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Abstract. This paper is devoted to the Moser-Trudinger-Onofri
inequality on smooth compact connected Riemannian manifolds.
We establish a rigidity result for the Euler-Lagrange equation and
deduce an estimate of the optimal constant in the inequality on
two-dimensional closed Riemannian manifolds. Compared to exist-
ing results, we provide a non-local criterion which is well adapted
to variational methods, introduce a nonlinear flow along which the
evolution of a functional related with the inequality is monotone
and get an integral remainder term which allows to discuss op-
timality issues. As an important application of our method, we
also consider the non-compact case of the Moser-Trudinger-Onofri
inequality on the two-dimensional Euclidean space, with weights.
The standard weight is the one that is computed when projecting
the two-dimensional sphere using the stereographic projection, but
we also give more general results which are of interest, for instance,
for the Keller-Segel model in chemotaxis.

In this paper we assume that (90, ¢) is a smooth compact connected Riemannian
manifold of dimension d > 1, without boundary. We denote by A, the Laplace-
Beltrami operator on 9. For simplicity, we assume that the volume of 91, is chosen
equal to 1 and use the notation dv, for the volume element. We shall also denote
by R the Ricci tensor, by Hyu the Hessian of u and by

Lgu :=Hgu — % Agu
the trace free Hessian. Let us denote by Myu the trace free tensor
Myu := Vu® Vu — % |Vul?.
We define
/sm [ | Lyu — 3 Mgu||> + R(Vu, Vu)} e~ 2 du,

Jinf
weH? (aM)\ {0} / IVl e /2 4,
m

(1) Ay 1=
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IfA = (aij) i—1.9 and B = (b”)

i ij=1.2 AT€ two matrices, then we use the convention
that A: B =3, . ,a by and |A[|* = A : A. T denotes the 2 x 2 identity matrix.

Theorem 1. Assume that d =2 and A\, > 0. If u is a smooth solution to
1

(2) —§Agu+/\:e“,

then u is a constant function if A € (0, \).

Next, let us consider the Moser-Trudinger-Onofri inequality on 9T written as

1
(3) 1 ||Vu||%2(im) + A /mudvg > A log (/zm e dvg) Yu € HY(M),
for some constant A > 0. Let us denote by A; the first positive eigenvalue of — A,.

Corollary 2. If d = 2, then (3) holds with A = A := min{4m, A\,}. Moreover, if
A is strictly smaller than A1 /2, then the optimal constant in (3) is strictly larger
than A.

In the case of the normalized sphere, A, = 4 7 is optimal but (2) has non-constant
solutions because of the conformal invariance: see [22, 16] for a review of the Moser-
Trudinger-Onofri inequality on the sphere, and references therein. The interested
reader is invited to refer to the historical papers [32, 27, 30] and to [20, 19] for
recent results on functionals related to the inequality, that have been obtained by
variational methods. These two papers solve the question, in any dimension, of
whether the first best constant can be reached. This is equivalent to showing that
the difference of the two terms in (3) is bounded from below. Earlier results have
been obtained by T. Aubin in [1], in the case of the sphere S, and P. Cherrier in [13]
for general 2-manifolds. The present paper focuses on the value of the second best
constant, defined as the largest value of A such that (3) holds. The value of the
first best constant is of little concern to us, as it appears as the % coefficient in
front of ||Vu||i2(m) and can be factored out into A. The method of Z. Faget relies

on a blow-up analysis which is reminiscent for d = 2 of [29]. It generalizes some
results contained in [2, Theorem 2.50 page 68]. Other references of general interest
in the context of the Moser-Trudinger-Onofri inequality are [12, 4, 31, 22]. More
references will be given within the text, whenever needed.

At this point, we should emphasize that in most of the literature the Moser-
Trudinger-Onofri inequality in dimension d = 2 is not written as in (3), but in the
form

ez IVulEz e > / ¢ du,
o
for all functions u € H'(9M) such that [, udv, = 0, for some constant C which
is in general non-explicit. In dimension d = 2, the optimal constant is ps = 16##.
This amounts to write that the functional

w = o [Vl 0my +/ udvg — log (/ et dvg)
m m

is bounded from below by log C. The issue of the first best constant is to prove that
12 cannot be replaced by a smaller constant unless the functional is unbounded
from below. This problem is not the same as Inequality (3), except when C = 1
and A = 1. E. Onofri proved in [30] that this is the case, with optimal values for
both C and A, when 9t = S2, up to a factor 4 7 that comes from the normalization



of voly(M). Except for the sphere we are aware of only one occurrence in the
literature of the form (3) of the inequality, that has been derived by E. Fontenas
in [21, Théoréme 2] under more restrictive conditions on 9. This result will be
commented in more detail in Remark 4.

