arXiv:1911.07810v3 [math-ph] 1 May 2020

BLOW-UP PROFILE OF 2D FOCUSING MIXTURE BOSE GASES

DINH-THI NGUYEN

Abstract. We study the collapse of a many-body system which is used to model twocomponent Bose–Einstein condensates with attractive intra-species interactions and either attractive or repulsive inter-species interactions. Such a system consists a mixture of two different species for N identical bosons in R^2 , interacting with potentials rescaled in the mean-field manner −N^{2β−1}w^{(σ)}(N^β x) with ∫ R2 w^{(σ)}(x)dx = 1. Assuming that 0 < β < 1/2, we first show that the leading order of the quantum energy is captured correctly by the Gross–Pitaevskii energy. Secondly, we investigate the blow-up behavior of the quantum energy as well as the ground states when N → ∞ and either the total interaction strength of intra-species and inter-species or the strengths of intra-species interactions of each component approaches sufficiently slowly a critical value, which is the critical strength for the focusing Gross–Pitaevskii functional. We prove that the many-body ground states fully condensate on the (unique) Gagliardo–Nirenberg solution.

Contents

1. Introduction 1 2. Main Results 4 2.1. The Case of Attractive Inter-Species Interactions 4 2.2. The Case of Repulsive Inter-Species Interactions 7 2.3. Methodology of the Proofs 8 3. From the Quantum Energy to the NLS Energy 9 3.1. Convergence of the Quantum Energy to the Hartree Energy 9 3.2. Convergence of the Hartree Energy to the NLS Energy 16 4. Collapse of the Many-Body System 17 4.1. Proofs of Theorems 1 and 2 17 4.2. Proof of Theorem 3 25 Acknowledgements 27 References 27

1. Introduction

After the first realization of Bose–Einstein condensate (BEC) in the laboratory in 1995 [1, 6, 8, 18], theoretical studies have been developed for the one-component BEC. In that case, the NLS energy functional is commonly used to predict a collapse of the system when the interaction is attractive and the number of particles excesses a critical value [4, 7, 37, 32, 3, 13]. This effect has been observed in some experiments [5, 17, 36, 10, 9]. BEC with multiple species

2000 Mathematics Subject Classification. 81V70, 35J50, 35J61, 35J47, 47J30, 35Q40. Key words and phrases. Bose–Einstein condensation, Ground state energy, Mean-field scaling, Mixture condensate, Multi-component bosons, Reduced density matrix. 1

can display some interesting phenomena absent in single-component BEC. The simplest multicomponent BEC is the binary mixture.

In this paper, we establish some results about 2D focusing mixture condensate in the critical regime of collapse. To be precise, we consider a Bose gas trapped into a quasi-2D layer by means of trapping potentials and we look at a nonlinear Schrodinger many-body system arising in a two-component BEC with attractive intra-species interactions and either attractive or repulsive inter-species interactions. It is described by the Hamiltonian for N_1 and N_2 identical bosons of different types in R^2

H_N =

N_1∑

i=1 ( − Δ_{xi} + V_1(x_i) ) − 1 N_1 − 1 ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 w^{(1)}_N (x_i − x_j)

+ N_2∑

r=1 ( − Δ_{yr} + V_2(y_r) ) − 1 N_2 − 1 ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 w^{(2)}_N (y_r − y_s)

− 1 N N_1∑

i=1

N_2∑

r=1 w^{(12)}_N (x_i − y_r), (1.1)

where N = N_1 + N_2 is the total number of particles. The Hamiltonian (1.1) acts on the Hilbert space

H_N = H_{N1} ⊗ H_{N2} := L^2_{sym}(R^{2N1} , dx_1, . . . , dx_{N1} ) ⊗ L^2_{sym}(R^{2N2} , dy_1, . . . , dy_{N2} ). (1.2)

Here, we denoted by L^2_{sym}(R^{2Nj} ) the space of square-integrable functions in (R^2 )^{Nj} which are symmetric under permutations of the N_j variables. The exchange symmetry is not present among variables of different types. The potentials V_1 and V_2, which can be different, stand for trapping potentials for each species, i.e, V_i ≥ 0 and V_i(x) → +∞ as |x| → ∞, for i ∈ {1, 2}. The two-body interactions among particles of the same species and of different species approach a Dirac delta and are chosen in the form

w^{(σ)}_N (x) = −a_σN^{2β}w^{(σ)}(N^βx), σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}, (1.3)

for a fixed parameter 0 < β < 1, and fixed functions w^{(σ)} satisfy

w^{(σ)}(x) = w^{(σ)}(−x) ≥ 0, (1 + |x|)w^{(σ)}, ^w^{(σ)} ∈ L^1(R^2 ) and ∫ R^2

w^{(σ)}(x)dx = 1. (1.4)

The parameters a_1 > 0 and a_2 > 0, which are of order 1, describe the strength of attractive intra-species inside each component. The inter-species interactions between two components of the system can be attractive (a_{12} > 0) or repulsive (a_{12} < 0). The choice of coupling constants proportional to 1/(N_j − 1) and 1/N ensures that the kinetic and the potential energies are comparable in the limit N → ∞. In this limit regime, we assume that lim N→∞ N_1 N = c_1 ∈ (0, 1) and lim_{N→∞}

N_2 N = c_2 = 1 − c_1. (1.5)

It is not restrictive to assume that the ratios N_1/N and N_2/N themselves are fixed, and so shall we henceforth.

We are interested in the large-N behavior of the ground state energy per particle of H_N in (1.1) given by E^Q_N := N^{−1} inf σ_{HN} H_N = N^{−1} inf_{ΨN ∈HN}

‖Ψ_N ‖_{L2} =1

⟨Ψ_N |H_N |Ψ_N ⟩ (1.6) and the corresponding ground states. Note that, for a fixed N, the potentials in (1.1) are bounded from below, by the assumption (1.4). Therefore, the existence of a many-body ground state follows from the standard direct method in the calculus of variations. Furthermore, the energy per particle of the fully condensed trial function u^{⊗N1}_1 ⊗ u^{⊗N2}_2 is given by the N-dependent Hartree energy functional

E^H_N (u_1, u_2) = c_1 ∫ R^2 [ |∇u_1(x)|^2 + V_1(x)|u_1(x)|^2 − a_1 2 |u_1(x)|^2(w^{(1)}_N ⋆ |u_1|^2)(x) ] dx + c_2 ∫ R^2 [ |∇u_2(x)|^2 + V_2(x)|u_2(x)|^2 − a_2 2 |u_2(x)|^2(w^{(2)}_N ⋆ |u_2|^2)(x) ] dx − c_1c_2a_{12} ∫ R^2

|u_1(x)|^2(w^{(12)}_N ⋆ |u_2|^2)(x)dx, (1.7)

where c_1 and c_2 are the ratios defined in (1.5). It turns out that the leading order of the quantum energy is captured by the effective Hartree energy in the mean-field regime. In fact, the Hartree energy, which is obtained by taking the infimum of the Hartree energy functional in (1.7) under the constrain (u_1, u_2) ∈ H^1(R^2 ) × H^1(R^2 ) and ‖u_1‖_L2 = 1 = ‖u_2‖_L2 , is an upper bound to the quantum energy

E^Q_N ≤ inf

u_1,u_2∈H^1(R^2 ) ‖u_1‖_{L2} =1=‖u_2‖_{L2}

E^H_N (u_1, u_2) =: E^H_N . (1.8)

The existence of an N-dependent Hartree ground state is again a consequence of assumption (1.4). When N → ∞, since w^{(σ)}_N ≈ δ_0, for σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}, the Hartree energy functional formally boils down to the nonlinear Schrödinger (NLS) energy functional

E^{NLS}(u_1, u_2) = c_1 ∫ R^2 [ |∇u_1(x)|^2 + V_1(x)|u_1(x)|^2 − a_1 2 |u_1(x)|^4 ] dx + c_2 ∫ R^2 [ |∇u_2(x)|^2 + V_2(x)|u_2(x)|^2 − a_2 2 |u_2(x)|^4 ] dx − c_1c_2a_{12} ∫ R^2

|u_1(x)|^2|u_2(x)|^2dx. (1.9)

We can therefore expect that the NLS energy E^{NLS} and the quantum energy E^Q_N are close. Here, E^{NLS} is given by

E^{NLS} := inf

u_1,u_2∈H^1(R^2 ) ‖u_1‖_{L2} =1=‖u_2‖_{L2}

E^{NLS}(u_1, u_2). (1.10)

Note that ‖∇u_i‖_L2 ≥ ‖∇|u_i|‖_L2 , for any u_i ∈ H^1(R^2 ) and for i ∈ {1, 2} (see [25, Theorem 7.8]). Therefore, E^{NLS}(u_1, u_2) ≥ E^{NLS}(|u_1|, |u_2|) and we can restrict the minimization problem (1.10) to non-negative functions. In particular, a ground state for E^{NLS} in (1.10), when it exists, can be chosen to be non-negative.

From now on, we always assume that 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ where a_∗ > 0 is the optimal constant of the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality (∫ R^2 |∇u(x)|^2dx ) (∫ R^2 |u(x)|^2dx ) ≥ a_∗ 2 ∫ R^2

|u(x)|^4dx, ∀u ∈ H^1(R^2 ). (1.11)

Equivalently, a_∗ = ‖Q‖^2_{L2} where Q is the unique (up to translations) symmetric radial decreasing positive solution of the equation

− ΔQ + Q − Q^3 = 0 in R^2 . (1.12)

It is well-known (see [38, 39, 29, 13]) that Q is the unique (up to dilations and translations) optimizer for the inequality (1.11). One can easily seen from (1.11) and (1.12) that ‖∇Q‖^2_L2 = 1 2 ‖Q‖^4_L4 = ‖Q‖^2_L2 = a_∗.

Actually, it was proved in [14, 15] that (1.10) admits a minimizer if 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ and either

0 < a_{12} < √ c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − a_1)(a_∗ − a_2) or a_{12} < 0. Furthermore, E^{NLS} = −∞ if either a_1 > a_∗ or a_2 > a_∗ or a_{12} > 2^{−1}c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − c_1a_1 − c_2a_2). Therefore, a_∗ is the critical interaction strength for the stability of the focusing two-component NLS functional (1.9). The blow-up profile of the NLS energy (1.10) as well as its ground states was established by Guo, Zeng and Zhou in [14, 15] (see also Section 4 for a review). The purpose of the present paper is to investigate the blow-up behavior of the full many-body system (1.1), which is more difficult. We remark that there might be blow up if one of the intra-species interactions is repulsive or if both of them are and the inter-species interactions are attractive. However, the arguments in the present paper do not allow us to cover those cases.

Our work and method are inspired by Lewin, Nam and Rougerie [23]. In the mentioned paper, the authors studied the collapse of the many-body system arising in a one-component BEC with an attractive interaction (see [13] for the study in the one-body theory and see [34] for a related topic). In that one-component setting, we remark that a_∗ is also the critical interaction strength for the existence of a ground state for the focusing one-component NLS functional. In addition, the convergence of the many-body ground states was proved for the single one-particle reduced density matrices. The two-component BEC presents more complicated phenomena than a single-component BEC since there are inter-species interactions between two components. In our two-component case, the convergence of the many-body ground states will be formulated using the double reduced density matrices. Depending on the inter-species interactions, we will discuss the blow-up behavior of the ground state energy (1.6) and its ground states as well. The precise statements of our results are represented in the next section. The remainder of the paper is then devoted to their proofs.

2. Main Results

2.1. The Case of Attractive Inter-Species Interactions. In the first part of this paper, we consider the totally attractive system, i.e., a_{12} > 0. In that case, the existence of a ground state for (1.10), under the assumptions that 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ and 0 < a_{12} < √ c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − a_1)(a_∗ − a_2), follows the standard direct method in the calculus of variations.

Note that the last condition on a_{12} enters to control the inter-species interaction. Furthermore, there are no ground states when either a_1 ≥ a_∗ or a_2 ≥ a_∗ or a_{12} ≥ 2^{−1}c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ −c_1a_1−c_2a_2). The existence theory for NLS ground states is then left open in the case

0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ and √ c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − a_1)(a_∗ − a_2) ≤ a_{12} ≤ 2^{−1}c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − c_1a_1 − c_2a_2). (2.1)

Under some additional assumptions on (a_1, a_2, a_{12}), there may exist a ground state. On the other hand, we always have that

inf_{x∈R2} V_1(x) + inf_{x∈R2} V_2(x) ≤ E^{NLS} ≤ inf_{x∈R2} (V_1(x) + V_2(x)). (2.2)

In particular, let c_1(a_∗ − a_1) = c_2(a_∗ − a_2) and consider (1.10) at the threshold point (a_1, a_2, a_{12}) = (a^∗ − c_2a_{12}, a^∗ − c_1a_{12}, a_{12}). Then, there exists at least one ground state if E^{NLS} < inf_{x∈R}2 (V_1(x) + V_2(x)). On the other hand, if equality holds in the chain of inequalities in (2.2), then there are no ground states (see [14, Theorems 1.2 and 1.3] for further discussions). Thus, it is reasonable to study the blow-up behavior of the NLS ground states when V_1 and V_2 have a common minimum point since this is precisely when equality in (2.2) occurs. In that case, we will fix 0 < a_{12} < a_∗ min{c^{−1}_1 , c^{−1}_2 } and we take (a_1, a_2) := (a_{1,N} , a_{2,N} ) ↗ (a_∗ − c_2a_{12}, a_∗ − c_1a_{12}) as N → ∞. The two components of the NLS ground states must blow up at the center of the trap and with the same rate. For the detailed analysis, we refer the reader to the paper [14] (see also Subsection 4.1 for a review).

