arXiv:1804.03499v1 [math.AP] 10 Apr 2018

MORSE INDEX AND UNIQUENESS OF POSITIVE SOLUTIONS OF THE LANE-EMDEN PROBLEM IN PLANAR DOMAINS

F. DE MARCHIS, M. GROSSI, I. IANNI, F. PACELLA

Abstract. We compute the Morse index of 1-spike solutions of the semilinear elliptic problem −Δu = u^p in Ω u = 0 on ∂Ω u > 0 in Ω (Pp) where Ω ⊂ R^2 is a smooth bounded domain and p > 1 is sufficiently large. When Ω is convex, our result, combined with the characterization in [22], a result in [41] and with recent uniform estimates in [39], gives the uniqueness of the solution to (Pp), for p large. This proves, in dimension two and for p large, a conjecture by Gidas-Ni- Nirenberg [29].

1. Introduction

We consider the Lane-Emden Dirichlet problem

−Δu = u^p in Ω u = 0 on ∂Ω u > 0 in Ω

(1.1)

where p > 1 and Ω ⊂ R^2 is a smooth bounded domain.

This work focuses on the following issues: the problem of computing the Morse index and studying the nondegeneracy of solutions of (1.1) in any general domain Ω and the question of the uniqueness of the solution of (1.1) when the domain Ω is convex. As we will see the two topics are strictly related.

We recall that in any smooth bounded domain Ω ⊂ R^N , N ≥ 2, problem (1.1) admits at least one solution for any p > 1 (and p <^{N+2}_{N−2} , when N ≥ 3), which can be obtained by standard variational methods, for example minimizing the associated energy functional on the Nehari manifold. Such a solution is usually called least energy solution.

Uniqueness or multiplicity results are known, depending on the domain Ω and on the value of p.

When p is close enough to 1 it is known that the solution is unique and nondegenerate, in any domain Ω ⊂ R^N (see [14, 16, 41]).

When the domain is a ball, as a consequence of the famous symmetry result by Gidas, Ni

2010 Mathematics Subject classification:

Keywords: Lane-Emden equation, Morse index, uniqueness, positive solutions, convex domains. Research partially supported by: PRIN 2015KB9WPT grant and INDAM - GNAMPA. 1

and Nirenberg [29] it follows that any solution of (1.1) is radial, and then one immediately gets the uniqueness of the solution by ODE techniques.

In [29] it has been conjectured that (1.1) admits a unique solution in any convex domain, in any dimension N ≥ 2, as long as p is such that a solution exists. A complete answer to this conjecture has not been given so far, while partial results are available as we describe below.

Notice that there are non-convex domains for which multiple solutions to (1.1) exist. The typical case is the annulus or more general annular domains (see for example [12, 32, 40] and [6] where a new type of positive solution is constructed). We also quote [27] for not simply connected planar domains and [15] for dumb-bell shaped domains.

On the other side convexity is not necessary for uniqueness, for example for p close to 1 as we have already recalled. Another case is considered in [54] where uniqueness has been proved (in dimension N ≥ 3) when the domain Ω is a suitable perturbation of the ball, not necessarily convex. Moreover uniqueness and nondegeneracy of the solution to (1.1) hold in any domain Ω ⊂ R^N which is symmetric and convex with respect to N orthogonal directions, for every p > 1 if N = 2 ([14, 15]) and for p slightly subcritical if N ≥ 3 ([34]). Note that these domains do not need to be convex.

We also recall that in dimension N = 2, when the domain is Ω = (0, 1)^2 and p = 2, 3 the uniqueness and nondegeneracy are obtained in [42, 43] via a computer assisted proof, even in the case when a linear term is added, giving a precise description of the solution.

Observe that nondegeneracy is a sufficient condition for uniqueness in any dimension N ≥ 2. Indeed, as pointed out in [14, 41], uniqueness easily follows by extending each possible branch of nondegenerate solutions up to p close to 1 and then exploiting the uniqueness result already known for p in that range.

This approach was pursued by Lin ([41]), who proved the uniqueness of the least energy solution to (1.1) for any p > 1 in any convex domain when the dimension is N = 2. The proof consists in observing that any least energy solution has Morse index equal to 1 (this is always true in any Ω ⊂ R^N , N ≥ 2) and then in showing that, when the domain is convex and N = 2, any Morse index 1-solution to (1.1) is nondegenerate. This gives the uniqueness of the branch of Morse index 1-solutions.

Let us recall that the Morse index of a solution u_p to (1.1) can be defined as m(u_p) := #{k ∈ N : λ_{k,p} < 1}, where λ_{1,p} < λ_{2,p} ≤ λ_{3,p} ≤ . . . is the sequence of eigenvalues for the problem { −Δv = λpu^{p−1}_p v in Ω v = 0 on ∂Ω

. (1.2)

When λ = 1 the space of solutions v to (1.2) is the kernel of the linearized operator at u_p, hence a solution u_p is degenerate iff λ_{k,p} = 1 for some k; in this case it is useful to define also the augmented Morse index of u_p: m_0(u_p) := #{k ∈ N : λ_{k,p} ≤ 1}, clearly m(u_p) = m_0(u_p) for a nondegenerate solution u_p.

We point out that the Morse index gives a strong qualitative information on the solutions. It enters in detecting symmetries, singularities, nodal sets as well as classifying solutions (see e.g. [2, 3, 17, 18, 28, 44, 46, 53]).

Let us observe that, since p > 1, the first eigenvalue of (1.2), which for any solution u_p to (1.1) is λ_{1,p} =^1_p , is always less than 1, hence m(u_p) ≥ 1. In general to get an exact computation of the Morse index is not an easy task since it involves precise information on the spectrum of a linear Schrödinger type operator.

In dimension N ≥ 3 some results are available when p is slightly subcritical, namely p = p_ε =^{N+2}_{N−2} − ε, with ε > 0 a small parameter. In this case it is well known ([4, 38, 49, 50, 52]) that any bounded sequence in H^1_0 (Ω) of solutions to (1.1) (up to a subsequence) either converges as ε → 0 to a positive solution of the critical problem (if any), or it blows-up at k points x_{1,∞}, x_{2,∞}, . . . , x_{k,∞} ∈ Ω. In this second case the sequences of solutions which blow-up are usually called multi-bubbles solutions since they can be approximated in H^1_0 (Ω) as the ∑_k j=1 P δ_{j,ε}, where P δ_{j,ε} is the projections onto H^1_0 (Ω)

of the function δ_{j,ε}(x) := η N+2 N−2 j,ε ( 1 + η^2_{j,ε}|x − x_{j,∞}|^2 )_− N+2_{N−2} , for certain positive parameters η_{j,ε} → +∞ as ε → 0. The points x_{j,∞} are critical points of an explicit function which involves Green and Robin function of the Dirichlet Laplacian in Ω and the total energy converges to the number k · S, where S is the best Sobolev constant. In [4] and [49] Bahri-Li-Rey for N ≥ 4 and Rey for N = 3 (see also [13]) proved that the Morse index of a k-bubble solution u_{pε} is determined, for ε small, by the number ℓ of the negative eigenvalues (or the number ℓ_0 of the non-positive eigenvalues) of a certain symmetric matrix whose entries are a combination of Green function, Robin function, and their first and second derivatives at the blow-up points x_{j,∞}, according to the following chain of inequalities:

k + ℓ ≤ m(u_{pε} ) ≤ m_0(u_{pε} ) ≤ k + ℓ_0 ≤ k(1 + N).

Hence when ℓ = ℓ_0 the solution u_{pε} is nondegenerate and

m(u_{pε} ) = k + ℓ

for ε sufficiently small.

In dimension N = 2 there are not many results about the computation of the Morse index for the solutions to (1.1), the main reason being the lack of a complete understanding of the properties of the solutions to (1.1), in dependence on the exponent p. The 2-dimensional case is indeed different, in particular there is no Sobolev critical exponent and the study of the asymptotic behavior of solutions as p → +∞, which could be seen as the counterpart of the asymptotic analysis for N ≥ 3, was not carried out until recently with the exception of the special case of least energy solutions (see [1, 47] and [48]).

In [20, 22, 25] a fairly complete characterization of the asymptotic behavior as p → +∞ of the solutions to (1.1), even in the case of sign-changing solutions, has been obtained. The authors consider families of solutions u_p to (1.1) in a general smooth bounded domain

Ω ⊂ R^2 which satisfy the uniform bound

sup_p p‖∇u_p‖^2 ≤ C (1.3)

and show that in the limit as p → +∞ these u_p are necessarily multi-spike solutions. More precisely, differently from the higher dimensional case, they do not blow-up and there exists a finite number k of distinct points x_{j,∞} ∈ Ω, j = 1, . . . , k and a sequence p_n → +∞ as n → +∞ such that u_{pn} concentrate at the set S := {x_{1,∞}, . . . , x_{k,∞}}. Moreover lim n→+∞ max B_δ (x_{j,∞}) u_{pn} = √ e for small δ > 0 and lim n→+∞ p_nu_{pn} = 8π √ e k∑ j=1 G(·, x_{j,∞}) in C^2_{loc}(Ω \ S), where G is the Green function of −Δ in Ω under Dirichlet boundary conditions. Furthermore the location of the concentration points depends on G and its regular part H according to the following system − ∇_xH(x_{j,∞}, x_{j,∞}) + ∑ j≠h ∇_xG(x_{j,∞}, x_{h,∞}) = 0. (1.4) In [25] it is also proved that the total energy is quantized to integer multiple of 8πe: lim n→+∞ p_n‖∇u_{pn} ‖^2 = k · 8πe, and for the whole family u_p it holds: lim p→+∞ ‖u_p‖_L∞_{(Ω)} = √ e. (1.5)

We refer to Section 2 for all the details about the asymptotic results, in particular see Theorem 2.4. When u_{pn} is a sequence of solutions satisfying all the properties in Theorem 2.4 with k = 1, we will call it simply a 1-spike sequence of solutions.

In this paper, by exploiting this asymptotic analysis, we compute the Morse index of the 1-spike solutions to (1.1) for large values p_n, getting so a result analogous to that obtained by Bahri-Li-Rey [4] and Rey [49] for the case of 1-bubble solutions in dimension N ≥ 3. Observe that in this case the system (1.4) reduces to the single equation

∇_xH(x_∞, x_∞) = 0,

where x_∞ := x_{1,∞}, namely x_∞ ∈ Ω is a critical point of the Robin function x → R(x) := H(x, x). The function R is C^2 and we denote by m(x_∞) and m_0(x_∞) the Morse and augmented Morse index of x_∞, as a critical point of R, that is: { m(x_∞) := #{k ∈ {1, 2} : μ_k < 0} m_0(x_∞) := #{k ∈ {1, 2} : μ_k ≤ 0}

where μ_1 ≤ μ_2 are the eigenvalues of the hessian matrix D^2R(x_∞) of the Robin function R at the point x_∞.

Our first result is the following:

Theorem 1.1. Let (u_{pn} )_n be a 1-spike sequence of solutions to (1.1). Then there exists n^∗ ∈ N such that

1 + m(x_∞) ≤ m(u_{pn} ) ≤ m_0(u_{pn} ) ≤ 1 + m_0(x_∞) ≤ 2, ∀n ≥ n^∗. (1.6)

Moreover if x_∞ is nondegenerate then u_{pn} is nondegenerate for n ≥ n^∗ and m(u_{pn} ) = 1 + m(x_∞), ∀n ≥ n^∗. Observe that by (1.6) m(u_{pn} ) can be either 1 or 2. This is due to the estimate m_0(x_∞) ≤ 1, which is a consequence of the properties of the Robin function in planar domains (see Section 2). In higher dimension N one has instead the weaker estimate m_0(x_∞) ≤ N. The proof of Theorem 1.1 is quite long and consists in analyzing the asymptotic behavior of the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the linearized operator at the 1-spike solutions u_{pn} by exploiting all the information collected in Theorem 2.4. A similar approach can be found in [35] for the almost critical problem in dimension N ≥ 3 (see also [31] where the Gelfand problem is studied). However the analysis of the planar Lane-Emden problem for large exponent is more delicate and several additional estimates are required. In the case of sign-changing radial solutions in the ball the Morse index has been computed in [23, 24] following a different approach which combines the information on the asymptotic behavior of the solutions with a spectral decomposition. This methods cannot be used for general non-symmetric solutions.

