arXiv:2311.10003v2 [math.AP] 12 Jun 2024

Suppression of Chemotactic Singularity via Viscous Flow with Large Buoyancy

Zhongtian Hu^∗

June 14, 2024

Abstract

In this work, we study the Keller-Segel-Navier-Stokes equation with low Reynolds number and subject to large buoyancy force. We show that for initial cell density with arbitrarily large mass (i.e. the L^1 norm), the solution remains regular for all times in the regime of sufficiently large buoyancy and viscosity. The major blowup suppression mechanism is a norm-stabilizing property possessed by a “static problem,” where the full problem can be seen as a perturbation of this quasi-stationary model.

1 Introduction

We consider the parabolic-elliptic Keller-Segel equation in periodic channel Ω = T × [0, π] subject to the influence of a buoyancy-driven Navier-Stokes equation:

∂_tρ + u · ∇ρ − Δρ + div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)) = 0, ρ_m =^1_{|Ω|} ∫ Ω ρ(t, x)dx, ∂_tu + u · ∇u −^1_{Re} Δu + ∇p = Ra ρ(0, 1)^T , div u = 0.

(1.1)

We equip the system with initial data ρ(0, x) = ρ_0(x), u(0, x) = u_0(x), where ρ_0 is a nonnegative scalar and u_0 is a divergence-free vector field. We also consider the following set of boundary conditions:

∂_2ρ = ∇ρ · n = 0, u_2 = u · n = 0, ω = ∇^⊥ · u = 0, on ∂Ω. (1.2)

Here, T := [−π, π) is the one dimensional torus, and a function f defined on T means that f assumes periodic boundary condition with period 2π; n = (0, 1)^T denotes the unit normal derivative along ∂Ω = T × {0, π}; ∇^⊥ = (−∂_2, ∂_1) is the perpendicular gradient.

The first equation in (1.1) (Keller-Segel equation) characterizes the evolution of bacteria with density ρ subject to both diffusion and chemo-attraction induced by certain chemical that the bacteria themselves secrete. In particular, since we consider chemotaxis isolated in domain Ω, the chemoattraction is modeled by the term div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ−ρ_m)) (−Δ_N denotes homogeneous Neumann Laplacian), which produces zero chemical flux across boundary ∂Ω. At the mean time, chemotaxis usually takes place in the ambience of a viscous fluid, which is characterized by the Navier-Stokes equation with velocity u and pressure p. In sundry realistic situations, the micro-organisms and the fluid interact with each other via various means (e.g. [25]). In this work, we focus on the scenario

∗Department of Mathematics, Duke University, Durham, NC 90320, USA; email: zhongtian.hu@duke.edu

where the cells and fluid interact through buoyancy. Such interaction, in particular, emerges in the fluid equation through the buoyancy forcing term Ra ρ(0, 1)^T , where Ra denotes the (nondimensional) Rayleigh number that characterizes buoyancy strength.

In this work, we focus on the study of chemotaxis-fluid interaction in a canonical domain T × [0, π]. Generically, past studies treat domains without boundaries e.g. R^2 , T^2, T × R. Each domain is an appropriate setting for study such chemotaxis-fluid interaction in the bulk of fluid, see [2, 24, 39, 25]. Our work, in contrast, intends to investigate the effect of buoyancy along the vertical direction. From this perspective, it is interesting to consider a domain with a top and bottom boundary, and study the chemotaxis-fluid interaction via buoyancy when taking boundary effects into account. Moreover, we would like to emphasize the boundary conditions that we insist for the rest of this work: on one hand, we assert the classical homogeneous Neumann boundary condition for the cell density. On the other hand, we impose the Lions boundary condition onto the fluid equation: u · n|_{∂Ω} = 0, ω|_{∂Ω} = 0. This particular boundary condition, as a special case of the more general Navier boundary condition, is prevalent in simulations of flows in the presence of rough boundaries, such as in hemodynamics. It was first introduced and rigorously studied by J.-L. Lions [41] and P.-L. Lions [42]. We refer the readers to works such as [38, 23, 12, 56] and references therein for a more thorough treatment regarding Navier-Stokes equations equipped with Navier boundary condition.

On one hand, when the ambient fluid is absent (That is, we formally set Ra = 0 and u ≡ 0 in (1.1)), we recover the classical parabolic-elliptic Keller-Segel equation:

∂_tρ − Δρ + div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)) = 0, in Ω (1.3)

equipped with homogeneous Neumann boundary condition on ρ. The equation (1.3) was first introduced by Patlak [48], and Keller and Segel [37]. Thus far, there have been extensive works on (1.3) in various settings, and we refer the interested readers to the following list of works: [1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 28, 35, 44, 45]. A remarkable feature enjoyed by (1.3) is that the solution can form singularity in finite time when dimension is greater than 1. Particularly in dimension 2, (1.3) is L^1-critical. We illustrate this point when (1.3) is set in R^2 . For any initial datum ρ_0 with finite second moment, the solution is globally regular if the initial mass ‖ρ_0‖_L1 < 8π, see e.g. [3, 6, 9, 35, 53]. If the initial mass is strictly greater than 8π, then there could be finite-time singularity formation, as seen in [6, 8, 35, 44]. A more careful analysis of such blowup solutions are also carried out [13, 14, 50, 51, 52].

On the other hand, it is curious to understand the behavior of Keller-Segel equation under the influence of fluid advection, given the fact that most chemotactic processes take place in ambient fluid. Besides possibly complicated effects induced by the fluid, how regularizing effect of an incompressible fluid advection, namely the term u · ∇ρ, can suppress chemotactic singularity is under active investigation recently. Noticeably, such regularizing phenomenon has been observed in various fluid models, in the sense that a lack of/a weakened incompressible advection contributes to the singularity formation, as seen in [15, 40, 29, 21, 11, 36]. In the regime of passive advection (i.e. the fluid velocity u is given and is not coupled with the Keller-Segel equation), Kiselev and Xu in [39] first demonstrate that given any initial datum ρ_0, there exists a relaxation-enhancing flow (see [17] for a precise definition) with sufficiently large amplitude that can suppress the singularity formation. This result is later generalized by [34] to a larger class of passive flows and aggregation-diffusion equations with more general nonlinearities. Moreover, in [2, 24], the authors exploit the enhanced dissipation phenomenon induced by strong monotone shear flows. Such flows effectively reduce the dimension of Keller-Segel equation by 1, which in 2D setting the singularity can be suppressed. The fast-splitting scenario induced by hyperbolic flows are also utilized to prevent chemotactic blowup in [26, 27].

There also have been numerous attempts to investigate the regularity properties of Keller- Segel equation coupling to active fluid models, and many of which address the global regularity of solutions to such coupled systems. We highlight that, among those results, either there is smallness assumption on initial data (e.g. [10, 19, 43, 20]), or the global regularity of both chemotaxis equation and fluid equation might still hold if they are uncoupled (e.g. [54, 55]). It is worth noticing that the authors in [25, 57] study the blowup suppression mechanism of Keller-Segel-Navier-Stokes equation near a strong Couette flow. Despite focusing on different ways of coupling in between the chemotaxis and the fluid equation, these works essentially recast the global regularity problem of the Keller- Segel-Navier-Stokes equation to a nonlinear stability problem of Navier-Stokes equation near a sufficiently strong Couette flow.

Recently in a series of works [32, 31] by the author joining with Kiselev and Yao, they analyze how buoyancy effects in fluid equations suppress chemotactic singularities nonlinearly and dynamically. In [32], the authors investigated the Keller-Segel equation evolving in ambient porous media under the influence of buoyancy. The authors demonstrated that a coupling with the porous media equation via an arbitrarily weak buoyancy constant suffices to arrest any potential chemotactic blowup. The key argument in [32] is a careful analysis of a potential energy and the coercive term ‖∂_1ρ‖_H−1_0 in its time derivative. The authors observed that this H^{−1}_0 norm has to be small, and induces an anisotropic mixing effect along x_1-direction. This effect renders the system quasione-dimensional and therefore suppresses finite-time blowup. On the other hand, [31] studies how Stokes-Boussinesq flow with strong buoyancy suppresses blowup of a Keller-Segel equation equipped with zero Dirichlet boundary condition. A rather soft argument in [31] shows that the flow quenches the L^2 norm of cell density to be sufficiently small in the regime of large buoyancy. The boundedness of L^2 norm is further propagated by an L^2 energy inequality that preserves smallness thanks to the zero Dirichlet boundary condition.

In this work, we plan to investigate (1.1) in the parameter regime Ra ≫^1_{Re} ≫ 1, which characterizes a fluid with large viscosity and exerting significant buoyancy onto the micro-organisms. In fact, an understanding of cell movements in fluids with low Reynolds number is of biological importance (see [49]), and we focus on the regime where the buoyancy effect is salient. To make the problem more amenable to analysis, it is convenient to write B = Re^{−1} and g = Ra · Re. Another handy transformation is that in periodic channel Ω, one can reduce the Lions boundary condition in the following way: the no-flux boundary is equivalent to u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0. Since ∂_1 is the tangential derivative on ∂Ω, we have the extra boundary constraint ∂^k_1 u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0 for all k ∈ N. Thus, the Lions boundary condition can be equivalently written as

u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0, ω|_{∂Ω} = ∂_2u_1|_{∂Ω} = 0.

To sum up, we will work with the following equivalent, yet more convenient form of (1.1) for the rest of our analysis:

∂_tρ + u · ∇ρ − Δρ + div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)) = 0, in Ω, (1.4a)

∂_tu + u · ∇u − BΔu + ∇p = Bgρ(0, 1)^T , div u = 0, in Ω, (1.4b)

∂_2ρ | ∂Ω = 0, u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0, ∂_2u_1|_{∂Ω} = 0, (1.4c)

ρ(0, x) = ρ_0(x) ≥ 0, u(0, x) = u_0(x). (1.4d)

1.1 Main Theorem

The main result of this work is that the regular solution^i of (1.4) with arbitrary large mass is in fact globally regular given both parameters B and g sufficiently large, whose sizes only depend on initial data (ρ_0, u_0). The precise statement of the main result is given as follows:

Theorem 1.1. Suppose initial data (ρ_0, u_0) with ρ_0 ∈ H^1 nonnegative and u_0 ∈ V , where V is the class of H^1, divergence-free vector fields that satisfy no-flux boundary condition^{ii}. There exists a couple (g_1, B_1) = (g_1(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 ), B_1(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 , ‖u_0‖_1)) such that if g ≥ g_1, B ≥ B_1g^2e^{g2} , (1.4) admits a unique, regular, and global-in-time solution.

Remark 1.2. We compare this result with [31]. Firstly, the two works treat different scenarios: [31] investigates a Keller-Segel equation with zero Dirichlet boundary condition in an arbitrary regular domain, while we study the Keller-Segel equation with classical zero Neumann boundary condition in a periodic strip. Secondly, the blowup-suppressing mechanism in the two works are different precisely due to the first difference above. In [31], the blowup is suppressed by an increased interaction between cells and the cold boundary induced by a strong buoyancy-driven flow. This mechanism forces the L^2 norm of cell density to exponentially decay in time. In our work, we observe that an anisotropic, nonlinear mixing effect similar to that exhibited in [32] dominates the dynamics. It stabilizes the L^2 norm of cell density around a possibly large, albeit finite, number.

1.2 Main Strategy of Proof

In this section, we would like to first emphasize the main difficulty of proving Theorem 1.1, after which we briefly sketch the idea of proving this main result.

The main obstacle is that, given the appearance of time derivative and advection term in the fluid equation (1.4b), the problem suffers from a loss of explicit velocity law, which directly connects density ρ and fluid velocity u. In general, such loss prevents us from obtaining precise control of u in a way similar to [32]. In the parameter regime specified in Theorem 1.1, however, we will show that (1.4) is a suitable perturbation of a static problem (1.6), which actually possesses a straightforward velocity law that can be analyzed with tools developed in [32]. Thus, we arrange the proof into the following steps.

Step 1. Study of Static Problem (1.6). We first discuss the intuition of deriving the static problem (1.6). We start with dividing on both sides of (1.4b) by B. This yields 1 B (∂_tu + u · ∇u) − Δu + 1 B ∇p = gρ(0, 1)^T , div u = 0.

In the regime of large B, it is natural to treat the term^1_B (∂_tu + u · ∇u) perturbatively. In fact, it is reasonable to guess that the following velocity law dominates the velocity evolution:

−Δu + ∇p = gρ(0, 1)^T , div u = 0, (1.5)

where we slightly abuse the notation by writing B^{−1}p still as p. This motivates us to first understand the following system, which we will later refer to as the static problem:

∂_tρ + u · ∇ρ − Δρ + div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)) = 0, (1.6a)

iRoughly speaking, the solution pair (ρ, u) is called a regular solution if it is C^∞ in space and for positive times. We will give a rigorous definition in Section 3.

iiThe exact definition of V will be given in Section 2.2.

−Δu + ∇p = gρ(0, 1)^T , div u = 0, (1.6b)

∂_2ρ | |_{∂Ω} = 0, u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0, ∂_2u_1|_{∂Ω} = 0, ρ(0, x) = ρ_0(x) ≥ 0. (1.6c)

We remark that we do not specify the initial datum for u. Indeed, the problem (1.6) is closed by itself, due to a remarkable property of (1.6b)-(1.6c) that one may reduce them to the following compact form:

u = −g∇^⊥(−Δ_D)^{−2}∂_1ρ, (1.7)

thanks to Proposition 2.2. Here −Δ_D denotes homogeneous Dirichlet Laplacian, and (−Δ_D)^{−2} = (−Δ_D)^{−1} ∘ (−Δ_D)^{−1}. This renders no degree of freedom over choosing the initial datum for u in problem (1.6). From now on, we will work with the more convenient form (1.7) instead of the original formulation.

We also remark that the static problem (1.6) is reminiscent of the Keller-Segel equation coupling to Darcy’s law studied in [32], whose velocity law is given by:

u = g∇^⊥(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ. (1.8)

In [32], the authors exploited an anisotropic mixing effect that is sufficient to prevent chemotactic blowup when ρ achieves a large L^2 norm. However, the velocity law (1.7) yields a more regular fluid flow. The extra regularity induces a weaker mixing effect comparing with usual Darcy’s law. To compensate such weakened mixing, we introduce a large g so that the flow has large amplitude to generate sufficient mixing effect. This treatment differs our work from [32]. In the large amplitute setting, we can achieve a crucial norm stabilizing property of (1.6). That is, the L^2 norm of ρ stabilizes around a level N_0, whose size only depends on the initial datum ρ_0 in the regime of g sufficiently large. The abovementioned property is formalized in the statement below:

Proposition 1.3 (Norm-Stabilizing Property). Consider problem (1.6) with nonnegative initial datum ρ_0 ∈ H^1. Assume that t_0 ≥ 0 is inside the lifespan of the unique regular local solution ρ(t, x). Then there exist N_0 = N_0(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 ), a time T_∗ = T_∗(N_0, ρ_m), and g_0 := g_0(N_0, ρ_m) > 0, such that the following statement holds: if ‖ρ(t_0) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} ≤^{N0}_2 , then for all g ≥ g_0, the regular solution ρ(t, x) can be continued in interval [t_0, t_0 + T_∗] with estimate sup t∈[t_0,t_0+T_∗]

‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ N_0. (1.9)

Moreover, there exists a time instance T ∈ [ t_0 +^{T∗}_2 , t_0 + T_∗ ] such that ‖ρ(T ) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ N_0 8 . (1.10)

We will devote Section 4 to the proof of this key result. As a direct consequence, we will also see that the static problem (1.6) is globally regular.

