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Abstract. In this work, we study the dimensional reduction of stationary states in the
shrinking limit for a broad class of two-dimensional domains, called open books, to their
counterparts on metric graphs. An open book is a two-dimensional structure formed by
rectangular domains sharing common boundaries. We first develop a functional-analytic
framework suited to variational problems on open books and establish the existence of
solutions as constrained action minimizers.

For graph-based open books (i.e., those isomorphic to the product of a graph with an
interval) we prove the existence of a sharp transition in the dimensionality of ground states.
Specifically, there exists a critical transverse width: below this threshold, all ground states
coincide with the ground states on the underlying graph trivially extended in the transverse
direction; above it, ground states become genuinely two-dimensional.

1. Introduction

We consider the nonlinear Schrödinger equation set on a structure L, which we will refer
to as an open book. Open books are popular structures in various areas of mathematics such
as in contact topology or algebraic geometry (see e.g. [19, 21]). They appear naturally in
various areas of physics, e.g. in metamaterial designs (see [27]). They can also be considered
as a form of generalized waveguides. A prototypical example of the type of structure that
we want to be able to treat is represented in Figure 1. We will use the following definition.

Definition 1.1. An open book L is a collection of 1-d manifolds called bindings B =
(Bj)j∈J⊂N and 2-d manifolds called pages P = (Pk)k∈K⊂N. A binding Bj ∈ B is charac-
terized by a length Lj ∈ (0,∞] and is isometric to the interval [0, Lj] ([0,∞) if Lj = ∞). A
page Pk ∈ P is characterized by two lengths L1

k, L
2
k ∈ (0,∞] and is isometric to the rectangle

[0, L1
k] × [0, L2

k] (replacing [0, L1,2
k ] by [0,∞) whenever L1,2

k = ∞). For each page Pk, there

exist bindings (Bj
k)j∈{0,...,J} ⊂ B, with Bj ̸= Bk if j ̸= k, such that the boundary ∂Pk of Pk

verifies

∂Pk =
⋃

j∈{0,...,J}

Bj
k.

Here, J = 3 if L1
k + L2

k < ∞, J = 2 if L1
k = ∞ or L2

k = ∞, J = 1 if L1
k = L2

k = ∞. We use
the notation P ∼ B to express the fact that P is one of the pages incident to the binding B.
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2 S. LE COZ AND B. SHAKAROV

Figure 1. An open-book with seven pages

Remark 1.2. With the above definition, where the bindings of a page are all different, every
single page can be embedded in R2. The definition can be relaxed to allow for cylindrical pages
(i.e., pages having two identical non-consecutive bindings), toroidal pages (i.e., pages having
two by two non-consecutive bindings identical), or even Möbius strip-type pages. Indeed,
these cases can be included in our definition by the introduction of artificial bindings, cutting
the page into two (or four) new pages, and having all bindings different. On the other hand,
we cannot relax the definition to allow for conical pages (i.e., two consecutive bindings are
identical). Observe that an infinite strip (such as the one considered in [28]) is formed of two
pages with one infinite length connected by their (transversal) finite length binding. Similarly,
a half-plane is made of two quarter-plane pages.

Various non-equivalent definitions of open books or stratified structures are used depending
on the context. The definition that we adopt in this work is tailored to our purposes. On
the one hand, it is more restrictive than definitions used in other contexts, such as contact
geometry (see e.g. [19]), as we are working only with 2-d pages isometric to rectangles. On
the other hand, the fact that we do not embed our books in Rd (as is done e.g. in the context
of stratified sets in [33] or for the spectral analysis in [4, 11, 12]) allows for extra flexibility in
the analysis, as we do not have to take into consideration geometric features of the pages such
as curvature. That flexibility is reminiscent of the flexibility allowed by quantum graphs by
concentrating the main features of the structure at the vertices while considering a “simple”
behavior on the edges (see [8] for an introduction to quantum graphs).

Our aim in this work is to study variational problems on open books and connections with
their quantum graph counterparts. For functions u ∈ H1

D(L) (we refer to Section 2.1 for the
precise functional setting), we define the action and the Nehari functionals by

Sω(u) =
1

2
∥∇u∥2L2(L) +

ω

2
∥u∥2L2(L) −

1

p+ 1
∥u∥p+1

Lp+1(L),

Iω(u) = ∥∇u∥2L2(L) + ω∥u∥2L2(L) − ∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(L).
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We consider the following variational problem:

(1.1) s̃ω = inf
{
Sω(u) : u ∈ H1

D(L) \ {0}, Iω(u) = 0
}
,

that is, we minimize the action over the Nehari manifold. The tilde˜in the notation reflects
the fact that we will typically work with an equivalent formulation of the problem, denoted
without the tilde (see Lemma 3.1):

sω =
p− 1

2(p+ 1)
inf
{
∥u∥p+1

Lp+1(L), u ∈ H1
D(L) \ {0}, Iω(u) ≤ 0

}
.

Minimizers of (1.1) will be referred to as (action) ground states. Such minimization problems
are classical in the study of nonlinear Schrödinger equations on Rd and on quantum graphs.
Ground states correspond to standing waves of the evolution equation and are expected to
play a fundamental role in the long-time dynamics. Alternative variational approaches also
exist, most notably the minimization of the Schrödinger energy under a prescribed L2-norm
constraint. We refer to [13, 18, 23] for a detailed comparison between these two variational
frameworks.

In the present work, we focus on action ground states. Note that any such minimizer
solves, on the book L, the stationary nonlinear Schrödinger equation

(1.2) Hu+ ωu− |u|p−1u = 0,

where H denotes the Laplacian operator on L (see Section 2.1 for its precise definition).
Our first main result establishes a general existence theory. Let ωL be the bottom of the

spectrum of H, defined in (2.5).

Theorem 1.3. Let L be a connected book, either finite or periodic, and let ω > −ωL. If L
is finite, assume additionally that sω < s∞ω , where the action level at infinity s∞ω is defined
in (3.3). Then sω > 0 and there exists an action ground state, i.e., a nontrivial minimizer
for sω.

As mentioned above, minimizing the action on the Nehari manifold is a classical method,
going back to [32], for constructing solutions to (1.2). In our setting, the main difficulty
lies in the lack of translation invariance whenever the book is neither compact nor periodic.
Because books may exhibit highly general geometries, one cannot directly apply the classical
concentration–compactness principle of [31], which is typically used to recover compactness
of minimizing sequences. Instead, one encounters a specific loss of compactness known as
runaway behavior, first identified in the context of quantum graphs in [1]. This phenomenon
motivates the additional condition sω < s∞ω , in analogy with the corresponding requirement
in the graph setting [13, 14].

Another widely used approach to obtaining solutions of (1.2) is the minimization of the
energy under a fixed L2-norm constraint (see, for example, [28]). In contrast, our analysis
focuses on action ground states. One reason for this choice is that action minimizers exist
for every p > 1, whereas the existence of energy ground states is usually restricted to the
subcritical regime p ∈ (1, 3] [5, 10].

We now present our second main result. We begin with the following definition.

Definition 1.4. An open book L is said to be graph-based if there exists a connected graph
G and L > 0 such that L is isomorphic to the product G × [0, L]. In this case, we write
LL = G × [0, L].
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We are interested in the limiting behavior of graph-based books as the transverse thickness
L tends to zero. In this regime, the natural limiting structure is the graph G. For LL =
G × [0, L], the minimization problem (1.1) depends on L, and we denote the corresponding
infimum by s̃ω,L. As before, we work with an equivalent formulation without the tilde, see
(4.4).

Our second main result shows that the dimensionality of action ground states undergoes
a sharp transition as L varies.

Theorem 1.5. Let G be a finite or periodic graph. Let LL = G × [0, L] be graph-based, and
let ω > −ωG. Let sω,L be the minimization problem defined in (4.4). Then:

(1) The map L 7→ sω,L is continuous on [0,∞). Moreover, there exists Lmin ≥ 0 such
that sω,L is constant on [0, Lmin] and strictly decreasing on (Lmin,∞).

(2) Let sω,G and s∞ω,G be defined in (3.3) and (3.4). If sω,G < s∞ω,G, then Lmin > 0.
Moreover, for any L ∈ [0, Lmin], minimizers of sω,L exist and every minimizer uL
satisfies

∂yuL ≡ 0.

(3) If, for some L > Lmin, sω,L admits a minimizer uL, then ∂yuL ̸≡ 0.

We now comment on the above result and compare it with the existing literature.
Point (2) provides a rigorous justification for the use of quantum graphs as effective one-

dimensional models for thin, two-dimensional network-shaped structures. While the corre-
spondence between graphs and higher-dimensional domains is well understood in the linear
setting (see, e.g., [8, 20, 35]), rigorous nonlinear counterparts remain scarce. Notable excep-
tions include [25, 26], which treat compact domains and general solutions to (1.2), and [28],
which derives a line with a delta potential as the limiting object associated with a fractured
strip in the shrinking limit for energy minimizers.

The condition sω,G < s∞ω,G guarantees the existence of ground states on the graph G,
see [13, 14]. In the present work, we prove that this condition is sufficient not only to
ensure the existence of ground states on the book LL, but also to show that these ground
states coincide with the graph ground states extended trivially in the transverse variable for
L ≤ Lmin. Furthermore, point (3) shows that Lmin is a sharp threshold: when L > Lmin,
one-dimensional solitons cease to minimize the action, and genuinely two-dimensional ground
states emerge. This behavior parallels the transverse stability/instability phenomena of line
solitons known for strips of the form R× T; see, for example, [3, 6, 36, 38, 39]. Our setting
includes books isomorphic to strips R × [0, L] with either Neumann or periodic boundary
conditions, allowing us to recover the dimensional transition for ground states in a unified
manner.