The precise asymptotic behavior, as n → +∞, of the eigenvalues λ_{i,pn} and eigenfunctions v_{i,pn} for i = 2, 3, 4, of the linearized operator L_{pn} = −Δ − p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} at the 1-spike sequence of solution u_{pn} is described in the following theorem

Theorem 1.2. Under the same assumptions of Theorem 1.1 one has, as n → +∞, v_{i,pn} ε_n = 2π 2∑ j=1 a^i_j ∂G ∂x_j (·, x_∞) + o(1) in C^1_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}) i = 2, 3 (1.7)

λ_{i,pn} = 1 + 24πε^2_nμ_{i−1} + o(ε^2_n) i = 2, 3 (1.8) p_nv_{4,pn} = 4πb G(·, x_∞) + o(1) in C^1_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}) (1.9)

λ_{4,pn} = 1 + 6 p_n + o( 1 p_n ) (1.10)

where ε_n := [p_n‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω)}]^{−1/2} → 0 as n → +∞ by (1.5), μ_1 ≤ μ_2 are the eigenvalues of the hessian matrix D^2R(x_∞), (a^i_1, a^i_2) ∈ R^2 \ {(0, 0)} and b ∈ R \ {0}.

Theorem 1.2 is the counterpart in dimension N = 2 of the results in [35]. As clear from the proof of Theorem 1.1, to get (1.6) it is sufficient to know the precise asymptotic behavior of λ_{i,n} for i = 2, 3. However we believe that it is interesting to see that also the eigenvalue λ_{4,n} converges to 1 and know exactly its rate of convergence, as well as the asymptotic limit of the corresponding eigenfunction which is essentially the Green function.

Finally we focus on the case when the domain Ω is convex.

In this situation using Theorem 2.4 and a result of [36, Theorem 2.4] we have that the solutions to (1.1) cannot concentrate at more than one point, essentially because the Robin function has only one critical point, hence necessarily k = 1 in Theorem 2.4 and so

Theorem 1.1 applies. In particular, combining Theorem 1.1 with the results in [9] about the critical points of the Robin function in convex planar domains, we get:

Corollary 1.3. Let Ω ⊂ R^2 be a smooth bounded and convex domain. Let (u_p) be a family of solutions which satisfies (1.3). Then there exists p^⋆ = p^⋆(Ω, C) > 1 (where C is the constant in (1.3)) such that

m(u_p) = 1 and u_p is nondegenerate, if p ≥ p^⋆. (1.11)

Observe that once m(u_p) = 1 is proved, then the nondegeneracy follows by the results in [41] for Ω ⊂ R^2 convex. Anyway here we get the nondegeneracy independently. Note also that this result holds for any family of solutions u_p, without passing to a subsequence, differently from Theorem 1.1.

In view of the uniqueness result of [41] for solutions of Morse index 1, from Corollary 1.3 it immediately derives that, in any convex domain, (1.1) admits only one solution for p large, as long as (1.3) holds. In order to get rid of the condition (1.3) and get the full uniqueness result for large p, we observe that in star-shaped domains it is possible to see (applying Pohozaev identity) that the energy bound (1.3) is equivalent to an uniform L^∞-bound:

sup_p ‖u_p‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ ~C, for some constant ~C > 0. (1.12)

The important bound (1.12) has been indeed proved very recently in [39], therefore the result (1.11) holds without assuming (1.3). This together with the results in [41] shows that the Gidas-Ni-Nirenberg uniqueness conjecture in planar convex domains is true for large values of the exponent p.

Theorem 1.4. Let Ω ⊂ R^2 be a smooth bounded convex domain. Then there exists p^⋆ = p^⋆(Ω) > 1 such that (1.1) admits a unique solution for any p ≥ p^⋆.

Note that we do not make any assumption on the solution (as in [41]) or on the geometry of the convex domain Ω (as in [14, 15, 34, 42, 43, 54]). On the other side our result applies only in dimension N = 2 and for large values of the exponent p.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we collect some notations and preliminary results. Sections 3 and 4 are devoted to the asymptotic analysis of the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the linearized operator which leads to the proof of Theorem 1.2. At the end of Section 4 we then deduce Theorem 1.1. Section 5 focuses on the case Ω convex and contains the proof of Corollary 1.3.

(*) The results of Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2 and Corollary 1.3 were announced during two conferences in Brasilia ([45], September 2017) and Roma ([19], January 2018), where the question of obtaining the uniform estimate (1.12) was posed and its validity was conjectured.

Contents

1. Introduction 1 2. Preliminary results 7 3. Proof of (1.7) and (1.8) of Theorem 1.2 18 4. Proof of (1.9) and (1.10) of Theorem 1.2 and proof of Theorem 1.1 30 5. The case Ω convex 33

References 33

2. Preliminary results 2.1. Green and Robin functions. Let G(x, y) be the Green function of −Δ in Ω with Dirichlet boundary conditions. Then G(x, y) = − 1 2π log |x − y| − H(x, y), (2.1) where H(x, y) is the regular part of the Green function. Let R(x) = H(x, x) be the Robin function of Ω.

Lemma 2.1. Let Ω ⊂ R^2 be a bounded domain, then the Robin function satisfies

ΔR > 0 in Ω. (2.2)

Proof. If Ω is a simply connected domain one has (see e.g. [37])

ΔR = 8πe^{2πR} in Ω,

so (2.2) immediately follows. More in general in [5] it is proved that in any bounded domain ΔR = 2K(x, x) in Ω, where K(x, y) is the Bergman kernel function. Then (2.2) follows immediately from the following characterization (see [8]):

K(x, x) = sup{|f(x)|^2 : f ∈ L^2(Ω), ‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 1, f is holomorfic in Ω}. □ Lemma 2.2 ([9]). If Ω is any bounded convex domain, then R is strictly convex and so it has a unique critical point which is a strict minimum. Moreover the corresponding Hessian matrix D^2R in the point is positive definite.

Furthermore we list some computations derived in [30] and [31], see in particular [31, Lemma 3.4].

Lemma 2.3. For any y ∈ Ω: ∫ ∂Ω (x − y) · ν(x) ( ∂G ∂ν (x, y) )_2 dσ_x = 1 2π ; (2.3)

2 ∫ ∂Ω (x − y) · ν(x) ∂G ∂ν (x, y)dσ_x = ∂R ∂y_j (y); (2.4) ∫ ∂Ω ν_j (x) ( ∂G ∂ν (x, y) )_2 dσ_x = ∂R ∂y_j (y); (2.5) ∫ ∂Ω ∂G ∂x_j (x, y) ∂ ∂y_k ( ∂G ∂ν (x, y) ) dσ_x = 1 2 ∂^2R ∂y_j∂y_k (y). (2.6)

2.2. Asymptotic behavior of multi-spike solutions. The complete analysis of the asymptotic behavior as p → +∞ of the solutions to (1.1) has been done in [22] and refined in [25]. The results can be summarized in the following:

Theorem 2.4 ([22, 25]). Let (u_p) be a family of solutions to (1.1) and assume that (1.3) holds. Then there exist a finite number k of distinct points x_{j,∞} ∈ Ω, j = 1, . . . , k and a sequence p_n → +∞ as n → +∞ such that setting S := {x_{1,∞}, . . . , x_{k,∞}} one has lim n→+∞ √ p_nu_{pn} = 0 in C^2_{loc}(Ω \ S); (2.7) lim n→+∞ p_nu_{pn} (x) = 8π √ e k∑ j=1 G(x, x_{j,∞}) in C^2_{loc}(Ω \ S), (2.8)

the energy satisfies lim n→+∞ p_n ∫ Ω |∇u_{pn} (x)|^2 dx = 8πe · k (2.9) and the concentration points x_{j,∞}, j = 1, . . . , k fulfill the system − ∇_xH(x_{j,∞}, x_{j,∞}) + ∑ j≠h ∇_xG(x_{j,∞}, x_{h,∞}) = 0. (2.10) Furthermore, for r > 0 such that B_{3r}(x_{j,∞}) ⊂ Ω, B_{2r}(x_{j,∞}) ∩ B_{2r}(x_{h,∞}) = ∅, for any j, h = 1, . . . , k, h ≠ j. Let x_{j,n} ∈ B_{2r}(x_{j,∞}) be the sequence defined as u_{pn} (x_{j,n}) = max_{B2r (xj,∞)} u_{pn} (2.11)

then, for any j = 1, . . . , k, lim n→+∞ x_{j,n} = x_{j,∞}, (2.12) lim n→+∞ u_{pn} (x_{j,n}) = √ e, (2.13) lim n→+∞ ε_{j,n} := [ p_nu_{pn} (x_{j,n})^{pn−1} ]_{−1/2} = 0 (2.14) and setting w_{j,n}(y) := p_n u_{pn} (x_{j,n}) (u_{pn} (x_{j,n} + ε_{j,n}y) − u_{pn} (x_{j,n})), y ∈ Ω_{j,n} := Ω − x_{j,n} ε_{j,n} , (2.15)

one has lim n→+∞ w_{j,n} = U in C^2_{loc}(R^2 ) (2.16) where U(x) = −2 log ( 1 + |x|^2 8 ) (2.17)

is a solution of the Liouville equation { −ΔU = e^U in R^2 ∫ R^2 e U dx = 8π. (2.18)

Moreover there exists C > 0 such that:

p_n min j=1,...,k |x − x_{j,n}|^2|u_{pn} (x)|^{pn−1} ≤ C for any x ∈ Ω and for any n (2.19) and p_n min j=1,...,k |x − x_{j,n}||∇u_{pn} (x)| ≤ C for any x ∈ Ω and for any n. (2.20)

Remark 2.5. It is easy to see that (1.3) implies ‖u_p‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ ~C, (2.21)

for some uniform constant ~C > 0. Besides from (2.7) and (2.13) we have that for the whole family u_p lim p→+∞ ‖u_p‖_L∞_{(Ω)} = √ e. (2.22)

Next we collect other useful properties from [22]. Throughout the section (u_p) is a family of solutions to (1.1) which satisfies the uniform bound (1.3) and we keep the notations of Theorem 2.4.

Lemma 2.6. For any α ∈ R and any compact set ω ⊂ Ω \ S lim n→+∞ p^α_n‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(ω)} = 0. (2.23)

Moreover there exists C > 0 such that p ∫ Ω u^{p−1}_p dx ≤ C. (2.24) Proof. (2.23) follows immediately from (2.7) in Theorem 2.4. Moreover p ∫ Ω u^{p−1}_p dx Hölder ≤ p|Ω|^{2p+1} (∫ Ω u^{p+1}_p dx ) p−1_{p+1 (1.1)} ≤ p (∫ Ω |∇u_p|^2dx ) p−1_{p+1} (1 + o(1)) ≤ p (∫ Ω |∇u_p|^2dx ) (1 + o(1))^{(1.3)}≤ C. (2.25) □ Finally we give pointwise decay estimates for w_{j,n} which will be crucial to pass to the limit in various integral identities (see Remark 2.8 below).

Lemma 2.7. For any γ > 0 there exist R_γ > 0, ~C_γ , C_γ > 0 and n_γ ∈ N such that for any n ≥ n_γ w_{j,n}(z) ≤ ( 4 − γ 2 ) log 1 |z| + ~C_γ for R_γ ≤ |z| ≤ r ε_{j,p} (2.26) and 0 ≤ ( 1 + w_{j,n}(z) p_n )_{pn−1} ≤ C_γ 1 + |z|^{4−γ} for |z| ≤ r ε_{j,n} . (2.27)

Proof. (2.26) follows directly from [22, Lemma 4.4 and Proposition 4.3]. Next we derive (2.27). Observe that by (2.12) B_r(x_{j,n}) ⊂ B_{2r}(x_{j,∞}) for n sufficiently large. As a consequence, by (2.11), w_{j,n} ≤ 0 in B r_{εj,n} (0) ⊂ Ω_{j,n} for n large, which implies ( 1 + w_{j,n}(z) p_n )_{pn−1} ≤ 1 for any z ∈ B r_{εj,n} (0). (2.28)

Moreover, since for n sufficiently large^{pn−1}_{pn} ≥^{4−γ}_{4−} γ_2 , by (2.26) we get ( 1 + w_{j,n}(z) p_n )_{pn−1} = e^{(pn−1) log} ( 1+^{wj,n(z)}_{pn} ) ≤ e^{pn−1pn wj,n(z) wj,n≤0}≤ e 4−γ 4− γ2 wj,n(z) (2.26) ≤ ^C_γ |z|^{4−γ} , (2.29) for R_γ ≤ |z| ≤^r_{εj,n} and for some ^C_γ > 0. Combining (2.29) with (2.28) we get the thesis. □

Remark 2.8. By (2.16) and Lemma 2.7 we can use the dominated convergence theorem and pass to limit proving that lim n→+∞ ∫ D_n∩B r_{εj,n} (0) ( 1 + w_{j,n}(z) p_n )_{pn−1} g_n(z) dz = ∫ R^2 e^{U(z)}g(z) dz, for any sequence of sets D_n ⊂ R^2 , D_n → R^2 and any sequence of functions g_n such that g_n → g pointwise in R^2 as n → +∞ and |g_n(z)| ≤ h(z) for |z| ≤^r_{εj,n} , where the function h is such that^{h(z)}_{1+|z|4−γ} ∈ L^1(R^2 ), for some γ > 0.

