arXiv:2404.13622v1 [math.AP] 21 Apr 2024

On the CR Nirenberg problem: density and multiplicity of solutions

Zhongwei Tang^∗, Heming Wang, Bingwei Zhang

Abstract

We prove some results on the density and multiplicity of positive solutions to the prescribed Webster scalar curvature problem on the (2n + 1)-dimensional standard unit CR sphere (S^{2n+1}, θ_0). Specifically, we construct arbitrarily many multi-bump solutions via the variational gluing method. In particular, we show the Webster scalar curvature functions of contact forms conformal to θ_0 are C^0-dense among bounded functions which are positive somewhere. Existence results of infinitely many positive solutions to the related equation −Δ_H u = R(ξ)u^{(n+2)/n} on the Heisenberg group H^n with R(ξ) being asymptotically periodic with respect to left translation are also obtained. Our proofs make use of a refined analysis of bubbling behavior, gradient flow, Pohozaev identity, as well as blow up arguments.

Key words: CR Nirenberg problem, Subelliptic equations, Multi-bump solution, Blow up analysis. Mathematics Subject Classification (2020) 53C15 · 53C21 · 35R01

Contents

1 Introduction 2 1.1 The studied problem and its history . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 1.2 Main results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 1.3 Plan of the paper and comment on the proof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

2 Preliminaries 11 2.1 Review on the CR geometry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 2.2 Pohozaev identity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 2.3 Some a Priori estimates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 2.4 A minimization problem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

3 Construction of a family of approximate solutions 19 3.1 First part of the proof of Theorem 3.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 3.2 Complete the proof of Theorem 3.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

4 Blow up analysis and proof of main theorems 38 4.1 Subcritical approximation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 4.2 Final arguments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

∗Z. Tang is supported by National Science Foundation of China (12071036, 12126306).

A Refined analysis of blow up profile 43

1 Introduction

1.1 The studied problem and its history

The simplicity and subtlety of curvature and its global nature draw many attention. In particular, one celebrated problem, raised by Nirenberg in the 1960’s, asks on the n-dimensional standard sphere (S^n, g_0) (n ≥ 2), if one can find a conformally invariant metric g such that the scalar curvature (Gauss curvature for n = 2) of g is equal to the given function K. This is widely known as the Nirenberg problem and is also called the prescribed scalar curvature problem on S^n. If we denote g = e^{2v} g_0 in the case n = 2 and g = v^{4/(n−2)}g_0 in the n ≥ 3 dimensional case, this problem amounts to finding a positive solution v of the equations

−Δ_{g0} v + 1 = Ke^{2v} on S^2, and −Δ_{g0} v + c(n)R_0v = c(n)Kv^{n+2n−2} on S^n for n ≥ 3, (1.1)

where Δ_{g0} is the Laplace-Beltrami operator on (S^n, g_0), c(n) = (n−2)/(4(n−1)) and R_0 = n(n−1) is the scalar curvature associated to g_0. The Nirenberg problem has been studied extensively and it would be impossible to mention here all works in this area. Two significant aspects most related to this paper are the fine analysis of blow up (approximate) solutions and the gluing methods in construction of solutions, see, e.g., [5, 6, 11, 12, 52–55, 57, 59, 70, 73] and references therein.

In the past half century, several studies have been performed for classical elliptic equations which are similar to Nirenberg’s equations but with the conformal sub-Laplacians on CR manifolds. The geometry of CR manifolds, namely the abstract model of real hypersurfaces in complex manifolds, has attracted, since the late 1970’s, a lot of attention of prominent mathematicians as for instance, Chern-Moser [16], Fefferman [25], Jacobowitz [45], Jerison-Lee [46–49], Tanaka [71], Webster [72], among many others. This geometry is very rich when the CR manifold admits a strictly pseudo-convex structure in which case we encounter a great analogy with the conformal geometry of Riemannian manifolds. Notably, the study of the prescribing Webster scalar curvature problem on CR manifolds, which dates back to Jerison-Lee [47–49], has received a lot of attention, see, e.g., [30,36] and references therein. For more recent and further studies, see [17,18,22,32,64,74,75] and related references.

As a natural analogue of the Nirenberg probelm for the CR geometry, one can consider the prescribed Webster (pseudo-hermitian) scalar curvature problem on the standard CR sphere which can be formulated as follows. Let (S^{2n+1}, θ_0) be the unit CR sphere in C^{n+1} with θ_0 being the standard contact form and n ≥ 1. Given any function R̄ on S^{2n+1}, it is natural to ask: Does there exist a contact form θ conformally related to θ_0 in the sense that θ = v^{2/n}θ_0 for some function v > 0 such that R̄ is the Webster scalar curvature of the Webster metric g_θ associated with the contact form θ? Following the same way as in the Riemannian case, the Webster metric g_θ associated with θ obeys its scalar curvature which is given by

Scal_θ = u^{− n+2n} ( − 2(n + 1) n Δ_{θ0} u + Scal_{θ0} u ) , where Δ_{θ0} is the sub-Laplacian with respect to the contact form θ_0 and Scal_{θ0} = n(n + 1)/2 is the Webster scalar curvature of the Webster metric g_{θ0} associated with the contact form θ_0. Clearly, the problem of solving Scal_θ = R̄ is equivalent to finding positive solutions v to the following PDE

L_{θ0} v := −Δ_{θ0} v + n^2 4 v = c̄(n)R̄v^{1+ 2n} , v > 0 on S^{2n+1}. (1.2)

Here L_{θ0} is called the conformal sub-Laplacian and transforms according to the law L_θ(ϕ) = v^{− n+2}n L_{θ0} (vϕ) for any ϕ ∈ C^∞(S^{2n+1}), the sub-Laplacian operator Δ_{θ0} can be expressed explicitly in coordinates ζ = (ζ_1, . . . , ζ_{n+1}) ∈ S^{2n+1} by n+1∑ j=1 ∂^2 ∂ζ_j ∂ζ̄_j + n+1∑ j,k=1 ζ_jζ̄_k ∂^2 ∂ζ_j∂ζ̄_k + n 2 n+1∑ k=1 ( ζ_k ∂ ∂ζ_k + ζ̄_k ∂ ∂ζ̄_k ) ,

and c̄(n) =^n_{2(n+1)} , see, e.g., [7, 47]. Geller [40] showed that, for regular function f : S^{2n+1} → C , the function G(ζ) = L^{−1}_{θ0} (f)(ζ) = c_n ∫ S^{2n+1}

dist(ζ, ·)^{−2n}f(·) (1.3)

satisfies L_{θ0} G = f, where c_n =^{2n−1Γ( n2 )2}_{πn+1} and dist(ζ, η) := √ 2|1 − ζ · η̄| is the distance function on S^{2n+1}. We also refer to (1.3) as the Green’s representation formula.

Prescribing such Webster scalar curvature on the standard CR sphere can be interpreted as a generalization of the Nirenberg problem, called in this context: the CR Nirenberg problem. We will present more geometric and analytical backgrounds to understand our problem in Section 2.1. Throughout the paper, we assume n ≥ 1 without otherwise stated.

Equation (1.2) proves to be remarkably flexible and difficult to solve. As we multiply v to (1.2) and apply integration by parts, it is easy to see a simple necessary condition is max_S2n+1 R̄ > 0, but there are also some obstructions, which are said of topological type. For example, a necessary condition is the following Kazdan-Warner type condition (see [15, Theorem B]): for any CR vector field X on S^{2n+1}, there holds ∫

S^{2n+1}

X(R̄)v^{2+ 2n} dvol_{θ0} = 0 (1.4)

for any positive solution v of (1.2), where dvol_{θ0} denotes the volume of S^{2n+1} with respect to θ_0. Note that the real or imaginary part of gradient (with respect to ⟨·, ·⟩_θ under the Levi form θ) of a bigraded spherical harmonic function f of type (1, 0) or (0, 1) is a CR vector field. This implies that (1.2) is not solvable if R̄ = f + constant. Another difficulty in studying (1.2) is the lack of compactness due to the presence of the Sobolev critical exponent. A typical phenomenon encountered here is bubbling blow up. Bubbles are solutions of (1.2) with R̄ = 1, these arise as profiles of general diverging solutions and were classified in [48] under the hypothesis that v ∈ L^{2+ 2}n , which is equivalent to having finite volume. From the variational point of view, bubbles generate diverging Palais-Smale sequences for the Euler-Lagrange functional of (1.2). Two main approaches have been used to understand the blow up phenomenon: subcritical approximations (see, e.g., [61]), or the construction of pseudo-gradient flows (see, e.g., [33, 34, 64]). Both of these two methods will be explored and put into application in this paper.

The conformal sub-Laplacian operator L_{θ0} can be seen more concretely when we deform the CR structure to the Heisenberg group, which is a flat CR manifold. Let us recall some basic notions on the Heisenberg group first.

The Heisenberg group H^n is the Lie group whose underlying manifold is C^n ×R with coordinates (z, t) and whose the group law ∘ defined by (z, t)∘(ẑ, t̂) := (z+ẑ, t+t̂+2 Im(zẑ)). We will always use the notation ξ = (z, t) = (x, y, t) with z = x + iy, x = (x_1, . . . , x_n) ∈ R^n and y = (y_1, . . . , y_n) ∈ R^n to denote an element in H^n and (ξ)^k := ξ ∘ · · · ∘ ξ to denote k-fold composition for simplicity.

Let Q := 2n + 2 denote the homogeneous dimension of H^n , see also [29]. We consider the norm on H^n defined by |ξ| := (|z|^4 + t^2)^{1/4}. The corresponding distance on H^n is defined accordingly by d(ξ, ξ_0) := |ξ^{−1}_0 ∘ ξ| for any ξ, ξ_0 ∈ H^n , where ξ^{−1}_0 is the inverse of ξ_0 with respect to ∘, i.e., ξ^{−1}_0 = −ξ_0. In addition, we will denote by B_r(ξ_0) := {ξ ∈ H^n : d(ξ_0, ξ) < r} the ball with respect to the distance d, of center ξ and radius r.

For any fixed ξ_0 ∈ H^n we will denote by τ_{ξ0} : H^n → H^n the left translation on H^n by ξ_0, defined by τ_{ξ0} (ξ) = ξ_0 ∘ ξ, while for any λ > 0 we will denote by δ_λ : H^n → H^n the dilation defined by δ_λ(ξ) := (λz, λ^2t).

Define the following left invariant vector fields in the coordinate (x, y, t):

X_j = ∂ ∂x_j + 2y_j ∂ ∂t , Y_j = ∂ ∂y_j − 2x_j ∂ ∂t , T = ∂ ∂t . (1.5)

The Heisenberg gradient, or horizontal gradient, of a regular function u is then defined by ∇_H u := (X_1u, . . . , X_nu, Y_1u, . . . , Y_nu), while its Heisenberg Hessian matrix is

∇^2_H u : =

X_1X_1u · · · X_nX_1u Y_1X_1u · · · Y_nX_1u . . . .. . . . . ... . . X_1X_nu · · · X_nX_nu Y_1X_nu · · · Y_nX_nu X_1Y_1u · · · X_nY_1u Y_1Y_1u · · · Y_nY_1u . . . .. . . . . ... . . X_1Y_nu · · · X_nY_nu Y_1Y_nu · · · Y_nY_nu

.

The Heisenberg Laplacian is the trace of the above Heisenberg Hessian matrix, that is

L_0 = −Δ_H := − n∑ j=1 (X^2_j + Y^2_j ) = n∑ j=1 (∂2u ∂x^2_j + ∂^2 ∂y^2_j + 4y_j

∂^2 ∂x_j ∂t − 4x_j ∂^2 ∂y_j ∂t + 4(x^2_j + y^2_j )

∂^2 ∂t^2 ) . The Heisenberg group H^n is CR equivalent to the sphere S^{2n+1} ⊂ C^{n+1} minus a point via the Cayley transform. The Cayley transform from S^{2n+1}\{(0, . . . , 0, −1)} to H^n is the inverse of C : H^n → S^{2n+1}\{(0, . . . , 0, −1)}, (z, t) → ( 2z 1 + |z|^2 + it , 1 − |z|^2 − it 1 + |z|^2 + it ) . (1.6)

Then using (1.3) and (1.6), we have

4(L_{θ0} ϕ) ∘ C = (2|J_C |)^{−(Q+2)/(2Q)}L_0((2|J_C |)^{(Q−2)/(2Q)}(ϕ ∘ C)) for ϕ ∈ C^∞(S^{2n+1}),

where |J_C | =^{22n+1}

((1+|z|^2)^2+t^2)^{n+1} is the deteminant of the Jacobian of C. Here and from now on, we also

use the notation ∘ to denote the composition mapping of some functions. Therefore, if we denote u = (2|J_C |)^{Q−22Q} (v ∘ C) and R = R̄ ∘ C, then problem (1.2) is equivalent to solving

−Δ_H u = R(ξ)u^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)}, u > 0 in H^n , (1.7)

up to a harmless positive constant in front of R(ξ). Similar to (1.4), Garofalo-Lanconelli [37] showed that a positive solution u to (1.7) in the Sobolev space E (with the notation in (1.10)) satisfies the following identity: ∫ H^n ⟨(z, 2t), ∇R(z, t)⟩u(z, t)^{2Q/(Q−2)} dz dt = 0, (1.8) provided the integral is convergent and R is bounded and suitably regular. This implies that there are no such solutions if ⟨(z, 2t), ∇R(z, t)⟩ does not change sign in H^n and R is not constant.

Prescribing Webster curvature on S^{2n+1} is a focus of reserach in the past decades and it continues to inspire new thoughts. Recent existence results mainly use

• the Webster scalar curvature flow method (e.g., [41–44]),

• the reduced finite dimension variational method (e.g., [9, 26, 60]), or

• the critical points at infinity method (e.g., [33, 34, 62–64, 74, 75]).

The majority of these require the solution set to be uniformly bounded. The main objective of this paper is to include a larger class of functions R̄ such that problem (1.2) is solvable. Moreover, the number of multi-bump solutions to (1.2) will be investigated, subject to some local hypotheses regarding the prescribed function R̄. Basically speaking, we demonstrate the Webster scalar curvature functions of contact forms conformal to θ_0 are C^0-dense among bounded functions which are positive somewhere by constructing multi-bump solutions to the perturbed equations. As a variation of this idea, the related problem (1.7) with R(ξ) being periodic with respect to left translation are also studied and infinitely many multi-bump solutions (modulo left translations by its periods) are obtained under certain flatness conditions.

1.2 Main results

We now list the main results of this paper and some remarks on them. The first one deals with the existence of multi-bump solutions to the perturbed CR Nirenberg problem.

Theorem 1.1. Let R̄ ∈ L^∞(S^{2n+1}) be a given function. Suppose that there exists a point q_0 ∈ S^{2n+1} such that R̄(q_0) > 0 and R̄ is continuous in a geodesic ball B(q_0, ~ε) for some ~ε > 0. Then, for any ε ∈ (0, ~ε), any integers k ≥ 1 and m ≥ 2, there exists a function R̄_{ε,k,m} ∈ L^∞(S^{2n+1}) satisfying R̄_{ε,k,m} −R̄ ∈ C0(S2n+1), ‖R̄_{ε,k,m} −R̄‖_{C0(S2n+1)} < ε, and R̄_{ε,k,m} ≡ R̄ in S2n+1\B(q_0, ε). Furthermore, for any integer 2 ≤ s ≤ m, the perturbed equation

−Δ_{θ0} v + n^2 4 v = c̄(n)R̄_{ε,k,m}v^{1+ 2n} , v > 0 on S^{2n+1} (1.9)

has at least k positive solutions with s bumps. Here we denote by B(q, ε) the geodesic ball in S^{2n+1} with radius ε and center q.

By applying the Kazdan-Warner type condition (1.4), we know that one cannot expect to perturb any R̄ near any point ζ ∈ S^{2n+1} in the sense of C^1 in order to obtain the existence of solutions. For the precise meaning of s bumps, see the proof of Theorem 1.1 in Section 4. Roughly speaking, a solution is said to have s bumps when the majority of its mass is concentrated in s disjoint regions. As both the number of bumps and the number of solutions can be chosen arbitrarily, we can conclude the existence of infinitely many multi-bump solutions to equation (1.9).

The main feature of Theorem 1.1 is that, even if a given bounded function R̄ which is positive somewhere cannot be realized as the Webster scalar curvature of a contact form θ conformal to θ_0, nevertheless we can find a function R̄^′ arbitraly close to R̄ in C^0(S^{2n+1}) which is the Webster scalar curvature as many conformal contact forms to θ_0 as we want. Here we give a quite general existence result since we can perturb any given bounded function which is positive somewhere such that for the perturbed equations there exist arbitrarily many solutions.

As a consequence, we have

Corollary 1.1. The Webster scalar curvature functions of contact forms conformal to θ_0 are dense in C^0(S^{2n+1}) among bounded functions which are positive somewhere.

Next we consider the related problem (1.7). Before stating the results, we introduce some notations.

Let E be the completion of the space C^∞_c (H^n ) with respect to the ‖ · ‖ norm introduced by the scalar product ⟨u, v⟩ := ∫ H^n ∇_H u∇_H v dz dt. (1.10)

Whenever there is no risk of misunderstanding, we suppress dz dt from the integration expressions on domains in H^n and omit the integral region if it is H^n .

When R ≡ 1, all solutions of (1.7) satisfying the finite energy assumption u ∈ L^{2Q/(Q−2)}(H^n ) have been classified by Jerison-Lee [48] and are given by

w_{a,λ} := λ^{(2−Q)/2}w_{0,1} ∘ δ_λ ∘ τ_a−1 , (1.11)

for any a ∈ H^n and λ > 0, where w_{0,1}(z, t) = c_0(t^2 + (1 + |z|^2)^2)^{(2−Q)/4} with c_0 > 0 being a suitable constant depends only on n. Similar classification result has been obtained in [39] under the assumption of cylindrical symmetry. Recently, Catino, Li, Monticelli and Roncoroni [10] proved a classification of all positive solutions in H^1 and a classification of positive solutions when n ≥ 2 that satisfy a suitable decay condition at infinity, which is weaker than finite energy assumption. Inspired by [10], Afeltra [1] obtained a compactness result for the CR Yamabe problem in dimension three.

Denote the Sobolev critical exponent Q^∗ :=^{2Q}_{Q−2} . It is well-known (see [47]) that E can be embedded into L^{Q∗} (H^n ) and the sharp Sobolev inequality (or Folland-Stein inequality [28]) is S_n ( ∫ |u|^{Q∗} )_{1/Q}∗ ≤ ( ∫ |∇_H u|^2 )_{1/2} , (1.12)

where S_n =^{2n} √ π (2^{2n} n!)^{1/(2(n+1))} is the best constant. Then for every (a, λ) ∈ H

n × (0, ∞), w_{a,λ} is the solution to (1.7) with R ≡ 1. Moreover, the functions in (1.11) and its non-zero constant multiples attain the sharp Sobolev inequality (1.12) and such functions are usually called Jerison-Lee’s bubbles.

Let R ∈ L^∞(H^n ), we define the energy functional I_R : E → R by

I_R(u) = 1 2 ∫ |∇_H u|^2 − 1 Q^∗ ∫ R|u|^{Q∗} . Obviously a positive critical point gives rise to a positive solution to (1.7).

Let R(ξ) ∈ L^∞(H^n ), O^{(1)}, . . . , O^{(k)} ⊂ H^n are some open sets with dist(O^{(i)}, O^{(j)}) ≥ 1 for any i ≠ j. If R ∈ C^0(∪^k_{i=1}O^{(i)}), we define V (k, ε) := V (k, ε, O^{(1)}, . . . , O^{(k)}, R) as the following open set in E for ε > 0: V (k, ε) := { u ∈ E : ∃ α = (α_1, . . . , α_k) ∈ R^k , ∃ ξ = (ξ_1, . . . , ξ_k) ∈ O^{(1)} × . . . × O^{(k)}, ∃ λ = (λ_1, . . . , λ_k), λ_i > ε^{−1}, ∀ i ≤ k, such that |α_i − R(ξ_i)^{(2−Q)/4}| < ε, ∀ i ≤ k, and ‖ ‖u −^k∑ i=1 α_iw_{ξi,λi} ‖ ‖ < ε}. (1.13)

The open set V (k, ε) recodes the information of the concentration rate and the locations of concentration points, it also describes the neighborhood of potential critical points at infinity.

Recently, there have been some works devoted to the existence results via studying the flatness condition effect, see, e.g., [33, 34, 62–64]. Here we will adopt the flatness hypothesis introduced in [61], which is modified from [54].

Flatness condition: For any real munber β > 1, we say that a sequence {R_i} of functions satisfies condition (∗)_β for some sequence of constants {L_1(β, i)}, {L_2(β, i)} in some region Ω_i ⊂ H^n if {R_i} ∈ C^{[β]−1,1}(Ω_i) satisfies ‖∇R_i‖_C0_{(Ωi)} ≤ L_1(β, i)

and, if β ≥ 2, |∇^sR_i(ξ)| ≤ L_2(β, i)|∇R_i(ξ)|^{(β−s)/(β−1)} for all 2 ≤ s ≤ [β], ξ ∈ Ω_i, ∇R_i(ξ) ≠ 0. Here and in the following, ∇^s denotes all possible partial derivatives of order s.

For 1 ≤ j ≤ 2n, we denote

L_j = { X_j , if 1 ≤ j ≤ n, Y_{j−n}, if n + 1 ≤ j ≤ 2n, where X_j , Y_j are the left invariant vector fileds defined by (1.5). Let B_k = {L_{a1} · · · L_{aj} : 1 ≤ a_i ≤ 2n, i = 1, . . . , j, j ≤ k} and A_k be the linear span over C of B_k ∪ {Id}.

