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Blow-up phenomena for a chemotaxis system
with flux limitation

M.Marras 1, S.Vernier-Piro 2, T.Yokota 3

Abstract

In this paper we consider nonnegative solutions of the following
parabolic-elliptic cross-diffusion system























ut = ∆u−∇(uf(|∇v|2)∇v),

0 = ∆v − µ+ u,

ˆ

Ω
v = 0, µ :=

1

|Ω|

ˆ

Ω
udx,

u(x, 0) = u0(x),

in Ω × (0,∞), with Ω a ball in R
N , N ≥ 3 under homogeneous Neu-

mann boundary conditions and f(ξ) = (1 + ξ)−α, 0 < α < N−2
2(N−1) ,

which describes gradient-dependent limitation of cross diffusion fluxes.
Under conditions on f and initial data, we prove that a solution which
blows up in finite time in L∞-norm, blows up also in Lp-norm for some
p > 1. Moreover, a lower bound of blow-up time is derived.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we consider the chemotaxis system with flux limitation,

(1.1)































ut = ∆u−∇(uf(|∇v|2)∇v), x ∈ Ω, t > 0,

0 = ∆v − µ+ u, x ∈ Ω, t > 0,

∂u
∂ν

= ∂v
∂ν

= 0, x ∈ ∂Ω, t > 0,

u(x, 0) = u0(x), x ∈ Ω,

with Ω a ball in R
N , N ≥ 3, µ = 1

|Ω|

´

udx > 0,
´

Ω
vdx = 0, f ∈ C2([0,∞)).

We assume that the initial data u0(x) ∈ C0(Ω), u0 ≥ 0.
System (1.1) is a modified version of the well known Keller–Segel model







ut = ∆u−∇(u∇v), x ∈ Ω, t > 0,

vt = ∆v − µ+ u, x ∈ Ω, t > 0,

proposed by Keller and Segel [9] in 1970, which is a mathematical model
describing aggregation phenomena of organisms due to chemotaxis, i.e., the
directed movement of cell density u(x, t) at the position x and at the time t

in response to the gradient of a chemical attractant v(x, t). The presence of
the elliptic equation in (1.1) instead of the parabolic one reflects the situation
where the chemicals diffuse much faster than cells move.
For decades various Keller–Segel type systems have been extensively studied
by many authors.
In [1], the authors propose a very exhaustive survey and analysis focused on
classical and modified Keller–Segel models. Moreover, other contributions
(e.g., [8], [10], [12], [14] and [15]) investigate the behavior of the solutions to
chemotaxis systems, specifically boundedness, decay, blow-up properties and
non-degeneracy of blow-up points. For more general Keller–Segel systems
involving three equations of fully parabolic type or parabolic-elliptic-elliptic
type, see [5], [7] and the reference therein.
The finite-time blow-up of nonradial solutions of (1.1) is investigate in [17],
where some conditions on the mass and the moment of the initial data are
introduced, with f(|∇v|2) = 1 on a bounded domain in R

2.
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Bellomo and Winkler [3] consider the following chemotaxis system

(1.2)











ut = ∇ ·
( u∇u
√

u2 + |∇u|2
)

− χ∇ ·
( u∇v
√

1 + |∇v|2
)

,

0 = ∆v − µ+ u,

under the initial condition u0(x) > 0 and no-flux boundary conditions, when
the spatial domain Ω is a ball in R

N , N ≥ 1, µ := 1
|Ω|

´

Ω
u0dx. The authors

prove that if χ > 1 then, for any choice of m with






m > 1√
χ2−1

, if N = 1,

m > 0 is arbitary, if N ≥ 2,

there exist positive initial data u0 ∈ C3(Ω),
´

Ω
u0dx = m, which are such

that the problem (1.2) possesses, for some Tmax > 0, a uniquely determined
classical solution (u, v) in Ω × (0, Tmax), blowing up at time Tmax in the
sense that lim sup

tրTmax

‖u(x, t)‖L∞ = ∞. These results are a continuation of the

analytical study presents in [2] of the flux-limited chemotaxis model (1.2)
in which the main results assert the existence of a unique classical solution
of (1.2), extensible in time up to a maximal Tmax ∈ (0,∞] which has the
property that if Tmax < ∞ then lim sup

tրTmax

‖u(·, t)‖L∞ = ∞.

