arXiv:2109.14753v1 [math.AP] 29 Sep 2021

LEAST ENERGY POSITIVE SOLUTIONS OF CRITICAL SCHRÖDINGER SYSTEMS WITH MIXED COMPETITION AND COOPERATION TERMS: THE HIGHER DIMENSIONAL CASE

HUGO TAVARES, SONG YOU, AND WENMING ZOU

Abstract. Let Ω ⊂ R^N be a smooth bounded domain. In this paper we investigate the existence of least energy positive solutions to the following Schrödinger system with d ≥ 2 equations −Δu_i + λ_iu_i = |u_i|^{p−2}u_i d∑ j=1 β_{ij} |u_j |^p in Ω, u_i = 0 on ∂Ω, i = 1, ..., d, in the case of a critical exponent 2p = 2^∗ =^{2N}_{N−2} in high dimensions N ≥ 5. We treat the focusing case (β_{ii} > 0 for every i) in the variational setting β_{ij} = β_{ji} for every i ≠ j, dealing with a Brézis-Nirenberg type problem: −λ_1(Ω) < λ_i < 0, where λ_1(Ω) is the first eigenvalue of (−Δ, H^1_0 (Ω)). We provide several sufficient conditions on the coefficients β_{ij} that ensure the existence of least energy positive solutions; these include the situations of pure cooperation (β_{ij} > 0 for every i ≠ j), pure competition (β_{ij} ≤ 0 for every i ≠ j) and coexistence of both cooperation and competition coefficients.

In order to provide these results, we firstly establish the existence of nonnegative solutions with 1 ≤ m ≤ d nontrivial components by comparing energy levels of the system with those of appropriate sub-systems. Moreover, based on new energy estimates, we obtain the precise asymptotic behaviours of the nonnegative solutions in some situations which include an analysis of a phase separation phenomena. Some proofs depend heavily on the fact that 1 < p < 2, revealing some different phenomena comparing to the special case N = 4. Our results provide a rather complete picture in the particular situation where the components are divided in two groups. Besides, based on the results about the phase separation, we prove the existence of least energy sign-changing solution to the Brézis-Nirenberg problem −Δu + λu = μ|u|^{2∗−2}u, u ∈ H^1_0 (Ω), for μ > 0, −λ_1(Ω) < λ < 0 for all N ≥ 4, a result which is new in dimensions N = 4, 5.

1. Introduction

Consider the following nonlinear elliptic system with d ≥ 2 equations:

(1.1) { −Δu_i + λ_iu_i = u^{p−1}_i ∑_d j=1 β_{ij} u^p_j in Ω, u_i ≥ 0 in Ω, u_i = 0 on ∂Ω, i = 1, ...d,

when Ω is a bounded smooth domain of R^N , N ≥ 3, in a critical or subcritical regime 2 < 2p ≤ 2^∗ := 2N/(N − 2), and λ_i > −λ_1(Ω), where λ_1(Ω) is the first eigenvalue of (−Δ, H^1_0 (Ω)). The solutions of system (1.1) are related to the system of Gross–Pitaevskii equations

(1.2) { ı∂_tΦ_i + ΔΦ_i + Φ_i|Φ_i|^{p−2} ∑_d j=1 β_{ij} |Φ_j |^p = 0, Φ_i = Φ_i(t, x), i = 1, ...d, where ı is the imaginary unit. This system comes from many physical models; for example, system (1.2) can be used to describe Bose-Einstein condensation (see [44]). In the models, the solutions Φ_i(i = 1, ...d) are the corresponding condensate amplitudes, β_{ii} represent self-interactions within the same component, while

Date: October 5, 2021.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35B09, 35B33, 35J50, 35J57.

Key words and phrases. Critical Schrödinger system; mixed cooperation and competition; higher dimension; least energy positive solutions; asymptotic behaviors; phase separation.

H. Tavares is partially supported by the Portuguese government through FCT-Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia, I.P., under the projects UID/MAT/04459/2020, PTDC/MAT-PUR/28686/2017 and PTDC/MAT-PUR/1788/2020.

W. M. Zou is supported by NSFC (No. 11771234, No. 12026227).

β_{ij} (i ≠ j) expresses the strength and the type of interaction between different components i and j. When β_{ij} > 0 this represents cooperation, while β_{ij} < 0 is of competitive type. In order to acquire standing wave solutions, we denote Φ_i(x, t) = e^{ıλit}u_i(x), i = 1, ...d. Then u_i satisfies system (1.1) if and only if Φ_i satisfies (1.2).

Denote H := H^1_0 (Ω) × · · · × H^1_0 (Ω). Because of the assumption β_{ij} = β_{ji}, by the Sobolev embedding H^1_0 (Ω) → L^{2∗} (Ω) and since 2p ≤ 2^∗, we know that the solutions of system (1.1) are critical points of the C^1 functional J : H → R given by

(1.3) J(u) = J(u_1, . . . , u_d) := 1 2 d∑ i=1 ‖u_i‖^2_i − 1 2p ∫ Ω d∑ i,j=1 β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p where ‖u_i‖^2_i := ∫ Ω(|∇u_i|^2 + λ_iu^2_i ). Note, however, that J is not of class C^2 for all ranges of 2 < 2p ≤ 2^∗.

Definition. A vector u = (u_1, · · · , u_d) is called a fully nontrivial solution of (1.1) if J^′(u) = 0 in H^{−1} with u_i ≢ 0 for every i = 1, . . . , d. The vector u is called a positive solution of (1.1) if u is a solution and u_i > 0 for every i = 1, . . . , d. A positive solution u is called a least energy positive solution if J(u) ≤ J(v) for any positive solution v of (1.1). A solution u ≢ 0 is called a ground-state solution if J(u) ≤ J(v) for any solution v of (1.1) with v ≢ 0.

In order to motivate our research, in what follows we quickly review the known results in the literature (describing only the papers which are more related with our approach and results). The existence of solutions to (1.1) has been studied intensively in the last two decades in the subcritical case 2p = 2^∗, starting with the two equations case d = 2 in [1, 3, 26, 27, 38]. In this situation, there is only one interaction constant β = β_{12} = β_{21}. For an arbitrary number of equations d ≥ 3, the problem (1.1) becomes more complex due to the possible occurrence of simultaneous cooperation and competition, that is, the existence of at least two pairs, (i_1, j_1) and (i_2, j_2), such that i_1 ≠ j_1, i_2 ≠ j_2, β_{i1 j1} > 0 and β_{i2 j2} < 0; this study started in [25] with N ≥ 3, p = 2. Recently, in [5, 6, 36] the authors investigated the existence and asymptotic behavior of least energy positive solutions for d = 3 with strong cooperation on a bounded domain. In [39, 40], by dividing the d components into m groups, the authors proved that system (1.1) has a least energy positive solution under appropriate assumptions on β_{ij} . Other related and recent results in the subcritical case can be found in [14, 15, 16, 18, 29, 31, 47] and references, where we stress that the first two mentioned papers deal with a general p.

For the critical case 2p = 2^∗, when d = 1 the system (1.1) is reduced to the classical Brézis-Nirenberg problem [4], where the existence of a positive ground state is shown for −λ_1(Ω) < λ_i < 0 when N ≥ 4. For the d = 2 equation case, Chen and Zou [10] show that there exist 0 < β_1 < β_2 (depending on λ_i and β_{ii}) such that

(1.4) system (1.1) has a least energy positive solution if β_{12} ∈ (−∞, β_1) ∪ (β_2, +∞) when N = 4, p = 2.

We mention that, when p = 2 and β ∈ [min{β_{11}, β_{22}}, max{β_{11}, β_{22}}], (1.1) does not have a least energy positive solution. Still for d = 2 equations but in the higher dimensional case, Chen and Zou [11] proved that

(1.5) system (1.1) has a least energy positive solution for any β_{12} ≠ 0 when N ≥ 5, 2p = 2^∗.

In particular, from (1.4) and (1.5) one deduces that the structure of least energy positive solutions in the critical case changes significantly from N = 4 to N ≥ 5. The reason behind this change is the fact that p ∈ (1, 2) whenever N ≥ 5, while p = 2 for N = 4 (in the subcritical case, the importance of this fact has has been implicitly pointed out by Mandel in [27], see also [29]). For more results regarding the general critical case with d = 2 equations, see [12, 13, 30].

For three or more equations (d ≥ 3) in the critical case 2p = 2^∗, Clapp and Szulkin [15] proved that existence of least energy positive solutions for the purely competitive cases in a bounded smooth domain of R^N with N ≥ 4 (see also Wu [49]). Yin and Zou [50], on the other hand, deal with the purely cooperative case (1.1) with N ≥ 5. Recently, Tavares and You [42] obtained the existence of least energy positive solutions for the mixed case in a bounded smooth domain of R^4 (see Remark 1.5 below for a description of the results from [42]). For other topics related to critical systems (e.g. blowing up solutions as λ_i → 0^− or the case λ_i = 0 in the whole space), see [9, 14, 20, 21, 22, 32, 33, 34].

We see from (1.4) and (1.5) that it is meaningful to study the general critical case 2p = 2^∗ for (1.1), spliting the discussion between the cases N = 4 and N ≥ 5. To the best of our knowledge, there are no papers considering the Brézis-Nirenberg type system (1.1) in the critical case with simultaneous cooperation and competition in the higher dimensional case N ≥ 5, and this paper gives a first contribution in this direction. We focus on providing conditions on the coefficients that ensure the existence of least energy positive solutions, and we wish to uncover some different phenomena comparing to the special case N = 4.

Let us now state our structural assumptions. We always assume that

(H1) − λ_1(Ω) < λ_1, . . . , λ_d < 0, Ω is a bounded smooth domain of R^N , 2p = 2^∗.

Moreover, (H2) β_{ii} > 0 ∀i = 1, . . . , d, β_{ij} = β_{ji} ∀i, j = 1, . . . , d, i ≠ j. Next, to state the assumptions related with interactions between different components, we separate the components into m groups, following [39, 40, 42]. For any arbitrary 1 ≤ m ≤ d, we say that a vector a = (a_0, ..., a_m) ∈ N^{m+1} is an m-decomposition of d if

0 = a_0 < a_1 < · · · < a_{m−1} < a_m = d, and in this case define I_h := {i ∈ {1, ..., d} : a_{h−1} < i ≤ a_h}

for every h = 1, . . . , m. Moreover,

K_1 := { (i, j) ∈ I^2_h for some h = 1, ..., m, with i ≠ j } , K_2 := {(i, j) ∈ I_h × I_k with h ≠ k} .

In this way, we say that the components u_i and u_j belong to the same group if (i, j) ∈ K_1, and to a different group if (i, j) ∈ K_2. In the present paper, we will suppose that the interactions between elements of the same group satisfy the following condition

(H3) for any h = 1, . . . , m, ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |v_i|^p|v_j |^p > 0 ∀v = (v_{ah−1 +1}, . . . , v_{ah} ) ∈ (H^1_0 (Ω))^{|Ih |} \ {0}

(cf. [22]) while the interaction between elements of different groups is competitive: (H4) − ∞ < β_{ij} ≤ 0 ∀(i, j) ∈ K_2. Observe that condition (H3) holds if the interaction between elements of the same group is cooperative: β_{ij} ≥ 0 for any (i, j) ∈ K_1 and β_{ii} > 0 for every i = 1, . . . , d. This condition is actually more general: if the matrix B_h := (β_{ij} )_{(i,j)∈I} 2_h is positive definite (or even copositive definite) for every h = 1, . . . , m, then (H3) is satisfied. Therefore, condition (H3) also contains the case of simultaneous cooperation and competition within the same group of components.

Next we introduce the main results of this paper.

1.1. Main results. Consider the Nehari-type set N = { u = (u_1, . . . , u_d) ∈ H : ∑ i∈I_h ‖u_i‖_i ≠ 0 and ∑ i∈I_h ∂_iJ(u)u_i = 0 for every h = 1, ..., m } (1.6)

and the infimum of J on the set N :

(1.7) c := inf_{u∈N} J (u) .

Theorem 1.1. Let a be an m-decomposition of d for some 1 ≤ m ≤ d and assume conditions (H1)–(H4) hold true for N ≥ 5. Then c is attained by a nonnegative u ∈ N . Moreover, any minimizer is a solution of (1.1) with at least m nontrivial components.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is inspired by that of [11, Theorem 1.3] (which deals with d = 2 equations, N ≥ 5) and [42, Theorem 1.1] (which deals with and arbitrary number of equations, but with N = 4 and p = 2). The method in [11] cannot be used here directly due to the presence of multi-components, and so we need borrow some ideas from [42] to deal with several groups of components. There are, however, two key differences with respect with [42]: here we assume condition (H3) and not simply β_{ij} > 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_1; moreover, 1 < p < 2 due to the fact that N ≥ 5 and 2p = 2^∗.

Remark 1.2. Related to this last paragraph, we would like to point out that in [42, Theorem 1.1] the authors prove a version of this theorem in the case N = 4 and 2^∗ = 4 by considering β_{ij} ≤ K for every (i, j) ∈ K_2 for some K > 0, and β_{ij} ≥ 0 for (i, j) ∈ K_1. The first observation is that in [42, Theorem 1.1], the cooperation assumption in K_1 can be replaced by condition (H3). The second observation is that the fact that we only study the case β_{ij} ≤ 0 in K_2 in this paper is a direct consequence of the fact that 1 < p < 2 in higher dimensions (N ≥ 5). This is important, for instance, in the proof of Lemma 2.2 ahead.

Based on Theorem 1.1, we prove the existence of least energy positive solutions in several situations.

Theorem 1.3. Assume that (H1) and (H2) hold, N ≥ 5. Then the system admits a least energy positive solution in each one of the following circumstances : (1) β_{ij} > 0 ∀i, j = 1, . . . , d, i ≠ j. (2) β_{ij} ≤ 0 ∀i, j = 1, . . . , d, i ≠ j. (3) a is an m-decomposition of d for some 1 < m < d, the condition (H3) holds true, and −ϵ ≤ β_{ij} < 0 ∀(i, j) ∈ K_2, for some ϵ = ϵ(λ_i, β_{ii}, (β_{ij} )_{(i,j)∈K1} ) > 0;

(4) a is an m-decomposition of d for some 1 < m < d, the condition (H3) holds true, and for every M > 1 there exists b = b(λ_i, β_{ii}, (β_{ij} )_{(i,j)∈K1} , M) > 0 such that 1 M ≤ | | | | β_{i1 j1} β_{i2 j2} | | | | ≤ M, ∀(i^1, j^1), (i^2, j^2) ∈ K^2 and β^{ij} ≤ −b ∀(i, j) ∈ K^2.

Moreover, under Case (1), the solution is a ground-state solution.

We now make a few remarks regarding the four cases present in Theorem 1.3. Case (1) - the purely cooperative case - corresponds to taking a decomposition with m = 1 group, a = (0, d), so that the level c reduces to

(1.8) inf_{~N} J (u) , where ~N := { u ∈ H : u ≠ 0 and J^′(u)u = 0 } . Theorem 1.1 shows that this level is achieved. The fact that the solution is in fact fully nontrivial is then a consequence of having 1 < p < 2, which allows to use the reasoning from [29]. As a consequence, the ground-state level coincides with the least energy positive level. Observe that Case (1) extends the results about two equations for purely cooperative case present in [11] to d equations. The third author together with Yin [50] has obtained the existence of least energy positive solutions for the purely cooperative case, but here we give a more direct proof here depending on Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.3 with Case (2) is a direct consequence of Theorem 1.1 in the particular situation m = d (so that a = (0, 1, 2, . . . , d) necessarily). This result is not new, since it re-obtains [15, Theorem 1.3] (which actually deal with possibly different powers when N ≥ 5.

