arXiv:2409.05363v1 [math.AP] 9 Sep 2024

0–

SINGULARITY FORMED BY THE COLLISION OF TWO COLLAPSING SOLITONS IN INTERACTION FOR THE 2D KELLER-SEGEL SYSTEM

CHARLES COLLOT, TEJ-EDDINE GHOUL, NADER MASMOUDI, AND VAN TIEN NGUYEN

Abstract. It is well-known that the two-dimensional Keller-Segel system admits finite time blowup solutions, which is the case if the initial density has total mass greater than 8π and finite second moment. Several constructive examples of such solutions have been obtained, where for all of them a perturbed stationary state undergoes scale instability and collapses at a point, resulting in a 8π-mass concentration. It was conjectured that singular solutions concentrating simultaneously more than one solitons could exist. We construct rigorously such new blowup mechanism, where two stationary states are simultaneously collapsing and colliding, resulting in a 16π-mass concentration at a single blowup point, and with a new blowup rate which corresponds to the formal prediction by Seki, Sugiyama and Velázquez. We develop for the first time a robust framework to construct rigorously such blowup solutions involving simultaneously the non-radial collision and concentration of several solitons, which we expect to find applications to other evolution problems.

1. Introduction

We first start by describing the Keller-Segel system in order to state our main result, then we comment afterwards on the connexions with other evolution equations. We consider the parabolicelliptic Keller-Segel system introduced by Nanjundiah in [67], ∂_tu = Δu − ∇ · ( u∇Φ_u ) , −ΔΦ_u = u, u(x, 0) = u_0(x) ≥ 0,

(x, t) ∈ R^2 × (0, T ), (1.1)

where Φ_u is chosen as the following solution to the Poisson equation

Φ_u = − 1 2π log |x| ∗ u. (1.2) The model (1.1) was first derived by Keller-Segel in [46] to describe chemotaxis in biology (see [71] for an earlier derivation and [48], [47], [43] for various assessments). We refer to the review paper by Chavanis [12] for related models appearing in physical and biological contexts.

The problem (1.1) enjoys a scaling invariance in that for all λ > 0 and a ∈ R^2 , the function u_{λ,a}(x, t) = 1 λ^2 u (x − a λ , t λ^2 ) , (1.3)

also solves (1.1). Also, the mass of the solution is conserved as ∫ R^2 u(x, t)dx = ∫ R^2 u_0(x)dx =: M(u). The problem (1.1) is termed as mass critical in two dimensions since

‖u_{λ,a}(0)‖_L1_{(R}2_) = ‖u(0)‖_L1_{(R}2_).

Key words and phrases. Keller-Segel system, blowup, multiple collapse, singularity formation. September 25, 2024.

1

It is well known that the Cauchy problem for (1.1) is well-posed in L^1, see [8] which also considers Borel measures and references therein. Positive solutions with mass below the 8π threshold M(u) < 8π produce global solutions which, if their second moment is finite ∫ |x|^2u_0dx < ∞, converge in L^1 towards the unique forward self-similar solution with the same mass^1_t Ψ_{M(u)}(^{x√}_t ). If the mass is above M(u) > 8π and the second moment is finite, then blowup in finite time occurs. We refer to [41, 16, 24, 5, 7, 1, 91] for these facts. The 8π threshold corresponds to the mass of the stationary state of the equation U(x) = 8 (1 + |x|^2)^2 , ∫ R^2 U(x)dx = 8π. Solutions at the mass threshold M(u) = 8π that have finite second moment lead to concentration in infinite time [3]. Constructive examples of such solutions have been obtained in [33, 19].

Several concrete examples of finite time blowup solutions were constructed in [40, 77, 9, 10]. In these works, the solution blows up with 8π mass concentration and admits the asymptotic dynamic u(x, t) = 1 λ^2(t) U ( x λ(t) ) + ũ(x, t), (1.4)

where, for C_0 = 2e^{− 2+γ}2 for γ the Euler constant,

λ(t) = C_0 √ T − te^− √_{| log(T −t)|/2} (1 + o_{t↑T} (1)) and λ^2(t)‖ũ(·, t)‖_L∞_{(R}2_) −→_{t→T} 0. (1.5)

The stability of this solution was studied in [89] at a formal level, then showed in [77] for the radial case, and in [9, 10] for the full nonradial case with the sharp blowup rate.

Recently, in [85] (Theorem 3.3), Suzuki showed that if the solution u to (1.1) blows up in finite time T < +∞, then it holds the concentrated mass quantization u(x, T ) ⇀ ∑ x_0∈S m(x_0)δ_{x0} dx + f(x)dx, m(x_0) ∈ 8πN, (1.6)

where S ⊂ R^2 is the blowup set and f ∈ L^1(R^2 ) ∩ C(R^2 \ S). The asymptotic dynamic (1.4)-(1.5) provides an example of the 8π mass concentration at a single blowup point: S = {x_0} and m(x_0) = 8π. Solutions concentrating 8π mass simultaneously at several distinct points, i.e. S = {x_0, ..., x_k} for some k ≥ 1 with m(x_i) = 8π for 0 ≤ i ≤ k, was shown in [4]. The blow-up rate of the solution in [4] remains the same as for (1.4)-(1.5), namely ‖u(t)‖_L∞ ∼ C^{−2}_0 (T − t)^{−1}e √_{2| ln T −t|} . Existence of blowup solutions with a multiple of 8π mass concentration at a single blowup point remained an open question. A formal approximate solution was given by Seki, Sugiyama and Velázquez in [83], by means of formal matched asymptotic expansions. In this work, we provide the first rigorous example of blowup solutions to (1.1) with the 16π mass concentration at a single point (S = {x_0} and m(x_0) = 16π), formed by the nonradial collision of two collapsing solitons in interaction. Introducing the functional space E = { u : R^2 → R, ‖u‖^2_E = 2∑ k=0 ∫ R^2 ⟨x⟩^{32 +2k}|∇^ku|^2dx < ∞ } , (1.7)

the following theorem is the main result of this present paper.

Theorem 1.1 (Multiple-collapsing blowup solutions to (1.1)). There exists initial data u_0 ∈ L^1(R^2 )∩E such that the corresponding solution u to (1.1) blows up in finite time T = T (u_0) > 0 and admits the decomposition u(x, t) = 1 λ^2(t) U ( x − x_0(t) λ(t) ) + 1 λ^2(t) U (x + x_0(t) λ(t) ) + ũ(x, t), (1.8) where as t → T , λ(t) = √ T − te^− √_{γ1| ln(T −t)|} C_1(t), x_0(t) √ T − t → ( 2, 0 ) , λ^2(t)‖ũ(t)‖_L∞ → 0, (1.9)

for γ_1 > 0 defined in (2.3) and C_1(t) that satisfies c_∗ ≤ C_1(t) ≤ c^∗ for all t ∈ [0, T ) for some constants c^∗ > c_∗ > 0.

1.1. Comments and novelties A new blowup mechanism. The mechanism of the singularity formation in Theorem 1.1 is the nonradial collision at a single point of two collapsing solitons in strong interaction. This mechanism is brand new for the Keller-Segel system. In particular, the blowup rate in L^∞ is ‖u(t)‖_L∞ ∼ (T − t)^{−1}e^2 √_{γ1| ln(T −t)|} C^{−2}_1 (t). It is of type II because lim_{t↑T} (T − t)‖u(t)‖_L∞ = ∞, and it differs from the previously known solution (1.4)-(1.5), because the constant γ_1 is no longer equal to^1_2 . This new blow-up rate confirms that which was formally predicted in [83]. The change of blowup rate reflects a strong interaction between the two rescaled stationary states that attract each other in the parabolic neighboorhood from the singularity {|x| ≲ √ T − t}, as well as a strong interaction with remainder ũ (that we shall call the radiation term). Our proof links this latter interaction to the change of the blowup law, via a computation of a degenerate eigenvalue of the associated linearized operator around the multisoliton (see (2.12)).

A related mechanism was, to our knowledge, only previously addressed in two previous breakthrough works. First, Côte-Zaag [17] constructed a singular solution of the one-dimensional semilinear wave equation, in which several backward self-similar solutions interact in the backward light cone from the singularity. The key difference with respect to the present work is that the backward self-similar solutions of [17] are exact solutions which concentrate to smaller scales, with respect to the steady states here which remain stationary. As a result, the singularity in [17] is driven by the sole interaction of the backward self-similar solutions, and the radiation term does not play a role. In our main result however, the singularity is due both to the interactions between the stationary states and to their interactions with the radiation term.

Second, Martel-Raphaël [63] constructed a singular solution of the mass critical Schrödinger equation formed by the collision of two collapsing traveling waves. The singularity formation mechanism is similar to the one here, but the techniques of [63] rely heavily on specific features of the mass critical Schrödinger equation, and could not address the present equation. The authors of [63] construct first a global in time solution formed by the sum of solitary-waves concentrating at distinct points, and then apply the pseudo-conformal invariance to this solution to generate the desired finite time blow-up solution. In other words, the work of [63] employs techniques to construct a specific global-in-time pure multisoliton of minimal mass, with a backward in time construction made possible by the time reversal invariance of the equation. The pseudo-conformal invariance then permits them to by-pass the study of the radiation term in the finite time blow-up dynamics. Since these two fundamental invariances of the mass critical NLS are absent in the parabolic problem (1.1), we develop here a new strategy for a direct construction and stability of finite-time blowup formed by the collision of collapsing solitons.

Interaction of solitons. The concept of solitons is one of the most important developments in the nonlinear world, and the word ”soliton” has been now widely used to designate nonlinear coherent structures of partial differential equations [86, 81, 87]. In all the references we shall mention, these solitons are either stationary states, backward self-similar solutions, or traveling waves, all of which are solutions that are left invariant by the action of a one-dimensional subgroup of the group of symmetries of the equation, and are thus ”self-similar” solutions in a broad sense. Fundamental properties of a single soliton including its stability, its interaction with radiation has been intensively studied in the past.

All previously known examples of singularity formation for the Keller-Segel system (1.1) involved the collapse of a single soliton, see [40, 37, 2, 66, 77, 9, 11, 34, 69, 4, 18]. The vast majority of the known singularity formation mechanisms for other equations are also the ones that involve the collapse of a single soliton. This is the case for example for the collapse of a bubble for critical equations [58, 62, 49, 64, 74, 75, 20], related to the aforementioned works [40, 77, 9]. Singularities formed by interacting solitons remain however poorly understood.

When it comes to the soliton-soliton interaction (or a wider class of interactions between solutions with self-similarity), the linear superposition does not hold and nonlinear interaction takes place. The study of interaction between solitons is a fascinating topic nowadays, [82]. So far, except in some integrable PDEs where explicit formulas for multiple-soliton solutions are known (see for example [52], [54]), the question of the collision of solitons is much less understood. Most of the studies have been done for global-in-time solutions. We have some mathematical results for the case where the collision has a negligible effect (perturbative regime) reported in the works of Haragus-Sattinger [36], Mizumachi [56], Perelman [72], Rodnianski-Schlag-Soffer [79], for example. There are examples of global solutions formed by multiple solitary waves with strongly affected traveling speeds studied by Krieger- Raphaël-Martel [45] and Nguyen [68], and other important works on the study of the collision of solitons in the non-integrable case include Martel-Merle [59], [61], and Gérard-Lenzmann-Pocovnicu- Raphaël [32]. We refer to [53] for further references on global-in-time multisoliton dynamics. In the radial case, there are examples of superposition of solitons with strongly affected scales in the works by del Pino-Musso-Wei [27] and Kim-Merle [44] and to finite time blow-up by Jendrej-Lawrie [42]. The only works involving the nonradial collision of solitons in strong interactions were [17, 63] that we mentioned in the previous paragraph. Our present work aims at providing a robust framework to study the interaction of solitons in singularity formation for other equations, via the spectral analysis of the linearized operator around a multisoliton, and a novel concept of matched scalar product to derive Lyapunov functionals to control the flow.

Classification of singularities. In [90], Velazquez formulated an open question considered as an ambitious problem concerning a complete classification of all possible blowup dynamics for (1.1). He predicted initially that all the solutions that blow up in finite time behave near the singularity as indicated in (1.4) with the blowup rate (1.5), but later conjectured other blow-up mechanisms to exist [83]. Mizoguchi [55] proved that (1.4)-(1.5) is the only blow-up mechanism for the class of radial positive solutions. The proof of [55] however relies strongly on the parabolic comparison principle, and on the fact that the number of intersections (with respect to the radial variable) between two solutions are monotone decreasing in time. These techniques, originating in [60], [57] can only be applied to radial and parabolic equations. In the non-radial case, the best available information is the result of [85] stated in (1.8) asserting that a multiple Dirac mass of 8π can form. New non-radial blowup mechanisms are however expected to happen, and this is the case of blowup solutions described in Theorem 1.1 with a 16π mass concentration at a single point with a different blowup rate (1.9). Even in the radial case but for sign-changing solutions, the present authors constructed in [9, 10] countably many other blow-up rates u(x, t) = 1 λ(t)^2 U ( x λ(t) ) + ũ(x, t), (1.10)

where λ(t) ∼ (T − t)^{ℓ2} | log(T − t)|^{− ℓ+12(ℓ−1)} , ℓ ∈ N, ℓ ≥ 2, (1.11) and λ(t)^2‖ũ(t)‖_L∞ → 0. Thus, the blow-up mechanisms in the general sign-changing and non-radial case seem to be quite wild and new ones could yet be found.

Soliton resolution. We believe that for the Keller-Segel system (1.1), the soliton resolution conjecture would hold true. In the case of finite time singularities, this means that the solution is believed to decompose near the singularity as the sum of modulated solitons plus a lower order radiation term. Such results have been obtained in the non-radial case along a sequence of times for the energy critical semilinear heat equation [22], and for the energy critical harmonic heat flow [84, 73, 88] (and see references therein). While these results state that general solutions decompose into solitons in interaction, it is important to supplement them with the construction of examples to show which interaction configurations are actually possible. This is the general motivation behind the present work.

Aspects of the new strategy: Several methods for blowup constructions have been developed in the last three decades, among which we have modulation technique robustly applied to various problem settings, see for example [62], [74], [38], [80], [77], [76, 78], [65], [14, 15], [31] and references therein; the matching asymptotic expansions in the works of [40], [89], [30]; the inner-outer gluing method used in [28], [25], [29], [26], [20], an iterative scheme [50] [51], [49], spectral analysis of multiple-scale problems developed in [39], [13] and [9]. These mentioned methods consist of two common parts: 1) construction of an approximate blowup solution and 2) reduction of an infinite-dimensional problem to a finite-dimensional one. We push forward the strategy developed in our previous works [9, 10] based on a spectral approach of the underlying multiple-scale problem, with the following crucial novelties in this present work:

- Issue 1 (Solving the eigenproblem approximately): We recall that for the single soliton blowup construction in [9] the dynamics is governed by the radial component to leading order. Thanks to the so-called partial mass transformation, we could reduce the spectral study of the underlying linearized nonlocal operator in the radial sector, to a local Schrödinger type operator acting on radial functions. This latter operator (a singularly perturbed operator involving 2 scales) can be analyzed in details through a rigorous matched asymptotic expansion procedure and the classical Sturm-Liouville theory. This resulted in the exact spectral properties showed in [10], which were formally obtained in [23, 21]. The present work involves the linearization around the sum of two solitons, and there is no way to apply such a partial mass reduction to simplify the nonlocal aspect of the linearized operator L^z (see (1.21) for the definition). An exact solution of the associated eigenproblem thus seems truly difficult to find. Since the corresponding eigenfunction will anyway only be used to construct an approximate solution, it is not necessary to find an exact eigenfunction. Rather, we find suitable approximate eigenfunctions. The main outcome is Proposition 2.1 where we rely on a matched asymptotic expansion to compute the two approximate (non radial) eigenfunctions and two approximate eigenvalues responsible for the blowup law (1.9). An exact solution of this eigenproblem would require new ideas and is left as an open problem, as it would go beyond the scope of this article. We believe that the understanding of other eigenvalues might allow to construct new blowup rates for sign-changing solutions.

- Issue 2 (Corrected multisoliton): In order to construct our approximate solution, we need to add a suitable correction to the multisoliton. The purpose is twofold. First, we note that the sum of two steady states centred at different locations is no longer an exact solution to the stationary problem. There is indeed a strong interaction between the two due the slowly decaying derivative of the Poisson field they generate ∇Φ_U (x) = −^{4x}_{1+|x|2} . It is an unavoidable problem to improve the stationary state and we do it in the self-similar setting. Second, we need to be able to relate the parameter derivatives (modulation directions) of the corrected multisoliton, to the eigenfunctions found in solving the aforementioned spectral problem. This will enable us to compute how the radiation remainder will affect the scale and positions of the stationary states. The main outcome is Proposition 4.1 where we compute a corrected multisoliton solution to (4.2) and extract the leading order term of the generated evolution term to the first eigenfunction of L^z. This connection is crucial in the improvement process.

- Issue 3 (Adapted scalar product and coercivity): For the single soliton blowup construction in [9], in the radial sector and in the partial mass framework the linearized operator is a self-adjoint Schrödinger operator. Thus the knowledge of exact eigenfunctions implies a spectral gap estimate via Sturm-Liouville theory. This is not the case for the multiple-collapse blowup treated in this work due to the non-radial, non-local structure of the linearized operator L^z around the multisoliton (see (1.21)). There is, to our knowledge, no scalar product for which it is selfadjoint. To overcome this issue, we develop a new concept of matched scalar product, which is the Hilbert space counterpart to matched asymptotic expansions. Namely, the linearized operator L^z involves a singular limit as the scale of the stationary states collapse. Two limiting operators appear at the scale of the stationary states L_0, and at the parabolic self-similar scale H_β. L_0 is self-adjoint for a nonlocal scalar product derived from the linearization of the free entropy functional at the ground state minimizer U, and H_β is self-adjoint in a suitably weighted L^2 space as it is a Focker-Planck type operator. We are able to match these two scalar products into a single one (1.17) for which L^z is to leading order symmetric, and dissipative provided certain orthogonality conditions are satisfied. The design of this matched scalar product is crucial in the derivation of the coercivity estimate for L^z, where the main outcome is Proposition 3.11.

- Issue 4 (Further decomposition and norm-equivalence): It’s an interesting issue to avoid a loophole in the analysis. While constructing the two approximate eigenfunctions and approximate eigenvalues does simplify the construction of an approximate blowup solution (part 1 in the general strategy) and the derivation of blowup law through a simple projection onto the eigenmodes (see Lemma 5.4), the coercivity estimate for L^z is obtained with a local orthogonality condition to the kernel of the linearizied operator around a single soliton, see (5.20). This local orthogonality condition is not compatible with the decomposition of the generated error linking to the approximate eigenfunctions, see Proposition 5.1 and the decomposition 5.5. To avoid this issue implying a loophole in the analysis, we consider a further decomposition (3.198) and prove that the new component in this decomposition enjoys the same coercivity estimate under the special scalar product (1.17), see Proposition 3.12. We emphasize once again on the importance of the adapted scalar product (1.17) in both the coercivity estimate for L^z and the norm-equivalence (3.179) that are crucial in the linear analysis.

Extension to other problems: We expect the framework developed in this work can be carried out to other different setting problems such as nonlinear dispersive equations. Despite essential ideas and several issues would appear to be the same as for the problem (1.1), it’s a completely non-trivial adaptation of this present work to other problems to construct a new blowup solution involving a strong interaction of several solutions with self-similarity and radiation. Any successful derivation would bring out a new interesting spectacular result on this direction, even though the analysis would use specific features associated to each particular problem.

1.2. Strategy of the proof

The construction of a multiple-collapsing blowup solution described in Theorem 1.1 is proceeded in several steps in the spirit of the constructive framework developed by the authors in [9] and[10]. We sketch here the main steps of the proof and refer the reader to specific sections for details when needed.

- Step 1 (Reformulation of the problem in the self-similar variables): Following the invariant symmetry (1.3), we introduce the renormalized variables u(x, t) = 1 T − t w(z, τ), Φ_u(x, t) = Φ_w(z, τ), z = x √ T − t , τ = − ln(T − t), (1.12) where w(z, τ) solves the equation ∂_τ w = ∇ · (∇w − w∇Φ_w) − βΛw, β = 1 2 . (1.13)

We aim at constructing for (1.13) a global in-time solution that blows up in infinite of the form

w(z, τ) = U_ν (z − a) + U_ν (z + a) + w̃(z, τ), (1.14)

where ν ∈ C^1(R_+ , R_+ ) and a ∈ C^1(R_+ , R^2 ) are the main unknown parameters to be determined.

- Step 2 (Approximate eigenfunctions): The linearized equation for w̃ is of the form

∂_τ w̃ = L^zw̃ + NL(w̃) + G, (1.15)

where L^z is the linearized operator around the sum of the two rescaled single solitons defined in (1.21), NL is the quadratic nonlinear term supposed to be small and G is the generated error due to the time derivative and inexact stationary state. Extracting leading order dynamics of w̃ is essential in determining the blowup law. It naturally happens that leading order dynamics of w̃ is governed by the linear part of (1.15), for which the study of the associated eigenproblem plays a crucial role. Unlike the single blowup construction in [9], [10] where we were able to obtain a complete description of the spectrum in the radial sector, it is not the case for the operator L^z being considered here. In particular, we are only able to construct two eigenfunctions ϕ_0 and ϕ_1 that solves approximately

L^zϕ_i = 2β ( 1 − i + γ_i ln ν ) ϕ_i + R_i, (1.16)

where R_i is a lower order term and γ_i ∈ R with γ_1 > 0 (see Proposition 2.1 for a detail description).

- Step 3 (Coercivity of the linearized operator): Since we are not able to obtain a complete description of the spectum for L^z, rendering inappropriate approach by a spectral decomposition as in [9], we rely here on a pure energy estimate method where deriving a coercivity for L^z is an essential task in this work. Due to the complexity in the structure of L^z (nonradial and nonlocal), we only derive such a coercivity estimate under the adapted scalar product ⟨u, v⟩_∗ = ∫ uvω_ν dz − c_∗ν^2 ∫ χ^∗u Φ_χ∗_vdz, c_∗ = 2|a|^4e^{−|a|2/4}, (1.17) where ω_ν is defined in (3.65) and the truncation of the Poison field is to eliminate its effect in far away zone. The consideration of (1.17) reflects to the two observations: 1- in the outer zone |z ± a| ∼ 1, the nonlocal term ∇Φ_ε (see (1.21)) is seen as a small perturbation and L^z behaves like the one (see (2.193) for its asymptotic limit) which is self-adjoint in L^2_{ων} ; 2- in the inner zone |z ± a| ∼ ν, we can not neglect the effect of the nonlocal term ∇Φ_ε, however, L^z is almost self-adjoint under the scalar product (see Proposition 3.1) ⟨f, g⟩_♭ = ∫ R^2 fM^zgdz, M^zε = εγ_ν − ν^2Φ_ε, where γ_ν is defined in (1.26). A matching procedure ends up with the design of (1.17) and the coercivity of L^z up to a local orthogonality condition (see Propositions 3.8 and 3.11), ⟨ε, ε⟩_∗ ∼ ‖ε‖^2_L2_{ων} , ⟨L̃^zε, ε⟩_∗ ≤ −δ ( ‖∇ε‖^2_L2_{ων} + ∑ ± ‖ ‖ ε (ν + |z ± a|) ‖ ‖^2_{L2ων} + ‖⟨z⟩ε‖^2_{L2ων} ) . (1.18)

- Step 4 (Improved stationary solution): Since the sum of the two singe soltions is no longer an exact stationary solution, a better refinement of the stationary state is essential. In particular, we improve the approximate stationary state in the self-similar variables setting and derive a small correction function Ξ such that the approximate stationary state

U = U_{1+2,ν} + Ξ, to the stationary problem of (1.13) (i.e., ∂_τ w = 0) generated a better error. The crucial task in this step is to extract the leading order term of the generated error and to link it to the first eigenfunction ϕ_0, from which the remaining error term is admissibly small (see Proposition 4.1).

- Step 5 (Approximate blowup solution and the law of blowup): The fully approximate blowup solution to (1.13) consists of the improved stationary state and the approximate eigenfunctions,

W = U + α(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0), w = W + ε.

The error generated by W is decomposed into the approximate eigenmodes (see (5.5)) and a small admissibly remaining term (see Proposition 5.1). Using the local orthogonality condition for the coercivity of L^zε and projections onto these directions yield the leading dynamical systems for the law of ν, a and α (see Lemma 5.4): | | − 16ν_2(ντ ν − λ_0 2 ) + α_τ − αλ_0 | | ≲ ‖q‖_{H1} in + ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} + ν^2 | ln ν| , | | − ατ + αλ1 | | ≲ 1 | ln ν| ( ‖q‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} + ν^2 | ln ν| ) , | |a_τ − a 2 + 2a |a|^2 | | ≲ 1 ν ( ‖q‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} + ν^2 | ln ν| ) . where ‖q‖_H1_{in} and ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} measure the smallness of the remainder in some weighted H^1 and L^2 spaces. They are of the typical size^{ν2}_{| ln ν|} , for which we can solve this system asymptotically to obtain the law α ∼ ν^2, a ∼ a_∞, ν_τ ν ∼ 1 2 γ_1 ln ν , ν(τ) ∼ e^{−√γ1τ} as τ → ∞. - Step 6 (Energy estimates): The main quantity is L^2_{ων} -norm of ε for which we perform a standard energy estimate based on the adapted scalar product (1.17) and the coercivity estimate (1.18), see Lemma 6.1 for a detail derivation of the monotonicity of ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} . There is an important remark on this energy estimate that helps to prevent a technical loophole in the analysis that forces us to consider the further decomposition ε = ε̂ + a_0ϕ_0, ⟨ε̂, ϕ_0⟩_∗ = 0.

We prove in Proposition 3.12 that there is a norm-equivalence under the adapted scalar product (1.17), ‖ε‖^2_L2_{ων} ∼ ⟨ε, ε⟩_∗ ∼ ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗. The advantage of the second decomposition is the cancellation of the Mod_0 term in the decomposition of the generated error (5.5) that causes the loophole in the L^2_{ων} estimate.

It happens that we need to perform a H^1-energy estimate in the soliton scale |z ± a| ∼ ν and a H^2-energy estimate in the parabolic scale |z ± a| ∼ 1 and a round weighted L^∞ estimate in the outer zone |z| ≫ 1 to get a round L^∞ bound to close the nonlinear estimate. The H^1 energy estimate (see (5.23) for a definition of the norm) is delicate and requires a careful treatment of the scaling term thanks to the localization effect near the soliton-scale (by considering |z ± a| ≪ 1) and the dissipative structure of the problem, see Lemma 6.2. The H^2 estimate for |z ± a| ∼ 1 is a standard parabolic regularity (see Lemma 6.3 and the weighted L^∞ estimate in the outer zone is simply obtained by a maximum principle.

Notations: We introduce the notations and parameters used throughout this paper.

- We write a ≲ b if there exists C > 0 such that a ≤ Cb uniformly in the parameters’ range at stake, and a ∼ b if simultaneously a ≲ b and b ≲ a. We use the notation ⟨x⟩ = √ 1 + |x|^2.

- For γ > 0 and a ∈ R^2 and for any function f, we denote by f_{γ,a}(x) = 1 γ^2 f (x − a γ ) , f_γ (x) = 1 γ^2 f (x γ ) . - Let χ be a smooth cut-off function, χ(x) = 1 if |x| ≤ 1 and χ(x) = 0 if |x| ≥ 2. For any K > 0 and a ∈ R^2 , we denote χ_{a,K} (x) = χ (x − a K ) , χ_K (x) = χ ( x K ) . (1.19) The reader should not be confused with the above notation f_{λ,a} as we always use χ for the cut-off function throughout this paper. We introduce two fixed constants ζ_∗ and ζ^∗ = 10, 0 < ζ_∗ ≪ 1, χ^∗(x) = χ_ζ∗ (x), χ_∗ (x) = χ ζ_{∗ν} (x), (1.20) and the fixed point a_∞ = (2, 0).

- For any a ∈ R^2 , we denote the rescaled stationary solution by

U_ν (z) =

8ν^2 (ν^2 + |z|^2)^2

, U_{1,ν} = U_ν (z − a), U_{2,ν} (z) = U_ν (z + a), and the generated Poison field

∇Φ_{Uν} (z) = − 4z ν^2 + |z|^2 , ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (z) = ∇Φ_{Uν} (z − a), ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) = ∇Φ_{Uν} (z + a). To shorten the writing, we also use U_{12,ν} (z) = U_{1,ν} (z)U_{2,ν} (z), U_{1+2,ν} (z) = U_{1,ν} (z) + U_{2,ν} (z).

- The full linearized operator around U_{1+2,ν} is denoted by L^z, L^zε = Δε − ∇ε · ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − ∇U_{1+2,ν} · ∇Φ_ε + 2U_{1+2,ν} ε − βΛε, β = 1 2 , (1.21) where Λ is the first order operator generated by the scaling symmetry Λf(x) = − d dγ f_γ (x) | |_{γ=1} = 2f(x) + x · ∇f(x) = ∇ · (xf(x)). (1.22)

The linearized operator around one bubble U(y) is denoted by L_0, L_0u = ∇ · ( ∇u − u∇Φ_U − U∇Φ_u ) = ∇ · ( U∇M_0u ) , (1.23) where M_0u = u U − Φ_u. (1.24) The linearized operator with truncated Poisson field is L̃^zε = Δε − ∇ε · ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − ∇U_{1+2,ν} · ∇Φ_{χ∗ε} + 2U_{1+2,ν} ε − βΛε, β = 1 2 , (1.25) - We use the weight functions γ_ν (z) = ν^2 U_{1+2,ν} (z)

, (1.26) and ω_ν (z) = ν^4 U_{12,ν} (z) e^{−βz2/2}, ∇ ln ω_ν = −∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − βz. (1.27) and ρ_ν (z) = ν^2

U_{1+2,ν} (z) U_{12,ν} (z) e^{− βz22} = ν^{−2}U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν (z), ρ(z) = e^{− β|z|} 2 2 . (1.28)

The function γ_ν is the weight function for the inner zone (near the soliton scale) |z ± a| ≪ 1 where the linear part Λ is considered as a small perturbation, the function ω_ν is the exact weight function for the outer zone |z ± a| ≳ 1 where the Poisson field ∇Φ_ε is negligible, and ρ_ν is a global weight function.

- We denote by L^2_g(R^2 ) the weighted L^2 space with the weight function g, equipped with the scalar product ⟨u, v⟩_g = ∫ R^2 uv gdz, ‖u‖_g = √ ⟨u, u⟩_g . When g ≡ 1, we simply write ⟨u, v⟩ ≡ ⟨u, v⟩_1 ‖u‖ ≡ ‖u‖_1. - We write ∑ ± f(z ∓ a) = f(z − a) + f(z + a).

Acknowledgment: C. Collot is supported by the This result is part of the ERC starting grant project FloWAS that has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Unions Horizon 2020 research and innovation program (Grant agreement No. 101117820), the CY Initiative of Excellence Grant ”Investissements d’Avenir” ANR-16-IDEX-0008 via Labex MME-DII,and the ANR grant ”Chaire Professeur Junior” ANR-22-CPJ2-0018-01. T. Ghoul and N. Masmoudi are supported by Tamkeen under the NYU Abu Dhabi Research Institute grant CG002. V.T. Nguyen is supported by the National Science and Technology Council of Taiwan.

2. The two approximate eigenfunctions

In this section we find suitable approximate eigenfunctions of the linearized operator in parabolic self-similar variables around two concentrated stationary states L̃^z defined by (1.25). The reason why we consider L̃^z and not the full operator L^z is because the eigenfunctions will grow at spatial infinity what will prevent their Poisson field to be well-defined, which is why we localize the source term in the Poisson field in L̃^z. The error terms created by this localization will be estimated later on. We will find two couples (λ_0, ϕ_0) and (λ_1, ϕ_1) such that for i = 0, 1, the function R_i defined as the error in the eigenfunction equation

R_i = L̃^zϕ_i − λ_iϕ_i (2.1)

is small. For β > 0, the equilibrium position for the stationary states is denoted by a_∞ = (√_2 β , 0 ) . We introduce the parameter α =^2_{|a|2} , so that |α − β| ≲ |a − a_∞| for a close to a_∞.

Proposition 2.1 (Two approximate eigenfunctions). There exists ϵ̃ > 0 and ζ_∗ > 0 small enough such that the following holds true for all 1/4 ≤ β ≤ 1, 0 < ν ≪ 1 small enough and a = (|a|, 0) ∈ R^2 with |a−a_∞| ≲ ν. There exist two smooth functions ϕ_0[ν, a] and ϕ_1[ν, a] and two approximate eigenvalues

λ_0 = 2β ( 1 + λ̃_0 ) , λ̃_0(ν) = γ_0 ln ν

+ O(| ln ν|^{−2}), γ_0 ∈ R, (2.2)

λ_1 = 2βλ̃_1, λ̃_1(ν) = γ_1 ln ν

+ O(| ln ν|^{−2}), γ_1 = 3 16 − 16A, (2.3)

where A < 0 is given in Proposition 2.12, and where the exact expression of λ̃_i is given by (2.245), that satisfy the following.

(i) (Approximate eigenfunctions) We have the decomposition

ϕ_i(z) = − 1 16ν^4 ∑ ± ϕ^{in}_i (z ∓ a ν ) χ_{±a,ν}ϵ̃ (z) + ϕ^{ex}_i (z) ( 1 − ∑ ± χ_{±a,ν}ϵ̃ ) , (2.4) = ∑ ± ( − 1 16ν^4 ΛU (z ∓ a ν ) ± L_i ν^3 ∂_{x1} U (z ∓ a ν )) χ_{±a,ζ∗} (z) + ϕ̃_i(z), (2.5) where ϕ^{in}_i , ϕ^{ex}_i are given explicitly in Proposition 2.4 and Proposition 2.12 with the constants being given by (2.245), (2.246) and (2.280) and where we introduced L_i = −^{α1/2Lini}_{16} that satisfies |L_0| ≲ 1 and |L_1| ≲ | ln ν|. In particular, we have for k ∈ N, |∇^kϕ_i(z)| + |∇^kν∂_ν ϕ_i(z)| ≲ ∑ ⟨z⟩Ck (ν + |z ± a|)^{4+k} , for k ∈ N, (2.6) |∇^kΦ_χ∗_{ϕi} (z)| ≲ ∑ 1 + i| ln ν| (ν + |z ± a|)^{2+k} ⟨z⟩, for k ≥ 1. (2.7)

|∇^kϕ̃_i(z)| + |∇^kν∂_νϕ̃_i(z)| ≲ ∑ ⟨z⟩Ck (ν + |z ± a|)^{2+k} , (2.8)

|∇^k∂_aϕ_i| ≲ ∑ ⟨z⟩Ck (ν + |z ± a|)^{5+k} , |∇^k∂_aϕ̃_i| ≲ ∑ ⟨z⟩Ck (ν + |z ± a|)^{3+k} . (2.9)

(iii) (Improved estimates near ±a) For k ∈ N, we have

|∇^k(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0)| ≲ ∑ ± | ln ν|⟨z⟩^{Ck} (ν + |z ± a|)^{3+k} , |∇Φ_{ϕ1−ϕ0} (z)| ≲ ∑ ± | ln ν|⟨z⟩^C (ν + |z ± a|) . (2.10) and |∇^kν∂_ν (ϕ_1 − ϕ_0)| ≲ ∑ | ln ν| (ν + |z ± a|)^{3+k} ⟨z⟩^{Ck} , (2.11) (iv) (Pointwise estimates of R_i). The errors in the approximate eigenfunction equation R_0 = L̃^zϕ_0 − λ_0ϕ_0 and R_1 = L̃^zϕ_1 − λ_1ϕ_1 (2.12) satisfy ∑ ± |⟨R_i, 1_{|z±a|<1}⟩| ≲ 1 | ln ν| , |∇^kR_i(z)| ≲ 1 | ln ν|^2 ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^{2+k} ⟨z⟩^{Ck} . (2.13) Remark 2.2. Our approximate eigenvalues are precise up to the order | ln ν|^{−1}. The exact identity (2.245) we take for λ̃_i does not give the correct next order | ln ν|^{−2} term. This is because this identity is useful in our construction of the approximate eigenfunctions, but that this approximate eigenfunctions are only correct up to an order | ln ν|^{−2}.

Note that in the approximate eigenfunction equation (2.12) the estimate (2.13) quantify how much R_i is negligible compared with λ_iϕ_i. We have roughly |ϕ_i| ≈ (ν + |z − a|)^{−4}(ν + |z + a|)^{−4}⟨z⟩^C by Proposition 2.4 and Proposition 2.12, so that (2.13) shows that R_i gains a | log ν|^{i−2} factor, as well as a (ν + |z ∓ a|)^2 factor near ±a.

The proof of Proposition 2.1 consists of several steps :

- In subsection 2.1, we construct an inner approximate eigenfunction located on |z ± a| ≪ 1, where the linearized operator behaves like the one generated by linearization around one bubble. The Poison field generated by other bubble can be approximated by a truncated Taylor expansion, from which we can compute its effect up to any accuracy order.

- In subsection 2.2, we construct an outer approximate eigenfunction located on |z ± a| ∼ 1, where we eliminate the effect of the nonlocal term, for which the linearized operator behaves like the one of Fokker-Planck type operator with a singular potential.

- In subsection 2.3, we perform a matched asymptotic expansion on the common region that gives approximate eigenvalues. We also derive various estimate concerning the approximate eigenfunctions and the generated error.

2.1. Inner expansion of the eigenfunctions

In this subsection we obtain approximate eigenfunctions ϕ^{in,z}_i near a and −a for i = 0, 1. We replace in (2.1) Φ_{χ∗ϕ}in,z_i by a solution V^{in,z}_i of −ΔV^{in,z}_i = ϕ^{in,z}_i . This yields the following inner approximate eigenfunction system { R^{in,z}_i = L^z(ϕ^{in,z}_i , V^{in,z}_i ) − λ_iϕ^{in,z}_i , −ΔV^{in,z}_i = ϕ^{in,z}_i ,

(2.14)

that will be studied in this subsection, where L^z(ϕ, V ) = Δϕ − ∇ϕ · ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − ∇U_{1+2,ν} · ∇V + 2U_{1+2,ν} ϕ − βΛϕ. 2.1.1. Renormalised error in the eigenfunction equation

Consider i = 0 or i = 1 and define the new variables z_± centred at ±a and its rescaled version z_± = z ∓ a, y_± = z_± ν , where ν > 0. In the polar coordinates, we write

θ_± = z_± |z_±| = y_± |y_±| , r_± = |y_±|, ζ_± = |z_±| so that z_± = ζ_±(cos θ_±, sin θ_±), y_± = r_±(cos θ_±, sin θ_±).

We define the renormalized inner eigenfunction ϕ^{in}_{i,±}, Poisson field V^{in}_{i,±} and error R^{in}_{i,±} as

ϕ^{in}_{i,±}(y_±) = ν^4ϕ^{in,z}_i (z), V^{in}_{i,±}(y_±) = ν^2V^{in,z}_i (z), R^{in}_{i,±}(y_±) = ν^6R^{in,z}_i (z).

By writing

U_{1+2,ν} (z) = 1 ν^2 ( U(y±) + U ( y_± ± 2a ν )) , Φ_{U1+2,ν} (z) = Φ_U (y_±) + Φ_U ( y_± ± 2a ν ) . this transforms (2.14) into the renormalized inner approximate eigenfunction system

R^{in}_{i,±} = L_0(ϕ^{in}_{i,±}, V^{in}_{i,±}) − ν^2 ( βΛ + λ_i ) ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ∇. ( ϕ^{in}_{i,±} [ ∇Φ_U (y_± ±^{2a}_ν ) ± νβa ]) −∇. ( U(y_± ± 2a/ν)∇V^{in}_{i,±} ) −ΔV^{in}_{i,±} = ϕ^{in}_{i,±}

(2.15)

where L_0(ϕ^{in}_{i,±}, V^{in}_{i,±}) = ∇. ( ∇ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ϕ^{in}_{i,±}∇Φ_U − U∇V^{in}_{i,±} ) .

2.1.2. Leading order system and decomposition of the error R^{in}_{i,±}

To extract the leading order terms in the right-hand side of (2.15) we perform the Taylor expansion of ∇Φ_U (y_± ±^{2a}_ν ). For sake of simplicity, we write y = y_±, r = r_±, θ = θ_±, wherever there is no need to specify the sign.

Lemma 2.3. For a = (|a|, 0) with |a| ≈ 1, there holds ∇Φ_U (y ± 2a/ν) = ∓αaν + 3∑ i=1 α^{i+12} ν^{i+1}G_{i,±}(y) + G̃_±(y), (2.16)

where |∇^kG̃_±(y)| = O(ν^5⟨y⟩^{4−k}) for |y| ≪ ν^{−1}, and G_{i,±}(y) are homogeneous in y of degree i. In particular, we have

G_{1,±}(y) = G_1(y) = 1 2 (y_1, −y_2) = 1 4 ∇(y^2_1 − y^2) = 1 4 ∇ ( r^2 cos 2θ ) , (2.17)

G_{2,±}(y) = ±G_2(y), G_2(y) = − 1 4 √ 2 ( y^2_1 − y^2, −2y_1y_2 ) + 1 4 √ 2 (1, 0) (2.18) = − 1 12 √ 2 ∇(y^3_1 − 3y_1y^2) + 1 4 √ 2 ∇y_1 = − 1 12 √ 2 ∇ ( r^3 cos 3θ ) + 1 4 √ 2 ∇(r cos θ), and G_{3,±}(y) = G_3(y) = − 1 16 ( 3y_1y^2 − y^3_1, 3y^2_1 y_2 − y^3_2 ) + 1 16 (−3y_1, y_2) (2.19) = − 1 64 ∇ ( 6y^2_1 y^2 − y^4_1 − y^4_2 ) + 1 32 ∇(−3y^2_1 + y^2) = 1 64 ∇ ( r^4 cos 4θ ) − 1 32 ∇ ( r^2(1 + 2 cos 2θ) ) . Proof. Let F (b) = ∇Φ_U (by ± 2a/ν) and use the Taylor expansion for the function F (b) at b = 0, then, let b = 1 to get the desired result. See Appendix B for a computation which can be simply verified by Matlab symbolic.

Using Lemma 2.3, and anticipating that |a − a_∞| ≲ ν so that |α − β| ≲ ν, we decompose the error R^{in}_± as

R^{in}_{i,±} = R̃^{in}_{i,±} + R̄^{in}_{i,±},

where R̃^{in}_{i,±} contains the leading order terms defined by the following renormalized inner approximate eigenfunction system R̃in_{i,±} = L_0(ϕin_{i,±}, V in_{i,±}) − ν2α (( Λ +^{λi}_β ) ϕ^{in}_{i,±} + ∇. ( ϕ^{in}_{i,±}G_{1,±} )) −α^32 ν^3∇. ( ϕ^{in}_{i,±}G_{2,±} ) − α^2ν^4∇. ( ϕ^{in}_{i,±}G_{3,±} ) , −ΔV^{in}_{i,±} = ϕ^{in}_{i,±}

(2.20) and R̄^{in}_{i,±} contains the subleading remainding terms defined by R̄^{in}_{i,±} = ±ν(α − β)a.∇ϕ^{in}_{i,±} + ν^2(α − β) ( Λ + λ_i β ) ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ∇. ( U(y_± ± 2a/ν)∇V^{in}_{i,±} ) − ∇. ( ϕ^{in}_{i,±}G̃_± ) . (2.21)

2.1.3. First truncated expansion for the leading system

Our aim is to construct a first version of the inner eigenfunction and Poisson field (ϕ^{in}_{i,±}, V^{in}_{i,±}) so that the error R̃^{in}_{i,±} in the leading system (2.20) is small in some suitable function space. There holds λ_i = 2β(1 − i) + 2βλ̃_i. Since we expect |λ̃_i| ≪ 1 and |a − a_∞| ≲ ν so that |α − β| ≲ ν, we write (2.22) as R̃in_{i,±}(ϕin_{i,±}, V in_{i,±}) = L_0(ϕin_{i,±}, V in_{i,±}) − αν2 ( Λ_iϕ^{in}_{i,±} + ∇. ( ϕ^{in}_{i,±}G_{1,±} )) −α^32 ν^3∇. ( ϕ^{in}_{i,±}G_{2,±} ) − α^2ν^4∇. ( ϕ^{in}_{i,±}G_{3,±} ) − 2αν^2λ̃_iϕ^{in}_{i,±}, −ΔV^{in}_{i,±} = ϕ^{in}_{i,±},

(2.22)

where Λ_i is defined by Λ_i = Λ + 2(1 − i) = z.∇ + 2(2 − i).

We look as a first attempt for an approximate inner eigenfunction of the form of a truncated power series in the small parameters ν and λ̃_i, ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±} = ΛU + αν^2T^{(i)}_2 ± α^3_2 ν^3T_3 + α^2ν^4T^{(i)}_4 + αλ̃_iν^2T̂_2 + λ̃_iα^2ν^4T̂^{(i)}_4 , (2.23) Ṽ^{in}_{i,±} = Φ_{ΛU} + αν^2V^{(i)}_2 ± α^3_2 ν^3V_3 + α^2ν^4V^{(i)}_4 + αλ̃_iν^2V̂_2 + λ̃_iα^2ν^4V̂^{(i)}_4 , (2.24)

where we require

L_0(T^{(i)}_2 , V^{(i)}_2 ) = Λ_iΛU + ∇.(ΛUG_1), (2.25) L_0(T̂_2, V̂_2) = 2ΛU, (2.26) L_0(T_3, V_3) = ∇. ( G_2ΛU ) , (2.27) L_0(T^{(i)}_4 , V^{(i)}_4 ) = Λ_iT^{(i)}_2 + ∇.(G_3ΛU) + ∇. ( T^{(i)}_2 G_1 ) , (2.28) L_0(T̂^{(i)}_4 , V̂^{(i)}_4 ) = 2T^{(i)}_2 + ∇.(G_1T̂_2) + Λ_iT̂_2, (2.29) − ΔV^{(i)}_2 = T^{(i)}_2 , −ΔV^{(i)}_4 = T^{(i)}_4 , −ΔV_3 = T_3, −ΔV̂_2 = T̂_2, −ΔV̂^{(i)}_4 = T̂^{(i)}_4 . (2.30)

Plugging (2.25)-(2.29) in (2.22) and recalling L_0(ΛU, Φ_{ΛU} ) = 0, we obtain that R̃^{in}_{i,±}(ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±}, Ṽ^{in}_{i,±}) consists of the terms of magnitude order O(λ̃^2_i ν^4 + ν^5) or higher,

R̃^{in}_{i,±}(ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±}, Ṽ^{in}_{i,±}) = − 2α^2λ̃^2_i ν^4T̂_2

+ α^{52} ν^5 ( ∓Λ_iT_3 ∓ ∇.(T_3G_1) ∓ ∇.(T^{(i)}_2 G_2) ) + α^{52} λ̃_iν^5 ( ∓∇.(T̂_2G_2) ∓ 2T_3 )

+ α^3ν^6 ( −Λ_iT^{(i)}_4 − ∇.(T^{(i)}_4 G_1) − ∇.(T_3G_2) − ∇.(T^{(i)}_2 G_3) )

+ α^3λ̃_iν^6 ( −Λ_iT̂^{(i)}_4 − ∇.(T̂^{(i)}_4 G_1) − ∇.(T̂_2G_3) − 2T^{(i)}_4 ) − 2α^3λ̃^2_i ν^6T̂^{(i)}_4

+ α^{72} ν^7 ( ∓∇.(T^{(i)}_4 G_2) ∓ ∇.(T_3G_3) ) ∓ α^{72} λ̃_iν^7∇.(T̂^{(i)}_4 G_2)

− α^4ν^8∇.(T^{(i)}_4 G_3) − α^4λ̃_iν^8∇.(T̂^{(i)}_4 G_3). (2.31)

We then compute the remainder associated to the subleading terms by plugging (2.25)-(2.29) in (2.21) and using U (_{2a} ν ) =^{ν4}_{2|a|4} + O(ν^6):

R̄^{in}_{i,±}(ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±}, Ṽ^{in}_{i,±}) = ±ν(α − β)a.∇ΛU + ν^2(α − β) ( Λ + λ_i β ) ΛU ± ν^3(α − β)αa.∇(T^{(i)}_2 + λ̃_iT̂_2) + ν^4 2|a|^4 ΛU ± ν(α − β)a.∇(ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU − αν^2T^{(i)}_2 − αν^2λ̃_iT̂_2)

+ ν^2(α − β) ( Λ + λ_i β ) (ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU) + ( U ( y ± 2a ν ) − ν^4 2|a|^4 ) ΛU + U ( y ± 2a ν ) (ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU) − ∇U ( y ± 2a ν ) .∇Ṽ^{in}_{i,±} − ∇.(ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±}G̃_±).

Above, the first line gathers terms of order ν|a − a_∞|, ν^2|a − a_∞|, ν^4 and ν^3|a − a_∞| which are not small enough for |y| ≲ 1, but which are subleading for |y| ≫ 1 in comparison with R̃^{in}_{i,±} due to a stronger decay. The other lines gather terms of order ν^5 or ν^4|a − a_∞| and higher which are small enough. In order to avoid the terms on the first line, we will add corrections in a second truncated expansion.

2.1.4. Second expansion with corrections for subleading remainder and Poisson field

We now look for an expansion that manages simultaneously the main order error terms in R̃^{in}_{i,±} and R̄^{in}_{i,±}. We also want to include corrections that allow the Poisson field V^{in}_{i,±} to behave like y_1 or (y^2_1 − y^2 ) as |y| → ∞. This is because the Poisson field for the full solution will actually depend from the outer part of the solution, and that the main part of this nonlocal effect in the Poisson equation will be located on these first two harmonic polynomials. We look for an expansion of the form

ϕ^{in}_{i,±} = ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±} + ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} (2.32) ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} = ±α^1_2 νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U ± ν(α − β)S_{1,1} + ν^2(α − β)S_{2,1} + ν^2(α − β)^2S_{2,2} ± α^3_2 ν^3L^{in}_i S_{3,0}

± ν^3(α − β)S_{3,1} + ν^4S_{4,0} + α^2ν^4M^{in}_i S^′_{4,0}, (2.33) V^{in}_{i,±} = Ṽ^{in}_{i,±} + V̄_{i,±} (2.34) V̄_{i,±} = ±α^1_2 νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} Φ_U ± ν(α − β)W_{1,1} + ν^2(α − β)W_{2,1} + ν^2(α − β)^2W_{2,2}

± α^{32} ν^3L^{in}_i W_{3,0} ± ν^3(α − β)W_{3,1} + ν^4W_{4,0} + α^2ν^4M^{in}_i W^′_{4,0}, (2.35)

The real constants L^{in}_i , M^{in}_i are for the moment free parameters. They will be adjusted later on to match with the outer Poisson field. All profiles will actually depend in an affine way on L^{in}_i , but we chose to hide it in the notation except fo ∂_{x1} U and S_{3,0} which will give the key contribution involving L^{in}_i . Also, the profiles in ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} and V̄^{in}_{i,±} above depend on i but we do not include it in the notation for sake of clarity. We require

L_0(S_{1,1}, W_{1,1}) = −a.∇ΛU, (2.36) L_0(S_{2,1}, W_{2,1}) = −(Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)ΛU − α^{12} L^{in}_i a.∇∂_{x1} U, (2.37) L_0(S_{2,2}, W_{2,2}) = −a.∇S_{1,1}, (2.38) L_0(S_{3,0}, W_{3,0}) = (Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)∂_{x1} U + ∇.(∂_{x1} UG_1), (2.39) L_0(S_{3,1}, W_{3,1}) = −αa.∇(T^{(i)}_2 + λ̃_iT̂_2) + α((Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)S_{1,1} + ∇.(S_{1,1}G_1)) − α^{32} L^{in}_i (Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)∂_{x1} U, (2.40)

L_0(S_{4,0}, W_{4,0}) = − 1 2|a|^4 ΛU + α^2L^{in}_i ∇.(∂_{x1} UG_2), (2.41)

L_0(S^′_{4,0}, W^′_{4,0}) = 0, −ΔW^′_{4,0} = S^′_{4,0}, (2.42) − ΔW_{m,n} = S_{m,n} for (m, n) ∈ {(1, 1), (2, 1), (2, 2), (3, 0), (3, 1), (4, 0)}. (2.43)

We recall that L_0(∂_{x1} U, Φ_{∂x1} U) = 0. Plugging (2.25)-(2.29) and (2.36)-(2.43) in (2.21) and (2.22) we obtain:

R^{in}_{i,±} = R̃^{in}_{i,±}(ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±}, Ṽ^{in}_{i,±}) − αν^2 ( (Λ_i + 2λ̃_i) ( ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} ∓ ν(α − β)S_{1,1} ∓ α^1_2 νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U )

+ ∇. (( ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} ∓ ν(α − β)S_{1,1} ∓ α^1_2 νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U ) G_{1,±} ) )

− ∇. (( ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} ∓ α^1_2 νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U ) α^{32} ν^3G_{2,±} ) − ∇. (¯ ϕ^{in}_{i,±}α^2ν^4G_{3,±} ) ± ν(α − β)a.∇(ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU − αν^2T^{(i)}_2 − αν^2λ̃_iT̂_2 ∓ ν(α − β)S_{1,1} ∓ α^{12} νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U)

+ ν^2(α − β) ( Λ + λ_i β ) (ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU ∓ α^{12} νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U) + ( U ( y ± 2a ν ) − ν^4 2|a|^4 ) ΛU + U ( y ± 2a ν ) (ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU) − ∇U ( y ± 2a ν ) .∇V^{in}_{i,±} − ∇.(ϕ^{in}_{i,±}G̃_±). (2.44)

2.1.5. Elliptic equations in spherical harmonics

To ease the notations, we write r = r_±, θ = θ_±, wherever there is no need to precise the sign. Using the change of coordinates ∂_{y1} = cos θ∂_r − r^{−1} sin θ∂_θ and ∂_{y2} = sin θ∂_r + r^{−1} cos θ∂_θ yields the elementary identity ∇. [ f(r) cos(mθ)∇g(r) cos(kθ) ] = [1 r ∂_r(rf∂_rg) − k^2fg r^2 ] cos(mθ) cos(kθ) + (mk) fg r^2 sin(mθ) sin(kθ). (2.45)

Elliptic equations for the leading terms. Since the source terms in (2.25) - (2.29) depends on spherical harmonics, we decompose the profiles T^{(i)}_2 , T_3, T^{(i)}_4 , T̂_2, and T̂^{(i)}_4 accordingly, T^{(i)}_2 = T^{(i)}_{2,0}(r) + T_{2,2}(r) cos(2θ), (2.46) V^{(i)}_2 = V^{(i)}_{2,0} (r) + V_{2,2}(r) cos(2θ), (2.47) T_3 = T_{3,1}(r) cos(θ) + T_{3,3}(r) cos(3θ), (2.48) V_3 = V_{3,1}(r) cos(θ) + V_{3,3}(r) cos(3θ), (2.49) T^{(i)}_4 = T^{(i)}_{4,0}(r) + T^{(i)}_{4,2}(r) cos(2θ) + T_{4,4}(r) cos(4θ) (2.50) V^{(i)}_4 = V^{(i)}_{4,0} (r) + V^{(i)}_{4,2}(r) cos(2θ) + V_{4,4}(r) cos(4θ), (2.51) T̂_2(y) = T̂_2(r), T̂^{(i)}_4 = T̂^{(i)}_{4,0}(r) + T̂_{4,2}(r) cos(2θ), (2.52) V̂_2(y) = V̂_2(r), V̂^{(i)}_4 = V̂^{(i)}_{4,0} (r) + V̂_{4,2}(r) cos(2θ), (2.53) Note that we slightly abuse notations for radial functions by identifying f(y) ≡ f(r). The notation f_{m,k}(r) means that the term of magnitude order ν^m and angular dependence cos(kθ). We also note in the above decomposition of the profiles that the pairs (T_{k,k}, V_{k,k})_{k=2,3,4} and (T̂_{4,2}, V̂_{4,2}) are independent of i.

For radial modes T (y) = T (r) with suitable decay at infinity, Φ_T is well defined. In particular, we have the explicit formula ∂_rΦ_T = −r^{−1} ∫_r 0 T (r̃)r̃dr̃. (2.54) We extend T → ∇Φ_T by the above formula to all radial T ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^2 ), noting that it is well defined (and abusing notations since Φ_T = −^1_{2π} ln r ∗ T might not be well defined). We extend accordingly L_0(T ) = ΔT − ∇.(T ∇Φ_U ) − ∇.(U∇Φ_T ), in the distributional sense to all radial functions T ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^2 ) by defining ∇Φ_T via (2.54). Whatever the choice of smooth radial functions T (y) = T (r) and V (y) = V (r) with −ΔV = T we have then the identity:

L_0(T, V ) = L_0(T ).

For higher order spherical harmonics, if −Δ(ω cos(kθ)) = ψ cos(kθ), we have L_0(ψ cos(kθ), ω cos(kθ)) = cos(kθ)L_{0,k}(ψ, ω), and Δ(ω cos(kθ)) = cos(kθ)Δ_kω, where L_{0,k}(ψ, ω) = Δ_kψ + 4r 1 + r^2 ∂_rψ + 32r (1 + r^2)^3 ∂_rω + 16ψ (1 + r^2)^2

, (2.55) and −Δ_kω = ψ with Δ_k = ∂^2_r + ∂_r r − k^2 r^2 , We use here the convention L_{0,0} ≡ L_0 and Δ_0 ≡ Δ. From Lemma 2.3 and (2.45), we decompose the source terms in (2.25) - (2.29) into the spherical harmonics,

∇.(ΛUG_1) = Σ_{2,2}(r) cos(2θ), Σ_{2,2} = 1 2 r∂_rΛU, (2.56) and ∇.(ΛUG_2) = Σ_{3,1}(r) cos θ + Σ_{3,3}(r) cos(3θ) where Σ_{3,1}(r) = 1 4 √ 2 ∂_rΛU, Σ_{3,3}(r) = − 1 4 √ 2 r^2∂_rΛU. (2.57)

We have

Λ_iT^{(i)}_2 + ∇.(G_1T^{(i)}_2 ) + ∇.(G_3ΛU) = Σ^{(i)}_{4,0}(r) + Σ^{(i)}_{4,2}(r) cos(2θ) + Σ_{4,4}(r) cos(4θ), where

Σ^{(i)}_{4,0} = Λ_iT^{(i)}_{2,0} + 1 4r ∂_r(r^2T_{2,2}) − 1 16r ∂_r(r^2ΛU), (2.58)

Σ^{(i)}_{4,2} = Λ_iT_{2,2} + 1 2 r∂_rT^{(i)}_{2,0} − r 16 ∂_rΛU, (2.59)

Σ_{4,4} = 1 4 r∂_rT_{2,2} − 1 2 T_{2,2} + 1 16 r^3∂_rΛU, (2.60) and 2T^{(i)}_2 + ∇.(G_1T̂_2) + Λ_iT̂_2 = Σ̂^{(i)}_{4,0}(r) + Σ̂_{4,2}(r) cos(2θ), where Σ̂^{(i)}_{4,0} = 2T^{(i)}_{2,0} + Λ_iT̂_2, Σ̂_{4,2} = 2T_{2,2} + 1 2 r∂_rT̂_2. (2.61) Now, the equations (2.25) -(2.30) are transformed into the following systems of radial functions: { L_0(T^{(i)}_{2,0}) = Λ_iΛU, −ΔV^{(i)}_{2,0} = T^{(i)}_{2,0}, and { L_0(T̂_2) = 2ΛU, −ΔV̂^{(i)}_2 = T̂^{(i)}_{2,0}.

(2.62)

L_0(T^{(i)}_{4,0}) = Σ^{(i)}_{4,0}, L_0(T̂^{(i)}_{4,0}) = Σ̂^{(i)}_{4,0}, (2.63) k = 2, 3, 4, { L_{0,k}(T_{k,k}, V_{k,k}) = Σ_{k,k}, −Δ_kV_{k,k} = T_{k,k}, { L_{0,1}(T_{3,1}, V_{3,1}) = Σ_{3,1}, −Δ_1V_{3,1} = T_{3,1}, (2.64) where (Σ_{k,k})_{k=2,3,4} and Σ_{3,1} are defined in (2.56), (2.57), (2.60), and { L_{0,2}(T^{(i)}_{4,2}, V^{(i)}_{4,2}) = Σ^{(i)}_{4,2}, −Δ_2V^{(i)}_{4,2} = T^{(i)}_{4,2}, { L_{0,2}(T̂_{4,2}, V̂_{4,2}) = Σ̂_{4,2}, −Δ_2V̂_{4,2} = T̂_{4,2},

(2.65)

where Σ^{(i)}_{4,2} and Σ̂_{4,2} are defined in (2.59) and (2.61).

Elliptic equations for the subleading terms. We next decompose the profiles S_{1,1}, S_{2,1}, S_{2,2}, S_{3,0}, S_{3,1}, S_{4,0} and S^′_{4,0} and their Poisson fields in spherical harmonics

S_{1,1} = S_{1,1,1}(r) cos(θ), W_{1,1} = W_{1,1,1}(r) cos(θ) (2.66) S_{2,1} = S_{2,1,0}(r) + S_{2,1,2}(r) cos(2θ), W_{2,1} = W_{2,1,0}(r) + W_{2,1,2}(r) cos(2θ) (2.67) S_{2,2} = S_{2,2,0}(r) + S_{2,2,2}(r) cos(2θ), W_{2,2} = W_{2,2,0}(r) + W_{2,2,2}(r) cos(2θ) (2.68) S_{3,0} = S_{3,0,1}(r) cos θ + S_{3,0,3}(r) cos(3θ), W_{3,1} = W_{3,0,1}(r) cos θ + W_{3,0,3}(r) cos(3θ) (2.69) S_{3,1} = S_{3,1,1}(r) cos θ + S_{3,1,3}(r) cos(3θ), W_{3,1} = W_{3,1,1}(r) cos θ + W_{3,1,3}(r) cos(3θ) (2.70) S_{4,0} = ∑ j=0,2,4 S_{4,0,j}(r) cos(jθ), W_{4,0} = ∑ j=0,2,4 W_{4,0,j} (r) cos(jθ), (2.71)

S^′_{4,0} = S^′_{4,0,2}(r) cos(2θ), W_{4,0,2} = W_{4,0,2}(r) cos(2θ). (2.72)

We decompose the source terms in (2.36)-(2.43) as

− a.∇ΛU = −|a|∂_rΛU cos(θ), − (Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)ΛU − α^{12} L^{in}_i a.∇∂_{x1} U = −(Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)ΛU(r) − α^12 2 L^{in}_i |a| ( ∂^2_r U + ∂_rU r ) , − α^12 2 L^{in}_i |a| ( ∂^2_r U − ∂_rU r ) cos(2θ) − a.∇S_{1,1} = − |a| 2 ( ∂_rS_{1,1,1} +

S_{1,1,1} r ) + |a| 2 ( S_{1,1,1} r − ∂_rS_{1,1,1} ) cos(2θ).

(Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)∂_{x1} U + ∇.(∂_{x1} UG_1) = ( 5 4 r∂^2_r U +

17 − 8i − 8λ̃_i 4 ∂_rU ) cos θ + ( r 4 ∂^2_r U − 1 4 ∂_rU ) cos(3θ)

− αa.∇(T^{(i)}_2 + λ̃_iT̂_2) + α((Λ_i + λ̃_i)S_{1,1} + ∇.(S_{1,1}G_1)) − α^{32} L^{in}_i (Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)∂_{x1} U = α ( 2r∂_rS_{1,1,1} + (2(2 − i) + 2λ̃_i)S_{1,1,1} − ∂_rT^{(i)}_{2,0} − λ̃_i∂_rT̂_2 − ∂_rT_{2,2} 2 − T_{2,2} r − α^{12} L^{in}_i (Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)∂_rU ) cos θ

+ α(r∂_rS_{1,1,1} − S_{1,1,1} + |a|(

T_{2,2} r ) − ∂_rT_{2,2} 2 ) cos(3θ), − 1 2|a|^4 ΛU + α^2L^{in}_i ∇.(∂_{x1} UG_2) = − 1 2|a|^4 ΛU + α^2L^{in}_i 8 √ 2 ( ∂^2_r U + 1 r ∂_rU )

+ ( − 3 24 √ 2 (r^2∂^2_r U + r∂_rU) + 1 2 ∂^2_r U − 1 2r ∂_rU ) cos(2θ) − 3 24 √ 2 (r^2∂^2_r U − r∂_rU) cos(4θ)

The equations (2.30)-(2.36) are transformed into { L_{0,1}(S_{1,1,1}, W_{1,1,1}) = −|a|∂_rΛU, −Δ_1W_{1,1,1} = S_{1,1,1}, (2.73) { L_0(S_{2,1,0}) = Σ_{2,1,0}, −ΔW_{2,1,0} = S_{2,1,0}, Σ^{2,1,0} = −(Λ^i + 2 λ̃_i)ΛU(r) − |a| 2 α^{12} L^{in}_i (∂^2_r U + ∂_rU r ) (2.74) { L_0(S_{2,1,2}) = Σ_{2,1,2}, −Δ_2W_{2,1,2} = S_{2,1,2}, Σ^{2,1,0} = − α^12 2 L^{in}_i |a|(∂^2_r U − ∂_rU r ) (2.75) { L_0(S_{2,2,0}) = Σ_{2,2,0}, −ΔW_{2,2,0} = S_{2,2,0}, Σ^{2,2,0} = − |a| 2 (∂_rS_{1,1,1} +

S_{1,1,1} r ) (2.76) { L_{0,2}(S_{2,2,2}) = Σ_{2,2,2}, −Δ_2W_{2,2,2} = S_{2,2,2}, Σ^{2,2,2} = |a| 2 ( S_{1,1,1} r − ∂_rS_{1,1,1}) (2.77) { L_{0,1}(S_{3,0,1}, W_{3,0,1}) = Σ_{3,0,1}, −Δ_1W_{3,0,1} = S_{3,0,1}, Σ^{3,0,1} = 5 4 r∂^2_r U +

17 − 8i − 8λ̃_i 4 ∂_rU, (2.78) { L_{0,1}(S_{3,0,3}, W_{3,0,3}) = Σ_{3,0,3}, −Δ_3W_{3,0,3} = S_{3,0,3}, Σ^{3,0,3} = r 4 ∂^2_r U − 1 4 ∂_rU, (2.79) { L_{0,1}(S_{3,1,1}, W_{3,1,1}) = Σ_{3,1,1}, −Δ_1W_{3,1,1} = S_{3,1,1}, (2.80) { L_{0,3}(S_{3,1,3}, W_{3,1,3}) = Σ_{3,1,3}, −Δ_3W_{3,1,3} = S_{3,1,3}, Σ^{3,1,3} = α(r∂^rS^{1,1,1} − S^{1,1,1} + |a|(

T_{2,2} r − ∂_rT_{2,2} 2 )) (2.81) { L_0(S_{4,0,0}) = Σ_{4,0,0}, −ΔW_{4,0,0} = S_{4,0,0}, Σ^{4,0,0} = − 1 2|a|^4 ΛU + α^2L^{in}_i 8 √ 2 ( ∂^2_r U + 1 r ∂_rU ) (2.82) { L_0(S_{4,0,2}) = Σ_{4,0,2}, −Δ_2W_{4,0,2} = S_{4,0,2}, Σ^{4,0,2} = − 3 24 √ 2 (r^2∂^2_r U + r∂_rU) + 1 2 ∂^2_r U − 1 2r ∂_rU (2.83) { L_0(S_{4,0,4}) = Σ_{4,0,4}, −Δ_4W_{4,0,4} = S_{4,0,4}, Σ^{4,0,4} = − 3 24 √ 2 (r^2∂^2_r U − r∂_rU) (2.84) { L_0(S^′_{4,0,2}) = 0, −Δ_2W^′_{4,0,2} = S^′_{4,0,2}, (2.85)

where

Σ_{3,1,1} = α ( 2r∂_rS_{1,1,1} + 2(2 − i)S_{1,1,1} − ∂_rT^{(i)}_{2,0} − λ̃_i∂_rT̂_2 −

∂_rT_{2,2} 2 − T_{2,2} r − α^{12} L^{in}_i (Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)∂_rU ) .

2.1.6. The inner approximate eigenfunction The following proposition provides an approximate expansion of the eigenfunction ϕ_i in the inner zone |y_±| ≪ ν^{−1}. Proposition 2.4 (Inner expansion of ϕ_i). There exists ϵ > 0 such that the following holds true. Let i = 0, 1 and pick any constants λ̃_i, L^{in}_i , M^{in}_i ∈ R with |λ̃_i| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1} and |L̃^{in}_i | + |M̃^{in}_i | ≲ | ln ν|. There exists a smooth solution (ϕ^{in}_{i,±}, V^{in}_{i,±}, R^{in}_{i,±}) of (2.15) with the following properties.

(i) Decomposition. There holds

ϕ^{in}_{i,±} = ΛU + αν^2T^{(i)}_2 ± α^{32} ν^3T_3 + α^2ν^4T^{(i)}_4 + αλ̃_iν^2T̂_2 + λ̃_iα^2ν^4T̂^{(i)}_4 (2.86)

± α^{12} νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U ± ν(α − β)S_{1,1} + ν^2(α − β)S_{2,1} + ν^2(α − β)^2S_{2,2} ± α^{32} ν^3L^{in}_i S_{3,0} ± ν^3(α − β)S_{3,1} + ν^4S_{4,0} + α^2ν^4M^{in}_i S^′_{4,0},

V^{in}_{i,±} = Φ_{ΛU} + αν^2V^{(i)}_2 ± α^{32} ν^3V_3 + α^2ν^4V^{(i)}_4 + αλ̃_iν^2V̂_2 + λ̃_iα^2ν^4V̂^{(i)}_4 (2.87)

± α^{12} νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} Φ_U ± ν(α − β)W_{1,1} + ν^2(α − β)W_{2,1} + ν^2(α − β)^2W_{2,2} ± α^{32} ν^3L^{in}_i W_{3,0} ± ν^3(α − β)W_{3,1} + ν^4W_{4,0} + α^2ν^4M^{in}_i W^′_{4,0},

where the functions above are solutions of (2.25)-(2.30) and (2.37)-(2.43) given by the formulas (2.46)-(2.52) and (2.66)-(2.72) and where the functions in these formulas are given by Lemmas 2.5, 2.6, 2.7, 2.7, 2.8, 2.9 and 2.10 and Proposition 2.11. (ii) Expansion. We have, − 1 16ν^4 ϕ^{in}_{i,±}(y_±) = 1 ζ^4_± + α ζ^2_± ( i 2 + 1 4 cos 2θ_± ) ∓ α^{32} 1 12 √ 2ζ_± cos(3θ_±) (2.88)

+ α^2 ( i 4 − 7 64 + 2i − 1 8 cos(2θ_±) + 1 32 cos(4θ_±) )

+ λ̃_i ( − α 2ζ^2_±

+ α^2 ( ( i 2 − 1 4 )(ln ζ_± − ln ν) +

1 − 10i 16 − 1 4 cos(2θ_±) )) + ϕ^{in,z}_{i,±,♯}(z_±), where for |z_±| = ζ_± ≲ 1: |∇^kϕ^{in,z}_{i,±,♯}(z_±)| ≲ ν^ϵ(ν + ζ_±)^{−4−k−ϵ} (2.89) and −1 16ν^2

V^{in}_{i,±}(y_±) = −1 4ζ^2_± ± α^12 L^{in}_i 64 1 ζ_± cos(θ) + α ( λ̃_i − i 4 ln^2 ζ_± + ( i − λ̃_i 2 ln ν +

2i + 1 − 2λ̃_i) 4 ) ln ζ_± + λ̃_i − i 4 ln^2 ν +

2λ̃_i − 1 − 2i 4 ln ν + 1 16 cos(2θ) )

∓ α^{32} ζ_± ( L^{in}_i

1 − 4i + 4λ̃_i 64 cos θ + 1 96 √ 2 cos(3θ_±) )

+ α^2ζ^2_± ( 1 − 2i 16 λ̃_i ln ζ_± + 2i − 1 16 λ̃_i ln ν + 2 λ̃_i + 1 − 2i 32 ln ζ_± cos(2θ_±) + 2i − 1 − λ̃_i 32 ln ν cos(2θ)

+ 1 16 ( 7 16 − i + λ̃_i( 9 2 i − 5 4 ) ) + 5 − 10i + 10λ̃_i − 8M^{in}_i 128 cos(2θ_±) + 1 384 cos(4θ_±) )

+ V^{in,z}_{i,±,♯}(z_±) (2.90)

where for |z_±| = ζ_± ≲ 1 for i = 0, 1: |∇^kV^{in,z}_{1,±,♯}(z_±)| ≲ ν^ϵ(ν + ζ_±)^{−2−k−ϵ} (2.91)

Moreover, assuming |ν∂_νλ̃_i| + |ν∂_ν L^{in}_i | + |ν∂_ν M^{in}_i | ≲ 1, we have |∇^kν∂_ν ϕ^{in}_{i,±}| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−4−k}, |∇^k∂_aϕ^{in}_{i,±}| ≲ ν⟨y⟩^{−2−k}, (2.92) |∇^kν∂_ν (ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU ∓ α^{12} νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U)| ≲ ν⟨y⟩^{−2−k}, |∇^k∂_a(ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU ∓ α^{12} νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U)| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−2−k}. (2.93)

(iii) Estimate for the error. We have for r_± ≪ ν^{−1}, |∇^kR^{in}_{i,±}(y)| ≲ ν^4 | ln ν|^2

⟨y⟩^{−2} + ν^5⟨y⟩^{−1−k} (2.94)

Proof. We take ϕ^{in}_{i,±} and V^{in}_{i,±} as given by (2.86) and (2.87) with the functions involved in the formulas given by Lemmas 2.5, 2.6, 2.7, 2.7, 2.8, 2.9 and 2.10 and Proposition 2.11. We then let R^{in}_{i,±} be given by the first equation in (2.15). Then (ϕ^{in}_{i,±}, V^{in}_{i,±}, R^{in}_{i,±}) is indeed a smooth solution of (2.15).

V̂^{(i)}_{4,0} = (2i − 1)r^2 ln r + (5 4 − 9 2 i ) r^2 + O_{r→∞}(ln^3 r), (2.95)

Step 1. Proof of the expansion (2.88) for ϕ^{in}_{i,±}. Let 1 < r = |y| ≲ ν^{−1}. We define

ϵ = min{1, √ 8 − 2, √ 13 − 3, √ 5 − 2, √ 20 − 4} > 0. We estimate all terms in (2.86). For the first one, ΛU(y) = − 16 r^4

+ O(r^{−4−ϵ}). (2.96)

For the second, by (2.46) and then (2.130), (2.131) and (2.137),

T^{(i)}_2 (y) = T^{(i)}_{2,0}(r) + T_{2,2}(r) cos(2θ) = − 8i r^2 − 4 r^2 cos 2θ + O(r^{−2−ϵ}). (2.97)

For the third, by (2.48) and then (2.142) and (2.145),

T_3(y) = T_{3,1}(r) cos(θ) + T_{3,3}(r) cos(3θ) = 4 3 √ 2r cos(3θ) + O(r^{−1−ϵ}). (2.98)

For the fourth, by (2.50) and then and (2.150), (2.157) and (2.160),

T^{(i)}_4 (y) = T^{(i)}_{4,0}(r) + T^{(i)}_{4,2}(r) cos(2θ) + T_{4,4}(r) cos(4θ) = 7 4 − 4i + (2 − 4i) cos(2θ) − 1 2 cos(4θ) + O(r^{−ϵ}) (2.99) For the fifth, by (2.132): T̂_2(y) = 8 r^2

+ O(r^{−2−ϵ}) (2.100) For the sixth, by (2.52) and then (2.151) and (2.158):

T̂^{(i)}_4 = T̂^{(i)}_{4,0}(r) + T̂_{4,2}(r) cos(2θ) = (4 − 8i) ln r + 10i − 1 + 4 cos(2θ) + O(r^{−ϵ}) (2.101)

Injecting (2.96)-(2.101) in (2.23) we obtain

ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±}(y) = −16 r^4

+ αν^2 ( − 8i r^2 − 4 r^2 cos 2θ ) ± α^{32} ν^3 4 3 √ 2r cos(3θ) (2.102)

+ α^2ν^4 ( 7 4 − 4i + (2 − 4i) cos(2θ) − 1 2 cos(4θ) ) + αλ̃_iν^2 8 r^2 + λ̃_iα^2ν^4 ((4 − 8i) ln r + 10i − 1 + 4 cos(2θ)) + O(r^{−4−ϵ}) where we used that for 1 < r ≲ ν^{−1} we have ν^kr^{k−4−ϵ} ≲ r^{−4−ϵ} for k = 0, 1, 2, 3, 4.

Next, injecting (2.66)-(2.72), and (2.165)-(2.177) in (2.33) and using |L̃^{in}_i |, |M̃^{in}_i | ≲ | ln ν| we get ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±}(y) = ±νO(| ln ν|r^{−5}) ± ν(α − β)O(r^{−3}) + ν^2(α − β)O(| ln ν|r^{−2}) + ν^2(α − β)^2O(r^{−2})

± ν^3O(| ln ν|r^{−3}) ± ν^3(α − β)O(| ln ν|r^{−1}) + ν^4O(| ln ν|r^{−2}) + ν^4O(| ln ν|r^{−2}) (2.103) = O(ν| ln ν|r^{−4}) (2.104)

for 1 < r ≲ ν^{−1}, where we used the assumption |a − a_∞| ≲ ν so that |α − β| ≲ ν. Injecting (2.102) and (2.104) in (2.32), and using r_± = |y_±| = ν^{−1}ζ_± we get:

ν^{−4}ϕ^{in}_{i,±}(y_±) = − 16 ζ^4_± + α ( − 8i ζ^2_± − 4 ζ^2_± cos 2θ_± ) ± α^{32} 4 3 √ 2ζ_± cos(3θ_±)

+ α^2 ( 7 4 − 4i + (2 − 4i) cos(2θ_±) − 1 2 cos(4θ_±) ) + αλ̃_i 8 ζ^2_± + λ̃_iα^2 ((4 − 8i) ln ζ_± − ln ν + 10i − 1 + 4 cos(2θ_±)) + O(ν^ϵζ^{−4−ϵ}_± ).

The above identity implies the desired identity (2.88) with the estimate (2.89) for k = 0. This estimate propagates for higher order derivatives since it does for all the O()’s in the computations above. The estimates (2.92) and (2.92) are proved similarly, suffice it to use the explicit polynomial dependance in α and ν in the decomposition (2.86).

Step 2. Proof of the expansion (2.90) for V^{in}_{i,±}. We estimate similarly to Step 1 all terms in (2.87) for 1 < |y| = r ≲ ν^{−1}. For the first one,

Φ_{ΛU} (y) = 4 r^2

+ O(r^{−2−ϵ}). (2.105)

For the second, by (2.47) and then (2.137), (2.131) and (2.132):

V^{(i)}_2 (y) = V^{(i)}_{2,0} (r) + V_{2,2}(r) cos(2θ) = 4i ln^2 r − (4 + 8i) ln r − cos 2θ + O_{r→∞}. (2.106) For the third, by (2.49) and then (2.143) and (2.145):

V_3(y) = V_{3,1}(r) cos(θ) + V_{3,3}(r) cos(3θ) = O( ln r r ) + 1 6 √ 2 r cos(3θ) + O(r^{4−} √ 13) = 1 6 √ 2 r cos(3θ) + O(r^{1−ϵ}). (2.107)

For the fourth, by (2.51) and then (2.150), (2.157) and (2.161)

V^{(i)}_4 (y) = V^{(i)}_{4,0} (r) + V^{(i)}_{4,2}(r) cos(2θ) + V_{4,4}(r) cos(4θ) (2.108) = ( i − 7 16 ) r^2 + ( (i − 1 2 )r^2 ln r + ( 5i 4 − 5 8 )r^2 ) cos(2θ) − r^2 24 cos(4θ) + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−ϵ})

For the fifth, by (2.132) V̂_2(y) = −4 ln^2 r + 8 ln r + O_{r→∞} (ln2 r r^2 ) (2.109)

For the sixth, by (2.53) and then (2.152) and (2.158)

V̂^{(i)}_4 = V̂^{(i)}_{4,0} (r) + V̂_{4,2}(r) cos(2θ) (2.110)

= (2i − 1)r^2 ln r + ( 5 4 − 9 2 i ) r^2 − (r^2 ln r + 5 4 r^2) cos(2θ) + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−ϵ})

Injecting (2.105)-(2.110) in (2.24) we obtain for 1 < |y| = r ≲ ν^{−1}:

Ṽ^{in}_{i,±}(y) = 4

r^2

+ αν^2 ( 4i ln^2 r − (4 + 8i) ln r − cos 2θ ) ± α^32 ν^3 6 √ 2 r cos(3θ)

+ α^2ν^4 (( i − 7 16 ) r^2 + ( (i − 1 2 )r^2 ln r + ( 5i 4 − 5 8 )r^2 ) cos(2θ) − r^2 24 cos(4θ) )

+ αν^2λ̃_i ( −4 ln^2 r + 8 ln r ) + α^2ν^4λ̃_i ( (2i − 1)r^2 ln r + ( 5 4 − 9 2 i ) r^2 − (r^2 ln r + 5 4 r^2) cos(2θ) )

+ O_{r→∞}(r^{−2−ϵ}) = 4 r^2

+ αν^2 ( 4(i − λ̃_i) ln^2 r − 4(2i + 1 − 2λ̃_i) ln r − cos(2θ) ) ± α^32 ν^3 6 √ 2 r cos(3θ)

+ α^2ν^4r^2 ( (2i − 1)λ̃_i ln r + (1 − 1 2 − λ̃_i) ln r cos(2θ) + i − 7 16 + λ̃_i( 5 4 − 9 2 i)

+ ( 5i 4 − 5 8 − 5 4 λ̃_i) cos(2θ) − 1 24 cos(4θ) ) + O_{r→∞}(r^{−2−ϵ}) (2.111)

Next, using ∂_{x1} Φ_U (y) = −^4_r cos θ, injecting (2.66)-(2.72), and (2.165)-(2.166) in (2.35) we obtain for 1 < r ≲ ν^{−1},

V̄_{i,±} = ∓α^1_2 ν L^{ini} 4 (r^{−1} cos θ + O(r^{−3})) ± ν(α − β)O(r^{−1} ln r) + ν^2(α − β)O((| ln ν| + |α − β|)| ln r|^2)

± α^{32} ν^3L^{in}_i ( 1 2 − 2i + 2λ̃_i)(r cos θ + O(r^{−1} ln r)) ± ν^3(α − β)O(| ln ν|r ln r)

+ ν^4O(| ln ν| ln^2 r) + α^2ν^4M^{in}_i (r^2 cos(2θ) + O(1))

= ∓α^{12} ν

L^{in}_i 4 r^{−1} cos θ ± α^{32} ν^3L^{in}_i ( 1 2 − 2i + 2λ̃_i)r cos θ + α^2ν^4M^{in}_i r^2 cos(2θ) + O(ν| ln ν|r^{−2} ln^2 r) (2.112)

where we used that |α − β| ≲ ν. Injecting (2.111) and (2.112) in (2.34), and using r = |y| = ν^{−1}ζ (dropping the ± subscript for simplicity) we get:

ν^{−2}V^{in}_{i,±}(y) = 4 ζ^2 ∓ α^12 L^{in}_i 4ζ cos(θ) + α ( 4(i − λ̃_i) ln^2 ζ − ( 8(i − λ̃_i) ln ν + 4(2i + 1 − 2λ̃_i) ) ln ζ

+ 4(i − λ̃_i) ln^2 ν + 4(2i + 1 − 2λ̃_i) ln ν − cos(2θ) ) ± α^{32} ζ ( 1 6 √ 2 cos(3θ) + L^{in}_i ( 1 2 − 2i + 2λ̃_i) cos θ )

+ α^2ζ^2 ( (2i − 1)λ̃_i ln ζ − (2i − 1)λ̃_i ln ν + (i − 1 2 − λ̃_i) ln ζ cos(2θ) − (i − 1 2 − λ̃_i) ln ν cos(2θ)

+ i − 7 16 + λ̃_i( 5 4 − 9 2 i) + (M^{in}_i + 5i 4 − 5 8 − 5 4 λ̃_i) cos(2θ) − 1 24 cos(4θ) ) + O(ν^ϵζ^{−2−ϵ}_± )

The above identity implies the desired identity (2.90) with the estimate (2.91). These estimates propagate for higher order derivatives since it does for all the O()’s in the computations above. Step 3. Proof of the estimate (2.94) for R^{in}_{i,±}. We estimate all terms in (2.44) for |y| ≪ ν^{−1}. Estimate for R̃^{in}_{i,±}(ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±}, Ṽ^{in}_{i,±}). We estimate all terms in (2.31). For the first one, using (2.100) and |λ̃_i| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1}, λ̃^2_i ν^4T̂_2 = O ( ν^4 | log ν|^2 ⟨y⟩^{−2} ) (2.113)

For the second, by (2.100), (2.98), (2.97), (2.17) and (2.18), using |λ̃_i| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1}, ν^5 ( ∓Λ_iT_3 ∓ ∇.(T_3G_1) ∓ ∇.(T^{(i)}_2 G_2) ) + λ̃_iν^5 ( ∓∇.(T̂_2G_2) ∓ 2T_3 ) (2.114) = ν^5(O(⟨y⟩^{−1}) + O(⟨y⟩^{−1}) + O(⟨y⟩^{−1})) + ν^5O(| ln ν|^{−1})(O(⟨y⟩^{−1}) + O(⟨y⟩^{−1})) = O(ν^5⟨y⟩^{−1}) For the third, using (2.97), (2.98), (2.99), (2.17), (2.18) and (2.19):

ν^6 ( Λ_iT^{(i)}_4 + ∇.(T^{(i)}_4 G_1) + ∇.(T_3G_2) + ∇.(T^{(i)}_2 G_3) ) = ν^6(O(1) + O(1) + O(1) + O(1)) = O(ν^6) (2.115) For the fourth, by (2.100), (2.99), (2.101), (2.17), (2.19), and using |λ̃_i| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1}, λ̃_iν^6 ( Λ_iT̂^{(i)}_4 + ∇.(T̂^{(i)}_4 G_1) + ∇.(T̂_2G_3) + 2T^{(i)}_4 ) + 2λ̃^2_i ν^6T̂^{(i)}_4 (2.116) = ν^6O(| ln ν|^{−1})(O(⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩) + O(⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩) + O(1) + O(1)) + ν^6O(| ln ν|^{−2})O(⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩) = O(ν^6) where we used ln⟨y⟩ ≲ | ln ν| for |y| ≲ ν^{−1}. We use (2.98), (2.99), (2.101), (2.18), (2.19) and |λ̃_i| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1} to estimate the fifth term, ν^7 ( ∇.(T^{(i)}_4 G_2) + ∇.(T_3G_3) ) + λ̃_iν^7∇.(T̂^{(i)}_4 G_2) (2.117) = ν^7(O(⟨y⟩) + O(⟨y⟩)) + ν^7O(| ln ν|^{−1})O(⟨y⟩⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩) = O(ν^7⟨y⟩) where we used ln⟨y⟩ ≲ | ln ν|. Finally, for the sixth one, by (2.99), (2.101), (2.19) and |λ̃_i| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1}: − ν^8∇.(T^{(i)}_4 G_3) − α^4λ̃_iν^8∇.(T̂^{(i)}_4 G_3) (2.118) = ν^8O(⟨y⟩^2) + ν^8O(| ln ν|^{−1})O(⟨y⟩^2⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩) = O(ν^8⟨y⟩^{−2}).

Injecting (2.113)-(2.118) in (2.44), and using that ν^{5+k}⟨y⟩^{k−1} ≲ ν^5⟨y⟩^{−1} for |y| ≲ ν^{−1} we obtain R̃^{in}_{i,±}(ϕ̃^{in}_{i,±}, Ṽ^{in}_{i,±}) = O ( ν^4 | log ν|^2 ⟨y⟩^{−2} ) + O(ν^5⟨y⟩^{−1}) + +O(ν^6) + +O(ν^7⟨y⟩) + +O(ν^8⟨y⟩^2) = O ( ν^4 | log ν|^2 ⟨y⟩^{−2} ) + O(ν^5⟨y⟩^{−1}). (2.119)

Estimate for the subleading terms. We estimate all remaining terms in (2.44). We recall that |α−β| ≲ ν. For the second term, we inject (2.165)-(2.177) in (2.33) and get ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} ∓ ν(α − β)S_{1,1} ∓ α^1_2 νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U = ν^2(α − β)S_{2,1} + ν^2(α − β)^2S_{2,2} ± α^{32} ν^3L^{in}_i S_{3,0} ± ν^3(α − β)S_{3,1} + ν^4S_{4,0} + α^2ν^4M^{in}_i S^′_{4,0} = O(ν^3)O(⟨y⟩^{−2}) + O(ν^4)O(⟨y⟩^{−2}) + ν^3O(⟨y⟩^{−3}) + O(ν^4)O(⟨y⟩^{−1}) + ν^4O(⟨y⟩^{−2}) + ν^4O(⟨y⟩^{−2}) = O(ν^3⟨y⟩^{−2}). (2.120)

By (2.120) and (2.17) we have − αν^2 ( Λ_i ( ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} ∓ ν(α − β)S_{1,1} ∓ α^1_2 νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U ) + ∇. (( ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} ∓ ν(α − β)S_{1,1} ∓ α^1_2 νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U ) G_{1,±} )) = O(ν^2)O(ν^3⟨y⟩^{−2}) + O(ν^2)O(ν^3⟨y⟩^{−2}) = O(ν^5⟨y⟩^{−2}) (2.121) For the third term, by (2.120), (2.167), (2.104), (2.18) and (2.19),

− α^{32} ν^3∇. ( (ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} ∓ α^{12} νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U)G_{2,±} ) − α^2ν^4∇. (¯ ϕ^{in}_{i,±}G_{3,±} ) = ν^3∇. ( O(ν^2⟨y⟩^{−3})O(⟨y⟩^2) ) + ν^4∇. ( O(ν⟨y⟩^{−4})O(⟨y⟩^3) ) = O(ν^5⟨y⟩^{−2}) (2.122) For the fourth term, we decompose by (2.33) and (2.32) and then use (2.98), (2.99), (2.101) and (2.120), and (2.97), (2.100) and (2.167) to bound

ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU − αν^2T^{(i)}_2 − αν^2λ̃_iT̂_2 ∓ ν(α − β)S_{1,1} ∓ α^{12} νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U

= ±α^{32} ν^3T_3 + α^2ν^4T^{(i)}_4 + λ̃_iα^2ν^4T̂^{(i)}_4 + ϕ̄^{in}_{i,±} ∓ ν(α − β)S_{1,1} ∓ α^{12} νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U = O(ν^3⟨y⟩^{−1}) + O(ν^4) + O(ν^4) + O(ν^3⟨y⟩^{−2}) = O(ν^3⟨y⟩^{−1}), (2.123)

ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU ∓ α^{12} νL^{in}_i ∂_{x1} U = O( ν^2 | ln ν|^2

⟨y⟩^{−2}) + O(ν^3⟨y⟩^{−1}) + O(ν^2⟨y⟩^{−2}) = O(ν^2⟨y⟩^{−2}), (2.124)

so that ± ν(α − β)a.∇(ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU − αν^2T^{(i)}_2 − αν^2λ̃_iT̂_2 ∓ ν(α − β)S_{1,1})

+ ν^2(α − β) ( Λ + λ_i β ) (ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU) = O(ν^5⟨y⟩^{−2}). (2.125)

For the fifth, we have that U ( y ±^{2a}_ν ) = O(ν^4) and U ( y ±^{2a}_ν ) −^{ν4}_{2|a|2} = O(ν^5⟨y⟩) for |y| ≪ ν^{−1}.

Hence by (2.124): ( U ( y ± 2a ν ) − ν^4 2|a|^4 ) ΛU + U ( y ± 2a ν ) (ϕ^{in}_{i,±} − ΛU) (2.126)

= O(ν^5⟨y⟩)O(⟨y⟩^{−4}) + O(ν^4)O(ν^2⟨y⟩^{−2}) = O(ν^5⟨y⟩^{−3}). (2.127)

For the sixth, by (2.88) and (2.89), and (2.90) and (2.91), and (2.3) and ∇U(y ±^{2a}_ν ) = O(ν^5) for |y| ≪ ν^{−1}: − ∇U ( y ± 2a ν ) .∇V^{in}_{i,±} − ∇.(ϕ^{in}_{i,±}G̃_±) (2.128)

= O(ν^5)(O(⟨y⟩^{−3}) + O(ν^2⟨y⟩^{−1}⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩) + ∇.(O(⟨y⟩^{−4})O(ν^5⟨y⟩^4)) = O(ν^5⟨y⟩^{−1}) (2.129) Injecting (2.119), (2.121), (2.122), (2.125), (2.126) and (2.128) in (2.44) shows the desired estimate (2.94), as all estimates in the O()’s above propagate to higher order derivatives.

2.1.7. Computation of the leading profiles

In what follows, to lighten notation, the notation O_{r→∞}() will implicitly include estimates for derivatives. Namely, for f ∈ C^∞((0, ∞), R) and g : (0, ∞) → (0, ∞) we will write f(r) = O_{r→∞}(g(r)) if for all k ∈ N, we have for all r ≥ 1: |∂^k_r f(r)| ≲ r^{−k}g(r).

Throughout the analysis, we will treat with special care two natural obstacles for solving the systems (2.62), (2.63), (2.64) and (2.65). Indeed, the formal adjoint of L_0 in L^2 is L^∗_0 ε = M_0∇.(U∇ε), and L^∗_0 (1) = L^∗_0 (y_1) = 0 (from [77], Lemma 2.4), which comes from the conservation of mass and momentum of the Keller-Segel system (1.1). Therefore, if the source terms in these elliptic systems have zero mass and momentum, we will find decaying solutions, while if not we will find solutions which grow as |y| → ∞.

Computing (T^{(i)}_{2,0}, V^{(i)}_{2,0} ) and (T̂_2, V̂_2): We claim the following.

Lemma 2.5. Let i = 0, 1 and for any constants c^{(0)}_{2,0}, c^{(1)}_{2,0}, ĉ_2 ∈ R, the equations (2.62) admit smooth solutions (T^{(i)}_{2,0}, c^{(i)}_{2,0} + V^{(i)}_{2,0} ) and (T̂_2, ĉ_2 + V̂_2) such that

T^{(0)}_{2,0} = O_{r→∞} (ln r r^4 ) , V^{(0)}_{2,0} = −4 ln r + O_{r→∞} (ln r r^2 ) , (2.130)

T^{(1)}_{2,0} = − 8 r^2 + O_{r→∞} ( ln2 r r^4 ) , V^{(1)}_{2,0} = 4 ln^2 r − 12 ln r + O_{r→∞} (ln2 r r^2 ) , (2.131)

T̂_2 = 8 r^2

+ O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}| ln r|^2), V̂_{2,0} = −4 ln^2 r + 8 ln r + O_{r→∞} (ln2 r r^2 ) , (2.132) and |r^2T^{(i)}_{2,0}| + |r∂_rV^{(i)}_{2,0} | = O_{r→0}(r^2), |r^2T̂_{2,0}| + |r∂_rV̂_{2,0}| = O_{r→0}(r^2).

Moreover, these estimates propagate for higher order derivatives. Proof. Equation (2.62) can be solved by introducing the partial mass

m^{(i)}_{2,0}(r) = ∫_r 0 T^{(i)}_{2,0}(s)sds, T^{(i)}_{2,0}(r) = r^{−1}∂_rm^{(i)}_{2,0}, ∂_rV^{(i)}_{2,0} (r) = −r^{−1}m^{(i)}_{2,0}.

Here, m^{(i)}_{2,0} solves the equation

A_0m^{(i)}_{2,0} = g^{(i)}_{2,0} with g^{(i)}_{2,0} = ∫_r 0 Λ_iΛU(ζ)ζdζ = r^{2i−1}∂_r ( r^{4−2i}U ) . where A_0 is the second order operator

A_0 = ∂^2_r − ∂_r r + Q r ∂_r + ∂_rQ r with Q = m_U =

4r^2 1 + r^2

. (2.133)

We compute by using Lemma A.1 with g = g^{(1)}_{2,0} to get

m^{(1)}_{2,0}(r) = 8(r^{−2} + O(r^{−4})) ∫_r 1 (ζ + O(ζ^{−1} ln ζ))dζ + 1 2 (1 + O(r^{−2} ln r)) ∫_r 0 ζ^2∂_ζ (ζ^2U)dζ,

= 4 + O (ln2 r r^2 ) + 1 2 r^4U(r) − 8 ln r + 4 + O (ln2 r r^2 )

= −8 ln r + 12 + O

( ln2 r r^2 ) as r → ∞, (2.134) where we used ∫_r 0 ζ^3Udζ = 4 ( log(1 + r^2) + (1 + r^2)^{−1} − 1 ) . By noting that g^{(0)}_{2,0} has a better decay than g^{(1)}_{2,0} at infinity, which is g^{(0)}_{2,0} = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}), we then compute from Lemma A.1,

m^{(0)}_{2,0}(r) = 8(r^{−2} + O(r^{−4})) ∫_r 1 O(ζ^{−1})dζ + 1 2 (1 + O(r^{−2} ln r)) ∫_r 0 ∂_ζ (ζ^4U)dζ, = O (ln r r^2 ) + 1 2 r^4U(r) = 4 + O (ln r r^2 ) as r → ∞. (2.135) Similarly, we solve (2.62) by applying Lemma A.1 with g = 2m_{ΛU} = 2r^2U to obtain m̂_2 = −8(r^{−2} + O(r^{−4})) ∫_r 1 (ζ + O(ζ^{−1} ln ζ))dζ + (1 + O(r^{−2} ln r)) ∫_r 0 ζ^3Udζ, = 8 ln r − 8 + O(r^{−2}| ln r|^2), as r → ∞. (2.136) The asymptotic behavior of m^{(0)}_{2,0}, m^{(1)}_{2,0} and m̂_2 near zero is a direct consequence of Lemma A.1 and we omit the details. All estimates propagate for higher order derivative from a direct check at the identities (2.134) and (2.135) using the formulas (A.3) and (A.2). This concludes the proof of Lemma 2.5.

Computing T_{2,2} and V_{2,2}: We are going to apply Lemma A.2 and A.3 to solve the system (2.64). Lemma 2.6. There exists a smooth solution (T_{2,2}, V_{2,2}) of (2.64) for k = 2 such that T_{2,2}(r) = −4r^{−2} + O_{r→∞}(r^− √ 8), V_{2,2}(r) = −1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8), (2.137) T_{2,2}(r) = O_{r→0}(r^2), V_{2,2}(r) = O_{r→0}(r^2). (2.138) Proof. We apply Lemma A.3 with ℓ = 2 and get that the solution is of the form

T_{2,2}(r) = 4∑ k=1 h_{2,k}(r)γ_{2,k}(r), V_{2,2}(r) = 4∑ k=1 g_{2,k}(r)γ_{2,k}(r), (2.139)

where (h_{2,k}, g_{2,k})_{1≤k≤4} are given by Lemma A.2 and

γ_{2,k}(r) = γ̄_{2,k} + (−1)^{k+1} ∫_r 0 Σ_{2,2}(s)W_{2,k}(s) W_2 ds = γ̄_{2,k} +

(−1)^k 3 · 2^{12} ∫_r 0 Σ_{2,2}(s)W_{2,k}(s)s^2(1 + s^2)^2ds,

for arbitrary constants (γ̄_{2,k})_{1≤k≤4}. We recall that from (A.16) and (A.18), (W_{2,k})_{1≤k≤4} admit the following asymptotics, for non-zero constants (c_{2,k,0})_{1≤k≤4}:

W_{2,1} = { c_{2,1,0}r^{−3}(1 + o_{r→0}(1)), −3 · 2^8r^{−5}(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−√8})),

W_{2,3} = { c_{2,3,0}r^{−3}(1 + o_{r→0}(1)), −3 · 2^6C_2r^{−2√2−3}(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−√8})), (2.140)

W_{2,2} = { c_{2,2,0}r(1 + o_{r→0}(1)), 2^8r^{−1}(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−√8})),

W_{2,4} = { c_{2,4,0}r(1 + o_{r→0}(1)), −3 · 2^6K_2r^{2√2−3}(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−√8})). (2.141) Since h_{2,2} and h_{2,4} are singular at the origin, we choose γ̄_{2,2} = γ̄_{2,4} = 0. We further choose for k = 1, 3, γ̄_{2,k} = 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_∞ 0 Σ_{2,2}(s)W_{2,k}(s)s^2(1 + s^2)^2ds < +∞, to avoid growth at infinity. We have by (2.56), Σ_{2,2}(r) = 32r^{−4} + O_{r→∞}(r^{−6}).

We then obtain γ_{2,1}(r), γ_{2,3}(r) = O_{r→0}(1), γ_{2,2}(r), γ_{2,4}(r) = O_{r→0}(r^6), and as r → ∞,

γ_{2,1}(r) = − 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_∞ r 2^{13} · 3s^{−3}(1 + O_{s→∞}(s^{2−} √ 8))ds = −r^{−2}(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8)),

γ_{2,2}(r) = − 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_r 0 2^{13}s(1 + O_{s→∞}(s^{2−} √ 8))ds = − 1 3 r^2(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8)),

γ_{2,3}(r) = − 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_∞ r 2^{11} · 3C_2s^− √ 8−1(1 + O_{s→∞}(s^{2−} √ 8))ds = − C_2 4 √ 2 r^− √ 8(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8)),

γ_{2,4}(r) = − 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_∞ r 2^{11} · 3K_2s √ 8−1(1 + O_{s→∞}(s^{2−} √ 8))ds = − K_2 4 √ 2 r √ 8(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8)).

Using the asymptotic behaviors of (h_{2,k}, g_{2,k}) given in Lemma A.2, we directly get (2.138) and obtain, as r → ∞, T_{2,2}(r) = 4∑ k=1 γ_{2,k}h_{2,k} = −r^{−2}(1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8))8r^{−2}(1 + O(r^{−2})) − 1 3 r^2(1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8))24r^{−6}(1 + O(r^{−2})) − C_2 4 √ 2 r^− √ 8(1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8))16K_2r √ 8−2(1 + O(r^{−2})) −

K_2 4 √ 2 r √ 8(1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8))16C_2r^− √ 8−2(1 + O(r √ 8−4))

= −4r^{−2} + O(r^− √ 8) where we used in the last line C_2K_2 =^{1√}_2 , and

V_{2,2}(r) = 4∑ k=1 γ_{2,k}g_{2,k} = −r^{−2}(1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8))r^2(1 + O(r^{−2})) − 1 3 r^2(1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8))3r^{−2}(1 + O(r^{−2})) − C_2 4 √ 2 r^− √ 8(1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8))(−4K_2r √ 8(1 + O(r^{−2}))) −

K_2 4 √ 2 r √ 8(1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8))(−4C_2r^− √ 8)(1 + O(r √ 8−4))

= −1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8). We notice that the estimates indeed propagate for higher order derivatives by a direct check at the formulas (2.139) because of the asymptotic behaviour of the functions in Lemmas A.3 and A.2. This concludes the proof of Lemma 2.6.

Computing T_3 and V_3: We use Lemmas A.2 and A.3 to solve (2.64) for k = 3. Lemma 2.7. There exist smooth solutions (T_{3,k}, V_{3,k}) to (2.64) for k = 1, 3 such that T_{3,1}(r) = O_{r→0}(r), V_{3,1}(r) = O_{r→0}(r), (2.142)

T_{3,1}(r) = O_{r→∞} ( r^{−3} ) , V_{3,1}(r) = O_{r→∞}( ln r r ). (2.143) and T_{3,3}(r) = O_{r→0}(r^3), V_{3,3}(r) = O_{r→0}(r^3), (2.144) T_{3,3}(r) = 4 3 √ 2 r^{−1} + O_{r→∞} ( r^{2−} √ 13 ) , V_{3,3}(r) = 1 6 √ 2 r + O_{r→∞}(r^{4−} √ 13). (2.145) The estimates propagate for higher order derivatives.

Proof. We recall from (2.64), k = 1, 3, { L_{0,k}(T_{3,k}, V_{3,k}) = Σ_{3,k}, −Δ_kV_{3,k} = T_{3,k}. (2.146)

Since solving for ( T_{3,k}, V_{3,k} ) for k = 1, 3 is similar as solving for ( T_{2,2}, V_{2,2} ) that we have detailed in the proof of Lemma 2.6, we will only detail the main new points.

Step 1. Computing T_{3,1}. There is a surprising cancellation for the source term, as it has no horizontal momentum:∫

R^2 y_1∇.(ΛUG_2)dy = − ∫ R^2

ΛU(1, 0).G_2dy = 1 4 √ 2 ∫ R^2

ΛU(y^2_1 − y^2 − 1)dy = 0

where we used that ΛU is spherically symmetric with ∫ ΛU = 0, which implies in polar coordinates ∫_∞ 0 Σ_{3,1}(r)r^2dr = 0. (2.147)

This cancellation permits to find a smooth and decaying solution (T_{3,1}V_{3,1}) of (2.64). Namely, by applying Lemma A.3 with k = 1 we have a solution of the form

T_{3,1} = 4∑ k=1 γ_{1,k}h_{1,k}, V_{3,1} = 4∑ k=1 γ_{1,k}g_{1,k}, (2.148)

where, using Σ_{3,1} = O_{r→0}(r) and Σ_{3,1} = O_{r→∞}(r^{−5}),

γ_{1,1} = ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,1}W_{1,1} W_1 ds = { O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 sds) = O_{r→0}(r^2), O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s⟨s⟩^{−2}ds) = O_{r→∞}(ln r), γ_{1,2} = ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,1}W_{1,2} W_1 ds = { O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^3ds) = O_{r→0}(r^4), O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{−3}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−2}), γ_{1,3} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{3,1}W_{1,3} W_1 ds = { O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 s⟨s⟩^{−√5−3}ds) = O_{r→0}(1), O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{−√5−2}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−√5−1}), γ_{1,4} = ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,1}W_{1,4} W_1 ds = { O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^3ds) = O_{r→0}(r^4), O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 r^3⟨r⟩^{√5−5}) = O_{r→∞}(r^{√5−1}).

In the second identity, we used that ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,1}W_{1,2} W_1 ds = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{3,1}W_{1,2} W_1 ds by (2.147) and the fact that W_{1,2} W_1 = 2 √ 5+1 24 r^2 from (A.14). Using the asymptotic behaviors of (h_{1,k}, g_{1,k}) given in Lemma A.2 and the above asymptotic estimates yield the desired estimates (2.142) and (2.143).

Step 2. Computing T_{3,3}. We apply Lemma A.3 with ℓ = 3 and f = Σ_{3,3}, where we compute from (2.57),

Σ_{3,3} = O_{r→0}(r^3), Σ_{3,3}(r) = − 16 √ 2 r^{−3} + O_{r→∞}(r^{−5}).

We then obtain a solution of the form

T_{3,3} = 4∑ k=1 γ_{3,k}h_{3,k}, V_{3,3} = 4∑ k=1 γ_{3,k}g_{3,k}. (2.149)

We choose the integration constants so that

γ_{3,1} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{3,3}W_{3,1} W_3 ds, γ_{3,2} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,3}W_{3,2}

W_3 ds γ_{3,3} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{3,3}W_{3,3} W_3 ds, γ_{3,4} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,3}W_{3,4}

W_3 ds.

The regularity of (T_{3,3}, V_{3,3}) as r → 0 can be checked the same way we did for (T_{3,1}, V_{3,1}). To obtain the expansion as r → ∞ we compute from (A.18):

W_{3,1}(r) = −3 · 2^9r^{−6}(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{3−} √ 13)), W_{3,2}(r) = −3 · 2^8(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{3−} √ 13)),

W_{3,3}(r) = −3 · 2^8C_ℓr^− √ 13−3(1 + O r→∞(r^{3−} √ 13)), W_{3,4}(r) = −3 · 2^8K_ℓr √ 13−3(1 + O r→∞(r^{3−} √ 13).

Recalling that W_3(r) = −9 · 2^{13}r^{−6} + O_{r→∞}(r^{−8}) we obtain

γ_{3,1} = ∫_∞ r 1 3 √ 2 s^{−3}(1 + O(s^{3−} √ 13))ds = 1 6 √ 2 r^{−2}(1 + O(r^{3−} √ 13)),

γ_{3,2} = ∫_r 0 1 6 √ 2 s^3(1 + O(s^{3−} √ 13))ds = 1 24 √ 2 r^4(1 + O(r^{3−} √ 13)),

γ_{3,3} = ∫_∞ r C_ℓ 6 √ 2 s^− √ 13(1 + O(s^{3−} √ 13))ds = C_ℓ 6 √ 2( √ 13 − 1) r^{1−} √ 13(1 + O(r^{3−} √ 13)),

γ_{3,4} = ∫_r 0 K_ℓ 6 √ 2 s √ 13(1 + O(s^{3−} √ 13))ds = K_ℓ 6 √ 2( √ 13 + 1) r^{1+} √ 13(1 + O(r^{3−} √ 13)),

from what we deduce, using Lemma A.2,

T_{3,3} = 4∑ k=1 γ_{3,k}h_{3,k}

= O(r^{−2})O(r^{−1}) + O(r^4)O(r^{−7}) + C_ℓr^{1−√13} 6 √ 2( √ 13 − 1)

(1 + O(r^{3−} √ 13))16K_ℓr √ 13−2(1 + O(r−2))

+ K_ℓr^{1+√13} 6 √ 2( √ 13 + 1)

(1 + O(r^{3−} √ 13))16C_ℓr^− √ 13−2(1 + O(r √ 13−5)) = 4 3 √ 2 r^{−1}(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{3−} √ 13))

where we used that K_3C_3 =^{3√}_{13} , and

V_{3,3} = 4∑ k=1 γ_{3,k}g_{3,k} = 1 6 √ 2 r^{−2}(1 + O(r^{3−} √ 13))2r^3(1 + O(r^{−2})) + 1 24 √ 2 r^4(1 + O(r^{3−} √ 13))4r^{−3}(1 + O(r^{−2})) + C_ℓr^{1−√13} 6 √ 2( √ 13 − 1)

(1 + O(r^{3−} √ 13))(−4K_ℓr √ 13−2)(1 + O(r−2))

+ K_ℓr^{1+√13} 6 √ 2( √ 13 + 1)

(1 + O(r^{3−} √ 13))(−4C_ℓr^− √ 13−2)(1 + O(r √ 13−5)) = r 6 √ 2 (1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{3−} √ 13))

This concludes the proof of (2.144) and (2.145). The estimates (2.142), (2.143), (2.144) and (2.145) propagate for higher order derivative from a direct check at the identities (2.148) and (2.149) using the asymptotic behaviours of the functions in Lemmas A.3 and A.2.

Computing T_4 and T̂_4: We now compute the profiles T_4 and T̂_4.

Lemma 2.8. Let i = 0, 1 and T^{(0)}_{2,0} , T^{(1)}_{2,0} , T̂_2 and T_{2,2} be described as in Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6. For any constants c^{(0)}_{4,0}, c^{(1)}_{4,0}, ĉ^{(0)}_{4,0}, ĉ^{(1)}_{4,0}, the systems (2.63) admit smooth solutions (T^{(i)}_{4,0}, c^{(i)}_{4,0} + V^{(i)}_{4,0} ) and (T̂^{(i)}_{4,0}, ĉ^{(i)}_{4,0} + V̂^{(i)}_{4,0} ) such that for r → ∞,

T^{(i)}_{4,0} = 7 4 − 4i + O(r^{2−} √ 8), V^{(i)}_{4,0} = ( i − 7 16 ) r^2 + O(r^{4−} √ 8), (2.150)

T̂^{(i)}_{4,0} = (4 − 8i) ln r + 10i − 1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{−2} ln^2 r), (2.151)

V̂^{(i)}_{4,0} = (2i − 1)r^2 ln r + (5 4 − 9 2 i ) r^2 + O_{r→∞}(ln^3 r), (2.152)

where B_2 is the free parameter introduced in Lemma 2.6. The estimates propagate to higher order derivatives.

Proof. Note that there is a tail cancellation in ΛT_2 (since Λ(r^{−2}) = 0), from which we introduce two different profiles T_4 and T̂_4. Roughly speaking, T_4 and T̂_4 gather all terms of the order O(ν^4) and O(λ̃_1ν^4) respectively, so that the generated error term will be of the order O(λ̃^2_i ν^4) ∼ O(ν^4| ln ν|^{−2}) in the blowup variables, which is the typical size to successfully control the remainder.

Since Σ^{(i)}_{4,0} is radial, we use the partial mass to solve for T^{(i)}_{4,0}. We recall from (2.58),

Σ^{(i)}_{4,0} = Λ_iT^{(i)}_{2,0} + 1 4 ΛT_{2,2} − 1 16 Λ^2U, Λ_i = Λ + 2(1 − i).

From (2.131), (2.130), (2.137), (2.135) and the identities Λ_if(r) = r^{2i−3}∂_r(r^{4−2i}f), we get

g^{(i)}_{4,0}(r) = ∫_r 0 Σ^{(i)}_{4,0}(ζ)ζdζ = r^2T^{(i)}_{2,0} + 2(1 − i)m^{(i)}_{2,0} + 1 4 r^2T_{2,2} − 1 16 r^2ΛU = 7 − 16i + O_{r→∞} ( r^{2−} √ 8 ) , Applying Lemma A.1 to solve A_0m^{(i)}_{4,0} = g^{(i)}_{4,0} yields

m^{(i)}_{4,0} = (7 8 − 2i ) r^2 + O_{r→∞}(r^{4−} √ 8), hence,

T^{(i)}_{4,0} =

∂_rm^{(i)}_{4,0} r = 7 4 − 4i + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8), (2.153)

∂_rV^{(i)}_{4,0} = − m^{(i)}_{4,0} r = ( 2i − 7 8 ) r + O_{r→∞}(r^{3−} √ 8). (2.154)

Similarly, solving T̂^{(i)}_{4,0} is reduced to solving A_0m̂^{(i)}_{4,0} = ĝ^{(i)}_{4,0}, where we compute asymptotically from (2.61) and Lemma 2.5,

ĝ^{(i)}_{4,0} = m_{2T} (i)_{2,0+ΛiT̂2} = 2m^{(i)}_{2,0} + m_{ΛiT̂2}

= 2m^{(i)}_{2,0} + r∂_rm̂_2 + 2(1 − i)m̂_2 = (16 − 32i) ln r + 32i + O_{r→∞}(r^{−2} ln^2 r),

where we used (2.134) (2.135) and (2.136). Applying Lemma A.1 with g = g^{(i)}_{4,0} yields

m̂^{(i)}_{4,0} = 1 2r^2

∫_1 r ζ^3 [ (16 − 32i) ln ζ + 32i ] dζ + 1 2 ∫_r 0 ζ [ (16 − 32i) ln ζ + 32i ] dζ + O(ln^2 r)

= (2 − 4i)r^2 ln r + ( 7i − 3 2 ) r^2 + O_{r→∞}(ln^2 r).

hence,

T̂_{4,0} = ∂^rm̂ (i) 4,0 r = (4 − 8i) ln r + 10i − 1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{−2} ln^2 r), (2.155)

∂_rV̂_{4,0} = − m̂^{(i)}_{4,0} r = (4i − 2)r ln r + (3 2 − 7i ) r + O_{r→∞}(r^{−1} ln^2 r). (2.156)

This ends the proof of Lemma 2.8. The estimates (2.152), (2.151) and (2.150) propagate to higher order derivatives by a direct check at the identities (2.153), (2.154), (2.155) and (2.156) because of the asymptotic behaviour of the functions in Lemmas A.3 and A.2.

Lemma 2.9. Let i = 0, 1 and T^{(i)}_{2,0}, T_{2,2} and T̂_2 be given by Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6. The systems (2.65) admit smooth solutions (T^{(i)}_{4,2}, V^{(i)}_{4,2}) and (T̂_{4,2}, V̂_{4,2}) depending such that for r → ∞:

T^{(i)}_{4,2} = 2 − 4i + O(r^{2−} √ 8), V^{(i)}_{4,2} = (i − 1 2 )r^2 ln r + ( 5 4 i − 5 8 )r^2 + O_{r→∞}(r^{4−2} √ 2)), (2.157)

T̂_{4,2} = 4 + O(r^{2−√8}), V̂_{4,2} = −r^2 ln r − 5 4 r^2 + O_{r→∞}(r^{4−2} √ 2)). (2.158)

The estimates propagate to higher order derivatives.

Proof. From Lemma A.3 with ℓ = 2, we choose the solution of the form

T^{(i)}_{4,2}(r) = 4∑ k=1 h_{2,k}(r)γ_{4,k}(r), V^{(i)}_{4,2}(r) = 4∑ k=1 g_{2,k}(r)γ_{4,k}(r), where (h_{2,k}, g_{2,k})_{1≤k≤4} are given in Lemma A.2, W_2 = −3.2^{12}r^{−2}(1 + r^2)^{−2} and with the following choice of integration constants

γ_{4,1}(r) = −1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_r 0 Σ^{(i)}_{4,2}(s)W_{2,1}(s)s^2(1 + s^2)^2ds, γ_{4,1}(r) = 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_r 0 Σ^{(i)}_{4,2}(s)W_{2,2}(s)s^2(1 + s^2)^2ds,

γ_{4,3}(r) = 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_∞ r Σ^{(i)}_{4,2}(s)W_{2,1}(s)s^2(1 + s^2)^2ds, γ_{4,1}(r) = 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_r 0 Σ^{(i)}_{4,2}(s)W_{2,2}(s)s^2(1 + s^2)^2ds.

Injecting (2.130), (2.131) and (2.137) in (2.59), we have

Σ^{(i)}_{4,2}(r) = Λ_iT_{2,2} + 1 2 r∂_rT^{(i)}_{2,0} − r 16 ∂_rΛU =

(−8 + 16i) r^2 + O_{r→∞}(r^− √ 8). (2.159)

The smoothness of (T^{(i)}_{4,2}, V^{(i)}_{4,2}) as r → 0 can be checked as for that of (T_{2,2}, V_{2,2}) in the proof of Lemma 2.6. To obtain the expansion as r → ∞ we use (2.140) and (2.141) and compute

γ_{4,1} = − 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_r 0 −3 · 2^{11}(−1 + 2i)⟨s⟩^{−1}(1 + O_{s→∞}(s^{2−} √ 8))ds =

−1 + 2i 2 ln r + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8), γ_{4,2} = 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_r 0 2^{11}(−1 + 2i)s^3(1 + O_{s→∞}(s^{2−} √ 8))ds =

−1 + 2i 24 r^4(1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8)) γ_{4,3} = 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_∞ r −3 · 2^9C_2(−1 + 2i)s^{1−2} √ 2(1 + O_{s→∞}(s^{2−} √ 8))ds = − C_2(−1 + 2i) 16( √ 2 − 1) r^{2−2} √ 2(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8)) γ_{4,4} = 1 3 · 2^{12} ∫_r 0 −3 · 2^9K_2(−1 + 2i)s^{1+2} √ 2(1 + O_{s→∞}(s^{2−} √ 8))ds = − K_2(−1 + 2i) 16( √ 2 + 1) r^{2−2} √ 2(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8)).

From the asymptotic behaviors of (h_{2,k}, g_{2,k})_{1≤k≤4} given in Lemma A.2 and the relation C_2K_2 =^{1√}_2 , we end up with

T^{(i)}_{4,2}(r) = 4∑ k=1 γ_{4,k}h_{2,k} = O(ln r)O(r^{−2}) + O(r^4)O(r^{−6}) −

C_2(−1 + 2i) 16( √ 2 − 1) r^{2−2} √ 2(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8))16K_2r √ 8−2(1 + O(r^{−2})) − K_2(−1 + 2i) 16( √ 2 + 1) r^{2−2} √ 2(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8))16C_2r^− √ 8−2(1 + O(r √ 8−4))

= 2 − 4i + O(r^{2−} √ 8) and V^{(i)}_{4,2}(r) = 4∑ k=1 γ_{2,k}g_{2,k} = 2i − 1 2 ln r + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8)r^2(1 + O(r^{−2})) + 2i − 1 24 r^4(1 + O(r^{2−} √ 8))3r^{−2}(1 + O(r^{−2})) − C_2(2i − 1) 16( √ 2 − 1) r^{2−2} √ 2(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8))(−4K_2r √ 8(1 + O(r^{−2}))) − K_2(2i − 1) 16( √ 2 + 1) r^{2−2} √ 2(1 + O_{r→∞}(r^{2−} √ 8))(−4C_2r^− √ 8)(1 + O(r √ 8−4)) = (i − 1 2 )r^2 ln r + ( 5 4 i − 5 8 )r^2 + O(r^{4−} √ 8). This shows the desired identities (2.157).

The same computation also works for (T̂_{4,2}, V̂_{4,2}). Indeed, by (2.61), (2.132) and (2.137) we have

Σ̂_{4,2} = −16 r^2 + O_{r→∞} ( r^{−2} √ 2 ) . Notice that this is exactly as Σ^{(i)}_{4,2} given by (2.159), up to a constant factor. This concludes the proof of 2.9.

Lemma 2.10. Let T̂_2 and T_{2,2} be described in Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6. The system (2.64) with k = 4 admits a smooth solution (T_{4,4}, V_{4,4}) such that

T_{4,4}(r) = − 1 2 + O_{r→∞}(r^{4−} √ 20), (2.160)

V_{4,4}(r) = − 1 24 r^2 + O_{r→∞}(r^{6−} √ 20). (2.161)

The estimates propagate to higher order derivatives.

Proof. The proof is the same as for Lemma 2.9 by applying Lemma A.3 with ℓ = 4 and f = Σ_{4,4}, where we compute from (2.60) and Lemma 2.6,

Σ_{4,4}(r) = 1 4 r∂_rT_{2,2} − 1 2 T_{2,2} + 1 16 r^3∂_rΛU = 8 r^2 + O_{r→∞}(r^− √ 8). (2.162)

From Lemma A.3, we choose the following solution to (2.64),

(T_{4,4}, V_{4,4}) = 4∑ k=1 γ_{4,k}(h_{4,k}, g_{4,k}), where we choose the following integration constants

γ_{4,1} = 1 15 · 2^{14} ∫_∞ r Σ_{4,4}(s)W_{4,1}(s)s^2(1 + s^2)^2ds, γ_{4,2} = 1 15 · 2^{14} ∫_r 0 Σ_{4,4}(s)W_{4,2}(s)s^2(1 + s^2)^2ds,

γ_{4,3} = 1 15 · 2^{14} ∫_∞ r Σ_{4,4}(s)W_{4,3}(s)s^2(1 + s^2)^2ds, γ_{4,4} = 1 15 · 2^{14} ∫_r 0 Σ_{4,4}(s)W_{4,4}(s)s^2(1 + s^2)^2ds.

To obtain the expansion as r → ∞, we recall that from (A.18),

W_{4,1} = −2^95r^{−7} ( 1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20) , W_{4,2} = −3 · 2^9r ( 1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20) ) , (2.163)

W_{4,3} = −15 · 2^7C_4r^{−2} √ 5−3 ( 1 + O(r^{−4−} √ 20) ) , W_{4,4} = −15 · 2^7K_4r^2 √ 5−3 ( 1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20) ) . (2.164)

We compute thanks to (2.162), (2.163) and (2.164):

γ_{4,1} = 1 15 · 2^{14} ∫_∞ r −5 · 2^{12}s^{−3}(1 + O(s^{4−} √ 20))ds = − 1 24r^2

(1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20)),

γ_{4,2} = 1 15 · 2^{14} ∫_r 0 −3 · 2^{12}s^5(1 + O(s^{4−} √ 20))ds = − r^6 120 (1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20)),

γ_{4,3} = 1 15 · 2^{14} ∫_∞ r −15 · 2^{10}C_4s^− √ 20+1(1 + O(s4− √ 20))ds = −

C_4 32( √ 5 − 1) r^{2−} √ 20(1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20)),

γ_{4,4} = 1 15 · 2^{14} ∫_r 0 −15 · 2^{10}K_4s √ 20+1(1 + O(s4− √ 20))ds = −

K_4 32( √ 5 + 1) r^{2+} √ 20(1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20)),

From the definition of (h_{4,k}, g_{4,k}) given in Lemma A.2, we obtain

T_{4,4} = 4∑ k=1 γ_{4,k}h_{4,k} = O(r^{−2})O(1) + O(r^6)O(r^{−8}) −

C_4 32( √ 5 − 1) r^{2−} √ 20(1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20))16K_4r √ 20−2(1 + O(r−2)),

− K_4 32( √ 5 + 1) r^{2+} √ 20(1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20))16C_4r^− √ 20−2(1 + O(r4− √ 20)), = − 1 2 where we used C_4K_4 =^2√_5 . We get similarly that

V_{4,4} = 4∑ k=1 γ_{4,k}g_{4,k}

= − 1 24r^2

(1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20))(3r^4 + O(r^2)) − r^6 120 (1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20))( 5 r^4

+ O(r^{−6})) −

C_4 32( √ 5 − 1) r^{2−} √ 20(1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20))(−4K_4r √ 20)(1 + O(r^{4−2} √ 20)), − K_4 32( √ 5 + 1) r^{2+} √ 20(1 + O(r^{4−} √ 20))(−4C_4r^− √ 20)(1 + O(r √ 20−6)), = − 1 24 r^2 + O(r^{6−} √ 20).

This concludes the proof of Lemma 2.10.

2.1.8. Computation of the subleading profiles Proposition 2.11. There exist smooth solutions to (2.73)-(2.85) such that as r → ∞:

|∂^k_r S_{3,0,1}(r)| ≲ r^{−3}, W_{3,0,1}(r) = ( 1 2 − 2i + 2λ̃_i)r + O_{r→∞}(r^{−1} ln r) (2.165) |∂^k_r S^′_{4,0,2}(r)| ≲ r^{−2−k}, W_{4,0,2}(r) = r^2 + O_{r→∞}(1) (2.166) and |∂^k_r S_{1,1,1}(r)| ≲ r^{−3−k}, |∂^k_r W_{1,1,1}(r)| ≲ r^{−1−k} ln r (2.167) |∂^k_r S_{2,1,0}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{−2−k}, |W_{2,1,0}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)| ln r|^{2−δk≥1} r^{−k}, (2.168) |∂^k_r S_{2,1,2}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{−2−k}, |∂^k_r W_{2,1,2}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{−k}, (2.169) |∂^k_r S_{2,2,0}(r)| ≲ r^{−2−k}, |W_{2,2,0}(r)| ≲ | ln r|^{2−δk≥1} r^{−k}, (2.170) |∂^k_r S_{2,2,2}(r)| ≲ r^{−2−k}, |∂^k_r W_{2,2,2}(r)| ≲ r^{−k} (2.171) |∂^k_r S_{3,0,3}(r)| ≲ r^{−3−k}, |∂^k_r W_{3,0,3}(r)| ≲ r^{−1−k}, (2.172) |∂^k_r S_{3,1,1}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{−1−k}, |∂^k_r W_{3,1,1}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{1−k} ln r, (2.173) |∂^k_r S_{3,1,3}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{−1−k}, |∂^k_r W_{3,1,3}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{1−k}, (2.174) |∂^k_r S_{4,0,0}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{−2−k}, |W_{4,0,0}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{−k} ln^{2−δk≥1} r, (2.175) |∂^k_r S_{4,0,2}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{−2−k}, |∂^k_r W_{4,0,2}(r)| ≲ (1 + |L_i|)r^{−k}, (2.176) |∂^k_r S_{4,0,4}(r)| ≲ r^{−2−k}, |∂^k_r W_{4,0,4}(r)| ≲ r^{−k}. (2.177) Proof. To ease the presentation, we prove all bounds below under the assumption that |L^{in}_i | ≲ 1. The dependance on L^{in}_i in the final identities (2.167)-(2.177) then follows directly from the affine dependance on L^{in}_i in the equations (2.73)-(2.85).

To lighten notation, the notation O_{r→∞}() will again implicitly include estimates for derivatives. Namely, for f ∈ C^∞((0, ∞), R) and g : (0, ∞) → (0, ∞) we will write f(r) = O_{r→∞}(g(r)) if for all k ∈ N, we have for all r ≥ 1: |∂^k_r f(r)| ≲ r^{−k}g(r). Step 1. Computation of the first spherical harmonics profiles.

Determination of (S_{1,1,1}, W_{1,1,1}). We notice that by (2.57) we have −|a|∂_rΛU = −4 √ 2|a|Σ_{3,1}. By (2.73), (2.64) and Lemma 2.7 we thus choose (S_{1,1,1}, S_{1,1,1}) = (T_{3,1}, W_{3,1}). The desired estimates (2.167) then follow from (2.143).

