arXiv:2303.08654v2 [math.AP] 3 Apr 2023

Convergence, concentration and critical mass phenomena in a chemotaxis model with boundary signal production for eukaryotic cell migration

Nicolas Meunier^1 and Philippe Souplet^2

1LaMME, UMR 8071 CNRS, Université Évry Val d’Essonne, Evry, France (nicolas.meunier@univ-evry.fr) 2LAGA, UMR 7539 CNRS, Université Sorbonne Paris Nord, Villetaneuse, France (souplet@math.univ-paris13.fr)

April 5, 2023

Abstract

We consider a model of chemotaxis with boundary signal production which describes some aspects of eukaryotic cell migration. Generic polarity markers located in the cell are transported by actin which they help to polymerize, i.e. the actin velocity depends on the asymmetry of the marker concentration profile. This leads to a problem whose mathematical novelty is the nonlinear and nonlocal destabilizing term in the boundary condition. This model is a more rigorous version of a toy model first introduced in [44].

We provide a detailed study of the qualitative properties of this model, namely local and global existence, convergence and blow-up of solutions. We start with a complete analysis of local existence-uniqueness in Lebesgue spaces. This turns out to be particularly relevant, in view of the mass conservation property and of the existence of L^p Liapunov functionals, also obtained in this paper. The optimal L^p space of our local theory agrees with the scale invariance of the problem.

With the help of this local theory, we next study the global existence and convergence of solutions. In particular, in the case of quadratic nonlinearity, for any space dimension, we find an explicit, sharp mass threshold for global existence vs. finite time blow-up of solutions. The proof is delicate, based on the possiblity to control the solution by means of the entropy function via an ε-regularity type argument. This critical mass phenomenon is somehow reminiscent of the well-known situation for the 2d Keller-Segel system. For nonlinearitities with general power growth, under a suitable smallness condition on the initial data, we show that solutions exist globally and converge exponentially to a constant.

As for the possibility of blow-up for large initial data, it turns out to occur only for nonlinearities with quadratic or superquadratic growth, whereas all solutions are shown to be global and bounded in the subquadratic case, thus revealing the existence of a sharp critical exponent for blow-up. Finally, we analyse some aspects of the blow-up asymptotics of solutions in time and space.

1 Introduction

1.1 Motivations and aims of the paper

Cell migration is a fundamental process that is involved in many physiological and pathological functions (immune response, morphogenesis, cancer metastasis, etc). Therefore, understanding its key features despite the variety of cellular behaviors is a challenging task. Recently, a biophysical approach has shown that even though different migration modes coexist, cell migration follows a very general principle.

Following the first World Cell Race in 2011 [45], it was possible to perform and then analyze extensive biological experiments in [44]. A directional correlation of the trajectories, exponentially correlated to the velocity of the cells was then brought to light. The fastest cells have a more directional migration. This coupling was called UCSP (Universal Coupling between cell Speed and Persistence), see [44]. Other experiments suggest that it relies on actin fluxes, which exist in all cell types.

Actin filaments are essential components of the cytoskeleton of eukaryotic cells. These filaments are polar. They polymerize and grow at one end, and retract by depolymerizing at the other end. In migrating cells, the polymerizing ends are located near the cell membrane, which resists filament growth. Therefore, in the cell’s frame of reference, actin filaments move away from the membrane, forming what are called retrograde actin flows.

Large, fast actin flows enhance cell polarity, and thus typical cell persistence time. Biological experiments suggest that this results from the advection of polarity signals, i.e. molecules involved in the regulation of cytoskeleton activity.

We consider here the case when the cell is a fixed bounded domain Ω of R^n and we are led to the equation (see Section 2 for more details): ∂_tc = ∇ · ( ∇c − c ∫ ∂Ω f(c)ν dσ ) , x ∈ Ω, t > 0, (1.1a) 0 = ( ∇c − c ∫ ∂Ω f(c)ν dσ ) · ν, x ∈ ∂Ω, t > 0, (1.1b) c(x, 0) = c_0(x), x ∈ Ω, (1.1c)

where c denotes the concentration of some solute located in the cell, which might be any cytoplasmic protein controlling the active force-generation/adhesion machinery of the cell.

Note that the no-flux condition ensures the conservation of the total amount of solute, its mass, which will be noted M := ∫ Ω c_0(x) dx.

The convective vector field will be denoted by

A(t) = A(c(t)) := ∫ ∂Ω f(c)ν dσ (the variable c being dropped when no confusion may arise).

The model (1.1) describes the feedback loop between actin fluxes A(t) and a molecular species, c: molecules are advected by actin fluxes and can be activated at the cell membrane. Activated molecules affect the speed of actin flow: the higher their concentration gradient across the cell, the faster the actin flow; see Section 2 for more details on the model derivation. The model (1.1) is more realistic than the model initially introduced in [44]. Indeed, in this latter model the molecular dynamics is one-dimensional and in the chosen time scale the molecular dynamics is at equilibrium.

Throughout this paper, unless otherwise mentioned, Ω is either a smoothly bounded domain of R^n (n ≥ 1), or a finite cylinder

(1.2) Ω = (0, L) × B^′_R,

where L, R > 0 and B^′_R = B_R(O) ⊂ R^{n−1} (n ≥ 2) is the ball of radius R centered at O. In all cases, we denote by Γ the regular part of ∂Ω (= ∂Ω \ ({0, L} × ∂B^′_R ) in case (1.2)). Also ν denotes the outward unit normal and, in case (1.2), the boundary conditions in (1.1) are understood only on Γ.

In this model, the diffusion competes with the aggregating velocity, ∫ ∂Ω f(c)ν dσ, and we address here the question whether or not this advection-diffusion equation could lead to concentration and possibly finite time blow-up, should the diffusion not be strong enough to balance the attractive velocity. More precisely, our main purpose here is to investigate the influence of the nonlinearity f on the global or nonglobal solvability of problem (1.1). To this end we will consider functions which typically grow like a power for large values of c, namely f(c) ∼ c^m as c → ∞, for some m > 0,

and prove the phenomena of concentration on the boundary ∂Ω and finite time blow-up of the density for certain values of m. In a forthcoming paper [46], we will study the existence and properties of traveling waves for bounded increasing nonlinearities involving saturation effects, typically of the form f(c) = Lc/(c + α) with L, α > 0.

Let us briefly comment on the existing literature concerning (1.1). Non-linear and nonlocal convection-diffusion problems have raised many interesting and challenging mathematical issues, see [53] e.g. for a recent review. One of the most famous example is the celebrated Keller-Segel model. It was introduced in the early 70’s by E.F. Keller and L.A. Segel in order to describe self-organization of amoebae and bacteria colonies [35, 36] (see [28, 29, 9] for modelling and analysis reviews). This model focuses on motion of cells. Cells randomly diffuse, and are attracted by a chemical signal which is secreted by the cells themselves. In the context of polarization and motility of eukaryotic cells on substrates, 2d models were designed in [6, 49, 7, 39, 54, 55, 20, 24, 51], but either they were mathematically studied in the 1d case in [19, 15, 16, 40, 23, 41], or they were only partially studied in the 2d case [7, 2, 20] (traveling wave solutions). In a different context, the work [22] studies a related 1d nonlocal and nonlinear electroreaction-diffusion model.

Let us mention connections with some other problems. First note that, by the divergence theorem, the nonlinearity in (1.1) can be rewritten as ∇ · ( c ∫ ∂Ω f(c)ν dσ ) = ∇c · ∫ Ω f^′(c)∇c dx. We thus see that the equation has a quadratic growth with respect to the gradient. There is a very large literature on such problems, with so-called natural growth, but with local nonlinearities (see, e.g., [11, 10, 8, 1, 5]). On the other hand, there is a large literature on semilinear parabolic equations with nonlocal nonlinearities, but the structure of (1.1) is peculiar and quite different from that in previously studied problems. In particular, being of conservative convective form, problem (1.1) enjoys the mass conservation property. Let us mention some examples which nevertheless share some features with (1.1). For nonlocal Neumann problems with zero order nonlinearities, of the form

(1.3) u_t − Δu = f_1(u) ∫ Ω f_2(u) dx, x ∈ Ω, t > 0, u_ν = g_1(u) ∫ Ω g_2(u) dx, x ∈ ∂Ω, t > 0, results on blow-up and global existence can be found in, e.g., [52, 43, 27] and the references therein. Equations with nonlocal gradient terms, of the form u_t − u^mΔu = u^p ∫ Ω |∇u|^2 dx (and homogenous boundary conditions) have been studied in [21, 56, 34, 32, 38]. The case m = p = 1 arises in a model of replicator dynamics. Regarding nonlocal problems with mass conservation, let us mention the equation u_t − Δu = u^p − |Ω|^{−1} ∫ Ω u^p dx (with homogeneous Neumann conditions), which has been studied in [31, 57, 30, 14]. As another nonlocal problem with mass control, the equation

u_t − Δu = λe^u ∫ Ω e^u dx

which arises, i.a., in connection with the Keller-Segel system, has also received a lot of attention (see [33, 60, 34]).

1.2 Main results

1.2.1 Local and global existence and convergence results

By standard theory [37, 26, 3, 42], if f ∈ C^1 and c_0 is sufficiently smooth, say u_0 ∈ C^1(Ω), then problem (1.1) admits a unique maximal, classical solution. Our first concern is the solvability for low regularity initial data, especially in Lebesgue spaces. This question is natural in view of the mass conservation property and, besides its own interest, this will turn out to be relevant for the study of the global behavior. For (local) problems with socalled natural growth with respect to the gradient (see the previous subsection), existence for positive L^1 data holds provided the nonlinear term has a “good” sign, i.e. acts as an absorption (see, e.g., [11, 10, 8, 5]), whereas it fails when it acts as a source (see [1, 5]). Here, in addition to the nonlocal feature, the convection term does not have clear sign and the techniques in the above-mentioned papers cannot be used. Our approach is different, relying on semigroup techniques originating from [58] (see also [4] and the references therein), combined with suitable trace theorems and fractional Sobolev spaces, and exploiting the conservative structure of the problem.

We begin with the range m ≥ 1. We note that the case m = 1 corresponds to a quadratic growth of the nonlinear part of the equation. It will turn out from the resullts below that this value plays a critical role in the problem.

Theorem 1.1. Let 1 ≤ m ≤ p < ∞ and assume f(c) = |c|^{m−1}c and c_0 ∈ L^p(Ω).

(i) Problem (1.1) admits a unique maximal classical solution

c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T^∗)) ∩ C([0, T^∗); L^p(Ω)).

(ii) If c_0 ≥ 0, c_0 ≢ 0, then c > 0 in (Ω ∪ Γ) × (0, T^∗). (iii) If p > m and T^∗ < ∞, then lim_{t→T} ∗ ‖c(t)‖_p = ∞.

Remark 1.1. Although it remains an open problem whether local existence may fail when 1 ≤ p < m, our results exhibit the critical role played by the L^m norm. Indeed, the continuation property (iii) fails for 1 ≤ p < m, since the L^p norms may remain bounded as t → T^∗ < ∞, as a consequence of Theorem 1.7(ii) below. It also fails for p = m = 1, in view of the mass conservation property (cf. (3.21) below). However, interestingly, for m = 1 and positive solutions, the entropy blows up whenever T^∗ < ∞, namely lim_{t→T ∗} ∫ Ω (c log c)(t) dx = ∞

(this follows from the proof of Theorem 1.3 below).

The condition p ≥ m in Theorem 1.1 is actually also natural in view of the scaling properties of the problem (see subsection 2.2 and cf., e.g., [53, pp.158-159] and [17] for similar situations in other evolution PDE’s, such as the Fujita, the nonlinear Schrödinger and the Navier-Stokes equations).

It is also worth noting from Theorem 1.1 that the L^1 scaling critical case belongs to the local existence range, unlike for the Fujita equation (see [13, 18]).

We next consider the lower range m < 1 for the growth of f at infinity. This corresponds to a subquadratic growth of the nonlinear part of the equation. It turns out that, in this case, local and global existence holds for any nonnegative L^1 initial data. Moreover, exponential stabilization to a constant steady state also occurs for small mass.

Let c̄_0 =^1_{|Ω|} ∫ Ω c_0 dx denote the average of c_0.

Theorem 1.2. Let f satisfy

(1.4) 0 ≤ f(s) ≤ Cs^m, s ≥ 0, for some m ∈ (0, 1)

with some C > 0, and also assume that f is globally Lipschitz continuous. Let c_0 ∈ L^1(Ω), with c_0 ≥ 0.

(i) Problem (1.1) admits a unique global, nonnegative classical solution

(1.5) c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, ∞)) ∩ C([0, ∞); L^1(Ω)).

Moreover, c is uniformly bounded for t > 0 bounded away from 0. Also, if c_0 ≢ 0, then c > 0 in (Ω ∪ Γ) × (0, ∞).

(ii) There exist η_0, λ > 0 such that if ‖c_0‖_1 ≤ η_0, then (1.6) ‖c(t) − c̄_0‖_∞ ≤ Ce^{−λt}, t ≥ 1 for some constant C > 0.

We shall next give conditions which determine the global existence or nonexistence of solutions for m ≥ 1. This will complete the picture in terms of the criticality of the value m = 1. We begin with the case m = 1.

Theorem 1.3. Let f(c) = c, c_0 ∈ L^1(Ω), c_0 ≥ 0 and set M = ‖c_0‖_1.

(i) If M ≤ 1, then T^∗ = ∞ and c is uniformly bounded for t > 0 bounded away from 0. (ii) Morever, if M < 1, then

(1.7) lim_{t→∞} ‖c(t) − c̄_0‖_∞ = 0,

It follows from Theorem 1.3 and Theorem 1.5 below that for f(c) = c, problem (1.1) exhibits a critical mass phenomenon, with sharp threshold M = 1. Namely, all initial data with mass M ≤ 1 yield global bounded solutions whereas, for any mass M > 1, finite time blow-up occurs for a large class of initial data in suitable domains. This is reminiscent of the well-known situation for the 2d Keller-Segel system. A main difference is however that the critical mass phenomenon is dimension-independent in case of problem (1.1). Also, solutions with critical mass remain bounded, unlike in the critical mass case for the 2d Keller-Segel system.

The proof of Theorem 1.3 is delicate. Starting from the observation that the entropy stays bounded when M ≤ 1, it is based on the possiblity to control L^p norms of the solution by means of the entropy, refining on semigroup arguments and smoothing effects from the proof of Theorem 1.1. In this process, an important step is a kind of ε-regularity property. Namely (see Proposition 6.1), we establish a uniform lower bound on the classical existence time of the solution when the initial data is decomposed as the sum of a suitably small L^1 part and of a bounded part.

Our next theorem partially extends Theorem 1.3 to all m ≥ 1, with an additional exponential stabilization property, the mass being now replaced with the L^m norm. However we do not have an explicit sharp smallness condition in general.

Theorem 1.4. Let m ≥ 1 and f(c) = c^m. There exists η_0 > 0 such that, if c_0 ∈ L^m(Ω), c_0 ≥ 0 satisfies ‖c_0‖_m ≤ η_0, then T^∗ = ∞. Moreover, c satisfies the exponential stabilization property (1.6).

Remark 1.2. (i) The small data assumptions for convergence to the constant steadystate in Theorem 1.2(ii) and Theorem 1.4 are necessary. Indeed, considering problem (1.1) with n = 1 and Ω = (0, 1), this a consequence of the following results (see [46]), where S denotes the set of nonconstant steady-states and S_M = S ∩ {‖c‖_1 = M}. • Let f(s) = c^m with m ≥ 1. Then S ≠ ∅ and any c ∈ S satisfies ‖c‖_m = N_0 := m^{−1/m}. Moreover, for m > 1, we have S_M ≠ ∅ if and only if M ∈ (0, N_0). • Let f be such that f(s) = s^m for s large and some m ∈ (0, 1), with f ∈ C^1([0, ∞)), f concave and f^′ bounded. Then there exists M_0 > 0 such that S_M = ∅ for M ∈ (0, M_0), and #S_M ≥ 2 for M > M_0.

(ii) The global Lipschitz assumption on f in Theorem 1.2 (which, in view of (1.4), does not significantly restrict the behavior of f at infinity), is only used to prove uniqueness in L^1. Actually, by suitable modifications of the proof of Theorem 1.2, one can show that, except for the uniqueness statement, the result remains valid for f(c) = c^m with m ∈ (0, 1).

(iii) A result related to Theorem 1.3 was obtained in [16] for the analogous problem on the half-line I = (0, ∞), i.e. c_t = (c_x−c(0, t)c)_x with zero flux condition at x = 0. Namely, under the assumptions 0 < c_0 ∈ L^1(I, (1 + x)dx), c_0 log c_0 ∈ L^1(I) and M ≤ 1, the existence of a global, suitable weak solution was proved (the classical regularity of the solution was not established). Note that, altough entropy is also used in [16], our proof is quite different from the proof in [16], which does not use semigroup techniques nor smoothing effects and depends to some rather large extent on the one-dimensional nature of the problem.

1.2.2 Blow-up

We now provide sharp conditions under which blow-up occurs. To this end we specialize to the case of the domains

(1.8) Ω = (0, L) × B^′_R ⊂ R^n if n ≥ 2, or Ω = (0, L) if n = 1,

with B^′_R = B_R(0) ⊂ R^{n−1} and L, R > 0. As for the initial data we shall assume

(1.9) c_0 ∈ C^1(Ω), c_0 ≥ 0 is axisymmetric with respect to e_1 (if n ≥ 2),

(1.10) ∂_{x1} c_0 ≤ 0 and ∂_{x1} c_0 ≢ 0.

Theorem 1.5. Assume m ≥ 1 and (1.8)-(1.10).

