arXiv:2204.10634v1 [math.AP] 22 Apr 2022

Existence and asymptotic behavior of normalized ground states for Sobolev critical Schrödinger systems

Thomas Bartsch, Houwang Li & Wenming Zou^*

Abstract

The paper is concerned with the existence and asymptotic properties of normalized ground states of the following nonlinear Schrödinger system with critical exponent: − Δu + λ_1u = |u|^{2∗−2}u + να|u|^{α−2}|v|^β u, in R^N , − Δv + λ_2v = |v|^{2∗−2}v + νβ|u|^α|v|^{β−2}v, in R^N , ∫ R^N u^2 = a^2, ∫ R^N v^2 = b^2,

where N = 3, 4, α, β > 1, 2 < α + β < 2^∗ =^{2N}_{N−2} . We prove that a normalized ground state does not exist for ν < 0. When ν > 0 and α + β ≤ 2 +^4_N , we show that the system has a normalized ground state solution for 0 < ν < ν_0, the constant ν_0 will be explicitly given. In the case α + β > 2 +^4_N we prove the existence of a threshold ν_1 ≥ 0 such that a normalized ground state solution exists for ν > ν_1, and does not exist for ν < ν_1. We also give conditions for ν_1 = 0. Finally we obtain the asymptotic behavior of the minimizers as ν → 0^+ or ν → +∞.

Key words: Critical Schrödinger systems; Normalized solution; Ground states; Asymptotic behaviors.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification: 35J50, 35J15, 35J60.

1 Introduction and statement of results

The Schrödinger system

−i^∂_{∂t} Φ_1 = ΔΦ_1 + μ_1|Φ_1|^{p−2}Φ_1 + να|Φ_1|^{α−2}|Φ_2|^β Φ_1, −i^∂_{∂t} Φ_2 = ΔΦ_2 + μ_2|Φ_2|^{q−2}Φ_1 + νβ|Φ_1|^α|Φ_2|^{β−2}Φ_2, Φ_j = Φ_j (x, t) ∈ C , (x, t) ∈ R^N × R, j = 1, 2, (1.1)

has received a lot of attention in recent years. It appears, for instance, in nonlinear optics, or in mean field models for binary mixtures of Bose-Einstein condensates, or binary gases of fermion atoms in degenerate quantum states (Bose-Fermi mixtures, Fermi-Fermi mixtures). The constants μ_1, μ_2 and ν describe the intraspecies and interspecies scattering lengths. The sign of ν determines whether the interactions are repulsive or attractive, i.e., the interaction is attractive if ν > 0, and it is repulsive if ν < 0. The most prominent case is that of the coupled Gross-Pitaevskii equations where p = q = 4 and α = β = 2. Models for certain ultracold quantum gases however use different exponents; see [2, 3, 19, 23, 34].

The ansatz Φ_1(x, t) = e^{iλ1 t}u(x) and Φ_2(x, t) = e^{iλ2 t}v(x) for solitary wave solutions of system (1.1)

*Supported by NSFC(12171265, 11771234)

leads to the following system of elliptic equations: − Δu + λ_1u = μ_1|u|^{p−2}u + να|u|^{α−2}|v|^β u, in R^N , − Δv + λ_2v = μ_2|v|^{q−2}v + νβ|u|^α|v|^{β−2}v, in R^N , u(x), v(x) → 0 as |x| → ∞. (1.2)

Fixing the parameters λ_1, λ_2 > 0 the existence and multiplicity of solutions to (1.2) has been investigated in the last two decades by many authors. We refer the reader to [1, 4, 6, 12, 13, 16, 17, 32, 38] and the references therein.

An important feature of system (1.1) is that the L^2-norms ∫ R^N |Φ_1(t, x)|^2dx and ∫ R^N |Φ_2(t, x)|^2dx

of the wave functions are conserved. These have important physical significance: in Bose-Einstein condensates, for example, |Φ_1(t, ·)|_2 and |Φ_2(t, ·)|_2 represent the number of particles of each component; in the nonlinear optics framework, |Φ_1(t, ·)|_2 and |Φ_2(t, ·)|_2 represent the power supply. Therefore it is natural to consider (1.1) with the constraints ∫ R^N u^2 = a^2 and ∫ R^N v^2 = b^2.

Then λ_1, λ_2 cannot be prescribed but appear as Lagrange multipliers in a variational approach. The existence and properties of these normalized solutions recently has attracted the attention of many reasearchers but compared with the results about (1.2) with λ_1, λ_2 prescribed surprisingly little is known. This is even true for scalar nonlinear Schrödinger equations. From a mathematical point of view new difficulties appear in the search of normalized solutions and make this problem mathematically challenging. For instance, when one considers the energy functional corresponding to (1.2) under the mass constraint, in the mass supercritical case p, q > 2 +^4_N there are bounded Palais-Smale sequences that do not have a convergent subsequence and converge weakly to 0. We refer the reader to [7, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 39, 40, 43] for scalar equations, [8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 21, 22, 31] for systems of two equations, [35] for systems of k equations.

In the present paper we are interested in the existence of ground state normalized solutions of (1.2) when p = q = 2^∗ is the critical Sobolev exponent, 2 < α + β < 2^∗, and N = 3 or N = 4. Thus in dimension 3 we deal with a quintic nonlinearity for the self-interaction terms |u|^{2∗−2}u and |v|^{2∗−2}v, in dimension 4 with the classical cubic one. We would like to mention that it would be possible to add lower order terms to these self-interactions. In particular, in dimension 3 we could deal with a cubic-quintic nonlinearity which is used in some applications. For simplicity we just deal with homogeneous nonlinearities, and we assume μ_1 = μ_2 = 1; so we consider the problem − Δu + λ_1u = |u|^{2∗−2}u + να|u|^{α−2}|v|^β u, in R^N , − Δv + λ_2v = |v|^{2∗−2}v + νβ|u|^α|v|^{β−2}v, in R^N , ∫ R^N u^2 = a^2, ∫ R^N v^2 = b^2

(1.3)

under the assumptions N ∈ {3, 4}, a, b > 0, and α > 1, β > 1, α + β < 2^∗. (1.4) It is worth to point out that all the papers about normalized solutions of (1.2) mentioned above, except [31], deal with the Sobolev subcritical case 2 < p, q < 2^∗. In [31] only the case 2 < p < 2^∗ = q has been considered.

Solutions of (1.3) correspond to critical points of the energy functional I_ν : H = H^1(R^N )×H^1(R^N ) → R defined by

I_ν (u, v) := 1 2 ∫ R^N ( |∇u|^2 + |∇v|^2 ) − 1 2^∗ ∫ R^N ( |u|^{2∗} + |v|^{2∗} ) − ν ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β (1.5) and constrained to the L^2-torus T (a, b) := { (u, v) ∈ H^1(R^N ) × H^1(R^N ) : ‖u‖_2 = a, ‖v‖_2 = b } .

The parameters λ_1, λ_2 ∈ R will appear as Lagrange multipliers. It is easy to see that I_ν is of class C^1, and that it is unbounded from below on T (a, b). Due to the critical exponents I_ν will not satisfy the Palais-Smale condition in general. Recall that solutions of (1.3) satisfy the Pohozaev identity

P_ν (u, v) := ∫ R^N ( |∇u|^2 + |∇v|^2 ) − ∫ R^N ( |u|^{2∗} + |v|^{2∗} ) − νγ_{α+β} ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β = 0. where γ_p := N(p − 2) 2 . (1.6)

Setting P_ν (a, b) := {(u, v) ∈ T (a, b) : P_ν (u, v) = 0} , (1.7)

we are interested in the problem whether

m_ν (a, b) := inf (u,v)∈P_ν (a,b) I_ν (u, v). (1.8)

is achieved. A normalized ground state is a solution (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) of (1.3) that achieves m_ν (a, b). We first see that a ground state can only exist if the interaction is attractive.

Theorem 1.1. If (1.4) holds and ν ≤ 0 then m_ν (a, b) is not achieved.

Next we consider the case ν > 0 of attractive interaction.

Theorem 1.2. Suppose (1.4) holds.

a) If α + β < 2 +^4_N then there exists a normalized ground state, provided 0 < ν < ν_0 where ν_0 is explicitly defined in (2.8) below. The normalized ground state is a local minimizer of I_ν on T (a, b).

b) If N = 4 and α + β = 2 +^4_N = 3 then there exists a normalized ground state, provided 0 < ν < ν_0 where ν_0 is explicitly defined in (2.26) below. The normalized ground state is of mountain pass type as critical point of I_ν on T (a, b).

c) If α + β > 2 +^4_N , then there exists ν_1 ≥ 0 such that there exists a normalized ground state if, and only if, ν > ν_1. Moreover, we have { ν_1 = 0 if N = 4, or N = 3 and |α − β| > 2, ν_1 > 0 if N = 3, α ≥ 2, β ≥ 2.

(1.9)

The normalized ground state is of mountain pass type as critical point of I_ν on T (a, b).

d) Both components of the normalized ground states in a), b) are positive, radially symmetric and radially decreasing. The corresponding Lagrange multipliers are positive: λ_1, λ_2 > 0.

Remark 1.3. a) In the setting of Theorem 1.2, it is an interesting open problem whether there exists a second solution of mountain pass type. The difficulty is to control the mountain pass value at a level where the Palais- Smale condition holds (in the space of radial H^1 functions).

b) Observe that in case N = 3 the assumption α + β < 2^∗ from (1.4) and α, β ≥ 2 imply |α − β| < 2, hence the two cases in (1.9) exclude each other. However, there are still cases in Theorem 1.2 c), N = 3, where we do not know whether ν_1 = 0 or ν_1 > 0. We conjecture that ν_1 = 0 if min{α, β} < 2.

c) When N = 3 and α + β = 2 +^4_N , we can not obtain a similar result as Theorem 1.2 b). Indeed, in such case, we could obtain two numbers ν_0 > 0, ν_1 ≥ 0 such that there exists a normalized ground state provided both ν < ν_0 and ν > ν_1. However, we are unable to compare the values of ν_0 and ν_1, i.e., there may hold ν_0 ≤ ν_1, while when N = 4 and α + β = 2 +^4_N , it acturally holds ν_1 = 0 and ν_0 > ν_1.

An important part of the proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 will be to control m_ν (a, b). Since this has some interest in itself we collect our results in the next proposition. We need the best Sobolev embedding constant

S := inf u∈D^{1,2} (R^N)\{0} ‖∇u‖^2 ‖u‖^2∗ . (1.10)

Proposition 1.4. Suppose (1.4) holds.

a) If α + β < 2 +^4_N , then m_ν (a, b) is nonincreasing with respect to ν ∈ (−∞, ν_0) and

m_ν (a, b) { =^1_N S^{N/2} when ν ≤ 0, < 0 when 0 < ν < ν_0.

b) If α + β = 2 +^4_N with N = 4, then m_ν (a, b) is nonincreasing with respect to ν ∈ (−∞, ν_0), and m_ν (a, b) { =^1_N S^{N/2} when ν ≤ 0, <^1_N S^{N/2} when 0 < ν < ν_0.

c) If α + β > 2 +^4_N , then m_ν (a, b) is nonincreasing with respect to ν ∈ R, and

m_ν (a, b) =^1_N S^{N/2} when ν ≤ ν_1, <^1_N S^{N/2} when ν > ν_1, → 0^+, when ν → +∞.

Remark 1.5. a) In the case α + β < 2 +^4_N and 0 < ν < ν_0 the manifold P_ν (a, b) decomposes into two components P^±_ν (a, b); see section 2. Minimizing I_ν on P^+_ν (a, b) yields the normalized ground state from Theorem 1.2 a). A minimizer of I_ν on the P^−_ν (a, b), whose existence is an open problem, would be a critical point of I_ν of mountain pass type; cf. Remark 1.3 a).

b) When α+β ≤ 2+^4_N the behavior of m_ν (a, b) in the range ν ≥ ν_0 is an open problem; cf. also [40, 43].

Finally we are concerned with asymptotic properties of the normalized ground states of (1.3) obtained in Theorem 1.2 as ν → 0^+ or ν → +∞. Similar results have been achieved for scalar equations in [43]. One type of limit behavior is related to the best Sobolev embedding constant S defined in (1.10). It is well known that S is achieved by the family

U_ε(x) = ( N(N − 2) ) N −2_4 ( ε ε^2 + |x|^2 ) N −2_2 = ε^{2−N2} U_1(x/ε), ε > 0, (1.11)

of radial functions, uniquely up to translations. For another type of limit behavior the following system appears as limit system: − Δu + λ_1u = α|u|^{α−2}|v|^β u in R^N , − Δv + λ_2v = β|u|^α|v|^{β−2}v in R^N , ∫ R^N u^2 = a^2, ∫ R^N v^2 = b^2.

(1.12)

Since α + β < 2^∗ the problem (1.12) is Sobolev subcritical. Normalized solutions of (1.12) can be obtained as the critical points of the energy functional K(u, v) : H^1(R^N ) × H^1(R^N ) → R K(u, v) := 1 2 ∫ R^N ( |∇u|^2 + |∇v|^2 ) − ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β (1.13) on the constraint T (a, b), with the parameters λ_1, λ_2 ∈ R appearing as the Lagrange multipliers. The Pohozaev identity for solutions of (1.12) is given by L(u, v) := ∫ R^N ( |∇u|^2 + |∇v|^2 ) − γ_{α+β} ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β = 0 (1.14)

with γ_{α+β} defined by (1.6). The investigation of (1.12) has its own interest. A normalized ground state solution of (1.12) is a solution (u, v) that minimizes K on L(a, b) := {(u, v) ∈ T (a, b) : L(u, v) = 0} , (1.15) that is, K(u, v) = inf (u,v)∈L(a,b) K(u, v) =: l(a, b). (1.16)

Theorem 1.6. Suppose (1.4) holds and α + β ≠ 2 +^4_N . Then l(a, b) is achieved by a normalized ground state solution of (1.12) with λ_1, λ_2 > 0. Both components of the solution are positive, radially symmetric and radially decreasing.

