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ON THE UNIQUENESS OF THE PLANAR 5-BODY CENTRAL
CONFIGURATION WITH A TRAPEZOIDAL CONVEX HULL

YANGSHANSHAN LIU1,2 AND SHIQING ZHANG1∗

Abstract. To apply Morse’s critical point theory, we use mutual distances as
coordinates to discuss a kind of central configuration of the planar Newtonian
5-body problem with a trapezoidal convex hull, i.e., four of the five bodies are
located at the vertices of a trapezoid, and the fifth one is located on one of the
parallel sides. We show that there is at most one central configuration of this
geometrical shape for a given cyclic order of the five bodies along the convex
hull.

1. Introduction

The classical n-body problem is related with the study of n particles P1, · · · , Pn

with masses mi > 0 and positions xi = (xi1, · · · , xid)
T ∈ Rd (i = 1, · · · , n; d =

2, 3) interacting with each other and satisfying the following differential equations

(1) miẍij =
∂U

∂xij

, i = 1, · · · , n, j = 1, · · · , d,

where

U =
∑
i<j

mimj

|xj − xi|
=

∑
i<j

mimj

rij

is the Newtonian potential and rij = |xi−xj| is the mutual distance between Pi and
Pj. We denote by x = (x1, · · · , xn) ∈ Rdn\∆ a collision free configuration, where
∆ =

{
x ∈ Rdn|xi = xj,∀ i ̸= j

}
is the singular set, and r = (r12, r13, · · · , rn−1,n) ∈

(R+)C
2
n its corresponding mutual distance vector.

Central configurations are special arrangements of the n-body system satisfying
a set of nonlinear algebraic equations

(2) −λmj(xj − c) =
∂U(x)

∂xj

=
n∑

i ̸=j,i=1

mimj(xi − xj)

r3ij
,
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where c = 1
m

n∑
i=1

mixi is the center of mass with m =
n∑

i=1

mi the total mass and λ

the configuration constant. Furthermore, if we denote by

(3) I(x) =
1

2

n∑
i=1

mi(xi − c)2 =
1

2m

∑
i<j

mimjr
2
ij

the moment of inertia of the system, a more compact form of (2) is as follows

(4) ∇U(x) + λ∇I(x) = 0,

in which ∇ denotes the gradient operator with respect to x. Hence, λ can be seen
as the Lagrangian multiplier of the potential U(x) with the constraint I(x) = I0.
In short, if we simultaneously release the n particles with zero velocity from this
special position, all bodies will collide at the center of mass in a limited time.
This can be seen as a special homothetic case of the homographic solutions of (1),
i.e.,

x(t)− c(t) = r(t)Q(t)(x0 − c0),

where x0 is a central configuration with c0 its center of mass, r(t) > 0 is a real
scaling factor, namely, a solution of Kepler’s problem (i.e., 2-body problem), and
Q(t) ∈ SO(d) is a rotation. Furthermore, if we take r(t) = 1, only considering the
rotation, we get the well-known relative equilibrium solutions. These self-similar
solutions may be the only analytic solutions to the n-body problems up to the
recent research. The first two kinds of homographic solutions were constructed
by Euler in 1767 and Lagrange in 1772 with initial particular positions for the
3-body problem, respectively, which came to be known as the Eulerian collinear
and Lagrangian equilateral triangle center configurations.

One can easily see that the equations (2) and (4) are invariant under transla-
tion, dilation, and rotation, which allows us to consider the equivalent classes of
central configurations naturally. In addition, the classical Morse theory requires
the non-degeneracy of central configurations as critical points at least, which are
not isolated under the continuous action of the rotation group. Hence, they are
degenerate. Two central configurations are equivalent if they can be transformed
from one to another by combining the above three transformations. There are sev-
eral open problems concerning central configurations, one of which is the finiteness
conjecture, namely, the Chazy-Wintner-Smale conjecture [3,25,27]: Is the num-
ber of equivalent classes of central configurations (or relative equilibria
for d = 2) finite for any given n positive masses? For n = 3, Wintner [27]
showed that there are totally three Euler collinear central configurations and two
Lagrange equilateral triangle central configurations. Hampton and Moeckel [11]
gave a positive answer for the case n = 4, and it is still open for n ≥ 5 with
several generic results on n = 5, see [1, 10]. If we consider the special shapes
of the configurations related to the classification of central configurations, some
excellent results also come out. Moulton [17] studied the n collinear case in 1910,



ON THE UNIQUENESS OF THE PLANAR 5-BODY CENTRAL CONFIGURATION WITH A TRAPEZOIDAL CONVEX HULL3

concluding that there are just n!/2 collinear central configurations for any given
n positive masses along a straight line. One can also refer to [16,24] for different
proofs. In other words, if the order of the n masses along a line is fixed, the central
configuration is unique. Similarly, one can also get the uniqueness of some non-
collinear central configurations provided the corresponding order of the masses is
fixed; see [5, 8, 28] for some analytical approaches. Recently, Santoprete [20, 21]
used a topological method to get the uniqueness results under the mutual distance
coordinate system, different from the former ones, which can be summarized as
follows

(i) Use mutual distances as variables instead of positions to eliminate the rota-
tion symmetry naturally;

(ii) Replace the Cayley-Menger determinants constraint with simple new ones
such that the gradients of both are paralleled;

(iii) Study the topology of a proper space formed by the corresponding con-
straints;

(iv) Find out the critical point of the new Lagrangian function and compute the
eigenvalues of the Hessian at that point;

(v) Get the uniqueness of the non-degenerate critical point via Morse inequality.

In this paper, we mainly apply this topological method to study a planar 5-body
central configuration with a trapezoidal convex hull. Four of the five bodies are
located on the vertices of a trapezoid, and the fifth is on one of the parallel sides. In
2012, Chen and Hsiao [4] discussed the existence of central configurations with this
geometrical shape via some symmetric assumptions and numerical calculations.
Here in this paper, we will show that for a fixed cyclic order of the five positive
masses, there is at most one central configuration of this kind.

It should be pointed out that (i) and (ii) are crucial for this approach. For (i),
the study of central configurations via mutual distances started from Dziobek [7],
who proved that the critical point equations

(5) ∇rU(r) + λ∇rI(r) + σ∇rF4(r) = 0

of the Lagrangian function U(r) + λ(I(r) − I0) + σF4(r) with respect to r are
equivalent to (2) for n = 4, where
(6)

Fn(1, 2, · · · , n) = Fn(r) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

0 1 1 · · · 1
1 0 r212 · · · r21n
1 r212 0 · · · r22n
...

...
...

. . .
...

