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Geometric interpretation of the vanishing Lie Bracket for

two-dimensional rough vector fields
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Abstract

In this paper, we prove that if X, Y are continuous, Sobolev vector fields with bounded di-
vergence on the real plane and [X,Y ] = 0, then their flows commute. In particular, we improve
the previous result of [11], where the authors require the additional assumption of the weak Lie
differentiability on one of the two flows. We also discuss possible extensions to the BV setting.
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1 Introduction

The aim of this paper is to extend the classical result on commutativity of flows of smooth vector
fields (in the Euclidean space) to the weak setting of Regular Lagrangian Flows. To this end, we first
recall that, if X,Y ∈ C∞(Rn,Rn)∩L∞(Rn,Rn) are two smooth vector fields, then their flows φX

t , φY
s

are the solutions of the following Cauchy Problem

{

∂tφ
X
t (x) = X(φX

t (x)),

φX
0 (x) = x,

∀x ∈ Rn, (and the same for the flow φY
s ). Then one of the classical results of differential geometry,

ultimately leading to Frobenius theorem, states that

φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s ∈ R ⇐⇒ [X,Y ] = 0, (1.1)

where [X,Y ] can be defined pointwise as [X,Y ] = DYX−DXY . The equivalence in (1.1) was proved
for locally Lipschitz vector fields in [16], and the extension to Sobolev vector fields was analyzed in
[11], where the authors prove that, if X,Y ∈ W 1,p

loc (R
n,Rn) ∩ L∞(Rn,Rn) with bounded divergence,

then

φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀s, t ∈ R, for a.e. z ∈ Rn (1.2)

⇐⇒

[X,Y ] = 0 and φX
t is weakly (Lie) differentiable w.r.t. Y with locally bounded derivative.

Here, the flows of the two vector fields are Regular Lagrangian Flows as in [13],[3] (see also Section
2). Moreover, we remark that the condition ∀s, t ∈ R, for a.e. z ∈ Rn in (1.2) means that for every
s, t fixed, there exists Ωs,t such that L2(Ωc

s,t) = 0 and the flows commute in Ωs,t. Hence, it is not
restrictive to consider a bounded time interval, i.e. t ∈ (−T, T ) for some T > 0. We finally recall that
the notion of weak Lie differentiability introduced in [11] has to be intended in the following sense:
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Definition 1.1. Let F ∈ L1(Rn,Rn) and let Y ∈ L∞(Rn,Rn) be a vector field with div Y ∈
L∞(Rn,R). We say that F is weakly (Lie) differentiable w.r.t. Y if there exists f ∈ L1(Rn,Rn)
such that for every ϕ ∈ C1

c (R
n,Rn) the following holds

ˆ

Rn

(F (z), Dϕ(z)Y (z)) + div(Y )(z) (F (z), ϕ(z)) dz = −

ˆ

Rn

(f(z), ϕ(z))dz. (1.3)

We will say that f is the weak (Lie) derivative of F in direction of Y . If moreover f ∈ L∞
loc(R

n,Rn)
we will say that F is weakly (Lie) differentiable w.r.t. Y with locally bounded derivative.

In particular, if F ∈ W 1,p
loc (R

n,Rn), then F is weakly (Lie) differentiable. Indeed, the weak Lie
derivative is a directional derivative where the direction is given by the vector field Y .

We point out that the weak Lie differentiability assumption is a non-trivial requirement in the
non-smooth setting. Indeed, in the case of rough regularity of the vector field (being either Sobolev
or BV), the flow may not be differentiable, namely may not belong to any Sobolev/BV space, as
first proved in [14] through a random construction. We also quote [15], where the author provides an
example where the RLF fails to be Sobolev/BV.

In this paper, we propose a purely geometric approach that allows us to remove the additional
assumption of the weak Lie differentiability in the case of two-dimensional Hamiltonian vector fields.
More precisely, we prove that the classical equivalence (1.1) holds in dimension n = 2, with the
further assumption of the continuity of the two vector fields. Moreover, in Section 5 we explain how
to generalize one of the implications in (1.1) to the BV setting.

We start by describing the heuristics of our approach, in order to show in particular how to drop
the weak Lie differentiability assumption on the flow of X . Our construction draws inspiration from
[15]. The core idea is that, if the vector field X ∈ W 1,p(R2,R2) ∩C0(R2,R2) is bounded, divergence-
free and uniformly bounded from below, then its flow φX

t belongs to the Sobolev space W 1,p. In
particular, the theorem proved in [15] is the following.

Theorem 1.2. [Theorem 1.4 in [15]] Let X ∈ W 1,p(R2,R2) be a continuous divergence-free vector
field with bounded support and let Ω be an open ball of radius R > 0 such that there exists δ > 0 and
e ∈ S1 for which X · e > δ in Ω. Then for every t > 0 the Regular Lagrangian Flow of X has a
representative φX

t ∈ C0(Ω) ∩W 1,p(Ω).

The proof of the previous result is based on the underlying Hamiltonian structure of the vector
field and therefore the set Ω, which is a ball in [15], must be simply connected in order to guarantee
the existence of a Lipschitz Hamiltonian H such that X = ∇⊥H . We remark also that, if we consider
e as in the statement of Theorem 1.2, then we have |X | ≥ δ > 0. A version of Theorem 1.2 in the BV
setting is also available.

In virtue of Theorem 1.2, it is clear that, if |X | ≥ c > 0 in some Ω ∈ R2, and the set Ω is
invariant for the flows φX

t , φY
s (meaning that the flows keep living in the set Ω), then φX

t is weakly
Lie differentiable in Ω, since it is Sobolev, and therefore the two flows commute in Ω. On the other
hand, if |X | = 0, then its flow is the identity map (at least for a.e. x ∈ R2) and the commutativity
simply follows by proving that X ◦φY

s = 0 for every s, i.e. the vector field X is forced to vanish along
the trajectory of Y .

