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SOLITONS AND SCATTERING FOR THE CUBIC-QUINTIC
NONLINEAR SCHRODINGER EQUATION ON R?

ROWAN KILLIP, TADAHIRO OH, OANA POCOVNICU, AND MONICA VISAN

ABSTRACT. We consider the cubic-quintic nonlinear Schrédinger equation:
0w = —Au — |ul?u + |u|*u.

In the first part of the paper, we analyze the one-parameter family of
ground-state solitons associated to this equation with particular attention to
the shape of the associated mass/energy curve. Additionally, we are able to
characterize the kernel of the linearized operator about such solitons and to
demonstrate that they occur as optimizers for a one-parameter family of in-
equalities of Gagliardo—Nirenberg type. Building on this work, in the latter
part of the paper we prove that scattering holds for solutions belonging to
the region R of the mass/energy plane where the virial is positive. We show
this region is partially bounded by solitons but also by rescalings of solitons
(which are not soliton solutions in their own right). The discovery of rescaled
solitons in this context is new and highlights an unexpected limitation of any
virial-based methodology.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we consider the Cauchy problem for the cubic-quintic nonlinear
Schrédinger equation (NLS) on R?:

{i@tu = —Au — |u?u + |ul*u,

(1) u(0) = ug € H*(R3),

which arises as the natural Hamiltonian evolution associated to the energy
(1.2) E(u) = / 1Vul? — 1ul* + %ul® dz.
R3

Here u(t,z) is a complex-valued function of (¢,x) € R x R3.

This model appears in numerous problems in physics, including field theory,
nonlinear optics, the mean-field theory of superconductivity, Langmuir waves in
plasma physics, and the motion of Bose-Einstein condensates; see, for example, [4]
121 191, 28, 54, (55, 47 [61]. This ubiquity is strongly connected to the particular signs
appearing in and . As we hope to convince the reader, the combination
of focusing cubic nonlinearity and defocusing quintic nonlinearity is physically very
natural and leads to interesting mathematics.

For systems at low densities, nonlinear effects should be weak and hence it is
natural to perform a Taylor expansion on the associated part of the energy and
keep only the lowest nonlinear term. This produces the cubic term in (L.I)), at
least in a gauge invariant setting. Such a term with a positive coefficient (i.e., the
defocusing case) represents an inherent repulsion of the constituents of the system
and leads to global solutions that disperse. A mathematically rigorous proof of this
assertion has been available for some time; see, for example, [14].

A cubic term with a negative coefficient (the focusing case) is physically a very
natural scenario. Atoms/molecules do experience an attractive (van der Waals)
force at moderate densities; indeed, such attraction underlies the condensation
of gases into liquids at low temperatures. Similarly, the focusing cubic NLS is
also commonly used to model the self-focusing of laser beams in certain nonlinear
materials.

As might be expected, the three-dimensional focusing cubic NLS has also received
considerable mathematical attention. It was proved in the 1970’s that blowup
occurs for an open set of large initial data; see [29, 63]. For a more up-to-date view
of this phenomenon, see [22] 51| and the references therein.

In the physical systems alluded to above, no true singularity occurs. The very
concentration that mathematics predicts degrades the accuracy of the model; new
physics comes into play, preventing further collapse. From a mathematical point
of view, the simplest way to incorporate such phenomenology is to introduce a
defocusing nonlinearity of the next higher power. A deeper understanding of the
underlying physics is, of course, needed to predict the appropriate coupling con-
stant.

By making an appropriate choice of units for space, time, and the solution values,
it is possible to scale away any coupling constants in front of the nonlinearities; only
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the signs remain. Unlike the case of a single power nonlinearity, this exhausts all
scaling symmetries. Indeed, the dynamics of solutions living at disparate length
scales are inherently different; the amplitude and spatial scale of a solution affects
the relative strengths of the linear dispersion and each of the two nonlinearities.

We will exploit two conservation laws associated to the flow in addition to
the energy (1.2)), namely, the mass and momentum; these are given by

(1.3) M(u) := /}R3 lul?dz and P(u) := /]1{3 2Im(aVu) dz,

respectively. Through the rescaling used to normalize the equation, information
about the relative strength of the two nonlinearities is transfered to the mass and
energy. This behooves us to consider initial data for as broad a mass/energy region
as we are able. In Section |4l we determine precisely which mass/energy pairs are
actually possible; Figure |4.1] summarizes our results. Ultimately, we would like to
produce a ‘phase diagram’ for 7 indicating which dynamical behaviours are
possible in which regions of the mass/energy plane. This is the long-term dream
that guides the investigations in this paper.

There is no reason to introduce momentum as a third axis in this phase diagram.
The Galilei symmetry can be exploited to normalize the momentum to zero, while
leaving the mass unchanged and modifying the energy in the obvious manner (see
the proof of Proposition . Indeed, this transformation simply amounts to
passing to the rest frame of the centre of mass.

The physical intuition espoused earlier suggests that should have global
solutions. This has been proved rigorously:

Theorem 1.1 (Global well-posedness of cubic-quintic NLS in R3, [67]). The initial
value problem admits a unique global solution u in the class C,H} and the
solution depends continuously (in C,HL) on the initial data ug € H'(R®). Further-
more, the solution obeys conservation of mass, energy, and momentum.

The cited paper presents a proof of uniqueness only within the subclass of so-
lutions that also belong to L%gv. However, the ideas needed to upgrade this to the
‘unconditional uniqueness’ formulated above appear already in [18]; see also [3§]
for an adaptation of the argument to an equation very similar to (|1.1)).

The global well-posedness of cannot be proved by the same simple direct
arguments that apply to the defocusing cubic NLS. This stems from the fact that
the quintic nonlinearity is energy-critical in three spatial dimensions. To better
explain this point and its effects on the analysis, let us first redirect our discussion
to the defocusing quintic NLS

(1.4) i0pu = —Au + |u|u

in R?, whose energy functional is given by
(1.5) u»—)/ 1vuf? + Ll de.
R3

The rescaling u(t, ) — u*(t, ) := A2u(A\2t, Az) is a symmetry of solutions to
(1.4). This scaling also preserves the energy functional , which is why is
termed energy-critical.

For defocusing nonlinearities with power smaller than five, energy conservation
prevents concentration. This combined with simple contraction mapping arguments
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yields a proof of global well-posedness. For the energy-critical problem , this
is not the case; indeed, the scaling symmetry shows that concentration is perfectly
consistent with energy conservation. Note that we cannot use other NLS conser-
vation laws to prevent concentration; energy has the highest regularity among all
known conservation laws.

The development of methods to tackle this problem of criticality constitutes one
of the major breakthroughs in the study of nonlinear dispersive equations. In the
case of NLS, it was precisely for the equation that this breakthrough was first
made:

Theorem 1.2 (GWP of the defocusing quintic NLS in R3, [9] [18]). Equation (1.4)
admits a unique global C,H} solution for every initial data ug € H*(R3). This
solution obeys

(1.6) /R/R fu(t, )| da dt < C(Jluol ).

The spacetime bound provides an explicit expression that solutions dis-
perse, something that we previously intuited must hold in the defocusing case. In
fact, this bound leads to the following conclusion: there exist asymptotic states
us € H} so that

lu(t) — eitAuiHH% —0 as t— +oo.

This says that the solution scatters (to the linear flow) as ¢ — +00. More formally,
this is the statement of asymptotic completeness of wave operators. The question
of existence of wave operators is easily settled by contraction mapping arguments,
even in this scaling-critical case.

The proof of Theorem is long and subtle. This remains true, even after
incorporating the extensive developments spawned by this breakthrough over the
intervening decade (cf. [41]).

As will be evident from the arguments in Section |8} any solution to (1.4]) can
be embedded as a solution to in a certain scaling regime. Correspondingly,
any reasonably quantitative proof of Theorem [I.I] must automatically imply The-
orem The key theme underlying the proof of Theorem in [67] is to argue
conversely, namely, to start with Theorem and treat the cubic term as a per-
turbation. (This idea is further expanded upon in [62]). Moreover, it is shown that
if one considers the cubic-quintic NLS with both nonlinearities defocusing, then
scattering holds (in H}) even for large initial data ug € H_.

The papers [62], 67] also prove a scattering result for our equation . Specif-
ically, they show that if the mass of the initial data is sufficiently small, depending
on the H; norm of the initial data, then scattering holds. To be more precise,
sufficiently small mass means smaller than the reciprocal of a tower of exponentials
in the H; norm. This is the best one can achieve via these perturbative methods,
because of the best known quantitative bounds in (L.6).

One of the main results of this paper is a proof of scattering for initial data
whose mass and energy belong to the larger region R in the mass/energy plane:

Theorem 1.3. Let ug € H'(R?) be such that (M (ug), E(ug)) belongs to the region
R defined in Section |5 Then, the unique global solution u € C(R; H'(R3)) to the
cubic-quintic NLS (1.1) satisfies

[ull 1o (Rxrs) < C (M (uo), E(ug)).
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In particular, the solution u scatters in H*(R3) both forward and backward in time.

The region R is depicted in Figure [L.1] We will give a precise description of
R later in the introduction, once we have covered the necessary prerequisites. For
now, we note the following consequence of Theorem [I.3} there is a mass threshold
M, so that scattering holds for all initial data with M (u) < M,, irrespective of the
energy (or H!-norm).

E 3

FIGURE 1.1. Schematic diagram of the open set R in Theorem [1.3

Theorem [I.3] is not a perturbative result. We will be able to show that scat-
tering fails for certain solutions whose mass and energy lie on the boundary of
R. Moreover, the exact value of the mass threshold M, noted above is dictated
by the optimizers of a certain Gagliardo—Nirenberg-type inequality (see Section .
We show that these optimizers are radially symmetric solutions to a certain ellip-
tic PDE. This reduces matters to an ODE problem that is readily susceptible to
numerical investigation via the shooting method. In this way, we are lead to the
assertion that scattering holds for M (u) < 185.10.

Scattering does not hold for all initial data ug € H'(R?); our equation admits
solitons. In this paper, we will use the word ‘soliton’ to refer to solutions to (1.1
of the form u(t,x) = ¢! P(z). Naturally, the Galilei symmetry can be exploited
to introduce (or remove) translational motion.

As well as limiting the region where scattering can occur, solitons also constitute
an essential ingredient in any purported phase diagram of the dynamical behaviour
of . Section [2|is devoted to the study of solitons for our equation.

Pohozaev identities show that solitons can only exist when 0 < w < 3/16; see
Lemma[2.1] That solitons do indeed exist for all such frequencies w is then deduced
from the general results of [7]. Note that the soliton profile is necessarily different for
differing w; recall that in the case of a single focusing nonlinearity there is a scaling
symmetry, which means that solitons have the same profile for all w € (0, 00).

The paper [7] actually shows that admits infinitely many radially symmetric
solitons for each 0 < w < 3/16. We focus our attention on what are known as
ground state solitons, that is, solitons for which P(z) is non-negative. As discussed
in Section [2| these exist for all 0 < w < 3/16; indeed, there is a unique ground
state soliton P,, for each such w. We curtail our investigation in this particular way
because the ground state solitons are the smallest solitons in a certain mass/energy
sense; see Theorem i). In particular, it is reasonable to predict that it is these
solitons which mark the boundary of the region in the mass/energy plane where
only scattering occurs. Note that pure scattering behaviour will not hold in any
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region where both mass and energy exceed the mass and energy of a soliton. This
is easily seen by constructing solutions containing a soliton and a radiation term.

As part of our analysis of the ground state solitons P,,, we are able to determine
the kernel of the linearized operator about P,,:

L, :urs —Au+ 5P — 3P%u + wu.

Specifically, we prove that it is spanned by the components of VP,,. This spectral
condition is an invaluable stepping stone for any subsequent rigourous analysis
of the stability or asymptotic stability of soliton solutions, at least by the usual
methods. In particular, our verification of the spectral condition allows one to apply
the arguments in [59)] to see that solitons are stable wherever the mass/energy curve
is concave and unstable where it is convex.

Figures and depict the mass/energy curve for the solitons P,,, based
on numerics. We note that there is an upper branch of solitons where the curve
is convex (signaling instability) and a lower branch where it is concave (indicating
stability). Note that from our result on the linearized operator, we know that
w +— P, is a real-analytic H!-valued function; the explanation for the cusp is that
d,M(P,) and 9,E(P,,) both vanish at the same point. Indeed, by (2-23), both
vanish to the same order.

Our numerics show a single cusp, corresponding to the vanishing of d,M(F,,)
at a single point w,, which in turn is the global minimum of w — M(P,) and the
global maximum of w — E(F,). Unfortunately, we have not been able to prove
this; it constitutes our Conjecture [2.3

The solitons P,, have been the subject of several numerical studies in the physics
literature [19] 54} [55], in their role as “light bullets” or “3D spatiotemporal optical
solitons”. These numerics confirm our independent investigations and should be
consulted by readers interested in plots of mass or energy against the frequency
parameter w.

The behavior of unstable (upper branch) soliton solutions to has been
investigated numerically in lower dimensions [12] [47]. These authors observe that
solutions beginning near the unstable branch of solitons approach a soliton on the
lower branch, shedding their excess mass/energy in the form of radiation.

For NLS with a single focusing nonlinearity, ground state solitons can be charac-
terized as optimizers of certain Gagliardo—Nirenberg inequalities. This has played
an important role in many investigations, beginning with the seminal work [64].
Section [3] is devoted to the discussion of an analogue for our problem. Because
there is a one-parameter family of ground state soliton profiles (unlike the scale-
invariant case of a single power nonlinearity), we will need a one-parameter family
of inequalities. Our candidates are the following:

Ba _3
(L.7) el ey  ull syl s 70 s

where 0 < a < co. The veracity of (|1.7)) is easily deduced by interpolating between
the classical Gagliardo—Nirenberg inequality (which corresponds to a = 0) and the
Holder inequality (which corresponds to o = 00).

In Proposition we show that optimizers of (1.7]) are ground state solitons,
up to scaling and translation. Moreover, optimizing solitons P, have the property
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that 8(w) = «, where §(w) is defined via

)8 dz = B(w  (2)]? da.
[ 1Pe@l e =pw) [ VR @)Pd

In particular, no soliton occurs as the optimizer in for more than one value
of a. However, we must acknowledge one short-comming of our results in this
direction. Numerics show that w — S(w) is strictly increasing, which would imply
that each soliton occurs as the unique optimizer for the corresponding value of «.
We have been unable to prove this; see Conjecture [2.6]

As mentioned earlier, Section is devoted to determining all feasible mass/energy
pairs; see Figure A transition occurs at mass M(Q1), where Q; is a ground
state soliton optimizing in the case a = 1. For masses below M(Q1), the
energy is necessarily positive; the infimal mass is zero, but this is not achieved.
At the mass M(Q1), zero energy is still the infimal energy, but is now achieved;
moreover, it is achieved only by certain solitons. For masses strictly greater than
M(Q1), the infimal energy is now negative and is achieved precisely by some soliton.
Our region R is wholly contained in the mass strip where M < M(Q1). Indeed, in
the region M > M(Q1) it is impossible, using only mass and energy variables, to
segregate solutions that scatter from those that converge to a soliton plus radiation.

Beginning with Section[5] we focus more tightly toward the proof of Theorem[I.3}
Naturally, to obtain a non-perturbative proof of scattering, one needs some intrinsi-
cally nonlinear information about the equation. This is true even in the defocusing
case, where this role is invariably fulfilled by (traditional or interaction) Morawetz
identities. For focusing equations, sharp thresholds are typically determined via
the virial identity (suitably truncated); see, for example, [3, 21], 34, 40]. One ex-
ception is the work [20] on the mass-critical NLS, which uses a hybrid of the virial
and interaction Morawetz identities. Dodson-style variants are not advantageous
for our problem. We will use the virial identity.

The virial identity stems from the behaviour of a system under scaling; however,
it is not essential that the system has a scaling symmetry. As is easily verified, the
operator

A= %(1’~V+V'1‘)
is the generator of unitary dilations on L?(R3). An elementary computation shows
that if u is a solution to , then

d

o lu(®), Au(t)) = 4V (u(t)) where V(f):= /RB IVf(@)P +1f(2)° = 31f(2)]* da.

This is the virial identity for our equation; correspondingly, we will refer to the
functional V : H*(R3) — R as the virial.

For soliton solutions u(t,z) = ™! P(z), we have (u(t), Au(t)) = (P, AP) and
correspondingly, V(P) = 0. On the other hand, for solutions v(¢, z) = e®®vq of the
linear Schrodinger equation, we have

d

—(v(t),Av(t)>:4/ Vuol2dz and  lim V(v(t)):/ Vo2 da.
dt R3 t—4oco R3

In particular, the virial of linear solutions is positive for large times.
The way that the virial identity is employed in the proof of scattering is rather
subtle. One of the key properties of the region R is that

(1.8) (M(u),E(u)) eR = V(u(t))>0 forallteR
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for any solution u to (L.1)). Nevertheless, it is not true that solutions whose virial
is positive for all times must necessarily scatter. Imagine, for example, a solution
which consists of a soliton together with radiation. By suitable construction, one
may decouple the contributions of the two parts of the solution to the virial; indeed,
decoupling will be automatic in the t — +oo limits. As solitons have zero virial
and radiation has positive virial, such a solution would have positive virial for all
times, but definitely does not scatter.

Our example highlights a central problem that arises when applying conservation
laws and similar identities: one only observes the aggregate of all the parts of the
solution. Unwanted behaviour of one part of the solution cannot be ruled out
if it can be compensated for by unreasonable behaviour of another part of the
solution. While sometimes space and/or frequency localization techniques can be
applied, this is untenable for generic large data due to the resulting combinatorial
complexity.

In [9], Bourgain introduced the induction on energy technique to overcome an
obstruction of precisely this type. His solution to the combinatorial morass is to
inductively exclude unreasonable behaviour at ever increasing energies. (The energy
is a coercive conserved quantity for the problem treated in [9].)

The guiding principle, advanced significantly in [I§], is the following: Assume
all solutions with energy E < Ejy have been shown to scatter; this is the inductive
hypothesis. We wish to show that this remains true for all solutions v with E(u) <
FEy + n, where 7 is a very small parameter. Suppose that at some time, such a
solution u can be written as two well-separated parts, each with energy at least 7.
Then, we may apply the inductive hypothesis to approximate u by the sum of two
solutions, each of which scatters. That the parts are well-separated is essential.
Our equation is nonlinear; it is only in such a regime that one may obtain an
approximate solution by summing two solutions. For the models studied in [9] 18]
and in this paper, two solutions are well-separated if they live in different spatial
locations or at differing length scales.

As consequence of the preceding, we see that the inductive step is reduced to
proving scattering for solutions u with E(u) < FEy + n that consist of a single
piece (up to errors of size n), with a clearly-defined location in space and spa-
tial/frequency scale. This substantially enhances the efficacy of conservation laws
and monotonicity formulae.

More recent applications of the induction on energy technique employ a con-
tradiction argument, closer in spirit to the well-ordering principle. Some of these
ideas are already hinted at by the language used in [I8], for example, the phrase
“minimal energy blowup solution”. However, the true mathematical realization of
this belongs to Keraani [36] and to Kenig-Merle [34]. This is the variant we will de-
scribe below. It leads to proofs that are more modular and simpler to understand;
it has also fueled an explosion of applications of the underlying paradigm.

Next we will explain the construction of a minimal blowup solution, which cap-
tures the essence of the induction on energy argument. After that, we will return
to our discussion of Section [5] and the role of the virial identity.

Until now, the size of solutions has been determined by two variables: mass
and energy. For a workable notion of minimality, we need to combine them into
a single quantity. To this end, we introduce a continuous map D : R — [0,00)
in Subsection We will also regard D as a function of solutions via D(u) =
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D(M(u), E(u)). For expositional clarity, we will arrange that D(u) = 0 if and only
if w =0 and define D(u) = oo when (M (u), E(u)) € R°. Proposition [5.7| describes
further properties of this function.

Given 0 < D < oo, we define

(1.9) L(D) := sup{\|u||L%?z(ka3) : w solves (L1)) and D(u) < D},

In this way, Theorembecomes the statement that L(D) < oo for all 0 < D < 0.

Suppose now that Theorem were to fail and let D. be the supremum of all
values of D for which L(D) is finite. Failure of Theorem is the assertion that
D. < co. Note that L(0) = 0, so D. > 0. In fact, Proposition shows that
D, > 0. This proposition is a refinement of the small-data theory developed in [62].
The positivity of D, corresponds to the ‘base step’ of the induction.

Under our contradiction hypothesis, there must be a sequence of solutions {u,}
so that

D(u,) - D, and // (1, 2)[10 ds it — oo,
R JR3

If we could conclude that a subsequence of {u,} converges in H}, perturbation
theory (see Proposition would guarantee that the limit u, is a minimal blowup
solution. It would be minimal because D(u,) = D, and a blowup solution because
I uoo (t, 2)[*0 dz dt = .

