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A PRIORI ESTIMATES, UNIQUENESS AND NON-DEGENERACY OF

POSITIVE SOLUTIONS OF THE CHOQUARD EQUATION

ZEXING LI

Abstract. We consider the positive solutions for the nonlocal Choquard equation −∆u+ u− (| ·
|−α ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2u = 0 in R

d. Compared with ground states, positive solutions form a larger class of
solutions and lack variational information. Within the range of parameters of Ma-Zhao’s result [25]
on symmetry, we prove a priori estimates for positive solutions, generalizing the classical method of
De Figueiredo-Lions-Nussbaum [10] to the unbounded domain and the nonlocal nonlinearity in our
model. As an application, we show uniqueness and non-degeneracy results for the positive solution
of the Choquard equation when d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, p ≥ 2 and (α, p) close to (d− 2, 2).
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1. Introduction

1.1. Introduction. In this paper, we consider the equation

−∆u+ u− (| · |−α ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2u = 0 inRd (Choquard)

with d ≥ 1, α ∈ (0, d), p ∈ (1,∞) and u a real-valued measurable function.

This equation (Choquard) is usually referred to as Choquard or Choquard-Pekar equation. The
case d = 3, α = d − 2, p = 2 appears in various physical contexts, including quantum mechanics
for polaron at rest [30] and one-component plasma [22]. It is also known as the Schrödinger-
Newton equation by coupling the Schrödinger equation of quantum physics with nonrelativistic
Newtonian gravity [3]. Besides, every solution u of (Choquard) relates to a solitary wave solution
ψ(t, x) = eitu(x) of the focusing time-dependent generalized Hartree equation

i∂tψ = −∆ψ − (| · |−α ∗ |ψ|p)|ψ|p−2ψ, inR+ × R
d. (1.1)

2010 AMS Mathematics Subject Classification. 35Q55.
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When p = 2, (1.1) is called Hartree equation, appearing in the study of Boson stars and other
physical phenomena [31]. Please refer to [28] and the references therein for more mathematical and
physics background of the Choquard equation (Choquard).

Solutions of (Choquard) are formally critical points of the action functional

A(u) :=
1

2

∫

Rd

(|∇u|2 + |u|2)−
1

2p

∫

Rd

(| · |−α ∗ |u|p)|u|p. (1.2)

One of the most interesting solution is the groundstate u, defined as the minimizer of A on the
Nehari manifold

A(u) = inf
{

A(v) : v ∈ H1(Rd)\{0}, 〈A′(u), u〉 = 0
}

.

There are many studies of groundstates in the variational and elliptic viewpoint [22,23,27,28] and
for the corresponding solitary wave in generalized Hartree equation (1.1) [7, 26] as well.

In this paper, we focus on a larger class of solutions for (Choquard): the positive solutions.

We say u is a solution of (Choquard) in the sense that u ∈ H1(Rd) ∩ L
2dp

2d−α (Rd) and for any test
function ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Rd),
∫

Rd

(

∇u · ∇ϕ+ uϕ− (| · |−α ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2uϕ
)

dy = 0.

Note that groundstates must be positive from the variational structure and regularity properties
(see [27, Proposition 5.1]). The lack of variational information makes the study of positive solutions
rather harder.

Before coming to our results, we recall some basic results of positive solutions for (Choquard).

Theorem 1.1 (see [27]). For d ≥ 1, α ∈ (0, d), p ∈ (1,∞) and

d

2d− α
>

1

p
>

d− 2

2d− α
, (1.3)

then the following results hold.

(1) (Existence) There exists at least one groundstate for (Choquard). In particular, there exists
at least one positive solution for (Choquard).

(2) (Regularity) If u is a positive solution for (Choquard), then u ∈ W 2,r(Rd) ∩ C∞
loc(R

d) for
r ∈ (1,∞).

(3) (Decay) If u is a positive solution for (Choquard) and moreover p ≥ 2, then there exists

γ > 0 such that u(x) ≤ C(u)e−γ|x|.

To make use of all these properties, we will restrict our discussion to (Choquard) with parameters
(d, α, p) in the range

d ≥ 1, α ∈ (0, d), p ∈ (1,∞),
1

2
≥

1

p
>

d− 2

2d− α
. (1.4)

Notice that p ≥ 2 also guarantee A to be twice Fréchet-differentiable on H1(Rd) [28, Proposition
3.1], which is essential in our discussion on uniqueness and non-degeneracy in §1.3.

Next we recall a more involved result on the symmetry of positive solutions. For groundstates, the
minimizing property enables a standard rearrangement argument, inferring the radially decreasing
property around a fixed point1 for parameters of full range (1.3) [27, Proposition 5.2]. As for

1In this paper, a non-negative function u is radially decreasing means u(x) = u(|x|) and ∂ru(r) ≤ 0. We say u is
radially decreasing around a fixed point x0 to indicate u(· − x0) is radially decreasing.
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positive solutions, we can merely rely on the information given by the elliptic equation. Ma-
Zhao [25] managed to apply a moving plane method in the integral form to prove this symmetry
in a narrower range. To clarify, we first define the following assumption on parameters:

Assumption 1.2. For (d, α, p) satisfying (1.3) and p ≥ 2, we assume there exist constants

r, r1, r2, r3 ∈

[

2,
2d

d− 2

]

,

t, t1 ∈

{

t :
1

t
∈

[

p(d− 2)

2d
−
d− α

d
,
α

d

)

∩ (0, 1)

}

1

s
∈

[

2

d
, 1

]

∩

[

1

r
,
1

r
+

2

d

]

such that


















r1 ≥ p− 2, r2 ≥ p− 1, r3 ≥ p− 1,
1
t1

+ p−2
r1

+ 1
r = 1

s ,
p−1
r2

+ 1
t = 1

s ,
1
t +

d−α
d = p−1

r3
+ 1

r .

Remark 1.3. This assumption still includes a wide range of interesting cases.

• One subcase (see [25, Remark 3]) is that

2 < α < d,
1

2
≥

1

p
>

d− 2

2d− α
. (1.5)

In particular, if we define the critical scaling index sc := d
2 − d+2−α

2(p−1) for the generalized

Hartree equation (1.1)2, then (1.5) includes the whole interrange case 0 < sc < 1 when
p = 2.

• Another subcase is the perturbation of (α, p) = (d− 2, 2):

|α− (d− 2)| ≤
1

100
, 0 ≤ p− 2 ≤

1

100
, d ∈ {3, 4, 5}. (1.6)

The case d = 5 is contained in (1.5). For d = 3, 4 we can directly verify

r = r1 =
8

3
, r2 =

8

3
(p− 1), r3 =

12(p − 1)

3− 4(α − 1)
, t =

24

7
, t1 =

24

7− 9(p − 2)
, s =

3

2
when d = 3;

r = r1 =
8

3
, r2 =

8(p− 1)

3
, r3 =

8(p− 1)

3− 2(α− 2)
, t = 4, t1 =

8

2− 3(p − 2)
, s =

8

5
when d = 4.

Now we can state their result as

Theorem 1.4 ( [25, Theorem 2]). Any positive solution of (Choquard) with (d, α, p) satisfying
(1.3), p ≥ 2 and Assumption 1.2 must be radially decreasing around some fixed point.

This gives us motivation to study radially decreasing positive solutions of (Choquard).

1.2. A priori estimates. Recall that Theorem 1.1 indicates that every positive solution of (Choquard)
is bounded in W 2,r(Rd) and decays exponentially. Our first main result indicates that if we further
require the positive solution to be radially decreasing, it has an a priori upper bound, depending
only on (d, α, p) in a uniform way.

2That is, Ḣsc(Rd) norm of the solution to (1.1) is invariant under the scaling symmetry of (1.1).
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Theorem 1.5. For a radially decreasing positive solution u of (Choquard) with (d, α, p) satisfying
(1.4), for r ∈ (1,∞), there exists constants C(d, α, p; r) and C ′(d, α, p) such that

‖u‖W 2,r(Rd) ≤ C(d, α, p; r), (1.7)

|∇u(s)|+ u(s) ≤ C ′(d, α, p)e−
s
2 , s ≥ 0. (1.8)

Moreover, these constants depend continuously on (α, p), indicating that this is a uniform bound
for (α, p) satisfying (1.4) taking values in a compact subset.

Combine Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.5, we can remove the radially decreasing condition under
Assumption 1.2.

Theorem 1.6. For any positive solution u of the Choquard equation (Choquard) with (d, α, p)
satisfying (1.4) and Assumption 1.2, we have the same uniform a priori bounds (1.7) and (1.8).

There is a long history of studying a priori bounds for positive solutions of elliptic equations
[4, 10, 11, 17, 32, 34]. Such a priori bounds provide lots of information about existence of positive
solution and the structure of the positive solutions set, see [6,24,29] and §1.3. In more recent work
of proving uniqueness for nonlinear groundstates of fractional Laplacians [14, 15], one crucial step
is to derive an a priori bound for the global bifurcation branch.

Among these works, three methods have been used to derive a priori bounds. In [14], Frank-
Lenzmann controls the solutions in the branch through its ”evolution” in the parameter space. It
requires a non-degeneracy result to construct the bifurcation branch, which is highly non-trivial.
The second approach is a blowup method from Gidas-Spruck [17]. It is a contradictory argument,
reducing the problem of a priori bounds to Liouville result of some simple equation by rescaling.
This method is powerful and may also work for our problem to get an L∞ bound. However, this
is not enough to control Lp norm in unbounded space, and such contradictory argument provides
relatively little information on the shape of the solution. The third method due to De Figueiredo-
Lions-Nussbaum [10] derives the bound in a direct way. They exploit the positive eigenfunction to
get some a priori bound and get the desired bound with functional identities and the subcriticality
nature of the equation. We adapt this method to our problem.

To our knowledge, however, the second and third method have only been applied for problems
on bounded domains with local nonlinearities (although the blowup method can tackle systems of
equations, see for example [34]). Perhaps the main innovation of this paper is to deal with the
unboundedness of domain and nonlocality of nonlinearity. Nevertheless, one good point in our
setting is the symmetry of Rd, so we can add radially decreasing property to our positive solutions
thanks to Theorem 1.4.

The unboundedness of domain causes trouble in two ways. On the one hand, we lack of eigen-
functions of Laplacian to get initial a priori information. This can be substituted by a nonlinear
positive eigenfunction, namely the groundstate of nonlinear elliptic equation. It gives weaker in-
formation but enough for us. On the other hand, a more challenging problem is to control the
solution in unbounded domains. Naturally, the exponential decay when u small is a good enough
bound in some exterior region. The local argument in [10] basically ensures good bound for any
fixed interior region, but the question is whether the non-exponential-decay interior region can be
arbitrarily large. The crux is to exclude flatness in the connection region. We apply the a priori
information and an ODE argument for this. As a model case, we study the following semilinear
elliptic equation with a local nonlinearity

−∆u+ u− |u|p−1u = 0 inRd (Model)

where p ∈ (1,∞) for d = 1, 2 and p ∈ (1, d+2
d−2) for d ≥ 3. We have the following conclusion
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Theorem 1.7. The positive H1 solution u of (Model) has a priori bounds

‖u‖H1 ≤ C(p, d), (1.9)

where C(p, d) depends continuously on p.

Although this result can be obtained from the existence [5] and uniqueness [20] of the positive
solution, this theorem may still of its own interest and possible to generalize to more complicated
nonlinearity.

Regarding the second difficulty of (Choquard), the nonlocal nonlinearity (| · |−α ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2u, we
will exploit the good struture of this nonlocality to bound some norm of u (see Proposition 2.1).
Also, we view it as another radial function and study its evolution (Proposition 2.2) along with
that of u. Finally, after generalizing the argument of subcriticality in [10] to nonlocal case, we can
complete the proof of Theorem 1.5 in a similar framework as Theorem 1.7.

1.3. Non-degeneracy and uniqueness. Thereafter, we consider the uniqueness and non-degeneracy
(explained later) of the positive solution of (Choquard). These results are essential for discussing
the dynamics of the corresponding solitary wave solution ψ(t, x) = eitu(x) of the focusing time-
dependent generalized Hartree equation. The uniqueness clarifies what makes up the minimal
obstruction of global-wellposedness and scattering, and the non-degeneracy provides suitable spec-
tral condition for perturbative analysis. See [18,19,36] and see [21] for more applications.

However, relatively little is known on the uniqueness and non-degeneracy for positive solutions
or groundstates of (Choquard). For the isolated case (d, α, p) = (3, 1, 2), Lieb [22] used the special

structure of Newtonian potential |x|−(d−2) to prove the uniqueness of the radial positive solution
(hence also of the groundstate) and non-degeneracy was verified by [21,37,38]. These results can be
easily generalized to the positive solution of d ∈ {4, 5}, (α, p) = (d− 2, 2) ( see [2, Appendix A] for
uniqueness and [9] for non-degeneracy). The radial condition was removed by Ma-Zhao’s result [25].
Besides, we have uniqueness and non-degeneracy of the groundstate for d ≥ 3, p ∈ (2, 2d

d−2 ) and α

close to 0 or d [33] and for d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, α = d − 2 and p ∈ [2, 2 + δ] for some δ > 0 [40]. Both
are proved by perturbative arguments. We also mention another nonlocal elliptic problem, the
nonlinear fractional Laplacian equation, where the uniqueness and non-degeneracy of groundstates
were resolved partially in [13] and later completely in [14, 15]. All these results for continuous
exponents utilize more or less variational information of groundstates and thus not work for positive
solutions.

In this paper, with our a priori bound Theorem 1.5, we prove the uniqueness and nondegeneracy
of the positive solution for (Choquard) with parameters d ∈ {3, 4, 5} and (α, p) ∈ [d− 2− δ, d− 2+
δ]× [2, 2+ δ] for some δ > 0. It can be viewed as generalization of [40] to all positive solutions, two-
dimensional perturbation of parameters and also to multiple dimensions, or generalization of [25]
to a neighborhood of exponents.

Define the corresponding linearized operator L+ associated with a function Q and for parameters
(d, α, p) to be3

L+,Q,d,α,pξ := −∆ξ + ξ − (p− 1)(| · |−α ∗Qp)Qp−2ξ − p(| · |−α ∗ (Qp−1ξ))Qp−1 (1.10)

as a nonlocal operator on L2(Rd). Then we can state our results on non-degeneracy and uniqueness

3Usually, we take Q to be Qd,α,p, a positive solution for (Choquard) with these parameters. So we may omit these
parameters and denote L+,Qd,α,p,d,α,p as L+,Qd,α,p

for simplicity. We may even leave out d if (α, p) are emphasized

and no ambiguity occurs.

5



Theorem 1.8 (Non-degeneracy). For d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, There exists δ > 0 such that for (α, p) ∈
[d− 2− δ, d− 2+ δ]× [2, 2+ δ], any positive solution Qα,p of (Choquard) is non-degenerate, namely

KerL+,Qα,p = span{∂iQα,p}
d
i=1 (1.11)

Theorem 1.9 (Uniqueness). For d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, There exists δ > 0 such that for (α, p) ∈ [d − 2 −
δ, d − 2 + δ]× [2, 2 + δ], the positive solution of (Choquard) is unique up to translations.