The proof of our main result relies on finding regions of the plane invariant for the flows φX
t , φY

s

where the two different behaviours occur. In this context, the condition [X,Y ] = 0 prescribes very
strict geometric properties on the flows of the two vector fields (see in particular Equation (1.6) below).

We finally remark that the study of the Lie Bracket for rough vector fields is of interest in the
context of Magneto Hydrodynamics, for example [10]. Furthermore, the investigation of the com-
mutativity of the flows in the non-smooth setting, together with the notion of Lie bracket for rough
vector fields, arises naturally in various research fields, see for instance [17],[7].

The Hamiltonian case

In the first part of our work, namely Section 3, we restrict ourselves to the case of Hamiltonian
dynamics, i.e. we assume divX = 0, div Y = 0, n = 2. Our main contribution here is the following
result.
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Proposition 1.3. Let X,Y ∈ W 1,p
loc (R

2,R2) ∩ C0(R2,R2) be two bounded vector fields and assume
that divX = div Y = 0 almost everywhere. Then

[X,Y ] = 0 ⇐⇒ φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s ∈ R, for a.e. in R2. (1.4)

The main idea behind the proof of Proposition 1.3 is to exploit the well-known fact that, if
X ∈ L∞(R2,R2) with divX = 0, then there exists a Lipschitz Hamiltonian H : R2 → R such
that

X = ∇⊥H = (−∂2H, ∂1H).

Then, given two smooth Hamiltonian vector fields X = ∇⊥H,Y = ∇⊥K, we have

[X,Y ] = 0 ⇐⇒ {H,K} = const,

where {·, ·} denotes the Poisson Bracket. In the two dimensional case, the vanishing of the Lie bracket
corresponds in particular to the following property:

X · Y ⊥ = const. (1.5)

Indeed, the following equation holds [5]:

[X,Y ] = div Y X − divXY −∇⊥(X · Y ⊥). (1.6)

In Section 3, we show that the same equivalence between the vanishing of the Lie bracket and property
(1.5) holds if we understand the Lie bracket in (1.6) in the distributional sense. Hence, we are left
with proving that X · Y ⊥ = const ⇒ φX

t ◦ φY
s = φY

s ◦ φX
t , for every t, s ∈ R, for a.e. in x ∈ R2 and

therefore we can study separately the two different cases X · Y ⊥ 6= 0, and X · Y ⊥ = 0. In the first
case, the commutativity of the flows is an almost direct consequence of the results proved in [15] (see
also [11, Corollary 4.2]) for which we need the continuity assumption. On the contrary, the proof in
the second case X ·Y ⊥ = 0 is more delicate and relies on the geometry of the two vector fields. To be
more precise, we rely on the observation that the condition X · Y ⊥ = 0 implies that the level sets of
the two Hamiltonians H,K coincide, so that we can reduce the study of the commutativity of flows
on each level set, in the spirit of what was done in [1]. In particular, the strict geometry of the two
vector fields allows us to extend the result in [11] by means of purely geometric considerations, in
order to recover the classical equivalence.

The Nearly incompressible case

In the second part of our work (Section 4), we assume the more general hypothesis divX, divY ∈
L∞(R2,R). A key observation in our analysis is that classical results state that, if we assume that
X , Y have bounded divergence, then they are nearly incompressible in the sense of the following
definition.

Definition 1.4 (Nearly incompressible). A bounded vector field X ∈ L1
loc(R

n,Rn) ∩ W 1,p
loc (R

n,Rn)
is called nearly incompressible if there exists a positive constant C > 0 and a density ρ : I × Ω → R

such that
∂tρ+ div(ρX) = 0 in D′(I × Ω),

with ρ ∈ [C−1, C] Ln-a.e. (t, x) ∈ I × Ω.

It is clear that divergence-free vector fields are nearly incompressible. We recall that nearly in-
compressible vector fields were introduced in the study of the hyperbolic system of conservation laws
named after Keyfitz and Kranzer (for a systematic treatement of this topic, we refer the reader to
[12]).

Also in this more general setting, Equation (1.6) provides strong geometric insights on the flows
of the two vector fields. Indeed, under the hypothesis [X,Y ] = 0, the vector field

W
.
= div Y X − divXY ∈ L∞

is a Hamiltonian vector field, with Lipschitz Hamiltonian given by

HW = X · Y ⊥,

3



where Y ⊥ denotes (−Y2, Y1), namely the counterclockwise rotation of the vector field Y . As in the
previous case of Hamiltonian vector fields, there is a clear distinction between the two behaviors
occurring in the regions {X · Y ⊥ = 0} and {X · Y ⊥ 6= 0}. To study the behaviour of the flows of
X,Y , we prove two key results. The first one (Proposition 1.5 below) states that the flows of the
two vector fields X,Y remain confined in the regions where HW is bounded, namely the closed sets
Ωκ = H−1

W

[

C−1κ,Cκ
]

. Indeed,

Proposition 1.5. Let X,Y ∈ W 1,p(R2,R2)∩L∞(R2,R2) with bounded divergence. Moreover, assume
that [X,Y ] = 0. Then the following equation holds

X · Y ⊥ ◦ φX
t = detDφX

t X · Y ⊥ a.e., (1.7)

(and the same for the flow φY
s ). In particular, if X · Y ⊥ > 0, then there holds

1

C
X · Y ⊥ ≤ X · Y ⊥ ◦ φX

t ≤ CX · Y ⊥ a.e.,

for some positive constant C > 0.

