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NORMALIZED GROUND STATES TO A COOPERATIVE
SYSTEM OF SCHRÖDINGER EQUATIONS WITH GENERIC

L2-SUBCRITICAL OR L2-CRITICAL NONLINEARITY

JACOPO SCHINO

Abstract. We look for ground state solutions to the Schrödinger-type system




−∆uj + λjuj = ∂jF (u)∫
RN u2

j dx = a2j

(λj , uj) ∈ R×H1(RN )

j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}

with N,M ≥ 1, where a = (a1, . . . , aM ) ∈]0,∞[M is prescribed and (λ, u) =
(λ1, . . . , λM , u1, . . . uM ) is the unknown. We provide generic assumptions about
the nonlinearity F which correspond to the L2-subcritical and L2-critical cases,
i.e., when the energy is bounded from below for all or some values of a. Making use
of a recent idea, we minimize the energy over the constraint

{
|uj|L2 ≤ aj for all j

}

and then provide further assumptions that ensure |uj|L2 = aj .

1. Introduction and statement of the results

We study the problem

(1.1)





−∆uj + λjuj = ∂jF (u)∫
RN u2

j dx = a2j
(λj, uj) ∈ R×H1(RN )

j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}

with N,M ≥ 1. Here a = (a1, . . . , aM) ∈]0,∞[M is prescribed, while (λ, u) =
(λ1, . . . , λM , u1, . . . uM) is the unknown.

Problems as (1.1) arise when standing waves solutions to Schrödinger-type sys-
tems

(1.2)





i∂tΦ1 −∆Φ1 = ∂1F (Φ)

· · ·
i∂tΦM −∆ΦM = ∂MF (Φ)

Φ = (Φ1, . . . ,ΦM)

are searched for, i.e., Φj(t, x) = e−iλjtuj(x), with F (Φ) = F (|Φ1|, . . . , |ΦM |). Sys-
tems as (1.2) describe natural phenomena in several areas of Physics such as non-
linear optics [1,30] and Bose-Einstein condensation [20,25]. In these fields, not only
are the masses

∫
RN u2

j dx conserved in time (together with the energy, see the func-
tional J below) [8,9], but they also have a precise physical meaning, i.e., the power
supplies and the total numbers of atoms respectively. It makes therefore sense to
introduce the L2 constraints in (1.1). With this approach, λ in the equation appears
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as (an M-tuple of) Lagrange multipliers; from a physical point of view it represents
the chemical potentials of the standing waves.

Under standard assumptions about F it is shown that the solutions to (1.1) are
the critical points of the C1 energy functional

J : u ∈ H1(RN)M 7→
∫

RN

1

2
|∇u|2 − F (u) dx ∈ R

restricted to the C1 manifold

S :=

{
u ∈ H1(RN)M

∣∣∣∣
∫

RN

u2
j dx = a2j for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}

}
.

The case when J |S is bounded from below for all a ∈]0,∞[M is known in the lit-
erature as L2-subcritical (or mass-subcritical), while the case when it is unbounded
from below for all a is known as L2-supercritical (or mass-supercritical); if such
property of being (un)bounded from below depends on a, the case is referred to
as L2-critical (or mass-critical). When F is of power type, i.e., F (u) = c|u|p for
some c > 0 and 2 < p < 2∗ (let us consider M = 1 for simplicity), these cases
correspond to the exponent p being, respectively, less than, greater than, or equal
to the threshold value

2# := 2 +
4

N
,

known in the literature as the L2-critical (or mass-critical) exponent. As usual,
2∗ = 2N/(N − 2) if N ≥ 3, 2∗ = ∞ if N ∈ {1, 2}. We point out that the value 2#
plays a relevant role also in problems without prescribed L2 norm, e.g., the orbital
stability of the ground state solutions to (1.1) (cf. [9]).

In this paper, we provide some mild assumptions on the nonlinearity F which
correspond to the L2-subcritical and L2-critical cases and ensure the existence of a
ground state solution to (1.1). If (λ, u) ∈ RM ×H1(RN)M is a solution to (1.1), we
call it a ground state solution (ground state in short) if and only if u minimizes J
over the set

D :=

{
v ∈ H1(RN)M

∣∣∣∣
∫

RN

v2j dx ≤ a2j for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}
}
,

a stronger requirement that the seemingly more natural one that a ground state
minimizes J |S .

Now we list our assumptions about the nonlinearity.

(F0) F ∈ C1(RM) and
– if N = 1, there exists S > 0 such that |∇F (u)| ≤ S|u| for every
u ∈ [−1, 1]M ;

– if N = 2, for every b > 0 there exists Sb > 0 such that |∇F (u)| ≤
Sb

(
|u|+ eb|u|

2 − 1
)

for every u ∈ RM ;

– if N ≥ 3, there exists S > 0 such that |∇F (u)| ≤ S(|u| + |u|2∗−1) for
every u ∈ RM .

(F1) η∞ := lim sup
|u|→∞

F (u)

|u|2# < ∞.

(F2) lim
u→0

F (u)

|u|2 = 0.
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(F3) η0 := lim inf
u→0

F (u)

|u|2# > 0.

In (F3) the case η0 = ∞ is allowed. When N ≥ 5 and M ≥ 2, we consider the
following assumption for a function f : [0,∞[→ [0,∞[, which will be needed for
some of our results (in particular, (P) will be required for the derivatives of the
additive terms of F restricted to [0,∞[, cf. Theorem 1.5 below).

(P) There exists q ≤ N/(N − 2) such that lim inft→0+ f(t)/tq > 0.

We will also need hypotheses about the M-tuple of radii a, i.e.,

2η∞C
2#
N,2#

|a|4/N < 1,(1.3)

2η0C
2#
N,2#

M2/N min
1≤j≤M

a
4/N
j > 1,(1.4)

where CN,2# > 0 is defined in (1.5). Of course, if η∞ = 0 (resp. η0 = ∞), then (1.3)
(resp. (1.4)) is automatically satisfied.

The problem of finding reasonable assumptions for the existence of solutions to
(1.1) in the L2-subcritical (sometimes L2-critical) case dates back to the work of T.
Cazenave & P.-L. Lions [9] and C. A. Stuart [31], for M = 1, and P.-L. Lions [21], for
M ≥ 1. More recently, it was dealt with by L. Jeanjean & S.-S. Lu [16] for M = 1,
who considered the issue of (infinitely many) nonradial solutions, and by T. Bartsch
& L. Jeanjean [2] for M = 2, but only with explicit power type nonlinearities and
without considering the L2-critical case. Still concerning recent times, the relative
compactness of minimizing sequences, which is closely connected with the orbital
stability, has been given some attention too, e.g., in [14, 28] for M = 1 and [13, 29]
for M ≥ 2. See also the references therein for a more complete bibliography. Most
of these recent papers rely on some features of the ground state energy map or
Palais-Smale sequences with additional properties in the spirit of [4], which makes
the arguments more involved than the one used here. In both cases, one of the
main struggles consists in proving that limit points of weakly convergent sequences
maintain the L2 norm because the embedding H1(RN) →֒ L2(RN) is not compact,
not even when one restricts to radially symmetric functions.

