
FROM FINITE TO CONTINUOUS PHENOTYPES IN (VISCO-)ELASTIC TISSUE
GROWTH MODELS
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ABSTRACT. In this study, we explore a mathematical model for tissue growth focusing
on the interplay between multiple cell subpopulations with distinct phenotypic charac-
teristics. The model addresses the dynamics of tissue growth influenced by phenotype-
dependent growth rates and collective population pressure, governed by Brinkman’s
law. We examine two primary objectives: the joint limit where viscosity tends to zero
while the number of species approaches infinity, yielding an inviscid Darcy-type model
with a continuous phenotype variable, and the continuous phenotype limit where the
number of species becomes infinite with a fixed viscosity, resulting in a novel viscoelastic
tissue growth model. In this sense, this paper provides a comprehensive framework that
elucidates the relationships between four different modelling paradigms in tissue growth.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In the study of tissue growth and multi-cell aggregates, understanding the interplay
between different species or phenotypes as well as their influence on the collective
behaviour is crucial. A key aspect of this interplay involves how various subpopulations,
each with distinct characteristics, respond to and, concurrently, influence the overall
population density as well as the overall growth dynamics within a given tissue.
Mathematical models play an important role in unraveling these complex interactions
and predicting the behaviour of biological systems under various conditions. Structured
models, which account for the heterogeneity within cell populations, provide a more
accurate representation of biological systems. The resulting models can capture the
dynamics of different cell types, their interactions, and their responses to environmental
stimuli such as species-dependent growth rates. Moreover, structured models help
shape the way we design tumour therapy [12, 24, 27] and are a fundamental theoretical
tool in the study of the development of drug resistance [1, 36].
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The fundamental building block in phenotype-structured models often comprises sys-
tems of Lotka-Volterra type of the form

∂n

∂t
(t; a)−∆an(t; a) = R(n; a),

where the density of cells, n = n(t; a), is assumed to be well-mixed in space (spatial
homogeneity) and labelled by a continuous phenotype variable a [28, 31, 33], and ref-
erences therein. In this equation, the linear diffusion term models mutation and the
phenotype-dependent right-hand side models selection and growth dynamics of each
subpopulation. Multiple variations of this model exist including spatial resolution
[25, 26] in form of linear random dispersal with trait-dependent mobility (by incorporat-
ing “D(a)∆n”) [28] or by a nonlinear response to the pressure, p, within the tissue (by
incorporating “D(a)∇ · (n(x, t; a)∇p)”), [25, 29].

In recent years, there has been significant progress in comprehending fluid-based models
of tissue growth with variations of the continuity equation

∂n

∂t
(x, t) +∇ · (n(x, t)v(x, t)) = f(x, t;n),(1)

at their core [32], and references therein. In this context, the population density, n =
n(x, t), at a point x and time t, is influenced by a velocity field and subject to certain
growth dynamics. Then, tissue growth arises from the interplay of these two effects:
cell division driven by growth dynamics, f , increases the pressure, which, subsequently,
accelerates dispersal as modelled by the velocity field v. Predominantly, there are three
rheological laws in the literature relating the velocity and the pressure, p — Darcy’s law,
Brinkman’s law, and Navier-Stokes equation. In alignment with the focus of our paper,
let us briefly review the literature on elastic models (Darcy coupling) and viscoelastic
models (Brinkman coupling).

Darcy’s Law
One of the simplest relationships between velocity and pressure is encapsulated in
Darcy’s law, v = −∇p(n). Under this law, Eq. (1) transforms into a semi-linear porous
medium equation [39], which was initially proposed in the context of tumour growth
in [9] and later studied analytically in [34] for the constitutive law p(n) = nγ and in
[20] for the constitutive law p(n) = ϵn/(1− n). Historically, two-species variants of this
Darcy model were introduced in [4–6, 8], featuring a joint population pressure generated
by the presence of all cells, regardless of their type. More recently, under less restrictive
conditions on the initial data and growth dynamics, this system has been studied in
[7, 10, 19, 21, 37], with a formal derivation of an N -species model presented in [11].
Finally, [13] considered a Darcy model with a continuous phenotype variable. However,
a rigorous connection between models with a finite number of phenotypes N < ∞ and
those with a continuous trait has, to the best of our knowledge, never been shown, and
this will be addressed as part of this work.

Brinkman’s Law
When viscoelastic effects are incorporated, the velocity in Eq. (1) is related to the pressure
via Brinkman’s law, i.e., v = −∇W , where

−ν∆W +W = p,

with ν > 0 being the viscosity constant. This model was proposed and studied in [23, 35].
In [17], the authors considered a three-compartment model for proliferative cells, quies-
cent cells, and dead cells, with Brinkman coupling. These equations are coupled with a
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linear diffusion equation for nutrient distribution and drug distribution, respectively.
Finally, a two-species version featuring sharp interfaces between the two phenotypes
was proposed and studied analytically in [15, 16].

Inviscid Limit
Formally, it can be observed that as ν → 0, W → p. In this case, we recover Darcy’s law
in the inviscid limit. This limit was rigorously established in [14] for the constitutive law
p(n) = n, and using the same technique, the inviscid limit was extended to the power
law case p(n) = nγ in [18], and to a certain class of systems involving interacting species
in [22].

Phenotype Limit
Models featuring N ∈ N distinct phenotypes quickly become numerically intractable.
Moreover, in cases such as tumours, the diversity of phenotypes is so vast that it is
often more effective to represent the phenotype space as a continuum, as mentioned
earlier. This approach not only reduces the complexity of the mathematical model but
also maintains biological accuracy.

Goal of this work
As starting point of this work, we consider an N -species system where n(i) = n(i)(x, t)
denotes the density of the ith subpopulation at location x ∈ Rd and time t ≥ 0, where i ∈
{1, . . . , N}. Each species responds to the collective population pressure via Brinkman’s
law, and their growth dynamics are governed by phenotype-dependent growth rates:

∂n(i)

∂t
= ∇ · (n(i)∇W ) + n(i)G(i)

(
(n(j))Nj=1

)
,

coupled through Brinkman’s law

−ν∆W +W =
1

N

N∑
j=1

n(j),

and equipped with nonnegative initial data n(i)(x, 0) = n(i),in(x), for i = 1, . . . , N .

In this paper, we study this stratified tissue growth model, focusing on the behaviour
of multiple species, (n(i))Ni=1, under different scaling limits. Specifically, the primary
objectives of this paper are twofold:

(1) Joint Limit: We study the transition from a
nonlocal, viscoelastic to an inviscid, local re-
sponse in the tissue (ν → 0) while, simultane-
ously, let N → ∞, to obtain an inviscid Darcy-
type model with continuous phenotype vari-
able.

(2) Continuous Phenotype Limit: Keeping the
viscosity coefficient ν > 0 fixed, we let the
number of distinct species tend to infinity.
This limit provides a novel viscoelastic tissue
growth model with continuous phenotype variable.
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The paper provides several novel regularity results which are stable under these different
limits. Specifically, we establish a continuous-phenotype entropy inequality and we
introduce the notion of weak solutions and derive entropy inequalities that play a crucial
role in ensuring the stability and convergence of the solutions.
The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the precise
assumptions on the growth rates and the initial data. We introduce the notion of
solutions, and present the main theorems. Subsequently, in Section 3, we establish the
existence of weak solutions to the N -species viscoelastic model and we prove several
uniform estimates culminating in an entropy dissipation inequality which is a centrepiece
in the joint limit. Section 4 is dedicated to the joint limit ν → 0 and N → ∞. In Section 5
we establish the continuous-phenotype limit, N → ∞, while keeping ν > 0 fixed and
when ν = 0. We conclude in Section 6 with some remarks and future avenues.

2 NOTATION, DEFINITIONS, AND MAIN RESULTS

This section establishes the notation used throughout this work. We introduce the main
assumptions regarding the initial data and growth rates of each species. Additionally,
we define our concept of weak solutions for the respective systems. Finally, we present
the main results of this paper.

2.1 Notation Throughout, let N ∈ N, with N ≥ 2 denote the total number of distinct
species.

Growth rates. We begin by addressing the assumptions on the growth rates. In the
continuous-structure limit, we expect a growth rate function parameterised by the
phenotype variable. Therefore, we consider

G : R× [0, 1] → R,
(n, a) 7→ G(n; a),

and we define
G

(i)
N (n) := G(n; iN−1),

for i = 1, . . . , N and n ≥ 0, with C1 ∩ L∞-continuation on the negative half line. We
make the following assumptions on G

(G1) regularity: G ∈ C1(R× [0, 1]),

(G2) monotonicity: maxa∈[0,1] ∂nG(· ; a) ≤ −α < 0 for some α > 0,

(G3) homeostatic pressure: ∀a ∈ [0, 1] there is n⋆(a) > 0 such that G(n⋆(a); a) = 0 and
n̄ := supa∈[0,1] n

⋆(a) < ∞.

Initial data. We define the initial data in a similar fashion. Let

nin : Rd × [0, 1] → [0,∞),

(x, a) 7→ nin(x; a),

be a Carathéodory function such that for all a ∈ [0, 1]

(2) nin(· ; a) ∈ L1 ∩ L∞(Rd),

as well as
nin(x; a) ≤ n̄,
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for all a ∈ [0, 1] and almost every x ∈ Rd. We moreover assume that

sup
a∈[0,1]

∫
Rd

nin(x; a)|x|2 dx < ∞.

Then, we set
n
(i),in
N (x) := nin

(
x; iN−1

)
,

almost everywhere on Rd.

Starting point and further notation. Having introduced all the necessary notation, we
are now ready to present the starting point of our endeavour – an N -species system,
where n(i)

ν,N = n
(i)
ν,N(x, t) denotes the number density of the ith subpopulation at location x

and time t, for i = 1, . . . , N . Each species responds to the collective population pressure
via Brinkman’s law to avoid overcrowding, and the growth dynamics are governed
by the phenotype-dependent growth rates introduced earlier. Altogether, the system’s
dynamics are expressed as follows:

∂n
(i)
ν,N

∂t
−∇ ·

(
n
(i)
ν,N∇Wν,N

)
= n

(i)
ν,NG

(i)
N (nν,N),

n
(i)
ν,N(x, 0) = n

(i),in
N (x),

−ν∆Wν,N +Wν,N = nν,N ,

(3)

where the (rescaled) total population density is defined as

nν,N(x, t) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

n
(i)
ν,N(x, t).

Let us introduce the interpolated density as

(4) nν,N(x, t; a) :=
N∑
i=1

n
(i)
ν,N(x, t)1( i−1

N
, i
N ]
(a),

along with the interpolated initial data

nin
N(x; a) :=

N∑
i=1

n
(i),in
N (x)1( i−1

N
, i
N ]
(a).