Cases (3) and (4), on the other hand, focus on the mixed coefficients case. Inspired by [39], the strategy of the proof focusses on an asymptotic study of the limits as β_{ij} → 0^− (Theorem 3.1) or β_{ij} → −∞ (Theorem 1.7) for every (i, j) ∈ K_2. By a contradiction argument, we then prove that the nonnegative solution obtained in Theorem 1.1 is a positive solution. Moreover, it is a least energy positive solution of (1.1). Since system (1.1) involves critical exponents, we need to establish some new estimates (see Theorem 2.5, Theorem 2.6, Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 3.3) to acquire those precise asymptotic behaviors of the nonnegative solutions.

Case (3) corresponds to a situation where the interaction between elements of the same group contains the cooperative case while the interaction between elements of different groups is weakly competitive. Case (4), on the other hand, corresponds to a situation where the interaction between elements of the same group contains the pure cooperative case, while the interaction between elements of different groups is strongly competitive.

Remark 1.4. In the special case N ≤ 3 and p = 2, there is no positive solution for some ranges of parameters in the purely cooperative case (see [39, Proposition 1.1]); this result (with the same proof) also holds true in the critical case N = 4 and p = 2. However, we deduce from Theorem 1.3 (or [50]) that (1.1) has a positive solution for any β_{ij} ≥ 0 with N ≥ 5. Hence, the general case N ≥ 5 is quite different from the case N = 4.

Remark 1.5. In [42, Corollary 1.6, Theorem 1.7, Theorem 1.8], the first two authors presented the existence of least energy positive solution under (H1)–(H2) with N = 4 (p = 2) in each one of the following situation:

• −∞ < β_{ij} < Λ ∀i ≠ j, for some Λ > 0 depending only on β_{ii}, λ_i;

• λ_i = λ_h for every i ∈ I_h, h = 1, . . . , m; β_{ij} = β_h > max{β_{ii} : i ∈ I_h} for every (i, j) ∈ I^2_h with i ≠ j, h = 1, . . . , m; β_{ij} = b < Λ for every (i, j) ∈ K_2;

• λ_i = λ_h for every i ∈ I_h, h = 1, . . . , m; β_{ij} = β_h >^α_{α−1} max_{i∈Ih} {β_{ii}} for every (i, j) ∈ I^2_h with i ≠ j, h = 1, . . . , m; |β_{ij} | ≤^Λ_{αd2} for every (i, j) ∈ K_2;

Observe that in our results for N ≥ 5, 1 < p < 2, we do not require strong cooperation between components belonging to same group (β_{ij} for (i, j) ∈ K_1), nor that β_{ij} = β_h or λ_i = λ_h within the same group I_h. With p = 2, instead, the fact that one asks this is not mere a technical fact, as if the λ_i’s or the β_{ij} ’s are too far apart, then there are no least energy positive solutions [19]. Check below the proof of Theorem 1.3 for the role of p. Again, we find interesting to see that some different phenomena appears when comparing with N = 4.

We would also like to point out that, since 1 < p < 2, then J is not of class C^2, therefore we cannot use the information coming from the second differential of the energy functional J on N evaluated in a minimum point u to deduce existence of least energy positive solution, as done for instance in [39, 42].

Based upon Theorem 1.3, it is natural to ask what happen when some interactions between elements of different groups are neither too strong nor too weak. For simplicity and to avoid too technical conditions, we present here the following result for the case of only two groups (m = 2), for the partition I_1 = {1, 2}, I_2 = {3}.

Theorem 1.6. Assume that m = 2, d = 3 and let 0 < σ_0 < σ_1. Then there exists ^β = ^β(σ_i, β_{ii}, λ_i) > 0 such that, if β_{13}, β_{23} ∈ [−σ_1, −σ_0], β_{12} > ^β,

then system (1.1) has a least energy positive solution.

We mention that ^β is defined below in (5.11). Together with Theorem 1.3, our results give a rather complete picture for the case of two groups.

Open questions. Does a least energy positive solution exists under the general conditions: β_{12} > 0, β_{13}, β_{23} < 0? And with more components, is is true that a least energy solution exists for β_{ij} > 0 in K_1 and β_{ij} < 0 in K_2? Is it possible to obtain optimal thresholds?

As said before, the proofs of cases (3) and (4) in Theorem 1.3 are based on an asymptotic study as β^n_{ij} → 0^− and β^n_{ij} → −∞ for (i, j) ∈ K_2, respectively. Our analysis in the latter case answers some questions left open in the literature, so we decided to state those asymptotic results in the introduction. This asymptotic limit is related to the study of phase separation, which has attracted a lot of attention in the past 10-15 years. We refer the reader to the paper [41] for a survey. The starting point for a complete characterization is a uniform L^∞ bound on the solutions. For the subcritical case 2p < 2^∗, these are straightforward to obtain from energy bounds (see for instance [28, 39, 45, 46]). However, for critical case 2p = 2^∗, the problem becomes more complicated, see [10, 11, 49] and Remark 1.8 below. In these references, the precise asymptotic behavior of least energy positive solutions was only acquired in some special cases, see Remark 1.10. In this paper, based on new estimates we can obtain the precise asymptotic behavior of least energy positive solutions for the general case (which also covers the situation N = 4).

We introduce some notation used in [39] before stating our results. Define

c^∞ := inf_{N ∞} J^∞, with J^∞(u) := 1 N m∑ h=1 ‖u_h‖^2_h, and N^∞ := u ∈ H : 0 < ∑ i∈I_h ‖u_i‖^2_i ≤ ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p ∀h, and u_iu_j ≡ 0 ∀(i, j) ∈ K_2 . 5

Theorem 1.7. Let a be an m-decomposition of d for some 1 ≤ m ≤ d and assume conditions (H1)–(H3) hold true for N ≥ 4. Let β^n_{ij} < 0, n ∈ N satisfy β^n_{ij} → −∞ as n → ∞ for every (i, j) ∈ K_2. Take u^n = (u^n_1 , . . . , u^n_m) to be a nonnegative solution provided by Theorem 1.1 with β_{ij} = β^n_{ij} for every (i, j) ∈ K_2. Therefore, up to a subsequence we have

u^n_i → u^∞_i strongly in H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C^{0,α}(Ω), ∀i, α ∈ (0, 1), lim_{n→∞} ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_j |^p = 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2,

and c^∞ is achieved by u^∞ = (u^∞_1 , . . . , u^∞_m ), whose components are nonnegative and Lipschitz continuous. Moreover, given h = 1, . . . , m, we have u^∞_h ≠ 0,

(1.9) − Δu^∞_i + λ_iu^∞_i = (u^∞_i )^{p−1} ∑ j∈I_h β_{ij} (u^∞_j )^p in {|u^∞_h | > 0} , ∀i ∈ I_h, and Ω = ⋃_m h=1 {|u^∞_h | > 0}. The proof of Theorem 1.7 is inspired by that of [10, Theorem 1.4], although the method used therein [10] cannot be used here directly due to the presence of multi-components, and we need some crucial modifications for our proof (see Theorem 2.5, Theorem 2.6 and Lemma 3.3 below).

Remark 1.8. For any p and under the assumption that solutions of (1.1) are uniformly bounded in L^∞(Ω), in [41], the authors have proved that the above theorem holds true. In [39], the author proves this uniform bound in the subcritical case N ≤ 3, where the compactness of H^1_0 (Ω) → L^4(Ω) plays a key role. In order to prove the result in the critical case, our main contribution is the proof that all limiting components u^∞_h are nontrivial, which allows to prove strong convergence in H^1_0 , thus paving the way (cf. [10, Lemma 6.1]) to the proof of the uniform L^∞ boundedness.

Using Theorem 1.7 in the particular situation m = d, we get the following.

Corollary 1.9. Assume that N ≥ 4, d ≥ 2, −λ_1(Ω) < λ_i < 0. Let β^n_{ij} < 0, n ∈ N and β^n_{ij} → −∞ when i ≠ j, and let (u^n_1 , . . . , u^n_d ) be a least energy positive solution with β_{ij} = β^n_{ij} . Then, passing to a subsequence we have

u^n_i → u^∞_i strongly in H^1_0 (Ω), i = 1, . . . , d, lim_{n→∞} ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_j |^p = 0, for every i ≠ j, and u^∞_i · u^∞_j ≡ 0 for every i ≠ j,

where u^∞_i ∈ C^{0,1}(Ω) and Ω = ⋃_d i=1 {u^∞_i > 0}. Moreover, for every i = 1, . . . , d, {u^∞_i > 0} is a connected domain, and u^∞_i is a least energy positive solution of −Δu + λ_iu = β_{ii}|u|^{2∗−2}u, u ∈ H^1_0 ({u^∞_i > 0}). Remark 1.10. Corollary 1.9 improves previous results from the literature. It allows to answer a question left open in [11, Remark 1.4(i)], where the authors dealt with the d = m = 2 equation case: whether or not the limiting configuration was fully nontrivial. So far this was known to be the case only for N ≥ 9 and β_{ij} ≡ β for every i ≠ j (see [49, Theorem 1.3]). We have shown the answer is always positive in the general case.

It is well known that the limiting profile of the Schrödinger system is related to the sign-changing solutions of the corresponding elliptic equations (see [11, 43, 45]). As an application of Corollary 1.9, we can obtain the existence of a least energy sign-changing solution to the Brézis-Nirenberg problem also in some lowerdimensions:

(1.10) − Δu + λu = μ|u|^{2∗−2}u, u ∈ H^1_0 (Ω), where μ > 0, −λ_1(Ω) < λ < 0 and N ≥ 4. Here, a sign-changing solution u is called a least energy signchanging solution if u attains the minimal functional energy among all sign-changing solutions of (1.10). Then we have

Theorem 1.11. Assume that N ≥ 4, d = 2, λ_1 = λ_2 = λ ∈ (−λ_1(Ω), 0), and μ_1 = μ_2 = μ > 0. Let (u^∞_1 , u^∞_2 ) be as in Corollary 1.9 for d = 2. Then u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 is a least energy sign-changing solution of (1.10) and has two nodal domains.

Remark 1.12. The existence of sign-changing solution to the Brézis-Nirenberg problem (1.10) has been studied in [8, 11, 23, 24, 37] with N ≥ 4 for a general domain. For some symmetric domains, see [2, 7, 17]. We mention in [8, 11] the authors proved the existence of least energy sign-changing solutions for N ≥ 6. However, there are few results considering the lower-dimensional situations (N = 4, 5) in the literature. Recently, Roselli and Willem [35] proved that (1.10) has a least energy sign-changing solution for N = 5 with λ ∈ (−λ_1(Ω), −λ), for some λ ∈ (0, λ_1(Ω)). Here, we improve and extend this result to the case N ≥ 4.

1.2. Structure of the paper. In Section 2, we study some sub-systems, establish crucial energy estimates and present the proof of Theorem 1.1. In Section 3, we study asymptotic behaviors of the nonnegative solutions as β_{ij} → 0 or β^n_{ij} → −∞ for every (i, j) ∈ K_2, proving in particular Theorem 1.7, Corollary 1.9 and Theorem 1.11. Section 4 is devoted the proofs of Theorem 1.3. In Section 5, we consider the case of two groups and prove Theorem 1.6.

1.3. Further notation.

• The L^p(Ω) norms will be denoted by | · |_p, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. • Let

S := inf_{i=1,...,d} inf

u∈H^1_0 (Ω)\{0} ‖u‖^2_i |u|^2_p > 0, so that S|u|^2_p ≤ ‖u‖^2_i ≤ ∫ Ω |∇u|^2 ∀u ∈ H^1_0 (Ω).

• For 1 ≤ k ≤ d and u = (u_1, · · · , u_k), denote |∇u|^2 := ∑_k i=1 |∇u_i|^2 and |u|^2 := ∑_k i=1 |u_i|^2.

Take a = (a_1, . . . , a_m) an m-decomposition of d, for some integer m ∈ [1, d].

• Given u = (u_1, . . . , u_d) ∈ H^1_0 (Ω; R^d ) we set

u_h := ( u_{ah−1 +1}, . . . , u_{ah} ) for h = 1, . . . , m. This way, we have u = (u_1, . . . , u_m) and H^1_0 (Ω; R^d ) = ∏_m h=2 H^1_0 (Ω)^{ah −ah−1} . Each space (H^1_0 (Ω))^{ah −ah−1} is naturally endowed with the following scalar product and norm

⟨u^1, u^2⟩_h := ∑ i∈I_h ⟨u^1_i , u^2_i ⟩_i and ‖u‖^2_h := ⟨u, u⟩_h.

Sometimes we will use the notation H = H^1_0 (Ω; R^d ), with norm ‖u‖^2 = ∑_m h=1 ‖u_h‖^2_h.

• Let Γ ⊆ {1, . . . , m} and set d_Γ := | ∪_{k∈Γ} I_k|. For u ∈ H^1_0 (Ω, R^{dΓ} ), define the |Γ| × |Γ| matrix

(1.11) M^Γ_B (u) = (M^Γ_B (u)_{hk})_{h,k∈Γ} := ∑ (i,j)∈I_h ×I_k ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p h,k∈Γ .

When Γ = {1, . . . , m}, we simply denote M_B(u) := M^Γ_B(u) and M_B (u)_{hk} := M^Γ_B(u)_{hk}

2. Sub-systems, estimates and proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section we study the ground state level of sub-systems and present some preliminary results, which are used to prove Theorem 1.1 at the end of this section. From now on, we take a = (a_1, . . . , a_m), an m-decomposition of d for some integer m ∈ [1, d]. In this way, we fix the sets K_1 and K_2. Throughout this section we always assume (H1)–(H4) with N ≥ 5, hence we ommit the assumtions from the upcoming statements.

2.1. Sub-systems in the whole space. Fix h ∈ {1, . . . , m}. Inspired by [42], we consider the following sub-system

(2.1) { −Δv_i = ∑ j∈I_h βij |vj | p|v_i|^{p−2}v_i in R^N , v_i ∈ D^{1,2}(R^N ) ∀i ∈ I_h. When m = d = 1, (2.1) is reduced to the following limiting equation −Δu = |u|^{2∗−2}u in R^N , whose positive solutions in D^{1,2}(R^N ) are given by

(2.2) U_{σ,y}(x) := (N(N − 2))^{N −24} ( σ σ^2 + |x − y|^2 ) N −2_2 , σ > 0, y ∈ R^N . Set D_h := (D^{1,2}(R^N ))^{ah −ah−1} with the norm ‖u‖_{Dh} := (∑ i∈I_h ∫ R^N |∇ui| 2) 1_2 . Define the functional

E_h(v) := ∫ R^N 1 2 ∑ i∈I_h |∇v_i|^2 − 1 2p ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h β_{ij} |v_j |^p|v_i|^p , and the energy level (2.3) l_h := inf_{Mh} E_h, with M_h := { v ∈ D_h : v ≠ 0 and ⟨∇E_h(v), v⟩ = 0 } . It is standard to prove that l_h > 0, and that

l_h = inf v∈D_h \{0} max_{t>0} E_h(tv) = inf_{v∈Dh \{0}} 1 N ∫ R^N ∑ i∈I_h |∇vi| 2 (∫ R^N ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h βij |vj | p|v_i|^p ) 2_{2∗} N 2 .

Therefore we get the following vector Sobolev inequality ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ R^N β_{ij} |v_j |^p|v_i|^p ≤ (Nl_h)^{22−N} ( ∑ i∈I_h ∫ R^N |∇v_i|^2 ) 2^∗_2 , ∀v ∈ D_h , which is important to study system (1.1).

Finally, consider f_h : R^{|Ih |} → R defined by f_h(x_{ah−1 +1}, · · · , x_{ah} ) = ∑ (i,j)∈I_h βij |xi| p|x_j |^p, and denote by X_h the set of solutions to the maximization problem (2.4) f_h(X_0) = f^h_{max} := max_{|X|=1} f_h(X), |X_0| = 1.

Then we have the following theorem Theorem 2.1. The level l_h is attained by a vector V_h ∈ M_h. Moreover, any of such minimizers has the form V_h = X_0(f^h_{max})^{− N −24} U_{σ,y}, where X_0 ∈ X_h, y ∈ R^N , σ > 0.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. The proof follows exactly as the one of Theorem 1.9 in [42], and so we omit it. □ 2.2. Preliminary results for subsystems in bounded domains: lower bounds and Palais-Smale conditions. In this subsection we present some preliminary results, including the construction of a Palais- Smale sequence at level c.