The proof of the previous proposition is a consequence of Equation (3.4) below and of the bound-
edness of detDφX

t , namely

1

C
≤ detDφX

t ≤ C, a.e.. (1.8)

The second result (Proposition 1.7) states that the two vector fields X,Y are steady nearly incom-
pressible in the sets Ωκ. We recall that

Definition 1.6 (Steady nearly incompressible). A bounded vector field X ∈ L1
loc(R

n;Rn) is called
steady nearly incompressible in Ω if there exists a positive constant C > 0 and a time-independent
density ρ : Ω → R such that

div(ρX) = 0 in D′(Ω),

with ρ ∈ [C−1, C] Ln-a.e. x ∈ Ω.

Then the following Proposition holds

Proposition 1.7. Let X,Y ∈ L∞(R2,R2)∩W 1,p(R2,R2) with bounded divergence such that [X,Y ] =
0. Then for every κ ∈ R \ {0}, the vector fields XxΩκ

, Y xΩκ
, are steady nearly incompressible.

Moreover, they have the same Lipschitz and bounded density ρκ : Ωκ → R given by the function

ρκ =
1

HW

,

that is
div(ρκ(X − Y )) = 0, in D′(Ωκ).

This proposition allows us to study the problem of commutativity of the flows separately in the
two regions Ω = ∪κ 6=0Ωκ and in {X · Y ⊥ = 0}, similarly to what previously done in the case of
Hamiltonian vector fields. Also in this case, we expect that in the set Ω the flows of the two vector
fields are differentiable in the spirit of [15], while in the complementary set {X · Y ⊥ = 0} we exploit
the geometry of the trajectories. We are now in a position to state the main result of this paper,
namely

Theorem 1.8. Let X,Y ∈ W 1,p(R2,R2)∩C0(R2,R2) be two bounded vector fields with divX, div Y ∈
L∞(R2,R2). Then we have

[X,Y ] = 0 ⇐⇒ φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s ∈ R, for a.e. in R2.

It is clear that Proposition 1.3 follows immediately once we have established Theorem 1.8. However,
we prefer to analyze first the Hamiltonian case in order to present the main ideas of the proof more
clearly. Moreover, the Hamiltonian structure allows us to propose in Section 3 an alternative proof of
the commutativity of the flows which relies on the analysis of level sets of Hamiltonians.

To summarize the above, the general idea is that, in the regions where X · Y ⊥ 6= 0, one of the two
vector field plays the role of the direction e in Theorem 3.6 and therefore we have the differentiability
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properties of the two flows. In the points where the direction e cannot be found, we exploit the
fact that the trajectories of the two vector fields are the same. In particular, we remark that the
non-symmetric assumption ’φX

t is weakly Lie differentiable w.r.t. Y ’ (without asking anything on the
flow of the vector field Y ) is in fact symmetric, since in the same region X · Y ⊥ 6= 0 the flow of the
vector field Y is weakly Lie differentiable w.r.t. X .

We conclude this paragraph by emphasizing that, since [X,Y ] = 0 imposes strict geometric con-
ditions on the flows of the two vector fields, we expect that also in higher dimension the geometry
of trajectories could be analyzed to improve the result in [11], since analogous of Equation (1.6) are
available. On the other hand, it is not clear whether in higher dimension we can still expect Sobolev
regularity results for the flows under study. Equation (1.6) turned out to be a surprisingly rich source
of information about the geometric properties of the two vector fields, and we expect that it could be
further investigated for our understanding of the underlying geometric structure given by the vanishing
Lie bracket.

Extension to BV setting

In the final part of this work, namely Section 5, we briefly discuss how to generalize the previous
results to BV vector fields, since the results of the previous discussion holds true also in this case. In
our opinion, the extension to the BV setting is not trivial, and relies mainly on the following definition
of distributional Lie Bracket.

Definition 1.9 (Distributional Lie bracket). Let X , Y ∈ BVloc(R
n,Rn)∩L∞(Rn,Rn) be vector fields

with bounded divergence. Then we define the (distributional) Lie bracket [X,Y ] by setting, for every
ϕ ∈ C1

c (R
n,Rn),

ˆ

Rn

([X,Y ], ϕ)dz
.
=

ˆ

Rn

((X,DϕY ) + div Y (X,ϕ)− (Y,DϕX)− divX(Y, ϕ)) dz. (1.9)

We remark that the Lie bracket in (1.9) is well-defined as we assume that the vector fields X and
Y have bounded divergence. Moreover, we emphasize that our definition of Lie bracket is consistent
with the classical one if X,Y are smooth vector fields and reduces to the one in [11] if we identify
X and Y with their precise representative, by Vol’pert chain rule formula (see Sections 2 and 5).
Owing to Definition 1.9, we prove the following proposition, which extends to the BV setting one of
the implications in (1.1).

Proposition 1.10. Let X, Y ∈ BVloc(R
n,Rn)∩L∞(Rn,Rn) be vector fields with bounded divergence

and let φX
t , φY

s be their Regular Lagrangian Flows. Then the following implication holds true

φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s ∈ R, a.e. in Rn ⇒ [X,Y ] = 0. (1.10)

The proof of Proposition 1.10 is obtained by simply adapting the method used in [11]. In contrast
to the Sobolev case studied in [11], it is our belief that it is not straightforward to prove the missing
implication in Proposition 1.10. Indeed, a key point in order to show that the vanishing Lie bracket
implies that the two flows commute, one would need to evaluate the function

t → [X,Y ] ◦ φX
t ,

and to use the hypothesis on vanishing Lie Bracket on the trajectories. In the BV setting, where
we need a distributional definition of Lie Bracket, it is not clear to us how to give meaning to the
previous function. For this reason, the geometric approach we follow in Sections 3 and 4 can not be
straightforwardly generalized to the BV setting (it is in particular not possible to employ Theorem
1.2 to deal with the case X · Y ⊥ 6= 0). This constitutes a key difference between the Sobolev and the
BV case and therefore we left the other implication as an open problem.

