arXiv:2108.12815v2 [math.AP] 31 Aug 2021

CONFORMAL METRICS OF THE DISK WITH PRESCRIBED GAUSSIAN AND GEODESIC CURVATURES

DAVID RUIZ

ABSTRACT. This paper is concerned with the existence of conformal metrics of the disk with prescribed Gaussian and geodesic curvatures. Being more specific, given nonnegative smooth functions K : D → R and h : ∂D → R, we consider the problem of finding a conformal metric realizing K and h as Gaussian and geodesic curvatures, respectively. This is the natural analogue of the classical Nirenberg problem posed on the disk. As we shall see, both curvatures play a role in the existence of solutions. Indeed we are able to give existence results under conditions that involve K and H, where H denotes the harmonic extension of h. The proof is based on the computation of the Leray-Schauder degree in a compact setting.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let (Σ, g) denote a compact surface Σ equipped with a certain metric g. The classical Kazdan-Warner problem (see [3, 31]) consists of determining whether a prescribed function K is the Gaussian curvature of a new metric g̃ conformal to g. We point out that if K is a constant function of the same sign of χ(Σ), then this problem is solvable via the Uniformization Theorem.

If g̃ = e^ug and K, K_g are respectively the Gaussian curvatures relative to these metrics, then the following relation holds:

−Δ_gu + 2K_g(x) = 2K(x)e^u in Σ.

Hence the Kazdan-Warner problem reduces to solving this equation. This problem has been completely solved in the case of the torus ( [31]) and the projective plane ( [38]).

The case of the standard sphere S^2 is particularly delicate and receives the name of Nirenberg problem. As commented above, this is equivalent to solve:

(1.1) − Δu + 2 = 2K(x)e^u in S^2.

This question has been addressed by a large number of papers (see for instance [1, 6, 9, 10, 12–14, 20, 25–27, 30, 31, 38, 41, 43]), some of whom are commented below. For instance, an obstruction to existence was found by Kazdan and Warner in [31]. On the other hand, if K has antipodal symmetry (i.e. K(−x) = K(x)) and it is

2000 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35J20, 58J32, 53A30, 35B44.

Key words and phrases. Prescribed curvature problem, conformal metric, Leray-Schauder degree. D. R. has been supported by the FEDER-MINECO Grant PGC2018-096422-B-I00 and by J.

Andalucia (FQM-116). He also acknowledges financial support from the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation (MICINN), through the IMAG-Maria de Maeztu grant CEX2020-001105- M/AEI/10.13039/501100011033. 1

somewhere positive then there exists a solution, see [38]. Other results under symmetry assumptions are given in [12]. In [41] solutions of (1.1) have been found as the asymptotic limit of a suitable parabolic flow.

A related and significant issue in this kind of problems is the study of compactness of solutions, starting from [5, 33]. Being more specific, let us consider a sequence of solutions of the problem:

−Δu_n + 2 = 2K_n(x)e^{un} in S^2,

where K_n converges in C^2 sense to a strictly positive function K(x). Observe that if K_n = 1, the problem is invariant by the group of conformal maps of the sphere, which is not compact. In the non-constant case, this invariance is lost but concentration of solutions may still occur. This is the so-called “bubbling phenomena”; the solutions concentrate all their mass around a certain singular point.

Not only the asymptotic behavior of the sequence is relevant, but also the location of the point of concentration. It has been shown ( [6, 11]) that if the sequence u_n is blowing-up, then the point of concentration satisfies:

(1.2) ∇K(p) = 0, ΔK(p) = 0.

Regarding existence of solutions, the first general result (without symmetry requirements) was given for the first time in [9], and had a great impact in the research community.

Theorem 1.1 ( [9]). Let K : S^2 → R^+ be a C^2 function such that |∇K(p)|+|ΔK(p)| ≠ 0 for all p ∈ S^2. Assume also the critical points of K are nondegenerate. Then there exists a solution of problem (1.1) provided that:

(1.3) 1 − ∑ x∈S_− (−1)^{ind(x)} ≠ 0. Here S_− = {x ∈ S^2 : ∇K(x) = 0, ΔK(x) < 0} and ind(x) denotes its Morse index.

The proof uses a quite complicated min-max technique and Morse theory, see also [7, 26]. As a drawback, it requires the function K to be a Morse function.

A somewhat different approach was given in [30], more in the spirit of [6, 11], where the nondegeneracy condition on the critical points of K is dropped. In order to state this result, let us define:

(1.4) G : S^2 → R^3 , G(x) = ∇K(x) + ΔK(x)x.

Observe that condition (1.2) is not satisfied for any p ∈ S^2 if and only if 0 /∈ G(Σ^2), and hence in such case we have compactness of solutions.

Theorem 1.2 ( [30]). Let K : S^2 → R^+ be a C^2 function such that |∇K(p)| + |ΔK(p)| ≠ 0 for all p ∈ S^2. Then there exists a solution to problem (1.1) provided that:

d_B (G, S^2, 0) ≠ 0.

where d_B denotes the usual Brouwer degree.

The proof is based on the computation of the Leray-Schauder degree of the problem. We point out that if K is a Morse function, the Brouwer degree of G coincides precisely with the left hand side of formula (1.3), see [30, Corollary 1.2].

If Σ is a surface with boundary, one usually imposes boundary conditions. A natural geometric problem consists in prescribing also the geodesic curvature of the boundary; in this way we are led to the problem:

(1.5) { −Δu + 2K_g(x) = 2K(x)e^u in Σ, ∂u ∂ν + 2h_g(x) = 2h(x)e^{u/2} on ∂Σ,

where ν is the outward normal vector to ∂Σ. Here h_g is the geodesic curvature of ∂Σ under the metric g, and h is the geodesic curvature to be prescribed for the new metric g̃ = e^ug.

In the literature there are some concerning problem (1.5). The case of constant K, h has been considered in [4], where the author used a parabolic flow to obtain solutions in the limit. Some classification results for the half-plane are also available in [21, 34, 44]. The case of nonconstant curvatures was addressed for the first time in [16], but the results there are partial and in some of them an unknown Lagrange multiplier appears in the equation. In [36] the case of surfaces topologically different from the disk is studied when K < 0. In that paper a new type of blow-up phenomenon appears, where length and area diverge.

The case of the disk Σ = D can be seen as a natural generalization of the Nirenberg problem. Indeed, also here the effect of the noncompact group of conformal maps of the disk plays a fundamental role. The problem becomes:

(1.6) { −Δu = 2K(x)e^u in D , ∂u ∂ν + 2 = 2h(x)e^{u/2} on ∂D .

Integrating (1.6) and applying the Gauss-Bonnet Theorem, one obtains � D K(x)e^u + � ∂D h(x)e^{u/2} = 2π, which implies that either K or h must be positive somewhere.

Some works have also addressed problem (1.6). For example, the case h = 0 and ∂_ν K = 0 has been treated in [10] passing to a Nirenberg problem via reflection (see also [23]). The case K = 0 has attracted more attention, see [8, 18, 24, 32, 35]. More recently, in [22] a flow approach is used to give existence solutions.

Up to our knowledge, very few existence results are availabe on equation (1.6) when both curvatures are non-constant. One of them is [17], where an existence result for (1.6) with positive symmetric curvatures is given, in the spirit of the aforementioned result of Moser ( [38]).

