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Abstract

This paper is devoted to the study of existence and properties of solitary

waves of the Benjamin equation. The studied equation includes a parameter

γ in front of the Benjamin-Ono term. We show the existence, uniqueness,

decay and orbital stability of solitary wave solutions obtained as a solution to

a certain minimization problem, associated either with high speeds without a

sign condition on the parameter γ or with low speeds for the appropriate sign.
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1 Introduction

We consider the Benjamin equation

∂tu+ uxxx + γHuxx + u∂xu = 0, (t, x) ∈ IR2, (1.1)

where u is a real-valued function, H denotes the Hilbert transform and γ ∈ IR∗.
Here, the Hilbert transform H is defined by

Hv (x) = p.v.
1

π

∫

R

v(y)

y − x
dy =

1

π
lim
ε→0

∫

|y−x|>ε

v(y)

y − x
dy. (1.2)
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With this notation, we note that
∫
uxHu =

∫
|D

1
2
x u|2 = ‖u‖2

Ḣ
1
2
. Moreover, H can

be written as a Fourier multiplier operator given by

Ĥ(u)(ξ) = i sgn(ξ) û(ξ) .

In the case γ < 0, this equation has been derived in [7] (see also [8] and [2]) as an
asymptotic model for the propagation of long interfacial waves when the surface ten-
sion cannot be safely ignored. In this context, u represents the vertical displacement
of the interface between the two fluids. Actually, physically, it could be reduced to
the Korteweg-de Vries (KdV) equation

ut + uxxx + uux = 0

when the dispersive effects are dominated by the surface tension, and to the Benjamin-
Ono (BO) equation

ut −Huxx + uux = 0

when the surface tension is negligible.
Equation (1.1) enjoys the following conservation laws

Energy: E(u(t)) =

∫

R

(
1

2
(∂xu)

2 +
γ

2
(D

1
2
x u)

2 − 1

6
u3
)
dx = E(u(0)), (1.3)

and

Mass: M(u(t)) =
1

2

∫

R

u2dx =M(u(0)),

and reduces to KdV when γ = 0. It is worth noticing that the physical case,
associated with the condition γ < 0, is where the KdV operator ∂3x and the Benjamin-
Ono (BO) operator H∂2x compete together. In particular, the quadratic part of the
energy is then not positively defined. Note also that, whereas the KdV and BO
equations are completely integrable systems, the Benjamin equation is not known
to be integrable.

It is well known that the Cauchy problem associated with (1.1) is globally well-
posed in the energy space H1(R) (see [20]) and even in Hs(R) for s ≥ 0 (see [23]).
In this work, we are mainly interested in the existence and properties of traveling
wave solutions of (1.1), that is, solutions of the form

u(x, t) = ϕ(x− ct) (1.4)

with c > 0 and ϕ(x) → 0 as |x| → +∞. Substituting (1.4) into equation (1.1),
followed by integration on R, we infer that such profiles ϕ satisfy

c ϕ− ϕ′′ + γHϕ′ =
1

2
ϕ2. (1.5)

The existence, spatial asymptotics and orbital stability of solitary waves to (1.1)
have already been studied in several papers. In [7] and [8], a Leray-Schauder degree
theory approach is used to show the existence of solitary wave profiles to (1.1)
with γ < 0 for a speed c > γ2/4. In [2], the implicit function theorem together
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with the existence and stability result in the case γ = 0 (KdV equation) is used
to prove the existence and uniqueness of even solitary wave profiles to (1.1) for |γ|
small enough. This argument together with classical perturbation theory and the
criterion for orbital stability established in the seminal paper [13] enables then to
obtain the orbital stability of these solitary waves for |γ| small enough. Finally,
variational approaches are used in [11] and [4] to prove the existence of solitary
waves for c > γ2/4 whenever γ < 0. In [11], an optimal decay of the solitary waves
is also provided whereas in [4] the stability of the set of ground states is established
for the same range of speed.

Our goal in this work is to complete these results in some directions and even
give another proof for some of them. We first prove the existence of solitary wave
profiles to (1.1) for c > γ2/4 in the case γ < 0 and for c > 0 in the case γ > 0.
To do this, we use a variational approach as in [4] but instead of minimizing the
Energy with the Mass as a constraint, following [11] (see also [22]), we minimize
the quadratic part of the action functional E + cM under the constraint of its cubic
part. This has the advantage of being really simpler but has the disadvantage of not
directly leading to the orbital stability of the set of ground states. Actually in this
work, we consider only the uniqueness and orbital stability for fast or slow solitary
waves. First, by a dilation argument, we notice that this is equivalent to looking
at solutions of (1.7) below with either α = 1 and small |β|, or β = 1 and small
α > 0. Then, we follow the ideas of [19]. We prove the convergence of our ground
state solutions of (1.11) to the KdV soliton profile of speed 1 in case α = 1 and
β → 0, and to the BO soliton profile of speed 1 in case β = 1 and αց 0. Later, we
establish the uniqueness and orbital stability in H1(R) of our ground state solutions
in both cases when either β or α > 0 are close enough to 0 by a perturbation
argument making use of known results on the coercivity of the second derivative of
the action functional associated respectively with the KdV and the BO equation.
Note that this type of approaches can also be found in [18] and [16]. Finally, we
follow arguments developed in [12] to prove decay estimates for even H1-solutions to
(1.5) as well as their first derivatives. Briefly, compared to existing results, our main
contributions are essentially the uniqueness and orbital stability of the slow ground
state solutions in the case γ > 0. Note also that, in contrary to the arguments in
[2], our arguments have the advantage of being applicable for both slow and fast
solitary waves.

To end this introduction, we would like to emphasize that, as noticed in [21],
classical Pohozaev identities lead to the non existence of solitary wave with speed
c ≤ −γ2/5 in the case γ < 0 (and c ≤ 0 in the case γ > 0). Therefore, the question
of existence of solitary waves to (1.1) with γ < 0 and speed c ∈]− γ2/5, γ2/4] is still
open.

1.1 Main Results

By using dilation symmetries, we will connect the study of (1.1) to the study of the
following equation

∂tu+ α∂3xu+ βH∂2xu+ u∂xu = 0 (1.6)
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with either α = 1 and |β| ≪ 1 or β = 1 and 0 < α≪ 1. Considering traveling wave
solutions with speed c, ϕc(x− c t) of (1.6), we observe that they solve

cϕ− αϕ′′ − βHϕ′ =
1

2
ϕ2. (1.7)

Note that any solution ϕc,α,β to (1.7) will have the index {c, α, β} referring to different
values of c, α, and β, with ϕα,β the particular solution of (1.11) corresponding to
c = 1. Following [22], we set

I(ϕ) = Ic,α,β(ϕ) =
1

2

∫

R

(
α(ϕx)

2 + β(D
1
2
xϕ)

2 + cϕ2

)
dx , (1.8)

K(ϕ) =
1

6

∫

R

ϕ3dx , (1.9)

and consider the constraint-minimization problem

Mλ =Mλ
c,α,β = inf{Ic,α,β(ϕ); ϕ ∈ H1

e such that K(ϕ) = λ} , (1.10)

where λ > 0 and Hs
e(R) is the closed subspace of Hs(IR) defined for s ≥ 0 by

Hs
e(R) = {u ∈ Hs(R) / u(−y) = u(y) ∀ y ∈ R} .

For our purpose, we will mainly work with traveling wave solutions with speed c = 1
that satisfy

ϕ− αϕ′′ − βHϕ′ =
1

2
ϕ2. (1.11)

Note that upon integrating this equation against ϕ, it can be checked that any
H1(R)-solution to (1.11) satisfies

2 I1,α,β(ϕ) = 3 K(ϕ). (1.12)

Before stating our main result, let’s define some of the notions to be used through-
out this work.

Definition 1.1. (Ground state solution) An even ground state solution of (1.5) is
an H1(IR)-solution to (1.5) that solves the constraint minimization problem Mλ

c,1,γ

for some λ > 0.

Definition 1.2. (Orbital stability) Let v ∈ H1(R) be a solution to (1.5). We say
that v is orbitally stable in H1(R) if for any δ > 0, there exists η > 0 such that for
all initial data u0 ∈ H1(R) satisfying

‖u0 − v‖H1 ≤ η,

the solution u ∈ C(R+, H
1) associated to the initial data u0 in turn satisfies

sup
t∈R+

inf
z∈R

‖u(t, .+ z)− v‖H1 ≤ δ.

We are now in position to state our main results.
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Theorem 1.3. [Existence, uniqueness, asymptotic behavior and orbital stability of
traveling waves]
(1.1) possesses traveling waves solutions with any speed c > 0 whenever γ > 0 and
with any speed c > γ2/4 whenever γ < 0. The profile ϕ of this traveling wave is an
even function belonging to H∞(IR) and satisfying

x2|ϕ|+ |x3|(|ϕ′|+ |ϕ′′|) ∈ L∞(R) .