1.0.1 Outline of the paper

The structure of the paper is the following. Section 2 is devoted to preliminaries: we collect some
known results regarding BV functions, we introduce the notion of regular Lagrangian flow and we recall
the structure of level sets of Lipschitz functions with compact support and gradient with bounded
variation. In Section 3, we prove Proposition 1.3 through a dimension-reduction argument in the
spirit of [1]. In Section 4 we generalize the previous arguments to the case of rough vector fields
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with bounded divergence and we prove our main result, Theorem 1.8. Finally, some comments on the
extension to the case of BV vector fields are presented in Section 5.

Acknowledgements. The authors acknowledge Riccardo Tione for suggesting the problem and
Riccardo Tione, Giacomo del Nin and Elio Marconi for many useful discussions and insights on the
topic.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we collect some preliminary results that will be used throughout the paper. We first
give a quick overview of BV functions, Regular Lagrangian Flows and Commutator estimates. Finally,
in the last subsection, we give a characterization of Level sets of Lipschitz functions with compact
support.

2.1 BV functions

In this subsection, we recall some known results concerning functions of bounded variation. For a
more comprehensive treatment of the topic, we refer the reader to [4]. Let u ∈ BV(Ω,Rn) and
Du ∈ Mb(Ω)

n×n the n × n-valued measure representing its distributional derivative. We recall the
canonical decomposition of the measure Du

Du = Dau+Dsu = Dau+Dcu+Dju,

whereDau is the absolutely continuous part ofDu with respect to the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure
Ln and Dsu is the singular part of Du with respect to Ln. Moreover, we split Dsu into the jump
part Dsu and the Cantor part Dcu. Since Dau is an absolutely continuous function, we can write it
as Dau = ∇uLn, i.e. we denote by ∇u = (∂iu

j) ∈ Rn×n the density of Dau with respect to Ln. We
finally recall a structure theorem for BV vector fields from [4].

Theorem 2.1. Let u ∈ BV(Rn,Rn). Then there exists a partition of Rn = Su ∪ Ju ∪Du such that
the following properties hold true:

1. Hn−1(Su) = 0;

2. Ju is the union of the images of at most countably many Lipschitz curves and there exist Borel
functions ν : Ju → Sn−1, u−, u+ : Ju → Rn such that, for every x ∈ Ju, we have

−

ˆ

B−

r (x)

|u(x)− u−(x)|dx = o(1), −

ˆ

B+
r (x)

|u(x)− u+(x)|dx = o(1), as r → 0,

where B−
r (x)

.
= {x ∈ Br : (x− x, ν) < 0} and B+

r (x)
.
= {x ∈ Br : (x− x, ν) > 0};

3. for every x ∈ Du, there exists ũ(x) such that

−

ˆ

Br(x)

|u(x)− ũ(x)|dx = o(1), as r → 0.

Taking advantage of the previous theorem, it is possible to assign a value to u at every point
x /∈ Su \ Ju. More precisely, the precise representative of u ∈ BV(Ω,Rn) is the Borel function u∗ such
that u∗(x) = ũ(x) if x ∈ Du and u∗(x) = (u+(x) + u−(x))/2 if x ∈ Ju. The precise representative
allows us to state the general Leibniz rule for the product of two BV functions. More precisely, if u,
v ∈ BV(Rn,Rn) ∩ L∞(Rn,Rn), then uv ∈ BV(Rn,Rn) with

D(uv) = v∗Du+ u∗Dv, (2.1)

see [18] or [4, Theorem 3.96].
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2.2 Regular Lagrangian Flows

Throughout this paper, we will consider autonomous vector fields X,Y : Rn → Rn in the space
BVloc(R

n,Rn) ∩ L∞(Rn,Rn) (in short X,Y ∈ BVloc ∩L
∞) with divX, div Y ∈ L∞(Rn,R). We first

recall that, when the velocity fields X,Y are Lipschitz, then their flows are well-defined in the classical
sense, i.e. they are the maps φX

t , φY
s : R× Rn → Rn satisfying

{

∂tφ
X
t (x) = X(φX

t (x)),

φX
0 (x) = x,

(2.2)

(and same for φY
s ). When dealing with rough vector fields, the notion of pointwise uniqueness of (2.2)

is not any more the appropriate one and we only have uniqueness “in the selection sense”, as encoded
in the following definition.

Definition 2.2. Let X ∈ BVloc ∩L
∞. A map φX

t : R×Rn → Rn is a Regular Lagrangian Flow (RLF)
for the vector field X if

1. for a.e. x ∈ R2 the map t → Xt(x) is an absolutely continuous integral solution of

{

∂tx(t) = X(x(t));

x(0) = x.
(2.3)

2. there exists a positive constant C independent of t such that

L2(X−1
t (A)) ≤ CL2(A), ∀A ∈ B(R2). (2.4)

We recall that Regular Lagrangian flows were introduced in [13], where the authors prove their
existence and uniqueness for vector fields X ∈ W 1,p(Rn,Rn), p ≥ 1, with bounded divergence. The
theory was subsequently extended to BV vector fields with bounded divergence in [3]. Finally, unique-
ness results in the more general class of nearly incompressible vector fields were established in [6]. Here
we briefly recall the stability result for RLFs of BV vector fields, that is

Theorem 2.3 (Stability, Theorem 6.3 [2]). Let Xn, X ∈ BVloc ∩L
∞ with div(Xn) with bounded

divergence and let φXn

, φX be their corresponding Regular Lagrangian Flows. Assume that

||Xn −X ||L1 → 0 as n → ∞, ‖ divXn‖∞ ≤ C, ∀n,

then

lim
n→∞

ˆ

Rn

sup
t

|φXn

t (x) − φX
t (x)|dx = 0.

