arXiv:1508.00149v1 [math.AP] 1 Aug 2015

On non-topological solutions for planar Liouville Systems of Toda-type

Arkady Poliakovsky^∗ Gabriella Tarantello^{†‡}

May 4, 2019

Abstract

Motivated by the study of non-abelian Chern Simons vortices of non-topological type in Gauge Field Theory, see e.g. [33, 34],[26], we analyse the solvability of the following (normalised) Liouville-type system in presence of singular sources:

(1)_τ

−Δu_1 = e^{u1} − τe^{u2} − 4Nπ δ_0, −Δu_2 = e^{u2} − τe^{u1} , β_1 =^1_{2π} ∫ R^2 e u_1 and β

2 =^1_{2π} ∫ R^2 e u_2 ,

with τ > 0 and N > 0.

We identify necessary and sufficient conditions on the parameter τ and the ”flux” pair: (β_1, β_2), which ensure the radial solvability of (1)_τ .

Since for τ =^1_2 , problem (1)_τ reduces to the (integrable) 2 X 2 Toda system, in particular we recover the existence result of [50] and [41], concerning this case. Our method relies on a blow-up analysis for solutions of (1)_τ , which (even in the radial setting) takes new turns compared to the single equation case.

We mention that our approach permits to handle also the non-symmetric case, where in each of the two equations in (1)_τ , the parameter τ is replaced by two different parameters τ_1 > 0 and τ_2 > 0 respectively, and when also the second equation in (1)_τ includes a Dirac measure supported at the origin.

2010 Mathematics Subject classification: 35J61, 35K45, 35K57, 35K58. Keywords: Liouville systems, Non-abelian vortices, blow-up analysis.

∗Department of Mathematics, Ben-Gurion University of the Negev, P.O.B. 653, Beer-Sheva 84105, Israel. Email: poliakov@math.bgu.ac.il

†Dipartimento di Matematica. Università degli Studi di Roma ”Tor Vergata”, Via della Ricerca Scientifica, 00133 Rome, Italy. Email: tarantel@mat.uniroma2.it

‡Supported by PRIN09 project: Nonlinear elliptic problems in the study of vortices and related topics, PRIN12 project: Variational and Perturbative Aspects of Nonlinear Differential Problems and FIRB project: Analysis and Beyond.

1 Introduction

In recent years there has been a growing interest towards the understanding of non-abelian vortex configurations supported by Chern-Simons Gauge Field Theories, also in view of their connection to the delicate issue of ”monopole confinement”. See [33, 34] and references therein.

In this context, a successful way to detect vortices is to identify the BPS-sector of the theory, since in such regime vortex configurations simply correspond to (static) solutions of the so called self-dual equations of Bogomolnyi type, and saturate the minimal energy allowed by the system. For this reason, it has been useful to invoke ”duality” and formulate the theory within the general framework of N = 2 Supersymmetric (SUSY) Field Theory, in this direction see for example: [27, 28, 31, 33, 34, 55, 60] for more details . We observe that, when the Chern-Simons Lagrangian is taken into account then the theory can attain self-duality only with the help of a six-order scalar potential field, see [26, 67, 71], in place of the more familiar quadratic (double-well) potential of the Maxwell-Higgs model, see [40]. As a consequence, the system acquires additional vacua states, in the sense that now, the unbroken vacuum must coexist together with broken and partially broken vacua states. In turn, this feature give rise to new classes of self-dual vortices, each supported (asymptotically) by different vacua states.

On the other hand, in the non-abelian setting, it is quite difficult to handle self-dual vortices with mathematical rigour, since even the reduced first order self-dual equations present serious analytical difficulties yet to be overcome. Nonetheless, it is possible to focus on special classes of vortices satisfying some useful and physically consistent ansatz, which permit to formulate the self-dual Chern-Simons vortex equations into a form suitable for the approach in [40] to apply. In this way, one is lead to the so called ”Master equations”, which govern such class of vortex configurations, and take the form of planar elliptic systems involving exponential nonlinearities and involve Dirac measures supported at the vortex points, see for example [56, 36, 35, 15, 68, 71, 26].

By means of the Master equations and their variational structure, it is possible to construct planar topological vortices (asymptotically gauge equivalent to the unbroken vacuum) by a minimisation procedure, see [71, 35, 15]. Similarly, after the variational approach introduced in [7, 66] for the abelian case, it is possible to use variational methods also to establish multiple periodic non-abelian Chern-Simons vortices for various theories, see e.g. [56, 36, 35, 15].

On the contrary, the study of planar non-topological vortices, asymptotically gauge equivalent to the broken vacuum, still remains unsatisfactory, in spite of the rather complete description available for the abelian case, see [60, 11, 8, 22]. Indeed, even when all the vortex points are superimposed, say at the origin, and one seeks radially symmetric vortices (about the origin), the corresponding radial differential vortex problem turns out to be quite involved. In this direction, we mention the contributions in [37], [38], [23] and [18] which provide useful general information about the nature of entire radial vortex solutions, and reveals their rich structure compared with the abelian situation.

On the basis of such results and as a way to progress further towards the understanding of non-topological vortices, here we propose to adopt the ”perturbation” strategy introduced by Chae-Imanuvilov in [8] for the abelian case, see also [9, 10] for non-abelian settings. Actually, to carry out such ”perturbation” approach, the first important step is to provide rather accurate informations about the solvability of Liouville - systems involving Dirac measures, which occur as ”‘limiting”’ problems in the perturbation argument. Interestingly, the relevance of such class of Liouville systems has emerged already in several other contexts, see [13, 44, 45, 46, 47, 21, 43] and references therein. Their study has concerned mainly the so called ”cooperative” case, where all the entries of the coupling matrix are assumed positive, and we refer to [12, 13, 21, 63, 64, 70, 52, 53, 54, 58, 59], for rather complete results about this situation.

However, for the non-abelian models considered here, the corresponding Liouville systems are of ”competitive” - type, and their solvability is far from understood, except for the very special case of the integrable Toda system. We recall that, the (m x m)-Toda system is characterised by its coupling matrix being the Cartan matrix of the (gauge) group SU(m + 1), and it describes vortices for a relativistic Chern-Simons model, see [26].

Lin-Wei-Ye in [50] have identified all the (conformal) invariances enjoyed by the ”singular” Toda system, and used them to obtain a full description of the corresponding solution set and of their linearised problem. The classification result in [50] was motivated and inspired by the analogous classification result obtained by Jost-Wang [43] for the ”regular” Toda system, where the Dirac measures were neglected.

Also note that for m = 1 (corresponding to the abelian case discussed in [8]), the result in [50] just reduces to the well known classification result for solutions of ”singular” Liouville equations obtained in [57] (see also [16, 17]), and corresponding linearised problem discussed in [24].

The complete analysis provided by in [50] for the singular Toda system has allowed Ao-Lin- Wei in [1, 2] to pursue the ”‘perturbation” approach of [8], and construct non-topological vortices for the Chern-Simons model proposed by Dunne in [26], with any gauge group of rank 2.

The main purpose of this paper is to analyse the solvability of (not necessarily integrable) planar ”‘singular”’ Liouville systems, as they occur in various Chern-Simons vortex problems, see e.g. [33, 34, 55], or in other physical context decribed for example in [44, 45, 46, 47], and which include the Toda system as a particular case.

In our situation, the systems enjoys only a scale invariance property, and so the admissible ”flux-pair” corresponding to a solution is no longer a fixed value (as in the conformal / integrable case) but now it describes a curve, which we will be able to describe completely in the radially symmetric case.

More precisely, we provide necessary and sufficient conditions for the radial solvability of a general singular 2 X 2 Liouville system of Toda type, in terms of the ”flux pair” of a solution (given by certain integral values), which relates to the total energy carried by the corresponding vortex, see Theorem 4.12 for the precise statement. In certain cases, our results are sharp also when the radial assumption is dropped, see Corollary 4.14 .

In certain sense, our analysis should be considered the continuation of that in [59] (see also [58]) of ”cooperative” systems.

To simplify notation and to better clarify the arguments involved, we shall work mainly in the symmetric case, although it will be clear by our discussion how to modify the given arguments in order to treat non-symmetric systems as well. We mention also that, [29], [20] and [32] contain some particular cases of our result.

A central aspect of our proof is to provide an accurate blow up analysis for solutions of problem (1)_τ , which relies in a crucial way upon the radial symmetric assumption. In fact, to obtain a similar blow-up description for general (non-radial) solutions would be much harder to attain, as we can see already for the integrable Toda system analysed first in [42] and more recently in [51] (see also references therein), or for a degenerate system given by a Cosmic Strings equation discussed in [69].

In the next section, we provide the necessary preliminaries and the precise statements of our results.

2 Preliminaries and Statement of the Main Results

Motivated by the delicate issue of ”‘quark confinement”’, Gudnason in [33, 34] introduced a non-abelian Chern-Simons model formulated within a N = 2 Supersymmetric (SUSY) Field Theory, with a general gauge group of the type: G = U(1) × G^′ allowing solutions with orientational modes. For the model in [33, 34], the author identifies the BPS-sector of the theory and the corresponding self-dual equations. In particular, when G^′ = SO(2) or G^′ = US_p(2), Gudnason in [33, 34] introduced some meaningful physical ansatz on the structure of the vortex solutions, by which (as in [40]) the corresponding self-dual equations reduced to the following set of Master’s equations:

Δu = α^2(e^{u+v} + e^{u−v} − ξ)(e^{u+v} + e^{u−v}) + αβ(e^{u+v} − e^{u−v})^2 + 4π ∑_{n1} j=1 δ_{q1,j} Δv = αβ(e^{u+v} + e^{u−v} − ξ)(e^{u+v} − e^{u−v}) + β^2(e^{2(u+v)} − e^{2(u−v)})^2 + 4π ∑_{n2} j=1 δ_{q2,j} (2.1) with α =^π_{k1} and β =^π_{k2} and where k_1 and k_2 are respectively the coupling constants of the U(1) and the G^′ part of the gauge field; moreover ξ > 0 is known as the Fayet-Iliopoulus parameter.

The set of points (repeated with multiplicity): S_i = {q_{i,j}, j = 1, .., n_i} i = 1, 2 (2.2) where the Dirac measures are supported, are known as the vortex points, and they carry a relevant physical meaning, see [33, 34]. In order to avoid singularities in the component u−v, we need to require that,

n_2 ≤ n_1 and S_2 ⊂ S_1. (2.3)

For more details about the model and the derivation of (2.1) we refer to [33, 34] and [35]. Next, we observe that we can express (2.1), in a form more familiar within the context of self-dual non-abelian Chern-Simons vortices, see [26, 68, 71]. To this purpose, we let, λ = ( ξ α 2 )_2

and k = β α = k_1 k_2

(2.4)

and we introduce the new unknowns:

u_1 = u + v , u_2 = u − v

in terms of which, the system (2.1) takes the form:

Δu_1 + λ^2 (∑_2 i=2 k_{1,i}e^{ui} ( 1 − ∑_2 j=2 k_{i,j} e^{uj} )) = 4π ∑_{N1} j=1 δ_{p1,j} Δu_2 + λ^2 (∑_2 i=2 k_{2,i}e^{ui} ( 1 − ∑_2 j=2 k_{i,j} e^{uj} )) = 4π ∑_{N2} j=1 δ_{p2,j} (2.5)

with coupling matrix K = (k_{i,j} ) given as follows:

K = 1 2 ( 1 + k 1 − k 1 − k 1 + k ) (2.6)

and (by recalling (2.2)):

N_1 = n_1 + n_2 and {p_{1,j} , j = 1, .., N_1} := S_1 ∪ S_2,

N_2 = n_1 − n_2 and {p_{2,j} , j = 1, .., N_2} := S_1 \ S_2.

Observe that, for k = 3, the coupling matrix (2.6) coincides exactly with the Cartan matrix of the group SU(3) given as follows:

K = ( 2 −1 −1 2 ) (2.7)

Therefore, in this case, (2.5) reduces to the well known (integrable) 2 X 2 - Toda system, whose solutions describes SU(3)-vortices for the relativistic Chern-Simons- model proposed by Dunne [26]. More generally, the model in [26] is formulated in terms of any general (semisimple) gauge group G, with λ =

(_1 2μ )_2 and μ > 0 the Chern-Simons coupling parameter, see also [71, 68] for additional details.

In the more general framework of the N = 2 − SUSY, we mention also the model proposed in [55] concerning a non-abelian Chern-Simons theory with ”flavors” and gauge group: U(1) × SU(N), where a system of the type (2.5) occurs as the Master equations governing the corresponding self-dual vortex configurations with coupling matrix:

K = 1 N ( N − 1 + k 1 − k (N − 1)(1 − k) 1 + (N − 1)k ) , N > 1 (2.8)

where again k =^{k1}_{k2} and k_1 > 0, k_2 > 0 are respectively the coupling constants of the U(1) and the SU(N) part of the gauge fields, and λ =

(_1

2k_1

)_2 . Notice that, in all the given examples, and actually in other examples of physical interest, the corresponding coupling matrix K is characterised by the following property:

k_{i,i} > 0 and k_{1,1} + k_{1,2} = k_{2,1} + k_{2,2} = 1. (2.9)

To construct planar vortices, we seek solutions of (2.5) in R^2 , satisfying the following integrability condition: 2∑ i=1 k_{l,i}e^{ui} 1 − 2∑ j=1 k_{i,j}e^{uj} ∈ L^1(R^2 ), l = 1, 2; (2.10)

which ensures that, the corresponding vortex admits finite energy , see [26, 33, 34, 55]. By keeping in mind (2.9), from (2.10) we identify the following suitable boundary conditions, as |x| → ∞ : topological: u_i(x) → 0 i = 1, 2, (2.11)

non-topological: u_i(x) → −∞ i = 1, 2, (2.12) mixed type:

u_1(x) → −∞ and u_2(x) → − log k_{2,2}, or u_2(x) → −∞ and u_1(x) → − log k_{1,1}.

(2.13)

From the physical point of view, we mention that, topological solutions give rise to vortices asymptotically (at infinity) gauge equivalent to the unbroken vacuum state, non-topological solutions give rise to vortices asymptotically gauge equivalent to the broken vacuum state, and finally mixed-type solutions allow for vortices asymptotically gauge equivalent to partially broken vacua, see [26], [71, 67] for details.

To further substantiate the physical pertinence of the boundary conditions specified above, we observe that (when (2.9) holds) every solution of (2.5) satisfying either one of the boundary conditions (2.11), (2.12) and (2.13), verifies: u_i < 0 in R^2 for every i = 1, 2, consistently with the physical applications.

Furthermore, in the case of interest here, namely:

k_{i,i} > 0 and k_{i,j} < 0 with i ≠ j = 1, 2,

and when p_{i,l} = 0 for every l = 1, ..., N_i and i = 1, 2, then Huang-Lin in [37, 38] have shown that every entire radially symmetric solution of (2.5) must satisfy either one of the boundary conditions above, and in particular the integrability condition (2.10) automatically holds in this case.

The construction of topological solutions for (2.5) has been carried out first by Yang in [71], and more recently in [35] and [15] for more general choices of coupling matrices including (2.6) and (2.8) as particular cases. We also mention that the existence of multiple periodic solutions for (2.5) was established first by Nolasco-Tarantello in [56] for the choice of coupling matrix (2.7), and more recently in [36], [35] and [15] for more general choices including (2.6) and (2.8) respectively.

In this paper, we focus on the construction of non-topological solutions for (2.5). To this purpose, we recall what happens for the embedded abelian configurations, corresponding to the situation where,

N = N_1 = N_2 and (after relabelling) p_{1,j} = p_{2,j} = p_j, j = 1, .., N, and u_1 = u_2 = u

with u a solution of the abelian Chern-Simons vortex equation (cfr. [39, 41]) :

Δu + λe^u(1 − e^u) = 4π N∑ j=1 δ_{pj} in R^2 , (2.14)

(recall (2.9)). For a detailed study of (2.14) we refer to [68].

In particular, we know that a non-topological abelian vortex will correspond to a solution u of (2.14) satisfying: e^u ∈ L^1(R^2 ). To construct such class of solutions, we let:

u_ε(x) = u ( x ε ) + 2 log 1 ε , ε > 0; and observe that u_ε satisfies:

− Δu_ε = λe^{uε} − λε^2e^{2uε} − 4π N∑ j=1 δ_{εpj} in R^2 , (2.15)

and ∫

R^2

e^u = ∫ R^2

e^{uε} . (2.16)

Therefore, (at least formally) non-topological solutions of (2.14) can be sought as ”perturbation” of solutions of the following ”limiting” problem, obtained by letting ε → 0 in (2.15), namely:

− Δu = λe^u − 4πNδ_0 in R^2 , (2.17)

and, e^u ∈ L^1(R^2 ). (2.18)

Solutions of (2.17), (2.18) are explicitly known (see (2.29) below, and [57], [16, 17]), and they were used by Chae-Imanuvilov in [8] together with suitable ”perturbation” techniques to obtain a family of non-topological solutions for (2.14), we refer to [8] and [67] fo details. Actually, the subsequent analysis in [11] and [22] has provided a rather complete description about the whole set of non-topological solutions for the single equation (2.14).

Unfortunately, the analysis of non-topological solutions for the non-abelian vortex system (2.5) is far from complete, in spite of the results in [1, 2, 37, 38, 23].

For example, one we can perform a similar scaling for a solution (u_1, u_2) of (2.5) as follows:

u_{1,ε}(x) = u_1 ( x λε ) + 2 log 1 ε , u_{2,ε}(x) = u_2 ( x λε ) + 2 log 1 ε (2.19)

and realise that, in order to pursue a ”‘perturbation”’ approach similar to [8], it is important to understand the complete solvability of the following singular Liouville system:

−Δu_1 = k_{1,1}e^{u1} + k_{1,2}e^{u2} − 4πN_1δ_0 −Δu_2 = k_{2,1}e^{u1} + k_{2,2}e^{u2} − 4πN_2δ_0 e^{u1} , e^{u2} ∈ L^1(R^2 )

(2.20)

which ”formally” we derive by letting ε → 0 in the system satisfied by (u_{1,ε}, u_{2,ε}).