Determination of (S_{3,0,1}, W_{3,0,1}). We first notice that the horizontal momentum of the source term is non-zero by (2.17) and by integrating by parts: ∫ R^2

y_1 ( (Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)∂_{x1} U + ∇.(∂_{x1} UG_1) ) dy = 4(4i − 1 − 4λ̃_i)π. In polar coordinates, this corresponds to ∫_∞ 0 Σ_{3,0,1}(r)r^2dr = 4(4i − 1 − 4λ̃_i). (2.178) We next estimate by (2.17) Σ_{3,0,1}(r) = O_{r→0}(r), Σ_{3,0,1}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−6}). (2.179)

We deduce by (2.178) and (A.14) that ∫_∞ 0 Σ_{3,0,1}W_{1,2} W_1 dr = 2i − 1 2 − 2λ̃_i. (2.180)

We apply Lemma A.3 with ℓ = 1 and f = Σ_{3,1,1} to solve (2.80) and choose the following solution

(S_{3,1,1}, W_{3,1,1}) = 4∑ k=1 γ_{3,1,1,k}(h_{1,k}, g_{1,k}) (2.181)

where, using (2.179) and (2.180):

γ_{3,0,1,1} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{3,0,1}W_{1,1} W_1 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 ⟨s⟩^{−2}ds) = O_{r→0}(r^2), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 s^{−2}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−1}), γ_{3,0,1,2} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,0,1}W_{1,2} W_1 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^3ds) = O_{r→0}(r^4), =^1_2 − 2i + 2λ̃_i + O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{−4}ds) =^1_2 − 2i + 2λ̃_i + O_{r→∞}(r^{−3}),

γ_{3,0,1,3} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{3,0,1}W_{1,3} W_1 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 s⟨s⟩^{−1−√5−3}ds) = O_{r→0}(1), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{−√5−3}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−2−√5}), γ_{3,0,1,4} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,1,1}W_{1,4} W_1 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^3ds) = O_{r→0}(r^4), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 s^{√5−3}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{√5−2}), Injecting the asymptotic expansions of Lemma A.3 in (2.181) we obtain as r → ∞

S_{3,0,1} = O(r^{−1})O(r^{−5}) + O(1)O(r^{−3}) + O(r^{−2−} √ 5)O(r √ 5−2) + O(r √ 5−2)O(r^− √ 5−2) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−3})

W_{3,0,1} = O(r^{−1})O(r^{−1}) + ( 1 2 − 2i + 2λ̃_i)(r + O(r^{−1} ln r)) + O(r^{−2−} √ 5)O(r √ 5) + O(r √ 5−2)O(r^− √ 5) = ( 1 2 − 2i + 2λ̃_i)r + O(r^{−1} ln r).

This is (2.165).

Estimate for (S_{3,1,1}, W_{3,1,1}). We first compute by (2.80) and (2.167), (2.130), (2.131), (2.132), (2.138), (2.137) and |λ̃_i| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1} that

|Σ_{3,1,1}(r)| = O_{r→0}(r), |Σ_{3,1,1}(r)| = O_{r→∞}(r^{−3}) (2.182) We apply Lemma A.3 with ℓ = 1 and f = Σ_{3,1,1} to solve (2.80) and choose the following solution

(S_{3,1,1}, W_{3,1,1}) = 4∑ k=1 γ_{3,1,1,k}(h_{1,k}, g_{1,k}) where

γ_{3,1,1,1} = ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,1,1}W_{1,1} W_1 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 sds) = O_{r→0}(r^2), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 sds) = O_{r→∞}(r^2), γ_{3,1,1,2} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,1,1}W_{1,2} W_1 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^3ds) = O_{r→0}(r^4), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 s^3⟨s⟩^{−4}ds) = O_{r→∞}(ln r), γ_{3,1,1,3} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{3,1,1}W_{1,3} W_1 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 s⟨s⟩^{−1−√5}ds) = O_{r→0}(1), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{−√5}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{1−√5}), γ_{3,1,1,4} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,1,1}W_{1,4} W_1 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^3ds) = O_{r→0}(r^4), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 s^{√5}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{1+√5}), where we used (2.182) and the bounds of Lemma A.3 to obtain the above estimates. The desired estimate (2.173) for k = 0 then follows from the above estimates and that of Lemma A.2. They are propagated to higher order derivatives k ≥ 1 by the same method.

Step 2. Computation of the radial profiles. We first notice the mass cancellation for all source terms with radial components 0 = ∫ R^2

−(Λ_i + 2λ̃_i)ΛU − α^{12} L^{in}_i a.∇∂_{x1} U = ∫ R^2 −a.∇S_{1,1} = ∫ R^2 − 1 2|a|^4 ΛU + α^2L^{in}_i ∇.(∂_{x1} UG_2)

which in polar coordinates corresponds to 0 = ∫_∞ 0 rΣ_{2,1,0}(r)dr = ∫_∞ 0 rΣ_{2,2,0}(r)dr = ∫_∞ 0 rΣ_{4,0,0}(r)dr. (2.183)

By (2.74), (2.76) and (2.82), and (2.167) we have for k ∈ N and r ≥ 1, |∂^k_r Σ_{2,1,0}(r)| + |∂^k_r Σ_{2,2,0}(r)| + |∂^k_r Σ_{4,0,0}(r)| ≲ r^{−4−k}. (2.184) In view of (2.183) and (2.184), we will only compute (S_{2,2,0}, W_{2,2,0}), and the proof will apply simultaneously to (S_{2,1,0}, W_{2,1,0}) and (S_{4,0,0}, W_{4,0,0}). Since the system (2.76) corresponds to the radial case, in can be solved by appealing to Lemma A.1. Introducing m_{2,2,0}(r) = ∫_r 0 S_{2,2,0}(r^′)r^′dr^′ and σ_{2,2,0}(r) = ∫_r 0 Σ_{2,2,0}(r^′)r^′dr^′ we choose

m_{2,2,0} = 1 2 ψ_0

∫_1 r ζ^4 + 4ζ^2 ln ζ − 1 ζ σ_{2,2,0}(ζ)dζ + 1 2 ψ̃_0 ∫_r 0 ζσ_{2,2,0}(ζ)dζ. (2.185)

By (A.3), the function S_{2,2,0}(r) = r^{−1}∂_rm_{2,2,0}(r) is then smooth at the origin. We have by (2.183) and (2.184) that for k ∈ N, for any r > 1, |∂^k_r σ_{2,2,0}(r)| = |∂^k_r ∫_∞ r Σ_{2,2,0}(r^′)dr^′| ≲ r^{−2−k}. (2.186)

We have by (2.185)

|S_{2,2,0}(r)| = | | 1 2r ∂_rψ_0

∫_1 r ζ^4 + 4ζ^2 ln ζ − 1 ζ σ_{2,2,0}(ζ)dζ + 1 2r ∂_rψ̃_0 ∫_r 0 ζσ_{2,2,0}(ζ)dζ | | ≲ r^{−2}. This extends by the same computation to the case k ≥ 1, which shows the first inequality in (2.170). Using W_{2,2,0}(r) = C − ∫_r 0 m_{2,2,0} (r^′) r^′ dr ′ for some C ∈ R and |∂^k_r m_{2,2,0}(r)| ≲ r^{−k} ln r from (2.185) and (2.186), we obtain the second inequality in (2.170). As we mentioned above, this proof shows simultaneously (2.168) and (2.175).

Step 3. Computation of second spherical harmonics profiles. First, from Lemma A.2 we simply define (S^′_{4,0,2}, W^′_{4,0,2}) = (h_{2,1}, g_{2,1}) which immediately implies the desired behaviour (2.166).

We now compute (S_{2,1,2}, W_{2,1,2}), (S_{2,2,2}, W_{2,2,2}) and (S_{4,0,2}, W_{4,0,2}). We have by (2.75), (2.77), (2.83) and (2.167) Σ_{2,1,2}(r), Σ_{2,2,2}(r), Σ_{4,0,2}(r) = O_{r→0}(r^2), (2.187) where we used for Σ_{2,2,2} that near the origin S_{1,1}(r) = cr + O(r^3) for some constants c ∈ R as S_{1,1} is smooth near the origin. We also have Σ_{2,1,2}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−6}) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}), Σ_{2,2,2}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}), Σ_{4,0,2}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}). (2.188) Because of (2.187) and (2.188) we will only compute (S_{2,2,2}, W_{2,2,2}), and the proof will apply simultaneously to (S_{2,1,2}, W_{2,1,0}) and (S_{4,0,2}, W_{4,0,2}). We could show more decay as r → ∞ for (S_{2,1,2}, W_{2,1,0}) thanks to the extra r^{−2} decay in Σ_{2,1,2} but the decay we prove is sufficient.

We solve (2.77) thanks to Lemma A.3 with ℓ = 2 and f = Σ_{2,2,2} and get a solution of the form

(S_{2,2,2}, W_{2,2,2}) = 4∑ k=1 γ_{2,2,2,k}(h_{2,k}, g_{2,k}) where we choose the integration constants so that

γ_{2,2,2,1} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{2,2,2}W_{2,1} W_2 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 ⟨s⟩^{−3}ds) = O_{r→0}(1), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{−3}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−2}), γ_{2,2,2,2} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{2,2,2}W_{2,2}

W_2 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^5ds) = O_{r→0}(r^6), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 s⟨s⟩^{−4}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^2), γ_{2,2,2,3} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{2,2,2}W_{2,3} W_2 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 ⟨s⟩^{−1−√8}ds) = O_{r→0}(1), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{−1−√8}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−√8}), γ_{2,2,2,4} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{2,2,2}W_{2,4}

W_2 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^5ds) = O_{r→0}(r^6), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 s^{√8−1}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{√8}), and where the estimates follow from (2.189) and the bounds of Lemma A.3. The estimates (2.174) for k = 0 then follow from the above estimates and that of Lemma A.2, and are propagated for k ≥ 1 by the same computations. As we explained, this proves also simultaneously (2.169) and (2.176).

Step 4. Computation of third spherical harmonics profiles. We estimate by (2.79), (2.81), (2.137) and (2.167)

Σ_{3,0,3}(r), Σ_{3,1,3}(r) = O_{r→0}(r^3), Σ_{3,0,3}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−5}), Σ_{3,1,3}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−3}) (2.189)

where we used that since S_{1,1} and T_{2,2} are smooth near the origin then in polar coordinates S_{1,1}(r) = cr + O_{r→0}(r^3) and S_{2,2}(r) = c^′r^2 + O_{r→0}(r^4) for some constants c, c^′ ∈ R and that these estimates propagate for higher order derivative. We now solve (2.79) and (2.81) simultaneously. Let j ∈ {0, 1}. Then by (2.189) we have Σ_{3,j,3} = O_{r→∞}(r^{2j−5}). Applying Lemma A.3 with ℓ = 3 and f_j = Σ_{3,j,3} to solve (2.79) and (2.81) we get the following solutions

(S_{3,j,3}, W_{3,j,3}) = 4∑ k=1 γ_{3,j,3,k}(h_{3,k}, g_{3,k}) where we choose γ_{3,j,3,1} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{3,j,1}W_{3,1} W_3 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 ⟨s⟩^{2j−5}ds) = O_{r→0}(1), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{2j−5}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{2j−4}), γ_{3,j,3,2} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,j,1}W_{3,2} W_3 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^7ds) = O_{r→0}(r^8), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 s^{2j+1}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{2j+2}),

γ_{3,1,3,3} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{3,1,1}W_{3,3} W_3 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 ⟨s⟩^{−√13+2j−2}ds) = O_{r→0}(1), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{−√13+2j−2}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{2j−1−√13}), γ_{3,1,3,4} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,1,1}W_{3,4} W_3 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^7ds) = O_{r→0}(r^8), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 s^{√13+2j−2}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{2j−1+√13}), and where the estimates follow from (2.189) and the bounds of Lemma A.3. The estimates (2.172) and (2.174) for k = 0 then follow from the above estimates and that of Lemma A.2, and are propagated for k ≥ 1 by the same computations.

Step 5. Computation of the fourth spherical harmonics profile. We estimate by (2.84):

Σ_{4,0,4}(r) = O_{r→0}(r^4), Σ_{4,0,4}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}). (2.190)

Applying Lemma A.3 with ℓ = 4 and f = Σ_{4,0,4} to solve (2.84) we get the following solution

(S_{4,0,4}, W_{4,0,4}) = 4∑ k=1 γ_{4,0,4,k}(h_{4,k}, g_{4,k}) where we choose

γ_{4,0,4,1} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{4,0,4}W_{4,1} W_4 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 ⟨s⟩^{−5}ds) = O_{r→0}(1), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{−5}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}), γ_{4,0,4,2} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{3,0,4}W_{4,2} W_4 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^9ds) = O_{r→0}(r^{10}), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 s^3ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^4),

γ_{4,0,4,3} = − ∫_∞ r Σ_{4,0,4}W_{4,3} W_4 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_∞ 0 ⟨s⟩^{−√20−1}ds) = O_{r→0}(1), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_∞ r s^{−√20−1}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{√20}), γ_{4,0,4,4} = − ∫_r 0 Σ_{4,0,4}W_{4,4} W_4 ds = { = O_{r→0}( ∫_r 0 s^9ds) = O_{r→0}(r^{10}), = O_{r→∞}( ∫_r 0 s^{√20−1}ds) = O_{r→∞}(r^{√20}),

and where the estimates follow from (2.190) and the bounds of Lemma A.3. The estimates (2.177) and (2.177) for k = 0 then follow from the above estimates and that of Lemma A.2, and are propagated for k ≥ 1 by the same computations.

2.2. Outer expansion of the eigenfunctions

In this subsection, we compute an approximate eigenfunction ϕ^{ex}_i in the exterior zone ∩_±|z ± a| ≫ ν. To do so, we replace in (2.1) Φ_χ∗_ϕex_i by a more general solution V^{ex}_i of the Poisson equation −ΔV^{ex}_i = χ^∗ϕ^{ex}_i , so that the approximate exterior eigenfunction system is { R^{ex}_i = L̃^z(ϕ^{ex}_i , V^{ex}_i ) − λ_iϕ^{ex}_i , −ΔV^{ex}_i = χ^∗ϕ^{ex}_i .

(2.191)

In order to find a solution of (2.191) such that R^{ex}_i is suitably small, we identify the leading order part. We approximate the derivative of the Poisson field generated by U_{1+2,ν} by − ∑ ± 4(z ±a_∞)/|z ±a_∞|^2 so that the linearized operator can be decomposed as

L̃^z(ϕ^{ex}_i , V^{ex}_i ) = H_βϕ^{ex}_i + ∇ϕ^{ex}_i . ( −∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − 4 ∑ ± z ± a_∞ |z ± a_∞|^2 ) − ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇V^{ex}_i + 2U_{1+2,ν} ϕ^{ex}_i

(2.192) where the leading order part is

H_β := Δ + ( 4(z − a_∞) |z − a_∞|^2 + 4(z + a_∞) |z + a_∞|^2 ) .∇ − βΛ. (2.193)

Using (2.192) we can rewrite (2.191) with the following decomposition

R^{ex}_i = H_βϕ^{ex}_i − λ_iϕ^{ex}_i } := R̃^{ex}_i , +∇ϕ^{ex}_i .(−∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − 4 ∑ ± z±a_∞ |z±a_∞|^2 ) − ∇U1+2,ν .∇V ex i + 2U_{1+2,ν} ϕ^{ex}_i } := R̄^{ex}_i −ΔV^{ex}_i = χ^∗ϕ^{ex}_i . (2.194) where R̃^{ex}_i denotes the remainder in the leading part of the system and R̄^{ex}_i gathers negligible terms. We will first solve the leading system obtained by discarding R̄^{ex}_i in (2.194), which will provide the outer solution ϕ^{ex}_i . Then we will estimate the negligible terms in R̄^{ex}_i . This will produce a solution with the following properties.

Proposition 2.12 (Outer expansion of ϕ_i). Let i = 0, 1 and λ_i = 2β(i − 1) + 2βλ̃_i, and pick any constants A^{ex}_i , B^{ex}_i , C^{ex}_i ∈ R. There exists a smooth solution (ϕ^{ex}_i , V^{ex}_i , R̃^{ex}_i ) of the exterior eigenfunction system (2.191) on R^2 \{−a_∞, a_∞} that has the following properties. (i) Asymptotics as ζ_± = |z_±| = |z ∓ a_∞| → 0. Let θ_± =^{z±}_{|z±|} . We have

ϕ^{ex}_i (z) = 1 ζ^4_± + β ζ^2_± ( 1 2 i + 1 4 cos(2θ_±) − 1 2 λ̃_i ) ∓ β^32 12 √ 2ζ_± cos(3θ_±) + β^2λ̃_i ( i 2 − 1 4 ) log ζ_± (2.195) + β^2 32 (3i + (8i − 4) cos(2θ_±) + cos(4θ_±)) + 4β^2A_i + 2β^2λ̃_i ( − 1 8 cos(2θ_±) + B_i ) + ϕ^{ex}_{i,high}(z), |∇^kϕ^{ex}_{i,high}(z)| + |∇^kν∂_ν ϕ^{ex}_{i,high}(z)| ≲ ζ √ 5−2−k ± for k ∈ N, (2.196) where A_i, B_i ∈ R with in particular −1 ≤ A_1 ≤ −0.9, (2.197) and V^{ex}_i (z) = − 1 4ζ^2_± − ( β 4 i − β 4 λ̃_i ) (log ζ_±)^2 + β 16 cos(2θ_±) ∓ β^{3/2} 96 √ 2 ζ_± cos(3θ_±) + β^2λ̃_i 1 − 2i 16 ζ^2_± log ζ_±

+ β^2ζ^2_± ( − 3i 128 − A_i + ( 2i − 1 16 − B_i 2 ) λ̃_i + 1 − 2i + 2 λ̃_i 32 log ζ_± cos(2θ_±) + 1 384 cos(4θ_±) )

(2.198)

± A^{ex}_i 1 ζ_± cos(θ_±) + B^{ex}_i log ζ_± + C^{ex}_i ± D^{ex}_i ζ_± cos(θ_±) + E^{ex}_i ζ^2_± cos(2θ_±) + V^{ex}_{i,high}(z) (2.199) |∇^kV^{ex}_{i,high}(z)| ≲ ζ √ 5−k ± for k ∈ N, (2.200) where D^{ex}_i = D^{ex}_{i,0} + D^{ex}_{i,1}A^{ex}_i + D^{ex}_{i,2}B^{ex}_i and E^{ex}_i = E^{ex}_{i,0} + E^{ex}_{i,1}A^{ex}_i + E^{ex}_{i,2}B^{ex}_i for some constants D^{ex}_{i,1} = −^β_8 and D^{ex}_{i,0}, D^{ex}_{i,1}, D^{ex}_{i,2}, E^{ex}_{i,0}, E^{ex}_{i,1}, E^{ex}_{i,2} ∈ R. (ii) Asymptotics as |z| → ∞. Assuming |∂_νλ̃_i| ≲ 1, we have |∇^kϕ^{ex}_i (z)| + |∇^kν∂_ν ϕ^{ex}_i (z)| ≲ |z|^{Ck} , ∂_aϕ^{ex}_i = 0, (2.201) and |V^{ex}_i (z)| ≲ (1 + |A^{ex}_i | + |B^{ex}_i | + |C^{ex}_i |)⟨log⟨z⟩⟩^{δk=0} ⟨z⟩^{−k}. (2.202)

(iii) Estimate for the remainder. There exists ϵ̃_0 > 0 such that the error R^{ex}_i satisfies if |λ̃_i| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1} and |a − a_∞| ≲ ν and |A^{ex}_i | + |B^{ex}_i | + |C^{ex}_i | ≲ | ln ν|: |∇^kR^{ex}_i (z)| ≲ 1 | log ν|^2 ∑ ± ⟨z⟩^{Ck} |z ± a|^{2+k} for z ∈ ∩_±{|z ± a| ≳ ν^{ϵ̃0} }. (2.203) Proof. Step 1. The ansatz for the leading system. We first solve the leading part of the system (2.194): { R̃ex_i = H_βϕex_i − λ_iϕex_i , −ΔV^{ex}_i = χ^∗ϕ^{ex}_i .

(2.204)

As λ_i = 2β(1 − i) + 2βλ̃_i with |λ̃_i| ≪ 1 we look for a solution with the following decomposition ϕ^{ex}_i (z) = Ω_i(z) + 2βλ̃_iZ_i(z), (2.205) V^{ex}_i (z) = V^{ex}_{i,Ω}(z) + 2βλ̃_iV^{ex}_{i,Z} (z), (2.206) where Ω_i, Z_i, V^{ex}_{i,Ω} and V^{ex}_{i,Z} solve ( H_β − 2β(1 − i) ) Ω_i = 0, ( H_β − 2β(1 − i) ) Z_i = Ω_i, (2.207)

− ΔV^{ex}_{i,Ω} = χ^∗Ω_i, −ΔV^{ex}_{i,Z} = χ^∗Z_i. (2.208)

Injecting (2.205) and (2.207) in (2.204) we find R̃^{ex}_i = −4β^2λ̃^2_i Z_i. (2.209)

Step 2. Solving (2.207) and proof of (2.195) and (2.201) for i = 1. We make the change of variables for i = 0, 1, Ω_i(z) = 4β^2Ω̃_i(z̃), Z_i(z) = βZ̃_i(z̃), z̃ = z √ 2β, (2.210) that transforms H_β = 2βH 1_2 . Hence, (2.207) becomes ( H 1_2 − (1 − i) ) Ω̃_i = 0, ( H 1_2 − (1 − i) ) Z̃_i = 2Ω̃_i. (2.211)

The existence and asymptotic behaviors of Ω̃_1 and Z̃_1 have been rigorously proved in [83] (see Lemmas 4.1 and 4.6). There it is showed that there exists a solution with as z̃_± = z̃ ∓ (2, 0) → 0,

Ω̃_1(z̃_±) = 1 ζ^4_±

+ Ω̃_{1,1}(z̃_±) ± Ω̃_{1,2}(z̃_±) + Ω̃_{1,3}(z̃_±) + A + Ω̃_{1,high}(z̃_±) (2.212)

with A < 0 computed numerically and

Ω̃_{1,1}(z̃_±) = 1 8ζ̃_± [1 + 2 cos^2 θ̃_±] = 1 8ζ̃^2_±

[2 + cos(2θ̃_±)], (2.213)

Ω̃_{1,2}(z̃_±) = 1 48 cos(θ̃_±)

ζ̃_± [3 − 4 cos^2 θ̃_±] = − 1 48ζ̃_± cos(3θ̃_±), (2.214)

Ω̃_{1,3}(z̃_±) = 1 16 cos^4 θ̃_± = 1 128 (3 + 4 cos(2θ̃_±) + cos(4θ̃_±)), (2.215) |∇^kΩ̃_{1,high}(z̃_±)| ≲ ζ̃ √ 5−2−k ± , for k ∈ N. (2.216)

Actually, (2.216) is only proved for k = 0 in [83], but the estimate for k ≥ 1 follows directly from the Fourier series representation formula in polar coordinates obtained on page 339 in [83]. It is also showed that Z̃_1(z̃_±) = − 1 2ζ̃^2_± + 1 8 log ζ̃_± − 1 8 cos(2θ̃_±) + Cte + Z̃_{1,high}(z̃_±). (2.217)

where |∇^kZ̃_{1,high}(z̃_±)| ≲ ζ̃ √ 5−2−k ± , for k ∈ N. (2.218) Again, the proof of (2.218) follows from a similar Fourier series expansion as the aforementioned one.

The desired expansion (2.195) and bound (2.196) then follow from injecting (2.212)-(2.218) in (2.210) and (2.205). The bound |∇^kΩ̃_1| + |∇^kZ̃_1| ≲ |z̃|^{Ck} is proved in [83] for k = 0 using a comparison principle argument, and the same argument can be used to obtain this bound for k ≥ 1. The bound (2.201) follows from standard elliptic regularity estimates.

Step 3. Solving (2.207) and proof of (2.195) and (2.201) for i = 0. The construction of Ω̃_0 that solves the first equation in (2.211) is exactly as in the proof of Lemma 4.1 in [83] for Ω̃_1. Hence we only show the key estimate for the approximate solution, as the construction of the full solution follows from the exact same arguments. We look for a solution Ω̃_0 of the first equation in (2.207) of the form

Ω̃_0(z̃) = ∑ ± ( 1 ζ̃4_± +

Ω̃_{0,1}(z̃_±) ± Ω̃_{0,2}(z̃_±) + Ω̃_{0,3}(z̃_±))χ(z̃ ∓ a) + ω̃_{0,high}(z̃). (2.219)

In what follows, many calculations are simply verified by Matlab symbolic. We begin with a Taylor expansion using ã_∞ = (2, 0),

F (z̃_±) =

(z̃_± ± 2ã_∞) |z̃_± ± 2ã_∞|^2 ∓ ã_∞ 2 = 3∑ k=1 (±1)^{k+1}F_k(z̃_±) + O_{|z̃±|→0}(|z̃_±|^4), (2.220)

where F_k(z̃) is homogeneous of order k with

F_1(z̃) = 1 4 (−z̃_1, z̃_2), F_2(z̃) = 1 16 ( z̃^2_1 − z̃^2 , −2z̃_1z̃_2 ) , F_3(z̃) = 1 64 ( − z̃_1(z̃^2_1 − 3z̃_2), z̃_2(3z̃^2_1 − z̃^2 ) ) . We then rewrite

H 1_2 − 1 = ( Δ + 4z̃_± |z̃_±|^2 .∇ ) − (1 2 z̃_±.∇ + 2 ) + 3∑ k=1 (±1)^{k+1}F_k(z̃_±).∇ + F̃ (z̃_±).∇,

where F̃ (z̃_±) = O(|z̃_±|^4) as |z̃_±| → 0. We note the cancellation ( Δ + 4z̃_± |z̃_±|^2 .∇ ) |z̃_±|^{−4} − (1 2 z̃_±.∇ + 2 ) |z̃_±|^{−4} = 0, (2.221)

and then search for (Ω̃_{0,k})_{k=1,2,3} satisfying ( Δ + 4z̃_± |z̃_±|^2 .∇ ) Ω̃_{0,1}(z̃_±) = −F_1.∇(|z̃_±|^{−4}) := −|z̃_±|^{−4} cos(2θ̃_±), (2.222) ( Δ + 4z̃_± |z̃_±|^2 .∇ ) Ω̃_{0,2}(z̃_±) = ∓F_2.∇(|z̃_±|^{−4}) := c_3|z̃_±|^{−3} cos(3θ̃_±), (2.223) ( Δ + 4z̃_± |z̃_±|^2 .∇ ) Ω̃_{0,3}(z̃_±) = −F_3.∇(|z̃_±|^{−4}) + ( 1 2 z̃_±.∇ + 2 ) Ω_{0,1} − F_1.∇Ω_{0,1}. (2.224)

From the identity ( Δ +^{4z̃}_{|z̃|2} .∇ ) (f(ζ̃) cos(kθ̃)) = ( ∂^2_{ζ̃} f(ζ̃) +^5_{ζ̃} ∂_{ζ̃} f(ζ̃) −^{k2}_{ζ̃2} f(ζ̃) ) cos(kθ̃), we look for Ω̃_{0,1}(z̃_±) =^{c0,1}_{|z̃±|2} cos(2θ_±) and Ω̃_{0,2}(z̃_±) =^{c0,2}_{|z̃±|} cos(3θ_±). A direct check yields

Ω̃_{0,1}(z̃_±) = cos(2 θ̃_±) 8|z̃_±|^2

, Ω̃_{0,2}(z̃_±) = 1 48 cos(3θ̃_±) |z̃_±| . (2.225)

As for Ω̃_{0,3}, we expand the source term in the polar coordinate to get after a simplification

−F_3(z̃_±).∇(|z̃_±|^{−4}) + (1 2 z̃_±.∇ + 2 ) Ω_{0,1} − F_1(z̃_±).∇Ω_{0,1} = cos(2θ̃_±) − cos(4θ̃_±) 8|z̃_±|^2 . A direct check yields

Ω̃_{0,3}(z̃_±) = − 1 32 cos(2θ̃_±) + 1 128 cos(4θ̃_±), (2.226)

that satisfies the equation (Δ +^{4z̃±}_{|z̃±|2} )Ω̃_{0,3}(z̃_±) =^{cos(2θ̃±)−cos(4θ̃±)}_{8|z̃±|2} .

Using first (2.220)-(2.224), and then (2.225)-(2.226) we get for the error generated by the approximate solution

(H 1_2 − 1) ( 1 ζ̃4_± +

Ω̃_{0,1}(z̃_±) ± Ω̃_{0,2}(z̃_±) + Ω̃_{0,3}(z̃_±) )

= F_1(z̃_±).∇(Ω̃_{0,2} + Ω̃_{0,3}) ± F_2(z̃_±).∇ 3∑ j=1 Ω̃_{0,j} + F_3(z̃_±).∇^3 ∑ j=1 Ω̃_{0,j}

+ F (z̃_±).∇ ( 1 ζ^4_±

+ Ω̃_{0,1}(z_±) ± Ω̃_{0,2}(z̃_±) + Ω̃_{0,3}(z̃_±) ) = O(|z̃_±|^{−1}). (2.227)

Introducing Q_{0,high} = −(H 1_2 − 1) ∑ ±(^1_{ζ̃4±} + Ω̃_{0,1}(z̃_±) ± Ω̃_{0,2}(z̃_±) + Ω̃_{0,3}(z̃_±))χ(z̃ ∓ a) and using (2.227), we find that the remainder in (2.219) solves (H 1_2 − 1)ω̃_{0,high} = Q_{0,high}, |∇^kQ_{0,high}| ≲ ∑ ± 1 |z̃_±| . (2.228)

With the key estimate |∇^kQ_{0,high}| ≲ ∑ ± |z̃_±|^{−1} at hand, the solution of (2.228) can now be found exactly as in the proof of Lemma 4.1 in [83], with for some constant A_0 ∈ R, ω̃_{0,high}(z̃) = A_0 + Ω̃_{0,high}(z̃), |∇^kΩ̃_{0,high}(z̃)| ≲ |z̃_±| √ 5−2−k for k ∈ N, (2.229)

as z → ±a. The computation of Z̃_0 that solves the second equation in (2.211) can be done similarly, yielding for some constant B̃_0 ∈ R,

Z̃_0(z̃_±) = − 1 2ζ̃^2_± − 1 8 log ζ̃_± − 1 8 cos(2θ̃_±) + B̃_0 + Z̃_{0,high}(z̃_±), (2.230) |∇^kZ̃_{0,high}(z̃_±)| ≲ ζ̃ √ 5−2−k ± , for k ∈ N. (2.231)

The proof is exactly as that of Lemma 4.6 in [83]. Injecting (2.219), (2.225), (2.226), (2.229) and (2.230) in (2.210) shows the first desired expansion (2.195) and estimate (2.196). The second desired estimate (2.201) for i = 0 follows from the same arguments as in Step 2 for i = 1. Step 4. Computation of the Poisson field and proof of (2.199) and (2.202). We recall the identities − Δ(− 1 4r^2 ) = 1 r^4 , −Δ(− 1 2 (log r)^2) = 1 r^2 , −Δ( 1 4 cos(2θ)) = cos(2θ)

r^2

(2.232)

− Δ( 1 8 r cos(3θ)) = cos(3θ) r , −Δ(− 1 4 r^2 log r + 1 4 r^2) = log r, −Δ(− r^2 4 ) = 1, (2.233) − Δ(− r^2 log r 4 cos(2θ)) = cos(2θ) − Δ( 1 12 r^2 cos(4θ)) = cos 4θ. (2.234)

In view of (2.195), we look for a solution of the form

V^{ex}_i (z) = ∑ ± V̄^{ex}_{i,±}(z_±)χ(z ∓ a) + V^{ex}_{i,high}(z), (2.235)

V̄^{ex}_{i,±}(z_±) = − 1 4ζ^2_± − ( β 4 i − β 4 λ̃_i ) (log r)^2 + β 16 cos(2θ) ∓ β^{3/2} 96 √ 2 ζ_± cos(3θ_±) + (−1)^i β^2 16 (ζ^2_± log ζ_± − ζ^2_±),

+ β^2ζ^2_± ( − 3i 128 − A_i + ( 2i − 1 16 − B_i 2 ) λ̃_i + 1 − 2i + 2 λ̃_i 32 log ζ_± cos(2θ_±) + 1 384 cos(4θ_±) )

(2.236)

Injecting the decomposition (2.235) in the second equation in (2.191), using (2.232) and (2.235) we find that V^{ex}_{i,high} solves − ΔV^{ex}_{i,high} = f_{i,high} (2.237) f_{i,high} = ∑ ± ϕ^{ex}_{i,high}χ(z ∓ a) (2.238) + (χ^∗ − ∑ ± χ(z ∓ a))ϕ^{ex}_i + 2 ∑ ± ∇V̄^{ex}_{i,±}(z_±).∇χ(z ∓ a) + ∑ ± V̄^{ex}_{i,±}(z_±)Δχ(z ∓ a)

where f_{i,high} is compactly supported on R^2 and satisfies using (2.195), |∇^kf_{i,high}(z)| ≲ ∑ ± |z ± a| √ 5−2−k. (2.239)

We then choose as a solution to (2.237) V^{ex}_{i,high} = Φ_{fi,high} and claim that as z_± → 0,

V^{ex}_{i,high} = C_i ± (D_i, 0).(z ∓ a_∞)) + E_i(z^2_{±,1} − z^2_{±,2}) + Ṽ^{ex}_{i,high} = C_i ± D_i cos(θ_±) + E_i cos(2θ_±) + Ṽ^{ex}_{i,high}, |∇^kṼ^{ex}_{i,high}(z)| ≲ ζ √ 5−k ± for k ∈ N, (2.240) for some constants C_i, D_i, E_i that corresponds to the Taylor expansion of V_{i,high} at a_∞. Note that the specific form of this Taylor expansion comes from the fact that V_{i,high} is invariant by the symmetry z_2 → −z_2 and satisfies ΔV_{i,high}(a_∞) = f_{i,high}(a_∞) = 0. We are going to prove the estimate in (2.240) first for k = 2. We have for j = 1, 2, ∇∂_{xj} Ṽ^{ex}_{i,high}(a_∞ + z_+) = ∇∂_{xj} Ṽ^{ex}_{i,high}(a_∞ + z_+) − ∇∂_{xj} Ṽ^{ex}_{i,high}(a_∞) = c ∫ R^2 ( z − z^′ |z − z^′|^2 + z^′ |z^′|^2 ) ∂_{xj} f_{i,high}(a_∞ + z^′)dz^′ = c ∫ 2|z|<|z^′| ...dz^′ + c ∫ 2|z|>|z^′| ...dz^′ = I + II Using (2.239) and |^{z−z′}_{|z−z′|2} +^{z′}_{|z′|2} | ≲ |z||z^′|^{−2} if 2|z| < |z^′| we bound |I| ≲ ∫ |z|<2|z^′|≲1 |z| |z^′|^2 |z ′|^{√5−3}dz^′ ≲ |z|^{√5−2}. We bound |II| ≲ ∫ |z^′|<2|z|(|z − z ′|^{−1} + |z^′|^{−1})|z^′|^{√5−3}dz^′ ≲ |z|^{√5−2}. This shows the estimate in (2.240) for k = 2. Next, since ∂^αṼ^{ex}_{i,high}(a_∞) = 0 for all α ∈ N^2 with α_1 + α_2 ≤ 2, and |∇^2Ṽ^{ex}_{i,high}(z)| ≲ |z ± a_∞|^{√5−2}, the estimate in (2.240) for k = 0 and k = 1 is a direct consequence of the fundamental Theorem of Calculus. We then show the estimate in (2.240) for k ≥ 3 by induction. Assume it is true for some k ≥ 2. Pick then α ∈ N^2 with |α| = k and, for 0 < R ≤ 1, let Ṽ α_{i,R}(y) = ∂αṼ ex_{i,high}(a_∞ + Ry). Then it solves on {1/4 < |y| < 1} Ṽ^α_{i,R}(y) = R^2∂^αf_{i,high}(a_∞ + Ry) = O(R^{√5−k}) using (2.239), where it also satisfies |Ṽ^α_{i,R}(y)| ≲ R^{√5−k−ϵ}. Hence by elliptic regularity we have ∇Ṽ^α_{i,R} = O(R^{√5−k}) for {1/3 < |y| < 1/2}. This means |∇∂^αṼ^{ex}_{i,high}(a_∞ + z_+)| ≲ R^{√5−1−k} for R/3 < |z_+| < R/2. Hence (2.240) for k + 1 as R is arbitrary.

The first desired expansion (2.199) then follows from the decomposition (2.235), the estimate (2.240), and adding any linear combination of the functions ∑ ± z_1∓a_{∞,1} |z∓a_∞|^2 and 1 and ∑ ± log |z ± a_∞| which solve the Laplace equation. The second desired estimate (2.202) follows from the fact that V^{ex}_{i,high} = Φ_{fi,high} with f_{i,high} being compactly supported. The value D^{ex}_{i,2} comes from the Taylor expansion of z →^{z1+a∞,1}_{|z+a∞|2} at a_∞.

Step 5. Proof of (2.203). We recall that |a − a_∞| ≲ ν and |λ̃_i| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1}. In what follows we take z ∈ ∩_±{|z ± a| ≫ ν}, and hence |z ± a| ≈ |z ± a_∞|. Injecting (2.217) and (2.230) in (2.209) shows

|R̃^{ex}_i (z)| ≲ 1 | ln ν|^2 |Z_i(z)| ≲ 1 | log ν|^2 ∑ ± ⟨z⟩^C |z ± a_∞|^2 ≲ 1 | log ν|^2 ∑ ± ⟨z⟩^C |z ± a|^2 . (2.241)

We next estimate R̄^{ex}_i in (2.194). For the first term, we have since |a − a_∞| ≲ ν that | | | ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + 4 ∑ ± z ± a_∞ |z ± a_∞|^2 | | | = 4 | | | ∑ ± |z ± a_∞|^2(z ± a) − (ν^2 + |z ± a|^2)(z ± a_∞) |z ± a_∞|^2(ν^2 + |z ± a|^2) | | | ≲ ∑ ± ν^2 + |a − a_∞| |z ± a|^2 so that since |∇ϕ^{ex}_i | ≲ ∑ ± |z ± a_∞|^{−5}⟨z⟩^C from (2.195) we find | | |∇ϕ^{ex}_i . ( −∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − 4 ∑ ± z ± a_∞ |z ± a_∞|^2 )| | | ≲ ∑ ± ν^2 + |a − a_∞| |z ± a|^7 ⟨z⟩^C . (2.242)

Next, using |∇^kU_{1+2,ν} | ≲ ν^2 ∑ ± |z ± a|^{−5} for k = 0, 1 and |∇V^{ex}_i | ≲ | ln ν| ∑ ± |z ± a_∞|^{−3}⟨z⟩^2 from (2.199) and the assumption |A^{ex}_i |, |B^{ex}_i | ≲ | ln ν| and |ϕ^{ex}_i | ≲ ∑ ± |z ± a_∞|^{−4}⟨z⟩^C from (2.195) we find for the second and third terms

|−∇U_{1+2,ν}.∇V^{ex}_i + 2U_{1+2,ν} ϕ^{ex}_i | ≲ | ln ν| ∑ ± ν^2 |z ± a|^8 ⟨z⟩^C . (2.243)

Injecting (2.242) and (2.243) in the definition of R̄^{ex}_i in (2.194) we find |R̄_i| ≲ ∑ ± ν^2 |z ± a|^8 ⟨z⟩^C + ∑ ± |a − a_∞| |z ± a|^7 ⟨z⟩^C . (2.244)

As R^{ex}_i = R̃^{ex}_i + R̄^{ex}_i , combining (2.241) and (2.244) using |a − a_∞| ≲ ν shows the desired estimate (2.203).

2.3. Matching and computation of the eigenvalues 2.3.1. Matched asymptotic expansions Lemma 2.13. Let i = 0, 1 and ϵ > 0 be given by Proposition 2.4. Pick

λ̃_i = 7 − 10i + 256A^i 16(2i − 1) 1 | ln ν| 1 1 +^{1−10i−32Bi} (8i−4)| ln ν| (2.245)

and choose the following values of the constants

(A^{ex}_i , B^{ex}_i , C^{ex}_i , L^{in}_i , M^{in}_i ) = ( A^{ex∗}_i + α^{1/2} 64 L̃^{in}_i , B^{ex∗}_i , C^{ex∗}_i , L^{in∗}_i + L̃^{in}_i , M^{in∗}_i + M̃^{in}_i ) (2.246) where L̃^{in}_i , M̃^{in}_i ∈ R are free parameters and

A^{ex∗}_i = α^{12} L^{in∗}_i 64 , (2.247)

B^{ex∗}_i = α ( i − λ̃_i 2 ln ν +

2i + 1 − 2λ̃_i 4 ) , (2.248)

C^{ex∗}_i = α ( λ̃_i − i 4 ln^2 ν + λ̃_i − 1 − 2i 4 ln ν ) , (2.249)

L^{in∗}_i =

64α^{− 3}2 D^{ex}_i (A^{ex∗}_i , B^{ex∗}_i ) 1 − 4i + 4λ̃_i

, (2.250)

M^{in∗}_i = (2i − 1 − λ̃_i) ln ν +

5 − 10i + 10λ̃_i 4 − E^{ex}_i (A^{ex∗}_i , B^{ex∗}_i ) 32α^2

, (2.251)

Then we have

− 1 16ν^4 ϕ^{in}_{i,±} ( z ∓ a ν ) − ϕ^{ex}_i (z) = ϕ^{bo}_{i,±}(z), (2.252) − 1 16ν^2 V^{in}_{i,±} ( z ∓ a ν ) − V^{ex}_i (z) = V^{bo}_{i,±}(z), (2.253)

where for ν small enough, for |a − a_∞| ≲ ν and |L̃^{in}_i |, |M̃^{in}_i | ≲ 1, the boundary terms satisfy for all k ∈ N, |∇^kϕ^{bo}_{i,±}(z)| ≲ (ν^ϵ|z ∓ a|^{−4−ϵ} + |z ∓ a| √ 5−2)|z ∓ a|^{−k}, (2.254) |∇^kV^{bo}_{i,±}(z)| ≲ (ν^ϵ|z − a|^{−2−ϵ} + |z ∓ a| √ 5)|z ∓ a|^{−k} + |L̃^{in}_i ||z ∓ a|^{1−k} + |M̃^{in}_i ||z ∓ a|^{2−k}, (2.255) for all ν ≪ |z − a| ≪ 1. Remark 2.14. Note that by Proposition 2.12, the equations (2.247)-(2.251) corresponds to the following linear system for A^{ex∗}_i , B^{ex∗}_i , C^{ex∗}_i , L^{in∗}_i , M^{in∗}_i :

M(A^{ex∗}_i , B^{ex∗}_i , C^{ex∗}_i , L^{in∗}_i , M^{in∗}_i )^⊤ = (x_1, x_2, x_3, x_4, x_5)^⊤

where

M = 1 0 0 −^{α 12}_{64} 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 −^{64α−} 3 2 D^{ex}_{i,1} 1−4i+4λ̃_i − 64α^{− 3}2 D^{ex}_{i,2} 1−4i+4λ̃_i 0 1 0 α^{−2}E^{ex}_{i,1} 32 α^{−2}E^{ex}_{i,2}

32 0 0 1 and

x_1 = 0,

x_2 = α ( i − λ̃_i 2 ln ν +

2i + 1 − 2λ̃_i) 4 )

x_3 = α ( λ̃_i − i 4 ln^2 ν + λ̃_i − 1 − 2i 4 ln ν ) ,

x_4 =

64α^{− 3}2 D^{ex}_{i,0} 1 − 4i + 4λ̃_i , x_5 = (2i − 1 − λ̃_i) ln ν +

5 − 10i + 10λ̃_i 4 − E^{ex}_{i,0} 32α^2 .

We compute using α^{−1}β = 1 + O(ν) that Det(M) = 1 −^{α−1Dexi,1}_{1−4i+4λ̃i} = 1 +^1_{8(1−4i+4λ̃i )} + O(ν) ≠ 0 so that the system has a unique solution.

Moreover, we have from (2.247)-(2.251) that

|A^{ex∗}_0 | + |B^{ex∗}_0 | + |L^{in∗}_0 | ≲ 1 and |A^{ex∗}_1 | + |B^{ex∗}_1 | + |L^{in∗}_1 | ≲ | ln ν|, |C^{ex}_i | + |M^{ex}_i | ≲ | ln ν| for i = 0, 1.

Proof. Proof of (2.254). Recall that z_± = z ∓ a in the statement of Proposition 2.4 and z_± = z ∓ a_∞ in the statement of Proposition 2.12. In the following proof, we take z_± = z ∓a, introduce z̄ = a−a_∞ and decompose ϕ^{ex}_i (z) = ϕ^{ex}_i (z ∓ z̄) + ϕ^{ex}_i (z) − ϕ^{ex}_i (z ∓ z̄). We have by these propositions

ϕ^{bo}_{i,±}(z) = 1 ζ^4_± + α ζ^2_± ( i 2 + 1 4 cos 2θ_± ) ∓ α^{32} 1 12 √ 2ζ_± cos(3θ_±)

+ α^2 ( i 4 − 7 64 + 2i − 1 8 cos(2θ_±) + 1 32 cos(4θ_±) )

+ λ̃_i ( − α 2ζ^2_±

+ α^2 ( ( i 2 − 1 4 )(ln ζ_± − ln ν) +

1 − 10i 16 − 1 4 cos(2θ_±) )) + ϕ^{in,z}_{i,±,♯}(z_±) − 1 ζ^4_± − β ζ^2_± ( 1 2 i + 1 4 cos(2θ_±) − 1 2 λ̃_i ) ± β^32 12 √ 2ζ_± cos(3θ_±) − β^2λ̃_i ( i 2 − 1 4 ) log ζ_± − β^2 32 (3i + (8i − 4) cos(2θ_±) + cos(4θ_±)) − 4β^2A_i − 2β^2λ̃_i ( − 1 8 cos(2θ_±) + B_i )

− ϕ^{ex}_{i,high}(z ∓ z̄) + ϕ^{ex}_i (z ∓ z̄) − ϕ^{ex}_i (z) = α − β ζ^2_± ( 1 2 i + 1 4 cos(2θ_±) − 1 2 λ̃_i ) ∓ α^32 − β^32 12 √ 2ζ_± cos(3θ_±) (2.256)

+ (α^2 − β^2) ( 2i − 1 8 cos(2θ_±) + 1 32 cos(4θ_±) + λ̃_i( i 2 − 1 4 ) ln ζ_± − λ̃_i 4 cos(2θ_±) + i 4 − 7 64 + λ̃_i ( ( 1 4 − i 2 ) ln ν +

1 − 10i 16 ) )

+ β^2 ( 10i − 7 64 − 4A_i + λ̃_i ( 2i − 1 4 | ln ν| + 1 − 10i 16 − 2B_i ))

=0 +ϕ^{in,z}_{i,±,♯}(z_±) − ϕ^{ex}_{i,high}(z).

In order to match the constant terms above, we picked

λ̃_i = −^{10i−764} − 4A^i 2i−1 4 | ln ν| +^{1−10i}_{16} − 2B_i

which corresponds to (2.245). We have |a − a_∞| ≲ ν so that |α − β| ≲ ν and ϕ^{ex}_i (z ∓ z̄) − ϕ^{ex}_i (z) = O(νζ^{−3}_± ) = O(ν^ϵζ^{−2−ϵ}_± ) for ν ≪ ζ_± ≪ 1. Using this and |λ̃_i| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1} we deduce from (2.256) using (2.89) and (2.196) that for ν ≪ |z − a| ≪ 1,

ϕ^{bo}_{i,±}(z) = O( ν |z − a|^2 ) + O( ν |z − a| ) + O(ν) + O(ν^ϵ|z − a|^{−4−ϵ}) + O(|z − a| √ 5−2),

which shows (2.254) for k = 1. The estimate propagates for higher order derivative by (2.89) and (2.196).

Proof of (2.255). By (2.90) and (2.199) we compute

V^{bo}_{i,±}(z) = −1 4ζ^2_± ± α^12 L^{in}_i 64 1 ζ_± cos(θ_±) + α ( λ̃_i − i 4 ln^2 ζ_± + ( i − λ̃_i 2 ln ν +

2i + 1 − 2λ̃_i) 4 ) ln ζ_±

+ λ̃_i − i 4 ln^2 ν +

2λ̃_i − 1 − 2i 4 ln ν + 1 16 cos(2θ_±) )

∓ α^{32} ζ_± ( L^{in}_i

1 − 4i + 4λ̃_i 64 cos θ + 1 96 √ 2 cos(3θ_±) )

+ α^2ζ^2_± ( 1 − 2i 16 λ̃_i ln ζ_± + 2i − 1 16 λ̃_i ln ν + 2 λ̃_i + 1 − 2i 32 ln ζ_± cos(2θ_±) + 2i − 1 − λ̃_i 32 ln ν cos(2θ_±)

+ 1 16 ( 7 16 − i + λ̃_i( 9 2 i − 5 4 ) ) + 5 − 10i + 10λ̃_i − 8M^{in}_i 128 cos(2θ_±) + 1 384 cos(4θ_±) )

+ V^{in,z}_{i,±,♯}(z_±) + 1 4ζ^2_± + ( β 4 i − β 4 λ̃_i ) (log ζ_±)^2 − β 16 cos(2θ_±) ± β^{3/2} 96 √ 2 ζ_± cos(3θ_±) − β^2λ̃_i 1 − 2i 16 ζ^2_± log ζ_±

− β^2ζ^2_± ( − 3i 128 − A_i + ( 2i − 1 16 − B_i 2 ) λ̃_i + 1 − 2i + 2 λ̃_i 32 log ζ_± cos(2θ_±) + 1 384 cos(4θ_±) )

∓ A^{ex}_i ζ_± cos(θ_±) − B^{ex}_i log ζ_± − C^{ex}_i ∓ D^{ex}_i ζ_± cos(θ_±) − E^{ex}_i ζ^2_± cos(2θ_±)

− V^{ex}_{i,high}(z − z̄) + V^{ex}_i (z ∓ z̄) − V^{ex}_i (z) = (α − β) ( λ̃_i − i 4 ln^2 ζ_± + 1 16 cos(2θ_±) ) ∓ α^32 − β^32 96 √ 2 ζ_± cos(3θ_±)

+ (α^2 − β^2)ζ^2_± ( 1 − 2i 16 λ̃_i ln ζ_± + 2i − 1 16 λ̃_i ln ν + 1 16 ( 7 16 − i + λ̃_i( 9 2 i − 5 4 ) )

+ 2λ̃_i + 1 − 2i 32 ln ζ_± cos(2θ_±) + 1 384 cos(4θ_±) )

± ( α^12 L^{in}_i 64 − A^{ex}_i )

=0

1 ζ_± cos(θ_±) ∓ ( α^{32} L^{in}_i

1 − 4i + 4λ̃_i 64 − D^{ex}_i )

=2^{−6}[α^{3/2}(1−4i+4λ̃_i)−α^{1/2} D^{ex}_{i,1}]L̃^{in}_i

ζ_± cos(θ_±)

+ ( α ( i − λ̃_i 2 ln ν +

2i + 1 − 2λ̃_i) 4 ) − B^{ex}_i )

=0 ln ζ_± + α ( λ̃_i − i 4 ln^2 ν + λ̃_i − 1 − 2i 4 ln ν ) − C^{ex}_i =0 + β^2ζ^2_± ( 2i − 1 16 λ̃_i ln ν + 1 16 ( 7 16 − i + λ̃_i( 9 2 i − 5 4 ) ) + 3i 128 + A_i + ( 1 − 2i 16 + B_i 2 ) λ̃_i )

=I=0

+ ζ^2_± ( α^2 ( 2i − 1 − λ̃_i 32 ln ν +

5 − 10i + 10λ̃_i − 8M^{in}_i 128 ) − E^{ex}_i )

=−^{α2}_{16} M̃^{in}_i

cos(2θ_±)

+ O(ν^ϵζ^{−2−k−ϵ} ± ) + O(ζ √ 5 ± ) (2.257) where we used (2.91) and (2.200) to estimate V^{in,z}_{1,±,♯} and V^{ex}_{i,high}(z), as well as V^{ex}_i (z ∓ z̄) − V^{ex}_i (z) = O(νζ^{−3}_± ) = O(ν^ϵζ^{−2−ϵ}_± ) since |z̄| ≲ ν.

In order to match the ln ζ_± term above, we picked B^{ex}_i = α (_{i−λ̃i} 2 ln ν +^{2i+1−2λ̃i)}_4 ) which corre-

sponds to (2.248). In order to match the constant term, we picked C^{ex}_i = α (_{λ̃i−i} 4 ln^2 ν +^{λ̃i−1−2i}_4 ln ν ) which corresponds to (2.249). We compute that I = 1 4 ( 2i − 1 4 λ̃_i ln ν + 1 4 ( 7 16 − i + λ̃_i( 9 2 i − 5 4 ) ) + 3i 32 + 4A_i + ( 1 − 2i 4 + 2B_i ) λ̃_i )

= 1 4 ( λ̃_i ( 2i − 1 4 ln ν +

10i − 1 16 + 2B_i ) + 7 − 10i 64 + 4A_i ) = 0 by the choice (2.245) of λ̃_i. In order to match the ζ^2_± cos(2θ_±) term, we picked M^{in}_i = (2i − 1 − λ̃_i) ln ν +^{5−10i+10λ̃}i_4 −^{Eex}i_{32α2} , which corresponds to (2.251).

2.3.2. The full approximate eigenfunctions and proof of Proposition 2.1

We eventually define λ_i = 2β(1 − i + λ̃_i) where λ̃_i is given by (2.13), and

ϕ_i(z) = − 1 16ν^4 ∑ ± ϕ^{in}_{i,±} ( z ∓ a ν ) χ( z ∓ a η ) + ϕ^{ex}_i (z) ( 1 − ∑ ± χ( z ∓ a η ) ) . (2.258)

The parameters A^{ex}_i , B^{ex}_i , C^{ex}_i , M^{in}_i , L^{in}_i are given by (2.246), and the correction parameters L̃^{in}_i and M̃ in_i are not fixed yet but will be fixed in the first Step of the proof of Proposition 2.1 below in (2.280). The function χ is a smooth radial cut-off function with χ(x) = 1 for |x| < 1 and χ(x) = 0 for |x| > 2. We choose η = ν^{ϵ̃} with ϵ̃ small enough so that we can simplify O(ν^ϵ|ζ_±|^{−4−ϵ}) = O(|ζ_±|^{√5−2}) and O(ν^ϵ|ζ_±|^{−4−ϵ}) = O(|ζ_±|^{√5−2}) for |ζ_±| ≈ η in (2.254) and (2.255). We can now end the proof of Proposition 2.1.

Proof of Proposition 2.1. Step 1. Matching the parameters to cancel the Poisson field. Let V_i(z) = Φ_χ∗_{ϕi} (z). We decompose

V_i(z) = ∑ ± − 1 16ν^2 V^{in}_{i,±} (z ∓ a ν ) χ( z ∓ a η ) + V^{ex}_i (z) ( 1 − ∑ ± χ( z ∓ a η ) ) + Ṽ_i. (2.259)

We recall that −ΔV^{in}_{i,±} = ϕ^{in}_{i,±} and −ΔV^{ex}_{i,±} = χ^∗ϕ^{ex}_{i,±}, so that the equation −ΔV_i = χ^∗ϕ_i gives

−ΔṼ_i = F^{bo}_{i,+} + F^{bo}_{i,−}, F^{bo}_{i,±} = 2 η ∇χ( z ∓ a η ).∇V^{bo}_{i,±} + 1 η2 Δχ( z ∓ a η )V^{bo}_{i,±}. (2.260)

As V^{ex} grows sublinearly as |z| → ∞ from (2.202), by a uniqueness argument for the Poisson equation we have Ṽ_i = Ṽ_{i,+} + Ṽ_{i,−} where Ṽ_{i,±} = Φ_{F boi,±} . (2.261)

We want to find values for L̃^{in}_i , M̃^{in}_i such that

∂_{x1}Ṽ_i(a) = ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_i(a) = 0. (2.262) In order to achieve (2.262), notice that by linearity, ( ∂_{x1}Ṽ_i(a) ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_i(a) ) = M (~ L^{in}_i M̃ in_i ) + ( ∂_{x1}Ṽ_i[A^{ex∗}_i , B^{ex∗}_i , C^{ex}_i , L^{ex∗}_i , M^{in∗}_i ](a) ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_i[A^{ex∗}_i , B^{ex∗}_i , C^{ex∗}_i , L^{ex∗}_i M^{in∗}_i ](a) ) (2.263) where M = ( ∂_{L̃}in_i ∂_{x1}Ṽ_i(a) ∂_{M̃} in_i ∂_{x1}Ṽ_i(a) ∂_{L̃}in_i ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_i(a) ∂_{M̃} in_i ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_i(a) ) . We compute using the representation formula Φ_f = −(2π)^{−1} log | · | ∗ f, and then integrating by parts and using polar coordinates,

∂_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}(a) = 1 2π ∫ R^2 z_{+,1} |z_+|^2

F^{bo}_{i,+}(a + z_+)dz_+ = 1 2πη^2 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_{2π} 0 ( −∂_{rr}χ( ζ_+ η ) + η ζ_+ ∂_rχ( ζ_+ η ) ) cos(θ_+)V^{bo}_{i,+}(a + z_+)dζ_+dθ_+. (2.264)

A direct estimate of the above integral with (2.255) yields ∂_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}[A^{ex∗}_i , ..., M^{in∗}_i ](a) = O(η √ 5−1). (2.265) Next, by (2.257) and (2.246) we have ∂_{L̃}in_i Ṽ^{bo}_{i,+} = 2^{−6}[α^{3/2}(1 − 4i + 4λ̃_i) − α^{1/2}D^{ex}_{i,1}]ζ_+ cos(θ_+) + O(ζ √ 5 + ), (2.266)

∂_{M̃} in_i Ṽ^{bo}_{i,+} = − α^2 16 ζ^2_+ cos(2θ_+) + O(ζ √ 5 + ). (2.267)

Injecting (2.266) and (2.267) in (2.264), using ∫_∞ 0 (−∂_{rr}χ(^{ζ+}_η ) +^η_{ζ+} ∂_rχ(^{ζ+}_η ))ζ_+dζ_+ = −2η^2 and that ∫_{2π} 0 cos(θ_+) cos(kθ_+)dθ_+ = πδ_{k=1} we find

∂_{L̃}in_i ∂_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}(a) = 2^{−6}[α^{3/2}(1 − 4i + 4λ̃_i) − α^{1/2}D^{ex}_{i,1}] + O(η √ 5−1), (2.268)

∂_{M̃} in_i ∂_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}(a) = O(η √ 5−1). (2.269) Another computation, similar to the one leading to (2.264), shows

∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}(a) = 1 2π ∫ R^2

z^2_{+,1} − z^2_{+,2} |z_+|^4

F^{bo}_{i,+}(a + z_+)dz_+ = 1 2πη^2 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_{2π} 0 ( −∂_{rr}χ( ζ_+ η ) + η ζ_+ ∂_rχ( ζ_+ η ) ) cos(2θ_+)

ζ_+

V^{bo}_{i,+}(a + z_+)dζ_+dθ_+. (2.270)

Using (2.255), (2.266) and (2.267) and ∫_∞ 0 (−∂_{rr}χ(^{ζ+}_η ) + 3^η_{ζ+} ∂_rχ(^{ζ+}_η ))ζ_+dζ_+ = −4η^2 we find

∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}[A^{ex∗}_i , ..., M^{in∗}_i ](a) = O(η √ 5−2), (2.271) ∂_{L̃}in_i ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}(a) = O(η √ 5−2), (2.272)

∂_{M̃} in_i ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}(a) = α^2 8 + O(η √ 5−2). (2.273)

We have for η small enough, using that F^{bo}_{i,−} is supported in {η < |z + a| < 2η} and performing a Taylor expansion, ∂_{x1}Ṽ_{i,−}(a) = ∫ R^2 z_− − 2a |z_− − 2a|^2 F^{bo}_{i,−}(−a + z_−)dz_− = −1 4|a|^2 ∫ R^2 F^{bo}_{i,−}(z)dz + ∫ R^2 O(|z_−|)F^{bo}_{i,−}(−a + z_−)dz_− = −1 4|a|^2 ∫ R^2 F^{bo}_{i,−}(z)dz + O(‖|z + a|F^{bo}_{i,−}‖_L1 )

Direct estimates using (2.255), the analogue of (2.266) and (2.267) for V^{bo}_{i,−} for k = 1, 2 show that ‖F^{bo}_{i,−}[A^{ex∗}_i , ..., M^{in∗}_i ]‖_L1 = O(η^{√5}), ‖|z + a|∂_{L̃}in_i F^{bo}_{i,−}‖_L1 = O(η^2) and ‖|z + a|∂_{M̃} in_i F^{bo}_{i,−}‖_L1 = O(η^3). Using these estimates and ∫_{2π} 0 cos(kθ_−)dθ_− = 0 for k = 1, 2 we have ∂_{x1}Ṽ_{i,−}[A^{ex∗}_i , ..., M^{in∗}_i ](a) = O(η √ 5), (2.274) ∂_{L̃}in_i ∂_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}(a) = O(η^2), (2.275)

∂_{M̃} in_i ∂_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}(a) = O(η √ 5). (2.276) An analogue computation shows ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_{i,−}[A^{ex∗}_i , ..., M^{in∗}_i ](a) = O(η √ 5), (2.277) ∂_{L̃}in_i ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}(a) = O(η^2), (2.278)

∂_{M̃} in_i ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_{i,+}(a) = O(η √ 5). (2.279) Combining (2.265), (2.268), (2.269), (2.271), (2.272), (2.273) and (2.274)-(2.279) and using D^{ex}_{i,1} = −^β_8 from Proposition 2.12 with |α − β| ≲ ν shows that in the system (2.263) M = ( 2^{−6}α^{3/2}[^9_8 − 4i + 4λ̃_i] + O(η^{√5−1}) O(η^{√5−1}) O(η^{√5−2})^{α2}_8 + O(η^{√5−2}) )

and ( ∂_{x1}Ṽ_i[A^{ex∗}_i , B^{ex∗}_i , ..., M^{in∗}_i ](a) ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_i[A^{ex∗}_i , B^{ex∗}_i , ..., M^{in∗}_i ](a) ) = ( O(η^{√5−1}) O(η^{√5−2}) ) . In order to ensure the vanishing condition (2.262) for Ṽ_i, we choose (~ L^{in}_i M̃ in_i ) = −M^{−1} ( ∂_{x1}Ṽ_i[A^{ex∗}_i , B^{ex∗}_i , ..., M^{in∗}_i ](a) ∂^2_{x1}Ṽ_i[A^{ex∗}_i , B^{ex∗}_i , ..., M^{in∗}_i ](a) ) = ( O(η^{√5−1}) O(η^{√5−2}) ) . (2.280)

Step 2. Estimates for the eigenfunctions.

Proof of the first inequality in (2.6). This estimate follows directly from (2.88), (2.196) and (2.201). Proof of (2.7). Let k ≥ 1. We first estimate Ṽ_i. The two vanishing conditions (2.262) imply that

∇Ṽ_i(±a) = 0 and ∇^2Ṽ_i(±a) = 0 (2.281) for both signs ± by symmetry. We first consider the zone ∪_±{|z ∓a| <^1_2 η}. We notice by (2.261) and (2.286) that there since F^{bo}_{i,±} is supported in {η < |z ∓ a| < 2η} using ∇^kṼ_i = −(2π)^{−1} ∑ ± ∇^k(log | · |) ∗ F^{bo}_{i,±} there holds |∇^{2+k}Ṽ_i| ≲ η^{−2−k} ∑ ± ‖F^{bo}_i ‖_L1 ≲ η^{√5−4−k}. Therefore, by the vanishing (2.281) and a Taylor expansion we have |∇^kṼ_i| ≲ ν^{ϵ̃(√5−2)}|z ∓ a|^2(ν + |z ∓ a|)^{−k}.

We next consider the zone ∩_±{3η < |z − a|} where we estimate similarly using that F^{bo}_{i,±} is supported in {η < |z ∓ a| < 2η} that |∇^kṼ_i| ≲ ∑ ± 1 |z∓a|^{−k} ∑ ± ‖F^{bo}_{i,±}‖_L1 ≲ η^{√5}|z ∓ a|^{−k} ≲ ν^{ϵ̃(√5−2)}(ν + |z ∓ a|)^{2−k}. We finally consider the zone ∪_±{^1_2 η < |z − a| < 3η}. At the boundaries ∪_±{|z − a| =^1_2 η} and ∪_±{|z − a| = 3η} we have that ∇^kṼ_i = O(ν^{ϵ̃(√5−2)}η^{2−k}). Since Ṽ_i solves the Poisson equation (2.260), with ∇^kF^{bo}_{i,±} = O(η^{√5−2−k}) = O(ν^{ϵ̃(√5−2)}η^{−k}), we deduce by standard elliptic regularity estimates and a scaling argument that ∇^kṼ_i = O(ν^{ϵ̃(√5−2)}η^{2−k}).

