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L ocality and stability of the cascades of two-dimensional turbulence

Eleftherios Gkioulek&
Department of Mathematics, University of Texas-Pan AmaericEdinburg, TX, United States

We investigate and clarify the notion of locality as it partato the cascades of two-dimensional turbulence.
The mathematical framework underlying our analysis is tifi@ite system of balance equations that govern the
generalized unfused structure functions, first introdunetvov and Procaccia. As a point of departure we use
a revised version of the system of hypotheses that was pedpgmsFrisch for three-dimensional turbulence. We
show that both the enstrophy cascade and the inverse eresggde are local in the sense of non-perturbative
statistical locality. We also investigate the stabilityndd@ions for both cascades. We have shown that statisti-
cal stability with respect to forcing applies unconditipdor the inverse energy cascade. For the enstrophy
cascade, statistical stability requires large-scalepfiion and a vanishing downscale energy dissipation. A
careful discussion of the subtle notion of locality is giarihe end of the paper.

PACS numbers: 47.27.Ak, 47.27.eb,47.27.ef,47.27.Gs
Keywords: two-dimensional turbulence, fusion rules, lisgaenstrophy cascade, inverse energy cascade

I. INTRODUCTION a dissipation sink at large scales is necessary for a sdatess
simulation of the enstrophy cascadel[1L9, 20, 21]. Nonethe-
The physical notion of locality goes back to the €SS, we donothave a good graspeythe presence of such
Kolmogorov-Batchelor ided [1] 2] 3] of an eddy cascade in? dissipation sink |suff|C|en_t A recent theory by Falkov_lch _
three-dimensional turbulence where most of the energy i&nd Lepede@ﬂB] predicts the scaling of the logarithmic
passed on from large eddies to smaller eddies by cascadif@'Tections to the energy spectrum as well as the higher orde
through the intermediate scales. The dimensional anadysis Structure functions of the vorticity for the enstrophy Gte.
gument behind the theory of two-dimensional turbulence proOWever, locality, and the existence of the enstrophy wsca

posed by Kraichnaf [4] , Leith|[5] and Batchelbr [6] (KLB) is itself are assumpti_ons_ that are being entered.into they_zheor
based in part on the conjecture that a similar physical princ The relevant question is to understand theoretically tmelizo

ple governs the upscale transfer of energy and the downscailons needed for the existence of the enstrophy cascade.
transfer of enstrophy. In spite of the importance of the epac ~ Ironically, the inverse energy cascade presents with am eve
of locality to the foundations of the theory of hydrodynamic more confusing situation. From a theoretical standpoiret on
turbulence, there is no consensus on how to handle the coMould not expect the inverse energy cascade to be anything
cept rigorously. The need for a more rigorous understandingut local. From the standpoint of numerical simulationsr¢h
of locality becomes more pressing in light of some paradoxi@re many positive reports of the predictec®/* energy spec-
cal aspects of the theory of two-dimensional turbulencetvhi  trum [24,25[ 26|, 27, 28, 29]. The most convincing simulation
will be briefly reviewed below. Because quasi-geostrophicof the inverse energy cascade has been reported in the paper
models of geophysical flow5l[7, 8,19, 10] 11] relevant both tody Boffettaet al[29], where in addition to thé~>/% predic-
meteorok)gy and Oceonography' and two-dimensional modjon, the3/2 law has also been confirmed. On the other hand,
els of magnetically confined plasma turbulerice [12,[18, 14fhe locality of the inverse energy cascade has been chaffeng
have a similar mathematical structure with two-dimensionaOn the grounds of numerical simulations giving conflictieg r
turbulence, we cannot simply disregard the paradoxes of twosults [30/31[ 32, 33]. The current understanding is that un-
dimensional turbulence as irrelevant on the grounds that it der certain conditions there are coherent structures foat-s
a fictitious fluid. taneously form while the inverse energy cascade converges
For example, recent numerical simulations [15,[16/ 157, 18}0 stgtionarity. Appare_ntly, the inverse energy_cgscqsla a
have validated the KLB predictioh—3 for the energy spec- Physical process, continues to take place but it is hidden by
trum of the downscale enstrophy cascade. It remains uncledh€ coherent structures which give the dominant contidiouti
however, whether the enstrophy cascade is a local cascade §rthe energy spectrum. Removing the coherent structures ar
nonlocal cascade. One side of the argument is that it canndficially by postprocesm%smulan_on data recoversithe’®
be a local cascade because the slope of the energy spectrunfRETGY spectruni [30. B2.134]. This aspect of the inverse en-
too steep. On the other hand, if it is not a local cascade, the@dy cascade is not well understood. Furthermore, this phe-
one has to explain why the prediction of dimensional analysi "omenon of the spontaneous generation of coherent stesctur
agrees with numerical simulations. Furthermore, it is wort IS Of considerable interest to oceonographers.
remembering that prior to the groundbreaking paper by Lind- In both cases reviewed above the issue at hand is the break-
borg and Alvelius|[1 ], every attempt to simulate an enstro-down of locality. The theoretical challenge is to underdtan
phy cascade failed. It is now understood that the presence &¥ow and why it happens. It should be noted that recent theo-
retical work {ﬂﬁgﬁﬂﬂmEEM] that expands on
the KLB theory takes locality as well as the existence of the
enstrophy cascade and the inverse energy cascade as assump-
*Electronic addres$: gkioulekase@utpaledu tions. As a result, although various aspects of these cascad
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have been explained, the more fundamental question of thigy. The sweeping terni,, and the dissipation terf,, F}, can
conditions needed for the existence of the cascades remaiatso destroy locality under certain conditions. A preliariy
elusive. discussion of the sweeping terfp was given in a previous pa-

In the present paper we analyze the locality of the cascadezer [47], and the dissipation term will be discussed in arkitu
of two-dimensional turbulence by adapting and enezin publication. Finally, it is also possible to lose localibyough
the non-perturbative theory of L'vogt al. violation of the fusion rules. In that case, the te@mF,, 1
145,[46]. The mathematical framework is an infinite system ofitself would not be local. In the present paper we will show
equations that govern the generalized unfused structae fu that the UV locality of the tern®,, F, 11 is very robust, even
tions, the so-calledalance equations We also employ a under violation of the fusion rules. However the same cannot
scaling assumption, thieision rules which we conjecture to  be said for the IR locality. Our viewpoint then is to consider
be valid in the enstrophy cascade and the inverse energy caést the problems that can arise in the favorable case where
cade. The fusion rules govern the scaling of the generalizethe fusion rules are valid, before examining the validitytaf
structure functions when a subgroup of coordinates of velocfusion rules themselves in more depth.

ity differences approach each other. In previous work[89, 4 The argument of the present paper supports the conjecture
we used the balance equations to predict a linear superposif strong universality[[48] for the direct energy cascade of
tion principle between the downscale enstrophy cascade anflree-dimensional turbulence and the inverse energy dasca
the hidden downscale energy cascade which exists for finitgf two-dimensional turbulence. However, it definitely mile
Reynolds number. In that argument we did not use the fusiogut strong universality for the downscale enstrophy cascad
rules but we did assume the existence of the cascades. In t%cause the argument relies on the hypothesis that thenfusio
present paper we will consider more carefully the implmasi  ryles hold for the downscale enstrophy cascade and the in-
of the fusion rules on the existence question. verse energy cascade, it is not completely rigorous. On the
The phySical intuition behind our argument is as fO”OWS.other hand’ the hypothesis can be investigated by numeri-
Let F;, be the generalized structure function andclebe its  cal simulation. Thep = 2 fusion rule, which is the es-
scaling exponent. These structure functions satisfy @Byst sential one with respect to the locality argument, has been

of equations of the form proven [49] 50, 51, 52] for the direct energy cascade of three
dimensional turbulence, and there is further support beexp
OnFrir + In = Dk + Qn. (D) iments [58 54, 55, 56, 57, 58]. For the related problem of the

Here,O,,F,,,1 is the nonlinear term that includes the effectsPaSSIVe Sdcﬁlam?]' tge fusmnf_rulesdhave been Fﬁ’l[%jhroézal
of pressure and advectiod, is a term associated with the P ] and have also been confirmed experimenta , 62].
sweeping interaction),, is the forcing term, an®,, is the The problem of two-dimensional turbulence is similar erfoug

dissipation operator. From the fusion rules it can be showr? Poth problems to make the hypothesis plausible.
that the integrals ir,,F,,.1 are local under the following ~ From a more philosophical point of view, one can say that
conditions: for the downscale cascade UV locality requireghe scaling relations implied by the fusion rules are in fact
¢, > 0 and IR locality require€, 11 < (s + (n_q; forthe @ generalized definition of the physical concept of a “cas-
upscale cascade UV locality requirgs— ¢,_» > 0 and IR cade”. As has been pointed out previously [43], from a phys-
locality requires¢,+1 > (2 + (1. These conditions can ical standpoint, the fusion rules mean that the large seates
be shown to be satisfied by the Holder inequalities. It fuio  correlated with the small scales in a very particular waynehe
that the interactions represented(b{yFn+1 are local and also the Self-Similarity characteristics of the flow at the snsakles
self-similar with scaling exponeit, ;1 — 1. “forget” the ongoing physical processes at the large scales
The implication of this argument is that the nonlinear inter (and vice versa for the inverse cascade) which leads tounive
actions accounted for by the tetén, F,,,; are local both for sal scaling. The present argument then establishes theseons
the enstrophy cascade and for the inverse energy cascade. TEENCy between locality and the scale correlations needed fo
notion of locality is called statistical non-perturbatioeality ~ universality. The conditions needed for this consisterrey a
[43]. However, non-locality, in a different stronger sensen ~ hecessary conditions for the existence of the cascades them
arise from the forcing terng),,. Although we may demand Selves.
that the forcing spectrum be confined to a narrow interval of The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the
length scales, it doasot follow that the forcing ternt,, will generalized balance equations of the generalized unfused c
force the balance equations only at those length scalesh&or relation tensors, the emphasis being on distinguishing the
case of gaussian forcing, we show that the scaling expoiient sweeping interactions from the local interactions. Sec8o
Qn IS qn = (n—2+g2 With g2 = 2 for the downscale enstrophy introduces and motivates our revisions of the Frisch frame-
cascade ang, < 0 for the inverse energy cascade. It follows work of hypotheses as the first step towards a theory of
that to have true locality we need, — (¢,+1 — 1) > 0in  two-dimensional turbulence. The main idea is replacing the
the downscale enstrophy cascade ané- (¢, +1 — 1) < 0in anomalous sink hypothesis with a universality hypothesis,
the upscale energy cascade. These conditions are needed ¥anich implies the fusion rules hypothesis. In section 4, we
the statistical stabilityof the cascades with respect to forcing extend and generalize the locality proof of L'vov and Precac
perturbations. cia [43] to the cascades of two-dimensional turbulence. In
It should be noted that nonlocality via the forcing tefim section 5, we then turn to the question of cascade stability,
is only one of a number of possible scenarios for losing localwith respect to random gaussian forcing. We find that the



inverse energy cascade is stable, but that the enstrophy caB,s(x) as

cade is only borderline stable, with stability improvingthe

downscale energy flux is taken to zero. Section 6 discusses P va(x) = /d Poalx — v 6
various subtleties that arise from our investigation reiey a8v3 () yFas( ¥)vs(y) ©

the concept of locality. Some technical matters are reéehat _ [ avp 7
to the appendices. = [ dyPas(y)vs(x =) )

For two-dimensional turbulend@, s (x) is given by

Pap(x) = dapd(x) = o~

II. THE GENERALIZED BALANCE EQUATIONS 1
2m [

dap 2xa175} ' ®)

