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Abstract. Chemotaxis describes the intricate interplay of cellular motion in response to

a chemical signal. We here consider the case of slab geometry which models chemotactic

motion between two infinite membranes. Like previous works, we are particularly in-

terested in the asymptotic regime of high tumbling rates. We establish local existence

and uniqueness of solutions to the kinetic equation and show their convergence towards

solutions of a parabolic Keller-Segel model in the asymptotic limit. In addition, we prove

convergence rates with respect to the asymptotic parameter under additional regularity

assumptions on the problem data. Particular difficulties in our analysis are caused by

vanishing velocities in the kinetic model as well as the occurrence of boundary terms.
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1. Introduction

The term chemotaxis is generally used to describe the motion of cells or bacteria in

response to the gradient of a chemical stimulus [34, 40]. It has been recognized as a

fundamental mechanism in applications like immune response [46], embryological devel-

opment [21], or bacterial population dynamics [35]. Starting from stochastic descriptions,

the first macroscopic models for chemotaxis describing the evolution of the particle dens-

ities were derived by Patlak [39], Keller and Segel [33]. We refer to [30, 32] and [40]

for a survey of results and additional references. Alt and co-workes [2, 37] formulated

multi-dimensional kinetic models, describing the particle densities, and investigated their

diffusion limits by an asymptotic analysis. The rigorous justification of the diffusion limit

was put forward in [31] for the one-dimensional case, and in [38] and [16] for multiple

space dimensions.

Scope. In this paper, we study a kinetic model for chemotaxis and its diffusion limit in slab

geometry, which is of relevance for the propagation of bacteria when passing membranes

or small slabs of porous media, soil or biological gels [8, 28, 45]. Numerical studies for
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chemotaxis in slab geometry can be found in [14, 29]. Corresponding diffusion limits have

been considered in [5] in the context of radiative transfer.

Let us note that the particle density in slab geometry is a function of one space and

one velocity variable which, in contrast to [31, 33, 39], varies continuously between ±1.

The kinetic equation hence does not degenerate into a system of two coupled hyperbolic

equations.

Main results. The focus of this paper lies on a rigorous asymptotic analysis for chemo-

taxis in slab geometry. In particular, we establish

• local well-posedness of a kinetic model for chemotaxis in slab geometry and a-priori

estimates for solutions which are explicit in the asymptotic parameter;

• convergence to solutions of a one-dimensional Keller-Segel system in the diffusion

limit of vanishing asymptotic parameter and quantitative convergence rates.

Similar to previous work, we use energy-estimates and fixed-point arguments to establish

existence and uniqueness of solutions to the kinetic model and to prove convergence to

solutions of the limit system. To the best of our knowledge, our results can, however, not

be deduced from previous work: The assumptions in [16] do not allow to treat scattering

operators of the form considered here and the work [5] does not include the nonlinear

coupling to the equation for the chemoattractant. The results of [31] are valid for a

discrete velocity model, but do not generalize to the case of slab geometry with continuous

velocities. As mentioned in [40], the asymptotic analysis for the kinetic chemotaxis model

is in line with that for the radiative transfer equation. We thus follow a similar approach

as outlined in [6, 18, 24] and derive suitable extensions to chemotaxis in slab geometry.

Outline. In Section 2, we fix our notation and state the kinetic model under consideration.

We then introduce our assumptions and state the main results of the paper. Their proofs

are give in Sections 3–5. In Section 6, we review some details in the proofs and discuss

some possible extensions of our results.

2. Preliminaries and main results

We start with introducing our notation and the model problem under consideration,

then state the main assumptions for the subsequent analysis and present our main results.

2.1. Notation. Let X = (0, ℓ), ℓ > 0, denote the spatial domain. We write Lp(X ),

W k,p(X ), Hk(X ) for the usual Sobolev spaces defined on X . Similar notation is used for

functions defined on other domains. The range of velocities is denoted by V = (−1, 1)

and we write Q = X × V for the phase space. Note that any function f̄ ∈ Lp(X ) can be

interpreted as a function f ∈ Lp(Q) by constant extension f(x, v) = f̄(x). We use the

bar symbol throughout to indicate that functions do not depend on velocity v. The same

symbol is used for the velocity average of a function f ∈ Lp(Q), i.e.,

f̄ =
1

2

∫

V
f(v) dv.

Following [18], we define in- and outflow boundaries of the phase space Q by

Γin = {0} × (0, 1) ∪ {ℓ} × (−1, 0) and Γout = {0} × (−1, 0) ∪ {ℓ} × (0, 1);
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and we set Γ = Γin ∪ Γout; see Figure 1 for an illustration. By the product rule for

0 ℓ

1

−1

Figure 1. Phase space Q = X × V and in-/outflow boundaries Γin, Γout

depicted in (red, solid) and (blue, dotted), respectively.

differentiation and the fundamental theorem of calculus, we see that
∫

Q
v∂xu(x, v)w(x, v) + u(x, v) v∂xw(x, v) d(x, v) =

∫

Γ
v u(x, v)w(x, v) dΓ

=

∫

Γout

u(x, v)w(x, v) |v| dΓ −
∫

Γin

u(x, v)w(x, v) |v| dΓ (1)

for sufficiently smooth functions u,w defined on Q. We write Lp(Γ; |v|dΓ) for the space of
functions defined on Γ whose p-th power is integrable with respect to the measure |v|dΓ.
Given T > 0, we denote by Lp(0, T ;Y ) and W k,p(0, T ;Y ) the Bochner spaces of functions

defined on (0, T ) with values in some Banach space Y equipped with the usual norms;

see [27] for instance. For brevity, we sometimes write Lp(Y ) for Lp(0, T ;Y ), when the

meaning is clear from the context. The spaces Ck([0, T ];Y ) consists of all functions which

are k-times continuously differentiable with respect to time.