Combining the analysis made in the three zones, we have shown that for k ≥ 1, |∇^kṼ_i| ≲ ν^{ϵ̃(} √ 5−2)(ν + |z ∓ a|)2−k. (2.282) Th estimate (2.7) then follows directly from the decomposition (2.259) and of the estimates (2.90), (2.199) and (2.282).

Proof of the first inequality in (2.8). This estimate follows directly from relabelling the parameter L_i, injecting (2.124) and (2.196) in (2.258), using that for |z ∓ a| > η we have^{−1}_{16ν4} ΛU(^{z∓a}_ν ) =^1_{|z∓a|4} + O(ν^2|z ∓ a|^{−6}) and^{−1}_{16ν3} ∂_{x1} U(^{z∓a}_ν ) =^{O(ν2)}_{|z∓a|5} ). Proof of (2.10). By (2.5) we have

ϕ_1 − ϕ_0 = ϕ̃_1 − ϕ̃_0 + ∑ ± ± L_1 − L_0 ν^3 ∂_{x1} U ( z ∓ a ν ) χ_{±a,ζ∗} so that the first inequality in (2.10) follows from (2.8) and the estimates |L_0|, |L_1| ≲ | ln ν| and |∇^k∂_{x1} U(y) = O(⟨y⟩^{−5−k}). We have by (2.259)

Φ_{ϕ1−ϕ0} = − 1 16ν^4 ∑ ± (V^{in}_{1,±} −V^{in}_{0,±}) ( z ∓ a ν ) χ( z ∓ a η )+(V^{ex}_1 (z)−V^{ex}_0 (z)) ( 1− ∑ ± χ( z ∓ a η ) ) +Ṽ_1 −Ṽ_0.

We decompose using (2.87):

V^{in}_{1,±} − V^{in}_{0,±} = ∑ i=0,1 ( αν^2V^{(i)}_2 + α^2ν^4V^{(i)}_4 + λ̃_1ν^2V̂_2 + λ̃_iα^2ν^4V̂^{(i)}_4 + V̄^{in}_{i,±} ) . (2.283)

We estimate using (2.106), (2.108), (2.109) and (2.110)

αν^2V^{(i)}_2 + α^2ν^4V^{(i)}_4 + λ̃_1ν^2V̂_2 + λ̃_iα^2ν^4V̂^{(i)}_4

= O(ν^2⟨ln^2⟨y⟩⟩) + O(ν^4⟨y⟩^2⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩) + O( ν^2 | ln ν| ⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩) + O( ν^4 | ln ν| ⟨y⟩^2⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩) = O(ν⟨y⟩^{−1}) for |y| ≲ ν^{−1+ϵ̃}. We have using (2.112) and |L^{in}_i |, |M^{in}_i | ≲ | ln ν|: V̄^{in}_{i,±}(y) = O(ν| ln ν|⟨y⟩)^{−1} + O(ν^3| ln ν|⟨y⟩) + O(ν^4| ln ν|⟨y⟩^2) + O(ν⟨y⟩^{−2}⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩^2) = O(ν| ln ν|⟨y⟩) for |y| ≲ ν^{−1+ϵ̃}. Combining, we get V^{in}_{1,±} − V^{in}_{0,±} = O(ν| ln ν|⟨y⟩) for |y| ≲ ν^{−1+ϵ̃}, so that | | | | ∇^k ( − 1 16ν^4 ∑ ± (V^{in}_{1,±} − V^{in}_{0,±}) ( z ∓ a ν ) χ( z ∓ a η ) )| | | | ≲ ∑ ± | ln ν| (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{1+kl} . (2.284)

The decomposition (2.199) shows a cancellation for the leading term in V^{ex}_1 − V^{ex}_0 , so that since |A^{ex}_i |, |B^{ex}_i |, |C^{ex}_i |, |L^{in}_i |, |M^{in}_i | ≲ | ln ν|, we have V^{ex}_1 − V^{ex}_0 = O(| ln ν| ∑ ± ⟨z⟩⟨ln⟨z⟩⟩ |z∓a| ) and hence | | |∇^k ( (V^{ex}_1 (z) − V^{ex}_0 (z)) ( 1 − ∑ ± χ( z ∓ a η ) ) )| | | ≲ | ln ν| ∑ ± ⟨z⟩ |z ∓ a|^{1+k} . (2.285)

Combining (2.282) and the fact that ∇^k(Ṽ_1 − Ṽ_2) = O(⟨z⟩^{−k}) for |z| ≫ 1 we have ∇^k(Ṽ_1 − Ṽ_2) = O((ν + |z − a|)^2(ν + |z + a|)^2⟨z⟩^{4−k}). Injecting this inequality, (2.284) and (2.285) shows the second inequality in (2.10).

Proof of the second inequalities in (2.6) and (2.8), (2.9) and (2.11). They follow from (2.196), (2.201), (2.89), (2.92) and (2.93) via direct computations.

Step 3. Estimate for the remainder in the approximate eigenfunction equation. Injecting the estimate (2.280) in (2.255), we obtain that |∇^kϕ^{bo}_{i,±}(z)| ≲ η √ 5−2−k, (2.286) |∇^kV^{bo}_{i,±}(z)| ≲ η √ 5−k, (2.287) for all z such that |z ∓ a| ≈ η.

We inject the two decompositions (2.258) and (2.259) in the approximate eigenfunction equation (2.12), using (2.14) and (2.191) and get

R_i = − 1 16 ∑ ± χ( z ∓ a η ) 1 ν^6

R^{in}_i ( z ∓ a ν ) + (1 − ∑ ± χ( z ∓ a η ))R^{ex}_i + ∑ ± ( 2 η ∇χ( z ∓ a η ).∇ϕ^{bo}_{i,±} + 1 η^2 Δχ( z ∓ a η )ϕ^{bo}_{i,±} ) − ( βz + ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} ) . 1 η ∇χ( z ∓ a η )ϕ^{bo}_{i,±}

− ∇Ṽ_i. ( ∑ ± 1 ν^3 ∇U ( z ∓ a ν ))

We estimate the first line using (2.94) and (2.203): | | |∇^k ( − 1 16 ∑ ± χ( z ∓ a η ) 1 ν^6

R^{in}_i ( z ∓ a ν ) + (1 − ∑ ± χ( z ∓ a η ))R^{ex}_i )| | | ≲ ∑ ± ( 1 | log ν|^2 1 (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{2+k} + 1 (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{1+k} ) 1(|z ∓ a| < 2ν^{ϵ̃})

+ 1 | log ν|^2 ∑ ± ⟨z⟩^{Ck} |z ∓ a|^{2+k} 1(|z ∓ a| > ν^{ϵ̃})

≲ 1 | log ν|^2 ∑ ± ⟨z⟩^{Ck} (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{2+k} . We estimate the second line using (2.286) and ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} = O( ∑ ±(ν + |z ∓ a|)^{−1}): | | | ∇^k ( ∑ ± ( 2 η ∇χ( z ∓ a η ).∇ϕ^{bo}_{i,±} + 1 η^2 Δχ( z ∓ a η )ϕ^{bo}_{i,±} ) − ( βz + ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} ) . 1 η ∇χ( z ∓ a η )ϕ^{bo}_{i,±} )| | | ≲ η^− √ 5−4−k ∑ ± 1(η < |z ∓ a| < 2η) ≲ ν^{ϵ̃(} √ 5−2) ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{2+k} . We estimate the third term using ∇^k(U(^{z∓a}_ν )) ≲ ν^4(ν + |z ∓ a|)^{−4−k} and (2.282) so that | | |∇^k ( −∇Ṽ_i. ( ∑ ± 1 ν^3 ∇U ( z ∓ a ν )))| | | ≲ ν^{ϵ̃(} √ 5−2)+2(ν + |z ∓ a|)1−5−k ≲ νϵ̃( √ 5−2)(ν + |z ∓ a|)−2−k Gathering the above estimates shows (2.13).

3. Coercivity of the linearized operator

3.1. The linearized operator in the self-similarity variables setting

We recall the change of variables z = x √ T − t and τ = − log(T − t), (3.1) and of unknowns u(x, t) = 1 T − t w(z, τ) and Φ_u(x, t) = Φ_w(z, τ). (3.2) Then u solves (1.1) if w solves the self-similar equation w_τ = ∇ · (∇w − w∇Φ_w) − βΛw, β = 1 2 , (3.3) where we recall Φ_w(z, τ) = − 1 2π (log |z| ∗ w)(z, τ), Λw = ∇ · (zw) = 2w + z · ∇w. (3.4) Linearizing w around U_{1,ν} + U_{2,ν} leads to the linearized operator in parabolic variables L^zu = Δu − ∇. ( u∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_u ) − βΛu, (3.5) where we recall the notations f_ν (z) = 1 ν^2 f ( z ν ) , U_{1+2,ν} = U_{1,ν} + U_{2,ν} , U_{12,ν} = U_{1,ν} × U_{2,ν} . (3.6)

3.2. Matched scalar products 3.2.1. The scalar product for the interior zone

We present in this subsection a scalar product for which the linearized operator L^z is to leading order symmetric, for functions that are located around ±a. Namely, consider the bilinear functional ⟨u, v⟩_♭ = ∫ R^2 uM^zv dz (3.7) where we introduce the operator M^zu = γ_ν u − ν^2Φ_u, γ_ν (z) = ν^2/U_{1+2,ν} (z) (3.8) We note that the weight γ_ν satisfies γ_ν (z) ≈ (ν + |z − a|)^4(ν + |z + a|)^4⟨z⟩^{−4}. (3.9) The motivation of introducing (3.7) comes from the fact that there is the free energy functional for positive solutions of the problem in original variables introduced in [70] (see also [5], [6], [35]) F[u] = ∫ R^2 u ( ln u − 1 2 Φ_u ) dx. (3.10)

It decreases along the flow for positive solutions with enough regularity and integrability as d dt F[u] = − ∫ R^2 u | |∇ ln u − ∇Φ_u | |^2dx. The quadratic form (3.7) is that associated to the Hessian of this free energy functional at U_{1+2,ν} .

We first show that ⟨·, ·⟩_♭ is well defined in L^2(γ_ν dz), where L^2(γ_ν dz) is the weighted L^2 space equipped with the scalar product ⟨u, v⟩_{γν} = ∫ R^2 uvγ_ν dz, ‖u‖_{γν} = √ ⟨u, u⟩_{γν} (3.11) and it is equivalent to ⟨·, ·⟩_{γν} on a suitable subspace.

Proposition 3.1 (Scalar product for the interior zone). There exists C > 0 such that the following hold for u, v ∈ L^2(γ_ν dz). The functional ⟨·, ·⟩_♭ is symmetric ⟨u, v⟩_♭ = ⟨v, u⟩_♭, (3.12) and it is continuous for |a| > 0 and ν small enough, |⟨u, v⟩_♭| ≤ C‖u‖_{γν} ‖v‖_{γν} . (3.13) Moreover, let η > 0 small enough and u satisfy the orthogonality conditions ⟨u, 1(|z + ιa| < η)⟩ = ⟨u, (ΛU)_{i,ν} 1(|z + ι_ia| < η)⟩ = ⟨u, ∂_j U_{i,ν} 1(|z + ι_ia| < η)⟩ = 0, (3.14) for all ι ∈ {±1}, i = 1, 2, j = 1, 2, where ι_i = (−1)^i. Then, the quadratic form ⟨u, u⟩_♭ is positive ‖u‖^2_{γν} ≤ C⟨u, u⟩_♭. (3.15) We then show that L^z can be decomposed as the sum of two operators, one which is symmetric and coercive for ⟨·, ·⟩_♭, and the other which is negligible for functions that are localized near ±a. Lemma 3.2 (Coercivity and almost symmetry in the interior zone). The operator L^z can be written L^zq = ∇. [ γ^{−1}_ν ∇M^zq ] + ∇. [ q∇V ] (3.16)

where V = ln U_{1+2,ν} U_{12,ν} − 1 4 z^2. (3.17)

For Schwartz functions u and v, we have ⟨L^zu, v⟩_♭ = − ∫ R^2 γ^{−1}_ν ∇M^zu · ∇M^zvdz + ∫ ∇.(u∇V )M^zvdz. (3.18) Moreover, for |a| ≈ 1, there exists δ > 0 such that for η^′, η > 0 small enough, if u has support inside {|z − a| < η^′} ∪ {|z + a| < η^′} and satisfies the orthogonality conditions ⟨u, (ΛU)_{i,ν} 1(|z + ι_ia| < η)⟩ = ⟨u, ∂_j U_{i,ν} 1(|z + ι_ia| < η)⟩ = 0, (3.19) for all ι ∈ {±1}, i = 1, 2, j = 1, 2, where ι_i = (−1)^i, there holds −⟨L^zu, u⟩_♭ ≥ δ ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz. (3.20) Remark 3.3. If the stationary states are in their equilibrium position a = (2, 0), then a direct computation shows that ∇V (±a) = O(ν^2). Hence, by (3.16) we have that L^zu is well approximated by the operator ∇. [ γ^{−1}_ν ∇M^zu ] , for functions u that are localized near ±a. We remark that this operator is symmetric for the scalar product ⟨·, ·⟩_♭ and that its associated quadratic form is the first term in the right-hand side of (3.18). This is what motivated the introduction of the scalar product (3.7) to study the coercivity of L^z. Note that the coercivity (3.20) holds even if a is not in the equilibrium position, as the term ∇.[q∇V ] is negligible with respect to the dissipation effect of the first term in (3.16).

We now proceed with the proof of Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 3.2. In our analysis, we shall rely numerous times on the following inequality.

Lemma 3.4 (Hardy inequality in L^2(γ_ν dz)). For all |a| ∼ 1, there exists C > 0 such that for all u ∈ H^1(γ_ν dz) we have ∫ R^2 ( 1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 + 1 (ν + |z + a|)^2 ) u^2γ_ν dz ≤ C ∫ R^2 |∇u|^2γ_ν dz. (3.21)

Proof of Lemma 3.4. Let χ be a smooth cut-off function with χ(z) = 1 for |z| ≤ 1 and χ(z) = 0 for |z| ≥ 2. For η > 0 we decompose u(z) = χ( z − a η )u + χ( z + a η )u + (1 − χ( z − a η ) − χ( z − a η ))u = u_1 + u_2 + u_3

Hardy inequality for u_1 and u_2. We claim that ∫ ( u^2_1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 + u^2 (ν + |z + a|)^2 ) γ_ν dz ≲ ∫ (|∇u_1|^2 + |∇u_2|^2)γ_ν dz. (3.22)

We now prove (3.22). We estimate for |z − a| ≤ 2η, | | |γ^ν (z) − ν^2 U_{1,ν} (z) | | | = γ^ν (z) U_{2,ν} (z) U_{1,ν} (z) ≲ ν^2 U_{1,ν} η^4 (3.23)

since |U_{2,ν} (z)| ≲ ν^2 and U_{1+2,ν} (z) ≥ U_{1,ν} (z) ≈ ν^{−2}⟨^{z−a}_ν ⟩^{−4}. As u_1 is supported for |z − a| ≤ 2η, we have by using (3.23), ∫ u^2_1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 γ_ν dz ≈ ∫ u^2_1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 ν^2dz U_{1,ν} and ∫ |∇u_1|^2γ_ν dz ≈ ∫ |∇u_1|^2 ν^2dz U_{1,ν} . (3.24)

We now change variables and let z = a + νy and u_1(z) = v_1(y) so that ∫ u^2_1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 ν^2dz U_{1,ν} = ν^4 ∫ v^2_1 (1 + |y|)^2 dy U and ∫ |∇u_1|^2 ν^2dz U_{1,ν} = ν^4 ∫ |∇v_1|^2 dy U . (3.25)

We recall the Hardy-type inequality ∫ v^2_1 ⟨y⟩^{−2 dy}_U ≲ ∫ |∇v_1|^{2 dy}_U , see (C.1). Combining this inequality with (3.24) and (3.25) yields ∫ u^2_1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 γ_ν dz ≲ ∫ |∇u_1|^2γ_ν dz. The analogue inequality holds for u_2 by symmetry, which proves (3.22). Hardy inequality for u_3. We claim that ∫ ( 1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 + 1 (ν + |z + a|)^2 ) u^2_3γ_ν dz ≲ ∫ |∇u_3|^2γ_ν dz. (3.26)

Indeed, we have γ_ν ≈ ⟨z⟩^4 for z in the support of u_3 by (3.9). The inequality (3.26) then follows from this equivalence and the Hardy-type inequality (C.1). Hardy inequality for u. Combining (3.22) and (3.26) yields ∫ ( 1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 + 1 (ν + |z + a|)^2 ) u^2γ_ν dz ≤ C ∫ (|∇u_1|^2 + |∇u_2|^2 + |∇u_3|^2)γ_ν dz. (3.27)

We decompose ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz = ∫ (|∇u_1|^2 + |∇u_2|^2 + |∇u_3|^2)γ_ν dz + 2 ∫ (∇u_1 + ∇u_2).∇u_3γ_ν dz.

Injecting (3.27) in the above identity, we have that for any κ > 0, ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz = (1 − κ) ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz + κ ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz ≥ (1 − κ) ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz + κ C ∫ ( 1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 + 1 (ν + |z + a|)^2 ) u^2γ_ν dz + 2κ ∫ (∇u_1 + ∇u_2).∇u_3γ_ν dz. (3.28)

We have that |∇u_i| ≲ |∇u| + |u| for i = 1, 2, 3. Hence, using the inequality ab ≤ √ κ^{a2}_2 +^{b2}_2^√_κ we have 2κ ∫ (∇u_1 + ∇u_2).∇u_3γ_ν dz ≥ −Cκ^{12} ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz − Cκ^{32} ∫ {|z±a|≤2η} |u|^2γ_ν dz. (3.29)

Injecting (3.29) in (3.28) and taking κ small enough shows the desired inequality (3.21).

The proof of Proposition 3.8 is intimately related to the following spectral and coercivity properties for the operator M_0 around the stationary state U. The following originates from [77] (see also [10]). Lemma 3.5 (Kernel and coercivity of M_0). We have M_0ΛU = −2 and M_0∇U = 0. (3.30) Let u be a Schwartz function with ∫ u = 0. Then, we have ⟨u, M_0u⟩ ≥ 0. (3.31) Moreover, there exists a constant δ > 0 such that for any R ∈ [1, ∞], if u satisfies in addition ∫ |y|≤R uΛUdy = ∫ |y|≤R u∂_{y1} Udy = ∫ |y|≤R u∂_{y2} Udy = 0, (3.32)

where {|y| ≤ R} = R^2 if R = ∞, then ⟨u, M_0u⟩ ≥ δ ∫ |u|^2 U dy and ∫ U|∇M_0u|^2dy ≥ δ ∫ |∇u|^2 U dy. (3.33)

Proof. The identity (3.30), the inequality (3.31) and the first inequality in (3.33) for R = ∞ are proved in [77] (see Proposition 2.3). We only prove the second inequality in (3.33), as the proof of the first inequality for R ∈ [1, ∞) is the same. We recall the subcoercivity estimate from [10] (estimate (3.8)), ∫ U|∇M_0u|^2dy ≥ 1 2 ∫ |∇u|^2 dy U − C ∫ u^2. (3.34)

We now assume by contradiction that (3.33) is false. This means that there exist R_n ∈ [1, ∞] and u_n a sequence of Schwartz functions satisfying (3.32) with R = R_n, such that ∫ |∇u_n|^2 dy U = 1 for all n ∈ N and ∫ U|∇M_0u_n|^2dy → 0. (3.35)

We may assume, up to a subsequence, that R_n → R_∞ ∈ [1, ∞] and that there exists u_∞ ∈ Ḣ^1 such that u_n → u_∞ in L^2_{loc} and ∇u_n ⇀ ∇u_∞ in L^2(U^{−1}dy). We claim that u_∞ satisfies the following three properties: u_∞ ≠ 0, ∫ U|∇M_0u_∞|^2dy = 0 and (3.32) with R = R_∞. (3.36)

We now prove (3.36). By the Hardy inequality (C.1), we have for ϵ > 0 small that ∫ |y|≥ϵ^{−1} u 2 n ≲ ϵ^2 for all n. By (3.35) and (3.35) we have that ∫ u^2_n ≥ c for all n for some c > 0. Combining, there exists ϵ_0 > 0 such that ∫ |y|≤ϵ^{−1}_0 u 2 n ≥ c/2 for all n. By the compactness of the Sobolev embedding from H^1(|y| ≤ ϵ^{−1}_0 ) into L^2, u_n converges strongly in L^2(|y| ≤ ϵ^{−1}_0 ) towards u_∞. Thus, ∫ u^2_∞ ≥ c/2 which implies the first property in (3.36).

Next, we have ∇M_0u = ∇(u/U) − Φ_{∇u}. We recall the inequality (see the Appendix of [10]) ∫ ⟨y⟩^{−4}|Φ_v|^2dy ≲ ∫ ⟨y⟩^4v^2dy. (3.37)

By (3.37) and the Hardy inequality (C.1), the map u → ∇M_0u is continuous from Ḣ^1 into L^2(Udy). As u_n ⇀ u_∞ in Ḣ^1, we get that ∇M_0u_n ⇀ ∇M_0u_∞ in L^2(Udy). The second property in (3.36) thus follows from (3.35) and semi-continuity.

Then, as u_n ⇀ u_∞ in Ḣ^1, we have that u_n converges weakly towards u_∞ in L^2 by the Hardy inequality (C.1). As ΛU, ∇U ∈ L^2, we can pass to the limit in the orthogonality (3.32) for u_n, implying the third property in (3.35). This concludes the proof of (3.36).

To conclude, we have u_∞ ∈ Ḣ^1(U^{−1}dy) and ∫ U|∇M_0u_∞|^2dy = 0 by (3.36), so by Lemma 2.1 of [77], there holds u_∞ ∈ Span(ΛU,^∂_{∂x1} U,^∂_{∂x2} U). By the third property in (3.36), this implies u_∞ = 0. But this contradicts the first property in (3.36).

We now prove Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 3.2.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Step 1. Proof of the symmetry identity (3.12). By (3.8) we have ⟨u, v⟩ = ∫ uvγ_ν dz − ν^2 ∫ uΦ_v dz. (3.38)

Since ΔΦ_f = −f, the identity (3.12) then follows from (3.38) and an integration by parts. Step 2. Proof of the continuity estimate (3.13). We claim that ∫ ν^2|Φ_u|^2U_{1+2,ν} dz ≲ ∫ u^2γ_ν dz. (3.39)

The continuity estimate (3.13) will then follows from applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (3.39) to (3.38). Hence, it remains to show (3.39). For that we introduce a small parameter η > 0 (we name it η since our computations will also be used in the proof of (3.15)) and decompose: u = 1(|z − a| < η)u + 1(|z + a| < η)u + 1(|z − a| ≥ η and |z + a| ≥ η)u = u_1 + u_2 + u_3. (3.40) The estimate (3.39) will then follow from the estimates (3.41), (3.46) and (3.47) that we prove below for u_3, u_1 and u_2 respectively.

Estimate for the exterior part u_3. We notice that for ν small enough U_{1+2,ν} ≈^{ν2}_{⟨z⟩4} if simultaneously |z − a| ≥ η and |z + a| ≥ η, while U_{1+2,ν} ≲^1_{ν2} if either |z − a| ≤ η or |z + a| ≤ η. Hence, the corresponding left-hand and right-hand sides of (3.39) satisfy ∫ ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u3} |^2dz ≲ ∫ ⟨z⟩^{−4}|Φ_{u3} |^2dz and ∫ u^2_3γ_ν dz ≈ ∫ ⟨z⟩^4u^2_3dz. Combining the above identity with (3.37) yields ∫ ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u3} |^2dz ≲ ∫ u^2_3γ_ν dz. (3.41)

Estimate for the inner parts u_1 and u_2. We first decompose ∫ ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u1} |^2dz ≤ ∫ |z+a|>η ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u1} |^2 + ∫ |z+a|<η ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u1} |^2. (3.42)

To estimate the first term, we change variables and set z = a + yν and v_1(y) = u_1(z). Using ν^2U_{1+2,ν} (z) ≈ ν^2U_{1,ν} (z) ≈ ⟨y⟩^{−4} if |z + a| > η and Φ_{v1} (y) = ν^{−2}Φ_{u1} (z) (because ∫ u_1 = 0), we obtain ∫ |z+a|≥η ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u1} |^2dz ≈ ν^6 ∫ |y+^a_ν |≥^η_ν |Φ_{v1} |^2⟨y⟩^{−4}dy and ∫ u^2_1γ_ν dz ≈ ν^6 ∫ v^2_1 ⟨y⟩^4dy. Hence, using (3.37) we get ∫ |z+a|≥η ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u1} |^2 ≲ ∫ u^2_1γ_ν dz. (3.43)

To estimate the second term in (3.42) we bound |Φ_{u1} (z)| ≲ ∫ | log(z − z^′)||u_1|(z^′)dz^′. As the set {|z + a| ≤ η} is for |η| ≤ |a| at distance greater than |a| from the support of u_1 this implies ‖Φ_{u1} ‖_L∞_{(|z+a|≤η)} ≲ ‖u_1‖_L1 . By Hölder we then get ∫ |z+a|≤η ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u1} |^2dz ≲ ‖Φ_{u1} ‖^2_L∞_{(|z−a|≤η)} ∫ ν^2U_{1+2,ν} dz ≲ ‖u_1‖^2_L1 ν^2.

By Cauchy-Schwarz, we have the estimate for f ∈ L^2(γ_ν dz), ‖f‖^2_L1 ≤ ∫ ν^{−2}U_{1+2,ν} dz ∫ f^2γ_ν dz ≲ ν^{−2} ∫ f^2γ_ν dz. (3.44)

Combining the two inequalities above we get ∫ |z+a|≤η ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u1} |^2dz ≲ ∫ u^2_1γ_ν dz. (3.45)

Injecting (3.43) and (3.45) in (3.42) shows ∫ ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u1} |^2dz ≲ ∫ u^2_1γ_ν dz. (3.46)

By symmetry, we get the analogue estimate for u_2: ∫ ν^2U_{1+2,ν} |Φ_{u2} |^2dz ≲ ∫ u^2γ_ν dz. (3.47)

Step 3. Proof of the positivity (3.15). Pick u ∈ L^2(γ_ν dz) satisfying (3.14). We decompose again u = u_1 + u_2 + u_3 as in (3.40). Injecting this decomposition in (3.38), and integrating by parts using −ΔΦ_f = f we get ⟨u, u⟩_♭ = ∫ u^2_1γ_ν dz − ν^2 ∫ u_1Φ_{u1} dz + ∫ u^2γ_ν dz − ν^2 ∫ u_2Φ_{u2} dz + ∫ u^2_3γ_ν dz − 2ν^2 ∫ u_1Φ_{u2} dz − 2ν^2 ∫ Φ_{u3} (u_1 + u_2)dz − ν^2 ∫ u_3Φ_{u3} dz

= I + II + ∫ u^2_3γ_ν dz + IV. The desired estimate (3.15) is a consequence of the below estimates (3.48) and (3.52). Lower bounds for the first terms I and II. We claim that I ≥ δ ∫ u^2_1γ_ν dz and II ≥ δ ∫ u^2γ_ν dz (3.48) for some universal constant δ > 0. To show the first inequality in (3.48) we decompose I = ∫ u^2_1 ν^2 U_{1,ν} dz − ν^2 ∫ u_1Φ_{u1} dz + ∫ u^2_1(γ_ν − ν^2 U_{1,ν} ) dz. (3.49)

We change variables and set z = a + yν and v_1(y) = u_1(z). We have Φ_{v1} (y) = ν^{−2}Φ_{u1} (z). The first term in (3.49) is ∫ u^2_1 ν^2 U_{1,ν} dz − ν^2 ∫ u_1Φ_{u1} dz = ν^6 (∫ v^2_1 1 U dy − ∫ v_1Φ_{v1} dy ) (3.50)

and the orthogonality conditions (3.14) give ∫ v_1 dy = ∫ ΛUv_1 dy = ∫ ∂_{y1} Uv_1 dy = ∫ ∂_{y2} Uv_1 dy = 0.

Applying the coercivity result of [77], we obtain that for some δ > 0: ∫ v^2_1 1 U dy − ∫ v_1Φ_{v1} dy ≥ δ ∫ v^2_1 1 U dy. Injecting this inequality in (3.50), using that ∫ v^2_1^1_U dy = ν^{−4} ∫ u^2_1^1_{U1,ν} dz, shows: ∫ u^2_1 ν^2 U_{1,ν} dz − ν^2 ∫ u_1Φ_{u1} dz ≥ δ ∫ u^2_1 ν^2 U_{1,ν} dz. (3.51)

Injecting (3.51) and (3.23) in (3.49) shows the first inequality in (3.48) for η small enough. The proof of the second inequality is exactly the same by symmetry.

Upper bound for the fourth term IV . We claim that for η small enough and then ν small enough, |IV | ≲ η ∫ u^2γ_ν dz (3.52)

We now prove this bound. For the first term in IV , by (3.14) we have ∫ u_1 = 0, hence:

ν^2 ∫ u_1Φ_{u2} dz = ν^2 ∫ u_1(Φ_{u2} (z) − Φ_{u2} (a))dz.

Using |∇Φ_2(z)| ≲ ∫ |z − z^′|^{−1}|u_2(z^′)|dz^′, and that u_2 is supported for |z + a| < η we obtain for η small enough that |∇Φ_{u2} (z)| ≲ ‖u_2‖_L1 for all |z − a| ≤ η. Hence by the mean value Theorem

ν^2 | | ∫ u_1Φ_{u2} dz | | ≲ ν^2‖u_1‖_{L1} η‖u_2‖_{L1} . Using the estimate (3.44) yields

ν^2 | | | ∫ u_1Φ_{u2} dz | | | ≲ η ∫ u^2γ_ν dz. (3.53)

For the second term in IV , we estimate that for z ∈ R^2 , |Φ_{u3} (z)| ≲ ∫ | ln |z − z^′|||u_3(z^′)| ≲ (∫ | ln |z − z^′||^2⟨z^′⟩^{−4}dz^′ ) 1_2 (∫

u^2_3⟨z^′⟩^4dz^′

) 1_2

≤ C_η (∫ u^2γ_ν (z^′)dz^′

) 1_2 (3.54)

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz and that γ_ν (z^′) ≥ c_η ⟨z^′⟩^4 for some c_η > 0 for z^′ in the support of u_3 from (3.9). Using (3.54) and (3.44) we obtain

ν^2 | | ∫ Φ_{u3} (u_1 + u_2)dz | | ≤ ν^2C_η (∫ u^2γ_ν dz ) 1_2

‖u_1 + u_2‖_L1 ≤ C_ην ∫ u^2γ_ν dz (3.55)

For the third term in IV , applying Cauchy-Schwarz, (3.37) and γ^{−1}_ν ≈ ⟨z⟩^{−4} on the support of u_3 yields |ν^2 ∫ Φ_{u3} u_3| ≲ ν^2 (∫ Φ^2_{u3} ⟨z⟩^{−4}

) 1_2 (∫

u^2_3⟨z⟩^4

) 1_2 ≲ ν^2 ∫ u^2_3γ_ν dz. (3.56)

Combining (3.53), (3.55) and (3.56) shows (3.52) as desired.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Step 1. Proof of the identities (3.16) and (3.18). We recall the identity ∇U = U∇Φ_U . Hence ∇Φ_{Ui,ν} = ∇ ln U_{i,ν} for i = 1, 2. We thus rewrite

∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} = ∇Φ_{U1,ν} + ∇Φ_{U2,ν} = ∇ ln U_{1,ν} + ∇ ln U_{2,ν} = ∇ ln U_{12,ν}

= ∇ ln U_{1+2,ν} + ∇ ln U_{12,ν} U_{1+2,ν} . Using the above identity, we rewrite Δu + ∇.(u∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} ) = ∇. ( ∇u − u∇ ln U_{1+2,ν} + u∇ ln U_{1+2,ν} U_{12,ν} )

= ∇. ( U_{1+2,ν} ∇ ( u U_{1+2,ν} ) + u∇ ln U_{1+2,ν} U_{12,ν} ) . The first identity (3.16) of the lemma follows from injecting the above identity and Λu = ∇.(u∇(z^2/2)) in (3.5). The second identity (3.18) then follows from (3.16) by integrating by parts.

Step 2. Proof of the coercivity (3.20). By (3.18) we have: −⟨L^zu, u⟩_♭ = ∫ γ^{−1}_ν |∇M^zu|^2dz − ∫ ∇.(u∇V )M^zudz. (3.57) The coercivity estimate (3.20) then follows from the two estimates (3.58) and (3.64) for the first and second terms in (3.57) respectively, and by taking η^′ small enough. Estimate for the first term in (3.57). We claim that ∫ γ^{−1}_ν |∇M^zu|^2dz ≳ ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz. (3.58) We first split ∫ γ^{−1}_ν |∇M^zu|^2dz ≥ ∫ |z−a|≤η^′ ν^{−2}U_{1,ν} |∇M^zu|^2dz + ∫ |z+a|≤η^′ ν^{−2}U_{2,ν} |∇M^zu|^2dz. (3.59) We study the first term in (3.59). We decompose u = 1(|z − a| ≤ η^′)u + 1(|z + a| ≤ η^′)u = u_1 + u_2.

Using Φ_u = Φ_{u1} + Φ_{u2} and U^{−1}_{1+2,ν} = U^{−1}_{1,ν} − U_{2,ν} U^{−1}_{1+2,ν} U^{−1}_{1,ν} , we decompose for |z − a| ≤ η^′:

M^zu = M^a_0 u_1 − ν^2U_{2,ν} U_{1+2,ν} U_{1,ν} u − ν^2Φ_{u2} ,

where M^a_0 u_1 = ν^2 u_1 U_{1,ν} − Φ_{u1} .

Therefore, using (a + b + c)^2 ≥ a^2 − 2b^2 − 2c^2 we have ∫ |z−a|≤η^′ γ^{−1}_ν |∇M^zu|^2dz ≥ ∫ ν^{−2}U_{1,ν} ( |∇M^a_0 u_1|^2 − 2 |∇Φ_{u2} |^2 − 2 | |∇ ( U_{2,ν} U_{1+2,ν} U_{1,ν} u )| |^2 ) dz. (3.60) We study the first term in (3.60). We change variables z = a + νy and v_1(y) = u_1(z). We have M^a_0 u_1(z) = ν^4M_0v_1(y), so that ∫ ν^{−2}U_{1,ν} |∇M^a_0 u_1|^2dz = ν^4 ∫ U|∇M_0v_1|^2dy. Using the orthogonality conditions (3.19), applying Lemma 3.5 shows ∫ U|∇M_0v_1|^2dy ≳ ∫ |∇v_1|^2 dy U(y) . Combining the two inequalities above, and unwinding the change of variables, we get ∫ ν^{−2}U_{1,ν} |∇M^z_0 u_1|^2dz ≳ ∫ |∇u_1|^2 ν^2 U_{1,ν} dz. (3.61)

We turn to the second term in (3.60). Using that |∇Φ_{u2} (z)| ≲ (| · |^{−1} ∗ |u_2|)(z) and that u_2 is supported in {|z + a| ≤ η^′} we have that |∇Φ_{u2} (z)| ≲ ‖u_2‖_L1 for |z − a| ≤ η^′. As ∫ U_{1,ν} ≲ 1 we bound ∫ |z−a|≤η^′ ν^2U_{1,ν} |∇Φ_{u2} |^2 dz ≲ ν^2‖u_2‖^2_L1 ≲ ∫ u^2γ_ν dz ≲ η^{′2} ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz (3.62)

where we used successively (3.44), and (3.21) with min(ν + |z + a|) ≤ η^′ on the support of u_2.

We now estimate the third term in (3.60). For |z − a| ≤ η^′ one has

ν^{−4}(U_{1,ν} (z))^2 ( ν^2U_{2,ν} U_{1+2,ν} U_{1,ν} )_2 = (U_{2,ν} (z))^2 (U_{1+2,ν} (z))^2 ≲ η^{′8}, where we used that U_{2,ν} (z) ≈ ν^2 and U_{1+2,ν} (z) ≈ ν^2(ν + |z − a|)^{−4}. Similarly,

ν^{−4}(U_{1,ν} (z))^2 | | |∇ ( ν^2U_{2,ν} U_{1+2,ν} U_{1,ν} )| | | 2 ≲ η^{′6}. Using the two inequalities above, we have ν^{−2}U_{1,ν} | | |∇ ( u ν^2U_{2,ν} U_{1+2,ν} U_{1,ν} )| |^2 ≲ η^{′6} ν^2 U_{1,ν} (u^2 + |∇u|^2).

Therefore, ∫ |z−a|≤η^′ ν^{−2}U_{1,ν} | | |∇ ( u ν^2U_{2,ν} U_{1+2,ν} U_{1,ν} )| | | 2 dz ≲ η^{′6} ∫ |z−a|≤η^′ (u^2 + |∇u|^2) ν^2dz U_{1,ν} ≲ η^{′6} ∫ |∇u|^2 ν^2 U_{1,ν} dz (3.63) where we used the Hardy inequality (3.21) and (3.23).

Injecting (3.61), (3.62) and (3.63) in (3.60), we get ∫ |z−a|≤η^′ ν^{−2}U_{1,ν} |∇M^zu|^2dz ≥ C^{−1} ∫ |∇u_1|^2 ν^2 U_{1,ν} dz − Cη^{′2} ∫ |∇u|^2 ν^2 U_{1,ν} dz. Since the second term in (3.59) plays a symmetric role, we have similarly ∫ |z+a|≤η^′ ν^{−2}U_{2,ν} |∇M^zu|^2dz ≥ C^{−1} ∫ |∇u_2|^2 ν^2 U_{1,ν} dz − Cη^{′2} ∫ |∇u|^2 ν^2 U_{1,ν} dz.

Combining the two estimates above shows the desired identity (3.58). Estimate for the second term in (3.57). We claim that | | ∫ ∇.(u∇V )M^zudz | | ≲ η^′ ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz. (3.64) Using the continuity estimate (3.13) | | | ∫ ∇.(u∇V )M^zudz | | | ≲ (∫ |∇.(u∇V )|^2γ_ν dz ) 1_2 (∫ u^2γ_ν dz ) 1_2 . From (3.17), we have that V (z) = ln((ν^2 + |z − a|^2)^2 + (ν^2 + |z + a|^2)^2) − ln(8ν^2) −^β_2 |z|^2, and (ν^2 + |z − a|^2)^2 + (ν^2 + |z + a|^2)^2 ≥ c(a) for all z ∈ R^2 for some c(a) > 0. Hence, ∇V and ΔV are bounded on compact sets. This implies |∇.(u∇V )| ≲ |u| + |∇u| so that ∫ |∇.(u∇V )|^2γ_ν dz ≲ ∫ (u^2 + |∇u|^2)γ_ν .

Using again the support of u, and then the Hardy inequality (3.21), we have ∫ u^2γ_ν dz ≲ η^{′2} ∫ u^2 min ((ν + |z − a|)^2, (ν + |z + a|)^2) γ_ν dz ≲ η^{′2} ∫ |∇u|^2γ_ν dz. Combining the three above inequalities yields the desired estimate (3.64). This ends the proof of Lemma 3.2.

3.2.2. The scalar product for the exterior zone

We now present another scalar product, for which the linearized operator is almost symmetric for functions which are localized away from ±a. Namely, consider the weighted space L^2(ω_ν dz) with the weight function

ω_ν(z) = ν^4 U_{12,ν} (z) e^{−β|z|2/2} (3.65) and the scalar product ⟨·, ·⟩_{ων} . Note that we have normalized the weight to have

ω_ν (z) ≈ (ν + |z − a|)^4(ν + |z + a|)^4e^{−β|z|2/2}. (3.66) Functions u ∈ L^2_{ων} may diverge at infinity in which case their Poisson field Φ_u is not well defined. Since in our proof of Theorem 1.1 the contribution from the zone |z| ≳ 10 to the dynamics will be showed to be negligible (up to modulation terms that we will single out), we circumvent this problem by localizing the Poisson field. Let χ^∗(z) be the cut-off defined by (1.20) and define L̃^zu = Δu − ∇. ( u∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} ) − ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_u + U_{1+2,ν} u − βΛu (3.67) = ∇ · ( ∇u − u∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_u + U_{1+2,ν} u − βzu ) , so that by (3.67) we have L^zu = L̃^zu − ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_{(1−χ}∗_{)u}. Lemma 3.6 (Coercivity and almost symmetry in the exterior zone). We have

L̃^zu = 1 ω_ν ∇.(ω_ν ∇u) + 2(U_{1+2,ν} − β)u − ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_u, (3.68)

and, for Schwartz functions u and v, ⟨L̃^zu, v⟩_L2_{ων} = − ∫ ∇u.∇v ω_νdz + ∫ 2(U_{1+2,ν} − β)uvω_ν dz − ∫ ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_uvω_ν dz. (3.69)

Moreover, there exists δ > 0 such that for |a| ≤ 5 and η > 0 close to 0, we have for ν > 0 small enough that for all u ∈ H^1_{ων} that is supported in {|z − a| ≥ η and |z + a| ≥ η} that −⟨L̃^zu, u⟩_L2_{ων} ≥ δ ∫ (⟨z⟩^2u^2 + |∇u|^2)ω_ν dz (3.70)

For z away from ±a, we have ∇U_{1+2,ν} = O(ν^2). Hence, by (3.68), L̃^zu is well approximated by the operator ω^{−1}_ν ∇.(ω_ν ∇u) + 2(U_{1+2,ν} − β)u for functions u that are localized away from ±a. This operator is self-adjoint in L^2(ω_ν dz) and its associated quadratic form is the sum of the first two terms in the right-hand side of (3.69). This is what motivated the introduction of the scalar product with the weight function (3.65).

We now proceed with the proof of Lemma 3.6. We first claim the following inequality which shall be used numerous times in the analysis.

Lemma 3.7 (Hardy-Poincaré inequality in H^1_{ων} ). There exists C > 0 such that for all u ∈ H^1_{ων} , we have for ν small enough and |a| ≤ 5, ∫ ( 1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 + 1 (ν + |z + a|)^2 + |z|^2 ) u^2ω_ν dz ≤ C ∫ (u^2 + |∇u|^2)ω_ν dz. (3.71)

Proof. We decompose u = u_1 + u_2 where u_1 = χ^∗u and u_2 = (1 − χ^∗)u. For z in the support of χ^∗, we have |z| ≤ 20. By (3.9) and (3.66) we have ω_ν (z) ≈ γ_ν (z) for |z| ≤ 20. (3.72) By the Hardy inequality (3.21) and (3.72), we have ∫ ( 1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 + 1 (ν + |z + a|)^2 ) u^2_1ω_ν dz ≤ C ∫ |∇u_1|^2ω_νdz. (3.73)

For |z| ≥ 10 we have ω_ν (z) ≈ ⟨z⟩^4e^{−|z|2/4} by (3.66). Hence, by the Poincaré inequality (C.3), ∫ ⟨z⟩^2u^2ω_ν dz ≤ C ∫ (u^2 + |∇u_2|^2)ω_ν dz. (3.74)

Combining (3.73) and (3.74) yields the desired inequality (3.71), since

((ν + |z − a|)^{−2} + (ν + |z + a|)^{−2} + |z|^2)u^2 ≈ ((ν + |z − a|)^{−2} + (ν + |z + a|)^{−2})u^2_1 + |z|^2u^2 and |∇u_i| ≲ |u| + |∇u| for i = 1, 2. Proof of Lemma 3.6. Step 1. Proof of the identities (3.68) and (3.69). Using −ΔΦ_f = f we expand (3.67) as L̃^zu = Δu − ∇u. (∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz) + 2(U_{1+2,ν} − β)u − ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_{χ∗u}. Hence, the first identity (3.68) of the Lemma holds true provided that the weight ω_ν satisfies ∇ ln ω_ν = −∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − βz. Since ∇Φ_U = ∇ ln U, this equation can be solved explicitly, yielding to the formula (3.65). Hence (3.68) holds true. The second identity (3.69) is then obtained from (3.68) by integration by parts. Step 2. Proof of the coercivity (3.70). By (3.69) we have −⟨L̃ u, u⟩_{ων} = ∫ (|∇u|^2 + (1 − 2U_{1+2,ν} )u^2)ω_ν dz + ∫ ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_uuω_ν dz. (3.75) We study the first term in (3.75). Using U_{i,ν} (z) = ν^28(1 + |z ± a|^2)^{−2} we have that |U_{1+2,ν} | ≲ ν^2 on the support of u. Using this and the Poincaré inequality (3.71) we find ∫ (|∇u|^2 + (1 − 2U_{1+2,ν} )u^2)ω_ν dz ≥ δ ∫ (⟨z⟩^2u^2 + |∇u|^2)ω_ν dz. (3.76)

We now turn to the second term in (3.75). We make a general estimate for some other Schwartz function v that is supported on ∩_±{|z ± a| ≥ η}. Integrating by parts, we have ∫ ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_uvω_ν dz = − ∫ Φ_χ∗_u [(ΔU_{1+2,ν} + ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇ ln ω_ν )v + ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇v] ω_ν dz. (3.77) Using again that U_{i,ν} (z) = ν^28(1 + |z ± a|^2)^{−2} and that u and v are supported on ∩_±{|z ± a| ≥ η} we have |(ΔU_{1+2,ν} + ∇U_{1+2,ν} . ln ω_ν )v + ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇v| ≲ ν^2(v + |∇v|) for ν small enough. By Cauchy- Schwarz and this inequality, (3.77) gives | | ∫ ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_uvω_ν dz | | ≲ ν^2 (∫ min_±(|z±a|≥η |Φ_χ∗_u|^2ω_νdz ) 1_2 (∫ (v^2 + |∇v|^2)ω_ν dz

) 1_2

(3.78)

where we used that the integrand is supported on ∩_±{|z ± a| ≥ η}. Using that on the support of χ^∗ we have ω_ν ≲ ⟨z⟩^{−4} and ω_ν ≈_η 1 for ν small enough, we have by (3.37) that ∫ min_±(|z±a|≥η |Φ_χ∗_u|^2ω_νdz ≲ ∫ ⟨z⟩^{−4}|Φ_χ∗_u|^2dz ≲ ∫ ⟨z⟩^4χ^{∗2}u^2 ≲ ∫ u^2ω_ν dz. (3.79)

Injecting the above inequality in (3.78) shows | | ∫ ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_uvω_ν dz | | ≲ ν^2 (∫ u^2ω_ν dz ) 1_2 (∫

(v^2 + |∇v|^2)ω_ν dz

) 1_2 (3.80)

Injecting (3.76) and (3.80) with u = v in (3.75) shows the desired identity (3.70) for ν small enough.

3.2.3. Matched scalar product

Recall that we fix β =^1_2 for sake of simplicity. We want to match the scalar product for the exterior zone ⟨u, v⟩_{ων} = ∫ uvω_ν dz which is convenient for functions located away from a and −a, with the scalar product for the interior zone ⟨u, v⟩_♭ = ∫ uvγ_ν dz − ν^2 ∫ Φ_uvdz, (3.81)

which is suitable for functions located near ±a.

Firstly, we compare the weights. Using U(x) = 8(1 + |x|^2)^{−2}, a Taylor expansion yields

ω_ν(z) = γ_ν (z) ( 2|a|^4e^{−|a|2/4} + o(1) ) as ν → 0 and z → a or z → −a (see (3.91) for the details). Thus, the two weights match up to a factor c_∗ = 2|a|^4e^{−|a|2/4} = 32e^{−1} + O(|a − a_∞|).

Secondly, we consider the second term in (3.81). This term does not need to be matched to anything and can be kept as is. The reason is that the contribution from the exterior zone in this term is negligible. Indeed, firstly, the weight function γ_ν in the first term in (3.81) is of order one away from a and −a, and the weight in the second term in (3.81) is of size ν^2. Secondly, in the second term in (3.81), the interaction between the interior zone and the exterior has a cancellation if v satisfies the zero mass condition in the interior zone ∫ |z±a|≤η v = 0. Indeed, in this case ∫ |z±a|≤η ν 2Φ_uvdz = ∫ |z±a|≤η ν 2(Φ_u − Φ_u(±a))vdz, so that the contribution from the Poisson field of u is lowered.

As the contribution from the exterior zone in the second term in (3.81) is negligible, we further localise it. The reason is that the Poisson field Φ_u is not well-defined in the space L^2_{ων} due to possible growth at infinity. For that, we will use the cut-off function χ^∗.

We thus introduce the ”matched scalar product” ⟨u, v⟩_∗ = ∫ uvω_ν dz − c_∗ν^2 ∫ χ^∗u Φ_χ∗_vdz, c_∗ = 2|a|^4e^{−|a|2/4}. (3.82) We first show that ⟨·, ·⟩_∗ is well defined on L^2_{ων} , and it defines a scalar product that is equivalent to ⟨·, ·⟩_{ων} on a suitable subspace. We shall again abuse language and refer to ⟨·, ·⟩_∗ as a scalar product.

Proposition 3.8 (Matched scalar product). There exists C > 0 such that the following hold for a close to a_∞, for all u, v ∈ L^2_{ων} . The functional ⟨·, ·⟩_∗ is symmetric ⟨u, v⟩_∗ = ⟨v, u⟩_∗ (3.83) and for ν small enough, it is continuous |⟨u, v⟩_∗|^2 ≤ C ∫ u^2ω_νdz ∫ v^2ω_ν dz. (3.84)

Moreover, for any η > 0 small enough, then for all ν small enough, it is positive for functions satisfying the orthogonality conditions ⟨u, 1(|z ± a| < η)⟩ = ⟨u, ΛU_{i,ν} 1(|z ± a| < η)⟩ = ⟨u, ∂_j U_{i,ν}1(|z ± a| < η)⟩ = 0 (3.85) for all i = 1, 2, j = 1, 2 and where ± designates − or + if i = 1 or i = 2, in the sense that ∫ u^2ω_ν dz ≤ C⟨u, u⟩_∗. (3.86) Proof. Step 1. Proof of the symmetry (3.83). We rewrite (3.82) as ⟨u, v⟩_∗ = ⟨u, v⟩_{ων} + c_∗⟨χ^∗u, χ^∗v⟩_♭ − c_∗⟨χ^∗u, χ^∗v⟩_{γν} , (3.87) where ⟨·, ·⟩_♭ is introduced in (3.7). We then obtain (3.83) by using (3.12).

Step 2. Proof of the continuity (3.84). From the identity (3.87), we have by using (3.13) and Cauchy-Schwarz, |⟨u, v⟩_∗|^2 ≲ ∫ (χ^∗)^2u^2γ_ν dz ∫ (χ^∗)^2v^2γ_ν dz + ∫ ω_ν u^2dz ∫ ω_ν v^2dz. (3.88)

Combining (3.88) and the equivalence ω_ν(z) ≈ γ_ν (z) for |z| ≤ 20, one gets (3.84). Step 3. Proof of the positivity (3.86). We pick u ∈ L^2_{ων} satisfying (3.85) and decompose u = 1(|z − a| < η)u + 1(|z + a| < η)u + 1(|z − a| ≥ η and |z + a| ≥ η)u = u_1 + u_2 + u_3, so that ⟨u, u⟩_∗ = ∫ ω_ν u^2_1 dz − c_∗ν^2 ∫ u_1Φ_{u1} dz + ∫ ω_ν u^2 dz − c_∗ν^2 ∫ u_2Φ_{u2} dz + ∫ ω_ν u^2_3dz − c_∗ ( 2ν^2 ∫ u_1Φ_{u2} dz − 2ν^2 ∫ Φ_χ∗_{u3} (u_1 + u_2)dz − ν^2 ∫ χ^∗u_3Φ_{χ10u3} dz )

= I + II + ∫ ω_ν u^2_3dz + IV. The desired inequality (3.86) will then follow from the estimates (3.93), (3.94) and (3.95) that we prove below for I, II and IV respectively, by taking a close enough to (2, 0), η to 0 and ν small enough.

Lower bounds for I and II. We compute that for z close to a:

U_{2,ν} (z) =

8ν^2 (ν^2 + |z + a|^2)^2 = ν^2 2|a|^4 + O(ν^4 + ν^2|z − a|), (3.89) and U_{1+2,ν} (z) U_{1,ν} (z) = 1 + U_{2,ν} (z) U_{1,ν} (z) = 1 +

(ν^2 + |z − a|^2)^2 (ν^2 + |z + a|^2)^2

= 1 + O((ν + |z − a|)^4). (3.90)

Combining, we get that for a close to (2, 0): ω_ν (z) γ_ν (z) = U_{1+2,ν} (z) U_{1,ν} (z) ν^2 U_{2,ν} (z) e^{−|z|2/4} = c_∗ + O(ν^2 + |z − a|). (3.91)

Using (3.89) and (3.90) this estimate propagates to higher order derivatives: | |∇ ( ω_ν γ_ν )| | ≲ 1. (3.92)

As u_1 is supported inside {|z − a| ≤ η} we infer from (3.91) that I = ∫ ( c_∗γ_ν + O ( ω_ν (ν^2 + |z − a|) )) u^2_1 dz − c_∗ν^2 ∫ u_1Φ_{u1} dz

= c_∗⟨u_1, u_1⟩_♭ + O ( (ν^2 + η)‖u‖^2_{ων} ) As u satisfies (3.85), we infer that u_1 satisfies the orthogonality (3.14). Applying (3.15) from Proposition 3.1 and (3.91), we get I ≥ δ ∫ ω_νu^2_1dz + O ( (ν^2 + η)‖u‖^2_{ων} ) (3.93)

for some δ > 0. As u_1 and u_2 play a symmetric role, we have similarly II ≥ δ ∫ ω_ν u^2dz + O ( (ν^2 + η)‖u‖^2_{ων} ) . (3.94)

Upper bound for IV . We recall that this term has already been estimated in (3.52) (up to replacing u by χ^∗u in (3.52)) so that |IV | ≲ η ∫ (χ^∗)^2u^2γ_ν dz ≲ η ∫ ω_ν u^2dz, (3.95)

where we used (3.87) in the last inequality.

3.3. Coercivity of the linearized operator for the matched scalar product In this subsection, we first show that the bilinear form associated to the linearized operator with localized Poisson field (3.67) for the matched scalar product (3.82) is almost symmetric. Then we show it is coercive under suitable orthogonality conditions.

Proposition 3.9. There exists C > 0 such that for all a close to a_∞ and ν > 0 small enough the following holds true. For u and v Schwartz functions we have ⟨L̃^zu, v⟩_∗ = Q(u, v) + Q̃(u, v), (3.96) where Q is the following symmetric bilinear form: Q(u, v) = − ∫ ∇u.∇vω_ν dz + 2 ∫ uv(U_{1+2,ν} − β)ω_ν dz − ∫ (v∇Φ_χ∗_u + u∇Φ_χ∗_v).∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν dz + c_∗ν^2 (∫ χ^∗uvdz − ∫ χ^∗∇Φ_χ∗_u.∇Φ_χ∗_vU_{1+2,ν} dz ) (3.97) and where Q̃ is a lower order bilinear form (given by (3.108)) which satisfies: |Q̃(u, v)| ≤ C(ν + |a − a_∞|) √ | ln ν| min ( ν √ | ln ν|‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ‖u‖_L2_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖v‖_L2_{ων} ) (3.98)

Remark 3.10. Thanks to (3.96), we have the almost symmetry identity ⟨L̃^zu, v⟩_∗ = ⟨u, L̃^zv⟩_∗ + Q̃(u, v) − Q̃(v, u). (3.99) The estimate (3.98) shows that the lower order part Q̃ of the bilinear form (u, v) → ⟨L̃^zu, v⟩_∗ gains one derivative and one factor ν + |a − a_∞| in comparison with the leading order symmetric part Q. This corresponds to two gains, one gain stems from the fact that we have matched at leading order the scalar products of the interior and exterior zones in the definition of ⟨·, ·⟩_∗, and the other from the fact that there is an extra cancellation if the two stationary states are in their equilibrium positions a_∞ and −a_∞.

Proof. Step 1. Proof of (3.96) and computation of Q̃. We first decompose by (3.82): ⟨L̃^zu, v⟩_∗ = ∫ L̃^zuvω_ν dz − c_∗ν^2 ∫ χ^∗L̃^zuΦ_χ∗_vdz. (3.100)

To compute the first term in (3.100), we use the decomposition L̃^zu =^1_{ων} ∇.(ω_ν ∇u) + 2(U_{1+2,ν} − β)u − ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_u from (3.68). Therefore, this term is after integrating by parts ∫ L̃^zuvω_ν dz = − ∫ ∇u.∇vω_ν dz + 2 ∫ uv(U_{1+2,ν} − β)ω_ν dz − ∫ ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_uvω_ν dz. (3.101) To compute the second term in (3.100), we use the decomposition L̃^zu = Δu − ∇. ( u(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz) ) − ∇.(U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_u) + (1 − χ^∗)U_{1+2,ν} u

obtained from (3.67) using −ΔΦ_χ∗_u = χ^∗u. We find ∫ χ^∗L̃^zuΦ_χ∗_v = ∫ χ^∗ ( Δu − ∇. ( u(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz) ) − ∇.(U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_u) + (1 − χ^∗)U_{1+2,ν} u ) Φ_χ∗_v.

(3.102) Using χ^∗Δu = Δ(χ^∗u) − 2∇χ^∗.∇u − Δχ^∗u, integrating by parts and using −ΔΦ_χ∗_v = χ^∗v, the first term in the right-hand side of (3.102) is ∫ χ^∗ΔuΦ_χ∗_v = − ∫ χ^∗uv + ∫ χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)uv − ∫ (2∇χ^∗ + Δχ^∗)uΦ_χ∗_v. (3.103)

Integrating by parts, the second term in the right-hand side of (3.102) is − ∫ χ^∗∇. ( u∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} +βz ) Φ_χ∗_v = ∫ χ^∗u(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} +βz).∇Φ_χ∗_v + ∫ ∇χ^∗.(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} +βz)uΦ_χ∗_v. (3.104) Integrating by parts, the third term in the right-hand side of (3.102) is − ∫ χ^∗∇.(U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_u)Φ_χ∗_v = ∫ χ^∗U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_u.∇Φ_χ∗_v + ∫ U_{1+2,ν} ∇χ^∗.∇Φ_χ∗_uΦ_χ∗_v. (3.105)

Injecting (3.103), (3.104) and (3.105) in (3.102) we get that the second term in (3.100) is ∫ χ^∗L̃^zuΦ_χ∗_vdz = − ∫ χ^∗uv + ∫ χ^∗u(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz).∇Φ_χ∗_v + ∫ χ^∗U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_u.∇Φ_χ∗_v + ∫ χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)uv − ∫ (2∇χ^∗ + Δχ^∗)uΦ_χ∗_v + ∫ ∇χ^∗.(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz)uΦ_χ∗_v + ∫ U_{1+2,ν} ∇χ^∗.∇Φ_χ∗_uΦ_χ∗_v + ∫ χ^∗ ((1 − χ^∗)U_{1+2,ν} u) Φ_χ∗_vdz. (3.106)

Injecting (3.101) and (3.107) in (3.100) we obtain ⟨L̃^zu, v⟩_∗ = − ∫ ∇u.∇vω_νdz + 2 ∫ uv(U_{1+2,ν} − β)ω_ν dz − ∫ ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_uvω_ν dz (3.107)

+ c_∗ν^2 (∫ χ^∗uv − ∫ χ^∗u(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz).∇Φ_χ∗_v − ∫ χ^∗U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_u.∇Φ_χ∗_v )

− c_∗ν^2 ( ∫ χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)uv − ∫ (2∇χ^∗ + Δχ^∗)uΦ_χ∗_v + ∫ ∇χ^∗.(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz)uΦ_χ∗_v

+ ∫ U_{1+2,ν} ∇χ^∗.∇Φ_χ∗_uΦ_χ∗_v + ∫ χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)U_{1+2,ν} uΦ_χ∗_vdz )

Combining (3.107) and (3.97), we obtain the desired decomposition (3.96) with Q̃ given by Q̃(u, v) = ∫ χ^∗u∇Φ_χ∗_v.(∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz)) (3.108) − c_∗ν^2 ( ∫ χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)uv − ∫ (2∇χ^∗ + Δχ^∗)uΦ_χ∗_v + ∫ ∇χ^∗.(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz)uΦ_χ∗_v

+ ∫ U_{1+2,ν} ∇χ^∗.∇Φ_χ∗_uΦ_χ∗_v + ∫ χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)U_{1+2,ν} uΦ_χ∗_vdz )

Step 2. Proof of (3.98). We decompose (3.108) into

Q̃(u, v) = Q̃_1(u, v) + Q̃_2(u, v) + Q̃_3(u, v) (3.109)

where

Q̃_1(u, v) = ∫ χ^∗u∇Φ_χ∗_v.(∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz)),

Q̃_2(u, v) = −c_∗ν^2 ( ∫ χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)uv − ∫ (2∇χ^∗ + Δχ^∗)uΦ_χ∗_v + ∫ ∇χ^∗.(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz)uΦ_χ∗_v

+ ∫ U_{1+2,ν} ∇χ^∗.∇Φ_χ∗_uΦ_χ∗_v + ∫ χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)U_{1+2,ν} uΦ_χ∗_vdz ) , Q̃_3(u, v) = −c_∗ν^2 ∫ U_{1+2,ν} ∇χ^∗.∇Φ_χ∗_uΦ_χ∗_v. The desired estimate (3.98) is then a consequence of the estimate (3.126), (3.131) and (3.130) we prove below for Q̃_1, Q̃_2 and Q̃_3 respectively.

Let χ be the cut-off function defined by (1.19). We decompose for η > 0 small, u = uχ( z − a η ) + fχ( z + a η ) + u ( 1 − χ( z − a η ) − χ( z + a η ) )

= u_{in,a} + u_{in,−a} + u_{ex} (3.110) = u_{in} + u_{ex} and v = vχ( z − a 4η ) + uχ( z + a 4η ) + v ( 1 − χ( z − a 4η ) − χ( z + a 4η ) )

= v_{in,a} + v_{in,−a} + v_{ex} (3.111) = v_{in} + v_{ex}. Without mentioning it explicitly, we shall use numerous times that for f = u, v, |f_{ex}| + |f_{in,a}| + |f_{in,−a}| + |f_{in}| ≲ |f| and |∇f_{ex}| + |∇f_{in,a}| + |∇f_{in,−a}| + |∇f_{in}| ≲ |f| + |∇f| and that ω_ν ≈_η 1 on the set {z ≤ 20} ∩_± {|z ± a| ≥ η} which contains the supports of χ^∗u_{ex} and χ^∗v_{ex}. Estimate for Q̃_1(u, v). We decompose:

Q̃_1(u, v) = ∫ (u_{in,a}∇Φ_{vin,a} + u_{in,−a}∇Φ_{vin,−a} + u_{in,a}∇Φ_{vin,−a+χ}∗_{vex} + u_{in,−a}∇Φ_{vin,a+χ}∗_{vex} + u_{ex}∇Φ_χ∗_v) .(∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2χ^∗(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz))dz (3.112)

We compute that in the above integral

∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz) = ∇U_{1,ν} ν^4e^{−β|z|2/2} U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + ∇U_{2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2(∇Φ_{U1,ν} + ∇Φ_{U2,ν} + βz)

= ν^2∇Φ_{U1,ν} ( ν^2 U_{2,ν} e^{−β|z|2/2} − c_∗ ) − c_∗ν^2(∇Φ_{U2,ν} + βz). (3.113)

Let now z be a point near a. By definition of c_∗, and by definition of a_∞, we have

ν^2 U_{2,ν} (a) e^{−β|a|2/2} − c_∗ = O(ν^2) and ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a_∞) + βz(a_∞) = O(ν^2). (3.114)

Since ∇ ( ν^2 U_{2,ν} e^{−β|z|2/2} ) = − ( ∇U_{2,ν} U_{2,ν} + βz ) ν^2 U_{2,ν} e^{−β|z|2/2} = − ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} + βz ) ν^2 U_{2,ν} e^{−β|z|2/2}, this implies ∇ ( ν^2 U_{2,ν} e^{−β|z|2/2} ) (a_∞) = O(ν^2).