The assertion that bounded sequences of solutions converge (subsequentially) to
a solution is a narrow form of the well-known Palais—-Smale condition in the cal-
culus of variations. (Our sequence {u,} is bounded in L{°H} because {D(uy,)} is
bounded.) The usual Palais—Smale condition is immediately broken by the presence
of non-compact symmetries. For our problem, the pertinent symmetries are spatial
and temporal translations, as well as a vestigial /broken scaling symmetry. The first
step in handling this issue is to prove an appropriate concentration-compactness
principle for the linear equation. This is the task of proving a linear profile decom-
position; it is discharged in Section [7}

Our concentration-compactness principle has strong similarities to earlier work
on the energy-critical case [0l [35]; however, our proofs follow the slightly different
path laid out in [42 44]. For our problem, we must work in H} rather than the
homogeneous space H 1 and prove decoupling of L2-norms as well as LS-norms. The
techniques needed to adapt the argument have appeared before in the context of
other problems with broken symmetries, [32], 37, [39] [43]. Nevertheless, as a service
to the reader we provide full details.

The linear profile decomposition, Theorem [7.5] decomposes a subsequence of
initial data w,(t = 0) into linear combinations of asymptotically orthogonal (as
n — oo) bubbles of concentration. Each bubble ¢’ appears at an n-dependent
location in space-time (t/,z7) at some characteristic length scale \J. As noted
earlier, for solutions at very small length scales, the quintic nonlinearity is dominant
— they behave as solutions to the quintic NLS (1.4). The role of Section [§]is to
treat bubbles living at such small length scales by exploiting Theorem [.2]

In Section [0] we combine the results of Sections [7] and [§] to prove that a version
of the Palais—Smale condition holds for our problem (see Proposition and then
that failure of Theorem would imply the existence of a minimal blowup solution
(see Theorem . It is here that we perform the ‘inductive step’: the sequence
of initial data cannot split into more than one bubble of concentration, because
this would violate the minimality of D.. In the language of [48], dichotorny cannot
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occur. This argument requires that D(m, e) strictly decreases if either the mass or
the energy is decreased (cf. Proposition v) and (vi)).

Because they are exact symmetries of our equation, space and time translations
can be employed directly to tackle these sources of non-compactness. However, the
problem of scaling seems to have simply disappeared in the statements of Proposi-
tion [0.1) and Theorem [0.6] Let us explain. Both nonlinearities are mass supercrit-
ical; correspondingly, solutions with bounded mass but living at very large length
scales behave essentially linearly. By the Strichartz inequality, linear solutions obey
the spacetime bound . Thus solutions living at very large length scales cannot
arise as minimal blowup solutions. On the other hand, by the analysis of Section 8]
solutions living at very small length scales cannot blow up either and so cannot
occur as minimal blowup solutions. Naturally, if the sequence {u,} of solutions all
live at intermediate length scales, there is no need to rescale in order to achieve
subsequential convergence.

Theorem gives more than just the existence of a minimal blowup solution
(under the assumption that Theorem fails). Tt shows that any such minimal
counter-example u consists of a single well-localized bump. More precisely, it shows
that such a solution u is almost periodic modulo translations, that is, there is an
R3-valued function z(¢) of time so that

{u(t,z — z(t)) : t € R} is precompact in H'(R?).

In fact, this very strong property of such minimal blowup solutions is a rather trivial
consequence of our strong Palais—Smale condition.

It is now that we finally see the true power of the induction on energy paradigm.
It tells us where to center our virial identity and at what radius we can safely
truncate; the latter is dictated by compactness. There is one additional subtlety,
however: we need to control how much z(t) moves. In Proposition we observe
that minimal blowup solutions have zero momentum. Otherwise, one could apply
a Galilei boost, which preserves the mass and the blowup property, but reduces the
energy. In Proposition we use this to constrain the motion of z(t); specifically,
we show that z(t) = o(t) as |[t| = oo. This is sufficient to exploit a truncated version
of the virial identity to show that is inconsistent with the region R admitting
an almost periodic solution. This is done in Section[I0] As our previous arguments
show that failure of Theorem [I.3] guarantees the existence of such a solution, this
completes the proof of Theorem

By realizing the arguments laid out above, we will be able to show that scattering
occurs on any region R of the mass/energy plane with the following property:

(1.10)  If (m,e) € R and u € H'(R) obeys M(u) < m and E(u) < e, then V(u) > 0.

Note that non-vanishing of the virial on such a larger set is needed to perform the
induction argument we described.

In Section [5| we determine the largest R region obeying (1.10)); this is the region
appearing in Theorem [I3] As we will see, one may determine this region by finding
for each mass m > 0 the least energy EY, (m) at which the virial vanishes. This is
formalized in Definition 11

From prior investigations, it is reasonable to imagine that the boundary of the
region R is marked by solitons; that is, the functions that achieve minimal energy
among those with fixed mass and zero virial are solitons. We will prove that this
is not the case for our model. We find this a startling new observation. It places a
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formidable limitation on existing technology and raises curious questions for further
investigation; most notably, what is the true extent of the mass/energy region where
only scattering holds?

We are able to prove that for some values of the mass, functions with zero virial
that achieve energy EV. (m) are precisely solitons, but for other values of the mass
such functions are non-trivial rescalings of soliton profiles. These rescalings are not
solitons in their own right! Such non-soliton virial obstructions do not appear in
earlier work. See Theorem for further information. Theorem gives general
information on the shape of the curve m — EY. (m).

Let us now discuss the relation to the works [I], 2 53], which considered the case
where the highest nonlinearity is energy-critical and focusing. In that setting, the
scattering threshold is dictated by the radial soliton W associated to the purely
energy-critical problem, which is unstable to finite-time blowup. In particular,
the lower order nonlinearity does not alter the threshold determined earlier in [34]
40]. The authors of the papers [T, 2 53] consider variational problems based on
minimizing a free energy of the form

Fy(u) = E(u) + AM (u)

subject to vanishing of the virial, expanding on the methodology introduced by
Payne and Sattinger [56]. (In [53], A = 0.) It is not difficult to see from the results
of this paper that our problem has the following properties: (a) Minimizers may
exist (depending on \A), but no soliton ever occurs as such a minimizer and (b) The
region R cannot be exhausted by sub-level sets of such functions. More specifically,
we draw the reader’s attention to the concavity proved in Theorem and the
shape of the curve of rescaled solitons shown in Figure (The facts about this
curve proved in Lemma are sufficient to verify (a) and (b), but the convexity
shown by the numerics makes it instantly apparent.)

In closing this introduction, we wish to express two thoughts about future direc-
tions:
1. We believe that the discovery of the new non-soliton obstructions to the usual
tools used to prove scattering is almost as important as the positive results that
we prove. It breaks the long-standing tradition that minimization subject to zero
virial produces solitons (or wave collapse with a soliton profile). In doing so, it
highlights an unexpected inadequacy of prior methods and hopefully will stimulate
the investigation of substitutes for the virial identity in the treatment of large data
scattering.
2. We hope that this paper may provide some preliminary guidelines for the problem
of large-data scattering for the Gross—Pitaevskii and cubic-quintic problems with
non-zero boundary conditions at infinity. These problems are much more subtle.
The gauge and Galilei symmetries are both broken and the mass (more accurately,
the mass defect relative to the constant background) is no longer coercive. On the
positive side, these problems are known to be well-posed for large data [25] [3§]
and to scatter for small data [30] [31]. There have also been substantial advances
in understanding the structure of solitons for these equations [§], [49]. Nonetheless,
considerable obstacles (both variational and dispersive in character) currently stand
in the way of a proof of scattering below the soliton threshold.
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1.1. Notation. We write X <Y to indicate that there exists some constant C' > 0
so that X < CY'. If the constant C' depends on some parameter r, we write X <, Y.
We write X ~Y if X <Y < X.

Definition 1.4. A pair of exponents (q,7) is admissible if 2 < ¢,r < oo and
% + % = % Given a spacetime slab I x R?, we define

l|ullso(r 5:SUP{||U||L§L;(1xR3) : (g,7) is admissible }
Analogously, N°(I) denotes the corresponding dual Strichartz spaces.

These notations (introduced in [1§]) allow a compact expression of the Strichartz
estimates for the Schrodinger propagator on R3:

Lemma 1.5 (Strichartz estimates, [27, [33] 60} [66]). Let I be an interval in R and
let u: I xR3— C be a solution to

iOu=—-Au+F with u(t=0)=uo.
Then,
(1.11) [ullsory S lluollLzsy + 1l vo(ry-

We will often apply this estimate to the derivative of solutions to (1.1f); for
example, combining (|1.11)) with Sobolev embedding, we observe that

lullLio mxre) S lltoll sy + [VE | vo).-

Let us now describe our notations for Littlewood—Paley projectors. Fix ¢ €
C2°(R?) that is non-negative, radial, and such that 1 (z) = 1if |z| < 1 and ¢ (z) =
if || > 1%. We then define Fourier multipliers as follows:

Peni(€) = (§)1©). Pxl(©) = [6(§) —v ()] /@),
and  Ponf(6) = 1= (%)] F(©):
Lemma 1.6 (Bernstein inequalities). For 1 <p < ¢ < oo, we have

1PN f | agrsy S N# 73 || Py fll Lo (gs),
1P fllrey S NIV P f| Lo gs)-

The Brezis-Lieb Lemma is a refinement of Fatou’s Lemma that has proven in-
valuable in the calculus of variations:

Lemma 1.7 ([I0]). Fiz 1 < p < oo and suppose {f,}nen is bounded in LP(R?)
and converges almost everywhere to f. Then

i (Il ey = 1= F1gaay) = 171 gy

As one last preliminary, we remind the reader of a particular consequence of
local smoothing; see [35, Lemma 3.7], [40, Lemma 2.5], or [42] Corollary 4.15].

Lemma 1.8. Given ¢ € H'(R?),

||V62tA§Z5HL2 ([-T,T)x{|z|<R}) ~ STs R7||eztA¢||L10 ||V¢||L2
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2. SOLITONS

The purpose of this section is to discuss soliton solutions of the cubic-quintic
NLS, that is, solutions of the form u(t,z) = e**P(z) with P € H*(R?) and w € R.
Evidently, this corresponds to the analysis of the elliptic equation

(2.1) —~AP + |P|*P — |P|*P +wP = 0.

(Elliptic regularity guarantees that distributional solutions in H!(R?) are actually
classical solutions, so we need not quibble about the appropriate notion of solution.)

In this paper, we are primarily interested in understanding thresholds for scat-
tering. As we will see, this allows us to focus our attention on positive radial
solutions to ; these are typically known as ground states. Incidentally, by the
well-known results of Gidas, Ni, and Nirenberg [26], positive solutions to are
automatically radial (about some point).

Before stating our main results about ground state solitons, we pause to recall
some fundamental identities valid for all H] solutions:

Lemma 2.1 (Pohozaev Identites). Let P € H'(R®) obey ([2.1)) for some w € C.
Then

(2.2) /|vp|2 + 1P — |P* +w|P|dz = 0
(2.3) and /%WP\Q L LPE - 1Pt 1 £|P? de = 0.

In particular, if P # 0 then w € (0, 1%)

Proof. Pairing the equation with P(x) yields , from which it also follows
that w € R.

The second identity, 7 follows from pairing the equation with z- VP(x). As
it is not given that z- VP(z) € H'(R?), a little extra care is needed here; complete
details can be found in [7], §2.1].

For w > 3, the polynomial appearing in s non-negative; this then forces
P = 0. Lastly, taking a linear combination of (2.2) and yields

(2.4) /|P|4dx:4w/|P|2dx,

which shows that w > 0 unless P = 0. (|
Theorem 2.2 (Basic properties of ground state solitons). For each 0 < w < %,

there is a unique non-negative radially symmetric solution P, € H'(R3) to
(2.5) — AP, + P> —P3+wP, =0.

In fact, P, is strictly positive and a decreasing function of |x|. Moreover,

(i) P, is a non-degenerate saddle point of u — E(u) + &M (u), when viewed as
a functional on HL (R®). The Morse index is equal to one. Furthermore
among all non-zero solutions u to , P,, achieves the minimal value of

(ii) The map w — P, is C'; indeed, it is real analytic.
(iii) The H} norm of P,, is strictly increasing; indeed,

(2.6) & [ VR do = a1(r)
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Using the notation B(w) = [|P,(2)|%dz/ [|VP,(z)|* dz, we also have
d

(2.7) d—M(Pw) < %M(Pw).

(iv) Asw — 0 we have B(w) = wp(g) + O(w?

lw/g da:+f/ )8 dx + O(w®/?),

and

— / o(@)? do — 22 / 9()° da + O(u5/?),

where g is the unique positive radially symmetric solution to —Ag—g>+g = 0.
(v) Asw — 3 we have B(w) = 0o, M(P,) = oo, and E(P,)) — —oo; indeed,

ﬂ(w)w(%—w) Lo (M(P,) ~ (%—W) 3 and |E(P, )|~(%—w) 3

The remainder of this section is devoted to the proof of this theorem.

Existence of solitons for w € (0, %) follows from the main theorem in [7]. We
remind the reader of the construction, since we will use it in verifying other parts
of the theorem. Defining p(u) = %|u|6 — Lul* + £|u|?, one first shows that the

variational problem
(2.8)  minimize / |VP(z)*dx over P H'(R?®) with / p(P(z))dr = -1

admits an optimizer P,, that is non-negative, radially symmetric, and non-increasing
(as a function of radius). This is a standard argument, using rearrangement inequal-
ities and the Strauss Lemma (compactness of the embedding H} < L% for radial
functions). As an optimizer, B, obeys the Euler-Lagrange equation

(2.9) — AP, + AP} - P3+wP,] =0 with \= %/\pr|2dx,

the value of the Lagrange multiplier A being determined via the Pohozaev identities
for this equation. Lastly, observe that P,(z) = P,(z/v/)) is the sought-after
soliton.

The variational argument gives a bound on the supremum of the solution, which
we will use later:

(2.10) P,(z) <bo(w) :=Vi+iVi—dw forallwe(,w)andmeR?’.

To see this, we consider a generic trial function P € H} for (2.8) and the competitor
Q(z) = min(bo, |P(px)|), where p > 0 is chosen so that Q obeys the constraint
[ p(Q)dz = —1. As p(u) > p(by) whenever |u| > by, it is not difficult to verify that
if | P| exceeds by at some point, then p > 1 and so @ will be a better trial function.
This proves .

Uniqueness of non-negative radial H! solutions to the equation follows from
[68, Theorem 1’]. As discussed in that paper, there is a lengthy history of proving
uniqueness of such ground state solutions; however, [58] is the earliest paper we
have been able to find which covers the cubic-quintic equation.

That P, is strictly positive, rather than merely being non-negative, follows from
the fact that it solves a second-order ordinary differential equation (when viewed
as a function of radius). Specifically, at any point « where P, (z) = 0 one must
also have VP, (z) = 0 to avoid a sign change, but then uniqueness for the ODE
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A i~

FIGURE 2.1. Schematic mass/energy curve (M(P,),E(P,)) for
ground state solitons, based on numerics.

forces P, = 0. A similar argument also shows that P, is a strictly decreasing func-
tion of |z|. The significance of this is that the strict rearrangement inequalities of
Brothers and Ziemer [1I], then guarantee that any optimizer of must auto-
matically be spherically symmetric (about some point) and thus (by the uniqueness
of radially symmetric solutions) a translate of P,,. This proves that P,, is uniquely
characterized by the variational problem .

Incidentally, ODE methods also allow one to see that P,(x) is a real-analytic
function of z and that as |z| — oo,

(2.11) |z|exp{vw |z} P,(z) = ¢ and exp{Vw|z|[}z VP, (z) = —cvw

for some ¢ = ¢(w) > 0. For these assertions, see Theorems 1.8.1 and 3.8.1 in [I6].

We have now verified all the assertions at the beginning of Theorem [2:2] To aid
the reader in navigating the proofs of the numbered parts of the theorem, each is
given its own subsection below.

Theorem gives considerable insight into the nature of the mass/energy curve
for the system of solitons P,,, which is depicted in Figure Some further results
are included in Subsection 2.3} however, at least one conspicuous question remains
open:

Conjecture 2.3. There is anw, € (0, 1) so that w — M(P,) is strictly decreasing

for w < w,y and strictly increasing for w > wi.

This conjecture is strongly supported by numerics. By , we see that the
map w — E(P,) would have the opposite monotonicities, so giving rise to the cusp
seen in Figure By we see that this conjecture would also demonstrate
the convexity and concavity of the mass/energy curve when w < w, and w > wy,
respectively, that is depicted in Figure

2.1. Solitons as critical points of F + 4 M. Recalling the definitions of mass
and energy shows that

E(u) + 5M(u) = /Rd 3IVu(@)? + glu(@)]® = flu(@)* + § u(z)|* da;

thus, critical points of this functional are precisely solutions to (2.1). A proof that
the solution P, constructed by the variational argument minimizes E(u) + &M (u)
over the class of all non-zero solutions to (2.1)) can be found in [7] §4.3].
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The Hessian of u — E(u) 4+ § M (u) at P, is given by the operator
L,=—-A+5P—3P% +w.

Note that this operator is also important as the linearization of around P,,.
Thirdly, this operator appears when seeking ground states via the shooting method;
specifically, it gives the equation for the derivative of the solution with respect to
the shooting parameter, which is the value of the solution at the origin.

As P, is radially symmetric, the operator £, decomposes as a direct sum of
operators, one in each angular momentum eigenspace. Moreover, separation of
variables associates to each such restricted operator an ODE that can be studied
by Sturm-Liouville methods. With this in mind, we regard P, as a function of
r = |z|, rather than x, whenever this is more convenient. Note also that £, is a
relatively compact perturbation of —A + w and so has only discrete spectrum on
(—o0,w).

The statement of Theorem focuses attention on the zero angular momentum
component of £, because standard simple arguments of general applicability (see
below) yield the structure at higher angular momentum. Indeed, the central subtle
question is whether zero is an eigenvalue of the restriction of £, to the space of
radially symmetric functions. This question arises, for example, in understanding
the stability /instability of the ground state solitons; see [59, [65]. It is also a key
step in the influential Coffman—Kolodner approach to uniqueness of the ground
state (cf. [17], 45} [46] [50]).

While a number of general uniqueness theorems have been proven by the Coffman—
Kolodner method, we have not found an instance that is applicable to the cubic-
quintic problem of interest to us. Our proof of Theorem [2.2(i) is strongly influenced
by these papers, particularly [50], and our success here perhaps leads to further gen-
eralization this method. We do not pursue this since the competing approach used
in [58] provides the uniqueness statement we need.

Proposition [2.4]in this subsection reduces the study to the key question identified
above; Proposition [2.5 settles it. Note that the presence of VP, in the null space
of L, is not surprising: from a PDE point of view it corresponds to the translation
invariance of (2.5), while from a variational perspective it represents the same
invariance for u — E(u) + $M (u).

Proposition 2.4. Fix { =0,1,2,... and consider the restriction of L, to functions
of the form f(|z|)Y (x/|x|) where Y is a spherical harmonic of degree £.
(i) When £ =0 the operator has exactly one negative eigenvalue; it is simple.
(i) When £ =1 there are no negative eigenvalues. Zero is an eigenvalue and its
eigenspace is spanned by the three components of VP,,.
(iii) When £ > 2 the operator is positive definite.

Proof. We treat the parts in order, beginning with ¢ = 0. First observe that
v = I%\ - VP, (z) belongs to H! and is radially symmetric. Using this as a trial
vector shows that £, has negative spectrum; indeed, a little computation shows

. 2
(v, Lyv) = 72/ M dr < 0.
R3 Ed

Next we show that £, has at most one negative eigenvalue (counting multiplic-
ity). This is to be expected from the variational characterization (2.8)) of P,: it
is defined by a singly constrained minimization problem and one constraint can
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only counteract one concave direction. To make this heuristic rigorous we argue
by contradiction; specifically, we suppose that there is a two-dimensional subspace
M C H! for which

(2.12) (u, L,u) <0 whenever u € M\ {0}.

Next, we apply the Implicit Function Theorem to construct a two-dimensional
surface M 3 u — Q(u) € H} of functions obeying the constraint

(2.13) /%|Q|6 — Q"+ 4|QP dz = /%\Pw|6 — 3 P|* + 4|P, | da.

To be precise, having chosen a real-valued w € H} with i [Pf -P3 —l—wa] wdxr =1,
there is an € > 0 and a smooth real-valued function h defined on B(0,e) C M so
that 2(0) = 0 and Q(u) := P,, +u + h(u)w obeys for all u € B(0,¢).

