arXiv:2409.00409v1 [math-ph] 31 Aug 2024

2D ATTRACTIVE ALMOST-BOSONIC ANYON GASES

DINH-THI NGUYEN

Abstract. In two-dimensional space, we consider a system of N anyons interacts via a short range attractive two-body interaction. In the stable regime, we derive the average-field-Pauli functional as the mean-field limit of many-body quantum mechanics. Furthermore, we investigate the collapse phenomenon in the collapse regime where the strength of attractions tends to a critical value (defined by the cubic NLS equation) while simultaneously considering the weak field regime where the strength of the self-generated magnetic field tends to zero.

Contents

1. Introduction and main results 1 1.1. The average-field-Pauli theory of interacting “almost-bosonic” anyon gases 2 1.2. Many-body theory of interacting “almost-bosonic” anyon gases 5 2. Average-field-Pauli minimizers 8 2.1. Existence of average-field-Pauli minimizers 8 2.2. Collapse of average-field-Pauli minimizers in the weak field regime 11 3. Condensation and collapse in the many-body theory 19 3.1. Condensation and collapse in the average-field-Hartree theory 19 3.2. Condensation of the quantum energy and its ground states in the mean-field regime 23 3.3. Collapse of the quantum energy and its ground states in the weak field regime 26 Appendix A. Magnetic Gagliardo–Nirenberg optimizers in the weak-field limit 27 References 28

1. Introduction and main results

Anyons are exotic particles that can exist in two-dimensional systems and exhibit fractional statistics, meaning that their wave functions acquire a nontrivial phase when particles are exchanged. Unlike fermions (with half-integer spin) or bosons (with integer spin), anyons can have fractional spin statistics. The study of anyons, exotic quasi-particles with fractional statistics, has captivated physicists for decades due to their unique properties and potential applications in condensed matter physics and quantum information science. Anyons exhibit intermediate statistics between fermions and bosons, leading to novel phenomena such as fractional quantum Hall effect and topological quantum computation. In recent years, there has been a growing interest in understanding the behavior of anyons in the presence of external potentials.

Date: September 18, 2024.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 81V70, 81Q10, 35P15, 46N50.

Key words and phrases. anyon gases, average-field-Pauli, average-field-Hartree, attractive interactions, Chern– Simon–Schrödinger, concentration compactness, ground states, magnetic field, many-body, minimizers. 1

In this article, we explore the fascinating world of anyons interacting via attractions. Moreover, we consider the weak-field limit corresponding to the regime where the strength of the external magnetic field is small compared to other energy scales in the system. In this limit, the effects of the external magnetic field can be treated perturbatively, allowing for analytical or numerical analysis. We investigate how the interplay between the statistics of anyons and the presence of point-like attractions gives rise to rich and intriguing physical phenomena, offering new avenues for theoretical exploration and experimental realization.

1.1. The average-field-Pauli theory of interacting “almost-bosonic” anyon gases. Mathematically, in the mean-field regime, “almost-bosonic” interacting anyon gas is described by the “average-field-Pauli” functional (also known as Chern–Simon–Schrödinger in the literature)

E^{afP}_{β,g} [u] := ∫ R^2 [| |(−i∇ + βA[|u|^2])u|^2 + V |u|^2−g 2 |u|^4 ] . (1.1)

Here u ∈ H^1(R^2 ) is with unit probability density ∫ R^2 |u| 2= 1. The magnetic vector potential A[ϱ] : R^2 → R^2 generates a magnetic field

A[ϱ] := ∇^⊥w_0 ∗ ϱ with w_0(x) := log|x|, (1.2)

so that curl βA[|u|^2] = βΔw_0 ∗ |u|^2= 2πβ|u|^2. (1.3)

Thus β ∈ R is the strength of the magnetic field (total/fractional number of flux units). By conjugation symmetry u → u it is enough to consider β ≥ 0. The parameter g ∈ R is the strength of scalar point interactions. In this article, we are interested in the case of an attraction, i.e., g > 0. Finally, the system is trapped by an external scalar trapping potential, V ∈ L^∞_{loc}(R^2 ) and V (x) → +∞ as |x|→ +∞. Our main interest in this paper is the behavior of minimizers of the ground-state energy associated with the functional (1.1), given by

E^{afP}_{β,g} := inf { E^{afP}_{β,g} [u] : u ∈ H^1 ∩ L^2_V (R^2 ), ∫ R^2

|u|^2= 1 } (1.4)

where we have defined the space

L^2_V := { u ∈ L^2(R^2 ) : ∫ R^2 V |u|^2< ∞ } . (1.5)

In the absence of the magnetic field, i.e., β = 0, (1.1) reduces to the so-called Gross– Pitaeavskii (also known as nonlinear Schrödinger) functional which models the semi-classical theory of Bose–Einstein condensations (BECs). Condensates with repulsive interactions (which corresponds to the case g < 0) have become an important research subject after their first realization in the laboratory [3,13,17,30] and it was studied in great mathematical details [31– 33,38–40,48,53,54]. On the other hand, BECs with attractive interactions (which corresponds to the case g > 0) were also realized experimentally [6,7,29,55] and it displays behaviors differently from the repulsive BECs since the system might collapse when the two-body interaction is too negative. In the pass few years, many mathematical works deal with the collapse phenomenon of the focusing system [18,25,26,33,35,47,49,54,60].

In the presence of the self-generated magnetic field (1.2), ground states of (1.1) display vortex lattices [14]. This is similar to the triangular Abrikosov lattice of superfluidity in rotating

BECs where (1.2) was replaced by the constant magnetic field [1,2,12,16,20,24,51]. See also [18,25,33–35,47] for related works of rotating Bose gases in the focusing regime. The functional (1.1) is the effective model in the study of anyon gases which interpolates between Bose gases and Fermi gases. For non-interacting anyon gases (which corresponds to the case g = 0 in (1.1)), the validity of the so-called “average-field approximation” E^{afP}_{β,g=0} at fixed β were studied rigorously in [45] (see also [22] and [43,44] for general reviews). The non-interacting system displays different phenomenon by varying β. While it behaves as non-interacting Boses gases in the weak field limit |β|→ 0 [45], its behavior is given by the Thomas–Fermi-like model in the strong field limit |β|→ ∞ [15,36] where ground states generate infinitely many vortices (see also [23,46] for related works). On the other hand, anyon gases with self-interactions lead to collective behavior and emergent phenomena in the system. The derivation of the “average-field- Pauli” approximation (1.1) can be obtained by the method of proof in [45] and the quantum de Finetti theory [52] as used in [33,35,47,53,54] for interacting Bose gases. In the literature, Sen and Chitra [11,56,57] studied anyon gases with repulsive interactions. Furthermore, anyon gases with attractive interactions appeared in the study of soliton solutions to the gauged NLS equation in the Chern–Simon theory [27,28] (see [5] for the original work and [19,58] for excellent textbooks). This is an analog to the study of the famous nonlinear Schrödinger (NLS) equation in the classical field theory [9,10].

In the case of attractions, i.e., g > 0 in (1.1), the system is unstable since there is a balance between the kinetic energy and interacting potential. In other words, the kinetic and quartic terms in (1.1) behave the same after scaling. Hence, there exists a critical interaction strength g_∗(β) above which the system is unbounded from below. Such a critical value is defined naturally by g_∗(β) := inf {∫ R^2 |(−i∇ + βA[|u| 2])u|^2 1 2 ∫ R^2 |u| 4 : u ∈ H^1(R^2 ; C ), ∫ R^2

|u|^2= 1 } . (1.6)

Equivalently, g_∗(β) is the optimal constant of the “magnetic” Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality g_∗(β) 2 ∫ R^2 |u|^4≤ ∫ R^2 |u|^2 ∫ R^2 | | | Ć −i∇ + β Ą∫ R^2 |u|^2 Ń_{−1}

A[|u|^2] Ň u | | | 2 . (1.7)

In the case β = 0, (1.7) reduces to the famous Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality with the optimal constant g_∗(0) = ‖Q‖^2_{L2} ≈ 2π × 1.86 . . . (see [59]) where Q is the (unique) positive, radially symmetric solution of the 2D cubic NLS equation

−ΔQ − Q^3 + Q = 0. (1.8)

On the other hand, we have g_∗(β) ≥ max{g_∗(0), 4π|β|}, ∀β ≠ 0 (1.9) which follows from the diamagnetic inequality [37, Theorem 7.21] and the Bogomol’nyi inequality [5] (see also [21, Lemma 1.4.1] and [15]) ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|u|^2])u |_2 ≥ ± ∫ R^2

curl βA[|u|^2] = 2π|β| ∫ R^2

|u|^4, ∀u ∈ H^1(R^2 ; C ). (1.10)

Thus, for large β, the critical value g_∗(β) is at least 4πβ. In fact, it was proved in [4] that g_∗(β) = 4πβ for every β ≥ 2 and that the infimum in (1.6) is actually attained for β ∈ 2N^∗ . On the other hand, for small β, which is of our main interest in this article, we have that g_∗(β) > g_∗(0) and the infimum in (1.6) is attained for sufficient small β > 0 (see [4]). Therefore, the existence of minimizers of (1.1) are expected for g > g_∗(0).

The study of (1.4) offers a unique window into the behavior of quantum systems in both the collapse regime and the weak field regime, where the parameters g and β play crucial roles in shaping the system’s properties. We here delve into the fascinating interplay between these regimes, seeking to unravel the intricate dynamics of E^{afP}_{β,g} and its minimizers as g approaches its critical value g_∗(0) while simultaneously taking β to zero. As g approaches g_∗(0), the system undergoes a transition from a stable state to a collapsed state, characterized by the onset of strong correlations and nontrivial phase transitions. Understanding the behavior of E^{afP}_{β,g} near this critical point is essential for elucidating the nature of these phase transitions and their implications for physical systems. Simultaneously, in the weak field regime where β → 0, the external field exerts a diminishing influence on the system, allowing us to probe the intrinsic properties of the quantum particles and their interactions. Here, the competition between Pauli exclusion and external potentials becomes more pronounced, leading to intriguing phenomena such as the formation of bound states, localization effects, and emergence of topological features. Our main interest lies in bridging these two regimes and revealing the intricate relationship between collapse dynamics and weak field behavior in E^{afP}_{β,g} . By analyzing the properties of the corresponding minimizers, we aim to gain deeper insights into the underlying mechanisms governing the system’s behavior and its response to external perturbations.

Our first result concerns the existence and properties of minimizers of (1.4).

Theorem 1 (Existence of average-field-Pauli minimizers). Let V ∈ L^∞_{loc}(R^2 ) and V (x) → +∞ as |x|→ +∞. If β > 0 and g < g_∗(β) then there exists u ∈ H^1(R^2 ) with ∫ R^2 |u| 2= 1 such that E^{afP}_{β,g} [u] = E^{afP}_{β,g} .

Remark 1. It is worth noting that minimizers for (1.4) exist not only for g < g_∗(0), as seen in the Gross–Pitaevskii theory of (rotating) Bose gases, but also for g_∗(β) > g ≥ g_∗(0) since g_∗(β) > g_∗(0). This is the noteworthy of Theorem 1. In fact, for large β ≥ 2, the existence result was obtained for all 0 < g < g_∗(β) = 4πβ.

Our next result concern the collapse phenomenon in the average-field-Pauli theory. In order to simplify and formula our next result, we here consider the trapping potential of the form V (x) = |x|^s for s > 0. Furthermore, let’s introduce the following notations

Q_0 := ‖Q‖^{−1}_{L2} Q, Q_s := s 2 ∫ R^2

|x|^s|Q_0|^2 and A_0 = ‖A[|Q_0|^2]Q_0‖^2_L2

where Q is the unique (up to translation and dilation) real-valued solution of (1.8).

