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QUANTITATIVE SPECTRAL STABILITY FOR AHARONOV-BOHM

OPERATORS WITH MANY COALESCING POLES

VERONICA FELLI, BENEDETTA NORIS, ROBERTO OGNIBENE, AND GIOVANNI SICLARI

Abstract. The behavior of simple eigenvalues of Aharonov-Bohm operators with many coa-
lescing poles is discussed. In the case of half-integer circulation, a gauge transformation makes
the problem equivalent to an eigenvalue problem for the Laplacian in a domain with straight
cracks, laying along the moving directions of poles. For this problem, we obtain an asymptotic
expansion for eigenvalues, in which the dominant term is related to the minimum of an energy
functional associated with the configuration of poles and defined on a space of functions suitably
jumping through the cracks.

Concerning configurations with an odd number of poles, an accurate blow-up analysis iden-

tifies the exact asymptotic behaviour of eigenvalues and the sign of the variation in some cases.
An application to the special case of two poles is also discussed.

Keywords. Magnetic Schrödinger operators, Aharonov–Bohmpotentials, asymptotics of eigen-
values, blow-up analysis.
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1. Introduction

This paper deals with asymptotic expansions of the eigenvalue variation for Aharonov-Bohm
operators with many coalescing poles with half-integer circulation, under homogeneous Dirichlet
boundary conditions on a simply connected open bounded domain Ω ⊂ R2. More precisely, we
consider the case of any number k of poles moving along straight lines towards a collision point
P ∈ Ω, with distances from P vanishing with the same order. Without loss of generality, we
assume that P = 0 ∈ Ω, so that the moving poles can be written as multiples of k fixed points
{aj}j=1,...,k with the same multiplicative infinitesimal parameter ε > 0.

Since we are interested in the asymptotic behaviour of eigenvalues as ε→ 0+, it is not restrictive
to assume that there exists R < 1 such that

{aj}j=1,...,k ⊂ DR(0) ⊂ Ω,

where, for every r > 0 and x ∈ R2, we denote Dr(x) := {y ∈ R2 : |x − y| < r}. Henceforth, we
denote Dr(0) simply by Dr.

We assume that, among the k poles, there are k1 poles that stand alone on their own straight
line through the origin, while the remaining ones form k2 pairs of poles staying on the same straight
line but on different sides with respect to the origin. Hence

k = k1 + 2k2 with k1, k2 ∈ N, (k1, k2) 6= (0, 0),

and, for every j = 1, . . . , k, there exist rj > 0 and αj ∈ (−π, π] such that αj 6= αℓ if j 6= ℓ and

(1.1) aj = rj(cos(α
j), sin(αj)),

where αj1 6= αj2 ± π if j1 6= j2 and j1, j2 ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, while α
j ∈ (−π, 0] and αj+k2 = αj + π for

every j ∈ {k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2}. For the sake of simplicity, we treat in detail configurations of the
type described above, see Figure 1; in Section 8 we explain how our methods and results can be
extended to more general configurations of poles.

For every j = 1, . . . , k and ε ∈ (0, 1], we define

ajε := εaj.
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a1
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Figure 1. Configuration of poles (k1 + 1 ≤ j ≤ k1 + k2).

For every b = (b1, b2) ∈ R2, the Aharonov-Bohm vector potential with pole b and circulation ρ ∈ R

is defined as

Aρ
b (x1, x2) := ρ

(
−(x2 − b2)

(x1 − b1)2 + (x2 − b2)2
,

x1 − b1
(x1 − b1)2 + (x2 − b2)2

)
, (x1, x2) ∈ R

2 \ {b}.

In this paper, we consider the case of half-integer circulations ρ ∈ 1
2 + Z, which is of particular

interest from the mathematical point of view due to applications to the problem of spectral minimal
partitions, see [10, 24]. For ρ = 1

2 we denote

(1.2) Ab := A
1/2
b .

We are interested in the multi-singular vector potential

A(n1,n2,...,nk)
ε :=

k∑

j=1

A
nj+

1
2

aj
ε

=
k∑

j=1

(2nj + 1)Aaj
ε
,

having at each pole ajε half-integer circulation nj + 1
2 with nj ∈ Z, and in the corresponding

eigenvalue problem

(1.3)





(
i∇+A

(n1,n2,...,nk)
ε

)2
u = λu, in Ω,

u = 0, on ∂Ω,

where the magnetic Schrödinger operator
(
i∇+A

(n1,n2,...,nk)
ε

)2
acts as

(
i∇+A(n1,n2,...,nk)

ε

)2
u := −∆u+ 2iA(n1,n2,...,nk)

ε · ∇u+
∣∣A(n1,n2,...,nk)

ε

∣∣2u.

Since nj ∈ Z, A
(n1,n2,...,nk)
ε is gauge equivalent to the vector potential

Aε :=

k∑

j=1

(−1)j+1Aaj
ε
.

Therefore the operators
(
i∇ + A

(n1,n2,...,nk)
ε

)2
and (i∇ + Aε)

2 are unitarily equivalent (see [19,
Theorem 1.2] and [20, Proposition 2.2]), and consequently the spectrum of (1.3) coincides with
that of

(1.4)

{
(i∇+Aε)

2u = λu, in Ω,

u = 0, on ∂Ω.

Hence, to study the behaviour as ε→ 0+ of the spectrum of (1.3), it is not restrictive to consider
problem (1.4). We refer to (2.2) for the variational formulation of (1.4). From classical spectral
theory, problem (1.4) has a diverging sequence of real positive eigenvalues {λε,n}n∈N\{0}; in the
sequence {λε,n}n∈N\{0} we repeat each eigenvalue according to its multiplicity. Moreover, the
eigenspace associated to each eigenvalue has finite dimension.
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As ε→ 0+, the following limit eigenvalue problem comes into play:

(1.5)





(
i∇+ 1+(−1)k+1

2 A0

)2
u = λu, in Ω,

u = 0, on ∂Ω,

with A0 defined as in (1.2) with b = 0. If k is odd, the operator in (1.5) is the Aharonov-Bohm
operator with one pole in 0 and circulation 1

2 ; as above, the classical Spectral Theorem applies and
provides a diverging sequence of real positive eigenvalues {λ0,n}n∈N\{0} with finite multiplicity.
Furthermore, it is well-known that, in this case, eigenfunctions vanish in 0 with order m

2 , for some
odd m ∈ N, and have exactly m nodal lines meeting at 0 and dividing the whole 2π-angle into m
equal parts; see [15, Theorem 1.3, Section 7] and (3.14)–(3.15) for a description of the asymptotic
behaviour at 0 of eigenfunctions of (1.5).

If k is even the nature of the limit eigenvalue problem undergoes a significant mutation. Indeed,
for k even, the operator in (1.5) is the classical Dirichlet Laplacian and the eigenvalue problem
(1.5) can be rewritten as

(1.6)

{
−∆u = λu, in Ω,

u = 0, on ∂Ω.

We conclude that, for every k ∈ N\{0}, the spectrum of (1.5) is a diverging sequence {λ0,n}n∈N\{0}
of positive real eigenvalues.

We recall from [20, Theorem 1.2] that, whatever the number k of poles is,

the function ε 7→ λε,n is continuous on [0, 1],

so that, in particular,

(1.7) lim
ε→0+

λε,n = λ0,n

for every n ∈ N \ {0}. The present paper aims at giving a sharp asymptotic expansion for the
variation λε,n − λ0,n of simple eigenvalues with respect to the moving configuration of poles.

In the case of one moving pole, [11] establishes a first relation between the rate of convergence
(1.7) and the number of the nodal lines of the corresponding eigenfunction. Sharper asymptotic
expansions for simple eigenvalues are obtained in [1], in the case of one pole moving along the
tangent to a nodal line of the limit eigenfunction, and in [2], in the case of one pole moving
along any direction. The case of one pole approaching the boundary is treated in [6] and [23].
The methods developed in [1], [6], and [23] are based on an Almgren type frequency formula,
which provides local energy bounds for eigenfunctions. These are used to estimate the Rayleigh
quotient, whose minimax levels characterize the eigenvalues, and to prove the convergence of a
family of blown-up eigenfunctions to some non trivial limit profile. In particular, using the notation
introduced above, in [1] it is proved that, for k = k1 = 1 and a1ε = εa1 = ε r1(cos(α

1), sin(α1))
moving along the tangent to one of the m nodal lines of the limit eigenfunction u0, if λ0,n is a
simple, then

(1.8) λε,n − λ0,n = 4 rm1 (|β1|
2 + |β2|

2)M εm + o(εm) as ε→ 0+.

In (1.8) (β1, β2) 6= (0, 0) is such that

lim
r→0+

r−
m
2 u0(r cos t, r sin t) = β1e

i t
2 cos

(
m
2 t
)
+ β2e

i t
2 sin

(
m
2 t
)
,

see (3.14), and M < 0 is a negative constant depending only on m, which has the following
variational characterization:

(1.9) M = min

{
1

2

∫

R2
+

|∇u(x)|2 dx−
m

2

∫ 1

0

x
m
2 −1
1 u(x1, 0) dx1 : u ∈ D1,2

s (R2
+)

}
,

where s := {(x1, x2) ∈ R
2 : x2 = 0 and x1 ≥ 1}, R2

+ = {(x1, x2) ∈ R
2 : x2 > 0)}, and D1,2

s (R2
+)

is the completion of C∞
c (R2

+ \ s) with respect to the norm (
∫
R2

+
|∇u|2 dx)1/2. For an explicit

formula for M we refer to [5, Theorem 2.3]. The quantity appearing in (1.9) can be interpreted
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as a weighted torsional rigidity of the segment along which the pole is moving. Concerning the
classical notion of torsional rigidity of a set, the literature is vast; among many others, we cite the
classical books [25, 17] for the basic definitions and some possible application in shape optimization
and [27, 13, 12] for more recent investigations in the field. We also point out [8], where a notion of
thin torsional rigidity is exploited in the study of spectral stability for some singularly perturbed
problems.

In the case of one single pole, the study of Aharonov-Bohm eigenvalues benefits from the known
regularity of the eigenvalue as a function of the pole position. Indeed, in [20] it is proved that, in
the case of one moving pole, eigenvalues are analytic as functions of the pole, so that the eigenvalue
variation admits a Taylor expansion. The sharp asymptotics on nodal lines (1.8) obtained in [1]
is used in [2] to compute the leading term of such Taylor expansion, exploiting symmetry and
periodicity properties of the Fourier coefficients of the blow-up profile with respect to the moving
direction. In the case of many poles, the analyticity property is maintained as long as the poles
are away from each other (see again [20]), but is lost in the case of a collision; indeed in [4] (and in
[3] for symmetric domains) it is proved that, in the case of two poles colliding at a point outside
the nodal set of the limit eigenfunction, the eigenvalue variation is asymptotic to the logarithm of
the distance.

From the above discussion it therefore emerges that the case of multiple colliding poles presents
additional significant difficulties. So far, up to our knowledge, in the literature only the case of
two coalescing poles has been addressed with the aim of deriving precise asymptotic estimates in
terms of the distance between the two poles. The paper [3] derives the asymptotic behaviour of
eigenvalues of Aharonov–Bohm operators with two colliding poles moving on an axis of symmetry
of the domain, which is assumed not to be tangent to any nodal line of the limit eigenfunction.
The argument used in [3] is based on isospectrality with the Dirichlet Laplacian on the domain
with a small segment removed, for which an asymptotic expansion of the eigenvalue variation is
obtained by a capacity argument, in the spirit of [14]. The complementary case of two colliding
poles, which move on an axis of symmetry coinciding with a nodal line of the limit eigenfunction,
is treated in [5], exploiting an isospectrality result and a monotonicity formula in the spirit of [1].
The assumption of symmetry of the domain is removed in [4], in the case of two poles collapsing at
an interior point out of nodal lines of the limit eigenfunction; this is possible thanks to an estimate
of the diameter of the nodal set of magnetic eigenfunctions close to the collision point.

In the present paper we develop a new approach that provides asymptotic expansions of the
eigenvalue variation in the most general case of any number of poles moving towards a collision
point. We propose a method which combines the idea of torsional rigidity, naturally appearing in
[1] (see also [6, Theorem 2.2]) to variationally characterize the coefficient of the leading term as in
(1.9), with that of capacity, which [14] and [3] show to be the good small parameter in a spectral
perturbation theory in domains with small holes.

Let us assume that there exists n0 ∈ N \ {0} such that

(1.10) λ0,n0 is a simple eigenvalue of (1.5).

In view of (1.7), assumption (1.10) implies that also λε,n0 is simple as an eigenvalue of (1.4), pro-
vided ε is sufficiently small. Simplicity of the spectrum is a generic property for many differential
operators. We refer e.g. to [26], where the author exhibits sufficient conditions for genericity of
simplicity of the spectrum for various families of differential operators (including Aharonov-Bohm
operators with a single pole). See also [7] for a focus on the particular case of Aharonov-Bohm
operators.

The first step in our approach is to perform some gauge transformation, making the magnetic
eigenvalue problem (1.4), and its corresponding limit one (1.5), equivalent to eigenvalue problems
for the Laplacian in domains with straight cracks, laying along the moving directions of poles,
see (2.10) and (2.14). Fixing a L2-normalized eigenfunction v0 of the equivalent limit eigenvalue
problem (2.14) associated to the eigenvalue λ0,n0 , we prove in Theorem 2.1 the following asymptotic
expansion:

(1.11) λε,n0 − λ0,n0 = 2
(
Eε − Lε(v0)

)
+ o
(
‖∇Vε‖

2
L2(Ω)

)
as ε→ 0+,
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where Lε is the linear functional defined in (2.16), Eε is the minimum of an energy functional
associated with the configuration of poles and defined on a space of functions suitably jumping
through the cracks, see (2.19), and Vε is the potential attaining such a minimum. We observe that
Eε is a kind of intermediate quantity between torsional rigidity and capacity of the set obtained
as the union of the segments connecting the poles to the origin. Indeed, the capacity of a set
is defined by minimizing the L2-norm of the gradient among functions which are prescribed on
the set; the torsional rigidity, instead, is constructed by minimizing an energy functional, which
contains a linear term involving an integral on the set, without prescribing any condition. In the
definition of Eε given in (2.19), we minimize an energy functional over a family of functions which
are only partially prescribed on the cracks, in the sense that we impose a jump condition on the
functions across the segments, obtaining a jump of the normal derivatives as a consequent natural
condition. The development of such an intermediate notion provides a unified approach, which
does not require an a priori relation between the configuration of poles and the orientation of the
nodal set of the limit eigenfunction. We mention that elliptic problems in cracked domains, with
jumps of the unknown function and its normal derivative prescribed on the cracks, are studied in
[22].

For k odd, a blow-up analysis allows us to identify the exact asymptotic behaviour of the quanti-
ties appearing in the right hand side of (1.11). In Theorem 2.2 we prove that limε→0+ ε

−mEε = E ,
where m is the vanishing order of v0 at 0 and E is the minimum of the energy functional defined
in (2.28) over a space of suitably jumping functions, see (2.31). Thus we generalize (1.8) in the
multipolar case, obtaining the following explicit expansion

(1.12) λε,n0 − λ0,n0 = 2 εm
(
E − L(Ψ0)

)
+ o(εm)

as ε → 0+, where L is the linear functional defined in (2.27) and Ψ0 is the m
2 -homogeneous

harmonic function introduced in (2.26). We note that the assumption that k is odd is crucial
in the blow-up analysis, since it guarantees the validity of the Hardy-type inequality proved in
Proposition 6.2, needed to characterize the functional space containing the limiting blow-up profile.
In the particular case of all poles moving either along the tangents to nodal lines or along the
bisectors between nodal lines of the limit eigenfunction, we can prove that the quantity E −L(Ψ0),
appearing as the coefficient of the leading term of the asymptotic expansion (1.12), does not
vanish, see Proposition 2.3; this shows that m is exactly the vanishing order of the eigenvalue
variation. On the other hand, the study of the continuity properties of the coefficients appearing
in (1.12), see Theorem 6.8, allows us to prove the existence of configurations of poles for which
E − L(Ψ0) = 0 and hence λε,n0 − λ0,n0 is an infinitesimal of higher order than m.

If k is even, a Hardy type inequality is no more available, and therefore the blow-up analysis
meets the technical difficulty of identifying the limiting profile in an appropriate functional space.
In spite of that, in the case of two poles colliding in a point of the nodal set of the limit eigenfunction
and moving either along the tangents to its nodal lines or along its bisectors, in Theorems 2.6
and 2.7 we are able to derive the exact asymptotic behavior of Eε − Lε(v0), and consequently of
λε,n0 − λ0,n0 thanks to the use of elliptic coordinates; in this way we generalize the results of [3]
and [5], which require an axial symmetry of the domain as a further hypothesis.

In the next section we state the main results of the paper, after having introduced the necessary
notations.

2. Statement of the main results

To give a variational formulation of problem (1.4), we introduce the functional spaceH1,ε(Ω,C),
defined as the completion of

{φ ∈ H1(Ω,C) ∩ C∞(Ω,C) : φ ≡ 0 in a neighbourhood of ajε for all j = 1, . . . , k}

with respect to the norm

(2.1) ‖w‖H1,ε(Ω,C) :=

(
‖w‖

2
L2(Ω,C) + ‖∇w‖

2
L2(Ω,C2) +

k∑

j=1

∥∥∥ w

|·−aj
ε|

∥∥∥
2

L2(Ω,C)

)1/2
.
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We observe that H1,ε(Ω,C) =
{
u ∈ H1(Ω,C) : u

|·−aj
ε|

∈ L2(Ω,C) for all j = 1, . . . , k
}
.

In [18] (see also [9] and [15, Lemma 3.1, Remark 3.2]), the following local magnetic Hardy-type
inequality ∫

Dr(b)

|i∇w +Aρ
bw|

2 dx ≥
(
min
j∈Z

|j − ρ|
)2 ∫

Dr(b)

|w(x)|2

|x− b|2
dx

is proved for every b ∈ R
2 and w ∈ C∞

c (Dr(b)\{b},C). It follows that the norm (2.1) is equivalent
to the norm (

‖(i∇+Aε)u‖
2
L2(Ω,C2) + ‖u‖2L2(Ω,C)

)1/2
.

