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Small order asymptotics for nonlinear fractional problems

Victor Hernandez-Santamaria* Alberto Saldana*

Abstract

We study the limiting behavior of solutions to boundary value nonlinear problems involving
the fractional Laplacian of order 2s when the parameter s tends to zero. In particular, we
show that least-energy solutions converge (up to a subsequence) to a nontrivial nonnegative
least-energy solution of a limiting problem in terms of the logarithmic Laplacian, i.e. the
pseudodifferential operator with Fourier symbol In(|£|?). These results are motivated by some
applications of nonlocal models where a small value for the parameter s yields the optimal
choice. Our approach is based on variational methods, uniform energy-derived estimates, and
the use of a new logarithmic-type Sobolev inequality.
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1 Introduction

Nonlocal operators provide an important tool to model phenomena with anomalous diffusive be-
havior. Examples of this can be found in a wide variety of situations: in water waves, crystal
dislocations, phase transitions, peridynamics, and finance, see e.g. [6,19,25]. A particularly illus-
trative example of how the nonlocality can play a prominent role in a model comes from population
dynamics [26], where a nonlinear (logistic-type) equation in terms of a fractional Laplacian of or-
der 2s is used to describe the movement of a species. Here, a small order s describes an almost
static population (but capable of moving quickly long distances), whereas s near 1 relates to a
very dynamic species which mostly moves short distances. Therefore, the parameter s accounts for
different dispersal strategies. Interestingly, in [26], it is shown that a very small order s can be the
best strategy for survival if the habitat is not too fragmented or not too hostile in average.

Similarly, a small value for the exponent s yields the optimal choice in other applications such
as optimal control [27], approximation of fractional harmonic maps [2], and fractional image denois-
ing [1]. This motivates the research of small order asymptotics of nonlinear fractional problems.
Moreover, the mathematical structure that arises in this analysis is rich and interesting in itself
from a theoretical point of view.

In this paper, we develop a method to study the small order asymptotics of subcritical nonlinear
problems. To make the main ideas in our arguments more transparent, we focus on a model
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problem with power-type nonlinearity, and we refer to Remark 7.3 for a discussion on extensions
and generalizations. To be more precise, we consider the following fractional Dirichlet problem

(—=A)Sug = |ug|P*2uy  in Q, us =0 in RV\Q, (1.1)
where N > 1, s € (0, i), ps € (2,2%) is superlinear and subcritical, 2% = N2iV28 is the critical Sobolev

exponent, and  C R¥ is a bounded open Lipschitz set. Here (—A)® denotes the integral fractional
Laplacian given by the hypersingular integral in the principal value sense

u(z) — u(y) _ N (¥ +s)
(—A)Su(l’) = CN78p.'U. /RN m dy, CN,S = 4571' 2 8(1 — S)m
Our goal is to answer the following question:
What is the limit of a solution us of (1.1) as s — 07 ? (1.2)

Note that (at least formally) both sides of equation (1.1) behave similarly in the limit, namely,
(—=A)*u — u and |ulP*"2u — u as s — 0F. Therefore, to answer question (1.2), it is necessary to
consider the first order expansion (with respect to s) on both sides of equation (1.1). This leads
us naturally to the logarithmic Laplacian La, which was introduced in [9] and has the following
pointwise evaluation

u(z) — u(y) u(y)
Lau(z :ch.v./ 7dy—cN/ —— dy + py u(x),
(=) Biz) |t —ylN RN\B, (2) 17 — Y|V (=)

where ¢y and py are explicit constants (see (2.7) and (2.9)) and Bj(z) is the open ball in RV
of radius 1 centered at x. Furthermore, as shown in [9], La is a pseudodifferential operator with
Fourier symbol 21In(|¢]) and, for u € C2°(RY),
L li d( A)*
u= lim —(=A)%u.
A s—0+ ds

We give the following answer to question (1.2). We refer to Section 2 for the precise definitions
of least-energy solutions and related notation. In particular, Hg*(Q2) and H(Q) denote suitable
Hilbert spaces (see (2.1) and (2.6)) and Js, : H¥(2) — R and Jp : H(Q) — R are the energy
functionals associated to (1.4) and (1.5) (see (2.3) and (2.11)).

Theorem 1.1. Let N > 1 and let Q@ C RY be a bounded open Lipschitz set. For s € (0, %), let
ps := p(s), where
2N

peC([0,3]), 2<p(s)<2i:= N2 fors€ (0,%), and p'(0)&{0,%}. (1.3)

Let (sg)ken C (0, %) be such that limy_,o s, = 0 and, for k € N, let us, € H* () be a least-energy
solution of

(—A)kug, = |ug, [P+ 2us,  in Q, ug, =0 in RV\Q. (1.4)
Then there is a least-energy solution ug € H(2)\{0} of
Laug = pln(lug))ug  in Q,  up=0 nRN\Q,  p:=p/(0), (1.5)



such that, passing to a subsequence,

us, —ug in L*(RY) as k — oo. (1.6)
Moreover,
.1 .
lim —J;, (us,) = Jo(ug) >0 and lim |jug, ||s, = |uol2- (1.7)
k—o0 Sj k—o0

Note that (1.3) includes the paradigmatic case
ps=p(s) = A2 +(1—N)2 for some A € (0,1).

The condition ps < 2% is needed to guarantee the existence of solutions (for example, if ps = 2%,
the solvability of (1.1) depends on the domain ; see e.g. [20] for some existence and nonexistence
results for (1.1) with ps = 2¥ for any s > 0). An interesting phenomenon is that, for (1.5), the
“logarithmic subcriticality” is reflected on the scalar factor u, where the fact that p = p/(0) < %
is crucial in our arguments to obtain compactness. See Remark 7.1 for a discussion on the case
P'(0) € {0, x}-

One of the main obstacles to show Theorem 1.1 is to find a uniform bound in H(2) for the
sequence of solutions (us, )ken. To show this, we use an “intermediate inequality” (see Lemma 4.4)
between the fractional Sobolev inequality and the logarithmic Sobolev inequality together with
a series of delicate energy-derived uniform bounds. Furthermore, the existence of a least-energy
solution of the limiting problem (1.5) is also important. In particular, we show the following.

Theorem 1.2. Let N > 1 and let Q C RN be a bounded open Lipschitz set. For every p € (0, %),
the problem

Lauw = pln(u))u  in €, ug =0 in RN\Q, (1.8)
has a least-energy solution u € H(2)\{0} and

J = inf Jy = inf Jo(o(t 0 1.9
o(u) =infJo Inf max o(a(t)) >0, (1.9)
where T := {o € C°([0,1],H(R)) : ¢(0) = 0,0(1) # 0, Jo(c(1) < 0)}. Furthermore, all least-energy
solutions of (1.8) do not change sign in €.

Here Jj is defined in (2.11) and N is the Nehari manifold associated to (1.8) (see (2.12) below).
Equation (1.9) shows that the problem (1.8) also has a mountain-pass structure. The Nehari
manifold method is our main variational tool to show existence of solutions. The implementation
of this approach, however, faces several difficulties in this setting. See Remark 2.1 below for a
discussion of some important differences between (1.1) and (1.8). The most relevant obstacle to
show Theorem 1.2 is that the convergence of energy-minimizing sequences cannot be guaranteed
by compact Sobolev embeddings. In particular, for the Hilbert space H(2) (defined in (2.6)), it is
only known that

H(Q) < L*(Q) is compact (1.10)

(see [10, Theorem 2.1] or [24, Corollary 2.3]), which alone is not enough to articulate an existence
proof.



