arXiv:2308.01226v1 [math.AP] 2 Aug 2023

GLOBAL WEAK SOLUTION OF 3-D FOCUSING ENERGY-CRITICAL NONLINEAR SCHRÖDINGER EQUATION

XING CHENG, CHANG-YU GUO AND YUNRUI ZHENG

ABSTRACT. In this article, we prove the existence of global weak solutions to the three-dimensional focusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger (NLS) equation in the non-radial case. Furthermore, we prove the weak-strong uniqueness for some class of initial data. The main ingredient of our new approach is to use solutions of an energy-critical Ginzburg-Landau equation as approximations for the corresponding nonlinear Schördinger equation.

In our proofs, we first show the dichotomy of global well-posedness versus finite time blow-up of energycritical Ginzburg-Landau equation in Ḣ^1(R^d ) for d = 3, 4 when the energy is less than that of the stationary solution W . We follow the strategy of C. E. Kenig and F. Merle [25, 26], using a concentrationcompactness/rigidity argument to reduce the global well-posedness to the exclusion of a critical element. The critical element is ruled out by dissipation of the Ginzburg-Landau equation, including local smoothness, backwards uniqueness and unique continuation. The existence of global weak solution to the three dimensional focusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation in the non-radial case then follows from the global well-posedness of the energy-critical Ginzburg-Landau equation via a limitation argument. We also adapt the arguments of M. Struwe [37, 38] to prove the weak-strong uniqueness when the Ḣ^1-norm of the initial data is bounded by a constant depending on the stationary solution W .

Keywords: Nonlinear Schrödinger equation, Ginzburg-Landau equation, well-posedness, blow-up, weak solutions

Mathematics Subject Classification (2020) Primary: 35L05; Secondary: 35L71, 35Q40, 35P25, 35B40

1. INTRODUCTION

The energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger (NLS) equation { i∂_tv + Δv + μf(v) = 0, v(0) = v_0 ∈ Ḣ^1(R^d ),

(1.1)

where d ≥ 3 is the dimension, μ = ±1, f(v) = ∣v∣^4d−2 v, and v ∶ R_t × R^d_x → C , has been studied intensively in the last three decades. If μ = 1, it is focusing; if μ = −1, it is defocusing. Its energy as Hamiltonian is E(v) = ∫_{Rd} 1 2 ∣∇v∣^2 − μ d − 2 2d ∣v∣^{2d}d−2 dx.

Regarding the theory of energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation (1.1), there is a distinguished problem that has significantly promoted the development of the field in the last two decades, for which we formulate as follows.

X. Cheng has been partially supported by the NSF of Jiangsu Province (Grant No. BK20221497). C.-Y. Guo is supported by the Young Scientist Program of the Ministry of Science and Technology of China (No.

2021YFA1002200), the National Natural Science Foundation of China (No. 12101362), the Taishan Scholar Project and the Natural Science Foundation of Shandong Province (No. ZR2022YQ01, ZR2021QA003).

Y. Zheng was supported by NSFC Grant 11901350, and The Fundamental Research Funds of Shandong University. 1

Question A (Global well-posedness and scattering). Do strong solutions to (1.1) globally exist and necessarily scatter in Ḣ^1?

Recall that a function v ∈ C^0_t Ḣ^1_x(I × R^d ) is a strong-Ḣ^1 solution of (1.1), where I ⊂ R is an interval containing 0, if it satisfies the Duhamel formula

v(t) = e^{itΔ}v_0 + iμ ∫^t_0 e^{i(t−s)Δ}f(v(s)) ds,

for all t ∈ I. We refer to the interval I as the lifespan of v, and call v a maximal-lifespan solution if I cannot be extended to any strictly larger interval. The solution v is global if I = R.

In the defocusing case, J. Bourgain [3] first proved the global well-posedness and scattering for the radial initial data when d = 3, 4, where he introduced the induction on energy method and spatial localized Morawetz estimate. M. Grillakis [18] provided another proof for the global well-posedness. Later, T. Tao [39] considered the global well-posedness and scattering for the radial initial data in higher dimensions.

For the non-radial initial data, J. Colliander, M. Keel, G. Staffilani, H. Takaoka, and T. Tao [8] made a major breakthrough and proved the global well-posedness and scattering when d = 3. Later, Ryckman and Visan [34] proved global well-posedness and scattering when d = 4, M. Visan [40] proved global well-posedness and scattering for d ≥ 5. We also refer to [7, 30, 41] for a shorter treatment of the global well-posedness and scattering for d = 3, 4, 5 using the long time Strichartz estimate.

In the focusing case, C. Kenig and F. Merle [25] invented the concentration-compactness/rigidity method to establish the global well-posedness and scattering when d = 3, 4, 5 for radial initial data. Later, R. Killip and M. Visan [29] proved global well-posedness and scattering for the non-radial initial data when d ≥ 5. Recently, B. Dodson [10] proved the global well-posedness and scattering for the non-radial initial data when d = 4.

We can summarize the above results in the following theorem, especially the global well-posedness in the focusing case, which is determined by the ground state W , where W is the stationary solution to (1.1), when μ = 1:

W (t, x) = W (x) ∶= 1 (1 +^{∣x∣2}_{d(d−2)} ) d−2 2 . (1.2)

Theorem B (GWP & scattering of the energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation). Let v_0 ∈ Ḣ^1, when μ = −1, the corresponding solution v to (1.1) is global for d ≥ 3. When μ = 1 and E(v_0) < E(W ), the following conclusions hold:

(1) If ∥∇v_0∥_L2 < ∥∇W ∥_L2 , then the solution v of (1.1) is global for d ≥ 4 and this is also true for d = 3 in the radial case, (2) If ∥∇v_0∥_L2 > ∥∇W ∥_L2 , and if either v_0 ∈ L^2 (R^d , ∣x∣^2dx) or v_0 ∈ H^1 is radial, then the solution v of (1.1) blows up in finite time for d ≥ 3.

Furthermore, the global solution scatters in Ḣ^1.

Thus, according to Theorem B, the global well-posedness for 3-d non-radial focusing NLS remains as an open question. It seems to be very difficult and challenging to prove the global well-posedness and scattering of the focusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation in the non-radial case. The most natural approach to solve this hard problem would be using the concentration-compactness/rigidity argument invented by C. E. Kenig and F. Merle [25, 26], which has been proved to be a powerful tool

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 3 when dealing with the non-radial problem in the subsequent important development in [10, 29, 30, 41] for d ≥ 4. However, it seems difficult to adapt this approach to solve the problem when d = 3. In general, the minimal energy blowup solution behaves like the stationary solution W (x) in (1.2), which does not belong to L^2(R^d ) when d = 3, 4; see [29]. In [10], B. Dodson successfully proved that the minimal energy blowup solution belongs to certain weak L^2 space when d = 4, but it seems that the argument cannot be extended to the three-dimensional case because the minimal energy blowup solution did not belong to any L^2 type space. Therefore, new ideas are needed to handle the case d = 3.

Somewhat surprisingly, even the existence of global weak solutions to (1.1) when μ = 1 in three dimension has still been open, which was already proposed twenty years ago in [4, Remark 9.4.8].

Question C ( [4]). Do weak solutions to (1.1) globally exist when μ = 1 and d = 3?

The main motivation of this paper is to give a satisfied answer to Question C. Recall that a function v ∈ L^∞_t H^1_x(I × R^d ) is a weak-H^1 solution of (1.1) on an interval I containing 0 (called the lifespan of v) if it satisfies the Duhamel formula

v(t) = e^{itΔ}v_0 + iμ ∫^t_0 e^{i(t−s)Δ}f(v(s)) ds,

for almost every t ∈ I. We say that v is a maximal-lifespan solution if the lifespan I of v cannot be extended to any strictly larger interval, and v is a global solution if I = R.

The main result of this paper is to prove the global existence and weak-strong uniqueness of weak solutions to (1.1) in the non-radial case when d = 3.

Theorem 1.1 (Global weak solution of the 3-dimensional focusing energy-critical NLS). Fix v_0 ∈ H^1 and let W be the stationary solution of (1.1) when μ = 1 given by (1.2). Then we have the following result.

1) Global existence: If E(v_0) < E(W ) and ∥∇v_0∥_L2 < ∥∇W ∥_L2 , then there exists a global weak solution v ∈ L^∞_t H^1_x(R × R^3 ) ⋂ C^0_t L^2_x(R × R^3 ) of (1.1) satisfying the energy inequality

E(v(t)) ≤ E(v_0)

(1.3)

and mass conservation

M(v(t)) = M(v_0).

2) Weak-strong uniqueness: There exists a universal constant C = C (W ) > 0 such that if ṽ is the global strong solution to (1.1) with the initial data v_0 ∈ H^2(R^3 ) satisfying E(v_0) < E(W ) and ∥∇v_0∥_L2 < min {C, ∥∇W ∥_L2 } and if v is the global weak solution to (1.1) with initial datum v_0, then v ≡ ṽ.

Remark 1.2. 1) We expect that the construction of global weak solutions would be a valuable first try to solve the global existence for strong solutions. In particular, if one can relax the assumption ∥∇v_0∥_L2 < min {C, ∥∇W ∥_L2 } to the weaker one ∥∇v_0∥_L2 < ∥∇W ∥_L2 to obtain the weak-strong uniqueness as in the theorem, then this would imply that the global weak solution provided by Theorem 1.1 is indeed the only possible strong solution of (1.1).

2) Our weak-strong uniqueness result only requires an upper bound for ∥∇v_0∥_L2 . But the bounds of ∥v_0∥_L2 and ∥∇^2v_0∥_L2 are generic.

We refer the interested readers to [4] for a proof of the existence of global weak solutions to the defocusing nonlinear Schrödinger equation. It is, however, impossible to extend the proof there to the focusing case. To prove Theorem 1.1, we shall turn to study the global well-posedness of the following Ginzburg- Landau equations

∂_tu = γu + (a + iα) Δu − (b + iβ) ∣u∣^{p−1}u,

where u(t, x) is complex-valued functions of (t, x) ∈ R^+ × R^d , a, b, α, β, γ ∈ R, and p > 1. This class of equations has drawn the attentions of many mathematicians and physicists, because of its close relation to many physical phenomenons in fluids and superconductivity, etc. Especially, the Ginzburg-Landau equations could be derived from the Bénard convection and turbulence. We refer the interested readers to [9, 17, 19, 20] for a complete overview.

It is well-known that the Ginzburg-Landau equation is closely related to the Schrödinger equation. For instance, the nonlinear Schrödinger equation is the inviscid limit of Ginzburg-Landau equation; see [2, 22, 42] and the references therein. Although there already exists many results on the well-posedness of the Ginzburg-Landau equation, to the best of our knowledge, the global well-posedness of this very important model when b < 0 has not yet been studied in the literature.

In this article, we shall consider the Cauchy problem of the following energy-critical Ginzburg-Landau equation in R^d when d ≥ 3, { u_t − zΔu − zf(u) = 0, u(0, x) = u_0(x),

(1.4)

where the complex number z satisfies ∣z∣=1 with 0 < Rz ≤ 1, and f(u) = ∣u∣^4d−2 u. Equation (1.4) is the L^2 gradient flow of the energy E(u) = ∫_{Rd} 1 2 ∣∇u∣^2 − d − 2 2d ∣u∣^{2dd−2} dx.

We now prove the dichotomy of global well-posedness versus finite time blow-up of (1.4) when d = 3, 4, which is our second main result.

Theorem 1.3. Let u_0 ∈ Ḣ^1(R^d ) and E(u_0) < E(W ), where W is the stationary solution of (1.4) given by (1.2). Then we have

(1) When ∥∇u_0∥_L2 < ∥∇W ∥_L2 , the solution u of (1.4) is global and satisfies lim_{t→∞} ∥u(t)∥˙_H1 = 0. (2) When ∥∇u_0∥_L2 > ∥∇W ∥_L2 and u_0 ∈ H^1(R^d ), the solution u of (1.4) blows up forward in finite time.

(3) The case ∥∇u_0∥_L2 = ∥∇W ∥_L2 cannot happen.

The stationary solution W in (1.2) provides a threshold for global result and blow-up criterion, which plays the same role as ground state of (1.1) in the focusing case. The tools we use to prove Theorem 1.3 are those dealing with the energy-critical nonlinear dispersive equations [10, 25, 26, 29] as well as parabolic equations [21,24], especially using the method of concentration-compactness/rigidity developed in [25, 26]. Note that when Rz is close to zero, the Ginzburg-Landau equation has similar behavior to the nonlinear Schrödinger equation; when Iz is close to zero, the Ginzburg-Landau equation has similar behavior to the heat equation. So our strategy to prove Theorem 1.3 is that we first use the concentrationcompactness argument to construct the critical element or minimal energy blowup solution, and then we use the rigidity established on the effect of dissipation to exclude the possibility of blowup in finite time. To prove the existence of the critical element, we derive the linear profile decomposition of the Ginzburg- Landau equation by following the argument in [1,14,15,27], and then use the method in [21,24,25,29] to establish the existence of the critical element. This procedure holds for all d ≥ 3. To prove the rigidity, we

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 5 employ some parabolic tools, such as backwards uniqueness and unique continuation developed in [13] for Navier-Stokes equations and local smallness regularity criterion. However, the rigidity only holds for d = 3, 4.

With the aid of Theorem 1.3, we are able to prove, using a direct compactness argument, the existence of global weak solutions to the three dimensional focusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation in the non-radial case. Motivated by the argument in [37, 38], where M. Struwe proved the uniqueness for the weak solution of the defocusing energy critical nonlinear wave and Schrödinger equations, we provide a weak-strong uniqueness result of the three dimensional focusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation when the Ḣ^1-norm of the initial data is bounded by a constant depending on W .

We would like to point out that the use of solutions of (real or complex) Ginzburg-Landau type equation as proper approximations of geometric models was widely used in geometric analysis. For instance, in the seminal work of Y. M. Chen and M. Struwe [6], the authors used solutions of (real) Ginzburg-Landau type equations to approximate solutions of the harmonic mapping heat flow and established global existence of weak solutions to the heat flow. This approximation argument was later extended by Y. M. Chen and F.-H. Lin [5] to study evolution of harmonic maps with Dirichlet boundary conditions, and by Struwe [36] to consider the evolution of harmonic mappings with free boundaries. Similar ideas were used by C. Y. Wang [43] (in the time-independent case) to study convergence properties of p-harmonic maps. In another seminal work [32], F.-H. Lin and T. Rivière used the (complex) Ginzburg-Landau relation procedure as approximation of unimodular harmonic maps.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2, we present the local well-posedness theory and also some variational facts of (1.4). In Section 3, we show the finite time blowup part of Theorem 1.3. In Section 4, we give the existence of the critical element. In Section 5, we prove the rigidity theorem. In Section 6, we show the asymptotic decay of global solutions. In Section 7, we present the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Our notations are standard. We use X ≲ Y when X ≤ CY for some constant C > 0 and X ∼ Y when X ≲ Y ≲ X.

