arXiv:2505.05201v1 [math.AP] 8 May 2025

GROUND-STATE BLOWING-UP SOLUTIONS FOR A HARDY-SOBOLEV EQUATIONS ON A MANIFOLD

HUSSEIN CHEIKH ALI AND FRÉDÉRIC ROBERT

Abstract. We prove the existence of blowing-up families of solutions to an equation of Hardy-Sobolev type in high dimensions. These families are of minimal type. The sole condition is that the potential of the linear operator touches a critical potential at the singular point. This condition is sharp as shown by the first author in [1].

1. Introduction Let (M, g) be a compact Riemannian manifold of dimension n ≥ 3 without boundary, x_0 ∈ M, 0 < s < 2 and h ∈ C^0(M). We consider solutions u ∈ H^2_1 (M) ∩ C^0(M) to the Hardy-Sobolev equation (1) { Δ_g u + hu =^{u2⋆(s)−1}

d_g (x_0,x)^s in M u > 0 in M, where Δ_g := −div_g(∇) is the Laplace-Beltrami operator with minus sign convention and 2^⋆(s) := 2(n − s) n − 2 . The space H^2_1 (M) be the completion of C^∞(M) for the norm ‖ · ‖_H2_1 := ‖∇ · ‖_2 + ‖ · ‖_2. The weak formulation of (1) makes sense due to the critical Sobolev embedding H^2_1 (M) → L^{2⋆(s)}(M, d_g (x_0, ·)^{−s}), see Jaber [9, 10]. Our first result is the existence of families of solutions to Hardy-Sobolev equations that blow-up along a standard bubble defined in (3):

Theorem 1.1. Let (M, g) be a compact Riemannian manifold of dimension n ≥ 7. Let h_0 ∈ C^p(M), p ≥ 2, be such that Δ_g + h_0 is coercive and assume that

(2) h_0(x_0) = c_{n,s} Scal_g (x_0), where c_{n,s} :=

(n − 2)(6 − s) 12(2n − 2 − s) , where Scal_g is the scalar curvature of (M, g). Then there exists (h_k)_{k∈N} ∈ C^p(M) such that lim_{k→+∞} h_k = h_0 in C^p(M) and there exists (u_k)_k ∈ H^2_1 (M) ∩ C^0(M) such that

Δ_g u_k + h_ku_k = u^{2⋆(s)−1} k d_g (x, x_0)^s

, u_k > 0 in M

and u_k = Bubble + o(1) in H^2_1 (M) as k → +∞.

The condition on the scalar curvature is optimal. Indeed, the first author has proved in [1] that if a family blows-up with the profile of a bubble with n ≥ 7, then h_0(x_0) = c_{n,s} Scal_g (x_0). The statement is more precise when a specific geometric quantity does not vanish:

Date: April 25th 2025. 1

Theorem 1.2. Let (M, g) be a compact Riemannian manifold of dimension n ≥ 7. Let h_0 ∈ C^p(M), p ≥ 2, be such that Δ_g + h_0 is coercive and

h_0(x_0) = c_{n,s} Scal_g(x_0).

Assume that L_g(h_0, x_0) ≠ 0 where L_g(h_0, x_0) is defined in (8). Let f ∈ C^p(M) be such that f(x_0)L_g (h_0, x_0) < 0. Then there exists (u_ϵ)_{ϵ>0} ∈ H^2_1 (M) ∩ C^0(M) such that

Δ_g u_ϵ + (h_0 + ϵf)u_ϵ = u^{2⋆(s)−1} ϵ d_g (x, x_0)^s

, u_ϵ > 0 in M

and u_ϵ = Bubble + o(1) in H^2_1 (M) as ϵ → 0.

The potential c_{n,s} Scal_g(x_0) first appeared in Jaber [9] where it is proved that the condition h(x_0) < c_{n,s} Scal_g (x_0) permits to obtain minimizing solutions to (1). Chen [3] proved that when h(x_0) > c_{n,s} Scal_g (x_0), there are families (u_ϵ)_ϵ of solutions to (1) where the exponent 2^⋆(s) − 1 is replaced by 2^⋆(s) − 1 − ϵ and where u_ϵ blows-up with a bubble profile as ϵ → 0^+. Regarding blow-up with several bubbles on a manifold, we refer to CheikhAli-Mazumdar [2].

In the context of a bounded domain of R^n , there has been an abundance of studies of Hardy-Sobolev equations. For equations like (1) with the singularity interior to the domain, we refer to Ruiz-Willem [17] and the recent Ghoussoub-Mazumdar- Robert [8] for high energies. It is also possible to add a Hardy potential in the linear operator, which has been studied in Esposito-Ghoussoub-Pistoia-Vaira [6] and Ghoussoub-Mazumdar-Robert [8].

In order to prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, we use the finite-dimensional reduction. We follow the method developed in Robert-Vétois [15] for the case s = 0, see also Micheletti-Pistoia-Vétois [12]. For Hardy-Sobolev problems, the linearized problem is one dimensional, which permits to ignore the gradient of the potential. However, the singularity d_g (·, x_0)^{−s} breaks the conformal invariance of the equation on a manifold: this phenomenon does not happen on a domain of R^n since the curvature vanishes. This is why, unlike in the case s = 0, the classical Yamabe potential n−2 4(n−1) Scalg is not relevant in our context. A consequence is that the remainder

that comes from the finite-dimensional reduction is not neglictible in the energy expansion: we overcome this essential difficulty by performing a delicate analysis of the remainder. A similar phenomenon has been observed in Esposito-Pistoia [7] and Robert-Vétois [16].

The problem we consider is naturally stated in dimension n ≥ 3, and, according to CheikhAli [1], the equality h_0(x_0) = c_{n,s} Scal_g(x_0) is expected to be the blow-up condition for n ≥ 4. However, the dimensions n = 4, 5, 6 carry some additional complexity. First, for n = 6, the first term in the expression of L_g(h_0, x_0) can be expressed in term of a log, but the final nonlocal term is implicit and not known, as in Esposito-Pistoia [7]. For n = 4, 5, one expects to introduce a notion of ”mass” as in Robert-Vétois [15], but, as mentioned above, we cannot exploit the conformal invariance when s > 0.

In all this paper, C(a, b, ...) will denote any constant depending only on the parameters a, b, .... The value might change from one line to the other.

2. Definition of a bubble and L_g(h_0, x_0) We fix 0 < r_0 < i_g(M)/3 where i_g(M) > 0 is the injectivity radius of (M, g). Let us choose a cutoff function χ ∈ C^∞(R) such that χ_{|(−∞,r0]} ≡ 1 and χ_{|[2r0,+∞)} ≡ 0. For any δ > 0, we define a bubble as

U_{δ,x0} (x) = κ_{n,s} χ(d_g (x_0, x)) δ^{n−22} (δ^{2−s} + d_g (x_0, x)^{2−s})^{n−22−s} (3) for all x ∈ M, where κ_{n,s} := ((n − s)(n − 2))^{n−22(2−s)} . In particular, we have that U_{δ,x0} (x) := χ(d_g (x_0, x))U_δ ( exp^{−1}_{x0} (x) ) for all x ∈ M where

(4) U_1(X) := κ_{n,s} ( 1 1 + |X|^{2−s} ) n−2_{2−s} and U_δ(X) := δ^{− n−22} U_1 ( δ^{−1}X ) for all X ∈ R^n . It follows from Chou-Chu [4] that the U_δ’s, δ > 0, are the only nontrivial solutions U ∈ D^2_1(R^n ) (the completion of C^∞_c (R^n ) for ‖∇ · ‖_2) to

(5) Δ_ξ U = U^{2⋆(s)−1} |X|^s , U ≥ 0 in R^n ,

where ξ is the Euclidean metric. Since Δ_ξ U_δ =^{U 2} ⋆(s)−1 δ |X|^s for all δ > 0, differentiating

with respect to δ yields

(6) Δ_ξZ_0 = (2^⋆(s) − 1) U^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s Z_0 in D^2_1(R^n ) where Z_0 := (∂_δ U_δ)_{|δ=1}

It follows from Robert [13] (see also Dancer-Gladiali-Grossi [5]) that

(7) K_0 := { φ ∈ D^2_1 (R^n ) : Δ_ξφ = (2^⋆(s) − 1) U^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s φ in R^n } = Span{Z_0}.

We define

L_g(h_0, x_0) := − 1 4n ( Δ_g (h_0 − Λ_{n,s} Scal_g )(x_0) − K^{n,s}_g (x_0) ) ∫ R^n |X|^4|∇U_1|^2 dx − 1 2 ∫ R^n W_{s,g,x0}Ĉ(W_{s,g,x0} ) dX (8) with (9) K^{n,s}_g (x_0) := Λ_{n,s} 18 ( 8|Ric_g(x_0)|^2_g − 3|Rm_g(x_0)|^2_g −

5(2 − s) 10 − s Scal_g (x_0)^2 )

where Λ_{n,s} :=^{(n−2)(10−s)}

20(2n−2−s) and Ricg and Rmg are the Ricci and Riemann tensors.