Theorem 2 (Condensation and collapse of average-field-Pauli minimizers). Let g = g_β with β ↘ 0 and {u_β} be a sequence of minimizers of E^{afP}_{β,gβ} . Then there exists a sequence {θ_β}_β ⊂ [0, 2π) such that, for the whole sequence,

lim_{β→0} ℓ_βu_β(ℓ_β · +x_n)e^{iθn} = Q_0 (1.11) strongly in H^1(R^2 ). Moreover,

E^{afP}_{β,gβ} = s + 2 s ℓ^s_βQ_s (1 + o(1)_{β→0}) . (1.12)

Here the blow-up length ℓ_β in (1.11) and (1.12) is determined in the following three cases:

(i) Sub-critical regime. If g_β ↗ g_∗(0) such that β^2 ≪ g_∗(0) − g_β, then

ℓ_β := Ą g_∗(0) − g_β Q_sg_∗(0)

Ń 1_{s+2} . (1.13)

(ii) Critical regime. If g_β = g_∗(0), then

ℓ_β := Ą β^2A_0 Q_s Ń^1_{s+2} (1.14)

(iii) Super-criticial regime. If g_β = g_∗(0) + τ_0β^2 where 0 < τ_0 < τ_∗ and τ_∗ is a universal constant independent of β, then

ℓ_β := Ą β^2 Q_s Ą − τ_0 g_∗(0)

+ A_0

ŃŃ^1_{s+2} = Ą g_β − g_∗(0) Q_s Ą − 1 g_∗(0) + A_0 τ_0

ŃŃ 1_{s+2} . (1.15)

Remark 2. • The critical regime covered the case where β^2 ≫ g_∗(0) − g_β. If g_∗(0) − g_β = O(β^2) (we assume without loss of generality that g_∗(0) − g_β = ~τ_0β^2 for some ~τ_0 > 0) then we still have (1.11) and (1.12) where ℓ_β is defined analogously as in (1.15) with τ_0 replaced by ~τ_0.

• The assumption on g_β in Theorem 2-(iii) is to guarantee the existence of a minimizer.

This is due to the fact that, for small β, the difference between the critical value g_∗(β) and the Gagliardo–Nirenberg constant g_∗(0) diminishes at a rate proportional to β^2 (see [4]). More precisely, there exist two constants 0 < C_∗ < C^∗ = g_∗(0)A_0 (independent of β) such that g_∗(0) + C_∗β^2 ≤ g_∗(β) ≤ g_∗(0) + C^∗β^2. (1.16) The universal constant τ_∗ in Theorem 2-(iii) is then given by

τ_∗ := lim inf_{β→0} g_∗(β) − g_∗(0) β^2 . 1.2. Many-body theory of interacting “almost-bosonic” anyon gases. From the first principle of quantum mechanics, a 2D interacting anyon gas in a trapping potential V is described by the system of N particles (see [45])

H^{af}_N ν_{,β,g} = N∑ j=1 Ď( −i∇_j + β N − 1 ∑ k≠j ∇^⊥w_0(x_j − x_k)

)_2 + V (x_j ) Ő

− g N − 1 ∑ 1≤j<k≤N W_N ν (x_j − x_k) (1.17) acting on the Hilbert space H_N := L^2_{sym}(R^{2N} ). The two-body attraction is described by the function of distance between particles and is scales by the parameter ν > 0, given by

0 ≤ W_N ν (x) = N^{2ν} W (N^ν x) = W_N ν (−x) ∈ L^1 ∩ L^∞(R^2 ) with ∫ R^2

W = 1. (1.18)

The quantum energy associated to (1.17) is given by

E^{afQM}_N ν_{,β,g} := inf { ⟨Ψ_N |H^{af}_N ν_{,β,g}|Ψ_N ⟩ : Ψ_N ∈ L^2(R^{2N} ), ∫ R^{2N} |Ψ_N |^2= 1 } . (1.19)

Since (1.17) takes action on the symmetric space, the usual mean-field approximation suggests to restrict many-body wave functions into the factorized ansatz

Ψ_N (x_1, . . . , x_N ) ≈ u^{⊗N} (x_1, . . . , x_N ) := u(x_1) . . . u(x_N ). (1.20)

Taking the expectation of (1.17) against (1.20), with the normalization condition ‖u‖_L2 = 1, we obtain the “average-field-Hartree” energy functional

E^{afH}_N ν_{,β,g}[u] := ⟨u^{⊗N} , H^{af}_N ν_{,β,g}u^{⊗N} ⟩ N = ∫ R^2 [| |(−i∇ + βA[|u|^2])u|^2 + V |u|^2−g 2 (|u|^2∗W_N ν )|u|^2 ] . (1.21)

The associated average-field-Hartree ground state energy, given by

E^{afH}_N ν_{,β,g} := inf { E^{afH}_N ν_{,β,g}[u] : u ∈ H^1(R^2 ), ∫ R^2

|u|^2= 1 } (1.22)

is thus an upper bound to the many-body ground state energy. The average-field-Hartree theory plays an interpolation role between the many-body and one-body average-field-Pauli theory. In fact, the Hartree functional (1.21) is related to the average-field-Pauli functional (1.1) since the potential W_N ν converges to the delta function δ_0 in the mean-field limit regime N → ∞.

It is worth noting that the Hamiltonian (1.17) is too singular when acting on the product state (1.20). To circumvent this issue, a regularization of the magnetic vector potential (1.2) was used in [22,45]. It was given by (see [22,45])

A_R[ϱ] := ∇^⊥w_R ∗ ϱ with w_R := w_0 ∗

1(B(0, R)) π^2R^2

. (1.23)

We then introduce the regularizations E^{afP}_{R,β,g}, E^{afH}_N ν_{,R,β,g} and E^{afP}_{R,β,g}, E^{afH}_N ν_{,R,β,g} of the original energy functionals E^{afP}_{β,g} , E^{afH}_N ν_{,β,g} and energies E^{afP}_{β,g} , E^{afH}_N ν_{,β,g}, where we replaced A (defined by (1.2)) in (1.1), (1.21) and (1.4), (1.22) respectively by A_R (defined by (1.23)). Furthermore, for the manybody problem, we consider the regularized Hamiltonian H^{af}_N ν_{,R,β,g} with the associated reguralized quantum energy E^{afQM}_N ν_{,R,β,g}, where w_0 (defined by (1.2)) in (1.17) was replaced by w_R (defined by (1.23)).

In the literature, the derivation of the average-field-Pauli theory (1.1) as the limit of quantum mechanics was done for non-interacting anyon gases (β ≠ 0 and g = 0) in [45] (see also [22]) and for interacting Bose gases (β = 0 and g ≠ 0) in [33] (see also [35,47,48,54]. It is worth noting that, for Bose gases, the semi-classical approximation theory is usually called nonlinear Schrödinger (NLS) or Gross–Pitaevskii (GP). For interacting anyon gases, a weak result, in the high density regime, can be obtained by combining those well-known results. However, the most challenging problem is to obtain BECs in the dilute regime where ν >^1_2 . It seems that the arguments using the second moment estimate in [35,47,48] cannot be used since the Hamiltonian (1.17) invoked three-body interactions. Such an argument is only available in the low one-dimensional setting (see [50] for a discussion).

In order to verify the validity of the effective average-field-Pauli theory (1.1) from the manybody quantum mechanic, it is necessary to introduce the k-particles reduced density matrices. It is defined, for any many-body wave function Ψ_N ∈ L^2(R^{2N} ), by the partial trace

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

Equivalently, γ^{(k)}_{ΨN} is the trace class operator on L^2(R^{2k} ) 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.

The Bose–Einstein condensation (1.20) is then characterized properly by

lim_{N→∞} Tr | |γ^{(k)}_{ΨN} − |u^{⊗k}⟩⟨u^{⊗k}| | | = 0, ∀k ∈ N. For (non-)interacting anyon gases, one of the main features of the reduced density matrices is to rewrite the quantum energy, i.e., the expectation of the Hamiltonian (1.17) in terms of threeparticles reduced density matrices (see [33,45]). We are now in the position to formulate our last main result. We have the following.

Theorem 3 (Condensation and collapse of many-body ground states). We consider N extended interacting anyons E^{afQM}_N ν_{,R,β,g} of radius R = R_N ∼ N^{−η} in an external potential V (x) = |x|^s with s > 0. We assume that the two-body interaction function W_N ν satisfy (1.18) and assume the relation ν < s 6s + 6 and 0 < η < s 4s + 4

. (1.24)

(i) Let β, g > 0 be fixed with g < g_∗(β). Assume further that ν < η if g ≥ g_∗(0). Then, in the limit N → ∞, we have the convergence of the ground state energy

lim_{N→∞} E^{afQM}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g} = E^{afP}_{β,g} ≥ 0. (1.25)

Moreover, if {Ψ_N }_N is a sequence of ground states of E^{afQM}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}, then there exists a Borel probability measure μ supported on the set M^{afP} of minimizers of E^{afP}_{β,g} , i.e.,

M^{afP} := { u ∈ L^2(R^2 ) : E^{afP}_{β,g} [u] = E^{afP}_{β,g} , ∫ R^2

|u|^2= 1 }

such that, modulo restricting to a subsequence, we have

lim_{N→∞} Tr | |γ^{(k)}_{ΨN} − ∫ M^{afP} |u^{⊗k}⟩⟨u^{⊗k}|dμ(u) | | = 0, ∀k ∈ N. (1.26)

(ii) Let Q_0, Q_s, A_0, {β_N }_N with β_N ↘ 0, {g_N }_N with g_N → g_∗(0), and {ℓ_N }_N be as in Theorem 2. Assume that xW ∈ L^1(R^2 ) and ℓ_N ∼ N^{−σ} with

0 < σ < min { ν s + 3 , 2η s + 4 , s − ν(6s + 6) s(5s + 4) , s − η(4s + 4) s(5s + 4) } . (1.27)

Assume further that ν < η in the critical case and additionally σ <^{2(η−ν)}_{s+2} in the supercritical case. Then we have the asymptotic formula of the ground state energy E^{afQM}_{N,RN ,βN ,gN} = E^{afP}_{βN ,gN} (1 + o(1)_{N→∞}) = s + 2 s Q_sℓ^s_N (1 + o(1)_{N→∞}) . (1.28)

Moreover, if {Ψ_N }_N is a sequence of ground states of E^{afQM}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} and if in addition

0 < σ < min { s − ν(6s + 6) 5s^2 + 12s + 8 , s − η(4s + 4) 5s^2 + 12s + 8 }

then for the whole sequence Φ_N = ℓ^{2N}_N Ψ_N (ℓ_N ·), we have

lim_{N→∞} Tr | |γ^{(k)}_{ΦN} − |Q^{⊗k}_0 ⟩⟨Q^{⊗k}_0 | | | = 0, ∀k ∈ N. (1.29) Remark 3. If M^{afP} = {u_0}, up to a phase, then for the whole sequence,

lim_{N→∞} Tr | |γ^{(k)}_{ΨN} − |u^{⊗k}_0 ⟩⟨u^{⊗k}_0 | | | = 0, ∀k ∈ N. In this article, the method of proof of Theorem 3 is the (quantitative) quantum de Finetti theorem as used in [33,45]. Such a method was also used in the study of 2D Bose gases with nonmangetic field [35] (see also [47] for an improvement) in the dilute regime. However, arguments in the mentioned articles cannot be used for the problem of three-body interactions in highdimensional systems such as anyon gases (see [50] for discussions in the low one-dimensional case). Fortunately, one can still use some arguments in [33,45] to obtain a weak result in the high density regime.

Organization of the paper. In Section 2, we prove the existence of average-field-Pauli minimizers and establish its behavior in the collapse regime and in the weak-field regime at the same time. In Section 3, we first study the collapse phenomenon in the interpolate average-field- Hartree theory. This plays a crucial role in the study of many-body theory in the super-critical regime. Finally, in Appendix A, we make a relation between the magnetic and non-magnetic Gagliardo–Nirenberg optimal constant and optimizer(s) in the weak-field limit. This gives a hope to expect the uniqueness of magnetic Gagliardo–Nirenberg optimizers for small enough self-generated magnetic field.

Acknowledgments. The author is supported by the Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation.