Recall that P, (z) = P, (zv/\) where X is as in (2-9). Applying the same rescaling
Q(u)(z) = Q(u)(xv/X), we see that the variational characterization of P,, guarantees
that [ |VQ(u)]*dz > [ |VP,|*dz. Combining this with implies

(2.14)  E(Q(w) + ¢M(Q(u)) > E(P.,) + ¥M(P,) for allu € B(0,¢) C M.

We will now reach a contradiction by examining the behaviour of E(Q)+ %M (Q)
near the point P, on the surface. As P, is a soliton, dE + §dM =0 at P,,. Thus,

d2

2| BQ(tu) + $M(Q(tw)) = ([u+ (u- VA(0)w], Lo, [u+ (u- VA(0))w]).

t=0
As M is two-dimensional, we can choose u € M \ {0} with « L Vh(0). By
, this choice makes the above expression negative, which contradicts .
This completes the proof that £, has at most one negative eigenvalue (counting
multiplicity).

It will be easier to understand the case of higher angular momentum if we

separate variables. To this end, let Y be a spherical harmonic of degree ¢ and
u(z) = f(|=])Y (z/|z|), then L,u = Au if and only if

(215) = f"(r) = 2f(r) + L (r) + [BRA(r) = 3P2(r) + wlf (r) = Af(r).

Consider first the case £ = 1. An easy calculation (take the gradient of (2.5)))
shows that the components of VP,, are eigenvectors of L, with eigenvalue 0. More-
over, if we write VP, (z) = —%lf(\sd) then the function f is strictly positive; this
is because P, is a strictly decreasing function of radius. By the Sturm Oscillation
Theorem (cf. [16, Ch. 8]), positivity of f guarantees that zero is at the bottom
of the spectrum. Lastly, the differential equation obeyed by the Wronskian shows
that the ODE cannot admit a second zero-energy eigenfunction in L?(r2dr).

Assume now £ > 2. Suppose, toward a contradiction, that u(z) = f(|z|)Y (x/|z|) €
H' obeys L,u = M with A < 0 and Y a spherical harmonic of degree ¢. Then
v(z) = f(|x|)ﬁ obeys (v, L,v) < 0 in contradiction to the preceding paragraph.

O

Proposition 2.5. Let 6 be the solution to
(2.16) —6"(r) = 28'(r) + [5P4(r) — 3P3(r) + w]d(r) =0

obeying 6(0) = 1. Then §(r) — —oo0 as r — oo. Correspondingly, zero is not an
eigenvalue of L, restricted to radial functions.
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Proof. First we should explain why such a solution §(r) exists and is unique. The
ODE (2.16)) has a regular singular point at r = 0; however, changing variables to
o(r) = rd(r) transforms it to

(2.17) —o"(r) + [5PX(r) = 3P2(r) + w]o(r) = 0.

Thus ¢ corresponds (uniquely!) to initial data o(0) =0, ¢’(0) = 1.

The basic question we need to answer is whether §(r) — 0 as r — co. Applying
Theorem 3.8.1 from [16] to shows that § either grows or decays exponentially
as r — oco. Proposition 2.4{i) and the Sturm Oscillation Theorem guarantee that
0 changes sign exactly once. Thus, in the growing case we must have §(r) — —oo.
In the decaying case, § € L?(r?dr), which makes zero an eigenvalue. Thus, we
may prove the proposition by assuming that 6(r) — 0 as r — oo and reaching a
contradiction.

To obtain the contradiction, we will be following the arguments in [50], which
become applicable with the addition of one new observation. The main part of the
argument uses the Sturm Separation Theorem to compare § with a function of the
form vy (r) :== rP.(r) + AP, (r), with A € R. Note that vy obeys

(2.18) = oX(r) = 20A(r) + [BR(r) = 3P3(r) + wloa(r) = —I(A, Pu(r))
with
(2.19) I\ u) = 2[u® — u® + wu] — 2M\[2u® — u?].

We wish to choose the parameter A so that A > 0 and I(\, P,(r1)) = 0, where
r1 € (0,00) denotes the sole zero of 4(r) noted above. A little effort shows that the
possibility of finding such a A follows from

(2.20) ap < P,(r1) < % where ag = V3 — 3V1 — dw.

Verification of the lower bound on can be found in the proof of [50, Lemma 4];
the argument is as follows: From the equations obeyed by P, (r) and é(r), we have

Gt PL(r)d ()] = r*[(PS — P+ wP.,)d) (r)
and so integrating over [r1,00) and using (2.11)) yields

(221) AP ()8 () = / P[P, (r) — Po(r)? + wPy(r)5(r) dr.
1

Now if P,(r1) < ag then [P,(r)% — P,(r) + wP,(r)] > 0 for r > r; which means

that RHS is strictly positive. (Recall that § changes sign at r1 and remains

negative there-after.) This yields a contradiction because P/ (r1) < 0 and 6’(r1) < 0

making LHS negative.

Verifying the upper bound on P,(r1) in is the new input. Suppose
P,(r1) > 272 and so P,(r) > 272 on [0,71). Comparing the equations for
6 and P, we see that this implies that P, oscillates faster than § on the interval
[0,71], in the sense of the Sturm Comparison Theorem. This gives a contradiction
since 6(ry) = 0, while P,, is non-vanishing.

Having verified we may now choose A > 0 so that I(\, P, (r1)) = 0. We
claim that I'(\, P,(r)) < 0 for r € [0,71) and I(\, P,,(r)) > 0 for r € (r1,00). To
check this, we first rewrite as

I\ u) = 2u(u® — ad)(u? — b2) — 20 (2u? — 1),
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where ag is as in and by is given in (2.10). Note that af < 3 < b3. When
271/2 <y < by we see quickly that I(\,u) < 0. On the other hand, u ~— (u® —
u® + wu)(2u® — u?) 7! is increasing on 0 < u < 272, Recalling that P,(r) is a
decreasing function bounded by by, see , this proves the claim.

Next we claim that vy has exactly one zero in [0,71]. To see this note that
vA(0) > 0 and while vy remains positive, it oscillates faster than §. Thus vy has at
least one zero in [0,71]. Let rg be the smallest such zero and note that vy changes
sign there. Indeed, if vy(rg) = v4(ro) = 0, then v} (r¢) = I(X, P,(r¢)) < 0, which
would be inconsistent with the fact that vy is positive on [0,79). On the other
hand, after changing sign, vy oscillates more slowly than § and so cannot vanish on
(ro,m1]-

We now compare § and vy on [ry,00). First note that vy(r1) < 0. If vy has no
zeros on (71, 00), then it oscillates faster than ¢ because I > 0 on this interval. This
is of course self-contradictory, since & vanishes at both ends of this interval (this
was our contradiction hypothesis).

To reach a contradiction, we will show that vy does not have a zero in (r1, 00). To
this end, suppose that vy did vanish there and let r5 denote the smallest such zero.
A repetition of the second derivative argument above (now with reversed signs)
shows that vy must change sign at ro. However, by we also have vy(r) <0
for r sufficiently large. Thus there is a point r3 € (r2,00) at which vy also vanishes
and such that vy > 0 on (r2,73). Now, on this smaller interval, v, oscillates more
slowly than 6. This yields a contradiction by forcing ¢ to have a zero in (rg,r3). O

2.2. Smoothness of w — P,. Fix 0 < wy < =

ig- First, we observe that F,,
belongs to a real-analytic branch w + u € HL j(R?)

of solutions to
(2.22) —Au+u’ —u +wu=0

and subsequently identify this branch as consisting of ground state solitons P,,.

As L, is a relatively compact perturbation of —A+wg, Theorem i) together
with the Fredholm Theorem guarantees that it is an isomorphism of H! ;(R?) onto
HL(R3). (Recall that the subscript indicates radially symmetric functions.) Thus,
applying the Implicit Function Theorem to the mapping u — LHS(2.22)), we see
that there is a real analytic curve w — u(w) € HL ; of solutions to (2.22)) defined
in a neighbourhood of wy and obeying u(wg) = P, .

Note that the Implicit Function Theorem (or the contraction mapping argument
used to prove it) also guarantees that w + u(w) is smooth with values in H?(R?)
and so (by Sobolev embedding) also smooth when viewed as a map into L (R?).

To conclude that u(w) = P, it suffices to show that u(w) is non-negative, which
we will do via a spectral theory argument. For each w, the Schrodinger operator

Hyf := =Af +u(w)*f — u(w)*f +wf

has a zero eigenvalue, as witnessed by u(w) itself. Moreover, when w = wq this is
an isolated simple eigenvalue at the bottom of the spectrum (as follows, for exam-
ple, from the Weyl criterion and Sturm comparison). Thus, by eigenvalue/vector
perturbation theory, the zero eigenvalue of H, must also be at the bottom of the
spectrum for |w — wp| small. This in turn guarantees that u(w) must be positive
(cf. [57, Theorem XIII.46]).

This completes the proof of part (ii) of Theorem a
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2.3. Further identities and inequalities. Using just (2.5)) and the definitions of
mass and energy of P,,, we obtain

& _dR, B gy _ _wdk
dw  \dw’ dw’ “I2 2dw’
where E(w) = E(P,,) and M(w) = M(P,). Thus at any point wy where %M £ 0,

(2.23) —AP, + P — Pj>L2 - <

d*E dM~N\-1d dE dM 1/dMN~—
2.24 - = (= Sl Bkl S (il
(2.24) dM? (dw) dw[dw dw} (dw)
For much of what follows, it is convenient to introduce the notation
f|U|6d$ 1/m3
2.25 = ——— i HY (R
(225) B0 = Froumgy for e H(R),

which generalizes the notion introduced in Theorem namely, S(w) = B(P.,)-
By exploiting the Pohozaev identities from Lemma [2.1I] we obtain very compact
expressions for the key quantities associated to our solitons:

(2.26) /P2 ﬂ(“”l/\vp ? de, /P;j dy = MBI /|VPw|2dx,

(2.27) /Pf dx = ﬁ(w)/\VPdex, and  E(R,) = %(“’)/|VPW|2dx.
Numerical investigations give compelling evidence for the following:

Conjecture 2.6. The mapping w — (w) is injective; that is, ground state solitons
are uniquely identified by the ratio B(w).

Several properties of solitons are singled out by their § ratio. For example, a
soliton has zero energy if and only if it has § = 1. In subsequent sections, several
results have cumbersome formulations because we have not yet been able to verify
this conjecture.

By Theorem- 2.2((iv,v), injectivity of S(w) is equivalent to its strict monotonicity.
There is another equlvalent formulatlon of Conjecture [2.6] relating it directly to
the variational characterization of P,, namely,

log(w) — log{%/ VP, ? dx] = Zlog [%/ |VP,|? dx} is a strictly convex function.

This equivalence is easily verified using (2.6) and (2.26)). The identity stated here
follows immediately from (2.9)).

We turn next to the proof of (2.6). It is very simple: By (2.26)) and (2.27) we
have [ |[VP,|?dz =3(E + $M) and so (2.23) yields

d d
2.2 - P?de=—3(E+4¥M)=3M.
(2.28) dw/\v | dx dws( +4M)=3

The proof of is rather more complicated. We begin by computing the
matrix elements of £, given in Table Differentiating with respect to w
yields Ew% = —P,, from which we immediately deduce the top row of matrix
elements in Table 2.1} For the second row, we use the relation

(2.29) L,P,=4P5 —2P3

which is a direct consequence of , followed by ([2.26)) and ( -
For the last row in Table we use the basic 1dent1ty

(2.30) Az - Vu) = (zrug)j; = 20jkuk; + Trug;; = 280u+a - VAu
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(,Lw-) o P, z-VP,+3P,
88% —%M’(w) —M(w) 0

P, ~M(w) | 5[8(w) —2]G(w) | 2[8(w) —1]G(w)

z-VP,+ 3P, 0 2[B(w) —1G(w) | [38(w) — 1]G(w)

TABLE 2.1. Key matrix elements of £,,. Here G(w) := [ |VP,|?*dz.

to deduce
(2.31) L,(x-VP,+3P,)=—2AP, +6P) — 3P = 4P} — P3 — 2wP,

and then apply (2.26)) and (2.27) to simplify the expressions for the resulting inner
products.
Observe that the determinant of the bottom right 2 x 2 block in Table 2.1] is

318w) = 238(w) —1]G(w)* — 4[B(w) — 1C(w)* = —5[B(w) + 1]G(w)?,
which is always negative. From Subsection we know that £, has exacly one

negative eigenvalue and no zero eigenvalue. Thus by Sylvester’s law of inertia, the
full 3 x 3 determinant must be negative, that is,

FM'(W)[Bw) +1]G(w)* = M(w)*[38(w) — 1]G(w) <0.

Employing we may rewrite this as
{20M'(w) — [38(w) — 1]M (w) } M (w)G(w) < 0,

which proves (2.7).

One consequence of is that the mass is strictly decreasing for f(w) <
1/3. Note that by Conjecture and the results of Subsection below, this
corresponds to an interval of the form w € (0,w;/3]. The significance of this is
heightened by the numerical observation that the mass M(w) = [ P2dx at w; /3
is extremely close to the minimal value of the mass; see the numerical data in
Table Indeed, the masses differ by about one part in a thousand.

’ w ‘ B(w) ‘ P2 ‘ JIVP,? ‘ Signiﬁcance‘
0.023926 | 0.33333 | 189.68 | 10.211 B8=1/3

0.025544 | 0.36054 | 189.46 | 10.671 | Minimal M
0.054735 | 1.00000 | 240.45 | 19.741 E=0

TABLE 2.2. Selected numerical data

The minimum of the mass of P, as w varies is represented by the cusp point
in Figure Note that combined with the analyticity of E(w) and M (w)
guarantees rigorously that this will indeed be a cusp.

In Section [5| we will find that 8 = 1/3 has a further significance: the curves of
solitons and rescaled solitons meet at this point.

From we see that the mass/energy curve (see Figure steepens as w
grows. Our last result for this subsection captures this phenomenon in a manner
that will be used twice in the proof of Theorem [5.6]
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Lemma 2.7. Fiz 0 < wy < wy < 3/16 with E(P,,) = E(P.,,). If E(P,) > E(P,,)
for all w € (wo,w1), then M(w1) < M(wg). If on the other hand, E(P,) < E(F,,)
for all w € (wo,w1), then M(wy) > M(wp).

Proof. From (2.23]) and integration by parts, we have
w1

w1 w1
_/ j—wM(Pw)dw:/ %E(PW)MT‘”:%IE(PMI)_%OE(PMO) +/ E(Pw) %
wo wo o
Thus using E(P,,) = E(P,,) we deduce

w1

- w1 Wwo) = w) — wo /| o2 *
M) + M) = [ [E(R) - E(P.,)]
wo
This immediately proves the lemma. Note that we obtain strict inequalities because
w — E(P,) is a non-constant analytic function; in particular, it is not constant on
the interval (wp,w1). O

2.4. Asymptotics as w — 0. The key idea in our analysis of this case is to change
variables to

. 1 x
(2.32) u(z;w) = WPW(T)'
This new unknown obeys
(2.33) —Au+wu® —u+u=0,

which we regard as a perturbation of the well-studied problem with w = 0. To this
end, let g denote the unique non-negative radially symmetric solution to

(2.34) —Ag—g>+g=0.

The function g is strictly positive, smooth, and exponentially decaying. Most im-
portant for us is the fact that the linearized operator

L:f——Af—3¢°F+f

has been shown to be an isomorphism of H' ; onto H;i(li; see [17]. Thus, by the Im-

plicit Function Theorem, there is a real-analytic family v(z;w) € HL ; of solutions
to (2.33]) defined in a neighbourhood of w = 0 that obeys

(2.35) v(z;w) = g(x) — w[L™ %) (x) + O(w?) in H'(R3) sense.

That v(z;w) is non-negative and so must equal u(x;w) follows by the ground
state argument presented in Subsection [2.2

We now move on to studying asymptotics of the mass and energy. The leading
terms are almost immediate from the above; see below. The second order terms
require the observation that

(2.36) L(g+x-Vyg) = —2g,

which follows from (2.34]), (2.30]), and direct computation. Indeed, using this, (2.32)),
and (2.35)) we have

M(P,) = w V2lulfs = w0 2[lgll72 — 20(9, L7'6°) + O(w?)]
= w ' ?gll7z: +w (g + 2z Vg,6°) + Ow*?)
— w2 g2 + 2w 2llglSs + OW?).
Note that this also gives asymptotics for the L4*-norm of P, via the identity .
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Using the Pohozaev identities and the asymptotics for the mass we deduce
E(P,) = $M(P,) = 5llPulze
= 309l 7z + 50 lgllgs — 5% 2lgllgs + OW™?)
= 30! 2lglIZ2 — 5w llgll%s + OW™?).

We also used here the leading term asymptotic for the LS-norm of P,,, which is

evident from (2.35]).
A similar analysis yields 3(w) = wB(g) + O(w?).

2.5. Asymptotics as w — 173 We will exploit the variational characterization
[2-8) of solitons. As there, we write p(u) = £|ul® — |u|* + ¥ |u|>.

First we consider an explicit trial function v defined by v(z) = v/3/2 when
|z| < R, v(z) = 0 when |z| > R+ h, and v(z) is the interpolating linear function
of |z| for intermediate values of |z|. The parameters R and h are chosen so that

/$<Rp(v(x)) dr=-2 andthen /R3 p(v(z))de = —1.

Asp(V3/2) = —3(2& —w) we have R ~ (& —w)~ 1/3. a slightly longer computation
reveals h ~ (2 — w)?*? and therefore ||Vv|/2, ~ (% —w) ™48, i
By the variational characterization of P,,, via the rescaled function P,, we then

deduce that
VP72 S (35 —w)™? andso [[VP|l7. S (5 —w)™>

The remainder of the argument is based on a direct analysis of the optimizer P,,,
which is necessarily positive, radial, and decreasing.
We define new lengths R and h so that

|Py(z)| > L1 when |z| < Rand |P,(z)] <1 when |z]> R+ h.

Asp(u) 2 (& ) throughout C and p( ) 2 |u|? > 0 when |u| < 1, the constraint
[p(P,) =1 guarantees that R > (3 — w)~/? and that
(2.37) / Po(@)?de <1+ (3 — )R < (3 — w)R%.
|lz|>R
In particular, hR?* < (£ — w)R?, which is to say, h < (3 —w)R.

We can now get a lower bound on [ |[VP,|? by comparing it to the least value
taken by any function that equals % on the sphere of radius R and equals % on
the sphere of radius R + h. This minimum is achieved by a harmonic function,

specifically, by U(z) = Ri};;f) R4hh Thus,

5 R(R+h B B
/R< |<R+h VP, ()" do > G > R( —w) ™' 2 (§ —w) ™2
From this and our earlier upper bound on f v ]5@|2, we deduce that

/ﬂ@ VP, (z)dr ~ (& —w)™3 andso R~ (3 —w) /2

From the size of R, (2.37)), and (2.10)), we also obtain | |P,|% ~ (& —w)™L.
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Rescaling we obtain

/Rg VP (@) de ~ (3 —w)™® and M(w):/ Po(@)? de ~ (3 —w)™

R3
and then by employing the Pohozaev identities,

B~ [ P@Pde~ [ Pa@lde~ (-w)™ and 5) ~ (G-w)
R¢ R
This completes the proof of the final part of Theorem O

3. SOLITONS AS GAGLIARDO-NIRENBERG-HOLDER OPTIMIZERS

The appearance of solitons as optimizers in Sobolev and Gagliardo—Nirenberg
inequalities has played a key role in the analysis of the focusing NLS with a single
power nonlinearity. In particular, this is an essential ingredient in the determination
of thresholds for well-posedness and for scattering in these cases; see [3], 21} 23] [34]
64].

In this section we discuss an analogous characterization of solitons for the cubic-
quintic problem in terms of a one-parameter family of inequalities we dub Gagliardo—
Nirenberg—Holder inequalities; see below. We suggest this name because they
interpolate between the Gagliardo—Nirenberg and Hélder inequalities

(3.1) lullze S lullzellVulfz  and  fullzs < flullzefulgs

as the parameter 0 < a < oo varies. While the veracity of the inequality
below for some constant C, > 0 is easily seen by taking a (weighted) geometric
mean of these classical inequalities, this argument tells us little about the optimal
constant or any optimizing functions.

Proposition 3.1 (a-Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Holder inequality). Fiz 0 < a < o0
and let C,, > 0 denote the optimal (i.e. infimal) constant so that

Ba_ 3
(32)  |lullzagsy < Callullpzma)llull 15 ke IV ull 2 ks for all u € H'(R?).
Then C, < oo and the inequality admits optimizers; moreover, every optimizer v
is of the form v(z) = AP, (p(x — x¢)) where A\ € C, 2o € R3, p > 0, and P, is a
ground state soliton with B(P,) = a.