We remark that KerL+,Qα,p ⊃ span{∂iQα,p}
d
i=1 holds for any solution Qα,p of (Choquard) by

differentiating the equation. So (1.11) indicates that there exist no other vanishing modes for L+,
which explains the meaning of non-degeneracy. For more illustration of non-degeneracy and the
operator L+, please see [21,40].

As for the proof, our starting point is the uniqueness and non-degeneracy for d ∈ {3, 4, 5},
(α, p) = (d−2, 2) (see [2, Appendix A] and [9]). Theorem 1.4 and Remark 1.3 reduce these theorems
our questions to the discussion of radially decreasing positive solutions (with δ ≤ 1

100 ), and then we
use a perturbative strategy. The first ingredient is a compactness result Proposition 5.1, confirming
that every positive solution approximates Qd−2,2 (the unique solution for (α, p) = (d− 2, 2)) when
the parameter (α, p) approximates. It is here that we exploit the a priori bounds Theorem 1.5
to discuss such asymptotic behavior for positive solutions rather than groundstates. Then since 0
is an isolated eigenvalue for L+,Qd−2,2

, the non-degeneracy Theorem 1.8 comes from perturbation
of Fredholm operator. The uniqueness Theorem 1.9 easily follows this compactness result and a
local uniqueness theorem (Proposition 5.2) from implicit function theorem. We remark that the
linearized operator is actually not C1 near Qd−2,2 but just at Qd−2,2 (see Lemma C.3), which
requires us to be more careful when applying the implicit function theorem to prove Proposition
5.2.

1.4. Structure of the paper and notations. The structure of this paper is as follows. In §2, we
show some estimates of nonlinearity and functional identity for the Choquard equation (Choquard)
as a preparation. Then we prove the a priori bounds for the model case (Theorem 1.7) and Choquard
equation (1.5) in §3 and §4 respectively. The non-degeneracy and uniqueness (Theorem 1.8 and
1.9) follow in §5. We put some complicated computations and the refined implicit function theorem
in the appendix, which are used in the last two sections.

Our notations are standard. We employ Lp(Rd),W k,r(Rd), Hk(Rd) and Ck(Rd) for those Sobolev
spaces of real-valued functions. For Banach space X and Y , we use L(X,Y ) to denote the space
of bounded linear operators from X to Y . In particular, L(X) := L(X,X). We use BR(x) with
x ∈ R

d to denote the Euclidean open ball centered at x with radius R > 0. Two related notations
are Bc

R(x) := R
d\BR(x) and BR := BR(0).

We also write X . Y or Y & X to indicate X ≤ CY for some constant C > 0, and write
X ∼ Y for X . Y . X. If C depends upon some additional parameters, we will indicate this with
subscripts. For example, X .φ Y means X ≤ C(φ)Y . We use Xn = on(Yn) to denote that for
any ǫ > 0, there exists N > 0 such that |Xn| ≤ ǫYn for any n ≥ N . The subscript can also other
parameters with prescribed limiting process, for example p→ 2.

2. Preliminaries for the Choquard equation

In this section, we first show some propositions for the nonlocal term | · |−α ∗ f (also called Riesz
potential) when f is non-negative and radially decreasing. Evidently, | · |−α∗f is also a non-negative
and radial function.

We recall a pointwise equivalence result, which is essential in our proof of a priori bounds.
6



Proposition 2.1 ( [12, corollary 2.3]). Let f be a non-negative, radially decreasing function in R
d

and α ∈ (0, d). We have

(

| · |−α ∗ f
)

(r) ∼d,α r
−α

∫ r

0
f(s)sd−1ds+

∫ ∞

r
f(s)sd−1−αds (2.1)

Moreover, the constant is uniformly bounded for α in a compact subset of (0, d).

We recall its proof for completeness.

Proof. Firsly we claim that for any r ≥ 0 and x ∈ R
d with |x| = r,

(

| · |−α ∗ f
)

(r) ∼d,α r
−α

∫

Br

f(y)dy +

∫

Bc
r

f(y)|y|−αdy +

∫

B r
2
(x)

f(y)

|x− y|−α
dy. (2.2)

Those three terms on the right hand side correspond respectively to integration on Br\B r
2
(x),

Bc
r\B r

2
(x) and B r

2
(x). The equivalence requires non-negativity.

Next we will prove
∫

B r
2
(x)

f(y)

|x− y|−α
.d,α r

−α

∫ r

0
f(s)sd−1ds. (2.3)

which combined with (2.2) implies (2.1). The radially decreasing property implies

f
(r

2

)

≤
4

r

∫ r
2

r
4

f(s)

(

4s

r

)d−1

ds ≤
4d

rd

∫ r

0
f(s)sd−1ds

and
∫

B r
2
(x)

f(y)

|x− y|−α
.d f

(r

2

)(r

2

)d−α
.

They yield (2.3). �

Then we discuss the evolution of | · |−α ∗ f .

Proposition 2.2. Let f be a non-negative, radially decreasing C1 function in R
d and α ∈ (0, d).

Then for any ǫ0 ≤
1
4 , we have

− ∂r
(

| · |−α ∗ f
)

(r) &d,α,ǫ0

[

f

(

2

3
r

)

− f

(

1

2ǫ0
r

)]

rd−1−α. (2.4)

The constant here is uniformly bounded for (α, ǫ0) taking values in compact subset of (0, d)× (0, 14 ].
In particular, | · |−α ∗ f is strictly radially decreasing if f vanishes at infinity.

As a preparation, we define χΩ to be the characteristic function of Ω ⊂ R
d and

ΨR1,R2(x) := (χBR1
∗ χBR2

)(x) = |BR1(0) ∩BR2(x)| . (2.5)

Some properties of Ψ are discussed in the lemma below.

Lemma 2.3 (Properties of Ψ). For R1 ≥ R2 > 0, ΨR1,R2 satisfies the followings:

(1) ΨR1,R2 is non-negative and radially decreasing. ΨR1,R2 = ΨR2,R1. ΨR1,R2(x) = Rd
2 in BR1−R2

and ΨR1,R2(x) = 0 in Bc
R1+R2

.
(2) Scaling property:

ΨR1,R2(r) = Rd
2ΨR1

R2
,1

(

r

R2

)

7



(3) Derivative: As a radial function, ΨR1,R2 is absolutely continuous on [0,∞) and

−
d

dr
ΨR1,R2(r) = |∂BR1(0) ∩BR2(r)| , r ∈ (R1 −R2, R1 +R2). (2.6)

(4) Lower bound of the derivative: for ǫ0 ∈ (0, 1),

−
d

dr
ΨR1,R2(r) &d,ǫ0 R

d−1
2 , for |r −R1| ≤ (1− ǫ0)R2. (2.7)

Proof. (1)-(3) directly follows the definition (2.5). From (2) and (3), the estimate (4) boils down
to

inf
R≥1

inf
t∈[−1+ǫ0,1−ǫ0]

|∂BR(0) ∩B1(R + t)| > 0 (2.8)

for any ǫ0 ∈ (0, 1). For d = 1, LHS of (2.8) = 1 > 0. Next we consider the case d ≥ 2.

Assuming the center of B1(R + t) to be (R + t, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ R
d, the symmetry around x1-axis

implies that ∂BR(0) ∩ ∂B1(R + t) lies in a hyperplane {x1 = a(R, t)} with a(R, t) ∈ (0, R). And

∂BR(0) ∩B1(R+ t) = ∂BR(0) ∩ {x1 ≥ a(R, t)}.

Using spherical coordinates, we see for d ≥ 3 (and similar for d = 2)

|∂BR(0) ∩ {x1 ≥ a(R, t)}| = Rd−1

∫ arccos a
R

0

∫ π

0
· · ·

∫ 2π

0

(

d−2
∏

k=1

sink θd−1−k

)

dθd−1dθd−2 · · · dθ1

∼d R
d−1

∫ arccos a
R

0
sind−2 θ1dθ1 ∼d R

d−1

(

R− a

R

)
d−1
2

∼d

(

R2 − a2
)

d−1
2 ,

where we made use of

R− a

R
= cos 0− cos arccos

a

R
=

∫ arccos a
R

0
sinθdθ ∼

(

arccos
a

R

)2
.

Thus it suffices to give a uniform lower bound on (R2 − a2(R, t))
1
2 , which is the radius of the

(d − 1)-dimensional ball ∂BR(0) ∩ {x1 = a(R, t)}. Actually, we are just using the measure of this
sectional ball to bound the measure of the corresponding spherical cap. Elementary trigonometric
calculations and estimates indicate that

R2 − a(R, t)2 =
R

R+ t

(

1−
1− t2

4R(R + t)

)

(1− t2) ≥
1

2

(

1−
1− t

4R

)

(1− t2) ≥
ǫ0
4

for any R ≥ 1 and |t| ≤ 1− ǫ0. �

Proof of Proposition 2.2. For the given f , denote rλ := inf{r ≥ 0 : f(r) ≤ λ}. Using the layer cake
representation, we have

(| · |−α ∗ f)(x) =

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

∫

Rd

χ{z:|z|−α>t}(y)χ{z:f(z)>s}(x− y)dydsdt

=

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0
Ψ

rs,t
− 1

α
(x)dsdt

Thus from (2.7), we have

−
d

dr
(| · |−α ∗ f)(r) &d,ǫ0

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

r−α
s

χ
{r:|r−rs|≤(1−ǫ0)t

− 1
α }

(r)t−
d−1
α dtds

=

∫ f
(

r
2−ǫ0

)

f
(

r
ǫ0

)

∫

(

|r−rs|
1−ǫ0

)−α

r−α
s

t−
d−1
α dtds

8



The last equality comes from this observation: the inner integral is non-zero only if |r − rs| ≤

(1 − ǫ0)rs, which means r
2−ǫ0

≤ rs ≤
r
ǫ0

and thus f
(

r
2−ǫ0

)

≤ s ≤ f
(

r
ǫ0

)

from the definition of rs.

By changing variables t̃ := rαt, the inner integral turns into

∫

(

|r−rs|
1−ǫ0

)−α

r−α
s

t−
d−1
α dt = rd−1−α

∫

(

|1−( rsr )|
1−ǫ0

)−α

( rs
r )

−α
t̃−

d−1
α dt̃ =: rd−1−αgǫ0,α

(rs
r

)

(2.9)

Now we claim

gǫ0,α(t) &d,α,ǫ0 1 t ∈

[

2

3
,
1

2ǫ0

]

. (2.10)

Since rs
r ∈

[

2
3 ,

1
2ǫ0

]

is equivalent to s ∈
[

f
(

2r
3

)

, f
(

r
2ǫ0

)]

and ǫ0 ≤
1
4 indicates 1

2−ǫ0
< 2

3 ,

−
d

dr
(| · |−α ∗ f)(r) &d,ǫ0

∫ f( 2r
3 )

f
(

r
2ǫ0

)

rd−1−αgǫ0,α

(rs
r

)

ds &d,α,ǫ0

[

f

(

2

3
r

)

− f

(

1

2ǫ0
r

)]

rd−1−α.

Finally we check the claim (2.10). Computing the integral in (2.9), we also get another repre-
sentation of gǫ0,α

gǫ0,α(t) =











α
d−1−α

[

td−1−α −
(

|1−t|
1−ǫ0

)d−1−α
]

, α ∈ (0, d)\{d − 1},

−(d− 1) ln
(

|t−1−1|
1−ǫ0

)

, α = d− 1.

Evidently, gǫ0,α(t) is C1 on [ 1
2−ǫ0

, 1) ∪ (1, 1
2ǫ0

]. Also at t = 1, we always have limt→1−0 gǫ0,α(t) =

limt→1+0 gǫ0,α(t). Thus an elementary computation on g′ǫ0,α(t) verifies that for all α ∈ (0, d) and
ǫ0 ∈ (0, 1/4], gǫ0,α first monotonically increases and then monotonically decreases with respect to

t ∈ [ 1
2−ǫ0

, 1
ǫ0
]. In particular,

inf
t∈

[

2
3
, 1
2ǫ0

]

gǫ0,α(t) = min

{

gǫ0,α

(

2

3

)

, gǫ0,α

(

1

2ǫ0

)}

&d,α,ǫ0 1.

The last inequality comes easily from the integral representation (2.9). And that complete the
proof of (2.10) and this proposition. �

Finally, we recall some useful functional identities for solutions of Choquard equations.

Proposition 2.4 (Functional Identities, [27, Proposition 3.1]). Let u ∈ H1(Rd) be a solution of
(Choquard) with parameters (d, α, p) satisfying (1.4). Then

‖∇u‖2L2 + ‖u‖2L2 =

∫

Rd

(

| · |−α ∗ |u|p
)

|u|pdx (2.11)

d− 2

2
‖∇u‖2L2 +

d

2
‖u‖2L2 =

2d− α

2p

∫

Rd

(

| · |−α ∗ |u|p
)

|u|pdx (2.12)

In particular,

‖∇u‖2L2 =
pd− (2d − α)

2p

∫

Rd

(

| · |−α ∗ |u|p
)

|u|pdx (2.13)

‖u‖2L2 =
(2d − α) − p(d− 2)

2p

∫

Rd

(

| · |−α ∗ |u|p
)

|u|pdx (2.14)

9



The last two inequalities follow directly from the first two, which are derived by taking inner
product of (Choquard) with u and x · ∇u respectively. Theorem 1.1(2) ensures enough smoothness
to do integration by parts. We mention that (2.12) is usually called Pohozaev identity. During the
proof of Theorem 1.5, we will also derive and utilize a localized version of them ((4.26) and (4.27)).

An immediate corollary is the following lower bound of H1 norm.

Corollary 2.5. Let u ∈ H1(Rd) be a solution of (Choquard) with parameters (d, α, p) satisfying
(1.4). In addition, suppose u is not zero. Then

‖u‖H1(Rd) &d,α,p 1 (2.15)

where the constant depends continuously on (α, p).

Proof. By Hölder inequality, Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality and Sobolev embedding, whose
constants depend on the index continuously, we see

∫

Rd

(

| · |−α ∗ |u|p
)

|u|pdx ≤
∥

∥| · |−α ∗ |u|p
∥

∥

L
2d
α
‖|u|p‖

L
2d−α

α
.d,α,p ‖u‖

2p

L
2dp

2d−α

.d,α,p ‖u‖
2p
H1

where we used (1.4) to check that H1 →֒ L
2dp

2d−α . Also from (2.11) and p > 1, we have

‖u‖2H1 .d,α,p ‖u‖
2p
H1 ,

which confirms the lower bound if u is not identically zero. �

3. A priori estimates for the model case

In this subsection, we prove the a priori bound Theorem 1.7 for (Model) with p ∈ (1,∞) if
d = 1, 2, p ∈ (1, d+2

d−2 ) if d ≥ 3.

By moving plane method [16], one can show that any H1 positive solution of (Model) will be
radially decreasing around some fixed point. So again we only need to prove that bound for positive,
radially decreasing solution u. Also we know u is Schwartz from a standard iterative argument to
improve the regularity (see for example [35, Proposition B.7]), which enables us to freely taking
derivatives and integrating by parts.

Step 1. A priori nonlinear eigenfunction estimate

We fix d and arbitrarily take a p0 = p0(d) within the range above. Then we take a Schwartz,
positive, radially decreasing solution4 Q of (Model). That is,

−∆Q+Q−Qp0 = 0 in R
d.

