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Abstract. In this paper we consider the gradient flow of the following Ginzburg-Landau type
energy

Fε(u) :=
1

2

ˆ
M

|Du|2g +
1

2ε2

(
|u|2g − 1

)2

volg.

This energy is defined on tangent vector fields on a 2-dimensional closed and oriented Riemann-
ian manifold M (here D stands for the covariant derivative) and depends on a small parameter
ε > 0. If the energy satisfies proper bounds, when ε → 0 the second term forces the vector fields
to have unit length. However, due to the incompatibility for vector fields on M between the
Sobolev regularity and the unit norm constraint, critical points of Fε tend to generate a finite
number of singular points (called vortices) having non-zero index (when the Euler characteristic
is non-zero). These types of problems have been extensively analyzed in the recent paper by R.
Ignat & R. Jerrard [19]. As in Euclidean case (see, among the others [8]), the position of the
vortices is ruled by the so-called renormalized energy.

In this paper we are interested in the dynamics of vortices. We rigorously prove that the
vortices move according to the gradient flow of the renormalized energy, which is the limit
behavior when ε → 0 of the gradient flow of the Ginzburg-Landau energy.

Keywords: Ginzburg-Landau; Vector fields on surfaces; Gradient flow of the renormalized
energy; Γ-convergence.
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1. Introduction and Main Result

A prominent example of the non-trivial interplay between PDEs models, material science,
differential geometry and topology is the the study of the formation and the evolution of the
so-called topological defects, that is regions in the material where the order parameter (in this
paper, a vector field on a 2-dimensional Riemannian manifold) experiences a very rapid change.
To put this phenomenon in perspective, we let (M, g) be a closed (i.e. compact, connected
and without boundary), oriented, 2-dimensional Riemannian manifold with Euler characteristic
χ(M). The classical Poincaré-Hopf Theorem (see [12]) provides a precise relation between the
zeros of continuous vector fields on M and the topology of M . More precisely, any continuous
vector field u with finitely many zeros {a1, . . . , an} must satisfy

(1.1)
n∑

j=1

ind (u, ∂Bδ(aj)) = χ(M),

where ind(u, ∂Bδ(aj)) is a local topological invariant — the index — computed on the boundary
of a small geodesic ball Bδ(aj), with radius δ and center aj . The radius δ must be taken small
enough, so that the ball Bδ(aj) does not contain any zero of u other than aj . (For the definition
of the index, see Section 4 below.) An immediate consequence is that a non-vanishing continuous
vector field exists if and only if the Euler characteristic of M is equal to zero, namely only if
M is a torus (up to homeomorphism). In other words, if χ(M) ̸= 0 then M does not support
a globally defined, unit-norm, continuous vector field. Interestingly, the very same topological
obstruction holds for Sobolev vector fields. More precisely (see [12] and [38]), indicating with D
the Levi-Civita connection, we have that the Sobolev class

(1.2)
{
v :M → TM : v(p) ∈ TpM, |v| = 1 a.e. in M, |Dv|g ∈ L2(M)

}
̸= ∅ ⇐⇒ χ(M) = 0.

Thus, the Dirichlet-type energy on unit-norm vector fields

(1.3) F (u) :=
1

2

ˆ
M

|Du|2g volg

is well defined only if the Euler characteristic of M is zero. The energy F is interesting both
from the geometric and the modellistic point of view. On the one hand, the energy F is usually
called Total Bending (see [44]) and (quantitatively) measures how a globally defined unit-norm
vector field u, if it exists, fails to be a parallel vector field (namely a vector field u for which
Dvu = 0 for any v). On the other hand, the energy F is related, for instance, to the modelling
of nematic shells, namely a rigid particle coated by a thin film of nematic liquid crystal (see [5],
[6], [25], [30], [41], [43]) when one neglects the effects of the extrinsic geometry of the substrate
on the elastic energy. We refer to [27], [28] and [37] for models including extrinsic effects.

When χ(M) ̸= 0 the energy F ≡ +∞, therefore its minimization requires at first a relaxation
of at least one of the constraints in the Sobolev class of vector fields in (1.2). Looking back at
the definition (1.2) we see that there are many ways to relax one of the constraints and obtain
a non-empty class on which the energy F is finite. A common strategy (and the one we will
follow in this paper) consists in relaxing the unit norm constraint and studying the asymptotic
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behavior of the Ginzburg-Landau energy

(1.4) Fε(u) :=
1

2

ˆ
M

|Du|2g +
1

2ε2

(
|u|2g − 1

)2
volg.

This problem has been addressed by Ignat & Jerrard in the recent paper [19]. Note that this
type of approximation is completely intrinsic as it makes no reference to any embedding of the
manifold.

There are however other possible strategies to obtain a relaxed version of the energy F . For
instance, if our 2-dimensional manifold is an embedded surface in R3, a possible strategy consists
in replacing M with a suitable triangulation of M and the energy F (actually its extrinsic version
where the covariant derivative is replaced with the derivative of R3) with a discrete energy
defined on unit norm vector fields sitting in the vertices of the triangulation of M (see [13]).
This approach, contrary to the Ginzburg-Landau approximation, is extrinsic in the sense that it
depends on how the manifold M sits in R3. However, these two approaches have the common
feature of giving information, in a suitable asymptotic regime, about the location, and the charge
of the vortices.

Since our work is very much related with the work of R. Jerrard & R. Ignat, we briefly recall
some of the main results of [19] regarding (1.4).

Let i be an almost complex structure on M , that is, an operator TM → TM which restricts
to a linear map on each tangent plane TpM and satisfies i2+1 = 0 (where 1 denotes the identity
on TM). For any (sufficiently regular) vector field u on M , we define the 1-form

(1.5) j(u) := (Du, iu)g

and the 2-form

(1.6) ω(u) := dj(u) + κvolg,

where κ is the Gauss curvature of M . The form ω(u) is called the vorticity of u. In the Euclidean
setting, when u : R2 → R2, the vorticity ω(u) essentially reduces to the Jacobian determinant
of u, i.e. ω(u) = 2(det∇u) dx. As in the Euclidean case, if a sequence uε satisfies a logarithmic
energy bound such as Fε(uε) ≤ C |log ε| (for some constant C that does not depend on ε) then
the sequence of vorticities ω(uε) is compact. Controlling the vorticity of uε is key to proving a
sharp lower bound for the energy of uε and obtain compactness results for the minimizers of Fε.
However, when the genus g = 2−χ(M)

2 ̸= 0, it is also necessary to control the L2-projection of the
1-form j(uε) on the space of harmonic 1-forms, Harm1(M). Harm1(M) is a real vector space of
dimension 2g. Let P be the L2-projection onto Harm1(M). Ignat and Jerrard [19] showed that,
if a sequence of vector field uε satisfies suitable energy bounds, then there exist distinct points
a1, . . . , an in M , integers d1, . . . , dn, a form ξ ∈ Harm1(M) and a (non-relabelled) subsequence,
such that

dj(uε)
ε→0−−−→ 2π

n∑
j=1

djδaj in W−1,p(M) for any p ∈ (1, 2)

Pj(uε)
ε→0−−−→ ξ

The integers dj represent the charges of topological singularities which arise at the points aj .
They satisfy

n∑
j=1

dj = χ(M).

The harmonic 1-form ξ ∈ Harm1(M) depends non-trivially on a := (a1, . . . , an) and d :=
(d1, . . . , dn), as it must satisfy the constraint ξ ∈ L(a, d) where L(a, d) is a suitable subset
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of Harm1(M) defined by the position and the charges of the singularities. (See [19, Section 2.1]
and Section 3 for the definition of L(a, d).) If the uε’s are minimizers of Fε, then n = |χ(M)|,
dj = sign(χ(M)) for any j and

(1.7) Fε(uε) = πn |log ε|+W (a, d, ξ) + nγ + o(1) as ε→ 0.

Here, the function W =W (a, d, ξ) is the so-called renormalized energy, which accounts for the
interaction between the singular points aj . It can be characterised in terms of the Green function
for the Laplace-Beltrami operator on M and the Gauss curvature of M (see [19, Proposition 2.4]
and section 3 below). When the uε’s are minimizers of Fε, (a, d, ξ) minimize the renormalized
energy W . The constant γ > 0 in (1.7) is the so-called core energy, which accounts for the
energy in a suitably small neighbourhood of each singular point aj (we refer to [19, Section 2.3]
for the definition of γ — in Ignat and Jerrard’s notation, γ = ιF ). Moreover, again up to a to
a subsequence, minimizers converge to a unit-norm vector field u∗, called a canonical harmonic
vector field, which is smooth in M \ {a1, . . . , an} and is uniquely determined by (a, d, ξ) up to
a global rotation. These results represent the extension of the classical two-dimensional results
of Bethuel, Brezis and Hélein [8] to the case of vector fields on a Riemannian manifold (see also
[2] for a Γ-convergence result).

In this paper, we discuss the dynamics of the vortices on a two dimensional closed and oriented
Riemannian manifold (M, g). We show that the vortices move according to the gradient flow of
the renormalized energy. The gradient flow of the renormalized energy emerges as limit dynamics
of the (properly rescaled) gradient flow of the Ginzburg-Landau energy (1.4). More precisely, we
consider the asymptotic behavior when ε→ 0 of the Ginzburg Landau dynamics

(1.8)


1

| log ε|
∂tuε −∆guε +

1

ε2
(
|uε|2 − 1

)
uε = 0, a.e. in M × (0, T ),

uε(x, 0) = uε0 a.e. in M.

The operator ∆g is the so called rough Laplacian (see (2.26) for the definition) while the factor
1

|log ε| in front of the time derivative of uε comes from scaling and indicates that the isolated zeros
of uε with nonzero index move with velocities of order |log ε|−1.

Our results confirm in the Riemannian setting the classical planar results of Rubistein &
Sternberg [32], Jerrard & Soner [22], F.H. Lin [24], [23] and Sandier & Serfaty [35]. Quite recently
Chen & Sternberg [15] have proved the convergence of the (rescaled) heat flow of the Ginzburg-
Landau energies defined on maps u : M → C where M is a two-dimensional compact simply
connected Riemannian manifold without boundary. Our setting and our results are however
different for some crucial points. As we deal with vector fields, the topology of M triggers the
formation of the vortices via the Poincaré-Hopf Theorem, while in [15] the vortices arise thanks
to the choice of initial conditions and the scaling of the equation. Another difference lies in
the energy or, more precisely, in the Dirichlet part of the energy. The energy 1

2

´
M |∇u|2g volg

defined on maps u :M → C (in this case ∇ stands for the Riemannian gradient) is conformally
invariant. This is not the case for the energy 1

2

´
M |Du|2g volg defined on vector fields (as before

D is the covariant derivative). The conformal invariance combined with the Uniformization
Theorem permits (as in the “static” situation considered in [7]) to transfer the analysis from the
manifold M to a reference domain in R2. As a result, the renormalized energy is modeled on
the Laplacian in R2 with corrections due to the conformal change. In particular, the interaction
between the vortices is ruled by the Green function of the Laplacian in R2. On the contrary, when
dealing with the energy 1

2

´
M |Du|2g volg, we have to deal with the Laplace-Beltrami operator on

M and with its Green function. The resulting renormalized energy inherits the complexity of
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the Green function (see [40]) and couples the Gauss curvature of M with the position and with
the charge of the vortices. Moreover, it explicitly depends on the harmonic 1-form ξ. Finally,
the interaction term between the positions of the vortices behaves logarithmically only when the
geodesic distance between the two vortices is small enough.

We will consider initial conditions u0ε satisfying the following set of hypothesis. Given n ∈ Z,
n ≥ 1, we consider a n-uple of distinct points a0 = (a01, . . . , a

0
n) inM and a n-uple of integers d =

(d1, . . . , dn) such that
n∑

j=1

dj = χ(M), |dj | = 1 for any j.

Moreover, we fix an harmonic 1-form ξ0 such that ξ0 ∈ L(a0, d). Once we have chosen a0, d, ξ0
as above, we consider a sequence of vector fields u0ε ∈ H1

tan(M) (see (2.53) for the definition of
this Sobolev space) such that

ω(u0ε)
ε→0−−−→ 2π

n∑
j=1

djδa0j
in W−1,p(M)(1.9)

Fε(u
0
ε) ≤ πn| log ε|+W (a0, d, ξ0) + nγ + oε→0(1),(1.10) ∥∥u0ε∥∥L∞(M)

≤ 1.(1.11)

Energetically speaking we are saying that the sequence u0ε is a recovery sequence forW (a0, d, ξ0).
A sequence u0ε that satisfies (1.9), (1.10), (1.11) will be called a sequence of well-prepared initial
conditions. If u0ε is a sequence of well-prepared initial conditions, then for any ε > 0 there exists
a smooth solution uε of (1.8). The main result of the paper is the following

Theorem 1. Let (M, g) be a two dimensional closed and oriented Riemannian manifold. Let
uε be a sequence of solutions of (1.8) with u0ε ∈ H1

tan(M) a sequence of well-prepared initial
conditions. Then there exists a time T ∗ ∈ (0, T ) (the first collision time) such that for any
t ∈ (0, T ∗)

ω(uε(t))
ε→0−−−→ 2π

n∑
j=1

djδaj(t) in W−1,p(M) for any p ∈ (1, 2)

P (j(uε(t)))
ε→0−−−→ ξ(t),

where a(t) := (a1(t), . . . , an(t)) is an n-uple of distinct points such that a ∈ H1(0, T ∗; Mn),
a(0) = a0. Moreover, ξ ∈ H1(0, T ∗; Harm1(M)) and

(1.12) ξ(t) ∈ L (a(t), d) for any t ∈ (0, T ∗), ξ(0) = ξ0.

Finally, a is a solution of the gradient flow of the renormalized energy W , namely

(1.13)


d

dt
a(t) = − 1

π
∇aW (a(t),d, ξ(t)) for any t ∈ (0, T ∗),

a(0) = a0.

Although the function W is differentiable, the definition of ∇aW requires some care, because
the variables (a, d, ξ) are not independent — they are related to each other by the constraint ξ ∈
L(a, d). Therefore, the gradient ∇aW must be taken in a suitable sense. We address this
issue in Section 3 (see, in particular, Lemma 3.3). The maps a, ξ are uniquely identified by
the conditions (1.12), (1.13) — see Corollary 3.7 below. This justifies why the convergence in
Theorem 1 holds for the whole sequence of ε.
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The proof of Theorem 1 relies on the abstract scheme developed by Sandier & Serfaty in [35].
This scheme essentially consists of three main points. First of all, we need that the Ginzburg-
Landau energy, upon rescaling, Γ-converges to the renormalized energy W . As anticipated, this
first point is provided by the recent results of Ignat & Jerrard ([19]). Second of all, we need a
lower bound relating the properly rescaled L2 norm of ∂tuε with the norm of the limit velocity
a′. Finally, we need a further lower bound relating the properly rescaled L2 norm of the gradient
of the Ginzburg-Landau energy with the norm of the gradient of the renormalized energy. As in
the Euclidean case, the proof of the first lower bound relies on the so-called product estimates
(see Sandier & Serfaty in [36]) which are extended to our Riemannian setting. The proof of the
second lower bound relies on the expression for the gradient of the renormalized energy in terms
of the canonical harmonic vector field, which is obtained as the limit of uε(t) along a suitable
subsequence of ε. This approach is in the spirit of known results in [8] and [24], [23]. This
strategy requires a careful study of the differentiability properties of the renormalized energy W
and of the structure of its gradient with respect to the position of the vortices.

We conclude by recalling that the dynamics of Ginzburg-Landau type vortices for vector fields
on surfaces including the effects of the extrinsic geometry of R3 has been recently addressed in
the paper [14].

2. Preliminary Material

2.1. Differential Geometry preliminaries. We let (M, g) be a closed (compact and without
boundary), oriented 2-dimensional Riemannian manifold with Euler characteristics χ(M), Gauss
curvature κ and Levi Civita connection D. We let volg denote the 2-volume form on M induced
by the metric g and we set |g| :=

√
|det g|. We will write Br(p) for the open geodesic ball in M

with center p ∈ M and radius r > 0. We will use a similar notation for balls in R2 as well.
However, in this paper we only consider balls Br(0) ⊆ R2 centered at the origin.

We let TM :=
⊔
x∈M

TxM the tangent bundle of M . A vector field on M is a map

(2.1) v :M → TM, v(x) ∈ TxM.

We let |v|g := g(v, v)1/2 = (v, v)
1/2
g denote length of the vector v with respect to the metric g.

We recall that for a tensor of type (1, 1) its Riemannian norm is given by

(2.2) |Dv|2g := gij(Div,Djv)g,

(with some abuse of notation we indicate with the same symbol |·|g both the norm of a vector
and the norm of a tensor) and thus

|Dv(x)|2g = |Dτ1v(x)|
2
g + |Dτ2v(x)|

2
g ,(2.3)

(Dv(x), Dw(x))g = (Dτ1v(x), Dτ1w(x))g + (Dτ2v(x), Dτ2w(x))g(2.4)

for any vector fields v and w and any x ∈ TxM , where {τ1, τ2} is an orthonormal basis for TxM .
As we are interested in an evolution problem, we will need to consider the cylindrical manifold

Q := [0, T ]×M , with T > 0. The tangent space TQ = T ([0, T ]×M) is isomorphic to R⊕ TM
and thus, any vector field in TM can be identified with a vector field in TQ. The cylindrical
metric gcyl is defined as

(2.5) gcyl := dt2 + g.

Thus, for u ∈ TM we have that |u|g = |u|gcyl . We let DQ be the Riemannian connection
on (Q, gcyl).
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2.2. Differential Forms. Given an n-dimensional Riemannian manifold (N, g) (with or without
boundary) we let T k(T ′N) denote the bundle of covariant k-tensors on N . We let Λk(T ′N)
denote the subset consisting of alternating tensors, namely the disjoint union over p ∈ N of the
spaces Λk(T ′

pN) of alternating covariant k-tensors on T ′
pN :

Λk(T ′N) =
⊔
p∈N

Λk(T ′
pN).

A differential k form (which we will often call k-form) is a section of Λk(T ′N). The space of
k-differential forms on N is denoted Ωk(N). At each point p ∈M , Λk(T ′

pN) has a scalar product
induced by the metric g. With some abuse of notation, we will denote it by (·, ·)g. The scalar
products on TN and T ′N induce an isometric isomorphism bewteen TN and T ′N , denoted

♭ : TN → T ′N, # = ♭−1 : T ′N → TN

Adopting the standard convention for the indices, we can write ♭, # in a local coordinate sys-
tem {dx1, . . . , dxn} as

X♭ = gjkX
j dxk, ω# = gjkωj

∂

∂xk

for any vector field X and 1-form ω. Here gjk are the component of the metric tensor g and gjk

are the components of g−1. These isomorphisms allow us to define the Riemannian gradient of
a scalar function φ : N → R, as ∇φ := (dφ)#.

We let p ∈ N . For any v ∈ TpN , we define a linear map iv : Λk(T ′
p(N)) → Λk−1(T ′

p(N)),
called interior multiplication, as

(2.6) (ivω) (w1, . . . , wk) := ω (v, w1, . . . , wk) , ∀ω ∈ Λk(T ′
p(N)).

This definition extends to differential forms and vector fields by working pointwise. More pre-
cisely, if v is a vector field and ω is a k-differential form, we define the a (k− 1)-differential form
by

(2.7) (ivω)p := iv(p)ωp.

We let

(2.8) ⋆ : Ωk(N) → Ωn−k(N)

denote the Hodge dual operator. The Hodge dual operator is linear and it is uniquely defined
by requiring that

(2.9) ω ∧ ⋆η = (ω, η)g volg

for any ω ∈ Ωk(N), η ∈ Ωk(N). The Hodge dual is an isometric isomorphism Ωk(N) → Ωn−k(N)
and it satisfies

(2.10) ⋆ ⋆ ω = (−1)k(n−k)ω for any ω ∈ Ωk(N).

Using the Hodge ⋆ operator, we may now define the codifferential d∗ : Ωk(N) → Ωk−1(N) as

(2.11) d∗ω := (−1)n(k−1)+1 ⋆ d ⋆ ω for any ω ∈ Ωk(N).

The differential d and the codifferential d∗ satisfy an “integration by parts”: if U is an open
bounded subset in M , the boundary ∂U is smooth (and carries the orientation induced by U),
and if η ∈ Ωk−1(N), ζ ∈ Ωk(N), then

(2.12)
ˆ
U
(dη, ζ)g volg =

ˆ
U
(η, d∗ζ) volg +

ˆ
∂U
η ∧ ⋆ζ.
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Equation (2.12) follows by writing d(η ∧ ⋆ζ) = dη ∧ ⋆ζ + (−1)k−1η ∧ d(⋆ζ) and applying Stokes’
theorem. If N is closed and U = N , then (2.12) reduces toˆ

N
(dη, ζ)g volg =

ˆ
N
(η, d∗ζ)g volg.

In particular, d∗ is the L2-adjoint of d.
We will specialize these definitions when N = M (where M , as above, is a closed, oriented,

two-dimensional Riemannian manifold) and when N is the “space-time” cylinder Q = [0, T ]×M ,
equipped with the cylindrical metric (2.5). As we will work in the ambient space N = M most
of the time, we will denote the Hodge dual, differential and codifferential on the manifold M
simply as ⋆, d, d∗. On the other hand, the Hodge dual, differential and codifferential on the
product manifold Q are denoted as ⋆Q, dQ, d∗Q, respectively.

Since M is 2-dimensional, the Hodge dual operator maps 0-forms (i.e., scalar functions) into 2-
forms and vice-versa, as ⋆1 = volg, ⋆volg = 1. The action of ⋆ on 1-forms may be expressed in
local coordinates {x1, x2} as

⋆ dx1 =
1√
|g|

(g12 dx
1 + g22 dx

2)(2.13)

⋆ dx2 = − 1√
|g|

(g11 dx
1 + g12 dx

2)(2.14)

The Hodge dual of a 1-form may also be used to define an almost complex structure on M , that
is, a map i : TM → TM that restricts to an isometry on each tangent plane TpM and satisfies

(2.15) i2v + v = 0

for any v ∈ TpM . We construct such a map by imposing

(2.16) (iv, w)g = −(v, iw)g := volg(v, w)

for any v ∈ TpM , w ∈ TpM . Note that (iv, v)g = 0 for any v ∈ TpM . Equation (2.16)
immediately implies

Lemma 2.1. Let (M, g) be a two-dimensional Riemannian manifold. For any vector field X on
M , there holds

(2.17) (iX)♭ = ⋆X♭.

In particular, if we take X = ∇ψ where ψ : M → R is a smooth function, and define
∇⊥ψ := i∇ψ, then

(2.18) (∇⊥ψ)♭ = ⋆dψ.

On a 2-dimensional manifold, the codifferential d∗ may be written as d∗ = −⋆d⋆. If Ψ ∈ Ω2(M)
is a 2-form and ψ := ⋆Ψ, then

(2.19) d∗Ψ = − ⋆ d(⋆Ψ) = − ⋆ dψ.

Suppose now the ambient manifold is Q := [0, T ] × M . Given a local coordinate sys-
tem {t, x1, x2}, we may write the Hodge dual of 1-forms on Q as

⋆Q dx1 =
1√
|g|

(−g12 dt ∧ dx1 − g22 dt ∧ dx2)(2.20)

⋆Q dx2 =
1√
|g|

(g11 dt ∧ dx1 + g12 dt ∧ dx2).(2.21)
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In particular, let X be a vector field on Q of the form X = Xk ∂
∂xk , with Xk = Xk(t, x) for

k = 1, 2. By comparing (2.20)–(2.21) with (2.13)–(2.14), we obtain (it denotes the interior
multiplication by ∂

∂t)

(2.22) it(⋆QX
♭) = − ⋆ Xb.

Let ψ : M → R be a smooth function. We let X := ∇ψ and consider a 2-form ω := ωkdt ∧ dxk

with ωk = ωk(t, x). Thanks to (2.9), (2.22), (2.17) and (2.7) we obtain the following identity:

ω ∧ dψ =
(
ω, ⋆QX

♭
)
g

=
(
itω, it(⋆QX

♭)
)
g
= −

(
itω, ⋆X

♭
)
g
= −

(
itω, (∇⊥ψ)♭

)
g

= −ω
(
∂

∂t
,∇⊥ψ

)
.

(2.23)

2.2.1. Differential Operators. We recall the definition of a few differential operators. Throughout
this subsection, we work in the ambient manifold M . The divergence of a vector field v is defined
as the Lie derivative Lv of the volume form in the direction of v, that is

(2.24) (div v)volg := Lvvolg = d(ivvolg)

As |v|2g volg = v♭ ∧ ⋆v♭, we may equivalently write

div v = ⋆(Lvvolg) = ⋆d(⋆v♭) = −d∗v♭

Since d∗ is the L2-adjoint of d, it follows that −div is the L2-adjoint of the Riemannian gra-
dient ∇. Moreover, for any smooth, open set U ⊆ M and any smooth function φ : M → R,
Equation (2.12) implies

(2.25)
ˆ
U
(∇φ, v)g volg = −

ˆ
U
φ (div v) volg +

ˆ
∂U
φ (ν, v)g dH 1

where ν is the exterior-pointing unit normal to ∂U .
Given a vector field v on M , the covariant derivative Dv may be regarded as (fiber-wise linear)

operator TM → TM , which maps a tangent vector w ∈ TpM into the tangent vector Dwv ∈
TpM . Equivalently, the operator D maps sections of TM into sections of Hom(TM, TM) ≃
TM ⊗T ′M . The bundle TM ⊗T ′M is equipped with a scalar product, as defined in (2.3)-(2.4).
The L2-adjoint D∗ of D maps sections of TM ⊗ T ′M into sections of TM , i.e. vector fields. We
define the rough Laplacian (also known as connection Laplacian or Bochner Laplacian) as

(2.26) −∆gv := D∗Dv.