2. Average-field-Pauli minimizers

2.1. Existence of average-field-Pauli minimizers. In this subsection, we prove the existence of average-field-Pauli minimizers as shown in Theorem 1. We rewrite the energy functional (1.1) as follows

E^{afP}_{β,g} [u] = ∫ R^2 [ |∇u|^2+2βA[|u|^2] · J[u] + β^2A[|u|^2]^2|u|^2+V |u|^2− g 2 |u|^4 ] (2.1) where we defined the current of u by

J[u] := i 2 (u∇u − u∇u) = ℑ(u∇u). (2.2) We now collect some preliminary estimates that are needed to set up the variational calculus for (2.1). We note that, for u ∈ H^1(R^2 ), by Sobolev embedding, u ∈ L^p(R^2 ) for any 2 ≤ p < ∞. Furthermore, A[|u|^2]u ∈ L^2(R^2 ) (see [15,45]) with ‖A[|u|^2]u‖_L2 ≤ C‖u‖^2_L2 ‖∇|u|‖_L2 , ∀u ∈ H^1(R^2 ). (2.3) Note that (2.3) still holds true if the magnetic field A (defined by (1.2)) is replaced by its regularization A_R (defined by (1.23)). Moreover, we have the following 2D Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality g_∗(0) 2 ∫ R^2 |u|^4≤ ∫ R^2 |∇|u||^2 ∫ R^2 |u|^2≤ ∫ R^2 |∇u|^2 ∫ R^2

|u|^2, ∀u ∈ H^1(R^2 ) (2.4)

and the diamagnetic inequality (see e.g., [37, Theorem 7.21]) ∫ R^2 |∇|u||^2≤ min {∫ R^2 |∇u|^2, ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|u|^2])u |_2} , ∀β ∈ R. (2.5) Note that (2.4) is a consequence of the Sobolev embedding and is the special case of (1.7) where β = 0. Furthermore, (2.5) still holds true for a general magnetic field A including (1.2) and (1.23).

We have all tools to derive the existence of minimizers of (1.4).

Proposition 1. Let 0 ≤ V ∈ L^∞_{loc}(R^2 ) and V (x) → +∞ as |x|→ +∞. Then, for every β ≥ 0 and 0 < g < g_∗(β), there exists u ∈ H^1(R^2 ) with ∫ R^2 |u| 2= 1 such that E^{afP}_{β,g} [u] = E^{afP}_{β,g} .

Proof. The existence of a minimizer follows from the standard method in the calculus of variation. While the case β > 0 and g = 0 was done in [45], the case β = 0 and 0 < g < g_∗(0) was proved in [26]. When β > 0 and 0 < g < g_∗(β), it is enough to verify the uniform boundedness in H^1 ∩ L^2_V (R^2 ) (where we recall the definition of the space L^2_V in (1.5)) of the minimizing sequence {u_n} given by

lim_{n→∞} E^{afP}_{β,g} [u_n] = E^{afP}_{β,g} with ∫ R^2

|u_n|^2= 1.

We use (2.4) and (2.5) to obtain

E^{afP}_{β,g} [u_n] ≥ Ą 1 − g g_∗(β) Ń E^{afP}_{β,0} [u_n] + ∫ R^2 V |u|^2. The above together with (2.3) and (2.5) yields that {u_n} is uniformly bounded in H^1 ∩ L^2_V (R^2 ). In fact, the case where g = g_∗(0) was included since g_∗(β) > g_∗(0) for every β > 0 (see [4]). However, the proof of it in [4] is not a direct proof. In the following, we give an alternative proof for this critical case where g = g_∗(0).

Using (2.4) and (2.5), we have that {u_n} is uniformly bounded in L^2_V (R^2 ). It remains to prove that ε^{−2}_n := ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|u_n|^2])u_n |_2 is bounded uniformly. We assume on the contrary that there exists a subsequence of {u_n} (still denoted by {u_n}) such that ε_n → 0. Denote ~u_n = ε_nu_n(ε_n·). Then we have ∫ R^2

|~u_n|^2= 1 = ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|~u_n|^2])~u_n |_2 (2.6)

and, by dropping the nonnegative trapping potential,

E^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)}[u_n] ≥ ε^{−2}_n ∫ R^2 Ţ| |(−i∇ + βA[|~u_n|^2])~u_n|^2 − g^∗(0) 2 |~u_n|^4 Ÿ . Multiplying both side by ε^2_n, dropping the nonnegative trapping term and using (2.5) we have lim_{n→∞} ∫ R^2 Ţ| |(−i∇ + βA[|~u_n|^2])~u_n|^2 − g^∗(0) 2 |~u_n|^4 Ÿ = 0. (2.7)

Using (2.3), (2.5), we deduce from (2.6) that {~u_n} is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ). Up to translation and extracting a subsequence, we have ~u_n → Üu_0 weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and almost everywhere in R^2 . We prove that this is actually the strong convergence in H^1(R^2 ). We first note that Üu_0 ≢ 0. Otherwise, we must have that u_n → 0 strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for all 2 < p < ∞ (see [42]). This yields a contradiction, by (2.7) and (2.6). Next, we eliminate the case where 0 < ‖Üu_0‖^2_{L2} < 1. We assume on the contrary that this is the case. It is worth noting that {|~u_n|} is also bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ), by the diamagnetic inequality (2.5). Then |~u_n|→ |Üu_0| weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and almost everywhere in R^2 . We deduce from (2.7) and (2.5) and Brezis–Lieb lemma [8] that 0 ≥ ∫ R^2 Ţ |∇|~u_n||^2 − g_∗(0) 2 |~u_n|^4 Ÿ

= ∫ R^2 Ţ |∇|Üu_0||^2 − g_∗(0) 2 |Üu_0|^4 Ÿ + lim_{n→∞} ∫ R^2 Ţ |∇(|~u_n|−|Üu_0|)||^2 − g_∗(0) 2 ||~u_n|−|Üu_0||^4 Ÿ

= I_1 + I_2. (2.8)

On one hand, it follows from (2.4) and (2.5) that

I_1 ≥ Ć 1 ∫ R^2 |Üu0| 2 − 1 Ň g_∗(0) 2 ∫ R^2

|Üu_0|^4> 0, (2.9)

On the other hand, by again (2.4) and (2.5),

I_2 ≥ lim_{n→∞} Ć 1 ∫ R^2 |~un − Üu0| 2 − 1 Ň g_∗(0) 2 ∫ R^2

|~u_n − Üu_0|^4≥ 0. (2.10)

Combining (2.8), (2.9) and (2.10) we obtain a contraction. Therefore, we must have that ‖Üu_0‖^2_L2 = 1. This yields that, by Brezis–Lieb lemma [8], up to translation and extracting a subsequence, ~u_n → Üu_0 strongly in L^2(R^2 ). In fact, this strong convergence holds in L^p(R^2 ) for any 2 ≤ p < ∞, by interpolation. We then deduce from (2.7) that

g_∗(0) 2 ∫ R^2

|Üu_0|^4= g_∗(0) 2 lim_{n→∞} ∫ R^2

|~u_n|^4 = lim_{n→∞} ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|~u_n|^2])~u_n |_2

≥ ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|Üu_0|^2])Üu_0 |_2 . (2.11)

Here we have used Fatou’s lemma (see e.g., [45, Proposition 3.8]) in the last inequality. Then (2.4) yields that we must have equality in the above. This, however, is not possible. Indeed, assume on the contrary that the equality in the above holds true. Then, by (2.4) and (2.5), |Üu_0|= Q_0 where Q_0 is the normalized unique solution (up to translation and dilation) of the equation (1.8). On the other hand, we can write Üu_0 = |Üu_0|e^{iφ} where φ is a real-valued function. Then we have | (−i∇ + βA[|Üu_0|^2])Üu_0 |_2 = | −i∇|Üu_0|+|Üu_0|(∇φ + βA[Üu_0|^2]) |_2 = |∇|Üu_0||^2 + |Üu_0|^2 | ∇φ + βA[|Üu_0|^2] |_2 = |∇Q_0|^2 + Q^2_0 | ∇φ + βA[Q^2_0] |_2 Therefore, we deduce from the equality in (2.11) that we must have ∫ R^2

Q^2_0 | ∇φ + βA[Q^2_0] |_2 = 0,

which yields that ∇φ + βA[Q^2_0] = 0

almost everywhere in R^2 . By taking skew gradient both side in the above and using (1.3), we obtain that 2πβQ^2_0 = 0.

This is impossible whence β > 0. Therefore, the equality in (2.11) cannot occur and we must have that {u_n} is uniformly bounded in H^1(R^2 ). At this stage, the proof of existence of averagefield-Pauli minimizers in the critical case where g = g_∗(0) follows from the compactness of {u_n} in H^1 ∩ L^2_V (R^2 ). □

Remark 4. By using (2.5) with A replaced by A_R, one can still prove the existence of minimizers for the regularized minimization problem. In other words, for every β, R > 0 and g < g_∗(0), there exists u ∈ H^1(R^2 ) with ∫ R^2 |u| 2= 1 such that E^{afP}_{R,β,g}[u] = E^{afP}_{R,β,g}. It leaves an open question whether there still exists a (regularized) minimizer in the region g_∗(0) ≤ g < g_∗(β). The (regularized) magnetic Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality (1.7), where A replaced by A_R, might not be validated anymore.

2.2. Collapse of average-field-Pauli minimizers in the weak field regime. In this section, we establish the collapse phenomenon in the average-field-Pauli theory. We prove the asymptotic formula of the average-field-Pauli energy and it minimizers as shown in Theorem 2. We recall that, for simplicity, we take in particular V (x) = |x|^s for s > 0.

2.2.1. The sub-critical case. In this subsection, we establish the behavior of E^{afP}_{β,g} given by (1.1) as well as its minimizers when β ↘ 0 slower than g = g_β ↗ g_∗(0). Essentially, this is similar to the case where β = 0 which was done in [26]. For reader’s convenience, we give a detail proof in the following.

By the variational principle, we have

E^{afP}_{β,gβ} ≤ E^{afP}_{β,gβ} [ℓ^{−1}Q_0(ℓ^{−1}·)] = ℓ^{−2} Ą 1 − g_β g_∗(0) Ń + ℓ^s 2 s Q_s + ℓ^{−2}β^2A_0 (2.12) for any ℓ > 0. Since β^2 ≪ g_∗(0) − g_β, the last term on the right hand side of (2.12) is of small order to the leading order term (the first term on the right hand side of (2.12)). By optimizing over all ℓ > 0 the first two terms on the right hand side of (2.12), we obtain the energy upper bound in (1.12). We prove the energy lower bound by justifying the convergence of minimizers in (1.11).

Let’s denote w_β = ℓ_βu_β(ℓ_β·) where ℓ_β is given by (1.13). Then ‖w_β‖_L2 = ‖u_β‖_L2 = 1 and

E^{afP}_{β,gβ} [u_β] = ℓ^{−2}_β ∫ R^2 Ť| |(−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β|^2 − g_β|w_β|^4 Ů + ℓ^s_β ∫ R^2

V |w_β|^2 (2.13) ≥ ℓ^{−2}_β Ą 1 − g_β g_∗(0) Ń ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β |_2 + ℓ^s_β ∫ R^2

V |w_β|^2 (2.14)

where we have used (2.4) and (2.5). It follows from (2.14) and the energy upper bound in (1.12) that s + 2 s (1 + o(1)_{β→0}) ≥ ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β |_2 + Q^{−1}_s ∫ R^2

V |w_β|^2. (2.15)

We deduce from (2.15), (2.3) and (2.5) that {w_β} is uniformly bounded in H^1 ∩ L^2_V (R^2 ). After extracting a subsequence, we have w_β → w_0 almost everywhere in R^2 , weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for any 2 ≤ p < ∞. Furthermore,

‖∇w_0‖_L2 = sup_{‖v‖}

L2 =1 |⟨∇w_0, v⟩| = sup_{‖v‖} L2 =1

lim_{β→0} |⟨ (−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β, v ⟩|

≤ lim inf_{β→0} ‖ ‖(−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β ‖ ‖_{L2} (2.16)

Multiplying both side of (2.13) by ℓ^2_β, dropping the nonnegative external term, using again the energy upper bound in (1.12) and taking the limit β → 0, we have

0 ≥ lim_{β→0} ∫ R^2 Ť| |(−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β|^2 − g_β|w_β|^4 Ů ≥ ∫ R^2 Ť |∇v_0|^2 − g_∗(0)|v_0|^4 Ů ≥ 0. Here we have used (2.16) in the next-to-last inequality and (2.5) in the last inequality. Therefore, we must have equality in the above and it yields that v_0 is an optimizer of (2.5). Hence

w_0(x) = t_0Q_0(t_0x + x_0)

for some t_0 > 0, x_0 ∈ R^2 and Q_0 being the (unique) real-valued solution of (1.8). We prove that v_0 ≡ Q_0 by verifying that t_0 = 1 and x_0 ≡ 0. Indeed, taking the limit β → 0 in (2.15) and using (2.16), we get

s + 2 s ≥ ∫ R^2

|∇w_0|^2+Q^{−1}_s ∫ R^2 |x|^s|w_0|^2 = t^2_0 ∫ R^2

|∇Q_0|^2+t^{−s}_0 Q^{−1}_s ∫ R^2

|x|^s|Q_0(x − x_0)|^2

≥ t^2_0 + 2 s t^{−s}_0 . (2.17)

Here we have used the rearrangement inequality as Q_0 is symmetric decreasing and |x|^s is strictly symmetric increasing. It is elementary to check that

inf_{r>0} Ą r^2 + 2 s r^{−s} Ń = s + 2 s and the equality is attained at r_0 = 1. Therefore, we must have equality in (2.17) and it yields that t_0 = r_0 = 1 and x_0 = 0. This conclude the energy lower bound in (1.12) as well as the convergence of blow-up sequence in (1.11).