Regarding the blow-up analysis of solutions, the case K = 0 has been covered in [24], whereas in [18] a new approach is given under mild conditions on the sequence of functions h_n. For the general case, a rather complete result has been recently given in [28]. We state it in a version which is adequate for our purposes (see Theorem 1.1 and Remark 1.2 in [28]).

Theorem 1.3 ( [28]). Let u_n be a sequence of solutions of the problem { −Δu_n = 2K_n(x)e^{un} in D , ∂u_n ∂ν + 2 = 2h_n(x)e^{un/2} on ∂D , where 0 ≤ K_n → K in C^2(D ) and 0 ≤ h_n → h in C^2(∂D ) as n → +∞. We shall assume also that either h or K is strictly positive. If u_n is a blowing-up sequence, namely, sup{u_n} → +∞, then there exists a unique point p ∈ ∂D such that

i) u_n → −∞ locally uniform in D \ {p}, ii) h_ne^{un/2} ⇀ βδ_p and K_ne^{un} ⇀ (2π − β)δ_p, in the sense of measures, where

β := 2π h(p) √ h^2(p) + K(p) . iii) The point p satisfies

(1.7) ∇Φ(p) = 0,

where

(1.8) Φ(x) = H(x) + √ H(x)^2 + K(x),

and H denotes the harmonic extension of h, that is, { ΔH = 0 in D , H(x) = h(x) on ∂D .

Let us emphasize that the information on the location of the blow-up point is encoded in the function Φ, which depends on K locally but it has a nonlocal dependence on h. This interesting fact does not have an analogue in the classical Nirenberg problem.

Prompted by this result, a blowing-up sequence of solutions for problem (1.6) have been constructed via a version of the Lyapunov-Schmidt reduction, see [2].

The main goal of this paper is to give the following existence result for equation (1.6), which shows a certain analogy with Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 1.4. Let K ∈ C^2(D ), h ∈ C^2(∂D ), with K ≥ 0, h > 0 or K > 0, h ≥ 0. Assume that

(1.9) ∇Φ(x) ≠ 0 ∀ x ∈ ∂D and deg_B (∇Φ, D , 0) ≠ 0,

where Φ is defined in (1.8). Then there exists a solution for (1.6).

If K = 0, then Φ = 2H, and the result above is consistent with the results of [8, Theorem 1’]. Indeed, any nondegenerate critical point of H in D gives a contribution of −1 to the Brouwer degree. Also [8, Theorem 1] can be seen under our perspective, but this is not straightforward. This is related to the fact that, for the Nirenberg problem, formula (1.3) gives the Brouwer degree of G as defined in (1.4). It is important to point out here that the conjugate function defined in [8] is nothing but the normal derivative of the harmonic extension.

The connection of our work with [22] remains obscure to the author.

The proof is based on the computation of the Leray Schauder degree of the problem, properly formulated. Indeed we shall see that the Leray Schauder coincides, possibly up to a sign, with the Brouwer degree of ∇Φ, which implies the result. This is done in several steps. In a first step, we use Theorem 1.3 to pass via a homotopy to a problem with h = 0, that is,

(1.10)

−Δu = 2K̃(x)e^u in D , ∂u ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D ,

where K̃ = Φ^2. The main advantage in doing so is that (1.10) admits a nice variational formulation as a mean field problem. Problem (1.5) admits also a variational formulation but it is much more intricate, see [17].

The related variational functional J is bounded from below by the Moser-Trudinger inequality, but it fails to be coercive. The heuristic idea of the rest of the proof is as follows: we first fix a ∈ D and minimize J(u) under the constraint:

P (u) = � D e^ux � D e^u = a. This is the approach of [30], which is also inspired in the previous works [1, 6, 11]. Under this restriction, the functional J becomes coercive and a minimizer u_a is found. In so doing, we can solve equation (1.10) with an additional Lagrange multiplier μ(a) ∈ R^2 . The main observation of this paper is that, as a → ∂D , then u_a forms a blowing-up sequence of solutions. By Theorem 1.3, we have that μ(a) → −∇(K̃)(a). Hence, if the degree of ∇K̃ is nonzero, we can find a ∈ D such that μ(a) = 0. The argument of [30] is different at this point and uses a previous work of the author [29].

Of course there are several obstacles to perform this program. The more important is that the minimizer u_a needs not be unique, and hence the Lagrange multiplier μ(a) is not continuously defined. We can overcome this difficulty by using another homotopy to pass to a problem where K̃ is close to 1, and in such case a perturbation argument allows us to prove the uniqueness of the constrained minimizer.

At the end, we need to compute the Leray-Schauder degree of such problem (and not only the existence of solution), in order to show that the existence of solution is preserved along the homotopies. This is rather technical, and uses the invariance properties of the Leray-Schauder degree under homotopies and homeomorphisms.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we present some preliminary results and we establish the functional setting and the variational formulation of the problem. Section 3 is devoted to the study of the constrained minimization problem, the existence of minimizer and, if K̃ is close to 1, its uniqueness. The behavior of the corresponding Lagrange multiplier is also studied. In Section 4 we conclude the computation of the Leray-Schauder degree of the problem.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we collect some preliminary results and establish the functional setting and the variational formulation of the problem.

2.1. Kazdan-Warner identities and estimates for the case h = 0. As commented in the introduction, in this paper we will first reduce our problem to the case h = 0. In this subsection we recall some information that appears in [28] adapted to such situation. The first result is the following Kazdan-Warner identity, which is just contained in [28, Lemma 2.6 and Proposition 2.7]).

Proposition 2.1. Let u be a solution of the (1.10). Then:

(2.1) � D e^u ∇K̃ · τ = 0, and

(2.2) � D e^u ∇K̃ · F = 0, where τ(x_1, x_2) = (−x_2, x_1) and F (x_1, x_2) = (1−x^2_1 +x^2, −2x_1x_2) (in complex notation, τ(x) = ix and F (x) = 1 − x^2).

The following asymptotic estimate will also be of use:

Lemma 2.2. Let u_n be a sequence of solutions of the problem

(2.3)

−Δu_n = 2K̃_n(x)e^{un} in D , ∂u_n ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D ,

where K̃_n → K̃ > 0 in C^2(D ). If u_n is a blowing-up sequence, namely, sup{u_n} → +∞, then there exists a unique point p ∈ ∂D such that the following statements hold true.

a) K̃_ne^{un} ⇀ 2πδ_p.

b) Assume for simplicity that p = (1, 0). There exists a sequence λ_n ∈ (0, 1), λ_n → 1, such that, for any G ∈ C^2(D ), � D e^{un} ∇G · F = 4π ∂_ν G(p) K̃(p) (1 − λ^n) + o(1 − λ^n),

where F is defined in Proposition 2.1.

Observe that under the assumptions of Lemma 2.2, and thanks to (2.1), we conclude that ∇K̃(p) = 0, which is a particular case of (1.7) for the case h = 0.

Proof. The proof is basically contained in [28]. Indeed, λ_n appears in the profile description of [28, (5.4)], see also Lemma 5.2 there. We recall the estimate of the term (5.7) in [28], and replace the partial derivatives of K with those of G. This leads to the term (II) in the proof of [28, Theorem 5.3]; see in particular the asymptotic expression of II_{21} there. By making h = 0 we can conclude the expression given in b). □ 2.2. Functional setting, and simplification of the problem. We define X = {u ∈ H^1(D ) : � D u = 0}, with the scalar product: ⟨u, v⟩ = � D ∇u · ∇v. Thanks to the Poincaré inequality, this scalar product gives us a norm ‖ · ‖ equivalet to the usual norm in the Sobolev space H^1(D ).

