arXiv:2212.00234v1 [math-ph] 1 Dec 2022

Existence and Uniqueness of Constraint Minimizers for the Planar Schrödinger-Poisson System with Logarithmic Potentials

Yujin Guo^∗, Wenning Liang^† and Yan Li^‡

Abstract

In this paper, we study constraint minimizers u of the planar Schrödinger-Poisson system with a logarithmic convolution potential ln |x|∗u^2 and a logarithmic external potential V (x) = ln(1+|x|^2 ), which can be described by the L^2-critical constraint minimization problem with a subcritical perturbation. We prove that there is a threshold ρ^∗ ∈ (0, ∞) such that constraint minimizers exist if and only if 0 < ρ < ρ^∗. In particular, the local uniqueness of positive constraint minimizers as ρ ↗ ρ^∗ is analyzed by overcoming the sign-changing property of the logarithmic convolution potential and the non-invariance under translations of the logarithmic external potential.

Keywords: Schrödinger-Poisson system; constraint minimizers; logarithmic convolution potential; logarithmic external potential; local uniqueness

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the following Schrödinger-Poisson system { iψ_t − Δψ + V (x)ψ + γwψ = |ψ|^{p−2}ψ in R^N × R, Δw = |ψ|^2 in R^N × R,

(1.1)

where ψ : R^N × R → C (N ⩾ 2) is the time-dependent wave function, x → V (x) is a real external potential, p > 2 and γ ∈ R is a parameter. The function w represents an internal potential for a nonlocal self-interaction of the wave function ψ, and the nonlinear term |ψ|^{p−2}ψ is frequently used to model the interaction among particles [8, 19, 51]. Over the past few decades, the system (1.1) has attracted considerable attentions due to its physical relevance: for instance, it arises in quantum mechanics (see [3, 7–10, 13, 25, 26, 42, 44, 48–50]) and particularly semiconductor physics (see [12, 45, 54]). We refer the reader to [2, 22, 24, 36] for more details on its physical aspects.

Under the standing wave ansatz ψ(x, t) = e^{iμt}u(x), μ ∈ R, the Schrödinger-Poisson system (1.1) is reduced to the following problem − Δu + ( V (x) − μ ) u + γ [ Φ_N ∗ u^2 ] u = |u|^{p−2}u in R^N , (1.2)

where

Φ_N (x) := 1 N(2 − N)ω_N |x|^{2−N} , N ⩾ 3, 1 2π ln |x|, N = 2, (1.3)

∗School of Mathematics and Statistics, and Hubei Key Laboratory of Mathematical Sciences, Central China Normal University, P.O. Box 71010, Wuhan 430079, P. R. China. Email: yguo@ccnu.edu.cn. Y. J. Guo is partially supported by NSFC under Grants 12225106 and 11931012.

†School of Mathematics and Statistics, Central China Normal University, P.O. Box 71010, Wuhan 430079, P. R. China. Email: wnliang@ccnu.edu.cn.

‡School of Mathematics and Statistics, Central China Normal University, P.O. Box 71010, Wuhan 430079, P. R. China. Email: yanlimath@mails.ccnu.edu.cn.

and ω_N > 0 denotes the volume of the unit ball in R^N . The case N ⩾ 3 of (1.2) was extensively studied in the past few years. In particular, variational methods were employed (cf. [1, 5, 18, 46, 52, 53]) to analyze the existence and multiplicity results of solutions for (1.2). We also refer the reader to [6, 14, 37, 38, 41, 44] for analyzing normalized solutions u of (1.2), in the sense that u satisfies ‖u‖^2 = ρ for some given ρ > 0.

However, the approaches mentioned above for the case N ⩾ 3 cannot be directly adapted to the case N = 2, due to the fact that the Newtonian potential Φ_2(x) defined in (1.3) is sign-changing and presents singularities as |x| approaches to zero and infinity. Therefore, the existing works [4, 16, 17, 23, 40, 55] show that it is more delicate to study (1.2) for the case N = 2. More precisely, Cingolani and Weth [17] derived a strong compactness condition for Cerami sequences, based on which they established various existence results of solutions for (1.2) under the assumptions V (x) ∈ L^∞(R^2 ) and p ⩾ 4. Further, Du and Weth [23] generalized the above results to the rest case p ∈ (2, 4) by exploring a more complicated underlying functional geometry with a different variational method. On the other hand, by analyzing normalized solutions, Stubbe [55] studied the existence and uniqueness of ground sates for (1.2) with N = 2, where the external potential V (x) and the nonlinear term were both ignored. After Stubbe’s work, Cingolani and Jeanjean [16] obtained several existence and multiplicity results of normalized solutions for (1.2) with N = 2, where V (x) ≡ 0 and p ∈ (2, 4) were considered, see also [40] for related works. Moreover, when N = 2, the problem (1.2) with a different nonlinear term was recently analyzed in [21] and the references therein, where the authors considered the following logarithmic external potential

V (x) = ln(1 + |x|^2) in R^2 . (1.4)

Motivated by above facts, in this paper we focus on normalized solutions u of (1.2) with the external potential V (x) satisfying (1.4), together with N = 2, p = 4 and γ = 2π, which can be obtained as (constraint) minimizers of the following variational problem:

e(ρ) := inf_{u∈Sρ} E(u), ρ > 0, (1.5)

where the energy functional E(u) satisfies

E(u) : = 1 2 ∫ R^2 [ |∇u(x)|^2 + ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) u^2(x) ] dx + 1 4 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|u^2(x)u^2(y)dxdy − 1 4 ∫ R^2 u^4(x)dx. (1.6)

We notice that E(u) involves both a logarithmic potential term and a logarithmic convolution term, which unfortunately are not well defined in H^1(R^2 ). Stimulated by [17, 55], we consider the space S_ρ of e(ρ) satisfying

S_ρ := { u ∈ X : ‖u‖^2 = ρ } , X = { u ∈ H^1(R^2 ) : ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2)u^2(x)dx < ∞ } , which is endowed with the norm ‖u‖_X = {∫ R^2 [ |∇u|^2 + ( 1 + ln(1 + |x|^2) ) u^2(x) ] dx } 1_2 , u ∈ X. One can note that the norm of X and the functional E(·) are not invariant under translations in R^2 , and the quadratic part of the energy functional (1.6) is not coercive on X. All these lead to some extra difficulties in the analysis of (1.5), compared with the existing works [32–34] and the references therein. By analyzing carefully two different types of logarithmic terms involved in E(·), the main purpose of this paper is to discuss the existence and local uniqueness of minimizers for e(ρ).

If the logarithmic external potential V (x) = ln(1 + |x|^2) of (1.2) is ignored, it was proved in [16, 40] that e(ρ) admits minimizers if and only if 0 < ρ < ρ^∗, where ρ^∗ := ‖Q‖^2, and Q = Q(|x|) > 0, up to translations, is the unique (cf. [27, 39]) positive solution of the following elliptic equation:

− Δu + u − u^3 = 0 in R^2 , u ∈ H^1(R^2 ). (1.7)

In addition, the function Q > 0 decays exponentially as |x| → ∞, in the sense that Q(x), |∇Q(x)| = O ( |x|^{− 12} e^{−|x|} ) as |x| → ∞. (1.8) Moreover, we have the following classical Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality: ∫ R^2

u^4dx ⩽ 2 ‖Q‖^2 ∫ R^2 |∇u|^2dx ∫ R^2

u^2dx, u ∈ H^1(R^2 ), (1.9)

where the identity is achieved at u = Q, and Q = Q(x) > 0 is the unique positive solution of (1.7). The following theorem shows that the existence and non-existence of minimizers for e(ρ) are the same as those of the case addressed in [16, 40], where the external potential V (x) = ln(1 + |x|^2) is ignored.

Theorem 1.1. Let Q = Q(|x|) be the unique positive solution of (1.7). We have

1. If 0 < ρ < ρ^∗ := ‖Q‖^2, then there exists at least one minimizer of e(ρ);

2. If ρ ⩾ ρ^∗, then there is no minimizer of e(ρ).

Moreover, we have lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} e(ρ) = −∞.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is similar to [16, 32, 40], which is given in Section 2 for completion. Our analysis shows that the proof of Theorem 1.1 needs the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality (1.9) and the following Hardy- Littlewood-Sobolev inequality (cf. [43]): ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| |u(x)||v(y)|dxdy ⩽ C‖u‖ 4_3 ‖v‖ 4_3 , where u, v ∈ L^{43} (R^2 ). (1.10)

Actually, the inequality (1.10) is often used throughout this paper to handle with the logarithmic convolution term of E(u).

Suppose u_ρ is a minimizer of e(ρ) for any ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), then the variational theory gives that u_ρ satisfies the following Euler-Lagrange equation:

− Δu_ρ + ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) u_ρ + ( ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|u^2_ρ(y)dy ) u_ρ = μ_ρu_ρ + |u_ρ|^2u_ρ in R^2 , (1.11)

where μ_ρ ∈ R is the associated Lagrange multiplier. We obtain from [43, Theorem 6.17] that E(u_ρ) ⩾ E(|u_ρ|), which implies that |u_ρ| is also a minimizer of e(ρ). By the strong maximum principle, it further follows from (1.11) that |u_ρ| > 0 in R^2 . Therefore, u_ρ must be either strictly positive or strictly negative. Without loss of generality, we next focus on positive minimizers u_ρ > 0 of e(ρ).

The uniqueness of positive minimizers for e(ρ) is an interesting problem in physics. Stimulated by Refs. [29, 30] and the references therein, the main result of this paper is concerned with the following local uniqueness of positive minimizers for e(ρ).

Theorem 1.2. There exists a unique positive minimizer of e(ρ) as ρ is sufficiently close to ρ^∗ from below.

It is our conjecture that e(ρ) admits a unique positive minimizer for all ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), which however seems a more challenging problem. We now sketch the main idea of proving Theorem 1.2 as follows: To prove Theorem 1.2, by contradiction we assume that there exist two different minimizers u_ρ ≢ v_ρ. We then define the following difference function:

η_ρ(x) := u_ρ − v_ρ ‖u_ρ − v_ρ‖_L∞_{(R}2_) in R^2 .

On one hand, since ‖η_ρ(x)‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ≡ 1, we shall show that η_ρ(x) cannot vanish as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. On the other hand, we shall prove that under suitable scaling, η_ρ(x) converges to zero in L^∞(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, a contradiction, by constructing various types of Pohozaev identities (cf. [11, 20, 29, 30]). We comment that our argument is different from that of [55], where the uniqueness of minimizers was essentially obtained by analyzing the corresponding elliptic system.

However, the above procedure depends on the refined estimates of η_ρ(x) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, for which it is necessary to establish the following limiting behavior of positive minimizers for e(ρ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

Theorem 1.3. Assume u_ρ is a positive minimizer of e(ρ) for ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), then we have lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} 2(ρ^∗ − ρ)^{12} ρ^∗ u_ρ ( 2(ρ∗ − ρ)^1_2 ρ^∗ x + x_ρ ) = Q(x) in X ∩ L^∞(R^2 ), where x_ρ is the unique maximal point of u_ρ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗ and satisfies lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} x_ρ (ρ^∗ − ρ)^12

= 0.

We remark that even though the limiting behavior of ground states for Bose-Einstein condensates was widely studied recently in [32–34] and the references therein, as far as we know, there exist almost no similar results for the planar Schrödinger-Poisson system. Moreover, comparing with the existing works mentioned above, there exist some extra difficulties in the proof of Theorem 1.3. Firstly, the energy functional of e(ρ) is involved with the challenging logarithmic convolution term ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln|x − y|u^2(x)u^2(y)dxdy. (1.12)

To overcome the difficulties arising from (1.12), we shall derive in (3.12) the following important estimate: for any given x ∈ R^2 , there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) w^2_ρ(y)dy ⩽ C, where w_ρ > 0 is a suitably scaled function of the minimizer u_ρ. Secondly, since the norm of X is not invariant under translations, different from [32–34], we cannot directly obtain the uniform boundedness of the scaled minimizers w_ρ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. To overcome this difficulty, we shall borrow the idea from [31]. Finally, because lim_{ρ↗ρ}∗ e(ρ) = −∞ and the external potential term ∫ R^2 ln(1 + |x|

2)u^2_ρdx is not invariant under translations, in Section 3 we need to investigate new techniques to derive the refined information of the maximal point x_ρ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we first give some preliminary results, after which we then prove Theorem 1.1 on the existence and non-existence of minimizers for e(ρ). In Section 3, we shall prove Theorem 1.3 on the refined limiting profiles of positive minimizers for e(ρ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Theorem 1.2 is then proved in Section 4 for the local uniqueness of positive minimizers. We finally give in Appendix A the detailed proofs of some results used in the proof of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we first establish various preliminary results which are often used throughout the whole paper. We then follow them to finish the proof of Theorem 1.1 in Subsection 2.1.

As performed in [17], we first define the following symmetric bilinear forms

B_1(u, v) = ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x − y|^2 ) u(x)v(y)dxdy, B_2(u, v) = ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) u(x)v(y)dxdy − 1 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) u(x)v(y)dxdy, and B_0(u, v) = 1 2 [ B_1(u, v) − B_2(u, v) ] = ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|u(x)v(y)dxdy, u, v ∈ X. Since ln ( 1 + |x − y|^2 ) ⩽ ln ( 1 + 2|x|^2 + 2|y|^2 ) ⩽ 2ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) + 2ln ( 1 + |y|^2 ) , x, y ∈ R^2 , we have the estimate |B_1(uv, wz)| ⩽2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 [ ln(1 + |x|^2) + ln(1 + |y|^2) ] |u(x)v(x)w(y)z(y)|dxdy ⩽2‖u‖_∗‖v‖_∗‖w‖_2‖z‖_2 + 2‖u‖_2‖v‖_2‖w‖_∗‖z‖_∗, u, v, w, z ∈ X, (2.1) where ‖u‖_∗ := {∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2)u^2(x)dx

} 1_2 , u ∈ X. Since 0 < ln(1 + r) < r holds for all r > 0, it follows from the Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality (1.10) that there exists a constant C > 0 such that 1 2 |B_2(u, v)| ⩽ ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y| ) |u(x)v(y)|dxdy ⩽ ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| |u(x)v(y)|dxdy ⩽C‖u‖ 4_3 ‖v‖ 4_3 , u, v ∈ L^{43} (R^2 ).

