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THE ASYMPTOTIC GEOMETRY OF G,-MONOPOLES
DANIEL FADEL, AKOS NAGY, AND GONCALO OLIVEIRA

AsstrAcT. This article investigates the asymptotics of G,-monopoles. First, we find that
when the underlying G,-manifold has polynomial volume growth strictly greater than r7/2,
finite intermediate energy monopoles with bounded curvature have finite mass.

The second main result restricts to the case when the underlying G,-manifold is asymp-
totically conical. In this situation, we deduce sharp decay estimates and that the connection

converges, along the end, to a pseudo-Hermitian—Yang-Mills over the asymptotic cone.
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1.1. Context. An important problem in G, geometry is to develop methods to distin-
guish G,-manifolds. This problem can be put in several ways, and recent advances
produced invariants able to detect connected components of the moduli space of G,-

Other approaches intended at producing invariants of G,-manifolds aim to produce
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enumerative theories counting special submanifolds and gauge fields. For example, in
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[18] Dominic Joyce alluded to the possibility of constructing such an enumerative invari-
ant of G,-manifolds by “counting” rigid compact coassociative submanifolds (see also
[17]). On the other hand, Donaldson and Segal, in [11], proposed an enumerative invari-
ant of certain (noncompact) G,-manifolds by considering G,-monopoles instead. They
further suggest that this might be easier to define and possibly related to a more direct
coassociative “count”.

The underlying idea behind this proposal is inspired by Taubes’ Gr=SW Theorem in
[25] for 4 dimensional symplectic manifolds. The similarities stand from the fact that the
Seiberg—Witten (SW) invariant is obtained from gauge theory while the Gromov-Witten
(Gr) invariant is obtained from holomorphic curves, which in a symplectic manifold are
calibrated, just like coassociatives in a G,-holonomy manifold are.

The study of G,-monopoles was initiated in [4,20] and [21] where the third author gave
evidence supporting the Donaldson-Segal program by finding families of G,-monopoles
parametrized by a positive real number m > 0, called the mass, which in the limit when
m — +oo concentrate along a compact coassociative submanifold.

The goal of this article is to show that several of the asymptotic features satisfied by
these examples are in fact general phenomena which follow from natural assumptions
such as finiteness of the relevant energy. This is a very much needed development in
order to justify the choice of function spaces to be used in a satisfactory moduli theory.

More about the other gauge theoretical approaches for producing invariants of G,-

manifolds can, for example, be found in [9-11, 15,23, 27].

1.2. Summary. Let (X 7 @) be anoncompact, complete, and irreducible G,-manifold. We
respectively denote by ¢ and * the metric and Hodge star operator induced by the G,-
structure ¢ € Q3(X). We also let i = »¢p € Q*(X). Given a compact Lie group G with
Lie algebra g and a principal G-bundle P over X, we consider pairs (V,®), where V is a
connection on P and @ a section of gp = P X(aq,G)9 called the Higgs field. Such a pair (V, )
is said to be a G,-monopole if

+(Fy Ap)—-VD =0, (1.1)
where Fy € Q%(X, gp) is the curvature of V and V® denotes the covariant derivative of the
Higgs field with respect to the the induced connection on gp. G,-monopoles can be seen

to be (at least formally) critical points of the intermediate energy:

) = v 2+ Voly. .
EV(V,D) J(IF A |ch|2) 1 (1.2)

X
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Note that Fy A ¢ only contains certain components of Fy and so the intermediate en-
ergy only controls part of the curvature of V.! Indeed, the 2-forms on (X, ¢) split into
irreducible G,-representations as A> = AZ@® A}, with the subscripts accounting for the
dimension of the representation. Using this decomposition we can uniquely write Fy =
Fé + Pé‘l and we find that Fy A ¢ = F% A . Thus, the intermediate energy only accounts
for the “smaller” F% component of the curvature. Furthermore, under certain technical
and refined assumptions on the asymptotic behavior (see Section 1.4 in [20]) it is in fact
possible to prove that G,-monopoles minimize £¥. In this article we drop such techni-
cal hypothesis and replace them by simpler more natural ones such as finiteness of the
intermediate energy.

A word must be said about the reason for restricting to noncompact G,-manifolds. In-
deed, a short computation resulting from applying V* to equation (1.1) and using the
Bianchi identity, shows that V*V® = 0 which in turns implies that [®|?> is subharmonic.
Thus, if X was to be compact |®| would be constant and thus V® = 0 = Fy A i. In particu-
lar, V is a so-called G,-instanton, which is a very interesting equation in itself. However,
in this article we be focusing on “pure” G,-monopoles and so we regard the case when

V® = 0 as being more interesting.

Main results. Recall that a G,-holonomy Riemannian manifold (X, ¢) is Ricci-flat. Then,
as X is noncompact, an application of the Bishop—Gromov volume comparison theorem
shows that for any x € X and sufficiently large r > 1, the volume of radius r ball centered
at x satisfies

r < Vol(B,(x)) s 1",

where n = 7. The G;-manifold (X, ¢) is said to have polynomial volume growth strictly

"2 if there is | > /2 such that lim,_, ., r~'Vol(B,(x)) converges to a positive

greater than r
constant.
Furthermore, by the Cheeger—-Gromov splitting theorem, any irreducible (X, ) has
only one end, meaning that for all r large X — B,(x) has only one connected component.
Our first result gives conditions under which monopoles (V,®) have |®| converging to a
constant along this end. When this is the case, (V,®) is said to have finite mass and the

value of the constant to which |®| converges is called the mass.

In fact, formally G,-monopoles are also critical points for the Yang—Mills—Higgs (YMH) energy:

E(V, D) = J(|FV|2 +|VD[?) voly.
X
Here, we say formally because this energy need not be finite. Indeed, in contrast with the intermediate
energy, the YMH energy is not finite in any known interesting example and in all previous works on G-
monopoles.
3



Theorem 1.1 (Finite intermediate energy implies finite mass). Let (X, @) be a noncom-
pact, complete, and irreducible G,-manifold of bounded geometry and with polynomial volume
growth strictly greater than r"/?

Fé‘l bounded, satisfies

. Then any finite intermediate energy G,-monopole (V,®) with

lim [|D(y)|=m, (1.3)

dist(y,x)—o0

for some nonnegative constant m < +oo called the mas of (V, D).

Notice that, as previously mentioned, the function |®|? is subharmonic. Hence, if in
the previous theorem m = 0 we have @ = 0 everywhere and so V is a G,-instanton. Hence,
we are primarily interested in the case when m = 0.

Our second main result gives the asymptotic structure of G,-monopoles on the so
called asymptotically conical (AC) G,-manifolds. This is a very interesting class of G-
manifolds for which explicit examples are known [2, 13], and on which G,-monopoles
have already been constructed [21,22]. A G,-manifold (X, ¢) is AC if its end is asymp-
totically isometric to a metric cone (C = (1,+00), x X, gc = dr? + r?gy), see Definition 2.4
for the precise definition. In this case, the cross section of the asymptotic cone (%, gy)
comes equipped with a nearly Kahler structure (w,]) as defined in Definition 2.2. In
this situation, a connection V on a principal G-bundle over (¥, w,]) is said to be pseudo-
Hermitian—Yang—Mills connection, if

02 _
Fy” =0,
APV = 0,

0,2 .
where F(V ! denotes the (0,2) component of the curvature with respect to the almost com-

plex structure | determined by the (nearly) Kahler structure and AFy the component of
the curvature along its fundamental 2-form w. In the next theorem, we restrict to the case
G =SU(2).

Theorem 1.2 (Asymptotics of G,-monopoles on AC manifolds). Let (X, @) be an AC G,-
manifold and (V,®) a solution to the G,-monopole equation (1.1) with finite intermediate en-
ergy (1.2) and such that |P$4| decays uniformly along the end. Then, along the end of (X, @)

IVD| < r~ (1),

and |[D,VD]| +|[D, Fy || decays exponentially.
Furthermore, ifFé4 is assumed to quadratically decay, then there is a principal G-bundle P,,
over X, together with a pair (V, Py,) such that:

(a) O, is a V,-parallel section of the Adjoint bundle gp_ over ¥, and
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(b) Vo is a pseudo-Hermitian—Yang—Mills connection with respect to the nearly Kahler
structure on ¥;

and
(V(R), ®(R)) = (V,D)lrjxx = (Veor Poo)s

uniformly as R — oo.

Remark 1.3. Some remarks are now in place.

o G,-monopoles solve the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) (see Lemma 2.5). These
are the Euler-Lagrange equations for both the intermediate energy E¥ and the YMH en-
ergy. We also prove analogues of the above main results for general solutions of these
equations, see Theorems 4.4, 6.1 and 7.1.

e The decay estimate for [V®| given above is sharp as proven in Remark 6.2.

This article also contains several other interesting results on the asymptotic behavior
of G,-monopoles. For example, in the conditions of Theorem 1.1, Corollary 4.5 gives
a further refinement on the asymptotics of |®|?, and in the conditions of Theorem 1.2,
Corollary 3.7 gives uniform decay of all derivatives of both Fy and V@ and Corollary 6.11
gives Vit1d ¢ L%4 for all j € INy. Finally, Section 8 is entirely dedicated at proving decay
properties of solutions to the linearized equation. This is a very important result which
gives foundations for the moduli theory in [20].

Comparison with previous work. In [20] the third author worked under much stronger
hypothesis in order to deduce similar results to those of Theorem 1.2. In that reference
it is already assumed that: (1) (V,®) has finite mas, i.e. equation (1.3) holds; and (2) the
connection V is asymptotic to a connection V,, pulled back from the link ¥ of the asymp-
totic cone, with |V — V| < 7717¢ for some ¢ > 0. Under these hypothesis, the existence of
®,, as in (a) of TTheorem 1.2 was then deduced. However, the proof of (b) in [20] uses
the additional hypothesis that (3) |[®y,V - V]| < 77%7¢ for some & > 0.

Organization. In Section 2 we fix some nomenclature, notations and derive preliminary
important identities satisfied by G,-monopoles, most notably a Bochner/Weitzenbock for-
mula for A|V®|2. Next, in Section 3, we derive very useful consequences of the previous
identities via Moser iteration and e-regularity results, under the hypothesis of finite in-
termediate energy and bounded curvature. These yield that [V®|? decays, is in LP for all
p €[1,00], and in case |Fy| decays, we get that |V/Ey| and |V/*1®| decay for all j € IN|,.
Section 4 is mainly concerned with a proof of our first main theorem, but in fact proves
a considerably stronger result, stated as Theorem 4.4, and further partial refinements.