We identify X with its dual X^∗ via the Riesz representation, that is, any element u ∈ X is identified with the linear mapping u : X → R, u(v) = ⟨u, v⟩.

We define the continuous and nonlinear map:

(2.4) c : X → R such that � D Ke^{u+c(u)} + � ∂D he^{(u+c(u))/2} = 2π. Indeed, e^{c(u)} by the assumptions on K, h, the map c → e^c � D Ke^u + e^{c/2} � ∂D he^{u/2} is strictly increasing and takes all positive values exactly once. We are now in conditions to define

(2.5)

T : X → X, T (u) = v, where v ∈ X solves: −Δv = 2Ke^{u+c(u)} in D , ∂v ∂ν + 2 = 2he^{(u+c(u))/2} on ∂D .

Observe that by (2.4) ther exists such a function v ∈ X and is unique. It is not difficult to check that T is a compact operator. Indeed, if u_n ⇀ u in X, then e^{un} → e^u in L^1(D ) and e^{un/2} → e^{u/2} in L^1(∂D ). As a consequence c(u_n) → c(u). By standard regularity one concludes that T (u_n) → T (u) in X.

Let us now observe that the fixed points of the operator T give rise to solutions of (1.6). Indeed, if T (u) = u, then u + c(u) is a solution to (1.6).

In this paper we will be concerned with the computation of the Leray-Schauder degree of the map I − T in a ball B_R of sufficiently large radius R.

Of course the maps c, T defined above depend on the functions K, h. We shall write c_{K,h} and T_{K,h} to highlight this dependence.

Our first result allows us to consider, in what follows, the case where h = 0.

Proposition 2.3. For a sufficiently large radius R, we have that: deg_{LS} (I − T_{K,h}, B_R, 0) = deg_{LS} (I − T_{K̃,0}, B_R, 0), where K̃ = Φ^2. Here deg_{LS} stands for the usual Leray-Schauder degree and Φ is defined as in (1.8).

Proof. The proof uses a convenient homotopy. For any s ∈ [0, 1], define h_s(x) = sh(x). Of course the corresponding harmonic extension satisfies H_s(x) = sH(x). Since the blow-up analysis of Theorem 1.3 depends on the map Φ defined in (1.8), we plan to define K_s so that Φ_s remains constant, that is:

Φ_s = H_s + √ H^2_s + K_s = H + √ H^2 + K = Φ.

The algebra is nice here and an easy computation gives the right definition of K_s:

K_s(x) = sK(x) + (1 − s)Φ^2(x).

Let us point out that h_s ≥ 0, K_s ≥ 0 and at least one of them is strictly positive, for any s ∈ [0, 1].

Observe moreover that the operator T_{Ks,hs} varies continuously on the variable s. By Theorem 1.3 and assumption (1.9), all solutions of the equation T_{Ks,hs} (u) = u are bounded from above. By regularity arguments one obtains that for some R > 0 all solutions of such equation belong to a certain ball B_R in X.

One concludes now by the homotopy invariance of the Leray-Schauder degree, since:

h_1 = h, h_0 = 0; K_1 = K, K_0 = K̃. □ Thanks to the above proposition, in the rest of the paper we will be concerned with the Leray-Schauder degree associated to problem (1.10). For the sake of clarity in the notation, from this point on we will drop the tilde grapheme and consider the problem

(2.6) { −Δu = 2Ke^u in D , ∂u ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D ,

for a positive function K ∈ C^2(D ). It is important to observe, for later use, that any solution of (2.6) satisfies:

(2.7) � D Ke^u = 2π ⇒ 2π max K ≤ � D e^u ≤ 2π min K . Thanks to Proposition 2.3, the proof of Theorem 1.4 reduces to show the following result.

Theorem 2.4. Let K ∈ C^2(D ), K > 0. Assume that (2.8) ∇K(x) ≠ 0 ∀ x ∈ ∂D . Then for sufficiently large R > 0, deg_{LS} (I − T_{K,0}, B_R, 0) = ±deg_B (∇K, D , 0). Remark 2.5. The ± sign in the above theorem is due to the possible change of sign when one uses the invariance of the Leray-Schauder degree under homeomorphisms, as will be shown in Section 4. We conjecture that Theorem 2.4 holds without change of sign. However, for the purpose of showing existence of solutions, the sign is uninfluential.

In order to prove Theorem 2.4 we will use another homotopy to pass to a problem for which K is arbitrarily close to a positive constant. This idea is reminiscent from [6, 10]. For any s ∈ (0, 1), define

(2.9) K_s = sK(x) + (1 − s), s ∈ (0, 1).

Proposition 2.6. There exists R > 0 such that for any s ∈ (0, 1] and any solution u of

(2.10) { −Δu = 2K_se^u in D , ∂u ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D ,

the bound ‖u‖ ≤ R holds. As a consequence, deg_{LS} (I − T_{K,0}, B_R, 0) = deg_{LS} (I − T_{Ks,0}, B_R, 0). Proof. It is worth to point out that in this proposition the radius R is a fixed constant and, in particular, it is independent of s ∈ (0, 1]. Via the homotopy property of the degree, as in the previous proposition, we only need to check that the uniform boundedness of the solutions of (2.10). Observe that this does not come directly from Theorem 1.3.

Reasoning by contradiction, let u_n be a blowing-up sequence of solutions of the problem: { −Δu_n = 2K_ne^{un} in D , ∂u_n ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D .

where K_n = K_{sn} , and s_n ∈ (0, 1). In view of Theorem 1.3, the only problematic case is s_n → 0. In this case, K_n → 1.

By Lemma 2.2, a), we have that K_ne^{un} ⇀ 2πδ_p for some p ∈ ∂D . Moreover, by (2.1) we conclude that: 0 = 1 s_n � D e^{un} ∂_τ K_n = � D e^{un} ∂_τ K → 2π∂_τ K(p). Assume now, for simplicity, that p = (1, 0). By (2.2) and Lemma 2.2, b), we have that: 0 = 1 s_n � D e^{un} ∇K_n · F = � D e^{un} ∇K · F = 4π∂_ν K(p)(1 − λ_n) + o(1 − λ_n). As a consequence, ∇K(p) = 0, which contradicts (2.8). □ By Proposition 2.6, we can focus our attention to problem (2.10). As we shall see later, this problem has several advantages with respect to (2.6).

2.3. The variational formulation. Let us point out that the right variational formulation for problem (1.6) is a bit tricky (see [17], where the symmetric case is treated). It could be possible, but rather difficult, to perform the Leray-Schauder degree computation for the original problem (1.6). However, problem (2.6) is much simpler from a variational point of view, and this allows us to prove Theorem 2.4 in a less intricate way.

We now interpret our formulation for the special case (2.6). Observe that if h = 0 and K > 0, the map c defined in (2.4) is just:

c(u) = log ( 2π � D Ke^u ) . Moreover, the compact map T can be rewritten as:

(2.11)

T : X → X, T (u) = v, where v ∈ X solves: −Δv = 4π^{Keu�}_{D Keu} in D , ∂v ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D .

We observe that, via the identification of X and X^∗ by the scalar product,

(I − T )(u) = J^′(u), where J : X → R is defined as:

(2.12) J(u) = 1 2 � D |∇u|^2 + 2 � ∂D u − 4π log ( � D Ke^u ) . Let us point out that the J is actually defined in H^1(D ) and it is invariant under addition of constants. We will also define J_s as:

(2.13) J_s(u) = 1 2 � D |∇u|^2 + 2 � ∂D u − 4π log ( � D K_se^u ) , where K_s is defined in (2.9).