Firstly, we consider an analogue of the level c where we just consider some components of the m groups in which we divided {1, . . . , d}. Given ∅ ≠ Γ ⊆ {1, . . . , m}, we define

(2.5) c_Γ = inf_{u∈NΓ} J_Γ(u), where J_Γ(u) := 1 2 ∑ k∈Γ ‖u_k‖^2_k − 1 2p ∑ k,l∈Γ ∑ (i,j)∈I_k ×I_l ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p and N_Γ := { (u_h)_{h∈Γ} : u_h ≠ 0, ∑ i∈I_h ∂_iJ_Γ(u)u_i = 0, for every h ∈ Γ } . Observe that c = c_{{1,...,m}}.

Lemma 2.2. Let ∅ ≠ Γ ⊆ {1, . . . , m}. Then there exists C_1 > 0 such that for any u ∈ N_Γ we have ∑ i∈I_h |u_i|^2_p ≥ C_1 for every h ∈ Γ,

where C_1 depends on (β_{ij} )_{(i,j)∈K1} , (β_{ii})_i and (λ_i)_i, but does not depend on Γ nor on (β_{ij} )_{(i,j)∈K2} .

Proof. Note that β_{ij} ≤ 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2. Then for any u ∈ N_Γ and for any h ∈ Γ we have S ∑ i∈I_h |u_i|^2_p ≤ ∑ i∈I_h ‖u_i‖^2_i ≤ ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p ≤ 1 2 ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β^+_{ij} (|u_i|^{2p} + |u_j |^{2p})

≤ max (i,j)∈I^2_h {β^+_{ij} } ∑ i∈I_h |u_i|^{2p}_{2p} ≤ d max_{(i,j)∈I 2h} {β^+_{ij} } ( ∑ i∈I_h |u_i|^2_p )_p , which implies that ∑ i∈I_h |u_i|^2_p ≥ S d max (i,j)∈I^2_h {β^+_{ij} } 1 p−1 ≥ min 1≤h≤m S d max (i,j)∈I^2_h {β^+_{ij} } 1 p−1 =: C_1. □

Inspired by Proposition 1.2 in [39], we have the following Lemma 2.3. Let ∅ ≠ Γ ⊆ {1, . . . , m} and assume that c_Γ is achieved by u ∈ N_Γ. Then N_Γ is a regular manifold, and u is a critical point of J_Γ with at least |Γ| nontrivial components. Proof. Without loss of generality, we will present the proof for the case of Γ = {1, . . . , m}. Define

(2.6) Ψ_k(u) := ‖u_k‖^2_k − m∑ h=1 ∑ (i,j)∈I_k ×I_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p. By a direct computation, for every −→ ψ = ( −→ ψ_1, · · · , −→ ψ_h, · · · , −→ ψ_m) ∈ H we obtain that

(2.7) ⟨Ψ^′_k(u), −→ ψ ⟩ = 2⟨u_k, −→ ψ_k⟩ − p m∑ h=1 ∑ (i,j)∈I_k ×I_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} ( |u_i|^p|u_j |^{p−2}u_j ψ_j + |u_j |^p|u_i|^{p−2}u_iψ_i ) . We claim that the set N defines a smooth manifold of codimension m in a neighbourhood of u in H. To verify this, we shall prove that ^Ψ_u : H → R^m , is a surjective operator, where ^Ψ_u(v) := (Ψ^′_1(u)v, · · · , Ψ^′_m(u)v), v ∈ H.

Since u ∈ N , then we see that (2.8) M_B (u)_{kk} + ∑ h≠k M_B (u)_{kh} = ‖u_k‖^2_k,

where M_B (u)_{kh} is defined in (1.11). For any (t_1, . . . , t_m) ∈ R^m , by (2.7) and (2.8) we have

⟨Ψ^′_k(u), (−t_1u_1, . . . , −t_mu_m)⟩ =

−2‖u_k‖^2_k + 2pM_B(u)_{kk} + p ∑ h≠k M_B (u)_{kh} t_k + p ∑ h≠k M_B (u)_{kh}t_h

= (2p − 2)M_B(u)_{kk} + (p − 2) ∑ h≠k M_B (u)_{kh} t_k + p ∑ h≠k M_B (u)_{kh}t_h.

Define b_{kk} :=

(2p − 2)M_B(u)_{kk} + (p − 2) ∑ h≠k M_B(u)_{kh} , b_{kh} := M_B (u)_{kh}, and (2.9) ~B := (b_{kh})_{1≤k,h≤m}. Hence, (2.10) (⟨Ψ^′_1(u), (−t_1u_1, . . . , −t_mu_m)⟩, . . . , ⟨Ψ^′_m(u), (−t_1u_1, . . . , −t_mu_m)⟩)^T = ~Bt, where t = (t_1, . . . , t_m)^T . Note that β_{ij} ≤ 0, (i, j) ∈ K_2, so that |M_B(u)_{kh}| = −M_B (u)_{kh} for k ≠ h. Then we deduce from Lemma 2.2 that b_{kk} − ∑ h≠k |b_{kh}| = [ (2p − 2)M_B (u)_{kk} + (p − 2) ∑ h≠k M_B (u)_{kh} ] − p ∑ h≠k |M_B (u)_{kh}|

= (2p − 2) [ M_B (u)_{kk} + ∑ h≠k M_B (u)_{kh} ]

= (2p − 2)‖u_k‖^2_k ≥ (2p − 2)S ∑ i∈I_k |u_i|^2∗ ≥ (2p − 2)SC_1.

Therefore, for every k = 1, . . . , m we see that b_{kk} − ∑ h≠k |b_{hk}| ≥ (2p − 2)SC_1, (2.11)

where C_1 is defined in Lemma 2.2. It follows from (2.11) and p > 1 that the matrix ~B is strictly diagonally dominant and so ~B is positive definite. Hence, the matrix ~B is non-singular. Thus, for any h = (h_1, . . . , h_m) ∈ R^m , by (2.10) there exists t = (t, . . . , t_m) such that (⟨Ψ^′_1(u), (−t_1u_1, . . . , −t_mu_m)⟩, . . . , ⟨Ψ^′_m(u), (−t_1u_1, . . . , −t_mu_m)⟩) = h, where t^T := ~B^{−1}h. Therefore, the claim is true.

Since the set N defines a smooth manifold of codimension m in a neighbourhood of u in H, then by the Lagrange multipliers rule there exist μ_1, . . . , μ_m ∈ R such that

(2.12) J^′(u) − m∑ k=1 μ_kΨ^′_k(u) = 0.

Note that J^′(u)u_k = Ψ_k(u) = 0, then test (2.12) with (0, · · · , u_k, · · · , 0), for every k = 1, . . . , m, by (2.7) we get that

(2.13)

(2p − 2)M_B (u)_{kk} + (p − 2) ∑ h≠k M_B (u)_{kh} μ_k + p ∑ h≠k M_B (u)_{kh}μ_h = 0.

Recall that the matrix ~B is defined in (2.9). We deduce from (2.13) that ~Bμ = 0, where μ = (μ_1, · · · , μ_m)^T . From the above arguments, we know that the matrix ~B is non-singular, then A = 0 and μ_1 = · · · = μ_m = 0. Combining this with (2.12) we have J^′(u) = 0. □ Finally, we construct a Palais-Smale sequence at level c_Γ.

Proposition 2.4 (Existence of a Palais-Smale sequence). Let ∅ ≠ Γ ⊆ {1, . . . , m}. Then there exists a sequence {u_n} ⊂ N_Γ satisfying lim_{n→∞} J_Γ(u_n) = c_Γ, lim_{n→∞} J^′_Γ(u_n) = 0.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we will present the proof for the case of Γ = {1, . . . , m}. Notice that J is coercive and bounded from below on N . Then by the Ekeland variational principle (which we can use, since N is a closed manifold by Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3), there exists a minimizing sequence {u_n} ⊂ N satisfying

(2.14) J(u_n) → c, J^′(u_n) − m∑ k=1 λ_{k,n}Ψ^′_k(u_n) = o(1), as n → ∞,

where the function Ψ_k is defined in (2.6). Obviously, {u^n_i } is uniformly bounded in H^1_0 (Ω). We suppose that, up to a subsequence, u^n_i ⇀ u_i weakly in H^1_0 (Ω), u^n_i ⇀ u_i weakly in L^{2∗} (Ω).

Consider u^k_n defined by u^k_{i,n} := { u^n_i if i ∈ I_k, 0 if i ∉ I_k . Testing the second equation in (2.14), for every k = 1, . . . , m we have

2‖u^n_k ‖^2_k − 2pM_B(u^n)_{kk} − p ∑ h≠k M_B (u^n)_{kh} λ_{k,n} − p ∑ h≠k M_B (u^n)_{kh}λ_{h,n} = o(1).

(2.15)

Since Ψ_k(u^k_n) = 0, then we know that ‖u^n_k ‖^2_k = M_B (u^n)_{kk} + ∑ h≠k M_B(u^n)_{kh}.

Combining this with (2.15), for every k = 1, . . . , m we get that

(2p − 2)M_B (u^n)_{kk} + (p − 2) ∑ h≠k M_B (u^n)_{kh} λ_{k,n} + p ∑ h≠k M_B(u^n)_{kh}λ_{h,n} = o(1).

(2.16)

Define ^b_{kk} := lim_{n→∞} (2p − 2)M_B (u^n)_{kk} + (p − 2) ∑ h≠k M_B (u^n)_{kh}

, ^b_{kh} := lim_{n→∞} M_B (u^n)_{kh}, and ^B := (^b_{kh})_{1≤k,h≤m}. Note that β_{ij} ≤ 0, (i, j) ∈ K_2 and u_n ∈ N . Then similarly to (2.11), for every k = 1, . . . , m we get that ^b_{kk} − ∑ h≠k |^b_{hk}| ≥ (2p − 2)SC_1, where C_1 is defined in Lemma 2.2. Therefore, ^B is positive definite. By (2.16) we see that o(1) = ( ^B + o(1))~a_n, where ~a_n := (λ_{k,n})_{m×1}. Combining this with the argument in [42, Proposition 3.13], we can get that u_n is a standard Palais-Smale sequence. □ 2.3. Energy estimates and proof of Theorem 1.1. In this section we show crucial energy estimates for all levels c_Γ. Then we give the proof of Theorem 1.1 at the end of this subsection.

The following theorem plays an important role in showing that limits of minimizing sequences are nonzero. The presence of a δ plays a crucial role in proving Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 1.3-(4). Theorem 2.5. There exists δ > 0, depending only on β_{ij} for (i, j) ∈ K_1 and β_{ii}, λ_i i = 1, . . . , d, such that

c_Γ < ∑ h∈Γ l_h − δ ≤ m∑ h=1 l_h ∀∅ ≠ Γ ⊆ {1, . . . , m}, where c_Γ is defined in (2.5) and l_h is defined in (2.3). In particular, c < m∑ h=1 l_h − δ. Proof. Without loss of generality, we show the proof for Γ = {1, . . . , m}. The following proof is similar to [42, Theorem 3.6], thus we just sketch it here for completeness. Observe that there exist y_1, ..., y_m ∈ Ω and ρ > 0 such that B_{2ρ}(y_h) ⊆ Ω and B_{2ρ}(y_h) ∩ B_{2ρ}(y_k) = ∅ for h ≠ k. Let ξ_h ∈ C^1_0 (B_{2ρ}(y_h)) be such that 0 ≤ ξ_h ≤ 1 and ξ_h ≡ 1 for |x − y_h| ≤ ρ, h = 1, ..., m. We deduce from Theorem 2.1 that V_h = X_0(f^h_{max})^{− N −24} U_{1,0} is a minimizer for l_h, where X_0, f^h_{max} are defined in (2.4) and U_{1,0} is defined in (2.2). Denote

V^ε_h := ε^{− N −22} X_0(f^h_{max})^{− N −24} U_{1,0} ( x − y_h ε ) , ^V^ε_h := ξ_hV^ε_h.

Then by the proofs of [48, Lemma 1.46] and [42, Theorem 3.6 - eq. (3.8)] we get the following inequalities (recall that here N ≥ 5)

(2.17) ∫ Ω | ^V^ε_i |^2 ≥ C_iε^2 + O(ε^{N−2}), for every i ∈ I_h, ∫ Ω |∇ ^V^ε_i |^2 = ∫ R^N |∇V_i|^2 + O(ε^{N−2}), for every i ∈ I_h,

(2.18) ∫ Ω | ^V^ε_i |^p| ^V^ε_j |^p = ∫ R^N |V_i|^p|V_j |^p + O(ε^N ), for every (i, j) ∈ I^2_h,

where (2.19) C_i = (N(N − 2))^{N −22} (X_0)^2_i (f^h_{max})^{− N −22} .

Recall that λ_1, · · · , λ_d < 0 and β_{ii} > 0. Note that ∫ Ω | ^V^ε_i |^p| ^V^ε_j |^pdx = 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2. Then we deduce from (2.17)–(2.18) and λ_i < 0 that, given t_1, . . . , t_m > 0, J ( t_1 ^V^ε_1, ..., t_m ^V^ε_m ) ≤ 1 2 m∑ h=1 t^2_h ( Nl_h − C^hε^2 + O(ε^{N−2}) ) − 1 2^∗ m∑ h=1 t^{2∗}_h ( Nl_h + O(ε^N ) ) , (2.20)

where C^h := ∑ i∈I_h Ci|λi| = ∑ i∈I_h (N(N − 2)) N −2 2 (X_0)^2_i (f^h_{max})^{− N −22} |λ_i| > 0 and C_i is defined in (2.19).

Denote A^ε_h := Nl_h − C^hε^2 + O(ε^{N−2}), B^ε_h := Nl_h + O(ε^N ).

From the fact that N ≥ 5 it is easy to see that 0 < A^ε_h < B^ε_h, for ε small enough.

Fix such an ε. We have max t_1,...,t_m>0 J ( t_1 ^V^ε_1, ..., t_m ^V^ε_m ) ≤ max t_1,...,t_m>0 m∑ h=1 ( 1 2 t^2_hA^ε_h − 1 2^∗ t^{2∗}_h B^ε_h ) = 1 N m∑ h=1 ( A^ε_h B^ε_h ) 2_{2∗−2} A^ε_h

< 1 N m∑ h=1 A^ε_h = m∑ h=1 ( l_h − 1 N C^hε^2 + O(ε^{N−2}) )

< m∑ h=1 l_h − δ for ε small enough,

where δ := 1 4N min 1≤h≤m {C^h}ε^2, δ being a positive constant, only dependent on β_{ij} ≥ 0 for (i, j) ∈ K_1 and β_{ii}, λ_i i = 1, . . . , d. Next, following the proof of [42, Theorem 3.6] we can get that c < ∑_m h=1 l_h − δ. □ Inspired by [42, Theorem 3.7], we have the following result, which in the next subsection this will play an important role in proving that c is achieved by a solution with m nontrivial components. The presence of a δ plays a crucial role in proving Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 1.3-(4). Theorem 2.6. Assume (H4). Given Γ ⊆ {1, . . . , m}, assume that c_G is achieved by a nonnegative u_G for every G ⊊ Γ.

Then

c_Γ < min c_G + ∑ h∈Γ\G l_h − δ : G ⊊ Γ , 12

where δ is defined in Theorem 2.5, depending only on β_{ij} for (i, j) ∈ K_1 and β_{ii}, λ_i i = 1, . . . , d. (and not depending on Γ nor on β_{ij} with (i, j) ∈ K_2).

Remark 2.7. Here, the presence of a δ in Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 2.6 will play a critical role in showing the proof of Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 1.3-(4).

The following proof is inspired by that of [42, Theorem 3.7], and we only sketch it and identify the differences. Without loss of generality, we fix 1 ≤ q < m and only prove that c < c_{1,...,q} + m∑ h=q+1 l_h − δ where we use the notation c_{1,...,q} instead of c_{{1,...,q}} for simplicity.

