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Abstract

We are interested in the existence and asymptotic behavior of
ground states of the following normalized nonlocal semilinear prob-
lem: −∆u+ (V − ω)u+ (Ka,b ∗ u2)u = 0 in R3;

∥u∥2L 2 = µ,

where

Ka,b(x) :=
1

|x|

(
4

3
e−b|x| − 1

3
e−a|x| − 1

)
;

0 ≤ a, b ≤ ∞; V denotes a singular potential that vanishes at in-
finity and the unknowns are ω ∈ R, u : R3 → R. This problem is
obtained by looking for standing waves of the Schrödinger equation
coupled with the nonrelativistic gravitational potential prescribed by
a family of fourth-order gravity theories. In this paper, (i) we obtain a
complete picture of the existence/nonexistence of ground states of the
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associated autonomous problem for every possible geometry of Ka,b,
(ii) we obtain conditions that ensure the existence of ground states of
the nonautonomous problem when Ka,b ≤ 0 and (iii) we prove that as

(a, b) → (A,B) ∈
{
(0, 0), (∞,∞), (0,∞)

}
,

ground states of this problem respectively converge to a ground state
of (1) the Schrödinger equation, (2) the Choquard equation and (3) a
rescaling of the Choquard equation.

Keywords. Yukawa potential, prescribed norm, prescribed mass,
mass constraint, constrained energy functional
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1 Introduction

This paper is concerned with ground states of the following nonautonomous
normalized nonlocal semilinear equation:{

−∆u+ (V − ω)u+ (Ka,b ∗ u2)u = 0 in R3;

∥u∥2L 2 = µ,
(1.1)

where

Ka,b(x) :=
1

|x|

(
4

3
e−b|x| − 1

3
e−a|x| − 1

)
;

0 ≤ a, b ≤ ∞; V denotes a singular potential and we want to solve for ω ∈ R,
u : R3 → R. More precisely, we set e−0|·| ≡ 1 and e−∞|·| ≡ 0.

Problem (1.1) is obtained when looking for standing waves of the
Schrödinger equation coupled with the nonrelativistic gravitational poten-
tial prescribed by a family of fourth-order modified gravity theories indexed
by the parameters a, b (see Appendix A). As suggested in [1, Section 5], a
motivation for considering such a family of theories is to obtain a manageable
model for the Newtonian gravitational self-force over massive point particles
(see [2, Section V]) without the need of renormalization procedures when
0 ≤ a, b <∞.

More precisely, we obtain a manageable term for the self-force when∫
|∇Ka,b|2 dx does not diverge. In fact, Ka,b has significantly different ge-

ometries according to how a, b compare with each other (see Table 1 and
Appendix B). In particular, we highlight the following asymptotic behaviors
of Ka,b(x) as |x| → ∞.

• If 0 = a < b ≤ ∞, then Ka,b = K0,b models an attractive potential that
is stronger than the Newtonian potential at long distances because

|x|K0,b(x) −−−−→
|x|→∞

−4

3
. (1.2)

• If 0 < a, b ≤ ∞, then Ka,b is indistinguishable from the Newtonian
potential at long distances in the sense that

|x|Ka,b(x) −−−−→
|x|→∞

−1. (1.3)

We obtain various normalized problems of physical interest by replacing
a, b with specific values.
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Case Sign Radial monotonicity
∫
|∇Ka,b(x)|2 dx

a = b = 0 Identically zero - 0

0 ≤ a ≤ 2b = ∞ Negative Strictly increasing ∞

0 ≤ a ≤ 2b <∞ Negative Strictly increasing <∞

0 < 2b < a ≤ 4b <∞ Negative Not monotonous <∞

0 < 4b < a <∞ Sign-changing Not monotonous <∞

0 < 4b < a = ∞ Sign-changing Not monotonous ∞

0 = 4b < a <∞ Positive Strictly decreasing <∞

0 = 4b < a = ∞ Positive Strictly decreasing ∞

Table 1: Qualitative behavior of Ka,b.

• When a = b = 0, (1.1) becomes the normalized stationary Schrödinger
equation, {

−∆u+ (V − ω)u = 0;

∥u∥2L 2 = µ.
(1.4)

• When a = b = ∞, (1.1) becomes the normalized Choquard equation,{
−∆u+ (V − ω)u−

(
| · |−1 ∗ u2

)
u = 0;

∥u∥2L 2 = µ.
(1.5)

• When (a, b) = (0,∞), (1.1) becomes a rescaling of the previous prob-
lem, {

−∆u+ (V − ω)u− 4
3

(
| · |−1 ∗ u2

)
u = 0;

∥u∥2L 2 = µ.
(1.6)

• When 0 ≤ a < 2b <∞, (1.1) becomes a normalized stationary equation
with a Bopp–Podolsky-type self-attractive interaction (see [3]).
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• When 0 = b < a = ∞, (1.1) becomes the normalized stationary equa-
tion obtained by reducing the Schrödinger–Maxwell system (see [4]),{

−∆u+ (V − ω)u+ 1
3

(
| · |−1 ∗ u2

)
u = 0;

∥u∥2L 2 = µ.
(1.7)

• When 0 = b < a < ∞, (1.1) becomes the normalized stationary equa-
tion obtained by reducing the Schrödinger–Bopp–Podolsky system (see
[5]), {

−∆u+ (V − ω)u+ (Ka,0 ∗ u2)u = 0;

∥u∥2L 2 = µ,
(1.8)

The archetypical example of a nonlocal semilinear elliptic equation is the
Choquard equation

−∆u+ u− (Iα ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2u = 0 in RN , (1.9)

where 0 < α < N , N+α
N

≤ p ≤ N+α
(N−2)+

and Iα(x) := |x|−(N−α). The literature

concerned with problems related with (1.9) is too vast to list here, so we
restrict ourselves to cite the seminal papers [6, 7] and the relatively recent
survey about related problems [8].

On the other hand, more general normalized nonlocal semilinear elliptic
problems of the form{

−∆u+ (V − ω)u+ (W ∗ |u|p)|u|p−2u = 0 in RN ;

∥u∥2L 2 = µ

have received much less attention, especially when W is sign-changing or
not homogeneous. In the autonomous case V ≡ 0, the recent papers [9, 10]
studied the case where W is of the form Iα − Iβ with α ̸= β in ]0, N [. In
the nonautonomous case V ̸≡ 0, the problem where W is a sum of Riesz
potentials with a weakly attractive V ∈ C1(RN , ]−∞, 0]) was considered in
[11].1 Similar nonautonomous problems were also studied in [12, 13].