The proof of Theorem 1 is a rigidity method inspired by the one of [7] for the
equation

—Agu—i-)\u:up_l,

which is the Euler-Lagrange equation corresponding to the optimality case in the
interpolation inequality

A
(4) IVollfam) > ) [HUHip(zm) - HUHiz(mz)} Vo e HY ().

See [7, 26, 3, 14, 17] for further results on this problem and [2, 24] for general
accounts on Sobolev’s inequality on Riemannian manifolds. Concerning spectral
issues, a standard textbook is [6].

The case of the exponential nonlinearity in (2) has been much less considered in
the literature, except when 90 is the two dimensional sphere S2. In [21], and in [5]
in the case of the ultraspherical operator, the result is achieved by considering the
interpolation inequalities (4) and then, as in [7] or [4] (in the case of the sphere), by
taking the limit as p — co. Here we consider a direct approach, based on rigidity
methods and an associated nonlinear flow. As far as we know, this is an entirely
new approach which has the interest of providing explicit estimates on the optimal
constant in (3).

One may wonder if rigidity results can be achieved for dimensions d > 2 by our
method. We will give a negative answer in Section 1. Corollary 2 is established
in Section 2 using a nonlinear flow that has already been considered on the sphere
in [16]. The case d = 1 is very simple and will be considered for completeness in
Section 3. An important application of our method is the case of the Euclidean
space with weights, with applications to chemotaxis. Section 4 is devoted to this
issue with a main result in this direction stated in Theorem 8, that raises difficult
questions of symmetry breaking.

1. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

In this section we consider a smooth solution to (2) and perform a computation
to prove the rigidity result of Theorem 1. There is no a priori reason to assume that
d = 2 and so we shall do the computations for any dimension d > 1, which raises
no special additional difficulties. However, due to restrictions that are inherent to
the method and will be explicitely exposed, only d = 2 can be covered. On several
occasions, one has to divide by (d — 1), so the case d = 1 has to be excluded and
will be handled directly in Section 3.

In the case of (4), it is well known (see [26, 3, 18]) that an interpolation depending
on a parameter ¢ € (0,1) between an estimate based on the Ricci curvature and
another one based on the first eigenvalue of the Laplace-Beltrami operator can be
used to obtain some improvements. Here we apply the same technique and realize
in the end that only # = 1 is admissible in dimension d = 2. However, when d is
considered as a real parameter in the range (1,2), it is possible to optimize on 6
when 0 < 0§ < 1. We will comment this and possible improvements at the end of
this section.
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Preliminaries. A simple expansion of the square shows that
[yl = gl + 5 (Agu)?.
The Bochner-Lichnerovicz-Weitzenbock formula asserts that
% A|Vul? = |[Hyu|* + V(Ayu) - Vu + R(Vu, Vu)
where R denotes the Ricci tensor and, as a consequence,

1 1
() AV = Lyl + - (Au)* + V(Agu) - Vu+ R(V, Tu).

An identity based on integrations by parts. Using integrations by parts, we
may notice that

_ /m Agu |vu|2 e—u/2 dvg
1
= ——/ |VU|4 e u/2 dvg + 2/ Hyu : Vu® Vu o u/2 dv,
2 Jon o
1
= —5/ |VU|4 e_u/2 d’Ug +2/ (Lqu+ %Aq’u,) : vu®vue—u/2 d’Ug
m m
1
= ——/ |VU|4 e u/2 dvg + 2/ Lou: Myu e u/2 dv,
2 Jon o
2
V2 [ At v,
dJog [
with Myu := Vu ® Vu - § |Vu|?, which proves that

d+2

/ Agu|Vul? e /2 dv,

1
= —/ |Vul* e=%/2 dv, — 2/ Lyu: Myue™ %2 duv,
2 Jom m
and finally
(6) /zmAQU|VU|2 %2 du,

1 d u 2d —u
zim/m|Vu|4e /deg—m/ngu:Mgue /deg.

