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ON SOME SINGULARLY PERTURBED ELLIPTIC SYSTEMS MODELING

PARTIAL SEGREGATION: UNIFORM HÖLDER ESTIMATES AND BASIC

PROPERTIES OF THE LIMITS

NICOLA SOAVE AND SUSANNA TERRACINI

Abstract. We prove uniform Hölder estimates in a class of singularly perturbed competition-diffusion
elliptic systems, with the particular feature that the interactions between the components occur three

by three (ternary interactions). These systems are associated to the minimization of Gross-Pitaevski
energies modeling ternary mixture of ultracold gases and other multicomponent liquids and gases. We
address the question whether this regularity holds uniformly throughout the approximation process up
to the limiting profiles, answering positively. A very relevant feature of limiting profiles in this process
is that they are only partially segregated, giving rise to new phenomena of geometric pattern formation
and optimal regularity.

1. introduction

Various phenomena in physics, biology, chemistry, or pure mathematics can be described using reaction-
diffusion systems with strongly competitive interaction. The intensity of this competition is parametrised
by a singular perturbation coefficient β: as β tends to infinity, the densities tend to segregate, giving rise
to the formation of geometric patterns in the domain. The study of the asymptotic behavior of solutions
in the singular perturbation limit, as well as the properties of the limiting profile in terms of density
regularity and geometry of the free boundary, has been the subject of extensive research (we postpone
a detailed review of what is known in the literature to the following paragraphs). A common feature of
almost all the published contributions is that they focus on the case of strong binary interactions (species
interact pairwise) and give rise, in the limit, to models featuring full segregation, namely in the limit
different densities have disjoint positivity sets. In this paper we deal instead with a variational model
with ternary interactions yielding to partial segregation in the limit. We emphasize that phase separation
driven by multiple interactions has come to the fore in recent physical literature on multicomponent liquids
and gases and calls for mathematical explanation (cfr e.g. [LQZ24,Pet14] and references therein).

In the simplest possible setting, let Ω ⊂ R
N be a bounded smooth domain, and let (ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3) be a

triplet of nonnegative Lipschitz continuous functions in Ω satisfying the partial segregation condition

(1.1) ψ1 ψ2 ψ3 ≡ 0 in Ω;

namely, ψ1, ψ2 and ψ3 cannot be all positive at the same point x0, but their positivity sets can overlap
pairwise. Our goal is to analyze the asymptotic behavior as β → +∞ of solutions to the boundary value
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problem

(1.2)



















∆ui = βui

3
∏

j=1
j 6=i

u2j , ui > 0 in Ω

ui = ψi on ∂Ω,

for i = 1, 2, 3. It is well established that, for every β > 0 fixed, a classical solution uβ of the problem can
be found by minimizing the energy with a ternary interaction term

Jβ(u,Ω) :=

ˆ

Ω

(

3
∑

i=1

|∇ui|
2 + β

3
∏

j=1

u2j
)

dx

in a Sobolev space of functions with fixed traces. It is also plain that, by minimality,

Jβ(uβ ,Ω) ≤ Jβ(ψ,Ω) =

ˆ

Ω

3
∑

i=1

|∇ψi|
2 dx,

thanks to the partial segregation condition of ψ. This implies that, up to a subsequence, uβ ⇀ ũ weakly
in H1(Ω,R3), and that the limit itself satisfies the partial segregation condition ũ1 ũ2 ũ3 ≡ 0 a.e. in Ω.
We address the following natural issues, closely related to each other:

(i) since uβ is smooth for each β > 0 fixed, can we prove uniform-in-β a priori bounds in some
Hölder or higher-order Sobolev space?

(ii) Can we describe the properties and the regularity of the limit ũ?

(iii) Can we describe the properties and the regularity of the free boundary
⋃3

1 ∂{ũi > 0} and of the
nodal set {x ∈ Ω : ui(x) = 0 = uj(x) for at least two indexes i 6= j}?

These questions will be answered in this paper and in its companion [ST24] (Part 2). More precisely, in
this paper we establish uniform Hölder bounds for family of minimizers, with a small exponent ν̄, and
derive the basic properties of the limiting profile. In [ST24], we better investigate the optimal regularity
of the limit, and discuss the geometry of the free boundary and its regularity.

1.1. Main results. As said, our goal is to describe the asymptotic behavior, as β → +∞, of minimal
solutions to (1.2), with the boundary data ψ satisfying the partial segregation condition (1.1). Actually,
we consider a more general setting which allows to deal with family of solutions defined on different
domains. Let Ω ⊂ R

N be a domain (not necessarily bounded), and let {uβ = (u1,β , u2,β, u3,β)}β>1 ⊂
H1

loc(Ω) be a family of weak solutions to

(1.3) ∆ui = βui
∏

j 6=i

u2j , ui > 0 in Ω, for i = 1, 2, 3,

under the following assumptions:

(h1) {uβ} is uniformly bounded in L∞(Ω), namely ‖uβ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C for a positive constant C > 0
independent of β.

(h2) uβ is a minimizer of (1.3) with respect to variations with compact support, in the sense for every
Ω′ ⊂⊂ Ω

Jβ(uβ ,Ω
′) ≤ Jβ(uβ +ϕ,Ω′) ∀ϕ ∈ H1

0 (Ω
′,R3),

where

(1.4) Jβ(u,Ω
′) :=

ˆ

Ω′

3
∑

i=1

|∇ui|
2 dx+ β

ˆ

Ω′

3
∏

j=1

u2j dx.

Our aim is to prove the validity of uniform C0,α bounds, for some “small” α ∈ (0, 1), and to characterize
the basic properties of the limit problem.
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Theorem 1.1 (Local uniform bounds in Hölder spaces). Let uβ = (u1,β, u2,β, u3,β) be a solution of (1.3)
at fixed β > 1. Suppose that (h1) and (h2) hold. Then there exists ν̄ ∈ (0, 1) depending on the dimension
only such that, for every compact set K ⊂⊂ Ω, and for every α ∈ (0, ν̄), we have that

‖uβ‖C0,α(K) ≤ C.

Moreover, as β → +∞

uβ → ũ in H1
loc(Ω) and in C0,α

loc (Ω), for every α ∈ (0, ν̄), and

β

ˆ

ω

3
∏

j=1

u2j,β dx→ 0 for every ω ⊂⊂ Ω

up to a subsequence.

It is immediate to check that such assumptions are satisfied if {uβ} is a family of solutions to (1.2)
obtained by minimizing Jβ(· ,Ω) in a space of functions with fixed Lipschitz traces. In such case, we can
prove that the uniform bounds extend up to the boundary, and the limiting profile can be characterized
as minimizer of a natural limit problem.

Theorem 1.2 (Minimizers with fixed traces). Let Ω ⊂ R
N be a bounded domain with C1 boundary, let

ψ = (ψ1, ψ2, ψ3) be a nonnegative Lipschitz continuous function on Ω satisfying the partial segregation
condition (1.1). For every β > 1 fixed, let uβ = (u1,β, u2,β, u3,β) be a minimizer of Jβ(· ,Ω) in

Hψ := {u ∈ H1(Ω,R3) : u−ψ ∈ H1
0 (Ω,R

3)}.

Then there exists a universal ν̄ ∈ (0, 1) depending on the dimension only such that

(1.5) ‖uβ‖C0,α(Ω) ≤ C,

with C > 0 independent of β. Moreover, as β → +∞

uβ → ũ in H1(Ω) and in C0,α(Ω), for every α ∈ (0, ν̄), and

β

ˆ

Ω

3
∏

j=1

u2j,β dx→ 0

up to a subsequence. Finally, the limit ũ is a minimizer for the problem

(1.6) c∞ := min







3
∑

j=1

ˆ

Ω

|∇ui|
2 dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

u−ψ ∈ H1
0 (Ω,R

3)
u1 u2 u3 ≡ 0 in Ω







.

Remark 1.3. The threshold ν̄ is defined in terms of an optimal “overlapping partition problem” on the
sphere, and more precisely we have ν̄ = α3,N/3, with α3,N defined by (2.1) ahead. In Section 2, we
will show that α3,N ≤ 2, so that Theorem 1.1 provides uniform Hölder bounds for exponents smaller
than ν̄ ≤ 2/3. This is a suboptimal result. The determination of the optimal exponent will be the
subject of analysis in our next work [ST24], but we can anticipate here that we will prove to be 3/4. We
point out that, in the derivation of the optimal uniform bounds, a key point will be Theorem 1.1 here,
complemented with an improvement of regularity argument.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is based on a contradiction argument and on a delicate blow-up analysis, and
rests on two pillars, which we believe are findings of independent interest and liable to further applications.
The first is a proper multiple-phases Alt-Caffarelli-Friedman type monotonicity formula (Theorem 2.5)
tailored for the case of partially segregated densities, and its perturbed version. The second backbone
is a Liouville type theorem for entire solutions to (1.3) clarifying the existence of minimal growth of its
non-trivial solutions. Here is a statement, immediately following from Theorem 3.6:
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Corollary 1.4 (Liouville type Theorem). Let k ≥ 3 and N ≥ 2 be positive integers, and, for i = 1, . . . , k,
let ui ∈ H1

loc(R
N ) ∩ C(RN ) be nonnegative functions satisfying the following system of PDEs

∆ui =Mui

k
∏

j=1
j 6=i

u2j , ui > 0 in R
N ,

for some M > 0. There exists ν̄ ∈ (0, 1), depending only on the dimension N and the number of
components k, such that, if

0 ≤ ui(x) ≤ C(1 + |x|α) for every x ∈ R
N ,

with α < ν̄, then at least one component ui vanishes identically and all others are constant.

In other words, three phases can coexist, in a ternary interaction regime, only featuring a spatial
growth greater than or equal to |x|ν̄ . We will prove in the forthcoming [ST24] that the optimal exponent
is exactly ν̄ = 3/4, hence smaller than one, while we know that in the regime of two-by-two interactions
the minimal growth exponent is 3/2 (cf. [ST15]).

Once that Theorem 1.1 is established, it is not difficult to derive the basic properties of the limiting
profiles. It is convenient to define at first a class of triplets v : Ω → R

3 satisfying the partial segregation
condition.

Definition 1.5. Let Ω ⊂ R
N be a domain. We denote by L(Ω) the set of nonnegative functions

v ∈ H1(Ω,R3) ∩ C(Ω,R3), v 6≡ 0, satisfying the following conditions: there exist sequences Mn → +∞
and {vn} ⊂ H1(Ω,R3), with vi,n > 0 in Ω, such that

(i) vn is a minimizer of JMn with respect to variations with fixed trace in Ω, namely

JMn(vn,Ω) ≤ JMn(vn +ϕ,Ω) ∀ϕ ∈ H1
0 (Ω,R

3).

(ii) vn → v strongly in H1(Ω), and in C0(Ω).
(iii) As n→ ∞

ˆ

Ω

Mn

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n dx→ 0.

We denote by Lloc(Ω) the set of functions v such that v ∈ L(ω) for every ω ⊂⊂ Ω.

Remark 1.6. The second part of Theorem 1.1 can be now summarize by saying that, up to a subsequence
uβ → ũ ∈ Lloc(Ω) ∪ {0} as β → +∞.

Theorem 1.7 (Hölder continuity and Local Pohožaev identity for limiting profiles). Let ũ ∈ Lloc(Ω).
Then ũ ∈ C0,α(Ω) ∩H1

loc(Ω), for every α ∈ (0, ν̄),

(1.7) ∆ũi = 0 in {ui > 0} and ũ1 ũ2 ũ3 ≡ 0 in Ω,

and the following domain variation formula (or local Pohozaev identity) holds:

(1.8)

ˆ

Sr(x0)

∑

i

|∇ũi|
2 dσ =

N − 2

r

ˆ

Br(x0)

∑

i

|∇ũi|
2 dx+ 2

ˆ

Sr(x0)

∑

i

(∂ν ũi)
2 dσ,

whenever Br(x0) ⊂ Ω.

Theorem 1.7 collects the main extremality conditions satisfied by the limiting profiles of system (1.2).
They will be used in [ST24] in order to study the free-boundary and the optimal regularity.

Remark 1.8. One may wonder whether Theorem 1.7 - and hence also the subsequent analysis in [ST24]
- holds for any minimizer for c∞ (defined in (1.6)), or not. Notice that it is not clear that any such
minimizer can be approximated by solutions to (1.2), and hence may not stay in Lloc(Ω). Using a
simple and standard penalization argument, one can easily prove that all energy minimizers among
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configurations with partial segregation as in (1.6) enjoy the same properties as stated in the theorem.
The penalization procedure does not present substantial difficulties, but it does cause an additional term
to appear in equation (1.2), leading to some purely technical, sometimes cumbersome, complications. For
this reason, we have decided to omit the details. The interested reader can refer to [ST19] for a similar
situation, where all steps are made explicit.

