arXiv:2404.11362v1 [math.AP] 17 Apr 2024

A New Approach to Solving Singularly Perturbed NLS at Local Potential Maxima

Chengxiang Zhang^*

School of Mathematical Sciences, Laboratory of Mathematics and Complex Systems, MOE, Beijing Normal University, 100875 Beijing, People’s Republic of China

Abstract: This paper presents a new approach for addressing the singularly perturbed nonlinear Schrödinger (NLS) equation: −ε^2Δv + V (x)v = f(v), v > 0, lim_{|x|→∞} v(x) = 0, where V possesses a local maximum point and f satisfies the Berestycki-Lions conditions. The key to our approach is the derivation of a refined lower bound on the gradient norm.

Keywords: Nonlinear Schrödinger equation; Semiclassical stationary states.

Mathematics Subject Classification: 35J20 · 35J15 · 35J60

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the following singularly perturbed nonlinear Schrödinger equation

−ε^2Δv + V (x)v = f(v), v > 0, lim_{|x|→∞} v(x) = 0, (1.1)

which has been a subject of extensive research for several decades. Initiated by Floer and Weinstein in [12], they demonstrated that when f(u) = u^3, Equation (1.1) admits a positive concentrating peak solution for small ε using the Lyapunov-Schmidt reduction technique. Subsequently, Rabinowitz in [19] employed global variational methods to investigate the existence of solutions to this problem more generally. Wang in [20] further highlighted that such concentrated solutions must localize near critical points of the potential function V . Building upon these seminal works, numerous substantial advancements have been made in establishing the existence of concentration solutions that cluster around different categories of critical points of V . Notable contributions include studies from [1, 3, 4, 6, 9–11, 15, 18] among others.

If the limit equation to (1.1) has certain uniqueness and non-degeneracy properties, the Lyapunov-Schmidt reduction method is an effective method for such localized peak solutions, see for example [1, 18, 20]. However, these favorable conditions are only known for a few special nonlinearities. For more general cases where such uniqueness or non-degeneracy is not guaranteed, variational methods have been extensively developed to identify concentration solutions around critical points of V . See for example [3, 4, 6, 9–11]. Finding solutions that concentrate near local maxima or saddle points of V tends to be more challenging due to the lack of leastenergy characteristics associated with these points. In [11], del Pino and Felmer introduced a

*zcx@bnu.edu.cn, supported by NSFC-12371107

variational reduction technique specifically designed to construct solutions that localize at arbitrary local maxima or saddle points of V . Nevertheless, this methodology relies on a specially defined negative gradient flow over Nehari’s manifold, which restricts its applicability and does not extend naturally to cover the broader Berestycki-Lions conditions introduced in [2].

In [5, 6], for f ∈ C^1 satisfying the Berestycki-Lions condition, Byeon and Tanaka managed to obtain localized solutions that concentrate at general local maxima or saddle points of V , by introducing an additional translational flow. This idea was further integrated into a deformation argument within an augmented space, as Cingolani and Tanaka showed recently in [8].

The well-known Berestycki-Lions condition is noted as follows: (F1) f ∈ C(R, R) and f(0) = lim_{s→0+} f(s)/s = 0.

(F2) If N ≥ 3 then lim sup_{s→+∞} f(s)/s^{N+2N−2} = 0; if N = 2, then lim sup_{s→+∞} f(s)/e^{αs2} = 0 for any α > 0. (F3) There is t_0 > 0 such that V_0 2 t^2_0 < F (t_0), where F (s) = ∫_s 0 f(t)dt and V_0 is the constant appeared in (V2).

To state our result, we also need the following condition on V : (V1) V ∈ L^∞_{loc}(R^N ) and inf_{x∈R}N V (x) > 0;

(V2) There is a bounded domain Ω ⊂ R^N such that V ∈ C^1(Ω) and V_0 := max_{x∈Ω} V (x) > max_{x∈∂Ω} V (x);

(V3) For any open neighborhood ~O of V := {x ∈ Ω | V (x) = V_0}, there exists an open set O ⊂ ~O such that V ⊂ O ⊂ O ⊂ ~O ∩ Ω and inf_{x∈∂O} |∇V (x)| > 0, Without loss of generality, we assume inf_{x∈R}N V (x) = 1 < V_0 and 0 ∈ V. We will show the following result.

Theorem 1. Suppose that (F1)–(F3), (V1)–(V3) hold. There exists ε_0 > 0 such that for each ε ∈ (0, ε_0), equation (1.1) admits a positive solution v_ε satisfying

1. v_ε > 0 has a global maximum point x_ε satisfying lim_{ε→0} dist (x_ε, V) = 0.

2. setting u_ε(x) = v_ε(εx), there exist a subsequence ε_j → 0 such that ‖ ‖u_{εj} − U (· − x_{εj} /ε_j ) ‖ ‖_ε → 0 as j → ∞, where U is a positive ground state solution to −ΔU + V_0U = f(U_0).

3. there exist C, c > 0 such that v_ε(x) ≤ Ce^{−cε−1|x−xε|} for x ∈ R^N .

It is worth noting that a similar result was initially established in the work of Byeon and Tanaka [6]. In their study, they required an additional assumption that f belongs to C^1 to employ a tail-minimizing operator. The condition f ∈ C^1 was subsequently relaxed by Cingolani and Tanaka in [8] through the introduction of a new method for controlling the tail behavior of the functions involved. In the paper [8], while adopting arguments within an augmented function space, Cingolani and Tanaka introduced a technical requirement on ∇V . Although it is feasible to eliminate this condition with certain modifications to their arguments, our primary focus lies in introducing an alternative approach to tackle this issue effectively.

By setting u(x) = v(εx), we have −Δu + V (εx)u = f(u), u > 0, lim_{|x|→∞} u(x) = 0. (1.2) We note that a solution to (1.2) can be obtained as a critical point of

J_ε(u) = 1 2 ∫ R^N (|∇u|^2 + V (εx)u^2) − ∫ R^N F (u), u ∈ H^1(R^N ). In the process of identifying a localized critical point, employing a local deformation technique is particularly beneficial. This method relies on gradient estimates of the functional within an annular region surrounding a potential candidate critical point. However, when dealing with concentration solutions that are expected to cluster around a local maximum (or saddle) point of the potential function V , a uniform lower bound independent of ε for the gradient in this annular domain does not generally exist. Such a lack arises in situations where the barycenters of a sequence of functions diverge from the local maximum (or saddle) point of the potential. Therefore, the crucial aspect of applying the deformation argument successfully under these conditions involves deriving a more precise lower estimate for the gradient when the barycenter of the function u is at a certain distance away from the local maximum point. This refined estimate takes the form: ‖∇J_ε(u)‖ ≥ Cε, (1.3) where C > 0 is a constant independent of the perturbation parameter ε. By ensuring such a lower bound on the gradient norm, we can better control the behavior of the barycenters of functions along the gradient flow and hence facilitate the construction of concentrated solutions through a well-designed deformation argument. If u belongs to a bounded set of H^2, then this estimate can be obtained. To elaborate, suppose that x_0 is a limiting point of barycenters of the sequence {u_ε}, which satisfies ν = ∇V (x_0) ≠ 0. Consider the directional derivative of the functional J_ε along the direction^{∂uε}_{∂ν} , ⟨∇J_ε(u_ε), ∂u_ε ∂ν ⟩ = d dt | | t=0 J_ε(u_ε(· − tν)) = ε|ν|^2|u_ε|^2 + o(ε). (1.4)

This will give a contradiction if ‖∇J_ε(u_ε)‖ = o(ε).