By [15, Theorem 1] every positive solution of (1.12) with λ_1, λ_2 > 0 is radially symmetric with respect to some point. Our next result relates the normalized ground states of (1.12) to the vector-valued Gagliardo- Nirenberg inequality discussed in Appendix A. Let Z ∈ H^1(R^N ) be the unique positive radial solution of −Δw + w = w^{α+β−1}. Proposition 1.7. Suppose (1.4) holds. If α + β ≠ 2 +^4_N and^{a2}_{b2} =^α_β , then (1.12) with λ_1, λ_2 > 0 has a unique positive ground state solution (W_1, W_2). This is of the form W_i(x) = σ_iZ(μx), i = 1, 2, with σ_1, σ_2, μ explicitly given in (4.6)-(4.7) below.

Motivated by [43] we also describe the asymptotic behavior of the normalized ground states of (1.3) from Theorem 1.2. We define G(a, b) := { (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) : (u, v) is a normalized ground state solution of (1.12) with λ_1, λ_2 > 0 } . (1.17) and U := {U_ε : ε > 0} with U_ε from (1.11), and we introduce the L^2-invariant scaling s ⋆ u(x) := e^{N2 s}u(e^sx) and s ⋆ (u, v) := (s ⋆ u, s ⋆ v). Theorem 1.8. Suppose (1.4) holds and let (u_ν , v_ν ) be a family of normalized ground state solutions of (1.3) from Theorem 1.2 with ν → 0.

a) If α + β < 2 +^4_N then there exists t_ν ∈ R such that dist_H ( t_ν ⋆ (u_ν , v_ν ), G(a, b) ) → 0, as ν → 0^+

where dist_H means the distance in H = H^1(R^N ) × H^1(R^N ). Moreover t_ν ∼ (γ_{α+β} − 2)^{−1} ln ν.

b) If α + β ≥ 2 +^4_N then dist_D1,2 ( (u_ν , v_ν ), U × {0} ) → 0, as ν → 0^+, or dist_D1,2 ( (u_ν , v_ν ), {0} × U ) → 0, as ν → 0^+.

Recall from Theorem 1.2 that in the case α + β > 2 +^4_N there need not exist a family (u_ν , v_ν ) with ν → 0 as in Theorem 1.8.

Theorem 1.9. Suppose (1.4) holds and α + β > 2 +^4_N . Let (u_ν , v_ν ) be a family of normalized ground state solutions of (1.3) from Theorem 1.2 with ν → ∞. Then dist_H ( s_ν ⋆ (u_ν , v_ν ), G(a, b) ) → 0, as ν → +∞, where s_ν = (γ_{α+β} − 2)^{−1} ln ν.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we prove our existence and non-existence results of normalized ground state solutions in the attractive case ν > 0. There we also investigate the behavior of the ground state energy as a function of ν > 0 and prove Proposition 1.4. The non-existence result in Theorem 1.1 in the case ν ≤ 0 will be proved in Section 3. Section 4 contains the discussion of the limit system (1.12). Finally, in Section 5 we prove Theorems 1.8 and 1.9 about the asymptotic behavior of the normalized ground state solutions as ν → 0 or ν → ∞. The Appendix A contains some facts about the vector-valued Gagliardo- Nirenberg inequality. Condition (1.4) will be assumed throughout the paper.

2 Existence in the attractive case ν > 0

In this section we fix ν > 0, and start with the following compactness result. Proposition 2.1. Assume that m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1) for any 0 < a_1 ≤ a, 0 < b_1 ≤ b. (2.1) Let {(u_n, v_n)} ⊂ T (a, b) be a sequence consisting of radially symmetric functions such that as n → +∞, I^′_ν (u_n, v_n) + λ_{1,n}u_n + λ_{2,n}v_n → 0 for some λ_{1,n}, λ_{2,n} ∈ R, (2.2) I_ν (u_n, v_n) → c, P_ν (u_n, v_n) → 0, (2.3) u^−_n , v^−_n → 0, a.e. in R^N , (2.4) with c ≠ 0 and c < 1 N S^{N/2} + min {0, m_ν (a, b)} . (2.5) Then there exists a (u, v) ∈ H_{rad}, u, v > 0 and λ_1, λ_2 > 0 such that up to a subsequence (u_n, v_n) → (u, v) in H and (λ_{1,n}, λ_{2,n}) → (λ_1, λ_2) in R^2 . Proof. The proof is divided into three steps.

Step 1. We show that {(u_n, v_n)} is bounded in H, and λ_{1,n}, λ_{2,n} are bounded in R. If 2 +^4_N ≤ α + β < 2^∗, hence γ_{α+β} ≥ 2, we obtain using P_ν (u_n, v_n) → 0: for n large enough,

c + 1 ≥ I_ν (u_n, v_n) − 1 2 P_ν (u_n, v_n) = 1 N (‖u_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) + γ_{α+β} − 2 2 ν ∫ R^N |u_n|^α|v_n|^β ≥ C(‖∇u_n‖^2 + ‖∇v_n‖^2 + o_n(1)) for some C > 0. This implies that {(u_n, v_n)} is bounded in H. If 2 < α + β < 2 +^4_N we have γ_{α+β} < 2, and obtain for n large enough, using the inequality (A.1):

c + 1 ≥ I_ν (u_n, v_n) − 1 2^∗

P_ν (u_n, v_n) = 1 N (‖∇u_n‖^2 + ‖∇v_n‖^2) − 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ ν ∫ R^N |u_n|^α|v_n|^β ≥ 1 N (‖∇u_n‖^2 + ‖∇v_n‖^2) − C(‖∇u_n‖^2 + ‖∇v_n‖^2)^{γα+β2} , for some C > 0, which implies that {(u_n, v_n)} is bounded in H. Moreover, from (2.2), we observe that λ_{1,n} = − 1 a^2

I^′_ν (u_n, v_n)[(u_n, 0)] + o_n(1) and λ_{2,n} = − 1 b^2

I^′_ν (u_n, v_n)[(0, v_n)] + o_n(1), so λ_{1,n}, λ_{2,n} are bounded also in R. Thus, there exist (u, v) ∈ H_{rad}, λ_1, λ_2 ∈ R such that up to a subsequence, (u_n, v_n) ⇀ (u, v) in H_{rad}, (u_n, v_n) → (u, v) in L^q(R^N ) × L^q(R^N ), for 2 < q < 2^∗, (u_n, v_n) → (u, v) a.e. in R^N , (λ_{1,n}, λ_{2,n}) → (λ_1, λ_2) in R^2 .

Moreover, (2.2) and (2.4) imply { I^′_ν (u, v) + λ_1u + λ_2v = 0, u ≥ 0, v ≥ 0, (2.6)

and thus P_ν (u, v) = 0.

Step 2. We show that the weak limit satisfies u ≠ 0 and v ≠ 0, hence u, v > 0 by the maximum principle. Arguing by contradiction we assume that u = 0 so that (2.6) turns into

−Δv + λ_2v = v^{2∗−1}, v ≥ 0, v ∈ H^1(R^N ).

If v ≢ 0, then by the maximum principle v > 0, hence v = U_ε for some ε > 0. This is a contradiction because U_ε ∉ L^2(R^N ), and therefore v ≡ 0. Without loss of generality, we may assume that ‖∇u_n‖^2 → h_1 ≥ 0 and ‖∇v_n‖^2 → h_2 ≥ 0. We claim that h_1 + h_2 > 0. Indeed, if h_1 = h_2 = 0 then

I_ν (u_n, v_n) = 1 N (‖∇u_n‖^2 + ‖∇v_n‖^2) + 1 2^∗

P_ν (u_n, v_n) + o_n(1) → 0,

as n → +∞, which is in contradiction with c ≠ 0. From P_ν (u_n, v_n) → 0, one can see that

h^2_1 + h^2 = lim_{n→∞} ‖∇u_n‖^2 + ‖∇v_n‖^2 = lim_{n→∞} ‖u_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ ≤ S^{−2∗/2}(h^{2∗}_1 + h^{2∗}_2 ).

This implies

c = lim_{n→∞} I_ν (u_n, v_v) = 1 N (h^2_1 + h^2) ≥ 1 N min { η^2_1 + η^2 : η^2_1 + η^2 ≤ S^{−2∗/2}(η^{2∗}_1 + η^{2∗}_2 ), η_1 + η_2 > 0, η_1 ≥ 0, η_2 ≥ 0 }

= 1 N min { r^2 : r^2 ≤ r^{2∗} S^{−2∗/2} ( cos^{2∗} θ + sin^{2∗} θ ) , r ≠ 0, θ ∈ [0, π 2 ] }

= 1 N S^{N/2}, which is in contradiction with (2.5). So u ≠ 0, and analogously v ≠ 0.

Step 3. We show the strong convergence. Setting (ū_n, v̄_n) = (u_n − u, v_n − v) the Brezis-Lieb type lemma [17, Lemma 2.3] yields ∫ R^N |u_n|^α|v_n|^β − |u|^α|v|^β − |ū_n|^α|v̄_n|^β = o_n(1). Together with the weak convergence

P_ν (ū_n, v̄_n) = P_ν (u_n, v_n) − P_ν (u, v) = o_n(1),

we deduce lim_{n→∞} ( ‖∇ū_n‖^2 + ‖∇v̄_n‖^2 ) = lim_{n→∞} ( ‖ū_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v̄_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) . The same argument as in Step 2 gives that lim_{n→∞} ( ‖∇ū_n‖^2 + ‖∇v̄_n‖^2 ) = 0 or lim_{n→∞} ( ‖∇ū_n‖^2 + ‖∇v̄_n‖^2 ) ≥ S^{N/2}. If the latter inequality holds we get

c = lim_{n→∞} I_ν (u_n, v_v ) = I_ν (u, v) + lim_{n→∞} I_ν (ū_n, v̄_n)

≥ m_ν (‖u‖_2, ‖v‖_2) + lim_{n→∞} 1 N (‖∇ū_n‖^2 + ‖∇v̄_n‖^2) ≥ m_ν (a, b) + 1 N S^{N/2}, which contradicts (2.5). Here we used 0 < ‖u‖_2 ≤ a, 0 < ‖v‖_2 ≤ b and assumption (2.1). Consequently we must have lim_{n→∞} ( ‖∇ū_n‖^2 + ‖∇v̄_n‖^2 ) = 0. We next claim that λ_1, λ_2 > 0. Indeed, if λ_1 ≤ 0, then −Δu = |λ_1|u + u^{2∗−1} + ναu^{α−1}v^β ≥ 0, in R^N . Then [25, Lemma A.2] implies u = 0, which is a contradiction. Therefore λ_1 > 0, and analogously λ_2 > 0, as claimed. Combining (2.2), (2.3), (2.6) and P_ν (u, v) = 0, we obtain

λ_1a^2 + λ_2b^2 = λ_1‖u‖^2 + λ_2‖v‖^2. (2.7)

It follows that ‖u‖_2 = a, ‖v‖_2 = b and hence (u_n, v_n) → (u, v) in H.

2.1 The case α + β < 2 +^4_N

We define

ν_0 := min { 1 γ_{α+β} , 2^∗ + 2 − γ_{α+β}

2 · 2^∗ } · S^2 ∗(2−γ α+β ) 2(2∗ −2) C(N, α, β) · (2^∗ − 2)(2 − γ_{α+β} )^{2−γα+β2∗−2}

(2^∗ − γ_{α+β} )^2 ∗ −γ α+β 2∗−2 (a2 + b2) (α+β−γα+β ) 2 (2.8)

where C(N, α, β) is defined in (A.4), which comes from the vector-valued version of the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality. For ν > 0 and (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) we consider the map Φ^ν_{(u,v)} : R → R defined by

Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(t) := I_ν ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) = 1 2 e^{2t} ∫ R^N ( |∇u|^2 + |∇v|^2 ) − 1 2^∗ e^{2∗t} ∫ R^N (|u|^p + |v|^p) − νe^{γα+β t} ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β . Observe that (Φ^ν_{(u,v)})^′(t) = P_ν (t ⋆ (u, v)), hence

P_ν (a, b) := { (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) : (Φ^ν_{(u,v)})^′(0) = 0 } . We decompose P_ν (a, b) into three disjoint sets P_ν (a, b) = P^+_ν (a, b) ∪ P^0_ν (a, b) ∪ P^−_ν (a, b), defined by

P^+_ν (a, b) := { (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) : (Φ^ν_{(u,v)})^{′′}(0) > 0 } , P^0_ν (a, b) := { (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) : (Φ^ν_{(u,v)})^{′′}(0) = 0 } , P^−_ν (a, b) := { (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) : (Φ^ν_{(u,v)})^{′′}(0) < 0 } . For ρ > 0 we define

h(ρ) := 1 2 ρ^2 − Aρ^{γα+β} − Bρ^{2∗} and g(ρ) := ρ^{2−γα+β} − 2^∗Bρ^{2∗−γα+β} with A := νC(N, α, β)(a^2 + b^2)^{α+β−γα+β2} and B := 1 2^∗ S^{−2∗/2}. Then using (A.5) we obtain for any u, v ∈ H^1(R^N ): I_ν (u, v) ≥ h (( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 )_{1/2}) and h^′(p) = ρ^{γα+β −1} (g(ρ) − γ_{α+β}A) . Setting

ρ_∗ := ( 2 − γ_{α+β} 2^∗(2^∗ − γ_{α+β} )B

)_{1/(2}∗_{−2)} (2.9)

it is easy to check that g(ρ) is strictly increasing in (0, ρ_∗), and is strictly decreasing in (ρ_∗, +∞). By direct computations, the assumption 0 < ν < ν_0 with ν_0 defined in (2.8) implies g(ρ_∗) > γ_{α+β} A and h(ρ_∗) > 0. This means that h(ρ) has exactly two critical points 0 < ρ_1 < ρ_∗ < ρ_2 with

h(ρ_1) = min_{0<ρ<ρ∗} h(ρ) < 0 and h(ρ_2) = max_{ρ>0} h(ρ) > 0.

Moreover, there exist R_1 > R_0 > 0 such that h(R_0) = h(R_1) = 0 and h(ρ) > 0 iff ρ ∈ (R_0, R_1).