Let us recall now the Moser-Trudinger inequality for the Neumann case, see for instance [39, equation (4)], which implies that J_s is bounded from below.

Proposition 2.7. The following inequality holds:

(2.14) log � D e^u ≤ 1 8π � D |∇u|^2 + 1 2π � ∂D u, ∀u ∈ H^1(Σ). However, it is not clear that J_s attains its infimum, since coercivity is lost because of the noncompact effect of the conformal maps of the disk.

In the next sections we will study the Leray-Schauder degree of the operator J^′_s.

3. THE CONSTRAINED MINIMIZATION PROBLEM In order to find critical points of the functional J_s we shall use a constrained minimization approach. For any a ∈ D , we define: M_a = {u ∈ X : � D e^u(x − a) = 0} = {u ∈ X : � D P (u) = a}, where P = (P_1, P_2) : H^1(D ) → R^2 ,

(3.15) P (u) = � D e^ux � D e^u . Observe that also P is invariant under adition of constants. The boundedness result given in Proposition 2.6 implies the following:

Lemma 3.1. There exists r̄ ∈ (0, 1] such that for any s ∈ (0, 1) and any solution u of (2.10), we have |P (u)| < r̄. Proof. By the definition of P , we have: 1 − |P (u)| ≥ � D e^u(1 − |x|) � D e^u . By (2.7), it suffices to show:

(3.16) � D e^u(1 − |x|) ≥ δ > 0 By Proposition 2.6, we have that ‖u‖ ≤ R. By inequality (2.14) applied to p u, we conclude that ‖e^u‖_Lp ≤ C for any p > 1. For r ∈ (0, 1) define the disk: D_r = D(0, r). We can estimate, by using Holder inequality, � D_r e^u = � D e^u − � D \D_r e^u ≥ � D e^u − (� D \D_r e^{2u} )_{1/2} (2π(1 − r))^{1/2} ≥ � D e^u − C(1 − r)^{1/2}.

For a fixed r ∈ (0, 1) sufficiently close to 1, and using again (2.7), we can make � D e^u − C(1 − r)^{1/2} > c > 0. Then we conclude � D e^u(1 − |x|) ≥ � D_r e^u(1 − |x|) ≥ c(1 − r) > 0, which finishes the proof. □ 3.1. The existence of constrained minima. In this subsection we will prove the following proposition.

Proposition 3.2. For any s ∈ [0, 1], a ∈ D , the functional J_s|_{Ma} is coercive and hence achieves its minimum.

As commented previously, the functional J_s is bounded from below but is not coercive due to the noncompact action of the conformal group of the disk. However the constraint P (u) = a allows us to recover coercivity and the existence of minimum can be shown as follows. This idea dates back to [1], and can be seen as a consequence of the so-called Chen-Li type inequalities (see [15] for more details). These are improvements of the inequality (2.14) under assumptions on how e^u is distributed in D .

Lemma 3.3. Let ε > 0, δ > 0 and 0 < γ < 1/2. Let Σ_1, Σ_2 and S be subsets of D , such that d(Σ_1, Σ_2) > δ and d(S, ∂D ) > δ. If

(3.17) � Σ_1 e u � Σ e^u ≥ γ, � Σ_2 e u � Σ e^u ≥ γ, or

(3.18) � S e^u � Σ e^u ≥ γ, then, there exists a constant C = C(ε, δ, γ), such that for all u ∈ X,

(3.19) log � Σ e^u ≤ (16π − ε) � Σ |∇u|^2 + C. This lemma was first stated in [42]; the reader can find a detailed proof in [37, Lemma 2.4].

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Take u_n ∈ M_a with ‖u_n‖ → +∞. Up to a subsequence, we can assume that e^{un} � D e^{un} ⇀ μ, where μ is a positive measure, μ(D ) = 1 and the above convergence is the weak convergence of measures. In particular, since u_n ∈ M_a,

(3.20) � D (x − a) dμ = 0. We denote by Γ the support of μ, and consider two cases:

(1) Γ = {p} ⊂ D. In such case, μ = δ_p. By (3.20), we have necessarily that p = a. (2) Γ contains at least two different points p_1, p_2.

In the first case, we define S ⊂ S ⊂ D an open set containing a. In the second case, we take p_i ∈ Σ_i ⊂ D with S_1 ∩ S_2 = ∅. By the weak convergence of measures, we have that there exists ε > 0, δ > 0 and γ < 1/2 such that either (3.17) or (3.18) holds for u_n.

We now recall (2.13) and get that: J_s(u) ≥ 1 2 � D |∇u|^2 + 2 � ∂D u − 4π log ( � D e^u ) − C. Observe now that for any u ∈ X, � ∂D |u| ≤ C‖u‖ ≤ C + ε‖u‖^2. We now plug estimate (3.19) to the above estimates and conclude that J_s(u_n) ≥ c � D |∇u_n|^2 − C → +∞, which yields coercivity.

Clearly, the functional J_s is weak lower semicontinuous, and the set M_a is weakly closed. Then the infimum infJ_s|_{Ma} is attained. □

In particular, the minimizer u_a given above is a constrained critical point of J_s|_{Ma} , that is, there exists μ̃_i ∈ R^2 such that J^′_s(u_a) =

∑_2 i=1 μ̃_iP^′_i (u_a); in other words, for any v ∈ H^1(D ),

(3.21) � D ∇u_a · ∇v + 2 � ∂D v − 4π � D K_se^{ua} v � D K_se^{ua} = � D e^{ua} v μ̃ · (x − a) � D e^{ua} . That is, u_a is a weak solution of the problem:

(3.22)

−Δu_a = 4π Ke^{ua} � D Ke^{ua} + e^{ua} (x − a) · μ̃ � D e^{ua} in D , ∂u_a ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D ,

If we define w_a = u_a + log^{2π�}_{D Keua} , then,

(3.23)

−Δw_a = 2 ( K + μ · (x − a) ) e^{wa} in D , ∂w_a ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D , P (w_a) = a. with

(3.24) μ = 1 2 � D e^{wa} μ̃, and � D e^{wa} ∈ ( 2π max K , 2π min K ) . In general, there is no reason to expect that the minimum min J_s|_{Ma} is attained at a unique point. We will show next that if s = 0 the minimizer is unique and explicit. Via a perturbation argument, we will show that this is the case also if s is small.

3.2. The limit case s = 0.

Proposition 3.4. For any a ∈ D define:

(3.25) φ_a = ψ_a − 1 π � D ψ_a(z) dz, ψ_a(z) = 2 log ( 2(1 − |a|^2) |1 − ax|^2 + |x − a|^2 ) . i) φ_a is the unique constrained critical point of J_0 in M_a, ii) φ_a is nondegenerate, in the sense that the kernel of J^{′′}_0 (u_a) is a two-dimensional space;

iii) The set Z_0 = {φ_a : a ∈ D } is a smooth 2-manifold in X. iv) Z_0 and M_a are transversal at φ_a, that is, (T_{φa} M_a) ⊕ (T_{φa} Z_0) = X. v) J_0(φ_a) = min J_0.

Proof. Let u be a constrained critical point of J_0 in M_a, and denote w = u + log^{2π�}_{D eu} . By making a suitable rotation we can assume that μ = (μ_1, 0). By (2.2), we have that:

(3.26) μ_1 � D e^w(1 − x^2_1 + x^2) = 0.