In [6] Chiyoda et al. consider the system

(1.3)











ut = ∇ ·
( up∇u
√

u2 + |∇u|2
)

− χ∇ ·
( uq∇v
√

1 + |∇v|2
)

,

0 = ∆v − µ+ u,

in a ball in R
N , N ∈ N, under no-flux boundary conditions and initial condi-

tion u0(x) > 0. Assuming suitable conditions for χ and u0 when 1 ≤ p ≤ q,
they obtain existence of blow-up solutions of (1.3). When p = q = 1 the
system (1.3) reduces to (1.2).
In [16] Mizukami et al. for the solutions to the problem (1.3) obtain

• if p, q ≥ 1, local existence and extensibility criterion ruling out gradient
blow-up;

• if p > q + 1− 1
N
, global existence and boundedness.
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Negreanu and Tello in [18] consider the case when f(|∇v|2) = χ|∇v|p−2, i.e.,

(1.4)







ut = ∆u−∇ · (χu|∇v|p−2∇v),

0 = ∆v − µ+ u,

with homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions and nonnegative initial
data u0(x) with µ := 1

|Ω|

´

Ω
u0dx, χ a positive constant and p so that







p ∈ (1,∞), if N = 1,

p ∈
(

1, N
N−1

)

, if N ≥ 2.

Under suitable assumptions on the data, they obtain for the solutions of
(1.4) uniform bounds in L∞(Ω) and the global existence, while for the one-
dimensional case, the existence of infinitely many non-constant steady-states
for p ∈ (1, 2) for any χ positive and a given positive mass is obtained.
In this paper we focus our attention on blow-up phenomena, extensively
studied both in the elliptic and in the parabolic cases (see for instance [11],
[13] and references therein).
For the solutions of (1.1), in [21], Winkler proves that, if f(ξ) ≥ (1 + ξ)−α

with 0 < α < N−2
2(N−1)

, then throughout a considerably large set of radially
symmetric initial data, the blow-up phenomenon, with respect to the L∞

norm of u, occurs in finite time.
This result is contained in the following theorem.

Theorem 1.1 ([21] Finite-time blow-up in L∞-norm). Let Ω ≡ BR(0) ⊂ R
N ,

N ≥ 3 and R > 0, and let f satisfy

(1.5) f ∈ C2([0,∞)), as well as f(ξ) ≥ kf(1 + ξ)−α for all ξ ≥ 0

with some kf > 0 and

(1.6) 0 < α <
N − 2

2(N − 1)
.

Then for any choice of µ > 0 one can find R0 = R0(µ) ∈ (0, R) with the
property that whenever u0 satisfies

(1.7) u0 ∈ C0(Ω), u0 nonnegative with
1

|Ω|

ˆ

Ω

u0dx = µ > 0
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and

(1.8) u0 is radially symmetric with

ˆ

Br(0)

u0dx ≥
ˆ

Ω

u0dx, ∀ r ∈ (0, R)

as well as

(1.9)
1

|Ω|

ˆ

BR0
(0)

u0dx ≥ µ

2

( R

R0

)N

,

the corresponding solution (u, v) of (1.1) blows up in finite time; that is,
for the uniquely determined local classical solution, maximally extended up
to some time Tmax ∈ (0,∞] according to Lemma 2.1 below, we then have
Tmax < ∞ and

lim sup
tրTmax

‖u(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) = ∞.(1.10)

The first purpose of this paper is to prove that the solutions of (1.1) blow
up in Lp-norm, for some p > 1, if they blow up in L∞-norm.

Theorem 1.2 (Finite-time blow-up in Lp-norm). Let Ω ≡ BR(0) ⊂ R
N ,

N ≥ 3 and R > 0. Then, a classical solution (u, v) of (1.1) for t ∈ (0, Tmax)
and with f(ξ) = kf(1 + ξ)−α with some kf > 0, provided by Theorem 1.1, is
such that for all N

2
< p < N ,

lim sup
tրTmax

‖u(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) = ∞.