In a similar direction, there has been an increasing interest about nor-
malized elliptic problems with a local nonlinearity of the form{

−∆u+ (V − ω)u = f(·, u) in RN ;

∥u∥2L 2 = µ.
(1.10)

1We say that V is weakly attractive potential when V (x) ≤ lim sup|y|→∞ V (y) for every

x ∈ RN .
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First, let us consider mass-subcritical problems. The influential paper [14]
addressed the existence of ground states of (1.10) with an autonomous non-
linearity f(x, u) = f(u) and under the hypothesis that V is a continu-
ous weakly attractive negative potential that vanishes at infinity. In [15],
the existence of ground states was later extended for the case of a nonau-
tonomous nonlinearity f(x, u) with a continuous weakly attractive poten-
tial V . In [16], the authors studied the existence of ground states for the
mass-subcritical power nonlinearity f(u) = |u|p−2u under the hypothesis that
V : RN → [0,∞[ is continuous and bounded. Problems of the form (1.10) in
the mass-supercritical case are also receiving increasing attention. Inspired
by the pioneering paper [17] (see also [18]), the common approach employed
in this case is to look for minimizers under the additional constraint given by
a Pohožaev identity. In this context, the paper [19] furnished conditions for
the existence of solutions to (1.10) under certain hypotheses on V , including
lim|x|→∞ V (x) = supx∈RN V (x) = 0.

As exemplified by the cited articles, it is standard to suppose that V
is a weakly attractive potential in order to obtain ground states for nonau-
tonomous normalized problems. Influenced by the classical approach in Li-
ons’ [20, Section III], this paper considers a weaker condition (the energy
deficiency condition (H3)) that ensures the existence of ground states even
for certain sign-changing potentials that vanish at infinity.

1.1 Ground states of the associated autonomous prob-
lem

The first goal of this paper is to study the conditions for exis-
tence/nonexistence of ground states of the following autonomous problem
associated with (1.1):{

−∆u− ωu+ (Ka,b ∗ u2)u = 0 in R3;

∥u∥2L 2 = µ.
(1.11)

In order to recall the considered notion of ground states, we have to introduce
the variational formulation of (1.11). Problem (1.11) is naturally associated
with the energy functional E0

a,b : H 1 → R defined as

E0
a,b(u) =

1

2
A(u) +

1

4
Ka,b(u),
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where

A(u) :=

∫ ∣∣∇u(x)∣∣2 dx and Ka,b(u) :=

∫ ∫
Ka,b(x− y)u(x)2u(y)2 dxdy.

Standard arguments involving the Sobolev embeddings and the Hardy–
Littlewood–Sobolev inequality show that these functionals are well defined,
so we omit the details. Sometimes, it will also be useful to consider the
functional Dc : H 1 → [0,∞[ defined as

Dc(u) =

∫ ∫
e−c|x−y|

|x− y|
u(x)2u(y)2 dxdy,

so that Ka,b = 4
3
Db − 1

3
Da − D0. In this context, we understand a ground

state of (1.11) to be a solution to the following minimization problem:{
E0
a,b(u) = E0

a,b(µ) := infv∈S (µ) E0
a,b(v);

u ∈ S (µ),

where
S (µ) :=

{
u ∈ H 1 : ∥u∥2L 2 = µ

}
.

In fact, our first result provides the complete picture about existence and
nonexistence of ground states of (1.11).

Theorem 1.1. 1. If 0 ≤ a ≤ ∞, b = 0 and µ > 0, then E0
a,0(µ) = 0 and

(1.11) does not admit ground states.

2. Suppose that 0 ≤ a ≤ ∞, 0 < b ≤ ∞ and µ > 0.

(a) Problem (1.11) admits ground states;

(b) its associated ground state energy is negative: E0
a,b(µ) < 0;

(c) if u denotes a ground state of (1.11), then its associated Lagrange
multiplier is negative: ω < 0.

Let us sketch the main ideas involved in the proof. The nonexistence
result follows from a usual scaling argument. As for the existence result, if
(un)n∈N denotes a minimizing sequence of E0

a,b|S (µ) and un ⇀ u∞ in H 1 as
n→ ∞, then two bad scenarios may occur:

• Vanishing: u∞ ≡ 0;
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• Dichotomy: 0 < ∥u∞∥2L 2 < µ.

On one hand, we can rule out vanishing with a standard argument involving
concentration-compactness. On the other hand, the strategy to rule out
dichotomy involves proving the Strict Subadditivity Condition

E0
a,b(µ) < E0

a,b(ρ) + E0
a,b(µ− ρ) for every µ > 0 and ρ ∈ ]0, µ[. (1.12)

In this context, we use the asymptotic behaviors (1.2), (1.3) together with
rescalings to prove that, even ifKa,b is sign-changing, the ground state energy
function µ 7→ E0

a,b(µ) takes negative values and we use this fact to prove
(1.12).

1.2 Ground states of the nonautonomous problem

We begin by stating the first hypotheses on the external potential V .

(H1) V ∈ L
3
2 + L ∞.

(H2) V vanishes at infinity in the sense that

meas

({
x ∈ R3 :

∣∣V (x)
∣∣ > c

})
<∞

for every c > 0.

On one hand, (H1) is a classical condition used to ensure that

H 1 ∋ u 7→ V(u) :=
∫
V (x)u(x)2 dx ∈ R

is a well-defined functional. On the other hand, it follows from (H1), (H2)
that the functional V is weakly continuous (see Lemma 2.6).

Example. Conditions (H1) and (H2) are satisfied for potentials of the form

V (x) :=
∑

1≤k≤K

qk
|x− xk|αk

with K ∈ N; 0 < α1, . . . , αk < 2; x1, . . . , xK ∈ R3 and q1, . . . , qK ∈ R.
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Problem (1.1) is naturally associated with the energy functional
EVa,b : H 1 → R defined as

EVa,b(u) =
1

2
A(u) +

1

2
V(u) + 1

4
Ka,b(u).

As in the case of the autonomous problem, we understand a ground state of
(1.1) to be a solution to the following minimization problem:{

EVa,b(u) = EV
a,b(µ) := infv∈S (µ) EVa,b(v);

u ∈ S (µ).

Having introduced the variational formulation of (1.1), we proceed to the
statement of the last hypothesis on V .

(H3) E
V
a,b(µ) < E0

a,b(µ).