The present contribution and the forthcoming [ST24] are among the first attempts to study partial
segregation phenomena in a systematic way. As far as we know, partial segregation models was previously
studied only in [BBF22,CR07]. In [CR07], the authors focused on uniform-in-β Hölder bounds (for some
small exponent α ∈ (0, 1)) for uniformly bounded solutions of rather general systems of type

Liui = −βAi(x)F (u1, . . . , uk), F (u1, . . . , uk) =

k
∏

j=1

u
αj

j ,

where Li is an elliptic operator with possibly variable coefficient, and Ai are smooth and positive. The
case

(1.9) ∆ui = β

k
∏

j=1

uj

is included in their analysis. Notice that the function F (u1, . . . , uk) appearing on the right hand side is
the same for all the components; this is a key feature in their analysis (and marks a significant difference
with our case). In [BBF22], the authors conducted a more thorough analysis of the properties of the
limiting profiles for system (1.9). Contrary to our case, such profiles appear to be Lipschitz continuous,
while we show (cf. [ST24], Part 2) the maximal exponent of Hölder continuity to be strictly less than
one, thus preventing boundedness of the gradients.

1.2. Two-by-two interactions. To give an idea of the scope of our results and the new difficulties to
be overcome, let us now make some comparisons with the case, already extensively dealt with in the
literature, of binary interactions and the resulting total segregation limit configurations. This serves also
as motivation for our study. When condition (1.1) is replaced by the (full) segregation condition

φi φj ≡ 0 in Ω for every i 6= j

(namely the positivity sets of φi and φj are disjoint), problem

(1.10)







∆ui = βui
∑

j 6=i

u2j , ui > 0 in Ω

ui = φi on ∂Ω.

was studied in [CL08,NTTV10,Wan14], see also [CL07,CTV03,CTV05b,DWZ12,STTZ16,TT12]. Also
in this case one can find a solution vβ by minimizing the associated functional, and prove that a family
of (positive) minimizers weakly converges in H1 to a fully segregated nonnegative function ū, namely
ūi ūj ≡ 0 a.e. in Ω, for every i 6= j. At this point, one can consider the same questions (i)-(iii) raised
before. The picture is now well understood, and optimal results are available. It is not difficult to show
that ū is a harmonic map into a singular space, in the sense that it is a minimizer for

min

{

ˆ

Ω

3
∑

i=1

|∇ui|
2 dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

u ∈ H1(Ω,R3), ui = φi on ∂Ω
ui uj ≡ 0 a.e. in Ω, for every i 6= j

}

.

Notice that the target space is
{

x ∈ R
N : xi xj = 0 for every i 6= j, and xi > 0 for every i

}

,

which is a singular space with non-positive curvature in the sense of Alexandrov, see [GS92]. Here
we see another fundamental difference with the case under investigation in this paper; in our case the



6 N. SOAVE AND S. TERRACINI

target, not being geodesically convex, cannot have non-positive curvature. This aspect will be further
explored in the forthcoming [ST24]. Regarding uniform a priori bounds, it is proved that {uβ : β > 1}

is bounded in C0,α
loc (Ω), for every α ∈ (0, 1). Despite the fact that each function vβ is smooth, this is

almost optimal, since the optimal regularity for the limit ū turns out to be the Lipschitz continuity. The
uniform boundedness in C0,α

loc entails a number of consequences: it is clear that, up to a subsequence,

vβ → ū in C0,α
loc (Ω), for every α. Moreover, it also allows to prove the strong H1

loc convergence, and to
derive the basic properties of the limit ū: it satisfies

(1.11) ∆ūi = 0 in {ui > 0}, and ui uj ≡ 0 in Ω, for every i 6= j,

and, in view of the variational structure of problem (1.10), the domain variation formula (or local Po-
hozaev identity) (1.8) holds whenever Br(x0) ⊂ Ω. Notice that the domain variation formula is the same
as the one arising in the partial segregation model, but the fact that it is coupled with the condition of
total or partial segregation results in significant differences in the way it can be exploited. In both cases,
it is worth to remark that this identity keeps track of the interaction between the different components
in the singular limit, an interaction that is lost at the pointwise level (see (1.7) or (1.11)), and it has been
the key ingredient to study the free boundary regularity in full segregation models: the free boundary
Γ :=

⋃

∂{ūi > 0} and the nodal set {ū = 0} (set of points where all the components vanish) coincide;
Γ has Hausdorff dimension N − 1 and, more precisely, it splits into a regular part, which is a collection
of C1,α-hypersurfaces, and a singular set of dimension at most N − 2 (optimal); the regular part R is
characterized by the fact that for any point x0 ∈ R there exists a radius ρ > 0 such that exactly two
components, say ū1 and ū2, do not vanish identically in Bρ(x0), and ū1 − ū2 is harmonic in Bρ(x0).
Finally, in dimension N = 2 the singular set is discrete, and the regular part consists in a locally finite
collection of curves meeting with equal angles at singular points.

We also refer to [Alp20,SZ15,SZ17] for further results such as uniform Lipschitz bounds, sharp point-
wise decay estimates for solutions to (1.10), and fine properties of the singular set in higher dimension.

The aforementioned results admit an extension into more general contexts: they also holds for non-
minimal, sign changing, solutions of systems with reaction terms and competing groups of components.
We refer the interested reader to [STTZ16] for more details. Moreover, the same issues were considered for
system (1.10) with the Laplacian replaced by the fractional Laplacian [TVZ16,TVZ14,TZ20], for systems
with long range interaction [CPQ17, STTZ18, STZ23], for asymmetric systems with different operators
for each component [ST23], and for systems with non-variational interaction [CTV05a, CKL09, TT12],
such as







∆ui = βui
∑

j 6=i

uj, ui > 0 in Ω

ui = φi on ∂Ω.

In general, the results obtained depend on the particular problem considered, but a common feature is
that all these models describe phenomena of full segregation, namely, at each point at most one component
of the limiting profile can be non-zero.

Structure of the paper. In Section 2, we prove an Alt-Caffarelli-Friedman monotonicity formula tai-
lored for the case of partially segregated densities, and its perturbed version. These monotonicity formulas
are used in Section 3 to prove some Liouville-type theorems. The core of the proof of Theorem 1.1 is
the content of Section 4. Sections 5 and 6 are devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.7,
respectively.

Basic notation. We conclude this introduction with some basic notation which will be used throughout
the rest of the paper.

• We denote by Br(x0) the ball of center x0 and radius r, and by Sr(x0) its boundary.
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• For u ∈ H1(SN−1), we consider the optimal value

λ(u) := inf

{

´

SN−1 |∇ϕ|
2 dσ

´

SN−1 ϕ2 dσ

∣

∣

∣

∣

ϕ ∈ H1(SN−1 \ {0}) and
HN−1({ϕ 6= 0} ∩ {u = 0}) = 0.

}

.

where dσ = dσx and HN−1 stands for the usual (N − 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure. Notice
that, if u is also continuous, then λ(u) is the first eigenvalue of the Laplace-Beltrami operator
with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition on the open set {ξ ∈ S

N−1 : u(ξ) > 0}.
• For u ∈ H1(Sr(x0)), we set ux0,r(ξ) = u(x0 + rξ) ∈ H1(S1) ≃ H1(SN−1).
• We define γ : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞)

γ(t) :=

√

(

N − 2

2

)2

+ t −
N − 2

2
.

• For N ≥ 3 and δ > 0, we define φδ : [0,+∞) → (0,+∞) and Φδ : R
N → (0,+∞) by

(1.12) φδ(r) =

{

N
2 δ

2−N + 2−N
2 δ−Nr2 if 0 ≤ r ≤ δ

r2−N if r > δ,
Φδ(x) = φδ(|x|).

Φδ is a C1 positive superharmonic function in R
N .

• We often use the vector notation u := (u1, . . . , uk) for functions R
N → R

k. Moreover, we denote
by ûi : R

N → R
k−1 the vector obtained from u by erasing the i-th component.

• We say that a function v is globally α-Hölder continuous in an open set Ω, for some α ∈ (0, 1), if
the Hölder seminorm

[v]C0,α(Ω) := sup
x 6=y

x,y∈Ω

|v(x) − v(y)|

|x− y|α

is finite. No limitation on the L∞ norm of v is required.

2. An Alt-Caffarelli-Friedman monotonicity formula for partially segregated phases

The purpose of this section is to establish an ACF-type monotonicity formula for vector valued non-
negative subharmonic functions satisfying the partial segregation condition, and some variants.

For N ≥ 2, we define

I(u, x0, r) :=

ˆ

Br(x0)

|∇u|2

|x− x0|N−2
dx,

and

Jν(u1, . . . , uk, x0, r) :=
1

r2ν

k
∏

j=1

I(uj , x0, r)

Lemma 2.1. Let u ∈ H1
loc(BR) be nonnegative, and such that ∆u ≥ 0 in BR. Then, for almost every

r > 0 such that Br(x0) ⊂⊂ BR, we have
ˆ

Sr(x0)

|∇u|2

|x− x0|N−2
dσ ≥

2γ(λ(ux0,r))

r

ˆ

Br(x0)

|∇u|2

|x− x0|N−2
dx.

where ux0,r = u(x0 + rξ).

The proof of the lemma is rather standard. We refer to [PSU12, Chapter 2] for a proof under an extra
continuity assumption, and to [Vel14, Proof of Theorem 1.3] and [ST23, Lemma 2.2] for the general case.

Remark 2.2. Notice that the lemma is valid also in the case when λ(ux0,r) = 0, which takes place
when u > 0 everywhere on Sr(x0). Indeed, in such a situation the left hand side of the inequality is
nonnegative, and the right-hand side is 0, being

λ(ux0,r) = λ1(S
N−1) = 0.
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We study now the following optimization problem with partial segregation:

(2.1) αk,N := inf







k
∑

j=1

γ(λ(uj))

∣

∣

∣

∣

uj ∈ H1(SN−1)
´

SN−1 u
2
1 · · ·u

2
k dσ = 0.







,

with the convention that λ(u) = +∞ if u ≡ 0 on S
N−1 (this gives some continuity to λ(·) since, if

HN−1({un > 0}) → 0, then λ(un) → +∞ by the Sobolev inequality). The infimum is greater than or
equal to 0, since we are minimizing the sum of non-negative quantities. We also recall that α2,N = 2
(this is the content of the Friedland-Hayman inequality1), and the optimal value is reached if and only if
u1 and u2 are 1-homogeneous functions supported on disjoint half-spherical caps (see [PSU12, Chapter
2] and references therein for more details).

Lemma 2.3. It results that 0 < αk,N ≤ 2.

Proof. We first prove that αk,N > 0. Suppose by contradiction that αk,N = 0. Then there exists a
minimizing sequence of L2-normalized functions {(u1,n, . . . , uk,n)} ⊂ H1(SN−1,Rk) such that as n→ ∞

ˆ

SN−1

|∇uj,n|
2 dσ → 0,

ˆ

SN−1

u2j,n dσ = 1, ∀j = 1, . . . , k

and for every n
ˆ

SN−1

u21,n . . . u
2
k,n dσ = 0.

We deduce that up to a subsequence (u1,n, . . . , uk,n) tends to (u1, . . . , uk) weakly in H1(SN−1,Rk),
strongly in L2(SN−1,Rk), and almost everywhere on S

N−1. Therefore
ˆ

SN−1

|∇uj |
2 dσ = 0,

ˆ

SN−1

u2j dσ = 1, ∀j = 1, . . . , k,

whence it follows that all the components ui are equal to the same constant cN on S
N−1; but on the

other hand, by Fatou’s lemma, we also have
ˆ

SN−1

u21 . . . u
2
k dσ = 0,

which gives a contradiction.
Let us prove now that αk,N ≤ 2. To this purpose, we choose (u1, . . . , uk) as follows:

uj(x) =











x+1 if j = 1

x−1 if j = 2

c if j 6= 1, 2,

where c > 0, as admissible competitor for αk,N . Recalling that λ(c) = 0, we obtain

αk,N ≤
k
∑

j=1

γ(λ(uj)) = γ(λ(x+1 )) + γ(λ(x−1 )) = 2γ(N − 1) = 2,

which is the desired estimate. �

Remark 2.4. In dimension N = 2 (and hence also in higher dimension), one may consider the following
competitor, having all non-constant components:

u1(θ) =

{

sin
(

k
2(k−1)θ

)

if x ∈
[

0, 2πk (k − 1)
]

0 otherwise,

1The Friedland-Hayman inequality is usually stated in a slightly different form, involving partitions of the sphere in
disjoint open sets. However, in light of the condition

´

SN−1 u2

1
u2

2
dσ = 0, it is not difficult to check that the inequality is

equivalent to the fact that α2,N = 2.
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and

u2(θ) = u1

(

θ −
2π

k

)

, . . . , uk(θ) = u1

(

θ − (k − 1)
2π

k

)

.