Combining, we perform Taylor expansions and get

ν^2 U_{2,ν} (z) e^{−β|z|2/2} − c_∗ = ν^2 U_{2,ν} (a) e^{−β|a|2/2} − c_∗ + ν^2 U_{2,ν} (z) e^{−β|z|2/2} − ν^2 U_{2,ν} (a) e^{−β|a|2/2} = O(ν^2) + (z − a).∇ ( ν^2 U_{2,ν} (·) e^{−β|·|2/2} ) (a) + O(|z − a|^2) = O(ν^2) + (z − a). ( ∇ ( ν^2 U_{2,ν} (·) e^{−β|·|2/2} ) (a) − ∇ ( ν^2 U_{2,ν} (·) e^{−β|·|2/2} ) (a_∞) ) + O(|z − a|^2) = O(ν^2 + |z − a||a − a_∞| + |z − a|^2) (3.115) Injectin (3.113) and (3.114), using that ∇Φ_{U1,ν} = O((ν + |z − a|)^{−1}) and a Taylor expansion, we obtain

∇U_{1+2,ν} (z)ω_ν (z) − c_∗ν^2χ^∗(z)(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} (z) + βz) = O((ν^2 + ν|a − a_∞|)(ν + |z − a|)). (3.116) For the first term in (3.112), we use (3.116) and then the estimate (C.5) with variable y = z − a and λ = ν and get | | | ∫ u_{in,a}∇Φ_{vin,a} .(∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2χ^∗(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz) | | | = | | | ∫ O((ν^2 + ν|a − a_∞|)(ν + |z − a|))|u_{in,a}|)∇Φ_{vin,a} | | | ≲ (ν^2 + ν|a − a_∞|) (∫ (ν + |z − a|)^2u^2_{in,a}dz ) 1_2 (∫ (ν + |z − a|)^2v^2_{in,a}dz ) 1_2

+ (ν^2 + ν|a − a_∞|) ∫ |u_{in,a}|dz ∫ |v_{in,a}|dz. Using the Hardy-Poincaré inequality (3.71) and (3.66), we bound for f = u, v, (∫ (ν + |z − a|)^2f^2_{in,a}dz ) 1_2

≲ min ( ‖f‖_H1_{ων} , ν^{−1}‖f‖_L2_{ων} ) , and, using Cauchy-Schwarz with ‖(ν +|z −a|)^{−1}1(|z −a| < η)‖_L2 ≈ √ | ln ν| or ‖(ν +|z −a|)^{−2}1(|z − a| < η)‖_L2 ≈ ν^{−1} and (3.66), then (3.71), we bound ‖f_{in,a}‖_L1 ≲ min (√ | ln ν|‖(ν + |z − a|)^{−1}f‖_L2_{ων} , ν^{−1}‖f‖_L2_{ων} )

≲ min (√ | ln ν|‖f‖_H1_{ων} , ν^{−1}‖f‖_L2_{ων} ) . (3.117)

Combining the three inequalities above shows | | ∫ u_{in,a}∇Φ_{vin,a} .(∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2χ^∗(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz) | | ≲ (ν + |a − a_∞|)| ln ν|^{1/2} min ( ν √ | ln ν|‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ‖u‖_L2_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖v‖_L2_{ων} ) . The second term in (3.112) at −a can be bounded by the exact same estimates, so that we obtain | | ∫ (u_{in,a}∇Φ_{vin,a} + u_{in,−a}∇Φ_{vin,−a} ).(∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2χ^∗(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz)) | | ≲ min ( ν(ν + |a − a_∞|)| ln ν|‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} , (ν + |a − a_∞|)| ln ν|^{1/2}‖u‖_L2_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} , (3.118) (ν + |a − a_∞|)| ln ν|^{1/2}‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖v‖_L2_{ων} ) (3.119)

For the third term in (3.112) we bound using (3.116), | | | ∫ u_{in,a}∇Φ_{vin,−a+χ}∗_{vex} (∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2χ^∗(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz)) | | | ≲ (ν^2 + ν|a − a_∞|)‖(ν + |z − a|))u_{in,a}‖_L1 ‖∇Φ_{vin,−a+χ}∗_{vex} ‖_L∞_{(|z−a|<2η)} ≲ (ν^2 + ν|a − a_∞|)‖(ν + |z − a|))u_{in,a}‖_L1 ‖v_{in,−a} + χ^∗v_{ex}‖_L1 . (3.120) Above, we used that for z in the support of u_{in,a} and z^′ in the support of v_{in,−a} + χ^∗v_{ex} we have |z −z^′| ≥ 2η so that |∇Φ_{vin,−a+χ}∗_{vex} (z)| ≲ ∫ | ln |z −z^′|||v_{in,−a} +χ^∗v_{ex}|(z^′)dz^′ ≲ ‖v_{in,−a} +χ^∗v_{ex}‖_L1 . We have by Cauchy-Schwarz, (3.66) and (3.71): ‖(ν + |z − a|))u_{in,a}‖_L1 ≲ ‖(ν + |z − a|))u_{in,a}‖_L2 ≲ ‖(ν + |z − a|))^{−1}u_{in,a}‖_L2_{ων} ≲ min ( ν^{−1}‖u‖_L2_{ων} , ‖u‖_H1_{ων} ) . (3.121)

Also, decomposing v = v_{in} + v_{ex}, using (3.117) and Cauchy-Schwarz with the fact that ω_ν ≈ 1 on the support of v_{ex}, ‖χ^∗v‖_L1 ≲ ‖v_{in}‖_L1 + ‖χ^∗v_{ex}‖_L1 ≲ min (√ | ln ν|‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ν^{−1}‖v‖_L2_{ων} ) (3.122)

Injecting (3.121) and (3.122) into (3.120), noticing that the fourth term in (3.112) can be estimated by a symmetric reasoning, we get | | | ∫ (u_{in,a}∇Φ_{vin,−a} + u_{in,−a}∇Φ_{vin,a} )(∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2χ^∗(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz)) | | | ≲ (ν + |a − a_∞|)| ln ν|^{1/2} min ( ν‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖v‖_L2_{ων} , ‖u‖_L2_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} ) . (3.123)

For the fifth and last term in (3.112) we decompose χ^∗v = ṽ_{in} + ṽ_{ex} where ṽ_{in,a} = vχ(^{4(z−a)}_η ) + vχ(^{4(z+a)}_η ) and ṽ_{ex} = χ^∗v − ṽ_{in}. Using that u_{ex} has support inside ∩_±{|z ± a| ≥ η} where |U_{1+2,ν} | ≲ ν^2 and |∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} | ≲ 1, we bound | | | ∫ u_{ex}∇Φ_v(∇U_{1+2,ν} ω_ν − c_∗ν^2χ^∗(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz)) | | | ≲ ν^2‖u_{ex}ω_ν ‖_L1 ‖∇Φ_{ṽin} ‖_L∞_{(∩±|z±a|>η)} + ν^2‖u_{ex}‖_L2_{ων} ‖∇Φ_{ṽex} ‖_L2_{ων} ≲ min ( ν‖u‖_L2_{ων} ‖v‖_L2_{ων} , ν^2 √ | ln ν|‖u‖_L2_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} ) (3.124)

where we used that for z in the support of u_{ex} and z^′ in the support of ṽ_{in} we have |z − z^′| ≥ η/2 so that |∇Φ_{ṽin} (z)| ≲ ∫ |z − z^′|^{−1}|ṽ_{in}(z^′)|dz^′ ≲ ‖ṽ_{in}‖_L1 ≲ min( √ | ln ν|‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ν^{−1}‖v‖_L2_{ων} ) by (3.122) and that ‖ṽ_{ex}‖_L2 ≲ ‖1(|z| < 10)|z|^{−1}‖_L1 ‖ṽ_{ex}‖_L2 ≲ ‖v‖_L2_{ων} using that ṽ_{ex} is supported inside {|z| < 20} ∩ {|z ± a| > η/4} and Young’s inequality for convolution.

Injecting (3.118), (3.123) and (3.124) in (3.112) shows: |Q̃_1(u, v)| ≲ (ν +|a−a_∞|) √ | ln ν| min ( ν √ | ln ν|‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ‖u‖_L2_{ων} ‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖v‖_L2_{ων} ) (3.125)

Estimate for Q̃_2(u, v). Using that the functions χ^∗(1 − χ^∗), ∇χ^∗ and Δχ^∗ all have their support included in the zone {10 ≤ |z| ≤ 20} where ω_ν ≈ 1, |∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} | ≲ 1 and |U_{1+2,ν} | ≲ ν^2, we bound | | | ∫ χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)uv + uΦ_χ∗_v ( −(2∇χ^∗ + Δχ^∗) + ∇χ^∗.(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz) + χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)U_{1+2,ν} ) dz | | | ≲ ∫ 10<|z|<20 |u||v|ω_ν + ∫ 10<|z|<20 |u||Φ_χ∗_v|ω_ν ≲ ‖u‖_L2_{ων} ( ‖v‖_L2_{ων} + ‖Φ_χ∗_v‖_L2_{(10<|z|<20)} ) . (3.126)

Let z ∈ R^2 with 10 < |z| < 20. We have for z^′ in the support of f_{in}, since this set is supported in ∪_±{|z − a| ≤ 2η} ⊂ {|z| ≤ 6} as |a| < 5 and η < 1, that |z − z^′| > 1. Hence, using (3.117), |∇^kΦ_{fin} (z)| ≲ ∫ |∇^k ln |z − z^′|||f_{in}|dz^′ ≲ ‖f_{in}‖_L1 ≲ min (√ | ln ν|‖f‖_H1_{ων} , ν^{−1}‖f‖_L2_{ων} ) (3.127)

for k = 0, 1. We have ω_ν ≲ ⟨z⟩^{−4} on R^2 , and ω_ν ≈_η 1 for ν small enough on the support of f_{ex}. Hence by (3.37):

‖Φ_χ∗_{fex} ‖^2_L2_{ων} ≲ ∫ ⟨z⟩^{−4}|Φ_χ∗_{fex} |^2dz ≲ ∫ ⟨z⟩^4χ^{∗2}f^2_{ex} ≲ ‖f‖^2_L2_{ων} (3.128)

We decompose Φ_χ∗_v = Φ_{vin} + Φ_χ∗_{vex} in (3.126), and then use (3.127) and (3.128) to obtain | | | ∫ χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)uv + uΦ_χ∗_v ( −(2∇χ^∗ + Δχ^∗) + ∇χ^∗.(∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + βz) + χ^∗(1 − χ^∗)U_{1+2,ν} ) dz | | | ≲ ‖u‖_L2_{ων} ( ‖v‖_L2_{ων} + ‖Φ_{vin} ‖_L2_{(10<|z|<20)} + ‖Φ_{vex} ‖_L2_{(10<|z|<20)} )

≲ ‖u‖_L2_{ων} min (√ | ln ν|‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ν^{−1}‖v‖_L2_{ων} ) This shows |Q̃_2(u, v)| ≲ ν‖u‖_L2_{ων} min ( ν √ | ln ν|‖v‖_H1_{ων} , ‖v‖_L2_{ων} ) (3.129)

Estimate for Q̃_3(u, v). We use that |U_{1+2,ν} | ≲ ν^2 and ω_ν ≈ 1 on the support of ∇χ^∗ which is contained in the zone {10 < |z| < 20}, and the decompositions ∇Φ_χ∗_u = ∇Φ_{uin} + ∇Φ_χ∗_{uex} and Φ_χ∗_v = Φ_{vin} + Φ_{vex} so that by Hölder | | | ∫ U_{1+2,ν} ∇χ^∗.∇Φ_χ∗_uΦ_χ∗_v | | | ≲ ν^2 ∫ 10<|z|<20 (|∇Φ_{uin} | + |∇Φ_χ∗_{uex} |)(|Φ_{vin} | + |Φ_χ∗_{vex} |)ω_ν (3.130) ≲ ν^2(‖∇Φ_{uin} ‖_L1_{(10<|z|<20)} + ‖∇Φ_χ∗_{uex} ‖_L1_{(10<|z|<20)})(‖Φ_{vin} ‖_L∞_{(10<|z|<20)} + ‖Φ_χ∗_{vex} ‖_L∞_{(10<|z|<20)}). By (3.127) we have ‖∇Φ_{uin} ‖_L1_{(10<|z|<20)} ≲ ν^{−1}‖u‖_L2_{ων} and ‖Φ_{vin} ‖_L∞_{(10<|z|<20)} ≲ ν^{−1}‖v‖_L2_{ων} We have using successively Hölder, Sobolev, Lebesgue estimates for the Riesz kernel, the identity ΔΦ_χ∗_{uex} = −χ^∗u_{ex} and Hölder again: ‖∇Φ_χ∗_{uex} ‖_L1_{(10<|z|<20)}) ≲ ‖∇Φ_χ∗_{uex} ‖_L6 ≲ ‖∇^2Φ_χ∗_{uex} ‖_L3/2 ≲ ‖ΔΦ_χ∗_{uex} ‖_L3/2 ≲ ‖χ^∗u_{ex}‖_L3/2 ≲ ‖u‖_L2_{ων} . Using Young’s inequality for convolution with that fact that χ^∗v_{ex} has support inside {|z| < 20}, we have ‖Φ_χ∗_{vex} ‖_L∞_{(10<|z|<20)} ≲ ‖ ln | · | ∗ χ^∗v_{ex}‖_L∞_{(10<|z|<20)} ≲ ‖χ^∗v_{ex}‖_L2 ≲ ‖v‖_L2_{ων} . Injecting the three inequalities above in (3.130) shows

|Q̃_3(u, v)| ≲ ν^2‖u‖_L2_{ων} ‖v‖_L2_{ων} . (3.131)

Proposition 3.11 (Coercivity of the operator for the matched product). There exists δ > 0 such that for η > 0 small enough, for a close to a_∞ and ν close to 0, if u is a Schwartz function satisfying the orthogonality conditions (3.19), then −⟨L̃^zu, u⟩_∗ ≥ δ ∫ |∇u|^2ω_ν dz + δ ∫ ( 1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 ) + 1 (ν + |z + a|)^2

) + ⟨z⟩^2 ) u^2ω_ν dz. (3.132)

Proof. Let χ be the cut-off function defined by (1.19). We decompose for η^′ > η, u = u ( χ( z − a η^′ ) + χ( z + a η^′ ) ) + u ( 1 − χ( z − a η^′ ) − χ( z + a η^′ ) )

= u_{in} + u_{ex}. (3.133)

As L̃^zu_{in} = L^zu_{in} we further write ⟨L̃^zu, u⟩_∗ = ⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{in}⟩_∗ + ⟨L̃^zu_{ex}, u_{ex}⟩_∗ + ⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{ex}⟩_∗ + ⟨L̃^zu_{ex}, u_{in}⟩_∗ (3.134) The main features of the proof are the following. The first two terms in (3.134) will be shown to be coercive thanks to Lemmas 3.6 and 3.2, see (3.135) and (3.153) below. Then there are two main contributions in the remaining mixed terms in (3.134). The first one consists of the term (3.155), which involve the boundary terms due to the cut-off in the decomposition u = u_{in} + u_{ex}. It will be showed to be negligible in Step 5 by choosing a cut-off location η^′ = η^′(u) that depends on the function u, for which it is small in the zone ∪_±{η^′ < |z ± a| < 2η^′}. The second one consists of the term (3.157) due to the nonlocal effects of the exterior zone in the interior zone. We crucially use the cancellation that L^zu_{in} has zero mean as it can be put in divergence form (due to the mass criticality of the problem at hand) to estimate that contribution in Step 3. Step 1. Estimate for the interior term. We claim that for a close (0, 2), ν and η^′ small enough, ⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{in}⟩_∗ ≥ δ ∫ |∇u_{in}|^2ω_ν dz + δ ∫ u^2_{in} ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ω_ν dz, (3.135)

and we now prove this estimate. We decompose using (3.82) and (3.7): −⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{in}⟩_∗ = −c_∗⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{in}⟩ + ∫ (L^zu_{in})u_{in} ~ω_ν dz, ~ω_ν = c_∗γ_ν − ω_ν . (3.136)

For the first term in (3.136), we have that u_{in} is supported in ∪_±{|z ± a| ≤ 2η^′} and that it satisfies the orthogonality conditions (3.19) as η^′ > η. Hence by Lemma 3.2, the Hardy-type inequality (3.21) and the equivalence of the weights (3.72): −⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{in}⟩ ≥ δ^′ ∫ |∇u_{in}|^2ω_ν dz + δ^′ ∫ u^2_{in} ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ω_ν dz. (3.137)

The second term in (3.136) is ∫ (L^zu_{in})u_{in} ~ω_νdz = ∫ Δu_{in}u_{in} ~ω_ν dz (3.138) − ∫ ( ∇.(u_{in}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{uin} ) + 1 2 Λu_{in} ) u_{in} ~ω_ν dz. To estimate the first term in (3.138), we integrate by parts ∫ Δu_{in}u_{in} ~ω_ν dz = − ∫ |∇u_{in}|^2 ~ω_νdz − ∫ u_{in}∇u_{in}.∇~ω_ν dz,

By (3.91) and (3.92) we have that for i = 0, 1, for |z ± a| ≤ 2η^′, | ∇^i ~ω_ν | = | | |∇^i ( ν^2 U_{1+2,ν} ( c_∗ − ω_ν γ_ν ))| | | ≲ ν^2 U_{1+2,ν} ν^2 + η^′ (ν + |z ± a|)^i . (3.139)

Combining the identity and inequality above, and using |xy| ≤ x^2 + y^2 and (3.72), we bound | | ∫ Δu_{in}u_{in} ~ω_ν dz | | ≲ (ν^2 + η^′) ∫ ( |∇u_{in}|^2 + u^2_{in} ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ) ω_ν dz. (3.140)

We next turn to the second term in (3.138). Using −ΔΦ_f = f and ∇Φ_f = Φ_{∇f} , that |U_{1,ν} | ≲ ν^2(ν +|z −a|)^{−4}, |∇U_{1,ν} | ≲ ν^2(ν +|z −a|)^{−5} and |∇Φ_{U1,ν} | ≲ (ν +|z −a|)^{−1} and ν(ν +|z −a|)^{−1} ≤ 1, and the analogue estimates for U_{2,ν} , we have | |∇.(u_{in}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{uin} ) + 1 2 Λu_{in} | | ≲ ∑ ± |∇u_{in}| ν + |z ± a| + |u_{in}| (ν + |z ± a|)^2 + ν^2|Φ_{∇uin} | (ν + |z ± a|)^5 . Using this inequality, (3.139), and Cauchy-Schwarz, | | ∫ ( ∇.(u_{in}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{uin} ) + 1 2 Λu_{in} ) u_{in} ~ω_ν dz | | (3.141)

≲ (ν^2 + η^′) ∫ ( |∇u_{in}|^2 + u^2_{in} ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 + |Φ_{∇uin} |^2 ∑ ± ν^4 (ν + |z ± a|)^8 ) ω_ν dz. Using successively (3.66) and U_{1+2,ν} ≈ ν^2 ∑ ±(ν + |z ± a|)^{−4} we have

ν^4 ∑ ± ν^4 (ν + |z ± a|)^8 ω_ν ≲ ν^4 ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^4 ≈ ν^2U_{1+2,ν} .

Using this inequality, then (3.39) and the equivalence of weights (3.72) we have ∫ |Φ_{∇uin} |^2 ∑ ± ν^4 (ν + |z ± a|)^8 ω_ν dz ≲ ∫ ν^2|Φ_{∇uin} |^2U_{1+2,ν} dz ≲ ∫ |∇u_{in}|^2 ν^2 U_{1+2,ν} dz ≈ ∫ |∇u_{in}|^2ω_ν dz Injecting the above inequality in (3.141) shows | | ∫ ( ∇.(u_{in}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{uin} ) + 1 2 Λu_{in} ) u_{in} ~ω_ν dz | | (3.142)

≲ (ν^2 + η^′) ∫ ( |∇u_{in}|^2 + u^2_{in} ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ) ω_ν dz. Injecting (3.140) and (3.142) in (3.138) shows | | ∫ (L^zu_{in})u_{in} ~ω_ν dz | | ≲ (ν^2 + η^′) ∫ ( |∇u_{in}|^2 + u^2_{in} ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ) ω_νdz. Injecting this inequality and (3.137) in (3.136) shows the desired inequality (3.135).

Step 2. Estimate for the exterior term. We claim that for any |a| ≤ 5 and η^′ > 0, if ν is small enough: −⟨L̃^zu_{ex}, u_{ex}⟩_∗ ≥ δ ∫ |∇u_{ex}|^2ω_ν dz + δ ∫ u^2_{ex} ( 1 |z − a|^2 + 1 |a + z|^2 + |z|^2 ) ω_ν dz, (3.143)

We now show (3.153). We decompose using (3.82): ⟨L̃^zu_{ex}, u_{ex}⟩_∗ = ⟨L̃^zu_{ex}, u_{ex}⟩_L2_{ων} − c^∗ν^2 ∫ χ^∗(L̃^zu_{ex})Φ_χ∗_{uex} dz. (3.144)

For the first term, we have by Lemma 3.68 and the Hardy-Poincaré type inequality (3.71): −⟨L̃^zu_{ex}, u_{ex}⟩_L2_{ων} ≥ δ^′ ∫ ( |∇u_{ex}|^2 + u^2_{ex} ( 1 |z − a|^2 + 1 |z + a|^2 + |z|^2 )) ω_ν dz. (3.145)

We rewrite the second term in (3.144) using (3.67) and ∇Φ_f = Φ_{∇f} : ∫ χ^∗(L̃^zu_{ex})Φ_χ∗_{uex} dz (3.146) = ∫ χ^∗ ( Δu_{ex} − ∇.(u_{ex}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} ) + U_{1+2,ν} u_{ex} − ∇U_{1+2,ν} Φ_{∇(χ}∗_{uex)} − βΛu_{ex} ) Φ_χ∗_{uex} dz. Integrating by parts and using ∇Φ_f = Φ_{∇f} , and then using |xy| ≤ x^2 + y^2 and that χ^∗ is supported in {|z| ≤ 20}, we estimate the first term in (3.146) by | | ∫ χ^∗Δu_{ex}Φ_χ∗_{uex} dz | | ≲ ∫ |z|≤20 (|∇u_{ex}|^2 + Φ^2_χ∗_{uex} + |Φ_{∇(χ}∗_{uex)}|^2)dz. (3.147)

Since the integral is performed over {|z| ≤ 20} and (3.37), we have ∫ |z|≤20 (Φ^2_χ∗_{uex} + |Φ_{∇(χ}∗_{uex)}|^2)dz ≲ ∫ ⟨z⟩^4((χ^∗u_{ex})^2 + |∇(χ^∗u_{ex})|^2)dz ≲ ∫ |z|≤20 (u^2_{ex} + |∇u_{ex}|^2)dz ≤ C_η′ ∫ (u^2_{ex} + |∇u_{ex}|^2)ω_ν dz, (3.148) where we used that ω_ν (z) ≥ c_η′ > 0 for |z| ≤ 20 and min(|z − a|, |z + a|) ≥ η^′ (3.149) from (3.66) for the last inequality. Combining (3.147), (3.148) and (3.149) shows | | ∫ χ^∗Δu_{ex}Φ_χ∗_{uex} dz | | ≤ C_{η′} ∫ (u^2_{ex} + |∇u_{ex}|^2)ω_ν dz. (3.150)

For the remaining terms in (3.146), using that Δf = −f, and |∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} (z)| ≤ C_η′ and |U_{1+2,ν} (z)| + |∇U_{1+2,ν} (z)| ≲ ν^2 on the support of u_{ex} for ν small enough, then |xy| ≤ x^2 + y^2 and the support of χ^∗, we get | | ∫ χ^∗ ( −∇.(u_{ex}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} ) + U_{1+2,ν} u_{ex} − ∇U_{1+2,ν} Φ_{∇(χ}∗_{uex)} − βΛu_{ex} ) Φ_χ∗_{uex} dz | | ≤ C_η′ ∫ |z|≤20 (|∇u_{ex}|^2 + u^2_{ex} + (Φ_χ∗_{uex} )^2 + |Φ_{∇(χ}∗_{uex)}|^2)dz ≤ C_η′ ∫ (|∇u_{ex}|^2 + u^2_{ex})ω_ν dz, (3.151)

where we used (3.148) and (3.149) for the last inequality. Injecting (3.150) and (3.151) in (3.146) shows | | | ∫ χ^∗(L̃^zu_{ex})Φ_χ∗_{uex} dz | | ≤ C_{η′} ∫ (|∇u_{ex}|^2 + u^2_{ex})ω_ν dz. (3.152)

In turn, injecting (3.145) and (3.152) in (3.144) and taking ν small enough shows the desired inequality (3.153).

Step 3. Estimate for the mixed terms. We claim that for some universal C > 0, |⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{ex}⟩_∗| + |⟨L^zu_{ex}, u_{in}⟩_∗| (3.153) ≤ C ∫ ∪_±{η^′ <|z±a|<2η^′} ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 η^{′2} ) ω_ν dz + C_η′ ν| ln ν| ∫ (|∇u|^2 + u^2)ω_ν dz

and we now prove this inequality. Using the almost symmetry identity (3.99) and the bound (3.98) we have ⟨L^zu_{ex}, u_{in}⟩_∗ = ⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{ex}⟩_∗ + Q̃(u_{ex}, u_{in}) = ⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{ex}⟩_∗ + O(ν| ln ν|‖u‖^2_H1_{ων} ). (3.154) so that it suffices to bound ⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{ex}⟩_∗. Using (3.82), then (3.5) and the divergence form of the operator L^zf = ∇.(∇f − f∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_f − βzf) and −ΔΦ_f = f, we expand ⟨L^zu_{in}, u_{ex}⟩_∗ = ∫ (L^zu_{in})u_{ex}ω_ν dz − ν^2c_∗ ∫ χ^∗(L^zu_{in})Φ_χ∗_{uex} = ∫ (Δu_{in} − ∇u_{in}.∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + 2U_{1+2,ν} u_{in} − βΛu_{in})u_{ex}ω_ν dz (3.155) − ∫ ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_{uin} u_{ex}ω_ν dz (3.156) − ν^2c_∗ ∫ ∇.(∇u_{in} − u_{in}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{uin} − βzu_{in})χ_{10}Φ_χ∗_{uex} . (3.157) The estimates (3.162), (3.165) and (3.170) we show below for (3.155), (3.156) and (3.157) respectively, combined with (3.154), imply the desired inequality (3.153). Estimate for (3.155). For the first term in (3.155), we integrate by parts and find ∫ Δu_{in}u_{ex}ω_ν dz = − ∫ ∇u_{in}.∇ (u_{ex}ω_ν) . We have |∇χ(^{z±a}_{η′} )| ≲ η^{′−1}1(η^′ < |z ± a| < 2η^′). By (3.133) and the definition of χ we have |u_{in}| ≤ |u|1(∪_±{|z ± a| < 2η^′}), |∇u_{in}| ≲ (|∇u| + η^{′−1}|u|)1(∪_±{|z ± a| < 2η^′}), (3.158) |u_{ex}| ≤ |u|1(∩_±{|z ± a| > η^′}), |∇u_{ex}| ≲ (|∇u| + η^{′−1}|u|)1(∩_±{|z ± a| > η^′}). (3.159) The integral is located in ∪_±{η^′ < |z ± | < 2η^′}, where |∇ω_ν | ≲ η^{′−1}ω_ν from (3.65). Using this, (3.158) and (3.159) and |xy| ≤ x^2 + y^2, | | ∫ Δu_{in}u_{ex}ω_ν dz | | ≲ ∫ ∪_±{η^′<|z±a|<2η^′} ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 η^{′2} ) ω_ν dz. (3.160)

The remaining terms in (3.155) are also located in ∪_±{η^′ < |z ± a| < 2η^′}. Since |∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} | ≲ ∑ ±(ν + |z ± a|)^{−1} and |U_{1+2,ν} | ≲ ∑ ± ν^2(ν + |z ± a|)^{−4}, we have |∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} | ≲ η^{′−1} and |U_{1+2,ν} | ≤ C_η′ ν^2 on this set. Using this, |Λu_{in}| ≲ |∇u_{in}| + |u_{in}|, (3.158), (3.159) and |xy| ≤ x^2 + y^2, | | ∫ (−∇u_{in}.∇U_{1+2,ν} + 2U_{1+2,ν} u_{in} − βΛu_{in})u_{ex}ω_νdz | | ≲ ∫ ∪_±{η^′ <|z±a|<2η^′} ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 η^{′2} ) ω_νdz. (3.161) Combining (3.160) and (3.161) shows | | | ∫ (Δu_{in} − ∇u_{in}.∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + 2U_{1+2,ν} u_{in} − βΛu_{in})u_{ex}ω_ν dz | | | ≲ ∫ ∪_±{η^′ <|z±a|<2η^′} ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 η^{′2} ) ω_ν dz. (3.162)

Estimate for (3.156). We estimate that for |z| ≤ 20, by Cauchy-Schwarz and as the support of u_{in} is included in {|z| ≤ 20},

|Φ_{uin} (z)| ≲ ∫ | ln |z − z^′|||u_{in}(z^′)|dz^′ ≲ (∫ |z^′|≤20 | ln |z − z^′||^2 dz^′ ω_ν (z^′)

) 1_2 (∫

u^2_{in}(z^′)ω_ν (z^′)dz^′

) 1_2

≲ ν^{−1}| ln ν| (∫ u^2ω_ν dz^′ ) 1_2 (3.163)

where we used that ω_ν(z^′) ≈^{ν2}_{U1+2,ν (z′)} for |z| ≤ 20 from (3.72) and ∫ | ln |z−z^′||U_{1+2,ν} (z^′)dz^′ ≤ | ln ν| and (3.158) for the last inequality. Similarly, using also (3.158) and (3.71),

|∇Φ_{uin} (z)| = |Φ_{∇uin} (z)| ≲ ν^{−1}| ln ν| (∫ (|∇u|^2 + u^2)dω_ν dz^′ ) 1_2 . (3.164)

Using that |∇U_{1+2,ν} | ≤ C_η′ ν^2 on the support of u_{ex} and (3.164) we find | | ∫ ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_{uin} u_{ex}ω_ν dz | | ≤ C_{η′} ν| ln ν| (∫ (|∇u|^2 + u^2)dω_ν dz^′ ) 1_2 ∫ |u_{ex}|ω_ν ≤ C_η′ ν| ln ν| ∫ (|∇u|^2 + u^2)ω_ν dz, (3.165)

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz, (3.159) and ∫ ω_νdz ≲ 1 for the last inequality.

Estimate for (3.157). Integrating by parts, ∫ ∇.(∇u_{in} − u_{in}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{uin} − βzu_{in})χ^∗Φ_χ∗_{uex} dz = ∫ (∇u_{in} − u_{in}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{uin} − βzu_{in}).∇(χ^∗Φ_χ∗_{uex} )dz. We then estimate by using |∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} | ≲ ∑ ±(ν + |z ± a|)^{−1}, the support of u_{in} and the Hölder inequality, | | ∫ ∇.(∇u_{in} − u_{in}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{uin} − βzu_{in})χ^∗Φ_χ∗_{uex} dz | | (3.166)

≲ ( ‖∇u_{in}‖_L1 + ‖u_{in} ∑ ± 1 ν + |z ± a| ‖_L1 + ‖∇Φ_{uin} ‖_L∞ ∫ U_{1+2,ν} dz ) ‖∇(χ^∗Φ_χ∗_{uex} )‖_L∞ .

We have by (3.44) and ω_ν ≈^{ν2}_{U1+2,ν} on the support of u_{in},

‖∇u_{in}‖^2_L1 + ‖u_{in} ∑ ± 1 ν + |z ± a| ‖^2_L1 ≲ ν^{−2} ∫ (|∇u_{in}|^2 + u^2_{in} ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 )ω_ν dz ≲ ν^{−2} ∫ (|∇u|^2 + u^2)ω_ν dz, (3.167) where we used (3.158) and (3.71) in the last inequality. We next estimate that for |z| ≤ 20, using the supports of χ^∗ and Cauchy-Schwarz, |Φ_χ∗_{uex} (z)| ≲ ∫ |z^′|≤20 | ln |z − z^′|||u_{ex}(z^′)|dz^′ ≲ (∫ |z^′|≤20 | ln |z − z^′||^2dz^′ ) 1_2 (∫ |z^′|≤20 u^2_{ex}(z^′)dz^′ ) 1_2

≤ C_η′ (∫ u^2ω_ν dz^′ ) 1_2 , (3.168)

where we used (3.159) and that ω_ν ≥ c_η′ > 0 for z in the support of u_{ex} with |z| ≤ 20. We obtain similarly using ∇Φ_f = Φ_{∇f} and (3.159) that |∇Φ_χ∗_{uex} (z)| ≤ C_η′ (∫ |∇u|^2 + u^2)ω_ν dz^′

) 1_2 (3.169)

Injecting (3.167), (3.164), ∫ U_{1+2,ν} dz ≲ 1 and (3.168) in (3.166) shows | | | ∫ ∇.(∇u_{in} − u_{in}∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{uin} − βzu_{in})χ^∗Φ_χ∗_{uex} dz | | | ≤ C_η′ | ln ν|ν^{−1} ∫ (|∇u|^2 + u^2)ω_ν dz. (3.170)

Step 4. End of the proof. Injecting (3.153) and (3.135) in (3.134), we obtain that for some universal constants C, δ > 0, −⟨L̃^zu, u⟩_∗ ≥ δ ∫ [ |∇u|^2 + u^2 ( ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 + |z|^2 )] ω_νdz

− C ∫ ∪_±{η^′<|z±a|<2η^′} ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 η^{′2} ) ω_ν dz, (3.171)

if a is close enough to (2, 0), η^′ > η are small enough, and ν is small enough, up to possibly reducing the value of δ. Let N ∈ N be such that 2^N η ≪ 1. Note that by taking η small enough, we can ensure that N is as large as we want. Performing a dyadic decomposition, ∫ ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ) ω_ν dz ≳ N−1∑ n=0 ∫ ∪_±{2^nη<|z±a|<2^{n+1}η} ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 2^{2n}η^2 ) ω_ν dz

≥ N min 0≤n≤N−1 ∫ ∪_±{2^nη<|z±a|<2^{n+1}η} ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 2^{2n}η^{′2} ) ω_ν dz. Let 0 ≤ n_0 ≤ N − 1 be the integer at which the minimum above is attained, and set η^′ = 2^{n0} η. Then ∫ ∪_±{η^′<|z±a|<2η^′} ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 η^{′2} ) ω_ν dz ≤ C N ∫ ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ) ω_νdz. (3.172)

Injecting (3.172) in (3.171) and taking N large enough shows the desired inequality (3.134). 3.4. Coercivity for a second decomposition

We introduce the decomposition u = û + a_0ϕ_0, (3.173) where the projection û = û[ν, a](u) and the parameter a_0 = a_0[ν, a](u) are chosen so that ⟨û, ϕ_0⟩_∗ = 0. (3.174) This projection satisfies the following properties.

Proposition 3.12. For all a close to a_∞ and ν small enough, for all u ∈ H^1_{ων} there exits a unique decomposition (3.173) with the property (3.174). Furthermore, there exists C > 0 such that if u satisfies the orthogonality conditions ∫ |z±a|<η udz = 0, we have the estimates ⟨u, u⟩_∗ ≤ ⟨û, û⟩_∗ (3.175) and |⟨û, û⟩_∗| ≤ C‖u‖^2_L2_{ων} (3.176) and |ν∂_ν (⟨û, û⟩_∗)| + |ν∂_a(⟨û, û⟩_∗)| ≤ C‖u‖^2_L2_{ων} , (3.177) as well as

|a_0| ≤ C min ( 1 √ | ln ν| ‖u‖_L2_{ων} , 1 | ln ν| ‖∇u‖_L2_{ων} ) . (3.178)

If u satisfies the orthogonality conditions (3.85) then one has ⟨û, û⟩_∗ ≥ 0 and the equivalence ‖u‖^2_L2_{ων} ≈ ⟨u, u⟩_∗ ≈ ⟨û, û⟩_∗. (3.179) Above, the implicit constants in the ≲ are independent of a and ν.

Before we prove Proposition 3.12, we show the following intermediate result.

Lemma 3.13. There exists C_0(a) that is positive for a close to a_∞, such that for all a close to a_∞ and ν small enough:

⟨ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗ = −C_0| ln ν| + O(1), (3.180) |ν∂_ν ⟨ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗| + | ln ν|^{−1}|∂_a⟨ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗| ≲ 1. (3.181)

Proof. Step 1. A preliminary identity. Pick η > 0 small. We claim that ⟨ 1 ν^4 ΛU( z − a ν ), f⟩_∗ = −2c_∗ ∫ |z−a|<η f + O ( min (√ | ln ν|‖f‖_L2_{ων} , ‖ f √ ν + |z − a| ‖_L2_{ων} )) . (3.182) To prove it, we decompose using (3.82) ⟨ 1 ν^4 ΛU( z − a ν ), f⟩_∗ = ∫ 1 ν^4 ΛU( z − a ν )fω_νdz − c_∗ν^2 ∫ χ^∗fΦ_χ∗ 1_{ν4 ΛU(} ·−a_{ν )}dz = c_∗ ∫ χ_{a,η}f ( 1 ν^4 ΛU( z − a ν ) ν^2 U_{1,ν} − ν^2Φ 1_{ν4 ΛU(} ·−a_{ν )} ) + c_∗ν^2 ∫ (χ_{a,η} − χ^∗)fΦ 1_{ν4 ΛU(} ·−a_{ν )} + ∫ f 1 ν^4 ΛU( z − a ν )χ_{a,η} ( ω_ν − c_∗ν^2 U_{1,ν} ) + c_∗ν^2 ∫ χ^∗fΦ_{(1−χ}∗_) 1_{ν4 ΛU(} ·−a_{ν )} + ∫ f 1 ν^4 ΛU( z − a ν )ω_ν (1 − χ_{a,η}) (3.183)

We have^1_{ν4} ΛU(^{·−a}_ν )^{ν2}_{U1,ν} − ν^2Φ 1_{ν4 ΛU(} ·−a_{ν )} = M_0(ΛU)(^{·−a}_ν ) = −2 by (3.30), hence ∫ χ_{a,η}f ( 1 ν^4 ΛU( z − a ν ) ν^2 U_{1,ν} − ν^2Φ 1_{ν4 ΛU(} ·−a_{ν )} ) = −2 ∫ χ_{a,η}f (3.184)

We have that ν^2Φ 1_{ν4 ΛU(} ·−a_{ν )} = (z − a).∇Φ 1_{ν2 U(} ·−a_{ν )} +^1_{2π} ∫ U = O(ν^2) for ζ_∗ < |z − a| ≲ 1 so that

ν^2 ∫ (χ_{a,η} − χ^∗)fΦ 1_{ν4 ΛU(} ·−a_{ν )} = O(ν^2‖χ^∗f‖_L1 ) = O(ν‖f‖_L2_{ων} ) (3.185) where we used (3.44), (3.9) and (3.66). We have for a and z close to a_∞ by (3.82) that ω_ν − c_∗ν^2 U_{1,ν} = ν^2 U_{1,ν} ( ν^2 U_{2,ν} e^{−|z|4/4} − c_∗ ) = ν^2 U_{1,ν} O(ν^2 + |z − a|). (3.186)

Hence by Cauchy-Schwarz, using ‖χ_{a,η}^1_{ν4} ΛU(^{z−a}_ν )(ν^2 + |z − a|)‖_L2_{ν2} U1,ν ≲ √ | ln ν|: | | | ∫ f 1 ν^4 ΛU( z − a ν )χ_{a,η} ( ω_ν − c_∗ν^2 U_{1,ν} ) dz | | | ≲ √ | ln ν|‖f‖_L2_{ων} . (3.187)

By Cauchy-Schwarz again ∫ f^1_{ν4} ΛU(^{z−a}_ν )χ_{a,η} ( ω_ν −^{c∗ν2}_{U1,ν} ) dz = O(‖(ν + |z − a|)^{−1/2}f‖_L2_{ων} ) using ‖ √ ν + |z − a|χ_{a,η}^1_{ν4} ΛU(^{z−a}_ν )(ν^2 + |z − a|)‖_L2_{ν2} U1,ν ≲ 1. Combining this inequality with (3.187) shows | | | ∫ f 1 ν^4 ΛU( z − a ν )χ_{a,η} ( ω_ν − c_∗ν^2 U_{1,ν} ) dz | | | ≲ min ( √ | ln ν|‖f‖_L2_{ων} , ‖ f √ ν + |z − a| ‖_L2_{ων} ) . (3.188) We have that Φ_{(1−χ∗)} 1_{ν4 ΛU(} ·−a_{ν )} is bounded as |(1 − χ_∗)^1_{ν4} ΛU(^{·−a}_ν )| ≲ ⟨z⟩^{−4}, so that |ν^2 ∫ χ^∗fΦ_{(1−χ}∗_) 1_{ν4 ΛU(} ·−a_{ν )}| ≲ ν^2‖χ^∗f‖_L1 ≲ ν‖f‖_L2_{ων} (3.189)

by (3.44), (3.9) and (3.66). Using that |^1_{ν4} ΛU(^{z−a}_ν )| ≲ |z − a|^{−4} ≲ 1 for |z − a| ≳ η we have by Cauchy-Schwarz ∫ f 1 ν^4 ΛU( z − a ν )ω_ν (1 − χ_{a,η}) = O(‖f‖_L2_{ων} ). (3.190)

Injecting (3.184) and (3.185) using ω_ν ≈ 1 for |z ± a| ≈ η, and (3.186), (3.188), (3.189) and (3.190) in (3.183) shows (3.182).

Step 2. A secondary identity. We claim that ⟨ 1 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z − a ν ), f⟩_∗ = ν‖f‖_L2_{ων} (3.191)

The proof is similar to Step 1. We decompose using (3.82) ⟨ 1 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z − a ν ), f⟩_∗ = c_∗ ∫ χ_{a,η}f ( 1 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z − a ν ) ν^2 U_{1,ν} − ν^2Φ 1_{ν3 ∂x1 U(} ·−a_{ν )} ) + c_∗ν^2 ∫ (χ_{a,η} − χ^∗)fΦ 1_{ν3 ∂x1 U(} ·−a_{ν )} + ∫ f 1 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z − a ν )χ_{a,η} ( ω_ν − c_∗ν^2 U_{1,ν} ) + c_∗ν^2 ∫ χ^∗fΦ_{(1−χ}∗_) 1_{ν3 ∂x1 U(} ·−a_{ν )} + ∫ f 1 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z − a ν )ω_ν (1 − χ_{a,η}) (3.192)

We have^1_{ν3} ∂_{x1} U(^{·−a}_ν )^{ν2}_{U1,ν} − ν^2Φ 1_{ν3 ∂x1 U(} ·−a_{ν )} = νM_0(∂_{x1} U)(^{·−a}_ν ) = 0 by (3.30), hence ∫ χ_{a,η}f ( 1 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z − a ν ) ν^2 U_{1,ν} − ν^2Φ 1_{ν3 ∂x1 U(} ·−a_{ν )} ) = 0 (3.193)

The remaining terms in (3.192) are estimated exactly as (3.185) using ν^2Φ 1_{ν3 ∂x1 U(} ·−a_{ν )} = ν^2∂_{x1} Φ_U (^{·−a}_ν ) = O(ν^2) for ζ_∗ < |z − a| ≲ 1, as (3.190) using ‖χ_{a,η}^1_{ν3} ∂_{x1} U(^{z−a}_ν )(ν + |z − a|)‖_L2_{ν2} U1,ν ≲ ν, as (3.189) using Φ_{(1−χ∗)} 1_{ν3 ∂x1 U(} ·−a_{ν )} = O(ν) for |z| ≲ 1 and as (3.187) using |^1_{ν3} ∂_{x1} U(^{z−a}_ν )| ≲ ν^2 for |z −a| > η, yielding |ν^2 ∫ (χ_{a,η} − χ^∗)fΦ 1_{ν3 ∂x1 U(} ·−a_{ν )}| ≲ ν‖f‖_L2_{ων} (3.194) | | | ∫ f 1 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z − a ν )χ_{a,η} ( ω_ν − c_∗ν^2 U_{1,ν} ) dz | | | ≲ ν‖f‖^{L2}ω_ν , (3.195) |ν^2 ∫ χ^∗fΦ_{(1−χ}∗_) 1_{ν3 ∂x1 U(} ·−a_{ν )}| ≲ ν^2‖f‖_L2_{ων} , (3.196) | | | ∫ f 1 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z − a ν )ω_ν (1 − χ_{a,η}) | | | ≲ ν^2‖f‖^{L2}ω_ν . (3.197)

Injecting (3.193), (3.194), (3.195), (3.196) and (3.197) in (3.192) shows the desired identity (3.191).

Step 3. Proof of the Lemma. Injecting the expansions (2.86), (2.88) and (2.195) in (2.4) we decompose

ϕ_0(z) = − 1 16 ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( z ± a ν ) + ∑ ± ±L_0 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z ± a ν ) + ϕ̌_0(z), (3.198)

with ϕ̌_0 = ϕ̌^1_0 + ϕ̌^2_0 where

ϕ̌^1_0(z) = ∑ ± cos(2θ_±) 8|z ± a|^2 and ϕ̌^2_0(z) = ∑ ± O ( 1 |z ± a|^2 ( 1 | ln ν| + ν^2 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ) + ⟨z⟩^c |z ± a| ) . (3.199) We then decompose:

⟨ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗ = 1 256 ⟨ ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν ), ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν )⟩_∗ + ⟨− 1 8 ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν ) + ∑ ± ±L_0 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z ± a ν ), ∑ ± ±L_0 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z ± a ν )⟩_∗ + 2⟨− 1 16 ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν ) ± L_0 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z ± a ν ), ϕ̌_0⟩_∗ + O(1) (3.200)

where we used |⟨ϕ̌_0, ϕ̌_0⟩_∗| ≲ ‖ϕ̌_0‖^2_{L2ων} ≲ 1 which follows from (3.84) and (3.199). Note that the analogue estimate of (3.182) holds for ΛU(^{z+a}_ν ) and ∂_{x1} U(^{z+a}_ν ) by symmetry. Using (3.182), (3.191), (3.199) and |L_0| ≲ 1 shows: 2⟨− 1 16 ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν ) ± L_0 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z ± a ν ), ϕ̌_0⟩_∗ = O(1). (3.201)

Using (3.191) and |L_0| ≲ 1 shows | | | ⟨− 1 8 ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν ) + ∑ ± ±L_i ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z ± a ν ), ∑ ± ±L_i ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z ± a ν )⟩_∗ | | | ≲ ∑ ± ν ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν ) ‖ ‖ ‖ L^2_{ων} + ∑ ± ν ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 ν^3

∂_{x1} U( z ± a ν ) ‖ ‖ ‖ L^2_{ων} ≲ 1 + ν. (3.202)

Next, combining (3.183), (3.184), (3.185), (3.186) and (3.189), with the fact that ∫ χ_{a,η}^1_{ν4} ΛU(^{·−a}_ν )dz = O(1) and ∫ (χ^∗ − χ_{a,η})^1_{ν4} ΛU(^{·−a}_ν )dz = O(1) as ∫ ΛU = 0, and ‖^1_{ν4} ΛU(^{·−a}_ν )‖_L2_{ων} ≲ ν^{−1}: ⟨ ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν ), ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν )⟩_∗ = ∑ ± ∫ 1 ν^8 |ΛU( z ∓ a ν )|^2χ_{±a,η} ( ω_ν − c_∗ν^2 U_{i±,ν} ) + O(1)

(3.203) where i_+ = 1 and i_− = 2. We perform a Taylor expansion and get ω_ν − c_∗ ν^2 U_{1,ν} = ν^2 U_{1,ν} ( (ν^2 + |z + a|^2)^2 8 e^{−|z|2/4} − |2a|^4 8 e^{−|2a|2/4} )

= ν^2 U_{1,ν} e^{−|a|2/4} ( (|z + a|^2)^2 8 e^{(|a|2−|z|2)/4} − |2a|^4 8 + O(ν^2) )

= ν^2 U_{1,ν} ( c_1(1, 0).(z − a) + c_2|z − a|^2 + c_3|(1, 0).(z − a)|^2 + O(|z − a|^3) )

with e^{|a|2/4}c_1 = 32|a|^3 − 8|a|^5, e^{|a|2/4}c_2 = 8|a|^2 − 4|a|^4 and e^{|a|2/4}c_3 = 16|a|^2 − 2|a|^6 − 16|a|^4. Therefore, after changing variables z = a + νy: ∫ 1 ν^8 |ΛU( z − a ν )|^2χ_{a,η} ( ω_ν − c_∗ν^2 U_{1,ν} ) = ∫ χ( νy η ) (ΛU)^2 U (c_2|y|^2 + c_3y^2_1)dy + O(1). (3.204)

where we used that both ΛU and U are radial so that the first term cancels. Using that^{(ΛU)2}_{U 2} = 32 |y|^4 + O(|y| −6) as |y| → ∞ we compute ∫ χ( νy η ) (ΛU)^2 U (c_2|y|^2 + c_3y^2_1)dy = (64πc_2 + 32πc_3)| ln ν| + O(1). (3.205)

Injecting (3.204) and (3.205) in (3.203) shows ⟨ ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν ), ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( · ± a ν )⟩_∗ = (128πc_2 + 64πc_3)| ln ν| + O(1). (3.206)

Finally, injecting (3.201), (3.202) and (3.206) in (3.200) shows the desired identity (3.180). The sign of the constants follows from the explicit computations c_2(a_∞) = −32e^{−1} and c_3(a_∞) = −320e^{−1}. The proof of (3.181) follows from the exact same computations, by differentiating all expressions with respect to ν and a ; we omit it.

Proof of Proposition 3.12 . By the orthogonality (3.174) the projection is given by

a_0 = ⟨u, ϕ_0⟩_∗ ⟨ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗

, (3.207)

the denominator being nonzero by (3.180). Proof of (3.175). We have by the orthogonality (3.174)

⟨u, u⟩_∗ = ⟨û, û⟩_∗ + a^2_0⟨ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗. (3.208) This implies (3.175) since ⟨ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗ < 0 by (3.180). Proof of (3.179). Injecting (3.207) in (3.208) gives ⟨û, û⟩_∗ = ⟨u, u⟩_∗ − ⟨u, ϕ_0⟩^2_∗ ⟨ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗

. (3.209)

We already know |⟨u, u⟩_∗| ≲ ‖u‖^2_{L2ων} from (3.84) and |⟨ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗| ≈ | ln ν| from (3.180) so it suffices to prove |⟨u, ϕ_0⟩_∗| ≲ min( √ | ln ν|‖u‖_L2_{ων} , ‖u‖_H1_{ων} ). (3.210) Using the decomposition (3.198) we have ⟨u, ϕ_0⟩_∗ = ⟨u, ∑ ± 1 ν^4 ΛU( z±a ν )+ϕ̌_0⟩_∗. We have by (3.182), since ∫ |z±a|<η udz = 0, that ⟨u, 1 ν^4 ΛU( z±a ν )⟩_∗ = O(min( √ | ln ν|‖u‖_L2_{ων} , ‖u‖_H1_{ων} )). We have by (3.84), since ‖ϕ̌_0‖_L2_{ων} ≲ 1 by (3.199), that ⟨u, ϕ̌_0⟩_∗ = O(‖u‖_L2_{ων} ). This shows (3.210) as desired. Proof of (3.177). We differentiate the first term in (3.209): ν∂_ν ⟨u, u⟩_∗ = ∫ u^2ν∂_ν ω_ν dz − 2c_∗ν^2 ∫ χ^∗uΦ_χ∗_udz, ν∂_a⟨u, u⟩_∗ = ∫ u^2ν∂_aω_ν dz − 2∂_a(c_∗)ν^3 ∫ χ^∗uΦ_χ∗_udz. Using |ν∂_ν ω_ν | + |ν∂_aω_ν | ≲ ω_ν from (3.65), ∂_ac_∗ = O(1),(3.39), (3.66) and (3.9) we get: |ν∂_ν ⟨u, u⟩_∗| + |ν∂_a⟨u, u⟩_∗| ≲ ‖u‖^2_L2_{ων} . The derivative with respect to a and ν of the second term in (3.209) are estimated similarly, injecting (3.181) and performing the same estimates as in the proof of (3.179). Proof of (3.178). It follows from injecting (3.210) and (3.180) in (3.207). Proof of (3.179). It follows from (3.175), (3.179) and the coercivity (3.86).

Proposition 3.14 (Coercivity of the operator for the second decomposition). There exists δ > 0 such that for η > 0 small enough, for ν close to 0 and |a − a_∞| ≲ ν, if u is a Schwartz function satisfying the orthogonality conditions (3.19), then − ⟨ ^L̃_zu, û ⟩ ∗ ≥ δ ∫ |∇u|^2ω_νdz + δ ∫ ( 1 (ν + |z − a|)^2 ) + 1 (ν + |z + a|)^2

) + ⟨z⟩^2 ) u^2ω_νdz. (3.211)

Proof. Using successively the orthogonality (3.174), the decomposition u = û + a_0ϕ_0, the almost symmetry identity (3.99) and the almost eigenfunction identity (2.12) we have ⟨^L̃^zu, û⟩_∗ = ⟨L̃^zu, û⟩_∗ (3.212) = ⟨L̃^zu, u⟩_∗ − a_0⟨L̃^zu, ϕ_0⟩_∗ = ⟨L̃^zu, u⟩_∗ − a_0(⟨u, L̃^zϕ_0⟩_∗ + Q̃(u, ϕ_0) − Q̃(ϕ_0, u)) = ⟨L̃^zu, u⟩_∗ − a_0 ( 2β ( 1 + γ_0 ln ν ) ⟨u, ϕ_0⟩_∗ + ⟨u, R_0⟩_∗ + Q̃(u, ϕ_0) − Q̃(ϕ_0, u) )

By (3.178) and (3.180) the second term in the right-hand side above is |a_02β ( 1 + γ_0 ln ν ) ⟨ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗| ≲ ‖∇u‖_L2_{ων} . (3.213)

We have for the third term ⟨u, R_0⟩_∗ ≲ ‖u‖_L2_{ων} ‖R_0‖_L2_{ων} ≲ 1 | ln ν|^2

‖u‖_L2_{ων} (3.214) by (3.84), (2.13) and a direct estimate. We have by (3.98) and (2.6) for the fourth and fifth terms in (3.212) |Q̃(u, ϕ_0)| + |Q̃(ϕ_0, u)| ≲ (ν + |a − a_∞|) √ | ln ν|‖u‖_H1_{ων} ‖ϕ_0‖_L2_{ων} ≲ √ | ln ν|(1 + ν^{−1}|a − a_∞|)‖u‖_H1_{ων} . (3.215) Injecting (3.178), (3.213), (3.214) and (3.215) in (3.212) shows: ⟨^L̃^zu, û⟩_∗ = ⟨L̃^zu, u⟩_∗ + O ( 1 + ν^{−1}|a − a_∞| √ | ln ν| ‖u‖^2_H1_{ων} )

The desired inequality (3.211) then follows from the above identity and Proposition 3.11.

4. Corrected multisoliton in parabolic variables

In this section we consider the evolution term of the Keller-Segel equations in parabolic variables Δw − ∇.(w∇Φ_w) − βΛw. (4.1) By the scaling renormalization w(z) = 2βw̃( √ 2βz) it will suffice to consider the case β =^1_2 : Δw − ∇.(w∇Φ_w) − 1 2 Λw. (4.2)

We apply the terminology ”soliton” in analogy with wave equations, and call the sum of two stationary states a multisoliton. We look for a solution that is to leading order a multisoliton. We aim at relating the evolution term (4.1) it generates to the eigenfunctions of Proposition 2.1 and to the modulation directions (parameter derivatives) of the multisoliton. 4.1. Derivation of the corrected stationary equation 4.1.1. The equilibrium position a of the stationary states

We first look for an approximate stationary solution, i.e. that makes (4.2) vanish to leading order, of the form U_{1+2,ν} = U_{1,ν} + U_{2,ν} , where U_{1,ν} (z) = 1 ν^2 U( z − a ν ) and U_{2,ν} (z) = 1 ν^2 U( z + a ν ) for ν > 0 small. We compute the evolution term (4.2)

ΔU_{1+2,ν} − ∇.(U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} ) − 1 2 ΛU_{1+2,ν} = − ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} + z 2 ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( ∇Φ_{U1,ν} + z 2 ) .∇U_{2,ν} − U_{1+2,ν} + 2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} The most singular term being on the first line, the above is minimised when the vector field vanish at the positions of the stationary states, i.e. when

∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) + a 2 = 0.

Since ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) = −^{4(z+a)}_{ν2+|z+a|2} the above leads in the limit ν → 0 to solving for a_∞ in the equation −^{2a∞}_{|a∞|2} +^{a∞}_2 = 0. The solution is a_∞ = (2, 0) given our symmetry assumptions. For equation (4.1) the equilibrium position is thus

a_∞ = (√ 2 β , 0 ) . (4.3)

4.1.2. Projection of the error on the eigenfunctions and the modulation directions We now aim at a refined decomposition of the evolution term (4.1) generated by U_{1+2,ν} as an approximate solution to (4.1), when the stationnary states are near their equilibrium position (4.3). To do so, we expand ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) = − 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 + (∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a)), which leads to ΔU_{1+2,ν} − ∇.(U_{1+2,ν} ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} ) − βΛU_{1+2,ν} = − β ν^2 ΛU ( · − a ν ) − β ν^2 ΛU ( · + a ν ) + ( 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 − βa ) . (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) (4.4) − ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (−a) ) .∇U_{2,ν} + 2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} . Our aim is to link the right-hand side, which is the time derivative term in the Keller-Segel equation in parabolic variables generated by the multisoliton, to the eigenfunctions constructed in Proposition 2.1, and to the modulation directions (directional derivatives) of the multisoliton. We notice from the expansion of the eigenfunctions that −^β_{ν2} ΛU (_{·−a} ν ) −^β_{ν2} ΛU (_{·+a} ν ) is the leading order term in the expansion of 16βν^2ϕ_0 near ±a. The second term ∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} is the directional derivative of the multisoliton with respect to the position a of the stationary states. The effect of second line will be of lower order.

Therefore, the main problem in this section will be to construct a small enough function Ξ such that the corrected multisoliton U = U_{1+2,ν} + Ξ, (4.5) satisfies the corrected stationary equation E_0 =ΔU − ∇.(U∇Φ_{U1+2,ν +χ}∗_Ξ) − βΛU (4.6) = μν^2ϕ_0 + μ^′. (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) + Ψ_0

with μ = μ[a, ν] ∈ R and μ^′ = μ^′[a, ν] ∈ R^2 some parameters to be found and Ψ_0 suitably small, where χ^∗ is defined in (1.19). Since Ξ grows at infinity that makes Φ_Ξ is not well-defined, the localization Φ_χ∗_Ξ is technically necessary. This localization will nonetheless be harmless since the contribution of the far away zone |z| ≫ 1 will be of lower order.

4.2. The corrected multisoliton Proposition 4.1 (Improved stationary solution in parabolic variables). There exists a smooth function Ξ[ν, a] defined for all ν small enough and |a − ā| ≲^ν_{| ln ν|} that satisfies the following for

μ = 8λ_0, μ^′ = 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2

− βa + μ̃^′, (4.7)

where μ̃^′(a) = O(ν^2).

i) (Pointwise estimates) For z ∈ R^2 and j ∈ N, |∇^j Ξ(z)| + |∇^jν∂_ν Ξ(z)| ≲ ∑ ± ν^2 ν^{3+j} + |z ± a|^{3+j} ⟨z⟩^{Cj} , (4.8)

|∇^j∂_aΞ(z)| ≤ ∑ ± ν^2 ν^{4+j} + |z ± a|^{4+j} ⟨z⟩^{Cj} , (4.9) and ∑ ± | | ∫ |z±a|≤ζ_∗ ν∂_ν Ξ(z)dz | | ≲ ν_2. (4.10)

ii) (Estimate of the Poisson field)

|Φ_χ∗_Ξ| ≲ | log ν|ν^2 (ν + |z − a|)(ν + |z + a|) ⟨z⟩^2⟨ln⟨z⟩⟩ and |∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ| ≲ ν^2 (ν + |z − a|)^2(ν + |z + a|)^2 ⟨z⟩^3 and |∇Φ_{χΞ}(a)| ≲ 1. (4.11) iii) (Generated error) The function U solves the corrected stationary equation (4.6) with

|Ψ_0(z)| ≲ ∑ ± 1 | log ν|^2(ν + |z ± a|)^2

, (4.12)

‖Ψ_0‖_L2_{ων} ≲ ν^2 | log ν|^2

. (4.13) ∫ χ_aΨ_0 ≲ ν^2 | log ν| (4.14)

for 0 < κ, κ^′ < 1 some constants.

We postpone the proof of Proposition 4.1 to the end of this section.

4.3. The first ansatz for the leading order correction Injecting the decomposition (4.5) and (4.4) in (4.6) we have Ψ_0 = ΔU − ∇.(U∇Φ_{U1+2,ν +χ}∗_Ξ) − βΛU − μν^2ϕ_0 − μ^′. (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) = − β ν^2 ΛU ( · − a ν ) − β ν^2 ΛU ( · + a ν ) + ( 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 − βa ) . (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν}) − ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (−a) ) .∇U_{2,ν} + 2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + L̃^z(Ξ) − ∇.(Ξ∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ) − μν^2ϕ_0 − μ^′. (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) = − β ν^2 ΛU ( · − a ν ) − β ν^2 ΛU ( · + a ν ) − μν^2ϕ_0 + ( 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 − βa − μ^′ ) . (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) − ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (−a) ) .∇U_{2,ν} + 2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + L̃^z(Ξ) − ∇.(Ξ∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ) Our first ansatz is to consider the decomposition Ξ = μ λ_0 [ ν^2ϕ_0 + 1 16 (ΛU)_{1,ν} + 1 16 (ΛU)_{2,ν} ] + Ξ̃,

Φ_χ∗_Ξ = μ λ_0 [ ν^2Φ_χ∗_{ϕ0} + 1 16 Φ_{(ΛU)1,ν} + 1 16 Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} ] + χ^∗Ṽ + V̄

where for f : R^2 → R we introduce the notation

f_{1,ν} = 1 ν^2 f ( · − a ν ) and f_{2,ν} = 1 ν^2 f ( · + a ν ) and where −ΔṼ = Ξ̃. The correction V̄ to the Poisson field then satisfies −ΔV̄ = μ 16λ_0

((ΛU)_{1,ν} + (ΛU)_{2,ν} )(χ^∗ − 1) + 2∇Ṽ.∇χ^∗ + ṼΔχ^∗.

We then have

L̃^z(Ξ) = μ

λ_0

[ν^2L̃^zϕ_0 + 1 16 L^z((ΛU)_{1,ν} ) + 1 16 L^z((ΛU)_{2,ν} )] + L^z(Ξ̃, Ṽ) − V̄(a).(∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) − ( V̄ − V̄(a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( V̄ − V̄(−a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{2,ν} . We compute for j = 1, 2, using the cancellations Δ(ΛU)_{j,ν} −∇.((ΛU)_{j,ν} ∇Φ_{Uj,ν} )−∇.(U_{j,ν} ∇Φ_{(ΛU)j,ν} ) = 0, that L^z ((ΛU)_{1,ν} ) = −∇U_{2,ν} ∇Φ_{(ΛU)1,ν} + 2U_{2,ν} (ΛU)_{1,ν} − ∇(ΛU)_{1,ν} ∇Φ_{U2,ν} − β(Λ^2U)_{1,ν} − βa.∇(ΛU)_{1,ν} , L^z ((ΛU)_{1,ν} ) = −∇U_{1,ν} ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} + 2U_{1,ν} (ΛU)_{2,ν} − ∇(ΛU)_{2,ν} ∇Φ_{U1,ν} − β(Λ^2U)_{2,ν} + βa.∇(ΛU)_{2,ν} . Using (2.1) this gives

Ψ_0 = −β(ΛU)_{1,ν} − β(ΛU)_{2,ν} − μν^2ϕ_0 + ( 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 − βa − V̄(a) − μ^′ ) . (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) − ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (−a) ) .∇U_{2,ν} + 2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + μ 16λ_0 ( −∇U_{2,ν} ∇Φ_{(ΛU)1,ν} + 2U_{2,ν} (ΛU)_{1,ν} − ∇(ΛU)_{1,ν} ∇Φ_{U2,ν} − β(Λ^2U)_{1,ν} − βa.∇(ΛU)_{1,ν} ) , + μ 16λ_0 ( −∇U_{1,ν} ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} + 2U_{1,ν} (ΛU)_{2,ν} − ∇(ΛU)_{2,ν} ∇Φ_{U1,ν} − β(Λ^2U)_{2,ν} + βa.∇(ΛU)_{2,ν} ) + μν^2ϕ_0 + μ λ_0 ν^2R_0

+ L^z(Ξ̃, Ṽ) − ∇.(Ξ∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ) − ( V̄ − V̄(a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( V̄ − V̄(−a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{2,ν} = −β[ΛU + μ 16λ_0

Λ^2U]_{1,ν} − β[ΛU + μ 16λ_0

Λ^2U]_{2,ν} + ( 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 − βa − μ 16λ_0

∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) − V̄(a) − μ^′ ) . (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) − ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) ) .∇(U + μ 16λ_0 ΛU)_{1,ν} − ( ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (−a) ) .∇(U + μ 16λ_0 ΛU)_{2,ν} + μ 16λ_0 ( −∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) − βa ) .∇(ΛU)_{1,ν} + μ 16λ_0 ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) + βa ) .∇(ΛU)_{2,ν} + 2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + μ 16λ_0 ( −∇U_{2,ν} .(∇Φ_{(ΛU)1,ν} − ∇Φ_{(ΛU)1,ν} (−a)) + 2U_{2,ν} (ΛU)_{1,ν} ) , + μ 16λ_0 ( −∇U_{1,ν} .(∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} − ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a)) + 2U_{1,ν} (ΛU)_{2,ν} ) + μ λ_0 ν^2R_0

+ L^z(Ξ̃, Ṽ) − ∇.(Ξ∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ) − ( V̄ − V̄(a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( V̄ − V̄(−a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{2,ν} Due to the far away cancellation 2ΛU(y) + Λ^2U(y) = O(⟨y⟩^{−6}) for |y| ≥ 1 we choose μ = 8λ_0 which will produce cancellations for the first term in the right-hand side away from the solitons. This produces

Ψ_0 = −β[ΛU + 1 2 Λ^2U]_{1,ν} − β[ΛU + 1 2 Λ^2U]_{2,ν} (4.15) − ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) ) .∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)_{1,ν} − ( ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U1,ν} (−a) ) .∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)_{2,ν} + 1 2 ( −∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) − βa ) .∇(ΛU)_{1,ν} + 1 2 ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) + βa ) .∇(ΛU)_{2,ν} + 2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + 1 2 ( −∇U_{2,ν} .(∇Φ_{(ΛU)1,ν} − ∇Φ_{(ΛU)1,ν} (−a)) + 2U_{2,ν} (ΛU)_{1,ν} ) , + 1 2 ( −∇U_{1,ν} .(∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} − ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a)) + 2U_{1,ν} (ΛU)_{2,ν} )

+ 8ν^2R_0 + ( 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 − βa − μ 16λ_0

∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) − V̄(a) − μ^′ ) . (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) + L^z(Ξ̃, Ṽ) − ∇.(Ξ∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ) − ( V̄ − V̄(a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( V̄ − V̄(−a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{2,ν} All terms in the right-hand side above except those involving Ξ̃ and Ṽ will be shown to be suitably small away from the stationary states.