Notice that (H1)–(H3) are similar to the conditions in [20, Section III.1].
In particular, the energy deficiency condition (H3) rules out nonnegative
potentials, including the trivial potential V ≡ 0. The motivation for this
hypothesis is that it ensures the applicability of the usual argument used to
rule out vanishing and dichotomy of minimizing sequences in nonautonomous
normalized problems (see [21, Section 3.1] or [15, Lemma 4.5], for instance).
We can also consider (H3) a natural generalization of the condition on the
Schrödinger operator −∆+V used to ensure that the normalized Schrödinger
equation (1.4) admits ground states. Indeed, it follows from Theorem 1.1 in
the case a = b = 0 that E0

0,0(µ) = 0 and (1.4) does not admit ground states
if V ≡ 0. On the other hand, it is classical that this problem has ground
states if (H1)–(H3) are satisfied (see [22, Theorem 11.5]).2

The following result shows that (H3) is stable by small perturbations of
the considered potentials and, at least when (1.11) admits ground states,
(H3) is weaker than the condition “0 ̸≡ V ≤ 0 a.e.”.

Proposition 1.2. Suppose that 0 ≤ a, b ≤ ∞ and µ > 0.

2In this context, it is instructive to echo [21, Remark 1.4]. Suppose that a = b = 0, i.e.,
Ka,b ≡ 0. It is clear that (H3) implies V < 0 in a set of positive measure. On the other
hand, it is not sufficient to suppose that V < 0 a.e. to obtain (H3). Indeed, it follows from
the Hardy inequality that if − 1

4|x|2 ≤ V (x) ≤ 0 for a.e. x ∈ R3, then (H3) is not satisfied.

For a sufficient quantitative condition on V that implies (H3), we refer the reader to [23,
Theorem 11.4.19].
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1. (Nontrivial nonpositive potentials) Suppose that (H1) is satisfied, (1.11)
admits ground states and 0 ̸≡ V ≤ 0 almost everywhere. Then (H3) is
satisfied.

2. (Perturbations of energy-deficient potentials) Suppose that V1 is a func-
tion defined a.e. in R3 such that (H1)–(H3) are satisfied in the case

V = V1. Then there exists K = K(V1) > 0 such that if V2 ∈ L
3
2 ,

V3 ∈ L ∞ are such that

meas

({
x ∈ R3 :

∣∣V2(x) + V3(x)
∣∣ > c

})
<∞

for every c > 0 and

K∥V2∥L
3
2
+

1

2
∥V3∥L ∞µ < E0

a,b(µ)− EV1
a,b(µ),

then (H1)–(H3) are satisfied in the case V = V1+V2+V3. If we suppose
further that EV1a,b|S (µ) admits a ground state u ∈ S (µ), then we can take

K = 1
2
∥u∥2L 6.

We make no claim whatsoever that the proposition has considered the
optimal class of permitted perturbations. For instance, it is expected that
small perturbations by Hardy potentials preserve energy deficiency. In this
context, our next result gives sufficient conditions under which the nonau-
tonomous problem (1.1) admits ground states when Ka,b ≤ 0.

Theorem 1.3. Suppose that µ > 0 and either

• a = b = 0 (in which case Ka,b ≡ 0) or

• 0 ≤ a ≤ 4b and 0 < b ≤ ∞ (in which case Ka,b < 0).

Suppose further that (H1)–(H3) are satisfied.

1. Problem (1.1) admits ground states and

2. if u denotes a ground state of (1.1), then its associated Lagrange mul-
tiplier is negative: ω < 0.
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At least when Ka,b models nonrepulsive potentials (i.e., Ka,b ≤ 0), the
theorem provides a unifying view for the existence of ground states of the
aforementioned physical problems obtained for specific values of a, b, provid-
ing a natural generalization of the well-known criterions for the existence of
ground states of the Schrödinger equation (see [22, Theorem 11.5]) and the
Choquard equation (see [20, Theorem III.1]).

The theorem only covers the case Ka,b ≤ 0 due to the challenge of dis-
proving the dichotomy of minimizing sequences when Ka,b is sign-changing,
which we plan to treat in an upcoming paper. The employed method of
proof does not clarify whether the considered conditions are, in a certain
sense, sharp for the existence of ground states. As such, we invite the reader
to reflect about the following question.

Question 1.4. What is the maximal region for the parameters a, b such that
(H1)–(H3) still ensure the existence of ground states? If these conditions do
not ensure the existence of ground states for every a, b ∈ [0,∞], then are
there extra conditions on V under which this holds?

1.3 Asymptotic behavior of ground states

Our last results are concerned with physically-relevant limit situations of
(a, b). The first asymptotic result shows that ground states of (1.1) tend to
ground states of (1.4) as a, b→ 0.

Theorem 1.5. Suppose that (H1), (H2) are satisfied, µ > 0 and consider
sequences {an}n∈N, {bn}n∈N ⊂ [0,∞[ such that an, bn → 0 as n → ∞. Sup-
pose further that given n ∈ N, un denotes a ground state of (1.1) in the case
(a, b) = (an, bn). If (H3) is satisfied in the case a = b = 0, then (1.4) has a
ground state u∞ such that limn→∞∥un − u∞∥H 1 = 0.

Next, we show that ground states of (1.1) tend to ground states of (1.5)
as a, b→ ∞.

Theorem 1.6. Suppose that (H1), (H2) are satisfied, µ > 0 and consider
sequences {an}n∈N, {bn}n∈N ⊂ ]0,∞] such that an, bn → ∞ as n → ∞. Sup-
pose further that given n ∈ N, un denotes a ground state of (1.1) in the case
(a, b) = (an, bn). Then the following implications hold.

1. If V ≡ 0, then (1.5) has a ground state u∞ and there exists {xn}n∈N ⊂
R3 such that limn→∞

∥∥un(· − xn)− u∞
∥∥

H 1 = 0.
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2. If (H3) is satisfied in the case a = b = ∞, then (1.5) has a ground state
u∞ such that limn→∞∥un − u∞∥H 1 = 0.

We then prove that ground states of (1.1) tend to ground states of (1.6)
as (a, b) → (0,∞).

Theorem 1.7. Suppose that (H1), (H2) are satisfied, µ > 0 and consider
sequences {an}n∈N ⊂ [0,∞[, {bn}n∈N ⊂ ]0,∞] such that (an, bn) → (0,∞)
as n → ∞. Suppose further that given n ∈ N, un denotes a ground state of
(1.1) in the case (a, b) = (an, bn). Then the following implications hold.

