arXiv:2301.09128v1 [math.AP] 22 Jan 2023

A COURANT NODAL DOMAIN THEOREM FOR LINEARIZED MEAN FIELD TYPE EQUATIONS

DANIELE BARTOLUCCI^†, ALEKS JEVNIKAR, AND RUIJUN WU

Abstract. We are concerned with the analysis of a mean field type equation and its linearization, which is a nonlocal operator, for which we estimate the number of nodal domains for the radial eigenfunctions and the related uniqueness properties.

Keywords: Nodal domain theorem, radial eigenfunction, mean field type equations

1. Introduction

Given a C^2 function f : [0, +∞) → [0, ∞), satisfying f^′ > 0 in (0, +∞) and for a fixed λ ≥ 0, on a smooth bounded domain Ω ⊂ R^n , n ≥ 2, we consider the constrained problem in the unknowns (α, ψ): −Δψ = f(α + λψ), in Ω, � Ω f(α + λψ) dx = 1, α > 0, ψ > 0 in Ω, ψ = 0, on ∂Ω.

(1.1)

For a fixed λ, by definition a solution of (1.1) is a pair (α_λ, ψ_λ) where ψ_λ is a classical C^2(Ω) solution of the elliptic equation. Let (α_λ, ψ_λ) be any such solution and set

V_λ = f^′(α_λ + λψ_λ) ∈ C^1(Ω),

so that by our assumptions V_λ > 0 in Ω. In applications it also happens that V_λ > 0 in Ω with V_λ vanishing on the boundary ∂Ω, which will be particularly discussed in the concluding section. Typical examples include f(t) = e^t which yields to the well known mean field equations in dimension two, see for example [3, 4, 8, 10] and references quoted therein, as well as f(t) = t^p for some p ≥ 1 in general dimension, which is particularly relevant for the analysis of problems arising in plasma physics, see [7, 6] and references therein.

The linearized operator associated to (1.1) takes the form L_λ(ϕ) = −Δϕ − λV_λ [ϕ]_λ 2000 Mathematics Subject classification: 35B45, 35J60, 35J99. (†)Research partially supported by the MIUR Excellence Department Project MatMod@TOV awarded to the Department of Mathematics, University of Rome Tor Vergata. 1

where

[ϕ]_λ = ϕ − ⟨ϕ⟩_λ , with ⟨ϕ⟩_λ = � Ω V_λϕ � Ω V_λ . The average term, which is a linear but non-local term, shows up due to the volume constraint in (1.1). Let σ be an eigenvalue of L_λ, and ϕ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω)\{0} be an eigenfunction of σ, that is by definition a weak solution of

−Δϕ − λV_λ [ϕ]_λ = σV_λ [ϕ]_λ . (1.2)

We will denote by σ_{1,λ} the first eigenvalue of (1.2) (see (2) below for definition). Consider f(t) = t^p and Ω a two-dimensional disk. A natural question in this particular case arises from the results in [7, 6], concerning a problem in plasma physics, which asks whether or not σ_{1,λ} > 0 for any λ < λ_∗, where λ_∗ is an explicit threshold depending only on the best constant of the Sobolev embedding H^1_0 (Ω) → L^{2p}(Ω). This would imply, among other things, nice energy monotonicity properties which are the analogue of those arising in the context of classical mean field equations for λ < 8π, see [2, 5] and references therein. This is our initial motivation to obtain refined information about the spectral properties of L_λ, in particular for radial eigenfunctions on a disk. However, as far as we know, some of the classical results at hand for ”standard” eigenvalue problems, as for example the Courant nodal domain theorem [18], and consequently neither the multiplicity of eigenfunctions [17], are available so far about (1.2), as we discuss here after.

Integrating (1.2) on the domain Ω by parts gives � ∂Ω ∂ϕ ∂ν ds = 0.

Thus, either ∂_ν ϕ changes sign on ∂Ω or ∂_ν ϕ ≡ 0 on ∂Ω. In the former case, since ϕ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω), we see that ϕ also changes sign in Ω and hence has at least two nodal domains. The observation which motivates part of this work is that in fact the latter case may also happen.

Note that the case ∂_ν ϕ ≡ 0 may only happen if ⟨ϕ⟩_λ ≠ 0. Indeed, as far as ⟨ϕ⟩_λ = 0, the non-local character of (1.2) drops out and the the classical Hopf lemma implies that ϕ ≡ 0 in Ω. On the other side, if ⟨ϕ⟩_λ ≠ 0, by the Hopf lemma we find that,

Lemma 1.1. Let ϕ be an eigenfunction of σ, i.e. (1.2) holds. Let Ω_1 be a nodal domain satisfying an interior sphere condition at x_0 ∈ ∂Ω_1. If ϕ < 0 in Ω_1 and ⟨ϕ⟩_λ > 0, then ∂ϕ ∂ν | | | |_{x0} > 0. Proof. Since σ + λ ≥ 0 (see (2)) and V_λ > 0, then the function ϕ satisfies

Δϕ + (λ + σ)V_λϕ = (λ + σ)V_λ ⟨ϕ⟩_λ ≥ 0.

Then the classical Hopf lemma (see e.g. [13]) applies at x_0, immediately implying the claim. □

The assumption that ⟨ϕ⟩_λ > 0 does not harm any generality: if ⟨ϕ⟩_λ < 0, we consider ~ϕ = −ϕ and conclude that if ϕ > 0 in Ω_1 then ∂ϕ ∂ν | | | x_0 < 0. But in the case ⟨ϕ⟩_λ > 0 and ϕ|_{Ω1} > 0, we cannot apply the Hopf lemma, and it can happen that^{∂ϕ}_{∂ν} | |_{x0} = 0. Actually, as mentioned above, it may even happen that ∂_ν ϕ ≡ 0

along ∂Ω_1. Indeed, as far as Ω is a disk B_r ⊂ R^2 , this is verified for example in a special case (which however does not fit our assumptions since V_λ ≡ 0 in that situation) as discussed in [1, 5] and more in general for a non-positive eigenvalue σ ≤ 0. The latter idea goes back to [16], where it was shown that any ”standard” eigenfunction on a disk (that is any solution of (1.2) on a disk with ⟨ϕ⟩_λ = 0) whose eigenvalue σ is non positive, must be radial. We postpone this proof to Section 5. Indeed we have,

Lemma 1.2. Let ϕ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1) be an eigenfunction of a non positive eigenvalue σ ≤ 0. Then ϕ is radial and ϕ^′(1) = 0.