Due to this lack of compactness, we do not know, in general, if a bounded sequence
in H1(RN ) converges strongly in L2(RN) up to a subsequence. In particular, the
limit of a weakly convergent sequence in S need not belong to S. For this reason
we work with the set D and, clearly, the limit of a weakly convergent sequence in D
belongs to D. Then it is easier to prove that such a weak limit point is a minimizer,
which gives additional information to use when we prove that, in fact, it belongs to
S: this is more delicate when M ≥ 2, basically because S ( ∂D, in contrast with
the case M = 1, where S = ∂D. Therefore, a second aim of this paper is to explore
how choosing D over S can improve the previous work on this topic.

The idea of working with the set D was introduced in [5] for a single equation in
the L2-critical or -supercritical (and Sobolev-subcritical) case and then used in [23]
for a system of equations in a broader regime, i.e., allowing Sobolev-critical nonlin-
earities. More in details, since in that setting the energy functional is unbounded
from below, the authors make use of a natural constraint of Nehari-Pohožaev type
that allows to recover such boundedness. In addition, in [23] a second advantage
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of working with D is exploited, i.e., the Lagrange multipliers coming from this con-
straint are nonnegative because associated with a minimizer. This property, which
is used here as well and is based on a result of Clarke’s [10], is helpful when one
has no other ways to obtain information about the Lagrange multipliers.

Before stating our results, we recall the best constant CN,p > 0 in the Gagliardo–
Nirenberg inequality

(1.5) |u|p ≤ CN,p|u|1−δp
2 |∇u|δp2 for every u ∈ H1(RN)

with 2 < p < 2∗ and δp = N
(

1
2
− 1

p

)
. Note that

pδp = N
(p
2
− 1
)




< 2 if 2 < p < 2#
= 2 if p = 2#

> 2 if 2# < p < 2∗

and 0 < δp < 1 because 2 < p < 2∗.

Theorem 1.1. If M = 1 and (F0)–(F3), (1.3), and (1.4) hold, then there exists a
solution (λ, u) ∈]0,∞[×S to (1.1) such that 0 > J(u) = infD J = infS J .
If, moreover, N ≥ 2, F ′ is locally Lipschitz continuous, or F is even, then every
minimizer of J |D has constant sign and, up to a translation, is radial and radially
monotone.

Theorem 1.1 refines [17, Theorem 1.1 (ii)] in the sense that (1.4) gives an explicit
(in terms of the Gagliardo–Nirenberg constant CN,2#) lower bound on a for solutions
to exist; on the other hand, we do not know whether this bound is optimal.

The more one assumes about F , the more can be said about u. In particular, we
have as follows.

Proposition 1.2. Let the assumptions of Theorem 1.1 hold, with N ≥ 2, F ′ locally
Lipschitz continuous, or F even, and let (λ, u) be given therein. If F is nondecreas-
ing on [0,∞[ and nonincreasing on [−∞, 0], then |u| > 0. If, moreover, there exist
t0, t

0 > 0 such that F ′(t) ≤ λt for every t ∈ [0, t0], F ′(t) > λt for every t > t0,
F ′(t) ≥ λt for every t ∈ [−t0, 0], and F ′(t) < λt for every t < −t0, then u is radially
strictly monotone.

Remark 1.3. Solutions (λ, u) to (1.1) where u is nonnegative (resp. nonpositive)
exist also if, in addition to the assumptions of the first part of Theorem 1.1, F ′(t) ≥
0 for all t ≤ 0 (resp. F ′(t) ≤ 0 for all t ≥ 0) because, denoting by u− := max{−u, 0}
the negative part of u (resp. by u+ := max{u, 0} the positive part of u),

0 ≥ −|∇u−|22 − λ|u−|22 = −
∫

RN

|∇u−|2 + λu2
− dx =

∫

RN

∇u · ∇u− + λuu− dx

=

∫

RN

F ′(u)u− dx =

∫

RN

F ′(−u−)u− dx ≥ 0

(resp. 0 ≤ |∇u+|22 + λ|u+|22 ≤ 0), although there is no information about the
symmetry of u. In this case, we still have that |u| > 0 if F is nondecreasing on
[0,∞[ (resp. nonincreasing on ]−∞, 0]).
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Concerning the existence of nonradial solutions, we have the following result.
When N ≥ 4, fix 2 ≤ K ≤ N/2 and consider τ ∈ O(N) defined by

τ(x1, x2, x3) = (x2, x1, x3)

for every x = (x1, x2, x3) ∈ RK × RK × RN−2K = RN . Define

Hτ :=
{
u ∈ H1(RN)

∣∣ u = −u(τ ·)
}

and note that the only radial function contained in Hτ is the trivial one. Finally,
let

X := { u ∈ Hτ | u = u(g·) for every g ∈ O(K)×O(K)× {IN−2K} } ,

which a fortiori does not contain any nontrivial radial functions. When 2K = N ,
we agree that the component x3 in the definition of τ and the identity matrix IN−2K

in the definition of X do not appear.

Proposition 1.4. If N ≥ 4, M = 1, F is even, (F0)–(F3) and (1.3) hold, and
η0 = ∞, then there exists a solution (µ, v) ∈]0,∞[×(S ∩ X) to (1.1) such that
0 > J(v) = infD∩X J = infS∩X J > infD J = infS J .

Note that under the assumptions of Proposition 1.4 there exist two distinct so-
lutions to (1.1): (λ, u) ∈]0,∞[×S, which is also radial (up to a translation) and
a ground state, and (µ, v) ∈]0,∞[×(S ∩ X). We remark that L. Jeanjean & S.-S.
Lu [16] obtained a solution in X for sufficiently large a with η0 < ∞, but assuming
η∞ = 0.

When M ≥ 2, the following holds.

Theorem 1.5. Assume that M ≥ 2, (F0)–(F3) and (1.3) hold, and for every

j ∈ {1, . . . ,M} and every α, β in the proper range Fj , F̃α,β ∈ C1(R) \ {0} are even,

nonnegative, nondecreasing on [0,∞[, and F̃j,k(0) = 0.

(a) If (1.4) holds, L ≥ 1 is an integer, F is of the form

F (u) =

M∑

j=1

Fj(uj) +

L∑

ℓ=1

M∏

j=1

F̃ℓ,j(uj),

and N ≤ 4 or each F ′
j |[0,∞[ satisfies (P), then there exists (λ, u) ∈]0,∞[M×S

to (1.1) such that 0 > J(u) = infD J = infS J and each component of u is
radial, positive, and radially nonincreasing.

(b) If η0 = ∞ and F is of the form

F (u) =

M∑

j=1

Fj(uj) +
∑

i<j

F̃i,j(ui)F̃j,i(uj)

with F̃i,j positive on R \ {0} for every i 6= j, then there exists (λ, u) ∈
[0,∞[M×S to (1.1) such that 0 > J(u) = infD J = infS J , maxj=1,...,M λj >
0, and each component of u is radial, positive, and radially nonincreasing.
If, moreover, N ≤ 4 or each F ′

j |[0,∞[ satisfies (P), then λ ∈]0,∞[M .
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Observe that the coupling terms of F in Theorem 1.5 are nonnegative, i.e., the
system is cooperative.