(2.2)

By the continuous embedding from X into L^q(R^2 ) for q ∈ [2, ∞), we derive from (2.1) and (2.2) that the functionals B_i(u^2, v^2) are well defined on X × X for i = 0, 1, 2. Moreover, denote functionals on X as follows:

V_1(u) = B_1(u^2, u^2) = ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x − y|^2)u^2(x)u^2(y)dxdy,

V_2(u) = B_2(u^2, u^2) = ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) u^2(x)u^2(y)dxdy, and V_0(u) = B_0(u^2, u^2) = ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|u^2(x)u^2(y)dxdy. Using above notations, we have the following crucial properties of V_i(·) for i = 0, 1, 2.

Lemma 2.1. The space X and the functionals V_i(·) (i = 0, 1, 2) have the following properties:

1. The space X is compactly embedded into L^s(R^2 ) for all s ∈ [2, ∞);

2. The functionals V_0(·), V_1(·), V_2(·) and E(·) defined in (1.6) are of class C^1 on X, and ⟨V^′_i (u), v⟩ = 4B_i(u^2, uv) for u, v ∈ X, i = 0, 1, 2 ; 3. V_2(·) is continuously differentiable on L^{83} (R^2 );

4. V_1(·) is weakly lower semicontinuous on H^1(R^2 );

5. V_0(·) is weakly lower semicontinuous on X.

Since the proof of Lemma 2.1 is similar to that of [17, Lemma 2.2], we omit the details for simplicity.

2.1 The existence and non-existence of minimizers for e(ρ)

Applying above preliminary results, the main purpose of this subsection is to address the proof of Theorem 1.1 on the existence and non-existence of minimizers for e(ρ). For the unique positive solution Q = Q(|x|) > 0 of (1.7), we note from [15, Lemma 8.12] that Q satisfies the following identities ∫ R^2 |∇Q|^2dx = ∫ R^2

Q^2dx = 1 2 ∫ R^2

Q^4dx. (2.3)

Proof of Theorem 1.1. 1. We first prove the existence of minimizers for e(ρ) with 0 < ρ < ρ^∗. If u ∈ X and ‖u‖^2 = ρ with ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), then we deduce from the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality ([56]) that for any p ⩾ 2, ‖u‖_p ⩽ ( pρ 2‖Q‖^{p−2}_2 ) 1_p ( ∫ R^2 |∇u|^2dx ) p−2_{2p} .

By Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality (1.10), we derive from above that there exists a constant C > 0 such that ∫

R^2 ∫ R^2

u^2(x)u^2(y) |x − y| dxdy ⩽ C ( ∫ R^2

|u|^{83} dx

) 3_2 ⩽ Cρ^{32} ( ∫ R^2 |∇u|^2dx ) 1_2 . (2.4)

It then follows from (2.2) and (2.4) that 1 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) u^2(x)u^2(y)dxdy ⩽ ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| u^2(x)u^2(y)dxdy ⩽Cρ^{32} ( ∫ R^2 |∇u|^2dx ) 1_2 . (2.5)

Together with (1.9), we get from (2.5) that E(u) ⩾ ρ^∗ − ρ 2ρ^∗ ∫ R^2 |∇u|^2dx + 1 2 ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2)u^2dx − 1 4 Cρ^{32} ( ∫ R^2 |∇u|^2dx ) 1_2 , (2.6)

which implies that E(u) is bounded from below.

Letting {u_n} ⊂ S_ρ be a minimizing sequence of e(ρ) for ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), we see from (2.6) that ∫ R^2 |∇un| 2dx and ∫ R^2 ln(1 + |x|

2)u^2_ndx are bounded uniformly in n. Since ‖u_n‖^2 = ρ, we know that {u_n} is bounded uniformly in X. According to Lemma 2.1 (1), there exists a function u ∈ X such that

u_n ⇀ u in X and u_n → u strongly in L^s(R^2 ), s ∈ [2, ∞),

which implies that ‖u‖^2 = ρ. We hence obtain that u ∈ S_ρ. Moreover, we note from (1) and (5) of Lemma 2.1 that ∫

R^2 ∫ R^2

ln|x − y|u^2(x)u^2(y)dxdy ⩽ lim inf_{n→∞} ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|u^2_n(x)u^2_n(y)dxdy, and lim_{n→∞} ∫ R^2

u^4_ndx = ∫ R^2 u^4dx. By the weakly lower semicontinuity, we then obtain from above that

e(ρ) ⩽ E(u) ⩽ lim inf_{n→∞} E(u_n) = e(ρ).

Thus, E(u) = e(ρ), that is, u is a minimizer of e(ρ) for 0 < ρ < ρ^∗.

2. We next prove the non-existence of minimizers of e(ρ) for ρ ⩾ ρ^∗. In this case, consider the test function u_τ (x) = τρ^{12} ‖Q‖_2 Q(τx), τ > 0, so that u_τ ∈ S_ρ holds for all τ > 0. We then deduce from (2.3) that

e(ρ) ⩽ E(u_τ ) = ρ(ρ^∗ − ρ) 2ρ^∗ τ^2 + ρ 2ρ^∗ ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + | |x τ | |^2 ) Q^2(x)dx + ρ^2 4(ρ^∗)^2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|Q^2(x)Q^2(y)dxdy − 1 4 ρ^2lnτ, τ > 0. (2.7)

Together with (1.8), (2.1) and (2.5), we derive from (2.7) that e(ρ) ⩽ lim_{τ →∞} E(u_τ ) = −∞ holds for ρ ⩾ ρ^∗. Thus, there is no minimizer of e(ρ) for ρ ⩾ ρ^∗.

Moreover, for ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), taking τ = (ρ^∗ − ρ)^{− 12} into (2.7) yields that lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} e(ρ) ⩽ lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} E(u_τ ) = −∞, and hence lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} e(ρ) = −∞. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.1.

3 Limiting Behavior of Minimizers for e(ρ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗

In this section, we shall establish Theorem 1.3 on the limiting behavior of minimizers for e(ρ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. We first derive some estimates of the minimizers for e(ρ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

Lemma 3.1. Let u_ρ be a positive minimizer of e(ρ) for ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), and define

ε_ρ = ( ∫ R^2 |∇u_ρ|^2 dx )_− 1_2

> 0. (3.1)

Then we have

1. ε_ρ > 0 satisfies ε_ρ → 0 and μ_ρε^2_ρ → − 1 ρ^∗ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. 2. Denote w_ρ(x) := ε_ρu_ρ(ε_ρx + x_ρ) > 0 in R^2 , (3.2) where x_ρ is a global maximal point of u_ρ. Then there exists a constant η > 0, independent of 0 < ρ < ρ^∗, such that ∫

B_2 (0)

w^2_ρdx ⩾ η > 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.3)

3. w_ρ satisfies w_ρ(x) → 1 √ ρ^∗ Q ( 1 √ ρ^∗ |x| ) in H^1(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.4)

Proof. 1. We first prove that ε_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Following (1.9) and (2.5), we derive that for ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), e(ρ) =E(u_ρ) ⩾ ρ^∗ − ρ 2ρ^∗ ∫ R^2 |∇u_ρ|^2dx + 1 2 ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2)u^2_ρ(x)dx + 1 8 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x − y|^2)u^2_ρ(x)u^2_ρ(y)dxdy − 1 4 Cρ^{32} ( ∫ R^2 |∇u_ρ|^2dx ) 1_2

⩾ ρ^∗ − ρ 2ρ^∗ ε^{−2}_ρ − 1 4 Cρ^{32} ε^{−1}_ρ ⩾ − 1 4 Cρ^{32} ε^{−1}_ρ .

(3.5)

Moreover, we have lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} e(ρ) = −∞ in view of Theorem 1.1, together with (3.5), which yields that ε_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

We next prove that μ_ρε^2_ρ → −^1_{ρ∗} as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. By the definition of ε_ρ, we have

ε^2_ρe(ρ) = 1 2 + ε^2_ρ 2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) u^2_ρ(x)dx + ε^2_ρ 4 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|u^2_ρ(x)u^2_ρ(y)dxdy − ε^2_ρ 4 ∫ R^2

u^4_ρ(x)dx = 1 2 + ε^2_ρ 2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) u^2_ρ(x)dx + ε^2_ρ 8 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x − y|^2 ) u^2_ρ(x)u^2_ρ(y)dxdy − ε^2_ρ 8 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) u^2_ρ(x)u^2_ρ(y)dxdy − ε^2_ρ 4 ∫ R^2 u^4_ρ(x)dx. (3.6)

Since ε_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, we also derive from (2.5) and that 1 2 ε^2_ρ ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) u^2_ρ(x)u^2_ρ(y)dxdy ⩽ ε^2_ρ ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

u^2_ρ(x)u^2_ρ(y) |x − y| dxdy ⩽ Cρ^{32} ε_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.7)

By the fact that lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} e(ρ) = −∞, we deduce from (1.9), (3.6) and (3.7) that

0 ⩾ lim sup ρ↗ρ^∗ ε^2_ρe(ρ) = lim sup_{ρ↗ρ∗} 1 2 ( 1 − ε^2_ρ 2 ∫ R^2

u^4_ρ(x)dx ) + lim sup ρ↗ρ^∗ ε^2_ρ 2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) u^2_ρ(x)dx

+ lim sup ρ↗ρ^∗ ε^2_ρ 8 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x − y|^2 ) u^2_ρ(x)u^2_ρ(y)dxdy ⩾ 0,

which implies that

lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} ε^2_ρ ∫ R^2

u^4_ρdx = 2, lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} ε^2_ρ ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2)u^2_ρdx = 0,

lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} ε^2_ρ ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x − y|^2)u^2_ρ(x)u^2_ρ(y)dxdy = 0, lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} ε^2_ρe(ρ) = 0.

(3.8)

Because u_ρ is a positive minimizer of e(ρ), it satisfies the Euler-Lagrange equation (1.11), where the Lagrange multiplier μ_ρ ∈ R satisfies

μ_ρρ = 2e(ρ) + 1 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|u^2_ρ(x)u^2_ρ(y)dxdy − 1 2 ∫ R^2

u^4_ρ(x)dx. (3.9)

We thus obtain from (3.7)–(3.9) that

μ_ρε^2_ρ → − 1 ρ^∗ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.10)

2. By the definition of w_ρ, we reduce from (1.11) that w_ρ satisfies

− Δw_ρ + ε^2_ρln [ 1 + |ε_ρx + x_ρ|^2 ] w_ρ + ε^2_ρ ( ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|w^2_ρ(y)dy ) w_ρ + ρε^2_ρlnε_ρw_ρ

=μ_ρε^2_ρw_ρ + w^3_ρ in R^2 .

(3.11)

Since w_ρ is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ), a straightfoward calculation shows that there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any x ∈ R^2 and ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), 1 2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) w^2_ρ(y)dy ⩽ ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| w^2_ρ(y)dy = ∫ |x−y|<1 1 |x − y| w^2_ρ(y)dy + ∫ |x−y|⩾1 1 |x − y| w^2_ρ(y)dy ⩽ ( ∫ |x−y|<1 1 |x − y|^32 dy ) 2_3 ( ∫ |x−y|<1 w^6_ρdy

) 1_3 + ∫ |x−y|⩾1 w^2_ρ(y)dy ⩽C‖w_ρ‖^2 ⩽ C,

(3.12)

where and below we denote

‖u‖ := ‖u‖_H1_{(R}2_) = { ∫ R^2 ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 ) dx } 1_2 , u ∈ H^1(R^2 ). (3.13)

We derive from (3.10)–(3.12) that

− Δw_ρ + 1 2ρ^∗ w_ρ − w^3_ρ ⩽ 0 in R^2 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.14)

Since x_ρ is a global maximal point of u_ρ, the origin is a maximal point of w_ρ for all ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗). This implies that −Δw_ρ(0) ⩾ 0 for ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗). We then infer from (3.14) that there exists some constant α > 0, independent of ρ, such that w_ρ(0) ⩾ α > 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Applying the De Giorgi-Nash-Moser theory [35, Theorem 4.1], we deduce from (3.14) that there exists a constant C > 0 such that ∫ B_2(0)

w^2_ρdx ⩾ C max_{x∈B1(0)} w_ρ(x) ⩾ C(α) := η > 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗,

which thus completes the proof of (3.3).

3. Since the sequence {w_ρ} is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ), up to a subsequence if necessary, there exists a function w_0 ∈ H^1(R^2 ) such that w_ρ ⇀ w_0 in H^1(R^2 ), w_ρ → w_0 in L^q_{loc}(R^2 ) for q ∈ [2, ∞), and w_ρ → w_0 almost everywhere in R^2 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Moreover, we have w_0 ≢ 0 in view of (3.3). Note from the Brézis-Lieb lemma ([57]) that

‖w_ρ‖^2 = ‖w_0‖^2 + ‖w_ρ − w_0‖^2 + o(1) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗,

‖w_ρ‖^4 = ‖w_0‖^4 + ‖w_ρ − w_0‖^4 + o(1) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, and ‖∇w_ρ‖^2 = ‖∇w_0‖^2 + ‖∇w_ρ − ∇w_0‖^2 + o(1) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

Combining (3.8), it yields from (1.9) that

0 = lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} ( ∫ R^2 |∇w_ρ|^2dx − 1 2 ∫ R^2

w^4_ρdx )

= ∫ R^2 |∇w_0|^2dx − 1 2 ∫ R^2

w^4_0 dx + lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} ( ∫ R^2 |∇w_ρ − ∇w_0|^2dx − 1 2 ∫ R^2

|w_ρ − w_0|^4dx )

⩾ 1 2 ( ρ^∗‖w_0‖^{−2}_2 − 1 ) ∫ R^2

|w_0|^4 dx + lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} ( ∫ R^2 |∇w_ρ − ∇w_0|^2dx − 1 2 ∫ R^2

|w_ρ − w_0|^4dx )

⩾ lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} ( 1 − 1 ρ^∗ ∫ R^2

|w_ρ − w_0|^2dx ) ∫ R^2 |∇w_ρ − ∇w_0|^2dx ⩾ 0,

(3.15)

from which we obtain that ‖w_0‖^2 = ρ^∗ and ∫ R^2 | |∇w_ρ − ∇w_0 | |^2dx → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗,

and hence w_ρ → w_0 strongly in H^1(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

On the other hand, the second equality of (3.15) yields that ∫ R^2

|∇w_0|^2dx = 1 2 ∫ R^2

w^4_0 dx,

together with the fact ‖w_0‖^2 = ρ^∗, which implies that the identity of the inequality (1.9) is achieved by w_0. Thus we derive that w_0 satisfies −Δw_0 + 1 ρ^∗ w_0 − w^3_0 = 0 in R^2 ,

and furthermore there exists y_0 ∈ R^2 such that, up to a subsequence if necessary,

w_ρ(x) → w_0(x) = 1 √ ρ^∗ Q ( 1 √ ρ^∗ |x + y_0| ) in H^1(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

Moreover, since the origin is a global maximal point of w_ρ for ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), it is also a global maximal point of w_0. This implies that y_0 = 0, and hence

w_ρ(x) → w_0(x) = 1 √ ρ^∗ Q ( 1 √ ρ^∗ |x| ) in H^1(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.16)

Since the convergence (3.16) is independent of the choice of the subsequence, we deduce that (3.16) holds essentially true for the whole sequence. This therefore completes the proof of Lemma 3.1.