To compensate the loss of compactness we use a series of logarithmic inequalities. Most promi-
nently, the logarithmic Sobolev inequality

%/an(uz)\ulz < Er(u,u) + % <ln </Q \u!2> + aN> /Q |uf?, u € H(), (1.11)

plays a crucial role. The above inequality is a reformulation of [3, Theorem 3] and it appears as a
first order expansion of the standard Sobolev inequality at s = 0 (see the proof of Proposition 3.8
below).

As mentioned before, the notion of “subcriticality” of (1.8) is encoded in the assumption that
< %. Indeed, this fact, together with (1.10) and (1.11), allows to obtain some compactness of
energy minimizing sequences, see Proposition 5.3.

Theorem 1.1 can be seen as a nonlinear analog of the results in [17], where the asymptotic
profile of L?-normalized Dirichlet eigenfunctions is studied as s — 0%. In particular, in [17] it is
shown that, if (s,) C (0, %) is such that lim, . s, = 0, then, up to a subsequence,

Ok,sn — Pk, in LP(Q) as n — oo for any p € [1, 00), (1.12)

where ¢y 5, and ¢ 1, are the k-th eigenfunctions of (—A)*" and La, respectively. Although the
methods in [17] yield stronger results (compare, for instance, (1.6) and (1.12)), they rely heavily
on the linearity of the eigenvalue problem and therefore key arguments in [17] do not have a direct
extension to the nonlinear setting.

As far as we know, Theorem 1.2 is the first result regarding existence of solutions to boundary
value nonlinear problems involving the logarithmic Laplacian La. Let us mention some previously
known results regarding logarithmic operators. The Dirichlet linear problem for La has been
studied in [9], which also contains a Faber-Krahn type inequality and maximum principles in weak
and strong forms. Further studies on the spectral properties (including sharp upper bounds for
the Riesz means and lower bounds for the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of La) can be found in [24];
see also [8] for upper and lower bounds for the sum of the first k eigenvalues of L. The Dirichlet
problem for a logarithmic Schrédinger operator is considered in [16] and a regional logarithmic
Laplacian (associated to the regional fractional Laplacian in the small order limit) is studied in [29].

The logarithmic Laplacian also arises in the geometric context of the O-fractional perimeter,
which has been studied recently in [7]. In [18] an equation similar to (1.8) is considered with
w= % on the sphere and LA is substituted with a conformally invariant logarithmic operator; in
particular, the authors in [18] classify all nonnegative solutions of this equation, which are extremals
of a Sobolev logarithmic inequality on the sphere presented in [3, Theorem 3|. From the probabilistic
point of view, we mention that geometric stable stochastic processes with a logarithmic operator as
an infinitesimal generator are studied in [23]. Logarithmic-type energies also appear in the recent
paper [12], where the asymptotic analysis for the s-fractional heat flow as s — 0" (and as s — 17)
is examined.

Let us also comment on similar results to Theorem 1.1 whenever s 4 0. If s — 17, then a
study of the nonlocal-to-local transition can be found in [15] (in the more general context of the
fractional p-Laplacian). See also [5] and [4] for convergence results in bounded and unbounded
domains for subcritical Schrodinger equations. In the critical case, the only available result, as
far as we know, is [20], where convergence of solutions (in bounded and unbounded domains)
is studied whenever s — so for any sy > 0 (including the higher order case sp > 1). In this



setting, convergence of solutions (up to a subsequence) can be guaranteed in the Hgo_é—sense for
any ¢ € (0,s0). Finally, if vy € H{(€2) is a solution of the fractional Poisson problem (—A)%vs = f
in some bounded open set €2, then much more is known about the mapping s — v,. In particular,
n [21], the logarithmic Laplacian La is used to characterize the continuity, differentiability, and
monotonicity properties of the solution mapping s — v for s € [0,1), where the case s = 0 was
previously studied in [9].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we present the relevant definitions for the study
of least-energy solutions. In Section 3 we derive some Taylor expansions for the quadratic forms,
give a full proof of the logarithmic Sobolev inequality (1.11), and show that .Jy is a C! functional.
The uniform bounds for least-energy solutions are obtained in Section 4. Section 5 is devoted to
the proof of Theorem 1.2 and Section 6 contains the proof of our main result Theorem 1.1. Finally,
in Section 7 we include some closing remarks.

2 Definitions and notations

Let Q € RY be an open bounded Lipschitz set. For p € [1, c0] we use LP(Q) to denote the standard
Lebesgue spaces with the norms

1
lulp == </ |ul? dm) " for p < 00 and [t]oo 1= sup |ul.
Q Q

The natural Hilbert space associated to (1.1) is
H5(Q) = {uec H RY) : u=0in RM\Q}, (2.1)

where H*(RY) is the usual fractional Sobolev space. We say that us € Hg(f) is a (weak) solution
of (1.1) if

s(Us, @ / [us|P* " 2usp da for all p € H{(Q2), (2.2)

where

el <W3ANAN m_wﬁg—mm>w@>i

is a scalar product in the Hilbert space H{(£2) with norm [jul|s := &(u, u)% The energy functional
associated to (1.1) is given by

@ SR d) = gl - L), L= R L s e
Note that all nontrivial solutions of (1.1) belong to the set
Ny = {u e HHQ\{0} = [[ull? = |ulf:}. (2.4)
Then, a solution u € N is a least-energy solution of (1.1) if
Js(u) = vlenfs Js(v), or, equivalently, |ju|? = vigr}\f}s |v]|2, (2.5)



see Theorem 6.1.

On the other hand, the natural Hilbert space for the problem (1.8) is

— 2(RN) Ju(z) — u(y)|? N
H(Q) :=<ue LR //,yERN P—” dedy < oo and u=0in R™\Q (2.6)
y<1

with the scalar product

E(u,v) == %V /|£§[|R<1\; (u(x) — U|§Ey)_)(;)|(]§) —v(y)) drdy, oy i=n 3T ¥y >0, (27

and the norm ||u|| := (€(u, u)) . The space of smooth functions with compact support in €2, denoted
CX(9), is dense in H(?), see [9, Theorem 3.1].
The operator La has the following associated quadratic form

Er(u,v) == E(u,v) —en //,ye]RN ‘x(x)v(’]\z da:dy—kpN/R uv dx, (2.8)
y|>1
where
py =22+ yp(E)+v,  y=-T(1). (2.9)
Here the constant v is known as the Euler-Mascheroni constant and ¢ := FT, is the digamma

function. By [9] (see also [17]), it holds that
£1(u, ) = / Dn [¢[[A(€)[2 dE  for all u € CX(Q), (2.10)
RN
where u denotes the Fourier transform of u given by

1 .
~ / e~y (x) dr, ¢ eRY.
(2m)2 JRN

Let p e (0 ,%) We say that u € H(Q) is a (weak) solution of (1.8) if

u(§) =

Er(u,v) = u/ wvln |u| dx for all v € H(9Q).
Q
The energy functional associated to (1.8) is given by

Jo : H(Q2) — R, Jo(u) = %(&(u,u) — I(u), I(u) :== %/Quz(ln(uz) —1) dx. (2.11)

The functional Jj is well defined in virtue of the logarithmic Sobolev inequality (see Proposition 3.8).
Moreover, we show in Subsection 3.4 that Jy is of class C! in H(Q).
All nontrivial solutions of (1.1) belong to the set

Ny == {u e H(Q)\{0} : &r(u,u) = u/ u? In |u daz} . (2.12)
Q
A solution u € Ny is a least-energy solution of (1.8) if

Jo(u) = vier}\f}o Jo(v)  or, equivalently, |ul3 = vier}\f}o |v]3. (2.13)



Remark 2.1. Let us point out some important differences between the study of (1.1) and (1.8).