We now begin by reviewing the theory of the generalized
balance equations. These equations were first derived by The scalar vorticity( is given by¢ = e,30,up With eqg
L'vov and Procaccia [43] and they are the foundation of prethe Levi-Civita tensor in two dimensions. From the incom-
vious work [39] 4D, 47] as well as this paper. The two featuregressibility conditiord, u, = 0 it follows that there is a func-
of the balance equations that we would like to stress in tis p tion ¢, called the streamfunction, such that = c,3095¢.
per are the separation of the interaction terminto locara- ~ Using the identity=,se3, = d,~ ONe then shows that =
tions and sweeping interactions, and the fact that therigrci €oses,90¢ = V?¢ from which we gety = V3¢ and
term can be written in closed form for the case of Gaussianta = 93V 2.
forcing. We also derive the balance equations that govern th  The vorticity equation is obtained by differentiatiggvith

generalized structure functions of the vorticity. respect to time and employing the Navier-Stokes equations:
0
B I, =DC 4y, ©

A. Preliminaries
whereJ (1, ¢) is the Jacobian defined as

The governing equations of two-dimensional turbulence J(A, B) = £03(05A)(0aB), (10)
are:
5 andg = e,80,f3 is the forcing term. The nonlinear term
Gl + updptia = —Dap + Diig + fu, ) = J(¢,¢) has been obtained by employing the following
ot argument
Oatq = 0, (3)
J = Ealgaagjﬁryag(u,yw;) = Ealgaa [uvavulg] (11)
wheref,, is the forcing term, ant is the dissipation operator = Uy 04 ¢ + (£0p0at) (Dyup) (12)
given by = uy0,C = J (1, ), (13)
D = (—1)" Ty V2" + (=1)"H gy —2m, (4)  The term(e,p0,u-)(d,us) represents vortex stretching, but

in two dimensions it can be shown that
Here the integers andm describe the order of the dissipation
mechanisms, and the numerical coefficientsand 3 are the (eapOatiy)(0yug) =0, (14)
corresponding viscositied is the overall dissipation opera-
tor. The case: = 1 corresponds to standard molecular vis-
cosity. The termf,, represents stochastic forcing that injects
energy into the system at a range of length scales in the heigh
borhood of the integral length scalg. The term3V 2",
describes a dissipation mechanism that operates on lagge-s ) ) _ _ )
motions. The operatd? —2™ represents applying the inverse To \write equations concisely, we mtr_qduce the following
LaplacianV—2 repeatedlyn times. In Fourier space this op- notation to represent aggregates of position vectors
erator is diagonalized, and its definition may thereforexoe e

by direct substitution of the vector components.

B. Thebalanceequations

/
tended to fractional values for.. The same holds for the X =(xx), (15)
parameter. (X} ={X1,Xa,..., X}, (16)
To eliminate pressure we multiply both sides of the Navier- {X}ﬁ =Xy, X1, Xig 1, X0 ) (17)
Stokes equation with the operat®rs = dap — 0,05V 2
and we employP,gus = ug and®P, 303 = 0 to obtain We use the notatiofX },, + Ax as a shorthand to represent
shifting all the constituent vectors ¢X},, by the same dis-
g placemeniAx. Similarly, \{X},, represents taking the scalar

ot + Papdy (upuy) = Dua + Pap fp. ) product of\ with every vector in{X},,. Finally, the notation
[{X}|| ~ R means that all point to point distances in the ge-
The operatorP,s can be expressed in terms of a kernelometry of velocity difference$X},, have the same order of
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magnitudeR. And, the notationj|{X}, | < [[{Y}.| means The generalized balance equations can be derived by dif-
that all the point to point distances {f¥'},, are much larger ferentiatingF;, with respect ta and substituting the Navier-

than all the point to point distances{iX},,. Stokes equations (see apperififor details). This yields the
Letw, (x,x’,t) be the Eulerian velocity differences equations
We (X, X', 1) = ua (X, 1) — un (X', t). (18) oF,
— + 0, Fhq1+ 1, =D, F + Q. (20)

. . . ot
The eulerian one-time fully unfused correlation tensoes ar

formed by multiplyingn velocity differencesw, (x,x’,t) HereD

evaluated a2 distinct points » 1S the differential operator representing dissipation,
n

given by

0= < LH o (3 “] > 0 SR v AT+ L @)
k=1

When all velocity differences share one point in common, tha
is x' = xo, we say that the correlatiafi, is partially fused andO,, is the linear integrodifferential operator such that

(OnFpi1)({x, X'}, 1) = /On({X}m {Yhr) Fnr1n({Y g, 1) d{Y bnga (22)
= Din({x,x'}n,t) = Dp({x, X'}, 1), (23)
k=1

whereDy,, is given by

1

Dz‘fla?“an ({X7 Xl}n’ - % Z / dyPak,@ Dl(:qlzfzmakilﬁman ({X, x/}m Y, t)? (24)
=1

With Dyni = Dinit + Drniz + Dikniz + Dinia, and

Dzéii'akflﬁak“ma"({xa x'}n,y,t) = aan+1,x/cFr?}r.l..%*lﬁakﬂmanﬂ({Xm}:f:lpXk -y, X'k -y, {Xon ekt 1, Xk — Y5 X1),

(25)
Dg;éé'akflﬂakJrl"'a” ({X7 Xl}na Y, t) = aom+1-,xk Fsi'l”akflﬂak+l"'an+l ({X’m}fnizlla XY, Xlk -y, {X’m}?n:k+1a XY, Xll)a
(26)
Dg;és'akflﬁo‘kJrl"'o‘n ({X7 X/}na Y, t) = aom+1 X'kFr?il ak—1fek g1 ant ({Xm}fn_:llv Xk Y, X/k -y, {Xm}:ln:k+17 X/k -y Xl)a
(27)
Dg;é;ak—lﬂakJrl---an ({X7 Xl}m Y, t) = aa”“,x/kng'i'akflﬂak+1-..an+1 ({Xm}:;:lp X — V. Xlk —y, {Xm}Zm:kJrh Xlk —y, Xll)-
(28)
The terml,, represents the sweeping interactions, and it is given by
n n
Iresan ({X, X/}m t) = Z(a’%xk + a’Y,X’k) <uv({xk7 xlk}m t) [H Wa, (X1, x', t)‘| > : (29)
k=1 =1

wherel., ({xx, x'% }n, t) is the generalized mean velocity: The term@,, represents the forcing teryfia, and it reads

n

ua({Z,Z/}n,t) = % Z(ua(zkvt) +u0¢(z/k7t))v (30) Qn({X}nat) = Zan({X}fL7Xk7t)’ (31)

k=1 k=1
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whereQ)y., reads Let 7,, be an abbreviation for the differential operator that
transformsF,, to V,, such that/,, = 7, F,,.
ozt (IX Y, 1Y) (32)
n—l The balance equations fdf, and be derived easily by ap-
= H Way, (X, 1) | 0p(Y, 1) (33)  plying the operatof,, on the balance equations fé},. The
resultis
with o, (X, t) = fa(x,t) — fa (X, 1).
[ ici oV,
C. Balanceequationsfor thevorticity e +T.0,T +1Vn+1 £, =DV, +Q,. (39)

A similar set of equations can be derived for the general-
ized structure functions of the vorticity. Letx, x’,t) be the
vorticity difference defined as
HereQ,, is the forcing term and,, is the sweeping term. The
q(x, ¥, t) = C(x, 1) = ((x', 1) (34) forcing term reads.
= Eap (aa,x + aa,x’)w,é’ (X, XI7 t)a (35)

and letV,,({X},,t) be the generalized structure function of
the vorticity defined as

n 9, ({X}nst) = 2": Qe ({ X1, X, 1), (40)
Va({ X, t) = < [H Q(kat)] > . (36) k=1
e

Qn ({X}F Y1) = <h]qu 1 Yt» (41)

It is easy to see that the vorticity generalized structurecfu
tions are related to the velocity generalized structuretions

by
Vo ({X}n, t) (37)
H Ear i (Oapr + O )IFRT P ({X i, ). To calculate the sweeping term we ulid)(to cancel the
k=1 vortex tilting contributions. With a little bit of algebraenfind
(38)  that

n

{X}m H Eaj 5] Ofywxj + ao‘j-,x’j)] (87-,?% + 8’Y=X’k) <u’v({xkv Xlk}nv t) [H wg, (le X/la t)‘| > (42)
j=1 k=1 =1

(8’%3% + 8’7»"%) <u7({xk7 Xlk}nv t) [H Q(le X/lv t)‘| > : (43)

=1

3

k=1

The trick is to apply the operatoes,; 5, (Oa, x; + Oa; x';) differential operator.
one by one onto the ensemble average in &3), Wwherein
n — 1 of thewg, factors are constant fgr+£ [ with respect to
x;,x'; , and use the identityn 5000, [ugu,| = u,0,( on the [1l. THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
wg,; andU, factors that are bothj,x dependent. Each ap-
plication of these operators effecuvely converts eaghfac-
tor into a corresponding(x;, x';, ) factor. The exact math-
ematical form of the ternd,,0,,7 +1Vn+1 is not required. It
is only sufficient to note that once it is shown that the expres

Both the K41 theory for three-dimensional turbulence, and
the KLB theory for two-dimensional turbulence are based on
a dimensional analysis argument. However, Frisch [6B, 64]

X . . has suggested that Kolmogorov’s second pager [2] leads to
sionO TnJer"Jrl = On F"+1. is local, ther.1 It ea§|ly fqllows the following more rigorous reformulation of the dimensabn
that the tern,0,,7,, 1, V;,+1 is also local sinc@, is alinear  analysis argument, based on the following three hypotheses
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(H1): At small scales and away from any boundaries, thecacciaet al. [41,(42,[48] 44 45, 46, 52] to two-dimensional

velocity field is incrementally homogeneous and incrementurbulence. We will now expand further on this idea on the

tally isotropic; (H2): Under the same conditions, the veloc remainder of the present paper.

ity field is self-similar at small scales, thereby posseassin

unigue scaling exponerit ; (H3): the turbulent flow has a

non-vanishing mean dissipation rate in the limit of infinite

Reynolds number (i.e., an anomalous energy sink). Then, one A. Revisionsto theFrisch framework

uses (H1) and (H3) to derive the 4/5 law which implies that

h'=1/3, and from (H2) the scaling for all structure functions e propose that the Frich framework of hypotheses should

and the energy spectrum is deduced. be revised as follows:

cowsisaie;i;ec;}t thpeagesgurrfgtsigﬁl? %ce?luaensg?rqgrdensgﬁtasler:fc;— First, we adopt Frisch’s (H1) to our formulation. We have
shown previously [47] that a stronger homogeneity hypdhes

mogeneity. The argument essentially is that it is not obwiou o o ) .
whether the nonlinearity of the Navier-Stokes equatiorls wi is needed to eliminate the sweeping interactions beforig-der

preserve incremental homogeneity unless the initial dadi ing the/5 law. Though we may circumvent this problem by

is globally homogeneous. In a previous pajiel [47] | have arpostulatmg that stronger assumption of homogeneity far ou

ued that incremental homoaeneity will be preserved in th framework, we believe that it is desirable to be able to estab
9 'mog y P! Nish the stronger hypothesis from first principles (seeisact
upscale and downscale inertial ranges only if the sweeping” o ¢ F47])
interactions, represented by thg term of the balance equa- ' )

tions, can be neglected in the inertial range. As | have empha S€condto allow for intermittency corrections, it is neces-
sized in that paper, this condition on theterm is necessary S&7y 10 relax the self-similarity hypothesis (H2). One pos-

for the very existence of an inertial range! Here we will sim- SIPility is the space-time self-similaritpssumption, used in
ply take it for granted in order to focus our attention on thet® €arly papers of the quasi-Lagrangian diagrammatic the-
other needed conditions. ory @@] It was shown later that this assumption is false
Within the Frisch framework, many theoretical approached€cause it axiomatically implies Kolmogorov scaling and fo
to three-dimensional turbulence that try to predict therint PidS intermittency corrections [44.168], thus leading teti-s
mittency corrections to the scaling exponents of the atrect nconsistenttheory. The successful proposapiace one-time
functions, can be interpreted as extensions of the Frisrsh self-similarity;, defined below, and we shall adopt it in this pa-
where the self-similarity assumption (H2) is weakened evhil P€"
the other two assumptions (H1) and (H3) are tolerated. Itis Third, following L'vov and Procaccid [41, 42, 3], we adopt
an easy exercise to reformulate the dimensional analysis a@nhypothesis of universalityits purpose is to replace the ad
gument of the KLB theory in a similar manner. However, ahoc assumption of anomalous sinks. The universality hypoth
theory a|0ng these lines would a|ready take for grantecb:he | esis itself claims that statistical Symmetries are recevert
cality and universality of the two cascades. Contrary to thdength scales away from the forcing range even when the en-
situation in three-dimensional turbulence, what we must unsemble is constrained by a symmetry-breaking condition at
derstandare the conditions needed to satisfy universality andscales closer to the forcing scale.
locality. In previous work/[39, 40] we have proposed that the Taking the ideas above into consideration, we postulate the
guestions of locality and universality can be probed mage ri following hypotheses for both the enstrophy and energy iner
orously by adapting the theoretical work of L'vov and Pro- tial ranges:

Hypothesis1: The velocity field is incrementally stationary, incremédigthomogeneous, and incrementally isotropic, defined
as

OF,({X}n,t)

o =0,Vt € R, (44)
Z(aak;xk + aamx’k)Fn({X}nv t) =0, (45)

k=1
Fo{X b, ) = Fy(ro + A{X}n — 10), 1), YA € SO(2). (46)

as long as the evaluatiodX},, {X}, + Ar, ro + A({X},, — ro), lie within an inertial range.
Hypothesis 2: The velocity field is self-similar in the sense that for ev@mluation{ X },, within an inertial range

e >0: F,(MX}n,t) = X Fy({ X, t), VA€ (1 —¢,1+¢). (47)

For the hypothesis of universality, we define the conditicoarelations

(I)n({X}n, {Y}mv {Wk};cnzlv t) = < [H Wayy, (ka t)‘| | W(ka X/ka t) = Wk)> ) (48)
k=1



and use them to formulate the additional hypothesis thdtenirtertial range, the conditional correlatiohs essentially honor
the same symmetries as the unconditional correlations the asymptotic limit wherg{Y },, || are situatedetweer|{X},||
and the forcing scalé,:

Hypothesis 3: Let {X},, and{Y},, represent the geometries of velocity differences andMet= W({Y } .., {wx}}",).
Then, if in the direct cascade they satigfyX },.| < [[{Y}n| < 4o, or alternatively if in the inverse cascade they satisfy
I{X3}nll > I{Y }mll > ¢, then the conditional correlation®,, preserve incremental stationarity, incremental homodggne
and incremental isotropy, with respect{&X},,, defined as

o0,

=, (49)
Z(aak-,xk + 8ak7x/k)¢n({x'}n’ {Y}mv {Wk};cnzla t) =0 (50)
k=1
(I)n({X}nv {Y}mv {Wk};cnzlv t) = (I)n(ro + ‘A({X}n - rO)v {Y}mv {Wk};cnzlvt)v VA € 50(2)7 (51)

and also self-similarity, with the same scaling exponeéptslefined as

Je > 0 DMK}y 1Y Yoy {W 371, 8) = Ay ({XK s Y Yoy {WiJ1,8), VA € (1 — 2,1 +€). (52)
I

Hypothesis 1 is essentially the first hypothesis in thenext section, are local (a consequence of the fusion arnes
Frisch formulation. Hypothesis 2 is tlgpace one-time self- the structure of the Navier-Stokes equations). In a fortico
similarity principle introduced by L'vov and Procaccia [43] ing paper, we will show that the fusion rules also govern the
in the context of three-dimensional turbulence. The sgalin location of the dissipation length scales and that, in deing
exponents),, represent the scaling structure of each inertialthey provide anomalous energy and enstrophy sinks!
range. If0 < (» < 2, then the energy spectrum follows a  Consider a geometry of velocity differencgX },, such that
power law given byF (k) ~ k~1¢2 [64]. If there is a loga- all point to point distances have order of magnitudeand
rithmic correction, then the result also holds fer= 2. Hy-  define
pothesis 3 states that the statistics of the velocity field at
certain scale still maintain the symmetries stated in hygot FP (r, R) = Fp(r{Xx }_1, R{Xk}ropir)- (53)
ses 1 and 2 even when a symmetry-violating constraint is im-
posed via a conditional average at scales closer to the ford-he function F® (r, R) reflects the case wherg veloc-
ing scale. The constituent statements of hypothesis 3sball ity differences have separations with order of magnitude
referred to asuniversal incremental homogeneity, universalandn — p velocity differences have separations with order
incremental isotropyanduniversal self-similarity Note that  of magnitudeR. The case of interest is when the evalua-
it is essentially a more careful reformulation of the assumption (r{Xy}7_;, R{Xy}}_, 1) is within the inertial range

tion of “weak universality” that was proposed previously by 3, C (R?)?* andr < R. The fusion rules give the scaling

Lvov and Procaccid [41, 43]. The underlying idea is that theproperties of? in terms of the following general form:
conditionw(xy, x'x, t) = wy, in the definition of the condi-

]tcional correlaftionsbn partition_s the ensemble of_aII possible Fép)()\l,r’ MoR) = /\inp/\gfg"PFr(lp) (r, R). (54)
orcing histories consistent with the overall forcing sjpem
and the stationarity assumption into subensembles defined [since £, is defined as the product of velocity differences we
the parameter§w. }; ;. Each choice o{Y },, represents a expect the limits\; — 0 andX» — 0 to converge. This
distinct partition of the entire ensemble into subensemble implies that¢,,, > 0 and¢, — &,, > 0. A concise state-
The assumption for the statistical behavior of the velocityment of the fusion rules hypothesis is that for the direct en-
field is that it remains invariant accross each subensenfble @trophy cascadg,, = ¢, , and for the inverse energy cascade
forcing histories for all subensemble partitiofi¥ },,, (with €np = Cn —Capforl < p < m—1. The casep = 1
[{X}nll < [{Y}m]| < £ if it is a downscale cascade or andp = n — 1 require some additional considerations, and
[{X}nll > [{Y}m|l > £ if itis an upscale cascade), and can be deduced, as it turns out, from fhe= 2 fusion rule
thus dependent only on the overall forcing spectrum. (see sectiofiVA). We will also consider the case of “regular”
violations to the fusion rules where the scaling expongérys
) ) satisfy0 < &, < (,, so that the exponents on and\, are
B. Thefusion ruleshypothesis both positive.
We will now briefly review the argument of L'vov and Pro-
The immediate consequence of the universality hypothesisaccia [43] that that the fusion rules hypothesis is an imme-
is the fusion rules, whose physical interpretation is tliféd diate consequence of the universality hypothesis. Let os co
ent length scales are correlated (a hint of the cascadegs)pce sider first the case of the direct enstrophy cascade. Foatee ¢
and that the governing interactions, as we shall show in the < p < n — 2 we will show that for|{X}, || < [[{Y }.| the
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fusion scaling is Let P({X}n,{wir}i_,) be the probability for the event

O oee w(xg, X', t) = wy. It follows that
Fn(/\{X}pa N{Y}n—p) = APt pFn({X}P’ {Y}n_i)%S)

Fu X} (Y }p) = [ [H w,
k=1

?(M{Y}n—pv {Wk}Z;f)q)p(/\{X}pv M{Y}n—pv {Wk}z;f) H dwy, (56)
k=1

n—p n—p
= A / lH wk] PAY b AW} 12N @0 (X g i{ Y Yy {wii20) [ o (57)
k=1 k=1
= )‘CpFn({X}pa {Y }np). (58)
The factorF,, ({X},, u{Y },—,) is now independent of and has to scale ag~ ~¢».
For the case of the inverse energy cascade, agaihfop < n — 2 and under the same limj{ X}, || < [[{Y }]| the fusion
scaling is
Fo(MXp, i{Y bp) = /\Cnicnfp,ugnprn({X}pv {Y}np) (59)

We show this with a similar argument as follows:

Fn()‘{X}paﬂ{Y}n—p) = / [H Wk
k=1

P p AW ezt Pr—p (1Y Fr—ps MX D, { Wi}, 27) H dwy, (60)
k=1

= plnr / [H wk] P}y Wi o) p ({Y o M X, { Wi} 1) H dwy, (61)
k=1 k=1

= chprn ()‘{X}pv {Y}p)- (62)

The factorF, (AM{X},,{Y}.—,) is nowindependentqi and  dissipate the injected energy or enstrophy. Consequétrity,

has to scale ax¢» ~¢n—», not easy to reconcile the numerical observation of both cas-
We would like now to briefly discuss the motivation behind cades with a violation of the fusion rufe= 2. Furthermore,

our conjecture that the enstrophy cascade and the inverse edsituation where the = 2 rule is satisfied and the other rules

ergy cascade satisfy the fusion rules. First, it should decho are violated is unlikely. Finally, in two-dimensional turb

that for the locality proof given in secti@@we only need the lence, due to the smaller dimensionality of the problem, we

fusion rule for the cases = 2 andp = n — 2, from which  are afforded the opportunity to test of validity of the fusio

one then derives the scaling for the cases defined iffldgd  rules directly with a numerical simulation.

Fig.[2 For the energy cascade of three-dimensional turbu-

lence thep = 2 fusion rule has been demonstrated by Feyn-

man diagram analysié [49,/50,/81) 52]. The proof indicates C. Symmetries and the balance equations

that the fusion rule essentially follows from the assumptio

that the scaling exponen is universal and does not change  The assumptions that we have put forth are not self-evident
in response to perturbatlo_ns to the forcing statisticssB$k  gvioms but hypotheses. Thus, the goal of theory is not only
sumption rests on less solid ground for the enstrophy cascady, gerive conclusions from these assumptions but to alsk wor
h_oweyer we can expectitto be true at Ieas_t in the _experlment% the opposite direction and give reasons that justify the a
situations where the cascade actually exists. It is alsahwvor sumptions themselves.

noting that this assumption is weak_er than our hypotheS|$ of The argument that was given by FrisEh[63, 64] begins with
universality, which in some regard is a stronger assumptiog,e opservation that the unforced Navier-Stokes equations

thanwhatis really needed. _ invariant with respect to space and time shifts and rotation
There is another consideration that strongly motivates our

conjecture: the = 2 fusion rule controls the positioning of (t,x,u) = (t,x + Ax,u), Vx € R%, (63)
the dissipation length scale [42]43] 54]. In a forthcomiag p (t.x.1) — (1. Ax, Au), VA € SO(d) (64)
per we will show that if this fusion rule is violated, then the Y T ’ ’
dissipation length scale would not be correctly positioteed (t,x,u) = (t + At, x, u). (65)
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Furthermore, if we ignore the dissipation terms, then theNote that the same result can also be obtained from the multi-

Navier-Stokes equations are also invariant with respetttéo  fractal hypothesig [64]. On a large inertial range, the ilegd

following self-similar transformation contribution toF,, is asymptotically self-similar with the scal-

(t,x,u) = (A", Ax, \N'u), YA e Rt )h e R.  (66) ing exponent, given by
) _ i ¢n = min(nh + Z(h)). (74)