We would like to emphasize that the gradient estimate presented in (1.3) was initially derived by del Pino and Felmer in [11]. They achieved this through a specialized negative gradient flow defined over Nehari’s manifold. By imposing some specific conditions on f, they successfully demonstrated the H^2 regularity along this flow. Nonetheless, it is noteworthy that their method does not readily extend to encompass the broader Berestycki-Lions type conditions. This highlights the need for alternative techniques to address more general scenarios under these conditions.

We aim to briefly outline our strategy for deriving (1.3) under the special scenario where V is bounded and f is bounded in C^1. In this case, J_ε is indeed of class C^2. Suppose that a sequence {u_ε} satisfies ‖∇J_ε(u_ε)‖ = o(ε). We can then find a corresponding sequence {w_ε} which belongs to a bounded set of H^2, such that ‖u_ε − w_ε‖_ε = o(ε), and ‖∇J_ε(w_ε)‖ = o(ε). Notably, if we define w_ε := u_ε − ∇J(u_ε), it follows that ‖u_ε − w_ε‖_ε = ‖∇J_ε(u_ε)‖ = o(ε). Moreover, due to the smoothness of J, we have ‖∇J(w_ε)‖ ≤ ‖∇J_ε(u_ε) − ∇J_ε(w_ε)‖ + ‖∇J(u_ε)‖ = ‖J^{′′}_ε (u_ε)‖‖u_ε − w_ε‖ + o(ε) = o(ε). Since w_ε solves the equation −Δw_ε + V (εx)w_ε = f(u_ε), we can infer that {w_ε} resides in a bounded set of H^2. Consequently, we can substitute u_ε with w_ε in the expression (1.4) and derive a contradiction, thereby establishing the desired gradient estimate.

With a modification of this idea, we are able to rigorously prove this estimate under the more general assumptions (F1)-(F3) and (V1)-(V3) within the context of this paper. The proof involves introducing a prior decay estimate when gradient bounds are prescribed. This estimation technique allows us to obtain the desired gradient estimate under these broader assumptions. Upon comparing our method with those from [5, 6] by Byeon and Tanaka, their approach involved using both a gradient flow and a translational flow in their deformation procedure. The translational flow was specifically tailored to reduce the energy of functions as their barycenters deviated from local maxima of the potential function. Meanwhile, Cingolani and Tanaka in [8] further developed this idea by incorporating a deformation argument within an augmented functional space. In contrast, our method builds upon the work of del Pino and Felmer [11] and focuses solely on employing the gradient flow for conducting the deformation analysis. This streamlined strategy enables us to obtain the desired gradient estimate under more general assumptions (F1)-(F3) and (V1)-(V3). Additionally, it is worth mentioning that similar ideas have been extended to prove the existence of multiple clustering peak solutions for the nonlinear Schrödinger equation with a prescribed L^2 norm constraint, as demonstrated in the work [22].

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Limit problem

Throughout this paper, we employ the notation ‖u‖_p to represent the L^p(R^N ) norm of u.

For m ∈ (0, V_0], consider

L_m(u) = 1 2 ‖∇u‖^2 + m 2 ‖u‖^2 − ∫ R^N F (u) : H^1(R^N ) → R.

Critical points of L_m(u) correspond to weak solutions of the following nonlinear Schrödinger equation:

−Δu + mu = f(u), u ∈ H^1(R^N ). (2.1)

We have from [2, 4, 14] that

Lemma 2.1. For m ∈ (0, V_0], the following statements hold.

(i) Every solution u(x) to (2.1) satisfies the Pohozaev identity: P_m(u) = 0, where P_m(u) = N − 2 2 |∇u|^2 + Nm 2 |u|^2 − N ∫ R^N F (u). (ii) The least energy level E_m ≜ inf { L_m(u) | u ∈ H^1(R^N ) \ {0}, L^′_m(u) = 0 } is attained by a weak solution of (2.1). Moreover, there holds E_m = inf { L_m(u) | u ∈ H^1(R^N ) \ {0}, P_m(u) = 0 } = inf_{γ∈Γ(m)} max_{t∈[0,1]} L_m(γ(t)),

where Γ(m) = { γ(t) ∈ C ( [0, 1]; H^1(R^N ) ) | γ(0) = 0, L_m(γ(1)) < 0 }.

(iii) E_m is continuous and increasing with respect to m.

For m ∈ (0, V_0], set

K_m = { u ∈ H^1 ( R^N ) \{0} | | | L^′_m(u) = 0, L_m(u) ≤ E_{V0} , u > 0, u(0) = max_{x∈RN} u(x) }

Then we have from [4, 5] Lemma 2.2. For every δ ∈ (0, V_0). The set ∪_{m∈[V0−δ,V0]}K_m is compact in H^1(R^N ). Moreover, there are constants C, c > 0 such that for any U ∈ ∪_{m∈[V0−δ,V0]}K_m, U(x) + |∇U(x)| ≤ C exp(−c|x|) for all x ∈ R^N . Take U_0 ∈ K_{V0} , we know from [14] that Lemma 2.3. (i) When N ≥ 3, P_{V0} (U_0(e^{−θ}·)) = d dθ L_{V0} (U_0(e^{−θ}·)) > 0 if θ < 0,

P_{V0} (U_0(e^{−θ}·)) = d dθ L_{V0} (U_0(e^{−θ}·)) < 0 if θ > 0.

(ii) When N = 2, L_{V0} (U_0(e^{−θ}·)) ≡ E_{V0} for θ ∈ R.

Moreover, there is θ_0 > 0 and s_0 > 1 such that P_{V0} (sU_0(e^{−θ0} ·)) > 0, d ds L_{V0} (sU_0(e^{−θ0} ·)) > 0 for s ∈ [0, 1],

P_{V0} (sU_0(e^{−θ0} ·)) < 0, d ds L_{V0} (sU_0(e^{−θ0} ·)) < 0 for s ∈ [1, s_0].

By (V1)-(V3), take a neighborhood O of V and δ_0 > 0 sufficiently small such that 0 ∈ V ⊂ O ⊂ O^{5δ0} ⊂ Ω, inf_{x∈O3δ0 \O} |∇V (x)| > 0, (2.2) inf x∈O^{5δ}0 V (x) ≥ V_0 − δ_0 > 1, and 2E_{V0−δ0} > E_{V0} , (2.3)

where O^δ = { x ∈ R^N | dist(x, O) ≤ δ }. We define

S_0 = { u(e^{−θ}·) | | u ∈ K_m, m ∈ [V_0 − δ_0, V_0], θ ∈ [−θ_0, θ_0] } , N = 2, ⋃ m∈[V_0−δ_0,V_0]

K_m, N ≥ 3. (2.4)

Then S_0 is compact in H^1(R^N ).

2.2 Barycenter function For given ε > 0, we define the space

H_ε = { u ∈ H^1(R^N ) | | | ∫ R^N V (εx)u^2dx < +∞ }

equipped with the norm

‖u‖_ε := (‖∇u‖^2 + ∫ R^N V (εx)u^2dx)^{12} .

By the compactness of S_0, we can find R_0 > 1 such that for each U ∈ S_0, there holds

‖U‖_L2_{(B(0,R0 /2))} > 3 4 ρ_1, ‖U‖_L2_{(R}N_{\B(0,R0 ))} < ρ_1 8 . (2.5)

Take ϕ ∈ C^∞_0 (O^{4δ0} ; [0, 1]) such that

ϕ(x) = 1 for |x| ≤ δ_0/2, ϕ(x) = 0 for |x| ≥ δ_0, |∇ϕ| ≤ 4/δ_0 in R^N . For ε > 0, set ϕ_ε(x) = ϕ(εx). We set S_ε(Ω) = { (ϕ_εU)(· − y) | εy ∈ Ω, U ∈ S } . (2.6) Define Z_ε = { u ∈ H_ε | | distH_ε (u, Sε(Ω)) < ρ_1 16 } . (2.7) We will recall the barycenter function in [8, 21], which is a smooth counterpart of that in [5, 6]. First note that there is ε_1 > 0 such that for ε ∈ (0, ε_1), u ∈ Z_ε, there hold ∫ B(P,R_0) u^2 ≥ 1 2 ρ^2_1 for P ∈ B(y, R_0/2), ∫ B(P,R_0) u^2 ≤ 1 16 ρ^2_1 for P /∈ B(y, 2R_0).