The analysis of (2.20) is interesting in its own, since similar Liouville systems (in absence of Dirac sources, i.e. N_1 = N_2 = 0) have emerged in other contexts, such for example in statistical mechanics, see [44, 45, 46, 47] and [12, 13], population dynamics and plasma physics, see [21, 63, 64] and references therein.

More precisely, concerning (2.20), we address the question of identifying the pairs: (β_1, β_2) for which problem (2.20) admits a solution satisfying:

β_1 = 1 2π ∫ R^2

e^{u1} dx, β_2 = 1 2π ∫ R^2

e^{u2} dx. (2.21)

This is a natural question to investigate also from the physical point of view, since the values β_1 and β_2 indicate the energy level of the corresponding vortex configuration. We also notice that, in the context of radial solutions, problem (2.20), (2.21) can be turned conveniently into a more standard boundary value problem.

Actually, in the radial setting, we have a complete answer about the question of solvability for the so called cooperative systems, even for general m × m − systems, where the coupling matrix is assumed to satisfy the following:

K = (k_{i,j} )_{i,j=1,..,m} is symmetric, irreducible with non-negative entries. (2.22)

Solutions of cooperative systems in absence of Dirac measures are always radially symmetric, see [21], and they have been investigated in [12, 13, 21, 52, 53, 63, 64, 70, 42, 43], also in connection with sharp versions for systems of the Moser-Trudinger inequality, see [70], [42], or via duality, by invoking sharp versions of the log − HLS inequality for the Free Energy, (see [21, 63, 64]).

More recently, those results have been extended by Poliakovsky-Tarantello in [58, 59], to describe the sharp radial solvability for ”singular” Liouville systems including the Dirac measures and with coupling matrix K satisfying (2.22).

It should be noticed that in this case, non-radial solutions do occur, as exhibited in [58]. Furthermore, [58, 59] cover also the degenerate case, (unlike [21] and [52, 53]) which includes a class of Liouville-type equations arising (as a degenerate 2x2-system) in the study of self-dual

Cosmic Strings, see [58, 59] and [69] for details.

For problem (2.20), (2.21) the results [58, 59] can be summarised as follows: Theorem 2.1 ([12, 13, 21, 59]). Assume that, k_{i,j} = k_{j,i} ≠ 0, for i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2}, (2.23) and let N_i > −1, i = 1, 2. Then the following conditions:

k_{1,1}β^2_1 + k_{2,2}β^2 + 2k_{1,2}β_1β_2 − 4(N_1 + 1)β_1 − 4(N_2 + 1)β_2 = 0 (2.24) k_{1,2} |k_{1,2}| (k_{i,i}β_i − 4(N_i + 1)) < 0, i = 1, 2 (2.25) are necessary for the existence of a radial solution to (2.20), (2.21). Furthermore, if (Cooperative Systems) k_{i,i} ≥ 0 , k_{i,j} = k_{j,i} > 0, i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2} (2.26) then (2.24), (2.25) are also sufficient for the radial solvability of (2.20), (2.21). In addition, if −1 < N ≤ 0 then every solution of (2.20), (2.21) is indeed radially symmetric.

Remark 2.2. Observe that, the case k_{1,2} = k_{2,1} = 0 is not interesting, as (2.20) decouples into two singular Liouville equations of the type (2.17), and it is solvable if and only if k_{i,i}β_i = 4(N_i + 1), i = 1, 2.

The conditions: (2.24)-(2.25) rely in a crucial way on the scale invariance of problem (2.20), (2.21) under the following transformation:

u_{i,λ}(x) = u_i(λx) + 2 log λ, i = 1, 2 and λ > 0; (2.27) in the sense that,

(u_1, u_2) satisfies (2.20), (2.21) ⇐⇒ (u_{1,λ}, u_{2,λ}) satisfies (2.20), (2.21); ∀ λ > 0. The following uniqueness result holds:

Theorem 2.3 ([52, 59]). Assume (2.26), then for every (β_1, β_2) satisfying (2.24), (2.25) there correspond a unique radial solution of (2.20), (2.21) modulo the transformation (2.27).

The above uniqueness result is based upon a non-degeneracy property for the linearised problem around a given radial solution, in the sense that (in the radial framework) it admits as only degeneracies those originated by the scale invariance (2.27); we refer to [52, 59] for details. This fact extends what we know to happen for the decoupled system (2.20), with k_{1,2} = k_{2,1} = 0.

Clearly, Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.3 apply to Gudnason’ s model (with coupling matrix (2.6) and gauge group G = U(1) × G^′), when the strength k_2 of the G^′-component of the gauge field overpowers the strength k_1 of the U(1)-component, that is: k =^{k1}_{k2} < 1. So, on the basis of the uniqueness (and non-degeneracy) property of radial solutions given by Theorem 2.3, in this case it should be possible to use bifurcation techniques in order to obtain non-topological (radial) solutions for the whole system (2.5).

As already observed, in case N_1 > 0 or N_2 > 0, then we no longer expect every solution of (2.20), (2.21) to be radially symmetric. Such a symmetry breaking phenomenon already occurs for the single Liouville equation (2.17)-(2.18), where every solution u must satisfy: ∫ R^2

e^u dx = 4(N + 1), (2.28)

and (in complex notation) takes the following form:

u(z) = log [ 8(N + 1)^2μ|z|^{2N} λ(1 + μ|z^{N+1} + b|^2)^2 ] (2.29)

with μ > 0 and b ∈ C satisfying: b ≠ 0 if and only if N ∈ N (see [57]). In particular, we see that only for N /∈ N, all solutions to (2.17)-(2.18) are radially symmetric.

On the other hand, it seems reasonable to expect that (2.24), (2.25) still provide sharp necessary and sufficient conditions for the solvability of (2.20), (2.21), also beyond the radial situation. However, while the Pohozaev-type identity (2.24) remains valid for non-radial solutions of (2.20)-(2.21), as it relies only upon the scaling invariance (2.27) and the asymptotic behaviour of solutions at infinity (see Proposition 2.4 below), it is less obvious to verify whether the condition (2.25) holds also for non-radial solutions. More precisely, by letting: β^∞_i = k_{i,i}β_i + k_{i,j} β_j , i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2} (2.30) the following holds:

Proposition 2.4. Let u_i ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^2 ), i = 1, 2, and suppose that (u_1, u_2) satisfies (2.20), (2.21) (in the sense of distributions) for a given pair (β_1, β_2). We have:

(i) u_i(x) = −(β^∞_i + 2N_i) log |x| + O(1), for |x| ≥ 1 (2.31) r∂_ru_i(x) → −(β^∞_i + 2N_i), ∂_θu_i(x) → 0 as r = |x| → +∞ (2.32)

with β^∞_i given in (2.30), i = 1, 2; and (r, θ) the polar coordinates in R^2 . In particular, there holds:

β^∞_i = k_{i,i}β_i + k_{i,j}β_j > 2(N_i + 1), ∀i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2}. (2.33)

(ii) If K = (k_{i,j} )_{i,j=1,2} satisfies:

k_{1,2} · k_{2,1} ≥ 0, (2.34) then the pair (β_1, β_2) verifies the following identity:

k_{1,1}|k_{2,1}|β^2_1 + k_{2,2}|k_{1,2}|β^2 + 2k_{1,2}|k_{2,1}|β_1β_2 − 4(N_1 + 1)|k_{2,1}|β_1 − 4(N_2 + 1)|k_{1,2}|β_2 = 0. (2.35)

Clearly (2.35) reduces to (2.24) when K is symmetric, and in fact in such case, Proposition 2.4 is essentially established in [12, 13, 21]. For completeness we shall indicate its proof in the following section.

Furthermore, if one of the off diagonal entries of K vanishes, (so that (2.34) holds with equal sign), then (2.35) simply gives back what we already know about the single Liouville equation (2.17). Actually in this case, one is left to analyse a single planar equation, which can be casted as a weighted Liouville equation and in this way it can be handled as in [49], [58], [25].

So the true interesting case to investigate occurs when k_{1,2} · k_{2,1} > 0.

Remark 2.5. Condition (2.33) does not appear for the cooperative system (2.26), since in this case it is a consequence of (2.24) and (2.25). Indeed if by contradiction we assume for example that,

k_{1,1}β_1 + k_{1,2}β_2 ≤ 2(N_1 + 1), then 2k_{1,1}β^2_1 + 2k_{1,2}β_1β_2 ≤ 4(N_1 + 1)β_1 and from (2.24) we see that necessarily k_{2,2}β_2 ≥ 4(N_2 + 1), in contradiction with (2.25).

The main focus of this paper is to investigate the solvability of (2.20)-(2.21) in the more delicate ”competitive” situation, where we assume:

k_{i,i} > 0 and k_{i,j} < 0 for i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2} (2.36) as it occurs for (2.6) when k =^{k1}_{k2} > 1.

In particular (2.36) covers the 2 X 2 -Toda system (2.7), which is the only situation where, so far, we can describe the whole solution set of (2.20). Indeed, it has been shown in [50], that in this case the system gains full conformal invariance and, in analogy with the single Liouville equation (2.17), (cfr. [57]), it is possible to identify explicitly the corresponding solutions. In particular, we may conclude the following about the values β_1 and β_2 in (2.21):

(2.20) − (2.21)with K in (2.7) is solvable if and only if β_1 = β_2 = 2(N_1 + N_2 + 2). (2.37)

We refer to [43] and [50] for a detailed description of the Toda system and its relevant conserved quantities.

Under the assumption (2.36), the necessary condition (2.33) plays a central role towards the solvability of (2.20)-(2.21) and it implies the following:

Corollary 2.6. If k_{i,j} ≤ 0 for i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2}, then k_{i,i} > 0, i ∈ {1, 2} and det (K) > 0, (2.38) are necessary conditions for the solvability of (2.20), (2.21). In particular in the symmetric case, the solvability of (2.20), (2.21) requires that K is strictly positive definite.

From (2.38), we see in particular that (2.36) and (2.26) are truly complementary and fully account for (2.23).

In order to proceed further, we observe that under the assumption (2.35) we can make an useful normalisation, simply by setting:

u_i(x) = v_i(x) + 2N_i log |x| − log k_{i,i}, i = 1, 2; (2.39)

and in terms of the new unknowns (v_1, v_2), we obtain the following problem:

−Δv_1 = |x|^{2N1} e^{v1} − τ_1|x|^{2N2} e^{v2} −Δv_2 = |x|^{2N2} e^{v2} − τ_2|x|^{2N1} e^{v1} 1 2π ∫ R^2 |x| 2N_i ev_i = β ik_{i,i}, i = 1, 2 (2.40)

with,

τ_1 = − k_{1,2} k_{2,2} > 0 and τ_2 = − k_{2,1} k_{1,1} > 0. (2.41)

Remark 2.7. For the coupling matrix given in (2.6), problem (2.40) occurs with,

τ_1 = τ_2 = k − 1 k + 1

> 0, for k > 1. (2.42)

In particular, the singular Toda system (where k = 3) leads to (2.40) with,

τ_1 = τ_2 = 1 2 and 1 2π ∫ R^2

|x|^{2N1} e^{v1} = 1 2π ∫ R^2

|x|^{2N2} e^{v2} = 4(N_1 + N_2 + 2), (2.43)

see (2.37) and (2.40).

To simplify notations and to minimise technicalities, in this paper we shall focus on the study of (2.40) in the symmetric case, where we assume:

τ_1 = τ_2 := τ > 0, (2.44)

and we shall give indications on how to deal with the non-symmetric case: τ_1 ≠ τ_2 and τ_1τ_2 > 0, which will be discussed in details in a forthcoming paper.

For the original system (2.20), the validity of (2.44) amounts to assume the following stronger version of (2.35):

k_{i,i} > 0 and k_{i,j} k_{j,j} = k_{j,i} k_{i,i} for i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2}. (2.45)

We mention that, a system of the type (2.20) for which (2.45) holds, is referred to as a collaborating system, see [63, 64].

Since our original motivation was to analyse Gudnason’ s model, w.l.o.g. we can further assume N_1 ≥ N_2; and again to reduce useless technicalities, we shall specify the following:

N_1 = N > 0 and N_2 = 0 (2.46)

Therefore, from now on we shall focus on the solvability of the following problem:

(P )_τ

−Δv_1 = |x|^{2N} e^{v1} − τe^{v2} −Δv_2 = e^{v2} − τ|x|^{2N} e^{v1} β_1 =^1_{2π} ∫ R^2 |x| 2N e^{v1} , β_2 =^1_{2π} ∫ R^2 e v_2 ,

with τ > 0 and N > 0.

According to the discussion above, already we may claim the following about the solvability of (P )_τ :

Corollary 2.8. If τ > 0 and β_i > 0, i = 1, 2, then the following conditions are necessary for the solvability of (P )_τ :

τ ∈ (0, 1) (2.47) β^2_1 + β^2 − 2τβ_1β_2 − 4(N + 1)β_1 − 4β_2 = 0, (2.48) β_1 − τβ_2 > 2(N + 1) and β_2 − τβ_1 > 2. (2.49)

In addition the condition:

β_1 > 4(N + 1) and β_2 > 4, (2.50) is necessary for the existence of a radial solution.

In contrast to the case where τ < 0 (see part b) of Theorem 2.1), we do not expect in general that conditions (2.47)-(2.49) (and (2.50)) are also sufficient for the (radial) solvability of (P )_τ . Indeed, it suffices to recall what happens for the Toda system, where by (2.43) and (2.46) we have: if τ = 1 2 then β_1 = β_2 = 4(N + 2), (2.51) and we see clearly that (2.51) is a much more stringent condition than (2.47)-(2.50).

On the other hand, by virtue of part a) in Theorem 2.1, which applies to (P )_τ , and by keeping in mind part b) (which applies to (P )_τ only when τ < 0), by way of continuity, we expect that (2.48) and (2.50) should still provide necessary and sufficient conditions for the radial solvability of (P )_τ , when τ > 0 is sufficiently small. We establish this fact and prove the following:

Theorem 2.9. Let N > 0, then for any, 0 < τ ≤ 1 N + 1 + √ (N + 1)^2 + 4

:= τ_0(N) (2.52)

conditions (2.48) and (2.50) are necessary and sufficient for the radial solvability of (P )_τ .

Clearly τ_0(N) <^1_2 (recall that τ =^1_2 corresponds to the Toda system) and, as we shall see, it corresponds to the sharp value for which conditions (2.48), (2.50) imply (2.49), consistently with Remark 2.5.

By combining Theorem 2.1 and 2.9 we can conclude the following about problem (P )_τ .

Corollary 2.10. For every 0 ≠ τ ≤ τ_0(N) the conditions (2.48) and τ |τ| (β_1 − 4(N + 1)) < 0 ; τ |τ| (β_2 − 4) < 0 (2.53)

are necessary and sufficient for the radial solvability of (P )_τ .

We suspect that, also the uniqueness (and non-degeneracy) result of Theorem 2.3, should remain valid for radial solutions of (P )_τ , whenever τ < τ_0(N), and not only when τ ≤ 0.

Interestingly, for τ sufficiently ”close” to 1, the conditions (2.48) and (2.49) are the ones responsible for the solvability of (P )_τ .

To be more precise we consider the following polynomial, whose role will become clear in the following,

ψ_1(τ) = 2(1 − 2τ^2)(1 + 2τ(N + 1)) − 1

and by direct inspection we check that:

ψ_1(τ) admits a unique positive zero, denoted by τ_1 = τ_1(N),

and τ_1 ∈ ( 1 2 , 1 √ 2 ) (2.54)

Theorem 2.11. For any τ ∈ [τ_1, 1), with τ_1 = τ_1(N) defined in (2.54), we have that the conditions (2.48) and (2.49) are necessary and sufficient for the solvability of (P )_τ .

Actually, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.11, we shall see that the conditions (2.48) and (2.49) imply (2.50) and permit to establish the existence of a radial solution for (P )_τ . Hence, it is tempting to conjecture that (P )_τ may admit only radial solutions in this case.

The case where τ ∈ (τ_0, τ_1) is more delicate, as it includes the Toda system (τ = 1/2), where we know that the necessary conditions (2.48)-(2.50) are no longer sufficient for solvability, see (2.51).

In fact, for τ ∈ (τ_0, τ_1) we are able to identify new necessary and sufficient conditions for the (radial) solvability of (P )_τ , which indeed reduce to (2.51) when τ = 1/2. To this end we observe that the conditions (2.48) and (2.49) define a graph in the first quadrant of the (β_1, β_2)-plane. More precisely, for τ ∈ (0, 1), we let:

β_1 := β_1(τ) = 2 1 − τ^2 ( N + 1 + τ + τ √ (N + 1)^2 + 2τ(N + 1) + 1 )

β_1 := β_1(τ) = 2 1 − τ^2 ( N + 1 + τ + √ (N + 1)^2 + 2τ(N + 1) + 1 ) > 4(N + 1)

(2.55)

so that, β_1(τ) < β_1(τ); and similarly, we let:

β_2 := β_2(τ) = 2 1 − τ^2 ( 1 + τ(N + 1) + τ √ (N + 1)^2 + 2τ(N + 1) + 1 )

β_2 := β_2(τ) = 2 1 − τ^2 ( 1 + τ(N + 1) + √ (N + 1)^2 + 2τ(N + 1) + 1 ) > 4 (2.56)

so that, β_2(τ) < β_2(τ).