In hydrodynamic turbulence these symmetries are obviously h

broken by the forcing term, the boundary conditions, an

the self-similarity symmetry by the dissipation terms.sBH dFor the case of a multifractal stochastic velocity field with

; ; : .. D(h) defined as the fractal dimension of the set of points that
[63,164] hypothesized that these symmetries will be statist support a local Holder exponeht the relationship between

cally reinstated in the inertial range when the flow is goeern 2(h) andD(h) is 2(h) — d— D(h) whered is the dimension

bY a strange _attractor. The big qu_estlon is: how do WE PrOV&t the velocity field, andi = 2 for two-dimensional turbu-
this? We believe that the generalized balance equationrs, dF
. . ) ; il ence.
rived m_th_e previous section, are the proper theoreticah- It has been suggested, for the case of three-dimensional
work within which this question can be addressed. '

We begin by accepting the assumption of local stationarit jurbulence, that the scaling exponegtscan be calculated
gin by piing P ¥rom the solvabilit‘condition of the homogeneous equation
45

gorutgt?ogesarseogds given by Frisch [63,/ 64]. Then, the balancrﬁjnFn+1 0 (44,45 70). Although. from a practical stand-
q point, perturbative methods have been more effedtivié [2]1, 7
OnFns1 + In = DpFy + Q. (67)  the solvability condition analysis reveals the underlygmip-
ciple governing the origin of the scaling exponegits From
As was pointed out previously [44,169], the advantage of usa physical standpoint, the conditi@h, F},+1 = 0 includes
ing generalized structure functions where every velocity d (for n = 2) and extendgfor n > 2) the requirement of a
ference is associated with two distinct coordinates thatdr  “constant” (in the asymptotic sense) energy flux in the inért
ferent from any other velocity difference, is that in theiten  range. The extension makes the condition powerful enough to
v — 0 andp — 0 the dissipation terms can be dropped.lock down all the scaling exponents, as was demonstrated
This is not possible for the standard structure functionsneh by Belinicheret al. [70]. As we have shown in a previous
every velocity difference is associated with the same two copaper[[39], the problem with extending this argument to two-
ordinates. We show this by using the mean-value theorem tdimensional turbulence is that the scaling exponéntsf the

boundD,, F,, as follows enstrophy cascade are not non-trivial solutions to thetémua
0,F,+1 = 0. This should not surprise us, that we cannot
Cly 2m H H
Dy Fn| < | =g + C2BRET | |Fy. (68)  obtain the scaling exponents of the enstrophy cascade from
R an “extended” constant energy flux condition! What must be

Here,C, andC; are constants independentoénd, and done instead is to use the equation

Rupin = min{xy,x'y : k€ N, 1 < k < n}, (69) TnOnlhp1 =0, (75)

Rinax = max{xy, X' : k€N, 1<k <n}.  (70)  optained by the generalized balance equations for the vor-

. : o ticity structure functions derived previously in sectifliCl
It is easy to see that because all the differentiations can b?hig equation represents an “exltoended” g/onstmﬂtrhy

pe;ch?(raﬁumtrl]ogzlgv?alg?ogr Ecrr]lgtprreorg;?r:s“;ilr?tg}(ne ;/rzseclmimit':s flux condition, and it yields two solutions for the scaling ex
Z 2 0 ands E)YO Thus,|D,, F, | — 0in the inertial range ponents, instead of just one: an energy cascade solution tha
. ’ e . . transfers energy but not enstrophy (the non-trivial sohuti
To reinstate the statistical symmetries we need a region of¢ o - . = 0and it also satisfie§, O, F,.. — 0 triv
H nitnt+l — nYndntl — -
length scales wher@,, andJ,, can also be ignored. Then, one ially because it does not transfer enstrophy), and an gtsfro

&i;rtgenth&?r? ?Jer}\gee(r)llj(;scz(lqﬁﬁtr?%;elit:aor;c;ngfa?I irsegr;radlns cascade solution that transfers enstrophy but not enengy (t
9 4 Y hon-trivial solution of 7,0, F,11 = 0 and it also satisfies

fact, itis also known [44, 45] that the homogeneous equaumannH = 0 trivially because it transfers no energy). It also

is invariant under the following similarity transformatio follows from the mathematical structure of the equati@) (
(X}, = MXYn, B — A2 (71) that these_two soll_Jtions can be superimposed linearly tmmmbt
a composite solution that transfers both energy and erstrop
consequently, it is expected to have solutions in the génerd he possibility and implications of such a composite soluti
form has been discussed in previous papers[[39] 40, 73, 74], and
will not concern us further in this paper.
F, = / dp(h)Fy p, (72) These observations show that a constructive point of view is
to see our hypotheses 1,2, and 3 as an efficiefihitionof the
whereF,, ;, are the zero-modes of the operafgrwhich scale ~ concept of an “inertial range”, in a generalized sense. Obvi
as ' ously, the hypotheses are valid only on a multidimensiooal d
main of velocity differences geometri¢X},, € J,,.. The ex-
Fun(MX}n, t) = AthH2MW B ((X},,,t).  (73)  tent of this domaird,, is the extent of the inertial range itself.
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X'1 , velocity balance equations minus 1. So, the scaling exgsnen
X2 for pairwise ratios of the terns against each other are timesa
" R for both balance equations.
X1 = X2

IV. LOCALITY OF THE INTERACTION TERM
FIG. 1: Thep = 1 fusion rule geometry with a type B fusion. Here
we take the limit- < R with r and R both in the inertial range. In
a type B fusion, the small velicity difference shares an eimtpvith

one of the large ones, i.&; = xa. We will now show that the = 2 fusion rule angp = n — 2

fusion rule combined with local homogeneity and incom-
| R | pressibility, implies that the nonlinear interactions fire tin-
ertial range are local. From the viewpoint of the generdlize
balance equations, the nonlinear interactions are acedtiot
by the integral in the tern®,, F, 11, and the sweeping inter-
4 actions by the ternd,,, which we assume, for now, that it is
negligible in the inertial range (see Réf.| 47 for further-dis
cussion). We say that the integralleeal if it is convergent
and furthermore if the dominant contribution to the intégra
r in OF,,+1 comes from the region in which the separation of
the integral variablg from all other points has the same or-
FIG. 2: Thep = n — 1 fusion rule geometry with a type B fusion. der of magnitude a$X},, ~ R. Locality implies that the

This is a composite rule where we take the linfits’ R andr < R.  contributionsDy,, to OF,, | are also self-similar with scaling
The velocity difference associated witlshares an endpoint with the exponent,, and satisfy
n

velocity difference associated wifR.

Din MX} o, t) = A7 D ({X s ), (76)

A one-dimensional interval of length scales where the strucWhered, is given bys,, = ¢, +1—1. We propose that the local-
ture functions exhibit power law scaling, is a reductiontef t 1ty Of the interaction integral iDy,,, is the mathematical defi-
domaing,, in which information is lost. For the case of dual Nition that corresponds most closely to the kind of locafigt
cascade, we have an upscale range and a downscale range, Shfgduired to enable an eddy cascade with universal scaling
a different set of scaling exponens and regiorg,, is asso- In the sense of our proposed definition, we w!II shovy that both
ciated with each range. To determine the extent of the regiof{'® €nerdy and enstrophy cascade of two-dimensional turbu-
g,, for the energy and enstrophy ranges we employ the theorgncearelocal. o _

of the generalized balance equations, combined with the fu- 1he Proof given in this section is based on a previous proof
sion rules hypothesis. More rigorously, the dominis the ~ PY Lvov and Procaccia given in section IV-C of R 43. The
range of length scales where the ter@hs, I,,, andD., ), in same argument is also pr.esented. in the qppe_ndm ofllﬁbf. 69.
the generalized balance equation are negligible relaivee Ve have generalized their proof in two directions: first, we
terms contributing ta,,F,,1. The first step towards deter- derive the explicit gondmons needed for locality eventlog
mining the extent of the domaff, is to calculate, from our €ase where the fusion rqles do not hold; second, we extend the
hypotheses, the scaling exponents of the terms of the mlan®00f to the case of the inverse energy cascade.

equations. Then these terms can be compared against each

other. We initiate this study in the next two sections of this

paper. Note that it is sufficient to study in this manner ohby t A. Preliminaries
balance equations for the velocity field. Since the opefator
is a strictly differential operator, it is also local, théee the It can be seen from the equatio2=ly, (25), 29), (29, 29

scaling exponents of the terms of the vorticity balance equathat the general form of the terms that contributdtg, in-
tions are equal to the the scaling exponents of the termseof thvolves an integral of the form

J= /dy Pop(¥)0y x, < IT we X)) | wslxi =y, ¥k — y)wy (xi — S)> ; (77)

1=1,1£k

wheres can be any point among,...,x, orx’y,...,x,. 0,x;, -y —=>x0rx';,x'y —y — x;0rx';,andp = ||y|| —
The locality proof requires the scaling Bf, in the limitsy —



11

oo. Consequently, we need the fusion rules for the geometrieEhe first limit (/1) gives the first factof¢/R)¢z, and the sec-

shown in Fig.[l (casep = 1) and Fig.[2 (casep = n — 1).
Both can be derived from the fusion rules for the cgses2
andp = n — 2.

ond limit (¢2) the second factofr/R)¢~-2. Similarly, for the
upscale case, using the exact same lirfdtg and (¢2) , we
find

(a) For the casep = 1 where we also assume a type 1B
fusion (i,e.x; = x», and see FidI) the governing fusion rule

Y/ Cn=Cn—2 r\ Sn—C2
is (X r Cn
F, ( R> ( R) R (87)
F, ~ (r/R)* R (downscale) (78) o fSn—Cn=2pCn—C2 RlatCn-2=Cn (88)
F, ~ (r/R)%"~%"=2R% (upscale) (79)
To show this, we note that In the proof below, we will use the generalized scaling
w(x2,%2) = w(xz,x'1) + w(x'1,x'5) (80)
=w(xy,x'1) + w(x'1,x3). (81)

r () ()

B. UV locality

(89)
For the last step, we used = x». LetY = (x’1,x’2). Then
F({X3}n) = Fo(X1, Xo, {X}3) (82)

- Fn(le X1, {X}Z:B) + Fn(le Y, {X}Z:B)
(83)

UV locality requires convergence in the limjs— 0, x5 —
y — x;orx/;, andx’y, —y — x;0rx’;. The only limit
that requires serious consideration is the first where(y)
The third term is the same fusion problem as the first terms singular. For this case we distinguish the following two
becaus&; andY share the point’;, and from the universal gypcases.
isotropy hypothesis we can rotate the legand &2 in Fig. (a) Assume thak;, # s. The derivative of the ensemble

[ with respect to each other so that the three points form an X ) o '
isosceles triangle. Then one problem can be obtained frofiVerage inl(?) is analytic iny — 0, so we Taylor expand it
the other problem by reflection around the triangle’s axis of2roundy = 0.

symmetry. Consequently, both problems scale according to
the second term, which isyja= 2 fusion. In the proof below,

we will use the generalized scaling J= /dy Po.3(y)Ag +Bsyyy + Csysy,ys +---]. (90)

F, ~ (r/R)**2 R, (84)

The first term vanishes by incompressibility. The seconanter
vanishes because the integral is odd with respegtiamm the
local isotropy hypothesis, where&s, 5(y) is even. The third
integral is local. Usely = p dp dQ(A) with p = ||y, A €
S0O(2), anddQ(A) the measure of two-dimensional spherical
integration. The third integral then reads

which is applicable both upscale and downscale.