The main tools here are the integrability and decay properties of the previous section, a
5



Sobolev-Holder embedding coming from our volume growth assumptions, Green’s func-
tion asymptotics, and the gradient inequality of Cheng—Yau, all combined through a strat-
egy inspired by the original work of Taubes in the classical 3-dimensional monopole equa-
tion in [16, Chapter IV].

In Section 5 we prove refined Bochner and Weitzenbock type formulas for finite mass
monopoles away from the zero set of the Higgs field when the gauge group is G = SU(2).
Using decay hypothesis, we get in particular strong Bochner inequalities sufficiently far
along the end of our irreducible G,-manifold, cf. Corollary 5.4 and Lemma 5.5. We then
restrict to the AC G,-manifold case in Section 6. The first striking consequence of the
Bochner inequalities, together with the maximum principle, is the exponential decay of
the @-transversal components of Fy and V® in this context, proved in Proposition 6.3.
We then move to use a combination of the Agmon identity, Hardy’s inequality and Moser
iteration in Section 6.2 and Section 6.4 to get a sharp polynomial decay rate of |[V®|, com-
pleting the proof of the first part of our second main result, restated as Theorem 6.1.
Then, in Section 7 we use the previous results, together with Uhlenbeck compactness and
related techniques to prove the convergence result of the second part of our second main
result. Finally, we devote Section 8 to the study of the linearized G,-monopole equation
and using the same techniques of the previous sections we prove analogous decay results
for its solutions.
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2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Notation and conventions. In this article n = 7. We prefer to keep the n explicit as
this allows to more easily read the use of several analytic results such as scaling, Moser
iteration arguments, Hardy’s inequality etc. Keeping n instead of 7 is also convenient for

more easily compare with other monopole theories.
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We let A = d*d be the Hodge—Laplacian operator on functions of X, and Ay = dydy, +dydy
be the covariant Hodge—Laplacian, induced by V, acting on QX(X,gp). We note that Ay =
dydy and coincides with the rough Laplacian V*V on Q%X,gp).

We denote by ¢ > 0 a generic constant and we write x <y to mean that x < cy.

2.2. Bounded geometry and Moser iteration. We say that (X, g) has bounded geometry
if its global injectivity radius, inj(X, g) = inf,cxinj,(X,g), is positive, and the Riemann
curvature tensor, together with all of its derivatives, is bounded, that is for each j € IN,
there is ¢; > 0 such that |V/Riem| < Cj-

We now cite a standard Moser iteration type result in the exact manner we need it in

this article.

Proposition 2.1 (Moser iteration, cf. [29, Lemma 10]). Let B,(x) C (X",g) be a convex
geodesic ball and u : B,(x) — IR be a smooth nonnegative function satisfying Au < cou, for
some constant cy > 0. Then, there is a constant ¢ > 0 depending only on the geometry of B,(x)
such that

sup u(y) < c(cg/2+r_”) J‘ u.
yeBr(x)
2 By (x)

If (X, g) has bounded geometry then the constant c above can be taken to be universal
in a way that it does not depend on x. In fact, there is ry € (0,inj(X, g)) such that for every
r € (0,79], x € X, and any smooth nonnegative function u : X — IR satisfying Au < cou on
all of X, then

sup u(y) < (cg/2+r_”) J‘ u.
yeBr(x)
2 B(x)

2.3. Asymptotically conical G,-manifolds. Now we give some definitions and notations

concerning AC G,-manifolds.

Definition 2.2. Given a 6-manifold X.°, a pair of forms (w,Q;) € Q?®Q3(3, R) determine an
SU(3)-structure on ¥ if:

e The GL(6,IR) orbit of (); is open, with stabilizer a covering of SL(3,C);
e The following compatibility relations hold

wd 1
a)/\lea)/\QZ:O, ?:Zﬂl/\QZ,

where Q) = JQ)y and | denotes the almost complex structure determined by ().

e gy = w(-,] - ) determines a Riemannian metric on X.
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We let Q) be the complex volume form on (¥,gy) such that Re(Q)) = Q and Im(Q) = Q,.
Furthermore, if the forms (w, Q) satisfy

dQ, = —2w? and dw=3Q,,

then (X, gx) is said to be nearly Kéhler.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose that Y. is endowed with an SU(3)-structure determined by (w, Q). Then
the Riemannian cone (C(X) = (1,00), x X, gc = dr? + r2gy) with the G,-structure

2
¢c = r2dr Aw+13Qy, e = r4a)7 —r3drAQy,
is a Gy-manifold if and only if (£, gy ) is nearly Kéhler.

Definition 2.4. We say that (X’,¢) is asymptotically conical (AC) with rate v < 0 when
there exists a compact subset K C X, a closed nearly Kihler 6-manifold (X, gs) and a diffeomor-
phism @ : C(X) — X \ K such that the cone metric gc on C(X) and its Levi-Civita connection
V¢ satisfy:

V]é(@*g—gc) o O(r"™7) asr—oco, foralljeN,.
The connected components of X \ K are called the ends of X and ¥ is called the link of the

asymptotic cone. By a slight abuse of notation we let r be any positive smooth extension of
ro (p‘llx\K to X and call r a radius function. For each R > 0, we let Xg = {x € X]|r(x) <R},
which, for large enough R, is a smooth manifold-with-boundary, with a fixed diffeomorphism
type. We also let X = dXg, which is a closed Riemannian 6-manifold.

2.4. A Bochner/Weitzenbock formula. Here we derive some basic but crucial equations

satisfied by G,-monopoles.

Lemma 2.5. Let (V,D) be any solution of the G,-monopole equation (1.1) on P — X. Then
the pair (V,®) satisfies
Ay® =0, (2.1a)
dyFy = [VO,D]. (2.1b)
In particular, AyFy = [[Fy, P], ] - [VD A VD).
Proof. The first equation, Ay® = 0 is immediate from applying d, to the G,-monopole

equation (1.1) and using the Bianchi identity dyFy = 0 together with d = 0. As for the
second equation we first use the fact that 3Fé =x*(x(Fy A ) A P) to compute

3dyFy = xdy > (VO A ) = «([Fy, @] A ) = [V, ]
8



Notice that 313% =Fy++(Fy A @) and 31%4 = 2Fy —*(Fy A @). Thus, using the fact that ¢ is
closed we find
dy Fy = 3dy F = %d*VPé‘*.
The result follows from inserting this into the equation above. O
Lemma 2.6. For any solution (V,®) of the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b), we have
VV(VD) = [[VD, D], D] - 2% [+Fy A VOD]. (2.2)
In particular,
%A IVD|? + |V2D|? = (VD, V*V(VD)) (2.3)
= —AVO,*[+Fy AVOD]) [, VD],
which implies

1
EA|Vc1>|2 +|V2D? < |Fy||VD[? - |[@, VD% (2.4)

Proof. Using the Ricci-flatness and the Bochner/Weitzenbock formula, we have

VV(VD) = Ay VD — «[+Fy A VO], (2.5)
Now, using the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) and the Bianchi identity we com-
pute
AyVO = dy[Fy, D]
= [dy Fy, @] - #[+Fy A VO]
= [[VD,D], D] - #[+Fy A VOD]. (2.6)
Putting equations (2.5) and (2.6) together implies equation (2.2). O

2.5. Finite mass configurations. To finish this preliminary section, we introduce the pre-

cise definition of finite mass configurations and make a simple but useful remark.

Definition 2.7. A configuration (V,®) is said to have finite mass if |D| converges uniformly
to a constant m € R, at inﬁnityz; m is called the mass of (V, D).

Remark 2.8. If (V,D) is a solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) then, in

particular, Ay® = 0 and this implies that
P8 _ o v D VDL = _VDP
AT =(D,V'VD) - |VO|” = -|VD|” < 0.

More precisely, for each € > 0 there is a compact subset K C X such that ||®|(x) — m| < € for all x € X \ K.
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As a consequence, the function |®|? is subharmonic. Thus, if furthermore (V,®) has finite mass
m € R, then by the Maximum Principle (cf. [16, Chapter VI, Proposition 3.3]) one has either
|®| = m or |D| <m on X. Moreover, in the later case, one has |®| > 5 outside a sufficiently large
compact subset.

3. CONSEQUENCES OF MOSER ITERATION AND &-REGULARITY

In this section we deduce step by step the consequences that can be taken from the
use of Moser iteration and e-regularity along the end of X. The final result of the section
which concentrates our conclusions and follows from the preceding work is Corollary 3.7.

We start with a simple consequence of Lemma 2.6 using Moser iteration.

Lemma 3.1. Let (V,D) be a solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b). Then for
any x € X and 0 <r <inj (X, g),

sup [VOI < (IIFgll 5 ) +7") f VO, (3.1)
550 B (x)

Proof. This follows from a direct application of the equation (2.4) in Lemma 2.6 with the

Moser iteration result stated in Proposition 2.1. O

Corollary 3.2. Let (X, @) be a noncompact, irreducible G,-manifold of bounded geometry. Let
(V, D) be a solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b). If |Fy| € L®(X) and |VO|? €
LY(X), then |VO|? € L®(X) N LP(X) for all p € [1,00) and decays uniformly to zero along the
end.

Proof. Since (X, ) has bounded geometry, there is ry € (0,inj(X, g)) such that the inequality (3.1)
of Lemma 3.1 holds for all x € X and r € (0, 7y]. Given that |Fy| € L*(X) and [V®|? € L}(X)
we find that

VDI 5 (IFely +13") [ 1V0F <o
X

hence |[V®|? € L®(X)NL(X) C LP(X) for all p > 1. Moreover, since [V®|?> € L!(X), if x; — oo

then IB ) [V®|?> — 0 and thus by inequality (3.1) one gets [V®|?(x;) — 0. This shows that
ro\*

|[V®| decays, completing the proof. O

Definition 3.3. Let U C X be an open subset. When finite, we define the energy and the
intermediate energy of a field configuration (V,®) by the integrals over U of

1 1
e= E|FV|2 + E|ch|2, and

1 1
ey =5lFy Ayl + S IVOP, (3.2)
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to which we refer as the energy density and intermediate energy density respectively.