It is also worth pointing out that in [37], the case of a product space Rd × M with
M compact is studied in the context of energy ground states. There it is shown that,
for sufficiently small L2-norm, energy minimizers depend trivially on the compact variable,
relying on a scaling property of the ground state in Rd.
Similarly, in [28], a fractured strip R × [0, L] is considered, and it is proven that energy

ground states remain independent of the transverse variable for sufficiently small L. A crucial
ingredient in that analysis is the existence of an explicit and unique positive ground state
on R.

Our approach differs from both works in several ways. We study action rather than energy
ground states; no explicit or unique minimizer is available on graphs; and the scaling acts
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solely on the transverse variable (for non-uniqueness, see the recent works [16, 17]). To the
best of our knowledge, action ground states have not previously been examined from this
standpoint. This novelty, combined with the broader scope of applicability, forms a key
motivation for our focus on action minimizers. We believe that the methods developed here
can be extended to other classes of product spaces, beyond the setting of open books.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we begin with a collection of
preliminaries. We start in Section 2.1 by describing the precise functional setting in which
we are going to work. The key point is the definition of Sobolev spaces on books, along
with the description of the matching conditions at the bindings. Some notation is collected
in Section 2.2. In Section 2.3, we define a metric structure on the book by constructing a
suitable distance, and we introduce the concepts of connected, finite and compact books.
Section 2.4 is devoted to the proof that critical points of the action functional on books are
exponentially decaying on semi-infinite pages. Section 2.5 presents several relevant examples.

Section 3 is devoted to the question of the existence of an action minimizer. We begin
by reformulating the problem into an equivalent one, which corresponds to minimizing the
Lp+1-norm over a side of the Nehari manifold, see the definition of sω in (3.1). We then
study the so-called problem at infinity (Section 3.1) in the case of finite books and we show
that the level at infinity is the same as the level of the widest semi-infinite strip. Existence
of an action ground state for finite (Section 3.2) and periodic (Section 3.3) books is then
established. For finite books, the escaping at infinity of minimizing sequences is avoided by
assuming that the Nehari level sω is below the level at infinity s∞ω . For periodic books, we
use in a key manner the monotonicity properties of the function ω → sω to establish the
convergence of minimizing sequences.

In Section 4, we study the shrinking limit of graph-based books of the type G × [0, L]
when the length L tends to 0. We first introduce a rescaling of the problem (Section 4.1),
converting the book G × [0, L] into the book G × [0, 1] and transferring the dependency in L
to the Nehari functionals. We then study the rescaled minimization level function L→ sω,L:
we prove that the function is continuous, constant on an interval [0, Lmin] (with possibly
Lmin = 0), then strictly decreasing towards 0. The rigidity of minimizers at small length is
then established in Section 4.3, where the properties of the levels function are combined with
the properties of the minimizers’ equations to show that the dependency in the transverse
variable is necessarily trivial when L is small.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Functional setting. Given an open book L = {B,P}, a function u : L → C is a
collection of functions uk : Pk → C on each of the pages Pk ∈ P .

As in the case of quantum graphs (see e.g. [8]), we define the Lebesgue spaces for p ∈ [1,∞]
and Sobolev spaces for s ≥ 0 on the open book L by

Lp(L) :=
⊕
P∈P

Lp(P ), Hs(L) :=
⊕
P∈P

Hs(P ).

Here no compatibility condition is imposed on the bindings, i.e., functions on the open
book might be multi-valued at the bindings. From their definition, Sobolev spaces on books
inherit most of the properties of Sobolev spaces on individual pages (Sobolev continuous
and compact injections, Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequalities, etc.). For instance, if the book L
is either finite or periodic, then for any 2 ≤ q < ∞ there exists C > 0 such that for any



6 S. LE COZ AND B. SHAKAROV

u ∈ H1(L) we have

∥u∥H1(L) ≤ C∥u∥Lq(L).

The pages of L are rectangles and therefore contain corners. While Sobolev spaces are
typically introduced for smooth domains, they have also been extensively studied on polyg-
onal domains; see, in particular, the reference monograph [22]. We recall here the results
that will be used throughout the sequel.

Let u ∈ Hs(L) with s > 1/2. By the trace theorem on polygonal domains in R2 (see [22,
Theorem 1.5.2.3]), one may define traces of u on the bindings of the pages. More precisely,
let uk : Pk → C denote the restriction of u to the page Pk, and let {Bj}j=0,...,J denote the
boundary edges (bindings) of Pk. If uk ∈ W s,p(Pk) for some p > 1 and s > 1/p, then the
trace operator

uk → {ukj := uk|Bj
}j=0...,J

is well defined and continuous from W s,p(Pk) into the product space
∏J

j=0W
s− 1

p
,p(Bj).

We now describe the compatibility conditions between traces at the corners.
When s = 1, additional conditions arise depending on the value of p. Let j, l ∈ {0, . . . , J},

and assume that the edges Bj and Bl meet at a corner. Let

v ∈ Bj ∩Bl

be this corner point, which we call a vertex. For σ > 0 sufficiently small, let

v− σ ∈ Bj, v+ σ ∈ Bl

denote the points obtained by moving a distance σ away from the vertex along Bj and Bl,
respectively. Then the following conditions hold:

ukj(v) = ukl(v) when p > 2,∫ δ

0

1

σ

∣∣ukj(v− σ)− ukl(v+ σ)
∣∣2 dσ <∞ when p = 2.

No compatibility condition is required when 1 < p < 2. The difficulty at the endpoint
p = 2 comes from the fact that W 1−1/p,p(Bj) = W 1/2,2(Bj) is exactly the threshold at which
functions may fail to possess a continuous representative.

For u ∈ H2(Pk) and v ∈ H1(Pk), we have the following (half)-Green’s formula on the page
Pk (see [22, Lemma 1.5.3.8]):∫

Pk

(∆u)vdx = −
∫
Pk

∇u · ∇vdx+
∑

j=0,...,J

∫
Bj

∂u

∂νj

∣∣∣∣
Bj

v|Bj
dσ.

To analyze variational problems on the open books, we should specify how our pages are
connected, i.e., we specify compatibility conditions for the functions at the bindings. It is
natural to require functions to coincide on the bindings. We will be working with H1(L)
functions, which are not continuous, nor even pointwise defined. The fact that they coincide
at the bindings is understood in the sense of traces. We introduce the notation H1

D(L) (where
D stands for Dirichlet) for the set of H1(L) functions which coincides at the bindings, i.e.

H1
D(L) =

{
u ∈ H1(L) : uP |B = uP ′ |B, for all B ∈ B, for all P, P ′ ∼ B

}
.
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We define the quadratic form Q : L2(L) → R with domain H1
D(L) by

Q(u) =

∫
L
|∇u|2dx =

∑
k∈K

∫
Pk

|∇uk|2dx.

The quadratic form Q is non-negative and there exists a unique self-adjoint operator H :
D(H) ⊂ L2(L) → L2(L) such that for any u ∈ D(H) and v ∈ H1

D(L) we have

(2.1) (Hu, v)L2(L) = Q(u, v),

where, by abuse of notation, we have also denoted by Q the associated bilinear form
(Q(u, v) = Q(u+ v)/2−Q(u)−Q(v)). By definition of H, we have

Huk = −∆uk,

for u = (uk)k∈K ∈ D(H), hence D(H) ⊂ H2(L) ∩H1
D(L). Here, we have implicitly used the

fact that {u ∈ H1
D(L) : ∆u ∈ L2(L)} = H2(L)∩H1

D(L), see [22, Chapter 3] for the case of a
regular domain, and [22, Remark 3.2.4.6] for the case of a domain with polygonal boundary.
Moreover, functions in D(H) should satisfy the following binding conditions. Let B be a
binding and (Pk) be the pages incident to the binding B. Any function u ∈ D(H) verifies
for any x ∈ B the condition

(2.2)
∑
k

∂uk
∂νk

∣∣∣∣
B

(x) = 0.

Indeed, let v ∈ H1
D(L) be supported on the pages (Pk) incident to B and let u ∈ D(H). By

Green’s formula, we have

(Hu, v)L2(L) = −Re

∫
L
∆uv̄dx = −

∑
k

Re

∫
Pk

∆ukv̄kdx

=
∑
k

Re

∫
Pk

∇uk∇v̄kdx− Re

∫
B

∑
k

∂uk
∂νk

∣∣∣∣
B

v̄|Bdσ.

Since H should verify (2.1) and v is arbitrary, this implies (2.2).
In summary, the domain of H is given by

(2.3) D(H) =
{
u ∈ H2(L) ∩H1

D(L) : u verifies (2.2) for each binding B ∈ B
}
.

Observe that the binding conditions verified by functions on the domain of H are reminiscent
of Kirchhoff-Neumann conditions in the context of quantum graphs. The results presented
in the present paper could be generalized to more generic functionals, or, equivalently, more
generic binding conditions. For example, one may introduce a Dirac-type condition, as in
the case of the fractured strip studied in [28].

2.2. Notation. For a book L = (P ,B), we define the following lower bound on the binding
lengths:

(2.4) LL =
1

2
min

(
min
B∈B

lB, 1

)
,

where by lB we denote the length of the binding B. This quantity is well defined, and we
always have LL ≤ 1/2. If the number of bindings is finite, then LL > 0.
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We denote by ωL the infimum of the spectrum of H, which is given by

(2.5) ωL = inf
u∈D(Q)

Q(u)

∥u∥2L2(L)
.

