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ON SOME SINGULARLY PERTURBED ELLIPTIC SYSTEMS MODELING
PARTIAL SEGREGATION: UNIFORM HOLDER ESTIMATES AND BASIC
PROPERTIES OF THE LIMITS

NICOLA SOAVE AND SUSANNA TERRACINI

ABSTRACT. We prove uniform Hoélder 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 3: as  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 2 C RY be a bounded smooth domain, and let (1,2, ¢3) be a
triplet of nonnegative Lipschitz continuous functions in  satisfying the partial segregation condition

(11) ’l/)l ’1/12 1/)3 =0 in ﬁ,

namely, 11, 12 and 13 cannot be all positive at the same point xq, but their positivity sets can overlap
pairwise. Our goal is to analyze the asymptotic behavior as 8 — +oo of solutions to the boundary value
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problem
3
Auy; :ﬁuiHu?, w; >0 in Q)
(1.2) j=1
JFi
U; = ’L/}Z on 89,

for i =1,2,3. It is well established that, for every 5 > 0 fixed, a classical solution ug of the problem can
be found by minimizing the energy with a ternary interaction term

3 3
To(u,Q) = /Q (3 IVusf? + 8] u2) do
i=1 j=1

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

3
To(up @) < Ts(h, ) = [ 37 Ve,
1=1

thanks to the partial segregation condition of 4. This implies that, up to a subsequence, ug — u weakly
in H'(Q,R?), and that the limit itself satisfies the partial segregation condition @ 12 i3 = 0 a.e. in Q.
We address the following natural issues, closely related to each other:

(1) since ug is smooth for each § > 0 fixed, can we prove uniform-in-5 a priori bounds in some
Holder or higher-order Sobolev space?
(#4) Can we describe the properties and the regularity of the limit u?
(#4i) Can we describe the properties and the regularity of the free boundary Ui’ d{a; > 0} and of the
nodal set {x € Q : u;(z) = 0 = u;(x) for at least two indexes 7 # j}?
These questions will be answered in this paper and in its companion [ST24] (Part 2). More precisely, in
this paper we establish uniform Holder bounds for family of minimizers, with a small exponent 7, 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 f — +o0o, of minimal
solutions to (1.2), with the boundary data 1 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 @ C RY be a domain (not necessarily bounded), and let {ug = (u1 g, u2 3, us35)}g>1 C
H} () be a family of weak solutions to

(1.3) Au; = pu; [[ul, wi>0 inQ, fori=1,23,
J#i
under the following assumptions:

(h1) {ug} is uniformly bounded in L>°(€2), namely ||ug|| =) < C for a positive constant C' > 0
independent of 3.
(h2) ug is a minimizer of (1.3) with respect to variations with compact support, in the sense for every
' ccQ
JB(HB,Q/) < JB(UB-FQO,QI) VQDGH&(Q/,R3),

where

3 3
(1.4) Jz(u, Q) = / Z|Vui|2 dz+ﬂ/ Hu? dx.
o ol

Our aim is to prove the validity of uniform C%® bounds, for some “small” « € (0, 1), and to characterize
the basic properties of the limit problem.
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Theorem 1.1 (Local uniform bounds in Hélder spaces). Let ug = (u1,8,u2 8, us,g) be a solution of (1.3)
at fized > 1. Suppose that (h1) and (h2) hold. Then there exists v € (0,1) depending on the dimension
only such that, for every compact set K CC €2, and for every o € (0,7), we have that

lugllco.xy < C.
Moreover, as 8 — +oo

ug = a in HL.(Q) and in C2%(Q), for every a € (0,7), and

loc
3
ﬁ/ Huiﬁdx — 0 for every w CC Q)
wi=1

up to a subsequence.

It is immediate to check that such assumptions are satisfied if {ug} is a family of solutions to (1.2)
obtained by minimizing Jg(-, ) 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 @ C RY be a bounded domain with C*' boundary, let
P = (Y1,12,93) be a nonnegative Lipschitz continuous function on € satisfying the partial segregation
condition (1.1). For every B > 1 fized, let ug = (u1,8,u2,8,us g) be a minimizer of Jg(-,Q) in

Hy :={uec H' (R : u—1 e HH(Q, R}
Then there exists a universal v € (0,1) depending on the dimension only such that
(1.5) agllco.e@ < C,
with C > 0 independent of 8. Moreover, as B — +00
ug —a in HY(Q) and in C**(Q), for every a € (0,7), and

3
ﬁ/ Huiﬁdx—>0
2 hrate}

up to a subsequence. Finally, the limit 0 is a minimizer for the problem

3
(1.6) Coo = min Z/ |V, | dx
/e

Remark 1.3. The threshold 7 is defined in terms of an optimal “overlapping partition problem” on the
sphere, and more precisely we have 7 = a3 n/3, with a3y defined by (2.1) ahead. In Section 2, we
will show that as ny < 2, so that Theorem 1.1 provides uniform Hoélder bounds for exponents smaller
than 7 < 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 reqularity argument.

u—1 € Hi(Q,R3)
uyusuz =0 in O

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, fori=1,...,k,

let u; € HL (RN) N C(RN) be nonnegative functions satisfying the following system of PDEs
k
Auy; :Mui]:[u?, u; >0 inRY,
j=1
J#i

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

0 <wi(z) <C(L+|2|*) for every x € RY,
with o < v, then at least one component u; 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 |z|”. We will prove in the forthcoming [ST24] that the optimal exponent

is exactly 7 = 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 : Q — R? satisfying the partial segregation
condition.

Definition 1.5. Let & C RY be a domain. We denote by L£(Q) the set of nonnegative functions
v € HYQ,R?) N C(Q,R?), v £ 0, satisfying the following conditions: there exist sequences M,, — +00
and {v,} C HY(Q,R3), with v;,, > 0 in , such that

(i) vy is a minimizer of Jy;, with respect to variations with fixed trace in €, namely
It (Vn, ) <, (Ve +9,Q) Ve € Hy(Q,R?).
(ii) v, — v strongly in H'(9), and in C°(€Q).

(1i1) Asn — oo
3
M, || v%, dz—o.
IR

We denote by Lioc(2) the set of functions v such that v € £L(w) for every w CC .

Remark 1.6. The second part of Theorem 1.1 can be now summarize by saying that, up to a subsequence
ug = 0 € Lioc(2) U{0} as 8 — +o0.

Theorem 1.7 (Holder continuity and Local Pohozaev identity for limiting profiles). Let &t € Lioc().
Then . € C%(Q) N HL (), for every a € (0,7),

(1.7) At; =0 in{u; >0} and witzaz=0 inQ,
and the following domain variation formula (or local Pohozaev identity) holds:

N —2
(1.8) / § \Vii|? do = / § |Vﬂi|2dx+2/ § (0,1;)* do,
Sr(zo) B r B

r(z0) 5 Sr(zo)

whenever B.(x9) C Q.

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¢s (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 Lo.(2). 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-5 Hélder bounds (for some
small exponent o € (0,1)) for uniformly bounded solutions of rather general systems of type

k
Liu; = =BA;(x)F(uy,...,u), Fluy,...,ux)= Hu?j,
j=1

where L; is an elliptic operator with possibly variable coefficient, and A; are smooth and positive. The
case

k
(1.9) Au; = B 1] u
j=1
is included in their analysis. Notice that the function F(uq,...,ux) 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 Holder 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

¢ip; =0 in Q for every i # j
(namely the positivity sets of ¢; and ¢; are disjoint), problem
Au; = 5%’21@, u; >0 in Q
(1.10) o
u; = ¢; on 0fL.

was studied in [CLO8, NTTV10, Wan14], see also [CL07,CTV03,CTV05b, DWZ12,STTZ16,TT12]. Also
in this case one can find a solution vg by minimizing the associated functional, and prove that a family
of (positive) minimizers weakly converges in H! to a fully segregated nonnegative function @, namely
u;u; = 0 a.e. in Q, for every ¢ # j. At this point, one can consider the same questions (¢)-(¢i) raised
before. The picture is now well understood, and optimal results are available. It is not difficult to show
that @ is a harmonic map into a singular space, in the sense that it is a minimizer for

3
min {/ Z |Vu,|? da
Qi1

Notice that the target space is

uEHl(Q,R3), u; = ¢; on 0f)
u;u; =0 a.e. in €, for every i # j
{ac e RV x;x; =0 for every i # j, and x; > 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
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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 {ug : § > 1}
is bounded in CIOO’?(Q), for every o € (0,1). Despite the fact that each function vg is smooth, this is
almost optimal, since the optimal regularity for the limit @ turns out to be the Lipschitz continuity. The
uniform boundedness in C’IOO’CO‘ entails a number of consequences: it is clear that, up to a subsequence,
vg — 1 in CIOO’? (Q2), for every a.. Moreover, it also allows to prove the strong H.. . convergence, and to
derive the basic properties of the limit u: it satisfies

(1.11) At; =0 in{u; >0}, and wiu; =0 in Q, for every i # 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 B, (z¢) C Q. 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
I' := [J0{u; > 0} and the nodal set {u = 0} (set of points where all the components vanish) coincide;
I' has Hausdorff dimension N — 1 and, more precisely, it splits into a regular part, which is a collection
of CH* 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 xy € R there exists a radius p > 0 such that exactly two
components, say @; and s, do not vanish identically in B,(zg), and @; — @2 is harmonic in B,(zo).
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,S717] 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

Au; = ﬂuiZuj, u; >0 in
J#i
Ui = ¢z on 0f).

