arXiv:2306.17617v3 [math-ph] 8 Oct 2023

STABILIZATION AGAINST COLLAPSE OF 2D ATTRACTIVE BOSE–EINSTEIN CONDENSATES WITH REPULSIVE, THREE-BODY INTERACTIONS

DINH-THI NGUYEN AND JULIEN RICAUD

Abstract. We consider a trapped Bose gas of N identical bosons in two dimensional space with both an attractive, two-body, scaled interaction and a repulsive, three-body, scaled interaction respectively of the form −aN^{2α−1}U(N^α·) and bN^{4β−2}W (N^β ·, N^β ·)), where a, b, α, β > 0 and � R2 U(x) dx = 1 = � R4 W (x, y) dx dy. We derive rigorously the cubic–quintic nonlinear Schrödinger semiclassical theory as the mean-field limit of the model and we investigate the behavior of the system in the double-limit a = aN → a∗ and b = bN ↘ 0. Moreover, we also consider the homogeneous problem where the trapping potential is removed.

Contents

1. Introduction 1 1.1. Model 2 1.2. Main results 4 2. Proofs of the main results 7 2.1. Existence and collapse in the NLS theory 7 2.2. Condensation and collapse in the Hartree theory 9 2.3. Condensation and collapse in the many-body theory 13 Appendix A. Homogeneous BECs 19 References 26

1. Introduction

Bose–Einstein condensates (BECs) [5, 15, 2, 13, 23] are a form of matter made of bosonic particles that have been cooled down to temperatures near absolute zero, at which they condense into a single quantum state. In such context, a natural way to describe the interaction in a very general way is to consider an effective potential taking into account all the possible k-body interactions, k = 2, . . . , N, of the form v_{kB}(x_1−x_2, x_1−x_3, . . . , x_1−x_k) computed by integrating out the possible internal degrees of freedom of k particles placed at x_1, x_2, ..., and x_k, in the ideal situation where all the others N − k particles are infinitely far away: ∑ 1≤i<j≤N v_{2B}(x_i − x_j) + ∑ 1≤i<j<k≤N v_{3B}(x_i − x_j, x_i − x_k) + . . . .

If for most applications, limiting this effective interaction only to the two-body term is enough for practical purposes, the three- and higher-body terms of this many-body expansion are actually not always negligible. For instance, it was shown in [38] that 2% of the binding energy of liquid He^4 comes from three-body interactions and in [37] that it even amounts to 14% for water, and that the two-body approximation alone cannot explain certain of their physical properties [52, 47]. Moreover, in the setting of an effective interaction composed of an attractive, two-body potential and a repulsive, three-body potential, setting in which the present work is interested, it was shown in [3, 4] that the three-body interaction can stabilize the condensate against a collapse due to the two-body interaction and that the competing contributions can result in crystallization, making of it a good candidate setting to create super-solid states.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35J10, 35Q55, 81V70, 82D05.

Key words and phrases. Bose–Einstein condensates, Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality, nonlinear Schrödinger equation, three-body interaction, two-body interaction. 1

In the low-density regime, where the distance between particles is much larger than the interaction range, the pairwise interactions can be effectively treated as the dominant interactions as the threeand higher-body interactions become negligible in comparison. This is due to the fact that the probability of having at least three particles simultaneously interacting becomes much smaller compared to two particles interacting at a time. As a result, the contributions from three- and higher-body interactions can be neglected without significantly affecting the overall behavior of the system. In many cases, neglecting these effective interactions simplifies the analysis and calculations, leading the literature to focus primarily on the pairwise interactions between particles. This simplification is particularly useful in various fields, including condensed matter physics and atomic physics, where systems such as gases or liquids can be well-described by pairwise interaction potentials [35, 33, 34].

However, in the high-density regime, where particles are closely packed and the interparticle distances are comparable to or smaller than the range of interactions, the role of three- and higher-body interactions can become more significant. In this regime, the effects of these interactions may need to be taken into account in order to accurately describe the system’s behavior: in systems with strong three-body interactions, the simultaneous interactions between three particles can lead to collective effects and correlations that cannot be captured by considering only pairwise interactions, and they can influence various properties of the system, such as its equation of state or its phase transitions.

In the past few years, the BECs with three-body interactions received attention and many mathematical works dealt with three-body interactions [9, 10, 55, 54, 12, 43, 31, 40, 39, 41, 46]. If most of the literature considers only a three-body interaction, without a two-body interaction, some works considered the combination of several few-body interactions sharing the same scaling parameter, see [54, 31]. However, considering few-body interactions with distinct scaling parameters can be of interest in some cases. For example (see [46]), in the one-dimensional case, this allows for the repulsive, two-body interaction to compensate the (critical) attractive, three-body interaction.

Finally, a well-known property of BEC for a system with (only) a two-body interaction is that collapse occurs when the two-body interaction is attractive and the number of atoms or the scattering length of the microscopic interaction exceeds a critical value [7, 6, 50]. One possible way to stabilize 2D focusing Bose gases against collapse is to take into account repulsive, three-body interactions. These interactions can indeed counteract the attractive forces between the particles and prevent collapse from occurring. In particular, the repulsive, three-body interactions can lead to the formation of stable droplets or clusters of particles, which can help to stabilize the system. This effect was first predicted in [16] and studied, e.g., in [17, 1, 18]. Moreover, experimental studies have confirmed the stabilization of 2D Bose gases with repulsive, three-body interactions against collapse [22].

1.1. Model. In this paper, we consider a 2D Bose gas with a scaled attractive, two-body interaction and a scaled repulsive, three-body interaction, trapped in a quasi 2D layer by means of a purely anharmonic potential. Namely, we consider a system of N ≥ 3 identical bosons in R^2 , described by the nonrelativistic Hamiltonian H_{a,b,N} := N∑ i=1 (−Δ_{xi} + |x_i|^s) − a N − 1 ∑ 1≤i<j≤N U_N α (x_i − x_j )

+ b (N − 1)(N − 2) ∑ 1≤i<j<k≤N W_N β (x_i − x_j, x_i − x_k) , (1.1)

acting on L^2_{sym}(R^{2N} ). The parameter s > 0 stands for the power of the anharmonic trap (s = 2 being commonly used in laboratory experiments). Moreover, the parameters a ≥ 0 and b ≥ 0 are the strengths of the two- and three-body interactions, respectively. The interaction terms U_N α and W_N β are scaled through the parameters α, β > 0,

U_N α (x) := N^{2α}U(N^αx) and W_N β (x, y) := N^{4β} W (N^βx, N^βy) , (1.2)

in such a way that we may expect a well-defined semiclassical theory in the limit N → +∞. Finally, we assume on one hand that the two-body interaction −aU is attractive and even:

U(x) = U(−x) ≥ 0, with U ∈ L^1 ∩ L^∞(R^2 ) and � R^2

U(x) dx = 1 . (1.3)

On the other hand, the three-body interaction bW has to be repulsive for matter stability and we assume

W (x, y) = W (y, x) ≥ 0, W ∈ L^1 ∩ L^∞(R^2 × R^2 ), and � R^4

W (x, y) dx dy = 1 , (1.4)

as well as the symmetry condition W (x − y, x − z) = W (y − x, y − z) = W (z − y, z − x) . (1.5) We are interested in the large-N behavior of the ground state energy of H_{a,b,N} , given by

E^{QM}_{a,b,N} := N^{−1} inf { ⟨Ψ_N |H_{a,b,N} |Ψ_N ⟩ : Ψ_N ∈ L^2_{sym}(R^{2N} ), ||Ψ_N ||_L2 = 1 } (1.6)

and the corresponding ground states. The usual mean-field approximation suggests to restrict wave functions to the factorized ansatz of N particles

Ψ_N (x_1, . . . , x_N ) ≈ v^{⊗N} (x_1, . . . , x_N ) := v(x_1) . . . v(x_N ) . (1.7)

Inserting in the energy functional the above uncorrelated state, with the normalization condition ||v||_L2 = 1, we obtain the Hartree energy functional E^H_{a,b,N} (v) := ⟨v^{⊗N} , H_{a,b,N} v^{⊗N} ⟩ N = � R^2 ( |∇v(x)|^2 + |x|^s|v(x)|^2 ) dx − a 2 � R^4 U_N α (x − y)|v(x)|^2|v(y)|^2 dx dy + b 6 � R^6 W_N β (x − y, x − z)|v(x)|^2|v(y)|^2|v(z)|^2 dx dy dz . (1.8)

The corresponding Hartree ground state energy, given by

E^H_{a,b,N} := inf { E^H_{a,b,N} (v) : v ∈ H^1(R^2 ), ||v||_L2 = 1 } , (1.9)

is thus an upper bound to the many-body ground state energy: E^H_{a,b,N} ≥ E^{QM}_{a,b,N} . The Hartree functional, which is commonly used to describe the mean-field approximation in many-body systems, can be formally related to the NLS functional under certain conditions. In our setting, as N → +∞, the potentials U_N α (x − y) and W_N β (x − y, x − z) converge to the delta functions δ_{x=y} and δ_{x=y=z}, respectively. The Hartree functional therefore formally boils down to the NLS functional

E^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) := � R^2 ( |∇v(x)|^2 + |x|^s|v(x)|^2 − a 2 |v(x)|^4 + b 6 |v(x)|^6 ) dx , (1.10)

with the associated NLS ground state energy

E^{NLS}_{a,b} := inf { E^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) : v ∈ H^1(R^2 ), ||v||_L2 = 1 } . (1.11)

Note that the cubic term in (1.10) is focusing (a ≥ 0), hence the quintic term has to be defocusing (b ≥ 0) in order to have a chance for the energy to be bounded below. This explains our assumption that the three-body interaction is repulsive (bW ≥ 0) once the two-body interaction has been assumed attractive (−aU ≤ 0).

The effective cubic–quintic functional (1.10) is to the combinaison of a two- and a three-body interactions what the cubic NLS functional is to a purely two-body interaction. The validity of the NLS theory with a purely attractive, two-body interaction potential —a > 0 = b in (1.10)— has been proved in seminal papers of Lewin, Nam, and Rougerie [25, 27, 28, 42] (see also [11]), and the collapse and condensation of the many-body ground states was studied in [29] (see also [20, 45, 19, 14]). It is worth noting that, in the absence of three-body interaction, the NLS functional is unstable when the strength a is above the critical mass a_∗, which is the optimal constant in the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality a_∗ 2 ||v||^4_L4 ≤ ||∇v||^2_L2 ||v||^2_L2 , ∀ v ∈ H^1(R^2 ) . (1.12) Moreover, it is well-known that (1.12) has a positive radial symmetry optimizer Q ∈ H^1(R^2 ), which is the unique optimizer up to translations, multiplication by a complex factor, and scaling. Such optimizer solves the cubic NLS equation (see [53])

−ΔQ + Q − Q^3 = 0 . (1.13)

The critical value a_∗ is then a_∗ = ||Q||^2_L2 where Q is the unique (up to translations) positive radial solution of (1.13). Defining Q_0 := ||Q||^{−1}_{L2} Q , (1.14) it follows from (1.12) and (1.13) that

||∇Q_0||^2_L2 = ||Q_0||^2_L2 = a_∗ 2 ||Q_0||^4_L4 = 1 . (1.15)

1.2. Main results. In this work, we derive rigorously the 2D cubic–quintic NLS theory as the mean-field model of Bose gases. An interesting property that we establish is that the system is always stable due to the repulsive, three-body interaction (b > 0), but that the attractive, two-body interaction can lead to the collapse of the system as b tends to 0, depending on the (limit) value of a. We study in particular the attractive BECs with repulsive, three-body interactions in the critical regime of collapse where b tends to 0 while a approaches the critical blow-up value a_∗ (from above or below). This is obtained using the cubic–quintic NLS functional (also known as Ginzburg–Gross–Pitaevskii).

In such collapse regime, we prove that the blowup profile of the NLS ground states is given by the solution to the (critical) cubic NLS in 2D. In the absence of three-body interactions, this has been previously studied, e.g., in [20, 29, 19, 14].

In the many-body theory, we consider the many-boson Hamiltonian (1.1), interacting with rescaled potentials, and we prove the condensation and collapse of the many-body ground states under the constraints 0 < α < 1/8 and 0 < β < 1/16, using the interpolation Hartree theory. When the attractive, two-body interaction is too negative —namely, when a ≥ a_∗—, we need the extra assumption α < β in order for the three-body interaction to compensate the two-body interaction. Finally, in the collapse regime, we justify the validity of the NLS theory with complete BEC at the point of blow-up.

It is worth noting that, for an attractive BEC with a repulsive, three-body interaction, the system traps itself due to the attractive, two-body interaction. Therefore, it is possible to remove the external potential and to consider the BECs in the full infinite space. In the 2D homogeneous case, an interesting phenomenon, which differs from the inhomogeneous case, occurs in the presence of a nontrivial, repulsive, three-body interaction: the attractive, two-body interaction has to be sufficiently negative (a > a_∗) in order to obtain the existence of NLS ground states. The condensation in the mean-field limit and the collapse phenomenon are then also observed in the Hartree theory (see Appendix A). In the many-body theory, however, a true many-body wave function does not exist due to the translation-invariance and the linearity of the many-body system. Even though we could consider approximate ground states, their condensation is not expected due to their superposition in the many-body theory. It stays therefore an open problem to establish the convergence of quantum energy (in the infinite space) to the homogeneous NLS energy.

We now state precisely our main results. In the first part of the paper, we consider the minimization problem (1.11). Our first result is a classification of the values of the parameters a and b for which there exist NLS ground states.

Theorem 1.1 (Existence of NLS ground states). Let a > 0, b ∈ R, and E^{NLS}_{a,b} be given in (1.11).

(i) If (b = 0 and a > a_∗) or b < 0, then E^{NLS}_{a,b} = −∞.

(ii) If (b = 0 and a = a_∗), then E^{NLS}_{a∗,0} = 0, but there are no ground states. (iii) If (b = 0 and a < a_∗) or b > 0, then E^{NLS}_{a,b} has a ground state.

A preliminary remark is that a ground state of E^{NLS}_{a,b} , when it exists, can be chosen to be nonnegative. This follows from the fact that ||∇v||_L2 ≥ ||∇|v|||_L2 for any v ∈ H^1(R^2 ) (see, e.g., [32, Theorem 7.8]) and hence E^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) ≥ E^{NLS}_{a,b} (|v|). In the absence of three-body interactions, i.e., b = 0, the classification of NLS ground states was studied in [20]. In the case b > 0, the repulsive quintic term counteracts the attractive cubic term since ||v||^4_L4 ≤ ||v||^3_L6 ||v||_L2 ≤ ε||v||^6_L6 + 1 4ε ||v||^2_L2 , ∀ε > 0 , (1.16) by the Hölder inequality, leading to a stabilization of the NLS system against collapse.