2.2.2. The critical case. We now establish the behavior of E^{afP}_{β,g} given by (1.1) as well as its minimizers at the critical value g = g_∗(0). In which case, the existence of minimizers can be obtained easily since the critical interaction strength g_∗(β) is strictly larger than g_∗(0). However, the analysis on the collapse of minimizers seems complicated due to the lack of its compactness in the collapse regime. The strategy of proof follows from [18].

By the variational principle, we have

E^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)} ≤ E^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)}[ℓ^{−1}Q_0(ℓ^{−1}·)] = ℓ^s 2 s Q_s + ℓ^{−2}β^2A_0 (2.18)

for any ℓ > 0. By optimizing (2.18) over all ℓ > 0, we obtain the energy upper bound in (1.12). We prove the energy lower bound by justifying the convergence of minimizers in (1.11). The proof is divided into several steps as in [18] with a few simplified arguments and is processed as follows.

Step 1 (Blow-up property). The sequence {u_β}_β blows up in H^1(R^2 ) in the sense that

lim_{β→0}‖∇u_β‖_L2 = +∞. (2.19)

Indeed, assume for contradiction that {u_β}_β is a bounded sequence in H^1(R^2 ). Using (2.4) and (2.5), we have that {u_β}_β is also uniformly bounded in L^2_V . Therefore, up to extraction a subsequence, u_β → u_0 strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for any 2 ≤ p < ∞. It then follows from the upper bound in (1.12) that

0 ≥ lim_{β→0} E^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)}[u_β] ≥ E^{afP}_{0,g∗(0)}[u_0] ≥ E^{afP}_{0,g∗(0)} = 0.

This yields that u_0 is a minimizer for E^{afP}_{0,g∗(0)} = 0 which, however, is impossible. Therefore, we must have (2.19).

Step 2 (Convergence of the blow-up sequence). In this step, we show that there exists a sequence {x_β}_β ⊂ R^2 such that

lim_{β→0} ε_βu_β(ε_β · +x_β) = Q_0

strongly in H^1(R^2 ) where, by (2.19),

ε_β := ‖∇u_β‖^{−1}_{L2}^{β→0}−−→ 0. (2.20)

Let’s denote w_β(x) := ε_βu_β(ε_βx). Then we have

‖w_β‖_L2 = 1 = ‖∇w_β‖_L2 . (2.21)

We rewrite the average-field-Pauli energy as follows

E^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)} = ε^{−2}_β ∫ R^2 Ť| |(−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β|^2 − g_∗(0)|w_β|^4 Ů + ε^s_β ∫ R^2

V |w_β|^2. (2.22)

Multiplying both side of (2.22) by ε^2_β, dropping the nonnegative trapping term and using the energy upper bound in (1.12), we get

lim_{β→0} ∫ R^2 Ť| |(−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β|^2 − g_∗(0)|w_β|^4 Ů = 0. (2.23)

Since, by (2.3),

(1 − Cβ)^2 ∫ R^2 |∇w_β|^2≤ ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β |_2 ≤ (1 + Cβ)^2 ∫ R^2 |∇w_β|^2, we deduce from (2.23) that

lim_{β→0} ∫ R^2 Ť |∇w_β|^2 − g_∗(0)|w_β|^4 Ů = 0. (2.24)

Looking back at (2.21), since {w_β}_β is a bounded sequence in H^1(R^2 ), we have, up to translation and extracting a subsequence, w_β → w_0 weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and almost everywhere in R^2 . We show that this is actually strong convergence in H^1(R^2 ).

We first note that w_0 ≢ 0. Otherwise, we must have that w_β → 0 strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for all 2 < p < ∞ (see [42]). This yields a contradiction, by (2.24) and (2.21). On the other hand, if 0 < ‖w_0‖^2_{L2} < 1 then it follows from (2.24) and Brezis–Lieb lemma [8] that 0 = ∫ R^2 Ţ |∇w_0|^2− g_∗(0) 2 |w_0|^4 Ÿ + ∫ R^2 Ţ |∇(w_β − w_0)|^2− g_∗(0) 2 |w_β − w_0|^4 Ÿ = Ĩ_1 + Ĩ_2. (2.25)

By (2.4), we have Ĩ_1 ≥ Ć 1 ∫ R^2 |w0| 2 − 1 Ň g_∗(0) 2 ∫ R^2

|w_0|^4> 0. (2.26)

Furthermore, Ĩ_2 ≥ lim_{β→0} ∫ R^2 Ć 1 ∫ R^2 |wβ − w0| 2 − 1 Ň g_∗(0) 2 ∫ R^2

|w_β − w_0|^4≥ 0. (2.27)

Combining (2.25), (2.26) and (2.27) we obtain a contraction. Therefore, we must have ‖w_0‖^2_{L2} = 1. This yields that, by Brezis–Lieb lemma [8], up to translation and extracting a subsequence, w_β → w_0 strongly in L^2(R^2 ). In fact, this strong convergence holds in L^p(R^2 ) for any 2 ≤ p < ∞, by interpolation. We then deduce from Fatou’s lemma and (2.24) that

g_∗(0) 2 ∫ R^2

|w_0|^4= lim_{β→0} g_∗(0) 2 ∫ R^2

|w_β|^4= lim_{β→0} ∫ R^2 |∇w_β|^2 ≥ ∫ R^2

|∇w_0|^2 .

The above yields that we must have w_β → w_0 strongly in H^1(R^2 ), by (2.4). Moreover, w_0 is an optimizer of the standard Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality (2.4). By the uniqueness (up to translations and dilations) of optimizers for (2.4), there exist λ > 0 and x_0 ∈ R^2 such that w_0(x) = λQ_0(λ(x + x_0)). Since ‖∇w_0‖^2_{L2} = 1, we must have λ = 1. Again, by the uniqueness of Q_0, we conclude that passing to a subsequence is unnecessary.

Step 3. Smallness of the imaginary part. We write

w_β(x) = q_β(x) + ir_β(x) with q_β and r_β the real and imaginary parts of w_β, respectively. Then q_β → Q_0 and r_β → 0 strongly in H^1(R^2 ) since w_β → Q_0 strongly in H^1(R^2 ). Furthermore, we choose the phase of w_β such that w_β is the closest to its limit

‖w_β − Q_0‖_{L2} = min_{θ∈[0,2π)} ‖ e^{iθ}v_θ − Q_0 ‖ L^2 .

This gives the following orthogonality condition ∫ R^2

Q_0r_β = 0. (2.28)

We observe that, by using the integration by part and the fact that ∇ · ∇^⊥ = 0, ∫ R^2

A[|w_β|^2] · J[w_β] = ∫ R^2

A[|w_β|^2] (q_β∇r_β − r_β∇q_β ) = 2 ∫ R^2

A[|w_β|^2]q_β ∇r_β

= −2 ∫ R^2 A[|w_β|^2]r_β∇q_β. This yields that | | ∫ R^2

A[|w_β|^2] · J[w_β] | | ≤ 2‖A[|w_β|^2]q_β‖_{L2} ‖∇r_β‖_{L2} ≤ C‖∇r_β‖_{L2} . Here we have used the fact that A[|w_β|^2]q_β is bounded uniformly in L^2(R^2 ) since w_β → Q_0 strongly in H^1(R^2 ). We deduce from the above that

ε^2_βE^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)} ≥ ∫ R^2 |∇q_β|^2+|∇r_β|^2− g_∗(0) 2 (q^4_β + r^4_β + 2q^2_βr^2_β) − Cβ‖∇r_β‖_L2 .

One one hand, we have

g_∗(0) 2 ∫ R^2

(r^4_β + 2q^2_βr^2_β) ≤ g_∗(0) ∫ R^2

|w_β|^2r^2_β = ∫ R^2

Q^2r^2_β + g_∗(0) ∫ (|w_β|^2−Q^2_0)r^2_β = ∫ R^2

Q^2r^2_β + o(1)‖r_β‖^2_H1 .

Here we have used Cauchy–Schwarz inequality to obtain that | | ∫ R^2

(|w_β|^2−Q^2_0)r^2_β | | ≤ ‖|w_β|^2−Q^2_0‖_{L2} ‖r_β‖^2_{L4} ≤ C‖|w_β|^2−Q^2_0‖_{L2} ‖r_β‖^2_{H1} ≤ ‖|w_β|+Q_0‖_L4 ‖|w_β|−Q_0‖_L4 ‖r_β‖^2_H1 as well as the strong convergence |w_β|→ Q_0 in H^1(R^2 ). On the other hand, by the standard Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality (2.4), the strong convergence q_β → Q_0 in H^1(R^2 ) and the fact that ‖∇Q_0‖^2_L2 = 1 as well as ‖q_β ‖^2_L2 +‖r_β‖^2_L2 = ‖w_β‖^2_L2 = 1, we have ∫ R^2 |∇q_β|^2− g_∗(0) 2 q^4_β ≥ ‖∇q_β‖^2_L2 (1 − ‖q_β‖^2_L2 ) = (1 + o(1)_{β→0})‖r_β‖^2_L2 .

Collecting all the above estimates, we get ε^2_βE^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)} ≥ ∫ R^2 [ |∇r_β|^2−Q^2r^2_β + r^2_β ] + o(1)‖r_β‖^2_H1 −Cβ‖∇r_β‖_L2 = ⟨r_β, Lr_β⟩ + ‖r_β‖^2_H1 o(1)_{β→0} − Cβ‖∇r_β‖_L2 , (2.29) where we denoted L := −Δ − Q^2 + 1.

We now use the non-degeneracy property of Q to deal with the term of L in the above. It is well-known (see [37, Theorem 11.8 and Corrollary 11.9]) that Q is the first eigenfunction of L and the corresponding eigenvalue λ_1 = 0 is non-degenerate. In particular, we have ⟨Lu, u⟩ ≥ λ_2‖u‖^2_L2 for all u orthogonal to Q, where λ_2 > 0 is the second eigenvalue of L. This together with the fact that ⟨Lu, u⟩ ≥ ‖u‖^2_H1 −‖Q‖^2_L∞ ‖u‖^2_L2 yield the estimate ⟨Lu, u⟩ ≥ C‖u‖^2_H1 (2.30) for some constant C > 0 and all u orthogonal to Q. It follows from (2.29), (2.30) and the orthogonality condition (2.28) that ε^2_βE^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)} ≥ C‖r_β‖^2_H1 −Cβ‖∇r_β‖_L2 . This implies that C‖r_β‖^2_H1 ≤ ε^2_βE^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)} + β^2. (2.31) On the other hand, from (2.4) and the energy upper bound in (1.12) we have Cβ^{2ss+2} ≥ E^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)} = E^{afP}_{β,g∗(0)}[u_β] ≥ ∫ R^2 V |u_β|^2= ε^s_β ∫ R^2 V |w_β|^2. We deduce from the above and the strong convergence w_β → Q_0 in H^1(R^2 ) that ε_β ≤ Cβ^{2s+2} . (2.32) Putting together (2.31), (2.32) and the energy upper bound in (1.12), we obtain ‖r_β‖_H1 ≤ Cβ. (2.33) Step 4. Identifying the blow-up limit. By the definition of A in (1.2) and of J in (2.2), we have the following decomposition ∫ R^2

A[|w_β|^2] · J[w_β] = ∫ R^2

A[|q_β|^2]q_β ∇r_β + ∫ R^2

A[|r_β|^2]q_β ∇r_β. (2.34) It is worth noting that w_0, Q_0 as well as w_0 ∗ Q_0 are radial symmetric. Using integration by part, we have ∫

R^2

A[Q_0|^2]Q_0∇r_β = − ∫ R^2

A[Q_0|^2]r_β ∇Q_0 = 0.