We easily check that: (β_1, β_2) satisfies (2.48) and (2.49) if and only if,

β_1 ∈ (β_1, β_1) and β_2 = 2 + τβ_1 + √ (2 + τβ_1)^2 − β_1(β_1 − 4(N + 1)) := φ^+_1 (β_1),

or equivalently:

β_2 ∈ (β_2, β_2) and β_1 = 2(N +1)+τβ_2 + √ (2(N + 1) + τβ_2)^2 − β_2(β_2 − 4) := φ^+_2 (β_2). (2.57)

We prove the following:

Theorem 2.12. If^1_2 ≠ τ ∈ (τ_0, τ_1) and we let β^±_i (τ), i = 1, 2, defined in (4.54) and (4.55) below, then the following hold:

max{4(N + 1), β_1(τ)} ≤ β^−_1 (τ) < β^+_1 (τ) ≤ β_1(τ), max{4, β_2(τ)} ≤ β^−_2 (τ) < β^+_2 (τ) < β_2(τ);

(2.58)

moreover problem (P )_τ admits a radially symmetric solution if and only if the pair (β_1, β_2) satisfies:

β_1 ∈ (β^−_1 (τ), β^+_1 (τ)) and β_2 = φ^+_1 (β_1), (2.59)

or equivalently:

β_2 ∈ (β^−_2 (τ), β^+_2 (τ)) and β_1 = φ^+_2 (β_2). (2.60)

Furthermore, β^±_i (τ) → 4(N + 2) as τ → 1 2 . (2.61)

We refer to Theorem 4.12, Theorem 4.16 and Theorem 4.22 for more detailed statements and a better grasp about the origin of the value: β^±_i , i = 1, 2.

To establish the results stated above, we use a blow up analysis.

More precisely, for every α ∈ R we let (v_1(r, α), v_2(r, α)) the solution of the Cauchy problem for the radial ODE system corresponding to (P )_τ with initial conditions:

v_1(0, α) = α, v_2(0, α) = 0, v̇_1(0, α) = v̇_2(0, α) = 0. (2.62) We check that such solution is unique and globally defined for every r ≥ 0, and it satisfies the required integrability conditions: |x|^{2N} e^{v1} ∈ L^1(R^2 ) and e^{v2} ∈ L^1(R^2 ). Thus by setting:

β_1(α) := ∫_{+∞} 0 r^{2N+1}e^{v1 (r)} dr and β_2(α) := ∫_{+∞} 0 re^{v2(r)} dr (2.63)

we can use the scale invariance (2.27), in order to see that the whole set of pairs (β_1, β_2) for which (P )_τ admits a radial solution is fully described by the smooth curve:

(β_1(α), β_2(α)), α ∈ R. (2.64) By using blow-up techniques introduced in [6, 4, 48] in the context of Liouville-type equations, we shall be able to identify the limit value of β_i(α), as α → +∞ and α → −∞ for i = 1, 2, and we check that indeed they yield to the (sufficient) statement about the existence of radial solutions claimed in Theorem 2.1, Theorem 2.3 and Theorem 2.9. The ”necessary” part is contained in Theorem 4.22 It is worth to notice that the ”limit” values of β_i(α) in general do not capture the sharp bounds for the pairs (β_1, β_2), and this fact has already come up for a single equation Liouville-type , as discussed in [49], and [25]. So our classification result gives also indication of certain nondegeneracy properties enjoyed by radial solutions of problem (P )_τ , to be further investigated.

3 Some Useful Facts

In this section, we collect some general informations about solutions of (2.20), (2.21), in terms of the coupling matrix K and the ”flux-pair” (β_1, β_2), of independent interest. They generalise some known facts concerning the symmetric non degenerate case, see [12, 13, 21]. As above, we let:

u_i(x) = v_i(x) + 2N_i log |x|, i = 1, 2 (3.1) and formulate (2.20), (2.21) in terms of (v_1, v_2) (the regular parts of (u_1, u_2)), as follows:

−Δv_1 = k_{1,1}|x|^{2N1} e^{v1} + k_{1,2}|x|^{2N2} e^{v2} in R^2 −Δv_2 = k_{2,1}|x|^{2N1} e^{v1} + k_{2,2}|x|^{2N2} e^{v2} in R^2 β_1 =^1_{2π} ∫ R^2 |x| 2N_1 ev_1 , β

2 =^1_{2π} ∫ R^2 |x| 2N_2 ev_2

(3.2)

The following holds:

Lemma 3.1. If (v_1, v_2) satisfies (3.2) then we have:

v_i(x) = −β^∞_i log |x| + O(1), for |x| ≥ 1 r∂_rv_i(x) → −β^∞_i , ∂_θv_i(x) → 0 as r = |x| → +∞ (3.3)

with β^∞_i in (2.30), i = 1, 2; and (r, θ) polar coordinates. In particular the condition: β^∞_i = k_{i,i}β_i + k_{i,j} β_j > 2(N_i + 1), ∀i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2} (3.4) is necessary for the solvability of (3.2). Furthermore, i) if k_{i,j} ≤ 0 for i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2} then necessarily the coupling matrix K must satisfy (2.38). ii) If k_{i,j} > 0 for i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2} but k_{i,i} ≤ 0 for some i ∈ {1, 2}, then necessarily detK < 0. Proof. : By an obvious modification of the arguments provided in [16, 17], one can derive that every solution (v_1, v_2) of (3.2) must satisfy: v^+_i ∈ L^∞(R^2 ), i = 1, 2. Hence, can use such information and suitable potential estimates, as in [16, 17] or in [10], in order to deduce (3.3). At this point, we can obtain (3.4) as an easy consequence of (3.3) and the integrability of the function |x|^{2Ni} e^{vi} in R^2 , i = 1, 2.

Concerning i), we observe that if k_{i,j} = 0 for some i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2} then (2.38) follows directly from (3.4). While if k_{i,j} < 0, ∀i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2}, then from (3.4) we see that k_{i,i} > 0 for all i ∈ {1, 2}. Furthermore, we can rewrite (3.4) equivalently as follows: (k_{1,1}k_{2,2} − k_{1,2}k_{2,1})β_1 > 2(N_1 + 1)k_{2,2} + 2(N_2 + 1)|k_{1,2}| (k_{1,1}k_{2,2} − k_{1,2}k_{2,1})β_2 > 2(N_2 + 1)k_{1,1} + 2(N_1 + 1)|k_{2,1}|. (3.5) and (2.38) readily follows. Similarly, to deduce ii) we assume for example that k_{1,1} ≤ 0, then from (3.4) we find that,

− β_2(detK) = β_2(k_{2,2}|k_{1,1}| + k_{1,2}k_{2,1}) > 2(N_1 + 1)k_{2,1} + 2(N_2 + 1)|k_{1,1}| > 0, (3.6) and necessarily detK < 0 as claimed.

Lemma 3.2. Let K = (k_{i,j} )_{i,j=1,2} satisfy:

k_{12} · k_{21} ≥ 0.

If problem (2.2) admits a solution then the pairs (β_1, β_2) must satisfy:

k_{1,1}|k_{2,1}|β^2_1 + k_{2,2}|k_{1,2}|β^2 + 2k_{1,2}|k_{2,1}|β_1β_2 − 4(N_1 + 1)|k_{2,1}|β_1 − 4(N_2 + 1)|k_{1,2}|β_2 = 0. (3.7)

Proof. : In case k_{1,2} = 0 = k_{2,1} then the left hand side of (3.7) is identically zero and we have nothing to prove. On the other hand, the system in this case decouples into two singular Liouville equations, whose solvability requires k_{i,i} > 0 for every i = 1, 2 and whose solution set is completely described in [57].

Furthermore if k_{1,2} = 0 but k_{2,1} ≠ 0 (or k_{2,1} = 0 but k_{1,2} ≠ 0) then only the first (or second) equation becomes a singular Liouville equation and (3.7) simply leads to the following well known fact,

k_{1,1}β_1 − 4(N_1 + 1) = 0 ( or k_{2,2}β_2 − 4(N_2 + 1) = 0)

see [17, 57].

So the true interesting situation to analyse occurs when,

k_{1,2} · k_{2,1} > 0. (3.8)

Claim 1: If k_{1,2} = k_{2,1} ≠ 0 then (3.7) holds, or equivalently:

k_{1,1}β^2_1 + k_{2,2}β^2 + 2k_{1,2}β_1β_2 − 4(N_1 + 1)β_1 − 4(N_2 + 1)β_2 = 0. (3.9)

It is clear that (3.7) and (3.9) are equivalent when k_{1,2} = k_{2,1} ≠ 0.

To establish (3.9) we use Pohozaev’ s trick and multiply the first equations in (3.2) by ∇v_1(x) · x, and the second equation in (3.2) by ∇v_2(x) · x, and integrate over the ball B_r = {x ∈ R^2 : |x| < r} to obtain the following identity: ∫ ∂B_r r ( 1 2 |∇v_i|^2 − ( ∂v_i ∂ν )_2) dσ = k_{i,i} ∫ ∂B_r r^{2Ni+1}e^{vi} dσ − 2(N_i + 1)k_{i,i} ∫ B_r |x|^{2Ni} e^{vi} + k_{i,j} ∫ B_r |x|^{2Nj} e^{vj} ∇v_i(x) · x, i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2} (3.10)

where we have used the well known identity: (Δv(x))∇v(x) · x = div(∇v(x)(x · v(x) − x |∇v|^2 2 ) and Green-Gauss theorem.

On the other hand, if we multiply the first equation in (3.2) by ∇v_2(x) · x, and the second equation in (3.2) by ∇v_1(x) · x, and then we integrate over B_r, we find:

− ∫ ∂B_r Δv_i(∇v_j · x)dx = k_{i,i} ∫ B_r |x|^{2Ni} e^{vi} (∇v_j (x) · x)dx + k_{i,j} ∫ ∂B_r r^{2Nj +1}e^{vj} dσ − 2(N_j + 1)k_{i,j} ∫ B_r |x|^{2Nj} e^{vj} , i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2} (3.11) where again we have used the Green-Gauss theorem.

Since k_{1,2} = k_{2,1}, from (3.10) and (3.11) we derive the following identities:

k_{1,2} ∫ B_r (Δv_1(x)∇v_2(x) · x + Δv_2(x)∇v_1(x) · x)dx =

− k_{1,2}k_{1,1} ∫ B_r |x|^{2N1} e^{v1(x)}(∇v_2(x) · x)dx − k_{1,2}k_{2,2} ∫ B_r |x|^{2N2} e^{v2 (x)}(∇v_1(x) · x)dx − k^2_{1,2} ∫ ∂B_r r^{2N1+1}e^{v1} dσ − k^2_{1,2} ∫ ∂B_r r^{2N2+1}e^{v2} dσ

+ k^2_{1,2} ( 2(N_1 + 1) ∫ B_r |x|^{2N1} e^{v1} dx + 2(N_2 + 1) ∫ B_r |x|^{2N2} e^{v2(x)}dx ) (3.12)

and

k_{2,2} ∫ ∂B_r r ( 1 2 |∇v_1|^2 − ( ∂v_1 ∂ν )_2) dσ + k_{1,1} ∫ ∂B_r r ( 1 2 |∇v_2|^2 − ( ∂v_2 ∂ν )_2) dσ = − k_{1,1}k_{2,2} [∫ ∂B_r r^{2N1+1}e^{v1} dσ + ∫ ∂B_r r^{2N2+1}e^{v2} dσ

−2(N_1 + 1) ∫ B_r |x|^{2N1} e^{v1} dx − 2(N_2 + 1) ∫ B_r |x|^{2N2} e^{v2(x)}dx ]

+ k_{1,2}k_{1,1} ∫ B_r |x|^{2N1} e^{v1(x)}(∇v_2(x) · x)dx + k_{1,2}k_{2,2} ∫ B_r |x|^{2N2} e^{v2 (x)}(∇v_1(x) · x)dx

(3.13)

By recalling the identity:

Δv_1(x)(∇v_1(x) · x) + Δv_2(x)(∇v_2(x) · x) = div(x · ∇v_1∇v_2 − x · ∇^⊥v_1∇^⊥v_2) = = div(x · ∇v_2∇v_1 − x · ∇^⊥v_2∇^⊥v_1), (3.14)

where: ∇^⊥v = (_{∂v} ∂x_2 , − ∂v ∂x_1 ) , we can turn also the right hand side of (3.12) into a boundary integral, and by summing up (3.12) and (3.13) we arrive at the following:

k_{1,1} ∫ ∂B_r r ( 1 2 |∇v_2|^2 − ( ∂v_2 ∂ν )_2) dσ + k_{2,2} ∫ ∂B_r r ( 1 2 |∇v_1|^2 − ( ∂v_1 ∂ν )_2) dσ + k_{1,2} ∫ ∂B_r r ( ∂v_1 ∂ν ∂v_2 ∂ν − (∇^⊥v_1 · ν)(∇^⊥v_2 · ν) ) = (detK) (∫ ∂B_r r^{2N1+1}e^{v1} dσ + ∫ ∂B_r r^{2N2+1}e^{v2} dσ )

− (detK) ( 2(N_1 + 1) ∫ B_r |x|^{2N1} e^{v1} + 2(N_2 + 1) ∫ B_r |x|^{2N2} e^{v2(x)} ) .

(3.15)

At this point, by taking into account the asymptotic behaviour of v_1 and v_2 as given in (3.3) and (3.4), we can pass to the limit, as r → ∞ in (3.15), and conclude:

k_{1,2}β^∞_1 β^∞_2 − 1 2 k_{2,2}(β^∞_1 )^2 − 1 2 k_{1,1}(β^∞_2 )^2 = −(detK)(2(N_1 + 1)β_1) + 2(N_2 + 1)β_2) (3.16)

with,

β^∞_1 = k_{1,1}β_1 + k_{1,2}β_2 and β^∞_2 = k_{1,2}β_1 + k_{2,2}β_2, (3.17) see (2.30). Identity (3.16) reaffirms i) and ii) of Lemma 3.1.

By inserting (3.17) into (3.16) and by carrying out straightforward calculations, we easily arrive at (3.9), provided that: detK ≠ 0.

On the other hand, by Lemma 3.1, we also know that detK ≠ 0 enters as a necessary condition for the solvability of (3.2), except in the cooperative case (2.26) where K could be degenerate. But for degenerate cooperative systems, the matrix K satisfies:

k_{i,j} > 0 i, j ∈ {1, 2} and k_{1,1}k_{2,2} = k^2_{1,2}, (3.18) and so necessarily,

β^∞_2 = k_{1,2} k_{1,1} β^∞_1 and v_2 = k_{1,2} k_{1,1} v_1. (3.19)

In other words, by setting:

β = β^∞_1 v = v_1 and a = k_{1,2} k_{1,1} , (3.20)

we see that in this case (3.2) reduces to the following single Liouville type equation:

−Δv = k_{1,1}|x|^{2N1} e^v + k_{1,2}|x|^{2N2} e^{av} in R^2 β =^1_{2π} ∫ R^2 (k1,1|x| 2N_1 ev + k 1,2|x|^{2N2} e^{av} )dx (3.21)

with k_{1,1} > 0, k_{1,2} > 0 and k_{1,1}k_{2,2} = k^2_{1,2}.

Equations of this type arise in the construction of Self-gravitating Cosmic Strings (cfr. [71]), and have been analysed in [14, 58, 59, 69].

In particular, in this case, for i = 1 we may complete (3.10), by using (3.19) and (3.20) and obtain that every solutions of (3.21) satisfies:

r ∫ ∂B_r ( 1 2 |∇v|^2 − ( ∂v ∂ν )_2) dσ = k_{1,1} ∫ ∂B_r r^{2N1+1}e^v dσ + k_{1,2} a ∫ ∂B_r r^{2N2+1}e^{av} dσ − 2(N_1 + 1)k_{1,1} ∫ B_r |x|^{2N1} e^v − k_{1,2} 2(N_2 + 1) a ∫ B_r |x|^{2N2} e^{av} .

Therefore by passing to the limit in the above identity as r → ∞, we conclude the following identity:

β^2 = 4(N_1 + 1)k_{1,1}β_1 +

4(N_2 + 1) a k_{1,2}β_2 (3.22)

with

β_1 = 1 2π ∫ R^2

|x|^{2N1} e^v = 1 2π ∫ R^2 |x|^{2N1} e^{v1} , β_2 = 1 2π ∫ R^2 |x|^{2N2} e^{av} = 1 2π ∫ R^2 |x|^{2N2} e^{v2} , β = k_{1,1}β_1 + k_{1,2}β_2.

(3.23)

At this point, by recalling that a =^{k1,2}_{k2,2} and k_{1,1}k_{2,2} = k^2_{1,2}, we easily derive (3.9) for β_1 and β_2 simply by inserting (3.23) into (3.22).

Thus identity (3.9) is established in all cases, and the proof of the claim is completed. To conclude the proof we shall see how to use (3.8) in order to reformulate the (nonsymmetric) system (3.2) into a symmetric one, for which we can use (3.9). To this purpose, we set,

v̂_1(x) = v_1(x) + log |k_{2,1}| v̂_2(x) = v_2(x) + log |k_{1,2}|

and observe that, if (v_1, v_2) satisfies (3.2) then (v̂_1, v̂_2) satisfies a similar problem with the symmetric coupling matrix:

K = (_{k11} |k_{21}| ±1 ±1^{k22}_{|k12|} ) (3.24)

and where the ± sign is chosen according to the sign of k_{1,2} (or equivalently k_{2,1}). Furthermore,

β̂_1 := 1 2π ∫ R^2

|x|^{2N1} e^{v̂1} = |k_{2,1}|β_1 and β̂_2 := 1 2π ∫ R^2

|x|^{2N2} e^{v̂2} = |k_{1,2}|β_2. (3.25)

Hence, we can apply the Claim to (β̂_1, β̂_2). Thus, by virtue of (3.24), from (3.9) we find: k_{1,1} |k_{2,1}| β̂^2_1 + k^{2,2} |k_{1,2}| β̂^2 ± β̂_1β̂_2 − 4(N_1 + 1)β̂_1 − 4(N_2 + 1)β̂_2 = 0, (3.26)

and so from (3.25) and (3.26), we readily derive (3.7).