Using the equation of Q and u, we have
∫

upQ =

∫

(−∆+ 1)uQ =

∫

u(−∆+ 1)Q =

∫

uQp0 (3.1)

Fix C0 := 2‖Q‖p0−1
L∞ , we have

C0

∫

uQ =

∫

{x:u(x)≤C
1

p−1
0 }

C0uQ+

∫

{x:u(x)>C
1

p−1
0 }

C0uQ

≤

∫

upQ+ C
p

p−1

0

∫

Q =

∫

uQp0 + C
p

p−1

0

∫

Q

≤
C0

2

∫

uQ+ C
p

p−1

0

∫

Q.

4For example, we may take a minimizer of the corresponding Weinstein functional (see [39] or [35, Appendix B]).
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Thus
∫

uQ ≤ 2C
1

p−1

0 ‖Q‖L1 .d,p 1. (3.2)

With (3.1), we also obtain
∫

upQ ≤ C
p

p−1

0 ‖Q‖L1 .d,p 1. (3.3)

Step 2. Exponential decay far away

Since u is radially decreasing and positive, we denote rλ with λ ∈ (0, u(0)) to be

rλ := inf{r ≥ 0 : u(r) ≤ λ}. (3.4)

Consider

δ0 = (2p)−
1

p−1 ∼p 1, (3.5)

and
R0 := max{rδ0 , d

1
2 }. (3.6)

Then for any r ≥ R ≥ R0, we will characterize the exponential decay of u(r) and −∂ru(r) related
to R.

For r ≥ rδ0 , u(r)
p−1 ≤ (2p)−1 and hence

(

−∆+
1

4

)

u =

(

−
3

4
+ up−1

)

u ≤ 0

We take v(r) := r−β(d)e−
r
2

R−β(d)e−
R
2
u(R), where β(d) = 0 for d = 1, 2 and β(d) = d−1

2 for d ≥ 3. It satisfies
(

−∆+ 1
4

)

v ≥ 0 and v(R) = u(R). The classical comparison theorem for u and v on Bc
R implies an

upper bound of u

u(r) ≤ v(r) =
r−β(d)e−

r
2

R−β(d)e−
R
2

u(R), r ≥ R ≥ R0. (3.7)

Similarly, the positivity of u implies

(−∆+ 1)u = up ≥ 0.

And we compare u on Bc
R with a multiple of r−γ(d)e−r, where γ(d) = d−1

2 for d ≤ 3 and γ(d) = d−2

for d ≥ 4 to ensure (−∆+ 1)(r−γ(d)e−r) ≤ 0. It results in a lower bound

u(r) ≥
r−γ(d)e−r

R−γ(d)e−r
u(R), r ≥ R ≥ R0. (3.8)

Taking ∂r on the original elliptic equation (Model) and using the radial symmetry of u, we get
(

−∆+ 1 +
d− 1

r2
− pup−1

)

(−∂ru) = 0. (3.9)

From the definition of R0, we have 1 + d−1
r2 − pup−1 ∈ (12 , 2) for r ≥ R0. So non-negativity of −∂ru

and similar comparison argument infers the following bounds,

−∂ru(r) ≤
r−γ(d)e−

r
2

R−γ(d)e−
r
2

(−∂ru)(R), r ≥ R ≥ R0, (3.10)

−∂ru(r) ≥
r−γ(d)e−2r

R−γ(d)e−2r
(−∂ru)(R), r ≥ R ≥ R0. (3.11)

Integrate (3.11) from R to +∞ and use Lemma A.1,

u(R) =

∫ ∞

R
(−∂ru)(r)dr &d (−∂ru)(R). (3.12)
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Step 3. Controlling rδ0 .

In this step, our goal is to prove an a priori bound for rδ0 . Namely, there exists some R(p, d) > 0
(continuously depending on p) such that

rδ0 ≤ R(p, d). (3.13)

This part is essential for dealing with the unbounded domain.

Without loss of generality, we assume rδ0 ≥ d
1
2 so that R0 = rδ0 as (3.6). The exponential decay

bounds (3.7), (3.8), (3.10), (3.11) and (3.12) in Step 2 hold for r ≥ rδ0 . In particular,

−∂ru(rδ0) .d u(rδ0) = δ0 ∼p 1.

From the upper bounds (3.7), (3.10), Lemma A.1 and radially decreasing of u, we have

‖u‖2L2(Brδ0
) &d,p r

d
δ0 , (3.14)

‖u‖2L2(Bc
rδ0

) .d,p r
d−1
δ0

, (3.15)

‖∇u‖2L2(Bc
rδ0

) .d,p r
d−1
δ0

. (3.16)

Similar as Proposition 2.4 for the Choquard equation, we get functional identities via inner
product (Model) respectively with u

‖∇u‖2L2(Rd) + ‖u‖2L2(Rd) − ‖u‖p+1
Lp+1(Rd)

= 0,

and x · ∇u (Pohozaev identity)

d− 2

2
‖∇u‖2L2(Rd) +

d

2
‖u‖2L2(Rd) −

d

p+ 1
‖u‖p+1

Lp+1(Rd)
= 0.

Eliminating the last term, we find

‖∇u‖2L2(Rd) =
d(p− 1)

(d+ 2)− p(d− 2)
‖u‖2L2(Rd) ∼d,p ‖u‖

2
L2(Rd) (3.17)

Now we can find an R1 = R1(d, p) ≫ 1 depending on constants in (3.14)-(3.17), such that if
rδ0 ≥ R1, then

10‖∇u‖2L2(Bc
rδ0

) ≤ ‖∇u‖2L2(Rd) ∼d,p ‖u‖
2
L2(Rd) ≤

11

10
‖u‖2L2(Brδ0

).

Thus the main contribution to Ḣ1 norm comes from Brδ0
.

‖∇u‖2L2(Brδ0
) ≥

9

10
‖∇u‖2L2(Rd) &d,p r

d
δ0 (3.18)

However, we claim that the following two estimates in the connecting region Brδ0
\B1 and the center

region B1 hold.

‖∇u‖2L2(Brδ0
\B1)

.d,p r
d−1
δ0

, (3.19)

‖∇u‖2L2(B1)
.d,p 1. (3.20)

These three estimates imply an a priori bound R2(d, p) for rδ0 depending on (d, p), and take

R(d, p) := max{d1/2, R1(d, p), R2(d, p)}, we get the bound (3.13) and finish this step. Next we
prove these two estimates (3.19) and (3.20). For simplicity, we denote

y(r) := −∂ru(r).

Step 3(a). Upper bound for Ḣ1 norm in the connecting region Brδ0
\B1

12



From the a priori bound (3.2) in Step 1 and radially decreasing property of u, we have

u(1) .d

∫

B1

u .d Q(1)

∫

B1

u .

∫

B1

uQ .d,p 1, (3.21)

which implies
∫ ∞

1
y(r)dr = y(1) .d,p 1. (3.22)

We will see that this implies

y(r) .d,p 1, ∀r ∈ [1, rδ0 ]. (3.23)

from the ODE evolution. Indeed, (Model) and (3.21) indicate that there exists C1(d, p) such that
∣

∣

∣

∣

y′(r) +
d− 1

r
y(r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

= |u(r)− up(r)| ≤ C1(d, p), r ∈ [1,∞).

Since (rd−1y)′ = rd−1(y′ + d−1
r y), we integrate this inequality from r̃ to r > r̃ ≥ 1 to get

∣

∣

∣
rd−1y(r)− r̃d−1y(r̃)

∣

∣

∣
≤

∫ r

r̃
sd−1C1(d, p)ds =

C1(d, p)

d
(rd − r̃d) ≤ C1(d, p)(r − r̃)rd−1

and thus

y(r) ≥

(

r̃

r

)d−1

y(r̃)− C1(d, p)(r − r̃), r > r̃ ≥ 1. (3.24)

So if for some r̃ ≥ 1 we have y(r̃) ≥ 2dC1(d, p), then for r ∈ [r̃, r̃ + 1],

y(r) ≥ 2−(d−1)y(r̃)− C1(d, p) ≥ 2−dy(r̃),

and
∫ ∞

1
y(r)dr ≥

∫ r̃+1

r̃
y(r)dr ≥ 2−dy(r̃). (3.25)

(3.22) and (3.25) confirm (3.23).

(3.19) follows immediately the L1([1, rδ0 ]) bound (3.22) and L∞([1, rδ0 ]) bound (3.23):

‖∇u‖2L2(Brδ0
\B1)

∼d

∫ rδ0

1
y(r)2rd−1dr ≤ rd−1

δ0

∫ rδ0

1
y(r)dr

(

sup
r∈[1,rδ0 ]

y(r)

)

.d,p r
d−1
δ0

.

Step 3(b). Upper bound for Ḣ1 norm in the center region B1

Let a := u(1) and v(r) := u(r) − a, then v is a radially decreasing, positive solution for the
following elliptic problem on B1:

{

∆v + gp(v; a) = 0 in B1,
v = 0 on ∂B1,

(3.26)

where gp(v; a) := −(v + a) + (v + a)p. According to (3.21) and (3.23), a = u(1), −∂ru(1) are both
bounded from above. So we can directly apply the method of [10], using subcriticality to verify
(3.20).

Denote

Gp(v; a) :=

∫ v

0
gp(s; a)ds = −

(

(v + a)2 − a2
)

2
+

(

(v + a)p+1 − ap+1
)

p+ 1
.
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We still multiply this elliptic equation with v and x · ∇v respectively and integrate within B1 to
get

‖∇v‖2L2(B1)
−

∫

B1

vgp(v; a)dx = 0 (3.27)

−(d− 2)‖∇v‖2L2(B1)
+ 2d

∫

B1

Gp(v; a)dx = 2

∫

∂B1

|∇v(x)|2dS (3.28)

Eliminating ‖∇v‖2L2(B1)
, we get

2d

∫

B1

Gp(v; a)dx − (d− 2)

∫

B1

vgp(v; a)dx = 2

∫

∂B1

|∇v(x)|2dS .d,p 1 (3.29)

Note that for d ≥ 3, p < d+2
d−2 . Comparing the highest order term of v for Gp(v; a) and vgp(v; a),

it’s easy to see that there exists td,p ≫ 1 (continuously depending on p) such that for every
0 ≤ a = u(1) .d,p 1 as (3.21) and t ≥ td,p,

(

d

d− 2
+
p+ 1

2

)

Gp(t; a)− tgp(t; a) ≥ 0,

Gp(t; a) ≥
1

2(p+ 1)
tp+1. (3.30)

Thus (3.29) implies
∫

B1∩{x:v(x)≥td,p}

d+2
d−2 − p

4p+1
d−2

vp+1(x)dx +

∫

B1∩{x:v(x)<td,p}
2dGp(v; a)− (d− 2)vgp(v; a)dx .d,p 1

Then immediately we have

‖v‖p+1
Lp+1(B1)

.d,p 1 (3.31)

for d ≥ 3. If d = 1, 2, then (3.28) directly implies
∫

B1

Gp(v; a)dx .d,p 1.

So we similarly take a td,p such that (3.30) holds for all a .d,p 1 as (3.21) and t ≥ td,p. This implies
(3.31) for d = 1, 2.

Now from (3.21), (3.27) and the form of gp(v; a), we get (3.20)

‖∇u‖2L2(B1)
= ‖∇v‖2L2(B1)

=

∫

B1

vgp(v; a)dx .d,p 1 + ‖v‖p+1
Lp+1(B1)

.d,p 1.

This concludes Step 3.

Step 4. Concluding the proof.

Using the a priori bound for rδ0 (3.13) in Step 3, we estimate ‖u‖L2(Bc
R(d,p)

) and ‖u‖L2(Bc
R(d,p)

)

respectively.

On the exterior region Bc
R(d,p), we have exponential decay in Step 2 since R0 = max{rδ0 , d

1
2 } ≤

R(d, p). Thus by taking R = R(d, p) and integrate (3.7) with Lemma A.1, we see

‖u‖2L2(Bc
R(d,p)

) .d,p R(d, p)
d−1 .d,p 1. (3.32)

For the interior region BR(d,p), we try to use the argument of Step 3(b). First we bound the
boundary values u(R(d, p)) .d,p 1 and −∂ru(R(d, p)) .d,p 1 from (3.2) and (3.12) respectively.
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Thereafter we can define v := u − u(R(d, p)) and use exactly the same argument as Step 3(b) to
get

‖v‖Lp+1(BR(d,p))
.d,p 1.

Finally,

‖u‖L2(BR(d,p))
.d ‖v‖L2(BR(d,p))

+ u(R(d, p))R(d, p)
d
2

.d ‖v‖Lp+1(BR(d,p))
R(d, p)

d
(

1
2
− 1

p+1

)

+ u(R(d, p))R(d, p)
d
2 .d,p 1. (3.33)

Combine (3.32) and (3.33), we get the L2 bound and therefore the H1 bound via (3.17).

4. A priori estimates for the Choquard equation

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.5, the a priori estimates for radially decreasing positive
solutions of (Choquard). The whole proof follows a similar framework, but differs in many ways
due to the nonlinearity’s nonlocal dependence on u. We define

Hd,α,p[u](x) := (| · |−α ∗ |u|p)(x)|u|p−2(x). (4.1)

For simplicity, we refer to it as H[u](x) or even H(x) if no ambiguity occurs. From Proposition
2.2, H[u], as a function of x, is positive and radially strictly decreasing. So we also define sλ by

H[u](sλ) = λ (4.2)

when λ ∈ (0,H[u](0)) and sλ = 0 when λ ≥ F [u](0).

Step 1. A priori nonlinear eigenfunction estimate

We pick the same Schwartz, positive, radially decreasing Q satisfying

−∆Q+Q−Qp0(d) = 0

as in Step 1. of §3. Then we have
∫

H[u]uQ =

∫

(−∆+ 1)uQ =

∫

u(−∆+ 1)Q =

∫

uQp0 (4.3)

Similarly, we define C0 := 2Q(0)p0−1, and

C0

∫

uQ =

∫

H≤C0

C0uQ+

∫

H≥C0

C0uQ

≤

∫

Bsc
C0

C0uQ+

∫

HuQ =

∫

Bsc
C0

C0uQ+

∫

uQp0

≤

∫

Bsc
C0

C0uQ+
C0

2

∫

uQ.

So we have
∫

BsC0

uQ ≤

∫

Bsc
C0

uQ (4.4)

Using the monotonicity of u this implies

u(sC0)

∫

BsC0

Q ≤

∫

BsC0

uQ ≤

∫

Bsc
C0

uQ ≤ u(sC0)

∫

Bc
sC0

Q

This indicates an a priori bound for sC0 depending merely on d: there exists R1(d) such that

sC0 ≤ R1. (4.5)
15



Step 2. Exponential decay far away.

This step resembles the one in §3 very much. We take

δ0 := min

{

1

2
,

1

2(p − 1)

}

, (4.6)

and

R0 := max{sδ0 , d
1
2 }. (4.7)

Then for r ≥ R ≥ R0, using the equation (Choquard)

(−∆+ 1)u = H[u]u ∈ (0,
1

2
u)

we get decay estimates from below and above by the classical elliptic comparison theorem

u(r) ≥
r−γ(d)e−r

R−γ(d)e−r
u(R), r ≥ R ≥ R0. (4.8)

u(r) ≤
r−β(d)e−

r
2

R−β(d)e−
R
2

u(R), r ≥ R ≥ R0, (4.9)

where

β(d) :=

{

0 d = 1, 2,
d−1
2 d ≥ 3,

γ(d) :=

{

d−1
2 d = 1, 2,
d− 2 d ≥ 3.