Notation in the case k = 1. In this paper we focus on solutions to (1.1) for which k = 1. In order to simplify the notation let us set:

• x_∞ := x_{1,∞}, which, by (2.10), is a critical point of the Robin function R(x) := H(x, x); • x_n := x_{1,n} the local maximum point in (2.11), which coincides now with the global maximum, namely u_{pn} (x_n) = ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)}; (2.30) • ε_n := ε_{1,n} the parameter in (2.14), namely

ε_n := [ p_n‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω)} ]_{−1/2} (→ 0 as n → +∞); (2.31)

• w_n := w_{1,n} the rescaled function in (2.15); • Ω_n := Ω_{1,n} the rescaled domain in (2.15).

We will also use the following notation for this rescaling of u_{pn} : ~u_{pn} (y) = u_{pn} (x_n + ε_ny), for y ∈ Ω_n. (2.32) Observe that ‖~u_p‖_L∞_{(Ω)} = ‖u_p‖_L∞_{(Ω)}^{(2.21)}≤ ~C, (2.33) moreover, by (2.16) and (2.22) ~u_{pn} = ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ( 1 + w_n p_n ) −→ √ e in C^0_{loc}(R^2 ), as n → +∞, (2.34) p_n∇~u_{pn} = ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)}∇w_n −→ √ e ∇U in C^0_{loc}(R^2 ), as n → +∞, (2.35) Moreover (2.20) becomes p_n|y||∇~u_{pn} (y)| ≤ C for any y ∈ Ω_n and for any n. (2.36)

2.3. Linearized equation at 1-spike solutions: preliminary asymptotic results. Let (u_p) be a family of solutions to (1.1), satisfying the uniform bound (1.3), let p_n be the sequence in Theorem 2.4 and assume that Theorem 2.4 holds with k = 1. Let us denote respectively by λ_{i,n} and v_{i,n}, i ∈ N, the eigenvalues (counted with multiplicity) and the associated eigenfunctions of the linearized problem −Δv = λp_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} v in Ω v = 0 on ∂Ω ‖v‖_L∞_{(Ω)} = 1.

(2.37)

We may assume that the eigenfunctions are orthogonal in the space H^1_0 (Ω), i.e. ∫ Ω ∇v_{i,n}∇v_{j,n} = 0 ∀j ≠ i. (2.38) Taking λ =^1_{pn} in (2.37) we have that v_{1,n} = u_{pn} /‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} is a corresponding eigenfunction and hence^1_{pn} = λ_{1,n} is the first eigenvalue.

The following result holds:

Lemma 2.9. For any eigenfunction v_{i,n}, i ∈ N and for any y ∈ R^2 we have the following integral identities: ∫ ∂Ω (x − y) · ∇u_{pn} ∂v_{i,n} ∂ν dσ_x = (1 − λ_{i,n})p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{i,n} ( (x − y) · ∇u_{pn} + 2 p_n − 1 u_{pn} ) dx. (2.39) ∫ ∂Ω ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j ∂v_{i,n} ∂ν dσ_x = (1 − λ_{i,n})p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j v_{i,n}dx. (2.40) Proof. (2.39) follows arguing exactly as in [35, Lemma 4.3], (2.40) can be proved as in [35, Lemma 5.1]. □

Our aim is to study the asymptotic behavior of the eigenfunctions and eigenvalues v_{i,n} and λ_{i,n}, i ∈ N, as n → +∞. It is convenient to rescale the eigenfunctions v_{i,n} as follows: ~v_{i,n}(x) := v_{i,n}(x_n + ε_nx), x ∈ Ω_n, (2.41) where x_n and ε_n are as in (2.30) and (2.31) respectively. Then, it is easy to see that (λ_{i,n}, ~v_{i,n}) are the eigenpairs for the following eigenvalue problem −Δv = λV_n(x)v in Ω_n v = 0 on ∂Ω_n ‖v‖_L∞_{(Ωn)} = 1

(2.42)

where

V_n(x) := ( u_{pn} (x_n + ε_nx) u_{pn} (x_n) )_{pn−1} = ( 1 + w_n(x) p_n )_{pn−1} , (2.43)

and w_n = w_{1,n} is the rescaled function defined in (2.15).

In the rest of the section we prove some crucial intermediate asymptotic results for eigenvalues and eigenfunctions which will be used throughout the paper.

Lemma 2.10. Let ~v_{i,n}, i ∈ N, be the rescaled eigenfunction defined in (2.41). If ~v_{i,n} → ~v in C^0_{loc}(R^2 ) and λ_{i,n} → Λ ∈ [0, +∞) as n → +∞, then ~v ≢ 0.

Proof. Let us first consider the eigenfunction v_{i,n}, which solves (2.37) with λ = λ_{i,n}. Observe that, by (2.23), λ_{i,n}p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{i,n} → 0 locally uniformly in Ω \ {x_∞} as n → +∞. Hence from (2.37), by standard elliptic regularity estimates, we deduce that v_{i,n} −→ 0 locally uniformly in Ω \ {x_∞}, as n → +∞. (2.44) Let now ~v_{i,n} be the rescaled eigenfunction. Let us assume without loss of generality that max_{Ωn} ~v_{i,n} = 1 and let us denote by s_n ∈ Ω_n a point such that ~v_{i,n}(s_n) = 1. (2.45) Observe that B r_{εn} (0) ⊂ Ω_n (by the choice of r in Theorem 2.4) and that |s_n| < r ε_n for n large, (2.46) indeed v_{i,n}(x_n + ε_ns_n) = 1 by (2.41) and (2.45), so that by (2.44) and (2.12) we can easily deduce that x_n + ε_ns_n ∈ B_r(x_n) for n large, namely (2.46). Assume by contradiction that ~v ≡ 0, namely that ~v_{i,n} −→ 0 locally uniformly in R^2 , as n → +∞. (2.47) Then necessarily s_n → +∞ and so in particular |s_n| > 1 for n large. (2.48) Let z_n be the Kelvin transform of ~v_{i,n}, namely z_n(x) := ~v_{i,n} ( x |x|^2 ) . Observe that z_n is well defined in R^2 \ B εn_r (0) (since B r_{εn} (0) ⊂ Ω_n and ~v_{i,n} is defined in Ω_n) and by (2.42), it satisfies − Δz_n = λ_{i,n} |x|^4 V_n( x |x|^2 )z_n in R^2 \ B εn_r (0). (2.49) Moreover, by (2.47), z_n(x) → 0 as n → +∞, pointwise for any x ≠ 0. (2.50) Let us define

f_n(x) := λ_{i,n} |x|^4 V_n( x |x|^2 )z_n(x) for x ∈ B_1(0) \ B εn_r (0)

0 for x ∈ B εn_r (0).

By (2.50), the definition of V_n in (2.43) and using (2.16) we have that f_n → 0 pointwise in B_1(0), as n → +∞. Moreover by the estimate (2.27) one has

f^2_n(x) ≤ h(x) :=

(Λ + 1)^2C^2_γ |x|^{2γ} (1 + |x|^{4−γ} )^2

∈ L^1(B_1(0)), choosing γ <^1_2 .

Thus by the dominated convergence theorem lim n→+∞ ‖f_n‖_L2_{(B1(0)} = 0. (2.51)

As a consequence, considering g_n ∈ H^1_0 (B_1(0)) such that { −Δg_n = f_n in B_1(0) g_n = 0 on ∂B_1(0), (2.52) by (2.51) and the elliptic regularity we have that g_n → 0 uniformly in B_1(0) as n → +∞. (2.53) Now we consider the difference z_n −g_n. This function is harmonic on B_1(0)\B εn_r (0) by the equations (2.49) and (2.52) and the maximum principle for harmonic functions guarantees ‖z_n − g_n‖_{L∞(B1 (0))\B εnr (0))} ≤ ‖z_n − g_n‖_L∞_{(∂B1 (0))} + ‖z_n − g_n‖_L∞_{(∂B εnr (0))} ≤ ‖z_n‖_L∞_{(∂B1(0))} + ‖z_n‖_L∞_{(∂B εnr (0))} + ‖g_n‖_L∞_{(∂B εnr (0))} (2.53) = ‖~v_{i,n}‖_L∞_{(∂B1 (0))} + ‖~v_{i,n}‖_L∞_{(∂B rεn (0))} + o(1) (2.47) = ‖v_{i,n}‖_L∞_{(∂Br (xn))} + o(1) (2.12)

= ‖v_{i,n}‖_L∞_{(∂Br (x∞))} + o(1)^{(2.44)}= o(1). In conclusion, recalling again (2.53), we get ‖z_n‖_{L∞(B1(0)\B εnr (0))} ≤ ‖g_n‖_L∞_{(B1(0))} + ‖z_n − g_n‖_{L∞(B1(0)\B εnr (0))} = o(1), which contradicts the fact that by (2.46) and (2.48) s_n |s_n|^2 ∈ B_1(0) \ B εn_r (0) and z_n ( s_n |s_n|^2 ) = ~v_{i,n}(s_n)^{(2.45)}= 1. □ Next, let us recall a well known characterization of the kernel of the linearized operator at U of the Liouville equation obtained in [26].

Lemma 2.11. Let v ∈ C^2(R^2 ) be a solution of the following problem { −Δv = e^U v in R^2 v ∈ L^∞(R^2 ), (2.54) where U is defined in (2.17). Then v(y) = 2∑ k=1 a_ky_k 8 + |y|^2 + b 8 − |y|^2 8 + |y|^2 for some a_k, b ∈ R.

Lemma 2.12. Let i ∈ N. If λ_{i,n} → 1, as n → +∞, then there exists R^3 ∋ (a^i_1, a^i_2, b^i) ≠ (0, 0, 0) such that ~v_{i,n}(y) −→ 2∑ j=1 a^i_jy_j 8 + |y|^2 + b^i 8 − |y|^2 8 + |y|^2 as n → +∞ in C^1_{loc}(R^2 ), (2.55)

where ~v_{i,n} is the rescaled eigenfunction defined in (2.41).

Proof. The rescaled eigenfunction ~v_{i,n} satisfies the eigenvalue problem (2.42). By the assumption λ_{i,n} → 1, (2.16) and standard elliptic estimates we have that ~v_{i,n} converges in C^1_{loc}(R^2 ) to a solution ~v_i of (2.54). By Lemma 2.11 we have that ~v_i(y) = 2∑ k=1 a^i_ky_k 8 + |y|^2 + b^i 8 − |y|^2 8 + |y|^2 , for some (a^i_1, a^i_2, b^i) ∈ R^3 . At last (a^i_1, a^i_2, b^i) ≠ (0, 0, 0) by Lemma 2.10 (applied with Λ = 1). □ Proposition 2.13. Let i ∈ N. Suppose that λ_{i,n} → 1 as n → +∞ and that b^i ≠ 0, where b^i is the constant in (2.55). Then: p_nv_{i,n} → −8πb^iG(x, x_∞) in C^1_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}) (2.56) and λ_{i,n} = 1 + 6 p_n (1 + o(1)) as n → +∞. (2.57)

Proof. Step 1. We prove (2.56).

