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ORBITAL STABILITY FOR THE MASS-CRITICAL AND
SUPERCRITICAL PSEUDO-RELATIVISTIC NONLINEAR
SCHRODINGER EQUATION

YOUNGHUN HONG AND SANGDON JIN

ABSTRACT. For the one-dimensional mass-critical/supercritical pseudo-relativistic nonlin-
ear Schrodinger equation, a stationary solution can be constructed as an energy minimizer
under an additional kinetic energy constraint and the set of energy minimizers is orbitally
stable [I]. In this study, we proved the local uniqueness and established the orbital stability
of the solitary wave by improving that of the energy minimizer set. A key aspect thereof
is the reformulation of the variational problem in the non-relativistic regime, which we
consider to be more natural because the proof extensively relies on the subcritical nature
of the limiting model. Thus, the role of the additional constraint is clarified, a more suit-
able Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality is introduced, and the non-relativistic limit is proved.

Subsequently, this limit is employed to derive the local uniqueness and orbital stability.

1. INTRODUCTION

We consider the pseudo-relativistic nonlinear Schrodinger equation (NLS)

10w = (x/mzc4 — 20?2 — ch) u — |uP~ u, (1.1)

where u = u(t,x) : I(C R) x R — C. The operator \/m2ct — c292 — mc? is defined as
a Fourier multiplier. The constant ¢ represents the speed of light, and m is the particle
mass. This operator is called pseudo-relativistic or semi-relativistic because it describes the
intermediate dynamics between the non-relativistic regime ¢ > 1 and the ultra-relativistic
regime 0 < ¢ < 1. When the power-type nonlinearity is replaced by Hartree nonlinearity,
the equation is referred to as the boson star equation [9,12].

We suppose that 1 < p < 5. Then, the Cauchy problem for (L.IJ) is locally well-posed in
HY?(R) (see [BI,IEILIELIEI])H, and the solutions preserve the mass

M(u) = /R lu(z) 2da

and the energy

Eme(u) = %/R <\/m - ch) u(z)u(z)de — b /]R Ju(x) [P da.

p+1

Date: January 13, 2022.

IThe higher-dimensional cases are considered in [I], but the radially symmetric assumption is imposed.
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When the nonlinearity is mass-subcritical, that is, 1 < p < 3, the equation (I.T]) is globally
well-posed in H 3 (R), and the corresponding energy minimization problem

J(M) := inf {5m,c(u) cu € H3(R) and M(u) = M} (1.2)

yields an orbitally stable ground state (see [1,I6]). In contrast, in the mass-critical or
supercritical case p € [3,5), a blow-up is expected to occur (see [4,[14]), and the variational
problem (L.2)) is not appropriately formulated because J (M) = —o0.

The meaning of the mass-critical nonlinearity is however ambiguous because of its semi-
relativistic nature. In the non-relativistic regime ¢ > 1, equation (1) is formally approxi-
mated by the mass-subcritical non-relativistic NLS

iOu = —5=02u — |ulP .

Based thereupon, in the non-relativistic regime, an orbitally stable state can be constructed
from a modified energy minimization problem, which is one of the main observations by
Bellazzini, Georgiev, and Visciglia [I] (see also [2] for orbitally stable ground states to NLS
with a partial confinement). Precisely, the energy minimization problem with an additional

constraint

mf{gm() lull 3y < & and M) = M}. (1.3)

Furthermore, the existence of an energy minimizer is established, provided that the mass
M is sufficiently small. Then, using the standard argument [6,16], the orbital stability of
the set of local energy minimizers follows.

In this study, we revisit the variational problem (L3]), but we rescale it to clarify the
connection to the non-relativistic problem, as in the work by Lenzmann [I3]. Hereafter, we
take m = % for numerical simplicity and denote

+1
1 Z—H\/ cllfamy = — 7 lull g

2

4 2

He:=1/—c202+ 5 -5 and E(u):=

,_.

Then, instead of fixing ¢ = 1, we choose M > 0 (where M is not necessarily small) and
consider the energy minimization problem

(M) = inf {€.(u) : |[V/Heu| () < 0 and M(u) = M}, (1.4)

which is equivalent to (L3]) by scaling (see Section [2]). Using the formal series expansion
\/—c202 + % - % = —92—%5(02)*+- - -, via the non-relativistic limit ¢ — oo, the variational

problem (I.4)) is closely related to the mass-subcritical non-relativistic energy minimization

problem
oo (M) := int {Soo(u) cu € HY(R) and M(u) = M}, (1.5)
where
o) 1= G100l = — el (16)

Although this connection was previously employed in [ ], it is rather implicit.
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Motivated by the formal convergence, we state the existence of a minimizer for the
variational problem (I4]) as follows.