Note that for s > 0, Λ_{n,s} ≠ c_{n,s}, which is a difference with the nonsingular case s = 0. The function W_{s,g,x0} is defined as

W_{s,g,x0} := c_{n,s} Scal_g(x_0)U_1 + 1 3 R_{ij} (x_0)σ^iσ^j (r∂_rU_1) ∈ L^{2nn+2} (R^n ) for n ≥ 7 where R_{ij} are the coordinates of Ric_g in the exponential map at x_0, and (r, σ) are polar coordinates. Finally, Ĉ = Ĉ(W_{s,g,x0} ) ∈ D^2_1(R^n ) is the unique solution to

Δ_ξĈ − (2^⋆(s) − 1) U^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s Ĉ = −W_{s,g,x0} + ∫ R^n Ws,g,x^0 Z0 dx ∫ R^n |∇Z0| 2 dx Δ_ξ Z_0 ; Ĉ ∈ K^⊥_0 .

3. Preliminary notations We fix h_0 ∈ C^2(M) such that Δ_g + h_0 is coercive, that is the first eigenvalue λ_1(Δ_g + h_0) is positive. Given h ∈ L^∞(M), the space H^2_1 (M) is endowed with the bilinear form

(10) ⟨u, v⟩_h := ∫ M ( (∇u, ∇v)_g + huv ) dv_g for all u, v ∈ H^2_1 (M).

We let ϵ > 0 be such that for h ∈ L^∞(M) such that ‖h − h_0‖_∞ < ϵ. The coercivity of Δ_g + h_0 yields the coercivity of that the operator Δ_g + h for ϵ << 1, with a coercivity constant depending only on h_0 and ϵ << 1. Therefore, ⟨·, ·⟩_h is positive definite and ( H^2_1 , ⟨·, ·⟩_h ) is a Hilbert space. We let ‖ · ‖_h be the norm induced by ⟨·, ·⟩_h: this norm is equivalent to the standard norm ‖ · ‖_H2_1 . Solutions to (1) are critical points of the functional

J_h(u) := 1 2 ∫ M ( |∇u|^2_g + hu^2 ) dv_g − F (u) for all u ∈ H^2_1 (M),

where dv_g is the Riemannian element of volume and

F (u) := 1 2^⋆(s) ∫ M u^{2⋆(s)}_+ d_g(x_0, x)^s dv_g for all u ∈ H^2_1 (M),

with u_+ := max(u, 0). Indeed, F, J_h ∈ C^1(H^2_1 (M)) and

J^′_h(u)[ϕ] = ∫ M ((∇u, ∇ϕ)_g + huϕ) dv_g − ∫ M u^{2⋆(s)−1} + ϕ d_g (x_0, x)^s dv_g for all u, ϕ ∈ H^2_1 (M).

We define the operator (Δ_g + h)^{−1} : ( H^2_1 (M) )_′ → H^2_1 (M). In particular, for any w ∈ L^{2nn+2} (M) = (L^{2⋆} (M))^′ ⊂ (H^2_1 (M))^′ where 2^⋆ :=^{2n}_{n−2} , the function u = (Δ_g + h)^{−1}w ∈ H^2_1 (M) is the unique solution of (Δ_g + h) u = w in M. It follows from the continuity of the Sobolev embedding H^2_1 (M) → L^{2⋆} (M), we get for ϵ << 1 that ‖(Δ_g + h)^{−1}w‖_H2_1 ≤ C(h_0, ϵ) ‖w‖ 2n_{n+2} , where C(h_0, ϵ) > 0 depends only on (M, g), h_0 ∈ L^∞(M), and 0 < ϵ << 1. As one checks, differentiating the bubble U_{δ,x0} defined in (3), we get

(11) ∂_δ (U_{δ,x0} (x)) = n − 2 2 κ_{n,s}χ(d_g (x_0, x))δ^{n−42} d_g (x_0, x)^{2−s} − δ^{2−s} (δ^{2−s} + d_g (x_0, x)^{2−s})^{n−s2−s} . For δ ∈ (0, +∞), we define K_δ := Span {Z_δ} , where

Z_δ(x) := χ(d_g (x_0, x))δ^{− n−22} Z_0(δ^{−1} exp^{−1}_{x0} (x)) = n − 2 2 κ_{n,s}χ(d_g (x_0, x))δ^{n−22} d_g (x_0, x)^{2−s} − δ^{2−s} (δ^{2−s} + d_g(x_0, x)^{2−s})^{n−s2−s} for all x ∈ M.

(12)

Let K^⊥_δ as the orthogonal of K_δ in H^2_1 (M), defined as

K^⊥_δ = {ϕ ∈ H^2_1 (M) ; ⟨ϕ, Z_δ ⟩_h = 0} where ⟨·, ·⟩_h is defined in (10). We let Π_{Kδ} : H^2_1 (M) → H^2_1 (M) and Π_K⊥_δ : H^2_1 (M) → H^2_1 (M) be the orthogonal projection onto respectively K_δ and K^⊥_δ with respect to ⟨·, ·⟩_h.

4. The finite dimensional reduction

The goal of this section is to prove the following:

Theorem 4.1. We fix h_0 ∈ L^∞(M) such that Δ_g + h_0 is coercive. Then there exists ϵ > 0 such that for any h ∈ L^∞(M) satisfying ‖h − h_0‖_∞ < ϵ, there exists δ → ϕ_δ ∈ C^1 ( (0, ϵ), H^2_1 (M) ) such that u_δ := U_{δ,x0} + ϕ_δ is a critical point of J_h if and only if δ ∈ (0, ϵ) is a critical point of δ → J_h(u_δ) in (0, ϵ). Moreover, we have that ‖ϕ_δ ‖_H2_1 ≤ C‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} , where C is a constant depending on (M, g), h_0 and ϵ. Here, R_δ is defined as:

(13) R_δ := (Δ_g + h) U_{δ,x0} − U^{2⋆(s)−1} δ,x_0 d_g (x_0, x)^s . where the peak U_{δ,x0} is given by (3).

The proof is classical, and we only stress on the necessary changes due to our context. We prove the Theorem 4.1 by constructing a solutions u ∈ H^2_1 (M) to equation (1), or equivalently to u − (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′(u)) = 0. This is equivalent to find u ∈ H^2_1 (M) such that Π_{Kδ} ( u − (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′(u)) ) = 0, Π_K⊥_δ ( u − (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′(u)) ) = 0.

(14)

We first prove that for 0 < δ << 1, small enough, there exists a unique ϕ_δ ∈ K^⊥_δ ∩ H^2_1 (M) small enough such that u_δ = U_{δ,x0} + ϕ_δ solves (14). For any δ > 0, we introduce the map L_{δ,h} : K^⊥_δ → K^⊥_δ defined by

(15) L_{δ,h}(ϕ) := Π_K⊥_δ ( ϕ − (Δ_g + h)^{−1}(F^{′′}(U_{δ,x0} )ϕ) ) for all ϕ ∈ H^2_1 (M).

We will begin this section by proving the invertibility of L_{δ,h}.

Proposition 4.1. We fix h_0 ∈ L^∞(M) such that Δ_g + h_0 is coercive. Then, there exists ϵ > 0 such that for any h ∈ L^∞(M) satisfying ‖h − h_0‖_∞ < ϵ, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any x_0 ∈ M and any δ ∈ (0, ϵ), we have that

(16) ‖L_{δ,h}(ϕ)‖_H2_1 ≥ C ‖ϕ‖_H2_1 for all ϕ ∈ H^2_1 (M).

In particular, L_{δ,h} is a bi-continous isomorphism.

Proof. We argue by contradiction. We assume that there exist a sequence (δ_α)_α > 0 and a sequence (h_α)_α ∈ L^∞(M) such that δ_α → 0, ‖h_α − h_0‖_∞ → 0 as α → +∞ and a sequence of functions (ϕ_α)_{α∈N} ∈ H^2_1 (M) satisfying

(17) ‖ϕ_α‖_H2_1 = 1, ϕ_α ∈ K^⊥_{δα} and ‖L_α(ϕ_α)‖_H2_1 → 0 as α → +∞,

where L_α := L_{δα,hα} . For any α, we set χ̄_α(X) := χ̄ (δ_α|X|) where χ̄ ∈ C^∞_c (R) is such that χ̄_{|(−∞,2r0]} ≡ 1 and

~ϕ_α(X) := χ̄_α(X)δ^{n−2}2_α ϕ_α ∘ exp_{x0} (δ_αX) for all X ∈ R^n .

