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ABSTRACT. We consider the following semilinear elliptic equation on a

strip:
Au—u+uP =0in RVN=1 x (0,L),
u>0,%%=0o0ndRN"!x(0,L1))

where 1 < p < % When 1 < p < %, it is shown that there exists a

unique L, > 0 such that for L < L,, the least energy solution is trivial,
i.e., doesn’t depend on zy, and for L > L., the least energy solution

is nontrivial. When N > 4,p = %, it is shown that there are two

numbers L, < L., such that the least energy solution is trivial when
L < L., the least energy solution is nontrivial when L € (L, L], and
the least energy solution does not exist when L > L,,. A connection
with Delaunay surfaces in CMC theory is also made.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we consider the following semilinear elliptic equation on a
strip
Au—u+uP =0in RN"! x (0, L),
(1.1) Qu — 0 on (RN x (0,L)),
u>0, ue HY(RY! x (0, L)).
Here we assume that
N +2
N -2

N>21<p< iftN>3and 1l <p<+4o0if N =2
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and v is the outer normal derivative.
The motivation of this study stems of the work of Dancer on new solutions
to for the following simple superlinear problem

(1.2) Au—u+u? =0in RY, u>0p>1.

If u(z) — 0 as |z| — +o0, then the classical work of Gidas-Ni-Nirenberg
[12] shows that w must be radially symmetric with respect to one point and
thus (L.2)) is reduced to an ODE. On the other hand, there are less known
results on solutions to (L2) which do not decay in all directions. Dancer
[6] first constructed solutions to (L2)) that are periodic in one direction and
decays in all the other directions, via local bifurcation arguments. They form
a one-parameter family of solutions which are periodic in the z variable and
originate from the decaying solutions of (L2) in RY¥=!. We briefly outline
Dancer’s idea: Let T > 0 be the period and consider

Au—u+uP=0in RV, u >0,
(1.3) / , ; /
{ wz, oy +T) =u(r,zn),u(r,zy) = 0 as |z | = +o0

where we denote ' = (z1,...,xn_1). Dancer then used T as the bifurcation
parameter and found a critical value T} such that for T = T}, the linearized
problem at the lower dimensional decaying solutions has an eigenvalue zero
with eigenfunctions decaying in 2. Then using the Crandall-Rabinowitz
bifurcation theory, near T, a new solution (different from lower dimensional
solution) bifurcates.

In [I0], these periodic solutions are called Dancer’s solutions and they
are the building blocks for more complicated “2k-ends” solutions. In [22],
Dancer’s solutions are also used to build three ends solutions to the problem
in entire space. In fact, geometrically, Dancer’s solutions corresponds to the
so-called Delaunay solution in CMC theory [§]. We will comment on this
later. Therefore it becomes natural to study the solution structure of (ITl).

Problem (1)) also arises naturally in the study of some nonlinear elliptic
equations in an expanding annuli:

Au—u+uP =0in BR+L\BR7

u> 0,2 =0 on d(Bryr\Br),
where R — 400 and L is fixed. The limiting equation of (L4]) as R — +o0
becomes (LT).

We note that the corresponding expanding annuli Dirichlet problem
{ Au — u+u? =01in BR+L\BRa

(1.4)

(1.5) u>0,u=0on d(Brir\Br),

has been studied by many authors, see [4], [5], [7], [I7], [I8], [19], [23] and the
references therein. We are not aware of any study on (L4]). Note that (T4
is different from (LH). Indeed, (I.4]) admits solutions that are nonzero and
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lower dimensional, i.e. don’t depend on xy-direction. The issue, therefore, is
to understand when and how solutions that are not lower dimensional exist.
By suitable scaling (LI]) becomes
Au— L*u+wP =01in X := RV x (0,1),
% —0ond%, u>0, ue H(D).
Here L is the parameter. In this paper, we consider the existence or non-
existence as well as nature of least energy solutions. More precisely, let

Vul? + L*u?
(1.7) o(L):= inf Js([Vul* + L2
u€H(X),uz0 (fz up+1)m

(1.6)

Our main concerns are:
Q1: Is ¢(L) attained?
Q2: Is ¢(L) attained by a nontrivial solution?
Q3: Is the least energy solution nondegenerate?

Here, a trivial solution is understood to mean that the solution does not
depend on zy. Note that for p < %—J_r;; iftN>4and 1 <p<+4ooif N =2,3,
such trivial solutions of (.G always exist. Indeed, a ground state solution
([21-[3]) in RN~ yields such a “trivial solution”.