However, Theorem 1.1-(ii) suggests that NLS ground states might still collapse in the limit a = a_n → a_∗ and b = b_n ↘ 0, in the sense that ||∇v_n||_L2 → +∞ where {v_n}_n is a sequence of ground states of E^{NLS}_{an,bn} . Our next result therefore concerns the collapse of the NLS ground states. Defining

Q_6 := 1 6 ||Q_0||^6_L6 and Q_s := s | | | | | || · |^{s2} Q0 | | | | | |^2_{L2} (1.17)

for Q_0 in (1.14), the variational principle gives

E^{NLS}_{a,b} ≤ E^{NLS}_{a,b} ( ℓ^{−1}Q_0(ℓ^{−1}·) ) = ( 1 − a a_∗ ) ℓ^{−2} + bQ_6ℓ^{−4} + Q_s ℓ^s s (1.18)

for all ℓ > 0. By optimizing the right hand side of (1.18) over ℓ > 0, it gives an upper bound to the NLS energy. Depending on the collapse regime, we can actually also determine the main order in the expansion of the NLS energy, by establishing explicitly the blowup profile of the corresponding NLS ground states. Those results are summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 1.2 (Collapse of the NLS ground states). Let s > 0, ζ ≥ 0. Let Q_s and Q_6 be as in (1.17). Let {a_n}_n, {b_n}_n ⊂ [0, +∞) satisfy a_n → a_∗ and b_n ↘ 0 as n → +∞, with max{0, a_∗ − a_n} + b_n > 0, and assume that lim n→+∞ 2(a_∗ − a_n) a_∗Q_s ( 4Q_6b_n Q_s )_− s+2_{s+4} = (1 − ζ)ζ^{− s+2s+4} ∈ (−∞, +∞] . (1.19)

Finally, let {v_n}_n be a sequence of (approximate) ground states of E^{NLS}_{an,bn} given by (1.11). Then, lim n→+∞ ℓ_nv_n(ℓ_n·) = Q_0 (1.20)

strongly in H^1(R^2 ) for the whole sequence, where Q_0 is given by (1.14) and

ℓ_n = ( 2(a_∗ − a_n) a_∗Q_s(1 − ζ)

) 1_{s+2}

if ζ ≠ 1 , ( 4Q_6b_n Q_sζ ) 1_{s+4} if ζ ≠ 0 .

(1.21)

Furthermore, E^{NLS}_{an,bn} = ( 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 + o(1) ) Q_sℓ^s_n . (1.22)

Remark 1.3.

• A sequence {v_n}_n of approximate ground states of E^{NLS}_{an ,bn} is a sequence belonging to the minimizing domain and satisfying, as n → +∞,

E^{NLS}_{an,bn} ≤ E^{NLS}_{an,bn} (v_n) ≤ (1 + o(1))E^{NLS}_{an ,bn} . (1.23)

• The hypothesis max{0, a_∗ − a_n} + b_n > 0 is equivalent to (b_n > 0 or (b_n = 0 and a_n < a_∗)), since we assume a_n, b_n ≥ 0. This hypothesis is made in order to ensure the existence of NLS ground states, thanks to Theorem 1.1.

• In the case a_n → a_∗ (from below or above) as n → +∞ while b_n = b > 0 is fixed, E^{NLS}_{an,b} converges to E^{NLS}_{a∗,b} and the corresponding sequence of ground states converges to a ground state of E^{NLS}_{a∗,b} . The situation is similar in the case of a fixed a_n = a < a_∗ while b_n ↘ 0 as n → +∞. Finally, note that the asymptotic behavior of E^{NLS}_{an,0} and its ground states, in the limit a_n ↗ a_∗ as n → +∞, was already studied in [20].

• Our result in Theorem 1.2 covers all possible cases where the speeds of convergence of a_n → a_∗ and of b_n ↘ 0, as n → +∞, compare between them in a “proportionality” fashion (including the “infinite proportionality” case a_n = a_∗), but with the notable exception of the case where a_n converges from above (a_n ↘ a_∗) with a convergence rate slower in order of magnitude than the one of b_n ↘ 0, which corresponds to the excluded case where the limit in (1.19) is −∞, i.e., ζ = +∞.

Roughly speaking, this latter case is similar to considering a_n = a > a_∗ fixed and b_n ↘ 0. Within this framework, the NLS functional is unstable, by Theorem 1.1-(i), and the NLS ground states still blows up, in the sense that the NLS energy is unbounded from below. We refer to Appendix A for further discussions. △ In the second part of the paper, we turn to the N-particle Hamiltonian (1.1) with attractive, two- and repulsive, three-body interaction potentials of the form (1.2). In the mean-field regime, we verify the validity of the effective cubic–quintic NLS functional (1.10). As usual, the convergence of ground states is formulated using k-particles reduced density matrices, defined for 0 ≤ k ≤ N and any Ψ_N ∈ H^N as the partial trace

γ^{(k)}_{ΨN} := Tr_{k+1→N} |Ψ_N ⟩⟨Ψ_N | .

Equivalently, γ^{(k)}_{ΨN} is the trace class operator on H^k with kernel

γ^{(k)}_{ΨN} (x_1, . . . , x_k; y_1, . . . , y_k) := � R^{2(N−k)} Ψ_N (x_1, . . . , x_k; Z)Ψ_N (y_1, . . . , y_k; Z) dZ .

One of the main features of the reduced density matrices is that we can write ⟨Ψ_N |H_{a,b,N} |Ψ_N ⟩ N = Tr [ hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] − a 2 Tr [ U_N α γ^{(2)}_N ] + b 6 Tr [ W_N β γ^{(3)}_N ] , where h_x := −Δ_x +|x|^s is the one-particle operator. Moreover, the Bose–Einstein condensation (1.7) is characterized properly by lim N→+∞ Tr | |γ(k)_{ΨN} − |v_{⊗k}⟩⟨v_{⊗k}| | | = 0, ∀ k = 1, 2, . . . . Our main result on the many-body problem is the following.

Theorem 1.4 (Condensation and collapse of the many-body ground states). Let 0 < α < 1/8 and 0 < β < 1/16. Assume that U and W satisfy (1.3)–(1.5).

(i) Let a, b > 0 be fixed with a < a_∗ or (a ≥ a_∗ and α < β). Then, lim N→+∞ E^{QM}_{a,b,N} = E^{NLS}_{a,b} > −∞ . (1.24)

Moreover, for any sequence of ground states {Ψ_N }_N of E^{QM}_{a,b,N} given by (1.6), there exists a Borel probability measure ν supported on M^{NLS} := {NLS ground states} such that, along a subsequence, lim N→+∞ Tr | | |γ^{(k)}ΨN − � |v^{⊗k}⟩⟨v^{⊗k}| dν(v) | | | = 0, ∀ k = 1, 2, . . . . (1.25)

If M^{NLS} has, up to a phase, a unique ground state v, then lim N→+∞ Tr | |γ(k)_{ΨN} − |v_{⊗k}⟩⟨v_{⊗k}| | | = 0, ∀ k = 1, 2, . . . for the whole sequence.

(ii) Let Q_0, Q_6, Q_s, ζ, {a_N }_N , {b_N }_N , and {ℓ_N }_N be as in Theorem 1.2. Assume further that |x|U(x) ∈ L^1(R^2 ), that ζ ≠ 2(s + 2)/s, that α < β if ζ ≥ 1, and that ℓ_N ∼ N^{−η} with

0 < η < min { α s + 3 , 1 − 8α 4s , β, 1 − 16β 4s } . (1.26)

Then,

E^{QM}_{aN ,bN ,N} = E^{NLS}_{aN ,bN} (1 + o(1)) = ( 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 + o(1) ) Q_sℓ^s_N . (1.27)

Moreover, for Φ_N = ℓ_N Ψ_N (ℓ_N ·) where {Ψ_N }_N is any sequence of ground states of E^{QM}_{aN ,bN ,N} , given by (1.6), we have lim N→+∞ Tr | |γ^{(k)}_{ΦN} − |Q^{⊗k}_0 ⟩⟨Q^{⊗k}_0 | | | = 0, ∀ k = 1, 2, . . . . (1.28)

It is worth noting that the condition α < β is imposed only if the attractive, two-body interaction is too negative, i.e., a ≥ a_∗. This is needed to ensure that the three-body interaction compensates the two-body interaction. This can be seen at the level of the Hartree theory (see Theorem 2.1). The condition is unnecessary when the strength of the two-body interaction is below the threshold a_∗, since in this case it can be controlled directly by the kinetic term using (1.12). Moreover, note that the assumption ζ ≠ 2(s+2)/s is related to the fact that the main order term in the NLS energy is trivial at this value of ζ.

The mathematical method used here is the information-theoretic quantum de Finetti theorem developed recently by Rougerie [48]. This method was used in the study of 2D Bose gases with only an attractive, two-body interactions [42] (see also [27, 28] for related results) in the dilute regime, by using the second moment estimate. However, such an estimate is not available for systems with three-body interactions in dimensional two and higher (see [46] for discussions in the one-dimensional case). Nevertheless, the method in [42, 48] can still be coupled with the first moment estimate in order to derive BECs.

Finally, note that, in the mean-field regime and for fixed strengths, we can even obtain (1.24) and (1.25) for the wider range 0 < α < 1/4 and 0 < β < 1/8 by refined arguments (see Remark 2.4). However, these arguments cannot be used in the collapse regime to prove (1.26)–(1.28) for a wider range in (α, β). Finally, note that more advance tools will be required if one wants to obtain BECs in the entire high-density regime 0 < α < 1/2 and 0 < β < 1/4, and even more in the dilute regimes, where α > 1/2 or β > 1/4.

The remainder of the paper is devoted to the detailed mathematical proofs of our results. Moreover, in Appendix A, we state some results in the homogeneous BECs and give sketches of proofs.

Acknowledgments. D.-T. Nguyen was supported by the Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation. J. Ricaud acknowledges support from the Agence Nationale de la Recherche under Grant No. ANR- 19-CE46-0007 (project ICCI).

2. Proofs of the main results

2.1. Existence and collapse in the NLS theory. The goal of this section is to establish the existence of the ground states for the NLS problem (1.11) and investigate its blowup profile as well as the first order expansion of its energy.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Recall that (1.18) reads E^{NLS}_{a,b} ≤ ( 1 − a a_∗ ) ℓ^{−2} + bQ_6ℓ^{−4} + Q_s s ℓ^s, ∀ ℓ > 0 . For (i), i.e., b < 0 or (b = 0 and a > a_∗), taking ℓ → 0 yields the claim E^{NLS}_{a,b} = −∞. For (ii), i.e., b = 0 and a = a_∗, on one hand we obtain E^{NLS}_{a∗,0} ≤ 0 the same way and, on the other hand, the converse inequality follows from (1.12). Now, if a ground state u for E^{NLS}_{a∗,0} = 0 would exist, then (1.12) would imply ||| · |^{s/2}u||_L2 = 0, contradicting ||u||_L2 = 1.

The rest of the proof is dedicated to (iii): the existence of NLS ground states when b > 0 or (b = 0 and a < a_∗). Recall that Theorem 1.1 assumes a > 0. Let {v_n}_n be a minimizing sequence for E^{NLS}_{a,b} , i.e., lim n→+∞ E^{NLS}_{a,b} (v_n) = E^{NLS}_{a,b} with ||v_n||_L2 = 1 .

The existence of NLS ground states is obtained (see, e.g., [20]) by claiming that {∇v_n}_n and {| · |^{s/2}v_n}_n are uniformly bounded in L^2(R^2 ). This follows immediately from (1.12) if a < a_∗ and b ≥ 0. In the remaining case, where a ≥ a_∗ and b > 0, the first inequality in (1.16) yields

E^{NLS}_{a,b} (v_n) ≥ ||∇v_n||^2_L2 + | | | | | || · |^{s2} vn | | | | | |^2_{L2} − a 2 ||v_n||^4_L4 + b 6 ||v_n||^8_L4 ≥ ||∇v_n||^2_L2 + | | | | | || · |^{s2} vn | | | | | |^2_{L2} − Ca,b , implying the claim on {∇v_n}_n and {| · |^{s/2}v_n}_n since E^{NLS}_{a,b} (v_n) is uniformly bounded. □

Proof of Theorem 1.2. The proof for approximate ground states being the same as the one for true ground states, with very few changes, we only write the latter for brevity. Also for shortness, we define A_n := 1 − a_n/a_∗.

We start with the upper bound matching (1.22). We obtain it by inserting ℓ = ℓ_n, defined in Theorem 1.2, into (1.18), then rewriting the upper bound using (1.21): E^{NLS}_{an,bn} ≤ ℓ^s_n ( A_nℓ^{−s−2}_n + Q_6b_nℓ^{−s−4}_n + Q_s s ) = ( 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 + o(1) ) Q_sℓ^s_n . (2.1)

Note that the computation of the equality is performed separately for ζ ≠ 0 and ζ ≠ 1, but both yield the same expansion.

We prove the matching lower bound by proving the claimed convergence (1.20). Let {v_n}_n be a sequence of ground states of E^{NLS}_{an,bn} and w_n := ℓ_nv_n(ℓ_n·) for any n. Then, ||w_n||_L2 = 1 = ||v_n||_L2 and E^{NLS}_{an,bn} = ℓ^s_n [ ℓ^{−s−2} n ( ||∇w_n||^2_L2 − a_n 2 ||w_n||^4_L4 ) + b_n 6 ℓ^{−s−4} n ||w_n||^6_L6 + | | | || · |^{s2} wn | | | |^2_{L2} ] . (2.2)

We distinguish two (overlapping) cases for ζ ≥ 0: ζ ≠ 0 and ζ ≠ 1.

Case ζ ≠ 0. Applying (1.12) to the kinetic term in (2.2) and rewriting the lower bound obtained that way, using (1.19) and the definition of ℓ_n depending on b_n in (1.21), we obtain by (2.1) that 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 + o(1) ≥ a_∗ 2 ( 1 − ζ 2 + o(1) ) ||w_n||^4_L4 + ζ 24Q_6 ||w_n||^6_L6 + Q^{−1}_s | | | || · |^s_2 w_n | | | |^2 L^2

. (2.3)

Using moreover (1.16) on the nonnegative L^6-norm term yields that {w_n}_n is uniformly bounded in L^4(R^2 ) and consequently, by (2.3), that {w_n}_n and {|·|^{s/2}w_n}_n are uniformly bounded respectively in L^6(R^2 ) and L^2(R^2 ).