Moreover, there exists r2 > r1 > 0 such that :

• If γ > 0, then for c ∈]0, r1γ2[∪]r2γ2,+∞[ this profile is the unique even ground
state solution to (1.1) and is orbitally stable.

• If γ < 0, then for c ∈]r2γ2,+∞[ this profile is the unique even ground state
solution to (1.1) and is orbitally stable.

Remark 1.4. In the case γ > 0, it follows from [26] that any solution of the con-
straint minimization problem

M̃λ
c,α,β = inf{Ic,α,β(ϕ); ϕ ∈ H1(R) such that K(ϕ) = λ}

has to be an even function. Therefore, the uniqueness result still holds when replacing
Mλ

c,1,γ by M̃λ
c,1,γ. In other words, we do not need to minimize in the set of even

functions to get the uniqueness.

1.2 Organization of the paper

The organization of this paper will be as follows: in Section 2, we prove the existence
of minimizers to (1.10) by using the concentration-compactness lemma. This leads
to the existence of ground state solutions to (1.5) for any speed c > 0 when γ > 0
and any speed c > γ2/4 when γ < 0. We then prove some convergence results of the
constructed profiles either to the KdV or to the BO soliton. In Section 3, we prove
the uniqueness and the orbital stability results for ground state solutions to (1.5)
for large positive speeds without a sign condition on γ and for small positive speeds
when γ > 0. Finally, in Section 4, we prove decay estimates for any H1(R)-solution
to (1.5) as well as for its first derivatives.

2 Existence

This section is devoted to the proof of the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1. (Existence and limits of ϕ1,α,β) Let c = 1. There exists a family of
even ground state solutions {ϕ1,α,β, 0 < α ≤ 1, β > −2

√
α} of (1.11) such that

lim
β→0

‖ϕ1,1,β −QKdV ‖H1 = 0

and
lim
α→0+

‖ϕ1,α,1 −QBO‖H1 = 0

where QKdV and QBO are respectively the unique even soliton profiles of speed 1 of
the KdV and the BO equation.
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It is worth noticing that the existence part in Theorem 1.3 follows directly from
the above theorem. Indeed, it is direct to check that ϕ is a solution to (1.11) with
c = α = 1 if and only if φ(·) = λ2ϕ(λ·) is a solution to (1.5) with c = λ2 and
γ = |λ|β. Therefore, the above theorem ensures the existence of solutions to (1.5)
for any speed c > 0 in the case γ > 0 and for any speed c > γ2/4 in the case γ < 0.

2.1 Preliminary Study

It is worth noticing that by taking (α, β) = (1, 0) in (1.7), we recover the equation
of solitons of speed c of the Korteweg-de Vries equation

cϕ− ϕ′′ =
1

2
ϕ2 (2.1)

for which there exists for any c > 0, up to translations, a unique solution (cf. [10])
of the form

Qc,KdV (x) = 3c sech2(

√
c

2
x) . (2.2)

Since we will mainly work with the soliton Q1,KdV (x) = 3 sech2(x
2
) of speed c = 1,

we denote it simply by QKdV to lighten the notations.
In the same way, by taking (α, β) = (0, 1) in (1.7), we recover the equation of

solitons of speed c of the Benjamin-Ono equation

cϕ−H∂xϕ =
1

2
ϕ2 (2.3)

for which there exists for any c > 0, up to translations, a unique solution (cf. [5],
[6]) of the form

Qc,BO(x) =
4c

1 + c2x2
. (2.4)

Again to lighten the notations, we denote Q1,B0(x) =
4

1 + x2
simply by QBO.

Lemma 2.2. Let c = 1, α ∈]0, 1] and β ∈] − 2
√
α,+∞[, then

√
Ic,α,β is a norm

issued from a scalar product on H1(R), and is equivalent to the classical norm of
H1(R).

Proof. First, it is clear that I(u) is associated to a bilinear form on H1(R). Let
u ∈ H1(R). Taking the Fourier Transform (Plancherel Identity), it holds

2I1,α,β(u) =

[
1 + β|ξ|+ α|ξ|2

]
|û|2 .

In the case β ≥ 0, we trivially have

1 + β|ξ|+ α|ξ|2 ≥ 1 + α|ξ|2 ≥ 1

2
(1 + |ξ|+ α|ξ|2) ≥ 1

2
min(α, 1)(1 + |ξ|+ |ξ|2).

Now for −2
√
α < β < 0, we may rewrite β as β = −2

√
α− ε(1− ε) with 0 < ε < α.

Noticing that

min
ξ∈IR

[
(1− ε)− 2

√
α− ε(1− ε)|ξ|+ (α− ε)|ξ|2

]
= 0,
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this leads to
1 + β|ξ|+ α|ξ|2 ≥ ε(1 + |ξ|2) ≥ ε

2
(1 + |ξ|+ |ξ|2).

Hence, it holds
I1,α,β(u) ≥ Cα,β‖u‖2H1 . (2.5)

for some Cα,β > 0.
So, I is coercive in H1(R). Besides, for both cases of α and β, one can see that

I(u) ≤ 3

4
max(1, |β|)‖u‖2H1 .

Eventually,
√
I1,α,β is equivalent to the H1-norm.

Lemma 2.3. Mλ > 0 for any λ > 0. Moreover, for any (λ, λ0) ∈ R∗
+ ×R∗

+ it holds

Mλ =

(
λ

λ0

) 2
3

Mλ0 and Mλ0 < Mλ +Mλ0−λ . (2.6)

Proof. Let λ > 0. Suppose to the contrary that there exists (un), a minimizing
sequence of Mλ, such that I(un) −→n→+∞ 0. But I is equivalent to H1-norm,
then ‖un‖H1 −→ 0 too. Yet, the constraint K is controlled by the H1-norm as
H1(R) →֒ L3(R). This leads to a contradiction with the fact that the constraint
K(un) = λ > 0, and thus Mλ > 0.
Now, by a dilation argument, one can check that (un) is a minimizing sequence of

Mλ if and only if (vn), defined by vn =

(
λ0
λ

) 1
3

un, is a minimizing sequence of Mλ0 .

For the second statement in (2.6), let λ0 > λ > 0. We recall that f : x 7→ x2/3 is a
strictly concave function, thus is also strictly subadditive, which principally means
that f(x+ y) < f(x) + f(y) for x, y > 0. This finishes the proof of (2.6).

2.2 Existence of minimizers

Proposition 2.4. Let λ > 0. For any α ∈ [0, 1] and β > −2
√
α, there exists a

solution to the constrained minimizing problem Mλ
1,α,β.

More precisely, set θ = 1 for α > 0 and θ = 1/2 for α = 0. Given a minimizing
sequence (ψn) of M δ

1,α,β, there exists a subsequence (ψnk
) converging to ψ in Hθ

e (R)

that is a solution to the constrained minimization problem M δ
1,α,β.

Finally, QKdV and QBO defined in (2.1) and (2.3) are respectively the unique

solutions to M
K(QKdV )
1,1,0 and M

K(QBO)
1,0,1 .

Proof. We shall treat first the case α 6= 0. Let us solve the constraint minimization
problem M δ. We start by taking (ψn)n≥1 a minimizing sequence of the problem M δ,
that is,

I(ψn) −→n→+∞ M δ and K(ψn) = δ > 0. (2.7)

We claim that there exists a subsequence (ψk)k≥1, and ψ ∈ H1
e such that ψk −→ ψ

in H1
e and ψ is a minimizer of M δ. As I is equivalent to H1-norm according to

7



Lemma 2.2, then by (2.7) too, (ψn) is bounded in H1(R) which is a Hilbert space.
Thus, there exists a subsequence (ψk) and a function ψ such that

ψk ⇀ ψ in H1(R) (2.8)

and
‖ψ‖2H1

≤ lim inf
k→+∞

‖ψk‖2H1 . (2.9)

Besides, thanks to the compact embedding H1 →֒ L3
loc(R), we get

ψk −→ ψ in L3
loc(R) (2.10)

and
ψk −→ ψ a.e in R. (2.11)

Now, define the sequence of positive and even functions

ρn = |ψn|2 + |∂xψn|2; n ∈ N∗.

As (ρn) is bounded in L1(R), we can extract a subsequence (ρk) assuming that

lim
k→+∞

∫

R

ρk = L < +∞.

By normalizing, we may also assume that
∫

R

ρk = L ∀ k ∈ N∗.