1. The continuity and differentiability of J is a direct consequence of Sobolev embeddings and
Holder’s inequality. This is not the case for Jy. Note that Holder’s inequality cannot be used
to bound I (the nonlinear part of .Jy). Therefore, it is not immediate that Jy is of class C*
(or even defined) in H(Q2). We show in the next section that J is in fact C! using a different
argument.

2. Note that I defined in (2.3) is weakly continuous by the compactness of the Sobolev em-
bedding H{(2) < LP<(€2). This plays an important role to show the existence of solutions
(see Theorem 6.1). But the embedding (1.10) is not enough to guarantee that I is weakly
continuous and this is one of the main technical obstacles to show Theorem 1.2.

3. In (2.12) note that €7 (u,u) and [, u? In |u| dz could be negative or zero even if u # 0, whereas
in (2.4) the fact that ||u||s and |u|,, are positive for u # 0 provides the natural projection

ull2 72 s
: u € N for all u € Hg(Q2)\{0}.

Julp:
We show in Lemma 5.2 that the projection to Ny has to be given in terms of an exponential
function.

4. In (2.5) the least-energy solution is characterized in terms of the norm in #H§(€2), whereas
in (2.13) we only have information about the norm in L?(Q2). This implies that an energy
bound yields a weaker control on the minimizing sequences for Jy; therefore, additional new
arguments are needed to improve these estimates, see Proposition 5.3.

3 Auxiliary results

3.1 Asymptotics for the best Sobolev constant
Lemma 3.1. If a # 0, then

1
li 1 s =e = 1i 1 e 3.1
i (1+sa+o(s))s =e = lim (1+sa) (3.1)
Proof. We claim that
lim (1+ s(a+o(1)))* — (1+ sa)* = 0. (3.2)
s—0t
For s € (0,1), let f: R — R be given by f(z) = (1+ sx)%, then f'(z) = (1+ S:E)%_l and
1 1
flz+h)— f(z) = h/ (1+s(z +Th))%_1 dr = h/ (sTh + sz + 1)%_1 dr;
0 0
but, since |h| <1, 7 < 1, and s € (0, 1),
! 1 1)+
/ (sTh + sz + 1)§_1 dT‘ < [s(1 + |z + 1] =l o) <0 as s — 07,
0 [s(1+ [a]) + 1]
where C' > 0 is independent of s € (0,1). Therefore, for any x € R, s € (0,1), and |h| < 1,
|f(z+ h) — f(x)] < Ch. This implies (3.2) and therefore (3.1) holds. O



The next theorem is the fractional Sobolev inequality, see for example [11, Theorem 1.1].

Theorem 3.2 (Fractional Sobolev inequality). Let N > 1, s € (0, %), and 2% = N2iv . Then

2s
|u %; < knsllul)? for all u € H*(RN),
where .
) (ron\ ™
KN =27 %1 2 : (3.3)
D2 \T(%)

Observe that the best Sobolev constant x5 is well behaved as s — 0T, in fact, lim,_,o+ kv s = 1
and

L1 () v r(%5%) : 1 (V) N @
11151+ NS—E(I‘(%)) 81_1>%1+<1+38 NEE )S:0+0(8)> _E<F(%)> e 25

N+2s
(3.4)

where we used Lemma 3.1, Taylor’s expansion, and the fact that

F(N_2S) F(N52s)(w(N52s)+¢(N—|2—2s))

3872
F(N—|2—2s) F(N—|2—2s)

= -2)(%),

s=0

s=0

where ¢ = FT, is the digamma function.

3.2 Bounds and expansions for &£ and &£,

Lemma 3.3. Let o and 8 be such that 8 > «, then

2 .8
08—«
Proof. We claim that f(r) = B—arﬁ @ —1In(r?) > 0 in [1,00). Indeed, this follows since f’(r)
orf—a-l _ % = 0 if and only if » = 1, which is the unique minimum of f and f(1) > 0.

In(r?)r® <

for allr > 1

ool

Lemma 3.4. Let Q C RN be an open bounded set and let u,v € L*(Q) be such that v =u = 0 in
RM\Q, then

[u(z)v(y)|
//,yeRN Tz -y drdy < |ul1[vl < [Qfulz|v]2,

y|>1 =
ey
// ser oy oy < uf < 0]
y|>1

Proof. Note that

|u(@)o(y)| / / u(z +y)|
dx dy = v(y ———— dxdy
/RN /RN\81 \x—y\N ]RN’ )l RN\ B1(0) ||V

g/ rv<y>r/ (e + )| dedy = luli]o]s.
RN RN

The result now follows from Holder’s inequality. O



Lemma 3.5. Let u € H{(Q2) for some s € (0,1). Then u € H(Q) and there are C; = C1(N) > 0
and Cy = C5(2) > 0 such that

1 1
Er(ww)l < Ciluli + Zllully  end  Jlull® < Cofuls + [l

Proof. Let u € CX(2) and C' = fB \ln 1€12)| d¢. Then, by (2.10) and Lemma 3.3 (with a = 0
and 8 = 2s),

r&mmm/‘mwmmmﬁﬁ
RN
sm&/ |mMWMm+/ In(l¢2)[ae)[? de
B1(0) RN\ Bj1(0)

< Clulf + s E(u,u) = Clulf + 7 ull2.
Note that, by Lemma 3.4, there is ¢’ = C’(Q2) > 0 such that | (u,u)| > ||u|>—C’|u|3 and therefore
[ul* < (C" + Cl)ul3 + s~ |ul3.

The result for u € H§(2) follows by a standard density argument. O

Lemma 3.6. Let s € (0, i) and let ug € H{(QY) satisfy that
[uslls < C (3.5)
for some constant C > 0. Then us € H(Q) for o € (0,s) and there is C' = C'(C,Q) > 0 such that
lus|3 + |lus|? < C’ for all o € (0, s). (3.6)

Proof. Note that
\mmzjim%@@ﬁﬁz/ m%@@ﬁﬁ+/ €271 de
RN {1€1<1} {lg|>1}

< / [as(€)* de +/ €17 [@s(€)1* dE = Jus3 + [lusll2 < C* + Jusf3.
RN RN

The claim now follows by Holder’s inequality, because

9 ps—2 9 ps—2 i pt=2 4
lusly <[Qf Ps |usly, = [ 75 |lug|l® < max |Qf e Cre.
te(0,3)

O

Lemma 3.7. Let 0 <0 < s <1 andu € H{(Q). There is a constant dy > 0 depending only on N
such that

|E0 (u,u) — lul3 — o€ (u,u)| < dy

o2
SNz (Julf + Es(u,u)) -

In particular, ||ulle — |ulz as o — 0.