Assume (H4), which in particular implies that β_{ij} ≤ 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2. Suppose that c_{1,...,q} is attained by a nonnegative u^q = (u_1, · · · , u_q). Then by Proposition 2.3 we infer that u^q is a solution of the corresponding subsystem. By elliptic regularity we get that u_i ∈ C^2(Ω). Observe that u_i ≡ 0 on ∂Ω, i ∈ I^q := I_1 ∪ . . . ∪ I_q . Taking x_1 ∈ ∂Ω, there exists ρ_1 > 0 such that

Θ^p := max_{i∈I q} sup

x∈B_{2ρ1} (x_1)∩Ω u^p_i (x) ≤ 1 max (i,j)∈K_2 {|β_{ij} |} min { SC_1 2d^3 N min{l_1, . . . , l_m} 4d^3 , 1 dα^p_1α^{p−2}_3 } , (2.21)

where C_1 is defined in Lemma 2.2, and

(2.22) α_1 = ( N^2 ∑_m h=1 l_h (N − 2)θ ) 1_{2∗−2} , α_3 = min q+1≤h≤m {( 1 2 min_{i∈Ih} { 1 + λ_i λ_1(Ω) }) 1_{2∗−2} } , where

(2.23) θ := min { SC_1 2 , N 4 l_1, · · · , N 4 l_m } . Therefore, there exists ρ > 0 and x_0 ∈ Ω such that B_{2ρ}(x_0) ⊆ B_{2ρ1} (x_1) ∩ Ω, and so

(2.24) sup_{x∈B2ρ(x0)} u^p_i (x) ≤ Θ^p ∀i ∈ I^q.

Take x_{q+1}, · · · , x_m ∈ B_{2ρ}(x_0) and ρ_{q+1}, · · · , ρ_m > 0 such that B_{2ρq+1} (x_{q+1}), · · · , B_{2ρm} (x_m) ⊂ B_{2ρ}(x_0) and B_{2ρi} (x_i) ∩ B_{2ρj} (x_j ) = ∅ for every i ≠ j, i, j ∈ {q + 1, . . . , m}. Let ξ_h ∈ C^1_0 (B_{2ρh} (x_h)) be a nonnegative function with ξ_h ≡ 1 for |x − x_h| ≤ ρ_h, 0 ≤ ξ_h ≤ 1, h = q + 1, . . . , m. Define

v^ε_h := ξ_hV^ε_h,

where

V^ε_h := ε^{− N −22} X_0(f^h_{max})^{− N −24} U_{1,0} ( x − x_h ε ) , V_h = X_0(f^h_{max})^{− N −24} U_{1,0} a minimizer for l_h.

Similarly to (2.17)-(2.18), we have the following inequalities

(2.25) ∫ Ω |∇v^ε_i |^2 = ∫ R^N |∇V_i|^2 + O(ε^{N−2}), for every i ∈ I_h, h = q + 1, . . . , m,

(2.26) ∫ Ω |v^ε_i |^p|v^ε_j |^p = ∫ R^N |V_i|^p|V_j |^p + O(ε^N ), for every (i, j) ∈ I^2_h, h = q + 1, . . . , m. ∫ Ω |v^ε_i |^2 ≥ C_iε^2 + O(ε^{N−2}), for every i ∈ I_h, h = q + 1, . . . , m, 13

where C_i is defined in (2.19). Moreover, we have ∫ Ω |v^ε_i |^p ≤ ∫ B_{2ρh} (x_h) |V^ε_i |^{NN −2} = C ∫ B_{2ρh} (0) ( ε ε^2 + |x|^2 ) N_2

= C ∫ B_ε (0) ( ε ε^2 + |x|^2 ) N_2 + C ∫ B_{2ρh} (0)\B_ε(0) ( ε ε^2 + |x|^2 ) N_2

= Cε^{N2} ∫ B_1 (0) ( 1 1 + |x|^2 ) N_2 + Cε^{N2} ∫ B_{2ρhε} (0)\B_1(0) ( 1 1 + |x|^2 ) N_2

≤ Cε^{N2} ( ln 2ρ_h ε + 1 ) = C_2o(ε^2),

(2.27)

where C_2 is dependent only on β_{ii} > 0, β_{ij} for (i, j) ∈ K_1. Hence,

(2.28) ∫ Ω |v^ε_i |^p ≤ 1 for ε small enough, for every i ∈ I_h, h = q + 1, . . . , m.

Consider

Φ(t_1, · · · , t_m) : = J(t_1u_1, · · · , t_q u_q, t_{q+1}v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , t_mv^ε_m) = 1 2 q∑ k=1 t^2_k‖u_k‖^2_k + m∑ h=q+1 1 2 t^2_h ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇v^ε_i |^2 + λ_i|v^ε_i |^2 − 1 2p M_B (u^ε)t^p · t^p,

(2.29)

where u^ε := (u^ε_1, · · · , u^ε_m) = (u^q , v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , v^ε_m) and t^p := (t^p_1, . . . , t^p_m) Inspired by [42, Lemma 3.8] we show that M_B (u^ε) is positive definite.

Lemma 2.8. The matrix M_B (u^ε) is strictly diagonally dominant and M_B (u^ε) is positive definite for small ε. Moreover, κ_{min} ≥ θ, where κ_{min} is the minimum eigenvalues of M_B (u^ε) and θ is defined in (2.22).

Proof. Note that u ∈ N and β_{ij} ≤ 0 ∀(i, j) ∈ K_2. Then we see that ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_k ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p − q∑ l=1,l≠k

| | | | | ∑ (i,j)∈I_k ×I_l ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p | | | | | ≥ SC_1, k = 1, . . . , q, where C_1 is defined in Lemma 2.2. Combining this with (2.21), (2.23), (2.24) and (2.28), following the proof of [42, Lemma 3.7], we know that κ_{min} ≥ θ. □ It follows from Lemma 2.8 that Φ(t_1, · · · , t_m) has a global maximum. Next, we will show that the each component of the maximum points is positive due to the condition −∞ < β_{ij} < 0, ∀(i, j) ∈ K_2. Lemma 2.9. There exist α_1, α_2, α_3 > 0 such that (2.30) sup t_1,··· ,t_m>0 J ( t_1u_1, · · · , t_{q+1}v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , t_mv^ε_m ) = max α_2 <t_1,··· ,t_q <α_1 α_3 <t_{q+1} ,··· ,t_m<α_1 J ( t_1u_1, · · · , t_{q+1}v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , t_mv^ε_m ) , where α_1, α_3 are defined in (2.22).

Proof. Recalling the definition of Φ (see (2.29)), it follows from Lemma 2.8 that Φ(t_1, · · · , t_m) ≤ 1 2 q∑ k=1 t^2_k‖u_k‖^2_k + m∑ h=q+1 1 2 t^2_h ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇v^ε_i |^2 + λ_i|v^ε_i |^2 dx − 1 2p θ m∑ k=1 t^{2p}_k . (2.31)

Similarly to (2.20) we infer that ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇v^ε_i |^2 + λ_i|v^ε_i |^2 dx < Nl_h, ∀h = q + 1, . . . , m, (2.32) for small ε. It follows from Theorem 2.5 that

(2.33) ‖u_k‖^2_k ≤ q∑ h=1 ‖u_h‖^2_h = Nc_{1,...,q} ≤ N m∑ h=1 l_h. We deduce from (2.31), (2.32) and (2.33) that Φ(t_1, · · · , t_m) ≤ q∑ k=1 N 2 t^2_k m∑ h=1 l_h + m∑ h=q+1 N 2 t^2_kl_k − m∑ k=1 1 2^∗ θt^{2∗}_k ≤ m∑ k=1 ( N 2 m∑ h=1 l_ht^2_k − 1 2^∗ θt^{2∗}_k ) , which yields that Φ(t_1, · · · , t_m) < 0 when t_1, . . . , t_m > α_1. Thus, max t_1,...,t_m>0 J ( t_1u_1, · · · , t_q u_q, t_{q+1}v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , t_mv^ε_m ) = max 0<t_1,...,t_m≤α_1 J ( t_1u_1, · · · , t_q u_q , t_{q+1}v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , t_mv^ε_m ) . (2.34)

Since v^ε_i · v^ε_j = 0 whenever i ∈ I_h, j ∈ I_l, h ≠ l, h, l ∈ {q + 1, . . . , m}, then we have that

J(t_1u_1, · · · , t_q u_q , t_{q+1}v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , t_mv^ε_m) = q∑ k=1 1 2 t^2_k‖u_k‖^2_k − 1 2p t^{2p}_k ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_k ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p

+ m∑ h=q+1 t^2_h‖v^ε_h‖^2_h − 1 2p t^{2p}_h ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |v^ε_i |^p|v^ε_j |^p

+ q∑ k=1 m∑ h=q+1 t^p_kt^p_h p ∑ (i,j)∈I_k ×I_h ∫ Ω |β_{ij} ||u_i|^p|v^ε_j |^p + q∑ k,l=1 ∑ l≠k t^p_kt^p_l p ∑ (i,j)∈I_k ×I_l ∫ Ω |β_{ij} ||u_i|^p|u_j |^p

=: q∑ k=1 f_k(t_k) + m∑ h=q+1 g^ε_h(t_h) + G_ε(t_1, . . . , t_q , t_{q+1}, . . . , t_m). Note that 1 < p < 2 and 2p = 2^∗. Consider the function

f_k(t_k) = 1 2 t^2_k‖u_k‖^2_k − 1 2^∗ t^{2∗}_k ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_k ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p.

Therefore, for every k = 1, . . . , q, the function f_k is increasing whenever

0 < t_k < α_2 := min_{1≤k≤q} { ‖u_k‖^2_k ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_k ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p } > 0. Thus, (2.35) max_{0<t1,...,tq} q∑ k=1 f_k(t_k) = max α_2 ≤t_1,...,t_q q∑ k=1 f_k(t_k)

Similarly, g^ε_h is increasing whenever 0 < t_h < t^ε_h, where

(2.36) (t^ε_h)^{2∗−2} = ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇v^ε_i |^2 + λ_i|v^ε_i |^2 ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |v^ε_i |^p|v^ε_j |^p . Note that λ_i ∈ (−λ_1(Ω), 0) for every i = 1, . . . , d, then we have ∫ Ω (|∇u|^2 + λ_iu^2) ≥ ( 1 + λ_i λ_1(Ω) ) ∫ Ω |∇u|^2 ∀u ∈ H^1_0 (Ω). 15

Combining this with (2.25), (2.26) and (2.36) we know that

(t^ε_h)^{2∗−2} ≥ min_{i∈Ih} { 1 +^{λi}_{λ1 (Ω)} } ∑ i∈I_h ∫ R^N |∇Vi| 2 + O(ε^{N−2}) ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ R^N βij |Vi| p|V_j |^p + O(ε^N ) ≥ 1 2 min_{i∈Ih} { 1 + λ_i λ_1(Ω) } for ε small enough.

We have that g^ε_h is increasing whenever 0 < t_h < α_3 for every h = q + 1, . . . , m. Therefore, (2.37) max_{0<tq+1 ,...,tm} m∑ k=q+1 g^ε_h(t_h) = max α_3≤t_{q+1} ,...,t_m m∑ k=q+1 g^ε_h(t_h). Since G_ε(t_1, . . . , t_q, . . . , t_m) ≥ 0, combining this with (2.10), (2.34) and (2.35), we see that (2.30) holds. □

Denote

f(t_1, . . . , t_q) := 1 2 q∑ k=1 t^2_k‖u_k‖^2_k − 1 2p q∑ k,l=1 t^p_kt^p_l ∑ (i,j)∈I_k ×I_l ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p. Lemma 2.10. If c_{1,...,q} is attained by (u_1, · · · , u_q ), then c_{1,...,q} = max t_1,··· ,t_q >0 f(t_1, · · · , t_q ). Proof. We deduce from Proposition 2.3 that u^q = (u_1, · · · , u_q ) is a nonnegative solution of the corresponding system, and so (u_1, · · · , u_q) ∈ N_{1,...,q} . Hence, q∑ l=1 ∑ (i,j)∈I_k ×I_l ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p = ‖u_k‖^2_k > 0.

Note that β_{ij} ≤ 0 ∀(i, j) ∈ K_2. Therefore, following the proof of Lemma 2.2 in [49] we know that (1, 1, . . . , 1) is the unique critical point of f and is a global maximum, that is max t_1 ,··· ,t_q >0 f(t_1, · · · , t_q ) = f(1, 1, · · · , 1) = c_{1,...,q} . □ Lemma 2.11. We have max t_1,··· ,t_m>0 J ( t_1u_1, · · · , t_q u_q, t_{q+1}v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , t_mv^ε_m ) < c_{1,...,q} + m∑ h=q+1 l_h − δ for small ε, where δ is as in Theorem 2.5 and c_{1,...,q} is defined in (2.5).

Proof. Note that 1 < p < 2 and 2p = 2^∗. By (2.21), (2.24) and (2.27), for k = 1, . . . , q, h = q + 1, . . . , m and α_3 < t_h < α_1, 0 < t_k < α_1, we have q∑ k=1 t^p_kt^p_h | | | | | ∑ (i,j)∈I_k ×I_h β_{ij} ∫ Ω |u_i|^p|v^ε_j |^p | | | | | ≤ d max (i,j)∈K_2 |β_{ij} |α^p_1Θ^pt^{p−2}_h t^2_h ∑ i∈I_h ∫ B_{2ρ} (x_0) |v^ε_i |^p

≤ d max (i,j)∈K_2 |β_{ij} |α^p_1α^{p−2}_3 Θ^pt^2_h ∑ i∈I_h ∫ B_{2ρ} (x_0) |v^ε_i |^p ≤ C_2o(ε^2)t^2_h,

(2.38) where C_2 is dependent only on β_{ii} > 0, β_{ij} ≥ 0 for (i, j) ∈ K_1. Based upon (2.38) and Lemma 2.10, the rest of proof is exactly as [42, Lemma 3.10], so we omit it. □

Proof of Theorem 2.6. Without loss of generality, we prove that c < c_{1,...,p} + ∑_m h=p+1 lh − δ. By Lemma

2.9, we know that Φ has a global maximum t^ε in R^m_+ , and t^ε_k ≥ α_2 > 0 ∀k = 1, . . . , q, and t^ε_h ≥ α_3 > 0 ∀h = q + 1, . . . , m.

Thus, ∂_kΦ(t^ε) = 0 for every k = 1, . . . , m, and so

(2.39) ( t^ε_1u_1, · · · , t^ε_qu_q , t^ε_{q+1}v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , t^ε_mv^ε_m ) ∈ N . We deduce from (2.39) and Lemma 2.11 that c ≤ J ( t^ε_1u_1, · · · , t^ε_q u_q, t^ε_{q+1}v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , t^ε_mv^ε_m )

≤ max t_1 ,...,t_m>0 J(t_1u_1, · · · , t_qu_q , t_{q+1}v^ε_{q+1}, · · · , t_mv^ε_m) < c_{1,...,q} + m∑ h=q+1 l_h − δ. □ Inspired by [42], we prove Theorem 1.1 by induction in the number of sub-groups. We start in the next subsection by proving the first induction step.

Conclusion of the proof of Theorem 1.1. Based on Proposition 2.4, Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 2.6, the proof follows exactly as the general case of [42, Theorem 1.1], so we omit it. □

3. Asymptotic behavior of nonnegative solutions and Proof of Theorem 1.11

In this section, we study the asymptotic behaviors of nonnegative solutions when β_{ij} → 0^− or β_{ij} → −∞ for any (i, j) ∈ K_2. This is a cornerstone in the proofs of existence of least energy positive solutions in Theorem 1.3-(3),(4), which we show in the next section. After obtaining the precise asymptotic behaviors of nonnegative solutions as β_{ij} → −∞ for any (i, j) ∈ K_2, we present the proof of Theorem 1.11. Recall the definitions of J_Γ, N_Γ, c_Γ, all depending also on β_{ij} .