To deal with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions, we also introduce the space H1,ε
0 (Ω,C)

defined as the closure of C∞
c (Ω\{a1ε, . . . , a

k
ε}) in H

1,ε(Ω,C). The spaceH1,ε
0 (Ω,C) can be explicitly

characterized as

H1,ε
0 (Ω,C) =

{
w ∈ H1

0 (Ω,C) :
w

|·−aj
ε|

∈ L2(Ω,C) for all j = 1, . . . , k
}
.

We say that λ ∈ R is an eigenvalue of (1.4) if there exists u ∈ H1,ε
0 (Ω,C)\{0} (called eigenfunction)

such that

(2.2)

∫

Ω

(i∇+Aε)u · (i∇+Aε)w dx = λ

∫

Ω

uw dx for all w ∈ H1,ε
0 (Ω,C).

We recall from the introduction that the eigenvalue problem (1.4) (and hence (2.2)) admits a
diverging sequence of real positive eigenvalues

λε,1 ≤ λε,2 ≤ λε,3 ≤ · · · ,

repeated in the enumeration according to their multiplicity.
In a similar way, the variational formulation of (1.5) in the case k odd (corresponding to a

problem of type (1.4) with only one pole located at 0) can be be given in the functional space
{w ∈ H1

0 (Ω,C) :
w
|x| ∈ L2(Ω,C)}. In the case k even, instead, (1.5) takes the form of the classical

eigenvalue problem for the Dirichlet Laplacian, whose variational formulation is well known. In
both cases, (1.5) admits a diverging sequence of real positive eigenvalues

λ0,1 ≤ λ0,2 ≤ λ0,3 ≤ · · · ,

repeated according to their multiplicity.
A suitable gauge transformation allows us to obtain equivalent formulations of (1.4) and (1.5)

as eigenvalue problems for the Laplacian in domains with straight cracks. For every ε ∈ [0, 1] we
define

Σj := {taj : t ∈ R} for all j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

Γj
ε := {taj : t ∈ (−∞, ε]}, Sj

ε := {taj : t ∈ [0, ε]} for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

Sj
ε := {taj + (ε− t)aj+k2 : t ∈ [0, ε]} for all j = k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

Γε :=

( k1⋃

j=1

Γj
ε

)
∪

( k1+k2⋃

j=k1+1

Sj
ε

)
,

see Figure 2. We note that, for every j = 1, . . . , k1, Γ
j
0 = Γj

ε \ S
j
ε is the straight half-line starting

at 0 with slope αj + π. For every ε ∈ [0, 1], we consider the functional space Hε defined as the
closure of

{
w ∈ H1(Ω \ Γε) = H1(Ω \ Γε,R) : w = 0 on a neighbourhood of ∂Ω

}

in H1(Ω\Γε) endowed with the norm ‖w‖H1(Ω\Γε)
= ‖∇w‖L2(Ω\Γε)+‖w‖L2(Ω). From the Poincaré

type inequality stated in Proposition 3.2, it follows that

‖w‖Hε
:=

(∫

Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx

)1/2
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a1
ε

a2
ε

a3
ε

a
k1+1
ε

a
k1+1+k2
ε

a
k1+2k2
ε

a
k1+k2
ε

(a) The set Γε.

a1
ε

a2
ε

a3
ε

a
k1+1
ε

a
k1+1+k2
ε

a
k1+2k2
ε

a
k1+k2
ε

(b) The set Γ0.

a1
ε

a2
ε

a3
ε

a
k1+1
ε

a
k1+1+k2
ε

a
k1+2k2
ε

a
k1+k2
ε

(c) The sets Sj
ε .

Figure 2. The sets Γε, Γ0, S
j
ε (1 ≤ j ≤ k1 + k2).

is a norm on Hε equivalent to ‖w‖H1(Ω\Γε)
. The corresponding scalar product is denoted as

(·, ·)Hε
.

For every j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2, with the notation νj :=
(
− sin(αj), cos(αj)

)
we consider the

half-planes

πj
+ := {x ∈ R

2 : x · νj > 0} and πj
− := {x ∈ R

2 : x · νj < 0}.

We observe that νj is the unit outer normal vector to πj
− on ∂πj

−. In view of classical trace results
and embedding theorems for fractional Sobolev spaces in dimension 1, for every j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2
and p ∈ [2,+∞) there exist continuous trace operators

(2.3) γj+ : H1(πj
+ \ Γ1) → Lp(Σj) and γj− : H1(πj

− \ Γ1) → Lp(Σj).

We also define the trace operators

(2.4) T j : H1(R2 \ Γ1) → Lp(Σj), T j(w) := γj+(w|πj
+
) + γj−(w|πj

−
),

for every j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2 and p ∈ [2,+∞). For every ε ∈ [0, 1], the restrictions to Hε of

the operators γj+, γ
j
− and T j are linear and continuous, since any element of Hε can be trivially

extended by 0 to an element of H1(R2 \ Γ1); furthermore, due to the boundedness of Ω, such
restrictions are continuous and compact from Hε into Lp(Σj ∩ Ω) for all p ∈ [1,+∞).

For every ε ∈ (0, 1], we define the space

(2.5) H̃ε :=

{
w ∈ Hε : T j(w) = 0 on Γj

ε for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

T j(w) = 0 on Sj
ε for all j = k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2

}
,

and, for ε = 0,

(2.6) H̃0 :=
{
w ∈ H0 : T j(w) = 0 on Γj

0 for all j = 1, . . . , k1
}
.

In Section 3.3 we construct a function

(2.7) Θε : R
2 \ {ajε : j = 1, . . . , k} → R

such that

(2.8)

{
Θε ∈ C∞(R2 \ Γε)

∇Θε can be extended to be in C∞(R2 \ {ajε : j = 1, . . . , k}) with ∇Θε = Aε,

see (3.5) for the definition of Θε. The phase multiplication

(2.9) u(x) 7→ v(x) := e−iΘε(x)u(x), x ∈ Ω \ Γε,
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transforms any solution u to problem (1.4) into a solution v to

(2.10)





−∆v = λv, in Ω \ Γε,

v = 0, on ∂Ω,

T j(v) = 0, on Γj
ε for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

T j(∇v · νj) = 0, on Γj
ε for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

T j(v) = 0, on Sj
ε for all j = k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

T j(∇v · νj) = 0, on Sj
ε for all j = k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

In (3.7) we also define a function

(2.11) Θ0 : R2 \ {0} → R

satisfying

(2.12)

{
Θ0 ∈ C∞(R2 \ Γ0)

∇Θ0 can be extended to be in C∞(R2 \ {0}) with ∇Θ0 = 1+(−1)k+1

2 A0.

The gauge transformation

(2.13) u(x) 7→ v(x) := e−iΘ0(x)u(x), x ∈ Ω \ Γ0,

shows that the limit eigenvalue problem (1.5) is equivalent to

(2.14)





−∆v = λv, in Ω \ Γ0,

v = 0, on ∂Ω,

T j(v) = 0, on Γj
0 for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

T j(∇v · νj) = 0, on Γj
0 for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

in the sense that the two problems have the same eigenvalues and their eigenfunctions match each
other via the phase multiplication (2.13), see Section 3.3 for details. Therefore, under assumption
(1.10), λ0,n0 is also a simple eigenvalue of (2.14). Let

(2.15) v0 be an eigenfunction of (2.14) associated to λ0,n0 such that ‖v0‖L2(Ω) = 1;

it is not restrictive to assume that v0 is real-valued, see Remark 3.5. Once v0 is fixed as above,
for every ε ∈ (0, 1] we define

(2.16) Lε : H1 → R, Lε(w) := 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
ε

∇v0 · ν
jγj+(w) dS

and

(2.17) Jε : Hε → R, Jε(w) :=
1

2

∫

Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx+ Lε(w).

As proved in Proposition 4.2, for every ε ∈ (0, 1] there exists a unique Vε ∈ Hε such that

(2.18) Vε − v0 ∈ H̃ε and Jε(Vε) = min
{
Jε(w) : w ∈ Hε and w − v0 ∈ H̃ε

}
.

Our first main result is the following expansion of the eigenvalue variation λε,n0 −λ0,n0 in terms of

(2.19) Eε = Jε(Vε)

and Lε(v0).

Theorem 2.1. Under assumption (1.10), let v0 be as in (2.15). Then

(2.20) λε,n0 − λ0,n0 = 2(Eε − Lε(v0)) + o
(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

)
as ε→ 0+,

where Eε and Vε are defined in (2.19) and (2.18), respectively.
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2.1. The case k odd. For k odd, the asymptotic behaviour of Eε as ε→ 0+ can be quantified in
terms of the vanishing order of v0 at the collision point 0. Indeed, as detailed in Proposition 3.6,
if k is odd, there exists β ∈ R \ {0} such that, as ε→ 0+,

(2.21) ε−
m
2 v0
(
ε cos t, ε sin t

)
→ β f(t) sin

(
m
2 (t− α0)

)

in C1,τ
(
[0, 2π] \ {αj + π}k1

j=1,R
)
for all τ ∈ (0, 1), where m ∈ N is odd and corresponds to the

number of nodal lines of v0 meeting at 0 (which equals the number of nodal lines of eigenfunctions
of (1.5) associated to λ0,n0), α0 ∈

[
0, 2πm

)
is the minimal slope of such nodal lines, and

(2.22) f : [0, 2π] → {−1, 1}, f(t) :=

k1∏

j=1

(−1)
χ

[αj+π,2π)(t),

where

(2.23) χ
[αj+π,2π)(t) :=

{
0, if t ∈ [0, αj + π),

1, if t ∈ [αj + π, 2π).

From (2.21) we realize that the m nodal lines of v0 which meet at 0 are tangent to the m straight
half-lines

Rj =
{(

cos
(
α0 + j 2πm

)
, sin

(
α0 + j 2πm

))
r : r ≥ 0

}
, j = 0, 1, . . . ,m− 1,

which divide the whole 2π-angle into m equal sectors. We define the functional space

(2.24) X̃ :=

{
w ∈ L1

loc(R
2) : w ∈ H1(Dr \ Γ1) for all r > 0,

∇w ∈ L2(R2 \ Γ1,R
2), T j(w) = 0 on Γj

0 for all j = 1, . . . , k1

}
,

and consider its closed subspace

(2.25) H̃ := {w ∈ X̃ : T j(w) = 0 on Sj
1 for any j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2}.

Letting

(2.26) Ψ0(x) = Ψ0(r cos t, r sin t) = β r
m
2 f(t) sin

(
m
2 (t− α0)

)

with f , m, β, and α0 as in (2.21), we observe that the nodal set of Ψ0 is given by
⋃m−1

j=0 Rj . We
define

(2.27) L : X̃ → R, L(w) := 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ψ0 · ν
jγj+(w) dS

and

(2.28) J : X̃ → R, J(w) :=
1

2

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx+ L(w).

We observe that L(w) is well-defined also for any function w ∈ H1(D1 \ Γ1).
Let η ∈ C∞

c (R2) be a radial cut-off function such that

(2.29)





0 ≤ η(x) ≤ 1 for all x ∈ R2,

η(x) = 1 if x ∈ D1, η(x) = 0 if x ∈ R2 \D2,

|∇η| ≤ 2 in D2 \D1.

As proved in Proposition 6.4, there exists a unique Ṽ ∈ X̃ such that

(2.30) Ṽ − ηΨ0 ∈ H̃ and J(Ṽ ) = min
{
J(w) : w ∈ X̃ and w − ηΨ0 ∈ H̃

}
.

Theorem 2.2. Let k be odd. Under assumption (1.10), let v0 be as in (2.15). Then

(i) limε→0+ ε
−mEε = E, where m is the vanishing order of v0 at 0 as in (2.21) and

(2.31) E = J(Ṽ ) = min
ηΨ0+H̃

J ;

(ii) λε,n0 − λ0,n0 = 2 εm
(
E − L(Ψ0)

)
+ o(εm) as ε→ 0+.
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The expansion proved in Theorem 2.2-(ii) identifies the sharp asymptotic behaviour of the
eigenvalue variation λε,n0 − λ0,n0 if E − L(Ψ0) 6= 0; if instead E − L(Ψ0) = 0, Theorem 2.2-(ii)
only provides the information that λε,n0 − λ0,n0 is an infinitesimal of higher order than m. It
is therefore natural to ask whether there are configurations of poles {aj} for which the quantity
E − L(Ψ0) does or does not vanish. The following proposition gives an answer in this sense, also
providing precise information on the sign of the eigenvalue variation in two remarkable cases: the
case in which each pole moves along the tangent to a nodal line of the limit eigenfunction and the
case in which each pole moves along the bisector between two nodal lines.

Proposition 2.3. Let k = k1 ≤ m be odd and k2 = 0. Under assumption (1.10), let v0 be as in
(2.15) and α0 as in (2.21). For every j ∈ {1, . . . , k1} let αj be as in (1.1).

(i) If αj ∈ {α0 + ℓ 2πm : ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,m− 1} for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, then

E < 0 and L(Ψ0) = 0;

furthermore, λε,n0 < λ0,n0 provided that ε > 0 is sufficiently small.

(ii) If αj ∈ {α0 + (1 + 2ℓ) π
m : ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,m− 1} for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, then

E > 0 and L(Ψ0) = 0;

furthermore, λε,n0 > λ0,n0 provided that ε > 0 is sufficiently small.

(iii) There exists a choice of {αj : j = 1, . . . , k} such that E−L(Ψ0) = 0 and λε,n0 −λ0,n0 = o(εm)
as ε→ 0+.

The proof of claim (iii) in Proposition 2.3 is based on a continuity argument. Indeed, the
function E −L(Ψ0) varies continuously under rotations of the configuration of poles, see Theorem
6.8. Hence (i) and (ii), together with Bolzano’s Theorem, guarantee the existence of intermediate
configurations for which E − L(Ψ0) vanishes. The proof of claims (i) and (ii) highlights the fact
that, analogously to Eε, also E represents an intermediate notion between the capacity and the
torsional rigidity of the set ∪k1

j=1S
j
1 . Indeed, in case (i) it occurs that

E = min
w∈H̃

{
1

2

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx+ L(w)

}
< 0,

see (6.41), i.e. E is the minimum of a functional containing a (quadratic) energy term and a linear

one, over a linear space: this makes it somehow behaving like a torsional rigidity of the set ∪k1

j=1S
j
1 .

On the other hand, in case (ii) we have the characterization

E = min

{
1

2

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx : w − ηΨ0 ∈ H̃

}
> 0,

see (6.42), which yields a notion resembling that of Ψ0-capacity of the set ∪k1

j=1S
j
1 .

The proof of Theorem 2.2 is based on a blow-up analysis, which also provides the following
result on the behavior of eigenfunctions, characterizing their blow-up profile and quantifying the
convergence speed of the eigenfunctions of problem (1.4) towards the corresponding eigenfunction
of the limit problem (1.5).

Theorem 2.4. Let k be odd and n0 ∈ N \ {0} be such that (1.10) is satisfied. Let u0 be an
eigenfunction of (1.5) associated to λ0,n0 such that

∫
Ω |u0|

2 dx = 1. For every ε ∈ (0, 1], let

uε ∈ H1,ε
0 (Ω,C) be the eigenfunction of (1.4) associated to the eigenvalue λn0,ε such that

(2.32)

∫

Ω

|uε|
2 dx = 1 and

∫

Ω

e−i(Θε−Θ0)uεu0 dx is a positive real number,

where Θε and Θ0 are as in (2.7)–(2.8) and (2.11)–(2.12), respectively. Then

(2.33) ε−m/2uε(ε ·) → eiΘ1(Ψ0 − Ṽ ) as ε→ 0+
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in H1,1(DR,C) for all R > 0, where Ṽ and Ψ0 are as in (2.30) and (2.26), respectively. Moreover,

(2.34) lim
ε→0+

ε−m

∫

R2\Γ1

∣∣∣e−i(Θε−Θ0)(i∇+Aε)uε − (i∇+A0)u0

∣∣∣
2

dx = ‖∇Ṽ ‖2L2(R2\Γ1)
.

We observe that condition (2.32) allows us to identify, among all the eigenfunctions of (1.4)
associated to the eigenvalue λn0,ε (that are multiples of a given one due to the simplicity of λn0,ε),
the one that converges to u0 as ε→ 0+.

2.2. The case of two opposite poles (k1 = 0, k2 = 1). In the case of two opposite poles a1ε,
a2ε = −a1ε colliding to 0 from the two sides of the same straight line, we can rewrite the terms
appearing in (2.20) in elliptic coordinates in the spirit of [3, Subsection 2.2], thus determining
the dominant term in the asymptotic expansion. This allows us to generalize [5, Theorem 2.6,
Theorem 2.8], see also [3, Theorem 1.16], removing any symmetry assumption on the domain Ω.
Let us assume that

the n0-th eigenvalue λn0 of the Dirichlet Laplacian in Ω is simple.

We recall that, since k is even in this case, λn0 = λ0,n0 coincides with the n0-th eigenvalue of the
limit problem (1.5). Let

(2.35) u0 be an eigenfunction of (1.6) associated to λn0 = λ0,n0 such that

∫

Ω

u20 dx = 1.

If u0(0) 6= 0, then, for any bounded simply connected domain Ω, a sharp expansion of the variation
λε,n0 −λ0,n0 has already been obtained in [4, Theorem 1.2], see Remark 7.7. Hence we assume that
u0(0) = 0. Up to a suitable choice of the coordinate system, according to the notation introduced
in (1.1), it is not restrictive to consider the case α1 = 0, α2 = π, so that, for some r1 ∈ (0, R), the
configuration of the two opposite poles is given by

(2.36) a1ε = r1(ε, 0) and a2ε = r1(−ε, 0),

and

(2.37) Sε := S1
ε = [−r1ε, r1ε]× {0},

see Figure 3. Furthermore, since u0(0) = 0, it is well known that there exists m ∈ N \ {0},

0
a1
εa2

ε

Figure 3. Two opposite poles colliding at 0 (k1 = 0, k2 = 1).