In this paper, we study the collapse of the full many-body system (1.1). When the interspecies interactions are attractive, we study its ground states in the regime where the total interaction strength of intra-species and inter-species tends to the critical value a_∗ sufficiently slowly. We prove that the many-body ground states are fully condensed on the (unique) Gagliardo–Nirenberg solution (1.12). In our two-component setting, the convergence of ground states will be formulated using the double (k, ℓ)-particle reduced density matrices. It is defined, for any Ψ_N ∈ H_N = H_{N1} ⊗ H_{N2} , by a partial trace γ^{(k,ℓ)}_{ΨN} := Tr_{k+1→N1} ⊗ Tr_{ℓ+1→N2} |Ψ_N ⟩⟨Ψ_N |, ∀k, ℓ ∈ N. Equivalently, γ^{(k,ℓ)}_{ΨN} is the trace-class operator on H_k ⊗ H_ℓ with kernel

γ^{(k,ℓ)}_{ΨN} (X, Y ; X^′, Y^′) = ∫ R^{2(N1 −k)} ∫ R^{2(N2 −ℓ)} Ψ_N (X, Z; Y, T )Ψ_N (X^′, Z; Y^′, T )dT dZ

where X, X^′ ∈ (R^2 )^k and Y, Y^′ ∈ (R^2 )^ℓ. To make the analysis precise, let us assume that the external potentials V_1 and V_2 are of the typical forms V_i(x) = |x − z_i|^{pi} , i ∈ {1, 2}, (2.3) where z_i ∈ R^2 and p_i > 0. This is a generalization of the harmonic trapping potentials commonly used in laboratory experiments. Furthermore, let us introduce the following notation

Q_0 = (a_∗)^{− 12} Q (2.4)

where Q is the (unique) Gagliardo–Nirenberg solution of (1.12), normalized to have unit L^2(R^2 )-norm.

In the case a_{12} > 0 and z_1 ≡ z_2, our first main result is the following.

Theorem 1. Assume that 0 < a_{12} < a_∗ min{c^{−1}_1 , c^{−1}_2 } is fixed and V_1, V_2 are defined as in (2.3) with z_1 = 0 = z_2. Let 0 < β < 1/2 and let (a_1, a_2) := (a_{1,N} , a_{2,N} ) ↗ (a_∗ − c_2a_{12}, a_∗ − c_1a_{12}) such that a_N := c_1a_{1,N} + c_2a_{2,N} + 2c_1c_2a_{12} = a_∗ − N^{−γ} with

0 < γ < min { p_0 + 2 p_0 + 3 β, p_0 + 2

p_0

(1 − 2β) } , p_0 = min{p_1, p_2}.

Let Ψ_N be a ground state for H_N . Let Φ_N = ℓ^{−N}_N Ψ_N (ℓ^{−1}_N ·) where ℓ_N = Λ(a_∗ − a_N )^{− 1p}0^{+2} with Λ = ( p_0ν 2 ∫ R^2 |x|^{p0} |Q(x)|^2dx ) 1_{p0+2} and ν = lim_{x→0} c_1V_1(x) + c_2V_2(x) |x|^{p0} . (2.5)

Then, up to extraction of a subsequence, we have lim N→∞ Tr | |γ(k,ℓ)_{ΦN} − |Q_{⊗k0} ⊗ Q_{⊗ℓ0} ⟩⟨Q_{⊗k0} ⊗ Q_{⊗ℓ0} | | | = 0, ∀k, ℓ ∈ N, (2.6) where Q_0 is given by (2.4). In addition, we have

E^Q_N = E^{NLS} + o(E^{NLS})_{N→∞} = (a_∗ − a_N )^{p0p}0^{+2} ( p_0 + 2 p_0 · Λ^2 a_∗ + o(1)_{N→∞} ) . (2.7)

Remark. The condition 0 < γ <^{p0+2}_{p0} (1−2β) implies that we consider mean-field interactions. This corresponds to a high-density regime where the particles meet frequently but interact weakly since the typical interaction length is larger than the average distance between the particles. On the other hand, the condition γ <^{p0+2}_{p0+3} β ensures that the Hartree and NLS energies are close in the limit N → ∞.

There exists another setting for which it is reasonable to study the blow-up behavior of ground states in the case of attractive inter-species interactions: Fix 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ and take a_{12} := α_N ↗ α_∗ as N → ∞, for some critical value 0 < α_∗ < 2^{−1}c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − c_1a_1 − c_2a_2). Since there is a gap in the existence theory for NLS ground states, we will consider only the case c_1(a_∗ − a_1) = c_2(a_∗ − a_2). Hence, there will be no more discussion on (2.1). We have the following.

Theorem 2. Assume that 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ are fixed such that c_1(a_∗ − a_1) = c_1c_2α_∗ = c_2(a_∗ − a_2) and V_1, V_2 are defined as in (2.3) with z_1 = 0 = z_2. Let 0 < β < 1/2 and let 0 < a_{12} := α_N = α_∗ − N^{−γ} with

0 < γ < min { p_0 + 2 p_0 + 3 β, p_0 + 2 p_0

(1 − 2β) } , p_0 = min{p_1, p_2}.

Let Ψ_N be a ground state for H_N . Let Φ_N = ℓ^{−N}_N Ψ_N (ℓ^{−1}_N ·) where ℓ_N = Θ(α_∗ − α_N )^{− 1p}0^{+2} with Θ = ( p_0ν 4c_1c_2 ∫ R^2 |x|^{p0} |Q(x)|^2dx ) 1_{p0+2} and ν = lim_{x→0} c_1V_1(x) + c_2V_2(x) |x|^{p0} . (2.8)

Then, up to extraction of a subsequence, we have lim N→∞ Tr | |γ(k,ℓ)_{ΦN} − |Q_{⊗k0} ⊗ Q_{⊗ℓ0} ⟩⟨Q_{⊗k0} ⊗ Q_{⊗ℓ0} | | | = 0, ∀k, ℓ ∈ N, (2.9) where Q_0 is given by (2.4). In addition, we have

E^Q_N = E^{NLS} + o(E^{NLS})_{N→∞} = (α_∗ − α_N )^{p0p}0^{+2} ( 2c_1c_2 p_0 + 2

p_0 · Θ^2 a_∗ + o(1)_{N→∞} ) . Remark. • The case c_1(a_∗ − a_1) = c_2(a_∗ − a_2) is also included in Theorem 1. Note that, with this assumption, Theorem 1.1 in [14] gave a complete classification of the existence and non-existence of ground states for (1.10).

• To avoid the assumption c_1(a_∗ − a_1) = c_2(a_∗ − a_2), one might consider a more evolved NLS model, where the constraint condition in (1.10) is replaced by ‖u_1‖^2_{L2} +‖u_2‖^2_{L2} = 1 (see, e.g., [2, 11, 12]). However, the many-body theory behind this is still an open problem. We hope to come back to this issue in the future.

2.2. The Case of Repulsive Inter-Species Interactions. In the second part, we consider the system with attractive intra-species interactions and repulsive inter-species interactions, i.e., a_{12} < 0. In that case, the existence of ground states for (1.10), under the assumptions that 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ and a_{12} < 0 is fixed, follows the standard direct method in the calculus of variations. Furthermore, when either a_1 ≥ a_∗ or a_2 ≥ a_∗ or a_1 = a_∗ = a_2, there are no ground states for (1.10). The limit behavior of the NLS energy as well as its ground states, when a_{12} < 0 is fixed and (a_1, a_2) := (a_{1,N} , a_{2,N} ) ↗ (a_∗, a_∗) as N → ∞, has been analyzed in [15] (see Subsection 4.2 for a review). This is somehow similar to the one-component setting where the minimization problems read E^{NLS}_i = inf_{ui∈H1(R2 )}

‖u_i‖_{L2} =1

E^{NLS}_i (u_i), i ∈ {1, 2}. (2.10)

Here, the NLS energy functionals are given by

E^{NLS}_i (u_i) = ∫ R^2 [ |∇u_i(x)|^2 + V_i(x)|u_i(x)|^2 − a_i 2 |u_i(x)|^4 ] dx, i ∈ {1, 2}. (2.11) For the reader’s convenience, let us briefly recall the known results concerning the blow-up behavior of E^{NLS}_i in (2.10) as well as its ground states. From [13] we have, for i ∈ {1, 2}, lim a_i↗a_∗ E^{NLS}_i (a_∗ − a_i)^{pip}i^{+2} = p_i + 2 p_i · Λ^2_i a_∗ where Λ_i = ( p_i 2 ∫ R^2 |x|^{pi} |Q(x)|^2dx ) 1_{pi+2} . (2.12)

Here, we made use of potentials V_i, for i ∈ {1, 2}, which are given by (2.3). In addition, assume that u_i is a positive ground state for E^{NLS}_i in (2.10) for each 0 < a_i < a_∗. Then, up to extraction of a subsequence, we have lim a_i↗a_∗ Λ^{−1}_i (a_∗ − a_i)^{1p}i^{+2} u_i(Λ^{−1}_i (a_∗ − a_i)^{1p}i^{+2} x + z_i) = Q_0(x).

strongly in H^1(R^2 ), where z_i is the minima of V_i and Q_0 is given by (2.4).

In this paper, we study the collapse of the full many-body system (1.1). When the interspecies interactions are repulsive, we study its ground states in the regime where the interaction strength of intra-species among particles in each component tends to the critical value a_∗ sufficiently slowly. We prove that the many-body ground states are fully condensed on the (unique) Gagliardo–Nirenberg solution (1.12). Our last main result is the following. Theorem 3. Assume that a_{12} < 0 is fixed and V_1, V_2 are defined as in (2.3) with z_1 ≠ z_2. Let 0 < β < 1/2 and let a_i := a_{i,N} = a_∗ − N^{−γi} , for i ∈ {1, 2}, with γ_1 γ_2 = p_1 + 2 p_2 + 2 and 0 < γ_i < min { p_i + 2 p_i + 3 β, p_i + 2 p_i (1 − 2β) } . Let Ψ_N be a ground state for H_N . Let

Φ_N (x_1, . . . , x_{N1} ; y_1, . . . , y_{N2} ) =

Ψ_N ( x_1 ℓ_{1,N} + z_1, . . . , x_{N1} ℓ_{1,N} + z_1;

y_1 ℓ_{2,N} + z_2, . . . , y_{N2} ℓ_{2,N} + z_2 )

ℓ^{N1}_{1,N} ℓ^{N2}_{2,N} where ℓ_{i,N} = Λ_i(a_∗ − a_{i,N} )^{− 1p}i^{+2} , for i ∈ {1, 2}, with Λ_i are given by (2.12). Then, up to extraction of a subsequence, we have lim N→∞ Tr | |γ^{(k,ℓ)}_{ΦN} − | Q^{⊗k}_0 ⊗ Q^{⊗ℓ}_0 ⟩⟨ Q^{⊗k}_0 ⊗ Q^{⊗ℓ}_0 || | = 0, ∀k, ℓ ∈ N, (2.13) where Q_0 is given by (2.4). In addition, with E^{NLS}_1 and E^{NLS}_2 defined in (2.10), we have

E^Q_N = 2∑ i=1 c_iE^{NLS}_i + o(E^{NLS}_i ) = 2∑ i=1 c_i(a_∗ − a_{i,N} )^{pip}i^{+2} ( p_i + 2 p_i · Λ^2_i a_∗ + o(1)_{N→∞} ) . Remark. • The condition^{γ1}_{γ2} =^{p1+2}_{p2+2} is a technical assumption which yields that ℓ_{1,N} and ℓ_{2,N} have the same asymptotic behavior when N → ∞. This will be used only to prove the convergence of ground states in (2.13), but not the asymptotic behavior of the quantum energy.

• The convergence of density matrices follows from that of the quantum energy. In the case z_1 = z_2, however, we are not able to give an asymptotic formula for the quantum energy.