An identity based on the Bochner-Lichnerovicz-Weitzenbock formula.
By expanding Ay(e~%/?) = (3 |Vul?> — 2 Aju) e=%/2, we have that

1 1
/sm |Vul? Ay(e™?) dv, = 1 /im \Vul* e~/ dv, — 3 /mAgu |Vul?e="/2 du,



so that, if we multiply (5) by e~%/? and integrate by parts, then we get
1 4 _—u/2 1 2 —u/2
= [Vul|* e dvg— = | Agu|Vul“e dvg
8 Jom 4 Jom

1
_/m||Lgu||28u/denga/m(Agu)Qeu/deg
+/ (V(Agu) - V) e /2 dv, +/ R(Vu, Vu) e~ "/? dv,

/HL ul|?e=? dv, ——/ (A,u)?e? du,

+§/ Agu|Vul? e7u/? dvg—l—/ R(Vu, Vu) e 2 dv,
m m

from which we deduce that

(7) /zm (Au)? e 2 du,

1 d
2 —u/2 1 / 4 ,—u/2
4d—1/ Agu|Vul“e dvy S a1 [Vu|® e dvg

—u d —u
+ ﬁ/mHLguHQe 12 dv, + ﬁ/mi)‘{(Vu,Vu)e 12 dv, .
A Poincaré inequality. Since

3

1
AN (e ) = 1 |Vu?e="/* — A ue /4

we get that

1 1
16 [ 18P du, =55 [ IValt e an, — 5 [ [vuP auetay,
m 16 Jop 2 Jon .

+/ (Agu)? e /2 du, .
m

On the other hand, a Poincaré inequality applied to V(e~%/4), as in [18, Lemma 7],
shows that

[iage = x [ VR n = 3 [ vae 2,
so that
1
(8) / (Au)?e 2 dv, > /\1/ |Vu|? 67“/2dvg——/ |Vul* e=%/2 du,
1
+§/ \Vul? Ague 2 dv, .
m

An identity based on the equation. By expanding Ag(e™"/?) = (3 |Vul?> -
1 Agu)e="/%, we have that

1 1
/ (—% Agu) Ag(e_“/Q) dvg = 1 / (Agu)2 e /2 dvg — 3 / Agu |Vu|2 e /2 dvg
o o m
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so that, if we multiply (2) by Ag(e=%/2) — 1 |Vu[?e~/2, then we get

1

—/ (A, u)? e 2 du, —I—S/ Agu |Vul? e="/2 dv, ——/ Vul?e "2 dv, = 0.
m

4

Let us introduce the parameter 6 < 1, to be chosen later, and use (8) and (7) to
estimate 152 [ (Agu)? e=*/? dvg and § [, (Agu)? e=*/2 dvg, respectively. We get

1-0 1
T )\1/ |Vu|? e~/ dvg——/ |Vul* e="/2 du,
1 o 16 Jon

1
+§/ |Vu|2Ague_“/2dvg}

0 2 —u/2 1 d / 4 —u/2
+4[4d_1/Au|Vu| dvg ST im|Vu|e dvg

—u d —u
+m/ﬁm|Lgu|2€ /2d0g+ m/imiﬁ(Vu,Vu)e /deg:|
1
+ —/ Agu|Vu|2e_u/2dvg—é/ |Vul?e %2 dv, <0.
8 Jam 2 Jom

Collecting terms, we get

b _d [/ |Lgul|? e="/2 du, —l—/i)‘{VuVu) “/de]

4d—1
1
-5 (1—9+29—>/ |Vul* e="/2 dv,

1-0 30 d
- v v % - A 2 7u/2d
+< g 16 d—1+8)/m gu|Vul”e Yo

1-6 A
|l — M -3 / |Vul?e™"/2 dv, <0
4 2) Jon :

and can now use (6) to obtain

b _d [/ |Lgul|? e="/2 du, —l—/i)‘{VuVu) “/de]

4d
1 _ v 4 —u/2
~® (1 9+29 )/ |[Vul|* e dvg

1-0 30 d 1 s
—u/2 g
+(8 +16d—1+>{2d+2/|w| Vs

2d
——/ Lgu:Mguefu/deg
d+2 Jon

1-6 A
+|l— M-z / |Vul? e /2 dv, < 0.
4 2 ) Jon -

Recall that Mju denotes the trace free tensor

Myu := Vu® Vu — % |Vul?.
We observe that

2 1
IMul|? = H Vu ® Vi — % Va2 H - (1 - a) IVt



Altogether we end up with
/ (2 gl + b (Lyow - Myw) + ¢ [Myul?) e~ d,
m

+——/ R(Vu, Vu) e /2 dv,

4d-1
1-6
+ —)\1—— /|Vu|267"/2dvq§0
1 2) Jom :