For any space-time slab I × R^d , we use L^q_t L^r_x(I × R^d ) to denote the space of functions u ∶ I × R^d → C , whose norm is

∥u∥_L^q_{t L}r_{x(I×R}d_) ∶= (∫_I ∥u(t)∥^q_{Lrx(Rd )} dt) 1 q < ∞,

with the usual modification when q or r are equal to infinity. When q = r, we abbreviate L^q_t L^q_x as L^q_{t,x}.

We define the S(I)-norm of u on the time slab I to be

∥u∥_{S(I)} ∶= (∫_I ∫_{Rd} ∣u(t, x)∣^{2(d+2)d−2} dxdt) d−2 2(d+2) .

2. LOCAL WELL-POSEDNESS THEORY AND SOME VARIATIONAL FACTS

In this section, we recall the local well-posedness theory of (1.4), whose proofs can be found in [16,20, 22, 42]. We also establish some variational results of (1.4).

2.1. Local well-posedness theory. We first give the definition of strong Ḣ^1 solution of (1.4).

Definition 2.1 (Strong solution). A function u ∶ [0, T ) × R^d → C for 0 < T ≤ ∞ is a strong Ḣ^1 solution of (1.4) if for all t ∈ [0, T ), u ∈ (C^0_t Ḣ^1_x ∩ L^{2(d+2)d−2}_{t,x} ) ([0, t] × R^d ), and obeys the Duhamel formula

u(t) = e^{tzΔ}u_0 + ∫^t_0 e^{(t−s)zΔ}zf(u(s)) ds.

For the linear part of the Ginzburg-Landau equation z̄∂_tu = Δu, it is well-known that the operator zΔ with domain H^2 (R^d ) generates a semi-group (e^{tzΔ})_{t≥0} on L^2 (R^d ); see for instance [20, 33]. Moreover, the semi-group (e^{tzΔ})_{t≥0} is analytic for Rz > 0 and

(e^{tzΔ}ϕ) (x) = (4πzt)^{− d2} (e^{− ∣⋅∣2}4zt ∗ ϕ) (x).

By the elementary estimates

∥(4πzt)^{− d2} e^{− ∣x∣2}4zt ∥_{Lr} x ≲ ⎧⎪ ⎪ ⎨ ⎪ ⎩ r^{− d}2σ (4πt)^{− d}2^{(1− 1}r^) (Rz)^{− d2r} , 1 ≤ r < ∞, (4πt)^{− d}2 , r = ∞, and Young’s inequality, we infer that for 1 ≤ p ≤ r ≤ ∞,

∥e^{tzΔ}ψ∥_{Lrx} ≲ (Rz)^{− d2 (1− 1p + 1r )} t^{− d2 ( 1p − 1r )}∥ψ∥_L^p_x .

Then, following the arguments in [23], one easily obtains the Strichartz estimates for Ginzburg-Landau equation, for which we formulate in below. Lemma 2.2. The following Strichartz estimates hold.

(1) Homogeneous Strichartz estimate: For 2 ≤ q, r ≤ ∞, with (q, r, d) ≠ (2, ∞, 2) and^2_q = d (^1_2 −^1_r ), we have ∥e^{tzΔ}f∥_Lq_{t Lrx} ≲ ∥f∥_L2_x .

(2.1)

(2) Inhomogeneous Strichartz estimate: For 2 ≤ q, r, q̃, r̃ ≤ ∞,

∥∫^t_0 e^{(t−s)zΔ}F (s) ds∥_{Lq}

t L^r_x(R_+ ×R^d)

≲ ∥F ∥_Lq̃′_{t Lr̃}′_x ,

where^2_q +^d_r =^2_{q̃} +^d_{r̃} =^d_2 , with (q, r, d), (q̃, r̃, d̃) ≠ (2, ∞, 2) With the aid of Lemma 2.2, the following well-posedness theory is immediate. Since the proof is rather standard, we do not recall it here and refer the interested readers to [16, 20, 22, 42] for details. Theorem 2.3 (Local well-posedness). Assume u_0 ∈ Ḣ^1(R^d ). Then the following conclusions hold:

(1) Local existence: There exists a unique, maximal-lifespan solution to (1.4) on [0, T_{max}(u_0)) × R^d . (2) Blow-up criterion: If T_{max} < ∞, then ∥u∥_{S([0,Tmax(u0)))} = ∞.

(3) Unconditional uniqueness: If u_1, u_2 are two solutions of (1.4) on [0, T ) with u_1(0) = u_2(0), then u_1 = u_2.

(4) Small data global existence: There is ϵ_0 > 0 such that if ∥e^{tzΔ}u_0∥_{S(R+ )} ≤ ϵ_0, then the solution u is global and ∥u∥_{S(R+ )} ≲ ϵ_0. This holds in particular when ∥u_0∥˙_H1 is sufficiently small.

The next stability result follows from the argument in [8].

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 7 Proposition 2.4 (Stability). For any E, L > 0 and ϵ > 0, there exists δ > 0 such that if ũ ∶ [0, T ) × R^d → C is an approximate solution to (1.4) in the sense that ∥∇e∥_L 2(d+2)_{d+4} t,x ([0,T )×R^d ) ≤ δ, where e ∶= z̄∂ũ − Δũ − f (ũ) with ∥ũ∥_L∞_{t Ḣ}1_{x([0,T )×R}d_) ≤ E and ∥ũ∥_{S([0,T ))} ≤ L, and if u_0 ∈ Ḣ^1(R^d ) satisfies ∥u_0 − ũ(0)∥˙_H1 ≤ δ, then there exists a solution u ∶ [0, T ) × R^d → C of (1.4) with u(0) = u_0 such that ∥u − ũ∥_L∞_t˙_H1_x + ∥u − ũ∥_{S([0,T ))} ≤ ϵ.

2.2. Some variational facts. We have the following key facts on estimates of the derivatives of E(u) and ∥u(t)∥^2_{L2} , which play an important role in the proofs of global well-posedness and finite time blow-up. Proposition 2.5. Let u_0 ∈ C^0(R^d ) ∩ H^1(R^d ) and u be the corresponding solution to (1.4) defined on the maximal interval [0, T_{max}).

(i) For any 0 ≤ s < t < T_{max}, E(u(s)) = E(u(t)) + Rz ∫^t_s ∫_{Rd} ∣u_τ ∣^2 dxdτ,

(2.2)

which implies the energy E(u(t)) is a non-increasing function in time. (ii) Set K(u) = ∫ ∣∇u∣^2 dx − ∫ ∣u∣^{2dd−2} dx.

For all 0 < t < T_{max}, we have d dt ∫ ∣u(t)∣^2 dx = −2RzK(u) = Rz ∫ ∣u∣^{2d}d−2 dx − 4RzE(u).

(2.3) Proof. Multiplying (1.4) by ū_t, integrating by parts and taking the real part, we get Rz ∫ ∣u_t∣^2 dx = −∂_t (∫ 1 2 ∣∇u∣^2 dx − μ d − 2 2d ∫

∣u∣^{2dd−2} dx) . This yields − dE(u(t)) dt = Rz ∫ ∣u_t∣^2 dx.

By the fundamental theorem of calculus, we have (2.2).

We now turn to (2.3). Multiplying (1.4) by z̄ū and integrating by parts, we obtain R ∫_{Rd} ū∂_tu dx = −RzK(u), which is exactly (2.3). □

The following liner profile decomposition describes the lack of compactness of the embedding e^{tzΔ} ∶ Ḣ 1 ↪ L^{2(d+2)}d−2_{t,x} , which follows from the argument of the linear profile decomposition of the Schrödinger equation [27, 28] and also the linear profile decomposition of the Navier-Stokes equation [14, 15]. This will play an important role in the proof of Theorem 4.4. To ease our notation, from now on, we write (2.4) ϕ_{x0,λ}(x) ∶= 1 λ^{d−2}2 ϕ ( x − x_0 λ ) and v_{x0,λ}(t, x) ∶= 1 λ^{d−2}2 v ( t λ^2 , x − x_0 λ ) . Proposition 2.6 (Linear profile decomposition in Ḣ^1). Let {u_n}_n be a bounded sequence of functions in Ḣ 1 (Rd ). Then, after possibly passing to a subsequence, there exist K ∈ {1, 2, ⋯, ∞}, functions {ϕj}^K_{j=1} ⊆ Ḣ 1(Rd ), {λ^j_n} ⊆ (0, ∞), and {(x^j_n, λ^j_n)} ⊆ Rd × R_+ such that for any 0 ≤ k ≤ K, we have the following decomposition u_n(x) = k ∑_{j=1} ϕ^j_xj_{n,λ}j_n (x) + w^k_n(x), with the following properties:

(i) The error term satisfies lim sup n→∞ ∥e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥_{S(R+)}^{k→K}�→ 0, (2.5) and (λ^k_n)^{d−22} w^k_n (λ^k_nx + x^k_n)^{n→∞}⇀ 0 in Ḣ^1(R^d ).

(ii) For all j ≠ l, it holds λ^j_n λ^l_n + λ^l_n λ^j_n + ∣x^j_n − x^l_n∣ λ^j_n n→∞ �→ ∞.

(2.6)

(iii) For all 1 ≤ k < K, as n → ∞, the following decoupling properties hold ∥u_n∥^2_{Ḣ1} = k ∑_{j=1} ∥ϕ^j ∥^2_{Ḣ1} + ∥w^k_n∥^2_{Ḣ1} + on(1),

(2.7) and E(u_n) = k ∑_{j=1} E (ϕ^j) + E (w^k_n) + on(1).

Following the proofs of Theorem 3.9 and Remark 3.14 in [25], one can prove the energy trapping. Lemma 2.7 (Energy trapping). Fix a sufficiently small δ_0 > 0. If E(u_0) ≤ (1 − δ_0)E(W ), ∥∇u_0∥_L2 < ∥∇W ∥_L2 , then there exists δ̄ = δ̄(δ_0, d) > 0 such that for all t ∈ [0, T_{max}), the solution u of (1.4) satisfies ∫ ∣∇u(t)∣^2 dx ≤ (1 − δ̄) ∫ ∣∇W ∣^2 dx, K(u(t)) ≥ δ̄ ∫ ∣∇u(t)∣^2 dx,

(2.8) and E(u(t)) ≥ 0.

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 9 On the other hand, if E(u_0) < E(W ) and ∥u_0∥˙_H1 > ∥W ∥˙_H1 , then ∥u(t)∥˙_H1 > ∥W ∥˙_H1 , and there is a constant δ_3 > 0 such that K(u(t)) ≤ −δ_3.

(2.9)

3. PROOF OF BLOW-UP In this section, we shall adapt the arguments from [31] to prove the blow-up part of Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3 (2). Suppose for contradiction that T_{max}(u_0) = ∞, and denote I(t) ∶= 1 2 ∫ t 0 ∥u(s)∥^2_L2_x ds.

Then I^′(t) =^1_2 ∥u(t)∥^2_{L2x} and it follows from (2.3) that

I^{′′}(t) = −RzK(u) = Rz (− 2d d − 2 E(u) + 2 d − 2 ∫

∣∇u∣^2 dx) .

By (2.9), we have I^{′′}(t) ≥ Rzδ_3 > 0, and so I^′(t) → ∞ and I(t) → ∞ as t → ∞.

Note that by (2.2), Rz ∫^t_0 ∥u_s(s)∥^2_{L2x} ds = E(u_0) − E(u(t)) ≤ E(W ) − E(u(t)), which implies I^{′′}(t) ≥ −Rz 2d d − 2 E(u) + Rz 2 d − 2

∥∇W ∥^2_L2 = −Rz 2d d − 2 E(u) + Rz 2d d − 2

E(W ) ≥ (Rz)^2 2d d − 2 ∫ t 0 ∥u_s(s)∥^2_{L2x} ds.

Hence by Hölder’s inequality and (2.3), we have

I(t)I^{′′}(t) ≥ (Rz)^2 d d − 2

(∫^t_0 ∥u_s(s)∥^2_{L2x} ds) (∫^t_0 ∥u(s)∥^2_{L2x} ds)

≥ (Rz)^2 d d − 2

(∫^t_0 ∫ ∣u(s, x)u_s(s, x)∣ dxds) 2 = d d − 2

(I^′(t) − I^′(0))^2 .

Since I^′(t) → ∞ as t → ∞, the last inequality implies existence of α, t_0 > 0, such that I(t)I^{′′}(t) ≥ (1 + α) (I^′(t))^2 , for t ≥ t_0.

This inequality guarantees that the non-increasing function I(t)^{−α} is concave on [t_0, ∞), which contradicts the fact that I(t)^{−α} → 0, as t → ∞. □

4. EXISTENCE OF A CRITICAL ELEMENT In this section, we show the existence of a critical element if the global existence part of Theorem 1.3 does not hold, following the arguments in [24–26, 28, 29]. We show that if the critical energy of the initial data is strictly less than the energy of W and if the kinetic energy of the initial data is strictly less than the kinetic energy of W , then there exists a critical element, which is pre-compact up to scaling and translation in Ḣ^1.

For any 0 ≤ E_0 ≤ E(W ), we define Λ(E_0) ∶= sup {∥u∥_{S([0,T ))} ∶ solutions u of (1.4) on [0, T ) with E(u(0)) ≤ E_0 and ∥u(0)∥˙_H1 < ∥W ∥˙_H1 } , where [0, T ) is the maximal lifespan of the solution u and then set E_c = sup {E_0 ∶ Λ(E_0) < ∞} .

Suppose by contradiction that E_c < E(W ), we can then take a sequence {u_n}_{n≥1} of solutions (up to time translations) to (1.4) with maximal lifespan being [0, T_n) such that

E(u_n(0)) < E(W ), E(u_n)^{n→∞}�→ E_c, ∥∇u_n(0)∥_L2 < ∥∇W ∥_L2 and ∥u_n∥_{S(0,Tn)}^{n→∞}�→ ∞.

(4.1) Applying Proposition 2.6 to {u_n(0)}_{n≥1}, we obtain that, passing to a subsequence if necessary, there exist ϕ^j ∈ Ḣ^1, w^k_n ∈ Ḣ^1, and (λ^j_n, x^j_n) ⊆ R_+ × R^d with the properties listed in Proposition 2.6 such that

e^{tzΔ}u_n(0) = k ∑_{j=1} ϕ^j_n(t, x) + e^{tzΔ}w^k_n ∶= k ∑_{j=1} e^{tzΔ}ϕ^j_xj_{n,λ}j_n (x) + e^{tzΔ}w^k_n.

Let v^j be the solution of (1.4) with v^j(0, x) = ϕ^j(x), where I^j is the maximal lifespan of v^j. We also have E (ϕ^j ) < E(W ) and ∥ϕ^j∥_{Ḣ1} < ∥W ∥˙_H1 .

Denote the nonlinear profile by v^j_n(t, x) ∶= v^j_{xjn,λjn} (t, x). Then we obtain the corresponding nonlinear profile decomposition

u^k_n ∶= k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n + e^{tzΔ}w^k_n.