(i) Let m = 1. If M > 1, then the solution of (1.1) blows up in finite time. (ii) Let m > 1 and M > 0. Assume that

(1.11) ∫ Ω x_1c_0 dx ≤ K := { C_1M min { L, LR^{1−n}(M/M_0), R^{1−n}M^{m/(m−1)} } , if n ≥ 2

C_1M min { L, M^{m/(m−1)} } , if n = 1

where C_1 = C_1(n) > 0 and M_0 = ‖∫_L 0 c_0(x_1, ·)dx_1 ‖ L^∞(B^′_R). Then the solution of (1.1)

blows up in finite time.

Remark 1.3. (i) Condition (1.11) is satisfied for a large class of initial data c_0 which verify (1.9)-(1.10) and are sufficiently concentrated near ∂Ω ∩ {x_1 = 0}. For instance, for any compactly supported, nontrivial g ∈ C^1([0, ∞)) with g^′ ≤ 0, and any radially symmetric h ∈ C^1(B^′_R), it suffices to consider the initial data c_0(x) = kg(kx_1)h(x^′) with k > 0 sufficiently large, depending only on ψ (note that M = ‖g‖_1‖h‖_1 is independent of k).

(ii) The blow-up condition M > 1 is optimal for m = 1 in view of Theorem 1.3. The case m > 1 is strikingly different, since blow-up solutions are shown to exist for arbitrary positive mass. As a partial result in the direction of Theorem 1.5(i), it was shown in [16] that if m = n = 1, M > 1 and (1.10) holds, then blow-up occurs under the additional assumption ∫_L 0 xc_0(x)dx < M/4. As in [16], the proof of Theorem 1.5 relies on the first moment ϕ(t) = ∫ Ω x_1c(t) dx of the solution. Here, by a more refined analysis of its time variation, we can remove the additional assumption ϕ(0) < M/4, as well as extend the result to higher dimensions and to m > 1.

(iii) Assumptions (1.8)-(1.10) guarantee that ∂_{x1} c ≤ 0 and that the advective vector field is colinear to e_1, properties which are needed in our proof of blow-up. Regarding the second part of (1.10) we note that, if ∂_{x1} c_0 ≡ 0, then c exists globally under assumptions (1.8)-(1.9). Indeed it is easy to check that ∂_{x1} c(·, t) ≡ 0 and that c just solves the heat equation in B^′_R with homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions.

(iv) We are so far unable to prove blow-up in more general bounded domains. The main difficulty is to establish suitable spatial monotonicity of the solution, in view of the nonlocal, nonlinear nature of the convection term and Neumann boundary conditions.

To conclude this subsection, we observe that the occurence of blow-up is also conditioned by the sign of the convection term. Indeed, the following result shows that no blow-up can occur for f(c) = −c^m with m ≥ 1.

Theorem 1.6. Let 1 ≤ m ≤ p < ∞ and assume f(c) = −c^m. Let c_0 ∈ L^p(Ω), c_0 ≥ 0, c_0 ≢ 0. Then problem (1.1) admits a unique, global classical solution

c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, ∞)) ∩ C([0, ∞); L^p(Ω)),

with c > 0 in (Ω ∪ Γ) × (0, ∞). Moreover, c is uniformly bounded for t > 0 bounded away from 0 and it satisfies lim_{t→∞} ‖c(t) − c̄_0‖_∞ = 0.

1.2.3 Asymptotic behavior of blow-up solutions

For general solutions, it is easy to see that

lim sup t→T^∗ | | | ∫ ∂Ω f(c)ν dσ | | | = ∞ (otherwise, the solution could be extended by means of linear estimates). Since the mass is preserved, it is to be expected that blow-up singularities should occur only near the boundary, i.e. the solution remains bounded away from the boundary. Under assumptions (1.8)-(1.10), we can rigorously confim this, along with upper estimates of the spatial blow-up profile.

Theorem 1.7. Assume m ≥ 1 and (1.8)-(1.10).

(i) Assume n ≥ 2. Then we have

(1.12) c(x, t) ≤ M_0x^{−1}_1 in Ω × (0, T^∗).

In particular, if T^∗ < ∞ then the blow-up set is a subset of ∂Ω ∩ {x_1 = 0}.

(ii) Assume n = 1. Then we have

(1.13) c(x, t) ≤ (mx)^{−1/m} + K_0, in (0, L] × (0, T^∗).

for some constant K_0 = K_0(c_0) > 0. In particular, if T^∗ < ∞ then 0 is the only blow-up point.

Remark 1.4. (i) Estimate (1.13) is optimal in some sense: one cannot replace x^{−1/m} by x^{−α} with α < 1/m (since the L^p norm with p > m must blow up as t → T^∗). We do not know whether the exponent in estimate (1.12) can be improved to 1/m. The precise spatial shape of the solution at t = T^∗ is also an open problem.

(ii) Under assumptions (1.8)-(1.10), if moreover c_0 is decreasing with respect to ρ = |x^′|, then it is not difficult to show that this remains true for the solution c. It follows that c(·, t) has a unique maximum at the origin, so that in particular the origin is a blow-up point. It is an open question whether there are solutions blowing up only at the origin. Similarly, if c_0 is increasing with respect to ρ = |x^′|, then so is c and c(·, t) takes its maximum at every point of the edge x_1 = 0, ρ = R (and only there).

Regarding the time rate of blow-up, we have the following lower estimates in general domains.

Theorem 1.8. Let f(c) = c^m with m ≥ 1. Let c_0 be as in Theorem 1.1 and assume T^∗ < ∞. Then we have the lower blow-up estimate:

(1.14) ‖c(t)‖_∞ ≥ C_1(T^∗ − t)^{−1/2m}, 0 < t < T^∗,

for some constant C_1(Ω, m, a) > 0. Moreover, we have

(1.15) ∫_T ∗ 0 | | ∫ ∂Ω c^mν dσ | |^2 dt = ∞.

Remark 1.5. (i) The upper time rate estimate is a (possibly difficult) open problem.

(ii) Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.1(ii), for the L^p norms, we also have the lower blow-up estimate ‖c(t)‖_p ≥ C(T^∗ − t)^{− p−m2pm} , t → T^∗. In the critical case p = m ≥ 1, we do not know whether the L^p norm blows up at T^∗ (except for m = 1 for which it stays bounded). See [13], [48], [47] and the references therein for studies on this question for the Fujita equation. However, the proof of Theorem 1.1 shows that a blow-up solution cannot stay in a compact set of L^m. More precisely, this follows from the property:

(1.16) for any compact set K of L^m(Ω), there is a uniform time T = T (K) such that, for any c_0 ∈ K, the solution of (1.1) exists on [0, T ].

1.3 Contributions of this work

After a nondimensionalization of the model, see Section 2, we obtain equation (1.1). To be rich enough to describe the different migratory behaviors of the cells, the model (1.1) must give rise to different behaviors depending on the function f and the mass M. In this work, we investigate whether both static and moving solutions can be observed. Roughly speaking, the static (resp. moving) solution describes the average behavior of Brownian (resp. ballistic) cells. Theorems 1.2 and 1.4 show that the function f and the mass M play an important role. Indeed, when m ∈ (0, 1) and if M is small enough, the cell velocity converges to zero. This corresponds to a Brownian behavior. It is the same when m ≥ 1 and ‖c_0‖_m is small enough. Note that this latter condition implies in particular that M is small enough. Moreover, the stabilization property (1.6) gives information about the characteristics of the persistence. On the other hand Theorem 1.5 shows that if m = 1 and M > 1 then the cell velocity becomes infinite in a finite time for a toy cell described as a cylinder. This type of behavior corresponds to a persistent trajectory. These conclusions give a rigorous justification to the UCSP first introduced in [44] since the model we study here is the full model (1.1) and not only the one at steady state.

In a forthcoming paper [46], we study the situation of bounded increasing nonlinearities f involving saturation effects, typically of the form f(c) = Lc/(c + α) with L, α > 0. In such a case one can prove the existence of traveling wave solutions. This will complete the picture and validate the interest of this model to describe the different migratory modes of the cells.

1.4 Outline

This work is organized as follows. We give some biological justification and present some basic properties of problem (1.1) in Section 2. Section 3 contains preliminaries that will be used in the proofs. Sections 4 and 5 contain, respectively, the proofs of Theorem 1.1 and of Theorems 1.2, 1.4 and 1.6. Theorem 1.3 is proved in Section 6. The blow-up is studied in Section 7, where Theorem 1.5 is proved, and in Section 8, where the results on blow-up asymptotics are established (Theorems 1.7 and 1.8).

2 Model construction and first properties

In this section we justify, from a biological point of view, the interest of (1.1) and we derive some properties.

2.1 Biological justification - Model construction

Cell motility is a prime example of self-propulsion and one of the simplest example of active system. Here we fix the geometry of the cell described by Ω(t) with

(2.1) Ω(t) = Ω + ∫_t 0 u(s) ds, where Ω is a smoothly bounded domain of R^n , and u(t) is the cell velocity, given by

(2.2) u(t) = − χ |Ω| ∫ ∂Ω(t) f(c)ν dσ, where χ > 0 and ν denotes the outward unit normal of ∂Ω(t).

One of the main ingredients of the model relies on the key assumption that the value v(t) of the actin flow is governed by the asymmetry of the cue concentration profile on the cell membrane:

(2.3) v(t) = ∫ ∂Ω(t) f(c)ν dσ, where f is a function that controls the intensity of the coupling between the actin flow and the asymmetry of the cue concentration profile.

The phenomenological coupling (2.3) covers the cases where actin flows are generated by asymmetric distributions of either actin polymerization regulators (such as Arpin) or activators of contractility (such as Myosin II or a Myosin II activator), which are the two main scenarios that were proposed in [44]. We here do not aim at describing in details the biochemical steps involved in the process.

We recognize that (2.2) represents the external force balance on Ω(t). Hence, the parameter χ > 0 describes how the internal solute affects the cell dynamics, namely its velocity.

We describe now the internal solute dynamics and its coupling with the actin flow. The internal solute transport problem is formulated as following:

∂_tc(x, t) = div (∇c(x, t) + (a − 1)c(x, t)u(t)) in Ω(t), (2.4) (∇c(x, t) + ac(x, t)u(t)) · ν = 0 on ∂Ω(t), (2.5)

where a ∈ [0, 1].

In the bulk of the cell, Ω(t), fast adsorption on an adhered cortex is assumed. With rapid on and off rates, the transport dynamics are given by (2.4)-(2.5) where a is the steady fraction of adsorbed molecules not convected by the average actin flow and the effective diffusion coefficient is assumed to be 1.

If we consider the equation in the moving frame of the cell rather than the fixed frame of the lab, we obtain

∂_tc = div ( ∇c −^{aχ}_{|Ω|} c ∫ ∂Ω f(c)ν dσ ) in Ω,

(2.6) ( ∇c −^{aχ}_{|Ω|} c ∫ ∂Ω f(c)ν dσ ) · ν = 0 on ∂Ω.

(2.7)

Note that problem (2.6)-(2.7) is a rigid version of an hydrodynamic model of polarization, migration and deformation of a living cell confined between two parallel surfaces first introduced in [39]. In this latter model, the cell cytoplasm is an out of equilibrium system thanks to the active forces generated in the cytoskeleton. The cytoplasm is described as a passive viscous droplet in the Hele-Shaw flow regime. Here, we consider the situation where the surface tension goes to infinity. Informally, this amounts to fixing the geometry of the cell and considering only one condition at the boundary in the model of [39]. Problem (1.1) corresponds to a nondimensionalised version of (2.6)-(2.7).

2.2 Conservation of the marker content, nondimensionalization and scal- ing Let M(t) denote the mass of molecular content: M(t) = ∫ Ω(t) c(x, t) dx. On the boundary (2.5) we impose no-flux condition so that d dt M(t) = ∫ Ω ∂_tc dx = 0.

Thus, in (2.4)-(2.5), we formally have conservation of molecular content:

(2.8) M(t) = M(0) = M.

Problem (2.6) – (2.7) with (2.8) has the following parameters a > 0, χ > 0, |Ω|, M > 0. In the case where f(c) = c^m, considering c = λc̃ with λ^m =^{|Ω|}_{aχ} , we obtain that c̃ is solution of (1.1) with the only parameter M̃ = ∫ Ω c̃ dx.

Finally it is useful to identify the scale invariance of the problem and the scale invariant norm. For k ∈ R, consider the scaling transformation (2.9) c_λ(x, t) = λ^kc(λx, λ^2t), λ > 0. Note that this definition of course requires scale invariant spatial domains, i.e., cones. (However the effect of scaling on the problem is expected to be significant even in the bounded domain case.) Thus consider the simplest half-space case H = {x ∈ R^n ; x_n > 0}. Assuming that the integral is well defined, we have

∂_tc_λ − Δc_λ = −λ^{k+2} [ ∇c(λx, λ^2t)· ( ∫ ∂H c^m(y, λ^2t)e_n dσ_y )] . Since ∫ ∂H c^m(y, λ^2t)e_n dσ_y = λ^{n−1} ∫ ∂H c^m(λz, λ^2t)e_n dσ_z = λ^{n−1−km} ∫ ∂H c^m_λ (z, t)e_n dσ_z, we obtain ∂_tc_λ − Δc_λ = −λ^{n−km}∇c_λ· ( ∫ ∂H c^m_λ (z, t)e_n dσ_z ) . Therefore, the PDE in (1.1) with f(c) = ±c^m is invariant by the transformation (2.9) with k = n/m. We also observe that the L^q-norm is invariant by this transformation (only) for q = m, namely: ‖c_λ(·, 0)‖_Lm_{(H)} ≡ ‖c(·, 0)‖_Lm_{(H)}, λ > 0. 3 Preliminaries to the existence-uniqueness proofs

In this section we gather a number of semigroup and regularity properties that will be essential in the proofs of Theorems 1.1, 1.2 and 1.4. Denote by S(t) the Neumann heat semigroup of Ω by G(x, y, t) the Neumann heat kernel, and define the differentiated semigroup

[K_∇(t)ψ](x) = ∫ Ω ∇_yG(x, y, t) · ψ(y) dy, t > 0, ψ ∈ (L^1(Ω))^n. For q ∈ [1, ∞) and k ∈ [0, 1], denote by ‖ · ‖_{k,q} the norm of the Sobolev-Slobodecki space W^{k,q}(Ω). We shall frequently use the trace embedding (3.1) W^{1/q,q}(Ω) ⊂ L^q(∂Ω), 1 ≤ q < ∞. Our first lemma provides the basic linear smoothing estimates.

Lemma 3.1. Let T ∈ (0, ∞).

(i) (Gaussian heat kernel estimates) For i, j ∈ {0, 1}, G satisfies (3.2) |D^i_xD^j_yG(x, y, t)| ≤ C(T )t^{−(n+i+j)/2}e^{−C2|x−y|2/t}, x, y ∈ Ω, 0 < t < T. (ii) Let 1 ≤ q ≤ r ≤ ∞ and k ∈ [0, 1]. For all ϕ ∈ L^q(Ω), we have (3.3) ‖S(t)ϕ‖_{k,r} ≤ C(T )t^{− k2 − n2 ( 1q − 1r )}‖ϕ‖_q, 0 < t < T and, for all ψ ∈ (L^q(Ω))^n, (3.4) ‖K_∇(t)ψ‖_r ≤ C(T )t^{− 12 − n2 ( 1q − 1r )}‖ψ‖_q , 0 < t < T. (iii) Let q ∈ [1, ∞], ℓ ∈ [0,^1_q ] and k ∈ [ℓ, 1]. For all ψ ∈ (L^q(Ω))^n, we have (3.5) ‖K_∇(t)ψ‖_{k,q} ≤ C(T )t^{−(1+k−ℓ)/2}‖ψ‖_{ℓ,q}, 0 < t < T, as well as (3.6) ‖K_∇(t)ψ‖_{1,q} ≤ C(T )t^{− 12 − n2 (1− 1q )}‖ψ‖_{1,1}, 0 < t < T. Proof. (i) First consider the case when Ω is smooth. The case j = 0 of (3.2) is classical, see e.g. [50, Section 2] and the references therein. The case i = 0, j = 1 follows from the case i = 1, j = 0 and the fact that ∂_{xk} G(ξ, ζ, t) = ∂_{yk} G(ζ, ξ, t), for all k ∈ {1, . . . , n} and ξ, ζ ∈ Ω (owing to G(ξ, ζ, t) = G(ζ, ξ, t)). To check the case i = j = 1, using the semigroup property G(x, y, t) = ∫ Ω G(x, z, t/2)G(z, y, t/2)dz and differentiating, we write ∂_{xk} ∂_{yℓ} G(x, y, t) = ∫ Ω ∂_{xk} G(x, z, t/2)∂_{yℓ} G(z, y, t/2) dz. Applying the estimates for ∂_{xk} G, ∂_{yℓ} G and next the convolution properties of Gaussians, we thus obtain |∂_{xk} ∂_{yℓ} G(x, y, t)| ≤ C_1t^{−1} ∫ Ω t^{−n/2}e^{−C|x−z|2/t}t^{−n/2}e^{−C|y−z|2/t} dz ≤ C_2t^{−(n/2)−1}e^{−C|x−y|2/t}. Now consider the case of a finite cylinder Ω = (0, L) × B^′_R. It is well known that G(x, y, t) = G_1(x_1, y_1, t)G_2(x^′, y^′, t), where x = (x_1, x^′) and G_1 and G_2 denote the respective kernels of (0, L) and B^′_R. The estimate then immediately follows from the estimates for G_1, G_2.

(ii) Estimate (3.3) for k ∈ {0, 1} is a direct consequence of (3.2) with j = 0 and the Young convolution convolution inequality. The general case follows by interpolation. As for (3.4), it is a direct consequence of (3.2) with i = 0, j = 1 and the Young convolution convolution inequality.