Step 2. Continuation Argument. In fact, one may view Proposition 1.3 as a damping mechanism possessed by the static problem (1.6). Keeping in mind that the full problem (1.4) is a perturbation of (1.6), we employ a bootstrap argument to show that the solution to the full problem is L^2-close to the solution of the static problem for all times. Fixing initial condition ρ_0 and u_0, we choose large N_0 as in Proposition 1.3. Define T_0 to be the largest time such that the following bootstrap assumption holds: sup 0≤t≤T_0 ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 9N_0. (1.11)

Our goal is to prove the following improved estimate:

Proposition 1.4. Consider initial data ρ_0 ∈ H^1 that is nonnegative and u_0 ∈ V . There exists a couple (g_1, B_1) = (g_1(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 ), B_1(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 , ‖u_0‖_1)) such that if g ≥ g_1, B ≥ B_1g^2e^{g2} , the following improved estimate holds: sup 0≤t≤T_0 ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 5N_0. (1.12)

The main ingredient of this step is based on various nonlinear estimates pertaining to Navier- Stokes equation equipped with Lions Boundary Conditions. We devote Section 5 to the proof of these estimates as well as that of Proposition 1.4.

Step 3. Closing the Proof of Theorem 1.1. In the final step, we finish the proof of Theorem 1.1 using estimate (1.12):

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Combining Proposition 1.4 and regularity criterion in Theorem 3.3, we know that [0, T_0] is both open and closed. This implies that T_0 = ∞ and we have obtained global existence of (1.4).

1.3 Organization of the Paper

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce notations and conventions used throughout this paper. We will also lay out a functional-analytic framework for studying Stokes problem equipping Lions boundary condition. In Section 3, we state the local well-posedness of the full system (1.4) and the static problem (1.6); we also show corresponding L^2-based regularity criteria in the same section. In Section 4, we study the static problem (1.6) and prove the key Proposition 1.3, from which the global well-posedness of (1.6) follows. In Section 5, we perform nonlinear estimates and prove the improved estimate (1.12). That is, we prove Proposition 1.4.

Acknowledgement. The author acknowledges partial support from NSF-DMS grants 2006372, 2306726, and 2304392. The author would like to cordially thank Professor Alexander Kiselev for his kind guidance and support throughout the years. He thanks Professor Siming He for numerous insightful discussions, suggestions, and comments on an early draft. The author also thanks the hospitality of the Chinese University of Hong Kong. Finally, the author thanks anonymous referees for their constructive comments which greatly improve the presentation of this paper.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation and Conventions

We will denote the usual L^p norm by ‖ · ‖_Lp or ‖ · ‖_Lp_{(·)}. The second notation will be adopted if we would like to emphasize the domain. Similarly, we will denote Sobolev H^s norm by ‖ · ‖_s for s ≥ 1. We define the space H^1_0 (Ω) to be the completion of C^∞_c (Ω) with respect to norm ‖ · ‖_1, and consider its dual space H^{−1}_0 (Ω). Moreover, the following equivalence is standard:

‖f‖_H−1_0 = C (∫ Ω f(−Δ_D)^{−1}fdx )_{1/2} , where C is a constant that only depends on domain Ω. We also recall that Δ_D denotes homogeneous Dirichlet Laplacian. For the rest of this paper, we simply regard C = 1 as the exact value of this constant is inessential.

Recall the mean of ρ on Ω : ρ_m(t) =^1_{|Ω|} ∫ Ω ρ(t, x) dx. We remark that ρ_m(t) is nonnegative and a conserved quantity along evolution given the initial datum ρ_0 being nonnegative, due to a parabolic maximum principle and the divergence structure of the Keller-Segel equation (see Proposition 4.1 for the proof of this fact). Thus, we will omit the time dependence of the mean and simply write ρ_m.

We also consider the following decomposition to any function ρ ∈ L^2(Ω) that would play a crucial role in our analysis of the static problem: we write ρ = ρ̄ + ρ̃, where

ρ̄(x_2) = 1 2π ∫ T ρ(x_1, x_2)dx_1, ρ̃ = ρ − ρ̄. Note that ρ̄ is exactly the projection onto the zeroth mode corresponding to direction x_1, and ρ̃ the orthogonal complement. We remark that ρ̄ − ρ_m and ρ̃ are orthogonal in L^2(Ω): ∫ Ω (ρ̄(x_2) − ρ_m)ρ̃(x_1, x_2)dx_1dx_2 = 0.

One can connect the 1D and 2D L^2 norm for ρ̄ − ρ_m by a simple relation ‖ρ̄ − ρ_m‖^2_{L2(Ω)} = 2π‖ρ̄ − ρ_m‖^2_{L2([0,π])}. In the rest of the paper, we will only use the 1D L^2 norm for ρ̄. We always refer to the 1D L^2 norm when we write ‖ρ̄ − ρ_m‖_L2 .

We will denote a universal constant in the upper bounds by uppercase letters, and that in lower bounds by lowercase letters. Constants without subscripts, i.e. c, C, C, are subject to change from line to line. Constants with subscripts, i.e. c_i, C_i, C_i, are fixed once they are chosen. All such constants mentioned above only depend on domain Ω by default. We will also use the notation C(X) to denote a constant C depending on quantity X. For two positive quantities X, Y , we write X ≲ Y to mean that X ≤ CY for some universal constant C that might only depends on domain Ω. X ≳ Y is similarly defined. We will use I_i, i ∈ N, to denote terms that will be estimated; this notation will be local to each lemma and will be reused in the proofs of other lemmas. Lastly, we will use summation convention throughout this paper. That is, the repeated indices are summed over.

2.2 Steady Stokes Equation with Lions Boundary Condition

In this subsection, we introduce suitable functional-analytic settings for our study of Stokes equation equipped with Lions boundary condition. We shall first study the following static Stokes equation and investigate its well-posedness: −Δu + ∇p = f, in Ω div u = 0, in Ω u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0, ∂_2u_1|_{∂Ω} = 0.

(2.1)

In particular, we will derive suitable elliptic estimates similar to those satisfied by the classical Stokes operator that corresponds to no-slip boundary condition for velocity (see [16]).

We introduce the following function spaces following the spirit of [38, 12]:

H = {v ∈ L^2(Ω) × L^2(Ω) : div v = 0, ∫ Ω v_1(x)dx = 0},

V = {v ∈ H^1(Ω) × H^1(Ω) : div v = 0, v_2|_{∂Ω} = 0, ∫ Ω v_1(x)dx = 0},

W = {v ∈ V ∩ (H^2(Ω))^2 : ∂_2v_1|_{∂Ω} = 0}, where we equip H with L^2 topology, V with topology induced by the inner product (u, v)_V = ∫ Ω ∂_iu_j∂_iv_jdx, and W with H^2 topology. Note that for u ∈ V , the following Poincaré inequality holds:

Proposition 2.1. Let u ∈ V . Then the following estimate holds: ‖u‖_L2 ≤ C_P ‖∇u‖_L2 , (2.2) where C_P is a positive constant that only depends on the domain Ω.

Moreover, we have the following well-posedness and regularity result concerning (2.1): Proposition 2.2. Assuming f ∈ H, then (2.1) admits a unique solution u ∈ W with estimate ‖u‖_2 ≤ C‖f‖_L2 . (2.3) In fact, u assumes the following explicit formula: u = ∇^⊥(−Δ_D)^{−2}(∂_2f_1 − ∂_1f_2), (2.4) where ∇^⊥ := (−∂_2, ∂_1). In addition, if f ∈ H^s ∩H, s ≥ 1, we have the following improved regularity estimate: ‖u‖_{s+2} ≤ C‖f‖_s. (2.5) We delay the proofs of the Propositions above to the appendix.

3 Local Well-Posedness and Regularity Criteria

In this section, we briefly comment on the local well-posedness for regular solutions to problems (1.4) and (1.6), and state L^2 regularity criteria for both problems. We start with giving rigorous definitions of a strong solution and a regular solution to both the full system (1.4) and the static problem (1.6).

Definition 3.1. 1. Given initial data ρ_0 ∈ H^1, u_0 ∈ V , we say that the pair (ρ(t, x), u(t, x)) is a strong solution to (1.4) on [0, T ], T > 0, if ρ ∈ C^0([0, T ]; H^1) ∩ L^2((0, T ); H^2), u ∈ C^0([0, T ]; V ) ∩ L^2((0, T ); W ), ∂_tρ ∈ L^2([0, T ]; L^2), ∂_tu ∈ L^2([0, T ]; H), and (ρ, u) satisfies (1.4) in the sense of distribution. Moreover, a solution is regular if it is strong and additionally ρ ∈ C^∞((0, T ] × Ω), u ∈ C^∞((0, T ] × Ω).

2. Given initial datum ρ_0 ∈ H^1, we say that ρ(t, x)is a strong solution to (1.6) on [0, T ], T > 0, if ρ ∈ C^0([0, T ]; H^1) ∩ L^2((0, T ); H^2), ∂_tρ ∈ L^2([0, T ]; L^2), and ρ is said to be regular if it is strong and ρ ∈ C^∞((0, T ] × Ω).

With the definition above, we state the following local well-posedness result below.

Theorem 3.2. Given initial datum ρ_0 ∈ H^1 (resp. ρ_0 ∈ H^1, u_0 ∈ V ) such that ρ_0 ≥ 0, there exists T_{loc} = T_{loc}(ρ_0) > 0 (resp. T_{loc} = T_{loc}(ρ_0) > 0) so that there exists a unique strong solution ρ (resp. (ρ, u)) to (1.6) (resp. (1.4)) on [0, T_{loc}) (resp. [0, T_{loc})). Moreover, the strong solutions are in fact regular.

We conclude this section by stating the following regularity criteria for both (1.4) and (1.6).

Theorem 3.3. If the maximal lifespan T of the strong solution to (1.4) (resp. (1.6)) is finite, the necessarily lim_{t→T} ∫_t 0 ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 dt = ∞. (3.1)

The proof of Theorem 3.2 is derived from standard energy-based compactness method. Theorem 3.3 then follows from energy estimates that we show along the course of the proof of Theorem 3.2. The proofs are standard and we delay the details to the appendix.

4 Analysis of the Static Problem

In this section, we perform a detailed analysis of (1.6), which serves as a starting point prior to the study of the full problem (1.4). In Section 4.1, we establish a series of a priori estimates concerning both cell density ρ and velocity field u of the static problem. We will further show a Nash-type inequality that elucidates an anisotropic mixing effect in the regime of large g. Finally, we prove Proposition 1.3 in Section 4.2.

4.1 Key A Priori Estimates

As a first step, we establish several fundamental energy estimates concerning the system (1.6). We first prove several a priori estimates for the Keller-Segel equation advected by a general incompressible flow. Then we focus on showing estimates corresponding to the fluid equation (1.6b), which turn out to be crucial in establishing the norm-stabilizing property and global well-posedness of (1.6).

4.1.1 Estimates for General Keller-Segel Equation with Advection

In this section, we derive appropriate estimates for the Keller-Segel equation advected by a general incompressible flow u, which may or may not depend on the cell density ρ itself:

∂_tρ + u · ∇ρ − Δρ + div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)) = 0, ρ(0, x) = ρ_0(x) ≥ 0, ∂_2ρ|_{∂Ω} = 0.

(4.1)

Here, u is a smooth, divergence-free vector field that satisfies no-flux boundary condition (i.e. u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0). We allow such generality in (4.1) so that all results in this subsection hold for both the static problem (1.6) and the full problem (1.4). This is because an incompressible, viscous flow satisfying Lions boundary condition necessarily satisfies all requirements prescribed in (4.1).

Our first result reveals that (4.1) conserves mass.

Proposition 4.1. Assume that ρ(t, x) is a regular solution to (4.1) on [0, T ] with u being C^1 and divergence-free. Then ρ(t, x) ≥ 0 and ‖ρ(t, ·)‖_L1 = ‖ρ_0‖_L1 for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Proof. First, ρ(t, x) ≥ 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] comes from the facts that ρ_0 ≥ 0 and parabolic maximum principle. To prove the conservation of mass, we use nonnegativity of ρ(t, x) to obtain that d dt ‖ρ(t, ·)‖_L1 = d dt ∫ Ω ρ(t, x)dx = ∫ Ω (−u · ∇ρ + Δρ − div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)))(t, x)dx = 0, where we integrated by parts and used that u is divergence-free, u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0, and ∂_2ρ|_{∂Ω} = 0 in the last equality.

The next result, which was originally proved in [32], gives two variants of L^2 energy estimates of (4.1), which play a major role in establishing the norm-stabilizing property of (1.6). We point out that [32, Proposition 4.2 and Corollary 4.3] are proved in the context where u is governed by Darcy’s law (1.8). However, their proofs only used that u is divergence-free and satisfies no-flux boundary condition. Hence, the proof of the result below follows verbatim from that of [32, Proposition 4.2 and Corollary 4.3].

Proposition 4.2 (Essentially Proposition 4.2, Corollary 4.3 of [32]). Assume ρ(t, x) to be a regular, nonnegative solution to (4.1) on [t_0, t_0 +T ] for some t_0 ≥ 0 and T > 0. Then for any t ∈ (t_0, t_0 +T ), there exists a constant C_0 depending only on the domain Ω such that d dt ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 ≤ C_0‖ρ − ρ_m‖^4_L2 + 2ρ_m‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 . (4.2)

Furthermore, if ‖ρ(t, ·) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} ≥ ρ_m/4 for all t ∈ [t_0, t_0 + T ], then there exists a positive constant C_1 depending only on the domain Ω such that d dt ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 ≤ C_1‖ρ − ρ_m‖^4_L2 , (4.3) and d dt ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ − 1 C_1ρ^4_m

‖ρ̄ − ρ_m‖^6_L2 + C_1‖ρ̃‖^4_L2 , (4.4)

for any t ∈ [t_0, t_0 + T ].

Remark 4.3. The constants C_0, C_1 only depend on the domain Ω as they either come from Hölder inequalities or Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequalities.

The next proposition shows that one can upgrade the L^∞_t L^2_x control of ρ to an L^∞_t L^∞_x control:

Proposition 4.4. Let ρ(t, x) be a regular solution to (4.1) on [t_0, t_0 + T ] for some t_0 ≥ 0 and N ≥ max(1, ρ_m) be an arbitrary number. If ‖ρ(t, ·) − ρ_m‖_L2 ≤ 2N for all t ∈ [t_0, t_0 + T ], then we also have sup_{t0≤t≤t0+T} ‖ρ(t, ·) − ρ_m‖_L∞ ≤ CN^2, where C is a constant depending only on the domain Ω.

Proof. The proof follows verbatim from that of [39, Proposition 9.1], where it is handled for T^2. This is indeed the case since all integrations by parts do not introduce any boundary terms due to the Neumann boundary condition that ρ satisfies as well as the no-flux boundary condition satisfied by u.

Finally, we establish a corollary that signifies a characteristic time for which the L^2 norm ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} doubles.

Corollary 4.5. Suppose ρ(t, x) is a regular solution to (4.1) on [t_0, t_0 + T ] for some t_0 ≥ 0, T > 0, and N > 0 being an arbitrary number. If ‖ρ(t_0) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} ≤ N, then there exists a time T_∗(N, ρ_m) =^{min(N −1,ρ−1m )}

8(1+C_0 ) =: c0 min(N

−1, ρ^{−1}_m ) such that sup t_0≤t≤t_0 +T_∗(N,ρ_m) ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 2N, (4.5) and ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 ‖∇ρ(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ 2N. (4.6) Here, C_0 is fixed as in Proposition 4.2.

Proof. To show (4.5), we employ a standard barrier argument: suppose that there exists a time τ ∈ [t_0, t_0 + T_∗(N, ρ_m)] such that ‖ρ(τ) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} = 2N, and ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} < 2N for any t ∈ [t_0, τ). Integrating (4.2) from t_0 to τ, we have

2N = ‖ρ(τ) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ N + 2ρ_m ∫_τ t_0

‖ρ(s) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 dx + C_0 ∫_τ t_0 ‖ρ(s) − ρ_m‖^4_L2 ds ≤ N + 4ρ_mNT_∗ + 4N^2C_0T_∗ < 2N, where we used the definition of T_∗ in the final inequality. However, this yields a contradiction.

To show (4.6), we integrate (4.2) from t_0 to t_0 + T_∗(N, ρ_m), which yields:

‖ρ(t_0 + T_∗(N, ρ_m)) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 ‖∇ρ(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ N + 2ρ_m ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0

‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 dt + C_0 ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 ‖ρ(t) − ρ_0‖^4_L2 dt ≤ N + 2ρ_m(2N)T_∗ + C_0(4N^2)T_∗ < N + N 2(1 + C_0) + C_0N 2(1 + C_0) < 2N. The proof is thus complete.