Similarly, we introduce the interpolated growth rate:

GN(n; a) :=
N∑
i=1

G
(i)
N (n)1( i−1

N
, i
N ]
(a).

The advantage of introducing the interpolated quantities is that they naturally embed
into function spaces continuous in space, time, and phenotype that play a crucial role in
the continuous-phenotype limit. Indeed, using the interpolated quantities, System (3)
can be expressed as

∂nν,N

∂t
−∇ · (nν,N∇Wν,N) = nν,NGN(nν,N ; a),

nν,N(x, 0; a) = nin
N(x; a),

−ν∆Wν,N +Wν,N = nν,N ,

(5)
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for all a ∈ [0, 1]. Upon observing that

nν,N =
1

N

N∑
i=1

n
(i)
ν,N =

N∑
i=1

n
(i)
ν,N

∫ i+1/N

i/N

1da =

∫ 1

0

nν,N(x, t; a)da,

we find that the rescaled total population density satisfies
∂nν,N

∂t
−∇ ·

(
nν,N∇Wν,N

)
=

∫ 1

0

nν,NGN(nν,N ; a)da,

n
(i)
ν,N(x, 0) = nin

N(x),

−ν∆Wν,N +Wν,N = nν,N ,

(6)

with

nin
N :=

∫ 1

0

nin
N da.

Limiting systems. Based on System (5) we are interested in two limits — the continuous
phenotype limit (N → ∞) and the inviscid limit (ν → 0). Regarding the first, letting
N → ∞, and assuming all limit objects exists, we formally obtain a phenotypically
stratified viscoelastic tissue growth model of the form

∂nν,∞

∂t
−∇ · (nν,∞∇Wν,∞) = nν,∞G(nν,∞; a),

nν,∞(x, 0; a) = nin(x; a),

−ν∆Wν,∞ +Wν,∞ = nν,∞,

(7)

where

nν,∞ :=

∫ 1

0

nν,∞ da.

Conversely, letting ν → 0, we obtain the N -species inviscid system, similarly to [14],
∂n0,N

∂t
−∇ ·

(
n0,N∇n0,N

)
= n0,NGN(n0,N ; a),

nν,N(x, 0; a) = nin
N(x; a),

(8)

where

n0,N :=

∫ 1

0

n0,N da.

However, the second result of this work is to obtain compactness sufficient to pass to the
joint limit and obtain the phenotypically stratified inviscid system

∂n0,∞

∂t
−∇ ·

(
n0,∞∇n0,∞

)
= n0,∞G(n0,∞; a),

n0,∞(x, 0; a) = nin(x; a),
(9)

where, as before,

n0,∞ :=

∫ 1

0

n0,∞ da.

Below we introduce the notion of weak solutions that we will be working with in this
paper.
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Definition 2.1 (Weak Solutions - Brinkman). We say that the pair (nν,N ,Wν,N) is a weak
solution to System (5) with nonnegative initial data nin

ν,N ∈ L1(Rd) ∩ L∞(Rd) if, for almost
every a ∈ [0, 1], nν,N(· ; a) ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1(Rd) ∩ L∞(Rd)) is nonnegative and there holds∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N
∂φ

∂t
dxdt−

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N∇Wν,N · ∇φdxdt

= −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

φnν,NGN(nν,N ; a)dxdt−
∫
Rd

φ(x, 0)nin
ν,N(x; a)dx,

for almost every a ∈ [0, 1] and any test function φ ∈ C∞
c (Rd × [0, T )), as well as

−ν∆Wν,N +Wν,N = nν,N ,

almost everywhere in Rd × (0, T ).
When N = ∞, the same properties define a weak solution to System (7) (with the
convention that G∞ = G).

At this stage, let us recall that any solution of Brinkman’s equation can be expressed as
the convolution with the fundamental solution, denoted by Kν , i.e., the solution of

−ν∆Wν,N +Wν,N = nν,N ,

can be represented as

Wν,N = Kν ⋆ nν,N ,

where

Kν(x) =
1

4π

∫ ∞

0

exp

(
−π|x|2

4sν
− 4s

π

)
s−d/2 ds.

In particular Kν ≥ 0 and
∫
Kν = 1.

Regarding the inviscid limit, let us now introduce the notion of weak solution to the
limiting Darcy models, System (8) and System (9).

Definition 2.2 (Weak Solutions - Darcy). We call n0,N ≥ 0 a weak solution to System (8)
with nonnegative initial data nin

0,N ∈ L1(Rd) ∩ L∞(Rd) if, for almost every a ∈ [0, 1],

n0,N(· ; a) ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1(Rd) ∩ L∞(Rd)) and n0,N ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Rd)),

and there holds∫ T

0

∫
Rd

n0,N
∂φ

∂t
dxdt−

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

n0,N∇n0,N · ∇φdxdt

= −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

φn0,NGN(n0,N ; a)dxdt−
∫
Rd

φ(x, 0)nin
0,N(x; a)dx,

for almost every a ∈ [0, 1] and any test function φ ∈ C∞
c (Rd × [0, T )).

When N = ∞, the same properties define a weak solution to System (9) (with the
convention that G∞ = G).

2.2 Main results Our first result concerns the existence of weak solutions to the N -
species viscoelastic system, System (3) as well as establishing an entropy inequality
satisfied by the rescaled total population density.

Lemma 2.3 (Existence of weak solutions). There exists a weak solution (n
(i)
ν,N ,Wν,N)

N
i=1 of

System (3) such that

(i) n
(i)
ν,N ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1 ∩ L∞(Rd)), uniformly in ν and N ,
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(ii) ∃C > 0 such that 0 ≤ n
(i)
ν,N ≤ C, uniformly in ν and N ,

(iii) Wν,N ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1 ∩ L∞(Rd)), uniformly in ν and N ,

(iv) Wν,N ∈ L∞(0, T ;W 1,q(Rd)) ∩ L∞(0, T ;W 2,r(Rd)), for 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞ and 1 < r < ∞,
uniformly in N ,

and such that nν,N as defined in Eq. (4) satisfies System (5) in the sense of Definition 2.1.

Lemma 2.4 (Entropy inequality). Let (n(i)
ν,N ,Wν,N)

N
i=1 be the weak solution constructed in

Lemma 2.3. Then, the following entropy inequality holds:

H[nν,N ](T )−H[nin
ν,N ]−

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N∆Wν,N dxdt

≤
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log nν,N

∫ 1

0

nν,NGN(nν,N ; a)dadxdt,

where

H[f ](t) :=

∫
Rd

f(x, t)(log f(x, t)− 1)dx.

Theorem 2.5 (Continuous phenotype limit). Let ν > 0 be fixed. For N ∈ N, let (n(i)
ν,N ,Wν,N)

N
i=1

be the weak solution constructed in Lemma 2.3. Then, there exists a function nν,∞ : Rd× [0, T ]×
[0, 1] → [0,∞) with

nν,∞(·, ·, a) ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1(Rd) ∩ L∞(Rd)), for almost every a ∈ [0, 1],

such that, up to a subsequence,

nν,N
⋆
⇀ nν,∞ in L∞(0, T ;Lp(Rd)), 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞,

nν,N → nν,∞ in L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)),

Wν,N → Wν,∞ := Kν ⋆ nν,∞ in L2(0, T ;H1
loc(Rd)).

The limit (nν,∞,Wν,∞) is a weak solution to System (7) in the sense of Definition 2.1.

Theorem 2.6 (Joint limit). For N ∈ N and ν > 0, let (n(i)
ν,N ,Wν,N)

N
i=1 be the weak solution

constructed in Lemma 2.3. Then, there exists a function n0,∞ : Rd × [0, T ] × [0, 1] → [0,∞)
with

n0,∞(·, · ; a) ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1(Rd) ∩ L∞(Rd)), for almost every a ∈ [0, 1],

and

n0,∞ ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Rd)),

such that, up to a subsequence,

nν,N
⋆
⇀ n0,∞ in L∞(0, T ;Lp(Rd)), 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞,

nν,N → n0,∞ in L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)),

Wν,N → n0,∞ in L2(0, T ;H1(Rd)).

The limit function n0,∞ is a weak solution to System (9) in the sense of Definition 2.2.
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3 WEAK SOLUTIONS AND THE ENTROPY INEQUALITY

This section is devoted to proving Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 2.4. To this end, we first
introduce a parabolic regularisation and, in a series of auxiliary propositions, derive the
desired uniform bounds. Then, we prove that the solutions to the regularised system
converge strongly to weak solutions of System (3). Finally, we establish the entropy
inequality.

3.1 Approximate system Consider the following parabolic regularisation of System (3)
∂n

(i)
ϵ,ν,N

∂t
− ϵ∆n

(i)
ϵ,ν,N = ∇ ·

(
n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N∇Wϵ,ν,N

)
+ n

(i)
ϵ,ν,NG

(i)
N (nϵ,ν,N), i = 1, . . . , N,

n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N(x, 0) = n

(i),in
ϵ,N (x),

−ν∆Wϵ,ν,N +Wϵ,ν,N = nϵ,ν,N .

(10)

As in the previous section, we introduce the piecewise constant interpolation in pheno-
type

nϵ,ν,N(x, t; a) :=
N∑
i=1

n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N(x, t)1( i−1

N
, i
N ]
(a),

and rewrite System (10) as
∂nϵ,ν,N

∂t
− ϵ∆nϵ,ν,N = ∇ · (nϵ,ν,N∇Wϵ,ν,N) + nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a), ∀a ∈ [0, 1],

nϵ,ν,N(x, 0; a) = nin
ϵ,N(x; a),

−ν∆Wϵ,ν,N +Wϵ,ν,N = nϵ,ν,N .

(11)

Regularised initial data. The initial data for the above regularised system is given as
follows. Let nin

ϵ ∈ C∞
c (Rd × [0, 1]) approximate nin such that

∥nin
ϵ (· ; a)∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥nin(· ; a)∥Lp(Rd),

for any 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and all a ∈ [0, 1], and

nin
ϵ (· ; a) −→ nin(· ; a),

strongly in L1(Rd) for each a ∈ [0, 1] as well as almost everywhere in Rd × [0, 1]. Finally,
n
(i),in
ϵ,N , nin

ϵ,N , and nin
ϵ,N are defined in the same way as in the previous section. Let us point

out that the condition ∫
Rd

nin|x|2 dx < ∞

can be guaranteed to be preserved by the approximation of the initial data, i.e., we have

(12) sup
ϵ>0

∫
Rd

nin
ϵ |x|2 dx < ∞.

Indeed, let R > 0 be fixed. Then, for ϵ small enough we have∫
Rd

nin
ϵ |x|21BR(0) dx ≤ 1 +

∫
Rd

nin|x|2 dx.