Multiplying equations (1.1) (with p = p_n) and (2.37) (with p = p_n and v = v_{i,n}) by v_{i,n} and u_{pn} respectively, integrating by parts and subtracting, we get ∫ Ω u^{pn}_{pn} v_{i,n}dx = 0. Then 0 = ∫ Ω u^{pn}_{pn} v_{i,n}dx = ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} (u_{pn} − ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} + ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)})v_{i,n}dx = ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{i,n}dx + ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} (u_{pn} − ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)})v_{i,n}dx. (2.58)

Moreover ∫ Ω\B_r (x_n) u^{pn−1}_{pn} (‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} − u_{pn} )|v_{i,n}|dx ≤ 2|Ω|‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω\Br (xn))}‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} (⋆) ≤ 2|Ω|‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω\B r2 (x∞))}‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} (2.23)+(2.21)

= o(1), (2.59) where in (⋆) we have used that B r_2 (x_∞) ⊆ B_r(x_n) for n large, which is a consequence of (2.12). So by (2.58) and (2.59) we have − ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{i,n}dx = ∫ B_r (x_n) u^{pn−1}_{pn} (u_{pn} − ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)})v_{i,n}dx + o(1). (2.60) Next, rescaling and recalling the definitions of ~v_{i,n} (see (2.41)) and w_n (see (2.15)), we have ∫ B_r (x_n) u^{pn−1}_{pn} (u_{pn} − ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)})v_{i,n}dx = (2.41)

= ε^2_n ∫ B r_{εn} (0) u^{pn−1}_{pn} (x_n + ε_ny)(u_{pn} (x_n + ε_ny) − ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)})~v_{i,n}(y)dy

(2.31)+(2.15) = ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} p_n^2 ∫ B r_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n(y) p_n )_{pn−1} w_n(y)~v_{i,n}(y)dy

(2.16)+(2.55) = ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} p_n^2 ∫ R^2 e^{U(y)}U(y) 2∑ j=1 a^i_jy_j 8 + |y|^2 + b^i 8 − |y|^2 8 + |y|^2 dy + o(1) ,(2.61)

where the passage to the limit in the last equality can be done arguing as in Remark 2.8. Indeed, setting g_n := w_n~v_{i,n}, by (2.16) and (2.55) one has g(y) := U(y) ( ∑_2 j=1 a^i_j y_j 8+|y|^2 + b i 8−|y|^2 8+|y|^2 ) . Moreover, by the local uniform convergence (2.16) of w_n and its estimate (2.26), one can take h(y) := { C for |y| ≤ R_γ ( 4 −^γ_2 ) | log |y|| + ~C_γ for R_γ < |y| ≤^r_{εn} and finally choosing γ = 2, Remark 2.8 applies. Substituting (2.61) into (2.60), we get

p^2_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{i,n}dx = ∫ R^2 e^{U(y)}U(y) 2∑ j=1 a^i_j y_j 8 + |y|^2 + b^i 8 − |y|^2 8 + |y|^2 dy + o(1) (2.17)

= −8πb^i + o(1). (2.62) As a consequence, using the Green’s representation formula, for x ≠ x_∞, we can write p_nv_{i,n}(x) = p_nλ_{i,n} ∫ Ω G(x, y)p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy = λ_{i,n}G(x, x_n)p^2_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy + + p^2_nλ_{i,n} ∫ Ω (G(x, y) − G(x, x_n))u^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy =:I_{i,n}(x) (2.62)

= −8πb^iG(x, x_n)(1 + o(1)) + I_{i,n}(x)

(2.12) = −8πb^iG(x, x_∞)(1 + o(1)) + I_{i,n}(x). To get (2.56) it is enough to show that I_{i,n}(x) = o(1) in C^1_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}). For any x ∈ Ω \ {x_∞} we can chose δ ∈ (0, r) (where r is as in the statement of Theorem 2.4) such that x /∈ B_{2δ}(x_∞) ⊂ Ω and we can split Ω in three pieces: Ω \ B_δ(x_n), B_δ(x_n) \ B_p−2_n (x_n), B_p−2_n (x_n). Integrating separately in the three regions we obtain: p^2_nλ_{i,n} ∫ Ω\B_δ (x_n) |G(x, y) − G(x, x_n)|u^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)|v_{i,n}(y)|dy |y−x_n|≥δ ≤ p^2_nC‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω\B δ} 2 (x_∞))

(2.23)

= o(1). (2.63)

Next, by scaling and applying (2.27) with γ = 1, we get: p^2_nλ_{i,n} ∫ B_δ (x_n)\B 1 p^2_n

(x_n) |G(x, y) − G(x, x_n)|u^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)|v_{i,n}(y)|dy =

≤ p_nC ∫ B δ ε_n (0)\B 1 p^2_nε_n (0) (|G(x, x_n + ε_nz)| + |G(x, x_n)|) ( 1 + w_n(z) p_n )_{pn−1} dz (2.27) ≤ p_n ∫ B_{δεn} (0)\B_1 p2nεn (0) (|G(x, x_n + ε_nz)| + |G(x, x_n)|) C 1 + |z|^3 dz

≤ p_n ∫ B_{δεn} (0)\B_1 p2nεn (0) (|G(x, x_n + ε_nz)| + |G(x, x_n)|) C |z|^3 dz

≤ p^7_nε^3_nC ∫ B_{δεn} (0)\B_1 p2nεn (0) (|G(x, x_n + ε_nz)| + |G(x, x_n)|)dz

≤ p^7_nε_nC ∫ B_δ (x_n) (|G(x, y)| + |G(x, x_n)|)dy (2.31) = Cp^{132}_n ‖u_{pn} ‖^{12 (pn−1)} L^∞(Ω) ∫ B_δ (x_n) (|G(x, y)| + |G(x, x_n)|)dy G(x, · )∈L^1 ≤ Cp^{132}_n ‖u_{pn} ‖^{12 (pn−1)} L^∞(Ω) −→ n→+∞ 0, (2.64)

where the last convergence is due to (2.22). At last, recalling that x ∉ B_{2δ}(x_∞):

p^2_nλ_{i,n} ∫ B 1 p^2_n

(x_n) |G(x, y) − G(x, x_n)|u^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)|v_{i,n}(y)|dy

≤ p^2_nC sup ξ∈B 1 p^2_n

(x_n) |∇G(x, ξ)| ∫ B 1 p^2_n

(x_n) |y − x_n|u^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)dy

≤ C sup ξ∈B 1 p^2_n

(x_n) |∇G(x, ξ)| ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)dy^{(2.24)}≤ C p_n sup ξ∈B 1 p^2_n

(x_n) |∇G(x, ξ)| −→ 0_{n→+∞} . (2.65) Combining (2.63), (2.64) and (2.65) we get that I_{i,n}(x) = o(1). It is not difficult to see that the convergence is C^0_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}), the uniform convergence of the derivatives p_n^{∂vi,n}_{∂xj} may be done in a similar way, so we omit it.

Step 2. We derive (2.57).

By the integral identity (2.39) with y = x_n, we have

p_n ∫ ∂Ω (x−x_n)·∇u_{pn} ∂v_{i,n} ∂ν dσ_x = (1−λ_{i,n})p^2_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{i,n} ( (x − x_n) · ∇u_{pn} + 2 p_n − 1 u_{pn} ) dx. (2.66)

By (2.12), Proposition 2.13 and (2.8) we can determine the rate of decay of the l.h.s. of (2.66): p_n ∫ ∂Ω (x − x_n) · ∇u_{pn} ∂v_{i,n} ∂ν dσ_x = − 64π^2 √ eb^i p_n (1 + o(1)) ∫ ∂Ω (x − x_∞) · ν(x) ( ∂G ∂ν (x, x_∞) )_2 dσ_x (2.3) = − 32π √ eb^i p_n (1 + o(1)) (2.67)

On the other hand recalling the definition of the rescaled functions w_n := w_{1,n} (see (2.15)) and ~u_{pn} (see (2.32)) we have

p^2_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} (x)v_{i,n}(x) ( (x − x_n) · ∇u_{pn} + 2 p_n − 1 u_{pn} ) dx = (⋆) = p^2_n ∫ B_r (x_n) u^{pn−1}_{pn} (x)v_{i,n}(x) ( (x − x_n) · ∇u_{pn} + 2 p_n − 1 u_{pn} ) dx + o(1) = ∫ B r_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n(y) p_n )_{pn−1} p_n~v_{i,n}(y) ( y · ∇~u_{pn} (y) + 2 p_n − 1 ~u_{pn} (y) ) dy + o(1), (2.68)

where r is as in the statement of Theorem 2.4 and in (⋆) we have used that B r_2 (x_∞) ⊆ B_r(x_n) for n large by (2.12), so that | | | p^2_n ∫ Ω\B_r (x_n) u^{pn−1}_{pn} (x)v_{i,n}(x) ( (x − x_n) · ∇u_{pn} + 2 p_n − 1 u_{pn} ) dx | | | ≤ ≤ p^2_n ∫ Ω\B r_2 (x_∞) u^{pn−1}_{pn} (x) | |(x − x_n) · ∇u_{pn} + 2 p_n − 1 u_{pn} | | dx (2.20)+(2.21) ≤ |Ω|p_n‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω\B r} 2 (x_∞))C

(2.23)

= o(1).

Arguing as in Remark 2.8, we can pass to the limit into (2.68). Indeed, setting now g_n(y) := p_n~v_{i,n}(y) ( y · ∇~u_{pn} (y) +^2_{pn−1} ~u_{pn} (y) ) , by (2.34), (2.35) and (2.55) one has g(y) := √ e(y · ∇U(y) + 2) ( ∑_2 j=1 a^i_j y_j 8+|y|^2 + b i 8−|y|^2 8+|y|^2 ) and by (2.36) and (2.33), one can take h to be a constant function. Hence we get ∫ B r_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n(y) p_n )_{pn−1} p_n~v_{i,n} ( y · ∇~u_{pn} (y) + 2 p_n − 1 ~u_{pn} (y) ) dy

= √ e ∫ R^2 (y · ∇U(y) + 2) 2∑ j=1 a^i_jy_j 8 + |y|^2 + b^i 8 − |y|^2 8 + |y|^2 dy + o(1)

(2.17)

= 128 √ e ∫ R^2 8 − |y|^2 (8 + |y|^2)^3 2∑ j=1 a^i_j y_j 8 + |y|^2 + b^i 8 − |y|^2 8 + |y|^2 dy + o(1)

= 16 3 π √ eb^i + o(1).

(2.69)

Inserting (2.67), (2.68) and (2.69) into (2.66) we derive that − 32π √ eb^i p_n (1 + o(1)) = (1 − λ_{i,n}) 16 3 π √ eb^i(1 + o(1)).

Since by assumption b^i ≠ 0, we find (2.57). □

3. Proof of (1.7) and (1.8) of Theorem 1.2 This section is devoted to the proof of (1.7) and (1.8) of Theorem 1.2.

First we show that both the eigenvalues λ_{2,n} and λ_{3,n} of (2.37) converge to 1, as n → +∞, and we also obtain a first estimate on their asymptotic behavior (Proposition 3.1 below). Then we prove a convergence result for the corresponding rescaled eigenfunctions ~v_{2,n} and ~v_{3,n} (Proposition 3.2). Finally at the end of the section we prove (1.7) and (1.8) of Theorem 1.2.

Proposition 3.1. We have

λ_{i,n} ≤ 1 + Cε^2_n (3.1) λ_{i,n} −→ 1 as n → +∞ (3.2)

for i = 2, 3.

