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BOUNDED WEAK SOLUTIONS FOR KELLER-SEGEL EQUATIONS
WITH GENERALIZED DIFFUSION AND LOGISTIC SOURCE VIA AN

UNBALANCED OPTIMAL TRANSPORT SPLITTING SCHEME

KYUNGKEUN KANG, HWA KIL KIM, GEUNTAEK SEO

Abstract. We consider a parabolic-elliptic type of Keller-Segel equations with generalized
diffusion and logistic source under homogeneous Neumann-Neumann boundary conditions.
We construct bounded weak solutions globally in time in an unbalanced optimal transport
framework, provided that the magnitude of the chemotactic sensitivity can be restricted
depending on parameters. In the case of subquadratic degradation of the logistic source,
we quantify the chemotactic sensitivity, in particular, in terms of the power of degradation
and the pointwise bound of the initial density.

1. Introduction

1.1. Keller-Segel models & gradient flows approach. In this paper, we study the
following Keller-Segel equations with generalized diffusion and logistic source:

{
∂tρ = ∇ · (ρ∇U ′(ρ)− χρ∇c)− ρF ′(ρ)

−∆c + Λc = ρ
(1.1)

The equation (1.1) is set in Ω × (0, T ), T > 0, where Ω is a bounded domain in Rd.
Here, ρ and c denote the density of bacteria and the concentration of a chemoattractant
substance, respectively. The constant χ > 0 represents the sensitivity of the bacteria to
the chemoattractant, and Λ > 0 denotes the degradation rate of the chemoattractant. The
homogenous Neumann-Neumann boundary conditions are imposed, and the initial datum
ρ0 ∈ L1(Ω) is given, i.e.,

ρ∇U ′(ρ) · ν = ∇c · ν = 0, ρ(x, 0) = ρ0(x). (1.2)

We assume that U : [0,∞) → R and F : [0,∞) → R in (1.1) are convex functions which
will be specified later. It is taken into account that the logistic term −ρF ′(ρ) slows the rate
of proliferation when the density of organisms is large.

We note that the typical cases of U and F ′ are

U(ρ) = ρ log ρ, F ′(ρ) = βρr−1 − α, (1.3)

where α ≥ 0, β > 0, and r > 1. In such a case, the Keller-Segel system (1.1) becomes
{
∂tρ = ∆ρ− χ∇ · (ρ∇c) + αρ− βρr

−∆c + Λc = ρ
(1.4)

which have been extensively studied (see e.g. [27, 32, 29, 33, 24, 6, 31]). In recent decades,
one of the central issues for these equations (including equations without logistic source
terms) has been whether the solutions of (1.4) are globally bounded or blow up in a finite
time. Some notable results are summarized below:

Key words and phrases. Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao metric, Hellinger-Kantorovich distance, Unbalanced op-
timal transport, JKO scheme, Keller-Segel equation, Logistic source.
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• It was proved in [27] that in the case r > 2, a unique classical solution globally exists.

On the other hand, when r = 2, it was also shown in [27] that if β > χ(d−2)
d

(the limiting

case β = χ(d−2)
d

was resolved in [16]), then the same conclusion holds as in the case r > 2
(see also [29, 33]).

• Winkler [30] showed that if 2 − 1
d
< r < 2, very weak solutions exist globally in

time when the logistic source is in principle of the form α − βρr. Furthermore, it was also
proved that a global bounded very weak solution exists if ||ρ0||Lγ is sufficiently small for
γ > max(1, d/2).

• It was shown in [32] that for χ = Λ = 1, d ≥ 3, and Ω = B1(0), there exists
κ = κ(d) < 2 such that if r ∈ (1, κ), then blow-up may occur in a finite time.

The main objective of this paper is to construct globally in time existence of bounded
weak solutions of (1.1)-(1.2) by employing the gradient flow structures, and to quantify χ
in terms of given parameters and the size of ||ρ0||L∞ (see Theorem 1.5).

To introduce gradient flow structures, we define energy functionals associated with gra-
dient flows, starting with the assumptions on U and F .

Assumption 1.1. The function U satisfies

(H1) U ∈ C2(0,∞) ∩ C[0,∞).
(H2) U ′′ > 0 on (0,∞).
(H3) lims→0+ sU

′(s) exists.

The function F satisfies

(A1) F ∈ C1[0,∞) ∩ C2(0,∞), and F ′′ > 0 on (0,∞).
(A2) There exist α ≥ 0, β > 0, and r > 1 such that F ′(s) ≥ βsr−1 − α.
(A3) F ′(Mu)u ∈ L1(Ω) for any M > 0 and for any u ∈ L1(Ω) with

´

Ω
F (u) <∞.

Remark 1.2. It is worth noting that the superlinear growth of U is not necessary at infinity,
since all functions in the admissible set are uniformly bounded in JKO scheme (see (3.1)).

We denote by M+(Ω) the set of nonnegative Radon measures. Suppose that U and F
fulfill Assumption 1.1. Given ρ≪ Ld|Ω, let c = c[ρ] be the solution of

{
−∆c+ Λc = ρ in Ω,

∂c
∂ν

= 0 on ∂Ω.
(1.5)

We denote

KU :=
{
ρ ∈ M+(Ω) : ρ≪ Ld|Ω and

ˆ

Ω

U(ρ)dx <∞
}

(1.6)

and define the energy functional E1 on M+(Ω) as follows:

E1(ρ) :=





ˆ

Ω

U
(
ρ(x)

)
dx− χ

2

ˆ

Ω

Λ
∣∣c(x)

∣∣2 + |∇c(x)|2dx if ρ ∈ KU and c ∈ H1(Ω)

∞ else,
(1.7)

With the set KF , silmilarly defined in (1.6), we define

E2(ρ) :=





ˆ

Ω

F (ρ(x))dx if ρ ∈ KF ,

∞ else.
(1.8)

Remark 1.3. In addition to (1.3), let us comment on the typical types of U and F . For ex-
ample, if we set U(s) = 1

m−1
sm, m > 0, m 6= 1, then the term ∇·(ρ∇U ′(ρ)) in (1.1) becomes

the porous media diffusion, i.e., ∆ρm. Furthermore, with a suitable U , ∇ · (ρ∇U ′(ρ)) can
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represent a linear diffusion (e.g. U(s) = s log s). From (A2), we note that the logistic source
term −ρF ′(ρ) does not exceed αρ − βρr (if F (s) := βsr/r − αs, then −ρF ′(ρ) coincides
with the logistic term in (1.4), i.e., αρ− βρr).

Let us mention our approaches. We analyze the solution of (1.1) by splitting the equation
and by finding two gradient flow structures in the equation. For convenience, we write
W2 and FR as the 2-Wasserstein metric and Fisher-Rao metric, respectively (the precise
definition of these metrics will be specified in Section 2). In short, our strategy is to regard
(1.1) formally as

∂tρ = −gradW2
E1(ρ)− gradFRE2(ρ).

where E1 and E2 are defined in (1.7) and (1.8) respectively. The main point is to use
alternately gradient flow structures of E1 and E2 to construct a sequence of approximated
solutions in (M+(Ω),WFR), where WFR denotes the Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao metric (also
called Hellinger-Kantorovich distance, see Definition 2.5). This will lead to the global
existence of bounded weak solutions under the suitable restriction on χ (see (1.11)).

To be more precise, firstly, W2 gradient flows of E1, i.e., ∂tρ = −gradW2
E1(ρ), read (see

e.g. [3])

∂tρ = ∇ · (ρ∇U ′(ρ))− χ∇ · (ρ∇c[ρ]). (1.9)

On the other hand, similarly, FR gradient flows of E2, i.e., ∂tρ = −gradFRE2(ρ) read (see
e.g. [13, 12])

∂tρ = −ρF ′(ρ). (1.10)

The results of Carrillo and Santambrogio [7] give L∞ estimates for densities locally in
time by using the JKO scheme (see [15]) to exploit the gradient flow structure of (1.9). In
addition, Gallouët, Laborde, and Monsaingeon [12] obtained the existence of weak solutions
for the types of reaction-drift-diffusion equations

∂tρ = ∇ ·
(
ρ∇(F ′

1(ρ) + V1)
)
− ρ

(
F ′
2(ρ) + V2

)

with some specific F1 and F2 and with V1 ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) and V2 ∈ L∞(Ω), by means of splitting
JKO schemes for the Wasserstein metric and for the Fisher-Rao metric (compare to [13]).

Motivated by the approach in [12], we construct minimizers of Wasserstein/Fisher-Rao
JKO schemes by splitting (1.1) into two parts given in (1.9) and (1.10).

The main difference compared to [12] is that the reaction term in (1.1), ∇ · (χρ∇c), is
of nonlinear structure, which causes major obstacles and makes our problem more difficult.

In our case, since our main interest is to establish global existence of bounded weak
solutions, it seems necessary to obtain uniform control for L∞ norms of minimizers obtained
by each splitting scheme, which is, however, not necessary in [12] because of the linear
structure of an advection term, ∇(ρV1), and V1 ∈ W 1,∞. Therefore, the novelty of our
paper lies in the construction of weak solutions with uniform bounds via the Wasserstein-
Fisher-Rao metric under the size restriction of χ.

To be more precise, we use the result of [7] to obtain the L∞ estimate of the minimizers
given by the Wasserstein JKO scheme corresponding to (1.9), and then control L∞ norm
of the minimizers caused by the Fisher-Rao JKO step relevant to (1.10). We note that L∞

norm of minimizers obtained from the Wasserstein JKO scheme in [7] generally explodes in
a finite time. With the aid of the damping effect of the logistic source, the size of the mass
and the L∞ norm of minimizers can be uniformly controlled by going through the Fisher-
Rao JKO scheme, provided that χ is less than a threshold depending on other parameters.
As a consequence of the uniform boundedness, we obtain the existence of bounded weak
solutions of (1.1).
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1.2. Main results. Throughout this paper, we write

χ∗ :=





∞ if r > 2,

β if r = 2,

||ρ0||−1
L∞(β||ρ0||r−1

L∞ − α) if 1 < r < 2 and ||ρ0||L∞ >
(

α
β(2−r)

) 1
r−1 ,

α
2−r
1−rβ

1
r−1 (2− r)

2−r
r−1 (r − 1) if 1 < r < 2 and ||ρ0||L∞ ≤

(
α

β(2−r)

) 1
r−1 .

(1.11)

Next, we introduce the notion of weak solutions of (1.1).

Definition 1.4. Let ρ0 ∈ L1(Ω). A pair (ρ, c) is called a weak solution of (1.1) if for all
T > 0

(i) ρ, ρ∇U ′(ρ), ρ∇c[ρ], and ρF ′(ρ) belong to L1
(
Ω× (0, T )

)
.

(ii) for all ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Ω× [0, T ))

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

(
ρ∂tϕ− ρ∇U ′(ρ) · ∇ϕ+ χρ∇c[ρ] · ∇ϕ− ρF ′(ρ)ϕ

)
dxdt = −

ˆ

Ω

ϕ(x, 0)ρ0dx. (1.12)

(iii) c solves (1.5) in the sense of distributions.

We are now ready to state our main theorem:

Theorem 1.5. Suppose that Ω is a strictly convex bounded domain in Rd with smooth
boundary and assume that U and F are functions satisfying Assumption 1.1. Let ρ0 ∈
L∞(Ω). If 0 < χ < χ∗, there exists a weak solution of (1.1), namely ρ. In particular, for all
T > 0, the curve ρ : [0, T ] → M+(Ω) is 1

2
-Hölder continuous with respect to WFR-metric,

and ρ satisfies

ρ∇U ′(ρ) ∈ L2(Ω× (0, T )) and ||ρ||L∞(Ω×[0,T ]) ≤ C, (1.13)

where C > 0 is a constant independent of T .