Theorem 1.1 (Minimizer for J.(M) ). Let p € [3,5), and suppose that
c> max{(aM)gfp, (aﬁ]\@gfp}7

where « is given by (2.2). Then, the minimization problem J.(M) possesses a minimizer,
which must be of the following form:

ei‘ch(' —xo) with g € R, 6 € R,

where Q. is non-negative symmetric, and it solves the elliptic equation

HCQC - Qlc) = _NCQC' (17)
—1 4 —1 —1
Moreover, if 3 <p <5 and c > max{(aM)gTP, (amM)ng, (pj‘_/lg)gfp}, then Q. is a ground
state on N in the sense that under the mass constraint M(v) = M, it occupies the least
energy among solutions to the nonlinear elliptic equation Ho.u —uP = —Au for some A > 0

Remark 1.2. (1) Theorem [I.1] was essentially proved in [I]. The difference is that the
assumption of a small mass M < 1 [I] is transferred to the non-relativistic regime
assumption ¢ > 1. Indeed, it could be regarded as simply being a matter of scaling,
but it is helpful to clarify the setup of the problem and to improve our intuition. This
leads us to modify the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, which is a more appropriate
fit for the pseudo-relativistic operator (Proposition 21I), but the constraint in the
minimization problem is also refined (Lemma [B.2]). Consequently, we can obtain
several useful properties of the minimizer, which can be employed to prove our
main result.

(2) A similar existence theorem was established for the mass-critical /supercritical pseudo-
relativistic Hartree-type equation [17].

Our main result provides the uniqueness and the orbital stability of the ground state.

Theorem 1.3. Letp € [3,5). For any sufficiently large ¢ > 1, let Q. be an energy minimizer
for J.(M) constructed in Theorem [Tl

(i) Q. is unique up to translation and phase shift.
(ii) For € > 0, there exists § > 0 such that if

inf [[v/1+ He(e®uo(z — 20) — Qe())| 2y < 6,

z0,00€ER

then the global solution u(t) to
i0pu = (\/ % — 20?2 — %) u — |uP~ (1.8)

ZPrecisely, £.(Q.) = inf {Ec(u) : Eclir(u) = 0}, where N = {v € H%(]R) : M(v) = M}.
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with the initial data ug satisfies

inf i |vV1+ He(e u(t,x — 1) — QC(:E))HLQ(R) <e forallteR.

x1,01€

Remark 1.4. Theorem [I.3] (i) can be extended to the multidimensional case d > 2 with
power-type nonlinearity —|u[P~ u with 1 4 % <p<l1l+ %. However, because the well-
posedness of the time-dependent problem (I1IJ) is known under the radial assumption, only
the orbital stability against symmetric perturbations can be obtained (see [I]).

Remark 1.5. By using scaling in Section 2.1}, for small M > 0, one can find a minimizer
ups for (L3)). Then, our main result can be reformulated as follows: for € > 0, there exists
0 > 0 such that if

inf ||ei —x0) — <6
mo}(gloeRlle vo (T — T0) UM(x)”H%(R)_,

then the global solution v(t) to

10w = /1 — 920 — [v|P~ 1o
with the initial data vy satisfies

: 291 _ _ <
ml}(l}llfeRHe v(t,x — x1) uM(x)HH%(R) <e forallteR.

Note that, compared with the previous result [I], the possibility of transforming into a
different low-energy state is eliminated.

To prove the main theorem, we employ a connection to the non-relativistic variational
problem Jo(M). Let Qo be a symmetric, positive decreasing ground state for Joo(M).
This minimizer is known to be unique up to translation and phase shift and solves the
nonlinear elliptic equation

~02Qo0 — QB = —f10cQoo;
where L1 is the Lagrange multiplier. A key step in our analysis is to show the convergence
from relativistic to non-relativistic minimizers.

Proposition 1.6 (Non-relativistic limit). Let p € [3,5). For a sufficiently large ¢ > 1,
let Q. be the ground state constructed in Theorem [I1. Then, Q. — Qo in H'(R) and
e = oo GS C — OO.