β ∈ R \ {0} and α0 ∈ [0, π
m ) such that

(2.38) r−mu0(r cos t, r sin t) → β sin(m(t− α0)) in C1,τ ([0, 2π],C) as r → 0+,

for any τ ∈ (0, 1). In particular, the 2m half-lines with slopes α0 + j π
m , j = 0, . . . , 2m − 1, are

tangent to the nodal lines of u0 meeting at 0.

Remark 2.5. By standard regularity theory, u0 is analytic in Ω. Let Tm be the Taylor polynomial
of u0 centered at 0 of order m, with m ∈ N \ {0} being as in (2.38). Then, in view of (2.38),

(2.39) Tm(x1, x2) =

m∑

j=0

1

(m− j)!j!

∂mu0

∂xm−j
1 ∂xj2

(0)xm−j
1 xj2.
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For every t ∈ [0, 2π], we have

Tm(cos t, sin t) = β sin(m(t− α0)),

(∇Tm)(cos t, sin t) · (− sin t, cos t) = mβ cos(m(t− α0)).

Hence
1

m!

∂mu0
∂xm1

(0) = −β sin(mα0) and
1

(m− 1)!

∂mu0

∂xm−1
1 ∂x12

(0) = mβ cos(mα0),

so that, in particular,

(2.40) β =
(−1)j

m!

∂mu0

∂xm−1
1 ∂x12

(0) if α0 =
jπ

m
for some j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m− 1},

and

(2.41) β =
(−1)j+1

m!

∂mu0
∂xm1

(0) if α0 =
π

2m
+
jπ

m
for some j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m− 1}.

If the segment Sε is tangent to a nodal line of u0, i.e. if α0 = jπ
m for some j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m−1},

we have the following result which generalizes [5, Theorem 2.8] dropping any symmetry assumption
on Ω.

Theorem 2.6. Let λn0 be a simple eigenvalue of (1.6) and let u0 be as in (2.35). Assume that
u0(0) = 0 and let m ∈ N\{0} and α0 be as in (2.38). Let k1 = 0 and k2 = 1 with the configuration

of poles as in assumption (2.36). If α0 = jπ
m for some j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m− 1}, then

λε,n0 − λn0 = −
mπβ2r2m1
4m−1

(
m− 1

⌊m−1
2 ⌋

)2
ε2m + o(ε2m) as ε→ 0+,

with β as in (2.40).

On the other hand, if Sε lays on the bisector of the angle between the tangents to nodal lines,
i.e. if α0 = π

2m + jπ
m for some j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m− 1}, then we prove the following expansion.

Theorem 2.7. Let λn0 be a simple eigenvalue of (1.6) and let u0 be as in (2.35). Assume that
u0(0) = 0 and let m ∈ N\{0} and α0 be as in (2.38). Let k1 = 0 and k2 = 1 with the configuration

of poles as in assumption (2.36). If α0 = π
2m + jπ

m for some j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m− 1}, then

λε,n0 − λn0 =
mπβ2r2m1
4m−1

(
m− 1

⌊m−1
2 ⌋

)2
ε2m + o(ε2m) as ε→ 0+,

with β as in (2.41).

We observe that Theorem 2.7 is a generalization of [5, Theorem 2.6] and [3, Theorem 1.16].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 3 we collect some basic facts, such as
the gauge invariance property of the problem, useful features of the functional spaces involved,
and some known results that will be used in the rest of the paper. In Section 4 we provide some
preliminary estimates on the quantities Eε and Lε that appear in formula (2.20); such estimates are
used in Section 5, where the proof of Theorem 2.1 is completed. In Section 6 we perform a blow-up
analysis of the potential Vε appearing in (2.18), in the case k odd; this is the key ingredient in the
proof of Theorems 2.2 and 2.4. In the same section we also complete the proof of Proposition 2.3.
Finally, in Section 7 we consider the case of two poles colliding to 0 from opposite sides of the
same straight line, thus proving Theorems 2.6 and 2.7.

3. Preliminaries

3.1. Scalar potential functions for Ab outside half-lines. The construction of the gauge
transformation, which makes problems (1.4) and (1.5) equivalent to eigenvalue problems for the
Laplacian in domains with straight cracks, is based on the remark that, since Aharonov-Bohm vec-
tor fields are irrotational, they are gradients of some scalar potential functions in simply connected
domains, such as the complement of straight half-lines starting at the pole.
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For every b = (b1, b2) ∈ R2, let θb : R
2 \ {b} → [0, 2π) be defined as

θb(x1, x2) :=





arctan
(
x2−b2
x1−b1

)
, if x1 > b1, x2 ≥ b2,

π
2 , if x1 = b1, x2 > b2,

π + arctan
(
x2−b2
x1−b1

)
, if x1 < b1,

3
2π, if x1 = b1, x2 < b2,

2π + arctan
(
x2−b2
x1−b1

)
, if x1 > b1, x2 < b2,

i.e.,

θb
(
b+ r(cos t, sin t)

)
= t for all t ∈ [0, 2π) and r > 0.

We observe that θb ∈ C∞(R2\{(x1, b2) : x1 ≥ b1}) and ∇θb can be extended to be in C∞(R2\{b}),

with ∇
(
θb
2

)
= Ab in R

2 \ {b}. For every b ∈ R
2, α ∈ R, and x = (x1, x2) ∈ R

2, we define

(3.1) Rb,α(x) :=

[
b1
b2

]
+Mα

[
x1 − b1
x2 − b2

]
,

with

(3.2) Mα :=

[
cosα − sinα
sinα cosα

]
,

i.e., Rb,α is a rotation about b by an angle α. Let

(3.3) θb,α := θb ◦Rb,α,

so that θb,α(b+ r(cos t, sin t)) = α+ t for every r > 0 and t ∈ [−α,−α+2π). We observe that θb,α
is smooth in R2 \ {b+ r(cosα,− sinα) : r ≥ 0} and ∇θb,α can be extended to be in C∞(R2 \ {b}),

with ∇
( θb,α

2

)
= Ab, see Figure 4.

b α

θb,α

Figure 4. θb,α is smooth in R
2 \ {b+ r(cosα,− sinα) : r ≥ 0}.

3.2. Some remarks on functional spaces. In this subsection we describe some properties of
the functional spaces Hε introduced in Section 2.

Remark 3.1. The natural embedding I : Hε → L2(Ω) is compact. Indeed, we can cut Ω along
the lines Σj for j = 1 . . . , k1 + k2, where Σj are defined in Section 2. Then we can use classical
compact embedding results for each resulting subset, see for example [21, Theorem 12.30].

Arguing as in Remark 3.1, from the Poincaré inequality for functions vanishing on a portion
of the boundary we can deduce the following Poincaré inequality in H1, and hence in Hε for any
ε ∈ [0, 1].

Proposition 3.2. There exists a constant CP > 0 such that, for every ε ∈ [0, 1] and w ∈ Hε,∫

Ω

w2dx ≤ CP

∫

Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx.

Since Ω \Γ1 ⊆ Ω \Γε1 ⊆ Ω \Γε2 , we have Hε2 ⊆ Hε1 ⊆ H1 for all 0 ≤ ε2 ≤ ε1 ≤ 1. Proposition
3.3 below establishes a Mosco-type convergence result for the spaces Hε as ε→ 0+.
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Proposition 3.3. Let {εn} ⊂ (0, 1) be such that limn→∞ εn = 0. If {vn}n ⊂ H1 and v ∈ H1 are
such that vn ∈ Hεn for all n ∈ N and vn ⇀ v in H1 as n→ ∞, then v ∈ H0.

Proof. For every ε ∈ (0, 1], there exists n(ε) ∈ N such that vn ∈ Hε for all n > n(ε). The weak
convergence vn ⇀ v in H1 then implies that v ∈ Hε for all ε ∈ (0, 1]. It follows that there exists
f ∈ L2(Ω,RN ) such that ∇v = f in D′(Ω \ Γε) for all ε ∈ (0, 1]. Actually, ∇v = f in D′(Ω \ Γ0),
since, for every ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Ω\Γ0), suppϕ ⊂ Ω\Γε for ε sufficiently small. Therefore, v ∈ H1(Ω\Γ0).
From the fact that v ∈ H1 ∩H

1(Ω \ Γ0) it follows that v ∈ H0. �

Since the singleton {0} has null capacity in Ω, functions in H0, respectively in H̃0, can be
approximated by functions vanishing in a neighbourhood of 0, as stated in Lemma 3.4.

Lemma 3.4.

(i) The set H0,0 := {v ∈ H0 : v ≡ 0 in a neighbourhood of 0} is dense in H0.

(ii) The set H̃0,0 := {v ∈ H̃0 : v ≡ 0 in a neighbourhood of 0} is dense in H̃0.

Proof. To prove (i) we first notice that, if v ∈ H0, then, defining vn as

vn(x) =





v(x), if |v(x)| < n,

−n, if v(x) < −n,

n, if v(x) > n,

vn ∈ H0∩L
∞(Ω) for all n ∈ N and vn → v inH0. Therefore it is enough to prove thatH0,0∩L

∞(Ω)
is dense in H0 ∩ L

∞(Ω). To this aim, let us fix some v ∈ H0 ∩ L
∞(Ω). For every ε ∈ (0, 1) we

consider the cut-off function ωε ∈W 1,∞(R2) defined as

(3.4) ωε(x) :=





1, if x ∈ Dε,
2 log |x|−log ε

log ε , if x ∈ D√
ε \Dε,

0, if x ∈ Ω \D√
ε.

One may directly verify that (1− ωε)v ∈ H0,0 ∩L
∞(Ω) for all ε ∈ (0, 1) and (1− ωε)v → v in H0

as ε→ 0. The proof of (i) is thereby complete. We can proceed in a similar way to obtain (ii). �

3.3. An equivalent eigenvalue problem by gauge transformation. For every ε ∈ (0, 1],
using the notation introduced in (3.3), we define

θjε :=

{
θaj

ε,π−αj , if j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

θaj
ε,−αj , if j = k1 + k2 + 1, . . . , k1 + 2k2,

with αj as in (1.1), see Figure 5, and

(3.5) Θε : R
2 \ {ajε : j = 1, . . . , k} → R, Θε :=

1

2

k∑

j=1

(−1)j+1θjε.

We observe that Θε verifies (2.8).
For any ε ∈ (0, 1], let λ ∈ R be an eigenvalue of problem (1.4) associated to the eigenfunction

u ∈ H1,ε
0 (Ω,C) \ {0}. Then the function

v(x) := e−iΘε(x)u(x), x ∈ Ω \ Γε,

belongs to Hε and weakly solves (2.10), in the sense that v ∈ H̃ε and

(3.6)

∫

Ω\Γε

∇v · ∇w dx = λ

∫

Ω

vw dx for all w ∈ H̃ε,

where H̃ε is defined in (2.5). On the other hand, if v ∈ H̃ε solves (3.6), then u = eiΘεv solves
(1.4). Therefore the eigenvalue problems (1.4) and (2.10) have the same eigenvalues and their
eigenfunctions match each other via the phase e−iΘε .
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aj
ε

0

θεj

αj

(a) θε
j for j ≤ k1 + k2.

aj
ε

0

θεj

αj

(b) θε
j for j ≥ k1 + k2 + 1.

Figure 5. The angles θεj for 1 ≤ j ≤ k1 + 2k2. The half-lines represent the
singular set of the function θεj .

A similar gauge transformation can be made for solutions to (1.5). For every j = 1, . . . , k1, let
αj be as in (1.1) and

θj0 := θ0 ◦R0,π−αj .

We define

(3.7) Θ0 : R2 \ {0} → R, Θ0(x) =
1

2

k1∑

j=1

(−1)j+1θj0(x).

If k1 = 0 we just take Θ0 ≡ 0. We observe that Θ0 satisfies (2.12). Furthermore, if t ∈ [0, 2π),

θj0(cos t, sin t) =

{
t− αj + π, if t ∈ [0, αj + π),

t− αj − π, if t ∈ [αj + π, 2π),
(3.8)

= −αj + t+ π(1 − 2χ[αj+π,2π)),

where χ is defined in (2.23). We have that u is an eigenfunction of problem (1.5), associated to
the eigenvalue λ, if and only if the function

(3.9) v(x) := e−iΘ0(x)u(x), x ∈ Ω \ Γ0,

is a non-zero weak solution of (2.14) in the sense that v ∈ H̃0 and

(3.10)

∫

Ω\Γ0

∇v · ∇w dx = λ

∫

Ω

vw dx for all w ∈ H̃0,

where H̃0 is defined in (2.6). We recall that, if k1 is even, then, letting v as in (3.9), the function
veiΘ0 = u is an eigenfunction of the Dirichlet Laplacian in Ω, hence it is smooth in Ω.

Remark 3.5. We may treat eigenfunctions of problems (2.10) and (2.14) as real-valued functions
(thus justifying the choice to consider Hε as a space of real functions). Indeed, since all the
coefficients in (2.10) and (2.14) are real, both the real and the imaginary part of any eigenfunction
are eigenfunctions, if not trivial. Hence, any eigenspace of (2.10) and (2.14) admits a basis made
of reals eigenfunctions. See also [1, Subsection 2.3].

3.4. Asymptotics of solutions to the limit eigenvalue problem. Let {αj}k1

j=1 and χ[αj+π,2π)

be as in (1.1) and (2.23), respectively. Let f be the function defined in (2.22).

Proposition 3.6. Let k1 be odd. If v is a non-trivial solution to (2.14), in the sense that v ∈ H̃0

satisfies (3.10), then there exist an odd number m ∈ N, β ∈ R \ {0}, and α0 ∈
[
0, 2πm

)
such that

(3.11) ε−
m
2 v
(
ε cos t, ε sin t

)
→ β f(t) sin

(
m
2 (t− α0)

)
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in C1,τ
(
[0, 2π] \ {αj + π}k1

j=1,R
)
as ε → 0+, for all τ ∈ (0, 1). Moreover, there exists a constant

C > 0 such that

(3.12) |v(x)| ≤ C|x|
m
2 and |∇v(x)| ≤ C|x|

m
2 −1 for all x ∈ Ω \ Γ0.

Furthermore, letting

Ψ(x) = Ψ(r cos t, r sin t) = β r
m
2 f(t) sin

(
m
2 (t− α0)

)
,

with m, β, and α0 as in (3.11) and f as in (2.22), we have that, as ε→ 0+,

(3.13) ε−
m
2 v(ε·) → Ψ in H1(Dρ \ Γ0) for all ρ > 0.

Proof. As observed above, the function u := eiΘ0v is an eigenfunction of (1.5) with k odd, i.e.
{
(i∇+A0)

2
u = λu, in Ω,

u = 0, on ∂Ω,

with A0 defined in (1.2). From [15, Theorem 1.3, Section 7] it follows that there exist an odd
m ∈ N and β1, β2 ∈ C such that (β1, β2) 6= (0, 0) and, as ε→ 0+,

(3.14) ε−
m
2 u(ε cos t, ε sin t) → e

i
2 t
(
β1 cos

(
m
2 t
)
+ β2 sin

(
m
2 t
))

in C1,τ ([0, 2π],C)

and

(3.15) ε1−
m
2 ∇u(ε cos t, ε sin t) → m

2 e
i
2 t
(
β1 cos

(
m
2 t
)
+ β2 sin

(
m
2 t
))

θ(t)

+ d
dt

(
e

i
2 t
(
β1 cos

(
m
2 t
)
+ β2 sin

(
m
2 t
)))

τ (t) in C0,τ ([0, 2π],C)

for all τ ∈ (0, 1), where θ(t) = (cos t, sin t) and τ (t) = (− sin t, cos t). Furthermore, by (3.8), for
all t ∈ [0, 2π] we have

(3.16)

k1∑

j=1

(−1)j+1θj0(ε cos t, ε sin t) = t+

k1∑

j=1

(−1)jαj + π − 2π

k1∑

j=1

(−1)j+1χ
[αj+π,2π)(t).

From (3.14), the definition of u, and (3.16) it follows that

ε−
m
2 v
(
ε cos t, ε sin t

)
→ f(t)e

− i
2

(
π+

∑k1
j=1(−1)jαj

)(
β1 cos

(
m
2 t
)
+ β2 sin

(
m
2 t
) )

in C1,τ
(
[0, 2π] \ {αj + π}k1

j=1,C
)
as ε → 0+, for all τ ∈ (0, 1). Then, since v is real-valued (see

Remark 3.5), we have proved that there exist c1, c2 ∈ R such that (c1, c2) 6= (0, 0) and

(3.17) ε−
m
2 v
(
ε cos t, ε sin t

)
→ f(t)

(
c1 cos

(
m
2 t
)
+ c2 sin

(
m
2 t
))
.

Letting

α0 =

{
2
m arccot

(
− c2

c1

)
, if c1 6= 0,

0, if c1 = 0,

we can rewrite (3.17) as (3.11). Estimate (3.12) is a consequence of (3.14) and (3.15).
Finally, to prove (3.13), we define

ũε(x) := ε−
m
2 u(εx), Φ(x) = Φ(r cos t, r sin t) = r

m
2 e

i
2 t
(
β1 cos

(
m
2 t
)
+ β2 sin

(
m
2 t
))
.

We observe that (3.14), (3.15), and the Dominated Convergence Theorem imply that

∇ũε → ∇Φ and
ũε
|x|

→
Φ

|x|
in L2(Dρ) for all ρ > 0,

which easily provides (3.13). �

In the case k even, solutions to (2.14) are more regular.
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Proposition 3.7. Let k1 be even. If v is a non-trivial solution to (2.14), then there exist m ∈ N,
β ∈ R \ {0}, and α0 ∈

[
0, π

m

)
such that

(3.18) ε−mv(ε cos t, ε sin t) → βf(t) sin(m(t− α0))

in C1,τ ([0, 2π] \ {π + αj}k1

j=1,R) as ε → 0+, for all τ ∈ (0, 1). Moreover, there exists a constant
C > 0 such that

(3.19) |v(x)| ≤ C|x|m and |∇v(x)| ≤

{
C|x|m−1, if m ≥ 1,

C, if m = 0,

for all x ∈ Ω \ Γ0.