Remark 1.6. We make some comments on the existence of blow-up/bounded solutions in
[30, 32], which are most relevant to our results. The only case χ = 1 was treated in [32],
but it is not difficult to see that the result can be also extended to arbitrary positive χ. In
such a case, the main result in [32] can be restated as follows: When Ω = BR(0), r ∈ (1, 7

6
),

and d = 3, 4 (or r ∈ (1, 1
2(d−1)

) with d ≥ 5), there exist C > 0 and R0 > 0 such that if

χ−
´

BR0
(0)
ρ0 ≥ C, then a finite-time blow-up occurs, where −

´

BR0
ρ0 denotes the mean value

of ρ0 in BR0(0). Thus, for a given ρ0, our results in Theorem 1.5 are about global existence
in case χ is bounded by the number in (1.11), while the blow-up result in [32] was derived
for large χ. As mentioned earlier, global bounded solutions were constructed in [30] by
assuming a type of logistic source, α− βρr, which is given differently from ours, αρ− βρr.
It seems that the values of χ∗ in the third and fourth cases of (1.11) are essentially the same
as the condition in [30, Lemma 2.1]. In particular, in the case α = 0, two conditions are
identical. However, the critical value of χ remains open, so that blow-up or global existence
is separated by this value.

Remark 1.7. When 1 < r < 2, our result reads that if ||ρ0||L∞ ≤ C
(2)
α,β,r, then the bounded

weak solution globally exists as long as χ < C
(1)
α,β,r, independent of the size of ||ρ0||L∞, where

C
(1)
α,β,r := α

2−r
1−rβ

1
r−1 (2− r)

2−r
r−1 (r − 1), C

(2)
α,β,r :=

( α

β(2− r)

) 1
r−1 .

On the other hand, in the case that ||ρ0||L∞ > C
(2)
α,β,r and it is sufficiently large, χ is to be

less than β

||ρ0||
2−r
L∞

for the global existence.
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Remark 1.8. For variations of the elliptic equation (1.5), the proof of Theorem 1.5 applies
almost as well. For example, if we replace (1.5) with

{
−∆c = ρ in Ω× (0, T ),

c|∂Ω = 0 on ∂Ω × (0, T ),
(1.14)

we obtain the same result as Theorem 1.5. To this end, all we have to do is to replace E1
with Ẽ1 defined as Ẽ1(ρ) =

´

Ω
U
(
ρ(x)

)
dx − χ

2

´

Ω
|∇c(x)|2dx where c depends on ρ through

−∆c = ρ with c = 0 on ∂Ω.

Remark 1.9. With the same assumptions on Ω, ρ0, and χ as in Theorem 1.5, we note that
the solution of (1.4) becomes a classical solution in [δ,∞)×Ω for any δ > 0. In addition, if
we further assume ρ0 ∈ (C∞∩L∞)(Ω), then we have a unique classical solution in [0,∞)×Ω.

From now on, without loss of generality, we will assume Λ ≡ 1 since it does not affect
our main result. We also suppose that Ω is a strictly convex bounded domain.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 is prepared for the preliminaries. In Section
3, we study two JKO schemes, namely Wasserstein and Fisher-Rao JKO schemes. In Section
4, we construct approximate weak solutions. Section 5 is devoted to providing the proof of
Theorem 1.5.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we deal with three metrics between positive measures and recall some
properties on them.

We start with an introduction to Wasserstein metric (see e.g. [1, 25, 28] for details):

Definition 2.1. Let µ, ν ∈ M+(Ω) with equal masses. 2-Wasserstein distance between µ
and ν is defined by

W 2
2 (µ, ν) := min

γ∈Γ(µ,ν)

ˆ

Ω×Ω

|x− y|2dγ(x, y) (2.1)

where Γ(µ, ν) denotes the subset of M+(Ω × Ω) with µ as the first marginal and ν as the
second marginal.

We recall several facts on W2: If µ is absolutely continuous with respect to Ld (but
not necessary), then the equality in (2.1) is attained for some γ = (id, T )#µ. In this case,
W 2

2 (µ, ν) =
´

Ω
|T (x)− x|2dµ(x), and we say that T is an optimal transport map. Next, we

introduce Kantorovich’s duality, that is,

W 2
2 (µ, ν) = max

(ϕ,ψ)

(ˆ

Ω

ϕ(x) dµ(x) +

ˆ

Ω

ψ(y) dν(y)
)

(2.2)

where the maximum is taken over all pairs (ϕ, ψ) ∈ C(Ω)×C(Ω) satisfying ϕ(x) + ψ(y) ≤
|x − y|2. Indeed, the maximum in (2.2) is attained by a pair of (ϕ, ϕc), where ϕc(y) :=
infx∈Ω

(
|x− y|2 − ϕ(x)

)
. In this case, ϕ is called a Kantorovich potential from µ to ν, and

K(µ, ν) denotes the set of all Kantorovich potentials from µ to ν. It is important to note
that both ϕ and ϕc are Lipschitz. Since ϕ is Lipschitz, it is differentiable a.e. Finally, we
pay attention to the relationship between an optimal transport map T from µ to ν and its
Kantorovich potential ϕ. In fact, the equality T (x) = x−∇ϕ(x) holds a.e.
Theorem 2.2 (Benamou-Brenier formula). Let ρ0, ρ1 ∈ M+(Ω) with |ρ0| = |ρ1|. Then

W 2
2 (ρ0, ρ1) = min

(ρ,v)∈AW2
[ρ0,ρ1]

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

Ω

|vt|2dρtdt,
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where the admissible set AW2[ρ0, ρ1] consists of curves [0, 1] ∋ t 7→ (ρt, vt) ∈ M+(Ω) ×
L2(Ω, dρt)

d such that t 7→ ρt is narrowly continuous with endpoints ρ0, ρ1 and solving the
continuity equation

∂tρt +∇ · (ρtvt) = 0

in the sense of distributions, that is, for any ϕ ∈ C∞
c

(
(0, 1)× Ω

)

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

Ω

∂tϕdρtdt+

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

Ω

∇xϕ · vtdρtdt = 0.

The Fisher-Rao distance between ρ0 and ρ1, denoted by FR(ρ0, ρ1), is defined as follows:

Definition 2.3. Let ρ0, ρ1 ∈ M+(Ω).

FR2(ρ0, ρ1) := min
(ρ,r)∈AFR[ρ0,ρ1]

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

Ω

|rt|2dρtdt,

where the admissible set AFR[ρ0, ρ1] consists of curves [0, 1] ∋ t 7→ (ρt, rt) ∈ M+(Ω) ×
L2(Ω, dρt) such that t 7→ ρt is narrowly continuous with endpoints ρ0, ρ1 and solving

∂tρt = ρtrt

in the sense of distributions, that is, for any ϕ ∈ C∞
c

(
(0, 1)× Ω

)

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

Ω

∂tϕdρtdt+

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

Ω

ϕrtdρtdt = 0.

Remark 2.4. If ρ0, ρ1 ≪ λ for some λ ∈ M+(Ω), the following formula is given [13]:

FR2(ρ0, ρ1) = 4

ˆ

Ω

∣∣∣∣

√
dρ0
dλ

−
√
dρ1
dλ

∣∣∣∣
2

dλ, (2.3)

where dρi
dλ
, i = 0, 1, denote Radon-Nikodym derivatives.

The Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao distance between ρ0 and ρ1, denoted by WFR(ρ0, ρ1), is
defined as follows:

Definition 2.5. Let ρ0, ρ1 ∈ M+(Ω).

WFR2(ρ0, ρ1) := min
(ρ,v,r)∈AWFR [ρ0,ρ1]

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

Ω

|vt|2 + |rt|2dρtdt,

where the admissible set AW2[ρ0, ρ1] consists of curves [0, 1] ∋ t 7→ (ρt, vt, rt) ∈ M+(Ω) ×
L2(Ω, dρt)

d × L2(Ω, dρt) such that t 7→ ρt is narrowly continuous with endpoints ρ0, ρ1 and
solving the continuity equation with source

∂tρt +∇ · (ρtvt) = ρtrt

in the sense of distributions, that is, for any ϕ ∈ C∞
c

(
(0, 1)× Ω

)

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

Ω

∂tϕdρtdt+

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

Ω

(
∇xϕ · vt + ϕrt

)
dρtdt = 0.

Remark 2.6. We leave some comments on the WFR metric: It was shown in [18] that

• (M+(Ω),WFR) is a complete metric space.
• WFR metrizes the narrow convergences of measures.
• WFR distance is lower semicontinuous with respect to the weak∗ convergence of
measures.
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For µ ∈ M+(Ω), we use the notation |µ| to denote µ(Ω). Using the three definitions
above, it is not difficult to check that for any ρ0, ρ1 ∈ M+(Ω),

WFR(ρ0, ρ1) ≤W2(ρ0, ρ1) whenever |ρ0| = |ρ1|,
and

WFR(ρ0, ρ1) ≤ FR(ρ0, ρ1). (2.4)

Therefore, using the elementary inequality (a + b)2 ≤ 2(a2 + b2), we see that for all σ ∈
M+(Ω) with |ρ0| = |σ|,

WFR2(ρ0, ρ1) ≤ 2
(
W 2

2 (ρ0, σ) + FR2(σ, ρ1)
)
. (2.5)

We refer the reader to [8, 9, 13, 18, 20, 21] for a comprehensive description of the above
metrics.

Finally, let us briefly recall some classical results for (1.5) and (1.14). Let c be a solution
of (1.5) or (1.14). It is well known that

||c||W 2,p(Ω) ≤ K||ρ||Lp(Ω), 1 < p <∞,

for some K > 0 (see e.g. [19, Section 3 in Chapter 9] for Neumann boundary case and [14,
Chapter 9] for Dirichlet boundary case). For fixed d, if ρ ∈ L∞(Ω) and p is large enough,
by Sobolev inequality, there exist γ,K1, K2, K3 > 0 such that

||c||C1,γ(Ω) ≤ K1||c||W 2,p(Ω) ≤ K2||ρ||Lp(Ω) ≤ K3||ρ||L∞(Ω). (2.6)

Thanks to the estimate (2.6), it is possible to check Remark 1.8 immediately. For the
rest part of this paper, we proceed with (1.5).

Finally, we recall an extension of the Aubin-Lions lemma proved in [23].

Proposition 2.7. On a Banach space X, let be given

(a) a normal coercive integrand F : X → [0,∞], i.e., F is lower semicontinuous, and
its sublevels are relatively compact in X;

(b) a pseudo-distance g : X×X → [0,∞], i.e., g is lower semicontinuous, and g(ρ, η) =
0 for any ρ, η ∈ X with F (ρ) <∞, F (η) <∞ implies ρ = η.

Let further U be a set of measurable functions u : (0, T ) → X with a fixed T > 0. Under
the hypotheses that

sup
u∈U

ˆ T

0

F (u(t))dt <∞, (2.7)

and

lim
h↓0

sup
u∈U

ˆ T−h

0

g(u(t+ h), u(t))dt = 0, (2.8)

U contains an infinite sequence (un)n∈N that converges in measure (with respect to t ∈
(0, T )) to a limit u∗ : (0, T ) → X.

Remark 2.8. At the conclusion of the above proposition, the convergence in measure means
that

lim
n→∞

∣∣∣{t ∈ (0, T ) : ||un(t)− u∗(t)||X ≥ ε}
∣∣∣ = 0 ∀ε > 0.
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3. Splitting JKO scheme

Motivated by [7, 12, 13], we analyze (1.1) by exploiting two gradient flow structures
(1.9) and (1.10). To be more precise, we alternately use the Wasserstein JKO scheme /
Fisher-Rao JKO scheme.

3.1. Wasserstein JKO step. We recall the results introduced in [7, Theorem 1 and Sub-
section 2.1] in our setting, which is presented with the following minimization problem: For
fixed τ > 0, and for g ∈ L∞(Ω) ∩M+(Ω),

ρ ∈ argmin
µ∈S

{
E1(µ) +

W 2
2 (g, µ)

τ

}
, (3.1)

where S = {µ ∈ M+(Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω) : µ ≤ 1
τχ
, |µ| = |g|}.

Thanks to [7, Theorem 1 and Subsection 2.1], the following proposition holds. Although
the proof is essentially the same, we provide its proof in the Appendix for the convenience
of the reader.

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that U satisfies Assumption 1.1. The following statements hold.