Our main theorem is

Theorem 1.1. (1) Ifp < %22 when N > 3 and p < 400 when N = 2, then
there exists a unique L, such that for L < L, c¢(L) is attained by a trivial
solution and for L > L., c¢(L) is attained by a nontrivial solution.

(2) There exist Ly > L. such that the least energy solution is unique and
nondegenerate for any L > Ls.

(3) If N > 4,p = %, then there exists two positive constants L, < L.,
such that for L < L., ¢(L) is attained by a trivial solution; for L € (L, L..],

c(L) is attained by a nontrivial solution; for L > L., c(L) is not attained.

Remark: The number L* can be computed as follows: Let wgy be the unique
ground state solution in RY~1

(1.8) Awy — wo + wh =0, wy = wo(|z'|) > 0,wy € H'(RV).
(See [2], [15].) Let Ay be the unique principal eigenvalue of

(1.9) Ajp—¢+pwh o= M\o, ¢ € H(RYT).
Then we have
(1.10) J—

VAL
When N = 2, we can compute explicitly (see [9])

_(=Dp+3)
(1.11) M=
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In fact, we can say more about the properties of the minimizers and the
asymptotic behaviors of ¢(L) as L — 0 or L — 4oo. The asymptotic
behavior of the least energy solution when L — L, is given in the appendix.

Even though Theorem [[.Tlis a purely PDE result, this result has a striking
analogy in the theory of constant mean curvature (CMC) surface in R3.

CMC surfaces in R? are equilibria for the area functional subjected to
an enclosed volume constraint. It arises in many physical and variational
problems. Over the past two decades a great deal of progress was achieved
in understanding complete CMC surfaces and their moduli spaces. Spheres
(zero end) and round cylinders are the first examples of CMC surfaces. (See
Alexandrov’s [I].) Properly embedded CMC surfaces with nonzero mean
curvature were classified by Delaunay [§]. These are CMC rotation surfaces,
called unduloids (having genus zero and two ends). These surfaces are derived
from two 1-parameter families: one of the family being unduloids with neck
radius 7 € (0, 1] and the other being a family of non-embedded surface called
nodoids that can be parameterized by the neck radius 7 € (0, o).

In very much an analogous way, our solutions in Theorem [I.T] are param-
eterized by the length L. When L — +o00, these solutions become spikes at
the center and correspond to the Delaunay surface that are obtained when
7 — 0. On the other hand, when L — L, our solution corresponds to De-
launay solution when 7 — % One good way to think of this analogy is the
level sets of u. (See [10] for more explanations.) In [10], del Pino-Kowalczyk-
Pacard-Wei used the least energy solution near L* and Toda systems to build
more complicated even-ended solutions of (I.2)) in R?, while in [22], Malchiodi
used the least energy solution near +oo to build Y —shaped solutions.

We conjecture that the least energy solution form a continuous family as
L goes from L, to +oo.

After the paper was completed, we learned from Prof. M. Esteban that
problem (L8] is also related to the study of Cafferalli-Kohn-Nirenberg in-
equality and it is studied in the work of Dolbeault, Esteban, Loss and Taran-
tello [11].

This paper is organized as follows: we prove (1), (2) and (3) of Theorem [T
in Sections 2,3 and 4 respectively. In Appendix A, we prove some technical
estimates used in Section 4 while in Appendix B we study the asymptotic
behavior of least energy solutions when L — L,.

Acknowledgments: Part of this research was completed while the first
author was visiting the University of Chicago. The research of the second
author is partially supported by a General Research Fund from RGC of
Hong Kong. The second author thanks CAMS, EHESS for the hospitality
he received during his visit in June, 2009.
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2. THE SUBCRITICAL CASE: PROOF OF (1) OF THEOREM 1.1

In this section, we study (L.6) for the subcritical case, i.e., 1 < p < ¥£2 if

N—2
N >3 and 1 < p < +oo when N = 2. We begin with

Lemma 2.1. For any Ly > 0, there exists a constant C, independent of
L < Ly, such that for any solution of (1.6) we have

(2.1) u<C.