Proof. The function u := eiΘ0v is an eigenfunction of (1.5) with k even, i.e. u is an eigenfunction
of the Dirichlet Laplacian. From (3.8) we deduce the analogue of (3.16) in the even case:

(3.20)

k1∑

j=1

(−1)j+1θj0(ε cos t, ε sin t) =

k1∑

j=1

(−1)jαj − 2π

k1∑

j=1

(−1)j+1χ
[αj+π,2π)(t)

for all t ∈ [0, 2π]. Claims (3.18) and (3.19) follow from the fact that u is analytic, the definition
of u and (3.20), observing that, since k1 is even, |∇u| = |∇v|. �

Remark 3.8. For the sake of simplicity, for any w ∈ H0 we simply write w instead of γj+(w) on

Sj
ε , since γ

j
+(w) = γj−(w) on Sj

ε for any j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2. We also simply write v0, ∇v0 and

∇v0 · ν
j when considering their traces on Sj

ε .

4. Definition and properties of Eε

For some n0 ∈ N\{0}, let u0 be an eigenfunction of (1.5) associated to the eigenvalue λ0 = λ0,n0

and v0 be as in (3.9), so that v0 is a non-zero weak solution of (2.14) with λ = λ0. By Remark
3.5 it is not restrictive to assume that v0 is real-valued and ‖u0‖L2(Ω,C) = ‖v0‖L2(Ω) = 1.

Let Lε be the functional introduced in (2.16). We observe that Lε is well-defined; indeed, for
every j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2, we have ∇v0 ∈ Lp(Sj

ε) for all p ∈ [1, 2) in view of (3.12) and (3.19),

whereas γj+(w) ∈ Lq(Sj
ε) for all w ∈ H1 and q ∈ [2,+∞) by (2.3). We provide below an estimate

of the norm of Lε in H∗
1, where H∗

1 is the dual space of H1.

Proposition 4.1. Let m ∈ N be as in Proposition 3.6 for v = v0, if k is odd, or as in Proposition
3.7, if k is even. For every ε ∈ (0, 1], the map Lε defined in (2.16) belongs to H∗

1 and, as ε→ 0+,

(4.1) ‖Lε‖H∗
1
=





O
(
ε

m
2 −1+ 1

p

)
, if k is odd,

O
(
ε

1
p

)
, if k is even and m = 0,

O
(
εm−1+ 1

p

)
, if k is even and m > 0,

for every p ∈ (1, 2). In particular, Lε → 0 in H∗
1 as ε→ 0+.

Proof. If k is odd, for every p ∈ (1, 2) and w ∈ H1, from the Hölder inequality, (2.3) and (3.12) it
follows that, letting p′ = p

p−1 ,

|Lε(w)| ≤ 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

‖∇v0‖Lp(Sj
ε)
‖γj+(w)‖Lp′(Sj

ε)
≤ Cε

m
2 −1+ 1

p ‖w‖H1
,

for some constant C > 0 independent of ε. If k is even, the proof is similar due to (3.19). �

For every ε ∈ (0, 1], we now consider the functional Jε defined in (2.17) and, recalling the

definition of H̃ε in (2.5), the minimization problem

(4.2) inf
{
Jε(w) : w ∈ Hε and w − v0 ∈ H̃ε

}
.
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Note that, since v0 ∈ H̃0, the condition w − v0 ∈ H̃ε is equivalent to

(4.3) T j(w) =

{
0, on Γj

0 for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

2v0, on Sj
ε for all j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2.

Proposition 4.2. The infimum in (4.2) is achieved by a unique Vε ∈ Hε. Furthermore, Vε weakly
solves the problem

(4.4)





−∆Vε = 0, in Ω \ Γε,

Vε = 0, on ∂Ω,

T j(Vε − v0) = 0, on Γj
ε for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

T j(∇Vε · ν
j −∇v0 · ν

j) = 0, on Γj
ε for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

T j(Vε − v0) = 0, on Sj
ε for all j = k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

T j(∇Vε · ν
j −∇v0 · ν

j) = 0, on Sj
ε for all j = k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

in the sense that Vε ∈ Hε, Vε − v0 ∈ H̃ε, and

(4.5)

∫

Ω\Γε

∇Vε · ∇w dx = −Lε(w) for all w ∈ H̃ε.

Proof. In view of (2.17), the continuity of the linear operator Lε, and Proposition 3.2, we can

easily verify that Jε is continuous and coercive on the set v0 + H̃ε = {w ∈ Hε : w − v0 ∈ H̃ε},
which is closed and convex. Moreover, Jε is convex. Therefore, the infimum in (4.2) is achieved by

some Vε, which weakly solves (4.4) in the sense of (4.5). If Vε,1, Vε,2 ∈ v0 + H̃ε are weak solutions

of (4.4), then Vε,1 − Vε,2 ∈ H̃ε and

(4.6)

∫

Ω\Γε

(∇Vε,1 −∇Vε,2) · ∇w dx = 0 for all w ∈ H̃ε.

Testing (4.6) with w = Vε,1 − Vε,2 we obtain ∇(Vε,1 − Vε,2) = 0 and hence, by Proposition 3.2, we
conclude that Vε,1 = Vε,2. �

For every ε ∈ (0, 1], let Jε and Vε be as (2.17) and Proposition 4.2, respectively. We consider
the quantity Eε := Jε(Vε) as in (2.19). Eε plays a significant role in the asymptotic expansion of
the eigenvalue variation λε,n0 − λ0,n0 , as the poles ajε move towards the collision at 0.

To derive a first upper and lower bound for Eε, we consider, for every r > 0, the radial cut-off
function ηr ∈ C∞

c (R2) defined as

(4.7) ηr(x) := η
(x
r

)

with η as in (2.29).

Proposition 4.3. Let m ∈ N be as in Proposition 3.6 for v = v0, if k is odd, or as in Proposition
3.7, if k is even. Then there exists a constant C1 > 0 such that, for all ε ∈ (0, 1],

(4.8) Eε ≤





C1 ε
m, if k is odd,

C1
1

| log ε| , if k is even and m = 0,

C1 ε
2m, if k is even and m > 0.

Moreover, for every p ∈ (1, 2) there exists C2 = C2(p) > 0 such that

(4.9) Eε ≥





−C2 ε
m−2+ 2

p , if k is odd,

−C2 ε
2
p , if k is even and m = 0,

−C2 ε
2m−2+ 2

p , if k is even and m > 0.

In particular, Eε → 0 as ε→ 0+.
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Proof. If k is odd, let ηε ∈ C∞
c (R2) be a cut-off function as in (4.7) with r = ε. From (2.16),

(2.17), (4.2), (2.19), and (3.12) it follows that

Jε(Vε) ≤ Jε(ηεv0) ≤
1

2

∫

Ω\Γε

|∇(ηεv0)|
2 dx+ 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
ε

|∇v0| |v0| dS

≤

∫

(Ω∩D2ε(0))\Γε

|∇v0|
2 dx+

∫

Ω∩D2ε(0)

|∇ηε|
2v20 dx+ 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
ε

|∇v0| |v0| dS ≤ C1ε
m

for some constant C1 > 0 independent of ε. If k is even and m ∈ N \ {0}, (4.8) can be proved
arguing in a similar way and using (3.19) instead of (3.12).

If k is even and m = 0, for every ε ∈ (0, 1] we consider the cut-off function ωε ∈ W 1,∞(R2)
defined in (3.4). We have 0 ≤ ωε ≤ 1 and, thanks to (2.16), (2.17), (4.2), (2.19), and (3.19) with
m = 0,

Jε(Vε) ≤ Jε(ωεv0) ≤
1

2

∫

Ω\Γε

|∇(ωεv0)|
2 dx+ 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
ε

|∇v0| |v0| dS

≤

∫

(Ω∩D√
ε(0))\Γε

|∇v0|
2 dx+

∫

Ω∩D√
ε(0)

|∇ωε|
2v20 dx + 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
ε

|∇v0| |v0| dS ≤ C1
1

| log ε|

for some constant C1 > 0 independent of ε. Estimate (4.8) is thereby proved.
To prove (4.9), we observe that

‖Vε‖
2
H1

= ‖Vε‖
2
Hε

= 2Eε − 2Lε(Vε) ≤ 2Eε + 2|Lε(Vε)|

≤ 2Eε + 2 ‖Lε‖H∗
1
‖Vε‖H1

≤ 2Eε + 2 ‖Lε‖
2
H∗

1
+

1

2
‖Vε‖

2
H1
,

and hence

(4.10) Eε + ‖Lε‖
2
H∗

1
≥

1

4
‖Vε‖

2
H1

≥ 0,

which, together with (4.1), implies (4.9). �

Proposition 4.4. We have Vε → 0 as ε→ 0+ strongly in H1.

Proof. From Proposition 4.3 we have limε→0+ Eε = 0, whereas Proposition 4.1 implies that
limε→0+ ‖Lε‖H∗

1
= 0. The conclusion then follows from (4.10). �

Proposition 4.5. We have Eε = o
(
‖Vε‖Hε

)
as ε→ 0+.

Proof. Proceeding similarly to the previous proof, we have

|Eε| ≤
‖Vε‖

2
H1

2
+ ‖Lε‖H∗

1
‖Vε‖H1

and we can conclude thanks to (4.1) and Proposition 4.4. �

Proposition 4.6. We have
∫

Ω

V 2
ε dx = o

(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

)
as ε→ 0+.

Proof. Let us assume by contradiction that there exist a positive constant C > 0 and a sequence
{εn}n∈N ⊂ (0, 1) such that limn→∞ εn = 0 and

(4.11)

∫

Ω

V 2
εn dx ≥ C

∫

Ω\Γεn

|∇Vεn |
2 dx for all n ∈ N.

For every n ∈ N, we define Wn :=
Vεn

‖Vεn‖
L2(Ω)

. Then ‖Wn‖L2(Ω) = 1 for every n ∈ N and {Wn}n∈N

is bounded in H1 thanks to (4.11). It follows that there existsW ∈ H1 such thatWn ⇀W weakly
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in H1 as n → ∞, up to a subsequence. Since Wn ∈ Hεn for every n, from Proposition 3.3 we
deduce that W ∈ H0, while Remark 3.1 ensures that

(4.12) ‖W‖L2(Ω) = 1.

Since Wn − ‖Vεn‖
−1
L2(Ω)v0 ∈ H̃εn , we have T j(Wn) = 0 on Γj

0 for all j = 1, . . . , k1, see (4.3). By

continuity of the trace operator (2.4), we deduce that T j(W ) = 0 on Γj
0 for all j = 1, . . . , k1, hence

W ∈ H̃0.
Let w ∈ H̃0,0, where H̃0,0 is defined in Lemma 3.4. For n sufficiently large, w ∈ H̃εn and

Lεn(w) = 0, hence we can test (4.5) with w, thus obtaining
∫

Ω\Γ1

∇Wn · ∇w dx =

∫

Ω\Γεn

∇Wn · ∇w dx = −Lεn(w) = 0.

Letting n→ ∞ in the above identity, we obtain
∫
Ω\Γ0

∇W ·∇w dx = 0 for all w ∈ H̃0,0 and hence,

by the density of H̃0,0 in H̃0 established in Lemma 3.4,

(4.13)

∫

Ω\Γ0

∇W · ∇w dx = 0 for all w ∈ H̃0.

Choosing w =W in (4.13), we conclude that W = 0, thus contradicting (4.12). �

5. Asymptotic expansion of the eigenvalue variation

For every ε ∈ [0, 1], we consider the bilinear form qε : H̃ε × H̃ε → R defined as

(5.1) qε(w1, w2) :=

∫

Ω\Γε

∇w1 · ∇w2 dx,

where H̃ε is as in (2.5). To simplify notation, we denote by qε both the bilinear form defined above
and the associated quadratic form

qε(w) =

∫

Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx = ‖w‖2Hε
, w ∈ H̃ε.

The following preliminary result can be obtained in a standard way from the compactness prop-
erties pointed out in Remark 3.1 and abstract spectral theory, see for example [16, Theorems 6.16
and 6.21, Proposition 8.20].

Proposition 5.1. Let ε ∈ [0, 1] and Fε : H̃ε → H̃ε be the linear operator defined as

(5.2) qε(Fε(w1), w2) = (w1, w2)L2(Ω) .

Then

(i) Fε is symmetric, non-negative and compact; in particular 0 belongs to its spectrum σ(Fε).
(ii) σ(Fε) \ {0} = {µn,ε}n∈N\{0}, where µn,ε := 1/λε,n for every n ∈ N \ {0}.

(iii) For every µ ∈ R and w ∈ H̃ε,

(
dist(µ, σ(Fε))

)2
≤
qε(Fε(w) − µw)

qε(w)
.

Letting n0 ∈ N \ {0}, v0 and λ0 = λ0,n0 be as in Section 4, to prove an asymptotic expansion
of the eigenvalue variation we further assume that

(5.3) λ0 is simple as an eigenvalue of (1.5),

and, consequently, as an eigenvalue of (2.14). Therefore, the continuity result of [20, Theorem
1.2], see (1.7), implies that also λε,n0 is simple for ε sufficiently small. From now on, we denote

λε = λε,n0 .
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For ε small, let vε ∈ H̃ε be the unique eigenfunction of (2.10) associated to the eigenvalue λε =λε,n0

satisfying

(5.4)

∫

Ω

v2ε dx = 1 and

∫

Ω

vεv0 dx > 0.

We denote as Πε the projection onto the one-dimensional space spanned by vε, i.e.

Πε : L
2(Ω) → H̃ε,(5.5)

w 7→ (w, vε)L2(Ω) vε.

Theorem 2.1 is contained in the following result, the proof of which is inspired by [3, Appendix A].

Theorem 5.2. Under assumption (5.3), the following asymptotic expansion holds:

(5.6) λε − λ0 = 2Eε − 2Lε(v0) + o
(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

)
as ε→ 0+,

where Vε is as Proposition 4.2. Furthermore,

‖v0 − Vε −Πε(v0 − Vε)‖Hε
= o (‖Vε‖Hε

) as ε→ 0+,(5.7)

‖v0 −Πε(v0 − Vε)‖L2(Ω) = o (‖Vε‖Hε
) as ε→ 0+,(5.8)

‖Πε(v0 − Vε)‖
2
L2(Ω) = 1 + o (‖Vε‖Hε

) as ε→ 0+.(5.9)

Proof. Let ψε := v0−Vε. We recall that we are assuming that v0 is real-valued and ‖v0‖L2(Ω) = 1.

From (4.4) and (2.14) it follows that ψε ∈ H̃ε is a weak solution of the problem





−∆ψε = λ0v0, in Ω \ Γε,

ψε = 0, on ∂Ω,

T j(ψε) = 0, on Γj
ε for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

T j(∇ψε · ν
j) = 0, on Γj

ε for all j = 1, . . . , k1,

T j(ψε) = 0, on Sj
ε for all j = k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

T j(∇ψε · ν
j) = 0, on Sj

ε for all j = k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

in the sense that, letting qε be as in (5.1),

(5.10) qε(ψε, w) = λ0 (v0, w)L2(Ω) for all w ∈ H̃ε.

Let vε be an eigenfunction of (2.10) associated to λε chosen as in (5.4). Let Πε be the projection
operator onto the one-dimensional space spanned by vε defined in (5.5). Moreover, we define

(5.11) v̂ε :=
Πε(ψε)

‖Πε(ψε)‖L2(Ω)

.

From (5.10) we deduce that

(5.12) qε(ψε, w)− λ0 (ψε, w)L2(Ω) = λ0 (Vε, w)L2(Ω) for all w ∈ H̃ε.

Choosing w = v̂ε in (5.12), by (3.6) and (5.11) we obtain

(5.13) (λε − λ0) (ψε, v̂ε)L2(Ω) = λ0 (Vε, v0)L2(Ω) + λ0 (Vε, v̂ε − v0)L2(Ω) .

We claim that

(5.14) λ0

∫

Ω

Vεv0 dx = 2Eε − 2Lε(v0).
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Indeed, an integration by parts yields∫

Ω\Γε

∇v0 · ∇Vε dx− λ0

∫

Ω

v0Vε dx(5.15)

=

k1∑

j=1

∫

Γj
0

(
− γj+(Vε)γ

j
+(∇v0 · ν

j) + γj−(Vε)γ
j
−(∇v0 · ν

j)
)
dS

+

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
ε

(
− γj+(Vε)∇v0 · ν

j + γj−(Vε)∇v0 · ν
j
)
dS

= −2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
ε

γj+(Vε)∇v0 · ν
j dS + 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
ε

v0∇v0 · ν
j dS,

thanks to (4.4). Testing (5.10) with Vε − v0 we obtain
∫

Ω\Γε

|∇(Vε − v0)|
2 = −λ0

∫

Ω

v0(Vε − v0) dx,

and hence, in view of (3.10),

(5.16)

∫

Ω\Γε

∇Vε · ∇v0 dx =
1

2

∫

Ω\Γε

|∇Vε|
2 dx +

λ0
2

∫

Ω

v0Vε dx.

Combining (2.16), (2.17), (2.19), (5.15) and (5.16), we derive (5.14).
From (5.13) and (5.14) we deduce that, for all ε ∈ (0, 1),

(5.17) (λε − λ0) (ψε, v̂ε)L2(Ω) = 2Eε − 2Lε(v0) + λ0 (Vε, v̂ε − v0)L2(Ω) .

Now we study the asymptotics, as ε → 0+, of each term in (5.17). For the sake of clarity, we
divide the rest of the proof into several steps.

Step 1. We claim that

(5.18) |λε − λ0| = o
(
‖Vε‖Hε

)
as ε→ 0+.