The second purpose of this paper is to study the behavior of the solutions of
(1.1) near the blow-up time Tmax.
Since it is not always possible to compute Tmax, deriving a lower bound is a
matter of great importance, in order to obtain a safe time interval of existence
of the solution (0, T ) with T < Tmax.
With this aim, we define for all p > 1 the auxiliary function

(1.11) Ψ(t) :=
1

p
‖u(·, t)‖p

Lp(Ω) with Ψ0 := Ψ(0) =
1

p
‖u0‖pLp(Ω).
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Theorem 1.3 (Lower bound of blow-up time). Let Ω ≡ BR(0) ⊂ R
N ,

N ≥ 3, R > 0 and let Ψ be defined in (1.11). Then, for all N
2
< p < N and

some positive constants B1, B2, B3, B4, the blow-up time Tmax for (1.1) with
f(ξ) = kf(1 + ξ)−α with some kf > 0, provided by Theorem 1.1, satisfies the
estimate

Tmax ≥ T :=

ˆ ∞

Ψ0

dη

B1η +B2ηγ1 +B3ηγ2 +B4ηγ3
,(1.12)

with γ1 :=
p+1
p
, γ2 :=

2(p+1)−N

2p−N
, γ3 :=

2(p+1)−N(p+1)(1+ǫ)
p+1+ǫ

2p−
N(1+ǫ)(p+1)

p+1+ǫ

.

The scheme of this paper is the following: Section 2 is concerned with pre-
liminaries including the Neumann heat semigroup, in Section 3, since the
solution of (1.1) blows up in finite time in L∞-norm we prove that the so-
lution blows up also in Lp-norm (for some p > 1). Section 4 is devoted to
find appropriate assumptions on the data, such that the ‖u‖Lp(Ω) remains
bounded in (0, T ) with T < Tmax. Clearly this value of T provides a lower
bound for blow-up time Tmax of u.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we present some preliminary lemmata which we shall use in
the proof of our main results.

Lemma 2.1 (see [21]). Let Ω ⊂ R
N , N ≥ 1 be a bounded domain with

smooth boundary, and assume that f and u0 satisfy (1.5) and (1.7). Then
there exists Tmax ∈ (0,∞] an a uniquely determined pair (u, v) of functions

u ∈ C0(Ω× [0, Tmax)) ∩ C2,1(Ω× (0, Tmax)),

v ∈
⋂

q>N

L∞
loc([0, Tmax);W

1,q(Ω)) ∩ C2,0(Ω× (0, Tmax)),

with u ≥ 0 and v ≥ 0, in Ω×(0, Tmax), such that (u, v) solves (1.1) classically
in Ω× (0, Tmax), with

(2.1)

ˆ

Ω

u(·, t) =
ˆ

Ω

u0 for all t ∈ (0, Tmax)
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and

if Tmax < ∞, then lim sup
tրTmax

‖u(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) = ∞.

Moreover, if Ω = BR(0) with some R > 0 and u0 is radially simmetric with
respect to x = 0, then also u(·, t) and v(·, t) are radially symmetric for each
t ∈ (0, Tmax).

We next give some properties of the Neumann heat semigroup which will be
used later. For the proof, see [4, Lemma 2.1] and [20, Lemma 1.3].

Lemma 2.2. Let (et∆)t≥0 be the Neumann heat semigroup in Ω, and let
µ1 > 0 denote the first non zero eigenvalue of −∆ in Ω under Neumann
boundary conditions. Then there exist k1, k2 > 0 which depend only on Ω
and have the following properties :

(i) if 1 ≤ q ≤ p ≤ ∞, then

(2.2) ‖et∆z‖Lp(Ω) ≤ k1t
−N

2
( 1
q
− 1

p
)‖z‖Lq(Ω), ∀ t > 0

holds for all z ∈ Lq(Ω).