We now multiply (2.2) by ℓ^2_n, neglect in it the nonnegative quintic and external terms, and use (2.1). On the one hand, using the L^4-boundedness of {w_n}_n, it gives that {||∇w_n||_L2 }_n is bounded uniformly as well and, consequently, that there exists w ∈ H^1(R^2 ) such that, up to a subsequence, w_n → w weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and strongly in L^r(R^2 ) for 2 ≤ r < ∞. Hence, in particular, ||w||_L2 = 1. On the other hand, passing to the limit n → +∞ yields

0 ≥ lim_{n→+∞} ( ||∇w_n||^2_L2 − a_n 2 ||w_n||^4_L4 ) ≥ ||∇w||^2_L2 − a_∗ 2 ||w||^4_L4 ≥ 0 , where we have used Fatous’ lemma and (1.12).

It follows from the above that w_n → w strongly in H^1(R^2 ) and that w is an optimizer of (1.12). Hence, after a suitable rescaling, w(x) = √ tQ_0( √ tx + x_0) for some t > 0 and x_0 ∈ R^2 . We now show that w ≡ Q_0 by proving that t = 1 and x_0 = 0. Indeed, taking the limit n → +∞ in (2.3) then writing things in terms of Q_0 (instead of w) gives 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 = t 1 − ζ 2 a_∗ 2 ||Q_0||^4_L4 + t^2 ζ 24Q_6

||Q_0||^6_L6 + t^{− s2} Q^{−1}_s | | | ||· − x_0|^s_2 Q_0 | | | |^2 L^2 ≥ t 1 − ζ 2 + t^2 ζ 4 + t^{− s}2 s =: g_ζ (t) (2.4)

where, for the inequality, we use the fact that Q_0 is strictly symmetric decreasing and | · |^s is strictly symmetric increasing —see, e.g., [46, Appendix A] for details—, as well as the value of the L^4-norm of Q_0, given in (1.15), and the definition of Q_6. Notice that g^′_ζ : (0, +∞) → (−∞, +∞) t → 1 − ζ 2 + t ζ 2 − t^{− s}2^{−1} 2 is strictly increasing and g^′_ζ (1) = 0. Hence, g_ζ attains its global minimum at t = 1 with

g_ζ (1) = 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 . Consequently, equality holds in (2.4), which implies that t = 1 and consequently —see, e.g., [46, Lemma A.1]— x_0 = 0. Finally, the convergence (1.20) holds for the whole sequence due to the uniqueness of the limiting profile, see, e.g., [46, Proof of Theorem 1.2] for details.

Case ζ ≠ 1. Applying (1.12) to the L^4-norm term in (2.2) and rewriting the lower bound obtained that way, using (1.19) and the definition of ℓ_n depending on A_n in (1.21) —it is well defined at least for n large enough since, by (1.19), A_n/(1 − ζ) > 0 for n large enough—, we obtain by (2.1) that 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 + o(1) ≥ 1 − ζ 2 ||∇w_n||^2_L2 + ( ζ 24Q_6

+ o(1) ) ||w_n||^6_L6 + Q^{−1}_s | | | || · |^{s2} wn | | | |^2_{L2} .

For 0 ≤ ζ < 1 the above yields the uniformly boundedness of {∇w_n}_n and {| · |^{s/2}w_n}_n in L^2(R^2 ). This actually still holds true when ζ > 1, by the same arguments as in the case ζ ≠ 0. For the rest of the proof, we omit the details since it strictly follows the end of the proof in the case ζ ≠ 0. □

2.2. Condensation and collapse in the Hartree theory. While the quantum energy describes the exact energy of the system, taking into account the whole quantum interaction between the particles, the Hartree energy on its side arises from the mean-field approximation, where the interactions are treated as averaged or as effective fields experienced by each particle. The Hartree theory plays a role of an interpolation theory between the many-body and the NLS theories, and this role is important in the study of the systems of two- and three-body interactions, as in [46]. Therefore, understanding microscopic phenomenon in the Hartree theory is the next step before turning to the many-body problem. We have the following result.

Theorem 2.1 (Condensation and collapse of the Hartree ground states). Let α, β > 0 and let U and W satisfy (1.3)–(1.5).

(i) Let a, b > 0 be fixed with a < a_∗ or (a ≥ a_∗ and α < β). Let {v_N }_N be a sequence of (approximate) ground states of E^H_{a,b,N} given by (1.9). Then, there exists a NLS ground state v of (1.11) such that, along a subsequence, lim N→+∞ v_N = v (2.5)

strongly in H^1(R^2 ). Furthermore, lim N→+∞ E^H_{a,b,N} = E^{NLS}_{a,b} . (2.6)

(ii) Let Q_0, Q_6, Q_s, ζ, {a_N }_N , {b_N }_N , and {ℓ_N }_N be as in Theorem 1.2. Assume further that |x|U(x) ∈ L^1(R^2 ), that α < β if ζ ≥ 1, and that ℓ_N ∼ N^{−η} with

0 < η < min { α s + 3 , β } . (2.7)

Then, E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} = E^{NLS}_{aN ,bN} + o(ℓ^s_N ) = ( 1 s + 1 2 − ζ 4 + o(1) ) Q_sℓ^s_N . (2.8)

Moreover, for any sequence of (approximate) ground states {v_N }_N of E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} given by (1.9), we have lim N→+∞ ℓ_N v_N (ℓ_N ·) = Q_0 (2.9)

strongly in H^1(R^2 ), for the whole sequence.

Remark.

• Similarly to the NLS case, a sequence {v_N }_N of approximate ground states of E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} is a sequence belonging to the minimizing domain and satisfying E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} ≤ E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} (v_N ) ≤ E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} (1 + o(1)_{N→+∞}) . (2.10) • Here again, the repulsive potential compensates for the attractive one. However, while for the NLS theory it could be seen directly due to (1.16), for the Hartree theory this fact is not observed easily. In particular, when the strength a is too negative (a ≥ a_∗), the two-body interaction is not controlled anymore by the kinetic term. In that case, we need the repulsive, three-body interaction to compensate the the attractive, two-body interaction and it is why we need to impose the condition α < β in that case.

• The condition ℓ_N ∼ N^{−η} is, by definition of ℓ_N in (1.21), also a condition on a_∗ − a_N or on b_N , depending on the value of ζ. The technical assumption on the attractive, two-body interaction, i.e., |x|U(x) ∈ L^1(R^2 ) is used to determine the convergence rate of the Hartree energy to the NLS energy in the limit N → +∞. The condition (2.7) is then used to ensure that the Hartree and NLS ground state problems are close in the collapse regime. Moreover, the extra condition α < β applies in particular to the case where a_N ↘ a_∗. This corresponds to the case ζ ≥ 1 in Theorem 1.2 and ensures that the two-body interaction, which is too negative —namely, above the threshold a_∗—, is still controlled by the three-body interaction.

• The compactness of the sequence of Hartree ground states is obtained by refined arguments using the singularity of the repulsive, three-body interaction. △ In order to prove Theorem 2.1, we need the following lemma, which is about the (rate of) convergence of the two- and three-body interactions.

Lemma 2.2. Assume that U and W satisfy (1.3)–(1.5). Then, for any v ∈ H^1(R^2 ), we have 0 ≤ ||v||^4_L4 − � R^4

U_N α (x − y)|v(x)|^2|v(y)|^2 dx dy ≤ ||v||^4_H1 o(1) (2.11) and 0 ≤ ||v||^6_L6 − � R^6 W_N β (x − y, x − z)|v(x)|^2|v(y)|^2|v(z)|^2 dx dy dz ≤ ||v||^6_H1 o(1) , (2.12) with the o(1)’s independent of v.

Assume in addition that |x|U(x) ∈ L^1(R^2 ). Then, 0 ≤ ||v||^4_L4 − � R^4 U_N α (x − y)|v(x)|^2|v(y)|^2 dx dy ≤ 2N^{−α}||| · |U(·)||_L1 ||v||^3_L6 ||∇v||_L2 . (2.13) Proof. The proof of (2.11) and (2.13) can be found in [28, 29]. On the other hand, (2.12) is the 2D analogue of [46, Lemma 3.1] and we omit its proof for brevity. □

With Lemma 2.2 in hand, we are now in the position to prove Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. The proof for approximate ground states being the same as the one for ground states, with very few changes, we only write the latter for brevity.

First, we prove (i). That is, the convergence of Hartree energy in (2.6) as well as of its ground states in (2.5). We see immediately from the variational principle, together with (2.11) and the nonnegativity in (2.12), that lim N→+∞ E^H_{a,b,N} ≤ E^{NLS}_{a,b} . (2.14)

To prove the matching lower bound, we process as follows. Let {v_N }_N be a sequence of ground states of E^H_{a,b,N} . We observe that if {||∇v_N ||_L2 }_N is uniformly bounded, then it follows from (2.14), from the nonnegativity of the three-body interaction, from the nonnegativity in (2.11), and from (1.12) that {||| · |^{s/2}v_N ||_L2 }_N is also uniformly bounded. For the uniform boundedness of {||∇v_N ||_L2 }_N , we treat the two cases 0 < a < a_∗ and (a ≥ a_∗ and α < β) for which we obtain the claim. First, we observe that if 0 < a < a_∗, then the argument for {||| · |^{s/2}v_N ||_L2 }_N just mentioned actually gives also the uniform boundedness of {||∇v_N ||_L2 }_N . Second, if a ≥ a_∗ with the additional assumption α < β, then assume on the contrary that ||∇v_N ||_L2 → +∞ as N → +∞. Define ~v_N = ε_N v_N (ε_N ·) with ε_N := ||∇v_N ||^{−1}_{L2} . The nonnegativity in (2.11) yields E^H_{a,b,N} = E^H_{a,b,N} (v_N ) ≥ ε^{−4}_N b 6 � R^6 W_N β_{εN} (x − y, x − z)|~v_N (x)|^2|~v_N (y)|^2|~v_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz + ε^{−2}_N ( ||∇~v_N ||^2_L2 − a 2 ||~v_N ||^4_L4 ) + ε^s_N � R^2

|x|^s|~v_N (x)|^2 dx . (2.15)

On the one hand, after multiplying (2.15) by ε^2_N then using the nonnegativity of the three-body interaction and of the external potential, equation (2.14) allows to deduce that lim N→+∞ ||~v_N ||^4_L4 ≥ 2 a > 0 , (2.16) since ||∇~v_N ||_L2 = 1 by construction. Moreover, equation (1.12) and ||~v_N ||_L2 = 1 = ||∇~v_N ||_L2 give ||∇~v_N ||^2_L2 − a 2 ||~v_N ||^4_L4 ≥ 1 − a a_∗ . (2.17)

On the other hand, multiplying (2.15) by ε^4_N and using (2.17), we obtain lim N→+∞ � R^6 W_N β_{εN} (x − y, x − z)|~v_N (x)|^2|~v_N (y)|^2|~v_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz = 0 , and claim that, due to the assumption α < β, it yields the strong convergence ~v_N → 0 in L^6(R^2 ). Indeed, we first observe that ε_N ≥ CN^{−α}, which follows from (2.14), from the nonnegativity of the three-body interaction and of the external potential, and from the fact that ||U_N α ||_L∞ = N^{2α}||U||_L∞ . Therefore, if α < β, then N^βε_N ≥ CN^{β−α} → +∞ as N → +∞ and, consequently, the scaled three-body interaction W_N β_{εN} must converge to the delta interaction δ_{x=y=z}. More precisely, replacing W_N β by W_N β_{εN} in (2.12) —the proof of which does not depend on the specific rate of divergence N^β, hence applies to N^βε_N — and using crucially that the o(1) in (2.12) does not depend on the v ∈ H^1(R^2 ), hence applies to ~v_N for which ||~v_N ||^2_H1 = 2, we obtain lim N→+∞ ||~v_N ||^6_L6 = lim_{N→+∞} � R^6 W_N β_{εN} (x − y, x − z)|~v_N (x)|^2|~v_N (y)|^2|~v_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz = 0 . Consequently, ~v_N → 0 strongly in L^p(R^2 ), for 2 < p ≤ 6, by interpolation, contradicting (2.16).

Therefore, we have proved in both our cases that {||∇v_N ||_L2 }_N and {||| · |^{s/2}v_N ||_L2 }_N are bounded uniformly. Then, there exists v ∈ H^1(R^2 ) such that, up to a subsequence, the convergence v_N → v holds weakly in H^1(R^2 ), almost everywhere in R^2 , and strongly in L^r(R^2 ) for 2 ≤ r < +∞. In particular, ||v||_L2 = 1 hence, by (2.11)–(2.12) and the weak lower semicontinuity, we have lim N→+∞ E^H_{a,b,N} (v_N ) ≥ E^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) ≥ E^{NLS}_{a,b} .

Together with (2.14), this yields (2.6) as well as the H^1(R^2 )-convergence in (2.5).

Now we complete the proof of Theorem 2.1 by proving (ii). That is, the asymptotic behavior of Hartree energy and of its ground states in the collapse regime. By the variational principle, the second inequality in (2.13) and the nonnegativity in (2.12), we have E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} ≤ E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} (ℓ^{−1}_N Q_0(ℓ^{−1}_N ·)) ≤ E^{NLS}_{aN ,bN} (ℓ^{−1}_N Q_0(ℓ^{−1}_N ·)) + CN^{−α}ℓ^{−3}_N = ( 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 + CN^{−α}ℓ^{−s−3}_N + o(1) ) Q_sℓ^s_N . (2.18)

We recall that we assume ℓ_N = N^{−η} with η > 0. Thus, the error term N^{−α}ℓ^{−s−3}_N is negligible when η < α/(s + 3) and we obtained the upper bound in (2.8). The matching lower bound in (2.8) is a consequence of the claimed convergence (2.9), which is obtained as follows. Let v_N be a ground state of E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} and w_N := ℓ_N v_N (ℓ_N ·). Then, ||w_N ||_L2 = ||v_N ||_L2 = 1 and, by the nonnegativity in (2.11), E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} ≥ ℓ^{−4}_N b_N 6 � R^6 W_N β_{ℓN} (x − y, x − z)|w_N (x)|^2|w_N (y)|^2|w_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz + ℓ^{−2}_N ( ||∇w_N ||^2_L2 − a_N 2 ||w_N ||^4_L4 ) + ℓ^s_N � R^2

|x|^s|w_N (x)|^2 dx . (2.19)

We distinguish two (overlapping) cases for ζ ≥ 0: ζ ≠ 0 and ζ ≠ 1.