Taking ∂r on (Choquard), we find
(

−∆+ 1 +
d− 1

r2
− (p− 1)H

)

(−∂ru) = −∂r
(

| · |−α ∗ |u|p
)

up−1 ≥ 0. (4.10)

The non-negativity of the right hand side follows Proposition 2.2. So we get a lower bound of −∂ru

−∂ru(r) ≥
r−γ(d)e−2r

R−γ(d)e−2r
(−∂ru)(R), r ≥ R ≥ R0, (4.11)

Again, integrate this lower bound (4.11) from R to +∞ with Lemma A.1, we get

u(R) =

∫ ∞

R
(−∂ru)(r)dr &d (−∂ru)(R). (4.12)

This also implies an exponential decay of −∂ru(r)

− ∂ru(r) .d
r−β(d)e−

r
2

R−β(d)e−
R
2

u(R), r ≥ R ≥ R0, (4.13)

Step 3. Controlling sδ0.

We want to obtain an an a priori bound for sδ0 . Namely, there exists some R(d, α, p) ∼d,α,p 1
(continuously depending on (α, p)) such that

sδ0 ≤ R(d, α, p). (4.14)

This time, we discuss the evolution of u and H[u] more carefully and utilize the structure of H[u].
First we derive pointwise control of u on a large interval via information from H[u]. Then on such
interval, the value of u implies a non-trivial change in H[u], which finally indicates a large variation
in the evolution of u. This contradicts with the previous pointwise bound when sδ0 is too large.

Step 3(a). Pointwise bound of u on a large interval.
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Firstly, we may assume sδ0 ≥ max{R1(d), d
1/2} from (4.5). Next, apply (2.1), we see

δ0 = H[u](sδ0) ∼d,α u(sδ0)
p−2

(

s−α
δ0

∫ sδ0

0
up(s)sd−1ds+

∫ ∞

sδ0

up(s)sd−1−αds

)

.

Also note that from the monotonicity of u, exponential decay (4.9) and Lemma A.1 those two terms
on the right hand side have different order of sδ0

s−α
δ0

∫ sδ0

0
up(s)sd−1ds &d u

p(sδ0)s
d−α
δ0

, (4.15)

∫ ∞

sδ0

up(s)sd−1−αds .d,α,p u
p(sδ0)s

d−α−1
δ0

. (4.16)

So we have an R2 = R2(d, α, p) and C1 = C1(d, α, p), such that when sδ0 ≥ R2, (4.15) dominates
and thus

u(sδ0)
p−2s−α

δ0

∫ sδ0

0
up(s)sd−1ds ≥ C1. (4.17)

In this step, we assume sδ0 ≥ max{R2(d, α, p), R1(d), d
1/2} later on.

Recall from Step 1 that sC0 ≤ R1. We apply (2.1) to see for every r ≥ R1 ≥ sC0 ,

C0(d) ≥ H[u](r) &d,α,p u(r)
p−2r−α

∫ r

0
up(s)sd−1ds &d u(r)

2p−2rd−α.

Hence there exists C2 = C2(d, α, p) and C3 = C3(d, α, p), such that

u(r) ≤ C2r
− d−α

2p−2 , ∀r ≥ R1, (4.18)

u(R1)
p−2R−α

1

∫ R1

0
up(s)sd−1ds ≤ C3.

Take M ∈ [1,
sδ0
R1

] to be specified later, we have

up−2(sδ0)

∫

sδ0
M

0
up(s)sd−1ds ≤ u(R1)

p−2

∫ R1

0
up(s)sd−1ds+ u

(sδ0
M

)p−2
∫

sδ0
M

R1

up(s)sd−1ds

≤ C3 +

[

C2

(sδ0
M

)− d−α
2p−2

]p−2 ∫
sδ0
M

R1

(

C2s
− d−α

2p−2

)p
sd−1ds

≤ C3 + C2p−2
2

(

d−
(d− α)p

2p− 2

)−1
(sδ0
M

)α
, (4.19)

where we used p ≥ 2 > 2d−α
d , so that − d−α

2p−2p + d = p(d+α)−2d
2p−2 > 0. Now take M(d, α, p) :=

(

4C1C
2p−2
2

(

d− (d−α)p
2p−2

)−1
)

1
α

andR3(d, α, p) := max{R1M, (4C1C3)
1
α }. If sδ0 ≥ max

{

R1, R2, R3, d
1/2
}

,

then (4.17) and (4.19) imply
∫ sδ0

sδ0
M

u2p−2(s)sd−1ds ≥ up−2(sδ0)

∫ sδ0

sδ0
M

up(s)sd−1ds ≥
1

2
C1s

α
δ0 . (4.20)

Combining this integral lower bound with the pointwise upper bound (4.18), we get a pointwise
lower bound on a large subset of [M−1sδ0 , sδ0 ]: there exists an µ(d, α, p) ∈ (0, 1) and C4(d, α, p) > 0,
such that

∣

∣

∣

{

r ∈ [M−1sδ0 , sδ0 ] : u(r) ≥ C4r
− d−α

2p−2

}
∣

∣

∣
≥ µsδ0 .
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From the monotonicity of u, we have

u(r) ∼d,α,p s
− d−α

2p−2

δ0
, r ∈ [M−1sδ0 , (M

−1 + µ)sδ0 ]. (4.21)

We denote [T0, T1] := [M−1sδ0 , (M
−1 + µ)sδ0 ], and stress that

T1 − T0 ∼d,α,p sδ0 .

Step 3(b). Non-trivial evolution of H[u].

Next, we discuss the evolution of u and H[u] on this region to arrive at an estimate of sδ0 . Denote

y(r) := −∂ru(r). Since (rd−1y)′ = rd−1(y′ + d−1
r y), we multiply rd−1 and integrate (Choquard) to

get

rd−1
2 y(r2)− rd−1

1 y(r1) =

∫ r2

r1

(H[u](s)− 1) u(s)sd−1ds, 0 < r1 ≤ r2 (4.22)

For r ∈ [T0, T1], we apply (2.4) with ǫ0 := (4M)−1 and the exponential decay (4.9) to get

−
d

dr

(

| · |−α ∗ up
)

(r) &d,α,p

[

up
(

2r

3

)

− up(2Mr)

]

rd−1−α &d,α,p s
− d−α

2(p−1)
p+d−1−α

δ0
. (4.23)

Thus for any r ∈ [T0,
T0+7T1

8 ], we have

H[u](r)−H[u]

(

r +
T1 − T0

8

)

= up−2(r)
(

| · |−α ∗ up
)

(r)− up−2

(

r +
T1 − T0

8

)

(

| · |−α ∗ up
)

(

r +
T1 − T0

8

)

≥ up−2(r)

[

(

| · |−α ∗ up
)

(r)−
(

| · |−α ∗ up
)

(

r +
T1 − T0

8

)]

≥ up−2(T0)

∫ r+
T1−T0

8

r

d

ds
(−| · |−α ∗ up)(s)ds

&d,α,p s
− d−α

2p−2
(p−2)

δ0
(T1 − T0)s

− d−α
2(p−1)

p+d−1−α

δ0
∼d,α,p 1

To be more specific, there exists an δ1(d, α, p) > 0 such that

H(r)−H

(

r +
T1 − T0

8

)

≥ δ1, r ∈ [T0,
T0 + 7T1

8
]. (4.24)

Step 3(c). Large evolution of u.

Now we divide into two cases with respect to the position of s1, namely F (s1) = 1, and derive
an a priori bound of sδ0 in each case.

Case 1. s1 ≤
T0+T1

2 .

(4.24) implies that for r ≥ 3T0+5T1
8 ,

H(r) ≤ H

(

r −
T1 − T0

8

)

− δ1 ≤ H(s1)− δ1 = 1− δ1,

The evolution estimate (4.22) then indicates a lower bound for y(r) with r1 = r ∈ [3T0+5T1
8 , T0+3T1

4 ]
and r2 = T1:

y(r) ≥ r−(d−1)

∫ T1

r
(1−H(s))u(s)sd−1ds &d,α,p s

−(d−1)+1− d−α
2(p−1)

+d−1

δ0
= s

1− d−α
2(p−1)

δ0
.

18



So we integrate it to get

u

(

3T0 + 5T1
8

)

≥

∫

T0+3T1
4

3T0+5T1
8

y(r)dr &d.α,p s
2− d−α

2(p−1)

δ0
.

This implies a bound sδ0 ≤ R4(d, α, p) from (4.18).

Case 2. s1 ≥
T0+T1

2 .

Conversely, we focus on the interval [T0,
T0+T1

2 ] in this case. For r ∈ [T0,
5T0+3T1

8 ],

H(r) ≥ H

(

r +
T1 − T0

8

)

+ δ1 ≥ H(s1) + δ1 = 1 + δ1,

And for r ∈ [3T0+T1
4 , 5T0+3T1

8 ], we take r1 = T0, r2 = r and apply (4.22)

y(r) ≥ r−(d−1)

∫ r

T0

(H(s)− 1)u(s)sd−1ds &d,α,p s
−(d−1)+1− d−α

2(p−1)
+d−1

δ0
= s

1− d−α
2(p−1)

δ0
.

Similarly, we integrate that on [3T0+T1
4 , 5T0+3T1

8 ] to get a lower bound of u
(

3T0+5T1
8

)

. Combining
with (4.18), this provides us with a bound sδ0 ≤ R′

4(d, α, p).

So now we can conclude this step by taking R(d, α, p) := max{d
1
2 , R1, R2, R3, R4, R

′
4} in (4.14).

Step 4. A priori L2 bound.

In this step, we derive an a priori bound of L2(Rd) norm

‖u‖L2(Rd) .d,α,p 1 (4.25)

with its constant depending continuously on (α, p). We control ‖u‖L2(Bc
2R) and ‖u‖L2(B2R) respec-

tively with R from (4.14).

The control on exterior region follows directly from the exponential decay (4.9) and the pointwise
control (4.18). Moreover, from (4.12), we also get −∂ru(2R) .d u(2R) .d,α,p 1.

Regarding the interior region B2R, we use the local argument similar to Step 3(b) in §3 (originated
in [10]), but more involved due to the essentially nonlocal nature of the nonlinearity H[u].

Remark 4.1. The structure of H[u] (specifically, (2.1)) also implies a simple way to obtain the
desired bound when p = 2. Indeed,

δ0 ≥ H[u](2R) = (| · |−α ∗ u2)(2R) &d,α R
−α

∫

B2R

u2dx ∼d,α,p ‖u‖
2
L2(B2R).

However, this argument does not work for p > 2 due to the lack of lower bound of u(2R). Our
following argument solves this problem and presents a uniform control for p ≥ 2 as well.

Denote a := u(2R). We first claim the following two functional identities (the local version of
(2.11) and (2.12))

∫

B2R

(

|∇u|2 + u2 −H[u]u2
)

dx = I (4.26)

∫

B2R

(

−
d− 2

2
|∇u|2 −

d

2
u2 +

2d− α

2p
H[u]u2

)

dx = II1 + II2 + II3 (4.27)
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where

I = a

∫

∂B2R

∂rudσ,

II1 = 2R

∫

∂B2R

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +

1

p
H[u]u2 −

1

2
a2
)

dσ

II2 = −
α

2p

∫

B2R

∫

Bc
2R

|x− y|−αup(y)up(x)dydx

II3 =
α

p

∫

B2R

∫

Bc
2R

|x− y|−αup(y)up(x)
(x− y) · x

|x− y|2
dydx

Indeed, (4.26) and (4.27) come from multiplying (Choquard) with u and x · ∇u respectively, inte-
grating on B2R and using integration by parts. The only tricky point is to apply the symmetry
∫

B2R

∫

B2R

|x− y|−αup(y)up(x)
(x− y) · x

|x− y|2
dydx =

∫

B2R

∫

B2R

|x− y|−αup(y)up(x)
(y − x) · y

|x− y|2
dydx

=
1

2

∫

B2R

∫

B2R

|x− y|−αup(y)up(x)dydx.

to derive (4.27).

Next, we claim that right hand sides of (4.26) and (4.27) are bounded for our u.

Claim.

|I|+ |II1|+ |II2|+ |II3| .d,α,p 1. (4.28)

We postpone its proof and see how this implies the L2(B2R) bound. Eliminating |∇u|2 in (4.26)
and (4.27), we get from the claim that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

B2R

[

2d− α− p(d− 2)

2p
H[u]− 1

]

u2dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

.d,α,p 1 (4.29)

Note that 2d − α − p(d − 2) > 0 follows from (1.4). Take A := 4p
2d−α−p(d−2) . If sA ≥ 2R, (4.29)

yields the desired L2 bound on B2R. So we consider sA ∈ [0, 2R), in which case (4.29) indicates
∫

BsA

u2dx .d,α,p 1 (4.30)

We further discuss u(sA) to control L2 norm on B2R\BsA :

• If u(sA) ≤ 1, then
∫

B2R\BsA

u2dx ≤

∫

B2R\BsA

dx .d,α,p 1

• If u(sA) ≥ 1, then the argument of Remark 4.1 works.

A = (| · |−α ∗ up)(sA)u
p−2(sA) ≥ (| · |−α ∗ up)(sA)

&d,α s
−α
A

∫ sA

0
upsd−1ds+

∫ 2R

sA

upsd−1−αds

≥ (2R)−α

∫

BR

updx &d,α,p ‖u‖
p
Lp(B2R) &d,α,p ‖u‖

p
L2(B2R)

.
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These discussions and (4.30) imply (4.25).

To end this step, we now prove the claim. I and II1 are bounded from the pointwise bound of
u(2R) (by (4.18)), −∂ru(2R) (by (4.13)) and H[u](2R) ≤ H[u](sδ0) ≤ δ0. For II2, we first check

sup
x∈B2R

∫

Bc
2R

u2(y)|x− y|−αdy ≤ sup
x∈B2R

∫

Bc
4R

u2(y)|x− y|−αdy +

∫

B4R\B2R

u2(y)|x− y|−αdy

.d

∫ ∞

4R
u2(r)

(r

2

)−α
rd−1dr + u2(2R)

∫

B6R

|z|−αdz .d,α,p 1,

(4.31)

where the last inequality follows the exponential decay (4.9) and α < d. This yields

|II2| ≤
α

2p
up−2(2R)

∫

B2R

up(x)dx

[

sup
x∈B2R

∫

Bc
2R

u2(y)|x− y|−αdy

]

.d,α,p 1

where we also apply (2.1) to obtain up−2(2R)
∫

B2R
up(x)dx .d,α R

αH[u](2R) ≤ Rαδ0.

Finally, we will control II3. We integrate by parts to avoid the weight |x− y|−α−1 which is not
integrable when α ≥ d− 1

pII3 =

d
∑

i=1

∫

B2R

xiu
p(x)

∫

Bc
2R

∂yi |x− y|−αup(y)dydx

=

d
∑

i=1

∫

B2R

xiu
p(x)

∫

Bc
2R

[

∂yi
(

|x− y|−αup(y)
)

− |x− y|−α∂yi (u
p(y))

]

dydx

=−

d
∑

i=1

∫

B2R

xiu
p(x)

∫

∂B2R

|x− y|−αup(y)ei · dσdx

− p
d
∑

i=1

∫

B2R

xiu
p(x)

∫

Bc
2R

|x− y|−αup−1(y)∂iu(y)dydx := II31 + II32

where ei is the i-th vector of the standard basis.