By definition, the rough Laplacian satisfies

(2.27) −
ˆ
M
(∆gv, w)gvolg =

ˆ
M
(Dv, Dw)g volg

for any smooth vector fields v, w on M . We can characterise more explicitely D∗, and hence ∆g,
in terms of the covariant derivative D. Let u, v, w be smooth vector fields. Since the covariant
derivative is compatible with the metric, we have

(Dwu, v)g = d(u, v)g(w)− (u, Dwv)g = div ((u, v)gw)− (u, v)g divw − (u, Dwv)g

Therefore, for any smooth open set U ⊆M ,

(2.28)
ˆ
U
(Dwu, v)g volg =

ˆ
∂U

(u, v)g (w, ν)g dH 1 −
ˆ
U
(u, v)g divw volg −

ˆ
U
(u, Dwv)g volg
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In particular, D∗
w = −Dw − divw. Comparing (2.27) with (2.28), we obtain an expression for

∆g in terms of an orthonormal tangent frame {τ1, τ2}:

(2.29) −∆gu = D∗
τk
Dτku = −DτkDτku− (div τk)Dτku = −DτkDτku+DDτk

τku

(the last equality is obtained by differentiating the orthonormality conditions (τh, τk)g = δhk).
We will consider another notion of Laplacian, that is, the Hodge Laplacian for differential

forms. The Hodge Laplacian of a k-form ω is defined as

(2.30) −∆ω := (dd∗ + d∗d)ω.

Thanks to (2.12), the Hodge Laplacian satisfies

−
ˆ
M
(∆ω, ζ)gvolg =

ˆ
M

((dω, dζ)g + (d∗ω, d∗ζ)g) volg

for any smooth k-forms ω, ζ. In particular, a form ω is harmonic (i.e., ∆ω = 0) if and only if
dω = 0 and d∗ω = 0. However, the rough Laplacian and the Hodge Laplacian do not coincide: in
general, (∆gv)

♭ ̸= ∆v♭. (In fact, we have the Weitzenböck identity (∆gv)
♭−∆v♭ = Av♭, where A

is an operator of order zero depending on the curvature of M .)

2.2.2. Connection 1-form. Let U ⊆M be an open set and let τ1, τ2 be smooth vector fields on U .
We say that {τ1, τ2} is an orthonormal, positvely oriented, tangent frame on U — or simply a
moving frame — if

(2.31) (τj , τk)g = δjk, and volg(τ1, τ2) = 1 on U.

The connection 1-form associated with {τ1, τ2} is defined by

(2.32) A(v) := (τ1, Dvτ2)g .

for any smooth vector field v on U . Note that the following holds

A(v) = − (τ2, Dvτ1)g

Since {τ1, τ2} are orthonormal, we get that

(2.33) Dvτ1 = −A(v)τ2 Dvτ2 = A(v)τ1.

The connection 1-form satisfies

(2.34) dA = κvolg,

where κ is the Gauss curvature of M (see for instance [16, Proposition 2, p. 92]). We let A be
the vector field (sometimes called spin connection)

(2.35) A := A♯, namely Aj := gjkAk.

By possibily modifying the frame {τ1, τ2}, we can always assume (see [38, Lemma 6.1]) that

(2.36) divA = 0

2.3. Special coordinate systems and the Ginzburg-Landau energy in coordinate.
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2.3.1. Normal coordinates. We recall that the exponential map Expp : TpM →M at a point p ∈
M is defined by

Expp(v) := γp,v(1) for any v ∈ TpM,

where γp,v : R → M is the unique geodesic such that γp,v(0) = p, γ′p,v(0) = v. As M is
compact and smooth, there exists a number δ∗ > 0 (the injectivity radius of M) such that,
for any δ ∈ (0, δ∗), Expp restricts to a diffeomorphism from Bδ(0) ⊆ TpM to its image,
Bδ(p) := Expp(Bδ(0)) ⊆ M . Bδ(p) is the geodesic ball in M of center p and radius δ. We
choose an orthonormal, positively oriented basis {ê1, ê2} of TpM and consider the isomorphism
E : R2 → TpM , E(x1, x2) := x1ê1 + x2ê2. Then, we define the geodesic normal coordinates
centered at p as the map

Φ := E−1 ◦ Exp−1
p : Bδ(p) → R2.

We have Φ(Bδ(p)) = Bδ(0) ⊆ R2. The metric tensor g, written in geodesic normal coordinates,
satisfies

gjk(x) = δjk +O
(
|x|2
)

and det g(x) = 1 + O
(
|x|2
)
,(2.37) ∣∣∇Φ−1(x)

∣∣ = O(|x|)(2.38)

for any x ∈ Bδ(0). Moreover,

gij(0) = δij and ∂j det g(0) = 0 ∀j,(2.39)

Γk
i,j(0) and ∂kgij(0) = 0 ∀i, j, k.(2.40)

In particular, from (2.39) we deduce that the coordinates fields ∂
∂xj

verify

(2.41) div

(
∂

∂xj

)
(0) = 0 ∀j = 1, 2.

When working with the cylindrical manifold Q := [0, T ]×M , we will often use the coordinate
system given by

(2.42) ΦQ := (Id, Φ) : [0, T ]×Bδ(p) → [0, T ]× R2, ΦQ(t, x) = (t, Φ(x))

We have ((Φ−1
Q )∗ denotes the pullback)

(2.43) (Φ−1
Q )∗(volg ∧ dt) =

(
1 + O(|x|2)

)
dx ∧ dt.

2.3.2. The Ginzburg-Landau energy in geodesic coordinates. Given a vector field u, locally defined
on an open subset of u, we will introduce a convenient representation of u in terms of geodesic
coordinates and express the Ginzburg-Landau energy of u in terms of geodesic coordinates. For
simplicity, we consider time-independent vector fields, but the same argument applies verbatim
to vector fields that depend on time as well. Let Bδ(p) be a geodesic ball in M , with δ small
enough, so that the geodesic coordinates Φ: Bδ(p) → R2 are well-defined. Let {τ1, τ2} be an
orthonormal, positively oriented tangent frame on Bδ(p). We may choose the frame in such a
way that the associated connection 1-form A (see (2.32)) satisfies

(2.44) A(p) = 0

(see e.g. [38, Lemma 6.1]). This implies

(2.45)
∣∣A(Φ−1(x))

∣∣ = O(|x|) for any x ∈ Bδ(0) ⊆ R2.

Let u ∈ H1
tan(Bδ(p)) be a vector field. We write

u = u1 τ1 + u2 τ2
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for some scalar functions u1, u2. We define a map v = (v1, v2) : Bδ(0) ⊆ R2 → R2 by

vk(x) := uk(Φ−1(x))

for x ∈ Bδ(0), k = 1, 2, so that

(2.46) u(Φ(x)) = v1(x) τ1(Φ(x)) + v2(x) τ2(Φ(x)) for any x ∈ Bδ(0).

We denote with |·| and (·, ·) the norm and the scalar product in R2, respectively. Moreover, we
denote with ∇ the usual (Euclidean) derivative in R2.

Lemma 2.2. If {τ1, τ2} is an orthonormal tangent frame that satisfies (2.45), then∣∣Du(Φ−1(x))
∣∣2
g
=
(
1 + O(|x|2)

)
|∇v(x)|2 +O(|v(x)|2)

for any x ∈ Bδ(0).

Proof. We compute the covariant derivatives of u with respect to τ1, τ2. Thanks to (2.33), we
obtain

Dτ1u = Dτ1

(
u1τ1 + u2τ2

)
=
(
du1(τ1) + u2A(τ1)

)
τ1 +

(
du2(τ1)− u1A(τ1)

)
τ2

Dτ2u = Dτ2

(
u1τ1 + u2τ2

)
=
(
du1(τ2) + u2A(τ2)

)
τ1 +

(
du2(τ2)− u1A(τ2)

)
τ2

As the frame {τ1, τ2} is orthonormal, we deduce

|Du|2g = |Dτ1u|
2
g + |Dτ2u|

2
g =

∣∣du1(τ1) + u2A(τ1)
∣∣2 + ∣∣du2(τ1)− u1A(τ1)

∣∣2
+
∣∣du1(τ2) + u2A(τ2)

∣∣2 + ∣∣du2(τ2)− u1A(τ2)
∣∣2

and, by expanding the squares,

|Du|2g =
∣∣du1∣∣2

g
+
∣∣du2∣∣2

g
+ |A|2g |u|

2
g + 2

2∑
k=1

(
u2 du1(τk)− u1 du2(τk)

)
A(τk)(2.47)

The last term in the right-hand side of (2.47) may be estimated as∣∣∣∣∣
2∑

k=1

(
u2 du1(τk)− u1 du2(τk)

)
A(τk)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲ |A|2g
(∣∣du1∣∣2

g
+
∣∣du2∣∣2

g

)
+ |u|2g

Therefore, we obtain

|Du|2g =
(
1 + O(|A|2g)

)(∣∣du1∣∣2
g
+
∣∣du2∣∣2

g

)
+O(|u|2g)

By writing the right-hand side in terms of v, and applying (2.37), (2.38) and (2.45), the lemma
follows. □

We consider the Ginzburg-Landau energy density

(2.48) eε(u) :=
1

2
|Du|2g +

1

4ε2

(
|u|2g − 1

)2
,

and its Euclidean counterpart

(2.49) ēε(v) :=
1

2
|∇v|2 + 1

4ε2

(
|v|2 − 1

)2
.

Lemma 2.2 implies

(2.50) eε(u)
(
Φ−1(x)

)
=
(
1 + O(|x|2)

)
ēε(v)(x) + O(|v(x)|2)
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for any x ∈ Bδ(0) = Φ(Bδ(p)). Therefore, the Ginzburg-Landau energy on the ball Bδ(p) may
be written as

(2.51)
ˆ
Bδ(p)

eε(u)volg =
(
1 + O(δ2)

) ˆ
Bδ(0)

(
ēε(v)(x) + O(|v(x)|2)

)
dx

2.4. Functional spaces. For functions u : M → R, the Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces Lp(M)
and W 1,p(M) are defined as in [4]. The dual space of W 1,p(M) is

W−1,p(M) :=
(
W 1,q(M)

)′
,

1

p
+

1

q
= 1.

In particular, for a (measure-valued) 2-form we set

∥µ∥W−1,p(M) := sup

{ˆ
M
fµ : f ∈W 1,q(M), ∥f∥W 1,q(M) ≤ 1

}
.

When dealing with vector fields, for p ∈ [1,+∞) we set

Lp
tan(M) :=

{
v :M → TM : v(x) ∈ TxM, |v|g ∈ Lp(M)

}
,(2.52)

W 1,p
tan(M) :=

{
v :M → TM : v(x) ∈ TxM, |v|g + |Dv|g ∈ Lp(M)

}
,(2.53)

where the covariant derivative D is understood in the distributions sense. We set H1
tan(M) :=

W 1,2
tan(M) and we recall that smooth vector fields are indeed dense in W 1,p

tan(M), see [19, Lemma
5.1].

The Nash-Moser embedding [29] gives an isometric embedding j : (M, g) →
(
Rℓ, (·, ·)Rℓ

)
.

Therefore, we define

(2.54) H1(a, b; M) :=
{
v ∈ H1(a, b; Rℓ) : v(t) ∈ j(M) for any t ∈ (a, b)

}
With some abuse of notation we will identify M with j(M) ⊂ Rℓ.

The Riemannian manifold (M, g) is indeed also a metric space. Given two points P and Q in
M , the (Riemannian) distance between P and Q is

(2.55) distg(P, Q) := inf {Lγ , γ : [a, b] →M is piecewise smooth, γ(a) = P, γ(b) = Q},

where

(2.56) Lγ :=

ˆ b

a
|γ′(t)|g dt.

is the lenght of the piecewise smooth curve γ : [a, b] →M .
Given a curve γ : [a, b] →M , we define its metric derivative (see [3]) as

(2.57)
∣∣γ′∣∣

g
(t) := lim

h→0

distg (γ(t+ h), γ(t))

|h|
,

provided this limit exists. For a curve γ ∈ H1(a, b; M), the metric derivative exists at almost
every point and belongs to L2(a, b), as expressed by the following

Proposition 2.3 (Metric derivative). Let (M, g) be a closed oriented 2-dimensional Riemannian
manifold. Let γ : [a, b] → M be a measurable curve. Then γ ∈ H1(a, b;M) if and only if there
exists m ∈ L2(a, b) such that

(2.58) distg (γ(t), γ(s)) ≤
ˆ t

s
m(r) dr for any s, t with a < s ≤ t < b.
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In this case, the limit (2.57) exists for almost any t ∈ (a, b), the function t 7→ |γ′|g (t) belongs to
L2(a, b) and is such that ∣∣γ′∣∣

g
(t) ≤ m(t), for a.a. t ∈ (a, b)

for each function m ∈ L2(a, b) satisfying (2.58). Moreover, there holds

(2.59)
∣∣γ′∣∣

g
(t) =

∣∣γ′(t)∣∣
g

a.e. in (a, b).

Proof. The proof that (2.58) implies that the metric derivative exists for almost any t and belongs
to L2(a, b) is in [3, Theorem 1.1.2]. It is easy to prove that any γ ∈ H1(a, b;M) satisfies (2.58)
(take m(t) = |γ′(t)|g and use (2.55)). We claim that a measurable curve γ : [a, b] → M that
satisfies (2.58) belongs to H1(a, b;M). Let γ : [a, b] → M be a measurable curve that satis-
fies (2.58). We have γ ∈ L2(a, b; M) because M is compact. Let h ∈ (0, b− a). Equation (2.58)
and the Hölder inequality imply

distg(γ(t), γ(t+ h)) ≤ h

ˆ t+h

t
m2(r) dr

for any t ∈ (a, b− h). By Fubini’s theorem, we deduce
ˆ b+h

a
dist2g(γ(t), γ(t+ h)) dt ≤ h

ˆ b−h

a

(ˆ t+h

t
m2(r) dr

)
dt = h2

ˆ b

a
m2(r) dr

Therefore, identifying M with j(M) ⊂ Rℓ we deduce that
ˆ b+h

a
|γ(t)− γ(t+ h)|2Rℓ dt ≤ h2

ˆ b

a
m2(r) dr

for any h > 0. This implies γ ∈ H1(a, b; M) [11].
Finally, we show (2.59). Let γ ∈ H1(a, b; M). Let s ∈ (a, b) be a Lebesgue point for the

distributional derivative γ′, such that the metric derivative |γ′|g (s) < +∞. Let σ > 0 be smaller
than the injectivity radius ofM . Let I(s) be a neighborhood of s such that for t ∈ I(s) there holds
γ(t) ∈ Bσ(γ(s)). (Such a neighborhood exists because γ is continuous, by Sobolev embeddings.)
We consider geodesic normal coordinates centered in γ(s) and we let, for t ∈ I(s), γ̄(t) ∈ R2 be
the representation of γ(t) in this coordinates (see Subsection 2.3.1). In particular, γ̄(s) = (0, 0).
By definition of geodesic normal coordinates, for any t ∈ I(s) there exists a unique geodesic of
endpoints γ(s) and γ(t), which is represented in normal coordinates by a straight line segment
of endpoints γ̄(s) = (0, 0) and γ̄(t). Moreover, by Gauss’ lemma, geodesic normal coordinates
are a radial isometry. Therefore, we have

distg(γ(t), γ(s)) = |γ̄(t)|R2 .

Then, ∣∣γ′∣∣
g
(s) = lim

t→s

distg(γ(t), γ(s))

|t− s|
= lim

t→s

|γ̄(t)|R2

|t− s|
=
∣∣γ̄′(s)∣∣R2

and, since geodesic normal coordinates centered at γ(s) map isometrically Tγ(s)M into R2,
|γ̄′(s)|R2 = |γ′(s)|g. This completes the proof. □

2.5. Index and vorticity of a vector field. We recall the definitions of index and vorticity of
a vector field (see also [19, Section 1.2]). To every isolated zero p ∈M of a smooth vector field u
we can associate an integer number, called the index of u at p, in the following way. Let δ > 0 be
a small parameter, such that the ball Bδ(p) does not contain any zero of u other than p. Using
normal geodesic coordinates, we may represent u by a map v : Bδ(0) ⊆ R2 → R2, as in (2.46).
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We have |v| = |u|g > 0 on ∂V and hence, the map v/ |v| : ∂δ(0) → S1 is well-defined and smooth.
We define the index of u at p as the topological degree of v/ |v| on ∂Bδ(p),

(2.60) ind(u, ∂Bδ(p)) := deg

(
v

|v|
, ∂Bδ(p), S1

)
We have used geodesic normal coordinates for convenience only; the index is actually independent
of the choice of the coordinate system, because the degree is invariant by composition with
(orientation-preserving) diffeomorphisms. If U ⊆ M is an open bounded set, u is a smooth
vector field with finitely many zeros in U and u(x) ̸= 0 for any x ∈ ∂U , we define

(2.61) ind(u, ∂U) :=
∑

p∈u−1(0)

ind(u, ∂Bδ(p))

where δ > 0 is such that the balls Bδ(p) (with p ∈ u−1(0)) are pairwise disjoint. The topological
degree and the index of a vector field can defined for maps and vector fields with Sobolev or
VMO regularity (see [9], [10] and [12]).

There is an equivalent definition of the index, in terms of the so-called vorticity measure, which
is more convenient for our purposes. We give the definition directly in terms of vector fields with
Sobolev regularity. For a vector field u ∈ H1

tan(M) (or, more generally, u ∈W 1,p
tan(M) ∩ Lq

tan(M)
with 1

p + 1
q = 1) we define the 1-form

(2.62) j(u) = (Du, iu)g.

(The map i : TM → TM is defined in (2.15), (2.16).) We define the vorticity measure as the
2-form

(2.63) ω(u) = dj(u) + κvolg,

where κ is the Gauss curvature of M . If U ⊂ M is open with smooth boundary, U ′ is a
neighbourhood of U and u ∈W 1,p

tan(U
′)∩Lq

tan(U
′) is such that |u|g ≥ 1/2 a.e. in a neighbourhood

of ∂U , we define the index of u on ∂U as

(2.64) ind(u, ∂U) :=
1

2π

(ˆ
∂U

j(u)

|u|2g
+

ˆ
U
κvolg

)
If, additionally, |u|g = 1 on ∂U , then by Stokes’ theorem we obtain

(2.65) ind(u, ∂U) =
1

2π

(ˆ
∂U
j(u) +

ˆ
U
κvolg

)
=

1

2π

ˆ
U
ω(u).

If u is smooth with finitely many zeroes in U , the index as defined in (2.64) agrees with (2.61).
Indeed, take an orthonormal, positively oriented tangent frame {τ1, τ2} defined in a neighbour-
hood of ∂U . (Such a frame exists, see e.g. [19, Lemma 6.1].) By lifting results, we may write u
as

u = ρ ((cos θ)τ1 + (sin θ)τ2) on ∂U,
where ρ := |u|g and θ : ∂U → R is a function that is smooth except for, at most, one jump
discontinuity on each connected component of ∂U . We may compute j(u) in terms of ρ and θ,
as

(2.66) j(u) = ρ2 (dθ −A)

where A is the connection 1-form of {τ1, τ2}, defined in (2.32). Equation (2.66) shows that dθ
can be extended smoothly to ∂U , even if θ is discontinuous. The index of u, as defined in (2.64),
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can be written as

ind(u, ∂U) =
1

2π

(ˆ
∂U

(dθ −A) +

ˆ
U
κvolg

)
=

1

2π

(ˆ
∂U

dθ +

ˆ
U
(−dA+ κvolg)

)
(2.34)
=

1

2π

ˆ
∂U

dθ

We write Γ1, . . . , Γp for the connected components of ∂U ; each Γk is given the orientation
induced by U . Then, we deduce

ind(u, ∂U) =

p∑
k=1

deg(eiθ, Γk, S1)

and (2.61) follows, by additivity of the degree.
The definitions (2.62) and (2.63) apply to Euclidean vector fields as well. If u : R2 → R2 is

smooth, then
ω(u) = dj(u) = 2(det∇u) dx1 ∧ dx2.

and thus, if U ⊂ R2 open, simply connected, with Lipschitz boundary and |u| = 1 on ∂U , we
have

ind(u, ∂U) =
1

2π

ˆ
U
dj(u) =

1

π

ˆ
U

det∇udx = deg(u, ∂U, S1).

3. The renormalized energy and its gradient

First, we set some notation and we recall some results from [19]. Let n ∈ Z, n ≥ 1. We denote
n-uples of points in M as a = (a1, . . . , an) and n-uples of integer numbers as d = (d1, . . . , dn).
We restrict our attention to the pairs (a, d) in the ‘admissible class’

(3.1) A n :=

(a, d) ∈Mn × Zn : aj ̸= ak for any j ̸= k and
n∑

j=1

dj = χ(M)


For any (a, d) ∈ A n, we consider the (unique) 2-form Ψ = Ψ(a, d) that satisfies

(3.2)


−∆Ψ = 2π

n∑
j=1

dj δaj − κvolg

ˆ
M

Ψ = 0

Here κ is the Gauss curvature of M . The right-hand side of the equation for ∆Ψ has zero average,
due to the Gauss-Bonnet theorem and the assumption that

∑n
j=1 dj = χ(M). As a consequence,

(3.2) has a unique solution. Moreover, elliptic regularity theory implies that Ψ(a, d) ∈W 1,p
tan(M)

for any p ∈ (1, 2). Let

g := 1− χ(M)

2
be the genus of M , and let Harm1(M) be the space of harmonic 1-forms on M . By Hodge theory,
Harm1(M) is a real vector space of dimension 2g. We equip Harm1(M) with the L2 norm (but
any other norm would do, since Harm1(M) is finite-dimensional).

Definition 3.1. Let (a, d) ∈ A n and ξ ∈ Harm1(M). We say that a vector field u∗ is a
canonical harmonic field for (a, d, ξ) if u∗ ∈W 1,1

tan(M), |u∗(x)| = 1 for a.e. x ∈M and

(3.3) j(u∗) = d∗Ψ(a, d) + ξ

where Ψ(a, d) is defined by (3.2).
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Remark 3.1. A vector field u∗ ∈W 1,1
tan(M) is canonical harmonic (for some (a, d, ξ)) if and only

if |u∗| = 1 a.e. in M ,

dj(u∗) = 2π
n∑

j=1

djδaj − κvolg, d∗j(u∗) = 0.

Not any triple (a, d, ξ) admits a canonical harmonic field. Ignat and Jerrard [19, Theorem 2.1]
characterised the values of (a, d, ξ) that admit a canonical harmonic field; we recall their re-
sult. We say that a set L ⊆ Harm1(M) is an affine lattice if there exists a linear, invertible
map α : Harm1(M) → R2g and a vector b ∈ R2g such that α(L) = Z2g + b.

Theorem 3.1 ([19]). For any (a, d) ∈ A n, there exists an affine lattice L(a, d) ⊆ Harm1(M)
such that a canonical harmonic field for (a, d) exists if and only if

ξ ∈ L(a, d)

Moreover,
(i) the canonical harmonic field for (a, d, ξ) is essentially unique: any two canonical har-

monic fields u∗, u∗ for (a, d, ξ) satisfy u∗ = (cosβ)u∗+ i(sinβ)u∗ for some constant β ∈
R;

(ii) any canonical harmonic field for (a, d, ξ) belongs to W 1,p
tan(M) for any p ∈ (1, 2) and is

smooth in M \ {a1, . . . , an}.

Actually, Ignat and Jerrard’s result is stronger: it provides a characterisation of L(a, d) in
terms of Ψ(a, d) (we will recall it later on, in Section 3.2) and shows that L(a, d) depends
continuously on (a, d), in a suitable sense.

Given (a, d) ∈ A n and ξ ∈ L(a, d), let u∗ be the (essentially unique) canonical harmonic
field for (a, d, ξ). We define the (intrinsic) renormalized energy of (a, d, ξ) as

(3.4) W (a, d, ξ) := lim
ρ→0

1

2

ˆ
M\∪n

j=1Bρ(aj)
|Du∗|2g volg − π

n∑
j=1

d2j |log ρ|


It can be proved that the limit in (3.4) exists and is finite. What is more, Ignat and Jerrard [19,
Proposition 2.4] gave a characterisation of W in terms of the Green function for the Laplace-
Beltrami operator on M , thus extending earlier results by Bethuel, Brezis and Hélein [8] in the
Euclidean setting. Let Vol(M) :=

´
M volg. Let

G : {(x, y) ∈M ×M : x ̸= y} → R

be the Green function for the Laplace-Beltrami operator, i.e. the unique function such that

(3.5)


−∆x(G(x, y) volg) = δy −

volg
Vol(M)

in D ′(M)ˆ
M
G(x, y)volg(x) = 0

for any y ∈M . The function G may be decomposed as

(3.6) G(x, y) = G0(x, y) +H(x, y)

where H ∈ C1(M ×M) and

(3.7) G0(x, y) = − 1

2π
log distg(x, y) if distg(x, y) is small enough
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(see e.g. [4, Chapter 4.2]). We also define the function ψ0 : M → R by

(3.8)


−∆ψ0 = −κ+

2π χ(M)

Vol(M)ˆ
M
ψ0volg = 0

By the Gauss-Bonnet theorem, the right-hand side of this equation has zero average, so the
solution exists and is unique. By comparing (3.2), (3.5) and (3.8), we deduce

(3.9) Ψ(a, d) = 2π
n∑

j=1

dj G(·, aj)volg + ψ0volg

Ignat and Jerrard [19, Proposition 2.4] proved the following

Proposition 3.2. For any (a, d) ∈ A n and any ξ ∈ L(a, d), there holds

W (a, d, ξ) = 4π2
∑

1≤j<k≤n

dj dkG(aj , ak) + 2π
n∑

j=1

(
πd2jH(aj , aj) + djψ0(aj)

)
+

1

2

ˆ
M

|ξ|2g volg +
1

2

ˆ
M

|dψ0|2g volg

The goal of this section is to compute the gradient of the renormalized energy W with respect
to a. However, the very definition of the gradient requires some care, because the set L(a, d)
of admissible values for ξ depends on (a, d), so the variables a, d and ξ are not independent.
Therefore, our first task is to make sure that the gradient ∇aW is well-defined.

Lemma 3.3. For any (a, d) ∈ A n and any ξ ∈ L(a, d), there exists an open neighbourhood U
of a in Mn and a unique smooth map Ξ: U → Harm1(M) such that Ξ(a) = ξ and

Ξ(b) ∈ L(b, d)

for any b ∈ U .