As a consequence, μ_1 = 0, and w is a solution of the problem:

(3.27) { −Δw = 2e^w in D , ∂u ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D .

Those solutions have been classified (see for instance [28, Lemma 2.1]), and are given by the expression ψ_a′ in (3.25). A priori, a^′ ∈ D could be different from a, but we now claim that: 0 = � D e^{φa} (x − a) dx = � D e^{ψa} (x − a) dx, so that φ_a ∈ M_a and therefore a^′ = a and u = φ_a. In order to prove the claim, we observe that:

(3.28) � D e^{ψa} dx = 2π. We now compute � D e^{ψa} x dx. Writing a = a_0e^{iθ}, with a_0 > 0, θ ∈ R, we have: � D e^{ψa} x dx = � D 4(1 − a^2_0)^2 (|1 − a_0e^{−iθ}x|^2 + |x − a_0e^{iθ}|^2)^2 x dx

= e^{iθ} � D 4(1 − a^2_0)^2 (|1 − a_0x^′|^2 + |x^′ − a_0|^2)^2 x^′ dx^′, by the change of variables x^′ = e^{−iθ}x (with abuse of notation, we will write again x for the new variable). By symmetry, it is clear that the expression: � D 4(1 − a^2_0)^2 (|1 − a_0x|^2 + |x − a_0|^2)^2 x dx is a real number. If we write x = x_1 + ix_2 and use polar coordinates, we have: � D 4(1 − a^2_0)^2x_1 (|1 − a_0x|^2 + |x − a_0|^2)^2 dx

= �_1 0 �_{2π} 0 4(1 − a^2_0)^2 r^2 cos t (1 − a_0r cos t)^2 + a^2_0r^2 sin^2 t + (r cos t − a_0)^2 + r^2 sin^2 t dr dt

= 4(1 − a^2_0)^2

�_1 0 �_{2π} 0 r^2 cos t (1 + a^2_0 + r^2 + a^2_0r^2 − 4a_0r cos t)^2 dr dt. An elementary but lengthy computation (we used the software Mathematica here) shows that the above espression is equal to 2πa_0. Then, � D 4(1 − |a|^2)^2 (|1 − ax|^2 + |x − a|^2)^2 z dz = e^{iθ}2πa_0 = 2πa. This, together with (3.28), finishes the proof of i).

We now prove ii). In order to do that, we will characterize the solutions ϕ ∈ H^1(D ) of the linearized problem:

−Δϕ = 4π e^{φa} ϕ � D e^{φa} − e^{φa} � D e^{φa} ϕ ( � D e^{φa} )^2 in D , ∂ϕ ∂ν = 0 on ∂D .

By the invariance of additive constants, we can replace φ_a by ψ_a in the equation above, that reads: −Δϕ = 2e^{ψa} ϕ − e^{ψa} π � D e^{ψa} ϕ in D , ∂ϕ ∂ν = 0 on ∂D .

Let us point out that ϕ = 1 is a solution (not belonging to X) of the above equation. Given any nonconstant solution ϕ ∈ H^1(D ) we can assume, by substracting a suitable constant, that � D e^{ψa} ϕ = 0. As a consequence, ϕ solves the equation: { −Δϕ = 2e^{ψa} ϕ in D , ∂ϕ ∂ν = 0 on ∂D .

The solutions of the above equation have been found in [28, Lemma 2.3], and they form a two dimensional space. Indeed in such lemma only the case a = 0 is stated, but the same argument works for any a ∈ D .

In sum, the kernel J^{′′}_0 (u_a) in H^1(D ) has dimension 3, one of its generators being the constant function 1. Then, when restricted to X, the kernel has dimension 2.

The proof of iii) is immediate. We now prove iv) by showing that (T_{φa} M_a) ∩ (T_{φa} Z_0) = {0}. Observe that v ∈ T_{φa} M_a if and only if:

P^′(φ_a)(v) = 0 ⇒ � D e^{φa} (x_i − a_i)v = 0, i = 1, 2.

However, � D e^{φa} (x_i − a_i)∂_{ai} φ_a = ∂_{ai} (� D e^{φa} (x_i − a_i) )

=0 + � D e^{φa} = 0 + 2π ≠ 0.

We now prove v). As shown by Proposition 3.2, J_0 achieves its infimum in M_a. Since φ_a is the unique constrained critical point of J_0 in M_a, then J_0(u_a) = min J_0|_{Ma} . Even more, since Z_0 is a smooth manifold of critical points, we have that J_0(u_a) is constant in a, that is, J_0(u_a) = min J_0 for all a ∈ D . □ 3.3. The case s small. In this subsection we will study problem (2.10) for a small value of s, as a perturbation of the case s = 0. There are some technical issues to do this, though. The basic tool is the uniform bound given in Proposition 2.6.

The main result of this subsection is the following.

Proposition 3.5. For any r ∈ (0, 1) there exists s(r) such that, for any s ∈ (0, s(r)) and any a ∈ D with |a| < r, the following assertions hold true:

a) The minimizer provided by Proposition 3.2 is unique; we shall denote it by u_a = u^s_a, and we have u^s_a → φ_a as s → 0 in H^1 sense.

b) The minimizer u_a is nondegenerate; being more specific, J^{′′}_s (u_a) has no kernel and gives rise to a positive definite quadratic form in T_{ua} M_a. As a consequence, the set of minimizers Z_s(r) = {u_a; a ∈ D , |a| < r, } is a smooth 2-manifold.

c) The function w_a = u_a + log^{2π�}_{D Keua} solves equation (3.23) with some μ_s(a) ∈ R^2 which is smooth in a. Moreover, |μ_s(a)| = o_s(1) uniformly for |a| ≤ r.

d) All solutions of (2.10) belong to Z_s(r̄), where r̄ is given by Lemma 3.1.

Proof. We first prove a) by contradiction; fix r ∈ (0, 1), s_n → 0 and denote by u_n, v_n two different constrained critical points of J_{sn} |_{Man} , with |a_n| ≤ r. As in (3.23), defining w_n = u_n + log^{2π�}_{D Ksn eun} , we have

(3.29)

−Δw_n = 2 ( K_{sn} + μ_n · (x − a_n) ) e^{wn} in D , ∂w_n ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D ,

P (w_{an} ) = a_n.

Observe also that K_{sn} → 1, so that

(3.30) � D e^{wn} → 2π. We first claim that |μ_n| is bounded. If this claim is true, we can make use of [28, Proposition 3.1]. Let us point out that such proposition is applicable by (3.30) since, up to a subsequence, we can assume that K_n = K_{sn} + μ_n · (x − a_n) converges in C^2 sense (even if we do not know anything about its sign). Since |P (u_n)| ≤ r < 1, u_n cannot be a blowing-up sequence, and hence it is uniformly bounded. Passing to a subsequence and using standard estimates we get that u_n → φ_a, where a_n → a.

We can apply the same argument to the sequence v_n, obtaining that v_n → φ_a. By Proposition 3.4, ii),we can use the Implicit Function Theorem to conclude uniqueness. Observe that we also conclude that u^s_a → φ_a as s → 0.

We now prove the claim. Reasoning by contradiction, assume that |μ_n| → +∞. By making a suitable rotation, we can assume that μ_n(a) = (μ_{1,n}, 0), with μ_{1,n} → +∞. We now use (2.2) and obtain:

(3.31) � D e^{wn} (∂_{x1} K_{sn} + μ_{1,n})(1 − x^2_1 + x^2) − 2 � D e^{wn} x_1 x_2 ∂_{x2} K_{sn} = 0.