The following lemma is concerned with the exponential decay and L^∞-convergence of w_ρ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

Lemma 3.2. Assume that u_ρ is a positive minimizer of e(ρ) for ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), and w_ρ > 0 is defined by (3.2). Then we have

1. There exists a large constant R > 0 such that |w_ρ(x)| ⩽ Ce^− 2|x| 3 √_{ρ∗} and |∇w_ρ(x)| ⩽ Ce^− |x| 2 √_{ρ∗} for |x| ⩾ R as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, (3.17)

where the constant C > 0 is independent of ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗).

2. The function w_ρ satisfies w_ρ(x) → 1 √ ρ^∗ Q ( 1 √ ρ^∗ |x| ) in L^∞(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.18)

Moreover, the global maximal point x_ρ of u_ρ is unique and satisfies x_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Proof. 1. Since ε_ρlnε_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, inserting (3.10) and (3.12) into (3.11) yields that

− Δw_ρ + 5 9ρ^∗ w_ρ − w^3_ρ ⩽ 0 in R^2 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.19)

Applying De Giorgi-Nash-Moser theory [35, Theorem 4.1], we then derive from (3.19) that there exists a large constant R > 0 such that w_ρ(x) ⩽ 1 3 √ ρ^∗ uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, (3.20)

due to the fact that w_ρ → w_0 in L^2(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. We now derive from (3.19) and (3.20) that

− Δw_ρ + 4 9ρ^∗ w_ρ ⩽ 0 uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.21)

Applying the comparison principle to (3.21) gives that there exists a constant C > 0 such that |w_ρ(x)| ⩽ Ce^− 2|x| 3 √_{ρ∗} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.22)

Since the proof of exponential decay for |∇w_ρ| is more involved, we leave it to Lemma A.1 in the Appendix. This completes the proof of (3.17).

2. To obtain the estimate of x_ρ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, we first claim that ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) u^2_ρ(x)dx → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.23)

In fact, by the the exponential decays (1.8) and (3.17), it follows from (3.4) that ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2)u^2_ρ(x + x_ρ)dx = ∫ R^2

ln(1 + ε^2_ρ|x|^2)w^2_ρ (x)dx ⩽ ε^2_ρ ∫ R^2

|x|^2w^2_ρ(x)dx = ( 1 + o(1) ) ρ^∗ε^2_ρ ∫ R^2

|x|^2Q^2(x)dx as ρ ↗ ρ^∗,

which shows that u_ρ(· + x_ρ) ∈ S_ρ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. By the definition of e(ρ), we have e(ρ) = E(u_ρ) ⩽ E ( u_ρ(· + x_ρ) ) , which implies that 0 ⩽ ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) u^2_ρ(x)dx ⩽ ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) u^2_ρ(x + x_ρ)dx ⩽ ( 1 + o(1) ) ρ^∗ε^2_ρ ∫ R^2

|x|^2Q^2(x)dx → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗,

(3.24) and hence the claim (3.23) is proved.

Based on (3.23), we next prove that any maximal point x_ρ of u_ρ satisfies x_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. On the contrary, we assume that there exist a constant γ > 0 and a subsequence {ρ_k}, where ρ_k ↗ ρ^∗ as k → ∞, such that |x_{ρk} | ⩾ γ as k → ∞. (3.25) By Fatou’s Lemma, it then follows from (3.3) and (3.25) that

lim inf k→∞ ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) u^2_{ρk} (x)dx = lim inf_{k→∞} ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |ε_{ρk} x + x_{ρk} |^2 ) w^2_{ρk} (x)dx

⩾ lim inf k→∞ ∫ B_2(0) ln ( 1 + |ε_{ρk} x + x_{ρk} |^2 ) w^2_{ρk} (x)dx ⩾ 1 2 ln(1 + γ^2)η > 0,

which is a contradiction in view of (3.23). Hence, we have x_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

In the following, we prove that

w_ρ → w_0 = 1 √ ρ^∗ Q ( 1 √ ρ^∗ |x| ) in L^∞(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

In view of the exponential decays (1.8) and (3.17), it suffices to show the L^∞-uniform convergence of w_ρ on any compact domain of R^2 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Denote

G_ρ(x) := − ε^2_ρln ( 1 + |ε_ρx + x_ρ|^2 ) w_ρ − ε^2_ρ ( ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|w^2_ρ(y)dy ) w_ρ − ρε^2_ρlnε_ρw_ρ + μ_ρε^2_ρw_ρ + w^3_ρ in R^2 .

We then get from (3.11) that − Δw_ρ = G_ρ in R^2 . (3.26)

Because {w_ρ} is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ) and satisfies the exponential decay (3.17), we obtain that G_ρ is also bounded uniformly in L^2_{loc}(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, in view of the fact that x_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. For any R > 0, it follows from [28, Theorem 8.8] that ‖w_ρ‖_H2_{(BR)} ⩽ C ( ‖w_ρ‖_H1_{(BR+1)} + ‖G_ρ‖_L2_{(BR+1)} ) , where C > 0 is independent of ρ and R. Therefore, {w_ρ} is also bounded uniformly in H^2_{loc}(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Since the embedding H^2(B_R) → L^∞(B_R) is compact (cf. [28, Theorem 7.26]), we deduce from (3.16) that there exists a subsequence of {w_ρ}, still denoted by {w_ρ}, such that

lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} w_ρ(x) = w_0(x) in L^∞(B_R).

Since R > 0 is arbitrary, we get that

lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} w_ρ(x) = w_0(x) in L^∞_{loc}(R^2 ). (3.27)

Because the above convergence is independent of the subsequence that we choose, (3.27) holds essentially for the whole sequence. This shows that (3.18) holds true.

We now prove the uniqueness of x_ρ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, where x_ρ is a global maximal point of u_ρ. Since {w_ρ} is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ), we get that {w_ρ} is bounded uniformly in L^q_{loc}(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗ for q ∈ [2, ∞). Applying the L^p estimate [28, Theorem 9.11] to (3.26), we then derive that {w_ρ} is bounded uniformly in W^{2,q}_{loc} (R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. By a standard Sobolev embedding, it holds that

{w_ρ} is bounded uniformly in C^{1,α}_{loc} (R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.28)

Furthermore, since it gives from [17, Proposition 2.3] that

ε^2_ρln ( 1 + |ε_ρx + x_ρ|^2 ) ∈ C^α_{loc}(R^2 ), ε^2_ρ ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|w^2_ρ(y)dy ∈ C^{2,α}_{loc} (R^2 ), we have G_ρ is bounded uniformly in C^α ( B_R(0) ) , where R > 0 is large enough. Applying the Schauder estimate [28, Theorem 6.2], it yields from (3.26) that {w_ρ} is bounded uniformly in C^{2,α} ( B_R(0) ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

Therefore, up to a subsequence if necessary, there exists a function w̃_0 ∈ C^2 ( B_R(0) ) such that

w_ρ → w̃_0 in C^2 ( B_R(0) ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, and we thus deduce from (3.18) that w̃_0 = w_0, so that

w_ρ → w_0 in C^2 ( B_R(0) ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, (3.29)

where R > 0 is a constant large enough. Since the convergence (3.29) is independent of the subsequence that we choose, it holds essentially for the whole sequence.

Because the origin is the unique global maximal point of Q(x), the convergence of (3.29) shows that all local maximal points of w_ρ must approach the origin and hence stay in a small ball B_δ (0) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗ for some δ > 0. Since Q^{′′}(0) < 0, we conclude that Q^{′′}(r) < 0 for r ∈ [0, δ). It then follows from [47, Lemma 4.2] that as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, each w_ρ has a unique global maximum point which is exactly the origin. This further proves the uniqueness of global maximal points for u_ρ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. This completes the proof of Lemma 3.2.

Following the L^∞-uniform convergence of positive minimizers u_ρ for e(ρ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, the rest part of this section is to complete the proof of Theorem 1.3. In order to reach this aim, more importantly, we shall set up the refined energy estimates, based on which we shall analyze the blow up point x_ρ and the blow up rate ε^{−1}_ρ of u_ρ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. In addition, the convergence of u_ρ in X can be obtained in view of the exponential decay.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. To complete the proof of Theorem 1.3, we note from Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 that the rest is to prove ε̄_ρ := √ ρ^∗ε_ρ = 2 ρ^∗ (ρ^∗ − ρ)^{12} ( 1 + o(1) ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, (3.30)

and x_ρ ε̄_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.31)

We first obtain the upper estimate of e(ρ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Similar to (2.7), one can get that for any τ > 0, e(ρ) ⩽ E(u_τ ) ⩽ ρ(ρ^∗ − ρ) 2ρ^∗ τ^2 − 1 4 ρ^2lnτ + ρ 2ρ^∗τ^2 ∫ R^2

|x|^2Q^2(x)dx + ρ^2 4(ρ^∗)^2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|Q^2(x)Q^2(y)dxdy. (3.32)

Setting τ = [ ρρ^∗ 4(ρ^∗ − ρ)

] 1_2 > 0 into (3.32), we deduce that e(ρ) ⩽ (ρ^∗)^2 8 − (ρ^∗)^2 4 ln ρ^∗ +

(ρ^∗)^2 8 ln [ 4(ρ^∗ − ρ) ]

+ 1 4 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln |x − y|Q^2(x)Q^2(y)dxdy + o(1) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

(3.33)

To derive the lower estimate of e(ρ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, take u_ρ ∈ X to be a positive minimizer of e(ρ) satisfying ‖u_ρ‖^2 = ρ < ρ^∗. Denote

w̄_ρ(x) = ε̄_ρu_ρ ( ε̄_ρx + x_ρ ) = √ ρ^∗ε_ρu_ρ (√ ρ^∗ε_ρx + x_ρ ) > 0 in R^2 , where x_ρ is the maximal point of u_ρ. By the exponential decays (1.8) and (3.17), we obtain that for any ϵ > 0, there exists a constant R > 0 such that 2 ∫ B^c_R ln(1 + |x|^2)w̄^2_ρ(x)dx + 2 ∫ B^c_R ln(1 + |x|^2)Q^2(x)dx < ϵ 2 , from which and (3.16) we deduce that ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2) ( w̄_ρ(x) − Q(x) )_2 dx ⩽ln(1 + R^2) ∫ B_R ( w̄_ρ(x) − Q(x) )_2

dx + 2 ∫ B^c_R ln(1 + |x|^2)w̄^2_ρ (x)dx + 2 ∫ B^c_R ln(1 + |x|^2)Q^2(x)dx <ϵ as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. This then implies that w̄_ρ → Q in X as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Moreover, combining (3.12) with (3.16) yields that | | | | ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|w̄^2_ρ(x)w̄^2_ρ (y)dxdy − ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|Q^2(x)Q^2(y)dxdy | | | | ⩽ | | | ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( w̄^2_ρ(x) − Q^2(x) ) w̄^2_ρ(y)dxdy | | | + | | | | ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|Q^2(x) ( w̄^2_ρ(y) − Q^2(y) ) dxdy | | | | ⩽ρ ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2) | |w̄^2_ρ(x) − Q^2(x) | | dx + ∫ R^2 | |w̄^2_ρ(x) − Q^2(x) | | dx ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |y|^2)w̄^2_ρ(y)dy + ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| | |w̄^2_ρ(x) − Q^2(x) | | w̄^2_ρ(y)dxdy + ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2)Q^2(x)dx ∫ R^2 | |w̄^2_ρ(y) − Q^2(y) | | dy + ρ^∗ ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |y|^2) | |w̄^2_ρ(y) − Q^2(y) | | dy + ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| Q^2(x) | |w̄^2_ρ(y) − Q^2(y) | | dxdy → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

(3.34)

We then deduce from (1.9), (3.4) and (3.34) that e(ρ) =E(u_ρ) = 1 2 ε̄^{−2}_ρ ( ∫ R^2 |∇w̄_ρ|^2 dx − ρ^∗ 2ρ ∫ R^2

w̄^4_ρdx ) + 1 2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |ε̄_ρx + x_ρ|^2 ) w̄^2_ρ(x)dx + 1 4 ρ^2lnε̄_ρ + 1 4 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln|x − y|w̄^2_ρ(x)w̄^2_ρ (y)dxdy + 1 4 ( ρ∗ ρ − 1 ) ε̄^{−2}_ρ ∫ R^2

w̄^4_ρdx ⩾ ρ^∗ − ρ 4ρ ε̄^{−2}_ρ ∫ R^2

w̄^4_ρdx + 1 4 ρ^2lnε̄_ρ + 1 4 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln|x − y|w̄^2_ρ(x)w̄^2_ρ (y)dxdy = ρ^∗(ρ^∗ − ρ) 2ρ ( 1 + o(1) ) ε̄^{−2}_ρ + 1 4 ρ^2lnε̄_ρ + 1 4 ( 1 + o(1) ) ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|Q^2(x)Q^2(y)dxdy ⩾ (ρ^∗)^2 8 − (ρ^∗)^2 4 ln ρ^∗ +

(ρ^∗)^2 8 ln [ 4(ρ^∗ − ρ) ]

+ 1 4 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln|x − y|Q^2(x)Q^2(y)dxdy + o(1) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗,

(3.35)

where the identity of the last inequality is achieved at ε̄_ρ > 0 satisfying (3.30), i.e., ε̄_ρ =^2_{ρ∗} (ρ^∗ −ρ)^{12} ( 1+o(1) ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Together with (3.33) and (3.35), we now conclude that e(ρ) ≈ (ρ^∗)^2 8 − (ρ^∗)^2 4 ln ρ^∗ +

(ρ^∗)^2 8 ln [ 4(ρ^∗ − ρ) ]

+ 1 4 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|Q^2(x)Q^2(y)dxdy as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, and ε̄_ρ > 0 satisfies (3.30). In addition, since w̄_ρ → Q in X as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, we derive from Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 that lim_{ρ↗ρ∗} 2(ρ^∗ − ρ)^{12} ρ^∗ u_ρ ( 2(ρ∗ − ρ)^1_2 ρ^∗ x + x_ρ ) = Q(x) in X ∩ L^∞(R^2 ).