Notice that in case the pair (V,®) is a Gy-monopole we have ey, = |[V®|? and so the
intermediate energy is simply the squared L?>-norm of V®. In general, it follows from
linear algebra that

[Fy A 9* = 3|F{ P,

[e=3 [urite-2rzprs [ e, (3.3)

U U U
We now cite the following e-regularity result for the energy density e.

thus

Proposition 3.4 (e-regularity cf. [1, Theorem B] and [26, Theorem 1.3]). Let (X", g) be
an oriented Riemannian n-manifold of bounded geometry and let P be a G-bundle over X
where G is a compact Lie group. Then there are constants €y = €yp(X,g,9) > 0 and ry =
ro(X, g) € (0,inj(X, g)) with the following significance. Let (V,D) be a solution to the second
order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) on P — X. If x € X and 0 <r < ry are such that

p(n=4) J e< &g,

B, (x)
then
supesgr " J‘ e. (3.4)
Br(x)
2 B,(x)
In fact, there is a gauge o € C*(B,(x), G) such that, for any j € INy, the local matrix represen-
tations (A)° and (P)? of V and @ in this gauge satisfies

sup|V]+1 )U|2+|Vj“(q3)“|2 <jr” J e.
By (x)

In particular,

sup (|V]Fv| +[virof) < e (3.5)
B%( B, (x)

Sketch of proof. The first part implying the C°-bound from inequality (3.4) is a particular
case of [1, Theorem B]. From this bound, for any fixed p > n/2, by possibly taking smaller
ro and &; one can make ”Pvlle(B%(x)) to be smaller than Uhlenbeck’s constant given by
[26, Theorem 1.3]. Thus we can find a Coulomb gauge ¢ € C*(B,(x),G) in which the
second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) become an elliptic system and standard elliptic

estimates apply, implying the second part of the stated result. O
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As a consequence of Proposition 3.4 and Corollary 3.2, we get:

Corollary 3.5. Let (V,®) be a solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b). Sup-
pose that |Fy| decays uniformly to zero along the end and |V®|*> € L' (X). Then one actually has
that |V Fy| and |VI*1®| decay uniformly to zero along the end for all j € IN.

Proof. By Corollary 3.2 and the decay hypothesis on the curvature we know that e decays
uniformly to zero at infinity. Therefore, if (x;) is a sequence escaping to infinity then
JBrO(Xi) e — 0, so that by inequality (3.5) one has |V/Fy|(x;),|V/T1®|(x;) — 0. O

Now we turn to the particular case of G,-monopoles. We start with an e-regularity
result for ey.

Proposition 3.6 (¢-regularity for e,). Let (X7, @) be a Gy-manifold of bounded geometry and
P a principal G-bundle over X, where G is a compact Lie group. Then there are constants
¢ =X, 9,9)>0and rg = ro(X, @) € (0,inj(X, g,)) with the following significance. Let (V, D)
satisfy the G,-monopole equation (1.1) and suppose that x € X and 0 < r < rq are such that

p(n=4) J ey <E.

B,(x)
Setting
folx,r) =sup ([FS* - 2[Fg)%),
B(x)
we have:

(a) If fy < 0 then
sup ey < r " J‘ ey-
Br(x)
2 B, (x)
(b) If fy > 0 then

sup ey < (fv(x,r) - r‘4) r (=4 J ey + fo(x, r)r
B30 By (x)

Proof. First, we note that from Lemma 2.6 we have

Aey < |Pé4|el/) + e?p/z on B,(x).

Thus, in case (a) one has

Aey < ei/z on B,(x)

and in case (b) one has
Aey < fV(X,T)1/264, + ezj/z on B,(x).
12



Next, using a well-known almost monotonicity property for the normalized energy in
dimensions greater than four, cf. [1, Theorem 2.1], together with the energy identity (3.3)
we have

s~ J ey S p(n=4) J ey + fylx,r)rt, forallse(0,r]. (3.6)

Bs(x) B.(x)

In fact, notice that in case (a) we may drop last term in the right-hand side of inequality (3.6).
With these observations in mind, the result follows by a standard nonlinear mean value
inequality for the Laplacian, which in turn is a consequence of Moser iteration via the
so-called ‘Heinz trick’; e.g. apply [12, Theorem A.3] with the parameters d =4, a < 1,
ap = 0 and taking 7 = 0 = a; in case (a), and 7(r) = folx,r)r* and a; = fy(x,r)"/? in case
(b). O

Using the same reasoning that allowed to deduce Corollary 3.5 from Proposition 3.4,

we obtain the next result from Proposition 3.6 and Corollary 3.5.

Corollary 3.7. Let (X, @) be a noncompact, irreducible G,-manifold of bounded geometry.
Suppose (A, D) is a solution to the G,-monopole equation (1.1) with finite intermediate en-
ergy (3.2) (i.e. |V®|? € LY(X)) and such that |Fé4| € L®(X). Then, the function ey, = VD% e
L®(X) N LP(X) for all p € [1,00), and decays uniformly to zero at infinity. If furthermore |Fé4|
decays uniformly to zero at infinity, then |VIFy| and |VI*1®| decay uniformly to zero at infinity
for all j € Ny.

Proof. Given thatey, € L'and f(x,7) < SUpg (x) |13$4|2 <supy |Pé4|2 < 00, we can use Proposition 3.6
to conclude that ey, € L*(X) or, equivalently, that |Fé| € L*(X) and therefore |Fy| € L*(X).
Thus, by Corollary 3.2, we get the first part of the desired result. For the second part,
note that we already have that |Fé| decays, so if |F$4| decays then |Fy| decays. Hence,
Corollary 3.5 applies. O

4. FINITE MASS FROM FINITE INTERMEDIATE ENERGY

This section contains the proof of our first main result Theorem 1.1. In fact, we prove
a more refined version of that result stated as Theorem 4.4 and Corollary 4.5.
We start by making some observations regarding consequences of our volume growth

assumptions and an Holder-Sobolev inequality following from: it.

Remark 4.1 (Local Bishop-Gromov). Let x € X, p be the radial coordinate on T, X and A :
T, X — R the function so that write

exp,(volx) = A dp A volgu-1,
13



where n =7. Then, the Laplacian comparison theorem, see [28, Proposition 20.7], states that

d,(p "My <0, (4.1)

p

away from the cut locus. As p~""Y ) converges to a constant as p — 0 we find that for all p > 0
we have A < p"~'. Furthermore, the Bishop—Gromov volume comparison and the Ricci-flat
assumption we have that A ~ p" "D for p > 1, with 0 <k <n-1.3

Remark 4.2 (Global Bishop-Gromov). Let x € X, r > 0 and denote by B,(x) the geodesic ball
of radius r centered at x. Our hypothesis implies that for r > 1 we have

Vol(B,(p)) ~ r" ¥,

for some k < n/2. The Bishop—Gromov volume inequality, in this Ricci-flat case, yields that
r~"Vol(B,(x)), is a nonincreasing function of r. This converges to a constant as r — 0 and by
the above is of order ~ r™* when r > 1. Thus, for all r > 0

ri’l

1+7k ™

< Vol(B,(p)) s 1.

We now turn to a Holder-Sobolev embedding result, which then use to Theorem 4.4.

Versions of this inequality can be found elsewhere; see for example [19].

Lemma 4.3 (Holder-Sobolev embedding). If p > n then there are constants Cy > 0 and Ry > 0
so that for any f with Vf € LP and x,y € X with dist(x,y) > Ry we have

IF(x) - f()] < Co dist(x,9) "7 VL.

Proof. Let f be as in the statement and x,y € X. Since |f (x)—f (v)| <|f (x)—f (2)|+|f (z)-f (v
we can integrate this over the z € By(w), where w is the midpoint of the unique geodesm
connecting x to y and R = dist(x,y)/4, and get

Vol (Br(w))If (x) - f( flf ~ (DI +If(2) - F(v)volx(2). (4.2)

Br(w)

3The bound k < n—1 follows from Yau’s [30] adaptation of the Bishop—Gromov inequality to obtain a lower
bound for the volume growth rate of large geodesic balls in Ricci-flat Riemannian manifolds.
14



Now let y, , denote the arc-length parametrized geodesic connecting x to z. As |y, ,(t)| =1,
we have

dist(x,z)
f|f (2)lvoly(z) = f| f 9, f (7ea(t)) dt] volx (2)
Br(w) 0
dist(x,z)

<f f IV F (s ONea(t)] dt voly(z)
Br(w) 0

f IV F (7228 volx(2) d

0 Br(w)

with the last line following from the triangle inequality which gives dist(x,z) < 3R. Now,

write volx(z) = A(z) dpAvolgs-1 and use the Laplacian comparison theorem as in equation (4.1)
to deduce that

dist(x, z)" Ri-1
A < A x,z(t)) S = A v.z(£)),
(Z) diSt(x, Vx,z(t))n_l (7/ ’ ( )) dlSt(X, 7/x,z(t))n_1 (7/ ’ ( ))
and thus
Rn—l |
Ix(2) < wa(1)).
volx(z) dist(x,yx’z(t))”—lvo X (Vx,2(1))
This, together with the fact that y, ,(t) € Bsr(x) for z € Bg(w) and all t € [0, 3R] yields
n V£ (2)l _
J |f | VOIX( ) S R J‘ W Vle(Z)
B3r(x)

< RUdist(x, )"l g IVl

where we have used Holder’s inequality with p,p’ = p/(p — 1) conjugate exponents. Now,

for dist(x,-)"" 1) e LP" we must have p > n in which case, for R > 1 we find using

15



remark 4.1 that

p-1
P
_plr=l) _p(n1)
Idist(x, )~V = dist(x,:) P71 voly + dist(x,:) PT voly
LP"(B3Rr(x))
Be(x) B3g(x)=Be(x)
3R b
p
el g
S|+ |p 7
&
< R(n—k)Ple—(n—l) _ R1—k—"p+’<.

The the integral of |f(z) — f(p)| can be controlled using a similar trick and inserting into
equation (4.2) we find that for R> 1

= F 15 g7 VSl

(Br(w))
< (1+RORFF 9|,

1_n=k
SR 7 [Vfllp,

where we have used the inequalities deduced in remark 4.2 to bound the volume of the
balls. O

We are now in position to settle the main consequence of all these preliminary observa-
tions. Namely, we find a large class of manifolds for which solutions of equations (2.1a)
and (2.1b) with |V®| € L?(X) satisfying mild bounded curvature assumptions have finite
mass. We state here the detailed version of our main Theorem 1.1. Its proof is inspired by
Taubes’ original work in the standard 3-dimensional BPS equation in [16, Chapter IV].