2.2. Model problem and main assumptions. The differential equations governing the

kinetic chemotaxis model to be considered in the rest of the manuscript are given by

ε2∂tu
ε + εv∂xu

ε + σ(uε − ūε) = εαv∂xc̄
εūε in Q× (0, T ), (2)

∂tc̄
ε −D∂xxc̄

ε + βc̄ ε = γūε in X × (0, T ). (3)

Recall that ūε = 1
2

∫

V u
ε(x, v) dv denotes the velocity average of the population density uε,

whereas the concentration c̄ ε does not depend on v naturally. The two equations are

complemented by the boundary and initial conditions

uε = ḡu on Γin × (0, T ), uε(0) = ū0 on Q, (4)

c̄ ε = ḡc on ∂X × (0, T ), c̄ ε(0) = c̄0 on X . (5)

The boundary and initial data are thus chosen independent of the velocity v. This facil-

itates the analysis in the asymptotic regime but could be relaxed to some extent. For our

arguments, we will consider different time horizons 0 < T ≤ T ∗ and asymptotic paramet-

ers 0 < ε ≤ ε∗ with T ∗, ε∗ > 0 fixed, and we make use of the following assumptions which

allow us to establish the existence of sufficiently regular solutions to the model (2)–(5).

Assumption 1. The parameters α, β, γ ≥ 0 and D, ε∗, T ∗ > 0 are given constants. Fur-

thermore σ ∈ L∞(X ) with 0 < σmin ≤ σ(x) ≤ σmax for a.a. x ∈ X . The initial data

satisfy ū0 ∈ H2(X ), c̄0 ∈ H4(X ), and the two boundary data ḡu, ḡc ∈ W 2,∞(0, T ∗;R2).
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We use the same notation ḡu, ḡc for the linear extensions of the boundary data to func-

tion ḡu, ḡc ∈ W 2,∞(0, T ∗;W 2,∞(X )). In addition, we require the compatibility conditions

ḡu(0) = ū0, ḡc(0) = c̄0, and ∂tḡc(0) = D∂xxc̄0 − βc̄0 + γū0 hold for x ∈ ∂X .

2.3. Main results. The above conditions allow us to establish the existence of a unique

regular solution of the problem and to derive corresponding a-priori bounds. Their explicit

dependence on the parameter ε will be of importance for the asymptotic analysis later on.

Theorem 2. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, there exists a time horizon T > 0 such that

for any 0 < ε ≤ ε∗ the system (2)–(5) has a unique solution

uε ∈ C1([0, T ];L2(Q)) with v∂xu
ε ∈ C0([0, T ];L2(Q)),

c̄ ε ∈ H2(0, T ;L2(X )) ∩H1(0, T ;H2(X )).

Moreover, the following a-priori bounds hold with a uniform constant C > 0:

(a) ‖uε‖C0([0,T ];L2(Q)) ≤ C; (b) ‖uε − ūε‖L2(0,T ;L2(Q)) ≤ Cε;

(c) ‖uε − ḡu‖L2(0,T ;L2(Γout;|v|dΓ)) ≤ C
√
ε; (d) ‖ε∂tuε‖C0([0,T ];L2(Q)) ≤ C;

(e) ‖v∂xuε‖L2(0,T ;L2(Q)) ≤ C; (f) ‖c̄ ε‖H1(0,T ;L2(X )) ≤ C;

(g) ‖c̄ ε‖L2(0,T ;H2(X )) ≤ C; (h) ‖ε∂tc̄ ε‖L4(0,T ;W 1,∞(X )) ≤ C.

The existence of a unique solution will be established via fixed-point arguments and

results about the linearized evolution problems corresponding to the two differential equa-

tions. The bounds for the solution are derived by careful energy estimates and interpola-

tion arguments. The detailed proof is presented in Section 3.

The second main result of the paper is concerned with the behavior of solutions in the

asymptotic limit ε→ 0. Our main findings can be summarized as follows.

Theorem 3. Let Assumption 1 hold and (uε, c̄ ε) be the solutions of (2)–(5) provided by

Theorem 2 for a sequence ε → 0. Then uε ⇀ ū0 weakly in L2(0, T ;L2(Q)) and c̄ ε → c̄ 0

in L2(0, T ;H1(X )), where (ū0, c̄ 0) is the unique weak solution of the Keller-Segel system

∂tū
0 − ∂x(µ̄∂xū

0 − χ̄∂xc̄
0ū0) = 0 in X × (0, T ), (6)

∂tc̄
0 −D∂xxc̄

0 + βc̄ 0 = γū0 in X × (0, T ), (7)

with motility and chemotactic coefficient

µ̄(x) = σ(x)−1 1

2

∫

V
v2 dv and χ̄(x) = αµ̄(x), (8)

and with boundary and initial conditions

ū0 = ḡu on ∂X × (0, T ), ū0(0) = ū0 on X , (9)

c̄ 0 = ḡc on ∂X × (0, T ), c̄0(0) = c̄0 on X . (10)

If, in addition, σ ∈W 1,∞(X ) and ū0 ∈ H2(X ), then the asymptotic error is bounded by

‖uε − ū0‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Q)) + ‖c̄ ε − c̄ 0‖L∞(0,T ;H1(X )) ≤ Cε (11)

with a constant C that can be chosen independent of ε.
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The verification of the above assertions relies on the a-priori bounds of Theorem 2, the

extraction of convergent subsequences, a weak characterization of solutions to the limit

system, and an extension of the arguments used in [22, 23] for the analysis of the radiative

transfer equation. The detailed proof of Theorem 3 is presented in Sections 4 and 5.

3. Proof of Theorem 2

The existence of a unique solution to (2)–(5) will be proven by constructing a fixed-point

of the mapping Φ : z 7→ u, where (u, c̄) solves the linearized equations

ε2∂tu+ εv∂xu+ σ(u− ū) = εαv∂xc̄ z̄ in Q× (0, T ), (12)

∂tc̄−D∂xxc̄+ βc̄ = γz̄ in X × (0, T ), (13)

together with the boundary and initial conditions (4)–(5), now required for u and c̄ instead

of uε and c̄ ε. Also recall that z̄ = 1
2

∫

V z(·, v) dv denotes the velocity average.

Before we are able to prove the assertions of Theorem 2, we first collect some preliminary

results about the two linear problems (12)–(13) defining c̄ and u. Throughout our proofs,

we denote by Ci and C
′
i constants that only depend on the problem data, in particular,

the upper bounds ε∗, T ∗ for the asymptotic parameter and the time horizon.