(4.2)

We next show that u^k_n is an approximate solution of u_n for sufficiently large n, provided that each nonlinear profile has finite S(R_+ )-norm.

Lemma 4.1. Let v^j(t) be constructed as above, then there exists j_0 ∈ N large enough such that I^j = R_+ for j ≥ j_0 and ∑_{j≥j0} ∥∇v^j ∥^2_{L∞t L2x∩L2t L}^{2d}_{d−2x (R+ ×Rd)} ≤ ∑_{j≥j0} ∥ϕ^j ∥^2_{Ḣ1} < ∞.

Proof. For any δ > 0, by (2.7), there exist two constants j_0 and n_0 large enough such that if n ≥ n_0, ∑_{j≥j0} ∥ϕ^j∥^2_{Ḣ1} < δ.

By Lemma 2.2, Leibnitz’s rule, Hölder’s inequality and Sobolev’s inequality, we have ∥∇v^j∥_{L∞t L2x∩L2t L} 2d_{d−2x (R+×Rd )} ≲ ∥ϕ^j∥_{Ḣ1} + ∥∇v^j∥^{d+2d−2}_{L∞}

t L^2_x∩L^2_t L 2d d−2 x .

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 11 Hence, by the continuity argument, for sufficiently small δ > 0, we have ∥∇v^j∥_{L∞t L2x∩L2t L} 2d_{d−2x} ≲ ∥ϕ^j∥_{Ḣ1} .

Thus, ∑_{j≥j0} ∥∇v^j∥^2_{L∞t L2x∩L2t L}^{2d}_{d−2x} ≲ ∑_{j≥j0} ∥ϕ^j∥^2_{Ḣ1} . □ Lemma 4.2. Fix k_0 ∈ N and suppose for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k_0, ∥v^j∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2} t,x (I^j ×R^d) < ∞.

(4.3) Then I^j = R_+ and for 1 ≤ j ≤ k_0, we have ∥∇v^j_n∥_L 2(d+2)_d

t,x (R_+ ×R^d)

+ ∥v^j_n∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2}

t,x (R_+ ×R^d)

≲ ∥∇v^j∥_{L∞t L2x∩L2t L} 2d_{d−2x (R+ ×Rd)} ≲ 1.

(4.4) Moreover, for each k ∈ N with 1 ≤ k ≤ k_0, there exists N_k ∈ N such that sup_{n≥Nk} ⎛ ⎝ ∥∇( k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n)∥ L 2(d+2) d t,x (R_+ ×R^d) + ∥ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∥ L 2(d+2) d−2 t,x (R_+ ×R^d) ⎞ ⎠ ≲ 1.

(4.5)

Furthermore, if (4.3) holds for all j ∈ N, then lim sup n→∞ ∥v^j_n∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥_L d+2_{d−1t,x}^{k→∞}�→ 0.

(4.6) Proof. By Theorem 2.3 and (4.3), we have I^j = R_+ . Next, for the first inequality in (4.4), note that ∥v^j_n∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2}

t,x (R_+ ×R^d)

= ∥v^j ∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2}

t,x (R_+ ×R^d )

≲ ∥v^j∥_{L∞t L2x∩L2t L} 2d_{d−2x (R+ ×Rd)} , and ∥∇v^j_n∥_L 2(d+2)_d

t,x (R_+ ×R^d)

= ∥∇v^j∥_L 2(d+2)_d

t,x (R_+ ×R^d)

≲ ∥∇v^j∥_{L∞t L2x∩L2t L} 2d_{d−2x} .

Hence, to deduce (4.4), it suffices to show ∥∇v^j∥_{L∞t L2x∩L2t L} 2d_{d−2x (R+ ×Rd)} ≲ 1.

By the Strichartz estimate, Hölder’s inequality and (4.3), we have ∥∇v^j∥_{L∞t L2x∩L2t L} 2d_{d−2x (R+ ×Rd )} ≲ ∥ϕ^j∥_{Ḣ1} + ∥∇v^j∥^{d+2d−2}_{L∞}

t L^2_x∩L^2_t L 2d d−2 x . In this case, similar to the proof of Lemma 4.1, we infer from the fact ∥ϕ^j∥_Ḣ1 ≲ 1 that ∥∇v^j ∥_{L∞t L2x(R+ ×Rd )} ≲ 1, from which we conclude ∥∇v^j∥_{L2t L} 2d_{d−2x ∩L∞t L2x(R+ ×Rd)} ≲ 1.

To prove (4.5), we apply the following elementary inequality � � � � � ∣ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∣

2(d+2) d−2 − k ∑_{j=1} ∣v^j_n∣

2(d+2) d−2 � � � � � ≲_k k ∑_{j=1} ∑_{1≤j′≤k}

j^′≠j

∣v^j_n∣^{d+6d−2} ∣v^{j′}_n ∣ , (4.7)

to obtain ∥ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∥

2(d+2) d−2

L 2(d+2) d−2 t,x (R_+ ×R^d) ≤ k ∑_{j=1} ∥v^j_n∥

2(d+2) d−2 L 2(d+2) d−2 t,x + C_k k ∑_{j=1} ∑_{1≤j′≤k} j≠j^′ ∫_{R+} ∫_{Rd} ∣v^jn∣ d+6 d−2 ∣v^{j′}_n ∣ dxdt.

(4.8)

Without loss of generality, we assume that k ≥ j_0 with j_0 given by Lemma 4.1. Then, we have

(4.9) k ∑_{j=1} ∥v^j_n∥

2(d+2) d−2 L 2(d+2) d−2 t,x (R_+ ×R^d)

≲ ∑_{1≤j≤j} 0 ∥∇v^j∥^{2(d+2)d−2}_{L∞}

t L^2_x∩L^2_t L 2d d−2 x + ∑_j 0<j≤k ∥ϕ^j∥^2_{Ḣ1} < ∞.

On the other hand, by (2.6), there exists N_k ∈ N such that for n ≥ N_k and all j ≠ j^′

∫_{R+} ∫_{Rd} ∣v^jn∣ d+6 d−2 ∣v^{j′}_n ∣ dxdt ≤ 1 C_kk^2 . (4.10)

Hence, by (4.8), (4.9), and (4.10), we deduce that for any 1 ≤ k ≤ k_0, there exists an N^′_k ∈ N such that

sup_{n≥N ′} k ∥ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∥ L 2(d+2) d−2 t,x (R_+ ×R^d)

≲ 1.

Similarly, applying (4.7), Lemma 4.1 and (2.6), we infer that for any 1 ≤ k ≤ k_0, there is an N^{′′}_k ∈ N such that

sup_{n≥N ′′} k ∥ k ∑_{j=1} ∇v^j_n∥ L 2(d+2) d t,x (R_+ ×R^d)

≲ 1.

Hence, (4.5) follows by taking N_k = max (N^′_k, N^{′′}_k ).

Finally, we turn to the proof of (4.6). For any ϵ > 0, we can find ṽ^j ∈ C^∞_c (R_+ × R^d ) and N_j ∈ N such that

∥v^j − ṽ^j∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2}

t,x (R_+ ×R^d) ≤ ϵ for all j ≥ N_j . Hence, by Hölder’s inequality and the Strichartz estimate, we have

(4.11)

∥v^j_n∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥_L d+2_{d−1t,x} ≲ ∥v^j (∇e^{⋅zΔ}w^k_n) ((λ^j_n)^2 t, λ^j_nx + x^j_n) (λ^j_n)^{d2} ∥_{L d+2d−1} t,x ≲ ∥v^j − ṽ^j∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2} t,x ∥w^k_n∥_{Ḣ1} + (λ^j_n)^{d2} ∥ṽ^j (∇e^{⋅zΔ}w^k_n) ((λ^j_n)^2 t, λ^j_nx + x^j_n)∥_L d+2_{d−1t,x} .

Next, we assume supp(ṽ^j ) ⊆ {(t, x) ∈ R_+ × R^d ∶ 0 ≤ t ≤ T_j, ∣x∣ ≤ R_j } and set

w̃^{j,k}_n (x) ∶= w^k_n (λ^j_nx + x^j_n) .

To estimate the second term on the right hand side of (4.11), by Hölder’s inequality, it suffices to show

lim sup n→∞ (λ^j_n)^{d2} ∥(∇e^{(λjn)} 2 tzΔw^k_n) (λ^j_nx + x^j_n)∥_{L2} t,x(0≤t≤T_j ,∣x∣≤R_j ) k→∞ �→ 0.

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 13 Note that by Proposition 2.6, we have

(4.12) lim sup n→∞ (λ^j_n)^{d2} ∥(∇e^{(λjn)} 2 tzΔw^k_n) (λ^j_nx + x^j_n)∥_{L2} t,x(0≤t≤T_j ,∣x∣≤R_j ) = lim sup n→∞ (λ^j_n)^{d2 −1} ∥∇e^{tzΔ}w̃^{j,k}_n ∥_{L2t,x(0≤t≤Tj ,∣x∣≤Rj )}

≲ lim sup n→∞ (λ^j_n)^{d2 −1}T 2 3(d+2) j R 3d+2 6(d+2)

j ∥e^{tzΔ}w̃^{j,k}_n ∥^{13}_{L 2(d+2)d−2} t,x ∥∇w̃^{j,k}_n ∥^{23}_{L2x}

≲ lim sup n→∞ T 2 3(d+2) j R 3d+2 6(d+2)

j ∥e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥^{13}_{L 2(d+2)d−2} t,x ∥∇w^k_n∥^{23}_{L2x}^{k→∞}�→ 0.

Thus, (4.6) follows from (4.11) and (4.12). □ Proposition 4.3. If for all j ≥ 1, ∥v^j∥_{S(Ij )} < ∞, (4.13) then for all n ∈ N sufficiently large, we have ∥u_n∥_{S(R+ )} < ∞.

(4.14) Proof. We shall prove that u^k_n is a sequence of approximation solutions of u_n. First of all, by Lemma 4.2 and (4.13), we know that v^j_n is a global solution and thus u^k_n is global. Next, by (4.5) and Ḣ^1-boundedness of w^k_n, we may find a constant B > 0 with the following property: there exists N_{1,k} > 0 such that sup n≥N_{1,k} ∥u^k_n∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2}

t,x (R_+ ×R^d ) ≤ B. In fact, by Proposition 2.6, we have ∥u_n(0) − u^k_n(0)∥_{Ḣ1} ≤ k ∑_{j=1} ∥v^j_n(0) − ϕ^j_n(0)∥_{Ḣ1} .

This implies that for any k ∈ N, there exists N_{2,k} > 0 such that sup n≥N_{2,k} ∥u_n(0) − u^k_n(0)∥_{Ḣ1} ≤ 1.

Hence, if we were able to derive that there exist k_0, N_0 ∈ N such that when k ≥ k_0 and n ≥ N_0, ∥∇ ((z̄∂_t + Δ) u^k_n + f (u^k_n))∥_L 2(d+2)_{d+4} t,x ≤ δ, then (4.14) would follow from Proposition 2.4.

To verify the preceeding assertion, we first note that (z̄∂_t + Δ) u^k_n + f (u^k_n) = f (u^k_n) − f ( k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n) + k ∑_{j=1} (z̄∂t + Δ) v^j_n + f ( k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n) .

Hence, it suffices to show lim_{k→∞} lim sup n→∞ ∥∇ (f (u^k_n) − f ( k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n))∥ L 2(d+2) d+4 t,x = 0,

(4.15)

14 Title Global weak solution of 3-D focusing energy-critical NLS and lim_{k→∞} lim sup n→∞ ∥∇ ( k ∑_{j=1} (z̄∂t + Δ) v^j_n + f ( k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n))∥ L 2(d+2) d+4 t,x = 0.

(4.16)

To establish (4.15), we estimate, using Hölder’s inequality, as follows.

∥∇ (f (u^k_n) − f ( k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n))∥ L 2(d+2) d+4 t,x = ∥∇ (f ( k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n + e^{tzΔ}w^k_n) − f ( k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n))∥ L 2(d+2) d+4 t,x ≲ ∥∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥_L 2(d+2)_d t,x ∥e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥^{4d−2}_{L 2(d+2)d−2} t,x + ∥∇ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∥ L 2(d+2) d t,x ∥e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥^{4d−2}_{L 2(d+2)d−2} t,x + � � � � � ∣ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∣ 4 d−2 ∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n � � � � �L^{2(d+2)d+4}_{t,x}

+ ∥∇ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∥ L 2(d+2) d t,x ∥ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∥ 6−d d−2

L 2(d+2) d−2 t,x ∥e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2} t,x =∶A_{1,n,k} + A_{2,n,k} + A_{3,n,k} + A_{4,n,k}. Notice that when d ≤ 5, by (4.5) and (2.5), we have lim sup_{n→∞} A_{4,n,k}^{k→∞}�→ 0, and, when d ≥ 6, the term A_{4,n,k}

disappears.

We first deal with the terms A_{1,n,k} and A_{2,n,k}. By Hölder’s inequality, we have

∥∣e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∣^{4d−2} ∣∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∣∥_L 2(d+2)_{d+4} t,x ≲ ∥e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥^{4d−2}_{L 2(d+2)d−2} t,x ∥∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥_L 2(d+2)_d t,x . (4.17)

Then, by the Strichartz estimate, (4.17), and (2.5), we have

lim sup n→∞ A_{1,n,k} ≲ lim sup_{n→∞} ∥e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥^{4d−2}_{L 2(d+2)d−2} t,x k→∞ �→ 0.

Similarly, by (4.5), one can prove that

sup_{n≥Nk} ∥∇ ( k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n)∥ L 2(d+2) d t,x (R_+×R^d )

≲ 1,

which provides a desired control on A_{2,n,k}.

We next turn to the term A_{3,n,k}. By Hölder’s inequality and (4.5), we have � � � � � ∣ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∣ 4 d−2 ∣∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∣ � � � � �L^{2(d+2)d+4}_{t,x} ≲ ∥ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∥ 3 d−2

L 2(d+2) d−2 t,x ⋅ ∥∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥ d−3 d−2 L 2(d+2) d t,x ⋅ ∥ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥ 1 d−2

L d+2 d−1 t,x ≲ ∥ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥ 1 d−2

L d+2 d−1 t,x . Hence, to establish (4.15), we just need to show

lim_{k→∞} lim sup n→∞ ∥ k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥ L d+2 d−1 t,x = 0.