Therefore, one can estimate the first term on the right hand side of (2.34) as follow | | ∫ R^2 A[|q_β|^2]q_β∇r_β | | = | | ∫ R^2 ( A[|q_β|^2]q_β − A[Q^2_0]Q_0 ) ∇r_β | | ≤ ‖A[|q_β|^2]q_β − A[Q^2_0]Q_0‖_L2 ‖∇r_β‖_L2 = o(β)_{β→0} (2.35) where we have used (2.33) and the strong convergence q_β → Q_0 in H^1(R^2 ). For the second term on the right hand side of (2.34), we use again (2.33) and (2.3) to obtain that | | ∫ R^2 A[|r_β|^2]q_β∇r_β | | = | | ∫ R^2

A[|r_β|^2]r_β ∇q_β | | ≤ ‖A[|r_β|^2]r_β ‖_{L2} ‖∇q_β ‖_{L2} ≤ C‖r_β‖^2_L2 ‖∇r_β‖_L2 ‖∇q_β‖_L2 ≤ Cβ^3. (2.36) Combining (2.34), (2.35) and (2.36), we arrive at ∫ R^2

A[|w_β|^2] · J[w_β] = o(β)_{β→0}. (2.37)

We now denote κ_β = ε_β β^{2s+2} which is bounded uniformly from above, by (2.34). Furthermore, it follows from (2.22), (2.4) and the energy upper bound in (1.12) that s + 2 s β^{2ss+2} Q^{2s+2}s A^{ss+2}_0 ≥ ε^{−2}_β ∫ R^2 [ 2βA[|w_β|^2] · J[w_β] + β^2|A[|w_β|^2]|^2|w_β|^2 ] + ε^s_β ∫ R^2

V |w_β|^2. (2.38)

Multiplying both sides of (2.38) by ε^2_ββ^{−2}, dropping the nonnegative trapping term and using (2.37), we must have that κ_β is bounded away from zero in the limit β → 0. Hence lim_{β→0} κ_β = κ_0 > 0.

Next, we determine κ_0 by calculating the matching energy lower bound in (1.12). Multiplying both sides of (2.38) by β^{− 2ss+2} , using (2.37) and taking the limit β → 0, we get s + 2 s Q^{2s+2}s A^{ss+2}_0 ≥ κ^{−2}_0 ∫ R^2

A[|w_0|^2]|^2|w_0|^2+κ^s_0 ∫ R^2 |x|^s|w_0|^2 = κ^{−2}_0 A_0 + κ^s_0 ∫ R^2

|x − x_0|^2|Q_0|^2

≥ κ^{−2}_0 A_0 + κ^s_0 2 s Q_s. (2.39)

Here we have used the rearrangement inequality as Q_0 is symmetric decreasing and |x|^s is strictly symmetric increasing. It is elementary to check that

inf_{r>0} Ą r^{−2}A_0 + r^s 2 s Q_s Ń = s + 2 s Q^{2s+2}s A^{ss+2}_0

and the equality is attained at r_0 = Q^{− 1s+2}s A^{1s+2}_0 .

Therefore, we must have equality in (2.39) and it yields that κ_0 = r_0 and x_0 = 0. This conclude the energy lower bound in (1.12) as well as the convergence of blow-up sequence in (1.11).

2.2.3. The super-critical case. The proof of Theorem 2 in the super-critical regime borrows arguments in Subsections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. For reader’s convenience, we give some important steps. As usual, by the variational principle, we have

E^{afP}_{β,gβ} ≤ E^{afP}_{β,gβ} [ℓ^{−1}Q_0(ℓ^{−1}·)] = ℓ^{−2} Ą 1 − g_β g_∗(0)

+ β^2A_0 Ń + ℓ^s 2 s Q_s (2.40)

for any ℓ > 0. Under the assumption g_β = g_∗(0) + τ_0β^2 with 0 < τ_0 < τ_∗ ≤ g_∗(0)A_0, by optimizing over all ℓ > 0 of (2.40), we obtain the energy upper bound in (1.12). As usual, we prove the energy lower bound by justifying the convergence of minimizers in (1.11).

Let’s denote w_β = ℓ_βu_β(ℓ_β·) where ℓ_β is given by (1.15). Then ‖w_β‖_L2 = ‖u_β‖_L2 = 1 and, by (1.7),

E^{afP}_{β,gβ} [u_β] = ℓ^{−2}_β ∫ R^2 Ť| |(−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β|^2 − g_β|w_β|^4 Ů + ℓ^s_β ∫ R^2

V |w_β|^2 (2.41) ≥ ℓ^{−2}_β Ą 1 − g_β g_∗(β) Ń ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β |_2 + ℓ^s_β ∫ R^2

V |w_β|^2 (2.42)

It follows from (2.42), (1.16) and the energy upper bound in (1.12) that

s + 2 s (1 + o(1)_{β→0}) ≥ τ_∗ − τ_0 g_∗(β) Ą − τ_0 g_∗(0)

+ A_0

Ń_{−1} ∫

R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β |_2

+ Q^{−1}_s ∫ R^2

V |w_β|^2. (2.43)

We deduce from (2.43), (2.3) and (2.5) that {w_β} is uniformly bounded in H^1 ∩L^2_V (R^2 ). Similarly to the arguments in Subsection 2.2.1, we deduce that, after extracting a subsequence, w_β → w_0 weakly in H^1(R^2 ), almost everywhere in R^2 , and strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for any 2 ≤ p < ∞. Furthermore, w_0(x) = t_0Q_0(t_0x + x_0)

for some t_0 > 0, x_0 ∈ R^2 and Q_0 being the (unique) real-valued solution of (1.8). Finally, we again need to prove that w_0 ≡ Q_0, by verifying that t_0 = 1 and x_0 ≡ 0. This requires to show that the cross term (2.34) is of small order to the leading order term in the collapse regime. For this purpose, we rewrite the energy as follows ε^{−2}_β ∫ R^2 Ť| |(−i∇ + βA[|w_β|^2])w_β|^2 − g_∗(0)|w_β|^4 Ů + ε^s_β ∫ R^2 V |w_β|^2 = E^{afP}_{β,gβ} + g_β − g_∗(0) 2 ℓ^{−2}_β ∫ R^2 |w_β|^4 = (C + o(1)_{β→0}) E^{afP}_{β,gβ}

where we have used the strong convergence w_β → w_0 in L^p(R^2 ), for any 2 ≤ p < ∞. At this stage, the arguments are exactly the same as in Subsection 2.2.2 where we identified directly ε_β in (2.20) with ℓ_β in (1.14). We omit details for brevity.

3. Condensation and collapse in the many-body theory The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 3. It is worth noting that the (regularized) average-field-Hartree theory interpolates between the many-body and the average-field-Pauli theories. The strategy of the proof is to compare the (regularized) quantum energy E^{afQM}_N ν_{,R,β,g} in (1.19) and the (regularized) average-field-Hartree energy E^{afH}_N ν_{,R,β,g} in (1.22). Therefore, it is necessary to make a relation between the average-field-Hartree and the average-field-Pauli theories. This might not difficult in this sub-critical regime where 0 < g < g_∗(0) since the (regularized) magnetic potential can be neglected. However, this is non-trivial in the critical and super-critical.

3.1. Condensation and collapse in the average-field-Hartree theory. In order to study the collapse phenomenon in the average-field-Hartree theory, we need the following lemma which relies on the convergence (rate) of the two-body interactions and the (regularized) kinetic energy with magnetic field.

Lemma 1. Let β, R, ν > 0 and W be satisfying (1.18). Then for any u ∈ H^1(R^2 ), we have 0 ≤ ‖u‖^4_L4 − � R^4 W_N ν (x − y)|u(x)|^2|u(y)|^2dxdy ≤ ‖u‖^4_H1 o(1)_{N→∞}. (3.1) Assume in addition that xW ∈ L^1(R^2 ) then 0 ≤ ‖u‖^4_L4 − � R^4 W_N ν (x − y)|u(x)|^2|u(y)|^2dxdy ≤ CN^{−ν} ‖xW ‖_L1 ‖∇u‖^3_L2 . (3.2) Furthermore, the non-interacting functional E^{afP}_{R,β,0} converges pointwise to E^{afP}_{β,0} as R → 0 and we have | |E^{afP}_{R,β,0}[u] − E^{afP}_{β,0} [u]| ≤ CβR‖∇u‖^3_{L2} . (3.3) Proof. The proof of (3.1) and (3.2) can be found in [34,35]. On the other hand, (3.3) follows from [45, Proposition 3.9]. □

Theorem 4 (Condensation and collapse of the average-field-Hartree ground states). Let η, ν > 0, R = R_N ∼ N^{−η} and W be satisfying (1.18).

(i) Let β, g > 0 be fixed with g < g_∗(β). Assume that ν < η if g ≥ g_∗(0). Then we have

lim_{N→∞} E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g} = E^{afP}_{β,g} . (3.4)

Moreover, if {u_N }_N is a sequence of (approximate) ground states of E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}, i.e., E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}[u_N ] = E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}(1 + o(1)_{N→+∞}), then there exists a minimizer u_0 of E^{afP}_{β,g} such that, up to extracting a subsequence,

lim_{N→∞}‖u_N − u_0‖_H1 = 0. (3.5)

(ii) Let Q_0, Q_s, A_0, {β_N }_N with β_N ↘ 0, {g_N }_N with g_N → g_∗(0), and {ℓ_N }_N be as in Theorem 2. Assume that xW ∈ L^1(R^2 ) and ℓ_N ∼ N^{−σ} with

0 < σ < min { ν s + 3 , 2η s + 4 } . (3.6)

Assume further that ν < η in the critical case and additionally σ <^{2(η−ν)}_{s+2} in the supercritical case. Then we have

E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} = E^{afP}_{βN ,gN} (1 + o(1)_{N→∞}) = ℓ^s_N Ą s + 2 s Q_s + o(1)_{N→∞} Ń . (3.7)

Moreover, if {u_N }_N is a sequence of (approximate) ground states of E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} , i.e., E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} [u_N ] = E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} (1 + o(1)_{N→+∞}), then we have

lim_{N→∞}‖ℓ_N u_N (ℓ_N ·) − Q_0‖_H1 = 0. (3.8)

Proof. First, we prove the convergence of Hartree energy in (3.4) as well as of its ground states in (3.5). Let u_0 ∈ H^1(R^2 ) be a minimizer of E^{afP}_{β,g} . It follows immediately from the variational principle together with (3.1) and (3.3) that

lim_{N→∞} E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g} ≤ lim_{N→∞} E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}[u_0] ≤ E^{afP}_{β,g} [u_0] = E^{afP}_{β,g} [u_0] = E^{afP}_{β,g} .

This is the desired energy upper bound in (3.4).