Let Ω ⊂ H^n be an open set. Using the notations in Folland-Stein [28], we define the nonisotropic Lipschitz space Γ_β(Ω) as follows. If β ∈ (0, 1), define

Γ_β(Ω) = { f ∈ L^∞(Ω) ∩ C^0(Ω) : sup_{ξ,ζ∈Ω} |f(ξ) − f(ξ ∘ ζ)| |ζ|^β < ∞ } . If β = 1, define

Γ_1(Ω) = { f ∈ L^∞(Ω) ∩ C^0(Ω) : sup_{ξ,ζ∈Ω} |f(ξ ∘ ζ) − 2f(ξ) + f(ξ ∘ ζ^{−1})| |ζ| < ∞ } . If β = k + α with k ∈ N^+ and α ∈ (0, 1), define

Γ_{k+α}(Ω) = { f ∈ L^∞(Ω) ∩ C^0(Ω) : L f ∈ Γ_α(Ω) for L ∈ B_k } . We can also define Lipschitz space Γ_β on CR manifold in terms of the normal coordinates, see [28]. Note that we can identify H^n with its Lie algebra which is Euclidean space R^{2n+1} with the Euclidean norm | · | and the linear coordinates x_j via the exponential map. Hence, we are able to discuss the usual smooth space C^k for 0 ≤ k ≤ ∞. We refer to [27, 28] for more details and regularity results.

The family of solutions we constuct is of the form (after using the CR equivalence for (1.2)) u = ∑_k i=1 α_iw_{ξi,λi} + v, where the contribution of the error term v can be negligible. Moreover, the multi-bump solutions concentrate near some critical points of R(ξ) and the bumps can be chosen arbitrarily many. For this purpose, we assume that R(ξ) ∈ Γ_{2+α}(H^n ) satisfies the following conditions:

(R_1) R(ξ) is periodic in some ξ̂ ∈ H^n with respect to left translation, that is, R(ξ̂ ∘ ξ) = R(ξ), ∀ ξ ∈ H^n . (R_2) Let Σ be the set of the critical points ξ̄ of R(ξ) satisfying: there exists some real number β ∈ (Q − 2, Q) such that near 0,

R(ξ) = R(0) + n∑ j=1 (a_i|x_j|^β + b_j|y_j |^β) + c|t|^{β2} + P (ξ), where R(ξ) := R(ξ ∘ ξ), a_i, b_i, c are some non-zero constants depending on ξ̄, ∑_n j=1(a_j + b_j) + κc ≠ 0 with κ = ∫ |x_1|^βw^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 ∫ |t|^β2 w^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 , and P (ξ) is C^{[β]−1,1} (up to [β] − 1 derivatives are Lipschitz functions, [β] denotes the integer part of β) near 0 and satisfies [β]∑ s=0 |∇^sP (ξ)||ξ|^{−β+s} = o(1) as ξ tends to 0.

Remark 1.1. Condition (R_2) guarantees that R satisfies condition (∗)_β in a neighborhood of 0. Notably, the range β ∈ (Q − 2, Q) is a technical hypothesis to do blow up analysis based on the earlier work in [61], where a sequence of solutions can not blow up at more than one point. We also conjecture that if β = Q − 2, the phenomenon of multiple blowups would occur, as shown in [55].

We now establish the existence of multi-bump solutions to problem (1.7).

Theorem 1.2. Assume that R ∈ Γ_{2+α}(H^n ) satisfies (R_1), (R_2) and

(R_3) R_{max} := max_{ξ∈H} n R(ξ) > 0 is achieved, and R^{−1}(R_{max}) := {ξ ∈ H^n : R(ξ) = R_{max}} has at least one bounded connected component, denoted as C .

Then for any integer m ≥ 2, (1.7) has infinitely many m-bump solutions in E. More precisely, for any ε > 0, ξ^∗ ∈ C and integer m ≥ 2, there exists a constant l^∗ > 0 such that for any integers l^{(1)}, . . . , l^{(k)} satisfying 2 ≤ k ≤ m and the conditions min_{1≤i≤k} |l^{(i)}|, min_{i≠j} |l^{(i)} − l^{(j)}| ≥ l^∗, there exists at least one solution u of (1.7) in V (k, ε, B_ε(ξ^{(1)}), . . . , B_ε(ξ^{(k)})) with kc − ε ≤ I_R(u) ≤ kc + ε, where

c = (R(ξ^∗))^{(2−Q)/2}(S_n)^Q/Q, ξ^{(i)}_l = (ξ̂)^{l(i)} ∘ ξ^∗,

and V (k, ε, B_ε(ξ^{(1)}), . . . , B_ε(ξ^{(k)})) are some sets of E defined according to (1.13).

From the description of (R_3) we know that there exists a bounded neighborhood O of C such that R_{max} ≥ max_{ξ∈∂O} R(ξ) + δ with δ > 0 being a small constant. This fact together with (R_2) implies that R(ξ) has a sequence of local maximum points ξ_j with |ξ_j | → ∞ as j → ∞. Furthermore, (R_3) is sharp in the sense that one can construct examples easily to show that if (R_3) is not satiesfied, (1.7) may have no nontrivial solutions, which shows that (R_3) is not merely a technical hypothesis, see Example 1 below.

Example 1 (Nonexistence). Suppose that R(ξ) ∈ C^1(H^n ) ∩ L^∞(H^n ) and ∇_H R are bounded in H^n , X_iR is nonnegative but not identically zero. Then the only nonnegative solution of (1.7) in E is the trivial solution u ≡ 0.

Proof. Let u ≥ 0 be any solution of (1.7) in E. By using the Kazdan-Warner condition (1.4) we obtain ∫ X_iRu^{2Q/(Q−2)} = 0. The hypotheses on R(ξ) imply that u is identically zero in an open set, hence u ≡ 0 by the unique continuation results (see, e.g., [37, 38]).

From the definition in (1.13) we know that u ∈ V (k, ε, B_ε(ξ^{(1)}), . . . , B_ε(ξ^{(k)})) implies u has most of its mass concentrated in B_ε(ξ^{(1)}), . . . , B_ε(ξ^{(k)}). In particular, if the tuples (l^{(1)}, . . . , l^{(k)}) and (l̃^{(1)}, . . . , l̃^{(k)}) are different, the solutions u and ũ are different.

A more comprehensive understanding of the solutions derived in Theorem 1.2 can be achieved.

Theorem 1.3. Assume that R ∈ L^∞(H^n ) satisfies (R_1), (R_2) and

(R_3)^′ there exist a constant A_1 > 1 and a bounded open set O ⊂ H^n such that R ∈ C^1(O), 1/A_1 ≤ R(ξ) ≤ A_1, ∀ ξ ∈ O, max_{ξ∈O} R(ξ) = sup_{ξ∈H n} R(ξ) > max_{x∈∂O} R(ξ).

Then for any ε > 0, (1.7) has infinitely many m-bump solutions u in E satisfying

c ≤ I_R(u) ≤ c + ε or 2c − ε ≤ I_R(u) ≤ 2c + ε (1.14) and sup{‖u‖_L∞_{(H} n_) : I^′_R(u) = 0, u > 0, u ∈ E, u satisfies (1.14)} = ∞,

where c = (max_{ξ∈O} R(ξ))^{(2−Q)/2}(S_n)^Q/Q.

More precisely, for any ε > 0, there exists l^∗ > 0 such that for any integers l^{(1)}, l^{(2)} satisfying |l^{(1)} − l^{(2)}| ≥ l^∗, there exists at least one solution u of (1.7) in V (1, ε, O, R) ∪ V (2, ε, O^{(1)}_l , O^{(2)}_l , R), where O^{(i)}_l = (ξ̂)^{l(i)} ∘ O := {(ξ̂)^{l(i)} ∘ ξ : ξ ∈ O} for i = 1, 2,

and V (1, ε, O, R) ∪ V (2, ε, O^{(1)}_l , O^{(2)}_l , R) are some sets of E defined according to (1.13).

Remark 1.2. By utilizing (1.6), it is evident that the solutions obtained in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 can be lifted to a solution of (1.2) on S^{2n+1} which is positive except at the point {(0, . . . , 0, −1)}. In this sense, (1.2) is solvable under the assumptions of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3.

1.3 Plan of the paper and comment on the proof

In search for metrics of constant scalar curvatures, Yamabe [76] initiates the subcritical method, which is now one of the most natural approaches to study conformal equations with Sobolev critical exponent. We also refer to the reader [2,24,50,51,53–55,59,69]. In this paper, we will study the CR Nirenberg problem by using the mentioned subcritical approach. While recognizing the usefulness of compactness in finding solutions of equation (1.2), one is left to ponder the dilemma: By selecting those functions R̄ so that blow ups are impossible (i.e., compactness regained), we naturally miss functions that can afford a bounded and a blow up subcritical sequences. This intriguing thought breathes the idea that blow ups need not always be harmful in finding solutions. Under suitable conditions, we still can use a blow up subcritical sequence to produce a solution by removing the singularities. Such considerations will be conducted in our final arguments.

We end the introduction with some remarks and history on the variational gluing technique developed by Seré, Coti Zelati and Rabinowitz. The basic idea is as follows: Given finitely many solutions (at low energy), to translate their supports far apart and patch the pieces together create many multi-bump solutions. The authors in [19–21, 65] have introduced the original and powerful ideas which permit the construction of such solutions via variational methods. In particular, they are able to find many homoclinic-type solutions to periodic Hamiltonian systems (see [20, 65]) and to certain elliptic equations of nonlinear Schrödinger type on R^n with periodic coefficients (see [21]). Li has given a slight modification to the minimax procedure in [20,21] and has applied it to certain problems where periodicity is not present, for example, the problem of prescribing scalar curvature on S^n (see [52–55]). Inspired by the above works, we attempt to modify the above mentioned gluing method towards equations in the CR setting or the conformal sub-Laplacian operators under a particular choice of contact forms. This paper also overcomes the difficulty appearing in using Lyapunov-Schmidt reduction method to locate the concentrating points of the solutions. We also believe that this gluing method can be applied to the construction of multi-bump solutions for various problems in conformal CR geometry, for instance, the Nirenberg type problem involving CR fractional sub-Laplacians, see, e.g., [14, 58].

Let us introduce the structure of the paper and comment on the proof. Theorems 1.1–1.3 and Corollary 1.1 are derived in Section 4 from Proposition 4.1, a more general result on (1.7). To establish Proposition 4.1, we first study a compactified problem Theorem 3.1 in Section 3. Then we derive Proposition 4.1 by using Theorem 3.1 and some blow up analysis in [61]. Theorem 3.1 is a technical result in our paper, which is essential to make the variational gluing methods applicable. The proof of Theorem 3.1 will be divided into two parts: we first follow and refine the analysis of Bahri-Coron [5] to study the subcritical interaction of two well-spaced bubbles in Subsection 3.1 and then apply the minimax procedure as in Coti Zelati-Rabinowitz [20, 21] to complete the proof of Theorem 3.1 in Subsection 3.2. Our presentation is largely influenced by the papers [52–55] which studied existence and compactness of solutions to the classical Nirenberg problem. Although certain parts of the proof can be obtained by some modifications of the arguments in [52–55], there are plenty of technical difficulties which demand new ideas to handle subelliptic equations.

The present paper is organized as the following. In Section 2, we present some analytic and geometric tools necessary to investigate the CR Nirenberg problem, and several preliminary results will be established. In Section 3, existence and multiplicity result for the subcritical case (Theorem 3.1) will be stated, and its proof will be sketched. The details of the proof then will be carried out in Subections 3.1 and 3.2. The main theorems are proved in Section 4 with the aid of blow up analysis developed by Prajapat-Ramaswamy [61] and the refine analysis of blow up profile established in Appendix A.

Notation

We collect below a list of the main notation used throughout the paper.

• We always use the notation ξ = (z, t) = (x, y, t) with z = x + iy, x = (x_1, . . . , x_n) ∈ R^n and y = (y_1, . . . , y_n) ∈ R^n to denote an element in H^n . We denote ξ^{−1} as the inverse of ξ, (ξ)^k = ξ ∘ · · · ∘ ξ means k-fold composition and (ξ)^{−k} := (ξ^{−1})^k.

• We denote the norm on H^n by |ξ| = (|z|^4 + t^2)^{1/4} and the dilations by δ_λ(ξ) = (λz, λ^2t) for λ > 0. The distance function on H^n is denoted as d(ξ, ξ_0) = |ξ^{−1}_0 ∘ ξ| for any ξ, ξ_0 ∈ H^n , and the left translation on H^n by ξ_0 is denoted as τ_{ξ0} (ξ) = ξ_0 ∘ ξ.

• For any ξ_0 ∈ H^n and r > 0, denote the ball B_r(ξ_0) = {ξ ∈ H^n : d(ξ, ξ_0) < r} and its boundary ∂B_r(ξ_0) = {ζ ∈ H^n : d(ξ, ξ_0) = r}. We will not keep writing the center ξ_0 if ξ_0 = 0.

• For any q ∈ S^{2n+1}, we denote by B(q, ε) the geodesic ball in S^{2n+1} with radius ε and center q.

• For n ≥ 1, we denote Q = 2n + 2, Q^∗ =^{2Q}_{Q−2} and H(z, t) = (^4_{t2 +(1+|z|2)2} )^{(Q−2)/4}.

• The integral ∫ always means ∫ H^n unless specified.

• C > 0 is a generic constant which can vary from line to line. Moreover, a notation C(α, β, . . .)

means that the positive constant C depends on α, β, . . ..

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we present some geometric and analytical backgrounds to understand our problem. We also collect a Pohozaev identity, establish some a priori estimates to subcritical solutions, and study a minimization problem on exterior domain.

2.1 Review on the CR geometry

We start with recalling a basic material on CR manifolds, we refer to [23] for the details.

Let M be an orientable CR manifold without boundary of CR dimension n. This is also equivalent to saying that M is an orientable differentiable manifold of real dimension (2n + 1) endowed with a pair (H(M), J), where H(M) is a subbundle of the tangent bundle T (M) of real rank 2n and J is an integrable complex structure on H(M). Since M is orientable, there exists a 1-form θ called pseudo-Hermitian structure on M. Then, we can associate each structure θ to a bilinear form G_θ, called Levi form, which is defined only on H(M) by G_θ(X, Y ) = −(dθ)(JX, Y ), ∀ X, Y ∈ H(M). Since G_θ is symmetric and J-invariant, we then call (M, θ) strictly pseudo-convex CR manifold if the Levi form G_θ associated with the structure θ is positive definite. The structure θ is then a contact form which immediately induces on M the volume form θ ∧ (dθ)^n.

Moreover, θ on a strictly pseudo-convex CR manifold (M, θ) also determines a normal vector field T on M, called the Reeb vector field of θ. Via the Reeb vector field T , one can extend the Levi form G_θ on H(M) to a semi-Riemannian metric g_θ on T (M), called the Webster metric of (M, θ). Let π_H : T (M) → H(M) be the projection associated to the direct sum T (M) = H(M) ⊕ RT . Now, with the structure θ, we can construct a unique affine connection ∇, called the Tanaka-Webster connection on T (M). Using ∇ and π_H , we can define the horizontal gradient ∇_θ by ∇_θu = π_H ∇u. Again, using the connection ∇ and the projection π_H , one can define the sub-Laplacian Δ_θ acting on a C^2-function u via Δ_θu = div(π_H ∇u).

Here ∇u is the ordinary gradient of u with respect to g_θ which can be written as g_θ(∇u, X) = X(u) for any X. Then integration by parts gives ∫ M (Δ_θu)f θ ∧ (dθ)^n = − ∫ M ⟨∇_θu, ∇_θf⟩_θ θ ∧ (dθ)^n for any smooth function f. In the preceding formula, ⟨·, ·⟩_θ denotes the inner product via the Levi form G_θ (or the Webster metric g_θ since both ∇_θu and ∇_θv are horizontal).

Having ∇ and g_θ in hand, one can talk about the curvature theory such as the curvature tensor fields, the pseudo-Hermitian Ricci and scalar curvature. Having all these, we denote by Scal_θ the pseudo-Hermitian scalar curvature associated with the Webster metric g_θ and the connection ∇, called the Webster scalar curvature, see [23, Proposition 2.9].

Being a pseudohermitian structure defined only up to a conformal factor on a CR manifold, the CR Yamabe problem is a natural analogue of the Yamabe problem in Riemannian geometry. If ^θ = u2/nθ for some smooth function u > 0, the transformation law of the Webster curvature is

Scal_{^θ} = u^{− n+2n} ( − 2(n + 1) n Δ_θu + Scal_θ u ) . Clearly, the problem of solving Scal_{^θ} = h is equivalent to finding positive solutions u to the following PDE:

−Δ_θu + n 2(n + 1)

Scal_θ u = n 2(n + 1) hu^{1+2/n} on M. (2.1)

When h is constant, (2.1) is known as the CR Yamabe problem.

Basic examples of CR manifolds include real hypersurfaces in C^{n+1} , for example, any odddimensional unit sphere S^{2n+1} ⊂ C^{n+1} is a strictly pseudo-convex CR manifold. Indeed, let θ_0 be the standard contact form on the sphere S^{2n+1} = {ζ = (ζ^1, . . . , ζ^{n+1}) ∈ C^{n+1} : |ζ|^2 = ∑_{n+1} j=1 |ζ^j |^2 = 1} ⊂ C^{n+1} , i.e.,

θ_0 = √ −1( ¯∂ − ∂)|ζ|^2 = √ −1 n+1∑ j=1 (ζ^j dζ̄^j − ζ̄^j dζ^j).

Then (S^{2n+1}, θ_0) is a compact strictly pseudoconvex CR manifold of real dimension (2n + 1). The Heisenberg group H^n as mentioned in the previous section is a more special example. H^n plays a role among pseudoconvex pseudohermitian manifolds analogous to the role of R^n among Riemannian manifolds. In fact, every pseudoconvex pseudohermitian manifold can locally be appoximated with H^n , through coordinates analogous to the normal coordinates of Riemannian geometry known as pseudohermitian normal coordinates.

Since the Heisenberg group has zero Webster curvature and the pseudohermitian sub-Laplacian coincides with the Heisenberg Laplacian defined formerly, the CR Nirenberg problem, up to an inessential constant, is equivalent to finding a positive solution of (1.7).

We finally introduce the inversion map ι : H^n → H^n defined by ι(ξ) = ι(x, y, t) := (x, −y, −t) for every ξ = (x, y, t) ∈ H^n , and the map φ : H^n → H^n defined by Jerison and Lee in [47] which we shall refer to as the CR inversion and which is defined by the following relations: φ(ξ) := ξ̃, where ξ̃ = (x̃, ỹ, t̃) and

x̃ := xt + y|z|^2 |ξ|^4 , ỹ := yt − x|z|^2 |ξ|^4 , t̃ := −t |ξ|^4 . (2.2)

We explicitly remark that |φ(ξ)| =^1_{|ξ|} . Instead of using the CR inversion φ defined in (2.2) as one of the generators of the group of CR maps on H^n , we will use the map φ̌ := φ ∘ ι as in [56], i.e., φ̌(ξ) = (x̌, y̌, ť) for every ξ ∈ H^n with (x̌, y̌, ť) being in turn defined by x̌ = − xt + y|z|^2 |ξ|^4 , y̌ = yt − x|z|^2 |ξ|^4 , ť = t |ξ|^4 . (2.3)

We make this choice because φ̌(φ̌(ξ)) = ξ, while φ(φ(ξ)) = (−x, −y, t) for every ξ = (x, y, t) ∈ H^n \{0}.

2.2 Pohozaev identity As in the Riemannian case, where the blow up analysis requires using the Pohozaev identity for R^n , in the CR case we will need a Pohozaev formula for the Heisenberg group. Such roles of the Pohozaev type identity in analyzing the blow ups were first observed in Schoen [66–68]. Pohozaevtype formulas have already been studied on pseudohermitian manifold (see [1]), Heisenberg group (see [37, 61]) and more general Carnot groups (see [35]).

We associate any point (z, t) = (x, y, t) ∈ H^n with a (2n + 1) × (2n + 1) symmetric matrix A = (a_{ij} ) defined by I_n 0_n 2y 0_n I_n −2x 2y −2x 4|z|^2 , where I_n and 0_n denote respectively the identity matrix and the zero matrix in R^n . The matrix A is related to Δ_H by the formula Δ_H = div(A∇), where ∇ denotes the gradient in R^{2n+1} .

Let Ω ⊂ H^n be an open set and S^2(Ω) denote the space of all continuous functions u : Ω → R such that X_j u, Y_j u, X^2_j u, Y^2_j u are continuous functions in Ω which can be extended to Ω. Furthermore, let X = n∑ j=1 x_j ∂ ∂x_j + y_j ∂ ∂y_j + 2t ∂ ∂t (2.4)

be the generator for the one parameter family of dilations in H^n centered at the origin. Using this vector field, we can derive a Pohozaev type integral identity which is stated below. Lemma 2.1. Let B_σ be a ball in H^n centered at the origin with radius σ > 0, p ≥ 1 and R ∈ S^2(B_σ). Suppose that u is a C^2 solution of −Δ_H u = R(ξ)|u|^{p−1}u in B_σ. Then we have ∫ ∂B_σ B(σ, ξ, u, ∇_H u) = ( Q p + 1 − Q − 2 2 ) ∫ B_σ R|u|^{p+1} + 1 p + 1 ∫ B_σ X (R)|u|^{p+1} − 1 p + 1 ∫ ∂B_σ R|u|^{p+1}X · ν, (2.5) where ν is the outward unit normal vector with respect to ∂B_σ, X · ν = X ·^{∇d}_{|∇d|} =^{X d}_{|∇d|} =^d_{|∇d|} with d being the distance function, and B(σ, ξ, u, ∇_H u) = Q − 2 2 (A∇u · ν)u − 1 2 |∇_H u|^2X · ν + (A∇u · ν)X (u). Proof. The proof can be found in [37, Theorem 2.1] (or [61, Theorem 4.1]), so we omit it.