(4.18)

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 15 By Lemma 4.1, for any ϵ > 0, there exists J(ϵ) > 0 such that ∑ J(ϵ)≤j≤k ∥v^j_n∥^2_L 2(d+2)_{d−2t,x (R+ ×Rd)} ≤ ∑ j≥J(ϵ) ∥∇v^j ∥^2_{L∞t L2x∩L2t L} 2d_{d−2x} < ϵ^2 4 . By a similar argument as used in the proof of (4.5) and by (2.6), there is a constant N_{k,ϵ} > 0 such that when

n > N_{k,ϵ}, we have � � � � ∑ J(ϵ)≤j≤k v^j_n � � � �_L^{2(d+2)}d−2_{t,x (R+ ×R}d_) ≤ ⎛ ⎝ ∑ J(ϵ)≤j≤k ∥v^j_n∥^2_{L 2(d+2)d−2}

t,x (R_+×R^d ) ⎞ ⎠ 1 2 + ϵ 2 < ϵ, where in the last step, we used the boundedness of ∥ϕ^j∥_Ḣ1 . Then, by Hölder’s inequality and the Strichartz

estimate, we infer that � � � � ∑ J(ϵ)≤j≤k v^j_n∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n � � � �_L^{d+2}d−1_{t,x (R+ ×R}d_) ≤ � � � � ∑ J(ϵ)≤j≤k v^j_n � � � �_L^{2(d+2)}d−2_{t,x}

∥∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n∥_L 2(d+2)_d t,x ≲ ϵ. (4.19)

On the other hand, by (4.6), we have

lim_{k→∞} lim sup n→∞ � � � � ∑ 1≤j≤J(ϵ) v^j_n∇e^{tzΔ}w^k_n � � � �_L^{d+2}d−1_{t,x}

= 0,

which together with (4.19) implies (4.18). This concludes the proof of (4.15).

We now turn to the proof of (4.16). Note that

(4.16) ≲ ∥∇ ( k ∑_{j=1} f (v^j_n) − f ( k ∑_{j=1} v^j_n))∥ L 2(d+2) d+4 t,x ≲ ∑ 1≤j,j^′≤k, j≠j^′ ∥∣v^j_n∣^{4d−2} ∇v^{j′}_n ∥_L 2(d+2)_{d+4} t,x . (4.20)

To estimate the right hand side of (4.20), we use an approximate argument. For any ϵ > 0, there exists Ũ j , Ṽ j ∈ C∞_c (R_+ × Rd ) such that for sufficiently large n, ∥v^j_{xjn,λjn} (t, x) − Ũ^j_{xjn,λjn} (t, x)∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2} t,x (R_+ ×R^d) + ∥∇v^j_{xjn,λjn} (t, x) − Ṽ^j_{xjn,λjn} (t, x)∥_L 2(d+2)_d t,x (R_+ ×R^d) < ϵ. Hence, the right hand side of (4.20) is bounded from above by

ϵ + ∑ 1≤j,j^′≤k j≠j^′ ∥∣Ũ^j_{xjn,λjn} (t, x)∣ 4 d−2 ∇Ṽ^{j′}_{xj}′_{n ,λj}′_n (t, x)∥ L 2(d+2) d+4 t,x .

If^{λjn}_{λj}′_n → ∞, then we have ∥∣Ũ^j_{xjn,λjn} (t, x)∣ 4 d−2 ∇Ṽ^{j′}_{xj}′_{n ,λj}′_n (t, x)∥ L 2(d+2) d+4 t,x ≲ (λ^{j′}_n )^2 (λ^j_n)^{−2} � � � � � �

� � � � � Ũ^j ⎛ ⎜ ⎝ (λ^{j′}_n )^2 t

(λ^j_n)^2 , λ^{j′}_n x + x^{j′}_n − x^j_n λ^j_n ⎞ ⎟ ⎠ � � � � �

4 d−2 (∇Ṽ^{j′} ) (t, x) � � � � � �_L^{2(d+2)}_{d+4t,x}

≲ (λ^{j′}_n )^2 (λ^j_n)^{−2} ∥Ũ^j ∥^{4d−2}_{L∞t,x} ∥∇Ṽ^{j′} ∥_L 2(d+2)_{d+4} t,x n→∞ �→ 0.

If^{λjn}_{λj}′_n → 0, then we have ∥∣Ũ^j_{xjn,λjn} (t, x)∣ 4 d−2 ∇Ṽ^{j′}_{xj}′_{n ,λj}′_n (t, x)∥ L 2(d+2) d+4 t,x ≲ (λ^j_n)^2 (λ^{j′}_n )^{−2} � � � � ∣Ũ^j (t, x)∣^{4d−2} (∇Ṽ^{j′} ) ⎛ ⎝ (λ^j_n)^2 t

(λ^{j′}_n )^2 , λ^j_nx + x^j_n − x^{j′}_n λ^{j′}_n ⎞ ⎠ � � � �_L^{2(d+2)}_{d+4t,x}

≲ (λ^j_n)^2 (λ^{j′}_n )^{−2 n→∞}�→ 0.

If there exists some C_j > 0 such that for any n, λ^j_n λ^{j′}_n + λ^{j′}_n λ^j_n ≤ C_j, then we have by (2.6) that ∣ x^j_n − x^{j′}_n λ^j_n ∣^{n→∞}�→ ∞.

By symmetry, we may assume that j < j^′. For sufficiently large n, we have ∥∣Ũ^j_{xjn,λjn} (t, x)∣ 4 d−2 ∇Ṽ^{j′}_{xj}′_{n ,λj}′_n (t, x)∥ L 2(d+2) d+4 t,x ≲ (λ^{j′}_n )^2 (λ^j_n)^{−2} � � � � � �

� � � � � Ũ^j ⎛ ⎜ ⎝ (λ^{j′}_n )^2 t

(λ^j_n)^2 , λ^{j′}_n x + x^{j′}_n − x^j_n λ^j_n ⎞ ⎟ ⎠ � � � � �

4 d−2 (∇Ṽ^{j′} ) (t, x) � � � � � �_L^{2(d+2)}_{d+4t,x} n→∞ �→ 0.

The proof of (4.16) is thus complete. □

Now, we are able to establish the existence and compactness up to scaling and translation of a critical element.

Theorem 4.4 (Existence and pre-compactness of a critical element). There exists a maximal lifespan solution u_c ∶ [0, T^∗) × R^d → C to (1.4) with T^∗ < ∞ such that

E(u_c(0)) = E_c, ∥u_c(0)∥˙_H1 < ∥W ∥˙_H1 , and ∥u_c∥_{S(0,T} ∗_) = ∞.

Moreover, there are x(t) ∈ R^d and λ(t) ∈ R_+ for t ∈ [0, T^∗), such that

K ∶= { 1 λ(t)^{d−2}2 u_c (t, x − x(t) λ(t) ) ∶ t ∈ [0, T^∗)}

(4.21)

is pre-compact in Ḣ^1.

Proof. By Proposition 4.3, there exists at least one j_0 such that ∥v^{j0} ∥_{S([0,T} j_{0 ))} = ∞. Next, we notice that there is only one profile in the profile decomposition. Indeed, this follows from the definition of E_c, and the fact that the solutions of (1.4), when the energy of the initial data is less than E_c with kinetic energy of

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 17 the initial data being less than the kinetic energy of W , has global finite Strichartz norm. In summary, we have

E (v^1(0)) = E_c, ∥v^1(0)∥_{Ḣ1} < ∥W ∥˙_H1 , ∥v^1∥_{S([0,T 1)} = ∞, and ∥w^1_n∥_{Ḣ1} → 0, as n → ∞.

Let u_c ∶= v^1 be a solution of (1.4) satisfying

E(u_c(0)) = E_c and ∥u_c(0)∥˙_H1 < ∥W ∥˙_H1 .

We shall show the u_c(t) is pre-compact up to translation and scaling in Ḣ^1 via a contradiction argument. If this fails, then there exist η_0 > 0 and a sequence {t_n}^∞_{n=1}, t_n ≥ 0 such that for any λ_0 ∈ R_+ , x_0 ∈ R^d , we have � � � � 1 λ^{d−22}_0 u_c (t_n, x − x_0 λ_0

) − u_c(t_m, x) � � � �_{Ḣ1}

≥ η_0, for all n ≠ m.

(4.22)

Passing to a subsequence if necessary, we may assume that t_n → t̄ ∈ [0, T^∗]. By continuity of the flow in Ḣ 1, t̄ = T ∗. Then u_c(t + t_n) satisfies (4.1). Hence, we can find a sequence (x′_n, λ′_n) and functions ϕ ∈ Ḣ 1, w_n ∈ Ḣ^1 such that

u_c(t_n, x) = 1 (λ^′_n)^{d−22} ϕ ( x − x^′_n

λ^′_n

) + w_n(x), with ∥w_n∥˙_H1 → 0, as n → ∞.

(4.23)

By (4.22) and (4.23), for n ≠ n^′ large (independently of λ_0 and x_0), we have � � � � 1 λ^{d−22}_0 1 (λ^′_n)^{d−2}2 ϕ ( x−x_0 λ_0 − x ′ n λ^′_n ) − 1 (λ^′_m)^{d−22} ϕ ( x − x^′_m λ^′_m ) � � � �_{Ḣ1} ≥ η_0 2 , and so � � � � ( λ^′_m λ^′_nλ_0 ) d−2 2 ϕ ( λ^′_my λ_0λ^′_n

+ x̃_{n,m} − x̃_0) − ϕ(y) � � � �_{Ḣ1} ≥ η_0 2 , where x̃_{n,m} is a suitable point in R^d and λ_0, x̃_0 are arbitrary. Taking λ_0 =^{λ′m}_{λ′n} and x̃_0 = x_{n,m}, we reach a contradiction. □

5. RIGIDITY

In order to complete our proof of the global well-posedness for the case ∥u_0∥˙_H1 < ∥W ∥˙_H1 in Theorem 1.3, we need a rigidity result to exclude the critical element in Theorem 4.4. The key point is that the dissipation stabilizes the behavior of solutions. The main theorem for d = 3, 4 is stated as follows.

Theorem 5.1. The critical element u_c in Theorem 4.4 does not exist when d = 3, 4.

The idea for the proof of rigidity is mainly motivated by [24], where the authors dealt with the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations, and it also relies on certain parabolic tools developed in [11–13]. The main difference between the proof of [24] and ours is that in [24], they first constructed the linear profile decomposition for suitable weak solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations, and then applied the backward uniqueness and unique continuation for vorticity equations to exclude the minimal energy blowup solution; while in our case, for (1.4), we could instead directly do this procedure on the equation itself.

5.1. Preliminary tools. There are three main ingredients to prove rigidity. The first one is the smoothness of solutions restricted on the parabolic domain Q_r ∶= (−r^2, 0)×B_r(0) (r > 0), with sufficiently small initial data. More precisely, we shall prove the following result. Proposition 5.2 (Local smallness regularity criterion). Set ϵ_0 = (Rz)^{d−28} .

(5.1) If u is a solution of (1.4) on Q_1 satisfying ∥u∥_{L∞t (Ḣ1x∩L} 2d_{d−2x )(Q1)} = ε < ε_0,

(5.2)

then u is smooth on Q 1_2 and for each k ∈ Z^+, there exists a constant C such that sup_{Q 1} 2 ∣∇^ku∣ ≤ Cε. Proof. Define ∥u∥^2_{X(Q1)} ∶= ∥u∥^2_{L∞} t L 2d d−2 x (Q_1)

+ ∥∇u∥^2_{L2} t L 2d d−2 x (Q_1)

+ ∥∇u∥^2_L∞_{t L2x(Q1)} + ∥∇^2u∥^2_{L2t,x(Q1)} .

Taking spatial derivatives on the first equation in (1.4), we get z̄(∇u)_t − Δ(∇u) = d d − 2

∣u∣^{4d−2} ∇u + 2 d − 2

∣u∣^{8−2dd−2} (∇ū)u^2.

(5.3) Let ϕ_0 be a smooth function such that 0 ≤ ϕ_0 ≤ 1 and for some^1_2 < ρ_0 < 1

ϕ_0(x) = { 1, x ∈ B_{ρ0} 0, x /∈ B_1, and ϕ_1 be a smooth function such that for^1_2 < ρ_1 < ρ_0,

ϕ_1(x) = { 1, x ∈ B_{ρ1} 0, x /∈ B_{ρ0} .

Then ϕ_0ϕ_1 = ϕ_1 on the support of ϕ_1.

Taking the inner product with ϕ^2_0∇ū on both sides of (5.3) and then integrating in space, we obtain

∫_{∣x∣≤1} [z̄(∇u)t − Δ(∇u)] ϕ^20∇ū dx = ∫_{∣x∣≤1} ( d d − 2

∣u∣^{4d−2} ∇u + 2 d − 2

∣u∣^{8−2dd−2} (∇ū)u^2) ϕ^2_0∇ū dx. After taking real parts, we get

∫_{∣x∣≤1} ∣∇^2u∣^2 ϕ^20 dx + Rz 2 d dt ∫∣x∣≤1 ϕ^2_0∣∇u∣^2 dx = 2 ∫_{ρ0≤∣x∣≤1} R [∇^2u∇ϕ_0∇ūϕ_0] dx + ∫_{∣x∣≤1} R [( d d − 2

∣u∣^4d−2 ∇u + 2 d − 2

∣u∣^{8−2d}d−2 (∇ū)u^2) ϕ^2_0∇ū] dx.

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 19 Integrating over [−ρ^2_0, t] with respect to t ∈ (−ρ^2, 0), we then get

(5.4)

Rz 2 ∫∣x∣≤1 ϕ^2_0∣∇u(t)∣^2 dx + ∫^t_{−ρ20} ∫_{∣x∣≤1} ϕ^2_0 ∣∇^2u∣^2 dxds = Rz 2 ∫∣x∣≤1 ϕ^2_0 ∣∇u (−ρ^2_0)∣^2 dx + 2 ∫^t_{−ρ20} ∫_{ρ0≤∣x∣≤1} R [∇^2u∇ϕ_0∇ūϕ_0] dxds

+ ∫^t_{−ρ20} ∫_{∣x∣≤1} R [( d d − 2

∣u∣^{4d−2} ∇u + 2 d − 2

∣u∣^{8−2dd−2} ∇ūu^2) ϕ^2_0∇ū] dxds.

By Hölder’s inequality, we have

(5.5) ∣∫^t_{−ρ20} ∫_{ρ0≤∣x∣≤1} R [∇^2u∇ϕ_0∇ūϕ_0] dxds∣ ≲ ∥ϕ_0∇^2u∥_{L2t,x} ∥∇u∥_L2_{t,x} and ∣∫^t_{−ρ20} ∫_{∣x∣≤1} R [( d d − 2

∣u∣^{4d−2} ∇u + 2 d − 2

∣u∣^{8−2dd−2} (∇ū)u^2) ϕ^2_0∇ū] dxds∣ ≲ ∥u∥^2_{L∞} t L 2d d−2 x ∥ϕ_0∇u∥^2_{L2} t L 2d d−2 x . (5.6)

Combining (5.4), (5.5) and (5.6) all together, we deduce

Rz∥ϕ_0∇u∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥ϕ_0∇^2u∥^2_{L2t,x} ≲ ∥ϕ_0∇u(0)∥^2_L2_x + ∥∇u∥^2_L2_{t,x} + ∥u∥^2_{L∞} t L 2d d−2 x ∥ϕ_0∇u∥^2_{L2} t L 2d d−2 x , which together with (5.2) and Sobolev’s inequality implies

(5.7)

Rz∥ϕ_0∇u∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥ϕ_0∇^2u∥^2_{L2t,x} ≲ ε^2 + ∥∇u∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥u∥^2_{L∞t Ḣ1x} ∥ϕ_0∇u∥^2_{L2} t L 2d d−2 x ≲ ε^2 (1 + ∥ϕ_0∇u∥^2_{L2} t L 2d d−2 x ) . For simplicity, we write v_0 = ϕ_0∇u. By Leibnitz’s rule, we have

∥∇v_0∥^2_L2_{t,x} ≲ ∥∇u∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥ϕ_0∇^2u∥^2_{L2t,x} ,

and then (5.7) along with Sobolev’s inequality gives

(5.8) Rz∥v_0∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥∇v_0∥^2_L2_{t,x} + ∥v_0∥^2_{L2} t L 2d d−2 x ≲ ε^2 (1 + ∥v_0∥^2_{L2} t L 2d d−2 x ) . Taking ε_0 sufficiently small, we arrive at the desired estimate ∥∇u∥_{X(Qρ0 )} ≤ ε.