Note that, for i ∈ {1, 2}, the positive ground states u_{ai} of (2.10) decay exponentially (see [15, Proposition A]). More precisely, for any R > 0, there exists C(R) > 0 such that u_{ai} (x) ≤ C(R)e^{−μ|x−zi|(a∗−ai)−} 1 pi+2 in R^2 \ B_R(x_i) (2.14)

where μ > 0 is independent of R, z_i and a_i. The decay property (2.14) is used to study the blow-up profile of ground states for (1.10). In fact, as pointed out in [15], we are not able to give the optimal energy estimate for the NLS energy because of the presence of the cross-term −a_{12} ∫ R^2 |u1(x)| 2|u_2(x)|^2dx in (1.9). In the energy estimate, if z_1 ≠ z_2, then the cross-term can be made arbitrary small in the limit regime (a_1, a_2) ↗ (a_∗, a_∗), by (2.14). Thus, we can give the refined estimate for the limit behavior of ground states. However, such a refined calculation for the NLS energy is not known when z_1 ≡ z_2. In that case, it was proved that the NLS ground states blow up, but one cannot determine the accurate blow-up rate (see [15, Theorem 1.3]).

2.3. Methodology of the Proofs. Similarly to what was done in [23] for the one-component setting, our proofs of BEC in this paper are based on a Feynman–Hellmann-type argument. It relies strongly on the uniqueness of the limiting profile for NLS ground states, i.e., the unique positive solution of (1.12). To obtain the convergences of ground states in Theorems 1, 2 and 3, it is enough to prove (2.6), (2.9) and (2.13) for the double indices (1, 0) and (0, 1). We refer the reader to [31, Section 3] for the general discussion. The main difficulty in this paper, as well as in [23], is the energy estimate between the quantum and the NLS energies via the Hartree energy. In the next section, we will show that, under the intra-species interactions and inter-species interaction given by (1.3), we have

E^H_N ≥ E^Q_N ≥ E^H_N − CN^{2β−1}. (2.15)

While the upper bound is trivial, by the variational principle, it is more complicated to obtain the lower bound in (2.15). Our strategy is to adapt the arguments in [20, Section 3] to our two-component setting. Next, we compare the Hartree and NLS energies and show that the error term is N^{−β}, thanks to assumption (1.4). We arrive at the final estimate

E^{NLS} + CN^{−β} ≥ E^Q_N ≥ E^{NLS} − CN^{−β} − CN^{2β−1}. (2.16)

The NLS energy functional is stable, i.e., E^{NLS} ≥ 0, under the assumptions that 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ and either 0 < a_{12} < √ c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − a_1)(a_∗ − a_2) or a_{12} < 0 (see [14, 15]). In addition, if 0 < β < 1/2, then (2.16) implies the convergence of the quantum energy to the NLS energy. The novelty of our work in the present paper is to prove that the above condition between a_1, a_2 and a_{12}, which yields the stability of the NLS energy functional (1.9), is sufficient for the stability of the many-body system (1.1) as well.

It it expected that the convergence of the quantum energy to the NLS energy holds true for any 0 < β < 1. However, a proof for 1/2 ≤ β < 1 is much more involved (see [21, 22, 24, 33] for discussions in the one-component case). We hope that our study in this paper can serve as a first step for understanding the 2D focusing mixture Bose gases.

Organization of the paper. We now describe the structure of this paper. In Section 3, we prove the convergence of the quantum energy to the Hartree energy for a more general system. In Section 4, we give proofs of Theorems 1, 2 and 3 after revisiting the blow-up phenomenon in the NLS theory and establishing energy estimates for the quantum energy.

3. From the Quantum Energy to the NLS Energy

3.1. Convergence of the Quantum Energy to the Hartree Energy. In this subsection, we prove the convergence of the quantum energy to the Hartree energy under some assumptions on the kinetic and the potentials energies. We consider the general Hamiltonian

H_N =

N_1∑

i=1 h^{(1)}_{xi} + 1 N_1 − 1 ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 W^{(1)}(x_i − x_j)

+ N_2∑

r=1 h^{(2)}_{yr} + 1 N_2 − 1 ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 W^{(2)}(y_r − y_s)

+ 1 N N_1∑

i=1

N_2∑

r=1 W^{(12)}(x_i − y_r)

which is the many-body system for N_1 and N_2 identical bosons of different types in R^2 , acting on the Hilbert space H_N given by (1.2). Here, we denote by N = N_1 + N_2 the total number of particles. The kinetic energies h^{(1)} and h^{(2)}, which are the non-interacting one-body Hamiltonian, are assumed to be real and positive preserving, i.e., ⟨u, h^{(i)}u⟩ ≥ ⟨|u|, h^{(i)}|u|⟩ for i ∈ {1, 2}. The two-body interactions among particles of the same species W^{(1)}, W^{(2)} and of different species W^{(12)} satisfy ^W^{(σ)} ∈ L^1(R^2 ), for σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}. For the sake of simplicity, we assume that the ratios c_1 = N_1/N and c_2 = N_1/N are fixed. The ground state energy per particle and the Hartree energy are given by

E^Q_N = N^{−1} inf σ_{HN} H_N and E^H = inf_{u1,u2∈H1(R2 )}

‖u_1‖_{L2} =1=‖u_2‖_{L2}

E^H(u_1, u_2).

Here, the Hartree energy functional, which is obtained by considering the ansatz u^{⊗N1}_1 ⊗u^{⊗N2}_2 as a trial wave function for the many-body system, is given by

E^H(u_1, u_2) = c_1 [ ⟨u_1, h^{(1)}u_1⟩ + 1 2 ∫ R^2

|u_1(x)|^2(W^{(1)} ⋆ |u_1|^2)(x)dx ]

+ c_2 [ ⟨u_2, h^{(2)}u_2⟩ + 1 2 ∫ R^2

|u_2(x)|^2(W^{(2)} ⋆ |u_2|^2)(x)dx ]

+ c_1c_2 ∫ R^2

|u_1(x)|^2(W^{(12)} ⋆ |u_2|^2)(x)dx.

Theorem 4. Under previous assumptions, we have

E^H ≥ E^Q_N ≥ E^H − C N ( ‖ ^ W^{(1)}‖_L1 + ‖ ^W^{(2)}‖_L1 + ‖^W^{(12)}‖_L1 ) . (3.1)

We remark that, based on quantum de Finetti theorem, the convergence (3.1) has been proven in [30, Theorem 4.1] for confined systems without convergence rate. Note that, in Theorem 4, we made only the assumption on the positivity preserving of the kinetic energy. Furthermore, we did not make any assumption on the sign of W^{(σ)}, for σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}, nor on its Fourier transform ^W^{(σ)}. The intra-species and inter-species interactions can be either attractive or repulsive. If ^W^{(σ)} are not integrable (e.g., for Coulomb potentials), the proof can be done by an approximation argument. To prove Theorem 4, we will need the following variant of Onsager’s lemma [35] which relies on the estimate of the two-body interaction by a one-body term.

Lemma 5. Given the functions V^{(1)}, V^{(2)} and V^{(12)} in R^2 . Assume that the Fourier transforms ^V^{(1)}, ^V^{(2)}, ^V^{(12)} are positives and belong to L^1(R^2 ). Then, for any integrable functions χ and ζ, we have ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 V^{(1)}(x_i − x_j) ≥ − 1 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2 χ(x)χ(y)V^{(1)}(x − y)dxdy

+ N_1∑

i=1 ( χ ⋆ V^{(1)} ) (x_i) −

N_1 2 V^{(1)}(0), (3.2) ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 V^{(2)}(y_r − y_s) ≥ − 1 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2 ζ(x)ζ(y)V^{(2)}(x − y)dxdy

+ N_2∑

r=1 ( ζ ⋆ V^{(2)} ) (y_r) −

N_2 2 V^{(2)}(0), (3.3)

N_1∑

i=1

N_2∑

r=1 V^{(12)}(x_i − y_r) ≥ − ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 V^{(12)}(x_i − x_j ) +

N_1∑

i=1 [ (χ + ζ) ⋆ V^{(12)} ] (x_i)

− ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 V^{(12)}(y_r − y_s) +

N_2∑

r=1 [ (χ + ζ) ⋆ V^{(12)} ] (y_r) − 1 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

(χ(x)χ(y) + ζ(x)ζ(y)) V^{(12)}(x − y)dxdy − ∫∫ R^2×R^2 χ(x)ζ(y)V^{(12)}(x − y)dxdy − N 2 V^{(12)}(0). (3.4)

Proof. (3.2), (3.3) and (3.4) are obtained by expanding ∫∫ R^2×R^2

f^{(σ)}(x)f^{(σ)}(y)V^{(σ)}(x − y)dxdy = 2π ∫ R^2 ^V_{(σ)}(k)| ^f_{(σ)}(k)|2dk ≥ 0, for σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}, where

f^{(1)} =

N_1∑

i=1 δ_{xi} − χ, f^{(2)} =

N_2∑

r=1 δ_{yr} − ζ and f^{(12)} = f^{(1)} + f^{(2)}. □ Now, we follow the method described in [20, Section 3] to prove Theorem 4 for arbitrary potential W^{(σ)} satisfying ^W^{(σ)} ∈ L^1(R^2 ), for σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}. The idea was in turn inspired by arguments of Lévy–Leblond [19]. See [27, 28] for related arguments.

Proof of Theorem 4. We first consider the case with an even number 2N_1 and 2N_2 of particles of different types. We denote by 2N = 2N_1 + 2N_2 the total number of particles that we split in two groups of N = N_1 + N_2. The position of the N first will be denoted by x_1, . . . , x_{N1} and y_1, . . . , y_{N2} , whereas those of the others will be denoted by p_1 = x_{N1+1}, . . . , p_{N1} = x_{2N1} and q_1 = y_{N2+1}, . . . , q_{N2} = y_{2N2} . Next, we pick a 2N-particles state Ψ_{2N} and use its bosonic symmetry in two groups of 2N_1 and 2N_2 variables to write 1 2N ⟨ Ψ_{2N} | |^{2N1}∑ i=1 h^{(1)}_{xi} +

2N_2∑

r=1 h^{(2)}_{yr} | |Ψ_{2N} ⟩ = 1 N ⟨ Ψ_{2N} | |^{N1}∑ i=1 h^{(1)}_{xi} +

N_2∑

r=1 h^{(2)}_{yr} | |Ψ_{2N} ⟩.

Now, we define

W^{(12)}_N = 1 N W^{(12)}, W^{(1)}_N = 1 N_1 − 1

W^{(1)} − W^{(12)}_N and W^{(2)}_N = 1 N_2 − 1

W^{(2)} − W^{(12)}_N .

For σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}, we decompose

W^{(σ)}_N = W^{(σ)}_{N,+} − W^{(σ)}_{N,−},

where ^ W^{(σ)}_{N,+} = ( ^ W^{(σ)}_N ) + ≥ 0 and ^ W^{(σ)}_{N,−} = ( ^ W^{(σ)}_N ) − ≥ 0. We write the repulsive part using only the x_i’s and y_r’s as follows 1 2N ⟨ Ψ_{2N} | | 1 2N_1 − 1 ∑ 1≤i<j≤2N_1 W^{(1)}_+ (x_i − x_j) + 1 2N_2 − 1 ∑ 1≤r<s≤2N_2 W^{(2)}_+ (y_r − y_s)

+ 1 2N 2N_1∑

i=1

2N_2∑

r=1 W^{(12)}_+ (x_i − y_r) | |Ψ2N ⟩

= 1 N ⟨ Ψ_{2N} | | 1 N_1 − 1 ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 W^{(1)}_+ (x_i − x_j) + 1 N_2 − 1 ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 W^{(2)}_+ (y_r − y_s)

+ 1 N N_1∑

i=1

N_2∑

r=1 W^{(12)}_+ (x_i − y_r) | |Ψ2N ⟩

= 1 N ⟨ Ψ_{2N} | | ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 W^{(1)}_{N,+}(x_i − x_j ) + ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 W^{(2)}_{N,+}(y_r − y_s) + ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 W^{(12)}_{N,+} (x_i − x_j) + ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 W^{(12)}_{N,+} (y_r − y_s)

+ N_1∑

i=1

N_2∑

r=1 W^{(12)}_{N,+} (x_i − y_r) | |Ψ2N ⟩ .