We finally prove that ε̄^{−1}_ρ x_ρ → 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. It follows from (3.24) that ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2)u^2_ρ(x + x_ρ)dx ⩽ ( 1 + o(1) ) ε̄^2_ρ ∫ R^2

|x|^2Q^2(x)dx as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.36)

On the other hand, we note that x_ρ → 0 and w̄_ρ → Q in H^1(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Since u_ρ is a positive minimizer of e(ρ), we now have ∫

R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2)u^2_ρ(x)dx ⩾ ∫ B_1√_{ε̄} ρ (0) ln ( 1 + |ε̄_ρx + x_ρ|^2 ) w̄^2_ρ(x)dx

= ( 1 + o(1) ) ε̄^2_ρ ∫ B_1√_{ε̄} ρ (0) | | |x + x_ρ ε̄_ρ | | |^2Q^2(x)dx as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

(3.37)

Similar to (3.24), we deduce from (3.36) and (3.37) that

ε̄^2_ρ ∫ B_1√_{ε̄} ρ (0) | | |x + x_ρ ε̄_ρ | | |^2Q^2(x)dx ⩽ ( 1 + o(1) ) ε̄^2_ρ ∫ R^2

|x|^2Q^2(x)dx as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (3.38)

On the contrary, we now assume that (3.31) is false, i.e.,^{xρ}_{ε̄ρ} ↛ 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Then there exist a constant τ > 0 and a subsequence {ρ_k}, where ρ_k ↗ ρ^∗ as k → ∞, such that |x_{ρk} | ε̄_{ρk} ⩾ τ > 0 as k → ∞. (3.39)

By Fatou’s Lemma, it then follows from (3.38) and (3.39) that ∫ R^2 |x|^2Q^2dx < ∫ R^2

lim inf k→∞ | | |x + x_{ρk} ε̄_{ρk} | | |^2Q^2(x)dx ⩽ ∫ R^2 |x|^2Q^2dx, which is a contradiction. This implies that (3.31) holds true, and the proof of Theorem 1.3 is therefore complete.

4 Local Uniqueness of Minimizers for e(ρ)

Based on the limiting behavior and asymptotic properties of positive minimizers established in Theorem 1.3, this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.2 on the local uniqueness of positive minimizers u_ρ for e(ρ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. Throughout the whole section, we denote u_k to be a positive minimizer of e(ρ_k) for 0 < ρ_k < ρ^∗, and define

ε_k =

2(ρ^∗ − ρ_k)^{12} ρ^∗ > 0, (4.1)

where ρ_k ↗ ρ^∗ as k → ∞. Note that the minimizer u_k of e(ρ_k) satisfies

− Δu_k + ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) u_k + ( ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|u^2_k(y)dy ) u_k = μ_ku_k + u^3_k in R^2 , (4.2)

where the associated Lagrange multiplier μ_k ∈ R satisfies

μ_kρ_k = 2e(ρ_k) + 1 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|u^2_k(x)u^2_k(y)dxdy − 1 2 ∫ R^2

u^4_k(x)dx. (4.3)

Similar to (3.10), it holds that μ_kε^2_k → −1 as k → ∞, (4.4) where ε_k > 0 is as in (4.1). Set w_k (x) := ε_ku_k(ε_kx + x_k) > 0 in R^2 , (4.5) where x_k is the unique maximal point of u_k as k → ∞. We then get from (4.2) and (4.5) that w_k > 0 satisfies − Δw_k + ε^2_kln ( 1 + |ε_kx + x_k|^2 ) w_k + ε^2_k ( ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|w^2_k(y)dy ) w_k + ρ_kε^2_klnε_kw_k

= μ_kε^2_kw_k + w^3_k in R^2 .

Note from Lemma 3.2 (1) that there exist constants C > 0 and R > 0 large enough such that w_k satisfies | w_k(x) | ⩽ Ce^{− 2|x|3} , | ∇w_k(x) | ⩽ Ce^{− |x|2} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R (4.6)

as k → ∞. We also define the linearized operator L of (1.7):

L := −Δ + (1 − 3Q^2) in R^2 ,

where Q(x) = Q(|x|) > 0 is the unique positive solution of (1.7) and satisfies the exponential decay (1.8). Recall from [39, 47] that ker(L) = span { ∂Q ∂x_1 , ∂Q ∂x_2 } . (4.7)

We are now ready to address the local uniqueness of positive minimizers u_ρ for e(ρ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Argue by contradiction, suppose that there exist two different positive minimizers u_{1,k} and u_{2,k} for e(ρ_k), where ρ_k ↗ ρ^∗ as k → ∞. Let x_{1,k} and x_{2,k} be the unique maximal point of u_{1,k} and u_{2,k} as k → ∞, respectively.

Denote V (x) := ln(1 + |x|^2).

Following (4.2), we have − Δu_{i,k} + V (x)u_{i,k} + ( ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|u^2_{i,k}(y)dy ) u_{i,k} = μ_{i,k} u_{i,k} + u^3_{i,k} in R^2 , i = 1, 2. (4.8)

Define ū_{i,k}(x) := ε_ku_{i,k}(x) > 0 in R^2 , i = 1, 2. (4.9) One can check that ū_{i,k} > 0 satisfies

− ε^2_kΔū_{i,k} + ε^2_kV (x)ū_{i,k} + ( ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(y)dy ) ū_{i,k} = μ_{i,k}ε^2_kū_{i,k} + ū^3_{i,k} in R^2 , i = 1, 2. (4.10)

Because u_{1,k} ≢ u_{2,k} in R^2 , we define

η̄_k(x) := u_{2,k}(x) − u_{1,k}(x) ‖u_{2,k} − u_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) = ū_{2,k}(x) − ū_{1,k}(x) ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) in R^2 . (4.11)

It then follows from (4.10) and (4.11) that η̄_k satisfies the following equation:

− ε^2_kΔη̄_k + ε^2_kV (x)η̄_k = μ_{2,k}ε^2_kη̄_k + ḡ_k(x) + f̄_k(x) in R^2 , (4.12)

where ḡ_k(x) = − ( ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{,k}(y)dy ) η̄_k + ( ū^2_{,k} + ū_{2,k}ū_{1,k} + ū^2_{1,k} ) η̄_k, and f̄_k(x) = μ^{2,k} − μ^{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ε^2_kū_{1,k} − [ ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dy ] ū_{1,k} = 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{,k}(y)dxdyū_{1,k} + 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{1,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dxdyū_{1,k} − 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ( ū^2_{,k}(x) + ū^2_{1,k}(x) )( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)dxū_{1,k} − [ ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dy ] ū_{1,k}. We first claim that for any x_0 ∈ R^2 , there exist a small constant δ > 0 and a constant C > 0 such that ∫ ∂B_δ (x_0) ( ε^2_k |∇η̄_k|^2 + ε^2_kV (x)η̄^2_k + η̄^2_k ) dS ⩽ Cε^2_k as k → ∞. (4.13)

To prove the above claim, multiplying (4.12) by η̄_k and integrating over R^2 , we obtain that

ε^2_k ∫ R^2

|∇η̄_k |^2 dx + ε^2_k ∫ R^2

V (x)η̄^2_k dx − μ_{2,k}ε^2_k ∫ R^2

η̄^2_kdx + 1 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x − y|^2)η̄^2_k(x)ū^2_{,k} (y)dxdy = 1 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) η̄^2_k(x)ū^2_{,k}(y)dxdy + ∫ R^2 ( ū^2_{,k}(x) + ū_{2,k}(x)ū_{1,k}(x) + ū^2_{1,k}(x) ) η̄^2_k(x)dx + 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{,k} (y)dxdy ∫ R^2

ū_{1,k}(x)η̄_k (x)dx + 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{1,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dxdy ∫ R^2

ū_{1,k}(x)η̄_k (x)dx − 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ( ū^2_{,k}(x) + ū^2_{1,k}(x) )( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)dx ∫ R^2

ū_{1,k}(x)η̄_k (x)dx − ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū_{1,k}(x)η̄_k (x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k (y)dxdy. (4.14) Lemma A.2 in Appendix shows that there exists a constant C > 0 such that

I := ε^2_k ∫ R^2

|∇η̄_k|^2 dx + ε^2_k ∫ R^2

V (x)η̄^2_k dx + ∫ R^2

η̄^2_kdx ⩽ Cε^2_k as k → ∞. (4.15)

We thus derive from [11, Lemma 4.5] that for any x_0 ∈ R^2 , there exist a small constant δ > 0 and a constant M > 0 such that ∫ ∂B_δ (x_0) ( ε^2_k |∇η̄_k |^2 + ε^2_kV (x)η̄^2_k + η̄^2_k ) dS ⩽ MI ⩽ MCε^2_k as k → ∞. We next define η_k(x) := η̄_k ( ε_kx + x_{2,k} ) , k = 1, 2, · · · , and ũ_{i,k}(x) := ε_ku_{i,k} ( ε_kx + x_{2,k} ) > 0, i = 1, 2. (4.16)

According to Theorem 1.3, we get that ũ_{i,k} → Q in L^∞(R^2 ) as k → ∞. Based on the previous conclusions, we shall carry out the proof of Theorem 1.2 by deriving a contradiction through the following three steps.

Step 1. There exist some constants b_0, b_1 and b_2 such that up to a subsequence if necessary, η_k → η_0 in C_{loc}(R^2 ) as k → ∞, where η_0(x) satisfies

η_0(x) = b_0 ( Q + x · ∇Q ) + Σ^2_{i=1}b_i ∂Q ∂x_i in R^2 . (4.17)

Note first from (4.8) that η_k satisfies

− Δη_k + C_k(x)η_k = D_k(x) in R^2 , (4.18)

where

C_k(x) = ε^2_kV (ε_kx + x_{2,k}) + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x − y|^2 ) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy + ρ_kε^2_klnε_k − μ_{2,k}ε^2_k + A_k(x), (4.19)

A_k(x) = − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy − ( ũ^2_{,k} + ũ_{2,k}ũ_{1,k} + ũ^2_{1,k} ) , (4.20) and D_k(x) = μ_{2,k} − μ_{1,k} ‖ũ_{2,k} − ũ_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ε^2_kũ_{1,k} − ε^2_k [ ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y) ) η_k(y)dy ] ũ_{1,k} = 1 2ρ_k ε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdyũ_{1,k} + 1 2ρ_k ε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ũ^2_{1,k}(x) ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y) ) η_k(y)dxdyũ_{1,k} − 1 2ρ_k [∫ R^2 ( ũ^2_{,k} + ũ^2_{1,k} )( ũ_{2,k} + ũ_{1,k} ) η_k dx ] ũ_{1,k} − ε^2_k [∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y) ) η_k(y)dy ] ũ_{1,k}.

(4.21)

Since |η_k | ⩽ 1, the standard elliptic regularity then implies that ‖η_k‖_C1,α_{loc (R}2_) ⩽ C for some α ∈ (0, 1), where the constant C > 0 is independent of k, see Lemma A.3 in the Appendix for details. Therefore, there exists a subsequence of {ρ_k} (still denoted by {ρ_k}) and a function η_0 such that η_k → η_0 in C_{loc}(R^2 ) as k → ∞. We further deduce from Lemma A.4 that η_0 satisfies

Lη_0 = −Δη_0 + (1 − 3Q^2)η_0 = − 2 ρ^∗ ( ∫ R^2

Q^3η_0dx ) Q in R^2 . (4.22)

Since L(Q + x · ∇Q) = −2Q, we conclude from (4.7) and (4.22) that (4.17) holds for some constants b_0, b_1 and b_2.

Step 2. The constants b_0 = b_1 = b_2 = 0 in (4.17).

We first derive b_j = 0 for j = 1, 2. Multiplying (4.10) by^{∂ūi,k}_{∂xj} , where i, j = 1, 2, and integrating over B_δ(x_{2,k} ), where δ > 0 is small and given by (4.13), direct computations yield that − ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{i,k} ∂x_j Δū_{i,k}dx + ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x)ū_{i,k} ∂ū_{i,k} ∂x_j dx + ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū_{i,k}(x) ∂ū_{i,k}(x) ∂x_j ū^2_{i,k}(y)dydx = μ_{i,k}ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ū_{i,k} ∂ū_{i,k} ∂x_j dx + ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ū^3_{i,k} ∂ū_{i,k} ∂x_j dx = 1 2 μ_{i,k}ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^2_{i,k}ν_j dS + 1 4 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ū^4_{i,k}ν_j dS,

(4.23)

where ν := (ν_1, ν_2) denotes the outward unit normal vector of ∂B_δ(x_{2,k}). Note that −ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{i,k} ∂x_j Δū_{i,k}dx = −ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{i,k} ∂x_j ∂ū_{i,k} ∂ν dS + ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∇ū_{i,k} · ∇ ( ∂ū_{i,k} ∂x_j ) dx = −ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{i,k} ∂x_j ∂ū_{i,k} ∂ν dS + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) |∇ū_{i,k}|^2 ν_j dS, (4.24)

ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x)ū_{i,k} ∂ū_{i,k} ∂x_j dx = 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x)ū^2_{i,k}ν_j dS − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂V (x) ∂x_j ū^2_{i,k}dx, (4.25) and ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū_{i,k}(x) ∂ū_{i,k}(x) ∂x_j ū^2_{i,k}(y)dydx = 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(y)ū^2_{i,k}(x)ν_j dydS − 1 2 ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 x_j − y_j |x − y|^2 ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k}(y)dydx = 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(y)ū^2_{i,k}(x)ν_j dydS + 1 2 ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 x_j − y_j |x − y|^2 ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dydx, (4.26)

where we have used the following fact ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 x_j − y_j |x − y|^2 ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dxdy = 0.

