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Abstract

We study the formation of breathers in multi-dimensional lattices with nonlocal coupling that decays
algebraically. By variational methods, the exact relationship between various parameters (dimension,
nonlinearity, nonlocal parameter α) that defines positive excitation thresholds is characterized. At the
anti-continuum regime, there exists a family of unique ground states that determines excitation thresh-
olds. We not only characterize the sharp spatial decay of ground states, which varies continuously in α,
but also identify the time decay of dispersive waves, which undergoes a discontinuous transition in α.
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1 Introduction.

Discrete breathers on nonlinear lattices, solitary waves that are localized in space and periodic in time,
have been an active area of research in both experiments and mathematical studies for decades [1, 2]. Our
focus is on discrete Hamiltonian systems with long-range interactions (LRI) whose equations of motion
provide a variety of dynamics ranging from breathers with slowly decaying tails to nonlinear dispersive
decay due to an interplay between linear dispersion (or lattice diffraction) characterized by the nonlocal
lattice coupling and nonlinearity. LRI rises naturally in the numerical discretization of fractional differential
equations, among many others. Relevant to physical applications and numerical studies are the following
non-exhaustive references: [3] (energy transport in biomoleculues), [4, 5] (optical waveguide arrays), [6]
(nonlinear optical realization of the fractional Schrödinger equation), [7, 8, 9] (quantum systems), [10, 11, 12]
(existence and stability of breathers), and [13, 14] (breathers in the Klein-Gordon-type coupled oscillators
with global coupling). Among many sub-topics related to breathers and LRI, our interest is in extending
the theory of excitation thresholds beyond the nearest-neighbor interaction (NNI) [15, 16] to LRI with a
nonlocal generalization of the discrete nonlinear Schrödinger equation (DNLS) as the main model; see also
[17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22] for excitation thresholds of DNLS featuring nonlinear hopping, saturable nonlinearities,
and periodic/gap solitons.

To illustrate the existence of excitation thresholds (see (2.9) for a precise definition), consider the focusing
DNLS

iu̇n = −∆dun − |un|p−1un (1.1)

where u : Zd × R → C, p > 1 and ∆dun := −2dun +
∑

|m−n|=1

um with | · | being the l1 metric. Comparing

(1.1) with the NLS i∂tu = −∆u− |u|p−1u, both (1.1) and NLS are invariant under the time-translation and
gauge symmetry, which yield energy and mass conservation, respectively. Although the solutions of NLS are

invariant under u(x, t) 7→ λ−
2

p−1u(xλ ,
t
λ2 ) for λ > 0, there is no such scaling symmetry for (1.1) due to the

underlying lattice structure.
For ω > 0, Q(x) ∈ R, substituting u(x, t) = eiωtQ(x) into NLS, we obtain a nonlinear eigenvalue equation

ωQ = ∆Q+ |Q|p−1Q. Since ∥λ−
2

p−1Q(xλ )∥L2 = λ
d
2−

2
p−1 ∥Q∥L2 , if Q is a non-trivial solution for some ω > 0

and p ̸= 1+ 4
d , another non-trivial solution to the eigenvalue equation with ω′ > 0 with an arbitrarily small

L2-norm can be constructed by the scaling symmetry. In other words, the NLS allows a family of breather
solutions at any L2-norm (zero excitation threshold, or in short, ν0 = 0) unless p = 1 + 4

d ; if p = 1 + 4
d ,

then any initial data with L2-norm less than ∥Q∥L2 , where Q ∈ H1(Rd) is the ground state of NLS, disperse
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and decay to zero in L∞(Rd) as t → ∞ [23] and therefore some positive L2-norm (ν0 > 0) is required for
localization to persist globally in time.

With the lack of scaling symmetry, the dynamics of lattice systems exhibits distinct behavior relative
to their continuum analogue. By variational methods, the existence of excitation thresholds for DNLS was
shown and classified in [15], thereby proving the heuristics based on scaling arguments laid out in [16]. More
precisely, it was shown that ν0 > 0 if and only if p ≥ 1 + 4

d . Motivated by the work above, our goal is to
investigate the role of LRI in excitation thresholds (Propositions 3.1 and 3.2). For the coupling strength
decaying algebraically as |n|−(d+α), it is shown that any power-type nonlinearity is mass-supercritical for
0 < α≪ 1, and hence ν0 > 0. Our definition of LRI, adopted from [24], requires the coupling coefficients to
be summable, and therefore α = 0 is not considered. However Proposition 3.3 considers this singular case
under a logarithmic weight where it is shown that ν0 > 0 for any p > 1. On the other hand, when α ≥ 2,
the effect of LRI is replaced by that of NNI, which recovers the result of [15].

Once the criteria of existence/non-existence of ground states have been identified, it is of interest to study
the spatial profile of ground states, their stability properties, and a generic dynamical behavior of initial
data near ground states as t→ ∞. We revisit the topic of the slowly-decaying tail behavior of ground states
[7, 13, 14] induced by LRI and show the fully algebraic nature of the decay of (1.2) via rigorous error analysis
including the sharp order of decay. At the anti-continuum regime (Proposition 3.6), the ground states are
unique, modulo symmetries, and are minimizers of the Gagliardo-Nirenberg type inequalities (2.8) defined
similar to the Weinstein functional [23]. This determines an explicit formula for the excitation thresholds.
In Section 4, we numerically confirm the excitation of breather-like solutions for localized initial data with
sufficiently large mass. The solutions decompose into a hump of peak intensity and radiation where the
radiation component, for any time, decays algebraically, consistent with Proposition 2.2. For sufficiently
small mass, the solutions exhibit global scattering and nonlinear dispersive decay. It is shown, by a detailed
study on the polylogarithms (see also [25, Appendix]), that α = 1 is the threshold nonlocal parameter at
which the order of dispersive decay exhibits a discontinuous transition (see Proposition 4.1); interestingly,
this dichotomy persists in the continuum limit as suggested in [26, Remark 2]. In general, the non-analyticity
of polylogarithms at the origin affects the dispersive properties of (1.2), and thus have consequences on the
global dynamical behavior.

An outline of this paper is as follows: basic definitions are given in Section 1.1; Section 2 revises the
method of concentration compactness in obtaining breather solutions and confirms its applicability to LRI;
the sharp decay of ground states is given in Section 2.2; assuming J|n| ∼ |n|−(d+α), a precise relationship
between d, p, α and the excitation threshold is given in Section 3; that the ground states near the anti-
continuum regime are unique minimizers of the excitation threshold functional is given in Section 3.3; in
Section 4, the initial value problem in 1D lattice is given as an application of previous ideas.

1.1 Formulation

The behavior of breathers depends crucially on the nonlocal coupling. Let J : (N ∪ {0})n → [0,∞) where
n ∈ {1, . . . , d} and J(0, . . . , 0) = 0. For the sake of setup, assume J is radial (n = 1) where an example when
n > 1 is studied in Section 3.2; the non-radial coupling, which could potentially rise from direction-dependent
LRI, could have promising applications in photonics and optoelectronics [27], and moreover see [28, 29] for
the analyses of NLS-type models with anisotropic diffraction whose numerical discretization gives rise to
nonlocal non-radial coupling. Suppose throughout the summability condition and define a non-negative
operator

J :=
∑
m∈Zd

J|m| <∞; Lun =
∑

m∈Zd\{n}

J|n−m|(un − um),

from which our main model is given by

iu̇n = κLun − |un|p−1un; −ωqn = κLqn − |qn|p−1qn, (1.2)

where the time-independent model is obtained by taking un = eiωtqn; unless the anti-continuum limit is
discussed, assume κ = 1. The two conserved quantities

M [u] := ∥u∥2l2 =
∑
n

|un|2; H[u] :=
1

2
⟨Lu, u⟩ −

∥u∥p+1
lp+1

p+ 1

2



are used throughout. By direct estimation, it can be seen that L is bounded on l2(Zd) with an upper bound in

operator norm 2J . Equivalently let ξ ∈ Td = Rd/(2πZd) = (−π, π]d and define σ(ξ) = 2
∑
m̸=0

J|m| sin
2
(
m·ξ
2

)
where L̂u(ξ) = σ(ξ)û(ξ) and û(ξ) = F [u](ξ) =

∑
m∈Zd

ume
−im·ξ.

2 Constrained optimization and ground states.

Define
Iν = inf

q∈l2(Zd)
{H[q] :M [q] = ν}.