8 6d-1 8)d+2’
oo 1—9+39 d +1 1 d 1 _ 0420 d d
B 8 16d—1 8)2d+2 64 d—1) d—1"
Remark 3. By the Lichnerowicz’ theorem (see [25] or [18, Section 2])

d
— i)‘{(Vu,Vu)e_“/degg/ |Vul? e="/2 du,
m m

d—
1-6 36 d 1\ 2d
b=-(—+Z—+2)+—

d—1

so that the largest possible value of A for which we a priori know that

4d_1/ R(Vu, Vu) e "2 dvog + (LA (1-0) — A) /m|Vu|26_“/2dvg

is monnegative corresponds to the smallest possible value of 0, i.e. 0 = 0y(d).

Discussion. A simple but tedious commutation shows that the discriminant ¢ :=
b? — 4ac has the sign of

16(d—1)% — (6 —d) (d+2)8.
If we denote by 8y = 0y(d) the value of 6 for which § = 0, then we have

16 (d — 1)?
(6—d)(d+2)"

Altogether we can rewrite our estimate as

0y =

a/im HLgu—l- 2—baMguH2 e /2 dvg + (c— Z—z / HMguHQe*“/2 dvg

+4(1-6 /|A _“/4)|2dvq+ /mw Vu) e 2 du,

—i/ |Vul?e™"/2 dv, = 0
2 Jom

and use the Poincaré inequality, that is,

1
4/ |Ag(e—u/4)|2 d’Ug > = /\1/ |vu|2 e—u/2 d’Ug,
m 4 m
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to establish that
(9) 0>a /im | Lgu + & Mgu ||2 e 2 dv, — L /im IMgu|? e=*/? dv,

+(2M(1-0)-3) /sm |Vul? e /2 dv, + & 4 /sm R(Vu, Vu) e 2 dv, .

Our goal is to show that u has to be a constant, that is, [y, [Vul?e™*/?dv, = 0.
We assume that d > 2 is an integer. The discriminant § is nonpositive if and only
if d <6 and 6 > 0y(d). This is compatible with the condition § < 1 only if d = 2;
in that case, §# = 6y(2) = 1 and, as a consequence of (9), we get that

0> / [Lou — 2 Mgul? e"Y2dv, + / R(Vu, Vu) e 2 dv,
m m

- )\/ |Vul? e=%/2 du,
m

> (A*—)\)/ |Vu|?e %2 du, .
m

Hence we have shown that Vu = 0 for any A < A,, which concludes the proof of
Theorem 1.

Remark 4. In order to compare our results with the results deduced from the
curvature-dimension method, we can consider the case where R is uniformly bounded
from below by some positive constant p and formally assume that d takes real values.
This can be made precise for instance in the setting of the ultra-spherical operator
(see for instance [5]), with exactly the same conditions as above. See [21] and [16,
Section 7.1] for more details. If 1 < d < 2, we find that rigidity holds if
1 0 d 1 Oo(d) d
A< “M(1=-0)+-——p) =M (1—-06v(d —
_96[%3)%;(),1](2 1 )+2d—1p> g M=)+ == 7—»

according to Remark 3. Let x = % )\% < 1. We have found that that rigidity
holds if

2%1 S 1— Ho(d) + eo(d)l' = fl(:v)

Quite surprisingly, a better condition has been obtained in [21, Théoréme 2|, when
1 < d <2, which amounts to

A
2)\— <d@2—d)+ (d—1)%z =: fo(x),

1
by taking the limit as p — oo in (4). We may indeed check that fa(x) — fi(z) =
(d—1)% (d—2)?
“ayary 1-2) 20

Without assuming the positivity of p, one gets a similar result with our approach.

In the range d € (1,2), our computations show that rigidity holds for any X\ at most

equal to the infimum on u € H2(9M) \ {0} of
2/ {a | Lyu+ 2 Mgu H2 + 4(1-0) [Ag (e M)2 + & L R(Vu, Vu) | e /2 duy
m

. —u 4d(d—1 d(3d+2
under the condition that [y, |[Vul?e 2dv, =1,a= W; b= —W

and 0 = 0o(d). However, in the same spirit as above, a passage to the limit as
p — o0 in the inequality obtained in [18, Theorem 4] gives a better result.
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Let us emphasize that these considerations are essentially formal because d is
restricted to the interval (1,2) but can be entirely justified, as it is currently done
in the curvature-dimension approach.