It is easy to check that a necessary condition for (1.3) and (1.4) to hold simul-
taneously is that η0 > η∞. This is what holds in the L2-subcritical case, where
η0 = ∞ and η∞ = 0. At the same time it rules out the L2-critical case when F is
of power type, i.e., F (u) = |u|2#/2# when M = 1 and similarly when M ≥ 2. This
reflects the fact that the L2-critical regime is indeed a delicate case. Nevertheless,
if (1.3) and (1.4) both hold, then under additional conditions we can find a ground
state solution to (1.1) for uncountably many values of a even when the behaviour
of F is L2-critical both at zero and at infinity. Observe also that η0 = ∞ is a
necessary condition for Theorem 1.5 (a) to hold if N ≥ 5.

The reason why we consider two possible forms of F in Theorem 1.5 is due
to the different proofs we provide, which rely on particular features of such two
nonlinearities: roughly speaking, we need the coupling part to vanish whenever
uj = 0 for some j ∈ {1, . . . ,M} in point (a), while on the contrary, we need it not
to vanish whenever ui, uj 6= 0 for some i 6= j in point (b).

Remark 1.6. Theorem 1.5 (b) still holds with a richer coupling part. For instance,

one can add a second term
∑

i<j G̃i,j(ui)G̃j,i(uj) or coupling terms as in point (a).
We decided not to focus on the most generic possible form in order to simplify
notations.

Our final result deals with the orbital stability of the ground state solutions to
(1.1). Define G := { u ∈ D | J(u) = infD J }.
Proposition 1.7. In the assumptions of the first part of Theorem 1.1 or the first
part of Theorem 1.5 (b), suppose additionally the following.

• If M = 1, then F is even.
• There exist S1 > 0 and p ∈]2, 2∗[ such that |∇F (u)−∇F (v)| ≤ S1(1+ |u|+
|v|)p−2|u− v| for every u, v ∈ RM .

• There exist S2 > 0 and σ ∈]2, 2#[ such that F (u) ≤ S2(|u|2+ |u|σ) for every
u ∈ RM .

Then for every ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that for every φ ∈ H1(RN)M satisfying

inf
u∈G

‖φ− u‖ ≤ δ

there holds

sup
t≥0

inf
u∈G

‖Φ(t, ·)− u‖ ≤ ε,

where Φ is the solution to the Cauchy problem consisting of (1.2) and the initial
datum Φ(0, ·) = φ, and ‖ · ‖ is the norm of H1(RN)M .

The proof is classical (see, e.g., [9,13]) and based on the relative compactness up to
translations of minimizing sequences – cf. Corollary 3.6, the global well-posedness of
the Cauchy problem, and the conservations of mass and energy, therefore we omit it.
We remark that the evenness of F when M = 1 is used to infer the aforementioned
conservations (when M ≥ 2, we need F to be even in each component, which is
already part of the assumptions). We also point out that, as observed in [28, page
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222], the other two additional assumptions are used for the global well-posedness
(see, e.g., [8]).

We conclude providing some examples for F in Theorems 1.1 and 1.5 and Proposi-
tions 1.2 and 1.4, beginning with the case M = 1. A first model for the nonlinearity
is

F (u) =
ν

2#
|u|2# +

ν̄

p
|u|p

for some ν ≥ 0, ν̄ > 0, and 2 < p < 2#, in which case one has η0 = ∞ and
η∞ = ν/2#. A second model is a sort of counterpart of the first one, i.e.,

(1.6) F (u) =

∫ |u|

0

min{t2# , tp} dt

with 2 < p < 2#, in which case one has η0 = 1/2# and η∞ = 0.
Now define F ∗ : [0,∞[→ R by F ∗(0) = 0 and

F ∗(t) =






− t2

ln t
if 0 < t < 1

2
b
2

(
(b+ 2)t− 1

2
− b

2

)
if 1

2
≤ t ≤ 1

−t2 + 2ct− 1− b
4
(b+ 1) if 1 < t ≤ c

F ∗(2c− t) if c < t ≤ 2c

0 if t > 2c

with b = 1/ ln 2 and c = b(b + 2)/4 + 1 and let F (u) := F ∗(|u|). Then there holds
η0 = ∞ and η∞ = 0. Note that (F2) is satisfied, but limt→0 F (t)/|t|p = ∞ for every
p > 2. One can also modify the previous example in order to have η0 < ∞ by
defining

F ∗(t) =






t
2#

2#
if 0 ≤ t ≤ 1

t− 1 + 1
2#

if 1 < t < 2

−t2 + 5t− 5 + 1
2#

if 2 ≤ t ≤ 5
2

F ∗(5− t) if 5
2
< t < 5

0 if t ≥ 5.

Notice that, in both examples, F ∗ is not monotone, therefore such examples do not
suit the case M ≥ 2; however, if we modify F ∗ such that it is constant after it
reaches its maximum, then we can consider it also for that case.

For the case when both η∞ and η0 are finite and positive, an example is

(1.7) F (u) =





|u|
2#

2#
if 0 ≤ |u| ≤ 1

|u| − 1 + 1
2#

if 1 < |u| < 2
|u|

2#

2
2#−1

2#
+ 1− 1

2#
if |u| ≥ 2.

Finally, sign-changing nonlinearities can be obtained, e.g., by adding the term
−|u|q/q in the previous examples, where 2# < q ≤ 2∗ if N ≥ 3, 2# < q < 2∗

otherwise.
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Concerning the case M ≥ 2, similarly a model for the nonlinearity (let us begin
with the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 (a)) is

(1.8) F (u) =

M∑

j=1

(
νj
2#

|uj|2# +
ν̄j
pj
|uj|pj

)
+ α

M∏

j=1

|uj|rj + β

M∏

j=1

|uj|r̄j

for some νj , α, β ≥ 0, ν̄j > 0, rj , r̄j > 1, and 2 < pj < 2# such that α + β > 0,∑M
j=1 rj = 2#, and

∑M
j=1 r̄j < 2#. When N ≥ 5 (which implies M = 2, cf. Remark

1.8), we need to add the term

ν̃1
q1
|u1|q1 +

ν̃2
q2
|u2|q2, 2 < q1, q2 ≤

2N − 2

N − 2
, ν̃1, ν̃2 > 0,

(then we can allow ν̄j = 0). In this case, again one has η0 = ∞. If α = 0, then

η∞ = maxj=1,...,M νj/2#; if M = 2 and ν1 = ν2 = 0, then η∞ = α
√

rr11 rr22 /2
2#
# (see

Appendix A for more details on such computations).
As for the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 (b) (let us consider the case M = 3 for

simplicity), likewise we can take as a model

F (u) =

3∑

j=1

(
νj
2#

|uj|2# +
ν̄j
pj
|uj|pj

)
+ α

3∏

j=1

|uj|rj

+ α12|u1|r12 |u2|r21 + α13|u1|r13 |u3|r31 + α23|u2|r23|u3|r32

+ β

3∏

j=1

|uj|r̄j + β12|u1|r̄12|u2|r̄21 + β13|u1|r̄13 |u3|r̄31 + β23|u2|r̄23|u3|r̄32

(1.9)

for some α, β ≥ 0, αij , βij > 0, rij, r̄ij > 1 such that rij+rji = 2# and r̄ij+ r̄ji < 2#,
and νj, ν̄j , pj, rj, r̄j as before.

Finally, one can take Fj and F̃j,k as in (1.6) or (1.7), possibly with additional
restrictions on Fj in a similar way as before if N ≥ 5.