On the other hand, we express the attractive part as the difference of two terms, involving respectively only the p_k’s and q_m’s and both groups − 1 2N ⟨ Ψ_{2N} | | 1 2N_1 − 1 ∑ 1≤i<j≤2N_1 W^{(1)}_− (x_i − x_j) + 1 2N_2 − 1 ∑ 1≤r<s≤2N_2 W^{(2)}_− (y_r − y_s)

+ 1 2N 2N_1∑

i=1

2N_2∑

r=1 W^{(12)}_− (x_i − y_r) | |Ψ_{2N} ⟩

= 1 N ⟨ Ψ_{2N} | | ∑ 1≤k<ℓ≤N_1 W^{(1)}_{N,−}(p_k − p_ℓ) + ∑ 1≤m<n≤N_2 W^{(2)}_{N,−}(q_m − q_n) + ∑ 1≤k<ℓ≤N_1 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (p_k − p_ℓ) + ∑ 1≤m<n≤N_2 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (q_m − q_n)

+ N_1∑

k=1

N_2∑

m=1 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (p_k − q_m) | |Ψ_{2N} ⟩

− 1 N ⟨ Ψ_{2N} | | 1 N_1

N_1∑

i=1

N_1∑

k=1 W^{(1)}_− (x_i − p_k) + 1 N_2

N_2∑

r=1

N_2∑

m=1 W^{(2)}_− (y_r − q_m) + N_1∑

i=1

N_2∑

m=1 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (x_i − q_m) +

N_1∑

k=1

N_2∑

r=1 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (p_k − y_r) | |Ψ2N ⟩ .

This means that ⟨ Ψ_{2N} | |H2N 2N | |Ψ_{2N} ⟩ = ⟨Ψ_{2N} | |H̃N N | |Ψ_{2N} ⟩ where

H̃_N =

N_1∑

i=1 h^{(1)}_{xi} +

N_2∑

r=1 h^{(2)}_{yr} + ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 W^{(1)}_{N,+}(x_i − x_j) + ∑ 1≤k<ℓ≤N_1 W^{(1)}_{N,−}(p_k − p_ℓ) + ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 W^{(2)}_{N,+}(y_r − y_s) + ∑ 1≤m<n≤N_2 W^{(2)}_{N,−}(q_m − q_n)

− 1 N_1

N_1∑

i=1

N_1∑

k=1 W^{(1)}_− (x_i − p_k) − 1 N_2

N_2∑

r=1

N_2∑

m=1 W^{(2)}_− (y_r − q_m) + ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 W^{(12)}_{N,+} (x_i − x_j ) + ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 W^{(12)}_{N,+} (y_r − y_s)

+ N_1∑

i=1

N_2∑

r=1 W^{(12)}_{N,+} (x_i − y_r) +

N_1∑

k=1

N_2∑

m=1 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (p_k − q_m) + ∑ 1≤k<ℓ≤N_1 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (p_k − p_ℓ) + ∑ 1≤m<n≤N_2 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (q_m − q_n)

− N_1∑

i=1

N_2∑

m=1 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (x_i − q_m) −

N_1∑

k=1

N_2∑

r=1 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (p_k − y_r).

The Hamiltonian H̃_N describes a system of N = N_1 +N_2 quantum particles that repel through potentials W^{(σ)}_{N,+}, for σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}, and N = N_1 + N_2 classical particles that repel through potentials W^{(σ)}_{N,−}, with repulsion potentials W^{(12)}_{N,+} and attraction potentials^1_{N1} W^{(1)}_− ,^1_{N2} W^{(2)}_− , W^{(12)}_{N,−} between two groups. In order to bound H̃_N from below, we first fix the positions p_1, . . . , p_{N1} ; q_1, . . . , q_{N2} of the particles in the second group and consider H̃_N as an operator acting only over the x_i’s and y_r’s. Let Φ_N be any bosonic N-particles state in the N = N_1 +N_2 first variables. Let γ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} and γ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} be the (1, 0) and (0, 1)-particle reduced density matrices associated with Φ_N . Denote by ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x) = γ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x, x) and ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (x) = γ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (x, x) the density functions associated with γ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} and γ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} . Applying Lemma 5 for the repulsive potential

V^{(1)} = W^{(1)}_{N,+}, V^{(2)} = W^{(2)}_{N,+} and V^{(12)} = W^{(12)}_{N,+} with χ = N_1ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} and ζ = N_2ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} and using the Hoffmann-Ostenhof inequality [16] (see also [20, Lemma 3.2]), we obtain

⟨Φ_N |H̃_N |Φ_N ⟩ ≥ N_1 ⟨√ ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} , h^{(1)} √ ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} ⟩ + N_2 ⟨√ ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} , h^{(2)} √ ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} ⟩

+ N^2_1 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (y) ( W^{(1)}_{N,+} + W^{(12)}_{N,+} ) (x − y)dxdy (3.5) + N^2_2 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (y) ( W^{(2)}_{N,+} + W^{(12)}_{N,+} ) (x − y)dxdy (3.6) + ∑ 1≤k<ℓ≤N_1 W^{(1)}_{N,−}(p_k − p_ℓ) + ∑ 1≤m<n≤N_2 W^{(2)}_{N,−}(q_m − q_n) (3.7)

− N_1∑

k=1 (ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} ⋆ W^{(1)}_− )(p_k) −

N_2∑

m=1 (ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} ⋆ W^{(2)}_− )(q_m) (3.8) + ∑ 1≤k<ℓ≤N_1 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (p_k − p_ℓ) + ∑ 1≤m<n≤N_2 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (q_m − q_n) (3.9)

+ N_1∑

k=1

N_2∑

m=1 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (p_k − q_m) (3.10)

− N_1 N_2∑

m=1 (ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} ⋆ W^{(12)}_{N,−} )(q_m) − N_2

N_1∑

k=1 (ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} ⋆ W^{(12)}_{N,−} )(p_k) (3.11)

+ N_1N_2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (y)W^{(12)}_{N,+} (x − y)dxdy − N_1 2 W^{(1)}_{N,+}(0) −

N_2 2 W^{(2)}_{N,+}(0) − N 2 W^{(12)}_{N,+} (0).

By using the positivity of ^ W^{(1)}_{N,+}, ^ W^{(2)}_{N,+} and ^ W^{(12)}_{N,+} , we have

(3.5) ≥

N_1 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (y)W^{(1)}_+ (x − y)dxdy,

(3.6) ≥

N_2 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (y)W^{(2)}_+ (x − y)dxdy.

Next, we apply again Lemma 5 for V^{(1)} = W^{(1)}_{N,−}, V^{(2)} = W^{(2)}_{N,−} and V^{(12)} = W^{(12)}_{N,−} with χ = (N_1 − 1)ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} and ζ = (N_2 − 1)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} , we obtain

(3.7) + (3.8) + (3.9) + (3.10) + (3.11) ≥ − (N_1 − 1)^2 2 ∫∫ R^2×R^2

ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (y) ( W^{(1)}_{N,−} + W^{(12)}_{N,−} ) (x − y)dxdy (3.12) − (N_2 − 1)^2 2 ∫∫ R^2×R^2

ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (y) ( W^{(2)}_{N,−} + W^{(12)}_{N,−} ) (x − y)dxdy (3.13)

− (N_1 − 1)(N_2 − 1) ∫ ∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (y)W^{(12)}_{N,−} (x − y)dxdy

− N_1∑

k=1 (ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} ⋆ W^{(12)}_{N,−} )(p_k) −

N_2∑

m=1 (ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} ⋆ W^{(12)}_{N,−} )(q_m) − N_1 2 W^{(1)}_{N,−}(0) −

N_2 2 W^{(2)}_{N,−}(0) − N 2 W^{(12)}_{N,−} (0).

Again, by using the positivity of ^ W^{(1)}_{N,−}, ^ W^{(2)}_{N,−} and ^ W^{(12)}_{N,−} , we have

(3.12) ≥ −

N_1(N_1 − 1) 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (y) ( W^{(1)}_{N,−} + W^{(12)}_{N,−} ) (x − y)dxdy = − N_1 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (y)W^{(1)}_− (x − y)dxdy,

(3.13) ≥ −

N_2(N_2 − 1) 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (y) ( W^{(2)}_{N,−} + W^{(12)}_{N,−} ) (x − y)dxdy = − N_2 2 ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (y)W^{(2)}_− (x − y)dxdy.

Putting all of the above together and using W^{(σ)}_+ − W^{(σ)}_− = W^{(σ)}, for σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}, we arrive at ⟨Φ_N |H̃_N |Φ_N ⟩ ≥ N_1 ⟨√ ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} , h^{(1)} √ ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} ⟩ + N_1 ∫∫ R^2×R^2

ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (y)W^{(1)}(x − y)dxdy

+ N_2 ⟨√ ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} , h^{(2)} √ ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} ⟩ + N_2 ∫∫ R^2×R^2

ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (y)W^{(2)}(x − y)dxdy + N_1N_2 N ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (y)W^{(12)}(x − y)dxdy + R_1

= NE^H (√ ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} , √ ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} ) + R_1.

Here, we abbreviated by R_1 the error terms

R_1 = −

N_1 2(N_1 − 1) ( W^{(1)}_+ (0) + W^{(1)}_− (0) ) − N_2 2(N_2 − 1) ( W^{(2)}_+ (0) + W^{(2)}_− (0) )

− 1 N N_1∑

k=1 (ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} ⋆ W^{(12)}_− )(p_k) − 1 N N_2∑

m=1 (ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} ⋆ W^{(12)}_− )(q_m) (3.14) + N − 1 N ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} (x)ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} (y)W^{(12)}_− (x − y)dxdy. (3.15)

By Young’s inequality, we have

(3.14) ≥ −

N_1 N ‖ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} ‖_L1 ‖W^{(12)}_− ‖_L∞ −

N_2 N ‖ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} ‖_L1 ‖W^{(12)}_− ‖_L∞

= −‖W^{(12)}_− ‖_L∞ ≥ −(2π)^{−1}‖ ^ W^{(12)}_− ‖_L1 ≥ −(2π)^{−1}‖^W^{(12)}‖_L1 ,

(3.15) ≥ −‖W^{(12)}_− ‖_L∞ ‖ρ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} ‖_L1 ‖ρ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} ‖_L1 ≥ −(2π)^{−1}‖^W^{(12)}‖_L1 . We note that W^{(i)}_+ (0) + W^{(i)}_− (0) = (2π)^{−1}‖ ^W^{(i)}‖_L1 , for i ∈ {1, 2}. Hence, we conclude

⟨Φ_N |H̃_N |Φ_N ⟩ N ≥ E^H −

(2π)^{−1} N ( N_1‖ ^W^{(1)}‖_L1 2(N_1 − 1) + N_2‖ ^W^{(2)}‖_L1 2(N_2 − 1) + 2‖^ W^{(12)}‖_L1 ) . Since the right hand side is independent of the p_k’s and q_m’s, the bound H̃_N N ≥ E^H − C N ( ‖ ^ W^{(1)}‖_L1 + ‖ ^W^{(2)}‖_L1 + ‖^W^{(12)}‖_L1 ) holds in the sense of operators in the 2N-particles space, where 2N = 2N_1 + 2N_2 with N_1 ≥ 2 and N_2 ≥ 2. Minimizing over Ψ_{2N} and recalling the upper bound E^Q_{2N} ≤ E^H give the final estimate E^H ≥ E^Q_{2N} ≥ E^H − C N ( ‖ ^ W^{(1)}‖_L1 + ‖ ^W^{(2)}‖_L1 + ‖^W^{(12)}‖_L1 ) . We have considered the case where we have an even number of each type of particles for simplicity. But the proof works the same when one or both of those numbers are odd if we split the system into two groups of N_1 + N_2 and N_1 + N_2 + 1, or of (N_1 + 1) + N_2 and N_1 + (N_2 + 1). Another possibility is to use the fact that N → E^Q_N /N is non-decreasing. We arrive at the final estimate

E^H ≥ E^Q_N ≥ E^H − C N ( ‖ ^ W^{(1)}‖_L1 + ‖ ^W^{(2)}‖_L1 + ‖^W^{(12)}‖_L1 ) for N = N_1 + N_2 and N_1 ≥ 4 and N_2 ≥ 4. □

3.2. Convergence of the Hartree Energy to the NLS Energy. In this subsection, we compare the Hartree and NLS energies. We first note that if W^{(1)}, W^{(2)} and W^{(12)} in (3.1) are replaced by w^{(1)}_N , w^{(2)}_N and w^{(12)}_N in (1.3), then we obtain E^H_N ≥ E^Q_N ≥ E^H_N − CN^{2β−1}. (3.16) Here, E^Q_N and E^H_N are defined as in (1.6) and (1.8), respectively. This follows from the fact that the Fourier transform of w^{(σ)}_N satisfies ‖ ^ w^{(σ)}_N ‖_L1 ≤ CN^{2β}, for σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}. Our next step is to estimate the Hartree and NLS energies given by (1.8) and (1.10). We have the following.

Lemma 6. Let 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ and either 0 < a_{12} < √ c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − a_1)(a_∗ − a_2) or a_{12} < 0.

Then, under assumptions (1.3) and (1.4), we have lim N→∞ E^H_N = E^{NLS}.