Passing to the limit R → ∞, we obtain (12).
Existence of solutions. Following the construction of [18], we obtain a nonnegative
solution n

(i)
ϵ,ν,N which is bounded uniformly in ϵ in the following sense

n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1 ∩ L∞(Rd)), ∂tn

(i)
ϵ,ν,N ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Rd)).
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Moreover, the following regularity holds for each ϵ > 0

n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Rd)), ∂tn

(i)
ϵ,ν,N ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)).

3.2 Uniform estimates in ν and N Before proving strong convergence of the regu-
larised densities towards a weak solution of the Brinkman system, let us discuss some
properties of the regularised rescaled total population density, nϵ,ν,N , which satisfies the
equation

∂nϵ,ν,N

∂t
− ϵ∆nϵ,ν,N = ∇ · (nϵ,ν,N∇Wϵ,ν,N)

+

∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)da, in Rd × (0, T )× [0, 1],

nϵ,ν,N(x, 0) = nin
ϵ,N(x) :=

∫ 1

0

nin
ϵ,N(x; a)da.

(13)

Proposition 3.1 (L∞ for total population). There holds

0 ≤ nϵ,ν,N ≤ n̄,

almost everywhere.

Proof. The uniform L∞-bound is obtained by a standard argument following [38]. To
this end, we assume (x⋆, t⋆) is a maximum point for nϵ,ν,N and nϵ,ν,N(x

⋆, t⋆) > n̄. In such
a point, there holds

0 =
∂nϵ,ν,N

∂t
(x⋆, t⋆) = ϵ∆nϵ,ν,N(x

⋆, t⋆) +∇nϵ,ν,N(x
⋆, t⋆) · ∇Wϵ,ν,N(x

⋆, t⋆)

+ nϵ,ν,N(x
⋆, t⋆)∆Wϵ,ν,N(x

⋆, t⋆) +

∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,N(x
⋆, t⋆)G(nϵ,ν,N(x

⋆, t⋆); a)da

< ν−1nϵ,ν,N(x
⋆, t⋆)(Wϵ,ν,N(x

⋆, t⋆)− nϵ,ν,N(x
⋆, t⋆))

≤ 0,

which is a contradiction. Hence, 0 ≤ nϵ,ν,N ≤ n̄. □

As an immediate consequence, let us integrate Equation (10) to obtain

d
dt

∥n(i)
ϵ,ν,N∥L1(Rd) ≤ ∥G∥L∞([0,n̄]×[0,1])∥n(i)

ϵ,ν,N∥L1(Rd),

so that, by Gronwall’s lemma, we deduce that n(i)
ϵ,ν,N ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1(Rd)), uniformly in ϵ,

ν, and N . Using the uniform L∞-control on the rescaled total population we also get the
following result.

Proposition 3.2 (Uniform L∞-control). For N ∈ N, ν > 0 and ϵ > 0, let (n(i)
ϵ,ν,N)

N
i=1 be the

solution to Eq. (10). Then, there holds

0 ≤ n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N ≤ C,(14)

where the constant C > 0 is independent of N , ν, and ϵ. Furthermore, there holds

0 ≤ nϵ,ν,N(x, t; a) ≤ C,

almost everywhere with the same constant C.

Proof. We define the quantity

Ψ(x, t) := αnϵ,ν,N(x, t)e
2βt,
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where

α =
1

n̄

∥∥nin
ϵ,N

∥∥
L∞(Rd×[0,1])

and β = ∥G∥L∞([0,n̄]×[0,1]) .

Let |u|− and sign−(u) we denote the negative part and negative sign of the function u,
i.e.,

|u|− :=

{
−u, for u < 0,
0, for u ≥ 0,

and sign−(u) :=

{
−1, for u < 0,
0, for u ≥ 0.

Then, we consider

d
dt

∫
Rd

|Ψ(x, t)− nϵ,ν,N(x, t; a)|− dx =

∫
Rd

sign− (Ψ− nϵ,ν,N) (∂tΨ− ∂tnϵ,ν,N)dx

=

∫
Rd

sign− (Ψ− nϵ,ν,N)
(
2βΨ+ αe2βt∂tnϵ,ν,N − ∂tnϵ,ν,N

)
dx

=

∫
Rd

sign− (Ψ− nϵ,ν,N)∇ · ((Ψ− nϵ,ν,N)∇Wϵ,ν,N)dx

+

∫
Rd

sign− (Ψ− nϵ,ν,N)

(
2βΨ+ αe2βt

∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; ã)dã− nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)

)
dx

≤
∫
Rd

sign− (Ψ− nϵ,ν,N)
(
βΨ− nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)

)
dx

≤ β

∫
Rd

|Ψ− nϵ,ν,N |− dx.

By Gronwall’s Lemma, we obtain

0 ≤ sup
t∈[0,T ]

sup
a∈[0,1]

∫
Rd

|Ψ− nϵ,ν,N |− dx ≤ 0,

and therefore
0 ≤ nϵ,ν,N(x, t; a) ≤

∥∥nin
ϵ,N

∥∥
L∞(Rd)

e2∥G∥L∞([0,n̄]×[0,1])T .

The result follows by observing that∥∥nin
ϵ,N

∥∥
L∞(Rd)

≲
∥∥nin

∥∥
L∞(Rd)

.

□

Having established the uniform Lp-bounds, we derive further regularity results. First,
we prove a bound on the gradient of the solution to Eq. (13).

Proposition 3.3. Let (nϵ,ν,N)ϵ>0 be the family of solutions to Eq. (13). Then, there holds
√
ϵ
∥∥∇nϵ,ν,N

∥∥
L2(0,T ;L2(Rd))

≤ C,

for some constant C > 0 independent of ϵ, ν, and N .

Proof. Testing Eq. (13) by the solution and integrating by parts, we obtain

(15)

1

2

d
dt

∫
Rd

n2
ϵ,ν,N dx+ ϵ

∫
Rd

|∇nϵ,ν,N |2 dx

=
1

2

∫
Rd

n2
ϵ,ν,N∆Wϵ,ν,N dx+

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N

(∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)da
)

dx

≤ 1

2

∫
Rd

n2
ϵ,ν,N∆Wϵ,ν,N dx+ ∥G∥L∞([0,n̄]×[0,1])

∫
Rd

n2
ϵ,ν,N dx.
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We now observe that the first term on the right-hand side has a sign:

(16)

∫
Rd

n2
ϵ,ν,N∆Wϵ,ν,N dx =

1

ν

∫
Rd

n2
ϵ,ν,N

(
Wϵ,ν,N − nϵ,ν,N

)
dx

≤ 1

ν
∥nϵ,ν,N∥2L3(Rd)∥Wϵ,ν,N∥L3(Rd) −

1

ν

∫
Rd

n3
ϵ,ν,N dx

≤ 1

ν
∥nϵ,ν,N∥3L3(Rd)∥Kν∥L1(Rd) −

1

ν

∫
Rd

n3
ϵ,ν,N dx

≤ 0,

recalling that ∥Kν∥L1(Rd) = 1. Using this computation in (15) and applying Gronwall’s
lemma yields the statement. □

Proposition 3.4. Let
(
nϵ,ν,N

)
ϵ>0

be the family of solutions to Eq. (13). Then,∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |∇Wϵ,ν,N |2 dxdt ≤ C,

where C is independent of ϵ, ν, and N .

Proof. Multiplying Eq. (13) by Wϵ,ν,N and integrating in space, we obtain

(17)

1

2

d
dt

∫
Rd

Wϵ,ν,N nϵ,ν,N dx = ϵ

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N∆Wϵ,ν,N dx−
∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |∇Wϵ,ν,N |2 dx

+

∫
Rd

Wϵ,ν,N

[∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)da
]

dx.

For the reaction term, we have∫
Rd

Wϵ,ν,N

[∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)da
]

dx ≤ ∥G∥L∞([0,n̄]×[0,1])

∫
Rd

Wϵ,ν,N nϵ,ν,N dx,

while proceeding similarly as in (16), we see that

ϵ

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N∆Wϵ,ν,N dx ≤ 0.

Thus, we obtain
1

2

d
dt

∫
Rd

Wϵ,ν,N nϵ,ν,N dx+

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |∇Wϵ,ν,N |2 dx ≤ C

∫
Rd

Wϵ,ν,Nnϵ,ν,N dx.

The result follows from Gronwall’s lemma. □

Proposition 3.5. Let (nϵ,ν,N)ϵ>0 be the family of solutions to Eq. (13). Then, there holds

∂tnϵ,ν,N ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Rd)),

uniformly in ϵ, ν, and N .

Proof. For a test function φ ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Rd)), we have∣∣∣∣∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∂tnϵ,ν,Nφdxdt
∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|∇nϵ,ν,N ||∇ϕ|dxdt+
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |∇Wϵ,ν,N ||∇ϕ|dxdt

+ ∥G∥L∞([0,n̄]×[0,1])

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |ϕ|dxdt

≤ C∥∇φ∥L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)) + C∥φ∥L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)),

where the constants are independent of any parameters by Propositions 3.4 and 3.3. □
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Proposition 3.6. Let nϵ,ν,N be the solution to Eq. (13). Assume that there is a constant C > 0
such that

sup
ϵ>0

∫
Rd

nin
ϵ,N |x|2 dx ≤ C.

Then, the second moment remains bounded and there holds

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N(x, t)|x|2 dx ≤ C,

for some constant independent of ϵ, ν, and N .

Proof. We compute

1

2

d
dt

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |x|2 dx = ϵd

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N dx−
∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,Nx · ∇Wϵ,ν,N dx

+
1

2

∫
Rd

|x|2
(∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)da
)

dx

≤ ϵd∥nϵ,ν,N∥L∞(0,T ;L1(Rd))

+
1

2

(
1 + sup

a∈[0,1]
∥G∥L∞([0,n̄]×[0,1])

)∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |x|2 dx

+
1

2

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |∇Wϵ,ν,N |2 dx

≤ C + C

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |x|2 dx,

and, again, we conclude by Gronwall’s lemma. □

Let us point out that the above proposition implies also uniform second-moment control
for nϵ,ν,N(x, t; a) for all phenotypes a ∈ [0, 1].

Lemma 3.7 (Entropy Bounds). Let nϵ,ν,N be the solution to Eq. (13). Then, there holds

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N(x, t)|log nϵ,ν,N(x, t)|dx ≤ C,

for some constant independent of ϵ, ν, and N .