In fact it is readily seen that if ϕ is a radial eigenfunction, then, regardless of the sign of the eigenvalue, it satisfies ϕ^′(1) = 0. In particular for the first eigenvalue in [1] and [5, Appendix] (which is positive but V_λ ≡ 0 in that case) there are three eigenfunctions, one of which being radial with ϕ^′(1) = 0 and the other two having two nodal domains.

This unusual phenomenon causes troubles with the theory of nodal domains. For example, on a general domain Ω, a zero point of order greater or equal than two, that is, x_0 ∈ Ω, ϕ(x_0) = 0, ∇ϕ(x_0) = 0, need not be isolated as in classical linear problems [9]. This is not surprising after all, since, due to the non local term proportional to ⟨ϕ⟩_λ , unlike standard linear growth problems [15], near any such point we have that |Δϕ| is not anymore controlled by (|ϕ| + |∇ϕ|).

In this work, motivated also by the above mentioned plasma problem and by Lemma 1.2, we wish to make a first step in this direction and consider radial eigenfunctions in the unit ball B_1 ⊂ R^n . The nodal sets will be spheres/solid shells and we will estimate the number of nodal domains.

Before that, let us briefly recall the Courant nodal domain theorem. A nodal domain is any domain Ω_0 ⊆ Ω such that ϕ ≡ 0 on ∂Ω_0 and either ϕ > 0 in Ω_0 or ϕ < 0 in Ω_0. The Courant nodal domain theorem [18] says that any n-th eigenfunction (counted with multiplicity) has at most n nodal domains. For the non-local operator L_λ, it is expected that there is a similar bound for the number of nodal domains. However, due to the volume constraint (which leads to the non-local term in the equation), any n-th eigenfunction of L_λ in principle could be thought of as an (n + 1)-th eigenfunction of an unconstrained problem. As a consequence in this case any n-th eigenfunction of L_λ should have at most (n + 1) nodal domains. We will prove this fact for the first radial eigenfunction. However, as far as ⟨ϕ⟩_λ = 0, obviously the equation (1.2) becomes a standard linear equation, whence the argument in [18] works and gives

Theorem A. Let ϕ_k be a k-th eigenfunction of L_λ with k ≥ 1 and assume that ⟨ϕ⟩_λ = 0. Then ϕ_k has at most (k + 1) nodal domains.

The nontrivial case is when ⟨ϕ⟩_λ ≠ 0. Consider the unit ball B_1 ⊂ R^n and let ϕ = ϕ(r) be a radial eigenfunction: ϕ^{′′}(r) + n − 1 r ϕ^′(r) + λV_λ [ϕ]_λ = −σV_λ [ϕ]_λ , r ∈ [0, 1] (1.3)

with ⟨ϕ⟩_λ > 0. Due to the above observations it may happen that ϕ ≥ 0 in [r_1, r_3] and ϕ(r_2) = 0, ϕ^′(r_2) = 0 for some r_2 ∈ [r_1, r_3]. Then (1.3) implies that

ϕ^{′′}(r_2) = (λ + σ)V_λ(r_2) ⟨ϕ⟩_λ > 0.

Remark that since we assume α > 0 and f^′ > 0 in (0, +∞), then V_λ is a strictly positive even if r_2 = 1. In particular, any such point is necessarily isolated. This fact motivates the following definitions.

Definition 1.3. Let ϕ be a radial eigenfunction of (1.3) with ⟨ϕ⟩_λ > 0 in B_1. A singular point of ϕ is a point r_0 ∈ [0, 1] such that

ϕ(r_0) = 0, ϕ^′(r_0) = 0, ϕ^{′′}(r_0) > 0.

Definition 1.4. Let ϕ be a radial eigenfunction of L_λ in B_1 with ⟨ϕ⟩_λ > 0. A generalized nodal domain of ϕ is a radial domain Ω_0 with the following properties:

• ϕ ≡ 0 on ∂Ω_0, and if r ∈ [0, 1) then ∂_rϕ ≠ 0 on ∂Ω_0, • in Ω_0, either ϕ ≥ 0 or ϕ ≤ 0, • if ϕ ≤ 0 in Ω_0 then ϕ < 0 in Ω_0, • if ϕ ≥ 0 in Ω_0, then ϕ > 0 in Ω_0 possibly with the exception of a finite number of spheres {x ∈ B_1 | |x| = r_i}_{i=1,2,··· ,n} such that each r_i is a singular point of ϕ(r), 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Remark 1.5. If a generalized domain is a ball B_r(0), then in polar coordinates we may identify B_r(0) with the interval [0, r), being understood that in this particular case the condition ϕ = 0 on ∂B_r(0) takes the form ϕ(r) = 0.

Note also that, according to the above definition, the nodal sets, as the boundaries of the generalized nodal domains, are the preimages of some regular values. Thus they are all nodal spheres/solid shells. We can prove the following

Theorem 1.6. Let ϕ_1 be a radial first eigenfunction on B_1. Then ϕ_1 has at most two generalized nodal domains.

The proof is technically nontrivial, see Section 3. We refine the argument of [18] and reduce the problem to that of finding at least one negative eigenvalue of a suitably defined matrix. To achieve this goal we combine the matrix determinant lemma and the Sylvester criterion. We also show the sharpness of the above result by some example.

For a general k-th radial eigenvalue, the above argument cannot work directly. Instead, we appeal to the Interlacing Theorem for symmetric matrices, and get finer information on the negative inertia index of certain coefficient matrices, which results in the following

Theorem 1.7. Any k-th radial function has at most 2k generalized nodal domains.

This is a generalization of Theorem 1.6. We remark that even if the proof of Theorem 1.7 is elegant and self-contained, nevertheless we include the proof of Theorem 1.6 since it uses a different strategy which is quite enlightening and shows the power of the Pleijel’s original argument. Furthermore, there are two points to be clarified. First of all we are only enumerating the radial eigenfunctions, the non-radial ones are not included. The nonradial ones could help to fill the gap between (k + 1) and 2k, although we don’t have a precise argument at hand. Moreover, there is still a chance that, compared to the classical Courant Nodal Domain Theorem, the result is not sharp. Further comments about this point will be given at the end of Section 4.