(b) Forp = n — 1 with type B fusion, we have — 2 ve-
locity differences of order, one velocity difference of order
¢ with one endpoint attached to a velocity difference of or-
der R, where/ < R andr < R. Note that this fusion
can be composed as follows. Begin with all velocity differ-
ences at ordeR. Then take the following limits: 4;) Shrink
one velocity difference to ordef < R with one endpoint

attached to another velocity difference (this is the presio Js = /dl)/dQ(A)PPakB(Y)GBvé.YWW (91)
case); () Shrink all othem — 2 velocity differences down to
orderr < R. Thus, we have, for the downscale case, ~ / dp pp~2p* ~ / dp p~ p?, (92)
0+ 0+
é C2 T <nf2
Fo~ (= — RS 85
<R) (R) (85) and it is unconditionally local
e (86) (b) Assumex;, = s. Then the integral reads
|
J= /dy P (¥) 0y < [ T we (X0 | wslxi =y, ¥k — y)wy (xi — y,Xk)> : (93)
1=1,1£k




12

and in the limity — 0 we have the velocity difference ge- C. IR locality
ometry shown in Figld From thep = 1 fusion rule with
type 1B fusion, the ensemble average in the integral scales a consider the limitp = |ly|| — co. The corresponding

Foi1 ~ (p/R)S+12 Ré+1, The integral then scales as

J~ / dp pp~2p~ ptrtr? ~ / dp p*r 1272 (94)

0+ 0+
Here, the spherical integral contributes the fagtothe pro-
jection operatof’,, 5(y) contribute—2, the derivative, «,
contributesp—! (because the dependent factor depends only
on the smallest in separation of the two velocity difference
in Fig.[8 which makes that factor dependent only @nand
the fusion rule contributegé~+1.2. The resulting integral is
marginally local forg,, 1 » = (2 = 2 (enstrophy cascade) and
non-local for,, 11 2 = (2 = 2/3 (downscale energy cascade

geometry of velocity differences is shown in H&. For the
downscale cascade we use the fusion rule for the pase
n — 1, defined in Figl%
Ent1n—1
) p<n+1 .

)

Expanding around the point at infinity — oo, we get the
asymptotic expansion

1

p

R

p

Fopt ~ ( (100)

Fn+1 ~ an,+1—fn+1,2—5n+1,n71 (CO + Clp—l + Czp_2 4. )
(101

in 3D). However, note that the type 1B fusion rule for the caseThe integral then scales as

p = 1, which we have used here, is written in more detail as:

(95)
(96)

Fop1 ~ (wg(xp — ¥, Xp)wy (Xx — ¥, Xx)) Prmy
~ Do(Xp — Y, Xy Xi — ¥, Xi) P,

which allows the integrdl to be rewritten as

I~ @, /dy Pakﬁ(}’)a'y,xkq)2(xk — Y, Xk, Xk — Y7Xk)'
(97)
Here we have used the fact thet_; is independent of both
(xk—y,xx)and(x;—y,x'r,—y), thusindependent &f;, and
therefore it can be pulled out of tlig «, operator. Itis easy
to see that the leading term of tidg factor vanishes when
differentiated byd, «, by universal incremental homogeneity.
Thus, we get a cancellation that Kills the leading contidout
and the integral then scales according to the next-order. ter
g N/ dp p5n+1,2—1 ~ p5n+1,2_ (98)
o+
This integral islocal if &,412 > 0 (i.e. for locality we
need] — 0 asp — 0). The result holds unconditionally,
even under a regular violation of the= 2 fusion rule, e.g.
Foi1 ~ (p/R)*+12R%+1 as long as, 1.2 > 0 and some
factorizationF,, 1 ~ ®,®,,_; is still possible (that would be
true for higher-order terms, if the leading term should heapp
to vanish) . Under the fusion rules hypothesis this condio
(2 > 0 for a downscale cascade agid.1 — (,—1 > 0,Vn €
N — {0, 1} for an upscale cascade.
Consider finally the cases, — y — x;orx’;, and
x'y —y — x;0rx’;. We perform the integral spherically

around the value of where one of these coincidences take

place. Letp be the distance between the two approachin
points. Assume any regular fusion rule of the fofp.; ~
(p/R)S»+1:2 R»+1. Now, the functionP,, 5(y) is no longer
singular so we gain a factor @f. Otherwise, the computa-

tion is the same as in the previous case, and the integraisscal

as
T ~ / dp p§n+1,2+1 ~ p§n+1,2+27
0+

which is local even under a regular violation of the= 2
fusion rule.

(99)

oo
J ~ / dp pp_Qan+l_fn+l,2_£n+1,n—l (co+ Clp_l ).

(102)
Here, the spherical integral contributes the fagtpand the
projection operator contributgs 2. In this limit, the deriva-
tive 0, x, does not contribute a factor @f!, because the
only factor that can b&; dependent is the factor that gives
(¢)s»+1.2, This factor is dependent ohand independent of
p, again becauseéis the smallest distance. On the other hand,
the effect of the derivative, «, is to vanish theb, factor alto-
gether via an incompressibility cancellation. To see thige
that the fusion rule corresponding to the geometry of Big.
gives

Frp1 ~ (wa(xi —y, X'k —y)wy(xk =y, Xk —y)) Pn
(103)
~Dy(xp — Y, Xk — Y, Xk — Y, Xk — ¥)Pr1,
(104)

and from the incompressibility condition we get the tensor
structure of®, which is

ol

5 gfn,+1,2’

Py ~ [(2 +&nt1,2)08y — Ent12 (105)

with £ = ||x;, — x'x||. The integral can be rewritten as

I~ Py /dy Po3(¥)0y %, P2 (x6—y, X 1=y, Xp—y, X 1 —y).

(106)
Again,®,,_; isindependent at;, and can be pulled out of the

Qjerivativeamxk. However, differentiating with respect tq.

wiggles only one of two points (thatig, —y, but notx’;, —y),
which makes it, by chain rule, a derivative with respect,to
which in turn vanishes due to the tensor structur@ofbove.
As aresult, we pick the factef p~! from the next order term,
and the integral scales as:

oo
T ~ / dp p<n+1_571+1,2_£n,+],7171_161[)_1 (107)

~ p<n+1_fn+l,2_£n+l,nfl_1.

(108)
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Xk , the scaling exponert, » be positive. For a downscale cas-
~ XY cade this gives the conditiafz > 0 and for an upscale cas-
3 cade, the conditiog,,+; — {,—1 > 0. The assumption of the

Xy — Yy regular fusion scaling is sufficient for that, for both ugdsca
and downscale cascades.
FIG. 3: UV limit for the casex;, = s. We employ the fusion rule Let us now consider the case where the fusion rules are vi-

shown in Fig[L olated according to
Enp = ¢ + A&, (downscale) (113)
I ~P= Hy” | gnp = <n - Cn—p + Agnp (upscale.) (114)
X —Y

As we have argued above, as long as the violation is regular,
UV localiy is still maintained. For IR locality, the suffigié¢

v Ble condition becomes
X'y -y Aépi19+ Aéyi1n-1 > 0 (downscale) (115)
—_ Aépy12 + Aéni1n—1 < 0 (upscale). (116)

R
We see that locality survives even the violation of the fosio
FIG. 4: IR limit ||ly|| — co. We employ the fusion rule shown in rule hypothesis ifA&,, 11,2 and A&, 41,,—1 are both positive
Fig.[2 downscale and negative upscale.

V. STABILITY OF THE UPSCALE AND DOWNSCALE

The locality condition for this integral i§,+1 — £n4+1,2 — CASCADE

Ent1n—1 < 0and thus(,1 < 12 + Enp1n—1. FOra
downscale cascade, the fusion rules hypothesis gives the co ) o N )
dition ¢, 1 < Co + Cn_1. For an upscale cascade, the fusion We now turn to the question of statistical stability with
rules hypothesis reads,, = ¢, — Cn_,, therefore the condi- respect to forcmg. perturbations. Statistical stabﬂﬂ;yd@-
tion now reads,,,1 > C» + (,_1. The condition for locality ~ fined as the requirement that there should be a regipn
is the same as in the downscale cascade, but the direction 8ch that?,({X},) is negligible relative to contributions to
the inequality is reversed. Dkn({X_}n) for all {X_}n € Jn in that region. Even when
the forcing spectrum is confined to a narrow range of scales,
it is not self-evident that this requirement is satisfiede ¢
D. Summary feedback loops of,, onto@,, (see below).
The first explicit proof that the inertial range of three-

Let us now summarize what has been proved. We havdimensional turbulence is statistically stable was givgn b

shown that for either a downscale or an upscale cascade tie/0V @nd Procaccia in section [1-C-3 af [62]. The proof used
locality conditions are the balance equations of the standard structure functiasts (

the generalized structure functions used in this paped),tan
(UV): €12 >0, VneNn > 1 (109)  covers the case of stability with respect to gaussian fgrcin
IR): Coiq < &, Tt épiin1, VneEN,n>1. (110 when the scaling exponents 'Fake Kolmogorov scaling VQI-
(R): Gnt1 < &ntrz + Lnsin-1, ¥ " (110) ues¢, = n/3. The value of this proof has gone by unnoticed
for UV locality and IR locality correspondingly. For a down- because experiments and numerical simulations have estab-
scale cascade, the IR locality condition is satisfied unider t lished the statistical stability of the three-dimensiosaérgy

fusion rules hypothesis range beyond all doubt. For the problem of two-dimensional
turbulence however, where the lack of robustness of the up-
§np = Cpy VP, €N >1,2<p<n—2, (111)  scale and downscale cascades is the unresolved problem, the

. . . method used by L'vov and Procaccia in that proof is very il-
due to the Holder||:nequa||t§‘/n+1 IS G+ Cg—l fr?r tfhe_scal- leduminating. The main idea is to estimate the scaling expbnen
'r?g exhpor_lenFs{n. or an upscale cascade, the fusion ru ©Softhe ratio®, /D, and require the appropriate constraint on

ypothesis gives that exponent such that the ratio vanishes asymptotically i

bop=Cn—Cop, VpnENn>1,2< p<n—2, (112) the inertial range, in the limit of extending the range.

’ Consider a geometry of velocity differences},, such that
and the IR locality condition is reduced {g > (o + (2 all point to point distances have order of magnitudeand
which is still satisfied, because the Holder inequalityerses  define the scaling exponeqt by
its direction when the cascade is upscale (see app@idix
The UV locality condition is also satisfied, but does not re-
quire the fusion rules hypothesis. All that is required iatth

On(R) = Qu(R{x}a) ~ (g) T aw
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with R a scale in the inertial range. From locality (proved inwhere ¢ is constant, andC,g is normalized such that

the previous section) we also know that, Coa(x,x) = 1. Without loss of generality we may assume
thatd, fo = 0, and therefor@,s fs = f3. Thus, we have the
R\t identity
Din(R) = Din(R{x},) ~ % . (118)
It follows that the ratiaQ,, / Dy, scales as /dy Ppy(x2 = y)Cay (x1,¥) = Cap(x1,%2),  (123)
Qu(R) ( R > e (11g)  Which will be used below.
Din(R) Lo We define the forcing scalg from the Taylor expansion

In a direct cascade, such as the energy cascade of three- 5 Iyl )
dimensional turbulence and the enstrophy cascade of two- _ Qa4 (1Y —4
dimensional turbulence, this ratio must vanish in the limit Cap(x+y,%) = d A < o ) +06"), (124)
ly — +oo. It follows that the condition for the statistical
stability of a downscale cascade reads valid in the limit [|y|| < ¢o. Note that the odd-order terms
vanish by incremental isotropy. In the linfi|| > ¢, on the
Agn =gn = (Gny1 —1) >0, Vn eN;n> 1. (120)  gther hand, we have the asymptotic expansion