Proof. This follows from standard blowing-up argument. For the sake of
completeness, we include a short proof here. Suppose (2.1)) were not true.
Then, there would exist a sequence of functions u; and L; < Ly such that
M; = sup,y, u;(z) = +o00. Without loss of generality, we may assume that
M; = ui(x;), x; = (O/,xi,N). Indeed, for fixed i, there exists a sequence of
points z¥ such that u;(z) — sups u; as k — +oo. Then let af = ((z})", 2F )
and define u¥(x) = u; (2’ +(2*), x5). Then, using standard elliptic estimates,
one can strike out a sequence uf converging to u$® as k — +oo. We may
then replace w; by u® (which we call u; again). Then, u; is a solution of
(L) and there exists x; = (0', 2%) such that u;(x;) = maxs u; ;== M;.
Then we perform a classical blow up analysis. Set

_p1 2
(2:2) =M 7 uly) = & Tuila + ).
Then it is easy to see that v;(y) satisfies

TN L; — TN

Av; — L2v; + 0 = 0in X = RV ! x ( : ).
€; €;

Now we extend v; to RY be periodic extension. We still denote the periodic
extension as v;. Then, up to extraction of a subsequence, v;(y) — vo(y) in
C2 (RY), and vy satisfies the equation

loc
Avg +vh =0 in RY 1y(0) = 1.
However, this is clearly impossible by the result of Gidas-Spruck [13]. O

As a corollary, we have

Corollary 2.2. There ezists a L, > 0 such for L < L, ¢(L) is achieved
only by trivial solutions.

Proof. Certainly by Sobolev embedding theorem and Steiner’s symmetriza-
tion, a minimizer which is symmetric in 2" to ¢(L) exists. We call it u;. Now

consider the function ¢ = %. Then ¢ satisfies

(2.3) Ap— L*¢+pul '¢=0in %, ¢ =0 on .

As L — 0, since uy, is uniformly bounded by Lemma 2.1 and by the same
argument as in the proof of Lemma 2.1, we conclude that sup,cy, ur, — 0.
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On the other hand, since ¢ € H}(X), by Poincare’s inequality

(2.4) c [1o7 < [ 1vor

for some positive constant C'.
Multiplying (2.3]) by ¢, we obtain using (2.4])

(2.5) p[ater= [vererr [ec [ o

This is impossible if ¢ # 0, for L small enough since sup,y, u;, — 0. There-
fore for L small enough, 3” = 0 and uy, is independent of xy. U
Let us denote by ¢*(L) the energy level of the trivial solutions, i.e., solu-
tions depending on z only. By a simple computation, we see that
g (N=1)(p=1)

(2.6) (L) =L P
where vy is generic constant (independent of L). Certainly ¢(L) < ¢*(L).

Lemma 2.3. As L — +oo, L_ﬁuL(L_ly) — w(y) where w(y) is the
unique solution of
2.7) Aw —w+wP =0 in RY,

' w >0 in RN, w(0) = max,cpy w(y), w(y) — 0 as |y| = +oo

In fact, uy, has only one local mazimum point P, on 0%.

Proof. By Schwarz spherical rearrangement with respect to ' and Steiner
monotone increasing rearrangement in xy, after a shift of the origin and
a change xy to —xy if needed, we see that wuy is radially symmetric in
« and monotone increasing in xy. Therefore, there exists a unique point
Py = (0, 1) where uy, achieves a maximum. Let v (y) = L_%UL(PO—FL_ly).
Then vy, satisfies

Avr, — g, —FU;Z =0 in Xp,vp € HI(ZL)
where ¥, = RV~ x (=L, 0). Simple computations show that

p—1 N(p—1)

(2.5) o(n) = ([t = Eai

Since w decays exponentially, we can use a cut-off of w to be a test function
and derive that

N(p—1)

(2.9) c(L) < (%/ wPtt + O(L‘l))i_ﬂ[?_ T
RN

for L >> 1. We conclude that [, v?™ is bounded and hence the H(¥;)
norm of vy is bounded. Consequently, standard arguments show that as
L — +o0, v(y) — w(y). O
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The following lemma gives part of (1) of Theorem [L1]

Lemma 2.4. Let Ly be such that ¢(Lg) < ¢*(Lgy). Then for any L > Ly, it
holds that c(L) < c¢*(L).

Proof. Since ¢(Lg) < ¢*(Lyg), ¢(Lp) is attained by a nontrivial solution, which
we call vo(z', ). Thus, vy satisfies

(2.10) Avg — Livg +vh = 0 in .