Clearly, by (2.7),

(3.32) � D e^{wn} |∂_{x1} K_{sn} |(1 − x^2_1 + x^2) ≤ Cs_n,

(3.33) � D e^{wn} |x_1| |x_2| |∂_{x1} K_{sn} | ≤ Cs_n. As a consequence,

� D e^{wn} (1 − x^2_1 + x^2) → 0.

The point here is that the function (1 − x^2_1 + x^2) is positive and vanishes only at the points (±1, 0); this implies that: e^{wn} ⇀ αδ_p + βδ_q, where p = (1, 0), q = (−1, 0) and α, β are positive contants such that α + β = 2π.

In particular, � D e^{2wn} → +∞. Moreover, by (3.30) and the Jensen inequality,

(3.34) lim sup � D w_n ≤ π log 2

By applying the Moser-Trudinger inequality (2.14) to 2w_n, we conclude that � D |∇u_n|^2 = � D |∇w_n|^2 → +∞. By Proposition 3.2, J_s(u_n) → +∞ and then u_n cannot be a minimizer. The claim is proved.

The proof of b), c) follows from Proposition 3.4, ii) and iv), as well as the Implicit Function Theorem.

We finally prove d). Take u_n a solution of (2.10) for s_n → 0. By Proposition 2.6, u_n is uniformly bounded. By compactness, it converges to a solution for s = 0, and hence it is equal to a function φ_a given in Proposition (3.4). By Lemma 3.1, |a| ≤ r̄. By the Implicit Function Theorem, u_n coincides with some u^{sn}_{an} . □ Remark 3.6. Without loss of generality, we can take the value s(r) given in the previous proposition such that s(r) converges to 0 as r → 1.

Once we know that the minimizer is unique, the Lagrange multiplier μ_s(a) is well defined and continuous. Moreover, as s tends to 0, also the multiplier tends to 0. Next proposition gives a sharper asymptotic estimate of the multiplier for small s and a close to ∂D . This will be the key to relate the Leray-Schauder degree of our problem with the Brouwer degree of ∇K.

Proposition 3.7. For any ε > 0 there exists r_ε ∈ (0, 1) such that the following holds true:

For any r ∈ (r_ε, 1), s ∈ (0, s(r)) (as defined in Proposition 3.5) and any a ∈ D with |a| = r, there holds: | | | μ_s(a) s + ∇K(a) | | | < ε, where μ_s(a) is given in Proposition 3.5, c).

Proof. Take r_n ∈ (0, 1), r_n → 1, s_n ∈ (0, s_n(r)), a_n ∈ D , |a_n| = r_n, and denote by u_n = u_{an} , w_n = u_n + log^{2π�}_{D eun} . Clearly w_n is a solution of the problem

(3.35) { −Δw_n = 2K_ne^{wn} in D , ∂w_n ∂ν + 2 = 0 on ∂D , , where K_n(x) = K_{sn} (x)+μ_n ·(x−a_n). Observe that by Proposition 3.5, c), K_n(x) >^1_2 for sufficiently large n. The proposition is proved if we show that:

(3.36) μ_n s_n + ∇K(a_n) → 0. Observe that since |P (w_n)| = |a_n| → 1, w_n is a blowing-up sequence of solutions.

Passing to a subsequence, we can assume that a_n → p ∈ ∂D . By Remark 3.6 and Proposition 3.5, c), we conclude that s_n → 0 (so that K_n → 1) and μ_n → 0.

Let us denote σ_n = max{s_n, |μ_n|}. Up to a subsequence we can assume that: s_n σ_n → s̃_0, μ_n σ_n → μ̃_0, where either s̃_0 = 1 or |μ̃_0| = 1 (or both).

By Theorem 1.3, we have that e^{un} ⇀ 2πδ_p. Moreover, by (2.1) we conclude that: 0 = 1 σ_n � D e^{un} ∂_τ K_n = s_n σ_n � D e^{un} ∂_τ K + � D e^{un} μ_n · τ σ_n (3.37) ⇒ s̃_0 ∂_τ K(p) + μ̃_0 · τ(p) = 0.

Assume now, for simplicity, that p = (1, 0). By (2.2) we have that: 0 = 1 σ_n � D e^{un} ∇K_n · F = s_n σ_n � D e^{un} ∇K · F + � D e^{un} 1 σ_n ∇(μ_n(x − a_n)) · F. Taking now into account Lemma 2.2, b), we conclude that:

(3.38) s̃_0∂_ν K(p) + μ̃_0 · ν(p) = 0.

By (3.37), (3.38), we conclude that both s̃_0 ≠ 0, μ̃_0 ≠ 0, and ∇K(p) + 1 s̃_0 μ̃_0 = 0.

It suffices to observe that^1_{sn} μ_n →^1_{s̃0} μ̃_0 to conclude the proof of (3.36). □ 4. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.4 Observe that the Proposition 3.7 readily implies that the map a → μ_s(a) has a Brouwer degree which concides with that of ∇K. This already implies the existence of a solution for problem (2.10) for small s. However, in order to prove Theorem 2.4, and taking into account Proposition 2.6, we need to compute the associated Leray-Schauder degree.

Then, more work is needed. A computation in the same spirit is given in [30, pp. 177-180], based in the previous work [29]. Here we give an alternative proof. Definition 4.1. Take r^∗ ∈ (r̄, 1) (where r̄ is given in Lemma 3.1) so that Proposition 3.7 holds for ε < min{|∇K(p)|; p ∈ D , |p| ∈ [r^∗, 1]}. We take s ∈ (0, s(r^∗)) as given in Proposition 3.5. We write as in Proposition 3.5, Z_s = {u_a : a ∈ D , |a| < r^∗}.

We also fix δ > 0 and define: Z^δ_s = {u ∈ X : u = u_a + ũ, |a| < r^∗, ‖ũ‖ < δ, ũ ∈ T_{ua} M_a}. Taking into account Proposition 3.4, iv), Z^δ_s is a tubular neighborhood of Z_s. We denote by π_a and π^⊥_a the orthogonal projections onto T_{ua} M_a and (T_{ua} M_a)^⊥, respectively. Let us recall that

(4.39) T_{ua} M_a = {v ∈ X : � D e^{ua} v(x − a) = 0}. Proof of Theorem 2.4. Thanks to Proposition 3.5, d), the excision property of the degree allows us to study: deg_{LS} (J^′_s, Z^δ_s , 0). By Proposition 3.5, b), we have that

(4.40) J^{′′}_s (u_a) is strictly positive definite in T_{ua} M_a. As a consequence, for a sufficiently small δ > 0, ⟨J^′_s(u_a + ũ), ũ⟩ > 0 if ũ ∈ T_{ua} M_a, ‖ũ‖ ∈ (0, δ). Then, the operator: D : B(0, δ) ⊂ T_{ua} M_a → T_{ua} M_a, D(ũ) = π_a ( J^′_s(u_a + ũ) ) , is homotopic to the identity. Hence we can use the homotopy property of the degree, to conclude that: deg_{LS} (J^′_s, Z^δ_s , 0) = deg_{LS} (F_1, Z^δ_s , 0), where F_1 : Z^δ_s → X is defined as

F_1(u_a + ũ) = π^⊥_a ( J^′_s(u_a + ũ) ) + ũ. Define now H(t, u_a + ũ) = tF_1(u_a + ũ) + (1 − t)F_2(u_a + ũ), where F_2 : Z^δ_s → X is defined as

F_2(u_a + ũ) = J^′_s(u_a) + ũ.