Theorem 4.4. Let (X, @) be a noncompact, irreducible G,-manifold of bounded geometry with

"2 Let G be a positive Green function® of the scalar

volume growth strictly greater than r
Laplacian on (X, g,). Let (V,®) be a solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b)
with |VO|? € LY(X). Suppose either that |Fy| € L®(X) or that (V,®) is a G,-monopole such that

IFe*| € L®(X). Finally, let
w(x) = —fG(x,-)(AlCDlz)volX. (4.3)

M
Then, the function w: X — R, defined by equation (4.3) is bounded, decays uniformly to zero

at infinity, and there is a constant m > 0 such that
w=m?—|DJ%.

4The existence of such is guaranteed by the Ricci-flatness and the volume growth assumption, cf. [19].
16



In particular, (V,®) has finite mass m.

Proof. We follow the strategy of [16, Theorem 10.3]. First, recall from the second order
equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) that |A|®|?| < |[VD|? € LP(X) for all p € [1,00] in either of the
cases proven in Corollaries 3.2 and 3.7. Then, by the short distance asymptotic behavior

of the Green’s function, i.e.
1

G(x, ) ~ W
for dist(x,y) < 1, we have that G(x,-) € quoc for g < -% while G(x,-) <1 on X - B;(x).
Thus, separating the region of integration into two, choosing g = Z—:;, and using Holder’s
inequality yields

w(x) < JIG(x;y)IIVCDIZ(y)dy SIVOPIp1 ) + VPP x) S 1,
X

which shows that w is bounded. Next, by construction we know that w > 0 and is the
only solution of Aw = —A|®|> which decays to zero along the ends of X. Furthermore,
the function m? = |®|? + w is a nonnegative harmonic, which we now show grows at most
linearly. Fix y € M and define
M(R)= sup [D(x).
dist(x,p)<R

As |®@|? is subharmonic, the supremum is achieved at some point x,, with dist(xo,y) = R,
that is M(R) = |®(xy)|>. Furthermore, |V|®|?| < |®||V®| and Lemma 4.3 shows that for
sufficiently large R > 1

1-n=k
[P (xo)* = 1P| < R M(R)IVD|1p(5,(y))

for any p > n. Now recall that ||VCD||I£,,(BR(}))) < [[VOr2(x) £ 1 by Corollaries 3.2 and 3.7.
Then, choosing a small 6 = 6(n,k) > 0 and p = 2(n—k)/(1+6), which is strictly greater than
n if n > 2k, we find from Young’s inequality that

M(R) < |@(9)]> + 2R2M(R)V2 < |O(p)* + e 'R + e M(R).

We now choose ¢ small enough so that the rightmost term can be absorbed by the left
hand side. From this we find that

M(R) 5 |@(y)]* + R'™

which shows that |®|* grows at strictly lower than linearly. Since w bounded we conclude

2

that the nonnegative harmonic function m? = w +|®|* also grows strictly slower than

linearly. Therefore, it must be constant as a corollary of the gradient inequality of [3],
17



which assures that a nonconstant harmonic function on a Ricci-flat manifold must grow

at least linearly. O

Next, we combine this result with a Laplacian comparison argument to obtain a slight

refinement of this asymptotic behavior.

Corollary 4.5. Let both (X, @) and (V,®) be as in Theorem 4.4 and k be such that (X, ¢) has

volume growth at most r"~K. Then, for any x, € X there is ¢ > 0 and Ry > 1 such that if

dist(x, xg) = Ry
) c

O(x)> < m? - .
P() dist(xg, x)"k-2

Proof. Tt follows from Theorem 4.4 that w = m? — |®|? decays to zero, and as Aw = 2|V®|?,
it is superharmonic. Now, let G(x,-) be the decaying Green’s function centered at x;. As
w is bounded, for any R > 0 there is ¢ > 0 such that w|jp,(x,) > €Glap,(x,), and as both of
these decay to zero at infinite we find that

sup w> sup &G

XEX—BR(X()) XEX—BR(X())
Thus, recalling that for dist(x,x) > 1, the Greens function is of order dist(xo,x)_(”_k_z),
see [19], we find from rearranging the above inequality that
c
D (x)|> < m? - ,
[P() dist(xg, x)"k=2
for some constant ¢ > 0. ]

Another interesting easy consequence of Theorem 4.4 is the following.
Corollary 4.6. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 4.4, the following inequality holds on X:
IVD| < [IFyllpe(x)(m* = D).
Proof. By Lemma 2.6, we know that there is ¢ > 0 such that
AIVOP < cllFylle(x) VI

On the other hand, we know that w = m? — |®|? is a nonnegative function such that Aw =
2|V®|?. Thus,

A(cllFylleow = VD) > 0.
Moreover, by Corollaries 3.2 and 3.7 and Theorem 4.4 we know that both |[V®| and w
decay. Therefore, the desired conclusion follows by the Maximum Principle. O

We finish this section by proving a simple result which constrains the asymptotic be-

havior of VO (cf. Remark 6.2).
18



Lemma 4.7. Let (V,D) be a solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) with
0% VD € L? and r : X — R be a smooth positive radial function, meaning that for r > 1
we have C~'dist(xg,-) < r(-) < Cdist(x,-). Then, there is a sequence of points {x;};en with
r(x;) — oo such that if it exists, then

lim r(xi)”_k_1(|9r|q3|2|(xi)) >0;

1—00

in other words |d,|®|?| = O(r~("=k=1),
Proof. We prove instead the contrapositive. Suppose that lim,_,, 7" *~1|9,|®|?| = 0, then

IVOIR, = lim J VO Pvoly
XRr

= I%E‘)Igo (D, VD)
R
= lim ! d,|®|*voly
R—o0 2 R
ER

< lim R" ¥ sup|d,|@[.
R—o0 ZR

Thus, we find that V® = 0. O

5. BoCcHNER/WEITZENBOCK FORMULAS ALONG THE END

In the Bochner/Weitzenbock formulas presented below we assume that the gauge group
G is SU(2) and that we are away from the zeros of ®@. By Remark 2.8, if (V,®) is a finite
mass solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b), this is the case sufficiently
far out along the end of our irreducible G,-manifold.

In this situation, i.e. ®(x) = 0 for x € X, we can decompose gp = gllL @ gp near x, by

setting

glll, = ker(adq)(x) :gp — gp),
and 91% its orthogonal complement. Clearly, if G = SU(2), then in fact glll, = (D). In what
follows we split any section x of gp defined around x as x = xl+ xt.

We start by applying this decomposition to refine the standard Bochner/Weitzenbock

inequality in Lemma 2.6.
Lemma 5.1. Let (V, D) be a solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b). Then

SANOP + V20 S |(Ey VOV + [(F) (VO)-P - [0, VO] (5.1)
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If, moreover, (V,®) is a solution to the G,-monopole equation (1.1) then
1
SAVOP S [(FGH (VD) (V)
+ IV + [(EGH) (VD)2 (5.2)
—(IV?DP + |[@, VO]?).

Proof. Recall equation (2.3) from Lemma 2.6. Splitting V® = (V®)l + (V@)L and similarly
for Fy we find

(VO,%[+Fy A VD] =(VO, «[+(Fy)* A (VD)*])
+(VD, «[*(Fy)*= A (VD)) + (VD, +[+(Ey)l A (VD)L])
=2((VD), [x(Fy)* A (VD)) + (VD)L [x(Fy)l A (VD))
Thus we get
VD, +[+Fy A VO < [(Fy) (VR (VD) + [(Fy) I (VD)L

so inserting into equation (2.3) yields inequality (5.1).

As for the case where (V,®) satisfies the G,-monopole equation (1.1), note that we
have 3 *Pé = VO A ¢; in particular, |(P§)”| < |(VCD)”| and |(F§)L| S |(V®)4|. Using these,
the orthogonal decomposition Fy = Fé + Fé‘} and inserting into inequality (5.1), we get
inequality (5.2). O

Next we compute Bochner type formulas for both |[®@, V®]|? and |[Fy, @]|°.

Lemma 5.2. Let (V,D) be a solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b). Then,

SR, VIR + V[0, VOIP 5 (-0 + [(Fo) [, VI + 41(vD)| [Fy, @], V],

Proof. We start by computing each term in Ay[®, VD] = dydy [P, VD] + d;,dy [P, VP]. First
we get
dy [P, VD] = —dy * ([VP A +VD] +[D,dy * VD]) = 0,

as [VO A +VD] = 0 and dy *dy® = 0 are both zero. We also have
d dy[@, VO] = di([VD A VD] + [@,dZD])
= d& [ch A VD] - #dy[@, [, +Fy]]
= dy[VO A VO] —+[VD A [D, xFy]] — #[D, [VD A #Fy]] - [D, [, d;, Fy]]
dy |

VO A VD] — 2+ [@, [VD A +Fy]] + [D, [®, [®, VD]]].
20



Putting these two together we find that

Ay[P, VD] = dy[VD A VD] ++[VD A [+Fy, P]] + [, Ay VD]
Now, a short computation shows that dj,[VD A VO] = Z[V,-VjCD,V,-(I)]ej and so
([@, VD], & [V A VO] = 2([®, VD], [V;V;D, V,D])
= ([V;0,[D,V;D]],V;V,;D)
=-X[V;D,[V;0,D]],V;V;0) - K[D,[V;D,V;D]], V;V,;D)

= —2([V,®,[V;®,P]], [F;j, P]) - 2([D, [V, D, V;D]], [F;;, D))
+ 2([V;®,[V;®,P]],V,V,D)

= -2[Vi®,[V;®,D]], [Fij, ®]) - ([, [V; D, V;D]], [Fij, P])
= 2([V;D,[®,V;D]],V;V;D)
as [V]-(I),VZ-(I)] is anti-symmetric in i, j. Thus,
([P, VD], dy [VO A VD] = &([V;D,[D,V;D]],V;V;D)
= -2[V,®,[V;D, @]}, [Fij, P]) - 2([®, [V; P, V;@]], [F
=-2A[V;Q,[V;D,D]] +[D,[V;D,V;D]], [F;;, P])
= X[V;D,[D,V;D]], [F;j, D]).

i P

We also have
VV[D,VD] = Ay[D, VD] —#[+Fy A [P, VD]]
=[P, Ay VO] +dy[VD A VD] +#[VD A [+Fy, @]] - #[+Fy A [P, VD]],

and using the second order equations again we find AyV® = [[VO, D], D] — «[«Fy A VO]
and so

VV[OD, VO] = [D,[[VD, D], D]+ dy [VD A VD]
+#[VD A [#Fy, D]] — #[*Fy A [D,VD]] - [P, #[*Fy A VD]
=[D,[[VD, D], D]] + dy [VD A VD] - 2[D, +[+Fy A VD]],
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where in the last inequality we used the (graded) Jacobi identity. Thus,

Aw = ([®, VD], V'V[D, VD]) — |V[D, VP]|?
= ([D,VD],[D, [[VD, D], D]]) — 2([D, VD], [D, *[+Fy A VD]])
+([®, VD], d;, [VD A VD)) - |V[D, VD]?
—|[[VD, D], D] + 2([V,;D, [®, V,P]], [F;;,
—|V[®,VD]%.