Then
k
∏

j=1

uj ≡ 0, and λ(u1) = · · · = λ(uk) =
k2

4(k − 1)2
,

so that

αk,2 ≤
k2

2(k − 1)
.

However, this number is greater than 2, for every k ≥ 3.

The main result of this section is the following:

Theorem 2.5 (ACF-type monotonicity formula). Let BR ⊂ R
N , and u1, . . . , uk ∈ H1(BR) be such that

∆uj ≥ 0 and uj ≥ 0 in BR,

with
ˆ

BR

u21 · · ·u
2
k dx = 0

For ν := αk,N , the function r 7→ Jν(u1, . . . , uk, x0, r) is monotone non-decreasing.

Proof. The function J(r) := Jαk,N
(u1, . . . , uk, x0, r) is absolutely continuous in r, and hence a.e. r ∈

(0, ρ := dist(x0, ∂BR)) is a Lebesgue point of J . Moreover, for a.e. r ∈ (0, ρ) the restrictions uj |Sr(x0)

are functions in H1(Sr(x0)), and
ˆ

Sr(x0)

u21 · · ·u
2
k dσ = 0.

We compute the derivative of J with respect to the radius, denoted by J ′, in any point r for which both
the above properties are satisfied, and in addition Lemma 2.1 holds, and verify that J ′(r) ≥ 0.

We suppose that I(uj , x0, r) > 0 for every j, otherwise the fact that J ′(r) ≥ 0 follows simply from the
non-negativity of J .

Let uj,x0,r(·) = uj(x0 + r ·). By assumption
´

SN−1 u
2
1,x0,r · · ·u

2
k,x0,r

dσ = 0 for a.e. r, and, by Lemma
2.1, we have that

J ′(r)

J(r)
=

k
∑

j=1

I ′(uj , x0, r)

I(uj, x0, r)
−

2αk,N

r
=

k
∑

j=1

´

Sr(x0)
|∇uj |2|x|2−N dσ

´

Br(x0)
|∇uj |2|x|2−N dx

−
2αk,N

r

≥
2

r





k
∑

j=1

γ(λ(uj,x0,r))− αk,N



 ≥ 0,

which is the desired result. �

2.1. Perturbed monotonicity formula. In this subsection we generalize the previous monotonicity
formula in order to deal with non-segregated solutions of a class of elliptic systems. Recall that, for
u = (u1, . . . , uk), we denote by ûi the vector obtained by erasing the i-th component from u. We
consider

(2.2) −∆ui + uqii gi(x, ûi) = 0, ui > 0 in R
N , i = 1, . . . , k,

where qi ≥ 1 for every i, under the following assumptions on gi ∈ C(RN × ([0,+∞))k−1, [0,+∞)):

(H1) ḡi(t̂i) := infx∈RN gi(x, t̂i) is a continuous function, with the property that ḡi(t̂i) > 0 if tj > 0

for every j, and ḡi(t̂i) = 0 if at least one component of t̂i vanishes. Even more, we suppose that
gi(x, t̂i) = 0 for every x ∈ R

N , if one component of t̂i vanishes.
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(H2) For every x ∈ R
N , gi(x, ·) is monotone non-decreasing in all its variables.

A prototypical example is

gi(x, t̂i) = b(x)

k
∏

j=1
j 6=i

t
pij

j , with inf
RN

b > 0 and pij > 0.

For u solving (2.2), x0 ∈ R
N and r > 0, we use the following notation

Ĩi(u, x0, r) :=

ˆ

Br(x0)

(

|∇ui|
2 + uqi+1

i gi(x, ûi)
)

|x− x0|
2−N dx.

Theorem 2.6 (Perturbed montonicity formula). Let u ∈ H1
loc(R

N ,Rk) ∩ C(RN ,Rk) satisfy (2.2), with
q1, . . . , qk ≥ 1, and gi : RN × ([0,+∞))k−1 → [0,+∞) continuous and satisfying (H1) and (H2). For
x0 ∈ R

N , ν := αk,N and any ε > 0, there exists r̄ > 0 such that the function

r 7→ J̃ν−ε(u, x0, r) :=
1

r2(ν−ε)

k
∏

j=1

Ĩj(u, x0, r)

is monotone non-decreasing for r > r̄.

For the proof, we start with an estimate similar to the one in Lemma 2.1. We introduce

Λi(x0, r) =
r2
´

Sr(x0)

(

|∇θui|2 + uqi+1
i gi(x, ûi)

)

dσ
´

Sr(x0)
u2i dσ

, i = 1, . . . , k,

which are well defined for a.e. r.

Lemma 2.7. In the previous setting, for every x0 ∈ R
N and a.e. r > 0

ˆ

Sr(x0)

(

|∇ui|
2 + uqi+1

i gi(x, ûi)
)

|x− x0|
2−N dσ ≥

2γ(Λi(x0, r))

r
Ĩi(u, x0, r).

The proof is analogue to the one of Lemma 2.1, we refer the interested reader to [ST15, Lemma 5.1]
(see also [CTV05a, Lemma 7.3] or [NTTV10, Lemma 2.5]) for the details.

Proof of Theorem 2.6. The proof is similar to the one of [ST15, Lemma 5.2] (see also [CTV05a, Lemma
7.3], [NTTV10, Lemma 2.5]). Without loss of generality, we fix x0 = 0. As in the proof of Theorem 2.5,
thanks to Lemma 2.7, we have

J̃ ′(r)

J̃(r)
≥

2

r





k
∑

j=1

γ(Λi(x0, r))− (αk,N − ε)



 ,

and the thesis follows if we show that the right hand side is non-negative for r sufficiently large. Suppose
by contradiction that this is not true: then there exists rn → +∞ such that

(2.3)

k
∑

j=1

γ(Λi(x0, rn)) < αk,N − ε,

and, in particular, {Λi(x0, rn)} (i = 1, . . . , k) are bounded sequences. Without loss, from now on we fix
x0 = 0 to ease the notation. Let

ui,n(x) =
ui(rnx)

(

1
rN−1

n

´

Srn
u2i dσ

)
1

2

.
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We have that
ˆ

S1

|∇θui,n|
2 dσ ≤ Λi(0, rn),

so that {un} is bounded in H1(S1,R
k); moreover

ˆ

S1

uq1+1
1,n ḡ1

(

( 1

rN−1
n

ˆ

Srn

u22

)
1

2

u2,n, . . . ,
( 1

rN−1
n

ˆ

Srn

u2k

)
1

2

uk,n

)

dσ

≤
r2n
´

Srn
uq+1
1 g1(x, û1) dσ
´

Srn
u21 dσ

·
1

r2n

(

1
rN−1

n

´

Srn
u21 dσ

)
q−1

2

≤
Λ1(0, rn)

r2n

(

1
rN−1

n

´

Srn
u21 dσ

)
q−1

2

→ 0

as n→ ∞, where we used assumption (H1) and the subharmonicity of u1, which ensures that

1

rN−1
n

ˆ

Srn

u2i dσ ≥ u2i (0) > 0 ∀n.

Similar estimates also holds for the index 1 replaced by any i = 2, . . . , k. Therefore, we deduce that up
to a subsequence un ⇀ ũ weakly in H1(S1), strongly in L2(S1), and HN−1-almost everywhere, where
ũ1 · · · ũk = 0 HN−1-a.e. on S1: indeed, the previous estimates, Fatou’s lemma, and the assumptions on
gi ensure that
ˆ

S1

ũq1+1
1 ḡ1(δ ˆ̃ui) dσ ≤ lim inf

n→∞

ˆ

S1

uq1+1
1,n ḡ1(δûi,n) dσ

≤ lim inf
n→∞

ˆ

S1

uq1+1
1,n ḡ1

(

( 1

rN−1
n

ˆ

Srn

u22

)
1

2

u2,n, . . . ,
( 1

rN−1
n

ˆ

Srn

u2k

)
1

2

uk,n

)

dσ = 0,

so that in HN−1-a.e. point of S1 one component ũi must vanish.
Coming back to (2.3), we obtain by definitions of αk,N and γ

αk,N ≤
k
∑

j=1

γ(λ(ũi)) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

k
∑

j=1

γ(Λi(0, rn)) < αk,N − ε,

which is a contradiction. �

3. Liouville-type theorems

The validity of the ACF monotonicity formulae proved in Section 2 allows us to obtain some nonexis-
tence results. We first recall some preliminaries.

3.1. Essentially known results. In this section we recall some useful preliminary results which are
probably known, and will be often used in the next sections. At first, we recall the following estimate
proved in [CTV05a, Lemma 4.4].

Lemma 3.1. Let R > 0, and let u ∈ H1(B2R) satisfy










−∆u ≤ −Mu in B2R

u ≥ 0 in B2R

u ≤ A on ∂B2R,
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for some A,M > 0. Then there exists C > 0 such that

‖u‖L∞(BR) ≤ CAe−
R

√
M

2 .

Now we state some Liouville-type theorems for globally Hölder continuous solutions of certain elliptic
problems. Recall that, for some α ∈ (0, 1), we say that v is globally α-Hölder continuous in R

N if the
seminorm [v]C0,α(RN ) is finite (no limitation on the L∞ norm of v is required).

Proposition 3.2. Let α ∈ (0, 1), and let w be a globally α-Hölder continuous function in R
N . Suppose

moreover that one the following equation is satisfied by w:

(i) either ∆w = 0 in R
N ;

(ii) or ∆w = λ in R
N for some λ ∈ R;

(iii) or else ∆w = λw with λ > 0 in R
N .

Then w must be constant and, in case (iii), w ≡ 0.

Proof. Point (i) is the classical Liouville theorem for harmonic functions.
(ii) For a fixed h ∈ R

N , let ϕ(x) := w(x + h) − w(x), defined for x ∈ R
N . Plainly, ϕ is harmonic and

globally Hölder continuous. Therefore, it must be equal to a constant c ∈ R, which implies that

w(x + h) = w(x) + c ∀x ∈ R
N .

By taking the derivative of both sides with respect to xi, we infer that

∂xiw(x+ h) = ∂xiw(x) ∀x ∈ R
N .

Since this holds true for every h ∈ R
N , all the partial derivatives ∂xiw must be constant on R

N . On the
other hand, the global Hölder continuity implies that w has at most strictly sublinear growth at infinity,
and hence such partial derivatives must vanish everywhere.
(iii) Notice that ∆w+ ≥ λw+ in R

N , by Kato’s inequality. Since 0 ≤ w+(x) ≤ C(1 + |x|α) on R
N , by

Lemma 3.1 we deduce that for every R > 0 there exists C > 0 (independent of R) such that

w+(x) ≤ C(1 + (2R)α)e−
1

2
R
√
λ for every x ∈ BR.

By taking the limit as R → ∞, we deduce that w+ ≡ 0. In a similar way, we can also show that
w− ≡ 0. �

Now we recall some Liouville-type theorems for systems with 2 components.

Proposition 3.3. Let α ∈ (0, 1), and let u, v ∈ H1
loc(R

N ) ∩ C(RN ) be globally α-Hölder continuous
functions in R

N . Suppose moreover that one the following equation is satisfied by (u, v):

(i) either
{

∆u = λu v2

∆v = λu2 v,
u, v ≥ 0 in R

N ,

with λ > 0;
(ii) or

(3.1)











∆u ≥ 0

∆v ≥ 0

u v ≡ 0,

u, v ≥ 0, in R
N .

Then one component of (u, v) must vanish; moreover, in case (i), the other must be constant.

These results are proved in [NTTV10, Section 2].
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3.2. Liouville theorem for partially segregated functions. We aim to obtain some Liouville-type
theorems similar to Proposition 3.3 for systems modelling partial segregation. The first main result of
this section is the following:

Theorem 3.4. Let k ≥ 3 and N ≥ 2 be positive integers, and let α ∈ (0, αk,N/k). For i = 1, . . . , k, let
ui ∈ H1

loc(R
N ) ∩ C(RN ) be globally α-Hölder continuous functions in R

N , such that

−∆ui ≤ 0 and ui ≥ 0 in R
N ,

and moreover the partial segregation condition holds:

k
∏

j=1

uj ≡ 0 in R
N .