2. PROOF OF COROLLARY 2

Let us minimize the functional

1
Falu] == 1 HVuHiz(m) +A /mudvg — A log (/zm e dvg)

on H'(9M). According to [19, 20], Fa[u] has no minimizer if A > 4 7. Let us assume
that
A<d4m

(we shall take care of the equality case later). It is then standard that there is

a well-defined minimizer. If it is smooth and A < A,, we can apply the result of

Theorem 1. Then the minimizer u can be any constant, for instance u = 1, so that
Fau] > Fa[l] =0 YueHY(M).

Notice that we can get rid of any smoothness requirement by considering the flow
below. By passing to the limit as A ~ A, we get that the inequality also holds
true if A = \,.

Using a Taylor expansion of

1 A
R+ el = |7 IVl + 5 [ o dvg| 2+ ole?),
4 2 Jon
ase — 0, where ¢ is an eigenfunction associated with the first positive eigenvalue Ay
of — Ay, it is straightforward to see that the best constant A in (3) is such that

At
A< —.
2

To complete the proof of Corollary 2, it remains to consider the case A\, < A\1/2
and show that the optimal constant cannot be equal to A,. This can be done in the
same spirit as in [18, Corollary 2]. Let us consider the evolution equation defined
by

0 _ _
(10) o A - ISR,

with initial datum « € H'(90). Let us define
] :/ | Lgf — 3 Mgf|*e /72 dvg+/ RVF, V) e !/2dv,
m m
_)\/ Ve /2 dv,.
m

Then for any A < A\, we have

G = [ (h 80 +) (A7) = 4 VFP I12) duy = = G116,

Since F is nonnegative and lim;_, o, Fa[f (¢, )] = 0, we obtain that

/Q,\
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for any solution f to (10) with initial datum u € L(90) is such that Vu € L?(9M).
We have an equality if the solution is smooth for any ¢ > 0. Otherwise we have
to regularize and then pass to the limit so that, with full generality, we can only
expect for an inequality.

Remark 5. One has to mention that the sphere I = S? is an important case of ap-
plication of our method, for which other types of remainder terms can be produced.
See [16] for more details. It has to be noted that on S* we have Ay = p = A\1/2 = 1.
As noted by many authors, e.g., in [4, 5, 21, 16] (also see references in [16]), the
Onofri inequality is a limit case of various Sobolev type inequalities, for which sim-
ilar methods have been developed: see [17] for a review and some recent results.

3. THE CASE d =1

Since we assume that 9t is compact, connected, and without boundary, we only
have to consider the case of the circle. Hence we identify 997 with the 1-periodic
interval [0,1) ~ R/Z ~ S!. Consider a solution of the ordinary differential equation

1
11 ——u"+A—e"=0
2

with periodic boundary conditions. If we multiply the equation by (e=*/2)”
[u/[> e7%/2, then we get that

1
/0 (% |u//|2 + % |u/|2u// _ %|u/|2) efu/Q dr =0.

The middle term is easy to handle using one integration by parts:

1 1
(12) / /)2 u" e/ % da = %/ |u/|* e%/? du .
0 0
Hence we have
1
(13) / (31" + KWt = [/ ?) e da =0.
0

On the other hand,

/01 ((5“/4)”‘2 de > 4m? /01 (e““)lr dx

where 4 72 is the first positive eigenvalue of — IQ on the periodic interval of length 1.
From (12) we derive

1 1

(14) / (Ju")? - = [/[*) e 2 dx — 471'2/ W2 e /2 dx > 0.
0

Combining (13 and (14), we get

1
/|u|4 U2 dr 4+ (2 )\)/ W2 e /2 de < 0.

Hence we have proven the following result.

Proposition 6. Assume that d = 1. With the above notations, if u is a smooth
solution to (11) on S &~ [0,1), then u is a constant function for any A € (0,272).

Exactly as in the case of a manifold of dimension two, a variational approach
allows to deduce a Moser-Trudinger-Onofri inequality.
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Corollary 7. If d = 1, then the following inequality holds on S* ~[0,1):

1 1 1 1
— / |u’|2dx—|—/ wdzr > log </ e“da:) Yu € HY(SY).
87 Jo 0 0

Moreover 8 w2 is the optimal constant.

The only difference with Corollary 2 is that we can identify the optimal constant
in the inequality by considering u = 1 4 € ¢ and by taking the limit as ¢ — 0, with
p(x) = cos( 2w x).

