arXiv:2012.08978v1 [math.AP] 16 Dec 2020

Semiclassical solutions for critical Schrödinger–Poisson systems involving multiple competing potentials

Lingzheng Kong, Haibo Chen^∗

School of Mathematics and Statistics, Central South University, Changsha, Hunan 410083, P.R. China

Abstract

In this paper, a class of Schrödinger–Poisson system involving multiple competing potentials and critical Sobolev exponent is considered. Such a problem cannot be studied with the same argument of the nonlinear term with only a positive potential, because the weight potentials set {Q_i(x)|1 ≤ i ≤ m} contains nonpositive, sign-changing, and nonnegative elements. By introducing the ground energy function and subtle analysis, we first prove the existence of ground state solution v_ε in the semiclassical limit via the Nehari manifold and concentration-compactness principle. Then we show that v_ε converges to the ground state solution of the associated limiting problem and concentrates at a concrete set characterized by the potentials. At the same time, some properties for the ground state solution are also studied. Moreover, a sufficient condition for the nonexistence of the ground state solution is obtained.

Keywords: Schrödinger–Poisson system; Semiclassical solutions; Multiple competing potentials; Variational methods; Critical growth

Mathematics Subject Classification. 35J20; 35J60

1 Introduction and statement of results

In this paper, we study the existence and concentration behavior of positive ground state solutions for the following critical Schrödinger–Poisson system: −ε^2Δu + h(x)ϕu + V (x)u =^m ∑ i=1 Q_i(x)|u|^{qi−2}u + K(x)|u|^4u, x ∈ R^3 , −ε^2Δϕ = 4πh(x)u^2, x ∈ R^3 , (SP_ε)

where ε > 0 is a small parameter, 4 < q_1 < q_2 < · · · < q_m < 6. V (x) is the potential, h(x) is the electronic potential, Q_i(x)(i = 1, · · · , m) and K(x) are weight potentials satisfying some ∗Corresponding author: E-mail: math klz@csu.edu.cn (L. Kong), math chb@163.com (H. Chen).

competing conditions. Moreover, the nonlinear growth of |u|^4u reaches the Sobolev critical exponent since 2^∗ = 6 for three spatial dimensions, which is why we call critical Schrödinger– Poisson system in the title.

Replacing the nonlinear term^m ∑ i=1 Q_i(x)|u|^{qi−2}u + K(x)|u|^4u by f(x, u), (SP_ε) becomes the following system: −ε^2Δu + h(x)ϕu + V (x)u = f(x, u), x ∈ R^3 , −ε^2Δϕ = 4πh(x)u^2, x ∈ R^3 ,

(1.1)

which known as the nonlinear Schrödinger–Maxwell system, arises in an interesting physical meaning because it appears in quantum mechanics models [7,15,23] and in semiconductor theory [5, 16, 17]. In fact, systems like (1.1) have been first proposed in [4] as a model describing the interaction between the electrostatic field and the solitary waves of nonlinear Schrödinger type equation iℏ ∂ψ ∂t = − ℏ^2 2m Δψ + W (x)ψ − |ψ|^{p−2}ψ, (1.2) where i is the imaginary unit, ℏ is the Planck constant, m is the mass of the field ψ, W (x) is the time independent potential of the particle at the position x ∈ R^3 . Then, looking for the standing waves of Eq. (1.2), namely waves of the form ψ(x, t) = u(x)e^{−iωt/ℏ}, x ∈ R^3 , t ∈ R, one is led to the system (1.1) with ε^2 =^{ℏ2}_{2m} , V (x) = W (x) − ω. For more details on physical background, we refer the reader to [4, 5] and the references therein.

In recent years, the qualitative analysis of positive solutions for problem (1.1), including the existence, nonexistence, concentration behavior, and multiplicity, has been widely investigated under various assumptions of the potentials. For more details, we refer the readers to previous studies [1,2,4,8,13,17,18,20–22,24–26,28–30,33,34,36–38]. In particular, if ε = V (x) = h(x) = 1, see, for example, Benci and Fortunato [4] for the case of f(x, u) = 0, demonstrated the existence of infinitely many solutions of an eigenvalue problem on bounded domain. Azzollini et al. [1], when the nonlinearity satisfies Berestycki-Lions type assumptions, proved the existence of nontrivial solution. [13,21] for the pure power nonlinearity |u|^{p−2}u with p ∈ (2, 6) by working in the subspace of radial functions of H^1(R^3 ) i.e., H^1_r (R^3 ), obtained multiple bound state solutions, the existence and nonexistence results, respectively. Zhao and Zhao [18] for the case of f(x, u) = μQ(x)|u|^{q−2}u + K(x)|u|^4u where q ∈ [4, 6) and μ > 0, introduced the assumption on the weight potential K(x):

(K_1) |K(x) − K(x_0)| = o(|x − x_0|^α), where 1 ≤ α < 3 and K(x_0) = max_{x∈R3} K(x),

to estimate the critical energy level, and proved the existence of a positive solution based on the methods of Brezis and Nirenberg and Lions’ concentration-compactness principle.

If the electronic potential h(x) is not a constant, Cerami and Vaira [8] for the case of f(x, u) = a(x)|u|^{p−1}u, p ∈ (3, 5) without any symmetry assumptions, by using the Nehari manifold and establishing compactness lemma, proved the existence of positive ground state and bound state solutions. Huang et al. [24] for system (1.1) with f(x, u) = a(x)|u|^{p−2}u + μK(x)u, where p ∈ (4, 6), K(x) ≥ 0 and a(x) can change sign without any symmetry assumptions, mainly prove the existence of at least two positive solutions via a comparison between μ and the first eigenvalue of −Δu + id. If V (x) is not a constant, and, then V (x) may not be radial, so one cannot work in H^1_r (R^3 ) directly. To overcome this difficulty, by assuming that V (x) satisfying

0 < V_0 = inf_{x∈R3} V (x) < V_∞ = lim_{|x|→∞} V (x),

which was firstly introduced in [26]. Azzollini et al. [2] for the case of f(x, u) = |u|^{p−1}u, proved the existence of ground state solutions and they also studied the existence of solutions for the critical growth by concentration compactness principle. By assuming that V (x), a(x) and h(x) satisfy some decay rates, Cerami and Molle [20] for the case of f(x, u) = a(x)|u|^{p−1}u, proved the existence of a positive bound state solution via the Nehari manifold, which complements the results given by [8] in some sense.

If the parameter ε → 0, the systems like (1.1) and bound states are called semiclassical problems and semiclassical states, respectively. Semiclassical states can be used to describe a kind of transition between Quantum Mechanics and Newtonian Mechanics. He and Zou [11] proved the existence of ground state solutions for the critical growth concentrating on the minima of V (x). Ruiz [22] showed the semiclassical states concentrating around a sphere when V (x) statisfies some suitable assumptions. J. Wang et al. [33] for the case of f(x, u) = b(x)g(u)+|u|^4u, proved that there are two families of positive solutions concentrating on the maxima of b(x) and the minima of V (x), respectively. Yang [38] for the case of f(x, u) = P (x)g(u)+Q(x)|u|^4u where min_{x∈R3} V (x) > 0, inf_{x∈R3} P (x) > 0 and min_{x∈R3} Q(x) > 0, proved the existence of semiclassical solutions concentrating at a special set characterized by the potentials, particularly, if V ∩ P ∩ Q ≠ ∅, then the ground state solusion of −Δv + V_{min}v = P_{max}g(v) + Q_{max}|v|^4v is obtained, where V = {y ∈ R^3 : V (y) = min_{x∈R3} V (x)}, P = {y ∈ R^3 : P (y) = max_{x∈R3} P (x)} and Q = {y ∈ R^3 : Q(y) = max_{x∈R3} Q(x)}. As one can see, the interaction of several potentials and the nonlinearity with critical growth have a significant impact on the existence and concentration behavior of positive solutions for the Schrödinger–Poisson systems like (1.1). However, the existence and concentration results on them involving both the critical growth nonlinearity and more than four potentials have not previously been described. That is the main motivation of this work.

Inspired by the fact mentioned above, the purpose of this paper is to study how the interaction of more than four potentials will make an impact on the existence and concentration of the ground state solutions for the critical Schrödinger–Poisson system (SP_ε) when ε is small. It is quite natural to ask that: can we obtain a concentration results for the ground state solutions of (SP_ε) ? If so, where? In the present paper, we shall give some answers for these questions. Furthermore, the aim of our work is twofold: (i) to study the existence of positive ground state solution for (SP_ε) and its properties, such as concentration, exponential decay, etc. (ii) to find some sufficient conditions for the nonexistence of positive ground state solution.

It is well known that system (SP_ε) can be easily transformed into a single Schrödinger equation with a nonlocal term. In fact, as we shall see in Section 2, for every u ∈ H^1(R^3 ), and any fixed ε > 0, applying the Lax-Milgram theorem, a unique ϕ_{u/ε} ∈ D^{1,2}(R^3 ) is obtained, such that −ε^2Δϕ = 4πh(x)u^2 and that, inserted into the first equation of (SP_ε), gives − ε^2Δu + h(x)ϕ_{u/ε}u + V (x)u = m∑ i=1 Q_i(x)|u|^{qi−2}u + K(x)|u|^4u. (S_ε)

Hence, v is a solution of (S_ε) if and only if (v, ϕ_{v/ε}) is a solution of (SP_ε). For simplicity, in many cases we say v ∈ H^1(R^3 ), instead of (v, ϕ_{v/ε}) ∈ H^1(R^3 ) × D^{1,2}(R^3 ), is a weak solution of (SP_ε). Then in the following we only need to study the Eq. (S_ε).

Before stating the main result of this paper, we introduce the precise assumptions on h, V , K, and Q_i(i = 1, 2, · · · , m) :

(f_1) V (x), K(x), Q_i(x)(1 ≤ i ≤ m) ∈ C^1(R^3 , R).

(f_2) (i − i_0)Q_i(x) ≥ 0 for i ≠ i_0, Q_{i0} (x) is allowed to change sign. (f_3) 0 < V_0 := inf_{x∈R3} V (x), V (x) and Q_i(x)(1 ≤ i ≤ m) are bounded in R^3 . (f_4) 0 ≤ K(x) ≤ K^∞ := lim sup_{|x|→∞} K(x), and there exists x_0 ∈ R^3 such that K(x_0) = K^∞.

(H) h(x) ∈ C(R^3 , R), 0 < h_0 = inf_{x∈R3} h(x) ≤ h(x) ≤ h_∞ := lim_{|x|→∞} h(x) < ∞.

For every s ∈ R^3 , we consider the following equation with parameters: − Δu + [ 1 |x| ∗ u^2 ] h^2(s)u + V (s)u = m∑ i=1 Q_i(s)|u|^{qi−2}u + K(s)|u|^4u, x ∈ R^3 , (1.3)

where s ∈ R^3 acts as a parameter instead of an independent variable. The ground energy function G(s), which is defined to be the ground energy associated with (1.3), and was firstly introduced in [35]. See section 3 for a more detailed. Moreover, let c_∞ be the ground energy associated with “limiting problem” of (S_ε), which is given as − Δu + [ 1 |x| ∗ u^2 ] h^2_∞u + V_∞u = m∑ i=1 Q^∞_i |u|^{qi−2}u + K^∞|u|^4u, x ∈ R^3 , (1.4) where V_∞ := lim inf_{|x|→∞} V (x), Q^∞_i := lim sup_{|x|→∞} Q_i(x).

Then we state our main results of this work as follows.