If ν = 0, then q = 0, and therefore assume ν > 0. A ground state at mass ν is defined as a minimizer of Iν .
The purpose of this section is twofold: determine a sufficient condition under which a ground state exists
(Proposition 2.1) and the sharp order of decay of ground states (Proposition 2.2).

2.1 Existence of ground states.

Lemma 2.1. If J is radial, then −ν
p+1
2

p+1 ≤ Iν ≤ 0.

Proof. By l2 ↪→ lp+1,

H[q] ≥ − ν
p+1
2

p+ 1
> −∞.

Let R > 0. Define qn = A := ( ν
Rd )

1
2 if |n| ≤ R and qn = 0, otherwise; note that M [q] ≃ ν. The second term

in the Hamiltonian vanishes for large R since∑
n

|qn|p+1 ≃ ν
p+1
2 R− d(p−1)

2 −−−−→
R→∞

0. (2.1)

In estimating ⟨Lq, q⟩, assume |n| ≤ R, |m| > R since otherwise, |qn − qm|2 = 0. Take R > 0, k0 ∈ N
sufficiently large such that k0 ≪ R and (R+ k0)

d −Rd ≃d k0Rd−1.
Consider N = {|m′| > R : min

|n′|≤R
|m′ − n′| < k0}. If m ∈ N , then J|n−m||qn − qm|2 ≤ JνR−d. Since

|B(m; k0) ∩B(0;R)| ≤ |B(m; k0)| ≲ kd0 and |N | ≲ k0R
d−1, we have∑

m∈N , n∈B(m;k0)

J|n−m||qn − qm|2 ≲ νJkd+1
0 R−1. (2.2)

For n ∈ B(0;R) \B(m; k0), set k = |n−m|. Then,∑
m∈N , n∈B(0;R)\B(m;k0)

J|n−m||qn − qm|2 ≲ |N |A2
∑

k0≤k≲R

kd−1Jk ≲ k0νR
−1
∑
k≥k0

kd−1Jk, (2.3)

and therefore the RHS of (2.3) is bounded above by any ϵ > 0 by taking k0, R sufficiently large, provided
that k0 ≪ R.

Consider m ∈ S := B(0; 2R) \ (N ∪B(0;R)). A similar analysis yields∑
m∈S, n∈B(0;R)

J|n−m||qn − qm|2 ≲ A2
∑

|m|≤2R

∑
k≥k0

kd−1Jk ≲ ν
∑
k≥k0

kd−1Jk = o(1), (2.4)

as k0 → ∞. Lastly let |m| > 2R, |n| ≤ R. Setting j = n −m, the lower bound |j| > R holds. Then the
contribution to ⟨Lu, u⟩ is at most

νR−d
∑

|n|≤R

∑
|m|>2R

J|n−m| ≤ νR−d
∑

|n|≤R

∑
|j|>R

J|j| ≲ ν
∑
|j|>R

J|j| = o(1), (2.5)

and hence the claim by (2.1), (2.2), (2.3), (2.4), (2.5).
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The case when Iν = 0 can be characterized by the Gagliardo-Nirenberg-type inequality (2.6).

Lemma 2.2. Iν = 0 if and only if

∥q∥p+1
lp+1 ≤ p+ 1

2
ν−

p−1
2 ∥q∥p−1

l2 ⟨Lq, q⟩, ∀q ∈ l2(Zd). (2.6)

Proof. (2.6) is equivalent to
M [q] = ν ⇒ H[q] ≥ 0. (2.7)

If Iν = 0, then H[q] ≥ Iν = 0 whenever M [q] = ν. Conversely, (2.7) implies Iν ≥ 0, which implies Iν = 0 by
Lemma 2.1.

If there exists ν > 0 such that (2.6) holds, then the inequality holds with ν replaced by 0 < ν′ < ν.
Motivated by this observation, define

ν0 := sup{ν : (2.6) holds} ≥ 0.

By continuity, Iν0 = 0. Equivalently define

K = inf
u∈l2(Zd)\{0}

∥u∥p−1
l2 ⟨Lu, u⟩
∥u∥p+1

lp+1

≥ 0. (2.8)

Comparing K with the coefficients of (2.6), we have

ν0 =

(
p+ 1

2
κK

) 2
p−1

, (2.9)

where κ > 0 is the coupling coefficient if L were replaced by κL. In particular, (2.9) correctly predicts
that there is no excitation threshold in the anti-continuum limit κ → 0 with a unique ground state of mass
ν > 0 given by q∗ = ν

1
2 δ where δ is the Kronecker delta supported at the origin (modulo translation). For

ν sufficiently large, ground states are found from the strict negativity of Iν as [15, Theorem 2.1].

Proposition 2.1. Let Iν < 0 and {q(k)} ⊆ l2(Zd) be a minimizing sequence. Then there exist a subsequence
{q(nk)}, mk ∈ Zd, ϕk ∈ R, and q∗ ∈ l2(Zd) with non-negative entries such that eiϕkq(nk)(· −mk) −−−−→

k→∞
q∗

in l2(Zd), and hence Iν = H[q∗]. There exists ω(ν) > 0 such that

−wq∗ = Lq∗ − qp∗ . (2.10)

Proof. Although a straightforward application of the method of concentration compactness is applied, we
give a sketch of the proof to address a technical issue rising from LRI; for a detailed proof applied to DNLS,
see [30] or the appendix of [15].

There exists {q(nk)} whose qualitative behavior is either of vanishing, dichotomy, or compactness. We
rule out the first two from which the existence of strong limit q∗ ∈ l2(Zd) follows. Then the non-negativity
follows by observing ⟨Lq, q⟩ ≥ ⟨L|q|, |q|⟩ since |qn − qm| ≥ ||qn| − |qm||. Then the Euler-Lagrange equation
with ω(ν) as the Lagrange multiplier yields (2.10).

By definition of minimizing sequence and Iν , there exists ϵk > 0 such that ϵk −−−−→
k→∞

0 and, without

re-labeling the subsequence indices, Iν = H[q(k)] + ϵk. By Lemma 2.1 and the interpolation of Lebesgue
spaces,

0 ≥ Iν ≥ −
∥q(k)∥p+1

lp+1

p+ 1
+ ϵk ≥ −

ν∥q(k)∥p−1
l∞

p+ 1
+ ϵk.

Vanishing subsequence implies ∥q(k)∥l∞ −−−−→
k→∞

0, which implies Iν = 0.

The dichotomy of concentration of mass cannot occur due to the strict subadditivity, Iν < Iν1 + Iν−ν1
for ν1 ∈ (0, ν), which follows straightforwardly from Iθν1 < θIν1 for θ > 1, ν1 > 0. Indeed,

Iθν1 ≤ inf
M [q]=ν1

{H[
√
θq]} = θ · inf

M [q]=ν1
{⟨Lq, q⟩ − θ

p−1
2

p+ 1
∥q∥p+1

lp+1} < θIν1 ,

4



where the last strict inequality follows from p, θ > 1.
The claim is by contradiction. Let ν1 ∈ (0, ν). For any ϵ > 0, suppose there exist {a(k)}, {b(k)} ⊆ l2(Zd)

with compact support and dist(a(k), b(k)) −−−−→
k→∞

0 satisfying

|M [a(k)]− ν1| < ϵ, |M [b(k)]− (ν − ν1)| < ϵ, ∥q(k) − (a(k) + b(k))∥l2 < ϵ,

for sufficiently large k ∈ N. We claim H[q(k)] = H[a(k)] + H[b(k)] + o(1) as k → ∞, ϵ → 0. It suffices to
show ⟨La(k), b(k)⟩ −−−−→

k→∞
0, which follows from∑

n

∑
m ̸=n

J|n−m|(a
(k)
n − a(k)m )b(k)n =

∑
n

∑
m ̸=0

J|m|(a
(k)
n − a

(k)
n+m)b(k)n

=
∑
m ̸=0

J|m|
∑
n

(a(k)n − a
(k)
n+m)b(k)n

≲
∑

|m|≥Rk

J|m|(ν1(ν − ν1))
1
2 −−−−→
k→∞

0,

where Rk = dist(a(k), b(k)). Then Iν = H[a(k)] + H[b(k)] + o(1), which implies Iν ≥ Iν1 + Iν−ν1 as k →
∞, ϵ→ 0.