Remark 3.2. Theorem shows that w — f(w) is real-analytic with f(w) — 0
as w — 0 and f(w) — oo as w — 13—6. Thus for any «, there are only finitely many
w so that f(w) = a.

One shortcoming in our result is that we are unable (at this time) to guarantee
that all solitons appear as optimizers of nor are we able to preclude that two
different solitons are both optimizers for the same inequality. As will be appar-
ent from what follows, a positive resolution of Conjecture [2:6] would obviate these
concerns.

Proof. That C, < oo follows from (3.1]) as noted above. It can also be deduced in
a similar manner from Sobolev embedding (specifically, H(R?) C L5(R?)).
Next, we prove that the optimal constant C,, is achieved. To this end, let

3a 3
T+a \V4 T+a

(3.3) F(u):=||“”””“||m4|| “”LQ, sothat C;l'=  inf  F(u),
llull7 4 ue H'(B3)\{0}
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and let {u,}nen C H} be a sequence realizing the infimum (i.e. F(u,) — CJ1).
By the usual rearrangement inequalities, we may assume that u,, are non-negative,
radially symmetric, and non-increasing. By exploiting the fact that F(u) is invari-
ant under the rescaling u(x) — Au(z/r), we may also arrange that ||u, |2 = 1 and
IVun|lrz =1 for all n.

Passing to a subsequence, if necessary, we may assume that {u,} converges to
some Uy, € H} in both the weak topology on H! and the norm topology on L%.
The latter assertion relies on the fact that w, are radially symmetric and the well-
known compactness of the embedding H! ;(R3) — L*(R3); see, for example, [64,
p. 570]. Sobolev embedding further guarantees that u, — ., weakly in LS.

Next we verify that us, # 0. By the normalizations |[u,||r2 = ||Vun|l2 = 1 and
Holder’s inequality, we have
4o
HunH [l,za -Tia

lim — Lt
2 A N, el

ey 3a
1+« 14+a
C;l — lim F(un) — lim ”unHL2 ||un||L°
n=o0 n=o0 un |3 s
which shows that indeed us, # 0.

Recall that the norm on any Banach space is weakly lower semicontinuous. Ap-
plying this in the numerator of F(u,,) and using that ||u, |2 = ||tco||z+ # O in the
denominator yields

C{;l — n];n;o F(up) > F(us) > ueHli(Illg)\{o} F(u) = C(;l.
Thus equality holds throughout this line and u, is an optimizer for .

It remains to demonstrate that all optimizers v are ground state solitons up
to the obvious symmetries. We begin by treating the case that v is non-negative
and radially symmetric; at the end of the proof we will reduce to this case via
rearrangement inequalities.

As v is a minimizer of F, it must satisfy the corresponding Euler-Lagrange
equation: L|._oF(v+e¢) = 0 for all ¢ € C°(R*;R). Thus, direct computation
shows that v is a distributional solution to the following equation:

[IVo]Pde o 4(1+a) [|Vu]?de 5 1+a [|Vo]Pde
Jvbdx YT Jvtdx vt Jv2dx
A little further computation shows that if we define Q(z) = A~ 1v(x/p) where
A, p > 0 are given by
4(1+4 ) [v0dz
3a [ovtdx

—Av+a v=0.

16(1 4+ )? [v0dz [|Vv|? dz

A=
9o (fv4 dx)2

and p? =

)

then, @ satisfies
3a ([ vt de)?
16(1+ ) [v?dz [vSda’
As @ is non-negative and radially symmetric, Theorem shows that (3.4
uniquely identifies Q(x) as being P, (z) for this value of w; moreover,
2
BQ) = 5Bv) =a.

To complete the discussion of optimizers v for (3.2]) we now need to consider the
case that v is not non-negative and radial. Standard rearrangement inequalities
guarantee that the symmetric decreasing rearrangement v* of v will also be an

(3.4) “AQ+Q°—Q*+wQ =0 with w=
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optimizer. By what we have just proven, v* must then be the rescaling of a ground
state soliton P,. Consequently, all level sets of v* have zero measure. Thus by
the strict rearrangement inequalities of [I1], it follows that v agrees with v* up to
translation and multiplication by a unimodular complex number. This shows that
v(z) = AP, (p(x — x0)) for some A € C, z9 € R3, p > 0, and P, a ground state
soliton with 8(P,,) = «, thereby completing the proof of Proposition O

Lemma 3.3. Fiz o > 0 and let Q, denote a ground state soliton that optimizes
the a-Gagliardo—Nirenberg—Hélder inequality (3.2). Then, the optimal constant C,,
in that inequality is given by

41+ ) 1
30T 1Qall> ) IIVQQIIE“RS

Moreover, if 0 < v < a and Q is a ground state soliton that optimizes the -
Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Holder inequality, then

VQuoll 2w T
(3.6) VQallL2®s) S (‘;‘)

(3.5) Co =

1,
NS g
M(Q,) _ (1+y)%e?
(3.7) M(QZ) TERSES forO<y<a<l,
M(Q,)  (1+7y)%e?
(3.8) M(QZ) 0t CV)Q'Y%’ for1 <~ <a,
(3.9) giga; ((04—30412, for0<y<a<lorl<y<a.
W) (r =1y

Proof. As @, is a ground state soliton with 5(Q.) = «, it obeys the relations ([2.26)
and (2:27); in particular, [|Qal|f. = *5™2[VQa |22 and [|Qal|%s gs) = @l VQal12.-
Substituting these into

HQa”%éL(ﬂ@)

CO‘ = ET
14+ 1+
”QO&HL2(R3)”QO¢HL?§(R3)HVQQHL; R3)

leads immediately to (3.5)).
As v # «, Proposition guarantees that @), is not an optimizer for the o-

Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Holder inequality. Using (3.5)) and the fact that Q) obeys the
relations (2.26) and (2.27), this yields

HQ7HL2||VQ7||1+" R el
1QallL2VQall 13 T (1t a)a T
Reversing the roles of a and v, we also obtain
||Qaum||vcza||1+~ _ (4o~
1Qy 12 IVQ, | IF (L 7
Combining (3.10) and (3.11] - gives

1*“7(7)_2“*‘” (IIVQaHm)““ < 19yl
l+a IVQy |l 1Qallz>

(3.10)

(3.11)
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(3.12) <1t <7>

l+al\a

ol 1y
20+ <||VQa||L2 > T+
IVQyllL2)
from which we will derive the remaining assertions of the lemma.
Skipping over the middle term in (3.12]) and rearranging gives

s Tetry B ey Teeam)
(HVQa”Lz) <a)
- > —_
IVQ|l L2 ¥ ’

which then implies (3.6) because o > v > 0.
From (3.6) and the first inequality in (3.12]) we deduce (3.7)) while (3.8)) follows

from (3.6) and the second inequality in (3.12)). Note that when a = 1 or v = 1,

3.7; and (3.8) follow directly from (3.12). Finally, (3.9) follows from (3.6) and
2.27)). O

In view of (3.6)) we may say colloquially that
(3.13) o ||VQa||2L2(R3) is strictly increasing.
However, we have not proved that o uniquely determines a ground state soliton
Q. Correspondingly, the proper formulation is that (3.13]) holds for any system of
optimizing solitons {Qa }ae(0,00)-

As a counterpoint, recall from (2.6)) that w — ||va||2L2(R3) is strictly increasing.
Combining this with (3.13)) yields the following:

Corollary 3.4. If P,, and P, are optimizers for the Gagliardo—Nirenberg—Hdlder
inequalities with parameters o > v, respectively, then w > w'.

This does not resolve Conjecture because we do not know that every P,
occurs as an optimizer in (3.2)) for some «.

As a — a~Y?(1 4+ a)? is increasing for a > % and decreasing for a < %7 the
inequalities (3.7) and (3.8) imply
(3.14) o M(Qq) is decreasing on (0, 3] and increasing on [1, c0).

(This is to be interpreted in the same sense as (3.13)).) Analogously,

(3.15) o+ E(Q.) is increasing on (0, 1] and decreasing on [1, 00).

Note that the energy E(Q.) is negative for a > 1; see (2.27).

4. FEASIBLE MASS/ENERGY PAIRS

The purpose of this section is to give an essentially complete description of the
possible pairs (M (u), E(u)) for u € H*(R?). Recall that

E(u) = / %|Vu(:c)|2 - %|u(aj)|4 + %|u(z)|6 dr and M(u) = |u(z)|2d:c
R3 R3
Our results are summarized in Figure The symbol ()1 appearing in this figure
represents a ground state soliton that optimizes the Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Hélder
inequality with parameter o = 1, as in Lemma We will continue to use this
notation throughout the section.

Numerically, we find that @, is unique; its vital statistics can be found in Ta-
ble 2:2] Although we do not have a proof that Q1 is unique, the masses of all such
minimizers are identical. Indeed, shows that the mass of ()7 can be expressed
in terms of the optimal constant C in via 9M(Q1) = 64Cy 2.
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We will describe the possible mass/energy pairs by characterizing the possible
energies for each fixed value of the mass. To this end, it is convenient to introduce
the notations

(4.1) F(m):={E(u): uc H'(R*) and M(u) = m} and Eyi,(m) := inf F(m).
This infimium is always finite; indeed, ([{.4) below shows that E(u) > — 2 M (u).

o Mol M

FIGURE 4.1. The shaded area indicates feasible mass/energy pairs.
Dots and solid lines indicate boundary points that are achieved;
broken lines indicate boundary points that are not achieved.

Theorem 4.1 (Feasible mass/energy pairs). Epin(m) is continuous, concave, non-
increasing, and non-positive. Furthermore,

(i) If m =0, then F(m) = {0} and Epin(m) =0.

(il) If0 <m < M(Q1), then F(m) = (0,00). In particular, Emyip(m) = 0.

(i) Ifm = M(Q1), then F(m) = [0,00). Note that Ei,(m) = 0 is now achieved.
(iv) If m > M(Q1), then F(m) = [Emin(m), c0) and Epin(m) < 0.

When m > M(Q1) we see that Emin(m) is achieved. All such minimizers are

ground state solitons P,, with B(w) > 1, up to translation and multiplication by a
unimodular constant.

Remark 4.2. In the proof below, we also see that Ey;, is strictly decreasing on
the interval [M(Q1), c0), with negative slope at M (Q1), as depicted in Figure
This figure also shows FEni, to be smooth on this interval. We do not currently
have a proof of this; it would, however, follow from Conjectures [2.3] and [2.6]

Proof of Theorem[-1. As M(u) = 0 enforces u = 0, item (i) follows immediately.

Given a non-zero ¢ € H*(R?) and £ € R?, consider ¢¢(z) := elléllzlg(z). Clearly
M(¢e) = M(¢) > 0; moreover, E(¢¢) = E(¢) + 3|£|*M(¢). This shows that for
m > 0, the set F(m) of possible energies is a semi-infinite interval.

It remains only to investigate the curve Enin(m) and to determine when this
infimium is achieved. The analysis below will show that minimizing sequences (and
minima, when they occur) can be made radially symmetric. We chose to use the
multiplier ¢?¢!l7I above, rather than e*®, because it preserves this radial symmetry.
As a consequence, we see that all feasible mass/energy pairs can be realized by radial
functions and hence, by functions with zero total momentum.
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Given ¢ € H'(R?) and A > 0, let ¢*(z) := A*/2¢(\z). Then
M) = M) ad E@) = [ 51T0P - Floft+ 3ol o

In particular, F(¢*) — 0 as A\ — 0, which shows that Fy;,(m) < 0 for all m > 0.
The Gagliardo—Nirenberg-Hoélder inequality (3.2) with parameter a = 1 gives

M 1/2 3/2 3/2
lullzs < 3 (3es) Il 1V ul 7%

when the optimal constant is written in the form (3.5). Consequently, using Young’s

inequality (with powers % and 4),

u) \1/2 3/2 3/2
) B(u) 2 §Vullz, + Hlulfs — 3 (5a5) " 1Vl lull7s
: M(u) \1/2
> [1- ()] [319ull3s + Elulge)-

From we see that E(u) > 0 whenever 0 < M(u) < M(Q1). Notice that
combined with the preceding analysis, this completes the proof of part (ii) of the
theorem.

By the same analysis we see that E(u) > 0 when M(u) = M(Q1). Moreover,
E(Q1) =0, as can be seen from (2.27)). This settles part (iii) of the theorem.

Next we show that Epin(m) < 0 whenever m > M(Q1). Observe that if u €
H'(R3) and uy(z) := A™2u(x/\), then

(4.3) M(uy) = N>M(u) and FE(uy) = E(u) — %Hu”%i

Choosing u = Q1, A2 = m/M(Q1) > 1, and using that E(Q;) = 0, we deduce that
Frin (m) < 0.

Applying the same rescaling argument to a generic trial function shows that
m +— Enin(m) is non-increasing, as stated in the theorem.

Incidentally, if the infimum Fy,;, (m) is achieved for some m > 0, then applying
the rescaling argument to an optimizer shows that the right derivative of E;, at
m is strictly negative. (This derivative exists by virtue of the concavity proved
below.) When combined with the results on the existence of extremizers proved
below, this justifies the claims made in Remark .

Having shown that Epin(m) < 0 for m > M(Q1), we will now be able to prove
that the minimum is achieved for these values of m. To this end, let {u,} be a
minimizing sequence for this variational problem (i.e., M (u,) = m and E(u,) —
Emin(m)). Using rearrangement inequalities, we see that u,, may be taken radially
symmetric, while the identity

2
(4.4) E(u) + S M(u) = / U9ul + Ll (juf? - 2)% de

shows that u,, is bounded in H!. Thus, passing to a subsequence, we may guarantee
that u, converges to some v € H'(R?) weakly in H' ; and L® as well as strongly

in L*. From weak lower semicontinuity of norms we deduce that
(4.5) E() < Epin(m) and M(v) < m.

Note that this guarantees F(v) < 0 and hence v # 0.

Actually, equality must hold in both parts of ([L.5). If M(v) < m, then by
rescaling as in we could produce a function vy with E(vy) < FEnin(m) and
M (vy) = m, which is clearly in violation of the definition of Eyi,(m). The same
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violation would arise if M (v) = m but E(v) < Enin(m). In conclusion, this v
demonstrates that when m > M (@) the infimal energy value Ep;,(m) is actually
achieved. This completes the verification of part (iv) of the theorem.

Having finished the proof of the numbered parts of the theorem, it remains to
show that optimizers are solitons (when m # 0) and to demonstrate the concavity
and continuity of Epin(m). (We have already proved that Ein(m) is non-positive
and non-increasing.)

That optimizers for E;, are solitons follows immediately from the Euler—Lagrange
equation, dF + $dM = 0. Indeed, having chosen to write the Lagrange multiplier
as w/2, we precisely recover . By the sharp rearrangement inequalities of [11]
we see that optimizers must be non-negative (after multiplication by a unimodular
constant) and spherically symmetric (about some point). Thus, by Lemma[2.1] and
Theorem [2.2] optimizers must be ground state solitons, up to symmetries. That
these solitons have 5(P,) > 1 follows from and the fact that F;, <0.

As we have shown that FEy,;, is monotone, continuity follows from mid-point
concavity, which then implies concavity. Thus it remains only to show that

(4.6) %Emin(ml) + %Emin(mQ) < Emin(%ml + %mg) for all my,mg > 0.

This will be effected by a moving hyperplane argument.

Given u € H'(R®) with M(u) = $my + 3my, choose a plane that partitions
the mass into parts mq/2 and my/2. Reflecting one side or the other through the
chosen plane yields two functions vy and vy € H(R3) each of which is even with
respect to reflection in the plane and which obey M (v1) = my and M (ve) = mao.

1

Directly from the construction we have $E(vi) + $E(v2) = E(u). Taking the

infimum over all u € H*(R?) with M(u) = 2mq + 2ms now yields (L6). O

5. RESCALED SOLITONS AND THE VIRIAL

The key new player in this section is the wvirial,
CBY V(= [ [Vu@)f + [u@) - $fula)] do

to be regarded as a functional on H'(R3). While not in perfect accord with the
historical meaning (see [I5]), our use of the term ‘virial’ is consistent with the
modern usage as can be seen from the following wvirial identity:

d -

(5.2) pn 2Tm . u(t,z) x - Vu(t, z) de = 4V (u(t))

for any solution u(t) to (L.I).

Taking a linear combination of the Pohozaev identities and shows that
V(u) = 0 whenever u is a soliton solution to (L.I). Looking back to the manner
in which the Pohozaev identities were derived yields an alternate expression of the
vanishing of the virial for solitons, namely, for any u € H*(R?),

(5.3) V(u) = dE’u(x -Vu+ 3u) and dM|u(ac -Vu+ 3u) =0.

As solitons are precisely the points u € H!(R3) where dE + gdM = 0, we deduce
that solitons have zero virial.

Although the early sections of this paper focus on variational and elliptic prob-
lems, it is important to remember that Theorem [[3]is a dynamical statement; we
wish to describe the long-time behaviour of solutions to for an open set of
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M(Q))

FIGURE 5.1. Schematic depiction of the open set R C R2, based
on numerics. Note: the scale of the various features has been
drastically altered in order to make them all visible on one plot.

initial data. This focuses our attention on as a dynamical substitute for the
Pohozaev identities.

For solutions that remain well-localized around a fixed point, such as non-moving
solitons, LHS will be the time derivative of a bounded function; thus, by
integrating over long time intervals, we deduce that V (u(t)) vanishes in an averaged
sense. We will show below that V' > 0 in a certain region R in the mass-energy
plane, which then precludes this sort of soliton-like behaviour.

It is far from immediate to see why solutions in the region R that merely fail to
scatter should remain both in one place and sufficiently well localized that one may
apply the argument just sketched. Indeed, much of the second half of the paper
is devoted to showing that the existence of a non-scattering solution in the region
R would guarantee the existence of another solution in the region R to which this
argument can be applied. This other solution will be constructed as a minimal
blowup solution.

It will take considerable effort to shoehorn our problem into an application
of . However, we have little choice. This is not a small-data problem; the
nonlinear effects are as strong as the linear effects. Indeed, there are soliton solu-
tions on the boundary of the region R; see Theorem [5.6] As a consequence, we
must exploit some fundamentally nonlinear information. The virial identity is the
only truly pertinent tool that we know.

With this motivating discussion complete, we now turn to the analysis of the
region R in the mass/energy plane where the virial is strictly positive, beginning
with some definitions.

Definition 5.1. For m > 0, we define

(5.4) EYi(m) == inf{E(u) : u € H'(R®), M(u) =m, and V(u) = 0},

with the understanding that EV. (m) = oo if no function u € H'(R?) obeys both
M(u) =m and V(u) = 0. We then define

(5.5) R:={(m,e):0<m < M(Q) and 0 < e < Ey; (m)},

min

where M (()1) is the common mass of all soliton optimizers of the (o« = 1)-Gagliardo—
Nirenberg—Holder inequality, as in Section



32 ROWAN KILLIP, TADAHIRO OH, OANA POCOVNICU, AND MONICA VISAN

This definition does not make it immediately apparent that functions with mass/energy
belonging to the region R have positive virial; this will be shown in Theorem

Theorem shows that that the restrictions m < M(Q1) and e > 0 appearing
in are purely for expository clarity; the set of u € H! with (M(u), E(u)) €
R would be the same if they were omitted. Indeed, if m > M(Q;), then the
minimal feasible energy with mass m is achieved by a soliton, which has zero virial.
Theorem also shows that E(u) > 0 whenever 0 < M (u) < M(Q1).

The general features of R are shown in Figure In Subsection we study
the variational problem and verify some of the features depicted in Figure
Subsection is devoted to constructing an exhaustion of R that will allow us to
prove Theorem by performing induction on a single variable.

5.1. Description of the region R. Some of the basic structural properties of the
region R are rigorously justified in Theorem below. Later in this subsection,
we will discuss the boundary of R more thoroughly; see Theorem

Theorem 5.2. If (M (u), E(u)) € R for some uw € H*(R3), then V(u) > 0

(5.6) EY. (m) =00 when 0<m< %M(Ql),
(5.7) 0< EY..(m) < oo when ﬁM(Ql) <m< M(Q1), and
(5.8) Exm( ) = Emin(m) when M(Q1) <m.

For m > 2-M(Q1), the infimum EY. (m) is achieved and is both strictly de-

creasing and lower semicontinuous as a function of m.

Recall that Fy,i,(m) denotes the infimal energy that is possible for H! functions
with mass m. From Theorem we know that Epin(m) =0 for 0 < m < M(Q1)
and Epmin(m) < 0 for m > M(Q1).

Before beginning the proof of Theorem we first give two lemmas. Both are
based on straight-forward, but rather cumbersome, computations of the effect of
rescaling on the mass, energy, and virial of a function.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose u € HY(R3) is not identically zero and that either
(i) V(u) <05 or

(ii) V(u) =0 and B(u) <

Then there exists A > 1 so that uM(z)

= A2u(\x) obeys V(u) = 0, B(ut) > %, and
E(u) < E(u). Note that M(u*) = M (u)

and ||Vu’\||2L2 = )\2||Vu||%2 > ||VuH2L2.