From now on we denote by φX
t (·)♯L

d the push-forward of the Lebesgue measure on Rd via the
function φX

t (·). We observe, as already pointed out in [12], that Condition 1. in Definition 2.2 is
equivalent to

φX
t (·)♯L

d ≪ Ld

for every t ≥ 0. Then, for every RLF, there exists a ξ ∈ L∞([−T, T ]×Rn), for every T > 0, such that
φX
t (·)♯L

d = ξLd. The function ξ will be called density of the flow φX
t and, by definition, it satisfies

the following “change of variables” identity

ˆ

Rn+1

ϕ(t, φX
−t(z))dzdt =

ˆ

Rn+1

ϕ(t, z)ξ(t, z)dzdt, ∀ϕ ∈ Cc(R
n+1). (2.5)

In the smooth setting, clearly ξ = detDφX
t . Moreover, ξ ∈ L∞([−T, T ]× Rn) for every T > 0 and it

satisfies the analogous of Liouville Theorem, that is

∂tξ = div(X) ◦ φX
t ξ distributionally. (2.6)

See [11] for the details, where the Stability Theorem is used to obtain this result.
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2.3 Structure of level sets of Lip
c
functions

In this subsection, we consider X ∈ L∞(R2;R2)∩BVloc(R
2) with divX = 0 a.e. and we additionally

assume that X has compact support (this is not restrictive since we consider bounded vector fields).
Then there exists H ∈ Lipc(R

2,R) such that X = ∇⊥H , where ∇⊥ = (−∂2, ∂1) is the orthogonal
gradient. Before we give the characterization of the level sets ofH (the results we state here are from [9]
as in [8]), we recall that a curve Γ in R2 is the image of a continuous, non-constant γ : [a, b] → R2, thus
it is a compact connected set. We say that Γ is a simple closed curve if there exists a parametrization
γ : [a, b] → R2, injective on [a, b) such that γ(a) = γ(b).

Theorem 2.4. We consider X ∈ L∞(R2;R2) ∩ BVloc(R
2) with divX = 0 a.e. and with compact

support. Then there exists a set C ⊂ H(R2) with L1(H(R2) \ C) = 0 and such that for every h ∈ C
the following properties hold:

• H1(H−1(h)) < ∞;

• there exists N = N(h) ∈ N and Ci(h) with i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} disjoint simple closed curves such
that

H−1(h) = ∪N
i=1Ci(h).

Furthermore, there exist Lipschitz parametrizations γi(h) : [0, ℓi(h)] → R2 with
∣

∣

d
dt
(γi(h))t

∣

∣ = 1
L1-a.e. t and γi(h)([0, ℓi(h)]) = Ci(h).

Moreover, for every ǫ > 0 there exists Cǫ ⊂ H(R2), and a constant c > 0 such that L1(H(R2)\Cǫ) < ǫ
and for every h ∈ Cǫ it holds

∀x ∈ H−1(h) ∩DX , |X(x)| ≥ c.

Corollary 2.5. In the assumption of the previous theorem, there exists a set ẼX ⊂ H(R2) with
L1(H(R2) \ ẼX) = 0 such that for every h ∈ ẼX , there exists ch > 0 such that |X(x)| > ch for every
x ∈ {H = h}.

Remark 2.6. We remark that a slightly different characterization is needed for vector fields that do
not have compact support, where we lose the property for the level sets to be finite union of simple
closed curves. In this paper we omit this description in order to avoid further technicalities.

We recall that, under this assumption, the Hamiltonian structure is compatible with the flow,
namely

Theorem 2.7 (Theorem 2.6 in [8]). Let X = ∇⊥H be a BV vector field. If φX
t : R2 → R2 is its

unique RLF, then for L2-a.e. x ∈ R2 and for every t ∈ R,

H(φX
t (x)) = H(x).

In particular, if we fix a representative for the RLF of X , it holds that for every h ∈ EX , for every
x ∈ Ci(h), where Ci(h) ∈ H−1(h) is some cycle, and γi(h) is the parametrization of Theorem 2.4,
then φX

t (x) = γi(h)(τ̄ ), where τ̄ ∈ [0, ℓi(h)] is uniquely determined by

t = N

ˆ ℓi(h)

0

1

|X(γi(h)(τ))|
dτ +

ˆ τ̄

γi(h)−1(x)

1

|X(γi(h)(τ))|
dτ, (2.7)

where N ∈ N.

3 Hamiltonian vector fields

In this section, we consider two autonomous divergence-free vector fields in the real plane. The
analysis in this setting is facilitated by the Hamiltonian structure of the two vector fields. Indeed,
if X,Y ∈ L∞(R2;R2) with divX = div Y = 0 a.e., then there exist two Lipschitz Hamiltonians
H,K : R2 → R such that

X = ∇⊥H, Y = ∇⊥K, (3.1)

where ∇⊥ = (−∂2, ∂1) is the orthogonal gradient. Here the main property that we want to exploit,
requiring the Sobolev regularity of the vector fields, is the fact that the trajectories of particles advected
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by X (resp. Y ) are contained in the level sets of the Hamiltonian H (resp. K). Indeed, if X,Y have
W 1,p

loc regularity in space, the Hamiltonians are preserved by their RLFs (see Definition 2.2), namely

H ◦ φX
t = const, K ◦ φY

s = const,

and the RLFs are uniquely determined by

φX
t (x) = x, ∀x ∈ H−1(SH),

where SH denotes the singular values of H , namely

SH = {h ∈ R : ∃x ∈ R2 : H(x) = h,X(x) = 0},

which is a closed set, under the assumption that X is continuous with compact support. Clearly, the
same holds for the Hamiltonian K along the flow of the vector field Y (under the same continuity
assumption on the vector field Y ). Moreover, the flow φX

t (resp. φY
s ) is the unique solution of

∂tφ
X
t = X(φX

t ) (resp. ∂sφ
Y
t = Y (φY

s )), understood as a 1-dimensional problem on the level sets of
the Hamiltonian H , see in particular Formula (2.7).