1 r21n r22n · · · 0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
= (−1)n · 2n−1 · ((n− 1)!)2 · V2

n,

is the Cayley-Menger determinant and Vn is the corresponding volume of the
simplex formed by n points P1, · · · , Pn. One can refer to [2] for more details. He
also gave the famous Dziobek equations using the corresponding Cayley-Menger
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determinant as the geometrical constraint, in which

∂F4(i, j, k, l)

∂r2ij
= −32△i△j, i ̸= j,

plays a key role (one can also refer to [6, 9, 16] and (32) in Subsection 2.5 in
this paper), where △i denotes the oriental area of the triangle formed by the left
three particles with the i-th deleted. In comparison, the work of MacMillian and
Bartky [13] on the planar 4-body problem, together with an extension work by
Williams [26] on the planar 5-body problem, should be seen as a partial use of
mutual distances, whose equations of central configurations are still based on the
position coordinate system. Later in the 1980s, after the introduction of topolog-
ical methods to the n-body problems by Smale [24] and the further development
of relative equilibria by Palmore [18], Meyer and Schmidt [14] as well as Schmidt
[22,23] found some new applications of the similar equations as (5), or to say, the
extrema equations of the Lagrangian function with Cayley-Menger determinants
as constraints, and they got new central configurations by considering the pertur-
bation of degenerate central configurations studied earlier by Palmore. For the
cases of collinear 3-body, planar 4-body, and spacial 5-body, one Cayley-Menger
determinant of n particles Fn = 0 is enough to characterize them as Dziobek
configurations, whose configuration dimension equals n− 2. But in [23], Schmidt
pointed out that for the planar 5-body problem, which is not a Dziobek one, any
three Cayley-Menger determinants of four particles with one body deleted in total
five choices are needed to guarantee that all the five bodies are coplanar, i.e., we
need to consider the following equations

∇rU(r) + λ∇rI(r) + σ1∇rF4(̂i) + σ2∇rF4(ĵ) + σ3∇rF4(k̂) = 0,

where F4(̂i) = F4(ĵ) = F4(k̂) = 0 with i ̸= j ̸= k and F4(̂i) denotes the Cayley-
Menger determinant of four bodies with the i-th one deleted. While Schmidt did
not mention whether or not the above equations are equivalent to (2) for n = 5,
and we try to give a proof, please see Proposition 1.

For (ii), replacing the Cayley-Menger determinant constraints with more sim-
ple ones can significantly simplify the calculations in (iii), (iv) and (v), and was
first noticed by Cors and Roberts [6] in the study of co-circular central configu-
rations of the 4-body problem in which they used the Ptolemy’s theorem instead,
supported by an important property, i.e., the gradients of both constraints with
respect to r are paralleled. Santoprete in [19] succeeded in replacing with a trape-
zoidal geometrical constraint, which can be obtained by the law of cosine of the
four triangles separated by the diagonals of the trapezoid, and we will see in the
following.
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2. The planar 5-body central configuration with a trapezoidal
convex hull

With the topological approach mentioned above, we can deal the cases without
any symmetric assumptions. We first show the equivalence of the equations of
central configurations under both coordinate systems (Proposition 1). Then, we
claim that if it exists, this central configuration is a non-degenerate minimum of
the potential function U restricted to the corresponding manifold formed by the
constraints (Lemma 3). Hence, we conclude that there is at most one central
configuration of this kind:

Theorem 1. Given a cyclic (anti-clockwise) order of five positive masses, four
of the five masses form a trapezoid, and the fifth is located on one of the parallel
sides, not coinciding with the two vertices. Then, there is at most one central
configuration for this type of geometric shape.

Figure 1. A planar 5-body configuration with a trapezoidal con-
vex hull.

2.1. The reduced Lagrangian function. Let

x = (x1, · · · , x5), xi = (xi1, xi2) ∈ R2, i = 1, · · · , 5
be the position vector and r = (r12, r13, · · · , r45) ∈ (R+)10 its distance vector,
where

PiPj = rij = |xj − xi| =
√

(xj1 − xi1)2 + (xj2 − xi2)2, 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 5.

Without loss of generality, we fix an order of the five particles such that P1, P2, P3, P4

and P5 lie anticlockwise along the trapezoidal convex hull. In addition, let P1P3

and P4P5 be the two parallel sides, with P2 lying on P1P3, between the two end-
points; please see Figure 1.

According to [23] mentioned above, for the planar 5-body problem, any three
Cayley-Menger determinants formed by four particles coming from five choices are
needed to guarantee that all the five bodies are coplanar. Furthermore, with the
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observation from Cors and Roberts [6], the introduction of geometrically realizable
set is necessary here too, i.e.,

(7)
G =

{
r ∈ (R+)10|rij + rjk ≥ rik, ∀i, j, k ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} , i ̸= j ̸= k,

F5(1, 2, 3, 4, 5) ≤ 0} ,

where F5(1, 2, 3, 4, 5) ≤ 0 can be obtained from (6) with n = 5. Let

W̃ = U + λ(I − I0) + ηiFi + ηjFj + ηkFk, ∀i, j, k ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}

be the Lagrangian function, where we set I0 = 1
2m

and Fi denotes the Cayley-
Menger determinant formed by the four bodies with the i-th body deleted. Then
we have

Proposition 1. Suppose that x = (x1, · · · , x5) ∈ (R2)5, xi = (xi1, xi2) ∈ R2, i =
1, · · · , 5 is the position vector of the bodies in the planar 5-body problem and r ∈ G
the corresponding distance vector. Then x is the critical point of the potential U
restricted on the constraint I = I0 if and only if x is the critical point of W̃ (r(x))
if and only if r is the critical point of W̃ (r) provided there are no cases for 3-body
collinear or 4-body collinear in the three chosen constraints Fi in W̃ (r).

We place the proof in Subsection 2.5.
According to the position of the five bodies in Figure 1, we choose the con-

straints F1 = 0, F2 = 0, and F3 = 0. Let

(8)
G2 = { r ∈ (R+)10|rij + rjk > rik,∀ i ̸= j ̸= k ∈ {1, 3, 4, 5}

F4(1, 3, 4, 5) ≥ 0} ,

which implies that any three particles of P1, P3, P4 and P5 are not collinear. Let

(9) N123 = {r ∈ G ∩ G2|I(r) = I0, F1 = 0, F2 = 0, F3 = 0}

be the normalized configuration space with respect to r. On the one hand, since
points P2, P3, P4, P5, points P1, P3, P4, P5, and points P1, P2, P4, P5 are vertices of
three trapezoids, we consider the geometrical constraints for each shape [12,19]

T1(r) = 2r23r45 − r224 + r225 + r234 − r235 = 0,(10a)

T2(r) = 2r13r45 − r214 + r215 + r234 − r235 = 0,(10b)

T3(r) = 2r12r45 − r214 + r215 + r224 − r225 = 0.(10c)

By substituting r224 = 2r23r45 + r225 + r234 − r235, r
2
14 = 2r13r45 + r215 + r234 − r235 and

r214 = 2r12r45+r215+r224−r225 into the Cayley-Menger determinants F1(r), F2(r) and
F3(r) respectively we obtain three remainders −2K1(r)

2,−2K2(r)
2 and −2K3(r)

2

respectively, which implies with direct computation that

(11) Fi(r) = Vi(r) · Ti(r)− 2Ki(r)
2, i = 1, 2, 3,
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where
V1(r) =− 2[r235(r23 − r45)

2 − r224r
2
35 + (r223 − r225)(r

2
45 − r234)],

K1(r) =r23(r
2
34 − r235 − r245) + r45(r

2
23 − r225 + r235),

V2(r) =− 2[r235(r13 − r45)
2 − r214r

2
35 + (r213 − r215)(r

2
45 − r234)],

K2(r) =r13(r
2
34 − r235 − r245) + r45(r

2
13 − r215 + r235),

V3(r) =− 2[r225(r12 − r45)
2 − r214r

2
25 + (r212 − r215)(r

2
45 − r224)],

K3(r) =r12(r
2
24 − r225 − r245) + r45(r

2
12 − r215 + r225).