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.

e We denote by B, (zg) the ball of center xy and radius r, and by S, (z¢) its boundary.
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e For u € H'(SN™1), we consider the optimal value

A@o.inf{J§V1IVdeo o € H'(SY1\ {0}) and }

' Jovr@?do | HY M ({e # 03N {u=0}) =0. [
where do = do, and HV ! stands for the usual (N — 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure. Notice
that, if u is also continuous, then A(u) is the first eigenvalue of the Laplace-Beltrami operator
with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition on the open set {£ € SV~ : u(¢) > 0}.

e For u € HY(S,(z0)), we set uz, (&) = u(xg +r€) € HY(S1) =~ HY(SN D).

e We define v : [0, +00) — [0, +00)

0= [ (N22 2+t N -2
~(t) = 5 5
e For N >3 and § > 0, we define ¢s : [0, +00) — (0, +00) and &5 : RN — (0, +00) by
D62 N 4 205N if0<r <6
(bé(r): 227N 2 ] =1 =
r if r >4,

(1.12) Ds(x) = ds(|zl).
®; is a C! positive superharmonic function in RV,

e We often use the vector notation u := (uy,...,us) for functions RN — R¥. Moreover, we denote
by 1; : RV — R*~! the vector obtained from u by erasing the i-th component.

e We say that a function v is globally a-Hélder continuous in an open set €2, for some a € (0, 1), if

the Holder seminorm o(z) W)
v(x) —v(y
V]co.a(q) = sup ———————
[ ] @ T#y |:C - y|a
z,yeQ
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
Vul?
I(u,xq, ) ::/ % dx,
B,(x0) |z — o]

and
k

Ju(ur, .. uk, To,T) = o H I(uj, xo,r)
j=1

Lemma 2.1. Let u € H.} (Br) be nonnegative, and such that Au > 0 in Bg. Then, for almost every
r > 0 such that B.(z9) CC Bg, we have

2 2
[T s ) [T,
S B

(o) [T — 0N T2 T r (o) 1T — w0 N2

where Uy, » = u(xzo + 18).

The proof of the lemma is rather standard. We refer to [PSU12, Chapter 2] for a proof under an extra
continuity assumption, and to [Vell4, 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 A(uy,,) = 0, which takes place
when u > 0 everywhere on S, (). Indeed, in such a situation the left hand side of the inequality is
nonnegative, and the right-hand side is 0, being

Mty ) = M (SV1) = 0.
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We study now the following optimization problem with partial segregation:

u; € Hl(SNfl)

k
(2.1) ag,n = inf 27()\(%‘)) foxat ek do=0. (
=

with the convention that A(u) = +oo if u = 0 on SV~! (this gives some continuity to A() since, if
HY1({u, > 0}) — 0, then A(u,) — +o00 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 o vy = 2
(this is the content of the Friedland-Hayman inequality'), and the optimal value is reached if and only if
uy and ug 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 < oy, v < 2.

Proof. We first prove that oy n > 0. Suppose by contradiction that oy ny = 0. Then there exists a
minimizing sequence of L?mnormalized functions {(u1,,,. .., ukn)} C HY(SY 1, R¥) such that as n — oo

/SN*I |VUj,n|2dU—>0, /SN?1 uindo': 1, Vi=1,...,k

/SN luin...ui,ndazo.

We deduce that up to a subsequence (u1p,...,uk,) tends to (ui,...,ux) weakly in HY(SN-1 RF),
strongly in L2(SV~! R¥), and almost everywhere on SN ~1. Therefore

/SN71|vuj|2do:0, /SN?lu?dozl, Vi=1,...,k,

whence it follows that all the components u; are equal to the same constant cy on SN~!; but on the
other hand, by Fatou’s lemma, we also have

/ ui. . uido =0,
SN— 1
which gives a contradiction.
Let us prove now that aj n < 2. To this purpose, we choose (u1,...,uy) as follows:

and for every n

zf ifj=1
uj(z) =qay ifj=2
c ifj#£1,2,

where ¢ > 0, as admissible competitor for oy n. Recalling that A(c) = 0, we obtain

k
g N < ZV(A(%‘)) =7(A@])) +7(May)) =29(N = 1) =2,

which is the desired estimate. (I

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

: k : 2m
sm(—H) ifee|0,58(k—1
iy Lo (e 0, %0: 1)
0 otherwise,
IThe 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 fSN’I u%u% do = 0, it is not difficult to check that the inequality is
equivalent to the fact that as y = 2.
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and
2 2
uz(0) = uy (9— %) s e uR(0) =g (9_ (k—l)%) )
Then
k 2
Huj =0, and Aup)=---=Aug) = m’
Jj=1
so that
k2
< —
2 =00 —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 C RN, and uy,...,u; € H'(BRr) be such that
Au; >0 and wu; >0 1n Bgp,

with
/ u?-updr =0
Br
For v := ay, N, the function r — J,(u1,...,ug, o, 7) is monotone non-decreasing.
Proof. The function J(r) := Ju, 5 (u1,...,ug, xo,7) is absolutely continuous in r, and hence a.e. r €

(0, p := dist(wo, 0BRr)) is a Lebesgue point of J. Moreover, for a.e. r € (0,p) the restrictions u;|g, (z)
are functions in H'(S,(x)), and
/ uf - uido = 0.
ST(Z())

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,zo,r) > 0 for every j, otherwise the fact that J'(r) > 0 follows simply from the
non-negativity of J.

Let tjz,.r(-) = uj(xo 4+ 7). By assumption [on_, uf, .- uf,, .do =0 for a.e. r, and, by Lemma
2.1, we have that

J'(r) _ Z I'(uj, xo,r) _ 2ap,N _ ~ fsr(%) [Vu|?|z >N do _ 2ap,N
I(uj, zo,7) r = fBr(zo) |Vu;|?|z]2~N dz r

k
2
> - A j,xo,m)) 205
> 2 [ S v W) — ki

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 = (u,...,ur), we denote by @; the vector obtained by erasing the i-th component from u. We
consider
(2.2) —Au; +ulgi(z, ;) =0, w; >0 inRY i=1,...k,

where ¢; > 1 for every i, under the following assumptions on g; € C(RY x ([0, +00))*~1, [0, +00)):
(H1) gi(t;) := inf,epn gi(z, t;) is a continuous function, with the property that g;(t;) > 0 if t; > 0
for every j, and g; (f:z) =0 if at least one component of t; vanishes. Even more, we suppose that
gi(x, t;) = 0 for every = € RY, if one component of t; vanishes.
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(H2) For every z € RV, g;(z, -) is monotone non-decreasing in all its variables.

A prototypical example is

gi(z H 79 with inf b > 0 and pi; > 0.
J#Z

For u solving (2.2), 7o € RY and r > 0, we use the following notation
Rwaor) = [ (1Val o) ) o = Y de
By (o)

Theorem 2.6 (Perturbed montonicity formula). Let u € H{ (RN, RF) N C(RN,RF) satisfy (2.2), with
Q- qk > 1, and g; : RN x ([0, 400))*"1 — [0,+00) continuous and satisfying (H1) and (H2). For

zo € RN, v = ay n and any € > 0, there exists T > 0 such that the function

k
P Jy, (u,z0,r) = Hf u,zg,r

7.2(1/ €)

is monotone non-decreasing for r > T.

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

2 12 aitlo (e
A B r fsr(zo) (|v9uz| +ui gl(l',lll)) do . &
1(1'057’)* 2 ) 1*15"'7 )
fST(mo) ui do

which are well defined for a.e. r.