(ii) If 1 < q ≤ p ≤ ∞, then

(2.3) ‖et∆∇ · z ‖Lp(Ω) ≤ k2
(

1 + t−
1
2
−N

2
( 1
q
− 1

p
)
)

e−µ1t‖z ‖Lq(Ω), ∀ t > 0

is valid for any z ∈ (Lq(Ω))N , where et∆∇ · is the extension of the
operator et∆∇ · on (C∞

0 (Ω))N to (Lq(Ω))N .

In Section 4 we will use the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality in the following
form.

Lemma 2.3. Let Ω be a bounded and smooth domain of R
N with N ≥ 1.

Let r ≥ 1, 0 < q ≤ p ≤ ∞, s > 0. Then there exists a constant CGN > 0
such that

(2.4) ‖f‖p
Lp(Ω) ≤ CGN

(

‖∇f‖pa
Lr(Ω)‖f‖

p(1−a)
Lq(Ω) + ‖f‖p

Ls(Ω)

)

for all f ∈ Lq(Ω) with ∇f ∈ (Lr(Ω))N and a :=
1
q
− 1

p

1
q
+ 1

N
− 1

r

∈ [0, 1].
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Proof. Following from the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality (see [19] for more
details):

‖f‖p
Lp(Ω) ≤

[

cGN

(

‖∇f‖aLr(Ω)‖f‖1−a
Lq(Ω) + ‖f‖Ls(Ω)

)]

p

,

with some cGN > 0, and then from the inequality

(a+ b)p ≤ 2p(ap + bp) for any a, b ≥ 0, p > 0,

we arrive to (2.4) with CGN = 2pcpGN.

3 Blow-up in Lp-norm

The aim of this section is to prove Theorem 1.2. To this end, first we prove
the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Let Ω ⊂ R
N , N ≥ 3 be a bounded and smooth domain. Let

(u, v) be a classical solution of system (1.1) with f(ξ) = kf(1 + ξ)−α with
some kf > 0. If α satisfies (1.6) and if for some N

2
< p < N there exists

C > 0 such that

‖u(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) ≤ C, for any t ∈ (0, Tmax),

then, for some Ĉ > 0,

‖u(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) ≤ Ĉ, for any t ∈ (0, Tmax).(3.1)

Proof. For any t ∈ (0, Tmax), we set t0 := max{0, t− 1} and we consider the
representation formula for u:

u(·, t) = e(t−t0)∆u(·, t0)− kf

ˆ t

t0

e(t−s)∆∇ ·
(

u(·, s) ∇v(·, s)
(1 + |∇v(·, t)|2)α

)

ds

=: u1(·, t) + u2(·, t)

and

‖u(·, t)‖L∞ ≤ ‖u1(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) + ‖u2(·, t)‖L∞(Ω).(3.2)

We have

‖u1(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) ≤ max{‖u0‖L∞(Ω), µ|Ω|k1} =: C1,(3.3)
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with k1 > 0 and µ defined in (1.7). In fact, if t ≤ 1, then t0 = 0 and
hence the maximum principle yields u1(·, t) ≤ ‖u0‖L∞(Ω). If t > 1, then
t − t0 = 1 and from (2.1) and (2.2) with p = ∞ and q = 1, we deduce that

‖u1(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) ≤ k1(t− t0)
−N

2 ‖u(·, t0)‖L1(Ω) ≤ µ|Ω|k1.

We next use (2.3) with p = ∞, which leads to

‖u2(·, t)‖L∞(Ω)(3.4)

≤ k2kf

ˆ t

t0

(1 + (t− s)−
1
2
−N

2q )e−µ1(t−s)‖u(·, s) ∇v(·, s)
(1 + |∇v|2)α‖Lq(Ω) ds

≤ k

ˆ t

t0

(1 + (t− s)−
1
2
−N

2q )e−µ1(t−s)‖u(·, s)|∇v|1−2α‖Lq(Ω) ds,

with k := k2kf and |∇v|
(1+|∇v|2)α

≤ |∇v|1−2α.