Notation. In this section we will take sequences β^n_{ij} for (i, j) ∈ K_2 and we use the notation J^n_Γ , N^n_Γ , c^n_Γ for the corresponding functional, Nehari manifold and energy level, respectively. As usual, we also set J^n_Γ = J^n, N^n_Γ = N^n, c^n_Γ = c^n whenever Γ = {1, . . . , m}.

3.1. Asymptotic behavior of nonnegative solutions when β_{ij} → 0^−, (i, j) ∈ K_2. In this subsection, we investigate the asymptotic behavior of nonnegative solutions when β_{ij} → 0^− for any (i, j) ∈ K_2. Given h = 1, . . . , m, consider the following system

(3.1) { −Δu_i + λ_iu_i = ∑ j∈I_h βij |uj | p|u_i|^{p−2}u_i in Ω, u_i ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∀i ∈ I_h.

We recall that, with Γ = {h} (and dropping the parenthesis in the notations from now on), the ground-state level is

c_h := inf_{u∈Nh} J_h(u), where J_h(u) := ∫ Ω 1 2 ∑ i∈I_h (|∇u_i|^2 + λ_iu^2_i ) − 1 2p ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h β_{ij} |u_j |^p|u_i|^p, where N_h := { u ∈ (H^1_0 (Ω))^{ah −ah−1} : u ≠ 0 and ⟨∇J_h(u), u⟩ = 0 } . It is easy to see that c_h > 0, and

c_h = inf_{u≠0} max_{t>0} J_h(tu) = inf_{u≠0} 1 N ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇v_i|^2 + λ_i|v_i|^2 (∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |v_j |^p|v_i|^p ) 2_{2∗} N 2 .

and we get the following

(3.2) ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |v_j |^p|v_i|^p ≤ (Nc_h)^{22−N} ( ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇v_i|^2 + λ_i|v_i|^2

) 2^∗_2

∀v_i ∈ H^1_0 (Ω), i ∈ I_h.

(note the paralelism with l_h, related to the same subsystem in the whole space) from Theorem 1.1 we know that a nonnegative ground-state exists under (H3), while Theorem 2.5 implies that 0 < c_h < l_h. Then we have the following theorem

Theorem 3.1. Let a be an m-decomposition of d for some 1 ≤ m ≤ d and assume conditions (H1)–(H4) hold true. Let {β^n_{ij} }_{(i,j)∈K2} be a sequence with β^n_{ij} → 0^− as n → ∞, and (u^n_1 , . . . , u^n_m) is a nonnegative solution of (1.1) with β_{ij} = β^n_{ij} , (i, j) ∈ K_2 (obtained by Theorem 1.1). Then, passing to a subsequence, for every h = 1, . . . , m we have u^n_i → u_i strongly in H^1_0 (Ω) as n → ∞, i ∈ I_h, where u_h ≠ 0 is a ground state of (3.1). Moreover,

(3.3) lim_{n→∞} ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_j |^p = 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2, and c := lim_{n→∞} c^n = m∑ h=1 c_h. Before we prove the above theorem, we present an accurate upper bound estimate for the limit of c^n.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose that the conditions in Theorem 3.1 are satisfied. Then

lim sup n→∞ c^n ≤ m∑ h=1 c_h. Proof. For each h = 1, . . . , m, let w_h be a ground state solution of (3.1). We claim that, if n is sufficiently large, then (3.4) there exist t^n_1 , · · · , t^n_m > 0 such that (t^n_1 w_1, · · · , t^n_mw_m) ∈ N^n. This is equivalent to (3.5) (t^n_h )^2‖w_h‖^2_h = (t^n_h )^{2p} ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |w_i|^p|w_j |^p + ∑ k≠h (t^n_h)^p(t^n_k )^p ∑ (i,j)∈I_h ×I_k ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |w_i|^p|w_j |^p, where h = 1, . . . , m.

For every h = 1, . . . , m, consider

~f_h(t_1, · · · , t_m, s) := t^{2p}_h ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |w_i|^p|ω_j |^p + ∑ k≠h t^p_ht^p_k ∑ (i,j)∈I_h ×I_k ∫ Ω s_{ij} |w_i|^p|w_j |^p − t^2_h‖w_h‖^2_h,

where t_1, . . . , t_m > 0, s = (s_{ij} )_{(i,j)∈K2} ∈ R^{|K2 |}. Obviously, for every h = 1, . . . , m, ~f_h(1, · · · , 1, 0) = 0. Note that for every h = 1, . . . , m ∂ ~f_h ∂t_h (1, · · · , 1, 0) = (2p − 2)‖w_h‖^2_h, ∂ ~f_h ∂t_k (1, · · · , 1, 0) = 0, h ≠ k. Define the matrix G := ( ∂ ~f_h ∂t_k (1, · · · , 1, 0) ) 1≤h,k≤m then det(G) > 0. Therefore, by the implicit function theorem, there exist continuous function t_h(s), h = 1, . . . , m and δ_3 > 0 small such that for every h = 1, . . . , m, ~f_h(t_1(s), · · · , t_m(s), s) = 0 for all s_{ij} ∈ (−δ_3, δ_3). Moreover, t_h(0) = 1, h = 1, . . . , m. Then by continuity there exists δ_4 < δ_3 such that for every h = 1, . . . , m we have (3.6) 0 < t_h(s) ≤ 2 for all s_{ij} ∈ [−δ_4, δ_4].

Since β^n_{ij} → 0 as n → ∞, then we see that β^n_{ij} ∈ [−δ_4, δ_4] for any (i, j) ∈ K_2 when n is sufficiently large. Hence, (3.5) has a solution t^n_1 , · · · , t^n_m > 0 when n is sufficiently large, where t^n_h := t_h(s^n), with s^n_{ij} := β^n_{ij} for (i, j) ∈ K_2. Therefore, (3.4) is true. It follows from (3.6) that t^n_1 , . . . , t^n_m are uniformly bounded, and so by (3.5) we see that lim_{n→∞} |t^n_h − 1| = 0, h = 1, . . . , m. Combining this with (3.4) we have

lim sup n→∞ c^n ≤ lim sup n→∞ J^n (t^n_1 w_1, · · · , t^n_mw_m) = m∑ h=1 ‖w_h‖^2_h = m∑ h=1 c_h. □ 18

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let u_n = (u^n_1 , . . . , u^n_m) be a nonnegative solution with β_{ij} = β^n_{ij} for every (i, j) ∈ K_2, and β^n_{ij} → 0^− as n → ∞. By Lemma 3.2 we see that {u^n_i } is uniformly bounded in H^1_0 (Ω). Passing to subsequence, for h = 1, . . . , m we may assume that (3.7) u^n_i → u_i weakly in H^1_0 (Ω), strongly in L^2(Ω) and a.e. in Ω, i ∈ I_h. Hence, u_i ≥ 0. Next, arguing by contradiction, we show that u_h ≠ 0 for every h = 1, . . . , m.

Case 1. All limiting components are zero: u = (u_1, · · · , u_h, · · · , u_m) ≡ 0. Denote

(3.8) D_h := lim_{n→∞} ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇u^n_i |^2. We have D_h > 0 for every h = 1, . . . , m, otherwise u^n_i → 0 strongly in H^1_0 (Ω), i ∈ I_h, hence lim_{n→∞} ∑ i∈I_h |u^n_i |^2_p = 0,

which contradicts Lemma 2.2. Next, since u^n ∈ N^n and β^n_{ij} ≤ 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2, we see that ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇u^n_i |^2 + λ_i|u^n_i |^2 = ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_j |^p + ∑ k≠h ∑ (i,j)∈I_h ×I_k ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_j |^p (3.9)

≤ ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_j |^p ≤ (Nl_h)^{22−N} ( ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇u^n_i |^2 ) 2^∗_2 . (3.10)

Note that ∫ Ω |u^n_i |^2 → 0, i ∈ I_h. Combining this with (3.8)-(3.10) we have D_h ≥ Nl_h. It follows from Theorem 2.5 and Lemma 3.2 that m∑ h=1 l_h > m∑ h=1 c_h ≥ lim_{n→∞} c^n = 1 N lim_{n→∞} m∑ h=1 ‖u^n_h‖^2_h = 1 N m∑ h=1 D_h ≥ m∑ h=1 l_h, which is a contradiction. Hence, Case 1 is impossible.

Case 2. Only one component of u is not zero.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that u_1 ≠ 0, u_2 = · · · = u_h = · · · = u_m = 0. Similarly to Case 1, we know that (3.11) D_h ≥ Nl_h for every h = 2, . . . , m.

Note that β^n_{ij} ≤ 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2. Testing the equation for u^n_i in (1.1) by u_i, i ∈ I_1 and integrating over Ω, we see that ∫ Ω (∇u^n_i ∇u_i + λ_iu^n_i u_i) = ∑ j∈I_1 ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u^n_j |^p|u^n_i |^{p−2}u^n_i u_i + ∑ j∉I_1 ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |u^n_j |^p|u^n_i |^{p−2}u^n_i u_i ≤ ∑ j∈I_1 ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u^n_j |^p|u^n_i |^{p−2}u^n_i u_i. (3.12)

By (3.7) we see that |u^n_j |^p|u^n_i |^{p−2}u^n_i ⇀ |u_j |^p|u_i|^{p−2}u_i weakly in L^{2∗2∗−1} (Ω), therefore ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u^n_j |^p|u^n_i |^{p−2}u^n_i u_i → ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_j |^p|u_i|^p, as n → ∞. So, passing to the limit in (3.12), we find

(3.13) ∫ Ω (|∇u_i|^2 + λ_i|u_i|^2) ≤ ∑ j∈I_1 ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_j |^p|u_i|^p ∀i ∈ I_1, 19

which, when combined with (3.2), yields

(3.14) Nc_1 ≤ ∑ i∈I_1 ∫ Ω (|∇u_i|^2 + λ_i|u_i|^2) ≤ ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_1 ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_j |^p|u_i|^p.

By (3.11), Theorem 2.5 and Lemma 3.2 we have

c_1 + m∑ h=2 l_h > m∑ h=1 c_h ≥ lim_{n→∞} c^n = 1 N lim_{n→∞} ‖u^n_h‖^2_h

= 1 N ∑ i∈I_1 ∫ Ω (|∇u_i|^2 + λ_i|u_i|^2) + 1 N m∑ h=2 D_h + 1 N lim_{n→∞} ∑ i∈I_1 ∫ Ω |∇(u^n_i − u_i)|^2 ≥ c_1 + m∑ h=2 l_h, a contradiction. Thus, Case 2 is not true.

Case 3. Only q components of u are not zero, for some q ∈ {2, 3, . . . , m − 1}.

Without loss of generality, we assume that u_1 ≠ 0, u_2 ≠ 0, · · · , u_q ≠ 0, u_{q+1} = · · · = u_h = · · · = u_m = 0. Similarly to Case 1, we know that

(3.15) D_h ≥ Nl_h for every h = q + 1, . . . , m.

Similarly to (3.14), for h = 1, . . . , q we get that

(3.16) ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω (|∇u_i|^2 + λ_i|u_i|^2) ≥ Nc_h.

We deduce from (3.15), (3.16), Theorem 2.5 and Lemma 3.2 that q∑ h=1 c_h + m∑ h=q+1 l_h > m∑ h=1 c_h ≥ lim_{n→∞} c^n = 1 N lim_{n→∞} ‖u^n_h‖^2_h

≥ 1 N q∑ h=1 ‖u_h‖^2_h + 1 N m∑ h=q+1 D_h ≥ q∑ h=1 c_h + m∑ h=q+1 l_h, a contradiction. Therefore, Case 3 is impossible.

Since Case 1, Case 2 and Case 3 are impossible, then we get that u_h ≠ 0 for any h = 1, 2, . . . , m. From the previous arguments, we also know that

‖u_h‖^2_h = ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇u_i|^2 + λ_i|u_i|^2 ≥ Nc_h for every h = 1, . . . , m.

Combining this with Lemma 3.2 we have m∑ h=1 c_h ≥ lim_{n→∞} c^n = 1 N lim_{n→∞} ‖u^n_h‖^2_h

= 1 N m∑ h=1 ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇u_i|^2 + λ_i|u_i|^2 + lim_{n→∞} 1 N m∑ h=1 ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇(u^n_i − u_i)|^2 ≥ m∑ h=1 c_h,

which yields that lim_{n→∞} ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇(u^n_i − u_i)|^2 = 0, ‖u_h‖^2_h = Nc_h, h = 1, . . . , m.

Hence u^n_i → u_i strongly in H^1_0 (Ω) as n → ∞, i ∈ I_h, h = 1, . . . , m, u_h ≠ 0 is a ground state of (3.1), and (3.3) holds true. □

3.2. Asymptotic behavior of nonnegative solutions when β_{ij} → −∞, (i, j) ∈ K_2: phase separation. In this subsection, we study the asymptotic behavior of nonnegative solutions when β_{ij} → −∞ for any (i, j) ∈ K_2, proving Theorem 1.7 and also Corollary 1.9. To start with, we need an estimate in the spirit of Lemma 3.2. However, unlike the case β_{ij} → 0^−, here we need to estimate also the energy level sets of subsystems. Having that in mind define, for Γ ⊆ {1, . . . , m}, let c^∞_Γ := inf_{N ∞Γ} J^∞_Γ , with J^∞_Γ (u) := 1 N ∑ h∈Γ ‖u_h‖^2_h, and N^∞_Γ := u = {u_h}_{h∈Γ} : 0 < ‖u_h‖^2_h ≤ ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p ∀h ∈ Γ and u_iu_j ≡ 0 ∀(i, j) ∈ K_2 . Set c^n_Γ = c^n, c^∞_Γ = c^∞, J^∞_Γ = J^∞ when Γ = {1, . . . , m}. It is easy to see that c^∞_Γ is well defined due to the fact that the set N^∞_Γ is non empty.

Lemma 3.3. Assume the conditions in Theorem 1.7 hold. Then we get that lim sup n→∞ c^n_Γ ≤ c^∞_Γ .

Proof. Given u ∈ N^∞_Γ such that ∫ Ω |u_i|^p|u_j |^p = 0 for every i ∈ I_h, j ∈ I_k , h ≠ k ∈ Γ, then we have (t_1u_1, · · · , t_hu_h, · · · , t_mu_m) ∈ N^n_Γ , where

t^{2p−2}_h =

‖u_h‖^2_h ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p ≤ 1. Hence, c^n_Γ ≤ 1 N ∑ h∈Γ t^2_h‖u_h‖^2_h ≤ 1 N ∑ h∈Γ ‖u_h‖^2_h = J^∞_Γ (u),

which yields that lim sup_{n→∞} c^n_Γ ≤ J^∞_Γ (u) and thus lim sup_{n→∞} c^n_Γ ≤ c^∞_Γ . □ Proof of Theorem 1.7. Let u_n = (u^n_1 , . . . , u^n_m) be a nonnegative solution associated with c^n, with β_{ij} = β^n_{ij} for every (i, j) ∈ K_2, and β^n_{ij} → −∞ as n → ∞ (for N ≥ 5, such a solution exists by Theorem 1.1, while for N = 4 it exists by [42, Theorem 1.1] - taking also into account Remark 1.2). By Lemma 3.3 we see that {u^n_i } is uniformly bounded in H^1_0 (Ω). Passing to subsequence, for h = 1, . . . , m we may assume that u^n_i → u_i weakly in H^1_0 (Ω), strongly in L^2(Ω) and a.e. in Ω, i ∈ I_h.