Remark 1.8. Although there are no explicit restrictions on M in Theorem 1.5, the
example in (1.8) shows that we could need M not to be too large. As a matter of
fact, since rj > 1 for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, there holds

M <

M∑

j=1

rj = 2#

(or likewise with r̄j if α = 0). As for examples of when M can be arbitrary, one
can replace each | · |rj and | · |r̄j in (1.8) with suitable bounded functions (cf. the
paragraph before (1.7)) or take α = β = 0 in (1.9).

1.1. Notations and structure of the paper. The interior of a set A will be
denoted by Å and its characteristic function by χA; if A is a Borel set, then |A|
stands for its Lebesgue measure. Br is the open ball of radius r ≥ 0 centred at
0, while the Lp(RN) norm of a function w will be denoted by |w|p, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞.
Concerning sequences, we will write en for (en)n∈N and en ∈ E for (en)n∈N ⊂ E. If
en represents a sequence of M-tuples of numbers or functions, then we will write
en and use the subscript for the various components of the M-tuple. Sometimes we
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will write explicitly, for a = (a1, . . . , aM) ∈]0,∞[M , S(a) instead of S, D(a) instead
of D, and m(a) := inf { J(u) | u ∈ D(a) }. F+ stands for the positive part of F .

In Section 2 we study the case M = 1, in Section 3 we study the case M ≥ 2, and
in Section 4 we provide some results on the ground state energy map m. Appendix
A contains explicit computations about the examples for the nonlinearity provided
above.

2. Ground states for M = 1

In this and the following sections, we will always assume that (F0) is satisfied
and we will make use of it without explicit mention.

Lemma 2.1. If (F0)–(F2) and (1.3) hold, then J |D is coercive and bounded from
below.

Proof. From (F1) and (F2), for every ε > 0 there exists cε > 0 such that F (u) ≤
cεu

2 + (ε+ η∞)|u|2# for every u ∈ R. In view of (1.5), for every u ∈ D we have

J(u) ≥ 1

2
|∇u|22 − cε|u|22 − (ε+ η∞)|u|2#2#

≥ 1

2
|∇u|22 − cεa

2 − (ε+ η∞)a4/NC
2#
N,2#

|∇u|22

=

(
1

2
− (ε+ η∞)a4/NC

2#
N,2#

)
|∇u|22 − cεa

2,

hence the statement holds true for sufficiently small ε. �

Remark 2.2. Lemma 2.1 still holds for M ≥ 2 because ||u||r = |u|r, 1 ≤ r ≤ ∞,
and |∇|u||2 ≤ |∇u|2, hence one can use (1.5) with |u|.

For u ∈ H1(RN)\{0} and s > 0 let s⋆u(x) := sN/2u(sx). Note that |u|2 = |s⋆u|2.
Lemma 2.3. If (F0), (F3), and (1.4) hold, then infD J < 0.

Proof. Fix u ∈ L∞(RN) ∩ D \ {0} and note that

J(s ⋆ u) = s2
∫

RN

1

2
|∇u|2 − F (sN/2u)

(sN/2)2#
dx.

From (F3), F (sN/2u) ≥ 0 for sufficiently small s > 0, hence we can use Fatou’s

lemma in what follows. If η0 = ∞, then lim
s→0+

∫

RN

F (sN/2u)

(sN/2)2#
dx = ∞. If η0 < ∞,

then

lim sup
s→0+

∫

RN

1

2
|∇u|2 − F (sN/2u)

(sN/2)2#
dx ≤

∫

RN

1

2
|∇u|2 − η0|u|2# dx,

hence the statement holds true if u ∈ D and

(2.1)
1

2

∫

RN

|∇u|2 dx < η0

∫

RN

|u|2# dx.

Let w ∈ H1(RN) be the unique positive radial solution to −∆v + 2
N
v = v2#−1 in

RN [18]. Then w ∈ L∞(RN) from standard regularity theory and, moreover, it is
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such that

|w|4/N2 =
2#

2C
2#
N,2#

and equality holds in (1.5) [32]. If we define u(x) := w(tx) for some t > 0, then
u ∈ D and (2.1) become, respectively,

(2.2) |w|22 ≤ a2tN and t2|∇w|22 < 2η0|w|2#2#.
Now, with the help of the properties of w, it is easy to check by direct computations

that (2.2) holds if and only if t ∈
[ √

1 + 2/N

a2/NC
1+2/N
N,2#

,
√

2#η0

[
. �

Remark 2.4. (i) When η0 < ∞, we find a radial function u ∈ D such that J(u) < 0;
this is why, if we are interested in nonradial solutions at a negative energy level,
we need to assume that η0 = ∞. Concerning how to build a nonzero function
u ∈ L∞(RN ) ∩ D ∩X, simply take 0 6= ũ ∈ L∞(RN) ∩ D radial and define u(x) :=
ũ(x)χ(|x1|−|x2|), where χ : R → [−1, 1] is a smooth odd function such that χ(t) = 1
for every t ≥ 1, cf. [22, Remark 4.2].

(ii) Lemma 2.3 still holds for M ≥ 2 because, if we set W ∈ H1(RN)M as W =

(w/
√
M, . . . , w/

√
M), then |W |2# = |w|2#, |∇W |2 = |∇w|2, and |Wj |2 = |w|2/

√
M ,

therefore we can define u(x) := W (tx) and conclude likewise. In addition, it still
holds even when a ∈ [0,∞[M\{0}M because, for every j = 1, . . . ,M , one can take
Wj = 0 if aj = 0 and Wj = w/

√
M∗ if aj > 0, where M∗ ∈ {1, . . . ,M} is the

number of nonzero components of a.

Lemma 2.5. Let a, b > 0 and assume that (F0)–(F2) are satisfied.

(i) m(
√
a2 + b2) ≤ m(a) +m(b).

(ii) If m(a) or m(b) are attained at a nontrivial function, then m(
√
a2 + b2) <

m(a) +m(b).

Proof. (i) Let ε > 0. There exists u ∈ D(a)∩C∞
c (RN) and v ∈ D(b)∩C∞

c (RN) such
that J(u) ≤ m(a) + ε and J(v) ≤ m(b) + ε. We can assume that the supports of u
and v are disjoint, whence J(u+v) = J(u)+J(v) and |u+v|22 = |u|22+ |v|22 ≤ a2+b2.
There follows that

m(
√
a2 + b2) ≤ J(u+ v) ≤ m(a) +m(b) + 2ε.

(ii) We can assume that m(a) is attained, so let u ∈ D(a) \ {0} such that J(u) =
m(a). We want to prove preliminarily that

m(a) ≤ a2

b2
m(b) if a ≥ b,

m(
√
a2 + b2) ≤ a2 + b2

b2
m(b) if a < b.

(2.3)

Let ε > 0 and v ∈ D(b) such that

J(v) ≤ m(b) +
b2

a2 + b2
ε < m(b) +

b2

a2
ε.
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For every s ≥ 1 there holds

m(
√
sb) ≤ J

(
v(·/s1/N)

)
= s

(
1

2s2/N
|∇v|22 −

∫

RN

F (v) dx

)
≤ sJ(v)

≤ s

(
m(b) +

b2

a2 + b2
ε

)
< s

(
m(b) +

b2

a2
ε

)
.