Remark 2.1. An immediate consequence of any minimizing sequence being precompact modulo symmetries
(translations and gauge) is that the set of ground states at any mass is orbitally stable. Spectral stability in
the case of LRI is expected (see [31] for the spectral stability of DNLS), which we leave for further studies.

Remark 2.2. Taking the contrapositive of (2.6), if the inequality fails for some q ∈ l2(Zd) for some ν > 0,
then Iν < 0 by Lemma 2.1, and there exists a minimizer of Iν by Proposition 2.1. Therefore for all ν > ν0,
we have Iν < 0, and conversely, for all ν ≤ ν0, Iν = 0 where Iν0 = 0 is by continuity. The existence of
minimizer at ν0 is unclear.

2.2 Decay of ground states.

It was claimed in [7, Section 3] that when d = 1 and Jk = k−(1+α), the tail behavior of the localized states
is exponential if α > 2 and algebraic if 1 < α < 2. Soon after in [13], an analysis on a similar model
(Klein-Gordan type with cubic potential and LRI) was reported with numerical evidence that the decay
near the origin undergoes an exponential-to-algebraic crossover for |n| > nc for some transitional lattice site
nc ∈ N. Here we provide a rigorous error analysis with the sharp order of decay. If q ∈ l2(Zd) is a ground
state satisfying (2.10), then there exists ω > 0 such that

q = (ω + L)−1qp = K ∗ qp (2.11)

where

Kn = [F−1(ω + σ(ξ))−1]n = (2π)−d
∫
Td

ein·ξ

ω + σ(ξ)
dξ. (2.12)

For d = 1, Jk = k−(1+α), (2.12) was approximated in [7] for |n| ≫ 1 by

1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞

cos(nξ)

ω + aξ2
dξ =

e−
√

ω
a |n|

2
√
aω

when α > 2, for some a > 0, using the properties of the polylogarithm, which yields an exponential decay of
q. Note that σ(ξ) ≃ |ξ|2 is valid for |ξ| ≪ 1 by Lemma 3.1, but not for |ξ| ≳ 1, and therefore an extension
of the integral from Td to Rd should be dealt with care.

Proposition 2.2. Let q ∈ l2(Zd) satisfy (2.10) with M [q] = ν. For any 0 < α <∞, the decay estimate

|qn| ≲ ν
p
2 ⟨n⟩−(d+α) (2.13)

holds, and for α = ∞, q = O(|n|−β) for any β > 0 where the implicit constant is independent of β.
Furthermore if ϵ > 0, α <∞, then

q /∈ O(|n|−(d+α+ϵ)). (2.14)
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Proof. By an explicit computation of F−1[sin2
(
m·ξ
2

)
]n, we have

sn := F−1σn =
∑
m ̸=0

J|m|F−1[sin2
(
m · ξ
2

)
]n =


1
2

∑
m̸=0

J|m| , if n = 0

− 1
2J|n| , if n ̸= 0.

(2.15)

Assume α ∈ (0,∞). To obtain a decay estimate of q from (2.11), an argument similar to the Picard iteration
is implemented. Note that the decay of K corresponds to the regularity of (ω + σ(ξ))−1, and therefore of
σ(ξ), which in turn corresponds to the decay of sn; the symbols (ω+σ(ξ))−1 and σ(ξ) are in the same Hölder
space since σ ≥ 0 and ω > 0. In short, K = O(|n|−(d+α)).

By l2(Zd) ↪→ l∞(Zd), for any ϵ > 0, there exists R > 0 such that |qn| ≤ ϵ whenever |n| > R. For |n| > 2R,
the convolution in (2.11) is split into |m| ≤ R and |m| > R to obtain

qn ≤ ∥q∥pl2
∑

|m|≤R

Kn−m + ϵp−1
∑

|m|>R

Kn−mqm

≲ ∥q∥pl2
∑

|m|≤R

⟨n−m⟩−(d+α) + ϵp−1
∑

|m|>R

Kn−mqm =: S1 + S2.
(2.16)

Since |n−m| ≥ |n|
2 , we have

S1 ≤ C⟨n⟩−(d+α) ≃ ∥q∥pl2R
d⟨n⟩−(d+α).

For δ > 0, let C0(δ) > 0 be the best constant that satisfies

qn ≤ C0(δ + ⟨n⟩−(d+α)). (2.17)

Indeed C0 exists since qn
δ+⟨n⟩−(d+α) ≤ ∥q∥l2

δ . Define C1 > 0 by∑
m

Kn−m⟨m⟩−(d+α) ≤ C1⟨n⟩−(d+α), (2.18)

which can be shown by comparing the series with the corresponding integral. Observe that the α-dependence
of C1 is uniform on α ∈ [α0,∞) for a fixed α0 > 0. By (2.16), (2.17),

qn ≤ C⟨n⟩−(d+α) + C0ϵ
p−1

∑
|m|>R

Kn−m(δ + ⟨m⟩−(d+α))

≤ (ϵp−1
∑
m

|Km|)C0δ + (C + C0(ϵ
p−1C1))⟨n⟩−(d+α)

≤ (C +
C0

2
)(δ + ⟨n⟩−(d+α)),

where 0 < ϵ≪ 1 was chosen at the last inequality, implying C0 ≤ C+ C0

2 , and therefore C0 ≤ 2C. By (2.17)
and C > 0, the estimate (2.13) follows by taking δ → 0 in (2.17). If α = ∞, a similar analysis as above
shows O(|n|−β) decay where the implicit constant can be chosen independent of β by the remark following
(2.18).

Suppose there exists ϵ > 0 satisfying d+ α+ ϵ /∈ Z and ϵ < (p− 1)(d+ α) such that q = O(|n|−(d+α+ϵ)).
By (2.11), this implies F−1[σq̂] = s ∗ q = O(|n|−(d+α+ϵ)). Let R ≫ 1 such that R− ϵ

2

∑
m

|sm| ≪ 1 and

|qm0 | >
∥q∥l∞

2 for some |m0| < R. Let 2R ≤ |n| ≤ 2−
1

d+αR
d+α+ϵ/2

d+α . Then,

|n|−(d+α+ϵ) ≳ |(s ∗ q)n| ≥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

|m|≤R

sn−mqm

∣∣∣∣∣∣−
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

|m|>R

sn−mqm

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≳
∑

|m|≤R

J|n−m|qm −
∑

|m|>R

|sn−m|
|m|d+α+ϵ

≳ ∥q∥l∞ |n|−(d+α) − (R− ϵ
2

∑
m

|sm|)R−(d+α+ϵ/2) ≳ |n|−(d+α),

(2.19)

where an explicit computation (2.15) and qn ≥ 0 were used in the second inequality.
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3 Excitation thresholds for LRI.

3.1 Radial algebraic decay.

J is defined to be of order α ∈ (0,∞) if lim
k→∞

kd+αJk = A(d, α) ∈ (0,∞); J is of order ∞ if lim
k→∞

kd+αJk = 0

for any α <∞. Suppose J1 > 0 so that σ(ξ) = 0 if and only if ξ = 0; this assumes that the nearest-neighbor
coupling is nontrivial. Observe that if J1 = 1 and Jk = 0 whenever k > 1, then the center-difference discrete
Laplacian is recovered.

The existence of excitation thresholds hinges upon the following lemma, which is a higher-dimensional
extension of [32, Appendix A.1]. Let ⟨z⟩ = (|z|2 + 1)

1
2 . In what follows, assume for convenience the leading

coefficient of the series given by σ to be 1.

Lemma 3.1. Given a radial J of order α ∈ (0,∞], define

α′ =

{
α
2 , if α ∈ (0, 2)

1 , if α ∈ [2,∞].
(3.1)

Then,

σ(ξ) ≃d,α δ(ξ) :=


|ξ|α , if α ∈ (0, 2)

|ξ|2⟨log |ξ|⟩ , if α = 2

|ξ|2 , if α ∈ (2,∞].

(3.2)

Proof. Assume α ∈ (0,∞); the case α = ∞ follows similarly. Let k0 ∈ N such that Jk ≃ k−(d+α) whenever
k ≥ k0. Since Td is compact, it suffices to show (3.2) for |ξ| < π

k0
. For k = |m| and cosψ = m·ξ

|m||ξ| ,

σ(ξ) =

 ∑
1≤k≤ π

|ξ|

+
∑
k> π

|ξ|

 ∑
|m|=k

Jk sin
2

(
k|ξ| cosψ

2

)
=: I1 + I2.