Proof. Let us consider∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |log nϵ,ν,N |dx =

∫
{nϵ,ν,N≥1}

nϵ,ν,N log nϵ,ν,N dx−
∫
{nϵ,ν,N<1}

nϵ,ν,N log nϵ,ν,N dx

≤ ∥nϵ,ν,N∥L∞(0,T ;L∞(Rd))∥nϵ,ν,N∥L∞(0,T ;L1(Rd)) + J,

where

J := −
∫
{nϵ,ν,N<1}

nϵ,ν,N log nϵ,ν,N dx.
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In order to estimate J , let N (x) denote the standard normal Gaussian. Then, we have

J = −
∫
{nϵ,ν,N<1}

nϵ,ν,N log nϵ,ν,N dx

= −
∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N1{nϵ,ν,N<1}

N (x)
log

(
nϵ,ν,N1{nϵ,ν,N<1}

N (x)

)
N (x)dx+

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N1{nϵ,ν,N<1}|x|2 dx

≤ −
∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N1{nϵ,ν,N<1}

N (x)
log

(
nϵ,ν,N1{nϵ,ν,N<1}

N (x)

)
N (x)dx+ C,

having used the second-order moment bound from Proposition 3.6. Applying Jensen’s
inequality to the first term, we observe

−
∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N1{nϵ,ν,N<1}

N (x)
log

(
nϵ,ν,N1{nϵ,ν,N<1}

N (x)

)
N (x)dx

≤ −
(∫

Rd

nϵ,ν,N1{nϵ,ν,N<1}

N (x)
(x)N (x)dx

)
log

(∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N1{nϵ,ν,N<1}

N (x)
N dx

)
≤ e−1,

as s 7→ s log(s) is convex. In conclusion, we obtain J ≤ C + e−1, whence∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N |log nϵ,ν,N |dx ≤ ∥nϵ,ν,N∥L∞(0,T ;L∞(Rd))∥nϵ,ν,N∥L∞(0,T ;L1(Rd)) + C,

which concludes the proof. □

3.3 Compactness of solutions to the regularised equation Let (Kh)0<h<1 be a family
of nonnegative functions such that

suppKh ⊂ B2(0), Kh ∈ C∞(Rd \B1(0)),

Kh(x) =
1

(|x|2 + h2)d/2
for |x| ≤ 1.

The following lemma was proved in [2, Lemma 3.1].

Lemma 3.8 (Compactness criterion). Let (uk) be a bounded sequence in Lp(Rd × (0, T )) for
some 1 ≤ p < ∞. If (∂tuk) is uniformly bounded in Lr(0, T ;W−1,r) for some r ≥ 1, and if

lim
h→0

lim sup
k→∞

| log h|−1

∫ T

0

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|uk(x, t)− uk(y, t)|p dxdy dt = 0,

then (uk) is compact in Lp
loc(Rd × (0, T )). Conversely, if (uk) is globally compact in Lp, then the

above limit holds.

Proposition 3.9. The sequence (Wϵ,ν,N)ϵ>0 is compact in L1(0, T ;L1(Rd)). Consequently

(18) lim
h→0

lim sup
ϵ→0

| log h|−1

∫ T

0

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|Wϵ,ν,N(x)−Wϵ,ν,N(y)|dxdy dt = 0.

Proof. From the Brinkman equation we know that Wϵ,ν,N is uniformly bounded in any
L∞(0, T ;W 1,q(Rd)) for q ∈ [1,∞]. Moreover, since ∂tWϵ,ν,N = Kν ⋆ ∂tnϵ,ν,N , we have
∂tWϵ,ν,N ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Rd)) uniformly, using Proposition 3.5. Hence, by the Aubin-
Lions lemma, Wϵ,ν,N is compact in L1(0, T ;L1

loc(Rd)). To obtain global compactness we
argue that the sequence is equi-tight. Indeed, testing the Brinkman equation with 1

2
|x|2

and integrating by parts, we see

−νd

∫
Rd

Wϵ,ν,N dx+
1

2

∫
Rd

|x|2Wϵ,ν,N dx =
1

2

∫
Rd

|x|2nϵ,ν,N dx.
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Using Proposition 3.6, we deduce that Wϵ,ν,N has a uniformly finite second moment,
implying global compactness. Finally, Eq. (18) holds by Lemma 3.8. □

Proposition 3.10. The family (nϵ,ν,N)ϵ>0 is compact in L1(0, T ;L1(Rd)).

Proof. Let us denote

Q
h
(t) :=

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣dxdy,

and

Qh(t) :=

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy.

Using Eq (11), we derive

∂

∂t
|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|

− ∇x · (∇Wϵ,ν,N(x)|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|)

−∇y · (∇Wϵ,ν,N(y)|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|)

+
1

2
(∆Wϵ,ν,N(x) + ∆Wϵ,ν,N(y))|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|

− 1

2
(∆Wϵ,ν,N(x)−∆Wϵ,ν,N(y))(nϵ,ν,N(x) + nϵ,ν,N(y))σ

− ϵ(∆x +∆y)|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|

≤
(
nϵ,ν,N(x)G(nϵ,ν,N(x))− nϵ,ν,N(x)G(nϵ,ν,N(x))

)
σ,

where σ = σ(x, t; a) := sign(nϵ,ν,N(x, t; a)− nϵ,ν,N(y, t; a)). Multiplying by Kh(x− y) and
integrating, we obtain, using the symmetry of K,

d
dt

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

≤ −
∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)∆Wϵ,ν,N(x)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

+

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)(∆Wϵ,ν,N(x)−∆Wϵ,ν,N(y))

∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,N(x)σ dadxdy

− 2

∫
R2d

∇Kh(x− y) · (∇Wϵ,ν,N(x)−∇Wϵ,ν,N(y))

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

+ 2ϵ

∫
R2d

∆Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

+

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

GN(nϵ,ν,N(x))|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

+

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,N(y)
(
GN(nϵ,ν,N(x))−GN(nϵ,ν,N(y))

)
σ dadxdy

=: I1 + . . .+ I6.
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We now observe the following bounds:

I2 ≤
∣∣∣∣∫

R2d

Kh(x− y)(∆Wϵ,ν,N(x)−∆Wϵ,ν,N(y))

∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,N(x)σ dadxdy
∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

ν

∥∥nϵ,ν,N

∥∥
L∞(0,T ;L∞(Rd))

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|Wϵ,ν,N(x)−Wϵ,ν,N(y)|dxdy

+
1

ν

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣nϵ,ν,N(x)dxdy,

having used Brinkman’s law, and

I4 ≤ 2ϵ

∫
R2d

∆Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

≤ C
∥∥nϵ,ν,N

∥∥
L∞(0,T ;L∞(Rd))

ϵ

h2
,

from directly estimating the Laplacian of the kernel Kh. For the terms involving the
growth rates, we have

I5 =

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

GN(nϵ,ν,N(x))|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

≤ sup
a∈[0,1]

sup
n∈[0,n̄]

|G(n; a)|
∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy,

and

I6 =

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,N(y)
(
GN(nϵ,ν,N(x))−GN(nϵ,ν,N(y))

)
σ dadxdy

≤ sup
a∈[0,1]

sup
n∈[0,n̄]

|∂nG(n; a)|
∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)nϵ,ν,N(y)
∣∣nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣dxdy

≤ α
∥∥nϵ,ν,N

∥∥
L∞(0,T ;L∞(Rd))

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣dxdy.

Finally, we consider the main commutator

I3 =

∫
R2d

∇Kh(x− y) · (∇Wϵ,ν,N(x)−∇Wϵ,ν,N(y))

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy.

The careful treatment of commutators of this form is one of the main contributions of
the papers [2, 3]. Since our case is covered by these results, we omit the details, and refer
the reader to the aforementioned papers for full proof. Applying [3, Proposition 13], we
deduce

I3 ≤ C1∥D2Wϵ,ν,N∥L∞(0,T ;L2(Rd))|log h|1/2

+ C2∥∆Wϵ,ν,N∥L∞(0,T ;L∞(Rd))

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy,
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where the constant C1 depends on the norms of nϵ,ν,N . Putting all the estimates together,
we have

d
dt

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

≤ C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

+ C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣dxdy

+ C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|Wϵ,ν,N(x)−Wϵ,ν,N(y)|dxdy

+ C
ϵ

h2
+ C|log h|1/2,

where we stress that the constants may depend unfavourably on ν > 0 but are inde-
pendent of N and ϵ. Proceeding in the exact same way with the equation for nϵ,ν,N , we
obtain

d
dt

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣dxdy

≤ +C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

+ C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣dxdy

+ C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|Wϵ,ν,N(x)−Wϵ,ν,N(y)|dxdy

+ C
ϵ

h2
+ C|log h|1/2.

Hence, the sum of the two compactness quantities satisfies

(19)

d
dt

[
Qh(t) +Q

h
(t)
]
≤ C

ϵ

h2
+ C|log h|1/2 + C

[
Qh(t) +Q

h
(t)
]

+ C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|Wϵ,ν,N(x)−Wϵ,ν,N(y)|dxdy.

Applying Gronwall’s lemma, we have

Qh(t) +Q
h
(t) ≤ C

ϵ

h2
+ C|log h|1/2 + C

[
Qh(0) +Q

h
(0)
]

+ C

∫ T

0

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|Wϵ,ν,N(x)−Wϵ,ν,N(y)|dxdy dt.

Multiplying by | log h|, taking the limit superior over ϵ > 0, and letting h → 0, we deduce
that

lim
h→0

lim sup
ϵ→0

| log h|−1 sup
t∈[0,T ]

Q
h
(t) = 0,

where we used the fact that the initial data is compact in ϵ by construction, and (18) from
Proposition 3.9. Using Lemma 3.8, we conclude that the sequence (nϵ,ν,N)ϵ>0 is compact
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in L1(0, T ;L1
loc(Rd)). The same limit is true for Qh. Observing that

Qh(t) =

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dadxdy

=

∫ 1

0

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)|dxdy da

=

∫ 1

0

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
N∑
i=1

∣∣∣n(i)
ϵ,ν,N(x)− n

(i)
ϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣∣1( i−1
N

, i
N
](a)dxdy da

=
1

N

N∑
i=1

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣∣n(i)

ϵ,ν,N(x)− n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣∣dxdy,

we have, for each i = 1, . . . , N ,

lim
h→0

lim sup
ϵ→0

| log h|−1 sup
t∈[0,T ]

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣∣n(i)

ϵ,ν,N(x)− n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣∣dxdy = 0,

which implies local compactness of each of the densities n(i)
ϵ,ν,N as ϵ → 0. Global compact-

ness is obtained by virtue of the second-moment bound from Proposition 3.6. □

As a consequence of the above proposition in conjunction with the uniform L∞ bounds,
we deduce that the densities n

(i)
ϵ,ν,N are compact in Lq(0, T, Lp(Rd)) for all p, q ∈ [1,∞).