Case ζ ≠ 0. Combining (2.18), under the assumption η < α/(s + 3), with (2.19) and using the definition of ℓ_N depending on b_N in (1.21), we obtain 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 + o(1) ≥ ζ 24Q_6 � R^6 W_N β_{ℓN} (x − y, x − z)|w_N (x)|^2|w_N (y)|^2|w_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz + ℓ^{−s−2}_N Q^{−1}_s ( ||∇w_N ||^2_L2 − a_N 2 ||w_N ||^4_L4 ) + Q^{−1}_s � R^2

|x|^s|w_N (x)|^2 dx . (2.20)

Moreover, by (1.12), (1.19), and the definition of ℓ_N depending on b_N in (1.21), we have ℓ^{−s−2} N Q^{−1}_s ( ||∇w_N ||^2_L2 − a_N 2 ||w_N ||^4_L4 ) ≥ ( 1 − ζ 2 + o(1) ) ||∇w_N ||^2_L2 . (2.21)

Again, we observe that if {||∇w_N ||_L2 }_N is uniformly bounded, then it follows from (2.20) and (2.21) that {||| · |^{s/2}w_N ||_L2 }_N is also uniformly bounded. For the uniform boundedness of {||∇w_N ||_L2 }_N , we treat the two cases 0 < ζ < 1 and (ζ ≥ 1 and α < β) for which we obtain the claim. First, we observe that if 0 < ζ < 1, then the argument for {||| · |^{s/2}w_N ||_L2 }_N just mentioned actually gives also the uniform boundedness of {||∇w_N ||_L2 }_N . Second, if ζ ≥ 1 with the additional assumption α < β, then assume on the contrary that ||∇w_N ||_L2 → +∞ as N → +∞. Define ~w_N = ε_N w_N (ε_N ·) with ε_N := ||∇w_N ||^{−1}_{L2} → 0. Dropping the nonnegative external term in (2.20), we have 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 + o(1) ≥ ε^{−4}_N ζ 24Q_6 � R^6 W_N β_{ℓN εN} (x − y, x − z)| ~w_N (x)|^2| ~w_N (y)|^2| ~w_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz + ε^{−2}_N ℓ^{−s−2}_N Q^{−1}_s ( ||∇ ~w_N ||^2_L2 − a_N 2 || ~w_N ||^4_L4 ) . (2.22)

On the one hand, multiplying (2.22) by ε^2_N ℓ^{s+2}_N , dropping the nonnegative three-body term, and using that || ~w_N ||_L2 = 1 = ||∇ ~w_N ||_L2 and that a_N → a_∗ as N → +∞, we deduce that lim N→+∞ || ~w_N ||^4_L4 ≥ 2 a_∗ > 0 . (2.23)

On the other hand, multiplying (2.22) by ε^4_N and using (2.21) on ~w_N , we deduce that lim N→+∞ � R^6

W_N β_{ℓN εN} (x − y, x − z)| ~w_N (x)|^2| ~w_N (y)|^2| ~w_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz = 0 . (2.24)

Since v_N is a ground state of E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} , similarly to earlier we can drop the nonnegativity three-body and external terms and use ||U_N α ||_L∞ = N^{2α}||U||_L∞ for a lower bound on E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} in (2.18). Passing then to the limit yields ||∇v_N ||_L2 ≲ N^α. Thus, ε_N = ||∇w_N ||^{−1}_{L2} = ℓ^{−1}_N ||∇v_N ||^{−1}_{L2} ≥ Cℓ^{−1}_N N^{−α} and, when α < β, N^βℓ_N ε_N ≥ CN^{β−α} → +∞ as N → +∞. Therefore, with the same arguments as before, replacing W_N β by W_N β_{ℓN εN} in (2.12) and using (2.24) gives that ~w_N → 0 strongly in L^6(R^2 ). Consequently, ~w_N → 0 strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for 2 < p ≤ 6, by interpolation, contradicting (2.23).

Therefore, we have proved in both our cases that {||∇w_N ||_L2 }_N and {||| · |^{s/2}w_N ||_L2 }_N are bounded uniformly. Thus, there exists w ∈ H^1(R^2 ) such that, up to a subsequence, the convergence w_N → w holds weakly in H^1(R^2 ), almost everywhere in R^2 , and strongly in L^r(R^2 ) for 2 ≤ r < +∞. At this stage, we note that N^βℓ_N → +∞ as N → +∞ , due to our assumptions ℓ_N ∼ N^{−η} and η < β. We then use (2.12) on w_N , with the uniform boundedness of {||∇w_N ||_L2 }_N and the strong convergence w_N → w in L^6(R^2 ), and obtain lim N→+∞ � R^6 W_N β_{ℓN} (x − y, x − z)|w_N (x)|^2|w_N (y)|^2|w_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz = ||w||^6_L6 . Inserting the above into (2.20), using (2.21), and adapting arguments in the proof of Theorem 1.2, we conclude the proof of the convergence of Hartree ground states in (2.9) and of the energy lower bound in (2.8).

Case ζ ≠ 1. In this case,^{AN}_{1−ζ} > 0 (recall that A_n := 1 − a_n/a_∗) for N large enough, by (1.19). Combining (2.18) with (2.19) and using (1.12) and the definition of ℓ_N depending on A_N in (1.21) —it is well defined at least for N large enough since, by (1.19), A_N /(1−ζ) > 0 for N large enough—, we obtain

Applying (1.12) to the L^4-norm term in (2.19) and rewriting the lower bound obtained that way, using (1.19) and the definition of ℓ_N depending on A_N = 1 − a_N /a_∗ in (1.21) —it is well defined at least for N large enough since, by (1.19), A_N /(1 − ζ) > 0 for N large enough—, we obtain by (2.18), where we assume η < α/(s + 3), that 1 2 + 1 s − ζ 4 + o(1) ≥ ( ζ 24Q_6

+ o(1) ) � R^6 W_N β_{ℓN} (x − y, x − z)|w_N (x)|^2|w_N (y)|^2|w_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz

+ 1 − ζ 2 ||∇w_N ||^2_L2 + Q^{−1}_s � R^2 |x|^s|w_N (x)|^2 dx . For 0 ≤ ζ < 1 the above yields the uniformly boundedness of {||∇w_N ||_L2 }_N and {||| · |^{s/2}w_N ||_L2 }_N . This actually holds true when ζ ≥ 1 too, under the additional assumption α < β, by the same arguments as in the case ζ ≠ 0. For the rest of the proof, we omit the details since it strictly follows the end of the proof in the case ζ ≠ 0. □

2.3. Condensation and collapse in the many-body theory. The goal of this subsection is to prove Theorem 1.4. The strategy and main difficulty is to compare the quantum energy E^{QM}_{a,b,N} in (1.6) and the Hartree energy E^H_{a,b,N} in (1.9). Comparing the quantum energy and the Hartree energy is a common strategy in many-body quantum systems to understand the role of interactions and the validity of the mean-field approximation. It is worth noting that the main difficulty lies in the energy lower bound since the upper bound can be obtained by using a factorized state. Once those bounds are obtained, the result then comes from Theorem 2.1 where we established the condensation of the Hartree ground states in the limit N → +∞ and investigated its blowup profile.

2.3.1. Convergence and collapse of the quantum energy. A major ingredient in our proof is the information-theoretic quantum de Finetti theorem from [30, 8]. The following formulation is taken for its first part from [49, Theorem 3.7] (where a general discussion and more references can be found) and from [41, Proof of Lemma 19] for its second part.

Theorem 2.3 (Information-theoretic quantum de Finetti). Let H be a complex separable Hilbert space and H_N = H^{⊗symN} the corresponding bosonic space. Let γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} be the 3-body reduced density matrix of a N-body state vector Ψ_N ∈ H_N and P be a finite dimensional orthogonal projector. Then, there exists a Borel measure μ_{ΨN} with total mass ≤ 1 on the set of one-body mixed states

S_P := {γ positive, trace-class, self-adjoint operator on P H, Tr γ = 1}

such that sup 0≤A,B,C≤1 Tr | | |A ⊗ B ⊗ C ( P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} − � S_P γ^{⊗3} dμ_{ΨN} (γ) )| | | ≤ C √ log(dim P ) N (2.25)

where the supremum is taken over bounded operators on P H. Furthermore, with P_⊥ = 1 − P , 1 ≥ � S_P dμ_{ΨN} (γ) = Tr [ P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ] ≥ 1 − 3 Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] . (2.26)

We will apply Theorem 2.3 with P a spectral projector below an energy cut-off L > 0 for the one-body operator h_x = −Δ_x + |x|^s, i.e., P := 1(h ≤ L) . Note that the projected Hilbert space P H is of finite dimension, which follows from the celebrated semi-classical inequality “à la Cwikel–Lieb–Rozenblum” (see, e.g., [27, Lemma 3.3]):

dim(P H) ≲ L^{1+ 2s} . (2.27)

We project through P the many-body ground states Ψ_N onto the finite dimensional space and bound the full energy from below in terms of projected state of the Hamiltonian H_{a,b,N} . We write ⟨Ψ_N , H_{a,b,N} Ψ_N ⟩ N = Tr [ hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] − a 2 Tr [ U_N α γ^{(2)}_{ΨN} ] + b 6 Tr [ W_N β γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} ]

= Tr [( h_1 + h_2 + h_3 3 − a 4 U_N α + b 6 W_N β ) γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} ] =: 1 3 Tr [ H^{(3)}_{a,b,N} γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} ] , (2.28)

where h_i acts on the i-th variable and where we defined

U_N α := U_N α ⊗ 1 + 1 ⊗ U_N α .

For the one-body noninteracting term, we have Tr [ hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] = Tr [ P hP γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] + Tr [ P_⊥hP_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ]

≥ 1 3 Tr [ P^{⊗3}(h_1 + h_2 + h_3)P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} ] + L Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] . (2.29)

For the two-body interaction term, we write

U_N α = P^{⊗3}U_N α P^{⊗3} + ΠU_N α Π + P^{⊗3}U_N α Π + ΠU_N α P^{⊗3}

with the orthogonal projection

Π := 1^{⊗3} − P^{⊗3} = P_⊥ ⊗ 1 ⊗ 1 + P ⊗ P_⊥ ⊗ 1 + P ⊗ P ⊗ P_⊥ ≤ P_⊥ ⊗ 1 ⊗ 1 + 1 ⊗ P_⊥ ⊗ 1 + 1 ⊗ 1 ⊗ P_⊥. (2.30)

To bound the error terms, we use the inequality XAY + Y AX ≥ −εX|A|X − ε^{−1}Y |A|Y (2.31) valid for any ε > 0, any self-adjoint operator A, and any orthogonal projectors X, Y . Applying (2.31) to X = P^{⊗3}, Y = Π and A = −U_N α ≤ 0, we deduce that

U_N α ≤ (1 + ε)P^{⊗3}U_N α P^{⊗3} + (1 + ε^{−1})ΠU_N α Π (2.32)

≤ P^{⊗3}U_N α P^{⊗3} + CN^{2α} ( εP^{⊗3} + (1 + ε^{−1})Π ) , where we have used that U_N α ≤ N^{2α}||U||_L∞ . Using (2.30), then taking the trace of (2.32) against γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} , then using Tr [ P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} ] ≤ 1, then optimizing over ε, and finally using Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] ≤ 1 gives Tr [ U_N α γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} ] ≤ Tr [ U_N α P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ] + CN^{2α} √ Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] . (2.33)

Similarly, applying (2.31) to X = P^{⊗3}, Y = Π, A = W_N β ≥ 0 and using W_N β ≤ N^{4β} ||W ||_L∞ , we obtain Tr [ W_N β γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} ] ≥ Tr [ W_N β P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ] − CN^{4β} √ Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] . (2.34)

Putting together the estimates (2.29), (2.33), and (2.34) into (2.28), we arrive at ⟨Ψ_N , H_{a,b,N} Ψ_N ⟩ N ≥ 1 3 Tr [ H^{(3)}_{a,b,N} P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ] + L Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] − C ( N^{2α} + N^{4β} ) √ Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ]

≥ 1 3 Tr [ H^{(3)}_{a,b,N} P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ] + L 2 Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] − C N^{4α} + N^{8β} L , (2.35)

where the last inequality is obtained by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality.

Next, by Theorem 2.3 we bound the truncated energy from below in terms of the de Finetti measure. Using (2.25) and the triangle inequality on each of the three terms of H^{(3)}_{a,b,N} separately, together with P h ≤ LP , ||U_N α ||_L∞ = N^{2α}||U||_L∞ , and ||W_N β ||_L∞ = N^{4β} ||W ||_L∞ , respectively, then patching things together and recalling (2.27), we obtain 1 3 Tr [ H^{(3)}_{a,b,N} P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ] ≥ 1 3 Tr [ H^{(3)}_{a,b,N} � S_P γ^{⊗3} dμ_{ΨN} (γ) ] −C √ log L N ( L + N^{2α} + N^{4β} ) . (2.36)

Moreover, the Hoffmann–Ostenhof inequality [21], Tr [hγ] ≥ � |∇√ρ_γ |^2 where ρ_γ (x) = γ(x, x), gives 1 3 Tr [ H^{(3)}_{a,b,N} γ^{⊗3} ] = Tr [hγ] − a 2 � R^4

N^{2α}U(N^α(x − y))ρ_γ (x)ρ_γ (y) dx dy + b 6 � R^6

N^{4β} W (N^β(x − y), N^β (x − z))ρ_γ (x)ρ_γ (y)ρ_γ (z) dx dy dz =: E^{mH}_{a,b,N} (γ) ≥ E^H_{a,b,N} ( √ ρ_γ ) ≥ E^H_{a,b,N} . (2.37)

Combining (2.35)–(2.37), and since the Ψ_N ’s are ground states of E^{QM}_{a,b,N} , we obtain E^{QM}_{a,b,N} = ⟨Ψ_N , H_{a,b,N} Ψ_N ⟩ N ≥ E^H_{a,b,N} � S_P dμ_{ΨN} (γ) + L 2 Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ]

− C N^{4α} + N^{8β} L − C √ log L N ( L + N^{2α} + N^{4β} ) . (2.38)

We now choose L as a power of N so that the last two terms vanish as N → +∞: we need N^12 ≫ L ≫ N^{4α} + N^{8β}. Choosing optimally

L ∼ N^{2α+ 14} + N^{4β+ 14} with α < 1 8 and β < 1 16 , (2.39)

using either the lower bound or the upper bound in (2.26) depending on E^H_{a,b,N} being nonnegative or positive, respectively, and using in the latter case that E^H_{a,b,N} is bounded (in order to bound from below L/2 − 3E^H_{a,b,N} by CL), we obtain E^H_{a,b,N} ≥ E^{QM}_{a,b,N} ≥ E^H_{a,b,N} + CL Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] − C ( N^{2α− 14} + N^{4β− 14} ) . (2.40)

The nonnegativity of the trace term gives the final estimate E^H_{a,b,N} ≥ E^{QM}_{a,b,N} ≥ E^H_{a,b,N} − C ( N^{2α− 14} + N^{4β− 14} ) , (2.41)

which, with (2.6), yields the claimed convergence (1.24) of the quantum energy to the NLS energy.