By (17) and with change of variable, we get that the sequence (~ϕ_α)_{α∈N} is bounded in D^{1,2}(R^n ). Passing if necessary to a subsequence, we may assume that ~ϕ_α ⇀ ~ϕ weakly in D^{1,2}(R^n ). Set Z_α := Z_{δα} when Z_{δα} is defined in (12). Since for any α, the function ϕ_α belongs to K^⊥_{δα} , and using a change of variables, we obtain 0 = ⟨Z_α, ϕ_α⟩_h = ∫ M (∇Z_α, ∇ϕ_α)_g dv_g + ∫ M h_αZ_αϕ_α dv_g = ∫ R^n (∇(χ_αZ_0), ∇~ϕ_α)_{gα} dv_{gα} + δ^2_α ∫ R^n h̃_αχ_αZ_0 ~ϕ_α dv_{gα} , (18)

where g_α := exp^⋆_{x0} g(δ_αX), h̃_α(X) := h_α(exp_{x0} (δ_αX)) for all X ∈ R^n , Z_0 as in (6) and χ_α(X) := χ(δ_α|X|) for all X ∈ R^n . For r_0 > 0, by Hölder’s inequality and since ‖h_α − h_0‖_∞ → 0, we have that ∫ R^n h̃_αχ_αZ_0 ~ϕ_α dv_{gα} = O (∫ B(0,3r0δ^{−1}α ) |Z_0 ~ϕ_α| dv_{gα} )

= O (∫ B(0,3r0δ^{−1}α ) |Z_0|^{2nn+2} dX ) n+2_n (∫ R^n |~ϕ_α|^{2⋆} dX ) 2_{2⋆}

= O ‖~ϕ_α‖_{D1,2 (Rn)} (∫ B(0,3r0 δ^{−1}α ) |Z_0|^{2nn+2} dX ) n+2_n ,

where the last assertion holds by the continuity of the embedding of D^{1,2}(R^n ) into L^{2⋆} (R^n ). Since ~ϕ_α is bounded in D^{1,2}(R^n ), it follows from the explicit expression of Z_0 that lim α→+∞ δ 2 α ∫ R^n h̃_αχ_αZ_0 ~ϕ_α dv_{gα} = 0.

This last fact, ~ϕ_α ⇀ ~ϕ weakly in D^{1,2}(R^n ) and passing the limit in (18) yield 0 = ∫ R^n (∇Z_0, ∇~ϕ)_ξ dX = (2^⋆(s) − 1) ∫ R^n U^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s Z_0 ~ϕ dX, (19) where the last equality holds by (7). Taking into account that ϕ_α−(Δ_g+h_α)^{−1}(F^{′′}(U_{δα} ))− L_α(ϕ_α) belongs to K_{δα} that there exists λ_α ∈ R such that (20) ϕ_α − (Δ_g + h_α)^{−1}(F^{′′}(U_{δα ,x0} )ϕ_α) − L_α(ϕ_α) = λ_αZ_α. Step 4.1. We claim that (21) ‖ϕ_α − (Δ_g + h_α)^{−1}(F^{′′}(U_{δα,x0} )ϕ_α)‖_h → 0 as α → +∞.

Proof of Step 4.1: Indeed, it follows from (20) that,

‖ϕ_α − (Δ_g + h_α)^{−1}(F^{′′}(U_{δα,x0} )ϕ_α)‖_h ≤ ‖L_α(ϕ_α)‖_h + |λ_α| · ‖Z_α‖_h. Therefore, in order to establish (21), it is enough to show, using (17), that λ_α → 0 as α → +∞. For any α, since ϕ_α, L_α(ϕ_α) ∈ K^⊥_{δα} and multiplying (20) by Z_α we get that λ_α‖Z_α‖^2_h = −⟨(Δ_g + h_α)^{−1}(F^{′′}(U_{δα,x0} )ϕ_α), Z_α⟩_h = −(2^⋆(s) − 1) ∫ M (U_{δα,x0} )^{2⋆(s)−2} + d_g (x_0, x)^s Z_αϕ_α dv_g . (22)

By changing the variable, we obtain that

‖Z_α‖^2_h = ∫ R^n (∇(χ_αZ_0), ∇(χ_αZ_0))_ξ dv_{gα} + δ^2_α ∫ R^n h_αχ^2_αZ^2_0 dv_{gα} .

Hence, passing the limit α → +∞, and we get that (23) ‖Z_α‖^2_h → ‖Z_0‖^2_D1,2_{(R}n_) > 0. Via integration theory, we get that δ^{− n−22}_α ∫ M (U_{δα} )^{2⋆(s)−2} + d_g (x_0, x)^s

Z_αϕ_α dv_g = ∫ R^n χ_αU^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s Z_0 ~ϕ_α dv_{gα} → ∫ R^n U^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s Z_0ϕ̃ dX = 0 as α → +∞.

(24) Then, it remains to inject (23) and (24) into (22), which gives λ_α → 0 as α → +∞. This ends the proof of Step 4.1. □ Step 4.2. We claim that lim_{α→+∞} ‖ϕ_α‖_h = 0.

Proof of Step 4.2: For any bounded sequence (φ_α)_{α∈N} in H^2_1 (M), we have that

⟨ϕ_α, φ_α⟩_h = (2^⋆(s) − 1) ∫ M (U_{δα,x0} )^{2⋆(s)−2} + d_g (x_0, x)^s ϕ_αφ_α dv_g (25) +⟨ϕ_α − (Δ_g + h_α)^{−1}(F^{′′}(U_{δα} )ϕ_α), φ_α⟩_{hα} .

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (21), we get that | |⟨ϕ_α − (Δ_g + h_α)^{−1}(F^{′′}(U_{δα,x0} )ϕ_α), φ_α⟩ | | ≤ ‖ϕ_α − (Δ_g + h_α)^{−1}(F^{′′}(U_{δα,x0} )ϕ_α)‖_H2_1 ‖φ_α‖_H2_1 → 0 when α → +∞. Thus, returning to (25), we obtain that

(26) ⟨ϕ_α, φ_α⟩_h = (2^⋆(s) − 1) ∫ M (U_{δα,x0} )^{2⋆(s)−2} + d_g (x_0, x)^s ϕ_αφ_α dv_g + o(1),

where o(1) → 0 as α → +∞. For any smooth function φ with compact support in R^n and for any α, we take φ_α(x) = δ^{2−n2}α χ̄(x)φ ( δ^{−1}_α exp^{−1}_{x0} (x) ) , where χ̄_{|B(x0,2r0)} ≡ 1. Therefore, we get by a change of variables that (27) ∫ R^n (∇~ϕ_α, ∇φ)_{gα} +δ^2_α ∫ R^n h_α ~ϕ_αφ dv_{g̃α} = (2^⋆(s) − 1) ∫ R^n (χ_αU_1)^{2⋆(s)−2} + |X|^s ~ϕ_αφ dv_{gα} +o(1) as α → +∞. By Hölder and Sobolev inequalities, we get that ∫ R^n\B(0,R) (χ_αU_1)^{2⋆(s)−2} + |X|^s ~ϕ_αφdv_{gα}

= O ‖~ϕα‖D1,2(Rn)‖φ‖D1,2(Rn) (∫ R^n\B(0,R) U^{2⋆(s)}_1 |X|^s dX )^{2⋆(s)−2}_{2⋆(s)}

= O ( ϵ(R)‖~ϕ_α‖_D1,2_{(R}n_)‖φ‖_D1,2_{(R}n_) ) , where lim_{R→∞} ϵ(R) = 0. Letting α → +∞, and using that ~ϕ_α is bounded in D^{1,2}(R^n ), we obtain that

(28) ∫ R^n (χ_αU_1)^{2⋆(s)−2} + |X|^s ~ϕ_αφ dv_{gα} = ∫ R^n U^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s ~ϕ_αφ dv_{gα} + o(1) as α → +∞. Plugging this last equation in (27) yields ∫ R^n (∇~ϕ_α, ∇φ)_{gα} +δ^2_α ∫ R^n h_α ~ϕ_αφ dv_{g̃α} = (2^⋆(s) − 1) ∫ B(0,R) U^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s ~ϕ_αφ dv_{gα} +ϵ(R)+o(1). Letting α → +∞, and using and ~ϕ_α ⇀ ~ϕ weakly in D^{1,2}(R^n ) yields ~ϕ ∈ K_0 defined in (6). Hence, using (19) we get ~ϕ ≡ 0. Thus, we have that ~ϕ_α ⇀ 0 weakly in D^{1,2}(R^n ). Taking φ_α = ϕ_α in (26), we get that

(29) ‖ϕ_α‖^2_h = (2^⋆(s) − 1) ∫ M U^{2⋆(s)−2} δ_α,x_0 d_g (x_0, x)^s ϕ^2_α dv_g + o(1) as α → +∞.

From (28) and (17), we obtain that ∫ M U^{2⋆(s)−2} δ_α,x_0 d_g (x_0, x)^s ϕ^2_α dv_g = ∫ R^n U^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s ~ϕ^2_α dv_{gα} + o(1) as α → +∞.