In order to apply the induction argument, we need to take higher order derivatives on (5.3). In the following, we consider separately the arguments for d = 3 and d = 4.

Case I: d = 3.

Differentiating (5.3) again, we obtain

(5.9) z̄ (∇^2u)_t − Δ (∇^2u) = 3∣u∣^4∇^2u + 6∣u∣^2ū(∇u)(∇u) + 6∣u∣^2u∣∇u∣^2 + 8∣u∣^2u∣∇u∣^2 + 4∣u∣^2 (∇^2ū) u^2 + 4 (ū∇u + u∇ū) (∇ū)u^2.

Multiplying (5.9) by ϕ^2_1∇^2ū, integrating over the spatial space, and then taking the real parts gives (5.10) Rz 2 d dt ∫Bρ_0 ϕ^2_1 ∣∇^2u∣^2 dx + ∫_{Bρ0} ϕ^2_1 ∣∇^3u∣^2 dx

= ∫_{Bρ0} 2∇ϕ_1ϕ_1 (∇^3u) (∇^2ū) dx + ∫_{Bρ0} 3∣u∣^4 (∇^2u) ϕ^2_1∇^2ū dx + ∫_{Bρ0} 6∣u∣^2 [ū(∇u)^2 + u∣∇u∣^2] ϕ^2_1∇^2ū dx

+ ∫_{Bρ0} [8∣u∣^2u∣∇u∣^2 + 4∣u∣^2 (∇^2ū) u^2] ϕ^2_1∇^2ū dx + ∫_{Bρ0} 4 (ū∇u + u∇ū) (∇ū)u^2ϕ^2_1∇^2ū dx.

By (5.8), there exists t_1 ∈ (−ρ^2_0, 0) such that ∥∇v_0(t_1)∥_L2_{(Bρ0 )} ≲ ε (the implicit constant possibly depends on ρ_0). Set v_1 ∶= ϕ_1∇^2u. Then ∥v_1(t_1)∥_L2_{(Bρ0 )} ≤ ∥∇v_0(t_1)∥_L2_{(Bρ0 )} + ∥∇u∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ε.

Integrating (5.10) with respect to time over [t_1, t] for t_1 < t < 0, we obtain from the Cauchy-Schwarz and Sobolev inequalities that

Rz∥v_1∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥ϕ_1∇^3u∥^2_{L2t,x} ≲ Rz∥v_1(t_1)∥^2_L2_x + ∥ϕ_1∇^3u∥_{L2t,x} ∥∇ϕ_1∇^2u∥_{L2t,x} + ∥ϕ_0u∥^4_L∞_{t L}6_x ∥v_1∥^2_L2_{t L6x} + ∥ϕ_0u∥^3_L∞_{t L}6_x ∥ϕ_1v_0∥_L∞_{t L}6_x ∥v_0∥_L2_{t L}6_x ∥v_1∥_L2_{t L}6_x ≲ ε^2 + ε^4∥v_1∥^2_L2_{t L6x} + ε^4∥ϕ_1v_0∥_L∞_{t L}6_x ∥v_1∥_L2_{t L}6_x + ∥ϕ_1∇^3u∥_{L2t,x} ∥∇ϕ_1∇^2u∥_{L2t,x} .

Since ∇v_1 = ϕ_1∇^3u + ∇ϕ_1∇^2u, an application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives (5.11) Rz∥v1∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥∇v1∥^2_L2_{t,x} ≲ ε^2 + ε^4∥v1∥^2_L2_{t L}6_x + ε^4∥ϕ1v0∥L^∞_t L6_x ∥v1∥_L2_{t L}6_x + ∥∇ϕ1∇^2u∥^2_L2_{t,x} . Thus, it remains to estimate the terms ϕ_1v_0 and ∇ϕ_1∇^2u.

By the Sobolev inequality, the Leibnitz rule, and (5.8), we have ∥ϕ_1v_0∥_L∞_{t L}6_x ≲ ∥ϕ_1∇v_0∥_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥∇ϕ_1v_0∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ∥ϕ_1∇v_0∥_L∞_{t L}2_x + ε √ Rz . (5.12) Since v_0 satisfies ∇v_0 = ∇ϕ_0∇u + ϕ_0∇^2u,

(5.13) it follows ∥ϕ_1∇v_0∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ∥ϕ_0∇u∥_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥v_1∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ε + ∥v_1∥_L∞_{t L}2_x .

(5.14) Note that in B_{ρ1} , we have ∣∇ϕ_1∣ ∣∇^2u∣ ≤

∣∇ϕ_1∣ ∣ϕ_0∣

(∣∇v_0∣ + ∣∇ϕ_0∇u∣) ,

(5.15) which further implies ∥∇ϕ_1∇^2u∥^2_{L2t,x} ≲ ∥∇v_0∥^2_{L2t,x} + ∥∇u∥^2_{L2t,x} ≲ ∥∇v_0∥^2_{L2t,x} + ε^2.

(5.16)

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 21 Consequently, substituting (5.12)–(5.16) into (5.11), we obtain Rz∥v_1∥^2_L∞_{t L2x} + ∥∇v_1∥^2_{L2t,x} ≲ ε^2 + ε^4∥v_1∥^2_{L2t L6x} + ε^5 (1 + 1 √ Rz ) ∥v_1∥_L2_{t L}6_x + ε^4∥v_1∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ∥v_1∥_L2_{t L}6_x + ∥∇v_0∥^2_L2_{t,x} .

Taking ε_0 small enough, we conclude from (5.1), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (5.9) that Rz∥v_1∥^2_L∞_{t L2x} + ∥∇v_1∥^2_{L2t,x} + ∥v_1∥^2_{L2t L6x} ≲ ε^2 (1 + ε^8 + ε^8 Rz ) ≲ ε^2.

(5.17) This yields ∥∇^2u∥_{X(Qρ1 )} ≲ ε.

Case II: d = 4.

Differentiating (5.3), we have (5.18) z̄ (∇^2u)_t − Δ (∇^2u) = 2∣u∣^2∇^2u + 2ū(∇u)(∇u) + 2u∣∇u∣^2 + (∇^2ū) u^2 + 2∣∇u∣^2u. Multiplying (5.18) by ϕ^2_1∇^2ū, integrating over the spatial space, and then taking the real parts gives

(5.19)

Rz 2 d dt ∫Bρ_0 ϕ^2_1 ∣∇^2u∣^2 dx + ∫_{Bρ0} ϕ^2_1∣∇^3u∣^2 dx

= ∫_{Bρ0} 2∇ϕ_1ϕ_1(∇^3u) (∇^2ū) dx + ∫_{Bρ0} 2∣u∣^2 (∇^2u) ϕ^2_1∇^2ū dx

+ ∫_{Bρ0} [2ū(∇u)(∇u) + 2u∣∇u∣^2] ϕ^2_1∇^2ū dx + ∫_{Bρ0} [(∇^2ū) u^2 + 2∣∇u∣^2u] ϕ^2_1∇^2ū dx. As in the previous case, we may find t_1 ∈ (−ρ^2_0, 0) such that ∥∇v_0(t_1)∥_L2_{(Bρ0 )} ≲ ε (the implicit constant possibly depends on ρ_0). Set v_1 ∶= ϕ_1∇^2u. Then ∥v_1(t_1)∥_L2_{(Bρ0 )} ≤ ∥∇v_0(t_1)∥_L2_{(Bρ0 )} + ∥∇u∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ε.

Integrating (5.19) with respect to time over [t_1, t] for t_1 < t < 0, we obtain from the Cauchy-Schwarz and Sobolev inequalities that Rz∥v_1∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥ϕ_1∇^3u∥^2_{L2t,x} ≲ Rz∥v_1(t_1)∥^2_{L2x} + ∥ϕ_1∇^3u∥_{L2t,x} ∥∇ϕ_1∇^2u∥_{L2t,x} + ∥ϕ_0u∥^2_L∞_{t L4x} ∥v_1∥^2_{L2t L4x} + ∥ϕ_0u∥_L∞_{t L}4_x ∥ϕ_1v_0∥_L∞_{t L}4_x ∥v_0∥_L2_{t L}4_x ∥v_1∥_L2_{t L}4_x ≲ ε^2 + ε^2∥v_1∥^2_{L2t L4x} + ε^2∥ϕ_1v_0∥_L∞_{t L}4_x ∥v_1∥_L2_{t L}4_x + ∥ϕ_1∇^3u∥_{L2t,x} ∥∇ϕ_1∇^2u∥_{L2t,x} .

Since ∇v_1 = ϕ_1∇^3u + ∇ϕ_1∇^2u, it follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that (5.20) Rz∥v1∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥∇v1∥^2_L2_{t,x} ≲ ε^2 + ε^2∥v1∥^2_L2_{t L}4_x + ε^2∥ϕ1v0∥L^∞_t L4_x ∥v1∥_L2_{t L}4_x + ∥∇ϕ1∇^2u∥^2_L2_{t,x} . So it suffices to control the terms ϕ_1v_0 and ∇ϕ_1∇^2u.

By the Sobolev inequality and (5.8), we have ∥ϕ_1v_0∥_L∞_{t L}4_x ≲ ∥ϕ_1∇v_0∥_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥∇ϕ_1v_0∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ∥ϕ_1∇v_0∥_L∞_{t L}2_x + ε √ Rz . (5.21) Since v_0 satisfies ∇v_0 = ∇ϕ_0∇u + ϕ_0∇^2u,

(5.22) we have ∥ϕ_1∇v_0∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ∥ϕ_0∇u∥_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥v_1∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ε + ∥v_1∥_L∞_{t L}2_x .

(5.23) Note that in B_{ρ1} , we have

∣∇ϕ_1∣ ∣∇^2u∣ ≤

∣∇ϕ_1∣ ∣ϕ_0∣

(∣∇v_0∣ + ∣∇ϕ_0∇u∣) ,

(5.24) which gives the bound ∥∇ϕ_1∇^2u∥^2_{L2t,x} ≲ ∥∇v_0∥^2_{L2t,x} + ∥∇u∥^2_{L2t,x} ≲ ∥∇v_0∥^2_{L2t,x} + ε^2.

(5.25) Consequently, we may substitute (5.21)–(5.25) into (5.20) and deduce Rz∥v_1∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥∇v_1∥^2_L2_{t,x}

≲ ε^2 + ε^2∥v_1∥^2_L2_{t L4x} + ε^3 (1 + 1 √ Rz ) ∥v_1∥_L2_{t L}4_x + ε^2∥v_1∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ∥v_1∥_L2_{t L}4_x + ∥∇v_0∥^2_L2_{t,x} .

Taking ε_0 small enough, we conclude from (5.1), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (5.9) that Rz∥v_1∥^2_L∞_{t L}2_x + ∥∇v_1∥^2_L2_{t,x} + ∥v_1∥^2_L2_{t L4x} ≲ ε^2 (1 + ε^4 Rz ) ≲ ε^2.

(5.26) This yields ∥∇^2u∥_{X(Qρ1 )} ≲ ε.

Since the nonlinear terms are of lower order, we can iterate this procedure for finitely many times. Consequently, for any given k ∈ Z^+, there exists ε_0 = ε_0(k) such that under (5.2), it holds ∥∇^ku∥_{X(Q 1} 2 ) ≤ Cε, where C depends on k. □ For the proof of Theorem 5.1, we shall need two more important results from the theory of parabolic operators: the backward uniqueness (Theorem 5.3) and unique continuation (Theorem 5.4); we refer the interested readers to [11–13] for more information about it. Note however that, in the original references, Theorems 5.3 and 5.4 were stated with constant c_0 = 1. Since the general result for c_0 > 0 can be proved similarly with √ c_0∇ in place of ∇, we state them in the general form below.

Theorem 5.3 (Backward uniqueness). For fixed R, δ > 0, set Q_{R,δ} ∶= (−δ, 0) × (R^d /B(0, R)). If a realvalued function v∶ Q_{R,δ} → R satisfies

(i) v ∈ H^2(Ω) for any bounded Ω ⊆ Q_{R,δ};

(ii) ∣v(t, x)∣ ≤ e^{M∣x∣2} for some M > 0 and for all (t, x) ∈ Q_{R,δ};

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 23 (iii) ∣∂_tv − c_0Δv∣ ≤ c_1 (∣v∣ + ∣∇v∣) on Q_{R,δ} for some c_1 > 0;

(iv) v(0, x) = 0 for all x ∈ R^d /B(0, R), then v ≡ 0 in Q_{R,δ}.

Theorem 5.4 (Unique continuation). For fixed R, δ > 0, set Q_{R,δ} ∶= (−δ, 0) × (R^d /B(0, R)). If a realvalued function v∶ Q_{R,δ} → R satisfies

(i) v ∈ H^2(Q_{R,δ} );

(ii) for some C_k > 0, ∣v(t, x)∣ ≤ C_k (∣x∣ + √ −t)^k for all x ∈ R^d /B(0, R);

(iii) for some c_1 > 0, ∣∂_tv − c_0Δv∣ ≤ c_1 (∣v∣ + ∣∇v∣) a.e. on Q_{R,δ}, then v(0, x) ≡ 0 in B(0, R).

5.2. Proof of Theorem 5.1. The strategy we shall use in the proof of Theorem 5.1 is as follows: we first show that the center x(t) in (4.21) is bounded. Then we consider the parabolic domain away from x(t) and use the local smallness regularity and zero L^2 integral limit of the critical element to deduce that the support of the critical element is bounded. Finally we use the backward uniqueness and unique continuation theorems to rule out the critical element. The zero L^2 integral limit of critical element shall be proved in Lemma 5.6, using the existence of limit point of subsequence of profile decomposition from Lemma 5.5 below. The boundedness of x(t) shall be proved in Lemma 5.8, using the positivity of infimum energy of critical element from Lemma 5.7.