Here, we may assume that N
2
< p < N , and then we can fix N < q < Np

N−p
=

p∗. Since 2α < 1, by Hölder’s inequality, we can estimate the last term in
(3.4) as

‖u(·, s)|∇v(·, s)|1−2α‖Lq(Ω)

≤ ‖u(·, s)‖
L

q
2α (Ω)

‖∇v(·, s)‖1−2α
Lq(Ω)

≤ C2‖u(·, s)‖L q
2α (Ω)

‖∇v(·, s)‖1−2α
Lp∗(Ω)

for all s ∈ (0, Tmax),

for some C2 > 0. The Sobolev embedding theorem and elliptic regularity
theory applied to the second equation in (1.1) tell us that ‖v(·, s)‖W 1,p∗(Ω) ≤
C3‖v(·, s)‖W 2,p(Ω) ≤ C4 with some C3, C4 > 0. Thus again by Hölder’s in-
equality, the definition of µ = 1

|Ω|

´

Ω
u0dx and interpolation’s inequality, we

obtain

‖u(·, s)|∇v(·, s)|1−2α‖Lq(Ω)

≤ C5‖u(·, s)‖L q
2α (Ω)

≤ C5‖u(·, s)‖θL∞(Ω)‖u(·, s)‖1−θ
L1(Ω)

≤ C6‖u(·, s)‖θL∞(Ω) for all s ∈ (0, Tmax),

with θ := 1 − 2α
q

∈ (0, 1), C5 := C2C4 and C6 := C5(µ|Ω|)1−θ. Hence,
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combining this estimate and (3.4), we infer

‖u2(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C6k2

ˆ t

t0

(1 + (t− s)−
1
2
−N

2q )e−µ1(t−s)‖u(·, s)‖θL∞(Ω) ds.

Now fix any T ∈ (0, Tmax). Then, since t− t0 ≤ 1, we have

‖u2(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C6k2

ˆ t

t0

(1 + (t− s)−
1
2
−N

2q e−µ1(t−s)) ds · sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖u(·, t)‖θL∞(Ω)

≤ C7 sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖u(·, t)‖θL∞(Ω),(3.5)

where C7 := C6k2(1+µ
N
2q

− 1
2

1

´∞

0
r
− 1

2
−N

2q e−r dr) > 0 is finite, because 1
2
+ N

2q
< 1

(i.e., q > N).

Plugging (3.3) and (3.5), into (3.2), we see that

‖u(·, t)‖L∞ ≤ C1 + C7 sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖u(·, t)‖θL∞(Ω),

which implies

sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖u(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C1 + C7

(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖u(·, t)‖L∞(Ω)

)θ

for all T ∈ (0, Tmax).

From this inequality with θ ∈ (0, 1), we arrive at (3.1).

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Since Theorem 1.1 holds, the unique local clas-
sical solution of (1.1) blows up at t = Tmax in the sense of (1.10), that is,
lim suptրTmax

‖u(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) = ∞. We prove that it blows up also in Lp-norm
by contradiction.
In fact, if one supposes that there exist p > N

2
and C > 0 such that

‖u(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) ≤ C, for all t ∈ (0, Tmax),

then, from Lemma 3.1, it would exist Ĉ > 0 such that

‖u(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) ≤ Ĉ, for all t ∈ (0, Tmax),

which contradics (1.10). Thus, if u blows up in L∞-norm, then u blows up
also in Lp-norm for all p > N

2
.
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4 Lower bound of the blow-up time Tmax

Throughout this section we assume that Theorem 1.2 holds.

We want to obtain a safe interval of existence of the solution of (1.1) [0, T ],
with T a lower bound of the blow-up time Tmax. To this end, first we con-
struct a first order differential inequality for Ψ defined in (1.11) and by inte-
gration we get the lower bound.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. By differentiating (1.11) we have

Ψ′(t) =

ˆ

Ω

up−1∆u dx−
ˆ

Ω

up−1∇ · (u∇vf(|∇v|2) dx(4.1)

=: I1 + I2,

with

I1 =

ˆ

Ω

up−1∆u dx(4.2)

=

ˆ

Ω

∇ ·
(

up−1∇u
)

dx− (p− 1)

ˆ

Ω

up−2|∇u|2dx

= −4(p− 1)

p2

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
p

2 |2dx.