Lemma 2.7. In the previous setting, for every xo € RN and a.e. 7> 0

; 29(A;
/ (1l 8 g, 1)) [ — o dr > 21l 0oT))
S, (o) r

~

(11 o, T )

The proof is analogue to the one of Lemma 2.1, we refer the interested reader to [ST15, Lemma 5.1]
(see also [CTVO05a, 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], [INTTV10, Lemma 2.5]). Without loss of generality, we fix 2o = 0. As in the proof of Theorem 2.5,
thanks to Lemma 2.7, we have

7"
Z’y :COa (ak,N - E) )

7’

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 r,, — +00 such that

(2.3) ZV i(xo,m)) < ag,n — €,

and, in particular, {A;(xo,7,)} (i =1,..., k) are bounded sequences. Without loss, from now on we fix
xo = 0 to ease the notation. Let

wi(rpx)

1
(TT]:I—I fsrn U”L2 dU)

Ui () =

=
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We have that

/ |V9uz-1n|2 do < A;(0,7y),
S1

so that {u,} is bounded in H'(S1, R¥); moreover

1
+1- 1 2 2 1 2
/ u({,ln g1 << N—1 / u?) U2my ey ( N—1 / uk) Uk1n>d0'
Sy Tn Srn T'n Srn

.

W=

r2 fSrn uwI gy (2, 0y) do 1
— ,u2 do ’ g—1
fST” ! T (Tlel fSM uf do) 2
S Al(oa Tn) N 0

g—1

2 1 2 2
r2 (rﬁ*l fSrn u? da)

as n — 0o, where we used assumption (H1) and the subharmonicity of uy, which ensures that

1

T / u?do > u?(0) >0 vn.

n Srn

Similar estimates also holds for the index 1 replaced by any ¢ = 2,..., k. Therefore, we deduce that up
to a subsequence u,, — @ weakly in H'(S;), strongly in L?(S;), and H¥~!-almost everywhere, where
G-y =0 HV"ae. on Si: indeed, the previous estimates, Fatou’s lemma, and the assumptions on

g; ensure that

[5 i g (6;) do < lim inf /S uf' g1 (0,0) do
! 1

1 1
T o+l 1 2 2 1 22 _
< hmmf/ Uﬁn J1 (( N1 / u2) U2my - | T uy | Ug,p |do =0,
n—eo Js, Tn S n S

so that in HN " L-a.e. point of S7 one component %; must vanish.
Coming back to (2.3), we obtain by definitions of ay x and

n— o0

k k
N <Y y(A(@) < liminf Y y(Ai(0,m)) < agn — ¢,
j=1 j=1
which is a contradiction. O

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 uw € H'(Bag) satisfy

—Au < —Mu in Bag
UZO m BQR
u<A on 0BspR,
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for some A, M > 0. Then there exists C' > 0 such that

ul| ooy < CAe™ "5

Now we state some Liouville-type theorems for globally Holder continuous solutions of certain elliptic
problems. Recall that, for some o € (0,1), we say that v is globally a-Hoélder continuous in R if the
seminorm [v]co.arn)y is finite (no limitation on the L> norm of v is required).

Proposition 3.2. Let o € (0,1), and let w be a globally a-Hélder continuous function in RN . Suppose
moreover that one the following equation is satisfied by w:

(i) either Aw =0 in RY;
(ii) or Aw = X in RN for some \ € R;
(iii) or else Aw = \w with A > 0 in RN,

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 € RV, let p(x) := w(z + h) — w(z), defined for z € RY. Plainly, ¢ is harmonic and
globally Hélder continuous. Therefore, it must be equal to a constant ¢ € R, which implies that

w(x +h) =w(x) +c VYreRY.
By taking the derivative of both sides with respect to x;, we infer that
Op,w(z + h) = 0p,w(x) Vo e RY.

Since this holds true for every h € RY all the partial derivatives d,,w must be constant on RY. On the
other hand, the global Holder continuity implies that w has at most strictly sublinear growth at infinity,
and hence such partial derivatives must vanish everywhere.

(4ii) Notice that Aw™ > Aw™ in RV, by Kato’s inequality. Since 0 < w*(x) < C(1 + |z|*) on RY, by
Lemma 3.1 we deduce that for every R > 0 there exists C' > 0 (independent of R) such that

wh(z) <C(1+ (2]%)0‘)6_%13“/X for every x € Bp.

By taking the limit as R — oo, we deduce that wt = 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 a € (0,1), and let u,v € HL (RY) N CRY) be globally a-Hélder continuous
functions in RN . Suppose moreover that one the following equation is satisfied by (u,v):

(1) either
Au = 2
{Au /)\\u;) u,v >0 in RY,
v = Au"v,
with A > 0;

(i1) or

Au >0
(3.1) Av >0 u,v >0, in RY.

uv =0,

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 a € (0, ap,n/k). Fori=1,...,k, let
u; € HL (RN) N C(RYN) be globally a-Hdélder continuous functions in RY | such that

loc

—Au; <0 and wu; >0 inRN,

and moreover the partial segregation condition holds:
k
[[vi=0 nRY.
j=1

Then at least one function u; 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 wu; is non-constant in RN for every ¢ = 1,...,k. This implies
that there exists o € RV and # > 0 sufficiently large such that I(u;,zo,7) > 0 for every i, so that, by
the monotonicity formula in Theorem 2.5,

k
H I(ugy 20,7) > Cyr2omn for r > 7,
j=1

with C; > 0. Let now r > 7, and consider a radial smooth cutoff function n such that 0 < n < 1,
n=1in B.(zg), n =0 in RN \ Ba,.(x0), and |Vn| < C/r. By testing the inequality satisfied by u; with
n*®s(z — z0)u; (with ®5 defined in (1.12)), and proceeding as in [NTTV10, Proof of Proposition 2.2], we
obtain

I(Ui, Zo, T) S 02r2aa
with C5 > 0. By combining the former inequalities, we conclude that for r > 7
Clr2ak'N < 027,2]6&7

which is a contradiction for large r since ko < ag, . O

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

Corollary 3.5. Let N > 2 be a positive integer, and let o € (0,3 n5/3). Fori = 1,2,3, let u; €
HE (RY)N CRYN) be globally a-Hélder continuous functions in RY | such that

—Au; <0 and u; >0 inRY,
and moreover the partial segregation condition holds:
urusuz =0 in RY.
Then at least one component u; vanishes identically.

Proof. By Theorem 3.4, at least one component u; is constant, u; = ¢ € R on RV. If ¢ = 0, then the
proof is complete. Suppose instead that ¢ > 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. 0
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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, fori=1,...,k, letu; € H} _(RY)NC(RYN)
be nonnegative functions satisfying a system of type (2.2) in RN, where q1,...,qx > 1, and the coupling
terms g; satisfy assumptions (H1) and (H2). Assume moreover that

0 <wi(z) <C(L+|2|%) for every x € RY,
with a < ag,n/k. Then at least one component u; vanishes identically.

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that all the components are non-trivial. By the maximum principle, we
have that u; > 0 in RN for every i. Let 0 < ¢ < oy, N — ka. Then, by Theorem 2.6, there exist C,7 > 0
such that

k
(3.2) [ 5@0,r) > Cr2tex~=2)
j=1
for r > 7. On the other hand, let 77 be a cutoff function as in the proof of Theorem 3.4, and let ®5 be defined
in (1.12). By testing the inequality satisfied by u; by n>®su;, we obtain (as in [NTTV10, Proposition
2.6] or [ST23, Theorem 3.4])
Ii(u,0,7) < Cr?®

for r > 1 and for every i. This gives a contradiction with (3.2) for r large, since ko < ag n — €. O

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 2 D B3, and we aim at proving the uniform Hoélder bound
in By. We know that

_sup i gll Lo (B2) < C < 400
independently on 3. Let n € C}(RY) be a radially decreasing cut-off function such that n = 1 in By,
n= 0 in Bg \ BQ.

We fix a € (0,a3,5/3), and aim at proving that the family {nug}s>1 admits a uniform bound on the
a-Holder semi-norm, that is, there exists C' > 0, independent of 3, such that

|(nuip)(z) — (nuig)(y)| <C.

(4.1) sup  sup
i=1,2,3 z#y |z —y[®
z,y€B3

Since = 1 in By, once (4.1) is proved, Theorem 1.1 follows.
Let us assume by contradiction that there exists a sequence 3, — +0o and a corresponding sequence
{u,, :=ug, } such that

|(uin) () — (in) (y)]

L, := sup sup — 00 as n — +oo.
(o7
=123 oy |z -yl
z,yEB3

Since, for 3, fixed, the functions u; , are smooth, we may assume that up to a relabelling the supremum
is achieved for i = 1 and at a pair of points x,,y, € Ba, with z,, # y, . As {u,} is uniformly bounded
in L>°(B3), we have that

o = |(u1,n) (@n) = (Mu1,0) (Yn)|

C
|xn7yn 7 SL_HO

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

(nui,n ) (-Tn +7,7)
Lyre

Wi (T, + TnT)
Ly,r%

Vi () = () and U (7) :=

)

where
Tn = |Tn —yn| — 0T,
both defined on the scaled domain
Q—xz, By—=x
D

Tn T'n

n = Qn D) Bl/rn,a

which exhaust RV as 8 — oc.