Lemma 2.2. Let 0 < ν < ν_0. Then Φ^ν_{(u,v)} has, for every (u, v) ∈ T (a, b), exactly two critical points t_ν (u, v) < s_ν (u, v) and two zeros c_ν (u, v) < d_ν (u, v) satisfying t_ν (u, v) < c_ν (u, v) < s_ν (u, v) < d_ν (u, v). Moreover:

a) P^0_ν (a, b) = ∅ and P_ν (a, b) is a submanifold of H.

b) t ⋆ (u, v) ∈ P^+_ν (a, ν) if and only if t = t_ν (u, v), and t ⋆ (u, v) ∈ P^−_ν (a, b) if and only if t = s_ν (u, v). c) ( ‖∇(t ⋆ u)‖^2 + ‖∇(t ⋆ v)‖^2 )_{1/2} ≤ R_0 for every t ≤ c_ν (u, v) and

I_ν (t_ν (u, v) ⋆ (u, v)) = min { I_ν (t ⋆ (u, v)) : t ∈ R and ( ‖∇(t ⋆ u)‖^2 + ‖∇(t ⋆ v)‖^2 )_{1/2} ≤ R_0 } < 0. (2.10) d) Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(t) is strictly decreasing on (s_ν (u, v), +∞), and Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(s_ν ⋆ (u, v)) = max_{t∈R} Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(t) > 0. e) The maps (u, v) → t_ν (u, v) and (u, v) → s_ν (u, v) are of class C^1.

Proof. We prove it briefly, a similar proof can be found in [31]. For any (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) we have Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(s) = I_ν (s ⋆ (u, v)) ≥ h ( e^s(‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2)^{1/2} )

and Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(s) > 0, for all s ∈ ( log R_0 (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2)^{1/2}

, log

R_1 (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2)^{1/2} )

because 0 < ν < ν_0. Recalling the facts that Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(−∞) = 0^− and Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(+∞) = −∞, we see that Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(s) has at least two critical points t_ν (u, v) < s_ν (u, v), where s_ν (u, v) is the global maximum point at positive level, and t_ν (u, v) is the minimum point on ( −∞, log^{R0} (‖∇u‖^2 +‖∇v‖^2 )^{1/2} ) at negative level. On the other hand, Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(s) has at most two critical points in R by [31, Remark 3.1], hence it has exactly the two critical points t_ν (u, v) and s_ν (u, v). Now s ⋆ (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) implies s = t_ν (u, v) or s = s_ν (u, v) because (Φ^ν_{(u,v)})^′(s) = P_ν (s ⋆ (u, v)). Moreover, as in [31, Lemma 3.2], 0 < ν < ν_0 implies P^0_ν (a, b) = ∅ and P_ν (a, b) is a submanifold of H. It follows that t_ν (u, v) ⋆ (u, v) ∈ P^+_ν (a, b) and s_ν (u, v) ⋆ (u, v) ∈ P^−_ν (a, b). By the monotonicity, Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(s) has exactly two zeros c_ν (u, v) and d_ν (u, v), with t_ν (u, v) < c_ν (u, v) < s_ν (u, v) < d_ν (u, v). Finally, the implicit function theorem implies that the maps (u, v) → t_ν (u, v) and (u, v) → s_ν (u, v) are of class C^1.

For R > 0 we define A_R(a, b) := { (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) : ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 )_{1/2} < R } . Lemma 2.3. If 0 < ν < ν_0 then the following statements hold.

a) m_ν (a, b) = inf_{AR0 (a,b)} I_ν (u, v) < 0

b) m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1) for any 0 < a_1 ≤ a, 0 < b_1 ≤ b

Proof. a) Lemma 2.2 implies P^+_ν (a, b) ⊂ A_{R0} (a, b) and m_ν (a, b) = inf_{Pν (a,b)} I(u, v) = inf_{P +ν (a,b)} I(u, v) < 0. Obviously, m_ν (a, b) ≥ inf_{AR0 (a,b)} I_ν (u, v). On the other hand, for any (u, v) ∈ A_{R0} (a, b), we have m_ν (a, b) ≤ I_ν (t_ν (u, v) ⋆ (u, v)) ≤ I_ν (u, v). It follows that m_ν (a, b) = inf_{AR0 (a,b)} I_ν (u, v).

b) This can be proved with minor modifications by following the strategy in [29, Lemma 3.2], where a scalar equation is considered. Recalling the definition of ρ_∗ in (2.9) we obtain as in a)

m_ν (a, b) = inf_{Aρ∗ (a,b)} I_ν (u, v). (2.11)

We prove m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1) + ε for arbitrary ε > 0. Let (u, v) ∈ A_{ρ∗} (a_1, b_1) be such that I_ν (u, v) ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1) +^ε_2 and ϕ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^N ) be a cut-off function satisfying

0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 1 and ϕ(x) = { 0 if |x| ≥ 2, 1 if |x| ≤ 1. For δ > 0 we consider u_δ(x) = u(x)ϕ(δx) and v_δ (x) = v(x)ϕ(δx); clearly (u_δ, v_δ ) → (u, v) in H as δ → 0. As a consequence, for η > 0 small there exists δ > 0 small such that

I_ν (u_δ, v_δ ) ≤ I_ν (u, v) + ε 4 and ( ‖∇u_δ‖^2 + ‖∇v_δ‖^2 )_{1/2} < ρ_∗ − η. (2.12)

Now we take φ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^N ) such that supp(φ) ⊂ B(0, 1 +^4_δ ) \ B(0,^4_δ ), where B(0, r) is the ball with a radius r centered at the origin. Set

w_a = √ a^2 − ‖u_δ‖^2 ‖φ‖_2 · φ and w_b = √ b^2 − ‖u_δ‖^2 ‖φ‖_2 · φ. and observe that (supp(u_δ) ∪ supp(v_δ)) ∩ (supp(s ⋆ w_a) ∪ supp(s ⋆ w_b)) = ∅, for s < 0, hence (u_δ + s ⋆ w_a, v_δ + s ⋆ w_b) ∈ T (a, b). Next we have

I_ν (s ⋆ (w_a, w_b)) ≤ ε 4 and ( ‖∇s ⋆ w_a‖^2 + ‖∇s ⋆ w_b‖^2 )_{1/2} ≤ η 2 (2.13)

for s < 0 sufficiently close to −∞ because I_ν ( s ⋆ (w_a, w_b) ) → 0 and ( ‖∇s ⋆ w_a‖^2 + ‖∇s ⋆ w_b‖^2 )_{1/2} → 0 as s → −∞. It follows that ( ‖∇(u_δ + s ⋆ w_a)‖^2 + ‖∇(v_δ + s ⋆ w_b)‖^2 )_{1/2} < ρ_∗. Now using (2.12) and (2.13), we obtain

m_ν (a, b) ≤ I_ν (u_δ + s ⋆ w_a, v_δ + s ⋆ w_b) = I_ν (u_δ, v_δ ) + I_ν (s ⋆ w_a, s ⋆ w_b) ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1) + ε

which finishes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 1.2 a) and d). Let (ũ_n, ṽ_n) ∈ A_{R0} (a, b) be a a minimizing sequence m_ν (a, b). By the symmetric decreasing rearrangement we may assume that ũ_n, ṽ_n are both radial. After passing to (|ũ_n|, |ṽ_n|) we may also assume that (ũ_n, ṽ_n) are nonnegative. Furthermore, using I_ν (t_+(ũ_n, ṽ_n) ⋆ (ũ_n, ṽ_n)) ≤ I_ν (ũ_n, ṽ_n) we can assume that (ũ_n, ṽ_n) ∈ P^+_ν (a, b) for n ≥ 1. Therefore, by Ekeland’s varational principle there is a radially symmetric Palais-Smale sequence (u_n, v_n) for I_ν |_{T (a,b)} satisfying ||(u_n, v_n) − (ũ_n, ṽ_n)||_H → 0 as n → ∞. This implies P_ν (u_n, v_n) = P_ν (ũ_n, ṽ_n) + o(1) → 0 and u^−_n , v^−_n → 0 a.e. in R^N .

Now Proposition 2.1 with c = m_ν (a, b) implies that (u_n, v_n) → (u, v) in H and (λ_{1,n}, λ_{2,n}) → (λ_1, λ_2) ∈ (R^+ )^2 along a subsequence. By the strong convergence, (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) is a solution of (1.3) and hence a normalized ground state.

2.2 The case α + β > 2 +^4_N

Lemma 2.4. Fix ν > 0. Then Φ^ν_{(u,v)} has exactly one critical point t_ν (u, v) for every (u, v) ∈ T (a, b). Moreover:

a) P_ν (a, b) = P^−_ν (a, b) and P_ν (a, b) is a submanifold of H. b) t ⋆ (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) if and only if t = t_ν (u, v).

c) Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(t) is strictly dereasing and concave on (t_ν (u, v), +∞) and

Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(t_ν (u, v)) = max_{t∈R} Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(t) > 0.

d) The map (u, v) → t_ν (u, v) is of class C^1.

Proof. For any (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) \ P^−_ν (a, b) there holds

‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 = ‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ + γ_{α+β} ν ∫ R^N |u|^λ|v|^β , and 2(‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) ≥ 2^∗(‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) + γ^2_{α+β} ν ∫ R^N |u|^λ|v|^β . This implies 0 ≥ (2^∗ − 2)(‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) + (γ_{α+β} − 2)γ_{α+β} ν ∫ R^N |u|^λ|v|^β which is impossible because γ_{α+β} > 2. Consequently P_ν (a, b) = P^−_ν (a, b) and as in [31, Lemma 3.2] one sees that P_ν (a, b) is a submanifold of H. The conclusions b)-d) follow from the properties of the fiber map Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(s), which can be proved as [39, Lemma 6.2].

Lemma 2.5. The minimum m_ν (a, b) has a minimax description:

m_ν (a, b) = inf_{T (a,b)} max_{t∈R} I_ν (t ⋆ (u, v)).

Proof. For (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) Lemma 2.4 implies max_{t∈R} I_ν ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) = I_ν ( t_ν (u, v) ⋆ (u, v) ) ≥ m_ν (a, b), hence m_ν (a, b) ≤ inf_{T (a,b)} max_{t∈R} I_ν ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) . On the other hand, Lemma 2.4 also implies

I_ν (u, v) = max_{t∈R} I_ν ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) ≥ inf_{T (a,b)} max_{t∈R} I_ν ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) if (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b), and thus m_ν (a, b) = inf_{T (a,b)} max_{t∈R} I_ν (t ⋆ (u, v)).

Lemma 2.6. There exists a Palais-Smale sequence (u_n, v_n) ⊂ T (a, b)∩H_{rad} for I_ν |_{T (a,b)} at the level m_ν (a, b), with P_ν (u_n, v_n) → 0 and u^−_n , v^−_n → 0 a.e. in R^N as n → ∞.

Proof. Setting Ĩ_ν (s, (u, v)) := I_ν (s ⋆ (u, v)) Lemma 2.5 we see that

m_ν (a, b) = inf_{γ∈Γν} max_{t∈[0,1]} Ĩ_ν (γ(t))

where

Γ_ν = { γ : [0, 1] → R × ( T (a, b) ∩ H_{rad} ) : γ is continuous, γ(0) ∈ {0} × A_r(a, b), γ(1) ∈ {0} × I^0_ν } for r > 0 arbitrarily small. Then a required Palais-Smale sequence can be found in a standard way as in [9].

In view of Proposition 2.1 we need some properties about m_ν (a, b) in order to obtain the compactness of the Palais-Smale sequence.

Lemma 2.7. For a, b > 0 fixed the following statements hold:

a) m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1) for any 0 < a_1 ≤ a and 0 < b_1 ≤ b. b) m_ν (a, b) is nonincreasing with respect to ν ∈ (0, +∞). c) lim_{ν→+∞} m_ν (a, b) = 0^+

Proof. a) This can be proved as Lemma 3.2 b).

b) For any ν ≥ ν^′ > 0, we see that

m_ν (a, b) = inf_{T (a,b)} max_{t∈R} I_ν ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) ≤ inf_{T (a,b)} max_{t∈R} I_ν′ ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) = m_ν′ (a, b). Consequently m_ν (a, b) is nonincreasing with respect to ν > 0.

c) We first prove m_ν (a, b) > 0 for any ν > 0. Indeed, for (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) there holds

‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 = ‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ + νγ_{α+β} ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β ≤ C_1 ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ) 2^∗_2 + C_2 ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 )^γα+β_2

which implies inf_{Pν (a,b)} ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ) > 0. So we have

m_ν (a, b) = inf_{Pν (a,b)} I_ν (u, v) = inf_{Pν (a,b)} I_ν (u, v) − 1 γ_{α+β} P_ν (u, v) = inf_{Pν (a,b)} γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ) + 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗γ_{α+β} ν ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β ≥ C inf_{Pν (a,b)} ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ) > 0.

Now c) follows if we can show that for any ε > 0 there exists ν̄ > 0 such that

m_ν (a, b) < ε for any ν ≥ ν̄. (2.14)

Choose ϕ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^N ) with ‖ϕ‖_2 ≤ min {a, b}. Then m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (‖ϕ‖_2, ‖ϕ‖_2) ≤ max_{t∈R} I_ν (t ⋆ ϕ, t ⋆ ϕ) = max_{t∈R} ( 2E(t ⋆ ϕ) − νe^{γα+β t}‖ϕ‖^{α+β}_{α+β} ) , (2.15)

where E(u) is defined by E(u) = 1 2 ∫ |∇u|^2 − 1 2^∗ ∫ |u|^{2∗} . (2.16)

It is easy to see that E(t ⋆ ϕ) → 0^+ as t → −∞, so there exists t_0 > 0 such that E(t ⋆ ϕ) <^ε_4 for any t < −t_0. On the other hand, there exists ν̄ > 0 such that max t≥−t_0 ( 2E(t ⋆ ϕ) − νe^{γα+β t}‖ϕ‖^{α+β}_{α+β} ) ≤ 2‖∇ϕ‖^N_2 N‖ϕ‖^N_2∗ − νe^{−γα+β t0} ‖ϕ‖^{α+β}_{α+β} < ε for ν ≥ ν̄.