Similar as (4.31), with the exponential decay of −∂ru from (4.13), we have

sup
x∈B2R

∫

Bc
2R

|x− y|−αu(y)|∇u(y)|dy .d,α,p 1. (4.32)

Then

|II32| .d,α,p 1

follows in the same way as controlling II2. And II31 comes as

|II31| ≤ 2dR

[

∫

BR

up(x)

∫

∂B2R

|x− y|−αup(2R)dσdx +

∫

B2R\BR

up(x)

∫

∂B2R

|x− y|−αup(2R)dσdx

]

≤ 2dR

[
∫

BR

up(x)dxR−αup(2R)

∫

∂B2R

dσ + up(R)up(2R)

∫

B4R

|z|−αdz

∫

∂B2R

dσ

]

.d,α,p H[u](R)u2(2R) + up(R)up(2R) .d,α,p 1.

This finishes the proof of that claim and this step.

Step 5. Concluding the proof.

In this final step, we use the L2 a priori bound (4.25) to verify (1.7) and (1.8).
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The L2 bound implies anH1 bound immediately from Proposition 2.4. Then for given r ∈ (1,∞),
we apply the proof of [27, Proposition 4.1], the classic bootstrap method for semilinear elliptic
problems plus the Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality to improve the regularity of solutions. The
H1 bound therefore implies a W 2,r bound (1.7) after finite times of bootstrap iterations. The
uniformity of (α, p, r) in (1.7) comes from the uniformity of constants in the Hardy-Littlewood-
Sobolev inequality and the elliptic estimates in every iteration.

As for (1.8), we use Sobolev embedding to get a C1(Rd) bound from (1.7). Then we get pointwise
bound of u(R) from (4.18) and (4.14), and thus obtain exponential decay of u(r), |∇u(r)| = −∂ru(r)
when r ≥ R(d, α, p) from (4.9) and (4.13). These two facts yield (1.8) and finish the whole proof
of Theorem 1.5.

5. Non-degeneracy and Uniqueness

In this section, we prove the non-degeneracy and uniqueness of positive solution for (α, p) ∈
[d− 2− δ, d− 2+ δ]× [2, 2+ δ] with d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, δ ≪ 1. The starting point will be non-degeneracy
and uniqueness for the Newtonian case (α, p) = (d − 2, 2) with d ∈ {3, 4, 5}. We refer the reader
to [9] for non-degeneracy and [2, Appendix A] for uniqueness, also to [21,22] for the original proof
for d = 3.

5.1. Compactness analysis. As a preparation, we first establish the following compactness result
for radial positive solutions. It makes use of the a priori bound Theorem 1.5.

Proposition 5.1. Let d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, there exists δ > 0 such that the following holds. For any
sequence {(αn, pn)} ⊂ [d− 2− δ, d− 2 + δ]× [2, 2 + δ] with (αn, pn) → (d− 2, 2) when n→ ∞, and
Qn be an H1 radial positive solution for (Choquard) with parameters (d, αn, pn). Then

Qn → Q0 in H1(Rd) ∩ L∞(Rd)

where Q0 is the unique radial positive solution for (d, α, p) = (d, d − 2, 2).

Proof. It suffices to show that for any sequence {Qn} as above, we can find subsequence Qnk
→ Q0

in H1 and L∞. Before starting, we take δ small enough such that (αn, pn) satisfies (1.4).

Step 1. Bounds and convergences.

Theorem 1.5 and the range of (αn, pn) indicate a uniform upper bound

‖Qn‖H1 + ‖Qn‖L∞ .d,δ 1. (5.1)

Note that [115 , 3] ⊂ (2, 2d
d−2) for d ∈ {3, 4, 5}. Thus by the compact embeddingH1

rad(R
d) →֒ Lq

rad(R
d)

for q ∈ (2, 2d
d−2 ), there exist Q ∈ H1

rad(R
d) and a subsequence (still denoted by {Qn}) such that

Qn ⇀ Q in H1; Qn → Q in L
11
5 ∩ L3. (5.2)

A further subsequence (still denoted by {Qn}) implies almost everywhere convergence

Qn → Q a.e. (5.3)

With these bounds and convergences, we claim the following convergence.

Claim. For any uniformly bounded L
4d
d+2 functions {φn} and φ with φn → φ in L

4d
d+2 , we have

∫

Rd

(

| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n

)

Qpn−1
n φndx→

∫

Rd

(

| · |−(d−2) ∗Q2
)

Qφdx (5.4)
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Step 2. End of the proof with the claim.

Postponing the proof of (5.4) to Step 3, we finish the proof of this proposition with that con-
vergence. Firstly, for any φ ∈ H1(Rd), we take φn = φ for all n ∈ N and use (5.2) and (5.4),
then

∫

Rd

[

∇Q · ∇φ+Qφ−
(

| · |−(d−2) ∗Q2
)

Qφ
]

dx

= lim
n→∞

∫

Rd

[

∇Qn · ∇φ+Qnφ−
(

| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n

)

Qpn−1
n φ

]

dx = 0.

Hence Q is an H1 radial solution of (Choquard) with (d, α, p) = (d, d − 2, 2).Taking φn := Qn →

Q =: φ in L
4d
d+2 , which follows (5.2) and that 11

5 < 4d
d+2 < 3 for d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, we have

∫

Rd

(

| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n

)

Qpn
n dx→

∫

Rd

(

| · |−(d−2) ∗Q2
)

Q2dx. (5.5)

Also by Corollary 2.5 and (2.11), for (αn, pn) ∈ [d− 2− δ, d− 2 + δ]× [2, 2 + δ], we have a uniform
lower bound

∫

Rd

(

| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n

)

Qpn
n dx = ‖Qn‖

2
H1 &d,δ 1.

So the limit in (5.5) is nonzero and Q is nonzero. Notice that (5.3) ensures that Q is also non-
negative and, moreover, positive from the strong maximal principle. So far, we have verified Q to
be a positive and radial H1 solution for (Choquard) with (d, α, p) = (d, d− 2, 2). Thus Q = Q0 by
uniqueness.

Together with (2.13) , (2.14) and (αn, pn) → (d− 2, 2), we see

‖Qn‖
2
L2 → ‖Q‖2L2 , ‖∇Qn‖

2
L2 → ‖∇Q‖2L2 .

Thus (5.2) can be improved to be strong H1 convergence.

As for L∞ convergence, we use similar strategy as in Step 5 of §4 to improve the regularity. Take
the difference of equations of Qn and Q0, we have

(−∆+ 1)(Qn −Q0) = (| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n )Qpn−1

n − (| · |−(d−2) ∗Q2
0)Q0. (5.6)

Using (C.26) in Lemma C.5 with u0 = Q0, u = Qn, (α, p) = (αn, pn), we get from ‖Qn −Q0‖H1 =
on(1) that

‖(| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n )Qpn−1

n − (| · |−(d−2) ∗Q2
0)Q0‖

L
2d
d−2

= on(1).

Then since W 2, 2d
d−2 (Rd) →֒ L∞(Rd) when d < 6, (5.6) implies

‖Qn −Q0‖L∞ .d ‖Qn −Q0‖
W

2, 2d
d−2

.d ‖(| · |
−αn ∗Qpn

n )Qpn−1
n − (| · |−(d−2) ∗Q2

0)Q0‖
L

2d
d−2

= on(1)

which is our desired L∞ convergence.

Step 3. Proof of the claim.

Finally, we verify the claim. Decompose
∫

Rd

(

| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n

)

Qpn−1
n φndx−

∫

Rd

(

| · |−(d−2) ∗Q2
n

)

Qφdx := I + II + III
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where

I :=

∫

Rd

(

| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n

)

(Qpn−1
n φn −Qφ)dx,

II :=

∫

Rd

(

| · |−αn ∗ (Qpn
n −Q2)

)

Qφdx,

III :=

∫

Rd

(

(| · |−αn − | · |−(d−2)) ∗Q2
)

Qφdx.

Then we may restrict δ to be smaller to estimate each term on the right hand side.

For I,

|I| ≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd

(

| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n

)

(Qpn−1
n −Q)φndx

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd

(

| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n

)

Q(φn − φ)dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ‖| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n ‖

L
2d
d−2

[

‖Qpn−1
n −Q‖

L
4d
d+2

‖φn‖
L

4d
d+2

+ ‖Q‖
L

4d
d+2

‖φn − φ‖
L

4d
d+2

]

.

Using Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality,

‖| · |−αn ∗Qpn
n ‖

L
2d
d−2

.d,δ ‖Qn‖
pn

L
2dpn

3d−2−2αn

.d,δ ‖Qn‖
pn
H1 .d,δ 1 (5.7)

where 2dpn
3d−2−2αn

= 4d
d+2 + oδ(1) so that we can take δ small enough such that

2dp

3d− 2− 2α
∈

[

11

5
, 3

]

∀(α, p) ∈ [d− 2− δ, d − 2 + δ]× [2, 2 + δ]. (5.8)

Also, we introduce T ≫ 1 to estimate

‖Qpn−1
n −Q‖

L
4d
d+2

≤ ‖Qpn−1
n −Qn‖

L
4d
d+2

+ ‖Qn −Q‖
L

4d
d+2

≤ ‖Qpn−2
n − 1‖

L
12d
6−d (BT )

‖Qn‖L3(BT ) +

(

‖Qn‖
pn−1

L
4d(pn−1)

d+2
(Bc

T
)
+ ‖Qn‖

L
4d
d+2 (Bc

T
)

)

+ ‖Qn −Q‖
L

4d
d+2

From the L∞ bound (5.1) and almost everywhere convergence (5.3), the dominant convergence

implies that ‖Qpn−2
n − 1‖

L
12d
6−d (BT )

= on(1) for fixed T . We require δ sufficiently small such that

4d(p − 1)

d+ 2
∈

[

11

5
, 3

]

∀p ∈ [2, 2 + δ], (5.9)

so (5.2) ensures that supn

(

‖Qn‖
pn−1

L
4d(pn−1)

d+2
(Bc

T
)
+ ‖Qn‖

L
4d
d+2 (Bc

T
)

)

= oT→∞(1). Thus

‖Qpn−1
n −Q‖

L
4d
d+2

= on(1) (5.10)

Combining (5.7), (5.10) and assumption on φn, we arrive at

|I| = on(1).

For II, by Hölder inequality and Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality,

|II| .d,δ ‖Q
pn −Q2‖

L
2d

3d−2−2αn
‖Q‖

L
4d
d+2

‖φ‖
L

4d
d+2

≤ ‖Qpn−1 −Q‖
L

4d
d+2

‖Q‖
L

4d
5d−6−4αn

‖Q‖
L

4d
d+2

‖φ‖
L

4d
d+2

.

We further require δ ≪ 1 such that

4d

5d− 6− 4αn
∈

[

11

5
, 3

]

∀α ∈ [d− 2− δ, d − 2 + δ]. (5.11)
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(5.1) and (5.3) indicate ‖Q‖L∞ .d,δ 1, so we can prove ‖Qpn−1 − Q‖
L

4d
d+2

= on→∞(1) as before.

These estimates imply

|II| = on(1).

Regarding III, we use dominant convergence. Obviously
(

(| · |−αn − | · |−α) ∗Q2
)

Qφ→ 0 almost
everywhere when n→ ∞. Also, since

∣

∣

∣

(

(| · |−αn − | · |−(d−2)) ∗Q2
)

Qφ
∣

∣

∣
≤
(

(| · |−d+2+δ + | · |−d+2−δ) ∗Q2
)

Q|φ|,

and
∫

Rd

(

| · |−d+2±δ ∗Q2
)

Q|φ|dx .d,δ ‖Q‖2
L

4d
d+2∓2δ

‖Q‖
L

4d
d+2

‖φ‖
L

4d
d+2

.d,δ 1

if
11

5
≤

4d

d+ 2∓ 2δ
≤ 3, (5.12)

(

(| · |−d+2+δ + | · |−d+2−δ) ∗Q2
)

Q|φ| is a feasible dominant function to derive

|III| = on(1).

To conclude, if we take δ small enough such that (5.8), (5.9), (5.11) and (5.12) hold, then the
claim is true and thus the proposition is proven. �

5.2. Non-degeneracy. In this subsection, we prove Theorem 1.8. From Theorem 1.4 and the
translation-invariance of L+, we only need to discuss radial positive solutions with (α, p) close to
(d − 2, 2). We will denote a radial positive solution of (Choquard) with parameters (d, α, p) by
Qd,α,p or Qα,p if omitting d causes no trouble.5

To begin with, we decompose L+,u,d,α,p as (1.10) to be

L+,u,d,α,p = −∆+ 1− (p− 1)Vu,d,α,p − pAu,d,α,p (5.13)

where (omitting d for convenience 6)

Vu,α,p :=(| · |−α ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2, (5.14)

Au,α,pξ :=(| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2uξ))|u|p−2u. (5.15)

In Appendix C, we discuss properties of these operators for varying (u, α, p): boundedness, com-
pactness and continuous dependence on (u, α, p). They lay the foundation for the perturbative
argument in proving Theorem 1.8 and Theorem 1.9.

Consider the kernel of L+,α,p. From the non-degeneracy of Choquard equation at (α, p) =
(d− 2, 2) for d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, we have

KerL+,Qd−2,2
= span {∂iQd−2,2}

d
i=1 (5.16)

Also by differentiating (Choquard), we have

KerL+,Qα,p ⊇ span {∂iQα,p}
d
i=1 (5.17)

for any positive solution Qα,p of (Choquard) with (α, p) satisfying (1.4). We will use an argument
of spectral perturbation to show the other side of (5.17)

dimKerL+,Qα,p ≤ dimKerL+,Qd−2,2
= d (5.18)

when (α, p) close to (d− 2, 2).

5We remark that our argument here does not require uniqueness of positive solutions for (α, p) 6= (d− 2, 2).
6In particular, for Qα,p, we may further simplify the notation to be L+,Qα,p , VQα,p and AQα,p .
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From Lemma C.4 and Qd−2,2 ∈ W 2,r(Rd) for r ∈ (1,∞), (−∆ + 1)−1VQd−2,2
and (−∆ +

1)−1AQd−2,2
are compact operators on L2(Rd) and thus L+,Qα,p is a compact perturbation of −∆+1,

σess(L+,Qα,p) = σess(−∆ + 1) = [1,∞). In particular, 0 is an isolated eigenvalue of L+,Qd−2,2
. So

we can define the Riesz projection

P0,Qd−2,2
:=

1

2πi

∮

∂Dr

(L+,Qd−2,2
− z)−1dz, (5.19)

where Dr := {z ∈ C : |z| < r} and r sufficiently small such that ImP0,Qd−2,2
= KerL+,Qd−2,2

.

Notice that

L+,Qα,p − L+,Qd−2,2
= −(p− 1)(VQα,p − VQd−2,2

)− p(AQα,p −AQd−2,2
)− (p− 2)(VQd−2,2

+AQd−2,2
).