The boundary term B(σ, ξ, u, ∇_H u) has the following properties:

Lemma 2.2. (i) For u(ξ) = |ξ|^{2−Q} and any σ > 0, it holds B(σ, ξ, u, ∇_H u) = 0 for all ξ ∈ ∂B_σ.

(ii) For u(ξ) = |ξ|^{2−Q} + A + h(ξ), where A > 0 is a constant and h(ξ) is differentiable near the origin with h(0) = 0. Then we have

lim_{σ→0} ∫ ∂B_σ B(σ, ξ, u, ∇_H u) = − √ πΓ(^{n+1}_2 ) 2Γ(^n_2 + 1) A(Q − 2)^2|S^{2n−1}| < 0, where Γ is the Gamma function and |S^{2n−1}| is the surface measure of the unit sphere in R^{2n} .

Proof. The proof can be found in [61, Proposition 4.3], we omit it here.

2.3 Some a Priori estimates We intend to derive some a priori estimates for solutions to subcritical equations. Our proofs are in the spirit of those in [52, 53] with some standard rescaling arguments. We begin with introducing some notations.

Let Ω ⊂ H^n be an open set. We define the nonisotropic Sobolev space S^p_k (Ω) (see [28]) as follows: For 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and k = 0, 1, 2, . . ., we denote S^p_k (Ω) = {f ∈ L^p(Ω) : Df ∈ L^p(Ω) for all D ∈ A_k}.

Here Df is meant as a distribution derivative. S^p_k (Ω) is a Banach space under the norm

‖f‖_Sp_{k (Ω)} = ‖f‖_Lp_{(Ω)} + ∑ D∈B_k ‖Df‖_Lp_{(Ω)}.

We say f ∈ S^p_k(loc) if ϕf ∈ S^p_k (H^n ) for every ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (H^n ).

Proposition 2.1. Suppose that R ∈ L^∞(H^n \B_1) and ‖R‖_L∞_{(H} n_{\B1)} ≤ A_0 for some constant A_0 > 0. Then there exist two positive constants μ_1 = μ_1(n, A_0) and C(n, A_0) such that for any weak solutions u of −Δ_H u = R(ξ)|u|^{4/(Q−2)}u, |ξ| ≥ 1, satisfying u ∈ L^{Q∗} (H^n \B_1) and ∫ |ξ|≥1 |∇_H u|^2 ≤ μ_1, (2.6)

we have sup_{|ξ|≥2} |ξ|^{Q−2}|u(ξ)| ≤ C(n, A_0). Proof. We perform a CR inversion (2.3) on u(ξ). Let ξ̂ = φ̌(ξ) = (x̌, y̌, ť), |ξ| ≥ 1, and v(ξ̂) = 1 |ξ̂|^{Q−2} u(ξ̂). Using [56, Corollary 2.8] we know that v satisfies −Δ_H v(ξ̂) = R(ξ̂)|v(ξ̂)|^{4/(Q−2)}v(ξ̂), 0 < |ξ̂| < 1. Furthermore, it follows from (2.6) that ∫ |ξ̂|≤1 |∇_H v|^2 + ∫ |ξ̂|≤1 |v|^{Q∗} ≤ C_0(n)μ_1. Thus, we duduce from [13, Lemma 2.5] that v ∈ L^q_{loc}(B_1) for any q ≥ n, and then by the regularity results in [28, Theorem 10.13] we have v ∈ C^α_{loc}(B_1) for some α ∈ (0, 1). To complete the proof of Proposition 2.1, we need to give a priori bound of ‖v‖_L∞_{(B0.5)}. We claim that there exists a constant C(n, A_0) > 0 such that ‖v‖_L∞_{(B0.5 )} ≤ C(n, A_0). (2.7) This will be done by contradiction argument.

Suppose the contrary of (2.7), then there exist two sequences of {R_j (ξ)}, {u_j (ξ)} satisfying ‖R_j ‖_L∞_{(H} n_{\B1)} ≥ A_0,

−Δ_H u_j = R_j(ξ)|u_j |^{4/(Q−2)}u_j , |ξ| ≥ 1, ∫ |ξ̂|≤1 |∇_H v_j|^2 + ∫ |ξ̂|≤1 |v_j |^{Q∗} ≥ C_0(n)μ_1, but ‖v_j ‖_L∞_{(B0.5 )} ≥ j, where v_j is obtained by CR inversion on u_j as before.

Since v_j ∈ C^α_{loc}(B_1), thus we can choose ξ̂_j such that (0.9 − |ξ̂_j|)^{(Q−2)/2}|v_j (ξ̂_j )| = max_{|ξ̂|≤0.9}(0.9 − |ξ̂|)^{(Q−2)/2}|v_j (ξ̂)|. Let σ_j =^1_2 (0.9 − |ξ̂_j|) > 0. Some standard calculations in [52, 53] show that |ξ̂_j | ≤ 0.9, (σ_j)^{(Q−2)/2} max d(ξ̂,ξ̂_j )≤σ_j |v_j (ξ̂)| → ∞ as j → ∞, |v_j (ξ̂_j )| ≥ 2^{(2−Q)/2} max_{d(ξ̂,ξ̂j )≤σj} |v_j(ξ̂)|. Without loss of generality, we assume that v_j (ξ̂_j) > 0. Let

w_j (~ξ) = 1 v_j(ξ̂_j ) v_j (ξ̂_j ∘ δ_{vj (ξ̂j )−2/(Q−2)} (~ξ)), |~ξ| < v_j (ξ̂_j)^{2/(Q−2)}σ_j → ∞. Clearly, w_j satisfies ∫ |~ξ_j |≤v_j (ξ̂_j )^{2/(Q−2)}σ_j |∇_H w_j |^2 + |w_j |^{Q∗} ≤ C_0(n)μ_1, −Δ_H w_j(~ξ) = R_j (ξ̂_j ∘ δ_{vj (ξ̂j )−2/(Q−2)} (~ξ))|w_j (~ξ)|^{4/(Q−2)}w_j (~ξ), ∀ |~ξ| < v_j (ξ̂_j)^{2/(Q−2)}σ_j, w_j (0) = 1, w_j (~ξ) ≤ 2^{(Q−2)/2}, ∀ |~ξ| < v_j (ξ̂_j)^{2/(Q−2)}σ_j. By [27, Theorem 6.1], w_j is bounded in S^q_2 (loc), q > 1. Thus, modulo a subsequence, we have w_j ⇀ w in S^q_2 (loc) for some function w ∈ S^q_2 (loc). Moreover, w satisfies w(0) = 1, −Δ_H w = R̄|w|^{4/(Q−2)}w in H^n , (2.8) ∫ |∇_H w|^2 + |w|^{Q∗} ≤ C_0(n)μ_1,

where R̄ is the weak ∗ limit of {R_j (ξ̂_j ∘ δ_{vj (ξ̂j )−2/(Q−2)} (~ξ))} in L^∞_{loc}(H^n ) satisfying ‖R̄‖_L∞_{(H} n_) ≤ A_0. Multiplying (2.8) with w and integrating by parts, we obtain ∫ |∇_H w|^2 = ∫ R̄|w|^{Q∗} ≤ A_0 ( ∫ |∇_H w|^2 )_{Q/(Q−2)} (S_n)^{−Q∗} , where S_n is defined by (1.12). Therefore,

1 ≤ A_0 ( ∫ |∇_H w|^2 )_{2/(Q−2)} (S_n)^{−Q∗} ≤ A_0(C_0(n)μ_1)^{2/(n−2)}(S_n)^{−Q∗} .

This is a contradiction if we choose μ_1 = μ_1(n, A_0) small enough such that A_0(C_0(n)μ_1)^{2/(n−2)}(S_n)^{−Q∗} < 1.

We have proved the validity of (2.7) and thus complete the proof.

We can deduce from Proposition 2.1 the following result.

Proposition 2.2. Let μ_1 and C(n, A_0) be the constants in Proposition 2.1. Then for any 2 < l_1 < l_2 < ∞, there exists a constant S_1 = S_1(n, A_0, μ_1, l_1, l_2) > l_2 such that for any R ∈ L^∞(B_{S1} \B_1) with ‖R‖_L∞_{(BS1 \B1)} ≤ A_0 and any weak solutions u of −Δ_H u = R(ξ)|u|^{4/(Q−2)}u, 1 < |ξ| < S_1, satisfying ∫ 1<|ξ|<S_1 |∇_H u|^2 + ∫ 1<|ξ|<S_1 |u|^{Q∗} ≤ μ_1, we have sup l_1≤|ξ|≤l_2 |ξ|^{Q−2}|u(ξ)| ≤ 2C(n, A_0). Proof. Suppose the contrary, then for S_j = l_2 + j, j = 3, 4, 5 . . ., there exist two sequences of {R_j }, {u_j } satisfying ‖R_j ‖_L∞_{(BSj \B1)} ≤ A_0, −Δ_H u_j = R_j(ξ)|u_j |^{4/(Q−2)}u_j , 1 < |ξ| < S_j, ∫ 1<|ξ|<S_j |∇_H u_j|^2 + ∫ 1<|ξ|<S_j |u_j |^{Q∗} ≤ μ_1, but sup l_1≤|ξ|≤l_2 |ξ|^{Q−2}|u_j (ξ)| > 2C(n, A_0). Arguing as in the proof of Proposition 2.1, we know that for any μ ∈ (0, 1), ‖u_j ‖_L∞_{(BSj /2\B1+μ)} is bounded by a constant independent of j. Let u be the S^q_2 (loc) weak limit of u_j and R̄(ξ) be the weak ∗ limit of R_j (ξ) in L^∞(H^n \B_1), it holds ‖R̄‖_L∞_{(H} n_{\B1)} ≤ A_0, −Δ_H u = R̄(ξ)|u|^{4/Q−2}u, |ξ| > 1, sup l_1≤|ξ|≤l_2 |ξ|^{Q−2}|u(ξ)| > 2C(n, A_0). (2.9) We immediately obtain a contradiction by (2.9) and Proposition 2.1.

Next we give a horizontal gradient estimate.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose that R ∈ L^∞(B_{l2} \B_{l1} ), l_2 > 100l_1 > 100. Then for any weak solutions u of −Δ_H u = R(ξ)|u|^{4/Q−2}u, l_1 ≤ |ξ| ≤ l_2, satisfying sup l_1≤|ξ|≤l_2 |ξ|^{Q−2}|u(ξ)| ≤ A for some constant A > 0, we have |∇_H u(ξ)| ≤ C(n, A, ‖R‖_L∞_{(Bl2 \Bl1 )}) |ξ|^{Q−1} , 4l_1 ≤ |ξ| ≤ l_2/4. Proof. For any r ∈ (4l_1, l_2/4), it holds −Δ_H u = R(ξ)|u|^{4/(Q−2)}u, r/2 ≤ |ξ| ≤ 2r, and sup r/2≤|ξ|≤2r |u(ξ)| ≤ sup r/2≤|ξ|≤2r A |ξ|^{Q−2} ≤ (2 r )_{Q−2} A. Let v(ξ) = r^{Q−2}u(δ_r(ξ)), then v satisfies

−Δ_H v(ξ) = 1 r^2 R(δ_r(ξ))|v(ξ)|^{4/(Q−2)} v, 1/2 ≤ |ξ| ≤ 2, sup 1/2≤|ξ|≤2 |v(ξ)| ≤ 2^{Q−2}A, sup 1/2≤|ξ|≤2 | − Δ_H v(ξ)| ≤ ‖R‖_L∞_{(Bl2 \Bl1 )}2^{Q+2}A^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)}. Now we deduce from the regularity theories in [28, Theorem 10.13] that |∇_H v(ξ)| ≤ C(n, A, ‖R‖_L∞_{(Bl2 \Bl1 )}), |ξ| = 1. As a consequence, |∇_H u(ξ)| ≤ C(n, A, ‖R‖_L∞_{(Bl2 \Bl1 )}) |ξ|^{Q−1} , |ξ| = r. This completes the proof.

Proposition 2.4. Let μ_1, S_1 and C(n, A_0) be the constants in Proposition 2.2. Then for any 2 < l_1 < l_2 < ∞, there exist two positive constants μ_2 = μ_2(n, A_0) ≤ μ_1 and τ = τ(n, A_0, l_1, l_2), such that for any 0 ≤ τ ≤ τ, R ∈ L^∞(B_{S1} \B_1) with ‖R‖_L∞_{(BS1 \B1)} ≤ A_0, and any weak solutions u of −Δ_H u = R(ξ)|u|^{4/(Q−2)−τ} u, 1 < |ξ| < 2S_1, satisfying ∫ 1<|ξ|<2S_1 |∇_H u|^2 + ∫ 1<|ξ|<2S_1 |u|^{Q∗} ≤ μ_2, we have sup l_1≤|ξ|≤l_2 |ξ|^{Q−2}|u(ξ)| ≤ 3C(n, A_0) and sup l_1≤|ξ|≤l_2 |ξ|^{Q−1}|∇_H u(ξ)| ≤ 2C(n, A_0, A), where C(n, A_0, A) is the constant in Proposition 2.3 with A replaced by 3C(n, A_0). Proof. The proof is similar to Proposition 2.2, we omit it here.

2.4 A minimization problem

For any ξ_1, ξ_2 ∈ H^n satisfy d(ξ_1, ξ_2) ≥ 10, denote Ω := H^n \{B_1(ξ_1) ∪ B_1(ξ_2)}. We define E_Ω by taking the closure of C^∞_c (Ω) under the norm ‖u‖_{EΩ} = ( ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2 )_{1/2} + ( ∫ Ω |u|^{Q∗} )_{1/Q}∗ . Clearly, E_Ω is a Banach space. Using similar arguments in [52, Poposition 3.2], we know that u ∈ E_Ω if and only if there exists ū ∈ E such that u = ū|_Ω. Moreover, for any u ∈ E_Ω, we have a Sobolev type inequality on E_Ω: ( ∫ Ω |u|^{Q∗} )_{1/Q}∗ ≤ C(n) ( ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2 )_{1/2} , (2.10)

where the positive constant C(n) depends only on n. In particular, it does not depend on ξ_1, ξ_2 provided d(ξ_1, ξ_2) ≥ 10.

Let R ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfy ‖R‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ A_0 for some constant A_0 > 0. We define a functional on E_Ω by I_{R,Ω}(u) = 1 2 ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2 − 1 Q^∗ − τ ∫ Ω RH^τ |u|^{Q∗−τ} , where τ ∈ [0, 2/(Q − 2)]. For any u ∈ E_Ω, using Hölder inequality and (2.10), we have | |I_{R,Ω}(u) − 1 2 ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2 | | ≤ A_0C_0(n)( ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2 )_{(Q}∗_{−τ )/2} (2.11)

with C_0(n) being a positive constant depends only on n.

Proposition 2.5. Let E_Ω be defined as above. There exist two constants r_0 = r_0(n, A_0) ∈ (0, 1) and C_1 = C_1(n) > 1 such that for any ξ_1, ξ_2 ∈ H^n with d(ξ_1, ξ_2) ≥ 10, and φ ∈ H^{1/2}(∂Ω) with r = ‖φ‖_H1/2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ r_0, the following minimum problem is achieved: min u∈E_Ω { I_{R,Ω}(u) : u|_{∂Ω} = φ, ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2 ≤ C_1r^2_0 } . (2.12)

The minimizer is unique (denoted u_φ) and satisfies ∫ Ω |∇_H u_φ|^2 ≤ C_1r^2/2. Furthermore, the map φ → u_φ is continuous from H^{1/2}(∂Ω) to E_Ω.

Remark 2.1. Note that ∂Ω is a smooth hypersurface of H^n with a finite number of non-degenerate characteristic points, one can give a meaning to u|_{∂Ω} and define the Sobolev space H^{1/2}(∂Ω) by invoking the theory of traces, see [3] for more details.

Proof of Proposition 2.5. According to the theory of traces in Bahouri-Chemin-Xu [3, Theorem 1.8] that there exist a constant C_1 = C_1(n) > 0 and Φ ∈ E_Ω such that ∫ Ω |∇_H Φ|^2 ≤

C_1 8 r^2 and Φ|_{∂Ω} = φ. (2.13)

We fix the value of C_1 from now on and the value of r_0 will be determined in the following.

First it follows from (2.11)-(2.13) that if r_0(n, A_0) > 0 is chosen small enough, then

I_{R,Ω}(Φ) ≤ 1 2 ∫ Ω |∇_H Φ|^2 + A_0C_0(n) ( ∫ Ω |∇_H Φ|^2 )_{(Q}∗_{−τ )/2} ≤ 4 5 ∫ Ω |∇_H Φ|^2 ≤

C_1 10 r^2. (2.14)

Since for any u in {u ∈ E_Ω : C_1r^2/2 ≤ ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2 ≤ 2C_1r^2_0}, we derive from (2.11) that I_{R,Ω}(u) ≥ (1 2 − A_0C_0(n)(2C_1r^2_0)^{2/(Q−2)−τ /2} ) ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2. Thus, if we choose r_0 > 0 to further satisfy A_0C_0(n)(2C_1r^2_0)^{2/(Q−2)−τ /2} ≤ 1/4, then using (2.13) and (2.14) we have I_{R,Ω}(u) ≥ 1 4 ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2 ≥ 1 4 (1 2 C_1r^2 ) > I_{R,Ω}(Φ). Therefore, the minimizer is not achieved in the set {u ∈ E_Ω : C_1r^2/2 ≤ ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2 ≤ 2C_1r^2_0}.

Next we prove the existence of the minimzer. Write u = v + Φ, v|_{∂Ω} = 0, J_{R,Ω}(v) =: I_{R,Ω}(u) = I_{R,Ω}(v + Φ). We only need to minimize J_{R,Ω}(v) for ∫ Ω |∇_H v|^2 ≤ 2C_1r^2_0 due to the above argument.

Obviously, J_{R,Ω} is strictly convex in the ball {v ∈ E_Ω : v|_{∂Ω} = 0, ∫ Ω |∇_H v|^2 ≤ 2C_1r^2_0} if r_0 is small enough. Thus it is standard to conclude the existence of a unique local minimizer v_φ.

Finally, set u = v_φ + Φ, then u is a local minimizer and u satisfies ∫ Ω |∇_H u_φ|^2 ≤ C_1r^2/2. The uniqueness and continuity of the map φ → u_φ follows from the strict local convexity of J_{R,Ω}.

3 Construction of a family of approximate solutions

Due to the presence of the Sobolev critical exponent, the Euler-Lagrange functional corresponding to (1.7) does not satisfy the Palais-Smale condition. As previously mentioned in the introduction, we turn our attention to the following equation:

−Δ_H u = R(ξ)H^τ u^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)−τ} , u > 0 in H^n , (3.1)

which is the subcritical version of (1.2) after using Green’s representation (1.3) and the Cayley transform (1.6), where τ > 0 is a small constant and H(z, t) = (^4_{t2 +(1+|z|2)2} )^{(Q−2)/4}. In this section, we will construct multi-bump solutions to the above subctitical type equations.

We first introduce some notations which are used throughout the paper. Let {R_l(ξ)} be a sequence of functions satisfying the following conditions.

(i) There exists some constant A_1 > 0 such that for any l = 1, 2, 3, . . . ,

|R_l(ξ)| ≤ A_1, ∀ x ∈ H^n . (3.2)

(ii) For some integers m ≥ 2, there exist ξ^{(i)}_l ∈ H^n , 1 ≤ i ≤ m, S_l ≤^1_2 min_{i≠j} d(ξ^{(i)}_l , ξ^{(j)}_l ), such that R_l is continuous near ξ^{(i)}_l and

lim_{l→∞} S_l = ∞, (3.3)

R_l(ξ^{(i)}_l ) = max ξ∈B_{Sl} (ξ^{(i)}_l ) R_l(ξ), 1 ≤ i ≤ m, (3.4) lim_{l→∞} R_l(ξ^{(i)}_l ) = a^{(i)}, 1 ≤ i ≤ m, (3.5)

R^{(i)}_∞ (ξ) := (weak ∗) lim_{l→∞} R_l(ξ^{(i)}_l ∘ ξ), 1 ≤ i ≤ m. (3.6)

(iii) There exist some constants A_2, A_3 > 1, δ_0, δ_1 > 0, and some bounded open sets O^{(1)}_l , . . . , O^{(m)}_l ⊂ H^n , such that, if we define for 1 ≤ i ≤ m,

~O^{(i)}_l = {ξ ∈ H^n : dist (ξ, O^{(i)}_l ) < δ_0},

O_l = m⋃ i=1 O^{(i)}_l , ~O_l = m⋃ i=1 ~O^{(i)}_l , we have

ξ^{(i)}_l ∈ O^{(i)}_l , diam(O^{(i)}_l ) < S_l/10, (3.7)

R_l ∈ C^1( ~O_l, [1/A_2, A_2]), (3.8)

R_l(ξ^{(i)}_l ) ≥ max_{ξ∈∂O(i)} l R_l(ξ) + cδ_1, (3.9) max_{ξ∈ ~O} l |∇_H R_l(ξ)| ≤ A_3, (3.10)

where c = c(δ_0) > 0 is a constant such that dist(ξ^{(i)}_l , ∂O^{(i)}_l ) ≥ δ_1/A_3 for any 1 ≤ i ≤ m and diam O := sup{d(ξ, ζ) : ξ, ζ ∈ O} for any set O in H^n .