(i) There exists at least one minimizer of the scheme in (3.1).
(ii) Let M := 1

τχ
. If inft>0 tU

′′(t) > 0 and ρ is a minimizer of (3.1), there exist a

continuous function p with p ≥ 0 and a constant l such that ρ satisfies

U ′(ρ)− χc[ρ] +
ϕ

τ
+ p = l, (M − ρ)p = 0, (3.2)

where c[ρ] is a solution in (1.5), and ϕ is a Kantorovich potential from ρ to g,
i.e., ϕ ∈ K(ρ, g). In particular, U ′(ρ), c[ρ], and ϕ are Lipschitz on Ω. Moreover,
infΩ ρ > 0 and ρ is Lipschitz on Ω.

(iii) If Ω is strictly convex, inft>0 tU
′′(t) > 0 and log g ∈ C0,a(Ω), then for every λ > 1

there exists a constant c0 = c0(λ, χ, d) such that, if τ ||g||L∞ ≤ c0 then any minimizer
of (3.1), say ρ, satisfies

||ρ||L∞ ≤ ||g||L∞

1− λτχ||g||L∞

. (3.3)

Remark 3.2. Proposition 3.1 is only used in construction steps for approximate solutions
by JKO scheme, and therefore inft>0 tU

′′(t) > 0 is not needed in Theorem 1.5.

3.2. Fisher-Rao JKO step. Given ρ ∈ M+(Ω), we consider

ρ̂ ∈ argmin
µ∈M+(Ω)

{
E2(µ) +

FR2(ρ, µ)

2τ

}
. (3.4)

The second minimization problem (3.4) was considered in [12] (although the authors
only treated F (ρ) = ρm

m−1
, m > 1). In this paper, we proceed with F under the assumptions

(A1)-(A3). In the absence of a precise reference, we prove the existence of a minimizer in
the Fisher-Rao step.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose that (A1)-(A2) hold. Let ρ ∈ M+(Ω) with E2(ρ) < ∞. Then, for
any τ > 0 there exists a minimizer of the following functional:

µ ∈ M+(Ω) 7→ E2(µ) +
FR2(ρ, µ)

2τ
. (3.5)
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Proof. We note that F is bounded below. Considering the minimizing sequence of the
functional (3.5), there exists a sequence (ρn) such that

inf
µ∈M+(Ω)

(
E2(µ) +

FR2(ρ, µ)

2τ

)
= lim

n→∞
E2(ρn) +

FR2(ρ, ρn)

2τ
,

and E2(ρn) + FR2(ρ, ρn)/(2τ) is uniformly bounded in n. Using that E2 is bounded below,

|E2(ρn)| ≤ C (3.6)

for some C > 0. Due to (A1)-(A2), we easily get

E2(ρn) =
ˆ

Ω

F (ρn) ≥ F (0)|Ω|+
ˆ

Ω

β

r
ρrn − αρn.

Applying Young’s inequality and Hölder’s inequality, we have

sup
n

||ρn||Lr <∞,

where we used (3.6). Hence, by weak compactness, up to a subsequence, we have

ρn ⇀ ρ̂ in Lr(Ω), (3.7)

On the other hand, we note that E2 is lower semicontinuous with respect to weak con-
vergence in Lr (r > 1), that is,

lim inf E2(µn) ≥ E2(µ) (3.8)

whenever µn ⇀ µ in Lr(Ω). In fact, this follows from the fact that the functional E2 is
weak∗ lower semicontinuous (see e.g. [4, Theorem 3.4.1]).

We also investigate some weak* lower semicontinuity of FR2. It is known that

lim inf FR2(µn, νn) ≥ FR2(µ, ν) (3.9)

whenever µn
∗
⇀ µ and νn

∗
⇀ ν (see e.g. [4, Lemma 3.1.6 and Theorem 3.4.1])

Therefore, we conclude

inf
µ∈M+(Ω)

(
E2(µ) +

FR2(ρ, µ)

2τ

)
= lim inf

n→∞

(
E2(ρn) +

FR2(ρ, ρn)

2τ

)
≥ E2(ρ̂) +

FR2(ρ, ρ̂)

2τ
,

where we used (3.7) and the lower semicontinuity in (3.8) and (3.9). Thus, ρ̂ is a minimizer
of (3.5). �

We recall an Euler-Lagrange equation for (3.4), introduced in [13, Subsection 4.2]. In
the absence of a precise reference with sufficient conditions, we prove the following lemma
for clarity, following the arguments in [13, Subsection 4.2].

Lemma 3.4. Let ρ ∈ M+(Ω) with E2(ρ) < ∞. Suppose that F satisfies the assumptions
(A1)-(A3). If ρ̂ is a minimizer obtained from (3.4) for the given datum ρ, then

ˆ

Ω

(
√
ρ̂−√

ρ)
√
ρ̂ψ = −τ

2

ˆ

Ω

F ′(ρ̂)ρ̂ψ ∀ψ ∈ C∞(Ω). (3.10)

Proof. Let ρ̂ be a minimizer of the problem (3.4). Given 0 < ε < 1 and ψ ∈ C∞(Ω), define
ρ̂ε = ρ̂eεψ. Due to the minimality of ρ̂, we have

E2(ρ̂) +
FR2(ρ̂, ρ)

2τ
≤ E2(ρ̂ε) +

FR2(ρ̂ε, ρ)

2τ
.
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The assumption (A1) implies that for all ε ∈ (0, 1),
∣∣∣∣
F (ρ̂eεψ)− F (ρ̂)

ε

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ρ̂|ψ|
(
|F ′(0)|+ |F ′(ρ̂e|ψ|)|

)
.

Since |ψ(x)| ≤ B for some B > 0, by the assumption (A3) and the dominated convergence
theorem, we see that

(
E2(ρ̂ε)−E2(ρ̂)

)
/ε→

´

Ω
F ′(ρ̂)ρ̂ψ as ε ↓ 0. Using (2.3) with λ = Ld

∣∣
Ω
,

we see that
(
FR2(ρ̂ε, ρ)− FR2(ρ̂, ρ)

)
/ε→ 4

´

Ω

√
ρ̂(
√
ρ̂−√

ρ)ψ. Replacing ψ with −ψ gives
(3.10). �

For the rest of this paper, we define

η
M
:=

(α +M

β

) 1
r−1
. (3.11)

We often use the notation η instead of η
M

if there is no confusion. Moreover, for notational
simplicity, we often use || · ||∞ instead of || · ||L∞

The following lemma tells us how much the L∞ norm decreases when passing through
the Fisher-Rao step.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that (A1)-(A3) hold. Let ρ ∈ L∞(Ω) ∩ M+(Ω) and let ρ̂ be a
minimizer obtained by (3.4) with the given datum ρ. If M > 0 and if ατ < 1, then we have

||ρ̂||L∞ ≤
{

||ρ||L∞

1+τM
if ||ρ̂||L∞ > η,

η else,
(3.12)

with η = ηM specified in (3.11).

Proof. To prove (3.12), we can assume

||ρ̂||∞ > η =
(α +M

β

) 1
r−1

or ||ρ̂||r−1
∞ >

α +M

β
. (3.13)

The Euler-Lagrange equation (3.10) implies
√
ρ̂−√

ρ = −τ
2

√
ρ̂F ′(ρ̂) ρ̂-a.e. (3.14)

Clearly,

ρ = ρ̂+ τ ρ̂F ′(ρ̂) +
τ 2

4
ρ̂(F ′(ρ̂))2 ρ̂-a.e., (3.15)

which yields for a.e. x ∈ Ω,

ρ ≥ ρ̂+ τ ρ̂F ′(ρ̂) +
τ 2

4
ρ̂(F ′(ρ̂))2 ≥ ρ̂+ τ ρ̂(βρ̂r−1 − α) ≥ (1− ατ)ρ̂ ≥ 0. (3.16)

Hence,

||ρ||∞ ≥ ||ρ̂+ τ ρ̂(βρ̂r−1 − α)||∞ = ||ρ̂||∞ + τ ||ρ̂||∞(β||ρ̂||r−1
∞ − α)

≥ ||ρ̂||∞ + τM ||ρ̂||∞ = (1 + τM)||ρ̂||∞
where we have used (3.16) and (3.13). Thus, we obtain (3.12). �

The following lemma shows that the minimizer of the Fisher-Rao step preserves the
support, the Lipschitz condition, and the strict positivity of the minimizer of the Wasserstein
step.
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Lemma 3.6. Suppose that Assumption 1.1 holds. Given ρ0 ∈ L∞(Ω), let ρ be a minimizer
obtained by (3.1) with the initial datum ρ0. Similarly, let ρ̂ be a minimizer given by (3.4)
with the given datum ρ. Then

(i) For τ ∈ (0, 2
α
),

supp(ρ) = supp(ρ̂).

(ii) If τ ∈ (0, 2
α
) and if inft>0 tU

′′(t) > 0, then

supp(ρ) = supp(ρ̂) = Ω.

Moreover, if τ ∈ (0, 1
2α
), then ρ̂ is Lipschitz and infΩ ρ̂ > 0.

Proof. (i) Since F ′ ≥ −α, by using (3.14), we have
√
ρ =

√
ρ̂
(
1 +

τ

2
F ′(ρ̂)

)
≥

√
ρ̂
(
1− ατ

2

)
ρ̂-a.e,

which implies supp(ρ̂) ⊂ supp(ρ). To prove that supp(ρ̂) = supp(ρ) by contradiction, we
assume supp(ρ̂) ( supp(ρ), and hence we can find z ∈ Ω so that

z ∈ supp(ρ)\supp(ρ̂) 6= ∅.
Then there exists r∗ > 0 such that ρ(Br(z)) > 0 and ρ̂(Br(z)) = 0 for all 0 < r < r∗. If we
define ρ̂ε := ρ̂+ ε1Br(z) with ε > 0, then by the minimality of ρ̂ we have

E2(ρ̂) +
1

2τ
FR2(ρ, ρ̂) ≤ E2(ρ̂ε) +

1

2τ
FR2(ρ, ρ̂ε). (3.17)

Note that
1

4

(
FR2(ρ, ρ̂ε)− FR2(ρ, ρ̂)

)
=

ˆ

Br(z)

|√ρ−
√
ρ̂ε|2 − |√ρ−

√
ρ̂|2

=

ˆ

Br(z)

|√ρ−
√
ε|2 − |√ρ|2 =

ˆ

Br(z)

−2
√
ερ+ ε.

From (3.17), we obtain

0 ≤
ˆ

Br(z)

F (ρ̂ε)− F (ρ̂) +
2

τ

ˆ

Br(z)

(
− 2

√
ερ+ ε

)
.

Dividing by
√
ε and letting ε ↓ 0, we get a contradiction because F ′(0+) exists and

´

Br(z)

√
ρ > 0. Thus, we obtain the desired result.

(ii) Following the proof of [25, Lemma 8.6], we can see that supp(ρ) = Ω. The assumption
inft>0 tU

′′(t) > 0 is necessary here to require U ′(0+) = −∞. Due to (i), we conclude that
supp(ρ̂) = Ω.

To prove the second statement, from (ii) of Proposition 3.1, we recall that ρ is Lipschitz
and ess infΩ ρ > 0. Using Lemma 3.4 and the fact that supp(ρ̂) = Ω, we obtain

√
ρ̂−√

ρ = −τ
2

√
ρ̂F ′(ρ̂) a.e. x ∈ Ω. (3.18)

Similar to (3.15), we get
ρ = Jτ (ρ̂), a.e. x ∈ Ω, (3.19)

where Jτ (s) := s + τsF ′(s) + τ2

4
s(F ′(s))2, s ≥ 0. Using (A1) and (A2), we see that

J ′
τ (s) ≥ 1−ατ + τsF ′′(s)(1− ατ

2
). Hence, if 0 < τ < 1

2α
, then infs>0 J

′
τ ≥ 1/2. In this case,

since Jτ is strictly increasing, we can assume ρ̂ is continuous (by redefining ρ̂ := J−1
τ (ρ)).