Moreover, since

∥∇Wϵ,ν,N −∇Wν,N∥Lq(0,T ;Lp(Rd)) ≤ ∥∇Kν∥L1(Rd)∥nϵ,ν,N − nν,N∥Lq(0,T ;Lp(Rd)),

the same range of strong convergence is true for ∇Wϵ,ν,N .
Putting together the results obtained above, we can formulate the following summary:

Corollary 3.11 (Convergence as ϵ → 0). Upon passing to a subsequence, we can find n
(i)
ν,N ∈

L∞(0, T ;L1 ∩ L∞(Rd)) such that

• n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N

⋆
⇀ n

(i)
ν,N in L∞(0, T ;Lp(Rd)), for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞,

• n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N → n

(i)
ν,N in Lq(0, T, Lp(Rd)), for all p, q ∈ [1,∞),

and, by their definition,

• nϵ,ν,N(·, · ; a)
⋆
⇀ n

ν,N
(·, · ; a) in L∞(0, T ;Lp(Rd)), for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and a.e. a ∈ [0, 1],

• nϵ,ν,N → nν,N in Lq(0, T, Lp(Rd)), for all p, q ∈ [1,∞),
• nϵ,ν,N

⋆
⇀ n

ν,N
in L∞(0, T ;Lp(Rd)), for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞,

• nϵ,ν,N → nν,N in Lq(0, T, Lp(Rd)), for all p, q ∈ [1,∞),
• nϵ,ν,N → nν,N almost everywhere in Rd × [0, T ].
• ∂tnϵ,ν,N ⇀ ∂tnν,N

, in L2(0, T ;H−1(Rd)),
as well as

• Wϵ,ν,N → Wν,N in Lq(0, T,W 1,p(Rd)), for all p, q ∈ [1,∞).

With these convergence results it is now trivial to pass to the limit in the weak form of
System (10) and deduce that the tuple (n

(i)
ν,N ,Wν,N)

N
i=1 is a weak solution of System (3).

Thus, the proof of Lemma 2.3 is complete.
We conclude this subsection with the following observation regarding continuity in time
of the solutions.

Proposition 3.12. For each ν > 0, the function nν,N constructed in the previous section belongs
to C([0, T ];L2(Rd)), after possibly changing it on a set of measure zero. Moreover, we have
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nϵ,ν,N(t) → nν,N(t), for every t ∈ [0, T ], and maxt∈[0,T ]∥nϵ,ν,N(t)∥L2(Rd) ≤ C, where C > 0 is
independent of ϵ, ν, and N .

Proof. The argument is based on a generalised Arzelà-Ascoli theorem [30, Theorem 47.1].
First, let us observe that we can establish the uniform-in-time L2-control, by considering

1

2

d
dt

∥nϵ,ν,N∥2L2(Rd) ≤ C∥nϵ,ν,N∥2L2(Rd),

where the constant C > 0 is independent of ν, ϵ, and N . An application of Gronwall’s
lemma yields

sup
0≤t≤T

∥nϵ,ν,N∥2L2(Rd) ≤ C.

In addition, with the fact that

sup
t∈[0,T ]

| log h|−1

∫∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|nϵ,ν,N(x, t)− nϵ,ν,N(y, t)|2 dxdy

≤ C sup
t∈[0,T ]

| log h|−1

∫∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|nϵ,ν,N(x, t)− nϵ,ν,N(y, t)|dxdy → 0,

by Proposition 3.10, we can conclude that the set (nϵ,ν,N(t))ϵ>0 is relatively compact in
L2(Rd) for each t ∈ [0, T ]. It remains to show equi-continuity in C([0, T ];L2(Rd)). To this
end, we consider

∥nϵ,ν,N(t+ h)− nϵ,ν,N(t)∥2L2(Rd) ≲ ∥nϵ,ν,N,α(t+ h)− nϵ,ν,N(t+ h)∥2L2(Rd)

+ ∥nϵ,ν,N,α(t+ h)− nϵ,ν,N,α(t)∥2L2(Rd)

+ ∥nϵ,ν,N,α(t)− nϵ,ν,N(t)∥2L2(Rd),

where we used the triangular inequality with the mollified densities

nϵ,ν,N,α(t) := K̄α ⋆x nϵ,ν,N(t),

for every t ∈ [0, T ]. Here, the kernel K̄α is the one introduced in Lemma 3.8, normalised
to have unit mass. Now, we observe that

∥nϵ,ν,N,α(t)− nϵ,ν,N(t)∥2L2(Rd) ≤
∫
Rd

∣∣∣∣∫
Rd

K̄α(x− y)(nϵ,ν,N(y, t)− nϵ,ν,N(x, t))dy
∣∣∣∣2 dx

≤
∫∫

R2d

K̄α(x− y)
∣∣nϵ,ν,N(y, t)− nϵ,ν,N(x, t)

∣∣2 dy dx

≤ C∥Kα∥L1(Rd)Qα
(t),

having used Jensen’s inequality, the uniform L∞-bounds, and the notation from Proposi-
tion 3.10. Similarly, we obtain

∥nϵ,ν,N,α(t+ h)− nϵ,ν,N(t+ h)∥2L2(Rd) ≤ C∥Kα∥L1(Rd)Qα
(t+ h).
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Finally, let us address the second term. We find

∥nϵ,ν,N,α(t+ h)− nϵ,ν,N,α(t)∥2L2(Rd)

=

∫
Rd

[nϵ,ν,N,α(t+ h)− nϵ,ν,N,α(t)]

∫ t+h

t

∂snϵ,ν,N,α(s)dsdx

=

∫ t+h

t

∫
Rd

[nϵ,ν,N,α(t+ h)− nϵ,ν,N,α(t)]∂snϵ,ν,N,α(s)dxds

≤ C∥nϵ,ν,N,α∥L∞(0,T ;H1(Rd))∥∂tnϵ,ν,N,α∥L2(t,t+h;H−1(Rd))

≤ C∥nϵ,ν,N∥L∞(0,T ;L2(Rd))∥∂tnϵ,ν,N,α∥L2(0,T ;H−1(Rd))

√
h/α

≤ C
√
h/α.

Thus, we conclude that

∥nϵ,ν,N(t+ h)− nϵ,ν,N(t)∥2L2(Rd) ≤ C sup
ϵ>0

sup
t∈[0,T ]

| logα|−1Q
α
(t) + C

√
h/α.

Choosing α = h1/4, we have that

∥nϵ,ν,N(t+ h)− nϵ,ν,N(t)∥2L2(Rd) → 0,

as h → 0 uniformly in ϵ > 0. Now, by the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem, there exists a function
g ∈ C([0, T ];L2(Rd)) and a subsequence up to which

nϵ,ν,N(t) → g(t),

for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Thus g is the time-continuous representative of nν,N and, henceforth,
we identify nν,N with g. In particular, we have nϵ,ν,N(T ) → nν,N(T ). □

Remark 3.13. For the subsequent analysis, let us point out that the continuity of nν,N in
C([0, T ];L2(Rd)) and the uniform boundedness in L∞(0, T ;L1(Rd, (1 + |x|2)dx) implies
that nν,N ∈ C([0, T ];L1(Rd)) and ∥nν,N(T )∥L1(Rd,(1+|x|2)dx) ≤ C, uniformly in ν and N .

3.4 The entropy inequality We are now in a position to prove the entropy inequality.

Proposition 3.14 (Entropy Inequality). The limit nν,N of the sequence (nϵ,ν,N)ϵ>0 constructed
in the previous section satisfies the entropy inequality

H[nν,N ](T )−H[nin
N ]−

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N∆Wν,N dxdt

≤
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log nν,N

∫ 1

0

nν,NGN(nν,N ; a)dadxdt.
(20)

Proof. Let δ > 0 and ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rd), ϕ ≥ 0. We consider the following regularised form of

the entropy functional

Hϕ
δ [nϵ,ν,N ](t) :=

∫
Rd

(
nϵ,ν,N(x, t) + δ

)
(log(nϵ,ν,N(x, t) + δ)− 1)ϕ(x)dx,

and by Hϕ[f ] we denote the above functional with δ = 0. Given the regularity of nϵ,ν,N ,
the weak form of Eq. (13) can be formulated as∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∂nϵ,ν,N

∂t
φ(x, t) + nϵ,ν,N∇φ(x, t) · ∇Wϵ,ν,N dxdt+ ϵ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∇nϵ,ν,N · ∇φ(x, t)dxdt

=

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

φ(x, t)

∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)dadxdt,
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for any φ ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Rd)). Choosing

φ(x, t) := log(nϵ,ν,N + δ)ϕ(x),

we obtain

(21)
∫ T

0

d
dt

Hϕ
δ [nϵ,ν,N ](t)dt+ Iϵ,δ1 + Iϵ,δ2 + Iϵ,δ3 + Iϵ,δ4 = Iϵ,δ5 ,

where

Iϵ,δ1 =

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N

nϵ,ν,N + δ
∇nϵ,ν,N · ∇Wϵ,ν,Nϕdxdt,

Iϵ,δ2 =

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N log(nϵ,ν,N + δ)∇ϕ · ∇Wϵ,ν,N dxdt,

Iϵ,δ3 = ϵ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|∇nϵ,ν,N |2

nϵ,ν,N + δ
ϕdxdt,

Iϵ,δ4 = ϵ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log(nϵ,ν,N + δ)∇ϕ · ∇nϵ,ν,N dxdt,

Iϵ,δ5 =

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log(nϵ,ν,N + δ)ϕ

∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)dadxdt.

Now we investigate each term individually. Starting with Iϵ,δ1 we see

Iϵ,δ1 =

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N

nϵ,ν,N + δ
∇nϵ,ν,N · ∇Wϵ,ν,Nϕdxdt,

=

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∇nϵ,ν,N · ∇Wϵ,ν,Nϕdxdt− δ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∇nϵ,ν,N · ∇Wϵ,ν,N

nϵ,ν,N + δ
ϕdxdt,

=−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N∆Wϵ,ν,Nϕdxdt−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nϵ,ν,N∇Wϵ,ν,N · ∇ϕdxdt

+ δ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log(nϵ,ν,N + δ)∆Wϵ,ν,Nϕdxdt+ δ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log(nϵ,ν,N + δ)∇Wϵ,ν,N · ∇ϕdxdt.

Passing to the limit ϵ → 0, we readily obtain

Iϵ,δ1 → Iδ1 =−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N∆Wν,Nϕdxdt−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N∇Wν,N · ∇ϕdxdt

+ δ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log(nν,N + δ)∆Wν,Nϕdxdt+ δ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log(nν,N + δ)∇Wν,N · ∇ϕdxdt.

For the last two integrals, we observe that

δ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

| log(nϵ,ν,N + δ)||∆Wϵ,ν,N |ϕdxdt

+δ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|log(nϵ,ν,N + δ)||∇Wϵ,ν,N · ∇ϕ|dxdt ≤ Cδ|log δ|.

Thus, when ϵ → 0 and δ → 0,

Iϵ,δ1 → −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N∆Wν,Nϕdxdt−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N∇Wν,N · ∇ϕdxdt.