It follows that max_{t∈R} ( 2E(t ⋆ ϕ) − νe^{γα+β t}‖ϕ‖^{α+β}_{α+β} ) < ε when ν ≥ ν̄. Then combining with (2.15), we obtain (2.14).

Lemma 2.7 c) implies

ν_1 := inf { ν > 0 : m_ν (a, b) < 1 N S^{N/2} } < +∞. (2.17)

In order to investigate in which case ν_1 = 0 or ν_1 > 0 we use the test functions ϕU_ε where U_ε is defined by (1.11) and ϕ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^N ) is a radial cut-off function satisfying

0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 1 and ϕ(x) = { 1 if |x| ≤ 1, 0 if |x| ≥ 2. Then the following estimates hold; proofs can be found in [30, 40].

Lemma 2.8. For η_ε = ϕU_ε we have as ε → 0^+:

‖∇η_ε‖^2 = S^{N/2} + O(ε^{N−2}), ‖η_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ = S^{N/2} + O(ε^N ),

‖η_ε‖^2 =

O(ε^2) if N ≥ 5, O(ε^2| log ε|) if N = 4, O(ε) if N = 3,

‖η_ε‖^p = O(ε^{N−(N−2)p/2}) if N ≥ 4 and p ∈ (2, 2^∗) or if N = 3 and p ∈ (3, 6), O(ε^{p/2}) if N = 3 and p ∈ (2, 3), O(ε^{3/2}| log ε|) if N = 3 and p = 3.

Lemma 2.9. For fixed a, b > 0 the following statements hold.

a) m_ν (a, b) ≤^1_N S^{N/2} for all ν > 0.

b) If N = 3 and |α − β| > 2, or N = 4, then ν_1 = 0. c) If N = 3 and α, β ≥ 2 then ν_1 > 0.

d) If 0 < ν ≤ ν_1 then m_ν (a, b) =^1_N S^{N/2} is not achieved.

Proof. a) We may assume α > β. Then α − β > 2 implies β < 2 in dimension N = 3 because α + β < 6. In dimension N = 4 we have β < 2 anyway because α + β < 4. Now we choose θ > 0 such that { θ ∈ (_{α+β−2} 4β ,^{6−α−β} 4(2−β) ) , when N = 3, θ = 1, when N = 4.

We set u_ε =^a_{‖ηε ‖2} η_ε and v_ε =^{εθ}_{‖ηε ‖2} η_ε, and let t_ε := t_ν (u_ε, v_ε) be given by Lemma 2.4. Then t_ε ⋆ (u_ε, v_ε) ∈ P_ν (a, ε^θ), hence for ε > 0 small we obtain: m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (a, ε^θ) ≤ I_ν ( t_ε ⋆ (u_ε, v_ε) ) = 1 2 e^{2tε} ( ‖∇u_ε‖^2 + ‖∇v_ε‖^2 ) − 1 2^∗ e^{2∗tε} ( ‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) − νe^{γα+β tε} ∫ R^N u^α_ε v^β_ε ≤ max_{s>0} ( a^2 + ε^{2θ} 2 s^2 ‖∇η_ε‖^2 ‖η_ε‖^2 − a^{2∗} + ε^{2∗θ}

2^∗ s^{2∗} ‖η_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ ‖η_ε‖^{2∗}_2 ) − Cε^{βθ}e^{γα+β tε} ‖η_ε‖^{α+β}_{α+β} ‖η_ε‖^{α+β}_2 = 1 N ( (a^2 + ε^{2θ})‖∇η_ε‖^2 (a^{2∗} + ε^{2∗θ})^{2/2∗} ‖η_ε‖^2∗ )_{N/2} − Cε^{βθ}e^{γα+β tε} ‖η_ε‖^{α+β}_{α+β} ‖η_ε‖^{α+β}_2 = 1 N S^{N/2} + O(ε^{N−2}) + O(ε^{2θ} ) − Cε^{βθ}e^{γα+β tε} ‖η_ε‖^{α+β}_{α+β} ‖η_ε‖^{α+β}_2 .

(2.18)

We claim that e^{tε} ≥ C‖η_ε‖_2 as ε → 0 for some constant C > 0. By definition P_ν ( t_ε ⋆ (u_ε, v_ε) ) = 0 and thus

e^{(2∗−2)tε} (‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) ≤ ‖∇u_ε‖^2 + ‖∇v_ε‖^2. It follows that e^{tε} ≤ ( ‖∇u_ε‖^2 + ‖∇v_ε‖^2 ‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗

)_{1/(2}^∗_{−2)}

. (2.19)

From (2.19) and γ_{α+β} > 2, we deduce for ε > 0 small: e^{(2∗−2)tε} = ‖∇u_ε‖^2 + ‖∇v_ε‖^2 ‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ − γ_{α+β} ν ∫ R^N u α ε v^β_ε ‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ e^{(γα+β −2)tε}

≥ ‖∇u_ε‖^2 + ‖∇v_ε‖^2 ‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ − γ_{α+β} ν ∫ R^N u α ε v^β_ε ‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ ( ‖∇u_ε‖^2 + ‖∇v_ε‖^2 ‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ )^{γα+β −2} 2∗−2

= ‖∇η_ε‖^2‖η_ε‖^{2∗−2}_2 ‖η_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ ( C_1 − C_2ε^{βθ}‖∇η_ε‖^{−2} 2∗−γα+β 2∗−2 2 ‖η_ε‖^{2∗} γα+β −2 2∗−2 2^∗ ‖η_ε‖^{α+β}_{α+β} ‖η_ε‖^{α+β−γα+β} 2 ) (2.20)

Using ‖∇η_ε‖^2 → S^{N/2}, ‖η_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ → S^{N/2} and ‖η_ε‖^{α+β}_{α+β} ‖η_ε‖^{α+β−γα+β} 2 = { O(ε^{6−α−β4} ) if N = 3, O(| log ε|^{− α+β−γα+β2} ) if N = 4. (2.21)

as ε → 0 from Lemma 2.8 we get e^{tε} ≥ C‖η_ε‖_2. Substituting this into (2.18) we obtain m_ν (a, b) ≤ 1 N S^{N/2} + O(ε^{N−2}) + O(ε^{2θ} ) − Cε^{βθ} ‖η_ε‖^{α+β}_{α+β} ‖η_ε‖^{α+β−γα+β} 2 ≤ {_1

3 S^{3/2} + O(ε) + O(ε^{2θ} ) − Cε^{βθ+ 6−α−β4} , when N = 3, 1 4 S^2 + O(ε^2) − Cε^β | log ε|^{− α+β−γα+β2} , when N = 4.

(2.22)

This implies m_ν (a, b) ≤^1_N S^{N/2} for all ν > 0 as claimed.

b) Using βθ+^{6−α−β}_4 < min {1, 2θ} and β < 2 it follows from (2.22) that m_ν (a, b) <^1_N S^{N/2} as required.

c) Arguing by by contradiction we assume ν_1 = 0. Then there exists a sequence ν_n → 0^+ such that 0 < m_{νn} (a, b) < 1 N S^{N/2} for all n > 1.

Using Lemma 2.6 and Lemma 2.7, we can apply Proposition 2.1 with c = m_{νn} (a, b) to obtain a minimizer (u_n, v_n) ∈ H_{rad} of m_{νn} (a, b) for any n > 1. It is easy to check that (u_n, v_n) is also a positive solution of (1.3), that is: { − Δu_n + λ_{1,n}u_n = |u_n|^{2∗−2}u_n + αν_n|u_n|^{α−2}|v_n|^β u_n, in R^N , − Δv_n + λ_{2,n}v_n = |v_n|^{2∗−2}v_n + βν_n|u_n|^α|v_n|^{β−2}v_n, in R^N , (2.23) with λ_{1,n}, λ_{2,n} > 0 and ‖u_n‖_2 = a, ‖v_n‖_2 = b. Notice that 1 N S^{N/2} > m_{νn} (a, b) = I_{νn} (u_n, v_n) = I_{νn} (u_n, v_n) − 1 2 P_{νn} (u_n, v_n) = 1 N (‖u_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) + γ_{α+β} − 2 2 ν_n ∫ R^N |u_n|^α|v_n|^β . (2.24)

Using the Hölder inequality we obtain ∫ R^N |u_n|^α|v_n|^β ≤ (∫ R^N |u_n|^{2∗} ) α_{2∗} (∫ R^N |v_n|^{2∗β2∗−α} ) 2^∗−α_{2∗}

≤ (∫ R^N |u_n|^{2∗} ) α_{2∗} (∫ R^N |v_n|^2 )^{2∗−α−β} 2∗−2 (∫ R^N |v_n|^{2∗} ) 1_{2∗}^{2∗(β−2)+2α} 2∗−2

≤ ‖u_n‖^α_2∗ b^{2∗−α−β2∗−2} S^{N2 12∗ 2∗(β−2)+2α2∗−2} =: Cb)‖u_n‖^α_2∗ .

(2.25)

Similarly we obtain ∫ R^N |un| α|v_n|^β ≤ Ca)‖v_n‖^β_2∗ . Testing (2.23) with (u_n, v_n) we deduce: S‖u_n‖^2∗ ≤ ‖u_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ν_nαCb)‖u_n‖^α_2∗ and S‖v_n‖^2∗ ≤ ‖v_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ν_nβCa)‖v_n‖^β_2∗ . Since α, β ≥ 2 a simple algebraic argument, see [1, Lemma 3.3], yields: lim inf n→∞ ‖u_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ ≥ S^{N/2} and lim inf_{n→∞} ‖v_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ ≥ S^{N/2} contradicting (2.24) . Therefore m_ν (a, b) =^1_N S^{N/2} for ν > 0 small , i.e. ν_1 > 0.

d) If ν_1 > 0 then m_ν (a, b) =^1_N S^{N/2} for 0 < ν ≤ ν_1. If m_ν (a, b) is achieved by (u, v) we can repeat the argument in b) and obtain a contradiction again.

Proof of Theorem 1.2 c) and d) . The proof is just a combination of Proposition 2.1, Lemma 2.6, Lemma 2.7 and Lemma 2.9.

2.3 The case N = 4 and α + β = 3

In this case we have γ_{α+β} = 2. We define ν_0 :=

N + 2 (α + β)NC(N, α, β) (a^2 + b^2)^{2/N} = 1 2 C(4, α, β)^{−1}(a^2 + b^2)^{−1/2} (2.26)

Lemma 2.10. For ν > 0 we have O_ν (a, b) := { (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) : ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 > 2ν ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β } ≠ ∅. If 0 < ν < ν_0 then O_ν (a, b) = T (a, b).

Proof. If 0 < ν < ν_0, then (A.5) implies for (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) 2ν ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β ≤ 2νC(4, α, β)(a^2 + b^2)^{1/2}(‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) < ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2,

hence T (a, b) = O_ν (a, b). If ν ≥ ν_0 we claim that sup (u,v)∈T (a,b) ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ∫ R^N |u| α|v|^β = +∞, (2.27) from which O_ν (a, b) ≠ ∅ follows. Indeed, consider

ϕ_n(x) := { sin n|x| if |x| ≤ π 0 if |x| > π and set u_n :=^a_{‖ϕn‖2} ϕ_n, v_n :=^b_{‖ϕn‖2} ϕ_n, so that (u_n, v_n) ∈ T (a, b). Since ‖∇ϕ_n‖^2 = O(n^2), ‖ϕ_n‖^2 = O(1) and ‖ϕ_n‖^p = O(1), we have ‖∇u_n‖^2 + ‖∇v_n‖^2 ∫ R^N |un| α|v_n|^β = a^2 + b^2 a^αb^β ‖ϕ_n‖_2‖∇ϕ_n‖^2 ‖ϕ_n‖^p → +∞, as n → ∞, which implies (2.27).

Lemma 2.11. For every (u, v) ∈ O_ν (a, b) the function Φ^ν_{(u,v)} : R → R has exactly one critical point t_ν (u, v) > 0. Moreover:

a) P_ν (a, b) = P^−_ν (a, b) and P_ν (a, b) is a submanifold of H. b) t ⋆ (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) if and only if t = t_ν (u, v).

c) Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(t) is strictly decreasing and concave on (t_ν (u, v), +∞) and Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(t_ν (u, v)) = max_{t∈R} Φ^ν_{(u,v)}(t) > 0.

d) The map (u, v) → t_ν (u, v) is of class C^1. Lemma 2.12. m_ν (a, b) has a minimax description: m_ν (a, b) = inf_{Oν (a,b)} max_{t∈R} I_ν ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) . Lemma 2.13. If 0 < ν < ν_0 then I_ν |_{T (a,b)} has a Palais-Smale sequence (u_n, v_n) ⊂ T (a, b) ∩ H_{rad} at the level m_ν (a, b), with P_ν (u_n, v_n) → 0 and u^−_n , v^−_n → 0 a.e. in R^N as n → ∞.

We omit the proofs of the lemmas 2.11–2.13 because they are similar to those of the lemmas 2.4–2.6. Lemma 2.14. Let 0 < ν < ν_0. For any fixed a, b > 0, the following statements hold:

a) m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1) for any 0 < a_1 ≤ a and 0 < b_1 ≤ b; b) m_ν (a, b) is nonincreasing with respect to ν ∈ (0, ν_0);

Proof. a) Since 0 < ν < ν_0 implies O_ν (a, b) = T (a, b), the conclusion can be proved as in Lemma 3.2 b).

b) For any 0 < ν^′ ≤ ν < ν_0, we see that

m_ν (a, b) = inf_{T (a,b)} max_{t∈R} I_ν ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) ≤ inf_{T (a,b)} max_{t∈R} I_ν′ ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) = m_ν′ (a, b). Therefore, m_ν (a, b) is nonincreasing with respect to ν ≥ 0.

We also have Lemma 2.15. Let 0 < ν < ν_0. For any fixed a, b > 0, 0 < m_ν (a, b) < 1 4 S^2.

Proof. For (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) there holds:

‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 = ‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ + 2ν ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β ≤ ‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ν ν_0

(‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) ≤ C(‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2)^{2∗2} + ν ν_0

(‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2)

This implies inf_{Pν (a,b)} ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ) > 0, and therefore m_ν (a, b) = inf_{Pν (a,b)} 1 N (‖u_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_n‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) > 0.