Then at least one function uj must be constant.

Proof. By using the monotonicity formula we show that this provides a contradiction, following the same
strategy developed in [NTTV10, Proposition 2.2].

Let us suppose by contradiction that ui is non-constant in R
N for every i = 1, . . . , k. This implies

that there exists x0 ∈ R
N and r̄ > 0 sufficiently large such that I(ui, x0, r̄) > 0 for every i, so that, by

the monotonicity formula in Theorem 2.5,

k
∏

j=1

I(ui, x0, r) ≥ C1r
2αk,N for r > r̄,

with C1 > 0. Let now r > r̄, and consider a radial smooth cutoff function η such that 0 ≤ η ≤ 1,
η = 1 in Br(x0), η = 0 in R

N \ B2r(x0), and |∇η| ≤ C/r. By testing the inequality satisfied by ui with
η2Φδ(x− x0)ui (with Φδ defined in (1.12)), and proceeding as in [NTTV10, Proof of Proposition 2.2], we
obtain

I(ui, x0, r) ≤ C2r
2α,

with C2 > 0. By combining the former inequalities, we conclude that for r > r̄

C1r
2αk,N ≤ C2r

2kα,

which is a contradiction for large r since kα < αk,N . �

In the next section, we will use the following variant.

Corollary 3.5. Let N ≥ 2 be a positive integer, and let α ∈ (0, α3,N/3). For i = 1, 2, 3, let ui ∈
H1

loc(R
N ) ∩ C(RN ) be globally α-Hölder continuous functions in R

N , such that

−∆ui ≤ 0 and ui ≥ 0 in R
N ,

and moreover the partial segregation condition holds:

u1 u2 u3 ≡ 0 in R
N .

Then at least one component ui vanishes identically.

Proof. By Theorem 3.4, at least one component ui is constant, ui ≡ c ∈ R on R
N . If c = 0, then the

proof is complete. Suppose instead that c > 0. Then the remaining components, which we denote by u
and v, satisfy system (3.1), and hence by Proposition 3.3 one of them must vanish identically. �



14 N. SOAVE AND S. TERRACINI

3.3. Liouville theorem for solutions to certain elliptic systems. The second main result of this
section is the following:

Theorem 3.6. Let k ≥ 3 and N ≥ 2 be positive integers, and, for i = 1, . . . , k, let ui ∈ H1
loc(R

N )∩C(RN )
be nonnegative functions satisfying a system of type (2.2) in R

N , where q1, . . . , qk ≥ 1, and the coupling
terms gi satisfy assumptions (H1) and (H2). Assume moreover that

0 ≤ ui(x) ≤ C(1 + |x|α) for every x ∈ R
N ,

with α < αk,N/k. Then at least one component ui vanishes identically.

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that all the components are non-trivial. By the maximum principle, we
have that ui > 0 in R

N for every i. Let 0 < ε < αk,N − kα. Then, by Theorem 2.6, there exist C, r̄ > 0
such that

(3.2)

k
∏

j=1

Ĩj(u, 0, r) ≥ Cr2(αk,N−ε)

for r > r̄. On the other hand, let η be a cutoff function as in the proof of Theorem 3.4, and let Φδ be defined
in (1.12). By testing the inequality satisfied by ui by η2Φδui, we obtain (as in [NTTV10, Proposition
2.6] or [ST23, Theorem 3.4])

Ĩi(u, 0, r) ≤ Cr2α

for r > 1 and for every i. This gives a contradiction with (3.2) for r large, since kα < αk,N − ε. �

4. Proof of Theorem 1.1

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is the content of the rest of this section. The general strategy is inspired
by [CTV05a,NTTV10,STTZ16,TVZ16,Wan14]. However, we have to substantially modify the argument
in order to deal with our interaction term modeling partial segregation.

Without loss of generality, we suppose that Ω ⊃ B3, and we aim at proving the uniform Hölder bound
in B1. We know that

sup
i=1,2,3

‖ui,β‖L∞(B2) ≤ C < +∞

independently on β. Let η ∈ C1
c (R

N ) be a radially decreasing cut-off function such that η ≡ 1 in B1,
η ≡ 0 in B3 \B2.

We fix α ∈ (0, α3,N/3), and aim at proving that the family {ηuβ}β>1 admits a uniform bound on the
α-Hölder semi-norm, that is, there exists C > 0, independent of β, such that

(4.1) sup
i=1,2,3

sup
x 6=y

x,y∈B3

|(ηui,β)(x)− (ηui,β)(y)|

|x− y|α
≤ C.

Since η ≡ 1 in B1, once (4.1) is proved, Theorem 1.1 follows.
Let us assume by contradiction that there exists a sequence βn → +∞ and a corresponding sequence

{un := uβn} such that

Ln := sup
i=1,2,3

sup
x 6=y

x,y∈B3

|(ηui,n)(x)− (ηui,n)(y)|

|x− y|α
→ ∞ as n→ +∞.

Since, for βn fixed, the functions ui,n are smooth, we may assume that up to a relabelling the supremum

is achieved for i = 1 and at a pair of points xn, yn ∈ B2, with xn 6= yn . As {un} is uniformly bounded
in L∞(B2), we have that

|xn − yn|
α =

|(ηu1,n)(xn)− (ηu1,n)(yn)|

Ln
≤

C

Ln
→ 0

as n→ ∞.
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4.1. Blow-up analysis. The contradiction argument is based on two blow-up sequences:

vi,n(x) := η(xn)
ui,n(xn + rnx)

Lnrαn
and v̄i,n(x) :=

(ηui,n)(xn + rnx)

Lnrαn
,

where

rn := |xn − yn| → 0+,

both defined on the scaled domain

Ω− xn
rn

⊃
B3 − xn
rn

=: Ωn ⊃ B1/rn ,

which exhaust RN as β → ∞.
Now, the function v̄n is the one for which the Hölder quotient is normalized (see Lemma 4.1-(1) ahead),

however it satisfies a rather complicated system. On the other hand, vn satisfies a simple system related
to (1.3), but it may not be have bounded seminorm. We will also check that both blow-up functions have
(locally) comparable L∞ norms and oscillations, and this allows to interchange information from one
function to the other. This idea was firstly used in the context of singularly perturbed elliptic systems
with full competition by K. Wang [Wan14] (see also [STTZ16]).

Basic properties of the blow-up sequences are collected in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. In the previous setting, it results that:

(i) the sequence {v̄n} has uniformly bounded α-Hölder semi-norm in Ωn, and in particular

sup
i=1,2,3

sup
x 6=y

x,y∈Ωn

|v̄i,n(x)− v̄i,n(y)|

|x− y|α
=

|v̄1,n(0)− v̄1,n

(

yn−xn

rn

)

|
∣

∣

∣

yn−xn

rn

∣

∣

∣

α = 1

for every n.
(ii) vi,n is a solution of

(4.2) ∆vi,n =Mnvi,n
∏

j 6=i

v2j,n, vi,n > 0 in Ωn,

where

Mn := βnr
2+4α
n

(

Ln

η(xn)

)4

.

(iii) for every open set ω ⊂⊂ R
N we have

sup
K

|vn − v̄n| → 0 as n→ ∞.

(iv) for every compact set K ⊂ R
N , and for every n so large that Ωn ⊃ K, we have

|vi,n(x)− vi,n(y)| ≤ on(1) + |x− y|α for every x, y ∈ K,

where on(1) → 0 uniformly on x, y ∈ K; in particular {vi,n} has uniformly bounded oscillation
in any compact set.

(v) vn is a minimizer of (4.2) with respect to variations with compact support, namely for every
Ω′ ⊂⊂ R

N

JMn(vn,Ω
′) ≤ JMn(vn +ϕ,Ω′) ∀ϕ ∈ H1

0 (Ω
′,R3),

for sufficiently large n, where JMn(u,Ω) is defined as in (1.4).

Proof. The proof of points (i), (ii) and (v) is trivial. As far as (iii) is concerned, since η is globally
Lipschitz continuous with constant denoted by l, and {ui,n} is uniformly bounded in K, we have

|vi,n(x) − v̄i,n(x)| =
|ui,n(xn + rnx)|

Lnrαn
|η(xn)− η(xn + rnx)| ≤

lMr1−α
n

Ln
|x|,
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where we recall that ‖ui,n‖L∞(B3) ≤ M for every i and n. Finally, for (iv) we use point (iii) and the
uniform Hölder boundedness of the sequence {v̄n}. �

In the next statement we collect some useful properties which take place when one component is
bounded at 0.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that {vi,n(0)} is bounded. Then there exists a function vi ∈ C0(RN ) ∩H1
loc(R

N ),
globally α-Hölder continuous, such that, up to a subsequence:

(i) vi,n, v̄i,n → vi locally uniformly on R
N ;

(ii) vi is non-constant in B1 if i = 1;
(iii) for every ω ⊂⊂ R

N compact there exists C > 0 such that

Mn

ˆ

ω

(

∏

j 6=i

v2j,n

)

vi,n dx ≤ C

(iv) vi,n → vi strongly in H1
loc(R

N ).

Proof. Point (i) follows directly from Ascoli-Arzelà theorem and Lemma 4.1. Point (ii) is a consequence
of the definition of {v̄n}. Concerning point (iii), let us test the equation for vi,n with a cutoff function
ϕ ∈ C∞

c (RN ). We obtain

Mn

ˆ

Ωn

(

∏

j 6=i

v2j,n

)

vi,nϕdx =

ˆ

Ωn

vi,n∆ϕdx,

whence the desired estimate follows. Finally, for point (iv), let us us test the equation for vi,n with vi,nϕ
2,

where ϕ ∈ C∞
c (RN ) is an arbitrary non-negative cutoff function. We obtain

ˆ

Ωn

(

|∇vi,n|
2ϕ2 + 2vi,nϕ∇vi,n · ∇ϕ+Mnϕ

2
3
∏

j=1

v2j,n

)

dx = 0.

This implies that
ˆ

Ωn

|∇vi,n|
2ϕ2 dx ≤ 4

ˆ

Ωn

v2i,n|∇ϕ|
2 dx,

which entails the boundedness of {vi,n} in H1
loc(R

N ), and hence up to a subsequence vi,n ⇀ vi weakly
in H1

loc(R
N ). To show the strong convergence, we test the equation for vi,n with (vi,n − vi)ϕ, where

ϕ ∈ C∞
c (RN ) is an arbitrary non-negative cutoff function, and observe that
ˆ

Ωn

ϕ∇vi,n · ∇(vi,n − vi) dx ≤ ‖vi,n − vi‖L∞(supp(ϕ))

ˆ

Ωn

(

|∇vi,n · ∇ϕ|+Mnϕvi,n
∏

j 6=i

v2j,n

)

dx.

The previous points ensure that the right hand side tends to 0 as n→ ∞. Therefore

lim
n

ˆ

Ωn

ϕ
(

|∇vi,n|
2 − |∇vi|

2
)

dx = lim
n

ˆ

Ωn

ϕ∇vi,n · ∇(vi,n − vi) dx = 0,

and the proof is complete. �

The previous lemma shows that the boundedness of {vi,n(0)} entails several consequences. On the
other hand, we do not know whether this property holds or not. If not, we will often use the following
statement.

Lemma 4.3. Let

wn(x) := vn(x) − vn(0), w̄n(x) := v̄n(x)− v̄n(0).

Then there exists a function w, globally α-Hölder continuous in R
N , such that wn, w̄n → w locally

uniformly in R
N . Moreover, w1 is non-constant.
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Proof. The local uniform convergence w̄n → w follows directly by the Ascoli-Arzelà theorem and the
uniform bound on the C0,α seminorm of w̄n. Moreover the α-Hölder seminorm of w is equal to 1, and
w1 is non-constant. The fact that also wn converges to w is a consequence of Lemma 4.1-(iii). �

In the next lemmas we focus on what happens if at least one component is unbounded. We will reach
a contradiction in all the possible cases.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that up to a subsequence vi,n(0) → +∞. Then for every r > 0 there exists C > 0
such that

Mnvi,n(0)

ˆ

Br

∏

j 6=i

v2j,n dx ≤ C.

Proof. We define

Hi,n(r) :=
1

rN−1

ˆ

Sr

v2i,n dσ,

Ei,n(r) :=
1

rN−2

ˆ

Sr

(

|∇vi,n|
2 +Mn

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n

)

dx

By multiplying the equation of vi,n by vi,n, and integrating on Br, we see that

ˆ

Br

(

|∇vi,n|
2 +Mn

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n

)

dx =

ˆ

Sr

vi,n∂νvi,n dσ,

whence

H ′
i,n(r) =

2

r
Ei,n(r).