4.4. The second ansatz for higher order corrections 4.4.1. Decomposition of the error terms generated by the first ansatz

There remains to introduce further corrections that are localized near the stationary states. To do so we perform Taylor expansions to get the leading order terms in the above expression (4.15). Thanks to Lemma 2.3 we have ( ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) ) .∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)_{1,ν} = 3∑ i=1 α^{i+12} ν^{i−3}(G_{i,+}.∇(U + 1 2 ΛU))( · − a ν ) − 1 ν (γ_1, 0).∇(U + 1 2 ΛU))( · − a ν ) − 1 ν^3

[∇Φ_{2,ν} (a) + αa − ν^2(γ_1, 0)].∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)( · − a ν ) + 1 ν^4

(G̃_+.∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)( · − a ν ). (4.16)

where γ_1 =^{α 32}_4^√_2 . Next, 1 2 (−∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) − βa).∇(ΛU)_{1,ν} = 1 ν^2

(γ_2, 0)∇ΛU( · − a ν ) (4.17)

where (γ_2, 0) = −^{βa+∇ΦU2,ν (a)}_{2ν} ∈ R^2 satisfies |γ_2| ≲ 1 since |a − a_∞| ≲ ν. Then,

2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + U_{2,ν} (ΛU)_{1,ν} + U_{1,ν} (ΛU)_{2,ν}

= γ_3ΛU( · − a ν ) + γ_3ΛU( · + a ν ) (4.18) + 2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + U_{2,ν} (ΛU_{1,ν} + U_{1,ν} (ΛU)_{2,ν} − U_{2,ν} (a)(ΛU)_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a)(ΛU)_{2,ν} where γ_3 =^{U2,ν (a)}_{ν2} satisfies |γ_3| ≲ 1 and the last line satisfies

2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + U_{2,ν} (ΛU_{1,ν} + U_{1,ν} (ΛU)_{2,ν} − U_{2,ν} (a)(ΛU)_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a)(ΛU)_{2,ν} (4.19) = (2U + ΛU)_{2,ν} (a)U_{1,ν} + (2U + ΛU)_{1,ν} (−a)U_{2,ν} + 2(U_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a))(U_{2,ν} − U_{2,ν} (a)) + (U_{2,ν} − U_{2,ν} (a))((ΛU)_{1,ν} − (ΛU)_{1,ν} (−a)) + (U_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a))((ΛU)_{2,ν} − (ΛU)_{2,ν} (a)) − 2U_{1,ν} (−a)U_{2,ν} (a) − U_{2,ν} (a)(ΛU)_{1,ν} (−a) − U_{1,ν} (−a)(ΛU)_{2,ν} (a). All terms in (4.19) will be shown to be suitably small later on. We expand − 1 2 ∇U_{1,ν} .(∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a)) (4.20) = α^2 16 (∇U.(−3y_1, y_2))( z − a ν ) − 1 2 ∇U_{1,ν} . ( ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) + α^2 8 ν^2(−3(z_1 − |a|), z_2) )

We compute for future use that

∇Φ_{ΛU} (y) = ∇(y.∇Φ_U )(y) = − 8y (1 + |y|^2)^2 . This implies

∂^2_{y1} Φ_{ΛU} (y) =

32y^2_1 − 8 − 8|y|^2 (1 + |y|^2)^3

, ∂^2_{y2} Φ_{ΛU} (y) =

32y^2 − 8 − 8|y|^2 (1 + |y|^2)^3

, ∂_{y1} ∂_{y2} Φ_{ΛU} (y) =

32y_1y_2 (1 + |y|^2)^3 . Hence

∂^2_{z1} Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) = ν^2

96|a|^2 − 8ν^2 (4|a|^2 + ν^2)^3

, ∂^2_{z2} Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) = ν^2

−32|a|^2 − 8ν^2 (4|a|^2 + ν^2)^3

, ∂_{z1} ∂_{z2} Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) = 0.

Therefore, recalling that α =^2_{|a|2} ,

(∇^2Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a))(z − a) = α^2 8 ν^2(3(z_1 − |a|), −z_2) + O(ν^4|z − a|).

Hence by a Taylor expansion, we have the following estimate for the remainder term appearing in (4.20), | | |∇Φ^{(ΛU)}2,ν (z) − ∇Φ^{(ΛU)}2,ν (a) + α^2 8 ν^2(−3(z_1 − |a|), z_2) | | | ≲ ν^2(ν + |z − a|)^2 (ν + |z + a|)^3

⟨z⟩^2 (4.21)

which will be used to show that it is suitably small everywhere later on. Injecting (4.16), (4.17), (4.18) and (4.20) in (4.15) gives the decomposition

Ψ_0 = 2∑ i=0 ∑ ± ν^{i−2}F_{i+2,±} ( z ∓ a ν ) + L^z(Ξ̃, Ṽ) + Ψ̄^{(0)}_0 (4.22) + ( 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 − βa − μ 16λ_0

∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) − V̄(a) − μ^′ ) . (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) − ∇.(Ξ∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ) where F_{2,±} = −β(ΛU + 1 2 Λ^2U) − αG_{1,+}.∇(U + 1 2 ΛU) ± (γ_2, 0).∇ΛU, (4.23)

F_{3,±} = ∓(α^{32} G_{2,+} − (γ_1, 0)).∇(U + 1 2 ΛU), (4.24)

F_{4,±} = −α^2G_{3,+}.∇(U + 1 2 ΛU) + γ_3ΛU + α^2 16 ∇U.(−3y_1, y_2), (4.25) and Ψ̄^{(0)}_0 = − 1 ν^4

(G̃_+.∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)( · − a ν ) − 1 ν^4 (G̃_−.∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)( · + a ν ) (4.26) − 1 ν^3

[∇Φ_{U2,ν} (a) + αa − ν^2(γ_1, 0)]. ( ∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)( · − a ν ) − ∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)( · + a ν ) )

+ 2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + U_{2,ν} (ΛU_{1,ν} + U_{1,ν} (ΛU)_{2,ν} − U_{2,ν} (a)(ΛU)_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a)(ΛU)_{2,ν} − 1 2 ∇U_{1,ν} . ( ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) + α^2 8 ν^2(−3(z_1 − |a|), z_2) )

− 1 2 ∇U_{2,ν} . ( ∇Φ_{(ΛU)1,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{(ΛU)1,ν} (−a) + α^2 8 ν^2(−3(z_1 − |a|), z_2) )

+ 8ν^2R_0 − ( V̄(z) − V̄(a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( V̄(z) − V̄(−a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{2,ν}

4.4.2. The second ansatz

We introduce ι_+ = 1 and ι_− = 2. We compute for two functions T and V such that −ΔV = T, L^z ( T( · ∓ a ν ), ν^2V( · ∓ a ν ) )

= 1 ν^2

L_0(T, V)( · ∓ a ν ) − ∇. ( T( · ∓ a ν )∇Φ_{Uι∓ ,ν} ) − ν∇. ( U_{ι∓,ν} ∇V( · ∓ a ν ) ) − βΛ(T( · ∓ a ν )) = 1 ν^2

L_0(T, V)( · ∓ a ν ) − 1 ν^2 ∇T( · ∓ a ν ).∇Φ_U ( · ± a ν ) − 1 ν^2 ∇U( · ± a ν ). ( ∇V( · ∓ a ν ) − ∇V( ∓2a ν ) )

+ 2 ν^2 T( · ∓ a ν )U( · ± a ν ) − βΛT( · ∓ a ν ) ∓ βa ν .∇T( · ∓ a ν ) − ν∇V( ∓2a ν ).∇U_{ι∓,ν} We introduce for 0 ≤ i ≤ 3,

Ḡ_{>i,±}(z) = 1 ν 3∑ j=i+1 α^{j+12} ν^{j+1}G_{i,±} + G̃_± (z ∓ a ν )

so that from Lemma 2.3 we have ∇Φ_U (y ±^{2a}_ν ) = ∓αaν + ∑_i j=1 α^{j+1}2 ν^{j+1}G_{j,±} + νG̃_{>i,±}(±a + νy) for 0 ≤ i ≤ 3. This implies that 1 ν ∇Φ_U ( z ± a ν ) = ∓αa + i∑ j=1 α^{j+12} ν^jG_{j,±}( · ∓ a ν ) + Ḡ_{>i,±}(z).

By Lemma 2.3 we have for |z ∓ a| ≪ 1 that |Ḡ_{>i,±}(z)| ≲ (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{i+1}. Using |∇Φ_U (y)| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−1}, (2.17), (2.18) and (2.19) we have for |z ∓ a| ≳ 1 that |Ḡ_{>i,±}(z)| ≲ (ν + |z ± a|)^{−1} + (ν + |z ∓ a|)^i. Combining, we have for i = 0, 1, 2, 3, |Ḡ_{>i,±}(y)| ≲ (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{i+1}(ν + |z ± a|)^{−1} (4.27) for z ∈ R^2 , which will be used later on. This leads to the decomposition L^z ( T( · ∓ a ν ), ν^2V( · ∓ a ν ) )

= 1 ν^2

L_0(T, V)( · ∓ a ν ) − ν∇V( ∓2a ν ).∇U_{ι±,ν} ± α − β ν a.∇T( · ∓ a ν ) − α(G_{1,±}.∇T)( · ∓ a ν ) − βΛT( · ∓ a ν ) − 1 ν ∇T( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>1,±}(z) − 1 ν^2 ∇U( · ± a ν ). ( ∇V( · ∓ a ν ) − ∇V( ∓2a ν ) ) + 2 ν^2 T( · ∓ a ν )U( · ± a ν ) and for j = 1, 2 to the decomposition L^z ( ν^j T( · ∓ a ν ), ν^{j+2}V( · ∓ a ν ) )

= ν^{j−2}L_0(T, V)( · ∓ a ν ) − ν^{j+1}∇V( ∓2a ν ).∇U_{ι±,ν} ± ν^j α − β ν a.∇T( · ∓ a ν ) − ν^j βΛT( · ∓ a ν ) − ν^{j−1}∇T( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>0,±}(z) − ν^{j−2}∇U( · ± a ν ). ( ∇V( · ∓ a ν ) − ∇V( ∓2a ν ) ) + 2ν^{j−2}T( · ∓ a ν )U( · ± a ν ). Our second ansatz is the refined decomposition

(Ξ̃, Ṽ) = ∑ ± 2∑ i=0 (ν^iT_{i+2,±}, ν^{i+2}V_{i+2,±})( z ∓ a ν )

Then, assuming that ∇V_{i+2,+}(^{−2a}_ν ) = −∇V_{i+2,−}(^{2a}_ν ) for i = 0, 1, 2 which will be ensured by symmetry properties, we get

L^z (_2 ∑ i=0 (ν^iT_{i+2,±}, ν^{i+2}V_{i+2,±})( · ∓ a ν ) )

= 2∑ i=0 ∑ ± ν^{i−2}L_0(T_{i+2,±}, V_{i+2,±})( · ∓ a ν ) − (_2 ∑ i=0 ν^{i+1}∇V_{i+2,−}( 2a ν ) ) .(∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν}) + ∑ ± ( ± α − β ν a.∇T_{2,±} − βΛT_{2,±} − α(G_{1,±}.∇T_{2,±}) ) ( · ∓ a ν ) − ∑ ± 1 ν ∇T_{2,±}( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>1,±}(z) + ∑ ± ∑ i=1,2 ( ±ν^i α − β ν a.∇T_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ν^iβΛT_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν )

− ∑ ± ∑ i=1,2 ν^{i−1}∇T_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>0,±}(z)

+ ∑ ± 2∑ i=0 ( −ν^{i−2}∇U( · ± a ν ). ( ∇V_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ∇V_{i+2,±}( ∓2a ν ) ) + 2ν^{i−2}T_{i+2}( · ∓ a ν )U( · ± a ν ) ) .

We furthermore choose

μ^′ = 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 − βa − μ 16λ_0

∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) − V̄(a) − 2∑ i=0 ν^{i+1}∇V_{i+2,−}( 2a ν ).

The identity (4.22) becomes

Ψ_0 = 1∑ i=0 ∑ ± ν^{i−2} (F_{i+2,±} + L_0(T_{i+2,±}, V_{i+2,±})) ( z ∓ a ν ) (4.28) + ∑ ± ( F_{4,±} + L_0(T_{4,±}, V_{4,±}) ± α − β ν a.∇T_{2,±} − βΛT_{2,±} − α(G_{1,±}.∇T_{2,±}) ) ( z ∓ a ν )

+ Ψ̄^{(0)}_0 + Ψ̄^{(1)}_0 − ∇.(Ξ∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ) where

Ψ̄^{(1)}_0 = − ∑ ± 1 ν ∇T_{2,±}( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>1,±}(z) + ∑ ± ∑ i=1,2 ( ±ν^i α − β ν a.∇T_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ν^iβΛT_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν )

− ∑ ± ∑ i=1,2 ν^{i−1}∇T_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>0,±}(z)

+ ∑ ± 2∑ i=0 ( −ν^{i−2}∇U( · ± a ν ). ( ∇V_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ∇V_{i+2,±}( ∓2a ν ) ) + 2ν^{i−2}T_{i+2}( · ∓ a ν )U( · ± a ν ) ) .

4.4.3. Decomposition of the nonlinear terms We have

Ξ = 8ν^2ϕ_0 + 1 2 (ΛU)_{1,ν} + 1 2 (ΛU)_{2,ν} + ∑ ± 2∑ i=0 ν^iT_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ), (4.29)

Φ_χ∗_Ξ = 8ν^2Φ_χ∗_{ϕ0} + 1 2 Φ_{(ΛU)1,ν} + 1 2 Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} + χ^∗Ṽ + V̄. (4.30)

We introduce (T̃_{0,±}, Ṽ_{0,±}) = (ΛU, Φ_{ΛU} ) and

(T̃_{1,±}, Ṽ_{1,±}) = ±α^{12} L^{in}_0 (∂_{x1} U, ∂_{x1} Φ_U ),

(T̃_{2,±}, Ṽ_{2,±}) = α(T^{(0)}_2 , V^{(0)}_2 ) + αλ̃_0(T̂_2, V̂_2) ± α − β ν (S_{1,1}, W_{1,1}),

(T̃_{3,±}, Ṽ_{3,±}) = ±α^{32} (T_3, V_3) + α − β ν (S_{2,1}, W_{2,1}) ± α^{32} L^{in}_0 (S_{3,0}, W_{3,0}).

We let for i = 0, 1, 2, 3,

(ϕ̃_{0,>i}, Ṽ_{0,>i}) = (ϕ_0, Φ_χ∗_{V0} ) − 1 16 ∑ ± i∑ j=0 (ν^{j−4}T̃_{j,±}, ν^{j−2}Ṽ_{j,±})( · ∓ a ν ),

(ϕ̃_{0,>i,±}, Ṽ_{0,>i,±}) = ϕ_0 − ν^{−4} 16 (T̃_{0,∓}, Ṽ_{0,∓})( · ± a ν ) − 1 16 i∑ j=0 (ν^{j−4}T̃_{j,±}, ν^{j−2}Ṽ_{j,±})( · ∓ a ν ), so that

ϕ_0 = − 1 16 ∑ ± i∑ j=0 ν^{j−4}T̃_{j,±}( · ∓ a ν ) + ϕ̃_{0,>i} = − 1 16ν^4 T̃_{0,∓}(· ± a ν ) − 1 16 i∑ j=0 ν^{j−4}T̃_{j,±}( · ∓ a ν ) + ϕ̃_{0,>i,±},

Φ_χ∗_{ϕ0} = − 1 16 ∑ ± i∑ j=0 ν^{j−4}Ṽ_{j,±}( · ∓ a ν ) + Ṽ_{0,>i} = − 1 16ν^4 Ṽ_{0,∓}(· ± a ν ) − 1 16 i∑ j=0 ν^{j−4}Ṽ_{j,±}( · ∓ a ν ) + ϕ̃_{0,>i,±}, where by mettre ref |ϕ̃_{0,>i}(z)| ≲ 1 (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{3−i}(ν + |z ± a|)^{3−i} , |ϕ̃_{0,>i,±}(z)| ≲ 1 (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{3−i}(ν + |z ± a|)^3 , |Ṽ_{0,>i}(z)| ≲ | ln ν| (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{1−i}(ν + |z ± a|)^{1−i} , |Ṽ_{0,>i,±}(z)| ≲ | ln ν| (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{1−i}(ν + |z ± a|) . We define for i = 1, 2, 3,

T̃_{i,±} = T_{i,±} − 1 2 T̃_{i,±}, Ξ̃_{>i} = 8ν^2ϕ̃_{0,>i} + ∑ ± 4∑ j=i+1 ν^{j−2}T_{j,±}( · ∓ a ν ),

Ξ̃_{>i,±} = 8ν^2ϕ̃_{0,>i,±} + 4∑ j=i+1 ν^{j−2}T_{j,±}( · ∓ a ν ) + 4∑ j=2 ν^{j−2}T_{j,∓}( · ± a ν ) so that Ξ = ∑ ± i∑ j=1 ν^{j−2}T̃_{j,±}( · ∓ a ν ) + Ξ̃_{>i} = i∑ j=1 ν^{j−2}T̃_{j,±}( · ∓ a ν ) + Ξ̃_{>i,±}.

4.4.4. Elliptic equations for the higher order corrections

We thus determine (T_{2,±}, V_{2,±}), (T_{3,±}, V_{3,±}) and (T_{4,±}, V_{4,±}) as solutions to the following systems { L_0(T_{2,±}, V_{2,±}) = −F_{2,±}, −ΔV_{2,±} = T_{2,±}, (4.31) { L_0(T_{3,±}, V_{3,±}) = −F_{3,±}, −ΔV_{3,±} = T_{3,±}, (4.32) { L_0(T_{4,±}, V_{4,±}) = −F_{4,±} ∓^{α−β}_ν a.∇T_{2,±} + βΛT_{2,±} + α(G_{1,±}.∇T_{2,±}), −ΔV_{4,±} = T_{4,±}.

(4.33)

This produces

Ψ_0 = Ψ̄_0 − ∇.(Ξ∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ) (4.34) + ( 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 − βa − μ 16λ_0

∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) − V̄(a) − 2∑ i=0 ν^{i+1}∇V_{i+2,−}( 2a ν ) − μ^′ ) . (∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) − ( V̄ − V̄(a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{1,ν} − ( V̄ − V̄(−a) + (χ^∗ − 1)Ṽ ) .∇U_{2,ν} − ∑ ± 1 ν ∇T_{2,±}( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>1,±}(z) + ∑ ± ∑ i=1,2 ( ±ν^i α − β ν a.∇T_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ν^iβΛT_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν )

− ∑ ± ∑ i=1,2 ν^{i−1}∇T_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>0,±}(z)

+ ∑ ± 2∑ i=0 ( −ν^{i−2}∇U( · ± a ν ). ( ∇V_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ∇V_{i+2,±}( ∓2a ν ) ) + 2ν^{i−2}T_{i+2}( · ∓ a ν )U( · ± a ν ) ) .

4.4.5. Elliptic equations in polar coordinates

We use polar coordinates to solve (4.31), (4.32) and (4.33). We recall the formula

∇(f(r) cos(mθ)).∇(g(r) cos(kθ)) = ∂_rf∂_rg cos(mθ) cos(kθ) + fg r mk sin(mθ) sin(kθ) as well as the trigonometric identities 2 cos(mθ) cos(kθ) = cos((m+k)θ)+cos((m−k)θ), 2 sin(mθ) sin(kθ) = − cos((m+k)θ)+cos((m−k)θ). Using (2.17) we compute G_{1,+}.∇(U + 1 2 ΛU) = 1 2 r∂_r(U + 1 2 ΛU) cos(2θ), (γ_2, 0).∇ΛU = γ_2∂_rΛU cos(θ),

which, injected in (4.23) gives F_{2,±} = −β(ΛU + 1 2 Λ^2U) ± γ_2∂_rΛU cos θ − α 2 r∂_r(U + 1 2 ΛU) cos(2θ) =: −S_{2,0}(r) ∓ S_{2,1}(r) cos(θ) − S_{2,2}(r) cos(2θ). (4.35)

In order to solve (4.31) we thus decompose

(T_{2,±}, V_{2,±}) = 2∑ k=0 (−1)^k(T_{2,k}(r) cos(kθ), V_{2,k}(r) cos(kθ)) (4.36)

and we require that for k = 0, 1, 2 the profiles (T_{2,k}, V_{2,k}) solve the systems { L_{0,k}(T_{2,k}, V_{2,k}) = S_{2,k}, −Δ_kV_{2,k} = T_{2,k}. (4.37) Next, we have using (2.18) the cancellation

α^{32} G_{2,+} − (γ_1, 0) = α^{32} (− 1 12 √ 2 ∇(r^3 cos(3θ)) + 1 4 √ 2 (1, 0)) − ( α^32 4 √ 2 , 0) = − α^32 12 √ 2 ∇(r^3 cos(3θ))

so that the expression (4.24) becomes F_{3,±} = ± α^32 4 √ 2 r^2∂_r(U + 1 2 ΛU) cos(3θ) := −S_{3,3}(r) cos(3θ). (4.38)

To solve the system (4.31) we thus take (T_{3,±}, V_{3,±}) = ±(T_{3,3}(r) cos(3θ), V_{3,3}(r) cos(3θ)) (4.39) where the profile (T_{3,±}, V_{3,±}) solves the system { L_{0,3}(T_{3,3}, V_{3,3}) = S_{3,3}, −Δ_3V_{3,3} = T_{3,3}. (4.40) Finally, we compute using (2.18) the cancellation

F_{4,±} = −α^2 ( 1 64 ∇(r^4 cos(4θ)) + 1 16 (−3y_1, y_2) ) .∇(U + 1 2 ΛU) + γ_3ΛU + α^2 16 ∇U.(−3y_1, y_2) = α^2 32 r∂_rΛU + γ_3ΛU + α^2 16 r∂_rΛU cos(2θ) − α^2 16 r^3∂_r(U + 1 2 ΛU) cos(4θ).

We have by (4.36) that

a.∇T_{2,±} = ± |a| 2 [∂_rT_{2,1} +

T_{2,1} r ] + |a|(∂_rT_{2,0} +

∂_rT_{2,2} 2 + T_{2,2} 2r ) cos(θ) ± a 2 [∂_rT_{2,1} −

T_{2,1} r ] cos(2θ) + |a| 2 (∂_rT_{2,2} −

T_{2,2} r ) cos(3θ), βΛT_{2,±} = βΛT_{2,0} ± βΛT_{2,1} cos(θ) + βΛT_{2,2} cos(2θ), G_{1,±}.∇T_{2,±} = r 4 ∂_rT_{2,2} + 1 2 T_{2,2} ± ( r 4 ∂_rT_{2,1} +

T_{2,1} 4 ) cos(θ) + r 2 ∂_rT_{2,0} cos(2θ) ± ( r 4 ∂_rT_{2,1} −

T_{2,1} 4 ) cos(3θ) + ( r 4 ∂_rT_{2,2} − 1 2 T_{2,2}) cos(4θ).

Therefore, by (4.25),

−F_{4,±} ∓ α − β ν a.∇T_{2,±} + ΛT_{2,±} + α(G_{1,±}.∇T_{2,±}) = 4∑ k=0 (−1)^kS_{4,k} cos(4θ)

with

S_{4,0} = − α^2 32 r∂_rΛU − γ_3ΛU − α − β ν |a| 2 (∂_rT_{2,1} +

T_{2,1} r ) + βΛT_{2,0} + α 4 ΛT_{2,2}, (4.41)

S_{4,1} = − α − β ν |a|(∂_rT_{2,0} +

∂_rT_{2,2} 2 + T_{2,2} 2r ) + βΛT_{2,1} + α( r 4 ∂_rT_{2,1} +

T_{2,1} 4 ), (4.42)

S_{4,2} = − α^2 16 r∂_rΛU − α − β ν |a| 2 (∂_rT_{2,1} −

T_{2,1} r ) + βΛT_{2,2} + α 2 r∂_rT_{2,0}, (4.43)

S_{4,3} = − α − β ν |a| 2 (∂_rT_{2,2} −

T_{2,2} r ) + α( r 4 ∂_rT_{2,1} −

T_{2,1} 4 ), (4.44)

S_{4,4} = α^2 16 r^3∂_r(U + 1 2 ΛU) + α 4 r∂_rT_{2,2} − α 2 T_{2,2}. (4.45)

In order to solve the system (4.31) we decompose accordingly

(T_{4,±}, V_{4,±}) = 4∑ k=0 (−1)^k(T_{2,k}(r) cos(kθ), V_{2,k}(r) cos(kθ)) (4.46)

where the profiles (T_{4,k}, V_{4,k}) for k = 1, ..., 4 solve the systems { L_{0,k}(T_{4,k}, V_{4,k}) = S_{4,k}, −Δ_kV_{4,k} = T_{4,k}. (4.47)

In the lemma below we make an abuse of language and say that (T_{i,k}, V_{i,k}) is smooth if the function y → (T_{i,k}(r) cos(θ), V_{i,k}(r) cos(θ)) is smooth on R^2 .

Lemma 4.2. There exist smooth solutions to (4.37), (4.40) and (4.47) such that as r → ∞, for k ∈ N: |∂^k_r T_{2,0}(r)| ≲ r^{−4−k} ln r, |∂^k_r V_{2,0}(r)| ≲ r^{−2−k} ln r, (4.48) |∂^k_r T_{2,1}(r)| ≲ r^{−3−k}, |∂^k_r V_{2,1}(r)| ≲ r^{−1−k} ln r, (4.49) |∂^k_r T_{2,2}(r)| ≲ r^{−4−k}, |∂^k_r V_{2,2}(r)| ≲ r^{−2−k} ln r, (4.50) |∂^k_r T_{3,3}(r)| ≲ r^{−3−k}, |∂^k_r V_{3,3}(r)| ≲ r^{−1−k}, (4.51) |∂^k_r T_{4,0}(r)| ≲ r^{−2−k} ln^2 r, |∂^k_r V_{4,0}(r)| ≲ r^{−k} ln^3 r, (4.52) |∂^k_r T_{4,1}(r)| ≲ r^{−1−k} ln r, |∂^k_r V_{4,1}(r)| ≲ r^{1−k} ln r, (4.53) |∂^k_r T_{4,2}(r)| ≲ r^{−2−k} ln r, |∂^k_r V_{4,2}(r)| ≲ r^{−k} ln r, (4.54) |∂^k_r T_{4,3}(r)| ≲ r^{−1−k}, |∂^k_r V_{4,3}(r)| ≲ r^{1−k}, (4.55) |∂^k_r T_{4,4}(r)| ≲ r^{−2−k}, |∂^k_r V_{4,4}(r)| ≲ r^{−k}. (4.56) Thanks to the above Lemma, injecting (4.48)-(4.56) in (4.36), (4.39) and (4.46) shows |∇^kT_2(y)| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−3−k}, |∇^kV_2(y)| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−1−k}⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩, (4.57) |∇^kT_3(y)| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−3−k}, |∇^kV_3(y)| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−1−k}, (4.58) |∇^kT_4(y)| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−1−k}, |∇^kV_4(y)| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{1−k}⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩, (4.59) Proof. As we will see, most of the equations in (4.37), (4.40) and (4.47) involve source terms with the same particular cancellations and estimates as for the equations (2.73)-(2.85) that were solved in Proposition 2.11. Therefore, we will refer to the proof of Proposition 2.11 when the computations will be the same, and will give details for the equations that are different.

The smoothness of these profiles (smoothness seen as the radial component of the corresponding spherical harmonics) follows from the choice of the integration constants in the formulas below and from the behaviour near 0 of the solutions to the homogeneous systems in Lemma A.2. We use the notation f(r) = O_{r→∞}(g(r)) if |∂^k_r f(r)| ≲ r^{−k}g(r) for r ≥ 1.

Computation of (T_{2,0}, V_{2,0}). We move to the partial mass setting. We first notice that the source term S_{2,0} enjoys three cancellations. Namely we have the mass cancellation ∫ ΛU +^1_2 Λ^2U = 0 so that ∫_∞ 0 rS_{2,0}(r)dr = 0 and hence m_{S2,0} (r) = ∫_r 0 ζS_{2,0}(ζ)dζ = − ∫_∞ r ζS_{2,0}(ζ)dζ. This, and the tail cancellation U +^1_2 ΛU = O(⟨y⟩^{−6}) that implies S_{2,0}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−6}), give m_{S2,0} (r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}). (4.60) Using Λf = r^{−1}∂_r(r^2f) we have the identity m_{S2,0} (r) = r^2U(r) +^1_2 r∂_r(r^2U). This implies the following third cancellation for the partial mass ∫_∞ 0 rm_{S2,0} (r)dr = ∫_∞ 0 (r^3U(r) + 1 2 r^2∂_r(r^2U))dr = 0. (4.61)

We solve (4.37) for k = 0 using Lemma (A.1) and obtain

T_{2,0}(r) =

∂_rm_{T2,0} r , Φ_{T2,0} = C − ∫_r 1 m_{T2,0} (ζ) ζ dζ, (4.62)

m_{T2,0} (r) = 1 2 ψ_0

∫_1 r ζ^4 + 4ζ^2 ln ζ − 1 ζ m_{S2,0} (ζ)dζ + 1 2 ψ̃_0 ∫_r 0 ζm_{S2,0} (ζ)dζ, (4.63)

for C ∈ R any integration constant. Injecting (4.60), (4.61) and (A.3) in (4.63) shows m_{T2,0} (r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−2} ln r). In turn, injecting this in (4.62) shows the desired estimates (4.48).

Computation of (T_{2,1}, V_{2,1}). By (4.35), the system (4.37) for k = 1 is the same as (2.73) up to a constant factor. We thus take (T_{2,1}, V_{2,1}) = (S_{1,1,1}, W_{1,1,1}). The estimates (4.49) then follow from (2.167).

Computation of (T_{2,2}, V_{2,2}). Injecting the tail cancellation U +^1_2 ΛU = O(⟨y⟩^{−6}) in (4.35) gives

S_{2,2}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−6}). (4.64) We solve the system (4.37) by applying Lemma A.3 and obtain

(T_{2,2}, V_{2,2}) = 4∑ k=0 γ_{2,2,k}(r)(h_{2,k}, g_{2,k}) where we choose the integration constants so that

γ_{2,2,1}(r) = − ∫_∞ r S_{2,2}W_{2,1} W_2 ds = ∫_∞ r O_{s→∞}(s^{−5})ds = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}), γ_{2,2,2}(r) = − ∫_r 0 S_{2,2}W_{2,2} W_2 ds = ∫_r 0 O_{s→∞}(s^{−1})ds = O_{r→∞}(ln r), γ_{2,2,3}(r) = − ∫_∞ r S_{2,2}W_{2,3} W_2 ds = ∫_∞ r O_{s→∞}(s^{−3−} √ 8)ds = O_{r→∞}(r^{−2−} √ 8), γ_{2,2,4}(r) = − ∫_r 0 S_{2,2}W_{2,4} W_2 ds = ∫_r 0 O_{s→∞}(s^{−3+} √ 8)ds = O_{r→∞}(r^{−2+} √ 8) where the estimates of the above integrals follow from (4.64) and the estimates of Lemma A.3. Combining these estimates with the asymptotic behaviours of (h_{2,k}, g_{2,k}) of Lemma A.2 shows the desired estimates (4.50).

Computation of (T_{3,3}, V_{3,3}). We inject the tail cancellation U +^1_2 ΛU = O(⟨y⟩^{−6}) in (4.38) and obtain S_{3,3} = O_{r→∞}(r^{−5}).

We notice that this asymptotic behaviour as r → ∞ is exactly as that of Σ_{3,0,3} in Step 4 of the proof of Proposition 2.11, see (2.189). By reproducing exactly the same argument as that which was made to compute (S_{3,0,3}, W_{3,0,3}), we get the same estimates (2.172) for (T_{3,3}, V_{3,3}). This shows (4.51). Computation of (T_{4,0}, V_{4,0}). We first notice using (4.41) the mass cancellation ∫_∞ 0 rS_{4,0}dr = − α^2 32 ∫_∞ 0 r^2∂_rΛUdr − γ_3 ∫_∞ 0 rΛUdr − α − β ν |a| 2 ∫_∞ 0 (r∂_rT_{2,1} + T_{2,1})dr + β ∫_∞ 0 rΛT_{2,0}dr + α 4 ∫_∞ 0 rΛT_{2,2}dr = 0. (4.65)

Indeed, all terms in the right-hand side above vanish, because of integration by parts that are legitimate from the asymptotic behaviours T_{2,0} = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4} ln r) from (4.48), T_{2,1} = O_{r→∞}(r^{−3}) from (4.49) and T_{2,2} = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}) from (4.50) that have been obtained before. Moreover, these same asymptotic behaviours imply S_{4,0}(r) = O(r^{−4} ln r). We notice that this estimate and the cancellation (4.65) are exactly as that for Σ_{2,2,0} in Step 2 of the proof of Proposition 2.11, see (2.183) and (2.184), up to a ln r factor for the estimate. The same argument as that of Step 2 in the proof of Proposition 2.11 can be applied, yielding for S_{4,0} the same estimates (2.170) as for (S_{2,2,0}, W_{2,2,0}), with an additional log r factor. This is (4.52).

Computation of (T_{4,1}, V_{4,1}). Injecting (4.48), (4.49) and (4.50) in (4.42) we find

S_{4,1}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−3}).

This estimate is exactly as the estimate (2.182) for Σ_{3,1,1} in Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 2.11. The exact same argument yield that (T_{4,1}, V_{4,1}) satisfiies the same estimates as (2.173) for (S_{3,1,1}, W_{3,1,1}), yielding (4.53).

Computation of (T_{4,2}, V_{4,2}). By (4.48), (4.49) and (4.50) and (4.43) we have

S_{4,2}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4} ln r).

This is the same estimate as for Σ_{2,2,2} in Step 3 of the proof of Proposition 2.11, up to a log r factor. Reproducing the same arguments shows that (T_{4,2}, V_{4,2}) enjoys the same estimates as (2.171) for (S_{2,2,2}, W_{2,2,2}) with an additional log r factor. This shows (4.54). Computation of (T_{4,3}, V_{4,3}). Injecting (4.49) and (4.50) in (4.44) we get

S_{4,3}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−3}).

We recognise the same estimate as that for Σ_{3,1,3} in Step 4 of the proof of Proposition 2.11. The exact same reasoning shows for (T_{4,3}, V_{4,3}) the same estimates as (2.174) for (S_{3,1,3}, W_{3,1,3}). This implies (4.55).

Computation of (T_{4,4}, V_{4,4}). The tail cancellation U +^1_2 ΛU = O(⟨y⟩^{−6}) and (4.50) imply using (4.45) that S_{4,4}(r) = O_{r→∞}(r^{−4}).

This estimate being the same as the estimate (2.190) for Σ_{4,0,4} in Step 5 of the proof of Proposition 2.11, we obtain the same estimates (2.177) for (T_{4,4}, V_{4,4}). This is precisely (4.56).

4.5. End of the construction of the corrected multisoliton Proof of Proposition 4.1. Step 1. Estimate for Ψ̄_0. We estimate all terms in the right-hand side of (4.26). For the first line we use |G̃_+| ≲ ν^5⟨y⟩^4 for |y| ≪ ν^{−1} from Lemma 2.3 and U +^1_2 ΛU = O(⟨y⟩^{−6}) to infer that for z close to a, 1 ν^4

(G̃_+.∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)( · − a ν ) = O( ν^4 (ν + |z − a|)^3 ) For |z − a| ≳ 1 we have ∇(U +^1_2 ΛU)(^{·−a}_ν ) = O(ν^7|z − a|^{−7}) = O(ν^7⟨z⟩^{−7}), and G̃_+(^{·−a}_ν ) = O(^ν_{ν+|z+a|} ) + O(ν|z − a|^3) = O(^ν_{ν+|z+a|} ) + O(ν⟨z⟩^3) by (2.16) and ∇Φ_U (y) = O(⟨y⟩^{−1}). Hence 1 ν^4

(G̃_+.∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)( · − a ν ) = O( ν^8⟨z⟩^{−7} ν + |z + a| ) + O(ν^4⟨z⟩^{−4}) = O( ν^4⟨z⟩^{−3} ν + |z + a| ). Combining, we obtain 1 ν^4

(G̃_+.∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)( · − a ν ) = O( ν^4 (ν + |z + a|)(ν + |z − a|)^3 ) (4.66)

For the second line, we use Lemma 2.3 and estimate

Φ_{U2,ν} (a) + αa − ν^2(γ_1, 0) = 1 ν (−αaν + α^{32} ν^3( 1 4 √ 2 , 0) + O(ν^5)) + αa − ν^2( α^32 4 √ 2 , 0) = O(ν^4).

Using ∇(U +^1_2 ΛU)(y) = O(⟨y⟩^{−7}) this implies 1 ν^3

[Φ_{U2,ν} (a) + αa − ν^2(γ_1, 0)].∇(U + 1 2 ΛU)( · − a ν ) = O( ν^8 ν^7 + |z − a|^7

). (4.67)

For the third line, we recall the decomposition (4.19) and estimate all terms in the right-hand side of this decomposition. For the first line, using 2U + ΛU = O(⟨y⟩^{−6}) we have (2U + ΛU)_{2,ν} (a) = (2U + ΛU)_{1,ν} (−a) = O(ν^4) so that since U = O(⟨y⟩^{−4}) we have

(2U + ΛU)_{2,ν} (a)U_{1,ν} + (2U + ΛU)_{1,ν} (−a)U_{2,ν} = O( ν^6 ν^4 + |z − a|^4

) + O( ν^6 ν^4 + |z + a|^4

). (4.68)

For the second and third line, we have for z close to −a that (U_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a)) = O(ν^2|z + a|) by Taylor expansion, and for z away from −a that (U_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a)) = O(^{ν2}_{(ν+|z−a|)4} ⟨z⟩^4). This implies (U_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a)) = O(^{ν2|z+a|}_{(ν+|z−a|)4} ⟨z⟩^3) for z ∈ R^2 . Analogue estimates can be showed for (U_{2,ν} − U_{2,ν} (a)), (ΛU)_{1,ν} − (ΛU)_{1,ν} (−a) and (ΛU)_{2,ν} − (ΛU)_{2,ν} (a), producing: 2(U_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a))(U_{2,ν} − U_{2,ν} (a)) + (U_{2,ν} − U_{2,ν} (a))((ΛU)_{1,ν} − (ΛU)_{1,ν} (−a))

+ (U_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a))((ΛU)_{2,ν} − (ΛU)_{2,ν} (a)) = O( ν^4⟨z⟩^6 (ν + |z − a|)^3(ν + |z + a|)^3

). (4.69)

Finally, since U_{1,ν} (−a), U_{2,ν} (a), (ΛU)_{1,ν} (−a), (ΛU)_{2,ν} (a) = O(ν^2) the fourth line satisfies −2U_{1,ν} (−a)U_{2,ν} (a) − U_{2,ν} (a)(ΛU)_{1,ν} (−a) − U_{1,ν} (−a)(ΛU)_{2,ν} (a) = O(ν^4). (4.70) Injecting (4.68), (4.69) and multisoliton:bd:decomposition-produits-tech3 in (4.19) shows 2U_{1,ν} U_{2,ν} + U_{2,ν} (ΛU_{1,ν} + U_{1,ν} (ΛU)_{2,ν} − U_{2,ν} (a)(ΛU)_{1,ν} − U_{1,ν} (−a)(ΛU)_{2,ν} (4.71)

= O( ν^4⟨z⟩^6 (ν + |z − a|)^3(ν + |z + a|)^3 ). For the fourth line, we use (4.21) and ∇U_{1,ν} = O(^{ν2}_{(ν+|z−a|)5} ) to get ∇U_{1,ν} . ( ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (z) − ∇Φ_{(ΛU)2,ν} (a) + α^2 8 ν^2(−3(z_1 − |a|), z_2) ) = O( ν^4 (ν + |z + a|)^3(ν + |z − a|)^3 ⟨z⟩^2). (4.72) Injecting (4.66), (4.67), (4.71) and (4.72) and their analogue estimates for the symmetric terms, and (2.13), in (4.26) shows

Ψ̄_0 = O ( ν^2 | ln ν|^2 ∑ ± 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^{2+k} ⟨z⟩^{Ck} )

Step 2. Estimate for error terms generated by the correction. We estimate the last three lines in (4.34). For the first term, we have by (4.57) and (4.27) that | | 1 ν ∇T_{2,±}( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>1,±}(z) | | ≲ 1 ν ⟨ z ∓ a ν ⟩^{−4}(ν +|z ∓a|)^2(ν +|z ±a|)^{−1} ≲ ν^3 (ν + |z ∓ a|)^2(ν + |z ± a|) . (4.73) Next, we replace for computational simplicity the estimates (4.57), (4.58) and (4.59) by |∇^kT_{2+i}(y)| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−3+i−k}, |∇^kV_2(y)| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−1+i−k}⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩ (4.74) for i = 0, 1, 2. The above estimate for i = 1 is weaker than (4.58) but this will not matter. For the second and third terms, we have by (4.74), (4.27) and |^{α−β}_ν | ≲ 1 that for i = 1, 2, | |±ν^i α − β ν a.∇T_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ν^iβΛT_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ν^{i−1}∇T_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>0,±}(z) | | ≲ ν^i⟨ z ∓ a ν ⟩^{−5+i} + ν^i⟨ z ∓ a ν ⟩^{−4+i} + ν^{i−1}⟨ z ∓ a ν ⟩^{−5+i} ν + |z ∓ a| ν + |z ± a| ≲ ν^4⟨z⟩^2 (ν + |z ∓ a|)^3(ν + |z ± a|) . (4.75)

For the fourth term, we have using (4.74) for i = 0, 1, 2, and ⟨ln⟨y⟩⟩ ≲ ⟨y⟩^ϵ for any ϵ > 0, that |∇^{1+k}V_{i+2,±}(^{z∓a}_ν )| ≲^{ν2−i−k−ϵ} (ν+|z∓a|)^{2−i−ϵ} . Hence by a Taylor expansion we deduce that for z close to ∓a

we have |V_{i+2,±}(^{z∓a}_ν ) − V_{i+2,±}(^{∓2a}_ν )| ≲ ν^{2−i−ϵ}|z ∓ a|. Combining, we obtain |V_{i+2,±}( z ∓ a ν ) − V_{i+2,±}( ∓2a ν )| ≲ ν^{2−i−ϵ} (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{2−i−ϵ} |z ± a|⟨z⟩^{1−i} for z ∈ R^2 . Using this inequality, (4.74) and |U| ≲ ⟨y⟩^{−4} we infer | |−ν^{i−2}∇U(· ± a ν ). ( ∇V_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ∇V_{i+2,±}( ∓2a ν ) ) + 2ν^{i−2}T_{i+2}( · ∓ a ν )U( · ± a ν ) | | ≲ ν^{i−2}⟨ z ∓ a ν ⟩^{−5} ν^{2−i−ϵ} (ν + |z ∓ a|)^{2−i−ϵ} |z ± a|⟨z⟩^{1−i} + ν^{i−2}⟨ z ∓ a ν ⟩^{−3+i}⟨ z ± a ν ⟩^{−4} ≲ ν^{5−ϵ} (ν + |z ∓ a|)^3(ν + |z ± a|)^4 ⟨z⟩^2 (4.76)

Combining (4.73), (4.75) and (4.76) shows | | | − ∑ ± 1 ν ∇T_{2,±}( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>1,±}(z) + ∑ ± ∑ i=1,2 ( ±ν^i α − β ν a.∇T_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ν^iβΛT_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν )

− ∑ ± ∑ i=1,2 ν^{i−1}∇T_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ).Ḡ_{>0,±}(z)

+ ∑ ± 2∑ i=0 ( −ν^{i−2}∇U( · ± a ν ). ( ∇V_{i+2,±}( · ∓ a ν ) − ∇V_{i+2,±}( ∓2a ν ) ) + 2ν^{i−2}T_{i+2}( · ∓ a ν )U( · ± a ν ) ) | | | ≲ ∑ ± ( ν^3 (ν + |z ∓ a|)^2(ν + |z ± a|) + ν^4⟨z⟩ (ν + |z ∓ a|)^3(ν + |z ± a|) + ν^5⟨z⟩^2 (ν + |z ∓ a|)^3(ν + |z ± a|^4) )

≲ ν^{3−ϵ}⟨z⟩ (ν + |z − a|)^2(ν + |z + a|)^2 .

Proof of Proposition 4.1. We write U_{z0,λ} = 1 λ^2 U( z − z_0 λ ) We look for Ξ of the form Ξ = ∑ ± χ_{±2,ν}c 4∑ i=2 ν^{i−2}T_i( z ∓ 2 ν ) + (1 − χ_{2,ν}κ − χ_{−2,ν}κ )(8ν^2ϕ^{ex}_0 − U_{2,ν} − U_{−2,ν} ).

Above, χ_{z0,λ}(z) = χ(^{z−z0}_λ ) and the constant 0 < κ ≪ 1 will be determined near the end of the proof. This gives U = ∑ ± χ_{±2,ν}κ ( 1 ν^2 U( z ∓ 2 ν ) + 4∑ i=2 ν^{i−2}T_i( z ∓ 2 ν ) ) + (1 − χ_{2,ν}κ − χ_{−2,ν}κ )8ν^2ϕ^{ex}_0

We will construct solutions V_i to −ΔV_i = T_i later on, and we recall that V^{ex}_0 is the solution to −ΔV^{ex}_0 = ϕ^{ex}_0 as mentionned in

We define:

Φ_{χΞ} = ∑ ± χ_{±2,ν}κ 4∑ i=2 ν^iV_i( z ∓ 2 ν ) + (1 − χ_{2,ν}κ − χ_{−2,ν}κ )(8ν^2V^{ex}_0 − Φ_{U2,ν} − Φ_{U−2,ν} ) + Φ̃.

Φ̃ can be estimated using the Poisson equation it solves. Therefore:

Φ_{U1+2,ν +χΞ} = Φ_{U2,ν} +Φ_{U−2,ν} + ∑ ± χ_{±2,ν}κ 4∑ i=2 ν^iV_i( z ∓ 2 ν )+(1−χ_{2,ν}κ −χ_{−2,ν}κ )(8ν^2V^{ex}_0 −Φ_{U2,ν} −Φ_{U−2,ν} )+Φ̃.

We compute

ΔU = ∑ ± χ_{±2,ν}κ ( 1 ν^4 ΔU( z ∓ 2 ν ) + 4∑ i=2 ν^{i−4}ΔT_i( z ∓ 2 ν ) ) + (1 − χ_{2,ν}κ − χ_{−2,ν}κ )8ν^2Δϕ^{ex}_0

+ ∑ ± 2∇χ_{±2,ν}κ . ( 1 ν^3 ∇U( z ∓ 2 ν ) + 4∑ i=2 ν^{i−3}∇T_i( z ∓ 2 ν ) − 8ν^2∇ϕ^{ex}_0 )

+ ∑ ± Δχ_{±2,ν}κ . ( 1 ν^2 U( z ∓ 2 ν ) + 4∑ i=2 ν^{i−3}T_i( z ∓ 2 ν ) − ϕ^{ex}_0 ) . This ends the proof of Proposition 4.1.

5. Approximate blowup solution and bootstrap regime

5.1. Fully approximated blowup solution

We now define the approximate solution to the self-similar equation (1.13) in the sense that the generated error term is sufficiently small in L^2_{ων} after extracting the leading order terms. It happens that the leading order terms are linked to the approximate eigenfunctions constructed in Proposition 2.1, from which we can derive appropriate modulation equations driving the law of blowup.

Proposition 5.1 (Approximate blowup solution). Assume that (ν, a, α) are C^1 maps (ν, a, α) : [τ_0, τ_1) → (0, ν^∗] × [ 2 − a^∗, 2 + a^∗ ] × (0, α^∗], for 0 < ν^∗, a^∗, α^∗ ≪ 1 and the a priori bounds: | |ντ ν | | ≲ 1 | ln ν| , |a_τ | ≲ ν, |α| ≲ ν^2. (5.1) We define an approximate solution to (1.13) by W [ν, a, α] = U[ν, a] + α ( ϕ_1 − ϕ_0 ) = U_{1+2,ν} + W̃, (5.2) where U is the improved stationary solution introduced in (4.5), ϕ_0, ϕ_1 are the two approximate eigenfunctions described in Proposition 2.1 and W̃ = Ξ + α(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0). (5.3)

The error generated by W to (1.13) is defined by E = −∂_τ W + ΔW − ∇ · (W ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν +W̃ χ∗} ) − βΛW, (5.4) that can be decomposed as

E(z, τ) = Mod_0(τ) ϕ_0(z) + Mod_1(τ) ϕ_1(z) + Mod_a(τ) · ( ∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) + Ψ(z, τ), (5.5) where

Mod_0 = −16ν^2 (ν_τ ν − λ_0 2 ) + α_τ − λ_0α, (5.6)

Mod_1 = −α_τ + λ_1α, Mod_a = a_τ + 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 − βa − ν_τ ν αν^3∂_ν ( L_1 − L_0

ν^3 ) + μ̃^′, (5.7)

where λ_0 and λ_1 are the two approximate eigenvalues given in 2.1, L_0, L_1 in (2.5) and μ^′ = μ^′(a) = O(ν^2) in (4.7), and Ψ is the remaining small term satisfying ∑ ∫ |z±a|≤ζ_∗ Ψ ≲ ν^2 | ln ν| , ‖Ψ‖_{ων} + ‖ ‖(ν + ∑ |z ± a|)∇Ψ ‖ ‖ ω_ν ≲ ν^2 | ln ν| . (5.8)

Proof. Plugging W = U + α(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) = U_{1+2,ν} + Ξ + α(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) into the expression (5.4) of E and using (4.6), (2.1) yield the identity E = −∂_τ ( U + α(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) ) + E_0 + αL̃ (ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) − α∇. [ (ϕ_1 − ϕ_0)∇Φ_{χ∗}(_{Ξ+α(ϕ1−ϕ0)}) ] − α∇. [( Ξ + α(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) ) ∇Φ_χ∗_{(ϕ1−ϕ0)} ]

= − ν_τ ν ( ν∂_ν U + αν∂_ν (ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) ) + a_τ . ( ∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) − a_τ ∂_aΞ − αa_τ ∂_a(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) ) − α_τ (ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) + μν^2ϕ_0 + μ^′. ( ∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) + Ψ_0 + α ( λ_1ϕ_1 + R_1 − λ_0ϕ_0 − R_0 ) − α∇. [ (ϕ_1 − ϕ_0)∇Φ_{χ∗}(_{Ξ+α(ϕ1−ϕ0)}) ] − α∇. [( Ξ + α(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) ) ∇Φ_χ∗_{(ϕ1−ϕ0)} ]

= [ − ( 16 ν_τ ν − 8λ_0 ) ν^2 + α_τ − λ_0α ] ϕ_0 − ( α_τ − αλ_1 ) ϕ_1 + [ a_τ − ν_τ ν αν^3∂_ν (L_1 − L_0

ν^3 ) + μ^′ ] . ( ∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ] + Ψ,

= Mod_0(τ) ϕ_0 + Mod_1(τ) ϕ_1 + Mod_a(τ) · ( ∇U_{1,ν} − ∇U_{2,ν} ) + Ψ,

where we used the approximation ν∂_ν U ≈ 16ν^2ϕ_0 and extracted the term^{L1−L0}_ν (∂_1U_{1,ν} − ∂_1U_{2,ν} ) in ϕ_1 − ϕ_0 whose L^2_{ων} is not sufficiently small for our analysis, the precise values μ = 8λ_0 and μ^′ =^{8a}_{ν2+4|a|2} − βa + μ̃^′, and Ψ consists of all lower order terms given by

Ψ = − ν_τ ν [ ν∂_ν U − 16ν^2ϕ_0 ] − ν_τ ν αν∂_ν [ ϕ_1 − ϕ_0 −

(L_1 − L_0) ν ( ∂_1U_{1,ν} − ∂_1U_{2,ν} )] − a_τ [ ∂_aΞ + α∂_a(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) ] + α(R_1 − R_0) + Ψ_0 − α∇. [ (ϕ_1 − ϕ_0)∇Φ_{χ∗}(_{Ξ+α(ϕ1 −ϕ0)}) ] − α∇. [( Ξ + α(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) ) ∇Φ_χ∗_{(ϕ1−ϕ0)} ] . (5.9)

We now estimate all terms involved in the expression of Ψ. From the expansion (4.29) of Ξ, we have

ν∂_ν U − 16ν^2ϕ_0 = −ΛU_{1+2,ν} − 1 2 Λ^2U_{1+2,ν} + ν∂_ν ∑ ± 2∑ i=0 ν^iT_{i+2,±} (· ∓ a ν ) .

Using the cancellation ⟨y⟩^{−4}+^1_2 Λ⟨y⟩^{−4} = ⟨y⟩^{−6} so that |ΛU_{1+2,ν} +^1_2 Λ^2U_{1+2,ν} | = O ( ∑ ± ν^4 (ν+|z±a|)^6 ) , and the better behavior of the profiles T_k given in Lemma 4.2 and the a priori bound |ν_τ /ν| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1}, we then obtain the estimate | |ντ ν | |‖ν∂_ν U − 16ν_2ϕ_0‖_ω ν ≲ ν^2 | ln ν| .

Since ∫ (ΛU_{1+2,ν} +^1_2 Λ^2U_{1+2,ν} ) = 0, we obtain again from Lemma 4.2 the rough estimate for the local mass | | ντ ν ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ (ν∂_ν U − 16ν^2ϕ_0) | | ≲ ν^2 | ln ν| . From the expansion (2.5) of ϕ_i, the pointwise estimates (2.8), the a priori bounds |ν_τ /ν| ≲ | ln ν|^{−1} and |α| ≲ ν^2, we have | |ντ ν αν∂_ν ( ϕ_1 − ϕ_0 −

(L_1 − L_0) ν ( ∂_1U_{1,ν} − ∂_1U_{2,ν} ))| | = | | ν_τ ν αν∂_ν ( ∑ ± ± (L_1 − L_0) ν ∂_1U_ν (· ± a)(1 − χ_{±a,ζ}∗ ) + ϕ̃_1 − ϕ̃_0 )| |

≲ ν^2 | ln ν| ( ∑ ± ν^2| ln ν| |z ± a|^5 (1 − χ_{±a,ζ}∗ ) + ∑ ± ⟨z⟩^C (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ) . This estimate yields ‖ ‖ ν_τ ν αν∂_ν ( ϕ_1 − ϕ_0 −

(L_1 − L_0) ν ( ∂_1U_{1,ν} − ∂_1U_{2,ν} ))‖ ‖_{ων} ≲ ν^2 | ln ν| . We use the improved estimates (2.11), (2.10), the a priori bound (5.1) to estimate | |α ν_τ ν | | |ν∂ν (ϕ1 − ϕ0)| ≲ ν^2 | ln ν| ∑ ν2 (ν + |z ± a|)^4 ⟨z⟩^C , (5.10)

from which and ∫ ∂_1ν∂_ν U_ν (z ± a)dz = 0, we obtain the local mass estimate | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ν_τ ν αν∂_ν ( ϕ_1 − ϕ_0 −

(L_1 − L_0) ν (∂_1U_{1,ν} − ∂_1U_{2,ν} ) )| | ≲ ν^2 | ln ν| . From the expansions (2.5) of ϕ_0 and (4.29) of Ξ, the estimate of T_k given in Lemma 4.2 and (2.9), we estimate |∂_aΞ| = | |∂_a[ ∑ ± L_0 ν ∂_1U (z ± a ν ) χ_{±a,ζ}∗ + ν^2ϕ̃_0 + ∑ ± 2∑ i=0 ν^iT_{i+2,±} (z ± a ν )]| | ≲ ∑ ± ν^4 (ν + |z ± a|)^5 + ∑ ± ν^2 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ⟨z⟩^C . Using this estimate together with the a priori bounds (5.1) |a_τ | ≲ ν and ∫ ∂_1∂_aU_ν (z ± a)dz = 0 yields ‖a_τ ∂_aΞ‖_{ων} ≲ ν^3, | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ a_τ ∂_aΞ | | ≲ ν^3| ln ν|. From the expansion (2.5) of ϕ_i and the pointwise estimate (2.8) and a priori bounds (5.1), we write | αa_τ ∂_a(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) | ≲ ν^3 | | |∂a ( ∑ ± L_1 − L_0

ν^3

∂_1U (z ± a ν ) χ_{±a,ζ}∗ + ϕ̃_1 − ϕ̃_0 )| | ≲ ∑ ± ν^6| ln ν| (ν + |z ± a|)^6 + ν^3 (ν + |z ± a|)^3 ⟨z⟩^C , which yields

‖αa_τ ∂_a(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0)‖_{ων} ≲ ν^3| ln ν|, | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ α_τ ∂_a(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) | | ≲ ν_3| ln ν|.

The estimate for α(R_1 − R_0) directly follows from (2.13), that is

‖α(R_1 − R_0)‖_L2_{ων} ≲ ν^2 | ln ν|^2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ ⟨z⟩C (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2ων} ≲ ν^2 | ln ν|^2 , and | ∑ ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ α(R_1 − R_0) | ≲ |α| | | ∑ ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ R_1 − R_0 | | ≲ ν^2 | ln ν|^2 . Using the pointwise estimates (4.8), (2.10) and the a priori bound |α| ≲ ν^2, we get

‖ − α∇Ξ · ∇Φ_χ∗_{(ϕ1−ϕ0)} + 2αχ^∗Ξ(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) − α∇(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) · ∇Φ_χ∗_{(Ξ+α(ϕ1−ϕ0))}‖_L2_{ων} ≲ ν^4 ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ ⟨z⟩C (ν + |z ± a|)^4 ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2ων} + ν^3 ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ ⟨z⟩C (ν + |z ± a|)^3 ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2ων} ≲ ν^3 + ν^3| ln ν| 1 2 . Using the divergence structure

− α∇Ξ · ∇Φ_χ∗_{(ϕ1−ϕ0)} + 2αχ^∗Ξ(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) − α∇(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) · ∇Φ_χ∗_{(Ξ+α(ϕ1−ϕ0))} = −α∇ · ( Ξ∇Φ_χ∗_{(ϕ1−ϕ0)} + (ϕ_1 − ϕ_0)∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ ) − α^2∇(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0).∇(χ^∗(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0)),

from which and the pointwise estimates 2.10, (4.8), (2.10), ∑ | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ −α∇Ξ · ∇Φ_χ∗_{(ϕ1−ϕ0)} + 2αχ^∗Ξ(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) − α∇(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) · ∇Φ_χ∗_{(Ξ+α(ϕ1 −ϕ0))} | |

≲ ∑ |α| ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ | |Ξ∇Φ_{χ∗(ϕ1−ϕ0)} + (ϕ_1 − ϕ_0)∇Φ_{χ∗Ξ} | |

+ ∑ |α|^2 | | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ∇(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0).∇(χ^∗(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0)) | | | ≲ ν^4| ln ν|. Collecting all the above estimates with the bounds (4.13) and (4.14) yields the desired estimates (5.8). This ends the proof of Proposition 5.1.

5.2. Formulation of the problem and bootstrap regime

We formulate the problem of constructing solutions to (1.1) that blow up in finite time by a collision of two single-solitons. In terms of the self-similarity variables (1.13), we introduce the first linearization

w(z, τ) = U_{1+2,ν} (z) + ε̃(z, τ), (5.11)

where ε̃ solves ∂_τ ε̃ = L^zε̃ − ∇ · (ε̃∇Φ_{ε̃}) + Ẽ, (5.12) with Ẽ = −(∂_τ + βΛ)U_{1+2,ν} − ∇ · (U_{1,ν} ∇Φ_{U2,ν} + U_{2,ν} ∇Φ_{U1,ν} ). (5.13)

We use this equation to estimate the outer part ε̃(1 − χ^∗) and the contribution of the Poision field ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_), namely we decompose

ε̃ = ε̃χ^∗ + ε(1 − χ^∗), ∇Φ_{ε̃} = ∇Φ_{ε̃χ}∗ + ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_). (5.14)

For the inner part, we use the refined approximate solution W introduced in Proposition 5.1 to introduce the second linearization w(z, τ) = W [ν, a, α](z) + ε(z, τ) = U_{1+2,ν} (z) + W̃ [ν, a, α](z) + ε(z, τ), (5.15) where ν, a, α are parameter functions to be determined, W and W̃ are defined by (5.2) and (5.3). We thus have the relation ε̃ = W̃ + ε, where ε solves the linearized problem ∂_τ ε = L̃^zε − L(ε) − NL(ε) + E, (5.16) where L̃^z is the linearized operator around U_{1+2,ν} with a cut-off of the Poison field introduced in (3.67), L(ε) is the small linear term Lε = ∇ · ( ε∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} + W̃ ∇Φ_{εχ}∗ ) + ∇ · (~ W ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_) ) , (5.17) and NL(ε) is the nonlinear term NL(ε) = ∇ · ( ε∇Φ_{εχ}∗ + ε∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_) ) , (5.18) and E is defined in (5.4).

Our aim is to construct a global in time solution ε to (5.16) though a robust energy estimate technique. Recall from Proposition 3.11 that the localized linear operator L̃^z is coercive under the adapted scalar product ⟨·, ·⟩_∗ introduced in (1.17). It’s natural to control the remainder through the adapted norm ‖ε‖^2_∗ = ⟨ε, ε⟩_∗ = ∫ R^2 ε^2ω_νdz − c_∗ν^2 ∫ R^2

χ^∗εΦ_χ∗_εdz, c_∗ = 32e^{−1}. (5.19) It is proved to be coercive once we impose the orthogonality conditions: ⟨ε, 1⟩_L2_{loc,±} = ⟨ε, ΛU_{i,ν} ⟩_L2_{loc,±} = ⟨ε, ∂_j U_{i,ν}⟩_L2_{loc,±} = 0, i, j = 1, 2, (5.20) where we use the notation ⟨f, g⟩_L2_{loc,±} = ∫ |z∓a|<η fgdz, for some fixed constant 0 < η ≪ 1.