Since U_1 ∈ L^{2⋆(s)}(R^n , |X|^{−s}) and ~ϕ_α ⇀ 0, integration theory yields ∫ M U^{2⋆(s)−2} δ_α,x_0 d_g (x_0, x)^s ϕ^2_α dv_g → 0 as α → +∞.

This implies with (29) that ‖ϕ_α‖_h → 0 as α → +∞. This ends the proof of Step 4.2. □ Finally, we get a contradiction with (17). This prove (16). It follows from abstract functional analysis that L_{δ,h} is a bi-continuous isomorphism. This concludes the proof of Proposition 4.1. □

Proposition 4.2. We fix h_0 ∈ L^∞(M) such that Δ_g + h_0 is coercive. Then, there exists ϵ > 0 such that for any h ∈ L^∞(M) satisfying ‖h − h_0‖_∞ < ϵ and there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any x_0 ∈ M and any δ ∈ (0, ϵ), there exists a unique ϕ_δ ∈ C^1((0, ϵ), H^2_1 (M)) that solves (14). In addition, we have ϕ_δ ∈ K^⊥_δ and ‖ϕ_δ‖_H2_1 ≤ C ‖ ‖U_{δ,x0} − (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′(U_{δ,x0} )) ‖ ‖_{H21} ≤ C‖R_δ‖_{2nn+2} , where C is a constant depending on (M, g), h_0 and ϵ. The remainder R_δ is defined in (13). Moreover, we have that ‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} ≤ c(δ) for all δ ∈ (0, ϵ), where lim_{δ→0} c(δ) = 0.

Proof. Indeed, for any ϕ ∈ K^⊥_δ ⊂ H^2_1 (M), we have that (30) Π_K⊥_δ ( U_{δ,x0} + ϕ − (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′ (U_{δ,x0} + ϕ)) ) = 0 if and only if ϕ = T (ϕ), where T : K^⊥_δ → K^⊥_δ is such that

(31) T (ϕ) := L^{−1}_{δ,h} ( N_δ(ϕ) + Π_K⊥_δ ( (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′ (U_{δ,x0} )) − U_{δ,x0} )) , where L_{δ,h} as defined in (15) and

N_δ(ϕ) := Π_K⊥_δ ( (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′ (U_{δ,x0} + ϕ) − F^′ (U_{δ,x0} ) − F^{′′}(U_{δ,x0} )ϕ) ) . (32)

The existence and the C^1−regularity of a solution to (30) is via Picard’s fixed point theorem. This is standard and we refer to Robert-Vétois [14] of Micheletti-Pistoia- Vétois [12] for instance. An essential point here is that for 0 < θ < min{1, 2^⋆(s)−2}, we have that F ∈ C^{2,θ}_{loc} (H^2_1 (M)) and for all ρ > 0, we have that ‖F ‖_C2,θ_{(B(0,ρ))} ≤ C(ρ, θ) where C(ρ, θ) is a positive constant. The limit of ‖R_δ‖_{2n/(n+2)} as δ → 0 is an easy computation. This ends Proposition 4.2. □

4.1. Proof of Theorem 4.1: For ϵ > 0 satisfying the hypothesis of Proposition 4.2, there exists ϕ_δ ∈ C^1 ( (0, ϵ), H^2_1 (M) ) such that

Π_K⊥_δ ( u_δ − (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′ (u_δ)) ) = 0 where u_δ := U_{δ,x0} + ϕ_δ , and ϕ_δ ∈ K^⊥_δ and ‖ϕ_δ ‖_H2_1 ≤ C‖R_δ ‖ 2n_{n+2}

for δ ∈ (0, ϵ). It then from the definition of K_δ there exists λ_δ ∈ R such that Π_{Kδ} ( u_δ − (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′ (u_δ)) ) = u_δ − (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′ (u_δ)) = λ_δ Z_δ.

This yields

DJ_h(u_δ)(φ) = (u_δ − (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (F^′ (u_δ)) , φ)_h = λ_δ ⟨Z_δ, φ⟩_h

(33)

for any φ ∈ H^2_1 (M). If u_δ is a critical point of J_h, then δ ∈ B(0, ϵ) is a critical point for δ → J_h(u_δ). Conversely, we assume now that δ ∈ (0, ϵ) is a critical point for the map δ → J_h(u_δ ). We then get that 0 = ∂ ∂δ J_h(u_δ) = DJ_h(u_δ ). (∂_δ U_{δ,x0} + ∂_δ ϕ_δ ) .

(34)

It follows from (33) and (34) that

λ_δ (⟨Z_δ, ∂_δ U_{δ,x0} ⟩_h + ⟨Z_δ, ∂_δϕ_δ ⟩_h) = 0

(35)

Since ϕ_δ ∈ K^⊥_δ , we have that ⟨Z_δ, ϕ_δ ⟩_h = 0. Differentiating with respect to δ, we get that ⟨∂_δ Z_δ, ϕ_δ ⟩_h + ⟨Z_δ , ∂_δϕ_δ ⟩_h = 0, and therefore (35) rewrites | |λ_δ ⟨Z_δ , ∂_δU_{δ,x0} ⟩_h | | ≤ |λ_δ | ‖∂_δZ_δ‖_{H21} ‖ϕ_δ‖_{H21} . It follows from (3), (11) and (12) that ∂_δ U_{δ,x0} = δ^{−1}Z_δ. Rough computations yield δ‖∂_δZ_δ‖_H2_{1 (M)} ≤ C. We then get |λ_δ| · ‖Z_δ‖^2_h ≤ |λ_δ | · C‖ϕ_δ ‖_H2_1 . Since ‖Z_δ‖^2_h is bounded from below and ‖ϕ_δ‖_H2_1 → 0 as δ → 0, for 0 < δ << 1, we get that λ_δ = 0. This yields DJ_h(u_δ)(φ) = 0 for all φ ∈ H^2_1 (M), and then u_δ is a critical point of J_h for δ ∈ (0, ϵ). This ends the proof of Theorem 4.1. □

5. Estimates of the rest

We fix h_0 ∈ C^2(M) such that Δ_g + h_0 is coercive, that is the first eigenvalue λ_1(Δ_g + h_0) is positive. We fix C_0 > 0 and we consider h ∈ C^2(M) such that

(36) ‖h‖_C2 ≤ C_0 and λ_1(Δ_g + h) ≥ C^{−1}_0 .

In all this section, the controls and the convergences will all be uniform with respect to h ∈ C^2(M) such that (36) holds. Note that for C_0 > 0 large enough depending on h_0, there existe ϵ_0 > 0 depending also on h_0 such that (36) is satisfied for all h ∈ C^2(M) such that ‖h − h_0‖_C2 < ϵ_0. We let U_δ and U_{δ,x0} be as in (4) and (3). Recall that the remainder is

R_δ := (Δ_g + h)U_{δ,x0} − U^{2⋆(s)−1} δ,x_0 d_g (x, x_0)^s . 5.1. Approximation of R_δ. The explicit expression (3) yields |R_δ(x)| ≤ Cδ^{n−22} for x ∈ M, d_g(x, x_0) > i_g(M)/4. Since U_δ is radially symmetric, we have that

Δ_g U_{δ,x0} = − ∂_r(r^{n−1} √ |g|∂_rU_δ) r^{n−1} √ |g| = Δ_ξ U_{δ,x0} − ∂_r √ |g| √ |g| ∂_rU_{δ,x0} . Cartan’s expansion of the metric yields ∂_r √ |g| √ |g| = − 1 3 R_{ij} rσ^iσ^j + O(r^2)

in Riemannian polar coordinates, where R_{ij} = R_{ij} (x_0) are the coordinates of the Ricci tensor at x_0 in the exponential chart at x_0. Since (36) yields |h(x) − h(x_0)| ≤ C_0d_g (x, x_0) for all x ∈ M, using that U_δ is a solution to (5), for X ∈ R^n such that |X| < i_g(M)/4, we get

R_δ(exp_{x0} (X)) = h(x_0)U_δ (X) + 1 3 R_{ij} σ^iσ^j δ^{− n−22} (r∂_r U_1)(δ^{−1}X) + O ( δ^{n−22} (δ + |X|)^{n−3} ) . Finally, we get that (37)

R_δ(x) = h(x_0)U_{δ,x0} + 1 3 R_{ij} σ^iσ^j δ^{− n−22} (r∂_r U_1)(δ^{−1}X) + O ( δ^{n−22} (δ + d_g(x, x_0))^{n−3} )

for all x ∈ M. With the explicit expression of U_1 and U_{δ,x0} , we then get that

(38) ‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} = δ^2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖h(x^0)U^1 + 1 3 R_{ij} σ^iσ^j (r∂_r U_1) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_L 2n_{n+2 (Rn)} + o(δ^2) if n ≥ 7

We now let ϕ_δ ∈ K^⊥_δ be given by Proposition 4.2. Since ϕ_δ is a fixed point for T given by (31) and bounding roughly N_δ defined in (32), we get that

ϕ_δ = T (ϕ_δ) = L^{−1}_{δ,h} ( N_δ(ϕ) + Π_K⊥_δ ( (Δ_g + h)^{−1}(−R_δ) )) = −L^{−1}_{δ,h} ( Π_K⊥_δ (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (R_δ) ) + O(‖R_δ ‖^{1+θ}_{2nn+2} )

= B_δ + O(‖R_δ ‖^{1+θ}_{2nn+2} )

where 0 < θ < min{1, 2^⋆(s) − 2} and

(39) B_δ := −L^{−1}_{δ,h} ( Π_K⊥_δ (Δ_g + h)^{−1} (R_δ ) ) ∈ K^⊥_δ and L_{δ,h} is defined in (15). In particular,

(40) ‖B_δ‖_H2_1 = O ( ‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} ) .