Therefore, integrating from r/2 to r we obtain

(4.3) Hi,n(r) −Hi,n

( r

2

)

=

ˆ r

r/2

2

s
Ei,n(s) ds.

Now, the left hand side can be estimated from above thanks to Lemma 4.1 - properties (i) and (iv):

Hi,n(r) −Hi,n

(r

2

)

=

ˆ

S1

(

v2i,n(ry)− v2i,n

(r

2
y
))

dy ≤ C(r) (vi,n(0) + 1) ≤ C1(r)vi,n(0).

Moreover, the right hand side of (4.3) can be estimated from below as follows:
ˆ r

r/2

2

s
Ei,n(s) ds ≥

r

2
min

s∈[ r2 ,r]

2

s
Ei,n(s)

≥ rMn min
s∈[ r2 ,r]

1

sN−1

ˆ

Bs

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n dx

≥ C2(r)Mnv
2
i,n(0)

ˆ

Br/2

v2i,n
v2i,n(0)

∏

j 6=i

v2j,n dx.

Since vi,n(0) → +∞ and the oscillation of vi,n is locally uniformly bounded, we have that vi,n/vi,n(0) → 1
uniformly on Br/2 as n→ ∞. Hence, coming back to (4.3), we finally infer that

Mnv
2
i,n(0)

ˆ

Br/2

∏

j 6=i

v2j,n dx ≤ C(r)vi,n(0),

whence the thesis follows. �
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Lemma 4.5. Suppose that up to a subsequence vi1,n(0), vi2,n(0) → +∞ for a couple of indexes i1, i2 ∈
{1, 2, 3}. Then

Mnv
2
i1,n(0) v

2
i2,n(0) ≤ C

for a positive constant C > 0 independent of n.

Proof. We argue by contradiction, and suppose that up to a subsequence Mnv
2
i1,n(0)v

2
i2,n(0) → +∞ as

n→ ∞.

Step 1) Let i ∈ {1, 2, 3} \ {i1, i2}. For any R > 1, we claim that ‖vi,n‖L∞(BR) ≤ C for a positive
constant C > 0 depending only on R.

First of all, since vj,n has locally bounded oscillation for each i (Lemma 4.1), we have that vj,n → +∞
locally uniformly for j = i1, i2. Moreover, there exists CR > 0 depending on R but not on n such that

(4.4) In :=Mn inf
BR

v2i1,n v
2
i2,n ≥Mn (vi1,n(0)− CR)

2
(vi2,n(0)− CR)

2 → +∞.

Let us test the equation of vi,n with vi,nϕ
2, with ϕ ∈ C∞

c (RN ) such that 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 1, ϕ ≡ 1 in BR, and
supp(ϕ) ⊂ B2R: we obtain

ˆ

Ωn

(

|∇vi,n|
2ϕ2 + 2vi,nϕ∇vi,n · ∇ϕ+Mnϕ

2
3
∏

j=1

v2j,n

)

dx = 0,

whence by standard computations

CR In inf
BR

v2i,n ≤Mn

ˆ

BR

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n dx ≤

ˆ

Ωn

(1

2
|∇vi,n|

2ϕ2 +Mnϕ
2

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n

)

dx

≤ 2

ˆ

Ωn

v2i,n|∇ϕ|
2 dx ≤ CR sup

B2R

v2i,n,

(4.5)

for some CR > 0. We also observe that infBR vi,n ≥ supB2R
vi,n −CR, with CR > 0 (once again, we used

the fact that vn has locally bounded oscillation). Therefore, (4.5) yields

In sup
B2R

v2i,n ≤ CR

(

sup
B2R

v2i,n + In sup
B2R

vi,n

)

,

which, in view of (4.4), is possible only if supB2R
v2i,n is bounded, as claimed.

Step 2) Conclusion of the proof.

By definition of In, we have that

−∆vi,n ≤ −Invi,n in BR.

By Lemma 3.1, Step 1, and recalling that In → +∞, we infer that

sup
BR/2

vi,n ≤ C sup
BR

vi,ne
−R

√
In

2 → 0

as n → ∞. Since R > 1 was arbitrarily chosen, vi,n → 0 locally uniformly in the whole space R
N .

Together with Lemma 4.2, this rules out the case i = 1. Thus, without loss of generality, we can suppose
that i = 3, i1 = 1, i2 = 2.

Let now R > 1, and x̄n ∈ BR such that

Mnv
2
1,nv

2
2,n (x̄n) = In,

where In is defined in (4.4). Since {vn} has locally bounded oscillation, while v1,n, v2,n → +∞ locally
uniformly, we have that

Mn

(

v1,nv2,n(x)
)2

≤ (v1,n(x̄n) + CR)
2(v2,n(x̄n) + CR)

2 ≤ 2Mn

(

v1,nv2,n(x̄n)
)2

= 2In



ON PARTIAL SEGREGATION MODELS: HÖLDER ESTIMATES AND PROPERTIES OF THE LIMITS 19

for every x ∈ BR. Using once again that v1,n → +∞ locally uniformly, while {v3,n} is locally bounded,
we deduce that there exists CR > 0 such that

|∆v1,n(x)| ≤Mnv
2
1,n(x)

∏

j 6=1

v2j,n(x) ≤Mn

(

v1,nv2,n(x)
)2
CRe

−CR

√
In ≤ CRIne

−CR

√
In ∀x ∈ BR.

If we consider w1,n := v1,n − v1,n(0), as in Lemma 4.3, this implies that w1,n → w1 locally uniformly in
R

N , with w1 globally Hölder continuous, non-constant, and harmonic. Indeed, |∆w1,n| = |∆v1,n| → 0
locally uniformly in R

N . By the classical Liouville theorem for harmonic functions, this is the desired
contradiction. �

Lemma 4.6. It is not possible that vi,n(0) → +∞ for every i = 1, 2, 3.

Proof. By contradiction, we suppose that vi,n(0) → +∞ for every i. Then vi,n(z) → +∞ for every
z ∈ R

N as well; more precisely, since vj,n has locally bounded oscillation, we have that

(4.6)
vj,n
vj,n(0)

→ 1 uniformly on any compact set.

Thus, for any r > 0, we have that
ˆ

Br

∏

j 6=1

(

vj,n
vj,n(0)

)2

dx→ 1

as n→ ∞, and by Lemma 4.4

Mnv1,n(0)
∏

j 6=1

v2j,n(0) ≤ 2Mnv1,n(0)
∏

j 6=1

v2j,n(0)

ˆ

Br

∏

j 6=1

(

vj,n
vj,n(0)

)2

dx

= 2Mnv1,n(0)

ˆ

Br

∏

j 6=1

v2j,n dx ≤ C,

(4.7)

with C independent of n; namely, the right hand side in the equation of v1,n is bounded at 0. Actually,
thanks to (4.6) and (4.7), we deduce that

∣

∣Mnv1,n(z)v
2
2,n(z)v

2
3,n(z)−Mnv1,n(0)v

2
2,n(0)v

2
3,n(0)

∣

∣

=Mnv1,n(0)v
2
2,n(0)v

2
3,n(0)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1−
v1,n(z)

v1,n(0)

v22,n(z)

v22,n(0)

v23,n(z)

v23,n(0)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

→ 0

as n → ∞, uniformly in z ∈ Br, for every r > 0. Therefore, there exists a constant λ ≥ 0 such that, up
to a subsequence,

∆v1,n → λ locally uniformly in R
N ,

By Lemma 4.3, w1,n(x) := v1,n(x) − v1,n(0) converges locally uniformly to a limit function w1, non-
constant and globally Hölder continuous, which moreover satisfies

∆w1 = λ in R
N .

By Proposition 3.2, this is the desired contradiction. �

Lemma 4.7. It is not possible that exactly two components vi1,n(0), vi2,n(0) → +∞.

Proof. In case vi1,n(0), vi2,n(0) → +∞ for a couple of indexes i1, i2 ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we know by Lemma 4.5
that

Mnv
2
i1,n(0)v

2
i2,n(0) ≤ C.

As in the previous proof, we have that vj,n/vj,n(0) → 1 locally uniformly, for j = i1, i2, whence it follows
that

|Mnv
2
i1,nv

2
i2,n −Mnv

2
i1,n(0)v

2
i2,n(0)| → 0
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uniformly on any compact set of R
N . Therefore, there exists a constant λ ≥ 0 such that, up to a

subsequence, Mnv
2
i1,n

v2i2,n → λ locally uniformly in R
N . In turn, this implies that the last component

vi3,n, which is bounded at 0 (and hence in any compact set), converges locally uniformly to a function
vi3 which is nonnegative, globally Hölder continuous, and satisfies ∆vi3 = λvi,3 in R

N (see Lemma 4.2).
But then vi3 ≡ 0, by Proposition 3.2, and this rules out the possibility that i3 = 1.

Now, without loss of generality, we suppose that i3 = 3. We have that

Mnv1,n(x)v
2
2,n(x)v

2
3,n(x) ≤ CMnv

2
1,n(x)v

2
2,n(x)v

2
3,n(x) ≤ Cv23,n(x);

hence ∆v1,n → 0 locally uniformly in R
N , which in turn implies that the function w1,n, defined in

Lemma 4.3, converges to a harmonic limit w1. Since moreover w1 is also globally Hölder continuous and
non-constant, this is a contradiction. �

In what follows we focus at ruling out the possibility that exactly one component is unbounded at 0.
To this end, the following preliminary results will be useful.

Lemma 4.8. Let wn be defined in Lemma 4.3. Suppose in addition that ∆wi,n → 0 in L1
loc(R

N ) for an
index i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Then wi,n → wi strongly in H1

loc(R
N ), and wi is harmonic.

Proof. Let r > 0. It is not difficult to check that {wi,n} is bounded in H1(Br): indeed, for any ϕ ∈
C∞

c (Br), we have
ˆ

Br

|∇wi,n|
2ϕ2 dx = −2

ˆ

Br

ϕwi,n∇wi,n · ∇ϕdx−

ˆ

Br

wi,nϕ
2∆wi,n dx,

whence
ˆ

Br

|∇wi,n|
2ϕ2 dx ≤ C

ˆ

Br

w2
i,n|∇ϕ|

2 dx+ C‖wi,n‖L∞(Br)‖∆wi,n‖L1(Br),

which gives the boundedness in H1(Br) (recall that the sequence {wi,n} is locally bounded in R
N , by

definition). Since r was arbitrarily chosen, we infer that up to a subsequence wi,n ⇀ wi weakly in
H1

loc(R
N ). The strong convergence in H1

loc(R
N ) can be proved at this point exactly as in Lemma 4.2 (we

multiply the equation for wi,n by (wi,n − wi)ϕ, and exploit the convergence wi,n → wi in L
∞
loc(R

N ) and
the boundedness of ‖∆w1,n‖L1(Br)). The fact that the wi is harmonic follows now by taking the limit in
the equation

ˆ

Ωn

∇wi,n · ∇ϕdx =

ˆ

Ωn

(−∆wi,n)ϕdx ∀ϕ ∈ C∞
c (RN ). �

The next lemma is an important consequence of the minimality of vn.

Lemma 4.9. Suppose that there exist x0 ∈ R
N and R > ρ > 0 such that the following holds for two

indexes i and j: vj,n → 0 uniformly in BR(x0) and in H1(BR(x0)), and vi,n → vi uniformly in BR(x0),
with vi|Sρ(x0) 6≡ 0. Then vi > 0 in Bρ(x0).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we fix x0 = 0, j = 3, and i = 1 (in this proof we will not use that
v1 is non-constant, hence the same proof works for every possible choice of i and j). We suppose by
contradiction that {v1 = 0} ∩ Bρ 6= ∅, and, exploiting this fact, we will find a contradiction with the
minimality of vn, Lemma 4.1-(v).

Let

cn := JMn(vn, BR) = inf
{

JMn(u, BR) : u ∈ H1(BR,R
3) such that u− vn ∈ H1

0 (BR,R
3)
}

.

Let η ∈ C1(BR) be a radial cut-off function with the following properties: 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, η is radially
increasing, η ≡ 0 in Bρ, η = 1 on SR. We define a competitor ṽn by defining

ṽ1,n :=

{

v1,n in BR \Bρ

harmonic extension of v1,n on Sρ in Bρ,
ṽ2,n := v2,n, ṽ3,n := ηv3,n.
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By taking the limit as n→ ∞, we have that ṽ1,n → ṽ1 in H1(BR) ∩ C(BR), where

ṽ1 :=

{

v1 in BR \Bρ

harmonic extension of v1 on Sρ in Bρ.