Proof. We argue as in [17, Lemma 2.6]. For £ € RV let h(o) := |£|??. Then /(o) = |£]? In(|¢]?),
h'(0) = [§[*7 (In(|¢]*))?, and

1€ =1 — o In(|¢*)] = |h(o) — h(0) — oh'(0)| = / () (o — 1) dr
0

o 1
< (¢ /0 €270 — 7| dr = |In(€]?) 0 /0 €270 — 7 dr

< (€)1 Oxqrer<ay + €17 xq1g1>11)

since [£]277]1 — 7| < 1if |¢] < 1 and [£)?77|1 — 7| < |€]%7 if |¢] > 1 for 7 € (0,1).
Note also that, for [¢| > 1 and 0 < 0 < s < 1, we have that 2In |¢| < =2-|¢|*"7, by Lemma 3.3,
and then

4
(s —0)?
Let u € C°(Q) and dy =4+ (2m)~V fBl(o) |In(|¢|%)|? d¢. Then, by (3.7),

| In(J*)Plef* < € for ¢ > 1. (3.7)
€l fuf = o€s ] = | [ (€ ~1 - (PO
<o? /RN [ In(1€1) P (xqe1<1y + 1P xqes1p)[a(€)[* dé
2112 1 2\|2 2
<ol [ e aero? [
< o*(2m)uf? |

B1(0

) | In(j€]*)[*1€ > a(€)|* de

B

4
1 2\12 d 2 25|~ 2 d
(e e ot | e

< de (Julf + Es(u,w)) .

The result for u € H§(2) follows by density. O

3.3 Sharp logarithmic Sobolev inequality
Recall that

1

lulg := </ ]u\2> i for u € L*().
RN

Now we present a sharp logarithmic Sobolev inequality, which is one of our main tools to guarantee
the compactness of the minimizing sequences of Jy (see (2.11)). This result is shown in [3, Theorem
3] for functions in the Schwarz space and using a different definition of the Fourier Transform
(which influences the expression of the optimal constants that are important in our arguments).
For completeness, we include here a slightly different proof and a statement which is more adequate
for our purposes.

Proposition 3.8. For every u € H(2),

2 2
—/ In(u?)u? de < Ep(u,u) + = (luf3)|ufz + anul3, (3.8)
N Jq N

10



where

ay := %ln (iig;) — In(4m) — 24 (g) (3.9)

and Y is the digamma function.

Proof. Let u € C°(RNV)\{0} and note that |u
Moreover, for a positive function F' € C*([0, 1]),

B N-2s (N —28)F'(s) 2In(F(s))
R G

gz = |ul3 + s+ Jan [u[*In|uldz + o(s) as s — OF.

M)
rn*|m

0sF(s)

3*, we obtain that F(0) = |u/3 and

and therefore, using F(s) = |u

|u

2 4
3* = |u|§ + 5O F(t)* +o(s) = |u|§ + 5— </ |u|2ln|u| dx — |u|§ln |u|2> +o(s) (3.10)
S t=0 N RN

as s — 0. Let kn s be given by (3.3) and ay by (3.9), then rys = 1 + san + o(s) as s — 0.
Furthermore, by Lemma 3.7, ||u||? = |u|3 + s€1(u,u) + o(s) as s — 0" and therefore

wnsllull? = Jul3 + s(an|ul3 + EL(u,u)) +o(s) ass— 0T, (3.11)
By Theorem 3.2, |u|%: < kns|lul|?, and, using (3.10) and (3.11),

4

(L, Pl o e ) < anlulf + €1 (0.
R

This yields the claim for u € C2°(R™) and the general statement for u € H(Q2) follows by density.
Indeed, let u € H(Q2) and let (up)neny C C°(€2) be such that w, — w in H(Q) (C°(Q2) is dense in
H(S2) by [9, Theorem 3.1]). By (1.10), u, — u in L?*(), and therefore

4
N </ | |? In uy| dz — |ul3In |u|2> < anlul3 + Ep(u,u) +o(1) asn — oo. (3.12)
RN

It suffices to show that, up to a subsequence,
/ |u[?In |u| dz < lim / [t |* 1 10y, | dz for all n € N. (3.13)
RN n—oo RN

Using that € is bounded and the dominated convergence theorem, we have that, passing to a
subsequence,

n—oo

lim ]2 10 [10n] :/ (uf2In |u| dx, (3.14)
{lun|<1} {lul<1}
whereas, by Fatou’s Lemma, we deduce that, passing to a subsequence,

/ lu[?In |u| dz < lim [t |* In 11y,| . (3.15)
{lul=1}

700 Hlun 21}

Then (3.14) and (3.15) imply (3.13), and the logarithmic Sobolev inequality for general v € H((2)
follows from (3.13) and (3.12). O
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3.4 Differentiability of the energy functional
Let Jo and I be given by (2.11). We show that Jy is of class C! in H(f2). Recall that

2 u(@)u(y)
Er(u,u) = |Jul|” — //:cyeRN o™ dzdy + py|ul3. (3.16)
It is clear that || - || is differentiable and | - |5 is also differentiable by (1.10). Moreover,
: (v)
(u,v) : //,yERN o ’Nddy
y|>1

is a bounded bilinear form (by Lemma 3.4). We show next the differentiability of I.
Lemma 3.9. Let I be given by (2.11). Then I is of class C* in H(Q) and I'(u)v = p [o, uvIn |ul.
In particular, I'(u) € L(H(Q),R) and I' : H(Q) — L(H(Q),R) is continuous.

Proof. Let x € Q, u,v € H(Q), and § € (—1,1)\{0}. Let h(t) := t*(In(t?) — 1), h/(t) = 2tIn [t|. By
the mean value theorem, there is 7 = 7(z) € [0, 1] such that

Qi) = MU+ 5”(;")) — @) _ o) + ro(e))v) n fu(z) + rou()].

Assume first that |u(z) + Tov(z)| > 1, then
1 < u(z) 4 67v(z)| < fu(z)] + [v(z)] < 2max{[u(z)], [v(z)|}
and, since h’ is monotone increasing in (1, c0),

|Qs(x)] < dmax{[u(z)], [v(x)[}|v(z)]|In(2 max{|u(z)], [v(z)]})]
< dmax{|u(z)], [v(@)[}?| In(2 max{|u(@)], jo(z)[})
< [2u(z)?| In[2u(2)|| + [20(2)[* | In [20(2)|| =: M (x).
Note that M € L'(€2). Indeed, by (1.10), Lemma 3.4, and Proposition 3.8,

/w2|ln|w|| :/ w2ln|w|—/ w? In |wl :/w2ln|w|—2/ w? In |wl
Q {lw|>1} {lwl<1} Q {lwl<1}

N N
< —E&r(w,w) + In(|jw?) w3 + =|ay]||w|3 + 2| sup t?|Int| < oo
2 2 te(0,1)
for all w € H(9Q).
On the other hand, if |u(z) + 7év(z)| < 1, then |Qs(x)| < 2e~!, because sup(o 1) [P < 2¢1L,

Then |Qs| < M + 2¢~! in Q and, by the dominated convergence theorem,

I'(u)v = lim Iutov) = I(u) _ ,u/ wvln |u| dz.
6—0 1) Q

Using similar arguments, one can show that, for u,v,w € H(),
}i_I)I(l) [ (u)(v + dw) — I'(u)v| < = ,u hm 5/ luw In(u)| = 0,
(%i_)né [’ (u + dw)v — I'(u)v] < = hm/ |(u + dw) In((u + 6w)?) — wln(u?)|jv| = 0,
and therefore I'(u) € L(H(Q),R) and I" : H(Q) — L(H(Q2),R) is continuous. O

12



4 Uniform bounds for the elements in the Nehari manifold

In this section we show some uniform estimates for every u € N with s € (0, %) In particular, we
show in Proposition 4.6 that all least-energy solutions of (1.1) are uniformly bounded in H(£2).

We begin with some auxiliary lemmas.