For u ∈ H^1(R^N ) and P ∈ R^N , we define d(u, P ) = ψ (∫ B(P,R_0) u^2 ) , (2.8)

with ψ ∈ C^∞_0 ([0, ∞), [0, 1]) satisfying ψ(r) = { 0 r ∈ [0,^1_{16} ρ^2_1], 1 r ∈ [^1_2 ρ^2_1, ∞).

We define Υ(u) = ∫ R^N d(u, P )P dP ∫ R^N d(u, P )dP ∈ R^N . (2.9)

Similarly to [21, Lemma 2.5], we have Lemma 2.4. The following statements hold for ε ∈ (0, ε_1).

(i) If ‖u − (ϕ_εU)(· − y)‖_ε < ρ_1/16 for y ∈^1_ε Ω, U ∈ S, we have |Υ(u) − y| ≤ 2R_0, where use notation^1_ε Ω = { x ∈ R^N | εx ∈ Ω }.

(ii) Υ(u) is C^1 continuous for each u ∈ Z_ε. Moreover, there exists a constant D_1 > 0 such that sup_{u∈Z} ‖Υ^′(u)‖_{L(Hε,R}N_) ≤ D_1.

(iii) If u, v ∈ Z_ε satisfy for some h ∈ R^N that v(x − h) = u(x) in B(Υ(u), 4R_0), then Υ(v) = Υ(u) − h.

(iv) Υ^′(u)v = 0 if supp v ⊂ R^N \ B(Υ(u), 4R_0). 2.3 Penalized functional For ρ ≤^1_{16} ρ_1, δ ∈ [δ_0, 3δ_0], set Z_ε(ρ, δ) = { u ∈ H_ε | dist_{Hε} (u, S_ε(Ω)) < ρ, dist(εΥ(u), O) < δ } . (2.10) Remark 2.5. Let ρ < ρ^′ and δ < δ^′. Then, for ε sufficiently small, dist_{Hε} (∂Z(ρ^′, δ^′), Z(ρ, δ)) ≥ min{ρ^′ − ρ, ρ_1}. In fact, if dist_{Hε} (u, S_ε(Ω)) = ρ^′, then dist_{Hε} (u, Z_ε(ρ, δ)) ≥ ρ^′ − ρ. If dist_{Hε} (u, S_ε(Ω)) < ρ^′ and dist(εΥ(u), O) = δ^′, then by (2.5) and Lemma 2.4, lim inf ε→0 dist_{Hε} (u, Z_ε(ρ, δ)) ≥ 2 inf_{U∈S0} ‖U‖_L2_{(B(0,R0 /2))} − ρ_1 16 − ρ_1 8 > ρ_1. Note that there is D_2 > 0 independent of ε such that ‖u‖ ≤ ‖u‖_ε ≤ D_2 for any u ∈ Z_ε(ρ_1, 3δ_0). (2.11) The following result follows directly from the Sobolev inequality when N ≥ 3 and [4, Lemma 1] when N = 2.

Lemma 2.6. Let f satisfies (F1)-(F3). Assume w ∈ H^1(R^N ) weakly satisfies ‖w‖ ≤ D_2 and ∫ R^N |∇w|^2 + w^2 ≤ ∫ R^N |f(w)w|, then either there is ρ_2 > 0 independent of w such that |w|_2 ≥ ρ_2 or w = 0.

We will find a solution of (1.2) in Z_ε(ρ_1, 3δ_0). Next, we note that we can assume f is bounded by similar arguments of [5]. By (F1) and (F2), there is a sufficiently small α_0 and a C_0 > 0 such that any solution u of (1.2) satisfies −Δ|u| + |u| ≤ α_0|u| + C_0|u|^{N+2N−2} if N ≥ 3, −Δ|u| + |u| ≤ α_0|u| + C_0(e^{α0 |u|2} − 1) if N = 2. (2.12)

If u ∈ Z_ε(ρ_1, 3δ_0), then ‖u‖_ε is bounded by a constant independent of ε. By the elliptic estimates, there is a constant K > 0 such that ‖u‖_L∞_{(R}N_) ≤ K. Therefore, we can set f̃(t) = f(t) if t ≤ 2K, f̃(t) = f(2K) if t ≥ 2K. Then there still holds f̃(t) ≤ α_0t + C_0(t^{N+2N−2} ) if N ≥ 3, and f̃(t) ≤ α_0t + C_0(e^{α0t2} − 1) if N = 2. As a result, for small ε, any solution in Z_ε(ρ_1, 3δ_0) of (1.2) with f replaced by f̃ satisfies the original equation. From now on, we can assume without loss of generality that f satisfies further that there is K̃ > 0 such that |f(t)| ≤ K̃ for any t ≥ 0. (2.13) Take χ ∈ C^∞(R^N ; [0, 1]) such that χ = 1 in R^N \ B(0, 2), χ = 0 in B(0, 1) and |∇χ| ≤ 2.

Setting χ_{ε,u}(x) = χ ( ε^12 (x − Υ(u)) ) , we define

Φ_ε(u) = ( ε^{− 12} ∫ R^N χ_{ε,u}u^2dx − 1 )_2 + . Then, easily we can check that Lemma 2.7. There is C_0 > 0 independent of ε such that for u ∈ Z_ε(ρ_1, 3δ_0) and any v ∈ H_ε, | | | Φ^′_ε(u)v − 4Φ_ε(u)^{12} ε^{− 12} ∫ R^N χ_{ε,u}uv | | | ≤ C_0Φ_ε(u)^{12} ‖v‖_ε ∫ R^N \B(Υ(u),ε^{− 1}2 )

u^2.

In addition if supp v ⊂ R^N \ B(Υ(u), 4R_0) then

Φ^′_ε(u)v = 4Φ_ε(u)^{12} ε^{− 12} ∫ R^N χ_{ε,u}uv Define the functional:

Γ_ε(u) = 1 2 ∫ R^N (|∇u|^2 + V (εx)u^2) − ∫ R^N F (u) + Φ_ε(u), u ∈ Z_ε(ρ_1, 3δ_0). (2.14)

We note that Γ_ε is well-defined and is of class C^1 on Z_ε(ρ_1, 3δ_0).

Lemma 2.8. Let L > 0. If u ∈ Z_ε(ρ_1, 3δ_0) satisfies Γ_ε(u) < L, then there is some constant C(L) > 0 independent of ε such that

Φ_ε(u) + ‖f(u)u‖_L1_{(R}N_) + ‖F (u)‖_L1_{(R}N_) + ε^{− 12} ∫ R^N χ_{ε,u}u^2 ≤ C(L). Proof. Clearly, ‖u‖_ε ≤ C for some C > 0 independent of L, ε. Hence, by (2.13), ‖f(u)u‖_L1_{(R}N_)+ ‖F (u)‖_L1_{(R}N_) ≤ C. Then, we have

Φ_ε(u) ≤ Γ_ε(u) − 1 2 ‖u‖^2_ε + ∫ R^N F (u) ≤ C(L), ε^{− 12} ∫ R^N χ_{ε,u}u^2 ≤ Φ_ε(u)^{12} + 1 ≤ C(L),

which completes the proof.