Noticing that P1, P2 and P3 are collinear, we denote the collinear constraint by

L1,2,3(r) = r12 − r13 + r23 = 0.

Now let
H123 = {r ∈ G ∩ G2|T1(r) = 0, T2(r) = 0, T3(r) = 0} ,
HT2L = {r ∈ G ∩ G2|T2(r) = 0, L1,2,3(r) = 0} .

We claim that H123 = HT2L. Actually, ∀r ∈ H123, by calculating we have
T1 + T3 − T2 = 2(r12 + r23 − r13)r45 = 0, which implies L1,2,3 = 0. Inversely, by
Theorem 10 in [12], for the convex quadrilateral formed by P2, P3, P4 and P5 we
have 0 = 2r23r45 cos ξ−r224+r225+r234−r235 ≤ 2r23r45−r224+r225+r234−r235 = T1(r),
where ξ denotes the angle between the extensions of the sides r23 and r45. Similarly
we have T3(r) ≥ 0. Therefore, 0 = T2 = T1 + T3 forces the vanishing of both T1

and T3.
However, it is not easy to directly analyze the topological structure of HT2L

since the existence of the geometrical realizable sets G and G2. To simplify, we
consider some appropriate regions, as follows: We denote by

M+
123 =

{
r ∈ (R+)10|I(r) = I0, T1(r) = 0, T2(r) = 0, T3(r) = 0

}
,

M+
TiTjL

=
{
r ∈ (R+)10|I(r) = I0, Ti(r) = 0, Tj(r) = 0, L1,2,3(r) = 0

}
.

for i, j = 1, 2, 3, i ̸= j and

T123 =
{
r ∈ G ∩ G2 ∩M+

123|I(r) = I0, F1(r) = 0, F2(r) = 0, F3(r) = 0
}
.

We claim that M+
123 = M+

TiTjL
for any i ̸= j and i, j = 1, 2, 3. Compared with

H123 = HT2L in the last paragraph, the different point here is the geometri-
cal realizability among mutual distances. For arbitrary positive rij, the convex
quadrilateral formula may not hold, i.e., they may not form an actual planar geo-
metrical shape. Hence, the non-negativity of Ti, i = 1, 2, 3 cannot be guaranteed.
Therefore, one more study for Tj when j ̸= i is needed. Without loss of generality,
we take i = 1, j = 3, and the other two cases are similar. For any r ∈ M+

T1T3L
,

by calculating T1 + T3 we have 2(r12 + r23)r45 − r214 + r215 + r234 − r235 = 0, and
with L1,2,3 = 0 we get T2 = 0. The converse side is obvious with the equality
T1 + T3 − T2 = 0.

The relationship of the above sets is shown in the following figure. The region
we really want is T123, which is contained in the intersection of H123 and M+

123.
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In what follows we will show the topological structure of M+
123 = M+

T1T3L
instead

of H123.

Figure 2. T123 ⊂
(
H123 ∩M+

123 ∩N123

)
.

Lemma 1. If r ∈ H123, then F1 = 0, F2 = 0 and F3 = 0.

Proof. ∀r ∈ H123, ∀i ∈ {1, 2, 3} we have Ti(r) = 0. From (11) we have Fi =
−2K2

i ≤ 0. From r ∈ G2 we have Fi ≥ 0. Hence, we have Fi = 0 for i = 1, 2, 3. □

Now we can say that a configuration satisfying the position in Figure 1 is a
central configuration if and only if the corresponding distance vector r ∈ T123 is a
critical point of the potential U restricted on N123, i.e., r ∈ T123 is a critical point
of

W̃123(r) = U(r) + λ(I(r)− I0) + η1F1(r) + η2F2(r) + η3F3(r).

In other words, r ∈ T123 satisfies

(12) ∇rW̃123(r) = ∇rU(r)+λ∇rI(r)+ θ1∇rF1(r)+ θ2∇rF2(r)+ θ3∇rF3(r) = 0.

Lemma 2. For all r ∈ H123 and any i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we have

(13) ∇rFi(r) = Vi(r) · ∇rTi(r).

Proof. From (11), taking gradients with respect to r we have

∇rFi = ∇rVi · Ti + Vi · ∇rTi − 4Ki · ∇rKi.

Since r ∈ H123, we have Ti = 0. Then by Lemma 1 and (11) we have Ki = 0.
This implies (13). □

Substituting (13) into (12) we have

∇rU(r) + λ∇rI(r) + η1∇rT1 + η2∇rT2 + η3∇rT3 = 0,

where
ηi = θi · Vi(r), i = 1, 2, 3.
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This implies that r ∈ T123 can be seen as the critical point of the reduced La-
grangian function

U(r) + λ(I(r)− I0) + η1T1 + η2T2 + η3T3.

We have

Proposition 2. r ∈ T123 is the critical point of U restricted on N123 if and only if r
is the critical point of U restricted on M+

123. Therefore, for a given cyclic order of
the masses, x is a central configuration satisfying the position assumption above
if and only if its distance vector r ∈ T123 is a critical point of the Lagrangian
function

W123(r) = U(r) + λ(I(r)− I0) + η1T1(r) + η2T2(r) + η3T3(r)

where I − I0 = 0, Ti = 0 for i = 1, 2, 3 with ηi the Lagrangian multiplier.

Proof. From the above analysis, ∇rW̃123 = 0 ⇔ ∇rW123 = 0 holds provided
r ∈ T123. □

From ∇rW123 = 0 and by direct computation we have the following ten equa-
tions

(14)



S12 + 2r45η3 = 0,
S13 + 2r45η2 = 0,
S14 − 2r14(η2 + η3) = 0,
S15 + 2r15(η2 + η3) = 0,
S23 + 2r45η1 = 0,
S24 − 2r24(η1 − η3) = 0,
S25 + 2r25(η1 − η3) = 0,
S34 + 2r34(η1 + η2) = 0,
S35 − 2r35(η1 + η2) = 0,
S45 + 2r23η1 + 2r13η2 + 2r12η3 = 0,

where

(15)


Sij =mimjrij(δ − r−3

ij ), 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n,

δ =
λ

m
.
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From (14) we get

(16)



η1 = − S23

2r45
,

η2 = − S13

2r45
,

η3 = − S12

2r45
,

η2 + η3 =
S14

2r14
= − S15

2r15
,

η1 − η3 =
S24

2r24
= − S25

2r25
,

η1 + η2 = − S34

2r34
=

S35

2r35
,

−r45S45 = r12S12 + r13S13 + r23S23,

where the last one is obtained by substituting the first three equations above to
the last one in (14). We conclude directly from the last three equations above
that

(17) Si4Si5 ≤ 0, ∀i = 1, 2, 3.

The Hessian of W123(r) is D
2W123(r) =



R12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2η3
0 R13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2η2
0 0 R14

−2(η2+η3)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 R15
+2(η2+η3)

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 R23 0 0 0 0 2η1
0 0 0 0 0 R24

−2(η1−η3)
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 R25
+2(η1−η3)

0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 R34
+2(η1+η2)

0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 R35
−2(η1+η2)

0

2η3 2η2 0 0 2η1 0 0 0 0 R45



,

where we denote by

(18) Rij = mimj

(
δ +

2

r3ij

)
> 0, 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 5.
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By direct computing, six positive eigenvalues of the above Hessian can be easily
obtained with (16), and we denote by

(19)



ζ1 = R14 − 2(η2 + η3) =
3

r314
> 0,

ζ2 = R15 + 2(η2 + η3) =
3

r315
> 0,

ζ3 = R24 − 2(η1 − η3) =
3

r324
> 0,

ζ4 = R25 + 2(η1 − η3) =
3

r325
> 0,

ζ5 = R34 + 2(η1 + η2) =
3

r334
> 0,

ζ6 = R35 − 2(η1 + η2) =
3

r335
> 0.