Submitting (4.24)–(4.26) into (4.23), we then deduce that

ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂V (x) ∂x_j ū^2_{i,k}(x)dx = − 2ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{i,k} ∂x_j ∂ū_{i,k} ∂ν dS + ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) |∇ū_{i,k}|^2ν_j dS + ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x)ū^2_{i,k}ν_j dS + ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(y)ū^2_{i,k}(x)ν_j dydS + ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 x_j − y_j |x − y|^2 ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dydx − μ_{i,k}ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ū^2_{i,k}ν_j dS − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ū^4_{i,k}ν_j dS.

(4.27)

Following (4.27), it yields that

ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂V (x) ∂x_j ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_kdx = − 2ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) (∂η̄_k ∂x_j ∂ū_{2,k} ∂ν + ∂ū_{1,k} ∂x_j ∂η̄_k ∂ν ) dS + ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ∇ū_{2,k} + ∇ū_{1,k} ) · ∇η̄_k ν_j dS + ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kν_j dS + ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)ū^2_{,k}(x)ν_j dydS + ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{1,k}(y) ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ν_j dydS + ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 x_j − y_j |x − y|^2 ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{,k} (y)dydx + ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 x_j − y_j |x − y|^2 ū^2_{1,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dydx − ε^2_kμ_{2,k} ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ν_j dS − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū^2_{,k} + ū^2_{1,k} )( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_k ν_j dS − μ_{2,k} − μ_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^2_{1,k}ν_j dS := α_{j,k}.

(4.28)

Since V (x) = ln(1 + |x|^2), according to Lemma A.5, it follows from (3.31), (4.6) and (4.28) that there exists a constant a > 0 such that o ( e^{− aδε}k ) =ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂V (x) ∂x_j ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx =ε^4_k ∫ B_{δε} k (0) ∂V (ε_kx + x_{2,k}) ∂x_j ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k (x)dx

=2ε^4_k ∫ B_{δε} k (0) ε_kx_j + x^j_{2,k} 1 + |ε_kx + x_{2,k}|^2 ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)dx

=O(ε^5_k) ∫ B_{δε} k (0) ( x_j + x^j_{2,k} ε_k )( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)dx

=O(ε^5_k) ∫ B_{δε} k (0) [( x_j + x^j_{2,k} ε_k )( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(ε_kx + x_{1,k}) ) η_k (x)

+ ( x_j + x^j_{2,k} ε_k )( ū_{1,k}(ε_kx + x_{2,k}) − ū_{1,k}(ε_kx + x_{1,k}) ) η_k(x) ] dx =O(ε^5_k) ∫ B_{δε} k (0) ( x_j + x^j_{2,k} ε_k )( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(ε_kx + x_{1,k}) ) η_k(x)dx as k → ∞,

(4.29)

where x_{2,k} := (x^1_{2,k}, x^2_{,k}) ∈ R^2 .

Since η_k → η_0 in C_{loc}(R^2 ) as k → ∞, in view of the exponential decays (1.8) and (A.11), we derive from (3.31), (4.6) and (A.12) that | | | ∫ B_{δε} k (0) ( x_j + x^j_{2,k} ε_k )( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(ε_kx + x_{1,k} ) ) η_k(x)dx − 2 ∫ R^2

x_j Q(x)η_0(x)dx | | |

⩽ | | | | x^j_{2,k} ε_k | | | | ∫ R^2 |( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(ε_kx + x_{1,k} ) ) η_k(x) | dx + ∫ R^2 |x_j | |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(ε_kx + x_{1,k}) − 2Q(x)| |η_k(x)|dx

+ 2 ∫ R^2 |x_j |Q|η_k − η_0|dx + ∫ B^c_{δ/εk} (0) | | | | ( x_j + x^j_{2,k} ε_k )( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(ε_kx + x_{1,k} ) ) η_k(x) | | | | dx → 0 as k → ∞, which implies that ∫ B_{δε} k (0) ( x_j + x^j_{2,k} ε_k )( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(ε_kx + x_{1,k}) ) η_k(x)dx → 2 ∫ R^2

x_j Q(x)η_0(x)dx as k → ∞. (4.30)

We thus deduce from (4.17), (4.29) and (4.30) that

0 = 2 ∫ R^2

x_j Qη_0dx =2 ∫ R^2 x_j Q [ b_0(Q + x · ∇Q) + Σ^2_{i=1}b_i ∂Q ∂x_i ] dx = −b_j ∫ R^2

Q^2dx = −b_j ρ^∗, j = 1, 2,

which means that b_j = 0 for j = 1, 2.

We next prove b_0 = 0. Using integration by parts, we get that − ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) Δū_{i,k} [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k} ] dx = − ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{i,k} ∂ν [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k} ] dS + ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∇ū_{i,k} · ∇ [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k} ] dx = − ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{i,k} ∂ν [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k} ] dS + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · ν |∇ū_{i,k}|^2 dS. (4.31)

Multiplying (4.10) by (x − x_{2,k}) · ∇ū_{i,k}, i = 1, 2, and integrating over B_δ (x_{2,k}), where δ > 0 is as in (4.13), we derive that − ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) Δū_{i,k} [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k} ] dx =ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( μ_{i,k} − V (x) ) ū_{i,k}(x) [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k}(x) ] dx − ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū_{i,k}(x) [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k}(x) ] ū^2_{i,k}(y)dydx + ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ū^3_{i,k}(x) [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k}(x) ] dx = − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) [ 2 ( μ_{i,k} − V (x) ) − ( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇V (x) ] ū^2_{i,k}(x)dx + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( μ_{i,k} − V (x) )( x − x_{2,k} ) · νū^2_{i,k}(x)dS + 1 2 ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ( x − x_{2,k} ) · (x − y) |x − y|^2 ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k}(y)dydx + ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dydx − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νū^2_{i,k}(y)dydS − 1 2 ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^4_{i,k}(x)dx + 1 4 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νū^4_{i,k}(x)dS,

(4.32)

where ν denotes the outward unit normal vector of ∂B_δ(x_{2,k} ). Combining (4.31) with (4.32) gives that − ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{i,k} ∂ν [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k} ] dS + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · ν |∇ū_{i,k}|^2 dS = − ε^2_kμ_{i,k} ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^2_{i,k}dx + ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} )

V (x)ū^2_{i,k} dx + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) (x − x_{2,k}) · ∇V (x)ū^2_{i,k} dx + ε^2_k 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( μ_{i,k} − V (x) )( x − x_{2,k} ) · νū^2_{i,k}(x)dS + 1 2 ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ( x − x_{2,k} ) · (x − y) |x − y|^2 ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dydx + ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k}(y)dydx − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νū^2_{i,k}(y)dydS − 1 2 ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^4_{i,k}dx + 1 4 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νū^4_{i,k}dS = − ε^2_kμ_{i,k} ∫ R^2

ū^2_{i,k}dx + ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} )

V (x)ū^2_{i,k} dx + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x · ∇V (x)ū^2_{i,k} (x)dx − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x_{2,k} · ∇V (x)ū^2_{i,k}(x)dx + 1 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 (x − x_{2,k}) · (x − y) |x − y|^2 ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k}(y)dxdy + ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dxdy − 1 2 ∫ R^2 ū^4_{i,k}dx + ε^2_kμ_{i,k} ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^2_{i,k}(x)dx + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( μ_{i,k} − V (x) ) ū^2_{i,k}(x)(x − x_{2,k}) · νdS (4.33)

− 1 2 ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ( x − x_{2,k} ) · (x − y) |x − y|^2 ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dydx − ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dydx − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(y)ū^2_{i,k}(x) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νdydS + 1 2 ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^4_{i,k}dx + 1 4 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ū^4_{i,k}(x) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νdS. Note that ∫

R^2 ∫ R^2 (x − x_{2,k}) · (x − y) |x − y|^2 ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dxdy = ε^4_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 (x − y) · x |x − y|^2 ũ^2_{i,k}(x)ũ^2_{i,k} (y)dxdy = 1 2 ε^4_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 (x − y) · x + (y − x) · y |x − y|^2 ũ^2_{i,k}(x)ũ^2_{i,k}(y)dxdy = 1 2 ε^4_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ũ^2_{i,k}(x)ũ^2_{i,k} (y)dxdy = 1 2 ρ^2_kε^4_k.

We then infer from (4.33) that − ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{i,k} ∂ν [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k} ] dS + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) |∇ū_{i,k}|^2 ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νdS = −ε^2_kμ_{i,k} ∫ R^2

ū^2_{i,k}dx + ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x)ū^2_{i,k}dx + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x · ∇V (x)ū^2_{i,k}dx − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x_{2,k} · ∇V (x)ū^2_{i,k} (x)dx + ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dxdy − 1 2 ∫ R^2

ū^4_{i,k}dx + 1 4 ρ^2_kε^4_k + β_{i,k},

(4.34)

where β_{i,k} satisfies β_{i,k} =ε^2_kμ_{i,k} ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^2_{i,k}(x)dx + 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( μ_{i,k} − V (x) ) ū^2_{i,k}(x) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νdS − 1 2 ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ( x − x_{2,k} ) · (x − y) |x − y|^2 ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k}(y)dydx − ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dydx − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νdydS + 1 2 ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^4_{i,k}dx + 1 4 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ū^4_{i,k}(x) ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νdS.

(4.35)

Noting from (4.3) that 1 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dxdy − 1 2 ∫ R^2

ū^4_{i,k}dx − ε^4_kμ_{i,k}ρ_k = −2ε^4_ke(ρ_k),

we obtain from (4.34) that

2ε^4_ke(ρ_k) − ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x)ū^2_{i,k}dx − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x · ∇V (x)ū^2_{i,k}dx − 1 4 ρ^2_kε^4_k − 1 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dxdy (4.36)

=ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{i,k} ∂ν [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{i,k} ] dS − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) |∇ū_{i,k}|^2 ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νdS − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x_{2,k} · ∇V (x)ū^2_{i,k} dx + β_{i,k}. Since ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln|x − y|ū^2_{i,k}(x)ū^2_{i,k} (y)dxdy = ε^4_klnε_kρ^2_k + ε^4_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ũ^2_{i,k}(x)ũ^2_{i,k}(y)dxdy, we thus deduce from (4.13) and (4.36) that

γ_k := − ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x · ∇V (x) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx − 1 2 ε^4_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy − 1 2 ε^4_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ũ^2_{1,k}(x) ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y) ) η_k(y)dxdy = β_{2,k} − β_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x_{2,k} · ∇V (x) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx + ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂η̄_k ∂ν [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇ū_{2,k} ] dS + ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂ū_{1,k} ∂ν [( x − x_{2,k} ) · ∇η̄_k ] dS − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ∇ū_{2,k} + ∇ū_{1,k} ) · ∇η̄_k ( x − x_{2,k} ) · νdS = β_{2,k} − β_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x_{2,k} · ∇V (x) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx + o(e^{− aδε}k ),

(4.37)

where the exponential decay of |∇ũ_{i,k}| as |x| → ∞ is used.

Furthermore, applying Lemma A.6, we conclude from (4.37) that there exists a constant b ∈ (0, a) such that 1 2 ε^4_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy + 1 2 ε^4_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ũ^2_{1,k}(x) ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y) ) η_k(y)dxdy + o(e^{− bδε}k ) = − ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x · ∇V (x) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx = − ε^4_k ∫ B_{δε} k (0) V (ε_kx + x_{2,k}) ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)dx

− 1 2 ε^4_k ∫ B_{δε} k (0) ( ε_kx + x_{2,k} ) · ∇V (ε_kx + x_{2,k}) ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)dx

= − ε^4_k ∫ B_{δε} k (0) ln ( 1 + |ε_kx + x_{2,k}|^2 )( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)dx

− ε^4_k ∫ B_{δε} k (0) |ε_kx + x_{2,k}|^2 1 + |ε_kx + x_{2,k}|^2 ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)dx

=O(ε^6_k) ∫ B_{δε} k (0) | | |x + x_{2,k} ε_k | | |^2 ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)dx as k → ∞.

(4.38)

Since η_k → η_0 in C_{loc}(R^2 ) as k → ∞, in view of the exponential decay (1.8) and (A.11), we derive from

(3.31) and (A.12) that ∫ B_{δε} k (0) | |x + x_{2,k} ε_k | |^2 ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k (x)dx → 2 ∫ R^2 |x|^2Q(x)η_0(x)dx as k → ∞.

Together with (4.38), this yields that ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|η_k(x) ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy (4.39) + ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ũ^2_{1,k}(x)η_k (y) ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y) ) dxdy = O(ε^2_k) as k → ∞.

Since ∫

R^2 ∫ R^2 (x − y) · x |x − y|^2 Q^2(x)Q^2(y)dxdy = 1 2 (ρ^∗)^2,

applying Lemma A.7, we derive from (4.17) and (4.39) that

0 =2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|η_0(x)Q(x)Q^2(y)dxdy =2b_0 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|Q(x) [ Q(x) + x · ∇Q(x) ] Q^2(y)dxdy

= − b_0 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 (x − y) · x |x − y|^2 Q^2(x)Q^2(y)dxdy = − 1 2 b_0(ρ^∗)^2,

which implies that b_0 = 0. Step 2 is thus proved.

Step 3. η_0 ≡ 0 cannot occur.

By the exponential decay of ũ_{i,k} for i = 1, 2, there exists a point z_k ∈ R^2 such that |η_k (z_k)| = ‖η_k‖_∞ = 1. Since both ũ_{i,k} and Q decay exponentially as |x| → ∞, applying the maximal principle to (4.18) yields that |z_k| ⩽ C holds uniformly in k. Therefore, we have η_k → η_0 ≢ 0 in C_{loc}(R^2 ) as k → ∞, which however contradicts with the fact that η_0 ≡ 0 in R^2 .

A Appendix

For the reader’s convenience, in this appendix we shall give the detailed proofs of some results used in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3.