Note that (30) rewrites as the existence of λ_δ ∈ R such that J^′_h(U_{δ,x0} + ϕ_δ) = λ_δ⟨Z_δ , ·⟩_h. Therefore, a Taylor expansion yields

J^′_h(U_{δ,x0} + ϕ_δ ) = J^′_h(U_{δ,x0} ) + J^{′′}_h (U_{δ,x0} )(ϕ_δ ) + O(‖ϕ_δ ‖^{1+θ}).

Since ϕ_δ ⊥ Z_δ, we then get that

J^{′′}_h (U_{δ,x0} )(ϕ_δ , ϕ_δ ) = −J^′_h(U_{δ,x0} )(ϕ_δ ) + O(‖ϕ_δ ‖^{2+θ})

Therefore, the Taylor expansion of J_h yields

J_h(U_{δ,x0} + ϕ_δ ) = J_h(U_{δ,x0} ) + J^′_h(U_{δ,x0} )(ϕ_δ ) + 1 2 J^{′′}_h (U_{δ,x0} )(ϕ_δ , ϕ_δ ) + O(‖ϕ_δ ‖^{2+θ})

= J_h(U_{δ,x0} ) − 1 2 J^′_h(U_{δ,x0} )(ϕ_δ ) + O(‖ϕ_δ ‖^{2+θ})

= J_h(U_{δ,x0} ) − 1 2 ∫ M R_δϕ_δ dv_g + O(‖ϕ_δ ‖^{2+θ})

= J_h(U_{δ,x0} ) − 1 2 ∫ M R_δB_δ dv_g + O(‖R_δ ‖^{2+θ}) 2n_{n+2}

(41)

Let us recall that n ≥ 7. Let us assume that h(x_0) ≠ 0 or Ric_g(x_0) ≠ 0. As one checks, using (38), as long as n ≥ 7, we have that

(42) lim_{δ→0} ‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} δ^2

= α^{−1} := ‖ ‖ ‖h(x_0)U_1 + 1 3 R_{ij} σ^iσ^j (r∂_r U_1) ‖ ‖ ‖ L^{2nn+2} (R^n) > 0. It follows from the definition (39) that there exists μ_δ ∈ R such that

(43) Δ_g B_δ + hB_δ − (2^⋆(s) − 1) U^{2⋆(s)−2} δ,x_0 d_g (·, x_0)^s

B_δ = −R_δ + μ_δ(Δ_g Z_δ + hZ_δ)

Multiplying by Z_δ, integrating, using that B_δ ⊥ Z_δ and (40), we get that

μ_δ ‖Z_δ‖^2_h = −(2^⋆(s) − 1) ∫ M U^{2⋆(s)−2} δ,x_0 d_g (·, x_0)^s

B_δZ_δ dv_g + ∫ M R_δ Z_δ dv_g = O ( ‖U_{δ,x0} ‖^{2⋆(s)−2} H^2_1 ‖Bδ‖H^21 ‖Zδ‖H^21 + ‖Rδ‖^{2n}_{n+2} )

= O ( ‖B_δ‖_H2_1 + ‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} ) = O ( ‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} )

Therefore, using (23), we define β := lim_{δ→0}^{μδ}_{‖Rδ ‖ 2nn+2} ∈ [0, +∞). We define

B̂_δ (X) := δ n−2 2 B_δ (exp_{x0} (δX)) ‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} for X ∈ B(0, δ^{−1}i_g(M)).

We define the metric g_δ := exp^⋆_{x0} g(δ·) and fix R > 0. W let η ∈ C^∞_c (R^n ) be such that Supp η ⊂ B(0, R). We have that

|∇_{gδ} (ηB̂_δ )|^2_{gδ} (X) = δ^n ‖R_δ‖^2_{2nn+2} | |∇ (η(δ^{−1}exp^{−1}_{x0} )B_δ ) | |^2_g (exp_{x0} (δX))

≤ C δ^n ‖R_δ‖^2_{2nn+2} ( |∇B_δ |^2 + 1 δ^2

B^2_δ ) (exp_{x0} (δX))1_{|X|<R}

Integrating on R^n and using Hölder and Sobolev inequalities yield ∫ R^n |∇_{gδ} (ηB̂_δ )|^2_{gδ} dX ≤ C δ^n ‖R_δ‖^2_{2nn+2} (∫ |X|<R (|∇B_δ |^2_g + 1 δ^2

B^2_δ )(exp_{x0} (δX)) dX )

≤ C 1 ‖R_δ‖^2_{2nn+2} (∫ B(x_0,Rδ) (|∇B_δ |^2_g + 1 δ^2

B^2_δ ) dv_g )

≤ C 1 ‖R_δ‖^2_{2nn+2} ∫ B(x_0,Rδ) |∇B_δ |^2_g dv_g + (∫ B(x_0,Rδ) |B_δ |^{2nn−2} dv_g ) n−2_n

≤ C ‖B_δ‖^2_H2_1 ‖R_δ‖^2_{2nn+2} ≤ C^′

for all δ << 1. It then follows from reflexivity that ηB̂_δ has a weak limit in D^2_1 (R^n ) as δ → 0. A careful analysis yields the existence of B̂ ∈ H^2_{1,loc}(R^n ) such that for all η ∈ C^∞_c (R^n ), then ηB̂_δ ⇀ ηB̂ weakly in D^2_1(R^n ) as δ → 0. As one checks, the above computations and some change of variable yield C > 0 such that ∫ B(0,R) |∇B̂|^2 dX + ∫ B(0,R) |B̂|^{2nn−2} dX ≤ C for all R > 0. Using lower-semi-continuity and pointwise convergence, we get that |∇B̂| ∈ L^2(R^n ) and B̂ ∈ L^{2nn−2} (R^n ). As one checks, this yields B̂ ∈ D^2_1(R^n ). Moreover, since B_δ ∈ K^⊥_δ , we have that ⟨B_δ , Z_δ⟩_h = 0. With a change of variable and taking δ → 0, we then get that B̂ ⊥ Z_0 in D^2_1(R^n ), and then B̂ ∈ K^⊥_0 (see (7)). With a change of variables, equation (43) rewrites

Δ_{gδ} B̂_δ + ĥ_δB̂_δ − (2^⋆(s) − 1) U^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s B̂_δ = − δ^2 ‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} δ^{n−22} R_δ(exp_{x0} (δX)) + μ_δ ‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} (Δ_{gδ} Z_0 + ĥ_δZ_0)

on all compact subset of R^n for δ << 1, where ĥ_δ(X) := δ^2h(exp_{x0} (δX)). Passing to the limit in the equation and using (37) and (42) yield

Δ_ξB̂ − (2^⋆(s) − 1) U^{2⋆(s)−2} |X|^s B̂ = −α ( h(x_0)U + 1 3 R_{ij} (x_0)σ^iσ^j (r∂_rU) ) + βΔ_ξ Z_0

in the weak sense. Moreover, it follows from standard elliptic theory that B̂_δ → B̂ in C^0_{loc}(R^n ). Since B̂ ∈ K^⊥_0 , then, multiplying the above equation by Z_0 solution to (6) and integrating on R^n yields α ∫ R^n ( h(x_0)U + 1 3 R_{ij} σ^iσ^j (r∂_r U) ) Z_0 dx = β ∫ R^n |∇Z_0|^2 dx. We then get that for all R > 0, ∫ B(x_0,Rδ) R_δ B_δ dv_g = δ^2 ∫ B(0,R) δ^{n−22} R_δ(exp_{x0} (δX))δ^{n−22} B_δ(exp_{x0} (δX)) dv_{gδ} and therefore we have that

lim_{δ→0} ∫ B(x_0,Rδ) Rδ Bδ dvg δ^2‖R_δ‖ 2n_{n+2} = ∫ B(0,R) ( h(x_0)U + 1 3 R_{ij} σ^iσ^j (r∂_r U) ) B̂ dX. For n ≥ 7, we get that lim R→+∞ lim_{δ→0} δ^{−2}‖R_δ‖_L 2n_{n+2 (M−B(x0,Rδ))} = 0.