Now, the function v,, is the one for which the Holder quotient is normalized (see Lemma 4.1-(1) ahead),
however it satisfies a rather complicated system. On the other hand, v,, satisfies a simple system related
o (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 {v,} has uniformly bounded a-Hélder semi-norm in €, and in particular

@) = tin )] _ [P0 — 01 (B2 ) |

sup  sup —~
i=1,2,3 sty |z —yl* Yn=zn
z,y€eQ, Tn
for every n.
(19) vin is a solution of
(4.2) Av; = Mpv; p vin, Vin >0 m Qp,
A
where .
L
o e (2
n(zn)
(iii) for every open set w CC RN we have
sup |vy, — v, = 0 as n — oo.
K

(iv) for every compact set K C RN, and for every n so large that Q,, D K, we have
Vi (2) = vin ()| < on(1) + [z —y|*  for every z,y € K,
where 0,(1) — 0 uniformly on x,y € K; in particular {v;,} has uniformly bounded oscillation
i any compact set.
(v) vy is a minimizer of (4.2) with respect to variations with compact support, namely for every
Q ccRY
It (Vi, ) < It (Vi + 9, Q) Vo € Hy (', R?),
for sufficiently large n, where Jyr, (u, ) is defined as in (1.4).

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

_ [win (20 + 1)

[00(x) — B )] = Lm0y, ) <
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where we recall that ||u; | zs,) < M for every i and n. Finally, for (iv) we use point (iii) and the
uniform Hélder boundedness of the sequence {v,,}. O

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

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that {v; ,(0)} is bounded. Then there exists a function v; € CO(RN) N HE _(RY),
globally a-Hoélder continuous, such that, up to a subsequence:
(4) i, Vi — v; locally uniformly on RN ;
(#i) wv; is non-constant in By if i = 1;
(iii) for every w CC RN compact there exists C > 0 such that

Mn/ (HU?,n)Uz‘,n de < C

J#i

(iv) vim — v; strongly in HL (RY).

Proof. Point (i) follows directly from Ascoli-Arzela theorem and Lemma 4.1. Point (i) is a consequence
of the definition of {v,,}. Concerning point (4i7), let us test the equation for v; , with a cutoff function

¢ € O (RY). We obtain
M, / (H Uin)vi,ngo dx = / v n A dx,
Qn ];él Qn,
whence the desired estimate follows. Finally, for point (iv), let us us test the equation for v; ,, with v; ,¢?,

where ¢ € C2°(RY) is an arbitrary non-negative cutoff function. We obtain

3
/Q (|Vvi,n|2<p2 + 203 0oV 1 - Voo + M, 0* H Uin)dac =0.

Jj=1
This implies that
/ |Vvi7n|2<p2 dx < 4/ vzn|Vg0|2 dr,
Qn

n

which entails the boundedness of {v;,} in H}_(RY), and hence up to a subsequence v;,, — v; weakly
in H}

1oc(RN ). To show the strong convergence, we test the equation for v;, with (v;, — v;)@, where
¢ € C°(RY) is an arbitrary non-negative cutoff function, and observe that

/ OV - V(050 — vi) dr < ||V — Vi || Lo (supp(e)) / (|Vvi7n Vol + Mypvip van)dz
Qn S j#i
The previous points ensure that the right hand side tends to 0 as n — co. Therefore
lim/ ® (|V1)i7n|2 — |Vvi|2) dx = lim OV - V(v — v;) dx =0,
noJQ, noJQ,
and the proof is complete. O

The previous lemma shows that the boundedness of {v;,,(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
wi(z) == vy (z) — v, (0), Wy (z) = vy (z) — v, (0).

Then there exists a function w, globally a-Hélder continuous in RY, such that w,, W, — w locally
uniformly in RY. Moreover, wi is non-constant.
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Proof. The local uniform convergence w,, — w follows directly by the Ascoli-Arzela theorem and the
uniform bound on the C%® seminorm of W,,. Moreover the a-Holder seminorm of w is equal to 1, and
wy is non-constant. The fact that also w,, converges to w is a consequence of Lemma 4.1-(ii7). O

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 v; ,(0) — +0o. Then for every r > 0 there exists C' > 0

such that
aniyn(())/ Hv%n de < C.
Br jati
Proof. We define

1
H;n(r) == m/g v}, do,

3
1
Ein(r):= N2 /s <|Vvi1n|2 + M, H vin) dx
r j=1

By multiplying the equation of v;,, by v; , and integrating on B,, we see that

3
/ (|Vvi,n|2 + M, H vin)dx = / Vi Oy i, do,
B, j=1 Sy
whence
2
H,(r) = =E;n(r).
: r

Therefore, integrating from r/2 to r we obtain

(43) Hoolr) = Hio (3) = | " 2B, (s)ds.

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

H;,(r)—H;pn (g) = /s (vin(ry) — vin (gy)) dy < C(r) (vin(0) + 1) < Cy(r)vin(0).

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

"2 2
/ —E;n(s)ds > ” min —E; . (s)

/28 286[%,7"] S

3
. 1 2
> rM, mm]w/B ijﬁndx

se[g,r s j=1

2
'k
> Cg(r)anin(O)/ o van d.

B2 ’Uin(()) i

Since v; ,,(0) — +o00 and the oscillation of v; ,, is locally uniformly bounded, we have that v; ,,/v; ,(0) — 1
uniformly on B, /, as n — oo. Hence, coming back to (4.3), we finally infer that

M2, (0) / T2, dz < C(r)vin(0),
Bryz jti

whence the thesis follows. O
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Lemma 4.5. Suppose that up to a subsequence vy, n(0),viy n(0) = 400 for a couple of indexes iy,is €
{1,2,3}. Then
M0} ,(0) 7, ,(0) < C

for a positive constant C' > 0 independent of n.

Proof. We argue by contradiction, and suppose that up to a subsequence anfhn(O)vi’n(O) — +o0 as
n — 0.

Step 1) Let i € {1,2,3} \ {41,i2}. For any R > 1, we claim that ||vjn||L~(p,) < C for a positive
constant C' > 0 depending only on R.

First of all, since v; ,, has locally bounded oscillation for each ¢ (Lemma 4.1), we have that v, — +oo

locally uniformly for j = ¢;,45. Moreover, there exists Cr > 0 depending on R but not on n such that

(4.4) Iy := My inf oF, 03, 5 > My (v3,.0(0) = Cr)® (vi.0(0) = Cr)” = +oo.
R

i1,m Yiz,n

Let us test the equation of v; , with v; ,¢?, with ¢ € C2°(RY) such that 0 < ¢ <1, ¢ =1 in Bpg, and
supp(yp) C Bagr: we obtain
3

/Q (|Vvi7n|2<p2 + 205 eV - Voo + My 0? H Uin)dac =0,

Jj=1
whence by standard computations
3 3
. 1
Cr 1, %lfvin < Mn/ H v}, dz < / (§|VUL"|2(‘02 + M, 0> H Uin)d:c
R N .
(4'5) Br j=1 Qn j=1
< 2/ v}, |Vl de < Cg %upvin,
2R

n

for some C'r > 0. We also observe that infp, v;n > supp,, vin — Cr, with Cr >0 (once again, we used
the fact that v,, has locally bounded oscillation). Therefore, (4.5) yields

I, supvzn < CR(supvzn + I, supvz-ﬁn),
Bar ~ Bar ~ Bar
which, in view of (4.4), is possible only if supp, . ’Uin is bounded, as claimed.
Step 2) Conclusion of the proof.

By definition of I,,, we have that
_AUL" < _Invi,n in BR.

By Lemma 3.1, Step 1, and recalling that I,, — +o00, we infer that
VIn
sup vin < C'supv;ne” g —0
Br/2 Br

as n — 00. Since R > 1 was arbitrarily chosen, v;, — 0 locally uniformly in the whole space RV.
Together with Lemma 4.2, this rules out the case ¢ = 1. Thus, without loss of generality, we can suppose
that e = 3,11 =1, 15 = 2.