Theorem 1.1. Suppose that the potentials V , K, and Q_i(1 ≤ i ≤ m) satisfy conditions (f_1)– (f_4), the electronic potential h(x) ≡ 1 and

c_∞ > c_0 := inf_{s∈R3} G(s). (1.5)

Then, for ε > 0 small enough, (S_ε) has a positive ground state solution v_ε. Moreover, we have (i) The positive ground state solution v_ε possesses a maximum point x_ε in R^3 , such that lim_{ε→0} dist(x_ε, G) = 0. Setting η_ε(x) = v_ε(εx + x_ε), where x_ε → x_0, as ε → 0, and η_ε converges in H_ε to a positive ground state solution of

−Δu + ϕ_uu + V (x_0)u =^m ∑ i=1 Q_i(x_0)|u|^{qi−2}u + K(x_0)|u|^4u, x ∈ R^3 , where G := {s ∈ R^3 ; G(s) = c_0}.

(ii) There exist constants C > 0 and μ > 0 such that v_ε(x) ≤ Cexp ( −^μ_ε |x − x_ε| ) .

Remark 1.1. The existence of solution can be obtained, if the the electronic potential h satisfies condition (H). However, for concentration, it is complicated since the nonlocal term ∫ R^3 h(εx) [ 1 |x| ∗ ( h(εx)u^2 )] u^2dx = ∫ R^3 ∫ R^3 h(εx)u^2(x) h(εy)u^2(y) |x − y| dydx, appears h(εx) and h(εy). For the sake of simplicity, we assume that h(x) ≡ 1.

Remark 1.2. Conditions like (f_1)–(f_4) on the nonlinear term was introduced by [12]. Fan obtained the existence of positive solutions of Kirchhoff-type problem. Theorem 1.1 extends the main results in [12] to the Schrödinger–Poisson systems.

Now we give our key idea for the proof of Theorem 1.1. As we deal with the problem (S_ε) in H^1(R^3 ), the sobolev embeddings H^1(R^3 ) → L^q(R^3 ), q ∈ [2, 6) are not compact. The energy functional does not satisfy (P S)_c condition at any energy level c. To overcome this obstacle, we try to pull the energy level down below critical energy level. Different from the assumptions (K_1) on K(x) and the methods in [18, 25], we first prove that the upper bound of the energy level defined in (2.11) no more than the infimum of G(s). Then, under our conditions, we obtain the estimation of the critical level for the infimum of G(s) with the help of technique of Brezis and Nirenberg [27]. On the other hand, one can see that the methods used in [11, 33, 34, 38] to establish a concentrating set of the ground state solutions for (S_ε) does not work, owing to the competing relationship among multiple potentials. We succeed in doing so by introducing a new concentration set G for the ground state solutions, which is not relies on the condition M = m⋂ i=1 Q_i ∩ V ∩ K ≠ ∅, (1.6)

where V = {y ∈ R^3 : V (y) = min_{x∈R3} V (x)}, Q_i = {y ∈ R^3 : Q_i(y) = max_{x∈R3} Q_i(x)} and K = {y ∈ R^3 : K(y) = max_{x∈R3} K(x)}. Particularly, if the condition (1.6) holds, it is easy to see that M = G.

To overcome the difficulty is mentioned in Remark 1.1, we assume that the electronic potential h(x) satisfies

(H_1) h(x) ∈ C(R^3 , R), h(x) ≥ 0, lim_{|x|→∞} h(x) = 0 and h(x) = 0 if x ∈ G.

Then we have the following result.

Theorem 1.2. Suppose that the potentials V , K, and Q_i(1 ≤ i ≤ m) satisfy conditions (f_1)– (f_4), the electronic potential h satisfies (H_1) and

c_∞ > c_0 := inf_{s∈R3} G(s).

Then, for ε > 0 small enough, (S_ε) has a positive ground state solution v_ε. Moreover, we have

(i) The positive ground state solution v_ε possesses a maximum point x_ε in R^3 , such that lim_{ε→0} dist(x_ε, G) = 0. Setting η_ε(x) = v_ε(εx + x_ε), where x_ε → x_0, as ε → 0, and η_ε converges in H_ε to a positive ground state solution of

−Δu + V (x_0)u =^m ∑ i=1 Q_i(x_0)|u|^{qi−2}u + K(x_0)|u|^4u, x ∈ R^3 , where G := {s ∈ R^3 ; G(s) = c_0}.

(ii) There exist constants C > 0 and μ > 0 such that v_ε(x) ≤ Cexp ( −^μ_ε |x − x_ε| ) . Remark 1.3. It is interesting to give some sufficient conditions to guarantee (1.5), in terms of V , K and Q_i(i = 1, 2, · · · , m). For example, let us consider the following conditions: (1) V_∞ = sup_{x∈R3} V (x), Q^∞_i = inf_{x∈R3} Q_i(x)(i = 1, 2, · · · , m), K(x) ≡ C.

(2) There exists ŝ such that V_∞ ≥ V (ŝ), Q^∞_i ≤ Q_i(ŝ)(i = 1, 2, · · · , m), K(x) ≡ C with one of the above inequalities being strict.

If V , K, and Q_i(i = 1, 2, · · · , m) are not all constants, then each of the previous conditions (1) and (2) guarantee c_∞ > c_0 (see [31, 35]).

Finally, to get the nonexistence of ground state solution, we make the following assumption: (f_5) V (x) ≥ V_∞ = V_0, and Q_i(x) ≤ Q^∞_i (1 ≤ i ≤ m). h(x) ≡ 1 or h(x) satisfies (H_1).

The result of this work has the following statement.

Theorem 1.3. Suppose that conditions (f_1)–(f_5) hold. Then, for any ε > 0, (S_ε) has no ground state solution.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we derive a variational setting for the problem and give some preliminaries. In section 3 and 4, we prove the existence of positive ground state solutions for (2.8) with some properties, such as concentration, exponential decay etc. The proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 will be given in Section 5. Section 6 is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Hereafter we use the following notations:

• H^1(R^3 ) is the usual Sobolev space equipped with the inner product abd norm (u.v) = ∫ R^3 (∇u∇v) + uv)dx; ||u||^2 = ∫ R^3 (|∇u|^2 + u^2)dx. • D^{1,2}(R^3 ) is the completion of C^∞_0 (R^3 ) with respect to the norm ||u||^2_D1,2 = ∫ R^3 |∇u|^2dx. • L^r(Ω), 1 ≤ r ≤ ∞, Ω ⊂ R^3 , denotes a Lebesgue space, the norm in L^r(R^3 ) is denoted by |u|_{r,Ω}, where Ω is a proper subset of R^3 , by |u|_r where Ω = R^3 .

• Denote the best constants for the embeddings of H^1(R^3 ) → L^p(R^3 )(2 ≤ p ≤ 6) and D^{1,2}(R^3 ) → L^6(R^3 ) by S_p and S, respectively. Then |u|_p ≤ S^{− 12}_p ||u|| ∀u ∈ H^1(R^3 ), (1.7) and |u|_6 ≤ S^{− 12} ||u||_D1,2 ∀u ∈ D^{1,2}(R^3 ). (1.8)

• For any R > 0 and for any z ∈ R^3 , B_R(z) denotes the ball of rasius R centered at z. • C, C_k(k = 0, 1, · · · , n + 1) denote various positive constants may different from line to line. • → and ⇀ denote the strong and weak convergence in the related function space respectively. • o_n(1) denotes any quantity which tends to zero when n → ∞.

2 Preliminary results and variational framework

In this section, we outline the variational framework of problem (SP_ε) and give some preliminary lemmas. From this section to the section 5.1, we assume that the electronic potential h ≡ 1. For every u ∈ H^1(R^3 ), the linear functional L_u defined in D^{1,2}(R^3 ) by

L_u(v) = ∫ R^3

u^2vdx. (2.1)

Then it follows from Lax-Milgram theorem that there exists a unique ϕ_u ∈ D^{1,2}(R^3 ) such that ∫ R^3 ∇ϕ_u∇vdx = ∫ R^3

u^2vdx, ∀v ∈ D^{1,2}(R^3 ), (2.2)

which is a weak solution of −Δϕ = 4πu^2 and the following representation formula holds

ϕ_u(x) = ∫ R^3

u^2(y) |x − y| dy = 1 |x| ∗ u^2. Therefore, for any ε > 0, we have ϕ_{u/ε} = 1 ε^2 ∫ R^3

u^2(y) |x − y| dy = ε^{−2}ϕ_u. (2.3)

Let us define the operator Φ:H^1(R^3 ) → D^{1,2}(R^3 ) as

Φ[u] = ϕ_u.

We next state some properties of Φ, which will be useful in the following. Lemma 2.1.

(i) Φ is continuous;

(ii) Φ maps bounded sets into bounded sets; (iii) Φ(tu) = t^2Φ(u); (iv) ||ϕ_u||_D1,2 ≤ S^{− 1}2 |u|^2_{12/5}.

Proof. The proof of (i) and (ii) can be found in [8]. (iii) and (iv) are clear from the definition of ϕ_u. Replacing v by ϕ_u in (2.2) and using Hölder inequality, we have ||ϕ_u||^2_D1,2 = ∫ R^3

ϕ_uu^2dx ≤ |ϕ_u|_6|u|^2_{12/5} ≤ S^{− 12} ||ϕ_u||_D1,2 |u|^2_{12/5},

and then (iv) holds. □

Lemma 2.2. Assume u_n ⇀ u ∈ H^1(R^3 ).Then (i) Φ(u_n) → Φ(u) in D^{1,2}(R^3 ); (ii) ∫ R^3 ϕu^n u 2 ndx → ∫ R^3 ϕuu 2dx; (iii) ∫ R^3 ϕu^n unφdx → ∫ R^3 ϕuuφdx, ∀φ ∈ H 1(R^3 ).

Proof. We borrow an idea from Cerami et al. [20] to prove this lemma.

(i) By definition of Φ and L_u, we have ||Φ[u]||_D1,2 = ||ϕ_u||_D1,2 = ||L_u||_{L(D}1,2_{,R)}, to prove (i), it is enough to show that ||L_{un} − L_u||_{L(D}1,2_{,R)} → 0, n → ∞. For all v ∈ D^{1,2}(R^3 ), then v ∈ L^6(R^3 ), thus for any σ > 0, there exists R > 0 large enough, such that |v|_{6,B}C_{R (0)} < σ. Thus, for all v ∈ D^{1,2}(R^3 ), we obtain 0 ≤ |L_{un} (v) − L_u(v)| = | | | ∫ R^3

(u^2_n − u^2)vdx | | | ≤ ∫ B^C_R (0) |u^2_n − u^2||v|dx + ∫ B_R(0) |u^2_n − u^2||v|dx ≤ |v|_{6,B}C_{R (0)}|u_n − u| 12_5 |u_n + u| 12_5 + ∫ B_R(0) |u^2_n − u^2||v|dx ≤ Cσ + ∫ B_R(0) |u^2_n − u^2||v|dx.

(2.4)

Furthermore, we may assume, going if necessary to a subsequence, u_n → u in L^{125}_{loc}(R^3 ). Hence, we have ∫ B_R(0) |u^2_n − u^2||v|dx ≤ (∫ B_R(0) |u_n − u|^{125} dx ) 5_{12} (∫

B_R(0)

|u_n + u|^{125} dx

) 5_{12} |v|_6 = o_n(1). (2.5)

Combining (2.4) and (2.5), the desired conclusion is obtained.

(ii) At first, replacing v by ϕ_{un} and repeating the argument used in the prove of (i), we can obtain that ∫ R^3 ϕu^n (u 2 n − u^2)dx → 0, as n → ∞ holds. On the other hand, we observe that ∫ R^3

(ϕ_{un} − ϕ_u)u^2dx ≤ |u|^212_5 |ϕ_{un} − ϕ_u|_6 = o(1).