We now follow closely the proof of Theorem 3.1, showing by a contradiction argument that u_h ≠ 0 for every h = 1, . . . , m. In fact, we see that Cases 1 and 2 therein (i.e, when all limiting components except possibly one vanish) lead to a contradiction in the same way. So we focus on the case: (3.17) Only q components of u^∞ are not zero, for some q ∈ {2, 3, . . . , m − 1}. Without loss of generality, we may assume that u^∞_1 ≠ 0, u^∞_2 ≠ 0, · · · , u^∞_q ≠ 0, u^∞_{q+1} = · · · = u^∞_m = 0. Similarly to Case 1 in Theorem 3.1, we know that (3.18) D_h := lim_{n→∞} ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇u^n_i |^2 ≥ Nl_h, h = q + 1, . . . , m. Notice that ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u^n_j |^p|u^n_i |^p + ∑ k≠h ∑ (i,j)∈I_h ×I_k ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |u^n_j |^p|u^n_i |^p = ‖u^n_h‖^2_h > 0,

which implies that, for any (i, j) ∈ K_2, |β^n_{ij} | ∫ Ω |u^n_j |^p|u^n_i |^p ≤ ∑ (i,j)∈I_h ×I_k |β^n_{ij} | ∫ Ω |u^n_j |^p|u^n_i |^p ≤ ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u^n_j |^p|u^n_i |^p ≤ C. Thus u^∞_j · u^∞_i ≡ 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2, since β_{ij} → −∞.

Similarly to (3.13), for h = 1, . . . , q we get that ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω |∇u^∞_i |^2 + λ_i|u^∞_i |^2 ≤ ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u^∞_j |^p|u^∞_i |^p.

Hence, (u^∞_1 , · · · , u^∞_q ) ∈ N^∞_Γ for Γ = {1, . . . , q}. Then

(3.19) J^∞_{1,...,q}(u^∞_1 , · · · , u^∞_q ) = 1 N q∑ h=1 ‖u^∞_h ‖^2_h ≥ c^∞_{1,...,q}. We deduce from (3.18), (3.19), Lemma 3.3 and Theorem 2.6 that c^∞_{1,...,q} + m∑ h=q+1 l_h − δ ≥ lim_{n→∞} c^n_{1,...,q} + m∑ h=q+1 l_h − δ ≥ lim_{n→∞} c^n = 1 N lim_{n→∞} ‖u^n_h‖^2_h

≥ 1 N q∑ h=1 ‖u^∞_h ‖^2_h + 1 N m∑ h=q+1 D_h ≥ c^∞_{1,...,q} + m∑ h=q+1 l_h, a contradiction. Therefore also (3.17) is impossible and we get that u^∞_h ≠ 0 for any h = 1, 2, . . . , m.

From the previous arguments we know that u^∞ ∈ N^∞_Γ . Reasoning as in the last part of the proof of Theorem 3.1, it is now straightforward to prove that u^n_i → u^∞_i strongly in H^1_0 (Ω), i ∈ I_h, h = 1 . . . , m, that u^∞ achieves c^∞ and

(3.20) lim_{n→∞} c^n = c^∞ = J(u^∞), lim_{n→∞} ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_j |^p = 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2.

Finally, following the proof of [10, Lemma 6.1], we can get that {u^n_i } is uniformly bounded in L^∞(Ω). Then by [41, Theorem 1.5] we know that u^∞_i is Lipschitz continuous in Ω, i ∈ I_h, h = 1 . . . , m, that the convergence is in Hölder spaces and that (1.9) is true, and Ω = ⋃_m h=1 {|u^∞_h | > 0}. □ Proof of Corollary 1.9. Based on Theorem 1.7, taking m = d, a = (1, . . . , m), we see that u^∞_i ∈ C^{0,1}(Ω), i = 1, . . . , d and Ω = ⋃_d i=1 {u^∞_i > 0}. Observe that for every i = 1, . . . , d, the set {u^∞_i > 0} is open, and {u^∞_i > 0} ∩ {u^∞_j > 0} = ∅ when i ≠ j. For every i = 1, . . . , d, let v_i be a least energy positive solution of

−Δu + λ_iu = β_{ii}u^{2∗−1}, u ∈ H^1_0 ({u^∞_i > 0}).

Thus J(0, · · · , v_i, · · · , 0) ≤ J(0, · · · , u^∞_i , · · · , 0). Note that {v_i > 0} ∩ {v_j > 0} = ∅ when i ≠ j, and (v_1, · · · , v_d) ∈ N^n. Then, we deduce that lim_{n→∞} c^n ≤ J(v_1, · · · , v_i, · · · , v_d) = d∑ i=1 J(0, · · · , v_i, · · · , 0) ≤ d∑ i=1 J(0, · · · , u^∞_i , · · · , 0) = lim_{n→∞} c^n. It follows that J(0, · · · , v_i, · · · , 0) = J(0, · · · , u^∞_i , · · · , 0), and so u^∞_i is a least energy positive solution of

−Δu + λ_iu = β_{ii}u^{2∗−1}, u ∈ H^1_0 ({u^∞_i > 0}).

It remains to show that for every i = 1, . . . , d, the set {u^∞_i > 0} is connected. By contradiction, without loss of generality we assume that {u^∞_1 > 0} has at least two connected components ~Ω_1 and ~Ω_2. Denote ~u_i := χ_{~Ωi} u^∞_1 , i = 1, 2, where χ_{~Ωi} (x) is the indicator function of the set ~Ω_i. Obviously, ~u_i ∈ H^1_0 ({u^∞_1 > 0}) and ~u_i ≢ 0. Note that J^′(u^∞_1 , 0, · · · , 0)(~u_1, 0, · · · , 0) = 0, i = 1, 2, then we get that ∫ {u^∞_1 >0} |∇~u_i|^2 + λ_1|~u_i|^2 = ∫ {u^∞_1 >0} β_{11}|~u_i|^{2∗} , which yields that J(~u_i, 0, · · · , 0) ≥ J(u^∞_1 , 0, · · · , 0). Therefore we get a contradiction from the fact that J(u^∞_1 , 0, · · · , 0) ≥ J(~u_1, 0, · · · , 0) + J(~u_2, 0, · · · , 0) ≥ 2J(u^∞_1 , 0, · · · , 0). □

3.3. Proof of Theorem 1.11. In this subsection, we prove Theorem 1.11 by using Theorem 1.7.

Proof of Theorem 1.11. Set m = d = 2, λ_1 = λ_2 = λ and β_{11} = β_{22} = μ. It is well known that the solutions of (1.10) are critical points of the following functional I : H^1_0 (Ω) → R I(u) = 1 2 ∫ Ω |∇u|^2 + λ|u|^2 − 1 2^∗ ∫ Ω μ|u|^{2∗} . Define

N_1 := { u ≠ 0 : ∫ Ω |∇u|^2 + λ|u|^2 = ∫ Ω μ|u|^{2∗} } , M := { u ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) : u^± ≠ 0, u^+ ∈ N_1 and u^− ∈ N_1 } , where u^+ := max{u, 0} and u^− := max{−u, 0}. Obviously, any sign-changing solutions of (1.10) belong to M. Consider a := inf_{u∈M} I(u). We claim that a = I(u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 ). In fact, we deduce from the proof of Theorem 1.7 that I(u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 ) = J(u^∞_1 , u^∞_2 ) and u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 ∈ M. Therefore,

(3.21) I(u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 ) ≥ a.

On the other hand, for any u ∈ M, we see that (u^+, u^−) ∈ N^n. Thus, c^n ≤ J(u^+, u^−). Combining these with (3.20) we get that

I(u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 ) = J(u^∞_1 , u^∞_2 ) = lim_{n→∞} c^n ≤ J(u^+, u^−) = I(u),

which implies that

(3.22) I(u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 ) ≤ a.

Thus, by (3.21) and (3.22) we have a = I(u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 ) and u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 ∈ M. By a standard argument (see for instance [11, Lemma 5.2]), we get that I^′(u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 ) = 0. Therefore, u^∞_1 − u^∞_2 is a least energy sign-changing solution to (1.10), and has two nodal domains. □

4. Existence of least energy positive solutions: proof of Theorem 1.3

Proof of Theorem 1.3-(1). It follows from Theorem 1.1 that ~c is achieved by a ground-state solution u ∈ ~N , where ~c and ~N are defined in (1.8). For d = 2, the proof of Theorem 1.3-(1) follows by [11, Theorem 1.3], or by reasoning as in [29, page 385]. In the general case of d > 2 equations, the result can be shown following word by word the reasoning of the proof of [29, Theorem 1.2] (see page 386 therein), arguing by induction in the number of equations: assuming that all c_Γ for every ∅ ≠ Γ ⊊ {1, . . . , d} are associated with a fully-nontrivial solution, and that c = c_{{1,...,n}} is associated with a ground-state of type (u_1, . . . , u_{d−1}, 0) with u_i ≠ 0, then one finds w ∈ H^1_0 (Ω), θ > 0 and t > 0 such that (tu_1, . . . , tu_{d−1}, tθw) ∈ N and J(tu_1, . . . , tu_{d−1}, tθw) < J(u_1, . . . , u_d), a contradiction. We stress that it is of key importance in these arguments the fact that 1 < p < 2. □

Proof of Theorem 1.3-(2). This is a direct consequence of Theorem 1.1 for the case of an m = d decomposition a = (1, . . . , d). □

Proof of Theorem 1.3-(3). Step1. Assume by contradiction that the statement doesn’t hold. Then there exist sequences β^n_{ij} → 0^− for every (i, j) ∈ K_2 as n → ∞ such that u_n = (u^n_1 , . . . , u^n_m) has a zero component. Here u_n denotes the solution of (1.1) with level c^n = J^n(u^n), provided by Theorem 1.1. We also denote by N^n the associated Nehari-type set.

Without loss of generality and passing if necessary to a subsequence, we can assume that |I_m| > 1 and that there exists m_i ∈ I_m such that u^n_{mi} ≡ 0 for every n. By Lemma 2.2 we see (passing if necessary again to a subsequence) that there exists m_{^i} ∈ I_m, such that

(4.1) |u^n_{m^i} |^2_p ≥ C_1/d for every n.

To fix ideas we suppose that m_{^i} < m_i. Hence, we assume that u^n_m = (u^n_{am−1+1}, · · · , u^n_{m^i} , · · · , u^n_{mi} , · · · , u^n_{am} ), where u^n_{mi} ≡ 0. Note that u^n_i are uniformly bounded in H^1_0 (Ω). Moreover, we deduce from Theorem 3.1 that

(4.2) u^n_i → u_i strongly in H^1_0 (Ω) as n → ∞ ∀i, lim_{n→∞} ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_j |^p = 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2.

The plan now is to replace the zero component in u^n_m by a multiple of u_{m^i} , showing that this decreases the energy, leading to a contradiction. Having this in mind, let ^u^n_m(s) := (u^n_{am−1+1}, · · · , u^n_{m^i} , · · · , |s|^{1p −1}su^n_{m^i} , · · · , u^n_{am} ) ∀s ∈ R. We wish to show that, for s > 0, there exists t_1, . . . , t_m > 0 such that (t^n_1 u_1, . . . , t^n_{m−1}u_{m−1}, t^n_m ^u^n_m) ∈ N^n, which is equivalent to

f^n_h (t_1, · · · , t_m, s) := A^n_{hh}t^{2p}_h + m∑ k≠h A^n_{hk}t^p_kt^p_h + A^n_{hmi} t^p_mt^p_hs − ‖u^n_h‖^2_ht^2_h = 0, for every h = 1, . . . , m − 1,

f^n_m(t_1, · · · , t_m, s) := [ A^n_{mm} + 2sA^n_{mmi} + s^2 ∫ Ω β_{mimi} | | |u^n_{m^i} | | |^{2p} ] t^{2p}_m + m−1∑ k=1 A^n_{km}t^p_kt^p_m

+ m−1∑ k=1 A^n_{kmi} t^p_kt^p_ms − ( ‖u^n_m‖^2_m + |s|^{2p −1}s‖u^n_{m^i} ‖^2_{mi} ) t^2_m = 0,

where A^n_{hk} := ∑ (i,j)∈I_h ×I_k ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_j |^p, A^n_h := ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω β^n_{imi} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_{m^i} |^p. For future use, we point out that, due to the assumption β^n_{ij} → 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2 and by the uniform H^1_0 –bounds of u^n, we have (4.3) lim_{n→∞} A^n_{hk} = 0, ∀h ≠ k, lim_{n→∞} A^n_{hmi} = 0 ∀h = 1, . . . , m − 1. Step 2. Obviously, f^n_h ∈ C^1(R^{m+1} , R) for every h = 1, . . . , m. Set a = (1, · · · , 1, 0). Note that u^n ∈ N^n, then f^n_h (a) = 0 for every h = 1, . . . , m, that is, ‖u^n_h‖^2_h = A^n_{hh} + ∑_m k≠h A n hk. Define

B_1 := ( ∂f^n_h ∂t_k (a) ) 1≤h,k≤m . Next, we show that det(B_1) ≥ C, where C is independent on n. By a direct computation, for h, k = 1, . . . , m − 1 we have

(4.4) ∂f^n_h ∂t_h (a) = 2pA^n_{hh} + p m∑ k≠h A^n_{hk} − 2‖u^n_h‖^2_h, ∂f^n_h ∂t_k (a) = pA^n_{hk}, k ≠ h, ∂f^n_h ∂s (a) = A^n_{hmi} .

Similarly we see that (4.5) ∂f^n_m ∂t_m (a) = 2pA^n_{mm} + p m−1∑ k=1 A^n_{km} − 2‖u^n_m‖^2_m, ∂f^n_m ∂t_k (a) = pA^n_{km}, k ≠ m, ∂f^n_m ∂s (a) = 2A^n_{mmi} + m−1∑ k=1 A^n_{kmi} . We see from (4.4), (H3), β^n_{ij} ≤ 0 (i, j) ∈ K_2, u^n ∈ N^n that ∂f^n_h ∂t_h (a) − m∑ k≠h | | | | ∂f^n_h ∂t_k (a) | | | | = 2pA^nhh + 2p m∑ k≠h A^n_{hk} − 2‖u^n_h‖^2_h.

≥ (2p − 2)‖u^n_h‖^2_h ≥ 2(p − 1)S ∑ i∈I_h |u^n_i |^2_p ≥ 2(p − 1)SC_1 h = 1, . . . , m, where C_1 is defined in Lemma 2.2 independent from n. Therefore, B_1 is strictly diagonally dominant. Moreover, by the Gershgorin circle theorem we have det(B_1) ≥ C,

Step 3. The implicit function theorem implies the existence of functions t^n_h (s) of class C^1 in some interval (−σ_n, σ_n) for σ_n > 0, satisfying t^n_h(0) = 1 and (4.6) f^n_h (t^n_1 (s), · · · , t^n_h(s), · · · , t^n_m(s), s) ≡ 0, s ∈ [0, σ_n), for every h = 1, . . . , m, that is, (t^n_1 (s)u^n_1 , · · · , t^n_{m−1}(s)u^n_{m−1}, t^n_m(s)^u^n_m(s)) ∈ N^n. Therefore,

(4.7) m∑ k=1 ∂f^n_h ∂t_k (a) ∂t^n_k ∂s (0) + ∂f^n_h ∂s (a) = 0 for every h = 1, . . . , m,

where (by Cramer’s rule)

(4.8) ∂t^n_k ∂s (0) := lim_{s→0+} t^n_k (s) − 1 s = det(B^k_1 ) det(B_1) for every k = 1, . . . , m,

where

B^k_1 := ∂f^n_1 ∂t_1 (a) · · · ∂f^n_1 ∂t_{k−1} (a) ∂f^n_1 ∂s (a)^{∂f n1}_{∂tk+1} (a) · · ·^{∂f n1}_{∂tm} (a) ∂f^n_2 ∂t_1 (a) · · · ∂f^n_2 ∂t_{k−1} (a) ∂f^n_2 ∂s (a)^{∂f n2}_{∂tk+1} (a) · · ·^{∂f n2}_{∂tm} (a) · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ∂f^n_m ∂t_1 (a) · · · ∂f^n_m ∂t_{k−1} (a) ∂f^n_m ∂s (a)^{∂f nm}_{∂tk+1} (a) · · ·^{∂f nm}_{∂tm} (a) .