The orthogonality condition (5.20) ensures the coercivity estimate (see Proposition 3.8) ‖ε‖^2_∗ = ⟨ε, ε⟩_∗ ≳ ‖ε‖^2_L2_{ων} . (5.21) In order to close the modulation equations for the parameters ν, a, α and to close the nonlinear analysis, we need an estimate of ∇ε as well. To do so, we split the control of ε into three parts: - the inner zone B_{ζ∗} (a) ∪ B_{ζ∗} (−a) with a fixed constant 0 < ζ_∗ ≪ 1: we introduce q^{in}_±(y_±, τ) = ν^2ε(z, τ)χ_{±a,ζ∗} (z), y_± = z ∓ a ν , (5.22) and the H^1 inner norm ‖q(τ)‖^2_H1_{in} = ∑ ± ( ⟨−L_0q^{in}_±, M_0q^{in}_±⟩ + ν^2 ζ^2_∗

⟨q^{in}_±, M_0q^{in}_±⟩ ) ≳ ∑ ± ( ∫ |∇qin_±|2 U(y_±) + ν^2 ζ^2_∗ ∫ |q^{in}_±|^2 U(y_±) ) , (5.23)

where the coercivity is archived by the orthogonality condition (5.20) (see Lemma 3.5). We also need a round bound of L^∞, for which we introduce q^{in}_{2,±} = L_0q^{in}_±, (5.24) and further decompose q^{in}_{2,±}(y_±, τ) = c_1ΛU(y_±) + c_{2,1}∂_1U(y_±) + c_{2,2}∂_2U(y_±) + q̃^{in}_{2,±}(y_±), (5.25) where c_1 and c_{2,1}, c_{2,2} are chosen so that q̃^{in}_{2,±} ⊥_L2 {ΛU(y_±), ∇U(y_±)}, to ensure the coercivity (see Lemma 3.5)

‖q̃(τ)‖^2_H2_{in} = ∑ ± ⟨q̃^{in}_{2,±}, M_0q̃^{in}_{2,±}⟩ ≳ ∑ ± ∫ |q̃_{in2,±}|_2 U(y_±) dy_±. (5.26)

The coefficients |c_1| + |c_{2,1}| + |c_{2,2}| ≲ ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} , (5.27) together with H^2_{in}-norm and Sobolev inequality yield a round L^∞ bound of q^{in}_± which is enough for the nonlinear analysis.

- the intermediate zone B_ζ∗ \ {B_{ζ∗/2}(a) ∪ B_{ζ∗/2}(−a)} with a fixed constant ζ^∗ ≥ 10: we use the parabolic regularity to control ‖ε(τ)‖_{bd} = ∑ ± ‖ε(τ)‖_H2_{(Bζ∗ \Bζ∗/2(±a))}. (5.28)

- for the far away zone R^2 \ B_ζ∗ , we simply use the maximum principle to obtain the bound ‖ε̃(τ)‖_{ex} = ‖ ‖ε̃(1 − χ_{ζ∗} )|z|^3_2 ‖ ‖_{L∞(R2 )}. (5.29)

Definition 5.2 (Bootstrap regime). Let τ_0 ≫ 1, K̄ ≫ 1, K ≫ 1, 0 < ζ_∗, 1/ζ^∗ ≪ 1. For τ ≥ τ_0, we define the set S(τ) of all functions ε for which the following holds:

i) (Modulation parameters) There exist C^1 functions ν(τ), a(τ) and α(τ) satisfying |α − 8ν^2| ≤ K̄ ν^2 | ln ν| . (5.30) K̄^{−1}e^{−√γ}1^τ ≤ ν(τ) ≤ K̄e^{−√γ}1^τ , | |ντ ν | | ≤ K̄ ν | ln ν| , (5.31) | |a − (2, 0) | | ≤ K̄ν, (5.32) ii) (Control of the remainder) ‖ε(τ)‖_L2_{ων} ≤ K ν^2 | ln ν| , (5.33)

‖ε(τ)‖_{bd} ≤ K^2 ν^2 | ln ν| . (5.34)

‖ε̃(τ)‖_{ex} ≤ K^3ν^2. (5.35)

‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} ≤ K^4 ν^2 | ln ν| . (5.36)

‖q̃(τ)‖_H2_{in} ≤ K^5 ν^2 | ln ν| . (5.37)

Remark 5.3. The main quantity in the bootstrap definition is the ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} . Other bounds are used to close the nonlinear analysis. The typical control size^{ν2}_{| ln ν|} comes from the generated error after extracting the modulation equations as described in Proposition 5.1. Here, we can only gain O

(_1 | ln ν| ) due to the degenerate approximated eigenvalue of L^z given in Proposition 2.1.

5.3. Modulation equations

Lemma 5.4 (Modulation equation). We have | |Mod_0 | | ≲ ‖q(τ)‖_{H1in} + ‖ε(τ)‖_{L2ων} + ν^2 | ln ν| , (5.38) | |Mod_1 | | ≲ 1 | ln ν| ( ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε(τ)‖_L2_{ων} + ν^2 | ln ν| ) , (5.39) | |νMod_a | | ≲ ‖q(τ)‖_{H1in} + ‖ε(τ)‖_{L2ων} + ν^2 | ln ν| , (5.40)

Proof. Mod_1 equation: We first derive (5.39) by writing from the local orthogonality condition (5.20) and equation (5.16) of ε, 0 = ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ∂_τ εdz = ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ (~ L ε − L(ε) − NL(ε) + E ) dz. Using the divergent structure of L̃ (ε), L(ε), NL(ε) defined in (3.67), (5.17), (5.18) to get the estimate | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ L̃ ε − L(ε) − NL(ε) | | ≲ ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ | |∇ε − ε∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} − U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_{χ∗ε} + U_{1+2,ν} ε − βzε | |

+ ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ | |ε∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} + W̃ ∇Φ_{εχ∗} + W̃ ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ∗)} | | + ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ | |ε∇Φ_{εχ∗} + ε∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ∗)} | |

≲ ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ |∇ε| + ‖U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_χ∗_ε + W̃ ∇Φ_{εχ}∗ ‖_L∞_{(|z±a|∼ζ∗)} + ( ‖∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + U_{1+2,ν} + βz + ∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} + ∇Φ_{εχ}∗ + ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_)‖_L∞_{(|z±a|∼ζ∗)} ) ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ |ε|. Using the rough estimates (6.8), (6.9), (6.11), |U_{1+2,ν} (z)| ≲ ν^2 and |∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} | ≲ 1 for |z ± a| ∼ ζ_∗ and the estimate |∇Φ_χ∗_ε(z)| ≲ ∫ | ln |z − z^′| ∇(εχ^∗)| ≲ | ln ν| ν ( ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} + ‖ε‖_{bd} ) ≲ K^3ν| ln ν|. to get | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ L̃ ε − L(ε) − NL(ε) | | ≲ ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ ( |∇ε| + |ε| ) + ν^2‖∇Φ_{εχ}∗ ‖_L∞ ≲ ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε(τ)‖_L2_{ων} + K^3ν^3| ln ν|. (5.41)

For the error term, we use the decomposition (5.5) and (5.8) to get | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ Edz | | = | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ( Mod_0ϕ_0 + Mod_1ϕ_1 ) dz | |

+ O (| |Mod_a|^2 ∑ i=1 ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ ( |U_{i,ν} | + |Ξ| ) dz + ν^2 | ln ν| )

= | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ( Mod_0ϕ_0 + Mod_1ϕ_1 ) dz | | + O(ν_2|Mod_a| + ν^2 | ln ν| ) . Using ∫ R^2 ΛU = 0 and ∫ R^2 ∂1U = 0, the decomposition (3.198) and (3.199), we obtain the bound | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ϕ_0(z)dz | | ≲ | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ [ 1 ν^2 ΛU_ν (z ± a) ± L_0 ν ∂_1U_ν (z ± a) ] dz | | + | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ϕ̌_0(z)dz | | ≲ 1.

From (2.86) and the fact that the term T^{(1)}_2 consists of a radial component T^{(1)}_{2,0} which behaves like 1 |y_±|^2 for |y±| ≫ 1, combined with the cancellation ∫ R^2 ΛU = ∫ R^2 ∂1U = 0, we end up with the

estimate | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ϕ_1(z)dz | | = | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ 1 ν^2

T^{(i)}_{2,0} (z ± a ν ) dz | | + O(1) ∼ | ln ν|. Collecting all the estimates yields | Mod_1 | ≲ 1 | ln ν| ( ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε(τ)‖_L2_{ων} + | Mod_0 | + ν^2 | Mod_a | + ν^2 | ln ν| ) , (5.42)

which concludes the proof of (5.39).

Mod_0 equation: The derivation of (5.38) is proceeded similarly by writing from the local orthogonality (5.20) and equation (5.16) of ε, 0 = d dτ ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ εΛU_ν (z ± a)dz = ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ (~ L ε − L(ε) − NL(ε) + E ) ΛU_ν (z ± a)dz + ν_τ ν ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ εν∂_ν ΛU_ν (z ± a)dz ± a_τ ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ε∇_aΛU_ν (z ± a)dz. For the main linear term, small linear and nonlinear terms, we integrate by parts and estimate similarly as in (5.41), then use Cauchy-Schwarz, | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ (~ L ε − L(ε) − NL(ε) ) ΛU_ν (z ± a)dz | | ≲ ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ ( |∇ε| + |ε| + ν^2‖∇Φ_{εχ}∗ ‖_L∞ ) |ΛU_ν (z ± a)|dz + ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ( |∇ε| + |ε| + ν^2‖∇Φ_{εχ}∗ ‖_L∞ ) |∇_aΛU_ν (z ± a)|dz ≲ ν^2 ( ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε(τ)‖_L2_{ων} + K^3ν^3| ln ν| )

+ ν^{−4} ( ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε(τ)‖_L2_{ων} + K^3ν^3| ln ν| ) , where we used ω_ν(z) ∼ ∑ ±(ν + |z ± a|)^4 for |z ± a| ≲ ζ_∗ and the estimate ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ |∇ΛU_ν (z ± a)|^2ω^{−1}_ν dz ≲ ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ν^4 (ν + |z ± a|)^{10} 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^4 dz ≲ ν^{−8}. The time derivative terms are estimated by Cauchy-Schwarz, | | ν_τ ν ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ εν∂_ν ΛU_ν (z ± a)dz ± a_τ ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ε∇_zΛU_ν (z ± a)dz | | ≲ | | ν_τ ν | |‖ε‖_L2_{ων} ( ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ |Λ^2U_ν |^2ω^{−1}_ν dz

) 1_2 + |a_τ |‖ε‖_L2_{ων} ( ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ |∇_aΛU_ν |^2ω^{−1}_ν dz

) 1_2

≲ ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} (| | ν_τ ν | |ν^{−3} + |aτ |ν^{−4} ) . For the error term, we recall from (2.5) the estimate for |z ± a| ≲ ζ_∗, ϕ_i(z) ∼ ∑ 1 ν^2

ΛU_ν (z ± a) + ∑ 1 ν ∂_1U_ν (z ± a) ∼ ∑ 1 (ν + |z ± a|)^4 + ∑ ν2 (ν + |z ± a|)^5 .

We then estimate | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ EΛU_ν (z ± a)dz | | =^1∑ i=0 | |Mod_i ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ϕ_iΛU_ν (z ± a)dz | |

+ O (| |Mod_a | | 1∑ i=0 ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ( |U_{i,ν} | + |Ξ| ) |∇ΛU_ν (z ± a)|dz + ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ |Ψ||ΛU_ν (z ± a)|dz )

∼ 1∑ i=0 | Mod_i |( ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ν^2 (ν + |z ± a|)^8 dz + ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ν^4 (ν + |z ± a|)^9 dz )

+ O (| |Mod_a| ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ν^4 (ν + |z ± a|)^9 dz + ‖Ψ‖_L2_{ων} ( ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ν^4 (ν + |z ± a|)^{12} dz ) 1_2 )

∼ ν^{−4} 1∑ i=0 | Mod_i | + O ( ν^{−3} | Mod_a | + ν^{−3}‖Ψ‖_L2_{ων} ) . A collection of the above estimates and using the bounds (5.8), |ν_τ /ν| ≲ 1/| ln ν|, |a_τ | ≲ 1 yield 1∑ i=0 | |Mod_i | | ≲ ‖q(τ)‖_{H1in} + ‖ε(τ)‖_{L2ων} + ν | |Mod_a | | + K^3ν^3| ln ν|. (5.43)

Mod_a equation: We now prove the equation (5.40). The derivation of (5.40) is entirely similar as for (5.43) and (5.42) by using the orthogonality (5.20) and equation (5.16), integration by parts and Cauchy-Schwarz. We omit the detail here and only write the outcome estimate ν | |Mod_a | | ≲ ‖q(τ)‖_{H1in} + ‖ε(τ)‖_{L2ων} + 1∑ i=0 | |Mod_i | | + ν^2 | ln ν| . (5.44)

Putting together the three estimates (5.42), (5.43) and (5.44) yields desired equations and concludes the proof of Lemma 5.4.

6. Energy estimates

6.1. L^2_{ων} estimate

6.1.1. Further decomposition and energy identity

The orthogonality condition (5.20) also allows us to derive a dynamical system driving the law of blowup as in Lemma 5.4 below. However, such a local condition (5.20) is not enough, at the linear level, to control ε using an energy estimate due to the modulation terms which do not satisfy a suitable estimate (the Mod terms appearing in (5.5)). To overcome this issue, we use the projection (3.173) and decompose ε = ε̂ + a_0ϕ_0 (6.1) where ε̂ satisfies the orthogonality in the self-similar zone

⟨ε̂, ϕ_0⟩_∗ = 0. (6.2)

The uniqueness and the properties of this decomposition can be found in Proposition 3.12, and imply the estimates

|a_0| ≲ min ( 1 √ ln ν ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} , 1 | ln ν| ‖∇ε‖_L2_{ων} ) (6.3)

and the equivalence ‖ε‖^2_{ων} ≈ ⟨ε, ε⟩_∗ ≈ ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗. (6.4)

We compute d dτ ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ = ν_τ ν ν∂_ν (⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗) + a_τ ν ν∂_a(⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗) + 2⟨^∂_τ ε, ε̂⟩_∗, (we remark that ^∂_τ ε is the projection of ∂_τ ε, so ^∂_τ ε ≠ ∂_τ ε̂), and use the estimate (3.177) to bound the first term by | |ντ ν ν∂_ν (⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗) + a_τ ν ν∂_a(⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗) | | ≲ |ντ | + |aτ | ν ‖ε‖^2_L2_{ων} , and the orthogonality (3.174) to obtain that ⟨^∂_τ ε, ε̂⟩_∗ = ⟨∂_τ ε, ε̂⟩_∗. Combining and injecting (5.18) and (3.179), we arrive at the following energy identity for the adapted norm of the projection: 1 2 d dτ ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ + O ( |ν_τ | + |a_τ | ν ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ ) = ⟨L̃^zε − L(ε) − NL(ε) + E, ε̂⟩_∗. (6.5) Thanks to the global orthogonality (6.2), we can eliminate the Mod terms in E once performing a standard energy estimate. Once the energy estimate for ε̂ is established, we can directly derive a similar estimate for ε thanks to Proposition 3.12.

6.1.2. L^2_{ων} energy estimate

This section is devoted to the main energy estimate in L^2_{ων} , where we crucially rely on the equivalence (6.4), the global coercivity of the linearized operator for the adapted scalar product (3.132) to gain the dissipation, and the global orthogonality (6.2) to cancel out the Mod terms in E. We claim the following.

Lemma 6.1 (L^2_{ων} -estimate). Let ε be a solution to (5.16) and satisfy the bootstrap bounds in Definition 5.2 for τ ∈ [τ_0, τ_1]. Then, we have the following estimate for τ ∈ [τ_0, τ_1]: d dτ ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ ≤ −δ_0⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ + C ( |Mod_1| + ν^2|Mod_a| + ν^2 | ln ν| )_2

. (6.6)

for some δ_0 > 0, and C = C(ζ_∗, ζ^∗) > 0.

Proof. We estimate all the terms in the right hand side of (6.5). As for the main linear term, we recall from Proposition 3.14 and the fact that ⟨L̃^zε, ε̂⟩_∗ = ⟨ ^L̃^zε, ε̂⟩_∗ the coercivity estimate ⟨L̃^zε, ε̂⟩_∗ ≤ −δ [ ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ + ∫ ( ∑ ± |ε|^2 ν^2 + |z ± a|^2

+ ⟨z⟩^2ε^2 + |∇ε|^2 ) ω_ν ] for some δ > 0. (6.7)

We now use this coercivity estimate and the equivalence of the norm (6.4) to control all the remaining terms in (6.5).

The small linear term: From the pointwise estimate (4.8) of Ξ, the improved pointwise estimate (2.10) and the relation |α| ∼ ν^2, we have the rough bound k ∈ N, | ∇^kW̃ (z) | ≲ | ∇^k ( Ξ(z) + α(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) )| ≲ ∑ ± ν^2 (ν + |z ± a|)^{2+k} , |∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} | ≲ ν| ln ν|. (6.8) Let us write from the decomposition (6.1), ⟨Lε, ε̂⟩_∗ = ⟨Lε, ε⟩_∗ + a_0⟨Lε, ϕ_0⟩_∗, where we recall ⟨, ⟩_∗ the adapted scalar product defined by (1.17), and the definition of L from (5.17) the expression

L(ε) = ∇. [ ε∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} + W̃ ∇Φ_{εχ}∗ + W̃ ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_) ] = ∇ε.∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} − 2χ^∗W̃ ε + ∇W̃. ( ∇Φ_{εχ}∗ + ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_) ) − W̃ ε̃(1 − χ^∗).

Since estimates concerning W̃ already has a gain of ν^2 factor, so the estimate for ⟨Lε, ε⟩_∗ is simply absorbed by the dissipation. From the continuity estimate (3.84) and the bound (6.8), we get |⟨∇ε.∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} , ε⟩_∗| ≲ ‖∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} ‖_∞‖∇ε‖_{ων} ‖ε‖_{ων} ≲ ν| ln ν| ‖ ( ∇ε‖^2_L2_{ων} + ‖ε‖^2_{ων} ) .

We estimate from the convolution formula and Cauchy-Schwarz,

|Φ_χ∗_ε(z)| ≲ ∫ | | ln |z − z^′|ε(z^′) | |χ^∗dz^′ ≲ ‖ε‖_{L2ων} ( ∫ |z^′|≤2ζ^∗ ln^2 |z − z^′|ω^{−1}_ν dz^′ ) 1_2 ≲ | ln ν| ν ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} , (6.9) and

|∇Φ_χ∗_ε(z)| ≲ ∫ |z^′|≤2ζ^∗ | ln |z −z^′| ( ∇ε(z^′)+ε(z^′)∇χ^∗(z^′) )| dz^′ ≲ | ln ν| ν ( ‖∇ε‖_L2_{ων} +‖ε‖_L2_{ων} ) . (6.10)

We have from Lemma B.1 with γ = 3/2 and σ = 1/8 and

|∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_)(z)| ≲ ‖ε̃(1 − χ^∗)|z|^{32} ‖_∞ ( |z|^{−σ} + ⟨z⟩^{−3/2}|z| ) ≲ ‖ε‖_{ex} ( |z|^{−1/8} + ⟨z⟩^{−3/2}|z| ) . (6.11)

Using the estimate (6.8), (6.9), the definition of ⟨, ⟩_∗ and Cauchy-Schwarz, we obtain

|⟨χ^∗W̃ ε, ε⟩_∗| ≲ ν^2 ∫ ∑ ± |ε|^2 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ω_ν dz + ∫ χ^∗ ∑ ± ν^2|ε| (ν + |z ± a|)^2 |Φ_{εχ}∗ |dz

≲ ν^2 ∫ ∑ ± |ε|^2 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ω_ν dz

+ ν| ln ν|‖ε‖_L2_{ων} (∫ ∑ ± |ε|^2 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ω_νdz ) 1_2 (∫ |z|≤2ζ^∗ dz (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ) 1_2

≲ ν^2 ∫ ∑ ± |ε|^2 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ω_ν dz + ν| ln ν|^{32} ‖ε‖_L2_{ων} (∫ ∑ ± |ε|^2 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ω_νdz ) 1_2

≲ ν| ln ν|^{32} ( ∫ ∑ ± |ε|^2 (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ω_ν dz + ‖ε‖^2_L2_{ων} ) .

For the estimate of the Poisson field, we use the continuity (3.84), (6.8), (6.10), (6.11) to obtain | |⟨∇W̃ (∇Φ_{εχ∗} + ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ∗)}), ε⟩_∗ | | ≲ ‖∇W̃.(∇Φ_{εχ∗} + ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ∗)})‖_{ων} ‖ε‖_{ων} ≲ ν| ln ν|‖ε‖_{ων} (‖∇ε‖_{ων} + ‖ε‖_{ων} ) ∑ ± (∫ ⟨z⟩^C (ν + |z ± a|)^6 ω_ν )^1_2

+ ν^2‖ε‖_{ων} ‖ε‖_{ex} ∑ ± (∫ ⟨z⟩^C |z|^{−1/4} (ν + |z ± a|)^6 ω_ν ) 1_2

≲ ν| ln ν|^{32} ‖ε‖_{ων} (‖∇ε‖_{ων} + ‖ε‖_{ων} ) + ν^{2−1/8}| ln ν|‖ε‖_{ων} ‖ε‖_{ex} ≲ ν| ln ν|^{32} ( ‖∇ε‖^2_{ων} + ‖ε‖^2_{ων} ) + K^4 ν^{6−1/8} | ln ν| , where we used the bootstrap bounds (5.33) and (5.35) int the last step. The estimate of the small outer term is obtained from the continuity (3.84) and (6.8), | ⟨W̃ ε̃(1 − χ^∗), ε⟩_∗ | ≲ ‖W̃ (1 − χ^∗)‖_∞‖ε‖^2_{ων} ≲ ν^2‖ε‖^2_{ων} . A collection of all the above estimates and taking τ_0 large so that ν(τ_0) small yield |⟨Lε, ε⟩_∗| ≲ ν| ln ν|^{32} ( ‖∇ε‖^2_{ων} + ‖ε‖^2_{ων} + ∑ ± ‖ ‖ ε ν + |z ± a| ‖ ‖^2_{ων} ) + ν^4 | ln ν|^2

. (6.12)

We now estimate ⟨Lε, ϕ_0⟩_∗, we shall use the divergence structure of Lε, the adapted scalar product (1.17) and the cancellation ∇M_0ΛU = 0 to gain a smallness for this estimate. We recall from (2.5) and (2.8),

ϕ_0(z) = ∑ ± ( − 1 16ν^2 ΛU_ν (z±a)± L_0 ν ∂_1U_ν (z±a) ) χ_{±a,ζ∗} (z)+ϕ̃_0, |∇^kϕ̃_0(z)| ≲ ∑ ± ⟨z⟩^{Ck} (ν + |z ± a|)^{2+k} . (6.13) We first handle the leading term^1_{ν2} ΛU_ν (z±a)χ_{±a,ζ∗} since the estimate concerning ϕ̃_0 is straightforward without using the cancellation ∇M_0ΛU = 0. We remark that a direct estimate by using (3.84) applied to the leading term is not sufficient since ‖ν^{−2}ΛU_ν (z ± a)‖_{ων} ≲ ν^{−1}, this is the reason we do need to use the algebraic cancellation ∇M_0ΛU = 0 to improve the estimate concerning the leading term of ϕ_0. We have from the identity (3.182) and the divergence of Lε, | | |ν^{−2} ∑ ± ⟨Lε, ΛU_ν (z ± a)χ_{±a,ζ∗} ⟩_∗ | | | = ∑ ± | | | − 2c∗ ∫ |z±a|≤ζ_∗ Lε | | | + O (√ ln ν‖Lε‖_{ων} )

≲ ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ | |ε∇Φ~_{W χ}∗ + W̃ ∇Φεχ∗ + W̃ ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_) | | + O (√ ln ν‖Lε‖_{ων} ) . We use (6.8), (6.10) and (6.11) to estimate ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ | |ε∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} + W̃ ∇Φ_{εχ∗} + W̃ ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ∗)} | |

≲ ∑ ± ‖∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} ‖_L∞_{(|z±a|∼ζ∗)} ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ |ε| + ∑ ± ‖W̃ ∇Φ_{εχ}∗ + W̃ ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_)‖_L∞_{(|z±a|∼ζ∗)} ≲ ν| ln ν|‖ε‖_{ων} + ν^2 | ln ν| ν ( ‖∇ε‖_{ων} + ‖ε‖_{ων} ) + ν^2‖ε‖_{ex}, and from (6.8) the bounds ‖∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} ‖ ≲ ν| ln ν|, ‖χ^∗W̃ ‖ ≲ 1, ‖∇W̃ ‖_{ων} ≲ ν^2 √ | ln ν| and ‖W̃ ‖_{ων} ≲ ν^2, ‖Lε‖_{ων} = ‖ ‖∇ε.∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} − 2χ^∗W̃ ε + ∇W̃.(∇Φ_{εχ∗} + ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ∗)}) − W̃ ε̃(1 − χ^∗) ‖ ‖_{ων} ≲ ‖∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} ‖_∞‖∇ε‖_{ων} + ‖χ^∗W̃ ‖_∞‖ε‖_{ων} + ‖∇Φ_χ∗_ε‖_∞‖∇W̃ ‖_{ων} + ‖ε‖_{ex}‖∇W̃ (|z|^{−1/8} + ⟨z⟩^{−3/2}|z|)‖_{ων} + ‖ε‖_{ex}‖W̃ ‖_{ων} ≲ ν| ln ν|‖∇ε‖_{ων} + ‖ε‖_{ων} + ν| ln ν|^{32} ( ‖∇ε‖_{ων} + ‖ε‖_{ων} ) + ‖ε‖_{ex}ν^{2−1/8} + ν^2‖ε‖_{ex}.

Using ‖ϕ̃_0‖_{ων} ≲ 1, the estimate (3.192) |⟨ν^{−1}∂_1U_ν (z ± a), Lε⟩_∗| ≲ ν‖Lε‖_{ων} , the continuity estimate (3.84), the smallness estimate (6.3), the bootstrap bound (5.35) and gathering all the obtained estimates yield | a_0⟨Lε, ϕ_0⟩_∗ | ≲ |a_0| {| |ν^{−2} ∑ ± ⟨Lε, ΛU_ν (z ± a)χ_{±a,ζ∗} ⟩_∗ | | + ν‖Lε‖ω_ν + ‖ε‖ω_ν ‖ϕ̃0‖ω_ν }

≲ 1 | ln ν| ‖∇ε‖_{ων} { ν| ln ν|^2‖∇ε‖_{ων} + ‖ε‖_{ων} + ν^{2−1/8} √ | ln ν|‖ε‖_{ex} }

≲ ν| ln ν|‖∇ε‖_{ων} + 1 | ln ν| ‖ε‖_{ων} + ν^4 | ln ν|^2 . We combine this estimate and (6.12) to complete the control of the small linear term as |⟨Lε, ε̂⟩| ≲ 1 | ln ν| ( ‖∇ε‖^2_{ων} + ‖ε‖^2_{ων} + ∑ ± ‖ ‖ ε ν + |z ± a| ‖ ‖^2 ω_ν ) + ν^4 | ln ν|^2

. (6.14)

The nonlinear term: From the definitions (5.18) and (6.1), the continuity estimate (3.84), we write | ⟨NL(ε), ε̂⟩_∗ | = | ⟨NL(ε), ε⟩_∗ + a_0⟨NL(ε), ϕ_0⟩_∗ | ≲ ‖NL(ε)‖_{ων} ‖ε‖_{ων} + |a_0||⟨NL(ε), ϕ_0⟩_∗|. For the estimate of ‖NL(ε)‖_{ων} , we expand NL(ε) and use (6.10), (6.11), ‖NL(ε)‖_{ων} = ‖∇ε · ∇Φ_{εχ}∗ + ∇ε · ∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_) ) − ε^2χ^∗ − εε̃(1 − χ^∗)‖_{ων} ≲ ‖∇ε‖_{ων} ‖∇Φ_{εχ}∗ ‖_∞ + ‖∇ε(|z|^{−1/8} + ⟨z⟩^{−3/2}|z|)‖_{ων} ‖ε‖_{ex} + ‖ε‖_{ων} ( ‖εχ^∗‖_∞ + ‖ε‖_{ex} ) ≲ ‖∇ε‖_{ων} ( ν| ln ν| + K^3ν^{2−1/8} ) + ‖ε‖_{ων} ( K^3 | ln ν| + K^3ν^2 )

≲ ν| ln ν|‖∇ε‖_{ων} + K^3 | ln ν| ‖ε‖_{ων} . where we used the bootstrap bound (5.35) and the L^∞ estimate from Sobolev and the bootstrap bounds (5.34), (5.36), (5.37) and (5.27), ‖εχ^∗‖_∞ ≤ ∑ ± ν^{−2}‖q^{in}_±1_{{|y±|≲ζ}∗_{/ν} }‖_∞ ≲ ν^{−2} ( ‖q̃‖_H2_{in} + ‖q‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε‖_{bd} ) ≲ K^3 | ln ν| .

The estimate for |⟨NL(ε), ϕ_0⟩_∗| is proceeded as for the small linear term. We decompose ϕ_0 as in (6.13) to extract the leading term of ϕ_0 for which we use the identity (3.182) and the divergent form of NL(ε) to get the estimate |⟨NL(ε), ϕ_0⟩_∗| ≲ | | | ∑ ± ⟨NL(ε), ν^{−2}ΛU_ν (z ± a)χ_{±a,ζ∗} ⟩_∗ | | | + ν‖NL(ε)‖_{ων} + ‖NL(ε)‖_{ων} ‖ϕ̃_0‖_{ων}

≲ ∑ ± | | | | −2c_∗ ∫ |z±a|≤ζ_∗ NL(ε) + 4c_∗ ∫ |z±a|≤ζ_∗ NL(ε) | | | | + ‖NL(ε)‖_{ων} (√ ln ν + ν + ‖ϕ̃_0‖_{ων} )

≲ ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|∼ζ_∗ | ε∇Φ_{εχ}∗ + ε∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_) | + ‖NL(ε)‖_{ων} (√ ln ν + 1 )

≲ ‖ε‖_{ων} ( ‖∇Φ_{εχ}∗ 1_{{|z±a|∼ζ∗}}‖_∞ + ‖∇Φ_{ε̃(1−χ}∗_)1_{{|z±a|∼ζ∗}}‖_∞ ) + ‖NL(ε)‖_{ων} √ ln ν ≲ ‖ε‖_{ων} (| ln ν| ν (‖∇ε‖_{ων} + ‖ε‖_{ων} ) + ‖ε‖_{ex} ) + ν| ln ν|^{3/2}‖∇ε‖_{ων} + K^3 √ | ln ν| ‖ε‖_{ων} ≲ K^5 | ln ν|^{3/2} . A collection of the above estimates and using the estimate (6.3) yield | ⟨NL(ε), ε̂⟩_∗ | ≲ ( ν| ln ν|‖∇ε‖_{ων} + K^3 | ln ν| ‖ε‖_{ων} ) ‖ε‖_{ων} + K^5ν^2 | ln ν|^{3/2} 1 | ln ν| ‖∇ε‖_{ων} ≲ K^5ν^4 | ln ν|^{5/2} . (6.15)

The error term: We use the decomposition (5.5), the orthogonality (6.2) to write |⟨E, ε̂⟩_∗| ≤ |Mod_1||⟨ϕ_1 − ϕ_0, ε̂⟩_∗| + |Mod_a||⟨∇U_{1,ν} + χ_{−a,ζ∗} ∇Ξ − ∇U_{2,ν} − χ_{a,ζ∗} ∇Ξ, ε̂⟩_∗| + |⟨Ψ, ε̂⟩_∗|. We remark that canceling the Mod_0 term in E is crucial to avoid the loop in the analysis, the Mod_1 already gains a^1_{| ln ν|} and Mod_a is small enough. Let recall from (6.1) the decomposition ε̂ = ε+a_0ϕ_0,

and from (2.5) ϕ_1 − ϕ_0 = ∑ ± L_1−L_0

ν ∂_1U_ν (z ± a) + O ( ∑ ± ⟨z⟩^C (ν+|z±a|)^2 ) , then we use the cancellation M (∂_1U) = 0 and the identity (3.84) to estimate |⟨ϕ_1 − ϕ_0, ε⟩_∗| ≲ ‖ ‖ ∑ ± ⟨z⟩^C (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ‖ ‖_{ων} ‖ε‖ω_ν ≲ ‖ε‖ω_ν . For the term a_0ϕ_0, we proceed as before for the linear small term by using (6.13), the identity (3.182), the estimate (3.192) and the continuity estimate (3.84) to obtain

|⟨ϕ_1 − ϕ_0, ϕ_0⟩_∗| ≲ | |ν_{−2} ∑ ± ⟨ϕ_1 − ϕ_0, ΛU_ν (z ± a)χ_{±a,ζ∗} ⟩_∗ | |

+ | | ∑⟨ϕ_1 − ϕ_0, ν_{−1}∂_1U_ν (z ± a)⟩_∗ | | + |⟨ϕ_1 − ϕ_0, ϕ̃_0⟩_∗| ≲ ∑ ± | | ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ ϕ_1 − ϕ_0 | | + ∑ ± ‖ ‖ ϕ1 − ϕ0 √ ν + |z ± a| ‖ ‖ ω_ν + ‖ϕ_1 − ϕ_0‖_{ων} ( ν + ‖ϕ̃_0‖_{ων} )

≲ | ln ν|. Summing up the above bounds and using (6.3) yields,

|Mod_1||⟨ϕ_1 − ϕ_0, ε̂⟩_∗| ≲ |Mod_1| ( ‖ε‖_{ων} + |a_0|| ln ν| ) ≲ |Mod_1| ( ‖ε‖_{ων} + ‖∇ε‖_{ων} ) . (6.16)

For the estimate of the Mod_a term, we recall the cancellation M_0∇U = 0, from which and the definition of the inner produce ⟨·, ·⟩_∗ to write |⟨∇U_{1,ν} + χ_{−a,ζ∗} ∇Ξ − ∇U_{2,ν} − χ_{a,ζ∗} ∇Ξ, ε̂⟩_∗| ≲ |⟨∇U_{1,ν} (1 − χ_{a,ζ∗} ) + χ_{−a,ζ∗} ∇Ξ − ∇U_{2,ν} (1 − χ_{−a,ζ∗} ) − χ_{a,ζ∗} ∇Ξ, ε̂⟩_∗| ≡ | ⟨G, ε̂⟩_∗ | , where we have a rough pointwise bound from |∇U_ν (z ± a)| ≲^{ν2}_{(ν+|z±a|)5} and (4.8),

|G| = |∇U_{1,ν} (1 − χ_{a,ζ∗} ) + χ_{−a,ζ∗} ∇Ξ − ∇U_{2,ν} (1 − χ_{−a,ζ∗} ) − χ_{a,ζ∗} ∇Ξ| ≲ ν^2 ∑ ± ( 1_{{|z±a|≳ζ∗}} + ⟨z⟩^C (ν + |z ± a|)^2 ) .

We use this estimate and the decompositions (6.1), (6.13), the continuity estimate (3.84), the identity

(3.182) and (6.3) to obtain | ⟨G, ε̂⟩_∗ | ≲ | ⟨G, ε⟩_∗ | + |a_0| | ⟨G, ν^{−2} ∑ ± ΛU_ν (a ± a)χ_{±a,ζ∗} ⟩_∗ | + |a_0| | ⟨G, ϕ̃_0⟩_∗ |

≲ ‖G‖_{ων} ‖ε‖_{ων} + |a_0| { ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ |G| + ‖ ‖ G √ ν + |z ± a| ‖ ‖ ω_ν + ‖G‖_{ων} ‖ϕ̃_0‖_{ων} }

≲ ν^2‖ε‖_{ων} + 1 | ln ν| ‖∇ε‖_{ων} ( ν^2| ln ν| + ν^2 + ν^2 ) ≲ ν^2 ( ‖ε‖_{ων} + ‖∇ε‖_{ων} ) .

We then arrive at the estimate

|Mod_a||⟨∇U_{1,ν} + χ_{−a,ζ∗} ∇Ξ − ∇U_{2,ν} − χ_{a,ζ∗} ∇Ξ, ε̂⟩_∗| ≲ ν^2|Mod_a| ( ‖ε‖_{ων} + ‖∇ε‖_{ων} ) . (6.17)

It remains to estimate the scalar with Ψ term. Similarly, we use (6.1), (6.13), (3.84), (3.182), (4.13)

and (6.3) to write

|⟨Ψ, ε̂⟩_∗| ≤ |⟨Ψ, ε⟩_∗| + |a_0||⟨Ψ, ϕ_0⟩_∗| ≤ |⟨Ψ, ε⟩_∗| + |a_0| ( ∑ ± |⟨Ψ, ν^{−2}ΛU_ν (z ± a)χ_{±a,ζ∗} ⟩_∗| + |⟨Ψ, ϕ̃_0⟩_∗| )

≲ ‖Ψ‖_{ων} ‖ε‖_{ων} + |a_0| (| | ∑ ± ∫ |z±a|≲ζ_∗ Ψ | | + √ | ln ν|‖Ψ‖_{ων} + ‖Ψ‖_{ων} ‖ϕ̃_0‖_{ων} )

≲ ν^2 | ln ν| ‖ε‖_{ων} + 1 | ln ν| ∇‖ε‖_{ων} ( ν2 | ln ν| + ν^2 √ | ln ν| + ν^2 | ln ν| )

≲ ν^2 | ln ν| ( ‖ε‖_{ων} + ‖∇ε‖_{ων} ) . (6.18)

Summing up (6.16), (6.17), (6.18) yields

|⟨E, ε̂⟩_∗| ≲ ( ‖ε‖_{ων} + ‖∇ε‖_{ων} )( |Mod_1| + ν^2|Mod_a| + ν^2 | ln ν| ) . (6.19)

Plugging all the estimates (6.14), (6.15), (6.19), (6.7) into (6.5) and using Cauchy-Schwarz with ϵ and the equivalence (6.4) yield 1 2 d dτ ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ ≤ ( − δ + O (|ν_τ | + |a_τ | ν )) ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ − δ ( ‖∇ε‖^2_{ων} + ‖⟨z⟩ε‖^2_{ων} + ∑ ± ‖ ε ν + |z ± a| ‖_2 ω_ν )

+ C | ln ν| ( ‖∇ε‖^2_{ων} + ‖ε‖^2_{ων} + ∑ ± ‖ ‖ ‖ ε ν + |z ± a| ‖ ‖ ‖^2_{ων} ) + C ν^4 | ln ν|^2 + CK^5ν^4 | ln ν|^{5/2} + C ( ‖ε‖_{ων} + ‖∇ε‖_{ων} )( |Mod_1| + ν^2|Mod_a| + ν^2 | ln ν| )

≤ ( − δ 2 + O (|ν_τ | + |a_τ | ν )) ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ − δ 2 ( ‖∇ε‖^2_{ων} + ‖⟨z⟩ε‖^2_{ων} + ∑ ± ‖ ε ν + |z ± a| ‖_2 ω_ν )

+ C ( |Mod_1| + ν^2|Mod_a| + ν^2 | ln ν| )_2

≤ − δ 4 ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ + C ( |Mod_1| + ν^2|Mod_a| + ν^2 | ln ν| )_2 , which is the desired estimate (6.6). This concludes the proof of Lemma 6.1.

6.2. H^1 estimate in the inner region

We derive in this section a monotonicity formula to control the remainder ε(z, τ) in the inner region |z ± a| ≪ 1. In particular, we aim at improving the bootstrap bound (5.36) thanks to the following lemma.

Lemma 6.2 (H^1-estimate). Let ε be a solution to (5.16) and satisfy the bootstrap bounds in Definition 5.2 for τ ∈ [τ_0, τ_1]. Then, we have the following estimate for τ ∈ [τ_0, τ_1]: d dτ ‖q(τ)‖^2_H1_{in} ≤ − 1 ζ_∗ ‖q(τ)‖^2_H1_{in} + C ( ‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd} + ‖ε(τ)‖^2_L2_{ων} + ν^4 | ln ν|^2 ) . (6.20)

for some C = C(ζ_∗, ζ^∗) > 0.

Proof. To ease the notation, we drop ± in the definition (5.22) of q^{in}_±(y_±, s) in this proof and write q(y, s) = ν^2ε(z, τ), q^{in}(y, s) = q(y, s)χ_∗(y), y = z − a ν , ds dτ = 1 ν^2 , where χ_∗ is introduced in (1.20). The case y =^{z+a}_ν is handled in the same way.

Energy identities: From (5.16), we write the equation for q(y, s),

∂_sq = L_0q + L_1q − NL(q) + ν^4E, (6.21)

where L_0 is defined in (1.23) and L_1 is a small linear term

L_1(q) = ν^2 (ν_τ ν − β ) Λq + ( νa_τ − βνa − ∇Φ_U (y + 2a/ν) ) .∇q − ∇. ( q∇Φ_{ν2W̃ χ∗} + ν^2W̃ ∇Φ_{qχ}∗ ) − ∇ ( ν^2W̃ ∇_{q̃(1−χ}∗_) ) , (6.22)

and NL(q) is the nonlinear term NL(q) = ∇ · ( q∇_{qχ}∗ + q∇Φ_{q̃(1−χ}∗_) ) , q̃(y, s) = ν^2ε̃(z, τ). (6.23)

We multiply the equation of q by χ_∗, take a scalar with^{ν2}_{ζ2∗} M_0q^{in} and −M_0L_0q^{in} respectively, and use the fact that M_0 is symmetric to get 1 2 d ds { − ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0q^{in} + ν^2 ζ^2_∗ ∫ q^{in}M_0q^{in} } = − ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0q^{in}_2 + ν^2 ζ^2_∗ ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0q^{in} ( q^{in}_2 = L_0q^{in} )

− ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0 [( L_1(q) − NL(q) + ν^4E ) χ_∗ ]

+ ν^2 ζ^2_∗ ∫ q^{in}M_0 [( L_1(q) − NL(q) + ν^4E ) χ_∗ ] − ν^4 ζ^2_∗ ν_τ ν ∫ q^{in}M_0q^{in}. (6.24)

The local orthogonality condition (5.20) and Lemma 3.5 yields the coercivity − ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0(q^{in}) = ∫ U|∇M_0(q^{in})|^2dy ≳ ∫ |∇(q^{in})|^2 U dy, (6.25)

and recall from (3.33), ∫ q^{in}M_0q^{in}dy ≳ ∫ |q^{in}|^2 U dy. (6.26)

We have by Hardy inequality and the support of q^{in}, − ∫ |∇q^{in}|^2 U dy ≲ − ∫ |q^{in}|^2 (1 + |y|^2)U dy ≲ − ν^2 ζ^2_∗ ∫ |q^{in}|^2 U . (6.27)

We recall the fact that ⟨f, M_0f⟩_L2 ≥ 0 if ∫ f = 0 (see again Proposition 2.3 in [77]). The divergence form of L_0 already yields the orthogonality ⟨q^{in}_2 , 1⟩_L2 = 0, hence, ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0q^{in}_2 dy ≥ 0.

Collecting these inequalities and using the a priori bound |ν_τ /ν| ≲ 1/| ln ν| ≪ 1 for ν(τ_0) ≪ 1, we rewrite the energy identity (6.24) as 1 2 d ds {∫ U | |∇M_0q^{in} | |^2 + ν^2

ζ^2_∗ ∫ q^{in}M_0q^{in} } ≤ −δ ( ν2 ζ^2_∗ ∫ |∇q^{in}|^2 U + ν^4 ζ^2_∗ ∫ |q^{in}|^2 U )

+ | | | ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0 [( L_1(q) − NL(q) + ν^4E ) χ_∗ ] | | | + ν^2 ζ^2_∗ | | | ∫ M_0q^{in} [( L_1(q) − NL(q) + ν^4E ) χ_∗ ] | | | . (6.28)

Thanks to the dissipation, we now estimate all the remaining terms by using integration by parts, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the bootstrap bounds in Definition 5.2. We emphasize that the algebraic identities M_0ΛU = −2 and M_0∇U = 0 and the local orthogonality (5.20) ⟨q^{in}, 1⟩_L2_{loc} = 0 are crucial in getting a better estimate once the generated error term Eχ_∗ is concerned.

The scaling linear term Λq: We first write

M_0(Λqχ_∗) = M_0(Λq^{in} − y.∇χ_∗q)

= y.∇M_0q^{in} + 2M_0q^{in} + q^{in} U y.∇Φ_U − y.∇Φ_qin − Φ_{y.∇q}in − M_0(y.∇χ_∗q).

We then estimate the highest order term by using the divergence form q^{in}_2 = ∇.(U∇M_0q^{in}) and integration by parts | | | ∫ q^{in}_2 y.∇M_0q^{in} + 2 ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0q^{in} | | | ≤ | | | ∫ U∇M_0q^{in}.∇(y.∇M_0q^{in}) | | | + 2 ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 | | ∇.(yU) U | | ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2.

Using the round bound |y.∇Φ_U | ≲ 1, Cauchy-Schwarz and Hardy inequality, we estimate | | ∫ q^{in}_2 q^{in} U y.∇Φ_U | | = | | ∫ U∇M_0q^{in}.∇ [ (M_0q^{in} + Φ_qin )y.∇Φ_U ] | | ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + ∫ U|∇Φ_qin |^2 + ∫ U|Φ_qin |^2|∇(y.∇Φ_U )|^2 ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2.

Similarly, we estimate for lower order terms by Cauchy-Schwarz and Hardy inequality, | | | ∫ q^{in}_2 ( y.∇Φ_qin + Φ_{y.∇q}in ) | | | ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2.

As for the boundary term, we use the H^2-bound (5.34) to estimate | | | ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0(y.∇χ_∗q) | | | ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + ∫ U|∇M_0(y.∇χ_∗q)|^2 ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + ∫ ν|y|∼ζ_∗ |∇q|^2 U + |q|^2 |y|^2U + U|∇Φ_{y.∇χ∗q}|^2 ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + ζ^4_∗ ν^4 ‖∇q‖^2_L2_{(|νy|∼ζ∗)} + ζ^2_∗ ν^2 ‖q‖^2_L2_{(|νy|∼ζ∗)} + ν^4 ζ^4_∗ ‖∇Φ_{y.∇χ∗q}‖^2_L2_{(ν|y|∼ζ∗)} ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + C(ζ_∗)‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd}.

A collection of all the estimates and recall that |ν_τ /ν| ≲ 1/| ln ν|, we derive | | |ν^2 (ν_τ ν − β ) ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0(Λqχ_∗) | | | ≲ ν^2 ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + C(ζ_∗)ν^2‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd}. (6.29)

The estimate for ∫ q^{in}M_0(Λqχ_∗) is proceeded in the same manner by integration by parts and Cauchy- Schwarz inequality, where we end up with ν^2 ζ^2_∗ | |ν^2(ν^τ ν − β ) ∫ M_0q^{in}Λqχ_∗ | | ≲ ν^4 ζ^2_∗ (∫ |q^{in}|^2 U + C(ζ_∗)ν^{−2}‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd} ) . (6.30)

The linear gradient term ∇q: We write

M_0(∇qχ_∗) = M_0(∇q^{in} − y∇χ_∗q) = ∇M_0q^{in} + q^{in} U ∇Φ_U + ∇Φ_qin − M_0(∇χ_∗q),

and from the definition of Mod_a and Taylor expansion of ∇Φ_U (y + 2a/ν) = ∇Φ_U (2a/ν) + ν^2F_1(y) with |F_1(y)| + |y∇.F_1(y)| ≲ 1 + |y| for |y| ≤^{2ζ∗}_ν , νa_τ − βaν − ∇Φ_U (y + 2a/ν) = νMod_a − ∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ(a) + ν^2F_1(y), where we recall from (5.40) and (4.11) the bounds |νMod_a| ≲ ‖q(τ)‖_{in}, |∇Φ_χ∗_Ξ(a)| ≲ ν^2.

We estimate by integration by parts | | | ∫ q^{in}_2 F_1(y).∇M_0q^{in} | | | ≲ | | | ∫ ∇.(U∇M_0q^{in})F_1(y).∇M_0q^{in} | | | ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 |∇.(F_1U)| U ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2.

The lower order terms and the boundary term are estimated by using integration by parts, Hardy inequality and H^2-bound (5.34) as for the scaling term, | | ∫ q^{in}_2 F_1. (q^{in} U ∇Φ_U + ∇Φ_qin − M_0(∇χ_∗q ) | | ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + C(ζ_∗)‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd}.

Collecting all the bounds yields | | | ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0 [ (νa_τ − βaν − ∇Φ_U (y + 2a/ν)).∇qχ_∗ ] | | | ≲ ( ‖q(τ)‖_{in} + ν^2 )( ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + C(ζ_∗)‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd} ) . (6.31)

Similarly, we have ν^2 ζ^2_∗ | | | ∫ M_0q^{in} [ (νa_τ − βaν − ∇Φ_U (y + 2a/ν)).∇qχ_∗ ] | | | ≲ ν^2 ζ^2_∗ ( ‖q(τ)‖_{in} + ν^2 )( ∫ |q^{in}|^2 U + C(ζ_∗)ν^{−2}‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd} ) . (6.32)

The small linear term: From the definition (5.3), the pointwise estimate (4.8) of Ξ, the improved pointwise estimate (2.10), and the bound |α| ≲ ν^2, we have the round bound

ν^2 ( (y.∇)^2W̃ (νy) + |y.∇W̃ (νy)| + |W̃ (νy)| ) ≲ ν^2 1 + |y|^2 , ν^2|∇Φ_{χ∗W̃ (νy)}| ≲ ν^3| ln ν|. We write [ ∇.(q∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} ) + ∇.(W̃ ∇Φ_{qχ}∗ ) ] χ_∗ = ∇q^{in}.∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} − q∇χ_∗.∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} − 2q^{in}W̃ + ∇W̃.∇Φ_{qχ}∗ χ_∗ . The highest order term ∇q^{in}.∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} is simply estimated by integration by parts, | | |ν^2 ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0(∇q^{in}.∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} ) | | | + ν^4 ζ^2_∗ | | | ∫ M_0q^{in}∇q^{in}.∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} | | | ≲ ν^2 ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + ν^4 ζ^2_∗ ∫ |q^{in}|^2 U . The lower and boundary terms are estimated by integration by parts, H^2-bound (5.34) and Hardy inequality in the same manner as for the scaling term, | | |ν^2 ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0 [ − q∇χ_∗.∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} − 2q^{in}W̃ + ∇W̃.∇Φ_{qχ}∗ χ_∗ ] | | | + | | | ν^4 ζ^2_∗ ∫ M_0q^{in} [ − q∇χ_∗.∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} − 2q^{in}W̃ + ∇W̃.∇Φ_{qχ}∗ χ_∗ ] | | | ≲ ν^2 (∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + C(ζ_∗)‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd} ) + ν^4 ζ^2_∗ (∫ |q^{in}|^2 U + C(ζ_∗)ν^{−2}‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd} ) . For the Poison term in the outer region, we estimate using (5.34), (5.35) and Lemma B.1 with γ = 3/2 and σ = 1/4 |χ_∗ ∇_yΦ_{q̃(1−χ∗ )}| ≲ ν|χ_{ζ∗,a}∇_zΦ_{ε(1−χζ∗,a)}| ≲ ν^{34} ‖ε(τ)‖_{ex}(|y|^{−1/4}), (6.33) From this and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get | | |ν^2 ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0 ( ∇W̃.∇Φ_{q̃(1−χ∗)}χ_∗ ) | | | ≲ ν^2 ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + ν^3‖ε(τ)‖^2_{ex}.

and | | | ν^4 ζ^2_∗ ∫ M_0q^{in}∇W̃.∇Φ_{q̃(1−χ∗)}χ_∗ | | | ≲ ν^4 ζ^2_∗ ∫ |q^{in}|^2 U + C(ζ_∗)ν^3‖ε(τ)‖^2_{ex}.

Collecting all these estimates yields the estimate for the small linear term | |ν^2 ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0 ([ (∇.(q∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} ) + ∇.(W̃ Φ_{qχ∗} ) + ∇.(W̃ ∇Φ_{q̃(1−χ}∗_)) ] χ_∗ )| | + | |ν^4 ζ^2_∗ ∫ M_0q^{in} [ (∇.(q∇Φ_{W̃ χ∗} ) + ∇.(W̃ Φ_{qχ∗} ) + ∇.(W̃ ∇Φ_{q̃(1−χ}∗_)) ] χ_∗ | | ≲ ν^2 ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + ν^4 ζ^2_∗ ∫ |q^{in}|^2 U + C(ζ_∗) ( ν^2‖ε(τ)‖_{bd} + ν^3‖ε(τ)‖_{ex} ) . (6.34)

The generated error term ν^4E: By using the algebraic identities M_0ΛU = −2, M_0∇U = 0 and the local orthogonality ⟨q, 1⟩_L2_{loc} = 0, we cancel out the leading order term ΛU and ∇U of ν^4E that crucially gains the factor ν^2. We recall from the definition (2.5) of ϕ_0 and ϕ_1, and χ_∗(y) = χ_{ζ∗/ν} (y) = χ_{a,ζ∗} (z), ν^4ϕ_i(z)χ_∗ = ( − 1 16 ΛU(y) ± νL_i∂_1U(y) ) χ_∗(y) + ν^4ϕ̃_i(z)χ_∗(y),

where we have by (2.9) k ∈ N, |ν^4∇^k_yϕ̃_i(z)| = |ν^{4+k}∇_zϕ̃_i(z)| ≲ ν^2 1 + |y|^{2+k} , |y| ≤ 2ζ_∗ ν . (6.35)

From the cancellation ∇M_0ΛU = 0 and M_0∇U = 0, integration by parts and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we estimate | | ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0(ν^4Eχ_∗) | | ≲ 1∑ i=0 |Mod_i| ∫ | |U∇M_0q^{in} | | | |∇M_0(ΛU(1 − χ_∗) + ν∇M_0(∂_1U(1 − χ_∗) + ν^4ϕ̃_iχ_∗) | |

+ |Mod_a| ∫ | |U∇M_0q^{in} | | | |∇M_0(ν∇U(y)(1 − χ_∗) − ν∇U(y + 2a/ν)χ_∗ + ν^5∇Ξχ_∗) | | ∫ | |U∇M_0q^{in}||∇M_0(ν^4Ψχ_∗)|

≲ ν^2 ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + 1∑ i=0 ν^{−2}|Mod_i|^2 ∫ U | |∇M0 ( ΛU(1 − χ_∗) + ν∇M_0 ( ∂_1U(1 − χ_∗) + ν^4ϕ̃_iχ_∗ )| |^2

+ |Mod_a| ∫ U | |∇M0 ( ∇U(y)(1 − χ_∗) − ∇U(y + 2a/ν)χ_∗ + ν^4∇Ξχ_∗ )| |^2 + ∫ U | |∇M_0(ν^3Ψχ_∗) | |^2

≲ ν^2 ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + ν^2 1∑ i=0 |Mod_i|^2 + ν^3|Mod_a|^2 + ν^6 | ln ν|^2 , where we used in the last line the decays |ΛU(y)| ≲ (1 + |y|)^{−4} and |∇U(y)| ≲ (1 + |y|)^{−5}, the pointwise estimate (4.8) |∇_yΞ(z)χ_∗| = ν|∇_zΞ(z)χ_{a,ζ∗} (z)| ≲ (1 + |y|)^{−3} and (5.8). From Lemma 5.4, we thus derive | | ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0(ν^4Eχ_∗) | | ≲ ν^2 ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2 + ν^2‖ε(τ)‖^2_L2_{ων} + ν^2‖q(τ)‖^2_H1_{in} + ν^6 | ln ν|^2

. (6.36)

The estimate for^{ν2}_{ζ2∗} ∫ q^{in}M_0(ν^4E) is to use the cancellation M_0ΛU = −2, M_0∇U = 0 together with the local orthogonality ⟨q^{in}, 1⟩_L2 = 0 to cancel out the leading order terms in ν^4E. The remaining terms are estimated similarly and we omit it here.

The nonlinear term: We write from (6.23) and use χ_∗χ^∗ = χ_∗, χ_∗(1 − χ^∗) = 0, NL(q)χ_∗ = ∇ · [ q∇ ( Φ_{qχ}∗ + Φ_{q̃(1−χ}∗_) )] χ_∗ = ∇q^{in}.∇ ( Φ_{qχ}∗ + Φ_{q̃(1−χ}∗_) ) − q∇χ_∗.∇ ( Φ_{qχ}∗ + Φ_{q̃(1−χ}∗_) ) − q^{in}q. We first get the bound from the definition of ∇Φ_f , Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the H^2-bound (5.34), |∇Φ_{qχ}∗ (y)| ≲ |∇Φ_{qχ∗} | + ν|∇_zΦ_{ε(1−χ∗)χ}∗ | ≲ ∫ | ln |x − y| |∇q^{in}(x)|dx + ν ∫ | ln |x − z| |∇_xε(1 − χ_∗)χ^∗|dx ≲ (∫ |∇q^{in}|^2 U )^1_2 + C(ζ_∗, ζ^∗)ν‖ε(τ)‖_{bd} ≲ ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} + C(ζ_∗, ζ^∗, K) ν^3 | ln ν| .

Using this bound, the definition of M_0, Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, the estimate ‖Φ_{∇q}in ‖^2_∞ ≲ ∫_{|∇q}in_|2

U , the bootstrap bounds (5.36), (5.37) and (5.27) to obtain | | | ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0(∇q^{in}.∇Φ_{qχ}∗ ) | | | ≲ | | | ∫ q^{in}_2 ∇q^{in}.∇Φ_{qχ}∗ U | | | + | | | ∫ q^{in}_2 Φ_{∇q}in_{.∇Φqχ∗} | | | ≲ ‖∇Φ_{qχ}∗ ‖_∞ (∫ |q^{in}_2 |^2 U )^1_2 [(∫

|∇q^{in}|^2 U )^1_2 + ‖Φ_{|∇q}in_|‖_∞ (∫ U ) 1_2 ]

≲ ‖∇Φ_{qχ}∗ ‖_∞ (∫ |q^{in}_2 |^2 U )^1_2 (∫

|∇q^{in}|^2 U )^1_2 ≲ C(ζ_∗, ζ^∗, K)ν^6 | ln ν|^3 .

Using the bound (6.33), we similarly estimate | | | ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0(∇q^{in}.∇Φ_{q̃(1−χ}∗_)) | | | ≲ ν 3 4 ‖ε(τ)‖_{ex} (∫ |q^{in}_2 |^2 U )^1_2 (∫

|∇q^{in}|^2 U )^1_2 ≲ C(ζ_∗, ζ^∗, K)ν^{6+3/4} | ln ν|^2 .

and the cut-off term | | ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0 ( q∇χ_∗.(∇Φ_{qχ}∗ + ∇Φ_{q̃(1−χ}∗_) ) | | ≲ ‖∇Φ_{qχ∗} + ∇Φ_{q̃(1−χ∗)}‖_∞ (∫ |q^{in}_2 |^2 U )^1_2 ×

× [(∫ |qy.∇χ_∗|^2 y^2U

) 1_2 + ‖Φ_{q∇χ∗} ‖_∞ (∫ U ) 1_2 ]

≲ C(ζ_∗, ζ^∗, K)ν^6 | ln ν|^3 , and the quadratic term by using the supp(χ_∗) = {|y| ≤^{2ζ∗}_ν }, the L^∞ bound from Sobolev, (5.25) and (5.27), ‖q(s)‖_L∞_{(|y|≤2ζ∗/ν)} ≲ ‖q̃(τ)‖_H2_{in} + ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε(τ)‖_{bd}, | | ∫ q^{in}_2 M_0(q^{in}q) | | ≲ ∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}| ( |∇q^{in}q| U + q^{in}∇q U − |q^{in}q| U |∇Φ_U | + |∇Φ_qin_q| )

≲ (∫ U|∇M_0q^{in}|^2

) 1_2 ‖q‖_{L∞(|y|≤ 2ζ∗ν )} (∫ |∇q^{in}|^2 U )^1_2

+ ‖q^{in}‖_∞ (∫ |y|≤^{2ζ∗}_ν |∇q|^2 U ) 1_2

· · · + (∫ |q^{in}|^2 U |∇Φ_U |^2

)^1_2 + ‖q‖_{L∞(|y|≤} 2ζ_{∗ν )}‖∇Φ_qin ‖_∞ (∫ U ) 1_2 ]

≲ ‖q(τ)‖^2_H1_{in} ( ‖q̃(τ)‖_H2_{in} + ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} + ‖ε‖_{bd} ) ≲ C(ζ_∗, ζ^∗, K)ν^6 | ln ν|^3 . The estimate for^{ν2}_{ζ2∗} ∫ M_0q^{in}NL(q)χ_∗ is simpler, so we omit it. Collecting all the estimates to the energy identity (6.28) and taking ζ_∗ ≪ 1, τ_0 ≫ 1 such that^1_{ζ∗} ≫ 1 and^1_{| ln ν|} ≪ 1 and changing the available^{dτ}_{ds} = ν^2 yield the desired estimate (6.37). This concludes the proof of Lemma 6.2.

6.3. H^2 energy estimate in the inner region

We perform a similar energy estimate to the precedent subsection. The extra condition we use here is the coercivity (5.26). Note by scaling that the typical size of ‖q(τ)‖_H2_{in} is of size O(ν^3/| ln ν|), but we don’t need to go to this order as an H^2_{in} estimate of size O(ν^2/| ln ν|) is enough to get a round L^∞ bound by Sobolev for q^{in} of size O(ν^2/| ln ν|) in order to close the nonlinear estimate. We claim the following.

Lemma 6.3 (H^2-estimate). Let ε be a solution to (5.16) and satisfy the bootstrap bounds in Definition 5.2 for τ ∈ [τ_0, τ_1]. Then, we have the following estimate for τ ∈ [τ_0, τ_1]: d dτ ‖q̃(τ)‖^2_H2_{in} ≤ −δ_2‖q̃(τ)‖^2_H2_{in} + C ( ‖q(τ)‖^2_H1_{in} + ‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd} + ‖ε(τ)‖^2_L2_{ων} + ν^4 | ln ν|^2 ) . (6.37)

for some δ_2 > 0 and C = C(ζ_∗, ζ^∗) > 0.

Proof. We write from (6.21)mthe equation for q^{in}_2 = L_0q^{in} with q^{in} = qχ_∗,

∂_sq^{in}_2 = L_0q^{in}_2 + L_0 [ [χ_∗, L_0]q + ( L_1q − NL(q) + ν^4E ) χ_∗ ] , (6.38)

where the commutator [χ_∗, L_0]q = χ_∗L_0q − L_0(qχ_∗). We then write the energy identity for q̃^{in}_2 introduced by (5.25) by using M_0ΛU = −2, M_0∇U = 0, ∫ q^{in}_2 = 0, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the divergence form of L_0, 1 2 d ds ∫ q̃^{in}_2 M_0L_0q̃^{in}_2 = − ∫ U|∇M_0q̃^{in}_2 |^2 + ∫ M_0q̃^{in}_2 L_0 [ [χ_∗, L_0]q + ( L_1q − NL(q) + ν^4E ) χ_∗ ]

≲ − 1 2 ∫ U|∇M_0q̃^{in}_2 |^2 + ∫ U | |∇M_0([χ_∗, L_0]q + (L_1q − NL(q) + ν_4E)χ_∗) | |^2. We recall from Lemma 3.5 the coercivity estimate − ∫ U|∇M_0q̃^{in}_2 | ≤ −δ ∫_{|∇q̃}in_{2 |}2 U . We have by Hardy inequality and the support of χ_∗ the estimate −

∫_{|∇q̃}in_{2 |}2 U ≲ −^{ν2}_{ζ2∗} ∫_{|q̃}in_{2 |}2 U which shows the dissipation to control all lower order terms. The estimate of all the terms in ∫ U | |∇M_0[(L_1q − NL(q) + ν4E)χ_∗] | |^2 follows the same lines as for Lemma 6.2, where we emphasize again the crucial algebraic identities ∇M_0ΛU = ∇M_0∇U = 0 to gain a factor ν^2 once the generated error term ν^4E is concerned. The small linear term is estimated in the same way, except that there is one more derivative in comparison with the proof of Lemma 6.2 that we use in addition ‖q(τ)‖_H1_{in} bound. The nonlinear term is estimated by^{C(ζ∗,ζ∗,K)ν6} | ln ν|^3 thanks to the round L

∞ bound ‖q^{in}(τ)‖_∞ ≲ C(K)^{ν2}_{| ln ν|} , hence, we always gain an extra small factor^1_{| ln ν|} . The extra commutator term is located in the support of ∇χ_∗ and is bounded by C(ζ_∗)ν^2‖ε(τ)‖^2_{bd} thanks to the decay of U(y) ≲ (1 + |y|^4)^{−1}. This concludes the proof of Lemma 6.3.

6.4. Control in the middle and outer regions

We recall the two fixed positive constants ζ^∗ ≫ 1, ζ_∗ ≪ 1, and claim the following.

Lemma 6.4 (H^2 control of ε in the middle zone). Let ε be a solution to (5.16) and satisfy the bootstrap bounds in Definition 5.2 for τ ∈ [τ_0, τ_1]. Then, we have the following estimate for τ ∈ [τ_0, τ_1]: ‖ε(τ)‖_H2_{(Bζ∗ \∪±Bζ∗ (±a))} ≤ C(ζ^∗, ζ_∗)K ν^2 | ln ν| . (6.39)

Proof. We note from the bound (5.33) and the definition of the weight function ω_ν which is of size ω_ν(z) ∼ 1 for |z ± a| ∼ 1, the L^2 estimate ‖ε(τ)‖_L2_{(Q4)} ≤ C(ζ_∗, ζ^∗)K ν^2 | ln ν| , Q_4 = { z ∈ B_{4ζ}∗ \ ∪_±B_{ζ∗/4}(±a) } . (6.40)

From this L^2 bound and a standard parabolic regularity, see for example Lemma 4.7 in [9], we obtain the desired estimate.