In an upscale cascade, such as the inverse energy cascade of @
two-dimensional turbulence, the same ratio must vanishent ¢ s(x+y,X) ~ (f_()) [A( )+A(1 ( to ) +O(£2)}
limit ¢, — 0. This leads to the same condition with the in- Iyl Iyl

equality reversed: o -~ )
Note thata, which is an unspecified scaling exponent depen-

Agn = qn — (Cup1 — 1) <0, ¥Yn € Nyn > 1. (121)  denton our choice of stochastic forcing, must satisfy 0,
since the correlation must vanish || — +oc. Also
note thate is the total rate of energy injection. In general,

A. The case of gaussian forcing the work done on the fluid is;,(x) = fo(x)ua(x). For
delta-correlated forcing, it is easy to show tHat,(x)) =

For the simplest case of Gaussian delta-correlated in tim&Coa (x,x) (see proof in appendig).

forcing, the exponentg, can be calculated in terms gf,. Recall that the total forcing teri@,, is given by
This makes it possible to investigate statistical stabilgor-
ously. n
We begin with the assumption th#t is a delta-correlated Qn({X}n,t) = Y Qun({X}E, X, 1), (126)

stationary gaussian field witty,, (x)) = 0, and

<fa(X1, tl)fﬁ(XQ, t2)> = QECag(Xl,XQ)(S(tl — tg), (122) Wherern reads

Z;az---an,lﬁ({x}n 17Y t — <[H Wy, Xk, ‘| (pﬁ(Y7t)>7 (127)

with v, (X,t) = fa(x,t) — fo(x',t). For Gaussian forcing, it can be shown (see appéeBjiithat the forcing contributions
Qn to the generalized balance equations read

pren PR, Y ) = ZF” e (X, 1) Qas (X1, Y), (128)
with Q.5(X,Y) given by

Qap(X,Y) = (wa (X, 1)pp(Y,1)) = 2¢ /dz [Pary (x — 2) — Poy(x" = 2)][Cpy (y,2) — Cpy(y', 2)] (129)
= 25[0@5(}’7 X) - C(!B(ylv X) - Ca,@ (y7 XI) + Ca,@ (yI7 XI)]' (130)
[

The physical intuition is that there is a feedback loop betwe forcing, whose spectrum is defined®ys (X, Y), and the re-
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sulting behavior of turbulence which is captured by thecstru In the rest of this section, we will derive the separate §itgbi
ture functionsF;,. More specifically, we see thdt, , pro- conditions for a downscale cascade and for an upscale cas-
vides feedback t@),,, when the forcing is gaussian. For sta- cade.
tistical stability we need this feedback to be negligibletia
inertial range.

The immediate implication of ed1R9 is thatg,, = (,,_2+

g2 With g2 the scaling exponent @.s. It follows that B. Stability conditionsfor downscale cascades

Ag, = (Can + QQ) - (CnJrl - 1)- (131) .
For the case of a downscale cascade, using the Taylor ex-
The remaining challenge is to calculage We will see that  pansion 0f),s(X,Y) in the limit | X -Y | — 0, the scaling
¢» depends on whether the cascade is upscale or downscat#.(),s can be estimated as

Qup(X,Y) = 2¢[Cap(y, x) — Cap(y’,x) = Caply, x') + Cap(y’, x')] (132)
= 2¢[(Cap (y, x) = Cap(x,%)) = (Cap(y', %) = Cap(x,%)) = (Cap(y,x') = Cap(x',x"))  (133)

+ (Caply’,x) = Cap(x',X))] (134)

~ (2¢/45) [lly = x| = lly" = x* = ly = xII* + Iy’ = x'|I’] ~ e(R/t0)?, (1395)

which suggests that for a downscale cascade= 2. Itis  scaling(, = n , which implies that
easy to see that for a monofractal velocity field wjth= nh,

the stability condition reads Agn = (2 — Guy1 +3=0. (141)
So, we have a borderline situation where the stability condi
Agn = (Cn-2+2) = (Cnt1 — 1) (136)  tion is neither satisfied nor broken! Consequently, thealctu
=3-3h>0,VneN:n>1, (137)  stability of the downscale enstrophy cascade is not dedigied

scaling exponents but by the numerical coefficients in fafnt
which requiresh < 1. In a multifractal case one has alinear ), andD,,, . This is where it gets interesting.

combination of independent monofractal contributionsl &n The leading contribution t@),, is proportional to the to-
can be shown that the constraint< ¢3 < 3 is a sufficient  tal rate of energy injectios. However, one should bear in
condition for statistical Stablllty. This follows from thie- mind that the downscale enstrophy cascade is forced by the

equality(,,+1 < (3 + (-2 (see appendiB): combined effect of both the forcing tery, and the large-
scale dissipation terr+1)""1 3V ~2mq,,. As a result of this
Adn = Cn—2 = Got1 +3 (138)  combined forcing, the enstrophy cascade is injected with a
> Cn—2—Cn—2—C+3 (139)  smaller enstrophy rate,, and a very small energy ratg,,
=3-(>0,YneN:n>2. (140)  Wwith n,, < nandey,, < e. If we assume that this com-

bined effect itself can be modelled as gaussian forcing) the
Forn = 2, we getAgs = ¢2 — ((s — 1) = 3 — (5, which  the leading contribution to the effective forcing on thetems
implies, from the stability conditiothgs > 0, that0 < (5 < 3 phy cascade is proportional only to the ratg of the sublead-
is also anecessargondition. ing downscale energy flux. Becausg, vanishes rapidly as
For the case of the downscale energy cascade of thre#he separation of scales in the enstrophy cascade is irclreas
dimensional turbulence we hage= 1, which can be derived  [36,[4( -P] this leading contribution can be made as small as de
from the solvability condition for the homogeneous equatio sired simply by taking the limitz — 0*. For small enough
O.F; = 0 [42,[43,[47]. This satisfies the sufficient condi- downscale energy flux,,, the next order term witig, > 3
tion 0 < (3 < 3 for statistical stability very generously, so becomes dominant, and combined with = n it is easy to
it is hardly a surprise that the energy cascade is so robusthow that the stability condition is notxg,, > 0.
Also worth noting is that for a hypothetical downscale helic ~ The conclusion from this analysis is that the stability @& th
ity cascade we hawg = 2, which also satisfies the stability downscale enstrophy cascade requires that the accomganyin
condition. downscale energy flux should be very small. For that to hap-
The story changes for the case of the downscale enstropipen, we need two things: First, it is necessary to have a dis-
cascade. We know, from combining the Eyink and Falkovich-sipation sink at large scales to absorb most of the injeated e
Lebedev theories of the two-dimensional enstrophy cascadergy at the forcing scale or at larger scales. Second, we must
[22,123,74] 75], that when it exists with constant enstrophyhave a large separation of scales between the forcing scale
flux, the enstrophy cascade has no intermittency corrextionand the dissipation scale at small scales, which means that a
Thus, the scaling exponents all satisfy the monofractal significant amount of numerical resolution is required. Sehe
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two requirements, we believe, are the reason why it has bedahe upscale cascade the Holder inequalities now take the fo
so difficult to reproduce the enstrophy cascade in numericaj,,; . > ¢, +(x, and the condition for statistical stability reads
simulations. It is worth noting that Tran and Bowman|[21] Ag, < 0, ¥n > 1. We will now prove that inverse cascades
came to a similar conclusion by a different argument, that th are always statistically stable with respect to variatiorthe
robustness of the downscale enstrophy cascade requiras a vdorcing statistics, provided thai > 1. This is consistent
ishing downscale energy flux. with the numerical evidence that the inverse energy cassade
much easier to obtain in simulations than the direct enkirop

cascade.
C. Stability conditionsfor upscale cascades

The fundamental difference between an upscale cascade Again, using Taylor expansion in the limiX — Y || — oo,
and a downscale cascade with respect to stability is that iwe see thaf),z scales as

Qus(X,Y) =2e[Caply,x) — Cap(y',x) — Caply,x') + Cap(y’,x')] (142)
Loy ¢ Loy ¢ 4o ¢ Lo ¢
wl(5t) - (55) () ()] e
ly — x|l ly" —x|| ly —x| Iy’ — x|
|
which givesgs = —a < 0. For a monofractal velocity field solution, corresponding to the inverse energy cascadstsexi
with ¢,, = nh, the stability condition reads side by side with the particular solution, correspondinthi®
coherent structures, even when the particular solutionis-d
Agn = gn — (Gar1 — 1) (144)  inant. The possible role of the sweeping term on the stgbilit
=q2+ (o2 — (Cn+1 — 1) (145)  of the enstrophy cascade is currently not well-understood.
=q¢p+1-3h<0,YneN:n>1. (146)
Sinceq, < 0, the conditionh > 1/3 is sufficient. For the VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
more general multifractal case, using the inequajity; >
(3 + (n_2, we can upper-boundq,, as follows: We have shown that the non-perturbative locality of the in-
ertial ranges of two-dimensional turbulence is an immediat
Agn = g2 + -2 = (Cnt1 — 1) (147) consequence of the fusion rules hypothesis. The physieal in
<q+1—(Cia+ )+ Cua (148) terpretation of what we have done is to prove, strictly in the
=gp+1—-(,VneN:n>2 (149) context of the incompressible Navier-Stokes equationt tha

universality implies locality A proof of the fusion rules by

Forn = 2, we get an equality”Ags = ¢2 — ({3 — 1). Thus,  diagrammatic theory is essentially the converse and mere in
the stability conditiom¢,, < 0 is satisfied whers > ¢, +  teresting claim: thalbcality implies universality This result
1, which is indeed satisfied whep < 0 and({s > 1. For leads to an apparently curious paradox: the usual undekstan
the inverse energy cascade of two-dimensional turbulemee, ing of locality, in terms of triad interactions in Fourierasye,
have(s = 1 which satisfies the requirements for stability. suggests that a necessary condition for locality is thaethe

There is however another effect that can destabilize the inergy spectrumE (k) must have slope betwedn 3 andk—!.
verse energy cascade. We have shown in a previous paper [47his corresponds to the inequality< ¢, < 2. The paradox
that the loss of asymptotic homogeneity by the effect of thas that this constraint does not appear anywhere in ouritgcal
boundary conditions on the flow amplifies the sweeping ternproof! In recent work, Eyinkl[76] investigated the localiy
I,, at the large scales. As a result, at sufficiently large lengtithe downscale enstrophy cascade and the inverse energy cas-
scales, the ratid,,/ Dyx,, becomes significant, and excites a cade using a filtering method [77./78] 79]. His argument also
particular solution superimposed on top of the homogeneousgads to the inequality < ¢, < 2 as a sufficient locality con-
solution associated with the inverse cascade. The particudition. It follows that whereas the inverse energy cascade i
lar solution corresponds to the coherent structures asteaci local the direct enstrophy cascade is IR marginally-noaloc
with the “energy condensation effect”. The formation ofdde Unlike the argument in this paper, Eyink’'s argument has only
coherent structures is very likely to further intensify taio ~ considered the kinematic locality of the flux term and not the
I,/ Dy As we have explained in the introduction, it has beenstatistical locality associated with unfused higher-ostric-
shown that if these coherent vortices are removed before thire functions. On the other hand, our argument is less-rigor
evaluation of the energy spectrum, the usual inverse energyus in its present form, as it assumes the fusion rules withou
cascade spectrum is recovered [30/32, 34]. This resultis co proof.
sistent with our theory, and it confirms that the homogeneous A fundamental problem with establishing locality in
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Fourier space is that the Fourier transform involves an inteperturbative sense, as far as the exact theory is conceamed,
gral that ranges over every length scale, including therigrc borderline non-local only in the perturbative sense. From a
length scales and the dissipation length scales. To preserphysical standpoint the relevant locality needed as a preco
locality, the main contribution to the integral must comanfr  dition for establishing the existence of an inertial rargythie

the inertial range. The inequality < {» < 2 comes in as non-perturbative locality. However, some confusion casear

a necessary condition for the survival of locality under thefrom the fact that closure models unwittingly exchange non-
Fourier integrall[64]. The same issue arises when locadity i perturbative locality with perturbative locality!