Based on the above analysis, Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.3, we are now eligible to
employ the Concentration Compactness Lemma developed by Lions [24], [25], and
we end up with three possibilities:

(P1) Concentration: There exists (yk) ⊂ R such that for all ε > 0, ∃ Rε > 0;
∀ k ∈ N∗ we have

∫

|x−yk|≤Rε

ρk dx ≥
∫

R

ρk dx − ε,

(P2) Vanishing: For every R > 0, we have

lim
k→+∞

sup
y∈R

∫

|x−y|≤R

ρk dx = 0,

or

(P3) Dichotomy: There exists l ∈ (0, L) such that for all ε > 0, ∃ R > 0, (Rk)k
with Rk → +∞, (yk)k≥1, and k0 such that ∀ k ≥ k0, we have

∣∣∣∣
∫

|x−yk|≤R

ρk dx − l

∣∣∣∣ < ε2, and

∣∣∣∣
∫

R<|x−yk|<Rk

ρk dx

∣∣∣∣ < ε2.
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Our plan is to rule out possibilities (P2) and (P3) and so (P1) holds, thus proving
that the limit of the minimizing sequence is itself a minimizer of M δ.
To begin with, suppose (P2) is true and take R = 1. By Sobolev embedding, we
have

∫

|x−y|≤1

|ψk|3 dx .

(∫

|x−y|≤1

|ψk|2 + |∂xψk|2 dx
) 3

2

=

(∫

|x−y|≤1

ρk

) 3
2

.

Yet, one can assert from assumption (P2) that for any ε > 0 there exists k(ε) > 0
such that for all k ≥ k(ε) and all y ∈ R, it holds

∫

|x−y|≤1

ρk dx ≤ ε.

So, for every y ∈ R,
∫

|x−y|≤1

|ψk|3 dx . ε
1
2

(∫

|x−y|≤1

ρk dx

)
.

Re-summing over intervals centered at even integers, then taking ε small enough,
we get a contradiction to the fact that K(ψk) = λ > 0 for all k ∈ N∗.

Now, suppose (P3) is true. We start by fixing ε > 0. The idea is to decompose
ψk into two parts in order to construct two minimizing sequences that are going
infinitely away from each other. This will lead to a contradiction due to the sub-
additivity condition following from (2.6).

Define two smooth cutoff functions ξ1 and ξ2 with supports on {|x| ≤ 3
4
} and

{|x| ≥ 1
4
} respectively in such a way that ξ1(x) = 1 on {|x| ≤ 1

4
}, ξ2(x) = 1 on

{|x| ≥ 3
4
}, and ξ21 + ξ22 = 1 on R. At this point, construct two sequences

ψk,1 = ξ1

( | · −yk|
Rk

)
ψk and ψk,2 = ξ2

( | · −yk|
Rk

)
ψk , ∀k ≥ 1

where (Rk)k and yk are consistent with the statement of Dichotomy (P3). The
boundedness of (ψk) in H1(R) ensures that (ψk,1) and (ψk,2) are also bounded in
H1(R). We claim that these two subsequences satisfy the following property for all
k ≥ k0 = k0(ε),

K(ψk) = K(ψk,1) +K(ψk,2) +O(ε). (2.12)

Indeed, regarding (2.12), we have
∫

(ψk,1)
3 +

∫
(ψk,2)

3 =

∫
ξ21,Rk

ψ3
k +

∫
ξ22,Rk

ψ3
k

+

∫
(ξ31,Rk

− ξ21,Rk
) ψ3

k +

∫
(ξ32,Rk

− ξ22,Rk
) ψ3

k . (2.13)

For k large enough, we have

ξ1,Rk
= 1 on [−Rk

4
,
Rk

4
] and ξ1,Rk

= 0 on R \ [−3 Rk

4
,
3 Rk

4
]

9



so supp (ξ31,Rk
− ξ21,Rk

) ⊂ D = [−3Rk

4
,−Rk

4
] ∪ [Rk

4
, 3Rk

4
]. Hence, by Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality, the Sobolev embedding H
1
2 →֒ L4(R), and the Dichotomy assumption,

we get
∫

R

(ξ31,Rk
− ξ21,Rk

) ψ3
k ≤

∫

D

|ψ3
k| =

∫

D

|ψk| |ψk|2

.

(∫

D

|ψk|2
) 1

2
(∫

D

|ψk|4
) 1

2

.

(∫
Rk
4
<|x−yk|<

3Rk
4

ρk

) 1
2

‖ψk‖2L4

. ε ‖ψk‖2
H

1
2
.

Repeating this same work for the term
∫

R

(ξ32,Rk
− ξ22,Rk

) ψ3
k, then substituting in

(2.13), we obtain (2.12).
We also claim that the two subsequences (ψk,1) and (ψk,2) satisfy

I(ψk) = I(ψk,1) + I(ψk,2) +O(ε) (2.14)

for all k ≥ k0 where we choose k0 = k0(ε) such that 1/Rk0 < ε. To prove the latter,
we follow [1]. It holds

I(ψk,1) + I(ψk,2) =
c

2

[ ∫
(ψk,1)

2 + (ψk,2)
2

]
+
α

2

[ ∫
(ψ′

k,1)
2 + (ψ′

k,2)
2

]

+
β

2

[ ∫
(D

1
2
xψk,1)

2 + (D
1
2
xψk,2)

2

]

:= Lc,α + Lβ

where, for more clarity, we treat the first and second lines separately. Let ξi,R(·)
denote ξi( ·

R
), we can see that

Lc,α =
c

2

[ ∫
(ξ1,Rk

ψk)
2 + (ξ2,Rk

ψk)
2

]

+
α

2

[ ∫
(ξ′1,Rk

ψk)
2 + 2

∫
ξ1,Rk

ξ′1,Rk
ψ′
k ψk +

∫
(ξ1,Rk

ψ′
k)

2

]

+
α

2

[ ∫
(ξ′2,Rk

ψk)
2 + 2

∫
ξ2,Rk

ξ′2,Rk
ψ′
k ψk +

∫
(ξ2,Rk

ψ′
k)

2

]
.

Using the facts that

ξ21,Rk
+ ξ22,Rk

= 1 and ‖ξ′i,Rk
‖L∞ ≤ 1

Rk
‖ξi‖L∞ .

1

Rk
. ε, (2.15)

we get

Lc,α =
c

2

∫
(ψk)

2 +
α

2

∫
(ψ′

k)
2 +O(ε). (2.16)
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Now to control the contribution of Lβ , we recall that
∫

(D
1
2
x f)

2 =

∫
f ′Hf ∀f ∈ H1(R)

so that Lβ may be rewritten as

Lβ =
β

2

[ ∫
(ψk,1)

′Hψk,1 +
∫
(ψk,2)

′Hψk,2
]
.

We need the following commutator Lemma; check [1] and [3].

Lemma 2.5. There exists a constant A > 0 such that if θ is any continuously
differentiable function with θ′ ∈ L∞ then

‖[H∂x, θ] f‖L2 ≤ A ‖θ′‖L∞ ‖f‖L2, ∀f ∈ L2(R) ,

where [H∂x, θ]f = H∂x(θf)− θ H∂x(f).
Looking at the first component of Lβ (since the other component can be treated

identically), we can see that
∫
(ξ1,Rk

ψk) [H∂x, ξ1,Rk
]ψk =

∫
ξ1,Rk

ψk H∂x(ξ1,Rk
ψk)−

∫
ξ21,Rk

ψk H∂xψk

= −
∫

H(ξ1,Rk
ψk) (ξ1,Rk

ψk)
′ +

∫
(ξ21,Rk

ψk)
′ Hψk

= −
∫
(ξ1,Rk

ψk)
′H(ξ1,Rk

ψk) + 2

∫
ξ1,Rk

ξ′1,Rk
ψk Hψk

+

∫
ξ21,Rk

ψ′
k Hψk .

Hence,

Lβ =
β

2

[
−

∫
(ξ1,Rk

ψk) [H∂x, ξ1,Rk
]ψk −

∫
(ξ2,Rk

ψk) [H∂x, ξ2,Rk
]ψk

+ 2

∫
ξ′1,Rk

ξ1,Rk
ψkH(ψk) + 2

∫
ξ′2,Rk

ξ2,Rk
ψkH(ψk)

+

∫
ξ21,Rk

ψ′
kH(ψk) +

∫
ξ22,Rk

ψ′
kH(ψk)

]
.

Using (2.15) and Hölder’s inequality, we can check that for i = 1, 2,

∣∣∣
∫
ξ′i,Rk

ξi,Rk
ψkH(ψk)

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

Rk

∫

D

|ψk Hψk| ≤
1

Rk
‖ψk‖2L2 .

1

Rk
.