Let now R > 1, and Z, € Bg such that

an%,nvg,n (Tn) = In,

where I,, is defined in (4.4). Since {v,} has locally bounded oscillation, while vy, v, — 400 locally
uniformly, we have that

Mn ('Ul,n'UQ,n(x))Q S ('Ul,n(-i'n) + CR)Q(’UQ,n(jn) + CR)2 S 2Mn ('Ul,n'UQ,n(jn))Q = 2171
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for every x € Br. Using once again that v; , — +00 locally uniformly, while {vs,} is locally bounded,
we deduce that there exists Cr > 0 such that

|A'Ul,n(1')| < anin(l‘) H vgz,n(x) <M, (Ul,nv2,n(z))ZCReicRm < CRIneicRm Vo € Bg.
J#1
If we consider w1, := v1,, — v1,,(0), as in Lemma 4.3, this implies that w; ,, — w; locally uniformly in
RY, with w; globally Holder continuous, non-constant, and harmonic. Indeed, |Aw; | = |Avy,| — 0
locally uniformly in RY. By the classical Liouville theorem for harmonic functions, this is the desired
contradiction. 0

Lemma 4.6. It is not possible that v; ,(0) — 400 for every i =1,2,3.

Proof. By contradiction, we suppose that v;,(0) — 400 for every i. Then v;,(z) — +oo for every
z € RY as well; more precisely, since v;,, has locally bounded oscillation, we have that

v
(4.6) —2% 31 uniformly on any compact set.

vj.n(0)
/I
as n — 0o, and by Lemma 4.4

Thus, for any » > 0, we have that
v; 2
M1 0) [ 2,0) < 208500,0) [T 2,00 [ T] ( ) i
#1

(4.7) #1 i#1 B, i1 \Vin(0)
= 2Mnu1,n(0)/ H v}, do < C,
Br j#1

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

| Miv1,n(2)03 1, (2)03 1 (2) = Minv1,0(0)03,,(0)v3 ,, (0)]
Ul,n(z) 1}%7"(2) ’Ug,n(z)
’ULTI(O) v%,n (0) ’Ug,n(o)

as n — oo, uniformly in z € B,., for every r > 0. Therefore, there exists a constant A > 0 such that, up
to a subsequence,

1—

= Mpvin (O)Uin (O)U2 (0)

3,n

Avy, — A locally uniformly in RY,

By Lemma 4.3, wy ,(2) := v1n(x) — v1 ,(0) converges locally uniformly to a limit function w, non-
constant and globally Hélder continuous, which moreover satisfies

Aw; =)\ in RV,
By Proposition 3.2, this is the desired contradiction. O
Lemma 4.7. It is not possible that exactly two components vy, ,(0), vy n(0) = +00.

Proof. In case v;, 5(0),vi,,,(0) — 400 for a couple of indexes i1,i2 € {1,2,3}, we know by Lemma 4.5
that
M,v?

11,N

(0)v}, o (0) < C.

As in the previous proof, we have that v; ,,/v;,(0) — 1 locally uniformly, for j = i1, i2, whence it follows
that
|M,v2  v? . — M2 (0)v2 ,(0)] =0

91,1 712,n i1,n i2,n
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uniformly on any compact set of RY. Therefore, there exists a constant A > 0 such that, up to a
subsequence, ani,n”i,n — X locally uniformly in RY. In turn, this implies that the last component
Viy.n, which is bounded at 0 (and hence in any compact set), converges locally uniformly to a function
v, which is nonnegative, globally Holder continuous, and satisfies Av;, = Av; 3 in RN (see Lemma 4.2).
But then v;, = 0, by Proposition 3.2, and this rules out the possibility that iz = 1.

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

anlyn(z)vg,n(z)vg,n(x) S CMn’Uin(SC)’U;n(SC)’U;n(SC) S C’Ug,n(x)?

hence Awvy, — 0 locally uniformly in RY . which in turn implies that the function W1y, defined in
Lemma 4.3, converges to a harmonic limit w;. Since moreover w; is also globally Holder continuous and
non-constant, this is a contradiction. O

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 w,, be defined in Lemma 4.3. Suppose in addition that Aw;,, — 0 in L%OC(RN) for an
index i € {1,2,3}. Then w;,, — w; strongly in H} _(RY), and w; is harmonic.

Proof. Let r > 0. It is not difficult to check that {w;,} is bounded in H'(B,): indeed, for any ¢ €
C°(By), we have

/ |Vwi1n|2502 dr = —2/ ow; n VWi, - Vo dr — / wi7n¢2Awi7n dz,
B B

r ™ T

whence
| IVwinlet < [ w96 do t Clusallie | Awinlois,),
B, B

which gives the boundedness in H'(B,) (recall that the sequence {w;,} is locally bounded in RY, by
definition). Since r was arbitrarily chosen, we infer that up to a subsequence w;, — w; weakly in
H _(RY). The strong convergence in H{_(R") can be proved at this point exactly as in Lemma 4.2 (we
multiply the equation for w; , by (w;., — w;)e, and exploit the convergence w; , — w; in Lﬁ?c(]RN ) and
the boundedness of ||Awy .| z1(p,)). The fact that the w; is harmonic follows now by taking the limit in
the equation

Vw; - Vedr = / (—Aw; n)pdr Ve € C2(RN). O

Q, Q,

The next lemma is an important consequence of the minimality of v,,.

Lemma 4.9. Suppose that there exist xg € RN and R > p > 0 such that the following holds for two
indexes i and j: vj, — 0 uniformly in Br(zo) and in H*(Bgr(xo)), and vi,, — v; uniformly in Br(zo),
with vils,(zy) Z 0. Then v; >0 in By(wo).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we fix 2o = 0, j = 3, and ¢ = 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 {v; = 0} N B, # 0, and, exploiting this fact, we will find a contradiction with the
minimality of v,,, Lemma 4.1-(v).

Let

¢n = Jur, (o, Br) = inf {Jur, (0, Br) : u € H'(Bg,R®) such that u — v, € Hj(Bg,R%)}.

Let n € C'(Bgr) be a radial cut-off function with the following properties: 0 < 1 < 1, 5 is radially
increasing, n = 0 in B,, n = 1 on Sg. We define a competitor v,, by defining

{vl,n in By \ B,

. . . V2n = V2n, 03 = NU3n-
harmonic extension of vy, on S, in B, ’ ’ ’ ’

Vgp 1=

)
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By taking the limit as n — oo, we have that @, — 9; in H'(Bg) N C(Bgr), where

i {u1 in Br \ B,
v =

harmonic extension of v; on S, in B,.

Since v1|s, # 0, by the maximum principle we have that ©; > 0 in B,, and hence ©; # v;. This implies,

by the Dirichlet principle, that
/ |V, |? do < / |V |? da,
B B

3 3

and by H!-convergence we deduce that there exists § > 0 such that
(4.8) / (IV1,0|* = [Vo1,0]?) do < =6,
Br

for every n large enough. Moreover, since 93, = 0in B, D {01, # v1,n}, and 03, < v3, in Bg, we have
that

3 3
(4.9) / M, ﬁzndx:/ Mo} 03,03, d </ M, | |2, dx.
Br H ” Br\B, bn2m, Br H I

j=1 j=1

Finally, by using the fact that vs,, — 0 in H'(Bg(z)), we deduce that
(4.10) / (IV3,0]* — [Voz,0|?) dz— 0
Br

as n — oo. Therefore, by (4.8)-(4.10), we infer that
Cn S JMn (‘N’n;BR)

< Jum, (Vn, Br) +/ (V10 [2 = V1 ]?) d:c—i—/ (IV3,0]? = [Vs,p|?) da

Br Br

<cp—0+o0,(1)
(where 0,(1) — 0 as n — 00), which is a contradiction for sufficiently large n. O

Lemma 4.10. It is not possible that there exists exactly one component v; ,,(0) — +o0o (with the remaining
ones being bounded at 0), which in addition satisfies

M,v},,(0) < C.

Pmof We argue by contradiction. If v; ,(0) — +o0 and M, 112 »(0) < C, then necessarily M,, — 0, and
{M, U »} is locally bounded, since {v; } has locally bounded ‘oscillation. More precisely

ang’,n(z> = ang,n(())(l + On(l))v

locally uniformly in RY, and hence up to a subsequence anf’n — X locally uniformly in RY, where
A > 0 is a constant. This implies that the other components {v;, »,} and {v;, »,}, which are bounded at
0, and for which the conclusion of Lemma 4.2 holds true, are such that (vi, n,viyn) — (vi,,vi,) locally
uniformly and in H} _(RY), and the limit functions v;,,v;, are globally Hélder continuous in RY and
satisfy

Av;, = Aoy, v?z

Avy, = Ao v, inRY.