Since we assumed Kirchhoff-type conditions at the bindings, we have ωL = 0. In the sequel,
we chose to keep the notation ωL, as most of our statements would be valid for operators
with more generic boundary conditions (and thus potentially non-zero ωL).
For any u ∈ H1

D(L) \ {0} and ω > −ωL, we define

(2.6) πω(u) =

(
1 +

Iω(u)

∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(L)

) 1
p−1

.

It is the scaling factor used to shift u on the Nehari manifold, i.e., Iω(πω(u)u) = 0.

2.3. Metric structure. Open books can be endowed with a metric structure.
The distance between two points lying within the same page is simply the Euclidean

distance inherited from the page. This includes points lying on a binding, whose distance
with respect to any point belonging to the pages incident to the binding is therefore defined.
This is sufficient to define a notion of continuity of a curve. To define the distance between
two points belonging to different pages not sharing a common binding, we proceed in the
following way.

Let L be a book. Let x, y ∈ L. A path γ on L between x and y is a continuous piecewise
C1 application γ : [0, 1] → L such that γ(0) = x and γ(1) = y. The length of the path on L
is the sum of the lengths of γ([0, 1]) restricted to each of the pages of L (counting the length
on common bindings only once). We denote it by ℓγ. The distance between x and y on L is
then defined by

d(x, y) = inf
{
ℓγ : γ ∈ PC1([0, 1];L), γ(0) = x, γ(1) = y

}
.

A book L is said to be connected if each binding has at least one incident page, and if
for any two pages P, P ′ ∈ P , there exist a sequence of pages (Pj)j=0,...,J+1 and of bindings
(Bj)j=0,...,J such that P0 = P , PJ+1 = P ′ and Pj, Pj+1 ∼ Bj. In this paper, all books will be
assumed to be connected.

We say that a book is finite if it has a finite number of pages and bindings.
We say that a book is compact if it is finite and each of the bindings has a finite length.

Otherwise, we say that the book is non-compact. When a book is finite but non-compact,
we define its compact core as the sub-book built with the collection of pages such that the
associated bindings all have a finite length.

2.4. Exponential decay. In this section, we show that the solutions of (1.2) are exponen-
tially decaying.

One of the main references for exponential decay in elliptic linear equations is by Agmon
[2]. In our case, we do not really need to have a precise estimate on the decay rate of solutions
to (1.2), and we can settle for a slightly weaker estimate (still giving an exponential decay
rate, though not the optimal one). We follow the strategy of proof of [7, Theorem 3.2].

Proposition 2.1. Let L be a book and let u ∈ H1
D(L) be a solution of (1.2). For any

page Pk ∈ P such that L1
k = ∞ (resp. L2

k = ∞), there exists Mk > 0 such that for any
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(x, y) ∈ [0, L1
k]× [0, L2

k] the component uk of u on Pk verifies

|uk(x, y)| ≤Mke
−

√
ω
2

|x| (resp. |uk(x, y)| ≤Mke
−

√
ω
2

|y|).

Proof. Let u ∈ H1
D(L) be a solution of (1.2). Consider a page Pk ∼ [0, L1

k]× [0, L2
k] of L and

assume that L1
k = ∞ (the case L2

k = ∞ being perfectly similar). Let uk : Pk → R be the
component of u on Pk. Define ψ : [0,∞)× [0, L2

k] → R by

ψ = |uk|2 −Mg0, g0(x, y) = e−
√
ωx,

where M > 0 is a constant to be chosen and g0 has been chosen so that on [0,∞) × [0, L2
k]

it verifies
−∆g0 + ωg0 = 0.

Let R > 0 to be chosen large enough later, and fix M large enough so that when x = R we
have

ψ(R, y) < 0.

We will prove that in fact, for any x > R and y ∈ [0, L2
k], we have

ψ(x, y) < 0,

thereby proving the claim. On the strip (0,∞)× (0, L2
k), uk verifies

−∆uk + ωuk − |uk|p−1uk = 0.

Therefore, uk ∈ C2((0,∞)× (0, L2
k)) ∩H2((0,∞)× (0, L2

k)) and |uk|2 verifies

−∆|uk|2 = −2Re
(
uk∆ūk + |∇uk|2

)
= −2

(
ω|uk|2 − |uk|p+1 + |∇uk|2

)
.

We rewrite this equation in the form

(2.7) −∆|uk|2 + ω|uk|2 = (−ω + 2|uk|p−1)|uk|2 − 2|∇uk|2,
in such a way that the right-hand side is negative for small |uk|. Since limx→∞ uk(x, y) = 0, we
may choose R large enough so that the right hand side of (2.7) is negative on [R,∞)× [0, L2

k].
By construction, the function ψ also verifies

−∆ψ + ωψ = (−ω + 2|uk|p−1)|uk|2 − 2|∇uk|2.
Recall that, from the maximum principle, if −∆ψ + ωψ ≤ 0 on a domain Ω, then ψ cannot
have a positive maximum in Ω. Let ρ > R and Ω = [R, ρ] × [0, L2

k]. By the maximum
principle, ψ can achieve a positive maximum only on ∂Ω. By construction, it cannot be
on the part {R} × [0, L2

k] of ∂Ω. Moreover, it also cannot be on [R, ρ] × {0, L2
k}. Indeed,

assume by contradiction that ψ achieves a positive maximum at (x, 0) for x ∈ (R, ρ) and

consider the symmetrized function ψ̃ given by ψ(x, y) for (x, y) ∈ Ω and ψ(x,−y) for (x, y) ∈
[R, ρ] × [−L2

k, 0]. Then ψ̃ also verifies −∆ψ + ωψ ≤ 0 on [R, ρ] × [−L2
k, L

2
k] and achieves a

positive maximum at the interior point (x, 0), which is a contradiction. Therefore, ψ can
achieve a positive maximum only on {ρ} × [0, L2

k]. Define m(ρ) by

m(ρ) = max
y∈[0,L2

k]
|ψ(ρ, y)|.

Then any (x, y) ∈ Ω we have
ψ(x, y) ≤ m(ρ).

As ρ→ ∞, we have m(ρ) → 0, therefore on [R,∞)× [0, L2
k] we have

ψ(x, y) ≤ 0.
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As a consequence, for any (x, y) ∈ [R,∞)× [0, L2
k] we have

|uk(x, y)|2 ≤Mg0(x) =Me−
√
ω|x|,

which is the desired result. □

2.5. Examples. We now present several examples of open books. Note that while we might
visually represent the open-book structures as submanifolds of the space R3, the geometry
of the representation is not taken into account in the open-book object: a curved binding
or page is identical to a straight one (in the same way that in the representation of metric
graphs, one can use either curved or straight edges for the sake of visualization to represent
the same structure).

The notion of open books allows for a wide variety of constructions. Our primary moti-
vation for the introduction of this notion was to study how quantum graphs, which are 1-d
structures, could be used as approximations of more complicated 2-d structures. For any
given quantum graph, it turns out to be elementary to consider its open book equivalent,
simply by giving a dimension to the vertices and edges, i.e. by considering the product space
G × [0, L]. More precisely, given a graph G formed by edges e ∈ E of length le and vertices
v ∈ V , we construct an open book L as follows. Let L > 0. Given an edge e ∼ [0, le] attached
at two vertices v1 and v2 (at respectively 0 and le), we define a page Pe as Pe ∼ [0, le]× [0, L]
and binding (Bj)j=0,1,2,3 as B1, B3 ∼ [0, L], B0, B2 ∼ [0, le], thereby forming the boundary
of Pe in such a way that the vertices v1 and v2 become respectively the bindings B3, B1.
This process can be extended, mutatis mutandis, for edges of infinite length or loop edges.
Obviously, there would be many other ways to construct an open book starting from a given
quantum graph.

Our first example is the one whose graphical representation justifies the name open books,
and can be thought of as a generalized star graph. We give ourselves a binding B0 ∼ [0, L],
and for k = 0, . . . , K we define bindings Bk

1 , B
k
2 ∼ [0,∞). Then the K pages attached to the

common binding B0 are isomorphic to [0, L] × [0,∞) and their boundary are formed with
the bindings in the following way

∂Pk = Bk
1 ∪B0 ∪Bk

2 .

An open book with three pages is represented in Figure 2 (left).

Figure 2. Open book versions of classical graphs: star-graph, tadpole and
dumbbell (from left to right)

Following the same procedure, we construct a generalized tadpole. Take bindings B0 ∼
[0, L], B±

1 = [0,∞), B±
2 = [0, 2π], and let two pages P1 and P2 be such that P1 is isomorphic

to [0, L]× [0,∞) and P2 is isomorphic to [0, L]× [0, 2π], and their boundaries are described
in the following way. For P1 we have

[0, L]× {0} ∼ B0, {0} × [0,∞) ∼ B−
1 , {L} × [0,∞) ∼ B+

1
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Figure 3. The open-book versions of the 2-d grid and the torus

and for P2 we have

[0, L]× {0} ∼ [0, L]× {2π} ∼ B0, {0} × [0, 2π] ∼ B−
2 , {L} × [0, 2π] ∼ B+

2 .

A generalized tapdole is represented in Figure 2 (middle).
The procedure can be repeated for any example of a quantum graph. We have included

in Figure 2 (right) the open-book version of the dumbbell graph. Figure 3 presents the open
book version of the grid. This example served as a base for the quantum graph approach to
metamaterial design presented in [27].

Not all open books can be thought of as extensions of metric graphs. For example, there
is no natural way to obtain the open book of Figure 1 from a graph.

We present a last example of an open book: the torus. It is constructed from a single
page P1 for which the boundary bindings are two by two identical, i.e., PN

1 = P S
1 = B0 and

PW
1 = PE

1 = B1. The torus open book with solid lines for the bindings is represented on
Figure 3.