Note that since vy is nontrivial, we have

(2.11) /vg,m > 0.
%

Now let us consider the following transformation:

’ ’ L
(2.12) u(zr ,xy) = )\P%lvo()\:z ,Ty), where A = T
0
A simple computation shows that u(z) satisfies
(2.13) Au— L*u+uP + (A — ugyey = 0.
Hence

(2.14) /E(|Vu|2+L2u2):/Eup+1—()\2—1)/z|um|2.

Now, since A > 1, we derive the following sequence of inequalities
Js(IVul? + L*u?)
(J w7
< / WY ER = NS / et
2 b

IS 0 (L) = (L),

c(L)

<

The following inequality may be of independent interest.

Lemma 2.5. Let uy, be a least energy solution to ¢(L). Then it holds
(Jy ule)®
fz UIEH
Proof. This follows from the variational characterizations of uy. In fact, let

(VU + LPu?)

(Jpurtt)7es

(2.15) / (Ve + L2 — pu 2] + (o — 1) > 0,p € H'(3).

Qfu]
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and p(t) = Qug + tp] for any ¢ € H'(X). Since p(t) > p(0) for any ¢,

)
p (0)=0,p"(0) > 0. Note that
/(|V(UL +to) > + L*(ur, + tp)?)
>
- /E(|V“L|2 + L*u) + Qt/E(VULVSO + LuLp) +752/2(|Vs0|2 + L%

= /u’;rl+2t/ui<p+t2/(\Vg0|2+L2ap2)
Y P P
+1 _
[t = [+ o [+ T [t o)
¥ Y Y

b

Then that p"(0) > 0 is equivalent to

216 [U1V6F + L) — il )+ - 1>(%% >0,

U
The next result is a corollary of inequality (ZI5]).

Lemma 2.6. Let up, be a least energy solution of ¢(L) and Ao(ur) be the
second eigenvalue of

(2.17) Ap—L*¢+pul "o+ Xp=0in %, ? =0 on I0X.
v

Then, necessarily
(2.18) Ao(ur) > 0.
Proof. Recall that by the Courant-Fisher-Weyl formula, one has

2.19 Ay = inf [ [(|Ve]” + L*¢%) — pul '¢7].
(2.19) 2= B e o2, /Z [(IVel® + L7¢7%) —pul 7]
Then by choosing V' = span{u} } in ([2.19) and using (2.15]), we derive that
A2 > 0. U

Completion of proof of (1) of Theorem [I.1k Let
L, =sup{Llc(l) = c*(I) for L € (0, L)}.

By Corollary 2.2, we see that 0 < L,. Now from Lemma 2.3, it follows that
L, < 4o0. Indeed, for L large, we have by (Z9) and Lemma 2.3, ¢(L) ~

(p— o (N=1)(p—1)

L2 while ¢*(L) ~ L2 5+, Certainly, for | < L., ¢(l) = ¢*(I) and
w is trivial. By Lemma 2.4 ¢(L) < ¢*(L) for L > L.
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We now claim that L* = \/L/\—l In fact, by separation of variables, the

second eigenvalue of the following eigenvalue problem
0
(2.20) A —L*¢+puwb ' ¢+ Xp=01n %, 8—¢ =0 on 0%
v

is
(2.21) Ao =72 — L*\; > 0.

By Lemma 2.6 L* < \/% On the other hand, if L* > \/L/\fl, then by

T

Lemma [2.4] wq is a minimizer of ¢, when L is close to - But it is easy to
see that wy loses its stability exactly at L = —= by 210).

3. THE SUBCRITICAL CASE: THE PROOF OF (2) OF THEOREM [I1]

In this section, we prove the uniqueness and nondegeneracy of the least
energy solutions for L — +o0.
First we recall

Lemma 3.1. Let w be the least energy solution of
(3.1) Aw —w+wP =0,w > 0,w e H'(RY).
Then w s nondegenerate, 1.e.,

o1y ow ow

(3.2) Ker (A — 1+ pwP™") = span {0y1 s ayN}

Proof. The result is well-known. By the clasical result of Gidas-Ni-Nirenberg
[12], w is radially symmetric. The nondegeneracy follows from the uniqueness
result of Kwong [I5]. See Lemma A.3 of [25]. Here we include a short
and self-contained new proof of nondegeneracy using only property of least
energy. This part is of independent interest, but it is restricted to the power
nonlinearity.

Let w = w(r) be a radial least energy solution of (Z.7)). By the same proof
as in Lemma 2.6] Ay, (w) > 0, where Ay, denotes the second eigenvalue in
the radial class. It remains to show that Ay, (w) > 0. Suppose Ay, = 0 and
let ¢(r) be the corresponding eigenfunction, i.e.