For ε > 0 small, we define V_l(m, ε) = V (ε, O^{(1)}_l , . . . , O^{(m)}_l , R_l). In order to simplify our analysis, we only focus on the case m = 2, as the more general result is similar in nature.

If u is a function in V_l(2, ε), one can find an optimal representation, following the ideas introduced in [5, 6]. Namely, we have

Proposition 3.1. There exists ε_0 ∈ (0, 1) depending only on A_1, A_2, A_3, n, δ_0, but independent of l, such that for any ε ∈ (0, ε_0], u ∈ V_l(2, ε), the following minimization problem min (α,ξ,λ)∈D_{4ε} ‖ ‖u −^2∑ i=1 α_iw_{ξi,λi} ‖ ‖ (3.11)

has a unique solution (α, ξ, λ) up to a permutation. Moreover, the minimizer is achieved in D_{2ε} for large l, where

D_ε = { (α, ξ, λ) :1/(2A^{(Q−2)/4}_2 ) ≤ α_1, α_2 ≤ 2A^{(Q−2)/4}_2 ,

ξ = (ξ_1, ξ_2) ∈ O^{(1)}_l × O^{(2)}_l , λ = (λ_1, λ_2), λ_1, λ_2 ≥ ε^{−1} } . In particular, we can write u as u =

∑_2

i=1 α_iw_{ξi,λi} + v, where v ∈ E and for each i = 1, 2, it holds ⟨w_{ξi,λi} , v⟩ = ⟨∂w_{ξi,λi} ∂λ_i , v ⟩ = ⟨X_j w_{ξi,λi} , v⟩ = ⟨Y_j w_{ξi,λi} , v⟩ = ⟨T w_{ξi,λi} , v⟩ = 0 for all j = 1, . . . , n, where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the inner product defined by (1.10) and X_j , Y_j , T are the left invariant vector fields in (1.5). In addition, the variables {α_i} satisfy

|α_i − R_l(ξ_i)^{(2−Q)/4}| = o_ε(1) for i = 1, 2, (3.12)

where o_ε(1) → 0 as ε → 0.

Proof. The proof is similar to the corresponding statements in [5, 6], we omit it here.

Remark 3.1. A. Bahri introduced the theory of critical points at infinity which is a set of ideas and techniques to handle noncompactness issues in nonlinear partial differential equations, we refer to [4] for more explanations. This method is very powerful and has been applied to obtain so called Bahri–Coron-type existence criterium in various noncompactness problems, including the prescribed Webster Scalar Curvature problem on CR manifolds, see, e.g., [17,18,31–34,62–64,74,75]. We will adopt these ideas in this section.

In the sequel, we will often spilt u, a function in V_l(2, ε), ε ∈ (0, ε_0], under the form

u = α^l_1w_ξl_{1,λ}l_1 + α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 + v^l (3.13)

after making the minimization (3.11). Proposition 3.1 guarantees the existence and uniqueness of α_i = α_i(u) = α^l_i, ξ_i = ξ_i(u) = ξ^l_i and λ_i = λ_i(u) = λ^l_i for i = 1, 2 (we omit the index l for simplicity).

For any R ∈ L^∞(H^n ) and u ∈ E, we define energy functional related to (3.1) I_{R,τ} (u) := 1 2 ∫ |∇_H u|^2 − 1 Q^∗ − τ ∫ RH^τ |u|^{Q∗−τ} with τ ≥ 0 small. Clearly, I_R = I_{R,0}.

Now we follow and refine the analysis of Bahri and Coron [5,6] to study the subcritical interaction of two well-spaced bubbles. To continue our proof, let τ_l > 0 be a sequence satisfying

lim_{l→∞} τ_l = 0, lim_{l→∞}(|ξ^{(1)}_l | + |ξ^{(2)}_l |)^{τ l} = 1. (3.14)

We first give a lower bound energy estimate for some well-spaced bubbles.

Lemma 3.1. Let ε_0 be the constant in Proposition 3.1. Suppose that ε_1 ∈ (0, ε_0) small enough and l large enough, 0 ≤ τ ≤ τ_l. Then there exists a constant A_4 = A_4(n, δ_1, A_2) > 1 such that for any u ∈ V_l(2, ε_1) with ξ_1(u) ∈ ~O^{(1)}_l , ξ_2(u) ∈ ~O^{(2)}_l , and dist(ξ_1(u), ∂ ~O^{(1)}_l ) < δ_1/(2A_3) or dist(ξ_2(u), ∂ ~O^{(2)}_l ) < δ_1/(2A_3), we have I_{Rl,τ} (u) ≥ c^{(1)} + c^{(2)} + 1/A_4, where c^{(i)} = (a^{(i)})^{(2−Q)/2}(S_n)^Q/Q for i = 1, 2.

Proof. We assume that dist(ξ_1(u), ∂O^{(1)}_l ) < δ_1/(2A_3). It follows from (1.12), (3.12), and some direct computations that, for ε_1 small and l large, I_{Rl,τ} (u) = 2∑ i=1 I_{Rl,τ} (α_iw_{ξi,λi} ) + o_{ε1} (1)

= 2∑ i=1 I_{Rl,τ} (R_l(ξ_i)^{(2−Q)/4}w_{ξi,λi} ) + o_{ε1} (1)

= 2∑ i=1 {1 2 R_l(ξ_i)^{(2−Q)/2} ∫ |∇_H w_{0,1}|^2 − 1 Q^∗ R_l(ξ_i)^{−Q/2} ∫ R_lw^{Q∗−τ}_{ξi,λi} } + o_{ε1} (1) + o(1) ≥ 2∑ i=1 {1 2 R_l(ξ_i)^{(2−Q)/2} ∫ |∇_H w_{0,1}|^2 − 1 Q^∗ R_l(ξ_i)^{(2−Q)/2} ∫ w^{Q∗}_{0,1} } + o_{ε1} (1) + o(1) = 2∑ i=1 1 Q R_l(ξ_i)^{(2−Q)/2}(S_n)^Q + o_{ε1} (1) + o(1).

Combining above estimate with the assumption dist(ξ_1(u), ∂O^{(1)}_l ) < δ_1/(2A_3), we obtain I_{Rl,τ} (u) ≥ 1 Q (R_l(ξ^{(1)}_l ) − δ_1/2)^{(2−Q)/2}(S_n)^Q

+ 1 Q R_l(ξ^{(2)}_l )^{(2−Q)/2}(S_n)^Q + o_{ε1} (1) + o(1) ≥ 2∑ i=1 c^{(i)} + 1/A_4,

where the choice of A_4 is evident thanks to (3.5), (3.6), (3.9) and (3.10). The proof is now complete.

From now on, the values of A_4 and ε_1 are fixed. The main result in this section can be stated as follows:

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that {R_l} is a sequence of functions satisfying (i)–(iii). If there exist some bounded open sets O^{(1)}, . . . , O^{(m)} ⊂ H^n and some constants δ_2, δ_3 > 0, such that, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m,

(ξ^{(i)}_l )^{−1} ∘ ~O^{(i)}_l ⊂ O^{(i)} for all l, { u : I^′_{R(i)∞} (u) = 0, u > 0, u ∈ E, c^{(i)} ≤ I_R(i)_∞ (u) ≤ c^{(i)} + δ_2 } ∩ V (1, δ_3, O^{(i)}, R^{(i)}_∞ ) = ∅.

Then for any ε > 0, there exists integer l_{ε,m} > 0, such that for all l ≥ l_{ε,m}, τ ∈ (0, τ_l), there exists u_l = u_{l,τ} ∈ V_l(m, ε) which solves

−Δ_H u_l = R_l(ξ)H^τ u^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)−τ} l , u_l > 0 in H^n . (3.15)

Furthermore, u_l satisfies_m ∑ i=1 c^{(i)} − ε ≤ I_{Rl,τ} (u_l) ≤ m∑ i=1 c^{(i)} + ε. (3.16)

Remark 3.2. (3.16) follows from the definition of V_l(k, ε) provided that u_l satisfies (3.15).

We prove Theorem 3.1 by contradiction argument. For simplicity, we only consider the case m = 2 since the changes for m > 2 are evident.

From now on, we suppose the contrary of Theorem 3.1, namely, for some ε^∗ > 0, there exist a sequence of l → ∞ and 0 < τ_l < τ_l, such that equation (3.15) for τ = τ_l has no solution in V_l(2, ε^∗) satisfying (3.16) with ε = ε^∗. Some complicated procedure will be followed to derive a contradiction. It will be outlined now and the details will be given in the next two subsections. The proof consists of two parts:

• Part 1. Under the contrary of Theorem 3.1, we obtain a uniform lower bound of the gradient vectors in some annular regions. It is a standard consequence of the Palais-Smale condition in variational argument

• Part 2. Construct an approximating minimax curve via variational method. The result in Part 1 will be used to construct a deformation. In our setting, we will follow the nonnegative gradient flow to make a deformation, which is an important process to derive a contradiction.

Part 1 will be carried out in Subsection 3.1 and Part 2 in Subsection 3.2.

3.1 First part of the proof of Theorem 3.1 For ε_2 > 0, we denote ~V_l(2, ε_2) the set of functions u in E satisfies: there exist α = (α_1, α_2) ∈ R^2 , ξ = (ξ_1, ξ_2) ∈ O^{(1)}_l × O^{(2)}_l and λ = (λ_1, λ_2) ∈ R^2 , such that

λ_1, λ_2 > ε^{−1}_2 , |λ^{τl}_i − 1| < ε_2, i = 1, 2, |α_i − R_l(ξ_i)^{(2−Q)/4}| < ε_2, i = 1, 2, ‖ ‖u −^2∑ i=1 α_iw^{1+O(τl)} ξ_i,λ_i ‖ ‖ < ε_2.

Throughout the paper, we denote p_l =^{Q+2}_{Q−2} − τ_l.

Lemma 3.2. For ε_2 = ε_2(n, ε_1, ε^∗) > 0 small enough, we have, for large l, ~V_l(2, ε_2) ⊂ V_l(2, o_{ε2} (1)) ⊂ V_l(2, ε_1) ∩ V_l(2, ε^∗), (3.17)

where o_{ε2} (1) denotes some quantity which is independent of l and tends to zero as ε_2 tends to zero. Proof. It is straightforward to verify (3.17) by using the definition of ~V_l(2, ε_2). Therefore, we we omit it here.

Now we state the main result in this section, which reveals the uniform lower bounds of the gradient vectors in certain regions of E.

Proposition 3.2. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 3.1 and the contrary of Theorem 3.1, there exist two constants ε_2 ∈ (0, min{ε_0, ε_1, ε^∗, δ_3}) and ε_3 ∈ (0, min{ε_0, ε_1, ε_2, ε^∗, δ_3}), which are independent of l, such that (3.17) holds for such ε_2, and there exist δ_4 = δ_4(ε_2, ε_3) > 0 and l^′_{ε2,ε3} > 1 such that for any l ≥ l^′_{ε2,ε3} , u ∈ ~V_l(2, ε_2)\ ~V_l(2, ε_2/2) satisfying |I_{Rl,τl} (u) − (c^{(1)} + c^{(2)})| < ε_3, we have ‖I^′_{Rl,τl} (u)‖ ≥ δ_4, where I^′_{Rl,τl} denotes Fréchet derivative.

Remark 3.3. Proposition 3.2 will be used to construct an approximating minimaxing curve in Part 2. Evidently we have, under the contrary of Theorem 3.1, that for each l,

inf{‖I^′_{Rl,τl} (u)‖ : u ∈ ~V_l(2, ε_2)\ ~V_l(2, ε_2/2), I^′_{Rl ,τl} (u) − (c^{(1)} + c^{(2)}) < ε_3} > 0.

We prove Proposition 3.2 by contradiction argument. Suppose the statement in the Proposition 3.2 is not true, then no matter how small ε_2, ε_3 > 0 are, there exists a subsequence (still denoted as {u_l}) such that

{u_l} ∈ ~V_l(2, ε_2)\ ~V_l(2, ε_2/2), (3.18) |I^′_{Rl,τl} (u_l) − (c^{(1)} + c^{(2)})| < ε_3, (3.19) lim_{l→∞} ‖I^′_{Rl,τl} (u_l)‖ = 0. (3.20)

However, under the above assumptions, we can prove that there exists another subsequence, still denotes by {u_l}, such that u_l ∈ ~V_l(2, ε_2/2), which leads to a contradition. The existence of such sequence needs some lengthy indirect analysis to the interaction of two bubbles. We break the proof of Proposition 3.2 into several claims.

First we write u_l = α^l_1w_ξl_{1,λ}l_1 + α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 + v_l (3.21) after making the minimization (3.11). By Proposition 3.1 and some standard arguments in [4–6], if ε_2 > 0 small enough, we have (λ^l_1)^{−1}, (λ^l_2)^{−1} = o_{ε2} (1), (3.22) |α^l_i − R_l(ξ^l_i)^{(2−Q)/4}| = o_{ε2} (1), (3.23) ‖v_l‖ = o_{ε2} (1), (3.24) dist (ξ^l_1, O^{(1)}_l ), dist (ξ^l_2, O^{(2)}_l ) = o_{ε2} (1). (3.25) Next we will derive some elementary estimates of the interaction of the bubbles in (3.21) and find another representation of u_l in (3.21), from which we can deduce its location and concentrate rate. Let us introduce a linear isometry operator first.

For any ξ ∈ H^n , we define a linear isometry T_ξ : E → E by (T_ξu)(·) = u(ξ ∘ ·). It is easy to see ‖T_ξu‖ = ‖u‖.

Now we give some estimates concerning with bubble’s profile in (3.21). Claim 1. For ε_2 small enough, we have lim_{l→∞} λ^l_1 = lim_{l→∞} λ^l_2 = ∞.

Proof. Assume to the contrary that λ^l_1 = λ_1 + o(1) up to a subsequence. Here and in the following, we use o(1) to denote any sequence tending to 0 as l → ∞. Now the proof consists of three steps.

Step 1 (Construct a positive solution). First, one observes from (3.21) that T_ξl_1 u_l = α^l_1w_{0,λ}l_1 + α^l_2w_{(ξ}l_{1)}−1_{∘ξ}l_{2,λ}l_2 + T_ξl_1 v_l.

Then by Proposition 3.1, by passing to a subsequence, we have

lim_{l→∞} α^l_1 = α_1 ∈ [1 2 (A_2)^{(2−Q)/4} − o_{ε2} (1), 2(A_2)^{(2−Q)/4} + o_{ε2} (1) ] , (3.26)

and T_ξl_1 v_l ⇀ w_0 weakly in E for some w_0 ∈ E. It follows from standard functional analysis arguments and (3.24) that ‖w_0‖ ≤ lim inf_{l→∞} ‖T_ξl_1 v_l‖ = o_{ε2} (1). (3.27) Using the assumption (ii) (stated in the beginning of Section 3), we get lim_{l→∞} d(ξ^l_2, ξ^l_1) ≥ lim_{l→∞} S_l = ∞. (3.28)

Therefore, T_ξl_1 u_l ⇀ w := α_1w_{0,λ1} + w_0 weakly in E. (3.29) Obviously, w ≠ 0 if ε_2 is small enough.

Next we prove that w is a weak solution of the following equation −Δ_H w = T_ζ R^{(1)}_∞ (ξ)|w|^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)}w in H^n , (3.30) where ζ ∈ O^{(1)} with dist(ζ, ∂O^{(1)}) > δ_0/2.

For any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (H^n ), it follows from (3.20) that I^′_{Rl,τl} (u_l)(T_{(ξ}l_{1 )}−1 ϕ) = o(1)‖T_{(ξ}l_{1 )}−1 ϕ‖ = o(1)‖ϕ‖ = o(1).

Summing up (3.14), (3.29), (3.6) and (3.10), we find that

o(1) = ∫ ∇_H u_l∇_H T_{(ξ}l_{1)}−1 ϕ − ∫ R_lH^{τl} |u_l|^{pl−1}u_lT_{(ξ}l_{1)}−1 ϕ = ∫ ∇_H T_ξl_1 u_l∇_H ϕ − ∫ T_ξl_1 R_l(T_ξl_1 H)^{τl} |T_ξl_1 u_l|^{pl−1}T_ξl_1 u_lϕ = ∫ ∇_H w∇_H ϕ − ∫ T_ζ R^{(1)}_∞ (ξ)|w|^{4/(Q−2)}wϕ + o(1),

where ζ = lim_{l→∞}(ξ^{(1)}_l )^{−1} ∘ ξ^l_1 along a subsequence. This means w is a weak solution of (3.30).

The positivity of w can be verified from the following argument.

Let w = w^+ − w^−, where w^+ = max(w, 0), w^− = max(−w, 0). It follows from (3.29) and (3.27) that ∫ (w^−)^{Q∗} = o_{ε2} (1). (3.31)

Multiplying (3.30) with w^− and integrating by part, we have ∫ |∇_H w^−|^2 ≤ ∫ T_ζ R^{(1)}_∞ (w^−)^{Q∗} ≤ o_{ε2} (1) ( ∫ (w^−)^{Q∗} )_{2/Q}∗ ≤ o_{ε2} (1) ∫ |∇_H w^−|^2, where we used (3.31) in the second inequality and (1.12) in the last step. If ε_2 small enough, we immediately obtain w^− ≡ 0, namely, w ≥ 0. It follows from (3.30) and strong maximum principle (see [8]) that w > 0.

Step 2 (Energy bound estimates). Now we begin to estimate the value of I_{Tζ R}(1)_∞ (w) in order to produce a contradiction. The estimate we are going to establish is

c^{(1)} ≤ I_{Tζ R}(1)_∞ (w) ≤ c^{(1)} + o_{ε2} (1), (3.32)

where o_{ε2} (1) → 0 as ε_2 → 0.

Firstly, we know from (3.30) that ∫ |∇_H w|^2 = ∫ T_ζ R^{(1)}_∞ w^{Q∗} . Thus,

I_{Tζ R}(1)_∞ (w) = 1 2 ∫ |∇_H w|^2 − 1 Q^∗ ∫ T_ζ R^{(1)}_∞ w^{Q∗} = 1 Q ∫ |∇_H w|^2. Then we conclude from (1.12), (3.30), and the fact T_ζ R^{(1)}_∞ ≤ a^{(1)} that S_n ≤ ( ∫ |∇_H w|^2)^{1/2} ( ∫ w^{Q∗} )^{1/Q∗} ≤ ( ∫ |∇_H w|^2)^{1/2} ( ∫ T_ζ R^{(1)}_∞ w^{Q∗} )^{1/Q∗}

(a^{(1)})^{1/Q∗} = ( ∫ |∇_H w|^2 )_{1/Q} (a^{(1)})^{1/Q∗} .

Therefore, we complete the proof of the first inequality in (3.32).

On the other hand, we deduce from (3.2) that |R^{(1)}_∞ (ξ)| ≤ A_1, ∀ ξ ∈ H^n . Owing to (1.12), (3.21), (3.22), (3.24) and (3.28), we have

I_{Rl,τl} (u_l) = I_{Rl,τl} (α^l_1w_ξl_{1,λ}l_1 ) + I_{Rl,τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 ) + o_{ε2} (1) = I_{Tξl1 Rl,τl} (α^l_1w_{0,λ}l_1 ) + I_{Rl,τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 ) + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1)

= I_{Tξl1 Rl,τl} (α_1w_{0,λ1} ) + I_{Rl,τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 ) + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1)

= I_{Tζ R}(1)_∞ (α_1w_{0,λ1} ) + I_{Rl,τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 ) + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1)

= I_{Tζ R}(1)_∞ (w) + I_{Rl,τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 ) + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1),

where o(1) denotes some quantity which, for fixed ε_2, ε_3 goes to zero as l → ∞. Consequently,

I_{Tζ R}(1)_∞ (w) = I_{Rl,τl} (u_l) − I_{Rl,τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 ) + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1). (3.33)

Combining (3.20) and (3.21), we find

o(1) = I^′_{Rl,τl} (u_l)(α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 ) = I^′_{Rl,τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )(α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 ) + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1).

Namely, ∫ |∇_H (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )|^2 = ∫ R_lH^{τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )^{Q∗−τl} + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1), (3.34)

I_{Rl,τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 ) = 1 Q ∫ |∇_H (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )|^2 + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1). (3.35)

From (1.12) and (3.26), we obtain ∫ |∇_H (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )|^2 ≥ 1 2 ( A^{(2−Q)/4} 2 − o_{ε2} (1) ) (S_n)^Q > 1 4 (A_2)^{(2−Q)/4}(S_n)^Q > 0. (3.36)

Then, by (1.12), (3.3)-(3.5), (3.24), (3.28), and Hölder inequality, we have S_n ≤ ( ∫ |∇_H (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )|^2)^{1/2} ( ∫ (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )^{Q∗} )^{1/Q∗} = ( ∫ |∇_H (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )|^2)^{1/2} ( ∫ B_{Sl} (ξ^{(2)}_l )(α l 2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )^{Q∗} )^{1/Q∗} + o(1) ≤ ( ∫ |∇_H (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )|^2)^{1/2} ( ∫ B_{Sl} (ξ^{(2)}_l )(α l 2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )^{Q∗−τl} )^{1/Q∗} + o(1) ≤ ( ∫ |∇_H (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )|^2)^{1/2}R_l(ξ^{(2)}_l )^{1/Q∗} ( ∫ B_{Sl} (ξ^{(2)}_l ) RlH τ_l (αl 2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )^{Q∗−τl} )^{1/Q∗} + o(1) = ( ∫ |∇_H (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )|^2)^{1/2}(a^{(2)})^{1/Q∗} + o(1) ( ∫ R_lH^{τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )^{Q∗−τl} )^{1/Q∗} + o(1) . Thus, using (3.34), we establish that S_n ≤ ( ∫ |∇_H (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 )|^2 )_{1/Q} (a^{(2)})^{1/Q∗} + o(1).