D) = [P, VO], [P, #[+Fy A VD]])

We conclude that
D, VD])?
H 1 V[@, VO < —[D2|[D, VO] + 2|(VD)||[Fy, @]| |[@, VD]

+ 21| (|(Fy) (VD) [+ [(Fy) (VD)) |[@, V],

with the stated inequality following from noticing that |®||(VD)1| < |[VD,®]| and simi-

A

larly for (Fy)*. O
Lemma 5.3. Let (V, D) be a solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b). Then,
JAI[Fy, @] + [V[Fy, @]1” < (<@ + [Riem| + [Fy| + [@|*|VO|) |[Fy, D]|*
+ (VO + |2 Fg | (VD) + [0 |(VE)!) [V, @] |[Fy, D]|
+ @ Vi[ Fy, D[y, @]
Proof. We start by computing
Fy, ®]|? .\
MBI (g, @1, vV [Fy, 0] - VI Eg 0] (5.3

2
We work out the first term above using the Leibniz rule, the Weitzenbock formula for Fy
given by V*'VFy = AyFy + Riem(Fy) + (Fy - Fy), and the second order equations
V*V[Pv,q)] = —V,'V,'[P,q)]
= [-V,V,F,®] - 2[V;F,V,®] - [F,V,V,D]

= [AyFy, @]+ Riem([Fy, @]) + (Fy - [Fy, P]) - 2[V;Fy, V;®] + [Fy, Ay D]

= [[[Fy,P], D], 2] - [[VD A VD], D] + Riem([Fy, P])

]
+(Fy - [Fy, ®]) - 2[V;Fy, V;®],
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and the first term of the equations above is
([Fy, @], V*V[Fy, @]) = —|D|?|[Fy, D] = ([Fy, D], [[VD A VO], D]) + ([Fy, P], Riem([Fy, D]))
+([Fy, @], (Fy - [Fy,P])) = 2([Fy, ®],[V;Fy, V;P])
< (—|@J* + [Riem| + |Fy]) |[Fy, D]
+(I(V)} |o] [(VD)*| +[V;Fy, Vi@]l) [[Fy, ]I
Now, notice that |D[|(V®)*| < |[VD, P]| while
[ViFy, Vi@ < [(ViFQ)(V;@) |+ |(VEg) (V@)
< 1@ |(VEg)[@, V| + @] 2|[®, [@, V; Fy ]]II(V; )|
< @[ |(VEg)[@, V| + |@]2([®, Vi[®, Fy]] - [©,[V; @, Fy]]l|(V; D)
< 1@ |(VEg)I[@, V]| + @] V[, Fy ]|
+ @[ 2([V;D, [Fy, @]] + [Fy, [@, V;@]]l|(V; D))
< @[ |(VEg)I[@, V]| + @] V[, Fy]|
+ |2 (IVD[[Fy, D] + [Fyl[@, VR T)|(V;)],
which upon inserting above gives
([Fy, @], V*V[Fy,®]) < (-®]* + [Riem]| + |Fy| + || VDY) |[Fy, D]
+ (VD) + |2 Fy | (V)| + [ (VE)I) [V, D) |[Fy, D]
+ || |Vi[Fy, @[y, @]

Inserting into equation (5.3) we obtain the inequality in the statement. O

We now give the main consequence of the Bochner inequalities proved in this section.

Corollary 5.4. Let (V,®) be a solution to the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) with
finite mass m = 0, set f = ([V®,®],[Fy,®]) € Q' (gp) ® Q?(gp) and suppose that |Riem|, VD),
|Fy| and |VFy| decay uniformly to zero at infinity. Then, outside a sufficiently large compact set
and for all sufficiently small 6 > 0 we have

IAIFP+(1=0)IVfI? < (D +(9))If I,
where €(8) > 0 is a continuous function such that lims_,o (o) = 0.

Proof. This follows from summing the inequalities in Lemmata 5.2 and 5.3 and using

Young’s inequality to deal with the mixed terms of the form |[V®,®]| |[Fy,®]| as well as
23



with the derivative terms |V;[Fy, @]| |[Fy, ®]|- Under the hypothesis of uniform decay, the
inequality in the statement follows. O

Here we state and prove a further improvement of the inequalities in Lemma 5.1. These
are valid only sufficiently far out along the end and follow explicitly making use of the
finiteness of the mass.

Lemma 5.5 (Improved Bochner inequalities). In the conditions of Theorem 4.4, the following
inequalities hold outside a sufficiently large compact subset:

ANVDP < [(Fy) I(VR)I(VD)H + (I(Fy)l| = m? ) (VD) P,
AVD < |(Fy)H(VO)[[(VD)L|,

AVDP < |(Fy)*Pl(va)l2.

In case (V, D) is a G,-monopole, then we have:

ANVDP < [(FGNVONIVDY + (VR + |(FEH = m? )| (VD) 7, (5.4)
AIVOP S |(FEHHI(V)[(VD)L, (5.5)
AIVOP S |(FEHHPI(VD) 2. (5.6)

Proof. We do the proof of the monopole case, the other is entirely analogous. Recall from
inequality (5.2) that

ANVDP S [(FHHIVOMIVD) + (I(V)] + [ )I(VR) P — ([ @, V]2,

Since, by Theorem 4.4, (V,®) has finite mass m > 0, it follows that outside a sufficiently
large compact set K one has |®| > m/2 (see Remark 2.8):

[@, VO] > 4@*|(VD)* > > m?|(VO) -2,

Therefore we get inequality (5.4). Now recall that |Pé4| decays by hypothesis and that [VP|
also decays as a consequence of Corollary 3.7. Thus, if K is large enough, then the last
term in inequality (5.4) becomes negative, so that we get inequality (5.5).

Finally, to show inequality (5.6), note that we can use Young’s inequality in the form

2A(FG)NVONI(VD) | < e I(FGHPIVD) I + el (V) 2,
with € > 0 to be fixed later. Then, by inequality (5.4), we find that

ANVDP < e |(FGHPIVD)IP + (& + (V)| + [(FyAI) = m? )| (VD)2
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Now choose ¢ < m?, then given that both |(VD)l|, |(Fé4)”| decay, we conclude that the

second term becomes negative so
AVOP < e (G PI(VO) P,

as we wanted. ]

6. REFINED AsyMPTOTICS IN THE AC CASE

In this section, let (X,¢) be an AC G,-manifold as in Definition 2.4 and G = SU(2).
Here we prove first part of our second main Theorem 1.2. For the reader’s convenience

we restate this here as follows.

Theorem 6.1. Let (X, @) be an AC G,-manifold and (V, D) satisfy the second order equations (2.1a)
and (2.1b) with |VO|?> € L(X). Suppose either that |Fy| decays uniformly along the end or
(V,®) is a G,-monopole such that |P$4| decays uniformly along the end. Then:

(i) the transverse components of V@ and Fy decay exponentially along the end;
(ii) [V®| = O(r~"=V) as r — 0.

Remark 6.2 (The decay of |V®| in (ii) is sharp). Let (X, @) be an irreducible AC G,-manifold
and (V,®) satisfy the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) with |V®|? € L}(X). Suppose
either that |Fy| € L*(X) or (V,®) is a G,-monopole such that |Fé4| € L®(X). Let m > 0 be the
mass of (V, @), cf. Theorem 4.4. We show that if VO = 0 then (V, D) cannot decay faster than
as in (ii) of Theorem 6.1, as a consequence of the same argument in Lemma 4.7. Indeed, start
noting that since Ay® = 0, it follows from Stokes’ Theorem that

J|Vc1>|2 = f@, +VD).
X Tr

Thus, if [V®| = o(r~""1) as r — oo then
lim (D, «VD)r" ! < lim |P||VP|r"! < m lim |[VD|r"~! = 0;
r—o0 r—00 r—oo
hence, using |V®|? € L'(X),
VIR, x, = fim [ (@,v0) =0,

XR
i.e. VO = 0.

6.1. Exponential decay for the transverse components. In this subsection we prove that

the components on VO and Fy transverse to the Higgs field decay exponentially with r.
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For the gauge group G = SU(2) it is enough to prove that both [©, VD] and [, Fy] decay
exponentially.

When (X, @) is AC note that |Riem| decays uniformly along the end. Let (V,®) sat-
isfy the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) with |V®|? € L!(X). If |Fy| decays uni-
formly along the end or (V,®) is a G,-monopole such that |P$4| decays uniformly along
the end, then we have that |[V®|,|Fy| and |VFy| also decay uniformly along the end by
Corollaries 3.5 and 3.7. Furthermore, one has that |P| — m uniformly along the end by
Theorem 4.4. Thus, we are in the conditions of Corollary 5.4 and for all sufficiently small
6 > 0, the function f = ([V®,®], [Fy,®]) € Ql(gp) ® Q%(gp), along the end satisfies

TAIFP + (1= 8)IVFI < (—=m? + e(O))If 17, (6.1)

where ¢(9) > 0 is a continuous function such that limgs_,j €(5) = 0. This has the remarkable
consequence that the transverse components controlled by |f| decay exponentially along
the end. The following gives part (i) of Theorem 6.1.