4.1.2 Estimates for Static Problem (1.6) Now, we turn to some estimates concerning the system (1.6), which crucially exploit the structure of the Biot-Savart-type relation (1.7). As our first step, we prove the following key estimate which displays the smallness of a mixing-type norm in the regime of large parameter g. Proposition 4.6. Let ρ(t, x) be a regular solution to equation (1.6) on [t_0, t_0 + T ] for some t_0 ≥ 0 and T > 0. Let N > 0 be an arbitrary number. If ‖ρ(t_0) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} ≤ N, the following bound holds: ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0

‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m)g^{−1}. (4.7)

Proof. On one hand, we compute that ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0

‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖^2_L2 dt = ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 ∫ Ω (−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρdxdt = ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 ∫ Ω ∂_1ρ(−Δ_D)^{−2}∂_1ρdxdt = − ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 ∫ Ω ρ∂_1(−Δ_D)^{−2}∂_1ρdxdt = 1 g ∫_{t0 +T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 ∫ Ω ρu_2dxdt. (4.8) Note that we have used the self-adjointness of (−Δ_D)^{−1} in the second equality, integration by parts in the third equality, and (1.7) in the last equality. On the other hand, we test the ρ-equation of (1.6) by x_2, which yields: ∫ Ω ρu_2dx = − ∫ Ω x_2(u · ∇ρ)dx = ∫ Ω x_2 ( ∂_tρ − Δρ + div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)) ) dx, =: 3∑ i=1 I_i, (4.9)

where the first equality follows from integration by parts and no-flux boundary condition satisfied by u. Integrating in time from t_0 to t_0 + T_∗(N, ρ_m) and using Proposition 4.1 as well as the bound (4.6), we estimate time integrals of I_1, I_2 by | | | ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 I_1dt | | | = | | | ∫ Ω x_2(ρ(t_0 + T_∗(N, ρ_m)) − ρ(t_0))dx | | | ≤ C‖ρ^0‖^{L1} ≤ Cρ^m, | | | ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 I_2dt | | | = | | | ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 ∫ Ω ∂_2ρdxdt | | | ≤ CT_∗(N, ρ_m)^{1/2} (∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 ‖∇ρ(t)‖^2_L2 dt )_{1/2} ≤ C. Here, we used the definition of T_∗(N, ρ_m) and (4.6) in the final inequality of I_2 estimate. To estimate the term I_3 in (4.9), we use Sobolev embedding, elliptic estimates, and interpolation inequality to obtain that

I_3 = ∫ Ω ρ∂_2(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m) ≤ ‖ρ‖_L2 ‖∂_2(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)‖_L2 ≤ (‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L2 + √ 2πρ_m)‖∂_2(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)‖_W 1,6/5 ≤ C(‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L2 + √ 2πρ_m)‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L6/5 ≤ Cρ^{2/3}_m ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^{1/3}_{L2} (‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L2 + ρ_m)

= C(ρ^{5/3}_m N^{1/6} + ρ^{2/3}_m N^{2/3}).

Then we may estimate the time integral of A_3 by ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0

I_3dt ≤ C min(N^{−1}, ρ^{−1}_m )(ρ^{5/3}_m N^{1/6} + ρ^{2/3}_m N^{2/3}) ≤ { ρ^{2/3}_m + ρ^{−1/3}_m , N ≤ 1, ρ^{5/3}_m N^{−5/6} + ρ^{2/3}_m N^{−1/3}, N > 1 ≤ C(ρ_m).

Collecting the estimates above yields: | | | ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0 ∫ Ω ρu_2dxdt | | | ≤ C(ρ_m), (4.10)

Therefore by (4.8): ∫_{t0+T∗(N,ρm)} t_0

‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m)g^{−1},

which concludes the proof.

Note that the norm ‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖_L2 could be viewed as a quantity that encodes information on mixing. This is because, formally, this quantity has the same scaling as the classical mix-norm ‖ρ − ρ_m‖_H−1_0 (see [33] for example). Since generally smallness of ‖ρ − ρ_m‖_H−1 induces enhanced dissipation by creating large gradients, it is tempting to uncover a similar effect by exploiting the smallness of ‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖_L2 in our setting. In order to achieve this goal, we follow the approach taken in [32], which studies a similar quantity ‖∂_1ρ‖_H−1_0 . The technical ingredient that we need is a Nash’s inequality with improved coefficient: let us recall the following result from [32], which is valid for any function ρ ∈ L^2([s, r], H^1(Ω)), 0 ≤ s < r ≤ ∞:

Proposition 4.7 (Corollary 6.2 of [32]). Assume that for some K > 0, there is ∫_r s ‖∂_1ρ‖^2_H−1_0 dt ≤ K^{−1} ∫_r s ‖ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt. (4.11)

Then there exists a constant C > 0 depending only on Ω such that ∫_r s ‖ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt ≤ CK^{−1/4} (∫_r s ‖ρ̃‖^2_L1 dt )_{1/2} (∫_r s ‖∇ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt )_{1/2} . (4.12)

Note that the original statement in Corollary 6.2 of [32] only considers the case when K ≥ 1. However, one could extend the result for any K > 0 in a rather trivial way: for K ∈ (0, 1), we simply invoke the original Nash’s inequality for ρ̃ without using the assumption (4.11). The fact that K^{−1/4} > 1 immediately yields the result.

With the proposition above, we may conclude the following crucial lemma, which precisely characterizes the creation of large gradients when the norm ‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖_L2 is small in an appropriate sense.

Lemma 4.8. Fix g > 0. Assume that there is some constant C > 0 so that ∫_r s ‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖^2_L2 dt ≤ Cg^{−9/10} (∫_r s ‖ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt )_2 . (4.13)

Then the following estimate holds: ∫_r s ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 dt ≥ C̃g^{9/50} (∫_r s ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L1 dt )_{−4/5} (∫_r s ‖ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt )_{8/5} , (4.14)

for some constant C̃ > 0 that only depends on the domain Ω and constant C appearing in (4.13).

Proof. Using definition of H^{−1}_0 norm and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

‖∂_1ρ̃‖^2_H−1_0 = ∫ Ω ∂_1ρ̃(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ̃dx ≤ ‖∂_1ρ̃‖_L2 ‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖_L2 ≤ ‖∇ρ‖_L2 ‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖_L2 ,

where we used the fact that ∂_1ρ = ∂_1ρ̃. Integrating the above inequality from s to r and applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality again, we have ∫_r s ‖∂_1ρ̃‖^2_H−1_0 dt ≤ (∫_r s ‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖^2_L2 dt )_{1/2} (∫_r s ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 dt )_{1/2}

≤ C^{1/2}g^{−9/20} (∫_r s ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 dt )_{1/2} ∫_r s ‖ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt. Then an application of Proposition 4.7 via replacing N by C^{−1/2}g^{9/20} (∫_r s ‖∇ρ‖^2_{L2} dt )_{−1/2} > 0 implies (4.14) after some rearrangements of the inequality.

4.2 Norm-Stabilizing Property of the Static Problem With the a priori estimates set up in previous sections, we are ready to prove the norm-stabilizing property (i.e. Proposition 1.3), from which the global existence of the static problem (1.6) follows.

Proof of Proposition 1.3. We first fix our choice of N_0 and T_∗ as follows: choose N_0 so that

N_0 ≥ max{1, 2ρ_m, 2‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖^2_L2 }, (4.15)

N_0 ≥

32^3C_1ρ^4_m(15/8 + 2C_1c_0) 4c_0

, (4.16)

and set T_∗ = c_0 min(2N^{−1}_0 , ρ_m) = 2c_0N^{−1}_0 . Recall that C_0, C_1 are universal constants fixed in Proposition 4.2; c_0 is also a universal constant fixed in Corollary 4.5. Moreover, we fix g ≥ g_0(N_0, ρ_m), where the threshold g_0 will be chosen sufficiently large in the course of the proof.

We first observe that by Corollary 4.5, given ‖ρ(t_0) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} = N_0/2, we have ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0

‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 dt ≤ N_0, (4.17)

and in particular (1.9) holds.

We thus focus on the proof of (1.10). Assume for the sake of contradiction that ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} > N_0/8 for any t ∈ [ t_0 +^{T∗}_2 , t_0 + T_∗ ] . For g ≥ g_0, we discuss the following dichotomy:

Case 1: Small ‖ρ̃‖_L2 . ∫_{t0+T∗}

t_0+T_∗/2

‖ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt ≤ c_0g^{−1/20}. (4.18)

In this case, we first observe that due to the contradiction assumption, there is a lower bound: ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 dt ≥ T_∗N_0 16 = c_0 16 . Combining with (4.18) and using orthogonality between ρ̄ and ρ̃, we have ∫_{t0 +T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖ρ̄ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 dt ≥ ( 1 16 − g^{−1/20} ) c_0 ≥ c_0 32 , (4.19) if we choose g_0 ≥ 32^{20}. (4.20) On the other hand, an application of Hölder’s inequality implies that ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖ρ̄ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 dt ≤ ( T_∗ 2 )_{2/3} (∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖ρ̄ − ρ_m‖^6_L2 dt )_{1/3} . Combining the inequality above with (4.19), we have ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖ρ̄ − ρ_m‖^6_L2 dt ≥ 4 T^2_∗ (∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖ρ̄ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 dt )_3 ≥ 4c^3_0 32^3T^2_∗ = 4c_0N^2_0 32^3

. (4.21)

Now, we shall invoke energy estimate (4.4) and integrate the differential inequality from T_∗/2 to T_∗. Note that we can do this since ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} > N_0/8 ≥ ρ_m/4 for any t ∈ [ t_0 +^{T∗}_2 , t_0 + T_∗ ] by our contradiction assumption, and our choice of N_0 in (4.15). Therefore, we arrive at

‖ρ(t_0 + T_∗) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ ‖ρ(t_0 + T_∗/2) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 − 1 C_1ρ^4_m ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2

‖ρ̄ − ρ_m‖^6_L2 dt + C_1 ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖ρ̃‖^4_L2 dt ≤ 2N_0 −

4c_0 32^3C_1ρ^4_m

N^2_0 + C_1 sup t_0+T_∗/2≤t≤t_0+T_∗/2 ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt ≤ 2N_0 −

4c_0 32^3C_1ρ^4_m

N^2_0 + 2C_1c_0N_0g^{−1/20}

≤ 2N_0 −

4c_0 32^3C_1ρ^4_m

N^2_0 + 2C_1c_0N_0.

Here, we used (4.21) in the second inequality, (4.18) in the third inequality, and g ≥ g_0 > 1 in the last inequality. Then by (4.16), a straightforward computation yields

‖ρ(t_0 + T_∗) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 2N_0 −

4c_0 32^3C_1ρ^4_m

N^2_0 + 2C_1c_0N_0 <

N_0 8 , which is a contradiction to our assumption. Case 2: Large ‖ρ̃‖_L2 . ∫_{t0+T∗}

t_0+T_∗/2

‖ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt > c_0g^{−1/20}. (4.22)

In this case, we first use estimate (4.7) to obtain that ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2

‖(−Δ_D)^{−1}∂_1ρ‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m)g^{−1} < C(ρ_m)c^{−2}_0 g^{−9/10} (∫_{t0+T∗} t_0 +T_∗/2 ‖ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt )_2 . Then, we can invoke Lemma 4.8 with C = C(ρ_m)c^{−2}_0 to conclude that ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 dt ≥ C(ρ_m)g^{9/50} (∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖ρ̃‖^2_L1 dt )_{−4/5} (∫_{t0+T∗} t_0 +T_∗/2 ‖ρ̃‖^2_L2 dt )_{8/5}

≥ C(ρ_m)T^{−4/5}_∗ g^{9/50}g^{−2/25} ≥ C(ρ_m)N^{4/5}_0 g^{1/10}.

(4.23)

Here, we applied Proposition 4.1, (4.22) in the second inequality, and used the definition of T_∗ in the final inequality. Now choose g_0 sufficiently large that

C(ρ_m)N^{4/5}_0 g^{1/10} > N_0. (4.24)

Then together with (4.23), we would arrive at ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0+T_∗/2 ‖∇ρ‖ 2 L^2 dt > N0. However, this contradicts

the a priori estimate (4.17). Up until this point, both cases in the dichotomy lead to a contradiction and we have completed the proof.

Remark 4.9. 1. The specific choice of parameters N_0, T_∗, and g_0 are summarized as follows: we first fix N_0 according to (4.15), (4.16), and we set T_∗ = 2c_0N^{−1}_0 . After N_0, T_∗ are fixed, we choose g_0 sufficiently large that (4.20) and (4.24) hold.

2. We also remark that the choice of N_0 ≥ 2‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} does not play a role in the proof of Proposition 1.3. However, it is a rather technical choice that will play a role in the proofs of Corollary 4.10 and Proposition 1.4, which rely on a barrier argument.

Note that we can conclude global well-posedness of system (2.1) as a direct consequence of Proposition 1.3.

Corollary 4.10. For arbitrary nonnegative initial data ρ_0 ∈ H^1, there exists g_0 = g_0(ρ_m) > 0 sufficiently large that the solution of the static problem (1.6) is globally regular for all g ≥ g_0.

Proof. Let g_0, N_0 be chosen as in Proposition 1.3 (and therefore T_∗ is fixed). Let t_0 ≥ 0 be the first time such that ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} = N_0. If t_0 = ∞, then this means that ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} ≤ N_0 for all t ≥ 0 as N_0 ≥ ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} . Hence by the regularity criterion stated in Theorem 3.3, we are already done. We may then suppose that t_0 < ∞. By Proposition 1.3, there exists T_1 ∈ [t_0 + T_∗/2, t_0 + T_∗] such that ‖ρ(t_0 + T_1) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} = N_0/8 < N_0. Moreover, we know that sup_{0≤t≤t0 +T∗} ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} ≤ 2N_0. Then let t_1 to be the first time after t_0 + T_1 such that ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} = N_0. Repeating the argument above, there exists T_2 ∈ [t_1 + T_∗/2, t_1 + T_∗] such that ‖ρ(t_1 + T_2) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} = N_0/8 and sup_{t0+T1≤t≤t1+T∗} ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} ≤ 2N_0. Repeating such steps indefinitely and by the fact that T_∗ > 0, we arrive at sup_{t≥0} ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 2N_0 < ∞,

which implies global well-posedness by the L^2 criterion in Theorem 3.3.

5 Analysis of the Full Keller-Segel-Navier-Stokes Problem

In this section, we study the full Keller-Segel-Navier-Stokes system (1.4), and we prove Proposition 1.4. For the readers’ convenience, let us recall the system (1.4) here:

∂_tρ + u · ∇ρ − Δρ + div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)) = 0, (5.1a)

∂_tu + u · ∇u − BΔu + ∇p = Bgρ(0, 1)^T , div u = 0, (5.1b)

∂_2ρ | ∂Ω = 0, u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0, ∂_2u_1|_{∂Ω} = 0, (5.1c)

ρ(0, x) = ρ_0(x) ≥ 0, u(0, x) = u_0(x), (5.1d)

As pointed out in Section 1.2, we will prove Proposition 1.4 with bootstrap assumption (1.11). We will do so by appropriately setting up a comparison scheme between the full problem (5.1) and the static problem (1.6). By examining Proposition 1.3 more closely, we observe that the damping effect induced by the static problem (1.6) becomes significant only when the L^2 norm of the cell density becomes sufficiently large i.e. N_0 as specified in the statement of Proposition 1.3. Therefore, in the case of the full problem (5.1), we decompose the full solution (ρ, u) into the static problem dynamics (ρ_s, u_s) and the remainder term (r, v) as L^2 norm of ρ turns to the level of N_0. We then show suitable estimates for remainder term (r, v), and show that they can be dominated by the damping effect introduced by the static part.