Letting µ0 := λ−1
0 and µε := λ−1

ε , since λ0 is simple and λε → λ0 by (1.7), we have

(5.19) |λε − λ0| = λελ0|µε − µ0| ≤ 2λ20 dist(µ0, σ(Fε)) ≤ 2λ20

(
qε(Fε(ψε)− µ0ψε)

qε(ψε)

)1/2
,

where the last inequality is justified by Proposition 5.1. Since ‖v0‖L2(Ω) = 1, Proposition 4.4 and

the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality imply that

(5.20) qε(ψε) = λ0 +

∫

Ω\Γε

|∇Vε|
2 dx − 2

∫

Ω\Γε

∇Vε · ∇v0 dx = λ0 + o(1).

Furthermore, in view of (5.2) and (5.10) tested with Fε(ψε)− µ0ψε,

qε(Fε(ψε)− µ0ψε) = − (Vε,Fε(ψε)− µ0ψε)L2(Ω) + (v0,Fε(ψε)− µ0ψε)L2(Ω)

− qε(µ0ψε,Fε(ψε)− µ0ψε) = − (Vε,Fε(ψε)− µ0ψε)L2(Ω) .

Hence, by Proposition 3.2, Proposition 4.6 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we conclude that

(5.21)
(
qε(Fε(ψε)− µ0ψε)

)1/2
= o

(
‖Vε‖Hε

)
as ε→ 0+.

Claim (5.18) is proved by combining (5.19), (5.20), and (5.21).

Step 2. We claim that

(5.22) qε(ψε −Πεψε) = o
(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

)
as ε→ 0+.

Let

(5.23) χε := ψε −Πεψε and ξε := Fε(χε)− µεχε.

By definition we have

χε ∈ Nε := {w ∈ H̃ε : (w, vε)L2(Ω) = 0}
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and, since vε is an eigenfunction of (2.10), from (5.2) it follows that Fε(w) ∈ Nε for all w ∈ Nε.
Hence the operator

F̃ε := Fε

∣∣∣
Nε

: Nε → Nε

is well-defined. Furthermore, it is easy to verify that F̃ε satisfies properties (i)-(iii) of Proposition

5.1 and σ(F̃ε) = σ(Fε) \ {µε}. In particular, there exists a constant K > 0, which does not

depends on ε, such that
(
dist(µε, σ(F̃ε))

)2
≥ K. Then, by (5.23),

(5.24) qε(ψε −Πεψε) = q(χε) ≤
1

K

(
dist(µε, σ(F̃ε))

)2
qε(χε) ≤

1

K
qε(F̃ε(χε)− µεχε) =

1

K
qε(ξε).

To estimate qε(ξε) we use (5.12) and (3.6) tested with ξε, thus obtaining

(5.25) qε(χε, ξε)− λε (χε, ξε)L2(Ω) = λ0 (Vε, ξε)L2(Ω) + (λ0 − λε) (ψε, ξε)L2(Ω) .

From (5.2) and (5.25) we deduce that

qε(ξε) = qε(Fε(χε), ξε)− µεqε(χε, ξε) = −µε[qε(χε, ξε)− λεqε(Fε(χε), ξε)]

= −
λ0
λε

(Vε, ξε)L2(Ω) −
(λ0 − λε)

λε
(ψε, ξε)L2(Ω) .

From the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Proposition 3.2, and (1.7) it follows that

(5.26) (qε(ξε))
1/2 ≤ C

(
‖Vε‖L2(Ω) + |λε − λ0| ‖ψε‖L2(Ω)

)

for some constant C > 0 which does not depend on ε. Furthermore, (5.12) tested with ψε, (5.20),
Proposition 3.2, and Proposition 4.4 yield

‖ψε‖
2
L2(Ω) − 1 = − (Vε, ψε)L2(Ω) + o(1) = o(1) as ε→ 0+.

Then (5.22) follows from Proposition 4.6, (5.18), (5.24), and (5.26). Estimate (5.7) is thereby
proved.

Step 3. We claim that

(5.27) ‖v0 − v̂ε‖L2(Ω) = o
(
‖Vε‖Hε

)
as ε→ 0+.

By (5.11)

(5.28) v0 − v̂ε = v0 −
Πεψε

‖Πεψε‖L2(Ω)

=
1

‖Πεψε‖L2(Ω)

((
‖Πεψε‖L2(Ω) − 1

)
v0 + v0 −Πεψε

)
.

Furthermore, from the definition of ψε, Proposition 4.6, Proposition 3.2 and (5.22) it follows that

(5.29) ‖v0 −Πεψε‖L2(Ω) ≤ ‖v0 − ψε‖L2(Ω) + ‖ψε −Πεψε‖L2(Ω) = o
(
‖Vε‖Hε

)
as ε→ 0+,

thus proving (5.8). Since ‖v0‖L2(Ω) = 1, (5.29) and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality imply that

(5.30) ‖Πεψε‖
2
L2(Ω) = ‖v0 −Πεψε‖

2
L2(Ω) + ‖v0‖

2
L2(Ω) − 2 (v0 −Πεψε, v0)L2(Ω) = 1 + o

(
‖Vε‖Hε

)

as ε→ 0+, thus proving estimate (5.9). Combining (5.28), (5.29) and (5.30) we obtain (5.27).

Step 4. We claim that

(5.31) (ψε, v̂ε)L2(Ω) = 1 + o
(
‖Vε‖Hε

)
as ε→ 0+.

Indeed, by (5.11) we have

(ψε, v̂ε)L2(Ω) =
(ψε −Πεψε,Πεψε)L2(Ω) + ‖Πεψε‖

2
L2(Ω)

‖Πεψε‖L2(Ω)

.

Hence claim (5.31) follows from (5.22) and (5.30).
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Putting together Proposition 4.6, (5.17), (5.27), and (5.31), we finally obtain

λε − λ0 = (1 + o (‖Vε‖Hε
))
(
2Eε − 2Lε(v0) + o

(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

))

= 2Eε − 2Lε(v0) + o
(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

)
+
(
Eε − Lε(v0)

)
o
(
‖Vε‖Hε

)

= 2Eε − 2Lε(v0) + o
(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

)
as ε→ 0+,

having used in the last estimate the fact that

Eε − Lε(v0) = o
(
‖Vε‖Hε

)
as ε→ 0+,

due to (5.14) and Proposition 4.6. Expansion (5.6) is thereby proved. �

6. Blow-up Analysis for k odd

In this section we assume that k, and consequently k1, are odd and we perform a blow-up anal-
ysis for the solution Vε of problem (4.4). In order to characterize the functional space containing
the limit profile, we first need a Hardy-type inequality, for the validity of which the assumption
that k is odd is crucial.

6.1. A Hardy type inequality for functions jumping on an odd number of lines. Let X̃

and H̃ be the functional spaces defined in (2.24) and (2.25), respectively. To prove a Hardy-type

inequality in R2 \D1 for functions in X̃ , we first need the following Hardy inequality on annuli for
functions jumping on an odd number of lines. For every r > 0, we define

X̃r := {w ∈ H1((D2r \Dr) \ Γ0) : T
j(w) = 0 on Γj

0 for all j = 1, . . . , k1}.

Lemma 6.1. Let k and k1 be odd. There exists a constant CH > 0 such that, for every r > 0 and

w ∈ X̃r,

(6.1) r−2

∫

D2r\Dr

w2 dx ≤ CH

∫

(D2r\Dr)\Γ0

|∇w|2 dx.

and

(6.2)

∫

D2r\Dr

w2

|x|2
dx ≤ CH

∫

(D2r\Dr)\Γ0

|∇w|2 dx.

Proof. Inequality (6.2) is a direct consequence of (6.1).
Let us first prove (6.1) for r = 1. We argue by contradiction and assume that there exists a

sequence {wn}n∈N ⊂ X̃1 such that, for all n ∈ N,

(6.3)

∫

D2\D1

w2
n dx = 1 and

∫

(D2\D1)\Γ0)

|∇wn|
2 dx <

1

n
.

Hence {wn}n∈N is bounded in X̃1 and, up to a subsequence, wn ⇀ w weakly in X̃1 for some w ∈ X̃1.
From (6.3) and weak lower semi-continuity of the L2-norm, we have ∇w ≡ 0 in (D2 \ D1) \ Γ0;
furthermore, reasoning as in Remark 3.1, the natural embedding of H1((D2 \ D1) \ Γ0)) into
L2(D2 \D1) is compact, hence ‖w‖L2(D2\D1) = 1. It follows that w is constant on each connected
component of (D2 \D1) \ Γ0 and w 6≡ 0. Since (D2 \D1) \ Γ0 has k1 connected components and

k1 is odd, a contradiction arises from the condition T j(w) = 0, which is satisfied on Γj
0 for all

j = 1, . . . , k1.

For every r > 0 and w ∈ X̃r, it is enough to write the proved inequality for the scaled function
w(rx) to obtain (6.1). �

We draw attention to the fact that the constant CH in Lemma 6.1 does not depend on r. Hence,
summing over annuli that fill R2 \D1, we obtain the following result.

Proposition 6.2. Let k and k1 be odd. Let CH > 0 be as in Lemma 6.1. Then, for every w ∈ X̃ ,

(6.4)

∫

R2\D1

w2

|x|2
dx ≤ CH

∫

(R2\D1)\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx.
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Furthermore, there exists a constant C′
H > 0 such that, for all w ∈ X̃ ,

(6.5)

∫

D1

w2 dx ≤ C′
H

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx.

Proof. If w ∈ X̃ , then w ∈ X̃r for all r > 1. Hence, by (6.2),
∫

R2\D1

w2

|x|2
dx =

∞∑

h=0

∫

D
2h+1\D2h

w2

|x|2
dx

≤ CH

∞∑

h=0

∫

(D
2h+1\D2h

)\Γ0

|∇w|2 dx = CH

∫

(R2\D1)\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx,

thus proving (6.4).
By integrating the identity div(u2x) = 2u∇u ·x+2u2 on each subset of D1 obtained by cutting

along the lines Σj , j = 1 . . . , k1 + k2, and using the Divergence Theorem, we can prove that, for

all w ∈ X̃ , ∫

D1

w2 dx ≤

∫

∂D1

w2 dS +

∫

D1\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx.

Then, by continuity of the trace operator from H1((D2 \D1) \ Γ0) into L
2(∂D1) and (6.4), there

exists a positive constant C > 0 such that
∫

D1

w2 dx ≤ C

(∫

D2\D1

w2 dx+

∫

(D2\D1)\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx

)
+

∫

D1\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx

≤ 4C

∫

D2\D1

w2

|x|2
dx+ (C + 1)

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx ≤ (4CCH + C + 1)

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx,

this proving (6.5). �

From Proposition 6.2 it follows that

(6.6) ‖w‖X̃ :=

(∫

R2\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx

)1/2

is a norm on X̃ and X̃ is a Hilbert space with respect to the corresponding scalar product.
Proposition 6.2 also ensures that the restriction operator

(6.7) X̃ → H1(Dρ \ Γ1)

is continuous with respect to the norm defined in (6.6) for every ρ > 0. Hence, for every
p ∈ [1,+∞), the trace operators

(6.8) γj+ : X̃ → Lp(Sj
1) and γj− : X̃ → Lp(Sj

1)

are well-defined and continuous with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖X̃ . In particular, since H̃ ⊂ X̃ ,

(6.9) sup
w∈H̃\{0}

‖γj+(w)‖
2
Lp(Sj

1)

‖w‖
2
X̃

< +∞ for every p ∈ [1,+∞) and j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2.

Using (6.4), we prove now that functions in H̃ can be approximated with functions with compact
support. To this aim, we define

H̃c := {w ∈ H̃ : there exists r > 0 such that w ≡ 0 on R
2 \Dr}.

Proposition 6.3. H̃c is dense in H̃.

Proof. For every r > 1, let ηr be a cut-off function as in (4.7). If w ∈ H̃, it is clear that

{ηrw}r>1 ⊂ H̃c; moreover, by (6.4) we have w
|x| ∈ L2(R2 \D1) and hence

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇ηr |
2w2 dx ≤ 16

∫

D2r\Dr

w2

|x|2
dx→ 0+ as r → ∞.
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This implies that ∇(ηrw) → ∇w in L2(R2 \ Γ1) and hence ηrw → w in H̃. �

6.2. Limit profile for blown-up potentials. In this subsection, we introduce and characterize

the function Ṽ appearing as limit profile in a blow-up analysis for the potentials Vε.

Proposition 6.4. There exists a unique solution Ṽ ∈ X̃ to the minimization problem (2.30).

Furthermore, Ṽ satisfies

(6.10)





Ṽ − ηΨ0 ∈ H̃
∫

R2\Γ1

∇Ṽ · ∇w dx = −2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ψ0 · ν
jγj+(w) dS for all w ∈ H̃.

Proof. Since ∇Ψ0 ∈ Lp(Sj
1) for all p ∈ [1, 2), by continuity of the trace operators in (6.8) we

have that the linear functional L defined in (2.27) is well-defined and continuous. Then the
convex functional J defined in (2.28) is continuous and coercive on the closed and convex set

ηΨ0 + H̃ = {w ∈ X̃ : w − ηΨ0 ∈ H̃}. Therefore (2.30) admits a solution Ṽ , which satisfies (6.10).

If Ṽ1 and Ṽ2 are solutions of (6.10), then we may take the difference between (6.10) for Ṽ1 and

(6.10) for Ṽ2, both tested with Ṽ1 − Ṽ2 ∈ H̃, and conclude that Ṽ1 = Ṽ2 thanks to (6.4). Hence Ṽ
is the unique solution to (6.10). �

6.3. An equivalent characterization of Eε. In this subsection, we obtain an equivalent char-
acterization of the energy Eε introduced in (2.19), which will be used to improve (4.9) and obtain
an optimal estimate for |Eε| in the case k odd.

Proposition 6.5. Let ηε ∈ C∞
c (R2) be a cut-off function as in (4.7) with r = ε. Then, for every

ε ∈ (0, 1],

(6.11) Eε = −
1

2
sup

w∈H̃ε\{0}

(∫
Ω\Γε

∇w · ∇(ηεv0) + Lε(w)
)2

∫
Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx
+

1

2

∫

Ω\Γ0

|∇(ηεv0)|
2 dx+ Lε(v0).

Proof. Since Eε is the infimum in (4.2) and ϕ− v0 ∈ H̃ε if and only if ϕ− ηεv0 ∈ H̃ε, we have

(6.12) Eε = inf
w∈H̃ε

Jε(w + ηεv0) = inf
w∈H̃ε\{0}

(
inf

t∈[0,+∞)
Jε(tw + ηεv0)

)
.

Moreover, by (2.17)

Jε(tw + ηεv0) =
t2

2

∫

Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx+ t

(∫

Ω\Γε

∇w · ∇(ηεv0) dx+ Lε(w)

)

+
1

2

∫

Ω\Γ0

|∇(ηεv0)|
2 dx+ Lε(v0).

Hence, for every w ∈ H̃ε \ {0},

inf
t∈[0,+∞)

Jε(tw + ηεv0) = −
1

2

( ∫
Ω\Γε

∇w · ∇(ηεv0) dx+ Lε(w)
)2

∫
Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx
+

1

2

∫

Ω\Γ0

|∇(ηεv0)|
2 dx+ Lε(v0),

which implies (6.11) in view of (6.12). �

Proposition 6.6. Let k and k1 be odd and m ∈ N be as in Proposition 3.6 for v = v0. Then

Eε = O (εm) as ε→ 0+.
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Proof. From Proposition 6.5 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality it follows that

|Eε| ≤
1

2
sup

w∈H̃ε\{0}

(∫
Ω\Γε

∇w · ∇(ηεv0) + Lε(w)
)2

∫
Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx
+

1

2

∫

Ω\Γ0

|∇(ηεv0)|
2 dx+ |Lε(v0)|(6.13)

≤ sup
w∈H̃ε\{0}

|Lε(w)|
2

∫
Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx
+

3

2

∫

Ω\Γ0

|∇(ηεv0)|
2 dx+ |Lε(v0)|.

From (3.12) and (2.16) it follows that

(6.14)

∫

Ω\Γ0

|∇(ηεv0)|
2 dx ≤ 2

∫

D2ε

|∇ηε|
2v20 dx+ 2

∫

D2ε\Γ0

|∇v0|
2 dx = O(εm) as ε→ 0+

and

(6.15) |Lε(v0)| = O(εm) as ε→ 0+.

By (2.16), the Hölder inequality, and (3.12), for every p ∈ (1, 2) and p′ = p
p−1 we have

sup
w∈H̃ε\{0}

|Lε(w)|
2

∫
Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx
≤ 4(k1 + k2) sup

w∈H̃ε\{0}

∑k1+k2

j=1

(∫
Sj
ε
|∇v0||γ

j
+(w)| dS

)2
∫
Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx
(6.16)

≤ 4(k1 + k2)

k1+k2∑

j=1

(∫

Sj
ε

|∇v0|
p dS

)2/p
sup

w∈H̃ε\{0}

‖γj+(w)‖
2
Lp′(Sj

ε)∫
Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx

= O
(
εm−2+ 2

p

) k1+k2∑

j=1

sup
w∈H̃ε\{0}

‖γj+(w)‖
2
Lp′ (Sj

ε)∫
Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx
.

A change of variables and (6.9) yield

sup
w∈H̃ε\{0}

‖γj+(w)‖
2
Lp′(Sj

ε)∫
Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx
≤ ε2/p

′

sup
v∈H̃\{0}

‖γj+(v)‖
2
Lp′(Sj

1)

‖v‖
2
X̃

= O(ε2/p
′

) as ε→ 0+,

hence from (6.16) we deduce that

(6.17) sup
w∈H̃ε\{0}

|Lε(w)|
2

∫
Ω\Γε

|∇w|2 dx
= O(εm) as ε→ 0+.

The conclusion follows by combining estimates (6.13), (6.14), (6.15), and (6.17). �

6.4. Blow-up analysis. Let k and k1 be odd and m ∈ N be as in Proposition 3.6 for v = v0. For
every ε ∈ (0, 1], letting Vε be as Proposition 4.2, we define

(6.18) Ṽε(x) := ε−
m
2 Vε(εx) and Ṽ0,ε(x) := ε−

m
2 v0(εx).