(iii) We start with the case ℓ = 0. By (3.2) with j = 1 and i = 0 (resp., i = 1), we have | [D^iK_∇(t)ψ](x) | ≤ ∫ Ω |D^i_xD_yG(x, y, t)| |ψ(y)| dy ≤ C ∫ Ω ∫ Ω t^{−(n+i)/2}e^{−C1|x−y|2/t} |ψ(y)| dy and using the Young convolution inequality, we obtain (3.5) with ℓ = 0 and k = 0 (resp., k = 1), and the case ℓ = 0, k ∈ [0, 1] follows by interpolation.

We next establish the case q = k = ℓ = 1. Integrating by parts, we have (3.7) [K_∇(t)ψ](x) = ∫ ∂Ω G(x, y, t)ψ(y)·ν dσ− ∫ Ω G(x, y, t)∇_y ·ψ(y) dy ≡ L_1(x, t)+L_2(x, t). Applying (3.2) with i ∈ {0, 1} and j = 0 and using Fubini’s theorem, we have ‖D^iL_2(·, t)‖_1 ≤ ∫ Ω ∫ Ω |D^i_xG(x, y, t)| |∇_y · ψ(y)| dy dx ≤ ∫ Ω ∫ Ω t^{−(n+i)/2}e^{−C1|x−y|2/t} |∇_y · ψ(y)| dy dx ≤ Ct^{−i/2} ∫ Ω (∫ Ω t^{−n/2}e^{−C1|x−y|2/t}dx ) |∇_y · ψ(y)| dy ≤ Ct^{−i/2}‖ψ‖_{1,1}, and ‖D^iL_1(·, t)‖_1 ≤ ∫ Ω ∫ ∂Ω |D^i_xG(x, y, t)| |ψ(y)| dσ dx ≤ ∫ Ω ∫ ∂Ω t^{−(n+i)/2}e^{−C1|x−y|2/t} |ψ(y)| dσ dx ≤ Ct^{−i/2} ∫ ∂Ω (∫ Ω t^{−n/2}e^{−C1|x−y|2/t}dx ) |ψ(y)| dσ ≤ Ct^{−i/2} ∫ ∂Ω |ψ(y)| dσ = Ct^{−i/2}‖ψ‖_L1_{(∂Ω)} ≤ Ct^{−i/2}‖ψ‖_{1,1}, where we also used the trace inequality in the last step. This guarantees (3.5) for q = k = ℓ = 1.

The case q ∈ (1, ∞), ℓ ∈ (0,^1_q ], k ∈ [ℓ, 1] follows by interpolation between the above two cases. Namely, choosing s =^{k−ℓ}_{1−ℓ} ∈ [0, 1] and p =^{1−ℓ}_{(1/q)−ℓ} ∈ (1, ∞] and observing that k = ℓ · 1 + (1 − ℓ)s and 1/q = ℓ + (1 − ℓ)/p, we write ‖K_∇(t)‖_{L(W} ℓ,q_{,W} k,q_) ≤ ‖K_∇(t)‖^ℓ_{L(W} 1,1_{,W} 1,1_)‖K_∇(t)‖^{1−ℓ}_{L(Lp,W s,p)} ≤ Ct^{−ℓ/2}t^{−(1+s)(1−ℓ)/2} = Ct^{−(1+k−ℓ)/2}. Finally, (3.6) with q = ∞ is a direct consequence of (3.2) with i = 1, j = 0, (3.7), and the trace inequality. The general case follows by interpolating between q = 1 i.e., (3.5) with q = k = ℓ = 1) and q = ∞.

Recall the notation (3.8) A(t) = ∫ ∂Ω f(c(·, t))ν dσ. Our next lemma provides a convenient representation formula for problem (1.1) in terms of the operator K_∇.

Lemma 3.2. Assume f continuous and (3.9) |f(s)| ≤ C|s|^m, s ∈ R, for some m, C > 0. Let max(m, 1) ≤ p < ∞, T > 0, c_0 ∈ L^p(Ω) and let c be a classical solution of (1.1), with (3.10) c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T )) ∩ C([0, T ); L^p(Ω)), sup_{t∈(0,T )} t^{1/2p}‖c(t)‖_{1/p,p} < ∞.

Then we have

(3.11) c(t) = S(t)c_0 + ∫_t 0 K_∇(t − s)[A(s)c(·, s)] ds, 0 < t < T, where the integral in (3.11) is absolutely convergent in L^p(Ω).

Proof. First rewrite (1.1) as ∂_tc − Δc = −A(t) · ∇c, x ∈ Ω, 0 < t < T, ∇c · ν = (A(t) · ν)c, x ∈ ∂Ω, 0 < t < T, c(x, 0) = c_0(x), x ∈ Ω. For fixed τ ∈ (0, T ), setting c_τ (t) = c(t + τ), A_τ (t) = A(t + τ), the standard Green representation formula guarantees that c_τ (x, t) = ∫ Ω G(x, y, t)c(y, τ) dy − ∫_t 0 ∫ Ω G(x, y, t − s) ( A_τ (s) · ∇c_τ (y, s) ) dy ds + ∫_t 0 ∫ ∂Ω G(x, y, t − s)(A_τ (s) · ν)c_τ (y, s) dσ_y ds, x ∈ Ω, 0 < t < T − τ. Next, using A(s) · ∇c(y, s) = ∇ · ( c(y, s)A(s) ) and the divergence theorem, we get ∫ ∂Ω G(x, y, t − s)c_τ (y, s)A_τ (s) · ν dσ_y = ∫ Ω ∇_y · ( G(x, y, t − s)c_τ (y, s)A_τ (s) ) dy. It follows that c_τ (x, t) = ∫ Ω G(x, y, t)c(y, τ) dy + ∫_t 0 ∫ Ω ∇_yG(x, y, t − s) · ( c_τ (y, s)A_τ (s) ) dy ds, i.e.,

(3.12) c_τ (t) = S(t)c(τ) + ∫_t 0 K_∇(t − s)[A_τ (s)c_τ (s)] ds, 0 < t < T − τ. Now fix t ∈ (0, T ). In view of (3.10), the first term of the RHS of (3.12) converges to S(t)c_0 in L^m(Ω) as τ → 0, and the integrand in the second term converges to K_∇(t − s)[A(s)c(s)] in L^m(Ω) for each s ∈ (0, t). Moreover, by the trace embedding (3.1), assumption (3.9) and Hölder’s inequality, we have (3.13) |A_τ (s)| ≤ C‖|c_τ (s)|^m‖_L1_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖c_τ (s)‖^m_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖c_τ (s)‖^m_{1/p,p}, s + τ < t. Consequently, for all τ ∈ (0, (T − t)/2) and s ∈ (0, t), we deduce from (3.4) and (3.10) that ‖K_∇(t − s)[A_τ (s)c_τ (s)] ‖ p ≤ C(t − s)^{−1/2}|A_τ (s)| ‖ c_τ (s) ‖ p ≤ C(t − s)^{−1/2}‖c(τ + s)‖^m_{1/p,p} ≤ C(t − s)^{−1/2}s^{−m/2p} ∈ L^1(0, t). By dominated convergence, it follows that we may pass to the limit in L^p(Ω) as τ → 0 in (3.12), which yields (3.11).

For the critical case p = m we shall also need the following lemma, which is a variant of [13, Lemma 8] (see also [58]).

Lemma 3.3. Let p ∈ [1, ∞) and k ∈ (0, 1]. Let K be a compact subset of L^p(Ω). Set (3.14) δ(T ) = δ_{k,p,K}(T ) := sup_{ϕ∈K, t∈(0,T )} t^{k/2}‖S(t)ϕ‖_{k,p}. Then lim_{T →0} δ(T ) = 0.

Proof. We first claim that (3.14) holds when K is a singleton. Let thus fix ϕ ∈ L^p(Ω), and pick ϕ_j ∈ C^∞_0 (Ω) such that ϕ_j → ϕ in L^p(Ω). It is known (see [53, Theorem 51.1(iv) and Example 51.4(ii)], and the references therein), that (3.15) ‖S(t)ψ‖_{k,p} ≤ C‖ψ‖_{k,p}, 0 < t < 1, ψ ∈ W^{k,p}(Ω), where C = C(n, k, p) > 0. Fix ε > 0 and choose j large enough so that ‖ϕ − ϕ_j ‖_p ≤ ε. It follows from (3.3) and (3.15) that, for all t ∈ (0, 1), t^{k/2}‖S(t)ϕ‖_{k,p} ≤ t^{k/2}‖S(t)(ϕ − ϕ_j )‖_{k,p} + t^{k/2}‖S(t)ϕ_j ‖_{k,p} ≤ C‖ϕ − ϕ_j ‖_p + Ct^{k/2}‖ϕ_j ‖_{k,p} ≤ Cε + Ct^{k/2}‖ϕ_j ‖_{k,p}. Consequently, for any T ∈ (0, 1), we have δ_{k,p,{ϕ}}(T ) ≤ Cε + CT^{k/2}‖ϕ_j ‖_{k,p}. Therefore, lim sup T →0 δ_{k,p,{ϕ}}(T ) ≤ Cε, which proves the claim.

Next let K be a compact subset of L^p(Ω) and assume for contradiction that (3.14) fails. Then there exist η > 0 and sequences ϕ_i ∈ K, t_i → 0 such that t^{k/2}_i ‖S(t_i)ϕ_i‖_{k,p} ≥ η. By compactness we may assume (passing to a subsequence) that ϕ_i → ϕ for some ϕ ∈ L^p. Using (3.3), we then have η ≤ t^{k/2}_i ‖S(t_i)ϕ_i‖_{k,p} ≤ t^{k/2}_i ‖S(t_i)ϕ‖_{k,p} +t^{k/2}_i ‖S(t_i)(ϕ_i −ϕ)‖_{k,p} ≤ δ_{k,p,{ϕ}}(t_i)+C‖ϕ_i −ϕ‖_p → 0 as i → ∞ by the above claim: a contradiction.

Our last lemma provides a useful Schauder regularity estimate for problem (1.1). Lemma 3.4. Let f be continuous and satisfy (3.9) for some m, C > 0. Let max(m, 1) ≤ p < ∞ and q > n. Let T, N > 0 and let c be a classical solution of (1.1) on [0, T ] such that (3.16) ‖c(t)‖_q + ‖c(t)‖_{1/p,p} ≤ N, t ∈ [0, T ]. Then for each ε > 0, we have (3.17) ‖c(t)‖_C2+α,1+(α/2)_{(Ω×[ε,T ])} ≤ C(N, ε). Proof. We first establish an L^∞ estimate away from t = 0. Similarly as (3.13), we have (3.18) |A(t)| ≤ CN^m. Using (3.4) and (3.11), we get ‖c(t)‖_∞ ≤ ‖S(t)c_0‖_∞ + ∫_t 0 |A(s)|‖K_∇(t − s)c(s)‖_∞ ds ≤ Ct^{−n/2q}‖c_0‖_q + CN^m ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{− 12 − n2q} ‖c(s)‖_q ds, hence (3.19) ‖c(t)‖_∞ ≤ CNt^{−n/2q} + CN^{m+1}t^{12 (1− nq )}.

We next apply parabolic Schauder regularity theory for the Neumann problem. Fix any ε ∈ (0, T ). Estimate (3.19) guarantees that (3.20) ‖c‖_L∞_{(Ω×[ε,T ])} ≤ C(N, ε). Next setting c̃_ε(x, t) = t c(x, ε + t), we see that c̃_ε satisfies the problem

Lc̃_ε := ∂_tc̃_ε − Δc̃_ε + b_{1,ε} · ∇c̃_ε = b_{3,ε} in Q_{T −ε}, ∇c̃_ε · ν = b_{2,ε}c̃_ε on S_{T −ε}, with zero initial data, where b_{1,ε}(t) = A(ε + t), b_{2,ε}(t) = A(ε + t) · ν, b_{3,ε}(x, t) = c(x, ε + t). Since |b_{i,ε}| ≤ C(N, ε) owing to (3.18), (3.20), it follows from [42, Theorem 6.44] that, for some δ ∈ (0, 1), ‖c̃_ε‖_Cδ,δ/2_{(Ω×[0,T −ε])} ≤ C(N, ε), hence ‖c‖_Cδ,δ/2_{(Ω×[ε,T ])} ≤ C(N, ε), for any ε ∈ (0, T ). Since now the b_{i,ε} satisfy Hölder bounds (depending on N, ε), it follows from [42, Theorems 4.30] that, for some β ∈ (0, 1), ‖∇c̃_ε‖_Cβ,β/2_{(Ω×[0,T −ε])} ≤ C(N, ε), hence ‖∇c‖_Cβ,β/2_{(Ω×[ε,T ])} ≤ C(N, ε). Estimate (3.17) then follows similarly from [42, Theorem 4.31].

Finally, as formally observed above, for any classical solution c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T )) ∩ C([0, T ); L^1(Ω)) of (1.1), we have the conservation property (3.21) ∫ Ω c(x, t) dx = ∫ Ω c_0(x) dx, 0 < t < T. as a consequence of^d_{dt} ∫ Ω c(x, t) dx = 0 on (0, T ), which immediately follows by integrating the equation in space and using the boundary conditions.

4 Proof of Theorem 1.1

In view of eventually establishing Theorems 1.2 and 1.4, we shall prove Theorem 1.1 jointly with the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. (i) Let m ∈ (0, 1) and let f be globally Lipschitz continuous on R and satisfy (4.1) 0 ≤ f(s) ≤ C|s|^m, s ∈ R, for some C > 0. Let c_0 ∈ L^1(Ω). Problem (1.1) admits a unique, maximal classical solution c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T^∗)) ∩ C([0, T^∗); L^1(Ω)), which also satisfies c > 0 in (Ω∪Γ)×(0, T^∗) if c_0 ≥ 0, c_0 ≢ 0. Moreover, setting q = n/(n−1) (any finite q if n = 1), we have (4.2) t^{1/2}‖c(t)‖_q ≤ C(Ω)‖c_0‖_1, 0 < t < 1. Furthermore, if T^∗ < ∞, then lim_{t→T} ∗ ‖c(t)‖_1 = ∞.

(ii) Let m ≥ 1 and f(s) = s^m. Let c_0 ∈ L^m(Ω) and assume that ‖c_0‖_m ≤ η_0, where η_0 is from (4.12). Problem (1.1) admits a unique classical solution c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, 1)) ∩ C([0, 1); L^m(Ω)). Moreover, setting q = nm/(n − 1) (any finite q if n = 1), we have (4.3) t^{1/2m}‖c(t)‖_q ≤ C(Ω, m)‖c_0‖_m, 0 < t < 1. 4.1 Proof of Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 4.1: existence Step 1. Approximating problem. In the subcritical case p > m (including p = 1 > m for Proposition 4.1), we fix M ≥ 1, pick c_0 ∈ L^p with ‖c_0‖_p ≤ M, and we select a sequence of initial data c_{0,i} ∈ C^∞_0 (Ω) such that c_{0,i} → c_0 in L^p(Ω) and ‖c_{0,i}‖_p ≤ 2‖c_0‖_p.

In the critical case p = m ≥ 1, in view of proving also property (1.16) (this property will be useful also for the uniqueness part), we fix a compact set K of L^m(Ω). Since K can be covered by finitely many balls of given radius, one can construct a sequence of functions ϕ_j ∈ C^∞_0 (Ω) such that, for each given c_0 ∈ K, there exists a subsequence c_{0,i} of ϕ_j which converges to c_0 in L^m(Ω). Moreover, (4.4) K̃ = {ϕ_j , j ∈ N}^{Lm} is also compact in L^m.

By standard theory, problem (1.1) with initial data c_{0,i} admits a unique, maximal classical solution (4.5) c_i ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T^∗)) ∩ C([0, T^∗); W^{2,q}(Ω)) for all q ∈ [1, ∞). More precisely this follows, e.g., from (a minor modification of the proof of) [3, Theorem 6.1], noting that the required compatibility condition ∂_ν c_0 = (A(0) · ν)c_0 (= 0) on ∂Ω is in particular satisfied. See also [37, 26, 42] for more classical approaches. Moreover, if its maximal existence time T_i is finite, then lim_{t→Ti} ‖c_i(t)‖_∞ = ∞.

Step 2. Auxiliary norm estimates. Let 0 < T < min(1, T_i). We set (4.6) M_{i,T} = sup_{t∈(0,T )} ‖c_i(t)‖_p, N_{i,T} = sup_{t∈(0,T )} t^{1/2p}‖c_i(t)‖_{1/p,p} and claim that (4.7) M_{i,T} ≤ C_0‖c_0‖_p + C_0M_{i,T} N^m_{i,T} T^{12 (1− mp )} and (4.8) N_{i,T} ≤ sup_{t∈(0,T )} t^{1/2p}‖S(t)c_{i,0}‖_{1/p,p} + C_0M^{1−θ}_{i,T} N^{m+θ}_{i,T} T^{12 (1− mp )} with θ = 0 if p > 1, θ = 1/2 if p = 1, and some C_0 = C_0(Ω, m, p) > 1.