Therefore, we have

||ρ̂||Lip ≤
1

infs>0 J ′
τ

||ρ||Lip ≤ 2||ρ||Lip.
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It thus remains to show infΩ ρ̂ > 0. Since supp(ρ̂) = Ω and ρ̂ is Lipschitz, from (3.19),
we have

ρ = ρ̂+ τ ρ̂F ′(ρ̂) +
τ 2

4
ρ̂(F ′(ρ̂))2 for all x ∈ Ω. (3.20)

If infΩ ρ̂ = 0, then there exists x0 ∈ Ω such that ρ̂(x0) = 0 due to the regularity of ρ̂. Then,
(3.20) implies a contradiction to the fact that ess infΩ ρ > 0 (if x0 ∈ ∂Ω, choose a sequence
(xk) converging to x0), and thus we obtain the desired result. �

Remark 3.7. Let ρ, ρ̂ be the minimizers in (ii) of Lemma 3.6. Then it is possible to obtain
ˆ

Ω

(ρ̂− ρ)φ = −τ
2

ˆ

Ω

F ′(ρ̂)
√
ρ̂
(√

ρ̂+
√
ρ
)
φ ∀φ ∈ C∞(Ω), (3.21)

which is a variant of Lemma 3.4. Indeed, since ρ and ρ̂ are Lipschitz, multiplying (3.18) by√
ρ̂+

√
ρ and taking φ ∈ C∞(Ω) as test functions, we get (3.21).

4. Approximate weak solutions: Construction and L∞-estimates

In this section, we construct an approximate weak solution via splitting JKO scheme.
More precisely, we alternately repeat the Wasserstein and Fisher-Rao JKO steps;

ρ0
W 2

2−−→ ρτ1/2
FR2

−−→ ρτ1
W 2

2−−→ ρτ3/2
FR2

−−→ ρτ2
W 2

2−−→ ...
FR2

−−→ ρτn
W 2

2−−→ ρτn+1/2
FR2

−−→ ρτn+1

W 2
2−−→ ...

i.e., we iteratively define

ρτn+1/2 ∈ argmin
µ∈Sn

{
E1(µ) +

W 2
2 (ρ

τ
n, µ)

τ

}
, ρτn+1 ∈ argmin

µ∈M+(Ω)

{
E2(µ) +

FR2(ρτn+1/2, µ)

2τ

}
, (4.1)

where Sn = {µ ∈ M+(Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω) : µ ≤ 1
τχ
, |µ| = |ρτn|}.

Then, for each n ≥ 0, we define

ρ̃τ (0) := ρ0, ρτ (0) := ρ0,

ρ̃τ (t) := ρτn+1/2, ρτ (t) := ρτn+1, whenever t ∈
(
nτ, (n + 1)τ ].

It will be shown that the curves ρ̃τ (t), ρτ (t) approximate weak solutions of (1.1). To this
end, we start by analyzing the minimizers in (4.1).

The following lemma shows that the splitting schemes are well-defined. To repeat the
scheme (3.1) and (3.4) alternately and infinitely, we need the following L1-estimate of ρτn
because of the density constraint of (3.1).

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that Assumption 1.1 holds. Let ρ0 ∈ L∞(Ω). Then, there exists

ξ > 0 (depending on α, β, r, |Ω|, ||ρ0||L1(Ω)) such that if 0 < τ < |Ω|
ξχ
, then the minimizers

ρτn+1/2 and ρτn+1 in (4.1) exist for each n ∈ N ∪ {0}, and
||ρτn||L1(Ω) ≤ ξ.

Proof. If 0 < τ < |Ω|
χ||ρ0||L1

, from (i) in Proposition 3.1, we admit a minimizer of (3.1) for the

initial datum ρ0, say ρ1/2. Here, we need the condition on τ because of the constraints in
(3.1). Also, by Lemma 3.3, we have ρ1, which is a minimizer of (3.4) for the initial datum
ρ1/2. Due to (3.15), we have

ˆ

Ω

ρ0 =

ˆ

Ω

ρ1/2 ≥
ˆ

Ω

ρ1 +

ˆ

Ω

τρ1F
′(ρ1) ≥

ˆ

Ω

ρ1 + τ
(
β

ˆ

Ω

ρr1 − α

ˆ

Ω

ρ1

)
.
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Using Hölder’s inequality, we have
ˆ

Ω

ρ0 ≥
ˆ

Ω

ρ1 + τ
(
βk−r0

(ˆ

Ω

ρ1
)r − α

ˆ

Ω

ρ1

)
(4.2)

with k0 = |Ω|1/r′ , where r′ is the Hölder conjugate of r. For ε > 0 small enough, applying
Young’s inequality, we have

ˆ

Ω

ρ1 ≤ ε
(ˆ

Ω

ρ1

)r
+ Cε, (4.3)

where Cε := (rε)
−1
r−1/r′. Combining (4.2) and (4.3), we obtain

||ρ0||L1(Ω) ≥ ||ρ1||L1(Ω) + τAε||ρ1||L1(Ω) − τBε,

where Aε = βk−r0 ε−1 − α and Bε = βk−r0 ε−1Cε. Then,

||ρ1||L1(Ω) ≤
||ρ0||L1(Ω) + τBε

1 + τAε
=

(
||ρ0||L1(Ω) −

Bε

Aε

) 1

1 + Aετ
+
Bε

Aε
. (4.4)

Fix ε > 0 small so that Aε is positive, and we set

ξ := max
(
||ρ0||L1(Ω),

Bε

Aε

)
and τ̄ :=

|Ω|
ξχ

.

Since Aε > 0, from (4.4), we know that if 0 < τ < τ̄ (≤ |Ω|
χ||ρ0||L1(Ω)

) then

||ρ1||L1(Ω) ≤ ξ. (4.5)

Using Lemma 3.5, we know ρ1 ∈ L∞(Ω). Moreover, a simple perturbation argument
shows ||ρ1||L1 cannot be zero (suppose ρ1 = 0 a.e., and define ρε1 = ε on Ω, and use the
minimality of ρ1). So we can repeat the above argument to obtain (4.4) for ρ2. More
precisely, using again (i) in Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 3.3, we see that for 0 < τ <
|Ω|
χ
min(||ρ0||−1

L1 , ||ρ1||−1
L1 ), ρ3/2 and ρ2 exist, and

||ρ2||L1(Ω) ≤
||ρ1||L1(Ω) + τBε

1 + τAε
.

Solving this recurrence relation, we get

||ρ2||L1(Ω) ≤ (||ρ0||L1(Ω) −
Bε

Aε
)
( 1

1 + Aετ

)2
+
Bε

Aε
.

Similar to (4.5), if 0 < τ < τ̄
(
≤ |Ω|

χ
min(||ρ0||−1

L1 , ||ρ1||−1
L1 )

)
, then

||ρ2||L1(Ω) ≤ ξ.

Moreover, we know that ρ2 ∈ L∞(Ω) by Lemma 3.5. We obtain the desired result by
induction. �

We turn to our attention to getting L∞-estimates of the minimizers ρτn+1/2 and ρ
τ
n+1. To

this end, the following lemma plays a key role.

Lemma 4.2. Let ρ0 ∈ L∞(Ω) and let M > 0. Suppose that 0 < χ < χ∗, where χ∗ is the
number stated in (1.11), and let λ > 1 with λχ < χ∗. Define two functions of τ , namely

θ1(τ) := (1 + τM)(||ρ0||−1
L∞ − λχτ) and θ2(τ) := (1 + τM)(η−1

M
− λχτ)

which are defined on [0,∞). Then, we can find M , namely M∗, so that θ′i(0) > 0, i = 1, 2.
As a consequence, there exists τ∗ > 0 such that θi(t) ≥ θi(0), i = 1, 2, whenever t ∈ (0, τ∗).
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Remark 4.3. In the proof of Lemma 4.2, the value χ∗ in (1.11) is exactly determined. In
fact,

χ∗ = sup
M>0

(
min(Mη−1

M ,M ||ρ0||−1
L∞)

)
.

Proof. We want to find M > 0 so that

θ′1(0) =M ||ρ0||−1
∞ − λχ > 0 (4.6)

and

θ′2(0) =Mη−1
M

− λχ > 0. (4.7)

It is straightforward to choose M fulfilling that (4.6) holds by choosing M large enough.
Note that (4.7) is equivalent to

Mβ
1

r−1

(
α +M

) 1
r−1

:= f(M) > λχ.

To find M satisfying (4.7), we consider three cases of the range of r:
(Case r > 2) Notice that f(M) → ∞ as M → ∞ because r > 2. Hence, it is always

possible to find M∗ satisfying (4.6) and (4.7).
(Case r = 2) Let us first consider the case α > 0. By our assumption on this case, we

have

λχ < β = χ∗.

Since f(M) ↑ β as M → ∞, there is large M such that λχ < f(M), and hence we can find
M∗ satisfying (4.6) and (4.7). The case α = 0 follows directly, because f(M) ≡ β.

(Case 1 < r < 2) Unlike the above two cases, since f(M) → 0 as M → ∞, we avoid
growing M . Recalling the definition of χ∗, in the case that

||ρ0||−1
L∞(Ω) <

(
α

β(2− r)

) 1
1−r

, (4.8)

we know

λχ < χ∗ = ||ρ0||−1
L∞(β||ρ0||r−1

L∞ − α). (4.9)

If we set M∗ := β||ρ0||r−1
L∞ − α, then M∗||ρ0||−1

∞ = M∗η
−1
M∗

= χ∗, and therefore (4.6) and
(4.7) hold due to (4.9); Such a choice of M∗ is optimal in the sense that the range of χ is
maximized. Indeed, from (4.6) and (4.7), χ∗ is determined as follows:

χ∗ = max
M>0

(
min(f(M), g(M))

)
, (4.10)

where g(M) :=M ||ρ0||−1
L∞. Notice that (4.8) is equivalent to

g′(0) <
f(Mf)

Mf
,

where Mf := α(r−1)
2−r

is a unique maximizer of f . Since M∗ = β||ρ0||r−1
L∞ − α is a unique

positive solution of the equation f = g and it is a maximizer of the function min(f, g), the
chosen M∗ maximizes the range of χ.

Let us consider the other case

||ρ0||−1
L∞(Ω) ≥ α

1
1−rβ

1
r−1 (2− r)

1
r−1 , (4.11)

By our assumption,

λχ < χ∗ = α
2−r
1−rβ

1
r−1 (2− r)

2−r
r−1 (r − 1). (4.12)
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If we set M∗ :=Mf =
α(r−1)
2−r

, (4.6) and (4.7) are satisfied due to (4.12); To be more specific,
(4.11) is equivalent to g′(0) ≥ f(Mf)/Mf . In this case, the maximizer of the function
min(f, g) is always consistent with the maximizer of f . Taking into account (4.10) again,
we conclude that such a choice of M∗ maximizes the range of χ.

Thus, we found M∗ fulfilling (4.6) and (4.7) in all three cases. Therefore, there is τ ∗1 > 0
such that θ1(τ) ≥ θ1(0) = ||ρ0||−1

∞ whenever τ ∈ (0, τ ∗1 ). Similary, there exists τ ∗2 > 0 such
that if τ ∈ (0, τ ∗2 ) then θ2(τ) ≥ θ2(0) = η−1. We denote τ∗ = min(τ ∗1 , τ

∗
2 ). This completes

the proof. �

Let us introduce the following hypothesis:

(H) inf
s>0

sU ′′(s) > 0 and 0 < c∗ ≤ ρ0 ∈ C0,a(Ω).

These conditions satisfy the assumptions on U and g (regarded as ρ0) in (iii) of Proposition
3.1. Under the hypothesis (H), we prove the following proposition, which ensures that the
minimizers ρτn+1/2 and ρτn+1 are uniformly bounded. Note that we temporarily need such a

technical assumption (H), but it will be removed later (see Step 3 in the proof of Thereom
1.5).