The rest ζ7, · · · , ζ10 are roots of the equation

(20) µ4 + A3µ
3 + A2µ

2 + A1µ
1 + A0 = 0,

where
(21)

A3 =−R12 −R13 −R23 −R45,

A2 =R12R13 +R12R23 +R13R23 + (R12 +R13 +R23)R45 − 4(η21 + η22 + η23),

A1 =−R12R13R23 − (R12R13 +R12R23 +R13R23)R45

+ 4η21(R12 +R13) + 4η22(R12 +R23) + 4η23(R13 +R23),

A0 =R12R13R23R45 − 4η21R12R13 − 4η22R12R23 − 4η23R13R23.

If r̂ is a critical point of W123(r), it satisfies (14). If we want to determine the
type of this critical point, we need to check the sign of the ten eigenvalues of
the Hessian at r̂. Now we consider each sequential principle minors fi of the
symmetric D2W123(r) at r̂ for i = 1, · · · , 10. Since we can see obviously from the
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Hessian matrix that 

f1 =R12 > 0,

f2 =R12R13 > 0,

f3 =R12R13ζ1 > 0,

f4 =R12R13ζ1ζ2 > 0,

f5 =R12R13ζ1ζ2R23 > 0,

f6 =R12R13ζ1ζ2R23ζ3 > 0,

f7 =R12R13ζ1ζ2R23ζ3ζ4 > 0,

f8 =R12R13ζ1ζ2R23ζ3ζ4ζ5 > 0,

f9 =R12R13ζ1ζ2R23ζ3ζ4ζ5 > 0,

f10 =(ζ1 · · · ζ6) · ζ7ζ8ζ9ζ10.

Hence, it comes down to the sign of f10, which comes down to the sign of A0 =
ζ7ζ8ζ9ζ10. To certify the positivity of A0, we need to analyze the precise shape
of this configuration with the equations in (16) and the famous Perpendicular
Bisector Theorem in [15] to get the relationships among rijs.

2.2. Analyzing the precise shape. Without loss of generality, let r12 ≤ r23.
For convenience, we denote by

(22) δij = δ − 1

r3ij
.

Then the sign of δij is consistent with that of Sij. Furthermore we have rij <
rkl ⇔ δij < δkl. In other words, compared with the positive rijs, δijs are more
subtle in showing the relationships whose signs indicate the difference with δ.

By bisecting r12, r13, r15, r23, r34 and r45, the following inequalities hold:

0○



bisecting r12: r24 < r14 and r15 < r25,

bisecting r13: r34 < r14 and r15 < r35,

bisecting r15: r45 < r14 and r12 < r25,

bisecting r23: r34 < r24 and r25 < r35,

bisecting r34: r45 < r35 and r23 < r24,

bisecting r45: r15 < r14 and r34 < r35.

We claim that δ12 ≤ δ23 < 0. Otherwise, suppose that 0 ≤ δ12 ≤ δ23. Then from

the third and the fifth lines in 0○ we have

{
0 ≤ δ12 < δ25

0 ≤ δ23 < δ24
, which contradicts with

the fifth equation in (16). Furthermore we conclude from the sixth line in 0○ and
(17) that

(δ12, δ23, )δ15, δ34 < 0 < δ35, δ14,
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and the signs of the other four are derived from the following, in which the sign
of δ13 and δ45 is of great importance.

By bisecting r35.

• If 1○r23 < r25 holds, it is impossible to have

{
r13 ≤ r15

r45 ≤ r34
,

so 3○
{
r13 ≤ r15

r34 < r45
or 4○

{
r15 < r13

r34 < r45
hold.

• If 2○r23 ≥ r25 holds, it implies 5○ r45 < r34.

By bisecting r14. It is impossible to have

{
r13 ≤ r34

r45 ≤ r15
since r12 ≤ r23 < r24.

Hence 6○
{
r13 ≤ r34

r15 < r45
or 7○

{
r34 < r13

r45 ≤ r15
holds.

By bisecting r24. It is impossible to have

{
r25 ≤ r45

r34 ≤ r23
since r12 < r14. Hence

8○
{
r25 ≤ r45

r23 < r34
or 9○

{
r45 < r25

r34 ≤ r23
holds.

By bisecting r25. It is impossible to have

{
r15 ≤ r12

r24 ≤ r45
since δ23 < 0 < δ35(, i.e.,

r23 < r35). Hence 10○
{
r12 < r15

r24 ≤ r45
or 11○

{
r15 ≤ r12

r45 < r24
holds.

Lemma 3. With the given shape in Figure 1 and the assumption of r12 ≤ r23, the
mutual distances rijs should satisfy the following inequalities

r12 ≤ r23 < r13 ≤ r34, r15 < r24, r25 ≤ r45, r35, r14.

More precisely, with the notation δij defined in (22) we have

(23)

{
δ12 ≤ δ23 < δ13 ≤ δ34 < δ24? < 0 < δ35, δ14

δ13 ≤ δ15 < δ25? < 0 ≤ δ45
,

where “?” denotes the signal is not determined.

Proof. From the 0○ 1○ path, we have a total of sixteen choices, and from 0○ 2○, we
have a total of eight. Meanwhile, some obvious contradictions can help us reduce
the paths:

• 3○-1 contradicts with 11○-1,
• 6○-1 contradicts with 9○-2,
• 7○-2 contradicts with 8○-1,
• 4○-2 contradicts with 10○-2;
• 0○ 5○ contradicts with 10○-2.

This implies there are only four possible paths in 0○ 1○ and two in 0○ 2○ (where
“?” denotes that the sign is uncertain):
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(i) 0○ 1○ 3○ 6○ 8○10○:

{
δ12 ≤ δ23 < δ13 ≤ δ34 < δ24? < 0 < δ35, δ14

δ13 ≤ δ15 < δ25? < 0 ≤ δ45
;

(ii) 0○ 1○ 3○ 7○ 9○10○:

{
δ34, δ12 ≤ δ23 < δ24 ≤ δ45 ≤ δ15 < 0 < δ25, δ35, δ14

δ23 < δ13 ≤ δ15 < 0
;

(iii) 0○ 1○ 4○ 6○ 8○11○:

{
δ15 ≤ δ12 ≤ δ23 < δ25 ≤ δ45 ≤ δ34 < 0 < δ24, δ35, δ14

δ23 < δ13 ≤ δ34 < 0
;

(iv) 0○ 1○ 4○ 7○ 9○11○:

{
δ45 ≤ δ15 ≤ δ12 ≤ δ23 < δ25?, δ24? < 0 < δ35, δ14

δ45 ≤ δ34 ≤ δ23 < δ13? < 0
;

(v) 0○ 2○ 5○ 6○ 8○10○:

{
δ15 ≤ δ12 < δ25 ≤ δ23 < δ13 ≤ δ34 < 0 < δ24, δ35, δ14

δ25 ≤ δ45 < δ34 < 0
;

(vi) 0○ 2○ 5○ 7○ 9○11○:

{
δ45 ≤ δ15 ≤ δ12 < δ25 ≤ δ23 < 0 < δ24 , δ35, δ14

δ45 < δ34 ≤ δ23 < δ13?, δ24
.