Let k ∈ [0, 1) and 0 < t < T < min(1, T_i). Set A_i(t) = ∫ ∂Ω f(c_i(·, t))ν dσ. By (3.5) with ℓ = 0 and (3.11), we have (4.9) ‖c_i(t) − S(t)c_{0,i}‖_{k,p} ≤ C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−(k+1)/2}|A_i(s)|‖c_i(s)‖_p ds. Here and below, C denotes a generic positive constant depending only on Ω, m, p. On the other hand, by the trace embedding (3.1), Hölder’s inequality and the boundedness of ∂Ω, we have (4.10) |A_i(t)| ≤ C‖c_i(t)‖^m_Lm_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖c_i(t)‖^m_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖c_i(t)‖^m_{W 1/p,p(Ω)} ≤ CN^m_{i,T} t^{−m/2p}. It follows that t^{k/2}‖c_i(t) − S(t)c_{0,i}‖_{k,p} ≤ CM_{i,T} N^m_{i,T} t^{k/2} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−(k+1)/2}s^{−m/2p} ds ≤ CM_{i,T} N^m_{i,T} t^{12 (1− mp )} ∫_1 0 (1 − τ)^{−(k+1)/2}τ^{−m/2p} dτ, where the integrals are convergent, owing to k < 1 and m < 2p. Consequently, (4.11) t^{k/2}‖c_i(t) − S(t)c_{0,i}‖_{k,p} ≤ CM_{i,T} N^m_{i,T} T^{12 (1− mp )}, k ∈ [0, 1), 0 < t < T. Taking k = 0 and using (3.3) we get (4.7), and taking k = 1/p we deduce (4.8) for p > 1. For (4.8) when p = 1, to overcome the divergence of the integral in (4.9) for k = 1, we instead use (3.5) with ℓ = 1/2, k = q = 1 and (3.11), to write ‖c_i(t) − S(t)c_{0,i}‖_{1,1} ≤ C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−3/4}|A_i(s)|‖c_i(s)‖_{1/2,1} ds. Since ‖c_i(s)‖_{1/2,1} ≤ ‖c_i(s)‖^{1/2}_{1,1} ‖c_i(s)‖^{1/2}_1 by interpolation, and using (4.10), we then have t^{1/2}‖c_i(t) − S(t)c_{0,i}‖_{1,1} ≤ CM^{1/2}_{i,T} t^{1/2} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−3/4}‖c_i(s)‖^{m+ 12}_{1,1} ds ≤ CM^{1/2}_{i,T} N^{m+ 12}_{i,T} t^{1/2} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−3/4}s^{− m2 − 14} ds ≤ CM^{1/2}_{i,T} N^{m+ 12}_{i,T} T^{12 (1−m)} hence (4.8) with p = 1.

We next consider the following two cases separately: supercritical or small data critical, and general critical case.

Step 3. Supercritical and small data critical cases. Set η_0 := (2C_0)^{−(m+1)/m}, where C_0 is from (4.7)-(4.8). Assume either

(4.12) p > m or p = m, ‖c_0‖_p < η_0, and set T_0 :=

[1 + (2C_0)^{m+1}‖c_0‖^m_p ]^{− 2pp−m}

1

(the second case corresponds to Proposition 4.1(ii)).

We first claim that (4.13) M_{i,T} + N_{i,T} < 3C_0‖c_0‖_p for all T ≤ T̃_i := min(T_0, T_i). Indeed, by (4.7), (4.8) and (3.3) we have

(4.14) M_{i,T} + N_{i,T} ≤ C_0‖c_0‖_p + C_0(M_{i,T} + N_{i,T} )^{m+1}T^{12 (1− mp )}, 0 < T < min(1, T_i). Moreover, for each i, since c_i is smooth, we have (4.15) lim sup_{T →0} (M_{i,T} + N_{i,T} ) ≤ ‖c_{0,i}‖_p ≤ 2‖c_0‖_p.

Therefore, if (4.13) fails then, by (4.14) and continuity there exist i and a minimal T < min(T_0, T_i) such that

M_{i,T} + N_{i,T} = 2C_0‖c_0‖_p ≤ 3C_0‖c_0‖_p + C_0(2C_0‖c_0‖_p)^{m+1}T^{12 (1− mp )},

hence (supposing c_0 ≢ 0 without loss of generality) 1 < (2C_0)^{m+1}‖c_0‖^m_p T p−m 2p 0 : a contradiction.

We next show by a bootstrap argument that, for each ε > 0, the solutions c_i enjoy the uniform higher regularity estimate:

(4.16) sup_i ‖c_i‖_C2+α,1+(α/2)_{(Ω×[ε,T̃i))} ≤ C(M, ε).

To this end, setting p̃ = np/(n−1) (or any finite p̃ if n = 1) and using the Sobolev inequality, (4.13) guarantees that, for any ε > 0, (4.17) ‖c_i(t)‖_{p̃} ≤ C‖c_i(t)‖_{1/p,p} ≤ C(M, ε) for all t ∈ [ε, T̃_i). On the other hand, by the argument leading to (4.13), applied with p̃ instead of p, with t_0 as initial time and c_i(t_0) as initial data, it follows that (t − t_0)^{1/2p̃}‖c_i(t)‖_{1/p̃,p̃} ≤ C̃_0‖c_i(t_0)‖_{p̃} for all t, t_0 such that ε ≤ t_0 < t < T̃_i and t − t_0 ≤ s_0 := [1 + (2C̃_0)^{m+1}‖c_i(t_0)‖^m_{p̃} ]^{− 2p̃p̃−m} , with C̃_0 = C̃_0(p, m, Ω) > 0. By (4.17) we have s_0 ≥ s̄_0(ε, M) > 0. For any t ∈ [2ε, T̃_i), choosing t_0 = t−min(ε, s̄_0(ε, M)) ≥ ε, we deduce that ‖c_i(t)‖_{1/p̃,p̃} ≤ C(M, ε) min(ε, s̄_0(ε, M))^{−1/2p̃} = C̃(M, ε). Repeating iteratively the argument, we obtain, for any finite q ∈ [p, ∞), ‖c_i(t)‖_{1/q,q} ≤ C(M, ε, q) for all t ∈ [ε, T̃_i). Property (4.16) is then a consequence of Lemma 3.4.

It follows in particular from (4.16) that T_i > T̃_i, i.e. T_i > T_0, where T_0 is defined by (4.12). We may then pass to the limit to show that (some subsequence of) c_i converges in C^{2,1}_{loc} (Ω × (0, T_0)) to a classical solution of the PDE and of the boundary conditions in (1.1) on (0, T_0). Owing to (4.13), it moreover satisfies (4.18) sup_{t∈(0,T} 0) t^{1/2p}‖c(t)‖_{1/p,p} ≤ C‖c_0‖_p, and (4.19) ‖c‖_C2+α,1+(α/2)_{(Ω×[ε,T0])} ≤ C(M, ε), 0 < ε < T_0. Step 4. Critical case p = m ≥ 1. In this case we need to treat the quantities M_{i,T} and N_{i,T} separately and make use of Lemma 3.3. Recalling (4.4), by Lemma 3.3, we have (4.20) δ(T ) = δ_{1/p,p,K̃}(T ) := sup ϕ∈K̃,t∈(0,T ) t^{1/2p}‖S(t)ϕ‖_{1/p,p} → 0, as T → 0. We claim that there exists T_0 = T_0(K) ∈ (0, 1) such that (4.21) M_{i,T} ≤ 4‖c_0‖_p and N_{i,T} ≤ 2δ(T ), for all T < min(T_i, T_0), By (4.7), (4.8), we have (4.22) M_{i,T} ≤ 2‖c_0‖_p + C_0M_{i,T} N^p_{i,T} and N_{i,T} ≤ δ(T ) + C_0M^{1−θ}_{i,T} N^{p+θ}_{i,T} , 0 < T < T_i. By (4.20) and recalling that p + θ − 1 > 0 (see after (4.8)), there exists T_0 = T_0(K) ∈ (0, 1) such that δ(T_0) ≤ η := min { (2^{p+1}C_0)^{−1/p},^1_2 [C_04^{2−θ}‖c_0‖^{1−θ}_p ]^{−1/(p+θ−1)} } . Let T̃_i := min(T_i, T_0) and T̂_i = sup{T ∈ (0, T̃_i); N_{i,T} ≤ 2δ(T_0)}. By the first part of (4.22), we have M_{i,T} ≤ 2‖c_0‖_p + 2^pC_0M_{i,T} δ^p(T_0) ≤ 2‖c_0‖_p +^1_2 M_{i,T} , 0 < T < T̂_i.

hence M_{i,T} ≤ 4‖c_0‖_p, for all T < T̂_i. Next, by the second part of (4.22), we deduce that N_{i,T} ≤ δ(T ) + C_0(4‖c_0‖_p)^{1−θ}(2δ(T_0))^{p+θ−1}N_{i,T} ≤ δ(T ) +^1_4 N_{i,T} , 0 < T < T_i, hence N_{i,T} ≤^4_3 δ(T ) for all T < T̂_i. Consequently, T̂_i = T̃_i and claim (4.21) follows.

We next establish the uniform higher regularity (4.23) sup_i ‖c_i‖_{C2+α,1+(α/2)(Ω×[ε,T̃i))} < ∞, ε > 0. To this end, a little more care is needed than in the supercritical case, because the existence time just obtained is uniform on compact subsets of initial data (but not on merely bounded subsets). Thus starting from (4.21) and using the compactness of the imbedding W^{1/p,p}(Ω) ⊂ L^{p̂}(Ω) where p̂ = 2np/(2n − 1), we see that, for each ε > 0, K̂_ε := {c_i(t), t ∈ [ε, T_i), i ∈ N}^{Lp̂} is a compact subset of L^{p̂}(Ω). By the argument leading to (4.21), applied with p̂ instead of p, with any t_0 ∈ [ε, T̃_i) as initial time and initial data c_i(t_0) ∈ K̂_ε, there exists T̂_0 = T̂_0(K̂_ε) ∈ (0, 1) such that, sup { s^{1/p̂}‖c_i(t_0 + s)‖_{1/p̂,p̂}; t_0 ≥ ε, 0 < s < min(T̂_0, T̃_i − t_0), i ∈ N } < ∞, hence sup { ‖c_i(t)‖_{1/p̂,p̂}; 2ε ≤ t < T̃_i, i ∈ N } < ∞.

It follows that ‖c_i(t)‖_{1/p̂,p̂} ≤ C(K, ε) for all t ∈ [ε, T̃_i). Repeating iteratively the argument, we obtain, for any finite q ∈ [p, ∞), sup { ‖c_i(t)‖_{1/q,q}; ε ≤ t < T̃_i, i ∈ N } < ∞ Property (4.23) is then a consequence of Lemma 3.4.

It follows in particular from (4.23) that T_i > T̃_i, i.e. T_i > T_0. We may then pass to the limit to show that (some subsequence of) c_i converges in C^{2,1}_{loc} (Ω × (0, T_0)) to a classical solution of the PDE and of the boundary conditions in (1.1) on (0, T_0). Owing to (4.21), it moreover satisfies (4.24) sup_{t∈(0,T )} t^{1/2p}‖c(t)‖_{1/p,p} ≤ Cδ(T ), 0 < T < T_0, where T_0 = T_0(K) > 0.

Step 5. Continuity in L^p(Ω) at t = 0. From (4.11) with k = 0 and the fact that T_i > T_0, we obtain (4.25) ‖c_i(t) − S(t)c_{0,i}‖_p ≤ C_0M_{i,T} N^m_{i,T} T^{12 (1− mp )}, 0 < t < T < T_0.

In the case p > m ≥ 1, this along with (4.13) yields ‖c_i(t) − S(t)c_{0,i}‖_p ≤ C‖c_0‖^{m+1}_p t^{12 (1− mp )}, i ∈ N, 0 < t < T_0. Letting i → ∞, we get ‖c(t) − S(t)c_0‖_p ≤ C‖c_0‖^{m+1}_p t^{12 (1− mp )}, 0 < t < T_0, and since ‖c_0 − S(t)c_0‖_p → 0 as t → 0, the property follows.

In the case p = m > 1, (4.25) along with (4.21), yields ‖c_i(t) − S(t)c_{0,i}‖_p ≤ C‖c_0‖_pδ^m(t), i ∈ N, 0 < t < T_0 and we conclude similarly by using (4.20).

4.2 Proof of Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 4.1: uniqueness We shall more precisely prove the following proposition, which immediately implies the uniqueness part of Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 4.1.

Proposition 4.2. Assume either m ≥ 1, f(s) = c^m, and set p = m, or m ∈ (0, 1), f as in Proposition 4.1(i), and set p = 1. Let c_0 ∈ L^p(Ω), T > 0 and c̃, ĉ ∈ C([0, T ]; L^p(Ω)) ∩ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T )) be solutions of (1.1). Then c̃ ≡ ĉ on [0, T ].

In view of the proof, for p ≥ 1 and T > 0, we define X_{p,T} = { z ∈ C([0, T ]; L^p(Ω)) ∩ C(0, T ; W^{1/p,p}(Ω)); sup_{t∈(0,T )} t^{1/2p}‖z(t)‖_{1/p,p} < ∞ }

and, for z ∈ X_{p,T} , we set M_T (z) = sup_{t∈(0,T )} ‖z(t)‖_p, N_T (z) = sup_{t∈(0,T )} t^{1/2p}‖z(t)‖_{1/p,p}. We start with the following lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Let f, m, p be as in Proposition 4.2. Let T ∈ (0, 1), c_0 ∈ L^p(Ω) and c_1, c_2 ∈ X_{p,T} ∩ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T )) be classical solutions of (1.1) on (0, T ). There exists ε_0(p, f, Ω, ‖c_0‖_p) > 0 such that, if (4.26) N̄_T := max(N_T (c_1), N_T (c_2)) ≤ ε_0, then c_1 = c_2 on (0, T ).

Proof. For j ∈ {1, 2}, denoting A_j (t) = ∫ ∂Ω f(c_j (·, t))ν dσ, we have (4.27) |A_j (s)| = ‖f(c_j (s))‖_L1_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖c_j (s)‖^m_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖c_j (s)‖^m_{1/p,p}. Consequently, by (3.5) and (3.11), ‖c_j (t)‖_p ≤ ‖S(t)c_0‖_p + C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1/2}|A_j (s)|‖c_j (s)‖_p ds ≤ ‖c_0‖_p + CN^m_T (c_j )M_T (c_j ) ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1/2}s^{−m/2p} ds, hence M_T (c_j ) ≤ ‖c_0‖_p + C(Ω, f, p)N^m_T (c_j )M_T (c_j ). By (4.26) we deduce (4.28) M_T (c_j ) ≤ 2‖c_0‖_p.

On the other hand, for k ∈ [0, 1), by (3.5) we have

(4.29) t^{k2} ‖[c_1 − c_2](t)‖_{k,p} ≤ Ct^{k2} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{− k+12} ‖ ‖(A_2c_2 − A_1c_1)(s) ‖ ‖_p ds. Also, using f(c_1(s)) − f(c_2(s)) ≤ C(|c_1|^{p−1} + |c_2|^{p−1})|c_1 − c_2| and the Hölder and trace inequalities, we get |A_1(s) − A_2(s)| ≤ C ( ‖c_1(s)‖^{p−1}_{Lp(∂Ω)} + ‖c_2(s)‖^{p−1}_{Lp(∂Ω)})‖(c_1 − c_2)(s)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C ( ‖c_1(s)‖^{p−1}_{1/p,p} + ‖c_2(s)‖^{p−1}_{1/p,p} ) ‖(c_1 − c_2)(s)‖_{1/p,p}. Consequently, for ℓ ∈ [0, 1], using (4.27), we have

(4.30)

‖ (A_2c_2 − A_1c_1)(s) ‖ ℓ,p = ‖ A_1(s)(c_1(s) − c_2(s)) + (A_1(s) − A_2(s))c_2(s) ‖ ℓ,p ≤ |A_1(s)| ‖c_1(s) − c_2(s)‖_{ℓ,p} + |A_1(s) − A_2(s)| ‖c_2(s)‖_{ℓ,p} ≤ C‖c_1(s)‖^m_{1/p,p} ‖c_1(s) − c_2(s)‖_{ℓ,p} + C ( ‖c_1(s)‖^{p−1}_{1/p,p} + ‖c_2(s)‖^{p−1}_{1/p,p} ) ‖c_1(s) − c_2(s)‖_{1/p,p} ‖c_2(s)‖_{ℓ,p}. We now consider separately the two cases.

• Case 1: m = p > 1. For k ∈ {0, 1/m}, using (4.28), (4.29) and (4.30) with ℓ = 0, we obtain

t^{k2} ‖[c_1 − c_2](t)‖_{k,m} ≤ Ct^{k2} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{− k+12} ( N̄^m_T s^{−1/2} ‖ ‖(c_2 − c_1)(s) ‖ ‖_m + M_T (c_2)N̄^{m−1}_T s^{−(m−1)/2m}‖(c_1 − c_2)(s)‖_{1/m,m} ) ds ≤ Ct^{k2} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{− k+12} s^{−1/2} [¯ N^m_T M_T (c_1 − c_2) + ‖c_0‖_mN̄^{m−1}_T N_T (c_1 − c_2) ] ds ≤ C [¯ N^m_T M_T (c_1 − c_2) + ‖c_0‖_mN̄^{m−1}_T N_T (c_1 − c_2) ] .

Consequently,

M_T (c_1 − c_2) + N_T (c_1 − c_2) ≤ CN̄^{m−1}_T (N̄_T + ‖c_0‖_m) [ M_T (c_1 − c_2) + N_T (c_1 − c_2) ] , hence c_1 = c_2 under assumption (4.26).

• Case 2: m ≤ p = 1. Using (4.29), (4.30), with k, ℓ = 0, m = 1, (3.3) with p = q = 1, we get ‖[c_1 − c_2](t)‖_1 ≤ CN̄^m_T M_T (c_1 − c_2) ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1/2}s^{−m/2} ds + CM_T N_T (c_1 − c_2) ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1/2}s^{−1/2} ds ≤ CN̄^m_T M_T (c_1 − c_2)T^{(1−m)/2} + C‖c_0‖_1N_T (c_1 − c_2).

hence M_T (c_1 − c_2) ≤ CN̄^m_T M_T (c_1 − c_2) + C‖c_0‖_1N_T (c_1 − c_2).

Under assumption (4.26), it follows that (4.31) M_T (c_1 − c_2) ≤ C‖c_0‖_1N_T (c_1 − c_2).