(2.4)

If a ≥ b, then (2.4) yields

m(a) = m
(a
b
b
)
<

a2

b2

(
m(b) +

b2

a2
ε

)
=

a2

b2
m(b) + ε,

while if a < b, then (2.4) yields

m(
√
a2 + b2) = m

(√
a2 + b2

b2
b

)
≤ a2 + b2

b2

(
m(b) +

b2

a2 + b2
ε

)
=

a2 + b2

b2
m(b) + ε

and (2.3) follows from the arbitrariness of ε. Moreover, arguing as in (2.4) we
observe that m(

√
sa) < sm(a) for every s > 1. Using (2.3), if a ≥ b, then

m(
√
a2 + b2) <

a2 + b2

a2
m(a) = m(a) +

b2

a2
m(a) ≤ m(a) +m(b),

while if a < b, then

m(
√
a2 + b2) ≤ a2 + b2

b2
m(b) =

a2

b2
m(b) +m(b) < m(a) +m(b). �

Remark 2.6. (i) The proof of Lemma 2.5 (ii) simplifies if both m(a) and m(b) are
attained at nontrivial functions because then one has m(

√
sb) < sm(b) for every

s > 1 as well.
(ii) Lemma 2.5 (i) still holds for M ≥ 2 and with a, b ∈ [0,∞[M , in which case

by
√
a2 + b2 we mean the M-tuple

(√
a21 + b21, . . . ,

√
a2M + b2M

)
.

Lemma 2.7. If (F0)–(F3), (1.3), and (1.4) hold, then every minimizing sequence
for J |D is relatively compact in Lp(RN) up to translations, 2 < p < 2∗.

Proof. Let un ∈ D such that limn J(un) = infD J ; it is bounded due to Lemma 2.1.
If

lim
n

max
y∈RN

∫

B(y,1)

u2
n dx = 0,

then in view of [21, Lemma I.1] we obtain that un → 0 in L2#(RN), whence∫
RN F+(un) dx → 0 from (F1) and (F2). Moreover, up to a subsequence, un ⇀ 0

in H1(RN) and un → 0 a.e. in RN , hence lim infn J(un) ≥ 0, a contradiction
with Lemma 2.3. Then there exist u ∈ D \ {0} and yn ∈ RN such that, up to
a subsequence, vn := un(· − yn) − u ⇀ 0 in H1(RN) and vn → 0 a.e. in RN .
From [6, Theorem 1] we get

lim
n

J(un)− J(vn) = J(u).

If

lim
n

max
y∈RN

∫

B(y,1)

v2n dx = 0,
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then again from [21, Lemma I.1] the statement holds true, thus we assume by
contradiction that it is not the case. Consequently, as before, there exist v ∈
H1(RN)\{0} and zn ∈ RN such that, up to a subsequence, wn := vn(·−zn)−v ⇀ 0
in H1(RN), wn → 0 a.e. in RN ,

lim
n

J(vn)− J(wn) = J(v), and lim
n

|un|22 − |wn|22 = |u|22 + |v|22
(the last equality is again due to [6, Theorem 1]). If we denote b := |u|2 > 0 and
c := |v|2 > 0, then

a2 − b2 − c2 ≥ lim inf
n

|un|22 − |u|22 − |v|22 = lim inf
n

|wn|22 =: d2 ≥ 0.

If d > 0, then let w̃n := d
|wn|2

wn ∈ S(d). From [28, Lemma 2.4] we have limn J(wn)−
J(w̃n) = 0, while from Lemma 2.5 (i) and Proposition 4.1 (i) we obtain

m(a) = lim
n

J(un) = J(u) + J(v) + lim
n

J(wn) = J(u) + J(v) + lim
n

J(w̃n)

≥ m(b) +m(c) +m(d) ≥ m(
√
b2 + c2 + d2) ≥ m(a),

hence all the inequalities above are in fact equalities and, in particular, m(b) and
m(c) are achieved (at u and v respectively), which due to Lemma 2.5 (ii) yields

m(a) ≥ m(b) +m(c) +m(d) > m(
√
b2 + c2 + d2) ≥ m(a),

a contradiction. If d = 0, then wn → 0 in L2(RN) and so
∫
RN F+(wn) dx → 0 from

(F1), (F2), and (1.5), which implies lim infn J(wn) ≥ 0. Then there holds

m(a) = lim
n

J(un) = J(u)+J(v)+ lim
n

J(wn) ≥ m(b)+m(c) ≥ m(
√
b2 + c2) ≥ m(a)

and we reach a contradiction as before. �

Lemma 2.8. If (F0)–(F3), (1.3), and (1.4) hold, then infD J is achieved.

Proof. Let un ∈ D such that limn J(un) = infD J . In view of Lemmas 2.1 and
2.7 there exists u ∈ D such that, up to a subsequence and translations, un ⇀ u
in H1(RN) and un → u in Lp(RN ), 2 < p < 2∗, and a.e. in RN as n → ∞. In
particular, limn

∫
RN F+(un) dx =

∫
RN F (u)+ dx due to (F1), (F2), and [6, Theorem

1], whence
inf
D

J = lim
n

J(un) ≥ J(u) ≥ inf
D

J. �

Proof of Theorem 1.1. In view of Lemmas 2.3 and 2.8 there exists u ∈ D such that
J(u) = infD J < 0. Then from [23, Proposition A.1] there exists λ ≥ 0 such that

−∆u+ λu = F ′(u).

Note that λ = 0 if u ∈ D̊. Assume by contradiction that λ = 0. Since M = 1,
it is standard that u ∈ W 2,p

loc
(RN) for every p < ∞, thus u satisfies the Pohožaev

identity [3, 15]

(2.5) (N − 2)

∫

RN

|∇u|2 dx = 2N

∫

RN

F (u) dx

and so 0 > J(u) = |∇u|22/N , which is impossible, hence (λ, u) solves (1.1). Con-
cerning the final part, we argue as in [17, Proof of Theorem 1.4] if N ≥ 2 or F ′ is
locally Lipschitz continuous, otherwise the result follows from the properties of the
Schwarz rearrangements [19]. �
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Proof of Proposition 1.2. Since u is radial, we can argue as in [3, Proof of Lemma
1] and have that u ∈ C2(RN), hence the first part follows from the strong maximum
principle [11, Theorem VI.IV.4]. As for the second part, assume by contradiction
that u is constant in the annulus A := {r1 < |x| < r2} for some r2 > r1 > 0. Let us
consider the case u > 0 (the one u < 0 is analogous). Then 0 = −∆u = F ′(u)−λu
in A and so −∆u ≤ 0 in Ω := {|x| > r1} because u is radially nonincreasing. At
the same time u attains its maximum over Ω at every point of A. Suppose first that
N ≥ 2, so that Ω is connected. Then, again from the strong maximum principle,
u|Ω is constant, which is a contradiction. If N = 1, it suffices to argue replacing Ω
with {x ≥ r1}, which is connected. �

Proof of Proposition 1.4. Since F is even, every critical point of J |D∩X is in fact a
critical point of J |D in virtue of the principle of symmetric criticality [24]. Then
the proof is the same as that of Theorem 1.1. Concerning the strict inequality
infD∩X J > infD J , it follows from the second part of Theorem 1.1. �

3. Ground states for M ≥ 2

Let us recall (cf. [19]) that for a Borel set A ⊂ RN and for a Borel function
u : RN → R that vanishes at infinity (i.e., |{|u| > t}| < ∞ for every t > 0) we
define by A∗ the Schwarz rearrangement of A and by u∗ the Schwarz rearrangement
of u. If, instead, u : RN → RM , then we set u∗ := (u∗

1, . . . , u
∗
M). The following

abstract lemma allows the coupling term of (1.1) to be rather generic.