Extending trivially Ṽε and Ṽ0,ε in R2 \ Ω, we have Ṽε, Ṽ0,ε ∈ X̃ . Moreover

(6.19) Ṽε − Ṽ0,ε ∈ H̃

and, by (4.5) and Proposition 6.3,

(6.20)

∫

R2\Γ1

∇Ṽε · ∇w dx = −2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ṽ0,ε · ν
jγj+(w) dS for all w ∈ H̃.

Let Ψ0 be as in (2.26). From (3.11) it follows that, for every j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

(6.21) ∇Ṽ0,ε(x) · ν
j → ∇Ψ0(x) · ν

j
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as ε→ 0+ for every x ∈ Sj
1 , with

∇Ψ0(x) · ν
j

(6.22)

=





βm
2 |x|

m
2 −1f(αj) cos

(
m
2 (α

j − α0)
)
, if j = 1, . . . , k1,

βm
2 |x|

m
2 −1f(αj) cos

(
m
2 (α

j − α0)
)
, if x ∈ (Sj

1)
′, j = k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

−βm
2 |x|

m
2 −1f(αj + π) cos

(
m
2 (α

j + π − α0)
)
, if x ∈ (Sj

1)
′′, j = k1 + 1, . . . , k1 + k2,

where, for every j ∈ k1, . . . , k1 + k2,

(Sj
1)

′ := {taj : t ∈ [0, 1]}, (Sj
1)

′′ := {taj+k2 : t ∈ [0, 1]}.

On the other hand, (3.12) implies that

(6.23) |∇Ṽ0,ε(x)| ≤ C|x|
m
2 −1 in R

2 \ Γ0.

From (6.21) and (6.23) we deduce that, for every j = 1, . . . , k1 + k2 and p ∈ [1, 2),

(6.24) ∇Ψ0 · ν
j ∈ Lp(Sj

1) and ∇Ṽ0,ε · ν
j → ∇Ψ0 · ν

j in Lp(Sj
1) as ε→ 0+.

Furthermore, by (3.13) we know that

(6.25) Ṽ0,ε → Ψ0 in H1(Dρ \ Γ0) for all ρ > 0.

Proposition 6.7. Let k and k1 be odd and m ∈ N be as in Proposition 3.6 for v = v0. For every

ε ∈ (0, 1], let Vε be as Proposition 4.2 and Ṽε as in (6.18). Then

(6.26) Ṽε → Ṽ strongly in X̃ as ε→ 0+,

where Ṽ ∈ X̃ is the unique solution to the minimization problem (2.30) (and then to (6.10), see
Proposition 6.4).

Proof. Taking into account (3.12), (2.19), and (6.18), a change of variables, (6.9), the Hölder
inequality, and Proposition 6.6 imply that

‖Ṽε‖
2
X̃ =

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇Ṽε|
2 dx = ε−m ‖Vε‖

2
Hε

= ε−m(2Eε − 2Lε(Vε))(6.27)

≤ O(1) + 4ε−m
k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
ε

|∇v0||γ
j
+(Vε)| dS = O(1) + O(1)

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

|x|
m
2 −1|γj+(Ṽε)| dS

= O(1) +O(1)‖Ṽε‖X̃ , as ε→ 0+.

Hence {Ṽε}ε∈(0,1] is bounded in X̃ . It follows that, for any sequence {εn}n such that εn → 0 as

n→ ∞, there exist a subsequence, still denoted by {εn}n, and V ∈ X̃ such that Ṽεn ⇀ V weakly

in X̃ as n→ ∞. Therefore, from (6.20), (6.9), and (6.24) we deduce that V solves the variational

equation in (6.10). Furthermore, by (6.19) we have Ṽε − ηṼ0,ε ∈ H̃, hence (6.25) ensures that V

satisfies the condition V − ηΨ0 ∈ H̃. By the uniqueness part of Proposition 6.4 we conclude that

V = Ṽ .
Since Ṽ − ηΨ0 ∈ H̃, we may test (6.10) with Ṽ − ηΨ0, thus obtaining

(6.28)

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇Ṽ |2 dx =

∫

R2\Γ1

∇Ṽ · ∇(ηΨ0) dx− 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ψ0 · ν
jγj+(Ṽ − ηΨ0) dS.

On the other hand, testing (6.20) with Ṽεn − ηṼ0,εn ∈ H̃ we obtain

(6.29)

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇Ṽεn |
2 dx =

∫

R2\Γ1

∇Ṽεn ·∇(ηṼ0,εn) dx−2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ṽ0,εn ·ν
jγj+(Ṽεn −ηṼ0,εn) dS.

In view of the weak convergence Ṽεn ⇀ Ṽ in X̃ , (6.25), (6.24), and the continuity of the trace
operators (6.8), the limit of the right hand side of (6.29) as n→ ∞ is equal to the right hand side
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of (6.28), thus proving that Ṽεn → Ṽ strongly in X̃ as n → ∞ by. Since Ṽ is the unique solution
of (6.10), (6.26) follows from the Urysohn Subsequence Principle. �

In view of the blow-up analysis performed above, we are in position to prove Theorem 2.2.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. From (2.17), (2.19), (6.18), and a change of variables it follows that

(6.30) ε−mEε =
1

2

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇Ṽε|
2 dx+ 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ṽ0,ε · ν
jγj+(Ṽε) dS.

The convergences (6.26) and (6.24), together with the continuity of the trace operators in (6.8),
allow us to pass to the limit in the right hand side of (6.30), thus yielding

(6.31) lim
ε→0+

ε−mEε =
1

2

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇Ṽ |2 dx+ 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ψ0 · ν
jγj+(Ṽ ) dS = J(Ṽ ) = E

and proving claim (i). Furthermore, by (6.18), a change of variable, (6.24), and (6.25), we have

ε−mLε(v0) = 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ṽ0,ε · ν
jγj+(Ṽ0,ε) dS(6.32)

= 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ψ0 · ν
jγj+(Ψ0) dS + o(1) = L(Ψ0) + o(1) as ε→ 0+.

Claim (ii) follows from (2.20), (6.31), (6.32), and estimate (6.27), which in particular ensures that

‖Vε‖
2
Hε

= O(εm) as ε→ 0+. �

6.5. Continuity of E − L(Ψ0) with respect to rotations of poles. In this subsection we
prove the continuity of E −L(Ψ0) with respect to rotations of the configuration of poles. We fix a

configuration of poles {aj} as in (1.1). Then, for every ζ ∈ [−π, π), we define Ψ
(ζ)
0 , L(ζ)(Ψ

(ζ)
0 ) and

E(ζ) as in (2.26), (2.27), and (2.31), respectively, for a rotated configuration of poles {ajζ}, where

ajζ are defined as in (1.1) with angles αj + ζ instead of αj , i.e.

ajζ = Rζ(a
j),

being Rζ := R0,ζ with R0,ζ as in (3.1), see Figure 6.

a1

a2

a3

a1ζ

a2ζ

a3ζ

ζ

Figure 6. The rotated configuration {ajζ}.

In the next theorem we prove that the function ζ 7→ E(ζ) − L(ζ)(Ψ
(ζ)
0 ) is continuous.

Theorem 6.8. The function G : [−π, π) → R, G(ζ) := E(ζ) − L(ζ)(Ψ
(ζ)
0 ) is continuous.
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Proof. Through a rotation, the problem of continuity at any ζ ∈ [−π, π) can be reduced to the
problem of continuity at ζ = 0. Hence, it is enough to prove that limζ→0G(ζ) = E − L(Ψ0).

We have

Ψ
(ζ)
0 (r cos t, r sin t) = f(t− ζ)φ0(r cos t, r sin t),

where f is defined in (2.22) and

φ0(r cos t, r sin t) := β r
m
2 sin

(
m
2 (t− α0)

)
.

With a slight abuse of notation, henceforth we denote by f also the function (r cos t, r sin t) 7→ f(t)
defined on R2 \ {0}.

A change of variables yields

E(ζ) = min
{
Iζ(w) : w ∈ X̃ and w − ηf(φ0 ◦ Rζ) ∈ H̃

}
,

where η ∈ C∞
c (R2) is a radial cut-off function as in (2.29) and

Iζ(w) =
1

2

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx+ 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

f(∇φ0 ◦ Rζ)Mζ · ν
jγj+(w) dS,

being Mζ the matrix defined in (3.2). Moreover

L(ζ)(Ψ
(ζ)
0 ) = 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

(∇φ0 ◦ Rζ)Mζ · ν
j(φ0 ◦ Rζ) dS.

Since, in a neighbourhood of 0,

(6.33) |∇φ0(Rζ(x))| ≤ C|x|
m
2 −1 and |φ0(Rζ(x))| ≤ C|x|

m
2

for some C > 0 independent of ζ, from the Dominated Convergence Theorem we deduce that

(6.34) lim
ζ→0

L(ζ)(Ψ
(ζ)
0 ) = L(Ψ0).

By Proposition 6.4, for every ζ there exists a unique Ṽζ ∈ X̃ such that Ṽζ − ηf(φ0 ◦ Rζ) ∈ H̃ and

E(ζ) = Iζ(Ṽζ); furthermore, Ṽζ satisfies

(6.35)

∫

R2\Γ1

∇Ṽζ · ∇w dx = −2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

f(∇φ0 ◦ Rζ)Mζ · ν
jγj+(w) dS for all w ∈ H̃.

Choosing w = Ṽζ − ηf(φ0 ◦ Rζ) in (6.35) we obtain
∫

R2\Γ1

|∇Ṽζ |
2 dx =

∫

R2\Γ1

∇Ṽζ · ∇(ηf(φ0 ◦ Rζ)) dx(6.36)

− 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

f(∇φ0 ◦ Rζ)Mζ · ν
jγj+(Ṽζ) dS

+ 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

f(∇φ0 ◦ Rζ)Mζ · ν
jγj+(f(φ0 ◦ Rζ)) dS.

Using Young’s inequality, estimate (6.33), and the continuity of the trace operators (6.8), from
the above identity we deduce that

‖Ṽζ‖X̃ ≤ C

for some C > 0 independent of ζ. It follows that every sequence ζn → 0 admits a subsequence

{ζnℓ
}ℓ such that Ṽζnℓ

⇀ W weakly in X̃ as ℓ → ∞, for some W ∈ X̃ . On account of (6.33) and

(6.8), the Dominated Convergence Theorem yields
∫

Sj
1

f(∇φ0 ◦ Rζnℓ
)Mζnℓ

· νjγj+(w) dS →

∫

Sj
1

f∇φ0 · ν
jγj+(w) dS =

∫

Sj
1

∇Ψ0 · ν
jγj+(w) dS
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as ℓ→ ∞, for every j = 1, . . . k1+k2 and w ∈ H̃. By choosing ζ = ζnℓ
in (6.35) and letting ℓ→ ∞

we obtain that

(6.37)

∫

R2\Γ1

∇W · ∇w dx = −2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ψ0 · ν
jγj+(w) dS for all w ∈ H̃.

Furthermore, since Ṽζ − ηf(φ0 ◦ Rζ) ∈ H̃, H̃ is a closed subspace of X̃ , and ηf(φ0 ◦ Rζ) → ηΨ0

as ζ → 0 in X̃ by the Dominated Convergence Theorem, we have

(6.38) W − ηΨ0 ∈ H̃.

From (6.37)-(6.38) and the uniqueness part of Proposition 6.4 we deduce that W = Ṽ . Having
uniquely identified the weak limit independently of the subsequence, by the Urysohn subsequence
principle we conclude that

(6.39) Ṽζ ⇀ Ṽ weakly in X̃ as ζ → 0.

The weak convergence (6.39) allows us to pass to the limit as ζ → 0 on the right hand side of
(6.36), thus proving that

lim
ζ→0

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇Ṽζ |
2 dx =

∫

R2\Γ1

∇Ṽ · ∇(ηΨ0) dx− 2

k1+k2∑

j=1

∫

Sj
1

∇Ψ0 · ν
jγj+(Ṽ −Ψ0) dS(6.40)

=

∫

R2\Γ1

|∇Ṽ |2 dx,

the last equality being a consequence of (6.10) tested with w = Ṽ −ηΨ0. From (6.40) it follows that

limζ→0 E
(ζ) = limζ→0 Iζ(Ṽζ) = J(Ṽ ) = E , which, together with (6.34), yields the conclusion. �

When k2 = 0 and the poles {aj}j=1,...,k1 are on the tangents to nodal lines of v0 (i.e. on the

nodal set of Ψ0), we have Ψ0 = 0 on Sj
1 for all j = 1, . . . , k1; on the other hand, if the poles are

on the bisectors between nodal lines, then ∇Ψ0 · ν
j = 0 on Sj

1 for all j = 1, . . . , k1. This leads to
Proposition 2.3, which determines, in these particular cases, the sign of the dominant term in the
asymptotic expansion obtained in Theorem 2.2, and, consequently, exploits the continuity result
established in Theorem 6.8 to find configurations of poles for which the eigenvalue variation is an
infinitesimal of higher order.

Proof of Proposition 2.3. (i) If αj ∈ {α0 + ℓ 2πm : ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,m − 1} for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k1},

then Ψ0 = 0 on Sj
1 for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, so that L(Ψ0) = 0 and ηΨ0 + H̃ = H̃. It follows

that

(6.41) E − L(Ψ0) = E = min
H̃

J.

Furthermore, ∇Ψ0 ·ν
j 6≡ 0 on Sj

1 for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, see (6.22), hence L 6≡ 0 in H̃. Fixing

some w ∈ H̃ such that L(w) 6= 0, we have then J(tw) = t2

2

∫
R2\Γ1

|∇w|2 dx + tL(w) < 0

for some small t, thus implying that E = minH̃ J < 0. Once we have established that
E − L(Ψ0) = E < 0, from the asymptotic expansion of Theorem 2.2-(ii) we deduce that
λε,n0 < λ0,n0 for sufficiently small ε > 0.

(ii) If αj ∈ {α0 + (1 + 2ℓ) π
m : ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,m− 1} for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, then ∇Ψ0 · ν

j ≡ 0 on

Sj
1 for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, see (6.22). It follows that L ≡ 0, and hence J(w) = 1

2‖w‖
2
X̃ . Since,

in this case, Ψ0 6≡ 0 on Sj
1 for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, we have w 6≡ 0 for every w ∈ ηΨ0 + H̃.

Therefore

(6.42) E − L(Ψ0) = E = min
ηΨ0+H̃

J =
1

2
min

w∈ηΨ0+H̃
‖w‖2X̃ > 0.

From the asymptotic expansion of Theorem 2.2-(ii) we finally deduce that λε,n0 > λ0,n0 for
sufficiently small ε > 0.
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(iii) Let us fix a configuration {aj}kj=1 with k = k1 ≤ m odd and αj ∈ {α0+ ℓ
2π
m : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ m−1}

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k1} as in (i). Then the rotated configuration {ajπ/m} is as in (ii). By

(i)-(ii) we have G(0) < 0 and G( π
m ) > 0. Since G is continuous by Theorem 6.8, Bolzano’s

Theorem ensures the existence of some ζ0 ∈ (0, π
m ) such that G(ζ0) = 0, so that the angles

{αj + ζ0 : j = 1, . . . , k} are as we are looking for. �

0 a1

a2

a3

v0 = 0

Ψ0 = 0

∇Ψ0 · ν
j = 0

E − L(Ψ0) < 0

E − L(Ψ0) > 0

Figure 7. Nodal set of Ψ0 and sign of E − L(Ψ0) (m = k = 3, α0 = 0).

Remark 6.9. Figure 7 and Figure 8 provide an example that helps to better visualize the result
in Proposition 2.3. In Figure 7 we zoom in near a point (the origin) where the limit eigenfunction
v0 vanishes of order 3/2, namely (2.21) holds with m = 3. We consider the case α0 = 0. The
function Ψ0 as in (2.26) is the 3/2-homogeneous limit profile describing the local behavior of v0. In
the image on the left, the black lines are the nodal lines of v0, which are tangent to the nodal lines
of Ψ0 (in green). The dotted lines denote the bisectors of the nodal lines of Ψ0. In the image on
the right, we fix an admissible configuration of poles {aj}j=1,2,3 with k = 3 and αj = 2π(j − 1)/3
for j = 1, 2, 3. From Proposition 2.3 we know that, if all the poles lie on the nodal set of Ψ0, then
the coefficient E − L(Ψ0) of the leading term in the asymptotic expansion stated in Theorem 2.2
is strictly negative. On the other hand, if all the poles lie on the bisectors of the nodal lines,
then the coefficient E − L(Ψ0) is strictly positive. In Figure 8 on the left, in the first picture (red

a1

a2

a3

a1π
m

a2π
m

a3π
m

π
m

a1ζ0a2ζ0

a3ζ0

ζ0
λ0,n0

λε,n0

λε,n0

λε,n0

ε

E − L(Ψ0) < 0

E − L(Ψ0) > 0

E − L(Ψ0) = 0

Figure 8. A visualization of Proposition 2.3.
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arrows) we have our initial fixed configuration, which then provides a negative coefficient. In the
second picture (blue arrows) we consider a rotation about the origin by an angle π/m = π/3:
the rotated configuration ends up with all the poles lying on the bisectors, thus giving a positive
coefficient E − L(Ψ0). Furthermore, the continuity result in Theorem 6.8 ensures the existence
of some ζ0 ∈ (0, π/3) such that, if we rotate the initial configuration by an angle ζ0, we find a
configuration of poles for which E − L(Ψ0) = 0: this is represented in the third picture on the
left (yellow arrows). Finally, the right picture in Figure 8 presents the behavior of the perturbed
eigenvalue in the three cases previously described. We point out that, when E −L(Ψ0) = 0 (yellow
graph), it is currently not known what is the vanishing order of λε,n0 − λ0,n0 .

6.6. Blow-up and convergence rate for eigenfunctions. From the blow-up analysis for the
potential Vε performed in Subsection 6.4 and the energy estimate given in (5.7), we derive the
following blow-up result for scaled eigenfunctions, together with a sharp estimate for their rate of
convergence in the H1-norm.