1. If V ≡ 0, then (1.6) has a ground state u∞ and there exists {xn}n∈N ⊂
R3 such that limn→∞

∥∥un(· − xn)− u∞
∥∥

H 1 = 0.

2. If (H3) is satisfied in the case (a, b) = (0,∞), then (1.6) has a ground
state u∞ such that limn→∞∥un − u∞∥H 1 = 0.

Organization of the text

• Section 2 contains technical preliminaries.

• Section 3 is concerned with the proof of Theorem 1.1.

• Section 4 provides the proofs of Proposition 1.2 and Theorem 1.3.

• Section 5 covers Theorems 1.5–1.7.

• Appendix A explains the physical motivation for considering (1.1).

• Appendix B provides a detailed study of the geometry of Ka,b and the
respective graphs in function of the considered parameters a, b.
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2 Preliminaries

The following result is a corollary of the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality [24,
Theorem 12.87].

Lemma 2.1. If 2 ≤ s ≤ 6, then there exists C = C(s) > 0 such that

∥u∥L s ≤ CA(u)
3(s−2)

4s

(∫
u(x)2 dx

) 6−s
4s

for every u ∈ H 1.

We recall a particular case of the Hardy–Littlewood–Sobolev inequality
[22, Theorem 4.3].

Lemma 2.2. 1. If 1 < θ1, θ2 < ∞ and 1
θ1

+ 1
θ2

= 5
3
, then there exists

C = C(θ1) > 0 such that∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∫

f(x)g(y)

|x− y|
dxdy

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C∥f∥L θ1∥g∥L θ2

for every f ∈ L θ1 and g ∈ L θ2.

2. Given t ∈ ]1
2
, 3
4
[, there exists C = C(t) > 0 such that

∫ ∫ (
u(y)2

|x− y|

) 3t
3−2t

dxdy ≤ C

(∫ ∣∣u(x)∣∣2t dx) 3
3−2t

for every u ∈ L 2t.

The next result follows directly from [21, Lemma 2.2].

Lemma 2.3. If (H1) and (H2) are satisfied, then we can associate each ε > 0

with a constant C = C(ε) > 0 and functions V 3
2
= V 3

2
(ε) ∈ L

3
2 , V∞ =

V∞(ε) ∈ L ∞ such that V = V 3
2
+ V∞, ∥V 3

2
∥

L
3
2
< ε and ∥V∞∥L ∞ < C.

In view of the previous results, we can obtain a coercivity estimate for
Ea,b|S (µ) that does not depend on a, b.
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Lemma 2.4. If (H1) and (H2) are satisfied, then there exists C2 > 0 and we
can associate each ε ∈ ]0, 1[ with a C1 = C1(ε) > 0 such that

Ea,b(u) ≥
1− ε

2
A(u)− C1µ− C2A(u)

1
2µ

3
2

for every µ > 0, u ∈ S (µ) and a, b ∈ [0,∞]. It follows that given µ > 0 and
a, b ∈ [0,∞], Ea,b|S (µ) is coercive and Ea,b(µ) > −∞.

Proof.

Association of ε > 0 with C1 = C1(ε) > 0. Corollary of Lemma 2.3.

Existence of the constant C2 > 0. It is clear that |Ka,b(x)| ≤ 4
3|x| for

every a, b ∈ [0,∞]. As such, it follows from Lemma 2.2 that there exists

C ′
2 > 0 such that |Ka,b(u)| ≤ C ′

2∥u∥4
L

12
5
for every a, b ∈ [0,∞] and u ∈ L

12
5 .

In view of this inequality, the result follows from an application of Lemma
2.1.

Given c ∈ ]0,∞[, the function R3 \ {0} ∋ x 7→ e−c|x|

|x| is integrable. In
particular, we obtain the estimate that follows.

Lemma 2.5. Given c ∈ ]0,∞[ it holds that

Dc(v) =

∫ ∫
e−c|x−y|

|x− y|
v(x)2v(y)2 dxdy ≤ 4π

c2
∥v∥4L 4

for every v ∈ L 4. In view of Lemma 2.1, there exists K > 0 such that

Dc(v) ≤
K

c2
A(v)

3
2

(∫
v(x)2 dx

) 1
2

for every c ∈ ]0,∞[ and v ∈ H 1.

Proof. It follows from Young’s inequality that the function

R3 ∋ x 7→
∫
e−c|x−y|

|x− y|
v(y)2 dy ∈ R

is square-integrable and∥∥∥∥∥x 7→
∫
e−c|x−y|

|x− y|
v(y)2 dy

∥∥∥∥∥
L 2

≤

(∫
e−c|x|

|x|
dx

)
∥v∥2L 4 =

4π

c2
∥v∥2L 4 .

14



As such, it follows from Hölder’s inequality that∫ ∫
e−c|x−y|

|x− y|
v(x)2v(y)2 dxdy ≤

∥∥∥∥∥x 7→
∫
e−c|x−y|

|x− y|
v(y)2 dy

∥∥∥∥∥
L 2

∥v2∥L 2

≤ 4π

c2
∥v∥4L 4 .

We recall the following well-known result.

Lemma 2.6 ([22, Theorem 11.4]). If (H1), (H2) hold, then given
{un}n∈N∪{∞} ⊂ H 1 such that un ⇀ u∞ in H 1 as n → ∞, it holds that
V(un) → V(u∞) as n→ ∞.

The following Brézis–Lieb splitting is proved by arguing as in the proof
of [25, Lemma 2.2] or [26, Proposition 4.2].

Lemma 2.7. Suppose that 0 ≤ m <∞. Suppose further that {un}n∈N∪{∞} ⊂
H 1 are such that un ⇀ u∞ in H 1 and un → u∞ a.e. as n→ ∞. Then

Dm(un, un)−Dm(un − u∞, un − u∞) −−−→
n→∞

Dm(u∞, u∞).

3 Ground states of the autonomous problem

We associate each u ∈ H 1 and θ > 0 with the rescaling

uθ(x) := θ3u(θ2x).

A change of variable shows that

∥uθ∥L 2 = ∥u∥L 2 , A(uθ) = θ4A(u) and Ka,b(uθ) = θ2Kθ−2a,θ−2b(u).
(3.1)

In view of these identities, the following result is a consequence of Lemma
2.5.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that 0 < b ≤ ∞ and u ∈ H 1 \ {0}.