Since α + β = 3, α > 1, β > 1, we have α < 2, β < 2. Recall the test functions η_ε = ϕU_ε from Lemma 2.8 and set u_ε =^a_{‖ηε ‖2} η_ε and v_ε =^ε_{‖ηε‖2} η_ε. Let t_ε := t_ν (u_ε, v_ε) be given by Lemma 2.11. Then t_ε ⋆ (u_ε, v_ε) ∈ P_ν (a, ε) and we obtain for ε > 0 small:

m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (a, ε^θ) ≤ I_ν (t_ε ⋆ (u_ε, v_ε)) = 1 2 e^{2tε} ( ‖∇u_ε‖^2 + ‖∇v_ε‖^2 ) − 1 4 e^{4tε} ( ‖u_ε‖^4 + ‖v_ε‖^4 ) − νe^{2tε} ∫ R^N u^α_ε v^β_ε ≤ max_{s>0} ( a^2 + ε^2 2 s^2 ‖∇η_ε‖^2 ‖η_ε‖^2 − a^4 + ε^4 4 s^4

‖η_ε‖^4 ‖η_ε‖^4_2 ) − Cε^β e^{2tε} ‖η_ε‖^3 ‖η_ε‖^3_2 = 1 N [ (a^2 + ε^2)‖∇η_ε‖^2 (a^4 + ε^4)^{1/2} ‖η_ε‖^2_4

]_2 − Cε^βe^{2tε} ‖η_ε‖^3 ‖η_ε‖^3_2 = 1 N S^{N/2} + O(ε^2) − Cε^β e^{2tε}

‖η_ε‖^3 ‖η_ε‖^3_2 .

(2.28)

We claim that^{etε}_{‖ηε‖2} ≥ C as ε → 0, for some constant C > 0. By definition we have P_ν (t_ε ⋆ (u_ε, v_ε)) = 0, hence e^{2tε} =

‖∇u_ε‖^2 + ‖∇v_ε‖^2 ‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ − 2 ν ∫ R^N u α ε v^β_ε ‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ ≥ ( 1 − 2C(N, α, β)(a^2 + b^2)^{1/2}ν ) ‖∇u_ε‖2 + ‖∇v_ε‖2 ‖u_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ ≥ C ‖∇η_ε‖^2‖η_ε‖^{2∗−2}_2 ‖η_ε‖^{2∗}_2∗ , where we used 0 < ν < ν_0. Now^{etε}_{‖ηε ‖2} ≥ C follows from Lemma 2.8. Substituting e^{tε} ≥ C‖η_ε‖_2 into (2.28) we obtain m_ν (a, b) ≤ 1 4 S^2 + O(ε^2) − Cε^β

‖η_ε‖^3 ‖η_ε‖_2 ≤ 1 4 S^2 + O(ε^2) − Cε^β| log ε|^{−1/2}. (2.29)

From β < 2 it follows that m_ν (a, b) <^1_4 S^2 for any ε > 0 small, as claimed.

Remark 2.16. From (2.28) we see that m_ν (a, b) ≤^1_4 S^2f or any ν > 0.

Proof of the Theorem 1.2 b) and d). The proof is just a combination of Proposition 2.1, Lemma 2.13, Lemma 2.14 and Lemma 2.15.

3 Non-Existence in the repulsive case ν < 0

We begin with a simple result about Φ^ν_{(u,v)} : R → R.

Lemma 3.1. For ν ≤ 0 and (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) there exists a unique t_ν (u, v) ∈ R such that t_ν (u, v) ⋆ (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b); t_ν (u, v) is the unique critical point of Φ^ν_{(u,v)} and a strict maximum point at positive level. Moreover:

a) P_ν (a, b) = P^−_ν (a, b) b) t_ν (u, v) < 0 if and only if P_ν (u, v) < 0.

c) Φ^ν_{(u,v)} is strictly decreasing and concave on (t_ν (u, v), +∞). d) The map (u, v) → t_ν (u, v) is of class C^1.

Proof. Observe that ( Φ^ν_{(u,v)} )_′ (t) = e^{2∗t} [ 1 e^{(2∗−2)t} (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) + |ν|γ_{α+β} e^{(2∗−γα+β )t} ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β − (‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) ] is strictly decreasing because γ_{α+β} < 2^∗. It follows easily that ( Φ^ν_{(u,v)} )_′ has a unique zero t_ν (u, v), hence

t_ν (u, v) ⋆ (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b). Moreover, ( Φ^ν_{(u,v)} )_′ (t) > 0 for t < t_ν (u, v), and that ( Φ^ν_{(u,v)} )_′ (t) < 0 for t > t_ν (u, v), so t_ν (u, v) is a strict maximum point of Φ^ν_{(u,v)} on positive level. The conclusions a)-d) easily follow from the properties of Φ^ν_{(u,v)}.

Setting B_ν (a, b) := {(u, v) ∈ T (a, b) : P_ν (u, v) ≤ 0} , U_ν (a, b) := {(u, v) ∈ T (a, b) : P_ν (u, v) < 0} , and J_ν (u, v) := I_ν (u, v) − 1 2^∗ P_ν (u, v) = 1 N (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) − 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ ν ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β . Then we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2. Let ν ≤ 0 and a, b > 0. Then the following holds.

a) m_ν (a, b) = inf_{Bν (a,b)} J_ν (u, v) = inf_{Uν (a,b)} J_ν (u, v). b) If 0 < a_1 ≤ a, 0 < b_1 ≤ b then m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1).

c) For each ν ≤ 0 there holds m_ν (a, b) =^1_N S^{N2} with S being defined in (1.10).

Proof. a) Observe that U_ν (a, b) is dense in B_ν (a, b) by Lemma 3.1, hence inf U_ν (a,b) J_ν = inf_{Bν (a,b)} J_ν ≤ inf_{Pν (a,b)} J_ν = inf_{Pν (a,b)} I_ν = m_ν (a, b)

where we also used that P_ν (a, b) ⊂ B_ν (a, b) and P_ν = 0 on P_ν (a, b). Moreover, for (u, v) ∈ U_ν (a, b) we have t_ν (u, v) < 0 according to Lemma 3.1. This implies for any (u, v) ∈ U_ν (a, b) J_ν (u, v) > 1 N e^{2tν (u,v)}(‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) + 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ |ν|e^{γα+β tν (u,v)} ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β = J_ν (t_ν (u, v) ⋆ (u, v)) ≥ inf_{Pν (a,b)} J_ν hence inf_{Uν (a,b)} J_ν ≥ inf_{Pν (a,b)} J_ν .

b) It is sufficient to prove that for 0 < a_1 ≤ a, 0 < b_1 ≤ b and arbitrary ε > 0, one has

m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1) + ε. (3.1)

By the definition of m_ν (a_1, b_1) there exists (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a_1, b_1) such that

I_ν (u, v) ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1) + ε 2 . (3.2)

Let φ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^N ) be radial and such that

0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 1 and ϕ(x) = { 1 if |x| ≤ 1, 0 if |x| ≥ 2. For δ > 0 we define u_δ(x) := u(x)φ(δx) and v_δ (x) := v(x)φ(δx) so that (u_δ, v_δ ) → (u, v) in H as δ → 0^+. Then Lemma 3.1 d) implies t_ν (u_δ, v_δ) ⋆ (u_δ, v_δ) → t_ν (u, v) ⋆ (u, v) in H as δ → 0^+. As a consequence, we can fix δ > 0 such that I_ν (t_ν (u_δ, v_δ ) ⋆ (u_δ , v_δ)) ≤ I_ν (u, v) + ε 4 . (3.3)

Next we choose ψ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^N ) with supp(ψ) ⊂ R^N \ B(0,^4_δ ) and set

ψ_a = √ a^2 − ‖u_δ‖^2 ‖ψ‖_2 ψ and ψ_b = √ b^2 − ‖v_δ‖^2 ‖ψ‖_2 ψ. Then (supp(u_δ) ∪ supp(u_δ)) ∩ (supp(τ ⋆ ψ_a) ∪ supp(τ ⋆ ψ_b)) = ∅ for τ ≤ 0, and thus (ũ_τ , ṽ_τ ) := (u_δ + τ ⋆ ψ_a, v_δ + τ ⋆ ψ_b) ∈ T (a, b).

Setting t_τ := t_ν (ũ_τ , ṽ_τ ) we have P_ν (t_τ ⋆ (ũ_τ , ṽ_τ )) = 0, i.e. 1 e^{(2∗−2)tτ} ( ‖∇ũ_τ ‖^2 + ‖∇ṽ_τ ‖^2 ) + |ν|γ_{α+β} e^{(2∗−γα+β )tτ} ∫ R^N |ũ_τ |^α|ṽ_τ |^β = ‖ũ_τ ‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖ṽ_τ ‖^{2∗}_2∗ .

It follows that lim sup_{τ →−∞} t_τ < +∞, because (ũ_τ , ṽ_τ ) → (u_δ, v_δ ) ≠ (0, 0) as τ → −∞. Consequently t_τ + τ → −∞ as τ → −∞ and we have for τ < −1 small: I_ν ( (t_τ + τ) ⋆ (ψ_a, ψ_b) ) < ε 4 . (3.4)

Now using (3.2), (3.3) and (3.4), we obtain m_ν (a, b) ≤ I_ν ( t_τ ⋆ (ũ_τ , ṽ_τ ) ) = I_ν ( t_τ ⋆ (u_δ , v_δ) ) + I_ν ( (t_τ + τ) ⋆ (ψ_a, ψ_b) ) ≤ I_ν ( t_ν (u_δ, v_δ ) ⋆ (u_δ, v_δ) ) + ε 4 ≤ I_ν (u, v) + ε 4 ≤ m_ν (a_1, b_1) + ε,

that is (3.1).

c) We prove the conclusion in two steps.

Step 1.) We prove that m_ν (a, b) = m_0(a, b) for ν < 0.

Since P_0(u, v) ≤ P_ν (u, v) and J_0(u, v) ≤ J_ν (u, v) we have B_ν (a, b) ⊂ B_0(a, b) and

m_0(a, b) = inf_{B0(a,b)} J_0(u, v) ≤ inf_{Bν (a,b)} J_ν (u, v) = m_ν (a, b).

On the other hand, for (u, v) ∈ U_0(a, b) and t > 0 we set ( u_t(x), v_t(x) ) = ( t^{N −22} u(tx), t^{N −22} v(tx) ) and obtain for t > 1 karge:

P_ν (u_t, v_t) = ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 − ‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ − ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ + γ_{α+β} |ν| t^{α+β−γα+β} ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β = P_0(u, v) + γ_{α+β} |ν| t^{α+β−γα+β} ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β < 0. Noting that ‖u_t‖_2 = t^{−1}a, ‖v_t‖_2 = t^{−1}b, we get for t > 1:

m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_ν (t^{−1}a, t^{−1}b) ≤ J_ν (u_t, v_t) = 1 N (‖∇u_t‖^2 + ‖v_t‖^2) + 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ |ν| ∫ R^N |u_t|^α|v_t|^β = J_0(u, v) + 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ |ν| t^{α+β−γα+β} ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β → J_0(u, v), as t → ∞. This implies m_ν (a, b) ≤ m_0(a, b) as claimed.

Step 2.) We prove that m_0(a, b) =^1_N S^{N2} . For (u, v) ∈ P_0(a, b), we have

‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 = ‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ ≤ S^{− 2∗2} ( ‖∇u‖^{2∗}_2 + ‖∇v‖^{2∗}_2 ) < S^{− 2∗2} ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ) 2^∗_2 , and therefore m_0(a, b) ≥^1_N S^{N2} . On the other hand, according to [40, Proposition 2.2], given ε > 0 there exists u ∈ H^1(R^N ) with ‖u‖_2 = a such that max_{t∈R} E(t ⋆ u) ≤ 1 N S^{N2} + ε, (3.5)

where E(u) is defined in (2.16). Now choose any v ∈ H^1(R^N ) with ‖v‖_2 = b, define t(s) := t_0(u, s ⋆ v), and observe that lim sup_{τ →−∞} t(s) < +∞ as in b). We obtain:

m_0(a, b) ≤ I_0 ( t(s) ⋆ (u, s ⋆ v)) = E ( t(s) ⋆ u ) + E ( (t(s) + s) ⋆ v ) ≤ 1 N S^{N2} + ε + E ( (t(s) + s) ⋆ v ) → 1 N S^{N2} + ε as s → −∞.

Since this holds for any ε > 0 we deduce m_0(a, b) ≤^1_N S^{N2} .

Proof of Theorem 1.1. For (u, v) ∈ P_ν (a, b) we have for ν ≤ 0:

‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 = ‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ + γ_{α+β} ν ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β ≤ ‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ ≤ S^{− 2∗2} ( ‖∇u‖^{2∗}_2 + ‖∇v‖^{2∗}_2 ) < S^{− 2∗2} ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ) 2^∗_2

so that ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 >^1_N S^{N2} . This implies for ν ≤ 0: I_ν (u, v) = I_ν (u, v) − 1 2^∗ P_ν (u, v) = 1 N ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖_2 ) − 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2 ν ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β ≥ 1 N ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ) > 1 N S^{N2} = m_ν (a, b)

4 The limit system

Inspired by [41] we consider for (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) the equation d dt K ( t ⋆ (u, v) ) = d dt ( e^{2t} 2 ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ) − e^{γα+β t} ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β ) = 0 which has the solution t(u, v) defined by e^{t(u,v)} = ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 γ_{α+β} ‖|u|^α|v|^β ‖_1 ) 1_{2−γα+β} . Then t(u, v) ⋆ (u, v) ∈ L(a, b) by definition (1.15) and

K̃(u, v) := K(t(u, v) ⋆ (u, v)) = γ^{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 )^γα+β_2 γ_{α+β}‖|u|^α|v|^β ‖_1 2 γα+β −2 . (4.1)

Moreover l(a, b) = inf_{L(a,b)} K satisfies the following.

Lemma 4.1. l(a, b) = inf_{T (a,b)} K̃ for all a, b > 0.