We show that H is a valid homotopy. Indeed,

0 = H(t, u_a + ũ) = tπ^⊥_a ( J^′_s(u_a + ũ) ) + (1 − t)J^′_s(u_a) + ũ.

Observe now that the two first terms belong to T_{ua} M_a and ũ ∈ (T_{ua} M_a)^⊥, hence we have: tπ^⊥_a ( J^′_s(u_a + ũ) ) + (1 − t)J^′_s(u_a) = 0, ũ = 0.

But if ũ = 0 then J^′_s(u_a) = 0, and this does not occur in ∂Z^δ_s by Proposition 3.7. By the homotopy invariance of the Leray-Schauder degree we have that:

deg_{LS} (F_1, Z^δ_s , 0) = deg_{LS} (F_2, Z^δ_s , 0).

In order to compute the Leray-Schauder degree of F_2, we will use a convenient homeomorphism. We make the abuse of notation x_i ∈ X, x_i(x) = x_i, i = 1, 2, and x = (x_1, x_2). We write E = span{x_1, x_2} ⊂ X, and D(r^∗) = {a · x, a = (a_1, a_2) ∈ R^2 , ‖a‖ < r^∗} ⊂ E, B_ε = B(0, ε) ⊂ E^⊥ ⊂ X, for sufficiently small ε > 0. We claim that for any a ∈ D(r^∗), E and T_{ua} M_a are transversal, that is,

(4.41) E ∩ T_{ua} M_a = {0} = E^⊥ ∩ (T_{ua} M_a)^⊥.

In order to prove this, observe that since P (u_a) = a, we have that: � D a_1(x_1 − a_1)e^{ua} = a_1 � D (x_1 − a_1)e^{ua} = 0.

Then

(4.42) � D x_1(x_1 − a_1)e^{ua} = � D (x_1 − a_1)^2e^{ua} > 0,

which, recalling (4.39), implies that x_1 /∈ T_{ua} M_a. In this way we conclude that E∩ T_{ua} M_a = {0}. The second assertion follows from the fact that dim E = dim (T_{ua} M_a)^⊥ = 2. Let us define:

Γ : D(r^∗) ⊕ B_ε → Z^δ_s ,

Γ((a · x) + y) = u_a + π_a(y).

Observe that by (4.41), π_a(y) = 0 only if y = 0. As a consequence, π_a : B_ε → T_{ua} M_a is a bijection. We also point out that Γ is a compact perturbation of the identity map.

Moreover, Γ is an homeomorphism onto its image, which is included in Z^δ_s for ε sufficiently small. Recall that the zeroes of F_2 are contained in Z_s, so we can use the excision property of the degree to restrict ourselves to the image of Γ.

By the invariance of the degree via homeomorphisms (see [40, Corollary 2.5 of Chapter 5]) we have that: deg_{LS} (F_2, Z^δ_s , 0) = ±deg_{LS} (F_2 ∘ Γ, D(r^∗) ⊕ B_ε, 0), where F_2 ∘ Γ((a · x) + y) = J^′_s(u_a) + π_a(y).

Let us define F_3, F_4 : D(r^∗) ⊕ B_ε → X,

F_3((a · x) + y) = J^′_s(u_a) + y. F_4((a · x) + y) = π_E ( J^′_s(u_a) ) + y. Now we define the homotopies H̄(t, w) = t(F_2 ∘ Γ)(w) + (1 − t)F_3(w), H̃(t, w) = tF_3(w) + (1 − t)F_4(w).

Let us check that H̄ is a valid homotopy. Assume that for some t ∈ [0, 1], w = ((a · x) + y) ∈ D(r^∗) ⊕ B_ε, we have H̄(t, w) = 0, that is,

J^′_s(u_a) + tπ_a(y) + (1 − t)y = 0.

If we make a scalar product with π_a(y) we obtain that: t‖π_a(y)‖^2 + (1 − t)⟨y, π_a(y)⟩ = 0. Taking into account that ⟨y, π_a(y)⟩ = ‖π_a(y)‖^2, we conclude that π_a(y) = 0. By (4.41), we conclude that y = 0. This would imply that J^′_s(u_a) = 0, but this does not happen in ∂D(r^∗), as we know by Proposition 3.7.

Similar computations imply that H̃ is also a valid homotopy, by multiplying this time by π_E(J^′_s(u_a)).

Now observe that by [19, Theorem 8.7], we have that:

deg_{LS} (F_4, D(r^∗) ⊕ B_ε, 0) = d_B (Υ, D(r^∗), 0), where Υ : D(r^∗) → E, Υ(a · x) = π_E(J^′_s(u_a)). Recall that

J^′_s(u_a)(v) = 1� D e^{ua} � D e^{ua} v μ̃_s(a) · (x − a), and that μ̃_s is related to μ_s via equation (3.24).

To conclude the proof of Theorem 2.4, it suffices to prove that:

d_B (Υ, D(r^∗), 0) = d_B (μ_s, D(r^∗), 0).

The rest of the proof is devoted to verify the above identity. Let us fix a ∈ D(r^∗) and use a coordinate system so that a = (a_1, 0). If we denote by ρ = J^′_s(u_a) via the identification between X and X^′, we have that ρ = ρ_1 + ρ_2, where ρ_i are weak solutions to the problem:

−Δρ_i = 1� D e^{ua} μ̃_{i,s}(a)e^{ua} (x_i − a_i). Observe now that,

π_E (ρ) = 1 π ⟨ρ, x_1⟩x_1 + 1 π ⟨ρ, x_2⟩x_2, and, taking into account (4.42), 1 π ⟨ρ_i, x_i⟩ = 1 π 1� D e^{ua} μ̃_{i,s}(a) � D e^{ua} (x_i − a_i)x_i = μ̃_{i,s}(a) q_{i,s}(a) > 0, where q_{i,s}(a) > q > 0 for all |a| ≤ r^∗, s ∈ (0, s(r^∗)). Observe moreover that: 1 π ⟨ρ_i, x_j⟩ = 1 π 1� D e^{ua} μ̃_{i,s}(a) � D e^{ua} (x_1 − a_1)x_2, and � D e^{ua} (x_1 − a_1)x_2 = o(s),

since, by symmetry,

� D e^{φa} (x_1 − a_1)x_2 = 0,

where φ_a is defined in (3.25).

Then, Υ(a · x) = q_1(a)μ̃_{1,s}(a)x_1 + q_2(a)μ̃_{2,s}(a)x_2 + o(s)(|μ̃_s|).

Taking smaller s if necessary, to conclude that

d_B (Υ, D(r^∗), 0) = d_B (Ῡ, D(r^∗), 0),

where

Ῡ(a · x) = q_1(a)μ̃_{1,s}(a)x_1 + q_2(a)μ̃_{2,s}(a)x_2.

We now use a homotopy passing from q_i(a) to 1 to conclude that:

d_B (Ῡ, D(r^∗), 0) = d_B (μ̃_s, D(r^∗), 0) = d_B (μ_s, D(r^∗), 0). Hence the proof is concluded by taking into account Proposition 3.7. □ REFERENCES

[1] T. Aubin, Meilleures constantes dans le théorème d’inclusion de Sobolev et un théorème de Fredholm non linéaire pour la transformation conforme de la courbure scalaire, J. Functional Analysis 32 (1979), no. 2, 148-174.