By Jk ≃ k−(d+α), we have

I2 ≲
∑
k> π

|ξ|

kd−1Jk ≲ |ξ|α ≲ δ(ξ).

Recalling the one-dimensional result in [32, Appendix A.1],

I1 ≲
∞∑
k=1

kd−1Jk sin
2

(
k|ξ|
2

)
≲ δ(ξ),

and hence the upper bound.
Let ed = (0, . . . , 0, 1) ∈ Zd. To show the lower bound, we show

δ(ξ) ≲ σ(|ξ|ed) ≲ σ(ξ). (3.3)

Given ξ ∈ Td, m ∈ Zd \ {0}, let θ, ψ ∈ [0, π] be the angles between m and |ξ|ed, ξ, respectively. Then,

σ(|ξ|ed) =

 ∑
1≤k≤ π

|ξ|

+
∑
k> π

|ξ|

 ∑
|m|=k

Jk sin
2

(
k|ξ| cos θ

2

)
=: A1 +A2. (3.4)

Observing that sin2(z) is an increasing function on z ∈ [0, π2 ],

A1 ≲
∑

1≤k≤ π
|ξ|

kd−1Jk sin
2

(
k|ξ|
2

)
. (3.5)
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Since sin2 z ≲ sin2 z2 for z ∈ [0, π2 ] and |{m ∈ Zd : |m| = k, | cosψ| ≥ 1
2}| ≳ kd−1, we have

σ(ξ) ≥
∑

1≤k≤ π
|ξ|

∑
|m|=k

Jk sin
2

(
k|ξ| cosψ

2

)
≥

∑
1≤k≤ π

|ξ|

∑
{|m|=k, | cosψ|≥ 1

2}

Jk sin
2

(
k|ξ|
4

)

≳
∑

1≤k≤ π
|ξ|

kd−1Jk sin
2

(
k|ξ|
4

)
≳

∑
1≤k≤ π

|ξ|

kd−1Jk sin
2

(
k|ξ|
2

)
,

(3.6)

and therefore A1 ≲ σ(ξ) by (3.5).
Since A2 ≲

∑
k> π

|ξ|

kd−1Jk ≲ |ξ|α, it suffices to show |ξ|α ≲ RHS of (3.5), which follows from

RHS of (3.5) ≳
∑

k0≤k≤ π
|ξ|

sin2
(
k|ξ|
2

)
k1+α

=
∑
k≥k0

sin2
(
k|ξ|
2

)
k1+α

−
∑
k> π

|ξ|

sin2
(
k|ξ|
2

)
k1+α

,

and

|ξ|α +
∑
k> π

|ξ|

sin2
(
k|ξ|
2

)
k1+α

≲ |ξ|α ≲ δ(ξ) ≃
∑
k≥k0

sin2
(
k|ξ|
2

)
k1+α

, (3.7)

where the last step is by [32, Appendix A.1].
To show the other lower bound of (3.3), observe that

σ(|ξ|ed) ≃
∞∑

md=1

∑
m1,...,md−1

J|m| sin
2

(
mdξd
2

)
≳

∑
md>k0

 ∑
m1,...,md−1

1

|m|d+α

 sin2
(
mdξd
2

)
. (3.8)

A (d− 1)-repeated application of an elementary estimate∫ ∞

1

dx

xp + y
≃p y−

p−1
p , y ≥ 1, p > 1,

yields ∑
m1,...,md−1

1

|m|d+α
≳

∑
m2,...,md−1

∑
m1≥1

1

|m1|d+α + · · ·+ |md|d+α

≳
∑

m2,...,md−1

1

|m2|d+α−1 + · · ·+ |md|d+α−1
≳ · · · ≳ 1

|md|1+α
,

and therefore by [32, Appendix A.1] again,

RHS of (3.8) ≳
∑

md>k0

sin2
(
mdξd

2

)
|md|1+α

≃ δ(ξ).

Proposition 3.1. If p < 1+ 4α′

d , then K = 0. Consequently ν0 = 0, and Iν has a minimizer for any ν > 0.

The proposition is shown by an explicit construction of test functions similar to [15, Proposition 4.1]. An
extension of this idea to LRI requires more technicality.

Lemma 3.2. Let un = e−ρ|n|
γ

for n ∈ Z, ρ > 0, γ ∈ (0, 2). Then as ρ → 0,
∑
n∈Z

|un|q ≃ (qρ)−
1
γ holds for

any q ∈ (0,∞). For ρ≪ 1,

∫ π

−π
|ξ|β |û(ξ)|2dξ ≃


ρ

β−1
γ , if β ∈ (−1, 1 + 2γ)

ρ2| log ρ| , if β = 1 + 2γ

ρ2 , if β > 1 + 2γ.

(3.9)
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Proof. Observe that un is the fundamental solution of the fractional heat equation

∂ρu = −(−∆)
γ
2 u, (ξ, ρ) ∈ T× R (3.10)

on the Fourier side where ρ is the time variable. Let pρ(x) be the fundamental solution of (3.10) posed on
R. From the semigroup theory of exp(−(−∆)

γ
2 ), we have (see [33, Section 2.6], for example)

pρ(x) ≃ min(ρ−
1
γ ,

ρ

|x|1+γ
), x ∈ R. (3.11)

On T, the fundamental solution p̃ρ is periodized from pρ, i.e,

p̃ρ(ξ) =
∑
m∈Z

pρ(ξ + 2mπ) =
∑
n∈Z

e−ρ|n|
γ

cosnξ,

where the last equality is by the Poisson summation formula. By the relationship above, p̃ρ obeys (3.11) for
|ξ| ≤ π, and therefore

û(ξ) = p̃ρ(ξ) ≃
ρ

ρ1+
1
γ + |ξ|1+γ

.

Setting ξ = 0 and replacing ρ by qρ, the desired lq-norm follows.
Let I denote the integral in (3.9) where the domain is restricted to [0, π] by the evenness of the integrand.

Let k0 ≥ 1 be the least integer satisfying π
2k0−1 ≤ ρ

1
γ . Decomposing I = I1+I2+I3 on [0, ρ

1
γ ]∪[ρ

1
γ , π2 ]∪[

π
2 , π],

respectively, where

I1 ≃ ρ−
2
γ

∫ ρ
1
γ

0

|ξ|βdξ ≃ ρ
β−1
γ ,

I2 ≃ ρ2
k0∑
k=1

∫ π

2k−1

π

2k+1

2−βkdξ

(ρ1+
1
γ + |ξ|1+γ)2

≃ ρ2
k0∑
k=1

2(1+2γ−β)k, (3.12)

I3 ≃ ρ2
∫ π

π
2

|ξ|βdξ ≃ ρ2,

(3.9) follows from the sign consideration of the geometric series in (3.12).

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Once K = 0 is shown, the rest of the statement follows from Remark 2.2. Let

un = e−ρ|n| =

d∏
j=1

e−ρ|nj |.

For ρ≪ 1,

∥u∥p−1
l2 ≃ ρ−

d(p−1)
2 , ∥u∥p+1

lp+1 ≃ ρ−d.

Let α ∈ (0,∞] \ {2}. By Lemma 3.1 and the Plancherel Theorem,

⟨Lu, u⟩ ≃
d∑
i=1

∫ π

−π
|ξi|2α

′
|f(ξi)|2dξi ·

∏
j ̸=i

∫ π

−π
|f(ξj)|2dξj ,

where f(ξj) is the discrete Fourier transform of e−ρ|nj |. By Lemma 3.2,∫ π

−π
|ξi|2α

′
|f(ξi)|2dξi = O(ρ2α

′−1), ρ→ 0. (3.13)

Then by the condition on p,
∥u∥p−1

l2 ⟨Lu, u⟩
∥u∥p+1

lp+1

≲ ρ−
d(p−1)

2 +2α′
−−−→
ρ→0

0.

If α = 2, then ρ(ξ) ≲ |ξ|2−ϵ for any ϵ > 0. Choose ϵ > 0 such that p < 1 + 2
d (2− ϵ). Then a similar analysis

as above yields K = 0.
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Proposition 3.2. If p ≥ 1 + 4α′

d , then ν0 > 0. If ν > ν0, then Iν < 0 and has a minimizer. Conversely if
ν < ν0, then Iν = 0 and no minimizer exists.