Proposition 6.3. Let (X, @) be AC and assume that the pair (V, D) satisfies the second order
equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) and |[V®|> € LY(X). Suppose furthermore that either that |Fy| de-
cays uniformly along the end or (V,®) is a G,-monopole such that |F$4| decays uniformly along
the end. Denote by m > 0 the mass of (V,®) and p < m a small positive number. Then, there is
R > 0 (depending only on the geometry) and M > 0 (depending on (V,®) and p) such that for
r = R we have

[V, @] +[[Fy, ]1> < Me™" 1.

In particular, for r > R,
(VD)2 < m2|[VD, D2 < m~2Me~m=Hr < p=(m=p)r,

|(Fé4)L|2 < |F$|2 < m_2|[FV,CD]|2 < m—ZMe—(m—y)r < e—(m—y)r.

Proof. Along the end of X, let r be the pullback of the radius function from the cone.

Then, using the almost isometry to the cone we can write

22 n-10 1
A= TR At
8r2+ r 8r+r2 >t

where the dots denote lower order terms. Furthermore, if w(r) is a function of r we find
that
Aw = —w” (r)|dr)* + w’'(r)Ar

-1
= —w’(r) -~

26

; w(r)+....



Thus, let M > 0 and y > 0 both to be fixed later and set w = Me~"~#". Then,

n—1

Aw = (—(m — )%+

. (m—,u)+...)w.

Thus, given 6 € (0,1) sufficiently small so that ¢ = £(9) < m? we can find 0 < y < m and
R >0, such that for r > R

Aw > (-m? +¢) w.

This can be made by choosing p such that 2mpu—u? > 2¢ and then choose R > 0 depending
only on the geometry® of (X, @) so that for r > R we have ”T‘l(m —H)+...>—¢c. We can
pick any u € (m— Vm? — 2¢,m), so by decreasing the value of ¢ we may suppose that p is

as small as we want. Using inequality (6.1), we find that for r > R

LANIfP=w) < (=m? + ) (If P~ w).

Now, both f and w decay to zero along the end, and for M > 0 large enough we have
|f|> < w at r = R. Therefore, using the inequality above we can apply the maximum

principle to |f|*> — w in the region r > R to find that
IfI*<w,
within that region. O

6.2. Bounds from Hardy’s inequality. This section uses Hardy’s inequality, the Agmon
technique and Moser iteration to prove the following.

Proposition 6.4. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 6.1 and for all € > 0, we have
|VCD|2 < Er—2(n—2)+£.
€

We divide the proof of this result into a series of lemmas which we prove below. The
concluding proof is given at the end.

For the rest of the paper, let L > 1> 1 and r;; be the following function:

0 on X - X,
21+1
“r—-]-1 onX;.—-X,
rp=1{ A (6.2)
r on X; — X411,
L on X — X;.

SSince (X, @) is AC, we have that ~Ar > (n—1)r~}(1 - O(r‘V,)), for some v’ > 0.
27



Note that 7;; € L{°(X) and dr; | = d,r; dr, with

2 L2 on Xpy - X,
arT[’L =<1 on XL _Xl+1l (63)

0 otherwise.

Lemma 6.5. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 6.1, the tensors V(rV®), rV?® and r®(VD)*
are all square integrable, for all o > 0.

Proof. We start claiming that for any real function f € L{°(X), with support in X - X;, we
have the Agmon identity

V(RN , = lldf @ VOIZ s+ f (f2VD, V'V (VD).
X-X,

It follows from Lemma 5.5 and Proposition 6.3, under the hypotheses above, that
(VO,V'V(VD)) < e "M VD? e L1(X).

Thus, the claim follows by the obvious approximation argument.
Next, let f = r;1 as above. Then, since r2e~ (M= <1 for r > 1> 1, we have, for all L that

IV (L V)T xS IV ) + f ripe "IV S IV,
X-X;

Thus V(rV®) € L?(X). Since V® is also in L?(X), we have that
V20 = V(rV®) —dr @ VO e L*(X).

Finally, note that Proposition 6.3 immediately implies that r*(V®)+ € L?(X) for all & > 0,
which concludes the proof. O

Next we improve the above result to allow higher powers of the radius function. We
make use of the following Hardy type inequality.

Lemma 6.6 (Hardy’s Inequality, cf. [8, Proposition 3.7]). Let (X, @) be an AC G,-manifold
with rate v < 0. Then there is a constant Cy; > 0 such that for all & € H' with support in XX,

one has
”55”2 > 2” _15”2 X_X — Cyll _HV(SHZ X (6.4
L2(X-X;) =~ 2 ’ L2(X-X)) HIIY LA(X-X))’ -4)
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Lemma 6.7. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 6.1, if also® v < —3, then there is a constant
C >0, such that for all € >0

n=4_ C
||1’ 2 €V®|li2(x_xl) < ;||V®||I%2(X—X1) (65)

2 : 2 _5
Moreover both V(rPN®) and r*V-® are square integrable as long as p < 5= = 3.

Proof. If f € L°(X) with support in X — Xj, then (cf. proof of Lemma 6.5)

||V(qu>)||§2(x_xl) < ||df®vq>||§2(x_xl) +c J FRe~ 1y Pyoly. (6.6)
X=X,
On the other hand, applying Hardy’s inequality (6.4) to the function f|V®| and using

Kato’s inequality gives us

(n-2)°
4

I FVDIR oy, = Callr ™ F VDI ) < IV VRN
The combination of these two inequalities gives

(n-2)°

I FIDI ) < Idf ® VDI )+ Crllr™ 7 FYDIZ

+c J e =1y d|yol y.
X-X;

Let now f = r}'; from equation (6.2). Since |dr};| < arl’f‘Lr‘l)([l,L](r) + ar“‘l)([l,lﬂ](r) (cf.
equation (6.3)), we can rearrange the above inequality as

(n-2)° - - (-
( 1 @ I VORI ) ST VI + | rife VP
X-X;

* clz(“_l)||VCD||%2(XI+1_XI).

The right hand side is finite and bounded independent of L, as long as @ <1 —v. Thus, if
also a < ”7_2 = %, then

C
-1 2 2
”ra V®||L2(X—X1+1) < ﬁ”VCDHLZ(X—Xl)'

Writing ¢ = 5 - 2a, we get inequality (6.5).

6All known examples have v < -3.
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Similar to Lemma 6.5, using inequality (6.6) again, with f =", we get

IV V2 ) <N, @ VIR, oy +c j 128 ¢ 0D Pyl
X-X;
< ||ra—1vq>||§2(x_xl)+ f IV |?voly.
X-X;
Now the right hand side is bounded for all L when a < %2 Thus V(r*V®) is square
integrable, and hence so is r*V?® = V(r*V®) — ar®1dr ® VO. O

Now we are in the position to prove Proposition 6.4.

Proof of Proposition 6.4. Pick x € X and let R = imin({r(x), inj (X,g)})”. It follows from
Proposition 6.3 and inequality (5.6) that

AVOP < e "1y o2,
For all € > 0 and, Moser iteration gives
IVO(x)]> <R™" f [V®|>voly < R721-2)+¢ f [P 2=eg )2,

Bg(x) Bg(x)

This together with Lemma 6.7 yields the stated result. O

6.3. Bounds from an improved Hardy inequality. This section follows the same strategy
of the previous except that we combine the previously obtained bound with an improved
Hardy-inequality which holds for H!-functions supported along an end X — X;. We sum-
marize the main result as follows.

Proposition 6.8. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 6.1, there are constants cy,c, > 0 such that
forall t € (0,1) and a < ”—51, we have

||r“_1/2V®||I%Z(X) <c +co(n—1-2at)™h (6.7)

In particular,
VD)2 = O(r~2=1D+) g5 r — 00

forall € > 0.

We start with the statement of the improved Hardy inequality.

"Recall that inj (X, g) ~ r(x).
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Lemma 6.9 (Improved Hardy’s Inequality as in [8]). Let (X, @) be an AC G,-manifold with
rate v < 0. Then, there is a constant Cyy > 0 such that for all & € H' with support in X — X

n—2\% _ -
||ar€||%2(x_xl) > (T) ||T' 15"%2(){_)(1) - CH”r 1+V€”%2(x_xl)- (68)
The proof of this result is exactly the same as that in [8] and so we jump into the proof

of the main result of this section.

Proof of Proposition 6.8. Let 11 as in equation (6.2) and a > 0, to be determined later. Ap-
plying the improved Hardy inequality (6.8) to the function r, \/r[V®| and using Kato’s
inequality gives us
(n-2)?
4

which we now combine with the previously used strategy, now with the goal of proving

I 2VOIT ) IV, (P VIVO)IE sy )+ Carllrfyr ™27V s (6.9)

Proposition 6.8. Recall the computation in the proof of Lemma 6.5 gives
I9(rf VIV®) = 110, (rf VIV )IEs oy + I VIVIVOIE, o )

< ||d(rgL\/?)®vq>||§2(X) + frffre (m=pr |y |2, (6.10)
X

where V¥ denotes covariant differentiation, using the connection V, in the directions
along the kernel of dr, so that V=V, ®dr + VZ. Note that V*r = 0, and thus VErZ,L =0.
Combining inequalities (6.9) and (6.10), we get

(n— 2)

Iy VDI e + I VEVEVDIR, < (VT © VIR,

-1/2 2
+lrftyr / +Vvq>||L2(X_Xl)

+0(1), (6.11)

where O(1) corresponds to the rightmost term of the right hand side of inequality (6.10),
which is bounded independently of L for any fixed a.

Now, let ,
([ 2V ]17,
—t(l,L,a) = aL — LX) 0, 1), (6.12)
” VCDHLZ X— X)
Using equations (6.2) and (6.12), we get, as L — oo, that
ld(rf, Vr) @ VOIIE, =((@*+a)t+%) I r VD, 4, + O(1), (6.13)

where this O(1) term depends only on [, and the L?>-norm of V® in X, ; —Xj; in particular,

for any fixed «, it remains bounded as L — oo. Next, we obtain a lower bound for the term
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”rfL‘/;VEVCD”iz(x) appearing in the left hand side of inequality (6.11). First, we compute®

0= f d(r2f VD15, voly) = f(ar(rfg)—rfgm)quﬁ+rfgar<|vq>|2))volx, (6.14)
X-X; X=Xi

where we have used the fact that d(:y voly) = —(Ar)volx. Using equation (6.3), we can fur-

ther expand and rearrang equation (6.14), to get that there is C; = O(alzo‘HV(l)Hiz(Xl 1—Xz))'
bounded independently of L, such that
J‘ (atrlzfr_l - %rlz’z‘Ar)Wq)P)volX =- J‘ rff(VCD,VarVCD)volX +Cy, (6.15)

X-X; X=Xi
Let us rewrite the right hand side of equation (6.15) first. Using a normal frame, whose

first element is d,, and the harmonicity of @, we show that

n
—(VD, V5 VD) = ~(V D,V V; O) - Zw,-cp, V, V,®)
=2
n
=) ((V5,®,V.Vid) ~(Vi®, V;V,® +[F,;, ®)))
i=2
< Vn—1|VO||VEVD| + o(|(vq>)¢|2 + |P},.4||(vq>)¢|).