We claim that only (i) is possible.
For (ii), δ34 < δ15 implies that P5 locates outside the segment P ′

4P
′′
4 , where P1P

′
4

parallels P3P4 intersecting the line P4P5 at P
′
4 and P ′′

4 is its axial symmetrical point
with respect to the perpendicular line of P4P5 crossing P1. Let P3P

′
5 be parallel

to P1P5 intersecting P4P5 at P ′
5. Without loss of generality, we assume that P4 is

located to the left of the foot of P3’s perpendicular.

• See Figure 3(a). If r13 > r45, then P5 locates to the left of P ′
4. P5 is located

on the left side of P4. By bisecting r35, r13 ≤ r15 implies that P1(resp. P
′
5)

locates to the left(resp. right) side of the intersection of the perpendicular
bisector of r35(the orange line) and P1P3(resp. P4P5). Since r25 is located
to the right side of r35, the intersection of its perpendicular bisector(the
pink line) and P4P5 is to the left side of that of r35, i.e., it locates to
the left side of P4. This implies that r24 > r45, from which we derive a
contradiction.

• See Figure 3(b). Similarly, if r13 ≤ r45, then P5 locates to the right side of
P ′′
4 . From δ34 ≤ δ13 we have the intersection of the perpendicular bisector of

r14(the green line) and P1P3(resp. P4P5) locates to the right(resp. left) side
of P3(resp. P

′
4). This implies r45 > r15, which contradicts with δ45 ≤ δ15.

For (iii)-(vi), the contradiction dues to that r12 ≥ r15 and r24 > r45 cannot hold
simultaneously. For example, for (iii), see Figure 4. Let P2P

′
2 be parallel to P1P5

intersecting P4P5 at P ′
2. Then P1P2 = P5P

′
2. Let Q23, Q12 be the intersections

of the perpendicular bisectors of r23, r12 and P4P5 respectively. Then P4 locates
to the left side of Q23 and P5 to the right side of Q12. Meanwhile, P ′

2 locates to
the right side of Q23 since P5P

′
2 = P1P2 ≤ P1P3

2
= Q12Q23. From r12 ≥ r15 we

conclude that P1(resp. P
′
2) locates to the right(resp. left) side of the intersection

of P1P2(resp. P4P5) and the perpendicular bisector of r25. Hence P4 locates to
the left side of the intersection on P4P5, which implies r45 > r24, a contradiction.
The other three cases are similar. □
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(a) r13 > r45. (b) r13 ≤ r45.

Figure 3. Contradictions in (ii).

Figure 4. The contradiction in (iii).

2.3. The type of the critical point.

Proposition 3. Suppose that r̂ ∈ M+
123 is the critical point of W123(r). Then r̂

is a non-degenerate local minimum of W123(r).

Proof. It is sufficient to show that A0 > 0. To simplify the calculation, we intro-
duce

(24) ∆ij = δij +
3

r3ij
= δ +

2

r3ij
> 0.
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From the last equation in (16) and the expressions in (15), (22) and (18) we have
R45 = −r12S12 + r13S13 + r23S23

r245
+

3m4m5

r345
,

Sij = rijmimj

(
∆ij −

3

r3ij

)
,

Rij = mimj∆ij, ∀i ̸= j.

Substituting the above formulas into A0 sequentially(i.e., first R45, then R12, R13

and R23) and we will obtain an expression in terms of ∆12,∆13 and ∆23:

(25)

A0 = − m2
1m

2
2m

2
3

r412r
4
13r

4
23r

3
45

(− 3m4m5r
4
12r

4
13r

4
23∆12∆13∆23

+ r45m1m3r
4
12r

4
23∆12∆23(9− 9r313∆13 + 2r613∆

2
13)

+ r45m1m2r
4
13r

4
23∆13∆23(9− 9r312∆12 + 2r612∆

2
12)

+ r45m2m3r
4
12r

4
13∆12∆13(9− 9r323∆23 + 2r623∆

2
23)).

Then for i ̸= j and i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3} we have

9− 9r3ij∆ij + 2r6ij∆
2
ij = 2r6ij

(
∆ij −

9

4r3ij

)2

− 9

8

= 2r6ij

(
δij −

3

4r3ij

)2

− 9

8
< 0.

We notice that the corresponding δ12, δ13, δ23 are all negative from Lemma 3, which
helps us to determine A0 > 0. □

2.4. The topology of M+
123(= M+

T1T3L
). Let

MT1T3L =
{
r ∈ (R+)10|I(r) = I0, T1(r) = 0, T2(r) = 0, T3(r) = 0

}
,

and let M0
T1T3L

and M0+
T1T3L

be the sets corresponding to the equal mass case of

MT1T3L and M+
T1T3L

respectively.

Lemma 4. χ(M+
123) = 1.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let m1 = · · · = m5 = 1. Then for r ∈ (R+)10

the constraints in M0
T1T3L

are

(26)

r212 + r213 + r214 + r215 + r223 + r224 + r225 + r234 + r235 + r245 = 1,

T1(r) = 2r23r45 − r224 + r225 + r234 − r235 = 0,

T3(r) = 2r12r45 − r214 + r215 + r224 − r225 = 0,

L1,2,3 = r12 − r13 + r23 = 0.
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From the first and the second equations, we have
(27){

(r23 + r45)
2 + r212 + r214 + r215 + 0r223 + 0r224 + 2r225 + 2r234 + 0r235 = 1− (r213),

(r23 − r45)
2 + r212 + r214 + r215 + 0r223 + 2r224 + 0r225 + 0r234 + 2r235 = 1− (r213),

and similarly, from the first and the third equations, we have
(28){

(r12 + r45)
2 + 0r212 + 0r214 + 2r215 + r223 + 2r224 + 0r225 + r234 + r235 = 1− (r213),

(r12 − r45)
2 + 0r212 + 2r214 + 0r215 + r223 + 0r224 + 2r225 + r234 + r235 = 1− (r213).

Now let {
r23 + r45 = v1,

r23 − r45 = w1,

which implies

(29)


r23 =

v1 + w1

2
≥ 0,

r45 =
v1 − w1

2
≥ 0,

r12 = r13 −
v1 + w1

2
≥ 0.

Let r213 + r212 + r214 + r215 = ε ∈ [0, 1]. Then (27) becomes

(30)

{
v21 + 2r225 + 2r234 = 1− ε,

w2
1 + 2r224 + 2r235 = 1− ε.

Denote by

E2
1 (1− ε) =

{
(v1, r25, r34) ∈ R3|v21 + 2r225 + 2r234 = 1− ε

}
,

E2
2 (1− ε) =

{
(w1, r24, r35) ∈ R3|w2

1 + 2r224 + 2r235 = 1− ε
}
.

Firstly, with ε fixed, from (27), the projection

p̃1 : (v1, r25, r34, w1, r24, r35) → (v1, r25, r34)

induces a contractible fibration p1, since the base{
(v1, r25, r34) ∈ E2

1 (1− ε)|v1, r25, r34 ≥ 0
}

and the fiber{
(w1, r24, r35) ∈ E2

2 (1− ε)| −
√
1− ε ≤ w1 ≤ v1, r24, r35 ≥ 0

}
are both contractible.