Proof. For (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) we have K̃(u, v) ≥ inf_{L(a,b)} K = l(a, b). On the other hand inf_{T (a,b)} K̃(u, v) ≤ inf_{T (a,b)} K(u, v) ≤ l(a, b), where in the last inequality we use L(a, b) ⊂ T (a, b).

Lemma 4.2. a) If α + β < 2 +^4_N then l(a, b) < 0.

b) If α + β > 2 +^4_N then l(a, b) > 0.

c) l(a, b) ≤ l(a_1, b_1) for 0 < a_1 ≤ a and 0 < b_1 ≤ b.

Proof. a) If α + β < 2 +^4_N then γ_{α+β} < 2, hence K̃(u, v) < 0 for any (u, v) ∈ T (a, b).

b) Using (A.5), we have for (u, v) ∈ L(a, b):

‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 = ∫ R^N |u|^α|v|^β ≤ C ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 )_{γα+β /2} , which implies inf_{L(a,b)} ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 > 0, and therefore l(a, b) = inf_{L(a,b)} ( 1 2 − 1 γ_{α+β} ) (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) > 0.

c) If α + β < 2 +^4_N we obtain as in [21, Lemma 3.1] for 0 < a_1 < a and 0 < b_1 < b:

l(a, b) ≤ l(a_1, b_1) + l (√ a^2 − a^2_1, √ b^2 − b^2_1 ) < l(a_1, b_1).

because l (√ a^2 − a^2_1, √ b^2 − b^2_1 ) < 0 by a). In the case α + β > 2 +^4_N we can argue as in the proof of Lemma 3.2 (2).

Proof of Theorem 1.6. If α + β < 2 +^4_N we obtain a Palais-Smale sequence by starting with a minimizing sequence K(u_n, v_n) → l(a, b) with (u_n, v_n) ∈ T (a, b). Using symmetric decreasing rearrangement we may assume that u_n and v_n are non-negative and radially symmetric. By Ekeland’s variational principle we may also assume that (u_n, v_n) is a Palais-Smale sequence. Then we have

K^′(u_n, v_n) + λ_{1,n}u_n + λ_{2,n}v_n → 0

with λ_{1,n} = − 1 a^2

K^′(u_n, v_n)[(u_n, 0)] and λ_{2,n} = − 1 b^2

K^′(u_n, v_n)[(0, v_n)].

Using (A.5), we see that K is coercive on T (a, b), hence (u_n, v_n) is bounded in H and λ_{1,n}, λ_{2,n} are bounded in R. Then there exist (u, v) ∈ H_{rad} and λ_1, λ_2 ∈ R such that up to a subsequence: (u_n, v_n) ⇀ (u, v) in H_{rad}, (u_n, v_n) → (u, v) in L^q(R^N ) × L^q(R^N ), for 2 < q < 2^∗, (u_n, v_n) → (u, v) a.e. in R^N , (λ_{1,n}, λ_{2,n}) → (λ_1, λ_2) in R^2 .

We claim that u ≠ 0 and v ≠ 0. Indeed, if u = 0 or v = 0, then l(a, b) = lim_{n→∞} 1 2 (‖∇u_n‖^2 + ‖∇v_n‖^2) − ‖|u_n|^α|v_n|^β ‖_1 ≥ 0,

a contradiction with l(a, b) < 0. So we have 0 < ‖u‖_2 ≤ a and 0 < ‖v‖_2 ≤ b. Moreover, (u, v) is a solution of −Δu + λ_1u = α|u|^{α−2}|v|^β u, in R^N , −Δv + λ_2v = β|u|^α|v|^{β−2}v, in R^N , u ≥ 0, v ≥ 0. (4.2)

We claim that λ_1, λ_2 > 0. Indeed, if λ_1 ≤ 0 then −Δu = |λ_1|u + α|u|^{α−2}|v|^β u ≥ 0, in R^N , and hence u = 0 by [25, Lemma A.2], which is impossible. Analogously we can prove λ_2 > 0. Note that ∇K(u, v) + (λ_1u, λ_2v) = 0, so

‖∇(u_n − u)‖^2 + λ_1‖u_n − u‖^2

= [K^′(u_n, v_n) − K^′(u, v)] [(u_n − v, 0)] + λ_{1,n} ∫ R^N u_n(u_n − u) − λ_1 ∫ R^N u(u_n − u) + o_n(1)

= o_n(1),

which implies u_n → u in H^1(R^N ), using λ_1 > 0. Analogously we can prove v_n → v in H^1(R^N ). Then (u, v) ∈ L(a, b), and K(u, v) = l(a, b). Clearly, (u, v) is a solution of (1.12) and therefore a normalized ground state of (1.12). Moreover, u, v are positive by the maximum principle, and they are radially symmetric.

If α + β > 2 +^4_N one can construct a Palais-Smale sequence (u_n, v_n) ∈ L(a, b) for K|_{T (a,b)} at the level l(a, b) > 0 with L(u_n, v_n) → 0 and u^−_n , v^−_n → 0 a.e. in R^N as n → ∞. Then one can argue as in the case α + β < 2 +^4_N .

Proof of Proposition 1.7. Let (u, v) ∈ L(a, b) be such that K(u, v) = l(a, b). Then l(a, b) = γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) = γ_{α+β} − 2 2 ‖|u|^α|v|^β ‖_1, and K̃(u, v) = γ^{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) = l(a, b). Due to definition (A.4), we also have

C(N, α, β)^{−1} ≤ Q(u, v) = γ_{α+β} (a^2 + b^2)^{(α+β−γα+β )/2}(‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2)^{γα+β −22}

= γ_{α+β} (a^2 + b^2)^{(α+β−γα+β )/2} ( 2γ_{α+β} γ_{α+β} − 2 l(a, b) )^γα+β^{−2}_2 . (4.3)

On the other hand, since^{a2}_{b2} =^α_β , there exists σ_1 > 0 such that (Z^{σ1 ,1}_1 , Z^{σ1 ,1}_2 ) ∈ T (a, b), where (Z_1, Z_2) is defined in Proposition A.1. It follows that

l(a, b) ≤ K̃(Z^{σ1 ,1}_1 , Z^{σ1 ,1}_2 ) = γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} γ 2 2−γα+β α+β (a^2 + b^2) (α+β−γα+β ) 2−γα+β C(N, α, β) 2 2−γα+β . (4.4) Combining (4.3) and (4.4) we obtain l(a, b) = γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} γ 2 2−γα+β α+β (a^2 + b^2) (α+β−γα+β ) 2−γα+β C(N, α, β) 2 2−γα+β . (4.5) Now a normalized ground state (W_1, W_2) ∈ G(a, b) of (1.12) must satisfy (W_1, W_2) ∈ L(a, b). Since l(a, b) is achieved by a normalized ground state of (1.12), we have K(W_1, W_2) = l(a, b). Then from (4.4) and (4.5), we conclude that Q(W_1, W_2) = C(N, α, β)^{−1}. According to Proposition A.1 we have

(W_1, W_2) = (Z^{σ,μ}_1 , Z^{σ,μ}_2 ) for some σ > 0, μ > 0.

Substituting (u_0, v_0) into the equation (1.12) we get σ^2μ^{−N} α^{− 2−βα+β−2} β^{− βα+β−2} ‖Z‖^2 = a^2 σ^2μ^{−N} α^{− αα+β−2} β^{− 2−αα+β−2} ‖Z‖^2 = b^2, σ^{2−α−β} μ^2 =^1_{α+β} .

Since^{a2}_{b2} =^α_β this has the unique solution σ = (_a ‖Z‖_2 ) 2_{2−γα+β} [(_α β )_{β/2} + (_β α )_{1−β/2}]^1_{γα+β −2}^2_{α+β−2} (α + β)^{1α+β−2} , μ = (_a ‖Z‖_2 )^{α+β−2} 2−γα+β [( α β )_{β/2} + (_β α )_{1−β/2}]^1_{γα+β −2} . (4.6)

It follows that W_i(x) = σ_iZ(μx) for i = 1, 2 with

σ_1 = σα^{− 2−β2(α+β−2)} β^{− β2(α+β−2)} and σ_2 = σα^{− α2−(α+β−2)} β^{− 2−β2(α+β−2)} . (4.7)

5 The asymptotic behavior

In the setting of Theorem 1.2 we know that m_ν (a, b) is achieved by some (u_ν , v_ν ) for ν > 0 small or ν > 0 large, which is positive, radially symmetric and radially decreasing. Our goal in this section is to study the asymptotic behavior of (u_ν , v_ν ) as ν → 0^+ or ν → +∞, and to prov Theorems 1.8 and 1.9. We recall that (u_ν , v_ν ) is also a normalized ground state of (1.3) with λ_{1,ν} , λ_{2,ν} > 0. For simplicity, we write A_ν ∼ B_ν , A_ν ≲ B_ν and A_ν ≳ B_ν if there exist C_1, C_2 > 0 such that, respectively, C_1B_ν ≤ A_ν ≤ C_2B_ν , A_ν ≤ C_1B_ν and A_ν ≥ C_1B_ν as ν → 0+ (or ν → ∞).

Lemma 5.1. If α + β < 2 +^4_N then

λ_{1,ν} + λ_{2,ν} ∼ ‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 ∼ ν^{22−γα+β} , as ν → 0^+.

Proof. Since (u_ν , v_ν ) ∈ P^+_ν (a, b), we have ‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 = ‖u_ν ‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ν ‖^{2∗}_2∗ + γ_{α+β} ν‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1, (5.1) and 2 ( ‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 ) > 2^∗(‖u_ν ‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ν ‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) + γ^2_{α+β} ν‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1. (5.2) It follows from (A.5) that

‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 ≲ ν‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 ≲ ν ( ‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2

)^γα+β_2 , which implies ‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 ≲ ν^{22−γα+β} (5.3) and, by (5.1) ν‖|u_ν |^α|v_ν |^β ‖_1 ≲ ν^{22−γα+β} . (5.4) For (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) and ν > 0 small there exists by Lemma 2.2 a unique t_ν := t_ν (u, v) such that t_ν ⋆ (u, v) ∈ P^+_ν (a, b), i.e. e^{2tν} (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) = e^{2∗tν} (‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) + e^{γα+β tν} γ_{α+β}ν‖|u|^α|v|^β ‖_1, and 2e^{2tν} (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) > 2^∗e^{2∗tν} (‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) + e^{γα+β tν} γ^2_{α+β} ν‖|u|^α|v|^β ‖_1. Therefore (2^∗ − 2)e^{2tν} (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2) < ν(2^∗ − γ_{α+β} )γ_{α+β} e^{γα+β tν} ‖|u|^α|v|^β ‖_1, which implies e^{tν} → 0 as ν → 0 because γ_{α+β} < 2. It follows that e^{2tν} ∼ νe^{γα+β tν} , as ν → 0, which implies e^{tν} ∼ ν^{12−γα+β} as ν → 0, hence I_ν ( t_ν ⋆ (u, v) ) = γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} e^{2tν} ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ) + 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗γ_{α+β} e^{2∗tν} ( ‖u‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v‖^{2∗}_2∗ )

∼ −ν^{22−γα+β} . Using I_ν (t_ν ⋆ (u, v)) ≥ m_ν (a, b) and m_ν (a, b) ≳ −ν‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 we next deduce ν‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 ≳ ν^{22−γα+β} , which together with (5.4), implies ν‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 ∼ ν^{22−γα+β} . The Pohozaev identity yields λ_{1,ν} + λ_{2,ν} ∼ ν‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 ∼ ν^{22−γα+β} , and by (5.2) and (5.3) we get

‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 ∼ ν‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 ∼ ν^{22−γα+β} which completes the proof.

By ??? we see that for any (u, v) ∈ T (a, b),

‖|u|^α|v|^β ‖_1 ≤ D_0(‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2)^{γα+β2} (5.5)

with

D_0 := γ^{−1}_{α+β} ( γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β}l(a, b) )^γα+β^{−2}_2 > 0. Lemma 5.2. If α + β < 2 +^4_N then

dist_H ((−t_ν ) ⋆ (u_ν , v_ν ), G(a, b)) → 0 as ν → 0^+,

where t_ν := t_ν (u_0, v_0) is from Lemma 2.2. Moreover we have e^{tν} ∼ ν^{12−γα+β} as ν → 0^+.

Proof. Let (u_0, v_0) ∈ G(a, b). Then K̃(u_0, v_0) = l(a, b) which implies

‖u^α_0 v^β_0 ‖_1 = D_0(‖∇u_0‖^2 + ‖∇v_0‖^2)^{γα+β2} . (5.6)

Since t_ν ∈ P^+_ν (a, b) we have e^{2tν} ( ‖∇u_0‖^2 + ‖∇v_0‖^2 ) = e^{2∗tν} ( ‖u_0‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_0‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) + e^{γα+β sν} γ_{α+β} ν‖u^α_0 v^β_0 ‖_1, (5.7) and 2e^{2sν} (‖∇u_0‖^2 + ‖∇v_0‖^2) > 2^∗e^{2∗sν} (‖u_0‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_0‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) + e^{γα+β sν} γ^2_{α+β} ν‖u^α_0 v^β_0 ‖_1. (5.8) Using (5.5) we have

(2^∗ − 2)(‖∇(t_ν ⋆ u_0)‖^2 + ‖∇(t_ν ⋆ v_0)‖^2) < (2^∗ − γ_{α+β} )γ_{α+β} ν‖|t_ν ⋆ u_0|^α|t_ν ⋆ v_0|^β ‖_1 ≤ (2^∗ − γ_{α+β} )γ_{α+β} νD_0(‖∇(t_ν ⋆ u_0)‖^2 + ‖∇(t_ν ⋆ v_0)‖^2)^{γα+β2} ,

(5.9)

which yields

‖∇(t_ν ⋆ u_0)‖^2 + ‖∇(t_ν ⋆ v_0)‖^2 < ( 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ − 2 γ_{α+β} νD_0 ) 2_{2−γα+β} . (5.10)

Since (u_ν , v_ν ) ∈ P^+_ν (a, b) we observe that

‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 < ( 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ − 2 γ_{α+β} νD_0 ) 2_{2−γα+β} . (5.11)

Now using t_ν ⋆ (u_0, v_0) as a test function of m_ν (a, b) and by (5.6) we get

m_ν (a, b) ≤ I_ν (t_ν ⋆ (u_0, v_0)) = 1 N (‖∇(t_ν ⋆ u_0)‖^2 + ‖∇(t_ν ⋆ v_0)‖^2) − ν 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗

D_0(‖∇(t_ν ⋆ u_0)‖^2 + ‖∇(t_ν ⋆ v_0)‖^2)^{γα+β2} .