characterized with a filtering transform (i.e. forward Heur
truncation, backward Fourier), as was done by Eyink [76], al
beit with a broader definition of filtering. Beyond that, the u
derlying argument based on diagrammatic theory[[50, 51, 522
that justifies the fusion rules hypothesis itself can imgose
ther constraints oty, which still need to be investigated care-

fully. For example, one other way the constraint: ¢, < 2 the weaker non-perturbative statistical locality. Thepgosed

can come in is if we require perturbative locality for eachtheor can helb make the meanina of this notion of “strona”
Feynman diagrani [50]. Perturbative locality may be a necy <oy P 9 9

essary condition for the fusion rules hypothesis. If thatus, locality more rigorous. The key idea is that it is possible

then perhaps < ¢, < 2 is implicitly assumed when we pos- to have local interaction integrals in the contributionghe
P P 2 phcrtly P .0, F, 11 term of the balance equations and still pick up an ef-

tulate the fusion rules hypothesis. We have also shown & th'fect from the forcing ranae or the dissipation rande into the
paper that the related condition< ¢; < 3 s required for sta- multi-dimensional rg iong that are su D osed to ge the in-
bility under Gaussian forcing, which is as essential aslityca . . 9 . pB

ertial range, in our generalized sense. It all depends on how

for the existence of a universal inertial range. . S U :
_ ) much forcing and dissipation “wish to creep into” the iner-

It should be stressed that any constraints on scaling eXja| range. We can find that out by comparing the magnitude
ponents needed only to prove the fusion rules hypothesis byt the ,, , 1,,, andD,, F,, terms of the generalized balance
Feynman diagrams , are needed only to establishutineer-  equations against the magnitude of the contributibpg to
sality of the scaling exponents, of the inertial range. We  the interaction term. Thus, we find that there are threeristi
shouldexpect to find that the conditions for locality itself are ¢gnditions that need to hold to have strong locality: firse t
weaker. For example, we have shown in this paper that localnteraction integral itself has to be local; second, we rteed
ity is possible even when the fusion rules fail, provided tha estaplish the property aftatistical stabilitywhich will guar-
the fusion exponents,, deviate in the correct direction. In antee that the forcing effe@,, and the sweeping interactions
fact, it is possible to have local interactions, as per odf de j do not creep into the inertial range; third, a calculation of
inition, even when the underlying diagrammatic theory doeghe shape of the dissipation range can show whether there is
not yield local Feynman diagrams! This scenario is not eny wide enough regiof, in which the dissipation terr,, 7,
tirely hypothetical; in the case studied by Ref.80 of an en+s negligible. One advantage of the generalized balanca-equ
strophy range under strong Ekman dissipation, this may bgons framework is that it allows us to account mathemaijcal

precisely what happens, with the slope being steeperithén  for these three distinct effects separately.
and non-universal, but still allowing an appearently lczal ) ) _ -
strophy cascade to exist. In this paper, we examined only the first condition and part
The key idea that can help us unravel these paradoxes is tho!c .the spcond condition. \We ha\{e shown th_a}t statistical sta-
y P P @ﬁlty with respect to forcing applies unconditionally ftire

the non-perturbative locality studied in this paper is akega . -
e . : . . inverse energy cascade. For the enstrophy cascade,istatist
condition than perturbative locality. Non-perturbatigedlity e : A .y
cal stability requires large-scale dissipation and a \Vangs

requires only the combined effect of all Feynman diagrams tg R .
be local. Perturbative locality, on the other hand, reainat downscale energy dissipation. For any downscale cascade in

each diagram individually should be local. This distinatio general, stability constrains the corresponding Hol

. . . nentash < 1. For an upscale cascade, the corresponding con-
between perturbative and non-perturbative locality may-cl intish We b idering the role of .
ify the paradoxical situation with the enstrophy cascadergh straintish > 1/3. We began considering the ro © ot sweeping

: . . n a previous papet [47], and the role of the dissipation term
the spectrum of the enstrophy cascade is consistent with a di . S
: ; ; ~Wwill be studied in future work.

mensional analysis argument based on a locality assumption
even though the slope is too steep to be self-consistent with
that assumption! Adding a logarithmic correction resoles
situation in a one-loop closure model[81], and the combina-
tion of more recent results by Falkovich and Lebedlel [23] and
Eyink [75] suggest that the same logarithmic correction per Acknowledgments
sists for the exact theory, with no higher-order adjustrs.ent
Nevertheless, a reconcilliation of the spectrum slope aed t
locality requirement is still an “uncomfortable” notiow, $ay It is a pleasure to thank Ka-Kit Tung for his advice and
the least. We believe that a possible resolution of this-paraencouragement. The research is supported in part by the Na-
dox is to claim that the enstrophy cascade is local in the nontional Science Foundation, under grant DMS-03-27658.

The careful reader will note that the non-perturbative lo-
cality is also weaker than the more intuitive (and less rigor
us) physical understanding of locality as the notion that t
ffect of the forcing range and dissipation range is “forgot
ten” in the inertial range. We may designate locality, irsthi
sense, as “strong” locality, so that it can be distinguisiheih
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APPENDIX A: DERIVATION OF THE BALANCE
EQUATIONS

In this appendix we give a detailed derivation of the gener-
alized balance equations. Recall that we defined the general
ized structure functiod,, as

Fn({X}nvt) = < [H Weyy, (kat)] > : (AL)
k=1

|
By differentiatingF,, with respect ta and substituting the Navier-Stokes equations we obtain:

o))

F,(t) - OWe,, (X, X'k, 1) Hn / En: Qrn] + 4 BH A
_ kRN R R T o R ,t = N n n n n: 2
ot k_1< ot =1 l;ékw xx ) k:l[ ' ol -

Here, the termsJ,, and H,, are the contributions of the small-scale and large-scalessiith

Jorozon (fx Xl}na t) = Z(Vi’z + Vi'fk)Fn({xa x/}m t), (A3)
k=1
H o2 (%, X b, ) = D (V2™ + V2™ Fa({x,X }a, 1), (A4)

E
Il
—

whereVik is the Laplacian with respect tq,; Vi,k is the Laplacian with respect td,.. Also, Ny, represents the contributions
of Pas0y(ugu,), andQy, represents the contributions ®f,5 5, and they read:

gﬁazman ({Xaxl}nv t) = < H Wey lex lvt) akﬁ(fﬁ(xkv t) - fﬁ(x/kvt))> ; (A5)
=11k

N?ﬁazman ({x,x'}n,t) = < H Wa, (X1, x't,t) Pai 80y (Ug xi Uy 1) — Oy (uﬁvx/ku'}’yx/k)]> (A6)

1=k |

— < H Wey, (%1, %1, 1) fPangg(xk,x/k,t)> (A7)
=11k

= < H Wa, (x1,%'1, 1) /dyPakB(Y)NB(Xk—y,X/k—th)>- (A8)
1=k

Here we use the abbreviationg x, = ua(Xk,t) @andug x, = Ua(X'k, 1), Wa i = Wa (Xk, X'k, t), @NdI, x, IS the spatial
derivative in thex direction with respect tay,. Also, Nz(xy, X'y, t) is the non-linear factor defined as:

Nﬁ (Xka X/ka t) = 8’vak (uﬁvxku’vak) 87 X' (uﬁ x/p Uy x! k) = u'vaka’vak (Uﬁ,xk - uﬁvx/k) + u%x/ka’%x/k (uﬁﬁxk - uﬁﬁx'k)

- 8’vak (U'y,kaﬁ,k) + 871X'k (u%x/kwﬁyk) - u%xka%kaﬁyk + u%x'ka’hx’kwﬁﬁk'

Itis easy to see that the nonlinear terivi, cannot be writ-  linear operator orF,, ;. Although L'vov and Procaccia [43]
ten exclusively in terms of velocity differences. The rekqar eliminated the sweeping term on the grounds of global ho-
able characteristic of the derivation of the balance equnati mogeneity, we believe it is appropriate to retain it heretsn i
by L'vov and Procaccid [43] is that the nonlinear tef¥,, simplified form.
is rearranged as the sum of a local tefty,, and a sweep-
ing term I, such that the local term can be expressed as a
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To isolate the sweeping term, we define a generalized mean
velocityU,, ({z,2'},,t) as

1 n
u(l({za Z/}nv = % Z Ue Zka + ’U,a(Z ks t))v (Ag)
k=1

and the corresponding velocity fluctuation

n

Uoz(x’ {Z, Zl}na t) = ua(x7 t) - ua({z7 Zl}na t) = % Z[woz(xa zk) + wa(x, z/k)]' (A10)

k=1
We may then decompo8¢, (xi,x', t), in general, to
No (X, X'k t) = 8o (X, X 1, {2, 2 Fn, 1) + Lo (X, X 1, {2, 2"}, 1), (A11)
where8,, and£,, are defined as:
So(Xk, X 1, {2, 2"}, t) = Us({2,2' } 0, 1) (0 x,. + O/, )Wa (X X1y 1),
Loxp, X', {2z,2'}n, t) = [vp (%5, {2,2 }n, )08 %, + 08(X 1, {2,2 } 00, 1) O x7, JWa (X Xk, 1)
In general{z, z'},, can be chosen any way we wish. Here, we specifically use theeho
Np(xpe, X'y t) = Lg(xk, X 1y {X, X s £) + 85(xk, X'k, {%, X}, 1) (A13)
This gives the decompositiaNy,, = D;m + I, With

(A12)

Do ({x,x Yo t) = < H Wa, (X1, %1, 1) /dyPakﬁ(y)Lg(xk -y, XL -y, {x,x/}n,t)>, (A14)

| 1=1,1k

I,?;Cw"'%({x,x'}n,t>—< TT oGt / dyPamy)sg(xk—y,x'k—y,{x,x'}mt>>. (A15)

| 1=1,1£k
Herel},, represents the sweeping interactions ang represents the local interactions.
The sweeping ternfy,, can be simplified as follows: We use the decomposifigp(x) = do50(x) — P” ( ) to split I, to

two terms: I, = I(l) + I,gi) with I(l) corresponding t0, 36 (x) andI(Q) corresponding t(PH 5(x). We also useP”BuB =0.
The integral |nS|de the ensemble averagékgfspllts to two partsiy andlg The first partly reads

B = [ dy 65303850 = 3. = 3 (5. b ) = S, Gk X 1) (A16)
- u’Y ({Xv X/}nv t) (8’%3(1@ + 8’qulk- )wak (Xka X/kv t) (A17)
The second part; is shown to be zero by incompressibility:
I2 = /dyP(!B (Y)SB (Xk -y, xlk -y, {X7 xl}na t) (A18)
= /dyp(ﬂﬁ (Y)uﬁ’({x7 xl}rm t) (a’Y,Xk + 6’7,X’k)w,@ (Xk -y xlk -y t) (Alg)
= (Kb O+ 014) [ ALtk =3, =300) =0 (A20)

BecausdDH is the nonlocal part of the projection operator, this resnfilies that the pressure effect does not contribute to the
sweeping mteractlons or to the violation of incrementahlogeneity. Thusly,, is determined by; and it simplifies to

Igﬁaz..-an,({x,xl}n, t) = < [ H Wey, (thll’t)] uv({x, Xl}nyt)(a'y,xk + 8%X'k)w0¢k (Xk,Xlk,t)> (AZl)