3.1. Linearized diffusion equation. By application of standard results for parabolic

differential equations, we obtain the following statements.

Proposition 4. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, for z ∈ C1([0, T ];L2(Q)) with z(0) = ū0,

equation (13) has a unique solution c̄, additionally satisfying the initial and boundary

conditions c̄(0) = c̄0 on X and c̄ = ḡc on ∂X × (0, T ). Moreover, for any p <∞,

‖c̄‖W 1,p(0,T ;L2(X )) + ‖c̄‖Lp(0,T ;H2(X )) ≤ C1 + C2‖z̄‖Lp(0,T ;L2(X ))

‖∂tc̄‖W 1,p(0,T ;L2(X )) + ‖∂tc̄‖Lp(0,T ;H2(X )) ≤ C1 + C2‖∂tz̄‖Lp(0,T ;L2(X ))

with C1, C2 depending only on p and the bounds for the problem data in Assumption 1.

Proof. The function d̄ = c̄− ḡc satisfies

∂td̄−D∂xxd̄+ βd̄ = f̄ in X × (0, T ), (14)

d̄(0) = d̄0 on X , (15)

with f̄ = γz̄− ∂tḡc − βḡc, d̄0 = c̄0 − ḡc(0), and d̄ = 0 on ∂X × (0, T ). By the conditions of

Assumption 1, we can verify that f̄ ∈ Lp(0, T ;L2(X )) and d̄0 ∈ H1
0 (X )∩H2(X ). Existence

of a unique solution c̄ ∈W 1,p(0, T ;L2(X ))∩Lp(0, T ;H2(X )) and the first bound then follow

from known maximal parabolic regularity of the heat equation; see [4, 20]. By formally

differentiating (13) in time, we see that d̄ = ∂tc̄ − ∂tḡc also satisfies (14)–(15), now with

f̄ = γ∂tz̄ − ∂ttḡc − β∂tḡc and d̄0 = D∂xxc̄0 − βc̄0 + γū0 − ∂tḡc(0). By Assumption 1 and

the regularity of z̄, we can bound d̄0 ∈ H1
0 (X ) ∩ H2(X ) and f̄ ∈ Lp(0, T ;L2(X )), which

leads to the estimate for the time derivatives. �
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3.2. Linearized kinetic equation. As a next step, we establish existence of a unique

solution to (12) with appropriate boundary and initial conditions, and c̄, z̄ assumed given.

Proposition 5. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then for any z ∈ C1([0, T ];L2(Q)) and c̄ as

given by Proposition 4, equation (12) has a unique solution u ∈ C1([0, T ];L2(Q)) with

derivative v∂xu ∈ C0([0, T ];L2(Q)), satisfying u(0) = ū0 on Q and u = ḡu on Γin× (0, T ).

Proof. Similar to before, we define w = u− ḡu, which can be seen to satisfy

ε2∂tw + εv∂xw + σ(w − w̄) = εvf̄1 + ε2f̄2 in Q× (0, T ) (16)

w(0) = w̄0 on Q, (17)

with f̄1 = α∂xc̄ z̄− ∂xḡu, f̄2 = −∂tḡu, w̄0 = ū0 − ḡu(0), and homogeneous inflow boundary

conditions w = 0 on Γin × (0, T ). This can be written as an abstract Cauchy problem

∂tw +Aεw = f, t > 0, (18)

w(0) = w̄0, (19)

on the Hilbert space H = L2(Q), with right hand side f = 1
εvf̄1 + f̄2, and densely defined

linear operator Aε : D(Aε) ⊂ H → H, Aεw = 1
εv∂xw + σ

ε2
(w − w̄) with domain

D(Aε) = {w ∈ L2(Q) : v∂xw ∈ L2(Q), w|Γin = 0}.
We note that D(Aε) ⊂ H is dense and by (1), we see that

〈Aεw,w〉Q =
1

ε
〈v∂xw,w〉Q +

1

ε2
〈σ(w − w̄), w〉Q ≥ 0,

for all w ∈ D(Aε), where 〈a, b〉Q =
∫

Q ab d(x, v); this shows that −Aε is dissipative [15,

Prop. 2.4.2]. From [1, Thm. 3.5], we deduce that for any λ > 0 and f ∈ L2(Q),

the equation Aεw + λw = f has a unique solution w ∈ D(Aε), and conclude that

−Aε is m-dissipative. Hence −Aε generates a strongly continuous semigroup of con-

tractions [15, Thm. 3.4.4]. From our assumptions, we further see that w̄0 ∈ D(Aε)

and f ∈ W 1,1(0, T ;H), which implies the existence of a unique classical solution w ∈
C1([0, T ];H) ∩ C0([0, T ];D(Aε)) to (18)–(19); see e.g. [15, Prop. 4.1.6]. The function

u = w + ḡu then is a sufficiently regular solution of (12) with the required initial and

boundary conditions. Uniqueness follows from the linearity of the problem. �

Remark 6. Since −Aε generates a semigroup of contractions, we also obtain the bounds

‖w‖C([0,T ];L2(Q)) ≤ ‖w̄0‖L2(Q) + ‖f‖L1(0,T ;L2(Q)).

Inserting f = 1
εvf̄1 + f̄2, we see that this simple estimate is, however, not uniform in ε. A

refined analysis is thus required to obtain sharper a-priori bounds.

3.3. A-priori bounds for linearized equations. As a next step, we derive additional

bounds for the solution (u, c) of (12)–(13) making explicit the dependence on ε. To do so,

we assume z ∈ C1([0, T ];L2(Q)) is given with z(0) = ū0 and we define the weighted norm

‖z‖2ε,T = ‖z‖2L∞(0,T ;L2(Q)) + ε2‖∂tz‖2L∞(0,T ;L2(Q)) ≤ C2
z . (20)

By careful application of the estimates of Proposition 4 and additional energy estimates

for the linearized kinetic equation (12), we obtain the following assertions.
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Proposition 7. Let z ∈ C1([0, T ];L2(Q)) be given with z(0) = ū0 and bounded by (20).

Then the solution (ū, c̄) of (12)–(13) satisfies the bounds of Theorem 2 with a constant C

that only depends on the bounds for the problem data in Assumption 1 and Cz in (20).