1. If 0 < a ≤ ∞, then
Ka,b(uθ)

θ2
−−→
θ→0

−
∫ ∫ u(x)2u(y)2

|x−y| dxdy < 0.
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2. If a = 0, then
K0,b(uθ)

θ2
−−→
θ→0

−4
3

∫ ∫ u(x)2u(y)2

|x−y| dxdy < 0.

Next, we prove that the ground state energy is negative when b > 0.

Lemma 3.2. If 0 ≤ a ≤ ∞, 0 < b ≤ ∞ and µ > 0, then E0
a,b(µ) < 0.

Proof. It suffices to prove that there exists w ∈ S (µ) such that E0
a,b(w) < 0.

Consider a fixed u ∈ S (µ). It follows from (3.1) and Lemma 3.1 that

lim
θ→0

E0
a,b(uθ)

θ2
= lim

θ→0

θ2

2
A(u) +

1

4θ2
Ka,b(uθ) < 0,

hence the result.

Our next] goal is to show that the Strict Subadditivity Condition is sat-
isfied.

Lemma 3.3. If 0 ≤ a ≤ ∞ and 0 < b ≤ ∞, then (1.12) is satisfied.

Proof. In view of Lemmas 2.4 and 3.2, we have a well-defined function

]0,∞[ ∋ µ 7→ E0
a,b(µ)

µ
∈ ]−∞, 0[. It is classical that it suffices to prove

that this function is strictly decreasing. Suppose that µ > 0, 0 < ρ < µ and
let t = µ

ρ
> 1. Let (un)n∈N denote a minimizing sequence of E0

a,b|S (ρ). As

E0
a,b(ρ) < 0, we deduce that

lim sup
n→∞

Ka,b(un) < 0. (3.2)

By definition,

E0
a,b(µ) ≤ E0

a,b

(√
tun

)
− tE0

a,b(un) + tE0
a,b(un) =

t2 − t

4
Ka,b(un) + tE0

a,b(un).

In view of (3.2), we obtain

E0
a,b(µ) ≤

t2 − t

4

(
lim sup
m→∞

K(um)

)
+ tE0

a,b(ρ) < tE0
a,b(ρ).

We proceed to the proof of the theorem.

Proof of Theorem 1.1.
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Case 0 ≤ a ≤ ∞ and b = 0: nonexistence of ground states. It is
clear that E0

a,0(u) > 0 for every u ∈ S (µ). As such, it suffices to prove that
E0
a,0(µ) = 0. Consider a fixed u ∈ S (µ). It follows from (3.1) that

0 ≤ E0
a,0(uθ) ≤

θ4

2
A(u) +

θ2

4
K∞,0(u) −−−→

θ→0+
0,

hence the result.

Case 0 ≤ a ≤ ∞ and b > 0: existence of ground state. Let (vn)n∈N
denote a minimizing sequence of E0

a,b|S (µ). It follows from Lemma 2.4
that E0

a,b|S (µ) is coercive, so (vn)n∈N is bounded in H 1. Due to Lemma
3.2, E0

a,b(µ) < 0. As such, a standard argument involving concentration-
compactness shows that there exists {xn}n∈N ⊂ R3 such that, up to subse-
quence, (un := vn(· − xn))n∈N does not admit subsequences that converge
weakly to zero in H 1 (for details, see [27, p. 275–6]).

In particular, there exists u∞ ∈ H 1 \ {0} such that, up to subsequence,
un ⇀ u∞ in H 1 as n → ∞. If there exists n0 ∈ N such that un = u∞ for
every n ≥ n0, then there is nothing to prove. As such, we suppose that, up to
subsequence, un ̸= u∞ for every n ∈ N. In view of the Kondrakov theorem,
it also holds that, up to subsequence, un → u∞ a.e. as n→ ∞.

The norm ∥·∥L 2 is weakly lower semicontinuous and u∞ ̸≡ 0, so 0 < ρ :=
∥u∞∥2L 2 ≤ µ. We want to show that

ρ = µ. (3.3)

By contradiction, suppose that ρ < µ. Clearly,

E0
a,b(un) = E0

a,b(u∞) + E0
a,b(un − u∞) + (3.5) + (3.6), (3.4)

where
1

2

(
A(un)−A(u∞)−A(un − u∞)

)
(3.5)

and
1

4

(
Ka,b(un)−Ka,b(u∞)−Ka,b(un − u∞)

)
. (3.6)

On one hand, the term (3.5) tends to zero as n → ∞ because un ⇀ u∞ in
H 1 as n → ∞. On the other hand, (3.6) tends to zero as n → ∞ due to
Lemma 2.7. We deduce that

E0
a,b(un)− E0

a,b(u∞)− E0
a,b(un − u∞) −−−→

n→∞
0. (3.7)
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Due to the weak convergence un ⇀ u∞ in H 1 as n → ∞, we deduce that
∥un − u∞∥L 2 → µ− ρ as n→ ∞. It follows that

E0
a,b(un − u∞)− E0

a,b

(√
µ− ρ

δn
(un − u∞)

)
−−−→
n→∞

0, (3.8)

where δn := ∥un − u∞∥2L 2 . In view of (3.7) and (3.8), we obtain

E0
a,b(µ) ≥ E0

a,b(ρ) + E0
a,b(µ− ρ).

This inequality contradicts Lemma 3.3, so (3.3) is satisfied.
We just proved that u∞ ∈ S (µ), so we only have to show that u∞ is a

minimizer of E0
a,b|S (µ). As ρ = µ, it follows from (3.8) that E0

a,b(un−u∞) → 0
as n→ ∞. Finally, the result is a consequence of (3.7).

Sign of the Lagrange multiplier. On one hand, Ka,b(u) < 0 and
E0
a,b(u) < 0 because E0

a,b(µ) = E0
a,b(u) < 0. On the other hand, the Nehari

identity shows that

ωµ = A(u) +Ka,b(u) = 2E0
a,b(u) +

1

2
Ka,b(u),

hence the result.

4 Ground states of the nonautonomous prob-

lem

4.1 Proof of Proposition 1.2

Proof of the first conclusion. Let u denote a ground state of (1.11). We
suppose that 0 ̸≡ V ≤ 0 a.e., so

EV
a,b(µ) ≤ EVa,b(u) = E0

a,b(u) +
1

2
V(u) = E0

a,b(µ) +
1

2
V(u)︸ ︷︷ ︸
<0

< E0
a,b(µ),

hence the result.
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Proof of the second conclusion. Let (un)n∈N denote a minimizing se-
quence of EV1a,b|S (µ). Clearly,

EV1+V2+V3
a,b (µ) ≤ EV1a,b(un) +

1

2

∫ (
V2(x) + V3(x)

)
un(x)

2 dx

≤ EV1a,b(un) +
1

2
∥V2∥L

3
2
∥un∥2L 6 +

1

2
∥V3∥L ∞µ.