[2] L. Battaglia, M. Medina, A. Pistoia, Large conformal metrics with prescribed Gaussian and geodesic curvatures, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 60 (2021), no. 1, Paper No. 39.

[3] M. Berger, On Riemannian structures of prescribed Gaussian curvature for compact 2-manifolds, J. Diff. Geom. 5 (1971), 325–332.

[4] S. Brendle, A family of curvature flows on surfaces with boundary, Math. Z. 241 (2002), no. 4, 829–869.

[5] H. Brezis, F. Merle, Uniform estimates and blow-up behavior for solutions of −Δu = V (x)e^u in two dimensions, Commun. Partial Differential Equations 16 (1991), 1223–1253.

[6] S.Y.A. Chang, M. Gursky, P.C. Yang, The scalar curvature equation on 2- and 3-spheres, Calc.

Var. Partial Differential Equations 1 (1993), no. 2, 205–229.

[7] K. C. Chang, J. Q. Liu, On Nirenberg problem, International J. Math. 4 (1993), 35-58. [8] K.C. Chang, J.Q. Liu, A prescribing geodesic curvature problem, Math. Z. 223 (1996), 343-365. [9] S.Y.A. Chang, P.C. Yang, Prescribing Gaussian curvature on S^2, Acta Math. 159 (1987), no. 3–4, 215–259.

[10] S.Y.A. Chang, P.C. Yang, Conformal deformation of metrics on S^2, J. Diff. Geom. 27 (1988), 259– 296.

[11] S. Y. A. Chang, P.C. Yang, A perturbation result in prescribing scalar curvature on S^2, Duke Math. J. 64, 27-69 (1991) [12] W. Chen, W. Ding, Scalar curvatures on S^2, TAMS Vol. 303, Number 1 (1987), 365-382. [13] W. Chen, W. Ding, A problem concerning the scalar curvature on S^2, Kexue Tongbao (English Ed.) 33 (1988), no. 7, 533-537.

[14] W. Chen, C. Li, A necessary and sufficient condition for the Nirenberg problem. (English summary), Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 48 (1995), no. 6, 657-667.

[15] W.X. Chen, C. Li, Prescribing Gaussian curvatures on surfaces with conical singularities, J.

Geom. Anal. 1-4 (1991) pp. 359-372.

[16] P. Cherrier, Problemes de Neumann non lineaires sur les varietés riemanniennes, J. Funct. Anal.

57 (1984), 154–206.

[17] S. Cruz-Blázquez, D. Ruiz, Prescribing Gaussian and geodesic curvatures on disks, Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 18 (2018), no. 3, 453–468.

[18] F. Da Lio, L. Martinazzi, T. Rivière, Blow-Up Analysis of a Nonlocal Liouville-Type Equation, Analysis and PDE 8 (2015), No. 7, 1757–1805.

[19] K. Deimling, Nonlinear Functional Analysis, Springer-Verlag 1985.

[20] J. M. Espinar, J. A. Gálvez and P. Mira, Hypersurfaces in H^n + 1 and conformally invariant equations: the generalized Christoffel and Nirenberg problems, J. Eur. Math. Soc. 11 (2009), 903- 939.

[21] J.A. Gálvez, P. Mira, The Liouville equation in a half-plane, J. Differential Equations 246 (2009), no. 11, 4173–4187.

[22] M. Gehrig, Prescribed curvature on the boundary of the diks, PhD thesis, https://doi.org/10.3929/ethz-b-000445412.

[23] K. Guo and S. Hu, Conformal deformation of metrics on subdomains of surfaces, J. Geom. Anal.

5 (1995), no. 3, 395-410.

[24] Y.X. Guo, J. Liu, Blow-up analysis for solutions of the Laplacian equation with exponential Neumann boundary condition in dimension two, Commun. Contemp. Math. 8 (2006), 737–761.

[25] H. Hamza, Sur les transformations conformes des variètès riemanniennes à bord, J. Funct. Anal.

92 (1990), no. 2, 403–447.

[26] Z. C. Han, Prescribing Gaussian curvature on S^2, Duke Math. J. 61 (1990), no. 3, 679-703. [27] Z. C. Han, Y. Li, A note on the Kazdan-Warner type condition, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 13 (1996), no. 3, 283-292.

[28] A. Jevnikar, R. López-Soriano, M. Medina and D. Ruiz, Blow-up analysis of conformal metrics of the disk with prescribed Gaussian and geodesic curvatures, to appear in Analysis and PDE’s, arXiv:2004.14680.

[29] M. Ji, On the Nirenberg problem, In: Gu, Hu, Li (eds.) Differential Geometry and Related Topics, pp. 107–134. Proceedings of the Conference in Honour of Prof. Su Buchin on the Centenary of His Birth, World Scientific Publishing Company, Singapore 2001.

[30] M. Ji, On positive scalar curvature on S^2, Calc. Var. 19, 165-182 (2004).

[31] J.L. Kazdan, F.W. Warner, Curvature functions for compact 2-manifolds, Ann.of Math. 99 (1974), 14–47.

[32] Y. Li, P. Liu, A Moser-Trudinger inequality on the boundary of a compact Riemann surface, Math. Z. 250 (2005), no. 2, 363–386.

[33] Y.Y. Li, I. Shafrir, Blow–up analysis for solutions of −Δu = V e^u in dimension two, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 43 (1994), no. 4, 1255–1270.

[34] Y.Y. Li, M. Zhu, Uniqueness theorems through the method of moving spheres, Duke Math. J. 80 (1995), no. 2, 383-417.

[35] P. Liu, W. Huang, On prescribing geodesic curvature on D^2, Nonlinear Analysis 60 (2005) 465– 473.

[36] R. López-Soriano, A. Malchiodi, D. Ruiz, Conformal metrics with prescribed gaussian and geodesic curvatures, to appear in Ann. Sci. École Normale Supérieure de Paris, arXiv:1806.11533.

[37] R. López-Soriano and D. Ruiz, Prescribing the Gaussian curvature on a subdomain of S^2 with Neumann boundary conditions, J. Geom. Anal. 26 (2016), no. 1, 630-644.

[38] J. Moser, On a non-linear Problem in Differential Geometry and Dynamical Systems, Academic Press, N.Y. (ed M. Peixoto) 1973.

[39] B. Osgood, R. Phillips, P. Sarnak, Extremals of determinants of Laplacians, J. Functional Analysis 80 (1988), 148-211.

[40] E. H. Rothe, Introduction to various aspects of Degree Theory in Banach Spaces, Mathematical Surveys and Monographs 23, AMS, 1986.

[41] M. Struwe, A flow approach to Nirenberg’s problem, Duke Math. J. 128 (2005), no. 1, 19-64. [42] G. Wang, Nirenberg’s problem on Domains in the 2-Sphere, J. Geom. Anal. 11 (2001), 717-726. [43] X. Xu, P.C. Yang, Remarks on prescribing Gauss curvature, TAMS 336 (1993), 831-840. [44] L. Zhang, Classification of conformal metrics on R^2_+ with constant Gauss curvature and geodesic curvature on the boundary under various integral finiteness assumptions, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 16 (2003), no. 4, 405–430.

DAVID RUIZ, IMAG, UNIVERSIDAD DE GRANADA, DEPARTAMENTO DE ANÁLISIS MATEMÁTICO, CAMPUS FUENTENUEVA, 18071 GRANADA, SPAIN

Email address: daruiz@ugr.es