4. WEIGHTED MOSER-TRUDINGER-ONOFRI INEQUALITIES ON THE
TWO-DIMENSIONAL EUCLIDEAN SPACE

The Euclidean Onofri inequality (see [12, 16]) can be deduced from (3) when
M = S? using the stereographic projection and reads

1
15 — 2dz >1 Uy | — du .
(15) om R2|VUI w_og(/Rze u) /R2UM

Here dy = pu(z) dz denotes the probability measure defined by p(z) = L (14]z[?) 72,
x € R2, and the inequality holds for any function v € L!(R?,du) such that Vu €
L2(R?). The constant 16 7 is optimal as can be shown by considering the inequality
on S? and comparing with the value given when expanding around a constant, as
was done in Section 2.

In this section, our goal is to give sufficient conditions on a general probability
measure p so that the inequality

1 2
_ > u _
(16) o7 /o [Vu| d:C_)\[log (/We du) /RszM]

holds for some A > 0 and get an estimate of the optimal value of A. Here du = pdx
is a probability measure with density p with respect to the Lebesgue measure. All
our computations are done without symmetry assumption, and our final estimate
is (29). In practical applications (see Examples 1-4) the function p is radially
symmetric and one has to assume that A is in a range for which the solution to
(16), or at least the optimal function for (15), is radially symmetric. This delicate
issue of symmetry breaking will be illustrated in Example 3.

Since (16) does not change when adding some constant to u, we can look for
minimizers satisfying the constraint fR2 e"du = 1. These solve the Euler-Lagrange
equation

1
(17) ——Au+Ap—Ae" p=0.
8

We can multiply each term of (17) by % Ale™ %) — ﬁ |Vul>e~% and integrate,
which gives the following identities

— [ AulA(e?) 1 dx = / Au (Au ! |Vu|2> e /2 1 dx ,
R2 H R2 2 2p

/ ulA(e_“/Q)d:v:O,
Rz H

1 _u 1 2 _u
e'n| —Ae"2)— — |Vul e 2)dw=0.
/Rz (u ) 2#' |
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Defining v := e~%/?/j = e="/?>~9 with g := log  and dv := v dz we have
Tlu) = 2/ (Au)? dv —|—/ Au|Vul|® dv — 167r/\/ Vul>e %2 dz=0.
R? R? R?

Let us introduce some notations, which are consistent with the ones on mani-
2 .
folds. Let us denote by Hu = (#gmy_)m:u the Hessian of u, Lu = Hu — %Au I

is the trace free Hessian and Mu := Vu ® Vu — 1 |Vu|® Iy, where Vu ® Vu =
(6“ ou For the convenience of the reader, we split the computations in

Ox; Oxj )i)j:1)2'
four steps.

1) Let us start with some preliminary computations. An integration by parts shows
that

(18) 2 AuVu~ngV—/ \Vul®> Vu - Vgdv
R? R?
:—2/ Hu : (Vu® Vg)dv — 2/ (Hg — Vg®Vg): (Vu® Vu)dv
R2 R2

:—2/ Hu:(Vu@Vg)du—2/ Hg:(Vu@Vu)du+2/ (Vu-Vg)*dv.
R? R? R?

By expanding Lu — %Mu, we also get that

(19) /R <Lu— %Mu)  (Vu® Vg) dv

1 1
:/ Hu: (Vu® Vg)dv — = AuVu-ngu——/ |Vul®> Vu - Vgdv.
R2 2 R2 4 R2
Recalling the definition of v = e~2u~9 we also find that

1 1
(20) - 5/ |Vul® Vu - Vgdv = / Vul|® Vge - V(e %) da
R2 R2

=— 2/ Hu: (Vu® Vg)dv —|—/ Vul* (|Vg]> = Ag)dv.
R2 R2
Equations (18), (19) and (20) allow us to eliminate

AuVu-Vgdv, / \Vu|® Vu-Vgdy and / Hu : (Vu® Vg)dv
R? R? R?



in terms of the other quantities:

AuVu-ngl/z/ Vul® (|Vg]? = Ag) dv
R? R?