Proof. By the variational characterization of the eigenvalues we have λ_{i,n} = inf_{W ⊂H1} 0 (Ω) dimW =i max_{v∈W} v≠0 ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx (3.3)

Observe that the functions^{∂up}_{∂x1} ,^{∂up}_{∂x2} solve the equation in (2.37) when λ = 1, but not the boundary conditions, hence they are almost in the Ker(L_p). We cut-off and use them as test functions in order to estimate the eigenvalues λ_{i,n}. Let r > 0 be as in Theorem 2.4 and let ~ϕ ∈ C^∞_0 (B_r(0)) be such that ~ϕ ≡ 1 in B r_2 (0), 0 ≤ ~ϕ ≤ 1 in B_r(0). Let us define the functions of H^1_0 (Ω) ψ_{i,n} := ∂u_{pn} ∂x_i ϕ_n i = 1, 2

where ϕ_n(x) := ~ϕ(x − x_n) and x_n is as in (2.30), and let us denote by W_i := span{u_{pn} , ψ_{j,n}, j = 1, . . . , i − 1}, i = 2, 3. It is easy to see (similarly as in [35, Lemma 3.1]) that the functions u_{pn} , ψ_{1,n}, ψ_{2,n} are linearly independent for n sufficiently large, then dimW_i = i. As a consequence, by (3.3), it follows that λ_{i,n} ≤ max_{v∈Wi} v≠0 ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx . (3.4)

Let us evaluate separately ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx and p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx for a function v ∈ W_i, i.e. for

v = a_0u_{pn} + i−1∑ j=1 a_jψ_{j,n} = a_0u_{pn} + ϕ_nz_n

where z_n := i−1∑ j=1 a_j ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j (3.5) and a_0, a_1, . . . a_{i−1} ∈ R. We have p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx = p_na^2_0 ∫ Ω u^{pn+1}_{pn} dx + 2p_na_0 ∫ Ω u^{pn}_{pn} ϕ_nz_n dx + p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ϕ^2_nz^2_n dx = p_na^2_0 ∫ Ω u^{pn+1}_{pn} dx + 2p_na_oA_{n,i} + C_{n,i} (3.6) Moreover ∫ Ω |∇v|^2 dx = ∫ Ω |∇a_0u_{pn} + ϕ_nz_n|^2 dx = a^2_0 ∫ Ω |∇u_{pn} |^2dx + 2a_0 ∫ Ω ∇u_{pn} ∇(ϕ_nz_n)dx + ∫ Ω |∇(ϕ_nz_n)|^2dx (1.1)

= a^2_0 ∫ Ω u^{pn+1}_{pn} dx + 2a_0 ∫ Ω ∇u_{pn} ∇(ϕ_nz_n)dx =:I_n + ∫ Ω |∇(ϕ_nz_n)|^2dx =:II_n . (3.7)

Multiplying (1.1) by ϕ_nz_n and integrating we have I_n = ∫ Ω ∇u_{pn} ∇(ϕ_nz_n)dx = ∫ Ω u^{pn}_{pn} ϕ_nz_ndx. (3.8) Moreover z_n satisfies the equation −Δz_n = p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} z_n in Ω, multiplying it by ϕ^2_nz_n and integrating we have ∫ Ω ϕ^2_n|∇z_n|^2dx + 2 ∫ Ω ϕ_nz_n∇ϕ_n · ∇z_ndx = p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ϕ^2_nz^2_ndx (3.9) and then II_n = ∫ Ω |∇(ϕ_nz_n)|^2dx = ∫ Ω |∇ϕ_n|^2z^2_ndx + ∫ Ω ϕ^2_n|∇z_n|^2dx + 2 ∫ Ω ϕ_nz_n∇ϕ_n · ∇z_ndx (3.9) = ∫ Ω |∇ϕ_n|^2z^2_ndx + p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ϕ^2_nz^2_ndx. (3.10) Substituting (3.10) and (3.8) into (3.7) we then have ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx = a^2_0 ∫ Ω u^{pn+1}_{pn} dx + 2a_0 ∫ Ω u^{pn}_{pn} ϕ_nz_ndx + ∫ Ω |∇ϕ_n|^2z^2_ndx + p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ϕ^2_nz^2_ndx. (3.11) By (3.11) and (3.6) we get max v∈W_i v≠0 ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx =

= max a_0,...,a_{i−1}∈R 1 + (1 − p_n)a^2_0 ∫ Ω u^{pn+1}_{pn} dx + 2(1 − p_n)a_0A_{n,i} + B_{n,i} p_na^2_0 ∫ Ω u^{pn+1}_{pn} dx + 2p_na_0A_{n,i} + C_{n,i} , (3.12)

where A_{n,i} := ∫ Ω u^{pn}_{pn} ϕ_n i−1∑ j=1 a_j ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j dx, (3.13)

B_{n,i} := ∫ Ω |∇ϕ_n|^2 i−1∑ j=1 a_j ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j 2 dx, (3.14)

C_{n,i} := p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ϕ^2_n i−1∑ j=1 a_j ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j 2 dx. (3.15)

Step 1. We estimate the terms A_{n,i}, B_{n,i} and C_{n,i}.

Integrating by part, since ∇ϕ_n vanishes in B r_2 (x_n)

A_{n,i} = 1 p_n + 1 ∫ Ω ϕ_n i−1∑ j=1 ∂(u^{pn+1}_{pn} ) ∂x_j dx = − 1 p_n + 1 ∫ Ω i−1∑ j=1 ∂ϕ_n ∂x_j u^{pn+1}_{pn} dx

= − 1 p_n + 1 ∫ Ω∩{|x−x_n|≥^r_2 } i−1∑ j=1 ∂ϕ_n ∂x_j u^pn^{+1}_{pn} dx,

so, since x_n → x_∞ and using the convergence in (2.8) |A_{n,i}| ≤ 1 p_n + 1 ∫ Ω∩{|x−x_n|≥^r_2 } i−1∑ j=1 | | | ∂ϕ_n ∂x_j | | | u^{pn+1}_{pn} dx x_n→x_∞ ≤ C p_n(p_n + 1) p_n ∫ Ω∩{|x−x_∞|≥^r_4 } u^{pn+1}_{pn} dx (2.19) ≤ C_r p^3_n(p_n + 1) ∫ Ω∩{|x−x_∞|≥^r_4 } (p_nu_{pn} )^2dx^{(2.8)}= O ( 1 p^4_n ) . (3.16)

Similarly, using again that x_n → x_∞ and the convergence in (2.8)

B_{n,i} = 1 p^2_n ∫ Ω∩{|x−x_n|≥^r_2 } |∇~ϕ(x − x_n)|^2 i−1∑ j=1 a_j p_n ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j 2 dx (2.8) = 1 p^2_n

( ~C + o(1)) (3.17)

where

~C := 64π^2e ∫ Ω |∇~ϕ(x − x_∞)|^2 i−1∑ j=1 a_j ∂G(x, x_∞) ∂x_j 2 dx > 0.

Finally, by changing variable and recalling the definition of w_n C_{n,i} = p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ϕ^2_n i−1∑ j=1 a_j ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j 2 dx

= ‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω)} p_n ∫ B r_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n p_n )_{pn−1} ‖u_{pn} ‖^2_L∞_{(Ω)} ~ϕ(ε_ny)^2 i−1∑ j=1 a_j ∂w_n ∂y_j 2 dy (⋆) = ^C ‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω)} p_n (1 + o_n(1)) (3.18)

with ^C := e ∫ R^2 e^U i−1∑ j=1 a_j ∂U ∂y_j 2 > 0, where the passage to the limit in (⋆) can be justified arguing as in Remark 2.8. Indeed, setting g_n := ‖u_{pn} ‖^2_{L∞(Ω)} ~ϕ(ε_ny)^2 (∑_{i−1} j=1 a_j^{∂wn}_{∂yj} )_2 , by (2.22) and (2.16) one has g := e (∑_{i−1} j=1 a_j^{∂U}_{∂yj} )_2

. Moreover, recalling the definition of ~u_{pn} (see (2.32)), one has ∂w_n ∂y_j = ‖up^n ‖ −1 L^∞(Ω)pn ∂~u_{pn} ∂y_j , hence | | | ∂w_n(y) ∂y_j | | | (2.36) ≤ C ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} 1 |y| (2.22) ≤ C 1 |y| for y ∈ Ω_n,

moreover, for R > 0 fixed, by (2.16) ‖ ‖ ‖∂w^n ∂y_j ‖ ‖ ‖ L^∞(B_R(0)) ≤ C, as a consequence we can take h(y) := C { 1 for |y| ≤ R 1 |y|^2 for R < |y| ≤ r ε_n , for a suitable constant C > 0, and apply Remark 2.8.

Step 2. We prove that there exists C_0 > 0 such that max v∈W_i v≠0 ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx ≥ 1 + C_0ε^2_n. (3.19)

Choosing (a_0, . . . , a_{i−1}) = (0, 1, . . . , 1) we deduce by (3.12) max v∈W_i v≠0 ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx ≥ 1 + B_{n,i} C_{n,i} , where B_{n,i} and C_{n,i} are defined in (3.14) and (3.15) respectively. Hence using the estimates (3.17) and (3.18) we get max v∈W_i v≠0 ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx ≥ 1 +

~C(1 + o_n(1)) ^Cp_n‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω)}(1 + o_n(1)) ≥ 1 + ε^2_nC_0, where C_0 :=^1_2^{~C}_{^C} .

Step 3. Proof of (3.1).

Let us denote by a_{0,n}, a_{1,n}, . . . , a_{i−1,n} the point of R^i where the quotient in (3.12) achieves its maximum. By (3.12), the limit of the energy in (2.9) and the estimates in (3.16), (3.17) and (3.18) we derive max v∈W_i v≠0 ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx = 1 +

−a^2_{0,n}(8πe + o_n(1)) − 2a_{0,n}O

(_1

p^3_n ) +^{~C}_{p2n} (1 + o(1))

a^2_{0,n}(8πe + o_n(1)) + 2a_{0,n}O

(_1

p^3_n ) + ^C^{‖upn ‖} pn−1 L∞(Ω) p_n (1 + on(1))

= 1 + ε^2_n

−a^2_{0,n}p^2_n(8πe + o_n(1)) − 2a_{0,n}p_nO

(_1

p^2_n ) + ~C(1 + o(1))

ε^2_na^2_{0,n}p^2_n(8πe + o_n(1)) + 2a_{0,n}p_nε^2_nO

(_1

p^2_n ) + ^C(1 + o_n(1)) . (3.20)

As a consequence |a_{0,n}p_n| ≤ C (3.21) otherwise from (3.20) one gets a contradiction with (3.19). From (3.4), (3.20) with (3.21) we get the conclusion λ_{i,n} ≤ 1 + ε^2_nC. Step 4. Proof of (3.2). By (3.1) it is enough to prove λ_{2,n} → 1 as n → +∞. Observe that 1 p_n = λ_{1,n} ≤ λ_{2,n}^{(3.1)}≤ 1 + ε_nC

Hence, up to a subsequence, λ_{2,n} → Λ ∈ [0, 1]. Assume by contradiction that Λ < 1. (3.22) Let us consider an eigenfunction v_{2,n} related to λ_{2,n}, which solves (2.37), and let ~v_{2,n} be its rescaling defined as in (2.41) and which solves (2.42). It is easy to show that ∇~v_{2,n} is uniformly bounded in L^2(R^2 ), indeed: ∫ R^2 |∇~v_{2,n}|^2dy = ∫ Ω_n

|∇~v_{2,n}|^2dy^{(2.42)}= λ_{2,n} ∫ Ω_n ( 1 + w_n p_n )_{pn−1} ~v^2_{,n}dy ≤ ∫ Ω_n ( 1 + w_n p_n )_{pn−1} dy = p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} dx^{(2.24)}≤ C. So by the standard elliptic regularity theory ~v_{2,n} → ~v in C^1_{loc}(R^2 ) where ~v ≠ 0 by Lemma 2.10 and it is a solution of the limit eigenvalue problem { −Δ~v = Λe^U ~v in R^2 ‖~v‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ≤ 1. (3.23)

Taking the stereographic projection on the S^1 sphere, problem (3.23) is reduced to the eigenvalue problem for the Laplace-Beltrami operator −Δ_S1 with the same eigenvalue Λ, by (3.22) it then follows, that Λ = 0 and so ~v = const ≠ 0. (3.24)

Observe also that ∫ Ω\B_r (x_n) u^{pn}_{pn} |v_{2,n}|dx ≤ |Ω|‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω\Br (xn))}‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} (⋆) ≤ 2|Ω|‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω\B r2 (x∞))}‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} (2.23)+(2.21)

= o(1), (3.25) where in (⋆) we have used that B r_2 (x_∞) ⊆ B_r(x_n) for n large, which is a consequence of (2.12). By (3.24), using (3.25) and the dominated convergence theorem (similarly as in Remark 2.8, being ‖~v_{2,n}‖_L∞_{(Ωn)} = 1), one has: p_n ∫ Ω ∇ u_{pn} ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ∇v_{2,n}dx^{(1.1)}= p_n ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ∫ Ω u^{pn}_{pn} v_{2,n}dx (3.25) = p_n ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ∫ B_r (x_n) u^{pn}_{pn} v_{2,n}dx + o(1) = ∫ B r_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n p_n )_{pn} ~v_{2,n}dy + o(1) (2.16) = ~v ∫ R^2

e^U dy + o(1) ≠ 0,

but this is in contradiction with the orthogonality in H^1_0 (Ω) of the eigenfunctions v_{1,n} = u_{pn} ‖u_{pn} ‖_L∞_{(Ω)} and v2,n (see (2.38)). □

Proposition 3.2. Let ~v_{i,n} be the rescaled eigenfunction defined in (2.41), we have: ~v_{i,n}(y) −→ 2∑ j=1 a^i_j y_j 8 + |y|^2 as n → +∞ in C^1_{loc}(R^2 ) (3.26)

for i = 2, 3, for some vectors a^i = (a^i_1, a^i_2) ≠ 0 in R^2 , a^2 and a^3 orthogonal in R^2 .

Proof. Applying Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 2.12 we get the existence of a^i_1, a^i_2, b^i ∈ R, (a^i_1, a^i_2, b^i) ≠ (0, 0, 0) such that ~v_{i,n}(y) −→ 2∑ j=1 a^i_j y_j 8 + |y|^2 + b^i 8 − |y|^2 8 + |y|^2 as n → +∞ in C^1_{loc}(R^2 ).