Vi, Vi >0
By Proposition 3.3 (or by the classical Liouville theorem in case A = 0), we deduce that v;, and v;, are
both constant, and hence it is necessary that i = 1 (see Lemma 4.2 again).
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Now, let 7 > 0 be arbitrarily chosen. By Lemma 4.2, there exists C > 0 such that
M"/ Uin Ug,n U3,n der < C and sup V30 < C.
B, B,

Then, using the fact that infp, v, — 400, we obtain

V2 C
1,n
M, / V10 Vs, V3 nde < CM, | ——"— 1 v3, dx <
B,

; — 0,
B, infp v,

infBT Ul,n

which in turn gives ||Avi |11 (,) — 0 as n — oo. If we consider the function wy ,, := v1 ., —v1,,(0), since
Aw; , = Avy ,, Lemmas 4.3 and 4.8 imply that w; ,, — w; locally uniformly and strongly in H} (RY),
with w; globally Holder continuous, harmonic, and non-constant. This is the desired contradiction. O

Lemma 4.11. It is not possible that there exists exactly one component v; ,(0) — +oo (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 v; , such that v; ,,(0) — +oo. Thanks to Lemma 4.10, up to a subsequence we
can suppose in addition that

anin(()) — 400,
and, since v; ,, has locally bounded oscillation, we have in fact that
m}%n an;n — +oo VK C RY compact.
Instead the other components v;, ,, and v;, ,, are bounded at 0, and hence the conclusions of Lemma 4.2
hold for them.
Step 1) One component, say v;,, vanishes identically, and the other satisfies
Av;, =0 in {v;, > 0}.

Moreover,

(4.11) lim Mn/B [, dz =0,

for every r > 0.

We claim at first that the limits v;, and vy, satisfy the segregation condition v;, v;, = 0 in RY. We
take 7o € RY such that v;, (zg) > 0, and we show that v;,(z¢) = 0; since the role of v;, and v;, can be
exchanged, the claim follows. By continuity and uniform local convergence, if v;, (zo) > 0, then there
exist p,d > 0 such that

Uiy n(x) >0 for every x € Boy(x0), for every n large.

Therefore, denoting by

I,:= inf M,v?, — 400,
Bay(z0) -

we have that
2 .
_A'Uig,n S _5 Invig,na ’Uig,’ﬂ, Z 0 in BQp(ZCO);

and moreover v;, , is bounded in Bs,(x). The decay estimate in Lemma 3.1 gives

SUP Viyn < Ce=VIn 0
Bp(mo)

(the constant C' > 0 depends on p, but not on n), and in particular v;,(xg) = 0.
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This estimate also allows to show that v;, is harmonic when positive: indeed, {v;, > 0} is open by
continuity; if Ba,(zo) C {v;; > 0}, then

sup  [Avg, o (2)] = sup  Mpof, (2)07, ,()vi, n()
2€B,(z0) 2€B,(x0) -

< CLy(1 4 0,(1)e= Vi 50

as n — oo (we used once again that v; , has locally bounded oscillation, so that SUPR, (z0) anin =
I,(1 4+ 0,(1))).

To sum up,
Av;, =0 in {v;, >0}
Av;, =0 in {v;, > 0}
Viy,Vip > 0, 0,0, =0 in RN
and v;, ,v;, are globally Holder continuous in RY. By Proposition 3.3, one component, say v;,, vanishes
identically.

To complete the proof of Step 1, it remains to prove that (4.11) holds. By the segregation condition,
B, C (B, N{v;, =0}) U (B, N{v;, =0}). Therefore,

3
2 2
Mn/ ij,n de < Hvil,nHL*({vil:O}ﬁBr)Mn/ Viyn H vy, dx
Brj=1 Br i1

+ H'UiQ,n”L‘X’({UiZ:O}HBT)MH/ Vis.n | | U?,n dzx,
B, oy
J#i2
and (4.11) follows, since the two integrals on the right hand side are bounded by Lemma 4.2.

Notice that, since v;, = 0, we have that necessarily io # 1. Therefore, from now on we assume that
19 = 2, without loss of generality.

Step 2) i =3 and iy = 1.

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

2 .2
Mn/ Vi Uiy Vigndz < C
B

for every r > 0, since v;, ,, is bounded at 0. Instead v; , — +o00 locally uniformly, whence

2
vj C
— 2 de < ——— — 0.

Uiy n Vir,n =

2 2
Mn/ Vin Vi, 0 Vi) n de < CM,
B

B, infp. vin infg, vin

We infer that Aw; , = Av;,, — 0in L] (RY), and Lemma 4.8 ensures that w; is harmonic in RY; being
also globally Holder 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: vy, — 0, v3, — 400 with w3, — w3 = const., and vy, — v; non-constant in
Bi. Moreover, all the previous limits but the second one are also strong in HL (R"), and (4.11) holds.

Step 3) Conclusion of the proof.

Since v; is non-constant, and hence non-trivial, in any ball B, with p > 1, while vy, — 0, the
assumptions of Lemma 4.9 are satisfied. Therefore, v; > 0 in B, for every p > 1, namely v; > 0 in RY,
It is then a harmonic function in RY, globally Hélder continuous, and non-constant, a contradiction. [J

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

Proof. Tf {v,(0)} and {M,} are both bounded, then up to a subsequence M,, — M > 0 and v,, = v
in CY _(RNV)N HE _(RY), and the limit function (vy,vs,v3) is globally a-Hélder continuous, with vy non-
constant, and satisfy the system

(4.12) {Avi PRk Bt

v; >0 in R,
If M =0, then vy is harmonic, globally Holder continuous, and non-constant, a contradiction. We focus
then on the case when M > 0. By the maximum principle, either v; > 0in RY, or v; = 0, and by Theorem
3.6 at least one component between vy and vs must vanish identically, since o < a3 /3 by assumption
(v1 cannot vanish identically, since it is non-constant). Hence, also in this case v; is harmonic, globally

Holder continuous, and non-constant, a contradiction again. O

It remains to consider the case when {v,(0)} is bounded and M,, — +00 up to a subsequence.
Lemma 4.13. [t is not possible that {v,(0)} is bounded and {M,} is unbounded.

Proof. Let {v,(0)} be bounded, and M, — +oco. By Lemma 4.2, we deduce that the limits v; are
subharmonic functions such that vy v v3 = 0 in RY. Therefore, (v1,v2,v3) satisfies the assumptions of
Corollary 3.5, whence it follows that one component must vanish identically. We cannot have v; = 0,
since it is non-constant. For concreteness, let vs3 = 0 from now on.

Suppose that vy (zg) > 0. We claim that v; is harmonic in a neighborhood of xy. To prove the claim,
let » > 0. Since v vov3 =0,

3
B, c | B, n{v; =0}),
i=1
and by local uniform convergence and Lemma 4.2 we infer that

3
(4.13) Mn/ vinv%nv;n de < Z ||’Ui7n||Loo(BTﬁ{Ui:0}) / My n van dr — 0.
Br i=1 B j#i
Now, by continuity and local uniform convergence, there exists p,d > 0 such that

inf v1, >0 forn sufficiently large.
BP(IO)

Therefore, using also (4.13), we obtain

1AV LB, @) = Mn Vin v;n vgm dzx < %Mn/ Uin Ug,n vgm dx — 0,
By (o) By (z0)
and recalling that v1 , — vy in HL_(RY), we deduce that v; is harmonic in B,(zo). This argument shows
that v1 is harmonic in its positivity set. The same holds for vs.

We are ready to reach a contradiction. Since v; is non-constant, and hence non-trivial, in any ball B,
with p > 1, while vs,, — 0, the assumptions of Lemma 4.9 are satisfied (notice that, if v1 is non-trivial in
B,, then v1|s, # 0 by subharmonicity). Therefore, vy > 0 in B, for every p > 1, namely v; > 0 in RV,
It is then a harmonic function in RY, globally Hélder continuous, and non-constant, a contradiction. [J

Conclusion of the proof of Theorem 1.1. Lemmas 4.1-4.13 imply that {ug} is bounded in CIOO’S‘(Q), as
claimed. This is true for every a € (0,3 n/3). In turn, by the Ascoli-Arzela theorem, the local C%
convergence to some limit u 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 u; g with a cutoff function ¢ € C2°(RY), we obtain

B/Q(H“iﬁ)“iﬁ@dw:/Q“i,BAsOdHUSC.

J#i
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Thus, by local uniform convergence as § — +oo, the limit u satisfies the partial segregation condition
ug ug uz = 0 in €.

In order to show the strong H.. . convergence, we test at first the equation for u; 5 with u; g¢?, where
v € C(9) is an arbitrary non-negative cutoff function, and integrate by parts. As in Lemma 4.1, we
obtain boundedness in H'(w) for every w CC €, whence weak H -convergence follows. The strong
convergence can be proved by testing the equation for u; g with (u; 3 — u;)p, and integrating by parts
(see Lemma 4.1 again).

