birkhäuser Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 2007.

[33] G. Wolansky, On steady distributions of self-attracting clusters under friction and fluctuations, Arch.

Rational Mech. An. 119 (1992), 355–391.

DANIELE BARTOLUCCI, DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF ROME ”Tor Vergata”, VIA DELLA RICERCA SCIENTIFICA N.1, 00133 ROMA, ITALY.

E-mail address: bartoluc@mat.uniroma2.it ALEKS JEVNIKAR, DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF ROME ”Tor Vergata”, VIA

DELLA RICERCA SCIENTIFICA N.1, 00133 ROMA, ITALY.

E-mail address: jevnikar@mat.uniroma2.it YOUNGAE LEE, NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES, 70 YUSEONG-DAERO 1689

BEON-GIL, YUSEONG-GU, DAEJEON, 34047, REPUBLIC OF KOREA

E-mail address: youngaelee0531@gmail.com WEN YANG, WUHAN INSTITUTE OF PHYSICS AND MATHEMATICS, CHINESE ACADEMY OF SCI-

ENCES, P.O. BOX 71010, WUHAN 430071, P. R. CHINA

E-mail address: math.yangwen@gmail.com