In the same way, using also Lemma 2.5, we can check that for i = 1, 2,

∣∣∣
∫

(ξi,Rk
ψk) [H∂x, ξi,Rk

]ψk

∣∣∣ ≤ ‖ξi,Rk
‖L∞ ‖ψk‖L2 ‖ξ′i,Rk

‖L∞ ‖ψk‖L2

.
1

Rk

. (2.17)
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Therefore, recalling that ξ21,Rk
+ ξ22,Rk

= 1 we end up with

Lβ =
β

2

∫
ψ′
kHψk +O(

1

Rk
) . (2.18)

Eventually, combining (2.16) and (2.18), we obtain (2.14). We can return back to
our assumption. By Sobolev embedding, (K(ψk,i)) are bounded for i = 1, 2, and
we may pass to a subsequence to define δi(ε) = limk→+∞K(ψk,i). Since it holds for
any ε > 0 and δi(ε) are uniformly bounded, we can choose a sequence εj → 0 such
that the limits δi = limj→+∞ δi(εj) exist for i = 1, 2, and we set δ = δ1 + δ2. We
differentiate three cases:

1st case: If 0 < δ1 < δ, then δ2 > 0. It follows from (2.14) that

I(ψk) = I(ψjk,1) + I(ψjk,2) +O(εj)

where (ψjk,i), i = 1, 2, is the sequence (ψk,i) associated with εj , j ∈ IN . Passing
to the limit as k → +∞, using (2.6) and that (ψk) is a minimizing sequence
of M δ, it follows that

M δ ≥ M δ1(εj) +M δ2(εj) +O(εj)

≥
[(

δ1(εj)

δ

) 2
3

+

(
δ2(εj)

δ

) 2
3
]
M δ +O(εj).

Taking j → +∞, we get the contradiction

M δ ≥
[(

δ1
δ

) 2
3

+

(
δ2
δ

) 2
3
]
M δ > M δ.

2nd case: If δ1 = 0 or δ1 = δ, we shall only treat the case δ1 = 0 since the other one is
similar. Recall that δ1 = 0 forces δ2 = δ. We can check that

I(ψk) = I(ψjk,1) + I(ψjk,2) +O(εj)

≥
∫

|x−y|≤Rk(εj)

|ψk|2 + |∂xψk|2 dx + MK(ψj
k,2) +O(εj)

≥ l +

(
K(ψjk,2)

δ

) 2
3

M δ +O(εj)

using (2.14), (2.6) and assumption (P3). Letting k → +∞ and then j → +∞,
and recalling that l > 0, we get

M δ ≥ l +M δ > M δ

which is a contradiction.

3rd case: If δ1 > δ or δ1 < 0; in the former, it follows from (2.14) that

I(ψk) ≥ I(ψjk,1) +O(εj) ≥
(
K(ψjk,1)

δ

) 2
3

M δ +O(εj).

12



Letting k → +∞ and then j → +∞ we get the following contradiction

M δ ≥
(
δ1
δ

) 2
3

M δ > M δ as δ1 > δ.

Finally, the latter can be treated in a similar way since δ1 < 0 forces δ2 > δ.

Eventually, (P1) holds. Yet, as we are dealing with even functions, we notice that
in assumption (P1), we shall assume that yk = 0 since a non-bounded (yk) will lead
to a contradiction. Indeed, taking ε = L/4 and |yk| > RL/4, (P1) would lead to

L =

∫

IR

ρk(x) dx ≥ 2

∫

|x−yk|≤RL/4

ρk(x) dx ≥ 3

2
L .

Now, since (ψk) is bounded in H1(R) →֒ L∞(R), it follows from (P1) that for any
ε > 0 there exists Rε > 0 with Rε → +∞ as ε→ 0 such that
∫

R\[−Rε,Rε]

|ψk|3 dx ≤ ‖ψk‖L∞

∫

R\[−Rε,Rε]

|ψk|2 dx ≤ C

∫

R\[−Rε,Rε]

ρk dx ≤ ε, ∀k ∈ IN∗.

Since ψ ∈ H1(IR) →֒ L3(IR), we deduce that for any k ∈ IN∗ and ε > 0,
∫

R\[−Rε,Rε]

|ψk − ψ|3 dx .
(∫

R\[−Rε,Rε]

|ψk|3 dx+
∫

R\[−Rε,Rε]

|ψ|3 dx
)
. ε+ α(ε)

with α(y) → 0 as y → 0. Combining this last inequality with (2.10), we infer that

ψk −→ ψ in L3(R). (2.19)

Now, according to Lemma 2.2, I is lower semi-continuous with respect to the weak
H1-topology so that

I(ψ) ≤ lim
k→+∞

I(ψk) =M δ.

Also, owing to (2.19), we get K(ψ) = δ. Hence, I(ψ) = M δ = lim
k→+∞

I(ψk) and

ψ is a minimizer of M δ. Moreover, this last equality together with the weak H1

convergence (2.8) and again Lemma 2.2 ensure that

ψk −→ ψ in H1
e . (2.20)

We now consider the case α = 0 that corresponds to the Benjamin-Ono case. In
this case, we can perform a similar analysis with some slight modifications since this
time we work in H1/2(R) and thus take ρk to be

ρk := |ψk|2 + |D
1
2
xψk|2.

The main difference with respect to the case α > 0 is the way to disclaim the
vanishing case due to the nonlocal property of the H1/2-norm. Let us explain how
we can proceed. We introduce a smooth non negative function η ∈ C∞

c ([−2, 2]) such
that η ≡ 1 on [−1, 1] and

∑
m∈Z η(· −m)2 ≡ 1 on R. Denoting η(· −m) by ηk, and
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using the fact that ηmηm′ ≡ 0 on R as soon as |m−m′| ≥ 2, the following chain of
inequalities holds :

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

ψ3
k

∣∣∣∣ ≤
∫

R

|ψk|3 =
∫

R

|
∑

m∈Z

ηmψk|3 .
∑

m∈Z

|ηmψk|3 .

Therefore, by the Sobolev embedding H1/6(R) →֒ L3(R), we get
∣∣∣∣
∫

R

ψ3
k

∣∣∣∣ .
∑

k∈Z

‖ηmψk‖5/2L2 ‖ηmψk‖1/2H1/2

. sup
m∈Z

‖ηmψk‖1/2L2 ‖ηmψk‖1/2H1/2

∑

m∈Z

∫

R

η2mψ
2
k

. sup
m∈Z

‖ηmψk‖1/2L2 ‖ηmψk‖1/2H1/2‖ψk‖2L2 .

Since, on account of assumption (P2),

sup
m∈Z

‖ηmψk‖2L2 ≤ sup
m∈Z

∫ m+2

m−2

ψ2
k −→ 0 as k → ∞

and by Sobolev inequality, ‖ηmψk‖H1/2 . ‖ψk‖H1/2 . 1, ∀m ∈ Z, this forces
∫

R

ψ3
k →

0 which hence contradicts K(ψk) = λ > 0 for all k ∈ N.
Finally, it remains to prove the uniqueness of the solution to M

K(QKdV )
1,1,0 and

M
K(QBO)
1,0,1 . We notice that, in the case α > 0, a solution ψ to Mλ

1,α,β has to satisfy
the associated Euler-Lagrange functional equation

〈−αψ′′ − βHψ′ + ψ − µ

2
ψ2, f〉H−1,H1 = 0 , ∀f ∈ H1

e (R), (2.21)

for some µ ∈ R called the Lagrange multiplier. This is justified as both ψ 7→ I1,α,β(ψ)
and ψ 7→ K(ψ) are C1-functionals from H1(R) to R when α > 0 and from H1/2(R)
into R when α = 0. We remark that due to the even parity of the left-hand side
member of the H−1, H1-duality product in (2.21), the latter is also orthogonal to
any odd test function in H1(R) and thus satisfies

−αψ′′ − βHψ′ + ψ =
µ

2
ψ2 (2.22)

at least in the distributional sense. In view of Lemma 2.2, a standard bootstrapping
argument ensures that ψ ∈ H∞(R) and thus is actually a strong solution to (2.22). In
the case (α, β) = (1, 0), as QKdV is the unique even H1(R) solution to (2.1) (cf. [10]),
it forces ϕ = C QKdV for some C ∈ IR, but then the constraint K(ϕ) = K(QKdV )
ensures that C = 1 and thus ψ = QKdV . This proves that QKdV is the unique
solution to MK(QKdV )

1,1,0 .

The proof that QBO is the unique solution to MK(QBO)
1,0,1 is exactly the same, only this

time using that ψ 7→ I1,0,1(ψ) and ψ 7→ K(ψ) are C1-functionals from H1/2(R) to R

and that QBO is the unique solution to (2.3) (cf. [5], [6]).
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Corollary 2.6. Let c = 1. For any α ∈]0, 1] and any β > −2
√
α, there exists an

even ground state solution ϕ to (1.11).