From this point on, given initial data (ρ_0, u_0), we fix N_0 and T_∗ as in Proposition 1.3. Namely, we choose N_0 so large that (4.15) and (4.16) hold, and then set T_∗ = 2c_0N^{−1}_0 . Moreover, the thresholds g_1, B_1 ≥ 1 are chosen to be sufficiently large in the course of our proof, whose exact values will be summarized in Remark 5.8. For the rest of this section, we will assume g ≥ g_1 and B ≥ B_1 by default.

We organize this section in the following way: in Section 5.1, we prove preliminary estimates of various derivatives to both ρ and u given bootstrap assumption (1.11). In Section 5.2 and Section 5.3, we prove suitable estimates for u · ∇u and ∂_tu respectively, which are crucial in closing the bootstrap argument. In Section 5.4, we set up a comparison scheme in between the full problem (5.1) and the static problem (1.6) so as to close the bootstrap argument.

5.1 Preliminary Estimates

For the rest of this section, we will consider a solution (ρ, u) to system (1.4) with initial data (ρ_0, u_0). We begin with several preliminary estimates for ρ, u, and some of their derivatives. Such estimates will be instrumental in later estimates of ∂_tu and u · ∇u under the bootstrap assumption. First, we introduce a time-integrated bound for ∇ρ on any time interval of scale T_∗.

Lemma 5.1. For arbitrary t_0 ∈ [0, T_0] and given bootstrap assumption (1.11), we have ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0

‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 dt ≤ 18N_0. (5.2)

Here, we recall that [0, T_0] is the bootstrap horizon.

Proof. This lemma follows directly from applying Corollary 4.5 with M = 9N_0.

We then give an estimate of u that is uniform over the time interval [0, T_0 + T_∗/9], which is slightly longer than the bootstrap horizon. In the mean time, we also show a bound on ∇u on an interval of scale T_∗.

Lemma 5.2. Given bootstrap assumption (1.11), the following estimate holds: sup 0≤t≤T_0+T_∗/9 ‖u(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2N_0. (5.3)

Moreover, for arbitrary t_0 ∈ [0, T_0], we have the following gradient bound: ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0

‖∇u(s)‖^2_L2 ds ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2 (5.4)

Proof. Fix t ∈ [0, T_0 + T_∗/9]. Testing (5.1b) by u and using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain that 1 2 d dt ‖u‖^2_L2 + ∫ Ω u_j ∂_j u_iu_idx + B ∫ Ω uΔudx = Bg ∫ Ω ρu_2dx ≤ Bg‖ρ‖_L2 ‖u‖_L2 . (5.5)

To treat the second and third term on LHS above, we use div u = 0 and u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0 to deduce that ∫ Ω u_j ∂_ju_iu_idx = 1 2 ∫ Ω u_j∂_j |u|^2dx = − 1 2 ∫ Ω div u|u|^2dx + ∫ T u_2|u|^2 | |^{x2=π}_{x2=0} dx1 = 0.

Similarly, ∫ Ω uΔudx = ∫ T ∫_π 0 u_j ∂_i∂_iu_jdx_2dx_1 = −‖∇u‖^2_L2 + ∫ T u_j ∂_2u_j | |^{x2=π}_{x2=0} dx1 = −‖∇u‖^2_L2 + ∫ T (u_1∂_2u_1 + u_2∂_2u_2) | |^{x2=π} x_2=0 dx_1 = −‖∇u‖^2_L2 , where we used the Lions boundary condition in the final equality. Combining the two identities above with (5.5), we have 1 2 d dt ‖u‖^2_L2 + B‖∇u‖^2_L2 ≤ Bg‖ρ‖_L2 ‖u‖_L2 (5.6) On the other hand, we apply Poincaré inequality (2.2) and apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to (5.6), which yields the following differential inequality: d dt ‖u‖^2_L2 ≤ − B C ‖u‖^2_L2 + 4CBg^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 .

Further invoking Duhamel’s formula, we deduce from the above estimate that:

‖u(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ e^{− BC t}‖u_0‖^2_L2 + 4CBg^2 ∫_t 0 e^{− BC (t−s)}‖ρ(s)‖^2_L2 ds, (5.7) for t ∈ [0, T_0 + T_∗/9]. To estimate (5.7), we first use bootstrap assumption (1.11) and Corollary 4.5 to conclude that sup 0≤t≤T_0+T_∗/9 ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 18N_0.

Then, we deduce from (5.7) that:

‖u(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ ‖u_0‖^2_L2 + 4CBg^2( sup_{0≤t≤T}

0 +T_∗/9

‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + 2π^2ρ^2_m) ∫_t 0 e^{− BC (t−s)}ds ≤ ‖u_0‖^2_L2 + 4CBg^2(18N_0 + 2π^2ρ^2_m) · B^{−1}(1 − e^{− BtC} ) ≤ ‖u_0‖^2_L2 + C(ρ_m)g^2N_0 ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2N_0

where third inequality follows from ρ^2_m ≤^1_2 ρ_mN_0 due to our choice of N_0 ≥ 2ρ_m. We also used g, N_0 ≥ 1 in the final inequality. This concludes the proof of (5.3).

To show (5.4), we start with (5.6) to deduce that 1 2 d dt ‖u‖^2_L2 + B‖∇u‖^2_L2 ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )Bg(18N_0 + 2π^2ρ^2_m)^{1/2}gN^{1/2}_0

≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )Bg^2N_0, where we invoked the bootstrap assumption and (5.3) in the second inequality. Fixing t_0 ∈ [0, T_0], and integrating the above from t_0 to t_0 + T_∗/9, we obtain that B ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0

‖∇u(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ ‖u_0‖^2_L2 + C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )Bg^2N_0 · c_0N^{−1}_0 ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )Bg^2,

where the last inequality holds as g, B ≥ 1. Now, the desired estimate follows from dividing on both sides of the above inequality by B.

We conclude this subsection by an estimate on the time derivative of cell density ρ.

Lemma 5.3. Assume the bootstrap assumption (1.11). For any t_0 ∈ [0, T_0], we have ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0

‖∂_tρ‖^2_H−1_0 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2N^2_0 (5.8)

Proof. Picking arbitrary φ ∈ H^1_0 and using (5.1a), we have | | ∫ Ω ∂_tρφdx | | ≤ | | ∫ Ω u · ∇ρφdx | | + | | ∫ Ω Δρφdx | | + | | ∫ Ω φ div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m))dx | |

=: 3∑ i=1 I_i. Using incompressibility of u and integrating by parts, we first see that

I_1 = | | | ∫ Ω u · ∇φ(ρ − ρ_m)dx | | | ≤ ‖ρ − ρ^m‖^{L∞} ‖u‖^{L2} ‖∇φ‖^{L2} , Applying integration by parts in a similar fashion and using Sobolev embeddings as well as Hölder’s inequality, we also have

I_2 = | | | ∫ Ω ∇ρ · ∇φdx | | | ≤ ‖∇ρ‖^{L2} ‖∇φ‖^{L2} , I_3 = | | | ∫ Ω ρ∇φ · ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)dx | | | ≤ ‖ρ‖^{L4} ‖∇(−Δ^N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ^m)‖^{L4} ‖∇φ‖^{L2} ≤ ‖ρ‖_L4 ‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L2 ‖∇φ‖_L2 ≤ ‖ρ‖^{1/2}_L∞ ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^{3/2}_{L2} ‖∇φ‖_L2 . Combining estimates of I_i above and using duality, we conclude that for any t ∈ [t_0, t_0 + T_∗/9]: ‖∂_tρ‖^2_H−1_0 ≲ ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L∞ ‖u‖^2_L2 + ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 + ‖ρ‖_L∞ ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^3_L2 ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )(g^2N^3_0 + N^{5/2}_0 ) + ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2N^3_0 + ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 ,

where we used the bootstrap assumption (1.11), Proposition 4.4, and Lemma 5.2 in the second inequality. Finally, we integrate over [t_0, t_0 + T_∗/9] and invoke Lemma 5.1 to conclude that ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0 ‖∂_tρ‖^2_H−1_0 dt ≤ c_0N^{−1}_0 9 · C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2N^3_0 + 18N_0 ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2N^2_0

since g ≥ 1 and N_0 ≥ 1.

5.2 Control of the Advection Term In this subsection, we estimate the advection term u · ∇u on any time interval of length T in the bootstrap horizon.

Lemma 5.4. Assume the bootstrap assumption (1.11) holds and fix arbitrary T ∈ (0, T_0 + T_∗/9). There exists a constant C_0 = C_0(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 ) such that for B ≥ C_0gN^{1/2}_0 , the following estimate holds: ∫_{t0+T}

t_0

‖u · ∇u(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)g^2N_0(g^2N_0T + 1), (5.9) for any t_0 ∈ [0, T_0 + T_∗/9 − T ].

Proof. First using Hölder inequality and Ladyzhenskaya’s inequality in 2D, we observe that ‖u · ∇u‖_L2 ≤ ‖u‖_L4 ‖∇u‖_L4 ≲ ‖u‖^{1/2}_{L2} ‖u‖_1‖∇u‖^{1/2}_1 ≤ ‖u‖^{1/2}_{L2} (‖u‖_L2 + ‖∇u‖_L2 )(‖∇u‖^{1/2}_{L2} + ‖∇^2u‖^{1/2}_{L2} ) = ‖u‖^{3/2}_{L2} ‖∇u‖^{1/2}_{L2} + ‖u‖^{3/2}_{L2} ‖∇^2u‖^{1/2}_{L2} + ‖u‖^{1/2}_{L2} ‖∇u‖^{3/2}_{L2} + ‖u‖^{1/2}_{L2} ‖∇u‖_L2 ‖∇^2u‖^{1/2}_{L2}

We show how to estimate the most singular term ‖u‖^{1/2}_{L2} ‖∇u‖_L2 ‖∇^2u‖^{1/2}_{L2} , and the rest of the terms follow from a similar argument. Using the interpolation inequality ‖∇u‖^2_{L2} ≤ ‖u‖_L2 ‖Δu‖_L2 for u ∈ W , and the calculus lemma A.3, we have ‖u‖_L2 ‖∇u‖^2_L2 ‖∇^2u‖_L2 ≤ ‖u‖^2_L2 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 . (5.10) Integrating (5.10) in time from t_0 to t_0 + T and using (5.3), we have ∫_{t0+T} t_0 ‖u‖^2_L2 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 dt ≤ sup_{0≤t≤T} 0+T_∗/9 ‖u(t)‖^2_L2 ∫_{t0+T} t_0 ‖Δu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2N_0 ∫_{t0+T} t_0 ‖Δu(t)‖^2_L2 dt, where we used (5.3) in the second inequality. Proceeding similarly with other terms, we can conclude the following bound: ∫_{t0+T} t_0 ‖u · ∇u‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2N_0 ∫_{t0+T} t_0

‖Δu‖^2_L2 dt. (5.11)

Thus to close the estimate, we need to obtain a control of Δu over an interval of length T . Testing (5.1b) by −Δu, we obtain that for any t ∈ (t_0, t_0 + T ): 1 2 d dt ‖∇u‖^2_L2 + B‖Δu‖^2_L2 = ∫ Ω (Δu)(u · ∇u)dx + Bg ∫ Ω ρΔu_2dx ≤ ‖Δu‖_L2 ‖u · ∇u‖_L2 + B 4 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 + Bg^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 ≤ C‖u‖_L2 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 + B 4 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 + Bg^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )gN^{1/2}_0 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 + B 4 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 + Bg^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 , (5.12) where we used (5.10) in the second inequality and (5.3) in the last inequality above. Choose

B ≥ 4C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )gN^{1/2}_0 =: C_0gN^{1/2}_0 , (5.13)

where constant C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 ) is the one appearing the last inequality of (5.12). Plugging (5.13) into (5.12) and rearranging, we have d dt ‖∇u‖^2_L2 + B‖Δu‖^2_L2 ≤ 2Bg^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 ≤ 2Bg^2(18N_0 + 2π^2ρ^2_m),

for t ∈ (t_0, t_0 + T ). Here, we used the bootstrap assumption (1.11) and Corollary 4.5.

Now integrating from t_0 to t_0 + T , we obtain that B ∫_{t0+T} t_0

‖Δu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ ‖∇u_0‖^2_L2 + C(ρ_m)Bg^2N_0T ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)(Bg^2N_0T + 1).

After dividing by B, ∫_{t0+T} t_0

‖Δu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)(g^2N_0T + 1),

where we used B ≥ 1 in the inequality. Combining with (5.11), we obtain the desired result.

5.3 Control of ∂_tu In this section, our ultimate goal is to show both a pointwise-in-time and a time-integrated bound on the time derivative ∂_tu. As the first step, we show an estimate of ∂_tu near time zero, which is presented in Lemma 5.5. The fundamental reason that we prove this lemma is rather technical: we do not assume appropriate compatibility condition on initial datum u_0. For such general datum, one generally cannot obtain a pointwise-in-time control of ‖∂_tu(0, ·)‖_L2 by naively taking the limit of t → 0 using the equation. (We refer to [22] for a more detailed discussion on compatible data for parabolic problems.) While a control of ∂_tu exactly at time zero is not available in general, we may instead control ‖∂_tu‖_L2 at some later time due to parabolic smoothing. More precisely, we have: Lemma 5.5. Define a time instance s_0 := c_0 min(‖ρ_0−ρ_m‖^{−2}_{L2} , ρ^{−1}_m ), where c_0 is fixed as in Corollary 4.5. Then for B ≥ g max(C_0N^{1/2}_0 , N_0), where C_0 is defined in Lemma 5.4, the following estimate holds: ∫_{s0} 0 ‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)B^2g^2. (5.14)

In particular, there exists τ_0 ∈ (0, s_0) such that

‖∂_tu(τ_0)‖^2_L2 ≤

C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)B^2g^2

s_0

=: C_1(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 , ‖u_0‖_1)B^2g^2. (5.15)

Proof. Note that given (5.14), (5.15) directly follows from Chebyshev’s inequality. Hence, we focus on showing (5.14). Multiplying ∂_tu on both sides of (5.1b) and integrating in space, we have

‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 + B ∫ Ω ∂_tu · (−Δu)dx = Bg ∫ Ω ρ∂_tu_2dx − ∫ Ω ∂_tu(u · ∇u)dx. (5.16)

Since u ∈ W , we can further compute that 1 2 d dt ‖∇u‖^2_L2 = ∫ Ω ∂_t∂_iu_j ∂_iu_j dx = ∫ Ω ∂_tu · (−Δu)dx + ∫ ∂Ω ∂_tu_j ∂_2u_j dS = ∫ Ω ∂_tu · (−Δu)dx + ∫ ∂Ω ∂_tu_1∂_2u_1dS + ∫ ∂Ω ∂_tu_2∂_2u_2dS = ∫ Ω ∂_tu · (−Δu)dx, where we used the boundary conditions u_2|_{∂Ω} = ∂_2u_1|_{∂Ω} = 0 in the third inequality above. Combining with (5.16) and using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain the following energy inequality: for t ∈ [0, s_0]

‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 + B 2 d dt ‖∇u‖^2_L2 ≤ 1 2 ‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 + 3 4 ( B^2g^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 + ‖u · ∇u‖^2_L2 ) . Rearranging and integrating in time from 0 to s_0, we have

B‖∇u(s_0)‖^2_L2 + ∫_{s0} 0 ‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ B‖∇u_0‖^2_L2 + 3 2 ∫_{s0} 0 ( B^2g^2‖ρ(t)‖^2_L2 + ‖u · ∇u(t)‖^2_L2 ) dt. (5.17)

Invoking Lemma 5.4 with t_0 = 0, T = s_0, we arrive at ∫_{s0} 0 ‖u · ∇u(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)g^2N_0(g^2N_0s_0 + 1).

Note that we can indeed invoke Lemma 5.4 here due to s_0 < T_0 and our assumption on B. Combining this bound with (5.17), we conclude that ∫_{s0} 0 ‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ B‖∇u_0‖^2_L2 + C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)(B^2g^2‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖^2_L2 · s_0 + g^4N^2_0 s_0 + g^2N_0)

≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)(B + B^2g^2 + g^4N^2_0 s_0 + g^2N_0) ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)B^2g^2,

where the last inequality follows from choosing B^2 ≥ g^2N^2_0 ≥ N_0, as well as the fact that s_0 ≤ ρ^{−1}_m . Hence, we have shown (5.14).