3. Existence of an action minimizer

In this section, we prove the existence of an action minimizer on finite non-compact books
and on periodic books. We start by reformulating the minimization problem into an equiv-
alent problem more amenable to analysis.

Lemma 3.1. Let L be a book. Assume that ω > −ωL. The minimization problem (1.1) is
equivalent to

(3.1) sω = cp inf
{
∥u∥p+1

Lp+1(L), u ∈ H1
D(L) \ {0}, Iω(u) ≤ 0

}
,

where

(3.2) cp =
p− 1

2(p+ 1)
.

Proof. Notice that

cp∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(L) = Sω(u)−

1

2
Iω(u),

therefore problem (1.1) is equivalent to

ŝω = cp inf
{
∥u∥p+1

Lp+1(L), u ∈ H1
D(L) \ {0}, Iω(u) = 0

}
.
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On the one hand, we clearly have sω ≤ ŝω. On the other hand, suppose that u ∈ H1
D(L)\{0}

verifies Iω(u) < 0. By definition of πω(u) (see (2.6)), we have

Iω(πω(u)u) = 0

while, since Iω(u) < 0, we have πω(u) < 1 and therefore

∥πω(u)u∥p+1
Lp+1(L) < ∥u∥p+1

Lp+1(L).

This implies that sω ≥ ŝω. Since the reverse inequality is also true, this implies that sω = ŝω
and therefore, as stated, sω is equivalent to s̃ω. □

We then show that ω ≥ −ωL is a necessary condition for the existence of non-trivial action
ground states.

Lemma 3.2. Let L be a book. If ω < −ωL then sω = 0 and a non-trivial minimizer to (3.1)
does not exist.

Proof. When ω ≤ −ωL, the Nehari manifold is not bounded away from 0; it is the key point
that we are going to exploit. Assume that ω < −ωL. Then there exists u ∈ H1

D(L) \ {0}
such that

∥∇u∥2L2(L) + ω∥u∥2L2(L) =

(
∥∇u∥2L2(L)

∥u∥2L2(L)
− ωL + (ω + ωL)

)
∥u∥2L2(L) ≤ 0.

Let (λn) ∈ (0,∞) be such that λn → 0, and define (un) ⊂ H1
D(L) \ {0} by un = λnu. Then

Iω(un) < 0 and cp∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(L) → 0 as n→ ∞. This implies that sω = 0. □

The next two Lemmas are used in Section 3.3 for periodic books but apply generically.

Lemma 3.3. Let L be a book. Assume that L is either finite or periodic. Then the function
ω 7→ sω is 0 for ω ∈ (−∞, ωL) and is strictly increasing for ω ∈ (ωL,∞).

Proof. We already proved in Lemma 3.2 that the function ω 7→ sω is 0 for ω < −ωL. For
ω > ωL, we have sω > 0 as a consequence of Sobolev inequalities (we assumed that L is
either finite or periodic to ensure the validity of Sobolev inequalities). Indeed, let ω > ωL
and u ∈ H1

D(L)\{0} such that Iω(u) = 0. Then, by Sobolev embeddings, there exists C > 0
independent of u such that

∥∇u∥2L2(L) + ω∥u∥2L2(L) = ∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(L) ≤ C(∥∇u∥2L2(L) + ω∥u∥2L2(L))

p+1
2 .

Therefore, there exists c > 0 independent of u such that

c ≤ ∥∇u∥2L2(L) + ω∥u∥2L2(L).

Therefore, functions on the Nehari manifold are uniformly bounded away from 0 in H1(L)
and in Lp+1(L). As a consequence, we have sω > 0.

We now prove that the function ω 7→ sω is increasing. Let ω1 < ω2, ω1, ω2 ∈ (−ωL,∞).
Let (un) ⊂ H1

D(L) be such that Iω2(un) = 0 and sω2 ≤ cp∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(L) < sω2 +

1
n
. Then

Iω1(un) = −(ω2 − ω1)∥un∥2L2(L) < 0, πω1(un) < 1 (where πω1 is defined in (2.6)) and

sω1 ≤ cp∥πω1(un)un∥
p+1
Lp+1(L) < cp∥un∥p+1

Lp+1(L) = sω2 +
1

n
.

Passing to the limit as n→ ∞ leads to sω1 ≤ sω2 .
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We now prove that the function is strictly increasing. Assume by contradiction that
sω1 = sω2 . Then πω1(un) → 1 as n → ∞, which, by definition of πω1 and since sω1 > 0,
implies that ∥un∥2L2(L) → 0 as n→ ∞. Let q > p+1. By interpolation, there exists α ∈ (0, 1)
such that we have

∥un∥Lp+1(L) ≤ C∥un∥αL2(L)∥un∥
1−α
Lq(L).

From Sobolev embeddings, we have

∥un∥Lq(L) ≤ C∥un∥H1(L).

Moreover, since Iω2(un) = 0 and cp∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(L) → sω2 as n → ∞, the sequence (un) is

bounded in H1(L) and we have

0 < sω2 ≤ C∥un∥αL2(L)∥un∥
1−α
H1(L).

Since ∥un∥L2(L) → 0 as n → ∞, this gives a contradiction. Therefore, sω1 < sω2 , which
concludes the proof. □

The following lemma is the book version of a lemma often used in concentration compact-
ness arguments (see [29, 30]).

Lemma 3.4. Let L be a book. Assume that L is either finite or periodic. Let r ∈ (0, LL/2).
Let (un) be a sequence bounded in H1(L). If

sup
y∈L

∫
B(y,r)

|un|2 dx→ 0, n→ ∞

then un → 0 in Lq(L) for 2 < q <∞.

Proof. Observe first that we have defined a distance on books, and that the balls B(y, r) are
defined with respect to this distance. By the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, we have

∥u∥qLq(B(y,r)) ≲ ∥u∥2L2(B(y,r))

(
1 + ∥∇u∥q−2

L2(B(y,r))

)
for any u ∈ H1(L), y ∈ L and q ∈ [2,∞). Note that the above Gagliardo-Nirenberg is valid
since we have assumed that the book L is either finite or periodic. It would be possible to
relax this assumption and still have a valid Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, but for the sake
of simplicity, we refrained from optimizing. By covering L with balls of radius r in such a
way that any point is contained in at most N ≥ 1 balls, we obtain

∥u∥qLq(L) ≲ N sup
y∈L

∥u∥2L2(B(y,r))

(
1 + ∥u∥q−2

H1(L)

)
.

Thus, under the assumptions of the lemma, we have un → 0 in Lp(L). □

3.1. The problem at infinity. In many situations, the so-called problem at infinity plays a
special role in the analysis of the existence of minimizers, in connection with concentration-
compactness arguments (see e.g. [24, 30]). In the present setting, it is defined by

(3.3) s∞ω = inf
{
lim inf
n→∞

cp∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(L) : un ⇀ 0 in H1(L), un ̸≡ 0, Iω(un) ≤ 0

}
.

Observe that it always holds that sω ≤ s∞ω .
Given a graph G, for notational convenience, we introduce the Nehari functional on the

graph:
Iω,G(u) = ∥∂xu∥2L2(G) + ω∥u∥2L2(G) − ∥u∥p+1

Lp+1(G),
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and the corresponding minimization problem

(3.4) sω,G = inf{cp∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(G) : u ∈ H1

D(G) \ {0}, Iω,G(u) ≤ 0}.

We denote by s∞ω,G the level at infinity on the graph, defined equivalently as s∞ω in (3.3).
In this section, ω ∈ R will be assumed to be such that ω > −ωL ≥ 0 or ω > −ωG ≥ 0,

where L or G is the underlying book or graph.
We will link with the minimal action levels on the line and on the strip of width L, defined

by

slineω = cp inf
{
∥u∥p+1

Lp+1(R) : u ∈ H1(R) \ {0}, I lineω (u) ≤ 0
}
,

sstripLω = cp inf
{
∥u∥p+1

Lp+1(R×[0,L]) : u ∈ H1(R× [0, L]) \ {0}, IstripLω (u) ≤ 0
}
,

where, by I lineω and I
stripL
ω we denote the Nehari functionals on the line and on the strip of

width L, i.e, for u ∈ H1(R),

I lineω (u) = ∥∂xu∥2L2(R) + ω∥u∥2L2(R) − ∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(R),

and for u ∈ H1(R× [0, L]),

IstripLω (u) = ∥∇u∥2L2(R×[0,L]) + ω∥u∥2L2(R×[0,L]) − ∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(R×[0,L]).

We start by showing that the level of the problem at infinity for non-compact finite books
is the same as the action level on a strip. Similar arguments also show that the level of
the problem at infinity on non-compact finite graphs is the same as the action level on a
line. The reason is that the best escaping sequences minimizing the action on the Nehari
constraint for books reduce to the simple escaping of strip-ground states on a single page
isomorphic to a half-strip (or on a semi-infinite edge in the case of graphs).

Lemma 3.5. Let L = (P ,B) be a non-compact finite book. Assume that for any page
Pk ∈ P, we have either L1

k <∞ or L2
k <∞. Then

s∞ω = sstripL∨
ω , L∨ = max{Lj

k : L
3−j
k = ∞}.

Let G be a non-compact finite graph. Then

s∞ω,G = slineω .

Proof. We provide the proof for books, the proof for graphs being similar and easier. Let
L = (P ,B) be a non-compact finite book such that for any page Pk ∈ P , we have either
L1
k <∞ or L2

k <∞. We first observe that

(3.5) s∞ω ≤ sstripL∨
ω .