Lemma C.4, Lemma C.5 and the H1 ∩ L∞ approximation from Proposition 5.1 imply

‖L+,Qα,p − L+,Qd−2,2
‖L2→L2 = o(α,p)→(d−2,2)(1). (5.20)

Thus for the r taken as above and δ1 ≤ δ small enough, we have

‖(L+,Qα,p − z)−1‖L2→L2 ≤ 2‖(L+,Qd−2,2
− z)−1‖L2→L2

when (α, p) ∈ [d− 2− δ1, d− 2 + δ1]× [2, 2 + δ1] and thereafter

‖(L+,Qα,p − z)−1 − (L+,Qd−2,2
− z)−1‖L2→L2 = o(α,p)→(d−2,2)(1).

So for such (α, p),

P0,Qα,p :=
1

2πi

∮

∂Dr

(L+,Qd−2,2
− z)−1dz

is a bounded operator on L2 and

‖P0,Qα,p − P0,Qd−2,2
‖L2→L2 = o(α,p)→(d−2,2)(1).

Note that P0,Qd−2,2
is a Fredholm operator as a finite-rank projection. Via the theory of perturbation

of Fredholm operators, there exists a δ2 ≤ δ1 such that (5.18) holds for (α, p) ∈ [d− 2− δ2, d− 2 +
δ2],×[2, 2 + δ2]. This and (5.17) concludes the proof of Theorem 1.8.

5.3. Uniqueness. In this subsection, we prove Theorem 1.9. We start with defining

Xd := L2
rad(R

d) ∩ L10
rad(R

d), d ∈ {3, 4, 5}. (5.21)

Note that H2(Rd) →֒ Xd for such d.

Now we can state and prove a local uniqueness result.

Proposition 5.2. For d ∈ {3, 4, 5}. Let Qd−2,2 be the unique radial positive solution for (α, p) =

(d−2, 2) of (Choquard). Then there exist δ1 > 0 and a C0 map Q̃ : [d−2−δ1, d−2+δ1]×[2, 2+δ1 ] →

X such that the following holds, where we denote Q̃α,p := Q̃(α, p).

(1) Q̃α,p is an H1 radial solution of (Choquard) with parameters (d, α, p).

(2) There exists ǫ > 0 such that Q̃α,p is the unique H
1 radial solution of (Choquard) with parameters

(d, α, p) in the neighborhood {u ∈ Xd : ‖u−Qd−2,2‖Xd
≤ ǫ}. In particular, Q̃d−2,2 = Qd−2,2.

Proof. For d ∈ {3, 4, 5} and (d, α, p) satifying (1.4), it’s easy to see u is anH1 solution of (Choquard)if
and only if u ∈ Xd is a solution of

u− (−∆+ 1)−1
[

(| · |−α ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2u
]

= 0. (5.22)

Define F : Xd × [d− 2− δ1, d− 2 + δ1]× [2, 2 + δ1] → Xd by

F (u, α, p) = u− (−∆+ 1)−1(| · |−α ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2u,
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where δ1 is small enough and to be determined. First we require δ1 to be smaller than the δ in
Lemma C.3, then F is well-defined, continuous and differentiable w.r.t. u, and

∂uF (u, α, p) = Id− (−∆+ 1)−1 [(p− 1)Vu,α,p + pAu,α,p] = (−∆+ 1)−1L+,u,α,p (5.23)

is continuous at (Qd−2,2, d − 2, 2). If ∂uF (Qd−2,2, d − 2, 2) is invertible in L(Xd), then these facts
enable us to apply the implicit function theorem Proposition B.1. The assertions (1) and (2) follow
directly from its conclusion and the above equivalence.

To conclude the proof, we check the invertibility of ∂uF at (Qd−2,2, d−2, 2). Again from Lemma
C.4 and regularity of Qd−2,2, (−∆+1)−1VQd−2,2

and (−∆+1)−1AQd−2,2
are compact operators on

L2(Rd) and L10(Rd) respectively, and thus also compact on Xd. This indicates that ∂uF (Qd−2,2, d−
2, 2) is a Fredholm operator on Xd by (5.23). On the other hand, non-degeneracy of L+,Qd−2,2

indicates that

KerL+,Qd−2,2

∣

∣

L2
rad

(Rd)
= {0},

which implies that ∂uF (Qd−2,2, d− 2, 2) is injective on Xd. Properties of Fredholm operators show
that ∂uF (Qd−2,2, d − 2, 2) is also bijective and therefore has a bounded inverse. That finishes the
proof. �

Now we are in place to prove Theorem 1.9.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. From Theorem 1.4, we only need to show the uniqueness of the H1 radial
positive solution. Given d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, take δ1 and ǫ as in Proposition 5.2. Proposition 5.1 indicates
that there exists δ2 > 0 such that any H1 radial positive solution Qα,p for (Choquard) with
parameters (α, p) ∈ [d− 2− δ2, d− 2 + δ2]× [2, 2 + δ2] satisfying

‖Qα,p −Qd−2,2‖X ≤ ǫ. (5.24)

Now taking δ = min{δ1, δ2}, for every (α, p) ∈ [d−2−δ, d−2+δ]×[2, 2+δ], Theorem 1.1 (1) indicates
that there exists an H1 radial positive solution Qα,p satisfying (5.24), which, by Proposition 5.2,

must equal to Q̃α,p and be unique in this neighborhood. Since Proposition 5.1 also guarantees the
non-existence of H1 radial positive solutions outside this neighborhood, Qα,p is exactly the unique
H1 radial positive solution for (Choquard). �
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Appendix A. A computational lemma

We derive the following lemma estimating the integration of exponential function multiplied by
a polynomial.

Lemma A.1. For α ∈ R, β ≥ 1
2 and R ≥ 1, we define

I(R;α, β) :=

∫ ∞

R
r−αe−βrdr. (A.1)

Then we have

I(R;α, β) ∼α,β R
−αe−βR, (A.2)

and the constant can be taken uniformly for (α, β) in a compact subset of R× [12 ,∞).
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Proof. By changing of variables t := βr,

I(R;α, β) =

∫ ∞

βR
(β−1r)−αe−tβ−1dt = βα−1I(βR;α, 1).

Thus we only need to prove (A.2) for β = 1 and R ≥ 1
2 .

The upper bound for α ≥ 0 comes easily as

I(R;α, 1) ≤ R−α

∫ ∞

R
e−rdr = R−αe−R.

Similarly, the lower bound for α ≤ 0 holds.

As for the lower bound for α > 0, it’s a classical result for α = n ∈ N+ (refer to [1, 5.1.19])

I(R;n, 1) ≥ e−RR−n+1 1

R+ n
≥

1

2n+ 1
R−ne−R, R ≥

1

2
, n = 1, 2, 3 . . .

And for the interrange case α ∈ (n− 1, n) with n ∈ N+,

I(R;α, 1) ≥

∫ ∞

R
Rn−αr−ne−rdr ≥

1

2α+ 3
R−αe−R.

Finally, we check the upper bound for α < 0 case. Using integration by parts

I(R;α, 1) = R−αe−R − αI(R;α + 1, 1), α 6= 0,

I(R;α, 1) with −α ∈ (n− 1, n] can be bounded within n times of iterations

I(R;α, 1) = R−αe−R +
n−1
∑

k=1





k
∏

j=1

(−α− 1 + j)



R−α−ke−R

+





n
∏

j=1

(−α− 1 + j)



 I(R;α + n, 1)

.α R
−αe−R.

The final inequality utilizes the upper bound for α ≥ 0 case and R ≥ 1
2 . �

Appendix B. A refined implicit function theorem

We carefully check the proof of the classical implicit function theorem in Banach space (see for
example [8, Theorem 1.2.1]) to slightly relax the C1 condition to C1 at one point. It will be used
in proving Proposition 5.2. In this subsection, we use Br(x), B̄r(x) to denote open and closed balls
respectively in general Banach spaces.

Proposition B.1. Let X,Y,Z be Banach spaces, U ⊂ X × Y be an open set. Suppose that
f ∈ C(Ū , Z) is differentiable w.r.t. y. For a point (x0, y0) ∈ Ū , if fy : Ū → L(Y,Z) is continuous
at (x0, y0) and

f(x0, y0) = 0,

f−1
y (x0, y0) ∈ L(Z, Y ),

then there exist r, r1 > 0 and a C0 map u : B̄r(x0) → B̄r1(y0), such that






B̄r(x0)× B̄r1(y0) ⊂ Ū ,
u(x0) = y0,
f(x, u(x)) = 0 ∀ x ∈ B̄r(x0),
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Furthermore, if f(x, y) = 0 for some (x, y) ∈ B̄r(x0)× B̄r1(y0), then y = u(x).

Proof. Consider

g(x, y) := f−1
y (x0, y0) ◦ f(x+ x0, y + y0).

We look for the solution y = u(x) ∈ B̄r1(0) of g(x, y) = 0 for x ∈ B̄r(0), with r, r1 small enough
and determined later. Define

R(x, y) := y − g(x, y),

and then we will check that R(x, ·) for x ∈ B̄r(0) is a contraction mapping on B̄r1(0).

Firstly, for any x ∈ B̄r(0) and y1, y2 ∈ B̄r1(0), we have

‖R(x, y1)−R(x, y2)‖Y = ‖y1 − y2 − [g(x, y1)− g(x, y2)]‖Y

≤

∫ 1

0
‖idY − f−1

y (x0, y0) ◦ fy(x+ x0, ty1 + (1− t)y2 + y0)‖L(Y,Y )dt · ‖y1 − y2‖Y

From the continuity of fy at (x0, y0), there exist r, r1 ≪ 1 such that for (x, y) ∈ B̄r(x0)× B̄r1(y0) ⊂
Ū ,

‖fy(x, y)− fy(x0, y0)‖L(Y,Z) ≤
1

2
‖f−1

y (x0, y0)‖
−1
L(Z,Y ).

This leads to

‖R(x, y1)−R(x, y2)‖Y ≤
1

2
‖y1 − y2‖Y . (B.1)

Secondly, we verify R(x, ·) : B̄r1(0) → B̄r1(0). Indeed, note that

‖R(x, y)‖Y ≤ ‖R(x, 0)‖Y + ‖R(x, y) −R(x, 0)‖Y

≤ ‖f−1
y (x0, y0)‖L(Z,Y )‖f(x+ x0, y0)‖Z +

1

2
‖y‖Y .

Using continuity of f , we shrink r further to guarantee

sup
x∈B̄r(0)

‖f(x+ x0, y0)‖Z ≤
r1
2
‖f−1

y (x0, y0)‖
−1
L(Z,Y ),

which leads to R(x, y) ≤ r1 for (x, y) ∈ B̄r(0)× B̄r1(0).

Thus R is a contraction and for all x ∈ B̄r(0), there exists a unique y ∈ B̄r1(0) satisfying
g(x, y) = 0, namely f(x+x0, y+y0) = 0. We denote by v(x) the solution y, and u(x) := v(x−x0)+y0.

Finally we prove the continuity of u : B̄r(x0) → B̄r1(y0), which is equivalent to that of v :
B̄r(0) → B̄r1(0). Using (B.1), for x, x′ ∈ B̄r(0)

‖v(x) − v(x′)‖Y = ‖R(x, u(x)) −R(x′, u(x′))‖Y

≤
1

2
‖v(x)− v(x′)‖Y + ‖R(x, u(x)) −R(x′, u(x))‖Y .

So we obtain

‖v(x)− v(x′)‖Y ≤ 2‖R(x, u(x)) −R(x′, u(x))‖Y .

The continuity of R implies that of v. �
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Appendix C. Properties of V,A and Regularity of F

In this section, we discuss boundedness, compactness and continuous dependence of linear opera-
tors Vu,d,α,p and Au,d,α,p. They are related to the linearized operator L+,Qα,p,α,p for non-degeneracy
§5.2, the Xd-valued function F in §5.3 and an improvement of regularity argument in §5.1. We
recall their definitions from §5.2:

Vu,d,α,p :=(| · |−α ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2,

Au,d,α,pξ :=(| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2uξ))|u|p−2u.

For simplicity of notation, we denote the region of the (α, p) we consider to be

Ωd,δ := [d− 2− δ, d − 2 + δ]× [2, 2 + δ] (C.1)

with δ ≪ 1. Obviously (α, p) ∈ Ωd,δ satisfies (1.4).

One estimate (and its perturbation) will be frequently used

‖(| · |−d−2 ∗ f)g‖L2 .d ‖f‖
L

2d
d−2

‖g‖Ld . (C.2)

C.1. For u ∈ Xd. First we consider u ∈ Xd := L2
rad(R

d) ∩ L10
rad(R

d) for d ∈ {3, 4, 5}.

Lemma C.1. For d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, (α, p) ∈ Ωd,δ and δ ≪ 1. If u ∈ Xd, Vu,α,p and Au,α,p are bounded
from Xd to L2

rad.

Proof. Using (C.2),

‖Vu,α,pf‖L2 ≤ ‖| · |−α ∗ |u|p‖
L

2d
d−2

‖|u|p−2f‖Ld

.d,α,p ‖u‖
p

L
2dp

3d−2α−2

‖u‖p−2

Ld(p−1)‖f‖Ld(p−1) .‖u‖Xd
‖f‖Xd

,

‖Au,α,pf‖L2 ≤ ‖| · |−α ∗ |u|p−2uf‖
L

2d
d−2

‖|u|p‖Ld

.d,α,p ‖u‖
p−1

L
2dp

3d−2α−2

‖f‖
L

2dp
3d−2α−2

‖u‖p−1

Ld(p−1) .‖u‖Xd
‖f‖Xd

,

where we need δ not large so that for any

2dp

3d− 2α− 2
, d(p − 1) ∈ [2, 10], ∀ d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, (α, p) ∈ Ωd,δ (C.3)

�

Lemma C.2. For d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, δ ≪ 1, the maps V : X × Ωd,δ → L(Xd, L
2) and A : X × Ωd,δ →

L(Xd, L
2) are well-defined. The following statements are true.

(1) A is continuous on X× Ωd,δ.
(2) V is continuous on X× {(α, p) ∈ Ωd,δ : p > 2}.
(3) V is continuous at (Qα,2, α, 2) and discontinuous at (Qα,2ϕR, α, 2) for any |α− (d−2)| ≤ δ and

R > 0. Here Qα,2 is a positive and radially decreasing solution for (Choquard) with parameters
(d, α, 2), and ϕR is a smooth cutoff compactly supported in B2R and equals 1 on BR.

Proof. We fisrt let δ be required by Lemma C.1, namely (C.3). We may put on further requirements
during the proof.

(1) Given (u, α, p) ∈ Xd × Ωd,δ, We show that for any ǫ > 0, there exists δ1 > 0 such that for
(u1, α1, p1) ∈ Xd × Ωd,δ and ‖u− u1‖Xd

+ |α− α1|+ |p − p1| < δ1,

‖Au,α,pf −Au1,α1,p1f‖L2 ≤ ǫ‖f‖Xd
.
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We will take δ small enough to ensure

‖Au,α,pf −Au,α,p1f‖L2 ≤
ǫ

3
‖f‖Xd

, (C.4)

‖Au,α,p1f −Au,α1,p1f‖L2 ≤
ǫ

3
‖f‖Xd

, (C.5)

‖Au,α1,p1f −Au1,α1,p1f‖L2 ≤
ǫ

3
‖f‖Xd

. (C.6)

And they conclude the proof of (1).