Indeed, since the embedding D^{1,2}(R^3 ) → L^6(R^3 ) is continuous and Φ(u_n) → Φ(u) in D^{1,2}(R^3 ). Hence, we obtain | | | ∫ R^3

(ϕ_{un} u^2_n − ϕ_uu^2)dx | | | ≤ | | | ∫ R^3

ϕ_{un} (u^2_n − u^2)dx | | | + | | | ∫ R^3 (ϕ_{un} − ϕ_u)u^2dx | | | = o^n(1),

as desired.

(iii) To show (iii), we first prove that | | ∫ R^3 ϕ_u(u_n − u)φdx | | = o_n(1). (2.6)

In fact, using φ ∈ H^1(R^3 ) and ϕ_u ∈ D^{1,2}(R^3 ), it follows from Hölder inequality that ϕ_uφ ∈ L^2(R^3 ). Since u_n ⇀ u in H^1(R^3 )and, then, in L^2(R^3 ). Thus, it is easy to see that (2.6) holds. On the other hand, we have | | ∫ R^3 (ϕ_{un} − ϕ_u)u_nφdx | | ≤ |u_n|_2|ϕ_{un} − ϕ_u|_6|φ|_3 = o_n(1). (2.7)

Combining (2.6) and (2.7), we can get that | | ∫ R^3 (ϕ_{un} u_nφ − ϕ_uuφ)dx | | ≤ | | ∫ R^3 ϕ_u(u_n − u)φdx | | + | | ∫ R^3 (ϕ_{un} − ϕ_u)u_nφdx | | = o_n(1),

as desired. □

Remark 2.1. From Lemma 2.1 (iv) and [8, Lemma 3.1], we obtain that F ∈ C^2(H^1(R^3 ), R) is well-defined with F (u) = ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx. Moreover, the functional F and its derivative F^′ posses BL-splitting property [19, Lemma 2.2], which is similar to Brezis–Lieb lemma [32].

Substituting (2.3) into (SP_ε) and making the change of variable x → εx , we can rewrite (S_ε) as the following equivalent equation − Δu + ϕ_uu + V (εx)u = m∑ i=1 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi−2}u + K(εx)|u|^4u, x ∈ R^3 . (2.8) Obviously, v(x) is a solution of (S_ε) if and only if u(x) = v(εx) is a solution of (2.8). For any ε > 0, we define the Hilbert space H_ε = {u ∈ H^1(R^3 ) : ∫ R^3 V (εx)|u| 2dx < ∞} equipped with the norm ||u||^2_ε = ∫ R^3 (|∇u|^2 + V (εx)|u|^2)dx. Since V (x) is positive and bounded for all x ∈ R^3 , we have H_ε = H^1(R^3 ) and the norm || · ||_ε is equivalent to || · ||. At this step, under our assumptions it is standard to see that (2.8) is variational and its solutions are the critical points of the functional I_ε : H_ε → R given by

I_ε(u) = 1 2 ||u||^2_ε + 1 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx − m∑ i=1 1 q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx − 1 6 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx. (2.9)

Moreover, I_ε ∈ C^2(H_ε, R). Next, we introduce the Nehari manifold associated to I_ε by N_ε = {u ∈ H_ε\{0} : ⟨I^′_ε(u), u⟩ = 0}. Clearly, u ∈ N_ε if and only if ||u||^2_ε + ∫ R^3

ϕ_uu^2dx = m∑ i=1 ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx + ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx. (2.10) Moreover, I_ε is bounded from below on N_ε. So we can consider the following problem:

c_ε := inf_{u∈Nε} I_ε(u). (2.11)

Now, we summarize some properties of I_ε on N_ε.

Lemma 2.3. For any u ∈ H_ε\{0}, the following statements hold true. (i) There exists a unique t_ε = t_ε(u) > 0 such that t_εu ∈ N_ε and I_ε(t_εu) := max_{t≥0} I_ε(tu).

(ii) There exist constants 0 < α_1 < α_2 independent of ε > 0, such that α_1 ≤ t_ε ≤ α_2. (iii) I_ε is coercive and bounded from below on N_ε. (iv) There exists κ > 0 independent of ε > 0, such that ||u||_ε ≥ κ, I_ε(u) ≥^{qi0 −2}_{2qi0} κ^2, ∀u_ε ∈ N_ε. Proof. (i) For t > 0, we set

h(t) := I_ε(tu) = t^2 2 ||u||^2_ε + t^4 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx − m∑ i=1 t^{qi} q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx − t^6 6 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx. From the Sobolev embedding inequalities (1.7), we obtain h(t) ≥ t^2 2 ||u||^2_ε − m∑ i=1 t^{qi} q_i C_i||u||^{qi}_ε − t^6 6 C_{m+1}||u||^6_ε. Since 4 < q_i < 6, it is easy to see that h(t) > 0 for small t > 0. Moreover, it follows from Lemma 2.1 (iv) that, h(t) ≤ t^2 2 ||u||^2_ε + t^4 4 C||u||^4_ε + m∑ i=1 t^{qi} q_i C_i||u||^{qi}_ε − t^6 6 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx → −∞, as t → ∞. Consequently, max_{t≥0} h(t) is achieved at t_ε = t_ε(u) > 0, hence h^′(t_ε) = 0 and t_εu ∈ N_ε.

Next, we show the uniqueness of t_ε. Arguing indirectly, if there exist 0 < t_1 < t_2 such that t_1u, t_2u ∈ N_ε. Let,

f(t) := −t^2 ∫ R^3

ϕ_uu^2dx + m∑ i=1 t^{qi−2} ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx + t^4 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx.

Taking account of 4 < q_1 < q_2 < · · · < q_m < 6 and (f_2), we have f(t) is a strictly increasing function on any interval where f(t) > 0. Then, we deduce from h^′(t_1) = 0 and h^′(t_2) = 0 that

f(t_1) = ||u||^2_ε and f(t_2) = ||u||^2_ε,

which is a contradiction.

(ii) Since t_εu ∈ N_ε, then f(t_ε) = 0, i.e., − t^2_ε ∫ R^3

ϕ_uu^2dx + m∑ i=1 t^{qi−2}_ε ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx + t^4_ε ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx = ||u||^2_ε. (2.12) It follows from that ||u||^2_ε ≤ m∑ i=1 t^{qi−2}_ε C_i||u||^{qi}_ε + t^4_εC_{m+1}||u||^6_ε , (2.13) and t^4_ε ∫ R^3 |u|^6dx ≤ ||u||^2_ε + t^2_εC||u||^4_ε + m∑ i=1 t^{qi−2}C_i||u||^{qi}_ε . Then, it is easy to see that there exist constants 0 < α_1 < α_2 independent of ε > 0, such that α_1 ≤ t_ε ≤ α_2.

(iii) For u ∈ N_ε, we have

I_ε(u) = I_ε(u) − 1 q_{i0} ⟨I^′_ε(u), u⟩ = ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ||u||^2_ε + ( 1 4 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx − i_0−1∑

i=1 ( 1 q_i − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx + m∑ i=i_0+1 ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 q_i ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx

+ ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 6 ) ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx. ≥ ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ||u||^2_ε > 0,

(2.14)

which implies that I_ε is coercive and bounded from below on N_ε.

(iv) The conclusion is immediate by (iii) and taking t_ε = 1 in (2.13). □

Lemma 2.4. I_ε has the mountain pass geometry structure. (i) There exist α, ρ > 0 independent of ε, such that I_ε(u) ≥ α for ||u||_ε = ρ; (ii) There exists an e ∈ H_ε satisfying ||e||_ε ≥ ρ such that I_ε(e) < 0.

Proof. (i) For any u ∈ H_ε\{0}, we deduce from the Sobolev embedding inequalities (1.7) that

I_ε(u) = 1 2 ||u||^2_ε + 1 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx − m∑ i=1 1 q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx − 1 6 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx

≥ 1 2 ||u||^2_ε − m∑ i=1 1 q_i C_i||u||^{qi}_ε − 1 6 C_{n+1}||u||^6_ε.

Set ||u||_ε = ρ small enough, such that I_ε(u) ≥ α.

(ii) For any u ∈ H_ε\{0}. I_ε(tu) = t^2 2 ||u||^2_ε + t^4 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx − m∑ i=1 t^{qi} q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx − t^6 6 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx

≤ t^2 2 ||u||^2_ε + t^4 4 C||u||^4_ε − m∑ i=1 t^{qi} q_i C_i||u||^{qi}_ε − t^6 6 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx. Since 4 < q_i < 6 and K(x) ≥ 0, there exist e := t^′u for some t^′ > 0 large enough such that ||e||_ε ≥ ρ and I_ε(e) < 0. □ Lemma 2.5. For any ε > 0, we can define

c^∗_ε := inf_{u∈Hε\{0}} max_{t≥0} I_ε(tu), c^{∗∗}_ε := inf_{γ∈Γ} sup_{t∈[0,1]} I_ε(γ(t)),

where Γ = {γ ∈ C([0, 1], H_ε); γ(0) = 0, I_ε(γ(1)) < 0)}. Then, c_ε = c^∗_ε = c^{∗∗}_ε . (2.15)

Proof. By Lemma 2.3 (i), we have

c_ε = inf_{u∈Nε} I_ε(u) = inf_{u∈Hε\{0}} I_ε(t_εu) = inf_{u∈Hε\{0}} max_{t≥0} I_ε(tu) = c^∗_ε.

Moreover, by Lemma 2.4 (ii), for any u ∈ H_ε\{0}, there exists k > 0 large enough, such that I_ε(ku) < 0, set β(t) = tku, t ∈ [0, 1], then β ∈ Γ. Indeed, β(0) = 0, β(1) = ku and I_ε(β(1)) < 0. Thus, max_{t≥0} I_ε(tu) = sup_{t∈[0,1]} I_ε(tku) = sup_{t∈[0,1]} I_ε(β(t)) ≥ c^{∗∗}_ε .

It follows that c^∗_ε ≥ c^{∗∗}_ε . On the other hand, the Nehari manifold N_ε separates H_ε into two components H^+_ε = {u ∈ H_ε : ⟨I^′_ε(u), u⟩ > 0} ∪ {0} and H^−_ε = {u ∈ H_ε : ⟨I^′_ε(u), u⟩ < 0}. It follows from (2.14) that I_ε(u) ≥ 0 for u ∈ H^+_ε , and^1_{qi0} ⟨I^′_ε(γ(1)), γ(1)⟩ ≤ I_ε(γ(1)) < 0. Thus any γ ∈ Γ has to cross N_ε, since γ(0) ∈ H^+_ε and γ(1) ∈ H^−_ε , and so c^{∗∗}_ε ≥ c_ε. The proof is complete. □

In order to study (2.8), we need some results about the autonomous problem of (2.8). For a > 0, b_{i0} > 0, (j − i_0)b_j > 0(j = 1, 2, · · · , m + 1; j ≠ i_0), consider the autonomous problem: − Δu + ϕ_uu + au = m∑ i=1 b_i|u|^{qi−2}u + b_{m+1}|u|^4u, x ∈ R^3 . (2.16)

The associated energy functional is I_{ab}(u) = 1 2 ||u||^2_a + 1 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx − m∑ i=1 b_i q_i ∫ R^3 |u|^{qi} dx − b_{m+1} 6 ∫ R^3 |u|^6dx, where ||u||^2_a = ∫ R^3 (|∇u| 2 + a|u|^2)dx. By Lemma 2.5, we have

c_{ab} := inf_{u∈Nab} I_{ab}(u) = inf_{u∈Hε\{0}} max_{t≥0} I_{ab}(tu) = inf_{γ∈Γab} sup_{t∈[0,1]} I_{ab}(γ(t)), (2.17)

where N_{ab} = {u ∈ H_ε\{0} : ⟨I^′_{ab}(u), u⟩ = 0}. Γ = {γ ∈ C([0, 1], H_ε); γ(0) = 0, I_ε(γ(1) < 0)}.