2.4 A prior decay estimate First we need the following lemma.

Lemma 2.9. Let θ > 1, b ≥ 0, R_1, R > 0 be such that R > R_1 + 1. Assume Q(r) is a nonincreasing function in [R_1, R] satisfying Q(r) ≤ θ^{−1}Q(r − 1) + b for r ∈ [R_1 + 1, R].

Then Q(R) ≤ θ^{R1+1}Q(R_1)e^{−R ln θ} + θb θ − 1 . Proof. By the assumptions, we can get the conclusion from (Q(R) − θb θ − 1 )^+ ≤ θ^{−1}(Q(R − 1) − θb θ − 1 )^+ ≤ θ^{−⌊R−R1⌋}(Q(R_1) − θb θ − 1 ). Proposition 2.10. There is ρ_0 ∈ (0, min{ρ_1, ρ_2}) such that the following statement hold. If u ∈ Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) satisfy ‖Γ^′_ε(u)‖_H−1_ε ≤ b_ε for some b_ε ≥ 0,

then there are positive constants C, c independent of ε, b_ε, u such that for each R ∈ (0, ε^{− 1}2 ), ∫ R^N \B(Υ(u),R) ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 ) ≤ C(b^2_ε + e^{−cR}). Proof. We only need to prove the result for large R. First note that, by Lemma 2.4 and the compactness of S_0, for each given ρ_0 ∈ (0, min{ρ_1, ρ_2}), there is R_1 > 4R_0 such that sup u∈Z_ε(ρ_0,3δ_0) ∫ R^N \B(Υ(u),R_1 ) ( |∇u|^2 + u^2 ) ≤ 2ρ^2_0. (2.15)

For R ∈ [R_1 + 1, ε^{− 1}2 ] and r ∈ [R_1 + 1, R], we take ψ_r ∈ C^1(R^N , [0, 1]) such that |∇ψ_r| ≤ 2 and ψ_r(x) = { 0 if x ∈ B(Υ(u), r − 1), 1 if x ∈ R^N \ B(Υ(u), r), By Lemma 2.7 and supp(ψ_ru) ⊂ R^N \ B(Υ(u), 4R_0), we have

Φ^′_ε(u)(ψ_r u) = 4Φ_ε(u)^{12} ε^{− 12} ∫ R^N χ_{ε,u}ψ_ru^2 ≥ 0. Then we have

Γ^′_ε(u)(ψ_ru) ≥ ∫ R^N ψ_r(|∇u|^2 + V_εu^2 − f(u)u) + ∫ R^N u∇ψ_r∇u ≥ ∫ R^N ψ_r(|∇u|^2 + V_εu^2 − f(u)u) − ∫ supp |∇ψ_r| (|∇u|^2 + u^2)

(2.16)

On the other hand, we have Γ^′_ε(u)(ψ_ru) ≤b_ε‖ψ_ru‖_ε ≤b^2_ε + 1 4 ∫ R^N (|∇(ψ_ru)|^2 + V_ε(ψ_ru)^2)

≤b^2_ε + 1 4 ∫ R^N ψ_r(|∇u|^2 + V_εu^2) + 2 ∫ supp |∇ψ_r| (|∇u|^2 + u^2).

(2.17)

By (2.13) and (F1), for p ∈ (2,^{2N}_{N−2} ) if N ≥ 3 and p = 3 if N = 2, there is C_p > 0 such that f(u)u ≤ 1 4 u^2 + C_p|u|^p. Then setting Q(r) = ∫ R^N \B(Υ(u),r) |∇u|^2 + u^2,

from (2.16), (2.17), and the Sobolev inequality, we conclude

b^2_ε ≥ 1 2 Q(r) − C_p ∫ R^N ψ_r|u|^p − 3(Q(r − 1) − Q(r)) ≥ 7 2 Q(r) − C_N C_p(Q(r − 1))^p − 3Q(r − 1), where C_N > 0 is a constant depending only on N. By (2.15), Q(r − 1) ≤ √ 2ρ_0. Taking ρ_0 > 0 small such that C_N C_p( √ 2ρ_0)^{p−1} < 1/2, we can complete the proof by Lemma 2.9.

Corollary 2.11. Under the assumptions of Proposition 2.10, if ε^{−1/4}b_ε → 0 as ε → 0, then Φ_ε(u) = 0 and Φ^′_ε(u) = 0 for each small ε.

3 Gradient estimates

The following ε-dependent concentration compactness result gives a uniform lower gradient estimate in Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) \ Z_ε(^1_3 ρ_0, 3δ_0).

Proposition 3.1. Suppose ε_n → 0, u_n ∈ Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) satisfying lim sup n→∞ Γ_{εn} (u_n) ≤ E_{V0} , lim_{n→∞} ‖Γ_{εn} (u_n)‖_H−1_ε = 0. (3.1)

Then there exist U ∈ S_0 and z_n ∈^1_{εn} Ω such that as n → ∞ (after extracting a subsequence if necessary) ‖u_n − (ϕ_{εn} U)(· − z_n)‖_{εn} → 0. The proof of Proposition 3.1 is standard, and will be given in the Appendix. For c ∈ R, we set Γ^c_ε := { u ∈ H_ε | Γ_ε(u) ≤ c } .

Let c_ε be a sequence to be determined such that c_ε → E_{V0} as ε → 0. By Proposition 3.1, we have

Corollary 3.2. There is ν_1, ε_1 > 0 such that for any ε ∈ (0, ε_1),

‖Γ^′_ε(u)‖_H−1_ε ≥ 2ν_1 provided that u ∈ ( Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) \ Z_ε( 1 3 ρ_0, 3δ_0) ) ∩ Γ^{cε}_ε . The main aim in this section is to give the following gradient estimate in Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) \ Z_ε(ρ_0, δ_0).

Proposition 3.3. There exist ν_2, ε_2 > 0 such that for ε ∈ (0, ε_2),

‖Γ^′_ε(u)‖_H−1_ε ≥ 2ν_2ε provided that u ∈ (Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) \ Z_ε(ρ_0, δ_0)) ∩ Γ^{cε}_ε . Proof. Assume by contradiction that there is a sequence u_ε ∈ (Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) \ Z_ε(ρ_0, δ_0)) ∩ Γ^{cε}_ε such that as ε → 0, ‖Γ^′_ε(u_ε)‖_H−1_ε = o_ε(ε). By Proposition 3.1, up to a subsequence, there exist U ∈ S_0 and z_ε ∈^1_ε Ω such that ‖u_ε − (ϕ_εU)(· − z_ε)‖_ε → 0. By Lemma 2.4 (i), |z_ε − Υ(u_ε)| ≤ 2R_0. Hence, εz_ε → z_0 ∈ O^{3δ0} \ O^{δ0} . By inf_O3δ_{0 \O}δ_0 |∇V | > 0, we assume without loss of generality that^{∂V}_{∂x1} (z_0) > 0 and^{∂V}_{∂x1} (εx) > 0 for x ∈ B(z_ε, 2ε^{−1/2}). By Corollary 2.11 and Proposition 2.10, we have Φ_ε(u_ε) = 0, Φ^′_ε(u_ε) = 0, and ∫ R^N \B(z_ε,2ε^{−1/2}) |∇u_ε|^2 + |u_ε|^2 = o_ε(ε). (3.2) By (F1) and (2.13), for some C > 0, |f(t)| ≤ Ct. Then ∫ R^N \B(z_ε ,2ε^{−1/2}) |f(u_ε)u_ε| + |F (u_ε)| = o_ε(ε). (3.3) We next consider w_ε ∈ H_ε defined by the unique solution to the following equation −Δw_ε + V_εw_ε = f(u_ε), w_ε ∈ H_ε. (3.4) We note that (3.4) is solvable by Riesz representation. Then ‖w_ε‖^2_ε ≤ ∫ R^N f(u_ε)w_ε ≤ C‖u_ε‖_ε‖w_ε‖_ε. Hence ‖w_ε‖_ε is bounded. Moreover, we have

o_ε(ε)‖u_ε − w_ε‖_ε ≥ Γ^′(u_ε)(u_ε − w_ε) = (u_ε, u_ε − w_ε) − ∫ R^N f(u_ε)(u_ε − w_ε) = ‖u_ε − w_ε‖^2_ε.