Firstly

‖Au,α,pf −Au,α,p1f‖L2

≤‖
[

| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2uf − |u|p1−2uf)
]

|u|p1−2u‖L2 (C.7)

+‖
[

| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2uf)
]

(|u|p1−2u− |u|p−2u)‖L2 (C.8)

These two terms are estimated in a similar way, so we only do (C.7) as an example. If p1 = p, then
there is nothing we need to do. Assume p1 > p (the case p < p1 can be treated similarly). We take
M > 1 and partition the range of |u| to get

∣

∣|u|p−2(r)− |u|p1−2(r)
∣

∣ ≤







2|u|p1−2(r) r ∈ {|u| > M},
C(M)|p − p1||u|

p−2(r) r ∈ {1/M ≤ |u| ≤M},
2|u|p−2(r) r ∈ {|u| < 1/M}.

(C.9)

We still use the exponent as Lemma C.1

‖
[

| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2uf − |u|p1−2uf)
]

|u|p1−2u‖L2

.d,α,p ‖|u|
p−2u− |u|p1−2u‖

L
2dp

(3d−2α−2)(p−1)
‖f‖

L
2dp

3d−2α−2
‖u‖p1−1

Ld(p1−1)

≤

[

2‖u‖p−1

L
2dp

3d−2α−2 ({|u|<1/M})

+ 2‖u‖p1−1

L
(2dp)(p1−1)

(3d−2α−2)(p−1) ({|u|>M})

+ C(M)|p1 − p|‖u‖p−1

L
2dp

3d−2α−2

]

‖u‖p1−1
Xd

‖f‖Xd

≤
[

2‖u‖p−1
Xd({|u|<1/M}) + 2‖u‖p1−1

Xd({|u|>M}) + C(M)|p1 − p|‖u‖p−1
Xd

]

‖u‖p1−1
Xd

‖f‖Xd
,

where we also require δ1 small such that (2dp)(p1−1)
(3d−2α−2)(p−1) ∈ [2, 10]. Now first take M ≫ 1 depending

on u such that ‖u‖Xd({|u|<1/M}) + ‖u‖Xd({|u|>M}) ≪ ǫ(‖u‖1+δ
Xd

+ 1)−1, and then require δ ≪ 1 to

make C(M)|p1 − p| ≪ ǫ‖u‖
−(p+p1−2)
Xd

. We see (C.7) can be bounded by ǫ
6‖f‖Xd

. (C.8) comes in a

similar way. So (C.4) is confirmed.

Next, consider (C.5), the variation of α. Take a N ≫ 1, then

∣

∣|x|−α − |x|−α1
∣

∣ ≤

{

|x|−α−δ0 + |x|−α+δ0 |x| < 1/N or |x| > N,
C(N)|α− α1|

(

|x|−α−δ0 + |x|−α+δ0
)

1/N ≤ |x| ≤ N.

so we easily see

‖|x|−α − |x|−α1‖
L

d
d−2−2δ +L

d
d−2+2δ

= o|α−α1|→0(1).

Hence by Young’s inequality and similar estimates as (C.2),

‖Au,α,p1f −Au,α1,p1f‖L2 = ‖[(| · |−α − | · |−α1) ∗ |u|p1−2uf ]|u|p1−2u‖L2

.d,δ ‖|u|
p1−2uf‖

L
2d

d+2+4δ ∩L
2d

d+2−4δ
‖|u|p1−2u‖Ld · o|α−α1|→0(1)

≤ ‖u‖2p1−2
Xd

‖f‖Xd
· o|α−α1|→0(1)
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where we require δ small such that 2d
d+2±4δ ≥ 1 and 2dp

d+2±4δ ∈ [2, 10] for any p ∈ [2, 2 + δ]. Then

(C.5) follows this and δ1 small enough.

Finally, for the variation of u, we have

‖Au,α1,p1f −Au1,α1,p1f‖L2

≤ ‖[| · |−α1 ∗ (|u|p1−2uf − |u1|
p1−2u1f)]|u1|

p1−2u1‖L2

+ ‖[| · |−α1 ∗ (|u|p1−2uf)](|u|p1−2u− |u1|
p1−2u1)‖L2

.d,α,p ‖f‖
L

2dp
3d−2α−2

(

‖u‖p1−2

L
2dp

3d−2α−2

+ ‖u1‖
p1−2

L
2dp

3d−2α−2

)

‖u− u1‖
L

2dp
3d−2α−2

‖u1‖
p1−1

Ld(p−1)

+ ‖f‖
L

2dp
3d−2α−2

‖u‖p1−1

L
2dp

3d−2α−2

(

‖u‖p1−2

Ld(p−1) + ‖u1‖
p1−2

Ld(p−1)

)

‖u− u1‖Ld(p−1)

The last inequality comes from pointwise estimate

∣

∣|x|p1−2x− |y|p1−2y
∣

∣ .p1 (|x|
p−2 + |y|p−2)|x− y|

and nonlinear estimate as Lemma C.1. Taking δ1 small enough and we obtain the last control
(C.6).

(2) Similarly, we will show that for (u, α, p) ∈ Xd×Ωd,δ and every ǫ > 0, there exists δ1 > 0 such
that for (u1, α1, p1) ∈ Xd × Ωd,δ and ‖u− u1‖Xd

+ |α− α1|+ |p − p1| < δ1, we have

‖Vu,α,pf − Vu,α,p1f‖L2 ≤
ǫ

3
‖f‖Xd

, (C.10)

‖Vu,α,p1f − Vu,α1,p1f‖L2 ≤
ǫ

3
‖f‖Xd

, (C.11)

‖Vu,α1,p1f − Vu1,α1,p1f‖L2 ≤
ǫ

3
‖f‖Xd

. (C.12)

It is easy to check that (C.11) and (C.12) follows almost the same estimates as (C.5) and (C.6)
respectively, which also works when p1 = 2.

For (C.10),

‖Vu,α,pf − Vu,α,p1f‖L2

≤‖
[

| · |−α ∗ (|u|p − |u|p1)
]

|u|p1−2f‖L2 + ‖
[

| · |−α ∗ |u|p
]

(|u|p−2 − |u|p1−2)f‖L2 .
(C.13)

Like (1), we assume 0 < p1− p≪ 1 and partition the range of |u| with respect to M > 1 and 1/M .
Then using (C.9), the first term follows in a similar way as (1)

‖
[

| · |−α ∗ (|u|p − |u|p1)
]

|u|p1−2f‖L2

.d,α,p ‖|u|
p − |u|p1‖

L
2d

3d−2α−2
‖f‖Ld(p−1)‖|u|p1−2‖

L
d(p−1)
p1−2

≤
[

2‖u‖p
Xd({|u|<1/M}) + 2‖u‖p1

Xd({|u|>M}) + C(p,M)|p1 − p|‖u‖p
Xd

]

‖u‖p1−2
Xd

‖f‖Xd
.
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We remark that this estimate also works when p = 2 or p1 = 2, since ‖|u|p1−2‖
L

d(2p−1)
(2d−α)(p1−2)

=

‖1‖L∞ = 1. For the second term,

‖
[

| · |−α ∗ |u|p
]

(|u|p−2 − |u|p1−2)f‖L2

.d,α,p ‖|u|
p‖

L
2d

3d−2α−2

(

‖f‖Ld(p−1)‖|u|p1−2 − |u|p−2‖
L

d(p−1)
p−2 ({|u|≤M})

+ ‖f‖Ld(p1−1)‖|u|p1−2 − |u|p−2‖
L

d(p1−1)
p1−2 ({|u|>M})

)

≤ ‖u‖p
Xd
‖f‖Xd

[

2‖|u|p−2‖
L

d(p−1)
p−2 ({|u|<1/M})

+ 2‖|u|p1−2‖
L

d(p1−1)
p1−2 ({|u|>M})

+ C(p,M)|p − p1|‖|u|
p−2‖

L
d(p−1)
p−2

]

≤ ‖u‖p
Xd
‖f‖Xd

[

2‖u‖p−2
Xd({|u|<1/M}) + 2‖u‖p1−2

Xd({|u|>M}) + C(p,M)|p1 − p|‖u‖p−2
Xd

]

.

Then p, p1 > 2 is necessary to get the smallness from ‖u‖Xd({|u|<1/M})+‖u‖Xd({|u|>M}) = oM→∞(1).
So we can take M ≫ 1 and then δ1 ≪ 1 (so that p1 − 2 and p− 2 have a positive lower bound) to
guarantee (C.10).

(3) To discuss the continuity at (Qα,2, α, 2) or (Qα,2ϕR, α, 2), we still consider another (u1, α1, p1) ∈
Xd × Ωd and the three parts as (C.10)-(C.12). As in (2), (C.11) and (C.12) hold all these cases.
What distinguishes the cases is (C.10).

To be more specific, the trouble is the second term ‖
[

| · |−α ∗ |u|2
]

(1 − |u|p1−2)f‖L2 in the
further partition (C.13). When u = Qα,2, we can use its strict positivity, L∞-bounded and radially
decreasing to derive smallness. Let {Qα,2 < 1/M} := Bc

R(M), then the crux is that R(M) → ∞ as

M → ∞. Taking M > ‖Qα,2‖L∞ , we have

‖
[

| · |−α ∗Q2
α,2

]

(1−Qp1−2
α,2 )f‖L2

≤ ‖
[

| · |−α ∗Q2
α,2

]

(1−Qp1−2
α,2 )f‖L2({Qα,2<1/M}) + ‖

[

| · |−α ∗Q2
α,2

]

(1−Qp1−2
α,2 )f‖L2({Qα,2≥1/M})

≤ ‖| · |α ∗Q2
α,2‖L∞(Bc

R(M)
)‖f‖L2 + ‖| · |−α ∗Q2

α,2‖L∞‖f‖L2C(M)|p1 − 2|.

Using Proposition 2.1,

‖| · |−α ∗Q2
α,2‖L∞ .d,α

∫ ∞

0
Q2

α,2(r)r
d−1−αdr .d,α ‖Qα,2‖

2
L∞∩L2 <∞

‖| · |−α ∗Q2
α,2‖L∞(Bc

R(M)
) .d,α R(M)−α

∫ ∞

0
Q2

α,2(r)r
d−1dr .d R(M)−α‖Qα,2‖

2
L2 .

So M ≫ 1 and then δ ≪ 1 will ensure the smallness of ‖
[

| · |−α ∗Q2
α,2

]

(1 − Qp1−2
α,2 )f‖L2 and

thereafter (C.10) is verified. That is the continuity at (Qα,2, α, 2) for α ∈ (0, d).

Regarding the discontinuity for u = Qα,2ϕR, R > 0, we claim that

‖VQα,2ϕR,α,2 − VQα,2ϕR,α,p1‖L(Xd,L2) ≥ ‖VQα,2ϕR,α,2χBc
2R
‖L(X,L2) > 0 (C.14)

for any p1 > 2. Indeed, for any f supported on Bc
2R,

‖VQα,2ϕR,α,2f − VQα,2ϕR,α,p1f‖L2 = ‖
[

| · |−α ∗ (Qα,2ϕR)
2
]

(1− (Qα,2ϕR)
p1−2)f‖L2

≥ ‖
[

| · |−α ∗ (Qα,2ϕR)
2
]

f‖L2 .
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Now we apply the results above to derive regularity of F in §5.1. In particular, the discontinuity
will also appear and thus hinder the application of the common version of the implicit function
theorem. We first recall the definition of F :

F (u, α, p) = u− (−∆+ 1)−1(| · |−α ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2u.

Lemma C.3. There exists δ > 0 such that F : Xd × Ωd,δ → Xd is well-defined, continuous w.r.t.
(u, α, p) and differentiable w.r.t. u; Fu : Xd × Ωd,δ → L(Xd) is continuous at (Qd−2,2, d − 2, 2).
Besides, ∂uF is discontinuous on {u ∈ Xd : ‖u−Qd−2,2‖Xd

≤ ǫ} × Ωd,ǫ for any ǫ > 0.

Proof. We will frequently use the following nonlinear estimate given by (C.2):

‖
(

| · |−α ∗ (|f1|
p−2f2f3)

)

|f4|
p−2f5‖L2 .d,α,p ‖f1‖

p−2
Xd

‖f2‖Xd
‖f3‖Xd

‖f4‖
p−2
Xd

‖f5‖Xd
. (C.15)

(1) Firstly, we check that F is well-defined. Using Sobolev embedding H2(Rd) →֒ Xd and (C.15),
we easily see

‖F (u, α, p)‖Xd
.d ‖u‖Xd

+ ‖Vu,α,pu‖L2 .d,α,p ‖u‖Xd
+ ‖u‖2p−1

Xd
.

(2) Next we prove the continuity of F . Note that

‖F (u, α, p) − F (u1, α1, p1)‖Xd
.d ‖Vu,α,pu− Vu1,α1,p1u1‖L2 .

We only need to show the following estimate

‖Vu,α,pu− Vu,α,p1u‖L2 = o|p−p1|→0(1) (C.16)

and apply (C.11) and (C.12). Due to the existence of u, the left hand side is exactly the same as
Au,α,pu−Au,α,p1u, and thus this estimate follows (C.4).

(3) Then we turn to the Fréchet differentiability of F w.r.t. u. We claim that

∂uF (u, α, p) = Id− (−∆+ 1)−1 [(p− 1)Vu,α,p + pAu,α,p] . (C.17)

We need to prove that for the ∂uF defined above, for any h ∈ Xd,

‖F (u+ h, α, p) − F (u, α, p) − ∂uF (u, α, p)h‖Xd
= o‖h‖Xd→0(‖h‖Xd

). (C.18)

Again, from H2(Rd) →֒ Xd and a direct computation

‖F (u+ h, α, p) − F (u, α, p) − ∂uF (u, α, p)h‖Xd

.d,α,p

∥

∥

[

| · |−α ∗ (|u+ h|p − |u|p − p|u|p−2uh)
]

|u+ h|p−2(u+ h)
∥

∥

L2

+
∥

∥

(

| · |−α ∗ p|u|p−2uh
)

(|u+ h|p−2(u+ h)− |u|p−2u)
∥

∥

L2

+
∥

∥

(

| · |−α ∗ |u|p
)

[|u+ h|p−2(u+ h)− |u|p−2u− (p− 1)|u|p−2h]
∥

∥

L2 ,

the estimate (C.18) follows elementary pointwise estimates
∣

∣|u+ h|p − |u|p − p|u|p−2uh
∣

∣ .p (|u|
p−2 + |h|p−2)|h|2

∣

∣|u+ h|p−2(u+ h)− |u|p−2u
∣

∣ .p (|u|
p−2 + |h|p−2)|h|

∣

∣|u+ h|p−2(u+ h)− |u|p−2u− (p− 1)|u|p−2h
∣

∣ .p

{

(|u|p−3 + |h|p−3)|h|2 p > 3
|h|p−1 p ∈ [2, 3]

and (C.15). Note that ∂uF (u, α, p) ∈ L(Xd) comes directly from Sobolev embedding and Lemma
C.1.
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(4) Next we show the continuity of ∂uF at (Qd−2,2, d− 2, 2). Indeed

‖∂uF (Qd−2,2, d− 2, 2) − ∂uF (u, α, p)‖L(Xd)

.d(p − 2)‖VQd−2,2
‖L(Xd,L2) + (p − 2)‖AQd−2,2

‖L(Xd,L2)

+(p − 1)‖VQd−2,2
− Vu,α,p‖L(Xd,L2) + p‖AQd−2,2

−Au,α,p‖L(Xd,L2).