Proof. Given ν0 > 0, Remark 2.2 implies the existence of minimizer for any ν > ν0 and, conversely, Iν = 0
for any ν < ν0. If q∗ ∈ l2(Zd) were a minimizer of Iν for ν < ν0, then (2.6) yields

∥q∗∥p+1
lp+1 =

p+ 1

2
⟨Lq∗, q∗⟩ ≤

p+ 1

2
ν
− p−1

2
0 ν

p−1
2 ⟨Lq∗, q∗⟩, (3.14)

implying ν0 ≤ ν, a contradiction.
To show estimates of the form (2.6) hold, let θ ∈ (0, 1) satisfy θα′

d = 1
2 − 1

p+1 . Note by standard algebra
that the condition on θ holds if and only if

{α ∈ [2,∞], d ∈ {1, 2}} or {α ∈ [2,∞], d = 3, p <
d+ 2

d− 2
}

or {α ∈ [1, 2), d = 1} or {α ∈ (0, 2), d > α, p <
d+ α

d− α
}.

(3.15)

By Lemma 3.1,

∥|∇d|α
′
u∥2l2 ≃

∫
|ξ|2α

′
|û(ξ)|2dξ ≲

∫
σ(ξ)|û(ξ)|2dξ = ⟨Lu, u⟩,

where |∇d| = (−∆d)
1
2 . Then by the discrete Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, we have

∥u∥lp+1 ≲ ∥u∥1−θl2 ∥|∇d|α
′
u∥θl2 ≲ ∥u∥1−θl2 ⟨Lu, u⟩ θ

2 . (3.16)

Let the parameters satisfy (3.15). Then (3.16) and p ≥ 1 + 4α′

d imply

∥u∥lp+1 ≲ ∥u∥
p−1
p+1

l2 ⟨Lu, u⟩
1

p+1

(
⟨Lu, u⟩
∥u∥2l2

) d(p−1)−4α′

4α′(p+1)

≲ ∥u∥
p−1
p+1

l2 ⟨Lu, u⟩
1

p+1 ,

and hence ν0 > 0. If p ≫ 1 does not satisfy (3.15), then we can bootstrap from the previous argument by
choosing p1 < p satisfying (3.15), and hence∑

n

|un|p1+1 = ∥u∥p1+1
lp1+1 ≲ ∥u∥p1−1

l2 ⟨Lu, u⟩. (3.17)

Assume ∥u∥l2 = 1. By l2 ↪→ l∞, it follows that ∥u∥p+1
lp+1 ≲ ⟨Lu, u⟩, and the general case follows from replacing

u by u
∥u∥l2

.

Remark 3.1. The relationship between ν0 and the existence of ground states, as stated in Proposition 3.2,
is general, and applies to Propositions 3.3 and 3.5.

At a formal level when α = 0, J behaves as |n|−d as n → ∞, which is not summable. However with a
sufficient logarithmic decay at the infinity, the limiting regime of Proposition 3.2 yields positive excitation
thresholds for any power nonlinearity. The proof is similar to that in Lemma 3.1 and Proposition 3.2, and
thus is presented in Appendix A.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose there exists lim
k→∞

kd logq(k)Jk ∈ (0,∞) for q > 1. For any p > 1, then, ν0 > 0.

Proof. Let k0 ∈ N such that Jk ≃k0 1
kd logq k

for any k ≥ k0. We claim

σ(ξ) ≃d,q ⟨log |ξ|⟩−(q−1). (3.18)

Let α≪ 1 such that 1+ 2α
d < p < d+α

d−α and θα
2d = 1

2 −
1
p+1 for some θ ∈ (0, 1); the general case when p ≥ d+α

d−α
follows as the bootstrapping argument (3.17). By (3.16), (3.18), it follows that ∥u∥p+1

lp+1 ≲ ∥u∥p−1
l2 ⟨Lu, u⟩ for

any u ∈ l2(Zd), and hence ν0 > 0. It suffices to show (3.18) for |ξ| ≪ 1.
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To obtain the upper bound, let M ≃ (|ξ|
2

d+2 | log |ξ||
q−1
d+2 )−1. Then,∑

1≤|m|≤M

J|m| sin
2

(
m · ξ
2

)
≲ J |ξ|2

M∑
k=1

kd+1 ≲ |ξ|2Md+2 ≃ ⟨log |ξ|⟩−(q−1),

∑
|m|>M

J|m| sin
2

(
m · ξ
2

)
≲
∑
k>M

1

k logq k
≃ 1

(logM)q−1
≲ ⟨log |ξ|⟩−(q−1).

To obtain the lower bound, we show

⟨log |ξ|⟩−(q−1) ≲ σ(|ξ|ed) ≲ σ(ξ).

Define A1, A2 as (3.4) and argue as (3.5), (3.6) to obtain A1 ≲ σ(ξ). Since

A2 =
∑
k> π

|ξ|

∑
|m|=k

Jk sin
2

(
k|ξ| cos θ

2

)
≲
∑
k> π

|ξ|

1

k logq k
≃ ⟨log |ξ|⟩−(q−1),

it suffices to show

⟨log |ξ|⟩−(q−1) ≲
∑
k≥k0

sin2
(
k|ξ|
2

)
k logq k

(3.19)

by an argument similar to (3.7). Since sin2
(
k|ξ|
2

)
≥ 1

2 whenever k ∈ Ej := [ (2j+1)π
|ξ| , (2j+3/2)π

|ξ| ] for j ∈ N∪{0},
it follows that

RHS of (3.19) ≳
∞∑
j=0

∑
k∈Ej

1

k logq k
≃

∞∑
j=0

(
log

(2j + 1)π

|ξ|

)−(q−1)

−
(
log

(2j + 3
2 )π

|ξ|

)−(q−1)

≳
∞∑
j=0

1

(2j + 3/2)π logq
(

(2j+3/2)π
|ξ|

) (3.20)

≳
∑

j≫|ξ|−1

1

j logq j
≃ ⟨log |ξ|⟩−(q−1),

where the difference quotient was estimated below by the derivative of (log(·))−(q−1) in (3.20). To obtain
the lower bound, assume d ≥ 2; d = 1 case follows straightforwardly. It can be shown that for any r, q > 1,
there exists y0(r, q) > 1 such that for any y ≥ y0, the estimate∫ ∞

y

dx

xr logq x
≳r,q

1

yr−1 logq y
(3.21)

holds. Let k1 = max(k0, y0(2, q), . . . , y0(d, q)). Then,

σ(|ξ|ed) ≳
∑

md>k1

 ∑
m1,...,md−1

1

|m|d logq |m|

 sin2
(
mdξd
2

)

≳
∑

md>k1

∑
m2,...,md−1

∑
|m1|≳|m2|+···+|md|

1

|m1|d logq |m1|
sin2

(
mdξd
2

)

≳
∑

md>k1

∑
m2,...,md−1

1

(|m2|d−1 + · · ·+ |md|d−1) logq(|m2|+ · · ·+ |md|)
sin2

(
mdξd
2

)
,

where (3.21) was used in the last inequality. A (d− 1) repeated applications of (3.21) yields

σ(|ξ|ed) ≳
∑

md>k1

sin2
(
mdξd

2

)
|md| logq |md|

≳ ⟨log |ξ|⟩−(q−1),

where the last inequality is by an approach similar to (3.20).
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3.2 Non-radial algebraic decay.

Consider the following specific form of J when n = d = 2. For i = 1, 2, let J (i) : N ∪ {0} → [0,∞) be an

interaction kernel of order αi ∈ (0,∞] and let α1 ≥ α2 by symmetry. Suppose J
(i)
0 = 0,

∞∑
k=1

J
(i)
k <∞. Define

Jk1,k2 = J
(1)
k1
δk2 + δk1J

(2)
k2
.

Our motivation is to extend the ideas of Section 3.1 to characterize the ground states of the two-dimensional
model given by (1.2) where

(Lu)n,m =
∑

(n′,m′ )̸=(n,m)

J|n−n′|,|m−m′|(un,m − un′,m′)

=
∑
n′ ̸=n

J
(1)
|n−n′|(un,m − un′,m) +

∑
m′ ̸=m

J
(2)
|m−m′|(un,m − un,m′) =: (L1u)n,m + (L2u)n,m,

and L = F−1(σ(ξ1, ξ2))F where

σ(ξ1, ξ2) = σ1(ξ1) + σ2(ξ2) :=
∑
m∈Z

J
(1)
|m| sin

2

(
mξ1
2

)
+ J

(2)
|m| sin

2

(
mξ2
2

)
. (3.22)

Proposition 3.4. Let α′
i be defined as (3.1). If p < 1 +

4α′
1α

′
2

α′
1+α

′
2
, then Iν has a minimizer for any ν > 0, or

equivalently, ν0 = 0.