Lemma 4.1. Let p € C'([0, 1)) satisfy (1.3). There is a constant ¢ = c(p,2) > 0 such that
lulls > ¢ for allu € Ny and all s € (0, 1). (4.1)

Proof. Let Fy : H5(Q)\{0} — R be given by Fs(u) = |lul|? — |ufb:. By Holder’s inequality and
Theorem 3.2,

Fy(u) > |lullf - IQI Cu 5 > fullZ - IQI = %NSIIUHP“‘—HUII (1—|Q| = RNSHUII”“Z)

2; —Ps

Ps
Let g(t,s) :=1—[Q % k2 tP*~2 where ry is given in (3.3). Then

25 —ps __Ps
g(t,s) >0 if 22(2*1’8)&]2\;287”5).
Note that
25 — s 25 —2 1 4 11 2
— 4 =_ 4+ — = - — as s — 0
25(2—ps)  25(2-ps) 2% (N —2s)2% fol p(rs)dr 25 2 Np/(0)
and therefore
2
lim Q2] 252-rs) <2 b — ]Q\ NP0 > (.
s—0
Furthermore, by (3.4),
2 7t
SPs ~ P
. - . 1 2(2—ps) 1 F(N) N o (N
22-ps) _ s . 2Y(5)
lim £ 7% lim </€N,s> yp (F(%)) e "2 > 0.
As a consequence, there is ¢ = c(p7 1) > 0 such that Fi(u) > 0 if [Jul|s € (0,c), and then |uls > c
for all u € N and for all s € (0,1), as claimed. O
Lemma 4.2. Let s € (0,1), ¢ € C(\{0}, and ps = p(s), where p satisfies (1.3). Let ts, be
given by
1
2\ ps—2
RN
Then t3,p € Ny and
Er(o, o) — P (0) [, 2 g
lim £ = 10— exp [ 229 = P(0) Jo ;(!w!)!w! AN
s—0t 77 P'(0)]elz

In particular, SUDge(p,1) te, < 00,
1
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Proof. Let s € (0,1) and ¢ € C*(2)\{0}. Then, by Lemma 3.7, |l¢||2 = |¢|3 + s€L(p,¢) + o(s)
as s — 07. On the other hand, [p[5: = [¢]3 + sp'(0) [, [¢[* In|p| dz + o(s). Let A = |¢[3. Then, by
Lemma 3.1,

1
1 A—l ps—2
i 5 — tim ( £ A7561(510) +of) )
sN\0 SN0\ 1+ s fQ\gpPln]cp]da:—FO( )

1
_ limgo(1 4+ A sEL (¢, ) + 0(s)) * o
limg (1 + sp:(TO) fQ lo? In || dz + o(s))%

1
ATIEL(pp) #’(0) —p 1 2
_ (e e <5L(Wp) P'(0) [on(lp))]e] > ~o.
eP'( p'(0)

WA [, o2 In gl '(0)]0]3

This implies that the function s — t;, has a continuous extension to the compact set [0, %], and
therefore SUP ¢ (o, )ts < 00, as clalmed O

Remark 4.3. In Lemma 5.2 below we show that, in fact, togp € Np with p = p/(0).
The following result provides an “intermediate” logarithmic-type Sobolev inequality.

Lemma 4.4. Let s € (0,1) and let o € C(Q). It holds that

1
[ o [1el il dvar < [ KGnlol + 2806 [ 1627 mlipe) dear

*

where k(s) = (KN,S)QTS and with kN5 as in Theorem 3.2. Moreover, if
loll2 < C for some C > 0, (4.3)

then there is C1 = C1(C,Q) > 0 such that

! . N ! .
/ / [pl* In |io| dwdr < C1+ — / k() / (€17 In(l€|*)|B(€)[* dE dr.
0 Hlpl>1} 0 RN

o*

Proof. Let s € (0, 1), k(s) == (kn.) 7, and G(s) = k(s)| ¢l ¥ — |¢l3:. Then k € C'([0,1]) and
G € CH((0, 1)) with

G'(s) = K (s)llel3 + 2k(s) /RN €% I [€[|B (€)1 K= N2 / o[> In|p| d.

Note that lim; ,o+ G(t) = 0 and, by Theorem 3.2, G(t) > 0 for t € (0, %). Then fo G'(st) dT > 0,
namely,

1
J _/ W/|(’D| 571n|<,0| dIIJ‘dT
< [ Kol +2x06m) [ 6P melip©) dcar (14)
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By Lemma 3.6 and (4.3), there is M = M(C,Q) > 0 such that ||¢||2. < M for all 7 € (0,1); but
then, there is ¢/ = C'(C,Q) > 0 such that

/ ¥ (s7)lllpl% dr < C. (45)
Moreover,
1
* 4N *
J = / / ©|% In|p da:dT—i—/ 7/ ©|% In || dzdr
—237 m{wzu’ | H o (N —2s7)? Qﬂ{|w|<1}‘ | H
> —/ / lo|? In|@| dadr — |Qc1, (4.6)
N Jo Jon{lelz1}

where ¢1 = SUyc 5.1 ge(o. 1) gzt | fl]- By (4.4), (45), and (4.6),

1 i N ! ~
] % g da:dfs—(rmc1+0'+ | o | \a%ﬂnmwor?dsdf),
0 Jan{le|>1} 4 0 RN

and the claim follows. O

The next result shows that uniform bounds in N yield uniform bounds in H(Q2). Note that
Lemma 3.5 provides such a bound only for s far away from zero. For s near zero a finer analysis is
required.

Lemma 4.5. Let Cy > 0, s € (0, i), ps = p(s) with p as in (1.3), and let ¢ € N be such that
”90”2 < Cy. Then there is C = C(Cy,p, ) > 0 such that

loll? = E(p, ) < C.

Proof. Assume first that ¢ € C2°(Q) NN. For 7 € (0,1) and o € (0, 1), let

N 250
hcr(T) =1- Z(K/N,UT) 2 (S()up) |p |

where Ky, is given in (3. 4) Note that p'(0) € (0, &) (by (1.3)) and kn,; — 1 as o — 0F (by (3.4)).
Therefore there is so € (0, ) such that, if s € (0, 30) then

p'(st) >0 for T € (0,1) and §:= n%g]nl) hs(1) € (0,1). (4.7)
T7€(0,

For s € [sg, 1), the claim follows from Lemmas 3.5 and 3.6.
To show the claim in (0, sp), let s € (0, sp). Note that

—M_ ! 2sT 2\ |~ 2
=Bzl [ e iae? de ar .
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On the other hand, using that ¢ € Ny and (4.7),

Ps 2 1
T — lel. — lely :/ p’(ST)/ P In [ da dr
S 0 Q

1 1
_ / P (s7) / 0PV In | da dr + / P (s7) / P In | do dr
0 {lpl<1} 0 {le|>1}

< sup / / 0% In |g| do dr.
(0,s) {lp[>1}

Then, by Lemma 4.4, there is C; = C1(Cp, ) > 0 such that

*
s

N [t 2% .
I < C+sup \p/\—/ (KN,sr) 2 / €177 In([€*)|B(6)[* dé dr.
os) 4 Jo RN

Furthermore, by (4.8) and (4.9),

1
| [ n@ler miePia@)? dear <.
0 JRN

Note that, if Cy := f{|§|§} I [¢]?] dg,

[ ] o miePip acar
{\€\<1}

= [ ] i imRlpe dsar
{|E|<1}
>- [ PR d

{lgl<1}

(4.10)

> s / €3 de — (1 — )% / e ]?] de
{lg|<1} {1¢1L1}

) In |£2|@(&)[? dé — Co2(1 — 0) g2
{I1€]<1}

and, by (4.7),
/ / ()€ In |E21B(E) ? de dr > § / In [€[2(3(6)? de.
{|§|>1}
But then, by (4.10), (4.11), and (4.12),

Eule) = [ MEPIROP d¢ < G+ ol 9o

By Lemma 3.6, there is C5 = C3(€2,Cp) > 0 such that

lpl3 < Cs.
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Moreover, by (3.16) and Lemma 3.4,

EL(e,0) > [lell* — Calel3 (4.15)

for some Cy = C4(2) > 0. The claim now follows, for ¢ € C(Q) NN, from (4.13), (4.14),
and (4.15). The general case ¢ € N follows from the density of C2°(€Q2) in H§(2) and Lemma 3.5.
U

We are ready to show the main result in this section.