(5.12)

Next inequality (A.5) implies

m_ν (a, b) = I_ν (u_ν , v_ν ) ≥ 1 N ( ‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 ) − ν 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗

D_0 ( ‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2

)^γα+β_2 . (5.13)

A direct calculation shows that the function f(t) = 1 N t − ν 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗

D_0t^{γα+β2} .

is strictly decreasing in (0, t_0), where

t_0 := ( 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ − 2 γ_{α+β} νD_0 ) 2_{2−γα+β} .

Thus (5.10)-(5.13) yield

‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 ≥ ‖∇(t_ν ⋆ u_0)‖^2 + ‖∇(t_ν ⋆ v_0)‖^2. (5.14)

Moreover, similar to (5.9)-(5.11), we have

‖|t_ν ⋆ u_0|^α|t_ν ⋆ v_0|^β‖_1 < ( 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ − 2 γ_{α+β} νD 2 γα+β 0 )^γα+β 2−γα+β (5.15) and ‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 < ( 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ − 2 γ_{α+β} νD 2 γα+β 0 )^γα+β 2−γα+β . (5.16)

Now using t_ν ⋆ (u_0, v_0) again as a test function of m_ν (a, b) and by (5.6),

m_ν (a, b) ≤ I_ν (t_ν ⋆ (u_0, v_0)) = 1 N D^− 2 γα+β 0 ‖|t_ν ⋆ u_0|^α|t_ν ⋆ v_0|^β‖ 2 γα+β 1 − ν 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗

‖|t_ν ⋆ u_0|^α|s_ν ⋆ v_0|^β ‖_1.

(5.17)

By inequality (A.5) there holds

m_ν (a, b) = I_ν (u_ν , v_ν ) ≥ 1 N D^− 2 γα+β 0 ‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖ 2 γα+β 1 − ν 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗

‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1. (5.18)

Next the function f̃(t) = 1 N D^− 2 γα+β 0 t^{2γα+β} − ν 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ t. is strictly decreasing in (0, t̃_0), where

t̃_0 := ( 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗ − 2 γ_{α+β}νD 2 γα+β 0 )^γα+β 2−γα+β . Therefore (5.15)-(5.18) give ‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 ≥ ‖|t_ν ⋆ u_0|^α|t_ν ⋆ v_0|^β ‖_1. (5.19) As in Lemma 5.1, it follows from (5.7) and (5.8) that e^{tν} ∼ ν^{12−γα+β} as ν → 0. Then we obtain from (5.7) that

e^{tν} = (1 + o_ν (1)) ( νγ_{α+β} ‖u^α_0 v^β_0 ‖_1 ‖∇u_0‖^2 + ‖∇v_0‖^2 ) 1_{2−γα+β} = ( 1 + o_ν (1) ) ν^{12−γα+β} . (5.20)

Since (u_ν , v_ν ) satisfies (1.3), (ū_ν , v̄_ν ) := (−t_ν ) ⋆ (u_ν , v_ν ) satisfies the following equation: − Δū_ν + λ_{1,ν} e^{−2tν} ū_ν = e^{−(2∗−2)tν} ū^{2∗−1}_ν + ανe^{−(γα+β −2)tν} ū^{α−1}_ν v̄^β_ν in R^N , − Δv̄_ν + λ_{2,ν} e^{−2tν} v̄_ν = e^{−(2∗−2)tν} v̄^{2∗−1}_ν + βνe^{−(γα+β −2)tν} v̄^α_ν v̄^{β−2}_ν in R^N , ∫ R^N ū^2_ν = a^2, ∫ R^N v̄^2_ν = b^2,

(5.21)

By Lemma 5.1 we have

‖∇ū_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v̄_ν ‖^2 = e^{−2tν} (‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2) ∼ 1.

Therefore {(ū_ν , v̄_ν )} is bounded in H. Recall that (ū_ν , v̄_ν ) are radial so that we have up to a subsequence, (ū_ν , v̄_ν ) ⇀ (ū, v̄) in H_{rad},

(ū_ν , v̄_ν ) → (ū, v̄) in L^q(R^N ) × L^q(R^N ), for 2 < q < 2^∗, (ū_ν , v̄_ν ) → (ū, v̄) a.e. in R^N .

Applying Lemma 5.1 once more we see that {λ_{1,ν} e^{−2sν} } and {λ_{2,ν} e^{−2sν} } are bounded, hence λ_{1,ν} e^{−2sν} → λ_1 and λ_{2,ν} e^{−2sν} → λ_2, as ν → 0 up to a subsequence. On the other hand, by (5.20), e^{−(2∗−2)tν} → 0, and νe^{−(γα+β −2)tν} → 1, as ν → 0. Thus, we know that { − Δū + λ_1ū = αū^{α−1}v̄^β in R^N , − Δv̄ + λ_2v̄ = βv̄^αv̄^{β−2} in R^N .

(5.22)

Now (5.19) implies ‖ū^αv̄^β ‖_1 ≥ ‖u^α_0 v^β_0 ‖_1, which gives ū ≠ 0, v̄ ≠ 0. By the maximum principle and [25, Lemma A.2], we obtain λ_1 > 0 and λ_2 > 0. Then combining (5.21) and (5.22) we conclude (ū_ν , v̄_ν ) → (ū, v̄) in H as ν → 0. It follows that ‖ū‖_2 = a, ‖v̄‖_2 = b, and by (5.14): l(a, b) ≤ K(ū, v̄) = γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} (‖∇ū‖^2 + ‖∇v̄‖^2) ≤ γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} (‖∇u_0‖^2 + ‖∇v_0‖^2) = K(u_0, v_0) = l(a, b).

We finally deduce (ū, v̄) ∈ G(a, b), i.e., dist_H ((−t_ν ) ⋆ (u_ν , v_ν ), G(a, b)) → 0, as ν → 0^+.

Now we turn to the case α + β ≥ 2 +^4_N . Lemma 5.3. If α + β ≥ 2 +^4_N then dist_D1,2_{(R}N_) ( (u_ν , v_ν ), U × {0} ) → 0 as ν → 0^+, or dist_D1,2_{(R}N_) ( (u_ν , v_ν ), {0} × U ) → 0 as ν → 0^+;

here U = {U_ε : ε > 0}.

Proof. First observe that{(u_ν , v_ν )} is bounded in H because (u_ν , v_ν ) ∈ P_ν (a, b) satisfies I_ν (u_ν , v_ν ) = m_ν (a, b). Let ‖∇u_ν ‖_2 → l_1 and ‖∇v_ν ‖_2 → l_2 with l_1 ≥ 0, l_2 ≥ 0. If l_1 = l_2 = 0 then 0 = lim_{ν→0} I_ν (u_ν , v_ν ) = lim_{ν→0} m_ν (a, b) > 0,

using which is a contradiction. The Sobolev inequality and P_ν (u_ν , v_ν ) → 0 imply l^2_1 + l^2 ≤ S^{−2∗ /2} ( l^{2∗}_1 + l^{2∗}_2 ) , hence l^2_1 + l^2 ≥ S^{N/2} and equality holds if and only if l_1 = 0 or l_2 = 0. Consequently we have 1 N S^{N/2} ≥ lim_{ν→0} I_ν (u_ν , v_ν ) = 1 N (l^2_1 + l^2)

and therefore either l_1 = 0, l_2 = S^{N/4}, or l_1 = S^{N/4}, l_2 = 0. If l_1 = 0, l_2 = S^{N/4} then ‖∇u_ν ‖^2 → 0, ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 → S^{N/2}, ‖v_ν ‖^{2∗}_2∗ → S^{N/2} as ν → 0, hence v_ν is a minimizing sequence of (1.10). Now [45, Theorem 1.41] implies that there exists θ_ν > 0 such that for some ε_∗ > 0 ( u_ν , θ^{N −22}_ν v_ν (θ_ν ·) ) → (0, U_{ε∗} ) strongly in D^{1,2}(R^N ) as ν → 0^+,

up to a subsequence. The case l_1 = S^{N/4}, l_2 = 0 can be treated analogously.

Proof of Theorem 1.8. This follows immediately from Lemma 5.1, Lemma 5.2 and Lemma 5.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. Since the proof is similar to that of Lemma 5.2, we only sketch it. Given (u, v) ∈ T (a, b) we use t_ν (u, v) ⋆ (u, v) as a test function for m_ν (a, b) where t_ν (u, v) is given by Lemma 2.4. Using similar arguments as in the proof of Lemma 5.1 and direct calculations we get m_ν (a, b) ≲ ν^{22−γα+β} as ν → +∞. It follows that ‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 → 0 and ‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 → 0 as ν → +∞.

Since ‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 = ‖u_ν ‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_ν ‖^{2∗}_2∗ + γ_{α+β} ν‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1, (5.23) using the Sobolev inequality and (A.5), we obtain

‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 ≥ ( 1 + o_ν (1) ) (νγ_{α+β} D_0)^{22−γα+β} and ‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 ≥ ( 1 + o_ν (1) ) ( νγ_{α+β} D 2 γα+β 0 )^{γα+β} 2−γα+β , where D_0 is defined by (5.5). For any (u_0, v_0) ∈ G(a, b), let t_ν := t_ν (a, b) be given by Lemma 2.4. Then e^{2tν} ( ‖∇u_0‖^2 + ‖∇v_0‖^2 ) = e^{2∗tν} ( ‖u_0‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_0‖^{2∗}_2∗ ) + e^{γα+β tν} γ_{α+β} ν‖|u_0|^α|v_0|^β ‖_1. It follows from (5.5) that e^{2tν} ( ‖∇u_0‖^2 + ‖∇v_0‖^2 ) ≤ (νγ_{α+β} D_0)^{22−γα+β} , and e^{γα+β tν} ‖u^α_0 v^β_0 ‖_1 ≤ ( νγ_{α+β} D 2 γα+β 0 )^γα+β 2−γα+β . Thus we get I_ν ( t_ν ⋆ (u_0, v_0) ) = γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} e^{2tν} ( ‖∇u_0‖^2 + ‖∇v_0‖^2 ) + 2^∗ − γ_{α+β} 2^∗γ_{α+β} e^{2∗tν} ( ‖u_0‖^{2∗}_2∗ + ‖v_0‖^{2∗}_2∗ )

≤ ( 1 + o_ν (1) ) γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} (νγ_{α+β} D_0)^{22−γα+β} .

(5.24)

Note that I_ν (t_ν ⋆ (u_0, v_0) ≥ m_ν (a, b) and

m_ν (a, b) = I_ν (u_ν , v_ν ) = ( 1 + o_ν (1) ) γ_{α+β} − 2 2γ_{α+β} (νγ_{α+β} D_0)^{22−γα+β} ,

as ν → +∞, we must have

‖∇u_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v_ν ‖^2 = ( 1 + o_ν (1) ) (νγ_{α+β} D_0)^{22−γα+β} . (5.25)

Similarly, we also have

‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 = (1 + o_ν (1)) ( νγ_{α+β} D 2 γα+β 0 )^γα+β 2−γα+β . Moreover, using K(u_0, v_0) = l(a, b) and L(u_0, v_0) = 0, we have

‖u^α_0 v^β_0 ‖_1 = ( γ_{α+β} D 2 γα+β 0 )^γα+β 2−γα+β , which implies ‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 = (1 + o_ν (1))ν γα+β 2−γα+β ‖uα 0 v^β_0 ‖_1. (5.26)

Let (ū_ν , v̄_ν ) = s_ν ⋆ (u_ν , v_ν ) with e^{sν} := ν^{1γα+β −2} . Then ‖∇ū_ν ‖^2 = a^2, ‖∇v̄_ν ‖^2 = b^2, and from (5.25),

‖∇ū_ν ‖^2 + ‖∇v̄_ν ‖^2 = ( 1 + o_ν (1) ) (γ_{α+β} D_0)^{22−γα+β} .

Therefore {(ū_ν , v̄_ν )} is bounded in H. Since (ū_ν , v̄_ν ) are radial, we have up to a subsequence: (ū_ν , v̄_ν ) ⇀ (ū, v̄) in H_{rad}, (ū_ν , v̄_ν ) → (ū, v̄) in L^q(R^N ) × L^q(R^N ), for 2 < q < 2^∗, (ū_ν , v̄_ν ) → (ū, v̄) a.e. in R^N .

Moreover, − Δū_ν + λ_{1,ν} e^{2sν} ū_ν = e^{−(2∗−2)sν} ū^{2∗−1}_ν + αū^{α−1}_ν v̄^β_ν , in R^N , − Δv̄_ν + λ_{2,ν} e^{2sν} v̄_ν = e^{−(2∗−2)sν} v̄^{2∗−1}_ν + βv̄^α_ν v̄^{β−2}_ν , in R^N , ∫ R^N ū^2_ν = a^2, ∫ R^N v̄^2_ν = b^2.

(5.27)

Since λ_{1,ν} a^2 + λ_{2,ν} b^2 = (1 − γ_{α+β} )ν‖u^α_ν v^β_ν ‖_1 ∼ ν^{2γα+β −2} , by the Pohozaev identity, we see that λ_{1,ν} e^{2sν} and λ_{2,ν} e^{2sν} are bounded. Then as in Lemma 5.2, we obtain that dist_H (s_ν ⋆ (u_ν , v_ν ), G(a, b)) → 0, as ν → +∞.