Thus, using also Proposition 6.3, for the right hand side of equation (6.15), we get that
(for another C,, bounded independently of L or «)

- f rEi VD,V V)Woly < Vi — 1|l r 2V D[l VIV V|l2x) + Co. (6.16)
X-X,
Next we estimate the left hand side of equation (6.15). Recall that for some v’ > 0, the

radial function r satisfies

I B n—1
—O(r ! V)<—Ar< p

n—1

;
with the lower bound following from the assumption that (X, @) is AC and the upper
bound from the Laplacian comparison theorem together with the Ricci-flatness. Using
this, we get (for some C;3 > 0) that

J (atrffr‘l — %rffAr)lVCI)lz)volX > (at + ”—51 - C3Z_V,) ||rl‘f‘Lr_1/2V(1)||i2(X). (6.17)

X-X;

8The first equality follows from an extension of Stokes’ theorem due to [14], which states that for an ori-
entable complete Riemannian n-manifold (M",g), one has JM dy = 0 provided the (n —1)-form y satisfies
y,dy e Ll
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Combining equation (6.15) and inequalities (6.16) and (6.17), we get
_ _ _v\2 _
(n=1)" et + 252 = G517 ) firfy r IVO|IT, ) <lIFfVIVIVOIL, ) + O(1). (6.18)
Since v < —%, it follows from Proposition 6.4 that for a < ”—51 we have
||r;fLr-1/2+vvq>||§2(X) <O(1). (6.19)

Hence inserting equations (6.13) and (6.19) and inequality (6.18) into inequality (6.11),
and for a < ”—51, gives

_22 _ _\2 —

Thus rf‘Lr_l/ZV(l) is bounded in L? independently of L, as long as the quantity in the
parentheses above is positive (and a < 251), which is equivalent to

72 2
cl™ (n—1)> nc?l=?v _y
(at+n_1) < +(n_1)2—c(n—1)l .

Since t € (0,1), the above inequality is definitely satisfied for a = 5! - O(l‘vl/z). Combin-
ing this with Moser iteration (as in the proof of Proposition 6.4), we get the bound

VD[ < Cr—z(n—1)+O(l“’ /2).

Using this, we can bootstrap the previous computation, since for / large (but finite), we
can now replace inequality (6.17) with
2a,-1 2 2 - -1/2 2 —(14v")/2
J (atrl’z‘r —%rlfAr)|VCD| )VOIX > (at+”—21) I r / VCI)||L2(X)—C||rZO"Lr (1+v7/ VOl 2(x),
X—X;

as long as a < ”—;1 After going through the remaining steps in an analogous way, we get

the improved inequality

) 2 _ 2 —
((n 1 C_ ((a2 +a)t+ i) + ni_l(at + ”—21) )llrfLr 1/2VCD||%2(X) < O(1),
which implies that, as long as a < ”—51, we have
||r“_1/2VCD||iZ(X) <cp+ Lli_)r{>10||rz‘Lr_1/2Vq)||iz(X) <ci+cy(n—1-2at)h.
Using Moser iteration again, together with t € (0,1), we get that on X —X; and for all ¢ >0
|VCD| < Qr—(n—1)+£,
€

which concludes the proof. O
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6.4. The final estimate. In this Section we finish the proof of Theorem 6.1, giving a proof
of its part (ii).

We start by recalling equation (6.7) stated in Proposition 6.8. This states that there are
positive constants ¢, and c, such that

||r“_1/2V®||I%Z(X) <c +co(n—1-2at)™t

Let i € IN be such that i > ¢; + ¢, and choose a = ”—51 - % andt=1- % Then,

-1/2 2 .
”ra / VCDHLZ(X) S 1,

which also reads as

flr”;f‘%vqwz <4

X
and given that in {x € X|1 < r(x) < R’} we have r~// > R~ we find that

% f Ir"T Vo < R.
{xeX|1<r(x)<Ri}

This may be also regarded as the average of the L>-norm of r"T VO on the i-cylinders
Cr = {x € X|RF < r(x) < R¥*1} for k = 0,1,...,i — 1, which is therefore uniformly bounded
independently of i. As a consequence, there must be an infinite sequence of cylinders
{Ci.}j with i; 7 co for which

ij
JIVCDlz < Rr~(n=2),
C;.
]

Then, using Moser iteration in a ball Bp(xi].) C Ci]. gives that

VOGP <p [ V0P <pRr 2

Bp(xij)

In case, R>2 we canset p = R~ Then, R*r 1 > p_1 >Rr tin C,-], and the Moser iteration
above yields a bound at all Xj; in the sub-cylinders CZ-’j = {x e X|Ri + R~ < r(x) <RI -
RiYc Ci, of the form

< R(R?—1)"2n=1), (6.20)

) )|2 < r—n(R2 _ 1)nRr—(n—2)

We have thus obtained a sequence of cylinders C going off to infinity and where the
]

bound (6.20) holds. As a consequence of this, if it was not true that |[V®[?> = O(r~2(*~1)
for r > 1, there must a sequence y; with r(y;) /" oo at which r2i=1|y®|? attains a local
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maxima and
limsup r(;)>" " D|VD(y;)* = oo.

1—00
From the condition that r2(*~D|V®|? attains a local maxima at the y; we find, by differen-
tiating in the r-direction, that at y;

2(n=1)VOP + 79, (VD) = 0.
On the other hand, the second derivative test at y; yields
0<A(P V)
= —(2n-2)(3n— 4)r?"ANVD[ - (21 - 2)r>" 39, |vq>|2) + 2 DAVDP + ..,

with the ... denotes lower order terms in comparison to r2n=2)|y |2, Inserting the first
order equation above we find that

0<—(2n-2)(3n—-4)r?" VO + (21 - 2)?r2DVD|? + 2= DAVOP? + ...
= 2(n—1)(n—=2)r?" 2V + r2=DAVD| + ...,
which we can rewrite as
2(n—1)(n—-2)r VO < AVD|* +....
Thus, using the improved Bochner inequality in Lemma 5.5 we find that
VOI® < 7I(Fy) IV P + ..,

with the ... strictly lower order than [V®|?>. Given that (Fy)* decays exponentially, as
shown in Proposition 6.3, this is impossible unless [V®(y;)| = 0 which would contradict
r2=D|V®|?(y;) " co. This completes the proof of Theorem 6.1.

6.5. Bounds on higher order covariant derivatives of ®@. In this subsection, we assume
the hypothesis of Theorem 6.1. The arguments here follow from an inductive procedure
based on [24, Section 2].

Lemma 6.10. Vi*1® € L? for all j € Ny,

Proof. By assumption V® € L2, and by Lemma 6.5 we know that V?® € L?. We now in-
duct. Suppose that V(V®) € L? for all i < j. Recall from either Corollaries 3.5 and 3.7
that ViFy, VI*1® € L™ for all i, as well as ||®||;~ < m by Theorem 4.4. Let {f; : X — [0,1]}
be a sequence of uniformly C/-bounded functions, with limy_,, fx = 1 pointwise. Differ-

entiating the Bochner identity of equation (2.2) j times and taking the L?-inner product
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with kaVj (VD) gives:
0 = (V/(V*V+2[+Fy A -] +ad(®)*())(VD), fZV/ (VD)) 12(x)

> V(T VO ) = Idfe @ V(TR ) = D clllV' (VO
0<I<j
for constants ¢; > 0 that are determined by the sup norms of ViFV,V”l(I), i < j, the mass
m > 0 of (V,®), and the other coefficients of [Vj,V*]. Taking the limit as k — oo gives
Vitl (VD) e L2, O

Corollary 6.11. Vi*1® € L?" for all j € N,

Proof. By Kato’s inequality, if V/*2® € LP then dV/*'®| € LP. Hence, using Lemma 6.10,

we get |[VIT1®| € L? for all j € Ny. Now iterate this argument using the Sobolev Embed-
ﬂ

dings L’f < L™ valid for all p <n. O

7. BOUNDARY DATA

In this section we prove the second part of Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 7.1. Let (X, @) be an irreducible AC G,-manifold and P — X be a principal SU(2)-
bundle. Assume that (V,®) satisfies the second order equations (2.1a) and (2.1b) with V® €
L?(X), and either |Fy| decays quadratically along the end or (V,®) is a G,-monopole such that
|F*| decays quadratically along the end.

If (V,®) is an Gy-monopole, then there is a principal SU(2)-bundle, P,, — X and a pair
(Voo, @), where V , is a pseudo-Hermitian—Yang—Mills connection on P, (with respect to the
nearly Kahler structure on ¥) and @, is a V-parallel section of the adjoint bundle gp_ over
¥, such that (V(R), ®(R)) = (V, )|, converges uniformly to (V, Ps,) as R — co.

We prove the several statements in this theorem as a result of 3 Lemmata stated and

proved bellow.

Lemma 7.2 (Existence of V). Under the hypotheses of Theorem 7.1, there is a connection
Vo on a bundle over the link ¥ such that V(R) = Vl|y,, converges uniformly to Vo, as R — co.

Proof. By hypothesis, we know that
[Pyl <%

For the G,-monopole case, in which we merely assume quadratic decay of Fé‘}, the qua-
dratic decay of the full Fy follows from Theorem 6.1 (ii):

3|FgLz = VO[3 < r 72071,
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Now consider the cylinders Cg = r~!([R, eR]) with the conical metric g- which for large R
approximates well the G,-metric g. Then, we re-scale it by 2 to obtain the cylindrical
metric

h=r"2gc=dt* +gy,
where t = In(r). With respect to this translation invariant metric we can identify all the
cylinders Cg with (C =[0,1]; x X, h). As from the above, we have

VOR s & IFgE s,

we find that the restriction of V; = V|, seen as a connection over C has uniformly bounded
curvature with respect to h. Thus, Uhlenbeck’s compactness results [26] apply and by
possibly passing to a subsequence, A; convergences modulo gauge, as i — oo, to a well
defined connection V, on C.