Observe that {u^n_i }_{i∈Ih ,h=1,...,m} are uniformly bounded in H^1_0 (Ω) (independently on β_{ij} for (i, j) ∈ K_2). Moreover, again from (H3) and β^n_{ij} ≤ 0 (i, j) ∈ K_2 and the fact that u^n ∈ N^n, A^n_{hh}, m∑ k≠h |A^n_{hk}| ≤ ‖u^n_h‖^2_h + A^n_{hh} ≤ C, where C > 0 doesn’t depend on n. Combining this with (4.4) and (4.5), we get that

(4.9) | | | | ∂f^n_h ∂t_k (a) | | | | , | | | | ∂f^n_h ∂s (a) | | | | ≤ C, for every h, k = 1, . . . , m. It follows from (4.8), (4.9) the fact that det(B_1) ≥ C that | | | ∂t^n_k ∂s (0) | | | ≤ C, for every k = 1, . . . , m, where C > 0 doesn’t depend on n.

Step 4. Therefore, we deduce from (4.2), (4.3), (4.4), (4.7), that 2p ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p − 2‖u_h‖^2_h lim_{n→∞} ∂t^{nh} ∂s (0) = 0, h = 1, . . . , m − 1. On the other hand, by Theorem 3.1 we see that 2p ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_h ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p − 2‖u_h‖^2_h = (2p − 2)‖u_h‖^2_h > 0 for every h = 1, . . . , m.

thus

(4.10) lim_{n→∞} ∂t^n_h ∂s (0) = 0, for every h = 1, . . . , m − 1.

Similarly to (4.10), we have

(4.11) lim_{n→∞} ∂t^n_m ∂s (0) = − 2A_m 2pA_{mm} − 2‖u_m‖^2_m = − 2A_m (2p − 2)‖u_m‖^2_m , where A_{mm} := ∑ (i,j)∈I^2_m ∫ Ω β_{ij} |u_i|^p|u_j |^p, A_m := ∑ i∈I_m ∫ Ω β_{imi} |u_i|^p|u_{m^i} |^p > 0, 25

where the positivity of A_m is a consequence of (4.1) . We deduce from (4.11) that

(4.12) lim_{n→∞} ∂t^n_m ∂s (0) =: −L < 0.

Note that t^n_h(s) = 1 +^{∂tnh}_{∂s} (0)s + o_n(s) where, for each n fixed, o_n(s)/s → 0 as s → 0. Then

|t^n_h(s)|^2 = 1 + 2 ∂t^n_h ∂s (0)s + o_n(s^2).

Combining this with the fact that (t^n_1 (s)u^n_1 , · · · , t^n_{m−1}(s)u^n_{m−1}, t^n_m(s)^u^n_m(s)) ∈ N^n, we see that c^n ≤ 1 N m−1∑ h=1 |t^n_h(s)|^2‖u^n_h‖^2_h + 1 N |t^n_m(s)|^2‖^u^n_m‖^2_m

= 1 N m−1∑ h=1 ( 1 + 2 ∂t^n_h ∂s (0)s + o_n(s^2) ) ‖u^n_h‖^2_h + 1 N ( 1 + 2 ∂t^n_m ∂s (0)s + o_n(s^2) ) ( ‖u^n_m‖^2_m + |s|^{2p} ‖u^n_{m^i} ‖^2_{mi} )

= 1 N m∑ h=1 ‖u^n_h‖^2_h + 2 N m∑ h=1 ∂t^n_h ∂s (0)‖u^n_h‖^2_hs + 1 N ‖u^n_{m^i} ‖^2_{mi} |s|^{2p} + o_n(s^2)

= c^n + s ( − 2L N ‖u^n_m‖^2_m + 2 N ( ∂t^n_m ∂s (0) + L ) ‖u^n_m‖^2_m + 2 N m−1∑ h=1 ∂t^n_h ∂s (0)‖u^n_h‖^2_h + 1 N ‖u^n_{m^i} ‖^2_{mi} |s|^{2p −2}s + o_n(s) ) . Therefore, by fixing first an n sufficiently large so that − 2L N ‖u^n_m‖^2_m + 2 N ( ∂t^n_m ∂s (0) + L ) ‖u^n_m‖^2_m + 2 N m−1∑ h=1 ∂t^n_h ∂s (0)‖u^n_h‖^2_h < 0;

since 1 < p < 2, we can then take s ∼ 0 in such a way that c^n < c^n, a contradiction. This finishes the proof. □

Conclusion of the proof of Theorem 1.3-(4). Assume, in view of a contradiction, the existence of β^n_{ij} → −∞ for every (i, j) ∈ K_2 as n → ∞ such that u_n = (u^n_1 , . . . , u^n_m) has a zero component. Exactly as in the proof of (3), we assume that |I_m| > 1 and that there exists m_i ∈ I_m such that u^n_{mi} ≡ 0 for every n, and m_{^i} ∈ I_m smaller than m_i, such that |u^n_{m^i} |^2_p ≥ C_1/d. We deduce from Theorem 1.7 that

u^n_i → u^∞_i strongly in H^1_0 (Ω) as n → ∞, i ∈ I_h, h = 1, . . . , m, and lim_{n→∞} ∫ Ω β^n_{ij} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_j |^p = 0 for every (i, j) ∈ K_2.

Define ^u^n_m(s) := (u^n_{am−1+1}, · · · , u^n_{m^i} , · · · , |s|^{1p −1}su^n_{m^i} , · · · , u^n_{mj} ) ∀s ∈ R. Following the similar arguments in the proof of (3), we see that there exist C^1 functions t^n_1 (s), . . . , t^n_m(s) such that (t^n_1 (s)u^n_1 , · · · , t^n_{m−1}(s)u^n_{m−1}, t^n_m(s)^u^n_m) ∈ N^n for s ∈ [0, δ_n), where δ_n > 0. For h = 1, . . . , m − 1 by the assumption in Theorem 1.3-(4) we have, | |A^n_{hm2} | | ≤ | | | | | ∑ i∈I_h ∫ Ω β^n_{imi} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_{m^i} |^p | | | | | ≤ M ∑ i∈I_h | | | | ∫ Ω β^n_{im^i} |u^n_i |^p|u^n_{m^i} |^p | | | | . Hence, similarly to (4.10) and (4.12) we see that lim_{n→∞} ∂t^n_h ∂s (0) = 0, for every h = 1, . . . , m − 1 and lim_{n→∞} ∂t^n_m ∂s (0) < 0,

and we reach a contradiction just like in the previous proof. □

5. The case of two groups This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.6. Now, we study the case of d = 3 equations

−Δu_i + λ_iu_i = u^{p−1}_i 3∑ j=1 β_{ij} u^p_j in Ω, i = 1, 2, 3,

and m = 2 groups. To fix ideas, we consider the partition I_1 = {1, 2}, I_2 = {3}. Associated with this partition, we set c, J, N as defined in the introduction, see (1.3), (1.6), (1.7). Based on Theorem 1.1, we know that c is achieved by a nonnegative solution (^u_1, ^u_2, ^u_3) ∈ N_{12,3}, and (^u_1, ^u_2) ≠ 0, ^u_3 ≠ 0. In order to prove that (^u_1, ^u_2, ^u_3) is a least energy positive solution, our strategy is to show that (5.1) c < min{d_{13}, d_{23}}, where d_{i3} (i = 1, 2) is defined as the least energy positive level of

(5.2) − Δu + λ_iu = β_{ii}u^{2p−1} + β_{i3}v^pu^{p−1}, −Δv + λ_3v = β_{33}v^{2p−1} + β_{i3}u^pv^{p−1} in Ω. Observe that if (5.1) is true, then we can get that both ^u_1 ≠ 0 and ^u_2 ≠ 0, and so (^u_1, ^u_2, ^u_3) is a least energy positive solution.

By Theorem 1.3-(2) we see that d_{i3} is attained for i = 1, 2. Let us denote by (u_1, u_3) a solution associated with d_{13}, and by (ũ_2, ũ_3) a critical point of d_{23}. By elliptic regularity theory, we see that all these functions are of class C^2 in Ω. Set M_i, ~M_i and m_i, ~m_i, depending only on λ_i, β_{ii}, such that

(5.3) m_i ≤ ∫ Ω |u_i|^{2p} ≤ M_i, ~m_i ≤ ∫ Ω |ũ_i|^{2p} ≤ ~M_i (this is a consequence of the uniform bounds in Lemma 2.2 and Theorem 2.5 - which are independent from β_{13}, β_{23} < 0, together with the Sobolev embedding H^1_0 → L^{2p}(Ω).)

By Theorem 2.6 we have (5.4) d_{13} < min {d_1 + l_3 − δ, d_3 + l_1 − δ} , d_{23} < min {d_2 + l_3 − δ, d_3 + l_2 − δ} , where δ is only dependent on λ_i, β_{ii}, l_i is defined in (2.3) with |I_h| = 1, and d_i is the ground state level of

−Δu + λ_iu = β_{ii}u^{2p−1}, u ∈ H^1_0 (Ω), i = 1, 2, 3.

Lemma 5.1. Assume that (u_1, u_3) is a least energy positive solution of (5.2) with i = 1, and (ũ_2, ũ_3) is a least energy positive solution of (5.2) with i = 2. Then there exist C_3, C_4, C_5, C_6 > 0 such that for any β_{13}, β_{23} ∈ [−σ_1, −σ_0], we have ∫ Ω |β_{13}|u^p_1u^p_3 ≥ C_3, ∫ Ω |β_{13}|u^p_1u^p_3 ∫ Ω β_{11}u^{2p}_1

≥ C_4 and ∫ Ω |β_{23}|u^p_2u^p_3 ≥ C_5, ∫ Ω |β_{23}|u^p_2u^p_3 ∫ Ω β_{22}u^{2p}_2 ≥ C_6. where C_3, C_4, C_5, C_6 are only dependent on λ_i, β_{ii}, σ_0, σ_1.

Proof. We prove the first two inequalities (which are related with system (5.2) with i = 1: the other two are completely analogous). By contradiction, take a sequence β^n_{13} ∈ [−σ_1, −σ_0], β^n_{13} → β_0 as n → ∞, and let (u_n, v_n) be a least energy positive solution when β_{13} = β^n_{13}, such that

(5.5) ∫ Ω |β^n_{13}|u^p_nv^p_n → 0 as n → ∞. Note that d^n_{13} =^1_N (‖u_n‖^2_1 + ‖v_n‖^2_3) and l_i =^1_N β^{− N −22}_{ii} S^{N2} , i = 1, 3, where S is the Sobolev best constant, thus by (5.4) we have

lim_{n→∞} d^n_{13} = lim_{n→∞} 1 N (‖u_n‖^2_1 + ‖v_n‖^2_3) ≤ min { d_1 + 1 N β^{− N −22}_{33} S^{N2} − δ, d_3 + 1 N β^{− N −22}_{11} S^{N2} − δ } . (5.6)

Therefore, {(u_n, v_n)} is uniformly bounded in H^1_0 (Ω) × H^1_0 (Ω). Taking a subsequence, we have

u_n → u, v_n → v weakly in H^1_0 (Ω), strongly in L^2(Ω) and a.e. in Ω.

Since 0 < σ_0 < |β^n_{13}| < σ_1, by (5.5) and Fatou’s Lemma we know that

(5.7) ∫ Ω u^pv^p = 0.

Note that u ≥ 0, v ≥ 0 in Ω, and (u, v) is a solution of (5.2) with β_{13} = β_0. By the maximum principle we know that u ≡ 0 or u > 0 in Ω, and v ≡ 0 or v > 0 in Ω. We claim that u > 0, v > 0 in Ω. By contradiction, without loss of generality we assume that u ≡ 0.

If both u ≡ 0 and v ≡ 0, then we see from ∫ Ω v^2_n → 0 and β^n_{13} < 0 that ∫ Ω |∇v_n|^2 + λ_3v^2_n ≤ ∫ Ω β_{33}|v_n|^{2p} ≤ β_{33}S^{−p} (∫ Ω |∇v_n|^2 )_p . Similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.1 we see that

(5.8) lim_{n→∞} ∫ Ω |∇v_n|^2 ≥ β^{− N −22}_{33} S^{N2} , and (5.9) lim_{n→∞} ∫ Ω |∇u_n|^2 ≥ β^{− N −22}_{11} S^{N2} .

It follows from (5.8) and (5.9) that

lim_{n→∞} d^n_{13} ≥ 1 N ( β^{− N −22}_{33} S^{N2} + β^{− N −22}_{11} S^{N2} ) , it is a contradiction with (5.6) due to d_i ≤^1_N β^{− N −22}_{ii} S^{N2} , i = 1, 3.

If u ≡ 0, v > 0 in Ω, then we know that (5.9) holds. Similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.1 we know that

(5.10) ∫ Ω (|∇v|^2 + λ_3v^2) ≥ Nd_3.

Combining this with (5.6) and (5.9) we have

d_3 + 1 N β^{− N −22}_{11} S^{N2} − δ ≥ lim_{n→∞} d^n_{13} = lim_{n→∞} 1 N (‖u_n‖^2_1 + ‖v_n‖^2_3) = 1 N ∫ Ω (|∇v|^2 + λ_3v^2) + lim_{n→∞} 1 N ∫ Ω |∇u_n|^2 + lim_{n→∞} 1 N ∫ Ω |∇(v_n − v)|^2 ≥ d_3 + 1 N β^{− N −22}_{11} S^{N2} ,

which is a contradiction. It follows that u > 0, v > 0 in Ω, and so ∫ Ω u^pv^p > 0, which contradicts with (5.7). Therefore, there exists a constant C_3 such that ∫ Ω |β_{13}|u^p_1u^p_3 ≥ C_3.

On the other hand, ∫ Ω β_{11}u^{2p}_1 ≤ C. Hence, ∫ Ω |β_{13}|u^p_1u^p_3 ∫ Ω β_{11}u^{2p}_1 ≥ C_4. □ Set ~β_1 := σ_1 p − 1 + C^4 pC_4 ( M_3 m_1

) 1_2

, ~β_2 := σ_1 p − 1 + C_6 pC_6 ( ~M_3 ~m_2 ) 1_2 , where C_4 and C_6 are defined in Lemma 5.1, M_i, ~M_i are defined in (5.3), Set

(5.11) ^β := max{ ~β_1, ~β_2}.

Lemma 5.2. If β_{12} > ^β and β_{13}, β_{23} ∈ [−σ_1, −σ_0], then c < min{d_{13}, d_{23}}.

Proof. We just prove that c < d_{13} (which just uses the fact that β_{12} > ~β_1), and the other inequality is analogous. Note that d_{13} is attained by (u_1, u_3), and that (u_1, 0, u_3) ∈ N .

Step 1 Given ω ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) with ω ≥ 0, we claim that there exist C^1 functions t(s) = t_ω(s), m(s) = m_ω(s) and η_1 > 0 such that (t(s)u_1, t(s)s^{1p} ω, m(s)u_3) ∈ N for s ∈ [0, η_1), and t(0) = m(0) = 1. Consider the C^1(R^3 ; R)–functions

f(t, m, s) :=t^2‖u_1‖^2_1 + t^2|s|^{2p −1}s‖ω‖^2 − t^{2p} ∫ Ω β_{11}u^{2p}_1 − t^{2p}s^2 ∫ Ω β_{22}ω^{2p} − t^{2p}s ∫ Ω 2β_{12}u^p_1ω^p − t^pm^p ∫ Ω β_{13}u^p_1u^p_3 − t^pm^ps ∫ Ω β_{23}ω^pu^p_3,

g(t, m, s) :=m^2‖u_3‖^2_3 − m^{2p} ∫ Ω β_{33}u^{2p}_3 − t^pm^p ∫ Ω β_{13}u^p_1u^p_3 − t^pm^ps ∫ Ω β_{23}ω^pu^p_3.

Set a_1 = (1, 1, 0) and f(a_1) = g(a_1) = 0. Throughout this proof, to simplify notation, we define:

D_{ij} := ∫ Ω β_{ij} u^p_i u^p_j , i, j = 1, 3, D_{12} := ∫ Ω β_{12}u^p_1ω^p > 0, D_{23} := ∫ Ω β_{23}ω^pu^p_3 < 0.