Therefore, ‖u_ε − w_ε‖_ε = o_ε(ε). (3.5) Hence, ∫ R^N \B(z_ε ,ε^{−1/2}) |∇w_ε|^2 + |w_ε|^2 = o_ε(ε). (3.6) By (2.13) and the elliptic estimates, we know that w_ε ∈ H^2_{loc}(R^N ) and there is a constant C > 0 such that ‖Δw_ε‖_{L2(zε,3ε−} 1_{2 )} ≤ ‖V_εw_ε‖_{L2(zε,3ε−} 1_{2 )} + ‖f(u_ε)‖_{L2(zε,3ε−} 1_{2 )} ≤ C. (3.7)

Taking ψ_ε ∈ C^∞_0 (R^N ) such that 0 ≤ ψ_ε ≤ 1, |∇ψ_ε| ≤ 2ε^12 in R^N , and ψ_ε = 1 in B(y_ε, 2ε^{−1/2}), ψ_ε = 0 in R^N \ B(y_ε, 3ε^{−1/2}). Multiplying (3.4) by^{∂(ψεuε)}_{∂x1} and integrating, we obtain ∫ R^N (−Δw_ε) ∂(ψ_εu_ε) ∂x_1 + ∫ R^N V_εw_ε ∂(ψ_εu_ε) ∂x_1 = ∫ R^N f(u_ε) ∂(ψ_εu_ε) ∂x_1 . By (3.2), (3.3), (3.5), (3.6), and (3.7), we have ∫ R^N (−Δw_ε) ∂(ψ_εu_ε) ∂x_1 = ∫ R^N (−Δw_ε) ∂(ψ_εw_ε) ∂x_1 + o_ε(ε) = ∫ R^N { 1 2 ∂(ψ_ε|∇w_ε|^2) ∂x_1 + 1 2 |∇w_ε|^2 ∂ψ_ε ∂x_1 + w_ε∇w_ε∇ ∂ψ_ε ∂x_1 + ∇w_ε∇ψ_ε ∂w_ε ∂x_1 } + o_ε(ε) = ∫ R^N \B(y_ε,2ε^{−1/2}) { 1 2 |∇w_ε|^2 ∂ψ_ε ∂x_1 + w_ε∇w_ε∇ ∂ψ_ε ∂x_1 + ∇w_ε∇ψ_ε ∂w_ε ∂x_1 } + o_ε(ε) = o_ε(ε),

∫ R^N f(u_ε) ∂(ψ_εu_ε) ∂x_1 = ∫ R^N { ∂(ψ_εF (u_ε)) ∂x_1 + ∂ψ_ε ∂x_1 [f(u_ε)u_ε − F (u_ε)] } = o_ε(ε), and ∫ R^N V_εw_ε ∂(ψ_εu_ε) ∂x_1 = ∫ R^N V_εw_ε ∂(ψ_εw_ε) ∂x_1 + o_ε(ε) = 1 2 ∫ R^N { ∂(V_εψ_εw^2_ε ) ∂x_1 + V_ε ∂ψ_ε ∂x_1 w^2_ε − ∂V_ε ∂x_1 ψ_εw^2_ε } + o_ε(ε) = − 1 2 ∫ R^N ∂V_ε ∂x_1 ψ_εw^2_ε + o_ε(ε).

Then we obtain − 1 2 ∫ R^N ∂V (εx) ∂x_1 ψ_εw^2_ε = o_ε(1).

Taking limits as ε → 0, we have

∂V (z_0) ∂x_1 |U|^2 = lim_{ε→0} ∫ B(z_ε,2ε^{−1/2}) ∂V (εx) ∂x_1 u^2_ε

= lim_{ε→0} ∫ B(z_ε,2ε^{−1/2}) ∂V (εx) ∂x_1 w^2_ε ≤ lim_{ε→0} ∫ R^N ∂V (εx) ∂x_1 ψ_εw^2_ε = 0.

This is a contradiction.

Remark 3.4. Since

Z_ε( 2 3 ρ_0, 2δ_0) \ Z_ε( 1 3 ρ_0, δ_0) ⊂ (Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) \ Z_ε(ρ_0, δ_0)) ∪ (Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) \ Z_ε( 1 3 ρ_0, 3δ_0)),

we have

‖Γ^′_ε(u)‖_H−1_ε ≥ 2 min { ν_1, ν_2ε } provided that u ∈ ( Z_ε( 2 3 ρ_0, 2δ_0) \ Z_ε( 1 3 ρ_0, δ_0) ) ∩ Γ^{cε}_ε .

4 Proof of the main theorem

In this section we show the main theorem. First we determine the sequence c_ε → E_{V0} . Let U_0 ∈ K_{V0} be as in Lemma 2.3. Let (p, s) ∈ O^{δ0} × [−1, 1]. For θ_1 ∈ (0, 1/2), set

θ(s) :=

2(1 − θ_1)s + 2 − θ_1 s ∈ [−1, −1/2], 1, s ∈ [−1/2, 1/2], 2θ_1s + 1 − θ_1, s ∈ [1/2, 1].

Define γ_{0ε}(p, s)(x) :=

(ϕ_εU_0)(e^{−θ1 s}(x − p ε )), N ≥ 3, θ(s)(ϕ_εU_0)(e^{−2θ1 s}(x − p ε )), N = 2, and c_ε := max (p,s)∈O^δ0 ×[−1,1] Γ_ε(γ_{0ε}(p, s)).

We have Lemma 4.1. There are θ_1, ν_3, ε_3 > 0 such that the following statements hold for ε ∈ (0, ε_3). (i) γ_{0ε}(p, s) ∈ Z_ε(^1_3 ρ_0, δ_0) for each (p, s) ∈ O^{δ0} × [−1, 1].

(ii) There is R_1 > 4R_0 such that |p − εΥ(γ_{0ε}(p, s))| ≤ R_1ε for each (p, s) ∈ O^{δ0} × [−1, 1]. (iii) P_{V0} (γ_{0ε}(0, s)) = P_{V0} (γ_{0ε}(p, s)), P_{V0} (γ_{0ε}(p, −1)) > 0, P_{V0} (γ_{0ε}(p, 1)) < 0 for each p ∈ O^{δ0} , s ∈ [−1, 1].

(iv) max (p,s)∈∂(O^δ0 ×[−1,1]) Γ_ε(γ_{0ε}(p, s)) < E_{V0} − 2ν_3.

(v) c_ε → E_{V0} as ε → 0.

Proof. By Lemma 2.3, it suffices to fix θ_1, ν_3, ε_3 > 0 sufficiently small to get the conclusion. Proposition 4.2. There is ε_4 ∈ (0, min { ε_1, ε_2, ε_3 }) such that for ε ∈ (0, ε_4), there is a sequence {u_n} ⊂ Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) ∩ Γ^{cε}_ε such that ‖Γ^′_ε(u_n)‖_H−1_ε → 0, as n → +∞.

Proof. Assume by contradiction, for a sequence of ε → 0, there is ν_ε > 0, such that ‖Γ^′_ε(u)‖_H−1_ε ≥ 2ν_ε provided that u ∈ Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) ∩ Γ^{cε}_ε .