Next, the convergence

Iϵ,δ2 →
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N log(nν,N)∇ϕ · ∇Wν,N dxdt
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follows easily from the dominated convergence theorem. The next term from Eq. (21),
Iϵ,δ3 , is nonnegative and can be dropped in the limit. The fourth term from Eq. (21) is
estimated by∣∣∣Iϵ,δ4

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|∇ϕ||∇nϵ,ν,N |
(
|log δ|+ nϵ,ν,N

)
dxdt

≤ ϵ
(
∥nϵ,ν,N∥L∞(0,T ;L∞(Rd)) + | log δ|

)
∥∇ϕ∥L2(Rd)∥∇nϵ,ν,N∥L2(0,T ;L2(Rd))

≤ C
√
ϵ|log(δ)|,

having used Lemma 3.3. Thus, as ϵ → 0, and then δ → 0 we have Iϵ,δ4 → 0. The remaining
term of Eq. (21) is given by

Iϵ,δ5 =

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log(nϵ,ν,N + δ)ϕ(x)

∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)dadxdt.

Notice that nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a) converges strongly in L2 to nν,NGN(nν,N ; a) for every a ∈
[0, 1] and

∣∣nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)
∣∣ ≤ ∥G∥C([0,n̄]×[0,1])n̄. Therefore∫ 1

0

nϵ,ν,NGN(nϵ,ν,N ; a)da →
∫ 1

0

nν,NGN(nν,N ; a)da

in L2(Rd × (0, T )). It follows that, as ϵ → 0

Iϵ,δ5 →
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log(nν,N + δ)ϕ(x)

∫ 1

0

nν,NGN(nν,N ; a)dadxdt.

Then, as δ → 0, we deduce

Iϵ,δ5 →
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log(nν,N)ϕ(x)

∫ 1

0

nν,NGN(nν,N ; a)dadxdt,

using the dominated convergence theorem. Finally, we consider the term involving
the time derivative. Since nϵ,ν,N ∈ C([0, T ];L2(Rd)), the mapping t 7→ Hϕ

δ [nϵ,ν,N(t)] is
continuous in [0, T ]. We therefore have∫ T

0

d
dt

Hϕ
δ [nϵ,ν,N ]dt = Hϕ

δ [nϵ,ν,N ](T )− lim
s→0

Hϕ
δ [nϵ,ν,N ](s) = Hϕ

δ [nϵ,ν,N ](T )−Hϕ
δ [n

in
ϵ,N ].

Then, since nϵ,ν,N(T ) → nν,N(T ) in L2(Rd), we have as ϵ → 0,

Hϕ
δ [nϵ,ν,N ](T )−Hϕ

δ [n
in
ϵ,N ] → Hϕ

δ [nν,N ](T )−Hϕ
δ [n

in
N ].

Now, by the dominated convergence theorem, we obtain

Hϕ
δ [nν,N ](T ) =

∫
Rd

(nν,N(T ) + δ)(log(nν,N(T ) + δ)− 1)ϕdx

→
∫
Rd

nν,N(T )(log nν,N(T )− 1)ϕdx,

as δ → 0.
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We have thus shown that, in the limit ϵ → 0 and, subsequently δ → 0, Eq. (21) becomes

(22)

Hϕ[nν,N ](T )−Hϕ[nin
N ]−

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N∆Wν,Nϕdxdt−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N∇Wν,N · ∇ϕdxdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,N log nν,N∇ϕ · ∇Wν,N dxdt

≤
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

ϕ log nν,N

∫ 1

0

nν,NGN(nν,N ; a)dadxdt,

for any ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rd), ϕ ≥ 0. Let us now choose ϕ = χR, where χR is a sequence of smooth

cut-off functions such that |∇χR| ≲ R−1. Then, using the L∞L1-control of nν,N log nν,N

from Proposition 3.7, we can pass to the limit R → ∞ by the monotone convergence
theorem to obtain Eq. (20). □

4 THE JOINT LIMIT

Before we start discussing the joint limit let us prove a short convergence result of the
initial data and the growth rates.

Proposition 4.1. The initial data of the N -system converges in the following sense:
(1) For each a ∈ [0, 1], nin

N(· ; a) → nin(· ; a) in Lp(Rd), 1 ≤ p < ∞,
(2) nin

N → nin :=
∫ 1

0
nin da in Lp(Rd), 1 ≤ p < ∞,

(3) up to a subsequence, H[nin
N ] → H[nin].

Likewise, the growth rate GN converges in the following sense:
(4) For each a ∈ [0, 1], GN(· ; a) → G(· ; a) uniformly on I for each compact set I ⊂ R,
(5) let (mN)N be a sequence of functions such that 0 ≤ mN ≤ n̄ and such that mN converges

to m in Lp(Rd × (0, T )). Then GN(mN ; a) converges to G(m; a) in Lq(Rd × (0, T )) for
any p ≤ q < ∞, for any a ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. Ad (1). Let a ∈ [0, 1] be fixed and note that there is an integer i(N) such that

a ∈
(
i(N)− 1

N
,
i(N)

N

]
,

for each each N . Now, let aN := i(N)
N

and observe that then |aN − a| < 1
N

, so that aN → a.
Next, consider∥∥nin

N(· ; a)− nin(· ; a)
∥∥
Lp(Rd)

=
∥∥∥n(i(N)),in

N (·)− nin(· ; a)
∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

=
∥∥nin(· ; aN)− nin(· ; a)

∥∥
Lp(Rd)

.

Let δ > 0 and choose a compact set Kδ ⊂ Rd such that∥∥nin(· ; aN)− nin(· ; a)
∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≤
∥∥nin(· ; aN)− nin(· ; a)

∥∥
Lp(Kδ)

+
∥∥nin(· ; aN)− nin(· ; a)

∥∥
Lp(Rd\Kδ)

≤
∥∥nin(· ; aN)− nin(· ; a)

∥∥
Lp(Kδ)

+
δ

3
,

where we used the uniform moment bound for nin and the L∞-bound nin ≤ n̄. Regarding
the first term, we use the continuity of nin in the a-variable, Property (2), and the
dominated convergence theorem.

Ad (2). For nin
N =

∫ 1

0
nin
N da, we use Minkowski’s inequality to estimate∥∥nin

N − nin
∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≤
∫ 1

0

∥∥nin
N(· ; a)− nin(· ; a)

∥∥
Lp(Rd)

da.
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The integrand converges for each a and is bounded by

∥nin
N(· ; a)− nin(· ; a)∥Lp(Rd) ≤ 2 sup

a∈[0,1]
∥nin(· ; a)∥Lp(Rd) ≤ C.

Therefore, by the dominated convergence theorem, we deduce nin
N → nin, in Lp(Rd).

Ad (3). Recall that

H[nin
N ] =

∫
Rd

nin
N log nin

N − nin
N dx.

To show convergence towards H[nin], we investigate the logarithmic term. Since nin
N

is bounded in L∞(Rd) and converges to nin in L1(Rd), it follows from the dominated
convergence theorem that, for a subsequence, nin

N log nin
N converges strongly to nin log nin

N

in L2. Indeed, there is a subsequence such that nin
N converges almost everywhere on Rd

and a function h1 ∈ L1(Rd) such that nin
N ≤ h1 almost everywhere. Since nin

N converges
also in L2(Rd), we can choose a further subsequence and a function h2 ∈ L2(Rd) with
nin
N ≤ h2 almost everywhere. Note that∣∣nin

N log nin
N

∣∣ ≤√nin
N + (nin

N)
2 ≤

√
h1 +

∥∥nin
N

∥∥
L∞(Rd)

h2.

Since
√
h1 + h2 ∈ L2(Rd), we obtain the desired convergence in L2, by dominated

convergence.
Now, using the second-moment control, we deduce convergence in L1 as follows. Let
1 > δ > 0 be given and let Kδ = BR(δ)(0) ⊂ Rd be a ball such that

(23) sup
N≥2

∫
Rd\Kδ

nin
N

∣∣log nin
N

∣∣dx < δ/3.

Indeed, this is possible which can be established as follows. First, let us observe that∫
Rd\Kδ

nin
N | log nin

N |dx ≤ d

∫
Rd\Kδ

(
nin
N

) d+1
d+3 dx+

∫
Rd\Kδ

(
nin
N

)2 dx

≤ d

∫
Rd\Kδ

(
nin
N

) d+1
d+3 dx+

C

R(δ)2
.

Note that ∫
Rd\Kδ

(
nin
N

) d+1
d+3 dx =

∫
Rd\Kδ

(
nin
N

) d+1
d+3

|x|
2(d+1)
d+3

|x|
2(d+1)
d+3

dx

≤
(∫

Rd\Kδ

1

|x|d+1
dx
) 2

d+3
(∫

Rd\Kδ

nin
N |x|2 dx

) d+1
d+3

,

where the second term is bounded by the uniform moment estimate. The first term can
be estimated by(∫

Rd\Kδ

1

|x|d+1
dx
) 2

d+3

=

(∫
|x|>R(δ)

|x|−d−1 dx
) 2

d+3

≈ R(δ)−2/(d+3).

Choosing R(δ) ≈ δ−
d+3
2 , we deduce (23). Now, in conjunction with the L2-convergence

above, we find N0 ∈ N such that

∥nin
N log nin

N − nin log nin∥L2(Rd) <
δ

3|Kδ|1/2
,
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for any N ≥ N0. Then,

∥nin
N log nin

N − nin log nin∥L1(Rd) ≤ ∥nin
N log nin

N − nin log nin∥L1(Kδ) + 2δ/3

≤ |Kδ|1/2∥nin
N log nin

N − nin log nin∥L2(Rd) + 2δ/3

< δ,

which proves the claim.

Ad (4). Let us now consider the growth rates. Let n ∈ I for some compact set I ⊂ R. For
a ∈ [0, 1], let aN be a sequence constructed as before. Then

max
n∈I

|GN(n; a)−G(n; a)| = max
n∈I

|G(n; aN)−G(n; a)| ≤ ∥∂aG∥L∞(I×[0,1])|aN − a| → 0.

Ad (5). Finally, let (mN)N be a sequence strongly converging to m in Lp. Then

∥GN(mN ; a)−G(m; a)∥Lp ≤ ∥GN(mN ; a)−GN(m; a)∥Lp + ∥GN(m; a)−G(m; a)∥Lp .