Noting that ∫ M−B(x_0,Rδ) R_δB_δ dv_g = O(‖R_δ ‖_L 2n_{n+2 (M−B(x0,Rδ))}‖B_δ‖_L 2n_{n−2 (M)}) = O(‖R_δ ‖_L 2n_{n+2 (M−B(x0,Rδ))}‖R_δ‖_L 2n_{n+2} ) we get that

lim_{δ→0} ∫ M R_δB_δ dv_g δ^4

= α^{−1} ∫ R^n ( h(x_0)U + 1 3 R_{ij} σ^iσ^j (r∂_r U) ) B̂ dX. We define W_{a,Ricg (x0)} := aU + 1 3 R_{ij} (x_0)σ^iσ^j (r∂_r U), so that with (41), we get that

J_h(U_{δ,x0} + ϕ_δ ) = J_h(U_{δ,x0} ) − δ^4 2 ∫ R^n W_{h(x0),Ricg (x0)}Ĉ(W_{h(x0 ),Ricg (x0)}) dX + o(δ^4) where for any W ∈ L^{2nn+2} (R^n ), Ĉ = Ĉ(W ) ∈ D^2_1(R^n ) is the unique solution to

Δ_ξĈ − (2^⋆(s) − 1) U^{2⋆(s)−2} 1 |X|^s Ĉ = −W + ∫ R^n W Z0 dx ∫ R^n |∇Z0| 2 dx Δ_ξZ_0 ; Ĉ ∈ K^⊥_0 .

Note that the above expressions make also sense when h(x_0) = 0 and Ric_g(x_0) = 0. As one checks, we have that h → Ĉ(W_{h(x0),Ricg (x0)}) is continuous from C^0(M) → D^2_1(R^n ). With Proposition 6.1, we get for n ≥ 7 that

J_h(U_{δ,x0} + ϕ_δ ) = 2 − s 2(n − s) ∫ R^n U^{2⋆(s)}_1 |X|^s dX + 1 2 (h − c_{n,s} Scal_g) (x_0)δ^2 ∫ R^n U^2_1 dx

+L_g(h_0, x_0)δ^4 + o ( δ^4 ) + O(|h_0(x_0) − c_{n,s} Scal_g(x_0)|δ^4) +O(‖h − h_0‖_C2 δ^4) where L_g(h, x_0) is defined in (8).

We are in position to prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. Let us assume in addition to our hypotheses that h_0 ∈ C^p(M), p ≥ 2, and let us assume that h_0(x_0) = c_{n,s} Scal_g(x_0).

We let f ∈ C^p(M) and we set for t > 0 δ := t √ ϵ and h := h_0 + ϵf.

In particular lim_{ϵ→0} L_g(h_0 + ϵf, x_0) = L_g(h_0, x_0). Therefore, for all t > 0, we get

lim_{ϵ→0} J_{h0 +ϵf} (U_t^√_{ϵ,x0} + ϕ_t^√_ϵ) −^{2−s}_{2(n−s)} ∫ R^n U^{2⋆(s)} 1 |X|^s dX ϵ^2 = 1 2 f(x_0)t^2 ∫ R^n U^2_1 dx+L_g(h_0, x_0)t^4,

and this convergence is uniform on any compact subset of (0, +∞).

If L_g(h_0, x_0) ≠ 0, we assume that f is such that f(x_0)L_g(h_0, x_0) < 0. Then there exists t_0 ∈ (0, +∞) that is a nondegenerate local extremum of the RHS. Therefore, there exists (t_ϵ)_{ϵ>0} > 0 such that lim_{ϵ→0} t_ϵ = t_0 and t_ϵ is a critical point of t → J_{h0 +ϵf} (U_t^√_{ϵ,x0} + ϕ_t^√_ϵ), therefore, it follows from Theorem 4.1 that u_ϵ := U_{tϵ}^√_{ϵ,x0} + ϕ_{tϵ}^√_ϵ ∈ H^2_1 (M) is a weak solution to

Δ_g u_ϵ + (h_0 + ϵf)u_ϵ =

(u_ϵ)^{2⋆(s)−1} + d_g (x, x_0)^s in M. Since u_ϵ − U_t^√_ϵ → 0 in H^2_1 (M), we get that u_ϵ ≢ 0 for ϵ > 0 small enough. Regularity yields (see Jaber [9]) that u_ϵ ∈ C^0(M). It then follows from the maximum principle (Δ_g + h_0 is coercive) that u_ϵ > 0 in M. Therefore

Δ_g u_ϵ + (h_0 + ϵf)u_ϵ = u^{2⋆(s)−1} ϵ d_g (x, x_0)^s in M, u_ϵ > 0 and u_ϵ = U_{tϵ}^√_{ϵ,x0} + o(1) in H^2_1 (M).

This proves Theorem 1.2. We now prove Theorem 1.1. If L_g(h_0, x_0) ≠ 0, it is a consequence of Theorem 1.2.

We now assume that L_g(h_0, x_0) = 0. For k ∈ N, k ≥ 1, we define h_k(x) := h_0(x) + 1 k d_g (x, x_0)^2χ(x). As one checks, h_k(x_0) = h_0(x_0) and Δ_g h_k(x_0) = Δ_gh_0(x_0) −^{2n}_k . Therefore L_g(h_k, x_0) = L_g(h_0, x_0)+^1_{2k} ∫ R^n |X| 4|∇U_1|^2 dx =^1_{2k} ∫ R^n |X| 4|∇U_1|^2 dx > 0. We impose that f(x_0) < 0. It then follows from the first case that there there exists a family u_{k,ϵ} ∈ H^2_1 (M) ∩ C^0(M) such that

Δ_g u_{k,ϵ} + ( h_0 + 1 k d_g (x, x_0)^2χ + ϵf ) u_{k,ϵ} = u^{2⋆(s)−1} k,ϵ d_g (x, x_0)^s in M, u_{k,ϵ} > 0 and u_{k,ϵ} = U_{tk,ϵ}^√_{ϵ,x0} + o(1) in H^2_1 (M) as ϵ → 0.

Therefore, for all k > 1, there exists 0 < ϵ_k <^1_k such that |‖∇u_{k,ϵk} ‖_2 − ‖∇U_1‖_2| < 1 k and ‖u_{k,ϵk} ‖_2 < 1 k . We set ũ_k := u_{k,ϵk} and h̃_k := h_0 +^1_k d_g (x, x_0)^2χ + ϵ_kf. We then get that

Δ_gũ_k + h̃_kũ_k = ũ^{2⋆(s)−1} k d_g(x, x_0)^s in M, ũ_k > 0 in M.

As one checks, lim k→+∞ ‖ũ_k‖_2 = 0 , lim_{k→+∞} ‖∇ũ_k‖_2 = ‖∇U_1‖_2 and lim_{k→+∞} h̃_k = h_0 in C^p(M).

So ũ_k blows-up along a single bubble. This proves Theorem 1.1.

6. Energy Estimate: the case n ≥ 7 We let h_0 ∈ C^2(M) be such that Δ_g + h_0 is coercive. We fix C_0 > 0. Here again, all the estimates are controls are valid for any h ∈ C^2(M) such that (36) holds.

6.1. Energy Estimates. The expansion of the Riemannian element of volume is (see Lemma 5.5 page 60 in Lee-Parker [11])

det(g)(x) = 1 − 1 3 R_{pq} x^px^q − 1 6 R_{pq,k} x^px^q x^k − 1 20 R_{pq,kl} + 1 90 ∑ i,m R_{ipqm}R_{iklm} − 1 18 R_{pq} R_{kl} x^px^q x^kx^l + O(r^5),

where the R_{pq} and R_{pqkl} denote the components of the Ricci tensor Ric_g and the Riemann tensor Rm_g at x_0 in the exponential chart. Moreover, we have set R_{pq,k} = (∇ Ric_g )_{kpq} (x_0) and R_{pq,kl} = ( ∇^2 Ric_g (x_0) ) klpq . We then get √ det(g)(x) = 1 − 1 6 R_{pq} x^px^q − 1 12 R_{pq,k} x^px^q x^k + 1 24 − 3 5 R_{pq,kl} − 2 15 ∑ i,m R_{ipqm}R_{iklm} + 1 3 ∑ i,m R_{pq} R_{kl} x^px^q x^k x^l + O(r^5).

We define G(r) := 1 ω_{n−1} ∫ S^{n−1} √ det(g)(rσ) dσ, where dσ denotes the volume element on S^{n−1}, and ω_{n−1} denotes the volume of the unit sphere S^{n−1}. Then

G(r) = 1 −

Scal_g (x_0) 6n r^2 + F_g (x_0)r^4 + O(r^5),

as r → 0. Here, F_g is defined as follows:

(44) F_g (x_0) := 1 360n(n + 2) ( 18Δ_g Scal_g +8|Ric_g|^2_g − 3|Rm_g|^2_g + 5 Scal^2_g ) (x_0).