Since v1|Sρ 6≡ 0, by the maximum principle we have that ṽ1 > 0 in Bρ, and hence ṽ1 6= v1. This implies,
by the Dirichlet principle, that

ˆ

Bρ

|∇ṽ1|
2 dx <

ˆ

Bρ

|∇v1|
2 dx,

and by H1-convergence we deduce that there exists δ > 0 such that

(4.8)

ˆ

BR

(

|∇ṽ1,n|
2 − |∇v1,n|

2
)

dx ≤ −δ,

for every n large enough. Moreover, since ṽ3,n ≡ 0 in Bρ ⊃ {ṽ1,n 6= v1,n}, and ṽ3,n ≤ v3,n in BR, we have
that

(4.9)

ˆ

BR

Mn

3
∏

j=1

ṽ2j,n dx =

ˆ

BR\Bρ

Mnv
2
1,nv

2
2,nṽ

2
3,n dx ≤

ˆ

BR

Mn

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n dx.

Finally, by using the fact that v3,n → 0 in H1(BR(x0)), we deduce that

(4.10)

ˆ

BR

(

|∇ṽ3,n|
2 − |∇v3,n|

2
)

dx→ 0

as n→ ∞. Therefore, by (4.8)-(4.10), we infer that

cn ≤ JMn(ṽn, BR)

≤ JMn(vn, BR) +

ˆ

BR

(

|∇ṽ1,n|
2 − |∇v1,n|

2
)

dx+

ˆ

BR

(

|∇ṽ3,n|
2 − |∇v3,n|

2
)

dx

≤ cn − δ + on(1)

(where on(1) → 0 as n→ ∞), which is a contradiction for sufficiently large n. �

Lemma 4.10. It is not possible that there exists exactly one component vi,n(0) → +∞ (with the remaining
ones being bounded at 0), which in addition satisfies

Mnv
2
i,n(0) ≤ C.

Proof. We argue by contradiction. If vi,n(0) → +∞ and Mnv
2
i,n(0) ≤ C, then necessarily Mn → 0, and

{Mnv
2
i,n} is locally bounded, since {vi,n} has locally bounded oscillation. More precisely

Mnv
2
i,n(x) =Mnv

2
i,n(0)(1 + on(1)),

locally uniformly in R
N , and hence up to a subsequence Mnv

2
i,n → λ locally uniformly in R

N , where

λ ≥ 0 is a constant. This implies that the other components {vi1,n} and {vi2,n}, which are bounded at
0, and for which the conclusion of Lemma 4.2 holds true, are such that (vi1,n, vi2,n) → (vi1 , vi2) locally
uniformly and in H1

loc(R
N ), and the limit functions vi1 , vi2 are globally Hölder continuous in R

N and
satisfy











∆vi1 = λ vi1 v
2
i2

∆vi1 = λ v2i1 vi2 in R
N .

vi1 , vi,2 ≥ 0

By Proposition 3.3 (or by the classical Liouville theorem in case λ = 0), we deduce that vi1 and vi2 are
both constant, and hence it is necessary that i = 1 (see Lemma 4.2 again).
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Now, let r > 0 be arbitrarily chosen. By Lemma 4.2, there exists C > 0 such that

Mn

ˆ

Br

v21,n v
2
2,n v3,n dx ≤ C and sup

Br

v3,n ≤ C.

Then, using the fact that infBr v1,n → +∞, we obtain

Mn

ˆ

Br

v1,n v
2
2,n v

2
3,n dx ≤ CMn

ˆ

Br

v21,n
infBr v1,n

v22,nv3,n dx ≤
C

infBr v1,n
→ 0,

which in turn gives ‖∆v1,n‖L1(Br) → 0 as n→ ∞. If we consider the function w1,n := v1,n−v1,n(0), since

∆w1,n = ∆v1,n, Lemmas 4.3 and 4.8 imply that w1,n → w1 locally uniformly and strongly in H1
loc(R

N ),
with w1 globally Hölder continuous, harmonic, and non-constant. This is the desired contradiction. �

Lemma 4.11. It is not possible that there exists exactly one component vi,n(0) → +∞ (with the remaining
ones being bounded at 0).

Proof. We will split the proof into three steps. We argue by contradiction, and suppose that there exists
exactly one component vi,n such that vi,n(0) → +∞. Thanks to Lemma 4.10, up to a subsequence we
can suppose in addition that

Mnv
2
i,n(0) → +∞,

and, since vi,n has locally bounded oscillation, we have in fact that

min
K

Mnv
2
i,n → +∞ ∀K ⊂ R

N compact.

Instead the other components vi1,n and vi2,n are bounded at 0, and hence the conclusions of Lemma 4.2
hold for them.

Step 1) One component, say vi2 , vanishes identically, and the other satisfies

∆vi1 = 0 in {vi1 > 0}.

Moreover,

(4.11) lim
n→∞

Mn

ˆ

Br

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n dx = 0,

for every r > 0.

We claim at first that the limits vi1 and vi2 satisfy the segregation condition vi1 vi2 ≡ 0 in R
N . We

take x0 ∈ R
N such that vi1(x0) > 0, and we show that vi2(x0) = 0; since the role of vi1 and vi2 can be

exchanged, the claim follows. By continuity and uniform local convergence, if vi1(x0) > 0, then there
exist ρ, δ > 0 such that

vi1,n(x) ≥ δ for every x ∈ B2ρ(x0), for every n large.

Therefore, denoting by

In := inf
B2ρ(x0)

Mnv
2
i,n → +∞,

we have that

−∆vi2,n ≤ −δ2Invi2,n, vi2,n ≥ 0 in B2ρ(x0),

and moreover vi2,n is bounded in B2ρ(x0). The decay estimate in Lemma 3.1 gives

sup
Bρ(x0)

vi2,n ≤ Ce−C
√
In → 0

(the constant C > 0 depends on ρ, but not on n), and in particular vi2 (x0) = 0.
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This estimate also allows to show that vi1 is harmonic when positive: indeed, {vi1 > 0} is open by
continuity; if B2ρ(x0) ⊂ {vi1 > 0}, then

sup
x∈Bρ(x0)

|∆vi1,n(x)| = sup
x∈Bρ(x0)

Mnv
2
i,n(x)v

2
i2,n(x)vi1,n(x)

≤ CIn(1 + on(1))e
−C

√
In → 0

as n → ∞ (we used once again that vi,n has locally bounded oscillation, so that supBρ(x0)Mnv
2
i,n =

In(1 + on(1))).
To sum up,











∆vi1 = 0 in {vi1 > 0}

∆vi2 = 0 in {vi2 > 0}

vi1 , vi2 ≥ 0, vi1vi2 ≡ 0 in R
N

and vi1 , vi2 are globally Hölder continuous in R
N . By Proposition 3.3, one component, say vi2 , vanishes

identically.
To complete the proof of Step 1, it remains to prove that (4.11) holds. By the segregation condition,

Br ⊂ (Br ∩ {vi1 = 0}) ∪ (Br ∩ {vi2 = 0}). Therefore,

Mn

ˆ

Br

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n dx ≤ ‖vi1,n‖L∞({vi1=0}∩Br)Mn

ˆ

Br

vi1,n
∏

j 6=i1

v2j,n dx

+ ‖vi2,n‖L∞({vi2=0}∩Br)Mn

ˆ

Br

vi2,n
∏

j 6=i2

v2j,n dx,

and (4.11) follows, since the two integrals on the right hand side are bounded by Lemma 4.2.

Notice that, since vi2 ≡ 0, we have that necessarily i2 6= 1. Therefore, from now on we assume that
i2 = 2, without loss of generality.

Step 2) i = 3 and i1 = 1.

Let us consider the functions wi,n introduced in Lemma 4.3. We aim at showing that the limit wi is
constant. By Lemma 4.2, we know that

Mn

ˆ

Br

v2i,n v
2
i2,n vi1,n dx ≤ C

for every r > 0, since vi1,n is bounded at 0. Instead vi,n → +∞ locally uniformly, whence

Mn

ˆ

Br

vi,n v
2
i2,n v

2
i1,n dx ≤ CMn

ˆ

Br

v2i,n

infBr vi,n
v2i2,n vi1,n dx ≤

C

infBr vi,n
→ 0.

We infer that ∆wi,n = ∆vi,n → 0 in L1
loc(R

N ), and Lemma 4.8 ensures that wi is harmonic in R
N ; being

also globally Hölder continuous, it must be constant.

What we proved so far implies that, under the assumptions of the lemma, the following limits take
place locally uniformly: v2,n → 0, v3,n → +∞ with w3,n → w3 ≡ const., and v1,n → v1 non-constant in
B1. Moreover, all the previous limits but the second one are also strong in H1

loc(R
N ), and (4.11) holds.

Step 3) Conclusion of the proof.

Since v1 is non-constant, and hence non-trivial, in any ball Bρ with ρ > 1, while v2,n → 0, the
assumptions of Lemma 4.9 are satisfied. Therefore, v1 > 0 in Bρ for every ρ > 1, namely v1 > 0 in R

N .
It is then a harmonic function in R

N , globally Hölder continuous, and non-constant, a contradiction. �

At this stage, by Lemmas 4.6, 4.7 and 4.11, we deduce that the sequence {vn(0)} is bounded. In
particular, the conclusions in Lemma 4.2 hold for all the components.
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Lemma 4.12. It is not possible that both {vn(0)} and {Mn} are bounded.

Proof. If {vn(0)} and {Mn} are both bounded, then up to a subsequence Mn → M ≥ 0 and vn → v

in C0
loc(R

N ) ∩H1
loc(R

N ), and the limit function (v1, v2, v3) is globally α-Hölder continuous, with v1 non-
constant, and satisfy the system

(4.12)

{

∆vi =Mvi
∏

j 6=i v
2
j in R

N

vi ≥ 0 in R
N .

If M = 0, then v1 is harmonic, globally Hölder continuous, and non-constant, a contradiction. We focus
then on the case whenM > 0. By the maximum principle, either vi > 0 in R

N , or vi ≡ 0, and by Theorem
3.6 at least one component between v2 and v3 must vanish identically, since α < α3,N/3 by assumption
(v1 cannot vanish identically, since it is non-constant). Hence, also in this case v1 is harmonic, globally
Hölder continuous, and non-constant, a contradiction again. �

It remains to consider the case when {vn(0)} is bounded and Mn → +∞ up to a subsequence.

Lemma 4.13. It is not possible that {vn(0)} is bounded and {Mn} is unbounded.

Proof. Let {vn(0)} be bounded, and Mn → +∞. By Lemma 4.2, we deduce that the limits vi are
subharmonic functions such that v1 v2 v3 ≡ 0 in R

N . Therefore, (v1, v2, v3) satisfies the assumptions of
Corollary 3.5, whence it follows that one component must vanish identically. We cannot have v1 ≡ 0,
since it is non-constant. For concreteness, let v3 ≡ 0 from now on.

Suppose that v1(x0) > 0. We claim that v1 is harmonic in a neighborhood of x0. To prove the claim,
let r > 0. Since v1 v2 v3 ≡ 0,

Br ⊂
3
⋃

i=1

(Br ∩ {vi = 0}),

and by local uniform convergence and Lemma 4.2 we infer that

(4.13) Mn

ˆ

Br

v21,nv
2
2,nv

2
3,n dx ≤

3
∑

i=1

‖vi,n‖L∞(Br∩{vi=0})

ˆ

Br

Mnvi,n
∏

j 6=i

v2j,n dx→ 0.

Now, by continuity and local uniform convergence, there exists ρ, δ > 0 such that

inf
Bρ(x0)

v1,n ≥ δ for n sufficiently large.

Therefore, using also (4.13), we obtain

‖∆v1,n‖L1(Bρ(x0)) =Mn

ˆ

Bρ(x0)

v1,n v
2
2,n v

2
3,n dx ≤

1

δ
Mn

ˆ

Bρ(x0)

v21,n v
2
2,n v

2
3,n dx→ 0,

and recalling that v1,n → v1 in H1
loc(R

N ), we deduce that v1 is harmonic in Bρ(x0). This argument shows
that v1 is harmonic in its positivity set. The same holds for v2.

We are ready to reach a contradiction. Since v1 is non-constant, and hence non-trivial, in any ball Bρ

with ρ > 1, while v3,n → 0, the assumptions of Lemma 4.9 are satisfied (notice that, if v1 is non-trivial in
Bρ, then v1|Sρ 6≡ 0 by subharmonicity). Therefore, v1 > 0 in Bρ for every ρ > 1, namely v1 > 0 in R

N .