Finally, and because it will be useful later, note that the uniform boundedness of E^H_{a,b,N} , the

choice (2.39), the nonnegativity of CL Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] , and (2.40) actually give Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] = o ( L^{−1} ) −−−−−→ N→+∞ 0 , (2.42)

hence, (2.26) implies that lim N→+∞ � S_P dμ_{ΨN} (γ) = 1 (2.43)

and the sequence {μ_{ΨN} }_N given by Theorem 2.3 is tight on the set of one-body mixed states

S := { γ nonnegative, trace-class, self-adjoint operator on L^2(R), Tr γ = 1 } . Therefore, modulo a subsequence, the sequence of measures {μ_{ΨN} }_N converges to a measure μ.

In the collapse regime where a_N → a_∗ and b_N ↘ 0 at the same time, when N → +∞, the asymptotic formula of the quantum energy (1.27) follows from (2.41) and (2.8), with the notable fact that, in addition to the condition on the speed of collapse η < min {α/(s + 3), β} in (2.7), we furthermore need that η < min {1 − 8α, 1 − 16β} /(4s) —yielding therefore the condition (1.26)— in order for the error terms in (2.41) to be of small order compared to the NLS energy (1.22).

2.3.2. Convergence and collapse of many-body ground states. We prove now the condensation and collapse of many-body ground states, given in (1.25) and (1.28). Note that, when the limiting profile is unique, this can be obtained by the Feynman–Hellmann principle (see, e.g., [29]). This is the case in the collapse regime since the critical cubic NLS equation (1.13) admits a unique solution, which is the limiting profile. In the mean-field regime, however, we need to employ the quantum de Finetti theory and an abstract argument of convex analysis to deal with the nonuniqueness of the cubic–quintic NLS ground states of (1.11).

In the mean-field regime, we recall that a, b > 0 are fixed, that 0 < α < 1/8, and that 0 < β < 1/16, with either a < a_∗ or (a ≥ a_∗ and α < β). Let {Ψ_N }_N be a sequence of ground states of H_{a,b,N} . We first prove that Tr [ hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] is bounded uniformly, where we recall that h_x = −Δ_x + |x|^s is the one-body noninteracting operator. To this purpose, we introduce the perturbed Hamiltonian H_{a,b,N,λ} = H_{a,b,N} − λ N∑ i=1 h_{xi} with the corresponding quantum energy E^{QM}_{a,b,N,λ}. Here λ is fixed with 0 < λ < 1 − a/a_∗ if a < a_∗, and with 0 < λ < 1 if a ≥ a_∗ and α < β, in order to ensure that a/(1 − λ) compares the same way to a_∗ as a does. We return to (2.35) and (2.36) to derive an energy lower bound similar to (2.41) with E^{QM}_{a,b,N} replaced by E^{QM}_{a,b,N,λ}. The derivation is the same, except for (2.37) where the lower bound is now (1 − λ)E^H_{a/(1−λ),b/(1−λ),N} instead of E^H_{a,b,N} , and we find in particular that H_{a,b,N,λ} ≥ −C_λN. Thus, the desired uniform boundedness of Tr [ hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] since

E^{NLS}_{a,b} + o(1) ≥ ⟨Ψ_N , H_{a,b,N} Ψ_N ⟩ N ≥ −C_λ + λ Tr [ hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] . Therefore, and since h has compact resolvent we deduce that, modulo a subsequence, γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} converges strongly in the trace-class.

By the de Finetti theorem [26, Theorem 2.1], there exists a unique Borel probability measure ν on the unit sphere SH such that lim N→+∞ Tr | | |γ^{(k)}ΨN − � SH |v^{⊗k}⟩⟨v^{⊗k}| dν(v) | | | = 0 , ∀k ∈ N . (2.44)

Therefore, to complete the proof of (1.25), it remains to prove that ν in (2.44) is supported on the set of cubic–quintic NLS ground states M^{NLS}. To this end, we derive an alternative lower bound to that in (2.41) where we replace E^H_{a,b,N} by the modified Hartree functional defined on mixed states E^{mH}_{a,b,N} . This is simply done by omitting the inequalities in (2.37) and instead keeping E^{mH}_{a,b,N} (γ) for the rest of the derivation. We obtain E^H_{a,b,N} ≥ E^{QM}_{a,b,N} ≥ � S_P E^{mH}_{a,b,N} (γ) dμ_{ΨN} (γ) − o(1) ≥ � S_P E^H_{a,b,N} ( √ ρ_γ ) dμ_{ΨN} (γ) − o(1) (2.45)

and we split the integral into two parts: low and high kinetic energy K_− = {γ ∈ S : ⟨ √ ρ_γ , h √ ρ_γ ⟩ ≤ C_{kin}} and K_+ = S \ K_− , for C_{kin} > 0 a large constant independent of N. On one hand, for the high kinetic energy part, we consider the modified Hartree functional E^H_{a,b,N,λ}(u) = E^H_{a,b,N} (u) − λ⟨u, hu⟩ , with the corresponding modified Hartree energy E^H_{a,b,N,λ}. Recall that E^H_{a,b,N} was defined in (1.8). Again, and for the same reason, λ is fixed with 0 < λ < 1 − a/a_∗ if a < a_∗, and with 0 < λ < 1 if a ≥ a_∗ and α < β. We return to Theorem 2.1 and derive an energy lower bound similar to (2.6) with E^H_{a,b,N} replaced by E^H_{a,b,N,λ}. Again, we find in particular that E^H_{a,b,N,λ} ≥ −C_λ and deduce that E^{mH}_{a,b,N} (γ) ≥ E^H_{a,b,N} ( √ ρ_γ ) ≥ λ⟨ √ ρ_γ , h √ ρ_γ ⟩ − C_λ ≥ λC_{kin} 2 , ∀γ ∈ K_+ (2.46)

for a large enough C_{kin} > 0. On another hand, for the low kinetic energy part, we estimate the modified Hartree functional E^{mH}_{a,b,N} (γ) from below by the modified NLS functional defined on mixed states, given by

E^{mNLS} a,b (γ) := Tr [hγ] − a 2 � R^2

ρ_γ (x)^2 dx + b 6 � R^2

ρ_γ (x)^3 dx . (2.47)

For this purpose, we apply (2.11) and (2.12) with v replaced by √ρ_γ , noticing that √ρ_γ ∈ H^1(R^2 ) for all γ ∈ K_−. We obtain

E^{mH}_{a,b,N} (γ) ≥ E^{mNLS}_{a,b} (γ) − o(1), ∀γ ∈ K_− . (2.48)

Putting together (2.46) and (2.48) into (2.45), we deduce that o(1) + E^{NLS}_{a,b} ≥ E^{QM}_{a,b,N} ≥ � K_+

λC_{Kin} 2 dμ_{ΨN} (γ) + � K_−

E^{mNLS} a,b (γ) dμ_{ΨN} (γ) − o(1) ≥ � S_P min { λC_{Kin} 2 , E^{mNLS} a,b (γ) } dμ_{ΨN} (γ) − o(1) .

Recalling now —see (2.43)— that, modulo a subsequence, the sequence of measures {μ_{ΨN} }_N converges to a measure μ and passing to the limit N → +∞, we have E^{NLS}_{a,b} ≥ lim_{N→+∞} E^{QM}_{a,b,N} ≥ � S min { λC_{Kin} 2 , E^{mNLS} a,b (γ) } dμ(γ) .

Passing now to limit C_{kin} → +∞ gives E^{NLS}_{a,b} ≥ lim_{N→+∞} E^{QM}_{a,b,N} ≥ � S E^{mNLS} a,b (γ) dμ(γ) . Moreover, testing (2.25) with A, B, and C finite rank compact operators whose ranges lie within that of ~P = 1_{h≤K} , using the convergences μ_{ΨN} → μ and γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} → γ^{(3)}, then letting K → +∞, we obtain that this measure μ is related to the measure ν in (2.44) through � S γ^{⊗3} dμ(γ) = � SH |v^{⊗3}⟩⟨v^{⊗3}| dν(v) . Therefore, using this fact and that E^{mNLS}_{a,b} (γ) is a linear function of γ^{⊗3}, we finally arrive at E^{NLS}_{a,b} ≥ lim_{N→+∞} E^{QM}_{a,b,N} ≥ � S E^{mNLS} a,b (γ) dμ(γ) = � SH E^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) dν(v) ≥ E^{NLS}_{a,b} . (2.49)

This shows that ν must also be supported on M^{NLS}, which proves (1.25).

We finish the proof of Theorem 1.4 by investigating the collapse behavior of many-body ground states in (1.28). Let {Ψ_N }_N be a sequence of ground states of E^{QM}_{aN ,bN ,N} . It follows from (2.25) and the choice of L in (2.39) that we must have lim N→+∞ Tr | | |P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}ΨN P^{⊗3} − � S_P γ^{⊗3} dμ_{ΨN} (γ) | | | = 0 .

The above together with (2.26), Tr[γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} ] = 1, (2.42), and the triangle inequality yield lim N→+∞ Tr | |γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} − � S_P γ^{⊗3} dμ_{ΨN} (γ) | | = 0 . Taking a partial trace we also have lim N→+∞ Tr | | |γ^{(1)}ΨN − � S_P γ dμ_{ΨN} (γ) | | | = 0 .

To complete the proof of (1.28), it suffices to prove the convergence of (γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} − |Q_N ⟩⟨Q_N |) to 0 in trace class, where Q_N = ℓ^{−1}_N Q_0(ℓ^{−1}_N ·). It follows from the above that this is equivalent to lim N→+∞ � S_P | |⟨√ρ_γ , Q_N ⟩ | | dμ_{ΨN} (γ) = 1 . (2.50)

To this end, we define

δ_N := � S_P E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} (√ρ_γ ) − E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} | |E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} | | dμ_{ΨN} (γ) ≥ 0 ,

by definition of E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} , and claim that δ_N → 0. Indeed, on the one hand by the lower bound in (2.26) together with (2.42) if E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} > 0 and on the other hand by the upper bound in (2.26) if E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} < 0 —which happens if ζ > 2 + 4/s, see (2.8)—, we have E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} ≤ (1 + o(1))E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} � S_P dμ_{ΨN} (γ) .

By (2.45), this yields (1 + o(1))E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} � S_P dμ_{ΨN} (γ) ≥ E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} ≥ � S_P E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} ( √ ρ_γ ) dμ_{ΨN} (γ) − o(1) ,

hence o(1) sign ( E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} ) � S_P dμ_{ΨN} (γ) + o(1) | |E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} | | ≥ δ_N ≥ 0 and we obtain the claim, using (2.43) as well as the fact that the error term from (2.45) —the one divided by |E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} | in the above equation— is of small order compared to the NLS energy (see the end of the previous subsection), hence compared to E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} .

We also define T_N as the set of all trace-class, self-adjoint operators 0 ≤ γ ∈ S_P s.t. Tr γ = 1 and 0 ≤ E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} (√ρ_γ ) − E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} | |E_{HaN ,bN ,N} | | ≤ √ δ_N . (2.51)

Note that the sets T_N are non-empty since they contain Hartree ground states for instance.

On the one hand, we claim that we must have lim N→+∞ inf_{γ∈TN} | |⟨√ρ_γ , Q_N ⟩ | | = 1 . (2.52)

Indeed, if this was not the case, and since |⟨√ρ_γ , Q_N ⟩| ≤ 1 by Schwarz inequality, there would exist a subsequence {γ_N }_N ⊂ T_N such that

lim sup N→+∞ | |⟨√ρ_{γN} , Q_N ⟩ | | < 1 . (2.53)

Since γ_N ∈ T_N and δ_N → 0, we would deduce from (2.51) that lim N→+∞ E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} (√ρ_{γN} ) E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} = 1 .

Therefore, {√ρ_{γN} }_N would be a sequence of approximate ground states of E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} and lim N→+∞ | ⟨ √ ρ_{γN} , Q_N ⟩ | = 1 ,

by Theorem 2.1, contradicting (2.53). Thus, (2.52) is proved.

On the other hand, by the definition of δ_N and the choice of T_N , we have δ_N ≥ � T^c_N E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} (√ρ_γ ) − E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} | |E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} | | dμ_{ΨN} (γ) ≥ √ δ_N μ_{ΨN} (T^c_N ) ,

where T^c_N = S_P \ T_N . Thus, μ_{ΨN} (T^c_N ) ≤ √ δ_N → 0 and consequently μ_{ΨN} (T_N ) → 1, by (2.43). The latter convergence and (2.52) imply that � S_P | ⟨ √ ρ_γ , Q_N ⟩ | dμ_{ΨN} (γ) ≥ � T_N | ⟨ √ ρ_γ , Q_N ⟩ | dμ_{ΨN} (γ)

≥ μ_{ΨN} (T_N ) inf_{γ∈TN} | |⟨√ρ_γ , Q_N ⟩ | | −−−−−→ N→+∞ 1 . Thus (2.50) holds true and the proof of Theorem 1.4 is completed.

Remark 2.4. There is room for improvement in our estimates and we can for instance obtain (1.24) and (1.25) for a wider range 0 < α < 1/4 and 0 < β < 1/8. Let us point out important steps.