At this point, the fact that for every w CC Q
3
Mpg / H uf gdr — 0 for every K CC ) compact
W =1

can be proved exactly as in Lemma 4.13. (]

Remark 4.14. For future convenience, we point out that the limitation o < 7 = a3 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 7 in Theorem 1.1 by establishing improved Liouville type theorems for
globally Holder continuous solutions to (4.12), minimal with respect to variations of the associated energy
with compact support (it is plain that, if {M,} is bounded, so that M,, — M > 0 up to a subsequence,
the limiting profile v is itself minimal for the associated energy) and improved Liouville type theorems for
globally Hélder continuous functions in Lj(RY). 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 Hoélder 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 Holder estimates up to the boundary. The strategy is analogue to the one used in
the proof of Theorem 1.1. By minimality, each ug solves system (1.2) for the corresponding value of 3.
In particular, u; g is subharmonic, and hence

sup sup i g < ||| L (an) < 400,
8 i=1,2,3
namely {ug} satisfies assumption (hl) of Theorem 1.1. Plainly, {ug} also satisfies assumption (h2).

Now, for a € (0, a3, n/3) fixed, we aim at proving that the family {ug}g>1 admits a uniform bound
on the a-Holder semi-norm, that is, there exists C' > 0, independent of 3, such that

sup sup |u1g(z) — uip(W)l <C.

i=1,2,3 z#y |z — y|*
m,yeﬁ

Let us assume by contradiction that there exists a sequence 3, — +0o and a corresponding sequence
{u,, :=ug, } such that

L,:= sup sup [4in(@) = tin(y)| — 00 as n — +o00.
i=1,2,3 z#y |$ - y|a
z,y€ B3

As in Theorem 1.1, up to a relabelling, the supremum is achieved for ¢ = 1 and at a pair of points
T, Yn € Q, with @, # y,, and |2, — yn| — 0 as n — co. We consider the blow-up sequence
Wi (Tn + T x) Q—z,

, where 7, :=|v, —y,| =07, and z€ =:Q,,
L,ra n

Vi () =
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and we have two different possibilities according to the fact that dist(x,,d)/r, is bounded or not. In
the latter case, the scaled domains €2,, exhaust RV as n — oo, and the contradiction is reached proceeding
exactly as in the proof of Theorem 1.1. If instead dist(z,,, 92)/r, remains bounded, then 2, tends to a
half-space €2, and the previous proof has to be conveniently modified. At first, we observe that properties
(1) and (v) of Lemma 4.1 still hold in the present setting. Regarding property (ii), we have that

Avin = Mpvip [T V3., Vi >0 inQ,
Vin = Vin on 0¥,
where
Yi(xy + Tpx)
r& Ly ’
Since 1), is a Holder scaling of a fixed Lipschitz functions, and since {v,} has bounded a-Holder 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.

M,, = ﬂnr2+4o‘Lfl, and Y, (x) =

n

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

(i) If {vin(0)} is bounded, then v;, — v; in CIOO’CO‘/ (RN) for every 0 < o < «, up to a subsequence;
moreover, the limit function v; attains a constant value on the boundary 0.

(73) If {vin(0)} is unbounded, then w; ,(x) := vin(x) —v; n(0) converges to w; in C’IOO’CG‘, (RYN) for every
0 <o <a, up to a subsequence; moreover, the limit function w; attains a constant value on the

boundary 0 -

Remark 5.2. Furthermore, if {v; ,(0)} is bounded, then the thesis of Lemma 4.2 holds, with the only
differences that in point (iii) we have to require w CC Qo and in (iv) we have convergence in HL (Q).

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 a-Holder seminorm, for every R > 1 at
least one component of v,,, say v;, ,, must vanish on some points of 90 N Bg. Since 7, varies in the set
of indexes {1, 2,3}, which is discrete, up to a subsequence we can suppose that i, = i for every n. Thus,
Lemma 5.1 ensures that v;, being constant on 01, vanishes on the whole 9. Moreover, recalling that
{v,} has locally bounded oscillation, {v;,} is locally bounded in Q.. We can actually prove a much
stronger statement:

Lemma 5.3. We have that v; =0 in Q.

Proof. Without loss, suppose that Q,, = Rf . We know that v := v; is subharmonic in Rf , a-Holder
continuous up to the boundary, with v = 0 on 8Rf . We extend v as the trivial function outside of Rf ,
and we claim that such extension, still denoted by v, is subharmonic on RY. Indeed, for any function
¢ € C(RY) with ¢ > 0 in RY, and for any zg € ORY and r > 0, we have that for every e > 0

/ vAQ dr :/ vAQ dx +/ vAQ dx Jr/ vAQ dx
By-(z0) By (xzo)N{zn>e} B, (zo)n{zn<—c} B (zo)N{|zn|<e}
_ / vAGdr + O(e*) > —Celte,
B, (zo)N{zNn>e}

and the subharmonicity follows. Now, since v is subharmonic and continuous in RY, it is in H} (RY)
(see e.g. [PSU12, Exercise 2.3]).

Let us define v’ as the even reflection of v across 8]Rf . Clearly, v and v’ are subharmonic continuous
function in H}(RY), with disjoint positivity sets, globally Holder continuous. Therefore, by Proposition

3.3, one of them vanishes identically. By definition of v/, we infer that v = v; = 0, as desired. O
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The previous lemma is extremely useful: it ensures that, when §2,, 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 ¢ = 3, so that vz, — v = 0 locally uniformly (notice that it cannot be i = 1, since v1 5,
has constant oscillation equal to 1 in B; N m)

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;
(#4) exactly one component is unbounded at 0;
(131) {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 € CO(H) N C?(H) is a harmonic function in H,
with v|gy = const., and v globally a-Hélder continuous for some o € (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,,(0),v2.,(0) = +o0o. Then
My02,(0)02,(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 M,v{,,(0)v3 ,(0) — +00 as n — co.
Since {v,,} has local bounded oscillation, for every zp € s and R > 1 we have that
inf Vip, inf vy, — 4o0.
992, NBR(x0) 9Q,NBr
By partial segregation of the boundary datum, this implies that vs,|s0,nBgr(zs) = 0, so that we can
extend v, as the 0 function on Bg(zo) \ {2, obtaining a continuous subsolution to

—Avs,, < —I,vs, in the whole Br(zo),

where
I,:=M, inf 2 02 > M, (vyn0)—Cr) (iyn(0) — Cr)* = +oo.

Br(z0)NQn U
By Lemma 3.1, and recalling that v3, — 0 and I,, — +o00, we infer that
RVTn

sup vz, <C sup vz pe 2 =5 0.
Br/2(z0)NQy Br(z0)NQ2y,

As in Lemma 4.5, this estimate allows to show that

|Avy p(z)] < anin(x) vin(z) <M, (v17n021n(x))20RefCR\/ﬁ < CRInefcRm
J#1

for every « € Br(xo)NQy, for every R > 1 and zp € Q. In particular, this holds true in a neighborhood

of zp, where we recall that g € Q. was arbitrarily chosen. This means that, if we consider wy , :=

V1, — v1,,(0), then wy ,, — w1 locally uniformly in RY, with w; globally Hélder continuous in ., non-

constant, constant on the boundary (recall Lemma 5.1), and harmonic. Indeed, |Aws | = |Avyn| — 0

locally uniformly in RY. By Lemma 5.4, this is the desired contradiction. 0

Lemma 5.6. It is not possible that v1,,(0),v2,,(0) = +oo.
Proof. In case v1,,(0),v2,,(0) = 400, we know by Lemma 5.5 that

anin(o)vg,n(o) S C.
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Since v, /v;.,(0) = 1 locally uniformly, for j = 1,2, it follows that
|MnU%,nU2 - Mn’l}in(O)’US,n(O” =0

2,n

uniformly on any compact set of Qu. Therefore, M,vf ,v3 , is in turn locally bounded, and recalling
that vs ,, = v3 = 0 locally uniformly, we deduce that

anl,n(‘r)vg,n(‘r)vg,n(‘r) S CMHU%,n(‘T)’U%n (ZC)’U;,”(ZE) S C’Ug,n(‘m) — 0;

hence Av; , — 0 locally uniformly in RY, which in turn implies that the function w; , = vy, — Ul,n(O)
converges to a harmonic limit w;. Since moreover w; is also globally Hélder continuous and non-constant,
but constant on the boundary of 9, Lemma 5.4 gives a contradiction. (]

Lemma 5.7. It is not possible that there exists exactly one component v; ,(0) — +oo (with the remaining
ones being bounded at 0), which in addition satisfies

M,v?,(0) < C.