Lemma 3.3 allows us to interpret the gradient ∇aW with respect to a in a non-ambiguous
way: for any (a, d) ∈ A n and any ξ ∈ L(a, d), we define

(3.10) ∇aW (a, d, ξ) := ∇bW (b, d, Ξ(b))|b=a

where Ξ is the map given by Lemma 3.3. The gradient ∇aW is well-defined now, because Propo-
sition 3.2 and Lemma 3.3 imply that the map b 7→ W (b, d, Ξ(b)) is differentiable (and even
smooth). As it turns out, ∇aW can characterised in terms of canonical harmonic fields. Given
(a, d) ∈ A n, a = (a1, . . . , an), we consider geodesic balls Bη(aj) of center aj and radius η > 0
small enough, so that the closed balls B̄η(aj) are pairwise disjoint. We denote by ν the exterior
unit normal to ∂Bη(aj).

Proposition 3.4. Let (a, d) ∈ A n and ξ ∈ L(a, d). Let u∗ ∈ W 1,1
tan(M) be the (essentially

unique) canonical harmonic field for (a, d, ξ). Let j ∈ {1, . . . , n} be fixed, and let e be a smooth
vector field defined in a neighbourhood U of aj, such that

(3.11) div e(aj) = 0 in U.

Then, we have

lim
η→0

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(
(Deu∗, Dνu∗)g −

1

2
|Du∗|2g (ν, e)g

)
dH 1 =

(
∇ajW (a, d, ξ), e(aj)

)
g
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In the Euclidean setting, i.e. when M is a domain in R2, an even stronger statement holds:
if e ∈ R2 is a constant, thenˆ

∂Bη(aj)

(
(Deu∗, Dνu∗)−

1

2
|Du∗|2 (ν, e)

)
dH 1 =

(
∇ajW (a, d), e

)
for any η > 0 small enough (see e.g. [8, Theorem VII.4, Theorem VIII.3] and [24, Theorem 5.1]).
In our setting, we need to take the limit as η → 0 to compensate for curvature effects.

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 3.4. We distinguish two cases,
according to the genus of M .

3.1. The case g = 0. First, we suppose that M has genus g = 0, that is, M is diffeomorphic
to a sphere (although the Riemannian metric on M is arbitrary). In this case, the problem
simplifies because Harm1(M) = 0, so W is a function of (a, d) only, W = W (a, d). Let us
fix (a, d) ∈ A n. Let Ψ(a, d) be the 2-form defined by (3.2). For any j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we define
the auxiliary function Sj : M → R as

(3.12) Sj := ⋆Ψ(a, d)− 2πdjG(·, aj)
(3.9)
= 2π

∑
k ̸=j

dkG(·, ak) + ψ0

The function Sj is smooth in a neighbourhood of aj and hence, it may be interpreted as the
‘regular part’ of ⋆Ψ(a, d) near aj .

By Equation (3.6), we know that the Green function G may be decomposed into a ‘singular
part’, which blows up logarithmically near the diagonal of M ×M , and a ‘regular part’ H ∈
C1(M ×M). Since G is symmetric in x and y (see e.g. [4, Theorem 4.13]), we deduce

H(x, y) = H(y, x)

for any x ∈ M , y ∈ M such that distg(x, y) is small enough. As a consequence, in case x = y,
the gradients of H with respect to each argument are equal:

(3.13) ∇xH(x, x) = ∇yH(x, x)

We will write ∇H(x, x) := ∇xH(x, x) = ∇yH(x, x).

Lemma 3.5. For any j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we have

∇ajW (a, d) = 2πdj (∇Sj(aj) + 2πdj ∇H(aj , aj))

Proof. Let j be fixed, and let a∗ := (ak)k ̸=j . By Proposition 3.2, we may write the renormalized
energy as

W (a, d) = 4π2 dj
∑
k ̸=j

dkG(aj , ak) + 2πdj ψ0(aj) + 2π2d2j H(aj , aj) + C(a∗),

where C(a∗) is a suitable function of a∗, which does not depend on aj . Using the definition of Sj ,
i.e. Equation (3.12), we may also write

(3.14) W (a, d) = 2πdj (Sj(aj) + πdj H(aj , aj)) + C(a∗)

It only remains to differentiate (3.14) with respect to aj . For any x ∈M , we have

∇x (H(x, x)) = ∇xH(x, x) +∇yH(x, y)
(3.13)
= 2∇H(x, x)

and hence, the lemma follows. □



20 GIACOMO CANEVARI AND ANTONIO SEGATTI

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Let e be a smooth, divergence-free vector field, defined in a neighbour-
hood of aj . Let

Iη(u∗)(aj) :=

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(Dνu∗, Deu∗)g dH 1 − 1

2

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

|Du∗|2g (ν, e)g dH 1

The definition (2.62) of j(u∗) implies, via standard computations, that |Du∗|2g = |j(u∗)|2g, j(u∗) =
d∗Ψ and Dvu∗ = j(u∗)(v) iu∗ for any smooth vector field v. Moreover, j(u∗) = dΨ(a, d) by
Definition 3.1. For simplicity, we write Ψ instead of Ψ(a, d) from now on. Then, we have

Iη(u∗)(aj) =

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

d∗Ψ(ν) d∗Ψ(e) dH 1 − 1

2

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

|d∗Ψ|2g (ν, e)g dH 1(3.15)

Now,

d∗Ψ = − ⋆ d(⋆Ψ)
(3.12)
= − ⋆ d(Sj + 2πdjG(·, aj))

and thus

|d∗Ψ|2g = |d(Sj + 2πdjG(·, aj))|2g = |∇(Sj + 2πdjG(·, aj))|2g
= |∇Sj |2g + 4π2d2j |∇G(·, aj)|2g + 4πdj (∇Sj , ∇G(·, aj))g

(3.16)

On the other hand, for any vector field X we have

d∗Ψ(X) = − ⋆ d(Sj + 2πdjG(·, aj)) (X)
(2.18)
= −(i∇(Sj + 2πdjG(·, aj)), X)

= (∇(Sj + 2πdjG(·, aj)), iX)

because in the tangent plane at each point, i is a rotation and its adjoint is equal to i−1 = −i.
As a consequence,

d∗Ψ(ν) d∗Ψ(e) = ∇iν(Sj + 2πdjG(x, aj))∇ie(Sj + 2πdjG(x, aj))

= ∇iνSj(·)∇ieSj(·) + 2πdj ∇iνSj(·)∇ieG(·, aj)
+ 2πdj ∇iνG(·, aj)∇ieSj(·) + 4π2d2j ∇iνG(·, aj)∇ieG(·, aj)

(3.17)

We write the Green function G in the form (3.6). For ease of notation, we let Lj := log distg(·, aj)
and Hj := H(·, aj), so that

2πdjG(·, aj) = −djLj + 2πdjHj

The equations (3.16) and (3.17) imply respectively

|d∗Ψ|2g = |∇Sj |2g + d2j |∇Lj |2g + 4π2d2j |∇Hj |2g
− 4πd2j (∇Lj , ∇Hj)g − 2dj (∇Sj , ∇Lj)g + 4πdj (∇Sj , ∇Hj)g

(3.18)

and
d∗Ψ(ν) d∗Ψ(e) = ∇iνSj ∇ieSj − dj ∇iνSj ∇ieLj + 2πdj ∇iνSj ∇ieHj

− dj ∇iνLj ∇ieSj + 2πdj ∇iνHj ∇ieSj + d2j ∇iνLj ∇ieLj

− 2πd2j ∇iνLj ∇ieHj − 2πd2j ∇iνHj ∇ieLj + 4π2d2j ∇iνHj ∇ieHj

(3.19)

The function H is of class C1 in M×M and, by Equation (3.12), Sj is smooth in a neighbourhood
of aj . In particular, both ∇Hj and ∇Sj are locally bounded around aj . Therefore, we can write
Equations (3.18) and (3.18) as

(3.20) |d∗Ψ|2g = d2j |∇Lj |2g − 2dj(∇(Sj + 2πdjHj), ∇Lj)g +O(1)
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and
d∗Ψ(ν) d∗Ψ(e) = d2j ∇iνLj ∇ieLj − dj ∇iν(Sj + 2πdjHj)∇ieLj

− dj ∇iνLj ∇ie(Sj + 2πdjHj) + O(1)
(3.21)

respectively. Gauss’ lemma implies that

(3.22) ∇ (log distg(·, aj)) =
∇ distg(·, aj)
distg(·, aj)

=
ν

distg(·, aj)
in Bη(aj) \ {aj}

so on the circle ∂Bη(aj) we have ∇Lj = ν/η, ∇iνLj = 0 and

|d∗Ψ|2 =
d2j
η2

− 2dj
η

∇ν(Sj + 2πdjHj) + O(1)(3.23)

d∗Ψ(ν) d∗Ψ(e) = −dj
η
∇iν(Sj + 2πdjHj)(ν, ie) + O(1)(3.24)

By substituting (3.23), (3.24) in (3.15), we obtain

Iη(u∗)(aj) =− dj
η

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

∇iν(Sj + 2πdjHj) (ν, ie)g dH 1

+
dj
η

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

∇ν(Sj + 2πdjHj) (ν, e)g dH 1

−
d2j
2η2

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(ν, e)g dH 1 +O(η)

(3.25)

The properties of i imply (ν, ie)g = −(iν, e)g and thus

−∇iν(Sj + 2πdjHj) (ν, ie)g +∇ν(Sj + 2πdjHj) (ν, e)g

=
(
∇ν(Sj + 2πdjHj)ν, e

)
g
+
(
∇iν(Sj + 2πdjHj)iν, e

)
g
= (∇(Sj + 2πdjHj), e)g.

(3.26)

Moreover, by integrating by parts in the last term of (3.25) (see (2.25)), we obtainˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(ν, e)g dH 1 =

ˆ
Bη(aj)

(div e) volg = O(η3),(3.27)

because |div e| = O(η) in Bη(aj) as div e(aj) = 0 (recall (3.11)) and div e is smooth. Combin-
ing (3.25), (3.27) and (3.26), we deduce

Iη(u∗)(aj) =
dj
η

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

∇e(Sj + 2πdjHj) dH 1 +O(η)(3.28)

and, since H1(∂Bη(aj)) = 2πη +O(η2) (see e.g. [39, Proposition 10]), we conclude that

(3.29) lim
η→0

Iη(u∗)(aj) = 2πdj (∇Sj(aj) + 2πdj∇H(aj , aj), e(aj))g

The result follows by Lemma 3.5. □

3.2. The case g > 0. When g > 0, the very definition of ∇aW requires some care, as the
variables (a, d, ξ) are not independent — they are related to each other by the constraint ξ ∈
L(a, d). Our first task is to prove Lemma 3.3, which allows us to define ∇aW unambigously.
First of all, we recall some results from [19] which characterise L(a, d). We choose closed,
simple, geodesic curves γ1, . . . , γ2g in M whose homology classes generate the first homology
group H1(M ; Z). (Such curves exist; see e.g. [19, Lemma 5.2]). Then, the map

(3.30) α : Harm1(M) → R2g, αk(ξ) :=

ˆ
γk

ξ for k ∈ {1, . . . , 2g}
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is linear and invertible, essentially becuase of Hodge theory and de Rham’s theorem (for a detailed
argument, see [19, Lemma 5.2]). Let (a, d) ∈ A n. Suppose first that for any j and k, the curve γk
does not contain the point aj . For any k, we choose an orthogonal tangent frame {τ1,k, τ2,k}
defined in a neighbourhood of γk. Let Ak be the connection 1-form induced by {τ1,k, τ2,k}, as
in (2.32). We define

(3.31) ζk(a, d) :=

ˆ
γk

(d∗Ψ(a, d) +Ak) for k ∈ {1, . . . , 2g},

where Ψ(a, d) is the 2-form defined by (3.2). The number ζk(a, d) depends on Ak, and hence
on the choice of the frame. However, if A′

k is another connection arising from a different frame,
then ˆ

γk

Ak ≡
ˆ
γk

A′
k mod 2π

(see [19, Lemma 6.2]). Therefore, ζ is well-defined (and, as it turns out, continuous) as a
map ζ : A n → (R/2πZ)2g. If for some j and k the curve γk contains aj , then we consider a small
perturbation λk of γk, which is still a smooth, closed, simple curve, is homologous to γk but
avoids all the points aj . We define ζk(a, d) by integrating over λk instead of γk. The set L(a, d)
in Theorem 3.1 is defined in terms of α and L(a, d), as follows:

(3.32) L(a, d) :=
{
ξ ∈ Harm1(M) : α(ξ) + ζ(a, d) ∈ (2πZ)2g

}
Now, we proceed towards the proof of Lemma 3.3. For any a ∈M and any v ∈ TaM , we consider
the function σ(·, a, v) : M \ {a} → R,

(3.33) σ(x, a, v) := (∇aG(x, a), v) for x ∈M \ {a}
(where ∇aG denotes the gradient of the Green function with respect to its second argument).
The function σ(·, a, v) is harmonic, and hence smooth, in M \ {a}. Indeed, let Bη(a) be a small
geodesic disk centered at a, and let γ : (−δ, δ) →M be a smooth curve with γ(0) = a, γ′(0) = v.
Since the Green function G is smooth away from the diagonal of M ×M , for any η > 0 we have

(3.34)
G(·, γ(t))−G(·, a)

t
→ σ(·, a, v) in C1(M \Bη(a)) as t→ 0

However, the function G(·, γ(t)) − G(·, a) is harmonic in M \ B̄η(a) for t small enough. By
taking the (distributional) Laplacian in both sides of (3.34), we deduce that σ(·, a, v) is harmonic
in M \ B̄η(a).

Lemma 3.6. For any (a, d) ∈ A n, there exists an open neighbourhood V of a in Mn such
that the map V → (R/2πZ)2g, b 7→ ζ(b, d) has a smooth lifting V → R2g, which we still
denote ζ(·, d) by abuse of notation. Moreover, for any j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, any k ∈ {1, . . . , 2g} and
any v ∈ TajM , there holds(

∇ajζk(a, d), v
)
g
= −2πdj

ˆ
γk

⋆dσ(·, aj , v)

where σ(·, aj , v) is defined by (3.33).

Proof. Let (a, d) ∈ A n be fixed. As we observed before, up to a perturbation we may assume
that for each k and j, the curve γk does not contain aj . We take a small open neighbourhood V
of a in Mn such that V × {d} ⊆ A n — that is, for any b = (b1, . . . , bn) ∈ V , the points bj are
distinct; this is possible because the points aj themselves are distinct. By taking V small enough,
we can also make sure that for any k, j and any b ∈ V , γk does not contain bj . For each k, we fix
an orthonormal tangent frame defined in a neighbourhood of γk and let Ak be the corresponding
connection 1-form. Then, Equation (3.31) defines unambigously a map b ∈ V 7→ ζ(b, d) ∈ R2g.
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We claim that this map is smooth. By writing Ψ(a, d) in terms of the Green function, as in (3.9),
and observing that d∗(fvolg) = − ⋆ d ⋆ (fvolg) = − ⋆ df for any function f , we obtain

(3.35) ζk(b, d) = −2π

n∑
j=1

dj

ˆ
γk

⋆dG(·, bj)−
ˆ
γk

⋆dψ0 +

ˆ
γk

Ak

where ψ0 is the smooth function defined by (3.8). Since we have assumed that the curves γk do
not contain any point bj for b ∈ V , the Green function G(·, bj) is smooth in both its arguments,
and the smoothness of ζk follows.

Let j ∈ {1, . . . , n} be fixed. To compute the derivative of ∇ajζk, we fix a vector v ∈ TajM
and take a smooth curve γ : (−δ, δ) → M such that γ(0) = aj , γ′(0) = v. Let b(t) =
(a1, . . . , aj−1, γ(t), aj+1, . . . , an). By smoothness of G, we have

d

dt |t=0
ζk(b(t), d)

(3.35)
= −2πdj

d

dt |t=0

ˆ
γk

⋆dG(·, γ(t)) (3.34)
= −2πdj

ˆ
γk

⋆dσ(·, aj , v)

and the lemma follows. □

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Let (a, d). By Lemma 3.6, there exists an open neighbourhood V of a
in Mn such that the function ζ(·, d) : V → R2g is smooth. Let ξ ∈ L(a, d). We need to find a
neighbourhood U ⊆ V of a and a smooth map Ξ: U → Harm1(M) such that Ξ(a) = ξ and

(3.36) αΞ(b) + ζ(b, d) ∈ (2πZ)2g for any b ∈ U

Here α is the linear map defined by (3.30). (Equation (3.36) is equivalent to Ξ(b) ∈ L(b, d),
due to (3.32).) As (2πZ)2g is discrete, (3.36) is equivalent to require that b 7→ αΞ(b) + ζ(b, d)
be constant, that is

(3.37) αΞ(b) + ζ(b, d) = αξ + ζ(a, d) for any b ∈ U

Since α is invertible [19, Lemma 5.2], the existence, uniqueness and regularity of a map Ξ
satisfying (3.37) follow by the implicit function theorem. □

Remark 3.2. For any index j ∈ {1, . . . , n} and any v ∈ TajM , the directional derivative Ξ′
j,a,v :=

(∇ajΞ(a), v)g may be computed by differentiating (3.37):

Ξ′
j,a,v = −α−1

(
∇ajζ(a, d), v

)
g

Recalling the definition of α, i.e. Equation (3.30), and Lemma 3.6, we deduce that Ξ′
j,a,v ∈

Harm1(M) is the unique harmonic 1-form that satisfies

(3.38)
ˆ
γk

Ξ′
j,a,v = −

(
∇ajζk(a, d), v

)
g
= 2πdj

ˆ
γk

⋆dσ(·, aj , v)

for any k ∈ {1, . . . , 2g}. This characterisation will be useful in the proof of Proposition 3.4.

Before we proceed to the proof of Proposition 3.4, we point out a few consequences of
Lemma 3.3.

Corollary 3.7. Let (a0, d) ∈ A n and ξ0 ∈ L(a0, d). Then, the following properties hold.
(i) For any continuous map a : [0, T ] → Mn such that a(0) = a0 and (a(t), d) ∈ A n for

any t, there exists a unique continuous map ξ : [0, T ] → Harm1(M) such that

(3.39) ξ(t) ∈ L(a(t), d) for any t ∈ [0, T ], ξ(0) = ξ0
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(ii) The (forward-in-time) Cauchy problem

(3.40)


d

dt
a(t) = − 1

π
∇aW (a(t), d, ξ(t))

ξ(t) ∈ L(a(t), d)
a(0) = a0, ξ(0) = ξ0

has a unique maximal solution (a, ξ), defined in an interval [0, t∗).

Proof. Let U ⊆Mn be a neighbourhood of a0 and Ξ: U → Harm1(M) a smooth map such that

Ξ(b) ∈ L(b, d) for any b ∈ U, Ξ(a0) = ξ0,

as given by Lemma 3.3. We prove (i) first. Let a : [0, T ] → Mn be a continuous map such
that a(0) = a0 and (a(t), d) ∈ A n for any t. Then, there exists τ > 0 such that ξ(t) := Ξ(a(t))

is well-defined and continuous for t ∈ [0, τ). By construction, ξ satisfies (3.39). If ξ̃ : [0, τ) →
Harm1(M) is another continuous map that satisfies (3.39), then (3.32) implies

ξ̃(t)− ξ(t) ∈ α−1 (2πZ)2g

for any t ∈ [0, τ), where α : Harm1(M) → R2g is given by (3.30). As ξ̃ − ξ is continuous
and (2πZ)2g is discrete, we obtain ξ̃ = ξ. Now, (i) follows by a covering argument.

Next, we prove (ii). We define Z(b) := W (b, d, Ξ(b)) for b ∈ U . We consider the (forward-
in-time) Cauchy problem

(3.41)


d

dt
a(t) = − 1

π
∇aZ(a(t))

a(0) = a0,

If a is a solution of (3.41), then (a, ξ := Ξ(a)) is a solution of (3.40). Conversely, if (a, ξ) is a
solution of (3.40) then a is a solution of (3.41). The function Z is smooth, so local existence and
uniqueness of a solution for (3.41) (and hence, (3.40)) is given by the classical Cauchy-Lipschitz
theory for ordinary differential equations. □

We move on towards the proof of Proposition 3.4. As a first step, we need to understand the
local behaviour of the function σ(·, a, v) defined by (3.33) in a neighbourhood of a. In turns,
this requires some information on the Green function G and its regular part H, defined in (3.6).

Lemma 3.8. The function H ∈ C1(M ×M) in (3.6) satisfies

(3.42) |∇x∇yH(x, y)|g ≲ 1 + |log distg(x, y)|

for any (x, y) ∈M ×M such that x ̸= y.

Proof. The proof relies on a representation formula for the Green function on compact manifolds,
given in [4, Theorem 4.13]. For (x, y) ∈M ×M with x ̸= y, we define

(3.43) G0(x, y) := − 1

2π
log distg(x, y) f(distg(x, y)),

where f ∈ C∞
c [0, +∞) is a cut-off function, such that f(t) = 1 for t sufficiently small (say, t is

smaller than half the injectivity radius of M) and f(t) = 0 for t larger than the injectivity radius
of M . We define

(3.44) Γ1(x, y) := −∆xG0(x, y) + δy
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(i.e., Γ1 is the absolutely continuous part of the distributional Laplacian of G0 in its first argu-
ment). By working in geodesic coordinates centered at y, we obtain (see [4, § 4.9])

(3.45) Γ1(x, y) =
1

2π distg(x, y)
∂ν

(
log
√

det g(x)
)

where ∂ν denotes the derivative in the radial direction. The metric tensor in geodesic coordinates
satisfies g(x) = Id+O(distg(x, y)

2), so Γ1 is bounded. We define inductively the sequence of
functions Γk as

Γk+1(x, y) :=

ˆ
M

Γk(x, z) Γ1(z, y) volg(z) for k ≥ 1, (x, y) ∈M ×M, x ̸= y.

An argument by induction, see [4, Proposition 4.12], shows that Γk extends to a function of
class Ck−1(M ×M) for k ≥ 2. Now, H can be written in the form

(3.46) H(x, y) = G(x, y)−G0(x, y) =

2∑
k=1

ˆ
M

Γk(x, z)G0(z, y) volg(z) + F (x, y),

for some function F that satisfies

(3.47) ∆xF (x, y) = Γ3(x, y) +
1

Vol(M)

(see Equations (17) and (18) in [4, Theorem 4.13]). By differentiating (3.47) with respect to y,
we obtain

∆x∇yF (x, y) = ∇yΓ3(x, y)

Since Γ3 is of class C2, Schauder’s estimates implies that ∇yF (·, y) ∈ C2,β(M) for any β ∈ (0, 1)
and any y ∈M . Moreover, by differentiating (3.43) and (3.44), we see that

(3.48) |∇xΓ1(x, y)|g + |∇yG0(x, y)|g ≲ distg(x, y)
−1

while on the other hand |∇xΓ2(x, y)|g ≤ C because Γ2 is of class C1. Equation (3.45) gives

∇x∇yH(x, y) =

2∑
k=1

ˆ
M

∇xΓk(x, z)∇yG0(z, y) volg(z) + O(1)(3.49)

The estimate (3.42) follows from (3.48) and (3.49) — see e.g. [4, Proposition 4.12] for the details.
□

Given a point a ∈M , we will denote by ν the unit vector field, locally defined in a neighbour-
hood of a except at the point a itself, that is orthogonal to the geodesic circles centered at a and
points outward.

Lemma 3.9. For any a ∈M , we have

Dν =
1

distg(·, a)
(iν)⊗ (iν)♭ +O(1)

in a neighbourhood of a, except at the point a itself.

The operator (iν)⊗ (iν)♭ : TM → TM is, at each point p ∈M , the othogonal projection onto
the line spanned by iν(p). Actually, the covariant derivative of Dν is related to the Hessian of
the function distg(·, a)2. There are results in the literature which provide a fine description of
the Hessian of distg(·, a)2 and hence, of Dν (see e.g. [31, Chapter VI]). However, the statement
given here is enough for our purposes. We include a proof, for the sake of convenience.
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Proof of Lemma 3.9. We work in geodesic normal coordinates centered at a. By abuse of nota-
tion, we identify x with a point in R2 and a with the origin in R2. Then, by Gauss’ lemma, we
can write distg(x, a) = |x| and ν(x) = x/ |x|. Let Γk

ij denote the Christoffel symbols in normal
coordinates. For any smooth vector field w, we have

Dwν =

(
wj ∂ν

k

∂xj
+ Γk

ijν
iwj

)
∂

∂xk

= wj ∂

∂xj

(
xk

|x|

)
∂

∂xk
+O(1) =

wj

|x|

(
δkj − νkνj

) ∂

∂xk
+O(1)

As the metric tensor, in normal coordinates, satisfies gij(x) = δij +O(|x|2), we deduce

Dwν =
1

|x|
(w − (ν, w)gν) + O(1) =

1

|x|
(iν, w)g iν +O(1)

and the lemma follows. □

Lemma 3.10. Let a ∈ M . Let v be a smooth vector field, locally defined in a neighbourhood
of a. Then, the function σ(·, a, v(a)) defined by (3.33) satisfies

σ(·, a, v(a)) = 1

2π distg(·, a)
(ν, v)g +O(1)(3.50)

⋆dσ(·, a, v(a)) = − 1

2π distg(·, a)2
(
(iν, v)g ν

♭ + (ν, v)g ⋆ ν
♭
)
+O(distg(·, a)−1)(3.51)

Proof. For simplicity, we write σ instead of σ(·, a, v(a)). Recalling the definition of σ, and
writing the Green function in the form (3.6), we obtain

(3.52) σ(x) = − 1

2π
(∇a log distg(x, a), v(a))g + (∇aH(x, a), v(a))g

The term (∇aH(x, a), v(a))g is O(1) because H is of class C1 in both variables. We compute
∇a log distg(x, a). By Gauss’ lemma, ∇a distg(x, a) = ν̃(a) ∈ TaM , where ν̃ is the unit vector
field that is orthogonal to the geodesic circles centered at x and points outward. By the chain
rule, we obtain

σ(x) = − 1

2π distg(x, a)
(ν̃(a), v(a))g + (∇aH(x, a), v(a))g(3.53)

If x and a are close enough, there exists a unique minimizing geodesic γ : [0, 1] → M such
that γ(0) = a, γ(1) = x. Let γ̃ : [0, 1] → M be the geodesic defined by γ̃(t) := γ(1 − t).
Let Px,a : TxM → TaM denote parallel transport along γ̃ (see e.g. [39, Chapter 6, p. 234]).
Then,

ν̃(a) = γ̃′(1) = Px,aγ̃
′(0) = −Px,aγ

′(1) = −Px,aν(x)

and hence, (3.53) can be written as

σ(x) =
1

2π distg(x, a)
(Px,aν(x), v(a))g + (∇aH(x, a), v(a))g(3.54)

The parallel transport map Px,a is an isometry, and its inverse Pa,x := P−1
x,a : TaM → TxM is the

parallel tranport along γ. Then, (3.54) is equivalent to

σ(x) =
1

2π distg(x, a)
(ν(x), Pa,xv(a))g + (∇aH(x, a), v(a))g(3.55)

Since both v and x 7→ Pa,xv(a) are smooth, with Pa,av(a) = v(a), we have

(3.56) |Pa,xv(a)− v(x)|g = O(distg(x, a))
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and hence, (3.50) follows.
We pass to the proof of (3.51). By differentiating (3.55), we obtain

dσ(x) =
1

2π
d

(
ν(x)

distg(x, a)
, Pa,xv(a)

)
g

+ d (∇aH(x, a), v(a))g

Here and throughout the rest of the proof, d denotes the exterior differential with respect to x. By
Lemma 3.8, d(∇aH(x, a), v(a))g = O(log distg(x, a)). Moreover, the vector field x 7→ Pa,xv(a)
is smooth (in particular, its derivatives are bounded). Therefore,

dσ(x) = −(ν(x), Pa,xv(a))g
2π distg(x, a)2

d (distg(x, a)) +
(Dν(x), Pa,xv(a))

2π distg(x, a)
+ O(distg(x, a)

−1)

= −(ν(x), Pa,xv(a))g
2π distg(x, a)2

ν♭(x) +
(iν(x), Pa,xv(a))g
2π distg(x, a)2

(iν(x))♭ +O(distg(x, a)
−1)

The second equality follows by Gauss’ lemma and Lemma 3.9. Finally, by applying (3.56) and
Lemma 2.1, we deduce

dσ(x) = − (ν(x), v(x))g
2π distg(x, a)2

ν♭(x) +
(iν(x), v(x))g
2π distg(x, a)2

⋆ ν♭(x) + O(distg(x, a)
−1)

and the lemma follows. □

Our next result gives a characterisation of ∇ajW (a, d, ξ) in terms of ξ, H and the function Sj
defined in (3.12).