Lemma 3.1. Let M ≥ 2 be an integer. For every every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M} let

F̃j : [0,∞[→ [0,∞[ nondecreasing and define F̃ : RM → R as

F̃ (u) =
M∏

j=1

F̃j(|uj|).

For every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M} assume that F̃j is increasing or that it is continuous with

F̃j(0) = 0. Then for every Borel function u : RN → RM that vanishes at infinity
there holds

∫

RN

F̃ (u) dx ≤
∫

RN

F̃ (u∗) dx.

Proof. Assume first that each F̃j is increasing. From [19, Theorem 1.13] we have

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

F̃j(|uj|) dx =

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

∫ ∞

0

χ{F̃j(|uj |)>tj}
(x) dtj dx

=

∫ ∞

0

· · ·
∫ ∞

0

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

χ{F̃j(|uj |)>tj}
(x) dx dt1 · · · dtM
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and similarly

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

F̃j(u
∗
j) dx =

∫ ∞

0

· · ·
∫ ∞

0

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

χ{F̃j(u∗

j )>tj}
(x) dx dt1 · · · dtM

=

∫ ∞

0

· · ·
∫ ∞

0

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

χ{F̃j(|uj |)>tj}∗
(x) dx dt1 · · · dtM

because

{F̃j(u
∗
j) > tj} = {u∗

j > F̃−1
j (tj)} = {|uj| > F̃−1

j (tj)}∗ = {F̃j(|uj|) > tj}∗,
therefore it suffices to prove that for every Borel A1, . . . , AM ⊂ RN

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

χAj
(x) dx ≤

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

χA∗

j
(x) dx,

i.e., | ∩M
j=1 Aj | ≤ | ∩M

j=1 A
∗
j |.

Up to relabelling the sets, we can assume that |A1| ≤ · · · ≤ |AM |, whence

A∗
1 ⊂ · · · ⊂ A∗

M
and so | ∩M

j=1 Aj| ≤ |A1| = |A∗
1| = | ∩M

j=1 A
∗
j |.

Now assume that some F̃j ’s are continuous with F̃j(0) = 0. We want to prove

that, as in the previous case, {F̃j(u
∗
j) > tj} = {F̃j(|uj|) > tj}∗. Since F̃j : [0,∞[→

[0,∞[ is nondecreasing and F̃j(0) = 0, following e.g. [27, p. 10] we can define the

generalized inverse function F̃−1
j : [0,∞[→ [0,∞[ as

F̃−1
j (t) := inf{s > 0 : F̃j(s) > t}.

Then it suffices to prove that {F̃j(v) > t} = {v > F̃−1
j (t)} for every t > 0 and every

measurable v : RN → [0,∞[ that vanishes at infinity. Observe that F̃−1
j (t) = ∞ if

t ≥ F̃j

(
v(x)

)
for every x ∈ RN and, in that case, both sets above equal the empty

set, hence we can assume that t < ess sup F̃j ◦ v.
Let x ∈ RN such that F̃j

(
v(x)

)
> t. Since F̃j is continuous and F̃j(0) = 0, there

exists s > 0 such that t < F̃j(s) < F̃j

(
v(x)

)
. Then F̃−1

j (t) ≤ s and, since F̃j is

nondecreasing, s < v(x). Now let x ∈ RN such that v(x) > F̃−1
j (t). From the

properties of infima, there exists s > 0 such that F̃j(s) > t and v(x) ≥ s. Since F̃j

is nondecreasing, F̃j

(
v(x)

)
≥ F̃j(s). �

The next result is inspired from [12].

Lemma 3.2. Let f : [0,∞[→ [0,∞[ be a continuous function that satisfies (P) and
such that f(t) > 0 if t > 0. Then the problem

(3.1)





−∆u ≥ f(u)

u ≥ 0

u ∈ C2(RN) ∩ L∞(RN)

does not admit positive solutions.
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Proof. We can assume q > 1. If u is a solution to (3.1), then there exists C =
C(u) > 0 such that f

(
u(x)

)
≥ Cuq(x) for every x ∈ RN . Then we argue as

in [26, Proof of Theorem 8.4]. �

Proof of Theorem 1.5 (a). In virtue of Remarks 2.2 and 2.4 let un ∈ D such that
J(un) → infD J < 0 and u ∈ D such that, up to a subsequence, un ⇀ u in
H1(RN)M . From Lemma 3.1, up to replacing un with its Schwarz rearrangement,
we can assume that each un – and consequently u – is radial, nonnegative, and
radially nonincreasing; in particular, un → u in Lp(RN)M for every 2 < p < 2∗

and so, arguing as in the proof of Lemma 2.8, J(u) = infD J . Then, from [23,
Proposition A.1], there exists λ ∈ [0,∞[M such that −∆uj + λjuj = ∂jF (u) for

every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, hence u ∈ W 2,p
loc

(RN)M for every p < ∞ owing to [7, Theorem
2.3]. Then we can argue as in [3, Proof of Lemma 1] to obtain that u ∈ C2(RN)M .
Now assume by contradiction that λj = 0 for some j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. Up to changing
the order, we can assume that j = M . Then −∆uM ≥ F ′

M(uM) ≥ 0. This yields
that uM = 0: if N ≤ 4, then it follows from [14, Lemma A.2]; if each F ′

j |[0,∞[

satisfies (P), then it follows from Lemma 3.2. For every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M} define

Jj(w) =

∫

RN

1

2
|∇w|2 − Fj(w) dx, w ∈ H1(RN),

D(j) =

{
w ∈ H1(RN)

∣∣∣∣
∫

RN

w2 dx ≤ a2j

}
.

Of course, −∆uj + λjuj = F ′
j(uj) and, from Lemmas 2.1 and 2.3, −∞ < mj :=

infD(j) Jj < 0 for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. Moreover,

J(u) =

M−1∑

j=1

Jj(uj) ≥
M−1∑

j=1

mj.

Since F̃ℓ,j ≥ 0 for every ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , L} and j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, J(w) ≤ ∑M
j=1 Jj(wj)

for every w = (w1, . . . , wM) ∈ H1(RN)M , thus

M∑

j=1

mj ≥ inf
D

J = J(u) ≥
M−1∑

j=1

mj ,

whence mM ≥ 0, a contradiction. Then for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M} there holds
λj > 0 and, in particular, |uj|2 = aj . That each uj is positive follows from the
strong maximum principle [11, Theorem VI.IV.4]. �

If u, v : RN → R are two Borel functions that vanish at infinity, t > 0, and
x ∈ RN , we define A∗(u, v; t) := Br, where r ≥ 0 is chosen so that

|Br| =
∣∣{ x ∈ RN

∣∣ |u(x) > t|
}∣∣+

∣∣{ x ∈ RN
∣∣ |v(x) > t|

}∣∣ ,
and

{u, v}∗ :=
∫ ∞

0

χA∗(u,v;t)(x) dt.

Observe that A∗(u, v; t) = A∗(v, u; t) and, consequently, {u, v}∗ = {v, u}∗.
Lemma 3.3. Let u, v : RN → R be as above.
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(a) {u, v}∗ is nonnegative, radial, nonincreasing, lower semicontinuous, and for
every t > 0 there holds

{
x ∈ RN

∣∣ {u, v}∗ > t
}
= A∗(u, v; t).