Proof. As Proposition 3.1, it suffices to show the claim for αi ̸= 2 for i = 1, 2. Let γ =
α′

2

α′
1
∈ (0, 1] and define

un,m = vnwm := e−ρ|n|e−ρ|m|γ .

A routine computation using Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 yields

∥u∥p−1
l2 ≃ ρ−

p−1
2 (1+ 1

γ ), ∥u∥p+1
lp+1 ≃ ρ−(1+ 1

γ ), ⟨Lu, u⟩ ≃ ρ2α
′
1−1− 1

γ ,

and the claim follows as Proposition 3.1.

To show ν0 > 0 for sufficiently large nonlinearity, we observe that the variational characterization of
ground states extends straightforwardly from radial coupling to our consideration in this section. In partic-
ular, Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2 and Proposition 2.1 hold. We identify the range of parameters that ensures (2.6)
holds for all l2-functions.

Proposition 3.5. If p ≥ 1 +
4α′

1α
′
2

α′
1+α

′
2
, then ν0 > 0.

Since the dispersion relation depends on directions, the multiplier (3.22) is not radial on T2, and to
address this issue, the anisotropic modification of the Littlewood-Paley decomposition is reviewed. For
α > 0, define D = F−1(ξ21 + |ξ2|α)1/2F . Define an even function ϕ ∈ C∞

c ((−2, 2); [0, 1]) where ϕ(z) = 1 for
z ∈ [−1, 1]. Let ψ(z) := ϕ(z)− ϕ(2z). For N ∈ 2Z, let

ψN (ξ1, ξ2) = ψ

(√
ξ21 + |ξ2|α
πN

)
; PN := F−1ψNF .

On lattices, the dyadic decomposition is restricted to N ≤ 1. The mapping properties of D and PN were
studied in R2 in [29, Lemma 3.1, 3.3]. These results can be transferred to Z2 with ease.

Lemma 3.3. Let 1 ≤ q1 ≤ q2 ≤ ∞, N ≤ 1, and α > 0. Then,

∥PNf∥lq2 (Z2) ≲ N (1+ 2
α )( 1

q1
− 1

q2
)∥PNf∥lq1 (Z2).
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Lemma 3.4. Let s ∈ R, r ∈ [1,∞], N ≤ 1. Then,

∥DsPNf∥lr(Z2) ≃ Ns∥PNf∥lr(Z2).

As Proposition 3.2, the key idea is to show the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality involving the operator D.

Proof of Proposition 3.5. Adopting the method in [34, Proposition 4] along with Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4, the
Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality

∥u∥lp+1 ≲ ∥u∥1−θl2 ∥Dsu∥θl2 (3.23)

can be shown for s > 0, θ ∈ (0, 1), α > 0 satisfying sθ = (1 + 2
α )(

1
2 − 1

p+1 ). Let α =
2α′

2

α′
1
, s = α′

1. Then,

∥Dsu∥2l2 ≃
∫∫

(|ξ1|2s + |ξ2|αs)|û(ξ)|2dξ1dξ2 ≲ ⟨Lu, u⟩ (3.24)

by Lemma 3.1. By (3.23), (3.24),

∥u∥p+1
lp+1 ≲ ∥u∥p−1

l2 ⟨Lu, u⟩
(
⟨Lu, u⟩
∥u∥2l2

)α′
1+α′

2
4α′

1α′
2

(
p−

(
1+

4α′
1α′

2
α′
1+α′

2

))
≲ ∥u∥p−1

l2 ⟨Lu, u⟩,

and hence ν0 > 0. If p > 1 does not satisfy the scaling condition for (3.23), then the claim follows from the
bootstrapping argument (3.17) by applying (3.23) to p1 ≪ p.

3.3 Estimation of excitation thresholds.

An estimation of (2.9) is given at the anti-continuum regime. An explicit computation of the derivatives in
κ is needed to estimate thresholds.
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Figure 1: Peak intensity versus time for various α (left) and ν (right) with κ = 0.1.

Proposition 3.6. Let J be radial and ν > 0. Then there exists κ0 > 0 and a smooth map [0, κ0) → l2(Zd)
given by κ 7→ q(κ) such that {q(κ)} defines a family of unique ground states satisfying −ω(κ)q = κLq − qp

and M [q(κ)] = ν where

ω(κ; ν) = ν
p−1
2 − κ

∑
m ̸=0

J|m| − κ2
(p− 3)ν−

p−1
2

2

∑
m ̸=0

J2
|m| +O(κ3). (3.25)

Furthermore q(κ) is a unique minimizer of (2.8) for any κ ∈ (0, κ0), and therefore

ν0 =

(
p+ 1

2
Jκ

) 2
p−1

+ o(κ
2

p−1 ), κ→ 0. (3.26)
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Proof. Let δn0 be the Kronecker delta supported at n0 ∈ Zd. Let Φ : X × Rκ → X := l2(Zd) × Rω where
(q, ω, κ) 7→ ((ω + κL)q − qp, ∥q∥2l2 − ν) =: (Φ1,Φ2). By Proposition 2.1, a ground state has non-negative
entries and hence it suffices to consider l2(Zd) as a Hilbert space over the reals. If κ = 0, the nonlinear

eigenvalue equation reduces to ωq = qp, and therefore qn ∈ {ω
1

p−1 , 0}. Since any ground state is necessarily

supported at a single site, let z = (q∗, ω∗, κ∗) := (ν
1
2 δn0

, ν
p−1
2 , 0) where we may assume n0 = 0 by the

translation symmetry. It can be shown that the Fréchet derivative in X at z, DΦ(z), is invertible, and
therefore the Implicit Function Theorem (IFT) yields the desired (unique) smooth map on [0, κ0). Taking
the κ-derivatives of Φ(q(κ), ω(κ)) = 0 gives

(ω + κL− pqp−1)q̇ + (ω̇ + L)q = 0; ⟨q, q̇⟩ = 0,

(ω + κL− pqp−1)q̈ + (2ω̇ + 2L− p(p− 1)[qp−2q̇])q̇ + ω̈q = 0; ⟨q̇, q̇⟩+ ⟨q, q̈⟩ = 0.

An explicit evaluation at κ = 0 yields

q̇(0)n = ν
2−p
2 J|n|(1− δ); ω̇(0) = −

∑
m ̸=0

J|m|

q̈(0)n =


−ν

3−2p
2

∑
m̸=0

J2
|m| , n = 0

2ν
3−2p

2

∑
m/∈{0,n}

J|m|J|n−m| , n ̸= 0
; ẅ(0) = (3− p)ν−

p−1
2

∑
m ̸=0

J2
|m|,

and therefore

q(κ)n =

 ν
1
2 − ν

3−2p
2

2 κ2
∑
m̸=0

J2
|m| + o(κ2) , n = 0

ν
2−p
2 κJ|n| + o(κ) , n ̸= 0,

(3.27)

and likewise for ω, which shows (3.25). Note that the error terms of q(κ) can be uniformly bounded in n since
the convolution terms of q̈(0) can be uniformly bounded by the Young’s inequality. Better approximations
could be obtained by taking the higher order Taylor expansions.

To show q(κ) is a unique minimizer for κ > 0, assume M [v] = ν; otherwise consider ṽ = ν1/2

∥v∥l2
v. Since

H[v] ≥ H[q(κ)], we have
⟨κLv, v⟩
∥v∥p+1

lp+1

≥ 2H[q(κ)]

∥v∥p+1
lp+1

+
2

p+ 1
. (3.28)

Then the RHS of (3.28) > ⟨κLq(κ),q(κ)⟩
∥q(κ)∥p+1

lp+1

, and hence the claim, if and only if ∥v∥lp+1 < ∥q(κ)∥lp+1 for any

κ ∈ (0, κ0) by shrinking κ0 if necessary.
By contradiction, suppose there exists {κj} ⊆ (0, κ0) such that κj −−−→

j→∞
0 and ∥v∥lp+1 ≥ ∥q(κj)∥lp+1 . By

(3.27), ∥q(κj)∥lp+1 −−−→
j→∞

∥q(0)∥lp+1 = ν
1
2 strictly from the right, and therefore for any j sufficiently large,

we have
ν

1
2 < ∥q(κj)∥lp+1 ≤ ∥v∥lp+1 ≤ ∥v∥l2 = ν

1
2 .