Proof. We just proved above that any solution ϕ to Mλ
1,α,β, with λ > 0, satisfies

(2.22) for some µ ∈ R and belongs to H∞(R). Multiplying (2.22) by ϕ, integrating
over R, we get

∫

R

ϕ2 + β

∫

R

(D
1
2
xϕ)

2 + α

∫

R

(ϕ′)2 =
µ

2

∫

R

ϕ3,

that is,

2 I1,α,β(ϕ) = 3 µ K(ϕ), or equivalently, µ =
2

3

I1,α,β(ϕ)

K(ϕ)
=

2

3

I1,α,β(ϕ)

λ
> 0 .

(2.23)
Hence, one can check that

ψ1,α,β =
µ

2
ϕ (2.24)

is a non trivial solution to (1.11) and to M
λ(µ/2)3

1,α,β . Therefore it is a ground state
solution to (1.11).

2.3 Limits

At this point, we tend to prove that in the case c = 1, the minimizers of MK(QKdV )
1,1,βn

converge to the KdV soliton as βn converges to zero. Similarly, the minimzers of
M

K(QBO)
1,αn,1 converge to the BO soliton as αn converges to zero.

2.3.1 Convergence Case 1: {α = 1, |β| ≪ 1}
Proposition 2.7. Let βn → 0 and associate to it (ψ1,1,βn)n≥1 a sequence of mini-

mizer solutions to the problem M
K(QKdV )
1,1,βn

. Then, (ψ1,1,βn)n≥1 converges to the KdV
soliton profile QKdV in H1(R).

Proof. Let α = 1, (βn)n≥1 ⊂ R∗ such that lim
n→+∞

βn = 0, and let (ψ1,1,βn) be a

sequence of minimizers of MK(QKdV )
1,1,βn

. According to Lemma 2.2, I1,1,βn is equivalent
to the H1-norm uniformly for β ∈ [0, 1/2], hence we get that (ψ1,1,βn)n≥1 is bounded
in H1(R). Besides, we have

M
K(QKdV )
1,1,0 = I1,1,βn(QKdV )−

βn
2

∫

R

(D
1
2
x (QKdV ))

2

≥ M
K(QKdV )
1,1,βn

− |βn|
2

∫

R

(D
1
2
x (QKdV ))

2

while

M
K(QKdV )
1,1,0 ≤ I1,1,0(ψ1,1,βn) = I1,1,βn(ψ1,1,βn)−

βn
2

∫

R

(D
1
2
x (ψ1,1,βn))

2

= M
K(QKdV )
1,1,βn

− βn
2

∫

R

(D
1
2
x (ψ1,1,βn))

2.
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Taking βn → 0, we get
M

K(QKdV )
1,1,βn

−→M
K(QKdV )
1,1,0 . (2.25)

Hence, ψ1,1,βn is a minimizing sequence ofMK(QKdV )
1,1,0 . By Proposition 2.4, there exists

a subsequence (ψ1,1,βnk
) that converges in H1(R) to a solution ψ of MK(QKdV )

1,1,0 . Re-

calling that according to Proposition 2.4, QKdV is the unique solution to MK(QKdV )
1,1,0 ,

we deduce that (ψ1,1,βnk
) converges to QKdV in H1(R). Finally, by the uniqueness

of the possible limits in H1(R) of its subsequences, we deduce that ψ1,1,βn → QKdV

in H1(R).

2.3.2 Convergence Case 2: {α≪ 1, β = 1}
Proposition 2.8. Let αn → 0, and (ψ1,αn,1) be a sequence of minimizers to the

constraint problem M
K(QBO)
1,αn,1 . Then, (ψ1,αn,1)n≥1 converges to the BO soliton profile

QBO in H1(R).

Proof. Let β = 1 and (αn)n≥1 ⊂ R∗ be any sequence such that lim
n→+∞

αn = 0, and let

(ψαn) be an associated sequence of minimizers of MK(QBO)
1,αn,1 with (µn) the associated

sequence of Lagrange multiplier in (2.22). Contrarily to the preceding case where
α was converging to zero, we are only left with boundedness of (ψ1,αn,1) in H1/2

e (R)
since I1,αn,1(ψ1,αn,1) ≥ ‖ψ1,αn,1‖H1/2 . To get the boundedness in H1(R), we have to
work a little more. First, we notice that µn is bounded since

0 ≤ µn =
2

3

I1,αn,1(ψ1,αn,1)

K(QBO)
=

2

3

M
K(QBO)
1,αn,1

K(QBO)
≤ 2

3

I1,αn,1(QBO)

K(QBO)
. (2.26)

Second, applying the Fourier Transform to (2.22), we get
[
1 + |ξ|+ αn|ξ|2

]
ψ̂1,αn,1(ξ) = µn ψ̂2

1,αn,1 for any ξ ∈ R. (2.27)

By Plancherel equality and Sobolev inequalities, we have

‖ψ̂2
1,αn,1‖L2 = ‖ψ1,αn,1‖2L4 . ‖ψ1,αn,1‖2

H
1
2
.

So, taking the L2-norm of both sides of (2.27) we obtain that (ψ1,αn,1) is actually
bounded in H1(R). Note that, multiplying (2.27) by

√
1 + ξ2, taking again the L2-

norm of both sides of (2.27) and using that H1(IR) is an algebra, we even obtain
that (ψ1,αn,1) is bounded in H2(R).
Now, we notice that

M
K(QBO)

1,0,1 = I1,αn,1(QBO)−
αn
2

∫
(∂xQBO)

2 ≥M
K(QBO)
1,αn,1 − αn

2

∫
(∂xQBO)

2

while, on the other hand,

M
K(QBO)
1,0,1 ≤ I1,0,1(ψ1,αn,1) = I1,αn,1(ψ1,αn,1)−

αn
2

∫
(∂xψ1,αn,1)

2

= M
K(QBO)
1,αn,1 − αn

2

∫
(∂xψ1,αn,1)

2. (2.28)
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Thanks to the boundedness of (ψ1,αn,1) in H1, we may pass to the limit on the above
two inequalities and obtain the convergence

M
K(QBO)
1,αn,1 −→M

K(QBO)
1,0,1 as αn → 0 . (2.29)

Hence, (ψ1,αn,1) is a minimizing sequence for MK(QBO)
1,0,1 . Proposition 2.4 with α = 0

then ensures that there exists a subsequence (ψ1,αnk
,1) which converges in H1/2

e (R) to

a minimizer ψ of MK(QBO)
1,0,1 and the uniqueness of the solution to MK(QBO)

1,0,1 ensures, as
in the proof of Proposition 2.7, that (ψ1,αn,1) converges to QBO in H1/2(R). Finally,
the boundedness of (ψ1,αn,1) in H2(R) forces this convergence to hold also in H1(R).

3 Uniqueness and Orbital Stability of the ground

state solutions

In this section, we will first prove the uniqueness of the even ground state solutions
of (1.11) and then their orbital stability over the two cases of study.

Proposition 3.1. There exists β̃0 > 0 (respectively α̃0 > 0) such that ∀ |β| < β̃0
(respectively ∀ 0 ≤ α < α̃0) there exists a unique even ground state solution Q1,1,β

to (1.11) with α = 1 (respectively Q1,α,1 to (1.11) with β = 1). Besides, the maps

]− β̃0, β̃0[∋ β 7−→ Q1,1,β ∈ H1(R)

and
[0, α̃0[∋ α 7−→ Q1,α,1 ∈ H1(R)

are continuous.

Proof.

Case 1: {α = 1, |β| ≪ 1}:
We start by proving that ∀ ε > 0, ∃ βε > 0 such that any ϕ1,1,β even ground state
solution to (1.11) with α = 1 satisfies

‖ϕ1,1,β −QKdV ‖H1 <
ε

2
∀ 0 < |β| < βε . (3.1)

This is clearly equivalent to proving that for any sequence (βn)n≥1 ⊂]0, 1] that tends
to zero as n → +∞, and any sequence of associated even ground state solutions
(ϕβn)n≥1 to (1.11) with α = 1, it holds

ϕβn → QKdV in H1(R) .