Proposition 4.4. Suppose that Assumption 1.1 and (H) hold, and assume the same hy-
potheses as in Lemma 4.2. Let λ,M∗, ηM∗

, and τ∗ be the numbers in Lemma 4.2, and let
ξ be the number given in Lemma 4.1. Also, c0 denotes the number given in (iii) of Propo-
sition 3.1, corresponding to g = ρ0. We write η = η

M∗
. Suppose that ρτn+1/2 and ρτn+1 are

minimizers in (4.1). If 0 < τ < τ̂ := min( 1
2α
, c0||ρ0||−1

L∞ , τ∗, η
−1c0,

|Ω|
χξ
), then

||ρτk||L∞ ≤ max(η, ||ρ0||L∞) for all k ∈ N ∪ {0}. (4.13)

Moreover, under the additional assumption τ < τ̃ := min
(
(2λχ||ρ0||L∞)−1, (2λχη)−1

)
, we

have

||ρτk+1/2||L∞ ≤ 2max(η, ||ρ0||L∞) := C1 for all k ∈ N ∪ {0}. (4.14)

Proof. By Lemma 4.1, ρτn+1/2 and ρτn+1 exist for all n ∈ N ∪ {0}. Recall the functions θi,
i = 1, 2, in Lemma 4.2.

Due to the assumption (H), the hypotheses of (iii) in Proposition 3.1 are satisfied. Then
we have

||ρ1/2||∞ ≤ ||ρ0||
1− λτχ||ρ0||∞

.

Moreover, by Lemma 3.5, we get

||ρ1||∞ ≤
{

||ρ1/2||∞

1+τM
if ||ρ1||∞ > η,

η else

If ||ρ1||∞ > η, we have

||ρ1||∞ ≤ ||ρ0||∞
(1 + τM)(1 − λτχ||ρ0||∞)

=
1

θ1(τ)
≤ 1

θ1(0)
= ||ρ0||∞ (4.15)

(if ||ρ0||∞ ≤ η at first, it is contrary, and we need to consider the other cases). Consequently,
we obtain ||ρ1||∞ ≤ max(η, ||ρ0||∞).
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We inductively show the following estimate of ||ρτk||L∞(Ω) for all k ∈ N :

||ρτk+1||L∞ ≤
{
||ρ0||L∞ if ||ρτk||L∞ > η and ||ρτk+1||L∞ > η,

η if ||ρτk||L∞ ≤ η or ||ρτk+1||L∞ ≤ η,
(4.16)

First, we show that (4.16) holds for k = 1, that is,

||ρ2||∞ ≤
{
||ρ0||∞ if ||ρ1||∞ > η and ||ρ2||∞ > η,

η if ||ρ1||∞ ≤ η or ||ρ2||∞ ≤ η.
(4.17)

To show the first case, we assume that ||ρ1||∞ > η and ||ρ2||∞ > η. Since ||ρ1||∞ > η, from
(4.15), we know τ ||ρ1||∞ ≤ τ ||ρ0||∞ < c0. Hence, thanks to Lemma 3.6, we can apply (iii)
of Proposition 3.1 again, that is,

||ρ3/2||∞ ≤ ||ρ1||∞
1− λτχ||ρ1||∞

,

where ρ3/2 is any minimizer determined by (3.1). Since ||ρ2||∞ > η, using Lemma 3.5 again,
we obtain

||ρ2||∞ ≤ ||ρ1||∞
(1 + τM)(1 − λτχ||ρ1||∞)

,

and hence

||ρ2||−1
∞ ≥ (1 + τM)(||ρ1||−1

∞ − λτχ) ≥ (1 + τM)(||ρ0||−1
∞ − λτχ) = θ1(τ) ≥ θ1(0) = ||ρ0||−1

∞ .

Thus, the first inequality in (4.17) holds.
Let us prove the second inequality in (4.17), that is, we show that if ||ρ1||∞ ≤ η, then

||ρ2||∞ ≤ η. We assume ||ρ2||∞ > η to derive a contradiction. Note that τ ||ρ1||∞ ≤ τη < c0.
Then, similar to the proof above, we have

||ρ2||−1
∞ ≥ (1 + τM)(||ρ1||−1

∞ − λτχ) ≥ (1 + τM)(η−1 − λτχ) = θ2(τ) ≥ θ2(0) = η−1,

where the assumption ||ρ2||∞ > η is used to apply Lemma 3.5. Thus, it gives a contradic-
tion, and hence we proved (4.17).

Now suppose that (4.16) holds when k = n. Then it should be shown that

||ρn+2||∞ ≤
{
||ρ0||∞ if ||ρn+1||∞ > η and ||ρn+2||∞ > η,

η if ||ρn+1||∞ ≤ η or ||ρn+2||∞ ≤ η.
(4.18)

Let 0 < τ < τ̂ . Assume that ||ρn+1||∞ > η and ||ρn+2||∞ > η. Since ||ρn+1||∞ > η and
(4.16) holds for k = n, we must have ||ρn+1||∞ ≤ ||ρ0||∞ (if not, we have ||ρn+1||∞ ≤ η).
Then τ ||ρn+1||∞ ≤ τ ||ρ0||∞ < c0. Due to Lemma 3.6, ρτn+1 is Lipschitz and infΩ ρ

τ
n+1 >

0. Therefore, (iii) in Proposition 3.1 can be used again, and we get the estimate about
||ρn+3/2||∞:

||ρn+3/2||∞ ≤ ||ρn+1||∞
1− λτχ||ρn+1||∞

,

Since ||ρn+2||∞ > η, using Lemma 3.5, we have

||ρn+2||−1
∞ ≥ (1+τM)(||ρn+1||−1

∞ −λτχ) ≥ (1+τM)(||ρ0||−1
∞ −λχτ) = θ1(τ) ≥ θ1(0) = ||ρ0||−1

∞ .

Thus, the first inequality in (4.18) holds.
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To prove the second inequality in (4.18), let us assume ||ρn+1||∞ ≤ η. In order to get a
contradiction, suppose ||ρn+2||∞ > η. Clearly, τ ||ρn+1||∞ ≤ τη < c0. Proceeding similarly
to the proof of the first inequality, we have

||ρn+2||−1
∞ ≥ (1 + τM)(||ρn+1||−1

∞ − λτχ) ≥ (1 + τM)(η−1 − λχτ) = θ2(τ) ≥ θ2(0) = η−1,

which gives a contradiction. Therefore, (4.16) holds when k = n + 1, which implies that
(4.16) is true for all k ∈ N. As a result, (4.13) is proved.

It remains to check (4.14), which is a direct consequence of (3.3) and (4.13). Indeed,
since τ < τ̂ and (4.13) holds, we have τ ||ρn||∞ ≤ c0. Using (iii) in Proposition 3.1 and
(4.13), we obtain

||ρn+1/2||−1
∞ ≥ ||ρn||−1

∞ − λτχ ≥ min(η−1, ||ρ0||−1
∞ )− λτχ ≥ 1

2
min(η−1, ||ρ0||−1

∞ ),

which shows (4.14) and thus we complete the proof. �

In the following lemma, we investigate the difference of the L∞ norm, the energy gap,
and the WFR distance for the successive minimizers.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose that the assumptions in Proposition 4.4 hold. We denote C1 :=
2max(ηM∗ , ||ρ0||L∞(Ω)) as in (4.14). There exists τ∗∗ > 0 such that if τ < τ∗∗, then

(i) for all t > 0
||ρ̃τ (t)− ρτ (t)||L∞(Ω) ≤ τC2 (4.19)

where C2 := C1 supz∈[0,C1] |F ′(z)|.
(ii) for all n ∈ N ∪ {0}

E1(ρτn+1)− E1(ρτn+1/2) ≤ (C3 + C4)τ, (4.20)

where

C3 :=
(
2αC1U

′(2C1)− 3 sup
z∈[0,C1]

|F ′(z)| inf
s∈[0,C1]

sU ′(s)
)
|Ω|,

C4 := 2χK2
3C1C2|Ω|,

where K3 is the number in (2.6).
(iii) for all n ∈ N ∪ {0}

E2(ρτn+1/2)− E2(ρτn+1) ≤ C5τ, (4.21)

where C5 :=
(
4 supz∈[0,C1] |F ′(z)|C1U

′(2C1) + α2C1

)
|Ω|.

(iv) Let 0 < T <∞. For all 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T

WFR2(ρ̃τ (s), ρ̃τ (t)) ≤ C6(t− s+ τ), WFR2(ρτ (s), ρτ (t)) ≤ C6(t− s+ τ), (4.22)

where C6 := 2
(
2TC5 + (C3 + C4)T + supρ≤C1

E1(ρ)− infρ≤C1 E1(ρ)
)
.

Remark 4.6. In (4.19)-(4.22), the constants on the right hand side are given to clarify the
dependence of the constants. This is important for the proof of the main theorem.

Proof. (i) Fix t ∈ (nτ, (n+ 1)τ ]. Using (ii) of Lemma 3.6 and (3.14), we obtain
√
ρτn+1 −

√
ρτn+1/2 = −τ

2

√
ρτn+1F

′(ρτn+1) Ld-a.e. (4.23)

By Proposition 4.4 and the continuity of F ′, F ′(ρτn+1) is uniformly bounded in n. Multiplying

(4.23) by
√
ρτn+1 +

√
ρτn+1/2, we deduce that

||ρτn+1 − ρτn+1/2||L∞(Ω) ≤ τC1 sup
z∈[0,C1]

|F ′(z)|. (4.24)
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(ii) Let us first show that
ˆ

U(ρτn+1)−
ˆ

U(ρτn+1/2) ≤ C3τ =
(
2αC1U

′(2C1)− 3k0 inf
s>0

sU ′(s)
)
|Ω|τ. (4.25)

To prove this, we note from (4.23) that

√
ρτn+1 −

√
ρτn+1/2 ≥ −k0

2
τ
√
ρτn+1 Ld-a.e.

where
k0 := sup

z∈[0,C1]

|F ′(z)|.

This implies that there exists τ∗∗ > 0 such that if τ < τ∗∗ then

ρτn+1 ≥ (1− 2k0τ)ρ
τ
n+1/2 Ld-a.e. (4.26)

On the other hand, using (4.23) again, similar to (3.19), we have

ρτn+1/2 − ρτn+1 ≥ τρτn+1F
′(ρτn+1) ≥ −ατρτn+1 Ld-a.e. (4.27)

Since we assumed (H), U is increasing on (r,∞) and is decreasing on [0, r) (of course, r
can be 0, in which case the proof is easier). From (4.27), there exist τ∗∗ > 0 (not relabeld)
such that for all n, ρτn+1 ≤ (1 + 2ατ)ρτn+1/2 whenever τ < τ∗∗. Then

ˆ

{ρτn+1≥r}

U(ρτn+1) ≤
ˆ

{ρτn+1≥r}

U((1 + 2ατ)ρτn+1/2)

≤
ˆ

{ρτn+1≥r}

U(ρτn+1/2) + 2ατρτn+1/2 sup
z∈[0,2α]

U ′
(
(1 + zτ)ρτn+1/2

)

≤
ˆ

{ρτn+1≥r}

U(ρτn+1/2) + 2ατC1U
′(2C1), (4.28)

where we used Proposition 4.4 and the fact that U ′ is continuous. To estimate
´

{ρτn+1<r}
U(ρτn+1),

we note that infs>0 sU
′(s) ≤ 0 due to the definition of r (if r = 0, the following estimate is

not needed). Using (4.26) and assuming 6k0τ < 1, still denoted by τ < τ∗∗, we have
ˆ

{ρτn+1<r}

U(ρτn+1) ≤
ˆ

{ρτn+1<r}

U((1− 2k0τ)ρ
τ
n+1/2)

≤
ˆ

{ρτn+1<r}

U(ρτn+1/2)− 2k0τρ
τ
n+1/2U

′((1− 2k0τ)ρ
τ
n+1/2)

≤
ˆ

{ρτn+1<r}

U(ρτn+1/2)−
2k0τ

1− 2k0τ
inf

s∈[0,C1]
sU ′(s)

≤
ˆ

{ρτn+1<r}

U(ρτn+1/2)− 3k0τ inf
s∈[0,C1]

sU ′(s).