Remark 3.2. In Figure 1, the dynamics under (1.2) with the coupling κ = 0.1, d = 1, J|n| = |n|−(1+α), p =

3 is generated with the initial condition q(κ) = ν
1
2 δ+ ν− 1

2 κ
|n|1+α (1− δ), i.e., the first-order approximation of q(κ)

in (3.27). The vanishing Dirichlet boundary condition, un = 0 for |n| > 50, is imposed. Observe in (3.26)

that if the zeroth-order approximation of q(κ), i.e., q(κ) ≈ ν
1
2 δ, were used, then ν0 ≈ 4κζ(1 + α). Hence if

α ≪ 1, then ν0 ≫ 1 and no ground state can form by Proposition 3.2, which can be seen in the left plot.
Similarly the right plot suggests the solution to decay for ν ≪ ν0 for fixed α.

Remark 3.3. Variational approaches do not ensure uniqueness in general. Uniqueness in Proposition 3.6
is a consequence of IFT, and therefore cannot be generalized to an arbitrary κ. For PDEs, uniqueness of
ground states to nonlocal equations have been established for certain models [35, 36]. It is of interest whether
similar results could be obtained for nonlocal models in lattices or networks.
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4 Applications to the 1D algebraic lattice

For concreteness, let d = 1, Jk = k−(1+α) for α < ∞. For initial data of small mass below the energy
threshold, ground states do not exist by Proposition 3.2. In fact, it was shown in [37] that the solutions to
DNLS decay to zero in lr for r > 2. Analogously, nonlinear decay estimates and global scattering are shown in
this section by developing linear dispersive estimates and realizing the nonlinear evolution as perturbation.
On the other hand, we provide numerical evidence that localized initial data with sufficiently large mass
evolve into a localized breather-like component and an algebraically-decaying radiation.

3.4 3.6 3.8 4 4.2 4.4 4.6
-14

-13

-12

-11

-10

-9

-8

-7

-6

Figure 2: The evolution of a localized initial condition u(0) = 5δ0 under κ = 0.1, p = 3, and the Dirichlet boundary condition
un = 0, |n| > 100. Left: log |un(t)| on t ∈ [0, 30] for α = 0.5. Right: for α = 1.5, the the linear fit is y = −2.499x− 1.779, and for
α = 0.5, y = −1.501x − 1.756. The left plot is a visual illustration of the decomposition into a localized state and radiation. Note
that the intensity is not stationary since u(0) is not an exact solution to the nonlinear eigenvalue problem (2.10). The decay of
radiation, whose order is d+ α, is in excellent agreement with Proposition 2.2.

To show linear dispersive estimates, the basics of the polylogarithm functions are revised. The linear
flow of (1.2) with (un(0))n = (ϕn)n ∈ l2 is given by

u(t) = U(t)ϕ = Kt ∗ ϕ; (Kt)n :=
1

2π

∫ π

−π
ei(nξ−σ(ξ)t)dξ. (4.1)

By scaling, let

σ(ξ) =

∞∑
k=1

sin2
(
kξ
2

)
k1+α

=
1

2
ζ(1 + α)− 1

4
(Li1+α(e

iξ) + Li1+α(e
−iξ)),

where the polylogarithm Lis(z) is a holomorphic function in s, z ∈ C; see [38] and references therein for more
details regarding this special function. The radius of convergence (in z) is 1, inside which

Lis(z) :=

∞∑
k=1

zk

ks
.

Outside the radius of convergence, there exists an analytic continuation in C \ [1,∞) where for ℜs > 0, the
polylogarithm can be identified with the Bose-Einstein integral

Lis(z) =
1

Γ(s)

∫ ∞

0

ts−1

et/z − 1
dt. (4.2)

An important property of polylogarithms pertinent to our interest is

d

dξ
Lis(e

±iξ) = ±iLis−1(e
±iξ), s ∈ C, ξ /∈ 2πZ. (4.3)

Although σ ∈ C(T) by the summability of J , it is not analytic at the origin. Hence the derivatives of σ are
locally identified with those of the polylogarithms, by uniqueness of analytic continuation, which furnishes
the following dispersive estimates.
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Proposition 4.1 (Linear dispersive decay). For any α ∈ (0,∞), there exists C = C(α) > 0 such that

∥U(t)ϕ∥l∞ ≤ C⟨t⟩−ρ∥ϕ∥l1 , (4.4)

where ρ = ρ+ := 1
3 if α ∈ (1,∞) and ρ = ρ− := 1

2 if α ∈ (0, 1].

Remark 4.1. Our proof, based on the Van der Corput Lemma, which was also used in [37], splits into three
cases: i) α ∈ (0, 1); ii) α = 1; iii) α ∈ (1,∞). The case α = 1 reduces to the well-known dilogarithm. The
other cases are based on detailed estimates using the Bose-Einstein integral. For the sake of the overall flow
of presentation, the proof is given in Appendix A.

Let 2 ≤ q, r ≤ ∞. Say (q, r) is ρ+-admissible if 3
q +

1
r ≤ 1

2 and ρ−-admissible if 2
q +

1
r ≤ 1

2 . By applying

[39, Theorem 1.2], we obtain

Corollary 4.1 (Strichartz estimate). For any ρ+-admissible pairs (or ρ−-admissible pairs) (q, r), (q̃, r̃), we
have

∥U(t)ϕ∥Lq
t l

r ≲ ∥ϕ∥l2 ,∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∫ t

0

U(t− τ)F (τ)dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
Lq

t l
r

≲ ∥F∥
Lq̃′

t l
r̃′ .

(4.5)

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5
-2.6

-2.4

-2.2

-2
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-1.6

-1.4

-1.2

-1

-0.8

Figure 3: Peak intensity versus time with (κ, p) = (1, 3). For α = 1.5, the the linear fit is y = −0.30555x − 0.67053, and for
α = 0.5, y = −0.45583x − 0.96974 computed in Matlab. The vanishing Dirichlet boundary condition, un = 0, |n| > 100 is used.
As predicted in Proposition 4.1, the rates of dispersive decay ρ± is illustrated by the slopes of the log-log plot. This numerically
verifies Propositions 4.2 and 4.3 where small data disperse over the lattice without self-collapse.

Assuming small data, the linear dispersive estimates extend to the nonlinear regime under certain tech-
nical hypotheses. The conditions below are most likely not sharp.

Proposition 4.2 (Nonlinear dispersive decay). Suppose that

p >

{
3 , α ∈ (0, 1]

max(4, 1 + 4α′) , α ∈ (1,∞)
; q ∈

{
( 2(p+1)
p−1 , p+ 1] , α ∈ (0, 1]

( 2(p+1)
p−2 , p+ 1] , α ∈ (1,∞).

Then,

∥u(t)∥lq ≤ C⟨t⟩−(ρ±)
(q−2)

q ∥ϕ∥lq′ , (4.6)

whenever ∥ϕ∥lq′ ≪α,p,q 1 where C(α, p, q) > 0 depends on the constants of the Strichartz estimates (4.5).
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Proof. The proof is in the spirit of [37, Theorem 7] where an a priori bound is obtained to run a fixed point
argument. We only give a sketch of proof for α ∈ (0, 1] to illustrate the source of our technical hypotheses.

Let X = {(un(t)) : ∥u(t)∥lq ≲ ⟨t⟩−(ρ−)
(q−2)

q ∥ϕ∥lq′} and

Γu := U(t)ϕ+ i

∫ t

0

U(t− t′)
(
|u(t′)|p−1u(t′)

)
dt′. (4.7)

To show the existence of a fixed point in X, and therefore u = Γu, observe that the interpolation of U(t)
for l1 → l∞ (4.4) and l2 → l2 (unitary action) yields (4.6) with u(t) replaced by U(t)ϕ for all q ∈ [2,∞].
The condition q ≤ p + 1 ensures ∥u(t′)∥lpq′ ≤ ∥u(t′)∥lq , and the lower bound on q yields the estimate∫ t
0
⟨t− t′⟩−

q−2
2q ⟨t′⟩−

p(q−2)
2q ≲ ⟨t⟩−

q−2
2q . Taking ∥ϕ∥lq′ ≪α,p,q 1, an a priori estimate

∥Γu∥lq ≲ ⟨t⟩−(ρ−)
(q−2)

q ∥ϕ∥lq′ +
∫ t

0

⟨t− t′⟩−(ρ−)
(q−2)

q ∥u(t′)∥p
lpq′

dt′

≲ ⟨t⟩−(ρ−)
(q−2)

q (∥ϕ∥lq′ + ∥ϕ∥p
lq′
) ≲ ⟨t⟩−(ρ−)

(q−2)
q ∥ϕ∥lq′ ,

holds and the standard contraction argument yields the desired nonlinear decay.