Remark 3.3. It is easy to check that, in the symmetric case, i.e. k_{1,2} = k_{2,1}, the following identity holds:

(k_{1,1}k_{2,2} − k^2_{1,2})[(N_1 + 1)β_1 + (N_2 + 1)β_2)] = [(N_1 + 1)k_{2,2} − (N_2 + 1)k_{1,2}]β^∞_1 + [(N_2 + 1)k_{1,1} − (N_1 + 1)k_{1,2}]β^∞_2 ,

(3.27)

and we can use it together with (3.16) to deduce the following equivalent formulation of (3.9) expressed in terms of β^∞_i , i = 1, 2:

k_{2,2}(β^∞_1 )^2 + k_{1,1}(β^∞_2 )^2 − 2k_{1,2}β^∞_1 β^∞_2 − 4[(N_1 + 1)k_{2,2} − (N_2 + 1)k_{1,2}]β^∞_1 − 4[(N_2 + 1)k_{1,1} − (N_1 + 1)k_{1,2}]β^∞_2 = 0,

(3.28)

which has the advantage to holds even for a degenerate coupling matrix K. Arguing as above, one can derive a similar identity for the non-symmetric case, provided that k_{1,2} · k_{2,1} > 0, we omit the details.

Clearly, Lemma 3.1 and 3.2 imply Proposition 2.4 and Corollary 2.6 as stated in the previous section.

Next, we turn to analyse the radial solvability of (3.2). To this purpose, we observe that a radial solution (about the origin) (v_1(r), v_2(r)) of (3.2), may be characterised equivalently as satisfying the following boundary value problem:

−(rv^′_1(r))^′ = k_{1,1}r^{2N1+1}e^{v1 (r)} + k_{1,2}r^{2N2+1}e^{v2(r)}, r > 0 −(rv^′_2(r))^′ = k_{2,1}r^{2N1+1}e^{v1 (r)} + k_{2,2}r^{2N2+1}e^{v2(r)}, r > 0 v^′_i(0) = 0, lim_{r→∞} rv^′_i(r) = −β^∞_i , v_i ∈ C([0, ∞)), i = 1, 2, (3.29)

with β^∞_i i = 1, 2, defined in (2.30).

To this purpose, we consider the Initial Value Problem associated to the system of ODE’ s in (3.29), and show that it admits a unique globally defined solutions which also accommodate the boundary condition required in (3.29). To be more precise we let,

f_i(r) = ∫_r 0 s^{2Ni+1}e^{vi(s)} ds (3.30)

and observe that we can express any local solution of the system of ODE’ s in (3.29) defined in the interval I = [0, R), equivalently as follows:

rv^′_1(r) + k_{1,1}f_1(r) + k_{1,2}f_2(r) = 0, 0 < r < R, rv^′_2(r) + k_{2,1}f_1(r) + k_{2,2}f_2(r) = 0, 0 < r < R, v^′_i(0) = 0, v_i ∈ C([0, R)), i = 1, 2.

(3.31)

We have:

Lemma 3.4. If the coupling matrix K is symmetric and (v_1(r), v_2(r)) satisfies (3.31) with f_i = f_i(r) in (3.30), then:

i) r^{2(N1+1)}e^{v1(r)} + r^{2(N2+1)}e^{v2(r)} − 2(N_1 + 1)f_1(r) − 2(N_2 + 1)f_2(r)+ 1 2 (k_{1,1}f^2_1 (r) + 2k_{1,2}f_1(r)f_2(r) + k_{2,2}f^2_2 (r)) = 0, ∀ 0 < r < R;

(3.32)

ii) r^{2(Ni+1)}e^{vi(r)} − 2(N_i + 1)f_i(r) + 1 2 k_{i,i}f^2_i (r) = − ∫_r 0 k_{i,j}ḟ_i(s)f_j(s) ds, ∀ 0 < r < R, ∀i ≠ j ∈ {1, 2}. (3.33)

Proof. The above identities were pointed out in [59] for more general systems, and are obtained simply by computing the derivative of the term in the left hand side of (3.32) and (3.33) respectively, and by using (3.31).

Again we observe that, as in the proof of Lemma 3.2, it is possible to derive identities analogous to (3.32) and (3.33), also in case we drop the symmetric assumption on the matrix K, but we assume instead that: k_{1,2} · k_{2,1} > 0, we omit the details.

Furthermore, for solutions of (3.29), we can deduce (2.24) and (2.25) as a direct consequence of (3.32) and (3.33), just by letting r → ∞.

Remark 3.5. In case K is strictly positive definite, (a necessary condition when k_{1,2} = k_{2,1} ≤ 0), from (3.32) we obtain that the monotone functions f_1(r) and f_2(r) in (3.30) are uniformly bounded by a constant depending only on N_1 and N_2. Therefore, by a standard Picard iterative scheme, we see that any (local) solution of the Cauchy Problem associated to the system of ODE’ s in (3.29) can be globally extended in [0, ∞) to define a solution of (3.29) with β_i := lim_{r→∞} f_i(r), and β^∞_i defined by (2.30), i = 1, 2.

4 Main Results and their Proof

We devote this section to analyse radial solutions for problem (P )_τ with τ ∈ (0, 1), or equivalently to investigate solutions (v_1(r), v_2(r)) of the problem:

−(rv^′_1(r))^′ = r^{2N+1}e^{v1(r)} − τre^{v2(r)}, r > 0, −(rv^′_2(r))^′ = re^{v2(r)} − τr^{2N+1}e^{v1(r)}, r > 0, v^′_i(0) = 0, lim_{r→∞} rv^′_i(r) = −β_{i,τ} , v_i ∈ C([0, ∞)), i = 1, 2, (4.1)

with β_{1,τ} := β_1 − τβ_2 and β_{2,τ} := β_2 − τβ_1, (4.2) and β_1 := ∫_∞ 0 r^{2N+1}e^{v1} dr and β_2 := ∫_∞ 0 re^{v2} dr; (4.3) or equivalently, β_1 = β_{1,τ} + τβ_{2,τ} 1 − τ^2 and β_2 = β_{2,τ} + τβ_{1,τ} 1 − τ^2

. (4.4) According to the results established in the previous section, we know that the following conditions are necessary for the solvability of (4.1):

β^2_1 + β^2 − 2τβ_1β_2 − 4(N + 1)β_1 − 4β_2 = 0, (4.5) β_1 > 4(N + 1), β_2 > 4, (4.6) β_{1,τ} = β_1 − τβ_2 > 2(N + 1), β_{2,τ} = β_2 − τβ_1 > 2; (4.7)

and we recall that (4.5) can be expressed in terms of β_{1,τ} and β_{2,τ} equivalently as follows:

β^2_{1,τ} + β^2_{,τ} − 2τβ_{1,τ} β_{2,τ} = 4[(N + 1 + τ)β_{1,τ} + (1 + τ(N + 1))β_{2,τ} ], (4.8)

or as follows:

β_1(β_{1,τ} − 2(N + 1)) + β_2(β_{2,τ} − 2) = 2(N + 1)β_1 + 2β_2. (4.9) Our main goal in this section is to investigate to what extent the conditions (4.5), (4.6) and (4.7) are also sufficient for the solvability of (4.1).

To this purpose we recall that problem (4.1) is invariant under the following scaling property: v_1(r) → v_{1,λ}(r) = v_1(λr) + 2(N + 1) log λ

v_2(r) → v_{2,λ}(r) = v_2(λr) + 2 log λ,

(4.10)

in the sense that: (v_1, v_2) solves (P )_τ if and only if (v_{1,λ}, v_{2,λ}) solves (P )_τ . We shall distinguish between this 1-parameter family of solutions by their initial value at r = 0.

Notice also that, for τ ∈ (0, 1), the identity (3.32) for problem (4.1) reads as follows: (∫_r 0 t^{2N+1}e^{v1(t)} dt

)_2 + (∫_r 0 te^{v2(t)} dt )_2 − 2τ (∫_r 0 t^{2N+1}e^{v1(t)} dt ) (∫_r 0 te^{v2(t)} dt )

−4(N + 1) (∫_r 0 t^{2N+1}e^{v1(t)} dt ) − 4 (∫_r 0 te^{v2(t)} dt ) + 2r^{2(N+1)}e^{v1 (r)} + 2r^2e^{v2(r)} = 0,

(4.11)

for all r ≥ 0.

From (4.11) we obtain the following uniform estimate about solution of (4.1), independently from their initial data and the values of β_1 and β_2 :

Lemma 4.1. Let τ ∈ (0, 1) and (v_1, v_2) be a solution of (4.1). There exists a suitable constant C = C(τ, N) > 0, depending only on τ and N, such that:

v_1(r) + 2(N + 1)logr ≤ C and v_2(r) + 2logr ≤ C, for any r > 0. (4.12)

Proof. By direct calculation, from (4.11) we easily derive the following estimate:

r^{2(N+1)}e^{v1 (r)} + r^2e^{v2(r)} ≤

2[(N + 1)^2 + 2τ(N + 1) + 1] 1 − τ^2

, (4.13)

and by (4.13), we readily derive (4.12).

An important and useful consequence of (4.12) is given by the following:

Lemma 4.2 (Harnack’s inequality). Let τ ∈ (0, 1) and (v_1, v_2) be a solution of (4.1). For every 0 < r_0 < R_0, there exists a constant C_0 = C_0(τ, N,

R_0 r_0

) > 0 (depending only on τ, N and R_0 r_0

) and γ = γ ( R_0 r_0 ) ∈ (0, 1) such that, max [r_0,R_0]

v_1 ≤ γ min_{[r0,R0]} v_1 + 2(N + 1)(γ − 1) log r_0 + C_0, max [r_0,R_0]

v_2 ≤ γ min_{[r0,R0]} v_2 + 2(γ − 1) log r_0 + C_0.

(4.14)

Proof. Set L_0 :=

R_0 r_0 and define D = { 1 2 < r < 2L_0 } . We rescale (v_1, v_2) as follows:

v̂_1(r) = v_1(r_0r) + 2(N + 1)logr_0 and v̂_2(r) = v_2(r_0r) + 2logr_0, (4.15)

so that, in view of (4.10), the pair (v̂_1, v̂_2) still satisfies (4.1) together with (4.12). In particular by setting:

f̂_1(r) = r^{2N+1}e^{v̂}1^{(r)} − τre^{v̂}2 and f̂_2(r) = re^{v̂}2^{(r)} − τr^{2N+1}e^{v̂}1 , by (4.12) we find a constant Ĉ = Ĉ(τ, N) > 0, depending only on τ and N, such that: v̂_i ≤ Ĉ in D, and ‖ ‖f̂i ‖ ‖_{L∞(D)} ≤ Ĉ, i = 1, 2. Therefore, for i = 1, 2, we let ψ_i the unique solution of the following Dirichlet problem:

−(rψ^′_i)^′ = f̂_i in D ψ_i = 0 on ∂D i = 1, 2, (4.16)

and derive, by standard elliptic estimates (see [30]), that, max_D |ψ_i| ≤ A ‖ ‖f̂_i ‖ ‖ L^∞(D) with a suitable constant A = A(L_0) > 0. As a consequence, or i = 1, 2, the function ϕ_i := ψ_i − (v̂_i − Ĉ) defines a positive harmonic function in D, for which we can use Harnack inequality in D^′ := {1 < r < L_0} ⊂⊂ D, and obtain:

sup_{D′} ϕ_i ≤ 1 γ inf_{D′} ϕ_i, i = 1, 2.

with a (universal) constant γ = γ(L_0) ∈ (0, 1). In other words,

sup_{D′} v̂_i ≤ γ inf_{D′} v̂_i + (1 − γ)Ĉ + (1 + γ) max |ψ_i|

with γ = γ(L_0) ∈ (0, 1), and the desired estimate (4.14) follows.

Finally, we observe that, in view or Remark 3.5, for τ ∈ (0, 1) and for any (α_1, α_2) ∈ R^2 , the initial value problem: −(rv^′_1)^′ = r^{2N+1}e^{v1} − τre^{v2} −(rv^′_2)^′ = re^{v2} − τr^{2N+1}e^{v1} v_i(0) = α_j, v^′_i(0) = 0 i = 1, 2

(4.17)

admits a unique solution defined for all r ≥ 0, and such that: ∫_∞ 0 r^{2N+1}e^{v1} dr < C and ∫_∞ 0 re^{v2} dr < C, with a suitable constant C = C(N, τ) > 0 depending only on N and τ, (but independent of the initial data (α_1, α_2)).

Remark 4.3. By virtue of the scale invariant property (4.10), it follows that the set of pairs (β_1, β_2) for which (4.1), (4.2) admits a solution is fully described by the curve:

(β_1(α), β_2(α)), α ∈ R (4.18) where, β_1(α) = ∫_∞ 0 r^{2N+1}e^{v1(r,α)} ds, β_2(α) = ∫_∞ 0 re^{v2(r,α)} ds, (4.19) and (v_1(r, α), v_1(r, α)) is the unique solution of the initial value problem (4.17) with initial data specified as follows:

α_1 = α and α_2 = 0. (4.20)

Our main purpose will be to identify the limiting values of β_i(α), i = 1, 2, as α → ±∞. To this end, we start to give a detailed description about the portion E of the ellipse defined by (3.32) which is contained in the first quadrant of the (β_1, β_2)-plane, namely:

E : β^2_1 + β^2 − 2τβ_1β_2 − 4(N + 1)β_1 − 4β_2 = 0 β_1 > 0, β_2 > 0.

(4.21)

For this purpose, it is useful to identify first the intersection of E with the line: β_1 − τβ_2 = 2(N + 1) and the line: β_1 − τβ_1 = 2. To this end, we set:

(N + 1)^2 + 2τ(N + 1) + 1 =: D(τ, N) (4.22)

and by direct calculations, we verify the following:

β_1 > 0, β_2 > 0 β^2_1 + β^2 − 2τβ_1β_2 − 4(N + 1)β_1 − 4β_2 = 0 β_1 − τβ_2 = 2(N + 1) ⇐⇒ β_1 = 2 1 − τ^2 ( N + 1 + τ + τ √ D ) =: β_1(τ)

β_2 = 2 1 − τ^2 ( 1 + τ(N + 1) + √ D ) =: β_2(τ);

(4.23) and similarly:

β_1 > 0, β_2 > 0 β^2_1 + β^2 − 2τβ_1β_2 − 4(N + 1)β_1 − 4β_2 = 0 β_2 − τβ_1 = 2 ⇐⇒ β_1 = 2 1 − τ^2 ( N + 1 + τ + √ D ) =: β_1(τ)

β_2 = 2 1 − τ^2 ( 1 + τ(N + 1) + τ √ D ) =: β_2(τ).

(4.24) Furthermore, we can explicitly solve the quadratic equation in (3.32) in terms of β_1 or β_2. In this way, we are lead to consider the functions:

φ^±_1 (β_1) = 2 + τβ_1 ± √ (2 + τβ_1)^2 − β_1 (β_1 − 4(N + 1)), with 0 < β_1 ≤ β_1(τ) (4.25) and φ^±_2 (β_2) = 2(N +1)+τβ_2 ± √ (2(N + 1) + τβ_2)^2 − β_2 (β_2 − 4), with 0 < β_2 ≤ β_2(τ). (4.26)

To simplify notations, from now on we shall drop the dependence of β_i(τ) and β_i(τ) i = 1, 2, on the parameter τ.

By direct inspection, one can easily check the following:

Lemma 4.4. We have:

(i) φ^+_1 : [ β_1, β_1 ] → [ β_2, β_2 ] is strictly monotone decreasing with inverse

(φ^+_1 )^{−1} = φ^+_2 : [β_2, β_2] → [β_1, β_1];

(ii) φ^−_1 : [ 4(N + 1), β_1 ] → [ 0, β_2 ] is strictly monotone increasing;

(iii) φ^−_2 : [ 4, β_2 ] → [ 0, β_1 ] is strictly monotone increasing.

For later use, we emphasise that,

φ^±_1 (β_1) = β_2, (4.27)

φ^±_2 (β_2) = β_1, (4.28)

and moreover, for (β_1, β_2) ∈ E there holds:

0 < β_1 ≤ β_1 and 0 < β_2 ≤ β_2. (4.29)

Next, by recalling (4.9), we observe that (β_{1,τ} − 2(N + 1)) and (β_{2,τ} − 2) cannot be simultaneously negative. Thus we obtain the following description of E:

Lemma 4.5. The pair (β_1, β_2) ∈ E if and only if it satisfies one of the following set of conditions:

(i) β_{1,τ} > 2(N + 1) and β_{2,τ} > 2, β_1 ∈ ( β_1, β_1 ) and β_2 = φ^+_1 (β_1)

(or equivalently, β_2 ∈ ( β_2, β_2 ) and β_1 = φ^+_2 (β_2));

(4.30)

(ii) β_{1,τ} ≤ 2(N + 1) and β_{2,τ} > 2, β_2 ∈ (4, β_2] and β_1 = φ^−_2 (β_2) ∈ (0, β_1]; (4.31)

(iii) β_{1,τ} > 2(N +1) and β_{2,τ} ≤ 2, β_1 ∈ (4(N +1), β_1] and β_2 = φ^−_1 (β_1) ∈ (0, β_2]. (4.32)

Proof. From (4.9) we see that (4.30)-(4.32) cover all the possibilities, and the relative expression for (β_1, β_2) can be easily verified by virtue of the definition of φ^±_1 and φ^±_2 .