To estimate N_T (c_1 − c_2), we need an additional interpolation argument. Namely, by (4.30) with ℓ = 1/2, p = 1 and interpolation, we have ‖ (A_2c_2 − A_1c_1)(s) ‖ 1/2,p ≤ C‖c1(s)‖ m 1,1 ‖c_1(s) − c_2(s)‖_{1/2,1} + C‖c_1(s) − c_2(s)‖_{1,1} ‖c_2(s)‖_{1/2,1} ≤ C‖c_1(s)‖^m_{1,1}‖c_1(s) − c_2(s)‖^{1/2}_1 ‖c_1(s) − c_2(s)‖^{1/2}_{1,1} + C‖c_1(s) − c_2(s)‖_{1,1}‖c_1(s)‖^{1/2}_1 ‖c_1(s)‖^{1/2}_{1,1} .

By (3.5) with ℓ = 1/2, k = q = 1, it follows that

‖[c_1 − c_2](t)‖_{1,1} ≤ C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−3/4} ‖ (A_2c_2 − A_1c_1)(s) ‖ 1/2,1 ds ≤ CN̄^m_T M^{1/2}_T (c_1 − c_2)N^{1/2}_T (c_1 − c_2) ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−3/4}s^{−(2m+1)/4} ds

+ CM^{1/2}_T N̄^{1/2}_T N_T (c_1 − c_2) ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−3/4}s^{−3/4} ds hence

N_T (c_1 − c_2) ≤ CN̄^m_T M^{1/2}_T (c_1 − c_2)N^{1/2}_T (c_1 − c_2)T^{(1−m)/2} + CM^{1/2}_T N̄^{1/2}_T N_T (c_1 − c_2). Combining this with (4.31), we get N_T (c_1 − c_2) ≤ C‖c_0‖^{1/2}_1 (¯ N^m_T + N̄^{1/2}_T ) N_T (c_1 − c_2).

Under assumption (4.26), we deduce that N_T (c_1 − c_2) = 0, hence c_1 = c_2.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. We make use of an argument from [12, 13]. We only consider the case m = p ≥ 1, the case m < p = 1 being easier. First note that K := c̃([0, T ]) ∪ ĉ([0, T ]) is a compact subset of L^p(Ω). Set M = sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ( ‖c̃(t)‖_p + ‖ĉ(t)‖_p ) , and let δ(t) = δ_{1/p,p,K}(t) be defined by (3.14).

Fix any τ ∈ (0, T ). By the existence part of Theorem 1.1 and property (1.16), there exist T_0 > 0 independent of τ and a solution c_τ of (1.1) on (0, T_0) with initial data c̃(τ) and such that, for all t ∈ (0, T_0),

(4.32) N_t(c_τ ) = sup_{s∈(0,t)} s^{1/2p}‖c_τ (s)‖_{1/p,p} ≤ Cδ(t) → 0, t → 0.

Set c̃_τ (t) = c̃(τ + t) and N_t(c̃_τ ) = sup_{s∈(0,t)} s^{1/2p}‖c̃_τ (s)‖_{1/p,p}.

Since c̃ ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T )), we have lim_{t→0} N_t(c̃_τ ) = 0 (where the convergence need not be uniform in τ). It thus follows from Lemma 4.3 and (4.32) that c_τ (t) = c̃_τ (t) for t > 0 small (depending on τ). We claim that

(4.33) c_τ (t) = c̃_τ (t) for all t ∈ (0, T_τ ), with T_τ := min(T_0, T − τ).

Indeed, otherwise, letting t_0 := sup { s ∈ (0, T_τ ); c_τ = c̃_τ on [0, s] } , we would have 0 < t_0 < T_τ and, since c_τ , c̃_τ ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T_τ )), the above argument would yield c_τ (t) = c̃_τ (t) for t − t_0 > 0 small: a contradiction.

Now, from (4.32) and (4.33), we have in particular, s^{1/2p}‖c̃(τ + s)‖_{1/p,p} ≤ Cδ(t), 0 < s < t < min(T_0, T − τ). For any t ∈ (0, min(T_0, T )), letting τ → 0, we obtain s^{1/2p}‖c̃(s)‖_{1/p,p} ≤ Cδ(t), 0 < s < t < min(T_0, T ) and this obviously remains true for ĉ. Applying Lemma 4.3 again, we deduce that c̃ = ĉ for t > 0 small. Then arguing as in the proof of (4.33), we conclude that c̃ = ĉ on [0, T ].

4.3 Proof of Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 4.1(i): positivity and continuation

In view of the positivity proof, we start with a maximum principle for smooth solutions.

Lemma 4.4. Let f be continuous on [0, ∞), c_0 ∈ C(Ω), T > 0, and let c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T ]) ∩ C(Q_T ) be a classical solution of (1.1) on [0, T ].

(i) If c_0 ≥ 0, then c ≥ 0.

(ii) If in addition c_0 ≢ 0, then c > 0 in (Ω ∪ Γ) × (0, T^∗).

Proof. (i) We use a Stampacchia type argument similarly as in, e.g., [QS, Proposition 52.8 and Remark 52.9]. Note that A(t) is bounded on [0, T ] owing to our assumptions. Set c_− = max(−c, 0). Multiplying the PDE in (1.1) by −c_−, integrating by parts and using the boundary conditions, we obtain, for all t ∈ (0, T ], 1 2 d dt ∫ Ω (c_−)^2(t) dx = − ∫ Ω (Δc)c_− dx + A(t) · ∫ Ω c_−∇c dx = − ∫ Ω |∇c_−|^2 dx + ∫ Γ (A(t) · ν)(c_−)^2 dσ − A(t) · ∫ Ω c_−∇c_− dx ≤ − ∫ Ω |∇c_−|^2 dx + 1 2 ∫ Ω |∇c_−|^2 dx + C_1 (∫ Γ (c_−)^2 dσ + ∫ Ω c^2_− dx ) . Applying the trace inequality ∫ Γ v^2dσ ≤ ε ∫ Ω |∇v|^2 dx + C_2(ε) ∫ Ω v^2 dx with v = c_− and ε = (2C_1)^{−1}, it follows that 1 2 d dt ∫ Ω (c_−)^2(t) dx ≤ C_1(1 + C_2(ε)) ∫ Ω c^2_− dx.

Since c_−(·, 0) = 0 by assumption, the assertion follows by integration.

(ii) Since c ≥ 0, c ≢ 0 solves an equation of the form c_t − Δc = b(t) · ∇c with b ∈ C([0, T ]; R^n ), we have c > 0 in Ω × (0, T ] by the strong maximum principle. On the other hand, we cannot have c(x_0, t_0) = 0 with t_0 > 0 and x_0 ∈ Γ (a regular boundary point), because the boundary conditions then imply ν · ∇c(x_0, t_0) = 0, contradicting the Hopf lemma.

Completion of proof of the positivity part of Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 4.1(i). Let c_{i,0} be as in the existence proof in subsection 4.1 (choosing the compact set K = {c_0} in the critical case). If c_0 ≥ 0 (≢ 0), we may assume that, for each i, c_{i,0} ≥ 0 (≢ 0). It thus follows from Lemma 4.4(i) that, for each i ∈ N, c_i ≥ 0 in Ω × (0, T_i) with T_i > T_0, hence c ≥ 0 on [0, T_0]. Since c is a classical solution on [T_0, T^∗), Lemma 4.4(i) guarantees that c ≥ 0 on [0, T^∗) Finally assume for contradiction that u(x_0, t_0) = 0 for some (x_0, t_0) ∈ (Ω ∪ Γ) × (0, T^∗).

Since c is a classical solution on (0, T^∗), Lemma 4.4(ii) implies c = 0 on (0, t_0]. Since c(t) → c_0 ≢ 0 in L^p as t → 0, this is a contradiction.

Completion of proof of the continuation part of Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 4.1(i). For p > m ≥ 1 or p = 1 > m, the existence proof in subsection 4.1 provides a solution on a time interval of length T_0 := [1 + (3C_0)^{m+1}‖c_0‖^m_p ]^{− 2pp−m} . By a time shift, it follows that

T^∗ − t ≥ [1 + (3C_0)^{m+1}‖c(t)‖^m_p ]^{− 2pp−m} , 0 < t < T^∗.

If T^∗ < ∞, we thus have ‖c(t)‖_p ≥ C(T^∗ − t)^{− p−m2pm} , t → T^∗, which in particular implies the assertion.

Remark 4.1. All the conclusions of Theorem 1.1 remain valid for f(c) = −|c|^{m−1}c with m ≥ 1. Moreover, property (4.19) with p > m and T_0 given by (4.12) is also true. Indeed the proofs in this section made no use of the sign of the nonlinear term.

5 Proof of Theorems 1.2, 1.4 and 1.6

Proof of Theorem 1.2(i). By Proposition 4.1(i), problem (1.1) admits a unique, maximal classical solution c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T^∗)) ∩ C([0, T^∗); L^1(Ω)). Moreover, since c_0 ≥ 0, we have c ≥ 0, hence ‖c(t)‖_1 ≡ ‖c_0‖_1 by (3.21). The last part of Proposition 4.1(i) then guarantees that T^∗ = ∞ and property (4.19) ensures that c is uniformly bounded for t > 0 bounded away from 0.

We next compute the evolution of the entropy and of the L^p norms, for classical solutions of problems of the form (5.1).

Lemma 5.1. Let T > 0 and b ∈ C(0, T ; R^n ). Let v ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T )) be a classical solution of ∂_tv = ∇ · ( ∇v + b(t)v ) x ∈ Ω, 0 < t < T, (5.1a) 0 = ( ∇v + b(t)v ) · ν, x ∈ ∂Ω, 0 < t < T. (5.1b)

(i) Assume

(5.2) v > 0 in Ω × (0, T )

and set ϕ(t) = ∫ Ω v log v dx. Then ϕ ∈ W^{1,1}_{loc} (0, T ), ∫ Ω v^{−1}|∇v|^2 dx ∈ L^1_{loc}(0, T ) and

ϕ^′(t) = − ∫ Ω v^{−1}|∇v|^2 dx − b(t) · ∫ Ω ∇v dx, a.e. t ∈ (0, T ). (i) Assume that either p > 1 and (5.2) holds, or that p is an even integer. Then ϕ(t) := ∫ Ω v^p dx ∈ C^1(0, T ), ∫ Ω v^{p−2}|∇v|^2 dx ∈ L^∞_{loc}(0, T ) and ϕ^′(t) = −p(p − 1) {∫ Ω v^{p−2}|∇v|^2 dx + b(t) · ∫ Ω v^{p−1}∇v dx } , t ∈ (0, T ). Proof. (i) Fix ε > 0. For all t ∈ (0, T ), multiplying the PDE in (5.1) by log(v + ε) and using the boundary conditions, we get d dt ∫ Ω v log(v + ε) dx = ∫ Ω v_t ( log(v + ε) + v v + ε ) dx = ∫ Ω ( log(v + ε) + v v + ε ) ∇ · ( ∇v + b(t)v ) dx = − ∫ Ω ∇v v + ε ( 1 + ε v + ε ) · ( ∇v + b(t)v ) dx. Integrating in time, we get, for all 0 < t_1 < t_2 < T , ∫_{t2} t_1 ∫ Ω |∇v|^2 v + ε ( 1 + ε v + ε ) dx dt = − [∫ Ω v log(v + ε) dx ]_{t2} t_1 − ∫_{t2} t_1 b(t) · ∫ Ω v v + ε ( 1 + ε v + ε ) ∇v dx dt.

We may then pass to the limit ε → 0 via monotone (resp., dominated) convergence in the LHS (resp., RHS). It follows that ∫_{t2} t_1 ∫ Ω |∇v|^2 v dx dt = − [∫ Ω v log v dx ]_{t2} t_1 − ∫_{t2} t_1 b(t) · ∫ Ω ∇v dx dt, 0 < t_1 < t_2 < T. This in particular implies the finiteness of the LHS and readily yields the assertion.

(ii) We consider the case (5.2) with p > 1, the other being similar (and easier, ε = 0 being sufficient). Fix ε > 0. For all t ∈ (0, T ), multiplying the PDE in (5.1) by (v + ε)^{p−1} and using the boundary conditions, we get ∫ Ω v_t(v + ε)^{p−1} dx = ∫ Ω (v + ε)^{p−1} ∇ · ( ∇v + b(t)v ) dx = −(p − 1) ∫ Ω (v + ε)^{p−2}∇v · ( ∇v + b(t)v ) dx, hence

(p − 1) ∫ Ω (v + ε)^{p−2}|∇v|^2 dx = − ∫ Ω v_t(v + ε)^{p−1} dx − (p − 1)b(t) · ∫ Ω v(v + ε)^{p−2}∇v dx. We may then pass to the limit ε → 0 via monotone (resp., dominated) convergence in the LHS (resp., RHS), so that

(p − 1) ∫ Ω v^{p−2}|∇v|^2 dx = − ∫ Ω v_tv^{p−1} dx − (p − 1)b(t) · ∫ Ω v^{p−1}∇v dx. This in particular guarantees that the LHS is finite for each t ∈ (0, T ) and locally bounded. Since ϕ ∈ C^1(0, T ), owing to the regularity of v, and ϕ^′(t) = p ∫ Ω v_tv^{p−1} dx, the assertion follows.

In view of the proof of Theorems 1.2(ii) and 1.4, by means of Lemma 5.1, we establish the following a priori estimate.

Proposition 5.2. Assume that f(c) = c^m, with m ≥ 1 and let p > 1 satisfy m ≤ p < 2m. Let c_0 ∈ L^p(Ω), c_0 ≥ 0, c_0 ≢ 0.

(i) We have d dt ‖c(t)‖^p ≤ 4(p − 1) p { K_0‖c‖^m_p − 1 } ∫ Ω |∇c^{p/2}|^2 dx, 0 < t < T^∗, where K_0 =^m_{p−1} |Ω|^{(p−m)/p}.

(i) In particular, if ‖c_0‖_p ≤ η for some η < K^{−1/m}_0 , then ‖c(t)‖_p is nonincreasing for t ∈ (0, T^∗).

Proof. (i) We know that c > 0 in Ω × (0, T ), so that Lemma 5.1(ii) gives d dt ‖c(t)‖^p = − 4(p − 1) p ∫ Ω |∇c^{p/2}|^2 dx + (p − 1)A(t) · ∫ Ω ∇c^p dx.

On the other hand, by the Cauchy-Schwarz and the Hölder inequalities, we have | | ∫ Ω ∇c^p dx | | ≤ 2 (∫ Ω c^p dx )_{1/2} (∫ Ω |∇c^{p/2}|^2 dx )_{1/2}

and, using the divergence theorem and recalling m ≤ p < 2m, |A(t)| = | | | ∫ ∂Ω c^mν dσ | | | = | | | ∫ Ω ∇c^m dx | | | ≤ 2m p (∫ Ω c^{2m−p} dx )_{1/2} (∫ Ω |∇c^{p/2}|^2 dx )_{1/2}

≤ 2m p |Ω|^{(p−m)/p} (∫ Ω c^p dx )_{(2m−p)/2p} (∫ Ω |∇c^{p/2}|^2 dx )_{1/2} . Consequently, d dt ‖c(t)‖^p_Lp ≤ − 4(p − 1) p ∫ Ω |∇c^{p/2}|^2 dx + 4m p |Ω|^{(p−m)/p} (∫ Ω c^p dx )_{m/p} ∫ Ω |∇c^{p/2}|^2 dx ≤ 4(p − 1) p { −1 + m p − 1 |Ω|^{(p−m)/p}‖c‖^m_p } ∫ Ω |∇c^{p/2}|^2 dx, which proves the proposition.

(ii) This is a direct consequence of (i).

We shall also use the following exponential convergence lemma.

Lemma 5.3. Let f : R → R be locally Lipschitz. There exist η_2 = η_2(f, Ω) > 0 and λ = λ(Ω) > 0 with the following property. If c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, ∞)) ∩ C([0, ∞); L^1(Ω)) is a global classical solution of (1.1) such that |c̄_0| ≤ η_2 and

(5.3) lim_{t→∞} ‖c(t) − c̄_0‖_∞ = 0,

where c̄_0 =^1_{|Ω|} ∫ Ω c_0(x) dx, then the exponential convergence property (1.6) holds for some C > 0. Proof. In this proof, K, K_1 will denote generic positive constants depending only on f, Ω and C a generic positive constant possibly depending on the solution c. Assume |c̄_0| ≤ 1. By assumption (5.3), there exists T_0 > 0 such that

(5.4) sup_{t≥T0} ‖c(t)‖_∞ ≤ 2

and, using also the the continuity of f, we have

(5.5) lim_{t→∞} A(t) = ∫ ∂Ω f(c̄_0)ν dσ = f(c̄_0) ∫ ∂Ω ν dσ = 0. Set w := c − c̄_0. By (5.4) and the local Lipschitz continuity of f, we get, for all t ≥ T_0, |A(t)| = | | ∫ ∂Ω f(c)ν dσ | | = | | ∫ ∂Ω ( f(c) − f(c̄_0) ) ν dσ | | ≤ ∫ ∂Ω | |f(c) − f(c̄_0) | | dσ ≤ K ∫ ∂Ω |w| dσ.