Then we obtain (4.25).
It remains to show that∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω

|∇c[ρτn+1]|2 +
(
c[ρτn+1])

2dx−
ˆ

Ω

|∇c[ρτn+1/2]|2 +
(
c[ρτn+1/2])

2dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 4K2
3C1C2|Ω|τ. (4.29)

Let us denote ρ̄n := ρτn+1− ρτn+1/2 and c̄n := c[ρτn+1]− c[ρτn+1/2]. Clearly, by the linearity,

(ρ̄n, c̄n) solves (1.5). Sobolev embeddings theorems and (2.6) imply that for large p,

||c̄n||C1,γ(Ω) ≤ K2||ρ̄n||Lp(Ω) ≤ K3||ρ̄n||L∞(Ω) ≤ K3C2τ,
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where we have used (4.24). Thus, we get
∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω

(
c[ρτn+1])

2 −
(
c[ρτn+1/2])

2

∣∣∣∣ ≤
ˆ

Ω

|c̄n|
(
c[ρτn+1] + c[ρτn+1/2]

)
≤ 2K2

3C1C2|Ω|τ

Estimating similarly
´

Ω
(|∇c[ρτn+1]|2 − |∇c[ρτn+1/2]|2), we obtain (4.29).

(iii) Similar to (4.28), we can observe that
ˆ

{ρτ
n+1/2

≥r′}

F (ρτn+1/2) ≤
ˆ

{ρτ
n+1/2

≥r′}

F (ρτn+1) + 4k0τC1F
′(2C1). (4.30)

Using that ρτn+1/2 ≥ (1− α)ρτn+1 and F ′ ≥ −α, we have
ˆ

{ρτ
n+1/2

<r′}

F (ρτn+1/2) ≤
ˆ

{ρτ
n+1/2

<r′}

F ((1− α)ρτn+1)

≤
ˆ

{ρτ
n+1/2

<r′}

F (ρτn+1)− αρτn+1F
′((1− α)ρτn+1)

≤
ˆ

{ρτ
n+1/2

<r′}

F (ρτn+1) + α2C1. (4.31)

The desired result is obtained by combining (4.30) and (4.31).
(iv) Let 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T . Obviously, s ∈

(
N1τ, (N1 + 1)τ

]
and t ∈

(
N2τ, (N2 + 1)τ

]
for

some N1, N2 ≤ ⌊T
τ
⌋.

WFR(ρ̃τ (s), ρ̃τ(t)) = WFR(ρτN1+1/2, ρ
τ
N2+1/2)

≤
N2−1∑

k=N1

WFR(ρτk+1/2, ρ
τ
k+3/2) ≤ (

N2−1∑

k=N1

τ)1/2
( N2−1∑

k=N1

WFR2(ρτk+1/2, ρ
τ
k+3/2)

τ

)1/2

. (4.32)

From (2.5), (3.1), and (3.4), we see that

WFR2(ρτk+1/2, ρ
τ
k+3/2) ≤ 2

(
FR2(ρτk+1/2, ρ

τ
k+1) +W 2

2 (ρ
τ
k+1, ρ

τ
k+3/2)

)
,

W 2
2 (ρ

τ
k+1, ρ

τ
k+3/2)

τ
≤ E1(ρτk+1)− E1(ρτk+3/2), (4.33)

FR2
2(ρ

τ
k+1/2, ρ

τ
k+1)

2τ
≤ E2(ρτk+1/2)− E2(ρτk+1).

Therefore, thanks to (4.20), (4.21), and Proposition 4.4, we obtain

N2−1∑

k=N1

WFR2(ρτk+1/2, ρ
τ
k+3/2)

τ

≤ 2
(
2TC5 + (C3 + C4)T + sup

ρ≤C1

E1(ρ)− inf
ρ≤C1

E1(ρ)
)
= C6. (4.34)

Combining (4.32) and (4.34), we get the first inequality in (4.22). The second one follows
in a similar way. �

Now, we obtain an approximate weak formulation of (1.1) by using the curves ρ̃τ (t), ρτ (t).
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Lemma 4.7. Let T > 0. Suppose that the assumptions in Proposition 4.4 hold and that
τ < τ∗∗ as stated in Lemma 4.5. Let Ψ(ρ) := ρU ′(ρ)− U(ρ). For all φ ∈ C∞(Ω), we have

ˆ

Ω

(
ρτ (t2)− ρτ (t1)

)
φ+ R(τ) = −

ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

√
ρτ (

√
ρτ +

√
ρ̃τ )

2
F ′(ρτ )φ

−
ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

∇φ · ∇Ψ(ρ̃τ ) +

ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

χρ̃τ∇c[ρ̃τ ] · ∇φ ∀0 ≤ t1 < t2 ≤ T, (4.35)

where the remainder term R(τ) tends to 0 as τ ↓ 0.

Proof. First, we recall the Euler-Lagrange equation (3.2). Using Proposition 4.4, ρτn+1/2 is

always smaller than M := 1
χτ

whenever τ is small enough, which means p ≡ 0 in (3.2).
Hence, we get

U ′(ρτn+1/2)− χc[ρτn+1/2] +
ϕ

τ
= l for all x ∈ Ω. (4.36)

Since all functions in (4.36) are Lipschitz,

∇(U ′(ρτn+1/2))− χ∇c[ρτn+1/2] +
id− Tn

τ
= 0 a.e. x ∈ Ω, (4.37)

where Tn is an optimal transport map from ρτn+1/2 to ρτn. Since ρτn = Tn#ρ
τ
n+1/2, for all

φ ∈ C∞(Ω) we have
ˆ

φρτn+1/2 −
ˆ

φρτn =

ˆ

φρτn+1/2 −
ˆ

φ ◦ Tnρτn+1/2

= −
ˆ

(φ(Tn(x))− φ(x))ρτn+1/2 = −τ
ˆ

∇φ(x) · Tn(x)− x

τ
ρτn+1/2 + sup |D2φ|W 2

2 (ρ
τ
n, ρ

τ
n+1/2)

= −τ
ˆ

∇φ(x) · (∇U ′(ρτn+1/2)− χ∇c)ρτn+1/2 + sup |D2φ|W 2
2 (ρ

τ
n, ρ

τ
n+1/2)

= −τ
ˆ

∇φ(x) · ∇Ψ(ρτn+1/2) + τ

ˆ

χρτn+1/2∇c · ∇φ+ sup |D2φ|W 2
2 (ρ

τ
n, ρ

τ
n+1/2), (4.38)

where in the last equality we have used that ρ∇U ′(ρ) = ∇(ρU ′(ρ)− U(ρ)) = ∇Ψ(ρ).
Finally, we fix 0 ≤ t1 < t2 ≤ T . We will only show that (4.35) holds for the case t1 > 0,

since the proof for the case t1 = 0 can be treated in a similar way. Let t1 > 0, and then
obviously we have t1 ∈

(
(n− 1)τ, nτ

]
and t2 ∈

(
(m− 1)τ,mτ

]
for some m,n ∈ N. Since

ˆ

Ω

φ
(
ρτ (t2)− ρτ (t1)

)
=

ˆ

Ω

φ
(
ρτm − ρτn

)

=

m−1∑

k=n

ˆ

Ω

φ
(
ρτk+1 − ρτk

)
=

m−1∑

k=n

ˆ

Ω

φ
(
ρτk+1 − ρτk+1/2) + φ

(
ρτk+1/2 − ρτk

)
,

by using Proposition 4.4, (3.21), and (4.38), we obtain
ˆ

Ω

φρτ (t2)−
ˆ

Ω

φρτ (t1) = −
ˆ mτ

nτ

ˆ

Ω

√
ρτ (

√
ρτ +

√
ρ̃τ )

2
F ′(ρτ )φ

−
ˆ mτ

nτ

ˆ

Ω

∇φ · ∇Ψ(ρ̃τ ) +

ˆ mτ

nτ

ˆ

Ω

χρ̃τ∇c[ρ̃τ ] · ∇φ+ E(τ) ∀φ ∈ C∞(Ω), (4.39)

where E(τ) :=
∑m−1

k=n sup |D2φ|W 2
2 (ρ

τ
k, ρ

τ
k+1/2). Clearly E(τ) is nonnegative, and using

(4.20) and (4.33) (as in (4.34)) we have

E(τ) ≤ τ ||D2φ||L∞

[
(C3 + C4)T + sup

ρ≤C1

E1(ρ)− inf
ρ≤C1

E1(ρ)
]



KELLER-SEGEL MODELS WITH LOGISTIC SOURCE 21

with the constants C1, C3, and C4 given in Lemma 4.5.
Let R(τ) be the subtraction of the right hand side in (4.39) from the right hand side

in (4.35). Thanks to Proposition 4.4, since
√
ρτ (

√
ρτ +

√
ρ̃τ )F ′(ρτ ), ρ̃τU ′(ρ̃τ )− U(ρ̃τ ), and

ρ̃τ∇c[ρ̃τ ] belong to L1((0, T )× Ω)), we see that R(τ) → 0 as τ → 0. �

5. Proof of Theorem 1.5

We prove Theorem 1.5 sequentially. More precisely, we will first prove the theorem
with the additional assumption (H). Finally, we will show that the assumption (H) can be
removed, and finally Theorem 1.5 is proved.

Proof of Theorem 1.5: Fix T > 0. Let τ be small enough to satisfy the assumptions of
Lemma 4.7. Let (τk) be a vanishing sequence that satisfies such a smallness. It is important
to note that we are assuming (H) in Step 1 and Step 2.

Step 1. 1
2
-Hölder continuity w.r.t. WFR metric : In order to prove this step, we follow

the main lines of [13, Corollary 4.1] (in our case, thanks to Proposition 4.4, we do not need
to estimate the masses by the WFR distance as before; moreover, our limit measure belongs
to L∞(Ω)). Clearly, by Proposition 4.4, we have

||ρτk(t)||L∞(Ω) ≤ C1, ||ρ̃τk(t)||L∞(Ω) ≤ C1 ∀t ∈ [0, T ]. (5.1)

Using (5.1), we know that ρτk(t), ρ̃τk(t) belong to the set {σ ∈ M+(Ω) : |σ| ≤ |Ω|C1},
which is relatively compact in M+(Ω). Since (4.22) holds, thanks to a refined version of the
Ascoli-Arzelà theorem [1, Proposition 3.3.1], we admit a subsequence (τk)(not relabeled)
such that for all t ∈ [0, T ]

ρτk(t)
∗
⇀ ν(t) in Cc(Ω)

∗ = C(Ω)∗ as k → ∞,

which means
ˆ

Ω

ρτk(t)φdx→
ˆ

Ω

φdν(t) ∀φ ∈ C(Ω).

Thanks to (5.1), we conclude that there exists a curve ρ : [0, T ] → L∞(Ω) such that

ν(t) = ρ(t)Ld|Ω ∀t ∈ [0, T ].