Secondly, we consider another projection

p̃2 : (v1, r25, r34, w1, r24, r35, r12, r13, r14, r15) → (v1, r25, r34, w1, r24, r35).

For any fixed (v1, r25, r34, w1, r24, r35) in the contractible fibration in the above p1,
the region formed by (r12, r13, r14, r15) is contractible. In fact, noticing that if r13 is
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fixed in [v1+w1

2
, ε], then r12 and r23 are uniquely determined with the relationship

in (29). Hence, r14 and r15 are uniquely determined by the second and the first
equation in (28), respectively. Hence the region formed by (r12, r13, r14, r15) is
homeomorphic to a contractible segment of r13. Therefore, a new contractible
fibration p2 can be induced from p̃2 with both the base and the fiber contractible.
This gives the contractibility of M0+

123.
Since I(r) = I0 forms a nine-dimensional ellipsoid E9, which is homeomorphic

to S9, i.e., the nine-dimensional sphere with m1 = · · · = m5 = 1. Meanwhile the
cones T1, T3 = 0 and the hyperplane L1,2,3 = 0 passing through the origin intersect
E9
0 in M0+

T1T3L
⊂ E9

0 corresponding to M+
T1T3L

via the homeomorphism. Hence we

have χ(M0+
123) = χ(M0+

T1T3L
) = χ(M+

T1T3L
) = 1. □

And so

Lemma 5. The potential U has a unique critical point on M+
123.

Proof. From Lemma 3, critical points of U restricting on M+
123 are non-degenerate

local minimum with Morse index 0, which implies that U is a Morse function.
Noticing that when r → ∂M+

123 we have U → +∞, so the minimum exists. Then,
from the Morse inequality ∑

(−1)qαq = χ(M+
123) = 1

we have α0 = 1 provided q = 0. □

Now, we have reached the final step:

The proof of Theorem 1. From Proposition 2, the distance vector r of a central
configuration satisfying the above condition is the critical point of the Lagrangian
function W123, namely, the potential function U restricted on M+

123. From Lemma
3, this critical point must be a non-degenerate local minimum. Since T123 ⊂ M+

123,
we conclude that U has at most one critical point restricted on T123. □

2.5. The proof of Proposition 1. By direct computation, we have Fi(x) ≡ 0;
hence, the first ”if and only if” holds. Secondly, noticing that r = r(x), by the
chain rule

∇xW̃ (r(x)) = ∇rW̃ (r) · ∇xr(x),

it is easy to see that if r is a critical point of W̃ (r), then x is a critical point of
W̃ (r(x)). Now suppose that x is a critical point of W̃ (r(x)). With the notations
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in (15) and direct computation, we write down the components of ∇xW̃ (r(x))

∂W̃ (r(x))

∂x1

=
S12

r12

−−→
P2P1 +

S13

r13

−−→
P3P1 +

S14

r14

−−→
P4P1 +

S15

r15

−−→
P5P1 = 0,(31a)

∂W̃ (r(x))

∂x2

=
S12

r12

−−→
P1P2 +

S23

r23

−−→
P3P2 +

S24

r24

−−→
P4P2 +

S25

r25

−−→
P5P2 = 0,(31b)

∂W̃ (r(x))

∂x3

=
S13

r13

−−→
P1P3 +

S23

r23

−−→
P2P3 +

S34

r34

−−→
P4P3 +

S35

r35

−−→
P5P3 = 0,(31c)

∂W̃ (r(x))

∂x4

=
S14

r14

−−→
P1P4 +

S24

r24

−−→
P2P4 +

S34

r34

−−→
P3P4 +

S45

r45

−−→
P5P4 = 0,(31d)

∂W̃ (r(x))

∂x5

=
S15

r15

−−→
P1P5 +

S25

r25

−−→
P2P5 +

S35

r35

−−→
P3P5 +

S45

r45

−−→
P4P5 = 0,(31e)

where
−−→
PiPj is the vector from Pi to Pj. Meanwhile noticing that for the Cayley-

Menger determinant F4(i, j, k, l) formed by four particles Pi, Pj, Pk and Pl we
have

(32)
∂F4(i, j, k, l)

∂r2ij
= −32△i△j,

where △i = △j,k,l represents the oriented area of the triangle formed by the other
particles with the ith deleted, whose sign is determined by the position t of i in
“i, j, k, l,” i.e., (−1)t+1. In other words, the value of △i is the “algebra minor”

△i = △j,k,l =
(−1)t+1

2

∣∣∣∣ 1 1 1
xj xk xl

∣∣∣∣ = (−1)t+1

2

−−→
PlPj ×

−−→
PlPk,

by deleting the tth column of the ith body in the matrix[
1 1 1 1
xi xj xk xl

]
,

where “×” represents the wedge product of two vectors. It should be pointed
out that with the order i < j < k < l, if the sign of the oriented area is ”+”, it
coincides with the wedge product of the corresponding vectors; if the sign is ”−”,
it differs from the wedge product only by a negative sign. In the following, we use
△+

i and △−
j to represent the signs of the oriented areas for convenience directly.

From the above, we have

(33)
∂F4(i, j, k, l)

∂rij
=

∂F4(i, j, k, l)

∂r2ij
·
∂r2ij
∂rij

= 2rij · (−32△i△j) = −64rij△i△j.
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Now we write down the components of ∇rW̃ (r)

∂W̃

∂r12
=S12 − 64r12(η5△+

234△−
134 + η4△+

235△−
135 + η3△+

245△−
145),(34a)

∂W̃

∂r13
=S13 − 64r13(η5△+

234△+
124 + η4△+

235△+
125),(34b)

∂W̃

∂r14
=S14 − 64r14(η5△+

234△−
123 + η3△+

245△+
125),(34c)

∂W̃

∂r15
=S15 − 64r15(η4△+

235△−
123 + η3△+

245△−
124),(34d)

∂W̃

∂r23
=S23 − 64r23(η5△−

134△+
124 + η4△−

135△+
125),(34e)

∂W̃

∂r24
=S24 − 64r24(η5△−

134△−
123 + η3△−

145△+
125),(34f)

∂W̃

∂r25
=S25 − 64r25(η4△−

135△−
123 + η3△−

145△−
124),(34g)

∂W̃

∂r34
=S34 − 64r34η5△+

124△−
123,(34h)

∂W̃

∂r35
=S35 − 64r35η4△+

125△−
123,(34i)

∂W̃

∂r45
=S45 − 64r45η3△+

125△−
124.(34j)

The conditions on Fi guarantee all the △s appearing in the denominators not
to be zero. We conclude that when ∇xW̃ (r(x)) = 0, i.e., (31a)-(31e) hold, then
(34a)-(34g) hold provided

(35)



η5 =
1

64

S34

r34

1

△+
124△−

123

,

η4 =
1

64

S35

r35

1

△+
125△−

123

,

η3 =
1

64

S45

r45

1

△+
125△−

124

,

namely (34h),(34i) and (34j) hold.