In the second term of (4.1), integrating by parts and using the boundary
conditions in (1.1), ∀ t ∈ [0, Tmax) we obtain

I2 = −
ˆ

Ω

up−1∇ · (u∇vf(|∇v|2) dx(4.3)

= (p− 1)

ˆ

Ω

f(|∇v|2)up−1∇u∇vdx

=
p− 1

p

ˆ

Ω

∇up · ∇vf(|∇v|2)dx

= −p− 1

p

ˆ

Ω

up∇ · [∇vf(|∇v|2)]dx

= −p− 1

p

ˆ

Ω

up[∆vf(|∇v|2)]dx

− p− 1

p

ˆ

Ω

upf ′(|∇v|2)∇v · ∇(|∇v|2)dx.
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Using the second equation of (1.1) and taking into account that f(ξ) =
kf(1 + ξ)−α, f ′(ξ) = −αkf(1 + ξ)−α−1 in (4.3), we have

I2 = −kf
p− 1

p

ˆ

Ω

up µ− u

(1 + |∇v|2)αdx(4.4)

+ αkf
p− 1

p

ˆ

Ω

up ∇v · ∇(|∇v|2)
(1 + |∇v|2)α+1

dx

≤ kf
p− 1

p

ˆ

Ω

up+1dx+ αkf
p− 1

p

ˆ

Ω

up ∇v · ∇(|∇v|2)
(1 + |∇v|2)α+1

dx,

where we dropped the negative term −kf
p−1
p

´

Ω
up µ

(1+|∇v|2)α
dx and used the

inequality 1
(1+|∇v|2)α

≤ 1 as α > 0.

In order to estimate the second term of (4.4) we recall the radially symmetric
setting to obtain

ˆ

Ω

up ∇v · ∇(|∇v|2)
(1 + |∇v|2)α+1

dx = ωN

ˆ R

0

up Nvr(v
2
r)r

(1 + v2r)
α+1

rN−1dr

= 2NωN

ˆ R

0

up v2rvrr

(1 + v2r )
α+1

rN−1dr,

which together with vrr =
µ

N
− u+ N−1

rN

´ r

0
ρN−1u dρ implies

ˆ

Ω

up ∇v · ∇(|∇v|2)
(1 + |∇v|2)α+1

dx(4.5)

= 2µωN

ˆ R

0

up v2r
(1 + v2r)

α+1
rN−1dr

− 2NωN

ˆ R

0

up+1 v2r
(1 + v2r)

α+1
rN−1dr

+ 2N(N − 1)ωN

ˆ R

0

up v2r
(1 + v2r)

α+1

1

r

(

ˆ r

0

ρN−1udρ
)

dr

≤ 2µωN

ˆ R

0

uprN−1dr + 2N(N − 1)ωN

ˆ R

0

up1

r

(

ˆ r

0

ρN−1udρ
)

dr,

where we dropped the negative term −2NωN

´ R

0
up+1 v2r

(1+v2r )
α+1 r

N−1dr and

used the inequality v2r
(1+v2r )

α+1 ≤ 1.
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In the second term of (4.5), Hölder’s inequality yelds that for all ǫ > 0 there
exists c = c(ǫ, N, p) such that

ωN

ˆ R

0

up1

r

(

ˆ r

0

ρN−1udρ
)

dr

(4.6)

≤ ωN

ˆ R

0

up1

r

(

ˆ r

0

ρN−1dρ
)

p

p+1
(

ˆ r

0

up+1ρN−1dρ
)

1
p+1

dr

≤
( 1

N

)
p

p+1
(

ˆ

Ω

up+1dx
)

1
p+1

ω
p

p+1

N

ˆ R

0

upr
Np

p+1
−1dr

≤
(1

N

)
p

p+1
(

ˆ

Ω

up+1dx
)

1
p+1

ω
p

p+1

N

(

ˆ R

0

up+1+ǫrN−1dr
)

p

p+1+ǫ
(

ˆ R

0

r
ǫNp

p+1
−1dr

)
1+ǫ

p+1+ǫ

= c
(

ˆ

Ω

up+1dx
)

1
p+1

(

ˆ

Ω

up+1+ǫdx
)

p

p+1+ǫ

.