For convenience, we first show the uniform boundedness of the sequence {v_n(x)} in Ḣ^1 for t_n ∈ [0, T^∗), where

v_n(x) ∶= 1 λ(t_n)^{d−2}2 u_c (t_n, x − x(t_n) λ(t_n) ) . (5.27)

For simplicity, we write λ_n = λ(t_n) and x_n = x(t_n).

Lemma 5.5. There exists v ∈ Ḣ^1 such that up to an extraction of subsequence, v_n^{n→∞}�→ v in Ḣ^1.

(5.28)

Proof. Step 1. We first show that lim inf_{t↗T ∗−} λ(t) √ T^∗ − t > 0.

Note that this is nontrivial since λ(t) → ∞ as t → T^∗. Suppose for contradiction that there is a sequence {t_n} such that t_n ↗ T^∗. Then up to an extraction of subsequence, v_n → v̂ strongly in Ḣ^1 by the compactness.

Let T̄ > 0 and T̄_n > 0 be the maximal lifespan of solutions to (1.4) with initial data v̂(x) at T^∗ and v_n(x) at t_n, respectively. Then the continuous dependence on initial data implies 0 < T̄ ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} (T̄_n − t_n). On the other hand, the scaling gives T̄_n − t_n = T^{max}(v_n) = λ^2_nT^{max} (u_c(t_n)) = λ^2_n (T^∗ − t_n)^{n→∞}�→ 0,

which is a contradiction.

Step 2. Convergence.

By the pre-compactness of u_c in Ḣ^1 and the Sobolev embedding, for any ε > 0, there exists R_ε > 0 such that for any positive t ≤ T^∗, ∫_{∣x−x(t)∣≥ Rελ(t)} ∣∇uc(t, x)∣^2 + ∣uc(t, x)∣^{2dd−2} dx < ε,

(5.29) which implies ∫_{∣x∣≥Rε} ∣∇vn(t, x)∣^2 dx < ε.

Consequently, there exists v ∈ Ḣ^1 such that up to an extraction of subsequence, v_n^{n→∞}�→ v in Ḣ^1. □ Using Lemma 5.5, we arrive at the following result.

Lemma 5.6. For any R > 0, lim_{n→∞} ∫_{∣x∣≤R} ∣u_c(t_n, x)∣^2 dx = 0.

Proof. By (5.27), we have (5.30) ∫_{∣x∣≤R} ∣uc(tn, x)∣^2 dx = 1 λ^2_n

∥v_n∥^2_L2_{(B(xn ,λnR))}.

In order to show the assertion, we fix ε > 0 and split the L^2-norm of v_n into two parts: ∥v_n∥^2_{L2(B(xn,λnR))} = ∥v_n∥^2_{L2(B(xn,λnR)∩B(0,ελn R))} + ∥v_n∥^2_{L2(B(xn,λnR)∩B(0,ελnR)}c_). By Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 5.5, we have (5.31) ∥v_n∥^2_L2_{(B(xn,λnR)∩B(0,ελn R))} ≲ ε^2λ^2_nR^2 (∥v_n − v∥^2_{L 2dd−2 (Rd)} + ∥v∥^2_{L 2dd−2 (Rd )}) , and (5.32) ∥v_n∥^2_L2_{(B(xn ,λnR)∩B(0,ελn R)}c_) ≲ λ^2_nR^2 (∥v_n − v∥^2_{L 2dd−2 (Rd )} + ∥v∥^2_{L 2dd−2 (B(0,ελnR)c)}) . Substituting (5.31) and (5.32) into (5.30), we arrive at

∫_{∣x∣≤R} ∣uc(tn, x)∣^2 dx ≲ R^2 (∥vn − v∥^2_L 2d_{d−2 (Rd )} + ∥v∥^2_L 2d_{d−2 (B(0,ελnR)c)}) + ε^2∥v∥^2_L 2d_{d−2 (Rd )}. By (5.28) and the Sobolev inequality, we infer lim_{n→∞} ∥v_n − v∥^2_{L 2dd−2 (Rd)} = 0.

Sending λ_n → ∞, we thus conclude lim_{n→∞} ∥v∥^2_{L 2dd−2 (B(0,ελnR)c)} = 0.

Since ε is arbitrary, the claim follows. □ We will show the center x(t) of the critical element in Theorem 5.1 is bounded. Before doing this, we first show that the energy of critical element has a strictly positive lower bound.

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 25 Lemma 5.7. E ∶= inf_{0≤t<T ∗} E(u_c(t)) > 0.

Proof. Let ϕ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^d ) be a radial decreasing cut-off function such that

ϕ(x) = {

1, ∣x∣ ≤ 1, 0, ∣x∣ ≥ 2, and ϕ_R(x) = ϕ (^x_R ). Then for each t ∈ [0, T^∗), 1 2 d dt ∫ ∣u_c(t, x)∣^2ϕ_R(x) dx = 1 2 ∫ [z̄Δu_cu_c + zu_cΔu_c] ϕ_R dx + ∫ Rz∣u_c∣^{2dd−2} ϕ_R dx.

Integrating by parts gives 1 2 d dt ∫ ∣u_c(t, x)∣^2ϕ_R(x) dx = ∫ Rz (∣u_c∣^{2dd−2} − ∣∇u_c∣^2) ϕ_R dx − 1 R ∫ Rz R(∇u_cu_c)(∇ϕ)_R dx.

Sobolev’s inequality implies that ∣∫ Rz(∣u_c∣^{2d}d−2 − ∣∇u_c∣^2)ϕ_R dx∣ is uniformly bounded. By Hardy’s inequality, we have ∣ 1 R ∫ Rz R(∇u_cu_c)(∇ϕ)_R dx∣ ≲ ∫

∣u_c(x)∣ ∣x∣ ∣∇u_c(x)∣ dx ≲ 1.

Consequently, there exists a constant C > 0 such that ∣ 1 2 d dt ∫ ∣u_c(t, x)∣^2ϕ_R(x) dx∣ ≤ C.

Integrating with respect to time over [t_0, t] for t ≤ T^∗, we get ∣ 1 2 ∫ ∣u_c(t, x)∣^2ϕ_R(x) dx − 1 2 ∫ ∣u_c(t_0, x)∣^2ϕ_R(x) dx∣ ≤ C(t − t_0).

Passing to the limit t ↗ T^∗, we obtain from Lemma 5.6 that for any R > 0, ∣ 1 2 ∫ ∣u_c(t_0, x)∣^2ϕ_R(x) dx∣ ≤ C(T^∗ − t_0),

from which we deduce u_c(t_0) ∈ L^2 by sending R → ∞. Since t_0 can be chosen freely, we further conclude that u_c(t) ∈ L^2 and 1 2 ∫ ∣u_c(t, x)∣^2 dx ≤ C(T^∗ − t).

(5.33)

Suppose now for contradiction that E > 0 fails. Then, we infer from (5.28) that

lim_{n→∞} (2E(v_n) − 1 2 ∫ ∣v_n∣^{2dd−2} dx) = 2E − 1 2 ∫ ∣v∣^{2dd−2} dx ≤ − 1 2 ∫ ∣v∣^{2dd−2} dx < 0.

So by (2.3), we would have

lim_{n→∞} d dt 1 2 ∫ ∣v_n(t_n)∣^2 dx = Rz 2 ∫ ∣v∣^{2dd−2} dx > 0,

which implies that for all t close to T^∗, d dt 1 2 ∫ ∣u_c(t, x)∣^2 dx > 0.

Hence^1_2 ∫ ∣u_c(t, x)∣^2 dx is increasing with respect to those t that are close to T^∗. But this clearly contradicts (5.33). Thus it must hold E > 0. □

Based on Lemma 5.7, we now show the boundedness of x(t) of the critical element in Theorem 5.1. Lemma 5.8. sup_{0≤t<T ∗} ∣x(t)∣ < ∞.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that ∣x(t_n)∣ → +∞ as t_n ↗ T^∗.

(5.34) Let ψ ∶ [0, ∞) → [0, 1] be a smooth cut-off function such that ψ(r) = 0 when r ≤ 1 and ψ(r) = 1 when r ≥ 2, and then define ψ_R(x) ∶= ψ (^{∣x∣}_R ) for R > 0. For any t_0 ∈ (0, T^∗), there is R_0 ≥ 1 such that ∫ ( 1 2 ∣∇u_c(t_0, x)∣^2 − d − 2 2d ∣u_c(t_0, x)∣^{2dd−2} ) ψ_{R0} (x) dx ≤ 1 4 E. (5.35)

Note that λ(t_n) → +∞ as n → ∞. By (5.34), for any ε > 0, there is R_ε > 0 such that B (x(t_n),^{Rε}_{λ(tn)} ) ⊆ B(0, 2R_0)^c when n is sufficiently large. Thus, we obtain from (5.29) that

lim_{t↗T ∗} ∫ ( 1 2 ∣∇u_c(t, x)∣^2 − ∣u_c(t, x)∣^{2dd−2} ) ψ_{R0} (x) dx = E.

Hence, there exists t_1 ∈ (t_0, T^∗) such that ∫ ( 1 2 ∣∇u_c(t_1, x)∣^2 − d − 2 2d ∣u_c(t_1, x)∣^{2dd−2} ) ψ_{R0} (x) dx ≥ 1 2 E. (5.36)

Combining (5.35) with (5.36) leads to

∫ [( 1 2 ∣∇u_c(t_1, x)∣^2 − d − 2 2d ∣u_c(t_1, x)∣^{2dd−2} ) − ( 1 2 ∣∇u_c(t_0, x)∣^2 − d − 2 2d ∣u_c(t_0, x)∣^{2dd−2} )] ψ_{R0} (x) dx ≥ 1 4 E. (5.37)

Note that ∣∇ψ_{R0} (x)∣ ≲^1_{R0} ≲ 1 and so direct computation gives

(5.38)

∫ [( 1 2 ∣∇u_c(t_1, x)∣^2 − d − 2 2d ∣u_c(t_1, x)∣^{2dd−2} ) − ( 1 2 ∣∇u_c(t_0, x)∣^2 − d − 2 2d ∣u_c(t_0, x)∣^{2dd−2} )] ψ_{R0} (x) dx

= ∫^{t1}_{t0} d dt ∫ ( 1 2 ∣∇u_c(t, x)∣^2 − d − 2 2d ∣u_c(t, x)∣^{2dd−2} ) ψ_{R0} (x) dx

= − ∫^{t1}_{t0} ∫ R (∂_tu_c (Δu_c + ∣u_c∣^2u_c)) ψ_{R0} + R (∂_tu_c∇u_c ⋅ ∇ψ_{R0} ) dx

= − ∫^{t1}_{t0} ∫ Rz∣∂_tu_c∣^2ψ_{R0} + R (∂_tu_c∇u_c ⋅ ∇ψ_{R0} ) dx ≲ ∫^{t1}_{t0} ∫ ∣∂_tu_c∣∣∇u_c∣ dx.

Applying Hölder’s inequality together with the uniform boundedness of kinetic energy of u_c, we get

(5.39) ∫^{t1}_{t0} ∫ ∣∂_tu_c∣∣∇u_c∣ dxdt ≲ ∥∂_tu_c∥_L2_{([t0 ,T} ∗_{)×R}d_)∥∇u_c∥_L∞_{t L}2_x √ T^∗ − t_0 ≲ ∥∂_tu_c∥_L2_{([t0 ,T} ∗_{)×R}d_).

Finally, combining (5.36)–(5.39) and (2.2), we conclude 0 < 1 4 E ≲ ∥∂_tu_c∥_L2_{([t0 ,T} ∗_{)×R}d_) → 0, as t_0 ↗ T^∗.

This is a contradiction and so the proof is complete. □ With all the above auxillary results, we are now able to present the proof of Theorem 5.1.

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 27 Proof of Theorem 5.1. According to Lemma 5.8, ∣x(t)∣ is bounded when t → T^∗. So we could choose a ball away from x(t). By Theorem 4.4, for any given small ε_0 > 0, there exists R > 0 large enough, such that for any ∣x_0∣ ≥ R, we have ∥u_c∥_{L∞t Ḣ1x∩L∞t L} 2d_{d−2x (Q̃T ∗ )} < ε_0,

where Q̃_T ∗ = (0, T^∗) × B (x_0, √ T^∗).

By Proposition 5.2, u_c is smooth in Ω_T ∗ ∶= [^3_4 T^∗, T^∗] × (R^d /B(0, R)) (up to appropriate scaling and shift) with u_c being bounded as well as its derivatives of any order. In particular, u_c(⋅, x) is continuous at T^∗ for any x ∈ R^d /B(0, R). Note also that by Lemma 5.6, u_c (T^∗, x) = 0 for any x ∈ R^d /B(0, R).

If we write u_c = u^r_c + iu^i_c, then the real part u^r_c and imaginary part u^i_c satisfy ∂_tu^r_c − RzΔu^r_c = −IzΔu^i_c + ∣u_c∣^{4d−2} (Rzu^r_c + Izu^i_c) , and ∂_tu^i_c − RzΔu^i_c = IzΔu^r_c + ∣u_c∣^{4d−2} (Rzu^r_c − Izu^i_c) .

Since u_c is smooth with bounded derivatives of any order, there exists an absolute constant c_1 > 0 such that ∣∂_tu^r_c − RzΔu^r_c ∣ + ∣∂_tu^i_c − RzΔu^i_c∣ ≤ c_1.

Applying Theorem 5.3 to u^r_c and u^i_c, we get u_c ≡ 0 in Ω_T ∗ .

Set Ω̃_T ∗ ∶= (^3_4 T^∗,^7_8 T^∗] × R^d . Then, u_c as well as its derivatives of any order belong to L^2_{loc}(Ω̃_T ∗ ). Since u^r_c = u^i_c ≡ 0 in Ω_T ∗ ∩ Ω̃_T ∗ , applying Theorem 5.4 to u^r_c and u^i_c, separately, we get u^r_c = u^i_c ≡ 0 in Ω̃_T ∗ , which in return implies that u_c ≡ 0 in Ω̃_T ∗ . Finally, we can apply Theorem 2.3 to further conclude u_c ≡ 0. This is a contradiction and so the proof of Theorem 5.1 is complete. □

6. ASYMPTOTIC DECAY OF GLOBAL SOLUTIONS In this section, we show the global solution u of (1.4) must decay to zero in Ḣ^1 as time tends to positive infinity when E(u_0) < E(W ) with ∥u_0∥˙_H1 < ∥W ∥˙_H1 . First of all, for the H^1 data, we shall prove the finiteness of ∥∇u∥_L2 , by exploiting the L^2 dissipation relation. This in return allows us to reduce our problem to the small Ḣ^1 data case and therefore deduce the finiteness of S(R_+ )-norm of u. After this, to remove the extra assumption of H^1-boundedness of initial data, we split the initial data in frequency, and estimate a perturbed equation, which yields the finiteness of the S(R_+ )-norm. Finally, we show global solutions with finite S(R_+ )-norm must decay to zero in the Ḣ^1 norm. Theorem 6.1. If u ∈ C^0_t Ḣ^1_x (R_+ × R^d ) is a solution to (1.4) satisfying E(u_0) < E(W ) and ∥u_0∥˙_H1 < ∥W ∥˙_H1 ,

(6.1) then we have ∥u∥_{S(R+ )} < ∞

(6.2) and lim_{t→∞} ∥u(t)∥˙_H1 = 0.