ON THE UNIQUENESS OF THE PLANAR 5-BODY CENTRAL CONFIGURATION WITH A TRAPEZOIDAL CONVEX HULL21

(i) For (34g), substituting (35) into the following

(36)

∂W̃

∂r25
=S25 − 64r25(η4△−

135△−
123 + η3△−

145△−
124)

=
r25
△+

125

(
S25

r25
△+

125 −
S35

r35
△−

135 −
S45

r45
△−

145

)
=

r25
△125

(
S25

r25

−−→
P5P1 ×

−−→
P5P2 −

S35

r35

−−→
P5P1 ×

−−→
P5P3 −

S45

r45

−−→
P5P1 ×

−−→
P5P4

)
=

r25
△125

−−→
P5P1 ×

(
S25

r25

−−→
P5P2 +

S35

r35

−−→
P5P3 +

S45

r45

−−→
P5P4

)
,

and from (31e), the formula in the parenthesis of the last line of (36) can be
used to compute

S25

r25

−−→
P5P2 +

S35

r35

−−→
P5P3 +

S45

r45

−−→
P5P4 =

S15

r15

−−→
P1P5.

Noticing that
−−→
P5P1 ×

−−→
P1P5 = 0, hence ∂W̃

∂r25
= 0. Similarly,

(ii) From (34f) and (31d), noticing that

S24

r24

−−→
P4P2 +

S34

r34

−−→
P4P3 +

S45

r45

−−→
P4P5 =

S14

r14

−−→
P1P4,

we have
(37)
∂W̃

∂r24
=S24 − 64r24(η5△−

134△−
123 + η3△−

145△+
125)

=S24 − r24

(
S34

r34

△−
134

△+
124

+
S45

r45

△−
145

△−
124

)
=

r24
△+

124

(
S24

r24
△+

124 −
S34

r34
△−

134 −
S45

r45
△−

145

)
=

r24
△+

124

(
S24

r24

−−→
P4P1 ×

−−→
P4P2 −

S34

r34
(−

−−→
P4P1 ×

−−→
P4P3)−

S45

r45
(−

−−→
P4P1 ×

−−→
P4P5)

)
=

r24
△+

124

−−→
P4P1 ×

(
S24

r24

−−→
P4P2 +

S34

r34

−−→
P4P3 +

S45

r45

−−→
P4P5

)
=0.

(iii) From (34e) and (31c), noticing that

S23

r23

−−→
P3P2 +

S34

r34

−−→
P3P4 +

S35

r35

−−→
P3P5 =

S13

r13

−−→
P1P3,
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we have

∂W̃

∂r23
=S23 − 64r23(η5△−

134△+
124 + η4△−

135△+
125)

=S23 − r23

(
S34

r34

△−
134

△−
123

+
S35

r35

△−
135

△−
123

)
=

r23
△−

123

(
S23

r23
△−

123 −
S34

r34
△−

134 −
S35

r35
△−

135

)
=

r23
△−

123

(
S23

r23
△−

123 +
S34

r34
△−

143 +
S35

r35
△−

153

)
=

r23
△−

123

−−→
P3P1 ×

(
−S23

r23

−−→
P3P2 −

S34

r34

−−→
P3P4 −

S35

r35

−−→
P3P5

)
=0.

(iv) From (34d) and (31e), noticing that

S15

r15

−−→
P5P1 +

S35

r35

−−→
P5P3 +

S45

r45

−−→
P5P4 =

S25

r25

−−→
P2P5,

we have

(38)

∂W̃

∂r15
=S15 − 64r15(η4△+

235△−
123 + η3△+

245△−
124)

=S15 − r15

(
S35

r35

△+
235

△+
125

+
S45

r45

△+
245

△+
125

)
=

r15
△+

125

(
S15

r15
△+

125 −
S35

r35
△+

235 −
S45

r45
△+

245

)
=

r15
△+

125

(
−S15

r15
△+

215 −
S35

r35
△+

235 −
S45

r45
△+

245

)
=

r15
△+

125

−−→
P5P2 ×

(
−S15

r15

−−→
P5P1 −

S35

r35

−−→
P5P3 −

S45

r45

−−→
P5P4

)
=0.

(v) From (34c) and (31d), noticing that

S14

r14

−−→
P4P1 +

S34

r34

−−→
P4P3 +

S45

r45

−−→
P4P5 =

S24

r24

−−→
P2P4,
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we have

(39)

∂W̃

∂r14
=S14 − 64r14(η5△+

234△−
123 + η3△+

245△+
125)

=S14 − r14

(
S34

r34

△+
234

△+
124

+
S45

r45

△+
245

△−
124

)
=

r14
△+

124

(
S14

r14
△+

124 −
S34

r34
△+

234 +
S45

r45
△+

245

)
=

r14
△+

124

(
−S14

r14
△+

214 −
S34

r34
△+

234 −
S45

r45
△+

254

)
=

r14
△+

124

−−→
P4P2 ×

(
−S14

r14

−−→
P4P1 −

S34

r34

−−→
P4P3 −

S45

r45

−−→
P4P5

)
=0.

(vi) From (34b) and (31c), noticing that

S13

r13

−−→
P3P1 +

S34

r34

−−→
P3P4 +

S35

r35

−−→
P3P5 =

S23

r23

−−→
P2P3,

we have

∂W̃

∂r13
=S13 − 64r13(η5△+

234△+
124 + η4△+

235△+
125)

=S13 − r13

(
S34

r34

△+
234

△−
123

+
S35

r35

△+
235

△−
123

)
=

r13
△−

123

(
S13

r13
△−

123 −
S34

r34
△+

234 −
S35

r35
△+

235

)
=

r13
△−

123

(
−S13

r13
△−

213 +
S34

r34
△+

243 +
S35

r35
△+

253

)
=

r13
△−

123

−−→
P3P2 ×

(
S13

r13

−−→
P3P1 +

S34

r34

−−→
P3P4 +

S35

r35

−−→
P3P5

)
=0.

(vii) From (34a) we have

(40)

∂W̃

∂r12
=S12 − 64r12(η5△+

234△−
134 + η4△+

235△−
135 + η3△+

245△−
145)

=S12 − r12

(
S34

r34

△+
234△−

134

△+
124△−

123

+
S35

r35

△+
235△−

135

△+
125△−

123

+
S45

r45

△+
245△−

145

△+
125△−

124

)
=

r12
△−

123△+
124△+

125

(
S12

r12
△−

123△+
124△+

125 −
S34

r34
△+

234△−
134△+

125

−S35

r35
△+

235△−
135△+

124 +
S45

r45
△+

245△−
145△−

123

)
.
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Now by using (31a) we have

S12

r12

−−→
P2P1 =

S13

r13

−−→
P1P3 +

S14

r14

−−→
P1P4 +

S15

r15

−−→
P1P5.

From (38) and (39), we have

S15

r15
△+

125 −
S35

r35
△+

235 −
S45

r45
△+

245 = 0,

S14

r14
△+

124 −
S34

r34
△+

234 +
S45

r45
△+

245 = 0.

To deal with the first term in the parenthesis on the right-hand side of the
last equation in (40), we compute

(41)
S12

r12
△−

123△+
124△+

125 = △+
124△+

125

S12

r12

(
−
−−→
P1P2 ×

−−→
P1P3

)
=△+

124△+
125

(
S13

r13

−−→
P1P3 +

S14

r14

−−→
P1P4 +

S15

r15

−−→
P1P5

)
×

−−→
P1P3

=△+
124△+

125

(
S14

r14
△+

143 +
S15

r15
△+

153

)
=△+

125△+
143

S14

r14
△+

124 +△+
124△+

153

S15

r15
△+

125

=△+
125△+

143

(
S34

r34
△+

234 −
S45

r45
△+

245

)
+△+

124△+
153

(
S35

r35
△+

235 +
S45

r45
△+

245

)
=
S34

r34
△+

125△+
143△+

234 +
S35

r35
△+

124△+
153△+

235 +
S45

r45

(
−△+

125△+
143 +△+

124△+
153

)
△+

245.