Observe that, (4.30) accounts for the conditions (4.5) and (4.7). In order to account also for (4.6), we search for the intersections of the set E in (4.21) with the lines β_1 = 4(N + 1) and β_2 = 4 respectively, and find:

β^2_1 + β^2 − 2τβ_1β_2 − 4(N + 1)β_1 − 4β_2 = 0 β_1 = 4(N + 1) and β_2 > 0

⇐⇒ β_2 = 4 + 8τ(N + 1) =: β^∗_2 (τ) (4.33) and

β^2_1 + β^2 − 2τβ_1β_2 − 4(N + 1)β_1 − 4β_2 = 0 β_2 = 4 and β_2 > 0

⇐⇒ β_1 = 4(N + 1) + 8τ =: β^∗_1 (τ). (4.34)

Also, we define:

β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) := 2τβ^∗_2 (τ) = 8τ (1 + 2τ(N + 1)) , β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) := 2τβ^∗_1 (τ) = 8τ (N + 1 + 2τ) , (4.35)

and observe that, not only (4(N + 1), β^∗_2 (τ)) and (β^∗_1 (τ), 4) ∈ E, but also:

(β^{∗∗}_1 (τ), β^∗_2 (τ)) and (β^∗_1 (τ), β^{∗∗}_2 (τ)) ∈ E. (4.36) We expect such values to play a role in identifying the pairs (β_1, β_2) for which (4.1)-(4.3) admits a solution.

Proposition 4.6. We have: (i) β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) = 4(N + 1) ⇐⇒ β_1(τ) = 4(N + 1) and β^∗_2 (τ) = β_2(τ) ⇐⇒ τ = N + 1 1 + √ 1 + 4(N + 1)^2

=: τ^{(1)}_0 .

(4.37)

In particular, β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) − τβ^∗_2 (τ) = 2(N + 1) ⇐⇒ τ = τ^{(1)}_0 . (4.38) (ii) β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) =4 ⇐⇒ β_2(τ) = 4, and β^∗_1 (τ) = β_1(τ) ⇐⇒ τ = 1 N + 1 + √ (N + 1)^2 + 4

=: τ^{(2)}_0 .

(4.39)

In particular, β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) − τβ^∗_1 (τ) = 2 ⇐⇒ τ = τ^{(2)}_0 . (4.40)

Moreover:

0 < τ^{(2)}_0 < τ^{(1)}_0 < 1 2 . (4.41)

Proof. By straightforward calculations we see that, β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) = 4(N + 1) if and only if τ = τ^{(1)}_0 . Furthermore recalling that: β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) = 2τβ^∗_2 (τ), we also find that 4(N +1)−τβ^∗_2 (τ) = 2(N +1) if and only if τ = τ^{(1)}_0 , and therefore: β_1(τ) = 4(N + 1) and β^∗_2 (τ) = β_2(τ) if and only if τ = τ^{(1)}_0 .

So (i) is established, and (ii) follows exactly in the same way. Finally to check (4.41), we observe that the function f(t) = 1 t + √ t^2 + 4

, is strictly decreasing for t > 0. Hence, for N > 0, we have:

τ^{(2)}_0 = f(N + 1) < f ( 1 N + 1 ) = τ^{(1)}_0 .

As an immediate consequence of Proposition 4.6 we obtain:

Corollary 4.7. For every τ ∈ (0, 1) we have:

(i) 0 < β^∗_1 (τ) ≤ β_1(τ) and equality holds if and only if τ = τ^{(2)}_0 .

(ii) 0 < β^∗_2 (τ) ≤ β_2(τ) and equality holds if and only if τ = τ^{(1)}_0 .

Proof. In view of (4.29) and (4.27), we see that properties (i) and (ii) follow easily from Proposition 4.6 .

Corollary 4.8. There holds: (i) β_1(τ) < 4(N + 1) ⇐⇒ 4(N + 1) − τβ^∗_2 (τ) > 2(N + 1) > β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) − τβ^∗_2 (τ) ⇐⇒ β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) < 4(N + 1) ⇐⇒ τ ∈ ( 0, τ^{(1)}_0 ) . (4.42)

Moreover, for every τ ∈ ( 0, τ^{(1)}_0 ) we have:

β_1(τ) < 4(N + 1) = φ^+_2 (β^∗_2 (τ)) (or equivalently β^∗_2 (τ) = φ^+_1 (4(N + 1)) < β_2(τ)) and β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) = φ^−_2 (β^∗_2 (τ)) < β_1(τ). (4.43) (ii) β_2(τ) < 4 ⇐⇒ 4 − τβ^∗_1 (τ) > 2 > β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) − τβ^∗_1 (τ) ⇐⇒ β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) < 4 ⇐⇒ τ ∈ ( 0, τ^{(2)}_0 ) . (4.44)

Moreover, for every τ ∈ ( 0, τ^{(2)}_0 ) we have:

β_2(τ) < 4 = φ^+_1 (β^∗_1 (τ)) (or equivalently β^∗_1 (τ) = φ^+_2 (4) < β_1(τ)) and β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) = φ^−_1 (β^∗_1 (τ)) < β_2(τ).

(4.45)

Proof. We prove (i) since (ii) follows in a similar way. The properties in (4.42) follow by Proposition 4.6 and the monotonicity of the functions involved. To show (4.43), we observe first that, for β_1 = 4(N + 1) and β_2 = β^∗_2 (τ) we know that, β_1 − τβ_2 > 2(N + 1) and we can also check that, β_2 − τβ_1 > 2, ∀τ ∈ ( 0, τ^{(1)}_0 ) . So, we can use Lemma 4.5 together with the monotonicity of the function φ^+_1 and φ^+_2 given in Lemma 4.4, to conclude that, β_1(τ) = φ^+_2 (β_2(τ)) < φ^+_2 (β^∗_2 ) = 4(N + 1), as claimed. The dual statement in (4.43) follows similarly. Furthermore, since for β_1 = β^{∗∗}_1 and β_2 = β^∗_2 we know that, β_1 − τβ_2 < 2(N + 1), ∀τ ∈ ( 0, τ^{(1)}_0 ) , and at the same time we can check that, β_2 − τβ_1 > 2, so we can use again Lemma 4.5 to derive: β^{∗∗}_1 = φ^−_2 (β^∗_2 ) < β_1, as claimed.

Remark 4.9. From the above discussion, we see that for τ ∈ (0, τ^{(2)}_0 ] the (necessary) conditions (4.5), (4.6) imply the integrability condition (4.7), as it happens for the cooperative case τ ≤ 0. Thus, we expect that, when τ ∈ (0, τ^{(2)}_0 ], then the same uniqueness and non-degeneracy properties (as established in Theorem 2.3 for τ < 0) should remain valid for radial solutions of (P_τ ).

Next, we wish to describe the relations between β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) and β^∗_2 (τ) when τ ∈ ( τ^{(1)}_0 , 1 ) , and β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) and β^∗_1 (τ) when τ ∈ ( τ^{(2)}_0 , 1 ) . Since for τ ∈ ( τ^{(1)}_0 , 1 ) we can always guarantee that,

β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) − τβ^∗_2 (τ) > 2(N + 1), (4.46)

thus, we need to investigate when we can also realise the second integrability condition:

β^∗_2 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_1 (τ) > 2. (4.47)

Similar considerations can be applied about the relations between β^∗_1 (τ) and β^{∗∗}_2 (τ).

Proposition 4.10. (i) There exists a unique value τ^{(1)}_1 ∈ (^1_2 ,^{1√}_2 ) such that, β^∗_2 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_1 (τ) = 2, that is: β^∗_2 (τ) = β_2(τ) and β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) = β_1(τ) ⇐⇒ τ = τ^{(1)}_1 . More precisely, β^∗_2 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_1 (τ) > 2 ⇐⇒ τ ∈ (0, τ^{(1)}_1 ) and 0 < β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) < β_1(τ) ∀τ ∈ (0, 1) \ { τ^{(1)}_1 } .

(ii) There exists a unique value τ^{(2)}_1 ∈ (^1_2 ,^{1√}_2 ) such that β^∗_1 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_2 (τ) = 2(N + 1), that is: β^∗_1 (τ) = β_1(τ) and β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) = β_2(τ) ⇐⇒ τ = τ^{(2)}_1 .

More precisely, β^∗_1 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_2 (τ) > 2(N + 1) ⇐⇒ τ ∈ (0, τ^{(2)}_1 ) and 0 < β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) < β_2(τ) ∀τ ∈ (0, 1) \ { τ^{(2)}_1 } . Moreover, 1 2 < τ^{(2)}_1 < τ^{(1)}_1 < 1 √ 2 . Proof. We establish (i) with the help of the function,

ψ_1(τ) = 1 2 (β^∗_2 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_1 (τ)) − 1 = 2(1 − 2τ^2)(1 + 2τ(N + 1)) − 1.

We readily check that, for τ = √ 1 + 6(N + 1)^2 − 1 6(N + 1)

∈ (0,^1_2 ), the function ψ_1 is increasing

in (0, τ ] and decreasing in (τ , +∞). Since ψ_1(^1_2 ) = N + 1 > 0 while ψ(^{1√}_2 ) = −1, we find a unique τ^{(1)}_1 ∈

(_1

2 ,^{1√}_2 ) : ψ_1(τ^{(1)}_1 ) = 0, and moreover ψ_1(τ) > 0, ∀τ ∈ (0, τ^{(1)}_1 ).

Finally from (4.29) we know that, 0 < β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) ≤ β_1(τ) and (i) is established. We observe that (ii) follows in a similar way by considering the function

ψ_2(τ) = 1 2 (β^∗_1 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_2 (τ)) − 2(N + 1) = 2(1 − 2τ^2)(N + 1 + 2τ) − (N + 1),

we omit the details.

Thus it remains to show that: τ^{(2)}_1 < τ^{(1)}_1 . To this purpose, we easily check that, ∀τ ∈ ( 1 2 , 1 √ 2 ) there holds: ψ_2(τ) < ψ_1(τ).

So the desired conclusion follows by recalling that τ^{(1)}_1 is the unique positive zero for ψ_1(τ), while τ^{(2)}_1 is the unique positive zero for the function: ψ_2(τ), and τ^{(i)}_1 ∈ ( 1 2 , 1 √ 2 ) , i = 1, 2.

Corollary 4.11. (i) If τ ∈ ( τ^{(1)}_0 , τ^{(1)}_1 ) , then

β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) = φ^+_2 (β^∗_2 (τ)) or equivalently β^∗_2 = φ^+_1 (β^{∗∗}_1 (τ)) . (4.48)

In particular,

4(N + 1) < β_1(τ) < β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) < β_1(τ) and β_2(τ) < β^∗_2 (τ) < β_2(τ). (4.49)

(ii) If τ ∈ ( τ^{(2)}_0 , τ^{(2)}_1 ) then

β^{∗∗}_2 = φ^+_1 (β^∗_1 ) or equivalently β^∗_1 = φ^+_2 (β^{∗∗}_2 ). (4.50) In particular, 4 < β_2(τ) < β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) < β_2(τ) and β_1(τ) < β^∗_1 (τ) < β_1(τ). (4.51)

Proof. If τ ∈ ( τ^{(1)}_0 , τ^{(1)}_1 ) then we see that (4.46), (4.47) hold simultaneously, and so we deduce (4.48) as a consequence of (4.30). Furthermore, as τ > τ^{(1)}_0 then β^∗_2 (τ) < β_2(τ), and so: β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) = φ^+_2 (β^∗_2 (τ)) > φ^+_2 (β_2(τ)) = β_1(τ). Similarly, as τ < τ^{(1)}_1 then β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) < β_1(τ) and so β^∗_2 (τ) = φ^+_1 (β^{∗∗}_1 (τ)) > φ^+_1 (β_1(τ)) = β_2(τ), and also (4.49) is established. Part (ii) follows exactly in the same way, with the obvious modifications, we omit the details.

Before we discuss our existence results for problem (P )_τ we make the following simple observation: β^{∗∗}_i (τ) < β^∗_i (τ) ⇐⇒ τ ∈ (0, 1 2 ) i = 1, 2 (4.52) and in particular, β^{∗∗}_j (τ) = β^∗_j (τ) = 4(N + 2) ⇐⇒ τ = 1 2 . (4.53) In other words, when τ =^1_2 and problem (P )_{τ =} 1_2 reduces to the 2 X 2 -Toda-system, then for i = 1, 2, the values β^{∗∗}_i and β^∗_i , coincide with the only value allowed by solvablility, see (2.51).

Indeed, we show below that actually, the values β^{∗∗}_i and β^∗_i i = 1, 2, capture in a crucial way the (radial) solvability for (P )_τ for any τ ∈ (0, 1).

To this purpose, and in account of Proposition 4.6, Proposition 4.10 and (4.52), for τ ∈ (0, 1), we define:

β^−_1 (τ) =

4(N + 1), 0 < τ ≤ τ^{(1)}_0 β^{∗∗}_1 (τ), τ^{(1)}_0 < τ ≤^1_2 β^∗_1 (τ),^1_2 < τ < τ^{(2)}_1 β_1(τ), τ^{(2)}_1 ≤ τ < 1 β^+_1 (τ) = β^∗_1 (τ), 0 < τ ≤^1_2 β^{∗∗}_1 (τ),^1_2 < τ < τ^{(1)}_1 β_1(τ), τ^{(1)}_1 ≤ τ < 1

(4.54)

and similarly,

β^−_2 (τ) =

4, 0 < τ ≤ τ^{(2)}_0 β^{∗∗}_2 (τ), τ^{(2)}_0 < τ ≤^1_2 β^∗_2 (τ),^1_2 < τ < τ^{(1)}_1 β_2(τ), τ^{(1)}_1 ≤ τ < 1 β^+_2 (τ) = β^∗_2 (τ), 0 < τ ≤^1_2 β^{∗∗}_2 (τ),^1_2 < τ < τ^{(2)}_1 β_2(τ), τ^{(2)}_1 ≤ τ < 1

(4.55)

We see that, β^±_i (τ), i = 1, 2 is a continuous functions of τ, and for τ ≠^1_2 we have:

max{β_1(τ), 4(N + 1)} ≤ β^−_1 (τ) < β^+_1 (τ) ≤ β_1(τ) (4.56) max{β_2(τ), 4} ≤ β^−_2 (τ) < β^+_2 (τ) ≤ β_2(τ), (4.57)

while, if τ = 1 2 then β^−_i ( 1 2 ) = β^+_i ( 1 2 ) = 4(N + 2), i = 1, 2. (4.58)

We prove the following:

Theorem 4.12. If τ ∈ (0, 1) and τ ≠^1_2 , problem (P )_τ admits a radial solution if and only if the pair (β_1, β_2) satisfies the following:

β_1 ∈ (β^−_1 (τ), β^+_1 (τ)) and β_2 = φ^+_1 (β_1) (4.59)

or equivalently,

β_2 ∈ (β^−_2 (τ), β^+_2 (τ)) and β_1 = φ^+_2 (β_2) , (4.60)

with β^±_i defined in (4.54) and (4.55), i = 1, 2.

The proof of Theorem 4.12 will require several preliminary steps, but first let us point out some of its interesting consequences. Indeed, in view of the definition of β^±_j (τ), j = 1, 2 in (4.54) and (4.55), we deduce the following:

Corollary 4.13. If τ ∈ (0, τ^{(2)}_0 ] then the conditions (4.5), (4.6) imply the integrability condition (4.7), and they are necessary and sufficient for the radial solvability of (P )_τ .

Proof. Simply observe that in this case: β^−_1 (τ) = 4(N +1) and β^−_2 (τ) = 4, so the pairs (β_1, β_2) satisfying: β_1 ∈ (β^−_1 (τ), β^+_1 (τ)), β_2 = φ^+_1 (β_1) (or equivalently β_2 ∈ (β^−_2 (τ), β^+_2 (τ)), β_1 = φ^+_2 (β_2) simply describe the portion of the ellipse E in(4.21) contained in the quadrant: β_1 > 4(N + 1) and β_2 > 4.

As already pointed out in Remark 4.9, when τ ∈ (0, τ^{(2)}_0 ) we expect that problem (P )_τ should keep also the same uniqueness and non-degeneracy properties established in [59] for cooperative systems, and which apply here for τ < 0.

Corollary 4.14. If τ ∈ [τ^{(1)}_1 , 1) then the conditions (4.5), (4.7) imply the condition (4.6) and they are necessary and sufficient for the solvability of (P )_τ .

Proof. In this case, Theorem 4.12 ensures the existence of a (radial) solution for (P )_τ for any pairs (β_1, β_2) such that β_1 ∈ (β_1(τ), β_1(τ)) and β_2 = φ^+_1 (β_1) (or equivalently β_2 ∈ (β_2(τ), β_2(τ)) and β_1 = φ^+_2 (β_2)), which fulfil exactly the portion of E in(4.21) subject to the constraint (4.7). Furthermore, by Corollary 4.8 we see that the condition (4.6) is automatically satisfied in this case.

Remark 4.15. Since for τ ∈ [τ^{(1)}_1 , 1) the condition (4.6) is ensured automatically by (4.5) and (4.7) which also guarantee the existence of a radial solution (see below), thus we suspect that, whenever solvable, problem (P_τ ) should admits only radial solutions. To establish the existence of radial solutions as claimed in Theorem 4.12, we analyse the Cauchy problem: (4.17)-(4.20). To be more precise, for α ∈ R we let (v_1(r, α), v_2(r, α)) be the unique (global) solution of the Cauchy problem:

−(rv^′_1)^′ = r^{2N+1}e^{v1} − τre^{v2} , r > 0 −(rv^′_2)^′ = re^{v2} − τr^{2N+1}e^{v1} , r > 0 v_1(0) = α v^′_1(0) = 0 v_2(0) = 0 v^′_2(0) = 0

(4.61)

and set,

β_1(α) = ∫_∞ 0 r^{2N+1}e^{v1} dr, β_2(α) = ∫_∞ 0 re^{v2} dr. (4.62) Clearly, the pair (β_1(α), β_2(α)) satisfy (4.5), (4.6) and (4.7), and in particular, β_i(α) is uniformly bounded with respect to α ∈ R, for i = 1, 2.