Lemma A.1. Let u_ρ > 0 be a positive minimizer of e(ρ) for ρ ∈ (0, ρ^∗), and define

w_ρ(x) := ε_ρu_ρ(ε_ρx + x_ρ) > 0 in R^2 ,

where ε_ρ > 0 is as in (3.1) and x_ρ is a maximal point of u_ρ. Then there exists a large constant R > 0 such that |∇w_ρ(x)| ⩽ Ce^− |x| 2 √_{ρ∗} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

Proof. Denoting ∂_j w_ρ = ∂w_ρ/∂x_j for j = 1, 2, it follows from (3.11) that

−Δ∂_j w_ρ + ε^2_ρln [ 1 + |ε_ρx + x_ρ|^2 ] ∂_j w_ρ +

2ε^3_ρ ( ε_ρx_j + x^j_ρ ) 1 + |ε_ρx + x_ρ|^2 w_ρ +ε^2_ρ ( ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|w^2_ρ(y)dy ) ∂_j w_ρ + ε^2_ρ ( ∫ R^2 x_j − y_j |x − y|^2 w^2_ρ(y)dy ) w_ρ (A.1)

+ρε^2_ρlnε_ρ∂_j w_ρ = μ_ρε^2_ρ∂_j w_ρ + 3w^2_ρ∂_j w_ρ in R^2 , where x_ρ := (x^1_ρ, x^2_ρ) ∈ R^2 . Multiplying (A.1) by ∂_j w_ρ yields that − 1 2 Δ |∂_j w_ρ|^2 + |∇∂_j w_ρ|^2 + ε^2_ρln [ 1 + |ε_ρx + x_ρ|^2 ] |∂_j w_ρ|^2 + 2ε^3_ρ ( ε_ρx_j + x^j_ρ ) 1 + |ε_ρx + x_ρ|^2 w_ρ∂_j w_ρ + ε^2_ρ ( ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|w^2_ρ(y)dy ) |∂_j w_ρ|^2 + ε^2_ρ ( ∫ R^2 x_j − y_j |x − y|^2 w^2_ρ(y)dy ) w_ρ∂_j w_ρ + ρε^2_ρlnε_ρ |∂_j w_ρ|^2

= μ_ρε^2_ρ |∂_j w_ρ|^2 + 3w^2_ρ |∂_j w_ρ|^2 in R^2 .

(A.2)

By Cauchy’s inequality, we obtain from (3.12) and (3.22) that there exists a large constant R > 0 such that 2ε^3_ρ | ε_ρx_j + x^j_ρ | 1 + |ε_ρx + x_ρ|^2

|w_ρ∂_j w_ρ| ⩽ |w_ρ|^2 + ε^6_ρ |∂_j w_ρ|^2 ⩽ Ce^− 4|x| 3 √_{ρ∗} + ε^6_ρ |∂_j w_ρ|^2 and ε^2_ρ ( ∫ R^2 |x_j − y_j | |x − y|^2 w^2_ρ(y)dy ) |w_ρ∂_j w_ρ| ⩽ ε^2_ρ ( ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| w^2_ρ(y)dy ) |w_ρ∂_j w_ρ| ⩽ Ce^− 4|x| 3 √_{ρ∗} + ε^4_ρ |∂_j w_ρ|^2

uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. In addition, we infer from (3.12) that

ε^2_ρ [∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) w^2_ρ(y)dy ] |∂_j w_ρ|^2 ⩽ Cε^2_ρ‖w_ρ‖^2 |∂_j w_ρ|^2 in R^2 ,

where and below ‖ · ‖ is as in (3.13). Since μ_ρε^2_ρ → −^1_{ρ∗} as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, and

|∇∂_j w_ρ|^2 + ε^2_ρln [ 1 + |ε_ρx + x_ρ|^2 ] |∂_j w_ρ|^2 + 1 2 ε^2_ρ [∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x − y|^2)w^2_ρ(y)dy ] |∂_j w_ρ|^2 ⩾ 0 in R^2 ,

we conclude from (A.2) that ( − 1 2 Δ + 3 4ρ^∗ − 3w^2_ρ ) |∇w_ρ|^2 ⩽ Ce^− 4|x| 3 √_{ρ∗} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (A.3)

Following De Giorgi-Nash-Moser theory [35, Theorem 4.1], we deduce from (A.3) that for any ξ ∈ R^2 , there exists a constant C > 0 such that max B_1(ξ) |∇w_ρ(x)|^2 ⩽ C ( ∫ B_2 (ξ) |∇w_ρ|^2dx + ‖ ‖ ‖e^− 4|x| 3 √_{ρ∗} ‖ ‖_{L2(B2(ξ))} ) . (A.4)

Moreover, because w_ρ →^{1√}_{ρ∗} Q (_{1√} ρ^∗ |x| ) in H^1(R^2 ) as ρ ↗ ρ^∗, it follows from (A.4) that lim |x|→∞ |∇w_ρ(x)| = 0 as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (A.5)

Substituting (A.5) into (A.3), we infer that for sufficiently large R > 0, ( − Δ + 4 3ρ^∗ ) |∇w_ρ|^2 ⩽ Ce^− 4|x| 3 √_{ρ∗} ⩽ Ce^− |x|√_{ρ∗} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as ρ ↗ ρ^∗. (A.6)

Applying the comparison principle to (A.6) yields that |∇w_ρ(x)| ⩽ Ce^− |x| 2 √_{ρ∗} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as ρ ↗ ρ^∗.

This completes the proof of Lemma A.1.

Lemma A.2. Let ε_k > 0 and η̄_k be as in (4.1) and (4.11), respectively. Then there exists a constant C > 0, independent of k, such that

ε^2_k ∫ R^2

|∇η̄_k |^2 dx + ε^2_k ∫ R^2

V (x)η̄^2_k dx + ∫ R^2

η̄^2_kdx ⩽ Cε^2_k as k → ∞.

Proof. Define η_k(x) := η̄_k ( ε_kx + x_{2,k} ) in R^2 , and ũ_{i,k}(x) := ε_ku_{i,k} ( ε_kx + x_{2,k} ) = ū_{i,k} ( ε_kx + x_{2,k} ) > 0 in R^2 , i = 1, 2,

where ū_{i,k} is as in (4.9) and x_{2,k} is the unique maximal point of u_{2,k} as k → ∞. We now estimate the right hand side of (4.14) as follows.

The exponential decay of ũ_{i,k} in (4.6) yields that ∫ R^2 ( ū^2_{,k} + ū_{2,k}ū_{1,k} + ū^2_{1,k} ) η̄^2_kdx − 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ( ū^2_{,k} + ū^2_{1,k} )( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx ∫ R^2 ū_{1,k}η̄_kdx ⩽ Cε^2_k as k → ∞. It follows from (3.12) that there exists a constant C > 0, independent of x ∈ R^2 and k, such that ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy ⩽ C‖ũ_{2,k}‖^2 ⩽ C, from which we deduce that 1 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 ) η̄^2_k(x)ū^2_{,k}(y)dxdy ⩽ ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| η̄^2_k(x)ū^2_{,k}(y)dxdy ⩽ε^3_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| η^2_k(x)ũ^2_{,k} (y)dxdy

=ε^3_k ∫ R^2

η^2_k(x) ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| ũ^2_{,k}(y)dydx ⩽Cε_k‖ũ_{2,k}‖^2 ∫ R^2 η̄^2_k(x)dx ⩽ Cε_k ∫ R^2

η̄^2_k(x)dx as k → ∞.

In addition, since |η_k| ⩽ 1, we get from (3.12) and (4.6) that 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{,k} (y)dxdy ∫ R^2

ū_{1,k}(x)η̄_k (x)dx = ε^4_klnε_k 2ρ_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)η_k (x)dx + ε^4_k 4ρ_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x − y|^2) ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)η_k (x)dx − ε^4_k 4ρ_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 )( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)η_k (x)dx ⩽ | | | | 1 2 ε^4_klnε_k ∫ R^2 ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) ũ_{2,k}(x) − ũ_{1,k}(x) ‖ũ_{2,k} − ũ_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) dx ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)η_k (x)dx | | | | + ε^4_k 4ρ_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 [ ln ( 1 + 2|x|^2 + 2|y|^2 ) + ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 )] |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)|ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy · | | | ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)η_k (x)dx | | | ⩽ | | | (ρ_k − ρ_k)ε^4_klnε_k 2‖ũ_{2,k} − ũ_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)η_k (x)dx | | |

+ ε^4_k 4ρ_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 [ ln(1 + |x|^2)^2 + ln(1 + |y|^2)^2 + ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y| )_2] |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)|ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy · | | | ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)η_k (x)dx | | | (A.7)

⩽ ε^4_k 2ρ_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 [ ln(1 + |x|^2) + ln(1 + |y|^2) + 1 |x − y| ] |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)|ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy | | | | ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)η_k (x)dx | | | | ⩽ ε^4_k 2ρ_k [ ρ_k ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2) |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)| dx + ∫ R^2 |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)| dx ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |y|^2)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy + ∫ R^2 |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)| ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| ũ^2_{,k}(y)dydx ] | | | ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)η_k (x)dx | | | | ⩽ Cε^4k as k → ∞, and 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{1,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dxdy ∫ R^2 ū_{1,k}(x)η̄_k (x)dx ⩽ Cε^4_k as k → ∞. Similarly, we also have ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū_{1,k}(x)η̄_k (x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dxdy ⩽ε^4_k ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2) |ũ_{1,k}(x)| dx ∫ R^2 |ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y)| dy + ε^4_k ∫ R^2 |ũ_{1,k}(x)| dx ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |y|^2) |ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y)| dy

+ ε^4_k ∫ R^2 |ũ_{1,k}(x)η_k (x)| ( ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| |ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y)|^2 dy

) 1_2 ( ∫

R^2 1 |x − y| η^2_k(y)dy

) 1_2 dx.

(A.8)

The same argument of (3.12) gives that ( ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| |ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y)|^2 dy

) 1_2 ( ∫

R^2 1 |x − y| η^2_k(y)dy

) 1_2 ⩽ C‖ũ_{1,k} + ũ_{2,k}‖‖η_k‖. (A.9) We then deduce from (A.8) and (A.9) that ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū_{1,k}(x)η̄_k (x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dxdy ⩽Cε^4_k + Cε^4_kρ^{12}_k ‖ũ_{2,k} + ũ_{1,k}‖‖η_k‖^2

⩽Cε^4_k + Cε^2_k ∫ R^2

η̄^2_kdx + Cε^4_k ∫ R^2 |∇η̄_k|^2dx as k → ∞. Applying (4.14), we infer from above that there exists a constant C > 0, independent of k, such that

ε^2_k ∫ R^2

|∇η̄_k|^2 dx + ε^2_k ∫ R^2

V (x)η̄^2_k dx − μ_{2,k}ε^2_k ∫ R^2

η̄^2_kdx ⩽C ( ε_k ∫ R^2

η̄^2_kdx + ε^4_k ∫ R^2

|∇η̄_k|^2 dx + ε^2_k ) as k → ∞. Following (4.4), we obtain from above that

ε^2_k ∫ R^2

|∇η̄_k |^2 dx + ε^2_k ∫ R^2

V (x)η̄^2_k dx + ∫ R^2

η̄^2_kdx ⩽ Cε^2_k as k → ∞.

This completes the proof of Lemma A.2.

Lemma A.3. Let η_k be a solution of (4.18), i.e., η_k satisfies

−Δη_k + C_k(x)η_k = D_k(x) in R^2 ,

where C_k(x) and D_k(x) are as in (4.19) and (4.21), respectively. Then the sequence {η_k} is bounded uniformly in C^{1,α}_{loc} (R^2 ) as k → ∞ for some α ∈ (0, 1).

Proof. Multiplying (4.18) by η_k, we deduce that − 1 2 Δη^2_k + |∇η_k|^2 + ε^2_kV (ε_kx + x_{2,k})η^2_k + ρ_kε^2_klnε_kη^2_k − μ_{2,k}ε^2_kη^2_k + 1 2 ε^2_k ( ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x − y|^2)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy ) η^2_k + A_k (x)η^2_k = D_k(x)η_k in R^2 , (A.10)

where A_k(x) and D_k(x) are as in (4.20) and (4.21), respectively.

We first claim that there exists a large constant R > 0 such that

|η_k(x)| ⩽ Ce^{− |x|3} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as k → ∞. (A.11)

Indeed, one can obtain from (4.15) that there exists a constant C > 0, independent of k, such that

‖η_k‖^2 = ε^{−2}_k ∫ R^2

η̄^2_kdx + ∫ R^2 |∇η̄_k|^2dx ⩽ C as k → ∞. (A.12) Similar to (A), we derive that

ε^2_kũ_{1,k}η_k [∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy ]

⩽Cε^2_k |ũ_{1,k}η_k| ⩽ ε^4_kη^2_k + Ce^{− 4|x|3} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as k → ∞,

(A.13)

and ε^2_kũ_{1,k}η_k [∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ũ^2_{1,k}(x) ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y) ) η_k(y)dxdy ]

⩽ε^4_kη^2_k + Ce^{− 4|x|3} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as k → ∞.

(A.14)

The same argument of (A.8) yields that

ε^2_kũ_{1,k}η_k [∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y) ) η_k(y)dy ]

⩽Cε^2_k [ 1 + ln(1 + |x|^2) ] |ũ_{1,k}η_k| ⩽ ε^4_kη^2_k + Ce^{− 2|x|3} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as k → ∞.

(A.15)

Moreover, it follows from (4.6) that ũ_{1,k}η_k ∫ R^2 ( ũ^2_{,k} + ũ^2_{1,k} )( ũ_{2,k} + ũ_{1,k} ) η_kdx ⩽ 1 4 η^2_k + Ce^{− 4|x|3} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as k → ∞, (A.16)

and ( ũ^2_{,k} + ũ_{2,k}ũ_{1,k} + ũ^2_{1,k} ) η^2_k ⩽ Ce^{− 4|x|3} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as k → ∞. (A.17) Using (4.4), we thus derive from (A.10) and (A.13)–(A.17) that there exists a large constant R > 0 such that − 1 2 Δη^2_k + 2 3 η^2_k ⩽ Ce^{− 2|x|3} uniformly for |x| ⩾ R as k → ∞. (A.18)

Applying the comparison principle to (A.18), the claim (A.11) is therefore proved.

We next prove that {η_k} is bounded uniformly in C^{1,α}_{loc} (R^2 ) as k → ∞ for some α ∈ (0, 1). Denote

F_k (x) = −C_k(x)η_k + D_k(x) in R^2 , so that η_k satisfies −Δη_k = F_k in R^2 .

We now claim that for any p ⩾ 2, {F_k} is bounded uniformly in L^p_{loc}(R^2 ) as k → ∞. By the exponential decay of ũ_{i,k}, it is sufficient to prove that ∫ R^2 ln |x − y|ũ^2_{,k}(y)dyη_k(x) is bounded uniformly in L^p_{loc}(R^2 ) as k → ∞.