So, let be given a sequence (βn)n≥1 ⊂ R∗
+ that tends to zero as n → +∞, and a

sequence of even ground state solutions (ϕβn)n≥1 to (1.11) with (α, β) = (1, βn).
Defining Φβn in the following way

Φβn =

(
K(QKdV )

K(ϕβn)

) 1
3

ϕβn , (3.2)
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we get that K(Φβn) = K(QKdV ) > 0 and thus Φβn is a solution to M
K(QKdV )
1,1,βn

.
According to Proposition 2.7, it follows that Φβn → QKdV in H1(R) as βn tends to
zero. Now, as (3.2) leads to

I1,1,βn(ϕβn) =

(
K(ϕβn)

K(QKdV )

) 2
3

I1,1,βn(Φβn),

(1.12) on the other hand shows that

I1,1,βn(ϕβn) =
3

2
K(ϕβn).

Combining the last two identities, we get the following

3

2

K(ϕβn)

K(QKdV )
=

(
K(ϕβn)

K(QKdV )

) 2
3 I1,1,βn(Φβn)

K(QKdV )
,

or equivalently, (
K(ϕβn)

K(QKdV )

) 1
3

=
2

3

I1,1,βn(Φβn)

K(QKdV )
.

Substituting the above identity in what follows, we obtain

ϕβn =

(
K(ϕβn)

K(QKdV )

) 1
3

Φβn =
2

3

I1,1,βn(Φβn)

K(QKdV )
Φβn . (3.3)

Yet, Φβn converges to QKdV in H1(R) and so I1,1,βn(Φβn) −→ I1,1,0(QKdV ), and QKdV

satisfies (1.12), thus we reach

ϕβn −→ QKdV in H1

which proves (3.1). Now, we follow the argument of [[19], Proposition 3] to prove
the uniqueness for |β| small enough. Let ϕ1

β and ϕ2
β be two ground state solutions

to (1.11) with α = 1 and set w̃ = ϕ1
β − ϕ2

β. We claim that w̃ = 0 as soon as |β| is
small enough. Thanks to (3.1), we can see that

‖w̃‖H1 ≤ ‖ϕ1
β −QKdV ‖H1 + ‖QKdV − ϕ2

β‖H1 ≤ ε(β),

with ε(y) → 0 as y → 0. Moreover, w̃ satisfies

w̃ − β H∂xw̃ − ∂2xw̃ =
1

2
(ϕ1

β)
2 − 1

2
(ϕ2

β)
2. (3.4)

We also define the operator Υ1,1,β as

Υ1,1,β = 1− β H∂x − ∂2x − ϕ1
β.

It was noticed in [19] that the following crucial cancellation holds

Υ1,1,βw̃ =
1

2
(ϕ1

β)
2 − 1

2
(ϕ2

β)
2 − ϕ1

βw̃ =
1

2
w̃2 . (3.5)
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Let us now assume that w̃ 6= 0 and prove that it leads to a contradiction. Setting

w =
w̃

‖w̃‖H1

so that ‖w‖H1 = 1, it follows from (3.5) that

‖Υ1,1,βw‖L2 ≤ 1

‖w̃‖H1

‖w̃‖2L4 ≤ 1

‖w̃‖H1

‖w̃‖2H1 = ‖w‖H1 ‖w̃‖H1 ≤ ε(β). (3.6)

Hence by (3.6) and (3.1), we get

|〈Υ1,1,0w,w〉L2| =

∣∣∣∣〈w − ∂2xw −QKdV w,w〉L2

∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣〈Υ1,1,βw,w〉L2 + 〈ϕ1

β w −QKdV w,w〉L2 + β〈H∂xw,w〉L2

∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣〈Υ1,1,βw,w〉L2 + 〈ϕ1

β −QKdV , w
2〉L2

∣∣∣∣+ |β| ‖D
1
2
xw‖2L2

≤ 2 ε(β) + |β|. (3.7)

Now, according to [13], for any u ∈ H1(R) satisfying the orthogonality conditions
〈u,QKdV 〉L2 = 〈u,Q′

KdV 〉L2 = 0, there exists γ0 > 0 such that

〈Υ1,1,0u, u〉 ≥ γ0‖u‖2H1. (3.8)

Moreover, the coercivity of the operator Υ persists even with almost orthogonality
conditions (see for instance [15], Lemma 2.7). In other words, (3.8) still holds with
γ0 replaced by γ0/2 for any u ∈ H1(R) satisfying

|〈u,QKdV 〉|L2 ≤ ϑ ‖u‖H1 and |〈u,Q′
KdV 〉|L2 ≤ ϑ ‖u‖H1 for some ϑ > 0.

Before all else, the first orthogonality condition

〈w,Q′
KdV 〉 = 0 (3.9)

is straightforward as w is even and Q′
KdV is odd. The first almost orthogonality con-

dition is thus a direct result. For the second condition, we recall that differentiating
(1.7) with respect to c and taking c = 1 leads to

Υ1,1,0 ∂c|c=1Qc,KdV = Q1,KdV = QKdV .

According to (2.2), we have

∂c|c=1
Qc,KdV = −3

2
tanh(x/2) sech2(x/2) =: V ∈ H∞(IR) .

Therefore, by (3.6) and Proposition 2.7, we obtain

|〈w,QKdV |c=1
〉L2| =

∣∣〈w,Υ1,1,0 V〉L2

∣∣
=

∣∣〈Υ1,1,0w,V〉L2

∣∣
≤

∣∣〈Υ1,1,βw,V〉L2

∣∣ +
∣∣〈wV , ϕ1

β −QKdV

〉
L2

∣∣+ β
∣∣〈H∂xw,V〉L2

∣∣
.

(
ε(β) + β

)
‖w‖H1 .
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Thus, for |β| small enough, w is almost orthogonal to QKdV , and so we deduce that

|〈Υ1,1,0w,w〉L2| ≥ γ0
2
‖w‖2H1 =

γ0
2

which contradicts (3.7). This asserts that w̃ = 0 and proves the uniqueness of the
ground state to (1.11), with (α, β) ∈ {1}×]− β̃0, β̃0[ for some β̃0 > 0. In the sequel,
we denote this unique ground state by Q1,1,β.
Now that uniqueness is established, we can repeat the argument in the beginning of
the proof of this proposition to prove the continuity of the map β 7→ Q1,1,β. Indeed,
let β̃ ∈] − β̃0, β̃0[, let (βn) ∈] − β̃0, β̃0[ with βn → β̃, and let Q1,1,βn be the unique
associated even ground state to (1.11) with (α, β) = (1, βn).
Similarly as in (3.2), we define Φβn as

Φβn =

(
K(Q1,1,β̃)

K(Q1,1,βn)

) 1
3

Q1,1,βn , (3.10)

so that K(Φβn) = K(Q1,1,β̃) > 0 and Φβn is a solution to M
K(Q1,1,β̃)

1,1,βn
. As in the

proof of Proposition 2.7, one can easily check that (Φβn) is a minimizing sequence of

M
K(Q1,1,β̃)

1,1,β̃
and Proposition 2.4 ensures that it converges up to a subsequence (Φβnk

)

towards a solution ϕ to M
K(Q1,1,β̃)

1,1,β̃
in H1(R). Now, as in (3.3), it holds

Q1,1,βn =

(
K(Q1,1,βn)

K(Q1,1,β̃)

) 1
3

Φβn =
2

3

I1,1,βn(Φβn)

K(Q1,1,β̃)
Φβn

and since I1,1,βn(Φβn) → M
K(Q1,1,β̃)

1,1,β̃
= I1,1,β̃(Q1,1,β̃) and Q1,1,β̃ satisfies (1.12), we

deduce that Q1,1,βnk
→ ϕ in H1(R). This ensures that ϕ satisfies (1.11) with (α, β) =

(1, β̃) and thus is an even ground state to this equation. Finally, by the proved
uniqueness result, it follows that ϕ = Q1,1,β̃, and by the uniqueness of the possible
limits in H1(R) of its subsequences, we deduce that Q1,1,βn → Q1,1,β̃ in H1(R).

Case 2: {0 ≤ α≪ 1, β = 1}:
This case is similar to the preceding one only up to small differences. First, we claim
that ∀ ε > 0, ∃ αε > 0 such that any even ground state solution ψ1,α,1 to (1.11)
with β = 1 satisfies

‖ψ1,α,1 −QBO‖H1 <
ε

2
∀ 0 < α < αε. (3.11)

The proof of (3.11) follows exactly the same lines as the proof of (3.1), but this time
making use of Proposition 2.8 instead of Proposition 2.7. It will thus be omitted.