Proposition 4.6. Let s € (0, %), ps = p(s) with p as in (1.3), and let us € Ny be a least-energy
solution of (1.1). There is C = C(p,Q) > 0 such that

us||* = E(us, us) < C for all s € (0, i)
Proof. Let ¢ € C2°(2)\{0}. By (2.5) and Lemma 4.2,

sl = inf [Jo[l2 < (£2)*[l¢lls < sup (t5)2 el =: Co < o0 (4.16)
UGNS SE(O )
With this bound, the result follows from Lemma 4.5. O

5 Existence of a least-energy solution of the limiting problem

In this section we show Theorem 1.2. In the following, we use that, by [9, Theorem 1.4],
M= min{&r(u,u) 1 u € H(Q), |uls =1} € R. (5.1)

Note that AL can be zero or negative. In fact, by [9, Corollary 1.10], A < In()\;), where ) is
the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of (—A) in €.
Lemma 5.1. There are c¢o > 0 and ¢1 > 0 such that |uly > ¢o and ||u|| > ¢1 for every u € Ny(Q).

Proof. Let ju = 4\ for some A € (0,1). For u € H(Q), let Fy(u) == Er(u,u) — % [ u? In(u?). Then,
by (3.8),

Fo(u) > (1 = NéEr(u,u) — [2&1\/ + %ln(|u|§)} Nul? for every u € H(Q). (5.2)
Furthermore, using (5.1),

Fo(u) > [1 - ANE 9qy — %lnﬂu@)] Aul2 > 0 (5.3)

if |uly < exp <(1 A) N/\L ) =: ¢p. Therefore |uly > ¢g for every u € Ny(Q). Finally, by (1.10),

there is C' > 0 such that ¢ < lula < C|ul| for all w € H(Q2), and this ends the proof. O

Lemma 5.2. For w € H\ {0}, let

Er(w,w) — p [ w?In |wl
9 .= exp < M‘wég > (5.4)

and let a,(s) == Jo(sw). Then, o’y(s) >0 for 0 < s < t% and al,(s) < 0 for s > t0. In particular,
s+ Jo(sw) achieves its unique maximum at s = tO and tow € Np.
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Proof. Note that

al,(s) = <5L(w,w) - ,u/ w? ln|sw|> s = <5L(w,w) — plwl3n|s| — ,u/ w? ln|w|> s
Q Q

for w € H(2). The claim now follows by the definition of s,, and a direct computation.
O

Proposition 5.3. Let (up)neny C Ny be a sequence such that sup,,cy Jo(un) < C for some C > 0.
Then (up)nen is bounded in H() and, passing to a subsequence, there is u € H(Q)\{0} such that
Up — u weakly in H(Q) and u, — ug strongly in L*(Q) as n — oo.

Proof. Note that Jo(uy) = 4|uy,|3, and therefore sup,,cy [un[3 < %C’ =: (1. Moreover, by Proposi-
tion 3.8,
N N
Jolun) > (1 - T“) Extnyun) = 5 (a3 unl3 — an = a3,

which yields that sup,,en L (un, un) < C+8upejo ¢y <%] In(t)|t + \aM%t) =: Cy. By Lemma 3.4,

Ca > Ep(un,un) > [lun]l* = (12| + lon|)C1,

which implies that sup,,cy ||un|| < co. Then, by (1.10), passing to a subsequence, there is u € H(2)
such that u, — u in H(Q) and u, — u in L?(Q). Finally, by Lemma 5.1, there is ¢y > 0 such that
lugle = limy, 00 |unl2 > ¢ > 0 and therefore ug # 0. O

Lemma 5.4. Let ug € L*(Q) and let (ug)ren C L*(Q) be such that uy — ug in L*() as k — o0o.

If (ag)ken C [0, %) is such that limy_,oc o, = 0, then, passing to a subsequence,

lim [ In(ui)|up|“Fupp de = / In(ud)ugyp dz for all p € C°(Q).
Q

k—00 (9}

Proof. Note that supsc(q 1), ken t]2* T In(#?)] < oo and, since ux — wugp in L%(Q) as k — oo by
assumption, passing to a subsequence we have that uip — ug a.e. in €2 as k — oco. Then, since €2 is
bounded, we can use the dominated convergence theorem to obtain that

lim In(u} ) ug|“*upp doe = / In(ud)uoyp de. (5.5)
F=00 Hlur|<1} {luol<1}

On the other hand, since uy — ug in L?*(Q) as k — oo, there is a majorant U € L?(Q) (see
e.g. [30, Lemma A.1]) such that, passing to a subsequence,

lug| < U in 2 for all k € N.
Moreover, on the set {|uy| > 1}, we can use Lemma 3.3 (with o = 2 < 2 = ) to obtain that
In(u}) Jug|* upep < ln(ui)]uk\%]cp] < Alug|*lo| < 4UP[I¢]l0o in {Jug| > 1} for all k € N.

By dominated convergence, then

lim In(u} ) ug | upe de = / In(ud)ugyp de,
Foo0 Hjuxl>1} {luol>1}
which, together with (5.5), yields the desired result. O
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Lemma 5.5. It holds that

f Jo = inf .
inf Jo = ;relﬁrél[% Jo(o (1)), (5.6)

where T = {o € C°([0,1],H(Q)) : 0(0) = 0,0(1) # 0, Jo(c(1) < 0)}.
Proof. Let v € Np, then

Jo(tv) = t2E(v,v) — tz% / v*(In |(tv)?] — 1)

Q
= 12 <5L(v,v)+ﬁ(1—21n\t\)\v\§—ﬁ/v21n(v2)>.
4 1 Jq

Therefore, there is r, > 0 such that Jy(r,v) < 0, and setting o,(t) := tr,v we have that o, € T.
Note that maxc(o,1) Jo(os(t)) = Jo(v) (see Lemma 5.2) and

inf max Jy(o(t)) < inf max Jo(o,(t)) = inf Jo(v). (5.7)

oeT t€[0,1] vEND t€(0,1] vEND
On the other hand, let s : H(2) — R be given by

# fo v? In|v| dz—EL (v,0) .
k(v) = P ( [v[3 > ’ Tf v 0,
0, ifv=0.

By Proposition 3.8,
p fq v Injo| de — EL(v,v)
[f3
and therefore x is continuous at v = 0. Note that x(v) = 1 if and only if v € Ny. Furthermore,
if v # 0 and Jy(v) < 0, then k(v) > 1. But then, for every o € T, k(c(0)) = 0, k(c(1)) > 1,
and then there is to € (0,1) such that x(o(tg)) = 1, which implies that o(tg) € N This yields

that maxc(g 1) Jo(o(t)) > Jo(o(to)) > infag Jo; but then inf,e7 maxycp 1) Jo(o(t)) > infay Jo. This,
together with (5.7), implies (5.6) and ends the proof. O