This together with (3.35) gives I_{Rl,τl} (α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 ) ≥ 1 Q (a^{(2)})^{(2−Q)/2}(S_n)^Q + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1) = c^{(2)} + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1). (3.37)

Putting (3.33), (3.19) and above estimate together, we obtain the right hand side of (3.23).

Step 3 (Completion of the proof). Finally, for ε_2 small enough, a contradiction arises from (3.29), (3.30), (3.32), (3.1) and the positivity of w. This proves that lim_{l→∞} λ^l_1 = ∞. Similarly lim_{l→∞} λ^l_2 = ∞. Claim 1 has been established.

For any λ > 0 any ξ ∈ H^n , we define T_{l,λ,ξ} : E → E by T_{l,λ,ξ}u(·) = λ^{2/(1−pl)}u(ξ ∘ δ_λ−1 (·)). It is clear that T^{−1}_{l,λ,ξ}u(·) = λ^{2/(pl−1)}u(δ_λ(ξ^{−1} ∘ ·)) and ∫ ∇_H u∇_H T^{−1}_{l,λ,ξ}ϕ = λ^{2(pl+1)/(pl −1)−Q} ∫ ∇_H T_{l,λ,ξ}u∇_H ϕ for any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (H^n ). Lemma 3.3. There exists some constant C = C(n, A_2), such that, for ε_2 small enough and l large enough, we have (λ^′_1)^{τl} , (λ^′_2)^{τl} ≤ C.

Proof. Applying (3.20), we deduce that I^′_{Rl,τl} (u_l)(w_ξl_{1,λ}l_1 ) = o(1). Now an explicit calculation from (3.24), (3.28), Claim 1, bubbles’ interaction estimates in [4, Part 1], and Proposition 3.1 yields that (α^l_1)^{pl} ∫ R_lH^{τl} w^{pl+1}_{ξl1,λl1} = α^l_1 ∫ |∇_H w_ξl_{1,λ}l_1 |^2 + o(1) + o_{ε2} (1). (3.38) Then the proof of the first term completed from (3.38), (3.8), (3.23), (3.14), and Claim 1. Similarly, we have (λ^l_2)^{τl} ≤ C.

Without loss of generality, we assume that λ^l_1 ≤ λ^l_2. (3.39) A direct computation using (3.21) shows that T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l = ~α^l_1w_{0,1} + ~α^l_2w_{δλl1 ((ξ}l_{1 )}−1_{∘ξ}l_{2),λ}l_{2/λ}l_1 + T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 v_l, (3.40) where ~α^l_1 = α^l_1(λ^l_1)^{(Q−2)/2−2/(pl −1)}, ~α^l_2 = α^l_2(λ^l_2)^{(Q−2)/2−2/(pl −1)}.

Then we can verify the existence of u_1 ∈ E and ζ_1 ∈ O^{(1)} such that T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l ⇀ u_1 weakly in E, (3.41) lim_{l→∞}(ξ^{(1)}_l )^{−1} ∘ ξ^l_1 = ζ_1, (3.42) up to a subsequence.

Accordingly, by making use of (3.6), (3.10), (3.25) and (3.42), we have lim_{l→∞} R_l(ξ^l_1)^{(2−Q)/4} = R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)^{(2−Q)/4}. (3.43) For any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (H^n ), it follows from (3.20) that o(1) =I^′_{Rl,τl} (u_l)(T^{−1}_{l,ξl1,λl1} ϕ) =(λ^l_1)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q} { ∫ ∇_H T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l∇_H ϕ − ∫ T_ξ(1)_l R_l((ξ^{(1)}_l )^{−1} ∘ ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·)) × H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^l_1))|T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l|^{pl−1}(T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l)ϕ } .

Taking the limit l → ∞, and then using (3.41), (3.14), (3.42), (3.6), (3.25), and Lemma 3.3 we obtain ∫ ∇_H u_1∇_H ϕ − ∫ R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)|u_1|^{4/(Q−2)}u_1ϕ = 0.

Namely, u_1 satisfies −Δ_H u_1 = R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)|u_1|^{4/(Q−2)}u_1. (3.44) Moreover, we see from (3.40) that u_1 ≢ 0 if ε_2 is small enough. We then argue as before to obtain u_1 > 0.

By the classification theorem of positive solutions of (3.44) in E (see [48]), there exist ξ^∗ ∈ H^n and λ^∗ > 0 such that u_1 = R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)^{4/(Q−2)}w_ξ∗_{,λ}∗ . (3.45) Claim 2. For l large enough, we have |ξ^∗| = o_{ε2} (1), |λ^∗ − 1| = o_{ε2} (1), (λ^l_1)^{τl} = 1 + o_{ε2} (1). Proof. First of all, using Lemma 3.3, we find (λ^l_1)^{τl} = A_{ε2,ε3} + o(1) along a subsequence, where A_{ε2,ε3} > 0 is a constant independent of l for fixed ε_2 and ε_3. Thanks to (3.23) and (3.43), we have α^l_1 = R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)^{(2−Q)/4} + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1). (3.46) Note that ~α^l_1 = α^l_1(λ^l_1)^{(Q−2)/2−2/(pl −1)} = α^l_1(λ^l_1)^{−(Q−2)2τl/8+O(τ 2l )}.

Therefore, ~α^l_1 = R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)^{(2−Q)/4}(A_{ε2,ε3} )^{−(Q−2)2 /8} + o_{ε2} (1) + o(1). (3.47) From (3.22), (3.28) and (3.39)-(3.41), we see that ~α^l_1w_{0,1} + T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 v_l ⇀ u_1 weakly in E. (3.48) It follows from (3.24), (3.47), (3.48), and Lemma 3.3 that

‖R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)^{(2−Q)/4}(A_{ε2,ε3} )^{−(Q−2)2/8}w_{0,1} − R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)^{(2−Q)/4}w_ξ∗_{,λ}∗ ‖ = o_{ε2} (1) + o(1). Finally, taking the limit l → ∞, we get |ξ^∗| = o_{ε2} (1), λ^∗ = 1 + o_{ε2} (1), A_{ε2,ε3} = 1 + o_{ε2} (1). Claim 2 has been established.

We define ϕ_l ∈ E by T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l = u_1 + T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l. (3.49) It follows from (3.41) that T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l ⇀ 0 weakly in E. (3.50) Claim 3. For ε_2 small enough, we have ‖I^′_{Rl,τl} (ϕ_l)‖ = o(1).

Proof. For any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (H^n ), it follows from (3.20), (3.44), (3.49) and Lemma 3.3 that o(1)‖ϕ‖ =I^′_{Rl,τl} (u_l)(T^{−1}_{l,ξl1,λl1} ϕ) =(λ^l_1)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q} { ∫ ∇_H T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l∇_H ϕ − ∫ R_l(ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·)) × H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^l_1))|T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l|^{pl−1}(T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l)ϕ }

=(λ^l_1)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q} { ∫ ∇_H u_1∇_H ϕ + ∫ ∇_H T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l∇_H ϕ − ∫ R_l(ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^l_1))|T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l|^{pl−1}(T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l)ϕ }

=(λ^l_1)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q} { ∫ R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)u^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)}

1 ϕ + ∫ ∇_H T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l∇_H ϕ − ∫ R_l(ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^l_1))|T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l|^{pl−1}(T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l)ϕ + ∫ R_l(ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^l_1))|T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l|^{pl−1}(T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l)ϕ − ∫ R_l(ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^l_1))|T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l|^{pl−1}(T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l)ϕ }

=I^′_{Rl,τl} (ϕ_l)(T^{−1}_{l,ξl1,λl1} ϕ) + (λ^l_1)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q} { ∫ R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)u^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)} 1 ϕ + ∫ R_l(ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^l_1))|T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l|^{pl−1}(T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l)ϕ − ∫ R_l(ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^l_1))|T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l|^{pl−1}(T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 u_l)ϕ } . (3.51)

Then a direct calculation exploiting (3.14), (3.43), (3.45), Claim 2, Hölder inequalities and Sobolev embedding theorems that | | ∫ R_l(ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^l_1))(u_1)^{pl} ϕ − ∫ R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)u^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)} 1 ϕ | | = o(1)‖ϕ‖. (3.52)

Finally, by (3.51), (3.52), Lemma 3.3 and some elementary inequalities, we deduce that |I^′_{Rl,τl} (ϕ_l)(T^{−1}_{l,ξl1,λl1} ϕ)| = o(1)‖ϕ‖ + O(1) ∫ (|T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l|^{pl−1}u_1 + T_{l,ξ}l_{1,λ}l_1 ϕ_l|u_1|^{pl−1})|ϕ| = o(1)‖ϕ‖, where the last inequaity follows from (3.49), (3.45), Claim 2, Hölder inequalities and the Sobolev embedding theorems. Claim 3 has been established now.

Claim 4. I_{Rl,τl} (ϕ_l) ≤ c^{(2)} + ε_3 + o(1).

Proof. By a change of variable and using Claim 2, (3.49), (3.50) and (3.45), some calculations lead to I_{Rl,τl} (u_l) =I_{Rl,τl} (ϕ_l) + (λ^l_1)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q} {1 2 ∫ |∇_H u_1|^2 − 1 Q^∗ ∫ R_l(ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))|u_1|^{pl+1} } + o(1). (3.53)

We derive from (3.42), (3.6) and (1.12) that 1 2 ∫ |∇_H u_1|^2 − 1 Q^∗ ∫ R_l(ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))H^{τl} (ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (·))|u_1|^{pl+1}

=I_R(1)_{∞ (ζ1 )}(u_1) + o(1) ≥ 1 Q R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)^{(2−Q)/2}(S_n)^Q + o(1)

≥c^{(1)} + o(1). (3.54)

Claim 4 follows from (3.53), (3.54), (3.19), and the fact (λ^l_1)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q} ≥ 1.

From (3.49), (3.21) and (3.45) we have ϕ_l = u_l − T^{−1}_{l,ξl1,λl1} u_1 = α^l_2w_ξl_{2,λ}l_2 + w_l, (3.55) where w_l = α^l_1w_ξl_{1,λ}l_1 − (λ^l_1)^{2/(pl−1)−(Q−2)/2}w_ξl_{1∘δ1/λl1 (ξ}∗_{),λ}∗_λl_{1,} + v_l.

Using Claim 2 and (3.46), we have, for large l, that ‖w_l‖ = o_{ε2} (1). (3.56) Now we repeat the previous arguments on ϕ_l instead of u_l. For simplicity, we only carry out some crucial steps and omit similar proofs.

Using (3.55) we have T_{l,ξ}l_{2,λ}l_2 ϕ_l = α^l_2w_{0,1} + T_{l,ξ}l_{2,λ}l_2 w_l, (3.57) where α^l_2 = α^l_2(λ^l_2)^{(Q−2)/2−2/(pl −1)}. (3.58) Then we can verify the existence of u_2 ∈ E and ζ_2 ∈ O^{(2)} such that T_{l,ξ}l_{2,λ}l_2 ϕ_l ⇀ u_2 weakly in E, (3.59) lim_{l→∞}(ξ^{(2)}_l )^{−1} ∘ ξ^l_2 = ζ_2, (3.60)

up to a subsequence.

Accordingly, by making use of (3.6), (3.10) and (3.60), we have lim_{l→∞} R_l(ξ^l_2)^{(2−Q)/4} = R_l(ζ_2)^{(2−Q)/4}. (3.61)

For any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (H^n ), it follows from Claim 3 and Lemma 3.3 that o(1) =I^′_{Rl,τl} (ϕ_l)(T^{−1}_{l,ξl2,λl2} ϕ) =(λ^l_1)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q} { ∫ ∇_H T_{l,ξ}l_{2,λ}l_2 u_l∇_H ϕ − ∫ T_ξ(2)_l R_l((ξ^{(2)}_l )^{−1} ∘ ξ^l_2 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_2 (·)) × H^{τl} (ξ^l_2 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_2 (ξ^l_2))|T_{l,ξ}l_{2,λ}l_2 u_l|^{pl−1}(T_{l,ξ}l_{2,λ}l_2 u_l)ϕ } . Taking the limit l → ∞ and arguing as before, we have ∫ ∇_H u_2∇_H ϕ − ∫ R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_2)|u_2|^{4/(Q−2)}u_2ϕ = 0.

Namely, u_2 satisfies −Δ_H u_2 = R^{(2)}_∞ (ζ_2)|u_2|^{4/(Q−2)}u_2. (3.62) Arguing as before, for ε_2 small enough we can prove that u_2 > 0 and for some ξ^{∗∗} ∈ H^n and λ^{∗∗} > 0, u_2 = R^{(2)}_∞ (ζ_2)^{(2−Q)/4}w_ξ∗∗_{,λ}∗∗ . (3.63) Claim 5. For l large enough, we have |ξ^{∗∗}| = o_{ε2} (1), |λ^{∗∗} − 1| = o_{ε2} (1), (λ^l_2)^{τl} = 1 + o_{ε2} (1). Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Claim 2, we omit it here.

We define η_l ∈ E by T_{l,ξ}l_{2,λ}l_2 ϕ_l = u_2 + T_{l,ξ}l_{2,λ}l_2 η_l. (3.64) Clearly, T_{l,ξ}l_{2,λ}l_2 η_l ⇀ 0 weakly in E. (3.65) Claim 6. For ε_2 small enough, we have ‖I^′_{Rl,τl} (η_l)‖ = o(1). Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Claim 3, we omit it here. Claim 7. I_{Rl,τl} (η_l) ≤ ε_3 + o(1).

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Claim 4, we omit it here. Claim 8. For ε_2 small enough, we have η_l → 0 strongly in E.

Proof. The proof makes use of contradiction argument and Claims 6 and 7, we omit the details here.

Rewriting (3.49) and (3.64), we have u_l = T^{−1}_{l,ξl1,λl1} u_1 + T^{−1}_{l,ξl1,λl1} u_2 + η_l. (3.66) Claim 9. For ε_2 small enough, we have (λ^l_i)^{τl} = 1 + o_{ε3} (1) + o(1) for i = 1, 2. Proof. We first deduce from (3.53), (3.54), and Lemma 3.3 that I_{Rl,τl} (u_l) ≥ I_{Rl,τl} (ϕ_l) + (λ^l_1)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q}c^{(1)} + o(1). (3.67) In view of Claim 5, (3.63)-(3.65), some calculations similar to the proof of Claim 4 lead to I_{Kl,τl} (ϕ_l) =I_{Kl,τl} (η_l) + (λ^l_2)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q} {1 2 ∫ |∇_H u_2|^2 − 1 Q^∗ ∫ R_l(ξ^l_2 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_2 (·)) H^{τl} (ξ^l_2 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_2 (·))|u_2|^{pl+1} } + o(1).

Similar to the calculation in (3.54), we derive from (3.6), (3.60) and (1.12) that 1 2 ∫ |∇_H u_2|^2 − 1 Q^∗ ∫ R_l(ξ^l_2 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_2 (·))H^{τl} (ξ^l_2 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_2 (·))|u_2|^{pl+1} ≥ c^{(2)} + o(1).

Combining the above estimates with Lemma 3.3 we have I_{Rl,τl} (ϕ_l) ≥ I_{Rl,τl} (η_l) + (λ^l_2)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q}c^{(2)} + o(1). (3.68) Then we use Claim 8 to deduce that I_{Rl,τl} (η_l) = o(1). (3.69) Finally, we put together (3.19), (3.67)-(3.69) to obtain 2∑ i=1 {(λ^l_i)^{2(pl+1)/(pl−1)−Q} − 1}c^{(i)} ≤ ε_3 + o(1).

This completes the proof of Claim 9.

Claim 10. Let δ_5 = δ_1/(2A_3) > 0. Then if ε_2 is chosen to be small enough, we have, for large l, that dist (ξ^l_i, ∂O^{(i)}_l ) ≥ δ_5 for i = 1, 2.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 3.1, we omit it here.

Now we are in the position to prove Proposition 3.2.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Applying (3.6), (3.10), (3.42), (3.45), and Claim 9, we deduce that

T^{−1}_{l,ξl2,λl2} u_1 = (λ^l_1)^{2/(pl−1)}u_1(δ_λl_1 ((ξ^l_1)^{−1} ∘ ·))

= (λ^l_1)^{2/(pl−1)−(Q−2)/2}R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)^{(2−Q)/4}w_ξl_{1∘δ1/λl1 (ξ}∗_{),λ}∗_λl_1

= R^{(1)}_∞ (ζ_1)^{(2−Q)/4}w_ξl_{1∘δ1/λl1 (ξ}∗_{),λ}∗_λl_{1,} + o_{ε3} (1) = R_l ( ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^∗) )_{(2−Q)/4} w_ξl_{1∘δ1/λl1 (ξ}∗_{),λ}∗_λl_1 + o_{ε3} (1) + o(1).

Similarly, we have T^{−1}_{l,ξl2,λl2} u_2 = R_l ( ξ^l_2 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_2 (ξ^{∗∗}) )_{(2−Q)/4} w_ξl_{2∘δ1/λl2 (ξ}∗∗_{),λ}∗∗_λl_{2,} + o_{ε3} (1) + o(1).

Therefore, we can rewrite (3.66) as (see Claim 8 and the above) u_l =R_l ( ξ^l_1 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_1 (ξ^∗) )_{(2−Q)/4} w_ξl_{1∘δ1/λl1 (ξ}∗_{),λ}∗_λl_{1,} + R_l ( ξ^l_2 ∘ δ_{1/λ}l_2 (ξ^{∗∗}) )_{(2−Q)/4} w_ξl_{2∘δ1/λl2 (ξ}∗∗_{),λ}∗∗_λl_2 + o_{ε3} (1) + o(1). (3.70)

We now fix the value of ε_2 small enough to make all the previous arguments hold and then make ε_3 small (depending on ε_2) such that (using Claim 9):

|(λ^∗λ^l_i)^{τl} − 1| = o_{ε3} (1) + o(1) < ε_2/2 for i = 1, 2. (3.71)

From (3.70), (3.71), Claims 1 and 9, we see that for ε_3 small, we have, for large l, u_l ∈ ~V_l(2, ε_2/2). This contradicts to (3.18). We conclude the proof of Proposition 3.2.

3.2 Complete the proof of Theorem 3.1

In this subsection we will complete the proof of Theorem 3.1. Precisely, under the contrary of Theorem 3.1 and combining with the Proposition 3.2 established in the previous subsection, a contradiction will be produced by adopting and modifying the minimax procedure as in [19–21, 52, 65]. To reduce overlaps, we will omit the proofs of several intermediate results which closely follow standard arguments, giving appropriate references. We start the proof by defining a certain family of sets and minimax values and giving some notations.

Let Ω be a smooth bounded domain in H^n . Define the space S^1_0 (Ω) by taking the closure of C^∞_c (Ω) under the norm

‖u‖_S1_{0 (Ω)} = ( ∫ Ω |∇_H u|^2 )_{1/2} + ( ∫ Ω |u|^2 )_{1/2} . By means of (1.12), this norm is equivalent to the norm generated by the inner product ⟨u, v⟩_S1_{0 (Ω)} = ∫ Ω ∇_H u∇_H v. Using the invariance under translations and dilations, it is easy to see that S_n is also the best Sobolev constant for the embedding S^1_0 (Ω) → L^{Q∗} (Ω) and is not achieved, see [48].

In the following part of this section, we write τ_l = τ, p_l = p. Now, for each i = 1, 2, we define

γ^{(i)}_{l,τ} ={g^{(i)} ∈ C([0, 1], S^1_0 (B_{Sl} (ξ^{(i)}_l ))) : g^{(i)}(0) = 0, I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(i)}(1)) < 0}, c^{(i)}_{l,τ} = inf_{g(i)∈γ(i)} l,τ max 0≤θ_i≤1 I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(i)}(θ_i)).

We have abused the notation a little by writing I_{Rl,τ} : S^1_0 (B_{Sl} (ξ^{(i)}_l )) → R for i = 1, 2. Proposition 3.3. Let {R_l} be a sequence of functions satisfying (3.2), (3.4) and (3.5). Then it holds c^{(1)}_{l,τ} = c^{(1)} + o(1) for i = 1, 2, where o(1) → 0 as l → ∞.

Proof. The proof can be completed by using the definition of c^{(i)}_{l,τ} with some standard functional analysis arguments, we omit the details here.

We define

Γ_l = {G = g^{(1)} + g^{(2)} : g^{(1)}, g^{(2)} satisfy (3.72) − (3.75)}, g^{(1)}, g^{(2)} ∈ C([0, 1]^2, E), (3.72) g^{(1)}(0, θ_2) = g^{(2)}(θ_1, 0) = 0, 0 ≤ θ_1, θ_2 ≤ 1, (3.73) I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(1)}(1, θ_2)) < 0, I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(2)}(θ_1, 1)) < 0, 0 ≤ θ_1, θ_2 ≤ 1, (3.74) supp g^{(i)}(θ) ⊂ B_{Sl} (ξ^{(i)}_l ), θ = (θ_1, θ_2) ∈ [0, 1]^2, i = 1, 2, (3.75) b_{l,τ} = inf_{G∈Γl} max_{θ∈[0,1]2} I_{Rl,τ} (G(θ)).

Remark 3.4. Observe that if G = g^{(1)} + g^{(2)} with g^{(1)} ∈ γ^{(1)}_{l,τ} , g^{(2)} ∈ γ^{(2)}_{l,τ} , supp g^{(1)} ∩ supp g^{(2)} = ∅, then I_{Rl,τ} (G) = I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(1)}) + I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(2)}).