By the convergence Q. — Qs, We obtain a certain coercivity estimate for the linearized
operator at Q). (see Lemma [5.2]). Then, using this estimate, we deduce a contradiction by
comparing the energies, provided that there are two minimizers (see Section [5).

Remark 1.7. In the mass-critical /supercritical case, a radially symmetric solution to (.7
is constructed near Qo in [7] via the contraction mapping argument. The convergence
Q. — Qs and the local uniqueness show that it is identified with the solution obtained by
the variational method.
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1.1. Organization of this paper. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Section 2] we provide preliminaries for the proof of the main results. This section describes
a scaling property, a modified Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, well-posedness of the pseudo-
relativistic NLS, and non-relativistic minimization problem. In Section [} we prove Theorem
[[Tlusing the modified Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality and the results for the non-relativistic
minimization problem. In Section dl we present the non-relativistic limit of a minimizer Q.
for J.(M) (Proposition [[.6). In Section [5] we establish the uniqueness of minimizer Q). for
Je(M) (Theorem [I3)). Finally, in Appendix [A]l for completeness of the paper, we present
that a minimizer Q). is a ground state solution as stated in Theorem [T.1]

1.2. Acknowledgment. This research was supported by the Basic Science Research Pro-
gram through the National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF) funded by the Ministry
of Science and ICT (NRF-2020R1A2C4002615).

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Scaling. By a simple change of the variable, the parameter ¢ in the variational problem
2
(L4 is scaled as follows. Let u(z) = cP~Tv(cz). Then, we have

M(u) = et M(v),
p+3
Emc(u) = cr1&y 1(v),
p+3
IVHm,cullLz®) = 2P0 |/ Hm1vl L2 w),
where Hp, . = /m2ct — 202 — mc?. Thus, the minimization problem

1nf{ ) v mcu||L2(R <CZ(P 1> and M(u) = }

is equivalent to

inf {€1(0) ¢ |/ Hom10ll12(z) < 1 and M(v )—c—i%’fM}.

2.2. Modified Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality. The Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality

states that, for p > 1 with +1 > 122 28
P+ (2371);;%(23«%1 <
HUHLP+1(R) < CS,p-i-lHU”m(R) ° [0z | U”L2(R (2.1)

where u € L?(R), |0;|*u € L?(R) and Cs 41 is a sharp constant. For the pseudo-relativistic
NLS and its non-relativistic limit, this inequality is modified considering that the pseudo-

relativistic operator acts differently on low and high frequencies.
Proposition 2.1 (Modified Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality). For p > 1, let

CG —2 2 max{01p+1,01p+1}
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where Cs py1 is the sharp constant for the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality (21)). Then, for
any ¢ > 1 and ¢ € (0,1], we have

|muwmm<ch{wmg@NvﬂazﬁwZ@Q+@;%;wm;mﬂvﬁﬁaﬁwg@},
where Pecst = (1) <c5)" and Psesu = u — P<csu.

The following bounds for the symbol are useful.
Lemma 2.2 (Symbol of the pseudo-relativistic operator). For ¢ € (0,1], we have

SIEP i < ed
4 c2? 2 - ’
Vc%”z_?z{ if [¢] > ¢,

5
Z1¢l

VR + 4 - S <[] forall €.

Proof. Because 1/ c2[€[2 + & — % = %f(4|c§2|2), where f(t) = /14t — 1, it suffices to show
the appropriate bounds for f(t). Evidently, f(t) < % Moreover, if 0 <t < 362, then by the
mean-value theorem, there exists t, € [0,35%] such that f(t) = 5—A—t > 1¢. On the other

and

2\/1+t
hand, if t > 362, then f(t) = \/%H > %\/1_5 because \/t—i—ilz-i-l increases. U

Proof of Proposition [2.1l. Decomposing the high and low frequencies and then applying the
Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, we obtain

1 1 1
lulf ity gy < 2 {P<csullyity o + 1 Pocsulliits s }

<22 { Cu bl g 19s Pecsul ey + € gl 1052 Pty |

Hence, using the lower bound in Lemma [2.2] we complete the proof. O
Proposition 2.J]and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality imply that [7.(M) has a lower bound.
Corollary 2.3. Let p € [3,5). Then, J.(M) > —oco for all ¢ > 1.