The last term converges to zero by item (4) of this proof. For the remaining term we
write

∥GN(mN ; a)−GN(m; a)∥Lp ≤ α∥mn −m∥Lp → 0,

which gives the desired convergence in Lp. Interpolating with the L∞ bound (since
0 ≤ mN ≤ n̄), we conclude the proof. □

4.1 Compactness of the rescaled total population density For the remainder of this
section let ν = νN be any sequence such that νN → 0 as N → ∞. Let us stress that we
impose no conditions on the speed or monotonicity of the convergence νN → 0. The
uniform bounds in L∞(0, T ;L1 ∩ L∞(Rd)) obtained in the proof of Lemma 2.3 allow us
to extract subsequences of nνN ,N and nνN ,N which converge weakly in L∞(0, T, Lp(Rd)),
1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, namely

nνN ,N ⇀ n0,∞, and nνN ,N(·, · ; a) ⇀ n0,∞(·, · ; a),(24)

for every a ∈ [0, 1]. Clearly, we have

n0,∞ =

∫ 1

0

n0,∞ da.

Proposition 4.2. The following convergence holds:

WνN ,N → n0,∞,

in L2(0, T, L2(Rd)). In particular, n0,∞ ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Rd)).

Proof. The local compactness of WνN ,N is established using the Aubin-Lions lemma. We
begin by proving space regularity, using the Brinkman equation∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|∇WνN ,N |2 dxdt = −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

WνN ,N∆WνN ,N dxdt,

= −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∆WνN ,N dxdt+
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

(
nνN ,N −WνN ,N

)
∆WνN ,N dxdt,

= −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∆WνN ,N dxdt− ν

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|∆WνN ,N |2 dxdt,

≤ −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∆WνN ,N dxdt.
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Now, rearranging the entropy inequality, Lemma 3.14, we obtain

−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∆WνN ,N dxdt

≤ H[nin
N ]−H[nνN ,N ](T ) +

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log nνN ,N

∫ 1

0

nνN ,NGN(nνN ,N ; a)dadxdt ≤ C,

which follows from the entropy bound in Proposition 3.7. Therefore, ∇WνN ,N is uni-
formly bounded in L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)). Next, we prove time regularity. For any φ ∈
L2(0, T ;H1(Rd)), we have

|⟨∂tWνN ,N , φ⟩| =
∣∣⟨∂tnνN ,N , KνN ⋆ φ⟩

∣∣
≤ ∥∂tnνN ,N∥L2(0,T ;H−1(R))∥KνN ⋆ φ∥L2(0,T ;H1(Rd))

≤ C∥φ∥L2(0,T ;H1(Rd)),

so that ∂tWνN ,N is uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;H−1(Rd)). This gives us the local
compactness of WνN ,N in L2(0, T, L2(Rd)). Now we show that the second moment of
WνN ,N is bounded,∫ T

0

∫
Rd

WνN ,N |x|2 dxdt =
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N |x|2 dxdt+ ν

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∆WνN ,N |x|2 dxdt,

=

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N |x|2 dxdt+ 2dν

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

WνN ,N dxdt,

which is bounded by Proposition 3.6. We thus deduce global compactness of WνN ,N .
Identifying the limit of WνN ,N as n0,∞ follows easily from the weak convergence nνN ,N ⇀
n0,∞ and the representation WνN ,N = KνN ⋆ nνN ,N . □

Proposition 4.3. The rescaled total population density nνN ,N converges strongly to n0,∞ in
L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)).

Proof. Let us write

∥nνN ,N − n0,∞∥L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)) ≤ ∥nνN ,N −WνN ,N∥L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)) + ∥n0,∞ −WνN ,N∥L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)).

It only remains to estimate the first term:

∥nνN ,N −WνN ,N∥2L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)) = −ν

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

(
nνN ,N −WνN ,N

)
∆WνN ,N dxdt

= −ν

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∆WνN ,N dxdt− ν

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|∇WνN ,N |2 dxdt

≤ −ν

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∆WνN ,N dxdt.

Applying the entropy inequality, Lemma 3.14, as before we get

−ν

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∆WνN ,N dxdt ≤ CνN .

Hence,

∥nνN ,N − n0,∞∥L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)) ≤ C
√
νN + ∥n0,∞ −WνN ,N∥L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)),

which goes to zero as N → ∞ using Lemma 4.2. □
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4.2 The limit equation for the rescaled total population density Having obtained the
strong compactness of nνN ,N and the weak compactness of ∇WνN ,N , we can now pass to
the limit in Eq. (6) to obtain, in the weak sense,

(25)
∂n0,∞

∂t
−∇ · (n0,∞∇n0,∞) =

∫ 1

0

n0,∞G(n0,∞; a)da.

Testing the limiting equation by log(n0,∞ + δ)ϕ and following an argument similar to the
derivation of the entropy inequality, we obtain

(26)
H[n0,∞](T )−H[nin] +

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|∇n0,∞|2 dxdt

=

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log n0,∞

∫ 1

0

n0,∞GN(n0,∞; a)dadxdt.

4.3 Strong convergence of the velocity In this subsection we will show that the L2-
norm of the velocity ∇WνN ,N converges to the L2-norm of the limit velocity ∇n0,∞.
Combining this fact with the weak convergence of the velocities from Lemma 4.2, we
will deduce strong convergence.
We can compare the entropy equality, Eq. (26), and the entropy inequality,. Eq. (20), to
deduce

(27)

−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∆WνN ,N dxdt

≤
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∣∣∇n0,∞
∣∣2 dxdt+H[n0,∞](T )−H[nνN ,N ](T )

+H[nin
N ]−H[nin] + React(nνN ,N , nνN ,N)− React(n0,∞, n0,∞),

where

React(nνN ,N , nνN ,N) :=

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log nνN ,N

∫ 1

0

nνN ,NGN(nνN ,N ; a)dadxdt.

We now wish to pass to the limit N → ∞ in (27). To this end, we investigate the terms
on the right-hand side in pairs. From Proposition 4.1 we have

(28) lim
N→∞

H[nin
N ] = H[nin].

To compare the final-time entropies, we first state the following proposition.

Proposition 4.4. Up to extracting a subsequence it holds that nνN ,N(T ) ⇀ n0,∞(T ) weakly in
L1(Rd).

Proof. In light of Remark 3.13 and the uniform L2-control of ∥nνN ,N(T )∥L2(Rd), we may
apply the Dunford-Pettis theorem to infer the existence of some χ ∈ L1(Rd) and a
subsequence such that nνN ,N ⇀ χ, as N → ∞. This limit can be identified using the
equation for nνN ,N . Let δ > 0 and let ξδ be a sequence of smooth nonnegative functions
approximating the continuous nonnegative piecewise linear function

ξδ(s) :=


1 for s ∈ [0, T − 2δ),
(T−δ)−s

δ
for s ∈ [T − 2δ, T − δ),

0 for s ∈ (T − δ, T ].
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Then, taking ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rd) and using ξδ(t)ϕ(x) as test function in the weak formulation of

System (6), we have∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N ξ′δ ϕdxdt−
∫ T

0

ξδ(t)

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∇WνN ,N · ∇ϕdxdt

= −
∫ T

0

ξδ(t)

∫
Rd

∫ 1

0

ϕnνN ,NGN(nν,N ; a)dadxdt−
∫
Rd

ϕ(x)nin
N(x)dx.

Passing to the limit δ → 0, we obtain∫
Rd

nνN ,N(T )ϕdx−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∇WνN ,N · ∇ϕdxdt

= −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∫ 1

0

ϕnνN ,NGN(nν,N ; a)dadxdt−
∫
Rd

ϕ(x)nin
N(x)dx,

and then passing to the limit N → ∞, we have∫
Rd

χϕdx−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

n0,∞∇n0,∞ · ∇ϕdxdt

= −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∫ 1

0

ϕn0,∞G(n0,∞; a)dadxdt−
∫
Rd

ϕ(x)nin(x)dx,

where we have used Proposition 4.1, Proposition 4.3 and the weak convergences ∇WνN ,N ⇀
W0,∞, and nνN ,N(T ) ⇀ χ. However, testing the weak form of the Darcy system (25) with
the same test function ξδ(t)ϕ(x) and passing to the limit δ → 0, we obtain∫

Rd

n0,∞(T )ϕdx−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

n0,∞∇n0,∞ · ∇ϕdxdt

= −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∫ 1

0

ϕn0,∞G(n0,∞; a)dadxdt−
∫
Rd

ϕ(x)nin(x)dx.

Juxtaposing the last two equalities, we easily deduce that χ = n0,∞(T ) a.e. in Rd. □

By convexity of the entropy functional H[·] and Proposition 4.4, we have

(29) lim sup
ν→0

(
H[n0,∞](T )−H[nνN ,N ](T )

)
≤ 0,

It remains to treat the reaction terms. By the uniform L1-control on nνN ,N log nνN ,N from
Proposition 3.7, for every δ > 0 there exists a compact set K = Kδ ⊂ Rd, such that

sup
N≥2

∫ T

0

∫
Kc

nνN ,N

∣∣log nνN ,N

∣∣dxdt ≤ δ.

Then, since the growth rate is uniformly bounded,∣∣∣∣∫ T

0

∫
Kc

log nνN ,N

∫ 1

0

nνN ,NGN(nνN ,N ; a)dadxdt
∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cδ,

for each N ≥ 2 as well as for the limit quantity at N = ∞.
For the integral on K, we apply Egorov’s Theorem to find A ⊂ K with µ(A) ≤ δ such
that nνN ,N → n0,∞ uniformly in K \ A. Let 0 < β < 1/e. By uniform convergence, on
K \ A we have (for N large enough)

n0,∞ ≥ β

2
=⇒ nνN ,N ≥ β

4
and n0,∞ <

β

2
=⇒ nνN ,N < β.

We now partition the compact domain K as follows,

K = (K \ A ∩ {n0,∞ ≥ β/2}) ∪ (K \ A ∩ {n0,∞ < β/2}) ∪ A ≡ K1 ∪K2 ∪ A.
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On K1 the sequence log nνN ,N converges strongly in Lp. Thus, together with the weak
convergence of nνN ,N and the strong convergence of GN(nνN ,N , a) (cf. Proposition 4.1),
we readily obtain∫ T

0

∫
K1

log nνN ,N

∫ 1

0

nνN ,NGN(nνN ,N ; a)dadxdt

→
∫ T

0

∫
K1

log n0,∞

∫ 1

0

n0,∞G(n0,∞; a)dadxdt.

On the set K2, using the uniform bound for GN and nνN ,N < β, we have∣∣∣∣ ∫ T

0

∫
K2

log nνN ,N

∫ 1

0

nνN ,NGN(nνN ,N ; a)dadxdt
∣∣∣∣ ≤ C max

[0,1]×[0,n̄]
|G(n; a)|µ(K)β|log β|.

Lastly, on the set A∣∣∣∣ ∫ T

0

∫
A

log nνN ,N

∫ 1

0

nνN ,NGN(nνN ,N ; a)dadxdt
∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cδ.

Let us stress the the last two bounds hold for N ≥ 2 and for N = ∞. Combining all the
above results, we conclude that

lim
N→∞

∣∣React(nνN ,N , nνN ,N)− React(n0,∞, n0,∞)
∣∣ ≤ C(δ + µ(Kδ)β| log β|).