Proof. The estimates (f)–(h) of Theorem 2 for the function c̄ follow readily from Propos-

ition 4 . To derive the improved bounds for u, we continue by testing (16) with w/ε2.

Using the integration-by-parts formula (1), we see that

1

2

d

dt
‖w‖2L2(Q) +

1

2ε
‖w‖2L2(Γout;|v|dΓ) +

1

ε2
‖
√
σ(w − w̄)‖2L2(Q)

=
1

ε
(vf̄1, w − w̄)L2(Q) + (f̄2, w)L2(Q)

≤ 1

2σmin
‖f̄1‖2L2(X ) +

1

2ε2
‖
√
σ(w − w̄)‖2L2(Q) + ‖f̄2‖2L2(X ) +

1

2
‖w‖2L2(Q).

The second term on the right hand side can be absorbed into the left hand side of this

inequality. By application of Grönwall’s inequality, we then immediately obtain

‖w‖2L∞(0,T ;L2(Q)) +
1

ε
‖w‖2L2(0,T ;L2(Γout;|v|dΓ)) +

σmin

ε2
‖w − w̄‖2L2(0,T ;L2(Q)) (21)

≤ eT
(

‖w(0)‖2L2(Q) +
1

σmin
‖f̄1‖2L2(0,T ;L2(X )) + 2‖f̄2‖2L2(0,T ;L2(X ))

)

From w(0) = ū0− ḡu(0) and our assumptions, we see that ‖w̄(0)‖L2(Q) ≤ C0. Using Hölder

and Young inequalities, we can further estimate

‖f̄1‖2L2(0,T ;L2(X )) ≤ 2α2‖∂xc̄‖2L4(0,T ;L∞(X ))‖z̄‖2L4(0,T ;L2(X )) + 2‖∂xḡu‖2L2(0,T ;L2(X ))

≤ C1C
4
zT

1/2 +C2.

The last bound follows from previous estimates for c̄, our assumptions on the problem data,

and the estimate ‖a‖L4(0,T ) ≤ T 1/4‖a‖L∞(0,T ), which again is a consequence of Hölder’s

inequality. The definition of f̄2 implies that ‖f̄2‖L2(0,T ;L2(X )) = ‖∂tḡu‖L2(0,T ;L2(X )) ≤ C3.

Note that the constants Ci can be chosen independently of ε and T . The estimates (a)–(c)

in Theorem 2 for the function u = ḡu + w then follow from the triangle inequality.

For establishing the remaining bounds, we proceed as follows. By formal differentiation

of (16)–(17), we see that w′ = ∂tw = ∂tu− ∂tḡu is a mild solution of

ε2∂tw
′ + εv∂xw

′ + σ(w′ − w̄′) = εvf̄ ′1 + ε2f̄ ′2,

w′(0) = w′
0,

with f̄ ′1 = α∂txc̄z̄+α∂xc̄∂tz̄−∂txḡu, f̄ ′2 = −∂ttḡu, and w′
0 = ε−1v(α∂xc̄0ū0−∂xū0)−∂tḡu(0).

By our assumptions, we have ‖εw′
0‖L2(Q) ≤ C0 and ‖f̄ ′2‖2L2(L2) = ‖∂ttḡu‖2L2(L2) ≤ C3. By

similar arguments as used before, we can further show that

‖f̄ ′1‖2L2(L2) ≤ 3α2(‖∂tx c̄‖2L4(L∞)‖z̄‖2L4(L2) + ‖∂xc̄‖2L4(L∞)‖∂tz̄‖2L4(L2)) + 3‖∂txḡu‖2L2(L2)

≤ C1C
4
z ε

−2T 1/2 + C2.

An application of the energy estimate (21) to w′ = ∂tw then yields ‖ε∂tw‖2L∞(L2) ≤ C. By

rearranging (16) and using the previous bounds, we further obtain ‖v∂xw‖L2(L2(Q)) ≤ C ′.

The estimates (a)–(b) and (d)–(e) of Theorem 2 for u = w+ ḡu then follow by the triangle

inequality and the assumptions on the problem data. �
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3.4. Existence of a unique solution. As noted in the beginning of Section 3, we will

use a fixed-point argument to establish existence of a solution to (2)–(5). To this end, we

denote by Φ : ST → C1([0, T ];L2(Q)), z 7→ u the mapping that assigns to a given z in

ST = {z ∈ C1([0, T ];L2(Q)) : ‖z‖ε,T ≤ Cz, z(0) = ū0} (22)

the solution u of the linearized equations (12)–(13) with the required initial and boundary

conditions. From Propositions 4 and 5, we see that this mapping is well-defined. We will

show now that Φ is a self-mapping and a contraction on ST whenever Cz is chosen large

enough and 0 < T ≤ T ∗ is chosen small enough. Note that choosing Cz sufficiently large

will also ensure that ST is non-empty.

Step 1. Let z ∈ ST and (u, c̄) denote the solution of (12)–(13). Further set w = u − ḡu.

Then from the estimates derived in the proof of Proposition 7, we see that

‖u‖2ε,T ≤ 2‖ḡu‖2ε,T + 2‖w‖2ε,T ≤ C1C
4
zT

1/2 + C2

with constants C1, C2 that can be chosen independent of ε and T . By choosing Cz suffi-

ciently large and T sufficiently small, we obtain ‖u‖ε,T ≤ Cz. Moreover, by construction

we know that u ∈ C1([0, T ];L2(Q)) and it satisfies the required initial and boundary

conditions. Hence Φ is a self-mapping on ST for this choice of T and Cz.

Step 2. Let z1, z2 ∈ ST be given and (u1, c̄1), (u2, c̄2) be the corresponding solutions of

the system (12)–(13) with the required initial and boundary conditions. Then the two

functions d̄ = c̄1 − c̄2 and w = u1 − u2 satisfy (14) and (16) with f̄ = γ(z̄1 − z̄2), f̄1 =

α(∂xc̄1z̄1 − ∂xc̄2z̄2), and f̄2 = 0, and with homogeneous initial and boundary conditions.