The aim of this section is to prove the following proposition.

Proposition 3.1. Let X,Y ∈ W 1,p
loc (R

2,R2) ∩ C0(R2,R2) be two bounded vector fields and assume
that divX = div Y = 0 almost everywhere. Then

[X,Y ] = 0 ⇒ φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s ∈ R, L2-a.e. x ∈ R2. (3.2)

This result extends in particular [11, Corollary 4.2] to vector fields that can vanish on the real
plane, so that the classical equivalence is established. As explained above, the main property used
here is the following well-known fact in Hamiltonian dynamics

[X,Y ] = 0 ⇐⇒ {H,K} = const, (3.3)

where {·, ·} denotes the Poisson Bracket. Such formula holds also in this weak context, as proved in
Lemma 3.3. In the two-dimensional case, condition (3.3) is equivalent to the following property of the
two vector fields:

X · Y ⊥ = const.

Remark 3.2. We point out that the conditionX ·Y ⊥ = const can be written as det(∇K,∇H) = const,
connecting this problem to differential inclusions.

Before proving Proposition 3.1, we give the following general result

Lemma 3.3. Let X,Y ∈ W 1,p
loc

(R2) ∩ L∞(R2) with divX, div Y ∈ L∞(R2). Then

[X,Y ] = div Y X − divXY −∇⊥(X · Y ⊥), distributionally (3.4)

In particular, if divX = div Y = 0 then

[X,Y ] = 0 iff X · Y ⊥ = const.

Proof. Let ϕ ∈ C1
c (R

2). Then, by definition (see Equation (1.9)), the distributional Lie Bracket reads
as

ˆ

R2

([X,Y ], ϕ)dz =

ˆ

R2

(X,DϕY )− (Y,DϕX) + div Y (X,ϕ)− divX(Y, ϕ)dz.

In the general case, we have
ˆ

R2

(X,DϕY )− (Y,DϕX)dz =

ˆ

R2

(Y1X1∂1ϕ1 +X1Y2∂2ϕ1 + Y1X2∂1ϕ2 + Y2X2∂2ϕ2)dz

−

ˆ

R2

(X1Y1∂1ϕ1 + Y1X2∂2ϕ1 +X1Y2∂1ϕ2 +X2Y2∂2ϕ2)dz

=

ˆ

R2

(X1Y2∂2ϕ1 + Y1X2∂1ϕ2 − Y1X2∂2ϕ1 −X1Y2∂1ϕ2)dz

=

ˆ

R2

(X · Y ⊥)(−∂2ϕ1 + ∂1ϕ1)dz,

which immediately gives the statement.
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Remark 3.4. We observe that Equation (3.4) and Lemma 3.3 hold also in the BV setting.

Remark 3.5. As anticipated before, the condition [X,Y ] = 0 for Hamiltonian vector fields corre-
sponds to {H,K} = const. In particular, this formula holds in any even dimension, giving strong
geometric properties to the flows of Hamiltonian vector fields (that is, the Lie bracket of two Hamil-
tonian vector fields is itself a Hamiltonian vector field).

3.1 Analysis of X · Y ⊥ = const

This subsection is devoted to the proof of Proposition 3.1, which in turn implies Proposition 1.3 in
virtue of [11, Theorem 1.1]. Thus, we are just left with proving that the vanishing of the Lie bracket
implies the commutativity of flows in the case where the two vector fields X,Y are Hamiltonian and
continuous with Sobolev regularity. As explained above, this boils down to discussing the two separate
cases X · Y ⊥ 6= 0 and X · Y ⊥ = 0. In particular, if X · Y ⊥ 6= 0, under the assumption of continuity of
the two vector fields, the commutativity is a corollary of the result in [15], that we recall here for the
reader’s convenience as stated in [11], namely

Theorem 3.6 ([15]). Let X ∈ W 1,p
loc

(R2,R2) ∩ L∞(R2,R2) be a continuous vector field with zero

divergence. If X 6= 0, then its RLF φX
t ∈ L∞

loc
(R,W 1,p

loc
(R2,R2)).

We remark that the continuity of the vector field is necessary to ensure thatX is uniformly bounded
from below. In the case X · Y ⊥ = 1, the assumptions of the previous theorem are trivially satisfied,
as condition X · Y ⊥ = 1 implies that there exists a positive constant c > 0 such that |X | ≥ c. Indeed,

1 ≤ |X ||Y | −→ |X | ≥
1

‖Y ‖∞
,

and therefore Theorem 3.6 guarantees the differentiability of the flow φX
t , which in turn implies the

weak Lie differentiability (Definition 1.1).

According to the previous arguments, from now on we will analyze the more delicate caseX ·Y ⊥ = 0
everywhere. In this case, thanks to the boundedness of the vector fields, we can assume without loss
of generality that X,Y have compact support, in order to make the analysis more transparent.