(C.19)

So Lemma C.2 (1)(3) and Lemma C.1 imply the continuity.

(5) Finally, the discontinuity again follows from the discontinuity argument in Lemma (C.2) (3).
For every ǫ > 0, there exists R≫ 1 such that ‖Qd−2,2ϕR−Qd−2,2‖Xd

< ǫ and ∂uF is discontinuous
at (Qd−2,2ϕR, d− 2, 2), where ϕR was defined in Lemma C.2. Indeed, for any p > 2,

‖∂uF (Qd−2,2ϕR, d− 2, 2) − ∂uF (Qd−2,2ϕR, d− 2, p)‖L(Xd)

≥‖(−∆+ 1)−1(VQd−2,2ϕR,d−2,2 − VQd−2,2ϕR,d−2,p)‖L(Xd) − C(d)

(

(p − 2)‖VQd−2,2ϕR,d−2,2‖L(Xd,L2)

+ (p − 2)‖AQd−2,2ϕR,d−2,2‖L(Xd,L2) + p‖AQd−2,2ϕR,d−2,2 −AQd−2,2ϕR,d−2,p‖L(Xd,L2)

)

.

Considering the support of (Qd−2,2ϕR)
p−2, we see the first term is lower bounded by ‖(−∆ +

1)−1 ◦ (VQd−2,2ϕR,d−2,2χBc
2R
)‖Xd

> 0. And the negative part is op→2(1) due to the boundedness and

continuity from Lemma C.1 and Lemma C.2 (1). So this estimate indicates the discontinuity. �

C.2. For u = Qα,p. Now we discuss the boundness, compactness and continuity of Vu,α,p and Au,α,p

for u with better bound than Xd. In the main text, u will be taken as Qα,p. Besides, here we will
not restrict to spaces of radial functions.

Lemma C.4. For d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, (α, p) ∈ Ωd and q ∈ (1,∞). For u ∈ L2 ∩ L∞, we have

(1) Vu,α,p : L
q → Lq is bounded.

(2) If in addition u ∈ C0, then Vu,α,p : W
1,q → Lq is compact.

(3) Au,α,p : L
q → Lq is bounded.

(4) If in addition u ∈W 1,r for r ∈ (1,∞), then Au,α,p : L
q → Lq is compact.

Proof. (1) Using Hölder inequality, we estimate the L∞ norm of Vu,α,p as a function

‖Vu,α,p‖L∞ ≤ ‖| · |−α ∗ |u|p‖L∞‖|u|p−2‖L∞

≤ ‖| · |−α‖L1+L∞‖|u|p‖L1∩L∞‖u‖p−2
L∞ .d,α,p,‖u‖

L2∩L∞
1

This immediately implies that Vu,α,p : L
q → Lq is bounded for any q ∈ (1,∞).

(2) Moreover, when u ∈ C0, we claim that the function Vu,α,p vanishes at infinity and is uniformly
continuous: for every ǫ > 0, there exists δ > 0 such that

|Vu,α,p(x)− Vu,α,p(y)| ≤ ǫ, ∀ |x− y| ≤ δ. (C.20)

Indeed, the vanishing comes from u ∈ L∞ and | · |−α ∗ |u|p decays at infinity since | · |−α ∈ L1 +L∞

and |u|p ∈ L1 ∩L∞. The uniform continuity of Vu,α,p then follows its local continuity which comes
from u ∈ C0.

Now we prove the compactness via Fréchet-Kolmogorov compactness theorem. Let {fn}n ⊂W 1,q

be a bounded sequence. Then {Vu,α,pfn} is uniformly bounded in Lq from the argument above.
We need to show {Vu,α,pfn}n is equicontinuous and uniformly localized in Lq. Indeed,
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• Equicontinuous: For h ∈ R
d, (C.20) indicates

‖(Vu,α,pfn)(· + h)− Vu,α,pfn‖Lq

≤‖(Vu,α,p(·+ h)− Vu,α,p)fn(·+ h)‖Lq + ‖Vu,α,p(fn(·+ h)− fn)‖Lq

≤‖fn‖Lq · oh→0(1) + ‖Vu,α,p‖L∞‖fn‖W 1,q |h| = oh→0(1)

• Uniform localization: since Vu,α,p vanishes at infinity,

‖Vu,α,pfn‖Lq(Bc
R
) ≤ ‖Vu,α,p‖L∞(Bc

R
)‖fn‖Lq = oR→∞(1).

So Fréchet-Kolmogorov compactness theorem verifies the precompactness.

(3) We divide two cases for boundedness. When q ∈ (1, 2d
d−α ), boundedness follows

‖Au,α,pf‖Lq ≤
∥

∥| · |−α ∗ |u|p−2uf
∥

∥

L(
1
q − d−α

2d )
−1

∥

∥|u|p−1
∥

∥

L
2d

d−α

.d,α ‖f‖Lq

∥

∥|u|p−1
∥

∥

2

L
2d

d−α
.d,α,p ‖f‖Lq .

(C.21)

And when q ≥ 2d
d−α > 2, we estimate as

‖Au,α,pf‖Lq ≤
∥

∥| · |−α ∗ |u|p−2uf
∥

∥

L2q

∥

∥|u|p−1
∥

∥

L2q

.d,α ‖f‖Lq

∥

∥|u|p−1
∥

∥

L(
d−α
d

− 1
2q )

−1

∥

∥|u|p−1
∥

∥

L2q .d,α,p ‖f‖Lq .
(C.22)

(4) Again, take a bounded sequence {fn}n ⊂ Lq. We verify the equicontinuity and uniform
localization of {Au,α,pfn}n to confirm compactness of Au,α,p.

• Equicontinuous: We first prove a pointwise estimate: for any x, h ∈ R
d, α ∈ (0, d),

∣

∣|x+ h|−α − |x|−α
∣

∣ .d,α |h|β(d,α)
(

|x+ h|−α−β(d,α) + |x|−α−β(d,a)
)

, (C.23)

where

β(d, α) = min{1,
d− α

2
}.

Indeed, when |x| ≥ 2|h|, we have

∣

∣|x+ h|−α − |x|−α
∣

∣ ≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ 1

0

1

−α
|x+ th|−α−2(x+ th) · hdt

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ α−1

(

1

2
|x|

)−α−1

|h| .d,α |x|−α−β |h|β .

And when |x| < 2|h|, we have max{|x|, |x + h|} ≤ 3|h|, so
∣

∣|x+ h|−α − |x|−α
∣

∣ ≤ |x+ h|−α + |x|−α ≤
(

|x+ h|−α−β + |x|−α−β
)

|3h|β .

For any h ∈ R
d,

‖(Au,α,pfn)(·+ h)−Au,α,pfn‖Lq

≤
∥

∥[(| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2ufn))(· + h)− (| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2ufn))(·)](|u|
p−2u)(·+ h)

∥

∥

Lq (C.24)

+
∥

∥(| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2ufn))[(|u|
p−2u)(·+ h)− (|u|p−2u)]

∥

∥

Lq . (C.25)

We will show that (C.24) and (C.25) are oh→0(1) uniformly for fn bounded in Lq, which
verifies equicontinuity. From

∥

∥(|u|p−2u)(·+ h)− (|u|p−2u)
∥

∥

Lr .p ‖u‖
p−2
L∞ ‖∇u‖Lr |h|, r ∈ (1,∞),
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the term (C.25) is estimated as (C.15) and (C.22) to be oh→0(1). And from (C.23),
∣

∣(| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2ufn))(x+ h)− (| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2ufn))(x)
∣

∣

.d,α|h|
β
[
∣

∣

∣
(| · |−α−β ∗ (|u|p−2ufn))(x + h)

∣

∣

∣
+
∣

∣

∣
(| · |−α−β ∗ (|u|p−2ufn))(x)

∣

∣

∣

]

.

Note that α+ β ∈ (0, d) and β > 0, we can similarly bound (C.24) to be oh→0(1).
• Uniform localization: Estimate as (C.21) and (C.22),

‖Au,α,pfn‖Lq(Bc
R
) = ‖(| · |−α ∗ (|u|p−2ufn))|uχBc

R
|p−1‖Lq

.d,α







‖fn‖Lq‖|u|p−1‖
L

2d
d−α

‖|u|p−1‖
L

2d
d−α (Bc

R
)

q ∈ (1, 2d
d−α),

‖fn‖Lq‖|u|p−1‖
L(

d−α
d

− 1
2q )

−1‖|u|p−1‖L2q(Bc
R
) q ∈ [ 2d

d−α ,∞)

= oR→∞(1).

�

The following miscellaneous estimates will be used in proving Proposition 5.1 and Theorem 1.8
in §5.

Lemma C.5. For d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, there exists δ > 0 such that the following statements hold. For
(α, p) ∈ Ωd,δ, u0, u ∈ L2 ∩ L∞ and u0 positive and radially decreasing, we have

‖Vu0,d−2,2u0 − Vu,α,pu‖
L

2d
d−2

.d,δ,u0 o|α−(d−2)|+|p−2|→0(1) + ‖u0 − u‖
L2∩L

2d
d−2

(C.26)

‖Vu0,d−2,2 − Vu,α,p‖L∞ .d,δ,u0 o|α−(d−2)|+|p−2|+‖u−u0‖L2∩L∞→0(1) (C.27)

‖Au0,d−2,2 −Au,α,p‖L2→L2 .d,δ,u0 o|α−(d−2)|+|p−2|→0(1) + ‖u− u0‖L2∩L∞ . (C.28)

Proof. The proof of these inequalities are like those in Lemma C.2, with main difference comes
from the choice of norms since we have better control of u0 and u this time. So we only sketch the
proof.

(1) Proof of (C.26). It suffices to show the following two estimates:

‖Vu0,d−2,2 − Vu0,d−2,p‖L∞ .d,δ,u0 o|p−2|→0(1) (C.29)

‖Vu0,d−2,p − Vu0,α,p‖L∞ .d,δ ‖u0‖
2p−2
L2∩L∞ · o|α−(d−2)|→0(1) (C.30)

‖Vu0,α,pu0 − Vu,α,pu‖
L

2d
d−2

.d,δ ‖u0 − u‖
L2∩L

2d
d−2

(

‖u0‖
2p−1
L2∩L∞ + ‖u‖2p−1

L2∩L∞

)

(C.31)

Inequality (C.29) is exactly included in the proof of (C.10) in Lemma C.2 (3) (where we utilize
the positive and radially decreasing of u). For (C.30), we adjust the exponents in proving (C.11):

‖Vu0,d−2,p − Vu0,α,p‖L∞ ≤ ‖|u0|
p−2‖L∞

∥

∥

∥
(| · |−(d−2) − | · |−α) ∗ |u0|

p
∥

∥

∥

L∞

≤ ‖u0‖
p−2
L∞ ‖| · |−(d−2) − | · |−α‖L1+L∞‖u0‖

p
Lp∩L∞ ≤ ‖u0‖

2p−2
L2∩L∞ · o|α−(d−2)|→0(1)

And for (C.31), it can be deduced easily from Hölder and Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev estimates like
(C.6).

(2) Proof of (C.26). Given (C.29) and (C.30), we only need to estimate

‖Vu0,α,p − Vu,α,p‖L∞ ≤ ‖(| · |−α ∗ (|u0|
p − |u|p))|u0|

p−2‖L∞ + ‖(| · |−α ∗ |u|p)(|u0|
p−2 − |u|p−2)‖L∞ .

The only tricky part is the second term, where we take an M > ‖u0‖L∞ and let R(M) be such that
BR(M) = {u ≥M−1}. Then when ‖u0 − u‖L∞ is bounded, we have

‖(| · |−α ∗ |u|p)(|u0|
p−2 − |u|p−2)‖L∞(Bc

R(M)
) = oM→∞(1)
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due to the vanishing of | · |−α ∗ |u|p at infinity. And suppose ‖u0 − u‖L∞ ≤ M−2, we can estimate
the L∞(BR(M)) part using

||u0|
p−2 − |u|p−2| = |u0|

p−2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1−

(

1−
|u0| − |u|

|u0|

)p−2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

.δ ‖u0‖
p−2
L∞ |p− 2|

|u0 − u|

M−1
.

(3) Proof of (C.28). This is almost the same as (C.4)-(C.6) using perturbation of (C.2). �
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[5] H. Berestycki and P.-L. Lions, Existence d’ondes solitaires dans des problemes nonlinéaires du type Klein-
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radial data, Journal de mathématiques pures et appliquées, 91 (2009), pp. 49–79.
[27] V. Moroz and J. Van Schaftingen, Groundstates of nonlinear choquard equations: existence, qualitative

properties and decay asymptotics, Journal of Functional Analysis, 265 (2013), pp. 153–184.
[28] , A guide to the choquard equation, Journal of Fixed Point Theory and Applications, 19 (2017), pp. 773–813.
[29] W.-M. Ni and R. D. Nussbaum, Uniqueness and nonuniqueness for positive radial solutions of ∆u+f(u, r) = 0,

Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 38 (1985), pp. 67–108.
[30] S. I. Pekar, Untersuchungen über die elektronentheorie der kristalle, Akademie Verlag, Berlin, (1954).
[31] L. P. Pitaevskii, Vortex lines in an imperfect bose gas, Sov. Phys. JETP, 13 (1961), pp. 451–454.
[32] D. Ruiz, A priori estimates and existence of positive solutions for strongly nonlinear problems, Journal of

Differential Equations, 199 (2004), pp. 96–114.
[33] J. Seok, Limit profiles and uniqueness of ground states to the nonlinear choquard equations, Advances in Non-

linear Analysis, 8 (2019), pp. 1083–1098.
[34] M. Souto et al., A priori estimates and existence of positive solutions of nonlinear cooperative elliptic systems,

Differential and Integral Equations, 8 (1995), pp. 1245–1258.
[35] T. Tao, Nonlinear dispersive equations: local and global analysis, no. 106, American Mathematical Soc., 2006.
[36] Z. Tao, Threshold solutions for the focusing generalized hartree equations, in preparation.
[37] P. Tod and I. M. Moroz, An analytical approach to the schrödinger-newton equations, Nonlinearity, 12 (1999),

p. 201.
[38] J. Wei and M. Winter, Strongly interacting bumps for the schrödinger–newton equations, Journal of Mathe-

matical Physics, 50 (2009), p. 012905.
[39] M. I. Weinstein, Nonlinear Schrödinger equations and sharp interpolation estimates, Communications in Math-

ematical Physics, 87 (1983), pp. 567–576.
[40] C.-L. Xiang, Uniqueness and nondegeneracy of ground states for choquard equations in three dimensions, Cal-

culus of Variations and Partial Differential Equations, 55 (2016), pp. 1–25.

DPMMS, University of Cambridge, Cambridge, UK

Email address: zl486@cam.ac.uk

39


	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries for the Choquard equation
	3. A priori estimates for the model case
	4. A priori estimates for the Choquard equation
	5. Non-degeneracy and Uniqueness
	Appendix A. A computational lemma
	Appendix B. A refined implicit function theorem
	Appendix C. Properties of V, A and Regularity of F
	References