Note that ‖u_1‖^2_1 = D_{11} + D_{13} and ‖u_3‖^2_3 = D_{33} + D_{13}. Thus, a direct computation yields that ∂f ∂t (a_1) = (2 − 2p)D_{11} + (2 − p)D_{13}, ∂f ∂m (a_1) = −pD_{13}, ∂g ∂t (a_1) = −pD_{13}, ∂g ∂m (a_1) = (2 − 2p)D_{33} + (2 − p)D_{13}.

Combining those with D_{11}, D_{33} > |D_{13}|, we obtain

D := ∂f ∂t (a_1) ∂g ∂m (a_1) − ∂f ∂m (a_1) ∂g ∂t (a_1) > 0.

Therefore, by the Implicit Function Theorem, there exist t(s), m(s) of class C^1 in (−η_1, η_1) such that t(0) = m(0) = 1 and f(t(s), g(s), s) = g(t(s), m(s), s) = 0. If we restrict to s ∈ [0, η_1), then (t(s)u_1, t(s)s^{1p} ω, m(s)u_3) ∈ N . Next, we compute t^′(0) and m^′(0): they solve the linear system − ∂f ∂t (a_1)t^′(0) − ∂f ∂m (a_1)m^′(0) = −2D_{12} − D_{23}, − ∂g ∂t (a_1)t^′(0) − ∂g ∂m (a_1)m^′(0) = −D_{23},

which has a unique solution given by:

t^′(0) = 2A D , m^′(0) = 2B D , where A = |D_{23}| ((p − 1)D_{33} + |D_{13}|) − D_{12} (2(p − 1)D_{33} + (2 − p)|D_{13}|) ,

(5.12) B = |D_{23}| ((p − 1)D_{11} + |D_{13}|) − pD_{12}|D_{13}|.

(5.13) Step 2 We claim that m^′(0) ≤ 0 =⇒ t^′(0) < 0. Indeed, if m^′(0) ≤ 0 then

(5.14) |D_{23}| ≤ pD_{12}|D_{13}| (p − 1)D_{11} + |D_{13}| . Note that |D_{13}| < D_{11}, D_{33}. Combining this with (5.12) and (5.14), we obtain A ≤ pD_{12}|D_{13}| (p − 1)D_{11} + |D_{13}|

((p − 1)D_{33} + |D_{13}|) − D_{12} (2(p − 1)D_{33} + (2 − p)|D_{13}|)

= D_{12} ((p − 1)D_{33} + |D_{13}|) ( p|D_{13}| (p − 1)D_{11} + |D_{13}| − 2(p − 1)D_{33} + (2 − p)|D_{13}| (p − 1)D_{33} + |D_{13}| )

< D_{12} ((p − 1)D_{33} + |D_{13}|) ( 1 − 2(p − 1)D_{33} + (2 − p)|D_{13}| (p − 1)D_{33} + |D_{13}| ) < 0 that is, t^′(0) < 0.

Step 3 We claim that there exists ω ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) nonnegative such that m^′(0) = m^′_ω(0) < 0. By contradiction, we assume that, for every ω ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) \ {0} nonnegative, ∫ Ω |β_{23}|ω^pu^p_3 ≥ p ∫ Ω β_{12}u^p_1ω^p|D_{13}| (p − 1)D_{11} + |D_{13}| . Hence, |β_{23}|u^p_3 ≥ β_{12} p|D_{13}| (p − 1)D_{11} + |D_{13}| u^p_1,

that is

u_3 > ( β_{12} |β_{23}| ) 1_p Cu_1 in Ω, where C^p := p|D_{13}| (p − 1)D_{11} + |D_{13}| = f ( |D_{13}| D_{11} ) , for the function f(x) :=^{px}_{p−1+x} , which is increasing on [0, +∞). Then, by Lemma 5.1, we have C^p ≥ pC_4 p − 1 + C_4

, which yields that u_3 > ( β_{12} |β_{23}| pC_4 p − 1 + C_4 ) 1_p u_1.

Therefore, raising both sides to the power 2p and integrating:

m_1 ≤ ∫ u^{2p}_1 ≤ ( |β_{23}| β_{12} p − 1 + C_4 pC_4 )_2 ∫ Ω u^{2p}_3 ≤ ( |β_{23}| β_{12} p − 1 + C_4 pC_4 )_2

M_3 =⇒ β_{12} ≤ σ_1 p − 1 + C_4 pC_4 ( M_3 m_1

) 1_2 , which is a contradiction.

Step 4 We complete the proof. Take ω as in Step 3. Then by Step 1 we have t(s) = 1 + t^′(0)s + o(s^2), m(s) = 1 + m^′(0)s + o(s^2), so t^2(s) = 1 + 2t^′(0)s + o(s^2), m^2(s) = 1 + 2m^′(0)s + o(s^2),

and (t(s)u_1, t(s)s^{1p} ω, m(s)u_3) ∈ N . Under the assumptions, we deduce from Step 2 and Step 3 that m^′(0) < 0 and t^′(0) < 0.

Combining these with 1 < p < 2, we see that

c ≤J_{12,3}(t(s)u_1, t(s)s^{1p} ω, m(s)u_3) = ( 1 2 − 1 2p ) ( t^2(s)‖u_1‖^2_1 + t^2s^{2p} ‖ω‖^2 + m^2(s)‖u_3‖^2_3 )

= 1 N [ ( 1 + 2t^′(0)s + o(s^2) ) ‖u_1‖^2_1 + ( 1 + 2m^′(0)s + o(s^2) ) ‖u_3‖^2_3 + ( 1 + 2t^′(0)s + o(s^2) ) s^{2p} ‖ω‖^2 ]

= 1 N ( ‖u_1‖^2_1 + ‖u_3‖^2_3 + 2t^′(0)s‖u_1‖^2_1 + 2m^′(0)s‖u_3‖^2_3 + s^{2p} ‖ω‖^2 + o(s^2) )

=d_{13} + 2 N t^′(0)‖u_1‖^2_1s + 2 N m^′(0)‖u_3‖^2_3s + 1 2N ‖ω‖^2s^{2p} + o(s^2) <d_{13} for s > 0 small enough. □

Proof of Theorem 1.6. By Theorem 1.1, we know that c is achieved by a nonnegative solution (^u_1, ^u_2, ^u_3). Moreover, it follows from Lemma 5.2 that (^u_1, ^u_2, ^u_3) is a least energy positive solution. □

References

1. A. Ambrosetti, E. Colorado, Standing waves of some coupled nonlinear Schrödinger equations. J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2) 75(1) (2007) 67–82.

2. F.V. Atkinson, H. Brezis, L.A. Peletier, Nodal solutions of elliptic equations with critical Sobolev exponents. J. Differ. Equ.

85(1), 151–C170 (1990) 3. T. Bartsch, N. Dancer, Z. Q. Wang, A Liouville theorem, a priori bounds, and bifurcating branches of positive solutions for a nonlinear elliptic system. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations. 37 (2010), 345-361.

4. H. Brézis, L. Nirenberg, Positive solutions of nonlinear elliptic equations involving critical Sobolev exponents. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 36 (4) (1983), 437–477.

5. J. Byeon, Y. Sato, Z. Q. Wang, Pattern formation via mixed attractive and repulsive interactions for nonlinear Schrödinger systems. J. Math. Pures Appl. 106 (2016), 477–511.

6. J. Byeon, Y. Lee, Z. Q. Wang, Formation of radial patterns via mixed attractive and repulsive interactions for Schrödinger systems. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 51 (2019), 1514–1542.

7. A. Castro and M. Clapp, The effect of the domain topology on the number of minimal nodal solutions of an elliptic equation at critical growth in a symmetric domain. Nonlinearity 16 (2003) 579–590.

8. G. Cerami, S. Solimini and M. Struwe, Some existence results for superlinear elliptic boundary value problems involving critical exponents. J. Funct. Anal. 69 (1986) 289–306.

9. Z. J. Chen, Z., C. S. Lin, Asymptotic behavior of least energy solutions for a critical elliptic system. Int. Math. Res. Not.

21, 11045–11082 (2015) 10. Z. J. Chen, W. M. Zou, Positive least energy solutions and phase separation for coupled Schrödinger equations with critical exponent. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 205 (2) (2012), 515–551.

11. Z. J. Chen, W. M. Zou, Positive least energy solutions and phase separation for coupled Schrödinger equations with critical exponent: higher dimensional case. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations. 52 (1) (2015), 423–467.

12. Z. J. Chen, C. S. Lin, W. M. Zou, Sign-changing solutions and phase separation for an elliptic system with critical exponent. Comm. Partial Differential Equations. 39 (2014), 1827–1859.

13. M. Clapp, A. Pistoia, Existence and phase separation of entire solutions to a pure critical competitive elliptic system. Calc.

Var. Partial Differential Equations. 57 (1) (2018).

14. M. Clapp, A. Pistoia, Fully nontrivial solutions to elliptic systems with mixed couplings. arXiv:2106.01637. 15. M. Clapp, A. Szulkin, A simple variational approach to weakly coupled competitive elliptic systems. NoDEA 26 (2019), no.

4, Paper No. 26, 21 pp.

16. S. Correia, Characterization of ground-states for a system of M coupled semilinear Schrödinger equations and applications.

J. Differential Equations. 260, no. 4, 3302–3326 (2016).

17. M. Clapp and T. Weth, Multiple solutions for the Brezis-Nirenberg problem. Adv. Differential Equations. 10 (2005) 463–480. 18. S. Correia, Ground-states for systems of M coupled semilinear Schrödinger equations with attraction-repulsion effects:

characterization and perturbation results. Nonlinear Anal. 140, 112–129, (2016).

19. S. Correia, F. Oliveira, H. Tavares, Semitrivial vs. fully nontrivial ground states in cooperative cubic Schrödinger systems with d ≥ 3 equations. J. Funct. Anal. 271 (2016) 2247–2273.

20. S. Dovetta, A. Pistoia, Solutions to a cubic Schrödinger system with mixed attractive and repulsive forces in a critical regime. arXiv:2104.14916.

21. Y.-X. Guo, S. P. Luo, W. M. Zou, The existence, uniqueness and nonexistence of the ground state to the N-coupled Schrödinger systems in R^n (N ≤ 4). Nonlinearity. 31 (2018), 314–339.

22. Q.-H. He, J. Yang, Quantitative properties of ground-states to an M-coupled system with critical exponent in R^N . Sci.

China Math. 61 (2018), 709–726.

23. T. S. He, L. He, M. Zhang, The Brézis-Nirenberg type problem for the p-Laplacian: infinitely many sign-changing solutions.

Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 59 (2020).

24. T. S. He, C. L. Zhang, D. Q. Wu, K. H. Liang, An existence result for sign-changing solutions of the Brézis-Nirenberg problem. Appl. Math. Lett. 84 (2018), 90–95.

25. T.-C. Lin, J. Wei, Ground state of N coupled nonlinear Schrödinger equations in R^n , n ≤ 3. Comm. Math. Phys. 255 (3) (2005), 629–653.

26. L. Maia, E Montefusco, B. Pellacci, Positive solutions for a weakly coupled nonlinear Schrödinger system. J. Differential Equations. 229 , no. 2, 743–767. (2006) 27. R. Mandel, Minimal energy solutions for cooperative nonlinear Schrödinger systems. NoDEA Nonlinear Differential Equations Appl. 22 (2) (2015), 239–262 28. B. Noris, H. Tavares, S. Terracini, G. Verzini, Uniform Hölder bounds for nonlinear Schrödinger systems with strong competition. Commun. Pure Appl. Math. 63, (2010), 267–302.

29. F. Oliveira, H. Tavares, Ground states for a nonlinear Schrödinger system with sublinear coupling terms. Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 16(2) (2016) 381–387.

30. S. J. Peng, Y. F. Peng, Z. Q. Wang, On elliptic systems with Sobolev critical growth. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations. 55 (2016).

31. S. J. Peng, Q. F. Wang, Z. Q. Wang, On coupled nonlinear Schrödinger systems with mixed couplings. Trans. Amer. Math.

Soc. 371 , no. 11, 7559–7583. (2019) 32. A. Pistoia, N. Soave, On Coron’s problem for weakly coupled elliptic systems. Proc. Lond. Math. Soc. 116 (1) (2018), 33–67. 33. A. Pistoia, H. Tavares, Spiked solutions for Schrödinger systems with Sobolev critical exponent: the cases of competitive and weakly cooperative interactions. J. Fixed Point Theory Appl. 19 (1) (2017), 407–446.

34. A. Pistoia, N. Soave, H. Tavares, A fountain of positive Bubbles on a Coron^′ s Problem for a Competitive Weakly Coupled Gradient System. J. Math. Pures Appl. 135 (9) (2020), 159–198.

35. P. Roselli and M. Willem, Least energy nodal solutions of the Brezis-Nirenberg problem in dimension N = 5. Comm.

Contemp. Math. 11 (2009), 59–69.

36. Y. Sato, Z.-Q. Wang, Least energy solutions for nonlinear Schrödinger systems with mixed attractive and repulsive couplings.

Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 15 (1) (2015), 1–22.

37. M.Schechter, W.M. Zou, On the Brezis-Nirenberg problem. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 197 (2010), 337–356. 38. B. Sirakov, Least energy solitary waves for a system of nonlinear Schrödinger equations in R^n . Comm. Math. Phys. 271 (1) (2007), 199–221.

39. N. Soave, On existence and phase separation of solitary waves for nonlinear Schrödinger systems modelling simultaneous cooperation and competition. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations. 53 (3) (2015), 689–718.

40. N. Soave, H. Tavares, New existence and symmetry results for least energy positive solutions of Schrödinger systems with mixed competition and cooperation terms. J. Differential. Equations. 261 (1) (2016), 505–537.

41. N. Soave, H. Tavares, S. Terracini, A. Zilio, Hölder bounds and regularity of emerging free boundaries for strongly competing Schrödinger equations with nontrivial grouping. Nonlinear Anal. 138 (2016), 388–427.

42. H. Tavares, S. You, Existence of least energy positive solutions to Schrödinger systems with mixed competition and cooperation terms: the critical case. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations. 59, (2020).

43. S. Terracini, G. Verzini, Multipulse phases in k-mixtures of Bose-Einstein condensates. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 194 (2009), 717–741.

44. E. Timmermans, Phase separation of Bose-Einstein condensates. Phys. Rev. Lett. 81(26) (1998), 5718-5721. 45. J. C. Wei, T. Weth, Radial solutions and phase separation in a system of two coupled Schrödinger equations. Arch. Ration.

Mech. Anal. 190, (2008), 83–106.

46. J. C. Wei, T. Weth, Asymptotic behaviour of solutions of planar elliptic systems with strong competition. Nonlinearity. 21, (2008), 305–317.

47. J. C. Wei, Y. Z. Wu, Ground states of Nonlinear Schrödinger System with Mixed Couplings. J. Math. Pures Appl. 141, (2020), 50–88.

48. M. Willem, Minimax theorems, Progress in Nonlinear Differential Equations and their Applications, 24, Birkhäuser Boston, MA, 1996.

49. Y. Z. Wu, On a K-component elliptic system with the Sobolev critical exponent in high dimensions: the repulsive case.

Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations. 56, 2017.

50. X. Yin, W. M. Zou, Positive least energy solutions for k-coupled Schrödinger system with critical exponent: the higher dimension and cooperative case. arXiv:2105.10630.

Hugo Tavares CAMGSD and Mathematics Department, Instituto Superior Técnico, Universidade de Lisboa Av. Rovisco Pais, 1049-001 Lisboa, Portugal Email address: hugo.n.tavares@tecnico.ulisboa.pt

Song You and Wenming Zou Department of Mathematical Sciences, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China Email address: yousong@mail.tsinghua.edu.cn (S. You), zou-wm@mail.tsinghua.edu.cn (W. M. Zou)