On one hand, it follows from Lemma 2.4 that (un)n∈N is bounded in
H 1. On the other hand, H 1 ↪→ L 6. As such, we deduce that K :=
supn∈N

1
2
∥un∥2L 6 <∞. Therefore,

EV1+V2+V3
a,b (µ) ≤ EV1a,b(un) +K∥V2∥L

3
2
+

1

2
∥V3∥L ∞µ.

In view of Lemma 2.4, it suffices to take limits to conclude.

4.2 Proof of Theorem 1.3

The case a = b = 0 follows from the classical result [22, Theorem 11.5].

Existence of ground state. Suppose that (un)n∈N is a minimizing se-
quence of EVa,b|S (µ). It suffices to argue as in the proof of Theorem 1.1 to
show that there exists u∞ ∈ H 1 such that, up to subsequence, un ⇀ u∞
in H 1 as n → ∞. The norm ∥ · ∥L 2 is weakly lower semicontinuous and
un ⇀ u∞ in H 1 as n → ∞, so ∥u∞∥2L 2 ≤ µ. Let us prove that vanishing
does not occur, i.e.,

u∞ ̸≡ 0. (4.1)

By contradiction, suppose that u∞ ≡ 0. It follows from Lemma 2.6 that

EV
a,b(µ) = lim

n→∞
EVa,b(un) = lim

n→∞
E0
a,b(un) ≥ E0

a,b(µ).

This inequality contradicts (H3), so (4.1) holds.
We just proved that u∞ ̸≡ 0, so 0 < ρ := ∥u∞∥2L 2 ≤ µ. If there exists

n0 ∈ N such that un = u∞ for every n ≥ n0, then there is nothing to prove.
As such, suppose that (un)n∈N has a subsequence such that un ̸= u∞ for
every n ∈ N. In view of the Kondrakov theorem, it also holds that, up to
subsequence, un → u∞ a.e. as n→ ∞.
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By definition,

Ea,b(un) =Ea,b(u∞) (4.2)

+ E0
a,b(un − u∞) (4.3)

+
1

2

(
A(un)−A(u∞)−A(un − u∞)

)
(4.4)

+
1

2

(
V(un)− V(u∞)

)
(4.5)

+
1

4

(
Ka,b(un)−Ka,b(u∞)−Ka,b(un − u∞)

)
. (4.6)

First, consider the term (4.2). As Ka,b < 0, we obtain

Ea,b(µ) ≤ Ea,b

(√
µ

ρ
u∞

)
=

µ

2ρ
A(u∞) +

µ

2ρ
V(u∞) +

µ2

4ρ2
Ka,b(u∞)

≤ µ

ρ
Ea,b(u∞). (4.7)

Now, consider the term (4.3). Let δn := ∥un−u∞∥2L 2 , so that δn → µ−ρ < µ
as n→ ∞. As argued for the previous term,

E0
a,b(µ) ≤ E0

a,b

(√
µ

δn
(un − u∞)

)
=

µ

2δn
A(un − u∞) +

µ2

4δ2n
Ka,b(un − u∞)

≤ µ

δn
E0
a,b(un − u∞)

for sufficiently large n ∈ N. That is,

E0
a,b(un − u∞) ≥ δn

µ
E0
a,b(µ). (4.8)

Let us show that the terms (4.4)–(4.6) tend to zero as n→ ∞. Indeed, (4.4)
tends to zero as n→ ∞ because un ⇀ u∞ in H 1 as n→ ∞. The term (4.5)
tends to zero as n→ ∞ due to Lemma 2.6. The term (4.6) also tends to zero
as n→ ∞ due to Lemma 2.7. In view of (4.7), (4.8) and this discussion, we
obtain

Ea,b(un) ≥ Ea,b(u∞)+
δn
µ
E0
a,b(µ)+on(1) ≥

ρ

µ
Ea,b(µ)+

δn
µ
E0
a,b(µ)+on(1). (4.9)
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Our next goal is to prove that

∥u∞∥2L 2 = µ. (4.10)

By contradiction, suppose that ρ < µ. It follows from (4.9) that Ea,b(µ) ≥
E0
a,b(µ). This contradicts (H3), so (4.10) holds.
We just proved that u∞ ∈ S (µ), so we only have to show that u∞ is a

minimizer of Ea,b|S (µ). As ρ = µ, it follows that δn → 0 as n→ ∞. Therefore,
we have Ea,b(u∞) ≤ Ea,b(µ) due to (4.9). Finally, the result follows from the
definition of Ea,b(µ).

Sign of the Lagrange multiplier. It suffices to argue as in the proof of
Theorem 1.1.

5 Asymptotic behavior of ground states

5.1 Case 1: (an, bn) → (0, 0) as n→ ∞
Consider the function defined as f(t) = 1−e−ct

t
for every t > 0, where c

denotes a fixed positive number. The following estimate is a consequence of
the fact that f is strictly decreasing and f(0+) = c.

Lemma 5.1. It holds that∫ ∫
1− e−c|x−y|

|x− y|
u(x)2u(y)2 dxdy ≤ c∥u∥4L 2

for every c ∈ ]0,∞[ and u ∈ L 2.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. For the sake of simplicity, we omit the dependence on
V . It is worth introducing a decomposition of Kan,bn . Consider the functions
K±
an,bn

: R3 \ {0} → R defined as

K+
an,bn

(x) =
4e−bn|x| − 4

3|x|
and K−

an,bn
(x) =

e−an|x| − 1

3|x|
,

so that Kan,bn = K+
an,bn

−K−
an,bn

.
Let us prove that

lim sup
n→∞

Ean,bn(µ) ≤ E0,0(µ). (5.1)
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In view of [22, Theorem 11.5] (or Theorem 1.3 in the case a = b = 0), we can
let v0 denote a ground state of (1.4). It follows from the definition of v0 that

E0,0(µ) = E0,0(v0) = Ean,bn(v0)−
1

4
Kan,bn(v0) ≥ Ean,bn(µ)−

1

4
Kan,bn(v0).

In view of the decomposition of Kan,bn ,

Kan,bn(v0) =
4

3

∫ ∫
e−bn|x−y| − 1

|x− y|
v0(x)

2v0(y)
2 dxdy

− 1

3

∫ ∫
e−an|x−y| − 1

|x− y|
v0(x)

2v0(y)
2 dxdy.