Proposition 6.10. Under assumption (5.3), let k be odd and v0 be an eigenfunction of (2.14)
associated to the eigenvalue λ0 = λ0,n0 with ‖v0‖L2(Ω) = 1. For ε > 0 small, let λε = λε,n0 and

vε be an eigenfunction of (2.10) associated to λε and chosen as in (5.4). Let m ∈ N be given in
Proposition 3.6 for v = v0. Then

(6.43) ε−
m
2 vε(εx) → Ψ0 − Ṽ as ε→ 0+ in H1(Dρ \ Γ1) for all ρ > 0,

where Ψ0 is defined in (2.26) and Ṽ is the unique solution to (6.10). Furthermore,

(6.44) lim
ε→0+

ε−
m
2 ‖vε − v0‖H1 = ‖Ṽ ‖X̃ .

Proof. Using the same notation as in the proof of Theorem 5.2, let ψε = v0 − Vε, where Vε is
defined as in Proposition 4.2. From (5.7) it follows that

‖Πεψε − ψε‖
2
Hε

= o
(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

)
as ε→ 0+.

Therefore, defining

Wε(x) := ε−
m
2 (Πεψε − ψε)(εx), x ∈ 1

εΩ,

and extending trivially Wε in R2 \ 1
εΩ, we have Wε ∈ H̃ and, in view of Proposition 6.7,

‖Wε‖
2
X̃ = ε−m‖Πεψε − ψε‖

2
Hε

= ε−mo
(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

)
= ‖Ṽε‖

2
X̃ o(1) = o(1)

as ε→ 0+. By continuity of the restriction operator in (6.7) we deduce that

(6.45) Wε → 0 as ε→ 0+ in H1(Dρ \ Γ1) for all ρ > 0.

Let us define

(6.46) Uε(x) := ε−
m
2 (Πεψε)(εx), x ∈ 1

εΩ,

and extend trivially Uε in R2 \ 1
εΩ. We have

Uε = Ṽ0,ε(x) − Ṽε +Wε,

where Ṽ0,ε and Ṽε are defined in (6.18). Combining (6.25), (6.26), and (6.45), we conclude that

(6.47) Uε → Ψ0 − Ṽ as ε→ 0+ in H1(Dρ \ Γ1) for all ρ > 0.

From (5.8) it follows that
∫

Ω

v0Πεψε dx = 1 + o (‖Vε‖Hε
) as ε→ 0+,

and hence, for ε > 0 small enough,
∫

Ω

Πεψε

‖Πεψε‖L2(Ω)
v0 dx > 0.
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Since vε is the unique eigenfunction of (2.10) associated to λε satisfying (5.4), we conclude that
necessarily

(6.48) vε =
Πεψε

‖Πεψε‖L2(Ω)
.

The convergence stated in (6.43) follows from (6.48), (6.46), (6.47), and (5.9).
Moreover, (5.9) implies that

‖vε −Πεψε‖H1 =
|1− ‖Πεψε‖L2(Ω)|

‖Πεψε‖L2(Ω)
‖Πεψε‖H1(6.49)

=
∣∣1− ‖Πεψε‖L2(Ω)

∣∣‖vε‖Hε
= o(‖Vε‖Hε

) as ε→ 0+,

whereas (5.7) yields that

(6.50) ‖Πεψε − v0‖
2
H1

= ‖Vε‖
2
Hε

+ ‖Πεψε − ψε‖
2
Hε

− 2(Vε,Πεψε − ψε)Hε
= ‖Vε‖

2
Hε

+ o(‖Vε‖
2
Hε

)

as ε→ 0+. Combining (6.49) and (6.50) we deduce that

(6.51) ‖vε − v0‖
2
H1

= ‖Vε‖
2
Hε

+ o(‖Vε‖
2
Hε

) as ε→ 0+.

Letting Ṽε be as in (6.18), from (6.51) and (6.26) we deduce that

ε−m‖vε − v0‖
2
H1

= ‖Ṽε‖
2
X̃ (1 + o(1)) = ‖Ṽ ‖2X̃ (1 + o(1)) as ε→ 0+,

thus proving (6.44). �

Going back to the eigenfunctions of the original magnetic problem via the inverse of transfor-
mation (2.9), we deduce Theorem 2.4 from Proposition 6.10.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. If u0 is an eigenfunction of (1.5) associated to the eigenvalue λ0,n0 such
that

∫
Ω |u0|

2 dx = 1, and uε is the eigenfunction of (1.4) associated to λn0,ε satisfying (2.32),

then vε := e−iΘεuε is an eigenfunction of (2.10) associated to λn0,ε and v0 := e−iΘ0u0 is an
eigenfunction of (2.14) associated to λn0,0 such that condition (5.4) is satisfied. From Proposition
6.10 it follows that vε satisfies (6.43) and (6.44), in which we replace vε with e−iΘεuε and v0
with e−iΘ0u0 to get exactly (2.33) and (2.34), taking into account that Θε(εx) = Θ1(x) for all
x ∈ R2 \ {aj : j = 1, . . . , k}. �

7. The case of two poles

The purpose of this section is to prove Theorems 2.6 and 2.7. We consider the case k1 = 0 and
k2 = 1, with the configuration of poles as in assumption (2.36), being r1 ∈ (0, R) and ε ∈ (0, 1].
For the sake of simplicity, let us denote

T := T 1, γ+ := γ1+, γ− := γ1−, and ν := ν1 = (0, 1),

see (2.4). We first consider a linear functional Lε,h,Λ more general than the one introduced in
(2.16), defined for a generic domain Λ and with the limit eigenfunction v0 replaced by a generic
function h; the corresponding minimal energy Eε,h,Λ thus generalizes the energy Eε defined in
(2.19). For every simply connected open bounded domain Λ ⊂ R

2 such that DR ⊆ Λ and every
h ∈ H1

0 (Λ) ∩ C
∞(Λ), let

Lε,h,Λ : H1,Λ → R, Lε,h,Λ(w) := 2

∫

Sε

∂h

∂x2
γ+(w) dS

and

Jε,h,Λ : Hε,Λ → R, Jε,h,Λ(w) :=
1

2

∫

Λ\Sε

|∇w|2 dx+ Lε,h,Λ(w),

where, for all ε ∈ (0, 1], Sε is defined in (2.37) and the functional space Hε,Λ is the closure of
{
w ∈ H1(Λ \ Sε) : w = 0 on a neighbourhood of ∂Λ

}

with respect to the norm ‖w‖H1(Ω\Sε)
. Then the minimization problem

(7.1) inf
{
Jε,h,Λ(w) : w ∈ Hε,Λ and w − h ∈ H̃ε,Λ

}
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with H̃ε,Λ := {w ∈ Hε,Λ : T (w) = 0 on Sε}, is uniquely achieved, as stated in the following propo-
sition. We omit the proof, being similar to the one of Proposition 4.2.

Proposition 7.1. The infimum in (7.1) is achieved by a unique Vε,h,Λ ∈ Hε,Λ. Furthermore,
Vε,h,Λ weakly solves the problem

(7.2)





−∆Vε,h,Λ = 0, in Λ \ Sε,

Vε,h,Λ = 0, on ∂Λ,

T (Vε,h,Λ − h) = 0, on Sε,

T
(

∂Vε,h,Λ

∂x2
− ∂h

∂x2

)
= 0, on Sε,

in the sense that Vε,h,Λ ∈ Hε,Λ, Vε,h,Λ − h ∈ H̃ε,Λ, and

(7.3)

∫

Λ\Sε

∇Vε,h,Λ · ∇w dx = −Lε,h,Λ(w) for all w ∈ H̃ε,Λ.

For every Λ, h as above and ε ∈ (0, 1], let

(7.4) Eε,h,Λ := Jε,h,Λ(Vε,h,Λ).

For every L > 0 and ε > 0, let Eε(L) be the ellipse defined as

Eε(L) :=

{
(x1, x2) ∈ R

2 :
x21

L2 + r21ε
2
+
x22
L2

< 1

}
.

We are going to compute Eε,Pm,Eε(L), where Pm is a homogeneous polynomial of degree m ≥ 1.
We shall later apply such estimate with Pm being the Taylor polynomial of u0 centered at 0 of
order m, with u0 and m as in Section 2.2.

Proposition 7.2. Let m ∈ N, m ≥ 1, and let Pm be a homogeneous polynomial of degree m, i.e.

(7.5) Pm(x1, x2) :=
m∑

j=0

ℓjx
m−j
1 xj2,

for some ℓ0, ℓ1, . . . , ℓm ∈ R. Then, for every L > 0, we have

(7.6)

∫

Eε(L)\Sε

|∇Vε,Pm,Eε(L)|
2 dx = π(εr1)

2m

(
ℓ20

m∑

j=1

j|cj |
2 + ℓ21

m∑

j=1

|dj |
2

j

)
+ o(ε2m)

as ε→ 0+, where

cj =
1

π

∫ 2π

0

(cos η)m cos(jη) dη for every j ∈ N,(7.7)

dj =
1

π

∫ 2π

0

(cos η)m−1 sin η sin(jη) dη for every j ∈ N \ {0}.(7.8)

Proof. We consider elliptic coordinates (ξ, η) defined as

(7.9)

{
x1 = εr1 cosh(ξ) cos(η),

x2 = εr1 sinh(ξ) sin(η),
ξ ≥ 0, η ∈ [0, 2π),

see e.g. [3, Section 2.2]. In this coordinates Sε is described by the conditions

ξ = 0, η ∈ [0, 2π),

whereas Eε(L) is described by

ξ ∈ [0, ξε), η ∈ [0, 2π),

where ξε is such that r1ε sinh(ξε) = L, that is

(7.10) ξε = arcsinh

(
L

r1ε

)
= log

(
L

r1ε
+

√
1 +

L2

r21ε
2

)
.
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In particular ∂Eε(L) is described by the conditions

ξ = ξε, η ∈ [0, 2π).

The map

Fε : [0, ξε)× [0, 2π) → Eε(L), Fε(ξ, η) = (x1, x2),

defined by (7.9), has a Jacobian matrix of the form

JFε
(ξ, η) = εr1

√
cosh2 ξ − cos2 η O(ξ, η)

for some orthogonal matrix O(ξ, η), and detJFε
(ξ, η) = ε2r21(cosh

2 ξ − cos2 η). In particular Fε is
a conform mapping and JFε

(ξ, η) is an invertible matrix if (ξ, η) 6= (0, 0) and (ξ, η) 6= (0, π).

Let V̂ε,Pm,L := Vε,Pm,Eε(L) ◦Fε, where Vε,Pm,Eε(L) is the solution of (7.2) in the case Λ = Eε(L)

and h = Pm. We observe that, since Fε(ξ, η) ∈ R2
+ if η ∈ (0, π) and Fε(ξ, η) ∈ R2

− if η ∈ (π, 2π),

V̂ε,Pm,L(0, η) =

{
γ+(Vε,Pm,Eε(L))(εr1 cos η, 0), if η ∈ (0, π),

γ−(Vε,Pm,Eε(L))(εr1 cos η, 0), if η ∈ (π, 2π).

Furthermore,

∂V̂ε,Pm,L

∂ξ
(0, η) =





εr1(sin η) γ+

(
∂Vε,Pm,Eε(L)

∂x2

)
(εr1 cos η, 0), if η ∈ (0, π),

εr1(sin η) γ−

(
∂Vε,Pm,Eε(L)

∂x2

)
(εr1 cos η, 0), if η ∈ (π, 2π).

We also note that, for every η ∈ [0, 2π),

Pm(Fε(0, η)) = (εr1)
mℓ0(cos η)

m and
∂Pm

∂x2
(Fε(0, η)) = ℓ1(εr1)

m−1(cos η)m−1.

Therefore, V̂ε,Pm,L solves the problem

(7.11)





−∆V̂ε,Pm,L = 0, in (0, ξε)× (0, 2π),

V̂ε,Pm,L(ξε, η) = 0, for all η ∈ [0, 2π),

V̂ε,Pm,L(ξ, 0) = V̂ε,Pm,L(ξ, 2π), for all ξ ∈ (0, ξε),

V̂ε,Pm,L(0, η) + V̂ε,Pm,L(0, 2π − η) = 2ℓ0(εr1)
m(cos η)m, for all η ∈ (0, π),

∂V̂ε,Pm,L

∂ξ
(0, η)−

∂V̂ε,Pm,L

∂ξ
(0, 2π − η) = 2ℓ1(εr1)

m(cos η)m−1 sin η, for all η ∈ (0, π).

Let us consider the Fourier expansion of (εr1)
−mV̂ε,Pm,L with respect to the variable η

1

(εr1)m
V̂ε,Pm,L(ξ, η) =

a0,ε(ξ)

2
+

∞∑

j=1

(
aj,ε(ξ) cos(jη) + bj,ε(ξ) sin(jη)

)
,

where

aj,ε(ξ) :=
(εr1)

−m

π

∫ 2π

0

V̂ε,Pm,L(ξ, η) cos(jη) dη for all j ∈ N,

bj,ε(ξ) :=
(εr1)

−m

π

∫ 2π

0

V̂ε,Pm,L(ξ, η) sin(jη) dη for all j ∈ N \ {0}.

Since cos(2π − η) = cos η for any η ∈ (0, π), from (7.11) it follows that

a0,ε(0) + 2

∞∑

j=1

aj,ε(0) cos(jη) = 2ℓ0(cos η)
m for all η ∈ (0, 2π),

hence {aj,ε(0)}j∈N are the Fourier coefficients of ℓ0(cos η)
m with respect to the orthonormal basis{

1√
2π
, 1√

π
cos(jη), 1√

π
sin(jη)

}
j∈N\{0} of L2(0, 2π), i.e.

aj,ε(0) = ℓ0cj for all j ∈ N,
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with cj as in (7.7). In particular

(7.12) aj,ε(0) = ℓ0cj = 0 if j > m.

On the other hand, the last condition in (7.11) reads as

∞∑

j=1

b′j,ε(0) sin(jη) = ℓ1(cos η)
m−1 sin η for all η ∈ (0, 2π).

It follows that b′j,ε(0) are independent of ε and

b′j,ε(0) = ℓ1dj for all j ∈ N \ {0},

with dj as in (7.8); hence

(7.13) b′j,ε(0) = ℓ1dj = 0 if j > m.

From the equation in (7.11) it follows that

0 =
1

(εr1)m
∆V̂ε,Pm ,L

=
a′′0,ε(ξ)

2
+

∞∑

j=1

(
(a′′j,ε(ξ)− j2aj,ε(ξ)) cos(jη) + (b′′j,ε(ξ)− j2bj,ε(ξ)) sin(jη)

)
,

hence

a0,ε(ξ) = −
a0,ε(0)

ξε
ξ + a0,ε(0) = −

ℓ0c0
ξε

ξ + ℓ0c0 for all ξ ∈ (0, ξε),(7.14)

aj,ε(ξ) = ℓ0cj

(
ejξ

1− e2jξε
+

e−jξ

1− e−2jξε

)
for all ξ ∈ (0, ξε) and j ∈ N \ {0},

bj,ε(ξ) =
ℓ1dj
j

(
ejξ

1 + e2jξε
−

e−jξ

1 + e−2jξε

)
for all ξ ∈ (0, ξε) and j ∈ N \ {0},

with ξε as in (7.10). Then, by (7.12) and (7.13), aj,ε ≡ bj,ε ≡ 0 for all j > m, so that

1

(εr1)m
V̂ε,Pm,L(ξ, η) =

a0,ε(ξ)

2
+

m∑

j=1

(
aj,ε(ξ) cos(jη) + bj,ε(ξ) sin(jη)

)
.

By a change of variables and the Parseval identity,

∫

Eε(L)\Sε

|∇Vε,Pm,Eε(L)|
2 dx =

∫ ξε

0

∫ 2π

0

|∇V̂ε,Pm ,L|
2 dη dξ(7.15)

= (εr1)
2mπ

2

∫ ξε

0

|a′0,ε(ξ)|
2 dξ

+ (εr1)
2mπ

m∑

j=1

∫ ξε

0

(
|a′j,ε(ξ)|

2 + j2|bj,ε(ξ)|
2 + |b′j,ε(ξ)|

2 + j2|aj,ε(ξ)|
2
)
dξ.

Let us compute each integral in the above formula. In view of (7.14) and (7.10), it is clear that

∫ ξε

0

|a′0,ε(ξ)|
2 dη =

ℓ20c
2
0

ξε
=

ℓ20c
2
0

| log ε|
+O

(
1

| log ε|2

)
as ε→ 0+.
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Furthermore, for every j ∈ N \ {0},

j2
∫ ξε

0

|bj,ε(ξ)|
2 dξ = ℓ21d

2
j

∫ ξε

0

(
ejξ

1 + e2jξε
−

e−jξ

1 + e−2jξε

)2

dξ

=
ℓ21d

2
j

(1 + e2jξε)2

∫ ξε

0

e2jξ dξ +
ℓ21d

2
j

(1 + e−2jξε)2

∫ ξε

0

e−2jξ dξ −
2ℓ21d

2
jξε

2 + e−2jξε + e2jξε

=
ℓ21d

2
j

2j

(
1

(1 + e2jξε)2
(e2jξε − 1) +

1

(1 + e−2jξε)2
(1 − e−2jξε)

)
−

2ℓ21d
2
jξε

2 + e−2jξε + e2jξε

=
ℓ21d

2
j

2j
(1 + o(1)) as ε→ 0+

and similarly

∫ ξε

0

|b′j,ε(ξ)|
2 dξ = ℓ21d

2
j

∫ ξε

0

(
ejξ

1 + e2jξε
+

e−jξ

1 + e−2jξε

)2

dξ =
ℓ21d

2
j

2j
(1 + o(1)) as ε → 0+.