Direct calculations yield that for any p ⩾ 2, ∫ R^2 | | | ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy | | |^p|ηk(x)|^pdx = ∫ R^2 | |1 2 ∫ R^2 ( ln(1 + |x − y|^2) − ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 )) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy | |^p|η_k(x)|_pdx

⩽ ∫ R^2 [ 1 2 ∫ R^2 ( ln(1 + 2|x|^2 + 2|y|^2) + ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 )) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy ]_p |η_k(x)|^pdx ⩽ ∫ R^2 [ 1 2 ∫ R^2 ( ln(1 + |x|^2)^2 + ln(1 + |y|^2)^2 + ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y| )_2)

ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy ]_p |η_k(x)|^pdx ⩽ ∫ R^2 [ ∫ R^2 ( ln(1 + |x|^2) + ln(1 + |y|^2) + 1 |x − y| ) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy ]_p |η_k(x)|^pdx = ∫ R^2 [ ln(1 + |x|^2)ρ_k + ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |y|^2)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy + ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy ]_p |η_k(x)|^pdx.

(A.19)

We obtain from (3.12) and (4.6) that ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |y|^2)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy + ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy ⩽ C + C‖ũ_{2,k}‖^2 ⩽ C. (A.20)

Applying (A.11), we then deduce from (A.19) and (A.20) that ∫ R^2 | | | ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy | | |^p|ηk|^pdx ⩽ C ∫ R^2 [ 1 + ln(1 + |x|^2) ]_p |η_k (x)|^pdx ⩽ C. This implies that {F_k} is bounded uniformly in L^p_{loc}(R^2 ) as k → ∞ for p ∈ [2, ∞). The same argument of (3.28) yields that {η_k} is bounded uniformly in C^{1,α}_{loc} (R^2 ) as k → ∞ for some α ∈ (0, 1). This completes the proof of Lemma A.3.

Lemma A.4. Assume η_k is a solution of (4.18) and η_k ⇀ η_0 in H^1(R^2 ) as k → ∞. Then η_0 is a weak solution of the following equation:

−Δη_0 + (1 − 3Q^2)η_0 = − 2 ρ^∗ ( ∫ R^2

Q^3η_0dx ) Q in R^2 .

Proof. Since x_{2,k} → 0 and ũ_{i,k} → Q in L^∞(R^2 ) as k → ∞, we first derive from (1.8), (A.11) and (A.12) that for any φ ∈ H^1(R^2 ), ∫ R^2 ∇η_k · ∇φdx + ε^2_k ∫ R^2

V (ε_kx + x_{2,k})η_kφdx + ρ_kε^2_klnε_k ∫ R^2 η_kφdx − μ_{2,k}ε^2_k ∫ R^2 η_kφdx − ∫ R^2 ( ũ^2_{,k} + ũ_{2,k}ũ_{1,k} + ũ^2_{1,k} ) η_kφdx + 1 2ρ_k ∫ R^2 ( ũ^2_{,k} + ũ^2_{1,k} )( ũ_{2,k} + ũ_{1,k} ) η_kdx ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}φdx → ∫ R^2 ∇η_0 · ∇φdx + ∫ R^2

η_0φdx − 3 ∫ R^2

Q^2η_0φdx + 2 ρ^∗ ( ∫ R^2

Q^3η_0dx ) ∫ R^2 Qφdx as k → ∞. (A.21)

Similar to (A), we obtain from (3.12), (4.6), (A.11) and (A.12) that

ε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 | ln|x − y|η_k(x)φ(x) | ũ^2_{,k}(y)dydx ⩽ρ_k ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2) |η_k(x)φ(x)| dx + ( ∫ R^2

η^2_kdx

) 1_2 ( ∫

R^2

φ^2dx

) 1_2 ∫

R^2

ln(1 + |y|^2)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy + ∫ R^2 |η_k (x)φ(x)| ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| ũ^2_{,k}(y)dydx ⩽ Cε^2_k → 0 as k → ∞. (A.22)

Finally, the same arguments of (A.13), (A.14) and (A.15) give that 1 2ρ_k ε^2_k [∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy ] ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)φ(x)dx + 1 2ρ_k ε^2_k [∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ũ^2_{1,k}(x) ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y) ) η_k(y)dxdy ] ∫ R^2 ũ_{1,k}(x)φ(x)dx − ε^2_k ∫ R^2 [∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y) ) η_k(y)dy ] ũ_{1,k}(x)φ(x)dx = o(1) as k → ∞. (A.23)

The proof of Lemma A.4 is therefore complete in view of (A.21)–(A.23).

Lemma A.5. Let α_{j,k} be as in (4.28) for j = 1, 2. Then there exists a constant a > 0 such that for j = 1, 2, α_{j,k} = o ( e^{− aδε}k ) as k → ∞, where ε_k and δ > 0 are as in (4.1) and (4.13), respectively.

Proof. We now estimate each term of α_{j,k} as k → ∞ as follows. Since |∇ũ_{i,k}| decays exponentially as k → ∞, it follows from (4.13) that there exists a constant a > 0 such that

ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) | | | ∂η̄_k ∂x_j ∂ū_{2,k} ∂ν | | | dS ⩽ε_k ( ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) |∇ū_{2,k}|^2 dS ) 1_2 (

ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) |∇η̄_k|^2 dS ) 1_2

⩽Cε_k ( ε^{−1}_k ∫ ∂B_{δε} k (0) |∇ũ_{2,k}|^2 dS ) 1_2 (

ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} )

|∇η̄_k |^2 dS

) 1_2

⩽Cε^2_ke^{− aδε}k as k → ∞,

(A.24)

ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) | | | ∂ū_{1,k} ∂x_j ∂η̄_k ∂ν | | | dS ⩽ Cε^2ke^− aδ εk as k → ∞, (A.25) and ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) | | | ( ∇ū_{2,k} + ∇ū_{1,k} ) · ∇η̄_kν_j | | | dS ⩽ Cε^2_ke^{− aδεk} as k → ∞. (A.26) In addition, applying the exponential decay of ũ_{i,k} in (4.6), we infer from (4.4) and (4.13) that | | |ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} )

ln(1 + |x|^2) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kν_j dS − ε^2_kμ_{2,k} ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_k(x)ν_j dS − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū^2_{,k} + ū^2_{1,k} )( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kν_j dS | | | = o ( e^{− aδε}k ) as k → ∞. (A.27)

By the same argument of (A), it yields from (4.6), (4.13), (A.9), (A.11) and (A.12) that | | | | ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)ū^2_{,k}(x)ν_j dydS | | | | ⩽ε^3_k ∫ ∂B_{δε} k (0) ln(1 + |x|^2)ũ^2_{,k}(x)dS ∫ R^2 | |(ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y))η_k(y) | | dy

+ ε^3_k ∫ ∂B_{δε} k (0) ũ^2_{,k}(x)dS ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |y|^2) | |(ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y))η_k(y) | | dy

+ ε^3_k ∫ ∂B_{δε} k (0) ũ^2_{,k}(x) [∫ R^2 1 |x − y| ( ũ_{2,k}(y) + ũ_{1,k}(y)

)_2 dy ] 1_2 ( ∫

R^2 1 |x − y| η^2_k(y)dy

) 1_2 dS

⩽Cρ^{12}_k ε^3_ke^{− aδε}k ‖η_k ‖_2 + Cρ^{12}_k ε^3_ke^{− aδε}k (∫ R^2 [ ln(1 + |y|^2)

]_2

η^2_k(y)dy

) 1_2

+ Cε^3_ke^{− aδε}k ( ‖ũ_{2,k}‖ + ‖ũ_{1,k}‖ ) ‖η_k‖ ⩽ Cε^3_ke^{− aδε}k as k → ∞,

(A.28)

and | | | | ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{1,k}(y) ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ν_j dydS | | | | ⩽ Cε^3_ke^{− aδεk} as k → ∞. (A.29) Applying (4.6), we deduce from (3.12) and (A.12) that ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 | | | x^j − y^j |x − y|^2 ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{,k} (y) | | | dydx ⩽ε^3_k ∫ B^c_{δ/εk} (0) | | | ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) η_k(x) | | | ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| ũ^2_{,k}(y)dydx

⩽Cε^3_k‖ũ_{2,k}‖^2 ( ∫ B^c_{δ/εk} (0) | ũ_{2,k} + ũ_{1,k} |_2 dx ) 1_2 ( ∫

R^2

η^2_kdx

) 1_2 ⩽ Cε^3_ke^{− aδε}k as k → ∞, (A.30)

and ∫

B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 | | | | x_j − y_j |x − y|^2 ū^2_{1,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y) | | | | dydx ⩽ Cε^3ke^− aδ εk as k → ∞. (A.31)

To estimate the last term of α_{j,k} as k → ∞, we first claim that μ_{2,k} − μ_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ε^2_k = 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{,k}(y)dxdy + 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{1,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dxdy − 1 2ρ_kε^2_k ∫ R^2 ( ū^2_{,k}(x) + ū^2_{1,k}(x) )( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)dx (A.32)

is bounded uniformly in k as k → ∞. In fact, the same argument of (A) yields that | | | 1 ε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{,k} (y)dxdy + 1 ε^2_k ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{1,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dxdy | | | ⩽ Cε^2_k as k → ∞. (A.33)

It follows from (4.6) that 1 2ε^2_k ∫ R^2 | |(ū^2_{,k} + ū^2_{1,k})(ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k})η̄_k | | dx = 1 2 ∫ R^2 | |(ũ^2_{,k} + ũ^2_{1,k})(ũ_{2,k} + ũ_{1,k})η_k | | dx ⩽ C as k → ∞. (A.34)

We then conclude from (A.33) and (A.34) that (A.32) is bounded uniformly in k as k → ∞.

Moreover, by the exponential decay of ũ_{1,k} as k → ∞, it yields from (A.32) that μ_{2,k} − μ_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^2_{1,k}ν_j dS = o ( e^{− aδε}k ) as k → ∞. (A.35)

Applying the estimates of (A.24)–(A.31) and (A.35), the proof of Lemma A.5 is therefore complete.

Lemma A.6. Let γ_k and δ > 0 be as in (4.37) and (4.13), respectively. Then there exists a constant b ∈ (0, a) such that γ_k = o ( e^{− bδε}k ) as k → ∞. Proof. Since x_{2,k} → 0 as k → ∞, we note from the first identity of (4.29) that

ε^2_k 2 ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) x_{2,k} · ∇V (x) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_k dx = ε^2_k 2 Σ^2_{j=1}x^j_{2,k} ∫ B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∂V (x) ∂x_j ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_k(x)dx = o ( e^{− bδε}k ) as k → ∞, (A.36)

where x_{2,k} := {x^1_{2,k}, x^2_{,k}} ∈ R^2 . By the definition of γ_k in (4.37), it is sufficient to prove that β_{2,k} − β_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) = o ( e^{− bδε}k ) as k → ∞. (A.37)

It follows from (4.35) that β_{2,k} − β_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_)

=ε^2_kμ_{2,k} ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx + μ_{2,k} − μ_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ε^2_k ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^2_{1,k}dx + 1 2 ε^2_kμ_{2,k} ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_k(x − x_{2,k} ) · νdS + 1 2 μ_{2,k} − μ_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ū^2_{1,k}(x − x_{2,k}) · νdS − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_k(x − x_{2,k}) · νdS − 1 2 ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 (x − x_{2,k}) · (x − y) |x − y|^2 ū^2_{,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dydx − 1 2 ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 (x − x_{2,k}) · (x − y) |x − y|^2 ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{1,k} (y)dydx − ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dydx − ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{1,k} (y)dydx − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)(x − x_{2,k}) · νdydS − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{1,k} (y)(x − x_{2,k}) · νdydS + 1 2 ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū^2_{,k} + ū^2_{1,k} )( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx + 1 4 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū^2_{,k} + ū^2_{1,k} )( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_k(x − x_{2,k}) · νdS.

We next estimate the right hand side of (A) as follows. By the exponential decay of ũ_{i,k}, we obtain from (A.32) that o ( e^{− bδε}k ) =ε^2_kμ_{2,k} ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx + μ_{2,k} − μ_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ε^2_k ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} )

ū^2_{1,k}dx + 1 2 ε^2_kμ_{2,k} ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_k(x − x_{2,k}) · νdS + 1 2 μ_{2,k} − μ_{1,k} ‖ū_{2,k} − ū_{1,k}‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ū^2_{1,k}(x − x_{2,k}) · νdS − 1 2 ε^2_k ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) V (x) ( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_k(x − x_{2,k}) · νdS + 1 2 ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū^2_{,k} + ū^2_{1,k} )( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_kdx + 1 4 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ( ū^2_{,k} + ū^2_{1,k} )( ū_{2,k} + ū_{1,k} ) η̄_k(x − x_{2,k}) · νdS as k → ∞.

(A.38)

Similar to (A.30), we obtain that there exists a constant b ∈ (0, a) such that ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 (x − x_{2,k}) · (x − y) |x − y|^2 ū^2_{,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dydx + ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 (x − x_{2,k}) · (x − y) |x − y|^2 ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{1,k}(y)dydx = o(e^{− bδε}k ) as k → ∞. (A.39)

The same argument of (A.28) yields that − ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)dydx − ∫ B^c_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{1,k}(y)dydx − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|ū^2_{,k}(x) ( ū_{2,k}(y) + ū_{1,k}(y) ) η̄_k(y)(x − x_{2,k}) · νdydS − 1 2 ∫ ∂B_δ (x_{2,k} ) ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( ū_{2,k}(x) + ū_{1,k}(x) ) η̄_k(x)ū^2_{1,k}(y)(x − x_{2,k}) · νdydS = o ( e^{− bδε}k ) as k → ∞. (A.40) We conclude from (A.38)–(A.40) that (A.37) holds true, and the proof of Lemma A.6 is therefore complete.

Lemma A.7. Let ũ_{i,k} be as in (4.16) for i = 1, 2, and suppose η_k is a solution of (4.18). Then we have ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|η_k(x) ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy → 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|η_0(x)Q(x)Q^2(y)dxdy as k → ∞, where η_0(x) is defined by (4.17).

Proof. We note that ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| [ η_k(x) ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) ũ^2_{,k}(y) − 2η_0(x)Q(x)Q^2(y) ] dxdy = ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( η_k (x) − η_0(x) )( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy + ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|η_0(x) ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) − 2Q(x) ) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy + 2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|η_0(x)Q(x) ( ũ^2_{,k}(y) − Q^2(y) ) dxdy := I_{1,k} + I_{2,k} + I_{3,k}.