Proof. Direct computation shows that
d
(5.9) V(ut) = AaE(u’\) = >\2/ |Vul|? de — gA?’/ lul* dz + >\6/ lul8 du.

Suppose V(u) < 0. From (5.9) we see that limy_,o V (u*) = co. Thus, there is
at least one A > 1 so that V(u*) = 0. Let Ao denote the smallest such A, which
allows us to infer that V(u*) < 0 for all A € [1, \g). Tt then follows from that
E(u?) is decreasing on the interval [1,\g), and so E(u’) < E(u).

By construction, 9,V (u?) > 0 at A = \g. Combining this with V (u*°) = 0 yields

0<2h [ 1Vul? = 338 [ lul + 63 [ ul® =20 [ 1Vl + 335 [ ol

Thus B(u*0) = A§B(u) > &. This proves part (i) of the lemma.
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We turn now to part (ii) and so suppose that V(u) = 0 and B(u) < 1/3. Then
3 [|u*dz =1+ B(w)] [ |Vul|?dz and so (5.9) can be rewritten as
d

(5.10) V(u*) = )\d)\E( M =221 - A) (1 - Bu)X — B(u)A? — ﬁ(u)A3)/\vu|2dx.

As f(u) < 1/3, RHS(5.10) has negative derivative at A\ = 1. Thus for A > 1
sufficiently close to 1, we have V(u}) < 0 and E(u?) < E(u). Thus part (i) now
follows by applying part (i). O

Lemma 5.4. Given m > 0 and u € H'(R3) with V(u) = 0 and 0 < M(u) < m,
there exists v € H*(R3) obeying

(5.11) M((v)=m, E(v)< E(u)— (“)/\Vu )P dz, and V(v)=

Proof. We will prove the lemma under the additional assumption that §(u) > %
This suffices because any u not obeying this hypothesis can be replaced by the
function u* provided by Lemma ii). The relations 15.11: remain true with the
original function u because F(u}) < E(u) and ||[Vu| g2 > || Vul|z2.

Little effort is required to check that for S(u) > % and 1 < p < oo,

d (1+p°8w)® _ (1+p°Bw)(3A(u)p* —1) Wt —
R ) A )
Using this, we see that there is a unique 1 < p < oo so that
= )L 2B eover M) gy,
(5.12) m = M (u) Y Ok M) S Bu)(p®—1)—(p—1).

Indeed, existence of such a p follows from the intermediate value theorem (and the
values at p = 1 and as p — o0). Uniqueness follows from the positivity of the
derivative, while the second part of follows from the upper bound on the
derivative and the fundamental theorem of calculus.

Using this value of p we then define

L+ p2B(u)

Elementary computations show that M (v) = m and V(v) = 0; indeed, this is
precisely how the parameters p and A Were chosen. To verify V(v) = 0, we exploit
the fact that V(u) = 0, which implies 3 [ |u|[*dz = [1 + B(u)] [ |Vu|? dz.

Similar computations give

E(v) = B — 486 ~ 1) = (o~ 1] [ [Vu(a) do
The energy bound stated in (5.11)) now follows by combining this estimate with the
second part of ([5.12]). O

Proof of Theorem[5.2. Suppose u € H'(R3) and (M (u), E(u)) € R. We wish to
show that V(u) > 0. That V(u) # 0 follows from the definition of R. If, on the
other hand, V(u) < 0, then by Lemma ) there is a rescaling u* of u with the
same mass, E(u?) < E(u) and V(u}) = () This implies EY, (M (u)) < E(u), so
contradicting the original assumption (M (u), E(u)) € R.
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Next we show that EY

Vi,(m) = oo when 0 < m < —M(Ql) To do this, we
define

R(z) := %Ql(é ).
Later we will introduce a class of rescaled solitons that include this example; see

Lemma Direct computation (cf. the proof of Lemma shows that
(5.13) BR) =1, V(R)=0, and M(R) = 7-M(Qy).

As @ is an optimizer for the (o = 1)-Gagliardo—Nirenberg-Hoélder inequality,
so too is R. This allows us to express the optimal constant as

IRI7 16314
RN IRIPEIVRIZE ORI
where the second equality follows by exploiting (5.13]). Thus

/\ |* dx 19(|S|$||||L <3/|u6d:v> </|Vu|2dx) for all u € H*(R?),
L2

and so Young’s inequality (with powers 4 and é) yields

(5.14) /|u|4d < ;L'"'LQ /|v >+ |u|dz  for all u € HY(R?).
This inequality immediately shows that V' (u) > 0 whenever 0 < M (u) < M(R).
We have now completed the discussion of m < M(R). When m > M(Q;) all
assertions follow from Theorem This theorem shows that for such m, the
minimal energy under the constraint M(u) = m is achieved by a soliton, and
hence by a function with zero virial. Thus EY. (m) = Ewyin(m). Moreover, the
proof of this theorem shows that Ep,i,(m) is continuous and strictly decreasing for
We are now left to consider the middle interval M (R) < m < M(Q1).
Applying Lemma with u = R shows that EV. (m) < E(R) < oo for all
such m. In particular, it is possible to achieve V(u) = 0 with M (u) = m.
Using the classical Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality from (3.1)), we observe that

V) =0 = |Vul: < Jllulls < lulleeVullz: = llullzz Va2 2 1,

whenever u # 0. Combining this with (4.2)) we deduce

1/2
E(u) 2 {1 - (1\]/\[4(81))) } M%u) whenever V(u) =0 and M(u) < M(Q1).

This proves that EY. (m) > 0 when M(R) < m < M(Q;).

Next we show that EY. (m) is strictly decreasing when M(R) < m < M(Q1).
Given M(Q1) > mq1 > mg > M(R), let {u,} be a sequence with M (u,) = maq,
V(u,) =0, and E(u,) — EY. (m3). As shown above, V (u,) = 0 guarantees that
[Vun||32 > ¢/mso, for an absolute constant ¢ > 0. Thus by Lemma there
is a corresponding sequence {v,} with M(v,) = mqy, V(v,) = 0, and E(v,) <
E(up) — c%g” Sending n — oo, we deduce that EY. (m1) < EY, (ma).

Next we show that the infimum is actually achieved for M(R) < m < M(Q1).
To this end, let u,, be a minimizing sequence at mass m. Replacing u,, by their
symmetric decreasing rearrangement does not affect the mass constraint, does not

increase the energy, but may result in V (u,,) < 0. However, by applying Lemma
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we may still conclude that there is a minimizing sequence {u,,} comprising radially
symmetric functions.

By 7 our optimizing sequence {u,} is bounded in H'(R?). Passing to a
subsequence (if necessary) we may ensure weak convergence in H!(R3) and L%(R3),
as well as norm convergence in L*(R3), due to radial symmetry. Let us denote the
limit by tee-

From these modes of convergence it follows that M (us) < m, E(us) < EV. (m),
and V(us) < 0. We will show that equality holds in all three cases; consequently,
Uso 1S the sought-after optimizer.

If M(us) < m, we could conclude that EY. (M(ux)) < E(us) < EY, (M),
which is inconsistent with the fact that EY. is a strictly decreasing function, as
proved above. (Here we also invoke Lemma if it happens that V(us) < 0.)
Thus M (ue) = m. It follows then from Lemma and the definition of EV. as
an infimium that V(uw) = 0 and E(us) = EY, (m).

The only assertion of Theorem that remains unproven is that of lower semi-
continuity. This will follow readily from the ideas already presented.

As EY. (m) is decreasing, lower semicontinuity is equivalent to right continuity.
In this way, we see that failure of lower semicontinuity at a point m would guarantee
the existence of a sequence {m,} decreasing to m with EV, (m) > lim EY, (m,).
Now let u, be radially symmetric functions with M (u,) = m,, V(u,) = 0, and
E(u,) = EY. (m,). (We just proved the existence of such optimizers above.)
Passing to a subsequence we may assume that u, — us, weakly in H'(R?®) and
strongly in L*(R3). Using the lower semicontinuity of M, E, and V under such
convergence together with the strict monotonicity of EY. (m), we then deduce
that M(us) = m, V(us) = 0, and E(us) = lim EY, (m,,), just as in the proof
of the existence of optimizers. This then falsifies the assertion that EY. (m) >

lim EY. (m,). O

The appearance of R(x), a particular rescaling of @Q1(z), in the proof of Theo-
rem suggests that we will need to consider functions other than solitons if we
wish to understand the boundary of R. This is indeed the case, as will be borne
out by Theorem Indeed, it will be shown that an optimizer in the variational
description of EY. is either a soliton or a special type of rescaled soliton; more-
over both cases do occur. The statement and proof of Theorem [5.6] are simpler if
we present the basic properties of these special rescaled solitons first. This is the

purpose of the next lemma.

Lemma 5.5 (Rescaled solitons). Fiz 0 < w < +%. Among all rescalings u(x) =
aP,(\x) of P, with a >0 and X > 0 there is ezactly one that obeys B(u) = 5 and

V(u) =0, namely,

 [14B(w) 3[14+8(w)]
(5.15) Rw(w) = mpw( 4vV3B(w) J))

Moreover,
o ; _ 10V
(5.16) E(R,) = gm/wpw(xn dz, M(R,) = 9[1+5(w)]2M(Pw)7
(5.17) M(R.,) < M(P,) with equality iff B(w) = L,
(5.18) E(R.) > E(P,,) with equality iff 8(w) = 1,
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(5.19) L E(R,) >0, [B(w) — 1] M(R.,) > 0 with equality iff B(w) = 1,
. o . _ 164/36(g)
(5.20) (}){%E(Rw) = 3\/:,Wg)l\f(g), and 31{% M(R,) = —5——M(g),

where g is the unique positive radial solution to —Ag—g3+g = 0, as in Theorem ,

Proof. Recall that f(u) was defined in (2.25) and that S(w) := B(P,). After a few
manipulations, this reveals that u(xz) = aP,(Ax) obeys

(5.21) Bu) = 5 8(w).
Proceeding similarly, but also exploiting (2.26]) and (2.27)), yields

a® a* a? 2
(522) V()= {1+ 88w - BB + 1} [ [VR@) dr.

It is now an elementary matter to verify that gives the only solution to the
system B(u) = 1 and V(u) = 0.

The formula for M(R,,) given in follows directly from , while the
formula for E(R,,) is most easily found by mimicking .

Equality in and when B(w) = % is immediate as R, = P, when

Blw) = % That strict inequality holds in all other cases then follows from

d 16vV38  8(1—3p) d 2 (36 —1)

BI04 OF BRI+ ar 0 dB3(1-pNvEE BRI -1P

Note that there is no need to use the second formula when 8 > 1, for if f(w) > 1,
then shows that E(P,) < 0, while ) shows that E(R,) > 0.

It remains only to verify and . Differentiating the first relation in
(2.26)) with respect to w and then using (2.6]) gives

(5.23) %[%ﬂ(w)]/ VP, |?dr = — 2 M(P,) + wL M(P,).

From this, (5.16]), (2.6, and finally (2.7)), we then deduce that

LER) = g [ MR —w i M(R)] > 0.

Using (2.26) we may rewrite (5.23)) as follows:
M(P,) 4 (w) = B2 | BLLN(R,) +w S M(R)|.

w

Proceeding as above, we deduce that

LM(Ry) = 8035 S M(P) + 33020 [ B2 M(P,) + S M(P.)]

“ T SR d WEB(A i
_ _801-5) 36-1 4
T 3V3B(1+8)2 [_ 2w M(P,) + de(Pw)]

That [B(w) — 1]=M(R,,) > 0, as well as the cases of equality, now follow from
(2.7), which shows that the final expression in square brackets is negative.

As we have now shown that E(R,,) is increasing in w, the limiting value as w — 0
actually provides the infimum of the energies F(R,,). The stated value for this and

for the limiting mass follow from ([5.16)), (2.26)), and Theorem iv). O
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Theorem 5.6. Suppose m > ——=M(Q1) and u € HI\ {0} obeys
(5.24) M(u) =m, E( )=FEY. (m), and V(u)=

(Theorem guarantees that such a u exists precisely for these values of m.) Then
either u(z) = e R, (z + xo) or u(z) = P, (z + mo) for some 0 € [0,27), some
zo € R3, and some 0 < w < < that obeys B(w) . Recall from Theorem |5 E that
for all such m there is a function u obeying (5.24] .

Furthermore, both cases necessarily occur on the boundary of R. Specifically,
there exists § > 0 so that no soliton has mass < M(Q1) + 9, while u cannot be

S\f

a rescaled soliton when m > M(Q1) — 9.

Before we begin the proof of this theorem, we discuss the fuller picture provided
by numerics. See Figures @ and [5.3] We find that there is an intermediate mass

3\[ M(Q1) < mo < M(Q1)

so that EY. (m) is achieved solely by rescaled solitons R,, when m < my, and solely

min
by solitons P, when m > mg. (Numerics give mo = 189.48.) The transition in
the type of minimizer is marked by a discontinuity in the derivative of EV, and

so is depicted as a kink in Figure Note that this kink is essentially invisible in
Figure [5.2} this is why we have included Figure

The mass/energy curve of R, crosses the mass/energy curve of P,, whenever
B(w) = 1/3; indeed, R, = P, whenever f(w) = 1/3. Our numerics show that the
mass/energy curves intersect exactly twice, once at mo and once at the (unique)
point where §(w) = 1/3. The intersection at mg is transverse. At the point where
B(w) = 1/3, the two curves cross; however, the formulas in Lemma can be used
to show that both have the same tangent and curvature.

Excepting the point mg, we observe EY. (m) to be a smooth curve. Let us
briefly describe what is needed to achieve a rigorous proof of this. It follows from
Theorem that both P, and R,, are analytic H!(R3)-valued functions of w; thus
EY. (m) is smooth except where =M (P,) or “-M(R,,) vanish or where the two
mass/energy curves touch.

From the proof of Lemma and Conjecture it would follow that M(Ry)
vanishes only once, namely, when P, = 1, which corresponds to m = (Ql) =
185.10. Recall that Conjecture implies uniqueness of the optimizer Q1

On the other hand Conjecture implies that —M (P,) vanishes only once,
namely, at the minimal mass sohton This corresponds to the cusp in Figures @
and [5.3] . In this way, we see that the claimed shape of EY. (m) follows from our
two conjectures along with the following assertion, which is supported by numerics:
The mass/energy curve of R, intersects the lower branch of solitons at exactly one
point (which then serves to define mg) and there is no intersection with the upper
branch of solitons with m < my.

Proof of Theorem[5.6. If u obeys (5.24)), then it follows that the radially symmetric
rearrangement u* of u also obeys (5.24). To see this, we first observe that M (u*) =

M (u), E(u*) < E(u) and V(u*) < V(u) = 0. By Lemmal[5.3] we see that V (u*) < 0
would be inconsistent with the definition of EY, (m) as an infimum. Similarly, we
must have E(u*) = E(u).

Below we will show that non-negative radially symmetric functions obeying
must agree with some P, or R,. In particular, this can be applied to u*.
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FIGURE 5.2. Detail of the mass/energy curves of P,,, shown solid,
and R, shown dotted.

F(B. M)

1.13481 h

1.1347

1.13461 h

1.13451 h

1.1344 185.2 18‘9.4 186.6 18‘9.8 1é0 196.2 196.4 M
FIGURE 5.3. Closer view of the mass/energy curves of P,,, shown
solid, and R,,, shown dotted. The horizontal axis denotes mass.
In order to reveal the fine detail of the intersection, a shear trans-
formation has been applied, namely, f(E, M) = E + w;/3(M —
M(P,, ,,)), where wy /3 is determined numerically so that 3(w;/3) =

wi/3

1/3 (cf. Table[2.2).

As all level sets of P, and R, have zero (volume) measure, combining the strict
rearrangement inequalities of [I1] with the arguments in the previous paragraph,
we may conclude that any u € H!(R?) obeying must agree with some P, or
some R, up to a translation and a phase rotation.



THE CUBIC-QUINTIC NLS ON R? 39

For the remainder of the proof we consider only u that are non-negative and
radially symmetric.

As u is a minimizer of the energy with constrained virial and mass, u must sat-
isfy the corresponding Euler-Lagrange equation, provided dV and dM are linearly
independent at the point u. We first consider the possibility that they are linearly
dependent. As it turns out, this is not an illusory scenario; a little thought shows
that this must occur at m = 4M(Q1)/(3v/3), which is the minimal mass at which
it is possible to achieve zero virial.

As u# 0, so dM|,, # 0. Thus linear dependence of dV and dM at u guarantees

(5.25) — Au+3u® — 3u® = cu,

for some ¢ € R. Pairing this equation with x - Vu + %u yields

/|Vu|2 +3u® — 2u'dz =0, while V(u):= / [Vul> +u® — 3u'dz =0,

by hypothesis. Combining these immediately shows 3(u) = 3.

Making the change of variables u(x) = %v(@) in (5.25)), we find that v is a
non-negative radially symmetric solution to . Thus by Theorem it follows
that v(z) = P,(z) for some w € (0, ).

As u is a rescaling of a soliton P,, with S(u) = § and V(u) = 0, it follows from
Lemma that u = R,,, with the same value of w. From the rescaling used above
we deduce from that B(w) = 1. In particular, B(w) > 1.

We now turn to the case that dV|, and dM]|, are linearly independent. In this

case, u satisfies the Euler-Lagrange equation dE|, + pdV|, + vdM|, = 0, that is,
(5.26) — Au+u® —u® + p(—2Au + 6u® — 3u?) + 2vu = 0.

If the Lagrange multiplier ; = 0, then is precisely the defining equation
for a soliton (cf. ) with w = 2v. As u is non-negative and radially symmetric,
Theoremguarantees that u = P, for some wy € (0, ). That 3(wg) > 3 follows
from Lemma and the fact that u minimizes the energy subject to M(u) = m
and V(u) = 0.

To show that actually S(wg) > %, we will use Lemma Suppose instead that
B(wo) = 5. Combining and we see that w — F(F,) is increasing at wo;
however, this function converges to —co as w — 3/16. Thus we may choose w1 > wy
so that E(R,,) = E(P,,) and E(P,) > E(P,,) on the intervening interval. By
Lemma[2.7)it then follows that M(P,,) < M(P,,). This contradicts the minimality
of u = P,,, because EY. is strictly decreasing, as shown in Theorem [5.2

This leaves the case p # 0. We first show that p > 0, arguing by contradiction.

As dV and dM are linearly independent at u, there exists w € H(R?) so that
dV|y(w) < 0 and dM|,(w) = 0. Without loss of generality, we may assume that
M(w) = M(u). If p < 0 then implies dFE|,(w) < 0. From these values of the
differentials, we see that ug := cos(f)u + sin(0)w obeys M (ug) = M (u), V(ug) < 0,
and E(up) < E(u) for small § > 0. In view of Lemma this contradicts the
minimality of u. Thus, either u = 0, which was treated above, or p > 0, which we
address next.

Under the change of variables u(z) = av(Az) with

1+3 14 3u)? 20(1 +6
Q2 = LOn 2 _ (1+3p) and  w — v(1+6p)

14 6p’ (14 2p)(1+6p)’ (14 3u)2”’

(5.27)
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the Euler-Lagrange equation becomes —Av +v° —v3 +wv = 0. Theorem [2.2
then allows us to conclude that v = P, for some 0 < w < 1—36. By Lemma refL:Rw,
to see that u = R,, we need to show that 3(u) = 3. This follows by pairing
with z - Vu + %u and using V(u) = 0, as in the treatment of . Lastly, a short
computation shows

(5.28) Bw) = B(F,) = Bu)5 o3

Finally, we turn to the assertions of the second paragraph in the theorem.

Choose w, € (0,3/16) so that P, has the least mass possible among solitons
(Theorem guarantees that this is possible). By we know that B(w.) >
1/3 and consequently M(R,,) < M(P,,), by (5.17). This shows that M(P,.) >
4M(Q1)/(3v/3) and consequently, there exists § > 0 so that no soliton has mass
smaller than 4M (Q1)/(3v/3) + 6. Thus minimizers in this regime must be rescaled
solitons.

Next we exploit the fact that n := inf{E(R,) : 0 < w < 3/16} is positive (see
(5.20))) to show that the possibility u = P,, does indeed occur.

Let P, denote an optimizer for in the case « = 1. Thus M(FP,,,) = M(Q1)
and E(F,,) = 0. We claim that there exists ¢ > 0 so that M(P,) < M(P,,) for
wy —€ < w < wi. Taking this for granted for a moment, we see from the continuity
of w+ P, that EV, (m) — 0 as m , M(Q1). In particular, there is some § > 0
so that EY, (m) < n for m > M(Q1) — §, which guarantees that optimizers u of
EY. (m) must be solitons (rather than rescaled solitons) on this interval.