From the estimates of Proposition 4 and the continuous embeddings of H1(X ) → L∞(X )

and L∞(0, T ) → L4(0, T ), we see that

‖∂xd̄‖L4(0,T ;L∞(X )) ≤ C‖z1 − z2‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Q))

‖∂txd̄‖L4(0,T ;L∞(X )) ≤ C‖∂tz1 − ∂tz2‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Q))

with a uniform constant C independent of ε and T . Using the a-priori bounds on solutions

of the linearized equations obtained so far, we can then further estimate

‖f̄1‖2L2(L2) ≤ 2α2(‖∂xc̄1 − ∂xc̄2‖2L4(L∞)‖z̄1‖2L4(L2) + ‖∂xc̄2‖2L4(L∞)‖z̄1 − z̄2‖2L4(L2))

≤ CT 1/2‖z̄1 − z̄2‖2L∞(0,T ;L2),

and in a similar manner, we obtain

‖∂tf̄1‖2L2(L2) ≤ 4α2(‖∂tx(c̄1 − c̄2)‖2L4(L∞)‖z1‖2L4(L2) + ‖∂xc̄2‖2L4(L∞)‖∂t(z1 − z2)‖2L4(L2)

+ ‖∂txc̄2‖2L4(L∞)‖z1 − z2‖2L4(L2) + ‖∂x(c̄1 − c̄2)‖2L4(L∞)‖∂tz1‖2L4(L2))

≤ CT 1/2(‖∂t(z1 − z2)‖L∞(L2) + ε−2‖z1 − z2‖2L∞(L2)).

By combination of the estimates derived in the proof of Proposition 7, we thus obtain

‖u1 − u2‖2ε,T ≤ CeTT 1/2‖z1 − z2‖2ε,T .

We note that C is again independent of ε and T . For T < min{1/(C2e2T
∗

), T ∗}, we further
see that L = CeTT 1/2 < 1. Hence Φ is a contraction on ST for this choice of T .
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Step 3. In summary, we have shown that Φ is a self-mapping and a contraction on ST

whenever Cz is chosen sufficiently large and T sufficiently small. For T > 0, the set ST is

nonempty and closed. The existence of a unique fixed-point u = Φ(u) in ST then follows

readily from Banach’s fixed-point theorem. In addition, any fixed point of Φ also is a

solution of (2)–(5), and vice versa. This yields existence of a unique solution on [0, T ].

3.5. A-priori bounds. By construction, (u, c̄) also is a solution of the linearized equa-

tions (12)–(13) with z = u and satisfying the required initial and boundary conditions.

The bounds in Theorem 2 then follow immediately form the ones of Proposition 4 and

Proposition 7. This concludes the proof of Theorem 2. �

4. Proof of Theorem 3, Part 1

We now show that solutions (uε, c̄ ε) of the kinetic chemotaxis model (2)–(5) converge

in an appropriate sense to the unique solution (ū0, c̄ 0) of the Keller-Segel system (6)–(10).

We will use 〈a, b〉S =
∫

S a b ds to denote various L2-scalar products arising in our analysis.

4.1. Keller-Segel system. Let us begin with summarizing some properties about solu-

tions to the limit system which are required later on. By weak solution, we mean a pair

of functions (ū0, c̄ 0) such that

ū0 ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(X )) ∩H1(0, T ;H−1(X )) (23)

c̄ 0 ∈ L2(0, T ;H2(X )) ∩H1(0, T ;L2(X )), (24)

which satisfies (7) pointwise a.e., (9)–(10) in a trace sense and (6) in a weak sense, i.e.,

〈∂tū0, φ̄〉X + 〈µ̄∂xū0 − χ̄∂xc̄
0ū0, ∂xφ̄〉X = 0 (25)

for all φ̄ ∈ H1
0 (X ) and for a.a. t ∈ (0, T ). Let us note that the solution components ū0,

c̄ 0 here depend on time, while the test function is independent of time.

Proposition 8. Let Assumption 1 be valid. Then (6)–(10) has a unique weak solution.

If, in addition, σ ∈W 1,∞(X ), then µ̄, χ̄ ∈W 1,∞(X ) and

ū0 ∈ H1(0, T ;H1(X )) ∩ L∞(0, T ;H2(X )).

Proof. Existence of a unique local weak solution ū0 ∈ L2(0, T ∗;H1(X ))∩H1(0, T ∗;H−1(X ))

and c̄ 0 ∈ L2(0, T ∗;H2(X )) ∩ H1(0, T ∗;L2(X )) up to some time T ∗ > 0 depending only

on the problem data has been proven in [25]. Further note that the regularity of σ car-

ries over to µ̄, χ̄ immediately. The additional regularity of the solution is established by

bootstrapping. For completeness, let us briefly sketch the main arguments: Interpolation

estimates [44, Lemma 7.8] provide ū0 ∈ L4(L4). Maximal regularity [20] for (7) then yields

c̄ 0 ∈ L4(W 2,4) ∩W 1,4(L4), and hence c̄ 0 ∈ C([0, T ];W 3/2,4(X )) using interpolation [3,

Thm. III.4.10.2]. By embedding [19, Thm. 8.2], we then obtain c̄ 0, ∂xc̄
0 ∈ L∞(L∞).

From this and previous bounds, we thus conclude that ∂x(χ̄∂xc̄
0ū0) ∈ L2(L2). Standard

parabolic theory then shows u ∈ L2(H2) ∩H1(L2); see e.g. [27, Thm. 7.1.5].

Now let c̄′ := ∂tc̄
0 and ū′ = ∂tū

0 denote the time derivatives of the two solution

components. Then by formally differentiating (7) in time, we see that

∂tc̄
′ −D∂xxc̄

′ + βc̄′ = γū′
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with source term γū′ ∈ L2(L2), initial data c̄′(0) = D∂xxc̄0 − βc̄0 + γū0 ∈ H2(X ) and

boundary data c̄′ = ∂tḡc ∈ W 1,∞(0, T ;R2). From [27, Thm. 7.1.5] we conclude that

c̄′ ∈ L2(H2) ∩H1(L2). Differentiation of (6) further yields

∂tū
′ − ∂x(µ̄∂xū

′ − χ̄∂xc̄
0ū′) = f̄ in X × (0, T )

with f̄ = −∂x(χ̄∂txc̄ 0ū0). From the previous estimates, we infer that f̄ ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(X )).