Lemma 2.6. Problem (2.16) has at least a positive ground state solution in H_ε.

Proof. The idea of the proofs is sketched as follows. At first, similar to Lemma 2.4, we can show that I_{ab} satisfies the mountain pass geometry structure. Moreover, similar to (2.14), we can show the (PS) sequence is bounded in H_ε. Secondly, with the help of technique of Brezis and Nirenberg [27], we can obtain the estimation of the mountain pass critical level under our conditions for (2.16), which can recover the compactness of the (PS) sequence. Finally, it follows from the Lions’ concentration-compactness principle [9,10] and some standard arguments that (2.16) has a positive ground state solution. For the details of the proof, we refer readers to [11, 25]. □

The following lemma describes a comparison between the Mountain-Pass values for different parameters, which will play a very important role in obtaining the existence results.

Lemma 2.7. For a, ã > 0, b_{i0} , b̃_{i0} > 0, (j − i_0)b_j > 0, (j − i_0)b̃_j > 0(j = 1, 2, · · · , m + 1). If min{a − ã, b̃_j − b_j } ≥ 0, then c_{ab} ≥ c_{ãb̃}. In particular, if max{a − ã, b̃_j − b_j} > 0 also holds, then c_{ab} > c_{ãb̃}.

Proof. From Lemma 2.6, we choose u_{ab} be a solution of problem (2.16) such that c_{ab} = I_{ab}(u_{ab}). There holds c_{ab} = max_{t≥0} I_{ab}(tu_{ab}). By the similar arguments to Lemma 2.3 (i), there exists t_1 > 0 such that t_1u_{ab} ∈ N_{ãb̃}. let ũ_{ãb̃} = t_1u_{ab} be such that I_{ãb̃}(ũ_{ãb̃}) = max_{t≥0} I_{ãb̃}(tu_{ab}). Then, we see that c_{ab} = I_{ab}(u_{ab}) ≥I_{ab}(ũ_{ãb̃}) =I_{ãb̃}(ũ_{ãb̃}) + a − ã 2 ||u||_D1,2 − m∑ i=1 b_i − b̃_i q_i ∫ R^3 |u|^{qi} dx − b_{m+1} − b̃_{m+1} 6 ∫ R^3 |u|^6dx ≥c_{ãb̃}. In particular, if max{a − ã, b̃_j − b_j} > 0 also holds, then the above inequality implies that c_{ab} > c_{ãb̃}. The proof is complete. □

3 The existence of ground state solution

In this section, we will establish compactness lemma for I_ε, and prove the existence of ground state solution to (2.8). Firstly, we need to give the energy functional associated with (1.4) by

I_∞(u) = 1 2 ||u||^2_D1,2 + 1 2 ∫ R^3

V_∞u^2dx + 1 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx − m∑ i=1 1 q_i ∫ R^3 Q^∞_i |u|^{qi} dx − 1 6 ∫ R^3 K^∞|u|^6dx. Considering the following minimization problem:

c_∞ := inf_{u∈N∞} I_∞(u),

where N_∞ = {u ∈ H_ε\{0} : ⟨I^′_∞(u), u⟩ = 0}. Moreover, we denote the energy functional for (1.3) by I^s(u) = 1 2 ||u||^2_D1,2 + 1 2 ∫ R^3 V (s)u^2dx + 1 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx − m∑ i=1 1 q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(s)|u|^{qi} dx − 1 6 ∫ R^3 K(s)|u|^6dx. (3.1)

Finally, we define the ground energy function

G(s) := inf_{u∈N s} I^s(u),

where N^s = {u ∈ H_ε\{0} : ⟨(I^s)^′(u), u⟩ = 0}, which was mentioned in Section 1 and will play an important role in estimating the critical energy level.

Lemma 3.1. For s ∈ R^3 , the ground energy function G(s) is locally Lipschitz continuous.

The proof of Lemma 3.1 is essentially similar to that in [35, Lemma 2.3, Lemma 2.4 ], so we omit it here.

Lemma 3.2. ( [32, Lemma 1.21]) Let r > 0 and {u_n} is bounded in H^1(R^N ). If sup_{y∈RN} ∫ B_r (y) |u_n|^2 → 0, n → ∞, then u_n → 0 in L^s(R^N ) for 2 < s < 2^∗.

To estimate the critical energy level for the critical Schrödinger–Poisson system involving more than four potentials, we have an important upper bound for the least energy c_ε defined in (2.11) via the definition of the ground energy function G(s).

Lemma 3.3. There exists C > 0 independent of ε, such that c_ε ≥ C. Furthermore,

lim sup ε→0 c_ε ≤ c_0 := inf_{s∈R3} G(s). (3.2)

Proof. Taking a = inf_{x∈R3} V (x), b_i = sup_{x∈R3} Q_i(x)(1 ≤ i ≤ m), and b_m + 1 = sup_{x∈R3} K(x) in (2.17) and using Lemma 2.7, we can obtain that c_ε ≥ c_{ab} > 0. We only need to show (3.2). It follows from c_0 < c_∞ and Lemma 3.1 that there exists s_0 ∈ R^3 such that G(s_0) = c_0. Furthermore, by Lemma 2.6, there exists u_{s0} ∈ N^{s0} , i.e.,

||u_{s0} ||^2_D1,2 + ∫ R^3

V (s_0)|u_{s0} |^2dx + ∫ R^3

ϕ_{us0} u^2_{s0} dx = m∑ i=1 ∫ R^3

Q_i(s_0)|u_{s0} |^{qi} dx + ∫ R^3 K(s_0)|u_{s0} |^6dx, (3.3)

such that I^{s0} (u_{s0} ) = c_0. Set ω_ε(x) = u_{s0} ( x −^{s0}_ε ) , from Lemma 2.3(i) and (ii), we know that there exists a unique bounded t_ε > 0 such that t_εω_ε ∈ N_ε, i.e.,

t_ε||ω_ε||^2_ε + t^3_ε ∫ R^3

ϕ_{ωε} ω^2_ε dx = m∑ i=1 t^{qi−1}_ε ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|ω_ε|^{qi} dx + t^6_ε ∫ R^3 K(εx)|ω_ε|^6dx, and so t_ε||u_{s0} ||^2_D1,2 + t_ε ∫ R^3

V (εx + s_0)|u_{s0} |^2dx + t^3_ε ∫ R^3

ϕ_{us0} u^2_{s0} dx = m∑ i=1 t^{qi−1}_ε ∫ R^3

Q_i(εx + s_0)|u_{s0} |^{qi} dx + t^6_ε ∫ R^3 K(εx + s_0)|u_{s0} |^6dx. (3.4)

Since V (x) is bounded, then there exists a constant M such that |V (εx + s_0) − V (s_0)| ≤ M. From (1.7), we have u_{s0} ∈ L^p(R^3 )(2 ≤ p ≤ 6), then for any σ > 0, there exists R > 0 such that |u_{s0} |_{2,B}C_{R (0)} <^σ_{2M} . Thus, we have ∫ R^3 \B_R(0)

(V (εx + s_0) − V (s_0)|u_{s0} |^2dx < σ 2 , and obviously we observe that ∫ B_R(0)

(V (εx + s_0) − V (s_0)|u_{s0} |^2dx < σ 2 , as ε → 0. Which implies that ∫ R^3

V (εx + s_0)|u_{s0} |^2dx → ∫ R^3

V (s_0)|u_{s0} |^2dx, (3.5)

as ε → 0. Similarly, we can obtain that ∫ R^3 K(εx + s_0)|u_{s0} |^6dx → ∫ R^3

K(s_0)|u_{s0} |^6dx, (3.6)

and ∫

R^3

Q_i(εx + s_0)|u_{s0} |^2dx → ∫ R^3

Q_i(s_0)|u_{s0} )|^2dx, (1 ≤ i ≤ m), (3.7) as ε → 0. From (3.3)–(3.7), we have t_ε → 1, as ε → 0. Now observe that

c_ε = inf_{u∈Nε} I_ε(u) ≤I_ε(t_εω_ε) =I^{s0} (t_εω_ε) + t^2_ε 2 ∫ R^3 (V (εx) − V (s_0))|ω_ε|^2dx − m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_ε q_i ∫ R^3 (Q_i(εx) − Q_i(s_0))|ω_ε|^{qi} dx − t^6_ε 6 ∫ R^3 (K(εx) − K(s_0)|ω_ε|^6dx =I^{s0} (t_εu_{s0} ) + t^2_ε 2 ∫ R^3

(V (εx + s_0) − V (s_0))|u_{s0} |^2dx − m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_ε q_i ∫ R^3

(Q_i(εx + s_0) − Q_i(s_0))|u_{s0} |^{qi} dx − t^6_ε 6 ∫ R^3

(K(εx + s_0) − K(s_0)|u_{s0} |^6dx.

(3.8)

The property of t_ε discussed above implies that I^{s0} (t_εu_{s0} ) → I^{s0} (u_{s0} ) = c_0 as ε → 0. Now the desired conclusion is obtained. □

For any σ > 0, we consider the function u_{σ,x0} defined by u_{σ,x0} (x) = (3σ^2)^14 (σ^2 + |x − x_0|^2)^12 , which is a solution of the critical problem −Δu = u^5 in R^3 (see [6, 32]), and x_0 is given in condition (f_4). Let U_{σ,x0} = ξ(x − x_0)u_{σ,x0} , where ξ(x) ∈ C^∞_0 (B_{2R}(0), [0, 1]) satisfies ξ(x) ≡ 1 on B_R(0), where R is a positive constant. As in [6, 27], the following estimations hold: ∫ R^3

|∇U_{σ,x0} |^2dx = S^{32} + O(σ) and ∫ R^3

|U_{σ,x0} |^6dx = S^{32} + O(σ^3), (3.9)

and for any t ∈ [2, 6), |U_{σ,x0} |^t = O(σ^t2 ), t ∈ [2, 3), O(σ^32 |lnσ|), t = 3, O(σ^{6−t}2 ), t ∈ (3, 6). (3.10)

In the following lemma, we compare the minimum level of ground energy function with a suitable number which involves the best Sobolev embedding constant S.

Lemma 3.4. c_0 = inf_{s∈R3} G(s) <^1_3 S^32 |K|^{− 12}_∞ .

Proof. Using the condition (f_4), there exists x_0 ∈ R^3 such that K(x_0) = K^∞. We consider the following equation

−Δu + ϕ_uu + V (x_0)u = m∑ i=1 Q_i(x_0)|u|^{qi−2}u + K(x_0)|u|^4u, x ∈ R^3 , with the corresponding energy functional

I^{x0} (u) = 1 2 ||u||^2_D1,2 + 1 2 ∫ R^3

V (x_0)u^2dx + 1 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx − m∑ i=1 1 q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(x_0)|u|^{qi} dx − 1 6 ∫ R^3 K(x_0)|u|^6dx. (3.11)

Moreover, by Lemma 2.6, we can obtain that there exists u_{x0} ∈ N^{x0} such that G(x_0) = I^{x0} (u_{x0} ). Taking account of Lemma 2.3 (i), (ii) and (2.15), we have G(x_0) ≤ max_{t≥0} I^{x0} (tU_{σ,x0} ), and there exists a unique bounded t_σ > 0 such that I^{x0} (t_σU_{σ,x0} ) = max_{t≥0} I^{x0} (tU_{σ,x0} ). By the Lemma 2.1 and (3.10), we can obtain that

I^{x0} (t_σU_{σ,x0} ) = t^2_σ 2 ||U_{σ,x0} ||^2_D1,2 + t^2_σ 2 ∫ R^3

V (x_0)U^2_{σ,x0} dx + t^4_σ 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_{Uσ,x0} U^2_{σ,x0} dx − m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_σ q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(x_0)|U_{σ,x0} |^{qi} dx − t^6_σ 6 ∫ R^3 K(x_0)|U_{σ,x0} |^6dx

≤ t^2_σ 2 ∫ R^3 ( |∇U_{σ,x0} |^2 + V (x_0)U^2_{σ,x0} ) dx + t^4_σ 4S (∫ R^3 |U_{σ,x0} |^{125} dx ) 5_3

− m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_σ q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(x_0)|U_{σ,x0} |^{qi} dx − t^6_σ 6 ∫ R^3 K(x_0)|U_{σ,x0} |^6dx ≤ sup_{tσ >0} { t^2_σ 2 ∫ R^3 |∇U_{σ,x0} |^2dx − t^6_σ 6 ∫ R^3 K(x_0)|U_{σ,x0} |^6dx }

− m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_σ q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(x_0)|U_{σ,x0} |^{qi} dx + CO(σ) + CS^{−1}O(σ^2).