On the basis of Proposition 4.6, Proposition 4.10 and their consequences, we define:

β_{1,−∞}(τ) = β^∗_1 (τ) for τ ∈ (0, τ^{(2)}_1 ) β_1(τ) for τ ∈ [τ^{(2)}_1 , 1)

(4.63)

and,

β_{2,−∞}(τ) = φ^+_1 (β_{1,−∞}(τ)) =

4 for τ ∈ (0, τ^{(2)}_0 ] β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) for τ ∈ (τ^{(2)}_0 , τ^{(2)}_1 ) β_2(τ) for τ ∈ [τ^{(2)}_1 , 1)

(4.64)

similarly, we let:

β_{2,+∞}(τ) = β^∗_2 (τ) for τ ∈ (0, τ^{(1)}_1 ) β_2(τ) for τ ∈ [τ^{(1)}_1 , 1)

(4.65) and,

β_{1,+∞}(τ) = φ^+_2 (β_{2,+∞}(τ)) =

4(N + 1) for τ ∈ (0, τ^{(1)}_0 ] β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) for τ ∈ (τ^{(1)}_0 , τ^{(1)}_1 ) β_1(τ) for τ ∈ [τ^{(1)}_1 , 1)

(4.66)

It is important to observe that,

β^−_i (τ) = min{β_{i,−∞}(τ), β_{i,+∞}(τ)} and β^+_i (τ) = max{β_{i,−∞}(τ), β_{i,+∞}(τ)}, i = 1, 2. (4.67) The ”existence” part of Theorem 4.12 will be covered by the following: Theorem 4.16. For all τ ∈ (0, 1) there holds:

(i) lim_{α→+∞} β_{1,α} = β_{1,+∞}(τ) and lim_{α→+∞} β_{2,α} = β_{2,+∞} (4.68) (ii) lim_{α→−∞} β_{1,α} = β_{1,−∞}(τ) and lim_{α→−∞} β_{2,α} = β_{2,−∞} (4.69) By virtue of (4.53) and (2.51), we know already that Theorem 4.16 holds for the Toda system τ = 1/2; so we only need to establish (4.68) and (4.69) when,

τ ∈ (0, 1) and τ ≠ 1 2 . We start to analyse (4.68), and then handle (4.69) similarly. Actually, we are going to establish (4.68) along any sequence: α_n → +∞, where we let (up to a subsequence):

β_{1,n} := β_1(α_n) → β_1 and β_{2,n} := β_2(α_n) → β_2, (4.70) with,

max{4(N + 1), β_1(τ)} ≤ β_1 ≤ β_1 and β_2 = φ^+_1 (β_1), (4.71) or equivalently,

max{4, β_2(τ)} ≤ β_2 ≤ β_2 and β_1 = φ^+_2 (β_2). (4.72) Also, to simplify notations, we let:

v_{1,n}(r) := v_1(r, α_n) and v_{2,n} := v_2(r, α_n), and recall that,

v_{1,n}(0) = α_n → +∞, and v_{2,n}(0) = 0.

Therefore, we see that v_{1,n} admits a blow-up point at the origin, in the sense of Brezis-Merle [6]; see also [4, 68] for more details.

Actually, as a first important information, we prove that also v_{2,n} must admit a blow-up point at the origin.

To this purpose, we recall a well known result established in [4] concerning blow-up sequences for ”‘singular”’ Liouville equations, which we formulate in a form convenient for our purposes. Therefore, for p > 1, we consider v_n ∈ W^{2,p}(B_R) and σ_n ∈ L^p(B_R), satisfying:

−Δv_n = |x|^{2N} e^{vn} + σ_n in B_R sup_{BR} v_n → +∞ ( ∫ B_R |x| 2N e^{vn} dx) + ‖σ_n‖_Lp_{(BR)} ≤ C sup_{∂BR} v_n − inf_{∂BR} v_n ≤ C

(4.73)

with N > 0 and a suitable constant C > 0. Assume in addition that v_n admits the origin as its only blow-up point in B_R, in the sense that:

∀ ε > 0 ∃ C_ε > 0 : sup_{ε≤|x|≤R} v_n ≤ C_ε. (4.74)

We have:

Theorem 4.17 ([4]). Let N > 0 and p > 1. If v_n satisfies (4.73) and (4.74) then, along a subsequence, the following holds:

|x|^{2N} e^{vn} ⇀ 8π(N + 1)δ_0 as n → +∞,

weakly in the sense of measure in B_R.

Going back to our sequence (v_{1,n}, v_{2,n}), we can use Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2, in order to claim the following uniform estimates:

∀ r > 0 : v_{1,n}(r) + 2(N + 1) log r ≤ C_0 v_{2,n}(r) + 2 log r ≤ C_0, (4.75)

∀ 0 < r_0 < R_0 : sup_{[r}

0,R_0]

v_{j,n}(r) ≤ γ inf_{[r0,R0]} v_{j,n}(r) + C(1 + log r_0), j = 1, 2, (4.76)

with suitable constants: C_0 = C_0(τ, N) > 0, γ = γ(^{r0}_{R0} ) ∈ (0, 1) and C = C(τ, N,^{r0}_{R0} ) > 0.

From (4.75), we see that v_{i,n} attains its maximum value at some R_{i,n} ∈ [0, ∞), and therefore, v_{i,n}(R_{i,n}) = max_{0≤r<∞} v_{i,n}(r), i = 1, 2, (4.77) and, by taking also into account (4.75), we have:

v_{1,n}(R_{1,n}) → +∞ and R_{1,n} → 0, as n → +∞. (4.78) We show that the same property holds for v_{2,n}.

Lemma 4.18. The sequence v_{2,n} admits a blow up point at the origin, and more precisely: v_{2,n}(R_{2,n}) → +∞ and R_{2,n} → 0, as n → +∞.

Proof. We argue by contradiction and suppose that, for suitable r_0 > 0 and C_0 > 0 we have:

v_{2,n}(r) ≤ C_0, ∀ 0 < r < r_0. (4.79) Furthermore, we can take r_0 > 0 smaller if necessarily, in order to ensure that, ∫_{r0} 0 re^{v2,n(r)} dr ≤ 2. To proceed further, we recall the following consequence of the Alexandrov-Bol’s inequality (see [3]), as pointed out by Suzuki in Proposition 4 of [65]:

Theorem 4.19. Let Ω ⊂ R^2 be a bounded domain with smooth boundary ∂Ω. If p ∈ C^2(Ω) ∩ C^0(Ω) satisfies − Δlogp ≤ p in Ω, (4.80) and Σ := ∫ Ω p(x)dx < 8π, then we have:

max_Ω p ≤ ( 1 − Σ 8π )_{−2} max_{∂Ω} p. (4.81)

Clearly, Theorem 4.19 applies for the radial function p = e^{v2,n} in Ω = B_{r0} , and for every 0 < r < r_0, it implies that:

1 = e^{v2,n (0)} ≤ max_{Br} e^{v2,n} ≤ ( 1 − ∫_r 0 te^{v2,n} 4 )_{−2} e^{v2,n (r)} ≤ 4e^{v2,n (r)}. (4.82) In other words, by combining (4.79) and (4.82) with (4.75) and (4.76), we conclude that,

∀ R > 0 ∃ C_R > 0 : ‖v_{2,n}‖_L∞_{(BR)} ≤ C_R. (4.83)

As a consequence of (4.83), we are in position to apply Theorem 4.17 to the sequence v_{1,n}, and along a subsequence, we conclude that: r^{2N} e^{v1,n} → 8π(N + 1)δ_0, weakly in the sense of measure on compact subsets of R^2 .

Furthermore, since e^{v1,n} is uniformly bounded away from the origin (see (4.75)), by well known elliptic estimates, we also deduce that, ∀ ε > 0 ∃ C_ε > 0 : ‖v_{2,n}‖_C2,α_{(B1/ε\Bε} ) ≤ C_ε. Thus along a subsequence, v_{2,n} → v_2 uniformly in C^2_{loc}(R^2 \ {0}), with v_2 satisfying, in the sense of distributions, the following problem:

−Δv_2 = e^{v2} − 8π(N + 1)τδ_0, in R^2 ‖v_2‖_L∞_{(B1)} ≤ C, (4.84)

and this is clearly impossible. Therefore, by taking into account also (4.75), we may conclude that: v_{2,n}(R_{2,n}) → +∞ and R_{2,n} → 0, as n → +∞, as claimed.

Remark 4.20. A crucial ingredient in the proof of Lemma 4.18, is given by the information that v_{2,n}(0) = 0. In fact, we can check easily that the same conclusion would hold under the more general assumption: v_{2,n}(s_n) = C with s_n → 0, as n → +∞. Clearly, the role between v_{1,n} and v_{2,n} can be interchanged. Next, for R_{i,n} ≥ 0 defined in (4.77), we let: ε_{1,n} = e^− v1,n(R1,n) 2(N+1) , ε2,n = e− v2,n(R2,n) 2 (4.85) so that, from (4.78) and lemma 4.18 we know that,

R_{i,n} → 0 and ε_{i,n} → 0, as n → ∞; i = 1, 2. (4.86) We define:

v^∗_{1,n}(r) = v_{1,n}(ε_{2,n}r) + 2(N + 1) log ε_{2,n}, and v^∗_{2,n}(r) = v_{2,n}(ε_{2,n}r) + 2 log ε_{2,n}.

We know that, (v^∗_{1,n}, v^∗_{2,n}) satisfies (4.61) and,

∫_{+∞} 0 r^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n(r)} dr = ∫_{+∞} 0 r^{2N+1}e^{v1,n (r)}dr = β_{1,n} → β_1 as n → ∞, ∫_{+∞} 0 re^{v∗2,n(r)} dr = ∫_{+∞} 0 re^{v2,n(r)} dr = β_{2,n} → β_2 as n → ∞. (4.87)

Furthermore, we notice that:

max_{r≥0}[v^∗_{1,n}(r)] = v^∗_{1,n} (_{R1,n} ε_{2,n} ) = 2(N + 1) log (_{ε2,n} ε_{1,n} ) , (4.88)

max_{r≥0}[v^∗_{2,n}(r)] = v^∗_{2,n} (_{R2,n} ε_{2,n} ) = 0. (4.89)

We have:

Lemma 4.21. Along a subsequence, the following holds as n → ∞ : R_{1,n} R_{2,n} → 0 , ε_{1,n} ε_{2,n} → 0 , R_{1,n} ε_{1,n} → 0 and R_{2,n} ε_{2,n} → l (4.90)

with suitable l > 0. In particular v^∗_{1,n} admits a blow up point at the origin while v^∗_{2,n} is uniformly bounded in C^{2,α}_{loc} (R^2 \ {0}).

Proof. From Lemma 4.18 we derive in particular that R_{2,n} > 0, and therefore we can use the second equation in (4.61) to find,

0 ≤ v_{2,n}(R_{2,n}) − v_{2,n}(0) = − ∫_{R2,n} 0 1 r ∫_r 0 (te^{v2,n (t)} − τt^{2N+1}e^{v1,n (t)}) dt ≤ τ ∫_{R2,n} 0 1 r ∫_r 0 t^{2N+1}e^{v1,n(t)} ≤ τR^{2(N+1)} 2,n (2(N + 1))^2 e^{v1,n(R1,n)} (4.91)

Thus, if we recall that: v_{2,n}(0) = 0, R^{2(N+1)}_{1,n} e^{v1,n(R1,n )} ≤ C (see (4.75)) and v_{2,n}(R_{2,n}) → +∞ as n → +∞, from (4.91) we conclude that,

R^{2(N+1)} 1,n R^{2(N+1)} 2,n → 0, as n → +∞; (4.92) ( R_{2,n} ε_{1,n} )_{2(N+1)} = R^{2(N+1)} 2,n e^{v1,n(R1,n )} → +∞, as n → +∞. (4.93) Furthermore, by (4.93) and the fact that R^2_{,n}e^{v2,n (R1,n)} ≤ C (see (4.75)), we also deduce that, ( ε_{2,n} ε_{1,n} )_2 = ( ε_{2,n} R_{2,n} )_2 ( R_{2,n} ε_{1,n} )_2 = ( R_{2,n} ε_{1,n} )_2 1 (R_{2,n})^2e^{v2,n (R2,n)} ≥ 1 C ( R_{2,n} ε_{1,n} )_2 → +∞, as n → +∞.

In other words, as n → +∞ there holds: ε_{2,n} ε_{1,n} → +∞, and so, v^∗_{1,n} ( R_{1,n} ε_{2,n} ) = 2(N + 1) log ( ε_{2,n} ε_{1,n} ) → +∞, R_{1,n} ε_{2,n} ≤ R_{1,n} R_{2,n} R_{2,n}e^{v2,n (R2,n)/2} ≤ C R_{1,n} R_{2,n} → 0. Thus, we have shown that, v^∗_{1,n} admits a blow up point at the origin, and by the estimates (4.75) (4.76), which continue to hold for the pair (v^∗_{1,n}, v^∗_{2,n}), we see that actually the origin is the only blow-up point for v^∗_{1,n}.

On the other hand, from (4.89) we see that v^∗_{2,n} is uniformly bounded from above, and v^∗_{2,n}(^{R2,n}_{ε2,n} ) = 0. At this point, by recalling that:^{R2,n}_{ε2,n} < C (see (4.75)), we can use Remark 4.20 in order to conclude that^{R2,n}_{ε2,n} must be also bounded from below away from zero. So, along a subsequence, there holds: R_{2,n} ε_{2,n} → l > 0, as n → +∞. (4.94)

Consequently, we can use (4.94) together with the Harnack-type inequality (4.76), in order to conclude that, for all ε > 0 sufficiently small, |v^∗_{2,n}| is uniformly bounded in [ε,^1_ε ]. Since also v^∗_{1,n} is uniformly bounded from above in [ε,^1_ε ], we can use standard elliptic estimates to obtain that v^∗_{2,n} is actually uniformly bounded in C^{2,α}_{loc} (0, +∞) as claimed. Finally, it remains to show that (along a subsequence)^{R1,n}_{ε1,n} tends to zero. To this purpose, we recall first that, by (4.75), we have:^{R1,n}_{ε1,n} < C. Therefore, if we define: ξ_{1,n}(r) = v^∗_{1,n} ( ε_{1,n} ε_{2,n} r ) + 2(N + 1) log ( ε_{1,n} ε_{2,n} r ) = v_{1,n}(ε_{1,n}r) + 2(N + 1) log ε_{1,n}, ξ_{2,n}(r) = v^∗_{2,n} ( ε_{1,n} ε_{2,n} r ) + 2 log ( ε_{1,n} ε_{2,n} r ) = v_{2,n}(ε_{1,n}r) + 2 log ε_{1,n},

we see that (ξ_{1,n}(r), ξ_{2,n}(r)) satisfies (4.61) together with the estimates (4.75) (4.76). Furthermore,

e^{ξ2,n(r)} = ( ε_{1,n} ε_{2,n} )_2 e^v ∗ 2,n (_{ε1,n} ε2,n r ) → 0 uniformly in [0, +∞),

while, ξ_{1,n} satisfies:

−Δξ_{1,n} = r^{2N} e^{ξ1,n} − τe^{ξ2,n} , r > 0 max_{r≥0} ξ_{1,n} = ξ_{1,n} (_{R1,n} ε_{1,n} ) = 0 ∫_{+∞} 0 r^{2N+1}e^{ξ1,n(r)} dr ≤ C, with a suitable constant C > 0. Therefore, ξ_{1,n} is locally uniformly bounded (see (4.76)), and by standard elliptic estimates and a diagonalization process, we obtain (along a subsequence):

ξ_{1,n} → ξ in C^2_{loc}, and R_{1,n} ε_{1,n} → R_0, n → +∞, (4.95) with ξ = ξ(r) the unique radial solution of the following ”singular” Liouville equation: −Δξ = r^{2N} e^ξ max_{r≥0} ξ_1 = ξ_1(R_0) = 0 ∫_{+∞} 0 r^{2N+1}e^{ξ(r)} dr ≤ C. From the classification result in [57], we know that,

ξ(r) = log 1 1 +^{r2(N+1)}

8(N+1)^2

2 and ∫_{+∞} 0 r^{2N+1}e^{ξ(r)} dr = 4(N + 1) (4.96)

and we can use (4.95) and (4.96), in order to we derive in particular that R_0 = 0, that is: R_{1,n} ε_{1,n} → 0, as claimed.

The proof of Theorem 4.16 Since v^∗_{2,n}(r) ≤ C, we can use Lemma 4.21, together with Theorem 4.17 in order to conclude that, along a subsequence, the following holds :

r^{2N} e^{v∗1,n} → 8π(N + 1)δ_0 weakly in the sense of measures on compact sets of R^2 , (4.97) and v^∗_{2,n} → v^∗_2 in C^2_{loc}(R^2 \ {0}), (4.98) as n → ∞, and v^∗_2 defines a (radial) solution (in the sense of distributions) of the following problem:

−Δv^∗_2 = e^{v∗2} − 8π(N + 1)τδ_0, in R^2 ∫ R^2 e v^∗_2 dx < ∞. (4.99)

By the fact that max_{r≥0} v^∗_2(r) = 0, we can write down the explicit expression for v^∗_2 = v^∗_2 (r) in terms of the limit value l in (4.90), In particular we know that, ∫_{+∞} 0 e^{v∗2 (r)} rdr = β^∗_2 (τ) = 4 + 8τ(N + 1) := β^∗_2 (τ), see [57] or Theorem 2.2.1 in [68]).