I
—an,

< pin(|vl2) + 1

We are ready to show Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let ¥ : H(Q)\{0} — R be given by ¥(u) := &(u,u) — § [, u*In(v?) dz.
Then Ny = ¥~1(0) and V' (u)u = 281 (u,u) — p [o(In(u?) + 1)u? da = —u!u\z < 0if ueNp. In
particular, Ny is a C'-manifold. By Ekeland’s variational principle [13, Corollary 3.4], there are
(tUn)nen € Ny and ((n)nen C R such that

. 1 1
0 < Jo(un) — 1}{1{ Jo < - and || Jy(un) — C”\Ij,(u”)HL(H(Q),R) < - (5.8)
In particular, Jo(u,) < oo for all n € N and
1
= o (Eutumin) — & [ ) + Gl ) = G2 (5.9
[[tn| 2 Jo [[tn|

19



as n — oo. By Proposition 5.3, there is Cy > 0 satisfying that
llun|| < Co foralln € N (5.10)

and there is ug € H()\{0} such that, passing to a subsequence, u,, — wuy weakly in H(Q2) and
2
up — ug strongly in L2(Q) as n — oo. By Lemma 5.1, there is ¢y > 0 such that H;’;'ﬁ > 5_02 for all

n € N. Therefore (5.9) implies that ¢, — 0 as n — oo. Moreover, by (5.10), there is C5 > 0 such
that

| W (up )| = ‘25’L(un,v) - N/Q(ln(ui) + Duyv dz| < C3

for all v € H(Q) with ||v|| = 1, where we used that I'(u,) is a bounded linear operator, by
Lemma 3.9. As a consequence, by (5.8),
1

H‘Jé(u")HL(H(Q),R) < - + CnH\II/(un)HL:(H(Q)’R) —0 asn— oco. (5.11)

Then, by Lemma 5.4,
0= lim J)(un)p = lim EL(upn, ) — ﬁ/ In(u?)unp dz = Ex(ug, @) — K / In(ud)ugp dx
for all p € C2°(Q2). This implies that wug is a weak solution of (1.8). Moreover, since C2°(£2) is dense

in H(2), there is (pn)neny C C°(£2) such that ¢, — ug in H(Q) as n — oo. Then, by Lemma 3.9,
we have that

0= lim &r(ug,en) — K / ln(u%)uogon dx = Er(up, up) — E/ ln(u%)u% dx.
n—o0 2 Q 2 Q

Therefore, ug € Ny. Finally, using that u,,uq € Ny and that u,, — ug in L?(€),

inf Jo = lim Jo(upn) = lim Er(un,un) — r / u?(In(u?) — 1) de
No n—00 Q

n—00 4
o [
= nh_)lloloz/ﬂui dx = Z/Qu% dx = Jo(uo).

Note that (1.9) follows from Lemma 5.5.
Finally, let up be any least-energy solution and we argue that ug does not change sign. By [9,
Lemma 3.3], we have that |up| € H(Q2) and

Er(luol; luol) < &L (uo, uo)- (5.12)

Furthermore, the equality holds if and only if ug does not change sign. Let 75‘0%| be given by (5.4)

with w = |ug|. Then t?u0||u0| € Np and, by (5.12) and because ug € Ny, we have that t?uo‘ <1
Therefore

: H H
Jo(uo) = IJ\I}E Jo < Jo(t),,|uol) = Z(t\ouoﬂz\uofg < Z\Uo\g = Jo(uo).
This yields that ¢t | = 1 and therefore (5.12) must hold with equality. This implies that uy does

. luol
not change sign.
O
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6 Convergence of solutions

In this section we show that least-energy solutions of (1.1) converge in the L2-sense, up to a
subsequence, to a least-energy solution of (1.5). First, a standard use of the Nehari method
yields the existence of least-energy solutions of (1.1). For completeness (and for comparison with
Theorem 1.2) we include a short proof.

Theorem 6.1. Let s € (0,1) and ps € (2,2}). There is a least-energy solution us € Ny of (1.1),
namely, us satisfies (2.2) and Js(us) = infyr, Js. Furthermore, all least-energy solutions of (1.1)
are either positive or negative in §2.

Proof. Let ¥ : H§(2)\{0} — R be given by ¥(u) := |jul|? — |ufb:. Then Ny = ¥~1(0) and
U (u)u = 2||us|? — psluslh: = (2 — ps)|lusl|? < 0 if u € Ns. By Ekeland’s variational principle [13,
Corollary 3.4] and Lemma 4.1, there are (u,)nen C Ns, (Co)nen C R, and C' > 1 such that

1 1
—1 . / /
¢ < ||un||s < Ca 0< Js(un) - lj\I}Sf Js < m7 H‘Js(un) - Cn\II (un)|’E(H8(Q)’R) < E (6'1)

for all n € N. It follows that, o(1) = m (JL(un)uy — GV (un)un) = C(2—ps)|lunlls as n — oo and
therefore ¢, — 0 as n — co. Then HJg(un)HE(HS(Q)R) — 0 as n — oo and there is us € H{(2)\{0}
such that, passing to a subsequence, u, — u; weakly in H;(€2) and u, — u, strongly in LPs(Q) as
n — oo. With these facts, we conclude that us is a weak solution of (1.1), us € N, and, up to a
subsequence,

1 1 1 1

i g =l ) = (5 = o)t 2> (5 o)l = ) > i 1

Finally, let us be a least-energy solution and let ¢}, | be given by (4.2). Then |||us||ls < |lus]ls,

S
u

by < L and 7, Jus| € N. Therefore,
s 1 1 s el e
Js(us) < Js(t\uS\’us’) = 5 — p_ (t\us\) ]uslps < Js(us),
S
which yields that tf = 1 and |us| is a nonnegative least-energy solution of (1.1). By the strong

lus| —
maximum principle (see e.g. [14, Proposition 3.3]) it follows that |us| > 0 in  and therefore ug is

either strictly positive or negative in ). O

Next we recall some known properties. Let v € H(Q) and ¢ € C°(Q2), then
Eulup) = [ ulap da, (62)
Q

see [9, eq. (3.11)]. Moreover, by [9, Theorem 1.1], Lap € LP(RY) and

—A)So —
lim 7( )¢ (’D—LAcp

s—0t S

=0 for all 0 < p < oo. (6.3)
p

In particular, (—A)%¢ = ¢ + sLap + o(s) in L¥(RY) as s — 07.

We are ready to show our main theorem.
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Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let s, € (0, %) be such that s;; — 0 and let (us, )xen be a sequence of least-
energy solutions (the set of least-energy solutions is nonempty by Theorem 6.1). By (4.16) there is
Co = Cp(2,p) > 0 such that

|lus, ||s,, < Co for all k € N. (6.4)

Moreover, by Proposition 4.6, the sequence (us, )ken C N, is uniformly bounded in the Hilbert
space H(Q). By the compact embedding of H(Q) into L?(f2), we obtain that, passing to a subse-
quence, there is ug € H(€2) such that

us, — up  in H(Q), us, — ug  in L*(Q) as k — oo. (6.5)

Observe that, if f(s) := [t|Ps=2t, then f’(s7) = p/(s7) In(|t])[t|PCT) =2t Let ¢ € C°(N), then,
by (6.3),

/ USk((’D + skLA(’D T O(Sk)) = / usk(_A)Sk('p = / |usk |psk_2’LLsk(10
Q Q 0
1

:/Q<usk +8k/0 P (sxT) ln(|usk|)|usk|p(s”)_2usk dT) o dr, (6.6)

in L*°(2) as k — oo. Moreover, since [, us, Lay = Er(us,, ), by (6.2), then (6.6) implies that
1l )+ 0(1) = [ o Lasp do +o(1)
Q

1
:// p/(skT)ln(\usk\)\usk]p(s“)_2u5k dry dx, (6.7)
aJo

as k — oo for all p € C°(€2). By Lemma 5.4, passing to a subsequence,

1
lim p’(SkT)/ I (fus s, P47 Pug i da dr = p’(O)/ In(luo|)uop d.
0 Q Q

k—00

Therefore, letting k — oo in (6.7) we conclude that

Eulun ) = (O) [ Wlluohuog  forall g € CF(@). (68)
Q
Then, by density, ug is a weak solution of
Laug = p'(0) In(fuo|)uo ~ in .