Lemma 3.11. Let (a,d) ∈ A n, ξ ∈ L(a, d). For any j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we have

∇ajW (a, d, ξ) = 2πdj

(
∇Sj(aj) + 2πdj ∇H(aj , aj) + iξ#(aj)

)
Proof. We consider the expression for W given by Proposition 3.2. We computed already, in
Lemma 3.5, the gradient of the terms that do not depend on ξ; now, we focus our attention
on the term that depends on ξ. We take a tangent vector v ∈ TajM . We consider the smooth
map b 7→ Ξ(b), defined locally in a neighbourhood of a in Mn, such that Ξ(a) = ξ and Ξ(b) ∈
L(b, d) for any b, as given by Lemma 3.3. It suffices to prove that

(3.57)
1

2

(
∇aj

ˆ
M

|Ξ(a)|2 volg, v

)
g

= 2πdj

(
iξ#(aj), v

)
g

Combining (3.57) with Lemma 3.5, the result will follow.

Step 1. Let γ1, . . . , γ2g is a family of simple, closed, smooth curves whose homology classes
generate the homology group H1(M ; Z). As before, we assume (up to a perturbation of the γk’s)
that the curves γk do not contain any of the points aj . Let Ξ′ := (∇ajΞ(a), v)g be the deriv-
ative of Ξ with respect to the aj-variable, in the direction of v. We have seen in Remark 3.2,
Equation (3.38), that Ξ′ is the unique harmonic 1-form such that

(3.58)
ˆ
γk

Ξ′ = 2πdj

ˆ
γk

⋆dσ(·, aj , v)

for any k ∈ {1, . . . , 2g}, where σ(·, aj , v) is given by (3.33). From now on, we write σ instead
of σ(·, aj , v). Since σ is smooth in M \ {aj}, the 1-form

(3.59) β :=
Ξ′

2πdj
− ⋆dσ
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is smooth in M \ {aj} and satisfies

(3.60)
ˆ
γk

β = 0 for any k ∈ {1, . . . , 2g}

due to (3.58). By differentiating (3.59), and keeping in mind that a harmonic form is closed, we
obtain

dβ = −d ⋆ dσ = ⋆d∗dσ = ⋆∆σ = 0 in M \ {aj},
i.e. β is closed in M \ {aj}. Moreover, the homology classes of the curves γ1, . . . , γ2g are
also generators of H1(M \ {aj}; Z), because the inclusion M \ {aj} ↪→ M induces a group
isomorphism H1(M \ {aj}; Z) → H1(M ; Z). This may be seen by writing the surface M as a
quotient of a polygon (more precisely, a (4g)-gon) with suitable identifications on the boundary;
see e.g. [26, Chapter 1, Section 5] and Figure 1. M \ {aj} retracts by deformation onto the
1-skeleton of M and M is obtained by attaching a 2-cell along a trivial cycle of the 1-skeleton,
so H1(M \ {aj}; Z) ≃ H1(M ; Z).1 Then, thanks to (3.60), β is not only closed but also exact
in M \ {aj}. As a consequence, there exists a function f ∈ C∞(M \ {aj}) such that

(3.61)
Ξ′

2πdj
= ⋆dσ + df in M \ {aj}

Step 2. Let

I :=
1

4πdj

(
∇aj

ˆ
M

|Ξ(a)|2 volg, v

)
g

Let η > 0 be a small parameter and let Bη(aj) be the geodesic disk with radius η and center aj .
We may evaluate I as

I =
1

2πdj

ˆ
M
(ξ, Ξ′)g volg =

1

2πdj
lim
η→0

ˆ
M\Bη(aj)

(ξ, Ξ′)g volg

(3.61)
= lim

η→0

ˆ
M\Bη(aj)

(ξ, ⋆dσ + df)g volg

= lim
η→0

ˆ
M\Bη(aj)

(ξ, −d∗(⋆σ) + df)g volg

We integrate by parts in the right-hand side, by applying (2.12):

(3.62) I = lim
η→0

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(−σξ − f(⋆ξ))

The volume integrals are equal to zero because ξ is harmonic, hence dξ = 0, d∗ξ = 0. The
signs account for orientations effects, as ∂Bη(aj) is given the orientation induced by Bη(aj), not
by M \Bη(aj). Let ν be the outward-pointing unit normal to ∂Bη(aj). Then, iν is a unit-norm,
tangent vector field on ∂Bη(aj), consistent with the orientation induced by Bη(aj). By definition,
we have

(3.63)
ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(−σξ − f(⋆ξ)) =

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(
−σ(ξ#, iν)g − f((⋆ξ)#, iν)g

)
dH 1

1An alternative argument: there is an exact sequence

H2(M ; Z) → H2(M, M \ {aj}; Z) → H1(M \ {aj}; Z)
χ∗−−→ H1(M ; Z) → 0

of relative homology groups with integer coefficients (see e.g. [17, Theorem 2.16]). Here χ∗ is the group homo-
morphism induced by the inclusion χ : M \ {aj} ↪→ M . As M is closed and orientable, the first arrow is an
isomorphism (see e.g. [17, Theorem 3.26]); it follows that χ∗ is an isomorphism, too.
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p1

q1p1

q1

p2

q2 p2

q2

Figure 1. A closed surface of genus g > 0 can be written as the quotient of
a polygon, modulo a suitable equivalence on the boundary. In this example,
g = 2. Boundary edges with same label are identified to each other, in the
direction given by the arrows. The boundary of the polygon carries the cycle
p1 + q1 − p1 − q1 + p2 + q2 − p2 − q2 = 0.

and, by Lemma 2.1, (⋆ξ)# = iξ#. Therefore, from (3.62) and (3.63) we obtain

I = lim
η→0

(
−
ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

σ (ξ#, iν)g dH 1 −
ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

f(iξ#, iν)g dH 1

)

or, since i is a rotation by π/2 in each tangent plane,

I = lim
η→0

(ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

σ (iξ#, ν)g dH 1 −
ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

f(iξ#, iν)g dH 1

)
(3.64)

Step 3. In order to proceed further, we need to estimate σ and f on ∂Bη(aj). We work in normal
geodesic coordinates centered at aj . We identify points in Bη(aj) with points in R2 and vector
fields with maps Bη(aj) ⊆ R2 → R2 (in particular, we identify v with a constant v ∈ R2). An
estimate for σ is given by Lemma 3.10:

(3.65) σ =
1

2πη
(ν, v)g +O(1) on ∂Bη(aj)

As for f , we combine (3.61) with (3.51) to obtain

(3.66) df = − ⋆ dσ +O(1) =
1

2πη2

(
(iν, v)gν

♭ + (ν, v)g ⋆ ν
♭
)
+O(η−1) on ∂Bη(aj)

Let xη ∈ ∂Bη(aj) be a reference point, say xη = aj + (η, 0). For any x ∈ ∂Bη(aj), let γx be the
circular arc in ∂Bη(aj) with endpoints xη and x, oriented in the anticlockwise direction. Then

f(x) = f(xη) +

ˆ
γx

df
(3.66)
= f(xη) +

1

2πη2

ˆ
γx

(ν, v)g ⋆ ν
♭ +O(1)

By Gauss’ lemma, when we work in geodesic coordinates we have ν(x) = (x − aj)/ |x− aj |
and moreover, the metric tensor satisfies gij(x) = δij + O(η2). Therefore, writing x = aj +



30 GIACOMO CANEVARI AND ANTONIO SEGATTI

η(cos θx, sin θx) for some θx ∈ (0, 2π), we may evaluate the integral as

f(x) = f(xη) +
1

2πη

ˆ θx

0

(
v1 cos θ + v2 sin θ

)
dθ +O(1)

=
1

2πη

(
v1 sin θx − v2 cos θx

)
+ Cη +O(1) = − 1

2πη
(iν(x), v)g + Cη +O(1)

(3.67)

for any x ∈ ∂Bη(aj), where Cη depends on η but not on x.

Step 4. We combine (3.64), (3.65) and (3.67):

I = lim
η→0

(
1

2πη

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(iξ#, ν)g (ν, v)g dH 1 +
1

2πη

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(iξ#, iν)g (iν, v)g dH 1

+
Cη

2πη

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(iξ#, iν)g dH 1 +O(η)

)(3.68)

where Cη is an (unknown) function of η. However, Stokes’ theorem impliesˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(iξ#, iν)g dH 1 =

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

⋆ξ =

ˆ
Bη(aj)

d(⋆ξ) = 0

because ξ is harmonic. Therefore, (3.68) simplifies to

I = lim
η→0

1

2πη

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(
iξ#, (ν, v)g ν + (iν, v)g iν

)
g
dH 1 = lim

η→0

1

2πη

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(iξ#, v)g dH 1

As H 1(∂Bη(aj)) = 2πη +O(η) (see e.g. [39, Proposition 10]), the equality (3.57) follows. □

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Let (a, d) ∈ A n, ξ ∈ L(a, d) and let u∗ be a canonical harmonic field
for (a, d, ξ). Let e be a smooth, divergence-free vector field, defined in a neighbourhood of aj ,
and

Iη(u∗)(aj) :=

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(Dνu∗, Deu∗)g dH 1 − 1

2

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

|Du∗|2g(ν, e)g dH 1

We recall that, as a consequence of (2.62), we have |Du∗|2 = |j(u∗)|2, Dvu∗ = j(u∗)(v) iu∗ for
any smooth vector field v. Moreover, the definition of canonical harmonic field (Definition 3.1)
gives j(u∗) = d∗Ψ+ ξ (where Ψ := Ψ(a, d) is given by (3.2)). Then, we may evaluate Iη(u∗)(aj)
as

Iη(u∗)(aj) =

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(
d∗Ψ(ν) d∗Ψ(e)− 1

2
|d∗Ψ|2g (ν, e)g

)
dH 1

+

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(
ξ(ν) ξ(e)− 1

2
|ξ|2g (ν, e)g

)
dH 1

+

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(d∗Ψ(ν) ξ(e) + ξ(ν) d∗Ψ(e)− (d∗Ψ, ξ)g(ν, e)g) dH 1

(3.69)

We call J1
η , J2

η and J3
η the three integrals at the right-hand side of (3.69), respectively. The limit

of J1
η was calculated already in the the previous section, when we studied the case g = 0; we

have

(3.70) lim
η→0

J1
η = 2πdj (∇Sj(aj) + 2πdj ∇H(aj , aj), e(aj))g

The form ξ is smooth in M , so

(3.71) lim
η→0

J2
η = 0
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It only remains to estimate J3
η . Similarly to the case g = 0, we write

d∗Ψ = − ⋆ d(⋆Ψ)
(3.12)
= − ⋆ d(Sj + 2πdjG(·, aj))

(3.6)
= − ⋆ dSj + dj ⋆ d (log distg(·, aj))− 2πdj ⋆ dH(·, aj)
= dj ⋆ d (log distg(·, aj)) + O(1)

As we have seen before (see Equation (3.22)), ∇(log distg(·, aj)) = distg(·, aj)−1ν. With the
help of (2.17) we obtain

d∗Ψ =
dj
η
(iν)♭ +O(1)(3.72)

We substitute (3.72) in the definition of J3
η :

J3
η =

dj
η

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(
(ξ#, ν)g (iν, e)g − (ξ#, iν)g(ν, e)g

)
dH 1 +O(η)(3.73)

Since {ν, iν} is an orthonormal frame, we can write iξ# = (iξ#, ν)gν + (iξ#, iν)g iν. By the
properties of i, we deduce

(ξ#, ν)g (iν, e)g − (ξ#, iν)g(ν, e)g = (iξ#, iν)g (iν, e)g + (iξ#, ν)g(ν, e)g = (iξ#, e)g

and hence

J3
η =

dj
η

ˆ
∂Bη(aj)

(iξ#, e)g dH 1 +O(η) = 2πdj (iξ
#(aj), e(aj))g +O(η)(3.74)

Combining (3.70), (3.71) and (3.74), we obtain

lim
η→0

Iη(u∗)(aj) = 2πdj

(
∇Sj(aj) + 2πdj ∇H(aj , aj) + iξ#(aj), e(aj)

)
g

and the proposition follows by Lemma 3.11. □

4. Vortices: the stationary case

4.1. Compactness and Product Estimates. In this section, we gather some preliminary
results on the Ginzburg-Landau energy for time-independent vector fields — most importantly,
the compactness results of Ignat & Jerrard [19, Proposition 8.1 and Corollary 8.3] and the product
estimates of Sandier & Serfaty [36, Theorem 1].

Proposition 4.1. Let uε ∈ H1
tan(M) be a sequence such that

Fε(uε) ≤ C |log ε| .

Then, there exists a (non-relabelled) subsequence such that

(4.1) ω(uε) → µ = 2π
n∑

j=1

djδaj in W−1,p(M) for any p ∈ (1, 2).

for n distinct points a1, . . . , an and nonzero integers d1, . . . , dn such that
∑n

j=1 dj = χ(M),
π
∑n

j=1 |dj | ≤ C and

(4.2) lim inf
ε→0

1

π |log ε|
Fε(uε) ≥

n∑
j=1

|dj | .
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Moreover, for any vector fields X = Xk ∂
∂xk

and Y = Y k ∂
∂xk

with Xk and Y k in C0
c (M), there

holds

(4.3) lim inf
ε→0

1

|log ε|

(ˆ
M

|DXuε|2gvolg
)1/2(ˆ

M
|DY uε|2gvolg

)1/2

≥
∣∣∣∣12
ˆ
M
µ[X,Y ]

∣∣∣∣
Proof. The compactness result is borrowed from Ignat& Jerrard [19, Theorem 2.1, Proposition
8.1 and Corollary 8.3].

The proof of the product estimate (4.3) is based on the validity of the analogous product
estimate in the Euclidean two-dimensional setting and is similar to the proof of the space-time
product estimate in Proposition 5.3, therefore we skip it. □

We state a few consequences of the product estimate (4.3), analogous to the results of [36,
Corollary 4]. The proof is (almost) identical.

Lemma 4.2. Let uε ∈ H1
tan(M) be a sequence of vector fields such that ω(uε) → 2π

∑n
j=1 djδaj

in W−1,1(M), where a1, . . . , an are distinct points in M and d1, . . . , dn are non-zero integers.
Moreover, assume that uε is uniformly bounded in L∞(M) and that

(4.4)
1

2

ˆ
M

|Duε|2g volg ≤ πn |log ε|+ oε→0(|log ε|).

Let r > 0 be small enough, in such a way that the balls Br(aj) are pairwise disjoint. For
any Br(aj), let {τ1, τ2} be a local orthonormal tangent frame on Br(aj), with τ2 = iτ1. Let X
and Y be smooth vector fields on M . Then, |dj | = 1 for any j and the following hold:

lim
ε→0

1

|log ε|

ˆ
⋃n

j=1 Br(aj)
|Dτjuε|2gvolg = πn, j = 1, 2(4.5)

lim
ε→0

1

2 |log ε|

ˆ
M

|Duε|2gvolg = lim
ε→0

1

2 |log ε|

ˆ
⋃n

j=1 Br(aj)
|Duε|2gvolg = nπ,(4.6)

lim
ε→0

1

|log ε|

ˆ
M

|DXuε|2g volg = π
n∑

j=1

|X(aj)|2g ,(4.7)

lim
ε→0

1

|log ε|

ˆ
M
(DXvε, DY vε)gvolg = π

n∑
j=1

(X(aj), Y (aj))g.(4.8)

Proof. Let f, g ∈ Cc(Br(aj)) be such that |f | ≤ 1, |g| ≤ 1 and f(aj) = g(aj) = 1. Let µ :=
2π
∑n

j=1 djδaj . By taking X = fτ1, Y = gτ2 in the product estimate (4.3), we obtain

lim inf
ε→0

1

|log ε|

(ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ1uε|2gvolg ·
ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ2uε|2gvolg

)1/2

≥
∣∣∣∣12
ˆ
M
µ[fτ1, gτ2]

∣∣∣∣ = π |dj | f(aj) g(aj) = π |dj |

(4.9)

In particular, since ˆ
Br(aj)

|Duε|2gvolg =

ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ1uε|2g + |Dτ2uε|2gvolg

and (ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ1uε|2gvolg ·
ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ2uε|2gvolg

)1/2

≤ 1

2

ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ1uε|2g + |Dτ2uε|2gvolg
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we obtain the lower bound

1

2 |log ε|

ˆ
Br(aj)

|Duε|2gvolg ≥ 1

|log ε|

(ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ1uε|2gvolg ·
ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ2uε|2gvolg

)1/2

≥ π |dj |+ oε→0(1)

On the other hand, recalling the assumption (4.4), we conclude that |dj | = 1 for any j and

1

2 |log ε|

ˆ
Br(aj)

|Duε|2gvolg =
1

|log ε|

(ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ1uε|2gvolg ·
ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ2uε|2gvolg

)1/2

= π + oε→0(1)

(4.10)

and thus

1

| log ε|

(ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ1uε|2g

)1/2

−

(ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ2uε|2g

)1/2
2

= oε→0(1).

As a result, we obtain
1

|log ε|

ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ1uε|2g =
1

|log ε|

ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτ2uε|2g + oε→0(1)

and thus
1

|log ε|

ˆ
Br(aj)

|Dτkuε|
2
g = π + oε→0(1) for k = 1, 2.

Therefore, (4.5) and (4.6) follow. The estimate (4.6), combined with the assumption (4.10),
imply

(4.11) lim
ε→0

1

2 |log ε|

ˆ
M\

⋃n
j=1 Br(aj)

|Duε|2gvolg = 0.

Now we prove (4.7). Let X be a smooth vector field on M . For δ ∈ (0, r), we have

(4.12)
ˆ
Br(aj)

|DXuε|2g volg =

ˆ
Br(aj)\Bδ(aj)

|DXuε|2g volg +
ˆ
Bδ(aj)

|DXuε|2g volg.

As in Subsection 2.3.1, we work in geodesic normal coordinates with center at aj and represent uε,
X as vector fields vε : Bδ(0) ⊆ R2 → R2, X̄ : Bδ(0) → R2, as in (2.46). Assume that the
orthonormal frame {τ1, τ2} satisfies (2.45). Then, Lemma 2.2 impliesˆ

Bδ(aj)
|DXuε|2g volg =

(
1 + O(δ2)

) ˆ
Bδ(0)

(∣∣X̄ · ∇vε
∣∣2 +O(|uε|2)

)
dx,

On the other hand, [36, Corollary 4] gives that

lim
ε→0

1

|log ε|

ˆ
Bδ(0)

∣∣X̄ · ∇vε
∣∣2 dx = π

∣∣X̄(0)
∣∣2 = π |X(aj)|2g .

Therefore, recalling that uε is bounded in L∞(M) by assumption,

lim
ε→0

1

|log ε|

ˆ
Bδ(aj)

|DXuε|2g dx = π|X(aj)|2 +O(δ2).

Moreover, (4.11) implies

lim sup
ε→0

1

|log ε|

ˆ
Br(aj)\Bδ(aj)

|DXuε|2g volg ≤ lim sup
ε→0

1

|log ε|

ˆ
Br(aj)\Bδ(aj)

|Duε|2volg = 0
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for any δ. Therefore, we have

lim
ε→0

1

|log ε|

ˆ
Br(aj)

|DXuε|2g volg = π |X(aj)|2g +O(δ2)

and, letting δ → 0,

(4.13) lim
ε→0

1

|log ε|

ˆ
Br(aj)

|DXuε|2g volg = π |X(aj)|2g .

Equation (4.7) now follows by (4.13) and (4.11). Equation (4.8) follows by applying (4.7) to
X − Y and to X + Y and taking the difference. □

If the vector fields uε satisfy an energy upper bound that is stronger than (4.4), then we can
prove even stronger results — in particular, we can show that the energy of uε is uniformly
bounded away from a finite set of singularities. These types of results are classical in the context
of Ginzburg-Landau functionals, but we need to adapt them to our context. Our proof relies
crucially on the analysis in [19]. We consider a sequence of vector fields (uε)ε>0 in H1

tan(M) that
satisfies

ω(uε) → 2π

n∑
j=1

djδaj in W−1,1(M) as ε→ 0,(4.14)

where a1, . . . , an are disctinct points in M and d1, . . . , dn are non-zero integers. We also assume
that

∥uε∥L∞(M) ≤ C0(4.15) ˆ
M

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
volg ≤ πn |log ε|+ C0(4.16)

for some ε-independent constant C0. By Lemma 4.2, we have |dj | = 1 for any j.

Lemma 4.3. Let uε ∈ H1
tan(M) be a sequence of vector fields that satisfies (4.14), (4.15), (4.16).

Then, for any r > 0 small enough there exists ε0(r) > 0 such that, for ε ∈ (0, ε0(r)), we have

(4.17)
ˆ
M\

⋃n
j=1 Br(aj)

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(|uε|2g − 1)2

)
volg ≤ πn |log r|+ C,

for some constant C that depends only on M , C0 and n (not on ε, r).

Estimates similar to (4.17) are already contained in Ignat and Jerrard’s work [19] (see for
instance Lemma 8.2 and Proposition 9.1). However, since the statement of Lemma 4.3 does
not appear explicitely in [19], we include a proof, for the sake of completeness. We will deduce
Lemma 4.3 from the so-called ‘ball construction’, which was first introduced in the Euclidean
setting by Sandier [33] and Jerrard [20] (see [19, Lemma 8.2] for the extension to the Riemannian
setting). We will also need an auxiliary result:

Lemma 4.4. Let uε ∈ H1
tan(M) be a sequence of vector fields that satisfies (4.14), (4.15), (4.16).