Let us now tackle the proof of the uniqueness result. Let ϕ1
α and ϕ2

α be two
ground state solutions to (1.11) with β = 1. Set w̃ = ϕ1

α − ϕ2
α; we will seek a

contradiction argument to prove that w̃ = 0 for α small enough. Thanks to (3.11),
we can see that

‖w̃‖H1 ≤ ‖ϕ1
α −QBO‖H1 + ‖QBO − ϕ2

α‖H1 ≤ ε(α) ,
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with ε(y) → 0 as y → 0. Moreover, w̃ satisfies

w̃ −H∂xw̃ − α ∂2xw̃ =
1

2
(ϕ1

α)
2 − 1

2
(ϕ2

α)
2. (3.12)

We also define the operator Γ to be

Γ1,α,1 = 1−H∂x − α ∂2x − ϕ1
α

and check that

Γ1,α,1w̃ =
1

2
(ϕ1

α)
2 − 1

2
(ϕ2

α)
2 − (ϕ1

α)w̃ =
1

2
w̃2. (3.13)

Let us now assume that w̃ 6= 0 and set w =
w̃

‖w̃‖
H

1
2

so that ‖w‖
H

1
2
= 1. Thanks to

(3.13) together with the embedding H
1
2 (R) →֒ L4(R), we get

‖Γ1,α,1w‖L2 ≤ 1

‖w̃‖
H

1
2

‖w̃‖2L4 ≤ ‖w‖
H

1
2
‖w̃‖

H
1
2
≤ ε(α). (3.14)

Hence by (3.14) and (3.11), we obtain

〈Γ1,0,1w,w〉L2 = 〈w −H∂xw − (QBO)w,w〉L2

= 〈Γ1,α,1w,w〉L2 + 〈(ϕ1
α)w − (QBO)w,w〉L2 + α〈∂2xw,w〉L2

= 〈Γ1,α,1w,w〉L2 + 〈ϕ1
α −QBO, w

2〉L2 − α ‖∂xw‖L2

≤ ε(α) + ‖ϕ1
α −QBO‖H1‖w‖2L2

≤ 2 ε(α). (3.15)

Note that we have used in a crucial way the fact that α ≥ 0 since otherwise we do
not have any control on ‖∂xw‖L2. Now according to [9] or [27], there exists η0 > 0
such that for any u ∈ H1(R) satisfying the orthogonality conditions 〈u,QBO〉L2 =
〈u,Q′

BO〉L2 = 0, we have
〈Γ1,0,1u, u〉 ≥ η0‖u‖2

H
1
2

(3.16)

and again thanks to [15], (3.16) still holds for u ∈ H
1
2 satisfying almost orthogonality

conditions. To start with, the first orthogonality condition

〈w,Q′

BO〉 = 0 (3.17)

is direct (and thus the first almost orthogonality condition too) since w is even
and Q

′

BO is odd. For the second condition, we proceed as above by noticing that
Γ1,0,1W = QBO where according to (1.7) and (2.4),

W = ∂c|c=1
Qc,BO = − 8x

(1 + x2)2
.

Therefore, (3.14) and Proposition 2.8 lead to

|〈w,QBO〉L2| =
∣∣〈w,Γ1,0,1W〉L2

∣∣
=

∣∣〈Γ1,0,1w,W〉L2

∣∣
≤

∣∣〈Γ1,α,1w,W〉L2

∣∣+
∣∣〈wW , ϕ1

α −QBO〉L2

∣∣+ α
∣∣〈w, ∂2xW〉L2

∣∣

.
(
ε(α) + α

)
‖w‖

H
1
2
.
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Thus, for α small enough, w is almost orthogonal to QBO, and so we conclude that

〈Γ1,0,1w,w〉L2 ≥ η0
2
‖w‖2

H
1
2
=
η0
2
,

which contradicts (3.15). This hence asserts that w̃ = 0 and uniqueness is proved.
In the sequel, we let Q1,α,1 denote this unique even ground state.
Finally, the continuity of α 7→ Q1,α,1 follows exactly the same lines as in Case 1 and
will thus be disregarded.

3.0.1 Orbital stability

To prove the orbital stability of an even ground state solution in H1(R), we recall
the following proposition; check [14].

Proposition 3.2. Set the operator Υc,α,β associated to the second derivative of the
action functional E + cV and linearized at ϕc,α,β ∈ H1(R) solution to (1.11); where
Υc,α,β is defined by

Υc,α,β := c− α∂2x − βH∂x − ϕc,α,β.

Assume that there exists γ > 0 such that

〈Υc,α,βu, u〉L2 ≥ γ‖u‖2H1

for any u ∈ H1(R) satisfying the orthogonality conditions

〈u, ϕc,α,β〉L2 = 〈u, ϕ′
c,α,β〉 = 0

then ϕc,α,β is orbitally stable in H1(R). More precisely, there exists K > 0 and
ε0 > 0 such that if u0 ∈ H1(R) satisfies

‖u0 − ϕc,α,β‖H1 < ε

for some 0 < ε < ε0 then

sup
t∈IR

inf
y∈IR

‖u(t)− ϕc,α,β(· − y)‖H1 < Kε .

We are now in position to prove the orbital stability of the even ground state
solutions ϕ1,1,β of (1.11) with α = 1, then that of ϕ1,α,1 for β = 1 in (1.11).

Case 1: Orbital stability of ϕ1,1,β

To begin with, we note that thanks to Proposition 2.7, any u ∈ H1 satisfying
〈u,Q1,1,β〉L2 = 〈u,Q′

1,1,β〉L2 = 0 is almost orthogonal in L2 to QKdV and Q′
KdV for

|β| small enough and thus (3.8) holds with γ0 replaced by γ0/2. Hence,

〈Υ1,1,βu, u〉L2 = 〈Υ1,1,0u, u〉L2 − 〈Q1,1,β −QKdV , u
2〉L2 − β〈H∂xu, u〉L2

≥ γ0
2
‖u‖2H1 − ε(β)‖u‖2H1 − |β| ‖D

1
2
x u‖2L2

≥
(
γ0
2

− ε(β)− ε(|β|)
)
‖u‖2H1 (3.18)
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where ε(β), ε(|β|) −→ 0 as β → 0. Eventually, thanks to Proposition 3.2, we deduce
that there exists r0 > 0 such that ϕ1,1,β is orbitally stable in H1(R) for any |β| < r0.
Lastly, since u is a solution of (1.6) with α = 1 if and only if v(t, x) = λ2 u(λ3 t, λ x)
is a solution to (1.1) with γ = |λ|β, there is an equivalence between the uniqueness
and orbital stability of Q1,1,β and the ones of Qλ2,1,|λ|β. This leads to the uniqueness
and orbital stability of Qc,1,γ with γ ∈ R∗ as soon as c > r−2

0 γ2.

Case 2: Orbital stability of ϕ1,α,1

Again, we first note that thanks to Proposition 2.8, any u ∈ H
1
2 (R) satisfying

〈u,Q1,α,1〉 = 〈u,Q′
1,α,1〉 = 0 is almost orthogonal in L2 to QBO and Q′

BO for α > 0
small enough and thus (3.16) holds with η0 replaced by η0/2. Hence

〈Υ1,α,1u, u〉L2 = 〈Υ1,0,1u, u〉L2 − 〈Q1,α,1 −QBO, u
2〉L2 + α‖∂xu‖2L2

≥ η0
2
‖u‖2

H
1
2
− ε(α)‖u‖2L2 + α‖∂xu‖2L2

≥ min

{
η0
2

− ε(α), α

}
‖u‖2H1

where ε(α) −→ 0 as α → 0. Eventually, thanks to Proposition 3.2, we deduce that
there exists r̃0 > 0 such that Q1,α,1 is orbitally stable in H1(R) for any α ∈]0, r̃0[.
Now, we return to the uniqueness and orbital stability of solution to (1.1). Let
us fix γ > 0. Since u is a solution to (1.6) with β = 1 if and only if v(t, x) =
γ2αu(γ3α2t, γαx) satisfies (1.1), then the uniqueness and orbital stability of Q1,α,1

is equivalent to the uniqueness and orbital stability of Qγ2α,1,γ. This leads to the
uniqueness and orbital stability of Qc,1,γ with γ > 0 as soon as 0 < c < r̃0γ

2, and
eventually completes the proof of Theorem 1.3.

4 Decay of the ground state solutions

In this last section, we prove some decay estimates for any even H1-solution to (1.5)
as well as its two first derivatives. We follow the arguments in [12]. Note that such
decay estimates were already proved in [11], except for the derivatives. It is also
worth noting that these decay estimates are an important requirement to derive
sharp properties of the flow of the equation in the neighborhood of the solitary
waves.

Proposition 4.1. Let γ ∈ IR. Given that c > 0 in the case γ > 0 and c > γ2/4 in
the case γ < 0, the even solutions to (1.5) satisfy

|x2 ϕc,1,γ|+ |x3 ϕ′
c,1,γ(x)|+ |x3 ϕ′′

c,1,γ| ∈ L∞(R) .