Repeating this process to ρ̃τk , up to a subsequence, we have
ˆ

Ω

ρ̃τk(t)φdx→
ˆ

Ω

ρ∗(t)φdx ∀φ ∈ C(Ω),

for a curve ρ∗ : [0, T ] → L∞(Ω).
On the other hand, from (2.4) and (iii) of Lemma 4.5, we note WFR(ρτk(t), ρ̃τk(t)) ≤√

2C5τk. As mentioned in Remark 2.6, since WFR is lower semicontinuous with respect
to weak* convergence, we obtain WFR(ρ(t), ρ∗(t)) ≤ lim infk→∞WFR(ρτk(t), ρ̃τk(t)) ≤ 0,
which gives ρ = ρ∗. Therefore, for all t ∈ [0, T ] and all φ ∈ C(Ω),

ˆ

Ω

ρτk(t)φdx,

ˆ

Ω

ρ̃τk(t)φdx→
ˆ

Ω

ρ(t)φdx. (5.2)

Recalling (4.22) and using again the lower semicontinuity of WFR, we get

WFR(ρ(t), ρ(s)) ≤ C6|t− s|1/2 ∀s, t ∈ [0, T ]. (5.3)

This means that ρ ∈ C1/2([0, T ];M+
WFR(Ω)).
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Step 2. Existence of a weak solution & (1.13) : We wish to pass to the limit in (4.35)
as τ ↓ 0. The limit on the left hand side follows directly from (5.2), i.e.,

ˆ

Ω

(ρτk(t2)− ρτk(t1))φ→
ˆ

Ω

(ρ(t2)− ρ(t1))φ ∀φ ∈ C∞(Ω). (5.4)

From (4.37), we know that

∇(U ′(ρτkn+1/2))− χ∇c[ρτkn+1/2] =
Tn − id

τk
a.e. (5.5)

where Tn is an optimal transport map from ρτkn+1/2 to ρ
τk
n . Combining (5.5) with the following

inequality
W 2

2 (ρ
τk
n , ρ

τk
n+1/2)

τk
≤ E1(ρτkn )− E1(ρτkn+1/2),

we obtain

τk

ˆ

Ω

|∇(U ′(ρτkn+1/2))− χ∇c[ρτkn+1/2]|2ρτn+1/2dx ≤ E1(ρτkn )− E1(ρτkn+1/2). (5.6)

Using (4.20) and (5.6), we have

τk

ˆ

Ω

|∇(U ′(ρτkn+1/2))− χ∇c[ρτkn+1/2]|2ρ
τk
n+1/2dx ≤ E1(ρτkn )− E1(ρτkn+1) + (C3 + C4)τk. (5.7)

Adding up (5.7) from n = 0 to n = Nk (with Nk := ⌊ T
τk
⌋), we see that

ˆ T

0

||∇U ′(ρ̃τk(t))− χ∇c[ρ̃τk(t)]||2L2(ρ̃τk (t)dx)dt ≤ E1(ρ0)− inf
ρ≤C1

E1 + (C3 + C4)(Nk + 1)τk

≤ E1(ρ0)− inf
ρ≤C1

E1 + (C3 + C4)(T + 1) := C7 (5.8)

where we used Proposition 4.4 to get the uniform boundedness of E1.
Applying Young’s inequality to (5.8), we obtain

ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

ρ̃τk |∇U ′(ρ̃τk)|2 ≤ C7 + ε

ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

ρ̃τk |∇U ′(ρ̃τk)|2

+(
χ2

ε
− χ2)

ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

|∇c[ρ̃τk ]|2ρ̃τk . (5.9)

On the other hand, using (5.1) and (2.6), similar to (4.29), we get
ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

|∇c[ρ̃τk ]|2ρ̃τk ≤ K2
3C

3
1

∣∣Ω× (0, T )
∣∣ := C8. (5.10)

Combining (5.9) and (5.10) and choosing ε = 1/2, we see that
ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

ρ̃τk |∇U ′(ρ̃τk)|2 ≤ 2(C7 + χ2C8), (5.11)

which gives
ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

|∇Ψ(ρ̃τk)|2 =
ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

|ρ̃τk∇U ′(ρ̃τk)|2 ≤ 2C1(C7 + χ2C8) := C9. (5.12)

Now, in order to prove the following claim, we use a variant of the Aubin-Lions lemma
[23] introduced in Proposition 2.7.

Claim: There exists a subsequence (τk) (not relabeled) such that for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ) and
for all p ∈ (1,∞),

ρ̃τk(t) → ρ∗∗(t) strongly in Lp(Ω), (5.13)
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ρ̃τk → ρ∗∗ strongly in Lp(Ω× (0, T )). (5.14)

Proof of Claim: Let X := Lp(Ω) with p > 1. We write L∞
C1
(Ω) := {ρ ∈ L∞(Ω) ∩

M+(Ω) : ρ ≤ C1 a.e.}. Then we set

F (ρ) :=





ˆ

Ω

|∇Ψ(ρ)|2 if ∇Ψ(ρ) ∈ L2(Ω) and ρ ∈ L∞
C1
(Ω),

∞ else,
(5.15)

where Ψ(ρ) := ρU ′(ρ)−U(ρ), and define the pseudo distance g on Lp(Ω)×Lp(Ω) as follows:

g(u, ũ) :=

{
WFR(u, ũ) if u, ũ ∈ M+(Ω),

∞ else.

We first show that sublevels of F are relatively compact in X . Given L > 0, let F≤L :=
{ρ ∈ Lp(Ω) : F ≤ L}. If (ρn) is any sequence in F≤L, then,

ˆ

Ω

|∇Ψ(ρn)|2 ≤ L,

which implies by Rellich’s theorem, up to a subsequence, Ψ(ρn) → µ in L2(Ω) strongly.
Therefore, up to a subsequence,

ρn → Ψ−1(µ) a.e.

where we have used that Ψ′(s) > 0 for all s > 0. Since ρn ≤ C1, we see that

ρn → Ψ−1(µ) in Lp(Ω),

which gives us the desired result.
We now show that F is lower semicontinuous with respect to Lp(Ω) convergence, that

is,
lim inf
n→∞

F (ρn) ≥ F (ρ) (5.16)

whenever ρn → ρ in Lp(Ω). Suppose that ρn → ρ in Lp(Ω). To show (5.16), without
loss of generality, we can assume that lim infn→∞ F (ρn) < ∞, and hence there exists a
subsequence (n′) such that

lim inf
n→∞

F (ρn) = lim
n′→∞

F (ρn′) and sup
n′

F (ρn′) <∞.

Due to the strong convergence of (ρn) in L
p(Ω), by passing to a subsequence, ρn′ → ρ a.e.

Using weak compactness in L2(Ω), up to a subsequence, we obtain

∇Ψ(ρn′)⇀ ∇Ψ(ρ) in L2(Ω),

where we used that ρn′ → ρ a.e.
From the elementary inequality |x|2 − |y|2 ≥ 2(x− y) · y yields

F (ρn′)− F (ρ) ≥ 2

ˆ

Ω

∇Ψ(ρ) ·
(
∇Ψ(ρn′)−∇Ψ(ρ)

)
. (5.17)

Letting n′ → ∞, we get (5.16).
Thus, the assumption (a) of Proposition 2.7 is satisfied. By the definition of F and g,

the assumption (b) is also clearly fulfilled. Set U := {ρ̃τk}, where (τk) is the sequence in
(5.11). Then (2.7) holds due to (5.12). In addition, (2.8) follows from (4.22). �

We go back to the proof. Due to (5.2), one can check that

ρ∗∗ = ρ. (5.18)
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Combining (5.14) and (5.18), ρ̃τk converges to ρ in Lp(Ω × (0, T )), and hence ρτk also
converges to ρ in Lp(Ω× (0, T )) by (4.19). Thus, up to a subsequence,

ρτk , ρ̃τk converge pointwise to ρ for almost every (x, t) ∈ Ω× (0, T ). (5.19)

Using (5.12), weak compactness, and (5.19) we have for all φ ∈ C∞(Ω)
ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

∇φ · ∇U ′(ρ̃τk(t))ρ̃τk(t) dxdt =

ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

∇φ · ∇Ψ(ρ̃τk(t)) dxdt

→
ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

∇φ · ∇Ψ(ρ(t)) dxdt =

ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

∇φ · ∇U ′(ρ(t))ρ(t) dxdt. (5.20)

On the other hand, (5.13), (5.18), and (2.6) imply that for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ),

||c[ρ̃τk(t)]− c[ρ(t)]||C1,γ(Ω) ≤ K1||c[ρ̃τk(t)]− c[ρ(t)]||W 2,p(Ω) ≤ K2||ρ̃τk(t)− ρ(t)||Lp(Ω) → 0.

Hence, for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ), ∇c[ρ̃τk(t)] converges to ∇c[ρ(t)] in the sup-norm, which shows
that c[ρ(t)] satisfies the homogeneous Neumann boundary condition, that is,

∇c[ρ(t)] · ν = 0 (5.21)

and
ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

ρ̃τk(t)∇c[ρ̃τk(t)] · ∇φ dxdt→
ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

ρ(t)∇c[ρ(t)] · ∇φ dxdt ∀φ ∈ C∞(Ω) (5.22)

by using the dominated convergence theorem.
As we have already shown (5.4), (5.20), and (5.22), it remains to show the convergence

about the first term in the right hand side of (4.35). From (5.1), (5.19), and dominated
convergence theorem, we obtain

ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

√
ρτk(t)(

√
ρτk(t) +

√
ρ̃τk(t))

2
F ′(ρτk(t))φ→

ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

ρ(t)F ′(ρ(t))φ dxdt.

Hence, for all φ ∈ C∞(Ω) and for all 0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ T , we have
ˆ

Ω

(ρ(t2)− ρ(t1))φ dx

= −
ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

ρ(t)
(
∇U ′(ρ(t))− χ∇c[ρ(t)]

)
· ∇φ dxdt−

ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

ρ(t)F ′(ρ(t))φ dxdt. (5.23)

It is well known that (5.23) is equivalent to (1.12).
Lastly, we prove (1.13). Applying Fatou’s lemma to (5.12), we obtain
ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇Ψ(ρ)|2 ≤
ˆ T

0

lim inf
k→∞

ˆ

Ω

|∇Ψ(ρ̃τk)|2 ≤ lim inf
k→∞

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇Ψ(ρ̃τk)|2 ≤ C9, (5.24)

where we used (5.13), (5.18), and a lower semicontinuity of the functional ρ 7→
´

Ω
|∇Ψ(ρ)|2

(see (5.17)). Moreover, thanks to (5.1), and (5.19), we get

sup
Ω×[0,T ]

ρ(x, t) ≤ C1. (5.25)

Step 3. Removing the hypothesis (H) : We show that the assumption (H) can be
dropped. Given ρ0 ∈ L∞(Ω) and a convex function U satisfying Assumption 1.1, we ap-
proximate ρ0 and U with (ρε0)ε>0 and (Uδ)δ>0 respectively. Let

ρε0 := (ρ̃0 ∗ ηε + ε)1Ω, Uδ(s) = U(s) + δs log s,
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where ρ̃0 := ρ0 in Ω and it vanishes in Rd\Ω, and ηε denotes a standard (positive) mollifier.
Thus, (ρε0) and (Uδ) satisfy (H). Moreover, we note that

||ρε0||L∞ → ||ρ0||L∞ as ε→ 0. (5.26)

Therefore, we obtain a curve ρε,δ(t) which fulfills Theorem 1.5 as shown in Step 1 and
Step 2. Hence, by (5.3), (5.23), (5.25), (5.24) ρε,δ satisfies

WFR(ρε,δ(t), ρε,δ(s)) ≤ Cε,δ
6 |t− s|1/2, (5.27)

ˆ

Ω

(ρε,δ(t2)− ρε,δ(t1))φ dx+

ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

∇Ψδ(ρε,δ(t)) · ∇φ− χρε,δ(t)∇c[ρε,δ(t)] · ∇φ

= −
ˆ t2

t1

ˆ

Ω

ρε,δ(t)F
′(ρε,δ(t))φ dxdt ∀φ ∈ C∞(Ω), ∀0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ T, (5.28)

ess sup
Ω×[0,T ]

ρε,δ(x, t) ≤ Cε
1, (5.29)

ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

|∇Ψδ(ρε,δ)|2 =
ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

|ρε,δ∇U ′
δ(ρε,δ)|2 ≤ Cε,δ

9 , (5.30)

where we have used the notations Cε
1 , C

ε,δ
6 , Cε,δ

9 that depend on ρε0 and Uδ to distinguish

from C1, C6, C9. Due to (5.26), we see that Cε
1 → C1, C

ε,δ
6 → C6, and C

ε,δ
9 → C9 as ε, δ ↓ 0.