With the L^2 estimate (5.15) of ∂_tu near time zero above, we may further derive the following crucial estimates of ∂_tu up to T_0 thanks to the bootstrap assumption (1.11). More precisely, we have:

Lemma 5.6. Assume the bootstrap assumption (1.11) holds. There exists τ_0 < s_0 and B_0(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1) large so that for any B ≥ B_0g^2, sup τ_0≤t≤T_0 ‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ 5C_1(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 , ‖u_0‖_1)B^2g^2, (5.18)

where C_1 is defined in (5.15). Moreover, for any t_0 ∈ [τ_0, T_0], we have ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0

‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)Bg^2. (5.19)

Additionally, if t_0 ∈ [τ_0, T_0 −^8_9 T_∗], then ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0

‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)Bg^2. (5.20)

Remark 5.7. We remark that (5.19) does not follow directly from integrating (5.18) in time. In fact, doing so will only lead to an insufficient upper bound of size B^2g^2N^{−1}_0 .

Proof. The proof for this lemma is rather lengthy, so we split the proof in several steps. Step 1: Energy Estimate for ∂_tu.

We start with the evolution of ∂_tu. By differentiating (5.1b) in time, it is straightforward to check that ∂_tu satisfies the following equation: ∂^2_t u + ∂_tu · ∇u + u · ∇∂_tu − BΔ∂_tu + ∇∂_tp = Bg(∂_tρ)(0, 1)^T . Testing by ∂_tu, using div(∂_tu) = 0 and the fact that ∂_tu still satisfies the Lions boundary condition, we have for arbitrary ϵ > 0 that 1 2 d dt ‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 + B‖∇∂_tu‖^2_L2 = − ∫ Ω (∂_tu_j)(∂_j u_i)(∂_tu_i)dx + Bg ∫ Ω ∂_tρ∂_tu_2dx ≤ − ∫ Ω (∂_tu_j)(∂_j u_i)(∂_tu_i)dx + ϵB‖∂_tu_2‖^2_H1_0 + C(ϵ)Bg^2‖∂_tρ‖^2_H−1_0 ≤ − ∫ Ω (∂_tu_j)(∂_j u_i)(∂_tu_i)dx + ϵCB‖∇∂_tu‖^2_L2 + C(ϵ)Bg^2‖∂_tρ‖^2_H−1_0 ,

(5.21)

where we used the H^1_0 –H^{−1}_0 duality in the first inequality, and Poincaré inequality in the final inequality. The use of duality is indeed valid since the Lions boundary condition implies that u_2, and thus ∂_tu_2, satisfies zero Dirichlet boundary condition.

To estimate the first term on the RHS of the estimate above, an application of Ladyzhenskaya’s inequality in 2D and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives: ∫ Ω (∂_tu_j)(∂_j u_i)(∂_tu_i)dx ≤ ‖∂_tu‖^2_L4 ‖∇u‖_L2 ≤ C‖∂_tu‖_L2 (‖∂_tu‖_L2 + ‖∇∂_tu‖_L2 )‖∇u‖_L2 ≤ B 4 ‖∇∂_tu‖^2_L2 + C B ‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 ‖∇u‖^2_L2 + C‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 ‖∇u‖_L2 . (5.22)

Now choosing ϵ > 0 sufficiently small in (5.21), combining with (5.22), and rearranging, we have the following differential inequality: d dt ‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 ≤ −B‖∇∂_tu‖^2_L2 + C B ‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 ‖∇u‖^2_L2 + C‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 ‖∇u‖_L2 + CBg^2‖∂_tρ‖^2_H−1_0 ≤ ( C B ‖∇u‖^2_L2 + C‖∇u‖_L2 − B C_P ) ‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 + CBg^2‖∂_tρ‖^2_H−1_0 ,

(5.23)

where we used the Poincaré inequality (2.2) in the second inequality.

Choose τ_0 as in Lemma 5.5. We write (5.23) in Duhamel form and use (5.15) to obtain that, for any t ∈ [τ_0, τ_0 + T_∗/9],

‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ C_1B^2g^2 exp ( − B(t − τ_0) C_P + C ∫_t τ_0 ( 1 B ‖∇u(s)‖^2_L2 + ‖∇u(s)‖_L2 ) ds )

+ CBg^2 ∫_t τ_0 exp ( − B(t − s) C_P + C ∫_t s ( 1 B ‖∇u(τ)‖^2_L2 + ‖∇u(τ)‖_L2 ) dτ )

× ‖∂_tρ(s)‖^2_H−1_0 ds ≤ C_1B^2g^2 exp ( − B(t − τ_0) C_P + C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1) ( g^2 B + g(t − τ_0)^{1/2} ))

+ CBg^2 ∫_t τ_0 exp ( − B(t − s) C_P + C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1) ( g^2 B + g(t − s)^{1/2} )) ‖∂_tρ(s)‖^2_H−1_0 ds. (5.24)

Here, we used (5.4) in the second inequality above. We also utilized the following consequence of (5.4): for any τ_0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ a + T_∗/9, ∫_b a ‖∇u(s)‖_L2 ds ≤ (b − a)^{1/2} (∫_{a+T∗/9} a ‖∇u(s)‖^2_L2 ds )_{1/2} ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)g(b − a)^{1/2}. Then, we choose B sufficiently large that B ≥ C_2 log 2 g^2, (5.25)

where C_2 := C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1) is the constant appeared in (5.24). This reduces (5.24) to

‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ 2C_1B^2g^2 exp ( − B(t − τ_0) C_P + C_2g(t − τ_0)^{1/2} )

+ CBg^2 ∫_t τ_0 exp ( − B(t − s) C_P + C_2g(t − s)^{1/2} ) ‖∂_tρ(s)‖^2_H−1_0 ds =: I_1 + I_2.

(5.26)

This concludes the proof of energy estimates that we will use in later steps. Step 2: Proof of (5.18).

The plan of proving (5.18) is as follows: we first show a uniform bound similar to the desired control (5.18), yet on a shorter time interval, together with an improved bound at the endpoint of this interval. Namely, we will show that sup τ_0≤t≤τ_0+T_∗/9 ‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ 5C_1B^2g^2, (5.27)

and additionally ‖∂_tu(τ_0 + T_∗/9)‖^2_L2 ≤ C_1B^2g^2 = ‖∂_tu(τ_0)‖^2_L2 . (5.28) With (5.27) and (5.28), we can prove (5.18) using an iteration argument. Step 2.1: Proof of (5.27) and (5.28) To prove the desired estimates (5.27) and (5.28), we study the inequality (5.26). The key point is that we have to estimate (5.26) in two different time scales. Roughly speaking, we will choose B^{−1} ≪ T_∗ i.e. the dissipation time for u being much smaller than that for ρ. In this scenario,

‖∂_tu‖_L2 may grow on time interval [τ_0, τ_0 + B^{−1}], but it will not grow much due to smallness of B^{−1}. Yet on [τ_0 + B^{−1}, τ_0 + T_∗/9], the dissipation effect becomes significant and is sufficient to damp growth generated by nonlinear terms.

More precisely, let us choose B such that

100C_P B < c_0 9N_0 = T_∗ 9 , B ≥ 100C_P C^2 (log 2)^2 g^2, (5.29)

where C_P is the Poincaré constant appeared in (5.26). From (5.29), we obtain exp ( − B(t − a) C_P + C_2g(t − a)^{1/2} ) ≤ exp ( − B(t − a) C_P ) exp ( 10 √ C_P C_2g √ B ) ≤ 2, (5.30)

for any time a so that 0 ≤ t − a ≤^{100CP}_B .

Estimate on [τ_0, τ_0 +^{100CP}_B ].

If t ∈ [τ_0, τ_0 +^{100CP}_B ], we may invoke (5.30) to estimate I_1 and I_2 by:

I_1 ≤ 4C_1B^2g^2, I_2 ≤ CBg^2 ∫_{τ0+T∗/9} τ_0

‖∂_tρ(s)‖^2_H−1_0 ds ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )Bg^4N^2_0 ,

where we used Lemma 5.3 in the last inequality. Choosing B sufficiently large that

C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2N^2_0 <

C_1B 2 , (5.31)

where C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 ) is the constant appearing in the previous estimate. We then conclude that sup τ_0≤t≤τ_0+^{100CP}_B

‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 < 5C_1B^2g^2. (5.32)

Estimate on (τ_0 +^{100CP}_B , τ_0 + T_∗/9].

Suppose that t ∈ (τ_0 +^{100CP}_B , τ_0 + T_∗/9]. In this case, we further choose B large so that B ≥ (2C_P C_2)^2 100C_P g^2. (5.33)

Such choice guarantees that for any time a ∈ [τ_0, t −^{100CP}_B ], we have − B(t − a) C_P + C_2g(t − a)^{1/2} ≤ − B(t − a) 2C_P ≤ −50. (5.34)

Therefore using (5.34), we can bound I_1 in (5.26) by

I_1 ≤ 2C_1B^2g^2 exp ( − B(t − τ_0) 2C_P ) ≤ e^{−50}C_1B^2g^2 < 1 4 C_1B^2g^2. (5.35)

Finally, we estimate I_2 by:

I_2 = CBg^2 (∫_{t− 100CPB} τ_0 + ∫_t t−^{100CP}_B ) exp ( − B(t − s) C_P + C_2g(t − s)^{1/2} ) ‖∂_tρ(s)‖^2_H−1_0 ds

≤ CBg^2(e^{−50} + 2) ∫_{τ0+T∗/9} τ_0

‖∂_tρ(s)‖^2_H−1_0 ds ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )Bg^4N^2_0

(5.36) where we used (5.34) to estimate the first integral and (5.30) to estimate the second integral in the first inequality above. Then we choose B even larger that

C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 )g^2N^2_0 ≤

C_1 2 B, (5.37)

where C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_L2 ) is the constant appearing in the last line of (5.36). Combining (5.37) with (5.36), we conclude that I_2 in (5.26) can be bounded as follows:

I_2 ≤

C_1 2 B^2g^2. (5.38)

Finally, we combine (5.35) and (5.38) to deduce that sup τ_0+^{100CP}_B ≤t≤τ_0+T_∗/9

‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 < C_1B^2g^2. (5.39)

Collecting both (5.32) and (5.39) directly yields (5.27) and (5.28). Step 2.2: Iterative Procedure.

With (5.27) and (5.28), we may start to iterate Step 2.1 and 2.2 for subsequent time intervals [τ_0 + iT_∗/9, τ_0 + (i + 1)T_∗/9], i ≥ 1. Notice that all estimates involved in Step 2.1 and 2.2 only used that [τ_0, τ_0 + T_∗/9] ⊂ [0, T_0 + T_∗/9] and ‖∂_tu(τ_0)‖^2_{L2} ≤ C_1B^2g^2. Hence, we may define i_∗ to be the largest natural number so that [τ_0 + i_∗T_∗/9, τ_0 + (i_∗ + 1)T_∗/9] ⊂ [0, T_0 + T_∗/9]. The above arguments will conclude that sup τ_0≤t≤τ_0+(i_∗+1)T_∗/9

‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ 5C_1B^2g^2.

We may without loss of generality consider T_0 < ∞. In this case, by definition of i_∗, we must have τ_0 + (i_∗ + 1)T_∗/9 > T_0, since otherwise [τ_0 + (i_∗ + 1)T_∗/9, τ_0 + (i_∗ + 2)T_∗/9] ⊂ [0, T_0 + T_∗/9], contradicting the maximality of i_∗. We may then conclude that sup τ_0≤t≤T_0 ‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ sup

τ_0≤t≤τ_0 +(i_∗+1)T_∗/9

‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ 5C_1B^2g^2.

This concludes the proof of (5.18), after we choose threshold B_0 so large that (5.25), (5.29), (5.31), (5.33), and (5.37) hold for all B ≥ B_0g^2. Note that we can indeed choose such B_0, since all conditions of choosing B assume the form B ≥ Cg^2 with some C. Step 3: Proof of (5.19).

To prove (5.19), we write (5.26) in time-integrated Duhamel form starting at time t_0 ∈ [τ_0, T_0]: ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0

‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ 2‖∂_tu(t_0)‖^2_L2 ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0 exp ( − B C_P (t − t_0) + C_2g(t − t_0)^{1/2} ) dt + CBg^2 ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0 ∫_t t_0 exp ( − B C_P (t − s) + C_2g(t − s)^{1/2} ) ‖∂_tρ(s)‖^2_H−1_0 dsdt ≤ 10C_1B^2g^2 ∫_{t0 +T∗/9} t_0 exp ( − B C_P (t − t_0) + C_2g(t − t_0)^{1/2} ) dt + CBg^2 ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0 ∫_t t_0 exp ( − B C_P (t − s) + C_2g(t − s)^{1/2} ) ‖∂_tρ(s)‖^2_H−1_0 dsdt. (5.40)

Here, we used (5.18) in the second inequality. Since (5.29) and (5.33) hold, we may run a similar argument in deducing (5.30) and (5.34) to conclude that exp ( − B C_P (t − s) + C_2g(t − s)^{1/2} ) ≤ 2 exp ( −^{B(t−s)}_{CP} ) , 0 ≤ t − s ≤^{100CP}_B , exp ( −^{B(t−s)}_{2CP} ) ,^{100CP}_B < t − s ≤^{T∗}_9 , ≤ 2 exp ( − B(t − s) 2C_P ) , (5.41)

for 0 ≤ t − s ≤ T_∗/9. Applying (5.41) to (5.40), we have ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0

‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)B^2g^2 C_P B ( 1 − e^{−BT∗18C}P )

+ CBg^2 ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0 (∫_s t_0 e^{− B(t−s)2C}P dt ) ‖∂_tρ(s)‖^2_H−1_0 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)Bg^2 + Cg^2 ∫_{t0+T∗/9} t_0 ‖∂_tρ(s)‖^2_H−1_0 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)(Bg^2 + g^4N^2_0 ) ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)Bg^2,

if we choose B sufficiently large that B ≥ g^2N^2_0 . (5.42) Note that we used (5.18) and Fubini theorem in the first inequality, and Lemma 5.3 in the third inequality. This concludes the proof of (5.19) after we choose threshold B_0 so that (5.25), (5.29), (5.31), (5.33), (5.37), and (5.42) hold for all B ≥ B_0g^2. Step 4: Proof of (5.20).

Given t_0 ∈ [τ_0, T_0 −^8_9 T_∗], we note that (5.20) is a direct consequence of (5.19): ∫_{t0+T∗} t_0 ‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 dt = 8∑ i=0 ∫_{t0+(i+1)T∗/9} t_0+iT_∗/9 ‖∂_tu(t)‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)Bg^2, where we applied (5.19) for each term in the inequality above.

5.4 Closing the Bootstrap In this section, we show the improved estimate as stated in Proposition 1.4. Consider a time instance T_1 to be the first time such that ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} achieves N_0, where we recall that N_0 was chosen to satisfy (4.15) and (4.16). Note that T_1 verifies the following two properties:

1. T_1 > s_0, where s_0 is chosen as in Lemma 5.5;

2. T_1 + T_∗ < T_0.

The first property is due to N_0 > 2‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} and Corollary 4.5; the second property is due to the choice that T_∗ = 2c_0N^{−1}_0 .

Now, we set up the following comparison scheme: let ρ_s, u_s be the (global) regular solution to the following static problem

∂_tρ_s + u_s · ∇ρ_s − Δρ_s + div(ρ_s∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ_s − (ρ_s)_m)) = 0, −Δu_s + ∇p_s = gρ_s(0, 1)^T , div u_s = 0, ∂_2ρ_s | ∂Ω = 0, (u_s)_2 | ∂Ω = ∂_2(u_s)_1 | ∂Ω = 0, ρ_s(0, x) = ρ(T_1, x) ≥ 0.