Assume by contradiction that b^i ≠ 0, then by (2.57) in Proposition 2.13 we have that for n sufficiently large λ_{i,n} ≥ 1 + 3 p_n , but this is in contradiction with the estimate (3.1) in Proposition 3.1, hence necessarily b^i = 0 and (3.26) holds.

Next we show the orthogonality of the vectors a^2 and a^3. By assumption ∫ Ω ∇v_{2,n}∇v_{3,n}dx = 0. Using equation (2.37) we get ∫ Ω p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{2,n}v_{3,n}dx = 0, so by (2.23) ∫

B_r (x_n) p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{2,n}v_{3,n}dx + o(1) = 0, where r is as in the statement of Theorem 2.4. Rescaling and recalling the definition of w_n := w_{1,n} (see (2.15)) and of ~v_{i,n} (see (2.41)) we obtain ∫ B r_{εn} ( 1 + w_n p_n )_{pn−1} ~v_{2,n}~v_{3,n}dz + o(1) = 0. Using (2.16) and the convergence in (3.26), arguing as in Remark 2.8 with g_n := ~v_{2,n}~v_{3,n}, g :=^{(a21z1+a2z2)(a31 z1+a32z2)}

(8+|z|^2)^2 and h = 1 (since ‖~vi,n‖L^∞(Ωn) = 1), we can pass to the limit and

get ∫

R^2 e^{U(z)} (a^2_1z_1 + a^2z_2)(a^3_1z_1 + a^3_2z_2) (8 + |z|^2)^2 dz = 0, hence, by (2.17), 2∑ h,k=1 a^2_ha^3_k ∫ R^2 z_hz_k (8 + |z|^2)^4 dz = 0, which implies 2∑ h=1 a^2_ha^3_h = 0,

namely that the vectors a^2 and a^3 are orthogonal in R^2 . □

3.1. Proof of (1.7) in Theorem 1.2.

Proof. Let us chose τ_n = o(1) such that ε_n τ^7_n

→ 0. (3.27)

Observe that r ε_n ≥ τ_n ε_n → +∞. (3.28)

Step.1 We show that v_{i,n} = E_n + F_n + o(ε_n) in C^1_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}), (3.29) where E_n(x) := λ_{i,n}G(x, x_n) ∫ B_{τn} (x_n) p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy (3.30) and F_n(x) := λ_{i,n} 2∑ j=1 ∂G ∂y_j (x, x_n) ∫ B_{τn} (x_n) p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)(y − x_n)_j dy. (3.31)

For any x ≠ x_∞ there exists δ ∈ (0, r) (where r is as in the statement of Theorem 2.4) such that x ∉ B_{2δ}(x_∞) ⊂ Ω.

Using the Green’s representation formula we have v_{i,n}(x) = λ_{i,n} ∫ Ω G(x, y)p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy = λ_{i,n} ∫ Ω\B_δ (x_n) G(x, y)p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy +λ_{i,n} ∫ B_δ (x_n)\B_{τn} (x_n) G(x, y)p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy +λ_{i,n} ∫ B_{τn} (x_n) G(x, y)p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy = A_n(x) + B_n(x) + C_n(x). (3.32)

Let us estimate the three terms separately. |A_n(x)| := |λ_{i,n} ∫ Ω\B_δ (x_n) G(x, y)p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy| ≤ C ∫ Ω\B_δ (x_n) |G(x, y)|p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)dy ≤ p_n‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω\B δ2 (x∞))} ∫ Ω |G(x, y)|dy ≤ p_n( 1 √ p_n )^{pn−1}C = o(ε_n), (3.33)

where in the second inequality we have used that for p sufficiently large ‖u_{pn} ‖^{pn−1}_{L∞(Ω\B δ2 (x∞))} ≤ 1√ p_n by (2.7) and that G(x, · ) ∈ L 1 y(Ω).

For the term B_n we rescale, use the definition of w_n := w_{1,n} (see (2.15)), the estimate (2.27) in Lemma 2.7 and get (choosing γ =^1_2 ): |B_n(x)| := |λ_{i,n} ∫ B_δ (x_n)\B_{τn} (x_n) G(x, y)p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy| ≤ ∫ B δ ε_n (0)\B τ_n ε_n (0) |G(x, x_n + ε_nz)| ( 1 + w_n(z) p_n )_{pn−1} dz (2.27) ≤ ∫ B δ ε_n (0)\B τ_n ε_n (0) |G(x, x_n + ε_nz)| C 1 + |z|^{7/2} dz

≤ ∫ B δ ε_n (0)\B τ_n ε_n (0) |G(x, x_n + ε_nz)| C |z|^{7/2} dz

≤ C ε^{7/2}_n τ^{7/2}_n ∫ B δ ε_n (0)\B τ_n ε_n (0) |G(x, x_n + ε_nz)|dz

≤ C ε^{3/2}_n τ^{7/2}_n ∫ Ω |G(x, y)|dy

G∈L^1_y ≤ ε_n √ ε_n τ^7_n

C^{(3.27)}= o(ε_n). (3.34)

For any y ∈ B_{τn} (x_n) and x /∈ B_{2δ}(x_∞) the function G is regular and we can expand it in Taylor series: G(x, y) = G(x, x_n) + 2∑ j=1 ∂G ∂y_j (x, x_n)(y − x_n)_j + 1 2 2∑ j,k=1 ∂^2G ∂y_j∂y_k (x, η_n)(y − x_n)_j (y − x_n)_k,

(3.35) where η_n is a point on the line between y and x_n, so η_n ∈ B_{τn} (x_n). As a consequence C_n(x) := λ_{i,n} ∫ B_{τn} (x_n) G(x, y)p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy (3.35)

= D_n(x) + E_n(x) + F_n(x), (3.36) where E_n and F_n are defined in (3.30) and (3.31) respectively and

D_n(x) := λ_{i,n} 2 ∫ B_{τn} (x_n) 2∑ j,k=1 ∂^2G ∂y_j∂y_k (x, η_n)(y − x_n)_j (y − x_n)_kp_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy. We now prove that D_n = o(ε_n). Notice that, since x /∈ B_{2δ} (x_∞) and η_n ∈ B_{τn} (x_n) ⊂ B_δ(x_∞), we have | | | ∂^2G ∂y_j∂y_k (x, η_n) | | | ≤ sup y∈B_δ (x_∞), j,k=1,2 | | | ∂^2G ∂y_j∂y_k (x, y) | | | = C, so we get |D_n(x)| ≤ Cτ_n ∫ B_{τn} (x_n) p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)|y − x_n|dy = Cτ_nε_n ∫ B τn_{εn (0)} ( 1 + w_n(z) p_n )_{pn−1} |z|dz (⋆) = Cτ_nε_n (∫ R^2 e^{U(z)}|z|dz = Cτ_nε_n + o(1) )_{(3.27)}

= o(ε_n), (3.37)

where the convergence in (⋆) is due to (2.16) and the passage to the limit is possible by virtue of Remark 2.8, observing that (3.28) holds.

The proof of (3.29) follows substituting (3.37), (3.36), (3.34) and (3.33) into (3.32). Observe that we have proved the C^0_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}) convergence, the uniform convergence of the derivatives^{∂vi,n}_{∂xj} , j = 1, 2 may be done in a similar way, so we omit it.

Step 2. We show that

F_n = ε_n2π 2∑ j=1 a^i_j ∂G ∂x_j ( · , x_∞) + o(ε_n) as n → +∞ in C^1_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}). (3.38)

F_n(x) ε_n = λ_{i,n} ε_n 2∑ j=1 ∂G ∂y_j (x, x_n) ∫ B_{τn} (x_n) p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)(y − x_n)_j dy

= (1 + o(1)) 2∑ j=1 ∂G ∂y_j (x, x_∞) + o(1) ∫ B τn_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n(z) p_n )_{pn−1} ~v_{i,n}z_j dz (⋆) = 2∑ j=1 ∂G ∂y_j (x, x_∞) ∫ R^2 e^U a^i_1z_1 + a^i_2z_2

8 + |z|^2 z_j dz + o(1) (⋆⋆) = 2π 2∑ j=1 a^i_j ∂G ∂y_j (x, x_∞) + o(1)

where the convergence in (⋆) is due to (2.16), (3.26) and (3.28) and the passage to the limit is allowed by Remark 2.8, taking g_n(z) := ~v_{i,n}z_j , g(z) :=^{ai1z1+ai2z2}_{8+|z|2} z_j (by (3.26)) and h(z) = |z| (since ‖~v_{i,n}‖_L∞_{(Ωn)} = 1). While the equality in (⋆⋆) is a consequence of the definition of U (see (2.17)), computing explicitely the integral. It is not difficult to see that the convergence is C^0_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}), moreover in a similar way one can prove the C^1_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}) convergence.

Step 3. We prove that E_n = o(ε_n) in C^1_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}). (3.39)

By a change of variable and using (2.12) we get E_n(x) = λ_{i,n}G(x, x_n) ∫ B_{τn} (x_n) p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} (y)v_{i,n}(y)dy = (1 + o(1))G(x, x_∞) ∫ B τn_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n(z) p_n )_{pn−1} ~v_{i,n}(z)dz (⋆) = (1 + o(1))G(x, x_∞) (∫ R^2 e^U a^i_1z_1 + a^i_2z_2 8 + |z|^2 dz + o(1) ) = o(1) (3.40)

where the passage to the limit in (⋆) is due to (2.16), (3.26) and (3.28) and follows by Remark 2.8, taking g_n(z) := ~v_{i,n}, g(z) :=^{ai1z1+ai2z2}_{8+|z|2} and h(z) = 1. Let us define γ_{i,n} = ∫ B τn_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n(z) p_n )_{pn−1} ~v_{i,n}(z)dz, We prove that γ_{i,n} = o(ε_n). (3.41) Finally (3.41), combined with (3.40), implies that E_n(x) = o(ε_n), moreover it is not difficult to see that this convergence is C^0_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}); then, in a similar way, one can also prove the C^1_{loc}(Ω \ {x_∞}) convergence, getting (3.39), we omit the details. Proof of (3.41): let us suppose by contradiction that lim_{n→+∞}^{εn}_{γi,n} = c < +∞. Then by (3.29) and (3.38) v_{i,n}(x) γ_{i,n} = E_n(x) γ_{i,n} + 2πc 2∑ j=1 a^i_j ∂G ∂y_j (x, x_∞) + o(1), (3.42)

Observe that by (2.40) we have ∫ ∂Ω p_n ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j ∂v_{i,n} ∂ν dσ_x = (1 − λ_{i,n}) ∫ Ω p^2_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j v_{i,n}dx. (3.43) We can evaluate the l.h.s. of (3.43) combining (2.8) with (3.42), indeed ∫ ∂Ω p_n ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j ∂v_{i,n} ∂ν dσ_x = 8π √ eγ_{i,n} [∫ ∂Ω ∂G ∂x_j (x, x_∞) ∂G ∂ν (x, x_∞)dσ_x+ + ∫ ∂Ω ∂G ∂x_j (x, x_∞) ∂ ∂ν (2πc 2∑ k=1 a^i_k ∂G ∂y_k )dσ_x + o(1) ]

= 8π √ eγ_{i,n} [ ∫ ∂Ω ν_j(x) ( ∂G ∂ν (x, x_∞) )_2 dσ_x

+ 2πc 2∑ k=1 a^i_k ∫ ∂Ω ∂G ∂x_j (x, x_∞) ∂ ∂y_k ∂G ∂ν (x, x_∞)dσ_x + o(1) ]

(2.5)+(2.6)

= 8π √ eγ_{i,n} ( ∂R ∂y_j (x_∞) + πc 2∑ k=1 a^i_k ∂^2R ∂x_k∂x_j (x_∞) + o(1) )

∇R(x_∞)=0 = 8π^2 √ ecγ_{i,n} (_2 ∑ k=1 a^i_k ∂^2R ∂x_k∂x_j (x_∞) + o(1) ) . In order to estimate the r.h.s. of (3.43) we first observe that | | | ∫ Ω\B_r (x_n) p^2_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j v_{i,n}dx | | | ≤ p^n‖u^pn ‖^{pn−1}L^∞(Ω\Br (xn)) ∫ Ω\B_r (x_n) p_n | | | ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j | | | dx (2.23)+(2.8) ≤ o(1) ( 8π √ e‖ ∂G ∂x_j ‖_L∞_{(Ω\B r2 (x∞))}|Ω| + o(1) ) = o(1).