Sending β → 0 and then δ → 0, we deduce that

(30) lim
N→∞

React(nνN ,N , nνN ,N) = React(n0,∞, n0,∞).

Finally, let us recall from the proof of Proposition 4.2 that

(31) −
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nνN ,N∆WνN ,N dxdt ≥
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|∇WνN ,N |2 dxdt.

Therefore, using (31), and results (28), (29), and (30), we can pass to the limit N → ∞ in
Eq. (27) to obtain

lim sup
ν→0

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|∇WνN ,N |2 dxdt ≤
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

∣∣∇n0,∞
∣∣2 dxdt,

combining which with the weak convergence ∇WνN ,N ⇀ ∇n0,∞, yields strong conver-
gence of the velocity ∇WνN ,N .

4.4 Conclusion of the proof Using the weak convergence (24) of the interpolated
density nνN ,N , the strong convergence of the rescaled population density nνN ,N , the
strong convergence of the velocity ∇WνN ,N → ∇n0,∞, and the results of Proposition 4.1
(for the convergence of the initial data and the reaction term), it is straightforward to pass
to the limit in the weak formulation of System (5) to obtain that n0,∞ satisfies System (9),
in the weak sense, with velocity ∇n0,∞. Thus, the proof of Theorem 2.6 is complete. □

5 THE LIMIT N → ∞

This section is devoted to proving Theorem 2.5. To this end, let ν > 0 be fixed and let
(n

(i)
ν,N ,Wν,N)

N
i=1 be the weak solution constructed in Lemma 2.3 as the limit of the approx-

imate sequence (n
(i)
ϵ,ν,N ,Wϵ,ν,N)

N
i=1. With the uniform bounds guaranteed by Lemma 2.3,

we can extract a subsequence such that

nν,N(·, · ; a)
⋆
⇀ nν,∞(·, · ; a)
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weakly−∗ in L∞(0, T ;Lp(Rd)) for any p ∈ [1,∞]. Defining nν,∞ :=
∫ 1

0
nν,∞ da, we imme-

diately obtain that nν,N converges weakly to nν,∞ in the same range of topologies.
Now define Wν,∞ as the solution to the Brinkman equation

−ν∆Wν,∞ +Wν,∞ = nν,∞.

Clearly Wν,N converges weakly to Wν,∞.
To pass to the limit N → ∞ in the weak formulation of System (5), we will demonstrate
that the sequences (nν,N)N and (∇Wν,N)N converge strongly.

Proposition 5.1. The sequence (Wν,N)N converges, as N → ∞, to Wν,∞ strongly in L1(0, T ;L1(Rd)).

Proof. This convergence is obtained similarly as in Proposition 3.9. The gradient ∇Wν,N

is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;Lp(Rd)) for any 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, the time derivative
∂tWν,N = ∂tnν,N ⋆ Kν is uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;H−1(Rd)) using the uniform
bound on ∂tnν,N from Corollary 3.11, and the second-moment control in Proposition 3.6
provides equi-tightness. □

Proposition 5.2. The sequence (∇Wν,N)N converges to ∇Wν,∞ strongly in L2(0, T ;L2
loc(Rd)).

Proof. This follows from the Aubin-Lions lemma. From the Brinkman equation, we have
D2Wν,N bounded in L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)). Since ν is fixed, the bound for the time derivative
is obtained from ∂t(∂xk

Wν,N) = ∂xk
Kν ⋆ ∂tnν,N and Corollary 3.11 again. □

5.1 Compactness of the rescaled total population density We now revisit the proof of
Proposition 3.10 to deduce strong convergence of the rescaled total population density.

Proposition 5.3. The sequence (nν,N)N converges strongly in L1(Rd × (0, T )).

Proof. Recall from the proof of Proposition 3.10 (cf. Eq. (19)) that∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nϵ,ν,N(x)− nϵ,ν,N(y)

∣∣dxdy

≤ C
ϵ

h2
+ C|log h|1/2 + C

∫ T

0

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|Wϵ,ν,N(x)−Wϵ,ν,N(y)|dxdy dt

+ C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

∣∣nin
ϵ,N(x)− nin

ϵ,N(y)
∣∣dadxdy

+ C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nin

ϵ,N(x)− nin
ϵ,N(y)

∣∣dxdy,

where all the constants are independent of ϵ and N . However, we already know that
nϵ,ν,N converges to nν,N in L1(Rd × (0, T )), as ϵ → 0. Therefore, passing to the limit in ϵ,
we obtain ∫

R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nν,N(x)− nν,N(y)

∣∣dxdy

≤ C|log h|1/2 + C

∫ T

0

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)|Wν,N(x)−Wν,N(y)|dxdy dt

+ C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)

∫ 1

0

∣∣nin
N(x)− nin

N(y)
∣∣dadxdy

+ C

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nin

N(x)− nin
N(y)

∣∣dxdy.

Subsequently, using Proposition 5.1 and Proposition 4.1, we infer

lim
h→0

lim sup
N→∞

| log h|−1

∫ T

0

∫
R2d

Kh(x− y)
∣∣nν,N(x)− nν,N(y)

∣∣dxdy dt = 0.
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Applying Lemma 3.8, we deduce the result. □

5.2 Passing to the limit We are now ready to perform the limit passage in the weak
formulation of Eq. (6), see Definition 2.1. Note that to pass to the limit in the reaction
term we use Proposition 4.1. We can also pass to the limit in the Brinkman equation to
obtain

−ν∆Wν,∞ +Wν,∞ = nν,∞,

almost everywhere in Rd × (0, T ). We have thus obtained a weak solution (nν,∞,Wν,∞)
of System (7) as the limit of weak solutions (nν,N ,Wν,N) of System (5), which concludes
the proof of Theorem 2.5.
We conclude this section by observing that the entropy inequality holds also for Sys-
tem (7).

Proposition 5.4. The weak solution (nν,∞,Wν,∞) of System (7) obtained above satisfies the
following entropy inequality

H[nν,∞](T )−H[nin]−
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

nν,∞∆Wν,∞ dxdt

≤
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

log nν,∞

∫ 1

0

nν,∞G(nν,∞; a)dadxdt.
(32)

Proof. This follows from taking the limit N → ∞ in the inequality for the localised
entropies, Eq. (22). For the entropy terms we use the strong convergence property
derived in Proposition 3.12 and Proposition 4.1, respectively. The critical term is the
reaction term, since we only have weak convergence of nν,N . However, using the same
approach as in Section 4 (Egorov’s theorem and partition of the domain suppϕ), we can
show that ∫ T

0

∫
Rd

ϕ log nν,N

∫ 1

0

nν,NGN(nν,N ; a)dadxdt

→
∫ T

0

∫
Rd

ϕ log nν,∞

∫ 1

0

nν,∞G(nν,∞; a)dadxdt.

Considering a sequence of cut-off converging to unity, we remove the localisation and
deduce Eq. (32). □

With the above entropy inequality and the uniform bounds from Lemma 2.3, we can
easily follow the strategy explained in Section 4 to deduce the following result on the
inviscid limit at the continuous phenotype level.

Corollary 5.5. Let (nν,∞,Wν,∞) be the weak solution of System (7) obtained above. Then, there
exists a function n0,∞ : Rd × [0, T ]× [0, 1] → [0,∞) with

n0,∞(·, · ; a) ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1 ∩ L∞(Rd)), for almost every a ∈ [0, 1],

and
n0,∞ ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Rd)),

such that, up to a subsequence,

nν,∞
⋆
⇀ n0,∞ in L∞(0, T ;Lp(Rd)), 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞,

nν,∞ → n0,∞ in L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)),

Wν,∞ → n0,∞ in L2(0, T ;H1(Rd)),

The limit function n0,∞ is a weak solution to System (9) in the sense of Definition 2.2.
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5.3 The phenotype limit at the Darcy level We conclude this section with a short
discussion of the limit N → ∞ for the inviscid system (8). Let (n0,N)N be a sequence
of nonnegative weak solutions of System (8). The existence of such solutions can be
obtained by taking the limit ν → 0 in the family of solutions (nν,N)ν to the Brinkman
system (5). In particular, these solutions are uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;L1∩L∞(Rd)).
Hence, up to a subsequence, we have

n0,N(·, ·; a) ⇀ n0,∞(·, ·; a) in L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)),

for each a ∈ [0, 1], for some function n0,∞ ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1 ∩ L∞(Rd)). We then have

n0,N :=

∫ 1

0

n0,N da ⇀

∫ 1

0

n0,∞ da =: n0,∞,

weakly in L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)). The rescaled total density n0,N satisfies the following equa-
tion:

∂n0,N

∂t
−∇ · (n0,N∇n0,N) =

∫ 1

0

n0,NG(n0,N ; a)da.

Testing this equation by log n0,N and bounding the entropy terms, we obtain

(33)

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|∇n0,N |2 dxdt ≤ |H[n0,∞](T )|+ |H[nin]|

+

∫ T

0

∫
Rd

|log n0,N |
∫ 1

0

n0,NGN(n0,N ; a)dadxdt

≤ C,

where the constant is independent of N . This implies that ∇n0,N is uniformly bounded in
L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)). In conjunction with the uniform bound ∂tn0,N ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Rd)), we
deduce that there exists a subsequence such that n0,N converges to n0,∞ in the L2-norm.
Along the same subsequence we also have ∇n0,N ⇀ ∇n0,∞ in L2(0, T ;L2(Rd)). These
convergences are sufficient to pass to the limit in the weak formulation of System (8) to
deduce that n0,∞ satisfies the weak formulation of System (9).

6 CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this work, we proposed tissue growth models featuring N subpopulations governed
by viscoelastic interactions through Brinkman’s law. Our investigation focused on two
distinct limit processes. First, in the joint limit as ν → 0 and N → ∞, we recovered the
inviscid tissue growth model with a continuous phenotype variable, as introduced in
[13]. The second limit considered the number of phenotype traits approaching infinity
(N → ∞) for both ν > 0 and ν = 0. For ν > 0, we derived a viscoelastic tissue growth
model with a continuous phenotype variable. In the case of ν = 0, we again obtained
the inviscid tissue growth model with continuous traits, as studied in [13]. Additionally,
the inviscid limit ν → 0 for a fixed finite number of phenotypes is a straightforward gen-
eralisation of [14]. Thus, our work provides a comprehensive framework that elucidates
the relationships between these four modelling paradigms, as depicted in the diagram
presented in the introduction.

To the best of our knowledge, our results constitute the first rigorous ‘phenotype-to-
infinity’ limits in this context, opening up exciting future research avenues. These
include the incorporation of convective effects and the exploration of broader classes of
constitutive pressure laws, for which we believe our findings will also hold true.
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