Proof. We consider only the case c = 1 and γ > −2. Indeed, as already mentioned
in the beginning of Section 2, ϕ is a solution to (1.5) with c = 1 and γ = β if and
only if φ(·) = λ2ϕ(λ·) is a solution to (1.5) with c = λ2 and γ = |λ|β. Therefore,
the decay estimate for c = 1 and γ > −2 ensures the same decay estimate for any
speed c > 0 in the case γ > 0 and for any speed c > γ2/4 in the case γ < 0. Now,
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let us denote by ϕγ an even H1-solution to (1.5) with c = 1 and γ > −2. We know
that ϕγ ∈ H∞(R) and according to (1.5) it holds

ϕ̂γ(ξ) =
1

2(1 + ξ2 + γ|ξ|) ϕ̂
2
γ(ξ). (4.1)

Therefore, for k = 0, 1, ϕ(k)
γ (x) = G(k) ∗ ϕ2

γ(x) with G(k) given by

G(k)(x) =
1

2
√
2π

∫

R

(iξ)k eixξ

1 + αξ2 + γ|ξ|dξ .

Since
1

2(1 + ξ2 + γ|ξ|) belongs to H1(IR), the hypotheses of (cf. [12], Theorem 3.1.2,

Page 384) are clearly fulfilled. Thus according to this theorem, there exists 0 < l ≤ 1
such that |x|lϕγ ∈ L∞(R). Since ϕγ belongs to L2(R), it follows that ϕ2

γ belongs to
L1(R) and decays at least as |x|−2l. We are going to prove that G decays at least as
|x|−2 and thus also belongs to L1(R). Assuming this decay for a while, the identity
ϕγ = G ∗ ϕ2

γ ensures that ϕγ decays at least as |x|−2l; reiterating this argument for
a finite number of times, we obtain that ϕγ decays at least as |x|−2. Therefore, it

remains to prove the decay of G. We start by noticing that since
1

1 + αξ2 + β|ξ| is

a real and even function, then so is its inverse Fourier. Hence,

G(x) =
1

2
√
2π

∫

R

cos(xξ)

1 + αξ2 + γ|ξ| dξ =
1√
2π

∫

R+

cos(xξ)

1 + αξ2 + γξ
dξ.

Fix x, and set g(z) = g(x, z) =
ei|x|z

1 + z2 + γz
. We notice that the roots of p(z) =

1 + z2 + γz are given when γ ≥ 2 by
−γ∓

√
γ2−4

2
and when |γ| < 2 by

−γ∓i
√

4−γ2

2
.

Therefore, g is analytic on the open convex set

Λθ := {z ∈ C /ℜ(z) > θ1 and |ℑz| < θ2}

with (θ1, θ2) = (
−γ+

√
γ2−4

2
, 1) when γ ≥ 2, (θ1, θ2) = (−γ/2, 1) when 0 < γ < 2

and (θ1, θ2) = (−1,

√
4−γ2

2
) when −2 < γ ≤ 0. We can thus use Cauchy’s Integral

Theorem along the closed path δR := δ1,R + δ2,R + δ3,R + δ4,R , where δ1,R = [0, R],
δ2,R = {R + i t; t ∈ [0, θ

2
] }, δ3,R = {t + iθ

2
; t ∈ [R, 0]}, and δ4,R = {i t; t ∈ [ θ

2
, 0]},

to get
∮

δR

g(z) dz =

∫

δ1,R

g(z) dz +

∫

δ2,R

g(z) dz +

∫

δ3,R

g(z) dz +

∫

δ4,R

g(z) dz

:= I1,R + I2,R + I3,R + I4,R

= 0.

Since
cos(xξ)

1 + αξ2 + γξ
is integrable on R∗

+, we have

√
2π G(x) = lim

R→+∞
ℜ(I1,R) = lim

R→+∞
ℜ
(
−I2,R − I3,R − I4,R

)
.
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We recall that for a piecewise C1-path

γ : [t1, t2] ∋ t 7→ γ(t) ∈ C,

we have ∫

γ

g(z) dz =

∫ t2

t1

g(γ(t)) γ′(t) dt.

Starting with I2,

I2,R = i

∫ θ
2

0

ei|x|(R+it)

1 + (R + it)2 + γ(R + it)
dt = ie−|x|t

∫ θ
2

0

ei|x|R

1 + (R + it)2 + γ(R + it)
dt.

Using the fact that |ei|x|R| ≤ 1, integrating over [0, θ
2
], then taking the limit R → +∞,

we end up with
lim

R→+∞
|I2,R| = 0. (4.2)

As for I3,

I3,R =

∫ 0

R

ei|x|(t+i
θ
2
)

1 + (t + iθ
2
)2 + γ(t+ iθ

2
)
dt = −e−θ|x|/2

∫ R

0

ei|x|t

1 + (t+ iθ
2
)2 + γ(t+ iθ

2
)
dt,

so there exists C = C(γ) > 0 independent of R such that

|I3,R| ≤ C e−
θ|x|
2 . (4.3)

Lastly for I4,R, we get

I4,R = i

∫ 0

θ
2

ei|x|(it)

1 + (it)2 + γit
dt = −i

∫ θ
2

0

e−|x|t

(1− t2) + γit

= −i
∫ θ

2

0

(1− t2)− iγt

(1− t2)2 + γ2t2
e−|x|t dt

and so

ℜ(I4,R) = −
∫ θ

2

0

γt e−|x|t

(1− t2)2 + γ2t2
dt.

Performing the change of variable y = |x|t, we get

ℜ(I4,R) = − γ

|x|2
∫ θ|x|

2

0

ye−y

(1− y2

|x|2
)2 + γ2 y2

|x|2

dy.

But, since 0 ≤ y ≤ θ|x|
2

then
1

(1− y2

|x|2
)2 + γ2 y2

|x|2

≤ 1

(1− y2

|x|2
)2

≤ 1

1− θ2

4

≤ 4

3
.

Besides, the fact that
∫
ye−y dy = e−y(−y − 1) ensures that

|ℜ(I4,R)| ≤ C
γ

|x|2 . (4.4)
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Finally, we get by (4.2), (4.3), and (4.4) that

|G(x)| . |γ|
|x|2 + C(γ)e−

θ|x|
2 (4.5)

and so the decay of the even ground state ϕγ is given at least by Cγ|x|−2, and that
of Q′

γ is given by Cγ|x|−3.
In fact, to obtain the decay on ϕ′

γ, we are going to prove that G′ decays at least
as |x|−3. For this, we proceed exactly in the same way. We first notice that

G′(x) =
−1√
2π

∫

R

ξ sin(xξ)

1 + αξ2 + γ|ξ| dξ

and for x fixed, we set g̃(z) = g̃(x, z) =
−zei|x|z

1 + z2 + γz
and we integrate the latter along

δR. Of course,
ξ sin(xξ)

1 + αξ2 + γ|ξ| does not belong to L1(R∗
+). As the latter is no longer

integrable on R, we resort to oscillatory integrals where thanks to an integration by
parts, it is direct to check that its generalized integral converges on R+. Therefore
as above, it holds

√
2πG′(x) = lim

R→+∞
ℑ
(∫

δ1,R

g̃(z) dz
)
= lim

R→+∞
ℑ
(
−
∫

δ2,R

g̃(z) dz−
∫

δ3,R

g̃(z) dz−
∫

δ4,R

g̃(z) dz
)
.

We set Ĩk,R =

∫

δk,R

g̃(z) dz for k = 2, 3, 4. We notice that Ĩ2,R can be treated exactly

as I2,R to obtain lim
R→+∞

Ĩ2,R = 0 and that

Ĩ3,R = −e−θ|x|/2
∫ R

0

(t + iθ
2
)ei|x|t

1 + (t+ iθ
2
)2 + γ(t + iθ

2
)
dt.

Integrating by parts, we get that there exists C = C(γ) > 0 independent of R such
that for |x| ≥ 1,

|Ĩ3,R| ≤ C e−
θ|x|
2 . (4.6)

As for Ĩ4,R, we write

Ĩ4,R = i

∫ θ
2

0

(it)e−|x|t

(1− t2) + γit
= −

∫ θ
2

0

t((1− t2)− iγt)

(1− t2)2 + γ2t2
e−|x|t dt

so that

ℑ(Ĩ4,R) =
∫ θ

2

0

γt2 e−|x|t

(1− t2)2 + γ2t2
dt.

Performing the change of variable y = |x|t, we get that

|ℑ(Ĩ4,R)| . γ|x|−3 .

Gathering the above estimates, we obtain the desired decay for G′, and the identity
ϕ′
γ = G′ ∗ ϕ2

γ together with the decay of ϕγ ensures that ϕ′
γ decays at least as |x|−3.

Consequently, the decay of ϕ′′
γ follows by noticing that ϕ′′

γ = 2G′ ∗ (ϕγϕ′
γ).
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