Indeed, let (wn) ⊂ H1(R × [0, L∨]) be a minimizing sequence for s
stripL∨
ω , i.e. wn ̸= 0,

I
stripL∨
ω (wn) = 0 and cp∥wn∥p+1

Lp+1(R×[0,L∨]) → s
stripL∨
ω . Let χ : R → [0, 1] be a smooth cut-off

function verifying χ(x) = 0 for x ∈ (−∞, 0] and χ(x) = 1 for x ∈ [1,∞). Let (xn) ⊂ R be
such that xn → ∞ as n→ ∞ and w̃n defined by w̃n(x, y) = χ(x)wn(x−xn, y). The sequence
(xn) is chosen such that w̃n verifies I

stripL∨
ω (w̃n) ≤ 1/n. Moreover, ∥w̃n∥p+1

Lp+1(R×[0,L∨]) ≤
∥wn∥p+1

Lp+1(R×[0,L∨]). Define πn > 0 by I
stripL∨
ω (πnw̃n) = 0. Then πn → 1 and (πnw̃n) is also

a minimizing sequence of s
stripL∨
ω , which moreover verifies πnw̃n ⇀ 0 in H1([0,∞)× [0, L∨])

as n → ∞. Up to renumbering, we may assume that the page P1 ∈ P is such that P1 ∼
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[0,∞) × [0, L∨]. Let vn = (vkn) ∈ H1
D(L) be defined by v1n = πnw̃n (restricted to P1) and

vkn ≡ 0 for k ≥ 2. Then vn ⇀ 0 weakly in H1(L) as n→ ∞, Iω(vn) = 0 and

s∞ω ≤ lim
n→∞

cp∥vn∥p+1
Lp+1(L) = lim

n→∞
cp∥πnw̃n∥p+1

Lp+1([0,∞)×[0,L∨]) = sstripL∨
ω .

We now show that the reverse inequality also holds. Let un ⇀ 0 in H1
D(L) be a minimizing

sequence for s∞ω , that is cp∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(L) → s∞ω and Iω(un) = 0. Let K be the compact core

of L. Let ϕ be a smooth cut-off function outside of K, that is ϕ ≡ 1 on Kc \ B, ϕ ≡ 0 on
K and B a compact transition region, ϕ ∈ [0, 1] on B. Let vn = ϕun. Since un ⇀ 0, it
follows that ∥un∥Lp+1(L) = ∥vn∥Lp+1(L) + εn, where εn → 0 as n→ ∞. In particular, we have

cp∥vn∥p+1
Lp+1(L) → s∞ω as n→ ∞. In the same way, we have

(3.6) Iω(vn) = Iω(un) + ε′n

where ε′n → 0 as n→ ∞. Let wn = πω(vn)vn where πω(vn)vn is the projection on the Nehari
manifold defined in (2.6) (in particular Iω(wn) = 0). From (3.6), we obtain that πω(vn) → 1,
thus

cp∥wn∥p+1
Lp+1(L) = cpπω(vn)

p+1∥vn∥p+1
Lp+1(L) → s∞ω

as n→ ∞. In particular, there exists (δn) ⊂ (0,∞), with δn → 0 as n→ ∞, such that

(3.7) cp∥wn∥p+1
Lp+1(L) = s∞ω + δn.

Now observe that wn is a collection of K disjoint pieces, where K is the number of semi-
infinite pages of the book L. Indeed, by construction, wn vanishes on the compact core K
of the book. Writing each semi-infinite page Pk of L as [0,∞)× [0, Lk], we have

wn = (wk
n), wk

n ⊂ H1([0,∞)× [0, Lk]), k = 1, . . . , K.

Since 0 = Iω(wn) =
∑

k I
stripLk
ω (wk

n), there exists k ∈ N such that I
stripLk
ω (wk

n) ≤ 0. Therefore

s
stripLk
ω ≤ cp

∥∥wk
n

∥∥p+1

Lp+1([0,∞)×[0,Lk])
≤ cp∥wn∥p+1

Lp+1(L).

Passing to the limit, we obtain

s
stripLk
ω ≤ s∞ω .

As L → s
stripL
ω is decreasing in L (this is proved in a general case in Proposition 4.1), this

implies that

(3.8) sstripL∨
ω ≤ s∞ω .

Combining the inequalities (3.5) and (3.8) gives the desired result. □

3.2. Finite books. In this section, we consider the existence of ground states on finite
books.

The following result is valid for compact books, for which the existence of a minimizer is
a direct consequence of Sobolev embeddings and boundedness of the minimizing sequences.
However, it takes all its sense for non-compact books, for which convergence of minimizing
sequences is more delicate to obtain.

Lemma 3.6. Let L be a finite book. If

ω > −ωL,(3.9)

sω < s∞ω ,(3.10)

then there exists a minimizer for (3.1).
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Remark 3.7. We have seen in Lemma 3.2 that ω ≥ −ωL is a necessary condition for the
existence of action ground states. The existence in the limit case ω = −ωL depends on the
considered graph, this is why it is excluded from (3.9). The condition (3.10) is not necessary
for existence. Indeed, even when sω = s∞ω , there may still exist a profile u ∈ H1

D(L) such
that Sω(u) = sω and Iω(u) = 0.

The run-away behavior is a situation where the minimizing sequences of a problem tend
to escape towards the infinite directions of the underlying physical space. Such situations
are not problematic for homogeneous problems, where the minimizing sequences can simply
be shifted back to a compact area thanks to translation invariance. In non-homogeneous
situations such as in the presence of a potential, or, as in the present case, for open books,
a non-escaping condition such as (3.10) prevents the runaway behavior. In contrast, the
condition (3.9) is required to establish a non-trivial lower bound for Sω.

Proof of Lemma 3.6. Let (un) be a minimizing sequence for (3.1). Without loss of generality,
we may assume that Iω(un) = 0. From Iω(un) = 0, we obtain

(3.11) ∥∇un∥2L2(L) + ω∥un∥2L2(L) = ∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(L) → sω/cp <∞.

Thus, (un) is bounded in H1(L), and, up to a subsequence, there exists u ∈ H1
D(L) such

that un ⇀ u weakly in H1(L). By the non-escaping condition (3.10), we have u ̸≡ 0.
We now prove that Iω(u) ≤ 0. By the Brezis-Lieb lemma [9], we obtain

Iω(un)− Iω(un − u)− Iω(u) → 0 as n→ ∞.

Assume by contradiction that Iω(u) > 0. It follows that

lim
n→∞

Iω(un − u) = lim
n→∞

Iω(un)− Iω(u) = −Iω(u) < 0.

Thus, there exists N ∈ N such that for any n > N , we have Iω(un − u) < 0. Consequently,
for n > N , we obtain

(3.12) sω < cp∥un − u∥p+1
Lp+1(L).

Since u ̸≡ 0, the Brezis-Lieb lemma gives

lim
n→∞

cp∥un − u∥p+1
Lp+1(L) = lim

n→∞
cp∥un∥p+1

Lp+1(L) − cp∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(L) < sω

which contradicts (3.12). Consequently, we have Iω(u) ≤ 0 and sω ≤ Sω(u). On the other
hand, by weak lower semicontinuity, we get

cp∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(L) ≤ lim

n→∞
cp∥un∥p+1

Lp+1(L) = sω,

implying that

cp∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(L) = sω.

Hence u is a non-trivial minimizer for (3.1), completing the proof. □

3.3. Periodic Books. Periodic books are another important example of possible book de-
signs, e.g in metamaterials. Rigorously, a periodic book can be defined by mimicking one of
the definitions used for periodic metric graphs (see [8, 34] and the discussion in [15]). Let
L = (P ,B) be a book, and consider an action of the group Zn (to which we reduce the
definition for simplicity):

(g, x) ∈ L × Zn → g.x ∈ L,
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which maps pages to pages, bindings to bindings, and preserves the distance. We say that
L is periodic if the action is

(1) free, i.e. if there exists x ∈ L such that g.x = x, then g = 0;
(2) discrete, i.e. for every x ∈ L, there exists a neighborhood U of x such that g.x ̸∈ U

for any g ∈ Zn \ {0};
(3) co-compact, i.e. there exists a compact set Q such that L = ∪g∈Zng.Q.

We will call Q the fundamental quire of the periodic book L. In particular, given any x ∈ L,
there exists g ∈ Zn such that g.x ∈ Q.

Lemma 3.8. Let L be a periodic book. Assume that

ω > −ωL

Then sω > 0 and (3.1) admits a non-trivial minimum.

Proof. Let (un) be a minimizing sequence for (3.1). We may assume without loss of generality
that Iω(un) = 0 for any n ∈ N. Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 3.6 (see (3.11)) we know
that (un) is bounded in H1(L). Therefore there exists u ∈ H1

D(L) such that, up to a
subsequence, un ⇀ u weakly in H1(L). By Sobolev embedding and Nehari identity, we
obtain

(3.13) ∥un∥2Lp+1(L) ≲ ∥un∥2H1(L) ≲ ∥∇un∥2L2(L) + ω∥un∥2L2(L) = ∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(L) ≲ ∥un∥p+1

H1(L).

From this, we deduce that there exists a constant C > 0, independent of n, such that

(3.14) 0 < C ≤ min{∥un∥Lp+1(L), ∥un∥H1(L)}.

This implies in particular that un ̸→ 0 in Lp+1(L). Therefore, by Lemma 3.4, there exist
ε > 0 and zn ∈ L such that, up to a subsequence,∫

B(zn,LL/4)

|un|2dx ≥ ε.