(6.3)

Proof. Step 1. Finiteness of the S(R_+ )-norm.

Suppose u_0 ∈ H^1(R^d ). Then, we claim that for some δ̄ > 0, sup_{t≥0} ∥u(t)∥^2_{L2} + 2δ̄∥∇u∥^2_{L2t,x(R+ ×Rd)}≲∥u_0∥^2_{L2} .

(6.4) In fact, by (6.1) and (2.8), we have ∫ ∣∇u(t)∣^2 − ∣u(t)∣^{2dd−2} dx ≥ δ̄ ∫ ∣∇u(t)∣^2 dx and so 2δ̄∥∇u∥^2_L2_{t,x(R+ ×Rd)} ≤ 2 ∫^∞_0 ∫_{Rd} ∣∇u(t)∣^2 − ∣u(t)∣^{2dd−2} dxdt ≤ 1 Rz ∥u_0∥^2_L2_x .

The claim (6.4) now follows from the above estimate together with the fact sup_{t≥0} ∥u(t)∥_L2 ≤ ∥u_0∥_L2 .

By (6.4), we have for any ϵ_0 > 0, there exists some time t_0 ∈ R_+ such that ∥u(t_0)∥˙_H1 ≤ ϵ_0. Thus we can directly apply Theorem 2.3(4) to get (6.2).

To remove the extra assumption u_0 ∈ L^2, split u_0 = w_0 + v_0, with ∥w_0∥˙_H1 ≪ 1 and v_0 ∈ H^1. Let w(t) be the solution of { z̄∂_tw = Δw + f(w), w(0, x) = w_0(x).

By Theorem 2.3(4), w ∈ C^0_t Ḣ^1_x (R_+ × R^d ) and ∥w∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2}

t,x (R_+×R^d)

+ ∥∇w∥_{L∞}

t L^2_x∩L

2(d+2) d t,x (R_+×R^d)

≲ ∥∇w_0∥_L2 ≪ 1.

(6.5)

Set v ∶= u − w. Then it is a solution of z̄∂_tv − Δv = f(v + w) − f(w) = O (v^{d+2}d−2 ) + O (v^4d−2 w) ,

(6.6) and when d ≥ 5, the second term disappears.

Multiplying (6.6) by v̄ and then integrating in space-time, we get

∥v(t)∥^2_L2 − ∥v_0∥^2_L2 + 2 ∫^t_0 ∫ ∣∇v∣^2 dxds = 2RzR ∫^t_0 ∫ v̄ (f(v + w) − f(w)) dxds. By (6.5), we have sup_{t≥0} ∥∇v(t)∥_L2 < ∥∇W ∥_L2 .

Hence it follows from (2.8) that for some δ̄ > 0

∥v(t)∥^2_{L2} + δ̄ ∫^t_0 ∥∇v(s)∥^2_{L2} ds ≲ ∥v_0∥^2_{L2} + ∫^t_0 ∫_{Rd} ∣v∣ (∣v∣^4d−2 ∣w∣ + ∣v∣∣w∣^4d−2 ) dxds. When d ≤ 5, by Hölder’s and Sobolev’s inequalities, we have

∥v(t)∥^2_L2_x + δ̄∥∇v∥^2_L2_{t,x} ≲∥v_0∥^2_L2_x + ∥∣v∣^2∣w∣^{4d−2} ∥_{L1t,x} + ∥∣v∣^{4d−2} vw∥_{L1t,x}

≲∥v_0∥^2_{L2x} + ∥w∥^{4d−2}_{L∞} t L 2d d−2 x ∥v∥^2_{L2} t L 2d d−2 x + ∥w∥_{L∞t L} 2d_{d−2x} ∥v∥^{6−dd−2}_{L∞} t L 2d d−2 x ∥v∥^2_{L2} t L 2d d−2 x

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 29 ≲∥v_0∥^2_L2_x + ∥∇w∥^{4d−2}_{L∞t L2x} ∥∇v∥^2_L2_{t,x} + ∥∇w∥_L∞_{t L}2_x ∥∇v∥^{6−dd−2}_{L∞t L2x} ∥∇v∥^2_L2_{t,x} .

When d ≥ 6, the term ∣v∣^4d−2 vw is not included, and thus the last term on the right hand side disappears in higher dimensions.

So by (6.5), choosing ∥∇w_0∥_L2 small enough yields ∫^∞_0 ∥∇v∥^2_{L2x} dt < ∞. Hence there exists T > 0 for which ∥v(T )∥˙_H1_x < ∥w_0∥˙_H1_x , and so ∥∇u(T )∥_L2_x ≤ 2∥∇w_0∥_L2_x .

Choosing ∥∇w_0∥_L2 small enough, (6.2) follows from Theorem 2.3(4).

Step 2. Decay in Ḣ^1 as t → ∞.

By the Strichartz estimate, continuity argument, and (6.2), we have ∥∇u∥_L 2(d+2)_d

t,x (R_+ ×R^d)

< ∞.

(6.7)

Note that the solution u to (1.4) can be written as

u(t) =e^{tzΔ}u_0 + ∫^t_τ e^{(t−s)zΔ}zf(u(s)) ds + ∫^τ_0 e^{(t−s)zΔ}zf(u(s)) ds ∶= I + II + III, for some τ to be determined later.

For term I, approximating ∇u_0 by v ∈ L^1 ∩ L^2, and using (2.1), we get ∥I∥˙_H1 ≤ ∥e^{tzΔ}(∇u_0 − v)∥_L2 + ∥e^{tzΔ}v∥_L2 ≤ ∥∇u_0 − v∥_L2 + ∥e^{tzΔ}v∥_L2^{t→∞}�→ 0.

We now treat term II, where we shall fix τ. By (6.7), for any ϵ > 0, we can find τ such that ∥u∥_L 2(d+2)_{d−2} t,x ([τ,∞)×R^d ) + ∥∇u∥_L 2(d+2)_d t,x ([τ,∞)×R^d ) ≤ ϵ. Since we are considering the limit behaviour as t → ∞, we may assume t > τ ≫ 1. By the Strichartz estimate, ∥II∥˙_H1 ≲ ∥u∥^{4d−2} L 2(d+2) d−2 t,x ([τ,t]×R^d ) ∥∇u∥_L 2(d+2)_d t,x ([τ,t]×R^d ) ≲ ϵ^{d+2d−2} .

Having fixed τ in this manner, we turn now to term III. Notice that III = ∫^τ_0 e^{(t−s)zΔ}zf(u(s)) ds = e^{(t−τ )zΔ} ∫^τ_0 e^{(τ −s)zΔ}zf(u(s)) ds.

Since ∫ τ 0 e^{(τ −s)zΔ}zf(u(s)) ds ∈ Ḣ^1, using a similar approximation argument as that for term I, we infer that ∥III∥˙_H1 = ∥e^{(t−τ )zΔ} ∫^τ_0 e^{(τ −s)zΔ}zf(u(s)) ds∥_{Ḣ1}^{t→∞}�→ 0.

Since ϵ is arbitrary, (6.3) follows. □

7. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.1 7.1. Existence of global weak solutions. In this section, we show that the focusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation has a global weak solution. To show this, we will study the inviscid limit of solutions of the Ginzburg-Landau equation and this relies heavily on the uniform boundedness of solutions to the Ginzburg-Landau equation.

We first give an equivalent definition of weak-H^1 solutions for nonlinear Schrödinger equation (1.1); see for instance [4] for the proof of equivalences.

Definition 7.1. A complex-valued function v on a time interval I ⊆ R is a weak-H^1 solution to (1.1) if v ∈ L^∞_t H^1_x(I × R^d ), ∂_tv ∈ L^∞_t H^{−1}_x (I × R^d ) such that (1.1) holds for almost every t ∈ I in H^{−1}_x .

The existence of global weak solutions to the defocusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation was already proved in [35]; see also [4, Theorem 9.4.1]. As was pointed out in Question C, the existence of global weak solutions to the corresponding focusing energy-critical NLS in 3-D remains open for two decades. With the aid of Theorem 1.3, we are now able to provide an affirmative answer to this open problem.

Proof of Theorem 1.1 Part 1). By Theorem 1.3, there are global solutions u_n of { ∂_tu_n − z_nΔu_n − z_nf(u_n) = 0, u_n(0) = v_0,

(7.1)

where ∣z_n∣ = 1 with Rz_n → 0 as n → ∞. From Lemma 2.7, we have u_n ∈ L^∞_t H^1_x and ∂_tu_n ∈ L^∞_t H^{−1}_x , with the uniform bound ∥u_n∥_L∞_{t H}1_x + ∥∂_tu_n∥_L∞_{t H}−1_x ≤ C (∥v_0∥_H1 ) .

(7.2) Then there exists v ∈ L^∞_t H^1_x such that, up to an extraction of subsequence, we have (1) u_n(t) ⇀ v(t) weakly in H^1_x, as n → ∞ for every t.

(2) For every t ∈ R_+ , u_n(t, x) → v(t, x) as n → ∞ for almost every x ∈ R^3 , (3) u_n(t, x) → v(t, x) as n → ∞ for almost every (t, x) ∈ R_+ × R^3 .

(7.3)

Testing the equation (7.1) by φ ∈ C^∞_c (R^3 ) and ψ ∈ C^∞_c (R_+ ), we get

− ∫^∞_0 (∫_{R3} z̄_nu_nφ dx) ψ_tdt + ∫^∞_0 (∫_{R3} ∇u_n ⋅ ∇φ dx) ψdt = ∫^∞_0 (∫_{R3} ∣u_n∣^4u_nφ dx) ψdt. Sending n → ∞ and using the weak convergence in (7.3), we infer that ∫ ∞ 0 (∫_{R3} z̄_nu_nφ dx) ψ_tdt^{n→∞}�→ ∫^∞_0 (∫_{R3} ivφ dx) ψ_tdt, and ∫ ∞ 0 (∫_{R3} ∇u_n ⋅ ∇φ dx) ψdt^{n→∞}�→ ∫^∞_0 (∫_{R3} ∇v ⋅ ∇φ dx) ψdt.

Note that ∣u_n∣^4u_nφψ is compactly supported and thus is bounded in L^∞_t L^{65}_x . Then by the almost everywhere convergence in (7.3), we get that ∣u_n∣^4u_nφψ → ∣v∣^4vφψ for almost every (t, x), which guarantees that ∣u_n∣^4u_nφψ → ∣v∣^4vφψ in L^1_{t,x} as n → ∞.

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 31 Consequently, by taking n → ∞, we obtain ∫ ∞ 0 ∫_{R3} ivφψt dxdt + ∫ ∞ 0 ∫_{R3} ∇v ⋅ ∇φψ dxdt = ∫ ∞ 0 ∫_{R3} ∣v∣^4vφψ dxdt.

Hence v satisfies (7.4) iv_t + Δv = −∣v∣^4v in the sense of tempered distribution.

By the lower semi-continuity of L^2-norm and the weak convergence in (7.3), we have, for every t ∈ R_+ , ∥∇v(t)∥^2_L2 ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} ∥∇u_n(t)∥^2_L2 .

(7.5) Then Sobolev’s inequality indicates that the sequence u_n in (7.3) satisfies ∫_{R3} ∣u_n(t, x)∣^6 ≤ C uniformly for every t ∈ R_+ , so that the pointwise convergence of u_n and Fatou’s lemma give the estimate lim sup n→∞ ∫_{R3} ∣un∣^6 dx ≤ ∫_{R3} ∣v∣^6 dx.

(7.6) Combining (7.5) and (7.6), we have E(v(t)) ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} E (u_n(t)) ≤ E(v_0).

(7.7) For any fixed T > 0, the map t ↦ ∥v(t)∥_L2 is continuous on [0, T ], thus v ∈ L^2_t ([0, T ]; H^1_x (R^3 )) and ∂_tv ∈ L^2_t ([0, T ]; H^{−1}_x (R^3 )). By a standard limiting argument, we have ∥v(t)∥^2_L2 = ∥v(s)∥^2_L2 + ∫^t_s ⟨∂_τ v(τ), v(τ)⟩_H1_{,H}−1 dτ, 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T,

(7.8) which implies v ∈ C ([0, T ]; L^2 (R^3 )).

Multiplying iv on both sides of (7.4) and integrating on R^3 , we obtain the mass conservation M(v(t)) = M(v_0) as desired.

Thus, we have obtained a global weak solution of (1.1) on [0, ∞). By time reflection, it is easy to extend the solution v on [0, ∞) to obtain a global weak solution v on R. □ 7.2. Weak-strong uniqueness. In this subsection, we will show the weak-strong uniqueness when the Ḣ 1-norm of the initial data is bounded by a constant which is related to the ground state W and also the strong solution. First, we show that if (1.1) admits a smooth strong solution, then the weak solution is trapped around the strong solution in the following sense.

Lemma 7.2. Suppose that ṽ ∈ C^0_t H^2_x (R × R^3 ) is a strong solution to 3-D focusing NLS (1.1) with the initial data ṽ_0 ∈ H^2(R^3 ) satisfying E (ṽ_0) < E(W ) and ∥∇ṽ_0∥_L2 < ∥∇W ∥_L2 . Let v be the global weak solution to (1.1) with initial data v_0 satisfying the energy inequality E(v(t)) ≤ E(v_0), for all t ∈ R.

(7.9) Fix any T > 0 and let w = v − ṽ. Then there exists a constant C = C (ṽ, W, T ) > 0 such that ∥w(t)∥^2_H1 ≤ C (1 + ∥w(0)∥^2_H1 )

(7.10) uniformly for all t ∈ (−T, T ).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we only consider the forward time case: t ≥ 0. Direct computation shows that w satisfies the equation { iw_t + Δw = f (ṽ) − f (w + ṽ) , w(0) = v_0 − ṽ_0,

(7.11)

where f (ṽ) = ∣ṽ∣^4 ṽ. We can expand E(v) as E(v) = E (ṽ) + I + II, (7.12) where I = R ∫_{R3} (∇ṽ ⋅ ∇w − f (ṽ) w) dx,

(7.13) and II = ∫_{R3} ( 1 2 ∣∇w∣^2 − (F (w + ṽ) − F (ṽ) − R (f (ṽ) w̄))) dx,

(7.14)

with F (ṽ) =^1_6 ∣ṽ∣^6.

Notice first that, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, d dt ∥w∥^2_L2 = −2R ∫_{R3} (f (ṽ + w) − f (ṽ)) ⋅ (iw) dx ≤ C_1 ∫_{R3} (∣w∣^2 + F (w)) dx.