In the classical case, it is well known that the maximum allowed number of nodal domains of eigenfunctions has relevant consequences about the multiplicity of the corresponding eigenvalues, see [17]. Things are different for (1.3) in the radial case. Indeed we have,

Proposition 1.8. Any eigenvalue σ of L_λ in B_1 has at most one radial eigenfunction.

Needless to say that there may be no radial eigenfunctions for a positive eigenvalue. But if there is one, the above proposition claims that this is the only one. The proof is given in Section 6.

Let us remark that, besides Theorem A, by a result in [11] we see that there is no eigenfunction ϕ of (1.3) with ⟨ϕ⟩_λ = 0. Therefore we deduce from Proposition 1.8 and Theorem 1.6 that, the unique eigenfunction of (1.3) of a non positive first eigenvalue admits, as discussed above, at most two (generalized) nodal domains.

Several questions remain open. For example in many applications one would need some sort of generalized nodal domain theorem, limiting the number of generalized nodal domains for the eigenfunctions of (1.2), both for radial higher eigenfunctions with a sharper bound as well as for any such eigenfunction (not necessarily radially symmetric) in general domains. Then one would like to understand also the multiplicity ([17]) for problems of this sort.

In conclusion we observe that the assumptions f^′ > 0 in (0, +∞) and α > 0 are still too restrictive to cover the problem arising in plasma physics ([7, 6]) which was indeed part of our initial motivation. To achieve this goal we need a refined version of Lemma 1.2, Theorem 1.6 and Proposition 1.8 under an additional technical assumption about V_λ (see (7.1) below) in case α = 0. To simplify the exposition we postpone the discussion concerning this technical point to Section 7.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we collect some preliminary spectral properties, then, we prove the main nodal domain theorem and the related multiplicity of eigenvalues in sections 3 and 6, respectively. The radial eigenfunctions with non positive eigenvalues are discussed in 5. The last section 7 is devoted to a degenerate case arising in the plasma problem.

Acknowledgments. We would like to express our warmest thanks to Prof. Carmine Di Fiore for very interesting discussions and in particular for pointing out to us the relevance of the Courant-Fischer Interlacing Theorem.

2. Basic spectral properties

The first eigenvalues of L_λ can be characterized by the min-max principle:

σ_1 = σ_1(α_λ, ψ_λ) = min_{ϕ∈H10 (Ω)} � Ω |∇ϕ|^2 − λ � Ω V_λ [ϕ]^2_λ � Ω V_λ [ϕ]^2_λ , and for k ≥ 2, the k-th eigenvalues are defined inductively by

σ_k = σ_k(α_λ, ψ_λ) = min ϕ∈H^1_0 (Ω), ⟨ϕϕ_j ⟩_λ =0,∀1≤j≤k−1 � Ω |∇ϕ|^2 − λ � Ω V_λ [ϕ]^2_λ � Ω V_λ [ϕ]^2_λ

, (2.1)

where ϕ_j (counted with multiplicity) is any eigenfunction of the j-th eigenvalue σ_j , for j = 1, · · · , k − 1. In particular, λ + σ > 0 for any eigenvalue σ and for any ϕ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω), � Ω |∇ϕ|^2 − λ � Ω V_λ [ϕ]^2_λ ≥ σ_1 � Ω V_λ [ϕ]^2_λ (2.2)

and the equality is attained for the eigenfunctions of σ_1.

This should be compared with the first Dirichlet type eigenvalues, by which we mean

ν_1 = ν_1(α_λ, ψ_λ) = min_{ϕ∈H10 (Ω)} � Ω |∇ϕ|^2 − λ � Ω V_λϕ^2 � Ω V_λϕ^2 , which is evaluated without taking off the average ⟨ϕ⟩_λ . Indeed, since V_λ > 0 in Ω, we have

σ_1 + λ = min

ϕ∈H^1_0 (Ω)\{0} � Ω |∇ϕ|^2 � Ω V_λ [ϕ]^2_λ

≥ min

ϕ∈H^1_0 (Ω)\{0} � Ω |∇ϕ|^2 � Ω V_λϕ^2

= ν_1 + λ

where we used that, for any ϕ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) \ {0}, � Ω V_λ [ϕ]_λ dx = 0 and consequently � Ω V_λϕ^2 dx = � Ω V_λ(⟨ϕ⟩_λ + [ϕ]_λ )^2 dx = � Ω V_λ [ϕ]^2_λ dx + ⟨ϕ⟩^2_λ � Ω V_λ dx ≥ � Ω V_λ [ϕ]^2_λ dx .

The equality above holds iff ⟨ϕ⟩_λ = 0. Concerning the eigenvalues, we readily deduce that σ_1 ≥ ν_1, although the equality cannot hold, since the first Dirichlet eigenfunction has a fixed sign in Ω, whence it cannot have zero mean with respect to V_λ. Therefore σ_1 > ν_1.

3. A nodal domain theorem for first radial eigenfunctions

In this section we carry out the proof of Theorem 1.6. Here and in the sequel we assume without loss of generality that m_λ ≡ ⟨ϕ_1⟩_λ > 0, otherwise the result is well known. First of all observe that the zeros of a radial eigenfunction ϕ(r), viewed as a function on the closed unit interval, are isolated, regardless of being singular or not. Actually if there were infinitely many zeros, then these radii would admit an accumulation point r_0 ∈ [0, 1] at which ϕ^{′′} (r_0) = ϕ^′ (r_0) = ϕ(r_0) = 0. This impossible under our assumptions since V_λ > 0 on B̄_1 and we would deduce from (1.3) that

ϕ^{′′}(r_0) = (λ + σ)V_λ(r_0) ⟨ϕ⟩_λ ≠ 0.

Therefore ϕ^{−1}(0) ⊂ [0, 1] is a finite set and there are at most finitely many generalized nodal domains, which are concentric annuli, or more precisely, solid shells.

For any radial function solving (1.2), integrating by parts over Ω ≡ B_1 we have, 0 = � ∂B_1 ∂_ν ϕ_1 ds = 2πϕ^′_1(1)

whence ϕ^′_1(1) = 0. In particular r = 1 is an isolated singular point, since ϕ^{′′}(1) = (λ + σ)V_λ(1) ⟨ϕ⟩_λ ≠ 0.