Proof. We denote by j € {1,2} the index such that v,,,(0) — +oo up to a subsequence, and ¢ the other.
Since v /vjn(0) — 1 locally uniformly in Q., we have that {M,v7,,} is locally bounded as well, and
in fact

| M3, — Myv?,(0)] = 0
uniformly on any compact set of 2o,. Therefore, by taking the limit in the equation for v;,,, we deduce
that there exists a constant A > 0 such that

Av; = )\vgvi =0 in Q..

Since we also know by Lemma 5.1 that v; is constant on 92, and globally Hélder continuous, Lemma
5.4 implies that v; 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 Avy, — 0 in L} (Q), and Lemma 4.8 ensures that
Wiy, = V1,n, — V1,,(0) converges to a harmonic limit wy. This gives a contradiction as usual. O

Lemma 5.8. It is not possible that there exists exactly one component v;.,(0) — +oco (with the remaining
ones being bounded at 0).

Proof. We denote by j € {1,2} the index such that v, ,,(0) — +oco up to a subsequence, and ¢ the other.
By Lemma 5.7, we have that anin(O) — +00. We claim that v; is harmonic when positive. To prove
the claim, notice that, by continuity and uniform local convergence, if xg € Qo and v;(z¢) > 0, then
there exist p,d > 0 such that

Vin(z) > 6 for every x € Bo,(x0) C Qso, for every n large.

Therefore, denoting by

I, ;= inf an?n — 400,
Bap(z0) ’

we have that
_A'U3,n S _621nv3,n; U3.n Z 0 in B2p($0),

and moreover v3,, is bounded in By,(xo). The decay estimate in Lemma 3.1 gives

sup vsp §Ce‘cm.
By (z0)
Therefore,
sup  [Avin(2)] = sup Mo, (2)03 , (2)viy 0 (2)
z€B, (o) z€B, (o)

< CLy(1+ 0, (1)e= V" 50

as n — oo (we used once again that v;, has locally bounded oscillation), and the claim follows.
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Now, Av; = 0 in {v; > 0}, v; is constant on 0, and v; is globally Holder continuous in Qu,. If
v; = 0 on 0, then as in Lemma 5.3 we conclude that v; = 0 in Q,, and necessarily i = 2 and j = 1.
If instead v; = ¢ > 0 on 00, then the global Holder continuity implies that v; > ¢/2 in a tubular
neighborhood of 0. Using this fact and Lemma 4.9 (which holds true provided that Br(zo) C Q),
it is not difficult to deduce that v; > 0 in the whole half-space Q4. As a result, v; must be constant, and
also in this case i = 2 and j = 1.

To sum up, we have that vy, — 400 locally uniformly, while vy, — const. and vs, — 0 locally
uniformly. Recall also that, thanks to the boundedness of {vs ,,(0)}, for every w CC Qq we have

Mn/ vin vg,nvgﬂn de < C
w
(see Remark 5.2). Therefore,
Mn/ vin v%ynv;n dx — 0,
w

whence it follows that
2

v
Mn/ vlﬁnvgnvgndz < Mn/ ,ivgnvgndz — 0.
w M o infy vy, 20
Hence Av; , — 0 locally uniformly in R¥, the function Wy, = V1,n,—V1,,(0) converges to a harmonic limit
w1, and wy is also globally Holder continuous and non-constant, but constant on 0, in contradiction
with Lemma 5.4. O

Conclusion of the proof of the uniform Hélder estimate of {ug}. It remains to show that it is not possi-
ble that {v,,(0)} is bounded. Suppose that this is the case, and suppose moreover that {M,} is bounded.
Then, up to a subsequence, v,, — v locally uniformly in Q,, M,, — M > 0, and v solves

Av; = M’UZ‘H’U? in Q.
J#i
We also know that v3 = 0, and hence v; is harmonic in a half-space, globally Hélder continuous, non-
constant, with constant boundary datum, a contradiction. Suppose now that M, — +0c0. As in Lemma
4.13, we show that v; is harmonic when positive, and, being non-constant (and hence non-trivial), Lemma
4.9 ensures that v1 > 0 in Q.. Thus, we reach the same contradiction as before, and the proof of the
validity of the uniform Holder estimate up to the boundary is complete. O

5.2. Conclusion of the proof of Theorem 1.2. Theorem 1.1 and the uniform Hoélder estimate up to
the boundary imply that up to a subsequence ug — @ in HL_(Q) and in C%*(Q), for every a € (0, ).
The only things to prove are that the limit is minimal for the problem, and that the H' convergence is
global in €. Let us set

cg = inf Jg(u,Q),

uec Hy,
and recall the definition of ¢ given in (1.6). We observe that, if u satisfies the partial segregation
condition, then Js(u, Q) is independent of 3, and is equal to the Dirichlet energy of u. Therefore cg < coo.
Then, by the minimality of ug, for every 8 > 1 we have Jz(ug) < coo. Since moreover u; g3 = 1; on 052,
the uniform H'(,R?) boundedness of {ug} follows. Hence, up to a subsequence, ug — @ weakly in
HY(Q,R3) and a.e. in Q, and we recall that @ satisfies the partial segregation condition.
Now, by the the minimality of ug and weak convergence,

3 3
< E i;|* dz < limi E Y
Coo < Z._1/Q|Vuz| d:c_hﬁnig;fi_l/QWuz,ﬁI dx

< limsup Jz(ug, ) = limsup cg < Coo.

B—00 B—o0

This means that all the previous inequalities are indeed equalities, and in particular:
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o [Vu;gllL2) — [[Vuil £2(q), which together with the weak convergence and the fact that ug = 4
on 9, for every j3, ensures that ug — u strongly in H(Q,R¥) (recall that Q is bounded);
e we have that

3
lim Vu;igl? = lim Js(ug,Q),
ﬁw;/ﬂ| al? = Jim Js(us,9)
so that
3
li 2 dx=0.
s [T
J=1
e we have that
3
cwzz/ |V |* de,
i=1 7%

which proves the minimality of u.

6. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.7

We start with a preliminary result. Let Q2 ¢ R be a domain, M > 0, and let v € H!

L ()N C(Q),
v Z 0, satisfy

_ 2
6.1) {Avi—MUiHj#vj in Q

(% > 0 in Q.
Lemma 6.1 (Local Pohozaev identity). For every zo € Q and r € (0, dist(xg, 052)), we have that

3

3 3
r/ (Z|Vvi|2+Mij2-)da: (N -2) Z|VU1'|2 dx
Sr(wo) j=1

i=1 Br(zo) j=1
3 3
+N M H vj2- dx + 27"/ Z(@,ﬂ)i)Q do.
Br(zo) 521 Sr(z0) j=1

Proof. We multiply the equation for v; by Vv;(x) - (z —x0), integrate over B,.(z¢), and take the sum over
1 from 1 to 3: we obtain

/ (Z Vu; - V(Vu; - (x — x0)) + MZUZ-VUZ- “(x — o) Hv?)dx = 7"/ Z(aﬂ)i)2 do
By(zo) N7 p Sr(zo)

j#i

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

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Plainly, by minimality, each v,, solves system (6.1) in Q with M = M,, — +oc.
The regularity of v follows then by Theorem 1.1. Let K C RY be a compact set. By (iii) and the local
uniform convergence, we deduce that v; vov3 = 0 in RY. Moreover, exactly as in Lemma 4.13, points
(#4) and (#i¢) in Definition 1.5 allow to prove that each v; is harmonic in its positivity set.

Let now zo € Q and r € (0, (0, dist(zo, 092)). We observe that, by Lemma 6.1, for rg < r

3 3 r N —2 3
/ (Z |Vvi7n|2+Mn H vin)dx = / Z |sz-,n|2 dx ds
ATO’T(CE()) i=1 j=1 0 s

Bs(x0) j—1

3 3 2
T N _
+/ —/ Mn”v]%ndacds—i—Q/ E (Vvi,n, T xo) dz,
ro S JBs(wo) = Arg,r(z0) ;=1 |:L' - :C0|

1
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where Ay, . (20) := Byr(20) \ Br,(z0). Recalling points (i) and (ii¢) in the definition of Lioc(£2), we can
take the limit as n — co, by dominated convergence, and deduce that

3 r N—2 3 3 T — 2
/ > Vol da = / > Vil drds + 2/ > (wi : 70) dz,
Arg,r(20) j=1 o § Arg,r(0) j—1 |:C - 1'0|

Bs(z0) j7—1

for every ro < r. By the fundamental theorem of calculus, this completes the proof. O
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