(3.12)

Using the condition (f_2) and 4 < q_1 < q_2 < · · · < q_m < 6, one has

I^{x0} (t_σ U_{σ,x0} ) ≤ 1 3 S^{32} |K|^{− 12}_∞ + O(σ) + CO(σ) + CS^{−1}O(σ^2) + i_0∑

i=1 C_iO(σ^{6−qi2} ) − m∑ i=i_0+1 C_iO(σ^{6−qi2} ) < 1 3 S^{32} |K|^{− 12}_∞ ,

(3.13)

as σ > 0 small enough. Consequently, we deduce from the definition of c_0 that

c_0 ≤ G(x_0) ≤ I^{x0} (t_σU_{σ,x0} ) < 1 3 S^{32} |K|^{− 12}_∞ .

The desired conclusion is obtained. □

Remark 3.1. By Lemma 3.3 and Lemma 3.4, we see that c_ε <^1_3 S^32 |K|^{− 12}_∞ for ε > 0 small enough. Moreover, it follows from Lemma 3.3 and (1.5) that c_ε < c_∞.

Lemma 3.5. If {u_n} ⊂ H_ε be a (P S)_c sequence for I_ε, then {u_n} is bounded in H_ε.

Proof. Let {u_n} ⊂ H_ε be a (P S)_c sequence for I_ε, for n large enough, we have c + 1 + ||u_n||_ε ≥ I_ε(u_n) − 1 q_{i0} ⟨I^′_ε(u_n), u_n⟩ = ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ||u_n||^2_ε + ( 1 4 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ϕ_{un} u^2_ndx − i_0−1∑

i=1 ( 1 q_i − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u_n|^{qi} dx

+ m∑ i=i_0+1 ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 q_i ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u_n|^{qi} dx

+ ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 6 ) ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u_n|^6dx ≥ ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ||u_n||^2_ε.

(3.14)

It follows that {u_n} is bounded in H_ε. □

Lemma 3.6. Let {u_n} ⊂ H_ε be a (P S)_c sequence for I_ε with 0 < c < min { c_∞,^1_3 S^32 |K|^{− 12}_∞ } and such that u_n ⇀ 0, as n → ∞. Then, one of the following conclusions holds.

(i) u_n → 0 in H_ε, as n → ∞;

(ii) there exists a sequence {y_n} ⊂ R^3 and constants r, β > 0 such that

lim inf n→∞ ∫ B_r (y_n) u^2_ndx ≥ β > 0. Proof. Suppose that (ii) does not occur, i.e., for any r > 0, such that

lim sup n→∞ ∫ B_r (y)

u^2_ndx = 0.

By Lemma 3.2, we have u_n → 0 in L^s(R^3 ) for 2 < s < 6, as n → ∞. Hence, we see that ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u_n|^{qi} dx → 0, (3.15) as n → ∞. Moreover, from Lemma 2.1 (iv), we have ∫ R^3

ϕ_{un} u^2_ndx ≤ S^{−1}|u_n|^4_{12/5} → 0, (3.16)

thus, we have ∫ R^3 ϕu^n u 2 ndx → 0, as n → ∞. Recalling that ⟨I^′_ε(u_n), u_n⟩ = o_n(1) , we have ||u_n||^2_ε = ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u_n|^6dx + o_n(1). It follows from Lemma 3.5 that {u_n} is bounded in H_ε, up to a subsequence, we may assume that there exists l ≥ 0 such that ||u_n||^2_ε → l, ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u_n|^6dx → l, (3.17) as n → ∞. If l = 0, the proof is complete. If l > 0, by using (3.15)–(3.17) and I_ε(u_n) = c+o_n(1), we get c + o_n(1) = 1 2 ||u_n||^2_ε + 1 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_{un} u^2_ndx − m∑ i=1 1 q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u_n|^{qi} dx − 1 6 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u_n|^6dx = 1 2 ||u_n||^2_ε − 1 6 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u_n|^6dx + o_n(1) = 1 3 l + o_n(1).

(3.18)

By the Sobolev inequality and (f_4), we have that ||u_n||^2_ε ≥ ∫ R^3 |∇u_n|^2dx ≥ S (∫ R^3 |u_n|^6dx ) 1_3 ≥ S|K|^{− 13}_∞ (∫ R^3 K(εx)|u_n|^6dx ) 1_3 . Taking the limit as n → ∞ at the last inequality, we obtain

l ≥ S^{32} |K|^{− 12}_∞ . (3.19)

From (3.18) and (3.19), we get a contradiction to the definition of c. Therefore, l = 0 and the desired conclusion is obtained. □

Lemma 3.7. Let {u_n} ⊂ H_ε be a (P S)_c sequence for I_ε with 0 < c < min { c_∞,^1_3 S^32 |K|^{− 12}_∞ } and u_n ⇀ 0 in H_ε, then u_n → 0 in H_ε.

Proof. Assume by contradiction that u_n ↛ 0 in H_ε. From Lemma 2.3 (i) and (ii), there exists a positive bounded sequence {t_n} such that {t_nu_n} ⊂ N_∞. Then we claim that lim sup_{n→∞} t_n ≤ 1. Arguing indirectly, there exists δ > and a subsequence still denoted by {t_n}, such that t_n ≥ 1+δ, for all n ∈ N. Since ⟨I^′_ε(u_n), u_n⟩ = o_n(1), we get ||u_n||^2_D1,2 + ∫ R^3 V (εx)|u_n|^2dx + ∫ R^3 ϕ_{un} u^2_ndx = m∑ i=1 ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u_n|^{qi} dx + ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u_n|^6dx + o_n(1). (3.20)

From t_nu_n ∈ N_∞, we have

t^2_n||u_n||^2_D1,2 + t^2_n ∫ R^3

V_∞|u_n|^2dx + t^4_n ∫ R^3 ϕ_{un} u^2_ndx = m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_n ∫ R^3 Q^∞_i |u_n|^{qi} dx + t^6_n ∫ R^3 K^∞|u_n|^6dx. (3.21)

It follows from (3.20) and (3.21) that

o_n(1) + ( t^{2−qi0}_n − 1 ) ||u_n||^2_D1,2 + ∫ R^3 ( t^{2−qi0}_n V_∞ − V (εx) ) |u_n|^2dx + ( t^{4−qi0}_n − 1 ) ∫ R^3 ϕ_{un} u^2_ndx − i_0−1∑

i=1 ∫ R^3 ( t^{qi−qi0} n Q^∞_i − Q_i(εx) ) |u_n|^{qi} dx

= m∑ i=i_0 ∫ R^3 ( t^{qi−qi0} n Q^∞_i − Q_i(εx) ) |u_n|^{qi} dx + ∫ R^3 ( t^{6−qi0}_n K^∞ − K(εx) ) |u_n|^6dx. (3.22)

By using the condition (f_2), 4 < q_1 < q_2 < · · · < q_m < 6, t_n > 1, and the definition of V_∞ and Q^∞_i , for any σ > 0, there exists R = R(σ) > 0 such that V (εx) ≥ V_∞ − σ > t^{2−qi0}_n V_∞ − σ (3.23) and t^{qi−qi0} n Q^∞_i + σ > Q^∞_i + σ ≥ Q_i(εx), 1 ≤ i ≤ i_0 − 1 (3.24) and t^{qi−qi0} n Q^∞_i + σ > Q^∞_i + σ ≥ Q_i(εx), i_0 ≤ i ≤ n, (3.25)

for any |εx| ≥ R. Moreover, it follows from (f_4) that t^{6−qi0}_n K^∞ ≥ K^∞ > K(εx), (3.26) for any x ∈ R^3 . Since u_n ⇀ 0 in H_ε, we get

u_n → 0 in L^q_{loc}(R^3 ), q ∈ [2, 6). (3.27)

Thus, note that {u_n} is bounded in L^p(R^3 )(2 ≤ p ≤ 6), we deduce from (3.22)–(3.27) that ∫ R^3 |u_n|^6dx < Cσ. (3.28) On the other hand, Lemma 3.6 shows that there exists a sequence {y_n} ⊂ R^3 and constants r, β > 0 such that lim inf n→∞ ∫ B_r (y_n)

u^2_ndx ≥ β > 0. (3.29)

If we set v_n(x) = u_n(x + y_n), then there exists a non-zero function v(x) such that, up to a subsequence, v_n ⇀ v in H_ε, v_n → v in L^q_{loc}(R^3 ), q ∈ [2, 6), and v_n → v a.e. in R^3 . Moreover, by (3.29), we have that there exists a subset Λ ⊂ B_r(0) with positive measure such that v ≠ 0 a.e. in Λ. It follows from Fatou’s lemma and Sobolev inequality that ∫ R^3 |u_n|^6dx = ∫ R^3 |v_n|^6dx ≥ ∫ Λ |v|^6dx ≥ C ∫ Λ |v_n|^2dx > β_0 > 0, for some β_0 > 0, which contradicts to (3.28) and the claim is true.

We next divide the proof into two separate cases.

Case 1: lim sup_{n→∞} t_n = 1. In this case, there exists a subsequence, still denote by {t_n}, such that t_n → 1 as n → ∞. Observe that

I_∞(t_nu_n) − I_ε(u_n) = t^2_n − 1 2 ||u_n||^2_D1,2 + 1 2 ∫ R^3 ( t^2_nV_∞ − V (εx) ) u^2_ndx + t^4_n − 1 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_{un} u^2_ndx − m∑ i=1 1 q_i ∫ R^3 (t^{qi}_n Q^∞_i − Q_i(εx)) |u_n|^{qi} dx − 1 6 ∫ R^3 ( t^6_nK^∞ − K(εx) ) |u_n|^6dx. (3.30)

Arguing as in the proof of the claim above, fixed n large enough , for any σ > 0, there exists R = R(σ) > 0 such that V (εx) ≥ t^2_nV_∞ − σ, t^{qi}_n Q^∞_i + σ ≥ Q_i(εx)(1 ≤ i ≤ n) (3.31) for any |εx| ≥ R, and t^6_nK^∞ ≥ K(εx), (3.32) for any x ∈ R^3 . Thus, we deduce from(3.27), (3.31) and (3.32) that I_∞(t_nu_n) − I_ε(u_n) ≤ o_n(1) + Cσ.

Taking limit in the above inequality, we have c + o_n(1) = I_ε(u_n) ≥I_ε(u_n) + c_∞ − I_∞(t_nu_n) ≥c_∞ + o_n(1), which is a contradiction.