(b) If Φ: [0,∞[→ [0,∞[ is nondecreasing, lower semicontinuous, continuous at
0, and such that Φ(0) = 0, then

{Φ(|u|),Φ(|v|)}∗ = Φ({u, v}∗).
(c) If Φ: [0,∞[→ R is monotone and such that Φ ◦ |u|,Φ ◦ |v| ∈ L1(RN), then

∫

RN

Φ({u, v}∗) dx =

∫

RN

Φ(|u|) + Φ(|v|) dx.

(d) If u, v ∈ H1(RN), then {u, v}∗ ∈ H1(RN) and |∇{u, v}∗|22 ≤ |∇u|22 + |∇v|22.
If, moreover, u, v ∈ C1(RN) \ {0} are radial, positive, and nonincreasing,
then

|∇{u, v}∗|22 < |∇u|22 + |∇v|22.
(e) Let M ≥ 2 be an integer and uj, vj ≥ 0 be Borel functions that vanish at

infinity, j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. Then

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

uj +

M∏

j=1

vj dx ≤
∫

RN

M∏

j=1

{uj, vj}∗ dx.

Proof. The proofs of points (a)–(d) can be found in [14, 29]. Concerning the proof
of point (e), it is similar to [14, Proof of Lemma A.1 (v)] (given for M = 2), but
we include it here for the reader’s convenience. From [19, Theorem 1.13] we have

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

uj +
M∏

j=1

vj dx =

∫ ∞

0

· · ·
∫ ∞

0

∣∣∣∣∣∣

M⋂

j=1

{uj > sj}

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣

M⋂

j=1

{vj > sj}

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ds1 . . . dsM ,

∫

RN

M∏

j=1

{uj, vj}∗ dx =

∫ ∞

0

· · ·
∫ ∞

0

∣∣∣∣∣∣

M⋂

j=1

A∗(uj, vj; sj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ds1 . . . dsM .

If we set Cj :=
{
x ∈ RN

∣∣ uj(x) > sj
}

and Dj :=
{
x ∈ RN

∣∣ vj(x) > sj
}
, then it

suffices to prove that ∣∣∣∣∣∣

M⋂

j=1

Cj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣

M⋂

j=1

Dj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣

M⋂

j=1

A∗(uj, vj ; sj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
,

which is true because∣∣∣∣∣∣

M⋂

j=1

A∗(uj, vj; sj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= min

1≤j≤M
|Cj|+ |Dj| ≥ min

1≤j≤M
|Cj|+ min

1≤j≤M
|Dj|

≥

∣∣∣∣∣∣

M⋂

j=1

Cj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣

M⋂

j=1

Dj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
. �

Lemma 3.4. If (F0)–(F3), (1.3), and (1.4) hold and F is as in the first part of
Theorem 1.5 (b) (possibly with η0 < ∞), then every minimizing sequence of J |D is
relatively compact in Lp(RN)M up to translations, 2 < p < 2∗.
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Proof. We begin as in the proof of Lemma 2.7, so let un ∈ D such that limn J(u
n) =

infD J . There exist u ∈ D \ {0} and yn ∈ RN such that, up to a subsequence,
vn := un(·−yn)−u ⇀ 0 in H1(RN)M , vn → 0 a.e. in RN , and limn J(u

n)−J(vn) =
J(u). If limn maxy∈RN

∫
B(y,1)

|vn|2 dx = 0, then the statement holds true; otherwise

there exist v ∈ H1(RN)M \ {0} and zn ∈ RN such that, up to a subsequence, wn :=
vn(·−zn)−v ⇀ 0 in H1(RN)M , wn → 0 a.e. in RN , limn J(v

n)−J(wn) = J(v), and
limn |un

j |22 − |wn
j |22 = |uj|22 + |vj|22 for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. Denoting bj := |uj|2 and

cj := |vj|2 we have a2j − b2j − c2j ≥ lim infn |wn
j |22 =: d2j ≥ 0. If d = (d1, . . . , dM) = 0,

then wn → 0 in L2(RN )M and so lim infn J(w
n) ≥ 0, thus using Remark 2.6 (ii)

m(a) = lim
n

J(un) = J(u)+J(v)+lim
n

J(wn) ≥ m(b)+m(c) ≥ m(
√
b2 + c2) ≥ m(a);

otherwise, define w̃n
j :=

dj
|wn

j |2
wn

j if dj 6= 0, w̃n
j = 0 if dj = 0, and let w̃n :=

(w̃n
1 , . . . , w̃

n
M) ∈ S(d), hence again limn J(w

n)− J(w̃n) = 0 and so

m(a) = lim
n

J(un) = J(u) + J(v) + lim
n

J(wn) = J(u) + J(v) + lim
n

J(w̃n)

≥ m(b) +m(c) +m(d) ≥ m(
√
b2 + c2 + d2) ≥ m(a).

In particular, in either case, J(u) = m(b) and J(v) = m(c). Here is where this
proof no longer follows that of Lemma 2.7. Since |uj|2 = |u∗

j |2, |vj|2 = |v∗j |2, and, in
view of Lemma 3.1, m(b) ≤ J(u∗) ≤ J(u) and m(c) ≤ J(v∗) ≤ J(v), we can assume
that u and v are radial, nonnegative, and radially nondecreasing. Moreover, since
u and v are solutions to the differential equation in (1.1), from [7, Theorem 2.3]
they are of class C1, while from [11, Theorem VI.IV.4] each of their components is
either identically 0 or positive.

Case 1: there exists k ∈ {1, . . . ,M} such that uk 6= 0 and vk 6= 0. From Lemma
3.3 there holds |{uj, vj}∗|22 = b2j + c2j for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M} and

|∇{uk, vk}∗|22 < |∇uk|22 + |∇vk|22 and |∇{uj, vj}∗|22 ≤ |∇uj|22 + |∇vj |22,∫

RN

Fj({uj, vj}∗) dx =

∫

RN

Fj(uj) + Fj(vj),

∫

RN

Fi,j({ui, vi}∗)Fj,i({uj, vj}∗) dx ≥
∫

RN

Fi,j(ui)Fj,i(uj) + Fi,j(vi)Fj,i(vj) dx,

hence J(u) + J(v) > J
(
({uj, vj}∗)Mj=1

)
and we get the contradiction

m(a) = J(u) + J(v) + lim
n

J(wn) > m(
√
b2 + c2) +m(d) ≥ m(a).