Together with Corollary 3.2 and Proposition 3.3, we can find a locally lipschitzian pseudo gradient vector field W_ε : H_ε → H_ε such that (i) ‖W_ε(u)‖_ε ≤ 1 and Γ^′_ε(u)W_ε(u) ≤ 0 for u ∈ Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0); (ii) W_ε(u) = 0 if u ∈ H_ε \ Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) or u ∈ Γ^{EV0 −2ν3}_ε .

(ii) Γ^′_ε(u)W_ε(u) ≤ −ν_ε for u ∈ Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_0) ∩ Γ^{cε}_{ε,EV0 −ν0} , where ν_0 = min { ν_1, ν_2, ν_3 } and Γ^{cε}_{ε,EV0 −ν0} := { u ∈ Γ^{cε}_ε | Γ_ε(u) ≥ E_{V0} − ν_0 } .

(iii) Γ^′_ε(u)W_ε(u) ≤ −ν_0 if u ∈ (Z_ε(^2_3 ρ_0, 2δ_0) \ Z_ε(^1_3 ρ_0, 2δ_0)) ∩ Γ^{cε}_{ε,EV0 −ν0} .

(iv) Γ^′_ε(u)W_ε(u) ≤ −ν_0ε if u ∈ (Z_ε(^2_3 ρ_0, 2δ_0) \ Z_ε(^1_3 ρ_0, δ_0)) ∩ Γ^{cε}_{ε,EV0 −ν0} .

We define dη(t, u) dt = V_ε(η(t, u)) η(0, u) = u. For t_∗ =^{ν0}_{νε} , we consider γ_ε(p, s) = η(t_∗, γ_{0ε}(p, s)), (p, s) ∈ O^{δ0} × [−1, 1]. By Lemma 4.1 (iv) and property (ii) of W_ε, γ_ε(p, s) = γ_{0ε}(p, s) for (p, s) ∈ ∂(O^{δ0} × [−1, 1]) if ε ∈ (0, ε_3). Consider the map F_ε : O^{δ0} × [−1, 1] → R^N × R defined by F_ε(p, s) = (εΥ(γ_ε(p, s)), P_{V0} (γ_ε(p, s))). By Lemma 4.1 (ii), we have εΥ(γ_{0ε}(p, s)) → p, uniformly for (p, s) ∈ O^{δ0} × [−1, 1] as ε → 0. Then

deg(F_ε(p, s), O^{δ0} × [−1, 1], (0, 0)) = deg((εΥ(γ_{0ε}(p, s)), P_{V0} (γ_{0ε}(p, s))), O^{δ0} × [−1, 1], (0, 0)) = deg((id, P_{V0} (γ_{0ε}(0, s))), O^{δ0} × [−1, 1], (0, 0)) = deg((P_{V0} (γ_{0ε}(0, s)), [−1, 1], 0) = −1.

Then we conclude that there is u_ε ∈ γ_ε(O^{δ0} ×[−1, 1]) such that εΥ(u_ε) = 0 ∈ V and P_{V0} (u_ε) = 0. Let v_ε ∈ γ_{0ε}(O^{δ0} × [−1, 1]) ⊂ Z_ε(^1_3 ρ_0, δ_0) ∩ Γ^{cε}_ε be such that u_ε = η(t_∗, v_ε). By property (i) of W_ε, Γ_ε(η(t, v_ε)) is decreasing in t. Hence, Γ_ε(u_ε) ≤ Γ_ε(v_ε) ≤ c_ε. By Lemma 2.8, we have ∫ R^N \B(0,2ε^{− 1}2 )

u^2_ε ≤ ∫ R^N χ_{ε,uε} u^2_ε ≤ Cε^{12} . Then Γ_ε(u_ε) ≥ 1 2 ∫ R^N |∇u_ε|^2 + V_εu^2_ε − ∫ R^N F (u_ε) − 1 N P_{V0} (u_ε) = 1 N ∫ R^N |∇u_ε|^2 + 1 2 ∫ R^N (V_ε − V_0)u^2_ε ≥ 1 N ∫ R^N |∇u_ε|^2 − 1 2 ∫ R^N \B(0,2ε^{− 1}2 )

V_0u^2_ε + o_ε(1)

= L_{V0} (u_ε) − 1 N P_{V0} (u_ε) + o_ε(1) ≥ E_{V0} + o_ε(1).

(4.1)

Hence for ε small, η([0, t_∗], v_ε) ⊂ Γ^{cε}_{ε,EV0 −ν0} . We will get contradictions in the following cases. Case 1. η([0, t_∗], v_ε) ⊂ Z_ε(^2_3 ρ_0, 2δ_0). In this case, we use property (ii) of W_ε to get

Γ_ε(u_ε) =Γ_ε(v_ε) + ∫_{t∗} 0 d dt Γ_ε(η(t, v_ε))dt ≤c_ε + ∫_{t∗} 0 Γ^′_ε(η(t, v_ε))W_ε(η(t, v_ε))dt ≤c_ε − t_∗ν_ε ≤ c_ε − ν_0.

Case 2. η(t, v_ε) /∈ Z_ε(^2_3 ρ_0, 2δ_0) for some t ∈ [0, t_∗]. There are two subcases. Subcase 2.1. There are t_1, t_2 ∈ [0, t_∗] with t_1 < t_2 such that η([t_1, t_2], v_ε) ⊂ Z_ε(^2_3 ρ_0, 2δ_0) \ Z_ε(^1_3 ρ_0, 2δ_0) and ‖η(t_1, v_ε) − η(t_2, v_ε)‖ ≥^1_3 ρ_0. By property (i) of W_ε, we have t_2 − t_1 ≥^1_3 ρ_0. By property (iii) of W_ε, we have

Γ_ε(u_ε) ≤Γ_ε(v_ε) + ∫_{t2} t_1 d dt Γ_ε(η(t, v_ε))dt ≤c_ε + ∫_{t2} t_1 Γ^′_ε(η(t, v_ε))W_ε(η(t, v_ε))dt ≤c_ε − (t_2 − t_1)ν_0 ≤ c_ε − 1 3 ρ_0ν_0.

Subcase 2.2. There are t_1, t_2 ∈ [0, t_∗] with t_1 < t_2 such that η([t_1, t_2], v_ε) ⊂ Z_ε(^2_3 ρ_0, 2δ_0) \ Z_ε(^1_3 ρ_0, δ_0) and |Υ(η(t_1, v_ε)) − Υ(η(t_2, v_ε))| ≥^1_3 ρ_0ε^{−1}. Then by Lemma 2.4 (ii) and property (i) of W_ε, |t_1 − t_2| ≥ 1 3 ρ_0ε^{−1}D^{−1}_1 .

By property (iv) of W_ε, we have

Γ_ε(u_ε) ≤Γ_ε(v_ε) + ∫_{t2} t_1 d dt Γ_ε(η(t, v_ε))dt ≤c_ε + ∫_{t2} t_1 Γ^′_ε(η(t, v_ε))W_ε(η(t, v_ε))dt ≤c_ε − (t_2 − t_1)ν_0ε ≤ c_ε − 1 3 ρ_0ν_0D^{−1}_1 .

In either case, taking limits as ε → 0, we get a contradiction to (4.1).

The existence of a critical point follows from the following compactness result.

Proposition 4.3. There is ε_5 ∈ (0, ε_3) such that for each ε ∈ (0, ε_5), the (PS) sequence {u_n} given in Proposition 4.2 has a strong convergent subsequence.

The proof of Proposition 4.3 is standard and will be given in Appendix. Now we complete the proof of Theorem 1.