Proof. We start with the upper bound. Recall that ∫ R^2 w

(σ)(x)dx = 1, for σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}. By introducing the variable z = N^β(x − y), we write ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

|u_i(x)|^2N^{2β}w^{(σ)}(N^β (x − y))|u_j (y)|^2dxdy − ∫ R^2

|u_i(x)|^2|u_j (x)|^2dx = ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

|u_i(x)|^2w^{(σ)}(z) ( |u_j (x − N^{−β}z)|^2 − |u_j (x)|^2 ) dxdz = ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

|u_i(x)|^2w^{(σ)}(z) (∫_1 0 (∇|u_j |^2)(x − tN^{−β}z) · (N^{−β}z)dt ) dxdz, (3.17)

where we made use of the notation σ = 1 if i = 1 = j, 2 if i = 2 = j, 12 if i = 1, j = 2 or i = 2, j = 1.

(3.18)

By the diamagnetic inequality |∇|u_j |^2| ≤ 2|∇u_j | · |u_j | and Hölder’s inequality, we have ∫ R^2

|u_i(x)|^2(∇|u_j |^2)(x − tN^{−β}z)dx ≤ 2‖u_i‖^2_L6 ‖u_j ‖_L6 ‖∇u_j ‖_L2 . (3.19)

From (3.17), (3.19) and noting that (1 + |z|)w^{(σ)}(z) ∈ L^1(R^2 ), for σ ∈ {1, 2, 12}, we obtain |E^H_N (u_1, u_2) − E^{NLS}(u_1, u_2)| ≤ N^{−β}R_2 (3.20) where we abbreviated by R_2 the error terms

R_2 = c_1a_1‖u_1‖^3_L6 ‖∇u_1‖_L2 + c_2a_2‖u_2‖^3_L6 ‖∇u_2‖_L2 + 2c_1c_2a_{12}‖u_1‖^2_L6 ‖u_2‖_L6 ‖∇u_2‖_L2 . Let (u_1, u_2) be a ground state for E^{NLS}. It follows from (3.20) that E^H_N ≤ E^{NLS} + N^{−β}R_2. (3.21) Now, we come to the lower bound. Let (u_{1,N} , u_{2,N} ) be a ground state for E^H_N . We first note that, for any κ > 0 and for σ given by (3.18), we have ∫∫ R^2 ×R^2

|u_i(x)|^2w^{(σ)}_N (x − y)|u_j (y)|^2dx ≤ κ 2 ∫ R^2

|u_i(x)|^4dx + 1 2κ ∫ R^2

|u_j(x)|^4dx. (3.22)

This follows from the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the fact that ∫ R^2 w (σ) N (x)dx = 1. Applying (3.22) several times to κ = 1 with i = 1 = j and i = 2 = j, we can estimate the intra-species interactions in (1.7) by those in (1.9) from below. To control the interspecies interactions, we proceed as follows. If 0 < a_1 < a_∗, 0 < a_2 < a_∗ and 0 < a_{12} < √ c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − a_1)(a_∗ − a_2), we can take δ ∈ ( c_1a_{12} a_∗ − a_2 ; a_∗ − a_1 c_2a_{12} ) . Then, we use (1.11) and

apply (3.22) to κ = δ with i = 1 and j = 2, we obtain

E^H_N ≥ c_1 a_∗ (a_∗ − a_1 − c_2a_{12}δ) ∫ R^2 |∇u_{1,N} |^2dx + c_2 a_∗ (a_∗ − a_2 − c_1a_{12}δ^{−1}) ∫ R^2

|∇u_{2,N} |^2dx. (3.23)

In the case of repulsive inter-species interactions, i.e., a_{12} < 0, we can neglect it and also obtain (3.23) without the a_{12}-term. In any case, (3.21) and (3.23) imply that (u_{1,N} , u_{2,N} ) is bounded in H^1(R^2 )×H^1(R^2 ) uniformly in N. By Sobolev’s inequality, those two components of the Hartree ground state are bounded in L^p(R^2 ) uniformly in N, for any 2 ≤ p < ∞. Now, one might use (3.17) and (3.19) to compare the inter-species interactions between (1.7) and (1.9). We obtain the final estimate

E^H_N ≥ E^{NLS} − N^{−β}R_3 (3.24) where we abbreviated by R_3 the error terms R_3 = 2c_1c_2a_{12}‖u_{1,N} ‖^2_L6 ‖u_{2,N} ‖_L6 ‖∇u_{2,N} ‖_L2 .

The convergence of the Hartree energy to the NLS energy follows from (3.21) and (3.24). This completes the proof of Lemma 6. □

4. Collapse of the Many-Body System

Through this section, we assume that the potentials V_1 and V_2 are of the forms (2.3), i.e., V_i(x) = |x − z_i|^{pi} , i ∈ {1, 2}, where z_1, z_2 ∈ R^2 and p_1, p_2 > 0.

4.1. Proofs of Theorems 1 and 2. The purpose of this subsection is to prove Theorems 1 and 2 which give the blow-up profile for the many-body system (1.1) when the total interaction strength of intra-species and inter-species tends to a critical number. We first revisit the blowup phenomenon for the NLS minimization problem (1.10). In the case a_{12} > 0, the existence of the NLS ground states follows the standard direct method in the calculus of variations. The following is taken from [14, Theorem 1.1], but the statement is adapted to our model (1.10).

Theorem 7. We have the followings

(i) If 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ and 0 < a_{12} < √ c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − a_1)(a_∗ − a_2), then E^{NLS} ≥ 0 and it has at least one ground state.

(ii) If either a_1 > a_∗ or a_2 > a_∗ or a_{12} > 2^{−1}c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − c_1a_1 − c_2a_2), then E^{NLS} = −∞.

As pointed out in [14, Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3], when 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ and √ c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − a_1)(a_∗ − a_2) ≤ a_{12} ≤ 2^{−1}c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 (a_∗ − c_1a_1 − c_2a_2),

then there may exist ground states for (1.10), under additional assumptions on (a_1, a_2, a_{12}), especially when z_1 ≠ z_2. Therefore, it is reasonable to consider the case z_1 ≡ z_2 in order to study the limit behavior of ground states when they do not exist at the threshold. The following is taken from [14, Theorem 1.5].

Theorem 8. Assume that 0 < a_{12} < a_∗ min{c^{−1}_1 , c^{−1}_2 } is fixed and V_1, V_2 are defined as in (2.3) with z_1 = 0 = z_2. Then, for every sequence (a_{1,N} , a_{2,N} ) ↗ (a_∗ − c_2a_{12}, a_∗ − c_1a_{12}) as N → ∞, we have

E^{NLS} = (a_∗ − a_N )^{p0p}0^{+2} ( p_0 + 2 p_0 · Λ^2 a_∗ + o(1)_{N→∞} ) , (4.1)

where a_N = c_1a_{1,N} + c_2a_{2,N} + 2c_1c_2a_{12}, p_0 = min{p_1, p_2} and Λ is given by (2.5).

In addition, assume that (u_{1,N} , u_{2,N} ) is a positive ground state for E^{NLS} in (1.10) for each 0 < a_{1,N} < a_∗ − c_2a_{12} and 0 < a_{2,N} < a_∗ − c_1a_{12}. Then, up to extraction of a subsequence, we have lim N→∞ ℓ^{−1}_N u_{1,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N ·) = Q_0 = lim_{N→∞} ℓ^{−1}_N u_{2,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N ·)

strongly in H^1(R^2 ), where ℓ_N = Λ(a_∗ − a_N )^{− 1p}0^{+2} and Q_0 is given by (2.4).

Theorem 8 gives the blow-up profile for the NLS exact ground states when they exist. The proof in [14] is based on a detailed analysis of the Euler–Lagrange equation associated with the ground states. In order to establish the blow-up behavior of the many-body ground states via the Feynman–Hellmann-type argument, we need to extend that blow-up result to the NLS approximate ground states. This is done in the one-component setting [23]. However, the situation is more complicated in the two-component case, due to the presence of the (attractive) inter-species interactions. In fact, we will need to consider the blow-up behavior of the following (modified) Hartree variational problem

E^{mH}_N := inf

u_1,u_2∈H^1(R^2 ) ‖u_1‖_{L2} =1=‖u_2‖_{L2}

E^{mH}_N (u_1, u_2), (4.2)

where the (modified) Hartree functional is given by

E^{mH}_N (u_1, u_2) = c_1 ∫ R^2 [ |∇u_1(x)|^2 + V_1(x)|u_1(x)|^2 − a_1 2 |u_1(x)|^4 ] dx + c_2 ∫ R^2 [ |∇u_2(x)|^2 + V_2(x)|u_2(x)|^2 − a_2 2 |u_2(x)|^4 ] dx − c_1c_2a_{12} ∫ R^2

|u_1(x)|^2(w^{(12)}_N ⋆ |u_2|^2)(x)dx. (4.3)

One can see that (4.3) interpolates between Hartree (1.7) and NLS (1.9). The asymptotic formula for the (modified) Hartree energy will be given in the following.

Lemma 9. Assume that 0 < a_{12} < min{c^{−1}_1 , c^{−1}_2 } is fixed and V_1, V_2 are defined as in (2.3) with z_1 = 0 = z_2. Let (a_1, a_2) := (a_{1,N} , a_{2,N} ) ↗ (a_∗ − c_2a_{12}, a_∗ − c_1a_{12}) such that a_N := c_1a_{1,N} + c_2a_{2,N} + 2c_1c_2a_{12} = a_∗ − N^{−γ} with 0 < γ < p_0 + 2 p_0 + 3 β, p_0 = min{p_1, p_2}.

Then, we have, with Λ given by (2.5),

E^{mH}_N = E^{NLS} + o(E^{NLS})_{N→∞} = (a_∗ − a_N )^{p0p}0^{+2} ( p_0 + 2 p_0 · Λ^2 a_∗ + o(1)_{N→∞} ) . (4.4)

Proof. We start with the upper bound. By the arguments in the proof of Lemma 6 and the asymptotic behavior of the NLS ground states (see, e.g., [14, Proposition 3]), we have

E^{mH}_N ≤ E^{NLS} + CN^{−β}ℓ^3_N = (a_∗ − a_N )^{p0p}0^{+2} [ p_0 + 2 p_0 · Λ^2 a_∗ + CN^{−β}(a_∗ − a_N )^{− p0+3p}0^{+2} ] . (4.5)

The error term N^{−β}(a_∗ − a_N )^{− p0+3p}0^{+2} is of order 1 when a_∗ − a_N = N^{−γ} with 0 < γ <^{p0+2}_{p0+3} β.

Now, we turn to the lower bound. Let (u_{1,N} , u_{2,N} ) ∈ H^1(R^2 ) × H^1(R^2 ) be a ground state for E^{mH}_N in (1.7), which exists under the conditions 0 < a_1 < a_∗ and 0 < a_2 < a_∗. Let us rewrite E^{mH}_N as follows

E^{mH}_N (u_{1,N} , u_{2,N} ) = c_1 ∫ R^2 [ |∇u_{1,N} (x)|^2 − ã_{1,N} 2 |u_{1,N} (x)|^4 ] dx + c_1 ∫ R^2 |x|^{p1} |u_{1,N} (x)|^2dx + c_2 ∫ R^2 [ |∇u_{2,N} (x)|^2 − ã_{2,N} 2 |u_{2,N} (x)|^4 ] dx + c_2 ∫ R^2 |x|^{p2} |u_{2,N} (x)|^2dx + c_1c_2a_{12} 2 ∫ R^2 [ |u_{1,N} (x)|^4 + |u_{2,N} (x)|^4 − 2|u_1(x)|^2(w^{(12)}_N ⋆ |u_2|^2)(x) ] dx (4.6)

where ã_{1,N} = a_{1,N} + c_2a_{12} and ã_{2,N} = a_{2,N} + c_1a_{12}. Applying (3.22) to κ = 1, i = 1, j = 2, we obtain

E^{mH}_N ≥ c_1 ∫ R^2 ( |∇u_{1,N} (x)|^2 − ã_{1,N} 2 |u_{1,N} (x)|^4 ) dx+c_2 ∫ R^2 ( |∇u_{2,N} (x)|^2 − ã_{2,N} 2 |u_{2,N} (x)|^4 ) dx. (4.7) For each N, we may assume without loss of generality that ã_{1,N} ≤ ã_{2,N} . By (4.7) and (1.11), we have

E^{mH}_N ≥ c_1 a_∗ − ã_{1,N} a_∗ ∫ R^2 |∇u_{1,N} (x)|^2dx ≥ c_1 a_∗ − a_N a_∗ ∫ R^2

|∇u_{1,N} (x)|^2dx, (4.8)

where a_N = c_1ã_{1,N} + c_2ã_{2,N} . We denote ũ_{1,N} = ℓ^{−1}_N u_{1,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N ·) and ũ_{2,N} = ℓ^{−1}_N u_{2,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N ·) where ℓ_N is defined as in Theorem 8. Then, it follows from (4.8) and the upper bound of E^{mH}_N in (4.5) that {ũ_{1,N} } is bounded in H^1(R^2 ). Next, we prove that {ũ_{2,N} } is also bounded in H^1(R^2 ). We notice that, by again (4.7) and (1.11), we have ∫ R^2 |∇ũ_{2,N} (x)|^2dx − ã_{2,N} 2 ∫ R^2

|ũ_{2,N} (x)|^4dx ≤ c^{−1}_2 ℓ^{−2}_N E^{mH}_N . (4.9)

On the other hand, by applying (3.22) to κ = 2, i = 1, j = 2 and using (1.11) we obtain

E^{mH}_N ≥ c_1c_2a_{12} 2 ( − ∫ R^2

|u_{1,N} (x)|^4dx + 1 2 ∫ R^2 |u_{2,N} (x)|^4dx )

which implies that − ∫ R^2

|ũ_{1,N} (x)|^4dx + 1 2 ∫ R^2

|ũ_{2,N} (x)|^4dx ≤ 2c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 a^{−1}_{12} ℓ^{−2}_N E^{mH}_N . (4.10)

Hence, we deduce from (4.9), (4.10) and the upper bound of E^{mH}_N in (4.5) that {ũ_{2,N} } is bounded in H^1(R^2 ). Since this holds for each N, we conclude that the boundedness of {ũ_{1,N} } and {ũ_{2,N} } holds for the whole sequence. We may apply (3.17) and (3.19) with i = 1, j = 2 to obtain

E^{mH}_N ≥ E^{NLS} − CN^{−β}ℓ^3_N = (a_∗ − a_N )^{p0p}0^{+2} [ p_0 + 2 p_0 · Λ^2 a_∗ + CN^{−β}(a_∗ − a_N )^{− p0+3p}0^{+2} ] . The error term in the above matches the one in (4.5), up to a constant. This concludes the proof of Lemma 9. □ Remark. • By the arguments in the proof of Lemmas 6 and 9, we obtain the same asymptotic formula as in (4.4) for the Hartree energy (1.8).