By formally differentiating (9) and using (6), we obtain

ū′ = ḡ′u on ∂X × (0, T ) and ū′(0) = ū′0 on X ,
with data ḡ′u = ∂tḡu ∈ W 1,∞(0, T ;R2) and ū′0 = ∂x(µ̄∂xū0 − χ̄∂xc̄0ū0) ∈ L2(X ). By

parabolic regularity, we thus conclude that ū′ ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(X ))∩L∞(0, T ;L2(X )), which

yields ū0 ∈ H1(0, T ;H1(X )) and ∂tū
0 ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(X )). From equation (6) and the

regularity of µ̄, we finally obtain ∂xxū
0 ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(X )). �

Remark 9. For the first component, the above notion of a weak solution is equivalent to

requiring ū0 ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(X )) ∩ L∞(0, T ;L2(X )) and validity of the variational identity

−〈ū0, ∂tψ̃〉XT
+ 〈µ̄∂xū0 − χ̄∂xc̄

0ū0, ∂xψ̃〉XT
= 〈ū0, ψ̃(0)〉X (26)

for all ψ̃ ∈ C∞([0, T ];H1
0 (X )) with ψ̃(T ) = 0; see [44] for instance. We will make implicit

use of this equivalent definition of a weak solution later on in our proofs.

4.2. Convergent subsequences. Due to the uniform bounds provided in Theorem 2,

we can extract a sequence (uε, c̄ ε) of solutions which converges to an appropriate limit.

Proposition 10. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2, there exist functions

ū0 ∈ L∞(0, T ;H1(X )) and c̄ 0 ∈ L2(0, T ;H2(X )) ∩H1(0, T ;L2(X ))

and a sequence (uε, c̄ ε)ε>0 of solutions to (2)–(5) such that with ε→ 0 one has

uε ⇀ ū0 weakly in L2(0, T ;L2(Q))

v∂xu
ε ⇀ v∂xū

0 weakly in L2(0, T ;L2(Q))

c̄ ε ⇀ c̄ 0 weakly in L2(0, T ;H2(X )) ∩H1(0, T ;L2(X ))

c̄ ε → c̄ 0 strongly in L2(0, T ;H1(X )).

Moreover, the limit function c̄ 0 satisfies the initial and boundary conditions stated in (10).

Proof. The assertions about c̄ ε and c̄ 0 follow immediately from the estimates of Theorem 2,

the Banach-Alaoglou Theorem [17], the Aubin-Lions compactness lemma [44, Lemma 7.7],

and the continuity of the trace operators in space and time. By the uniform bounds for uε,

we further obtain a subsequence uε and a limit u0 ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Q)) such that uε ⇀ u0

and v∂xu
ε ⇀ v∂xu

0 weakly in L2(0, T ;L2(Q)). From the weak lower-semicontinuity of

norms and the estimates of Theorem 2, we further deduce that

‖u0 − ū0‖L2(0,T ;L2(Q)) ≤ lim inf
ε→0

‖uε − ūε‖L2(0,T ;L2(Q)) = 0,

which implies u0 = ū0 ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(X )). By uniqueness of the weak limit, we further see

that v∂xu
0 = v∂xū

0 ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(Q)) which implies u0 = ū0 ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(X )). �

As part of our analysis in the next subsection, we will show that the limit ū0 also has

a weak time derivative and satisfies the initial and boundary conditions (9).
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4.3. Further properties of the limiting functions. To conclude the proof of the

first part of Theorem 3, we need to show that the limit functions (ū0, c̄ 0) provided by

Proposition 10 are indeed a weak solution to the Keller-Segel system (6)–(10).

Step 1. From the linearity of the equations (3) and (7), and the assertions of Proposi-

tion 10, we can immediately deduce that (ū0, c̄ 0) satisfies (7) and (10).

Step 2. For the analysis of the kinetic equation, we need the following auxiliary result.

Let ψ̃ ∈ C∞([0, T ];H1
0 (X )) with ψ̃(T ) = 0 be given. Then, from (2) and (4),

〈v∂xuε, σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT
= 〈εuε, σ−1v∂txψ̃〉QT

+ 〈αv∂x c̄ εūε − ε−1σ(uε − ūε), σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT
.

For abbreviation we use the notation QT = Q×(0, T ) and XT = X×(0, T ) in the following.

By the uniform bounds for uε, we see that 〈εuε, σ−1v∂txψ̃〉QT
→ 0 with ε → 0. The first

part in the last integral can be split into

〈αv∂xc̄ εūε, σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT
= 〈αv∂x c̄ 0ūε, σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT

+ 〈αv∂x(c̄ ε − c̄ 0)ūε, σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT
.

The first term on the right hand side converges to 〈αv∂xc̄ 0ū0, σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT
. Since c̄ ε → c̄ 0

strongly in L2(0, T ;H1(X )), the last term converges to zero with ε→ 0. For the remaining

term in the identity above, we use (1) and (2) to obtain that

−〈ε−1σ(uε − ūε), σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT
= −〈ε−1uε, v∂xψ̃〉QT

= 〈ε−1v∂xu
ε, ψ̃〉QT

= −〈∂tuε, ψ̃〉QT
− 〈ε−2σ(uε − ūε), ψ̃〉QT

+ 〈ε−1αv∂xc̄
εūε, ψ̃〉QT

= 〈uε, ∂tψ̃〉QT
+ 〈uε(0), ψ̃(0)〉Q.

By combination of these results and those of Proposition 10, we conclude that

〈v∂xū0, σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT
= lim

ε→0
〈v∂xuε, σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT

= 〈αv∂x c̄ 0ū0, σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT
+ 〈ū0, ∂tψ̃〉QT

+ 〈ū0, ψ̃(0)〉Q.

Step 3. By definition of χ̄ and µ̄, the previous results, further yield that

2〈µ̄∂xū0, ∂xψ̃〉XT
= 〈v∂xū0, σ−1v∂xψ̃〉QT

= 2〈χ̄∂xc̄ 0ū0, ∂xψ̃〉XT
+ 2〈ū0, ∂tψ̃〉XT

+ 2〈ū0, ψ̃(0)〉X .