1=1,l#k

= (a’%xk + a’%x’k) < {X X }m leal Xl7x 15 1 > . (A22)
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This result was given previously by L'vov and Procaccia ictee [V-B and appendix B of Réf.43.
We will now show that the local interaction terfy,,, can be written as a linear transformationf/of, ; . First, note that

La(xku X/ku {X, xl}nu t) = [Uﬁ(xka {X, X/}n7 t)aﬂ,xk + ’UB(XIIW {X, X/}n7 t)aﬂ,x’k]wa (Xku X/ku t) (A23)
= 85-,361@ [vﬁ (Xka {Xv Xl}na t)w(l (ka Xlkv t)] + aﬁ7x,k [vﬁ (Xlkv {Xa X/}nv t)wﬂé (Xka X/kv t)] (A24)
1>
= o Z 08 %, [(wB (Xk, x;,t) + wg (Xks x';, t))wa (Xks X'k, t)] (A25)
=1

1 &

on D O (ws (K k%1, ) + ws (X 1, X1, 1) Jwa (xa, Xk, )], (A26)
=1

which gives:

1 n
La(xk -y X/k -y, {Xa X/}na t) = % Z aﬁ,xk[(wﬁ (Xk -y, X, t) + wp (Xk -y X/la t))wa(xk -y, X/k -y, t)] (A27)
=1

on Z 0p xy [(w,é’ (X/k — Y, X, t) + wg (X/k -Y %'y, t))wa (Xk -Y x'p — Yy, t)]
=1

(A28)
It follows from substituting the above tB\L4) that Dy, is given by
Qg 1 - ajagap_1 oy
DL (o don) = 53 [y Pas )DL (X ), (A29)

With Dyni = Dinit + Drniz + Dikniz + Dinia, and

Dzéii'akflﬁak“ma"({xa x}n,y,t) = aawrlxxkFr?-il-.lnakilﬁakJrlmanJrl({Xm}:z_:lluXk -y, X'k -y, {Xon ekt 1, Xk — Y5 X1),

(A30)
Dl IO (o, X 3, 8) = Doy Py ™ (R e % = 3 Xk = Y A K Y10 X0 — ¥, X0),
(A31)
Dg;és'akflﬁakJrl"'an ({X7 X/}na Y, t) = aom+1 X'kFr?il ak—1fek g1 ant ({Xm}fn_:llv Xk Y, X/k -y, {Xm}:ln:k+17 X/k -y Xl)a
(A32)
Dg’rllé;l-ak—lﬁalﬁ»l---an ({X7 Xl}m v, t) = aa”“,x/kFSi'i~ak715ak+1-..an+1 ({X’m}fn—:l17 X — ¥, Xlk —y, {Xm}Zz:k-q—h Xlk —y, Xll)~
(A33)

APPENDIX B: FORCING CONTRIBUTION FOR GAUSSIAN exploit the following mathematical result: jf,(x1,¢1) is a
FORCING Gaussian stochastic field, the ensemble averages of the form
(fa(x1,t1)R[f]) can be evaluated for any analytic functional
We give here a proof of equatioriEZg and [[30), closely  R[f] by the following integral
following the argument in section 1I-C-3 of Ref, 152. We

(fa(x1,t1)R[f]) = /dxzdtz (fa(x1,t1) fp(x2,12)) <5ﬂf(RT[2ﬂtg)> . (B1)

We begin the proof by defining the following response functio

dwa (X, t1)>
6f,3 (y7 t?)

go- ‘am B B”({X}m,t {y,T} <[H 5f[5 yk,Tk 1 [H wal Xl, ‘|> (B3)

Gap(X,t13y,t2) = < (B2)
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For the case; = ¢t = ¢, the response functiofns (X, ¢; y, t) is given by
Sas(X,t;y,1) = (1/2)[Pap(x — y) — Pap(x’ —y)]- (B4)

This is proved in appendi&l Likewise, for the casen = 1 andr; = t, the response functio@ﬁ;"'a”ﬂ({x}n, t,y,t) is given
by

6fp(y,t)

o1 Oy, _ 5 - . n n
i ﬂ({X}n,t,y,t)—<m Ll:[lwal(xl,t)1>_z<{ H Wa, (X, 1)

k=1 \ |l=1,I#£k

Swa, (X, ) > (E5)

—ZFO“ QU1 Qg1 a”({X}Z)Gakﬁ(kat;y’t)' (86)

Here we exploit the fact, first pointed out in Ref! 52, thattheational derivative dw., (X, t))/(55(y,t)) is not correlated
with the velocity differences,, (X;, ) because no time is being allowed for interaction to developreelation. Using[BI)
the correlation between,, (X) and f3(y) is given by

woX)fsto)) = [dn [ar (FeEDY oty r) = 2 [ dnSn (Kotimt)Conlym). @)

and it follows that
Qus(X.Y) = 2¢ / 1280 (X, 12, 1)[Cos (¥, 2) = Cos (¥, ) (88)
=22 [ dolPar (x~ 2) = Par (' = 2)][Cir (v.2) — Co (5" ) (89)

Using a similar argument for the more general case, we get

<Ll:[1 Wa, (X, 1) ] fa(y,t > /dz /dT <5fv lH W, (X, t ]> (faly,t)fy(z,T)) (B10)

=2 [ d G317 (X oor.2)Ci (v, (B11)
(B12)

and it follows that
Z:l...anilﬁ({x}n 17Y t <[H Wy le ] fﬁ(Y7t) - fﬁ(ylvt))> (Bl?’)
=22 [ dn 97T (X 1,2 O (v,2) — O (62 B14)

=2 3 E (X ) [ 8 G (K050 3:) = O (6] (©19)

= Z Bty e () Qua(Xa, Y). (B16)
This concludes the proof.
APPENDI X C: EVALUATION OF THE ONE-TIME energy injectiore;, (x) is given by (g, (x)) = eCya(x,x).
RESPONSE FUNCTION This argument was given previously by McCorhbl[82].

We begin with the definition of the response function:

We show how to calculate the one-time response function Glos (X1, t1: %o, £2) = dua(x1,t1) (C1)
and use it to show that the ensemble average of the rate of AT T 6fp(x2,t2)
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We first show that at equal times = ¢, G is given by To show this, note that from linearity with respect to foggin
1
Gap(x1,t1;X2,t1) = §Pa5(xl — Xa). (C2)
|
ua(x,w:ua(x,ow/ ds A /ds [y Pastx = 3)1a(35), (3)
0

whereA, [u.(s)](r) represents the effect of the advection and pressure termcdrvenience, we use the abbreviatipn=
Pasfo- It follows that

dua(x1,01) _ [ 6An[ua(s)](x1) " s X

6 fp(x2,t2) _/0 I 0 fp(x2,t2) +5f6 Xzatz / I /dy Pap(x=3)/5(3.) (©4)
_ tlsM[ a(8)](r) B .
- / s et +5f6(x27t2) [ / A (0~ DPas(s —y)]fsyit)  (C5)
M alua(s)](r)
_/t2 dSm-FH(tl—tg)Pa,@(Xl—Xg). (CG)

with H (t) the Heaviside function, defined as the integral of aThe first of these inequalities is well-known. The key result

delta function: here is the second inequality, corresponding to the case of a
1 if ¢ € (0,4+00) upscale cascade, whose direction reverses, thus giving-a co
¢ ' . ’ vex upward (or flat) dependence@f as a function of.. This
t) = dr)ydr=< 1/2, ift=0 . (C7) hould b 4 with th fad | d
o 0 if ¢ € (—o0,0) should be contrasted with the case of a downscale cascade
’ ’ where the dependence@fonn is convex downward (or flat).
Fort; = t,, the integral of the first term vanishes aHgo) =  The proof is “folklore” and it uses the Schwarz and Holder
1/2, therefore it follows that inequalities. An earlier version of this argument was gikgn
, Frisch [63] 64], who in turn cites Fellér [83].
Gaﬁ(xl,tl;XQ,tl) = §Pa5(X1 —XQ). (C8) Letpvq € (17+OO) with 1/p+1/q: Land |et¢),d)betW0

random variables withh > 0 andy) > 0. The Holder inequal-
Also note that in fact there is a discontinuity in the resgons ity for ensemble averages states that) < <¢p>1/17 <¢q>1/q_

function and Forp = ¢ = 1/2 it reduces to the Schwarz inequality:
2
lim Gag(xl,t—i- At;xa,t) = Pyg(x1 —x2).  (C9) (¢9)” < <¢2> <1/J2>
At—0* We begin by definingu(R) as the absolute value of the
From this result, it immediately follows that: longitudinal velocity difference:
) = [axo [dio (fatxt)fororte)  (C10) w(R) = |(ulx + Re.t) ~u(x.t)) -, (D3
= /dXo 26C0 (%, %0)Gap (X, ; X0, t) (C11) wherex € R? is given ande is a unit vector. The proof is

based on the following two assumptions: (a) For a downscale
— [ dxo cC,, Pos(x — —cC, ~ cascade, in the limity — oo, w(R) scales as{[w(R)]") ~
/ %0 £0as (%, X0) Fag (x = Xo) = £Caa(x, X) (R/4y)%». For an upscale cascade, the same scaling law holds
(C12)  for the limit 4, — 0. (b) For finite/, there is a range of
scales where the above scaling law continues to hold as an
intermediate asymptotic

The proof uses two “helper” inequalities that are interest-

ing in themselves. The first “helper” inequality is deducgd b
We will show here that for an downscale and upscale caschoosingy = [w(R)]*~Y/? andvy = [w(R)]*+1/2 and

cade, correspondingly, the scaling exponents satisfyrthe i employing the Schwarz inequality. It follows that
equalities

APPENDIX D: SCALING EXPONENT INEQUALITIES

Gtk < Cn + ¢ (downscale) (D1) ([w(R)]") = (pv)* < (¢*) (V) (D4)
Cntk > G + G (Upscale) (D2) = ([w®)]") ([wR)]"), (D5)
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and therefore By similar reasoning, we find that
([w(R)]")* (R)QC"C"IC"“ n+1
~J —_— < 1- <
[w(R)]* 1) ([w(R)]"*1) o Cnt1 S — —Cn (downscale) (D12)
(D6) n+1
To satisfy this inequality under the limit, — co we require Gl 2 ——Cn (upscale) (D13)

2Cn —Cn—1—Cns1 > 0. Thus we get for a downscale cascade:

Now let us consider the case of a downscale cascade. We
nt1l — Cn < G — Cu—1 (downscale D7 : , ;
Cr1 = Gn = Gn = Gna ) (07) assume with no loss of generality that> & (otherwise for

Likewise, for an upscale cascade, the inequality must lie sat the following step, one may exchangeandk). Combining
fied in the limitfo — 0, which require€¢, — o1 —Cois < theinequalitiesiD7) and 012 gives
0. Thus, for an upscale cascade we have

n+k—1
Cnt1 = Cn > Gu — Ga—1 (upscale) (D8) Gtk —Cn= D (Car1—Ca) < K(Geyr —C)  (D14)
The second “helper” inequality is deduced by choosging 7k +1

[w(R)]" andy = [w(R)]® = 1 and employing the Holder <k ( Gk~ Ck) = Ck» (D15)

inequality withp = (n + 1) /n andg = n + 1. It follows that

n/(n+1) . Thus we establish that

<[w(R)]n> < <¢(n+1)/n> <wn+1>1/( +1) (Dg)

Cn+k < G + G (downscale) (D16)

= (fw(R)™)M (D10)

For the case of the upscale cascade, the exact same argument,

which implies that ) X ; !
with every inequality reversed, gives

([w(R)]") <R> Cn—(n/(n+1))Cnt1

<[w(R)]n+1>"/(n+1) “\ % <1l Cntk = Cn + G (upscale) (D17)

(D11)
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