Proposition 3.4. Let {R_l} be a sequence of functions satisfying (3.2), (3.4) and (3.5), then it holds b_{l,τ} = c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} + o(1).

Proof. We first prove that b_{l,τ} ≥ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} . Indeed it can be achieved from the definition of c^{(i)}_{l,τ} with additional compactness argument on [0, 1]^2, we omit it here and refer to [20, Proposition 3.4] for details.

On the other hand, for 0 ≤ θ_1, θ_2 ≤ 1, let g^{(i)}_l (θ_i) = θ_iC_1R_l(ξ^{(i)}_l )^{(2−Q)/4}η(ξ^{(i)}_l ∘ ·)w_ξ(i)_{l ,λl} for i = 1, 2, where λ_l → ∞ is a sequence satisfying (λ_l)^τ = 1 + o(1), and C_1 = C_1(n, A_1, A_2) > 1 is a constant, such that for l large, I_{Rl,τ} g^{(i)}_l (1) < 0 for each i = 1, 2. We fix the value of C_1 from now on. For θ = (θ_1, θ_2) ∈ [0, 1]^2, let G_l(θ) = g^{(1)}_l (θ_1) + g^{(2)}_l (θ_2). Clearly, G_l ∈ Γ_l and max θ∈[0,1]^2

I_{Rl,τ} (G_l(θ)) = max_{θ∈[0,1]2} I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(1)}_l (θ_1)) + max_{θ∈[0,1]2} I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(1)}_l (θ_1))

≤ 2∑ i=1 max 0≤s<∞ I_{Rl,τ} (sη(ξ^{(i)}_l ∘ ·)w_ξ(i)_{l ,λl,}) + o(1)

= 2∑ i=1 1 Q (a^{(i)})^{(2−Q)/2}(S_n)^Q + o(1)

=c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} + o(1),

where the last equality is due to Proposition 3.3. Therefore, b_{l,τ} ≤ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} + o(1).

In the subsequent analysis, we show that under the contrary of Theorem 3.1, it is possible to construct H_l ∈ Γ_l for large l, such that max θ∈[0,1]^2 I_{Rl,τ} (H_l(θ)) < b_{l,τ} , which contradicts to the definition of b_{l,τ} . A lengthy construction is required to establish this fact and a brief sketch of it will be given now.

Step 1: Choose some suitably small number ε_4 > 0, we can construct G_l ∈ Γ_l such that max θ∈[0,1]^2 I_{Rl,τ} (G_l(θ)) ≤ b_{l,τ} + ε_4. Furthermore, G_l satisfies some further properties.

Step 2: We follow the negative gradient flow of I_{Rl,τ} to deform G_l to U_l with max θ∈[0,1]^2 I_{Rl,τ} (U_l(θ)) ≤ b_{l,τ} − ε_4. However, U_l is not necessarily in Γ_l any more since the deformation may not preserve properties (3.75).

Step 3: Applying Propositions 3.2, 2.4 and 2.5, we modify U_l to obtain H_l ∈ Γ_l with max θ∈[0,1]^2 I_{Rl,τ} (H_l(θ)) ≤ b_{l,τ} − ε_4/2. Step 4: Complete the proof by using the minimax structure of H_l. All four steps are completed for large l. Now we start to establish these steps. Step 1: Construction of G_l.

Let G_l be the one we have just defined. We establish some properties of G_l which are needed.

Lemma 3.4. For any ε ∈ (0, 1), if I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(i)}_l (θ_i)) ≥ c^{(i)}_{l,τ} −ε for i = 1, 2, then there exist two constants Λ_1 = Λ_1(ε, A_1, A_3) > 1 and C_0 = C_0(n) > 0, such that for any l ≥ Λ_1, 0 ≤ θ_1, θ_2 ≤ 1, we have |C_1θ_i − 1| ≤ C_0 √ ε for i = 1, 2, where C_1 is the constant in the proof of Proposition 3.4.

Proof. We only take into account the case i = 1 since the other case can be covered in the same way. Let s = C_1θ_1, a direct calculation shows that

I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(1)}_l (θ_1)) = 1 2 s^2R_l(ξ^{(1)}_l )^{(2−Q)/2} ∫ |∇_H (η(ξ^{(1)}_l ∘ ·)w_ξ(1)_{l ,λl} )|^2 − 1 p + 1 s^{p+1}R_l(ξ^{(1)}_l )^{−(Q−2)(p+1)/4} ∫ R_lH^τ |η(ξ^{(1)}_l ∘ ·)w_ξ(1)_{l ,λl} |^{p+1} = (1 2 + o(1) ) s^2R_l(ξ^{(1)}_l )^{(2−Q)/2} ∫ |∇_H w_{0,1}|^2 − ( 1 Q^∗ + o(1) ) s^{p+1}R_l(ξ^{(1)}_l )^{(2−Q)/2} ∫ w^{Q∗}_{0,1} = [(Q 2 + o(1) ) s^2 − (Q − 2 2 + o(1) ) s^{p+1} ] c^{(1)}_{l,τ} , where Proposition 3.4 is used in the last step. Hence, using above identity and the hypothesis I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(1)}_l (θ_1)) ≥ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} − ε, we complete the proof.

Lemma 3.5. For any ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists Λ_2 = Λ_2(ε, A_1, A_3) > Λ_1 such that for l ≥ Λ_2, 0 ≤ θ_1, θ_2 ≤ 1, we have I_{Rl,τ} (g^{(i)}_l (θ_i)) ≤ c^{(i)}_{l,τ} + ε/10 for i = 1, 2. Proof. The proof is similar to that of Proposition 3.4, we omit the details here.

Lemma 3.6. For any ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists Λ_3 = Λ_3(n, ε, A_1, A_3) > Λ_2 such that for l ≥ Λ_3, we have I_{Rl,τ} (G_l(θ))|_{θ∈∂[0,1]}2 ≤ max{c^{(1)} + ε, c^{(2)} + ε}. Proof. Lemma 3.6 follows immediately from Lemma 3.5.

Lemma 3.7. There exists some universal constant C_0 = C_0(n) > 1 such that for any ε ∈ (0, 1/2), l ≥ Λ_3(ε, A_1, A_3) and θ ∈ [0, 1]^2, I_{Rl,τ} (G_l(θ)) ≥ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε implies that |C_1θ_i − 1| ≤ C_0 √ ε for i = 1, 2.

Proof. Lemma 3.7 follows from Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5, we omit the details here.

Step 2: The deformation of G_l. Let M_l = sup{‖I^′_{Rl,τ} (u)‖ : u ∈ V_l(2, ε_1)}, β_l = dist(∂ ~V_l(2, ε_2), ∂ ~V_l(2, ε_2/2)).

One can see from the definition of M_l that there exists a constant C_2 = C_2(n, A_1, ε_2) > 1 such that M_l ≤ C_2. It is also clear from the definition of ~V_l(2, ε_2) that β_l ≥ ε_2/4.

By Lemma 3.7, we choose ε_4 to satisfy, for l large, that

ε_4 < min { ε_3, 1 2A_4 , ε_2δ^2_4 8C_2 } , (3.76)

I_{Rl,τ} (G_l(θ)) ≥ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4 implies that G_l(θ) ∈ ~V_l(2, ε_2/2), ξ_1(G_l(θ)) ∈ O^{(1)}_l , ξ_2(G_l(θ)) ∈ O^{(2)}_l ,

(3.77)

where δ_4 = δ_4(ε_2, ε_3) is the constant in Proposition 3.2. G_l(θ) has been defined by now.

We know from Lemma 3.5 that for l large enough, max_{θ∈[0,1]}2 I_{Rl,τ} (G_l(θ)) ≤ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} + ε_4. For any u_0 ∈ ~V_l(2, ε_2/2), we consider the negative gradient of I_{Rl,τ} : d ds ϕ(s, u_0) = −I^′_{Rl,τ} (ϕ(s, u_0)), s ≥ 0, ϕ(0, u_0) = u_0.

(3.78)

Under the contrary of Theorem 3.1, we know that I_{Rl,τ} satisfies the Palais-Smale condition. Furthermore, the flow defined above never stops before exiting V_l(2, ε^∗).

Now we define U_l ∈ C([0, 1]^2, E) by the following.

• If I_{Rl,τ} (G_l(θ)) ≤ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4, we define s^∗_l (θ) = 0.

• If I_{Rl,τ} (G_l(θ)) > c^{(1)}_{l,τ} +c^{(2)}_{l,τ} −ε_4, then, according to (3.77), G_l(θ) ∈ ~V_l(2, ε_2/2), ξ_1(G_l(θ)) ∈ O^{(1)}_l , ξ_2(G_l(θ)) ∈ O^{(2)}_l . We define s^∗_l (θ) = min{s > 0 : I_{Rl,τ} (ϕ(s, G_l(θ))) = c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4}.

We set U_l(θ) = ϕ(s^∗_l (θ), G_l(θ)).

The above definition is justified in the following.

Lemma 3.8. For any u_0 ∈ ~V_l(2, ε_2/2), with ξ_1(u_0) ∈ O^{(1)}_l , ξ_2(u_0) ∈ O^{(2)}_l , and c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4 < I_{Rl,τ} (u_0) < c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} + ε_4, the flow line ϕ(s, u_0) (s ≥ 0) cannot leave ~V_l(2, ε_2) before reaching I^{−1}_{Rl,τ} (c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4).

Proof. The proof can be done exactly in the same way as in [6, Lemma 5], so we omit it. Remark 3.5. We see from Lemma 3.8 that s^∗_l (θ) is well defined. Since I_{Rl,τ} has no critical point in ~V_l(2, ε_2)∩{u ∈ E : |I_{Rl,τ} (u)−c(1) −c(2)| ≤ ε_4} ⊂ V_l(2, ε∗)∩{u ∈ E : |I_{Rl,τ} (u)−c(1) −c(2)| ≤ ε∗} under the contradiction hypothesis, s^∗_l (θ) is continuous in θ (see also [52, Proposition 5.11] and [6, Lemma 5]), hence U_l ∈ C([0, 1]^2, E).

Step 3: The construction of H_l.

It follows from the construction of U_l that max_{θ∈[0,1]}2 I_{Rl,τ} (U_l(θ)) ≤ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4. Since the gradient flow does not keep property (3.75), U_l(θ) is not necessarily in Γ_l any more. It follows from Lemma 3.8 that if I_{Rl,τ} (G_l(θ)) > c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4, then the gradient flow ϕ(s, G_l(θ)) (s ≥ 0) cannot leave ~V_l(2, ε_2) before reaching I^{−1}_{Rl,τ} (c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4). It follows that if I_{Rl,τ} (G_l(θ)) > c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4, then U_l(θ) ∈ ~V_l(2, ε_2) ⊂ V_l(2, o_ε(1)) with ξ_1(U_l(θ)) ∈ O^{(1)}_l , ξ_2(U_l(θ)) ∈ O^{(2)}_l , which implies that ∫ Ω_l

|∇_H U_l(θ)|^2 + |U_l(θ)|^{Q∗} = o_{ε2} (1), (3.79)

‖U_l(θ)‖_H1/2_{(∂Ωl)} = o_{ε2} (1), (3.80)

where

Ω_l = H^n \{B_S (ξ^{(1)}_l ) ∪ B_S (ξ^{(2)}_l )}, S = 4(diam O^{(1)} + diam O^{(2)}), diam O^{(i)} = sup{d(ξ, ξ_0) : ξ, ξ_0 ∈ H^n } for i = 1, 2,

and O^{(1)}, O^{(2)} are defined by (3.1).

Without loss of generality, we can assume that ε_2 > 0 has been so small that we can apply Proposition 2.5. We modify U_l(θ) in Ω_l after making the following minimization. Let φ_l(θ) = U_l(θ)|_{∂Ωl} .

Because of (3.79) and (3.80), we can apply Proposition 2.5 to obtain the minimizer u_{φl} (θ) to the problem (3.11) with φ = φ_l(θ), Ω = Ω_l. We define for θ ∈ [0, 1]^2 that

W_l(θ)(ξ) = { U_l(θ)(ξ), ξ ∈ H^n \Ω_l, u_{φl} (θ)(ξ), ξ ∈ Ω_l. It follows from Proposition 2.5 that W_l ∈ C([0, 1]^2, E) and satisfies max θ∈[0,1]^2

I_{Rl,τ} (W_l(θ)) ≤ max_{θ∈[0,1]2} I_{Rl,τ} (U_l(θ)) ≤ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4, (3.81) ∫ Ω_l

|∇_H W_l(θ)|^2 + |W_l(θ)|^{Q∗} = o_{ε2} (1), (3.82)

−Δ_H W_l(θ) = R_l(ξ)H^τ |W_l(θ)|^{p−1}W_l(θ) in Ω_l. (3.83)

Moreover, W_l(θ) ≥ 0 in Ω_l can be proved by using (3.82) and (2.10), see also the proof in the Claim 1. W_l(θ) > 0 in Ω^c_l can be seen from the definition of V_l(2, o_{ε2} (1)) and Proposition 3.1.

Write

Ω^1_l :=(B_{l1} (ξ^{(1)}_l )\B_S (ξ^{(1)}_l )) ∪ (B_{l1} (ξ^{(2)}_l )\B_r(z^{(2)}_l )), Ω^2_l :=(B_{l2} (ξ^{(1)}_l )\B_{l1} (ξ^{(1)}_l )) ∪ (B_{l2} (ξ^{(2)}_l )\B_{l1} (ξ^{(2)}_l )), Ω^3_l :=(H^n \B_{l2} (ξ^{(1)}_l )) ∩ (H^n \B_{l2} (ξ^{(2)}_l )).

Obviously, Ω_l = Ω^1_l ∪ Ω^2_l ∪ Ω^3_l for large l. For l_2 > 100l_1 > 1000S (the values of l_1, l_2 will be determined in the end), we introduce the cut-off functions η_l ∈ C^∞_c (H^n ) satisfying

η_l(ξ) =

1, ξ ∈ B_{l1} (ξ^{(1)}_l ) ∩ B_{l1} (ξ^{(2)}_l ), 0, ξ ∈ (H^n \B_{l2} (ξ^{(1)}_l )) ∪ (H^n \B_{l2} (ξ^{(2)}_l )), ≥ 0, otherwise, |∇_H η_l(ξ)| ≤ 10 l_2 − l_1 , ξ ∈ H^n , and set H_l(θ) = η_lW_l(θ).

Step 4: Now we complete the proof by using the minimax structure of H_l. Roughly speaking, we will prove that H_l(θ) ∈ Γ_l but its energy bound contradicts to b_{l,τ} .

Multiplying (1 − η_l)W_l(θ) on both sides of (3.83) and integrating by parts, we have ∫ Ω_l

∇_H W_l(θ)∇_H ((1 − η_l)W_l(θ)) = ∫ Ω_l

R_lH^τ (1 − η_l)|W_l(θ)|^{p+1}.

A direct computation shows that ∫ Ω^3_l

|∇_H W_l(θ)|^2 − ∫ Ω^3_l R_lH^τ |W_l(θ)|^{p+1} = − ∫ Ω^l_2

∇_H W_l(θ)∇_H ((1 − η_l)W_l(θ)) + ∫ Ω^l_2

R_lH^τ (1 − η_l)|W_l(θ)|^{p+1} ≥ − ∫ Ω^l_2

|∇_H W_l(θ)|^2 − 10 l_2 − l_1 ∫ Ω^l_2 |∇_H W_l(θ)||W_l(θ)| − 2A_1 ∫ Ω^l_2 |W_l(θ)|^{p+1}. By Proposition 2.4 we know that |W_l(θ)(ξ)| ≤ C_3(n, A_1) d(ξ, ξ^{(i)}_l )^{Q−2} , l_1 ≤ d(ξ, ξ^{(i)}_l ) ≤ l_2, (3.84) |∇_H W_l(θ)(ξ)| ≤ C_3(n, A_1) d(ξ, ξ^{(i)}_l )^{Q−1} , l_1 ≤ d(ξ, ξ^{(i)}_l ) ≤ l_2, (3.85)

when l is chosen large enough. By combining (3.84) and (3.85), we have ∫ Ω^3_l

|∇_H W_l(θ)|^2 − ∫ Ω^3_l

R_lH^τ |W_l(θ)|^{p+1} ≥ −C_0(n)C_3(n, A_1) ( 1 l^2_1 − 1 l^2 ) . (3.86)

Using the above estimates (3.84)–(3.86), we obtain I_{Rl,τ} (H_l(θ)) = 1 2 ∫ |∇_H η_l|^2|W_l(θ))|^2 + ∫ η_lW_l(θ)∇_H η_l∇_H W_l(θ)

+ 1 2 ∫ η^2_l |∇_H W_l(θ)|^2 − 1 p + 1 ∫ R_lH^τ |η_lW_l(θ)|^{p+1} =I_{Rl,τ} (W_l(θ)) + 1 2 ∫ Ω^2_l

|∇_H η_l|^2|W_l(θ))|^2 + ∫ Ω^2_l

η_lW_l(θ)∇_H η_l∇_H W_l(θ) + 1 2 ∫ Ω^2_l ∪Ω^3_l

(η^2_l − 1)|∇_H W_l(θ)|^2 + 1 p + 1 ∫ Ω^2_l ∪Ω^3_l

R_lH^τ (1 − η^{p+1}_l )|W_l(θ)|^{p+1}

≤I_{Rl,τ} (W_l(θ)) + C_0(n)C_3(n, A_1) ln l_2 − ln l_1 (l_2 − l_1)^2

+ C_0(n)C_3(n, A_1) 1 l_1l_2

+ C_0(n)C_3(n, A_1) ( 1 l^2_1 − 1 l^2 )

+ 1 2 ∫ Ω^2_l

(|η_l|^2 − 1)|∇_H W_l(θ)|^2 + 1 p + 1 ∫ Ω^2_l

R_lH^τ (1 − |η_l|^{p+1})|W_l(θ)|^{p+1}

≤I_{Rl,τ} (W_l(θ)) + C_0(n)C_3(n, A_1) ln l_2 − ln l_1 (l_2 − l_1)^2

+ C_0(n)C_3(n, A_1) 1 l_1l_2

+ C_0(n)C_3(n, A_1) ( 1 l^2_1 − 1 l^2 ) + C_0(n)C_3(n, A_1) ( 1 l^4_1 − 1 l^4_2 ) . Now using (3.81) and choosing l_2 > 200l_1, l_1 > 10S to be large enough, we have

I_{Rl,τ} (H_l(θ)) ≤ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4/2.

Then for l large enough (depending on l_1, l_2, ε^′s, C^′s), it holds H_l ∈ Γ_l. Therefore, for l large enough, we obtain max θ∈[0,1]^2 I_{Rl,τ} (H_l(θ)) ≤ c^{(1)}_{l,τ} + c^{(2)}_{l,τ} − ε_4/2 < b_{l,τ} , which contradicts to the definition of b_{l,τ} . We now complete the proof of Theorem 3.1.

4 Blow up analysis and proof of main theorems

In this section we present the main result Proposition 4.1, from which we deduce Theorems 1.1– 1.3 and Corollary 1.1. The crucial ingredients of our proofs are the understanding of the blow up profiles, see the work in Prajapat-Ramaswamy [61].

4.1 Subcritical approximation We state the main result as following:

Proposition 4.1. Assume that {R_l} is a sequence of functions satisfying conditions (i)-(iii) and (R_2). Assume also that there exist some bounded open sets O^{(1)}, . . . , O^m ⊂ H^n and some constants δ_2, δ_3 > 0, such that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m,

(ξ^{(i)}_l )^{−1} ∘ ~O^{(i)}_l ⊂ O^{(i)} for all l, {u : I^′_{R(i)∞} (u) = 0, u > 0, u ∈ E, c^{(i)} ≤ I_R(i)_∞ (u) ≤ c^{(i)} + δ_2} ∩ V (1, δ_3, O^{(i)}, R^{(i)}_∞ ) = ∅.

Then for any ε > 0, there exists integer l_{ε,m} > 0, such that, for all l ≥ l_{ε,m}, there exists u_l ∈ V_l(m, ε) which solves −Δ_H u_l = R_l(ξ)u^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)} l , u_l > 0 in H^n . (4.1)

Furthermore, u_l satisfies_m ∑ i=1 c^{(i)} − ε ≤ I_{Rl} (u_l) ≤ m∑ i=1 c^{(i)} + ε. (4.2)

The proof of Proposition 4.1 is by contradiction argument, depending on blow up analysis for a family of subcritical equations (3.15) approximating (4.1). More precisely, if the sequence of subcritical solutions u_{l,τ} (0 < τ < τ_l) obtained in Theorem 3.1 is uniformly bounded as τ → 0, some subelliptic estimates in [61, Claim 5.3] imply that there exists a subsequence converging to a positive solution u_l of (4.1) satisfying (4.2). However, a prior {u_{l,τ} } might blow up, we have to rule out this possibility.

Note that u_{l,τ} ∈ V_l(m, o_{ε2} (1)), which consists of functions with m (m ≥ 2) bumps, some blow up analysis results in [61, Sections 6-7] imply that, as τ → 0, there is no blow up occurring under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.1. Thus we only need to show the boundedness of {u_{l,τ} } as τ → 0, this will be done by contradiction argument with the aid of blow up analysis established in Prajapat- Ramaswamy [61]. We give a brief introduction for readers’ convenience.

Let {τ_i}^∞_{i=1} be a sequence of nonnegative constants satisfying lim_{i→∞} τ_i = 0, and set p_i = Q+2 Q−2 − τ_i. Suppose that 0 ≤ u_i ∈ Γ_2(Ω) satisfies

−Δ_H u_i = R_i(ξ)u^{pi}_i in Ω, (4.3)

where Ω is a domain in H^n and R_i ∈ Γ_{2+α}(Ω), 0 < α < 1 satisfy, for some positive constants A_1 and A_2, 1/A_1 ≤ R_i and ‖R_i‖_C1_{(Ω)} ≤ A_2. (4.4)

We recall the notion of various types of blow up points, which were introduced by Schoen [66–68]. This incisive concept helps to regain compactness, and forms a natural demarcation to more complicated types of blow up phenomenon.