Completion of proof of Theorem 1. By (V2) and (V3), we choose a sequence of open sets { O_k }^∞_{k=0} with O_{k+1} ⊂ O_k ⊂ O, ∩^∞_{k=0}O_k = V, and each O_k satisfying (2.2) and (2.3). By Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 4.3, there are decreasing ε_k → 0, δ_k → 0 such that Γ_ε has a critical point u_{k,ε} in Z_ε(ρ_0, 3δ_j ) ∩ Γ^{EV0 +ck,ε}_ε for ε ∈ (0, ε_j ), where c_{k,ε} is decreasing with respect to k and c_{k,ε} → E_{V0} as ε → 0. Define

u_ε = u_{k,ε} for ε ∈ [ε_{k+1}, ε_k).

Then for ε ∈ (0, ε_0) we have found a critical point u_ε of Γ_ε. By Proposition 2.10, we know that u_ε is in fact a solution of the original problem (1.2). Since for any sequence ε → 0, u_ε satisfies the assumptions of Proposition 3.1, we know that, up to a subsequence, there exist U ∈ S_0 and z_ε ∈^1_ε Ω such that as ε → 0 ‖u_ε − (ϕ_εU)(· − z_ε)‖_ε → 0. Since dist(εΥ(u_ε), V) → 0 and |Υ(u_ε) − z_ε| ≤ 2R_0, we have dist(εz_ε, V) → 0.

5 Appendix

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Let ε_n, u_n satisfy (3.1). By the compactness of S_0, we can write

u_n(x) = (ϕ_{εn}Ũ)(x − y_n) + w_n(x), ‖w_n‖_{εn} ≤ ρ_0, ε_nΥ(u_n) ∈ O^{3δ0} , (5.1)

where y_n ∈^1_{εn} Ω, Ũ ∈ S_0. By Lemma 2.4 (i), |y_n − Υ(u_n)| ≤ 2R_0 and dist(ε_ny_n, O^{3δ0} ) ≤ 2R_0ε_n → 0. Hence, by Lemma 2.8 and Proposition 2.10, for some C, c > 0 independent of n and any R > 0, there hold ‖u_n‖_{εn} , ∫ R^N f(u_n)u_n, ∫ R^N F (u_n), Φ_{εn} (u_n) ≤ C ∫ R^N \B(y_n ,R) ( |∇u_n|^2 + u^2_n ) dx ≤ Ce^{−cR} + o_n(1). (5.2)

Up to a subsequence, we assume ε_ny_n → y_0 ∈ O^{3δ0} and u_n(· + y_n) ⇀ W ≠ 0 in H^1(R^N ). By Lemma 2.7, (5.2), there holds

Φ^′_{εn} (u_n)v − 4Φ_{εn} (u_n)^{12} ε^{− 12} ∫ R^N χ_{εn,un} u_nv = o_n(1)‖v‖_{εn} , v ∈ H_{εn} . (5.3) For any φ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^N ), setting v = φ(· − y_n), we can verify that W satisfies

−ΔW + V (y_0)W = f(W ) in R^N .

Step 1. Setting v_n := u_n − (ϕ_{εn} W )(· − y_n), we show |v_n|_p → 0 for p ∈ (2, 2^∗).

Otherwise, by Lions’ Lemma, there is y^′_n such that |y^′_n − y_n| → ∞ and lim sup_{n→∞} ‖u_n(· + y^′_n)‖_L2_{(B(0,1))} > 0. Assume u_n(· + y^′_n) ⇀ u_1 in H^1(R^N ) for u_1 ≠ 0. For each R > 0, let η_R ∈ C^∞_0 (R^N , [0, 1]) be such that η_R = 1 in B(y^′_n, R), η_R = 0 in R^N \ B(y^′_n, 2R) and |∇η_R| ≤ 2/R. We have supp(η_Ru_n) ⊂ R^N \ B(Υ(u_n), 4R_0) for large n. Then by Lemma 2.7,

Φ^′_{εn} (u_n)(η_Ru_n) = 4Φ_{εn} (u_n)^{12} ε^{− 12}_n ∫ R^N χ_{εn,un} η_Ru^2_ndx ≥ 0. Therefore,

o_n(1) =Γ^′_{εn} (u_n)(η_Ru_n) ≥ ∫ R^N ( ∇u_n∇(η_Ru_n) + V_εη_Ru^2_n − η_Rf(u_n)u_n ) dx ≥ ∫ R^N η_R ( |∇u_n|^2 + u^2_n − f(u_n)u_n ) dx − 2 R ∫ R^N |u_n∇u_n|dx. Since u_n(· + y^′_n) ⇀ u_1, by compact embedding we have ∫ R^N η_Rf(u_n)u_n → ∫ R^N η_Rf(u_1)u_1.

By Fatou’s Lemma, we have

lim inf n→+∞ ∫ R^N η_R ( |∇u_n|^2 + u^2_n ) ≥ ∫ R^N η_R ( |∇u_1|^2 + u^2_1 )

Therefore, taking limits as n → +∞ and by the arbitrary choice of R, we obtain ‖u_1‖^2 ≤ ∫ R^N f(u_1)u_1.

By Lemma 2.6, |u_1|_2 ≥ ρ_2 > ρ_0 which contradicts with |u_1|_2 = lim_{R→+∞} lim_{n→+∞} ‖u_n‖_L2_{(B(y}′_{n ,R))} = lim_{R→+∞} lim_{n→+∞} ‖w_n‖_L2_{(B(y}′_{n ,R))} ≤ ρ_0.

Step 2. ‖v_n‖_{εn} → 0.

We test (3.1) by v_n and use (5.3) to get (u_n, v_n)_{εn} − ∫ R^N f(u_n)v_n + 4Φ_{εn} (u_n)^{12} ε^{− 12}_n ∫ R^N χ_{εn,un} u_nv_ndx = o_n(1). (5.4) By (5.2), 4Φ_{εn} (u_n)^{12} ε^{− 12}_n ∫ R^N χ_{εn,un} u_nv_ndx ≥ − 4Φ_{εn} (u_n)^{12} ε^{− 12}_n ∫ R^N \B(y_n,(2ε_n)^{−1/2}) u_nW (· − y_n)dx ≥ − Cε^{− 12}_n e^{− C√ε}n = o_n(1). Hence, (u_n, v_n)_{εn} ≤ ∫ R^N f(un)vn + on(1). Then we have

‖v_n‖^2_{εn} = ∫ R^N (∇(ϕ_{εn} W )(· − y_n)∇v_n + V_εϕ_{εn} W (· − y_n)v_n) + ∫ R^N f(u_n)v_n + o_n(1).

We have, by u_n(· + y_n) − W ⇀ 0 in H^1(R^N ) and the decay property of W , ∫ R^N ∇(ϕ_{εn} W )(· − y_n)∇v_n = ∫ R^N ∇W ∇(u_n(· + y_n) − W ) + o_n(1) = o_n(1), ∫ R^N |V_ε(ϕ_{εn} W )(· − y_n)v_n| ≤ ∫ R^N V_0|W (u_n(· + y_n) − W )| = o_n(1).

By (F1) and (2.13), for each τ > 0, there is C_τ > 0 such that f(t) ≤ τt + Ct^p, for p ∈ (2, 2^∗). Hence, by Step 1, lim sup_{n→+∞} ∫ R^N f(un)vn ≤ Cτ , and by the arbitrary choice of τ, there

holds lim_{n→∞} ‖v_n‖^2_{εn} = 0.

Step 3. Completion of the proof. Let z be the unique maximum point of W , since ∫ R^N \B(0,2R_0 )

W^2 = lim_{n→∞} ∫ R^N \B(y_n ,2R_0)

u^2_n ≤ ρ^2_1 16 , we have |z| ≤ 2R_0. We set U = W (· + z) ∈ H^1(R^N ). By Step 2, we have lim n→+∞ ∫ R^N F (u_n) = ∫ R^N F (W ) = ∫ R^N F (U). Therefore, L_{V (y0)}(U) ≤ lim_{n→∞} Γ_{εn} (u_n) ≤ ℓE_{V0} .