Substituting the last expression in (41) to the last expression in (40), we
have

∂W̃

∂r12
=

r12
△−

123△+
124△+

125

· S45

r45

(
−△+

125△+
143 +△+

124△+
153 +△−

145△−
123

)
△+

245.

Now, we need to show that

−△+
125△+

143 +△+
124△+

153 +△−
145△−

123 = △+
125△+

134 −△+
124△+

135 +△+
145△+

123 = 0.

Noticing that

△+
125△+

134 −△+
124△+

135 +△+
145△+

123

=
(−−→
P1P2 ×

−−→
P1P5

)(−−→
P1P3 ×

−−→
P1P4

)
−

(−−→
P1P2 ×

−−→
P1P4

)(−−→
P1P3 ×

−−→
P1P5

)
+
(−−→
P1P4 ×

−−→
P1P5

)(−−→
P1P2 ×

−−→
P1P3

)
=r12r13r14r15 (sinφ25 sinφ34 − sinφ24 sinφ35 + sinφ45 sinφ23) ,
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where φij ∈ [0, 2π) is the angle formed by
−−→
P1Pi rotating anti-clockwise to

−−→
P1Pj, and both of the vectors start from P1. Then there comes an order

of the particles scanned anti-clockwise by
−−→
P1P2. Without loss of general-

ity, we suppose that the order is P2, P3, P4, P5, and one can see Figure 5.
Furthermore, let φ23 = α, φ34 = β, φ45 = γ, then

sinφ25 sinφ34 − sinφ24 sinφ35 + sinφ45 sinφ23

=sin(α + β + γ) sin β − sin(α + β) sin(β + γ) + sin γ sinα

=sin(α + β) cos γ sin β + cos(α + β) sin γ sin β

− sin(α + β) sin β cos γ − sin(α + β) cos β sin γ + sin γ sinα

=sin γ sin(β − (α + β)) + sin γ sinα

=0.

Hence from (40) we have ∂W̃
∂r12

= 0.

Figure 5. Possible positions of P1, · · · , P5.

Remark 1. It is well known that except for the 5-body collinear case, there is no
4-body collinearity in the planar 5-body central configurations by the Perpendicular
Bisector Theorem in [15]. Hence, there are at most two 3-body collinear cases in
one planar 5-body central configuration. For example, for the trapezoidal shape,
if we choose a constraint Fi involving a 3-body collinearity, we are unable to find
probable η4 and η5 to fit (34a)-(34g) by direct computation. That means Fi is of
no avail; in other words, W̃ (r) is not the equivalent Lagrangian function for this
shape. The same happens if there are two 3-body collinear cases in the planar
5-body central configuration, for example, the rhombus shape with one mass in the
center.
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[7] Otto Dziobek, Ueber einen merkwürdigen fall des vielkörperproblems, Astron. Nach 152
(1900), no. 3627, 33.

[8] Antonio Carlos Fernandes, Luis Fernando Mello, and Claudio Vidal, On the uniqueness of
the isoceles trapezoidal central configuration in the 4-body problem for power-law potentials,
Nonlinearity 33 (2020), no. 1, 388–407. MR4039776

[9] Marshall Hampton, Concave central configurations in the four-body problem, ProQuest LLC,
Ann Arbor, MI, 2002. Thesis (Ph.D.)–University of Washington. MR2703448

[10] Marshall Hampton and Anders Jensen, Finiteness of spatial central configurations in
the five-body problem, Celestial Mech. Dynam. Astronom. 109 (2011), no. 4, 321–332.
MR2783101

[11] Marshall Hampton and Richard Moeckel, Finiteness of relative equilibria of the four-body
problem, Invent. Math. 163 (2006), no. 2, 289–312. MR2207019

[12] Martin Josefsson, Characterizations of trapezoids, Forum Geom. 13 (2013), 23–35.
MR3028302

[13] W. D. MacMillan and Walter Bartky, Permanent configurations in the problem of four
bodies, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 34 (1932), no. 4, 838–875. MR1501666

[14] Kenneth R. Meyer and Dieter S. Schmidt, Bifurcations of relative equilibria in the 4- and
5-body problem, Ergodic Theory Dynam. Systems 8∗ (1988), no. Charles Conley Memorial
Issue, 215–225. MR967639

[15] Richard Moeckel, On central configurations, Math. Z. 205 (1990), no. 4, 499–517.
MR1082871

[16] , Central configurations, Central configurations, periodic orbits, and Hamiltonian
systems, 2015, pp. 105–167. MR3469182



ON THE UNIQUENESS OF THE PLANAR 5-BODY CENTRAL CONFIGURATION WITH A TRAPEZOIDAL CONVEX HULL27

[17] F. R. Moulton, The straight line solutions of the problem of n bodies, Ann. of Math. (2) 12
(1910), no. 1, 1–17. MR1503509

[18] Julian I. Palmore, Classifying relative equilibria. I, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. 79 (1973), 904–
908. . MR 321389, II, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc., 81 (1975) 489–491. MR 363076, III, Lett.
Math. Phys., 1 (1975) 71-73. MR 413647.

[19] Manuele Santoprete, Four-body central configurations with one pair of opposite sides parallel,
J. Math. Anal. Appl. 464 (2018), no. 1, 421–434. MR3794097

[20] , On the uniqueness of co-circular four body central configurations, Arch. Ration.
Mech. Anal. 240 (2021), no. 2, 971–985. MR4244824

[21] , On the uniqueness of trapezoidal four-body central configurations, Nonlinearity 34
(2021), no. 1, 424–437. MR4208445

[22] Dieter S. Schmidt, Central configurations in R2 and R3, Hamiltonian dynamical systems
(Boulder, CO, 1987), 1988, pp. 59–76. MR986257

[23] , Central configurations and relative equilibria for the N -body problem, Classical and
celestial mechanics (Recife, 1993/1999), 2002, pp. 1–33. MR1974778

[24] Steve Smale, Topology and mechanics. II. The planar n-body problem, Invent. Math. 11
(1970), 45–64. MR321138

[25] , Mathematical problems for the next century, Math. Intelligencer 20 (1998), no. 2,
7–15. MR1631413

[26] W. L. Williams, Permanent configurations in the problem of five bodies, Trans. Amer. Math.
Soc. 44 (1938), no. 3, 563–579. MR1501982

[27] Aurel Wintner, The Analytical Foundations of Celestial Mechanics, Princeton Mathemati-
cal Series, vol. 5, Princeton University Press, Princeton, N. J., 1941. MR0005824

[28] Zhifu Xie, Isosceles trapezoid central configurations of the Newtonian four-body problem,
Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh Sect. A 142 (2012), no. 3, 665–672. MR2945977


	1. Introduction
	2. The planar 5-body central configuration with a trapezoidal convex hull
	2.1. The reduced Lagrangian function
	2.2. Analyzing the precise shape
	2.3. The type of the critical point
	2.4. The topology of M123+(=MT1T3L+)
	2.5. The proof of Proposition Lg

	Acknowledgements
	Data availability
	Conflict of interest statement
	References