Let ε, δ be small enough to satisfy Cε
1 ≤ C1 + 1 and Cε,δ

9 ≤ C9 + 1.
With an abuse of notation, we do not use sequence notations for ε, δ like εk, δj .
All we need to do is to repeat the proofs of Step 1 and Step 2 for ρε,δ. The main

differences are described below.
Firstly, since supΩ×(0,T ) ρε,δ ≤ C1 + 1, following the proof of (5.3) and using (5.27), we

obtain a curve ̺(t) : [0, T ] → M+(Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω) satisfying

WFR(̺(t), ̺(s)) ≤ C6|t− s|1/2.
Secondly, we apply Aubin-Lions lemma again. More precisely, we note that ∇Ψδ(ρε,δ) =

∇Ψ(ρε,δ) + δ∇ρε,δ and Ψ′ ≥ 0. Then, from (5.30), we have
ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

|∇Ψ(ρε,δ)|2 ≤
ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

|∇Ψδ(ρε,δ)|2 ≤ C9 + 1, (5.31)

In particular, thanks to this inequality, we keep the definition of (5.15), not replacing
F (ρ) =

´

Ω
|Ψδ(ρ)|2. Then, similar to (5.13) and (5.19), by setting U := {ρε,δ(t)} and by

passing to a subsequence, we obtain:

||ρε,δ(t)− ̺(t)||Lp(Ω) → 0 for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ), (5.32)

ρε,δ → ̺ for a.e. (x, t) ∈ Ω× (0, T ). (5.33)

Since ∇c[ρε,δ(t)]·ν = 0 from (5.21) and since (5.32) holds, we derive similarly ∇c[̺(t)]·ν = 0
for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ). Moreover, thanks to (5.33), it is possible to pass to the limit in (5.28),
i.e., ρε,δ and Ψδ in (5.28) can be replaced by ̺ and Ψ respectively by following the proof of
(5.23). Thus, we have a weak solution.

Thirdly, using (5.29) and (5.33), we get

ess sup
Ω×[0,T ]

̺(x, t) ≤ C1.

Finally, due to (5.31) and (5.33), we can repeat the proof of (5.24), and therefore
ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

|∇Ψ(̺)|2 =
ˆ

Ω×(0,T )

|̺∇U ′(̺)|2 ≤ C9 + 1.
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This completes the proof.

6. Appendix

6.1. Proofs of Proposition 3.1. (i) Let (ρn)n∈N be a minimizing sequence of the scheme
(3.1), and let (c[ρn])n∈N be a sequence of the solutions in (1.5) corresponding to ρn. Since
ρn ≤ M , for any p > 1 there exists ρ ∈ Lp(Ω) such that up to a subsequence ρn ⇀
ρ weakly in Lp(Ω). Also, the functional ρ 7→

´

Ω
U(ρ)dx is lower semicontinuous with

respect to such a weak convergence, since ρn is uniformly bounded by M (see e.g. [25,
Proposition 7.7]). On the other hand, we know from (2.6) that ||c[ρn]||W 2,p is uniformly
bounded in n. Using weak compactness in W 2,p and the Rellich-Kondrachov theorem, up
to a subsequence, we see that supΩ

(
|c[ρn] − c[ρ]| + |∇c[ρn] − ∇c[ρ]|

)
→ 0 as n → ∞.

Thus,
´

Ω
Λ|c[ρn]|2 + |∇c[ρn]|2 →

´

Ω
Λ|c[ρ]|2 + |∇c[ρ]|2. Since Ω is bounded and ρn narrowly

converges to ρ, we have W 2
2 (g, ρn) →W 2

2 (g, ρ). Therefore, we conclude that

inf
µ∈S

(
E1(µ) +

W 2
2 (g, µ)

τ

)
= lim inf

n→∞

(
E1(ρn) +

W 2
2 (g, ρn)

τ

)
≥ E1(ρ) +

W 2
2 (g, ρ)

τ
,

which means that ρ is a minimizer.

(ii) Now we investigate an Euler-Lagrange equation for the minimization problem (3.1):
Let ρ be a minimizer obtained from (3.1). Let ρ̃ be a nonnegative measure so that

ρ̃ ≤ M := 1
τχ

and |ρ̃| = |ρ|, and define ρε := (1 − ε)ρ + ερ̃ with 0 < ε < 1/2. From the

minimality of ρ, we have

E1(ρ) +
W 2

2 (ρ, g)

τ
≤ E1(ρε) +

W 2
2 (ρε, g)

τ
. (6.1)

Recall that ρ ≤ M and the function sU ′(s) is bounded from below on (0,∞) due to the
assumptions on U . Following the arguments in [25, Lemma 8.6], we see that U ′(ρ) ∈ L1(Ω).
In addition, we note that

∣∣(ρ̃ − ρ)U ′((1 − ε)ρ + ερ̃)
∣∣ ≤ 2M

(
|U ′(ρ)| + |U ′(M)|

)
∈ L1(Ω).

Letting ε ↓ 0 and using the dominated convergence theorem, we get
´

U(ρε)−
´

U(ρ)

ε
→
ˆ

U ′(ρ)(ρ̃− ρ). (6.2)

Moreover, from (1.5), we obtain
´ (

Λ|c[ρε]|2 + |∇c[ρε]|2
)
−
´ (

Λ|c[ρ]|2 + |∇c[ρ]|2
)

ε
→
ˆ

2c[ρ](ρ̃− ρ), (6.3)

where we used the fact that c[ρε] = c[ρ] + εc[ρ̃− ρ] and
´

Ω
c[ρ̃]ρ =

´

Ω
c[ρ]ρ̃.

Let ϕ ∈ K(ρ, g) and ϕε ∈ K(ρε, g). We also note that

W 2
2 (ρε, g) =

ˆ

Ω

ϕεdρε +

ˆ

Ω

ϕcεdg, W 2
2 (ρ, g) =

ˆ

Ω

ϕdρ+

ˆ

Ω

ϕcdg ≥
ˆ

Ω

ϕεdρ+

ˆ

Ω

ϕcεdg.

Following the arguments in [5, Lemma 3.4], we see that ϕε converges uniformly, up to a
subsequence, to ϕ as ε → 0 (see also [17, Proposition 2.4]). Therefore, we have

lim inf
ε→0

W 2
2 (ρε, g)−W 2

2 (ρ, g)

ε
≤ lim inf

ε→0

ˆ

Ω

ϕεd(ρ̃− ρ) =

ˆ

Ω

ϕd(ρ̃− ρ). (6.4)
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Combining (6.1)-(6.4), we obtain
ˆ

Ω

U ′(ρ)ρ− χ

ˆ

Ω

c[ρ]ρ+
1

τ

ˆ

Ω

ϕρ ≤
ˆ

Ω

U ′(ρ)ρ̃− χ

ˆ

Ω

c[ρ]ρ̃+
1

τ

ˆ

Ω

ϕρ̃.

Let h := U ′(ρ) − χc[ρ] + ϕ
τ
. Since

´

hρ ≤
´

hρ̃ for all admissible ρ̃, there exists l ∈ R

such that





ρ =M a.e. in {h < l},
ρ ≤M a.e. in {h = l},
ρ = 0 a.e. in {h > l}.

More precisely, we can write

l := sup
a∈R

{MLd({h < a}) ≤ |ρ|}.

Similar to [25, Lemma 8.6], we see that supp(ρ) = Ω. Hence, h ≤ l a.e. So we have

U ′(ρ) =

{
U ′(M) a.e. in {h < l},
l + χc− ϕ/τ a.e. in {h = l}.

Recalling that U ′ is increasing and distinguishing two cases ρ =M and ρ < M , we are able
to redefine (up to a negligible set)

U ′(ρ) := min(U ′(M), l + χc− ϕ

τ
) on Ω. (6.5)

We know that the Kantorovich potential ϕ is Lipschitz on Ω. Moreover, c is also Lipschitz
because c ∈ W 2,q(Ω) for large q. Since U ′(M) and l + χc − ϕ

τ
are Lipschitz on Ω, U ′(ρ) is

also Lipschitz by (6.5). If we define p := (l−h)+ with U ′(ρ) redefined, then p is continuous
and for all x ∈ Ω,

U ′(ρ)− χc[ρ] +
ϕ

τ
+ p = l, p ≥ 0, p(M − ρ) = 0. (6.6)

Since U ′(0+) = −∞, (6.6) implies

ess inf
Ω

ρ > 0,

and hence ρ is also Lipschitz.

(iii) From the assumptions and (ii), we have g, ρ ∈ C0,a(Ω), and g and ρ are strictly
positive and bounded. Then Caffarelli’s regularity theory gives ϕ ∈ C2,a(Ω) (see also [28,
Theorem 4.14]). Let w := ϕ − τχc and x0 ∈ argminΩ w. Using (6.6), we know that ρ has
its maximum at x0, and hence ρ(x0) = ||ρ||L∞. We now consider two cases, x0 ∈ int(Ω) and
x0 ∈ ∂Ω.

First, let x0 belong to the interior of Ω. Since w has its minimum at x0, we have
∆w(x0) ≥ 0, and hence ∆ϕ(x0) ≥ τχ(c(x0) − ρ(x0)) ≥ −τχρ(x0). Due to the connection
between the map T and the Monge-Ampère equation, we have ρ(x0) = g(T (x0))det(Id −
D2ϕ(x0)). Since Id − D2ϕ is positive definite, thanks to arithmetic-geometric inequality,

det(Id −D2ϕ(x0)) ≤ (1− ∆ϕ
d
)d ≤ (1 + τχρ(x0)

d
)d. Consequently, we obtain

X ≤ Y (1 +X)d, or Y ≥ X

(1 +X)d
,

where X := τχ||ρ||L∞

d
and Y := τχ||g||L∞

d
.
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Let G : [0,∞) → R be the map defined as G(x) = x
(1+x)d

, and observe that G has

attained its maximum at x = 1
d−1

(when d ≥ 2). Note that for given λ > 1, there exists

a small δ(λ) ∈ (0, 1
2(d−1)

) such that if x ∈ [0, δ(λ)], then G(x) ≥ x
1+λdx

. We also note that

ρ ≤ M := 1
χτ

implies X ≤ 1
d
< 1

d−1
. Then, if Y is small enough, the level set {G ≤ Y }

should be located in a small neighborhood of the origin. Therefore, we conclude that given

λ > 1, if Y < G(δ(λ)), i.e., τ ||g||L∞ < c0 = c0(λ, χ, d) :=
dδ(λ)

χ(1+δ(λ))d
, then

Y ≥ X

(1 +X)d
≥ X

1 + λdX
,

because X ≤ δ(λ). Thus, we have 1
X
+ λd ≥ 1

Y
, which gives (3.3).

Second, we need to check the case x0 ∈ ∂Ω. Since w attains its minimum at x0, we
deduce ∂w

∂ν
(x0) ≤ 0. So we have ∂ϕ

∂ν
(x0) ≤ 0 because of ∂c

∂ν
(x0) = 0. Hence, ∂ϕ

∂ν
(x0) =

(x0−T (x0)) ·n ≤ 0, where T is the optimal transport map from ρ to g. On the other hand,
since we assumed Ω is strictly convex, we obtain (T (x0) − x0) · n < 0 unless T (x0) = x0.
Consequently, if x0 ∈ ∂Ω, then we have a contradiction except for the case T (x0) = x0.
Finally, we have to consider the case where T (x0) = x0. If so, we get ∂w

∂ν
(x0) = 0. Due

to the minimality of x0 for w, we know that ∆w(x0) ≥ 0. Then we can obtain (3.3) by
following the same proof for the case x0 ∈ int(Ω). �
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[1] L. Ambrosio, N. Gigli, G. Savaré, Gradient flows in metric spaces and in the space of probability

measures, Second edition. Lectures in Mathematics ETH Zurich. Birkhauser Verlag, Basel (2008)
[2] A. Blanchet, V. Calvez, J. A. Carrillo, Convergence of the mass-transport steepest descent

scheme for the subcritical Patlak-Keller-Segel model, SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 46 (2), 691–721 (2008)
[3] A. Blanchet, A gradient flow approach to the Keller-Segel systems, RIMS Kokyuroku’s lecture note

1837, pp.52-73 (2013)
[4] G. Buttazzo, Semicontinuity, relaxation and integral representation in the calculus of variations,

Longman Scientific and Technical, New York (1989)
[5] G. Buttazzo, F. Santambrogio, A model for the optimal planning of an urban area, SIAM J. Math.

Anal.37 (2), 514–530 (2005)
[6] X. Cao, S. Zheng, Boundedness of solutions to a quasilinear parabolic-elliptic Keller-Segel system

with logistic source, Math. Methods Appl. Sci. 37 (15) 2326–2330 (2014)
[7] J.A. Carrillo, F. Santambrogio, L∞ estimates for the JKO scheme in parabolic-elliptic Keller-

Segel systems, Quart. Appl. Math. 76 (3), 515–530 (2018)
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