(5.43)

Define r(t, x) = ρ(t, x) − ρ_s(t − T_1, x), v(t, x) = u(t, x) − u_s(t − T_1, x) for t ∈ [T_1, T_1 + T_∗]. A straightforward computation yields the following equations for r and v:

∂_tr − Δr + v · ∇ρ + u_s · ∇r + div(r∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)) + div(ρ_s∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}r) = 0, (5.44a) −Δv + ∇(B^{−1}p − p_s) = − 1 B ∂_tu − 1 B (u · ∇u) + gr(0, 1)^T , div v = 0, (5.44b)

r(T_1, x) = 0, v(T_1, x) = u(T_1, x) − u_s(T_1, x), (5.44c) ∂_2r|_{∂Ω} = 0, v_2|_{∂Ω} = ∂_2v_1|_{∂Ω} = 0. (5.44d) Notice that in the derivation of (5.44a), we used the fact that ρ(t, x) − ρ_m − (ρ_s(t − T_1, x) − (ρ_s)_m) = ρ(t, x) − ρ_s(t − T_1, x) = r(t, x), thanks to the observation that (ρ_s)_m = (ρ(T_1, ·))_m = ρ_m.

Our plan is to establish appropriate controls of ‖r(t)‖_L2 and ‖ρ_s(t − T_1) − ρ_m‖_L2 on time interval [T_1, T_1 + T_∗].

Step 1: Control of ‖r(t)‖_L2 .

To control the remainder r, we study (5.44a) by testing this equation by r. By incompressibility of u_s, we deduce that for any t ∈ [T_1, T_1 + T_∗]: 1 2 d dt ‖r‖^2_L2 + ‖∇r‖^2_L2 = − ∫ Ω rv · ∇ρ − ∫ Ω r div(r∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)) − ∫ Ω r div(ρ_s∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}r)

= K_1 + K_2 + K_3.

We first treat K_2, K_3. Integrating by parts, we have

K_2 = 1 2 ∫ Ω ∇(r^2) · ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m) = 1 2 ∫ Ω r^2(ρ − ρ_m)dx ≤ 1 2 ‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L∞ ‖r‖^2_L2 . (5.45)

To estimate K_3, we integrate by parts and obtain

K_3 = ∫ Ω ρ_s∇r · ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}rdx ≤ ‖∇r‖_L2 ‖ρ_s‖_L4 ‖∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}r‖_L4 ≤ 1 4 ‖∇r‖^2_L2 + 3 4 ‖ρ_s‖^2_L4 ‖∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}r‖^2_L4 ≤ 1 4 ‖∇r‖^2_L2 + 3 4 ‖ρ_s‖^2_L4 ‖r‖^2_L2 , (5.46)

where we used the Sobolev embedding H^1 ⊂ L^4 and elliptic estimates. Finally, we treat K_1, which potentially contributes the growth of ‖r‖_L2 due to the appearance of v in the term. In fact, we have

K_1 = − ∫ Ω rv · ∇ρdx = ∫ Ω div(rv)ρdx − ∫ ∂Ω rv_2ρdσ = ∫ Ω ∇r · vρdx ≤ ‖∇r‖_L2 ‖v‖_L∞ ‖ρ‖_L2 ≤ 1 4 ‖∇r‖^2_L2 + 3 8 ‖v‖^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 , where we used v_2|_{∂Ω} = 0 in the third equality, and Sobolev embedding H^2 ⊂ L^∞ in the final inequality.

Now, we claim that −B^{−1}∂_tu(t, ·) − B^{−1}u · ∇u + gr(t, ·)(0, 1)^T ∈ H. Indeed, as u(t, ·) ∈ W by Theorem 3.2, we have ∫ Ω u_1(x)dx = 0. This leads to ∫ Ω ( −B^{−1}∂_tu + gr(0, 1)^T ) 1 dx = ∫ Ω −B^{−1}∂_tu_1dx = −B^{−1}∂_t ∫ Ω u_1(x)dx = 0.

Moreover, we observe that using Lions boundary condition satisfied by u, ∫ Ω (u · ∇u)_1dx = ∫ Ω u_j ∂_j u_1dx = − ∫ Ω div uu_1dx + ∫ ∂Ω u_2u_1dS(x) = 0.

The two computations above readily verify the claim. Hence, we are eligible to apply the elliptic estimate (2.3) and obtain ‖v‖^2 ≲ 1 B^2

(‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 + ‖u · ∇u‖^2_L2 ) + g^2‖r‖^2_L2 .

We therefore estimate K_1 by

K_1 ≤ 1 4 ‖∇r‖^2_L2 + C ( 1 B^2

(‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 + ‖u · ∇u‖^2_L2 ) + g^2‖r‖^2_L2 ) ‖ρ‖^2_L2 (5.47)

Combining (5.47), (5.45), and (5.46), we have the following differential inequality: for any t ∈ [T_1, T_1 + T_∗], d dt ‖r‖^2_L2 + ‖∇r‖^2_L2 ≤ C ( g^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 + ‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L∞ + ‖ρ_s‖^2_L4 ) ‖r‖^2_L2 + C B^2 ‖ρ‖^2_L2 ( ‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 + ‖u · ∇u‖^2_L2 )

≤ F (t)‖r‖^2_L2 + C B^2

(‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + 2π^2ρ^2_m) ( ‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 + ‖u · ∇u‖^2_L2 ) , where we set F (t) = C(g^2‖ρ(t)‖^2_{L2} + ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖_L∞ + ‖ρ_s(t − T_1)‖^2_{L4} ). Note that by the bootstrap assumption, Proposition 4.4, Proposition 1.3, and g ≥ 1, we have ∫_{T1+T∗} T_1 F (s)ds ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0‖_L2 )g^2. Now we would like to estimate ‖r(t)‖^2_{L2} on [T_1, T_1 + T_∗]. Since r(T_1, x) = 0, an application of Grönwall inequality and bootstrap assumption (1.11) yields that for any t ∈ [T_1, T_1 + T_∗]: ‖r(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ C B^2 ∫_t T_1

(‖ρ(s) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + 2π^2ρ^2_m) ( ‖∂_tu(s)‖^2_L2 + ‖u · ∇u(s)‖^2_L2 ) ds [ exp (∫_t T_1 F (s)ds )]

≤ C(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 )e^{g2} · 1 B^2 ∫_{T1+T∗} T_1 ( ‖∂_tu(s)‖^2_L2 + ‖u · ∇u(s)‖^2_L2 ) ds (5.48)

Choose B ≥ max(B_0g^2, C_0gN^{1/2}_0 ), (5.49) where B_0 and C_0 are chosen as in Lemma 5.6 and Lemma 5.4 respectively. Then we may invoke (5.20) (since T_1 + T_∗ < T_0 and T_1 > s_0 ≥ τ_0) and Lemma 5.4 to estimate that ∫_{T1+T∗} T_1

‖∂_tu(s)‖^2_L2 + ‖u · ∇u(s)‖^2_L2 ds ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)(g^2B + g^4N^2_0 T_∗ + g^2N_0)

= C(ρ_m, ‖u_0‖_1)(g^2B + g^4N_0 + g^2N_0), where we used the fact that T_∗ = 2c_0N^{−1}_0 in the last equality. Combining this estimate with (5.48), we obtain sup T_1≤t≤T_1+T_∗ ‖r(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ C(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 , ‖u_0‖_1)

(g^2B + g^4N_0 + g^2N_0)e^{g2}

B^2

≤ C(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 , ‖u_0‖_1) g^2e^{g2} B , (5.50)

where we used g ≥ 1 and (5.49) in the last inequality above. Now choosing B ≥ 4C(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 , ‖u_0‖_1) N_0 g^2e^{g2} , (5.51)

where C(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 , ‖u_0‖_1) is the constant appearing in the last line of (5.50), we deduce that sup T_1≤t≤T_1+T_∗ ‖r(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ N_0 4 . (5.52)

Step 2: Control of ‖ρ_s(t − T_1) − ρ_m‖_L2 .

Since ρ_s satisfies the static problem (5.43), we shall use Proposition 1.3 to demonstrate that ρ_s produces sufficient damping so as to close the bootstrap argument. However, there is a technical caveat: N_0 is chosen according to initial datum ρ_0, while ρ_s corresponds to initial datum ρ(T_1, ·), which has a different L^2 norm from ρ_0. Therefore, applying Proposition 1.3 to ρ_s will produce new thresholds, which we call ~N_0, ~T_∗, and ~g_0. Yet, we will demonstrate that one is still able to produce sufficient damping from ρ_s.

Recall that (ρ_s)_m = ρ_m, and ‖ρ_s(0, ·)−ρ_m‖^2_{L2} = N_0 by the definition of T_1. Then by Proposition 1.3, setting ~N_0 = max ( 1, 2ρ_m, 2N_0,

32^3C_1ρ^4_m(15/8 + 2C_1c_0) 4c_0 ) , ~T_∗ = 2c_0 ~N_0^{−1}, there exists ~g_0 = ~g_0( ~N_0, ρ_m) such that for any g ≥ ~g_0, we have sup 0≤τ ≤~T_∗ ‖ρ_s(τ) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ ~N_0,

and there exists ~T ∈ (~T_∗/2, ~T_∗) such that

‖ρ_s( ~T ) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ ~N_0 8 . An elementary but crucial observation is that ~N_0 = 2N_0: this is because we choose N_0 to satisfy (4.15) and (4.16), from which we have

N_0 ≥ max ( 1, 2ρ_m, 32^3C_1ρ^4_m(15/8 + 2C_1c_0) 4c_0 )

and therefore ~N_0 = 2N_0. Thus by definition, we also have ~T_∗ =^{T∗}_2 .

Now, we choose g_1 = g_1(‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 , ρ_m) := ~g_0( ~N_0, ρ_m). (5.53) With the discussions above, we conclude the following: assuming g ≥ g_1, then there is

‖ρ_s(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ ~N_0 = 2N_0 for t ∈ [0, T_∗/2]. Moreover, there exists S_1 := ~T ∈ [T_∗/4, T_∗/2] such that

‖ρ_s(S_1) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ ~N_0 8 = N_0 4 . Step 3: Proof of Improved Estimate (1.12). By triangle inequality and (5.52), we conclude that sup T_1≤t≤T_1+T_∗/2 ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 2 sup T_1≤t≤T_1+T_∗/2 ‖ρ_s(t − T_1) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + 2 sup_T 1≤t≤T_1+T_∗/2 ‖r(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ 4N_0 +

N_0 4 < 5N_0, and ‖ρ(T_1 + S_1) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤

N_0 2 + N_0 4 < N_0. Now, we may iterate this argument in a similar spirit to the proof of (5.20) in Lemma 5.6. For any i > 1, with T_{i−1} and S_{i−1} ∈ [T_∗/4, T_∗/2] defined, we consider T_i to be the first time instance after T_{i−1} + S_{i−1} such that ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} = N_0. By definition of T_i, we have T_i − T_{i−1} ≥ S_{i−1} ≥ T_∗/4. Moreover, we note that T_i still verifies that T_i > s_0 and T_i + T_∗ < T_0. Indeed, the first inequality is due to the monotonicity of T_i in i, and the second inequality holds true since T_∗ is the least doubling time of ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_{L2} at level N_0. Therefore, we may repeat Step 2 and 3 above on interval [T_i, T_i + T_∗] to conclude that sup T_i≤t≤T_i+T_∗/2 ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 5N_0, and ‖ρ(T_i + S_i) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ N_0, for some S_i ∈ [T_∗/4, T_∗/2]. Iterating for j_∗ := ⌊^{4T0}_{T∗} ⌋ + 1 times, we reach the estimate that sup 0≤t≤T_{j∗} +T_∗/2 ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 5N_0.

However, we must have T_{j∗} + T_∗/2 ≥ T_0, since T_{i+1} − T_i ≥ T_∗/4 for every i. From this fact, we conclude that sup 0≤t≤T_0 ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ sup 0≤t≤T_{j∗} +T_∗/2 ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 5N_0,

which is the improved bound (1.12).

Remark 5.8. We summarize the choice of thresholds g_1 and B_1 as follows. We first choose g_1 = g_1(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 ) as in (5.53). Fixing g ≥ g_1, we then choose B_1 = B_1(ρ_m, ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 , ‖u_0‖_1) large so that (5.49) and (5.51) hold for all B ≥ B_1g^2e^{g2} .

6 Discussions

In this section, we discuss extensions of Theorem 1.1 and some open problems.

1. By performing a similar, but less laborious, analysis, one could prove a similar result to Theorem 1.1 to the following Keller-Segel-Stokes system: ∂_tρ + u · ∇ρ − Δρ + div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)) = 0, ρ_m =^1_{|Ω|} ∫ Ω ρ(t, x)dx, ∂_tu −^1_{Re} Δu + ∇p = Ra ρ(0, 1)^T , div u = 0.

(6.1) equipped with boundary conditions ∂_2ρ = 0, u_2 = 0, ∂_2u_1 = 0, on ∂Ω. (6.2) The proof of this result was contained in an earlier ArXiv version of this work, but we only presented the Keller-Segel-Navier-Stokes case here due to considerable redundancies in the proof of the Keller-Segel-Stokes case.

2. It is natural to attempt to generalize our main result to the Keller-Segel-Navier-Stokes system equipping classical no-slip boundary condition on the Navier-Stokes equation. However, in this case, the existence of boundary layers might complicate the analysis. Such effect is manifested in a different leading order problem that one needs to consider. Instead of considering the Biot-Savart law u = −g∇^⊥(−Δ_D)^{−2}∂_1ρ as we did in this work, one needs to use u = ∇^⊥ψ, where ψ solves the following bi-harmonic equation (see [18, 47, 46] for a more detailed discussion): { Δ^2ψ = ∂_1ρ, ψ|_{∂Ω} = ∂_2ψ|_{∂Ω} = 0.

(6.3)

It is unclear to the author whether a statement like Theorem 1.1 still holds true in the no-slip case.

A Appendix

A.1 Stokes Operator Equipped with Lions Boundary Condition In this section, we first rigorously prove Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.2, which concern Stokes operator corresponding to Lions boundary condition. For the convenience of the readers, we reiterate the statements of the propositions as follows:

Proposition A.1. Let u ∈ V . Then the following estimate holds: ‖u‖_L2 ≤ C_P ‖∇u‖_L2 , (A.1) where C_P is a positive constant that only depends on the domain Ω.

Proof. Since ‖u‖^2_{L2} = ‖u_1‖^2_{L2} + ‖u_2‖^2_{L2} , we will estimate each velocity component separately. Since u ∈ V , then in particular u_1 has zero spatial mean and u_2 ∈ H^1_0 (Ω). Thus, (A.1) follows from applying Poincaré inequality to u_1 and u_2 separately.

Proposition A.2. Assuming f ∈ H, then (2.1) admits a unique solution u ∈ W with estimate ‖u‖_2 ≤ C‖f‖_L2 . (A.2) In fact, u is given by the following explicit formula: u = ∇^⊥(−Δ_D)^{−2}(∂_2f_1 − ∂_1f_2). (A.3) More generally, if f ∈ H^s ∩ H, s ≥ 1, we have the following improved regularity estimate: ‖u‖_{s+2} ≤ C‖f‖_s. (A.4)

Proof. To show well-posedness of problem (2.1), it is convenient to show on the level of stream function. Since we would find u such that ∫ Ω u_1dx = 0 and u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0, there exists a unique stream function ψ such that u = ∇^⊥ψ by Hodge decomposition. Moreover, ψ satisfies the following: Δψ = ω, ψ|_{∂Ω} = 0. Taking ∇^⊥· on (2.1) and denoting ω = ∇^⊥ · u, we must have −Δω = ∂_1f_2 − ∂_2f_1, ω|_{∂Ω} = 0.

Therefore, the discussion above motivates us to study the following auxiliary coupled system: { Δψ = ω, ψ|_{∂Ω} = 0, −Δω = ∂_1f_2 − ∂_2f_1, ω|_{∂Ω} = 0.