This shows that the limit (ū0, c̄ 0) provided by Proposition 10 satisfies (26). In particular,

〈∂tū0, ψ̃〉XT
= −〈µ̄∂xū0 − χ̄∂xc̄

0ū0, ∂xψ̃〉XT

for all ψ̃ ∈ C∞
0 ((0, T );H1

0 (X )). From the regularity of ū0 and c̄ 0, we infer that

µ̄∂xū
0 − χ̄∂xc̄

0ū0 ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(X )).

This shows that ū0 has a weak time derivative ∂tū
0 ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(X )) and that the

variational identity (25) holds for a.a. t ∈ (0, T ).
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Step 4. By combination of (25) and (26), we can immediately see that ū0(0) = ū0. Now

let tr : u 7→ u|Γ denote the trace operator for u ∈ U = {v ∈ L2(Q) : v∂xu ∈ L2(Q)}. By

use of the integation-by-parts formula (1), we obtain

‖tru‖2L2(Γ;|v|dΓ) =

∫

Γ
|tr u|2|v| dΓ = 2

∫

Q
v∂xuu d(x, v) ≤ 2‖v∂xu‖L2(Q)‖u‖L2(Q). (27)

This shows that the trace operator tr : L2(0, T ;U) → L2(0, T ;L2(Γ; |v|dΓ)) is continuous

as a mapping between these spaces. By Proposition 10, we know that ūε ⇀ ū0 weakly

in L2(0, T ;U), and hence truε ⇀ tr ū0 weakly in L2(0, T ;L2(Γ; |v|dΓ)). Since truε =

ḡu on Γin × (0, T ), we infer that tr ū0 = ḡu on Γin × (0, T ), and since ū0 is independent of

v, we further conclude that ū0 = ḡu on ∂X × (0, T ) in a trace sense. In summary, we thus

have shown that ū0 satisfies the initial and boundary conditions (9), and hence (ū0, c̄ 0) is

a weak solution of (6)–(10).

Step 5. Since every sequence of solutions (uε, c̄ ε) to (2)–(5) for ε→ 0 has a subsequence

which converges weakly to a weak solution (ū0, c̄ 0) of (6)–(10) and since the weak solution

to this problem is unique, we obtain weak convergence with ε→ 0 for any sequence (uε, c̄ ε)

of solutions. This concludes the first part of the proof of Theorem 3.

5. Proof of Theorem 3, Part 2

In this section, we establish the quantitative convergence rates announced in Theorem 3.

Following standard arguments [18, 24], we decompose

uε = ū0 + εvū1 + φε with ū1 = −σ−1∂xū
0 + ασ−1∂xc̄

0ū0, (28)

c̄ ε = c̄ 0 + η̄ε. (29)

To conclude the proof of the theorem, we need to estimate ū1 and the two remainder terms

φε and η̄ε defined by the previous expressions. This will be done in the sequel.

Step 1. From the regularity of the limit solution (ū0, c̄ 0) provided by Proposition 8, we

deduce that ‖ū1‖L∞(0,T ;L∞(X )), ‖∂xū1‖L2(0,T ;L2(X )), and ‖∂tū1‖L2(0,T ;L2(X )) are uniformly

bounded. In addition, we have

vū1 = 0, and consequently φ̄ε = ūε − ū0. (30)

As a consequence, some of the terms in the following investigations will vanish.

Step 2. Using the equations defining c̄ ε and c̄ 0, we see that η̄ε = c̄ ε − c̄ 0 satisfies

∂tη̄
ε −D∂xxη̄

ε + βη̄ε = γφ̄ε in X × (0, T ), (31)

together with homogeneous initial and boundary conditions. From standard a-priori es-

timates for parabolic equations [27], we thus obtain

‖η̄ε‖L∞(0,T ;L2(X )) ≤ ‖η̄ε‖L∞(0,T ;H1(X )) + ‖η̄ε‖L2(0,T ;H2(X )) ≤ C‖φε‖L2(0,T ;L2(Q)).

It therefore remains to establish the appropriate bounds for the second remainder φε.
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Step 3. From the equations defining uε, ū0, and ū1, we can see that φε solves

ε2∂tφ
ε + εv∂xφ

ε + σ(φε − φ̄ε) = εf ε in Q× (0, T ), (32)

φε = gε on Γin × (0, T ), (33)

φε(0) = φε0 on Q (34)

with f ε = αv∂xc̄
εūε − ε∂tū

0 − v∂xū
0 − ε2v∂tū

1 − εv2∂xū
1 − σvū1, gε = −εvū1, and initial

value φε0 = −εvū1(0). Following the arguments in [23], we split φε = φεf + φεg with φεf
solving the same system, but with homogeneous boundary conditions, and φεg satisfying

the equations with homogeneous right hand side and homogeneous initial conditions.

Step 3a. As a preliminary result, we establish Lp bounds for φεg, elaborating explicitly

the dependence on ε. To do so, we multiply (32) with f ε = 0 by |φεg|p−2φεg, which yields

ε2 1p∂t|φ
ε
g|p + εv 1

p∂x|φ
ε
g|p = σ(φ̄εg − φεg)|φεg|p−2φεg.

Integration over Q× (0, t), application of the integration-by-parts formula (1), and of the

inhomogeneous boundary and homogeneous initial conditions for φεg yields

ε2

p ‖φεg(t)‖
p
Lp(Q) +

∫ t

0

∫

Γout

ε
p |v||φεg|p dΓ ds (35)

=

∫ t

0

∫

Γin

ε
p |v||εvū

1|p dΓ ds+

∫ t

0

∫

Q
σ(φ̄εg − φεg)|φεg|p−2φεg d(x, v) ds.

By Hölder’s inequality, we see that
∫

V
ū|u|p−2u dv ≤

(
∫

V
|ū|p dv

)1/p(∫

V
(|u|p−1)

p
p−1 dv

)(p−1)/p

for any u ∈ Lp(V), and Jensen’s inequality further yields
(∫

V |ū|p dv
)1/p ≤

(∫

V |u|p dv
)1/p

for any p ≥ 2. By combination of these estimates, we conclude that the last term in the

second line of (35) is non-positive. By simplification of the inequality, we thus obtain

‖φεg(t)‖Lp(Q) ≤ ε−1/p

(
∫ t

0

∫

Γin

|v|2|εū1|p dΓ ds

)1/p

≤ Cε1−1/p.