We must now argue that such a connection is unique and does not depend on the subse-
quence. For that consider V; on C; written in radial gauge with respect to r,i.e. V; = a;(r)
with a;(-) a 1-parameter family of connections over X parametrized by r € [R,eR], then
Fy, =dr A d,a;(r)+ F,.(r) where F, (r) is the curvature of a,(r) over {r} x X. Using this, we
find |0, Vil, <|Fy,|; < r~2 and so

eR
[ ar<r,
R

which decays as R — co. This not only shows that the limit

V., = lim V(r),

r—00
exists, as proves it is independent of the coordinate r and so a pullback from a connection
over ¥. Thus, it agrees with the connection V, obtained as the uniform limit of the V;
which is therefore pullback from X. O

Lemma 7.3 (V, is pseudo-Hermitian—-Yang-Mills). In case (V,®) is a G,-monopole, the
connection V, from Lemma 7.2 is pseudo-Hermitian—Yang—Mills, i.e. it satisfies

AFy_=0=F)>,

with respect to the nearly Kdihler structure on ¥ induced by the conical G,-structure.

Proof. With respect to the metric gc and the coordinate r we can view

(C,gc) = ([1,6], x Y, dr? + rzgz),
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that is, gc is a conical metric on the fixed cylinder C. This metric has holonomy G, and
@c =dr A w+Re(Q)) with (w,Re(Q2)) determining the nearly Kéahler structure on the cone.
Hence, we can decompose the curvature of V, as

_r7 14

according to types with respect to ¢c.
On the other hand, as |F§| s e~2mt 5 uniformly, we conclude that any V, must satisfy

F,_=0.

Now, write V, in radial gauge in C, i.e. as V, = a.(r) with a(-) a 1-parameter family of
connections over . parametrized by r € [1,e]. Then, its curvature can be written as

ono = Paoo +dr A Q,aoo.

Then, the condition Fé = 0 can equivalently be written as Fy_ A {c = 0 where ¢¢c =
@’ _dr ATm(Q), which then yields

w?
araoo A 7 = Faoo N Im(Q),
2
w
F, A—=0.
Aso 2
The result follows from observing that d,a,, = 0. O

Lemma 7.4 (Existence of @,). Under the hypotheses of Theorem 7.1, there is a V,-parallel
section @, of the adjoint bundle gp_ over ¥ such that ®(R) = |y, converges uniformly to Oy,
as R — oo.

Proof. Consider @ = @|c, where Cg = {x € X|In(R) < #(x) < In(R) + 1} is equipped with
the cylindrical metric h introduced in the proof of Lemma 7.2. Then, translating the

coordinate ¢, we consider @y as a 1-parameter family of Higgs fields in the fixed cylinder
C =[0,1]; x X with the fixed metric h. Then, Theorem 6.1 (ii) implies

VO e ™,

for r € [R,eR], i.e. t € [In(R),In(R) + 1]. Thus, translating this back to analyze the sequence
@y in the cylinder C we have
[VDg|2 < R72071),

which converges to zero as R — oo. This together with |®g| < m shows that O — D,
uniformly over C with V@, = 0. In particular, d,®,, = 0 and so @, is independent of ¢,

or r, and so is pulled back from ¥. ]
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8. DECAY OF LINEARIZED SOLUTIONS

In this section we make further use of the methods of the previous sections, and give de-
cay estimates to finite energy solutions to the linearization of the G,-monopole equation,

with appropriate gauge fixing.

8.1. The linearized equation. First we compute the (formal) linearization of the G-
monopole equation (1.1).
. . _ 0 . .
Let the configuration space be Cp = Connp x () o that is, the space of (Sobolev) pairs of

connections on P and sections of gp. Consider the (smooth) maps
mon™ : Cp — Qép;
(V,D) > #(Fy A ) £ VO,
that, in case of a G,-monopole, satisfy
mon™ (V,®) =0,
mon*(V,D) = 2VO.

Since Cp is an affine space—in fact, an affine Hilbert manifold—the tangent spaces of

Cp at any point can canonically be identified with Qép @ Qgp, as Hilbert spaces. We can

now compute the first derivative of mon™. If X = (a,¢) € Tjy,¢)Cp, then

(T(v,q))mon_)(a, ¢) =+(dya A ) -V —[a,P]. (8.1)

We also impose the standard, Coulomb type gauge fixing condition that we only consider
tangent vectors (a,$) € Ty ¢)Cp that are perpendicular to the gauge orbit through (V,®),
which amounts to the following PDE:

dya+[p,P]=0. (8.2)
We can organize equations (8.1) and (8.2) into a single equation. Let
D(a,) = (+(dya A ) - Vb, ~dya),
q(a, ¢) = ([D,a],[D, d]),
and let L = ID + g. Then equations (8.1) and (8.2) are equivalent to
L(a,$) = 0. (8.4)

We call equation (8.4) (or equations (8.1) and (8.2) together) the linearized G,-monopole

equation.
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8.2. A priori properties of the linearized G,-monopole equation. First we prove two
Weitzenbock type formulas, one for L and one for L*.

Lemma 8.1. Let (V, D) € Cp be any pair. For any (a, d) € Ty,a)Cp smooth pair let us define
I.(a, )= (*[(2 + FUY—+FL £ VO A ) A a] - [mon*(V, @), ], +[mon*(V, D) A >ea]).
Then we have
L'L=V'V+I,-g°
LL*=V'V+1_—qg°

Proof. We start by noticing that L =10 + q and L* = I — g, then we can write
L'L =1 +[D,q]-
LL* =% -[1,q]-
Let us first rewrite %
D%(a, d) = D(*(dva Ap) =V, —dya)
= (+(dy(*(dya A ) = V) A ) = V(~dya), ~dy (+(dya A ) - V)
(+(dy(+(dya A ) = V) A ) = V(~dya), ~dy («(dya A ) - Vb))
(dvdya ++(dy(+(dya A ) A ) —#((d2) A ), V'V —+((dZa) A )
= (dydya+(dy(+(dya A ) A ) = [+(Fy A ), ], V'V - %([Fy Aa] A p))

Now standard computation shows that

“(dy(x(dva A ) Ap) = 3y dfa
=dydya ++([Fy Aa] A @).
Using also that Fy A ¢ = Fy A ¢, we get that
1*(a, ) = (dydya + dydya + +([Fy A a] A @) = +[Fy A, §], V'V ++[(Fy A ) A a)).
Now recall the Weitzenbock identity for bundle-valued 1-forms on a Ricci-flat manifold:
V*Va = dydya + dydya — *[(+Fy) A al.
Combining these we get

D*(a, ) = (V'Va++[(+Fy — Fy A @) Aa] - +[Fy A ,$], V'V +[(Fy A ) A a)).
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Let us now compute [, q].

(2.q)(a,$) = D(®,al [P, 0] - q(+(dya A §) - Vb, ~dya)

(+(dv([©,a]) A ) = V([®, b)), ~dy ([®,a]))
~([©,#(dya A ) - V], [@,~dya])

= (*[(VD A ) A a] + [, 4(dya A )] - [VD, b] - [D, VL[V A xa] - [D, dia] )
(
(+]

+(dya A )] - [©, V], [, ~dya))
(VO AP)Aa]—[VD,d],+[VD A =a)).
Thus, after some simplification, we get
(D% £[2,q)-V*V)(a ¢) =
(*[(*PV —Fy A @+ VD AP) Aa]-[mon™(V, D), d],*[mon*(V,D) A >ea]).
Using the identities that hold for any w = w” + w!* € A2M = AZM & A2, M:
wAQ= 25w’ —rw'd
we can rewrite I, (a, ) as
(D% £[2,q)-V*V)(a ¢) =
(*[(2 * Pé‘l — *Pé + VO A P) Aa] - [mon™(V, D), d],*[mon*(V,D) A >ea]),
which completes the proof. O

Using Moser iteration, we get the following immediate corollary.

Corollary 8.2. Let (V,®) € Cp be a pair, such that r*(|Fy|+|V®|) € L®(X). Let (a,) €
Tiv,0\Cp be in the L*>-kernel of either L or L*, V = (a, ), and |V|* = |a]* + |p|*>. Then r"|V|* €
L(X).

Proof. By elliptic regularity, V is smooth. Using the results of Lemma 8.1, we get (in both
cases) and outside of Xy (for R large enough) that

C
AlV|? € r—2|V|2.

Thus we can use Moser iteration (cf. Proposition 2.1). Since the injectivity radius satisfies
inj(x) > cr(x), we have (with a potentially different constant) that

C
|V(x)|2<r(x)n J |V[*voly, (8.5)

By (x)2(%)
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which completes the proof. O
8.3. Decay properties of solutions to the linearized equation.

Theorem 8.3. Let (V, D) € Cp be a pair, such that r*(|Fy| + |V®|) € L®(X). Let (a,$) € Tiv,0)Cp
be in the kernel of either L or L*, V = (a,$), and |V|*> = |a|> +|$|>. Then for all & > 0, we have
that r>("=1=¢|V|? € L®(X).

Proof. To prove the claim, we now bound the integrals JBr(x)(X) |V|?volx in inequality (8.5),
using the improved Hardy’s inequality (6.8) in a similar way as in inequalities (6.9) and (6.10).
More concretely, we show that for all a < ”—51:

C
n—-1-2a
We again use inequality (6.8) together with Kato’s inequality, but now with f = rf"Lr_l/2|V|,

12V, < viP
2(x) S L2(x)”

to get

n—2)? _
(T ”r](fLr 1/2V||52(X_X1) + ||rﬁLWV2V®||iZ(x_X1) < ||V(rl(fL\/;VcD)”IZJZ(X—Xl)

-1/2 2
+ Callrfyr ™2V oy

From here we can proceed almost identically to proof of Proposition 6.8 (in fact, the com-
putations are now easier as the equations are linear, and we already have the decay result
for (V,®) by Theorem 1.2) to get that r2("=1=¢|V|2 ¢ L®(X).

Then, as in Section 6.4, one can show that, in fact, r2*"D|V|2 € L®(X) O
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