Let ρ > 0 be small enough, so that the closed balls B̄ρ(aj) are pairwise disjoint. Given an
index j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we assume that there exist a constant C such thatˆ

∂Bρ(aj)

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
dH 1 ≲

C |log ε|
ρ

for any ε small enough. Then, for any ε small enough we have |uε|g ≥ 1/2 on ∂Bρ(aj) and

ind(uε, ∂Bρ(aj)) = dj
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We will prove Lemma 4.4 in Appendix B.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. By a density argument (as in [19, Lemma 5.1 and Proposition 8.1, Step 1]),
we may assume without loss of generality that the fields uε are smooth. Then, we apply [19,
Lemma 8.2]. For a given r > 0 (sufficiently small) and any ε, we find a finite collection of pairwise
disjoint balls B1,ε, . . . , BNε,ε, of centers bk,ε and radii rk,ε, that satisfy the following properties:

Nε∑
k=1

rk,ε ≤
r

16
(4.18)

|uε(x)|g ≥ 1

2
for x ∈M \

Nε⋃
k=1

Bk,ε(4.19)

ˆ
Bk,ε

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
volg ≥ |ind(uε, ∂Bk,ε)|

(
π log

r

ε
− C

)
(4.20)

for any k, ε and some constant C that depends only on M , C0. We claim that, for any ε small
enough and any k = 1, . . . , Nε, there holds

(4.21) ind(uε, ∂Bk,ε) ̸= 0 =⇒ bk,ε ∈
n⋃

j=1

Br/2(aj)

(We recall that the aj ’s are the points in the support of the limit of ω(uε), i.e. ω(uε) →
2π
∑n

j=1 djδaj in W−1,1(M).) Suppose, towards a contradiction, that (4.21) is false. Then, up
to a permutation of the indices k and extraction of a subsequence ε→ 0, we may assume that

ind(uε, ∂B1,ε) ̸= 0, b1,ε ∈M \
n⋃

j=1

Br/2(aj)

By Equation (4.18), we obtain B1,ε ⊆M \
⋃n

j=1Br/4(aj) and hence, thanks to (4.20),
ˆ
M\

⋃n
j=1 Br/4(aj)

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
volg ≥ π log

r

ε
− C(4.22)

However, the assumption (4.16) and the lower energy bound (4.6) from Proposition 4.2, combined,
give

ˆ
M\

⋃n
j=1 Br/4(aj)

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
volg = oε→0(|log ε|)(4.23)

Equation (4.23) contradicts (4.22), and (4.21) follows.
Next, we claim that, for any ε small enough and any j = 1, . . . , n, there exists k∗ = k∗(j, ε) ∈

{1, . . . , Nε} such that

(4.24) ind(uε, ∂Bk∗,ε) ̸= 0, bk∗,ε ∈ Br/2(aj)

Suppose, again towards a contradiction, that (4.24) does not hold. Then, there exists an index j ∈
{1, . . . , n} and a countable subsequence εm → 0 such that, for any m and any k ∈ {1, . . . , Nεm},

(4.25) bk,εm ∈ Br/2(aj) =⇒ ind(uεm , ∂Bk,εm) = 0
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By Fatou’s lemma, we have

H 1

 ⋃
M∈N

⋂
m≥M

ρ ∈ (r/4, r/2) : ∂Bρ(aj) ∩
Nεm⋃
k=1

Bk,εm ̸= ∅




≤ lim inf
m→+∞

H 1

ρ ∈ (r/4, r/2) : ∂Bρ(aj) ∩
Nεm⋃
k=1

Bk,εm ̸= ∅

 (4.18)
≤ r

8

Therefore, there exists a radius ρ ∈ (r/4, r/2) and a (non-relabelled) subsequence εm → 0 such
that

(4.26) ∂Bρ(aj) ∩
Nεm⋃
k=1

Bk,εm = ∅

By Fubini theorem, we may also assume thatˆ
∂Bρ(aj)

(
1

2
|Duεm |

2
g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uεm |

2
g)

2

)
dH 1 ≲

C |log εm|
ρ

From (4.18), (4.25) and (4.26), we deduce that |uεm(x)|g ≥ 1/2 for any x ∈ ∂Bρ(aj) and that

ind(uεm , ∂Bρ(aj)) = 0

However, Lemma 4.4 implies
ind(uεm , ∂Bρ(aj)) = dj ̸= 0

for any m large enough. This is a contradiction, so (4.24) follows.
We can now conclude the proof of the lemma. Without loss of generality, by taking r small

enough, we may suppose that the balls Br(aj) are pairwise disjoint. By Equation (4.24), for
any ε small enough there exist at least n values of k such that ind(uε, ∂Bk,ε) ̸= 0. By (4.18)
and (4.21), for these values of k we have Bk,ε ⊆

⋃n
j=1Br(aj). Then, (4.20) implies

(4.27)
ˆ
⋃n

j=1 Br(aj)

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
volg ≥ n

(
π log

r

ε
− C

)
Combining (4.27) with (4.16), the lemma follows. □

Lemma 4.3 implies a global upper bound for the sequence uε in W 1,p(M), for p ∈ (1, 2)

Corollary 4.5. Let uε ∈ H1
tan(M) be a sequence of vector fields that satisfies (4.14), (4.15),

(4.16). Then, for any p ∈ (1, 2) we have

∥Duε∥Lp(M) ≤ Cp,

where Cp depends only on M , p, n and the constant C0 that appears in (4.16).

Corollary 4.5 follows from Lemma 4.3 by an argument due to Struwe [42]; details may be
found, e.g., in [19, Lemma 12.3].

4.2. Compactness for solutions of an inhomogeneous Ginzburg-Landau equation. The
results in Section 4.1 are valid for any sequence of vector fields that satisfies appropriate bounds.
Instead, in this section we consider vector fields uε on M that solve an inhomogeneous Ginzburg-
Landau equation, that is

(4.28) −∆guε +
1

ε2

(
|uε|2g − 1

)
uε = fε,
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where (fε)ε>0 is a given sequence of vector fields on M . For the time being, there is still no
dependence on time in Equation (4.28). However, later on (Section 5) we will apply these results
to the parabolic Ginzburg-Landau equation (1.8), by working at fixed time t and taking fε =
−∂tuε(t)/ |log ε|.

As before, we assume that uε satisfies

ω(uε) → 2π
n∑

j=1

djδaj in W−1,1(M) as ε→ 0,(4.29)

where a1, . . . , an are distinct points in M and d1, . . . , dn are non-zero integers, and that

∥uε∥L∞(M) ≤ C0(4.30) ˆ
M

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
volg ≤ πn |log ε|+ C0(4.31)

for some ε-independent constant C0. Lemma 4.3 and Corollary 4.5 imply that, up to extraction
of a subsequence,

uε ⇀ u0 weakly in W 1,p(M) and in H1
loc(M \ {a1, . . . , an})

for some limit vector field u0, such that |u0|g = 1 a.e. in M . We are going to prove stronger
convergence results.

Lemma 4.6. Let uε ∈ H1
tan(M) be a sequence of solutions of (4.28) that satisfies (4.29), (4.30),

(4.31). Assume that the sequence (fε)ε>0 is bounded in L2
tan(M). Then,

|uε|g → 1

locally uniformly in M \ {a1, . . . , an}.

The proof of Lemma 4.6 is based on classical arguments from the Ginzburg-Landau theory,
see [8], and depends on some auxiliary results. We recall that eε(u) denotes the Ginzburg-Landau
energy density of a vector field u, as defined in (2.48).

Lemma 4.7. Let uε be a solution of (4.28), with fε ∈ L2
tan(M). Let U ⊆M be a smooth, open

set. Let X be a smooth vector field, defined in a neighbourhood of U , and let {τ1, τ2} be a smooth
orthonormal tangent frame, defined in a neighbourhood of U . Then,ˆ

U

(
eε(uε) (divX)− (Dτjuε, Dτkuε)g (τj , DτkX)g

)
volg

=

ˆ
U

(
(Dτjuε, Dτkuε)g (Dτkτj , X)g − (DXuε, fε)g

)
volg

−
ˆ
U

(
(R(τj , τk)uε, Dkuε) + (D[τj ,τk]uε, Dkuε)

)
(X, τj)g volg

+

ˆ
∂U

(eε(uε)(X, ν)g − (DXuε, Dνuε)g) dH 1

where ν is the outer normal to ∂U .

Proof. This lemma is a variant of the so-called stress-energy identity, see e.g. [18, Theorem 1.3.6]
and [34, Proposition 3.7]. To simplify the notation, we write Dj := Dτj . For a scalar function φ,
we write ∇j := (∇φ, τj)g = dφ(τj). Under the assumption fε ∈ L2

tan(M), the second derivatives
of uε exist in L2

tan(M), by elliptic regularity. Therefore, we can compute the gradient of the
energy density eε(uε). First of all, we recall that

DjDkuε = DkDjuε +R(τj , τk)uε +D[τj ,τk]uε,
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where R(·, ·) is the Riemannian curvature tensor and [·, ·] are the Lie Brackets, namely [τj , τk] :=
Dτjτk−Dτkτj since the Levi-Civita connection D is symmetric by construction (i.e. torsion free).
We have (recall that {τ1, τ2} is an orthonormal frame)

∇j

(
1

2
|Duε|2g

)
= (DjDkuε, Dkuε)g = (DkDjuε, Dkuε) + (R(τj , τk)uε, Dkuε) + (D[τj ,τk]uε, Dkuε)

= ∇k(Djuε, Dkuε)g − (Djuε, DkDkuε)g + (R(τj , τk)uε, Dkuε) + (D[τj ,τk]uε, Dkuε)

(2.29)
= ∇k(Djuε, Dkuε)g − (Djuε, ∆guε)g

+ (div τk) (Djuε, Dkuε)g + (R(τj , τk)uε, Dkuε) + (D[τj ,τk]uε, Dkuε)

The equation (4.28) implies

∇j

(
1

2
|Duε|2g

)
= ∇k(Djuε, Dkuε)g + (Djuε, fε)g −

1

ε2
(|uε|2 − 1) (Djuε, uε)

+ (div τk) (Djuε, Dkuε)g + (R(τj , τk)uε, Dkuε) + (D[τj ,τk]uε, Dkuε)

and hence,

∇jeε(uε) = ∇k(Djuε, Dkuε)g + (Djuε, fε)g + (div τk) (Djuε, Dkuε)g

+ (R(τj , τk)uε, Dkuε) + (D[τj ,τk]uε, Dkuε)
(4.32)

We integrate by parts, as in (2.25) and (2.28):ˆ
U
(eε(uε) (divX)− (Djuε, Dkuε)g (τj , DkX)g) volg

=

ˆ
U
(−∇jeε(uε) (X, τj)g +∇k(Djuε, Dkuε)g (τj , X)g + (Djuε, Dkuε)g (Dkτj , X)g) volg

+

ˆ
U
(div τk) (Djuε, Dkuε)g (τj , X)g volg

+

ˆ
∂U

(eε(uε) (X, ν)g − (Djuε, Dkuε)g (τj , X)g (τk, ν)g) dH 1

By substituting (4.32) in the right-hand side, the lemma follows. □

Lemma 4.8. Let uε be a solution of (4.28), with fε ∈ L2
tan(M). Let Bρ(p) ⊆ M be a geodesic

ball in M , with radius ρ smaller than the injectivity radius of M . Then,
1

ε2

ˆ
Bρ(p)

(|uε|2g − 1)2 volg ≲ ρ ∥fε∥L2(Bρ(p))
∥Duε∥L2(Bρ(p))

+ ρ2
ˆ
Bρ(p)

eε(uε) volg + ρ

ˆ
∂Bρ(p)

eε(uε) dH 1

Proof. We work in geodesic normal coordinates centered at p and identify Bρ(p) with a Euclidean
ball, Bρ(0) ⊆ R2. We recall that the metric tensor and the Christoffel symbols, in normal
coordinates, satisfy gij(x) = δij + O(|x|2) and Γk

ij(x) = O(|x|), respectively. We consider the
orthonormal tangent frame

τ1 :=
∂1
|∂1|g

, τ2 :=
∂2 − (∂2, τ1)g τ1
|∂2 − (∂2, τ1)g τ1|g

(where ∂1, ∂2 are the coordinate fields, ∂j := ∂/∂xj). This frame satisfies Dτkτj = O(|x|) for
any j, k and thus [τj , τk] = Dτjτk − Dτkτj = O(|x|). We apply Lemma 4.7 to the vector field
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defined in coordinates as X(x) := x. We have

DτkX =

(
∂Xi

∂xj
τ jk + Γi

jhX
hτ jk

)
∂

∂xi
= τk +O(|x|2), divX = 2 +O(|x|2)

and the lemma follows. □

Proof of Lemma 4.6. For any σ > 0, we define

Mσ :=M \
n⋃

j=1

Bσ(aj)

We fix σ > 0. Our task is to prove that |uε|g → 1 uniformly in Mσ. We denote by C a generic
positive constant, that may depend on M , n, C0 but not on ε, σ. As a preliminary remark, we
observe that the assumptions (4.14), (4.15), (4.16) and Lemma 4.3 imply

(4.33)
ˆ
Mσ/4

(
1

2
|∇uε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
volg ≤ πn |log σ|+ C

We split the proof into several steps.

Step 1 (An extension result). Let q ∈ (1, +∞). We claim that there exists a constant Cq such
that, for any σ > 0 smaller than the injectivity radius of M , any x0 ∈ M and any scalar
function ρ ∈W 1,q(Bσ(x0)\Bσ/2(x0)), there exists an extension ρ̃ ∈W 1,q(Bσ(x0)) of ρ such that

(4.34) ∥∇ρ̃∥Lq(Bσ(x0))
≤ Cq ∥∇ρ∥Lq(Bσ(x0)\Bσ/2(x0))

By working in normal geodesic coordinates centered at x0, without loss of generality we may
identify Bσ(x0) with an Euclidean ball, Bσ(0) ⊆ R2. As the inequality (4.34) is scale-invariant,
by a scaling argument it suffices to consider the case σ = 1. If the average

ffl
B1(0)\B1/2(0)

ρ = 0,
then (4.34) follows by standard extension results and the Poincaré inequality. In general, we first
construct an extension ρ̃0 of ρ0 := ρ−

ffl
B1(0)\B1/2(0)

ρ, then define ρ̃ := ρ̃0 +
ffl
B1(0)\B1/2(0)

ρ.

Step 2 (Hölder bounds on |uε|g). The equation (4.28) and the assumption (4.15) imply

∥∆guε∥L2(Mσ/4)
≤ 1

ε2

∥∥∥|uε|2g − 1
∥∥∥
L2(Mσ/4)

∥uε∥L∞(M) + ∥fε∥L2(M)

≤ C

ε2

∥∥∥|uε|2g − 1
∥∥∥
L2(Mσ/4)

+ C

(The norm ∥fε∥L2(M) is bounded by assumption.) On the other hand, the energy bound (4.33)
gives ∥∥∥|uε|2g − 1

∥∥∥
L2(Mσ/4)

≤ Cε |log σ|1/2

therefore

∥∆guε∥L2(Mσ/4)
≤ Cε−1 |log σ|1/2(4.35)

Let α ∈ [1/2, 1) and

q :=
2

1− α
≥ 4

By applying elliptic regularity results and the Gagliardo-Nirenberg interpolation inequality, we
deduce

∥Duε∥Lq(Mσ/2)
≤ C ∥∆guε∥αL2(Mσ/4)

∥uε∥1−α
L∞(M) + C ∥uε∥L∞(M)

(4.15), (4.35)
≤ Cε−α |log σ|α/2
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Due to (4.34), there exists a sequence of scalar functions ρ̃ε ∈W 1,q(M) such that ρ̃ε = |uε|g out
of
⋃n

j=1Bσ/2(aj) and

∥∇ρ̃ε∥Lq(M) ≤ Cε−α |log σ|α/2

Then, by applying the Sobolev embedding W 1,q(M) ↪→ Cα(M) to ρ̃ε, we conclude

[|uε|g]Cα(Mσ/2) ≤ Cε−α |log σ|α/2 ,(4.36)

where [|uε|g]Cα(Mσ/2) denotes the α-Hölder seminorm of uε on Mσ/2, that is

[|uε|g]Cα(Mσ/2) := sup
x, y∈Mσ/2, x̸=y

∣∣∣|uε(x)|g − |uε(y)|g
∣∣∣

distg(x, y)α

Step 3. We show that |uε|g → 1 uniformly in Mσ. Towards a contradiction, suppose this claim
is false. Then, there exists a number δ > 0, a (non-relabelled) subsequence ε→ 0 and, for any ε
in the subsequence, a pont xε ∈Mσ such that

(4.37)
∣∣∣|uε(xε)|g − 1

∣∣∣ ≥ δ

Due to (4.36), we deduce that |uε|g remains close to 1 − δ on a ball, centered at xε, of radius
comparable to ε |log σ|−1/2. More precisely, we have∣∣∣|uε(x)|g − 1

∣∣∣ ≥ δ

2
for any x ∈ B

λε|log σ|−1/2(xε),

where λ > 0 is a positive parameter that depends only on δ and the constant C in (4.36) — in
particular, λ is independent of ε and σ. As a consequence, we have

(4.38)
1

ε2

ˆ
B

λε|log σ|−1/2 (xε)

(
|uε|2g − 1

)2
volg ≥ Cδ

|log σ|

where Cδ is a strictly positive constant, depending on δ but not on ε, σ.
Now, let η > 0 be a small parameter, to be chosen later on. For any ε small enough, there

exists a radius ρε ∈ (ε1/2, ε1/4) such that

(4.39)
ˆ
Bρε (xε)

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(|uε|2g − 1)2

)
dH 1 ≤ η

ρε

— for otherwise, we would have
ˆ
B

ε1/4
(xε)

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(|uε|2g − 1)2

)
volg ≥

ˆ ε1/4

ε1/2

η

ρ
dρ =

η

4
|log ε|

which contradicts the energy bound (4.33) for ε small enough. We can estimate the integral
of (|uε|2g − 1)2 on Bρε(xε) by applying Lemma 4.8. We obtain, recalling (4.39) and the energy
bound (4.33),

(4.40)
1

ε2

ˆ
Bρε (xε)

(|uε|2g − 1)2 volg ≲ ε1/4 |log σ|1/2 + ε1/2 |log σ|+ η

If we choose η small enough, depending on δ and σ only, then the inequality (4.40) contra-
dicts (4.38) when ε is small. The lemma follows. □

The next lemma further discusses the convergence of uε as ε→ 0, away from the singularities.
Our proof follows closely F. H. Lin [24] and [23].
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Lemma 4.9. Let uε ∈ H1
tan(M) be a sequence of solutions of (4.28) that satisfies (4.29), (4.30),

(4.31). Assume that the sequence (fε)ε>0 is bounded in L2
tan(M). Then, up to extraction of a

subsequence, we have

uε → u0 strongly in H1
loc(M \ {a1, . . . , an})(4.41)

uε → u0 locally uniformly in M \ {a1, . . . , an}(4.42)
1

ε
(|uε|2g − 1) → 0 strongly in L2

loc(M \ {a1, . . . , an})(4.43)

Remark 4.1. Corollary 4.5 and the strong convergence (4.41) imply, via the Hölder inequality,
that uε → u0 strongly in W 1,p(M) for any p ∈ [1, 2).

Proof of Lemma 4.9. Let B ⊂⊂ M{a1, . . . , an} be a geodesic ball, of radius smaller than the
injectivity radius of M . By Lemma 4.3 and Fubini’s theorem, we can make sure thatˆ

B

(
|Duε|2g +

1

2ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
volg +

ˆ
∂B

(
|Duε|2g +

1

2ε
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
dH 1 ≤ C(4.44)

The constant C does depend on the ball B (in particular, on the distance of B from the singular
points a1, . . . , an), but not on ε. Moreover, Lemma 4.6 implies

(4.45) |uε|g → 1 uniformly in B.

Step 1. We let ρε := |uε|g and vε := uε
|uε|g . The field vε is well-defined and belongs to H1

tan(B),
thanks to (4.45). By lifting results (see e.g. [38, Lemma 6.1]), there exists a scalar function
αε ∈ H1(B) such that

(4.46) vε = cos(αε)ê1 + i sin(αε)ê1,

where {ê1, ê2} = {ê1, iê1} is an orthonormal moving frame in B such that divA = 0 (see (2.36)).
We rewrite (1.4) in terms of ρε and αε. First of all, note that

∆guε = ∆g(ρεvε) = ρε∆gvε + vε∆gρε + 2gij∂iρεDjvε.

Moreover (see [38, Lemma 6.2 and Lemma 6.3])

Dvε = (dαε −A)ivε,

and (A := A♯)
∆gvε = (∆αε)ivε − |∇α− A|2gvε.

Therefore,

(4.47) ∆guε =
(
ρε∆αε + 2(∇αε − A,∇ρε)g

)
ivε +

(
∆gρε − |∇αε − A|2g

)
vε.

We decompose fε = (fε, vε)g vε + (fε, ivε)givε =: f1ε vε + f2ε ivε. Since we have assumed that fε
is bounded in L2

tan(M), we have

(4.48)
∥∥f1ε ∥∥L2(B)

+
∥∥f2ε ∥∥L2(B)

≤ C.

We can thus rewrite (1.4) as the following system

(4.49)


div (ρ2ε(∇αε − A)) = f1ε ,

∆gρε +
ρε
ε2

(1− ρ2ε)− ρε|∇αε|2g = f2ε .
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Step 2. Since ρε ≥ 1/2 and f1ε ∈ L2(B), it turns out that αε ∈ H2(B) and thus hε := f2ε +
ρε|∇αε|2g ∈ L2. Then, we multiply the equation for ρε with 1 − ρε and we integrate on B. We
get ˆ

B
|∇ρε|2gvolg +

1

ε2

ˆ
B
ρε(1− ρε)

2(1 + ρε)volg

=

ˆ
B
hε(1− ρε)volg −

ˆ
∂B
∂νρε(1− ρε) dH 1.(4.50)

Since ρε ≥ 1/2
1

ε2

ˆ
B
ρε(1− ρε)

2(1 + ρε)volg ≥ 3

4ε2

ˆ
B
(1− ρε)

2volg.

On the other hand, since hε is in L2 we get∣∣∣ ˆ
B
hε(1− ρε)volg

∣∣∣ ≤ δ

2ε2

ˆ
B
(1− ρε)

2volg +
ε2

2δ

ˆ
B
h2εvolg

and (thanks to (4.44) and (4.45))ˆ
∂B
∂νρε(1− ρε) dH 1 ≤ C∥ρε − 1∥L∞(∂B).

Choosing δ = 1/2, we conclude thatˆ
B
|∇ρε|2gvolg +

1

4ε2

ˆ
B
(1− ρε)

2volg ≤ C
(
ε2∥hε∥2L2 + ∥ρε − 1∥L∞(∂B)

)
.

Therefore,

(4.51) ρε → 1 strongly in H1(B)

Moreover, since
(1− x2)2 = (1− x)2(1 + x)2 ≤ 4(1− x)2,

for x ∈ (1/2, 1), we conclude that

(4.52) lim
ε→0

1

ε2

ˆ
B
(1− |uε|2g)2 volg = 0

Step 3. The first equation of (4.47) can be equivalently written as

∆gαε = (1− ρ2ε)∆gαε + (∇(1− ρ2ε), ∇αε)g − div (ρ2εA) + f2ε︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:gε

Both ρε and αε are bounded in H1(B), due to the energy estimate (4.44), while f1ε is bounded
in L2(B) by (4.48). Therefore, gε is bounded in L2(B). Let B′ ⊂⊂ B be a slightly smaller ball.
Thanks to (4.45), we can apply elliptic regularity estimates and conclude that αε is bounded
in H2(B′). By compact Sobolev embedding, it follows that αε converges strongly in H1(B′)
(possibly up to extraction of a subsequence). Therefore, since

Dêkvε = (dαε(êk)−A(êk))ivε,

for k = 1, 2, we get that Dêkvε is strongly convergent in L2(B′). As

Dêkuε = ρεDêkvε + vε(∇ρε, êk)g,
thanks to (4.51) we conclude that Duε converges strongly in L2(B′). Finally, as a byproduct of
the argument above, we obtain that uε/ |uε| is bounded in H2

loc(M \ {a1, . . . , an}). Therefore,
uε/ |uε| converges locally uniformly in M \{a1, . . . , an}, by Sobolev embeddings. By Lemma 4.6,
we deduce that uε → u0 locally uniformly in M \ {a1, . . . , an}. □
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5. Vortices: the dynamical case

5.1. Space-Time Compactness and Product Estimates. In this section we discuss the
compactness of sequences of vector fields uε : [0, T ]×M → TM satisfying suitable energy bounds.
These are the typical bounds satisfied by the solutions of the (rescaled) heat flow of the Ginzburg-
Landau equation.

First of all, for a smooth vector field u : [0, T ] ×M → TM we define the space-time current
jQ(u) as

(5.1) jQ(u) := (DQu, iu)gcyl = (∂tu, iu)g dt+ j(u),

where DQ denotes the Riemannian connection on the cylinder Q := [0, T ]×M and gcyl denotes
the product metric in Q, gcyl := dt2 + g. We denote with dQ the exterior derivative on Q while
dt denotes the exterior derivative with respect to time and d denotes the exterior derivative with
respect to the variables of M . Recalling from (2.63) that dj(u) = ω(u)− κvolg, we obtain

(5.2) dQ jQ(u) = d ((∂tu, iu)g dt) + dQj(u) = V + ω(u)− κvolg,

where V denotes the two-form on Q

(5.3) V := d ((∂tu, iu)g dt) + dtj(u).

Then, we define the space-time vorticity

(5.4) J(u) := V + ω(u).

Now, we fix some p ∈ M and δ > 0 smaller than the injectivity radius and consider the
geodesic ball Bδ(p). The geodesic normal coordinates define a map Φ: Bδ(p) → Bδ(0) ⊆ R2.
Let {τ1, τ2} be a positively oriented, orthonormal tangent frame on Bδ(p) that satisfies (2.45).
With the notation of Subsection 2.3.2, we let v = (v1, v2) : [0, t] × Bδ(0) → R2 be the unique
vector field such that

u(t, Φ−1(x)) = v1(t, x) τ1(Φ
−1(x)) + v2(t, x) τ2(Φ

−1(x))(5.5)

for any (t, x) ∈ [0, t]×Bδ(0). As we have seen already in Subsection 2.3.2, we may express the
Ginzburg-Landau energy of u in Bδ(p) in terms of the (Euclidean) Ginzburg-Landau energy of v,
see Equation (2.51). By applying (2.37), (2.38) and (2.43), we also obtain

(5.6)
ˆ T

0

ˆ
Bδ(p)

|∂tu|2g volg dt =
(
1 + O(δ2)

) ˆ T

0

ˆ
Bδ(0)

|∂tv|2 dx dt

Now, we write the space-time vorticity in terms of its Euclidean counterpart. We let ȷ̄(v) be the
(Euclidean) current of v with respect to the space variable x, namely

(5.7) ȷ̄(v) :=
2∑

k=1

(∂kv, iv) dx
k.

We define the form

(5.8) V̄ := d ((∂tv, iv) dt) + dtȷ̄(v)

and the space-time Euclidean vorticity

(5.9) J̄(v) := V̄ + dȷ̄(v)

(which is consistent with [36] up to a factor 2).
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Lemma 5.1. Let

(5.10) R :=
(
1− |v|2

)
(Φ−1

Q )∗A,

where A is the connection 1-form induced by the frame {τ1, τ2}, as in (2.32). Then, we have

(Φ−1
Q )∗V = V̄ + dtR(5.11)

(Φ−1
Q )∗ω(u) = dȷ̄(v) + dR(5.12)

(Φ−1
Q )∗J(u) = J̄(v) + dtR+ dR(5.13)

Proof. As a preliminary step, we will show that

(5.14) (Φ−1
Q )∗jQ(u) = (∂tv, iv) dt+ ȷ̄(v)− |v|2(Φ−1

Q )∗A.