Case 2: lim sup_{n→∞} t_n < 1. In this case, we suppose that, without loss of generality, t_n < 1 for all n ∈ N. From (3.23)–(3.27) and {u_n} is bounded in L^p(R^3 )(2 ≤ p ≤ 6), for any σ > 0, we have ∫ R^3

(V_∞ − V (εx)) u^2_ndx ≤ Cσ + o_n(1), (3.33) ∫ R^3 (Q^∞_i − Q_i(εx)) |u_n|^{qi} dx ≥ −Cσ + o_n(1), (3.34) ∫ R^3

(K^∞ − K(εx)) |u_n|^6dx ≥ −Cσ + o_n(1). (3.35) Then, (3.33)–(3.35) imply that

c_∞ ≤I_∞(t_nu_n)

=I_ε(t_nu_n) + t^2_n 2 ∫ R^3 (V_∞ − V (εx)) u^2_ndx − m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_n q_i ∫ R^3 (Q^∞_i − Q_i(εx)) |u_n|^{qi} dx − t^6_n 6 ∫ R^3 (K^∞ − K(εx)) |u_n|^6dx ≤I_ε(t_nu_n) + Cσ + o_n(1) ≤I_ε(u_n) + Cσ + o_n(1) =c + Cσ + o_n(1).

Let σ → 0 and n → ∞, we have c_∞ ≤ c, which yields a contradiction ends the proof. □

Lemma 3.8. I_ε satisfies the (P S)_c conditions in H_ε with 0 < c < min { c_∞,^1_3 S^32 |K|^{− 12}_∞ } .

Proof. Let {u_n} ⊂ H_ε be a (P S)_ε for I_ε with 0 < c < min { c_∞,^1_3 S^32 |K|^{− 12}_∞ } . By Lemma 3.5, we get that {u_n} is bounded in H_ε. Then, there exists u ∈ H_ε such that u_n ⇀ u in H_ε. By a standard argument, we get I^′_ε(u_n) → I^′_ε(u) = 0, i.e., u is a critical point of I_ε. Let ω_n = u_n − u, by Lemma 2.2 and Brezis–Lieb Lemma, it is not difficult to see that

I_ε(ω_n) = I_ε(u_n) − I_ε(u) + o_n(1) = c − I_ε(u) + o_n(1). (3.36)

Under our conditions, we see that

I_ε(u) = I_ε(u) − 1 q_{i0} ⟨I^′_ε(u), u⟩ = ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ||u||^2_ε + ( 1 4 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ϕ_uu^2dx − i_0−1∑

i=1 ( 1 q_i − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx + m∑ i=i_0+1 ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 q_i ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx

+ ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 6 ) ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx ≥ ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ||u||^2_ε ≥0.

(3.37)

Then, (3.36) and (3.37) imply that I_ε(ω_n) ≤ c. It follows from Lemma 3.7 that ω_n → 0 in H_ε, then u_n → u in H_ε and the proof is complete. □

Lemma 3.9. Problem (2.8) has at least a positive ground state solution in H_ε.

Proof. From Lemma 2.4, we have that I_ε satisfies the mountain pass geometry structure. Moreover, using a version of the mountain pass theorem without (P S) condition, there exists a (P S)_{cε} sequence {u_n} ⊂ H_ε for I_ε. Lemma 3.3 and Lemma 3.4 imply that 0 < c_ε < min { c_∞,^1_3 S^32 |K|^{− 12}_∞ } for ε > 0 small enough. Therefore, with the aim of Lemma 3.8, we conclude that there exists u_ε ∈ H_ε such that

I_ε(u_ε) = c_ε, and I^′_ε(u_ε) = 0.

It follows from (2.15) that u_ε is a ground state solution of (2.8). If we denote u^±_ε = max{±u_ε, 0}, and replace I_ε by the following functional

I^+_ε (u_ε) = 1 2 ||u_ε||^2_ε + 1 4 ∫ R^3 ϕ_{uε} u^2_εdx − m∑ i=1 1 q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u^+_ε |^{qi} dx − 1 6 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u^+_ε |^6dx.

Repeating the above proof and calculations, we have 0 = ⟨(I^+)^′_ε(u_ε), u^−_ε ⟩ = ||u^−_ε ||^2_ε + ∫ R^3

ϕ_u−_ε (u^−_ε )^2dx ≥ ||u^−_ε ||^2_ε, which implies u_ε ≥ 0 in R^3 . The strong maximum principle implies that u_ε(x) > 0 for all x ∈ R^3 . The proof is complete. □

4 Concentration of positive ground state solutions

In this section, in order to discuss the concentration behavior of ground state solutions v_ε of (S_ε) with ε → 0, we will consider the family u_ε(x) = v_ε(εx), which is a family of positive ground state solutions of (2.8).

Lemma 4.1. There exist ε_∗ > 0, {y_ε} ⊂ R^3 and r, β > 0, such that ∫ B_r (y_ε) |u_ε|^2dx ≥ β, for all ε ∈ (0, ε_∗). Proof. Arguing by contradiction, suppose that the lemma does not hold. Then, there exists a sequence ε_n → 0, such that for all r > 0, lim_{n→∞} sup_{y∈R3} ∫ B_r (y) |u_{εn} |^2dx = 0. Then, repeating the arguments employed in the proof of Lemma 3.6, we can obtain that c_{εn} ≥ 1 3 S^{32} |K|^{− 12}_∞ , which is a contradiction with c_ε <^1_3 S^32 |K|^{− 12}_∞ . The proof is complete. □ Lemma 4.2. The family {εy_ε} is bounded as ε → 0. Moreover, assume that ε_ny_{εn} → x_0 under a choice of subsequence, then we have x_0 ∈ G, i.e., G(x_0) = inf_{s∈R3} G(s).

Proof. For the sake of simplicity, we denote y_n = y_{εn} , u_n(x) = u_{εn} (x). Arguing by contradiction, suppose that there is a sequence ε_n → 0 such that |ε_ny_n| → ∞, as n → ∞. Set ~u_n(x) = u_n(x + y_n), where ~u_n(x) = ~u_{εn} (x). It follows from Lemma 4.1 that ∫ B_r (0) |~u_n|^2dx ≥ β, for all n ∈ N. (4.1) Then, ~u_n is a ground state solution of −Δ~u_n + ϕ_{~un} ~u_n + V (ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u_n = m∑ i=1 Q_i(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^{qi−2} ~u_n + K(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^4 ~u_n, and ||~u_n||_{εn} = ||u_n||_{εn} is bounded in R. Moreover, up to a subsequence, we may assume that ~u_n ⇀ ~u in H_ε with ~u ≠ 0 and ~u ≥ 0 . It follows that ∫ R^3 ∇~u_n∇φdx + ∫ R^3 V (ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u_nφdx + ∫ R^3 ϕ_{~un} ~u_nφdx = m∑ i=1 ∫ R^3 Q_i(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^{qi−1}φdx + ∫ R^3 K(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^5φdx, (4.2)

for any φ ∈ H^1(R^3 ). Without loss of generality, we may asuume that V (ε_ny_n) → V_∞ and Q_i(ε_ny_n) → Q^∞_i (1 ≤ i ≤ m) and K(ε_ny_n) → K^∞, as n → ∞. Under our assumptions on V , K, and Q_i(1 ≤ i ≤ m), we get that V , K, and Q_i(1 ≤ i ≤ m) are uniformly continuous, which implies that V (ε_nx + ε_ny_n) → V_∞ and K(ε_nx + ε_ny_n) → K^∞, (4.3) and Q_i(ε_nx + ε_ny_n) → Q^∞_i (1 ≤ i ≤ m), (4.4) as n → ∞ uniformly on bounded sets of R^3 . Using the weak limit of ~u_n and (4.2)–(4.4), we get ∫ R^3 ∇~u∇φdx + ∫ R^3 V_∞~uφdx + ∫ R^3 ϕ_{~u}~uφdx = m∑ i=1 ∫ R^3 Q^∞_i |~u|^{qi−1}φdx + ∫ R^3 K^∞|~u|^5φdx, for any φ ∈ H^1(R^3 ). Which implies that ~u ∈ N_∞, i.e., ⟨I^′_∞(~u), ~u⟩ = 0. We deduce from Lemma 3.3 and Fatou’s Lemma that c_∞ ≤I_∞(~u) − 1 q_{i0} ⟨I^′_∞(~u), ~u⟩ = ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ( |∇~u|^2 + V_∞|~u|^2 ) dx + ( 1 4 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ϕ_{~u} ~u^2dx − i_0−1∑

i=1 ( 1 q_i − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 Q^∞_i |~u|^{qi} dx + m∑ i=i_0+1 ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 q_i ) ∫ R^3 Q^∞_i |~u|^{qi} dx

+ ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 6 ) ∫ R^3 K^∞|~u|^6dx ≤ lim inf n→∞ ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ( |∇~u_n|^2 + V (ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^2 ) dx + ( 1 4 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ϕ_{~un} ~u^2_ndx − i_0−1∑

i=1 ( 1 q_i − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^{qi} dx

+ m∑ i=i_0+1 ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 q_i ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^{qi} dx

+ ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 6 ) ∫ R^3 K(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^6dx ≤ lim sup n→∞ ( I_{εn} (~u_n) − 1 q_{i0} ⟨I^′_{εn} (~u_n), ~u_n⟩ )

= lim sup n→∞ c_{εn} ≤ c_0,

(4.5) which contradicts the fact that c_0 > c_∞. Hence, {εy_ε} is bounded as ε → 0. Note that if ε_ny_n → x_0 under a choice of subsequence, and V , Q_i(1 ≤ i ≤ m), K are uniformly continuous, we have V (ε_nx + ε_ny_n) → V (x_0) and K(ε_nx + ε_ny_n) → K(x_0), (4.6) and Q_i(ε_nx + ε_ny_n) → Q_i(x_0)(1 ≤ i ≤ m), (4.7) as n → ∞ uniformly on bounded sets of R^3 . Taking φ = ~u and limit as n → ∞ in the above Eq. (4.2), we get ||~u||^2_D1,2 + ∫ R^3

V (x_0)|~u^2dx + ∫ R^3 ϕ_{~u}~u^2dx = m∑ i=1 ∫ R^3 Q_i(x_0)|~u|^{qi} dx + ∫ R^3 K(x_0)|~u|^6dx, which implies that ~u ∈ N^{x0} , i.e., ⟨(I^{x0} )^′(~u), ~u⟩ = 0. We deduce from Lemma 3.3 and Fatou’s Lemma that

c_0 = inf_{s∈R3} G(s) ≤ G(x_0) ≤I^{x0} (~u) − 1 q_{i0} ⟨(I^{x0} )^′(~u), ~u⟩ = ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ( |∇~u|^2 + V (x_0)|~u|^2 ) dx + ( 1 4 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ϕ_{~u} ~u^2dx − i_0−1∑

i=1 ( 1 q_i − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(x_0)|~u|^{qi} dx + m∑ i=i_0+1 ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 q_i ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(x_0)|~u|^{qi} dx

+ ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 6 ) ∫ R^3 K(x_0)|~u|^6dx ≤ lim inf n→∞ ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ( |∇~u_n|^2 + V (ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^2 ) dx + ( 1 4 − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 ϕ_{~un} ~u^2_ndx − i_0−1∑

i=1 ( 1 q_i − 1 q_{i0} ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^{qi} dx

+ m∑ i=i_0+1 ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 q_i ) ∫ R^3 Q_i(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^{qi} dx

+ ( 1 q_{i0} − 1 6 ) ∫ R^3 K(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^6dx ≤ lim sup n→∞ ( I_{εn} (~u_n) − 1 q_{i0} ⟨I^′_{εn} (~u_n), ~u_n⟩ )

= lim sup n→∞ c_{εn} ≤c_0,

(4.8)

it follows that G(x_0) = inf_{s∈R3} G(s). The proof is complete. □

Lemma 4.3. ~u_n → ~u in H_ε as n → ∞. Furthermore, there exist C > 0 and ε_∗ > 0 such that |~u_n|_∞ ≤ C and lim |x|→∞ ~u_ε(x) = 0 uniformly on ε ∈ (0, ε_∗).