Combining (4.6) and (4.5) with (4.4) we obtain

I2 ≤ 2αµkf
p− 1

p

ˆ

Ω

updx+ kf
p− 1

p

ˆ

Ω

up+1dx(4.7)

+ 2αN(N − 1)ckf
p− 1

p

(

ˆ

Ω

up+1dx
)

1
p+1

(

ˆ

Ω

up+1+ǫdx
)

p

p+1+ǫ

≤ c1

ˆ

Ω

updx+ c2

ˆ

Ω

up+1dx+ c3

(

ˆ

Ω

up+1+ǫdx
)

p+1
p+1+ǫ

where, in the last term, we used Young’s inequality with c1 = 2αµkf
p−1
p
, c2 =

kf
p−1
p

+ 2αN(N − 1)ckf
p−1

p(p+1)
, c3 = 2αN(N − 1)ckf

p−1
p+1

.

Thanks to the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality (2.4), with p = 2p+1
p
, r = q =

s = 2, a = θ0 :=
N

2(p+1)
∈ (0, 1) for all p > N

2
, we see that

ˆ

Ω

up+1dx = ‖u p

2‖2
p+1
p

L
2
p+1
p (Ω)

(4.8)

≤ CGN‖∇u
p

2 ‖2
p+1
p

θ0

L2(Ω) ‖u p

2‖2
p+1
p

(1−θ0)

L2(Ω) + CGN‖u
p

2‖2
p+1
p

L2(Ω)

= CGN

(

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
p

2 |2dx
)

N
2p
(

ˆ

Ω

updx
)

2(p+1)−N

2p
+ CGN

(

ˆ

Ω

updx
)

p+1
p

.
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Applying Young’s inequality at the first term of (4.8) we have

ˆ

Ω

up+1dx ≤ N

2p
ǫ1CGN

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
p

2 |2dx(4.9)

+ CGN

2p−N

2pǫ
N

2p−N

1

(

ˆ

Ω

updx
)

2(p+1)−N

2p−N

+ CGN

(

ˆ

Ω

updx
)

p+1
p

with ǫ1 > 0 to be choose later on, and also

(

ˆ

Ω

up+1+ǫdx
)

p+1
p+1+ǫ

= ‖u p

2‖2
p+1
p

L2 p+1+ǫ

p
(Ω)

(4.10)

≤ CGN‖∇u
p

2‖2
p+1
p

θǫ

L2(Ω) ‖u p

2 ‖2
p+1
p

(1−θǫ)

L2(Ω) + CGN‖u
p

2 ‖2
p+1
p

L2(Ω)

= CGN

(

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
p

2 |2dx
)

p+1
p

θǫ(
ˆ

Ω

updx
)

p+1
p

(1−θǫ)

+ CGN

(

ˆ

Ω

updx
)

p+1
p

,

with p = 2p+1
p
, r = q = s = 2, a = θǫ :=

N(1+ǫ)
2(p+1+ǫ)

∈ (0, 1) for all p > N
2
and

sufficiently small ǫ > 0.
Now, in the first term of (4.10), we apply the Young’s inequality to obtain

(

ˆ

Ω

up+1+ǫdx
)

p+1
p+1+ǫ

(4.11)

≤ c4

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
p

2 |2dx+ c5

(

ˆ

Ω

updx
)σ

+ CGN

(

ˆ

Ω

updx
)

p+1
p

,

with

c4 :=
N(1 + ǫ)(p+ 1)

2p(p+ 1 + ǫ)
CGN , c5 := CGN

(2p(p+ 1 + ǫ)−N(p+ 1)(1 + ǫ)

2p(p+ 1 + ǫ)

)

,

σ :=
2(p+ 1)− N(p+1)(1+ǫ)

p+1+ǫ

2p− N(1+ǫ)(p+1)
p+1+ǫ

.