Since ∫ Ω w(t) dx = 0, it follows from the trace and the Poincaré-Wirtinger inequalities that (5.6) |A(t)| ≤ K‖w‖_H1 ≤ K (∫ Ω |∇w|^2 dx )_{1/2} , t ≥ T_0. Next, the function w satisfies

(5.7) ∂_tw = ∇ · ( ∇w − A(t)w ) , x ∈ Ω, t > 0, ∂_ν w = (A(t) · ν)c, x ∈ ∂Ω, t > 0. Multiplying the PDE in (5.7) by w, integrating by parts and using the boundary conditions, we obtain 1 2 d dt ‖w(t)‖^2 = ∫ Ω ww_t dx = ∫ Ω w∇ · ( ∇w − A(t)w ) dx = − ∫ Ω |∇w|^2 dx + A(t) · ∫ Ω w∇w dx + ∫ ∂Ω w ( ∂_ν w − (A(t) · ν)w ) dσ = − ∫ Ω |∇w|^2 dx + A(t) · ∫ Ω w∇w dx + c̄_0A(t) · ∫ ∂Ω wν dσ = − ∫ Ω |∇w|^2 dx + A(t) · ∫ Ω ( w + c̄_0 ) ∇w dx. By the Cauchy-Schwarz and the Poincaré-Wirtinger inequalities, we have ∫ Ω |w||∇w| dx ≤ (∫ Ω |∇w|^2 dx )_{1/2}(∫ Ω w^2 dx )_{1/2} ≤ K ∫ Ω |∇w|^2 dx. This along with (5.6) yields 1 2 d dt ‖w(t)‖^2 ≤ { −1 + K ( |A(t)| + |c̄_0| )} ∫ Ω |∇w|^2 dx, t ≥ T_0. Take η_2 = min(1, (4K)^{−1}) and T_1 > T_0 sufficiently large so that sup_{t≥T1} |A(t)| ≤ η_2. Using again the Poincaré-Wirtinger inequality, we get d dt ‖w(t)‖^2 ≤ − ∫ Ω |∇w|^2 dx ≤ −K_1‖w(t)‖^2, t ≥ T_1. By integration, we get ‖w(t)‖^2 ≤ Ce^{−K1t}, t ≥ T_1 and, by (5.4) and interpolation, it follows that for all q ∈ [2, ∞), ‖w(t)‖_q ≤ Ce^{− K1q t}, t ≥ T_1. On the other hand, by (5.4) and parabolic regularity, we have sup_{t≥T0} ‖c(t)‖_C1 < ∞. Choosing some q > 2n, a further interpolation and Sobolev inequality yield ‖w(t)‖_∞ ≤ K‖w(t)‖_{1/2,q} ≤ K‖w(t)‖^{1/2}_{1,q} ‖w(t)‖^{1/2}_q ≤ Ce^{− K12q t}, t ≥ T_1, which proves the lemma.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let K_0, η_0 be given by Propositions 5.2 and 4.1(ii), respectively. Assume that ‖c_0‖_m ≤ η_0 if m = 1 or that ‖c_0‖_m ≤ min((2K_0)^{−1/m}, η_0) if m > 1. By Proposition 5.2(ii) (or by mass conservation if m = 1),

(5.8) t → ‖c(t)‖_m is nonincreasing and ≤ η_0 for t ∈ (0, T^∗).

Setting q = nm/(n − 1) > m (or any finite q > m if n = 1), it follows from (4.3) and a time shift that lim sup_{t→T} ∗ ‖u(t)‖_q < ∞. Theorem 1.1(iii) then guarantees that T^∗ = ∞. Also, by (4.19), we have

(5.9) ‖c‖_C2+α,1+(α/2)_{(Ω×[1,∞))} < ∞.

To show the uniform convergence to c̄_0, the idea is to use the Liapunov functional given by Proposition 5.2 for small initial data, along with the conservation of the L^1 norm. To this end, let us first consider the case m > 1. In view of (5.8), we may set ℓ := lim_{t→∞} ‖c(t)‖_m ∈ [0, ∞). Putting c̃_j = c(x, t + j) for j ∈ N, we see that each c̃_j (x, t) is a solution of (1.1), with initial data c(·, j). By (5.9), the sequence (c̃_j ) is precompact in C_{loc}(Ω × [0, ∞)). For any τ > 0, by Proposition 5.2(i) with p = m, we have

(5.10)

2(m − 1) m ∫_τ 0 ∫ Ω |∇c̃^{m/2}_j |^2 dx =

2(m − 1) m ∫_{j+τ} j ∫ Ω |∇c^{m/2}|^2 dx ≤ ‖c(j)‖^m − ‖c(j + τ)‖^m → ℓ − ℓ = 0, j → ∞. Let c̃ be a cluster point of (c̃_j ), i.e. c̃_{jk} → c̃ in C_{loc}(Ω × [0, ∞)) for some subsequence j_k. It follows from (5.10) that c̃(x, t) = c̃(t). Since ‖c(t)‖_1 = ‖c_0‖_1 for all t ≥ 1, we deduce that c̃ ≡^1_{|Ω|} ‖c_0‖_1. We have thus proved that lim_{t→∞} ‖c(t) − c̄_0‖_∞ = 0 in the case m > 1. In the case m = 1, we note from (4.3) that ‖c(1/2)‖_q ≤ C(Ω)‖c_0‖_1, with q = n/(n − 1) > 1 (or any finite q > 1 if n = 1). Assuming ‖c_0‖_1 possibly smaller, we may thus apply Proposition 5.2 with some p ∈ (1, 2) and the above argument works exactly as before.

Finally, to check the exponential decay assertion, it suffices to apply Lemma 5.3, observing that |c̄_0| < η_2 for ‖c_0‖_m small.

Proof of Theorem 1.2(ii). It is completely similar to the proof of Theorem 1.4 in the case m = 1.

For the proof of Theorem 1.6 we need the following lemma (which will be also used in the proof of Theorem 1.8).

Lemma 5.4. Let 0 ≤ t_0 < T ≤ ∞, b ∈ C(t_0, T ; R^n ) and assume that v ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × [t_0, T )) is a classical solution of v_t = ∇ · ( ∇v + b(t)v ) , x ∈ Ω, t_0 < t < T, 0 = ( ∇v + b(t)v ) · ν, x ∈ ∂Ω, t_0 < t < T. If, moreover, b ∈ L^2(t_0, T ; R^n ) then, for each p ∈ [1, ∞), we have v ∈ L^∞(t_0, T ; L^p(Ω)).

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that p is an even integer. By Lemma 5.1(ii), we have

(5.11) 1 p(p − 1) d dt ‖v(t)‖^p = − ∫ Ω v^{p−2}|∇v|^2 dx − b(t) · ∫ Ω v^{p−1}∇v dx, 0 < t < T. Since, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, | |b(t) · ∫ Ω v^{p−1}∇v dx | | ≤ |b(t)|( ∫ Ω v^{p−2}|∇v|^2 dx )_{1/2}(∫ Ω v^p dx )_{1/2}

≤ |b(t)|^2 ∫ Ω v^p dx + ∫ Ω v^{p−2}|∇v|^2 dx, it follows that^d_{dt} ‖v(t)‖^p ≤ p(p − 1)|b(t)|^2‖v(t)‖^p. By integration in time, we get ‖v(t)‖^p ≤ ‖v(t_0)‖^p exp { p(p − 1) ∫_T t_0 |b(t)|^2 dt } < ∞, t_0 < t < T, which proves the lemma.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. Local existence-uniqueness and positivity are guaranteed by Remark 4.1.

Let us show global existence. First assume m > 1 and set ϕ(t) = ‖c(t)‖^m. By Lemma 5.1(ii) with p = m and b(t) = ∫ ∂Ω c^mν dσ = ∫ Ω ∇c^m dx, we have ϕ^′(t) = −m(m − 1) ∫ Ω c^{m−2}|∇c|^2 dx − m(m − 1)b(t) · ∫ Ω c^{m−1}∇c dy = − 4(m − 1) m ∫ Ω |∇c^{m/2}|^2 dx − (m − 1) (∫ Ω ∇c^m dx )_2 ≤ 0. Next consider the case m = 1 and set ϕ(t) = ∫ Ω(c log c + 1) dx ≥ 0 (since s log s + 1 > 0 for s > 0). By Lemma 5.1(i), we have

ϕ^′(t) = − ∫ Ω c^{−1}|∇c|^2 dx − b(t) · ∫ Ω ∇c dy = −4 ∫ Ω |∇c^{1/2}|^2 dx − (∫ Ω ∇c dx )_2 ≤ 0. In either case, fixing some t_0 ∈ (0, min(1, T^∗)), it follows that

(5.12) ∫_T ∗ t_0 ∫ Ω |∇c^{m/2}|^2 dx dt + ∫_T ∗ t_0 (∫ Ω ∇c^m dx )_2 dt ≤ Cϕ(t_0) < ∞, hence in particular b ∈ L^2(t_0, T^∗). It follows from Lemma 5.4 that, for each p ∈ [1, ∞), c ∈ L^∞(t_0, T^∗; L^p(Ω)). By Remark 4.1 we deduce that T^∗ = ∞ and that sup_{T >ε} ‖c‖_C2+α,1+(α/2)_{(Ω×[ε,T ])} < ∞ for each ε > 0.

Finally, since ϕ^′ ≤ 0, there exists ℓ := lim_{t→∞} ϕ(t) ∈ [0, ∞) and using (5.12) and arguing similarly as in the proof of Theorem 1.4, we conclude that lim_{t→∞} ‖c(t) − c̄_0‖_∞ = 0.

6 Proof of Theorem 1.3

The proof relies on entropy and on a refined version of the smoothing effects in Section 4 (cf. (4.18)). The latter, which is formulated in Proposition 6.1 hereafter, is based on a decomposition of the solution between a small L^1 part and a bounded part. part. To this end we need some notation. For given τ > 0, we denote

X_τ = { v ∈ L^∞(0, τ; L^1(Ω)) ∩ L^∞_{loc}((0, τ]); W^{1,1}(Ω)); M_τ (v) < ∞ } ,

(6.1) M_τ (v) = ess sup_{t∈(0,τ )} t^{1/2}‖v(t)‖_{1,1}, Y_τ = L^∞(0, τ; C(Ω)),

and, for all (v_1, v_2) ∈ X_τ × Y_τ ,

(6.2) H_τ (v_1, v_2) = ess sup_{t∈(0,τ )} ( ‖v_1(t)‖_1 + t^{1/2}‖v_1(t)‖_{1,1} + τ^{1/2}‖v_2(t)‖_∞ ) . We then introduce the (X_τ + Y_τ )-norm, defined for v ∈ X_τ + Y_τ by

N_τ (v) = inf { H_τ (v_1, v_2); (v_1, v_2) ∈ E_τ (v) } , where

E_τ (v) = { (v_1, v_2) ∈ X_τ × Y_τ ; v(t) = v_1(t) + v_2(t) for a.e. t ∈ (0, τ) } . Proposition 6.1. Let f(c) = c. There exist constants ε_0, C_0 > 0 (depending only on Ω) with the following property. Let T, R > 0 and let c ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω×[0, T ]) be a classical solution of (1.1) on [0, T ] such that, for some (c_{0,1}, c_{0,2}) ∈ L^1(Ω)×C(Ω), c_0 := c(·, 0) can be decomposed as c_0 = c_{0,1} + c_{0,2}, with ‖c_{0,1}‖_1 ≤ ε_0, ‖c_{0,2}‖_∞ ≤ R.

Then we have

(6.3) N_τ (c) ≤ C_0, 0 < τ < min(ε_0R^{−2}, T ).

In particular, for p = n/(n − 1) (any finite p if n = 1), we have

(6.4) ‖c(t)‖_p ≤ C̄_0t^{−1/2}, 0 < t < min(ε_0R^{−2}, T ),

with C̄_0 = C̄_0(Ω, a) > 0.

For the proof of Proposition 6.1, we first need some basic properties of N_τ (v) as a function of τ when v is sufficiently regular.

Lemma 6.2. Let v ∈ C([0, T ); W^{1,1}(Ω)) ∩ L^∞_{loc}([0, T ); C(Ω)) and set h(τ) = N_τ (v) for τ ∈ (0, T ). Then:

(i) h is nondecreasing; (ii) h is continuous; (iii) lim_{τ →0} h(τ) = 0.

Proof. (i) Let 0 < τ_1 < τ_2 < T . For all (v_1, v_2) ∈ E_{τ2} (v), we have (v_1, v_2)_{|(0,τ1 )} ∈ E_{τ1} (v) and H_{τ1} ( (v_1, v_2)_{|(0,τ1)} ) ≤ H_{τ2} (v_1, v_2) by (6.2), hence h(τ_1) ≤ h(τ_2).

(ii) Let τ ∈ (0, T ). We first check the continuity on the left. Set ℓ = lim_{t→τ} − h(t) and take any ε > 0. Choose an increasing sequence (τ_j)_{j≥0} such that τ_0 = 0, τ_1 ≥ (1+ε)^{−2}τ and lim τ_j = τ. For each j ≥ 1, there exists (v^j_1, v^j_2) ∈ E_{τj} (v) such that H_{τj} (v^j_1, v^j_2) ≤ h(τ_j ) + ε ≤ ℓ + ε. For i ∈ {1, 2}, we may define v̄_i on [0, τ) by v̄_i := v^j_i on [τ_{j−1}, τ_j ) for each j ≥ 1. Using (6.2) and τ^{1/2} ≤ (1 + ε)τ^{1/2}_j , we then have

H_τ (v̄_1, v̄_2) ≤ (1 + ε) sup_{j≥1} H_{τj} (v^j_1, v^j_2) ≤ (1 + ε)(ℓ + ε),

so that in particular (v̄_1, v̄_2) ∈ E_τ (v). Consequently, ℓ ≤ h(τ) ≤ H_τ (v̄_1, v̄_2) ≤ (1 + ε)(ℓ + ε), hence h(τ) = lim_{t→τ} − h(t).

We next check the continuity on the right. Let ε > 0. Take (v_1, v_2) ∈ E_τ (v) such that H_τ (v_1, v_2) ≤ h(τ) + ε and fix a representative of (v_1, v_2), still denoted by (v_1, v_2). By the regularity of v, there exists η > 0 such that ‖v(t) − v(s)‖_1 + (τ + η)^{1/2}‖v(t) − v(s)‖_{1,1} ≤ ε for all t, s ∈ (τ − η, τ + η) and we may also assume (_{τ +η} τ −η )_{1/2} ≤ 1 + ε. Next, by the definition of E_τ (v) and H_τ (v_1, v_2), we may select τ̂ ∈ (τ − η, τ) such that v(τ̂ ) = v_1(τ̂) + v_2(τ̂ ) and ‖v_1(τ̂ )‖_1 + τ̂^{1/2}‖v_1(τ̂)‖_{1,1} + τ^{1/2}‖v_2(τ̂)‖_∞ ≤ H_τ (v_1, v_2).

We then define (v̂_1, v̂_2) ∈ E_{τ +η} by (v̂_1, v̂_2) = (v_1, v_2) on [0, τ] and (v̂_1, v̂_2) = (v −v_2(τ̂ ), v_2(τ̂)) on (τ, τ + η). For t ∈ (τ, τ + η), we have ‖v̂_1(t)‖_1 = ‖v(t) − v_2(τ̂)‖_1 = ‖v(t) − v(τ̂ ) + v_1(τ̂)‖_1 ≤ ‖v_1(τ̂)‖_1 + ε, t^{1/2}‖v̂_1(t)‖_{1,1} = t^{1/2}‖v(t) − v_2(τ̂)‖_{1,1} = t^{1/2}‖v(t) − v(τ̂ ) + v_1(τ̂)‖_{1,1} ≤ (_{τ +η} τ −η )_{1/2} τ̂^{1/2}‖v_1(τ̂)‖_{1,1} + ε ≤ (1 + ε)τ̂^{1/2}‖v_1(τ̂)‖_{1,1} + ε, (τ + η)^{1/2}‖v̂_2(t)‖_∞ = (τ + η)^{1/2}‖v_2(τ̂ )‖_∞ ≤ (1 + ε)τ^{1/2}‖v_2(τ̂ )‖_∞, hence h(τ + η) ≤ H_{τ +η}(v̂_1, v̂_2) ≤ (1 + ε)H_τ (v_1, v_2) + 2ε.

Consequently, h(τ + η) ≤ (1 + ε)h(τ) + 2ε. Since h is nondecreasing and ε > 0 is arbitrary, we conclude that lim_{t→τ} + h(t) = h(τ).

(iii) Set K = ‖v‖_L∞_{((0,T /2);C(Ω))}. Then h(τ) ≤ H_τ (0, v) ≤ Kτ^{1/2} → 0 as τ → 0.

Proof of Proposition 6.1. Let c satisfy the assumptions of the proposition, where ε_0 > 0 will be determined below. In this proof C will denote a generic constant depending only on Ω. Also, we shall abbreviate

E_τ = E_τ (c) ≡ {(c_1, c_2) ∈ X_τ × Y_τ ; c(t) = c_1(t) + c_2(t) for a.e. t ∈ (0, τ)}.

Fix τ ∈ (0, T ) and pick any (c_1, c_2) ∈ E_τ . Using (3.11), we may decompose the solution c of (1.1) as c = c̃_1 + c̃_2, where

c̃_i(t) = S(t)c_{0,i} + ∫_t 0 A(s) · K_∇(t − s)c_i(·, s) ds, 0 < t < τ, i ∈ {1, 2}.

By (3.4), (3.5), for t ∈ (0, τ), we have

(6.5)

‖c̃_1(t)‖_1 ≤ ‖c_{0,1}‖_1 + C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1/2}|A(s)|‖c_1(s)‖_1 ds, t^{1/2}‖c̃_1(t)‖_{1,1} ≤ C‖c_{0,1}‖_1 + Ct^{1/2} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−3/4}|A(s)|‖c_1(s)‖_{1/2,1} ds, ‖c̃_2(t)‖_∞ ≤ ‖c_{0,2}‖_∞ + C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1/2}|A(s)|‖c_2(s)‖_∞ ds (and Lemma 3.1 also guarantees that c̃_2(t) ∈ C(Ω) for all t ∈ (0, τ)). On the other hand, since A(t) = ∫ ∂Ω (c_1 + c_2)(t)ν dσ = ∫ Ω ∇c_1(t) dx + ∫ ∂Ω c_2(t)ν dσ, a.e. t ∈ (0, τ), (where the last boundary integral is well defined, owing to c_2 ∈ L^∞(0, τ; C(Ω))), we have (6.6) |A(s)| ≤ C‖c_1(s)‖_{1,1} + C‖c_2(s)‖_∞, s ∈ (0, τ). Next recall the definition of M_τ , H_τ in (6.1), (6.2) and also set L_τ (c_1) = sup_{t∈(0,τ )} ‖c_1(t)‖_1, P_τ (c_2) = sup_{t∈(0,τ )} ‖c_2(t)‖_∞.