For the last step, we used the uniform boundedness of ū1. By letting p→ ∞, we obtain

‖φεg‖L∞(0,T ;L∞(Q)) = lim
p→∞

‖φεg‖L∞(0,T ;Lp(Q)) ≤ C ′ε. (36)

Since X is bounded, we further obtain ‖φεg‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Q)) ≤ C‖φεg‖L∞(0,T ;L∞(Q)) ≤ C ′′ε,

which is the desired bound for the first component of φε.

Step 3b. We start with having a closer look at the right hand side of (32). From the

definition of ū1, we see that σū1 = α∂xc̄
0ū0 − ∂xū

0. Further using (7), we can rewrite

f ε = αv(∂x c̄
εūε − ∂xc̄

0ū0)− ε2v∂tū
1 − ε[v2∂xū

1 + ∂x(µ̄∂xū
0 − χ̄∂xc̄

0ū0)]. (37)

Using the formulas defining µ̄, χ̄, and ū1, we see that
∫

V
v2∂xū

1 + ∂x(µ̄∂xū
0 − χ̄∂xc̄

0ū0) dv = 0,
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and hence f̄ ε = 0. Let us note that the function f ε can be treated like the term vf̄1 in

the system (16)–(17). From the energy estimate (21), we may thus conclude that

‖φεf‖2L∞(0,t;L2(Q)) ≤ et(‖φεf (0)‖2L2(Q) + ‖f ε‖2L2(0,t;L2(Q)))

for any 0 ≤ t ≤ T . From the bounds for ū1, we obtain ‖φεf (0)‖2L2(Q) ≤ C0ε
2. The right

hand side (37) may be split into f ε = f ε0 + εf ε1 + ε2f ε2 . From the bounds for ū0 and ū1,

we immediately obtain that ‖εf ε1 + ε2f ε2‖L2(0,T ;L2(Q)) ≤ Cε. Using Hölder and triangle

inequalities, the remaining term can be estimated as follows

‖f ε0‖L2(L2) ≤ α‖∂xc̄ εūε − ∂xc̄
0ū0‖L2(L2)

≤ α(‖∂xc̄ ε − ∂xc̄
0‖L2(L∞)‖ūε‖L∞(L2) + ‖∂xc̄ 0‖L∞(L∞)‖ūε − ū0‖L2(L2)).

By previous a-priori estimates, we can bound ‖ūε‖L∞(L2) ≤ C and ‖∂xc̄ 0‖L∞(L∞) ≤ C.

Using the equation defining η̄ε = c̄ ε− c̄ 0, the definition of φε, and the left identity of (30),

we see that the two terms involving differences can be further bounded by

‖∂xc̄ ε − ∂xc̄
0‖2L2(L∞) + ‖ūε − ū0‖2L2(L2) ≤ C2‖φε‖2L2(L2) ≤ C3(‖φεf‖2L2(L2) + ε2).

In the last step, we used the bound for ‖φεg‖2L2(L2) from before. In summary, we thus get

‖f ε‖2L2(0,t;L2(Q)) ≤ C1‖φεf‖2L2(0,t;L2(Q)) + C2ε
2.

Inserting this into the energy estimate for φεf and applying a Grönwall inequality then

leads to the uniform bound ‖φεf‖2L∞(0,T ;L2(Q)) ≤ C ′
2ε

2.

Step 3c. By combination of the previous estimates, we see that

‖φε‖L∞(L2) ≤ ‖φεf‖L∞(L2) + ‖φεg‖L∞(L2) ≤ Cε.

From the definition of φε and the uniform bounds for ū1, we then get

‖uε − ū0‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Q)) ≤ ε‖vū1‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Q)) + ‖φε‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Q)) ≤ Cε.

From the arguments of Step 2, we conclude that ‖c̄ ε− c̄ 0‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Q)) ≤ Cε as well, which

proves the convergence rates stated in Theorem 3. �

6. Discussion

We established well-posedness of a kinetic chemotaxis model in slab geometry and

convergence to a drift-diffusion system of Keller-Segel type in the asymptotic limit. The

results are valid on a finite time interval [0, T ] with T > 0 depending on the problem data.

From the global well-posedness of the limit problem in one space dimension, one would

expect that the results should be valid for T = ∞. A different analysis would, however, be

required, probably involving the positivity of solutions and uniform bounds in L1; compare

with the proofs in [25] for the corresponding limit problem. Another way to obtain global-

in-time results is to replace the nonlinear coupling term in (2) by εαvΨ(∂xc̄
ε)ūε for a

suitable bounded function Ψ, which acts as flux limiting. Our results can be generalized

to this case. Such models were recently introduced to avoid nonphysical blow-up behavior

and were shown to attain global solutions [41]; also see [13, 7] for the related analysis of

the flux-limited Keller-Segel model in multiple space dimensions.
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Let us note that our results can be extended quite naturally to related chemotaxis

models on networks which were introduced as mathematical models for dermal wound

healing [12] or the growth of slime molds [10]. The fact that the velocity space V = (−1, 1)

involves a whole interval here means that agents can actually move at different speeds.

Such systems have been studied numerically in [11]. The asymptotic analysis for somewhat

simplified coupling conditions has been derived [42], and corresponding results for the

limiting Keller-Segel model on networks were obtained in [10, 25].

Possible topics for future research include the extension of our results to more complex

interaction mechanisms, involving multiple species, different chemo-attractants, or more

complex coupling mechanisms; see [9, 26, 43] for some recent work in this direction. The

design of asymptotic preserving numerical schemes for chemotaxis in slab geometry and

related models on networks, in a similar spirit to [29, 36, 14], would be a topic for future

research.
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[42] N. Philippi. Asymptotic analysis and numerical approximation of some partial differential equations

on networks. PhD thesis, TU Darmstadt, 2023.



17

[43] G. Ren and B. Liu. Global existence and asymptotic behavior in a two-species chemotaxis system

with logistic source. J. Diff. Equat., 269:1484–1520, 2020.
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