Coming back to (2.28) and using this time the first inequality in (2.32), we obtain Tr [ U_N α γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} ] ≤ (1 + ε) Tr [ U_N α P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ] + C(1 + ε^{−1})N^{2α} Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] . (2.54)

Similarly, for the repulsive, three-body interaction, we have the refined estimate Tr [ W_N β γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} ] ≥ (1 − ε) Tr [ W_N β P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ] − Cε^{−1}N^{4β} Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ]

≥ (1 − ε) Tr [ W_N β P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ] − C(1 + ε^{−1})N^{4β} Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] . (2.55)

It then follows from (2.29), (2.54), and (2.55) that ⟨Ψ_N , H_{a,b,N} Ψ_N ⟩ N ≥ 1 3 Tr [ H^{(3)}_{a,b,N,ε}P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ]

+ ( L − C ( 1 + ε^{−1} ) ( N^{2α} + N^{4β} )) Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] (2.56)

where H^{(3)}_{a,b,N,ε} is H^{(3)}_{a,b,N} in (2.28) but with a and b replaced by (1 + ε)a and (1 − ε)b, respectively. We might apply again Theorem 2.3 to obtain that 1 3 Tr [ H^{(3)}_{a,b,N,ε}P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} ] ≥ � S_P E^{mH}_{a,b,N,ε}(γ) dμ_{ΨN} (γ) − C √ log L N ( L + N^{2α} + N^{4β} ) (2.57) where E^{mH}_{a,b,N,ε} is E^{mH}_{a,b,N} in (2.37) but with a and b replaced by (1 + ε)a and (1 − ε)b, respectively. Note that the associated Hartree energy E^{mH}_{a,b,N,ε} is bounded below uniformly in N when ε is chosen independent of N and such that 0 < ε < a_∗/a − 1 if a < a_∗ and 0 < ε < 1 if a ≥ a_∗ and α < β (this choice is again made in order to ensure that (1 + ε)a compares the same way to a_∗ as a does). This can be obtained by the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 2.1. Choosing now L as a power of N such that N^12 ≫ L ≫ N^{2α} + N^{4β} —hence α < 1/4 and β < 1/8—, as well as ε = C̃(N^{2α} + N^{4β} )L^{−1} for a sufficient large C̃ > 0, and using (2.56) and (2.57), we obtain ⟨Ψ_N , H_{a,b,N} Ψ_N ⟩ N ≥ � S_P E^{mH}_{a,b,N,ε}(γ) dμ_{ΨN} (γ) + L 2 Tr [ P_⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} ] − C √ log L N L (2.58)

and the choice L = N^δ with δ < 1/2 that we just made ensures the energy convergence. For the convergence of ground states, we process as in the arguments from (2.45) to (2.49), using (2.58), to obtain the following refined estimate of (2.49) E^{NLS}_{a,b} ≥ lim_{N→+∞} E^{QM}_{a,b,N} ≥ � S E^{mNLS} a,b,ε (γ) dμ(γ) = � SH E^{NLS}_{a,b,ε} (v) dν(v) ≥ E^{NLS}_{a,b,ε} . Here E^{mNLS}_{a,b,ε} , E^{NLS}_{a,b,ε} , and E^{NLS}_{a,b,ε} are respectively E^{mNLS}_{a,b} in (2.47), E^{NLS}_{a,b} in (1.10), and E^{NLS}_{a,b} in (1.11) but with a and b replaced by (1 + ε)a and (1 − ε)b, respectively. Passing finally to the limit ε → 0, we obtain (1.25) as well as (1.24) for α < 1/4 and β < 1/8. △

Appendix A. Homogeneous BECs In this appendix, we consider the auxiliary minimization problem without external potential, i.e., without the term ∑_N i=1 |x_i|^s in (1.1). We are interested in ground states of the following homogeneous NLS minimization problem G^{NLS}_{a,b} := inf { G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) : v ∈ H^1(R^2 ), ||v||_L2 = 1 } , (A.1) with the associated homogeneous NLS functional G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) := ||∇v||^2_L2 − a 2 ||v||^4_L4 + b 6 ||v||^6_L6 . (A.2)

In contrast to the inhomogeneous case (1.11), the homogeneous minimization problem (A.1) with nontrivial, three-body interaction only admits a ground state when the two-body interaction is sufficiently negative: a > a_∗. Furthermore, by establishing the asymptotic behaviors of (A.1) and of its ground states, in the case where a_n converges from above (a_n ↘ a_∗) with a convergence rate slower in order of magnitude than the one of b_n ↘ 0 (see Remark 1.3), and comparing it with (1.11), we also prove the missing case ζ = +∞ in Theorems 1.2 and 1.4. We have the following. Theorem A.1 (Homogeneous NLS ground states: existence and collapse). Let a, b ∈ R and G^{NLS}_{a,b} be given in (A.1).

(i) G^{NLS}_{a,b} admits a ground state if and only if either (b = 0 and a = a_∗) or (b > 0 and a > a_∗). (ii) Let {a_n}_n ⊂ (a_∗, +∞) and {b_n}_n ⊂ (0, +∞) satisfy a_n ↘ a_∗ and b_n ↘ 0 as n → +∞. Let {v_n}_n be a sequence of (approximate) ground states of G^{NLS}_{an,bn} . Then, up to a translation, lim n→+∞ ℓ_nv_n(ℓ_n·) = Q_0 (A.3)

strongly in H^1(R^2 ), for the whole sequence, where

ℓ_n = √ 2a_∗Q_6 b_n a_n − a_∗ , (A.4)

with Q_6 and Q_0 are defined in (1.17) and (1.14), respectively. Furthermore, G^{NLS}_{an,bn} = − (a_n − a_∗)^2 4a^2_∗Q_6b_n

(1 + o(1)) . (A.5)

Remark A.2.

• For (i), we have in the critical case where a = a_∗ and b = 0 that G^{NLS}_{a∗,0} = 0 with the ground states being the normalized optimizers of (1.12), and in the case a > a_∗ and b > 0 that G^{NLS}_{a,b} < 0 with its ground states that can be chosen nonnegative, radially symmetric decreasing, by [32, Theorems 7.8 and 7.17].

• For (ii), that is, the collapse regime where a_n ↘ a_∗ and b_n ↘ 0, we define A_n := (a_n − a_∗)/a_∗ > 0.

On the one hand if ℓ_n in (A.4) satisfies lim_{n→+∞} ℓ_n ∈ (0, +∞] —which implies ζ = 1 in (1.19)—, then the homogeneous energy G^{NLS}_{an ,bn} of course converges to zero, by (A.5), but its (approximate) ground states do not collapse, while comparatively the ground states of the inhomogeneous energy (1.11) collapse to Q_0, at the blow-up length scale (1.19), as shown in Theorem 1.2.

On the other hand, if lim_{n→+∞} ℓ_n = 0, i.e., b_n = o(A_n), then the homogeneous energy can still convergence —as long as lim_{n→+∞} A^2_n/b_n < +∞—, including to zero —if A^2_n = o(b_n)—, even though the H^1(R^2 )-norms of v_n diverge since ||∇v_n||^2_L2 = ℓ^{−2}_n ||∇Q_0||^2_L2 = ℓ^{−2}_n diverges. It is worth noting that this case b_n ≪ A_n includes the missing case ζ = +∞ in Theorem 1.2, which reads b^{(s+2)/(s+4)} n ≪ A_n. We claim that (A.3) and (A.5) then fill the gap of this missing case in Theorem 1.2. Indeed, if a_n ↘ a_∗ and b_n ↘ 0 in such a way that b^{(s+2)/(s+4)}_n ≪ A_n, then as just explained ℓ_n in (A.4) converges to 0 as n → +∞. Looking back at (1.18), one observes that the term due to the trapping potential vanishes, while the two other terms explode, hence it has in particular no contribution to the leading order in this collapse regime. By comparing E^{NLS}_{an,bn} and G^{NLS}_{an,bn} , we obtain that

E^{NLS}_{an,bn} = G^{NLS}_{an ,bn} (1 + o(1)) = −

(a_n − a_∗)^2 4a^2_∗Q_6b_n

(1 + o(1))

and the sequence of (approximate) ground states of E^{NLS}_{an,bn} blows up to Q_0 at the blow-up length ℓ_n in (A.4), as shown in (A.3).

• In contrast to the inhomogeneous case, where the blow-up phenomenon does not occur in the limit a_n ↘ a_∗ with b > 0 being fixed (see Remark 1.3), the sequence of ground states {v_n}_n of G^{NLS}_{an,b} blows up in that regime, in the sense that ||∇v_n||_L2 → +∞. This is due to the fact that G^{NLS}_{a∗,b} does not admit a ground state. In such collapse regime, which is not covered by the statement of Theorem A.1, the asymptotic behaviors of G^{NLS}_{an,b} and of its ground states {v_n}_n are given by (A.5) and (A.3).

• The blow-up phenomenon is also observed in the regime where a > a_∗ is fixed and b_n ↘ 0 (also not covered by the statement of Theorem A.1). It does not occur in the sense ||∇v_n||_L2 → +∞, but in the sense G^{NLS}_{a,bn} → −∞, as given by (A.5). For this reason, a sequence of approximate NLS ground states {v_n}_n is now naturally defined through

G^{NLS}_{a,bn} ≤ G^{NLS}_{a,bn} (v_n) ≤ G^{NLS}_{a,bn} + o(1) .

instead of (1.23). Furthermore, in this collapse regime, and for the same reason as two items above, the term in (1.18) due to the trapping potential has no contribution to the leading order term since ℓ_n → 0. The asymptotic behaviors of E^{NLS}_{a,bn} and G^{NLS}_{a,bn} and of their ground states are then essentially the same. It is worth noting that the blowup profile of the sequence of ground states is not given by the solution of the cubic NLS equation (1.13) but by the ground states of G^{NLS}_{a,1} (see Theorem A.4 for further discussions). △ Proof of Theorem A.1. We start by proving a priori bounds on G^{NLS}_{a,b} for (a, b) ∈ R^2 . On the one hand, by the variational principle,

G^{NLS}_{a,b} ≤ E^{NLS}_{a,b} (ℓQ(ℓ·)) = ℓ^2 a_∗ − a 2 ||Q||^4_L4 + ℓ^4 b 6 ||Q||^6_L6 (A.6)

for any L^2-normalized optimizer Q of (1.12). The above yields that G^{NLS}_{a,b} ≤ 0 for any (a, b) ∈ R^2 , by taking ℓ → 0. Moreover, taking ℓ → +∞ in (A.6), we obtain that G^{NLS}_{a,b} = −∞ when either (b < 0 and a ∈ R) or (b = 0 and a > a_∗). On the other hand, by (1.12), we have

G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) ≥ a_∗ − a 2 ||v||^4_L4 + b 6 ||v||^6_L6 , (A.7) for any L^2-normalized v ∈ H^1(R^2 ). When b ≥ 0 and a ≤ a_∗, the above yields that G^{NLS}_{a,b} ≥ 0, hence G^{NLS}_{a,b} = 0. In the special case a = a_∗ and b = 0, we of course have E^{NLS}_{a∗,0} (Q) = 0 for the unique (up to translation and dilation) normalized optimizer Q of (1.12), which is therefore a ground state. Otherwise, when b ≥ 0 and a ≤ a_∗ but (a, b) ≠ (a_∗, 0), then the right hand side of (A.7) is strictly positive, in particular if v is a ground state of G^{NLS}_{a,b} . This is a contradiction to G^{NLS}_{a,b} ≤ 0 for any (a, b) ∈ R^2 and yields that there does not exit ground states when either (a < a_∗ and b = 0) or (a ≤ a_∗ and b > 0).

To conclude the proof of (i), we now deal with the most demanding case where b > 0 and a > a_∗. We first prove the existence of a ground state. Let {v_n}_n be a radially symmetric decreasing minimizing sequence for G^{NLS}_{a,b} . We thus have

G^{NLS}_{a,b} = lim_{n→+∞} G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v_n) with ||v_n||_L2 = 1 .

Replacing Q by Q_0 in (A.6) and optimizing over ℓ > 0, we get G^{NLS}_{a,b} ≤ − (a − a_∗)^2 4a^2_∗Q_6b

< 0 . (A.8)

Recalling that the cubic term is controlled by the quintic term, see (1.16), equation (A.8) gives that ||∇v_n||_L2 is uniformly bounded. Thus, there exists v ∈ H^1(R^2 ) such that, up to a translation and a subsequence, v_n → v weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and, by the compact embedding H^1_{rad}(R^2 ) → L^p(R^2 ) for 2 < p < +∞ (see, e.g., [51]), strongly in L^q(R^2 ) for any 2 < q < +∞. Fatou’s lemma then yields

0 > G^{NLS}_{a,b} = lim_{n→+∞} G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v_n) ≥ G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) ≥ ||v||^2_L2 G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v(||v||_L2 ·)) ≥ G^{NLS}_{a,b} ,

since the first two inequalities give v ≢ 0, then we use 0 < ||v||_L2 ≤ 1 to obtain the third one, and use it again with G^{NLS}_{a,b} < 0 for the last one. Therefore, we must have equalities in the above. In particular, we have ||v||_L2 = 1 and v is a ground state of G^{NLS}_{a,b} .

Next, we prove (ii). That is, the asymptotic behaviors of the homogeneous NLS energy and ground states. The energy upper bound in (A.5) follows from (A.8). We prove the matching energy lower bound by proving (A.3). Let {v_n}_n be a sequence of (approximate) ground states of G^{NLS}_{an,bn} and let w_n := ℓ_nv_n(ℓ_n·). Then, ||w_n||_L2 = ||v_n||_L2 = 1 and

G^{NLS}_{an,bn} = G^{NLS}_{an,bn} (v_n) = ℓ^{−2}_n ( ||∇w_n||^2_L2 − a_n 2 ||w_n||^4_L4 ) + ℓ^{−4}_n b_n 6 ||w_n||^6_L6 . (A.9)

Multiplying (A.9) by 2a_∗ℓ^2_n(a_n − a_∗)^{−1} and using (1.12) as well as the energy lower bound just proved, we obtain −1 ≥ −a_∗||w_n||^4_L4 + 1 6Q_6

||w_n||^6_L6 . (A.10)

Since ||w_n||^4_L4 ≤ ||w_n||^3_L6 , the above yields that both ||w_n||_L4 and ||w_n||_L6 are bounded uniformly from above and below. Multiplying (A.9) by ℓ^2_n and using (A.8), we obtain 0 ≥ lim_{n→+∞} ||∇w_n||^2_L2 − a_n 2 ||w_n||^4_L4 = lim_{n→+∞} ||∇w_n||^2_L2 − a_∗ 2 ||w_n||^4_L4 ≥ 0 (A.11)

and the two inequalities are therefore actually equalities. In (A.11), the first inequality comes from the nonnegativity of the quintic term, the equality from the boundedness of ||w_n||_L4 and the convergence of a_n, hence at this step we obtain the uniform boundedness of {w_n}_n in H^1(R^2 ), and the last inequality from (1.12).

Now, since {w_n}_n is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ), there exists w ∈ H^1(R^2 ) such that, up to a translation and a subsequence, w_n → w weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and almost everywhere in R^2 . We prove that the convergence is actually strong by showing ||w||_L2 = 1. If ||w||_L2 = 0, then w_n → 0 strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for all 2 < p < ∞ (see, e.g., [24, Lemma 9]). Taking the limit n → +∞ in (A.10) we obtain a contradiction. Therefore, w ≢ 0. Next, we discard the possibility that ||w||_L2 ∈ (0, 1). If this was the case, we would deduce from (A.11) and from the Brezis–Lieb’s refinement of Fatou’s lemma (see, e.g., [32, Theorem 1.9]) that 0 = ||∇w||^2_L2 − a_∗ 2 ||w||^4_L4 + lim_{n→+∞} ||∇(w_n − w)||^2_L2 − a_∗ 2 ||w_n − w||^4_L4 .

However, this is not possible since on the one hand ||∇w||^2_L2 − a_∗ 2 ||w||^4_L4 > 0 by (1.12) together with ||w||_L2 < 1 and on the other hand, again by (1.12), lim n→+∞ ||∇(w_n − w)||^2_L2 − a_∗ 2 ||w_n − w||^4_L4 ≥ 0 . Therefore, we must have ||w||_L2 = 1 and w_n → w strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for all 2 ≤ p < ∞.

Furthermore, (A.11) implies that w is an optimizer of (1.12). Hence, after a suitable rescaling, w(x) = √ tQ_0( √ tx) for some t > 0, up to translation. We now show that w ≡ Q_0 up to translation, which proves (A.3) hence (A.5). That is, we claim that t = 1. Indeed, multiplying again (A.9) by 2a_∗ℓ^2_n(a_n − a_∗)^{−1}, using again (1.12) and (A.8), and taking the limit n → +∞, we get −1 ≥ −2||∇w||^2_L2 + 1 6Q_6 ||w||^6_L6 = −2t + t^2 ≥ −1 . Consequently, equality holds in the above, which implies t = 1. □ With Theorem A.1-(ii) in hand, we are now able to fill the gap of the case ζ = +∞ in Theorem 1.4.