Definition 4.1. Suppose that {u_i} satisfies (4.3) and {R_i} satisfies (4.4).

(1) ξ ∈ Ω is called a blow up point of {u_i} if there exists a sequence ξ_i ∈ Ω such that ξ_i is a local maximum point of u_i satisfying u_i(ξ_i) → ∞ and ξ_i → ξ as i → ∞. For simplicity, we will often say that ξ_i → ξ is a blow up point of {u_i}.

(2) ξ ∈ Ω is an isolated blow up point of {u_i} if ξ_i → ξ is a blow up point such that u_i(ξ) ≤ Cd(ξ, ξ_i)^{−2/(pi−1)} for any ξ ∈ B_r(ξ_i) \ {ξ_i}, where 0 < r < dist(ξ, Ω) and C > 0 are some constants.

(3) For any θ ∈ ∂B_1, we define the function f_{ui,θ}(s) : [0, R] → R (for a fixed R > 0) as f_{ui,θ}(s) = s^{2/(pi−1)}u_i(ξ_i ∘ δ_sθ), where δ_sθ is the dilation in H^n . We say that an isolated blow up point ξ ∈ Ω of {u_i} is simple if there exists ρ > 0 (independent of i and θ ∈ ∂B_1) such that f_{ui,θ} has precisely one critical point in (0, ρ) for every θ ∈ ∂B_1 for large i.

Roughly speaking, item (2) (or (3), respectively) in the above definition describes the situation when clustering of bubbles (or bubble towers, respectively) is excluded among various blow up scenarios. We also remark that item (3) is a modified definition of isolated simple blow up point when comparing with Riemannian manifold. Indeed, according to Schoen [66–68], a simple blow up point on a sphere S^n (n ≥ 3) is a point where the solution of (1.1), with the exponent^{n+2}_{n−2} substituted by p ∈ (1,^{n+2}_{n−2} ], approximates the standard solution up to a conformal transformation, in a neighborhood. This definition was further reformulated by Li in [55] using spherical averages. However, this definition does not seem to work for the Heisenberg group since the standard solution in the case of CR sphere S^{2n+1} is not radial.

Before starting the proof of Proposition 4.1, we have additional remarks on the solutions {u_{l,τ} }. The following statements can be found in [61]:

• By some standard blow up arguments, the blow up points cannot occur in R^n \ (∪^m_{j=1} ~O^{(j)}_l ) since the energy of {u_{l,τ} } in that region is small using the fact u_{l,τ} ∈ V_l(m, o_{ε2} (1)). Hence the blow up points can occur only in ∪^m_{j=1} ~O^{(j)}_l .

• Using Proposition 7.1 in [61] and the definition of V_l(m, o_{ε2} (1)), there are at most m isolated blow up points, namely, the blow up occurs in {ξ_1, . . . , ξ_m} for some ξ_j ∈ ~O^{(j)}_l (1 ≤ j ≤ m). Here we used the finite energy condition (3.16).

• Under the flatness condition (R_2), we conclude from [61, Proposition 6.2] that an isolated blow up point has to be an isolated simple blow up point. From the structure of functions in V_l(m, o_{ε2} (1)) we know that if the blow up does occur, there have to be exactly m isolated simple blow up points.

Let us consider this situation only, namely, {ξ_1, . . . , ξ_m} is the blow up set and they are all isolated simple blow up points. Moreover, in our situation, R_i = RH^{τi} is the sequence of functions in (4.3) with Ω = H^n . We assume that the blow up occurs at u_i = u_{l,τi} and we suppress the dependence of l in the notation since l is fixed in the blow up analysis. Now we complete the proof of Proposition 4.1 by checking balance via the Pohozeav identity (2.5).

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Let u_i be the solution of (4.3) with R_i = RH^{τi} and Ω = H^n . Without loss of generality, we may assume that ξ_1 = 0 and ξ_i = (x^{(i)}, y^{(i)}, t^{(i)}) → 0 be the sequence as in Definition 4.1. By (3.4) and (3.5), we also assume that R_i > 0 in B_1. Applying the Pohozaev identity (2.5) to u_i, we obtain ∫ ∂B_σ (ξ_i) B(σ, ξ_i, u_i, ∇_H u_i) = ( Q p_i + 1 − Q − 2 2 ) ∫ B_σ (ξ_i) R_iu^{pi+1}_i + 1 p_i + 1 ∫ B_σ (ξ_i)

X_i(R_i)u^{pi+1}_i − 1 p_i + 1 ∫ ∂B_σ (ξ_i)

R_iu^{pi+1}_i X_i · ν, (4.5)

where ν is the outward unit normal vector with respect to ∂B_σ(ξ_i) and B(σ, ξ_i, u_i, ∇_H u_i) = Q − 2 2 (A∇u_i · ν)u_i − 1 2 |∇_H u_i|^2X_i · ν + (A∇u_i · ν)X_i(u_i)

with

X_i = n∑ j=1 ( (x − x^{(i)})_j ∂ ∂x_j + (y − y^{(i)})_j ∂ ∂y_j ) + 2(t − t^{(i)} + 2(x^{(i)} · y − y^{(i)} · x)) ∂ ∂t . We are going to derive a contradiction to (4.5), by showing that for small σ > 0,

lim inf i→∞ u_i(ξ_i)^2 × RHS of (4.5) ≥ 0 (4.6) and lim inf i→∞ u_i(ξ_i)^2 ∫ ∂B_σ (ξ_i)

B(σ, ξ_i, u_i, ∇_H u_i) < 0. (4.7) Hence Proposition 4.1 will be established.

Note that^Q_{pi+1} −^{Q−2}_2 ≥ 0, we have

lim inf i→∞ u_i(ξ_i)^2 ( Q p_i + 1 − Q − 2 2 ) ∫ B_σ (ξ_i) R_iu^{pi+1}_i ≥ 0. Using Corollary 5.15 in [61] we know

lim inf i→∞ u_i(ξ_i)^2 p_i + 1 ∫ B_σ (ξ_i)

X_i(R_i)u^{pi+1}_i = 0.

It follows from [61, Proposition 4.3] that 0 ≤ ∫ ∂B_σ (ξ_i) R_iu^{pi+1}_i X_i · ν = O(u_i(ξ_i)^{−pi−1}), which leads to lim_{i→∞} − u_i(ξ_i)^2 p_i + 1 ∫ ∂B_σ (ξ_i)

R_iu^{pi+1}_i X_i · ν = 0.

Thus, we complete the proof of (4.6). It remains to prove (4.7).

In a small punctured disc centered at 0, we derive from the Bôcher type Lemma in [61, Proposition 5.7] that lim_{i→∞} u_i(ξ_i)u_i(ξ) = a|ξ|^{2−Q} + b + α(ξ), where a, b > 0 are two constants and α(ξ) is a smooth function near 0 with α(0) = 0. It follows from Lemma 2.2 that, when σ > 0 is small,

lim inf i→∞ u_i(ξ_i)^2 ∫ ∂B_σ (ξ_i)

B(σ, ξ_i, u_i, ∇_H u_i) = lim inf_{i→∞} ∫ ∂B_σ (ξ_i) B(σ, ξ_i, h_i, ∇_H h_i) < 0, where h_i(ξ) := u_i(ξ_i)u_i(ξ). This gives the proof of (4.7).

In conclusion, from the above arguments we know that there will be no blow up occur under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.1. We complete the proof. 4.2 Final arguments We are ready to complete the proofs of the main results in this paper.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let q_0 ∈ S^{2n+1} be the south pole, we write (1.9) as the form (1.7) by using the CR equivalence. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 1.1 we know that R(ξ) satisfies ‖R‖_L∞_{(H} n_) ≤ A_1, R ∈ C^0(H^n \B_S ), lim_{|ξ|→∞} R(ξ) = R_∞,

where A_1 > 0, S > 1 and R_∞ > 0 are some constants. Let ψ(ξ) ∈ C^∞(H^n ) satisfy (R_2) and ‖ψ‖_C2_{(H} n_) < ∞, lim_{|ξ|→∞} ψ(ξ) =: ψ_∞ > 0, X (ψ) < 0, ∀ ξ ≠ 0, where X is the vector field defined by (2.4). It follows from the Kazdan-Warner type condition (1.8) that −Δ_H u = ψ|u|^{4/(Q−2)}u in H^n has no nontrivial solution in E.

For any ε ∈ (0, 1), k ≥ 1 and m ≥ 2, let k be an integer such that for any 2 ≤ s ≤ m it holds C^s_k ≥ k, where C^s_k is a combination number. Then we choose e_1, . . . , e_k ∈ ∂B_1 to be k distinct points. Let A_S = max_{|ξ|≥S} |R(ξ) − R_∞| + max_{|ξ|≥S} |ψ(ξ) − ψ_∞|, S > 1, and ~Ω^{(i)}_l be the connected component of {ξ : ε(ψ((e_i)^{−l} ∘ ξ) − ψ_∞) + R_∞ − A^√_l > R(ξ)} which contains (e_i)^l. Define

S^{(i)}_l = min_{1≤i≤m} sup{|(e_i)^{−l} ∘ ξ| : ξ ∈ ~Ω^{(i)}_l } and R_{ε,k,m,l}(ξ) = { ε(ψ((e_i)^{−l} ∘ ξ) − ψ_∞) + R_∞ − A^√_l if x ∈ ~Ω^{(i)}_l , R(ξ) otherwise.

It is easy to prove that diam(~Ω^{(i)}_l ) ≤ √ l for large l and lim_{l→∞} S^{(i)}_l = ∞.

With the function R_{ε,k,m,l} defined above, we claim that for large l, the equation

−Δ_H u = R_{ε,k,m,l}(ξ)u^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)}, u > 0 in H^n (4.8)

has at least k solutions with s bumps in E. To verify it, let {e_{j1} , . . . , e_{js} } be any distinct s points among {e_1, . . . , e_k}. For 1 ≤ i ≤ s, we define

ξ^{(i)}_l = (e_{ji} )^l,

O^{(i)}_l = B_1(ξ^{(i)}_l ), ~O^{(i)}_l = B_2(ξ^{(i)}_l ),

R^{(i)}_∞ = ε(ψ − ψ_∞) + R_∞,

a^{(i)} = ε(ψ(0) − ψ_∞) + R_∞.

By using Proposition 4.1, we conclude that there exists at least one positive solution in V_l(s, ε) for large l. Obviously, if we choose a different set of s points among {e_1, . . . , e_k}, we get different solutions since their mass are distributed in different regions by the definition of V_l(s, ε). Due to the choice of k, (4.8) has at least k positive solutions for large l.

Finally, we fix l large enough to make the above arguments work for all 2 ≤ s ≤ m, and set R_{ε,k,m} = R_{ε,k,m,l}. Evidently, there exist at least k positive solutions with s (2 ≤ s ≤ m) bumps to the equation (1.7) with R = R_{ε,k,m}. Theorem 1.1 is proved by using the inverse of Calay transform (1.6).

Proof of Corollary 1.1. One can see from the proof in Theorem 1.1 that if R̄ ∈ C^∞(H^n ), then R̄_{ε,k,m} − R̄ can also be achieved.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We prove it by contradiction argument. Suppose not, then for some ε > 0 and k ≥ 2, there exists a sequence of integers I^{(1)}_l , . . . , I^{(k)}_l such that lim_{l→∞} |I^{(i)}_l | = ∞, lim_{l→∞} |I^{(i)}_l − I^{(j)}_l | = ∞, i ≠ j, but (1.7) has no solution in V (k, ε, B_ε(ξ^{(1)}_l ), . . . , B_ε(ξ^{(k)}_l )) satisfying kc − ε ≤ I_R ≤ kc + ε, where c = (R(ξ^∗))^{(2−Q)/2}(S_n)^Q/Q and ξ^{(i)}_l = (ξ̂)^{I(i)}l ∘ ξ^∗.

For ε > 0 small, define R_l(ξ) = R(ξ), O^{(i)}_l = B_ε(ξ^{(i)}_l ), ~O^{(i)}_l = B_{2ε}(ξ^{(i)}_l ), S_l = min_{i≠j} {√ |I^{(i)}_l |, √ |I^{(i)}_l − I^{(j)}_l | } , R^{(i)}_∞ (ξ) = R_∞(ξ) = lim_{l→∞} R((ξ̂)^l ∘ ξ),

a^{(i)} = R(ξ^∗).

Obviously, R_∞ is periodic in ξ̂ with respect to left translation and satisfies (R_2) and R_∞(ξ^∗) = sup_{ξ∈H} n R_∞(ξ) > 0. Let u be the positive solution of (1.7) with R(ξ) = R_∞(ξ). It follows from [61, Theorem 2.1] that u has no more than one blow up point. Furthermore, Corollary A.2 tells us one point blow up may not occur either. Nevertheless, by Proposition 4.1, we immediately derive a contradiction.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 1.2, we omit it here.

A Refined analysis of blow up profile

This appendix is a continuation of the blow up analysis studied in [61]. Herein, we present a more detailed characterization of the blow up phenomenon. We keep using the notation (z, t) ∈ C^n × R or (x, y, t) ∈ R^n × R^n × R to denote some element ξ of H^n .

Proposition A.1. Suppose that {R̄_i} ⊂ Γ_{2+α}(S^{2n+1}) with uniform C^1 modulo of continuity and satisfies for some point q_0 ∈ S^{2n+1}, ε_0 > 0, A_1 > 0 independent of i and 2 ≤ β < n, {R̄_i} is bounded in C^{[β],β−[β]}(B(q_0, ε_0)), R̄_i(q_0) ≥ A_1 and R̄_i(ξ) = R̄_i(0) + Q^{(β)}_i (ξ) + R̄_i(ξ), |ξ| ≤ ε_0, where ξ is some pseudo-Hermitian normal coordinates system centered at q_0, Q^{(β)}_i (ξ) satisfies Q^{(β)}_i (δ_λ(ξ)) = λ^βQ^{(β)}_i (ξ), ∀ λ > 0, ξ ∈ H^n , and R_i(ξ) satisfies [β]∑ s=0 |∇^sR_i(ξ)||ξ|^{−β+s} → 0 uniformly in i as ξ → 0.

Suppose also that Q^{(β)}_i → Q^{(β)} in C^1(S^{2n+1}) and for some constant A_2 > 0 that A_2|ξ|^{β−1} ≤ |∇Q^{(β)}(ξ)|, |ξ| ≤ ε_0, (A.1) and ∫ ~XQ^{(β)}(ξ̂ ∘ ξ)w^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 ∫ Q^{(β)}(ξ̂ ∘ ξ)w^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 ≠ 0, ∀ ξ̂ ∈ H^n , (A.2)

where ~X := (X_1, . . . , X_n, Y_1, . . . , Y_n, T ). Let v_i be positive solutions of (1.2) with R̄ = R̄_i. If q_0 is an isolated simple blow up point of v_i, then v_i has to have at least another blow up point.

Proof. Suppose the contrary: q_0 is the only blow up point of v_i. We first make a Cayley transform with q_0 being the north pole with inverse C, then equation (1.2) with R̄ = R̄_i is equivalent to

−Δ_H u_i = R_i(ξ)u^{(Q+2)/(Q−2)} i , u_i > 0 in H^n , (A.3)

where u_i(ξ) =

( 22n+2

((1 + |z|^2)^2 + t^2)^{n+1} ) Q−2_{2Q} v_i(C(ξ)) and R_i(ξ) = R̄_i(C(ξ)).

It is easy to see that our hypotheses hold in the Heisenberg coordinates.

Let ξ_i → 0 be the local maximum of u_i. It follows from [61, Lemma 5.12] that |∇R_i(ξ_i)| = O ( u_i(ξ_i)^{−2} + u_i(ξ_i)^{−(2/(Q−2))([β]−1+β−[β])/(β−1)} ) . First we establish that |ξ_i| = O ( u_i(ξ_i)^{−2/(Q−2)} ) . (A.4)

Since we have assumed that v_i has no other blow up point other than q_0, it follows from [61, Proposition 5.7] and the Harnack inequality that u_i(ξ) ≤ C(ε)u_i(ξ_i)^{−1}|ξ|^{2−Q} for |ξ| ≥ ε > 0.

Let X be any left invariant vector field in (1.5). It follows from the Kazdan-Warner type condition (1.4) that ∫ XR_iu^{2Q/(Q−2)} i = 0. (A.5)

Then for ε > 0 small we have | | ∫ B_ε ∇_H R_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | ≤ C(ε)ui(ξi)^{−2Q/(Q−2)}. Using our hypotheses ∇Q^{(β)} and R_i, we have | | ∫ B_ε (1 + o_ε(1))∇_H Q^{(β)}_i (ξ_i ∘ ξ)u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | ≤ C(ε)ui(ξi)^{−2Q/(Q−2)}. Multiplying the above by m^{(2/(Q−2))(β−1)} i with m_i = u_i(ξ_i) we have | | | ∫ B_ε (1 + o_ε(1))∇_H Q^{(β)}_i (ξ̃_i ∘ δ_m2Q/(Q−2)_i (ξ))u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | | ≤ C(ε)ui(ξi)^{(2/(Q−2))(β−1−n)}, where ξ̃_i = u_i(ξ_i)^{2/(Q−2)}ξ_i. Suppose that (A.4) is false, namely, |ξ̃_i| → ∞ along a subsequence. Then it follows from [61, Proposition 5.2] (we may choose S_i ≤ |ξ̃_i|/4) that | | ∫ |ξ|≤S_im^{−2/(Q−2)} i (1 + o_ε(1))∇_H Q^{(β)}_i (ξ̃_i ∘ δ_m2Q/(Q−2)_i (ξ))u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | |

= | | ∫ |ξ̂|≤R_i (1 + o_ε(1))∇_H Q^{(β)}_i (ξ̃_i ∘ ξ̂)(m^{−1}_i u_i(ξ_i ∘ δ_m2/(Q−2)_i (ξ̂)))^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | ∼ |ξ̃i|^{β−1}. On the other hand, it follows from [61, Lemma 5.10] that | | ∫ S_im^{−2/(Q−2)} i ≤|ξ|≤ε (1 + o_ε(1))∇_H Q^{(β)}_i (ξ̃_i ∘ δ_m2/(Q−2)_i (ξ))u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | ≤C | | ∫ S_im^{−2/(Q−2)} i ≤|ξ|≤ε (|δ_m2/(Q−2) i (ξ)|^{β−1} + |ξ̃_i|^{β−1})u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | ≤o(1)|ξ̃_i|^{β−1}. It follows that |ξ̃_i|^{β−1} ≤ C(ε)u_i(ξ_i)^{(2/(Q−2))(β−1−Q)}, which implies that |ξ_i| ≤ C(ε)m^{−(2Q/(Q−2))(Q/(β−1))} i = o(m^{−2/(Q−2)}_i ). This contradicts to |ξ̃| → ∞. Thus (A.4) holds.

We are going to find some ξ_0 such that (A.2) fails. For 1 ≤ j ≤ n, define the vector fields

X_j = ∂ ∂x_j − 2y_j ∂ ∂t and Y_j = ∂ ∂y_j − 2x_j ∂ ∂t . Multiplying (A.3) by X_j, Y_j, T and integrate by parts, together with the Kazdan-Warner condition (1.8) we have ∫ (_n∑ j=1 (x_j X_j + y_jY_j) + 2tT ) R_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} = 0.

Since q_0 is an isolated simple blow up point and the only blow up point of v_i, we have for any ε > 0, | | ∫ B_ε (^n∑ j=1 (x_j X_j + y_jY_j) + 2tT ) R_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | ≤ C(ε)ui(ξi)^{2Q/(Q−2)}. It follows from [61, Lemma 5.10] and our hypotheses on R_i that | | ∫ B_ε (^n∑ j=1 (x_jX_j + y_jY_j ) + 2tT ) Q^{(β)}_i (ξ_i ∘ ξ)u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | |

≤C(ε)u_i(ξ_i)^{−2Q/(Q−2)} + o_ε(1) ∫ B_ε |ξ||ξ_i ∘ ξ|^{β−1}u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} + o_ε(1) ∫ B_ε |ξ|^2|ξ_i ∘ ξ|^{β−2}u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} ≤C(ε)u_i(ξ_i)^{−2Q/(Q−2)} + o_ε(1) ∫ B_ε (|ξ|^β + |ξ||ξ_i|^{β−1})u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} ≤C(ε)u_i(ξ_i)^{−2Q/(Q−2)} + o_ε(1)u_i(ξ_i)^{−2β/(Q−2)}, where we used (A.4) in the last inequality.