Let

p(sg) —2 __ 1

M=o €(0,1), ar=(01-XM\)2, Br=M25,, k=

and note that ax + Or = p(sk), % + L =1, and

a

1
lim A = 2o P(5iT) A7

k—o00

N
4 = p/(O)Z S (07 1)7
Sk N_2s;,
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by (1.3). Then, by (4.1), Theorem 3.2, (6.4), and Holder’s inequality, there is ¢ = ¢(£2,p) > 0 and
C = C(Q,p) > 0 such that

¢ < [lusy 2, = /Q g Pk = / ot | g

Q
1 1
Tk o 2(1-Ag 25,2 2(1-Ag
< </ ‘Usk’akrk> </ ‘usk‘ﬁqu> = |us, 2( k)’usk 2;‘]; ‘< Clus, 2( k)y
Q Q '

for all k£ € N, and therefore
C\ 3N
|U0|2 = kll{{.lo |usk|2 > <6) 2(1=7p(0)) > 07

This yields that ug # 0 is a nontrivial weak solution and ug € Njp.
Next, we show that ug is a least-energy solution of the limiting problem, namely, that

P'(0)
4

|u0|% = Jo(up) = inf Jy =: ¢ > 0,
No

where Jo(u) = £&L(u,u) — I@ Jo lul?(In(|u|?) — 1) dz. Noting that limjy_q i <% - pik> = p'ELO)’

we have that

1 1 .1 (0
Js, (us,) = (5 — p_> ||usk||§k and kli)m - Js, (us,,) = i )
Sk o

: 2
Jim s s, -

Let ¢ := i <% — pl > [|us, [I2,- Then, by (6.4), there is ¢* € R such that, passing to a subsequence,
Sk
limy,_, o ¢, = ¢*. We claim that ¢* = ¢p.
By Fatou’s Lemma,
'(0 '(0 I
co = m|u0|§ < p0) liminf/ |€|** |, |* d€ = liminf ¢} = ¢*. (6.9)
4 4 k—oo JRN k—o0
On the other hand, by Theorem 1.2 with p = p’(0), there is v € ANy such that Jy(v) = c¢p.
Let (vn)nen C C2°(Q) NNy such that v, — v as n — oo in H(2). By Lemma 4.2 and using that
Up € NOa

o n [ A
lim ¢} =1 for every n € N, where t}} := e . (6.10)
k—o0 |Un|105:
But then, using the minimality of u,, (6.10), Lemma 3.7, and that t}v, € Nj,
1 1 1/1 1 2(0)
¢ = lim ¢ = lim —J, (us,) < lim —J, (t7v,) = lim — [ = — — ) [[tRu,]]2 = —Z|v,]3.
k—00 k k—o0 S sk( sk)  k—oo Sk sk( k n) k—o0 Sk <2 psk> H k ank 4 ‘ n‘2

Since lim,, 0 plio)]vn]% = ’@M% = Jo(v) = ¢y, we have that ¢* < ¢y. Together with (6.9), we

conclude that ¢* = ¢y. Finally, arguing as in (6.9) and using (6.5),
P'(0)

2 p( ) s 2 .
co < Joluo) = = =luoly < == liminf flug, [|;, = lim ¢, =" =y,

which implies that Jy(ug) = co. O
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7 Closing remarks

To finish this paper, we comment on the following.

Remark 7.1. (On the extremal cases for p'(0)) The cases p/(0) = 0 and p/(0) = 4 are not covered
by Theorem 1.1 (note that the assumption 2 < p(s) < 2% for s € (0, 1) implies that p'(0) € [0, %]).

For p’(0) = 0, the characterization of the limiting problem (see the proof of Theorem 1.1)
requires a second order —or even higher, if p”(0) = 0—expansion of the fractional Laplacian and
of the power nonlinearity at s = 0, and we do not pursue this here.

On the other hand, if p/(0) = 4 (which corresponds to the “critical case”), then we cannot use
the logarithmic Sobolev inequality to obtain estimates in the H(2)-norm (and gain compactness),
see for example Lemma 5.1 and Proposition 5.3, where the fact that A := p’ (0)% < 1is crucial. For
problem (1.1) with the critical Sobolev exponent ps = 2%, the use of a suitable symmetric variational
framework can yield the existence of solutions in some bounded (and unbounded) domains, see
e.g. [20] and the references therein. We conjecture that a similar approach can be used to study

(1.8) with p = +-.

Remark 7.2. (On the positivity properties of solutions) In Theorem 6.1, a strong maximum
principle for supersolutions of (—A)® is used to show that least-energy solutions of (1.1) are either
strictly positive or strictly negative in €; in particular, for us € Hg(€2),

(=A)ug=uP*"1 >0 inQ implies that us >0 in Q.

Strong maximum principles for La are available (see for example the proof of [9, Theorem 3.4]
where a general strong maximum principle for nonlocal operators shown in [22, Theorem 1.1] is
used to prove that the first Dirichlet eigenfunction of La is strictly positive). However, note that
the logarithmic nonlinearity In(ug)uy does not have a fixed sign for a nonnegative ug, namely, for

u € H(Q),
Laug = pln(ug)ug inQ  and wup>0 inQ does not imply that ug >0 in Q.

As a consequence, in Theorem 1.2, we only show that the least-energy solutions are either nonneg-
ative or nonpositive.

Remark 7.3 (Generalizations and extensions). Our main variational tool is the Nehari manifold
method. This is a very flexible and versatile approach that can be applied to study a wide set of
nonlinear problems. For instance, in [28], a generalized Nehari method is used to show the existence
of a least-energy solution (a.k.a. ground state) of the problem

—Au— A= f(z,u) inQ, u=0 on 01, (7.1)
where A € R and f € C(Q x R,R) satisfies the following assumptions:
1. (Suberiticality) | f(z,u)| < a(l + |u|97?!) for some a > 0 and 2 < ¢ < 225 =2}, N > 3.

2. (Superlinearity) f(z,u) = o(u) uniformly in = as v — 0 and F(x,u)/u? — oo uniformly in
as |u| — oo, where F(z,u) := [ f(z,s) ds.

3. (Monotonicity) u +— f(x,u)/|u| is strictly increasing on (—o0,0) and (0, c0).
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Note that f is not assumed to be C'. Furthermore, if f is odd in u, then (7.1) has infinitely
many solutions. Combining the approach from [28] with the methods in this paper, it is possible
to characterize the small order asymptotics of (7.1) when —A is substituted with (—A)®. In this
case, the condition for subcriticality would be |fs(z,u)| < a(1 + |ul%~!) for some a > 0 and
2 < qs < N2£V25 = 2% s € (0, %), N > 1. To analyze the small order limit as s — 0T, suitable
(logarithmic-subcriticality) assumptions need to be imposed on the behavior of the map s — f; at

s =0, as in (1.3).
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