Finally, for every j ∈ N \ {0},

∫ ξε

0

|a′j,ε(ξ)|
2 dξ = j2ℓ20c

2
j

∫ ξε

0

(
ejξ

1− e2jξε
−

e−jξ

1− e−2jξε

)2

dξ = ℓ20c
2
j

j

2
(1 + o(1)),

j2
∫ ξε

0

|aj,ε(ξ)|
2 dξ = j2ℓ20c

2
j

∫ ξε

0

(
ejξ

1− e2jξε
+

e−jξ

1− e−2jξε

)2

dξ = ℓ20c
2
j

j

2
(1 + o(1)),

as ε → 0+, as shown in the proof of [3, Lemma 2.3]. Replacing the above estimates in (7.15) we
obtain (7.6). �

Proposition 7.3. Let m ∈ N \ {0}. For every j ∈ N \ {0}, let cj and dj be as in (7.7) and (7.8),
respectively. Then

m∑

j=1

j|cj |
2 =

m

4m−1

(
m− 1

⌊m−1
2 ⌋

)2
,(7.16)

m∑

j=1

1

j
|dj |

2 =
1

m4m−1

(
m− 1

⌊m−1
2 ⌋

)2
.(7.17)

Proof. For the proof of (7.16) we refer to [4, Proposition A.3]. To prove (7.17), we observe that,
in view of (7.7),

(cos η)m =
c0
2

+

m∑

j=1

cj cos(jη) for all η ∈ [0, 2π].

Deriving the previous identity with respect to η, we obtain

(cos η)m−1 sin η =
1

m

m∑

j=1

jcj sin(jη) =

m∑

j=1

dj sin(jη) for all η ∈ [0, 2π],

in view of (7.8). It follows that dj =
j
mcj for all j = 1, . . . ,m, hence (7.17) follows from (7.16). �

Remark 7.4. Let m ∈ N, m ≥ 1, and let Pm be a homogeneous polynomial of degree m as in
(7.5). Let Λ ⊂ R2 be a simply connected open bounded domain such that DR ⊆ Λ.

(i) If the coefficient ℓ0 in (7.5) is zero, then Pm ≡ 0 on Sε for all ε ∈ (0, 1]. Hence Vε,Pm,Λ ∈ H̃ε,Λ

and, in view of (7.3),
∫
Λ\Sε

|∇Vε,Pm,Λ|
2 dx = −Lε,Pm,Λ(Vε,Pm,Λ), so that

Eε,Pm,Λ = −
1

2

∫

Λ\Sε

|∇Vε,Pm,Λ|
2 dx.
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(ii) If the coefficient ℓ1 in (7.5) is zero, then ∂Pm

∂x2
≡ 0 on Sε for all ε ∈ (0, 1]. Hence Lε,Pm,Λ ≡ 0

and

Eε,Pm,Λ =
1

2

∫

Λ\Sε

|∇Vε,Pm ,Λ|
2 dx.

Proposition 7.5. Let Ω ⊂ R2 be a simply connected open bounded domain with 0 ∈ DR ⊆ Ω.
For every ε ∈ (0, 1), let Sε be defined in (2.37). Let Pm be a homogeneous polynomial of degree m
as in (7.5) and Eε,Pm,Ω be defined in (7.4) with Λ = Ω and h = Pm. Then, letting ℓ0 and ℓ1 be as
in (7.5), we have

(i) if ℓ0 = 0, then

Eε,Pm,Ω = −
π

2
r2m1 ℓ21ε

2m 1

m4m−1

(
m− 1

⌊m−1
2 ⌋

)2
+ o(ε2m) as ε→ 0+;

(ii) if ℓ1 = 0, then

Eε,Pm,Ω =
π

2
r2m1 ℓ20ε

2m m

4m−1

(
m− 1

⌊m−1
2 ⌋

)2
+ o(ε2m) as ε→ 0+.

Proof. The set Ω is open and 0 ∈ Ω, hence there exist L1, L2 > 0 such that, for every ε ∈ (0, 1],

Sε ⊂ Eε(L1) ⊂ Ω ⊂ Eε(L2) (e.g. we can choose any 0 < L1 <
√
R2 − r21 and L2 = diamΩ). From

(7.1), (7.4), and the space inclusions Hε,Eε(L1) ⊂ Hε,Ω ⊂ Hε,Eε(L2), H̃ε,Eε(L1) ⊂ H̃ε,Ω ⊂ H̃ε,Eε(L2)

obtained by trivial extension, we deduce that, for every ε ∈ (0, 1],

(7.18) Eε,Pm,Eε(L2) ≤ Eε,Pm,Ω ≤ Eε,Pm,Eε(L1).

If ℓ0 = 0, from Remark 7.4, (7.6), and (7.17) it follows that, for i = 1, 2,

Eε,Pm,Eε(Li) = −
1

2

∫

Eε(Li)\Sε

|∇Vε,Pm ,Eε(Li)|
2 dx

= −
π

2
(εr1)

2mℓ21

( m∑

j=1

|dj |
2

j

)
+ o(ε2m) = −

π

2
r2m1 ℓ21ε

2m 1

m4m−1

(
m− 1

⌊m−1
2 ⌋

)2
+ o(ε2m)

as ε→ 0+, thus proving (i) in view of (7.18).
On the other hand, if ℓ1 = 0, then Remark 7.4, (7.6), and (7.16) imply that, for i = 1, 2,

Eε,Pm,Eε(Li) =
1

2

∫

Eε(Li)\Sε

|∇Vε,Pm,Eε(Li)|
2 dx

=
π

2
(εr1)

2mℓ20

( m∑

j=1

j|cj |
2

)
+ o(ε2m) =

π

2
r2m1 ℓ20ε

2m m

4m−1

(
m− 1

⌊m−1
2 ⌋

)2
+ o(ε2m)

as ε→ 0+, thus proving (ii) in view of (7.18). �

Let u0 be as in (2.35) with u0(0) = 0 and m,β, α0 be as in (2.38). Let Tm be the Taylor
polynomial of u0 centered at 0 of order m written in (2.39). In particular Tm is of the form (7.5)
with

ℓj =
1

(m− j)!j!

∂mu0

∂xm−j
1 ∂xj2

(0).

If α0 = jπ
m for some j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m− 1}, then, by Remark 2.5,

ℓ0 = Tm(1, 0) = 0

and

ℓ1 =
∂Tm
∂x2

(1, 0) = ∇Tm(1, 0) · (0, 1) = mβ cos(jπ) = (−1)jmβ.

Hence, by Proposition 7.5, in this case we have

(7.19) Eε,Tm,Ω = −
π

2
r2m1 ε2m

mβ2

4m−1

(
m− 1

⌊m−1
2 ⌋

)2
+ o(ε2m) as ε→ 0+.
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On the other hand, if α0 = π
2m + jπ

m for some j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m− 1}, then, by Remark 2.5,

ℓ0 = Tm(1, 0) = −β sin
(
π
2 + jπ

)
= (−1)j+1β

and

ℓ1 =
∂Tm
∂x2

(1, 0) = mβ cos
(
π
2 + jπ

)
= 0.

In this case, Proposition 7.5 then provides the expansion

(7.20) Eε,Tm,Ω =
π

2
r2m1 ε2m

mβ2

4m−1

(
m− 1

⌊m−1
2 ⌋

)2
+ o(ε2m) as ε→ 0+.

Let g := u0 − Tm. Since u0 is smooth and Tm is its Taylor polynomial at 0 of order m, then

(7.21) g(x) = O(|x|m+1) and |∇g(x)| = O(|x|m) as x→ 0.

Proposition 7.6. Let m and α0 be as in (2.38). For every ε ∈ (0, 1], let Vε,Tm,Ω and Eε,Tm,Ω be
as in (7.1) and (7.4), with Λ = Ω and h = Tm, and let Vε = Vε,u0,Ω and Eε = Eε,u0,Ω be as in
(2.18) and (2.19), respectively. Then

(7.22) ‖Vε − Vε,Tm,Ω‖
2
Hε

= O(ε2m+1) = o(ε2m) as ε→ 0+

and, if either α0 = jπ
m or α0 = π

2m + jπ
m for some j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m− 1},

‖Vε‖Hε
= O(εm) as ε→ 0+,(7.23)

Eε − Eε,Tm,Ω = o(ε2m) as ε→ 0+.(7.24)

Proof. Let Wε := Vε −Vε,Tm,Ω. Then Wε satisfies (7.3) with h := g. Let ηε be as in (4.7). Testing
(7.3) with w =Wε − ηεg, by Young’s Inequality and (2.3) we obtain

‖Wε‖
2
Hε

=

∫

Ω\Sε

ηε∇Wε · ∇g dx+

∫

Ω\Sε

g∇Wε · ∇ηε dx− 2

∫

Sε

∂g

∂x2
γ+(Wε) dS +2

∫

Sε

∂g

∂x2
g dS

≤
1

2
‖Wε‖

2
Hε

+ C

(∫

Ω

η2ε |∇g|
2 dx+

∫

Ω

g2|∇ηε|
2 dx+

∫

Sε

∣∣∣∣
∂g

∂x2

∣∣∣∣
2

dS

)
+ 2

∫

Sε

∣∣∣∣
∂g

∂x2

∣∣∣∣ |g| dS,

for some positive constant C > 0. Hence (7.22) follows from (4.7) and (7.21).
We have

(7.25) Eε − Eε,Tm,Ω =
1

2

(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

− ‖Vε,Tm,Ω‖
2
Hε

)
+ 2

∫

Sε

(
∂u0
∂x2

γ+(Vε)−
∂Tm
∂x2

γ+(Vε,Tm,Ω)

)
dS.

By Remark 7.4 and Proposition 7.5 we have that, if either α0 = jπ
m or α0 = π

2m + jπ
m for some

j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m− 1}, then ‖Vε,Tm,Ω‖Hε
=
√
2|Eε,Tm,Ω| = O(εm) as ε→ 0+. Then, (7.23) follows

from (7.22). Using again (7.22) we conclude that

(7.26) ‖Vε‖
2
Hε

− ‖Vε,Tm,Ω‖
2
Hε

= (Vε − Vε,Tm,Ω, Vε + Vε,Tm,Ω)Hε
= o(ε2m) as ε→ 0+.
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Furthermore, fixing some p > 2 and letting p′ = p
p−1 , Hölder’s inequality, (7.21), and the continuity

of the trace operators (2.3) imply that
∣∣∣∣
∫

Sε

(
∂u0
∂x2

γ+(Vε)−
∂Tm
∂x2

γ+(Vε,Tm,Ω)

)
dS

∣∣∣∣(7.27)

=

∣∣∣∣
∫

Sε

(
∂g

∂x2
γ+(Vε) +

∂Tm
∂x2

(γ+(Vε)− γ+(Vε,Tm ,Ω))

)
dS

∣∣∣∣

≤

∫

Sε

∣∣∣∣
∂g

∂x2

∣∣∣∣ |γ+(Vε)| dS +

∫

Sε

∣∣∣∣
∂Tm
∂x2

∣∣∣∣ |γ+(Wε)| dS

≤ const

(
ε
m+ 1

p′

(∫

Sε

|γ+(Vε)|
p dS

)1/p
+ ε

m−1+ 1
p′

(∫

Sε

|γ+(Wε)|
p dS

)1/p)

≤ const
(
ε
m+ 1

p′ ‖Vε‖Hε
+ ε

m−1+ 1
p′ ‖Wε‖Hε

)

= O
(
ε
2m+ 1

p′

)
+O

(
ε
2m− 1

2+
1
p′

)
= o
(
ε2m

)
as ε→ 0+,

where we used estimates (7.23) and (7.22). Combining (7.25), (7.26), and (7.27) we finally ob-
tain (7.24). �

Proof of Theorems 2.6 and 2.7. Since we are considering only two opposite poles on the same
line, we have v0 = e−iΘ0u0 = u0. Let m ∈ N \ {0} and α0 ∈ [0, π

m ) be as in (2.38).

If α0 = jπ
m or α0 = π

2m + jπ
m for some j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2m− 1}, then, by (2.38) (see Remark 2.5),

u0(x) = Tm(x) +O(|x|m+1) and ∂u0

∂x2
(x) = ∂Tm

∂x2
(x) +O(|x|m) as x→ 0, so that

(7.28) Lε(u0) = 2

∫

Sε

∂Tm
∂x2

Tm dS + O(ε2m+1) = O(ε2m+1) as ε→ 0+

since, in this case, either Tm
∣∣
Sε

≡ 0 or ∂Tm

∂x2

∣∣
Sε

≡ 0.

From Theorem 2.1, (7.28), (7.23), and (7.24), it follows that

(7.29) λε,n0 − λ0,n0 = 2Eε − 2Lε(u0) + o
(
‖Vε‖

2
Hε

)
= 2Eε,Tm,Ω + o(ε2m) as ε→ 0+.

Theorem 2.6 follows from (7.29) and (7.19), while Theorem 2.7 is a consequence of (7.29) and
(7.20). �

Remark 7.7. The case m = 0 has been omitted in the present section as, for u0(0) 6= 0 the
sharp expansion is already contained in [5] even without symmetry assumptions on the domain;
however, the above argument could also apply in such a case, providing an alternative proof of
the result of [5].

8. Dealing with more general configurations of poles

In this section, we give a hint on how our approach could be extended to treat other possible
configurations of poles, which are not covered in the present paper for the sake of simplicity
of exposition. By Theorem 2.1, the quantity that sharply measures the eigenvalue variation is
Eε − Lε(v0), where Eε is as in (2.19), Lε as in (2.16) and v0 is the limit eigenfunction after a
gauge transformation, thus solving (2.14). As explained in the introduction, Eε is essentially an

intermediate quantity between a capacity and a torsional rigidity, measuring the set ∪k1+k2

j=1 Sj
ε .

For the success of our method it is important that the limit eigenfunction v0 is regular on the sets
Sj
ε , while the perturbed eigenfunction vε jumps on them, together with ∇vε ·ν

j . Our approach can
be applied to all configurations of poles for which, after a gauge transformation as in Section 3.3,
the origin belongs to the half-lines on which the perturbed eigenfunction vε jumps.

We provide below some examples. Since the gauge transformation for a configuration of poles
is the composition of the gauge transformations of the families of poles lying on the same straight
line, we now focus on a single set of k collinear poles. Hence, for sake of simplicity, we assume

{aj}j=1,...,k ⊂ DR(0) ∩ {(x1, 0): x1 ∈ R} ⊂ Ω.
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More precisely, we assume that k = n1 + n2, where n1, n2 ∈ N denote, respectively, the number of
poles which lie on the left and on the right side with respect to the origin (either n1 or n2 might
be zero). Namely,

aj =

{
(−δj , 0), for j = 1, . . . , n1,

(δj , 0), for j = n1 + 1, . . . , n1 + n2,

where δj > 0 are such that

−δ1 < −δ2 < · · · < −δn1 < 0 < δn1+1 < · · · < δn1+n2 .

For the above configuration, we consider problem (1.4). One of the following cases occurs:

(i) n1 and n2 are both even;
(ii) n1 and n2 are both odd;
(iii) n1 is odd and n2 is even (or vice versa).

The procedure developed to prove our main result Theorem 2.1 can be reproduced in cases (i) and
(ii), as well as in case (iii) if n2 = 0.

Let us now briefly describe, in these cases, how problem (1.4) becomes after a tailored gauge
transformation. Hereafter, we denote by Σ := R × {0} the x1 axis, by T : H1(R2 \ Σ) → Lp(Σ)
the jump trace operator defined as in (2.4) with Σ instead of Σj , and by ν := (0, 1).

Case (i): even number of poles evenly distributed, i.e. n1 = 2N and n2 = 2M for some N,M ∈ N

(see Figure 9a). In this case, reasoning as in Section 3.3, it is possible to find a gauge transformation
such that problem (1.4) is equivalent to





−∆v = λv, in Ω \
⋃N+M

j=1 Sj
ε ,

v = 0, on ∂Ω,

T (v) = T (∇v · ν) = 0, on
⋃N+M

j=1 Sj
ε ,

where

Sj
ε :=

{
[−εδ2j−1,−εδ2j]× {0}, if j = 1, . . . , N,

[εδ2j−1, εδ2j ]× {0}, if j = N + 1, . . . , N +M.

Case (ii): even number of poles oddly distributed, i.e. n1 = 2N + 1 and n2 = 2M + 1 for
some N,M ∈ N (see Figure 9b). Once again, reasoning as in Section 3.3, one can find a gauge
transformation such that problem (1.4) is equivalent to





−∆v = λv, in Ω \
⋃N+M+1

j=1 Sj
ε ,

v = 0, on ∂Ω,

T (v) = T (∇v · ν) = 0, on
⋃N+M+1

j=1 Sj
ε ,

where

Sj
ε :=





[−εδ2j−1,−εδ2j]× {0}, for j = 1, . . . , N,

[−εδ2N+1, εδ2N+2]× {0}, for j = N + 1,

[εδ2j−1, εδ2j ]× {0}, for j = N + 2, . . . , N +M + 1.

(iii): odd number of poles all on the same side, i.e. n1 = 2N + 1 and n2 = 0 (see Figure 9c). In
this case, problem (1.4) is equivalent to





−∆v = λv, in Ω \
[
Γ0 ∪

(⋃N+1
j=1 Sj

ε

)]
,

v = 0, on ∂Ω,

T (v) = T (∇v · ν) = 0, on Γ0,

T (v) = T (∇v · ν) = 0, on
⋃N+1

j=1 Sj
ε ,

where

Sj
ε :=

{
[−εδ2j−1,−εδ2j]× {0}, for j = 1, . . . , N,

[−εδ2N+1, 0]× {0}, for j = N + 1.
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To conclude, the only case left open in the present work is case (iii) with n2 6= 0. This requires
non-trivial technical adaptations and will be the object of future investigation.

· · ·

a
1
ε

a
2
ε

a
2N−1
ε

a
2N
ε

· · · a
2N+2M
ε

a
2N+2M−1
ε

a
2N+2
ε

a
2N+1
ε

0

(a) Case (i)

· · ·

0a
1
ε

a
2
ε

a
2N−1
ε

a
2N
ε

a
2N+1
ε

a
2N+2
ε

· · · a
2N+2M+2
ε

a
2N+2M+1
ε

a
2N+4
ε

a
2N+3
ε

(b) Case (ii)

· · ·

0

a
1
ε

a
2
ε

a
2N−1
ε

a
2N
ε

a
2N+1
ε

(c) Case (iii) with n2 = 0

Figure 9. The jumping set after gauge transformation in cases (i), (ii), and (iii).
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