Multiplying the above by u_i(ξ_i)^{2β/(Q−2)}, due to β < n we obtain

lim_{i→∞} u_i(ξ_i)^{2β/(Q−2)} | | | ∫ B_ε (^n∑ j=1 (x_j X_j + y_jY_j ) + 2tT ) Q^{(β)}_i (ξ_i ∘ ξ)u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | | = oε(1). (A.6)

Let S_i → ∞ as i → ∞. We assume that r_i := R_iu_i(ξ_i)^{−2/(Q−2)} → 0. By [61, Lemma 5.10], we have u_i(ξ_i)^{2β/(Q−2)} | | | ∫ r_i≤|ξ|≤ε (^n∑ j=1 (x_jX_j + y_jY_j ) + 2tT ) Q^{(β)}_i (ξ_i ∘ ξ)u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | | ≤ lim_{i→∞} u_i(ξ_i)^{2β/(Q−2)} | | | ∫ r_i≤|ξ|≤ε (|ξ|^β + |ξ||ξ_i|^{β−1})u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | | → 0 (A.7)

as i → ∞. Combining (A.6) and (A.7), we conclude that

lim_{i→∞} u_i(ξ_i)^{2β/(Q−2)} | | ∫ B_{ri} (^n∑ j=1 (x_j X_j + y_jY_j) + 2tT ) Q^{(β)}_i (ξ_i ∘ ξ)u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} | | = oε(1). It follows from the change of variable ξ̄ = (z̄, t̄) = u_i(ξ_i)^{2/Q−2)}ξ, applying [61, Proposition 5.2] and then letting ε → 0 that | | ∫ ( n∑ j=1 (x̄_j X_j + ȳ_j Y_j) + 2t̄T ) Q^{(β)}(ξ_0 ∘ ξ̄)Λ^Qw^{2Q/(Q−2)}

0,Λ dz̄ dt̄ | | = oε(1), (A.8)

where ξ_0 = lim_{i→∞} u_i(ξ_i)^{2/(Q−2)}ξ_i and Λ = lim_{i→∞} √_{Ri(ξi)} 2Q(Q−2) . On the other hand, from (A.5), ∫ XR_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)u_i(ξ_i ∘ ξ)^{2Q/(Q−2)} = 0. Arguing as above, we will have ∫ XQ^{(β)}(ξ_0 ∘ ξ))Λ^Qw^{2Q/(Q−2)}

0,Λ = 0. (A.9)

It follows from (A.8) and (A.9) that ∫ Q^{(β)}(ξ_0 ∘ ξ)w^{2Q/(Q−2)}

0,Λ = β^{−1} ∫ (ξ_0 ∘ ξ) · ^XQ^{(β)}(ξ_0 ∘ ξ)w^{2Q/(Q−2)}_{0,Λ} = 0,

where ^X = (X_1, . . . , X_n, Y_1, . . . , Y_n, 2T ). Therefore, (A.2) does not hold for ξ̂ = δ_Λ(ξ_0). Proposition A.1 is established.

Corollary A.1. Suppose that {R̄_i} ∈ C^1(S^{2n+1}) with uniform C^1 modulo of continuity and satisfies for some q_0 ∈ S^{n+1}, ε_0 > 0, A_1 > 0 independent of i and 2 ≤ β < Q, R̄_i ∈ C^{[β]−1,1}(B(q_0, ε_0)), R̄_i(q_0) ≥ 1/A_1, and R̄_i(ξ) = R̄_i(0) + Q^{(β)}_i (ξ) + P_i(ξ), |ξ| ≤ ε_0,

where ξ is some pseudo-Hermitian normal coordinates system centered at q_0, R_i(ξ) satisfies [β]∑ s=0 |∇^sR_i(ξ)||ξ|^{−β+s} → 0 uniformly for i as ξ → 0, Q^{(β)}_i (ξ) = ∑_n j=1(a_j (i)|x_j |^{β−1}x_j + b_j(i)|y_j |^{β−1}y_j) + c_i|t|^β2^{−1}t, a_j(i) → a_j , b_j(i) → b_j , c_i → c as i → ∞, a_j, b_j , c ≠ 0, ∀ 1 ≤ j ≤ n. Let v_i be positive solutions of (1.2) with R̄ = R̄_i. Then if q_0 is an isolated simple blow up point of v_i, v_i has to have at least another blow up point.

Proof. Let Q^{(β)}(ξ) = ∑_n j=1 a_j|x_j |^{β−1}x_j + ∑_n j=1 b_j|y_j|^{β−1}y_j + c|t|^β2^{−1}t. We only have to check that (A.1) and (A.2) hold under our hypotheses. The first one (A.1) is obvious. It remains to prove (A.2).

For any ξ_0 = (x^{(1)}_0 , . . . , x^{(n)}_0 , y^{(1)}_0 , . . . , y^{(n)}_0 , t_0) ∈ H^n , we have ∫ T Q^{(β)}(ξ_0 ∘ ξ)w^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 = βc 2 ∫ | | |t + t0 + 2 n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) | | β 2 −1 w^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 ≠ 0. Thus (A.2) is established under our hypotheses. Corollary A.1 follows immediately.

Corollary A.2. Suppose that {R̄_i} ∈ C^1(S^{n+1}) with uniform C^1 modulo of continuity and satisfies for some q_0 ∈ S^{n+1}, ε_0 > 0, A_1 > 0 independent of i and 2 ≤ β < Q, that

R̄_i ∈ C^{[β]−1,1}(B(q_0, ε_0)), R̄_i(q_0) ≥ 1/A_1, and R̄_i(ξ) = R̄_i(0) + Q^{(β)}_i (ξ) + P_i(ξ), |ξ| ≤ ε_0,

where ξ is some pseudo-Hermitian normal coordinates system centered at q_0, R_i(y) satisfies [β]∑ s=0 |∇^sR_i(ξ)||ξ|^{−β+s} → 0

uniformly for i as ξ → 0, Q^{(β)}_i (ξ) = ∑_n j=1(a_j (i)|x_j |^β + b_j (i)|y_j |^β) + c(i)|t|^β2 , a_j(i) → a_j, b_j (i) → b_j , c(i) → c as i → ∞, a_j , b_j , c ≠ 0, ∀ 1 ≤ j ≤ n, and ∑_n j=1(a_j + b_j ) + κc ≠ 0 with

κ = ∫ |x_1|^βw^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 ∫ |t|^β2 w^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 .

Let v_i be positive solutions of (1.2) with R̄ = R̄_i. Then if q_0 is an isolated simple blow up point of v_i, v_i has to have at least another blow up point.

Proof. Let Q^{(β)}(ξ) = ∑_n j=1(a_j |x_j |^β + b_j |y_j|^β) + c|t|^β2 . We only have to check that (A.1) and (A.2) hold under our hypotheses. The first one (A.1) is obvious. It remains to prove (A.2).

For any ξ_0 = (x^{(1)}_0 , . . . , x^{(n)}_0 , y^{(1)}_0 , . . . , y^{(n)}_0 , t_0) ∈ H^n , we have

X_j Q^{(β)}(ξ_0 ∘ ξ) =βa_j |x_j + x^{(j)}_0 |^{β−2}(x_j + x^{(j)}_0 ) + βc | |t + t0 + 2 n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) | | β 2 −2( t + t_0 + 2 n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) ) y^{(j)}_0

+ βcy_j | |t + t_0 + 2^n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) | |^β2^{−2}(t + t_0 + 2^n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) ) , Y_jQ^{(β)}(ξ_0 ∘ ξ) =βb_j |y_j + y^{(j)}_0 |^{β−2}(y_j + y^{(j)}_0 ) − βc | |t + t0 + 2 n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) | | β 2 −2( t + t_0 + 2 n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) ) x^{(j)}_0

− βcx_j | | |t + t0 + 2 n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) | | | β 2 −2( t + t_0 + 2 n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) ) , and T Q^{(β)}(ξ_0 ∘ ξ) = βc 2 | |t + t_0 + 2^n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) | |^β2^{−2}(t + t_0 + 2^n∑ i=1 (x_iy^{(i)}_0 − y_ix^{(i)}_0 ) ) . It is straightforward to verify that ∫ (1 + |ξ|^2)^{−n}XQ^{(β)}(ξ_0 ∘ ξ) = 0 for each X ∈ {X_1 . . . , X_n, Y_1, . . . , Y_n, T } iff ξ_0 = 0.

Next we have ∫ Q^{(β)}(ξ)w^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 = ∫ ( n∑ j=1 (a_j |x_j |^β + b_j |y_j|^β + c|t|^{β2} ) w^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 = (^n∑ j=1 (a_j + b_j ) ) ∫ |x_1|^βw^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 + c ∫ |t|^{β2} w^{2Q/(Q−2)} 0,1 ≠ 0.

Thus (A.2) is established under our hypotheses. Corollary A.2 follows immediately.

Conflict of interest statement On behalf of all authors, the corresponding author states that there is no conflict of interest.

Data availability statement Data sharing not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated or analysed during the current study.

References

[1] C. Afeltra, A compactness result for the CR Yamabe problem in three dimensions, arXiv:2401.00906.

[2] T. Aubin, Some nonlinear problems in Riemannian geometry, Springer Monographs in Mathematics.

Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1998.

[3] H. Bahouri, J-Y. Chemin, C.-J. Xu, Trace and trace lifting theorems in weighted Sobolev spaces, J. Inst.

Math. Jussieu 4 (2005), no. 4, 509–552.

[4] A. Bahri, Critical points at infinity in the variational calculus. Partial differential equations (Rio de Janeiro, 386), 1–29, Lecture Notes in Math., 1324, Springer, Berlin, 1988.

[5] A. Bahri, J.-M. Coron, On a nonlinear elliptic equation involving the critical Sobolev exponent: the effect of the topology of the domain, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 41 (1988), no. 3, 253–294.

[6] A. Bahri, J.-M. Coron, The scalar-curvature problem on the standard three-dimensional sphere, J. Funct.

Anal. 95 (1991), no. 1, 106–172.

[7] T.P. Branson, L. Fontana, C. Morpurgo, Moser-Trudinger and Beckner-Onofri’s inequalities on the CR sphere, Ann. of Math. (2) 177 (2013), no. 1, 1–52.

[8] J.-M. Bony, Principe du maximum, inégalite de Harnack et unicité du problème de Cauchy pour les opérateurs elliptiques dégénérés, Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble) 19 (1969), fasc. 1, 277–304 xii.

[9] D. Cao, S. Peng, S. Yan, On the Webster scalar curvature problem on the CR sphere with a cylindricaltype symmetry, J. Geom. Anal. 23 (2013), no. 4, 1674—1702.

[10] G. Catino, Y.Y. Li, D. D. Monticelli, A. Roncoroni, A Liouville theorem in the Heisenberg group, arXiv:2310.10469.

[11] S.A. Chang, M.J. Gursky, P. Yang, The scalar curvature equation on 2- and 3-spheres, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 1 (1993), no. 2, 205–229.

[12] S.A. Chang, P. Yang, A perturbation result in prescribing scalar curvature on S^n, Duke Math. J. 64 (1991), no. 1, 27–69.

[13] J. Chen, E.M. Rocha, Sign changing solutions of a semilinear equation of Heisenberg group, J. Nonlinear Convex Anal. 17 (2016), no. 8, 1531–1545.

[14] Y.H. Chen, Y. Wang, Perturbation of the CR fractional Yamabe problem, Math. Nachr. 290 (2017), no.

4, 534–545.

[15] J.H. Chêng, Curvature functions for the sphere in pseudo-Hermitian geometry, Tokyo J. Math. 14 (1991), no. 1, 151-–163.

[16] S.S. Chern, J.K. Moser, Real hypersurfaces in complex manifolds, Acta Math. 133 (1974), 219–271. [17] H. Chtioui, M. Ahmedou, R. Yacoub, Topological methods for the prescribed Webster scalar curvature problem on CR manifolds, Differential Geom. Appl. 28 (2010), no. 3, 264–281.

[18] H. Chtioui, M. Ahmedou, R. Yacoub, Existence and multiplicity results for the prescribed Webster scalar curvature problem on three CR manifolds, J. Geom. Anal. 23 (2013), no. 2, 878–894.

[19] V. Coti Zelati, I. Ekeland, É. Séré, A variational approach to homoclinic orbits in Hamiltonian systems, Math. Ann. 288 (1990), no. 1, 133–160.

[20] V. Coti Zelati, P.H. Rabinowitz, Homoclinic orbits for second order Hamiltonian systems possessing superquadratic potentials, J. Amer. Math. Soc. 4 (1991), no. 4, 693–727.

[21] V. Coti Zelati, P.H. Rabinowitz, Homoclinic type solutions for a semilinear elliptic pde on R^n , Comm.

Pure Appl. Math. 45 (1992), no. 10, 1217–1269.

[22] Y. Dong, Y. Ren, W. Yu, Prescribed Webster scalar curvatures on compact pseudo-Hermitian manifolds, J. Geom. Anal. 32 (2022), no. 5, Paper No. 151, 22 pp.

[23] S. Dragomir, G. Tomassini, Differential geometry and analysis on CR manifolds, Progress in Mathematics, 246. Birkhäuser Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 2006. xvi+487 pp.

[24] J. Escobar, R. Schoen, Conformal metrics with prescribed scalar curvature, Invent. Math. 86 (1986), no.

2, 243–254.

[25] C. Fefferman, Monge-Ampère equations, the Bergman kernel, and geometry of pseudoconvex domains, Ann. of Math. (2) 103 (1976), no. 2, 395–416.

[26] V. Felli, F. Uguzzoni, Some existence results for the Webster scalar curvature problem in presence of symmetry, Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. (4) 183 (2004), no. 4, 469–493.

[27] G.B. Folland, Subelliptic estimates and function spaces on nilpotent Lie groups, Ark. Mat. 13 (1975), no. 2, 161–207.

[28] G.B. Folland, E.M. Stein, Estimates for the ∂_b complex and analysis on the Heisenberg group, Comm.

Pure Appl. Math. 27 (1974), 429–522.

[29] G.B. Folland, E.M. Stein, Hardy Spaces on Homogeneous Groups, Math. Notes, Princeton Univ. Press, 1982.

[30] N. Gamara, The CR Yamabe conjecture—the case n = 1, J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS) 3 (2001), no. 2, 105–137.

[31] N. Gamara, Methods of the theory of critical points at infinity on Cauchy Riemann manifolds, Arab. J.

Math. (Springer) 6 (2017), no. 3, 153–199.

[32] N. Gamara, A. Amri, H. Guemri, Optimal control in prescribing Webster scalar curvatures on 3- dimensional pseudo Hermitian manifolds, Nonlinear Anal. 127 (2015), 235–262.

[33] N. Gamara, B. Hafassa, The β-flatness condition in CR spheres, Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 17 (2017), no. 1, 33–213.

[34] N. Gamara, B. Hafassa, A. Makni, β-flatness condition in CR spheres multiplicity results, Internat. J.

Math. 31 (2020), no. 3, 2050023, 20 pp [35] N. Gamara, D. Vassilev, Regularity near the characteristic set in the non-linear Dirichlet problem and conformal geometry of sub-Laplacians on Carnot groups, Math. Ann. 318 (2000), no. 3, 453–516.

[36] N. Gamara, R. Yacoub, CR Yamabe conjecture–the conformally flat case, Pacific J. Math. 41 (2001), no. 1, 121–175.

[37] N. Garofalo, E. Lanconelli, Existence and nonexistence results for semilinear equations on the Heisenberg group, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 41 (1992) 71–98.

[38] N. Garofalo, E. Lanconelli, Frequency functions on the Heisenberg group, the uncertainty principle and unique continuation, Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble) 40 (1990), no. 2, 313–356.

[39] N. Garofalo, D. Vassilev, Symmetry properties of positive entire solutions of Yamabe-type equations on groups of Heisenberg type, Duke Math. J. 106 (2001), no. 3, 411–448.

[40] D. Geller, The Laplacian and the Kohn Laplacian for the sphere, J. Differential Geometry 15 (1980), no. 3, 417–435 (1981).

[41] P.T. Ho, The Webster scalar curvature flow on CR sphere, Part I, Adv. Math. 268 (2015), 758–835. [42] P.T. Ho, The Webster scalar curvature flow on CR sphere, Part II, Adv. Math. 268 (2015), 836–905. [43] P.T. Ho, Prescribed Webster scalar curvature on S^{2n+1} in the presence of reflection or rotation symmetry, Bull. Sci. Math. 140 (2016), no. 5, 506–518.

[44] P.T. Ho, CR Nirenberg problem and zero Wester scalar curvature, Ann. Global Anal. Geom. 58 (2020), no. 2, 207–226.

[45] H. Jacobowitz, An introduction to CR structures, Mathematical Surveys and Monographs, 32. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1990. x+237 pp.

[46] D. Jerison, J.M. Lee, A subelliptic, nonlinear eigenvalue problem and scalar curvature on CR manifolds.

Microlocal analysis, (Boulder, Colo., 1983), 57–63, Contemp. Math., 27, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1984.

[47] D. Jerison, J.M. Lee, The Yamabe problem on CR manifolds, J. Differential Geom. 25 (1987), no. 2, 167–37.

[48] D. Jerison, J.M. Lee, Extremals for the Sobolev inequality on the Heisenberg group and the CR Yamabe problem, J. Amer. Math. Soc. 1 (1988), no. 1, 1–13.

[49] D. Jerison, J.M. Lee, Intrinsic CR normal coordinates and the CR Yamabe problem, J. Differential Geom. 29 (1989), no. 2, 303–343.

[50] J. Lee, T. Parker, The Yamabe problem, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. (N.S.) 17 (1987), no. 1, 37–91.

[51] M.C. Leung, Conformal scalar curvature equations on complete manifolds, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 20 (1995), no. 3-4, 367–417.

[52] Y.Y. Li, On −Δu = K(x)u^5 in R^3 , Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 46 (1993), no. 3, 303–340.

[53] Y.Y. Li, Prescribing scalar curvature on S^3, S^4 and related problems, J. Funct. Anal. 118 (1993), no. 1, 43–118.

[54] Y.Y. Li, Prescribing scalar curvature on S^n and related problems Part I, I. J. Differential Equations 120 (1995), no. 2, 319–410.

[55] Y.Y. Li, Prescribing scalar curvature on S^n and related problems Part II, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 49 (1996) 437–477.

[56] Y.Y. Li, D.D. Monticelli, On fully nonlinear CR invariant equations on the Heisenberg group, J. Differential Equations 252 (2012), no. 2, 1309–1349.

[57] Y.Y. Li, J. Wei, H. Xu, Multi-bump solutions of −Δu = K(x)u^{N +2N −2} on lattices in R^N , J. Reine Angew.

Math. 743 (2018), 163–211.

[58] C. Liu, Y. Wang, Existence results for the fractional Q-curvature problem on three dimensional CR sphere, Commun. Pure Appl. Anal. 17 (2018), no. 3, 849–885.

[59] A. Malchiodi, M. Mayer, Prescribing Morse scalar curvatures: subcritical blowing-up solutions, J. Differential Equations 268 (2020), no. 5, 2089–2124.

[60] A. Malchiodi, F. Uguzzoni, A perturbation result for the Webster scalar curvature problem on the CR sphere, J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 81 (2002), no. 10, 983–997.

[61] J. Prajapat, M. Ramaswamy, A priori estimates for solutions of “sub-critical” equations on CR sphere, Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 3 (2003), no. 3, 355–395.

[62] M. Riahi, N. Gamara, Multiplicity results for the prescribed Webster scalar curvature on the three CR sphere under “flatness condition”, Bull. Sci. Math. 136 (2012), no. 1, 72–95.

[63] M. Riahi, N. Gamara, The interplay between the CR “flatness condition” and existence results for the prescribed Webster scalar curvature, Adv. Pure Appl. Math. 3 (2012), no. 3, 281–291.

[64] E. Salem, N. Gamara, The Webster scalar curvature revisited: the case of the three dimensional CR sphere, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 42 (2011), no. 1-2, 107–136.

[65] E. Séré, Existence of infinitely many homoclinic orbits in Hamiltonian systems, Math. Z. 209 (1992), no. 1, 27–42.

[66] R. Schoen, Variational theory for the total scalar curvature functional for Riemannian metrics and related topics, in: M. Giaquinta (Ed.), Topics in Calculus of Variations, in: Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol. 1365, Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, New York, 1989, pp. 120–154.

[67] R. Schoen, On the number of constant scalar curvature metrics in a conformal class, in: H.B. Lawson, K. Tenenblat (Eds.), Differential Geometry: A Symposium in Honor of Manfredo Do Carmo, Wiley, New York, 1991, pp. 311–320.

[68] R. Schoen, Courses at Stanford University, 388, and New York University, 389.

[69] R. Schoen, S.-T. Yau, Lectures on differential geometry, Conference Proceedings and Lecture Notes in Geometry and Topology, I. International Press, Cambridge, MA, 1994.

[70] R. Schoen, D. Zhang, Prescribed scalar curvature on the n-sphere, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 4 (1996), no. 1, 1–25.

[71] N. Tanaka, A differential geometric study on strongly pseudo-convex manifolds, Lectures in Mathematics, Department of Mathematics, Kyoto University, No. 9. Kinokuniya Book Store Co., Ltd., Tokyo, 1975. iv+158 pp.

[72] S.M. Webster, Pseudo-Hermitian structures on a real hypersurface, J. Differential Geometry 13 (1978), no. 1, 25–41.

[73] J. Wei, S. Yan, Infinitely many solutions for the prescribed scalar curvature problem on S^n, J. Funct.

Anal. 258 (2010), no. 9, 3048–3081.

[74] R. Yacoub, Prescribing the Webster scalar curvature on CR spheres, C. R. Math. Acad. Sci. Paris 349 (2011), no. 23-24, 1277–1280.

[75] R. Yacoub, Existence results for the prescribed Webster scalar curvature on higher dimensional CR manifolds, Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 13 (2013), no. 3, 625–661.

[76] H. Yamabe, On a deformation of Riemannian structures on compact manifolds, Osaka Math. J. 12 (1960), 21–37.

Z. Tang School of Mathematical Sciences, Laboratory of Mathematics and Complex Systems, MOE Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, People’s Republic of China Email: tangzw@bnu.edu.cn

H. Wang School of Mathematical Sciences, Laboratory of Mathematics and Complex Systems, MOE Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, People’s Republic of China Email: hmw@mail.bnu.edu.cn

B. Zhang School of Mathematical Sciences, Laboratory of Mathematics and Complex Systems, MOE Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, People’s Republic of China Email: bingweizhang@mail.bnu.edu.cn