We prove the matching lower bound (3.4) by verifying the convergence of ground states in (3.5). Let {u_N }_N be a sequence of (approximate) ground state of E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}. In the stable regime where 0 < g < g_∗(β), we claim that {u_N }_N is bounded uniformly in H^1 ∩ L^2_V (R^2 ). In fact, this is obvious in the case 0 < g < g_∗(0), by (2.4) and (2.5). We prove that this still holds true when g ≥ g_∗(0). We assume on the contrary that ‖(−i∇ + βA_{RN} [|u_N |^2])u_N ‖_L2 → ∞ as N → ∞. We define Ýu_N = ε_N u_N (ε_N ·) with

ε^{−2}_N := ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA_{RN} [|u_N |^2])u_N |_2 . (3.9)

Noticing that ∫

R^2

|Ýu_N |^2 = 1 = ∫ R^2 | |(−i∇ + βA_{RN ε}−1_N [|ÝuN |^2])ÝuN | |^2 . (3.10)

Using (2.3), (2.5) and (3.10) with A replaced by A_{RN ε}−1_N , we deduce that Ýu_N is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ). We then use the first inequality in (3.1) to obtain that E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}[u_N ] ≥ ε^{−2}_N ∫ R^2 Ţ| |(−i∇ + βA_{RN ε−1} N [|Ýu_N |^2])Ýu_N | |^2 − g 2 |Ýu_N |^4 Ÿ + ε^s_N ∫ R^2

V |Ýu_N |^2. (3.11)

Multiplying both side of (3.11) with ε^2_N → 0 as N → ∞, dropping the nonnegative external potential, using (3.10) and the energy upper bound in (3.4), we deduce that lim_{N→∞} ∫ R^2

|Ýu_N |^4 ≥ 2 g > 0. (3.12)

This, however, is impossible. Indeed, we first note that ε^{−1}_N ≤ CN^ν , by (1.18) and (3.9). This yields that, under the assumption ν < η, R_N ε^{−1}_N ≤ N^{−η+ν N→∞}−−−→ 0.

We then use (1.7), (3.3), (3.10) to deduce that lim_{N→∞} ∫ R^2

|Ýu_N |^4 ≤ 2 g_∗(β) lim_{N→∞} ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA[|Ýu_N |^2])Ýu_N |_2

≤ 2 g_∗(β) lim_{N→∞} ∫ R^2 | |(−i∇ + βA_{RN ε}−1_N [|ÝuN |^2])ÝuN | |^2 = 2 g_∗(β) < 2 g . Here we have used the fact that g < g_∗(β). The above contradicts (3.12). Therefore, we must have that ‖(−i∇ + βA_{RN} [|u_N |^2])u_N ‖_L2 is bounded uniformly. This in turn implies that {u_N }_N is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ) as well, by using again (3.10), (2.3) and (2.5) with A replaced by A_{RN} . Then we use again (3.3) and the first inequality in (3.1) to obtain that

o(1)_{N→∞} + E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}[u_N ] ≥ E^{afP}_{β,0} [u_N ] − g 2 ‖u_N ‖^4_L4 + ∫ R^2 V |u_N |^2. It then follows from (1.7) and the energy upper bound in (3.4) that {u_N }_N is bounded uniformly in L^2_V (R^2 ). Therefore, up to a subsequence, u_N → u_0 weakly in H^1(R^2 ), almost everywhere in R^2 , and strongly in L^r(R^2 ) for 2 ≤ r < ∞. In particular, we have ‖u_0‖_L2 = 1 and

lim_{N→∞} E^{afH}_N ν_{,R,β,g}[u_N ] ≥ E^{afP}_{β,g} [u_0] ≥ E^{afP}_N ν_{,β,g},

by (3.1), (3.3) and the weak lower semicontinuity (see [45, Proposition 3.7]). The above yields the desired energy lower bound in (3.4) as well as the convergence of ground states in (3.5).

Now we complete the proof of Theorem 4 by establishing the asymptotic behavior of the (regularized) average-field-Hartree energy and its ground states in the collapse regime. By the variational principle and the second inequality in (3.2), we have E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} ≤ E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} [ℓ^{−1}_N Q_0(ℓ^{−1}_N ·) ≤ E^{afP}_{βN ,gN} [ℓ^{−1}_N Q_0(ℓ^{−1}_N ·)] + CN^{−ν} ℓ^{−3}_N + Cβ_N R_N ℓ^{−3}_N = ℓ^s_N Ą s + 2 s Q_s + CN^{−ν} ℓ^{−s−3}_N + Cβ_N N^{−η}ℓ^{−s−3}_N + o(1)_{N→∞} Ń . (3.13)

Since ℓ_N ∼ N^{−σ} with σ > 0, the error term N^{−ν} ℓ^{−s−3}_N is negligible when σ <^ν_{s+3} . Furthermore, the error term β_N N^{−η}ℓ^{−s−3}_N is also negligible when σ <^{2η}_{s+4} in the all three cases of Theorem 2. This gives the energy upper bound in (3.7).

We establish the matching energy lower bound in (3.7) by verifying the convergence of the blowup sequence in (3.8). Let u_N be a sequence of (approximate) ground state of E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} and w_N := ℓ_N u_N (ℓ_N ·). Then, ‖w_N ‖_L2 = ‖u_N ‖_L2 = 1 and E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} [u_N ] = ℓ^{−2}_N Ţ∫ R^2 | |(−i∇ + βN A_{RN ℓ}−1_N [|wN |^2])wN | |^2 − g_N 2 � R^4

W_N ν_{ℓN} |w_N (x)|^2|w_N (y)|^2dxdy Ÿ + ℓ^s_N ∫ R^2

V |w_N |^2. (3.14)

First, in the sub-critical regime where g_N ↗ g_∗(0) faster than β^2_N → 0, the magnetic potential A_{RN ℓ}−1_N [|w_N |^2] in (3.14) have no contribution to the leading order term in the collapse regime. By using (2.4), (2.5), (3.1), (3.14), the proof of (3.8) is exactly the same as (1.11) in Subsection 2.2.1.

Next, in the critical regime where g_N ≡ g_∗(0), by using again (2.3), (2.4), (2.5), (3.1), (3.14) with A replaced by A_{RN} and A_{RN ℓ}−1_N , the proof of (3.8) is similar to (1.11) in Subsection 2.2.2. The only thing we need to verify is the convergence (2.39) where A replaced by A_{RN ℓ}−1_N , i.e., lim_{N→∞} ∫ R^2

A_{RN ℓ}−1_N [|w_N |^2]|^2|w_N |^2= ∫ R^2

A[|w_0|^2]|^2|w_0|^2.

This holds true, by (3.3), under the assumption (3.6) since R_N ℓ^{−1}_N ∼ N^{−η+σ} → 0 as N → ∞.

Finally, in the super-critical regime where g_N ↘ g_∗(0), the compactness of the blowup sequence {w_N }_N is not obtained directly by (1.7). We recover this property under further assumption σ <^{2(η−ν)}_{s+2} in addition to the assumption ν < η as seen in the proof of (3.5). We assume on the contrary that ‖(−i∇ + β_N A_{RN ℓ}−1_N [|w_N |^2])w_N ‖_L2 → ∞ as N → ∞. We define Ýw_N = ε_N w_N (ε_N ·) with

ε^{−2}_N := ∫ R^2 | |(−i∇ + βA_{RN ℓ}−1_N [|wN |^2])wN | |^2 . (3.15)

Noticing that ∫

R^2

|Ýw_N |^2 = 1 = ∫ R^2 | |(−i∇ + βA_{RN ℓ}−1_{N ε}−1_N [|ÝwN |^2])ÝwN | |^2 . (3.16)

Using (2.3), (2.5) and (3.10) with A replaced by A_{RN ε}−1_{N ε}−1_N , we deduce that Ýw_N is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ). By using (3.14), (3.3), (3.1), (1.7) and dropping the nonnegative trapping potential, we obtain that E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} ≥ ℓ^{−2}_N Ţ∫ R^2 | |(−i∇ + βN A_{RN ℓ}−1_{N ε}−1_N [|ÝwN |^2])ÝwN | |^2 − g_N 2 ∫ R^2

|Ýw_N |^4 Ÿ + ℓ^s_N ∫ R^2 V |w_N |^2 ≥ ℓ^{−2}_N ε^{−2}_N Ţ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + β_N A[|Ýw_N |^2])Ýw_N |_2 − g_N 2 ∫ R^2

|Ýw_N |^4−Cβ_N R_N ℓ^{−1}_N ε^{−1}_N Ÿ

≥ ℓ^{−2}_N ε^{−2}_N ŢĄ 1 − g_N g_∗(β_N ) Ń ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + β_N A[|Ýw_N |^2])Ýw_N |_2 − Cβ_N R_N ℓ^{−1}_N ε^{−1}_N Ÿ

≥ ℓ^{−2}_N ε^{−2}_N ŢĄ 1 − g_N g_∗(β) Ń ∫ R^2 | |(−i∇ + βN A_{RN ℓ}−1_{N ε}−1_N [|ÝwN |^2])ÝwN | |^2 −C Ą 1 − g_N g_∗(β) Ń β_N R_N ℓ^{−1}_N ε^{−1}_N − Cβ_N R_N ℓ^{−1}_N ε^{−1}_N Ÿ . Recalling (3.16), the definition of the blowup length ℓ_N in (1.15), we deduce from the above that E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} ≥ ε^{−2}_N ℓ^s_N [ Γ − Cβ_N R_N ℓ^{−s−3}_N ε^{−1}_N ] . (3.17)

Here Γ > 0 is a universal positive constant which can be determined by (1.15). It is worth noting that, by (1.18) and (3.15),

ℓ^{−2}_N ε^{−2}_N = ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + βA_{RN} [|u_N |^2])u_N |_2 ≤ CN^{2ν} . This implies that, under the assumption ν < η and σ <^{2(η−ν)}_{s+2} , β_N R_N ℓ^{−s−3}_N ε^{−1}_N ≤ CN^{σ s+22 −η+ν N→∞}−−−→ 0.

Here we recalled again the definition of the blowup length ℓ_N in (1.15). Multiplying both side of (3.17) by ε^2_N ℓ^{−s}_N , using the energy upper bound in (3.7), and taking the limit N → ∞ with notice that ε_N → 0, we obtain a contradiction. Therefore, we must have that ‖(−i∇ + β_N A_{RN ℓ}−1_N [|w_N |^2])w_N ‖_L2 is bounded uniformly. This in turn implies that w_N is also bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ), by using (2.3) and (2.5) with A replaced by A_{RN ℓ}−1_N . We then use again (3.14), (3.3), (3.1), (1.7) and obtain that E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} ≥ ℓ^{−2}_N Ţ∫ R^2 | (−i∇ + β_N A[|w_N |^2])w_N |_2 − g_N 2 ∫ R^2 |w_N |^4−Cβ_N R_N ℓ^{−1}_N Ÿ +ℓ^s_N ∫ R^2 V |w_N |^2. At this stage, it is worth noting that, by the definition of the blowup length ℓ_N in (1.15) and the assumption (3.6), we have β_N R_N ℓ^{−3}_N ∼ N^{σ s+42 −η}ℓ^s_N = o(E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} ). Then the rest of proof follows exactly the same as (1.11) in Subsection 2.2.3 which is essentially based on the proof of it in the critical regime (see Subsection 2.2.2). □

3.2. Condensation of the quantum energy and its ground states in the mean-field regime. In the mean-field regime, we recall that β > 0 and 0 < g < g_∗(β) are fixed. The rigorous derivation of the average-field-Pauli theory (1.1) in the mean-field limit regime can be obtained by combining the well-known results for non-interacting anyon gases [45] and for interacting Bose gases [33]. In the mentioned articles, the method of proof is the (quantitative) quantum de Finetti theory [52,54]. The idea is to use the orthogonal projector

P := 1(h ≤ L) with h = −Δ + V

to project the many-body ground state into finite dimensional space and then bound the full (regularized) energy from below in terms of projected state of H^{af}_N ν_{,R,β,g}. In particular, if V (x) = |x|^s then the projected Hilbert space P L^2(R^2 ) is of finite dimensional and we have (see, e.g., [33, Lemma 3.3]) dim(P L^2(R^2 )) ≤ CL^{1+ 2s} . (3.18)

Let Ψ_N be a many-body ground state of H^{af}_N ν_{,R,β,g}. It follows from [33,45] that, with P^⊥ = 1 − P and for every ε > 0, ⟨Ψ_N , H^{af}_N ν_{,R,β,g}Ψ_N ⟩ N ≥ ∫ SP L^2(R^2 )

E^{afH}_N ν_{,R,β,g}[u]dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) + CL Tr Ť P^⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} Ů (3.19) − C L^{2+ 2}s N (1 + |log R|) − C_β N − Ć C_ε L^12 R^{1+ε} + C LR^2 + CN^{3ν}2 L^12 Ň Tr Ť hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} Ů . Here it is worth noting that the last error term in the above came from the estimate of the two-body interactions when projecting onto the finite dimensional space. For this purpose, we made use of [35, Equation (44)] as well as the facts that W_N ν ≤ CN^{2ν} and that Q ≤ L^{−1}h. We do not detail the proof of this since a similar argument has been detailed in [50]. It is worth noting that the authors in [35] used a refined operator bound for two-body interactions and a second moment estimate in order to obtain BECs for a wide range of ν > 0 (see also [47]). This, however, is not available for three-body problem in high dimensional space such as interacting anyon gases in the present article.