Proof. Due to the Brezis–Lieb lemma and (4.6)–(4.7), we get

I_{εn} (~u_n − ~u_) = I_{εn} (~u_n) − I^{x0} (~u) + o_n(1).

Since ε_ny_{εn} → x_0 and (4.8), we have lim_{n→∞} I_{εn} (~u_n − ~u) = 0. Similarly, we also get lim_{n→∞}⟨I^′_{εn} (~u_n − ~u), ~u_n − ~u⟩ = 0. Consequently, ( 1 2 − 1 q_{i0} ) ||~u_n − ~u||^2 ≤ lim_{n→∞} ( I_{εn} (~u_n − ~u) − 1 q_{i0} ⟨I^′_{εn} (~u_n − ~u), ~u_n − ~u⟩ ) = 0,

which implies that ~u_n → ~u in H_ε as n → ∞. From Lemma 4.2, we know that the sequence ~u_n satisfies −Δ~u_n+ ( ϕ_{~un} + V (ε_nx + ε_ny_n) − K(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^4 ) ~u_n = m∑ i=1 Q_i(ε_nx+ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^{qi−2}~u_n. (4.9)

By Lemma 2.1 (iv) and (4.1), we obtain that 0 < ϕ_{~un} < C, then ϕ_{~un} +V (ε_nx+ε_ny_n) ∈ L^∞_{loc}(R^3 ). Moreover, since K(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^4 ∈ L^32 (R^3 ) and 4 < q_1 < q_2 < · · · < q_m < 6, using a result in [11, Proposition 3.3] or [3], we have ~u_n ∈ L^t(R^3 ) for all t ≥ 2. Furthermore, ~u_n satisfies −Δ~u_n ≤ −Δ~u_n + (ϕ_{~un} + V (ε_nx + ε_ny_n)) ~u_n = g_n(x) := m∑ i=1 Q_i(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^{qi−2} ~u_n + K(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)|~u_n|^4 ~u_n, (4.10)

where g_n(x) ∈ L^s2 (R^3 ), for some s > 3. Applying a result of [14] or [11, Proposition 3.4], we can obtain that sup x∈B_r(y) ~u_n(x) ≤ C ( |~u_n|_L2_{(B2r (y))} + |~u_n|_L s_{2 (B2r (y))} ) , for any y ∈ R^3 ,

which implies that |~u_n|_∞ ≤ C and lim |x|→∞ ~u_n(x) = 0 uniformly on n ∈ N.

Consequently, there exists ε_∗ > 0 such that lim |x|→∞ ~u_ε(x) = 0 uniformly on ε ∈ (0, ε_∗). (4.11)

The proof is complete. □

In order to see the exponential decay of solutions u_ε, it is enough to show the following result about ~u_ε.

Lemma 4.4. There exist constants C > 0 and μ > 0 such that ~u_ε ≤ Ce^{−μ|x|} for all x ∈ R^3 . Proof. We borrow an idea from [11, Lemma 3.11]. It follows from (4.11) that there exists R > 0 such that m∑ i=1 Q_i(x_0)|~u_ε|^{qi−2} + K(x_0)|~u_ε|^4 ≤

V (x_0) 2 for all |x| > R and ∀ε ∈ (0, ε_∗). (4.12)

Set τ(x) = Ce^{−μ|x|} such that μ^2 <^{V (x0)}_2 and τ(R) ≥ ~u_ε, we can obtain that ∇τ(x) = μ^2τ(x). (4.13) By Lemma 2.1 (iv) and (4.1), we can get −Δ~u_ε + V (x_0)~u_ε < −Δ~u_ε + V (x_0)~u_ε + ϕ_{~uε} ~u_ε = m∑ i=1 Q_i(x_0)|~u_ε|^{qi−2}~u_ε + K(x_0)|~u_ε|^4 ~u_ε ≤ V (x_0) 2 ~u_ε for |x| > R. (4.14)

Let τ_ε = τ − ~u_ε, combining (4.13) and (4.14), we have −Δτ_ε +^{V (x0)}_2 τ_ε > 0, |x| > R, τ_ε ≥ 0, |x| = R, lim |x|→∞ τ_ε(x) = 0.

(4.15)

The strong maximum principle implies that τ_ε ≥ 0 in |x| ≥ R. It follows that ~u_ε ≤ Ce^{−μ|x|} for all |x| ≥ R and ∀ε ∈ (0, ε_∗). The proof is complete. □

5 Proof of Theorem 1.1–1.2

In this section, we will prove the existence, concentration and exponential decay of v_ε in Theorem 1.1–1.2.

5.1 Proof of Theorem 1.1

By Lemma 3.9, u_ε is a positive ground state solution of (2.8). Then, v_ε(x) = u_ε(^x_ε ) is a positive ground state solution of (S_ε). Suppose z_n denotes a maximum point of ~u_n, it follows from Lemma 4.3 that z_n is a bounded sequence in R^3 . Then, there exists R > 0, such that z_n ∈ B_R(0). Thus, the global maximum point of u_n is z_n + y_n. Using the boundedness of {z_n} and Lemma 4.2, we have lim_{n→∞} ε_n(z_n + y_n) = x_0.

Then, note the relations of ~u_ε, u_ε and v_ε, we have

v_ε(εx + εz_ε + εy_ε) = u_ε(x + z_ε + y_ε) = ~u_ε(x + z_ε). (5.1)

Set η_ε(x) = v_ε(εx + x_ε), where x_ε → x_0, as ε → 0. It follows from Lemma 4.1 and (5.1) that η ≠ 0. By the similar arguments to Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3, we can obtain that η_ε → η in H_ε and η is a ground state solution of

−Δu + ϕ_uu + V (x_0)u = m∑ i=1 Q_i(x_0)|u|^{qi−2}u + K(x_0)|u|^4u, x ∈ R^3 . From Lemma 4.4, we have

v_ε(x) = u_ε( x ε ) = ~u_ε( x − εy_ε ε ) ≤ Cexp ( − μ ε |x − x_ε| ) , for all x ∈ R^3 . The proof is complete. □

5.2 Proof of Theorem 1.2

In this subsection, we will consider that the electronic potential h(x) satisfies (H_1). By the similar strategy to Lemma 3.9, we can obtain that problem (S_ε) has a positive ground state solution, still denote by v_ε. Then, the following energy functional

I_ε(u) = 1 2 ||u||^2_ε + 1 4 ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ h(εx)u^2 ] h(εx)u^2dx − m∑ i=1 1 q_i ∫ R^3 Q_i(εx)|u|^{qi} dx − 1 6 ∫ R^3 K(εx)|u|^6dx, (5.2)

has a critical point u_ε. Next, we want to show the following claims.

Claim 1. Suppose that ε_ny_n → ∞, as n → ∞, then ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u^2_n ] h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u_nφdx → 0, for any φ ∈ H^1(R^3 ), as n → ∞.

Proof. From assumption (H_1), we know that h(x) is bounded in R^3 . Since {~u_n} is bounded in

H_ε, by Hölder inequality, we have | | | 1 |x| ∗ h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u^2_n | | | = | | | ∫ R^3

h(ε_ny + ε_ny_n)

~u^2_n(y) |x − y| dy | | | ≤ C_1 ∫ R^3

~u^2_n(y) |x − y| dy = C_1 ∫ |x−y|≤1 ~u^2_n(y) |x − y| dy + C_1 ∫ |x−y|≥1 ~u^2_n(y) |x − y| dy. ≤ C_1 ∫ |x−y|≤1 ~u^2_n(y) |x − y| dy + C_2

≤ C_1 (∫ |x−y|≤1 ~u^4_n(y)dy ) 1_2 (∫ |x−y|≤1 1 |x − y|^2 dy ) 1_2 + C_2

≤ C_3 (∫ |r|≤1 dr ) 1_2

+ C_2 ≤ C.

(5.3)

Since ε_ny_n → ∞, as n → ∞, it follows from (H_1) that h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n) → 0, as n → ∞. Note that ~u_n ⇀ ~u in H_ε; ~u_n ⇀ ~u in L^p(R^3 ), 2 ≤ p ≤ 6; ~u_n → ~u a.e. on R^3 .

(5.4)

We can obtain that h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u_n → 0 a.e. on R^3 and h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u_n is bounded in L^2(R^3 ). It follows that h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u_n ⇀ 0 in L^2(R^3 ). Then, we have ∫ R^3 h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u_nφdx → 0, (5.5) as n → ∞. Combining (5.3) and (5.5), the desired conclusion is obtained. □

Claim 2. Suppose that ε_ny_n → x_0, as n → ∞, then ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u^2_n ] h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u_nφdx =h(x_0)^2 ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ ~u^2 ] ~uφdx + o_n(1) =o_n(1),

for any φ ∈ H^1(R^3 ).

Proof. For simplicity, we denote h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n) by ~h_n(x). Then, from assumption (H_1), we have ~h_n(x) → h(x_0), (5.6) as n → ∞ uniformly on bounded sets of R^3 . Combining (5.4) and (5.6), we have ~h_n(x)~u_n → h(x_0)~u a.e. on R^3 and ~h_n(x)~u_n is bounded in L^2(R^3 ). It follows that ~h_n(x)~u_n ⇀ h(x_0)~u in L^2(R^3 ). Then, we have | | | ∫ R^3 ( ~h_n(x)~u_n − h(x_0)~u ) φdx | | | → 0, (5.7)

for any φ ∈ H^1(R^3 ), as n → ∞. By (5.3) and (5.7), we have | | | ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ ~h_n(x)~u^2_n ] ( ~h_n(x)~u_n − h(x_0)~u ) φdx | | | → 0, (5.8)

for any φ ∈ H^1(R^3 ), as n → ∞. On the other hand, using (5.4) and (5.6), we can deduce that ~h_n(x)~u2_n ⇀ h(x_0)~u2 in L^{12}_5 (R3 ). It follows from Lemma 2.1 (iv) that 1 |x| ∗ ~h_n(x)~u^2_n ⇀ 1 |x| ∗ h(x_0)~u^2 in D^{1,2}(R^3 )

and, then, in L^6(R^3 ). Then, we have | | | ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ ( ~h_n(x)~u^2_n − h(x_0)~u^2 )] ~uφdx | | | → 0, (5.9)

for any φ ∈ H^1(R^3 ), as n → ∞. Note that | | ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ ~h_n(x)~u^2_n ] ~h_n(x)~u_nφdx − h(x_0)^2 ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ ~u^2 ] ~uφdx | | ≤ | | | ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ ~h_n(x)~u^2_n ] ( ~h_n(x)~u_n − h(x_0)~u ) φdx | | | + | |h(x_0) ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ ( ~h_n(x)~u^2_n − h(x_0)~u^2 )] ~uφdx | | . (5.10)

Thus, using (5.8)–(5.10) and (H_1), we have ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u^2_n ] h(ε_nx + ε_ny_n)~u_nφdx =h(x_0)^2 ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ ~u^2 ] ~uφdx + o_n(1) =o_n(1),

as desired. The rest proof is closely similar to that of Theorem 1.1. □

6 Nonexistence of ground state solution

In this section, we will study the nonexistence of ground state solutions for the problem (S_ε). The proof of the case h(x) ≡ 1 is similar to that of h(x) satisfying condition (H_1), so we just give the proof for the latter case.

Lemma 6.1. Assume that (f_1)–(f_5) hold. Then, c_ε = c_∞, for any ε > 0.