Then U ∈ S_0. Setting z_n = y_n + z, we have completed the proof.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. Let {u_n} be the (PS) sequence of Γ_ε obtained in Proposition 4.2 for given small ε > 0. Clearly, ‖u_n‖_ε and Φ_ε(u_n) are bounded by a constant independent of ε. We have ∫

R^N \B(Υ(u_n ),2ε^{− 1}2 )

u^2_n ≤ Cε^{12} . (5.5)

Moreover, Υ(u_n) ∈^1_ε O^{3δ0} is bounded for fixed ε. Passing to a subsequence if possible, we may assume that there exists u_ε ∈ H_ε such that u_n ⇀ u_ε in H_ε, u_n → u_ε in L^p_{loc}(R^N ), ∀p ∈ [1, 2^∗), u_n(x) → u_ε(x) for a.e. x ∈ R^N . We next claim that u_n → u_ε in L^p(R^N ) for any p ∈ (2, 2^∗). In fact, if not, by Lions’ Lemma [16], we may assume that lim_{n→+∞} sup_{x∈RN} ∫ B(x,1) |un − u_ε|^2 > 0. Then there exists {y_n} ⊂ R^N such that lim inf_{n→+∞} ∫ B(y_n,1) |un − uε| 2 > 0. Clearly, |y_n| → +∞. Hence we have lim inf n→+∞ ∫ B(y_n,1) u^2_n > 0.

Since u_n(· + y_n) is bounded in H^1(R^N ), we assume up to a subsequence that u_n(· + y_n) ⇀ v in H^1(R^N ) for some v ∈ H^1(R^N ) \ {0}. By (5.5), |v|^2 ≤ Cε^{12} . (5.6) For any R > 1, take ξ_{n,R} ∈ C^∞(R^N ; [0, 1]) such that ξ_{n,R} = 1 in B(y_n, R), ξ_{n,R} = 0 in B(y_n, 2R), and |∇ξ_{n,R}| ≤ 2/R. Then {ξ_{n,R}u_n} is bounded in H_ε by a constant independent of n, R. Moreover, for large n, supp(ξ_nu_n) ⊂ R^N \ B(Υ(u_n), 2R_0). We have

Φ^′_ε(u_n)(ξ_{n,R}u_n) = 4Φ_ε(u_n)^{12} ε^{− 12} ∫ R^N χ_{ε,un} ξ_{n,R}u^2_n ≥ 0. Hence,

o_n(1) = Γ^′_ε(u_n)(ξ_{n,R}u_n) ≥ ∫ R^N ∇u_n∇(ξ_{n,R}u_n) + V_εξ_{n,R}u^2_n − ∫ R^N f(u_n)ξ_{n,R}u_n. We have

lim inf n→+∞ ∫ R^N ∇u_n∇(ξ_{n,R}u_n) + V_εξ_{n,R}u^2_n ≥ ∫ B(0,R) |∇v|^2 + v^2 − C R ,

lim sup n→+∞ ∫ R^N f(u_n)ξ_{n,R}u_n ≤ lim sup_{n→+∞} ∫ B(y_n,2R) |f(u_n)u_n| = ∫ B(0,2R) |f(v)v|. By the arbitrary choice of R, we obtain ‖v‖^2 ≤ ∫ R^N |f(v)v|. Hence, by Lemma 2.6, we have |v|_2 ≥ ρ_2. Then we can get a contradiction to (5.6) for each ε ∈ (0, ε_5) provided that ε_5 is fixed sufficiently small.

Acknowledgements

The author expresses sincere gratitude to Prof. Kazunaga Tanaka, Prof. Xu Zhang, and Dr. Haoyu Li for their invaluable suggestions and comments.

References

[1] A. Ambrosetti, M. Badiale, S. Cingolani, Semiclassical states of nonlinear Schrödinger equations. Arch.

Rational Mech. Anal. 140 (1997), no. 3, 285–300.

[2] H. Berestycki, P.-L. Lions, Nonlinear scalar field equations. I. Existence of a ground state. Arch. Rational Mech. Anal.82 (1983), no.4, 313–345.

[3] J. Byeon, L. Jeanjean, Standing Waves for Nonlinear Schrödinger Equations with a General Nonlinearity. Arch Rational Mech Anal. 185, 185–200 (2007).

[4] J. Byeon, L. Jeanjean, K. Tanaka, Standing Waves for Nonlinear Schrödinger Equations with a General Nonlinearity: One and Two Dimensional Cases. Comm. in Partial Differential Equations. 33, 1113–1136 (2008).

[5] J. Byeon, K. Tanaka, Semi-classical standing waves for nonlinear Schrödinger equations at structurally stable critical points of the potential, J. Eur. Math. Soc. 15 229(5) (2013), 1859–1899.

[6] J. Byeon, K. Tanaka, Semiclassical standing waves with clustering peaks for nonlinear Schrödinger equations.

Mem. Amer. Math. Soc. 229, viii+89 (2014).

[7] J. Byeon, Z.-Q. Wang, Standing waves with a critical frequency for nonlinear Schrödinger equations, Arch.

Ration. Mech. Anal., 165(4) (2002), 295–316.

[8] S. Cingolani, K. Tanaka, A Deformation Theory in Augmented Spaces and Concentration Results for NLS Equations Around Local Maxima. Recent Advances in Mathematical Analysis. Trends in Mathematics. Birkhäuser, Cham. (2023).

[9] M. del Pino, P. Felmer, Local mountain passes for semilinear elliptic problems in unbounded domains, Calc.

Var. Partial Differential Equations, 4(2) (1996), 121–137.

[10] M. del Pino, P. Felmer, Semi-classical states for nonlinear Schrödinger equations, J. Funct. Anal., 149(1) (1997), 245–265.

[11] M. del Pino, P. Felmer, Semi-classical states of nonlinear Schrödinger equations: a variational reduction method, Math. Ann., 324(1) (2002), 1–32.

[12] A. Floer, A. Weinstein, Nonspreading wave packets for the cubic Schrödinger equation with a bounded potential, J. Funct. Anal., 69(3), (1986), 397–408.

[13] D. Gilbarg, N. Trudinger, Elliptic Partial Differential Equations of Second Order, Springer-Verlag, Berlin Heidelberg New York, 1997.

[14] L. Jeanjean, K. Tanaka, A remark on least energy solutions in R^N . Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 131, (2002) 2399–2408 .

[15] Y. Y. Li,On a singularly perturbed elliptic equation. Adv. Differential Equations 2 (1997),955–980.

[16] P. L. Lions, The concentration-compactness principle in the calculus of variations. The locally compact case.

II.. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 1(4) (1984), 223–283.

[17] B. Gidas, W. M. Ni, L. Nirenberg, Symmetry and related properties via the maximum principle. Comm. Math.

Phys. 68 (1979), no. 3, 209–243.

[18] X. Kang, J. Wei, On interacting bumps of semi-classical states of nonlinear Schrödinger equations. Adv.

Differential Equations 5 (2000), no. 7-9, 899–928.

[19] P.H. Rabinowitz, On a class of nonlinear Schrödinger equations, Z. Angew. Math. Phys., 43(2) (1992), 270- 292.

[20] X. Wang, On concentration of positive bound states of nonlinear Schrödinger equations, Comm. Math. Phys.

153(2) (1993), 229–244.

[21] C. Zhang, X. Zhang, Semi-classical states for elliptic system near saddle points of potentials. Nonlinearity 36(6) (2023), 3125–3157.

[22] C. Zhang, X. Zhang, Normalized clustering peak solutions for Schrödinger equations with general nonlinearities. arXiv:2307.00723