To prove Lemma A.7, it is sufficient to prove that for i = 1, 2, 3,

I_{i,k} → 0 as k → ∞. (A.41)

By the exponential decay of ũ_{i,k}, since ũ_{2,k} → Q in L^∞(R^2 ) ∩ X as k → ∞, we have for any ϵ > 0, there exists a large constant R > 0 such that 2ρ_k ∫ B^c_R (0) ln ( 1 + |x|^2 )| ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) | |dx + 2 ∫ B^c_R(0) |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)| dx · ( ‖ũ_{2,k}‖^2_∗ + C‖ũ_{2,k}‖^2 ) < ϵ 2 as k → ∞. (A.42)

For the fixed constant R > 0 in (A.42), since ũ_{2,k} → Q in L^∞(R^2 ) ∩ X and η_k → η_0 in C_{loc}(R^2 ) as k → ∞, we obtain from (4.6) that ‖η_k − η_0‖_{C(BR(0))} ( ρ_k ∫ B_R(0)

ln(1 + |x|^2) | |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) | |dx + ∫ B_R(0) | |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) | |dx · (‖ũ_{2,k}‖^2_∗ + C‖ũ_{2,k}‖^2) ) < ϵ 2 as k → ∞. (A.43)

Similar to (A), we obtain from (3.12), (A.42) and (A.43) that for any ϵ > 0, there exists a large constant R > 0 such that |I_{1,k}| = | | | | ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y| ( η_k(x) − η_0(x) )( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) ) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy | | | | ⩽ρ_k ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) |η_k(x) − η_0(x)| |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)|dx + ∫ R^2 |η_k(x) − η_0(x)| |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)| dx ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |y|^2 ) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy + ∫ R^2 |η_k(x) − η_0(x)| |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)| ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| ũ^2_{,k}(y)dydx ⩽ρ_k‖η_k − η_0‖_{C(BR(0))} ∫ B_R (0)

ln(1 + |x|^2)|ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)|dx

+ 2ρ_k ∫ B^c_R (0) ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)|dx + ( ‖η_k − η_0‖_{C(BR(0))} ∫ B_R(0)

|ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)| dx + 2 ∫ B^c_R(0) |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x)| dx )

· ( ‖ũ_{2,k}‖^2_∗ + C‖ũ_{2,k}‖^2 ) < ϵ as k → ∞.

(A.44)

We thus have I_{1,k} → 0 as k → ∞.

Similarly, one can obtain from (1.8), (3.12) and (4.6) that |I_{2,k}| = | | | ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|η_0(x) ( ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) − 2Q(x) ) ũ^2_{,k}(y)dxdy | | | ⩽ρ_k ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |x|^2) |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) − 2Q(x)| dx + ∫ R^2 | ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) − 2Q(x) | dx ∫ R^2

ln(1 + |y|^2)ũ^2_{,k}(y)dy + ∫ R^2 | |ũ_{2,k}(x) + ũ_{1,k}(x) − 2Q(x) | | ∫ R^2 1 |x − y| ũ^2_{,k}(y)dydx → 0 as k → ∞,

(A.45) and |I_{3,k}| = | | |2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ln|x − y|η_0(x)Q(x) ( ũ^2_{,k}(y) − Q^2(y) ) dxdy | | | = | | | | ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ( ln(1 + |x − y|^2) − ln ( 1 + 1 |x − y|^2 )) η_0(x)Q(x) ( ũ^2_{,k}(y) − Q^2(y) ) dxdy | | | | ⩽2 ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2 ( ln(1 + |x|^2) + ln(1 + |y|^2) + 1 |x − y| ) |η_0(x)|Q(x) | |ũ^2_{,k}(y) − Q^2(y) | |dxdy ⩽2‖ũ_{2,k} − Q‖_2‖ũ_{2,k} + Q‖_2 ∫ R^2 ln ( 1 + |x|^2 ) Q(x)dx + 2‖ũ_{2,k} − Q‖_∗‖ũ_{2,k} + Q‖_∗ ∫ R^2 Qdx + C‖ũ_{2,k} + Q‖‖ũ_{2,k} − Q‖ ∫ R^2 Qdx → 0 as k → ∞,

(A.46)

where we have used the fact that ũ_{i,k} → Q in L^∞(R^2 ) ∩ X as k → ∞.

Following (A.44)–(A.46), we obtain that (A.41) holds true. This completes the proof of Lemma A.7.

References

[1] A. Ambrosetti and D. Ruiz, Multiple bound states for the Schrödinger-Poisson problem, Comm. Contemp. Math. 10 (2008), 391–404.

[2] T. Ando, A. B. Fowler and F. Stern, Electronic properties of two-dimensional systems, Rev. Mod. Phys.

54 (1982).

[3] A. Arnold, Self-consistent relaxation-time models in quantum mechanics, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 21 (1996), 473–506.

[4] A. Azzollini, The planar Schrödinger-Poisson system with a positive potential, Nonlinearity 34 (2021), 5799–5820.

[5] A. Azzollini and A. Pomponio, Ground state solutions for the nonlinear Schrödinger-Maxwell equations, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 345 (2008), 90–108.

[6] J. Bellazzini, L. Jeanjean and T. J. Luo, Existence and instability of standing waves with prescribed norm for a class of Schrödinger-Poisson equations, Proc. Lond. Math. Soc. 107 (2013), 303–339.

[7] V. Benci and D. Fortunato, Solitary waves of the nonlinear Klein-Gordon equation coupled with Maxwell equations, Rev. Math. Phys. 14 (2002), 409–420.

[8] V. Benci and D. Fortunato, An eigenvalue problem for the Schrödinger-Maxwell equations, Topol. Methods Nonlinear Anal. 11 (1998), 283–293.

[9] R. Benguria, H. Brézis and E. H. Lieb, The Thomas-Fermi-von Weizsäcker theory of atoms and molecules, Comm. Math. Phys. 79 (1981), 167–180.

[10] O. Bokanowski, J. L. López and J. Soler, On an exchange interaction model for the quantum transport;

the Schrödinger-Poisson-slater term, Math. Model Methods Appl. Sci. 13 (2003), 1397–1412.

[11] D. M. Cao, S. L. Li and P. Luo, Uniqueness of positive bound states with multi-bump for nonlinear Schrödinger equations, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 54 (2015), 4037–4063.

[12] I. Catto, J. Dolbeault, O. Sánchez and J. Soler, Existence of steady states for the Maxwell-Schrödinger- Poisson system: exploring the applicability of the concentration-compactness principle, Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci. 23 (2013), 1915–1938.

[13] I. Catto and P.-L. Lions, Binding of atoms and stability of molecules in Hartree and Thomas-Fermi type theories, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 18 (1993), 1149–1159.

[14] F. Castella, L^2 solutions to the Schrödinger-Poisson system: existence, uniqueness, time behaviour, and smoothing effects, Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci. 7 (1997), 1051–1083.

[15] T. Cazenave, Semilinear Schrödinger equations, Courant Lecture Notes in Mathematics Vol. 10, Courant Institute of Mathematical Science/AMS, New York, 2003.

[16] S. Cingolani and L. Jeanjean, Stationary waves with prescribed L^2-norm for the planar Schrödinger- Poisson system, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 51 (2019), 3533–3568.

[17] S. Cingolani and T. Weth, On the planar Schrödinger-Poisson system, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal.

Non Linéaire 33 (2016), 169–197.

[18] C. Y. Chen, Y.-C. Kuo and T.-F. Wu, Existence and multiplicity of positive solutions for the nonlinear Schrödinger-Poisson equations, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh Sect. A 143 (2013), 745–764.

[19] T. D’Aprile and D. Mugnai, Solitary waves for nonlinear Klein-Gordon-Maxwell and Schrödinger- Maxwell equations, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh Sect. A 134 (2004), 893–906.

[20] Y. B. Deng, C.-S. Lin and S. S. Yan, On the prescribed scalar curvature problem in R^N , local uniqueness and periodicity, J. Math. Pures Appl. 104 (2015), 1013–1044.

[21] J. Dolbeault, R. L. Frank and L. Jeanjean, Logarithmic estimates for mean-field models in dimension two and the Schrödinger-Poisson system, Comptes Rendus. Mathématique 10 (2021), 1279–1293.

[22] S. Doniach and B. A. Huberman, Topological excitations in two-dimensional superconductors, Phys.

Review Lett. 42 (1979), 1169.

[23] M. Du and T. Weth, Ground states and high energy solutions of the planar Schrödinger-Poisson system, Nonlinearity 30 (2017), 3492–3515.

[24] D. S. Fisher, Flux-lattice melting in thin-film superconductors, Phys. Review B 22 (1980), 1190.

[25] H. Fröhlich, Theory of electrical breakdown in ionic crystals, Proc. Royal Soc. London Series A Math.

Phys. Sciences 160 (1937), 230–241.

[26] J. Garnier, K. Baudin, A. Fusaro and A. Picozzi, Incoherent localized structures and hidden coherent solitons from the gravitational instability of the Schrödinger-Poisson equation, Phys. Review E 104 (2021).

[27] B. Gidas, W. M. Ni and L. Nirenberg, Symmetry of positive solutions of nonlinear elliptic equations in R^N , Adv. in Math. Suppl. Stud. 7 (1981), 369–402.

[28] D. Gilbarg and N. S. Trudinger, Elliptic Partial Differential Equations of Second Order, Springer, 1997.

[29] Y. J. Guo, C. S. Lin and J. C. Wei, Local uniqueness and refined spike profiles of ground states for two-dimensional attractive Bose-Einstein condensates, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 49 (2017), 3671–3715.

[30] Y. J. Guo, Y. Luo and S. J. Peng, Local uniqueness of ground states for rotating Bose-Einstein condensates with attractive interactions, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 60 (2021).

[31] Y. J. Guo, Y. Luo and W. Yang, The nonexistence of vortices for rotating Bose-Einstein condensates with attractive interactions, Arch. Rational Mech. Anal. 238 (2020), 1231–1281.

[32] Y. J. Guo and R. Seiringer, On the mass concentration for Bose-Einstein condensates with attractive interactions, Lett. Math. Phys. 104 (2014), 141–156.

[33] Y. J. Guo, Z.-Q. Wang, X. Y. Zeng and H.-S. Zhou, Properties of ground states of attractive gross– pitaevskii equations with multi-well potentials, Nonlinearity 31 (2018), 957–979.

[34] Y. J. Guo, X. Y. Zeng and H.-S. Zhou, Energy estimates and symmetry breaking in attractive Bose- Einstein condensates with ring-shaped potentials, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 33 (2016), 809–828.

[35] Q. Han and F. H. Lin, Elliptic Partial Differential Equations, Courant Lecture Note in Math. 1, Courant Inst. Math. Science/AMS, New York, 2011.

[36] A. F. Hebard and A. T. Fiory, Recent experimental results on vortex processes in thin-film superconductors, Ordering in Two Dimensions (1980), 181–187.

[37] L. Jeanjean and T. T. Le, Multiple normalized solutions for a Sobolev critical Schrödinger-Poisson-Slater equation, J. Differential Equations 303 (2021), 277–325.

[38] L. Jeanjean and T. J. Luo, Sharp nonexistence results of prescribed L^2 -norm solutions for some class of Schrödinger-Poisson and quasi-linear equations, Z. Angew. Math. Phys. 64 (2013), 937–954.

[39] M. K. Kwong, Uniqueness of positive solutions of Δu − u + u^p = 0 in R^N , Arch. Rational Mech. Anal.

105 (1989), 243–266.

[40] Y. K. Li, W. B. Wang and W. Zhang, Minimizers of the planar Schrödinger-Newton equations, Complex Var. Elliptic Equ. 67 (2022), 151–161.

[41] E. H. Lieb, Existence and uniqueness of the minimizing solution of Choquard’s nonlinear equation, Studies in Applied Math. 57 (1977), 93–105.

[42] E. H. Lieb, Thomas-Fermi and related theories of atoms and molecules, Rev. Mod. Phys. 53 (1981), 263–301.

[43] E. H. Lieb and M. Loss, Analysis, Second edition, Graduate Studies in Mathematics, vol. 14, American Math. Society, Providence, RI, 2001.

[44] P.-L. Lions, Solutions of Hartree-Fock equations for Coulomb systems, Comm. Math. Phys. 109 (1987), 33–97.

[45] P. A. Markowich, C. Ringhofer and C. Schmeiser, Semiconductor Equations, Springer, New York, 1990. [46] C. Mercuri, V. Moroz and J. Van Schaftingen, Groundstates and radial solutions to nonlinear Schrödinger-Poisson-Slater equations at the critical frequency, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 55 (2016), 1–58.

[47] W.-M. Ni and I. Takagi, On the shape of least-energy solutions to a semilinear Neumann problem, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 44 (1991), 819–851.

[48] S. I. Pekar, Untersuchungen über die Elektronentheorie der Kristalle, Akademie-Verlag, Berlin, 1954. [49] R. Penrose, On gravity¡¯s role in quantum state reduction, Gen. Rel. Grav. 28 (1996), 581–600. [50] R. Penrose, Quantum computation, entanglement and state reduction, R. Soc. Lond. Philos. Trans. Ser.

A Math. Phys. Eng. Sci. 356 (1998), 1927–1939.

[51] D. Ruiz, Semiclassical states for coupled Schrödinger-Maxwell equations: Concentration around a sphere, Math. Model. Methods Appl. Sci. 15 (2005), 141–164.

[52] D. Ruiz, The Schrödinger-Poisson equation under the effect of a nonlinear local term, J. Func. Anal.

237 (2006), 655–674.

[53] D. Ruiz, On the Schrödinger-Poisson-Slater system: behavior of minimizers, radial and nonradial cases, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 198 (2010), 349–368.

[54] O. Sánchez and J. Soler, Long-time dynamics of the Schrödinger-Poisson-Slater system, J. Statist. Phys.

114 (2004), 197-204.

[55] J. Stubbe, Bound states of two-dimensional Schrödinger-Newton equations, preprint, arXiv:0807.4059. [56] M. I. Weinstein, Nonlinear Schrödinger equations and sharp interpolation estimates, Comm. Math.

Phys. 87 (1982/83), 567–576.

[57] M. Willem, Minimax theorems, Progress in Nonlinear Differential Equations and their Applications, Birkhäuser Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 1996.