(3:3) Ap—¢+pu'™ ' =0,¢=¢(r) € H(R").

Then the characterization of the second eigenfunction implies that ¢ changes
sign once. So we may assume that ¢ < 0 for r < rg and ¢ > 0 for r > ry.
Now as in Kwong-Zhang [16] we consider the function

(3.4) n(r) =rw — pw.
Then 7 satisfies
(3.5) An—n+pwP'n=2w— (2+ B(p—1))uw’.
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We choose (3 such that 1 = (1+@)w”_l(ro), hence 2w— (24 5(p—1))w? <
0 for r < rg and 2w — (2 + B(p — 1))w? > 0 for r > r.
Multiplying (3.3]) by n and ([B.3) by 7, we arrive at

(3.6) Q2w — (24 B(p—1))w") =0

RN

which is impossible by the property of ¢. Thus ¢ = 0 and this completes the
proof. O
Let us now prove the nondegeneracy of the least energy solution when L

is large. By the rescaling wy = L_%UL((O, 1)+ L™'y), it is enough to show
that the only solutions to

(3.7) Ap—¢+puwllop=0¢€ H(Z)

are &”P,j =1,..,N —1. Here ¥ = R¥"! x (=L,0). We may assume that

(3.8) gb

Suppose there is a nonzero solution ¢ to (B.7)-(B.8). We may assume that
|pllL = 1. Since w;, — w(y) as L — oo, we conclude that pw? ™' < 1 for
y € Br(0)NXg. Thus [¢(y)| < maxyep, o) |Ple V2 =R S5 the maximum
point of |¢| must occur in Byg(0). Lettmg L — 400, we have that ¢ — ¢
which satisfies

(3.9)  Age — o + P’ s = 0, ¢oo Y _0,j=1,...,N—1.

0y,

By Lemma [B.T], ¢oo =c aayljv = c“’—lyN We have seen that 0o attains its
The proof of uniqueness of least energy solution when L 1s large is similar

to that of nondegeneracy. In fact, suppose that there are two least energy

solutions uz and u; to (LH). We may assume that both uy and u; attain

their maximum at (0,1). Suppose that uy # u;. Then letting w(y) :=

i 2 i
L7 Tug((0,1) + L7y), wi(y) = L7 ((0,1) + L)), én(y) = wr(y) -
wi (), we see that ¢, satisfies

(3.10) Ap—p+V(y)p=0¢€H (I

where V(y) = wi=)” - Gince V(y) — pwP~(y) as L — +oo and Ve (0) =

wr,—
0, the rest of the proof is exactly the same as before. We omit the details.
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4. THE CRITICAL EXPONENT CASE: THE PROOF OF (3) OF THEOREM

[L.1]

In this section, we assume that p = ¥+2 We consider two cases: L is

—2
small and L is large

4.1. Critical exponent case I: L small. It is well-known (see [13]) that
the solutions to the following problem

(4.1) Au+uv2 =0in RN, 4> 0
are given by
(4.2) U.o = en(o— )T

e+ |z —al?
for some € > 0 and a € RV.
Let

Jan [VULo 2 s,
N—-2 2

Xz N
(fRN Ul ?)~
We have the following lemma, whose proof follows from classical “concentration-

(4.3) S =

)7 S,

N —

=

compactness” principle of P.L. Lions [20], [21].
Lemma 4.1. Let p = % If
(4.4) (L)< S
then c¢(L) is attained.

As a Corollary, we have
Corollary 4.2. Let N > 4. Then for L sufficiently small, ¢(L) is attained.
Proof. We just need to verify (4.4) for L small. Now we compute

2N
(4.5) / U
»
_2N_ €
- 7 [
(/ ! dy'dt
v (L+ 2+ [y PN
v ) 1
— CW/ 1+¢ —NT*dt/ S
A A Y S e

2N 1 EN 1 ’
4.6) = cn’ / ———dy — — ———dy +o(e)].
(16) = ex [RN TP Y ™ W o Gy 7o)
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Similarly

(4.7) / VU, o> = & (N — 2)/ VU, o|*dy
b)) RN

+

1 ’ EN(N — 2) 1 ’
2 N-2 2 N
— — Ay ey ————— —————dy +0 .
Cn€ / . (1 ‘y/|2)N—1 Yy TCn N / . (1 ‘y/|2)N Y (6 )