Throughout this paper, we let

AC 23(p+1)
GN 2
T p+l ptl max{cl”’+1’C1 p+1} (2.2)

where C; 41 is the sharp constant for the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality (2.1).
Another important consequence of Proposition 2.1lis the separation of the negative energy
function set for the pseudo-relativistic NLS.

Corollary 2.4 (Separation of the negative energy function space). Let p € [3,5) and
—1 4 —1
c> max{(aM)ng, (amM)ng}, where « is given by (Z2). Suppose that M(u) = M and
+3 2 +3
Ec(u) < 0. Then, either ||[vHcull 2w > cZ-D or IVHeullp2®) < a5 7 M55 holds.
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+3
Remark 2.5. In other Words if M(u) =M, &(u) <0 and ||VHeullp2w) < 02&*”, then
WAzl oy < 0T M,

4 p—1 _pt3 2 _pt3
Proof of Corollary[2.7] Note that, because ¢ > (ar+3 M) ’5’,,,7 we have c2(v-1 > q5-» M 2(5-p)
By Proposition 2.1l with 6 = 1, we write

1 0] p+3 p—1 _p—1
> 5” \% HCUH%Q(R) - Z {HUHLg(R)H \% HCUHLg(R) +c 2 HUH%2 H \% UHLQ(R }
p+3
If [VHceul| 2wy < c?=0, then by the assumptions, it follows that

1 a pt3 bt AN
> 5” V 7'lcUH%Z(R) 1 {Mp4 v HCu”Lg(R) +Me v HCuH%z(R)}

5-p p+3
L e N e = (2.3)

_ (1 Qe
- (5 Z
1 p—1 S5—p p+3
> LAl {chuHLz(R) -t

—1
where ¢ > (aM )i)_l’ in the previous step. Hence, because &.(u) < 0, we conclude that
[VHeullp2r) < @b~ PMZ(O P> O

2.3. Well-posedness of the pseudo-relativistic NLS. Even in the mass-(super)critical
case, if ¢ > 1 is sufficiently large, a negative energy solution exists globally in time, and its
kinetic energy is not extremely large.

Proposition 2.6 (Global well-posedness). Let p € [3,5) and

—1

p=1 4 p—1
¢ > max{(aM)5», (ar3M)5>»},

where « is given by [2.2). Suppose that M(ug) = M, Ec(uo) < 0, and ||[vVHcuolr2m) <

+3
62(1;*1), and let u(t) be the local solution to the pseudo-relativistic NLS (LI)) with initial
data ug. Then, u(t) exists globally in time, and

SUP”\/ cu(t HLz < a5~ pM2(5 p)

Proof. Because [|v/Hcuol r2m) < 62(1’ T and uo has a negative energy, it follows from Re-

mark 2.5 that ||v/H cUOHLZ(R) < a7 Mw Hence, by continuity, [[vHcu(t)|r2@) <
+3

21 for all sufficiently small [¢[, but from Remark[2Z5] the solution obeys ||[v/Hcu(t)| 2 r) <

+3
aﬁM 26-» for all small |t|. Repeating this analysis, we conclude that the same bound
holds for all ¢. O
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2.4. Non-relativistic minimization problem. We summarize the known results for the
limit case (LH). The variational problem (5] attains a positive minimizer Q. This
minimizer is unique up to translation and phase shift, and it solves the Euler-Lagrange
equation —02Qs — Q% = —licwQo0 for some Lagrange multiplier yio, > 0. Moreover, it is

symmetric, smooth, and exponentially decreasing (see [5[16]). Using the following identities,

0= HOJEQOOH%Q(R ||Q00||I£—;}1(R + MOOHQOOH%Q(R)
and
0= 2/ fEaono(_ango - ng + ,uooQoo)dx
R

= ||an00||%2(R) HQOOHI;;L IUOOHQOOHH

we find that
2 _p—1 p+1 2(p+1)

Ha:(:QOOHLZ(]R) = mﬂooMa ”Qoo”Lpﬂ(R pTMooMa (2.4)

where M = M(Qs). In [20], it was proved that Q) provides a sharp constant for the
Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality (see (2I]))

1 5—p
Croer = ||Q00||IE;+1(R B 2(p+1) oo
P 5-p p=1  p=1"
[Qucl ey 0:Qucl By 0 3) ¥ (o= DT AL
it 4 20p-1)
where (2.4) are used in the final step. Then, inserting fioc = (p+3)[%] 55 M 5o
into (24]), we obtain
—-1\C B— p+3
102 Qocll72 () = [(p 2(1))+11,§+1} Bl (2.5)
and \
5—p 5—p[p-1nirc 5-p  pt3
Joo(M) = _muwM T [(p )2(p+1>1’p+1 Ms=r <0. (2.6)

3. EXISTENCE OF A MINIMIZER: PROOF OF THEOREM [IL.1]

We consider the variational problem J.(M) (see (I4])) and prove the existence of a
minimizer and its basic properties (Theorem [[I]). As a first step, we show that J.(M) has
a negative upper bound.