(7.15) By Gronwall’s lemma and the fact that max {∥∇ṽ∥_L2 , ∥∇v∥_L2 } < ∥∇W ∥_L2 , we obtain ∥w(t)∥^2_L2 ≤ e^{C1t}∥w(0)∥^2_L2 + C_2 ∫^t_0 e^{C1(t−s)}∥∇w(s)∥^2_L2 ds,

(7.16) where C_1 = C_1 (ṽ) and C_2 = C_2(W ).

Then by a standard limitation argument and (7.16), we have

I(0) − I(t) = − ∫^t_0 d ds (R ∫_{R3} (∇ṽ ⋅ ∇w − f (ṽ) w) (s, x) dx) ds

≤ C_3 ∫^t_0 ∫_{R3} ∣w∣^2 + F (w) dxds ≤ C_4∥w(0)∥^2_L2 + C_4 ∫^t_0 ∥∇w(s)∥^2_L2 ds

(7.17)

with C_4 = C_4 (T, ṽ, W ).

Since E (ṽ(t)) = E (ṽ_0), and E(v(t)) ≤ E(v_0), the expansion (7.12) implies 0 ≤ E(v_0) − E(v(t)) = I(0) − I(t) + II(0) − II(t).

(7.18) By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Sobolev inequality and energy of ground state, we infer that II(t) ≥ ∫_{R3} [ 1 2 ∣∇w∣^2 − CF (w) − C_5∣w∣^2] dx ≥ 1 2 ∥∇w(t)∥^2_L2_x − C_6 − C_5∥w(t)∥^2_L2 ,

(7.19) where C_5 = C_5 (ṽ) and C_6 = C_6 (ṽ, W ). At the same time, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Sobolev inequality, we have II(0) ≤ C_7 (∥∇w(0)∥^2_{L2} + ∥w(0)∥^2_{L2} )

(7.20) with C_7 = C_7 (ṽ, W )

We note that (7.19) gives ∥∇w(t)∥^2_{L2} ≤ C_8 (II(t) + ∥w(t)∥^2_{L2} + C(W )) .

(7.21)

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 33 Then by (7.18), (7.17) and (7.20), we finally conclude that

∥∇w(t)∥^2_L2 + ∥w(t)∥^2_L2 ≤ C_9 (I(0) − I(t) + II(0) + ∥w(t)∥^2_L2 ) ≤ C (∥∇w(0)∥^2_L2 + ∥w(0)∥^2_L2 + 1) + ∫^t_0 ∥∇w(s)∥^2_L2 + ∥w(s)∥^2_L2 ds

(7.22)

with a uniform constant C = C (ṽ, T, W ). □ The above trapped result clearly implies the following short time stability result.

Corollary 7.3. Suppose that ṽ is the global strong solution to (1.1) with the initial data v_0 ∈ H^2(R^3 ) satisfying E(v_0) < E(W ) and ∥∇v_0∥_L2 < ∥∇W ∥_L2 . Let ṽ be the global weak solution to (1.1) with initial datum v_0, satisfying the energy inequality (1.3). Then for every ε > 0, there exists a positive T (ε), such that for each t ∈ [0, T (ε)), there holds (7.23) ∥v(t) − ṽ(t)∥^2_L2 < ε.

Proof. From the trapped result in Lemma 7.2 and (7.16), we obtain that for w = v − ṽ, ∥w(t)∥^2_{L2} ≤ e^{C1t}∥w(0)∥^2_{L2} + C ∫^t_0 e^{C1(t−s)} (1 + ∥w(0)∥^2_{H1} ) ds,

(7.24) for any 0 < t ≤ T < ∞. For ∥w(0)∥^2_{H1} = 0, (7.24) reduces to ∥w(t)∥^2_{L2} ≤ C(e^{C1 t} − 1).

For each ε > 0, we may choose T =^1_{C1} log (1 + C^{−1}ε) so that (7.23) holds for any t ∈ (0, T ). □ Now, we are able to prove the weak-strong uniqueness result of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1 Part 2). Throughout the proof, the constant C > 0 is allowed to change from line to line. We follow the proof of Lemma 7.2 from (7.11) to (7.22), except that (7.19) is replaced by II(t) ≥ ∫_{R3} [ 1 2 ∣∇w∣^2 − CF (w) − C_5∣w∣^2] dx ≥ 1 2 ∥∇w(t)∥^2_{L2x} − C_6∥w(t)∥^6_{L6} − C_5∥w(t)∥^2_{L2} .

Then we have ∥∇w(t)∥^2_L2 + ∥w(t)∥^2_L2 ≤ C (∥w(t)∥^6_L6 + ∫^t_0 ∥∇w(s)∥^2_L2 + ∥w(s)∥^2_L2 ds) ,

(7.25) where we used the fact that w(0) = 0.

We now turn to estimate ∥w(t)∥^6_{L6} in (7.25). Since v is a weak solution to NLS, we may use the Sobolev embedding inequality, (7.5), variational results in Lemma 2.7 for solutions to Ginzburg-Landau equation, and second inequality in (7.7), to deduce that ∥v(t)∥_L6 ≤ C ∥∇v_0∥_L2 .

(7.26) As ṽ is a strong solution to NLS, we employ the energy conservation, variational results to solutions to Schrödinger equation and the Sobolev embedding inequality to get ∥ṽ(t)∥_L6 ≤ C∥∇v_0∥_L2 .

(7.27) Hence, by (7.26), (7.27) and the triangle inequality, we have ∥w(t)∥^6_{L6} ≤ C (∥v(t)∥_L6 + ∥ṽ(t)∥_L6 )^4 ∥∇w(t)∥^2_{L2} ≤ C ∥∇v_0∥^4_L2 ∥∇w(t)∥^2_{L2} .

34 Title Global weak solution of 3-D focusing energy-critical NLS

From the condition of initial data v_0, (7.25) is reduced to

∥∇w(t)∥^2_L2 + ∥w(t)∥^2_L2 ≤ C 1 − C∥∇v_0∥^4_{L2} ∫ t 0 ∥∇w(s)∥^2_L2 + ∥w(s)∥^2_L2 ds,

which gives w ≡ 0 by Gronwall’s inequality. □ Acknowledgments. The authors are grateful to Qingtang Su, Zaiyun Zhang and Lifeng Zhao for helpful discussion. They also thank Terence Tao for explaining some ideas of his interesting paper.

REFERENCES

[1] H. Bahouri and P. Gérard, High frequency approximation of solutions to critical nonlinear wave equations, Amer. J. Math.

121 (1999), no. 1, 131-175.

[2] P. Bechouche and A. Jüngel, Inviscid limits of the complex Ginzburg-Landau equation, Comm. Math. Phys. 214 (2000), no. 1, 201-226.

[3] J. Bourgain, Global wellposedness of defocusing critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation in the radial case, J. Amer.

Math. Soc. 12 (1999), no. 1, 145-171.

[4] T. Cazenave, Semilinear Schrödinger equations, Courant Lecture Notes in Mathematics, 10. New York University, Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, New York; American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2003.

[5] Y. M. Chen and F.-H. Lin, Evolution of Harmonic Maps with Dirichlet Boundary Conditions, Comm. Anal. Geom. 1993, 1 (3-4), 327-346.

[6] Y. M. Chen and M. Struwe, Existence and partial regularity results for the heat flow for harmonic maps, Math. Z. 201 (1989), no. 1, 83-103.

[7] X. Cheng, Y. Gao, and J. Zheng, Remark on energy-critical NLS in 5D, Math. Methods Appl. Sci. 39 (2016), no. 8, 2100-2117.

[8] J. Colliander, M. Keel, G. Staffilani, H. Takaoka and T. Tao, Global well-posedness and scattering for the energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation in R^3 , Ann. of Math. 167 (2008), 767-865.

[9] E. Cross and P. Hohenberg, Pattern formation outside of equilibrium, Rev. Modern Phys. 65 (1993), 851-1089. [10] B. Dodson, Global well-posedness and scattering for the focusing, cubic Schrödinger equation in dimension d = 4, Ann.

Sci. Éc. Norm. Supér. (4) 52 (2019), no. 1, 139-180.

[11] L. Escauriaza, G. Seregin, and V. Šverák, On backward uniqueness for parabolic equations, Zap. Nauchn. Sem. S.- Peterburg. Otdel. Mat. Inst. Steklov. (POMI) (Kraev. Zadachi Mat. Fiz. i Smezh. Vopr. Teor. Funkts. 32) 288 (2002) 100-103, 272.

[12] L. Escauriaza, G. Seregin, and V. Šverák, Backward uniqueness for parabolic equations, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 169 (2) (2003) 147-157.

[13] L. Escauriaza, G. Seregin, and V. Šverák, L^{3,∞}-solutions of Navier-Stokes equations and backward uniqueness, Uspekhi Mat. Nauk 58 (2(350)) (2003) 3-44.

[14] I. Gallagher, Profile decomposition for solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations, Bull. Soc. Math. France 129 (2001), no.

2, 285-316.

[15] I. Gallagher, G. S. Koch, and F. Planchon, A profile decomposition approach to the L^∞_t (L^3_x) Navier-Stokes regularity criterion, Math. Ann. 355 (2013), no. 4, 1527-1559.

[16] J. Ginibre and G. Velo, The Cauchy problem in local spaces for the complex Ginzburg-Landau equation. II. Contraction methods, Comm. Math. Phys. 187 (1997), no. 1, 45-79.

[17] V. Ginzburg and L. Laudau, On the theory of superconductivity, Zh. Eksperiment. Fiz. 20 (1950) 1064; English transl. in:

D. Ter Haar (Ed.), Men of Physics: L. D. Landau, vol. L, Pergamon Press, New York, 1965, pp. 546-568. [18] M. Grillakis, On nonlinear Schrödinger equations, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 25 (2000), no. 9-10, 1827-1844. [19] E. Gross, Hydrodynamics of a superfluid condensate, J. Math. Phys. 4 (1963), 195-207. [20] B. Guo, M. Jiang, and Y. Li, Ginzburg-Landau equations, Science Press. Beijing, 2020. ISBN 978-7-03-059563-8. [21] S. Gustafson and D. Roxanas, Global, decaying solutions of a focusing energy-critical heat equation in R^4 , J. Differential Equations 264 (2018), no. 9, 5894-5927.

Cheng, Guo and Zheng 35 [22] C. Huang and B. Wang, Inviscid limit for the energy-critical complex Ginzburg-Landau equation, J. Funct. Anal. 255 (2008), no. 3, 681-725.

[23] M. Keel and T. Tao, Endpoint Strichartz estimates, Amer. J. Math. 120 (1998), no. 5, 955-980. [24] C. E. Kenig and G. S. Koch, An alternative approach to regularity for the Navier-Stokes equations in critical spaces, Ann.

Inst. H. Poincaré C Anal. Non Linéaire 28 (2011), no. 2, 159-187.

[25] C. E. Kenig and F. Merle, Global well-posedness, scattering and blow-up for the energy-critical, focusing, non-linear Schrödinger equation in the radial case, Invent. Math. 166 (2006), no. 3, 645-675.

[26] C. E. Kenig and F. Merle, Global well-posedness, scattering and blow-up for the energy-critical, focusing, nonlinear wave equation, Acta. Math. 201 (2008), 147-212.

[27] S. Keraani, On the defect of compactness for the Strichartz estimates of the Schrödinger equations, J. Differential Equations 175 (2001), no. 2, 353-392.

[28] R. Killip and M. Visan, Nonlinear Schrödinger equations at critical regularity. Proceedings for the Clay summer school “Evolution Equations”, Eidgenössische technische Hochschule, Zürich, 2008.

[29] R. Killip and M. Visan, The focusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation in dimensions five and higher, Amer.

J. Math. 132 (2010), no. 2, 361-424.

[30] R. Killip and M. Visan, Global well-posedness and scattering for the defocusing quintic NLS in three dimensions, Anal.

PDE 5 (2012), no. 4, 855-885.

[31] H. A. Levine, Some nonexistence and instability theorems for solutions of formally parabolic equations of the form P u_t = −Au + F(u), Arch. Rational Mech. Anal. 51 (1973), 371-386.

[32] F.-H. Lin and T. Riviére, Complex Ginzburg-Landau equations in high dimensions and codimension two area minimizing currents, J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS) 1 (1999), no. 3, 237-311.

[33] C. Miao, B. Yuan, and B. Zhang, Well-posedness of the Cauchy problem for the fractional power dissipative equations, Nonlinear Anal. 68 (2008), no. 3, 461-484.

[34] E. Ryckman and M. Visan, Global well-posedness and scattering for the defocusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation in R^{1+4} , Amer. J. Math. 129 (2007), no. 1, 1-60.

[35] W. Strauss, Nonlinear invariant wave equations. Invariant wave equations (Proc. ”Ettore Majorana” Internat. School of Math. Phys., Erice, 1977), pp. 197-249, Lecture Notes in Phys., Vol. 73, Springer, Berlin-New York, 1978.

[36] M. Struwe, The evolution of harmonic mappings with free boundaries. Manuscripta Math. 70 (1991), no. 4, 373-384. [37] M. Struwe, Uniqueness for critical nonlinear wave equations and wave maps via the energy inequality, Comm. Pure Appl.

Math. 52 (1999), no. 9, 1179-1188.

[38] M. Struwe, On uniqueness and stability for supercritical nonlinear wave and Schrödinger equations, Int. Math. Res. Not.

(2006), Art. ID 76737, 14 pp.

[39] T. Tao, Global well-posedness and scattering for the higher-dimensional energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation for radial data, New York J. Math. 11 (2005), 57-80.

[40] M. Visan, The defocusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation in higher dimensions, Duke Math. J. 138 (2007), no. 2, 281-374.

[41] M. Visan, Global well-posedness and scattering for the defocusing cubic nonlinear Schrödinger equation in four dimensions, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN 2012, no. 5, 1037-1067.

[42] B. Wang, The limit behavior of solutions for the Cauchy problem of the complex Ginzburg-Landau equation, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 55 (2002), no. 4, 481-508.

[43] C. Y. Wang, Limits of solutions to the generalized Ginzburg-Landau functional, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 27 (2002), no. 5-6, 877-906.

(X. Cheng) KEY LABORATORY OF HYDROLOGIC-CYCLE AND HYDRODYNAMIC-SYSTEM OF MINISTRY OF WATER RESOURCES AND SCHOOL OF MATHEMATICS, HOHAI UNIVERSITY, NANJING 210098, JIANGSU, P. R. CHINA Email address: chengx@hhu.edu.cn

(C.-Y. Guo) RESEARCH CENTER FOR MATHEMATICS, SHANDONG UNIVERSITY 266237, QINGDAO, P. R. CHINA AND FRONTIERS SCIENCE CENTER FOR NONLINEAR EXPECTATIONS, MINISTRY OF EDUCATION, P. R. CHINA Email address: changyu.guo@sdu.edu.cn

(Y. Zheng) SCHOOL OF MATHEMATICS, SHANDONG UNIVERSITY, SHANDONG 250100, JINAN, P. R. CHINA. Email address: yunrui zheng@sdu.edu.cn