Proposition 6.1. For n ≥ 7, we have that

J_h(U_{δ,x0} ) = 2 − s 2(n − s) ∫ R^n U^{2⋆(s)}_1 |X|^s dX + 1 2 (h(x_0) − c_{n,s} Scal_g(x_0))δ^2 ∫ R^n U^2_1 dx − 1 4n ( Δ_g (h_0 − Λ_{n,s} Scal_g )(x_0) − K^{n,s}_g (x_0) ) δ^4 ∫ R^n |X|^4|∇U_1|^2 dx + o ( δ^4 ) +O(|h_0 − c_{n,s} Scal_g |(x_0)δ^4) + O(‖h − h_0‖_C2 δ^4)

as δ → 0 uniformly with respect to h ∈ C^2(M) such that (36) holds, where K^{n,s}_g (x_0) and Λ_{n,s} are defined in (9).

Proof of Proposition 6.1: We estimate each term of J_h(U_{δ,x0} ).

Claim 6.1. We claim as δ → 0 that for n ≥ 7, ∫ M |∇U_{δ,x0} |^2_g dv_g = ∫ R^n |∇U_1|^2 dX − Scal_g (x_0) 6n δ^2 ∫ R^n |X|^2|∇U_1|^2 dX +F_g(x_0)δ^4 ∫ R^n |X|^4|∇U_1|^2 dx + o(δ^4)

(45)

where U_1 is defined in (4), and F_g is defined in (44).

Proof of Claim 6.1: Since U_1 is radial, we get that |∇U_{δ,x0} |^2_g (exp_{x0} (X)) = δ^{−n}|∇U_1|^2(δ^{−1}X). Moreover, we have that ∫ M\B(x_0,r_0) |∇U_{δ,x0} |^2 = O ( δ^{n−2} ) as δ → 0. We then get that ∫ M |∇U_{δ,x0} |^2_g dv_g = ∫ B(x_0,r_0) |∇U_{δ,x0} |^2_g dv_g + O(δ^{n−2}) = ∫ B(0,r_0) |∇U_{δ,x0} |^2_g(exp_{x0} (X)) √ |g|(X) dX + O(δ^{n−2}) = ∫_{r0} 0 ∫ S^{n−1} |∇U_{δ,x0} |^2_g (exp_{x0} (rσ)) √ |g|(rσ)r^{n−1} dr dσ + O(δ^{n−2}) = ω_{n−1} ∫_{r0} 0 δ^{−n}|∇U_1|^2(δ^{−1}r)r^{n−1}G(r) dr + O(δ^{n−2}) = ω_{n−1} ∫_{r0/δ} 0 |∇U_1|^2(r)r^{n−1}G(δr) dr + O(δ^{n−2}) With (44), we then get ∫ M |∇U_{δ,x0} |^2_g dv_g = ∫ B(x_0,r_0) |∇U_{δ,x0} |^2_g dv_g + O(δ^{n−2}) = ω_{n−1} ∫_{r0/δ} 0 |∇U_1|^2(r)r^{n−1} ( 1 − Scal_g(x_0) 6n r^2δ^2 + F_g (x_0)r^4δ^4 + O(r^5δ^5) ) dr + O(δ^{n−2}) Since |∇U_1|(r) ≤ Cr^{1−n} for r > 1, estimating the rest of the various integrals and using that n ≥ 7, we get Claim 6.1. □ Similarly, we get ∫ M U^{2⋆(s)}_{δ,x0} d_g (x, x_0)^s dv_g = ∫ R^n U^{2⋆(s)}_1 |X|^s dX − Scal_g(x_0) 6n δ^2 ∫ R^n |X|^{2−s}U^{2⋆(s)}_1 dX +F_g(x_0)δ^4 ∫ R^n |X|^{4−s}U^{2⋆(s)}_1 dx + o ( δ^4 ) for n ≥ 7.

(46)

Claim 6.2. We claim that for n ≥ 7 ∫ M hU^2_{δ,x0} dv_g = h(x_0)δ^2 ∫ R^n U^2_0 dx − 1 2n ( Δ_g h_0(x_0) + 1 3 Scal_g(x_0)h_0(x_0) ) δ^4 ∫ R^n |X|^2U^2_1 dX +o ( δ^4 ) + O ( ‖h − h_0‖_C2 δ^4 ) as δ → 0 uniformly with respect to h ∈ C^2(M) such that (36) holds.

Proof of Claim 6.2: We define ĥ(X) := h(exp_{x0} (X)) and ĥ_0(X) := h_0(exp_{x0} (X)) for X ∈ B(0, i_g(M)). As in the previous claim, using the explicit expression of U_δ and n ≥ 7, we get that ∫ M hU^2_{δ,x0} dv_g = ∫ B(x_0,r_0) hU^2_{δ,x0} dv_g + O(δ^{n−2}) = ∫ B(0,r_0)

ĥ(X)U^2_δ √ |g| dX + O(δ^{n−2}) = ∫ B(0,r_0)

ĥ(X)U^2_δ dX + ∫ B(0,r_0)

ĥ(x)U^2_δ ( √ |g| − 1) dX + O(δ^{n−2}) = ∫ B(0,r_0)

ĥ(X)U^2_δ dX + ĥ(0) ∫ B(0,r_0)

U^2_δ ( √ |g| − 1) dX + ∫ B(0,r_0)

O(|X|^3)U^2_δ dX + O(δ^{n−2}) = ∫ B(0,r_0)

ĥ(X)U^2_δ dX + ĥ(0) ∫ B(0,r_0)

U^2_δ ( √ |g| − 1) dX + o(δ^4) Arguing again as in the previous claim, we get that

ĥ(0) ∫ B(0,r_0)

U^2_δ ( √ |g| − 1) dX = h(x_0)ω_{n−1} ∫_{r0} 0 U^2_δ (r) ( − 1 6n Scal_g (x_0)δ^2r^2 + O(δ^4r^4) ) r^{n−1} dr = − h(x_0) 6n Scal_g(x_0)δ^4 ∫ R^n |X|^2U^2_1 dX + o(δ^4) = − h_0(x_0) 6n Scal_g (x_0)δ^4 ∫ R^n |X|^2U^2_1 dX + o(δ^4) + O ( ‖h − h_0‖_C2 δ^4 )

With the Taylor expansion of ĥ at 0, for X ∈ B(0, r_0), we write

ĥ(X) = ĥ(0) + X^i∂_iĥ(0) +

∫_1 0 X^iX^j (1 − t)∂_{ij}ĥ(tX) dt = ĥ(0) + X^i∂_iĥ(0) + 1 2 X^iX^j ∂_{ij}ĥ_0(0) + ∫_1 0 X^iX^j (1 − t)(∂_{ij}ĥ_0(tX) − ∂_{ij}ĥ_0(0)) dt +

∫_1 0 X^iX^j (1 − t)(∂_{ij}ĥ − ∂_{ij}ĥ_0)(tX) dt = ĥ(0) + X^i∂_iĥ(0) + 1 2 X^iX^j ∂_{ij}ĥ_0(0) +O ( |X|^2 sup_{t∈[0,1]} |∂_{ij}ĥ_0(tX) − ∂_{ij}ĥ_0(0)| ) + O ( |X|^2‖h − h_0‖_C2 )

Using the radial symmetry of U_δ and the continuity of ∂_{ij}ĥ_0, we get that ∫ B(0,r_0)

ĥ(X)U^2_δ dX = ∫ B(0,r_0) ( ĥ(0) + x^i∂_iĥ(0) + 1 2 x^ix^j ∂_{ij}ĥ_0(0) ) U^2_δ dX + o(δ^4) + O(‖h − h_0‖_C2 δ^4)

= h(x_0)δ^2 ∫ B(0,r_0/δ) U^2_1 dX + 1 2 ∂_{ij}ĥ_0(0)δ^4 ∫ B(0,r_0/δ) x^ix^j U^2_1 dX

+o(δ^4) + O(‖h − h_0‖_C2 δ^4)

= h(x_0)δ^2 ∫ B(0,r_0/δ) U^2_1 dX + ∑ i ∂_{ii}ĥ_0(0) 2 δ^4 ∫ B(0,r_0/δ) |x|^2U^2_1 dX

+o(δ^4) + O(‖h − h_0‖_C2 δ^4)

= h(x_0)δ^2 ∫ R^n U^2_1 dX −

Δ_g h_0(x_0) 2 δ^4 ∫ R^n |x|^2U^2_1 dX + o(δ^4) + O(‖h − h_0‖_C2 δ^4) where we have used again the asymptotic behavior of U_1 at infinity and n ≥ 7. Plugging together these expansions yields Claim 6.2. □ End the proof of Proposition 6.1: For n ≥ 7, if follows from (45), Claim 6.2 and (46) that J_h(U_{δ,x0} ) = 1 2 ∫ M ( |∇U_{δ,x0} |^2_g + hU^2_{δ,x0} ) dv_g − 1 2^⋆(s) ∫ M U^{2⋆(s)}_{δ,x0} d_g (x, x_0)^s dv_g = 1 2 ∫ R^n |∇U_1|^2 dX − 1 2^⋆(s) ∫ R^n U^{2⋆(s)}_1 |X|^s dX + 1 2 ( h(x_0) −