We argue by contradiction and assume that ϕ_1 has N generalized nodal domains, for some N ≥ 3. As ϕ^′_1(1) = 0 and ϕ_1 ∈ H^1_0 (B_1), we deduce from Lemma 1.1 that ϕ_1 is nonnegative in the outer-most generalized nodal domain, which is denoted by Ω_1; so there is some r_1 < 1 such that

Ω_1 = {x ∈ B_1 | r_1 < r < 1} .

Then Ω_2 = {x ∈ B_1 | r_2 < |x| < r_1} for some r_2 ∈ (0, r_1), in which ϕ_1 < 0. In this way we see that in the shells Ω_{2k+1} the eigenfunction ϕ_1 is nonnegative (for 2k + 1 ≤ N), while in the shells Ω_{2k} it is negative, as long as 2k ≤ N. Note that the inner-most generalized nodal domain is a ball.

For each j = 1, 2, · · · , N, let

ϕ_{1,j} := ϕ_1 · χ_{Ωj}

where χ_{Ωj} stands for the characteristic function for Ω_j . Then ϕ_{1,j} ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) with weighted average m_j ≡ ⟨ϕ_{1,j}⟩_λ = � Ω_j ϕ1Vλ dx � Ω V_λ dx . Then m_1 > 0, m_2 < 0, m_3 > 0, etc. and in general (−1)^jm_j < 0. Moreover,

m_1 + m_2 + · · · + m_N = ⟨ϕ_1⟩_λ = m_λ > 0.

Consider the test function φ = N∑ j=1 a_jϕ_{1,j} ∈ H^1_0 (Ω)

for some (a_1, a_2, · · · , a_N ) ∈ R^N to be fixed later on. The weighted average of φ is

⟨φ⟩_λ = N∑ j=1 a_j m_j .

By integrating by parts we find that, 1 λ + σ_1 � Ω |∇φ|^2 dx = 1 λ + σ_1 � Ω φ(−Δφ) dx = 3∑ j=1 1 λ + σ_1 � Ω_j φ(−Δφ) dx

= N∑ j=1 a_j � Ω_j

φV_λ [ϕ_1]_λ dx

= N∑ j=1 a_j � Ω_j φV_λ ( ϕ_1 − ⟨ϕ_1⟩_λ ) dx

= N∑ j=1 � Ω φV_λa_j ϕ_{1,j} dx − ⟨ϕ_1⟩_λ N∑ j=1 a_j � Ω_j

V_λφ dx

= � Ω φV_λφ dx − ⟨ϕ_1⟩_λ (� Ω V_λ dx )_N∑ j=1 m_j a^2_j

= � Ω V_λ ( φ^2 − ⟨φ⟩^2_λ ) dx + (� Ω V_λ dx ) ⟨φ⟩^2_λ − (� Ω V_λ dx ) ⟨ϕ_1⟩_λ (_N ∑ j=1 m_ja^2_j )

= � Ω V_λ [φ]^2_λ dx + (� Ω V_λ dx ) (_N ∑ j=1 a_j m_j )_2 − (_N ∑ i=1 m_i ) (_N ∑ j=1 m_ja^2_j ) . According to (2.2), the tail term above is non-negative, namely the quadratic form Q(⃗a) = ∑ i,j m_im_ja_ia_j − m_λ N∑ j=1 m_j a^2_j

in ⃗a = (a_1, · · · , a_N ) ∈ R^N should be non-negative. Equivalently, the symmetric matrix A corresponding to the quadratic form Q, as given by,

A = −m_λ m_1 m_2 ... m_N + m^2_1 m_1m_2 . . . m_1m_N m_2m_1 m^2 . . . m_2m_N . . . . . .. . . m_N m_1 m_N m_2 . . . m^2_N

doesn’t have negative eigenvalues. Note that A has a kernel given by

Span_R {(1, 1, · · · , 1)}

which corresponds to Span R {ϕ_1}: it is clear that this one-dimensional space lies in the kernel, and we will show in a later section that this is indeed the full kernel. Alternatively, one can prove that rank(A) = N − 1 by an elementary computation.

In the rest of the proof we will show that if N ≥ 3 then A would have negative eigenvalues, in contradiction with (2.2). As a consequence we deduce that ϕ_1 cannot have more than two generalized nodal domains.

Observe at first that for N = 2 the matrix A ∈ Mat(2 × 2; R) has eigenvalues

t_0 = 0, t_1 = −2m_1m_2 > 0,

while for N = 3 the matrix A ∈ Mat(3 × 3; R) has eigenvalues {t_0, t_1, t_2} satisfying

t_0 = 0, t_1t_2 = 3m_1m_2m_3m_λ < 0.

Hence t_1 and t_2 are nonzero and have different signs. In particular, A has a negative eigenvalue, a contradiction.

This actually proves that ϕ_1 cannot have three generalized nodal domains. Next we use the same idea to prove the general case. We remark that the case N > 3 cannot be directly reduced to the case N = 3 (as in [18]), since there is a nonlocal term ⟨ϕ⟩_λ in the equation and hence in A. The proof turns out to be more involved. In the sequel we assume that N ≥ 4.

Since any m_j is not zero, we can transform to the new variables b_j = m_j a_j , j = 1, · · · , N. In terms of b_j ’s the quadratic form Q takes the form Q(⃗a) = N∑ i,j=1 m_im_j a_ia_j − m_λ N∑ j=1 m_j a^2_j

= N∑ i,j=1 b_ib_j − m_λ N∑ j=1 1 m_j b^2_j

and the matrix A transforms into

B = −m_λ 1 m_1 1 m_2

. .. 1 m_N + 1 1 . . . 1 1 1 . . . 1 . . . . ... . . 1 1 . . . 1

whose kernel is now given by the span of the vector (m_1, · · · , m_N ). Moreover, B and A has the same eigenvalues.

To get the spectral properties of B, one should look at its restriction onto Ker(B)^⊥. However, in that orthogonal subspace, we didn’t find an easy way to handle B. Instead we consider a complement of Ker(B) given by R^{N −1} = (0, · · · , 0, 1)^⊥, on which the matrix B takes the form

B_{N−1} := −m_λ 1 m_1 1 m_2 ... 1 m_{N−1} + 1 1 . . . 1 1 1 . . . 1 . . . . ... . . 1 1 . . . 1

∈ Mat((N − 1) × (N − 1); R).