Theorem A.3 (Many-body ground states: condensation and collapse). Let α, β > 0. Assume U and W satisfy (1.3)–(1.5) and |x|U(x) ∈ L^1(R^2 ). Let {a_N }_N ⊂ (a_∗, +∞) and {b_N }_N ⊂ (0, +∞) satisfy a_N − a_∗ ∼ N^{−μ} and b_N ∼ N^{−ν} with 0 < 2μ ≤ ν and 2ν − μ < α < β < 1 16 + ν − 2μ 4 . (A.12)

Let {Ψ_N }_N be a sequence of ground states of E^{QM}_{aN ,bN ,N} given by (1.6) and let Φ_N := ℓ_N Ψ_N (ℓ_N ·) with ℓ_N = √ 2a_∗Q_6^{bN}_{aN −a∗} . Then, up to a translation, lim N→+∞ Tr | |γ^{(k)}_{ΦN} − |Q^{⊗k}_0 ⟩⟨Q^{⊗k}_0 | | | = 0 , ∀ k = 1, 2, . . . for the whole sequence, where Q_0 is given by (1.14). Furthermore,

E^{QM}_{aN ,bN ,N} = E^{NLS}_{aN ,bN} (1 + o(1)) = G^{NLS}_{aN ,bN} (1 + o(1)) = −

(a_N − a_∗)^2 4a^2_∗Q_6b_N

(1 + o(1)) .

The proof of Theorem A.3 being similar to the one of Theorem 1.4, we skip the details for brevity, but we explain in particular where the precise conditions on α, β, ν, and μ come from. Proof. First, the condition α < β comes from the assumption a_N > a_∗, see the proof of Theorem 2.1.

Second, the condition 0 < 2μ ≤ ν in (A.12) ensures that b_N ↘ 0 faster than a_N ↘ a_∗ in such a way that E^{NLS}_{aN ,bN} ∼ (a_N − a_∗)^2/b_N ∼ N^{ν−2μ} ↛ 0 (see Remark A.2).

Third, the lower bound 2ν − μ < α comes from the convergence of the Hartree energy (which has been studied in Theorem 2.1 in the general case). Indeed, the upper bound (2.18) adapted to our present case, in which ℓ^2_N = 2a_∗Q_6b_N /(a_N − a_∗) ∼ N^{μ−ν} → 0, reads

E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} ≤ E^{NLS}_{aN ,bN} (ℓ^{−1}_N Q_0(ℓ^{−1}_N ·)) + CN^{−α}ℓ^{−3}_N = − N^{ν−2μ} 4Q_6 + CN^{3(ν−μ)−α} + Q_s s ℓ^s_N , where we used (1.18). Since ℓ_N → 0, the lower bound 2ν − μ < α is the largest range of α’s for which our method can give the convergence of the Hartree energy. Note that this is always a stronger condition than α > 0 since 2ν − μ > ν − 2μ ≥ 0.

The matching lower bound on E^H_{aN ,bN ,N} is still obtained by proving an H^1(R^2 )-convergence of rescaled ground states w_N = ℓ_N v_N (ℓ_N ·), which requires the assumption 0 < α < β to first prove their uniform boundedness in L^2(R^2 ). See the arguments starting at (2.15) in the proof of (2.9).

It is worth nothing that the external potential has no contribution to the leading order in the collapse regime, which could be a problem for compactness. Fortunately, because the limiting profile is unique, we can still obtain the compactness of {w_N }_N . For this, we return to (2.19). We now neglect there the nonnegative external term and adapt the proof of the case ζ ≠ 0. Using the upper bound of the Hartree energy and the definition of ℓ_N , we obtain

− 1 + o(1) ≥ 1 6Q_6 � R^6 W_N β_{ℓN} (x − y, x − z)|w_N (x)|^2|w_N (y)|^2|w_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz + 2a_∗ a_N − a_∗ ( ||∇w_N ||^2_L2 − a_N 2 ||w_N ||^4_L4 ) . (A.13)

Multiplying both sides by (a_N − a_∗)/(2a_∗) > 0, taking the limit N → +∞, and neglecting the three-body term gives 0 ≥ lim_{N→+∞} ||∇w_N ||^2_L2 − a_N 2 ||w_N ||^4_L4 = lim_{N→+∞} ||∇w_N ||^2_L2 − a_∗ 2 ||w_N ||^4_L4 ≥ 0 , (A.14)

due to (1.12) for the last inequality and, for the equality, due to the same arguments as for in (A.11). The above is actually an equality. On the other hand, since {w_N }_N is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ), there exists w ∈ H^1(R^2 ) such that, up to translation and extraction of a subsequence, w_N → w weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and almost everywhere in R^2 . We prove that this is actually strong convergence by showing ||w||_L2 = 1. If ||w||_L2 = 0, then we must have that w_N → 0 strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for all 2 < p < ∞ (see, e.g., [24, Lemma 9]). Hence, by (2.12) and the fact that N^βℓ_N ∼ N^{β−(ν−μ)/2} → +∞ (since we already assumed β > α > 2ν − μ), we have lim N→+∞ 1 6Q_6 � R^6

W_N β_{ℓN} (x − y, x − z)|w_N (x)|^2|w_N (y)|^2|w_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz = 0 . (A.15)

Moreover, again by (1.12), lim N→+∞ 2a_∗ a_N − a_∗ ( ||∇w_N ||^2_L2 − a_N 2 ||w_N ||^4_L4 ) ≥ lim N→+∞ −a_∗||w_N ||^4_L4 = 0 . (A.16)

Taking the limit N → +∞ in (A.13) contradicts that (A.15) and (A.16) can hold simultaneously. Therefore, w ≢ 0. On the other hand, by using (A.14) and the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem A.1, we discard the possibility that ||w||_L2 ∈ (0, 1). Therefore, we must have ||w||_L2 = 1 and w_N → w strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for all 2 ≤ p < ∞. Again, by the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem A.1, we can actually prove the energy lower bound for the Hartree energy as well as the H^1(R^2 )-convergence of w_N to w ≡ Q_0.

Fourth, and finally, the upper bound β < 1/16 + (ν − 2μ)/4 comes from the convergence of the quantum energy. Indeed, omitting the nonnegative trace term in (2.38), but keeping the other terms as they are, and using E^H_{a,b,N} ≤ 0 with the upper bound in (2.26) makes (2.41) reading now E^H_{a,b,N} ≥ E^{QM}_{a,b,N} ≥ E^H_{a,b,N} − C N^{8β} L − C √ log L N ( L + N^{4β} ) . Then, the upper bound β < 1/16 + (ν − 2μ)/4 is the largest range of β’s such that we can find L ∼ N^δ such that the error terms are negligible compared to E^H_{a,b,N} ∼ N^{ν−2μ}. Note that in the above equation, we also took advantage of α < β, which implies that all the error terms in (2.35)– (2.36) and in consecutive equations can be written w.l.o.g. with only β powers of N instead of a sum of α and β powers. That is why we do not need any similar bound on α.

This concludes the proof of Theorem A.3. □

To conclude this work, we note that Theorems 1.2, 1.4, A.1, and A.3 leave out the case where a > a_∗ is fixed and b ↘ 0. In such collapse regime, the blow-up phenomenon can be observed in the NLS and Hartree theories, by using the nonlinearity of the corresponding functionals. It occurs in the sense that the energy tends to −∞, as pointed out in Remarks 1.3 and A.2. For convenience, let us introduce the following homogeneous Hartree minimization problem

G^H_{a,b,N} := inf { G^H_{a,b,N} (v) : v ∈ H^1(R^2 ), ||v||_L2 = 1 } , (A.17)

with the associated homogeneous Hartree functional G^H_{a,b,N} (v) := � R^2 |∇v(x)|^2 dx − a 2 � R^4 U_N α (x − y)|v(x)|^2|v(y)|^2 dx dy + b 6 � R^6 W_N β (x − y, x − z)|v(x)|^2|v(y)|^2|v(z)|^2 dx dy dz . (A.18)

As in Theorem 2.1 and in the proof of Theorem A.3, we prove the condensation and collapse of approximate Hartree ground states both in the mean-field regime where N → +∞ and in the collapse regime where a > a_∗ is fixed and b_N ↘ 0.

Theorem A.4 (Condensation and collapse of homogeneous Hartree approximate ground states). Let 0 < α < β and let U and W satisfy (1.3)–(1.5).

(i) Let a > a_∗ and b > 0 be fixed. Let {v_N }_N be a sequence of approximate ground states of G^H_{a,b,N} defined in (A.17). Then, there exists a homogeneous NLS ground state v of G^{NLS}_{a,b} defined in (A.1) such that, up to translation and extraction of a subsequence, lim N→+∞ v_N = v (A.19)

strongly in H^1(R^2 ). Furthermore, lim N→+∞ G^H_{a,b,N} = G^{NLS}_{a,b} . (A.20)

(ii) Assume further that |x|U(x) ∈ L^1(R^2 ). Fix a > a_∗ and assume b_N = N^{−η} with 0 < η < 2α.

Let {v_N }_N be a sequence of approximate ground states of G^H_{a,bN ,N} . Then, up to translation and extraction of a subsequence, lim N→+∞ √ b_N v_N (√ b_N · ) = w (A.21)

strongly in H^1(R^2 ), where w is an optimizer of G^{NLS}_{a,1} < 0 given by (A.1). Furthermore,

G^H_{a,bN ,N} = G^{NLS}_{a,bN} (1 + o(1)) = b^{−1}_N G^{NLS}_{a,1} (1 + o(1)) . (A.22)

Remark.

• By a simple scaling argument, we see that G^{NLS}_{a,b} = b^{−1}G^{NLS}_{a,1} for all a, b > 0. • Similarly to the homogeneous NLS case, since G^H_{a,bN ,N} → −∞ —see (A.22)—, the sequence of approximate Hartree ground states {v_N }_N is now naturally defined, instead of (2.10), through G^H_{a,bN ,N} ≤ G^H_{a,bN ,N} (v_N ) ≤ G^H_{a,bN ,N} + o(1) . • About (i), because the homogeneous Hartree energy can be split easily into many small pieces with same energy, a true homogeneous Hartree ground state may not exist and we have to consider approximate ground states, in the sense of energy (2.10). Their condensation (A.19) is obtained by using the semi-nonlinearity of the corresponding homogeneous Hartree functional.

For comparison, still in the absence of an external potential, a true many-body ground state does not exist due to the translation-invariance of the many-body system. Although we could consider approximate many-body ground states (in the sense of energy), we do not hope for their condensation to occur (in the mean-field regime) due to their superposition in the many-body theory.

• About (ii), that is in the collapse regime, where a > a_∗ is fixed and b_N ↘ 0, it is worth noting that the blowup profiles (A.21) and (A.22) apply to both homogeneous and inhomogeneous Hartree problems, (1.9) and (A.17).

• Finally note that, in such collapse regime, the condensation of the true many-body ground states of (1.6) would be obtained as soon as G^{NLS}_{a,1} admits a unique ground state, by the arguments in the proof of Theorems 1.4 and A.4 (see the proof of Theorem A.3 for an explanation). Without this uniqueness of the blowup profile, one could proceed instead with a further argument by convex analysis (see, e.g., [44]). However, it requires the compactness of the sequence of many-body ground states, which is hard to obtain, and not even obvious to be true, since the external term has no contribution to the leading order term in this collapse regime. △ Proof of Theorem A.4. Let us start with (i). The proof of the energy upper bound in (A.20) is derived directly by the variational principle together with (2.11) and (2.12). The matching energy lower bound is proved by justifying (A.19). While the compactness of the sequence of true Hartree ground states was obtained in Theorem 2.1 for the inhomogeneous case, the result in the homogeneous case is more complicated and requires to consider approximate homogeneous Hartree ground states, since a true homogeneous Hartree ground state does not exist, due to the translation-invariance of the homogeneous Hartree functional. The compactness of the sequence of approximate homogeneous Hartree ground states can be obtained from Lions’ concentration-compactness method [36]. Indeed, under the conditions that a > a_∗, b > 0 are fixed and 0 < α < β, the boundedness of {||∇v_N ||_L2 }_N is obtained by the same arguments as in the proof of (2.5) —note that the arguments therein do not depend on the external potential. Therefore, there exists v ∈ H^1(R^2 ) such that, up to translation and extraction of a subsequence, v_N → v weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and almost everywhere in R^2 . As usual, we now prove that this is actually strong convergence by showing ||v||_L2 = 1. Indeed, if ||v||_L2 = 0 then we must have that v_N → 0 strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for all 2 < p < ∞ (see, e.g., [24, Lemma 9]). Hence, by (2.11) and (2.12), we have lim N→+∞ G^H_{a,b,N} ≥ 0 . However, since G^{NLS}_{a,b} < 0, the above contradicts the upper bound in (A.20). Therefore, v ≢ 0. It remains to discard the possibility that λ := ||v||_L2 ∈ (0, 1). If this was the case, by (2.11), (2.12), and the Brezis–Lieb refinement of Fatou’s lemma (see, e.g., [32, Theorem 1.9]), we would have G^{NLS}_{a,b} ≥ lim_{N→+∞} G^H_{a,b,N} = lim_{N→+∞} G^H_{a,b,N} (v_N ) ≥ G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) + lim_{N→+∞} G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v_N − v)

≥ G^{NLS}_{a,b} (λ) + G^{NLS}_{a,b} (√ 1 − λ^2 ) , (A.23)

where we used the variational principle and the fact that ||v_N − v||^2_L2 → 1 − ||v||^2_L2 , as N → +∞, for the last inequality, and where G^{NLS}_{a,b} (λ) denotes the ground state energy of the minimization problem of (A.2) under the mass constrain ||v||_L2 = λ ∈ (0, 1). in particular, G^{NLS}_{a,b} = G^{NLS}_{a,b} (1). It is worth noting that, by the same arguments as in Theorem A.1-(i), either G^{NLS}_{a,b} (λ) is nonnegative and admits no ground states or G^{NLS}_{a,b} (λ) is negative and admits a ground state. With this observation, we prove that (A.23) cannot occur by considering the following possibilities on G^{NLS}_{a,b} (λ) and G^{NLS}_{a,b} (√ 1 − λ^2 ) . • If both are nonnegative, given that G^{NLS}_{a,b} < 0, then

G^{NLS}_{a,b} (λ) + G^{NLS}_{a,b} (√ 1 − λ^2 ) > G^{NLS}_{a,b} , (A.24)

contradicting (A.23).