We take the pull-back via Φ−1
Q of both sides of (5.1):

(5.15) (Φ−1
Q )∗jQ(u) = (Φ−1

Q )∗ ((∂tu, iu)g dt) + (Φ−1
Q )∗j(u)

We study separately the terms in the right-hand side of (5.15). By differentiating both sides
of (5.5) with respect to t, we obtain

(5.16) (∂tu) ◦ Φ−1
Q = ∂tv

1 (τ1 ◦ Φ−1) + ∂tv
2 (τ2 ◦ Φ−1)

As a consequence,

(Φ−1
Q )∗ ((∂tu, iu)g dt) = ((∂tu, iu)g ◦ Φ−1

Q ) dt

=
(
(∂tu) ◦ Φ−1

Q , i(u ◦ Φ−1
Q )
)
g
dt

(5.5),(5.16)
= (∂tv, iv) dt

(5.17)

Now, we consider the second term in the right-hand side of (5.15). Let uk := vk ◦ΦQ for k = 1, 2.
Equation (5.5) may be written as

u(t, y) = u1(t, y) τ1(y) + u2(t, y) τ2(y)

for any (t, y) ∈ [0, T ]×Bδ(p). Then, the current of u (with respect to the space variables only)
may be written as

j(u) = (Du, iu)g =
(
du1 ⊗ τ1 + u1Dτ1 + du2 ⊗ τ2 + u2Dτ2, u

1 τ2 − u2 τ1
)
g

= u1du2 − u2du1 − |u|2g A
(5.18)

We take the pull-back via Φ−1
Q of both sides of (5.18). Since the pull-back commutes with the

exterior differential, and since (Φ−1
Q )∗uk = uk ◦ Φ−1

Q = vk for k = 1, 2, we obtain

(5.19) (Φ−1
Q )∗j(u) = ȷ̄(v)− |v|2 (Φ−1

Q )∗A,

Equation (5.14) now follows from (5.16), (5.17) and (5.19).

Proof of (5.11). We take the pull-back via Φ−1
Q of both sides of (5.3). As the pull-back operator

is linear and commutes with the exterior derivative, we obtain

(Φ−1
Q )∗V = (Φ−1

Q )∗d ((∂tu, iu)g dt) + (Φ−1
Q )∗dtj(u)

= d
(
(Φ−1

Q )∗((∂tu, iu)g dt)
)
+ dt

(
(Φ−1

Q )∗j(u)
)

We apply (5.17) and (5.19) to the right-hand side:

(Φ−1
Q )∗V = d ((∂tv, iv) dt) + dtȷ̄(v)− dt

(
|v|2 (Φ−1

Q )∗A
) (5.8)

= V̄ − dt

(
|v|2 (Φ−1

Q )∗A
)

(5.20)
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As the form (Φ−1
Q )∗A only depends on the variables in M , not on t, we have

(5.21) −dt

(
|v|2 (Φ−1

Q )∗A
)
= dt

(
(1− |v|2)(Φ−1

Q )∗A
)
= dtR

Equation (5.11) follows from (5.20) and (5.21).

Proof of (5.12). We take the exterior differential dQ of both sides of (5.14):

(Φ−1
Q )∗dQjQ(u) = d ((∂tv, iv) dt) + dtȷ̄(v) + dȷ̄(v)− dt

(
|v|2 (Φ−1

Q )∗A
)
− d

(
|v|2 (Φ−1

Q )∗A
)

The right-hand side may be further simplified by applying (5.3) and (5.20):

(Φ−1
Q )∗dQjQ(u) = V̄ + dȷ̄(v)− dt

(
|v|2 (Φ−1

Q )∗A
)
− d

(
|v|2 (Φ−1

Q )∗A
)

= (Φ−1
Q )∗V + dȷ̄(v)− d

(
|v|2 (Φ−1

Q )∗A
)(5.22)

On the other hand, by taking the pull-back via Φ−1
Q in both sides of (5.2), we obtain

(5.23) (Φ−1
Q )∗dQ jQ(u) = (Φ−1

Q )∗V + (Φ−1
Q )∗ω(u)− (Φ−1

Q )∗(κvolg)

Comparing (5.22) with (5.23) gives

(Φ−1
Q )∗ω(u) = dȷ̄(v)− d

(
|v|2 (Φ−1

Q )∗A
)
+ (Φ−1

Q )∗(κvolg)

and hence, recalling that dA = κvolg,

(Φ−1
Q )∗ω(u) = dȷ̄(v)− d

(
|v|2
)
∧ (Φ−1

Q )∗A+
(
1− |v|2

)
d
(
(Φ−1

Q )∗A
)

= dȷ̄(v) + d
(
1− |v|2

)
∧ (Φ−1

Q )∗A+
(
1− |v|2

)
d
(
(Φ−1

Q )∗A
)

= dȷ̄(v) + dR

Proof of (5.13). We take the pull-back in Equation (5.4) and apply (5.11), (5.12):

(Φ−1
Q )∗J(u) = (Φ−1

Q )∗V + (Φ−1
Q )∗ω(u) = V̄ + dtR+ ȷ̄(v) + dR

Equation (5.13) follows, thanks to (5.9). □

In the next Proposition M2(M) will denote the space of 2-forms whose coefficients are bounded
Radon measures on M . M2(M) is endowed with the flat norm (i.e., the W−1,1-norm).

Proposition 5.2 (Space-Time Compactness). Given uε : [0, T ]×M → TM such that

max
[0, T ]×M

|uε|g ≤ C,(5.24)

Fε(uε) =
1

2

ˆ
M

|Duε|2g +
1

2ε2
(1− |uε|2g)2 volg ≤ C| log ε|, ∀t ∈ [0, T ],(5.25)

ˆ
Q
|∂tuε|2g volg dt ≤ C| log ε|,(5.26)

for some positive constant C independent of ε, we let Vε be defined, starting from uε, as in (5.3)
and let ω(uε) := dj(uε) + κvolg. Then, there exist J ∈ L2(0, T ;M2(M)), V ∈ L2(0, T ;M2(M))
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and µ ∈ C0,1/2([0, T ];M2(M)) such that (up to subsequences)

J(uε)
ε→0−−−→ J in W−1,p(Q) for any p ∈ (1, 2)(5.27)

ω(uε(t))
ε→0−−−→ µ(t) in W−1,p(M) for any p ∈ (1, 2) and t ∈ [0, T ](5.28)

Vε
ε→0−−−→ V in W−1,p(Q) for any p ∈ (1, 2)(5.29)

and

(5.30) J = µ+ V.

Moreover, the measure µ has the form

(5.31) µ(t) = 2π

n(t)∑
j=i

dj(t)δaj(t),

where n : [0, T ] → N and dj(t) ∈ Z, aj(t) ∈M for all t ∈ [0, T ], j = 1, . . . , n(t).

Proof. We split the proof into steps.

Step 1 (Localization). Let δ > 0 be a small parameter. Let B =
{
B1

δ , . . . , B
N
δ

}
be a finite

open cover of M by geodesic balls of radius δ. Each ball Bk
δ is equipped with normal geodesic

coordinates Φk : Bk
δ → Bδ(0) ⊆ R2. The cover B induces a finite cover of Q = [0, T ]×M ,

[0, T ]×B :=
{
[0, T ]×B1

δ , . . . , [0, T ]×BN
δ

}
and [0, T ] × Bk

δ is equipped with coordinates Φk
Q = (Id, Φk). For any k, we choose an or-

thonormal, positively oriented, tangent frame {τk1 , τk2 } defined on Bj
δ . We represent uε|[0,T ]×Bk

δ

by a map vkε : [0, T ] × Bδ(0) → R2, as in (5.5). The assumptions (5.25) and (5.26), combined
with (2.51) and (5.6), imply

1

2

ˆ
Bδ(0)

(
|∇vkε |2 +

1

2ε2
(1− |vkε |2)2

)
dx ≤ C |log ε| for all t ∈ [0, T ],(5.32)

ˆ
[0,T ]×Bδ(0)

|∂tvkε |2 dx dt ≤ C |log ε|(5.33)

Let ȷ̄(vkε ), V̄ k
ε and J̄(vkε ) be defined as in (5.7), (5.8) and (5.9), respectively. We can now apply

the Jerrard-Soner compactness result for Jacobians [21, Theorem 3.1] and the Sandier-Serfaty
product estimates [36, Theorem 3]). We find a (non-relabelled) subsequence and

µ̄k ∈ L∞(0, T ; M2(Bδ(0))), V̄ k ∈ L2(0, T ; M2(Bδ(0))) for k = 1, . . . , N

such that for any k = 1, . . . , N and p ∈ (1, 2),

dȷ̄(vkε )
ε→0−−−→ µ̄k, V̄ k

ε
ε→0−−−→ V̄ k in W−1,p([0, T ]×Bδ(0))(5.34)

dȷ̄(vkε (t))
ε→0−−−→ µ̄k(t) in W−1,p(Bδ(0)) for any t ∈ [0, T ](5.35)

Step 2. For any k, let Ak be the connection 1-form induced by the choice of the frame {τk1 , τk2 }.
Let

Rk
ε :=

(
1− |vkε |2

)
(Φ−1

Q )∗Ak

The energy estimate (5.32) implies that

(5.36) sup
t∈[0, T ]

∥Rk
ε∥L2(Bδ(0)) ≲ sup

t∈[0, T ]
∥1− |vkε |∥L2(Bδ(0)) ≲ ε |log ε|
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Therefore, for any k we have

dtR
k
ε

ε→0−−−→ 0 in W−1,2([0, T ]×Bδ(0)),(5.37)

dRk
ε

ε→0−−−→ 0 in L∞(0, T ; W−1,2(Bδ(0))),(5.38)

We combine (5.34) with (5.37), (5.38) and Lemma 5.1 to obtain

J(uε)|[0,T ]×Bk
δ
= Φ∗

Q

(
J̄(vkε ) + dtR

k
ε + dRk

ε

)
ε→0−−−→ Φ∗

Q

(
V̄ k + µ̄k

)
=: Jk

in W−1,p([0, T ]×Bk
δ ), for any p ∈ (1, 2) and k = 1, . . . , N . (A duality argument shows that the

pull-back via a smooth map preserves the convergence in W−1,p.) Now, let
{
η21, . . . , η

2
N

}
be a

partition of unity subordinate to B. We have supp (η2k) ⊂ Bk
δ for every k = 1, . . . , N and hence,

J(uε) =
N∑
k=1

η2k J(uε)
ε→0−−−→

N∑
k=1

η2k J
k =: J

in W−1,p([0, T ] × Bk
δ ) for any p ∈ (1, 2). This proves (5.27). The proof of (5.28) and (5.29) is

analogous. Since J(uε) = ω(uε) + Vε (see (5.4)), Equation (5.30) follows in the limit.

Step 3. By combining Equation (5.2) with (5.3), we can write

(5.39) dQjQ(uε) = Vε + dj(uε)

The smoothness of uε is smooth, and hence of dQjQ(uε), implies that dQ(dQjQ(uε)) = 0,
d(dj(uε)) = 0 and, by differentiating (5.3), dtVε = 0. By taking the exterior differential dQ
of both sides of (5.39), we obtain

0 = dVε + dtdj(uε) = dVε + dt (ω(uε)− κvolg) = dVε + dt ω(uε)

Therefore, by taking the limit as ε→ 0, we obtain

(5.40) ∂tµ+ dV = 0 in the sense of distributions.

Step 4. The L2-in-time regularity of V gives, exactly as in the Euclidean case (with similar
proof) the time regularity of µ, namely that µ ∈ C0,1/2([0, T ];M2(M)). More precisely, using
the transport equation (5.40) we obtain that (up to considering smooth approximations of V
and µ, see [36, Theorem 3]), for any smooth ψ :M → R and any 0 ≤ t1 < t2 < T

(5.41)
ˆ
[t1,t2]×M

V ∧ dQψ = −
ˆ
[t1,t2]×M

dV ∧ ψ =

ˆ
[t1,t2]×M

dt(µ ∧ ψ) =
ˆ
M
(µ(t2)− µ(t1))ψ.

Therefore, since V ∈ L2(0, T ;M2(M)), for any smooth ψ ∈ C0,1(M) with ∥∇ψ∥L∞ ≤ 1 in M
we have

(5.42)
∣∣∣∣ˆ

M
(µ(t2)− µ(t1))ψ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥V ∥L2(0,T ;M2(M))

√
t2 − t1.

Thus,
∥µ(t2)− µ(t1)∥flat ≤ ∥V ∥L2(0,T ;M2(M))

√
t2 − t1,

namely µ ∈ C0,1/2([0, T ],M2(M)). In particular, (5.42) gives that t 7→
´
M µ(t)ψ is in C0,1/2(0, T )

for any ψ ∈ C0,1(M) (with ∥∇ψ∥L∞ ≤ 1). As a result, we have (5.28). Moreover thanks to (5.25),
we apply for any fixed t ∈ (0, T ) Proposition 4.1 and we conclude that the measure µ has the
form (5.31). □
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Proposition 5.3 (Space-Time Product Estimates). Let uε : [0, T ] ×M → TM be a sequence
that satisfies (5.24), (5.25), (5.26). Let J ∈ L2(0, T ; M2(M)) be given by (5.30). Then, for any
continuous vector fields X = Xk ∂

∂xk and Y = f ∂
∂t on Q, there holds

(5.43) lim inf
ε→0

1

|log ε|

(ˆ
Q
|DXuε|2gvolgdt

)1/2(ˆ
Q
f2|∂tuε|2gvolgdt

)1/2

≥
∣∣∣∣12
ˆ
Q
J [X,Y ]

∣∣∣∣ .
Proof. The proof again uses a localization argument and the analogous lower bound in the
Euclidean case. The details are as follows.

As in Proposition 5.2, we consider a finite cover B = {B1
δ , . . . , B

N
δ } by geodesic balls

and a partition of the unity {η21, . . . , η2N} subordined to B. We represent uε|[0,T ]×Bk
δ

by a
map vkε : [0, T ]×Bδ(0) → R2, as in (5.5). By equation (5.13) (Lemma 5.1), we have

(5.44) (Φ−1
k,Q)

∗J(uε) = J̄(vkε ) + dtR
k
ε + dRk

ε

where Φk,Q : [0, T ]×Bk
δ → [0, T ] → Bδ(0) is the coordinate map and

(5.45) Rk
ε :=

(
1− |vkε |2

)
(Φ−1

k,Q)
∗A ε→0−−−→ 0 in L2([0, t]×Bδ(0))

as in (5.36). By (5.27) and (5.34), we may extract a subsequence in such a way that J(uε) → J
in W−1,p(Q) and J̄(vε) → J̄k in W−1,p([0, T ]×Bδ(0)), for any k. Due to (5.44), (5.45), we must
have

(5.46) (Φ−1
k,Q)

∗J = J̄k

Then, for any continuous fields X = Xk ∂
∂xk and Y = f ∂

∂t on Q,
ˆ
Q
J [X, Y ] volg dt =

N∑
k=1

ˆ
[0, T ]×Bk

δ

η2k J [X, Y ] volg dt

=

N∑
k=1

ˆ
[0, T ]×Bk

δ

η̄2k J̄
k[X̄k, Ȳk] volg dt

(5.47)

where η̄k := ηk ◦ Φ−1
k and X̄k, Ȳk are the push-forward of X, Y via the coordinate map Φk,Q.

Let λε be any sequence of positive numbers. We have
1

2

ˆ
Q
λε|DXuε|2g +

1

λε
|f∂tuε|2g volg dt

=
N∑
k=1

1

2

ˆ
[0, T ]×Bk

δ

λε|ηkDXuε|2g +
1

λε
|ηkf∂tuε|2g volg dt

(5.48)

For any k, we have (see (2.50))
1

2

ˆ
[0, T ]×Bk

δ

λε|ηkDXuε|2g +
1

λε
|ηkf∂tuε|2g volg dt

=
1

2

(
1 + O(δ2)

) ˆ
[0, T ]×B̄δ

λε|η̄k∇X̄k
vε|2 +

1

λε
|η̄kf̄k∂tvε|2 dx dt

+
(
1 + O(δ2)

) ˆ
[0, T ]×B̄δ

O(|vε|2) dx dt

(5.49)

where f̄k := ηk ◦ Φ−1
k,Q. The last integral in the right-hand side of (5.49) is O(δ2), because of

the assumption (5.24). Now, the product estimate of Sandier & Serfaty [36, Theorem 3], applied
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on [0, T ]×Bδ(0), implies

lim inf
ε→0

1

2 |log ε|

ˆ
[0, T ]×B̄δ

λε|η̄k∇X̄k
vε|2 +

1

λε
|η̄kf̄k∂tvε|2 dx dt

≥ lim inf
ε→0

1

|log ε|

(ˆ
[0, T ]×Bδ(0)

|η̄k∇X̄k
vε|2 dx dt

)1/2(ˆ
[0, T ]×Bδ(0)

|η̄kf̄k∂tvε|2 dx dt

)1/2

≥ 1

2

ˆ
[0,T ]×B̄δ

η̄2k J̄ [X̄k, Ȳk] volg dt

(5.50)

As a result, combining (5.50), (5.49) and (5.48) we obtain

lim inf
ε→0

1

2 |log ε|

ˆ
[0, T ]×Bk

δ

λε|ηkDXuε|2g +
1

λε
|ηkf∂tuε|2g volg dt

≥
(
1 + O(δ2)

) ˆ
[0, T ]×Bk

δ

1

2
η2k J [X, Y ] volg dt.

(5.51)

We sum over k, apply (5.47) and let δ → 0. We obtain

lim inf
ε→0

1

2 |log ε|

ˆ
Q
λε|DXuε|2g +

1

λε
|f∂tuε|2g volg dt ≥

1

2

ˆ
Q
J [X, Y ] volg dt

The same argument, applied with −X instead of X, shows that

lim inf
ε→0

1

2 |log ε|

ˆ
Q
λε|DXuε|2g +

1

λε
|f∂tuε|2g volg dt ≥

∣∣∣∣12
ˆ
Q
J [X, Y ] volg dt

∣∣∣∣(5.52)

Finally, we take

λε :=

(ˆ
Q
|DXuε|2g volg dt

)−1/2(ˆ
Q
|f∂tuε|2g volg dt

)1/2

if both integrals are strictly positive; otherwise, if either of the integrals is equal to zero, we
choose λε > 0 in such a way thatˆ

Q
λε|DXuε|2g +

1

λε
|f∂tuε|2g volg dt ≤ ε

Then, (5.43) follows from (5.52). □

Proposition 5.4. Let uε : [0, T ]×M → TM be a sequence of vector fields satysfying

sup
t∈[0,T ]

Fε(uε(t)) ≤ C| log ε|,

ˆ
[0, T ]×M

|∂tuε|2g volg dt ≤ C| log ε|

and

(5.53)
1

2
sup

t∈[0, T ]

ˆ
M

|Duε(t)|2g volg ≤ πn| log ε|(1 + oε→0(1))

Assume that there exist a continuous curve a : [0, T ] → Mn and a vector d = (d1, . . . , dn) with
dj = ±1 for j = 1, . . . , n such that for any t ∈ [0, T ]

(5.54) ω(uε(t)) → 2π

n∑
j=1

djδaj(t) in (C0,α
c (M))′, ∀α ∈ (0, 1).
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Let [t1, t2] ⊂ [0, T ] be an interval such that aj(t) ̸= ak(t) for any t ∈ [t1, t2] and j ̸= k. Then,
we have a ∈ H1(t1, t2; M

n) and

(5.55) lim inf
ε→0

1

| log ε|

ˆ t2

t1

ˆ
M

|∂tuε|2g volg ds ≥ π
n∑

k=1

ˆ t2

t1

|a′k|2g(s) ds = π

ˆ t2

t1

|a′|2g(s) ds.

Proof. The proof follows the one in the Euclidean case in [36, Corollary 7]. Let 0 ≤ t1 < t2 ≤ T
as in the hypothesis, let N ∈ N and set τ := t2−t1

N and tk := t1 + τk for k = 0, 1, . . . , N . In
the whole interval [0, T ] there is a finite number of vortices. Moreover in the interval [t1, t2] the
vortices aj (j = 1, . . . , n) remain distinct. Therefore, taking N large enough, for any interval
[tk, tk+1) we can find n balls Bj (j = 1, . . . , n) such that each of them contains exactly one vortice
aj(t) for t ∈ [tk, tk+1).

Now, for any k = 1, . . . , N and for any j = 1, . . . , d, we let ψ ∈ C1
c (Bj) with |∇ψ| ≤ 1. Then,

(5.43) with X = ∇⊥ψ, Y = ∂
∂t , together with (2.23) (with ω = V ) give

lim inf
ε→0

(
1

| log ε|2

ˆ
Bj×[tk,tk+1]

|DXuε|2g volg dt
ˆ
Bj×[tk,tk+1]

|∂tuε|2g volg dt

)

≥

∣∣∣∣∣12
ˆ
Bj×[tk,tk+1]

V ∧ dψ

∣∣∣∣∣
2

Moreover, (5.41) gives thatˆ
Bj×[tk,tk+1]

V ∧ dψ = 2πdj

(
ψ(aj(t

k+1)− aj(t
k)
)
.

Therefore,

lim inf
ε→0

(
1

| log ε|2

ˆ
Bj×[tk,tk+1]

|DXuε|2gvolgdt
ˆ
Bj×[tk,tk+1]

|∂tuε|2gvolgdt

)

≥ π2
∣∣∣ψ(aj(tk+1))− ψδ(aj(t

k))
∣∣∣2 .

Now, we apply Lemma 4.2 (specifically (4.7) with X = Y = ∇⊥ψδ) with vε = uε(t) (with t fixed
in [tk, tk+1]) and we get

lim
ε→0

1

| log ε|

ˆ
Bj

|DXuε(t)|2gvolg = π|∇⊥ψ(aj(t))|2g = π|∇ψ(aj(t))|2g,

therefore, since |∇ψ| ≤ 1,

lim inf
ε→0

τπ

| log ε|

ˆ
Bj×[tk,tk+1]

|∂tuε|2gvolgdt ≥

lim inf
ε→0

( 1

| log ε|2

ˆ
Bj×[tk,tk+1]

|DXuε|2gvolgdt
ˆ
Bj×[tk,tk+1]

|∂tuε|2gvolgdt
)

≥ π2
∣∣∣ψ(aj(tk+1))− ψ(aj(t

k))
∣∣∣2 .

Thus, if we take the supremum over ψ ∈ C1
c (M) with ∥∇ψ∥L∞ ≤ 1, we get

lim inf
ε→0

1

| log ε|

ˆ
Bj×[tk,tk+1]

|∂tuε|2gvolgdt ≥ π
dist2g(aj(t

k+1), aj(t
k))

τ
,
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and therefore, summing on j = 1, . . . , n,

(5.56) lim inf
ε→0

1

| log ε|

ˆ
Ω×[tk,tk+1]

|∂tuε|2gvolgdt ≥ π
n∑

j=1

dist2g(aj(t
k+1), aj(t

k))

τ
.

Given a = (a1, . . . , an), we define its piecewise constant interpolant āτ by

āτ (t) := a(tk+1) for t ∈ [tk, tk+1).

Note that since a is continuous we have that āτ
τ→0−−−→ a uniformly in [t1, t2]. Moreover, we define

∣∣ā′τ ∣∣g (t) :=
 n∑

j=1

dist2g(aj(t
k+1), aj(t

k))

τ2

1/2

, for t ∈ [tk, tk+1).

Note that, as observed in [3, Eq. 2.3.4.], the notation is justified since when one reduces to a
linear framework, e.g. M = R2n, then |ā′τ |g (t) is the norm of the derivative of the piecewise
interpolation of the values a(tk), for k = 1, . . . , N .

We set

L := lim inf
ε→0

1

π| log ε|

ˆ
Ω×[t1,t2]

|∂tuε|2gvolgdt,

and thus (5.56) rewrites as ˆ t2

t1

|ā′τ |2(t)dt ≤ L.

We assume that L < +∞ (otherwise there is nothing to prove). Therefore, there exists A ∈
L2(t1, t2) and a subsequence of τ (not relabelled) such that

|ā′τ |
τ→0−−−→ A weakly in L2(t1, t2),

and thus ˆ t2

t1

|A|2dt ≤ L.

Now, we show that a ∈ H1(t1, t2;M) with metric derivative |a′|g(t) such that

|a′|g(t) ≤ A(t) for a.a. t ∈ (t1, t2).

We fix t1 ≤ s < t ≤ t2 and we set

sτ := max
{
tk : tk ≤ s

}
and tτ := min

{
tk : tk ≥ t

}
.

Note that sτ
τ→0−−−→ s and tτ

τ→0−−−→ t. Then, the triangle inequality gives
n∑

j=1

distg(aj(sτ ), aj(tτ )) ≤
ˆ tτ

sτ

|ā′|g(r)dr.

Therefore, if we let τ ↘ 0, we get
n∑

j=1

distg(aj(s), aj(t)) ≤
ˆ t

s
A(r)dr,

and thus since A ∈ L2(t1, t2), thanks to Proposition 2.3 we get that a ∈ H1(t1, t2;M) and

|a′|g(t) ≤ A(t) for a.a. t ∈ (t1, t2).
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Therefore, we conclude

π

ˆ t2

t1

|a′|2g(t)dt ≤ lim inf
ε→0

1

| log ε|

ˆ
Ω×[t1,t2]

|∂tuε|2gvolgdt. □

Given a 1-form ω ∈ L2(M, T∗M), we denote by Pω the L2-orthogonal projection of ω onto
the space of harmonic 1-forms Harm1(M). Equivalently, Pω is the unique element of Harm1(M)
such that

(5.57)
ˆ
M

(ω − Pω, η)g volg = 0 for any η ∈ Harm1(M)

Since the space Harm1(M) is finite-dimensional, we can choose an orthonormal basis (ηℓ)
2g
ℓ=1

of Harm1(M) and write Pω as

(5.58) Pω =

2g∑
ℓ=1

(ˆ
M
(ω, ηℓ)g volg

)
ηℓ for any ω ∈ L2(M, T∗M).

The representation (5.58) shows that P extends to a linear, bounded operator L1(M, T ′M) →
Harm1(M).

Proposition 5.5. Let uε : [0, T ]×M → TM be a sequence that satisfies the assumptions (5.24),
(5.26), (5.54) and

(5.59) sup
t∈[0, T ]

Fε(uε(t)) ≤ πn |log ε|+ C

for some ε-independent constant C. Then, there exists a map ξ ∈ H1(0, T ; Harm1(M)) and a
(non-relabelled) subsequence such that

(5.60) Pj(uε(t))
ε→0−−−→ ξ(t) for any t ∈ [0, T ].

As Harm1(M) is a finite dimensional space, the convergence (5.60) holds in any norm.