Note that the second summand is a matrix of rank one. If we write ⃗1 = (1, · · · , 1)^T ∈ R^{N−1} , then

B_{N−1} = −m_λ diag( 1 m_1 , · · · , 1 m_{N−1} ) + ⃗1 ⊗ ⃗1 ≡ H_0 + H_1, where H_0 denotes the diagonal part and H_1 denotes the rank-one part. By the matrix determinant lemma we have det(B_{N−1}) = det(H_0 + H_1) = ( 1 + ⃗1^T (H_0)^{−1}⃗1 ) det(H_0) = ( 1 − N−1∑ i=1 m_i m_λ ) · (−m_λ)^{N−1} m_1m_2 · · · m_{N−1}

=(−1)^{N−1} m^{N−2}_λ m_N m_1 · · · m_{N−1} , and we readily deduce in particular that B_{N−1} has no vanishing eigenvalues.

At this point we claim that B_{N−1} has at least one negative eigenvalue. Argue by contradiction and assume that B_{N−1} is positive definite. By the Sylvester criterion, the leading principal minors of B_{N−1} must all have positive determinant. For j = 1, 2, · · · , N− 1, let B^{(j)}_{N−1} denote the upper left (j × j) corner, whose determinant is the j-th leading principal minor, then again using the matrix determinant lemma:

det B^{(N−1)}_{N−1} =(−1)^{N−1} m^{N−2}_λ m_1m_2 · · · m_{N−1} m_N , (3.1)

det B^{(N−2)}_{N−1} =(−1)^{N−2} m^{N−3}_λ m_1m_2 · · · m_{N−2}

(m_N + m_{N−1}) , (3.2)

det B^{(N−3)}_{N−1} =(−1)^{N−3} m^{N−4}_λ m_1m_2 · · · m_{N−3}

(m_N + m_{N−1} + m_{N−2}) , (3.3)

det B^{(N−4)}_{N−1} =(−1)^{N−4} m^{N−5}_λ m_1m_2 · · · m_{N−4}

(m_N + m_{N−1} + m_{N−2} + m_{N−3}) . (3.4) Since B_{N−1} was assumed to be positive definite, they should all be positive. Recall that

m_1 > 0, m_2 < 0, · · · · · · (−1)^N m_N < 0, and m_λ = m_1 + m_2 + · · · + m_N > 0.

Case 1: N ≡ 0 (mod 4).

In this case, there is an even number of negative m_j ’s so that m_1m_2 · · · m_N > 0.

Then by (3.1) det B^{(N−1)}_{N−1} < 0 which is a contradiction.

Case 2: N ≡ 3 (mod 4). In this case there is an odd number of negative m_j ’s so that m_1m_2 · · · m_N < 0.

Hence by (3.1) det B^{(N−1)}_{N−1} < 0 which is again a contradiction.

Case 3: N ≡ 1 (mod 4).

Counting the negative signs in the sequence (m_j ) we find that m_1m_2 · · · m_{N−2} < 0, m_1m_2 · · · m_{N−3} < 0.

Since both (3.2) and (3.3) are assumed to be positive, we have m_N + m_{N−1} > 0, m_N + m_{N−1} + m_{N−2} < 0.

But the above cannot hold simultaneously since m_{N−2} = m_{4k−1} > 0 where N = 4k + 1.

Case 4: N ≡ 2 (mod 4). Similarly, counting the negative signs of the m_j ’s we find that m_1m_2 · · · m_{N−2} > 0, m_1m_2 · · · m_{N−3} < 0.

From (3.3) and (3.4) we would conclude

m_N + m_{N−1} + m_{N−2} > 0, m_N + m_{N−1} + m_{N−2} + m_{N−3} < 0. Since for N = 4k + 2, m_{N−3} = m_{4k−1} > 0, the above two inequality cannot hold simultaneously.

To summarize, the restricted matrix B_{N−1} cannot be positive definite. Hence the original matrix B, as well as A, must have negative eigenvalues. This, as remarked, contradicts the min-max principle (2.2). Therefore, the radial first eigenfunction ϕ_1 cannot have more than two generalized nodal domains, as claimed.

4. A nodal domain theorem for general radial eigenfunctions We start by recalling the Interlacing theorem which is a consequence of the well-known Courant-Fischer min-max principle, see e.g. [14, Chapter 8] and the references therein. Theorem B (Interlacing Theorem). Let K_0 be a symmetric N × N matrix, and K_1 = v^T ⊗ v a rank-one matrix generated by a column vector v ∈ R^n . Then for 1 ≤ j ≤ N − 2 λ_j(K_0 + K_1) ≤ λ_{j+1}(K_0) ≤ λ_{j+2}(K_0 + K_1), λ_j (K_0) ≤ λ_{j+1}(K_0 + K_1) ≤ λ_{j+2}(K_0).

We apply this theorem to the matrix A = K_0 + K_1, with

K_0 = −m_λ m_1

m_2 ... m_N , K^1 = m^2_1 m_1m_2 . . . m_1m_N m_2m_1 m^2 . . . m_2m_N . . . . .. . . . m_N m_1 m_N m_2 . . . m^2_N

= m^T m where m^T = (m_1, m_2, · · · , m_N ) ∈ R^N . Then we get λ_j (A) ≤ λ_{j+1}(K_0).

By the conditions on m_i’s, K_0 has precisely N_∗ ≡ ⌈^N_2 ⌉ negative eigenfunctions. Therefore, λ_{N∗−1}(A) ≤ λ_{N∗} (K_0) < 0 < λ_{N∗+1}(K_0) ≤ λ_{N∗+2}(A), with only the signs of λ_{N∗} (A) and λ_{N∗+1}(A) left undetermined–but we know that one of them has to be zero! The min-max principle tells that for the k-the eigenfunction, N_∗ − 1 ≤ k − 1 which implies N ≤ 2k, namely the k-th eigenfunction has at most 2k generalized nodal domains.

This result is sharp in view of the first radial eigenfunction, as we have seen in the previous section. For higher radial eigenfunctions, we try to show the sharpness from the matrix viewpoint by some examples.

For the second radial eigenfunction, i.e. k = 2, consider the matrix A with m_1 = +5, m_2 = −3, m_3 = +5, m_4 = −3, so that m_λ = +4. The corresponding matrix A has eigenvalues 60, 12, 0, −20, hence precisely one negative eigenvalue. The enlarged matrix with m_j as above, 1 ≤ j ≤ 4, while m_5 = +5, would have two negative eigenvalues: 75, 27, 0, −45, −45. This cannot happen in terms of the min-max principle (2.1).