It remains to verify the claim M(P,) < M(P,,) for w; — & < w < w;y and some
e > 0. Note that since w — M (P,) is real analytic, failure of this claim would
actually imply that ;—wM (P,) < 0 on some interval of this type. By , this in
turn implies that E(P,) is increasing (and so negative) on this interval. Recall that
E(P,) — 0 from above as w — 0. In this way, the assumption that our claim fails
leads to the existence of an interval [wp,w1] so that E(P,,) vanishes at the endpoints
and is non-positive on the interior. This allows us to apply Lemma[2.7] and deduce
that M(P,,) < M(P,,) = M(Q1). This contradicts Theorem [4.1} which showed
that M(Q1) is the least mass at which zero energy is feasible. O

1+6p 1

5.2. Foliation of the region R. As noted earlier, this subsection is devoted to
the construction of a function D : H*(R3) — [0, 00] whose sublevel sets exhaust
R. There are many ways to do this; we choose one that is convenient for the
subsequent analysis. In particular, to ensure that it is conserved by the flow, we
will choose D(u) = D(M(u), E(u)). Note that property (v) below relies inherently
on the shape of R, specifically, the monotonicity of the function EY. (m) proved
in Theorem [5.2] This property cannot be relaxed; it is precisely how our induction
on D(u) manifests a simultaneous induction on the quantities M (u) and F(u) that
are conserved by the flow.

Proposition 5.7 (Key properties of D(u)). There is a continuous function D :
H'(R3) — [0, 00] with the following properties:
(i) D(u) =0 if and only if u=0.
(ii) 0 < D(u) < oo if and only if (M(u), E(u)) € R.
(iii) D is conserved under the flow of the cubic-quintic NLS.
(iv) If0 < D(u) < oo, then V(u) > 0.
(v) If M(u1) < M(uz) and E(uy) < E(uz), then D(u1) < D(ug).
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(vi) If M(u,) < My, E(un) < Ey, and D(u,) — D(My, Ey), then actually
M(u,) = My and E(u,) — Ep.
(vil) Given 0 < Dy < 00, we have

(5.29) [ullf, ~po B(u) and |lullZy ~p, E(u) + M(u) ~p, D(u)
uniformly for all u € HY(R3) with D(u) < Dy.

Proof. As noted above, D(u) will be chosen to depend only on M (u) and E(u),

which justifies (iii). Specifically, we define

(5.30) R¢:={(m,e) e R? :m > %M(Ql) and e > EY; (m)}.

and then set

(5.31) D(u) := D(M(u), E(w)) := E(u) + Mu) + B(w)
dist ((M(u), E(u)), R)
when (M (u), E(u)) ¢ R® and D(u) = oo otherwise. Note that R€ is not, strictly
speaking, the complement of R. Rather, it is precisely the set of feasible mass/energy
pairs, other than (0,0) and those in R.
From Theorems 1] and 5.2 we see that

(5.32) E(u) >0 whenever D(u) < oco.

Properties (i) and (ii) follow immediately. To obtain (iv), we then need merely
exploit the fact that V(u) > 0 on R; see Theorem

Next we consider property (vii). Combining (5.32)) and Euyi, (M (Q1)) = 0 shows

that
M(u M(u 1

(533) D(U) Z m andso 1-— \/ M((Ql)) Z 2D(w)+2"
From the second relation and (4.2)) we then deduce
(5.34) iy, < B(w) < D),
while by this and Sobolev embedding,
(5.35) Bw) S Nl + el < lulld, [1+ D)),
Taken together, (5.34) and (5.35)) show that E(u) and |lu[%, are comparable, uni-

formly for D(u) < Dy.
Next observe that (4.4) and (5.35) yield
lulln < 2E(uw) + 1§ M (w) < Jlullf [T+ D(u)'],

which shows the analogous comparability of E(u)+ M (u) and ||u/|%,. To complete
the proof of (5.29)), we need to show that these are comparable to D(u). From
(5.33)) and (5.34]) we have

E(u) + M(u) <14+ M(Q1)]D(u).
On the other hand, if D(u) < Dy < oo, then

4Dy M (u) A[E(u) + M (u))
Du)< ————= +E(u) + ————+——
W=y TP T )
To see this we divide into two cases: If M (u) > M(Q1)/4, then this follows from

D(u) < Dy and E(u) > 0. If M(u) < M(Q1)/4, we need only observe that
dist (M (u), E(u)), R®) > 7%= M(Qu) — M(u) > 1M(Qu).
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This completes the proof of part (vii).
Lastly, we discuss the (strict) monotonicity relations (v) and (vi). These are
elementary from the structure of D(u) and the fact that

(5.36) dist ((m’,e’), R°) > dist ((m,e),R°) whenever m'<m and € <e,

which follows from the monotonicity of EV. (m). Note that we do not claim strict
monotonicity in (5.36). It is not true; part of the boundary of R is vertical.
Incidentally, lower semicontinuity of EY. (m), which was shown in Theorem
guarantees that R¢ is a closed set. Thus the minimal distance is actually achieved
by a point in R°. [l

6. SMALL DATA SCATTERING AND PERTURBATION THEORY

As discussed in the introduction, Zhang [67] proved global well-posedness of
for initial data in H'(IR?); moreover, she proved scattering for solutions whose mass
is sufficiently small depending on their kinetic energy. The goal of this section is to
develop several results of a similar flavour that will be needed to run the induction
on mass and energy argument of this paper. We begin with a more explicit version
of small data scattering:

Proposition 6.1 (Small data scattering). There exists n > 0 such that for ug €
HY(R3) with D(ug) < n, there exists a unique global solution u € C(R; H*(R?)) to
(1.1)) with initial condition u(0) = ug. Moreover, the solution satisfies the global
spacetime bound

(6.1) [ullLio, Rxre) S [[VuollL2(rs)-

Consequently, the solution u scatters, that is, there exist asymptotic states ui €
HY(R3) such that

: itA —
t—lgtnoo ||u(t) —é' U:t”Hl(RS) =0.

Proof. The proof of existence involves a standard contraction mapping argument.
The main observation is that for n sufficiently small, the hypothesis D(ug) < 7
together with Proposition parts (iii) and (vii) implies
ful2e 2 + [ Vul2e 2 S
With ,
(u)(t) = ePug — z/ A (Juftu — |ul?u) (¢') dt,
0
it is not difficult to see that ® is a contraction on the ball B C L HINL? H 1/ ﬂL%%

of radius Cyn'/? for a sufficiently large absolute constant Cy > 0. The key estimates
appear already in the proof that ® maps this ball to itself: for v € B,
H‘b(u)HLthllﬂL?H;’GﬁL}f)z
S I{V)uollzz + llullzyo (V) ull 2z + lull g rz lullpo (V) ull 2 e
<pl/? 4 (00771/2)5 + 771/2(00771/2)2 < Con'’2,
provided 7 is sufficiently small and Cj is sufficiently large.
Proving scattering from finite global spacetime norms is standard; we omit the

details. Lastly, uniqueness in the larger class C(R; H}(R?)) can be proved by
exploiting endpoint Strichartz estimates; see, for example, [18] [3§]. [
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We will also need the following persistence of regularity result:

Lemma 6.2 (Persistence of regularity). Let u € C(R; HY(R3)) be a solution to
(L.1) such that S := |lul| 10 (mxrs) < 00. Then for anyto € R and k = 0,1 we have

[Iv|* < C(S,M(u))H\V\ku(to)HLg.

“HSO(R)
Proof. We divide R into O((£)'°) many subintervals I; = [t;, ¢;11] such that
lullLyo, (1, xrs) < &

where € > 0 is a small constant to be chosen later. Then by repeating the compu-
tation in the proof of Proposition we have

H|V|ku||50(1j) S H|V|ku(tj)||L§ + ||U\|ig’oxH\V\ku||Lng + ||U||L;>°L3HU||L;°z

SVFuty)lce +e(e® + M)) IV ullsor,),

||V|ku||L’;‘Lg

where all spacetime norms are over I; x R3. Choosing € = e(M (u)) > 0 sufficiently
small, we obtain

1V Fullso(r,y S [IV1Fu(t) 2

Combining the subintervals I; yields the claim. O

Our last result in this section is a stability result for (1.1). This is essential for
any induction on mass/energy argument.

Proposition 6.3 (Perturbation theory). Let @ : I x R* — C be a solution to the
perturbed cubic-quintic NLS

10yt + At = |a|*a — |al?a + e
for some function e. Suppose that
(6.2) @/l Lo ra(rxmrsy < E
(6.3) il o crarcesy < L

for some E,L > 0. Let ug € H'(R?) with ||uo||p2rs) < M for some M > 0 and let
to € I. There exists eg = €9(E, L, M) > 0 such that if

(6.5) Vel 1 <e
LJT(IXR?’)

for 0 < e < &g, then the unique global solution u to (1.1)) with u(te) = ug satisfies
(6.6) IV(u—a)|goy < C(E, L, M)e,
where C(E, L, M) is a non-decreasing function of E, L, and M.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume tg = 0 € I. By the usual combi-
natorial argument (see, for example, [18]) and Lemma it suffices to prove the
proposition under the additional hypothesis

(6.7) [@ll 30, + [IVallzre <,

where n = n(M, E) > 0 is a small constant to be chosen later. From Theorem 1.1
we know that u exists globally; the point is to prove the estimate .
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Let w := u—u and let A(t) := ||wl| g1 (7n(_y,)- Then by Strichartz, Holder, (6.4),
(6.5), and (6.7, we obtain

At) < lluo = alto)ll ga + ||V (Jul*u —|al*a) | o + ||V (JulPu — |a]*a)]|

30
Ll

10
9
Lt

5 30
LtSLzza
+[Vel| 1

Lyly

S e+ IIVwllpzre [lallzyo + llwlizy |+ 1Vallzre [lalZy0 llwllz, + w7 ]
+ [[VwllzzLe [HTLHL?OLEH{L”L}?I + ||w||Lg°Lg||w||L}fg]
+IVall g2 g 1wl yo, [l e rz + llwllpger2]

Se+ntAlt) +nA@)* + A1) +n(M + E)A(t) + (M + E)A(t)?,

where all spacetime norms are over (I N [—t,¢]) x R3. To obtain the last inequality
above we also used (6.2) and the conservation of mass for (1.1)) to estimate

lwllzsere < l|tlleerz + lullzsorz < E+ |luollr: < E+ M.

Therefore, taking 7 sufficiently small depending on M and E and then using the
standard continuity argument to remove the restriction to [—t,t], we derive .
O

7. LINEAR PROFILE DECOMPOSITION IN H!(R?)

The goal of this section is to derive a concentration-compactness principle for the
linear Schroédinger propagator for bounded sequences of initial data in the inhomo-
geneous Sobolev space H'(R3). Specifically, we prove that any bounded sequence
in H*(R?) can be written as an asymptotically decoupling superposition of trans-
lations and rescalings of linear evolutions of fixed profiles plus a remainder whose
linear evolution converges to zero in the L{9-norm. The fact that H'(R?) is not a
scale-invariant space makes the argument more complicated; in particular, limiting
profiles may not belong to H'(R?). On the other hand, working in H*(R?®) guar-
antees that the profiles cannot live at arbitrarily large length scales; cf. A\ < o0
in Proposition [7.2}

A linear profile decomposition for the linear Schrodinger propagator for bounded
sequences in the homogeneous Sobolev space H 1(R3) was first obtained by Keraani
[35], relying on an improved Sobolev inequality proved by Gérard, Meyer, and Oru
[24]. We should also note the influential precursor [5] which treated the wave equa-
tion. A linear profile decomposition for the Schrodinger propagator for bounded
sequences in L2(R?) can be found in [6] 13} 52].

The approach we follow here mirrors that in [42] [44], rather than [35]. In partic-
ular, we will build our linear profile decomposition based on an improved Strichartz
inequality, which states that if the linear evolution is large in the L%g—norm, then
at least one frequency annulus contributes non-trivially. The improved Strichartz
inequality is used to find the correct scaling parameters in the linear profile decom-
position.

Lemma 7.1 (Improved Strichartz estimate). For f € H'(R?) we have

(71) Helt f||L%?T(RXR3) 5 Hf”;[l(Ra) ]\SIZIQ)Z ”ezt PNfHZ%fL(RXR%'
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Proof. By the square function estimate followed by the Holder, Bernstein, Strichartz,
and Cauchy—Schwarz inequalities, we obtain

) ) % 10
”eltAleL%Ow ~ H( Z ‘eztAfN|2>
) Ne2z LS,
5
itA
S ) // [T 1" fw, |7 da dt
Ni<--<Ns VRJR? 5o
4
S e b e il ( TT I 20 )
N1 <-<Ns J=2 ’
X (1€ fuvs Il o e fa ll s
. 3 . 1 .
S swp |l D NPl o Ng "2 vl , 50
Ne2z ’ Nyi<--<Ns tha
) N5\3 3 1
< swp el Yo (log 52) NE i s N3 vl
Ne2Z 1

N1<N5s

N

, Nyy3—¢

A 1
sup [l fv it Do (55)° Iwallan vl
Ne2? " NI<N; 5

< sup [l lTa0 mxrey 1170
Ne2z o *
for any € > 0. This completes the proof of the lemma. O

Our next result is an inverse Strichartz inequality, which says that if the linear
evolution is large, it must in fact contain a bubble of concentration at some point
in spacetime.

Proposition 7.2 (Inverse Strichartz inequality). Let {f,}nen C HY(R3) be a se-
quence such that

limsup || fullgr = A < oo and liminf ||e?2 f,|| 110 (®Rxr3) =€ > 0.
n—00 * n—oo b

Passing to a subsequence if necessary, there exist
(b € Hl (R3)7 {)‘H}HEN C (07 00)7 {tn}neN C R7 and {xn}neN C R3

such that all of the following hold: First A\, — As € [0,00), and if Ao > 0 then
additionally ¢ € L?(R3). Secondly,

L HY(R3),  if Ao >0
LoitnA - j ’ R
(7:2) AR ("2 fn) Anz +a5) = ¢(x)  weakly in { HYR3),  if A =0.

Furthermore, letting
1
An Ze A (2 )] if Ao >0,
s I .

Mo s (o) (52)]. A =0
with 0 < 0 < 1 fized, the following decoupling statements hold:

15
4

(7.4) Tim {1 fll%y = 1 = Gal% ] = 1912, 2 4%(5)

(7.5) i [Ifall3s = 1o = énll2 — I6al3:] = 0.
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Proof. Passing to a subsequence, we may assume that
(7.6) e fullpzo, > 5 and || fullm: <24
for all n € N. By Lemma (7.1} we have
. 1 . 4 . 4
e S 1" fall g, S N fallf, sup €4 Prfull 310 S A% sup (€4 P fiul 10
22 T N t,x N t,x

for all n € N. Thus, for each n € N there exists N,, € 2% such that
(7.7) le™A Py, foll a0, 2 €T A7
On the other hand, by Hélder, Strichartz, and (7.6)),

. ) 2 , 1 ) 2 1
1" Py, fullo, < ”eltAPann”zgfz”eZtAPann”Z% S 1™ 2Py, foll e 1P, full 22

o
8

) 2 1
(7.8) S €™ Py, full o N ® A5
Combining (|7.7)) and (7.8)), we get

1
(7.9) Ny 2 (|2 P, fullnse, 2 6% A5,

Therefore, there exist ¢, € R and z,, € R? such that
(7.10) N ?[[eA Py, f](zn)] 2 ¥ A5

We choose the spatial scales to be A, := N, 1. We note that {\,}nen is a
bounded sequence; indeed, by ([7.9)), Bernstein’s inequality, and (7.6)),

AnZe¥ AT < |leitAp S et Ap <t <A
nte S e PPy fullie S A 2 €2 Py fullz S An ([ fnllrz S An® A

Thus, passing to a subsequence we may assume that A, — A, where either 0 <
Ao S (2)F or Ao = 0. 1

It remains to find the profile ¢. To this end, let h, () := A ("2 f,)(A\px 4+ 2,)

as in LHS(7.2)). By (7.6), we have
(7.11) Ihnll g = [ fullgn < 2A forall neN.

Thus, passing to a subsequence, we can find ¢ € Hl(R?’) such that h, — ¢ in
H'(R3). Moreover, if \,, = Aoo > 0, then

Ihnllzz = A7 I fallzz S AS'A

for all large enough n. Thus by the uniqueness of weak limits and weak lower
semicontinuity of the norm, we get that in this case ¢ € H(R?). This proves (7.2).
As H} is a Hilbert space, the weak convergence of {h,} to ¢ in H} implies that

(7.12) s = M — @17 — 16117 = 2Re(@, b — @)y — 0.
Combining this with the fact that
¢ = Psredllgn — 0 when X, =0

and performing a change of variables, we obtain the equality in (7.4).
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To complete the proof of (7.4), we must prove the lower bound on ||¢|| ;.. To
this end, let ky denote the kernel of the operator Py. As ky, (£) = 12:1(1\%) and
An = N1, we have ky, (z) = )\;314:1()\%). Thus

n

(6. k) = Tim | A3 (€2 f,) (Anz + 20 )y () do

n— oo

= lim )\7%1 (e”"Afn) (Ykn, (y — zp)dy = lim )\é [eit"APNn fn] (Tn)-

n—oo n—oo
Invoking , we derive

(7.13) (6, k)| 2 ¥ A7F.

On the other hand,

(7.14) (s k)| < Il [[Fall ors < N0l -

Combining (7.13) and (7.14) completes the proof of (7.4).

We now turn to (]E . When )\, = Ao > 0 and ¢ € H*(R?), proceeding as in

(7.12]) we obtain

Il =l = 8l122 — 18l122 — 0;
a simple change of variables now yields the claim. When \,, — 0, we write
1fall2a = l1fn = nl22 = [6al22 = 2Re(fn — du bubis
=2Re (hn — P>x0 6, Xy Poro ) 1
= 2Re (hn — P>y0 ¢, ,\EL|V\*2P2A?L¢>H;.
As A, > 0 and 0 < 0 < 1, we have
HWF%‘%PEAZMH; S /\31(179)”]32)\%??)”13{; S )\31(179)||¢||H; — 0,

~

and so (7.5) follows from the boundedness of {h, — P>xo ¢}nen in H'(R?).
This completes the proof of the proposition. O

The following corollary allows us to assume that the scaling parameters A, and
the temporal parameters ¢, in Proposition [7.2] satisfy simple dichotomies.

Corollary 7.3. Passing to a further subsequence if necessary, we may choose the
parameters { A, }nen and {t,}nen in Proposition such that
(1) Am=1 or N\, —0

7.15 t
(7.15) (ii) t, =0 or )\—g — £oo0.

n
Proof. Let A, and t, denote the scale and temporal parameters from Proposi-
tion To ease notation, for A > 0 let D) denote the dilation operator

(DAf)(a) = A" f (A a).
We first consider claim (i) in (7.15]). If A, — 0, then there is nothing to prove.

Suppose therefore that A, — A > 0. In this case we may redefine A, = 1,
provided we also replace the profile ¢ by ¢ := Dy_¢. Indeed, as Dy, and D;j

converge strongly to D,_ and D;:O, respectively, as operators on H!(R?), all the
requisite conclusions carry over.
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We now turn to (ii). Passing to a subsequence, we may assume that {4 — 7o €
[—00,00]. If Too = oo, then there is nothing to prove. If 7, € R, then we may

redefine ¢, = 0, provided we also replace the profile ¢ by (;3 = e T2, Indeed,
this is easily seen using the identity

. —ilin A
¢ "Dy, 6= Dy, [e ]
and the strong continuity of e®*® in H!. To see (7.5) when )\, — 0, we also use
Bernstein’s inequality:

A

. i —ils i
He—ltﬂ,AD)\"PZAgL(b _ DAnPZAﬁe_lTwA¢"Li — HDAn [6 ZA% — G_ZTOOA] PZ/\ZQSHLg

— e TR Poxgéll

< ’\717,70”9%’”1;(1, —0 asn— oo.

x

S HS

This completes the proof of the corollary. O

As explained in the introduction, to prove Theorem [I.3] we will run an induc-
tion argument on both the mass and the energy. To this end, we need to show
that the masses and the energies corresponding to two distinct profiles decouple
asymptotically. The asymptotic decoupling of the kinetic energies and the masses
will follow from and , respectively. The asymptotic decoupling of the
potential energies will follow from the following lemma.

Lemma 7.4. Under the hypotheses of Proposition[7.3, we have

(7.16) i [IfalSs = 1f = 6ulSs — onllSs | =0,
(7.17) i [Ifallds = 1 = Snllts = I6nlids] = 0.