• It follows from (3.16) and the arguments in the proof of Lemma 9 that E^{mH}_N + CN^{−β}ℓ^3_N ≥ E^H_N ≥ E^Q_N ≥ E^H_N − CN^{2β−1} ≥ E^{mH}_N − CN^{2β−1}. (4.11) Then, the asymptotic formula of the (modified) Hartree energy implies that of the quantum energy, which gives (2.7) in Theorem 1. Since CN^{2β−1} is the error in the above energy estimate, the following conditions are taken into account

0 < β < 1/2 and 0 < γ < p_0 + 2

p_0

(1 − 2β) with p_0 = min{p_1, p_2}.

Having the blow-up behavior of the (modified) Hartree energy, we are now able to study that of its (approximate) ground states. We have the following.

Theorem 10. Assume that 0 < a_{12} < a_∗ min{c^{−1}_1 , c^{−1}_2 } is fixed and V_1, V_2 are defined as in (2.3) with z_1 = 0 = z_2. Let (a_{1,N} , a_{2,N} ) ↗ (a_∗ − c_2a_{12}, a_∗ − c_1a_{12}) as N → ∞ such that a_N := c_1a_{1,N} + c_2a_{2,N} + 2c_1c_2a_{12} = a_∗ − N^{−γ} with 0 < γ < p_0 + 2 p_0 + 3 β, p_0 = min{p_1, p_2}.

Let (u_{1,N} , u_{2,N} ) ∈ H^1(R^2 ) × H^1(R^2 ) be a sequence of a coupled positive functions such that ‖u_{1,N} ‖_L2 = 1 = ‖u_{2,N} ‖_L2 and

E^{mH}_N (u_{1,N} , u_{2,N} ) = E^{mH}_N + o(E^{mH}_N )_{N→∞} = (a_∗ − a_N )^{p0p}0^{+2} ( p_0 + 2 p_0 · Λ^2 a_∗ + o(1)_{N→∞} ) , (4.12)

where Λ is given by (2.5). Then, we have lim N→∞ ℓ^{−1}_N u_{1,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N ·) = Q_0 = lim_{N→∞} ℓ^{−1}_N u_{2,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N ·) (4.13)

strongly in L^2(R^2 ), where ℓ_N is defined as in Theorem 8 and Q_0 is given by (2.4).

Proof. Denote ũ_{1,N} = ℓ^{−1}_N u_{1,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N ·) and ũ_{2,N} = ℓ^{−1}_N u_{2,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N ·); then, ‖ũ_{1,N} ‖_L2 = 1 = ‖ũ_{2,N} ‖_L2 . By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 9, we can prove that both sequences {ũ_{1,N} } and {ũ_{2,N} } are bounded in H^1(R^2 ). Thus, ũ_{1,N} (resp. ũ_{2,N} ) converges to a function W_1 (resp. W_2) weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and pointwise almost everywhere in R^2 . We will show that W_1 ≡ W_2. Indeed, by applying (3.17), (3.19) with i = 1, j = 2 and using (1.11) we obtain

E^{mH}_N (u_{1,N} , u_{2,N} ) ≥ c_1c_2a_{12} 2 ∫ R^2 [ |u_{1,N} (x)|^2 − |u_{2,N} (x)|^2 ]_2 dx − CN^{−β}ℓ^3_N , which in turn implies that

‖|ũ_{1,N} |^2 − |ũ_{2,N} |^2‖^2_L2 ≤ 2c^{−1}_1 c^{−1}_2 a^{−1}_{12} ( ℓ^{−2}_N E^{mH}_N (u_{1,N} , u_{2,N} ) + CN^{−β}ℓ_N ) . (4.14)

By taking the limit N → ∞ in (4.14) and using (4.12), we conclude that W_1 = W_0 = W_2 almost everywhere in R^2 .

On the other hand, since p_0 = min{p_1, p_2}, we deduce from (4.6), (4.12) that either ∫ R^2 |x| p_1 |ũ

1,N (x)|^2dx or ∫ R^2 |x| p_2 |ũ

2,N (x)|^2dx is bounded. It then follows that either ũ_{1,N} or ũ_{2,N} converges to W_0 strongly in L^r(R^2 ), for 2 ≤ r < ∞. In particular, we have ‖W_0‖_L2 = 1. Moreover, by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and Minkowski’s inequality we have |‖ũ_{1,N} ‖^4_L4 − ‖ũ_{2,N} ‖^4_L4 | ≤ ‖|ũ_{1,N} |^2 + |ũ_{2,N} |^2‖_L2 ‖|ũ_{1,N} |^2 − |ũ_{2,N} |^2‖_L2 ≤ (‖ũ_{1,N} ‖^2_L4 + ‖ũ_{2,N} ‖^2_L4 )‖|ũ_{1,N} |^2 − |ũ_{2,N} |^2‖_L2 , which implies that |‖ũ_{1,N} ‖^2_L4 − ‖ũ_{2,N} ‖^2_L4 | ≤ ‖|ũ_{1,N} |^2 − |ũ_{2,N} |^2‖_L2 . (4.15) It follows from (4.12), (4.14) and (4.15) that both ũ_{1,N} and ũ_{2,N} converge to W_0 strongly in L^4(R^2 ). In fact, those convergences hold in L^r(R^2 ), for 4 ≤ r < ∞, by the H^1(R^2 )- boundedness of {ũ_{1,N} } and {ũ_{2,N} }. Taking the limit N → ∞ in (4.9) and using Fatou’s lemma and the Hardy–Littlewood–Sobolev inequality, we obtain ∫ R^2 |∇W_0(x)|^2dx − a_∗ 2 ∫ R^2

|W_0(x)|^4dx ≤ 0.

Thus, W_0 is an optimizer for (1.11). Recall that (1.11) admits a unique optimizer, up to translation and dilations. Therefore, a simple scaling and the uniqueness (up to translation) of positive solutions of (1.12) allows us to conclude that

W_0(x) = (a_∗)^{− 12} bQ(bx + x_0) for some constant b ∈ R^+ and x_0 ∈ R^2 . Here, Q is the unique (up to translation) solution of (1.12). We will show that b = 1 and x_0 = 0. Indeed, it follows from (4.12), (4.6), (1.11) and Fatou’s lemma that

p_0 + 2

p_0

Λ^2 ≥ b^2Λ^2 a_∗ ∫ R^2 |∇Q(x)|^2dx + ν b^{p0} Λ^{p0} ∫ R^2

|x|^{p0} |Q(x + b^{−1}x_0)|^2dx. (4.16)

Here, we have used the fact that c_1 + c_2 = 1 and the assumption p_0 = min{p_1, p_2}. Note that ‖∇Q‖^2_{L2} = ‖Q‖^2_{L2} = a_∗ and ∫ R^2

|x|^{p0} |Q(x + b^{−1}x_0)|^2dx ≥ ∫ R^2

|x|^{p0} |Q(x)|^2dx, (4.17)

by the Hardy–Littlewood rearrangement inequality as Q is a radial symmetric decreasing function. Thus, (4.16) reduces to p_0 + 2

p_0

Λ^2 ≥ b^2Λ^2 + ν b^{p0} Λ^{p0} ∫ R^2

|x|^{p0} |Q(x)|^2dx. (4.18)

It is elementary to check that

inf_{λ>0} ( λ^2 + ν λ^{p0} ∫ R^2 |x|^{p0} |Q(x)|^2dx ) = p_0 + 2 p_0

Λ^2

with the unique optimal value λ = Λ. Therefore, the equality in (4.18) must occurs, and hence, b = 1. This also implies that the equality in (4.17) must occurs, and hence, x_0 = 0. □ Remark. By the arguments in the proof of Theorem 10, we obtain the same blow-up behavior as in (4.13) for the Hartree and NLS (approximate) ground states.

In the case of the totally attractive system, we have seen in Theorems 8 and 10 that the two components of NLS exact/approximate ground states have the same behavior when a_{12} > 0 is fixed and (a_1, a_2) ↗ (a_∗ − c_2a_{12}, a_∗ − c_1a_{12}). It is the same situation when 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗ are fixed and a_{12} > 0 tends to a critical number. In that case, the limit behavior of the NLS exact ground states has not been studied in [14]. But it is somehow similar to the previous case. As mentioned in the introduction, we will assume that c_1(a_∗ − a_1) = c_1c_2α_∗ = c_2(a_∗ − a_2). Note that, with this assumption, Theorem 7 gives a complete classification of the existence and nonexistence of ground states for (1.10). In the following, we address the limiting profile of the general NLS approximate ground states in the limit regime that the inter-species interactions tend to the critical number α_∗. We first note that we have the following estimate

lim sup a_{12}↗α_∗ E^{NLS} (α_∗ − a_{12})^{p0p}0^{+2}

≤ 2c_1c_2 p_0 + 2 p_0 · Θ^2 a_∗ , (4.19)

where p_0 = min{p_1, p_2} and Θ is given by (2.8). To see this, we simply take

u_1(x) = u_2(x) = (a_∗)^{12} λ(α_∗ − a_{12})^{− 1p}0^{+2} Q(λ(α_∗ − a_{12})^{− 1p}0^{+2} x) as a trial function for E^{NLS} in (1.10) and minimize it over λ > 0.

The estimate (4.19) suggested the asymptotic formula of the NLS energy in the limit regime 0 < a_{12} := α_N ↗ α_∗ as N → ∞. This will imply the asymptotic formula of the (modified) Hartree energy (4.2). More precisely, we have

E^{mH}_N = E^{NLS} + o(E^{NLS})_{N→∞} = (α_∗ − α_N )^{p0p}0^{+2} ( 2c_1c_2 p_0 + 2 p_0 · Θ^2 a_∗ + o(1)_{N→∞} ) , (4.20)

provided that

0 < β < 1/2 and α_N = α_∗ − N^{−γ} with 0 < γ < p_0 + 2 p_0 + 3 β. In addition, if γ <^{p0+2}_{p0} (1−2β), then we also obtain the same asymptotic formula as in (4.20) for the quantum energy. Furthermore, the blow-up behavior of the (modified) Hartree and the NLS (approximate) ground states (u_{1,N} , u_{2,N} ) is also obtained and we have lim N→∞ ℓ^{−1}_N u_{1,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N ·) = Q_0 = lim_{N→∞} ℓ^{−1}_N u_{2,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N ·) (4.21)

strongly in L^2(R^2 ), where ℓ_N = Θ(α_∗ − α_N )^{− 1p}0^{+2} and Q_0 is given by (2.4). The proofs of (4.20) and (4.21) follow the same (even simpler) from that of (4.4) and (4.13). Here, we omit the details for brevity. Moreover, the following estimate was derived in the energy estimate

lim inf a_{12}↗α_∗ E^{NLS} (α_∗ − a_{12})^{p0p}0^{+2}

≥ 2c_1c_2 p_0 + 2 p_0 · Θ^2 a_∗ , (4.22)

which together with (4.19) yields the asymptotic behavior of the NLS energy.