On the other hand, for N > 5,

1
4.8 U2:2/#N—2:22/ -4
a9 [V G = 4 [ e

Thus for N > 5

o) < BTVl + LPU2) Ay = Boc™* 1 2o + O() Ay
— - — 1

T (U (Do +O(eM)) 5 pg

if L is small and € is small. Here
(4.9)

1 , o
A = 2 B == 2 —d — 2 D _ N3
0 /Rﬁ ‘VU1,0| ) 0 CN /RNl (1 + |y/|2)N_1 y 7CO /]RN Ul,(]? 0 Rf ULO

+

Applying Lemma (1), for L small, ¢(L) is attained (possibly by a trivial

solution).
For N = 4, we have
1 1 /
4.10 U2, = cxe’l —/ ———d
( ) /E €,0 Cn€ 108 € Jan-1 (1+ |y/|2)2 Yy
Similar arguments as before show that ¢(L) < S 1 for L small. O

Remark: In fact, Corollary 4.2 is also true for N > 3. Another proof is to
use the inequality ¢(L) < ¢*(L).

4.2. Critical exponent case II: L large. The main theorem in this section
is the following

Theorem 4.3. For L large, ¢(L) is not attained.

We first assume that N > 5. Later on we will show how one can modify
the arguments to deal with the case of N = 4.

We prove it by contradiction. Suppose that ¢(L) is attained by some up,
for a sequence of L = L; — +00. Note that the computations of Corollary
(4.2 show that

(4.11) c(L)<S

=
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We claim that ¢(L) is attained for all L. In fact, let L < L; for some L;.
Then we have

2 2,,2
(4.12) ¢(L) < Jo(Vus, "+ Lui,) ¢(L;) < S..
(fouhh)om :

By Lemma 1], ¢(L) is attained.
By Steiner symmetrization, we may assume that u; is symmetric in 2’
and increasing in xy.

We rescale @, = L_ﬁuL(L_ly) and obtain that
- sz(|VﬁL|2 + ﬁ%)

C(L> ~ 2 < Sl
(sz ui+1)p+1 2
where X, = R¥™! x (0, L). This implies that
(4.13) [ vupray<c [ at<c
XL XL

We claim that 4; must blow up. If not, by taking a subsequence of L
and extending iy, to RV™! x (=L, L), we see that vy converges to a positive
solution of

N+2 1N
Av—v+ovv—2 =0,v€ H(RY)
which is impossible. In fact we have that

g 0)F () = Vil
in C}

2.(RY) as L — oo.
Let € be such that

(4.14) ar(0)=¢ "z
and set
(4.15) vly) = €7 iir(ey).
Then it is easy to see that v, satisfies
. Ve — v+ 0P =01n g,ﬁ:OOHZQ
(4.16) A 2 P=0in % g
€ 1% €

and that v.(y) = Ui o(y) in C2.(RY).
We now require the following crucial estimate.

Lemma 4.4.

(4.17) ve(y) < ¢

(L+ly)™=
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Proof. The derivation of this estimate follows exactly the proof of Theorem
2.1 of [14]. In fact, our situation is simpler as there is no need to straighten

the boundary (see [14]). O
Let V. be the unique solution of the following linear problem
N+2 V.
(4.18) AV, — V. + U2 =0 in Sy, 5, —Oon O L.
’ € % €
Now we decompose
‘/e = UI,O — Pe
Then we have
AQOE - €2Q05 + €2U170 =01in ZQ,
(4.19) { 4 6[6111/,() on 0.
Let us set
(4.20) pe = E00(Y) + Pen

where ¢ is the unique solution of the following problem
(4.21)  Apo+Uioly) = 0 in RY, wo(y) = ¢o(lyl), po — 0 as [y| — +oo

Note that since

C
(1 + |y[)N=2
where N — 2 > 2, there exists a unique solution to (Z.2T]).
Then ¢, satisfies

{ Ape 1 — 62%,1 - €4s00(y) =01in Z%,

2t = 2lUso — ()] on 9%

Uip(y) <

(4.22)

We claim that

Lemma 4.5.

1
4. ) CelN 2 )
(4.23) ol < O o)
Now we let
(4.24) Ve(y) = Ve(y) + ¢e(y)

Then ¢, satisfies

N+2 N+2
(4.25) Ape — E¢e + (Ve + ¢) 32 — Uy 7 =0in Xz,
' % =0on 0¥

We also claim that
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Lemma 4.6.