Lemma 3.1 (Comparison between J.(M) and Jo(M)). Assume that p € [3,5) and ¢ >
—1
(aﬁM)ng. Then, Qs is admissible for J.(M), and

jC(M) < 5C(Qoo) < 500(@00) = joo(M) < 0.

4
Proof. By (22)), (Z3]), Lemma 22l and the assumptions p € [3,5) and ¢ > (ar+3M)5=7, we
obtain

2
H V HCQOOHLZ(R) < Ha:cQooHLZ(R) - [%} o M2(5 p) < 04527’M2(5 p) < 62(P 1)
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Moreover by (2.6) and the fact that [[v/H:Qoollz2®r) < |10:Qooll2(r), We obtain &£(Quo) <
Eo(Qoo) = Joo(M) < 0. This proves the lemma by the definition of jc( ). O

Next, we observe from Corollary [24] that the constraint in J.(M) can be refined.

Lemma 3.2 (Refined constraint minimization). Assume that p € [3,5). Then, for any
—1 4 —1
c> max{(aM)gTP, (amM)gTP}, we have

Ju(M) = mf{ ) o /Aol oy < @FF M9 and lul|22 gy = M}. (3.1)

Proof. Let {uy}22, be a minimizing sequence for J.(M). For a sufficiently large n > 1, by

Lemma 3] the set of admissible functions is not empty and &.(u,) < 0. Hence, Corollary
2 +3

Al implies that ||v/Hetn | 12y < a®-# M55 holds. O

Now, we can show that a minimizer exists for (L4]).

Proof of Theorem [I1. Let {uy,}:° be a minimizing sequence for J.(M). Then, by Lemma
B2 it is uniformly bounded in HY/?(R), and thus, u, — @ in H/?(R) up to a subsequence.

However, we have

lim inf {[un|| Lr+1(®) > 0, (3.2)

because, by Lemma Bl 0 > J.(M) = E.(up) — 0p(1) > —ﬁ”unﬂﬁﬁl(m — on(1). Here,

0n,(1) means that o,(1) = a, — 0 as n — oo, where a,, € R. Hence, @ # 0 in LPT1(R).
We claim that u,, — @ in L?(R). If the claim is not true, then passing to a subsequence,

32y = M, lun — @ll32) — M — M € (0, M)
and thus,
Ec(un) = Ec(@t) + Ec(tn, — @) + 0, (1) > To(M") + To(M — M') — 0,(1).

Let {v,}5°, be a minimizing sequence for J.(M’). Then, as observed above (see (3.2))),
passing to a subsequence, lim inf anH‘zﬁl ® = dp > 0 for a small §yp > 0. Furthermore,
n—

\/ 2L v, is admissible for J.(M), because Lemma 3.2 implies that ||v/Hec(y/ 24 vy,)|2 T2R) <
+3 +3
%aﬁ(M’)gfp < a5 M5 and H\/W”TLHLZ r) = M. Therefore, it follows that

To(M) < &, (\/7 n) = ]\]\44,50(1) ) — p+1M’ [( ) ] [ e

1 M
< — _
- M’ "70( ) p+ 1 M/ [ 1] 50 On
and thus,
M 1 M
!
> _ _
Te(M') > MJC(M) o (M,> 1] 5o — on (1)
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Moreover, by switching the roles of M’ and M — M’, we have

<M ?M/y%l - 1] do — on(1)

for sufficiently small dg > 0. In combination, we obtain

M — M’ 1

jc(M_M)z M jc(M)+p+1

p—1 p

-1
M\ 2 M 2
<M> + <7M—M/> _2] 50_0n(1)7
which deduces a contradiction.