Now, we are in the position to give the proofs of Theorems 1 and 2. We only prove Theorem 1 since the proof of Theorem 2 is analogous.

Proof of Theorem 1. Let η > 0 be a small parameter and A be a bounded self-adjoint operator on L^2(R^2 ). Consider the perturbed Hamiltonian in the group of N_1 particles H_{N,η} = N_1∑

i=1 ( − Δ_{xi} + V_1(x_i) + ηA_{xi} ) − 1 N_1 − 1 ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 w^{(1)}_N (x_i − x_j)

+ N_2∑

r=1 ( − Δ_{yr} + V_2(y_r) ) − 1 N_2 − 1 ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 w^{(2)}_N (y_r − y_s)

− 1 N N_1∑

i=1

N_2∑

r=1 w^{(12)}_N (x_i − y_r). (4.23)

with the ground state energy per particle denoted by E^Q_η hereafter. The associated (modified) Hartree functional is E^{mH}_{N,η} (u_1, u_2) = E^{mH}_N (u_1, u_2) + c_1η⟨u_1, Au_1⟩, with the corresponding (modified) Hartree energy E^{mH}_{N,η}. Note that E^{mH}_N = E^{mH}_{N,0} and E^{mH}_N = E^{mH}_{N,0}. From the arguments in the proof of Theorem 4, we have

E^Q_η ≥ inf

γ_1=γ^∗_1 ≥0,γ_2=γ^∗_2 ≥0 Tr γ_1=1=Tr γ_2

Ẽ^H_{N,η}(γ_1, γ_2) − CN^{2β−1}, (4.24)

where

Ẽ^H_η (γ_1, γ_2) = c_1 [ Tr(−Δ + V_1 + ηA)γ_1 − a_1 2 ∫ R^2

ρ_{γ1} (x)(w^{(1)}_N ⋆ ρ_{γ1} )(x)dx ]

+ c_2 [ Tr(−Δ + V_2)γ_2 − a_2 2 ∫ R^2

ρ_{γ2} (x)(w^{(2)}_N ⋆ ρ_{γ2} )(x)dx ]

− c_1c_2a_{12} ∫ R^2

ρ_{γ1} (x)(w^{(12)}_N ⋆ ρ_{γ2} )(x)dx, (4.25)

Here, ρ_γ (x) := γ(x, x) for every γ = γ^∗ ≥ 0 with Tr γ = 1. Now, we remark that the infimum on the right hand side of (4.24) is bounded from below by the (modified) Hartree energy E^{mH}_{N,η}. To see this, we write γ_1 and γ_2 in terms of spectral representations

γ_σ = ∑ j n^{(σ)}_j |u^{(σ)}_j ⟩⟨u^{(σ)}_j |, σ ∈ {1, 2}, with 0 ≤ n^{(σ)}_j ≤ 1 and ∑ i n^{(1)}_i = 1 = ∑ j n^{(2)}_j . In other words, γ_σ are convex combinations of the projections onto the orthogonal eigenfunctions {u^{(σ)}_j }_j . Furthermore, one can easily check that ρ_{γσ} = ∑ j n^{(σ)}_j |u_j |^2 ≤ √∑ j n^{(σ)}_j |u_j |^4. (4.26)

Fixing γ_2, applying (3.22) to κ = 1, i = 1 = j with u_1 = √ρ_{γ1} and using (4.26) for ρ_{γ1} , we obtain Ẽ^H_η (γ_1, γ_2) ≥ c_1 ∑ j n^{(1)}_j [ ⟨u^{(1)}_j , −Δ + V_1 + ηA − c_2a_{12}w^{(12)}_N ⋆ ρ_{γ2} , u^{(1)}_j ⟩ − a_1 2 ∫ R^2

|u^{(1)}_j (x)|^4dx ]

+ c_2 [ Tr(−Δ + V_2)γ_2 − a_2 2 ∫ R^2

ρ_{γ2} (x)(w^{(1)}_N ⋆ ρ_{γ2} )(x)dx ]

≥ c_1 inf

u∈H^1(R^2 ) ‖u‖_{L2} =1 { ⟨u, −Δ + V_1 + ηA − c_2a_{12}w^{(12)}_N ⋆ ρ_{γ2} , u⟩ − a_1 2 ∫ R^2 |u(x)|^4dx }

(4.27)

+ c_2 [ Tr(−Δ + V_2)γ_2 − a_2 2 ∫ R^2

ρ_{γ2} (x)(w^{(1)}_N ⋆ ρ_{γ2} )(x)dx ] , where we have used ∑ j n^{(1)}_j = 1. Let u^{(1)}_N ∈ H^1(R^2 ) be a (fixed) ground state for the variational problem (4.27), which exists under the condition 0 < a_1 < a_∗. Applying (3.22) to κ = 1, i = 2 = j with u_2 = √ρ_{γ2} and using (4.26) for ρ_{γ2} , we obtain

Ẽ^H_η (γ_1, γ_2) ≥ c_1 [ ⟨u^{(1)}_N , −Δ + V_1 + ηA, u^{(1)}_N ⟩ − a_1 2 ∫ R^2

|u^{(1)}_N (x)|^4dx ]

+ c_2 ∑ j n^{(2)}_j [ ⟨u^{(2)}_j , −Δ + V_2 − c_1a_{12}w^{(12)}_N ⋆ |u^{(1)}_N |^2, u^{(2)}_j ⟩ − a_2 2 ∫ R^2

|u^{(2)}_j (x)|^4dx ]

≥ c_1 [ ⟨u^{(1)}_N , −Δ + V_1 + ηA, u^{(1)}_N ⟩ − a_1 2 ∫ R^2

|u^{(1)}_N (x)|^4dx ]

+ c_2 inf

u∈H^1(R^2 ) ‖u‖_{L2} =1 { ⟨u, −Δ + V_2 − c_1a_{12}w^{(12)}_N ⋆ |u^{(1)}_N |^2, u⟩ − a_2 2 ∫ R^2 |u(x)|^4dx } , (4.28)

where we have used ∑ j n^{(2)}_j = 1. Let u^{(2)}_N ∈ H^1(R^2 ) be a ground state for the variational problem (4.28), which exists under the condition 0 < a_2 < a_∗. Then, it follows that Ẽ^H_η (γ_1, γ_2) ≥ E^{mH}_{N,η} (u^{(1)}_N , u^{(2)}_N ) ≥ E^{mH}_{N,η}, (4.29)

which holds for any γ_1 = γ^∗_1 ≥ 0 and γ_2 = γ^∗_2 ≥ 0 such that Tr γ_1 = 1 = Tr γ_2. Finally, we conclude from (4.29) and (4.24) that we must have E^Q_η ≥ E^{mH}_{N,η} − CN^{2β−1}. (4.30) Let (u_{1,N,η}, u_{2,N,η}) and Ψ_N be ground states for E^{mH}_{N,η} and H_N = H_{N,0}, respectively. We have ηc_1 Tr(Aγ^{(1,0)}_{ΨN} ) = N^{−1}⟨Ψ_N , H_{N,η}Ψ_N ⟩ − N^{−1}⟨Ψ_N , H_N Ψ_N ⟩ ≥ E^Q_η − E^Q_N

≥ E^{mH}_{N,η} − E^{mH}_N + O(N^{3p}0^{+2 γ−β}) + O(N^{2β−1}) ≥ ηc_1⟨u_{1,N,η}, Au_{1,N,η}⟩ + O(N^{3p}0^{+2 γ−β} ) + O(N^{2β−1}), (4.31) where p_0 = min{p_1, p_2}. In the above, the first and the last inequalities are the variational principles. The second estimate used (4.30) and (4.11). Now, under the assumption that

0 < γ < min { p_0 + 2 p_0 + 3 β, p_0 + 2 p_0

(1 − 2β) } , one can pick η = η_N = o ( (a_∗ − a_N )^{p0p}0^{+2} ) such that lim N→∞ η^{−1}(N^{3p}0^{+2 γ−β} + N^{2β−1}) = 0. (4.32)

Then, it follows from (4.31) and repeating the argument with A replaced by −A that ⟨u_{1,N,η}, Au_{1,N,η} ⟩ + o(1)_{N→∞} ≤ Tr(Aγ^{(1,0)}_{ΨN} ) ≤ ⟨u_{1,N,−η}, Au_{1,N,−η}⟩ + o(1)_{N→∞}. (4.33)

On the other hand, since (u_{1,N,η}, u_{2,N,η}) is a ground state for E^{mH}_{N,η} (recall that E^{mH}_N = E^{mH}_{N,0} and E^{mH}_N = E^{mH}_{N,0}), we have, with the choice of η in (4.32), E^{mH}_N ≤ E^{mH}_N (u_{1,N,η}, u_{2,N,η}) ≤ E^{mH}_{N,η} + η‖A‖ ≤ E^{mH}_{N,η} (u_{1,N,0}, u_{2,N,0}) + η‖A‖ ≤ E^{mH}_N + 2η‖A‖. It follows from the above that (u_{1,N,η}, u_{2,N,η}) and (u_{1,N,−η}, u_{2,N,−η}) are sequences of quasiground states for E^{mH}_{N,η}. We may apply Theorem 10 together with (4.33) to get the trace-

class weak-⋆ convergence of γ^{(1,0)}_{ΨN} to |Q_N ⟩⟨Q_N |, where ℓ_N is defined as in Theorem 1 and Q_N = ℓ_N Q_0(ℓ_N ·) with Q_0 given by (2.4). Since no mass is lost in the limit, the convergence must hold in trace-class norm.

Now, we consider the perturbed Hamiltonian in the group of N_2 particles H_{N,η} = N_1∑

i=1 ( − Δ_{xi} + V_1(x_i) ) − 1 N_1 − 1 ∑ 1≤i<j≤N_1 w^{(1)}_N (x_i − x_j)

+ N_2∑

r=1 ( − Δ_{yr} + V_2(y_r) + ηA_{yr} ) − 1 N_2 − 1 ∑ 1≤r<s≤N_2 w^{(2)}_N (y_r − y_s)

− 1 N N_1∑

i=1

N_2∑

r=1 w^{(12)}_N (x_i − y_r). (4.34)

At this stage, by repeating the above argument, we also obtain the convergence of γ^{(0,1)}_{ΨN} to |Q_N ⟩⟨Q_N | in trace-class norm. Equivalently, both γ^{(1,0)}_{ΦN} and γ^{(0,1)}_{ΦN} converge in trace-class norm to a rank-one operator |Q_0⟩⟨Q_0|, where Φ_N = ℓ^{−N}_N Ψ_N (ℓ^{−1}_N ·). It is well known that this implies the convergence of generic higher order density matrices to tensor powers of the limiting operator (see, e.g., the discussion following [31, Section 3]).

4.2. Proof of Theorem 3. The purpose of this subsection is to prove Theorem 3, which gives the blow-up profile of the many-body system (1.1) when the interaction strength of intra-species among particles in each component tends to a critical number. We first revisit the blow-up phenomenon for the NLS minimization problem (1.9). In the case a_{12} < 0, the existence of the NLS ground states follows the standard direct method in the calculus of variations. In [15, Theorem 1.1], the authors proved that if 0 < a_1, a_2 < a_∗, then E^{NLS} ≥ 0 and it has at least one ground state. On the other hand, E^{NLS} = −∞ when either a_1 > a_∗ or a_2 > a_∗. This is somehow similar to the one-component setting (see [13]).

The next result concerns the limit behavior of NLS energy and its ground states. For the system of attractive intra-species interactions and repulsive inter-species interactions, we are not able to determine the accurate blow-up rate of ground states when z_1 = z_2, due to the absence of a refined energy estimate. When z_1 ≠ z_2, the decays property (2.14) allows us to control the cross-term in (1.9). In this case, the authors in [15] proved that for any fixed a_{12} < 0, we have

c_1E^{NLS}_1 + c_2E^{NLS}_2 ≤ E^{NLS} ≤ c_1E^{NLS}_1 + c_2E^{NLS}_2 + C ( e^{−μ0(a∗−a1)−} 1 p2+2 + e^{−μ0(a∗−a2)−} 1 p2+2 ) . (4.35) Here, E^{NLS}_i is defined in (2.10) and μ_0 = μ|z_1 − z_2| > 0 with μ > 0 given by (2.14). The limiting profile of the NLS exact ground states follows from the energy estimate (4.35) and the asymptotic behavior of the NLS energy in the one-component setting, which is given by (2.12). For the detailed analysis, we refer the reader to [15, Theorem 1.2].