(4.26) 6u(y)| < C—

(1+y2)™

Postponing the proofs of Lemma (4.5]) and Lemma (4.6]) to the appendix,
we can conclude that we have a contradiction to (L.11l) by establishing the
following;:

(4.27) c(L) > Su.
First we note that

s, (IVoel? + €h2)

(s

(4.28) c(L) =

2
U£+1)m

|t~

€

Then we have

[ oavupeet) = [ (904 6)P+ e+ 00
E% Z%

= /)HVKV+3W5+%/(VKV¢+3K@)
XL

YL
+ [ val+ e
21

= L +2L+ 15

where I, I, and I3 are defined by the three terms at the last equality.
Quantity I; can be computed as follows:

h=[ vtV [ Ul -
L L

(4.29) = / Uret — 62/ Uty + o(€%)
RY RY

where we have used

(4.30) / U? o0 = / Uz, > 0.
RY RY

For the quantity I, from the equation for V, it follows that

(4.31) I = /E U? g = O(€%).
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By Lemma [4.5] we have
L= [ (VIR +E6)) = o).
YL
So
(4.32) / (|Vo? + €v?) > / VU, o/ —e/ Uiy + 2L+ o(€%).
YL N

RY

Next, using Lemma again, we obtain that

/ o = / (V. + oo )P+
EL EL

- / VPP (p 4 1) / V26, + o(€)
by L

- / Vg’+1+(p+1)/ Uﬁo¢ﬁ+o(62)
EL EL

e

(4.33) = / Uf;;l —(p+ 1)62/ U12,0 + I + o(€).
RY RY
Combining (4.32) and (4.33)), we obtain that
fRN |VU1 0|2 — 62 fRN U12’0 + I2
Uy ULS" = 0+ D foy U + (0 + D2 + 0(e2)) 751

(4.34)¢(L) >

> 5%4—62/ U2, + o) + O(L?) > S
RY :

which proves (E27). O
Finally, when N = 4, we have to replace ¢g(y) be the following function
1
—log —— + (A (——

and €? by €?log 1. The rest of the proof is unchanged.

4.3. Completion of proof of (3) of Theorem 1.1. Let p = % and
N > 4. By Corollary .2} ¢(L) is attained for L small. Set

(4.35) L.. = sup{L|c(L) is attained for [ € (0, L)}.

By Corollary and Theorem 4.3], 0 < L,, < +oo.

We claim that ¢(L) is also attained at L = L,,. In fact, if not, let uy, L <
L., be the minimizers of ¢(L). Then as L — L., uy must blow up. But
similar arguments as in Theorem shows that this is impossible.



SEMILINEAR ELLIPTIC EQUATIONS ON A STRIP 17

Now we show that for L > L., ¢(L) is not attained. In fact, suppose ¢(L)
is attained for some Ly > L. then certainly, ¢(Ly) < S 1. Let the minimizer

of ¢(Ly) be ur,. Then
(4.36) c(L) < e(Ly) < Sy, for L < Ly.

By Lemma 1] ¢(L) is attained if L < Ly, which is a contradiction with the
definition of L...

Finally for L small, we have ¢(L) < ¢(£=) < St
in Lemma [2.1] the minimizer is uniformly bounded. Hence for L small ¢(L)
is archived by trivial solution. Now similar proofs as in Lemma [2.4] yield
another constant L, < L., such that for L < L,, ¢(L) is achieved by trivial
solution and for L € (L., L..], ¢(L) is attained by a nontrivial constant.

Thus, (3) of Theorem [Tl is proved. O

By the same analysis as

Appendix A: Proof of Lemma and Lemma

To prove Lemma and [L.6] we introduce two weighted L spaces. For
f a function in ¥ ., we define the following weighted L°°-norms

N-2
171 = swp (14 1) £()
TEXL
and
N—-1
7l = sup | (14 1)"%" ()
TeXL

Lemma A. Let f € L>®(XL) be such that

[ £l < 400
and u satisfy
—Au + 2u = f inXec, @ =0onodXs.
€ 8[/ €
Then we have
C
(4.37) o) < [ )l
EL ‘ZI: - y|

where C' s independent of L > Lg. As a consequence, we have

(4.38) [ull« < Ol flax-

To prove Lemma [4.5] we decompose ¢, into two parts:

Pe,1 = 902,1 + 903,1
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where ¢, ; satisfies