Proof. By Lemma 2.6, we see that there exists u_∞ ∈ N_∞ such that I_∞(u_∞) = c_∞. Let us define u^{ζn}_∞ = u_∞(x − ζ_n), where ζ_n ∈ R^3 and |ζ_n| → ∞ as n → ∞. From Lemma 2.3 (i) and (ii), there exists a positive bounded sequence {t_n} such that {t_nu^{ζn}_∞} ⊂ N_ε. Then, we have

t^2_n ( ||u_∞||^2_D1,2 + ∫ R^3 V (ε(x + ζ_n))|u_∞|^2dx )

+ t^4_n ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ h(ε(x + ζ_n)|u_∞|^2 ] h(ε(x + ζ_n)|u_∞|^2dx = m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_n ∫ R^3 Q_i(ε(x + ζ_n))|u_∞|^{qi} dx + t^6_n ∫ R^3 K(ε(x + ζ_n))|u_∞|^6dx. Up to a subsequence, we may assume that t_n → t_0 > 0, as n → ∞. Taking the limit as n → ∞ in the above equality and using condition (f_5), we get

t^2_0 ( ||u_∞||^2_D1,2 + ∫ R^3 V_∞|u_∞|^2dx ) = m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_0 ∫ R^3

Q^∞_i |u_∞|^{qi} dx + t^6_0 ∫ R^3

K^∞|u_∞|^6dx. (6.1)

Note that u_∞ ∈ N_∞, we have ( ||u_∞||^2_D1,2 + ∫ R^3 V_∞|u_∞|^2dx ) = m∑ i=1 ∫ R^3 Q^∞_i |u_∞|^{qi} dx + ∫ R^3

K^∞|u_∞|^6dx. (6.2)

Combining (6.1) and (6.2), we can obtain that lim_{n→∞} t_n = t_0 = 1. It follows from V (x) is bounded that there exists a constant M sucht that |V (ε(x + ζ_n)) − V_∞| ≤ M. Since u_∞ ∈ H_ε, then for any σ > 0, there exists R > 0 such that |u_∞|_{2,B}C_{R (0)} <^σ_{2M} . Thus, we have ∫ R^3\B_R(0) |V (ε(x + ζ_n)) − V_∞|u^2_∞dx < σ 2 , and using the condition (f_5) and |ζ_n| → ∞, as n → ∞, we have ∫ B_R(0) |V (ε(x + ζ_n)) − V_∞|u^2_∞dx < σ 2 , as n → ∞. Which implies that ∫ R^3 V (ε(x + ζ_n))u^2_∞dx → ∫ R^3

V_∞u^2_∞dx, (6.3)

as n → ∞. Similarly, we can obtain that ∫ R^3 K(ε(x + ζ_n))|u_∞|^6dx → ∫ R^3

K^∞|u_∞|^6dx, (6.4)

and ∫

R^3 Q_i(ε(x + ζ_n))|u_∞|^{qi} dx → ∫ R^3 Q^∞_i |u_∞|^{qi} dx, (6.5) as n → ∞. From (6.3)–(6.5) and lim_{n→∞} t_n = 1, we can deduce that

c_ε = inf_{u∈Nε} I_ε(u) ≤I_ε(t_nu^{ζn}_∞) =I_∞(t_nu_∞) + t^2_n 2 ∫ R^3

(V (ε(x + ζ_n)) − V_∞) u^2_∞dx + t^4_n 4 ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ h(ε(x + ζ_n)u^2_∞ ] h(ε(x + ζ_n)u^2_∞dx − m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_n q_i ∫ R^3 (Q_i(ε(x + ζ_n)) − Q^∞_i )|u_∞|^{qi} dx − t^6_n 6 ∫ R^3 (K(ε(x + ζ_n)) − K^∞)|u_∞|^6dx →I_∞(u_∞) = c_∞,

(6.6)

as n → ∞. Thus, we get c_ε ≤ c_∞. On the other hand, it follows from condition (f_5) that I_∞(u) ≤ I_ε(u), for any u ∈ H_ε. Then, for any u ∈ N_∞, by the similar arguments to Lemma 2.3 (i) and (ii), we can obtain that there exists a unique bounded t_ε > 0 such that t_εu ∈ N_ε and I_ε(t_εu) := max_{t≥0} I_ε(tu). So it is easy to see that

c_∞ = inf_{u∈N∞} I_∞(u) ≤ inf_{u∈N∞} I_ε(u) ≤ inf_{u∈N∞} I_ε(t_εu) = inf_{u∈Nε} I_ε(u) = c_ε. (6.7)

Combining (6.6) and (6.7), the proof is complete. □

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Arguing by contradiction, suppose that problem (S_ε) has a positive ground state solutions, i.e., there exist ε_0 > 0 and u_0 ∈ N_{ε0} such that I_{ε0} (u_0) = c_{ε0} . By the similar arguments to Lemma 2.3 (i), there exists t_{ε0} > 0 such that t_{ε0} u_0 ∈ N_∞. From condition (f_5), we get that I_∞(u) ≤ I_{ε0} (u), for any u ∈ H_{ε0} . Then, we have

c_∞ = inf_{u∈N∞} I_∞(u) ≤ I_∞(t_{ε0} u_0) ≤ I_{ε0} (t_{ε0} u_0) ≤ I_{ε0} (u_0) = c_{ε0} , (6.8)

it follows from Lemma 6.1 that I_{ε0} (t_{ε0} u_0) = I_∞(t_{ε0} u_0). On the other hand, we have

I_{ε0} (t_{ε0} u_0) =I_∞(t_{ε0} u_0) + t^2_{ε0} 2 ∫ R^3

(V (ε_0x) − V_∞) u^2_∞dx + t^4_{ε0} 4 ∫ R^3 [ 1 |x| ∗ h(ε_0x)u^2_∞ ] h(ε_0x)u^2_∞dx + m∑ i=1 t^{qi}_{ε0} q_i ∫ R^3 (Q^∞_i − Q_i(ε_0x))|u_∞|^{qi} dx

+ t^6_{ε0} 6 ∫ R^3 (K^∞ − K(ε_0x))|u_∞|^6dx, (6.9) which implies that I_{ε0} (t_{ε0} u_0) > I_∞(t_{ε0} u_0). This is a contradiction and ends the proof. □

Acknowledgments

This work is supported by National Natural Science Foundation of China (No. 11671403).

References

[1] A. Azzollini, P. d’Avenia, A. Pomponio, On the Schrödinger–Maxwell equations under the effect of a general nonlinear term, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 27 (2010) 779– 791.

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

[3] H. Brezis, T. Kato, Remarks on the Schrödinger operator with singular complex potentials, J. Math. Pures Appl. 58 (1979) 137–151.

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

[5] V. Benci, D. Fortunato, Solitary waves of the nonlinear Klein–Gordon equation coupled with Maxwell equations, Rev. Math. Phys. 14 (1998) 283–293.

[6] M. Struwe, Variational Methods: Applications to Nonlinear Partial Differential Equations and Hamiltonian Systems, 2nd edn., Springer, Berlin, 1996.

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

[8] G. Cerami, G. Vaira, Positive solution for some non-autonomous Schrödinger–Poisson systems, J. Differential Equations 248 (2010) 521–543.

[9] P. Lions, The concentration compactness principle in the calculus of variations: The locally compact case. Parts 1, 2, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Lineairé 1 (1984) 109–145.

[10] P. Lions, The concentration compactness principle in the Calculus of variations: The locally compact case. Parts 1, 2, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Lineairé 2 (1984) 223–283.

[11] X.M. He, W.M. Zou, Existence and concentration of ground states for Schrödinger–Poisson equations with critical growth, J. Math. Phys. 53 (2012) 023702.

[12] H. Fan, Positive solutions for a Kirchhoff-type problem involving multiple competitive potentials and critical Sobolev exponent, Nonlinear Anal. 198 (2020) 111869.

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

[14] N.S. Trudinger, On Harnack type inequalities and their applications to quasilinear elliptic equations, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 20 (1967) 721–747.

[15] I. Catto, P.L. Lions, Binding of atoms and stability of molecules in Hartree and Thomas– Fermi type theories, Part 1: a necessary and sufficient condition for the stability of general molecular system, Comm. Partial Differential Equations. 17 (1992) 1051–1110.

[16] P.L. Lions, Solutions of Hartree–Fock equations for Coulomb systems, Comm. Math. Phys.

109 (1984) 33–97.

[17] P. Markowich, C. Ringhofer, C. Schmeiser, Semiconductor Equations, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1990.

[18] L.G. Zhao, F.K. Zhao, Positive solutions for Schrödinger–Poisson equations with a critical exponent, Nonlinear Anal. 70 (2009) 2150–2164.

[19] L.G. Zhao, F.K. Zhao, On the existence of solutions for the Schrödinger–Poisson equations, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 346 (2008) 155–169.

[20] G. Cerami, R. Molle, Positive bound state solutions for some Schrödinger–Poisson systems, Nonlinearity 29 (2016) 3103–3119.

[21] D. Ruiz, The Schrödinger–Poisson equation under the effect of a nonlinear local term, J.

Funct. Anal. 237 (2006) 655–674.

[22] D. Ruiz, Semiclassical states for coupled Schrödinger–Maxwell equations concentration around a sphere, Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci. 15 (2005) 141–164.

[23] E.H. Lieb, Thomas–Fermi and related theories and molecules, Rev. Mod. Phys. 53 (1981) 603–641.

[24] L.R. Huang, E.M. Rocha, J.Q. Chen, Two positive solutions of a class of Schrödinger– Poisson system with indefinite nonlinearity, J. Differential Equations 255 (2013) 2463–2483.

[25] L.R. Huang, E.M. Rocha, J.Q. Chen, Positive and sign-changing solutions of a Schrödinger– Poisson system involving a critical nonlinearity, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 1 (2013) 55–69.

[26] P.H. Rabinowitz, On a class of nonlinear Schrödinger equations, Z. Angew. Math. Phys. 43 (1992) 270–291.

[27] H. Brezis, L. Nirenberg, Positive solutions of nonlinear elliptic equations involving critical Sobolev exponents, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 36 (1983) 437–477.

[28] J. Sun, H. Chen, J.J. Nieto, On ground state solutions for some non-autonomous Schrödinger–Poisson systems, J. Differential Equations 252 (2012) 3365–3380.

[29] S.T. Chen, A. Fiscella, P. Pucci, X.H. Tang, Semiclassical ground state solutions for critical Schrödinger–Poisson systems with lower perturbations, J. Differential Equations 268 (2020) 2672–2716.

[30] X.H. Tang, S.T. Chen, Ground state solutions of Nehari-Pohožaev type for Schrödinger– Poisson problems with general potentials, Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. 37 (2017) 4973–5002.

[31] S. Cingolani, M. Lazzo, Multiple positive solutions to nonlinear Schrödinger equations with competing potential functions, J. Differential Equations 160 (2000) 118–138.

[32] M. Willem, Minimax Theorems, Birkhäuser, Berlin, 1996.

[33] J. Wang, L. Tian, J. Xu, F. Zhang, Existence and concentration of positive solutions for semilinear Schrödinger–Poisson systems in R^3 , Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 48 (2013) 275–276.

[34] J. Wang, L. Tian, J. Xu, F. Zhang, Existence of multiple solutions for Schrödinger–Poisson systems with critical growth, Z. Angew. math. Phys. 66 (2015) 2441–2471.

[35] X. Wang, B. Zeng, On concentration of positive bound states of nonlinear Schrödinger equations with competing potential functions, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 28 (1997) 633–655.

[36] G.F. Che, H.B. Chen, Multiple solutions for the Schrödinger equations with sign-changing potential and Hartree nonlinearity, Appl. Math. Lett. 81 (2018) 21–26.

[37] H.L. Liu, H.B. Chen, Multiple solutions for a nonlinear Schrödinger–Poisson system with sign-changing potential, Comput. Math. Appl. 71 (2016) 1405–1416.

[38] M. Yang, Existence of semiclassical solutions for some critical Schrödinger–Poisson equations with potentials, Nonlinear Anal. 198 (2020) 111874.