Consequently, from Fatou’s lemma we deduce that, lim_{n→∞} ∫_{+∞} 0 e^{v∗2,n(r)} rdr = β_2 ≥ β^∗_2 (τ). (4.100) While, by means of Lebesgue dominated convergence, we have: ∀ ε > 0 ∃ R_ε > 0 and n_ε ∈ N : ∫_R 0 re^{v∗2,n(r)} dr ≥ β^∗_2 (τ) − ε, ∀R ≥ R_ε and ∀n ≥ n_ε. (4.101)

Claim 1: if τ ∈ (0, τ^{(1)}_0 ] then the pair (β_1, β_2) satisfies: β_1 = 4(N + 1) and β_2 = β^∗_2 (τ). (4.102) Indeed for τ ∈ (0, τ^{(1)}_0 ], we can use (4.43) to obtain that,

φ^+_2 (β^∗_2 ) = 4(N + 1) ≤ β_1 = φ^+_2 (β_2) ≤ φ^+_2 (β^∗_2 ), (4.103) where, the last inequality follows by (4.100) and the monotonicity of φ^+_2 . Clearly, (4.102) easily follows by (4.103).

Claim 2: if τ ∈ (τ^{(1)}_0 , τ^{(1)}_1 ) then β_1 = β^{∗∗}_1 and β_2 = β^∗_2 (4.104) To establish (4.104), we notice that from (4.48) in this case there holds:

β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) = φ^+_2 (β^∗_2 (τ)) ≥ φ^+_2 (β_2) = β_1. (4.105) While, from part (i) of Proposition 4.10 we have:

β_2 − τβ_1 ≥ β^∗_2 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_1 (τ) > 2. (4.106) We fix ε_0 > 0 sufficiently small, so that:

β^∗_2 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_1 (τ) > 2(1 + ε_0), (4.107) and then, we let n_0 ∈ N and R_0 > 1 sufficiently large, so that ∀ n ≥ n_0 there holds,

∫_{R0} 0 re^{v∗2,n(r)} dr ≥ β^∗_2 − ε_0, (4.108) (see (4.101)), and ∫_∞ 0 r^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n(r)} dr < β^{∗∗}_1 + ε_0, (4.109) (see (4.105)).

As a consequence, for every r > R_0 and n ≥ n_0 we can estimate:

v^∗_{2,n}(r) − v^∗_{2,n}(R_0) = − ∫_r R_0 1 t (∫_t 0 (se^{v∗2,n(s)} − τs^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n (s)}) ds ) dt = −(log r) ∫_r 0 (se^{v∗2,n (s)} − τs^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n (s)}) ds + (log R_0) ∫_{R0} 0 (se^{v∗2,n (s)} − τs^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n (s)}) ds + ∫_r R_0 (log s)(se^{v∗2,n (s)} − τs^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n(s)}) ds. (4.110) Thus, from (4.110), we obtain:

v^∗_{2,n}(r) − v^∗_{2,n}(R_0) ≤ −(log r R_0 )( ∫_{R0} 0 se^{v∗2,n(s)}ds − τ ∫_r 0 s^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n(s)} ds). (4.111) Therefore, by recalling that v^∗_{2,n}(R_0) ≤ 0, we can use (4.108) and (4.109) and (4.111) to find a suitable constant C_0 > 0 such that ,

v^∗_{2,n}(r) ≤ −(log r)(β^∗_2 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_1 (τ) − (1 + τ)ε_0) + C_0, for n ≥ n_ε, r ≥ R_0, (4.112) where, form (4.107) we know that,

(β^∗_2 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_1 (τ) − (1 + τ)ε_0) > 2 + (1 − τ)ε_0 > 2. (4.113) As a consequence of (4.112) and (4.113), we see that, for every ε > 0 we can find R_ε > 0 and n_ε ∈ N such that, ∫_{+∞} R_ε re^{v∗2,n(r)} dr ≤ ε 2 , ∀ n ≥ n_ε By taking into account that, lim n→+∞ ∫_{Rε} 0 re^{v∗2,n(r)} dr = ∫_{Rε} 0 re^{v∗2 (r)} dr ≤ ∫_{+∞} 0 re^{v∗2 (r)} dr = β^∗_2 , (4.114) and (4.100), we can take n_ε larger if necessary, so that ∀ n ≥ n_ε the following holds:

∫_{Rε} 0 re^{v∗2,n(r)} dr ≤ β^∗_2 + ε 2 , and β^∗_2 − ε < ∫_{+∞} 0 re^{v∗2,n(r)} dr. (4.115) In conclusion, for every ε > 0, we have shown that, β^∗_2 − ε < ∫_{+∞} 0 re^{v∗2,n (r)} dr < β^∗_2 + ε, ∀ n ≥ n_ε; (4.116) and so: β^∗_2 = β_2 and β_1 = φ^+_2 (β^∗_2 ) = β^{∗∗}_1 as claimed.

Claim 3: if τ ∈ [τ^{(1)}_1 , 1) then β_2 = β_2 and β_1 = β_1 (4.117)

The case τ = τ^{(1)}_1 follows by a limiting argument form Claim 2. Indeed, as τ ↗ τ^{(1)}_1 , we have: β^∗_2 (τ) → β^∗_2 (τ^{(1)}_1 ) = β_2(τ^{(1)}_1 ) and β^{∗∗}_1 (τ) → β^{∗∗}_1 (τ^{(1)}_1 ) = β_1(τ^{(1)}_1 ). So it will suffice to prove (4.104) when τ ∈ (τ^{(1)}_1 , 1).

Since in this case: β^∗_2 (τ) − τβ^{∗∗}_1 (τ) < 2, then the inequality (4.100) must hold with the strict sign, that is:

β_2 > β^∗_2 . (4.118)

To establish (4.117), we need to show that β_{2,τ} = β_2 −τβ_1 = 2. To this purpose, we recall that β_2 −τβ_1 ≥ 2, and so arguing by contradiction, we suppose that actually: β_{2,τ} = β_2 −τβ_1 > 2. Let us define (via Kelvin transform): v̂_{i,n}(r) = v^∗_{i,n} ( 1 r ) + β^n_{i,τ} log ( 1 r ) i = 1, 2, which satisfies: −Δv̂_{1,n} = r^{βn1,τ −2(N+2)}e^{v̂1,n} − τr^{βn2,τ −4}e^{v̂2,n} −Δv̂_{2,n} = r^{βn2,τ −4}e^{v̂2,n} − τr^{βn1,τ −2(N+2)}e^{v̂1,n} (4.119)

with β^n_{1,τ} = β_{1,n} − τβ_{2,n} and β^n_{2,τ} = β_{2,n} − τβ_{1,n}, (4.120) and ∫_∞ 0 s^{βn1,τ −2(N+2)}e^{v̂1,n (s)}ds = β_{1,n} and ∫_∞ 0 s^{βn2,τ −4}e^{v̂2,n (s)}ds = β_{2,n}. (4.121) We set, β^∞_1 := lim_{r→0}(lim inf_{n→∞} ∫_r 0 s^{βn1,τ −2(N+2)}e^{v̂1,n} ds), and β^∞_2 := lim_{r→0}(lim inf_{n→∞} ∫_r 0 s^{βn2,τ −4}e^{v̂2,n} ds).

Recalling that, v̂_{2,n} is uniformly bounded in C^{2,α}_{loc} (R^2 \ {0}), while for every compact set Ω ⊂⊂ R^2 \ {0} we have: max_Ω v̂_{1,n} → −∞, we may deduce that, along a subsequence, the following holds:

v̂_{2,n} → v̂_2 uniformly in C^2(R^2 \ {0}), and r^{βn1,τ −2(N+2)}e^{v̂1,n} ⇀ β^∞_1 δ_0 weakly in the sense of measures, locally in R^2 .

as n → ∞. Furthermore, as β_{2,τ} > 2, we have also that, r^{βn2,τ −4}e^{v̂2,n} ⇀ β^∞_2 δ_0 + r^{β2,τ −4}e^{v̂2} as n → ∞, weakly in the sense of measure on compact set of R^2 . In particular, v̂_2 defines a radial solution for the problem:

−Δv̂_2 = |x|^{β2,τ −4}e^{v̂2} + (β^∞_2 − τβ^∞_1 )δ_0 in R^2 ∫ R^2 |x| β_{2,τ} −4ev̂_2 < ∞. (4.122)

As already mentioned, all solutions of (4.153) are completely classified in [57] and in particular, in order to fulfill the integrability condition, we must have:

β_{2,τ} − (β^∞_2 − τβ^∞_1 ) > 2. (4.123)

To proceed further, we fix ε > 0 sufficiently small and let n_ε ∈ N and R_ε >> 1 sufficiently large so that, for any n ≥ n_ε and R ≥ R_ε the following holds: β^n_{2,τ} > β_{2,τ} − ε 4 , ∫_∞ R se^{v∗2,n} ds ≤ β^∞_2 + ε 4 and ∫_∞ R s^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n} ds ≥ β^∞_1 − ε 4τ . (4.124)

Therefore, for r > R_ε and n ≥ n_ε we obtain:

v^∗_{2,n}(r) − v^∗_{2,n}(R_ε) = − ∫_r R_ε 1 t ( ∫_t 0 se^{v∗2,n} ds)dt + τ ∫_r R_ε 1 t ( ∫_t 0 s^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n} ds)dt = [ −log t ∫_t 0 se^{v∗2,n} ds ]_{t=r} t=R_ε + ∫_r R_ε tlog te^{v∗2,n} dt + τ [ log t ∫_t 0 s^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n} ds ]_{t=r} t=R_ε − τ ∫_r R_ε t^{2N+1}log te^{v∗1,n} dt ≤ −log r (∫_r 0 se^{v∗2,n} ds − τ ∫_r 0 s^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n} ds ) + ∫_r R_ε log s ( se^{v∗2,n} − τs^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n} ) ds + C_ε (4.125) with C_ε > 0 a suitable constant depending on ε only.

Therefore, by recalling that β^n_{2,τ} = ∫_∞ 0 ( se^{v∗2,n} − τs^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n} ) ds we find:

v^∗_{2,n}(r) − v^∗_{2,n}(R_ε) + β^n_{2,τ} log r

= log r ∫_∞ r se^{v∗2,n} ds − τlog r ∫_∞ r s^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n} + ∫_r R_ε slog se^{v∗2,n} − τ ∫_r R_ε s^{2N+1}log se^{v∗1,n} ds + C_ε ≤ log r ∫_∞ r se^{v∗2,n} ds − τlog r ∫_∞ r s^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n} + log r ∫_r R_ε se^{v∗2,n} − τ ∫_r R_ε s^{2N+1}log se^{v∗1,n} ds + C_ε = log r ∫_∞ R_ε se^{v∗2,n} ds − τlog r ∫_∞ r s^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n} − τ ∫_r R_ε s^{2N+1}log se^{v∗1,n} ds + C_ε ≤ log r [∫_∞ R_ε se^{v∗2,n} ds − τ ∫_∞ r s^{2N+1}e^{v∗1,n} ] + C_ε (4.126) and by means of (4.124), we derive: v^∗_{2,n}(r) ≤ −log r [β_{2,τ} − (β^∞_2 − τβ^∞_1 ) − ε] + C_ε with C_ε > 0 a suitable constant depending on ε only. At this point, we can use (4.123), to obtain that, for ε > 0 sufficiently small, there holds:

v^∗_{2,n}(r) ≤ −(log r) (2 + ε) + C_ε, for r ≥ R_ε and n ≥ n_ε. (4.127) But this is impossible, since as above it yields that: β_2 = β^∗_2 , in contradiction to (4.118). Thus we must have that necessarily: β_2 − τβ_1 = 2, that is β_2 = β_2(τ) and β_1 = β_1(τ), and also Claim 3 is established.

Since Claim 1, 2 and 3 hold along any sequence, clearly they imply that part (i) of Theorem 4.16 holds.

In order to establish part (ii) we argue similarly, only now we take a sequence:

α_n → −∞ (4.128) and as above, we let v_{i,n}(r) = v_i(r, α_n), i = 1, 2 and suppose that,

β_{1,n} := ∫_{+∞} 0 s^{2N+1}e^{v1,n(s)} ds → β_1 and β_{2,n} := ∫_{+∞} 0 se^{v2,n(s)} ds → β_2 with β_1 and β_2 satisfying (4.71) and (4.72). In view of (4.128), it is convenient to let, t_n = e^{− αn2(N+1)} → +∞, as n → ∞, and consider the following rescaled version of (v_{1,n}, v_{2,n}) :

v̂_{1,n}(r) = v_{1,n}(t_nr) − v_{1,n}(0) = v_{1,n}(t_nr) − α_n = v_{1,n}(t_nr) + 2(N + 1) log t_n, v̂_{2,n}(r) = v_{2,n}(t_nr) + 2 log t_n;

(4.129)

Thus, (v̂_{1,n}, v̂_{2,n}) is a solution of the system of ODE’s in (4.61) and it satisfies: ∫_{+∞} 0 s^{2N+1}e^{v̂1,n (s)} ds = ∫_{+∞} 0 s^{2N+1}e^{v1,n (s)} ds = β_{1,n} → β_1 ∫_{+∞} 0 se^{v̂2,n(s)} ds = ∫_{+∞} 0 se^{v2,n (s)} ds = β_{2,n} → β_2 v̂_{1,n}(0) = 0 and v̂_{2,n}(0) = 2 log t_n → +∞

(4.130)

as n → ∞. Therefore, the arguments above can be applied to (v̂_{1,n}, v̂_{2,n}), simply with the role of v_{1,n} now played by v̂_{2,n} and that of v_{2,n} played by v̂_{1,n}.

Hence, with the obvious modifications, one can carry out the same blow-up analysis and as above (along a subsequence) arrive at the following conclusion: ∫_{+∞} 0 s^{2N+1}e^{v̂1,n (s)} ds = ∫_{+∞} 0 s^{2N+1}e^{v1,n(s)} ds → β_{1,−∞} = β^∗_1 (τ) for τ ∈ (0, τ^{(2)}_1 ) β_1(τ) for τ ∈ [τ^{(2)}_1 , 1) while, ∫_{+∞} 0 se^{v̂2,n(s)} ds = ∫_{+∞} 0 se^{v2,n(s)} ds → φ^+_1 (β_1) = β_{2,−∞} =

4 for τ ∈ (0, τ^{(2)}_0 ) β^{∗∗}_2 (τ) for τ ∈ (τ^{(2)}_0 , τ^{(2)}_1 ) β_2(τ) for τ ∈ (τ^{(2)}_2 , 1) as n → +∞, and this completes the proof of Theorem 4.16.

Next, we proceed to show that actually the given condition (4.59) ( or equivalently (4.60)) on the pair (β_1, β_2) is also necessary for the solvability of (4.1)-(4.2). According to (4.54) and (4.55), it is clear that we need to be concerned only with the case: τ ∈ (0, τ^{(1)}_1 ). To this purpose we establish the following: Theorem 4.22.

(i) If τ ∈ (0, 1 2 ) then β_i ≤ β^∗_i i = 1, 2, and β_2 = φ^+_1 (β_1) ≥ max{β^{∗∗}_2 , 4}, or equivalently β_1 = φ^+_2 (β_2) ≥ max{β^{∗∗}_1 , 4(N + 1)}. (ii) If τ ∈ ( 1 2 , τ^{(2)}_1 ) then β_2 ≤ β^{∗∗}_2 and β_1 ≥ β^∗_1 > 4(N + 1). (iii) If τ ∈ ( 1 2 , τ^{(1)}_1 ) then β_1 ≤ β^{∗∗}_1 and β_2 ≥ β^∗_2 > 4.

(4.131)

Proof. It is convenient to introduce the following change of variable: r = e^t, and so consider the functions:

z(t) := v_1(e^t) and u(t) := v_2(e^t), t ∈ R; (4.132) satisfying:

d^2z dt^2 + e 2(N+1)t+z − τe2t+u = 0 for t ∈ R d^2u dt^2 + e 2t+u − τe2(N+1)t+z = 0 for t ∈ R dz dt (−∞) =^{du}_{dt} (−∞) = 0, z(−∞) ∈ R, u(−∞) ∈ R ∫ R e^{2(N+1)t+z} dt = β_1 and ∫ R e^{2t+u}dt = β_2. (4.133)

In analogy to (3.31) we set:

f(t) := ∫_t −∞ e^{2(N+1)s+z(s)}ds and g(t) := ∫_t −∞ e^{2s+u(s)}ds, (4.134)

so that, f(t) and g(t) define positive and strictly increasing functions, with f(−∞) = g(−∞) = 0 and f(+∞) = β_1, g(+∞) = β_2. Furthermore, problem (4.133) can be written equivalently as follows: −^{dz}_{dt} = f(t) − τg(t) for t ∈ R −^{du}_{dt} = g(t) − τf(t) for t ∈ R. (4.135)

Moreover, by setting:

Ψ_0(t) := e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} +e^{2t+u(t)} −2(N +1)f(t)−2g(t)+ 1 2 f^2(t)+ 1 2 g^2(t)−τf(t)g(t) ∀t ∈ R, (4.136)

Ψ_1(t) := e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} − 2(N + 1)f(t) + 1 2 f^2(t) ∀t ∈ R, (4.137) and Ψ_2(t) := e^{2t+u(t)} − 2g(t) + 1 2 g^2(t) ∀t ∈ R, (4.138)

then the conditions (3.32) and (3.33) can be expressed simply as follows:

Ψ_0(t) = 0, Ψ_1(t) > 0 and Ψ_2(t) > 0 ∀t ∈ (−∞, +∞]. (4.139)

Also notice that, by virtue of (4.136) and (4.139), we can derive the following identities:

0 = e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} + e^{2t+u(t)} + 1 2 f(t) ( f(t) − 4(N + 1) ) + 1 2 g(t) ( g(t) − 4 ) − τf(t)g(t) = e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)}+ 1 2 f(t) ( f(t)− ( 4(N+1)+8τ )) + 1 2 ( g(t)−2τf(t) )( g(t)−4 ) +e^{2t+u(t)}, ∀t ∈ R. (4.140)

At this point, we introduce the function:

R_0(t) = 2τe^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} ( g(t)−4 ) + ( f(t)−4(N+1) )( e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)}+ 1 2 f(t) ( f(t)− ( 4(N+1)+8τ ))) ∀t ∈ R, (4.141) and by using (4.135), after straightforward calculations we can check that, dR_0 dt (t) = −(1 − 2τ)e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} ( 1 2 (2τ + 1)g(t) ( g(t) − 4 ) + e^{2t+u(t)} ) , ∀t ∈ R. (4.142) Similarly for the function:

R_1(t) = 2τe^{2t+u(t)} (f(t) − (4(N + 1) + 8τ)) +g(t) ( e^{2t+u(t)} + 1 2 (g(t) − 4)(g(t) − 2τ(4(N + 1) + 8τ)) ) ∀t ∈ R, (4.143) we have: dR_1 dt (t) = −(1 − 2τ)e^{2t+u(t)} { e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} + 1 2 (1 + 2τ)f(t) (f(t) − (8τ + 4(N + 1))) } . (4.144) In particular by (4.142) and (4.144) we obtain:

dR_1 dt (t) − dR_0 dt (t) = (1 − 2τ)e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} ( 1 2 (2τ + 1)g(t) ( g(t) − 4) ) + e^{2t+u(t)} )

− (1 − 2τ)e^{2t+u(t)} { e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} + 1 2 (1 + 2τ)f(t) (f(t) − (8τ + 4(N + 1))) }

= (1 − 4τ^2) { e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} ( 1 2 g(t)(g(t) − 4) + e^{2t+u(t)} )

− e^{2t+u(t)} ( e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} + 1 2 f(t)(f(t) − (8τ + 4(N + 1))) ) } , ∀t ∈ R. (4.145) We start to analyse the case where: 0 < τ < 1/2, and by contradiction we assume that,

β_1 ≥ β^∗_1 = 4N + 1) + 8τ.