Hence ∫ Ω p^2_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j v_{i,n}dx = ∫ B_r (x_n) p^2_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} ∂u_{pn} ∂x_j v_{i,n}dx + o(1) = 1 ε_n ∫ B r_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n p_n )_{pn−1} p_n ∂~u_{pn} ∂z_j ~v_{i,n}dz + o(1) (⋆) = 1 ε_n (∫ R^2 e^U √ e ∂U ∂z_j a^i_1z_1 + a^i_2z_2 8 + |z|^2 dz + o(1) )

= 1 ε_n ( − √ eπ 3 a^i_j + o(1) ) ,

(3.44)

by explicit computation, while the passage to the limit in (⋆) follows by (2.16) and Remark 2.8. Indeed defining g_n(z) := p_n^{∂~upn}_{∂zj} ~v_{i,n}, one can take g(z) := √ e^{∂U}_{∂zj}^{ai1z1+ai2z2} 8+|z|^2 thanks to

(2.35) and (3.26), and h(z) :=^C_{|z|} by (2.36). Putting together (3.43), (3.44) and (3.44) we get

8π^2 √ ecγ_{i,n} (_2 ∑ k=1 a^i_k ∂^2R ∂x_j ∂x_k (x_∞) + o(1) ) = (1 − λ_{i,n}) 1 ε_n (− √ eπ 3 a^i_j + o(1)) (3.45) and finally

(λ_{i,n} − 1) = 24πcγ_{i,n}ε_n a^i_j 2∑ k=1 a^i_k ∂^2R ∂x_j ∂x_k (x_∞) (1 + o(1)), (3.46)

for j such that a^i_j ≠ 0.

Now we consider the Pohozaev identity (2.39) computed at the point x_n: ∫ ∂Ω (x−x_n)·∇u_{pn} ∂v_{i,n} ∂ν dσ_x = (1−λ_{i,n})p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{i,n} ( (x − x_n) · ∇u_{pn} + 2 p_n − 1 u_{pn} ) dx. (3.47) Passing into the limit in the l.h.s. of (3.47) and using (3.42) and (2.8), we find ∫ ∂Ω (x − x_n) · ∇u_{pn} ∂v_{i,n} ∂ν dx = = γ_{i,n} p_n ∫ ∂Ω 8π √ e(x − x_∞) · ∇G(x, x_∞) ∂G ∂ν (x, x_∞)dσ_x

+ γ_{i,n} p_n 2πc 2∑ j=1 a^i_j ∫ ∂Ω 8π √ e(x − x_∞) · ∇G(x, x_∞) ∂^2G ∂ν∂y_j (x, x_∞)dσ_x + o(1)

(2.3)+(2.4) = γ_{i,n} p_n (4 √ e) + 8π^2 √ ec 2∑ j=1 a^i_j ∂R ∂y_j (x_∞) + o(1)) ∇R(x_∞)=0 = γ_{i,n} p_n (4 √ e + o(1)). (3.48)

Concerning the r.h.s. of (3.47), the same computations performed in (2.68) and (2.69), with b^i = 0, give (1 − λ_{i,n}) ∫ Ω p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{i,n} ( (x − y) · ∇u_p + 2 p_n − 1 u_{pn} ) dx = (1 − λ_{i,n})o(1). (3.49)

By (3.48) and (3.49) we deduce γ_{i,n} p_n (4 √ e + o(1)) = (1 − λ_{i,n})o(1),

and in turn by (3.46) − γ_{i,n} p_n (4 √ e + o(1)) = 24πcγ_{i,n}ε_n a^i_j 2∑ k=1 a^i_k ∂^2R ∂x_j ∂x_k (x_∞) o(1)

which is impossible. This proves that γ_{i,n} = o(ε_n).

Step 4. Conclusion of the proof of (1.7) in Theorem 1.2

From (3.29), (3.38) and (3.39) we get (1.7). □

3.2. Proof of (1.8) in Theorem 1.2.

Proof. We estimate the behavior of (λ_{i,n} − 1) using (3.43).

Arguing as in the proof of (1.7) in Theorem 1.2, where the l.h.s. of (3.43) is estimated, but using (1.7) itself instead of (3.42), we obtain λ_{i,n} − 1 = 24πε^2_n a^i_j 2∑ k=1 a^i_k ∂^2R ∂x_j ∂x_k (x_∞) (1 + o(1)) so 1 − λ_{i,n} ε_n → 24πη_i where η_i = (∑_2 k=1 a^i_k^{∂2R}_{∂xj ∂xk} (x_∞) ) /a^i_j for j such that a^i_j ≠ 0.

Moreover we have_2 ∑ k=1 a^i_k ∂^2R ∂x_j∂x_k (x_∞) = η_ia^i_j (3.50)

both if a^i_j ≠ 0 and if a^i_j = 0 by the analogous of (3.45) once (3.42) is substituted by (3.43). From (3.50) we have that η_i is an eigenvalue of D^2R(x_∞), the hessian matrix of the Robin function R at the point x_∞ with a^i as corresponding eigenvector.

By Proposition 3.2 the eigenvectors a^i are orthogonal, thus the numbers η_i are the eigenvalues μ_1 ≤ μ_2 of D^2R(x_∞). In particular, since λ_{2,n} ≤ λ_{3,n}, then η_2 = μ_1 and η_3 = μ_2. □

4. Proof of (1.9) and (1.10) of Theorem 1.2 and proof of Theorem 1.1 In this section we study the asymptotic behavior as n → +∞ of the fourth eigenvalue λ_{4,n} and fourth eigenfunction v_{4,n} of the linearized problem (2.37), proving (1.9) and (1.10) of Theorem 1.2. A the end of the section, using the results in Theorem 1.2, we then prove Theorem 1.1.

4.1. Proof of (1.9) and (1.10) of Theorem 1.2.

Proof. By the variational characterization of the eigenvalues

λ_{4,n} = inf v∈H^1_0 (Ω), v≢0 v⊥{v_{1,n},v_{2,n},v_{3,n}}

∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx . (4.1)

Let ψ_{4,n}(x) := (x − x_n) · ∇u_{pn} (x) + 2 p_n − 1 u_{pn} (x) and let us define the function v := ^ϕ_nψ_{4,n} + a_{1,n}v_{1,n} + a_{2,n}v_{2,n} + a_{3,n}v_{3,n}, with

^ϕ_n(x) := 1 if |x − x_n| ≤ ε_n 1 log^{εn}_r log |x−x_n| r if ε_n < |x − x_n| ≤ r 0 if |x − x_n| > r

(for r > 0 as in the statement of Theorem 2.4) and a_{i,n} := − ∫ Ω p_nu^{pn−1}_{pn} ^ϕ_nψ_{4,n}v_{i,n}dx p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2_{i,n}dx = − N_{i,n} D_{i,n} i = 1, 2, 3. Observe that by definition v ⊥ {v_{1,n}, v_{2,n}, v_{3,n}} in H^1_0 (Ω).

Step 1. For any i = 1, 2, 3 we show that a_{i,n} = o(1), by proving that N_{i,n} = o(1) and that there exist d_i > 0 such that D_{i,n} ≥ d_i > 0.

Recalling that ‖v_{i,n}‖_∞ = 1 and observing that ‖ψ_{4,n}‖_L∞_{(Ω)} = o(1) by (2.20) and (2.21), we can easily estimate N_{i,n}: |N_{i,n}| = p_n | | ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v_{i,n} ^ϕ_nψ_{4,n} dx | | ≤ o(1) p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} dx^{(2.24)}= o(1).

Next we estimate D_{i,n}, for i = 1, 2, 3.

Being v_{1,n} = u_{pn} , which by assumption is a 1-spike-sequence of solutions: D_{1,n} = p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn+1}_{pn} dx^{(1.1)}= p_n ∫ Ω |∇u_{pn} |^2dx^{(2.9)}−→ 8πe =: 2d_1.

While for i = 2, 3, by (2.23) and ‖v_{i,n}‖_∞ = 1, (taking r > 0 as in the statement of Theorem 2.4) we get D_{i,n} = p_n ∫ B_r (x_n) u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2_{i,n} dx + o(1) = ∫ B r_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n(y) p_n )_{pn−1} ṽ^2_{i,n}(y) dy + o(1)

(⋆) −→ ∫ R^2 e^{U(y)} 2∑ j=1 a^i_jy_j 8 + |y|^2 2 dy =: 2d_i > 0, where in order to pass to the limit into (⋆) we have used Proposition 3.2 and Remark 2.8 (with g_n = ṽ^2_{i,n}, |g_n| ≤ 1).

Step 2. Using that v_{i,n} satisfies the eigenvalue problem (2.37) and that v_{i,n} and v_{j,n} are orthogonal in H^1_0 (Ω) if i ≠ j, we have ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx = ∫ Ω |∇(^ϕ_nψ_{4,n})|^2dx + 2 3∑ i=1 λ_{i,n}a_{i,n}N_{i,n} + 3∑ i=1 λ_{i,n}a^2_{i,n}D_{i,n} Step 1 = ∫ Ω |∇(^ϕ_nψ_{4,n})|^2dx + o(1). Finally, since ψ_{4,n} solves the linearized equation (2.37), we have ∫ Ω |∇v|^2dx = ∫ Ω ψ^2_{4,n}|∇^ϕ_n|^2dx + p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ψ^2_{4,n} ^ϕ^2_ndx + o(1). (4.2)

In a similar way we get p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} v^2dx = p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ψ^2_{4,n} ^ϕ^2_ndx + o(1), (4.3) therefore inserting (4.2) and (4.3) into (4.1) we get

λ_{4,n} ≤ 1 + ∫ Ω ψ^2_{4,n}|∇^ϕ_n|^2dx + p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ψ^2_{4,n} ^ϕ^2_ndx + o(1) p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ψ^2_{4,n} ^ϕ^2_ndx + o(1) . Let us estimate the last two integrals ∫ Ω ψ^2_{4,n}|∇^ϕ_n|^2dx = 1 log^2(^{εn}_r ) ∫ {ε_n≤|x−x_n|≤r} ( (x − x_n) · ∇u_{pn} + 2 p_n − 1 u_{pn} )_2 dx |x − x_n|^2 = 1 log^2(^{εn}_r ) ∫ {1≤|y|≤^r_{εn} } ( y · ∇~u_{pn} + 2 p_n − 1 ~u_{pn} )_2 dy |y|^2 (2.36)+(2.33) ≤ C p^2 log^2(^{εn}_r ) ∫ εn_r 1 ds s = C p^2 log(^{εn}_r ) = o(1) p^2 .

p_n ∫ Ω u^{pn−1}_{pn} ψ^2_{4,n} ^ϕ^2_ndx = p_n ∫ B_r (x_n) u^{pn−1}_{pn} ψ^2_{4,n} ^ϕ^2_ndx = 1 p^2_n ∫ B r_{εn} (0) ( 1 + w_n p_n )_{pn−1} p^2_n ( y · ∇~u_{pn} + 2 p_n − 1 ~u_{pn} )_2 ^ϕ^2_n(x_n + ε_ny)dy (⋆) = 1 p^2_n (∫ R^2

e^{U(y)}e(y · ∇U(y) + 2)^2dy + o(1) )

(2.17) = 1 p^2_n (∫ R^2 e^{U(y)}4e ( 8 − |y|^2 8 + |y|^2

)_2 dy + o(1) )

= 1 p^2_n ( 32 3 πe + o(1) ) , where in order to pass to the limit into (⋆) we have used Remark 2.8, setting g_n(y) := p^2_n ( y · ∇~u_{pn} (y) +^2_{pn−1} ~u_{pn} (y) )_2

^ϕ2_n(x_n +ε_ny). Indeed, by (2.34) and (2.35) one has g(y) := e(y · ∇U(y) + 2)^2 and, by (2.36) and (2.33), one can take h to be a constant function.