(A.5)

First, note that since f ∈ L^2, we have ∂_1f_2 − ∂_2f_1 ∈ H^{−1}_0 in the sense of distribution. Then by standard elliptic theory, there exists a unique ω ∈ H^1_0 such that the ω equation holds, with estimate ‖ω‖_1 ≤ C(Ω)‖f‖_L2 . Applying standard elliptic theory again to ψ equation, we have a unique solution ψ ∈ H^3 ∩ H^1_0 , with estimate ‖ψ‖_3 ≤ C(Ω)‖ω‖_1. Define u = ∇^⊥ψ. Then u strongly solves (2.1) with boundary conditions u_2|_{∂Ω} = ∂_2u_1|_{∂Ω} = 0 satisfied in the trace sense. Moreover, we have the estimate ‖u‖_2 ≤ ‖ψ‖_3 ≤ C(Ω)‖f‖_L2 . Moreover from the discussion above, we obtain formula (A.3). Finally, to show the higher regularity estimates (A.4), we note that given f ∈ H^s ∩ H, s ≥ 1, ∇f ∈ H^{s−1}. Using the explicit formula (A.3) and standard elliptic estimate, we conclude (A.4).

Finally, we present the following calculus lemma: Lemma A.3. ‖∇^2u‖_L2 = ‖Δu‖_L2 for u ∈ W ∩ C^∞(Ω). Proof. Integrating by parts twice, we obtain that ‖Δu‖^2_L2 = ∫ Ω ∂_i∂_iu_j∂_k∂_ku_j dx = ∫ Ω ∂_i∂_ku_j ∂_i∂_ku_j dx + ∫ ∂Ω Δu_j∂_2u_j dx_1 − ∫ ∂Ω ∂_k∂_2u_j∂_ku_j dx_1 =: ‖∇^2u‖^2_L2 + BT_1 + BT_2.

We moreover notice that BT_1 = ∫ ∂Ω Δu_1∂_2u_1dx_1 + Δu_2∂_2u_2dx_1 = 0, Now we observe that for any x ∈ ∂Ω, since u is smooth and belongs to the class W , we have Δu_2 = ∂^2_1 u_2 + ∂^2 u_2 = ∂^2 u_2 = −∂_1∂_2u_1 = 0, where we used u_2|_{∂Ω} = 0 in the second equality, div u = 0 in the third equality, and ∂_2u_1|_{∂Ω} = 0 in the last equality. Using this fact and ∂_2u_1 = 0 for x ∈ ∂Ω, we expand the sum and obtain: BT_2 = ∫ ∂Ω ∂_1∂_2u_1∂_1u_1dx_1 + ∫ ∂Ω ∂_1∂_2u_2∂_1u_2dx_1 + ∫ ∂Ω ∂_2∂_2u_1∂_2u_1dx_1 + ∫ ∂Ω ∂_2∂_2u_2∂_2u_2dx_1 = ∫ ∂Ω ∂_2∂_2u_2∂_2u_2dx_1, where we used the boundary conditions of u in the last equality. Since ∂^2 u_2 = −∂_1∂_2u_1 = 0 for x ∈ ∂Ω, we finally conclude that BT_2 = 0, and thus ‖∇^2u‖_L2 = ‖Δu‖_L2 .

A.2 Local Well-Posedness for (1.4) and (1.6) In this section, we prove Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.3. The structure of the proof is in the same spirit as that in Section 2 of [31]. We provide necessary details here for the sake of completeness.

Theorem A.4. Given initial datum ρ_0 ∈ H^1 (resp. ρ_0 ∈ H^1, u_0 ∈ V ) such that ρ_0 ≥ 0, there exists T_{loc} = T_{loc}(ρ_0) > 0 (resp. T_{loc} = T_{loc}(ρ_0) > 0) so that there exists a unique strong solution ρ (resp. (ρ, u)) to (1.6) (resp. (1.4)) on [0, T_{loc}) (resp. [0, T_{loc})). Moreover, the strong solutions are in fact regular.

Proof. Since Ω is a compact domain, we may use standard Galerkin’s method to construct a solution to both (1.4) and (1.6). Hence, we are content with only proving a priori estimates for the existence part. Moreover, the local well-posedness of (1.6) is easier to prove due to a simpler velocity law (1.7). We will thus prove the theorem in detail for (1.4), and only point out necessary modifications to prove the result for (1.6).

1. Existence. Testing the ρ equation of (1.4) on both sides by ρ − ρ_m, one obtains the following by applying the divergence theorem: 1 2 d dt ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 = − ∫ Ω (ρ − ρ_m) div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m))dx = 1 2 ∫ Ω ∇(ρ^2) · ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)dx = 1 2 ∫ Ω ρ^2(ρ − ρ_m)dx = 1 2 ∫ Ω (ρ − ρ_m)^3dx + ρ_m ∫ Ω (ρ − ρ_m)^2dx (A.6)

By a Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequality in two dimensions, for any f ∈ H^1(Ω) with mean zero we have ‖f‖_L3 ≤ C‖f‖^{2/3}_{L2} ‖∇f‖^{1/3}_{L2} . Applying this to f := ρ − ρ_m, (A.6) becomes 1 2 d dt ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 ≤ C‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ‖∇ρ‖_L2 + ρ_m‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ 1 2 ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 + C‖ρ − ρ_m‖^4_L2 + ρ_m‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 .

Absorbing the gradient term on right side of the above by left side we obtain d dt ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 ≤ C‖ρ − ρ_m‖^4_L2 + 2ρ_m‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 , (A.7)

Then we test the u equation of (1.4) by u. By following the same computations as the derivation of (5.6) in Lemma 5.2, we obtain 1 2 d dt ‖u‖^2_L2 + B‖∇u‖^2_L2 ≤ Bg‖ρ‖_L2 ‖u‖_L2 (A.8)

Apply Bihari–LaSalle inequality to (A.7), we find T_{loc} = T_{loc}(ρ_m) > 0 so that sup 0≤t≤T_{loc} ‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 + ∫_{Tloc} 0 ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 dt ≤ 4‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 . (A.9) Inserting (A.9) in (A.8) and integrating from 0 to T_{loc}, we have sup 0≤t≤T_{loc} ‖u(t)‖_L2 ≤ 2Bg sup_{0≤t≤Tloc} ‖ρ(t)‖_L2 T_{loc} + ‖u_0‖_L2 ≤ C(ρ_m)Bg(‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖_L2 + √ 2πρ_m) ≤ C(ρ_0, u_0)Bg. Integrating (A.8) and plugging in the bound above, we then have sup 0≤t≤T_{loc} ‖u(t)‖^2_L2 + ∫_{Tloc} 0 ‖∇u‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_0, u_0)B^2g^2. (A.10)

Now we proceed with showing H^2 bounds for both ρ and u. We first treat estimates for velocity u. By following an identical computation to how we derive (5.12), for any t ∈ (0, T_{loc}) we have 1 2 d dt ‖∇u‖^2_L2 + B‖Δu‖^2_L2 ≤ C‖u‖_L2 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 + B 4 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 + Bg^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 ≤ C B ‖u‖^2_L2 + B 2 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 + Bg^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 .

Rearranging the inequality above and integrating from 0 to T_{loc}, we obtain that sup 0≤t≤T_{loc} ‖∇u‖^2_L2 + B ∫_{Tloc} 0 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 dt ≤ ∫_{Tloc} 0 C B ‖u‖^2_L2 + 2Bg^2‖ρ‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_0, u_0)B(g^2 + 1), (A.11) where we used (A.7), (A.8) in the final inequality above.

Now, we move on to the estimates for ρ. We test the ρ equation in (1.4) by −Δρ. Using the fact that ρ satisfies zero Neumann boundary condition, we have 1 2 d dt ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 + ‖Δρ‖^2_L2 = ∫ Ω Δρu · ∇ρ − ∫ Ω Δρρ(ρ − ρ_m) + ∫ Ω Δρ∇ρ · ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m) =: Q_1 + Q_2 + Q_3.

By Hölder inequality, Sobolev embedding H^2 ⊂ L^∞, and Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequalities, we have for any ϵ > 0, Q_1 ≤ ‖Δρ‖_L2 ‖∇ρ‖_L2 ‖u‖_L∞ ≤ ϵ‖Δρ‖^2_L2 + C(ϵ)‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 ‖u‖^2, Q_2 ≤ ϵ‖Δρ‖^2_L2 + C(ϵ)‖ρ‖^2_L4 ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L4 ≤ ϵ‖Δρ‖^2_L2 + C(ϵ)‖ρ‖_L2 ‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L2 ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 . The term that we have to treat differently is Q_3. Using Hölder inequality, Sobolev embedding, and an L^p-based elliptic estimate, we have:

Q_3 ≤ ‖Δρ‖_L2 ‖∇ρ‖_L3 ‖∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)‖_L6 ≲ ‖Δρ‖_L2 ‖∇ρ‖_L3 ‖∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m)‖_{1,} 3_2 ≲ ‖Δρ‖_L2 ‖∇ρ‖_L3 ‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L3/2 ≲ ‖Δρ‖_L2 ‖ρ‖^{1/3}_{L2} ‖∇^2ρ‖^{2/3}_{L2} ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^{2/3}_{L1} ‖∇ρ‖^{1/3}_{L2} ≲ ‖∇^2ρ‖^{5/3}_{L2} ‖ρ‖^{1/3}_{L2} ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^{2/3}_{L1} ‖∇ρ‖^{1/3}_{L2} ≤ ϵ‖∇^2ρ‖^2_L2 + C(ϵ)‖ρ‖^2_L2 ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^4_L1 ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 , where we used the Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequalities for mean-zero f: ‖f‖_L3/2 ≤ C‖f‖^{2/3}_{L1} ‖∇f‖^{1/3}_{L2} , ‖∇f‖_L3 ≤ C‖f‖^{1/3}_{L2} ‖∇^2f‖^{2/3}_{L2} , in the fourth inequality, and Young’s inequality in the last step. By Lemma 4.1, we know that for t ∈ [0, T_{loc}), ‖ρ(t, ·)‖_L1 = ‖ρ_0‖_L1 = 2π^2ρ_m. Then by L^2 elliptic estimate, we have Q_3 ≤ ϵ‖∇^2ρ‖^2_L2 + C(ρ_m, ϵ)‖ρ‖^2_L2 ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 ≤ Cϵ‖Δρ‖^2_L2 + C(ρ_m, ϵ)‖ρ‖^2_L2 ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 , Choosing ϵ > 0 sufficiently small and using the estimates of Q_i above, the ρ-estimate can be rearranged as: d dt ‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 + ‖Δρ‖^2_L2 ≤ C(ρ_m)(‖u‖^2 + ‖ρ‖^2_L2 + ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L2 )‖∇ρ‖^2_L2 (A.12)

Integrating (A.12) from 0 to T_{loc}, we conclude that sup 0≤t≤T_{loc} ‖∇ρ(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ ‖ρ_0‖_1 exp ( C(ρ_m) ∫_{Tloc} 0 ‖u(τ)‖^2 + ‖ρ(τ)‖^2_L2 + ‖ρ(τ) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 dτ )

≤ C(ρ_0, u_0, B, g), (A.13) where we used (A.7) and (A.11). Plugging this inequality into (A.12) again and using (A.7) and (A.11), we may further obtain ∫_{Tloc} 0 ‖Δρ‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_0, u_0, B, g). (A.14)

Now combining (A.11),(A.13), and (A.14), we have sup 0≤t≤T_{loc} ‖∇u‖^2_L2 + B ∫_{Tloc} 0 ‖Δu‖^2_L2 dt + sup_{0≤t≤Tloc} ‖∇ρ(t)‖^2_L2 + ∫_{Tloc} 0 ‖Δρ‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_0, u_0, B, g). (A.15) Since ρ satisfies zero Neumann boundary condition, we may apply L^2 elliptic estimate to conclude that ‖∇^2ρ‖_L2 ≤ C‖Δρ‖_L2 . By Lemma A.3, we also have ‖∇^2u‖_L2 = ‖Δu‖_L2 . Combining these two facts with (A.15), and using bounds (A.9), (A.10), we may conclude that

ρ ∈ L^∞([0, T_{loc}]; H^1) ∩ L^2((0, T_{loc}); H^2), u ∈ L^∞([0, T_{loc}]; V ) ∩ L^2((0, T_{loc}); W ). To derive regularity for ∂_tρ, ∂_tu, we use the equation (1.4) to deduce that

‖∂_tρ‖_L2 ≤ ‖u · ∇ρ‖_L2 + ‖Δρ‖_L2 + ‖ div(ρ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m))‖_L2 ≤ ‖u‖_L6 ‖∇ρ‖_L3 + ‖ρ‖_2 + ‖ρ(ρ − ρ_m)‖_L2 + ‖∇ρ‖_L4 ‖∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ − ρ_m))‖_L4 ≤ ‖u‖_1‖ρ‖_2 + ‖ρ‖_2 + ‖ρ‖_L4 ‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L4 + ‖ρ‖_2‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L2 ≤ ‖u‖_1‖ρ‖_2 + ‖ρ‖_2 + ‖ρ‖^2_1 + ‖ρ‖_2‖ρ − ρ_m‖_L2 .

Here we used Hölder inequality, Sobolev embedding, and elliptic estimates. Taking square on both sides, integrating from 0 to T_{loc}, and using (A.9), (A.10), and (A.15), we obtain that ∫_{Tloc} 0 ‖∂_tρ‖^2_L2 dt ≲ ‖u‖^2_L∞_{t H}1 ‖ρ‖^2_L2_{t H2x} + ‖ρ‖_L2_{t H}2_x + ‖u‖^4_L∞_{t H}1 T_{loc} + ‖ρ − ρ_m‖^2_L∞_{t L}2_x ‖ρ‖^2_L2_{t H2x} ≤ C(ρ_0, u_0, B, g). (A.16)

A similar argument will yield ∫_{Tloc} 0 ‖∂_tu‖^2_L2 dt ≤ C(ρ_0, u_0, B, g), and we omit the details here. We have thus showed that ∂_tρ ∈ L^2([0, T_{loc}]; L^2), ∂_tu ∈ L^2([0, T_{loc}]; H). Finally, to show continuous dependence on initial data, we directly invoke the following compactness result:

Theorem A.5. Let

E := {ρ ∈ L^2((0, T ); H^2), ∂_tρ ∈ L^2((0, T ); L^2)}

for some T > 0. Then E is continuously embedded in C([0, T ], H^1).

This compactness result is standard and we refer interested readers to Theorem IV.5.11 in [7] and Theorem 4 of Chapter 5 in [22] for related proofs. Now, we have showed the existence of strong solutions (ρ, u).

It is possible to show that any pair of strong solution (ρ, u) on [0, T_{loc}) is regular on the same time interval using parabolic regularization. One approach is to follow the proof of [7, Theorem V.2.10] to show bounds in arbitrary Sobolev space. The proof can be suitably adapted by using the Stokes elliptic regularity (Lemma A.2) instead of the standard Stokes estimates. Since we do not pursue the sharpest regularity here, we omit the arguments for parabolic regularization.

2. Uniqueness. Assume there exist two strong solutions (ρ_1, u_1), (ρ_2, u_2) defined on the same time interval [0, T ] with the same initial data (ρ_0, u_0). Consider the differences of the two pairs of solutions: r = ρ_1 − ρ_2, w = u_1 − u_2. A straightforward computation yields the following equations satisfied by r, w: { ∂_tr − Δr + u_1 · ∇r + w · ∇ρ_2 + div(r∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ_1 − (ρ_1)_m) − ρ_2∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}r) = 0, ∂_tw − Δw + u_1 · ∇w + w · ∇u_2 + ∇(p_1 − p_2) = gr(0, 1)^T ,

with boundary conditions r|_{∂Ω} = 0, w_2|_{∂Ω} = ∂_2w_1|_{∂Ω} = 0 and zero initial condition. Testing the r-equation by r, we obtain 1 2 d dt ‖r‖^2_L2 + ‖∇r‖^2_L2 = − ∫ Ω ru_1 · ∇r − ∫ Ω r(w · ∇ρ_2) + ∫ Ω r∇r · ∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ_1 − (ρ_1)_m) − ∫ Ω ρ_2∇r · ∇(−Δ)^{−1}r = I_1 + I_2 + I_3 + I_4.