We next optimize the error in (3.19) by choosing optimally L > 0. Assuming that R > 0 behaves at worst as R ∼ N^{−η} with η > 0. We might ignore the |log R| and R^ε factors, by changing a little bit η. Roughly speaking, by a bootstrap argument as used in [35,47], we can prove that Tr Ť hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} Ů is bounded uniformly, provided that 0 < ν < s 6s + 6 and 0 < η < s 4s + 4 . To see this, we consider the modified Hamiltonian by a small perturbation of non-interacting Hamiltonian, i.e., with 0 < ε < 1, H^{af}_N ν_{,R,β,g,ε} := H^{af}_N ν_{,R,β,g} − εH^{af}_N ν_{,R,β,0}. Let E^{afQM}_N ν_{,R,β,g,ε} be the corresponding ground state energy. We then make use of the Schrödinger equation satisfying by the ground state Ψ_N of H^{af}_N ν_{,R,β,g} and deduce that ⟨Ψ_N |H^{af}_N ν_{,R,β,0}|Ψ_N ⟩ N ≤ E^{afQM}_N ν_{,R,β,g} − E^{afQM}_N ν_{,R,β,g,ε} ε ≤ C 1 + | |E^{afQM}_N ν_{,R,β,g,ε} | | ε . (3.20)

The uniform boundedness of the above follows from (3.19) and a bootstrap argument as in [35,47]. This also yields that Tr Ť hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} Ů is bounded uniformly as well (see [45, Proposition 2.6]). Looking back at (3.19), it is necessary that L ≫ N^{3ν} and L ≫ N^{2η} in order to obtain the convergence of energy. We thus have to optimize

L^{2+ 2}s N + N^{3ν}2 + N^η

L^12 . The optimal choice of L > 0 is L ∼ Ă N^{3ν2 +1} + N^{η+1}

Ł 2s_{5s+4} with ν < s 6s + 6 and 0 < η < s 4s + 4

, (3.21)

which yields that the de Finetti measure μ^{(3)}_{ΨN} is tight as N → ∞. Indeed, this follows from the above choice of L and the estimates 1 ≥ ∫ SP L^2(R^2 )

dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) = Tr Ť P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} Ů ≥ 1 − 3 Tr Ť P^⊥γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} Ů ≥ 1 − 3L^{−1} Tr Ť hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} Ů . (3.22)

Looking back at (3.19), by collecting all above estimates, we arrive at the final estimate E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g} ≥ E^{afQM}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g} ≥ ∫ SP L^2(R^2 )

E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}[u]dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) − CN^{ν(6s+6)−s5s+4} − CN^{η(4s+4)−s5s+4} (3.23) ≥ E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g} ∫ SP L^2(R^2 )

dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) − CN^{ν(6s+6)−s5s+4} − CN^{η(4s+4)−s5s+4} . (3.24)

Here we have used the fact that, for N large enough, E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}[u] ≥ 0 (see Theorem 4). It is worth noting that it was required ν < η in the case where g_∗(0) ≤ g < g_∗(β). In the stable regime where 0 ≤ g < g_∗(β), we deduce the desired convergence (1.25) of the average-field quantum energy to the average-field-Pauli energy from (3.24), (3.22) and (3.4).

Next, we prove the convergence of many-body ground states in (1.25). Let Ψ_N be a sequence of ground states of H^{af}_N ν_{,R,β,g}. Since Tr Ť hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} Ů is bounded uniformly, modulo a subsequence, we may assume that (see [32])

lim_{N→∞} Tr | |γ^{(k)}_{ΨN} − γ^{(k)} | | = 0, ∀k ∈ N. On the other hand, by the quantitative quantum de Finetti theorem (see e.g., [33]) and (3.18), (3.21), we have Tr | | | P^{⊗3}γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} P^{⊗3} − ∫ SP L^2(R^2 )

|u^{⊗3}⟩⟨u^{⊗3}|dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) | | | ≤ C dim(P L^2(R^2 )) N ≤ C L^{1+ 2}s N N→∞ −−−→ 0. (3.25) It is worth noting that μ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (SP L^2(R^2 )) → 1 as N → ∞, by (3.22). Then it follows from (3.25) that

lim_{N→∞} Tr | | | γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} − ∫ SP L^2(R^2 )

|u^{⊗3}⟩⟨u^{⊗3}|dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) | | | = 0. (3.26)

Testing the above with a sequence of finite rank orthogonal projectors P_K → 0 as K → ∞, and using the strong convergence of γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} , we obtain that the measure {μ^{(3)}_{ΨN} }_N is tight on the set of one-body pure states. Therefore, there exists a limit measure μ supported on the unit ball of L^2(R^2 ). We then deduce that

lim_{N→∞} Tr | | | γ^{(3)}_{ΨN} − ∫ SL^2(R^2 ) |u^{⊗3}⟩⟨u^{⊗3}|dμ(u) | | | = 0 which in turn implies that

lim_{N→∞} Tr | | | γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} − ∫ SL^2(R^2 ) |u⟩⟨u|dμ(u) | | | = 0. (3.27)

To complete the proof of (1.26), it remains to prove that μ in (3.27) is supported on the set of average-field-Pauli ground states M^{afP}.

Looking back at (3.23), we split the integral into two disjoint parts, i.e., SP L^2(R^2 ) = K_− ∪K_+ where K_− = {u ∈ L^2(R^2 ) : E^{afP}_{RN ,β,g}[u] ≤ C_{kin}} and K_+ = L^2(R^2 ) \ K_−.

with C_{kin} > 0 a large constant independent of N. For the high kinetic energy part K_+, we consider the perturbed average-field-Hartree functional E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g,ε}[u] = E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}[u] − εE^{afP}_{RN ,β,0}[u] with the corresponding modified Hartree energy E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g,ε}. Here λ is fixed such that either 0 < ε < 1 −^g_{g∗(0)} if g < g_∗(0) or 0 < ε < 1 if g ≥ g_∗(0) and ν < η. We may return to Theorem 4 and derive a similar energy lower bound (3.4) with E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g} replaced by E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g,ε}. In particular, we find that E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g,ε} ≥ −C_ε and deduce that E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}[u] ≥ εE^{afP}_{RN ,β,0}[u] − C_ε ≥ εC_{kin} 2 , ∀u ∈ K_+ (3.28) for a large enough C_{kin} > 0. Plugin (3.28) into (3.23), we deduce that E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g} ≥ E^{afQM}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g} ≥ ∫ K_+

εC_{Kin} 2 dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) + ∫ K_−

E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}[u]dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) − o(1)_{N→∞} ≥ ∫ SP L^2(R^2 ) min { εC_{Kin} 2 , E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g}[u] } dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) − o(1)_{N→∞}.

Passing to the limit N → ∞, using the convergences of energy (3.4), of ground states (3.5) and of measures μ^{(3)}_{ΨN} → μ, and taking finally C_{kin} → ∞, we arrive at E^{afP}_{β,g} ≥ lim_{N→∞} E^{afQM}_N ν_{,RN ,β,g} ≥ ∫ SL^2(R^2 )

E^{afP}_{β,g} [u]dμ(u) ≥ E^{afP}_{β,g} . (3.29)

The above shows that μ must be supported on M^{afP}. This proved (1.26). 3.3. Collapse of the quantum energy and its ground states in the weak field regime. We complete the proof of Theorem 3 by establishing the collapse phenomenon. The collapse of average-field quantum energy in (1.28) follows from (3.24), (3.22) and Theorem 4. It remains to prove the collapse of average-field many-body ground states in (1.29).

Looking back at (3.20), we choose ε = ε_N equaling to either C Ă 1 −^{gN}_{g∗(0)} Ł in the sub-critical case, or Cβ^2_N in the critical and super-critical cases. Here C > 0 is a universal small constant. We may return to Theorem 3 and derive a similar asymptotic formula for E^{afQM}_N ν_{,R,β,g,εN} . We then deduce from (3.20) and arguments in [45, Proposition 2.6] that Tr Ť hγ^{(1)}_{ΨN} Ů ≤ Cℓ^{−2}_N . Plugin this into (3.19) and (3.22), we obtain the estimate of energy E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} ≥ ⟨Ψ_N , H^{af}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} Ψ_N ⟩ N (3.30) ≥ ∫ SP L^2(R^2 )

E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} [u]dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) − C

L^{2+ 2}s N − C N^{3ν}2 + N^η

L^12 ℓ^{−2}_N and the estimate of the de Finetti measure 1 ≥ ∫ SP L^2(R^2 )

dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) ≥ 1 − 3L^{−1}ℓ^{−2}_N . (3.31)

It is straightforward that, if additionally to (1.27) we assume further that

σ < min { s − ν(6s + 6) 5s^2 + 12s + 8 , s − η(4s + 4) 5s^2 + 12s + 8 }

then we can choose L > 0 optimally in (3.30) such that lim_{N→∞} ∫ SP L^2(R^2 ) E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} [u] E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) = 1 = lim_{N→∞} ∫ SP L^2(R^2 )

dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u). (3.32)

Here the second equality in (3.32) follows from (3.31), (1.24) and (1.27).

Next, by using (3.32) and (3.25), we then obtain again (3.26) which in turn implies that

lim_{N→∞} Tr | | | γ^{(1)}_{ΨN} − ∫ SP L^2(R^2 ) |u⟩⟨u|dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) | | | = 0.

The convergence of the one-particle density matrix then reduces to the following lim_{N→∞} ∫ SP L^2(R^2 )

|⟨u, Q_N ⟩| dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) = 1, (3.33)

where Q_N = ℓ^{−1}_N Q_0(ℓ^{−1}_N ·). To prove this, we come back to (3.32). We split the integral into two disjoint parts: one is of small de Finetti measure and one contains “approximate” average-field- Hartree ground states. For this purpose, we define the nonnegative sequence of numbers

δ_N := ∫ SP L^2(R^2 ) Ć E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} [u] E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} − 1 Ň dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) (3.34)

which converges to 0 as N → ∞, by (3.32). Furthermore, we introduce the set

T_N := { u ∈ SP L^2(R^2 ) : 0 ≤ E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} [u] E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} − 1 ≤ √ δ_N , ∫ R^2

|u|^2= 1 } . (3.35)

For any sequence {u_N }_N ⊂ T_N , by the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 4, we can prove that ℓ_N u_N (ℓ_N ·) converges strongly to Q_0 in L^2(R^2 ). Equivalently, we have lim_{N→∞} |⟨u_N , Q_N ⟩| = 1 which in turn yields that lim_{N→∞} inf_{u∈TN} |⟨u, Q_N ⟩| = 1. (3.36)

On the other hand, by the definition of δ_N in (3.34) and of T_N in (3.35), we have δ_N ≥ ∫ T^′_N Ć E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} [u] E^{afH}_N ν_{,RN ,βN ,gN} − 1 Ň dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) ≥ √ δ_N μ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (T^′_N ).

Since δ_N → 0 as N → ∞, the above yields that μ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (T^′_N ) → 0 and hence μ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (T_N ) → 1, by (3.32). We then deduce from (3.36) that ∫ SP L^2(R^2 ) |⟨u, Q_N ⟩| dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) ≥ ∫ T_N |⟨u, Q_N ⟩| dμ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (u) ≥ μ^{(3)}_{ΨN} (T_N ) inf_{u∈TN} |⟨u, Q_N ⟩|^{N→∞}−−−→ 1. This is the desired convergence (3.33). The proof of (1.29) is finished.