Proof of Proposition 5.5. Due to the assumptions (5.24), (5.54) and (5.59), we can apply Corol-
lary 4.5 to the sequence uε(t), at any fixed t ∈ [0, T ]. As a consequence, for any p ∈ (1, 2) there
exists a constant Cp such that

∥∇uε∥L∞(0, T ;Lp(M)) ≤ Cp

We deduce

∥j(uε)∥L∞(0, T ;Lp(M)) ≤ ∥uε∥L∞((0, T )×M) ∥∇uε∥L∞(0, T ;Lp(M)) ≤ Cp

and hence, we can extract a subsequence such that

j(uε)⇀
∗ j weakly∗ in L∞(0, T ; Lp(M))

As the operator P : L1(M, T ′M) → Harm1(M) is linear and bounded, we also have

(5.61) Pj(uε)⇀∗ Pj =: ξ weakly∗ in L∞(0, T ; Harm1(M))

We claim that the limit ξ belongs to H1(0, T ; Harm1(M)) (and hence, is continuous in time).
Let Vε be the 2-form on Q := [0, T ] ×M associated with uε, as in (5.3). Let η ∈ Harm1(M),
and let φ ∈ C∞

c (0, 1) be a (scalar) test function. We have

Iε :=

ˆ
Q
φ(t)

d

dt
(Pj(uε), η)g volg dt

(5.57)
=

ˆ
Q
φ(t)

d

dt
(j(uε), η)g volg dt

=

ˆ
Q
φ(t) dt (j(uε) ∧ ⋆η) =

ˆ
Q
φ(t) (dtj(uε)) ∧ ⋆η
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(we recall that ⋆ denotes the Hodge dual operator in M). Let αε := (∂tuε, iuε)g. By (5.3), we
know that

Vε = d(αε dt) + dtj(uε) = dαε ∧ dt+ dtj(uε)

Therefore,

Iε =

ˆ
Q
φ(t) Vε ∧ ⋆η −

ˆ
Q
φ(t) dαε ∧ dt ∧ ⋆η

The form η is harmonic, hence co-closed, so d(⋆η) = 0. This implies

dαε ∧ dt ∧ ⋆η = −dαε ∧ ⋆η ∧ dt = −d(αε ⋆ η) ∧ dt

and hence,

Iε =

ˆ
Q
φ(t) Vε ∧ ⋆η +

ˆ T

0
φ(t)

(ˆ
M

d(αε ⋆ η)

)
dt =

ˆ
Q
φ(t) Vε ∧ ⋆η(5.62)

by Stokes theorem. Proposition 5.2 states that there exists V ∈ L2(0, T ;M2(M)) such that Vε →
V inW−1,p(Q), for any p ∈ (1, 2). On the other hand, the convergence (5.61) implies ∂tPj(uε)⇀∗

∂tξ in D ′(0, T ; Harm1(M)). Therefore, we can pass to the limit as ε→ 0 in (5.62):ˆ
Q
φ(t)

d

dt
(ξ, η)g volg dt =

ˆ
Q
φ(t) V ∧ ⋆η

We deduce ˆ
Q
φ(t) (∂tξ, η)g volg dt ≤ ∥V ∥L2(0, T ;M2(M)) ∥φ∥L2(0, T ) ∥η∥L∞(M)

and, since φ and η are arbitrary, ∂tξ ∈ L2(0, T ; Harm1(M)).
It only remains to prove (5.60); we apply the arguments from [36, Theorem 3]. Let t0 ∈ [0, T ).

Corollary 4.5 implies, as above, that ∥j(uε(t0))∥Lp(M) ≤ Cp. Then, we can extract a subsequence
(depending on t0) in such a way that Pj(uε(t0)) → ζ ∈ Harm1(M). We claim that ζ = ξ(t0). If
we prove this claim, we will deduce that all the subsequences of Pj(uε(t0)) must converge to the
same limit, and (5.60) will follow. Consider the sequence ūε : [−1, T ]×M → TM ,

ūε(t) :=

{
uε(t0) if t ≤ t0

uε(t) if t > t0

The sequence ūε satisfies the assumptions (5.24), (5.26) and (5.59). Proposition 5.2 implies that
ω(ūε(t)) → µ̄(t) in W−1,p(M) for any t ∈ [−1, T ], where

µ̄(t) :=

{
2π
∑n

j=1 djδaj(t0) if t ≤ t0

2π
∑n

j=1 djδaj(t) if t > t0

Then, (5.54) is satisfied, too. By the previous arguments, we can extract a subsequence in such
a way that

Pj(ūε)⇀∗ ξ̄ weakly∗ in L∞(0, T ; Harm1(M))

Using the definition of weak∗ convergence, we can check that

ξ̄(t) =

{
ζ for a.e. t < t0

ξ(t) for a.e. t > t0
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However, the arguments above imply that both ξ and ξ̄ are continuous functions of t; therefore,
we must have ζ = ξ(t0), as claimed. In case t = T , we define ūε : [0, T + 1]×M → TM ,

ūε(t) :=

{
uε(t) if t < T

uε(T ) if t ≥ T

and proceed similarly. □

5.2. Vortex dynamics: Proof of Theorem 1. In this Subsection we finally prove our main
result, Theorem 1.

The proof of Theorem 1 is based on the abstract scheme developed by Sandier & Serfaty [35,
Theorem 1.4]). The core of the Proof is contained in the next Propositions 5.7, 5.8 and 5.9.

We consider well-prepared initial conditions. To ease the reading, we recall the definition.
Given n ∈ Z, n ≥ 1, we consider (a0, d) ∈ A n (see (3.1)) such that dj = ±1 for any j = 1, . . . , n
and ξ0 ∈ L(a0, d). We assume that the initial conditions u0ε ∈ H1

tan(M) satisfy

ω(u0ε)
ε→0−−−→ 2π

n∑
j=1

djδa0j
in W−1,p(M) for any p ∈ (1, 2)(5.63)

Fε(u
0
ε) ≤ πn| log ε|+W (a0, d, ξ0) + nγ + o(1),(5.64) ∥∥u0ε∥∥L∞(M)

≤ 1.(5.65)

By standard parabolic theory, we know that for any ε > 0 there exists a smooth solution uε
of (1.4).

Lemma 5.6. Let uε be a solution of (1.4) with u0ε satisfying (5.64) and (5.65). Then,

(5.66) ∥uε∥L∞(M×(0,T )) ≤ 1,

(5.67) Fε(uε(t)) ≤ πn| log ε|+ C, for a.a. t ∈ [0, T ].

and

(5.68)
ˆ T

0

ˆ
M

|∂tuε|2g volgdt ≤ C| log ε|.

for some constant C > 0 independent of ε.

Proof. The fact that uε verifies (5.67) is a consequence of the fact that any solution of (1.4) with
the specified regularity satisfies the following energy estimate.

(5.69)
1

| log ε|

ˆ T

0

ˆ
M

|∂tuε|2g volgdt+ Fε(uε(t)) = Fε(u0) ≤ πn| log ε|+ C,

where C denote a constant independent of ε. Therefore (5.67) follows. Set vε(x, t| log ε|) :=
uε(x, t) for (x, t) ∈ [0, T ]×M . Then, vε solves∂tvε −∆gvε +

1

ε2
(|vε|2g − 1)vε = 0, a.e. in M × (0, T )

vε(x, 0) = u0 a.e. in M.

Then, test (in the scalar product (·, ·)g) with vε. We get

∂t|vε|2g −∆g|vε|2g + 2|Dvε|2g +
2

ε2
|vε|2g(|vε|2g − 1) = 0.
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Therefore, if we set wε := |vε|2g − 1, we obtain that

∂twε −∆gwε +
2

ε2
wε ≤ 0,

and thus wε(t) ≤ wε(0) ≤ 0, namely |vε|g ≤ 1. By rescaling back with respect to time we obtain
(5.66).

Finally, we discuss the validity of (5.68). In particular, note that that it is sufficient to prove
that there exists some T0 > 0 such thatˆ T0

0

ˆ
M

|∂tuε|2g volgdt ≤ | log ε|,

but this has been already proved in [35, Lemma 3.4]. The argument uses a contradiction argument
combined with the product estimate (5.43) and can be replicated verbatim. □

Proposition 5.7. Let uε be a solution of (1.4) with u0ε satisfying (5.63), (5.64) and (5.65).
Then, there exist T ∗ ∈ (0, T ], a curve a : [0, T ∗) → Mn with a = (a1, . . . , an) ∈ H1(0, T ∗;Mn)
integers d = (d1, . . . , dn) ∈ Zn such that (a(t),d) ∈ A n for any t ∈ [0, T ∗) and a curve
ξ ∈ H1(0, T ∗; Harm1(M)) such that for any t ∈ [0, T ∗)

ω(uε(t)) → 2π
n∑

j=1

djδaj(t) in W−1,p(M) for any p ∈ (1, 2),(5.70)

Pj(uε(t))
ε→0−−−→ ξ(t), with ξ(t) ∈ L(a(t),d),(5.71)

lim inf
ε→0

1

| log ε|

ˆ t

0

ˆ
M

|∂tuε|2g volgdt ≥ π

ˆ t

0
|a′|2g(s) ds,(5.72)

Moreover, for almost any t ∈ [0, T ∗) there exists a subsequence εh(t) and a vector field u∗(t) ∈
W 1,p

tan(M) (p ∈ [1, 2)) such that |u∗(t)|g = 1 a.e. in M and

uεh(t)(t)⇀ u∗(t) in W 1,p
tan(M) for any p ∈ (1, 2),(5.73)

dj(u∗(t)) = −κvolg + 2π
n∑

k=1

djδak(t)(5.74)

d∗j(u∗(t)) = 0 in M,(5.75)

namely u∗(t) is a canonical harmonic vector field for (a(t), d, ξ(t)).

Proof. We divide the proof in several steps.

Step 1 (Compactness). Thanks to Lemma 5.6 and to Proposition 5.2 (see in particular (5.28))
we have that the exist µ ∈ C0,1/2([0, T ];M2(M)) such that for any t ∈ [0, T ]

(5.76) ω(uε(t)) → µ(t) in W−1,p(M) for any p ∈ (1, 2)

Thanks to Proposition 4.1 for any t ∈ (0, T ) the measure µ(t) is of the form

(5.77) µ(t) = 2π

n(t)∑
j=1

dj(t)δaj(t), where dj ∈ Z,

where for any t ∈ [0, T ] n(t) ∈ N and aj(t) ∈ M for j = 1, . . . , n(t) with aj(t) ̸= ak(t) for j ̸= k
and satisfies

(5.78) lim inf
ε→0

Fε(uε(t))

π| log ε|
≥

n(t)∑
j=1

|dj(t)|.
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Therefore, since
F (uε(t)) ≤ Fε(u

0
ε) ≤ πn| log ε|+ C,

we conclude that for t ∈ [0, T ),

(5.79)
n(t)∑
j=1

|dj(t)| ≤
n∑

j=1

|dj |.

The fact that the evolution decreases the total charge combined with the continuity of t 7→´
M µ(t)ζ, for ζ ∈ C1

c (M), give (see [35, Proposition 3.2]) that there exists T ∗ ∈ (0, T ] 2 and
a : [0, T ∗) → Mn with a ∈ H1(0, T ∗;Mn) such that aj(t) ̸= ak(t) for j ̸= k and for any
t ∈ [0, T ∗). Moreover, dj(t) = dj(0) = ±1 for t ∈ [0, T ∗) and thus the measure µ has the form

(5.80) µ(t) = 2π
n∑

j=1

djδaj(t)

for any t ∈ [0, T ∗). Therefore, we are in the position to apply Proposition 5.4 to obtain (5.72).
Finally, we consider the sequence ξε := P(j(uε)). The sequence uε verifies all the hypothesis

of Proposition 5.5 and therefore there exists ξ ∈ H1(0, T ∗; Harm1(M)) such that

(5.81) P(j(uε(t)))
ε→0−−−→ ξ(t) for any t ∈ (0, T ∗).

Step 2 (Convergence to a harmonic vector field). We haveˆ T

0

ˆ
M

∣∣∣∣∆guε +
1

ε2
(|1− |uε|2)uε

∣∣∣∣2
g

volgdt =
1

| log ε|2

ˆ T

0

ˆ
M

|∂tuε|2g volgdt,

and hence, thanks to (5.68),ˆ T

0

ˆ
M

∣∣∣∣∆guε +
1

ε2

(
1− |uε|2g

)
uε

∣∣∣∣2
g

volgdt ≤
C

| log ε|
.

Therefore

(5.82) ∆guε +
1

ε2

(
1− |uε|2g

)
uε → 0 in L2(0, T ;L2(M)),

and, up to subsequence,

(5.83) ∆guε +
1

ε2

(
1− |uε|2g

)
uε → 0 in L2

tan(M) and for almost any t ∈ (0, T ∗).

We let C ⊆ (0, T ∗) the set of those t in which the above convergence holds. We fix a t ∈ C.
Thanks to Lemma 4.3 and to Corollary 4.5, there exists a subsequence εh(t)

h→+∞−−−−→ 0, which
may depend on the chosen t, and a vector field u∗(t) ∈ H1

tan,loc(M \{a1(t), . . . , ad(t)})∩W 1,p
tan(M)

such that |u∗(t)|g = 1 and

uεh(t)(t) → u∗(t) weakly in H1
tan,loc(M \ {a1(t), . . . , ad(t)}),(5.84)

uεh(t)(t) → u∗(t) weakly in W 1,p
tan(M) p ∈ [1, 2),(5.85)

uεh(t)(t) → u∗(t) strongly in Lp
tan(M) p ∈ [1,+∞).(5.86)

Since Duεh(t)(t) converges weakly in Lp
tan(M) for p < 2 and uεh(t)(t) converges strongly in

Lp
tan(M) for any p < +∞ we get that

(5.87) j(uεh(t)(t))⇀ j(u∗(t)) in Lp(M) for any p ∈ [1, 2).

2Note that since uε can be defined in the whole (0,+∞), we can always assume that T ∗ ≤ T .
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Therefore, thanks to (5.70), we have that

(5.88) dj(u∗(t)) = −κvolg + 2π
n∑

j=1

djδaj(t), for a.a. t ∈ [0, T ∗).

As a result, we have that

0
Stokes
=

ˆ
M

dj(u∗(t)) = 2π
n∑

j=1

dj −
ˆ
M
κvolg

Gauss-Bonnet
= 2π

n∑
j=1

dj − 2πχ(M),

and thus we have that (a(t),d) ∈ A n.
Now we prove that d∗j(u∗(t)) = 0. This will imply that u∗(t) is indeed a canonical harmonic

vector field. To this end we let ψ :M → R be a smooth function. Then, since
1

ε2
(1− |uεh(t)|

2)(uεh(t), iuεh(t))gψ = 0 in M

we readily have that

lim
h→+∞

ˆ
M

(
∆guεh(t), iuεh(t)(t)

)
g
ψvolg = 0

and thus, thanks to Lemma A.1 below, that

(5.89) lim
h→+∞

ˆ
M
ψ d∗j(uεh(t)(t))volg = 0.

Thus, thanks to (5.87), we have

0 = lim
h→+∞

ˆ
M
ψ d∗j(uεh(t)(t))volg = lim

h→+∞

ˆ
M

dψ j(uεh(t)(t))volg =

ˆ
M

dψ j(u∗(t))volg,

namely

(5.90) d∗j(u∗(t)) = 0.

Thus we conclude that u∗(t) is a canonical harmonic vector field. Since t was indeed arbitrary
on C we have proved that for almost any t ∈ (0, T ∗) we have that (a(t),d) ∈ A n with associated
a canonical harmonic vector field u∗(t). Note that u∗(t) is obtained as a limit of uε(t) along a
selected subsequence. The continuity of a : [0, T ∗) → Mn actually implies that (a(t),d) ∈ A
for any t ∈ [0, T ∗). The fact that at time t ∈ C the vector field u∗(t) is a canonical harmonic
vector field implies that the harmonic 1-form ξ(t) ∈ L(a(t),d). Indeed, on the one hand the
convergences (5.81) and (5.87) imply that

ξ(t) = Pj(u∗(t)).
On the other hand we let Φt = Φ(a(t),d) be the 2-form such that

(5.91)


−∆Φ = −κvolg + 2π

n∑
j=1

djδaj(t)
ˆ
M

Φ = 0.

Then, (5.88) and (5.90) imply that the 1-form j(u∗(t)) − d∗Φt ∈ Harm1(M). Therefore [19,
Theorem 2.1], and the uniqueness of the projection imply that

ξ(t) = j(u∗(t))− d∗Φt, ξ(t) ∈ L(a(t),d) for almost any t ∈ [0, T ∗).

The continuity of ξ : [0, T ∗) → Harm1(M) and of a : [0, T ∗) → Mn and the continuity of the
lattice L with respect to (a,d) (see [19, Lemma 2.3]) give that

(5.92) ξ(t) ∈ L(a(t),d) for any t ∈ [0, T ∗).
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Therefore, [19, Theorem 2.1] gives that for any t ∈ [0, T ] there exists a canonical harmonic vector
field u∗(t). □

Remark 5.1. Note that (5.87) can be extended to the whole interval [0, T ∗) since j(u∗(t)) is
uniquely identified by its differential, its co-differential and the harmonic 1-form ξ, all of which
are continuous with respect to time. On the contrary, the vector field u∗(t) may not be obtained
as a limit of uε(t) for t ∈ [0, T ]\C. Moreover, we have no information regarding the regularity of
u∗ with respect to time. Indeed the form j(u∗(t)) identifies u∗(t) only up to an arbitrary global
rotation.

Proposition 5.8. Let uε be a solution of (1.4), with u0ε satisfying (5.63), (5.64) and (5.65).
Let a : [0, T ∗) → Mn, ξ ∈ H1(0, T ∗; Harm1(M)) be as in Proposition 5.7. Then, for a.e. t ∈
(0, T ∗), we have

lim inf
ε→0

|log ε|
2

ˆ
M

∣∣∣∣−∆guε +
1

ε2
(|uε|2 − 1)uε

∣∣∣∣2
g

volg ≥ 1

2π

n∑
j=1

∣∣∇ajW (a(t), d, ξ(t))
∣∣2
g

Proof. Let t ∈ (0, T ∗) be fixed, in such a way that 1
|log ε|∂tuε(t) → 0 in L2(M) as ε → 0. First

of all, we extract a subsequence εh(t) → 0 (possibly depending on t) in such a way that uεh(t)(t)
converges to a canonical harmonic field u∗(t) and

lim inf
ε→0

|log ε|
2

ˆ
M

∣∣∣∣−∆guε +
1

ε2
(|uε|2 − 1)uε

∣∣∣∣2
g

volg

= lim
h→+∞

|log εh(t)|
2

ˆ
M

∣∣∣∣−∆guεh(t) +
1

εh(t)2
(|uεh(t)|

2 − 1)uεh(t)

∣∣∣∣2
g

volg

We will then be able to extract further subsequences later on. We work at fixed t and drop the
dependence on t from the notation; we write ε instead of εh(t). Let j ∈ {1, . . . , n} be fixed,
and let η > 0 be a small parameter. We choose an orthonormal basis {ê1, ê2} of TajM . We fix
geodesic normal coordinates {x1, x2} centered in aj in such a way that the fields ek := ∂/∂xk

satisfy

ek(aj) = êk, div ek(aj) = 0, Γm
i,k(aj) = 0 ∀i,m, k,

where Γm
ik are the Cristhoffel symbols of the metric g. We let Bη(aj) be the geodesic ball centered

at aj (to simplify the notation, we write Bη instead of Bη(aj)) and let ν be the outward-pointing
unit normal to ∂Bη.

Let k ∈ {1, 2} be fixed. We multiply the equation (1.4) by Dkuε (Dk, as usual, stands for
Dek) and integrate over Bη. We obtain

ˆ
Bη

(
∂tuε
| log ε|

, Dkuε

)
g

volg +

ˆ
Bη

(−∆guε, Dkuε)g volg

+
1

ε2

ˆ
Bη

(
(|uε|2g − 1)uε, Dkuε

)
g
volg = 0.

(5.93)
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We integrate by parts in the second and in the third term in the left hand side. The details of
the computations are given in Lemma A.2, Lemma A.3 (see Appendix A below). We obtain

1

| log ε|

ˆ
Bη

(∂tuε, Dkuε)gvolg =
1

4ε2

ˆ
∂Bη

(|uε|2g − 1)2 dH 1 +
1

2

ˆ
∂Bη

|Duε|2g(ν, ek)g dH 1

−
ˆ
∂Bη

(Dkuε, Dνuε)g dH 1 +

ˆ
Bη

(Duε, R(·, ek)uε)gvolg

− 1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

|Duε|2g div (ek) volg −
1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

(∂kg
ij)(Diuε, Djuε)g volg

(5.94)

where R(·, ek) is the Riemann curvature tensor of M . The left hand side is controlled by
1

| log ε|

ˆ
Bη

(∂tuε, Dkuε)gvolg

≤

(ˆ
Bη

| log ε|
∣∣∣∣−∆guε +

1

ε2
(|uε|2g − 1)uε

∣∣∣∣2
g

volg

)1/2(ˆ
Bη

|Dkuε|2

| log ε|
volg

)1/2

,

and thus,

(ˆ
Bη

| log ε|
∣∣∣∣−∆guε +

1

ε2
(|uε|2g − 1)uε

∣∣∣∣2
g

volg

)(ˆ
Bη

|Dkuε|2g
| log ε|

volg

)

≥

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

4ε2

ˆ
∂Bη

(|uε|2g − 1)2 dH 1 +
1

2

ˆ
∂Bη

|Duε|2g(ν, ek)g dH 1 −
ˆ
∂Bη

(Dkuε, Dνuε)g dH 1

+

ˆ
Bη

(Duε, R(·, ek)uε)gvolg −
1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

|Duε|2g div (ek) volg −
1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

(∂kg
ij)(Diuε, Djuε)g volg

∣∣∣∣∣
2

.

(5.95)

Thanks to (4.7) (see Lemma 4.2) we have that

lim
ε→0

1

| log ε|

ˆ
Bη

|Dkuε|2gvolg = lim
ε→0

1

| log ε|

ˆ
Bη(aj)

(Duε, ek)
2
gvolg = π|ek(aj)|2g = π,

since {e1, e2} are orthonormal in aj(t). Corollary 4.5 implies that, up to extraction of a subse-
quence, Duε converges weakly in Lp(M) for any p ∈ [1, 2) and uε converges strongly in Lq(M)
for any q ∈ [1,+∞) (except, possibly, for a negligible set of times t). As a consequence, we have

lim
ε→0

ˆ
Bη

(Duε, R(·, ek)uε)gvolg =

ˆ
Bη

(Du∗, R(·, ek)u∗)gvolg.

On the other hand, Lemma 4.9 implies that

lim
ε→0

1

4ε2

ˆ
∂Bη

(|uε|2g − 1)2 dH 1 = 0

and

lim
ε→0

1

2

ˆ
∂Bη

|Duε|2g(ν, ek)g dH 1 −
ˆ
∂Bη

(Dkuε, Dνuε)g dH 1

=
1

2

ˆ
∂Bη

|Du∗|2g(ν, ek)g dH 1 −
ˆ
∂Bη

(Dku
∗, Dνu

∗)g dH 1
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for almost every η. Finally, we concentrate on the last two terms in the right hand side of (5.95).
First of all, we observe that both terms are controlled by quantities of the formˆ

Bη

eε(uε)f volg,

where eε(uε) := 1
2 |Duε|

2
g +

1
4ε2

(
|uε|2g − 1

)2
is the density of the Ginzburg Landau energy and

f : Bη(p) → R is a smooth function such that f(p) = 0 (in the first term f = div (ek) and in the
second f = ∂kg

ij , see (2.40) e (2.41)). We show that

(5.96) lim
η→0

sup
ε>0

ˆ
Bη

eε(uε)f volg = 0.

To this end, we dyadically decompose Bη to obtain that
ˆ
Bη

eε(uε)f volg =

∞∑
j=1

ˆ
B

2−jη
\B

2−j−1η

eε(uε)f volg.

On the one hand the smoothness of f and the fact that f(aj) = 0 imply |f | ≤ η2−j on each anulus
B2−jη \B2−j−1η. On the other hand, Lemma 4.3 imply that, for some constant c independent of
η and of ε, ˆ

B
2−jη

\B
2−j−1η

eε(uε) volg ≤ c
(∣∣log (η2−j−1

)∣∣+ 1
)
.

Therefore, ∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ
Bη

eε(uε)f volg

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ cη

∞∑
j=1

2−j
(∣∣log (η2−j−1

)
+ 1
∣∣) .

Since the series in the right hand side converges, (5.96) follows.
Therefore, taking the lim inf in (5.95) produces

lim inf
ε→0

| log ε|
2

ˆ
Bη

∣∣∣∣−∆guε +
1

ε2
(|uε|2g − 1)uε

∣∣∣∣2
g

volg

≥ 1

2π

∣∣∣∣∣12
ˆ
∂Bη

|Du∗|2g(ν, ek)g dH 1 −
ˆ
∂Bη

(Deku
∗, Dνu

∗)g dH 1

+

ˆ
Bη

(Du∗, R(·, ek)u∗)g volg + oη→0(1)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

(5.97)

Recall that the canonical harmonic vector field u∗ ∈ W 1,p
tan(M) ∩ L∞

tan(M) for p ∈ [1, 2) and the
curvature tensor is smooth. Therefore, as η → 0, we have thatˆ

Bη

(Du∗, R(·, ek)u∗)gvolg → 0.

Thanks to Proposition 3.4 we have

lim inf
ε→0

| log ε|
2

ˆ
Bη

∣∣∣∣−∆guε +
1

ε2
(|uε|2g − 1)uε

∣∣∣∣2
g

volg ≥ 1

2π

∣∣∣(∇ajW (a, d, ξ), êk
)
g

∣∣∣2 + oη→0(1)

As {ê1, ê2} is an arbitrary orthonormal basis for Taj (M), we also deduce

lim inf
ε→0

| log ε|
2

ˆ
Bη

∣∣∣∣−∆guε +
1

ε2
(|uε|2g − 1)uε

∣∣∣∣2
g

volg ≥ 1

2π

∣∣∣(∇ajW (a, d, ξ), ê
)
g

∣∣∣2 + oη→0(1)
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for any unit vector ê ∈ Taj (M). By taking the supremum over ê, we obtain

lim inf
ε→0

| log ε|
2

ˆ
Bη

∣∣∣∣−∆guε +
1

ε2
(|uε|2g − 1)uε

∣∣∣∣2
g

volg ≥ 1

2π

∣∣∇ajW (a, d, ξ)
∣∣2
g
+ oη→0(1)

By taking the sum over j, the proposition follows. □

We can finally prove our main result, Theorem 1, which is an immediate consequence of the
following proposition. We recall that the constant γ > 0 is the core energy, implicitely defined
in Equation (1.7) (see [19, Section 2.3] for more details).