Using (6.5), (6.6) and ‖c_1(s)‖_{1/2,1} ≤ ‖c_1(s)‖^{1/2}_1 ‖c_1(s)‖^{1/2}_{1,1} , we obtain

‖c̃_1(t)‖_1 ≤ ε_0 + CL_τ (c_1) sup_{t∈(0,τ )} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1/2} ( s^{−1/2}M_τ (c_1) + P_τ (c_2) ) ds ≤ ε_0 + CL_τ (c_1) [ M_τ (c_1) + τ^{1/2}P_τ (c_2) ] ≤ ε_0 + CH^2_τ (c_1, c_2), t^{1/2}‖c̃_1(t)‖_{1,1} ≤ Cε_0 + CL^{1/2}_τ (c_1)M^{1/2}_τ (c_1) sup t∈(0,τ ) t^{1/2} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−3/4} ( s^{−1/2}M_τ (c_1) + P_τ (c_2) ) s^{−1/4} ds, ≤ Cε_0 + C ( L_τ (c_1) + M_τ (c_1) )[ M_τ (c_1) + τ^{1/2}P_τ (c_2) ] ≤ Cε_0 + CH^2_τ (c_1, c_2), τ^{1/2}‖c̃_2(t)‖_∞ ≤ Rτ^{1/2} + Cτ^{1/2}P_τ (c_2) sup_{t∈(0,τ )} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1/2} ( s^{−1/2}M_τ (c_1) + P_τ (c_2) ) ds ≤ Rτ^{1/2} + Cτ^{1/2}P_τ (c_2) [ M_τ (c_1) + τ^{1/2}P_τ (c_2) ] ≤ Rτ^{1/2} + CH^2_τ (c_1, c_2).

If follows in particular that (c̃_1, c̃_2) ∈ X_τ × Y_τ , hence (c̃_1, c̃_2) ∈ E_τ and, adding up, we get h(τ) := N_τ (c) ≤ H_τ (c̃_1, c̃_2) ≤ Cε_0 + Rτ^{1/2} + CH^2_τ (c_1, c_2).

Taking infimum over (c_1, c_2) ∈ E_τ , we get, for some C_1 = C_1(Ω, a) > 0, (6.7) h(τ) ≤ C_1ε_0 + C_1h^2(τ), 0 < τ < min(T, τ_0), where τ_0 = ε_0R^{−2}.

Let now J = {τ ∈ (0, T ); h(τ) ≤ 2C_1ε_0}. Owing to the regularity of c, the assumptions of Lemma 6.2 are satisfied by v = c. By properties (i)(iii) in that lemma, J is a nonempty interval with left endpoint 0. Now choose ε_0 = (10 C^2_1 )^{−1} and assume for contradiction that τ̄ := sup J < τ_0. Then, by (6.7) and the continuity of h (cf. Lemma 6.2(ii)), we have h(τ̄ ) = 2C_1ε_0 ≤ C_1ε_0 + 4C^3_1 ε^2_0 hence 1 ≤ 4C^2_1 ε_0 = 1/2: a contradiction. Thus (6.3) is proved.

Finally, to deduce property (6.4) from (6.3), for any τ < min(ε_0R^{−2}, T ), we pick (c_1, c_2) such that N_τ (c) ≤ 2H_τ (c_1, c_2). By Sobolev imbedding and Hölder’s inequality, we then have

‖c(t)‖_p ≤ ‖c_1(t)‖_p + ‖c_2(t)‖_p ≤ C(‖c_1(t)‖_{1,1} + ‖c_2(t)‖_∞ ) ≤ CC_0t^{−1/2}, 0 < t < τ.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Consider the entropy function ϕ(t) := ∫ Ω(c log c + 1) dx > 0. For all t ∈ (0, T^∗), using Lemma 5.1(i), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and M ≤ 1, we have

(6.8) ϕ^′(t) = − ∫ Ω c^{−1}|∇c|^2 dx + | | ∫ Ω ∇c dx | |^2 ≤ − ∫ Ω c^{−1}|∇c|^2 dx + ∫ Ω c dx ∫ Ω c^{−1}|∇c|^2 dx = (M − 1) ∫ Ω c^{−1}|∇c|^2 dx ≤ 0. Fix some T_0 ∈ (0, T^∗). Since c is a classical solution for t ∈ (0, T^∗), we deduce that ∫ Ω (1 + c log c)(t) ≤ K := ϕ(T_0) < ∞, T_0 ≤ t < T^∗.

Next, in view of applying Proposition 6.1, we decompose c = c_1+c_2, where c_1 = cχ_{{c>R}}, c_2 = cχ_{{c≤R}}, where R > 1 will be determined below. For each t_0 ∈ [T_0, T^∗), we have (c_1(t_0), c_2(t_0)) ∈ L^1(Ω) × C(Ω), with ‖c_2(t_0)‖_∞ ≤ R and

‖c_1(t_0)‖_1 ≤ 1 log R ∫ {c(·,t_0)>R} (c log c)(t_0) dx ≤ 1 log R ∫ Ω (1 + c log c)(t_0) dx ≤ K log R . Now we choose R > e^{K/ε0} , where ε_0 is given by Proposition 6.1. Applying Proposition 6.1 (after a time shift, taking t_0 as new time origin), it follows that

‖c(t_0 + s)‖_p ≤ C̄_0s^{−1/2}, 0 < s < min(ε_0R^{−2}, T^∗ − t_0), T_0 ≤ t_0 < T^∗.

Let s_0 =^1_2 min(ε_0R^{−2}, T^∗ − T_0) and T_1 = T_0 + s_0 < T^∗. For any t ∈ [T_1, T^∗), applying this with t_0 := t − s_0 yields ‖c(t)‖_p ≤ C̄_0s^{−1/2}_0 , T_0 ≤ t < T^∗.

We deduce from Theorem 1.1(iii) that T^∗ = ∞. Also, by (4.19), we have ‖c‖_C2+α,1+(α/2)_{(Ω×[1,∞))} < ∞. Finally, if M < 1, then (6.8) guarantees that ∫_∞ T_1 ∫ Ω |∇c^{1/2}|^2 dx dt < ∞ and (1.7) follows similarly as in the proof of Theorem 1.6.

7 Proof of Theorem 1.5

We prove the result for n ≥ 2 (the case n = 1 is easier and can be handled by very minor changes). We split the (regular part of the) boundary of the cylinder Ω = (0, L) × B^′_R in three pieces, denoting

Σ_1 = ∂Ω ∩ {x_1 = 0}, Σ_2 = ∂Ω ∩ {x_1 = L}, Σ_3 = ∂Ω ∩ {0 < x_1 < L}.

Recalling A(t) = ∫ ∂Ω c^mν dσ = ∫ Ω ∇c^m dx, we denote

(7.1) a(t) = e_1 · A(t) = ∫ Ω (c^m)_{x1} dx = ∫ Σ_2 c^m dσ − ∫ Σ_1 c^m dσ. We shall use the following monotonicity property. Proposition 7.1. Assume m ≥ 1 and (1.8)-(1.10).

(i) Let n ≥ 2. For each t ∈ (0, T^∗), c(·, t) is axisymmetric with respect to e_1. (ii) If c_{0,x1} ≤ 0 and c_{0,x1} ≢ 0, then c_{x1} < 0 in Ω × (0, T^∗).

Proof. (i) This is an immediate consequence of the uniqueness of the maximal solution.

(ii) We prove the result for n ≥ 2. As a consequence of (i), we have ∫ Ω ∂_{xi} c^m dx = 0 for each i ∈ {2, . . . , n}, hence A(t) = e_1 ∫ Ω ∂_{x1} c^m dx. Consider the auxiliary problem ∂_tĉ = ∇ · ( ∇ĉ + | | ∫ Ω ∂_{x1}ĉ^m dx | | ĉ e1 ) , x ∈ Ω, t > 0, (7.2a) 0 = ( ∇ĉ + | | ∫ Ω ∂_{x1}ĉ^m dx | | ĉ e_1) · ν, x ∈ ∂Ω, t > 0, (7.2b) ĉ(x, 0) = c_0(x), x ∈ Ω.

(7.2c)

By the proof of Theorem 1.1, problem (7.2) has a unique maximal classical solution ĉ ∈ C^{2,1}(Ω × (0, T̂ )) ∩ C([0, T̂ ); L^1(Ω)), where T̂ denotes its existence time. Setting T̃ = min(1, T̂ /2), we moreover have

(7.3) sup t∈(0,T̃ ) t^{1/2q}‖ĉ(s)‖_{1/q,q} < ∞, 1 ≤ q < ∞. Now set z = ∂_{x1}ĉ, which satisfies

(7.4) z_t − Δz = b(t)∂_{x1} z in Ω × (0, T̂ ), where b(t) = | | ∫ Ω ∂_{x1}ĉ^m dx | |. We shall show z ≤ 0 by the Stampacchia maximum principle argument.

To this end, we first verify that

(7.5) z ∈ C([0, T̂ ); L^q(Ω)), 1 ≤ q < ∞.

For this, it suffices to prove that ‖ĉ(t)−c_0‖_{1,q} as t → 0. By (3.5) and the analogue of (3.11), for any q ∈ [1, ∞) and k ∈ [1/q, 1], we have (7.6) ‖ĉ(t) − S(t)c_0‖_{k,q} ≤ ∫_t 0 |b(s)|‖K_∇(t − s)ĉ(s)‖_{k,q} ds ≤ C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{− 1+k2 + 12q} |b(s)|‖ĉ(s)‖_{1/q,q} ds. Assume q > m + 1 without loss of generality. For all t ∈ (0, T̃ ), applying (7.6) with k = 1/q and using (7.3) along with (7.7) |b(s)| ≤ C‖|ĉ(s)|^m‖_L1_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖ĉ(s)‖^m_Lq_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖ĉ(s)‖^m_{1/q,q}, we get (7.8) ‖ĉ(t)‖_{1/q,q} ≤ C‖c_0‖_{1/q,q} + C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{− 12} s^{− m+12q} ds ≤ C. Next applying (7.6) with ℓ = 1/q and k = 1, and using (7.7), (7.8), we then get ‖c(t) − S(t)c_0‖_{1,q} ≤ C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1+ 12q} ds ≤ Ct^{1/2q}, 0 < t < T̃ . Since c_0 ∈ W^{1,q}(Ω) implies lim_{t→0} ‖S(t)c_0 − c_0‖_{1,q}, we deduce that lim_{t→0} ‖ĉ(t) − c_0‖_{1,q} = 0, hence (7.5).

On the flat boundary parts, we have:

(7.9) z = −b(t)ĉ < 0 on (0, T̂ ) × (Σ_1 ∪ Σ_2).

As for the boundary part Σ_3 × (0, T̂ ), where ν = (0, R^{−1}x^′) ⊥ e_1, we have ĉ_ν (x_1, x^′, t) = (0, R^{−1}x^′) · ∇ĉ(x_1, x^′, t) = 0, hence z_ν (x_1, x^′, t) = (0, R^{−1}x^′) · ∇(∂_{x1} )ĉ(x_1, x^′, t) = 0, so that (7.10) z_ν = 0 on Σ_3 × (0, T̂ ).

Now multiplying (7.4) by z_+, integrating by parts and using (7.9), (7.10), we have, for all t ∈ (0, T̂ ), 1 2 d dt ∫ Ω z^2_+(t) dx = ∫ Ω (Δz)z_+ dx + b(t) ∫ Ω (∂_{x1} z)z_+ dx = − ∫ Ω |∇z_+|^2 dx + ∫ Σ_1∪Σ_2

z_ν z_+ dσ + ∫ Σ_3

z_ν z_+ dσ + b(t) ∫ Ω (∂_{x1} z_+)z_+ dx ≤ − ∫ Ω |∇z_+|^2 dx + ∫ Ω |∂_{x1} z_+|^2 dx + b^2(t) ∫ Ω z^2_+ dx ≤ b^2(t) ∫ Ω z^2_+ dx.

Since z(·, 0) = 0 by assumption, and since (7.7)-(7.8) guarantees that b ∈ L^∞_{loc}([0, T̂ )), we deduce by integration that z ≤ 0 in Ω × (0, T̂ ).

It follows in particular that, for all t ∈ (0, T̃ ), b(t) = − ∫ Ω ∂_{x1}ĉ^m dx so that ĉ solves the original problem (1.1) on (0, T̂ ), hence T̂ ≤ T^∗ and ĉ = c on (0, T̂ ) by uniqueness. Finally, we cannot have T̂ < T^∗, since otherwise T̂ < ∞ and lim sup_{t→T̂} ‖ĉ(t)‖_∞ = lim sup_{t→T̂} ‖c(t)‖_∞ < ∞: a contradiction. The proposition is proved.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Step 1. Auxiliary functional. For t ∈ (0, T^∗), we set ϕ(t) = ∫ Ω x_1c dx ≥ 0. Using ∫ Ω c = M and (∇c − A(t)c) · ν = 0 a.e. on the boundary, we have

(7.11) ϕ^′ = ∫ Ω x_1c_t = ∫ Ω x_1∇ · (∇c − A(t)c) dx = − ∫ Ω e_1 · (∇c − A(t)c) dx = − ∫ Ω c_{x1} dx + Ma(t). Step 2. Case m = 1. Since c_{x1} ≤ 0, we note that (7.12) ∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ ≥ L^{−1} ∫_L 0 (∫ |x^′|<R c(x_1, x^′, t) dx^′ ) dx_1 = L^{−1} ∫ Ω c dx = ML^{−1} and

(7.13) ∫ Σ_2 c(t)dσ = 2L^{−2} ∫_L 0 x_1 (∫ Σ_2 c(t)dσ ) dx_1 ≤ 2L^{−2} ∫_L 0 x_1 (∫ |x^′|<R c(x_1, x^′, t) dx^′ ) dx_1 ≤ 2L^{−2}ϕ(t),

hence, by (7.1), (7.14) − a(t) ≥ L^{−1}(M − 2L^{−1}ϕ(t)). Since M > 1, (7.11) and (7.14) yield (7.15) ϕ^′ = (M − 1)a(t) ≤ −L^{−1}(M − 1)[M − 2L^{−1}ϕ(t)]. If (7.16) ϕ(0) < ML/2, then (7.15) implies that ϕ is nonincreasing in time, hence ϕ^′ ≤ −L^{−1}(M − 1)[M − 2L^{−1}ϕ(0)] < 0, 0 < t < T^∗.

But since ϕ ≥ 0, the latter necessarily implies T^∗ ≤ ϕ(0) L^{−1}(M − 1)[M − 2L^{−1}ϕ(0)] < ∞. To complete the proof in the case m = 1 it thus suffices to check that (7.16) holds under our assumptions on c_0. To this end, using the change of variable z = (x_1/L)^2, we observe that

(7.17) ϕ(0) = ∫_L 0 x_1 (∫ |x^′|<R c_0(x_1, x^′) dx^′ ) dx_1 =

L^2 2 ∫_1 0 (∫ |x^′|<R c_0(L √ z, x^′) dx^′ ) dz ≤ L^2 2 ∫_1 0 (∫ |x^′|<R c_0(Lz, x^′) dx^′ ) dz = L 2 ∫_L 0 (∫ |x^′|<R c_0(x_1, x^′) dx^′ ) dx_1 = ML 2 , since c_0 is nonincreasing w.r.t. x_1. We claim that the inequality in (7.17) is strict. Indeed, otherwise, since c_0 is nonincreasing w.r.t. x_1, we have c_0(Lz, x^′) = c_0(L √ z, x^′) for all z ∈ [0, 1] and x^′ ∈ B^′_R. It follows that c_0(x_1, x^′) = c_0(Lρ^{2i} , x^′) for all x_1 ∈ [Lρ^{2i} , Lρ], x^′ ∈ B^′_R, ρ ∈ (0, 1) and i ≥ 0 integer. Letting i → ∞, we get c_0(x_1, x^′) ≡ c_0(0, x^′) on [0, Lρ] for all ρ ∈ (0, 1), hence ∂_{x1} c_0 ≡ 0: a contradiction with our assumption.