As for the control in the outer region, we use the maximum principle for a sake of simplicity even through other techniques such as standard-energy estimates gives a similar result. We claim the following.

Lemma 6.5 (Weighted L^∞ control of ε̃ in the outer zone). Let ε̃ be a solution to (5.12) and satisfy the bootstrap bounds in Definition 5.2 for τ ∈ [τ_0, τ_1] and |ε̃(z, τ_0)| ≤ ν^2(τ_0)⟨z⟩^{− 3}2 for z ∈ R^2 . Then, we have the following estimate for τ ∈ [τ_0, τ_1] and |z| ≥ ζ^∗ ≫ 1: | ε̃(z, τ) | ≤ 1 2 K^3ν^2 |z|^{− 32} . (6.41)

Proof. We rewrite equation (5.12) as

ε̃_τ = Δε̃ − ( ∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + 1 2 z ) .∇ε̃ − ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_{ε̃} − (1 − 2U_{1+2,ν} )ε̃ + Ẽ(z, τ). (6.42)

We note from the definition of U_{1+2,ν} (z) and the bootstrap bound |ν_τ /ν| ≤ K/| ln ν|, the estimates for |z| ≥ ζ^∗ ≫ 1, |U_{1+2,ν} (z)| ≲ ν^2 |z|^4 , |∇U_{1+2,ν} (z)| ≲ ν^2 |z|^5 , |∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} (z)| ≲ 1 |z| , |E(z, τ)| ≲ K ν^2 |z|^4 . (6.43)

We note that there is −ε̃ term in (6.42) that gives a decay estimate, we simply consider the functions

h̃^∗(z, τ) = 1 2 K^3ν^2|z|^{− 32} , h̃_∗(z, τ) = − 1 2 K^3ν^2|z|^{− 32} ,

that serves as a sub and super solutions to (6.42). The information we need to justify this fact is a pointwise estimate of the Poison field ∇Φ_{h̃∗} and the boundary data ε̃(z, τ) at |z| = ζ^∗ that can be retrieved from the a priori bootstrap bounds given in Definition 5.2. As for the estimate of ∇Φ_{h̃∗} , we have from Lemma B.1 with γ =^3_2 the estimate ∀|z| ≥ ζ^∗, |∇Φ_{h̃∗} (z)| ≲ ‖ ‖⟨z⟩^3_2 h̃^∗(z) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R2 )}|z|^{−σ} ≲ K^3ν^2|z|^{−σ}, σ ∈ (0, 1 2 ). (6.44)

From (6.43) and (6.44), we estimate for |z| ≥ ζ^∗, 2 h̃∗ [ h̃^∗_τ − Δh̃^∗ + (∇Φ_{U1+2,ν} + 1 2 z ) .∇h̃^∗ + ∇U_{1+2,ν} .∇Φ_{h̃∗} + (1 − 2U_{1+2,ν} )h̃^∗ − Ẽ(z, τ) ]

≥ − | |2ντ ν | | − 9 4|z|^2 − C |z|^2 − 3 4 − Cν^2 |z|^{7/2} 1 |z|^σ + 1 − Cν^2 |z|^4 − C K^3|z|^{5/2} ≥ 1 4 − C | ln ν| − C (ζ^∗)^2 > 0, for τ_0 and ζ^∗ large enough. We check the boundary |z| = ζ^∗ from the decomposition (5.11), ε̃ = W̃ +ε, the bootstrap H^2-bound (5.34), and the pointwise estimate on W̃ = Ξ + α(ϕ_1 − ϕ_0) for |z| = ζ^∗, ∀|z| = ζ^∗, |ε̃(z, τ)| = |W̃ (z, τ)| + |ε(z, τ)| ≤ Cν^2 |z|^2 + K^3 ν^2 | ln ν| < K^3ν^2 2|z|^32 . Similar estimates holds for h̃_∗, and the desired estimate follows from a comparison principle.

6.5. Proof of the main theorem

The proof of the main theorem 1.1 follows once we show that the residue ε̃ belongs to the bootstrap regime 5.2 for all time τ ≥ τ_0 provided that the initial data ε(z, τ_0) is well prepared and belongs to the bootstrap regime 5.2 as well. We assume by contradiction that τ^∗ = sup{τ_1 ≥ τ_0 such that the solution belongs to 5.2 on [τ_0, τ_1]} < +∞.

We will show that this is impossible by solving the modulation equations obtained in Lemma 5.4, the various monotone energy estimates in Lemmas 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4 and 6.5.

- Improved estimates for modulation parameter functions: We write from Lemma 5.4, the bootstrap definition (5.2), the eigenvalues λ_0 = 1 +^{γ0}_{ln ν} + O(| ln ν|^{−2}) and λ_1 =^{γ1}_{ln ν} + O(| ln ν|^{−2}) from Proposition 2.1 and the fixed β =^1_2 and L_1 ∼ ln ν, L_0 ∼ 1, the system for the three parameter functions ν(τ), α(τ) and a(τ),

− 16ν^2 (ν_τ ν − 1 2 − γ_0 2 ln ν ) + α_τ − ( 1 + γ_0 ln ν )α = O ( ν2 | ln ν| ) , α_τ α − γ_1 ln ν = O ( 1 | ln ν|^2 ) , a_τ = a 2 − 8a ν^2 + 4|a|^2 + O(ν). The first equation can be rearranged as ( 8ν^2 − α )( 1 + γ_0 ln ν ) + (α − 8ν^2)_τ = O ( ν2 | ln ν| ) . We note that the choice α = 8ν^2 makes the left hand side vanished and the second equation for α gives^{ατ}_α = 2^{ντ}_ν ≈^{γ1}_{ln ν} . We then introduce the linearization α = 8ν^2 + α̃, ν = ν̄ + ν̃, a = ā + ã, where ν̄ and ā are the exact solutions to 2 ν̄_τ ν̄ = γ_1 ln ν̄ , 2ā |a|^2 = ā 2 , which are ν̄(τ) = e^− √_{γ1τ −γ1τ0+O(√τ0)} , ā = (2, 0).

The linearized equations for α̃, ν̃ and ã satisfy

α̃_τ = α̃ ( 1 + γ_0 ln ν ) + O ( ν2 | ln ν| ) , ν̃_τ = ν̃ ( γ_1 ln ν̄

+ O(| ln ν̄|^{−2}) ) + O ( 1 | ln ν̄|^2 ) , ã_τ = 3 2 ã + O(ν). Using ln ν ∼ − √ γ_1τ, we rewrite the equation for ν̃ as

ν̃_τ = ( − √ γ_1 √ τ + O(τ^{−1}) ) ν̃ + O ( τ^{−1} ) . By changing the variable^{dτ ′}_{dτ} =^{1√}_τ and integrating in time, we obtain |ν̃(τ)| = O (_{1√} τ ) . - Improved energy bounds: From Lemma 6.1, 5.4 and the bootstrap bounds in 5.2, we have d dτ ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ ≤ −δ_0⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ + C | ln ν|^2 ( ‖q(τ)‖^2_H1_{in} + ‖ε(τ)‖^2_{ων} ) + Cν^4 | ln ν|^2 ≤ −δ_0⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ + Cν^4 | ln ν|^2 ≤ −δ_0⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ + CK e^{−4√γ1τ} τ , where we used the bootstrap |ν(τ)| ≤ K̄e^{−√γ1τ} and | ln ν(τ)| ∼ √ τ. For a fixed τ_0 ≫ 1, consider τ_1 ∈ [τ_0, 2τ_0] and integrate in time the above inequality, we get ⟨ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ ≤ e^{−δ0(τ1−τ0)} + CKe^{−δ0τ1} ∫_{τ1} τ_0 e^{δ0τ} e^{−4√γ1τ} τ dτ ≤ CK e^{−4√γ1τ1} τ_1 ≤ K^2 4 ν(τ_1)^4 | ln ν(τ_1)| , where we used integration by parts and 1/τ_1 ∼ 1/τ ∼ 1/τ_0 for τ, τ_1 ∈ [τ_0, 2τ_0] and τ_0 ≫ 1. We recall from (3.179) the equivalence ε̂, ε̂⟩_∗ ∼ ‖ε‖^2_{ων} , hence, we get the improved bound ‖ε(τ)‖_{ων} ≤ K 2 ν^2 | ln ν| , ∀τ ∈ [τ_0, 2τ_0].

From Lemmas 6.4 and (6.5), we already obtain the improved bounds ‖ε(τ)‖_{bd} ≤ CK ν^2 | ln ν| ≤ K^2 2 ν^2 | ln ν| , ‖ε(τ)‖_{ex} ≤ K^3 2 ν^2.

For the improvement of H^1 bound, we have from the energy estimate obtained in Lemma 6.2 and the bootstrap definition 5.2, d dτ ‖q(τ)‖^2_H1_{in} ≤ − 1 ζ_∗ ‖q(τ)‖^2_H1_{in} + CK^6 ν^4 | ln ν|^2 , from which we integrate in time to get the estimate

‖q(τ)‖^2_H1_{in} ≤ CK^6 ν^4 | ln ν|^2 ≤ K^8 4 ν^4 | ln ν|^2 .

Similarly, we write from the energy estimate obtained in Lemma 6.3 and the bootstrap definition 5.2, d dτ ‖q̃(τ)‖^2_H2_{in} ≤ −δ_2‖q̃(τ)‖^2_H2_{in} + CK^8 ν^4 | ln ν|^2 , thus, the improved bound

‖q̃(τ)‖^2_H2_{in} ≤ CK^8 ν^4 | ln ν|^2 ≤ K^{10} 4 ν^4 | ln ν|^2 . We have showed that all the bootstrap estimates in Definition 5.2 are improved, except for the growing modes α̃ and ã. In fact, at the exist time τ = τ_1, we compute from the odes satisfied by α̃ and ã, d dτ ( |α̃|^2 )| |_{τ =τ1} > 0, d dτ ( |ã|^2 )| |_{τ =τ1} > 0, hence, by Brouwer fixed-point argument, there exists initial data α̃(τ_0) and ã(τ_0) such that |α̃(τ)| ≤ K̄ν2 | ln ν| and |ã(τ)| ≤ K̄ν for all τ ≥ τ_0. Hence, the solution ε(z, τ) is trapped in the bootstrap regime 5.2 for all τ ≥ τ_0. This concludes the proof of the main theorem.

A. Inhomogenous linearized system around a stationary state

We recall in this subsection the way of solving for ℓ ∈ N the system { L_0(w, ϕ_w) = f(r) cos(ℓθ), −Δϕ_w = w. A.1. The radial case

For ℓ = 0, we introduce the partial mass variable:

m_w(r) = ∫_r 0 w(r^′)r^′dr^′, w = ∂_rm_w r , ∂_rΦ_w = − m_w r , where m_w solves the equation

A_0m_w = m_f with A_0 = ∂^2_r − ∂_r r + Q r ∂_r + ∂_rQ r , Q = 4r^2 1 + r^2

. (A.1)

Lemma A.1 (Inversion of A_0). For any g ∈ C(R^+ , R), a solution to A_0u = g is given by

A^{−1}_0 g = 1 2 ψ_0

∫_1 r ζ^4 + 4ζ^2 ln ζ − 1 ζ g(ζ)dζ + 1 2 ψ̃_0 ∫_r 0 ζg(ζ)dζ, (A.2) where ψ_0 and ψ̃_0 are the two fundamental solutions to A_0ϕ = 0 given by

ψ_0 = r^2 (1 + r^2)^2

, ψ̃_0 = r^4 + 4r^2 ln r − 1 (1 + r^2)^2

. (A.3)

A.2. The non radial case For ℓ ≥ 1, we look for the solution of the form w = ψ(r) cos(ℓθ), ϕ_w = ω(r) cos(ℓθ), where (ψ, ω) satisfies the system

∂^2_r ψ + ∂_rψ r − ℓ^2 r^2 ψ + 4r 1 + r^2 ∂_rψ + 32r (1 + r^2)^3 ∂_rω + 16ψ (1 + r^2)^2 = f(r), ∂^2_r ω + ∂_rω r − ℓ^2 r^2 ω + ψ = 0.

(A.4)

System (A.4) can be solved in the closed form thanks to the following result.

Lemma A.2 (Solution of the homogeneous system (A.4)). For ℓ ≥ 1, there exist four linearly independent solutions (ψ, ω) of the homogegenous system (A.4) with f ≡ 0:

(h_{ℓ,1}, g_{ℓ,1}) = [(ℓ − 1)r^2 + ℓ + 1] ( 8r^ℓ (r^2 + 1)^3 , r^ℓ r^2 + 1 ) , (h_{ℓ,2}, g_{ℓ,2}) = ( r^4 + 4r^2 ln r − 1 ) ( 8 r(r^2 + 1)^3 , 1 r(r^2 + 1) ) for ℓ = 1,

(h_{ℓ,2}, g_{ℓ,2}) = [(ℓ + 1)r^2 + ℓ − 1] ( 8 r^ℓ(r^2 + 1)^3 , 1 r^ℓ(r^2 + 1) ) for ℓ ≥ 2,

(h_{ℓ,3}, g_{ℓ,3}) = (8r^ℓ + O(r^{ℓ+2}), −r^ℓ + O(r^{ℓ+2})) as r → 0, (h_{ℓ,3}, g_{ℓ,3}) = K_ℓr √ ℓ^2+4 ( 16r^{−2} + O(r^{−4}), −4 + O(r^{ℓ−} √ ℓ^2+4) ) as r → +∞, (h_{ℓ,4}, g_{ℓ,4}) = (c_{1,4}r^{−1}, c^′_{1,4}r^{−1}) + O(r) as r → 0, (c_{1,4}, c^′_{1,4}) ≠ (0, 0), for ℓ = 1,

(h_{ℓ,4}, g_{ℓ,4}) = ( r^− √ 5−2 + O(r^− √ 5−4), −1 4 r^− √ 5 + O(r^− √ 5−2) ) as r → +∞ for ℓ = 1,

(h_{ℓ,4}, g_{ℓ,4}) = (c_{ℓ,4}r^{−ℓ} + O(r^{−ℓ+2}), c^′_{ℓ,4}r^{−ℓ} + O(r^{−ℓ+2})) as r → 0, (c_{ℓ,4}, c^′_{ℓ,4}) ≠ (0, 0) for ℓ ≥ 2, (h_{ℓ,4}, g_{ℓ,4}) = C_ℓ ( 16r^− √ ℓ^2+4−2 + O(r−ℓ−4), −4r− √ ℓ^2+4 + o(r−ℓ−2) ) as r → +∞ for ℓ ≥ 2,

for some constants K_ℓ, C_ℓ > 0 and κ_ℓ ≥ 0. These estimates propagate for higher order derivatives. Moreover, we have for ℓ ≥ 2,

C_ℓK_ℓ = ℓ √ ℓ^2 + 4

. (A.5)

and we have for ℓ ≥ 1,

W_ℓ := | | | | | h_{ℓ,1} h_{ℓ,2} h_{ℓ,3} h_{ℓ,4} g_{ℓ,1} g_{ℓ,2} g_{ℓ,3} g_{ℓ,4} h^′_{ℓ,1} h^′_{ℓ,2} h^′_{ℓ,3} h^′_{ℓ,4} g^′_{ℓ,1} g^′_{ℓ,2} g^′_{ℓ,3} g^′_{ℓ,4}

| | | | | = E_ℓ r^2(1 + r^2)^2

. (A.6)

with E_1 = −128 √ 5K_1 and E_ℓ = −2^{10}(ℓ + 1)(ℓ − 1)ℓ^2 for ℓ ≥ 2.

Proof. Step 1. The solutions. The functions (h_{ℓ,k}, g_{ℓ,k}) are obtained for ℓ ≥ 2 and k = 1, 2, 3 in Theorem 3.2 in [83] in Theorem 4.3 in [89], and for ℓ = 1 and k = 1, 2, 3 in Theorem 4.2 in [89]. The main term in the asymptotic behaviours as r → 0 and r → ∞ for h_{ℓ,3} and g_{ℓ,3} is obtained in these references. The remainders in the O()^′s for h_{ℓ,3} and g_{ℓ,3} are easily obtained from the proofs of Theorems 4.2 and 4.3 in [89].

The only difference between these references and the present lemma is the behaviour as r → ∞ of (h_{ℓ,4}, g_{ℓ,4}). First, for ℓ ≥ 2, in [83] a solution (h̃_{ℓ,4}, g̃_{ℓ,4}) is obtained such that (h̃_{ℓ,4}, g̃_{ℓ,4}) ∼ (8r^{−ℓ}, −r^{−ℓ}) as r → 0, for ℓ ≥ 2, (h̃_{ℓ,4}, g̃_{ℓ,4}) = C_ℓ ( 16r^− √ ℓ^2+4−2 + O(r−ℓ−4), κ ℓr^{−ℓ} − 4r^− √ ℓ^2+4 + o(r−ℓ−2) ) as r → +∞ for ℓ ≥ 2.

where κ_ℓ ∈ R and C_ℓ > 0. We define (h_{ℓ,4}, g_{ℓ,4}) = (h̃_{ℓ,4}, g̃_{ℓ,4}) −^{Cℓκℓ}_{ℓ+1} (h_{ℓ,2}, g_{ℓ,2}) which is a solution that satisfies the desired behaviour of the Lemma.

For ℓ = 1 we actually need to compute (g_{1,4}, h_{1,4}). We choose one that has an asymptotic behaviour that is different from an analogue solution obtained in Theorem 4.2 in [89] because there is an error there in the computation of a constant called B_1 on page 1598.

We recall from page 1596 in [89] first that for ℓ = 1 a function (ψ, ω) solves (A.4) if and only if it can be decomposed as (ψ, ω) = ( 8 r(r^2 + 1)^3 (F + G), 1 r(r^2 + 1) (F − G) )

where (F, G) solves

∂^2_r F − ( 1 r + 4r r^2 + 1 ) ∂_rF + 8 r^2 + 1 F = 4 r^2 + 1

(r∂_rG − 3G), (A.7)

∂^2_r G − ( 1 r + 8r r^2 + 1 ) ∂_rG + ( 20 r^2 + 1 − 16 (r^2 + 1)^2 ) G = 0, (A.8)

and second that solutions to (A.7) with G ≡ 0 are given by F_1 = 2r^2 and F_2 = r^4 + 4r^2 log r − 1. (A.9) Construction of a particular solution to (A.8). We claim that there exists a solution to (A.8) of the form G(r) = r^{5−} √ 5 + cr^{3−} √ 5 + G̃, c ∈ R, |∇^kG̃(r)| ≲ r^{1−} √ 5−k as r → ∞. (A.10) Indeed, we decompose

∂^2_r − ( 1 r + 8r r^2 + 1 ) ∂_r + ( 20 r^2 + 1 − 16 (r^2 + 1)^2 ) = L + L̃, L = ∂^2_r − 9 r ∂_r + 20 r^2 , L̃ = − 8 r(r^2 + 1)

∂_r + ( 16 (r^2 + 1)^2 + 20 r^2(r^2 + 1) ) = 8 r^3 ∂_r − 36 r^4

+ O(r^{−5})∂_r + O(r^{−6}).

Hence for the choice c =^8 √ 5−4 6+4 √ 5 we have H(r) = ( ∂^2_r − ( 1 r + 8r r^2 + 1 ) ∂_r + ( 20 r^2 + 1 − 16 (r^2 + 1)^2 )) (r^{5−} √ 5 + cr^{3−} √ 5) = O(r^{−1−} √ 5). as r → ∞. The kernel of L is spanned by r^{5−√5} and r^{5+√5} so that for Schwartz functions f a particular solution u = L^{−1}f to Lu = f is given by L^{−1}f(r) = − r^{5+√5} 2 √ 5 ∫_∞ r ρ^{−4−} √ 5f(ρ)dρ + r^{5+√5} 2 √ 5 ∫_∞ r ρ^{−4+} √ 5f(ρ)dρ. We compute, by an integration by parts, that for Schwartz functions f, L^{−1}L̃f = ∑ ± ∓ r^{5±√5} 2 √ 5 ∫_∞ r [ ρ^{−4∓} √ 5 ( 16 (ρ^2 + 1)^2 + 20 ρ^2(ρ^2 + 1) ) + 8∂_ρ ( ρ^{−5∓√5} ρ^2 + 1 )] dρ. A solution of (A.8) is of the form (A.10) if and only if G̃ solves (L + L̃)G̃ = +H. We obtain the solution G̃ of this latter equation by solving the fixed point equation LG̃ = −L^{−1}L̃F̃ + L^{−1}H, i.e.

G̃(r) = ∑ ± ∓ r^{5±√5} 2 √ 5 ∫_∞ r ρ^{−4∓} √ 5H(ρ)dρ

+ ∑ ± ± r^{5±√5} 2 √ 5 ∫_∞ r [ ρ^{−4∓} √ 5 ( 16 (ρ^2 + 1)^2 + 20 ρ^2(ρ^2 + 1) ) + 8∂_ρ ( ρ^{−5∓√5} ρ^2 + 1 )] G(ρ)dρ.

The above defines a contraction in L^∞([R, ∞), r^{−1+√5}dr) for R large enough, providing the existence of the desired function G̃ satisfying the inequality in (A.10) for k = 0. The estimates of higher order derivatives k ≥ 1 of G̃ are obtained by induction from the above formula.

Construction of a particular corresponding solution to (A.7). We claim that for G given by (A.10) there exists a solution to (A.7) of the form

F (r) = r^{5−} √ 5 + c^′r^{3−} √ 5 + F̃, c^′ ∈ R, |∇^kF̃ (r)| ≲ r^{1−} √ 5−k as r → ∞. (A.11) Indeed, a direct computation shows I = − ( ∂^2_r − ( 1 r + 4r r^2 + 1 ) ∂_r + 8 r^2 + 1 ) ( r^{5−} √ 5 + c^′r^{3−} √ 5 ) + 4 r^2 + 1 (r∂_rG − 3G) = (−12 + 4 √ 5 + 6c^′ − 8 + 4 √ 5(1 − c))r^{1−} √ 5 + O(r^{−1−} √ 5). By the above identity and (A.10), choosing c^′ such that −12 + 4 √ 5 + 6c^′ − 8 + 4 √ 5(1 − c) = 0 yields |∇^kI(r)| = O(r^{−1−√5−k}) for all k ∈ N as r → ∞. A function of the form (A.11) then solves (A.7) if and only if F̃ solves ∂^2_r F̃ −

(_1

r +^{4r}_{r2+1} ) ∂_rF̃ +^8_{r2+1}F̃ = I. Given the two particular solutions (A.9), a solution F̃ is provided by the formula

F̃ = r^2 2 ∫_∞ r ρ^4 + 4ρ^2 log r − 1 ρ(ρ^2 + 1)^2 I(ρ)dρ − r^4 + 4r^2 log r − 1 2 ∫_∞ r ρ (ρ^2 + 1)^2 I(ρ)dρ. The above identity gives the desired function F̃ that satisfies the inequality in (A.11). Construction of (h_{1,4}, g_{1,4}). We let h_{1,4} =^1_{2r(r2+1)3} (F + G) and g_{1,4} =^1_{16r(r2+1)} (F − G). Then by (A.10) and (A.11) the function h_{1,4} satisfies the desired asymptotics h_{1,4}(r) = r^{−√5−2}+O(r^{−4−√5}) as

→ ∞. We also infer g_{1,4} = c^{′′}r^{−√5} +O(r^{−√5−2}). Since g_{1,4} solves ∂^2_r g_{1,4} + ∂_rg_{1,4} r − ℓ^2 r^2 g_{1,4} +h_{1,4} = 0 we get c^{′′} = −^1_4 hence the desired result.

Step 2. Remaining identities. The identity (A.5) is obtained in Proposition 3.5 in [83]. This proposition also proves the identity (A.6) for ℓ ≥ 2, but with (h_{ℓ,4}, g_{ℓ,4}) replaced by (h̃_{ℓ,4}, g̃_{ℓ,4}) in the last row. Since (h_{ℓ,4}, g_{ℓ,4}) = (h̃_{ℓ,4}, g̃_{ℓ,4}) −^{Cℓκℓ}_{ℓ+1} (h_{ℓ,2}, g_{ℓ,2}), these determinants with (h_{ℓ,4}, g_{ℓ,4}) or (h̃_{ℓ,4}, g̃_{ℓ,4}) in the last row are actually equal, which shows (A.6).

There only remains to prove (A.6) for ℓ = 1. By a direct computation, W_1 solves W^′_1 = −(1/r^2 + 4r/(1 + r^2))W_1 so that W_1 = E_1/(r^2(1 + r^2)^2) for some E_1 ∈ R. We compute as r → ∞ using the asymptotics of (h_{1,k}, g_{1,k}) for k = 1, 2, 3, 4 that W_1(r) = −128 √ 5K_1r^{−6} + o(r^{−8}), and deduce E_1 = −128 √ 5K_1.

Lemma A.3 (Variation of parameters formula for (A.4)). For ℓ ≥ 1 the solution to the inhomogeneous system (A.4) is given by ( ψ(r), ω(r) ) = 4∑ k=1 ( h_{ℓ,k}(r), g_{ℓ,k}(r) ) (−1)^{k+1} ∫ f(s)W_{ℓ,k}(s) W_ℓ(s) ds, (A.12)

where W_{ℓ,k}(r) = | | | h_{ℓ,i}(r) h_{ℓ,j} (r) h_{ℓ,m}(r) g_{ℓ,i}(r) g_{ℓ,j}(r) g_{ℓ,m}(r) g^′_{ℓ,i}(r) g^′_{ℓ,j}(r) g^′_{ℓ,m}(r) | | | , i, j, m ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} \ {k}, i < j < m. (A.13) We have the identity W_{1,2} = 1 8 W_1r^2. (A.14)

The function W_{ℓ,k} admits the asymptotic behaviors:

W_{1,1}(r) W_{1,2}(r) W_{1,3}(r) W_{1,4}(r) = 2(c_{1,4}−8c^′_{1,4})

r^2 + O(1)

−64c^′_{1,4} + O(r^2)

4(c_{1,4}−8c^′_{1,4})

r^2 + O(1)

−64 + O(r^2)

, as r → 0, (A.15)

and for ℓ ≥ 2, W_{ℓ,1}(r) W_{ℓ,2}(r) W_{ℓ,3}(r) W_{ℓ,4}(r) = − 32ℓ r (ℓ − 1)r^{−ℓ} + o(r^{−ℓ}) (ℓ + 1)r^ℓ + o(r^ℓ) (ℓ^2 − 1)r^{−ℓ} + o(r^{−ℓ}) (ℓ^2 − 1)r^ℓ + o(r^ℓ)

, as r → 0, (A.16)

and as r → +∞,

W_{1,1}(r) W_{1,2}(r) W_{1,3}(r) W_{1,4}(r) = −16K_1 √ 5r^{−2} [ 1 + O(r^{−(√5−1)}) ] −16K_1 √ 5r^{−4} [ 1 + O(r^{1−√5}) ] 4r^{−√5−3} [ 1 + O(r^{−2} ln r) ] 64K_1r^{√5−3} [ 1 + O(r^{−4}) ] , (A.17)

and for ℓ ≥ 2, W_{ℓ,1}(r) W_{ℓ,2}(r) W_{ℓ,3}(r) W_{ℓ,4}(r) = − 32ℓ r^3

4(ℓ + 1)r^{−ℓ} [ 1 + O(r^{ℓ−√ℓ2+4}) ] 4(ℓ − 1)r^ℓ [ 1 + O(r^{ℓ−√ℓ2+4}) ] (ℓ^2 − 1)C_ℓr^{−√ℓ2+4} [ 1 + O(r^{ℓ−√ℓ2+4}) ] (ℓ^2 − 1)K_ℓr^{√ℓ2+4} [ 1 + O(r^{ℓ−√ℓ2+4}) ] , (A.18)

where C_ℓ, K_ℓ and κ_ℓ are the constants introduced in Lemma A.2. These estimates propagate for higher order derivatives.

Proof. The formula (A.12) can be found using Cramer’s formula to solve an ODE, what is done in the proof of Lemma 3.2. in [83]. The asymptotic behavior of W_{ℓ,k} is a direct computation using Lemma A.2, using that √ ℓ^2 + 4 − ℓ < ℓ + 2 − √ ℓ^2 + 4 for ℓ ≥ 2 in order to estimate the O()’s.

There remains to prove the identity (A.14). Let f be a smooth compactly supported function of the form f(x) = f(r) cos θ, such that ∫_∞ 0 W_{1,2}(r) W_1(r) f(r)dr = 0. Let then (u, v)(x) = (u(r) cos θ, v(r) cos θ)

be given by (u(r), v(r)) =

∑_4

k=1 γ_{1,k}(r)(h_{1,k}(r), g_{1,k}(r)) where

γ_{1,1}(r) = − ∫_∞ r W_{1,1}(s) W_1(s) f(s)ds, γ_{1,2}(r) = − ∫_r 0 W_{1,2}(s) W_1(s) f(s)ds, γ_{1,3}(r) = − ∫_∞ r W_{1,3}(s) W_1(s) f(s)ds, γ_{1,k}(r) = − ∫_r 0 W_{1,4}(s) W_1(s) f(s)ds. Then by (A.18) and (A.15) (u, v) is smooth, and by (A.12) it is a solution of L_0(u, v) = f and −Δv = u. Since f is compactly supported and ∫_∞ 0 W_{1,2}(r) W_1(r) f(r)dr = 0, we have for all r large enough

that (u(r), v(r)) = ( − ∫_∞ 0 W_{1,4}(s) W_1(s) f(s)ds ) (h_{1,4}(r), g_{1,4}(r)). We deduce from Lemma A.2 that for all k ∈ N there holds |∇^ku(x)| ≲ |x|^{−√5−2−k} and |∇^kv(x)| ≲ |x|^{−√5−k} for |x| ≥ 1. By a uniqueness argument for the Laplace equation, this decay implies that v = Φ_u. In particular, this implies that u solves L_0u = f. We then compute using polar coordinates that on the one hand ∫ R^2 y_1fdy = π ∫_∞ 0 r^2f(r)dr. On the other hand, by performing integration by parts, which is permitted by the decay of u and Φ_u = v as |x| → ∞, ∫ R^2 y_1fdy = ∫ R^2

y_1L_0udy = ∫ R^2

L^∗_0 (y_1)udy

where L^∗_0 ε = M_0∇.(U∇ε). We recall that L^∗_0 (y_1) = 0 from [77], Lemma 2.4., so that ∫_∞ 0 r^2f(r)dr = 0.

We have proved that any smooth compactly supported function f that satisfies ∫_∞ 0 W_{1,2}(r) W_1(r) f(r)dr = 0

must satisfy ∫_∞ 0 r^2f(r)dr = 0, which is only possible if^{W1,2}_{W1} = Cr^2 for some C ∈ R. The asymptotic behaviours (A.6) and (A.18) of W_1 and W_{1,2} as r → ∞ then imply C =^1_8 . The desired identity (A.14) follows.

B. Estimates related to the Poisson field

We claim the following pointwise estimate of Poison field Lemma B.1. Let γ ∈ (1, 2) and f ∈ L^∞_γ (R^2 ), where L^∞_γ (R^2 ) = {f ∈ L^∞(R^2 ), ‖f‖_L∞_{γ (R}2_) = ‖⟨x⟩^γ f(x)‖_L∞_{(R}2_) < +∞}.

Then, it holds ∀z ∈ R^2 , |∇Φ_f (z)| ≲ ‖f‖_L∞_{γ (R}2_) ( |z|^{−σ} + ⟨z⟩^{−γ} |z| ) , for σ ∈ (0, γ − 1).

Proof. The proof is straightforward from the convolution formula |∇Φ_f (z)| ≲ ∫ R^2 |f(x)| |x − z| dx ≲ ∫ |x−z|≤^{|z|}_2 |f(x)| |x − z| dx + ∫ |x−z|≥^{|z|}_2 |f(x)| |x − z| dx. Since |x − z| ≤^{|z|}_2 implies^{|z|}_2 ≤ |x| ≤^{3|z|}_2 , we get ∫ |x−z|≤^{|z|}_2 |f(x)| |x − z| dx ≲ ‖ f(z) ‖ L^∞_γ (R^2 ) ∫ |x−z|≤^{|z|}_2 ⟨x⟩^{−γ} |x − z| dx ≲ ‖ f ‖ L^∞_γ (R^2 )⟨z⟩ −γ |z|. The second integral is estimated by Holder inequality, ∫ |x−z|≥^{|z|}_2 |f(x)| |x − z| dx ≲ ‖ f ‖ L^∞_γ (R^2 ) ∫ |x−z|≥^{|z|}_2 ⟨x⟩^{−γ} |x − z| dx ≲ ‖ f ‖ L^∞_γ (R^2 ) ( ∫ |x−z|≥^{|z|}_2 |x − z|^{−p}dx ) 1_p ( ∫ |x−z|≥^{|z|}_2 ⟨x⟩^{−γq}dx ) 1_q

≲ ‖ ‖f ‖ ‖_{L∞γ (R2 )}|z|^{−σ} , where 1 p + 1 q = 1, γq − 2 > 0, σ = 1 − 2 p ∈ (0, γ − 1). This concludes the proof of Lemma B.1.

We Taylor expanse the Poison field from the other bubble in order to refine the expansion of the inner approximate eigenfunction.

Proof of Lemma 2.3. Recall that ∇Φ_U (y) = −^{4y}_{1+|y|2} and let b = ±2a, we write ∇Φ_U (y ± 2a ν ) = −4 y +^b_ν 1 + |y +^b_ν |^2 = −4ν(b + νy) |b|^2 + 2νy.b + ν^2(1 + |y|^2) . Let A = 2νy.b + ν^2(1 + |y|^2), we expand 1 |b|^2 + A = 1 |b|^2 ( 1 − 1 |b|^2 A + 1 |b|^4 A^2 − 1 |b|^6 A^3 + O(ν^4|y|^4) ) , where

A^2 = 4ν^2(y.b)^2 + 4ν^3(y.b)(1 + |y|^2) + O(ν^4|y|^4), A^3 = 8ν^3(y.b)^3 + O(ν^4|y|^4).

Thus, 1 |b|^2 + 2νy.b + ν^2(1 + |y|^2) = 1 |b|^2 [ 1 − ν 2y.b |b|^2 + ν^2 ( 4 (y.b)^2 |b|^4 − 1 + |y|^2 |b|^2 ) + ν^3 ( 4(y.b)(1 + |y|^2) |b|^4 − 8(y.b)^3 |b|^6 )]

+ O(ν^4|y|^4),

and hence, ∇Φ_U ( y ± 2a ν ) = −4νb − 4ν^2y |b|^2 + 2νy.b + ν^2(1 + |y|^2) = − 4νb |b|^2 + 4 ν^2 |b|^2 ( 2y.b |b|^2 b − y ) + 4 ν^3 |b|^3 (( 1 + |y|^2 − 4 (y.b)^2 |b|^2 ) b |b| + 2y.b |b| y )

+ 4 ν^4 |b|^4 (( 8(y.b)^3 |b|^3 − 4(y.b)(1 + |y|^2) |b| ) b |b| + ( 1 + |y|^2 ) y − 4 (y.b)^2 |b|^2 y ) . Recalling that b = ±2a = (±2|a|, 0) with a^2 = 2/β, we obtain −4ν b |b|^2 = ∓βνa, and 2y.b |b|^2 b − y = 2(y.(±1, 0))(±1, 0) − y = (2y_1, 0) − y = (y_1, −y_2), and ( 1 + |y|^2 − 4 (y.b)^2 |b|^2 ) b |b| + 2y.b |b| y = ( 1 + |y|^2 − 4y^2_1 ) (±1, 0) + 2(y.(±1, 0))y = ± ( (1 − 3y^2_1 + y^2, 0) + (2y^2_1 , 2y_1y_2) ) = ± ( (1 − y^2_1 + y^2 , 2y_1y_2) ) , and ( 8(y.b)^3 |b|^3 − 4(y.b)(1 + |y|^2) |b| ) b |b| + ( 1 + |y|^2 ) y − 4 (y.b)^2 |b|^2 y = ( 8y^3_1 − 4y_1(1 + |y|^2) ) (1, 0) + ( (1 + |y|^2)y_1, (1 + |y|^2)y_2 ) − 4 ( y^3_1, y^2_1 y_2 ) = (−3y_1 − 3y_1y^2 + y^3_1, y_2 − 3y^2_1 y_2 + y^3_2).

We substitute b = ±2a and arrive at ∇Φ_U ( y ± 2a ν ) = ∓βνa + ν^2 |a|^2 (y_1, −y_2) ± ν^3 2|a|^3 ( (1 − y^2_1 + y^2, 2y_1y_2) )

+ ν^4 4|a|^4 (−3y_1 − 3y_1y^2 + y^3_1 , y_2 − 3y^2_1 y_2 + y^3_2) + O(ν^5|y|^4),

which concludes the proof of Lemma 2.3.

C. Functional analysis

Lemma C.1 (Hardy inequality in H^1(⟨y⟩^4dy)). There exists C > 0 such that for any u ∈ H^1(U^{−1}dy) one has ∫

R^2 u^2⟨y⟩^2dy ≤ C ∫ R^2 |∇u|^2⟨y⟩^4dy. (C.1) Proof. Consider the vector field ϕ(y) = (|y|^3 + 1)^y_{|y|} . A direct computation shows that it satisfies |ϕ| ≲ ⟨y⟩^3 and ∇.ϕ ≤ c⟨y⟩^2 (C.2) for some c > 0. For u a Schwartz function we have by integration by parts and (C.2): −2 ∫ u∇u.ϕ = ∫ u^2∇.ϕ ≥ c ∫ ⟨y⟩^2u^2dy. On the other hand, by Cauchy-Schwarz and (C.2): −2 ∫ u∇u.ϕ ≤ (∫ |∇u|^2|ϕ|⟨y⟩dy ) 1_2 (∫ |u|^2|ϕ|⟨y⟩^{−1}dy ) 1_2

≤ C (∫ |∇u|^2⟨y⟩^4dy ) 1_2 (∫ |u|^2⟨y⟩^2dy ) 1_2 . Combining, we get ∫ R^2 u 2⟨y⟩^2dy ≤ C^2c^{−2} ∫ R^2 |∇u| 2⟨y⟩^4dy as desired.

Lemma C.2 (Poincaré inequality in H^1(⟨y⟩^8e^{−|y|2/4}dy)). We have for all u ∈ H^1(⟨y⟩^8e^{−|y|2/4}dy): ∫ u^2⟨y⟩^{10}e^{−|y|2/4}dy ≲ ∫ (u^2 + |∇u|^2)⟨y⟩^8e^{−|y|2/4}dy. (C.3) Proof. An integration by parts shows that ∫ u^2|y|^{10}e^{−|y|2/4}dy = 20 ∫ u^2|y|^8e^{−|y|2/4}dy + 4 ∫ u∇u.y|y|^8e^{−|y|2/4}dy. By Cauchy’ inequality we have 4u∇u.y|y|^8 ≤ u^2|y|^{10}/2 + 8|∇u|^2|y|^8 so we deduce from the above identity that ∫ u^2|y|^{10}e^{−|y|2/4}dy ≤ ∫ (40u^2 + 16|∇u|^2)|y|^4e^{−|y|2/4}dy. This implies (C.3).

Lemma C.3 (Estimates for the Poisson field). For any ϵ > 0, there exists C_ϵ > 0 such that for any Schwartz function u we have ∫ |Φ_u|^2⟨y⟩^{−2−ϵ}dy ≤ C_ϵ ∫ u^2⟨y⟩^{2+ϵ}dy. (C.4)

CC: At some point make sure that we use everywhere in the paper the above estimate in place of the estimate ∫ |Φu|^2⟨y⟩^{−4}dy ≲ ∫ u^2⟨y⟩^4dy which was proved in previous paper, as the above is better.

There exists C > 0 such that if u and v are Schwartz functions with u taking values in R^2 , For any λ > 0, | | | ∫ ∇.uΦ_vdy | | | ≤ C (∫ |u|^2dy ) 1_2 (∫

(λ + |y|)^2v^2dy

) 1_2 + C ∫ |u| λ + |y| dy ∫ vdy. (C.5) Remark C.4. Note that we need ϵ > 0 in both the left-hand side and right-hand side of the inequality (C.4). Indeed, since |Φ_u| can have logarithmic growth at infinity, the integral ∫ |Φ_u|^2⟨y⟩^{−2}dy may diverge. For similar reasons, the quantity ∫ |y|<1 |Φu| 2dy cannot be bounded by ( ∫ u^2⟨y⟩^2dy)^{1/2}.

The inequality (C.5) somehow corresponds to the case ϵ = 0 in (C.4). This is permitted because of the divergence structure of the first term.

Proof. Proof of (C.4). We perform a dyadic partition 1 = ∑ k≥0 χ_k(y) with χ_0 being supported on {|y| < 2} and χ_k being supported on {2^k < |y| < 2^{k+2}} for k ≥ 1, which are smooth functions such that ∇^jχ_k ≲ 2^{−jk}. We decompose f = ∑ k f_k where f_k = χ_kf. We have Φ_u = ∑ k,l(Φ_{uk} )_l. For y in the support of (Φ_{uk} )_l we have 2^l < |y| < 2^{l+2} and we estimate by Cauchy-Schwarz

|(Φ_{uk} )_l(y)| ≲ ∫ 2^k<|y^′|<2^{k+2} | ln |y − y^′||u_k(y^′)dy^′ ≲ ‖ ln |y − y^′|‖_L2_{(2}k_{<|y}′_{|<2}k+2_)‖u_k‖_L2 ≲ 2^k max(l, k)‖u_k‖_L2 ≲ 2^{−kϵ} max(l, k)‖u⟨y⟩^{1+ϵ}‖_L2 Hence ‖(Φ_{uk} )_l⟨y⟩^{−1−ϵ}‖_L2 ≲ 2^{−lϵ}‖(Φ_{uk} )_l‖_L∞ ≲ 2^{−kϵ−lϵ} max(l, k)‖u⟨y⟩^{1+ϵ}‖_L2 . Therefore, ‖Φ_u⟨y⟩^{−1−ϵ}‖_L2 ≲ ∑ k,l ‖(Φ_{uk} )_l⟨y⟩^{−1−ϵ}‖_L2 ≲ ‖u⟨y⟩^{1+ϵ}‖_L2 ∑ k,l 2^{−kϵ−lϵ} max(l, k) ≤ C_ϵ‖u⟨y⟩^{1+ϵ}‖_L2 as desired.

Proof of (C.5). We decompose: ∫ ∇.uΦ_v = ∑ k<l−2 ∫ ∇.u_kΦ_{vl} + ∑ k>l+2 ∫ ∇.u_kΦ_{vl} + ∑ l−2≤k≤2+2 ∫ ∇.u_kΦ_{vl} . If k < l − 2 we integrate by parts and bound by Hölder | | | ∫ ∇.u_kΦ_{vl} | | | = | | | ∫ u_k.∇Φ_{vl} | | | ≲ ‖u^k‖^{L1} ‖∇Φ^vl ‖L^∞(2^k <|y|<2^{k+2}) ≲ 2^{k−l}‖⟨y⟩^{−1}u^k‖^{L1} ‖v^l‖^{L1} (C.6) where we used that for 2^k < |y| < 2^{k+2} there holds |∇Φ_{vl} (y)| ≲ ∫ 2^l<|y^′|<2^{l+2} |y − y^′|^{−1}|v_l(y^′)|dy^′ ≲ 2^{−l}‖v_l‖_L1 . If k > l + 2 we integrate by parts and bound similarly | | ∫ ∇.u_kΦ_{vl} | | = | | ∫ u_k.∇Φ_{vl} | | ≲ ‖u_k‖_{L1} ‖∇Φ_{vl} ‖_{L∞(2k <|y|<2k+2)} ≲ ‖⟨y⟩^{−1}u_k‖_{L1} ‖v_l‖_{L1} (C.7) where we used that for 2^k < |y| < 2^{k+2} there holds |∇Φ_{vl} (y)| ≲ ∫ 2^l<|y^′|<2^{l+2} |y − y^′|^{−1}|v_l(y^′)|dy^′ ≲ 2^{−k}‖v_l‖_L1 Therefore, after summation of (C.6) and (C.7) we get | | | ∑ k<l−2 ∫ ∇.u_kΦ_{vl} | | | + | | | ∑ k>l+2 ∫ ∇.u_kΦ_{vl} | | | ≲ ‖⟨y⟩^{−1}u‖_L1 ‖v‖_L1 . (C.8) If k = l + j for −2 ≤ j ≤ 2 we rescale variables defining z = 2^{−k}y and let ũ_k(z) = u_k(y) and ṽ_l(z) = v_l(y). Then

Φ_{ṽl} (z) = − 1 2π ∫ ln |z − z^′|v_l(2^kz^′)dz^′ = − 1 2π 2^{−2k} ∫ ln |2^{−k}y − 2^{−k}y^′|v_l(y^′)dy^′ = − 1 2π 2^{−2k} ∫ (−k ln 2 + ln |y − y^′|)v_l(y^′)dy^′ = k2^{−2k} 2π ∫ v_l + 2^{−2k}Φ_{vl} (y).

Thus, changing variables and using that ũ_k has support in {|z| < 4}, | | | ∫ ∇.u_kΦ_{vl} dy | | | = 2^{3k} | | | ∫ ∇.ũ_k(z) ( Φ_{ṽl} (z) − k 2π ∫ v_l ) dz | | | = 2^{3k} | | | ∫ ∇.ũ_k(z)Φ_{ṽl} (z) | | | = 2^{3k} | | ∫ ũ_k(z).∇Φ_{ṽl} (z) | | ≲ 2^{3k} | |( ∫ |ũ_k(z)|^2dz ) 1_2 (∫ |z|<10 |∇Φ_ṽ(z)|^2dz ) 1_2 . By Hölder, ∫ |z|<10 |∇Φṽ(z)| 2dz ≲ ‖∇Φ_{ṽl} ‖^2_{L6} and ‖ṽ_l‖_L3/2 ≲ ‖ṽ_l‖_L2 , where we used that ṽ_l has support inside {|z| < 16}. We have ‖∇Φ_ṽ‖_L6 ≲ ‖∇^2Φ_{ṽl} ‖_L3/2 by Sobolev. Since −ΔΦ_ṽ = ṽ, by elliptic regularity estimates we have ‖∇^2Φ_{ṽl} ‖_L3/2 ≲ ‖ṽ_l‖_L3/2 . Combining, we get ∫ |z|<10 |∇Φṽ(z)| 2dz ≲ ‖ṽ_l‖^2_{L2} . Using these inequality and changing back variables z → y we get | | | ∫ ∇.u_kΦ_{vl} dy | | | ≲ 2^{3k}‖ũ^k‖^{L2} ‖ṽ^l‖^{L2} = 2^k‖u^k‖^{L2} ‖v^l‖^{L2} ≲ ‖u^k‖^{L2} ‖⟨y⟩v^l‖^{L2} . Therefore, by Cauchy-Schwarz, | | | | ∑ l−2≤k≤2+2 ∫ ∇.u_kΦ_{vl} | | | | ≲ ‖u‖_L2 ‖⟨y⟩v‖_L2 . (C.9) Combining (C.8) and (C.9) shows (C.5) with parameter λ = 1. Let now λ > 0. We change variables z = λ^{−1}y and define ũ(z) = u(y) and ṽ(z) = v(y). Then by (C.5) with parameter λ = 1, | | | ∫ ∇.uΦ_vdy | | | = λ^3 | | | ∫ ∇.ũ(z)Φ_ṽ (z)dz | | | ≤ λ^3C (∫ |ũ|^2dz ) 1_2 (∫

(1 + |z|)^2ṽ^2dz

) 1_2

+ Cλ^3 ∫ |ũ| 1 + |z| dz ∫ |ṽ|dz. = C (∫ |ũ|^2dy ) 1_2 (∫ (λ + |y|)^2ṽ^2dy

) 1_2 + C ∫ |ũ| λ + |y| dy ∫ |ṽ|dy. This is the desired inequality (C.5).

REFERENCES

[1] A. Blanchet, E. A. Carlen, and J. A. Carrillo. Functional inequalities, thick tails and asymptotics for the critical mass Patlak-Keller-Segel model. J. Funct. Anal., 262(5):2142–2230, 2012.

[2] M. P. Brenner, P. Constantin, L. P. Kadanoff, A. Schenkel, and S. C. Venkataramani. Diffusion, attraction and collapse. Nonlinearity, 12(4):1071–1098, 1999.

[3] A. Blanchet, J. A. Carrillo, and N. Masmoudi. Infinite time aggregation for the critical Patlak-Keller-Segel model in R^2 . Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 61(10):1449–1481, 2008.

[4] Federico Buseghin, Juan Davila, Manuel del Pino, and Monica Musso. Existence of finite time blow-up in keller-segel system. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.01475, 2023.

[5] A. Blanchet, J. Dolbeault, and B. Perthame. Two-dimensional Keller-Segel model: optimal critical mass and qualitative properties of the solutions. Electron. J. Differential Equations, pages No. 44, 32 pp. (electronic), 2006.

[6] P. Biler. Local and global solvability of some parabolic systems modelling chemotaxis. Adv. Math. Sci.

Appl., 8(2):715–743, 1998.

[7] Piotr Biler, Grzegorz Karch, Philippe Laurençot, and Tadeusz Nadzieja. The 8π-problem for radially symmetric solutions of a chemotaxis model in the plane. Mathematical methods in the applied sciences, 29(13):1563–1583, 2006.

[8] J. Bedrossian and N. Masmoudi. Existence, uniqueness and Lipschitz dependence for Patlak-Keller-Segel and Navier-Stokes in R^2 with measure-valued initial data. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 214(3):717–801, 2014.

[9] C. Collot, T. Ghoul, N. Masmoudi, and V. T. Nguyen. Refined description and stability for singular solutions of the 2D Keller-Segel system. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 2021.

[10] C. Collot, T. Ghoul, N. Masmoudi, and V. T. Nguyen. Spectral analysis for singularity formation of the 2D Keller-Segel system. Annals of PDE, 2022.

[11] C. Collot, T. Ghoul, N. Masmoudi, and V. T. Nguyen. Collapsing-ring blowup solutions for the Keller-Segel system in three dimensions and higher. J. Funct. Anal., 285(7):Paper No. 110065, 2023.

[12] P. H. Chavanis. Nonlinear mean field fokker-planck equations. application to the chemotaxis of biological populations. The European Physical Journal B, 62(2):179–208, 2008.

[13] C. Collot, F. Merle, and P. Raphael. Strongly anisotropic type II blow up at an isolated point. Journal of the AMS, 2019.

[14] C. Collot. Nonradial type II blow up for the energy-supercritical semilinear heat equation. Anal. PDE, 10(1):127–252, 2017.

[15] C. Collot. Type II blow up manifolds for the energy supercritical semilinear wave equation. Mem. Amer.

Math. Soc., 252(1205):v+163, 2018.

[16] L. Corrias, B. Perthame, and H. Zaag. Global solutions of some chemotaxis and angiogenesis systems in high space dimensions. Milan J. Math., 72:1–28, 2004.

[17] R. Côte and H. Zaag. Construction of a multisoliton blowup solution to the semilinear wave equation in one space dimension. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 66(10):1541–1581, 2013.

[18] Charles Collot and Kaiqiang Zhang. On the stability of type i self-similar blowups for the keller-segel system in three dimensions and higher. arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.11358, 2024.

[19] J. Davila, M. del Pino, Dolbeault J., M. Musso, and J. Wei. Infinite time blow-up in the patlak-keller-segel system: existence and stability. arXiv:1911.12417, 2020.

[20] J. Dávila, M. del Pino, and J. Wei. Singularity formation for the two-dimensional harmonic map flow into S2. Inventiones mathematicae, Jul 2019.

[21] S. I. Dejak, D. Egli, P. M. Lushnikov, and I. M. Sigal. On blowup dynamics in the Keller-Segel model of chemotaxis. Algebra i Analiz, 25(4):47–84, 2013.

[22] Thomas Duyckaerts, Hao Jia, Carlos Kenig, and Frank Merle. Soliton resolution along a sequence of times for the focusing energy critical wave equation. Geometric and Functional Analysis, 27(4):798–862, 2017.

[23] S. I. Dejak, P. M. Lushnikov, Yu. N. Ovchinnikov, and I. M. Sigal. On spectra of linearized operators for Keller-Segel models of chemotaxis. Phys. D, 241(15):1245–1254, 2012.

[24] J. I. Diaz, T. Nagai, and J.-M. Rakotoson. Symmetrization techniques on unbounded domains: application to a chemotaxis system on R^N . J. Differential Equations, 145(1):156–183, 1998.

[25] M. del Pino, M. Musso, and J. Wei. Type II blow-up in the 5-dimensional energy critical heat equation.

Acta Math. Sin. (Engl. Ser.), 35(6):1027–1042, 2019.

[26] M. del Pino, M. Musso, and J. Wei. Type II blow-up in the 5-dimensional energy critical heat equation.

Acta Math. Sin. (Engl. Ser.), 35(6):1027–1042, 2019.

[27] M. del Pino, M. Musso, and J. Wei. Existence and stability of infinite time bubble towers in the energy critical heat equation. Anal. PDE, 14(5):1557–1598, 2021.

[28] M. del Pino, M. Musso, and J. Wei. Geometry driven type II higher dimensional blow-up for the critical heat equation. J. Funct. Anal., 280(1):Paper No. 108788, 49, 2021.

[29] M. del Pino, M. Musso, J. Wei, and Y. Zhou. Type II finite time blow-up for the energy critical heat equation in R^4 . Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., 40(6):3327–3355, 2020.

[30] S. Filippas, M. A. Herrero, and J. J. L. Velázquez. Fast blow-up mechanisms for sign-changing solutions of a semilinear parabolic equation with critical nonlinearity. R. Soc. Lond. Proc. Ser. A Math. Phys. Eng. Sci., 456(2004):2957–2982, 2000.

[31] T. Ghoul, S. Ibrahim, and V. T. Nguyen. On the stability of type II blowup for the 1-corotational energy supercritical harmonic heat flow. Anal. PDE, 12(1):113–187, 2019.

[32] P. Gérard, E. Lenzmann, O. Pocovnicu, and P. Raphaël. A Two-Soliton with Transient Turbulent Regime for the Cubic Half-Wave Equation on the Real Line. Ann. PDE, 4(1):4:7, 2018.

[33] T. Ghoul and N. Masmoudi. Minimal mass blowup solutions for the Patlak-Keller-Segel equation. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math., 71(10):1957–2015, 2018.

[34] Irfan Glogić and Birgit Schörkhuber. Stable singularity formation for the keller–segel system in three dimensions. Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis, 248(1):4, 2024.

[35] H. Gajewski and K. Zacharias. Global behaviour of a reaction-diffusion system modelling chemotaxis. Math.

Nachr., 195:77–114, 1998.

[36] M. Hărăguş-C. and D. H. Sattinger. Inversion of the linearized korteweg-de vries equation at the multisoliton solutions. Zeitschrift für angewandte Mathematik und Physik ZAMP, 49(3):436–469, 1998.

[37] M. A. Herrero, E. Medina, and J. J. L. Velázquez. Self-similar blow-up for a reaction-diffusion system. J.

Comput. Appl. Math., 97(1-2):99–119, 1998.

[38] M. Hillairet and P. Raphaël. Smooth type II blow-up solutions to the four-dimensional energy-critical wave equation. Anal. PDE, 5(4):777–829, 2012.

[39] M. Hadžić and P. Raphaël. On melting and freezing for the 2D radial Stefan problem. J. Eur. Math. Soc.

(JEMS), 21(11):3259–3341, 2019.

[40] M. A. Herrero and J. J. L. Velázquez. Singularity patterns in a chemotaxis model. Math. Ann., 306(3):583– 623, 1996.

[41] W. Jäger and S. Luckhaus. On explosions of solutions to a system of partial differential equations modelling chemotaxis. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 329(2):819–824, 1992.

[42] J. Jendrej and A. Lawrie. Two-bubble dynamics for threshold solutions to the wave maps equation. Invent.

Math., 213(3):1249–1325, 2018.

[43] E. F. Keller. Assessing the Keller-Segel model: how has it fared? In Biological growth and spread (Proc.

Conf., Heidelberg, 1979), volume 38 of Lecture Notes in Biomath., pages 379–387. Springer, Berlin-New York, 1980.

[44] Kihyun Kim and Frank Merle. On classification of global dynamics for energy-critical equivariant harmonic map heat flows and radial nonlinear heat equation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.04247, 2024.

[45] J. Krieger, P. Raphaël, and Y. Martel. Two-soliton solutions to the three-dimensional gravitational hartree equation. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 62(11):1501–1550, 2009.

[46] E. F. Keller and L. A. Segel. Initiation of slime mold aggregation viewed as an instability. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 26(3):399 – 415, 1970.

[47] E. F. Keller and L. A. Segel. Model for chemotaxis. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 30(2):225 – 234, 1971. [48] E. F. Keller and L. A. Segel. Traveling bands of chemotactic bacteria: A theoretical analysis. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 30(2):235 – 248, 1971.

[49] J. Krieger, W. Schlag, and D. Tataru. Renormalization and blow up for charge one equivariant critical wave maps. Invent. Math., 171(3):543–615, 2008.

[50] J. Krieger, W. Schlag, and D. Tataru. Renormalization and blow up for the critical Yang-Mills problem.

Adv. Math., 221(5):1445–1521, 2009.

[51] J. Krieger, W. Schlag, and D. Tataru. Slow blow-up solutions for the H^1(R^3 ) critical focusing semilinear wave equation. Duke Math. J., 147(1):1–53, 2009.

[52] P. D. Lax. Integrals of nonlinear equations of evolution and solitary waves. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 21(5):467–490, 1968.

[53] Yvan Martel. Interaction of solitons from the pde point of view. In Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians (ICM 2018) (In 4 Volumes) Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians 2018, pages 2439–2466. World Scientific, 2018.

[54] Robert M. Miura. The korteweg–devries equation: A survey of results. SIAM Review, 18(3):412–459, 1976.

[55] N. Mizoguchi. Refined asymptotic behavior of blowup solutions to a simplified chemotaxis system. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, n/a(n/a).

[56] T. Mizumachi. Weak interaction between solitary waves of the generalized kdv equations. SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis, 35(4):1042–1080, 2003.

[57] N. Mizoguchi. Rate of type II blowup for a semilinear heat equation. Math. Ann., 339(4):839–877, 2007. [58] Y. Martel and F. Merle. Blow up in finite time and dynamics of blow up solutions for the L^2-critical generalized KdV equation. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 15(3):617–664, 2002.

[59] Y. Martel and F. Merle. Description of two soliton collision for the quartic gKdV equation. Ann. of Math.

(2), 174(2):757–857, 2011.

[60] H. Matano and F. Merle. Threshold and generic type I behaviors for a supercritical nonlinear heat equation.

J. Funct. Anal., 261(3):716–748, 2011.

[61] Yvan Martel and Frank Merle. Inelasticity of soliton collisions for the 5D energy critical wave equation.

Invent. Math., 214(3):1267–1363, 2018.

[62] F. Merle and P. Raphael. The blow-up dynamic and upper bound on the blow-up rate for critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation. Ann. of Math. (2), 161(1):157–222, 2005.

[63] Y. Martel and P. Raphaël. Strongly interacting blow up bubbles for the mass critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation. Ann. Sci. Éc. Norm. Supér. (4), 51(3):701–737, 2018.

[64] F. Merle, P. Raphaël, and I. Rodnianski. Blowup dynamics for smooth data equivariant solutions to the critical Schrödinger map problem. Invent. Math., 193(2):249–365, 2013.

[65] F. Merle, P. Raphaël, and I. Rodnianski. Type II blow up for the energy supercritical NLS. Camb. Jour.

Math., 3(4):439 – 617, 2015.

[66] N Mizoguchi and T Senba. Type ii blowup solutions to a parabolic–elliptic system. Adv. Math. Sci. Appl, 17(0):505–545, 2007.

[67] V. Nanjundiah. Chemotaxis, signal relaying and aggregation morphology. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 42(1):63 – 105, 1973.

[68] T. V. Nguyen. Existence of multi-solitary waves with logarithmic relative distances for the nls equation.

Comptes Rendus Mathematique, 357(1):13–58, 2019.

[69] V. T Nguyen, N. Nouaili, and H. Zaag. Construction of type i-log blowup for the keller-segel system in dimensions 3 and 4. arXiv, 2023.

[70] T. Nagai, T. Senba, and K. Yoshida. Application of the Trudinger-Moser inequality to a parabolic system of chemotaxis. Funkcial. Ekvac., 40(3):411–433, 1997.

[71] C. S. Patlak. Random walk with persistence and external bias. Bull. Math. Biophys., 15:311–338, 1953. [72] G. Perelman. Asymptotic stability of multi-soliton solutions for nonlinear schrödinger equations. Communications in Partial Differential Equations, 29(7-8):1051–1095, 2004.

[73] Jie Qing and Gang Tian. Bubbling of the heat flows for harmonic maps from surfaces. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics: A Journal Issued by the Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, 50(4):295–310, 1997.

[74] P. Raphaël and I. Rodnianski. Stable blow up dynamics for the critical co-rotational wave maps and equivariant Yang-Mills problems. Publ. Math. Inst. Hautes Études Sci., pages 1–122, 2012.

[75] I. Rodnianski and J. Sterbenz. On the formation of singularities in the critical O(3) σ-model. Ann. of Math.

(2), 172(1):187–242, 2010.

[76] P. Raphaël and R. Schweyer. Stable blowup dynamics for the 1-corotational energy critical harmonic heat flow. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 66(3):414–480, 2013.

[77] P. Raphaël and R. Schweyer. On the stability of critical chemotactic aggregation. Math. Ann., 359(1- 2):267–377, 2014.

[78] P. Raphaël and R. Schweyer. Quantized slow blow-up dynamics for the corotational energy-critical harmonic heat flow. Anal. PDE, 7(8):1713–1805, 2014.

[79] I. Rodnianski, W. Schlag, and A. Soffer. On asymptotic stability of nsoliton states of nls. Rev. Math. Phys., 15:877–903, 2003.

[80] R. Schweyer. Type II blow-up for the four dimensional energy critical semi linear heat equation. J. Funct.

Anal., 263(12):3922–3983, 2012.

[81] A. Soffer. Soliton dynamics and scattering. In Proceedings oh the International Congress of Mathematicians:

Madrid, August 22-30, 2006: invited lectures, pages 459–472, 2006.

[82] T. Soomere. Solitons Interactions, pages 8479–8504. Springer New York, New York, NY, 2009. [83] Y. Seki, Y. Sugiyama, and J.J.L. Velázquez. Multiple peak aggregations for the Keller-Segel system. Nonlinearity, 26(2):319–352, 2013.

[84] Michael Struwe. On the evolution of harmonic mappings of riemannian surfaces. Commentarii Mathematici Helvetici, 60(1):558–581, 1985.

[85] T. Suzuki. Methods of Geometry in the Theory of Partial Differential Equations. WORLD SCIENTIFIC, 2024.

[86] Terence Tao. Why are solitons stable? Bulletin of the American Mathematical Society, 46(1):1–33, 2009. [87] Dauxois T. and Peyrard M. Physics of Solitons. Cambridge University Press, 2006. [88] Peter Topping. Winding behaviour of finite-time singularities of the harmonic map heat flow. Mathematische Zeitschrift, 247(2):279–302, 2004.

[89] J. J. L. Velázquez. Stability of some mechanisms of chemotactic aggregation. SIAM J. Appl. Math., 62(5):1581–1633, 2002.

[90] J. J. Velazques. Singular solutions of partial differential equations modelling chemotactic aggregation.

Proceedings of the ICM., pages 321–328, 2006.

[91] Dongyi Wei. Global well-posedness and blow-up for the 2-d patlak–keller–segel equation. Journal of Functional Analysis, 274(2):388–401, 2018.

Charles Collot, Laboratoire AGM, CY Cergy Paris Université, 2 avenue Adolphe Chauvin, 95300 Pontoise, France

E-mail address: ccollot@cyu.fr

Tej-Eddine Ghoul, NYUAD Research Institute, New York University Abu Dhabi, Abu Dhabi, UAE E-mail address: teg6@nyu.edu

Nader Masmoudi, NYUAD Research Institute, New York University Abu Dhabi, Abu Dhabi, UAE, and Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, New York University, 251 Mercer St, New York, NY 10012, USA

E-mail address: nm30@nyu.edu

Van Tien Nguyen, Department of Mathematics, Institute of Applied Mathematical Sciences, National Taiwan University, Taiwan

E-mail address: vtnguyen@ntu.edu.tw