We first recall that SH , SK are the sets of singular values of H,K respectively, while RH , RK , de-
fined as RH = H(R2)\SH , RK = K(R2)\SK , are the sets of regular values. The identity X ·Y ⊥ = 0,
at the level of Hamiltonians of the two vector fields, translates into the property that the level sets
of the two Hamiltonians H,K coincide. This has to be intended in the following sense: consider a
simple closed curve Ci(h) ⊂ {H = h} with h ∈ ẼX ⊂ RH (recall the definition of the set ẼX from
Corollary 2.5), and assume that Y (x) 6= 0 for x ∈ {H = h}. Then there exists k ∈ ẼY such that
Ci(h) ⊂ {K = k}. This crucial property of the level sets of the Hamiltonians will be clarified even
further in the proofs of the upcoming propositions.

With these considerations at hand, we aim at giving a partition of the space R2 into sets where
the commutativity of flows can be proved independently and with different ideas, up to L2-negligible
sets. Before starting our analysis, we recall that:

φX
t (x) = x, ∀x ∈ H−1(SH), φY

s (x) = x, ∀x ∈ K−1(SK). (3.5)

Moreover, the RLFs φX
t , φY

s are integral solution of the Cauchy Problem (2.3) for a.e. initial data
x ∈ A ⊂ R2, L2(Ac) = 0. For our analysis, we will limit the study to the set A. We recall that in this
work the commutativity of flows has to be intended in the following weak sense: we say that the flows
φX
t and φY

s commute if, for every s, t fixed, there exists Ωs,t such that L2(Ωc
s,t) = 0 and the flows

commute in Ωs,t. However, in this section, we rely on a stronger notion of commutativity, namely we
we prove that there exists a set Ω with L2(Ωc) = 0 such that

φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s ∈ R, ∀x ∈ Ω. (3.6)

We recall the following property of the Structure Theorem 2.4:

∃ẼX ⊂ H(R2), with L1(H(R2) \ ẼX) = 0 : ∀h ∈ ẼX , X(x) 6= 0, ∀x ∈ {H = h}.
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Moreover, for such h, {H = h} is finite union of simple closed curves Ci(h), which are the connected
components of the level set {H = h}.

We are now in a position to start our analysis. We partition the space R2 as follows:

R2 = ({X 6= 0} ∩ EX) ∪ ({X 6= 0} ∩ Ec
X) ∪ {X = 0},

where the set EX = H−1(ẼX). We define in the same way ẼY and EY . By Coarea formula, it holds
that L2({X 6= 0} ∩ Ec

X) = 0, since

ˆ

{X 6=0}∩Ec
X

|∇H |dx =

ˆ

R

H1({X 6= 0} ∩ Ec
X ∩H−1(t))dt. (3.7)

The RHS is clearly zero by definition of EX and |∇H | 6= 0 in the LHS since ∇⊥H = X . Owing to
this property, we give the following

Corollary 3.7. The space R2 can be partitioned as follows

[({X 6= 0} ∩ EX) ∩ ({Y 6= 0} ∩EY )] ∪ {X = 0} ∪ {Y = 0} ∪N, (3.8)

where L2(N) = 0 and EX , EY are the spaces defined above.

Proof. The proof follows easily from set-theoretical considerations and (3.7).

In virtue of the previous corollary, we are left with proving separately the commutativity of the
flows on the two non-negligible sets in (3.8), as done in the two upcoming propositions.

Proposition 3.8. In the set {X = 0} ∪ {Y = 0} the flows commute, in the sense that there exists
Ω′ ⊂ {X = 0} ∪ {Y = 0} with L2(Ω′c) = 0 such that

φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s ∈ R, ∀x ∈ Ω′.

Proof. We fix x ∈ {X = 0} ∪ {Y = 0} and w.l.o.g. we can assume X(x) = 0. If Y (x) = 0, then
the flows φX

t , φY
s clearly commute for every t, s being the flow maps the identity. Hence, we assume

that X(x) = 0 and Y (x) 6= 0. By the same reasoning as in (3.7), we first observe that it holds that
L2({x : X(x) = 0, Y (x) 6= 0, x ∈ Ec

Y }) = 0, by the monotonicity of the Lebesgue measure.
Thus, we are left with analyzing the case X(x) = 0, Y (x) 6= 0, and x ∈ EY . Since x ∈ EY , by

definition of EY , we have that Y (y) 6= 0 for every y ∈ {K = K(x)}. We now denote by Ck the
connected component of {K = K(x)} containing both x and y (we recall that Ck is a simple closed
curve by Theorem 2.4). If X(y) = 0 for every y ∈ Ck, then in particular X ◦φY

s (x) = 0 for every s ∈ R,
thus the commutativity of flows would follow immediately. Observe that there exists h ∈ H(R2) such
that Ck ⊂ {H = h}, since X · Y ⊥ = 0. As a consequence, if there exists y ∈ Ck such that X(y) 6= 0,
then it must be that y ∈ {X 6= 0}∩Ec

X (if not, we would have X(x) 6= 0 by definition of EX). Observe
that

L2(E) = L2({y ∈ H−1(h) : ∃x : X(x) = 0, X(y) 6= 0, ∃Ck connected component: x, y ∈ Ck}) = 0,

since E is a subset of {X 6= 0} ∩ Ec
X , which we proved to be L2-negligible. Notice that, since X

is continuous and X(y) 6= 0, for the connected component Ck satisfying the previous property, there
exists γk : [−Tk, Tk] → R2 with γk([−Tk, Tk]) ⊂ Ck and γk(0) = y such that X(γk(t)) 6= 0 for all
t ∈ [−Tk, Tk]. In terms of flows, this means that there exists q ∈ Q rational number such that
X(φY

q (x)) 6= 0. Therefore

{x : X(x) = 0, Y (x) 6= 0, x ∈ EY } ⊂ ∪q∈Q(φ
Y
q )

−1(E).