Using incompressibility of u_1 and boundary condition of r, we immediately have I_1 = 0 by integration by parts. Using Hölder inequality and Sobolev embedding, we can estimate I_2 by:

I_2 ≤ ‖r‖_L2 ‖w‖_L6 ‖∇ρ_2‖_L3 ≲ ‖r‖_L2 ‖w‖_1‖ρ_2‖_2 ≤ ϵ‖w‖^2_1 + C(ϵ)‖ρ_2‖^2‖r‖^2_L2

for any ϵ > 0. Using elliptic estimates, Sobolev embedding, and Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequalities, we may estimate I_3 by:

I_3 ≤ ‖∇r‖_L2 ‖r‖_L4 ‖∇(−Δ_N )^{−1}(ρ_1 − (ρ_1)_m)‖_L4 ≲ ‖∇r‖_L2 ‖r‖^{1/2}_{L2} ‖∇r‖^{1/2}_{L2} ‖ρ_1 − (ρ_1)_m‖_L2 ≲ ‖ρ_1 − (ρ_1)_m‖_L2 ‖∇r‖^{3/2}_{L2} ‖ρ‖^{1/2}_{L2} ≤ ϵ‖∇r‖^2_L2 + C(ϵ)‖ρ_1 − (ρ_1)_m‖^4_L2 ‖r‖^2_L2 .

Similarly, we can estimate I_4 by I_4 ≲ ‖ρ_2‖_L∞ ‖r‖_L2 ‖∇r‖_L2 ≲ ‖ρ_2‖_2‖r‖_L2 ‖∇r‖_L2 ≤ ϵ‖∇r‖^2_L2 + C(ϵ)‖ρ_2‖^2‖r‖^2_L2 . Also, we test the w-equation by w: 1 2 d dt ‖w‖^2_L2 + B‖∇w‖^2_L2 = Bg ∫ Ω rw_2 ≤ 1 2 ‖w‖^2_L2 +

B^2g^2 2 ‖r‖^2_L2 . Consider E(t) := ‖w‖^2_{L2} + ‖r‖^2_{L2} . Collecting the estimates above and choosing ϵ > 0 to be sufficiently small, we have the following inequality: dE dt ≤ C(‖ρ_2‖^2 + ‖ρ_1 − (ρ_1)_m‖^4_L2 + B^2g^2)E(t) =: Cf(t)E(t).

Since (ρ_i, u_i) are strong solutions on [0, T ] for i = 1, 2, we know that f ∈ L^1([0, T ]). Since (r, w) assumes zero initial condition, we have E(0) = 0. Then an application of Grönwall’s inequality on time interval [0, T ] implies E(t) = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. We have thus proved the uniqueness of strong solutions.

3. Modifications needed to adapt to (1.6). To derive existence, notice that we only need to prove estimates (A.9), (A.13), (A.14), and (A.16). The proof for (A.9) is identical since we only used incompressibility of u. To prove (A.13), (A.14), and (A.16), we simply use Proposition A.1 whenever we see ‖u‖_2. This replacement suffices to close the energy inequalities. To prove uniqueness, we still consider two solutions (ρ_1, ρ_2) with identical initial datum ρ_0 ∈ H^1. Consider the difference r = ρ_1 −ρ_2, an identical computation to that in the Navier-Stokes case yields: d dt ‖r‖^2_L2 ≤ C(‖ρ_2‖^2 + ‖ρ_1 − (ρ_1)_m‖^4_L2 )‖r‖^2_L2 + ‖w‖^2_1, (A.17)

where w satisfies the equation −Δw + ∇(p_1 − p_2) = gr(0, 1)^T . Since w ∈ W , we may test on both sides of the equation by w, obtaining

‖∇w‖^2_L2 = grw_2 ≤ C(ϵ)g^2‖r‖^2_L2 + ϵ‖w‖^2_L2 ≤ C(ϵ)g^2‖r‖^2_L2 + C^2ϵ‖∇w‖^2_L2 ,

where we used the Poincaré inequality (2.2). Choosing ϵ small and rearranging, we obtain ‖∇w‖^2_{L2} ≤ Cg^2‖r‖^2_{L2} . Combining with Poincaré inequality (2.2), we conclude that ‖w‖^2_1 ≤ Cg^2‖r‖^2_{L2} . Plugging this estimate in (A.17), we have d dt ‖r‖^2_L2 ≤ C(‖ρ_2‖^2 + ‖ρ_1 − (ρ_1)_m‖^4_L2 + Cg^2)‖r‖^2_L2 .

Then we proceed as in the Navier-Stokes case to conclude uniqueness.

We conclude this section by showing the following regularity criteria i.e. Theorem 3.3.

Theorem A.6. If the maximal lifespan T of the strong solution to (1.4) (resp. (1.6)) is finite, then necessarily lim_{t→T} ∫_t 0 ‖ρ(s) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ds = ∞. (A.18)

Proof. We may without loss of generality prove the statement for (1.4), as the analogue for (1.6) is similar.

Suppose the maximal lifespan T < ∞ and lim_{t→T} ∫_t 0 ‖ρ(s) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ds = M < ∞. First by applying Grönwall inequality to (A.7), we obtain that for any t ∈ [0, T ]:

‖ρ(t) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ≤ ‖ρ_0 − ρ_m‖^2_L2 exp (∫_t 0 ‖ρ(s) − ρ_m‖^2_L2 ds + 2ρ_mt ) ≤ C(ρ_0, M, T ). (A.19)

Then proceeding in a similar way to the derivation of (A.10), we also have

‖u(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ C(ρ_0, u_0, M, T )B^2g^2 (A.20)

for any t ∈ [0, T ]. Given bounds (A.19) and (A.20), we may plug in (A.11) to obtain that ‖∇u(t)‖^2_L2 + B ∫_t 0 ‖∇^2u‖^2_L2 ds ≤ C(ρ_0, u_0, M, T )B(g^2 + 1), (A.21)

for any t ∈ [0, T ] Finally, we may insert the three bounds above to (A.12), which yields after applying Grönwall inequality that

‖∇ρ(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ ‖ρ_0‖^2_1 exp(C(ρ_0, u_0, M, T, g, B)) (A.22)

for any t ∈ [0, T ]. From estimates (A.19)–(A.22), we have ‖ρ(T )‖_1+‖u(T )‖_1 ≤ C(ρ_0, u_0, M, T, g, B) < ∞. Then we may invoke Theorem A.4 to extend the solution (ρ, u) beyond T , which contradicts the maximality of T . We have thus completed the proof.

References

[1] Bedrossian, J. Large mass global solutions for a class of L^1-critical nonlocal aggregation equations and parabolic-elliptic Patlak–Keller–Segel models. Comm. Partial Differential Equations 40, 6 (2015), 1119–1136.

[2] Bedrossian, J., and He, S. Suppression of blow-up in Patlak–Keller–Segel via shear flows.

SIAM J. Math. Anal. 49, 6 (2017), 4722–4766.

[3] Bedrossian, J., and Masmoudi, N. Existence, uniqueness and lipschitz dependence for Patlak–Keller–Segel and Navier–Stokes in R^2 with measure-valued initial data. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 214 (2014), 717–801.

[4] Biler, P., Karch, G., Laurençot, P., and Nadzieja, T. The 8π-problem for radially symmetric solutions of a chemotaxis model in the plane. Math. Methods Appl. Sci. 29, 13 (2006), 1563–1583.

[5] Blanchet, A., Carrillo, J. A., and Masmoudi, N. Infinite time aggregation for the critical Patlak-Keller-Segel model in R^2 . Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 61, 10 (2008), 1449–1481.

[6] Blanchet, A., Dolbeault, J., and Perthame, B. Two-dimensional Keller-Segel model:

Optimal critical mass and qualitative properties of the solutions. Electron. J. Differential Equations [electronic only] (2006).

[7] Boyer, F., and Fabrie, P. Mathematical Tools for the Study of the Incompressible Navier- Stokes Equations and Related Models. Springer Science & Business Media (2012).

[8] Calvez, V., and Corrias, L. The parabolic-parabolic Keller-Segel model in R^2 . Commun.

Math. Sci. 6, 2 (2008), 417–447.

[9] Carrillo, J. A., and Rosado, J. Uniqueness of bounded solutions to aggregation equations by optimal transport methods. In European Congress of Mathematics (2008), vol. 316.

[10] Chae, M., Kang, K., and Lee, J. Global existence and temporal decay in Keller-Segel models coupled to fluid equations. Comm. Partial Differential Equations 39, 7 (2014), 1205– 1235.

[11] Chen, J. On the regularity of the de Gregorio model for the 3d Euler equations. arXiv preprint arXiv:2107.04777 (2021).

[12] Clopeau, T., Mikelic, A., and Robert, R. On the vanishing viscosity limit for the 2d incompressible Navier-Stokes equations with the friction type boundary conditions. Nonlinearity 11, 6 (1998), 1625.

[13] Collot, C., Ghoul, T.-E., Masmoudi, N., and Nguyen, V. T. Refined description and stability for singular solutions of the 2D Keller-Segel system. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 75, 7 (2022), 1419–1516.

[14] Collot, C., Ghoul, T.-E., Masmoudi, N., and Nguyen, V. T. Spectral analysis for singularity formation of the two dimensional Keller-Segel system. Ann. PDE 8, 1 (2022), 5.

[15] Constantin, P. Note on loss of regularity for solutions of the 3–D incompressible Euler and related equations. Comm. Math. Phys. 104, 2 (1986), 311–326.

[16] Constantin, P., and Foias, C. Navier-Stokes Equations. University of Chicago Press, 2020.

[17] Constantin, P., Kiselev, A., Ryzhik, L., and Zlatoš, A. Diffusion and mixing in fluid flow. Ann. of Math. (2008), 643–674.

[18] Dalibard, A.-L., Guillod, J., and Leblond, A. Long-time behavior of the Stokestransport system in a channel. arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.00780 (2023).

[19] Di Francesco, M., Lorz, A., and Markowich, P. Chemotaxis-fluid coupled model for swimming bacteria with nonlinear diffusion: global existence and asymptotic behavior. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. 28, 4 (2010), 1437–1453.

[20] Duan, R., Lorz, A., and Markowich, P. Global solutions to the coupled chemotaxis-fluid equations. Comm. Partial Differential Equations 35, 9 (2010), 1635–1673.

[21] Elgindi, T. M. Finite-time singularity formation for C^{1,α} solutions to the incompressible Euler equations on R^3 . Ann. of Math. 194, 3 (2021), 647–727.

[22] Evans, L. C. Partial differential equations, vol. 19. American Mathematical Society, 2022.

[23] Filho, M. L., Lopes, H. N., and Planas, G. On the inviscid limit for two-dimensional incompressible flow with Navier friction condition. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 36, 4 (2005), 1130– 1141.

[24] He, S. Suppression of blow-up in parabolic–parabolic Patlak–Keller–Segel via strictly monotone shear flows. Nonlinearity 31, 8 (2018), 3651.

[25] He, S. Enhanced dissipation and blow-up suppression in a chemotaxis-fluid system. SIAM J.

Math. Anal. 55, 4 (2023), 2615–2643.

[26] He, S., and Tadmor, E. Suppressing chemotactic blow-up through a fast splitting scenario on the plane. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 232 (2019), 951–986.

[27] He, S., Tadmor, E., and Zlatoš, A. On the fast spreading scenario. Comm. Amer. Math.

Soc. 2, 04 (2022), 149–171.

[28] Horstmann, D. From 1970 until Present: the Keller-Segel Model in Chemotaxis and its Consequences. Niedersächsische Staats und Universitätsbibliothek, 2003.

[29] Hou, T. Y., Li, C., Shi, Z., Wang, S., and Yu, X. On singularity formation of a nonlinear nonlocal system. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 199 (2011), 117–144.

[30] Hsieh, C.-Y., and Yu, Y. Long-time dynamics of classical Keller–Segel equation. Nonlinear Anal. Real World Appl. 76 (2024), 104026.

[31] Hu, Z., and Kiselev, A. Suppression of chemotactic blowup by strong buoyancy in Stokes- Boussinesq flow with cold boundary. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.04349 (2023).

[32] Hu, Z., Kiselev, A., and Yao, Y. Suppression of chemotactic singularity by buoyancy.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.01036 (2023).

[33] Iyer, G., Kiselev, A., and Xu, X. Lower bounds on the mix norm of passive scalars advected by incompressible enstrophy-constrained flows. Nonlinearity. 27, 5. (2014), 973.

[34] Iyer, G., Xu, X., and Zlatoš, A. Convection-induced singularity suppression in the Keller– Segel and other non-linear PDEs. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 374, 09 (2021), 6039–6058.

[35] Jäger, W., and Luckhaus, S. On explosions of solutions to a system of partial differential equations modelling chemotaxis. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 329, 2 (1992), 819–824.

[36] Jia, H., Stewart, S., and Sverak, V. On the de Gregorio modification of the Constantin– Lax–Majda model. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 231 (2019), 1269–1304.

[37] Keller, E. F., and Segel, L. A. Model for chemotaxis. J. Theoret. Biol. 30, 2 (1971), 225–234.

[38] Kelliher, J. P. Navier–Stokes equations with Navier boundary conditions for a bounded domain in the plane. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 38, 1 (2006), 210–232.

[39] Kiselev, A., and Xu, X. Suppression of chemotactic explosion by mixing. Arch. Ration.

Mech. Anal. 222, 2 (2016), 1077–1112.

[40] Lei, Z., and Hou, T. Y. On the stabilizing effect of convection in three-dimensional incompressible flows. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 62, 4 (2009), 501–564.

[41] Lions, J.-L. Quelques méthodes de résolution des problemes aux limites non linéaires. Dunod, 1969.

[42] Lions, P.-L., and Moulden, T. Mathematical topics in fluid mechanics, volume 1: Incompressible models. Applied Mechanics Reviews 50 (1997), B81–B81.

[43] Lorz, A. A coupled Keller–Segel–Stokes model: global existence for small initial data and blow-up delay. Commun. Math. Sci. 10, 2 (2012), 555–574.

[44] Nagai, T. Blow-up of radially symmetric solutions to a chemotaxis system. Adv. Math. Sci.

Appl. 5 (1995), 581.

[45] Nagai, T., Senba, T., and Yoshida, K. Application of the Trudinger-Moser inequality to a parabolic system of chemotaxis. Funkc. Ekvacioj 40 (1997), 411–433.

[46] Park, J. Long time stability and instability in the two-dimensional Boussinesq system with kinematic viscosity. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.00985 (2024).

[47] Park, J. Stability analysis of the incompressible porous media equation and the Stokes transport system via energy structure. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.14187 (2024).

[48] Patlak, C. S. Random walk with persistence and external bias. Bull. Math. Biophys. 15 (1953), 311–338.

[49] Purcell, E. M. Life at low Reynolds number. Amer. J. Phys. 45, 1 (1977), 3–11. [50] Velázquez, J. J. Stability of some mechanisms of chemotactic aggregation. SIAM J. Math.

Anal. 62, 5 (2002), 1581–1633.

[51] Velázquez, J. J. Point dynamics in a singular limit of the Keller–Segel model 1: Motion of the concentration regions. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 64, 4 (2004), 1198–1223.

[52] Velázquez, J. J. Point dynamics in a singular limit of the Keller–Kegel model 2: Formation of the concentration regions. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 64, 4 (2004), 1224–1248.

[53] Wei, D. Global well-posedness and blow-up for the 2–D Patlak–Keller–Segel equation. J.

Funct. Anal. 274, 2 (2018), 388–401.

[54] Winkler, M. Global large-data solutions in a chemotaxis-(Navier–) Stokes system modeling cellular swimming in fluid drops. Comm. Partial Differential Equations 37, 2 (2012), 319–351.

[55] Winkler, M. Suppressing blow-up by gradient-dependent flux limitation in a planar Keller– Segel–Navier–Stokes system. Z. Angew. Math. Phys. 72 (2021), 1–24.

[56] Xiao, Y., and Xin, Z. On the vanishing viscosity limit for the 3D Navier-Stokes equations with a slip boundary condition. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 60, 7 (2007), 1027–1055.

[57] Zeng, L., Zhang, Z., and Zi, R. Suppression of blow-up in Patlak-Keller-Segel-Navier-Stokes system via the Couette flow. J. Funct. Anal. 280, 10 (2021), 108967.