We now show that u,, — @ in H'/?(R), and the limit @ is a minimizer for 7,(M). Indeed,

1

jc(M) > jc(M) + m

@ is admissible because u,, — @ in L?(R). Moreover, by applying the Gagliardo-Nirenberg
inequality (Proposition 1)) to (u, — @), we can show that u, — @ in LP*'(R). Thus,
owing to the weak lower semi-continuity of the kinetic energy, it follows that J.(M) =
Ec(un) + on(1) > Ec(@) + 5|V He(un — @) r2(r) + 0n(1). By minimality, it is shown that
Ec() = J(M) and u,, — @ in HY2(R).

It remains to show that @ is non-negative up to the phase shift, decreasing, and symmetric.
Let @* be the symmetric rearrangement of @. Then, ||v/H@*|| 2wy < [|[VHell 2 (r), where
the equality holds only if & = e?@* (- — x) for some 6 € R and g € R (see [15, Appendix A]

or the proof of [19, Proposition 2.1] for details). Moreover, we have ||@*|| Lo+1(r) = ||l Lr+1 (r)
and Hﬂ*Hiz = ||a3, ® = M. Thus, symmetrization strictly decreases the energy, and a
minimizer must be the symmetrization of itself. U

4. NON-RELATIVISTIC LIMIT: PROOF OF PROPOSITION

In this section, we prove the non-relativistic limit. First, we show that relativistic mini-

mizers are uniformly more regular according to a standard argument.

Lemma 4.1 (Elliptic regularity). Let p € [3,5). Then, there exists cg > 1 such that

sup [|Qcll gr2(ry < 00, where Q. is a minimizer constructed in Theorem [I1l
c>co

Proof. Let ¢ > ¢g be a sufficiently large ¢ > 1. The implicit constants below are inde-
pendent of ¢ > ¢g. Note that . > p+1joo( ), where p, is the Lagrange multiplier for

HeQe — QF = — Q. since by Lemma [B.1]

«700( ) > 5‘ Qc = _H Vv QCHL? - HQCHIZHWR
(4.1)
1 M
> m (Hch - Qg)chﬂ? = HL2(R) = _?ﬂc

Hence, by Lemma 2.2] and the claim, ||(Hc + pe)” 1f||L2(R S g1 ). Thus, by Lemma
and Lemma [3.2] we obtain

1Qell 1y = e + 1)~ @2l gy S 1Q2 2y
2 p+3
Qe ) S IVHQel 2w +1Qellow) < (@77 M 1 VAT,
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and hence

HQCHH2(R) = H(HC +Mc)_lQlc)HH2(R) S ||QIC)HH1(R) S ||QC||I£;1(R)HQCHH1(R) 5 HQCH?{l R
O

Proof of Proposition[I.8. To prove the non-relativistic limit Q. — Qo in H'(R), by the
concentration-compactness property of the well-known variational problem J.(M) (see
[16]) and by the uniqueness of the minimizer @~ (see [11]), it is sufficient to show that
{Qc}e>co s @ minimizing sequence for Jo (M), where ¢ > 1 is a large number chosen in
Lemma [£.1] Indeed, we have

1
oo(Qc) = EC(QC) + 5 {”896620”%2(]1@) - H\/%_CQCH%2(R)} ’

but by the Plancherel theorem,

1 4
H&%ﬁwyﬂwﬁﬁﬂﬁnggR%W—(Vﬂﬁ+%-%}%@(W%

4 ~
= iﬁ i Qe () Pdg (4.2)

Rwﬂw+%+ﬁ+m2
1 «
W”’SFQC”%Q(R) QHQCHHQ(R

Thus, by Lemma 1] Joo (M) < Exo(Qc) = Ec(Qe) + 0c(1) = Te(M) + 0.(1), and Lemma
B proves that {Qc}c>¢, is a minimizing sequence for Jo(M). Here, o.(1) means that

IN

0c(1) = a. — 0 as ¢ — oo, where a. € R.
Finally, by equation (2] and the non-relativistic limit Q. — Qo in H'(R), we prove
that

(,uc - NOO)M = NCHQCH%Z(R) - NOOHQOOH%Z(]R)
= _H V HCQCH%Z(]R) + HQCHIE)_L(R) + ”8IQOOH2L2(]R ”Qoo”lgil — 0.

5. UNIQUENESS: PROOF OF THEOREM [[3]

We establish the uniqueness of a pseudo-relativistic minimizer, provided that ¢ > 1 is
sufficiently large. A key component is the property of the linearized operator

Loo = —02 = pQP + fine,

where Qo is a unique positive, symmetric, decreasing minimizer for J.(M). We denote
the set of collections of symmetric H*(R) functions by H? ,(R).