A stronger assumption on the power of nonlinearity yields a well-defined wave operator and global
scattering for small data.

Proposition 4.3 (Scattering). Suppose p ≥ 5 if α ∈ (0, 1] and p ≥ 7 if α ∈ (1,∞). There exists δ > 0 such
that whenever ∥ϕ∥l2 < δ, there exists a unique asymptotic state u± ∈ l2(Z) with ∥u±∥l2 = ∥ϕ∥l2 such that

u(t)− U(t)u± −−−−→
t→±∞

0 in l2(Z). (4.8)

Furthermore the map ϕ 7→ u± defines a homeomorphism on the δ-neighborhood of the origin.

Proof. The proof is standard in the literature, having developed the linear dispersive estimates. However
we illustrate the main ideas for α ∈ (0, 1] for the sake of completeness. Assume t ∈ [0,∞) without loss of
generality.

A fixed point argument using Γ : X → X where Γ is by (4.7) and X = C(R; l2)∩L
4p
3
t l

2p
p−3 yields a global

solution u ∈ X with ∥ϕ∥l2 ≪ 1 where the implicit constant depends on α, p and the Strichartz constants.
Since ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∫ t2

t1

U(−t′)
(
|u(t′)|p−1u(t′)

)
dt′
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
l2
≲ ∥u∥p

L
4p
3

t∈[t1,t2]
lp

≤ ∥u∥p
L

4p
3

t∈[t1,t2]
l

2p
p−3

−−−−−−→
t1,t2→∞

0,

there exists u+ = lim
t→∞

U(−t)u(t) ∈ l2 such that (4.8) holds by reasoning as above. Injectivity follows from

the uniqueness of limit.
To show surjectivity, let u+ ∈ l2(Z) and define

Γ̃u(t) := U(t)u+ − i

∫ ∞

t

U(t− t′)
(
|u(t′)|p−1u(t′)

)
dt′,

and let T ≫ 1 such that ∥U(t)u+∥
L

4p
3

t∈[T,∞)
l

2p
p−3

≪ 1. Another fixed point argument using Γ̃ yields u ∈

C([T,∞); l2) ∩ L
4p
3
t l

2p
p−3 such that its asymptotic state is u+. Then flow u(T ) backwards in time to obtain

ϕ = u(0). Continuity follows from the contractivity of Γ, Γ̃ and the Strichartz estimates.
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A Appendix

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Our proof is based on the Van der Corput Lemma (VCL) applied toKt in (4.1), and
hence the higher-order derivatives of σ are estimated from below. By unitarity, we have ∥U(t)ϕ∥l∞ ≤ ∥ϕ∥l1 ,
and therefore assume |t| ≥ 1. By (4.3),

σ′′(ξ) =
1

4

(
Liα−1(e

iξ) + Liα−1(e
−iξ)

)
; σ′′′(ξ) =

i

4

(
Liα−2(e

iξ)− Liα−2(e
−iξ)

)
.

For special cases, α ∈ {1, 2}, we show by direct computation. Let α = 1. Since Li0(z) =
z

1−z for z ̸= 1, it

follows that |σ′′(ξ)| = 1
4 for ξ ̸= 0. By VCL,

2π|(Kt)n| =
∣∣∣∣∫ π

−π
eit(

n
t ξ−σ(ξ)t)dξ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2δ +

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
[−π,π]\(−δ,δ)

eit(
n
t ξ−σ(ξ)t)dξ

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2δ + C|t|− 1
2 ≤ 2C|t|− 1

2 ,

where δ ≤ C|t|−1/2

2 . For α = 2 and z ∈ C \ [1,∞), it can be shown that Li1(z) = − log(1− z) and

σ′′(ξ) = −1

4

(
log(1− eiξ) + log(1− e−iξ)

)
, σ′′′(ξ) = −1

4
cot(

ξ

2
).

Near the origin, |σ′′′(ξ)| ≳ 1, and near ξ = ±π, we have σ′′(ξ) = − log 2
2 + |k∓π|2

16 +O(|k∓ π|3) by the Taylor

expansion, and hence the decay of O(|t|− 1
3 ) by VCL.

For α > 2, the integral representation (4.2) is applied. If |ξ| ∈ (π2 , π], then

|Liα−1(e
iξ) + Liα−1(e

−iξ)| = 2

Γ(α− 1)

∫ ∞

0

tα−2(1− et cos ξ)

e2t − 2et cos ξ + 1
dt ≥ 1

2Γ(α− 1)

∫ ∞

0

tα−2e−2tdt = 2−α,

since e2t − 2et cos ξ + 1 ≤ 4e2t and 1− et cos ξ ≥ 1.
Let ξ0 ≪ 1. For |ξ| ∈ (0, ξ0], let t0 = − log cos ξ > 0. For t ∈ [0, t0], the first-order Taylor expansion

yields
1− et cos ξ

e2t − 2et cos ξ + 1
≤ (− cos ξ)t+ 1− cos ξ

2− 2 cos ξ

to obtain

Γ(α− 1)

2
|Liα−1(e

iξ) + Liα−1(e
−iξ)| ≥

∫ ∞

t0

tα−2(et cos ξ − 1)

e2t − 2et cos ξ + 1
dt−

∫ t0

0

tα−2(1− et cos ξ)

e2t − 2et cos ξ + 1
dt

≥
∫ ∞

t0

tα−2(et cos ξ − 1)

2e2t
dt−

∫ t0

0

tα−2((− cos ξ)t+ 1− cos ξ)

2− 2 cos ξ
dt

=
1

2
(− log cos ξ)α−1

(
− cos ξ · log cos ξ
α(1− cos ξ)

− 1

α− 1
+

∫ ∞

1

tα−2
(
(cos ξ)t+1 − (cos ξ)2t

)
dt

)
, (A.1)

where (A.1) from its previous step could be assisted with softwares such as Maple or Mathematica. For
t < ϵ0ξ

−2 for some 0 < ϵ0 ≪ 1, we have∫ ∞

1

tα−2
(
(cos ξ)t+1 − (cos ξ)2t

)
dt ≥ ξ2

4

∫ ϵ0ξ
−2

1

tα−2(t− 1)dt ≳
ξ2−2α

α(α− 1)
,

and therefore
(A.1) ≳ (− log cos ξ)α−1ξ2−2α ≳ 1,

where it can be shown by direct computation that − cos ξ·log cos ξ
α(1−cos ξ) − 1

α−1 ≥ 0 for any 0 ≤ ξ < π
2 .

For |ξ| ∈ (ξ0,
π
2 ],

|Liα−2(e
iξ)− Liα−2(e

−iξ)| = 2| sin ξ|
Γ(α− 2)

∫ ∞

0

tα−3et

e2t − 2et cos ξ + 1
dt ≥ | sin ξ0| > 0,

18



by e2t − 2et cos ξ + 1 ≤ 2e2t. Hence max
ξ ̸=0

(|σ′′(ξ)|, |σ′′′(ξ)|) ≳α 1.

For α ∈ (1, 2), although (4.2) does not yield a convergent integral for σ′′′(ξ), the derivative relation (4.3)
gives

4σ′′′(ξ) =
d

dξ
(Liα−1(e

iξ) + Liα−1(e
−iξ)) =

1

Γ(α− 1)

∫ ∞

0

tα−2 d

dξ

2(et cos ξ − 1)

e2t − 2et cos ξ + 1
dt,

as long as ξ ̸= 0. Similarly for α ∈ (0, 1), |σ′′(ξ)| can be estimated from below by d
dξ (Liα(e

iξ)− Liα(e
−iξ)).

Then estimating the integrals as above (α > 2), the proposition follows.
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