Denote by Q the fundamental quire of the periodic book L. By translating un if necessary
(i.e. replacing un(·) by un(g.·) for some g ∈ Zn), we may assume that (zn) ∈ Q, and since
the quire Q is compact, (zn) is bounded. Consequently, un|Q → u|Q ̸≡ 0 in L2(Q) by the
compact embedding H1(Q) ↪→ L2(Q).
Now we show that un → u strongly in L2(L). By contradiction, suppose that

lim inf
n→∞

∥un − u∥2L2(L) > 0.

Let θ ∈ R and (ωn) ⊂ R be such that Iθ(u) = 0 and Iωn(un − u) = 0 for every n. By the
Brezis–Lieb lemma, as n→ ∞, we obtain

ωn =
∥un − u∥p+1

Lp+1(L) − ∥∇un −∇u∥2L2(L)

∥un − u∥2L2(L)

=
∥un∥p+1

Lp+1(L) − ∥∇un∥2L2(L) − ∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(L) + ∥∇u∥2L2(L) + o(1)

∥un − u∥2L2(L)

=
ω∥un∥2L2(L) − θ∥u∥2L2(L) + o(1)

∥un − u∥2L2(L)
= ω + (ω − θ)

∥u∥2L2(L)

∥un − u∥2L2(L)
+ o(1).(3.15)
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Applying the Brezis–Lieb lemma again, we obtain

sω = lim
n→∞

cp∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(L) = lim

n→∞
cp(∥un − u∥p+1

Lp+1(L) + ∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(L))

≥ lim inf
n→∞

sωn + sθ.(3.16)

We are going to show a contradiction with Lemma 3.3 by discussing the cases θ > ω, θ < ω
and θ = ω. If θ > ω, the contradiction with Lemma 3.3 is clear. If θ < ω, then from (3.15),
we have

lim inf
n→∞

ωn > ω,

which implies by Lemma 3.3 that lim infn→∞ sωn > sω, giving again a contradiction. Finally,
if θ = ω, then from from (3.15) we have limn→∞ ωn = ω. In particular, lim infn→∞ sωn > 0,
and (3.16) enters again in contradiction with Lemma 3.3.

Thus un → u in L2(L) and Lp+1(L) by interpolation. From the lower semi-continuity, we
obtain Sω(u) ≤ sω. On the other hand, we can prove that Iω(u) ≤ 0 in the same way as in
the second part of the proof of Lemma 3.6 by using the Brezis-Lieb lemma again. Hence, we
obtain Sω(u) = sω and u is a non-trivial minimizer for (3.1), completing the proof. □

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Theorem 1.3 is a direct consequence of Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.8.
□

4. Shrinking limit for graph-based books

In this section, G will denote a finite or periodic book. We analyze the limiting behavior
of graph-based books, see Definition 1.4. Observe that when L = G × [0, L], then ωG ≥ ωL
(with equality in most of the cases that we are considering). We remark that this class
includes a wide variety of physically and mathematically relevant examples, such as those
illustrated in Figures 2 and 3.

The main outcome of this section is the proof of Theorem 1.5.

4.1. The rescaled problem. It is more convenient to work with functions belonging to
the same space and to transfer the dependency in L to the Nehari functionals. This is
achieved through a rescaling in the second variable. For any u ∈ H1(G × [0, L]) we define
v ∈ H1(G × [0, 1]) by

(4.1) v(x, y) = u(x, Ly).

The minimization problem sω becomes

sω = inf{cpL∥v∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) : v ∈ H1

D(G × [0, 1]) \ {0}, LIω,L(v) ≤ 0},

where the rescaled Nehari functional Iω,L is defined on H1
D(G × [0, 1]) by

(4.2) Iω,L(v) = ∥∂xv∥2L2(G×[0,1]) + L−2∥∂yv∥2L2(G×[0,1]) + ω∥v∥2L2(G×[0,1]) − ∥v∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]).

For future reference, we also introduce here the limit version of this functional

(4.3) Iω,0(v) = Iω,∞(v) = ∥∂xv∥2L2(G×[0,1]) + ω∥v∥2L2(G×[0,1]) − ∥v∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]),

where it is understood that when we use the notation Iω,0(v), the function v ∈ H1
D(G× [0, 1])

also verifies ∂yv ≡ 0. We will work with the following rescaled minimization problem:

(4.4) sω,L = inf{cp∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) : u ∈ H1

D(G × [0, 1]) \ {0}, Iω,L(u) ≤ 0}.
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As L tends to 0 or ∞ we consider the limit versions of sω,L, which are given by

sω,0 = inf{cp∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) : u ∈ H1

D(G × [0, 1]) \ {0}, ∂yu ≡ 0, Iω,0(u) ≤ 0}.

sω,∞ = inf{cp∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) : u ∈ H1

D(G × [0, 1]) \ {0}, Iω,∞(u) ≤ 0}.

The problem sω,∞ is the problem when L→ ∞ and is not to be confused with the problem
at infinity s∞ω defined in (3.3).
Observe that we clearly have sω,G = sω,0, where the Nehari level on the graph was defined

in (3.4). The Nehari sets corresponding to the previously defined minimization problems
will be defined by

NL = {u ∈ H1
D(G × [0, 1]) \ {0} : Iω,L(u) ≤ 0},(4.5)

N0 = {u ∈ H1
D(G × [0, 1]) \ {0} : ∥∂yu∥L2(G×[0,1]) = 0, Iω,0(u) ≤ 0},(4.6)

N∞ = {u ∈ H1
D(G × [0, 1]) \ {0} : Iω,∞(u) ≤ 0},(4.7)

NG = {u ∈ H1
D(G) \ {0} : Iω,G(u) ≤ 0}.(4.8)

Given a function u ∈ H1
D(G × [0, 1]), we will want to scale it so that it belongs to various

Nehari manifolds. This will be achieved using a scaling factor (similar to πω defined in (2.6)).
For ω > ωL and L ∈ [0,∞], we define

(4.9) πω,L(u) =

(
1 +

Iω,L(u)

∥u∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1])

) 1
p−1

.

In particular, we have Iω,L(πω,L(u)u) = 0 for any u ∈ H1
D(G × [0, 1]) \ {0}.

4.2. The action level function. We now give the key properties of the energy levels sω,L
previously defined.

Proposition 4.1. The following assertions hold.

• The function L 7→ sω,L is continuous on [0,∞).
• There exists Lmin ≥ 0 such that the function L 7→ sω,L is constant on [0, Lmin],
strictly decreasing on (Lmin,∞) and limL→∞ sω,L = sω,∞ = 0.

We will later prove that if sω,0 < s∞ω,0 (where s
∞
ω,0 is the rescaled problem at infinity, defined

in (4.21)), then Lmin > 0.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. We first prove that sω,L is continuous at L = 0. Since N0 ⊂ NL

for any L > 0, we have sω,L ≤ sω,0. For any 0 < L < 1, let uL ∈ H1
D(G × [0, 1]) \ {0} be such

that Iω,L(uL) = 0 and sω,L ≤ cp∥uL∥p+1
Lp+1 < sω,L + L. We have

∥∂xuL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) +
1

L2
∥∂yuL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) + ω∥uL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) = ∥uL∥p+1

Lp+1(G×[0,1]) ≤
1

cp
(sω,0 + 1),

therefore (uL) is bounded in H1(G × [0, 1]) by a constant which depends only on sω,0 (and
p). Moreover, we have

(4.10) ∥∂yuL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) ≤
1

cp
(sω,0 + 1)L2.
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Consider ũL ∈ H1
D(G × [0, 1]), the averaged version of uL along the transverse variable,

defined for (x, y) ∈ G × [0, 1] by

(4.11) ũL(x, y) =

∫ 1

0

uL(x, z)dz.

By construction, we have ∂yũL ≡ 0. In what follows, the calculations will be performed
assuming sufficient regularity. The end result will be valid by density. Let (x, y) ∈ G× [0, 1].
We have

|ũL(x, y)− uL(x, y)| ≤
∫ 1

0

|uL(x, z)− uL(x, y)|dz

=

∫ 1

0

∣∣∣∫ z

y

∂yuL(x, t)dt
∣∣∣dz ≤ ∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

|∂yuL(x, t)|dtdz ≤ ∥∂yuL(x)∥L2
y(0,1)

.

We get the following Poincaré type estimate

(4.12)

∥ũL − uL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) =

∫
G
∥ũL(x)− uL(x)∥2L2(0,1)dx

≤
∫
G
∥∂yuL(x)∥2L2(0,1)dx = ∥∂yuL∥2L2(G×[0,1]).

It follows from Jensen inequality that

(4.13) ∥∂xũL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) =

∫
G×[0,1]

|∂xũL(x, y)|2dydx

≤
∫
G

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

|∂xuL(x, z)|2dzdydx =

∫
G

∫ 1

0

|∂xuL(x, z)|2dzdx = ∥∂xuL∥2L2(G×[0,1]).

Similar calculations also give

(4.14) ∥ũL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) ≤ ∥uL∥2L2(G×[0,1]), ∥ũL∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) ≤ ∥uL∥p+1

Lp+1(G×[0,1]).

In particular (ũL − uL) is bounded in H1(G × [0, 1]), and by interpolation we have

(4.15) lim
L→0

∥ũL − uL∥Lp+1(G×[0,1]) = 0.

We have

(4.16)

Iω,0(ũL) = ∥∂xũL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) + ω∥ũL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) − ∥ũL∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1])

≤ ∥∂xuL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) + ω∥uL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) − ∥uL∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1])

+
(
∥uL∥p+1

Lp+1(G×[0,1]) − ∥ũL∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1])

)
≤ Iω,L(uL)−

1

L2
∥∂yuL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) +

(
∥uL∥p+1

Lp+1(G×[0,1]) − ∥ũL∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1])

)
.