Lemma 5.1 implies |Kan,bn(v0)| ≤
(4bn+an)µ2

3
→ 0 as n→ ∞, hence the result.

As {un}n∈N ⊂ S (µ), a similar argument shows that
lim infn→∞Ean,bn(µ) ≥ E0,0(µ). In view of (5.1), we deduce that
Ean,bn(µ) → E0,0(µ) as n → ∞ and (un)n∈N is a minimizing sequence
of E0,0|S (µ). At this point, it suffices to argue as in the proof of Theorem 1.3
to finish.

5.2 Case 2: (an, bn) → (∞,∞) as n→ ∞
Proof of Theorem 1.6. Once again, we omit the dependence on V . Let us
prove that

lim sup
n→∞

Ean,bn(µ) ≤ E∞,∞(µ). (5.2)

In view of Theorems 1.1 and 1.3, we can let v∞ denote a ground state of
(1.5). It follows from the definition of v∞ that

E∞,∞(µ) = E∞,∞(v∞) = Ean,bn(v∞)− 1

12

(
4Dbn(v∞)−Dan(v∞)

)
≥ Ean,bn(µ)−

1

12

(
4Dbn(v∞)−Dan(v∞)

)
.

In view of the Sobolev embedding H 1 ↪→ L 4, the result follows from Lemma
2.5.

Now, we want to show that

(un)n∈N is bounded in H 1. (5.3)
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It follows from (5.2) that (Ean,bn(µ))n∈N is bounded. In view of this fact, the
result is a consequence of Lemma 2.4.

We proceed to the proof that

lim inf
n→∞

Ean,bn(µ) ≥ E∞,∞(µ). (5.4)

It follows from the definition of un that

Ean,bn(µ) = Ean,bn(un) = E∞,∞(un) +
1

12

(
4Dbn(un)−Dan(un)

)
≥ E∞,∞(µ) +

1

12

(
4Dbn(un)−Dan(un)

)
.

In view of the embedding H 1 ↪→ L 4, it follows from (5.3) that (un)n∈N is
bounded in L 4. As such, (5.4) follows from Lemma 2.5.

In view of (5.2) and (5.4), we deduce that (un)n∈N is a minimizing se-
quence of E∞,∞|S (µ). At this point, there are two possible cases.

Case 1: V ≡ 0. In this case, it suffices to argue as in the proof of
Theorem 1.1.

Case 2: V ̸≡ 0. In this case, it suffices to argue as in the proof of
Theorem 1.3.

5.3 Case 3: (an, bn) → (0,∞) as n→ ∞
Proof of Theorem 1.7. We omit the dependence on V . In this case, it is
obvious that

lim inf
n→∞

Ean,bn(µ) ≥ E0,∞(µ). (5.5)

Let us prove that
lim sup
n→∞

Ean,bn(µ) ≤ E0,∞(µ). (5.6)

In view of Theorems 1.1 and 1.3, we can let v∞ denote a ground state of
(1.6). It follows from the definition of v∞ that

E0,∞(µ) = E0,∞(v∞) = Ean,bn(v∞)− 1

12

(
4Dbn(v∞)−Dan(v∞) +D0(v∞)

)
≥ Ean,bn(µ)−

1

12

(
4Dbn(v∞)−Dan(v∞) +D0(v∞)

)
.
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On one hand, it suffices to argue as in the proof of Theorem 1.5 to deduce
that D0(v∞) − Dan(v∞) → 0 as n → ∞. On the other hand, it suffices
to argue as in the proof of Theorem 1.6 to deduce that Dbn(un) → 0 as
n→ ∞. We conclude that (5.6) holds. In view of (5.5) and (5.6), (un)n∈N is
a minimizing sequence of E0,∞|S (µ).

Case 1: V ≡ 0. In this case, it suffices to argue as in the proof of
Theorem 1.1.

Case 2: V ̸≡ 0. In this case, it suffices to argue as in the proof of
Theorem 1.3.

A Physical motivation

A.1 Electromagnetic self-force

It is classical that an accelerating electrically charged body loses energy due
to electromagnetic radiation (see [1, 28], for instance). This phenomenon is
usually modeled by means of an electromagnetic self-force acting over the
aforementioned body.

A naive application of the Maxwell theory predicts that an accelerating
charged point particle suffers an infinite self-force. Indeed, a charged point
particle at 0 ∈ R3 in vacuum has an associated electric potential ϕ(x) =

q
4πε0|x| , where q ∈ R \ {0} denotes the charge of the particle and ε0 denotes
the vacuum permitivity. In particular, the energy of the ensuing electric
field is infinite, ε0

2

∫
|∇ϕ(x)|2 dx = ∞, and the divergence of this integral is

intimately related with the divergence of the electromagnetic self-force (see
[1, Section 4.1]).

The standard procedure to deal with these divergences involves renor-
malization arguments. In particular, the resulting equation of motion be-
comes a third order differential equation, called the Abraham–Lorentz equa-
tion. Nonetheless, there is no consensus that this approach is always the
preferred one due to some inconvenient unphysical consequences of third or-
der equations (see [1, Section 1]).

To avoid these problems, another possible approach is to consider alter-
native electromagnetic theories under which charged point particles do not
induce electric fields with infinite energy. One of the simplest examples of
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this kind of theories is the Bopp–Landé–Thomas–Podolsky (BLTP) theory
(see [1, Section 2.3]).

A.2 Gravitational self-force and a family of fourth-
order gravity theories

In classical physics, the gravitational and electric potentials are described by
very similar equations. Indeed, given an electric charge density ρCharge : R3 →
R and a mass density ρMass : R3 → [0,∞[, the respectively generated poten-
tials are described by the laws that follow:

−∆ϕMaxwell = ε−1
0 ρCharge and ∆ϕNewton = 4πGρMass, (A.1)

where G denotes the Newtonian gravitational constant.
Similar to the aforementioned electromagnetic radiation, it follows from

general relativity that an accelerating massive point particle also loses energy
due to gravitational radiation and thus suffers a reaction by means of a grav-
itational self-force. Due to the analogy (A.1), the energy of the gravitational
field generated by a massive point particle is also infinite and we obtain a
divergent self-force once again. In view of this problem, Perlick suggested
the consideration of modified gravity theories inspired by BLTP electrody-
namics in order to obtain a model where we can avoid these divergences (see
[1, Section 5]).