(21) _2/Rz <Lu—%Mu>:(Vu®Vg)dy,
/RQ |Vul? Vu-nguzél/RzHg:(Vu@Vu)du— 4/Rz (Vu - Vg)?
(22) —8/]R2 <Lu— %Mu) 1 (Vu® Vyg)dv
+6 [ IVal® (Vo - Ag)av,
/RQHu:(Vu@Vg)du:/RzHg:(Vu@Vu)du—/Rz (Vu - Vg)*dv

(23) —2/R2 (Lu — %Mu) 1 (Vu® Vyg)dv

+2/ [Vul? (|Vg|? — Ag) dv
R2

Moreover, the reader is invited to check that

(24) ([ Ll = IIHUIIQ——(AU)
and

o 1 4
(25) IMu||® = 2 [Vaul*.

dv

13

2) On the one hand, integrating the second term in the expression of Z[u] by parts

gives

/ Au |Vul? dv
R2

—/]R2 Vu-V (|Vu|2u> dx

1
= —/ Vu - <2HuVu ~3 Vu |Vul” — [Vul? Vg> dv

1
2Hu: Vu® Vu — 3 Vul' = [Vul* (Vu - Vg)) dv

2

1
(2 Lu: Vu ® Vu+ Au |Vul> — 3 [Vul* = |[Vul|® (Vu - Vg)) dv

%\%\%

1
2Lu : Mu + Au |Vul|* — 3 |Vu|4 — |Vul* (Vu - Vg)) dv,
that is

1 1
Au|Vul’ dv = —/ Lu: Mu — = |[Vul* = = [Vul* (Vu - Vg) ) dv.
R2 R2 4 2
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According to (22) and (25), we obtain

(26)
Au|Vul* dv = —/

1
Lu : Mudy—i-—/ [Mu||? dv+ 2/ Hyg: (Vu® Vu)dv
R2 2 Jr2 R2

R2

—2/ (Vu-Vg)2dl/—4/ (Lu—%Mu):(Vu@Vg)du
R? R?

+ 3/ IVul? (|Vg)? — Ag)dv .
R2

3) On the other hand, integrating by parts twice yields

d
A|Vul® dv = / |Vul> A(e=*/?) d —I—/ Vul® (IVg|*> = Ag) dv
R2 R2 K R2

-I—/ |Vu|2 (Vu-Vg)dv,
RQ
1 2 1 4
=—= [ AulVu|["dv+- |Vu|™ dv
2 R2 4 R2

(27) —I—/ Vu|” (IVg|*> = Ag) dv +/ \Vul®> (Vu-Vg)dv.
R2 R?
Integrating by parts again we have that

VAu-VudV:—/

Au (Au - % [Vul* = (Vu - Vg)) dv,
R2

R2

which we can use along with the Bochner-Lichnerovicz-Weitzenbéck formula on R?
(with Ricci tensor identically equal to 0),

A|Vaul? = 2||Lu||? + (Au)? + 2VAu - Vu,

to get

A|Vul? dv = / (2 ILulf? = (Au)? + Au|Vul® + 2 Au (Vu - vg)) dv.
R2 R2

Combined with (27) this proves that

1
/(Au)QdV:2/ ||Lu||2dy+§/ Au|Vu|2du——/ |Vul* dv
R2 R2 2 R2 4 R2

—/ |Vu|* (IVg]> = Ag)dv+2 | Au (Vu~Vg)d1/—/ \Vul®> (Vu-Vg)dv.
R2 R2 R?
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Using (21), (22), (25) and (26), we obtain

/ (Bw?d
/||Lu||2du
—5/ Lu : Mudy + - /HMUHQdV-i- /Hg (Vu ® Vu) dv
R2 R2
—3/ (Vu-Vg)*dv — 6 (Lu
R2 R2
9
+3 [ IVal® (9P - Agyav
R2
1
=5 [l ar = [ val? (Vo - Ag)ay
2 R2 Rz
1
2/ |Vu|2 (|Vg|2—Ag)dV—4/ (Lu—gMu> : (Vu® Vg)dv
R? R?

u> : (Vu® Vg) dv

l\3|’—‘

—4/ Hyg: (Vu® Vu)dv + 4/ (Vu - Vg)*dv
R2 R2

+8/ (Lu—%Mu) :(Vu® Vg)dv
R2
—6/ |Vul? (IVg|> = Ag) dv

R2

Collecting terms, we arrive at

1
(28) / (Au)QdV:2/ | Lw||* dv — §/ Lu : Mudv + —/ | Mul|? dv
R2 R2 2 Jr2 4 Jgr2

—2/ (Lu—lMu):(VuQ@Vg)du
2 2
—/ Hg:(Vu@Vu)du—i—/ (Vu-Vg)?dv
R2

R2
1

. / Vul? (Vgl? — Ag)dy.
2 Jge

4) By reinjecting (26) and (28) in the expression of Z, we get that
0 = T[u] :4/ | L] dv — 4/ Lu:Mudu—i—/ [ Mu||? dv
R? R? R?