Proposition 5.9. Let uε be a solution of (1.4) with u0ε satisfying (5.63), (5.64) and (5.65).
Let a : [0, T ∗) → Mn, ξ ∈ H1(0, T ∗; Harm1(M)) be as in Proposition 5.7. Then, the following
statements hold.

(i) For any t ∈ (0, T ∗), uε(t) is a recovery sequence for W , that is

ω(uε(t)) → 2π
n∑

j=1

djδaj(t) in W−1,p(M) for any pin[1, 2)

Fε(uε(t)) ≤ πn |log ε|+W (a(t),d, ξ(t)) + nγ + oε→0(1)

(ii) For any t ∈ (0, T ∗),

Pj(uε(t))
ε→0−−−→ ξ(t) and ξ(t) ∈ L(a(t), d)

(iii) The vortex curve a satisfies for any t ∈ (0, T ∗)

π

2

ˆ t

0

∣∣a′∣∣2
g
(s)ds+

1

2π

ˆ t

0
|∇aW (a(s),d, ξ(s))|2g ds+W (a(t),d, ξ(t)) =W (a0,d, ξ0)

Equivalently, a is a solution of the gradient flow of the renormalized energy

(5.98)


d

dt
a(t) = − 1

π
∇aW (a(t),d(t), ξ(t)) for any t ∈ (0, T ∗),

a(0) = a0.

Proof. The proof is based on the abstract scheme developed by Sandier & Serfaty (see [35,
Theorem 1.4]).

Equation (1.4) is the L2-gradient flow of the Ginzburg-Landau energy Fε. More precisely, for
any ε > 0 and for any v ∈ H1

tan(M) we let

Eε(v) :=


Fε(v)− πn| log ε| − nγ, if Dv ∈ L2

tan(M), 1
ε2
(1− |v|2)2 ∈ L1(M)

+∞ otherwise in L2
tan(M).

Recall that Eε Γ-converges to W and therefore, for any t ∈ [0, T )∗,

(5.99) lim inf
ε→0

Eε(uε(t)) ≥W (a(t), d(t), ξ(t)).

We set Xε := L2
tan(M). We endow Xε with the norm ∥v∥Xε

:= 1
| log ε|1/2 ∥v∥L2(M). It is easy to

check that the subdifferential of Eε (with respect to the scalar product in Xε) is singlevalued
and is given by

∂XεEε(v) = |log ε|
(
−∆v +

1

ε2
(|v|2g − 1)v

)
.
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Therefore the Ginzburg-Landau evolution (1.4) rewrites as the gradient flow
∂tuε(t) + ∂XεEε(uε) = 0

uε(0) = u0ε.

Equivalently, uε is a curve of maximal slope for the energy Eε with respect to the slope ∥∂XεEε∥Xε

and thus it satisfies
1

2

ˆ t

0
∥∂tuε∥2Xε

ds+
1

2

ˆ t

0
∥∂XεEε(uε(s))∥2Xε

ds+ Eε(uε(t)) = Eε(u
0
ε)(5.100)

for any t ∈ [0, T ∗). Thanks to Proposition 5.7 (see in particular (5.72)) we have

(5.101) lim inf
ε→0

1

2

ˆ t

0
∥∂tuε(s)∥2Xε

ds ≥ π

2

ˆ t

0

∣∣a′∣∣2
g
(s)ds.

On the other hand, Proposition 5.8 and Fatou’s Lemma imply

(5.102) lim inf
ε→0

1

2

ˆ t

0
∥∂Eεuε(s)∥

2
Xε

ds ≥ 1

2π

ˆ t

0
|∇aW (a(s), d, ξ(s))|2g ds.

Therefore, for any t ∈ [0, T ∗) we obtain

Eε(u
0
ε)− Eε(uε(t)) ≥

π

2

ˆ t

0

∣∣a′∣∣2
g
(s)ds+

1

2π

ˆ t

0
|∇aW (a(s), d, ξ(s))|2g ds+ oε→0(1)

≥
ˆ t

0

n∑
j=1

(
daj
dt

,−∇ajW (a, d, ξ)

)
g

ds+ oε→0(1)

=W (a(0), d, ξ)−W (a(t), d, ξ(t)) + oε→0(1).

(5.103)

On the other hand, since the initial conditions are well prepared according to (5.63), (5.64) and
we have the Γ-convergence of Eε along uε(t) (see (5.99)), we have

Eε(u
0
ε)− Eε(uε(t)) ≤W (a(0), d, ξ)−W (a(t), d, ξ(t)) + oε→0(1).

Therefore, the inequalities in (5.103) become equalities. In particular, we obtain

π

2

ˆ t

0

∣∣a′∣∣2
g
(s)ds+

1

2π

ˆ t

0
|∇aW (a(s), d, ξ(s))|2g ds+W (a(t), d, ξ(t)) =W (a(0), d, ξ),

that is (iii). Moreover, we also obtain that

Eε(uε(t)) =W (a(t), d, ξ(t)) + oε→0(1) for any t ∈ [0, T ∗),

namely that uε remains well prepared along the evolution, or, in other words, that uε(t) is a
recovery sequence for the renormalized energy W for any t ∈ (0, T ∗).

Statement (ii) is already contained in Proposition 5.7. Finally, the fact that (iii) is indeed
equivalent to the differential formulation of the gradient flow (5.98) is standard. More precisely,
since the chain rule impliesˆ t

0

n∑
j=1

(
daj
dt

,−∇ajW (a, d, ξ)

)
g

ds =W (a(0), d, ξ)−W (a(t), d, ξ(t)),

we obtain that for any t ∈ (0, T ∗) there holds

π

2

ˆ t

0

∣∣a′∣∣2
g
(s)ds+

1

2π

ˆ t

0
|∇aW (a(s), d, ξ(s))|2g ds =

ˆ t

0

n∑
j=1

(
daj
dt

,−∇ajW (a, d, ξ)

)
g

ds,
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which means ˆ t

0

∣∣∣∣ ddta(s) + 1

π
∇ajW (a(s), d, ξ(s))

∣∣∣∣2
g

ds = 0,

and thus
d

dt
a(t) = − 1

π
∇ajW (a(t), d, ξ(t)) for any t ∈ (0, T ∗). □
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Appendix A. Integration by parts

We collect some integration by parts results needed in our argument.

Lemma A.1. Let (M, g) be a compact two dimensional Riemannian manifold. Let v be a smooth
vector field. Then, for any smooth ψ : M → R there holds

(A.1)
ˆ
M
(∆gv, iv)g ψ volg = −

ˆ
M
ψ d∗j(v).

Proof. We integrate by parts, and apply (2.27)

−
ˆ
M
(∆gv, iv)g ψ volg =

ˆ
M
(Dv, D(ψ iv))g volg

=

ˆ
M
(Dv, iv ⊗ dψ)g volg +

ˆ
M
(Dv, D(iv))g ψ volg

(A.2)

Here, iv ⊗ dψ is the (fibre-wise linear) operator TM → TM that maps a vector field w to the
vector field iv dψ(w). We claim that

(A.3) (Dv, D(iv))g = 0 at any point of M.

Indeed, let {τ1, τ2} be a moving frame on an open set U ⊆ M . There holds that τ2 = iτ1 and
thus

v = v1τ1 + iv2τ1

iv = −v2τ1 + v1τ2.

Therefore (see Section 2.2.2 in this paper and [19, Section 5.2]) for j = 1, 2,

Dτj (iv) = −Dτj (v
2τ1) +Dτj (v

1τ2)

= −(dv2(τj)−A(τj)v
2)τ1 + (dv1(τj)−A(τj)v

1)τ2

= iDτjv in U,

from which (A.3) follows.
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Now, we consider (Dv, iv ⊗ dψ)g. In terms of the orthonormal frame {τ1, τ2}, we have

(Dv, iv ⊗ dψ)g = (Dτ1v, iv)g dψ(τ1) + (Dτ2v, iv)g dψ(τ2)

Recalling the definition of j(v), Equation 2.62, we can write

(Dv, iv ⊗ dψ)g = j(v)(τ1) dψ(τ1) + j(v)(τ2) dψ(τ2) = (j(v), dψ)g

Therefore,

−
ˆ
M
(∆gv, iv)g ψ volg =

ˆ
M
(j(v), dψ)g volg

(2.12)
=

ˆ
M

d∗j(v)ψ volg □

Lemma A.2. Let p ∈ M and let u, v be smooth vector fields defined in a neighbourhood of p.
Then, for any ε > 0 and any η > 0 small enough, there holds

1

ε2

ˆ
Bη(p)

((|u|2g − 1)u, Dvu)gvolg

= − 1

4ε2

ˆ
Bη(p)

(|u|2g − 1)2 div (v) volg +
1

4ε2

ˆ
∂Bη(p)

(|u|2g − 1)2 (ν, v)g dH 1,

(A.4)

where ν is the outer normal to ∂Bη.

Proof. Thanks to the compatibility of the covariant derivative with the metric, we have

(A.5) (∇ |u|2g , v)g = 2(u, Dvu)g

Therefore,

((|u|2g − 1)u, Dvu)g =
1

2
(∇ |u|2g , (|u|

2
g − 1)v)g =

1

2
(∇(|u|2g − 1), (|u|2g − 1)v)g

We integrate by parts, by applying (2.25). We obtainˆ
Bη(p)

((|u|2g − 1)u, Dvu)g volg = −1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

(|u|2g − 1)2 div (v) volg

− 1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

(|u|2g − 1) (∇ |u|2g , v)g volg +
1

2

ˆ
∂Bη(p)

(|u|2g − 1)2 (ν, v)g dH 1

Taking (A.5) into account, we obtain (A.4). □

Lemma A.3. Let u be a smooth vector field. Let {x1, x2} be a local coordinate system, defined
in a neighbourhood of a point p ∈M . We let ek := ∂/∂xk. Then, for k = 1, 2, we haveˆ

Bη(p)
(−∆u, Dku)gvolg =

1

2

ˆ
∂Bη(p)

|Du|2g (ν, ek)g dH 1 −
ˆ
∂Bη(p)

(Dνu, Dku)g dH 1

+

ˆ
Bη(p)

(Du, R(·, ek)u)g volg −
1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

|Du|2g div (ek) volg

− 1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

(∂kg
ij)(Diu,Dju)d volg,

(A.6)

where R is the Riemann curvature tensor.

Proof. Recall that ∆u = −D∗Du and thusˆ
Bη(p)

(−∆u, Dku)g volg =

ˆ
Bη(p)

(D∗Du, Dku)g volg

=

ˆ
Bη(p)

(Du, DDku)g volg −
ˆ
∂Bη(p)

(Dνu, Dku)g dH 1.
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Now we work on the first term in the right hand side. Recalling (2.2) and the symmetry of the
metric we obtain

1

2
∂k|Du|2g = gij(Diu,DkDju)g +

1

2
∂kg

ij(Diu,Dju)g

Then, the very definition of curvature tensor gives

DjDku = DkDju+R(ej , ek)u,

and thus
1

2
∂k|Du|2g = gij(Diu,DjDku)g +

1

2
(∂kg

ij)(Diu,Dju)g − gij(Diu,R(ej , ek)u)g.

Therefore

ˆ
Bη(p)

(Du, DDeku)g volg =
1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

∂k|Du|2g volg −
1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

(∂kg
ij)(Diu,Dju)d volg

+

ˆ
Bη(p)

gij(Diu, R(ej , ek)u)g volg.

Then we integrate by parts in the first integral in the right hand side (see (2.25)). We getˆ
Bη(p)

(Du, DDeku)g volg =
1

2

ˆ
∂Bη(p)

|Du|2g (ν, ek) dH 1 − 1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

|Du|2g div (ek) volg

− 1

2

ˆ
Bη(p)

(∂kg
ij)(Diu,Dju)d volg +

ˆ
Bη(p)

gij(Diu, R(ej , ek)u)g volg

and the lemma follows. □

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 4.4

The goal of this secton is to prove Lemma 4.4. For convenience, we reproduce the statement
of the lemma here.

Lemma B.1. Let uε ∈ H1
tan(M) be a sequence of vector fields that satisfies

ω(uε) → 2π
n∑

j=1

djδaj in W−1,1(M) as ε→ 0(B.1)

where a1, . . . , an are distinct points in M and d1,. . .dn are non-zero integers, and

∥uε∥L∞(M) ≤ C0(B.2) ˆ
M

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
volg ≤ πn |log ε|+ C0(B.3)

for some ε-independent constant C0. Let ρ > 0 be small enough, so that the closed balls B̄ρ(aj)
are pairwise disjoint. Given an index j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we assume that there exist a constant C
such that

(B.4)
ˆ
∂Bρ(aj)

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
dH 1 ≲

C |log ε|
ρ

for any ε small enough. Then, for any ε small enough we have |uε|g ≥ 1/2 on ∂Bρ(aj) and

ind(uε, ∂Bρ(aj)) = dj
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If we knew that the sequence of measures ω(uε) has uniformly bounded mass, then we could
extract a subsequence such that ω(uε)⇀∗ 2π

∑n
j=1 djδaj weakly∗ in the sense of measures, as well

as in W−1,1(M). As a consequence, we would deduce ω(uε)(Bρ(aj)) → 2πdj for a.e. radius ρ, and
the lemma would follow by the properties of ω(uε) (see Section 2.5). Unfortunately, though, the
assumptions (B.1), (B.2), (B.3) do not imply that the measures ω(uε) have uniformly bounded
mass. This makes the proof of Lemma B.1 more technical. The strategy we adopt is quite
classical in the theory of Ginzburg-Landau functionals (see, for instance, [1]): first, we construct
a suitable partition of the domain (a ‘grid’); then, we use this partition to construct a sequence
of measures that approximate ω(uε) in W−1,1 and have uniformly bounded mass. This enable
us to pass to the limit in the sense of measures.

Proof of Lemma B.1. As a preliminary remark, we observe that the assumptions (B.1), (B.2),
(B.3) and the estimate (4.6) in Lemma 4.2 imply

(B.5)
ˆ
B2ρ(aj)\Bρ(aj)

(
1

2
|Duε|2g +

1

4ε2
(1− |uε|2g)

2

)
volg = oε→0(|log ε|)

We split the proof in several steps.

Step 1 (Reduction to the Euclidean setting). Let {τ1, τ2} be an orthonormal tangent frame
on B2ρ(aj), whose associated connection form A satisfies (2.45). By working in geodesic normal
coordinates, we can represent uε by means of a Euclidean vector field vε : B2ρ(0) → R2, as
in (2.46). Equation (2.50) implies

ˆ
B2ρ(0)

ēε(vε) dx
(B.3)
≤ C |log ε|(B.6)

ˆ
B2ρ(0)\Bρ(0)

ēε(vε) dx
(B.5)
= oε→0(|log ε|)(B.7)

ˆ
∂Bρ(0)

ēε(vε) dH 1
(B.4)
≤ C |log ε|

ρ
(B.8)

where

ēε(vε) :=
1

2
|∇vε|2 +

1

4ε2
(1− |vε|2)2

is the Euclidean Ginzburg-Landau energy density. Let Φ: B2ρ(aj) → B2ρ(0) be the coordinate
map. The Euclidean vorticity of vε, i.e. the 2-form dȷ̄(vε) (where ȷ̄ is defined by (5.7)), satisfies

dȷ̄(vε) = (Φ−1)∗ω(uε)− dRε where Rε :=
(
1− |vε|2

)
(Φ−1)∗A,

because of Lemma 5.1. The energy estimate (B.6) implies Rε → 0 strongly in L2(B2ρ(0))
as ε→ 0, hence dRε → 0 strongly in W−1,2(B2ρ(0)) and

(B.9) dȷ̄(vε) → 2πdjδ0 in W−1,1(B2ρ(0)) as ε→ 0.

Step 2 (Construction of a suitable cover). From now on, we denote by C a generic positive
constant, that may change from line to line; it may depend on ρ (which is fixed), but does not
depend on ε. Let

h(ε) := |log ε|−2

We construct a finite collection Gε of Lipschitz, closed sets that satisfies the following properties:
(i) B̄2ρ(0) =

⋃
K∈Gε

K and the interiors of K are pairwise disjoint;
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(ii) for any K ∈ Gε, there exists an invertible, Lipschitz map TK : K → [−h(ε), h(ε)]2, with
Lipschitz inverse, such that

∥∇TK∥L∞(K) +
∥∥∇(T−1

K )
∥∥
L∞([−h(ε), h(ε)]2)

≤ C

for some constant C that does not depend on ε, K;
(iii) for Rε := ∪K∈Gε∂K, there holds H 1(Rε) ≤ Ch(ε)−1 and

(B.10)
ˆ
Rε

ēε(vε) dH 1 ≤ C |log ε|
h(ε)

for some ε-independent constant C;
(iv) for any K ∈ Gε, either

interior(K) ⊆ B2ρ(0) \ B̄ρ(0) or interior(K) ⊆ Bρ(0).

First, we define a suitable cover of Bρ(0). Let T : R2 → R2, T (x) := max(
∣∣x1∣∣ , ∣∣x2∣∣)x/ |x|.

The map T is Lipschitz, invertible, has Lipschitz inverse, and maps the square [−ρ, ρ]2 to the
disk B̄ρ(0). Let Nε ∈ N be the integer part of 2ρ/h(ε). By Fubini theorem, we can select suitable
points

a0ε = −ρ < a1ε < . . . < aNε
ε = ρ

such that, for any k ∈ {1, . . . , Nε − 1},∣∣∣∣akε − (−ρ+ 2ρk

Nε

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ρ

2Nε
(B.11)

ˆ
{akε}×[−ρ, ρ]

ēε(vε ◦ T ) dH 1 ≤ Nε

ρ

ˆ
[−ρ, ρ]2

ēε(vε ◦ T ) dx(B.12)

We observe that 2ρ/Nε ∼ h(ε) as ε→ 0 and hence, (B.12) implies

(B.13)
ˆ
{akε}×[−ρ, ρ]

ēε(vε ◦ T ) dH 1 ≤ C

h(ε)

ˆ
Bρ(0)

ēε(vε) dx
(B.6)
≤ C |log ε|

h(ε)

In fact, (B.13) remains valid for k = 0 and k = Nε, thanks to (B.8). In a similar way, we find
points

b0ε = −ρ < b1ε < . . . < bNε
ε = ρ

such that, for any h ∈ {1, . . . , Nε − 1},∣∣∣∣bhε − (−ρ+ 2ρh

Nε

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ρ

2Nε
(B.14)

ˆ
[−ρ, ρ]×{bhε }

ēε(vε ◦ T ) dH 1 ≤ Nε

ρ

ˆ
[−ρ, ρ]2

ēε(vε ◦ T ) dx ≤ C |log ε|
h(ε)

(B.15)

We consider the collection of sets Kk,h := T ([akε , a
k+1
ε ] × [bhε , b

h+1
ε ]), for k ∈ {0, . . . , Nε − 1}

and h ∈ {0, . . . , Nε − 1}. These sets cover Bρ(0), have pairwise disjoint interiors, satisfy the
condition (ii) above (thanks to (B.11), (B.14)) andˆ

⋃
k,h ∂Tk,h

ēε(vε) dH 1 ≤ C |log ε|
h(ε)

We construct a cover of B2ρ(0) \ B̄ρ(0) by considering suitable points

ρ0ε = ρ < ρ1ε < . . . < ρNε = 2ρ, θ0ε = 0 < θ1ε < . . . < ρNε = 2π

and defining, for any k ∈ {0, . . . , Nε − 1}, h ∈ {0, . . . , Nε − 1},

K̃k,h :=
{
(ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ) : (ρ, θ) ∈ [ρkε , ρ

k+1
ε ]× [θhε , θ

h+1
ε ]

}
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For a suitable choice of ρkε and θhε (analogous to (B.11), (B.12)), we can make sure that the
collection Gε := {Kk,h, K̃k,h}k,h satisfies all the properties (i)–(v) above.

Step 3 (Construction of a suitable measure). An argument based on Sobolev embeddings (e.g.,
[19, Lemma A.1]) shows that

(B.16) sup
x∈Rε

|1− |vε(x)|| ≤ Cε1/2
(ˆ

Rε

ēε(vε) dH 1

)1/2 (B.10)
≤ Cε1/2

h(ε)1/2
|log ε|1/2 → 0

as ε → 0. In particular, for any K ∈ Gε, the projection vε/ |vε| : ∂K → S1 is well-defined and
continuous. We denote by deg(vε, ∂K) the topological degree of vε/ |vε| on ∂K. We define the
measure

(B.17) µε := 2π
∑
K∈Gε

deg(vε, ∂K) δbK ,

where bK is an arbitrary point in the interior of K. Let δ > 0 be a small parameter. Classical
results by Sandier [33] and Jerrard [20] (see also [1, Lemma 3.10] for a statement that is particular
suited to our needs) imply

|deg(vε, ∂K)|
(
log

h(ε)

ε
− Cδ (1 + log |deg(vε, ∂K)|)

)
≤ C

ˆ
K
ēε(vε) dx+ Cδh(ε)

ˆ
∂K

ēε(vε) dH 1

(B.18)

for any K ∈ Gε, where Cδ is a constant that depends only on δ and ρ. By dividing both sides
of (B.18) by |log ε|, we deduce

|deg(vε, ∂K)| ≤ C

|log ε|

ˆ
K
ēε(vε) dx+

Cδh(ε)

|log ε|

ˆ
∂K

ēε(vε) dH 1(B.19)

By applying (B.6), (B.7) and (B.10), we deduce

|µε| (B2ρ(0)) = 2π
∑
K∈Gε

|deg(vε, ∂K)| ≤ C(B.20)

|µε| (B2ρ(0) \ B̄ρ(0)) = 2π
∑

K∈Gε : K⊆B2ρ(0)\Bρ(0)

|deg(vε, ∂K)| ≤ Cδ(B.21)

Step 4 (Convergence of µε). We claim that

(B.22) µε → 2πdjδ0 in W−1,1(B2ρ(0)) as ε→ 0.

Let φ ∈W 1,∞
0 (B2ρ(0)) be a test function. We have∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ
B2ρ(0)

φdȷ̄(vε)−
ˆ
B2ρ(0)

φdµε

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
K∈Gε

ˆ
K
(φ− φ(bK)) dȷ̄(vε)

∣∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:I1

+

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
K∈Gε

φ(bK)

(ˆ
K
dȷ̄(vε)− 2π deg(vε, ∂K)

)∣∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:I2

(B.23)

To estimate the term I1, we observe that |dȷ̄(vε)| ≤ |∇vε|2 ≤ 2ēε(vε) and hence,

I1 ≤ Ch(ε) ∥∇φ∥L∞(B2ρ(0))

ˆ
B2ρ(0)

ēε(vε) dx
(B.6)
≤ Ch(ε) |log ε| ∥∇φ∥L∞(B2ρ(0))

(B.24)
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We have h(ε) |log ε| = |log ε|−1 → 0 as ε → 0. To estimate I2, we apply Stokes’ theorem
and (2.64):

I2 ≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
K∈Gε

ˆ
∂K

ȷ̄(vε)

(
1− 1

|vε|2

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∥φ∥L∞(B2ρ(0))

The L∞-norm of 1 − |vε|−2 on Rε can be bounded from below by (B.16). Moreover, we have
|ȷ̄(vε)| ≤ |vε| |∇vε| and, since |vε| is bounded on Rε by (B.16), we obtain

I2 ≤
Cε1/2 |log ε|1/2

h(ε)1/2

(ˆ
Rε

ēε(vε)
1/2dH 1

)
∥φ∥L∞(B2ρ(0))

≤ Cε1/2 |log ε|1/2

h(ε)1/2

(ˆ
Rε

ēε(vε)dH 1

)1/2

H 1(Rε)
1/2 ∥φ∥L∞(B2ρ(0))

By construction, H 1(Rε) ≤ Ch(ε)−1. By applying (B.10), we deduce

I2 ≤
Cε1/2

h(ε)3/2
|log ε| ∥φ∥L∞(B2ρ(0))

= Cε1/2 |log ε|4 ∥φ∥L∞(B2ρ(0))
(B.25)

Combining (B.23) with (B.24), (B.25), we obtain∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ
B2ρ(0)

φdȷ̄(vε)−
ˆ
B2ρ(0)

φdµε

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ C

(
|log ε|−1 + ε1/2 |log ε|4

)(
∥φ∥L∞(B2ρ(0))

+ ∥∇φ∥L∞(B2ρ(0))

)
that is, dȷ̄(vε)− µε → 0 strongly in W−1,1(B2ρ(0)). Now (B.22) follows, due to (B.9).

Step 5 (Conclusion). Let ψ ∈ C∞
c (B2ρ(0) be such that 0 ≤ ψ ≤ 1 and ψ = 1 in Bρ(0). By

construction of the measure µε (see (B.17)) and additivity of the degree, we have

2π deg(vε, ∂Bρ(0)) = µε(Bρ(0)) =

ˆ
B2ρ(0)

ψ dµε −
ˆ
B2ρ(0)\B̄ρ(0)

ψ dµε(B.26)

By (B.22), we have
ˆ
B2ρ(0)

ψ dµε → 2πdjψ(0) = 2πdj as ε→ 0.(B.27)

On the other hand,

(B.28)

∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ
B2ρ(0)\B̄ρ(0)

ψ dµε

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ |µε| (B2ρ(0) \ B̄ρ(0))
(B.21)
≤ Cδ

Therefore, for ε sufficiently small we have

|deg(vε, ∂Bρ(0))− dj | ≤ Cδ

We choose δ small enough, so that Cδ < 1. Since both deg(vε, ∂Bρ(0)) and dj are integers, we
conclude that deg(vε, ∂Bρ(0)) = dj for ε small enough, and the lemma follows. □
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