• If one is nonnegative and one negative, w.l.o.g. we assume G^{NLS}_{a,b} (λ) < 0 ≤ G^{NLS}_{a,b} (√ 1 − λ^2 ) . Let v_λ be a ground state of G^{NLS}_{a,b} (λ). Since λ ∈ (0, 1) and G^{NLS}_{a,b} < 0, we have

G^{NLS}_{a,b} (λ) = G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v_λ) ≥ λ^2G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v_λ(λ·)) ≥ λ^2G^{NLS}_{a,b} > λG^{NLS}_{a,b} > G^{NLS}_{a,b} (A.25)

contradicting also (A.23) since G^{NLS}_{a,b} (√ 1 − λ^2 ) ≥ 0.

• If both are negative, then we have, by the same argument as in (A.25), that G^{NLS}_{a,b} (√ 1 − λ^2 ) ≥ ( 1 − λ^2 ) G^{NLS}_{a,b} > (1 − λ)G^{NLS}_{a,b} (A.26)

and (A.23) is contradicted by (A.25) and (A.26).

Therefore, we must have ||v||_L2 = 1 and v_N → v strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for all 2 ≤ p < ∞. Moreover, again by the variational principle together with (2.11) and (2.12), we have G^{NLS}_{a,b} ≥ lim_{N→+∞} G^H_{a,b,N} = lim_{N→+∞} G^H_{a,b,N} (v_N ) ≥ G^{NLS}_{a,b} (v) ≥ G^{NLS}_{a,b} ,

yielding the energy lower bound in (A.20) as well as the H^1(R^2 )-convergence in (A.19).

Next, we prove (ii). That is, the asymptotic behaviors of the homogeneous Hartree energy and its ground states in the regime b = b_N ↘ 0 and a > a_∗ is fixed. Let w be an optimizer of G^{NLS}_{a,1} . By the variational principle, the second inequality in (2.13) and the nonnegativity in (2.12), we have G^H_{a,bN ,N} ≤ G^{H,N}_{a,bN} (b^{− 12}_N w(b^{− 12}_N ·)) ≤ G^{NLS}_{a,bN} (b^{− 12}_N w(b^{− 12}_N ·)) + CN^{−α}b^{− 32}_N = ( G^{NLS}_{a,1} + CN^{−α}b^{− 12}_N ) b^{−1}_N . The condition 0 < η < 2α is therefore assumed to ensure that the error term N^{−α}b^{− 12}_N = N^{η/2−α} is negligible. This gives the upper bound in (A.22). We prove the matching energy lower bound by proving (A.21). Let {v_N }_N be a sequence of approximate ground states of G^H_{a,bN ,N} and w_N := √ b_N v_N (√ b_N · ) . Then, ||w_N ||_L2 = ||v_N ||_L2 = 1 and, by the nonnegativity in (2.11), b_N G^H_{a,bN ,N} (v_N ) ≥ 1 6 � R^6 W_N β^√_{bN} (x − y, x − z)|w_N (x)|^2|w_N (y)|^2|w_N (z)|^2 dx dy dz + � R^2 ( |∇w_N (x)|^2 − a 2 |w_N (x)|^4 ) dx . (A.27)

Due to the assumptions a > a_∗ fixed and 0 < α < β, the boundedness of {||∇w_N ||_L2 }_N is obtained by the same arguments as in the proof of (2.9) —note again that the arguments therein do not rely on the external potential. Therefore, there exists w ∈ H^1(R^2 ) such that, up to translation and extraction of a subsequence, w_N → w weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and almost everywhere in R^2 . We prove that the convergence is actually strong by showing ||w||_L2 = 1. On the one hand, if ||w||_L2 = 0, then w_N → 0 strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for all 2 < p < ∞ (see, e.g., [24, Lemma 9]). Hence, by (2.12) and (A.27) where N^β √ b_N = N^{β−η/2} → +∞, as N → +∞, due to the two assumptions β > α > η/2, we have lim N→+∞ b_N G^H_{a,b,N} = lim_{N→+∞} b_N G^H_{a,bN ,N} (v_N ) ≥ 0 ,

contradicting the upper bound in (A.22) since G^{NLS}_{a,1} < 0. Therefore, w ≢ 0. On the other hand, if λ := ||w||_L2 ∈ (0, 1), then (2.12), (A.27), and the Brezis–Lieb refinement of Fatou’s lemma (see, e.g., [32, Theorem 1.9]) yield

G^{NLS}_{a,1} ≥ lim_{N→+∞} b_N G^H_{a,bN ,N} = lim_{N→+∞} b_N G^H_{a,bN ,N} (v_N )

≥ G^{NLS}_{a,1} (w) + lim_{N→+∞} G^{NLS}_{a,1} (w_N − w) ≥ G^{NLS}_{a,1} (λ) + G^{NLS}_{a,1} (√ 1 − λ^2 ) , contradicting the binding inequality (A.24) for b = 1. We have therefore proved ||w||_L2 = 1 and consequently w_N → w strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for all 2 ≤ p < ∞. Moreover, again by the variational principle together with (2.12) and (A.27), we have

G^{NLS}_{a,1} ≥ lim_{N→+∞} b_N G^H_{a,bN ,N} = lim_{N→+∞} b_N G^H_{a,bN ,N} (v_N ) ≥ G^{NLS}_{a,1} (w) ≥ G^{NLS}_{a,1} ,

yielding the energy lower bound in (A.22) as well as the H^1(R^2 )-convergence in (A.21). □

References

[1] N. Akhmediev, M. P. Das, and A. V. Vagov, Bose–Einstein condensation of atoms with attractive interaction, Int. J. Mod. Phys. B, 13 (1999), pp. 625–631.

[2] 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, 269 (1995), pp. 198–201.

[3] R. N. Bisset and P. B. Blakie, Crystallization of a dilute atomic dipolar condensate, Phys. Rev. A, 92 (2015), p. 061603.

[4] P. B. Blakie, Properties of a dipolar condensate with three-body interactions, Phys. Rev. A, 93 (2016), p. 033644. [5] S. N. Bose, Plancks Gesetz und Lichtquantenhypothese, Z. Phys., 26 (1924), pp. 178–181. [6] C. C. Bradley, C. A. Sackett, and R. G. Hulet, Bose–Einstein condensation of lithium: Observation of limited condensate number, Phys. Rev. Lett., 78 (1997), pp. 985–989.

[7] C. C. Bradley, C. A. Sackett, J. J. Tollett, and R. G. Hulet, Evidence of Bose–Einstein condensation in an atomic gas with attractive interactions, Phys. Rev. Lett., 75 (1995), pp. 1687–1690. Erratum: Phys. Rev. Lett., 79 (1997).

[8] F. G. S. L. Brandão and A. W. Harrow, Quantum de Finetti theorems under local measurements with applications, Commun. Math. Phys., 353 (2017), pp. 469–506.

[9] T. Chen and N. Pavlović, The quintic NLS as the mean field limit of a boson gas with three-body interactions, J. Funct. Anal., 260 (2011), pp. 959–997.

[10] X. Chen, Second order corrections to mean field evolution for weakly interacting bosons in the case of three-body interactions, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 203 (2012), pp. 455–497.

[11] X. Chen and J. Holmer, The rigorous derivation of the 2D cubic focusing NLS from quantum many-body evolution, Int. Math. Res. Not., 2017 (2017), pp. 4173–4216.

[12] , The derivation of the T^3 energy-critical NLS from quantum many-body dynamics, Invent. math., 217 (2019), pp. 433–547.

[13] E. A. Cornell and C. E. Wieman, Nobel lecture: Bose–Einstein condensation in a dilute gas, the first 70 years and some recent experiments, Rev. Mod. Phys., 74 (2002), pp. 875–893.

[14] V. D. Dinh, D.-T. Nguyen, and N. Rougerie, Blowup of two-dimensional attractive Bose–Einstein condensates at the critical rotational speed, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire, Online (2023).

[15] A. Einstein, Quantentheorie des einatomigen idealen Gases, Sitzungsber. Preuß. Akad. Wiss., Phys.-Math. Kl., 1924 XXII (1924), pp. 261–267.

[16] B. D. Esry, C. H. Greene, Y. Zhou, and C. D. Lin, Role of the scattering length in three-boson dynamics and Bose - Einstein condensation, J. Phys. B: At. Mol. Opt. Phys., 29 (1996), pp. L51–L57.

[17] A. Gammal, T. Frederico, and L. Tomio, Trapped Bose–Einstein condensed gas with two and three–atom interactions, in Proceedings of the International Workshop on Collective Excitations in Fermi and Bose Systems (1998: Serra Negra, São Paulo, Brazil), C. A. Bertulani, L. F. Canto, and M. S. Hussein, eds., World Scientific, 1999, pp. 159–168.

[18] A. Gammal, T. Frederico, L. Tomio, and P. Chomaz, Atomic Bose–Einstein condensation with three-body interactions and collective excitations, J. Phys. B: At. Mol. Opt. Phys., 33 (2000), p. 4053.

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

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

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

[22] C. Josserand and S. Rica, Coalescence and droplets in the subcritical nonlinear Schrödinger equation, Phys.

Rev. Lett., 78 (1997), pp. 1215–1218.

[23] W. Ketterle, Nobel lecture: When atoms behave as waves: Bose–Einstein condensation and the atom laser, Rev. Mod. Phys., 74 (2002), pp. 1131–1151.

[24] E. Lenzmann and M. Lewin, On singularity formation for the L^2-critical Boson star equation, Nonlinearity, 24 (2011), p. 3515.

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

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

[27] , The mean-field approximation and the non-linear Schrödinger functional for trapped Bose gases, Trans.

Amer. Math. Soc., 368 (2016), pp. 6131–6157.

[28] , A note on 2D focusing many-boson systems, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 145 (2017), pp. 2441–2454. [29] , Blow-up profile of rotating 2D focusing Bose gases, in Macroscopic Limits of Quantum Systems.

MaLiQS 2017, D. Cadamuro, M. Duell, W. Dybalski, and S. Simonella, eds., vol. 270 of Springer Proc. Math. Stat., Cham, 2018, Springer International Publishing, pp. 145–170.

[30] K. Li and G. Smith, Quantum de Finetti theorem under fully-one-way adaptive measurements, Phys. Rev. Lett., 114 (2015), p. 160503.

[31] Y. Li and F. Yao, Derivation of the nonlinear Schrödinger equation with a general nonlinearity and Gross– Pitaevskii hierarchy in one and two dimensions, J. Math. Phys., 62 (2021), p. 021505.

[32] E. H. Lieb and M. Loss, Analysis, vol. 14 of Grad. Stud. Math., American Mathematical Society, second ed., 2001.

[33] E. H. Lieb and R. Seiringer, Proof of Bose–Einstein Condensation for Dilute Trapped Gases, Phys. Rev. Lett., 88 (2002), p. 170409.

[34] , Derivation of the Gross–Pitaevskii equation for rotating Bose gases, Commun. Math. Phys., 264 (2006), pp. 505–537.

[35] E. H. Lieb and J. Yngvason, The ground state energy of a dilute two-dimensional Bose gas, J. Stat. Phys., 103 (2001), pp. 509–526.

[36] P.-L. Lions, The concentration-compactness principle in the Calculus of Variations. The locally compact case, part 1., Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire, 1 (1984), pp. 109–145.

[37] E. M. Mas, R. Bukowski, and K. Szalewicz, Ab initio three-body interactions for water. II. Effects on structure and energetics of liquid, J. Chem. Phys., 118 (2003), pp. 4404–4413.

[38] R. D. Murphy and J. A. Barker, Three-body interactions in liquid and solid helium, Phys. Rev. A, 3 (1971), pp. 1037–1040.

[39] P. T. Nam, J. Ricaud, and A. Triay, Dilute Bose gas with three-body interaction: Recent results and open questions, J. Math. Phys., 63 (2022), p. 061103.

[40] , Ground state energy of the low density Bose gas with three-body interactions, J. Math. Phys., 63 (2022), p. 071903. Special collection in honor of Freeman Dyson.

[41] , The condensation of a trapped dilute Bose gas with three-body interactions, Probab. Math. Phys., 4 (2023), pp. 91–149.

[42] P. T. Nam and N. Rougerie, Improved stability for 2D attractive Bose gases, J. Math. Phys., 61 (2020), p. 021901.

[43] P. T. Nam and R. Salzmann, Derivation of 3D energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation and Bogoliubov excitations for Bose gases, Commun. Math. Phys., 375 (2020), pp. 495–571.

[44] D.-T. Nguyen, Many-body blow-up profile of boson stars with external potentials, Rev. Math. Phys., 31 (2019), p. 1950034.

[45] , Blow-up profile of 2D focusing mixture Bose gases, Z. Angew. Math. Phys., 71 (2020). Article number: 81. [46] D.-T. Nguyen and J. Ricaud, On one-dimensional Bose gases with two- and (critical) attractive three-body interactions. arXiv:2210.04515, 2022.

[47] P. A. Pieniazek, C. J. Tainter, and J. L. Skinner, Surface of liquid water: Three-body interactions and vibrational sum-frequency spectroscopy, J. Am. Chem. Soc., 133 (2011), pp. 10360–10363.

[48] N. Rougerie, Non linear Schrödinger limit of bosonic ground states, again, Conflu. Math., 12 (2020), pp. 69–91. [49] , Scaling limits of bosonic ground states, from many-body to non-linear Schrödinger, EMS Surv. Math. Sci., 7 (2020), pp. 253–408.

[50] C. A. Sackett, H. T. C. Stoof, and R. G. Hulet, Growth and collapse of a Bose–Einstein condensate with attractive interactions, Phys. Rev. Lett., 80 (1998), pp. 2031–2034.

[51] W. A. Strauss, Existence of solitary waves in higher dimensions, Commun. Math. Phys., 55 (1977), pp. 149–162. [52] S. Ujevic and S. A. Vitiello, Three-body interactions in the condensed phases of helium atom systems, J. Phys.:

Condens. Matter, 19 (2007), p. 116212.

[53] M. I. Weinstein, Nonlinear Schrödinger equations and sharp interpolation estimates, Commun. Math. Phys., 87 (1983), pp. 567–576.

[54] Z. Xie, Derivation of a nonlinear Schrödinger equation with a general power-type nonlinearity in d = 1, 2, Differential Integral Equations, 28 (2015), pp. 455–504.

[55] J. Yuan, Derivation of the quintic NLS from many-body quantum dynamics in T^2, Commun. Pure Appl. Anal., 14 (2015), pp. 1941–1960.

(D.-T. Nguyen) Department of Mathematics, Uppsala University, Box 480, 751 06 Uppsala, Sweden Email address: dinh thi.nguyen@math.uu.se

(J. Ricaud) CMAP, CNRS, École polytechnique, Institut Polytechnique de Paris, 91120 Palaiseau, France

Email address: julien.ricaud@polytechnique.edu