We have shown so far that λ_{4,n} ≤ 1 + o(1) and hence λ_{4,n} → 1 as n → +∞. By Lemma 2.12: ~v_{4,n}(y) −→ 2∑ j=1 a^4_j y_j 8 + |y|^2

+ b^4 8 − |y|^2 8 + |y|^2 as n → +∞ in C^1_{loc}(R^2 )

with (a^4_1, a^4_2, b^4) ≠ (0, 0, 0). Let, for i = 2, 3, a^i = (a^i_1, a^i_2) be as in (3.26). The eigenfunctions v_{4,n} and v_{i,n} are orthogonal in H^1_0 (Ω) for i = 2, 3, then by using Proposition 3.2 we have that the vector (a^4_1, a^4_2) is orthogonal to (a^2_1, a^2) and (a^3_1, a^3_2), which are both different from zero and orthogonal. This implies (a^4_1, a^4_2) = (0, 0) and so b^4 ≠ 0. We are then in position to apply Proposition 2.13 getting (1.10) and (1.9), where b := −b^4. □

4.2. Proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof. By (1.8) in Theorem 1.2 it follows that, for i = 2, 3: if μ_{i−1} < 0 then λ_{i,n} < 1 for n large, and conversely if λ_{i,n} < 1 for n large then μ_{i−1} ≤ 0. As a consequence, recalling also that λ_{i,n} =^1_{pn} < 1, we get:

1 + m(x_∞) ≤ m(u_{pn} ) ≤ m_0(u_{pn} ) ≤ 1 + m_0(x_∞), for n large,

where m(u_{pn} ) ≤ m_0(u_{pn} ) by definition. The thesis follows observing that μ_1 + μ_2 = ΔR(x_∞) and using the strict subharmonicity of the Robin function (see (2.2) in Lemma 2.1), which implies that m_0(x_∞) ≤ 1. □

5. The case Ω convex

Along this section we assume that Ω is convex and prove Corollary 1.3.

Proof of Corollary 1.3.

We argue by contradiction assuming that there exist C > 0 and a sequence u_{pn} , p_n → +∞, of solutions to (1.1) such that sup_n p_n‖∇u_{pn} ‖^2 ≤ C and

m(u_{pn} ) ≠ 1 or u_{pn} is degenerate ∀ n. (5.1)

Applying Theorem 2.4, we have that there exist k ∈ N, a set S ⊂ Ω of k points and a subsequence u_{pnj} satisfying all conditions (2.7)—(2.20).

Since Ω is convex, we can apply Theorem 2.4 in [36] to deduce that u_{pnj} is a 1-spikesequence of solutions, i.e. k = 1, so that the concentration set S reduces to a single point that we denote by x_∞. By (2.10), x_∞ ∈ Ω is a critical point of the Robin function R. Since Ω is a convex bounded domain, by Lemma 2.2 it follows that x_∞ is nondegenerate and that m(x_∞) = 0.

So, by Theorem 1.1, there exists j^∗ ∈ N such that

m(u_{pnj} ) = 1 and u_{pnj} is nondegenerate, ∀j ≥ j^∗.

This clearly contradicts (5.1). □

We conclude the section pointing out once more that, since in convex domains (1.3) is equivalent to the uniform bound (1.12) proved recently in [39], then the Morse index of any solution of (1.1) in any convex domain is one if the exponent p is large. This gives Theorem 1.4 as described in the Introduction.

References

[1] Adimurthi, M. Grossi, Asymptotic estimates for a two-dimensional problem with polynomial nonlinearity, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 132 (2003), no. 4, 1013-1019.

[2] A. Aftalion, F. Pacella, Qualitative properties of nodal solutions of semilinear elliptic equations in radially symmetric domains, C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris, Ser. I 339 (2004) 339-344.

[3] A. Bahri, P.L. Lions, Solutions of superlinear elliptic equations and their Morse indices, Comm. on Pure and Appl. Math. 45 (1992), no. 9, 1205-1215.

[4] A. Bahri, Y. Li, O. Rey, On a variational problem with lack of compactness: the topological effect of the critical points at infinity, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 3 (1995) 67-93.

[5] C. Bandle, M. Flucher, Harmonic radius and concentration of energy; hyperbolic radius and Liouville’s equations ΔU = e^U and ΔU = U^{N +2N −2} SIAM REVIEW Vol. 38, No. 2 (1996) 191-238.

[6] T. Bartsch, M. Clapp, M. Grossi, F. Pacella, Asymptotically radial solutions in expanding annular domains, Math. Ann. 352 (2012), no. 2, 485-515.

[7] T. Bartsch, T. Weth, A note on additional properties of sign changing solutions to superlinear elliptic equations, Topological Methods in Nonlinear Analysis 22 (2003), 1-14.

[8] S. Bergman, The kernel function and conformal mapping, Am. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1970. [9] L. A. Caffarelli, A. Friedman, Convexity of solutions of semilinear elliptic equations, Duke Math. J.

52 (1985), no. 2, 431-456.

[10] L. A. Caffarelli, J. Spruck, Convexity properties of solutions to some classical variational problems, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 7 (1982), no. 11, 1337-1379.

[11] A. Castro, J. Cossio, J.M. Neuberger, A sign-changing solution for a superlinear Dirichlet problem, Rocky Mountain J. Math. 27 (1997), no. 4, 1041-1053.

[12] F. Catrina, Z.-Q. Wang, Nonlinear elliptic equations on expanding symmetric domains, J. Differential Equations 156 (1999), no. 1, 153-181.

[13] W. Choi, S. Kim, K.-A. Lee, Qualitative properties of multi-bubble solutions for nonlinear elliptic equations involving critical exponents, Advances in Mathematics 298 (2016) 484-533.

[14] L. Damascelli, M. Grossi, F. Pacella, Qualitative properties of positive solutions of elliptic equations in symmetric domains via the maximum principle, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré 16 (1999), 631-652.

[15] E.N. Dancer, The effect of domain shape on the number of positive solutions of certain nonlinear equations, J. Diff. Eqns, 74 (1988), 120-156.

[16] E.N. Dancer, Real analyticity and non-degeneracy, Math. Ann. 325 (2003), 369-392. [17] E.N. Dancer, Stable and finite Morse index solutions on R^N or on bounded domains with small diffusion. II. Indiana Univ. Math. J. 53 (2004), no. 1, 97-108.

[18] E.N. Dancer, Stable and finite Morse index solutions on R^N or on bounded domains with small diffusion, Trans. of the Amer. Math. Soc. 357 (2005), no. 3, 1225-1243.

[19] F. De Marchis, Uniqueness result for solutions of lane-emden problems in convex domains, 2nd Italian- Chilean Workshop in PDE’s, Roma 2018, Jan. 15-19.

[20] F. De Marchis, I. Ianni and F. Pacella, Asymptotic analysis and sign changing bubble towers for Lane-Emden problems, Journal of the European Mathematical Society 17 (2015), no. 8, 2037-2068 .

[21] F. De Marchis, I. Ianni, F. Pacella, Asymptotic analysis for the Lane-Emden problem in dimension two, Lecture Notes, London Mathematical Society, to appear.

[22] F. De Marchis, I. Ianni, F. Pacella, Asymptotic profile of positive solutions of Lane-Emden problems in dimension two, Journal of Fixed Point Theory and Applications 19 (2017), no. 1, 889-916.

[23] F. De Marchis, I. Ianni and F. Pacella, Exact Morse index computation for nodal radial solutions of Lane-Emden problems, Mathematische Annalen 367 (2017), no. 1, 185-227.

[24] F. De Marchis, I. Ianni and F. Pacella, A Morse index formula for radial solutions of Lane-Emden problems, Advances in Mathematics 322 (2017) 682-737.

[25] F. De Marchis, M. Grossi, I. Ianni and F. Pacella, L^∞-norm and energy quantization for the planar Lane-Emden problem with large exponent, preprint 2018.

[26] K. El Mehdi, M. Grossi, Asymptotic estimates and qualitative properties of an elliptic problem in dimension two, Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 4 (2004), no. 1, 1536.

[27] P. Esposito, M. Musso, A. Pistoia, Concentrating solutions for a planar elliptic problem involving nonlinearities with large exponent, J. Differential Equations 227 (2006), 29-68.

[28] A. Farina, On the classification of solutions of the Lane-Emden equation on unbounded domains of R^N , J. Math. Pures Appl. 87 (2007), no. 5, 537-561.

[29] B. Gidas, W.-M. Ni, L. Nirenberg, Symmetry and related properties via the maximum principle, Commun. Math. Phys. 68 (1979), 209-243.

[30] F. Gladiali, M. Grossi, Some results for the Gelfand’s problem, Comm. Partial Diff. Equations 29 (2004), 1335-1364.

[31] F. Gladiali, M. Grossi, On the spectrum of a nonlinear planar problem, Ann. I. H. Poincaré-AN 26 (2009), 191-222.

[32] F. Gladiali, M. Grossi, F. Pacella, P.N. Srikanth, Bifurcation and symmetry breaking for a class of semilinear elliptic equations in an annulus, Calc. Var. 40 (2011), 295-317.

[33] F. Gladiali, I. Ianni, Quasi-radial nodal solutions for the Lane-Emden problem in the ball, preprint arXiv:1709.03315

[34] M. Grossi, A uniqueness result for a semilinear elliptic equation in symmetric domains, Advances in Differential Equations 5 (2000), no. 1-3, 193-212.

[35] M. Grossi, F. Pacella, On an eigenvalue problem related to the critical exponent, Math. Z. 250 (2005), 225-256.

[36] M. Grossi, F. Takahashi, Nonexistence of multi-bubble solutions to some elliptic equations on convex domains, Journal of Functional Analysis 259 (2010), 904-917.

[37] B. Gustafsson, On the motion of a vortex in two-dimensional flow of an ideal fluid in simply and multiply connected domains, Royal Institute of Technology, Technical Report, 1979, Stockholm, Sweden.

[38] Z.-C. Han, Asymptotic approach to singular solutions for nonlinear elliptic equations involving critical Sobolev exponent, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 8 (1991) 159-174.

[39] N. Kamburov, B. Sirakov Uniform a priori estimates for positive solutions of the Lane-Emden equation in the plane, preprint arXiv:1802.00843.

[40] Y.Y. Li, Existence of many positive solutions of semilinear elliptic equations on annulus, J. Differential Equations 83 (1990), no. 2, 348367.

[41] C.-S. Lin, Uniqueness of least energy solutions to a semilinear elliptic equations in R^2 , Manuscripta Math. 84 (1994), 13-19.

[42] P.J McKenna, F. Pacella, M. Plum, D. Roth, A uniqueness result for a semilinear elliptic problem: A computer-assisted proof, Journal of Differential Equations 247 (2009), no. 7, 2140-2162.

[43] P.J. McKenna, F. Pacella, M. Plum, D. Roth, A computer-assisted uniqueness proof for a semilinear elliptic boundary value problem, Inequalities and Applications 2010, International Series of Numerical Mathematics, Vol. 161, Part 1, (2012) 31-52.

[44] F. Pacella, Symmetry results for solutions of semilinear elliptic equations with convex nonlinearities, Journal of Functional Analysis Volume 192, Issue 1, 20 (2002) 271-282.

[45] F. Pacella, Positive solutions of Lane Emden problems in dimension 2 and uniqueness in convex domains, X Workshop on Nonlinear Differential Equations, Brasilia 2017, Sept. 4-8.

[46] F. Pacella, T. Weth, Symmetry of solutions to semilinear elliptic equations via Morse index, Proc.

Amer. Math. Soc. 135 (2007), no. 6, 1753-1762.

[47] X. Ren, J. Wei, On a two-dimensional elliptic problem with large exponent in nonlinearity, Trans.

Amer. Math. Soc. 343 (1994), no. 2, 749-763.

[48] X. Ren, J. Wei, Single-point condensation and least-energy solutions, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 124 (1996), no. 1, 111-120.

[49] O. Rey, The topological impact of critical points at infinity in a variational problem with lack of compactness: the dimension 3, Adv. Differential Equations 4 (1999) 581-616.

[50] R. Schoen, Graduate course in topics of differential geometry, given at Stanford University and Courant Institute, 1988-1989.

[51] P.N. Srikanth, Uniqueness of solutions of nonlinear Dirichlet problems, Differential Integral Equations 6 (1993), no. 3, 663-670.

[52] M. Struwe, A global compactness result for elliptic boundary value problems involving limiting nonlinearities, Math. Z. 187 (1984) 511-517.

[53] X.-F. Yang, Nodal Sets and Morse indices of solutions of superlinear elliptic PDEs, Journal of Functional Analysis 160 (1998) 223-253.

[54] H. Zou, On the effect of the domain geometry on uniqueness of positive solutions of u + u^p = 0, Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa - Classe di Scienze, Serie 4: Volume 21 (1994), no. 3, 343-356.

Franesca De Marchis, Massimo Grossi, Filomena Pacella, Dipartimento di Matematica, Università Sapienza, P.le Aldo Moro 5, 00185 Roma, Italy

Isabella Ianni, Dipartimento di Matematica e Fisica, Università degli Studi della Campania Luigi Vanvitelli, V.le Lincoln 5, 81100 Caserta, Italy