Here we obtain that

(4.17) lim
L→0

1

L2
∥∂yuL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) = 0.

Indeed, assume by contradiction that there exist δ > 0 and (Ln) ⊂ (0,∞) such that Ln → 0
and

1

L2
n

∥∂yuLn∥
2
L2(G×[0,1]) > δ.
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Since limL→0

(
∥uL∥p+1

Lp+1(G×[0,1]) − ∥ũL∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1])

)
= 0, for n large enough we would have

Iω,0(ũLn) < −δ
2
.

This would imply that
lim
n→∞

πω,0(ũLn) < 1.

Moreover, we would have

sω,0 ≤ cp∥πω,0(ũLn)ũLn∥
p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1])

≤ cpπω,0(ũLn)
p+1∥uLn∥

p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) ≤ πω,0(ũLn)

p+1(sω,Ln + Ln).

Passing to the limit in the previous inequality would give

sω,0 < lim
n→∞

sω,Ln

which is a contradiction with sω,0 ≥ sω,L for any L > 0. Hence (4.17) holds. This implies
that

(4.18) lim
L→0

Iω,0(ũL) = 0

Therefore, limn→∞ πω,0(ũLn) = 1 and we have

sω,0 ≤ lim
L→0

cp∥uL∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) = lim

L→0
sω,L.

As we always have sω,0 ≥ sω,L, the above inequality is in fact an equality, and the function
L→ sω,L is continuous at L = 0.

Now, we prove that the function L → sω,L is continuous on (0,∞). Let L ∈ (0,∞) and
(Ln) ⊂ (0,∞) such that Ln → L as n→ ∞. By definition of sω,Ln , for any n ∈ N, there exists
un ∈ H1

D(G× [0, 1]) such that Iω,Ln(un) = 0 and sω,Ln ≤ cp∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) < sω,Ln + |L−Ln|.

We claim that Iω,L(un) → 0 as n→ ∞. Observe first that (un) is bounded in H1(G × [0, 1])
by construction. Observe also that

Iω,Ln(un) = 0 = Iω,L(un) +
L2 − L2

n

L2L2
n

∥∂yun∥2L2(G×[0,1]),

which proves the claim by passing to the limit. As a consequence, we have πω,L(un) → 1 as
n→ ∞. Therefore,

sω,L ≤ lim inf
n→∞

cp∥πω,L(un)un∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) ≤ lim inf sω,Ln .

On the other hand, let ε > 0. There exists uε ∈ H1
D(G × [0, 1]) such that Iω,L(uε) = 0 and

sω,L ≤ cp∥uε∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) < sω,L + ε. We have Iω,Ln(uε) → 0 as n→ ∞, and therefore

lim sup
n→∞

sω,Ln ≤ lim sup
n→∞

cp∥πω,Ln(uε)uε∥
p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) ≤ sω,L + ε.

Since ε is arbitrary, this implies that

lim
n→∞

sω,Ln = sω,L,

and the function L→ sω,L is continuous on (0,∞).
Let Lmin be defined by

Lmin = sup{L∗ ≥ 0 : ∀L ∈ [0, L∗], sω,L = sω,0}.
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We now prove that the function is strictly decreasing on (Lmin,∞). We first prove that it is
decreasing. Let u ∈ H1

D(G × [0, L]). For any 0 < J < K we have

(4.19) Iω,J(u) = Iω,K(u) +
K2 − J2

K2J2
∥∂yu∥2L2(G×[0,1]) ≥ Iω,K(u),

with strict inequality if ∥∂yu∥2L2(G×[0,1]) ̸= 0. Let (un) ⊂ H1
D(G × [0, L]) be a minimizing

sequence for sω,J . Then IK(un) ≤ IJ(un) ≤ 0. By defining vn = πω,K(un)un (so that
IK(vn) = 0), we have πω,K(un) ≤ 1 and

(4.20) sω,K ≤ cp∥vn∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) = cpπω,K(un)

p+1∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) ≤ cp∥un∥p+1

Lp+1(G×[0,1])

Passing to the limit, we obtain sω,K ≤ sω,J and the function L → sω,L is indeed decreasing
on [0,∞).

To prove that it is strictly decreasing, we proceed as follows. Assume by contradiction that
there exist Lmin < J < K such that L→ sω,L is constant on [J,K]. Let (un) ⊂ H1

D(G×[0, 1])
be a minimizing sequence for sω,J . From (4.19), we infer that (un) will also be a minimizing
sequence for sω,K . Moreover, we will have limn→∞ Iω,J(un) = limn→∞ Iω,K(un) = 0, which
combined with (4.19) gives

lim
n→∞

∥∂yun∥L2(G×[0,1]) = 0.

We consider the averaged version (ũn) of (un) as defined in (4.11). We have limn→∞ Iω,0(ũn) =
0. This implies that limn→∞ πω,0(ũn) = 1. Therefore, we have

sω,0 ≤ lim
n→∞

cp∥πω,0(ũn)ũn∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) ≤ lim

n→∞
cp∥un∥p+1

Lp+1(G×[0,1]) = sω,J = sω,K .

Since we have proved that L → sω,L is decreasing, this implies that sω,L is constant on
[0, K]. This enters in contradiction with the definition of Lmin. Therefore L → sω,L is
strictly decreasing on (Lmin,∞).

To analyse what happens when L→ ∞, we construct a family of test functions uλ,γ which
will allow us to estimate sω,L as L → ∞ and will also serve as a minimizing sequence for
sω,∞.

Let v ∈ H1
D(G) \ {0} and w ∈ H1(R) \ {0} such that supp(w) ⊂ [0, 1]. For λ, γ > 1, we

define uλ,γ ∈ H1
D(G × [0, 1]) by

uλ,γ(x, y) = λv(x)w(γy).

Let L > 0. We have

Iω,L(uλ,γ) =
λ2

γ
∥vx∥2L2(G)∥w∥

2
L2(R) +

γλ2

L2
∥v∥2L2(G)∥wy∥2L2(R)

+
λ2

γ
ω∥v∥2L2(G)∥w∥

2
L2(R) −

λp+1

γ
∥v∥p+1

Lp+1(G)∥w∥
p+1
Lp+1(R).

Choosing γ = L and λ = L
1

2(p+1) , there exists L0 > 0 such that if L > L0, then

Iω,L

(
u
L

1
2(p+1) ,L

)
< 0,

and therefore

sω,L ≤ cp

∥∥∥∥uL 1
2(p+1) ,L

∥∥∥∥p+1

Lp+1(G×[0,1])

=
cp√
L
∥v∥p+1

Lp+1(G)∥w∥
p+1
Lp+1(R).

Therefore, sω,∞ = 0 and limL→∞ sω,L = 0. □
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4.3. Minimizers rigidity. We denote by s∞ω,L the rescaled problem at infinity
(4.21)

s∞ω,L = inf
{
lim inf
n→∞

cp∥un∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) : un ⇀ 0 in H1(G × [0, 1]), un ̸≡ 0, Iω,L(un) ≤ 0

}
.

When L = 0, the sequences (un) are in addition required to satisfy ∂yun ≡ 0, so that
s∞ω,0 = s∞ω,G.

We now prove that if the minimal action level on the graph, sω,G, is strictly smaller than the
corresponding level at infinity s∞ω,G, then for sufficiently small L ≥ 0, there exist minimizers
of sω,L on the book G× [0, 1], and these minimizers are independent of the transverse variable
y.

Proposition 4.2. Let ω > −ωG and assume that sω,G < s∞ω,G. Then Lmin given by Propo-
sition 4.1 satisfies Lmin > 0. Moreover, for every 0 ≤ L ≤ Lmin, there exist minimizers of
sω,L, and any minimizer vL ∈ NL satisfies

∂yvL ≡ 0.

Proof. By Proposition 4.1, the map L 7→ sω,L is continuous and decreasing on [0,∞). Anal-
ogously, one can show that L 7→ s∞ω,L is continuous. Since by assumption sω,0 < s∞ω,0, there
exists L∞ > 0 such that

sω,L < s∞ω,L for all L ∈ [0, L∞).

Consequently, by Theorem 1.3, for each 0 < L < L∞, there exists a minimizer uL ∈ NL of
sω,L, with uL ∈ D(H) (see (2.3)). Inside each page, uL satisfies

−∂xxuL − 1

L2
∂yyuL + ωuL − |uL|p−1uL = 0.

By classical elliptic regularity theory, uL ∈ W 3,q(P ) for any q > 2 and for every page P of
G × [0, 1]. We take the duality product with ∂yyūL and integrate by parts. Integration can
be performed page by page, ensuring that boundary terms cancel appropriately. The main
subtlety arises from the term ∂xxuL, as the other terms can be handled using the Neumann
boundary conditions on uL.

To analyze this, consider

⟨∂xxuL, ∂yyuL⟩.
On a page P = B × [0, 1], where the binding B is parametrized as [a, b] (the case [a,∞)
being similar), we compute

Re

∫
P

∂xxuL ∂yyūL dx dy = ∥∂xyuL∥2L2(G×[0,1])

+Re

∫ 1

0

∂xuL(b, y) ∂yyūL(b, y)− ∂xuL(a, y) ∂yyūL(a, y) dy

− Re

∫ b

a

∂xuL(x, 1) ∂xyūL(x, 1)− ∂xuL(x, 0) ∂xyūL(x, 0) dx,

where we first integrated by parts in x and then in y.