For the third radial eigenfunction, i.e. k = 3, similarly consider a matrix with m_1 = +5, m_2 = −3, m_3 = +5, m_4 = −3, m_5 = +5, m_6 = −3, so that m_λ = +6. The corresponding matrix A has eigenvalues 90, 18, 18, 0, −30, −30, with negative inertia index 2! If we increase the size N to 7, with m_7 = +5, then the corresponding A_{7×7} has eigenvalues 105, 33, 33, 0, −55, −55, −55, which would again contradict the min-max principle (2.1).

As remarked in the introduction, we don’t know whether the bound 2k is sharp among all radial eigenfunctions. Note that we cannot, in general, hope for a linear bound of the form k + a, since there exist non-radial eigenfunctions even on a radially symmetric domain such as the ball. It thus remains open to find the optimal bound of the number of nodal domains.

5. On eigenfunctions with non positive eigenvalues We present here the proof of Lemma 1.2. Let e_k(θ), θ ∈ S^{n−1}, denote the eigenfunctions of the Laplace operator on S^1 for the eigenvalues

0 = μ_1 < (n − 1) = μ_2 ≤ μ_3 ≤ · · · ,

In particular, � S^{n−1} ek(θ) dθ = 0 for k ≥ 2.

Consider the eigenfunction ϕ:

−Δϕ − λV_λ [ϕ]_λ = σV_λ [ϕ]_λ , in B_1.

Since ψ_λ is radially decreasing thanks to [12], then V_λ = f^′(α_λ + λψ_λ) ≥ 0. For k ≥ 1, consider the functions ϕ̄^k : (0, 1] → R defined by

ϕ̄^k(r) :=

�_{2π} S^{n−1} ϕ(r, θ)e_k(θ) dθ. Then we would have ϕ = ∑ k≥0 ϕ̄k(r)e_k(θ). Note that, e_1 = 1 is constant and hence ϕ̄1e_1(θ) is a radial function.

We claim that ϕ̄^k(r) ≡ 0 for all k ≥ 2. By the boundary condition we know that ϕ̄^k(1) = 0. In the interval (0, 1), the function ϕ̄^k satisfies the ODE

d^2 dr^2 ϕ̄^k + n − 1 r d dr ϕ̄^k − μ^k r^2 ϕ̄^k + λV_λ(r)ϕ̄^k = −σV_λ(r)ϕ̄^k, (5.1)

as the average part ⟨ϕ⟩_λ doesn’t contribute in the integration with respect to e_k(θ) dθ. Suppose ϕ̄^k is not identically zero and let r_0 be the first zero of ϕ̄^k. W.l.o.g. we may assume that ϕ̄^k > 0 in (0, r_0). Note that the radial solution ψ_λ satisfies

d^2 dr^2

(ψ^′_λ) + n − 1 r d dr ψ^′_λ + ( λV_λ − n − 1 r^2 ) ψ^′_λ = 0 in (0, 1) (5.2)

and ψ^′_λ(0) = 0, ψ^′_λ(r) ≤ 0 for r ∈ (0, 1]. Therefore, multiplying both sides of (5.1) by r^{n−1}ψ^′_λ(r) and integrating over (0, r_0), we have,

�_{r0} 0 r^{n−1}ψ^′_λ d^2 dr^2 ϕ̄^k + (n − 1)r^{n−2}ψ^′_λ d dr ϕ̄^k − μ_kr^{n−3}ψ^′_λϕ̄^k + λr^{n−1}V_λ(r)ψ^′_λϕ̄^k dr = −σ �_{r0} 0 r^{n−1}V_λ(r)ψ^′_λϕ̄^k dr. Integration by parts gives

�_{r0} 0 r^{n−1}ψ^′_λ d^2 dr^2 ϕ̄^k dr = r^{n−1}_0 ψ^′_λ(r_0)d ϕ̄k dr (r_0) + �_{r0} 0 ( (n − 1)(n − 2)r^{n−3}ψ^′_λ + 2(n − 1)r^{n−2}ψ^{′′}_λ + r^{n−1}ψ^{′′′}_λ )¯ ϕ^k dr, �_{r0} 0 (n − 1)r^{n−2}ψ^′_λ d dr ϕ̄^k dr =

�_{r0} 0 −(n − 1)(n − 2)r^{n−3}ψ^′_λϕ̄^k − (n − 1)r^{n−2}ψ^{′′}_λϕ̄^k dr, where we have used the boundary conditions ψ^′_λ(0) = 0, ϕ̄^k(r_0) = 0. Thus,

r^{n−1}_0 ψ^′_λ(r_0) dϕ̄^k dr (r_0) +

�_{r0} 0 r^{n−1} ( d^2 dr^2 ψ^′_λ + n − 1 r d dr ψ^′_λ + λV_λψ^′_λ ) ϕ̄^k dr − �_{r0} 0 μ_kr^{n−3}ψ^′_λϕ̄_k dr = −σ �_{r0} 0 r^{n−1}V_λ(r)ψ^′_λϕ̄^k dr. Then (5.2) implies that,

r^{n−1}_0 ψ^′_λ(r_0) dϕ̄^k dr (r_0) +

�_{r0} 0 r^{n−3}(n − 1 − μ_k)V_λψ^′_λϕ̄^k dr = −σ �_{r0} 0 r^{n−1}V_λψ^′_λϕ̄^k dr. Note that μ_k ≥ n − 1 for k ≥ 2, and^d_{dr} ϕ̄^k(r_0) < 0. Thus the l.h.s. of this equality is positive. On the other side, if σ ≤ 0, then the r.h.s. is non-positive unless ϕ̄^k vanishes identically in [0, r_0].

Therefore, for σ ≤ 0, the eigenfunction ϕ must be radial, and we deduce that,

0 = (λ + σ) � B_1

V_λ [ϕ]_λ dx = � B_1

−Δϕ dx = � ∂B_1 − ∂ϕ ∂r ds = −|S^{n−1}|ϕ^′(1), which is the same as ϕ^′(1) = 0.