Appendix A Vector-valued Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality

Recall the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, ‖u‖^p ≤ C(N, p)‖u‖^{p−γp}_2 ‖∇u‖^{γp}_2 for all u ∈ H^1(R^N ), (A.1) where the sharp constant C(N, p) satisfies

C(N, p)^{−1} = inf u∈H^1 (R^N)\{0} ‖u‖^{p−γp}_2 ‖∇u‖^{γp}_2 ‖u‖^p = γ γp 2 p (1 − γ_p)^{1− γp2} ‖Z‖^{p−2}_2 . (A.2)

Here Z is the unique solution of − Δw + w = |w|^{p−2}w in R^N , w > 0 and w(x) → 0 as |x| → ∞, w(0) = max_{x∈RN} w(x). (A.3)

For a detailed proof we refer to [44]. Moreover, the function Z^{σ,μ}(x) := σZ(μx) satisfies −ΔZ^{σ,μ} + μ^2Z^{σ,μ} = σ^{2−p}μ^2|Z^{σ,μ}|^{p−2}Z^{σ,μ}, and (A.2) is achieved by u if and only if u ∈ { Z^{σ,μ}(· + y) : σ > 0, μ > 0, y ∈ R^N } . When considering systems we need a vector-valued version of the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality. For α > 1, β > 1, α + β < 2^∗ we set Q(u, v) := ( ‖u‖^2 + ‖v‖^2 )_{(α+β−γα+β )/2} ( ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 )_{γα+β /2} ‖|u|^α|v|^β ‖_1 . and C(N, α, β)^{−1} := inf u,v∈H^1 (R^N)\{0} Q(u, v). (A.4) It follows easily from (A.1) that 0 < C(N, α, β)^{−1} < +∞. From definition (A.4) we obtain the vector-valued Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality ‖ ‖|u|^α|v|^β ‖ ‖_1 ≤ C(N, α, β) (‖u‖^2 + ‖v‖^2)^{(α+β−γα+β )/2} (‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2)^{γα+β /2} , (A.5) which holds for u, v ∈ H^1(R^N ). The vector-valued Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality has been studied by many researchers, see [33, 36, 18] and the reference therein.

Proposition A.1. The sharp constant C(N, α, β) is determined by

C(N, α, β) = [( α β )^β_{α+β} + ( β α ) α_{α+β} ]^{− α+β}2 C(N, α + β). Moreover, C(N, α, β)^{−1} is achieved by (u, v) if and only if (u, v) ∈ {( Z^{σ,μ}_1 (· + y), Z^{σ,μ}_2 (· + y) ) : σ > 0, μ > 0, y ∈ R^N } , (A.6)

where (Z_1, Z_2) = ( α^{− 2−β} 2(α+β−2) β− β 2(α+β−2) , α− α 2(α+β−2) β− 2−α 2(α+β−2) ) Z(x) is the unique solution of − Δu + u = αu^{α−1}v^β in R^N , − Δv + v = βu^αv^{β−1} in R^N , u > 0, v > 0, u, v ∈ H^1(R^N ). (A.7)

Proof. Let (u_n, v_n) be a minimizing sequence of C(N, α, β)^{−1}, i.e., Q(u_n, v_n) → C(N, α, β)^{−1} as n → ∞. It is easy to check that Q(u^{σ,μ}, v^{σ,μ}) = Q(u, v) for any σ, μ > 0. Then by scaling and rearrangement, we may assume that u_n, v_n ∈ H^1_{rad}(R^N ), u_n, v_n ≥ 0 and

‖∇u_n‖^2 + ‖∇v_n‖^2 = ‖u_n‖^2 + ‖v_n‖^2 = 1, for all n ≥ 1.

Passing to a subsequence we get (u_n, v_n) ⇀ (u, v) in H_{rad}. Since 2 < α + β < 2^∗, we have

‖u^α_nv^β_n ‖_1 → ‖u^αv^β ‖_1,

which means that ‖u^αv^β ‖_1 = C(N, α, β) and u ≠ 0, v ≠ 0. Noting that ‖∇u‖^2 + ‖∇v‖^2 ≤ lim_{n→∞} ( ‖∇u_n‖^2 + ‖∇v_n‖^2 ) = 1 and ‖u‖^2 + ‖v‖^2 ≤ lim_{n→∞} ( ‖u_n‖^2 + ‖v_n‖^2 ) = 1,

we obtain C(N, α, β)^{−1} ≤ Q(u, v) ≤ ‖u^αv^β ‖^{−1}_1 = C(N, α, β)^{−1}. It follows that (u_n, v_n) → (u, v) in H and Q(u, v) = C(N, α, β)^{−1}. Moreover, by Q^′(u, v) = 0 we conclude that −Δu +^{α+β−γα+β} γ_{α+β} u = αC(N,α,β)^{−1} γ_{α+β} u α−1v^β in R^N , −Δv +^{α+β−γα+β} γ_{α+β} v = βC(N,α,β)^{−1} γ_{α+β} u αv^{β−1} in R^N . (A.8)

Hence by maximum principle u > 0, v > 0. By scaling, there exists σ_0, μ_0 > 0 such that { −Δu^{σ0 ,μ0} + u^{σ0,μ0} = α(u^{σ0 ,μ0} )^{α−1}(v^{σ0 ,μ0} )^β , in R^N , −Δv^{σ0 ,μ0} + v^{σ0 ,μ0} = β(u^{σ0 ,μ0} )^α(v^{σ0 ,μ0} )^{β−1}, in R^N .

(A.9)

Setting u^{σ0 ,μ0} = α^{− 2−β2(α+β−2)} β^{− β2(α+β−2)} U(x), and v^{σ0 ,μ0} = α^{− α2(α+β−2)} β^{− 2−α2(α+β−2)} V (x), we have { −ΔU + U = U^{α−1}V^β in R^N , −ΔV + V = U^αV^{β−1} in R^N .

Following the proof of [33, Theorem 1], we can prove U = V = Z(x). Thus we have u^{σ0,μ0} = α^{− 2−β2(α+β−2)} β^{− β2(α+β−2)} Z(x), v^{σ0 ,μ0} = α^{− α2(α+β−2)} β^{− 2−α2(α+β−2)} Z(x), and

C(N, α, β)^{−1} = Q(u, v) = Q(u^{σ0,μ0} , v^{σ0 ,μ0} ) = [( α β ) β_{α+β} + ( β α ) α_{α+β} ]^{α+β}2 C(N, α + β)^{−1}. Finally, for any minimizer (u, v) of C(N, α, β)^{−1}, repeating the above process we can prove (A.6).

References

[1] B. Abdellaoui, V. Felli and I. Peral: Some remarks on systems of elliptic equations doubly critical in the whole R^N . Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 34 (2009), 97-137.

[2] S.K. Adhikari: Superfluid Fermi-Fermi mixture: Phase diagram, stability, and soliton formation. Phys.

Rev. A 76 (2007), 053609.

[3] N. Akhmediev and A. Ankiewicz: Partially coherent solitons on a finite background. Phys. Rev. Lett. 82 (1999), 2661-2664.

[4] A. Ambrosetti and E. Colorado: Standing waves of some coupled nonlinear Schrödinger equations. J.

Lond. Math. Soc. (2) 75 (2007), No. 1, 67-82.

[5] V.S. Bagnato, D.J. Frantzeskakis, P.G. Kevrekidis, B.A. Malomed, D.Mihalache: Bose-Einstein condensation: twenty years after. Roman. Rep. Phys. 67 (2015), 5-50.

[6] T. Bartsch, E.N. Dancer and 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.

[7] T. Bartsch, S. De Valeriola: Normalized solutions of nonlinear Schrödinger equations. Arch. Math. 100 (2013), 75-83.

[8] T. Bartsch and L. Jeanjean: Normalized solutions for nonlinear Schrödinger systems. Proc. Roy. Soc.

Edinburgh Sect. A 148 (2018), 225-242.

[9] T. Bartsch, L. Jeanjean and N. Soave: Normalized solutions for a system of coupled cubic Schrödinger equations on R^3 . J. Math. Pures Appl. 106 (2016), 583-614.

[10] T. Bartsch and N. Soave: A natural constraint approach to normalized solutions of nonlinear Schrödinger equations and systems. J. Funct. Anal. 272 (2017), 4998-5037.

[11] T. Bartsch and N. Soave: Multiple normalized solutions for a competing system of Schrödinger equations.

Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 58 (2019), Paper No. 22, 24 pp.

[12] T. Bartsch and Z.-Q. Wang: Note on ground states of nonlinear Schrödinger systems. J. Partial Differential Equations 19 (2006), 200–207.

[13] T. Bartsch, Z.-Q. Wang and J. Wei: Bound states for a coupled Schrödinger system. J. Fixed Point Theory Appl. 2 (2007), 353-367.

[14] T. Bartsch, X. X. Zhong and W. M. Zou: Normalized solutions for a coupled Schrödinger system. Math.

Ann., 380 (2021), no. 3-4, 1713–1740.

[15] J. Busca and B. Sirakov: Symmetry results for semilinear elliptic systems in the whole space. J. Differential Equations 163 (2000), 41-56.

[16] Z. J. Chen and W. M. Zou: A remark on doubly critical elliptic systems. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 50 (2014), 939-965.

[17] Z. J. Chen and W. M. Zou: Existence and symmetry of positive ground states for a doubly critical Schrödinger system. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 367 (2015), 3599-3646.

[18] S. Correia: Characterization of ground-states for a system of M coupled semilinear Schr?dinger equations and applications. J. Differential Equations, 260 (2016), 3302-3326.

[19] B. Esry, C. Greene, J. Burke and J. Bohn: Hartree-Fock theory for double condensates. Phys. Rev. Lett. 78 (1997), 3594-3597.

[20] N. Ghoussoub: Duality and perturbation methods in critical point theory, Research Monograph, Cambridge Tracts, Cambridge University Press, (1993) 268pp.

[21] T. Gou and L. Jeanjean: Existence and orbital stability of standing waves for nonlinear Schrödinger systems. Nonlin. Analysis 144 (2016), 10-22.

[22] T. Gou and L. Jeanjean: Multiple positive normalized solutions for nonlinear Schrödinger systems. Nonlinearity 31 (2018), 2319-2345.

[23] D. Hall, M. Matthews, J. Ensher, C. Wieman and E. Cornell: Dynamics of component separation in a binary mixture of Bose-Einstein condensates. Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 (1998), 1539-1542.

[24] G. Hardy, J. E. Littlewood, and G. Polya: Inequalities. Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, UK, 1934.

[25] N. Ikoma: Compactness of minimizing sequences in nonlinear Schrödinger systems under multiconstraint conditions. Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 14 (2014), 115-136.

[26] N. Ikoma and Y. Miyamoto: Stable standing waves of nonlinear Schrödinger equations with potentials and general nonlinearities. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 59 (2020), no. 2, Paper No. 48, 20 pp.

[27] N. Ikoma and K. Tanaka: A note on deformation argument for L^2 normalized solutions of nonlinear Schrödinger equations and systems. Adv. Differential Equations 24 (2019), no. 11-12, 609-646.

[28] L. Jeanjean: Existence of solutions with prescribed norm for semilinear elliptic equations. Nonlin. Analysis 28 (1997), 1633-1659.

[29] L. Jeanjean and S. S. Lu: A mass supercritical problem revisited. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 59 (2020), paper no 174, 43 pp.

[30] L. Jeanjean and T. Trung Le: Multiple normalized solutions for a Sobolev critical Schrödinger equation.

Math. Ann. (2021), https://doi.org/10.1007/s00208-021-02228-0.

[31] H. W. Li and W. M. Zou: Normalized ground states for semilinear elliptic systems with critical and subcritical nonlinearities. J. Fixed Point Theory Appl. 23 (2021), paper no. 43, 30 pp.

[32] T. C. Lin and J. C. Wei: Ground state of N coupled nonlinear Schrödinger equations in R^n , n ≤ 3. Comm.

Math. Phys. 255 (2005), 629-653.

[33] L. Ma and L. Zhao: Uniqueness of ground states of some coupled nonlinear Schrödinger systems and their application. J. Differential Equations 245 (2008), 2551-2565.

[34] B. Malomed: Multi-component Bose-Einstein condensates: Theory. In: P.G. Kevrekidis, D.J.

Frantzeskakis, R. Carretero-Gonzalez (Eds.), Emergent Nonlinear Phenomena in Bose-Einstein Condensation, Springer-Verlag, Berlin 2008, 287-305.

[35] J. Mederski and J. Schino: Least energy solutions to a cooperative system of Schrödinger equations with prescribed L^2-bounds: at least L^2-critical growth. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 61 (2022), no. 1, Paper No. 10, 31 pp.

[36] N. V. Nguyen, R. S. Tian, B. Deconinck, N. Sheils: Global existence for a coupled system of Schrrödinger equations with power-type nonlinearities. J. Math. Phys. 54 (2013), 011503, 19 pp.

[37] P. Quittner and P. Souplet: Superlinear parabolic problems. Blow-up, global existence and steady states.

Second edition. Birkhäuser/Springer, Cham, 2019.

[38] B. Sirakov: Least energy solitary waves for a system of nonlinear Schrödinger equations in R^N . Comm.

Math. Phys. 271 (2007), 199-221.

[39] N. Soave: Normalized ground states for the NLS equation with combined nonlinearities. J. Differential Equations 269 (2020), 6941-6987.

[40] N. Soave: Normalized ground states for the NLS equation with combined nonlinearities: the Sobolev critical case. J. Funct. Anal. 279 (2020), 108610, 43 pp.

[41] A. Szulkin and T. Weth: Ground state solutions for some indefinite variational problems. J. Funct. Anal.

55 (2009), 3802-3822.

[42] G. Talenti: Best constant in Sobolev inequality. Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. (4) 110 (1976), 353-372.

[43] J. C. Wei and Y. Z. Wu: Normalized solutions for Schrödinger equations with critical Sobolev exponent and mixed nonlinearities. arXiv:2102.04030.

[44] M. I. Weinstein: Nonlinear Schrödinger equations and sharp interpolation estimates. Commun. Math. Phys.

87 (1982/1983), 567-576.

[45] M. Willem: Minimax Theorems. Birkhäuser, Boston, 1996.

ADDRESS OF THE AUTHORS:

Thomas Bartsch Mathematisches Institut University of Giessen Arndtstr. 2 35392 Giessen Germany Thomas.Bartsch@math.uni-giessen.de

Houwang Li & Wenming Zou Department of Mathematical Sciences Tsinghua University Beijing 100084 China li-hw17@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn & zou-wm@mail.tsinghua.edu.cn