It is then a harmonic function in R
N , globally Hölder continuous, and non-constant, a contradiction. �

Conclusion of the proof of Theorem 1.1. Lemmas 4.1-4.13 imply that {uβ} is bounded in C0,α
loc (Ω), as

claimed. This is true for every α ∈ (0, α3,N/3). In turn, by the Ascoli-Arzelà theorem, the local C0,α

convergence to some limit ũ follows, up to a subsequence.
The other properties can be proved as in Lemmas 4.1 and 4.13. We only give a sketch. By testing the

equation for ui,β with a cutoff function ϕ ∈ C∞
c (RN ), we obtain

β

ˆ

Ω

(

∏

j 6=i

u2j,β

)

ui,βϕdx =

ˆ

Ω

ui,β∆ϕdx ≤ C.
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Thus, by local uniform convergence as β → +∞, the limit ũ satisfies the partial segregation condition
u1 u2 u3 ≡ 0 in Ω.

In order to show the strong H1
loc convergence, we test at first the equation for ui,β with ui,βϕ

2, where
ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Ω) is an arbitrary non-negative cutoff function, and integrate by parts. As in Lemma 4.1, we
obtain boundedness in H1(ω) for every ω ⊂⊂ Ω, whence weak H1

loc-convergence follows. The strong
convergence can be proved by testing the equation for ui,β with (ui,β − ui)ϕ, and integrating by parts
(see Lemma 4.1 again).

At this point, the fact that for every ω ⊂⊂ Ω

Mβ

ˆ

ω

3
∏

j=1

u2j,β dx→ 0 for every K ⊂⊂ Ω compact

can be proved exactly as in Lemma 4.13. �

Remark 4.14. For future convenience, we point out that the limitation α < ν̄ = α3,N/3 in Theorem 1.1
plays a role only in Lemmas 4.12 and 4.13, where we apply Theorem 3.6 and Corollary 3.5. In particular,
we can increase the threshold ν̄ in Theorem 1.1 by establishing improved Liouville type theorems for
globally Hölder continuous solutions to (4.12), minimal with respect to variations of the associated energy
with compact support (it is plain that, if {Mn} is bounded, so that Mn → M ≥ 0 up to a subsequence,
the limiting profile v is itself minimal for the associated energy) and improved Liouville type theorems for
globally Hölder continuous functions in Lloc(R

N ). This observation will be used in the proof of optimal
regularity, see [ST24].

5. Proof of Theorem 1.2

In the first part of this section, we focus on the uniform Hölder estimates up to the boundary. This is
the most delicate point in Theorem 1.2. The rest of the proof is rather standard, and will be the content
of Subsection 5.2

5.1. Uniform Hölder estimates up to the boundary. The strategy is analogue to the one used in
the proof of Theorem 1.1. By minimality, each uβ solves system (1.2) for the corresponding value of β.
In particular, ui,β is subharmonic, and hence

sup
β

sup
i=1,2,3

ui,β ≤ ‖ψ‖L∞(∂Ω) < +∞,

namely {uβ} satisfies assumption (h1) of Theorem 1.1. Plainly, {uβ} also satisfies assumption (h2).
Now, for α ∈ (0, α3,N/3) fixed, we aim at proving that the family {uβ}β>1 admits a uniform bound

on the α-Hölder semi-norm, that is, there exists C > 0, independent of β, such that

sup
i=1,2,3

sup
x 6=y

x,y∈Ω

|ui,β(x) − ui,β(y)|

|x− y|α
≤ C.

Let us assume by contradiction that there exists a sequence βn → +∞ and a corresponding sequence
{un := uβn} such that

Ln := sup
i=1,2,3

sup
x 6=y

x,y∈B3

|ui,n(x)− ui,n(y)|

|x− y|α
→ ∞ as n→ +∞.

As in Theorem 1.1, up to a relabelling, the supremum is achieved for i = 1 and at a pair of points
xn, yn ∈ Ω, with xn 6= yn and |xn − yn| → 0 as n→ ∞. We consider the blow-up sequence

vi,n(x) :=
ui,n(xn + rnx)

Lnrαn
, where rn := |xn − yn| → 0+, and x ∈

Ω− xn
rn

=: Ωn,
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and we have two different possibilities according to the fact that dist(xn, ∂Ω)/rn is bounded or not. In
the latter case, the scaled domains Ωn exhaust RN as n→ ∞, and the contradiction is reached proceeding
exactly as in the proof of Theorem 1.1. If instead dist(xn, ∂Ω)/rn remains bounded, then Ωn tends to a
half-space Ω∞ and the previous proof has to be conveniently modified. At first, we observe that properties
(i) and (v) of Lemma 4.1 still hold in the present setting. Regarding property (ii), we have that

{

∆vi,n =Mnvi,n
∏

j 6=i v
2
j,n, vi,n > 0 in Ωn

vi,n = ψi,n on ∂Ωn,

where

Mn := βnr
2+4α
n L4

n, and ψi,n(x) :=
ψi(xn + rnx)

rαnLn
.

Since ψn is a Hölder scaling of a fixed Lipschitz functions, and since {vn} has bounded α-Hölder semi-
norm, we can derive important information about the limiting behavior at the boundary of the half-space.
We refer to [ST23, Lemma 4.3] for the proof.

Lemma 5.1. It is possible to extend vn outside Ωn in a Lipschitz fashion, in such a way that:

(i) If {vi,n(0)} is bounded, then vi,n → vi in C0,α′

loc (RN ) for every 0 < α′ < α, up to a subsequence;
moreover, the limit function vi attains a constant value on the boundary ∂Ω∞.

(ii) If {vi,n(0)} is unbounded, then wi,n(x) := vi,n(x)−vi,n(0) converges to wi in C
0,α′

loc (RN ) for every
0 < α′ < α, up to a subsequence; moreover, the limit function wi attains a constant value on the
boundary ∂Ω∞.

Remark 5.2. Furthermore, if {vi,n(0)} is bounded, then the thesis of Lemma 4.2 holds, with the only
differences that in point (iii) we have to require ω ⊂⊂ Ω∞, and in (iv) we have convergence in H1

loc(Ω∞).

At this point the idea is to proceed as in the proof of Theorem 1.1, discussing all the possible cases
(all the components are unbounded at 0, exactly 2 components are unbounded at 0, etc.), and obtaining
a contradiction in all of them. In this perspective, it is important to observe that, thanks to the partial
segregation condition and to the uniform boundedness of the α-Hölder seminorm, for every R > 1 at
least one component of vn, say vin,n, must vanish on some points of ∂Ω∞∩BR. Since in varies in the set
of indexes {1, 2, 3}, which is discrete, up to a subsequence we can suppose that in = i for every n. Thus,
Lemma 5.1 ensures that vi, being constant on ∂Ω∞, vanishes on the whole ∂Ω∞. Moreover, recalling that
{vn} has locally bounded oscillation, {vi,n} is locally bounded in Ω∞. We can actually prove a much
stronger statement:

Lemma 5.3. We have that vi ≡ 0 in Ω∞.

Proof. Without loss, suppose that Ω∞ = R
N
+ . We know that v := vi is subharmonic in R

N
+ , α-Hölder

continuous up to the boundary, with v = 0 on ∂RN
+ . We extend v as the trivial function outside of RN

+ ,

and we claim that such extension, still denoted by v, is subharmonic on R
N . Indeed, for any function

φ ∈ C∞
c (RN ) with φ ≥ 0 in R

N , and for any x0 ∈ ∂RN
+ and r > 0, we have that for every ε > 0

ˆ

Br(x0)

v∆φdx =

ˆ

Br(x0)∩{xN>ε}
v∆φdx+

ˆ

Br(x0)∩{xN<−ε}
v∆φdx +

ˆ

Br(x0)∩{|xN |<ε}
v∆φdx

=

ˆ

Br(x0)∩{xN>ε}
v∆φdx+O(ε1+α) ≥ −Cε1+α,

and the subharmonicity follows. Now, since v is subharmonic and continuous in R
N , it is in H1

loc(R
N )

(see e.g. [PSU12, Exercise 2.3]).
Let us define v′ as the even reflection of v across ∂RN

+ . Clearly, v and v′ are subharmonic continuous

function in H1
loc(R

N ), with disjoint positivity sets, globally Hölder continuous. Therefore, by Proposition
3.3, one of them vanishes identically. By definition of v′, we infer that v = vi ≡ 0, as desired. �
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The previous lemma is extremely useful: it ensures that, when Ωn tends to a half-space, one component
is not only bounded, but it vanishes identically in the limit. From now on, for the sake of concreteness,
we suppose that i = 3, so that v3,n → v3 ≡ 0 locally uniformly (notice that it cannot be i = 1, since v1,n
has constant oscillation equal to 1 in B1 ∩ Ω∞).

Now, in order to show the validity of estimate (1.5), we have to reach a contradiction in the following
cases:

(i) exactly two components are unbounded at 0;
(ii) exactly one component is unbounded at 0;
(iii) {vn(0)} is bounded.

We will frequently use the following elementary result (see [ST23, Lemma 4.2]).

Lemma 5.4. Let H be a half-space, and suppose that v ∈ C0(H) ∩C2(H) is a harmonic function in H,
with v|∂H = const., and v globally α-Hölder continuous for some α ∈ (0, 1). Then v is constant in H.

We can proceed with the core of the proof of Estimate (1.5).

Lemma 5.5. Suppose that up to a subsequence v1,n(0), v2,n(0) → +∞. Then

Mnv
2
1,n(0) v

2
2,n(0) ≤ C

for a positive constant C > 0 independent of n.

Proof. The proof is similar to the one of Lemma 4.5. We argue by contradiction, and suppose that up to
a subsequence Mnv

2
1,n(0)v

2
2,n(0) → +∞ as n→ ∞.

Since {vn} has local bounded oscillation, for every x0 ∈ Ω∞ and R > 1 we have that

inf
∂Ωn∩BR(x0)

v1,n, inf
∂Ωn∩BR

v2,n → +∞.

By partial segregation of the boundary datum, this implies that v3,n|∂Ωn∩BR(x0) = 0, so that we can
extend v3,n as the 0 function on BR(x0) \ Ωn, obtaining a continuous subsolution to

−∆v3,n ≤ −Inv3,n in the whole BR(x0),

where

In :=Mn inf
BR(x0)∩Ωn

v2i1,n v
2
i2,n ≥Mn (vi1,n(0)− CR)

2
(vi2,n(0)− CR)

2 → +∞.

By Lemma 3.1, and recalling that v3,n → 0 and In → +∞, we infer that

sup
BR/2(x0)∩Ωn

v3,n ≤ C sup
BR(x0)∩Ωn

v3,ne
−R

√
In

2 → 0.

As in Lemma 4.5, this estimate allows to show that

|∆v1,n(x)| ≤Mnv
2
1,n(x)

∏

j 6=1

v2j,n(x) ≤Mn

(

v1,nv2,n(x)
)2
CRe

−CR

√
In ≤ CRIne

−CR

√
In

for every x ∈ BR(x0)∩Ωn, for every R > 1 and x0 ∈ Ω∞. In particular, this holds true in a neighborhood
of x0, where we recall that x0 ∈ Ω∞ was arbitrarily chosen. This means that, if we consider w1,n :=
v1,n − v1,n(0), then w1,n → w1 locally uniformly in R

N , with w1 globally Hölder continuous in Ω∞, non-
constant, constant on the boundary (recall Lemma 5.1), and harmonic. Indeed, |∆w1,n| = |∆v1,n| → 0
locally uniformly in R

N . By Lemma 5.4, this is the desired contradiction. �

Lemma 5.6. It is not possible that v1,n(0), v2,n(0) → +∞.

Proof. In case v1,n(0), v2,n(0) → +∞, we know by Lemma 5.5 that

Mnv
2
1,n(0)v

2
2,n(0) ≤ C.
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Since vj,n/vj,n(0) → 1 locally uniformly, for j = 1, 2, it follows that

|Mnv
2
1,nv

2
2,n −Mnv

2
1,n(0)v

2
2,n(0)| → 0

uniformly on any compact set of Ω∞. Therefore, Mnv
2
1,nv

2
2,n is in turn locally bounded, and recalling

that v3,n → v3 ≡ 0 locally uniformly, we deduce that

Mnv1,n(x)v
2
2,n(x)v

2
3,n(x) ≤ CMnv

2
1,n(x)v

2
2,n(x)v

2
3,n(x) ≤ Cv23,n(x) → 0;

hence ∆v1,n → 0 locally uniformly in R
N , which in turn implies that the function w1,n = v1,n − v1,n(0)

converges to a harmonic limit w1. Since moreover w1 is also globally Hölder continuous and non-constant,
but constant on the boundary of ∂Ω∞, Lemma 5.4 gives a contradiction. �

Lemma 5.7. It is not possible that there exists exactly one component vj,n(0) → +∞ (with the remaining
ones being bounded at 0), which in addition satisfies

Mnv
2
j,n(0) ≤ C.