Proof. Passing to a subsequence, we may assume that the conclusions of Corol-
lary [7-3 hold. As above, we will write D) for the dilation operator

(Daf)(x) == A"2 f(A"1a).

We start by proving the decoupling of the LS-norms. First, we consider the case
when £ — +o0. Let € > 0 and choose 1) € S(R?) such that

19 = bll s <e
Let
et Ay (z — ), if A\, =1,
nla) = {8 .
e "2 [Dy, Pyo)(z — x0), if A\, —0.

By the dispersive estimate,
1 A2
Hwn”LQ S WHDA"QZ)HLE S [tn]
On the other hand, by Sobolev embedding,
| pn — w"HLQ <o - 1/)||H11_ < e uniformly for n € N.

Thus, for n large enough,

'Q[JHLQ —0 as n— oo.

5
x

[onllLe S e
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and so, by the triangle inequality,
[ 7allzs = 17 = dulee

As £ > 0 was arbitrary, we obtain (7.16) when {4 — +o0.
Next, we consider the case when ¢, = 0. By (7.2)), hy(z) := [D;:fn}(z +x,) —
o(x) in HE. As |hnll g = | fall i S A, invoking the Rellich-Kondrashov Theorem

and passing to a subsequence we conclude that h,, — ¢ in L2(K) for any compact
set K C R3. Using a diagonal argument and passing to a further subsequence, we
deduce that h,, — ¢ almost everywhere on R3. Thus by Lemma

IallGs = 1 — @ll%s — 1615 =0 as n — .

Se.

Using also the fact that
[Psxo ¢ — @lls =0 when A, =0

and performing a simple change of variables, we obtain (7.16]).
Next we consider the decoupling of the L2-norms. When \,, — 0, the proof is
very simple; indeed, the claim follows from

1 3 1 1 3 16
I9nllzs S Nonllizllénllfy S AalPoxg 0l iz 0l S An® (1@l =0 as n— oo,

When A\, = 1, we argue as for . One small difference appears in the case when
tn/A2 — Foo; in this case, we choose 1 € S(R?) to approximate ¢ in H} (rather
than H!) and use the fact that by Gagliardo-Nirenberg, the L*-norm is controlled
by the H}-norm.

This completes the proof of the lemma. ([

We are now ready to prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 7.5 (Linear profile decomposition). Let {f,}nen be a bounded sequence
in HY(R3). Passing to a subsequence if necessary, there exists J* € {0,1,2,...}U
{o0} such that for each finite 1 < j < J* there exist

¢j € H; \ {O}v {)‘%}HEN - (Oa 1]7 {t%}TLEN CR, and {x%}nEN C R37
satisfying

M=1 or M =0 and =0 or ti — +oo.
If N =1, then additionally ¢’ € L2. Choosing 0 < 6 < 1 and defining
ith A j . o
) el (v —ad), if M =1,
(7.18) @) (x) = [ 4 ]ijA ) R f 4
()‘%) 2 [ez " Pz(A{L)HW]( /\in)’ Zf )‘% — 0,
for each finite 1 < J < J* we have the decomposition
J .
(7.19) fu=_ & +w;
j=1

and the following statements hold:

(7.20) fim lim_fuP e w;y ILio, (Rxr3) = 0,
- n o0

7.21 e AN ) w! (M +29)] =0 in H! forall1 <j < J,
( n n n n x ]
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J

(7.22) sup Tim_ | M(f) = 3 M(6}) — M(w])] =0,
J

(7.23) sup lim | B(f,) = 3 E(¢}) ~ B(w]])| =0
j=1

[N A e ek [ — ()7 .
(7.24) nh_)néo [)\,g + ﬁ + ")\%)\ﬁ" + N } =00 forallj#k.

Proof. To keep our formulas within margins, we will use operators g/ defined by

(g0 f)(@) == (Ai)_%f(%) or [(gh) " fl(@) == ()2 f (N + 2.
With this notation, we have

g = (At =
GRemAP, ayed?, if N, = 0.

n

To prove the theorem we will proceed inductively, extracting one bubble at a
time. To start, we set J = 0 and w? := f,,. Now suppose we have a decomposition

up to level J > 0 obeying (7.22), (7.23), and the j = J case of (7.21)). (Conditions
(7.20), (7.21) with j < J, and (7.24) will be verified at the end.) Passing to a
subsequence if necessary, we set

NN J NN N
Ay = nll)rrgo |wy gy and g5 = nh—>Holo lle wy [l -
If e; = 0, we stop and set J* = J. If not, we apply Proposition to w; . Thus,
passing to a subsequence in n we find ¢/, {\JF1Y {71} and {z/*!}, with
MFL=1 or Xt 0 and tIH =0 or /7 = +oo.

Note that we renamed the time parameters given by Propositionso that t/+1! .=
—A,,%t,. According to Proposition the profile ¢’ T is defined as the weak limit

71 = w-lime™
n—oo

= wlim (g )~ [T A A (gt ) M),

n—oo

Now define w; ™! := w;] — ¢/*1. By the definition of ¢+, we obtain (7.21) for

n

7 = J + 1. Moreover, from Proposition and Lemma [7.4] we also have
lim [M(w]) = M) = M(e7)] =0,

n
n—o0

lim [E(w]) - B(wy ™) - E(e7 )] =0,

n—roo

Combining this with the inductive hypothesis gives (7.22)) and (7.23]) at the level
J+1.
Passing to a further subsequence and using Proposition [7.2] we obtain

7.25 A% = lim w3 < A3

(7.25) e = Tim (w3 < 43
Passing to a further subsequence if necessary, let
T itA, J+1

gjt1:= lim [[e"w; T ll 1o .

If €741 = 0 we stop and set J* = J 4 1; in this case, (7.20) is automatic. If
€y+1 > 0 we continue the induction. If the algorithm does not terminate in finitely
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many steps, we set J* = oo. In this case, (7.20]) follows from the fact that e; — 0
as J — oo. To demonstrate that e; — 0, we combine (7.25)) and (7.4) to obtain

15 .
S AT S DI, < 43
J J

(Recall that Ay = limsup,, || fullz1 < 00.)

Next we verify the asymptotic orthogonality condition ; claim with
j < J follows from a similar argument. We argue by contradiction. Assume
fails to be true for some pair (j, k). Without loss of generality, we may assume that
this is the first pair for which (7.24]) fails, that is, j < k and holds for all
pairs (j,1) with j < < k. Passing to a subsequence, we may assume

J_ .k 9 (A2 ¢k (AF)2
(7.26) (0, 00), w%f%T_%xo’ and AﬁggquLiL_ﬁtU
From the inductive relation
k—1
wpT = = Y 4,
I=j+1
and the definition of ¢*, we obtain
. —1 k — —
0¥ (2) = wlim e~ A (gh) Mk
i k—1
(7.27) = w-lime A (gh) Twg] = Y welime A [(gh) 7 gl
l=j+1

We will prove that these weak limits are all zero and so obtain a contradiction to
the nontriviality of ¢*.

We write
e A (gh) Thwl] = e A (gh) Tl gleth A e A (gh) ]
on)?
(t —tk )A T A inel
= (gn) ' gle )27 e A (gl) " ) .
Note that by (7.26)),
1 ¢k Q)2 _ 8Dt () At

n(\)? ANk X, T o

Using this together with (7.26]) we conclude that the adjoints of the operators

(e O
() tgre G

converge strongly in H!. Combining this with the .J = j case of (7.21)), we obtain

that the first term on RHS(7.27) is zero.
To complete the proof of ([7.24]), it remains to show that the second term on

RHS([7.27) is zero. For all j <1 < k we write

k
i(td —tk (x,)*

Lk . nd A _itd
e (gh) T el = (an) ' ghe (i) =2 (g2) 1l
Using the fact that
I3 _PZ(A;)G(blHHl —0 when X, =0
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and arguing as for the first term on RHS, it suffices to show that
e_itzLA(g%)_lgfleititA(i)l — 0 weakly in H}.

Using a density argument, this reduces to
(7.28) I, := e‘it{zA(g%)_lgileitilAqb — 0 weakly in H},
for all ¢ € C°(R3). Note that we can rewrite I,, as follows:
N

h = ()02 g

Aiyr#»z{bf:vil)
Recalling that (7.24) holds for the pair (j,1), we first prove (7.28) when the

scaling parameters are not comparable, that is,
im Moy An
(7.29) Jim 3+ 55 =00

By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

(s )| S min{ I AL 2 92, 1l 2218022 |

A AL
< min{ 3186 2 1]z, 32 116] 22 | A¢lzs |
when (7.29) holds.

which converges to zero as n — oo, for all » € C2°(R3). This establishes (7.28)
Henceforth we may assume

lim 22 =\ € (0
A 5E = € (0,00).

We now suppose that the time parameters diverge, that is,

. % ()\j )27tZ ()\l )2\
lim faQa)" =t )| _ .
n—o00 AR AL !
then we also have

i\ 2 i
A i (M) 2 0?00
n n Aih - j

j
7 %—)oo as m — oo.
Under this condition, ([7.28)) follows from

1

Af [ei(th tﬁl(ﬁ) )Aqﬁ} (Alx + wﬂ/\;,wl) — 0 weakly in H;,

which is an immediate consequence of the dispersive estimate.
Finally, we deal with the situation when
X

L AL)2 T (AT )2 J _ b2

M€ (0,00), L ")M-L/\L"( 2 54, but ‘w/\{b; E 5 .

Then we also have t!, — 1 (A)2/(A\})2 — Ait;. In this case, the desired weak
convergence follows from the easily proved assertion

)\%e”l’\lAqb(Alx +yn) =0 weakly in H.,
where
_wh—ay,  ahew, [N
Yn N N PV
which diverges to infinity as n — oo.

This completes the proof of the theorem.
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8. EMBEDDING THE QUINTIC NLS INSIDE THE CUBIC-QUINTIC NLS

The next major milestone in proving the existence of minimal blowup solutions is
the development of a nonlinear profile decomposition. To do this, we must associate
to each profile in a solution of the cubic-quintic NLS. In this section, we
consider those profiles for which A}, — 0 as n — oco. What is special about these
profiles is that the long-time behaviour of the associated solutions to can be
deduced from the main result in [I8], namely:

Theorem 8.1 (Spacetime bounds for the defocusing quintic NLS, [I8]). Let ug €
HY(R3). Then there exists a unique global solution u to

(8.1) i0u + Au = |u|*u

with initial data w(0) = ug. Moreover, the solution u satisfies

IVullsom < C(lluoll g2 )-
Remark 8.2. An easy consequence of Theorem [8.1]is global spacetime bounds for
solutions defined by their scattering states. Specifically, given uy € H} there exists
a unique global solution u to (8.1]) such that

u(t) — e uy| gz — 0 as t— oo;

moreover, the solution u satisfies

IVullso@y < C(llutll )
A similar statement holds backward in time.

This result is pertinent to us because profiles with A} — 0 are highly concen-
trated for n large and so the cubic nonlinearity is relatively weak. Indeed, this
precisely corresponds to the energy-subcriticality of the cubic nonlinearity. In this
section we use a perturbative argument to show that this heuristic can be made

rigorous. The exact information we will extract is dictated by the needs of the
proof of the Palais—Smale condition Proposition [9.1

Proposition 8.3. Let {\,}nen C (0,00) be such that A\, — 0, {tp}neny C R such
that either t, = 0 or t, — +oo, and let {x,}nen C R3. Given ¢ € HL, let
dn(z) = A;f[eit"APZ/\Zgﬂ(‘”;:") for some 0 < 0 < 1. Then for n sufficiently
large, the unique global solution u, to (1.1)) with initial data u,(0) = ¢, satisfies
(8:2) IVunllsv < CI6l1).

Furthermore, for every e > 0, there exist N. € N and ¢.,%. € C(R x R?) such
that

(8.3) ‘

_1
n(t2) = A e (5 + by 5522)|

L10, (RxR?)

_3
(8:4) [Fun(t,2) — Ax b (5 4, 2520)|

10
L%, (RxR?)
for alln > N..

Proof. As is space-translation invariant, without loss of generality we may
assume that z,, = 0.

As noted previously, to prove the proposition we will use a perturbative argu-
ment. Specifically, we will construct a solution ,, to the defocusing energy-critical
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NLS that is an approximate solution to (1.1) with initial data asymptotically match-
ing ¢,. This solution will have good spacetime bounds thanks to Theorem
Then using the stability result Proposition[6.3} we will deduce that for n sufficiently
large, the solution u,, inherits the spacetime bounds of ,,, thus proving ({8.2]).

If ¢, = 0, we define w, and w to be the solutions to (8.1) with initial data
wy(0) = P>yo ¢ and w(0) = ¢, respectively. If t,, — oo, we define w, and w to
be the solutions to (8.1]) which scatter in H; to eitAPZ)\fL¢ and 2 ¢, respectively,
as t — +oo. By Theorem [8.1] we have

|Vwn || som) + |[Vwl|som) < C’(H¢>||H;) uniformly in n € N.

The stability result [I8, Lemma 3.10] allows us to deduce that

Jim [[V(wp, = w)| o) = 0.
Indeed, if ¢, = 0 this follows from the observation

0 (0) = w(O) 111 = [Porg @ — @ll 2 =0 as n— oo,

If instead t, — £o00, to be able to apply [I8, Lemma 3.10], it suffices to observe
that

T lim [ (6) — w(®)]] 5, =0,
which follows from the construction of w,, and w and the fact that \,, — 0:

i, e 8) = wt) gy

< lim  lim |[lwn(t) — eiszfo(ﬁHH; + lw(t) — eimd’HH; +[[P>xo ¢ — ¢HHJ =0.

n—oo t—+oo

Next, by the Bernstein inequality,
1Poxg 0llez S A 6l
and so the persistence of regularity result [I8, Lemma 3.12] implies that
(8.5) lwnllso@) < C(I8]l 1) A"

We are now in a position to introduce the approximate solutions %, to ((1.1)). For
n € N, we define

T (t,2) == )\;%wn()\% + by 5 ).
As is time-translation and scaling invaurif;nt7 U, is also a solution to and
[Viin |50 (=) = [IVwnllso@) < C (6]l 1)
Moreover, 4, (0) asymptotically matches the initial data wu,(0) = ¢,,; indeed,
[6n(0) = @nll g1 = llwn(tn) — eit"APZ)\quHH% —0 as n— oo.

To invoke the stability result Proposition[6.3|and deduce claim (8.2)), it thus remains
to show that @,, has bounded mass (so ([6.2)) holds) and that @,, is an approximate
solution to (1.1)), both as n — oco. By (8.5),

lnllso@) = Anllwnllso@y < C(I10ll ) A" =0 as n— oo

This bounds the mass of @, and provides the key tool for bounding e := |, |*,:
~ ~ ~ 1-0
IVell 38 oy S NVl 2p o Ml i oy 1l g o< OIS A™"

(RxR3)

which converges to zero as n — co. This completes the proof of (8.2]).
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Finally, we turn to (8.3) and (8.4). For £ > 0, approximate w by ¢, 9. €
C>(R x R3) such that

|w — ¢e|\L}?m(RxR3) <% and [[Vw— wEHLiTZ(RxW) <5

and take n sufficiently large so that

Ny 3 _ 3
[[tn un“L%?sz:%Hiv% <3 and [w, w”L}f)sz,:TOH;’% <3
The two claims now follow easily from the triangle inequality. ]

9. EXISTENCE OF A MINIMAL BLOWUP SOLUTION

As mentioned in the introduction, Theorem is equivalent to L(D) < oo for
all 0 < D < oo, where L(D) is defined as in (|1.9). From the small data theory
Proposition[6.1} we know that L(D) < oo for D < 1. Indeed, using also Lemma6.2]

and (5.29) we have

1/2
(91) Il ey + 1903y S )Y
for all global solutions u with D(u) < 1. Thus if Theorem failed, there would
exist a critical D, < oo such that

(9.2) L(D)<oo for D< D, and L(D)=oc for D> D..

The goal of this section is to prove the existence of a minimal blowup solution

to (|1.1), that is, a solution u to (1.1 such that
De(u) =D and  lull110 (j0,00)xR2) = [ull£10, ((~o00,01xR2) = 0©.

To extract this minimal counterexample to Theorem we will prove a Palais—
Smale condition for an increasingly bad sequence of almost counterexamples to our
theorem.

Proposition 9.1 (A Palais-Smale condition). Let {u,}nen be a sequence of global
solutions to (1.1)) and {t,}nen C R be such that lim, o D(u,) = D, and

(9.3) Tim{funl| 3o, (16,000 xR2) = T[] 210, ((—o0,t,1xm2) = o0

Passing to a subsequence, there exists {x, }nen C R3 such that {u,(t,, - +2n)nen
converges in H'(R?).

Proof. By time-translation invariance, we may take ¢,, = 0.
By Proposition we know that u,(0) is bounded in H} and consequently we
may apply the linear profile decomposition Theorem to write

J
(9.4) un(0) =Y ¢l +w;.
j=1

To prove the proposition, we must show that there exists a single profile (i.e.,
J* =1), that AL, =1, t} =0, and that the error w} converges to zero in H_}.
Passing to a further subsequence if necessary, we may assume M (u,) — My and
E(u,) — Ey. In particular, D. = D(My, Ep).
Our first step is to introduce nonlinear profiles v/ associated to each ¢?. Fix
j>1. If M, =1and #J =0, then we define v/ to be the global solution to

with initial data v/(0) = ¢/. If M = 1 and tJ, — 400 as n — oo, then we define
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v7 to be the global solution to (1.1)) which scatters forward/backward in time to
e @7 in H!. In both cases, we define the global solutions

vi(t,x) =l (t+t, e —ad).

If ) — 0 as n — oo, we define vJ to be the global solution to (1.1)) with initial
data v (0) = ¢, given by Proposition
As a consequence of our construction, in all cases above we have

(9.5) [|v7(0) — (ZS%HH; —0 as n— oo.

Thus, by the decoupling of mass ((7.22) and energy (7.23), for each finite J < J*
we obtain

J
(9.6) limsup > M(v}) + M(w;) < My
J .
(9.7) lim supz E(v}) + E(w]) < E,.

Note that by (5.29), the summands in (9.7) are non-negative (for n large); indeed,
as the profiles ¢’ are non-trivial we actually have lim inf,, ., E(v}) > 0.
To continue, we discuss separately the following two cases:
Case 1: suplimsup M(v2) = My and suplimsup E(v)) = E
7 n—00 7 n— 00

Case 2:  suplimsup M (v2) < My or sup lim sup E(v)) < E.

7 n—00 J n— 00

Case 1: By , (19.7), and the non-negativity of the summands in (9.7)), in
this case there exists only one profile (i.e., J* = 1) and the decomposition ((9.4)
simplifies to

(9.8) un(0) = ¢p, + w, with ILm lwn g2 = 0.

If A, =1 and ¢, = 0, then we obtain the desired compactness conclusion. We
will show that all other scenarios contradict .

Suppose that A\, =1 and ¢, — oo as n — o0o; the case when t,, — —oo can be
treated similarly. Using together with Strichartz and the monotone conver-
gence theorem, we deduce that

HeitA itA

u"(O)HL%?I([O,oo)xW) < ||eitA¢n||Lg91([o,oo)xR3) + He wnHLgf;([o,oo)xR:f)

itA
< [l ¢HL2% o 00) xES) T lwnllg — 0 as n— oco.
Thus, using the stability result Proposition with v = u, and @ = e"*®u,,(0), we

can deduce that u,, has negligible L%g:—norm on [0,00) x R3. This contradicts (9.3)).
Finally, suppose that A,, — 0 as n — oo. From Proposition we have

IVonllsow) < C ([l g2)
while by construction,
un(0) = v ()|l g2 = |lwnll g — 0 as n — oo.

Thus, by the stability result Proposition we derive a contradiction to (9.3)).
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Case 2: In this case there exists € > 0 so that

suplimsup M (v2) < My —e or suplimsup E(v)) < Ey —¢.
J n—o00 7 n—00
Then for each finite J < J*, we must have M (v}) < Mg—¢/2 or E(v)) < Eqg—¢/2
for all 1 < j < J and n sufficiently large. Thus, by Proposition vi) and the
inductive hypothesis (9.2)), we get

”ngHL%?T(RXR?’) SDee 1

for all 1 < j < J and n sufficiently large. In fact, by (9.1]), (9.7), and the finiteness
of D., we have

. . S 1
(9.9) 107l 3o, (mxrs) + (VUL Spee E(v))?.

10
L3, (RXR3)
Combining this with the persistence of regularity result Lemma we obtain

1 <p.e M(v])2
(9.10) 19803 ) S M0
for all 1 < j < J and n sufficiently large.

Next we define

J
(9.11) Zv etAwl.

We will prove that u; are increasingly accurate approximate solutions to with
uniform global spacetime bounds and that u; (0) asymptotically matches the initial
data u,(0). Then by the stability result Proposition the solutions wu,, must
satisfy uniform global spacetime bounds, which contradicts (9.3]).