Scal_g (x_0) 6n ∫ R^n |X| 2|∇U_1|^2 dX ∫ R^n U 2 1 dx + 2 Scal_g(x_0) 2^⋆(s)6n ∫ R^n |X| 2−sU^{2⋆(s)}_1 dX ∫ R^n U 2 1 dx ) δ^2 ∫ R^n U^2_1 dx

− 1 4n ( Δ_g h_0(x_0) + 1 3 Scal_g(x_0)h_0(x_0) − 2nF_g(x_0) ∫ R^n |X| 4|∇U_1|^2 dX ∫ R^n |X| 2U^2_1 dx + 4n 2^⋆(s)

F_g(x_0) ∫ R^n |X| 4−sU^{2⋆(s)}_1 dX ∫ R^n |X| 2U^2_1 dx ) δ^4 ∫ R^n |X|^2U^2_1 dx + o ( δ^4 ) + O(‖h − h_0‖_C2 δ^4)

as δ → 0 uniformly with respect to h ∈ C^2(M) such that (36) holds. Using again the result of Jaber [9], we obtain that ∫ R^n |X| 2|∇U_1|^2 dX ∫ R^n U 2 1 dX = n(n − 2)(n + 2 − s) 2(2n − 2 − s) and ∫ R^n |X| 2−sU^{2⋆(s)}_1 dX ∫ R^n U 2 1 dx = κ^{2⋆(s)−2} n,s n(n − 4) 2(n − 2)(2n − 2 − s) This implies that

(47) ∫ R^n |X| 2|∇U_1|^2 dX ∫ R^n U 2 1 dX − 2 2^⋆(s) ∫ R^n |X| 2−sU^{2⋆(s)}_1 dX ∫ R^n U 2 1 dx = 6nc_{n,s}. where c_{n,s} is defined in (2). For p, q ∈ R^∗_+ such that p − q > 1, we set I^q_p = ∫_{+∞} 0 t^q (1+t)^p dt. From Jaber [9], we have then that

I^q_{p+1} = p − q − 1 p I^q_p and I^{q+1}_{p+1} = q + 1 p − q − 1 I^q_{p+1} = q + 1 p I^q_p . Using a change of variables, we can compute that ∫ R^n |X|^2U^2_1 dX = w_{n−1}κ^2_{n,s} ∫_{+∞} 0 r^{n+1} (1 + r^{2−s})^{2(n−2)2−s} dr

= w_{n−1} 2 − s κ^2_{n,s} ∫_{+∞} 0 t^{n+s2−s} (1 + t)^{2(n−2)2−s} dt = w_{n−1} 2 − s κ^2_{n,s}I^q_p , ∫ R^n |X|^4|∇U_1|^2 dX = w_{n−1} 2 − s (n − 2)^2κ^2_{n,s}I^{q+2}_{p+2} .

when we have taken p =^{2(n−2)}_{2−s} and q =^{n+s}_{2−s} . We then get ∫ R^n |X| 4|∇U_1|^2 dX ∫ R^n |X| 2U^2_1 dX

= (n − 2)^2

I^{q+2}_{p+2} I^q_p = (n − 2)(n + 2)(n + 4 − s) 2(2n − 2 − s) .

Similarly, we obtain ∫ R^n |X| 4−sU^{2⋆(s)}_1 dX ∫ R^n |X| 2U^2_1 dx = (n − s)(n − 6)(n + 2) 2(2n − 2 − s) , so that ∫ R^n |X| 4|∇U_1|^2 dX ∫ R^n |X| 2U^2_1 dx − 2 2^⋆(s) ∫ R^n |X| 4−sU^{2⋆(s)}_1 dX ∫ R^n |X| 2U^2_1 dx = (n + 2)(n − 2)(10 − s) 2(2n − 2 − s) . Putting these identities together in (47), we obtain as δ → 0 that

J_h(U_{δ,x0} ) = 2 − s 2(n − s) ∫ R^n U^{2⋆(s)}_1 |X|^s dX + 1 2 (h(x_0) − c_{n,s} Scal_g (x_0)) δ^2 ∫ R^n U^2_1 dx − 1 4n ( Δ_g h_0(x_0) + 1 3 Scal_g(x_0)h_0(x_0) − F_g (x_0) n(n + 2)(n − 2)(10 − s) 2n − 2 − s ) δ^4 ∫ R^n |X|^2U^2_1 dx +o ( δ^4 ) + O(‖h − h_0‖_C2 δ^4),

where we have used that U_1 verifies (5). It follows now from (44) that 1 3 Scal_g(x_0)(c_{n,s} Scal_g (x_0)) − F_g(x_0) n(n + 2)(n − 2)(10 − s) (2n − 2 − s) = −Λ_{n,s}Δ_g Scal_g (x_0) − Λ_{n,s} 18 ( 8|Ric_g(x_0)|^2_g − 3|Rm_g(x_0)|^2_g −

5(2 − s) 10 − s Scal_g (x_0)^2 ) , Injecting these last value in the estimate of J_h(U_{δ,x0} ) above, we get Proposition 6.1 for n ≥ 7.

References

[1] Hussein Cheikh Ali, The second best constant for the Hardy-Sobolev inequality on manifolds, Pacific J. Math. 316 (2022), no. 2, 249–276.

[2] Hussein Cheikh Ali and Saikat Mazumdar, Compactness for the Hardy-Sobolev equation on manifolds. In preparation.

[3] Wenjing Chen, Blow-up solutions for Hardy-Sobolev equations on compact Riemannian manifolds, J. Fixed Point Theory Appl. 20 (2018), no. 3, Paper No. 123, 12.

[4] Kai-Seng Chou and Chiu-Wing Chu, On the best constant for a weighted Sobolev-Hardy inequality, Journal of the London Mathematical Society. Second Series 48 (1993), no. 1, 137–151.

[5] E. N. Dancer, F. Gladiali, and M. Grossi, On the Hardy-Sobolev equation, Proc. Roy. Soc.

Edinburgh Sect. A 147 (2017), no. 2, 299–336.

[6] Pierpaolo Esposito, Nassif Ghoussoub, Angela Pistoia, and Giusi Vaira, Sign-changing solutions for critical equations with Hardy potential, Anal. PDE 14 (2021), no. 2, 533–566.

[7] Pierpaolo Esposito and Angela Pistoia, Blowing-up solutions for the Yamabe equation, Port.

Math. 71 (2014), no. 3-4, 249–276.

[8] Nassif Ghoussoub, Saikat Mazumdar, and Frédéric Robert, The Hardy-Schrödinger operator on the Poincaré ball: compactness, multiplicity, and stability of the Pohozaev obstruction, J. Differential Equations 320 (2022), 510–557.

[9] Hassan Jaber, Hardy-Sobolev equations on compact Riemannian manifolds, Nonlinear Analysis. Theory, Methods & Applications. Series A: Theory and Methods 103 (2014), 39–54.

[10] , Optimal Hardy-Sobolev inequalities on compact Riemannian manifolds, J. Math.

Anal. Appl. 421 (2015), no. 2, 1869–1888.

[11] John M. Lee and Thomas H. Parker, The Yamabe problem, Bulletin of the American Mathematical Society. New Series 17 (1987), 37–91.

[12] Anna Maria Micheletti, Angela Pistoia, and Jérôme Vétois, Blow-up solutions for asymptotically critical elliptic equations on Riemannian manifolds, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 58 (2009), no. 4, 1719–1746.

[13] Frédéric Robert, Nondegeneracy of positive solutions to nonlinear Hardy-Sobolev equations, Advances in Nonlinear Analysis 6 (2017), no. 2, 237–242.

[14] Frédéric Robert and Jérôme Vétois, A general theorem for the construction of blowing-up solutions to some elliptic nonlinear equations via Lyapunov-Schmidt’s finite-dimensional reduction, Concentration analysis and applications to PDE. ICTS workshop, Bangalore, India, January 3–12, 2012, Basel: Birkhäuser/Springer, 2013, pp. 85–116.

[15] , Blowing-up solutions for 2nd-order critical elliptic equations: the impact of the scalar curvature, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN 2 (2023), 901–931.

[16] , Sign-changing solutions to elliptic second order equations: glueing a peak to a degenerate critical manifold, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 54 (2015), no. 1, 693–716.

[17] D. Ruiz and M. Willem, Elliptic problems with critical exponents and Hardy potentials, J.

Differential Equations 190 (2003), no. 2, 524–538.

Laboratoire Paul Painlevé, Université de Lille, Cité Scientifique - Bâtiment M2 59655 Villeneuve d’Ascq Cedex France

Email address: frederic.cheikh-ali@univ-lille.fr

Institut Élie Cartan, Université de Lorraine, CNRS, IECL, F-54000 Nancy, France Email address: frederic.robert@univ-lorraine.fr