Proof. We denote by j ∈ {1, 2} the index such that vj,n(0) → +∞ up to a subsequence, and i the other.
Since vj,n/vj,n(0) → 1 locally uniformly in Ω∞, we have that {Mnv

2
j,n} is locally bounded as well, and

in fact

|Mnv
2
j,n −Mnv

2
j,n(0)| → 0

uniformly on any compact set of Ω∞. Therefore, by taking the limit in the equation for vi,n, we deduce
that there exists a constant λ ≥ 0 such that

∆vi = λv23vi = 0 in Ω∞.

Since we also know by Lemma 5.1 that vi is constant on ∂Ω∞, and globally Hölder continuous, Lemma
5.4 implies that vi is constant, and hence i = 2 and j = 1. At this point, exactly as in the conclusion
of the proof of Lemma 4.10, we can prove that ∆v1,n → 0 in L1

loc(Ω∞), and Lemma 4.8 ensures that
w1,n = v1,n − v1,n(0) converges to a harmonic limit w1. This gives a contradiction as usual. �

Lemma 5.8. It is not possible that there exists exactly one component vj,n(0) → +∞ (with the remaining
ones being bounded at 0).

Proof. We denote by j ∈ {1, 2} the index such that vj,n(0) → +∞ up to a subsequence, and i the other.
By Lemma 5.7, we have that Mnv

2
j,n(0) → +∞. We claim that vi is harmonic when positive. To prove

the claim, notice that, by continuity and uniform local convergence, if x0 ∈ Ω∞ and vi(x0) > 0, then
there exist ρ, δ > 0 such that

vi,n(x) ≥ δ for every x ∈ B2ρ(x0) ⊂ Ω∞, for every n large.

Therefore, denoting by

In := inf
B2ρ(x0)

Mnv
2
j,n → +∞,

we have that

−∆v3,n ≤ −δ2Inv3,n, v3,n ≥ 0 in B2ρ(x0),

and moreover v3,n is bounded in B2ρ(x0). The decay estimate in Lemma 3.1 gives

sup
Bρ(x0)

v3,n ≤ Ce−C
√
In .

Therefore,

sup
x∈Bρ(x0)

|∆vi,n(x)| = sup
x∈Bρ(x0)

Mnv
2
j,n(x)v

2
3,n(x)vi2,n(x)

≤ CIn(1 + on(1))e
−C

√
In → 0

as n→ ∞ (we used once again that vj,n has locally bounded oscillation), and the claim follows.
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Now, ∆vi = 0 in {vi > 0}, vi is constant on ∂Ω∞, and vi is globally Hölder continuous in Ω∞. If
vi = 0 on ∂Ω∞, then as in Lemma 5.3 we conclude that vi ≡ 0 in Ω∞, and necessarily i = 2 and j = 1.
If instead vi = c > 0 on ∂Ω∞, then the global Hölder continuity implies that vi ≥ c/2 in a tubular
neighborhood of ∂Ω∞. Using this fact and Lemma 4.9 (which holds true provided that BR(x0) ⊂ Ω∞),
it is not difficult to deduce that vi > 0 in the whole half-space Ω∞. As a result, vi must be constant, and
also in this case i = 2 and j = 1.

To sum up, we have that v1,n → +∞ locally uniformly, while v2,n → const. and v3,n → 0 locally
uniformly. Recall also that, thanks to the boundedness of {v3,n(0)}, for every ω ⊂⊂ Ω∞ we have

Mn

ˆ

ω

v21,n v
2
2,nv3,n dx ≤ C

(see Remark 5.2). Therefore,

Mn

ˆ

ω

v21,n v
2
2,nv

2
3,n dx→ 0,

whence it follows that

Mn

ˆ

ω

v1,n v
2
2,nv

2
3,n dx ≤Mn

ˆ

ω

v21,n
infω v1,n

v22,nv
2
3,n dx→ 0.

Hence ∆v1,n → 0 locally uniformly in R
N , the function w1,n = v1,n−v1,n(0) converges to a harmonic limit

w1, and w1 is also globally Hölder continuous and non-constant, but constant on ∂Ω∞, in contradiction
with Lemma 5.4. �

Conclusion of the proof of the uniform Hölder estimate of {uβ}. It remains to show that it is not possi-
ble that {vn(0)} is bounded. Suppose that this is the case, and suppose moreover that {Mn} is bounded.
Then, up to a subsequence, vn → v locally uniformly in Ω∞, Mn →M ≥ 0, and v solves

∆vi =Mvi
∏

j 6=i

v2j in Ω∞.

We also know that v3 ≡ 0, and hence v1 is harmonic in a half-space, globally Hölder continuous, non-
constant, with constant boundary datum, a contradiction. Suppose now that Mn → +∞. As in Lemma
4.13, we show that v1 is harmonic when positive, and, being non-constant (and hence non-trivial), Lemma
4.9 ensures that v1 > 0 in Ω∞. Thus, we reach the same contradiction as before, and the proof of the
validity of the uniform Hölder estimate up to the boundary is complete. �

5.2. Conclusion of the proof of Theorem 1.2. Theorem 1.1 and the uniform Hölder estimate up to
the boundary imply that up to a subsequence uβ → ũ in H1

loc(Ω) and in C0,α(Ω), for every α ∈ (0, ν̄).
The only things to prove are that the limit is minimal for the problem, and that the H1 convergence is
global in Ω. Let us set

cβ := inf
u∈Hψ

Jβ(u,Ω),

and recall the definition of c∞ given in (1.6). We observe that, if u satisfies the partial segregation
condition, then Jβ(u,Ω) is independent of β, and is equal to the Dirichlet energy of u. Therefore cβ ≤ c∞.
Then, by the minimality of uβ, for every β > 1 we have Jβ(uβ) ≤ c∞. Since moreover ui,β ≡ ψi on ∂Ω,
the uniform H1(Ω,R3) boundedness of {uβ} follows. Hence, up to a subsequence, uβ ⇀ ũ weakly in
H1(Ω,R3) and a.e. in Ω, and we recall that ũ satisfies the partial segregation condition.

Now, by the the minimality of uβ and weak convergence,

c∞ ≤
3

∑

i=1

ˆ

Ω

|∇ũi|
2 dx ≤ lim inf

β→∞

3
∑

i=1

ˆ

Ω

|∇ui,β |
2 dx

≤ lim sup
β→∞

Jβ(uβ ,Ω) = lim sup
β→∞

cβ ≤ c∞.

This means that all the previous inequalities are indeed equalities, and in particular:
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• ‖∇ui,β‖L2(Ω) → ‖∇ui‖L2(Ω), which together with the weak convergence and the fact that uβ = ψ

on ∂Ω, for every β, ensures that uβ → u strongly in H1(Ω,Rk) (recall that Ω is bounded);
• we have that

lim
β→∞

3
∑

i=1

ˆ

Ω

|∇ui,β |
2 = lim

β→∞
Jβ(uβ ,Ω),

so that

lim
β→+∞

β

ˆ

Ω

3
∏

j=1

u2j,β dx = 0.

• we have that

c∞ =

3
∑

i=1

ˆ

Ω

|∇ũi|
2 dx,

which proves the minimality of ũ.

6. Proof of Theorem 1.7

We start with a preliminary result. Let Ω ⊂ R
N be a domain, M > 0, and let v ∈ H1

loc(Ω) ∩ C(Ω),
v 6≡ 0, satisfy

(6.1)

{

∆vi =Mvi
∏

j 6=i v
2
j in Ω

vi ≥ 0 in Ω.

Lemma 6.1 (Local Pohozaev identity). For every x0 ∈ Ω and r ∈ (0, dist(x0, ∂Ω)), we have that

r

ˆ

Sr(x0)

(

3
∑

i=1

|∇vi|
2+M

3
∏

j=1

v2j

)

dσ = (N − 2)

ˆ

Br(x0)

3
∑

i=1

|∇vi|
2 dx

+N

ˆ

Br(x0)

M

3
∏

j=1

v2j dx+ 2r

ˆ

Sr(x0)

3
∑

i=1

(∂νvi)
2 dσ.

Proof. We multiply the equation for vi by ∇vi(x) · (x−x0), integrate over Br(x0), and take the sum over
i from 1 to 3: we obtain
ˆ

Br(x0)

(

∑

i

∇vi · ∇(∇vi · (x− x0)) +M
∑

i

vi∇vi · (x− x0)
∏

j 6=i

v2j

)

dx = r

ˆ

Sr(x0)

∑

i

(∂νvi)
2 dσ

Now standard computations as in the classical Pohozaev identity give the result. �

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Plainly, by minimality, each vn solves system (6.1) in Ω with M = Mn → +∞.
The regularity of v follows then by Theorem 1.1. Let K ⊂ R

N be a compact set. By (iii) and the local
uniform convergence, we deduce that v1 v2 v3 ≡ 0 in R

N . Moreover, exactly as in Lemma 4.13, points
(ii) and (iii) in Definition 1.5 allow to prove that each vi is harmonic in its positivity set.

Let now x0 ∈ Ω and r ∈ (0, (0, dist(x0, ∂Ω)). We observe that, by Lemma 6.1, for r0 < r

ˆ

Ar0,r(x0)

(

3
∑

i=1

|∇vi,n|
2+Mn

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n

)

dx =

ˆ r

r0

N − 2

s

ˆ

Bs(x0)

3
∑

i=1

|∇vi,n|
2 dx ds

+

ˆ r

r0

N

s

ˆ

Bs(x0)

Mn

3
∏

j=1

v2j,n dx ds+ 2

ˆ

Ar0,r(x0)

3
∑

i=1

(

∇vi,n ·
x− x0
|x− x0|

)2

dx,
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where Ar0,r(x0) := Br(x0) \ Br0(x0). Recalling points (ii) and (iii) in the definition of Lloc(Ω), we can
take the limit as n→ ∞, by dominated convergence, and deduce that

ˆ

Ar0,r(x0)

3
∑

i=1

|∇vi|
2 dx =

ˆ r

r0

N − 2

s

ˆ

Bs(x0)

3
∑

i=1

|∇vi|
2 dx ds+ 2

ˆ

Ar0,r(x0)

3
∑

i=1

(

∇vi ·
x− x0
|x− x0|

)2

dx,

for every r0 < r. By the fundamental theorem of calculus, this completes the proof. �
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applications to singular limits in models for diffusion flames. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 183(3):457–487, 2007.

[CTV03] Monica Conti, Susanna Terracini, and Gianmaria Verzini. An optimal partition problem related to nonlinear
eigenvalues. J. Funct. Anal., 198(1):160–196, 2003.

[CTV05a] Monica Conti, Susanna Terracini, and Gianmaria Verzini. Asymptotic estimates for the spatial segregation of
competitive systems. Adv. Math., 195(2):524–560, 2005.

[CTV05b] Monica Conti, Susanna Terracini, and Gianmaria Verzini. A variational problem for the spatial segregation of
reaction-diffusion systems. Indiana Univ. Math. J., 54(3):779–815, 2005.

[DWZ12] Edward N. Dancer, Kelei Wang, and Zhitao Zhang. The limit equation for the Gross-Pitaevskii equations and
S. Terracini’s conjecture. J. Funct. Anal., 262(3):1087–1131, 2012.

[GS92] Mikhail Gromov and Richard Schoen. Harmonic maps into singular spaces and p-adic superrigidity for lattices

in groups of rank one. Publ. Math., Inst. Hautes Étud. Sci., 76:165–246, 1992.
[LQZ24] Chengjie Luo, Yicheng Qiang, and David Zwicker. Beyond pairwise: Higher-order physical interactions affect

phase separation in multicomponent liquids. Phys. Rev. Res., 6:033002, Jul 2024.
[NTTV10] Benedetta Noris, Hugo Tavares, Susanna Terracini, and Gianmaria Verzini. Uniform Hölder bounds for nonlinear
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competition-fractional diffusion systems. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., 34(6):2669–2691, 2014.

[TVZ16] Susanna Terracini, Gianmaria Verzini, and Alessandro Zilio. Uniform Hölder bounds for strongly competing
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