1 2 1 dply 0 )
Apeg; — €9, =0in Yir, W = @(Ul,o — €po(y)) on 82%,
and ¢? | satisfies
92
sz,l - 62903,1 — €po(y) =0 in Ty, % =0 on 82%

The first part can be estimated by asymptotic analysis while the second
part follows from comparison principle.
To prove Lemma [4.6] we note that ¢, satisfies

Ape — €+ pVP ' o + E.+ N =0

where
_ §4 P
E. =V —=Uj,,

Ne[od] = (Ve + ¢)" = VE = pVI ™ 6.
We argue by contradiction. Let b = ‘f—z We assume that

(4.39) el = +oc.
Set

o
4.40 b, = —.
(440) [[@ell

Then it is easy to see that ®, satisfies
AD, — E + pVP ' + ([ 0c]l.) e B+ ([|9e]l) e N = 0.
As e — 0, &, — &y where D, satisfies
Ao+ pUly o = 0 in RY.

It is well-known (see [26]) that &, = ao%\ A=1 F E;V:_ll a; Bg;;o for some

constants aj,j =0,1,..., N — 1.
Now since both v, and V, are symmetric in ', we see that %@E(O) =0,j=

1,..., N—1. We also have that ®.(0) = % = 0(1) and hence ®,(0) = 0.
This together with %Q%(O) = O will forcea; = 0,7 =0,1,..., N—1 and hence
(I)(] == O
On the other hand, from the equation for ®., we have that
VIl = 0(1), €2 Ecle = O(1),
and by Lemma A, we then arrive at
[@ell = o(1)

A contradiction to (£.40)!
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So Lemma is proved. O
It remains to prove Lemma A. By a scaling, we may assume that ¢ = 1.
Then

u(z) = / Gi(e,9)f (y)dy

where G (z,y) is the Green’s function
oGy,

5 =0 on 0Xy.

AGL—GL+5§—0111 Y, ——

We have to show that

C
. < —
(4 41) GL(x>y) = |I—y|N_2

where C'is independent of L > L, But (4.41]) follows from standard potential
estimates. See [27]. Note also that |f(y)| < € — < s so the integral

) (1+1[yl)
Jo R0 < O llw ez

Appendix B: Asymptotic behavior when L — L*

C
(1+[yl)

In this appendix, we study the asymptotic behavior of the least energy
solution when L — L*. Let L = L, and wg be the unique radial solution of
270). It is clear that when L — L,, u;, — wqy uniformly. In the following,
we shall derive the next two order terms in the expansion of uy.

First, we consider the following linear problem

(4.42) Ap— Lip+pul ' =0in 2, ¢ € H(X), % =0on X
v

Then by separation of variables we have

N1 o

0

(4.43) ¢ = Z y; Tend

7=1
where
(4.44) o = do(ly'|) cos(y)

and ¢y is the principal eigenfunction of A — L? + pwg_l. (We choose @ so
that [, @5 = 1.)

As a consequence of the Fredholm Alternative, there exists a unique solu-
tion to the following problem

(4.45) A — L2p+pul o= fin %, ¢ € H(X), g—f =0on Y

with

o[ fon [ [
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such that

(4.47) el < Cllfllam)
Let us denote Ly := A — L2 + pw?~ " and Ky = span {?9%;’ ®y}. Now set

(4.48) 5= /E (g, — 10)Po

We now claim that

(449) ur, = Wo + 5@0 + 52(131 + 53(132
where || P2 g2 < C and P, satisfies
(4.50)
L?— 17 -1 )
LO(I)I + *TUJO + %w”_%{)g =0in E, (I)l L IC(), % =0 on X.
14

We prove it by expansion. Let u;, = wo + 0®¢ + ®1,,. Then ¢, L Ky
and @, = o(1). Since A(wg + §®g) — L*(wg + dPp) + (wy + 6Pg)? =
(L2 — L*)wy + 6222 Dyp =202 + O(|6® + |L? — L?|[5]). We conclude that
Dy 1 = O(|L2—L?|+6%). Now we let @1 be as defined in (£50). Decomposing
w; as in ([A49), we see that ®, satisfies

L2 — 2 —1)(p—2
Lo[®s] + =&+ p(p— 1)wP 2Dy d, P é(p )wp—3<1>g+0(5) —0

52
and hence we have that

L2 - 12 ~)(p-2
- /E(I)(Q)+p(p—1)wp_2/2¢(2)¢1+p(p g(p )/Ewp—?’cbg:o

which gives the desired precise formula for § in terms of L2 — L2.
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