6. On the multiplicity of eigenvalues In this section we are going to prove Proposition 1.8. Let ϕ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1) be a radial eigenfunction of σ, which satisfies (1.3). In particular, as above, integration by parts gives ϕ^′(1) = 0. If ⟨ϕ⟩_λ = 0, then ϕ satisfies a classical elliptic PDE with ϕ|_{∂B1} = 0 and ∂_ν ϕ|_{∂B1} = 0, hence ϕ ≡ 0, which is impossible. Therefore we have ⟨ϕ⟩_λ ≠ 0 as far as ϕ is nontrivial. As a consequence by (1.3) we see that on ∂B_1, ϕ^{′′}(1) = (λ + σ)V_λ(1) ⟨ϕ⟩_λ ≠ 0.

Now if there were two independent eigenfunctions ϕ_1, ϕ_2 ∈ H^1_0 (B_1) of the eigenvalue σ, then we would have, ϕ_j(1) = 0, ϕ^′_j(1) = 0, j = 1, 2

and ϕ^{′′}_1(1) ≠ 0, ϕ^{′′}_2(1) ≠ 0. Thus we could find a linear combination Φ ≡ αϕ_1 + βϕ_2 for some α, β ∈ R such that Φ^{′′}(1) = 0.

Note that Φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1) is also a radial eigenfunction of σ with Φ(1) = 0, Φ^′(1) = 0. Then ⟨Φ⟩_λ ≠ 0 as otherwise we would have Φ ≡ 0, which contradicts that ϕ_1 and ϕ_2 are linearly independent. But then we should have again Φ^{′′}(1) ≠ 0, which is the desired contradiction.

7. concluding remarks: a degenerate case

The assumption that V_λ > 0 on B_1 is crucial in treatment of the problem, as it implies that ϕ^{′′}(1) ≠ 0. This is usually the case in many applications. For instance, as far as α > 0, to cover the plasma problem (where f(t) = t^p, see [7, 6]), it is enough to assume

f^′ > 0 in (0, +∞)

which implies, for each λ > 0,

V_λ(x) = f^′(α_λ + λψ_λ) > 0 on B_1

where (α_λ, ψ_λ) is a solution of (1.1) with α_λ > 0. Another well-known example is the Liouville nonlinearity, where f(t) = e^t and in fact in this case we are allowed to peak any α ∈ R ([2, 4]).

However, in one of our aiming applications ([7, 6]) we also need to consider the case where V_λ|_{∂B1} = 0, more exactly f(t) = t^p and α_λ = 0 in the above example. This is a rather delicate limiting case for the study of the stability of the solutions of the plasma problem. Actually, as far as we just assume V_λ|_{∂B1} = 0, the arguments provided above for the simplicity of the radial eigenfunctions and for the finiteness of the singular points may be not conclusive in general. However if we knew that lim_{r→1−} V_λ(r) (1 − r)^β

= v_0, (7.1)

for some β > 0 and v_0 > 0, then most of the main properties proved above still hold and we will sketch the idea of how this is done in the rest of this section. Remark that, interestingly enough, this is exactly what happens for the model plasma problem with f(t) = t^p for some p > 1 and α = 0. Indeed, in this case by the Hopf Lemma the radial solution ψ_0 satisfies ∂_rψ_0(1) ≠ 0. As a consequence (7.1) holds for V_λ with β = p − 1 > 0.

We adopt the convention that a function u : [0, 1] → R satisfies a β(> 0)-vanishing condition at r = 1 if there exists a > 0 such that lim_{r→1−} u(r) (1 − r)^β = a. Then we have

Theorem 7.1. Assume that: for some 0 ≤ k ∈ N,

• V_λ ∈ C^{k,γ}([0, 1]), for some γ ∈ (0, 1), • V_λ satisfies a β-vanishing condition for some β ∈ (k, k + 1].

Let ϕ be a solution of (1.3) with ⟨ϕ⟩_λ ≠ 0. Then ϕ satisfies a (β + 2)-vanishing condition at r = 1.

Proof. We first prove the assertion for k = 0. Since V_λ ∈ C^{0,γ} ([0, 1]) then by standard elliptic estimates ϕ is of class C^{2,γ} near r = 1. Clearly (1.3) takes the form, ϕ^{′′}(r) + n − 1 r ϕ^′(r) + (λ + σ)V_λ(r)ϕ(r) = (λ + σ)V_λ(r) ⟨ϕ⟩_λ , (7.2) and since ϕ(1) = ϕ^′(1) = 0 = V_λ(1), we deduce that ϕ^{′′}(1) = 0 as well. Therefore we have

|ϕ^{′′}(r)| ≤ C_2(1 − r)^γ , |ϕ^′(r)| ≤ C_1(1 − r)^{1+γ} , |ϕ(r)| ≤ C_0(1 − r)^{2+γ} .

Let us divide (7.2) by (1 − r)^β and observe that 1 r ϕ^{(1)}(r) (1 − r)^β ≤ C (1 − r)^{1+γ} (1 − r)^β ≤ C(1 − r)^γ → 0, r → 1^−, ϕ(r) (1 − r)^β ≤ C (1 − r)^{2+γ} (1 − r)^β

≤ C(1 − r)^{1+γ} → 0, r → 1^−,

whence passing to the limit we find that lim_{r→1−} ϕ^{′′}(r) (1 − r)^β = lim_{r→1−}(λ + σ) ⟨ϕ⟩_λ V_λ(r) (1 − r)^β

= (λ + σ) ⟨ϕ⟩_λ v_0,

which proves the claim for k = 0.

For k ≥ 1, observe that a C^k function u satisfies a β(∈ (k, k + 1])-vanishing condition at r = 1 if and only if u^{(j)} satisfies a (β − j)-vanishing condition for all 0 ≤ j ≤ k. This is an immediate consequence of L’Hospital’s rule. In particular, for 1 ≤ j ≤ k, lim_{r→1−} V^{(j)}_λ (1 − r)^{β−j} = v_j with v_j = β(β − 1) · · · (β − j + 1)v_0 > 0. Moreover, in our case, it suffices to prove that ϕ^{(2+k)} satisfies a (β − k)-vanishing condition.