Case 2: for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M} there holds uj = 0 or vj = 0. Let h, k ∈
{1, . . . ,M}, h 6= k, such that uh 6= 0 and vk 6= 0. We still have

|∇{uj, vj}∗|22 ≤ |∇uj|22 + |∇vj|22 and

∫

RN

Fj({uj, vj}∗) dx =

∫

RN

Fj(uj) + Fj(vj).
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Moreover,
∫

RN

Fh,k({uh, vh}∗)Fk,h({uk, vk}∗) dx =

∫

RN

Fh,k({uh, vh}∗)Fk,h({vk, uk}∗) dx

≥
∫

RN

Fh,k(uh)Fk,h(vk) + Fh,k(0)Fk,h(0) dx

> 0

and
∫

RN

Fi,j({ui, vi}∗)Fj,i({uj, vj}∗) dx ≥
∫

RN

Fi,j(ui)Fj,i(uj) + Fi,j(vi)Fj,i(vj) dx

=

{∫
RN Fi,j(ui)Fj,i(uj) dx if vi = 0 or vj = 0,∫
RN Fi,j(vi)Fj,i(vj) dx if ui = 0 or uj = 0,

thus we have again J(u) + J(v) > J
(
({uj, vj}∗)Mj=1

)
and conclude as before. �

Proof of Theorem 1.5 (b). Thanks to Remarks 2.2 and 2.4 let un ∈ D such that
J(un) → infD J < 0 and u ∈ D such that, up to a subsequence, un ⇀ u in
H1(RN)M . Using Lemma 3.4 we can argue as in the proof of Lemma 2.8 and
obtain that infD J = limn J(u

n) ≥ J(u) ≥ infD J , hence from [23, Proposition A.1]
there exists λ ∈ [0,∞[M such that −∆uj + λjuj = ∂jF (u) and, arguing as in the
proof of Theorem 1.1, we have that maxj=1,...,M λj > 0. Moreover, up to replacing
u with its Schwarz rearrangement, we can assume that u is radial, nonnegative (in
fact, positive owing to [11, Theorem VI.IV.4]), and radially nonincreasing. Now we
prove that u ∈ S, hence define ā := (|uj|2)Mj=1 and assume by contradiction that
āj < aj for some j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. Then from Remark 2.6 (ii) and Proposition 4.1
(i) we get

m(ā) ≤ J(u) = m(a) ≤ m
(√

(a− ā)2 + ā2
)
≤ m(a− ā) +m(ā)

and so m(a− ā) ≥ 0, in contrast with Remark 2.4. The final part is proved exactly
as in the proof of Theorem 1.5 (a). �

Remark 3.5. Note that the assumption η0 = ∞ is used in the proof of Theorem 1.5
(b) only to ensure m(a − ā) < 0 (because otherwise we could not know whether
(1.4) holds with a − ā instead of a), therefore a minimizer of J |D exists also with
η0 < ∞ and (1.4) satisfied.

Corollary 3.6. In the assumptions of the first part of Theorem 1.1 or of the first
part of Theorem 1.5 (b), every minimizing sequence for J |D is relatively compact in
H1(RN)M up to translations

Proof. Assume first M = 1 and let un ∈ D be such that limn J(un) = infD J
and u ∈ D such that, up to a subsequence and translations, un ⇀ u in H1(RN)
and un → u in Lp(RN), 2 < p < 2∗. From the proof of Lemma 2.8 we have
that limn |∇un|2 = |∇u|2, while from the proof of Theorem 1.1 we have that a =
limn |un|2 ≥ |u|2 = a. The case M ≥ 2 is analogous. �
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4. On the ground state energy map

Proposition 4.1. Assume that (F0) is verified. We have as follows.

(i) m : ]0,∞[M→ R ∪ {−∞} is nonincreasing, i.e., if 0 < aj ≤ āj for every
j ∈ {1, . . . , K}, then m(a) ≥ m(ā).

(ii) If (F1) and (F2) are satisfied and η0 = ∞, then lim
|a|→0+

m(a) = 0.

(iii) If (F3) is satisfied and η∞ = 0, then lim
aj→∞

j=1,...,M

m(a) = −∞; in particular,

lim
a→∞

m(a) = −∞ if M = 1.

(iv) In the assumptions of the first part of Theorem 1.1 or those of the first part of
Theorem 1.5, m is decreasing, i.e., if 0 < aj ≤ āj for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}
and ak < āk for some k ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, then m(a) > m(ā).

Proof. (i) It is obvious from the definition of m.
(ii) Note that (1.3) holds for every sufficiently small a. Fix ε > 0. Let an → 0

and un ∈ D(an) such that J(un) ≤ m(an) + ε. In particular, un → 0 in L2(RN)M

and un ∈ D(ã) for some ã ∈]0,∞[M , therefore un is bounded in H1(RN)M due
to Lemma 2.1 and Remark 2.2. This, together with (F1), (F2), and (1.5), yields∫
RN F+(u

n) dx → 0, which implies lim infn J(u
n) = lim infn |∇un|22/2 ≥ 0, whence,

in view also of Lemma 2.3 and Remark 2.4, 0 ≥ lim supnm(an) ≥ lim infnm(an) ≥
−ε. Letting ε → 0+ we conclude.

(iii) Note that (1.4) holds for every sufficiently large a. Fix a ∈]0,∞[M , u ∈
D(a) ∩ L∞(RN)M \ {0}, and note that

∫
RN F (u) dx > 0 from (F3) provided |u|∞

is sufficiently small. For every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M} let anj → ∞ and denote bn :=

maxj=1,...,M aj/a
n
j and un(x) := u(b

2/N
n x). Then limn bn = 0, un ∈ D(an), and

m(an) ≤ J(un) =
1

b2n

(
b4/Nn

∫

RN

1

2
|∇u|2 dx−

∫

RN

F (u) dx

)
→ −∞.

(iv) Let a, ā ∈]0,∞[M as in the statement. Clearly m(a) ≥ m(ā) from item (i).
If m(a) = m(ā), then there exists u ∈ S(a) ⊂ D(ā)\S(ā) such that J(u) = m(a) =
m(ā), which is impossible. �

Appendix A. Some explicit computations

Proposition A.1. Let M ≥ 2 and νj ≥ 0, j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, and define

F (u) =
M∑

j=1

νj|uj|2# .

Then lim sup|u|→∞ F (u)/|u|2# = maxj=1,...,M νj.

Proof. By taking uj = 0 for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,M} but one we easily obtain

lim sup|u|→∞ F (u)/|u|2# ≥ maxj=1,...,M νj . Since F (u) ≤ maxj=1,...,M νj
∑M

j=1 |uj|2# ,

it suffices to prove that for every u ∈ RM

(
|u1|2# + · · ·+ |uM |2#

)1/2# ≤
(
u2
1 + · · ·+ u2

M

)1/2
.
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To this aim, we will prove that the function ϕ : ]0,∞[→]0,∞[ is decreasing, where
ϕ(t) := (bt1 + · · ·+ btM)1/t for some b1, . . . , bM > 0. From

ϕ′(t) = ϕ(t)

(
bt1 ln b1 + · · ·+ btM ln bM

t(bt1 + · · ·+ btM)
− 1

t2
ln(bt1 + · · ·+ btM )

)

we have that ϕ′(t) < 0 is equivalent to

bt1 ln(b
t
1 + · · ·+ btM ) + · · ·+ btM ln(bt1 + · · ·+ btM) > bt1 ln b

t
1 + · · ·+ btM ln btM ,

which is true because ln is increasing. �

Proposition A.2. Let r1, r2 > 1 such that r1 + r2 = 2# and define

F (u) = |u1|r1|u2|r2.

Then lim sup|u|→∞ F (u)/|u|2# =
√

rr11 rr22 /2
2#
# .

Proof. Observe that, for u2 6= 0, F (u)/|u|2# = ϕ(|u1/u2|), with ϕ(t) := tr1/(t2 +

1)2# . Since maxϕ = ϕ(
√
r1/r2) =

√
rr11 rr22 /2

2#
# , there holds

√
rr11 rr22

2
2#
#

≥ lim sup
|u|→∞

F (u)

|u|2# ≥ lim sup
u1=

√
r1/r2u2

|u2|→∞

F (u)

|u|2# =

√
rr11 rr22

2
2#
#

. �
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