Then, for the function:

H(t) := e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} + 1 2 f(t) ( f(t) − ( 4(N + 1) + 8τ )) = e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} + 1 2 f(t)(f(t) − β^∗_1 ) (4.146) we find that, H(+∞) > 0 and H^′(t) = τe^{2(N+1)t+z(t)}(g(t) − 4). (4.147)

Therefore, if we let t_1 ∈ R the unique value such that: g(t_1) = 4, we see that H(t) is decreasing for t < t_1, and in particular H(t) < 0, for every t ≤ t_1.

While H(t) is increasing for t > t_1, and since H(∞) > 0, we find a unique t_0 > t_1 where the function H vanishes. More precisely,

H(t_0) = 0 and in particular: f(t_0) < β^∗_1 = 4(N + 1) + 8τ, g(t_0) > 4, (4.148) and moreover,

H(t) := e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} + 1 2 f(t) ( f(t) − ( 4(N + 1) + 8τ )) < 0, ∀t < t_0. (4.149)

As a consequence of (4.145), (4.139) and (4.149) we derive:

R_1(t_0) − R_0(t_0) = (1 − 4τ^2)

t_0∫

−∞ { e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} ( 1 2 g(t) ( g(t) − 4) ) + e^{2t+u(t)} )

− e^{2t+u(t)} ( e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} + 1 2 f(t)(f(t) − (8τ + 4(N + 1))) ) } dt =

(1 − 4τ^2)

t_0∫

−∞ { e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)} Ψ_2(t) − e^{2t+u(t)}H(t) } dt > 0. (4.150)

On the other hand, by (4.141), and (4.148), we see that,

R_0(t_0) := 2τe^{2(N+1)t0 +z(t0)} ( g(t_0) − 4 ) > 0, (4.151)

while by (4.143), (4.140) and (4.148) we drive:

R_1(t_0) ≤ g(t_0) ( e^{2t0 +u(t0)} + 1 2 (g(t_0) − 4)(g(t_0) − 2τ(4(N + 1) + 8τ)) )

≤ g(t_0) ( e^{2t0+u(t0 )} + 1 2 (g(t_0) − 4)(g(t_0) − 2τf(t_0)) ) = − g(t_0) ( e^{2(N+1)t0 +z(t0)} + 1 2 f(t_0)(f(t_0) − (4(N + 1) + 8τ)) ) = 0 (4.152)

and so, R_1(t_0) − R_0(t_0) ≤ 0,

in contradiction with (4.150). Similarly, for 0 < τ < 1/2 we can check in an analogous way that β_2 < β^∗_2 and (i) is established.

Next, we check (ii), so we assume that: τ ∈ (^1_2 , τ^{(2)}_1 ) and we proceed to show that: β_2 < β^{∗∗}_2 . To this purpose, as above, we argue by contradiction and suppose that,

β_2 ≥ β^{∗∗}_2 . (4.153)

Therefore from, (4.50) we have:

β_1 = φ^+_2 (β_2) ≤ φ^+_2 (β^{∗∗}_2 ) = β^∗_1 , (4.154) and so in this case, H(+∞) ≤ 0. Thus, for the function H in (4.146) now we have that, H(t) < 0 ∀t ∈ R. At this point, by recalling that τ >^1_2 , from (4.145) we obtain: dR_1 dt (t) − dR_0 dt (t) = (1 − 4τ^2) { e^{2(N+1)t+z(t)}Ψ_2(t) − e^{2t+u(t)}H(t) } < 0. (4.155)

On the other hand, under the given assumption, we see that,

R_1(+∞) − R_0(+∞) = 1 2 β_2(β_2 − 4)(β_2 − β^{∗∗}_2 ) − 1 2 β_1(β_1 − 4(N + 1))(β_1 − β^∗_1 ) ≥ 0, (4.156)

and, R_1(−∞) = R_0(−∞) = 0. Therefore in view of (4.155) we reach again a contradiction, and (ii) is established Finally, we can check easily that (iii) follows by similar arguments, and the proof is completed.

At this point, Theorem4.12 readily follows as a consequence of Theorem 4.16, which takes care about the ”sufficient” part, while Theorem 4.22 provides the proof of the ”necessary” condition.

References

[1] W. Ao, C. S. Lin and J. Wei, On Non-topological Solutions of the A_2 and B_2 Chern- Simons System, Memoirs of American Mathematical Society (in press).

[2] W. Ao, C. S. Lin and J. Wei, On non-topological solutions of the G_2 Chern-Simons system , Communications Analysis and Geometry (in press). .

[3] C. Bandle, Isoperimetric Inequalities and Applications, Pitman, Boston, (1980).

[4] D. Bartolucci, G. Tarantello, Liouville type equations with singular data and their applications to periodic multivortices for the electroweak theory, Comm. Math. Phys., 229 (2002), 3–47.

[5] D. Bartolucci, C. S. Lin, G. Tarantello, Uniqueness and symmetry results for solutions of a mean field equation on S^2 via a new bubbling phenomenon, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 64 (12), (2011), 1677–1730.

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

[7] L. Caffarelli and Y.S. Yang, Vortex condensation in the Chern-Simons Higgs model: An existence theorem, Commun. Math. Phys. 168 (1995), 321-336.

[8] D. Chae, O. Imanuvilov, The existence of non–topological multivortex solutions in the relativistic selfdual Chern–Simons theory, Comm. Math. Phys. 215, (2000), 119–142.

[9] D. Chae, G. Tarantello, Selfgravitating electroweak strings, J. Differ. Equations, 213, (2005), 146–170.

[10] D. Chae, G. Tarantello, On planar selfdual electroweak vortices, Ann. Inst. H. Poincare AN, 21, (2004), 187–207.

[11] H. Chan, C.C. Fu and C.S. Lin, Non-topological multi-vortex solution to the self-dual Chern-Simons-Higgs equation, Comm. Math. Phys., 231 (2002), 189-221.

[12] S. Chanillo, M. Kiessling, Conformally invariant systems of nonlinear PDE of Liouville type, Geom. Funct. Analysis 5 (1995), 924–947.

[13] S. Chanillo, M. Kiessling, Rotational symmetry of solutions of some nonlinear problems in statistical mechanics and in geometry, Comm. Math. Phys. 160 (1994), 217–238.

[14] R. M. Chen, Y. Guo, and D. Spirn, Asymptotic behaviour and symmetry of condensate solutions in electroweak theory, J. Anal. Math., 117, (2012), 47–85.

[15] S. Chen, X. Han, G. Lozano, and F. A. Schaposnik, Existence theorems for non-Abelian Chern SimonsHiggs vortices with flavor, J. Diff. Eq., to appear.

[16] W. Chen, C. Li, Qualitative properties of solutions to some nonlinear elliptic equations in R^2 , Duke Math. J., 71, (1993), no.2, 427–439.

[17] W. Chen, C. Li, Classification of solutions of some nonlinear elliptic equations, Duke Math. J., 63, no.2, (1991), 615–623.

[18] Z. Chen, C.S. Lin, Self-dual radial non-topological solutions to a competitive Chern- Simons model, preprint 2014.

[19] Z.Y. Chen, J.L. Chern, Y.L. Tang, Structure of solutions to a singular Liouville system arising from modelling dissipative stationary plasma DCDS-A 33 (2013), 3704-3714.

[20] Z.Y. Chen, Y.L. Tang, Classification and Sharp Range of Flux-pair for Radial Solutions to a Coupled System, preprint 2015.

[21] M. Chipot, I. Shafrir and G. Wolansky, On the solutions of the Liouville systems, J.

Differ. Equations, 140, (1997), no.1, 59–105.

[22] K. Choe, N. Kim; C. S. Lin, Existence of self-dual non-topological solutions in the Chern- Simons Higgs model, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincare AN, 28 (2011), 837-852.

[23] K. Choe, N. Kim; C. S. Lin, Self-dual symmetric non-topological solutions in the SU(3) model in R^2, Comm. Math. Phys. to appear.

[24] M. delPino, P. Esposito, M. Musso, Nondegeneracy of entire solutions of a singular Liouville equation, Proc. A.M.S. 140 no.2 (2012), 581-588.

[25] J. Dolbeaut, M. J. Esteban, G. Tarantello, Multiplicity results for the assigned Gauss curvature problem in R^2 , Nonlinear Anal., TMS 70, (2009), 2870–2881.

[26] G. Dunne, Self–dual Chern–Simons theories, Lecture Notes in Phys., New Series, Vol.

36, Springer–Verlag, Heidelberg (1995).

[27] M. Eto, T. Fujimori, S.B. Gudnason, K. Konishi, T. Nagashima, M. Nitta, K. Ohashi and W. Vinci, Non–Abelian vortices in SO(N) and USp(N) Gauge Theories, JHEP 0906, 004 (2009), arXiv : 0809.2014v2 .

[28] M. Eto, T. Fujimori, S.B. Gudnason, M. Nitta and K. Ohashi, SO and USp Kahler and Hyper–Kahler Quotients and Lumps, Nucl. Phys. B 815, (2009) 495, arXiv : 0809.2014.

[29] R. Fortini, G. Tarantello, The role of Liouville systems in the study of non–abelian Chern–Simons vortices, Proceeding ICMP12, XVII International Congress on Mathematical Physics, Aalborg (2012), 383–390.

[30] D. Gilbarg, N.S. Trudinger, Elliptic partial differential equations of second order, Springer–Verlag, Berlin, (1983).

[31] J. Greensite, The confinement problem in lattice gauge theory, Prog. Part. Nucl.Phys., 51 (2003).

[32] M. Grossi, F. Gladiali, J.Wei, On a general SU(3) Toda system, Calc.Var. PDE to appear.

[33] S. B. Gudnason, Non–abelian Chern–Simons vortices with generic Gauge groups, Nuclear Phys., B821, (2009), 151–169.

[34] S. B. Gudnason, Fractional and semi–local non–abelian Chern–Simons vortices, Nuclear Phys., B840, (2010), 160–185.

[35] X. Han, C.S. Lin, G. Tarantello and Y. Yang, Chern-Simons vortices in the Gudnason model, J. Func. Anal. 267 (2014), 678-726.

[36] X. Han, G. Tarantello, Doubly periodic self-dual vortices in a relativistic non-Abelian Chern-Simons model, Calc. Var. PDE 49 (2014), 1149-1176.

[37] H.Y. Huang and C.S. Lin, On the entire radial solutions of the Chern-Simons SU(3) system, Comm. Math. Phys. 327 (2014), 815-848.

[38] H.Y. Huang and C.S. Lin, Classification of the entire radial self-dual solutions to nonabelian Chern-Simons systems, J. Funct. Anal. 266 (2014), 6796-6841.

[39] J. Hong, Y. Kim. and P.Y. Pac, Multivortex solutions of the Abelian Chern–Simons theory, Phys. Rev. Lett., 64, (1990), 2230–2233.

[40] A. Jaffe, C. Taubes, Vortices and monopoles, structure of static Gauge theories, Progress in Physics 2, Boston-Basel-Stuttgart, Birkhuser Verlag, 287 S., (1980)

[41] R. W. Jackiw, E. J. Weinberg, Self–dual Chern–Simons vortices, Phys. Rev. Lett., 64, (1990), 2234–2237.

[42] J. Jost, G. Wang, Analytic aspects of the Toda system: I. A Moser–Trudinger inequality, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 54, (2001), 1289–1319.

[43] J. Jost, G. Wang, Classification of solutions of a Toda system in R^2 , Int. Math.Res.Not., 6, (2002), 277-290.

[44] M.K.H. Kiessling, Symmetry results for finite temperature relativistic Thomas-Fermi equations, Comm. Math. Phys. 226 (2002), 607-626.

[45] M.K.H. Kiessling, Statistical mechanics of classical particles with logarithmic interaction, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 46 (1991), 27-56.

[46] M.K.H. Kiessling, Statistical mechanics approach to some problems in conformal geometry, Phys. A 79 (2000), 353-368.

[47] M.K.H. Kiessling, J.L. Lebowitz, Dissipative stationary plasmas: kinetic modelling Bennet pinch and generalisations, Phys. Plasmas 1 (1994), 1841-1849.

[48] Y.Y. Li & I.Shafrir, Blow-up analysis for Solutions of −Δu = V (x)e^u in dimension two, Ind. Univ. Math. J., 43 no. 4 (1994), 1255–1270.

[49] C.S. Lin, Uniqueness of solutions to the mean field equation for the spherical Onsager vortex, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 153, (2000), 153–176.

[50] C. S. Lin, J. Wei and D. Ye, Classification and nondegeneracy of SU(n + 1) Toda system with singular sources, Invent. Math., 190, no.1, (2012), 169–207.

[51] C.S. Lin, J. Wei, L. Zhang, Classification of blow-up limits for SU(3) singular Toda systems , Analysis and PDE 8, no. 4, (2015), 807-837.

[52] C. S. Lin, L. Zhang, Profile of bubbling solutions to a Liouville system, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincare, Anal. Nonlineaire 27, no. 1, (2010), 117–143.

[53] C. S. Lin, L. Zhang, A topological degree counting for some Liouville systems of mean field type, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 64, no. 4, (2011), 556590.

[54] C. S. Lin, L. Zhang, Classification of radial solutions to Liouville systems with singularities, arXiv:1302.3866v1.

[55] G.S. Lozano, D. Marques, E.F. Moreno, F.A. Schaposnik, Non-Abelian Chern-Simons vortices Phys. Lett. B 657 (2007).

[56] M. Nolasco, G. Tarantello, Vortex condensates for the SU(3) Chern–Simons theory, Comm. Math. Phys., 213, (2000), 599–639.

[57] J. Prajapat, G. Tarantello, On a class of elliptic problems in R^2 : Symmetry and Uniqueness results, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh, 131A, (2001), 967–985.

[58] A. Poliakovsky, G. Tarantello, On a planar Liouville–type problem in the study of selfgravitating strings, J. Differ. Equations, 252, no.5, (2012), 3668–3693.

[59] A. Poliakovsky, G. Tarantello, On singular Liouville systems, Analysis and Topology in Nonlinear Differential Equations, PNDLE 85 Birkhauser Basel, (2014).

[60] M. Shifman, A. Yung, Supersymmetric Solitons, Cambridge Monographs, Math. Phys., Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge (2009).

[61] J. Spruck, Y. Yang, Topological solutions in the self–dual Chern–Simons theory: existence and approximation, Ann. I. H. Poincare AN, 12, (1995), 75–97.

[62] J. Spruck, Y. Yang, The existence of non–topological solitons in the self–dual Chern– Simons theory, Comm. Math. Phys., 149, (1992), 361–376.

[63] I. Shafrir, G. Wolansky, Moser–Trudinger type inequalities for systems in two dimensions, C.R. Math Acad. Sci. Paris, 333, (2001), 439–443.

[64] I. Shafrir, G. Wolansky, Moser–Trudinger and Logarithmic HLS inequalities for systems, J. Eur. Math. Soc., 7, (2005), 413–448.

[65] T. Suzuki, Global analysis for a two–dimensional elliptic eigenvalue problem with the exponential nonlinearity, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincare, AN 9, (1992), 367–398.

[66] Tarantello G., Multiple condensate solutions for the Chern-Simons-Higgs theory, J.

Math. Phys. 37 no. 8 (1996) 3769-3796.

[67] G. Tarantello, Analytical aspects of Liouville-type equations with singular sources, Stationary Partial Differential Equations and their Applications 72. (2007) Boston: Birkhauser.

[68] G. Tarantello, Self–dual Gauge field vortices: an analytical approach, PNDLE, 72 Birkhauser Boston, Inc. Boston MA, (2008).

[69] G. Tarantello, Blow-up analysis for a cosmic strings equation, arXiv:1272944.

[70] G. Wang, Moser-Trudinger inequality and Liouville systems, C.R.A.S. Paris serie I 328 (1999), 895-900.

[71] Y. Yang, Solitons in field theory and nonlinear analysis, Springer Monographs in Mathematics, Spinger–Verlag, New York (2001).