Taking the k-th derivative of (1.3) yields an equation of the form,

ϕ^{(2+k)}(r) + k+2∑ j=1 c_j (r)ϕ^{(2+k−j)}(r) = (λ + σ)V^{(k)}_λ (r) ⟨ϕ⟩_λ , (7.3)

where c_j (r), j = 1, · · · , k + 2 are smooth functions of r near r = 1. Since V^{(j)}_λ (1) = 0, j = 1, · · · , k, we have |ϕ^{(2+k−j)}(r)| ≤ C_0(1 − r)^{j+γ} , j = 0, 1, · · · , 2 + k. Let us divide (7.3) by (1 − r)^{β−k} and, recalling that β − k ∈ (0, 1], observe that, k+2∑ j=1 |c_j(r)| | | | | ϕ^{(2+k−j)}(r) (1 − r)^{β−k} | | | | ≤ C k+2∑ j=1 (1 − r)^{j+γ} (1 − r)^{β−k} ≤ C k+2∑ j=1 (1 − r)^{j−1+γ} → 0, r → 1^−, whence passing to the limit we find that lim_{r→1−} ϕ^{(2+k)}(r) (1 − r)^{β−k} = lim_{r→1−}(λ + σ) ⟨ϕ⟩_λ V^{(k)}_λ (r) (1 − r)^{β−k} = (λ + σ) ⟨ϕ⟩_λ v_k, which proves the claim for k ≥ 1. □

Theorem 7.1 guarantees that the argument for simplicity of the space of radial eigenfunctions associated to a fixed σ works as well and in particular we deduce that Proposition 1.8 holds under the assumptions about V_λ of Theorem 7.1.

For the other results, Lemma 1.2 holds since the argument in the proof does not require the positivity of V_λ at the boundary.

As for the main results, Theorem 1.6 and Theorem 1.7, we have to clarify first what we mean by a generalized nodal domain, since in this case we cannot impose that ϕ^{′′}(1) > 0. However this degeneracy only occurs at r = 1 since the solution ψ to (1.1) is positive in the interior of the domain, whence by definition V_λ has the same property as well. Thus we take the following definition:

Definition 7.2. Let ϕ be a radial eigenfunction of (1.3) with ⟨ϕ⟩_λ > 0 in B_1. A singular point of ϕ is a point r_0 ∈ [0, 1] such that

• ϕ(r_0) = 0, ϕ^′(r_0) = 0;

• ϕ satisfies some β-vanishing condition for some 0 < β < +∞ at r = r_0.

If V_λ is positive up to the boundary, then we see that the above definition is equivalent to Definition 1.3. On the other side, under the assumptions of Theorem 7.1, we can still use the concept of generalized nodal domain as above and the proof in Section 3 still works in this setting. Indeed Theorem 7.1 in particular guarantees that there is only a finite number of generalized nodal domains. Therefore the main Theorems 1.6 and 1.7 are valid as well.

Data Availability Statement. Data sharing not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated or analyzed during the current study.

References

[1] D. Bartolucci, Stable and unstable equilibria of uniformly rotating self-gravitating cylinders, IJMP D, 21 (2012), pp. 1250087 1–22.

[2] , Global bifurcation analysis of mean field equations and the Onsager microcanonical description of two-dimensional turbulence, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 58 (2019), pp. Paper No. 18, 37.

[3] D. Bartolucci, C. Gui, A. Jevnikar, and A. Moradifam, A singular sphere covering inequality: uniqueness and symmetry of solutions to singular Liouville-type equations, Math. Ann., 374 (2019), pp. 1883–1922.

[4] D. Bartolucci, Y. Hu, A. Jevnikar, and W. Yang, Generic properties of free boundary problems in plasma physics, Nonlinearity, 35 (2022), pp. 411–444.

[5] D. Bartolucci and A. Jevnikar, On the global bifurcation diagram of the Gelfand problem, Anal. PDE, 14 (2021), pp. 2409–2426.

[6] , New universal estimates for free boundary problems arising in plasma physics, Proc. Amer.

Math. Soc., 150 (2022), pp. 673–686.

[7] , On the uniqueness and monotonicity of solutions of free boundary problems, J. Differential Equations, 306 (2022), pp. 152–188.

[8] D. Bartolucci and G. Tarantello, Asymptotic blow-up analysis for singular Liouville type equations with applications, J. Differential Equations, 262 (2017), pp. 3887–3931.

[9] L. Bers, Remark on an application of pseudo-analytic functions, Amer. J. Math., 78 (1956), pp. 486– 496.

[10] C.-C. Chen and C.-S. Lin, Mean field equation of Liouville type with singular data: topological degree, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 68 (2015), pp. 887–947.

[11] L. Damascelli, M. Grossi, and F. Pacella, Qualitative properties of positive solutions of semilinear elliptic equations in symmetric domains via the maximum principle, Annales de l’Institut Henri Poincare (C) Analyse Non Lineaire, 16 (1999), pp. 631 – 652.

[12] B. Gidas, W. M. Ni, and L. Nirenberg, Symmetry and related properties via the maximum principle, Comm. Math. Phys., 68 (1979), pp. 209–243.

[13] D. Gilbarg and N. S. Trudinger, Elliptic partial differential equations of second order, Classics in Mathematics, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2001. Reprint of the 1998 edition.

[14] G. H. Golub and C. F. Van Loan, Matrix computations, Johns Hopkins Studies in the Mathematical Sciences, Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, MD, fourth ed., 2013.

[15] P. Hartman and A. Wintner, On the local behavior of solutions of non-parabolic partial differential equations, Amer. J. Math., 75 (1953), pp. 449–476.

[16] C. S. Lin and W.-M. Ni, A counterexample to the nodal domain conjecture and a related semilinear equation, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 102 (1988), pp. 271–277.

[17] N. S. Nadirashvili, Multiple eigenvalues of the Laplace operator, Mat. Sb. (N.S.), 133(175) (1987), pp. 223–237, 272.

[18] A. k. Pleijel, Remarks on Courant’s nodal line theorem, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 9 (1956), pp. 543–550.

Daniele Bartolucci, Department of Mathematics, University of Rome ”Tor Vergata”,, Via della ricerca scientifica n.1, 00133 Roma, Italy.

Email address: bartoluc@mat.uniroma2.it

Aleks Jevnikar, Department of Mathematics, Computer Science and Physics, University of Udine, Via delle Scienze 206, 33100 Udine, Italy.

Email address: aleks.jevnikar@uniud.it

Ruijun Wu, School of Mathematics and Statistics, Beijing Institute of Technology, Zhongguancun South Street No. 5, Haidian District, Beijing, P.R. China.

Email address: ruijun.wu@bit.edu.cn