Note that we can fix ǫ > 0 such that 2p−N(1 + ǫ) > 0.
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Plugging (4.9) and (4.11) into (4.7) leads to

I2 ≤ C

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
p

2 |2dx+ c1

ˆ

Ω

updx+ CGN

(

ˆ

Ω

updx
)

p+1
p

(4.12)

+ c̃1

(

ˆ

Ω

updx
)

2(p+1)−N

2p−N

+ c5

(

ˆ

Ω

updx
)σ

with C := N
2p
ǫ1CGN + c1, ǫ1 > 0, c̃1 := CGN

2p−N

2pǫ
N

2p−N
1

c2.

Finally, combining (4.12) with (4.1) and (4.2) and choosing ǫ1 such that the
term containing

´

Ω
|∇u

p

2 |2dx vanishes, we arrive at

Ψ′ ≤ c1Ψ+ CGNΨ
p+1
p + c̃1Ψ

2(p+1)−N

2p−N + c5Ψ
σ.(4.13)

Integrating (4.13) from 0 to Tmax, we arrive at the desired lower bound
(1.12) with B1 := c1, B2 := CGN , B3 := c̃1, B4 := c5 and γ1 := p+1

p
, γ2 :=

2(p+1)−N

2p−N
, γ3 := σ.

Remark 4.1. We note that it is possible to reduce (4.13) so as to have an
explicit expression of the lower bound T of Tmax. In fact, since Ψ(t) blows
up at time Tmax, there exists a time t1 ∈ (0, Tmax) such that Ψ(t) ≥ Ψ0 for
all t ∈ (t1, Tmax). Thus, taking into account that

1 < γ1 < γ2

and putting γ := max{γ2, γ3} we have

Ψ ≤ ΨγΨ1−γ
0 ,(4.14)

Ψγi ≤ ΨγΨγi−γ
0 , i = 1, 2, 3.

From (4.13) and (4.14) we arrive at

Ψ′ ≤ AΨγ , ∀t ∈ (t1, Tmax),(4.15)

with A := B1Ψ
1−γ
0 +B2Ψ

γ1−γ
0 +B3Ψ

γ2−γ
0 +B4Ψ

γ3−γ
0 , and Ψ0 in (1.11).

Integrating (4.15) from t = 0 to t = Tmax, we obtain

1

(γ − 1)Ψγ−1
0

=

ˆ ∞

Ψ0

dη

ηγ
≤ A

ˆ Tmax

t1

dτ ≤ A

ˆ Tmax

0

dτ = ATmax.(4.16)

We conclude, by (4.16), that the solution of (1.1) is bounded in [0, T ] with
T := 1

A(γ−1)Ψγ−1
0

.
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851–875.

[16] M. Mizukami, T. Ono and T, Yokota, Extensibility criterion ruling out
gradient blow-up in a quasilinear degenerate chemotaxis system with flux
limitation, J. Differential Equations 267 (9) (2019), 5115–5164.

[17] T. Nagai, Blowup of nonradial solutions to parabolic-elliptic systems
modeling chemotaxis in two-dimensional domains, J. Inequal. Appl. 6,
(2001), 37–55

[18] M. Negreanu and J.I. Tello, On a parabolic-elliptic system with gradient
dependent chemotactic coefficient, J. Differential Equations 265, (2018),
733–751

[19] L. Nirenberg, On elliptic partial differential equations, Ann. Scuola
Norm. Sup.Pisa 3 (1959), 13:115–162.

[20] M. Winkler, Aggregation vs. global diffusive behavior in the higher-
dimensional Keller–Segel model, J. Differential Equations, 248 (12) (2010),
2889–2905.

[21] M. Winkler, A critical blow-up exponent for flux limitation in a Keller–
Segel system, preprint: arXiv:2010.01553

18

http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.01553

	1 Introduction
	2 Preliminaries
	3 Blow-up in Lp-norm
	4 Lower bound of the blow-up time Tmax