Step 3. Case m > 1. In this case, (7.11) yields

ϕ^′ = ∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ + M ∫ Σ_2 c^m(t)dσ − ∫ Σ_2 c(t)dσ − M ∫ Σ_1 c^m(t)dσ. To control the second term, we use estimate (1.12) from Theorem 1.7, that we will prove independently below (note that (1.12) holds without assuming T^∗ < ∞). Dropping the third term and using Hölder’s inequality for the last term, it follows that

(7.18) ϕ^′ ≤ ∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ + M(M_0L^{−1})^m|B^′_R| − M|B^′_R|^{1−m} (∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ )_m . Pick ℓ ∈ (0, L/2] to be fixed later. Take t ∈ (0, T^∗). If ϕ(t) ≤ ℓM/2, then we have ∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ ≥ ℓ^{−1} ∫_ℓ 0 (∫ |x^′|<R c(x_1, x^′, t) dx^′ ) dx_1

= ℓ^{−1} { M − ℓ^{−1} ∫_L ℓ x_1 (∫ |x^′|<R c(x_1, x^′, t) dx^′ ) dx_1 } ≥ ℓ^{−1}(M − ℓ^{−1}ϕ(t)), hence

(7.19) ∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ ≥ Mℓ^{−1}/2. Assume ℓ ≤ (4|B^′_R|)^{−1}ML/M_0. If ϕ(t) ≤ ℓM/2 then ∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ ≥ Mℓ −1/2 ≥ 2^{1/m}(M_0L^{−1})|B^′_R|, hence M|B^′_R|^{1−m} (∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ )_m ≥ 2M(M_0L^{−1})^m|B^′_R|, so that (7.18) implies

(7.20) ϕ^′(t) ≤ ∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ − M 2 |B^′_R|^{1−m} (∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ )_m

= − { M 2 |B^′_R|^{1−m} (∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ )_{m−1} − 1 } ∫ Σ_1 c(t)dσ. Now choose

ℓ = min { L 2 , (4|B^′_R|M_0)^{−1}ML, 2^{−(m+1)/(m−1)} |B^′_R|^{−1}M^{m/(m−1)} } , hence in particular (M/2)^m ≥ 2(|B^′_R|ℓ)^{m−1}. Setting K := ℓM/2, it follows from (7.19), (7.20) that, for all t ∈ (0, T^∗), ϕ(t) ≤ K =⇒ ϕ^′(t) ≤ − { (M/2)^m(|B^′_R|ℓ)^{1−m} − 1 } Mℓ^{−1}/2 ≤ −Mℓ^{−1}/2 < 0. Since ϕ ≥ 0 (and ϕ is continuous at t = 0), we thus have T^∗ < ∞ whenever ϕ(0) < K.

8 Proof of results on blow-up asymptotics

Proof of Theorem 1.7. (i) Set m(x^′, t) = ∫_L 0 c(x_1, x^′, t) dx_1, (x, t) ∈ (0, T^∗) × B^′_R.

Denote Δ_x′ = ∑_n i=2 ∂^2_{xi} . For (x^′, t) ∈ (0, T^∗) × B^′_R, we have

m_t − Δ_x′ m = ∫_L 0 ( c_t − Δ_x′ ) (x_1, x^′, t) dx_1 = ∫_L 0 ( ∂^2_{x1} c − (A(t) · e_1)∂_{x1} c ) (x_1, x^′, t) dx_1 = [( ∂_{x1} c − (A(t) · e_1)c ) (x_1, x^′, t) ]_{x1=L} x_1=0

= e_1 · [( ∇c − A(t)c ) (x_1, x^′, t) ]_{x1=L} x_1=0

= 0.

On the other hand, pick any (x^′, t) ∈ ∂B^′_R ×(0, T^∗) and denote by ν^′ the outer normal vector to ∂B^′_R at x^′. For each x_1 ∈ (0, L), the outer normal vector ν to ∂Ω at (x_1, x^′) satisfies ν = (0, ν^′) ⊥ e_1, hence c_ν (x_1, x^′, t) = (e_1 · ν)A(t)c(x_1, x^′, t) = 0. Therefore, ν^′ · ∇_x′ m(x^′, t) = ∫_L 0 ν · ∇c(x_1, x^′, t)dx_1 = 0. Consequently, m solves the heat equation with homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions. It follows from the maximum principle that m(x^′, t) ≤ ‖m(·, 0)‖_L∞_{(B}′_{R)} = ‖ ‖ ∫_L 0 c_0(x_1, ·) dx_1 ‖ ‖ L^∞(B^′_R)

= M_0.

Since c_{x1} ≤ 0, we deduce that

x_1c(x_1, x^′, t) ≤ ∫_{x1} 0 c(y, x^′, t) dy ≤ m(x^′, t) ≤ M_0, hence the assertion.

(ii) Since c ≥ 0 and c_x ≤ 0 by Proposition 7.1, we first note that (8.1) xc(x, t) ≤ ∫_x 0 c(y, t) dy ≤ ‖c(t)‖_1 = ‖c_0‖_1. Next we introduce the auxiliary functional ϕ := c_x + c^{m+1} − Nc, N = (L^{−1}‖c_0‖_1)^m.

We have (c_x − Nc)_t − (c_x − Nc)_{xx} = −a(t)(c_x − Nc)_x and

(c^{m+1})_t − (c^{m+1})_{xx} = (m + 1)c^m(c_t − c_{xx}) − m(m + 1)c^{m−1}(c_x)^2 ≤ −a(t)(c^{m+1})_x hence ϕ_t − ϕ_{xx} ≤ −a(t)ϕ_x, with

ϕ = a(t)c + c^{m+1} − Nc = [c^m − c^m(0, t) + c^m(L, t) − N]c ≤ 0 on {0, L} × (0, T^∗), owing to (8.1). By the maximum principle, we deduce that ϕ ≤ C_1 := max_{[0,L]} ϕ_+(0, x), hence (8.2) c_x + c^{m+1} ≤ Nc + C_1 x ∈ (0, L), t ∈ (0, T^∗).

By direct computation, if the constant λ is sufficiently large, then ψ(x) := (mx)^{−1/m} + λ satisfies ψ_x + ψ^{m+1} = −(mx)^{−(m+1)/m} + (mx)^{−(m+1)/m} [ 1 + λ(mx)^{1/m} ]_{m+1} ≥ −(mx)^{−(m+1)/m} + (mx)^{−(m+1)/m} [ 1 + (m + 1)λ(mx)^{1m} +^{m(m+1)}_2 λ^2(mx)^2m ] = (m + 1)λ [ (mx)^{−1} +^m_2 λ(mx)^{(1−m)/m} ] ≥ (m + 1)λ [ (mx)^{−1} +^1_2 λm^{1/m}L^{(1−m)/m} ] ≥ N[(mx)^{−1/m} + λ] + C_1 = Nψ + C_1 on [0, L], hence ψ is a supersolution of (8.2), which tends to ∞ as x → 0. The conclusion follows.

Proof of Theorem 1.8. We modify an argument from [59] (see also [25] for a related problem with local nonlinear boundary conditions). Let t_0 ∈ (0, T^∗). By (3.11) and (3.5), for all t ∈ (0, T^∗), we have

‖c(t_0 + t)‖_∞ ≤ ‖c(t_0)‖_∞ + C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1/2}|A(t_0 + s)|‖c(t_0 + s)‖_∞ ds

≤ ‖c(t_0)‖_∞ + C ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−1/2}‖c(t_0 + s)‖^{m+1}_∞ ds, where C = C(Ω, m) > 0. Since T^∗ < ∞ (hence c(t_0) ≢ 0), we may set T = inf { σ ∈ (t_0, T^∗); ‖c(σ)‖_∞ ≥ 2‖c(t_0)‖_∞ } ∈ (t_0, T^∗).

Then

2‖c(t_0)‖_∞ = ‖c(T )‖_∞ ≤ ‖c(t_0)‖_∞ + C(2‖c(t_0)‖_∞)^{m+1} ∫_{T −t0} 0 (T − t_0 − s)^{−1/2} ds ≤ ‖c(t_0)‖_∞ + C(T − t_0)^{1/2}‖c(t_0)‖^{m+1}_∞ , hence 1 ≤ C(T^∗−t_0)^{1/2}‖c(t_0)‖^m_∞, i.e. (1.14). As for property (1.15), it is a direct consequence of Lemma 5.4 and of Theorem 1.1(iii).

Acknowledgement. The second author is partially supported by the Labex Inflamex (ANR project 10-LABX-0017).

References

[1] N. Alaa, Solutions faibles d’équations paraboliques quasi-linéaires avec données initiales, Ann. Math. Blaise Pascal 3 (1996), 1–15.

[2] T. Alazard, M. Magliocca, N. Meunier, Mathematical study of a coupled incompressible Darcy’s free boundary problem with surface tension, submitted.

[3] H. Amann, Quasilinear parabolic systems under nonlinear boundary conditions, Arch.

Rat. Mech. Anal., 92, (1986), 153–192.

[4] H. Amann, Linear and quasilinear parabolic problems, Volume I: Abstract linear theory, Birkhaüser, Basel, 1995.

[5] M. Ben-Artzi, Ph. Souplet, F.B. Weissler, The local theory for viscous Hamilton- Jacobi equations in Lebesgue spaces, J. Math. Pures Appl. 81 (2002), 343–378.

[6] L. Berlyand, J. Fuhrmann, V. Rybalko, Bifurcation of traveling waves in a Keller-Segel type free boundary model of cell motility, Comm. Math. Sciences (2018).

[7] L. Berlyand, V. Rybalko, Emergence of traveling waves and their stability in a free boundary model of cell motility. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 376, 1799–1844 (2023).

[8] D. Blanchard, A. Porretta, Nonlinear parabolic equations with natural growth terms and measure initial data, Ann Scuola Norm Sup Pisa Cl Sci, 2001, 30(4): 583- 622.

[9] A. Blanchet, On the parabolic-elliptic patlak-keller-segel system in dimension 2 and higher. Séminaire équations aux dérivées partielles, (2014).

[10] L. Boccardo, T. Gallouet, Strongly nonlinear elliptic equations having natural growth terms in L^1 data, Nonlinear Anal. TMA 19 (1992), 573–579.

[11] L. Boccardo, F. Murat, J.-P. Puel, Existence results for some quasilinear parabolic equations, Nonlinear Anal. 13 (1989), 373-392.

[12] H. Brezis, Remarks on the preceding paper by M. Ben-Artzi ”Global solutions of two-dimensional Navier-Stokes and Euler equations”, Arch. Rational Mech. Anal.128 (1994) 359-360.

[13] H. Brezis, Th. Cazenave, A nonlinear heat equation with singular initial data, J.

Anal. Math. 68 (1996), 277-304.

[14] C. Budd, B. Dold, A. Stuart, Blowup in a partial differential equation with conserved first integral, SIAM J. Appl. Math. 53 (1993), 718-742.

[15] V. Calvez, N. Meunier, R. Voituriez, A one-dimensional Keller-Segel equation with a drift issued from the boundary, C. R. Math. Acad. Sci. Paris, 348 (2010), 629-634.

[16] V. Calvez, R. Hawkins, N. Meunier, R. Voituriez, Analysis of a non local model for spontaneous cell polarisation. SIAM J. Appl. Math., 72 (2), pp. 594–622 (2012).

[17] T. Cazenave, F.B. Weissler, Asymptotically self-similar global solutions of the nonlinear Schrodinger and heat equations, Math. Z. 228 (1998), 83-120.

[18] C. Celik, Z. Zhou, No local L^1 solution for a nonlinear heat equation, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 28 (2003), 1807-1831.

[19] A. Cucchi, A. Mellet, N. Meunier, A Cahn-Hilliard model for cell motility, SIAM J. Math. Anal., 52(4), 3843–3880, 2020.

[20] A. Cucchi, A. Mellet, N. Meunier, Self polarization and traveling wave in a model for cell crawling migration. Discrete and dynamical systems, 42 (2022), 2381–2407.

[21] T. Dlotko, Examples of parabolic problems with blowing-up derivatives, J. Math.

Anal. Appl. 154 (1991), 226-237.

[22] W. Dreyer, R. Huth, A. Mielke, J. Rehberg, M. Winkler, Global existence for a nonlocal and nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation. Z. Angewandte Math. und Physik, 66 (2015), 293–315

[23] C. Etchegaray, N. Meunier, R. Voituriez, Analysis of a non-local and nonlinear Fokker-Planck model for cell crawling migration. SIAM J. Appl. Math., 77 (6), pp. 2040–2065 (2017).

[24] C. Etchegaray, N. Meunier, R. Voituriez, A 2D multiscale model for unicellular crawling: universality of migration and trajectories, submitted.

[25] M. Fila, P. Quittner, The blow-up rate for the heat equation with a non-linear boundary condition, Math. Meth. Appl. Sc., 14 (1991), 197-205.

[26] A. Friedman, Partial differential equations of parabolic type, Prentice Hall, 1964.

[27] A. Gladkov, Blow-up problem for semilinear heat equation with nonlinear nonlocal Neumann boundary condition, Commun. Pure Appl. Anal. 16, 2053-2068 (2017).

[28] T. Hillen, K. J. Painter. A user’s guide to PDE models for chemotaxis. J. Math.

Biol., 58(1-2):183–217, (2009).

[29] D. Horstmann. From 1970 until present: the Keller-Segel model in chemotaxis and its consequences. I. Jahresber. Deutsch. Math.-Verein., 105(3):103–165, (2003).

[30] B. Hu, H.-M. Yin, Semilinear parabolic equations with prescribed energy, Rend. Circ.

Mat. Palermo (2) 44 (1995), 479-505.

[31] M. Jazar, R. Kiwan, Blow-up of a non-local semilinear parabolic equation with Neumann boundary conditions, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 25 (2008), 215- 218.

[32] N. Kavallaris, J. Lankeit, M. Winkler, On a degenerate nonlocal parabolic problem describing infinite dimensional replicator dynamics, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 49 (2017), 954-983.

[33] N. Kavallaris, T. Suzuki, On the finite-time blow-up of a non-local parabolic equation describing chemotaxis, Differential Integral Equations 20 (2007), 293-308.

[34] N. Kavallaris, T. Suzuki, Non-local partial differential equations for engineering and biology. Mathematical Modeling and Analysis, Mathematics for industry 31, Springer, Cham, 2018.

[35] E. F. Keller, L. Segel. Initiation of slime mold aggregation viewed as an instability.

J. Theor. Biol., 26:399–415 (1970).

[36] E. F. Keller, L. Segel. Traveling bands of chemotactic bacteria: a theoretical analysis. J. Theor. Biol., 30:235–248 (1971).

[37] O. A. Ladyzhenskaya, Boundary Value Problems of Mathematical Physics, American Mathematical Soc., (1989).

[38] J. Lankeit, M. Winkler, Counterintuitive dependence of temporal asymptotics on initial decay in a nonlocal degenerate parabolic equation arising in game theory, Israel Journal of Mathematics 233 (2019), 249-296.

[39] I. Lavi, N. Meunier, R. Voituriez, J., Casademunt, Motility and morphodynamics of confined cells, Phys. Rev. E. , 110, 078102 (2020).

[40] T. Lepoutre, N. Meunier, N. Muller, Cell polarisation model: the 1D case, J.

Math. Pures Appl., (2012).

[41] T. Lepoutre, N. Meunier, Analysis of a model of cell crawling migration, Comm.

Math. Sciences, 6, 1589–1611 (2022).

[42] G.M. Lieberman, Second order parabolic differential equations, World Scientific, Singapore, 1996.

[43] B. Liu, G. Wu, X. Sun, F. Li, Blow-up estimate in a reaction-diffusion equation with nonlinear nonlocal flux and source, Comput. Math. Appl. 78 (2019), 1862-1877.

[44] P. Maiuri, J.F. Rupprecht, S. Wieser, V. Ruprecht, O. Bénichou, N. Carpi, M. Coppey, S. De Beco, N. Gov, C.P. Heisenberg, C. Lage Crespo, F. Lautenschlaeger, M. Le Berre, A.M. Lennon-Dumenil, M. Raab, H.R. Thiam, M. Piel, M. Sixt, R. Voituriez, Actin flows mediate a universal coupling between cell speed and cell persistence. Cell 161(2), 374–86 (2015)

[45] P. Maiuri, E. Terriac, P. Paul-Gilloteaux, T. Vignaud, K. McNally, J.

Onuffer, K. Thorn, P.A. Nguyen, N. Georgoulia, D. Soong, D., et al., The First World Cell Race. Current Biology 22(17), R673–R675 (2012).

[46] N. Meunier, Ph. Souplet, Stability and steady-states analysis of a non-local and non-linear model for cell migration, in preparation.

[47] H. Miura, J. Takahashi, Blow-up of the critical norm for a supercritical semilinear heat equation, arXiv:2206.10790.

[48] N. Mizoguchi, Ph. Souplet, Optimal condition for blow-up of the critical L^q norm for the semilinear heat equation, Adv. Math. 355 (2019) 106763.

[49] M. S. Mizuhara, L. Berlyand, V. Rybalko, L. Zhang. On an evolution equation in a cell motility model. Phys. D, 318:12–25, (2016).

[50] X. Mora, Semilinear parabolic equations define semiflows on C^k spaces, Trans. Amer.

Math. Soc. 278 (1983), 21-55.

[51] N. Muller, M. Piel, V. Calvez, R. Voituriez, J. Gonçalves-Sá, C.-L. Guo, X. Jiang, A. Murray, N. Meunier, A Predictive Model for Yeast Cell Polarization in Pheromone Gradients, PLoS Comput Biol, 12(4), (2016).

[52] C. V. Pao, Asymptotic behavior of solutions of reaction-diffusion equations with nonlocal boundary conditions, J. Comput. Appl. Math. 88 (1998), 225-238.

[53] P. Quittner, Ph. Souplet, Superlinear parabolic problems. Blow-up, global existence and steady states. Second Edition, Birkhäuser Advanced Texts, 725 p.+xxii (2019).

[54] P. Recho, T. Putelat, L. Truskinovsky, Contraction-driven cell motility, Phys.

Rev. Lett., 111(10):108102, (2013).

[55] P. Recho, T. Putelat, L. Truskinovsky, Mechanics of motility initiation and motility arrest in crawling cells, Journal of Mechanics and Physics of Solids, 84:469 – 505, (2015).

[56] Ph. Souplet, Gradient blow-up for multidimensional nonlinear parabolic equations with general boundary conditions, Differential Integral Equations 15 (2002), 237-256.

[57] X.-L. Wang, F.-Z. Tian, G. Li, Nonlocal parabolic equation with conserved spatial integral, Arch. Math. 105 (2015), 93-100.

[58] F.B. Weissler, Local existence and nonexistence for semilinear parabolic equations in L^p, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 29 (1980), 79-102.

[59] F.B. Weissler, Existence and non-existence of global solutions for a semilin- ear heat equation, Israel J. Math. 38 (1981), 29-40.

[60] G. Wolansky, A critical parabolic estimate and application to nonlocal equations arsing in chemotaxis, Appl. Anal. 66 (1997), 291-321.