Lemma 5.1 (Weinstein [20]). For p € (1,5), there exists Co > 0 such that
(Loov,v)12m) = Collvll3n @y

for allv € H} ,(R) such that (v, Qus)r2(r) = 0.
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We prove that a similar lower bound holds for the linearized operator
Le=—He—pQb" + pie,
where Q). is a minimizer for J.(M).

Lemma 5.2. If3 < p <5, then there exists C > 0, independent of sufficiently large ¢ > 1,
such that

(Lev,v)p2r) 2 CHUH?{U%R)
for all v € H\/3(R) such that (v,Qc) r2(m) = 0.
Proof. 1t is sufficient to show that

(Lev,0) @) > Cllvll72m) (5.1)

for all v € H;ﬁ(R), such that (v,Qc)r2®) = 0, where C > 0 is a constant independent
of sufficiently large ¢ > 1. Indeed, if it is true but there is {v¢}e>e, C H%ﬁ(R) such that

<~UCaQC>L2(R) =0, ||Uc||H1/2(R) = 1 but <£CUC’UC>L2(R) — 0, then by (B, ||UcHL2(R) =
C— YL, ve)r2w) — 0, and thus v, — 0 in H'2(R). Thus, we have

oc(1) = <£CUC=UC>L2(R) = ((He + Nc)vc=vc>L2(R) _p<Q‘2_1UC7Uc>L2(R) = ”UCH?L]UZ(R) + 0c(1).

which deduces a contradiction.
We suppose that ¢ > 1 is sufficiently large and define

Ao = inf {{Lev,0) )+ v € HIGR), [0l ey = 1, (0, Qe) oy =0} (5.2)

Let Cp be a constant in Lemma [5.1] and let po, be the Lagrange multiplier for the elliptic
equation for the non-relativistic minimizer Q.. If Ao > %min{Co, loo }, then (BT follows.
We assume that A\, < $min{Co, fisc}. Let {v.,}32; be a minimizing sequence for (5.2).
Then, it is uniformly bounded in H'/2(R). Hence, v, — ¥, in H/2(R).

If 9. = 0, then

)\c + On(l) = <£0'Uc,n7 Uc,n>L2 (R)
> NCHUC,nH%?(R) - p<Qlc)_1Uc,m UC,n>L2(R)
> pe — 0 (1) = oo — 0c(1) — 0, (1),

which contradicts A, < £2.

Suppose that 9. # 0. Then, by replacing 9. with its normalization m’ but still
denoted by 9., we obtain a minimizer . for (5.2]). Then, because (5.2 is a two-constraint
minimization problem, ¥, must obey the linear elliptic equation

ﬁcﬁc = )\cf)c + S\CQC
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for some Lagrange multipliers, A. and Ae. Thus, by applying the standard elliptic regularity
argument in the proof of Lemma [Tl we can show that sup,s; [|Uc|| g2y < C', where C” is
independent of ¢ > 1. Now, we let

~ <?~JC= QOO>L2
‘/C - c T i0A 1o o
O TR
. <U07 QC>L2 (R) <7~)07 Qoo - QC>L2(R) <7~)07 Qoo>L2(]R)
= V¢ — i Qc — i Qc — i (Qoo - Qc)y
= V¢ + R67

because (¥c, Qc)r2r) = 0 and Q. — Qoo in H 1(R) by the non-relativistic limit (Proposition
[[6). Here, R. denotes a function that converges to zero in H'(R) as ¢ — co. Then by @32,
Proposition [[.6] Lemma[.Tland the facts that (Ve, Qoo) r2(r) = 0 and sup.sq ||| g2r) < €,

we prove that

CO < <£ ‘/67V>L2( R) _ <£cﬁc,@c>L2(R) +OC(1) — M\ to (1)
S A Foulag +oe) T

Proof of Theorem[1.3. For a contradiction, we assume that the variational problem 7.(M)
has two different minimizers Q. and Q., which are non- negative symmetric and decreasing,
and that Q. solves the Euler-Lagrange equation H.Q. — Q% = —u.Q. for some Lagrange
multiplier g, > 0. We decompose