Motivated by this suggestion, we consider a family of modified gravity
theories described by Lagrangian densities of the form

Lg =
1

8πG

(
R

2
+ αRµνR

µν + βR2

)
, (A.2)

where g denotes a Lorentzian metric; α, β denote real-valued dimensionless
constants; Rµν denotes the local expression of the entries of the Ricci tensor
induced by g and R denotes the scalar curvature induced by g. In fact, this
family of theories was studied in detail in Stelle’s seminal paper [29].

Let us recall a few facts about this theory as in [30, Section 3.5]. Physical
considerations indicate that we should suppose that α ≥ 0 and α + 3β ≤ 0.
A comparison with the Proca equation suggests respectively defining the
expected masses of the spin-0 and spin-2 graviton as a = 1√

−4(α+3β)
and

b = 1√
2α
. Finally, in the Newtonian limit of this theory, the gravitational

potential generated by a point particle with mass m at the origin becomes
given by ϕ(x) = mKa,b(x).
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A.3 Coupling the Schrödinger equation with fourth-
order gravity

The following Schrödinger–Newton system was originally proposed by Diósi
in [31] as a model for the wave function of a quantum particle with mass m
in a theory where only matter fields are quantized and the gravitational field
remains classical at the fundamental level:{

− ℏ2
2m

∆ψ +mϕψ = iℏ∂ψ
∂t
;

∆ϕ = 4πGm|ψ|2
in R3 × R, (A.3)

where ℏ denotes the Planck constant. It is easy to verify that | · |−1 provides
a distributional solution to the problem −∆v = 4πδ0, so the standard proce-
dure to obtain solutions to (A.3) involves considering the following nonlocal
semilinear problem:

− ℏ2

2m
∆ψ −Gm2

(
| · |−1 ∗ |ψ|2

)
ψ = iℏ

∂ψ

∂t
.3 (A.4)

Motivated by the previous sections, this paper considers the analogous
problem obtained by considering the gravitational potential of a point par-
ticle obtained in the Newtonian limit of the gravity theory with Lagrangian
density (A.2), that is,

− ℏ2

2m
∆ψ +Gm2

(
Ka,b ∗ |ψ|2

)
ψ = iℏ

∂ψ

∂t
. (A.5)

Suppose that ψ is of the form ψ(x, t) = v(x) exp(− iω̃t
ℏ ) for certain v : R3 → R

and ω̃ ∈ R. Then ψ solves (A.5) if, and only if,

− ℏ2

2m
∆v − ω̃v +Gm2(Ka,b ∗ v2)v = 0.

By setting ω = 2mω̃
ℏ2 and u =

√
2Gm3

ℏ v, we obtain

−∆u− ωu+ (Ka,b ∗ u2)u = 0.

This equation inspired the study of the normalized problem (1.1).

3For a rigorous justification of this reduction procedure, we refer the reader to [4,
Section 4] or [32, Section 3].
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B A study of the function Ka,b

Let ka,b : ]0,∞[ → R be given by

ka,b(r) =
1

r

(
4

3
e−br − 1

3
e−ar − 1

)
,

so that Ka,b(x) = ka,b(|x|).

Singular case {a, b} ∩ {0,∞} ̸= ∅. The next table contains a list of the
explicit expressions of ka,b in the singular case {a, b} ∩ {0,∞} ̸= ∅.

Case ka,b(r) Graph
a = b = 0 ≡ 0 -

a = 0, 0 < b <∞ − 4
3r
(1− e−br) Fig. 2

0 = a < b = ∞ − 4
3r

Fig. 1

0 < a <∞, b = ∞ −1
r
(1 + 1

3
e−ar) Fig. 1

a = b = ∞ −1
r

Fig. 1

a = ∞, 0 < b <∞ 1
r
(4
3
e−br − 1) Fig. 7

0 = b < a = ∞ 1
3r

Fig. 9

0 = b < a <∞ 1
3r
(1− e−ar) Fig. 8

Table 2: Singular cases of a, b.

Case 0 < a ≤ 2b < ∞. Let us prove analytically that the possible ge-
ometries of ka,b are illustrated in Figures 2, 3. First, we show that ka,b is

nondecreasing. It is clear that k′a,b(r) =
f(r)
3r2

, where

f(r) := r
(
ae−ar − 4be−br

)
+ 3 + e−ar − 4e−br.
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As such, we only have to prove that f is nonnegative. It follows from calculus
that

f ′(r) = r
(
−a2e−ar + 4b2e−br

)
.

We deduce that r0 > 0 is a critical point of f if, and only if, e(b−a)r0 = 4b2

a2
.

There are two possible cases.

1. a < b. In this case, f admits a unique critical point on ]0,∞[, r0 =
1
b−a log

(
4b2

a2

)
. As f ′′(0+) > 0 and limr→∞ f(r) = 3, we deduce that

f(r0) > 0. In particular, it follows that f is positive.

2. b ≤ a ≤ 2b. As 4b2

a2
≥ 1 and b− a ≤ 0, we deduce that f has no critical

points. As f ′′(0+) ≥ 0, it follows that f only takes positive values.

Case 0 < 2b < a < ∞. It suffices to argue as before to verify that r1 =
1
a−b log

(
a2

4b2

)
> 0 is the unique critical point of ka,b on ]0,∞[. A Taylor

expansion shows that

ka,b(r) =
a− 4b

3
+

4b2 − a2

6
r +O(r2)

in a neighborhood of r = 0. As such, it is clear that k′a,b(0
+) < 0 and it

suffices to consider the different cases a < 4b, a = 4b, 4b < a to obtain the
geometries illustrated in Figures 4–6.
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ka,∞(r)

r

Figure 1: 0 ≤ a ≤ 2b = ∞

ka,b(r)

r

Figure 2: 0 ≤ a < 2b <∞

k2b,b(r)

r

Figure 3: 0 < a = 2b <∞

ka,b(r)

r

Figure 4: 0 < 2b < a < 4b <∞

k4b,b(r)

r

Figure 5: 0 < a = 4b <∞

ka,b(r)

r

Figure 6: 0 < 4b < a <∞
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k∞,b(r)

r

Figure 7: 0 < 4b < a = ∞

ka,0(r)

r

Figure 8: 0 = 4b < a <∞

k∞,0(r)

r

Figure 9: 0 = 4b < a = ∞
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