- 8/ (Lu—%Mu) : (Vu® Vg)dv
R2

+ 2/ |VU|2 (|V9|2 —Ag)dv — 167 A |Vu|2e_“/2 dr .
R2 R2

Since |[Vu ® Vg||? = |Vu|?|Vg|?, then we get for the corresponding trace free
quantity Nu := Vu® Vg — 1 (Vu - Vg)I, that

I Nul|* = [Vul* [Vg]* - (Vu-Vg)2
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and hence obtain the identity

(29) ():4/]Rz

where w 1= Vu/|Vul. If we assume that [p, |Vu|?>dze "/ # 0 and define

2

Lu — %Mu— Nu || dv

— 2/ [(Ag-i- |Vg|2 _ (Vg~w)2) e 9 4+ 87T/\} |Vu|2 e U/2 o
R2

1 Jgo [(Vu-Vg)2 = (Ag+[Vg|?) |[Vul?] e */279 da

A=
8 Jaz [Vul? emv/2 da ’

then we get a contradiction if A < A. To keep maximal generality, one could even
include the term fR2 H Lu — %Mu — Nu HZ dv in the definition of A, as it was done
in the case of manifolds. However, this is a quite complicated criterion to verify
since it involves the solution to (17) itself. Hence it makes sense to consider the
simpler case where p has radial symmetry. In that case it is also known from [23]
that v is radially symmetric if x4 is a monotone non-increasing function of |x|. Let

1 . _ . . —Alo

A= _8_71' aclenllgz (Age g) - aclenllgz Tﬂgu '

Theorem 8. Assume that p is a radially symmetric function. Then any radially
symmetric solution to (17) is a constant if X < A, and the inequality (16) holds
with A = A, if equality is achieved among radial functions.

Example 1. The Fuclidean Onofri inequality corresponds to

() !

- =y R2.
PENE

Since —Alogu = 87 p, it is known that Ay = 1 is the optimal constant. See [12]
for further details. Let us notice that the analysis of the equation

Lu — %Mu—Nu:O

in the case A, = 1 provides a proof of the uniqueness of the radial solution to (17),
which is alternative to the result of [9].

Example 2. It is straightforward to deduce a perturbation result from Theorem 8,
that goes as follows. Let
efh(z)
M= Z R
where h is a radial function and Z a normalization constant so that p is a probability

measure. We shall assume that h has a bounded variation and is such that |x|* Ah
is bounded from below. Then we have the estimate

Vo eR?,

— Al , 1
inf — 8K 5 o=Var(h) 11 4 = inf (14 |2f2)? Ak
z€R2 8T 8 zeR?
Example 3. The subcritical Onofri inequality has been studied in [11]. It plays an
important role for the study of the subcritical Keller-Segel model and its asymptotics
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for large times, and goes as follows. Let = n/M where n is given as the unique
(up to constants) radial solution to

2
ec_%lml

M—
1
for e TP

and the mass M is taken in the interval M € (0,8 7). According to [23], n is radially
symmetric as a consequence of the moving plane method. It is straightforward to
check that

—Ac=n=

.. —Alogp M . 1
inf ———=—+ inf —

zeR? 8T 87  zerzdmp
but the symmetry of the solution to (16) is not true for A\ > % and SM turns out

to be the value of the optimal constant in (16). See [10, 11] for furtherﬂdetails.

Example 4. The parabolic-parabolic Keller-Segel model has global in time solutions
with mass larger than 87 for some values of its parameters, according to [8]. The
stationary solutions in self-similar variables can be written as

‘2

ecfé\z

M—
—Lip2
fR2 ecmalel® gy

(where £ > 0 is a given parameter) and have been shown to be radially symmetric
in [28]. To prove that a weighted Onofri inequality holds with p = n/M, it is
therefore sufficient to establish the range of A € (0,Ay) such that the minimizer of
u— [oo [Vul?do — 16w\ [log (fge € dp) — [g2 wdp] is radially symmetric, where
—AloguiM_F . .ex-Ve+2

inf = inf
z€R2 8T 8T  zeR? 87

—Ac=¢cx-Ve+n with n=

Such symmetry breaking issues are however known to be difficult: see for ins-
tance [15] for a discussion of a related problem.
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