A key step in the plan described above is to prove that the nonlinear profiles
vJ decouple asymptotically (as n — 00). Indeed, as is a nonlinear equation,
the sum of solutions is no longer a solution; however, if the solutions v/ decou-
ple asymptotically, then we expect that u; will be an approximate solution for n
large. We will show that the asymptotic decoupling of v/ is a consequence of the

asymptotic orthogonality relation (|7.24)).
Lemma 9.2 (Asymptotic decoupling of nonlinear profiles). If j # k we have

+ Vo Vurll s +llviusll s | =0,

5
L2,
Ly Ly, Ly

012)  Jim [tz + Vel

where all spacetime norms are over R x ]R?’.

Proof. We first prove
(9.13) lim v VoF
n—roo

"HLi(RxR% =0;

the first and third terms in (9.12)) follow in a similar manner. We will discuss the
fourth summand afterwards. ‘
Observe that for any small § > 0 there exist ¢%, ¥¥ € C°(R x R?) such that

| T S

[t = ) 203 (s + #0552 ) |, <
zmk

[ Vbt 2) — )2k (e + 5, 58 )| <6,
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for all n sufficiently large. When the spatial scale converges to zero, this follows
from Proposition in the other case it follows directly from the definition of v
and vF and . Thus, by Holder’s inequality together with .,

i 1.4 T— z -3 T— wk
() od(Ghs + 8 5 ) ) b (e + 1 52 )|
As 6 > 0 is arbitrary, to complete the proof of (9.13)) it remains to show that

. . k
014) Jim |30 73e5 (5t + 0 55 0 Bk (et + 40552

If M) =1 and A\* = 1, then the asymptotic orthogonality condition implies
that the supports of the two functions in become disjoint in spacetime for n
large. Thus holds in this case.

If A, — 0 and A\* =1, then by Hélder’s inequality we estimate

1 xr— ‘1, P\ 3 y
|00 (s + the S5 ek (e + iy —ab) | 5 S ODEIGRN 5 0kl

L?
which converges to zero as n — oco. This proves (9.14]) in this case.
If M) =1 and A\* — 0, then by Hélder’s inequality we get

1 _3 x— mk 1 1
63+t — ) )2k (b + 28, 5580 |5 5<A,’z>z||¢f;||%||w§||ﬁ,

2
i,

A
t,x

=0.

5
2
t

which converges to zero as n — 0o, thus proving (9 in thlb cabe

It remains to treat the case when A/ — 0 and /\’c —0. If 2 )\k + Zn — o0, then
we estimate

)03 (it + the S5 ) O 0 (et + 2 5
n é )\1)2 ny g ()\k)2 ny /\k

5
2
Lt,:c

. 3
Smin{(3)’ 19305 bllees (5) Ndllezs 081 g } =0 s n oo
t,x
If instead i—é — Xo € (0, oo)7 we use a change of variables to write

0263 (b + 1t 2522 ) O 2ok (et + 5. 582 s

5
t,x
.3 .2 P ] N
An 2 || 40 k(2 22—t A AL P
= (58) oseps () (- SO8n) 5t (o + 552))|
Using the asymptotic orthogonality condition ([7.24)), we see that either the temporal
or the spatial supports of the functions on the right-hand side above become disjoint
for n large. This proves (9.14)) in this case.
We now turn to the fourth limit in (9.12). We want to show that

. i,k _
(9.15) nl;rréo||vnvn||L ) =0.

5 .
L2

t,x

Sl

When M, =1 and A\F = 1, this follows in the manner shown above, using (9.10) in
place of . Suppose now that AJ — 0; the case when A\ — 0 can be treated

similarly. By (9.5)), (9.10) and Bernstein,

o A ,
[ L3 ) Spee [02.00)1z2 Spoe W) N g1 + [10,(0) = &[22 — 0

as n — 0o. Combining this with Holder’s inequality and (9.10) yields (9.15) in this
case. g

5 .

2
ta
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The next three lemmas show that u; obeys the hypotheses of the stability result
Proposition for n large enough.
Lemma 9.3 (Asymptotic agreement of the initial data). For any finite J < J*,
i 4 (0) = i (0) 112 = 0.
Proof. The result follows immediately from , , and . O

Lemma 9.4 (Uniform global spacetime bounds). We have

(9.16) sup imsup 7L, ok + 0l g g ] S0 1

Proof. Fix J < J*. By Strichartz, Lemma ., m, and , we obtain

0 SZIIviHLw +> vkl + w3
Jj#k

NDEZE’U] +Z DY <p.e 1+ J%(1) as n— oco.
J#k
Similarly,

J
IIVuJHQTo > Ive IIQHHLZIIWJW’“H2 +llwp 3
j=1

t,x ta: j#k ta:
NDsZEU] +Z DY <p.e 1+ J%0(1) as n — oo.
J#k

Thus,

suphm)p [llzzs ocey + 1971 3p | S 1

Finally, using (9 in place of ., and (| . in place of ([9.7)), and arguing as
above we also obtain

li J <p.c L.
Sup lﬁsotipIIunll B (pcps) Do

This completes the proof of the lemma. O
Lemma 9.5 (Approximate solution). With F(z) := |z|*z — |2|?2, we have
(9.17) lim limsup HV {i@tu;{ + Au! — F(u‘])}

n
J=J* nooo

Proof. By (9.11)), we have

10
LtTm(RXH@)
J .
O + Al — F(ul) = 3" F(vd) — F(u)

J
(9.18) =3 F() - F(
j=1 —
By Holder’s inequality, , n and Lemma m we obtain

[ofr(2 ) -3 Fon)

.
(-
I

v%) + F(uTJL - eimw‘]) — F(ul).

k k
Iy E [anHLlO v Vo | L3 + VAl L lon Vol g
t t,x Li,

T
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+llonll s lvnVolll g +llvall s Vol 7}
Lt: Lf, Ltdn L¢,

Sup.eo(l) as n— .

It thus remains to prove

10 = 0.

_itA Ty J
(9.19) hrnJ hmsupHV[ e"“w;) — Fu )” P RxE?)

n n
n—oo

R

L,
By the chain rule and Holder’s inequality, we estimate

HV [F(ui — Aty — F(u‘])]

10

Wl
S e wil 70 Ve Syl T+ e w1y | Vus 2
+ [0, lun Ve Surll 5 i, + o lle™Sw; o, IIVU"IIL:T(;
+ e Swnllzp [IVe Syl s lle™Cwill s + e willzpo lle i will s IIVuJII L8
+lunll s llun Ve Swyll g +IIU"|| 1 ||6”A allzie IV | L3

f'r f'r f:r f

In view of , the Strlchartz inequality together with ( and ., and
Lemma to prove it suffices to show

9.20 lim i IVettwl|| s
(9.20) fim lgsongun e wnIILtgm(Rng)

=0.

By the triangle inequality, the Strichartz inequality combined with , and ([7.20)),
lim limsup ||u) Ve 2w ||
J—=J

5
2
¥ n—oo LZ,

2
L,

J
< lim limsupH(Zv%)VeitAw;{‘
J=J* nooo p

o . |
; + Jlim lmsup e wr‘{\\LngIllV@”AWZ||L;TO

< lim hmsupH( v3>Veimw‘]
J=J* posoco

By and Lemma
J J
| > Y Il S e, € 3 B + o) s o oo
=

Jj=J’ J#k Jj=J’ Jj#k
Thus, by , for any 1 > 0 there exists a finite J’ = J'(n) such that

lim sup H Z

for all J < J*. Combining this with Holder, Strichartz, and , we see that

<
L% (RxR3) — "

J
lim limsup H( Z v%)Veimw‘]

< 7.
J=J* posoo = " LEZ(RXD@) ~
As n > 0 is arbitrary, to prove (9.20) (and so (9.19)), it remains to show
(9.21) lim  lim_ |vi Vel 2wl s =0 forall 1<j<J.
J5Jn L2, (RxR3)
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We will present the details for only for those j’s for which A} — 0 as
n — oo; the proof for j’s with AJ = 1 is analogous. Fix therefore 1 < j < J',
such that M) — 0 as n — oo. By Proposition for any & > 0 there exists
¢>§ € O (R x R?) with compact support Kg such that

, 1 i
‘v%_(AiL) 2¢%((A£)2+t%aw/\gn>‘

Let @ (t,2) := (M)2[ew]]((M,)?(t — t,), M,z + x)); by Strichartz, (9.7), and
(5.29) we have

IV ap = IVe"Suyll o Sp.e1 and [l0; ]z, = lle*Swyllzy, Sp.e 1.
t,x

t,x

<.

10 —
Ly7,

t,x
Thus, by Hélder’s inequality, commuting the dilation through the propagator, and
applying Lemma

[vi Vet wl|| 5 < |IVertwl|l o + ||giVa|| s
L Lt,:c Lt,m

5
2
ta

1 1
< ~J|2 ek )
~De.,e ] + C<6)”an||L:Ti van”wa(Kg)

. . 1 1
<p.e 64 OO KD 2w Fyo [V

As § > 0 is arbitrary, (9.21) follows by invoking ((7.20]). O

Writing Duhamel’s formula for «/, an application of the Strichartz inequality
combined with Lemmas and leads quickly to
lim sup ||U;{||L§°H}:(]R><R3) Sp.e 1 for all J sufficiently large.
n—oo
Thus u; satisfies the hypotheses of the stability result Proposition for all n and
J sufficiently large, which allows us to deduce that
|unllzio (mxrsy Sp.e 1 for all n sufficiently large.

This contradicts (9.3)), thus showing that Case 2 cannot occur. This completes the
proof of Proposition [9.1 (]

With the Palais—Smale condition in place, we are now ready to show the existence
of a minimal blowup solution.

Theorem 9.6 (Existence of a minimal blowup solution). Suppose that Theorem|[1.5
failed. Then there exists 0 < D, < oo and a global solution u to (1.1)) satisfying
D(u) = D, that blows up in both time directions in the sense that

[ullL1o, ((0,00)xR3) = lull£10,((~c0,01xR2) = 00

Moreover, u is almost periodic in H: modulo translations, that is, the orbit {u(t) :
t € R} is precompact in H} modulo translations.

Proof. Suppose that Theorem fails. As discussed at the beginning of this sec-
tion, this implies the existence of a critical 0 < D. < oo such that

L(D)< oo if D< D, and L(D)=o00 if D> D,

where L(D) is defined as in ([1.9)). Thus, there exists a sequence of global solutions
{tn }nen to (1.1) such that D(u,) — D, and

nh_{{.lo ||Un||Lgf;(RxR3) = 00.
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Let t, € R be the ‘median’ time of the L{9-norm of u,, so that
Hun||Lg?I((—oo,tn]xR3) = Hun||Lg91([tn,oo)xR3) — 00 as n— .

As (1.1) is time-translation invariant, without loss of generality we may assume

that ¢,, = 0. Then

(9.22) Tim | Lo, (—oo,0)xkz) = M {|un Lo (j0,00) xr2) = 00

Invoking the Palais—Smale condition Proposition [9.1} and passing to a subsequence,
we find ug € H} such that u, (0) converges to ug in H: modulo translations. Using
the space-translation invariance of and modifying wu,, appropriately, we obtain
that u,(0) — ug in HL. In particular, we have D(ug) = D..

Let u be the global solution to with u(0) = up. Combining and the
stability result Proposition we deduce that

[ull £30, 0,00y x3) = [[tll £30, ((—00,01xR3) = 00

Finally, we prove that u is almost periodic in H}! modulo translations. Let
{u(7m)}nen be an arbitrary sequence in the orbit {u(t) : ¢ € R}. As the L;%-norm

of u blows up both forward and backward in time and w is locally in L}Em we have
that
[ullL1o ((~co,mm)xk3) = lullL10 ([, 00) xRE) = 00
The claim now follows by applying Proposition [9.1] to {u(7,)}.
This completes the proof of the theorem. ([

Remark 9.7. A simple consequence of the almost periodicity in H} (modulo trans-
lations) of the solution u constructed in Theorem together with Gagliardo—
Nirenberg and Sobolev embedding inequalities is the following: there exists z :
R — R3 so that for all > 0 there exists C'(n) > 0 such that

(9.23) Sup/ Vut, @)+ [ult, 2)|° + [ult, 2)|* + |u(t, o) dz < n.
teR Jjo—a()|>C ()

10. IMPOSSIBILITY OF MINIMAL BLOWUP SOLUTIONS

In this section, we complete the proof of Theorem [I.3] The argument is similar
to those in [21], 40].

Arguing by contradiction, we saw that failure of Theorem implies the ex-
istence of a minimal blowup solution u as in Theorem By Proposition
D(u) = D, < oo implies that V(u(t)) > 0 for all t € R. We will show that in fact
the virial V(u(t)) is bounded away from zero uniformly for ¢ € R; this will then be
used to derive a contradiction to the fact that the solution u is global in time.

We start by showing that the momentum of a minimal blowup solution must be
zero. This is intuitively clear since a traveling solution must spend energy in order
to travel; however, a minimal blowup solution must use all its energy to drive the
blowup.

Proposition 10.1. Let u be a minimal blowup solution as in Theorem[9.6, Then
the momentum of u must be zero, that is,

P(u) :=2Im [ wu(t,z)Vu(t,z)dz =0.
R3
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Proof. For £ € R3, let @ be the global solution to given by the Galilei boost
u(t,x) == ei””‘f*itHQU(t7 x — 28t).
Note that M (@) = M (u) and
E(a) = E(u) + & - P(u) + 5[¢*M (u).
If the momentum P(u), which is a conserved quantity, is not zero, then taking

5::_13(“)

ShrGy WO obtain

E(i) = E(u) — 5\5&') < E(u).

Thus, by Proposition we must have that D(4) < D(u) = D.. As

||"1||L,}?z [0,00) xR3) = HUHL;Oz [0,00) xR3) = OO = ”uHL%?m((—oo,O]XRS) = ||ﬂ||Lng((—oo,o]xR3)7

this contradicts the minimality of u as a blowup solution. (I

Relying on Proposition we next show that the spatial center function x(t)

from (9.23) is o(Jt|) as t — +o0.

Proposition 10.2 (Control of x(t)). Let u be a minimal blowup solution as in
Theorem [9.6, Then the spatial center function x(t) from (9.23) satisfies

(10.1) lz(t)| = o(|t]) as t— Loc.

Proof. By the space-translation invariance of (L.I]), we may assume that z(0) = 0.

We will prove for t — oo; the argument in the negative time direction is
similar. We argue by contradiction. Suppose that there exist § > 0 and a sequence
t, — oo such that

|x(tn)| > dt, for all n > 1.
We note that standard arguments show that x(¢) is bounded on compact sets;
indeed, the local constancy property (cf. (5.36) in [42, Lemma 5.18]) shows that
|z(t)] = O(¢) for t large. Consequently, for n € N there exists T}, € [0,,] such that

(10.2) sup |z(t)] < |x(Tn)| + 1.
te(0,t,]

Now let 7 be a small parameter to be chosen later. By (9.23)),

(10.3) sup/ [[Vu(t,z)* + |u(t, z)|*] dz < n.
teR J|z—z(t)|>C(n)
For n € N, we define
(10.4) R, :=C(n)+ sup |z(t)].
te[0,7),]

Note that by construction, C(n) < R, < C(n) + |=(T},)| + 1.
Next, with ¢ € C2°(R) such that

if r <1,
0, ifr>2,

(10.5) o(r) = {
we define a truncated center of mass

Xg(t) := /]R3 m¢(%)|u(t,x)|2 dx for R>0.
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By (10-3) and (104),
| Xg, (0)] < ‘/ xgb(Rinﬂu(O,x)Fdx‘ " ’/ () u(0, )| dx’
|z|<C(n) |z|>C(n)
(10.6) < C(n)M(u) + 2nRy, < C(n) (M (u) + 2n) + 2n)x(T)| + 2.
On the other hand, by the triangle inequality, (1 , and ((10.4)), we have
X, (T)] > @) )~ o] [ (1= 6()) (T da

_ ‘/pc <t (z—2(T}))¢ (Ri)|u(Tn,x)| dx‘

| /| ey AT (T ) da|

> (M(u) = n)|a(Ta)| = C(n)M(w) — n(2Ry + |2(T)|)

(10.7) > (M(u) — 4n)|x(T,)| — C(n) (M (u) +2) — 21.
Hence taking n < 1M (u), and (10.7)) yield that
(10.8) X R, (Th) = Xr, (0)] Zau |2(T0)| = C(n).-

On the other hand, a direct computation using Proposition gives

8 X r(t) f2Im/ sz I}Vu(t,x)mdx

+2Im /R3 ‘Iﬂ‘ﬂRd,/(%) (z - Vu) (¢, z)u(t,z) dz.

Therefore, by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, , and , we obtain
|0: X R, (t)] <6n forall t>0

and so, by the fundamental theorem of calculus,

(10.9) |XR (Th) = Xr, (0)] < 69T,

Combining ((10.8) and ( with -7 we obtain
|ﬂ?( )| = C(n) Sy 67t
Recalling that |z(t,)| > dt, and taking 7 even smaller if necessary (depending on
M (u) and §), we derive a contradiction by letting n — co. O

Our next result is a uniform in time lower bound for V(u(t)), whenever u is a
minimal blowup solution as in Theorem

Proposition 10.3. Let u be a minimal blowup solution as in Theorem[9.6. Then,
there exits 6 > 0 such that
V(u(t)) = (Vu(t,z)> = 2|u(t,z)[* + |u(t,2)®de > 6 for all tE€R.
R3

Proof. Suppose that no such 6 > 0 existed. Then there exists a sequence {t, }nen C
R such that V(u(t,)) — 0. By almost periodicity, there exists vy € H} such
that wu(t,) converges to vp in H} modulo translations. Combining this with the
continuity of the functionals D and V', we obtain that

D(vg) = D(u) = D, € (0,00) and V(vy) = nh_>ngo V(u(tn)) =0,



THE CUBIC-QUINTIC NLS ON R? 65

which contradicts Proposition iv). d
We now have all the necessary ingredients to complete the proof of Theorem

Proof of Theorem[1.3 Arguing by contradiction, we assume that the conclusion of
Theorem does not hold. Then, by Theorem we can find an almost periodic
minimal blowup solution u. In the following, we will show that such a solution
cannot exist.

With ¢ as in (10.5) and R > 1, we define a truncation of the weighted momentum:
Ag(t) = 21m/ (b(%)u(t,m) x - Vu(t,x) de.
R3

By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and Proposition [5.7] we obtain

(10.10) |AR(t)] < 4R[lullLe 12 Rxr3) | VUl Lo L2 (RxRS) SD. R-
On the other hand, a straightforward computation yields

8tAR(t):—/ {ﬁ¢/(%\)+%¢//(%) |I|¢///(\1|):|‘u(t $)|2d.%'
/ ¢ |Vu t a:)|2dx—|—4/ |- Vlz‘(}f%x)l & (f)

/[ + 5 (;)}|U(t,x)|6dx
/ E ) + e (5h) | lutt.2) | da
Therefore,

O AR(t) > 4/ |Vu(t,z)|2 — %|u(t,:17)|4 + |u(t,aj)|6 dx
R3

+o(§/ |u(t,x)\2dz)
R<|x|<2R

+ O</1|>R [Vul® + |ul® + |ul*] (¢, 2) dx)

= 4V (u(t) + O /

[Vl + [uls + [ul* + [u]?] (£, ) dm).
lz|>R

To continue, we note that by Proposition there exists 6 > 0 such that
(10.11) V(u(t)) >0 forallteR.

By (9.23)), for n > 0 to be chosen later there exists C'(n) > 0 such that
(10.12) sup/ |Vu(t,z) > + Jut,z)|® + [u(t,z)[* + [u(t,z)* dz < 7.
teR Jjo—a()|>C(n)

Moreover, by Proposition we have that |z(t)| = o(t) as t — oo and so there
exists Typ = To(n) € R such that

(10.13) |z(t)| < nt for all t > Tp.
Now given T7 > Tp, let
(10.14) R:=C(n)+ sup |z(t)].

te[To,Th]
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Note that {x : |[¢| > R} C {z : |x — z(¢t)| > C(n)} for t € [Ty, T1]. Therefore, using
(10.11)) and (10.12)) and choosing 7 sufficiently small depending on &, we obtain

OtAR(t) > ¢ uniformly for ¢ € [Ty, T1].

By the fundamental theorem of calculus combined with ((10.10)), (10.13)), and (10.14)),
we get

(10.15) §(Ty — Ty) < Ar(Th) — Ar(To) Sp. R Sp. C(n) + nTh.
Choosing n = 77((5, Dc) sufficiently small and letting 77 — oo, we derive a contra-

diction.
This completes the proof of Theorem [1.3 O
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