:\/1_6ch+607 607&07

where (ec, Qc)2(r) = 0. Note that

(50 = \/LMHGC”L?(R) — 0 (53)

because M = M(Qc) = (1 = )M + lleclzgy and (1= y/T=8*M + llecl ey = Qe =
Qc|? 72y — 0 by the non-relativistic limit.
We 1ntroduce the functional
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Clearly, we have Z,(Q.) = Z.(Q.) = J.(M) + £ M. Furthermore, by the uniform bounded-
ness of Q. and Q., we have

~ 1
Z.(Qc) = 5“\/710 + NC(\/l —02Qc + EC)Hiz(R) - H V1=02Qc + Ecuitil
1 42 52 rp
= { 9 v He + NCQCH2L2(R) - (7)”Q0”I;;}1 }
+ (VI = 2 (He+ 10)Qc — (1= 82)2QPec) 1oy

1
+ §<HCEC - (1 - 52) Qp 160 + Ucec, 6c> L2(R) + Oc( )Hec”?qlm(R)'

Then, by applying the equation (H. + pe)Q. — Q- = 0 to the first two lines, we write

1 2 ( 52)7’“ p+1
(@) = {SIVHA BQel o — (37— + 2 1@l

+1
+H((VI=02 = (1= 8)5)Ql o) 2
1
+ §<HCEC — (1 — (52) Qp 150 + ke, EC>L2(R) + 0c(1 )”EC”Hl/Z(R)
Thus, it follows from (5.3]) that
~ 1
Z.(Qc) = IC(QC) + _<£c€c + He€e, €c>L2(R) + Oc(l)HecH?{l/z(R)'
Then, the non-degeneracy of £, yields 0 > €0 ”ECHH1/2 ® T oc(l)HecH%Il/z(R), which contra-

dicts the fact that €. # 0. O

APPENDIX A. ENERGY MINIMIZER AS A GROUND STATE

In this appendix, we show that although the energy minimizer ). constructed in Theorem
[Tl is not a global minimizer, it can be still called a ground state in the sense that

£(Qc) = inf {£c(u) : Ecliv(w) = 0},

where N' = {v € H%(R) : M(v) = M}. Indeed, this was shown in [I], but it is sketched
here again for the sake of completeness.
We start with the following Pohozaev identity (see [8]).

Lemma A.1 (Pohozaev identity). If u € H %(]R) solves
Heou — |ulP ™ u = —pu (A.1)

for some > 0, then

Lp+1

% /R CQL: 1 c;_ 2 g Pds ~ 0

1
5” \% %cu”zLQ(R) - ( )
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Proof. The proof of the result was proved in [§], but we briefly sketch of the proof for the
convenience of the reader. We multiply u to the equation (AJ]) and then integration by
parts shows

I/ Heul 22y + llulZeg — Il =0, (A.2)
On the other hand, from the result of [8, Proposition 1.1], we see that u € H?(R) and
|u| + [x0pu| < C(1+ |x[?)~L. Then, by the Plancherel theorem and elementary calculations,

we observe that

\/—0282+fu x0pu _ —0282—1-511 u(A-)
LA T dA ca”
A=1
d

and

.. . 4 L R . .
Hence, combining these with ———— = /2[{|> + & and using the equation
ay/elglP+g ler ey
(A1), we obtain

1 7 1 &7 (¢
SV Ty~ ey + it + S [ AL e o, (ag)

\/c%r? g

Thus, by (A.2) and (A.3)), we prove the result. O

Next, we prove that the local minimizer Q. constructed in Theorem [[.1lis a ground state.
p—1

Proposition A.2. Assume that p € (3,5) and ¢ > maX{(on)%, (aﬁM)ﬁ, (%)%}

Then we have
Jo(M) = inf {Ec(u) L E () = o},
where N = {v € HZ(R) : M(v) = M}.

Proof. We assume on the contrary that there exists a critical point u for £ on N with
Ec(u) < J(M). Then u € H%(R) is a solution of

Heu — |[ulP ™ u = —pu
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for some p € R. We observe that by (£I) Lemma Bl x > 0. Then by Lemma B and
Lemma [AT] we get

1 1
= 5” V ch”%%[&) - m”zﬂ i—:il(R)

_1<1_L> Ay — o [l Za g + / GOF

o \" T po1 O 2 - TEE A - S Joagep 4o
p—3 T 19 c?

> J—

—G;:jBMU”%%Ry

From this and the assumption ¢ > (pj‘_/lg)%, we have ||vVHcullr2m) < p%gc < c%,
which implies that J.(M) < &E.(u). O
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