In this subsection, we only study the blow-up profile of the many-body system (1.1) in the case z_1 ≠ z_2. The asymptotic formula of the quantum energy which is given in Theorem 3 follows from that of the NLS energy and the estimate c_1E^{NLS}_1 + c_2E^{NLS}_2 − CN^{2β−1} ≤ E^H_N − CN^{2β−1} ≤ E^Q_N ≤ E^H_N ≤ c_1E^{NLS}_1 + c_2E^{NLS}_2 + R_5, (4.36)

where we abbreviated by R_5 the error terms, with ℓ_{i,N} = Λ_i(a_∗ − a_{i,N} )^{− 1p}i^{+2} for i ∈ {1, 2}, R_5 := CN^{−β}(ℓ^3_{1,N} + ℓ^3_{2,N} ) + C(e^{−μ0ℓ1,N} + e^{−μ0 ℓ2,N} ). (4.37) In (4.36), the first inequality follows from (3.22) and the non-negativity of the inter-species interactions. The second and the third inequalities used (3.16). Finally, the last inequality follows from (3.21) and (4.35).

Similarly to what was done in Section 4.1, we need to extend the blow-up result in [15] to the (modified) Hartree ground states in order to obtain the convergence of the many-body ground states. Fortunately, the inter-species interactions are repulsive and we can ignore it in the energy estimate. Therefore, an extension to the blow-up behavior of the NLS approximate ground states is sufficient for our purpose. We have the following.

Theorem 11. Assume that V_i, for i ∈ {1, 2}, are defined as in (2.3) with z_i ∈ R^2 . Let a_{i,N} ↗ a_∗ as N → ∞. Let u_{i,N} ∈ H^1(R^2 ) be a sequence of positive functions such that ‖u_{i,N} ‖_L2 = 1 and

E^{NLS}_i (u_{i,N} ) = E^{NLS}_i + o(E^{NLS}_i )_{N→∞} = (a_∗ − a_{i,N} )^{pip}i^{+2} ( p_i + 2 p_i · Λ^2_i a_∗ + o(1)_{N→∞} ) (4.38)

where E^{NLS}_i are defined in (2.11) and Λ_i are given by (2.12). Then, we have lim N→∞ ℓ^{−1}_{i,N} u_{i,N} (ℓ^{−1}_{i,N} · +z_i) = Q_0 (4.39)

strongly in L^2(R^2 ), where ℓ_{i,N} = Λ_i(a_∗ − a_{i,N} )^{− 1p}i^{+2} and Q_0 is given by (2.4). Proof. Proof of Theorem 11 can be found in [23, Theorem 2.1]. □ Now, we are in the position to give the proof of Theorem 3 which closely follows that of Theorem 1. For the reader’s convenience, we will mention only the differences in the following. Proof of Theorem 3. Let η > 0 be a small parameter and A be a bounded self-adjoint operator on L^2(R^2 ). Consider the perturbed Hamiltonian in the group of N_1 particles as in (4.23) with the ground state energy per particle denoted by E^Q_η . The associated NLS functional is

E^{NLS}_η (u_1, u_2) = c_1E^{NLS}_{1,η} (u_1) + c_2E^{NLS}_2 (u_2) − c_1c_2a_{12} ∫ R^2

|u_1(x)|^2|u_2(x)|^2dx,

where we have introduced the NLS energy functional E^{NLS}_{1,η} (u) = E^{NLS}_1 (u) + η⟨u, Au⟩ with the corresponding NLS energy E^{NLS}_{1,η} . Note that E^{NLS}_{1,0} = E^{NLS}_1 and E^{NLS}_{1,0} = E^{NLS}_1 . Let u_{1,N,η} be a ground state for E^{NLS}_{1,η} . Let Ψ_N be a ground state for H_N = H_{N,0}. Then, it follows from (4.36) that

ηc_1 Tr(Aγ^{(1,0)}_{ΨN} ) = N^{−1}⟨Ψ_N , H_{N,η}Ψ_N ⟩ − N^{−1}⟨Ψ_N , H_N Ψ_N ⟩

≥ E^Q_η − E^Q_N

≥ c_1E^{NLS}_{1,η} + c_2E^{NLS}_2 − c_1E^{NLS}_1 − c_2E^{NLS}_2 − CN^{2β−1} − R_5 ≥ ηc_1⟨u_{1,N,η}, Au_{1,N,η}⟩ − CN^{2β−1} − R_5. Here, R_5 is defined as in (4.37). Under the assumption that a_∗ −a_{1,N} = N^{−γ1} and a_∗ −a_{2,N} = N^{−γ2} with

γ_1 γ_2 = p_1 + 2 p_2 + 2 and 0 < γ_i < min { p_i + 2 p_i + 3 β, p_i + 2 p_i (1 − 2β) } , i ∈ {1, 2}, one can pick η = η_{1,N} = o ( (a_∗ − a_{1,N} )^{p1p}1^{+2} ) such that lim N→∞ η^{−1}(CN^{2β−1} − R_5) = 0. (4.40)

The rest of the proof is the same as for Theorem 3. The convergence of the many-body ground states follows from that of the one-component NLS approximate ground states u_{1,N,η} and u_{2,N,η}, which was given in Theorem 11. We omit the details for brevity. □

Acknowledgements

The author is indebted to the referee for many useful suggestions which improved significantly the presentation of the paper. Also, he is very grateful to T. König for his proofreading of the manuscript. He cordially thanks A. Triay and X. Zeng for some helpful discussions. This work was funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence Strategy EXC-2111-390814868.

References

[1] M. H. Anderson, J. R. Ensher, M. R. Matthews, C. E. Wieman, and E. A. Cornell, Observation of Bose–Einstein condensation in a dilute atomic vapor, Science, (1995), pp. 198–201.

[2] W. Bao and Y. Cai, Ground states of two-component Bose–Einstein condensates with an internal atomic Josephson junction, East Asian Journal on Applied Mathematics, 1 (2011), pp. 49–81.

[3] W. Bao and Y. Cai, Mathematical theory and numerical methods for Bose–Einstein condensation, Kinetic & Related Models, 6 (2013), pp. 1–135.

[4] G. Baym and C. Pethick, Ground-state properties of magnetically trapped Bose-condensed rubidium gas, Physical Review Letters, 76 (1996), p. 6.

[5] C. C. Bradley, C. Sackett, J. Tollett, and R. G. Hulet, Evidence of Bose–Einstein condensation in an atomic gas with attractive interactions, Physical Review Letters, 75 (1995), p. 1687.

[6] E. A. Cornell and C. E. Wieman, Nobel lecture: Bose–Einstein condensation in a dilute gas, the first 70 years and some recent experiments, Reviews of Modern Physics, 74 (2002), p. 875.

[7] F. Dalfovo and S. Stringari, Bosons in anisotropic traps: Ground state and vortices, Physical Review A, 53 (1996), p. 2477.

[8] K. B. Davis, M.-O. Mewes, M. R. Andrews, N. J. van Druten, D. S. Durfee, D. Kurn, and W. Ketterle, Bose–Einstein condensation in a gas of sodium atoms, Physical Review Letters, 75 (1995), p. 3969.

[9] E. A. Donley, N. R. Claussen, S. L. Cornish, J. L. Roberts, E. A. Cornell, and C. E. Wieman, Dynamics of collapsing and exploding Bose–Einstein condensates, Nature, 412 (2001), p. 295.

[10] J. M. Gerton, D. Strekalov, I. Prodan, and R. G. Hulet, Direct observation of growth and collapse of a Bose–Einstein condensate with attractive interactions, Nature, 408 (2000), p. 692.

[11] Y. Guo, S. Li, J. Wei, and X. Zeng, Ground states of two-component attractive Bose–Einstein condensates I: Existence and uniqueness, Journal of Functional Analysis, 276 (2019), pp. 183–230.

[12] Y. Guo, S. Li, J. Wei, and X. Zeng, Ground states of two-component attractive Bose–Einstein condensates II: Semi-trivial limit behavior, Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 371 (2019), pp. 6903– 6948.

[13] Y. Guo and R. Seiringer, On the Mass Concentration for Bose–Einstein Condensates with Attractive Interactions, Letters in Mathematical Physics, 104 (2014), pp. 141–156.

[14] Y. Guo, X. Zeng, and H.-S. Zhou, Blow-up solutions for two coupled Gross–Pitaevskii equations with attractive interactions, Discrete & Continuous Dynamical Systems-A, 37 (2017), pp. 3749–3786.

[15] Y. Guo, X. Zeng, and H.-S. Zhou, Blow-up behavior of ground states for a nonlinear Schrödinger system with attractive and repulsive interactions, Journal of Differential Equations, 264 (2018), pp. 1411–1441.

[16] M. Hoffmann-Ostenhof and T. Hoffmann-Ostenhof, Schrödinger inequalities and asymptotic behavior of the electron density of atoms and molecules, Physical Review A, 16 (1977), pp. 1782–1785.

[17] Y. Kagan, A. Muryshev, and G. Shlyapnikov, Collapse and Bose–Einstein condensation in a trapped Bose gas with negative scattering length, Physical Review Letters, 81 (1998), p. 933.

[18] W. Ketterle, Nobel lecture: When atoms behave as waves: Bose–Einstein condensation and the atom laser, Reviews of Modern Physics, 74 (2002), p. 1131.

[19] J.-M. Lévy-Leblond, Nonsaturation of gravitational forces, Journal of Mathematical Physics, 10 (1969), pp. 806–812.

[20] M. Lewin, Mean-Field limit of Bose systems: rigorous results, in Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematical Physics, ICMP, 2015.

[21] M. Lewin, P. T. Nam, and N. Rougerie, Derivation of Hartree’s theory for generic mean-field Bose systems, Advances in Mathematics, 254 (2014), pp. 570–621.

[22] M. Lewin, P. T. Nam, and N. Rougerie, The mean-field approximation and the nonlinear Schrödinger functional for trapped Bose gases, Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 368 (2016), pp. 6131– 6157.

[23] M. Lewin, P. T. Nam, and N. Rougerie, Blow-up profile of rotating 2d focusing Bose gases, in Workshop on Macroscopic Limits of Quantum Systems, Springer, 2017, pp. 145–170.

[24] M. Lewin, P. T. Nam, and N. Rougerie, A note on 2d focusing many-boson systems, Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society, 145 (2017), pp. 2441–2454.

[25] E. H. Lieb and M. Loss, Analysis, vol. 14 of Graduate Studies in Mathematics, American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2nd ed., 2001.

[26] E. H. Lieb and R. Seiringer, The Stability of Matter in Quantum Mechanics, Cambridge University Press, 2010.

[27] E. H. Lieb and W. E. Thirring, Gravitational collapse in quantum mechanics with relativistic kinetic energy, Annals of Physics, 155 (1984), pp. 494–512.

[28] E. H. Lieb and H.-T. Yau, The Chandrasekhar theory of Stellar Collapse as the Limit of Quantum Mechanics, Communications in Mathematical Physics, 112 (1987), pp. 147–174.

[29] M. Maeda, On the symmetry of the ground states of nonlinear Schrödinger equations with potential, Advanced Nonlinear Studies, 10 (2010), pp. 895–925.

[30] A. Michelangeli, P. T. Nam, and A. Olgiati, Ground state energy of mixture of bose gases, Reviews in Mathematical Physics, 31 (2019), p. 1950005.

[31] A. Michelangeli and A. Olgiati, Mean-field quantum dynamics for a mixture of Bose–Einstein condensates, Analysis and Mathematical Physics, 7 (2017), pp. 377–416.

[32] E. J. Mueller and G. Baym, Finite-temperature collapse of a Bose gas with attractive interactions, Physical Review A, 62 (2000), p. 053605.

[33] P. T. Nam and N. Rougerie, Improved stability for 2D attractive Bose gases, Journal of Mathematical Physics, 61 (2020), p. 021901.

[34] D.-T. Nguyen, Many-Body Blow-Up Profile of Boson Stars with External Potentials, Review in Mathematical Physics, 31 (2019), p. 1950034.

[35] L. Onsager, Electrostatic Interaction of Molecules, Journal of Physical Chemistry, 43 (1939), pp. 189–196. [36] C. Sackett, H. Stoof, and R. Hulet, Growth and collapse of a Bose–Einstein condensate with attractive interactions, Physical review letters, 80 (1998), p. 2031.

[37] M. Ueda and A. J. Leggett, Macroscopic quantum tunneling of a Bose–Einstein condensate with attractive interaction, Physical Review Letters, 80 (1998), p. 1576.

[38] M. I. Weinstein, Nonlinear Schrödinger equations and sharp interpolation estimates, Communications in Mathematical Physics, 87 (1983), pp. 567–576.

[39] J. Zhang, Stability of Attractive Bose–Einstein Condensates, Journal of Statistical Physics, 101 (2000), pp. 731–746.

Dinh-Thi Nguyen, Mathematisches Institut, Ludwig–Maximilians–Universität München (LMU), Theresienstrasse 39, 80333 Munich, Germany, and Munich Center for Quantum Science and Technology (MCQST), Schellingstrasse 4, 80799 Munich, Germany.

E-mail address: nguyen@math.lmu.de