Appendix A. Magnetic Gagliardo–Nirenberg optimizers in the weak-field limit Proposition 2. Let u_0 be the (unique) minimizer for g_∗(0) and u_β be a sequence of minimizers of g_∗(β), given by (1.6), in the limit β → 0. Then we have, for the whole sequence, u_β → u_0 strongly in H^1(R^2 ), up to translation, dilation and phase transition. Furthermore, g_∗(β) → g_∗(0).

Proof. The convergence g_∗(β) → g_∗(0) follows immediately from the estimates (1.16). On the other hand, the proof of convergence of minimizers is based on concentration compactness method [41,42]. By scaling, we assume without loss of generality that ‖u_β‖^4_{L4} = 1. Then {u_β} is bounded uniformly in H^1(R^2 ). Hence, up to translation, dilation and phase transition, u_β converges to u_0 weakly in H^1(R^2 ) and almost everywhere in R^2 . If ‖u_0‖^2_{L2} = 1 then, by Brezis–Lieb lemma [8], u_β converges to u_0 strongly in L^2(R^2 ). In fact, this strong convergence holds true in L^p(R^2 ) for every 2 ≤ p < ∞. This yields that, by Fatou’s lemma (see (2.16)),

g_∗(0) = lim_{β→0} g_∗(β) = lim_{β→0} ∫ R^2 |(−i∇ + βA[|uβ| 2])u_β|^2 1 2 ∫ R^2 |uβ| 4 ≥ ∫ R^2 |∇u0| 2 1 2 ∫ R^2 |u0| 4 . This proves that u_0 is the minimizer for g_∗(0), by (2.4). Since this minimizer u_0 is unique (up to translation and dilation), the convergence holds for the whole sequence.

It remains to eliminate the case where 0 ≤ ‖u_0‖^2_L2 < 1. Indeed, if ‖u_0‖^2_L2 = 0 then we must have that u_β → 0 strongly in L^p(R^2 ) for every 2 < p < ∞ (see [42]). However, this contradicts our assumption that ‖u_β‖^4_{L4} = 1. Finally, we now assume that 0 < ‖u_0‖^2_{L2} < 1. Then it follows from (2.3) and Brezis–Lieb lemma [8] that

g_∗(0) = lim_{β→0} g_∗(β) = lim_{β→0} ∫ R^2 |(−i∇ + βA[|uβ| 2])u_β|^2 1 2 ∫ R^2 |uβ| 4 ≥ lim_{β→0} ∫ R^2 |∇uβ| 2 1 2 ∫ R^2 |uβ| 4 = lim inf_{β→0} ∫ R^2 |∇u0| 2+ ∫ R^2 |∇(uβ − u0)| 2 1 2 ∫ R^2 |u0| 4+|u_β − u_0|^4

≥ min {∫ R^2 |∇u0| 2 ∫ R^2 |u0| 4 , lim inf_{β→0} ∫ R^2 |∇(uβ − u0)| 2 1 2 ∫ R^2 |uβ − u0| 4 } . However, this is impossible. Indeed, by (2.4) and (2.5), we have ∫ R^2 |∇u0| 2 1 2 ∫ R^2 |u0| 4 ≥ g_∗(0) ∫ R^2 |u0| 2 > g_∗(0).

Furthermore, by again (2.4) and (2.5),

lim inf β→0 ∫ R^2 |∇(uβ − u0)| 2 1 2 ∫ R^2 |uβ − u0| 4 ≥ lim inf_{β→0} g_∗(0) ∫ R^2 |uβ − u0| 2 = g_∗(0) 1 − ∫ R^2 |u0| 2 > g_∗(0).

Collecting all the above estimates, we obtain a contradiction. The proof is completed. □

References

[1] A. Aftalion, Vortices in Bose–Einstein Condensates, vol. 67 of Progress in nonlinear differential equations and their applications, Birkhäuser, 2006.

[2] A. Aftalion, X. Blanc, and J. Dalibard, Vortex patterns in a fast rotating Bose–Einstein condensate, Physical Review A, 71 (2005), p. 023611.

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

[4] A. Ataei, D. Lundholm, and D.-T. Nguyen, A generalized Liouville equation and magnetic stability, In preparation, (2024).

[5] E. Bogomolny, The stability of classical solutions, Yad. Fiz., 24 (1976), pp. 861–870. [6] C. C. Bradley, C. Sackett, and R. Hulet, Bose-Einstein condensation of lithium: Observation of limited condensate number, Physical Review Letters, 78 (1997), p. 985.

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

[8] H. Brezis and E. H. Lieb, A Relation Between Pointwise Convergence of Functions and Convergence of Functionals, Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society, 88 (1983), pp. 486–490.

[9] T. Cazenave, An introduction to nonlinear Schrödinger equations, vol. 22, Centro de Ciencias Matematicas e da Natureza da Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro, 1989.

[10] T. Cazenave and M. J. Esteban, On the stability of stationary states for nonlinear Schrödinger equations with an external magnetic field, Mat. Apl. Comput, 7 (1988), pp. 155–168.

[11] R. Chitra and D. Sen, Ground state of many anyons in a harmonic potential, Physical Review B, 46 (1992), p. 10923.

[12] N. R. Cooper, Rapidly rotating atomic gases, Advances in Physics, 57 (2008), pp. 539–616. [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, Reviews of Modern Physics, 74 (2002), p. 875.

[14] M. Correggi, R. Duboscq, D. Lundholm, and N. Rougerie, Vortex patterns in the almost-bosonic anyon gas, EPL (Europhysics Letters), 126 (2019), p. 20005.

[15] M. Correggi, D. Lundholm, and N. Rougerie, Local density approximation for the almost-bosonic anyon gas, Analysis & PDE, 10 (2017), pp. 1169–1200.

[16] M. Correggi, F. Pinsker, N. Rougerie, and J. Yngvason, Critical rotational speeds in the Gross– Pitaevskii theory on a disc with Dirichlet boundary conditions, Journal of Statistical Physics, 143 (2011), pp. 261–305.

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

[18] V. D. Dinh, D.-T. Nguyen, and N. Rougerie, Blowup of two-dimensional attractive Bose–Einstein condensates at the critical rotational speed, Annales de l’Institut Henri Poincaré C, (2023).

[19] G. Dunne, Self-Dual Chern-Simons Theories, vol. 36, Springer Science & Business Media, 1995. [20] A. Fetter, Rotating trapped Bose–Einstein condensates, Reviews of Modern Physics, 81 (2009), p. 647. [21] S. Fournais and B. Helffer, Spectral methods in surface superconductivity, Progress in Nonlinear Differential Equations and their Applications, 77, Birkhäuser Boston Inc., Boston, MA, 2010.

[22] T. Girardot, Average field approximation for almost bosonic anyons in a magnetic field, Journal of Mathematical Physics, 61 (2020), p. 071901.

[23] T. Girardot and N. Rougerie, Semiclassical limit for almost fermionic anyons, Communications in Mathematical Physics, 387 (2021), pp. 427–480.

[24] E. P. Gross, Structure of a quantized vortex in boson systems, Il Nuovo Cimento (1955-1965), 20 (1961), pp. 454–477.

[25] Y. Guo, Y. Luo, and W. Yang, The nonexistence of vortices for rotating Bose–Einstein condensates with attractive interactions, Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis, 238 (2020), pp. 1231–1281.

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

[27] R. Jackiw and S.-Y. Pi, Classical and quantal nonrelativistic Chern-Simons theory, Physical Review D, 42 (1990), p. 3500.

[28] , Soliton solutions to the gauged nonlinear Schrödinger equation on the plane, Physical Review Letters, 64 (1990), p. 2969.

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

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

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

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

[33] , The mean-field approximation and the non-linear Schrödinger functional for trapped Bose gases, Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 368 (2016), pp. 6131–6157.

[34] , Blow-up profile of rotating 2d focusing Bose gases, in Workshop on Macroscopic Limits of Quantum Systems, Springer, 2017, pp. 145–170.

[35] , A note on 2d focusing many-boson systems, Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society, 145 (2017), pp. 2441–2454.

[36] S. Li, R. Bhaduri, and M. Murthy, Thomas-Fermi approximation for confined anyons, Physical Review B, 46 (1992), p. 1228.

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

[38] E. H. Lieb and R. Seiringer, Proof of Bose–Einstein Condensation for Dilute Trapped Gases, Physical Review Letters, 88 (2002), p. 170409.

[39] E. H. Lieb, R. Seiringer, J. P. Solovej, and J. Yngvason, The mathematics of the Bose gas and its condensation, Oberwolfach Seminars, Birkhäuser, 2005.

[40] E. H. Lieb, R. Seiringer, and J. Yngvason, Bosons in a trap: A rigorous derivation of the Gross– Pitaevskii energy functional, Physical Review A, 61 (2000), p. 043602.

[41] P.-L. Lions, The concentration-compactness principle in the calculus of variations. The locally compact case, Part I, Annales de l’Institut Henri Poincaré (C) Analyse Non Linéaire, 1 (1984), pp. 109–149.

[42] , The concentration-compactness principle in the calculus of variations. The locally compact case, Part II, Annales de l’Institut Henri Poincaré (C) Analyse Non Linéaire, 1 (1984), pp. 223–283.

[43] D. Lundholm, Many-anyon trial states, Physical Review A, 96 (2017), p. 012116. [44] D. Lundholm, Properties of 2d anyon gas, in Encyclopedia of Condensed Matter Physics (Second Edition), T. Chakraborty, ed., Academic Press, Oxford, second edition ed., 2024, pp. 450–484.

[45] D. Lundholm and N. Rougerie, The average field approximation for almost bosonic extended anyons, Journal of Statistical Physics, 161 (2015), pp. 1236–1267.

[46] D. Lundholm and R. Seiringer, Fermionic behavior of ideal anyons, Letters in Mathematical Physics, 108 (2018), pp. 2523–2541.

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

[48] P. T. Nam, N. Rougerie, and R. Seiringer, Ground states of large bose systems: The gross–pitaevskii limit revisited, Analysis and PDEs, 9 (2016), pp. 459–485.

[49] D.-T. Nguyen, Blow-Up Profile of 2D Focusing Mixture Bose Gases, Zeitschrift für Angewandte Mathematik und Physik, 71 (2020), p. 81.

[50] D.-T. Nguyen and J. Ricaud, On one-dimensional bose gases with two-body and (critical) attractive three-body interactions, SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis, 56 (2024), pp. 3203–3251.

[51] D.-T. Nguyen and N. Rougerie, Thomas–Fermi profile of a fast rotating Bose–Einstein condensate, Pure and Applied Analysis, 4 (2022), pp. 535–569.

[52] N. Rougerie, De Finetti theorems, mean-field limits and Bose–Einstein condensation, arXiv preprint arXiv:1506.05263, (2015).

[53] , Non linear schrödinger limit of bosonic ground states, again, Confluentes Mathematici, 12 (2020), pp. 69–91.

[54] , Scaling limits of bosonic ground states, from many-body to nonlinear Schrödinger, EMS Surveys in Mathematical Sciences, 7 (2020), pp. 253–408.

[55] C. Sackett, H. Stoof, and R. Hulet, Growth and collapse of a Bose–Einstein condensate with attractive interactions, Physical Review Letters, 80 (1998), p. 2031.

[56] D. Sen, Quantum and statistical mechanics of anyons, Nuclear Phys. B, 630 (1991), pp. 397–408. [57] D. Sen and R. Chitra, Anyons as perturbed bosons, Physical Review B, 45 (1992), pp. 881–894. [58] G. Tarantello, Self-dual gauge field vortices. An analytical approach, vol. 72 of Progress in Nonlinear Differential Equations and Their Applications, Basel: Birkhäuser, 2008.

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

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

Department of Mathematics, Uppsala University, Box 480, SE-751 06 Uppsala, Sweden Email address: dinh_thi.nguyen@math.uu.se