Observe that the trace operator maps W 3,q(P ) into W 3− 1
q
,q(B) for any q ≥ 2. By the

one-dimensional Sobolev embedding for q > 2, this implies uL ∈ C2(B), so that both ∂yyuL
and ∂xyuL are well defined on the bindings.
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For the second boundary term, we integrate by parts once more to obtain∫ b

a

∂xuL(x, 1) ∂xyūL(x, 1) dx

= ∂xuL(b, 1) ∂yūL(b, 1)− ∂xuL(a, 1) ∂yūL(a, 1)−
∫ b

a

∂xxuL(x, 1) ∂yūL(x, 1) dx.

Since uL ∈ C2(B), we have ∂yuL ≡ 0 on B × {0, 1} by continuity, and therefore this term
vanishes, as does

Re

∫ b

a

∂xuL(x, 0) ∂xyūL(x, 0) dx = 0.

Similarly, for the first boundary term we have∫ 1

0

∂xuL(b, y) ∂yyūL(b, y) dy

= ∂xuL(b, 1) ∂yūL(b, 1)− ∂xuL(b, 0) ∂yūL(b, 0)−
∫ 1

0

∂xyuL(b, y) ∂yūL(b, y) dy,

which also vanishes since ∂yuL ≡ 0. By the same argument,

Re

∫ 1

0

∂xuL(a, y) ∂yyūL(a, y) dy = 0.

Consequently, we obtain

(4.22)

0 = ∥∂xyuL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) +
1

L2
∥∂yyuL∥2L2(G×[0,1]) + ω∥∂yuL∥2L2(G×[0,1])

− Re

∫
G×[0,1]

∂y
(
|uL|p−1uL

)
∂yūL dx dy.

Now, fix a sequence (Ln) ⊂ (0, L∞) with Ln → 0 as n → ∞. Since (uLn) is uniformly
bounded in H1(G × [0, 1]), we may extract a subsequence (still denoted (uLn)) such that

uLn ⇀ u0 weakly in H1(G × [0, 1]),

for some limit u0. We shall show that

uLn → u0 strongly in Lp+1(G × [0, 1]),

and that u0 is a minimizer of sω,0.
To this end, we adopt the notation from the proof of Proposition 4.1. Let ũLn denote the

averaged function associated with uLn as in (4.11). In view of (4.15), it suffices to show that

ũLn → u0 in Lp+1(G × [0, 1]).

From (4.18), we know that

lim
n→∞

Iω,0(ũLn) = 0,

and therefore

lim
n→∞

πω,0(ũLn) = 1.

Hence, the sequence πω,0(ũLn) ũLn is minimizing sω,0 in the limit Ln → 0.
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Repeating the compactness argument in the proof of Lemma 3.6 (for finite books) or
Lemma 3.8 (for periodic books), we obtain, possibly after passing to a subsequence and
translating, that

πω,0(ũLn) ũLn → u0 strongly in H1(G × [0, 1]).

Next, using (4.22), we show that

∂yuLn ≡ 0

for all n sufficiently large. We estimate the last term on the right-hand side of (4.22) as∣∣∣∣Re∫
G×[0,1]

∂y
(
|uLn|p−1uLn

)
∂yūLndxdy

∣∣∣∣ ≤ p

∫
G×[0,1]

|uLn|p−1|∂yuLn|2dxdy

≤ p

∫
G×[0,1]

|u0|p−1|∂yuLn|2dxdy + p

∫
G×[0,1]

∣∣|u0|p−1 − |uLn|p−1
∣∣ |∂yuLn|2dxdy.

The first term may be estimated by∫
G×[0,1]

|u0|p−1|∂yuLn|2dxdy ≤ ∥u0∥p−1
L∞(G×[0,1])∥∂yuLn∥

2
L2(G×[0,1]).

For the second term, recall that, given s, t > 0, we have

|sp−1 − tp−1| ≲

{
|s− t|(sp−2 + tp−2), when p ≥ 2,

|s− t|p−1, when 1 < p < 2.

Therefore, using Hölder inequality, when 1 < p < 2 we have∫
G×[0,1]

∣∣|u0|p−1 − |uLn|p−1
∣∣|∂yuLn|2dxdy ≤ ∥u0 − uLn∥

p−1
Lp+1(G×[0,1])∥∂yuLn∥

2
Lp+1(G×[0,1]).

When p ≥ 2, we have∫
G×[0,1]

∣∣|u0|p−1 − |uLn|p−1
∣∣|∂yuLn|2dxdy

≤ ∥u0 − uLn∥Lp+1(G×[0,1])

(
∥u0∥p−2

Lp+1(G×[0,1]) + ∥uLn∥
p−2
Lp+1(G×[0,1])

)
∥∂yuLn∥

2
Lp+1(G×[0,1]).

Summarizing, we have established that∣∣∣∣Re∫
G×[0,1]

∂y
(
|uLn|p−1uLn

)
∂yūLndxdy

∣∣∣∣
≲ ∥u0∥p−1

L∞(G×[0,1])∥∂yuLn∥
2
L2(G×[0,1]) + ∥u0 − uLn∥

min(p−1,1)

Lp+1(G×[0,1])∥∂yuLn∥
2
H1(G×[0,1]).

By construction, for each x ∈ G, the function ∂yuLn(x, ·) verifies Dirichlet conditions on
[0, 1]. Therefore, by the Poincaré inequality, we have

∥∂yuLn(x)∥2L2(0,1) ≲ ∥∂yyuLn(x)∥2L2(0,1).

Integrating in x gives

∥∂yuLn∥L2(G×[0,1]) ≲ ∥∂yyuLn∥L2(G×[0,1])

we have

∥∂yuLn∥
2
H1(G×[0,1]) ≤ C

(
∥∂yxuLn∥

2
L2(G×[0,1]) + ∥∂yyuLn∥

2
L2(G×[0,1])

)
.
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Thus, inserting these estimates into (4.22), we get for some C > 0

(4.23)
0 ≥

(
1

L2
n

− C

)
∥∂yyuLn∥

2
L2(G×[0,1])

+
(
1− ∥u0 − uLn∥

min(p−1,1)

Lp+1(G×[0,1])

)
∥∂xyuLn∥

2
L2(G×[0,1]).

This also implies that

πω,0(ũLn) ũLn −→ u0 in H1(G × [0, 1]),

and therefore, by (4.23), there exists N > 0 such that for all n ≥ N ,

∥∂yyuLn∥L2(G×[0,1]) + ∥∂xyuLn∥L2(G×[0,1]) = 0.

Consequently, for all n ≥ N , since ∂yuLn satisfies Dirichlet boundary conditions, we infer
that

∂yuLn ≡ 0.

We now show that this property persists for every L in the whole interval

0 ≤ L ≤ LN .

Indeed, by Proposition 4.1 we have

sω,LN
≤ sω,L for all L ∈ [0, LN ],

while, by the definition of sω,0 and the fact that ∂yuLN
≡ 0, we also have

sω,LN
= sω,L = sω,0.

Suppose by contradiction that there exists some L̃ ∈ (0, LN) such that sω,L̃ admits a mini-
mizer vL̃ with

∂yvL̃ ̸≡ 0.

Let K ∈ (L̃, LN). Then sω,K = sω,L̃ and

Iω,K(vL̃) = Iω,L̃(vL̃) +

(
1

K2
− 1

L̃2

)
∥∂yvL̃∥

2
L2(G×[0,1]) < 0.

Hence,

sω,K ≤ cp
∥∥πω,K(vL̃) vL̃∥∥p+1

Lp+1(G×[0,1])
< cp∥vL̃∥

p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1]) = sω,L̃,

a contradiction.
To conclude, observe first that under the present assumptions, a minimizer for sω,L exists

for every L ∈ [0, Lmin]. Indeed, this is immediate if L∞ ≥ Lmin. If instead L∞ < Lmin, then
for any L ∈ (L∞, Lmin) we have

sω,L = sω,0 = s∞ω,L,

since L → s∞ω,L is decreasing and bounded below by sω,L. Therefore, any minimizer of sω,0
(which exists by assumption) is also a minimizer of sω,L for all such L.
It remains to show that Lmin = LN . We clearly have LN ≤ Lmin. Assume by contradiction

that LN < Lmin. Let L ∈ (LN , Lmin) and let uL ∈ NL be such that

sω,L ≤ cp∥uL∥p+1
Lp+1(G×[0,1] ≤ sω,L + ε

for some ε > 0 to be chosen later. sω,L such that ∂yuL ̸≡ 0. This implies (see e.g. (4.19)-
(4.20)) that

Iω,Lmin
(uL) < 0, sω,Lmin

< sω,L,
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which is a contradiction with the definition of Lmin. □

Finally, we observe that the threshold Lmin is sharp as it separates the one-dimensional
ground states from purely two-dimensional ones.

Proposition 4.3. If there exists a minimizer vL of sω,L for L > Lmin, then it verifies
∂yvL ̸≡ 0.

Proof. The proof follows from Proposition 4.1. Indeed, suppose by contradiction that there
exists L > Lmin such a minimizer vL of sω,L exists and ∂yvL ≡ 0. Then we get that
sω,L < sω,Lmin

and Iω,Lmin
(vL) = 0 which contradicts the definition of sω,Lmin

. □

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Theorem 1.5 is a direct consequence of Propositions 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3.
□
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[33] S. Nicaise and O. M. Penkin. Poincaré-Perron’s method for the Dirichlet problem on stratified sets. J.

Math. Anal. Appl., 296(2):504–520, 2004.
[34] A. Pankov. Nonlinear Schrödinger equations on periodic metric graphs. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst.,

38(2):697–714, 2018.
[35] O. Post. Spectral analysis on graph-like spaces, volume 2039 of Lect. Notes Math. Berlin: Springer, 2012.
[36] F. Rousset and N. Tzvetkov. Transverse nonlinear instability for two-dimensional dispersive models.
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