Since Y is incompressible and L2(E) = 0, this immediately gives that L2({x : X(x) = 0, Y (x) 6= 0, x ∈
EY }) = 0, which concludes the proof.

Remark 3.9. Since the previous proof only relies on geometric considerations on level sets and does
not use the regularity of the vector fields X,Y , it is in particular valid also in the BV setting. However,
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we remark that in the case of Sobolev regularity, the previous result is an easy corollary of Gronwall’s
lemma. Indeed, we have

d

ds
|X ◦ φY

s |
2 = 2〈X ◦ φY

s , DX(φY
s )Y ◦ φY

s 〉 = 2〈X ◦ φY
s , DY (φY

s )X ◦ φY
s 〉 ≤ 2|X ◦ φY

s |
2|DY (φY

s )|,

where the second inequality follows from [X,Y ] = 0. In particular, the previous inequality and
Gronwall’s lemma imply that X(φY

s (x)) = 0 if X(x) = 0 and one concludes the same result as before.
We also remark that the previous inequality holds also for vector fields with bounded divergence, so
that the vector field remains zero on the trajectories of the second vector field.

In order to prove Proposition 3.1, we are now left with proving the following result.

Proposition 3.10. In the set ({X 6= 0} ∩ EX)∩({Y 6= 0} ∩EY ) the two flows commute, in the sense
of (3.6).

Proof. We fix a point x ∈ ({X 6= 0} ∩ EX) ∩ ({Y 6= 0} ∩EY ), then, by definition of the two sets,
there exist cH(x) > 0, cK(x) > 0 such that |X(y)| ≥ cH(x) > 0 for every y ∈ {H = H(x)} and
|Y (y)| ≥ cK(x) > 0 for every y ∈ {K = K(x)}. In particular, there exists a simple closed curve C with
φX
t (x), φY

s (x) ∈ C for every t, s ∈ R and therefore we can restrict ourselves to study the commutativity
of the flows along each curve C. We observe that, since the flows of the two vector fields live in the
same curve, we can define a function τ = τ(t, y) time-periodic satisfying

φX
t (y) = φY

τ(t,y)(y), ∀y ∈ C.

In particular,

φX
t ◦ φY

s (y) = φY
τ(t,φY

s (y)) ◦ φ
Y
s (y) = φY

τ(t,φY
s (y))+s(y) ∀s, t ∈ R, ∀y ∈ C,

while
φY
s ◦ φX

t (y) = φY
s+τ(t,y)(y) ∀s, t ∈ R, ∀y ∈ C,

which follow by the semigroup properties of the flows, being the two vector fields autonomous. We
claim that τ ◦φY

s = const, which gives a proof of the commutativity of the two flows along each curve
C. Observe that, since X · Y ⊥ = 0, in a ǫ-neighbourhood Cǫ of C it holds that

X(x) = αǫ(x)Y (x),

where αǫ
.
= X·Y

|Y |2 , defined for every x ∈ Cǫ, is continuous, bounded and αǫ ≥ c > 0. Being X,Y ∈

W 1,p
loc (C

ǫ), also αǫ inherits the same regularity. In particular, since div(αǫY ) = divX = 0, we get that
∇αǫ · Y = 0 a.e. and

d

ds
αǫ ◦ φ

Y
s (x) = (∇αǫ · Y ) ◦ φY

s = 0.

In particular, thanks to the continuity assumption, the map αǫ is constant along the trajectories of
the vector field X (up to a set of measure zero). Then the function τ(t, y) = αǫ(y)t is constant along
φY
s and by Formula 2.7 we find, for every y ∈ C,

t = N

ˆ ℓ(C)

0

1

|X(γ(s))|
ds+

ˆ τ̄

γ−1(y)

1

|X(γ(s))|
ds

=
1

αǫ

(

N

ˆ ℓ(C)

0

1

|Y (γ(s))|
ds+

ˆ τ̄

γ−1(y)

1

|Y (γ(s))|
ds

)

= τ(t, y),

where γ(s) is the Lipschitz parametrization of the curve C given by Theorem 2.4 and γ(τ̄ ) = φX
t (y) =

φY
τ(t,y)(y).

4 Nearly incompressible vector fields

Here we extend the ideas of the previous section to the more general setting of continuous vector fields
X,Y ∈ W 1,p(R2,R2) with bounded divergence. We recall that, thanks to the boundedness of the
divergence, we can assume that the two vector fields X,Y are nearly incompressible (see, for instance,
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[6]) in the sense of Definition 1.4. We rewrite the equation defining the Hamiltonian vector field W ,
which follows by Equation (3.4) with [X,Y ] = 0:

W
.
= div Y X − divXY ∈ L∞.

Clearly, it follows immediately from (3.4) that W is a Hamiltonian vector field, with Hamiltonian
given by the function

HW = X · Y ⊥.

In particular, being W ∈ L∞, the scalar product X · Y ⊥ has a Lipschitz continuous representative.
We start with the following

Proposition 4.1. Let X,Y ∈ W 1,p(R2,R2)∩L∞(R2,R2) with bounded divergence such that [X,Y ] =
0. Then

X · Y ⊥ ◦ φX
t = ξ(t)X · Y ⊥, (4.1)

(and the same for the flow φY
s ), where ξ denotes the density of (φX

t )♯L
2 w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure

(see Subsection 2.2). In particular, if X · Y ⊥ ≥ 0, then we have

1

C
X · Y ⊥ ≤ X · Y ⊥ ◦ φX

t ≤ CX · Y ⊥ a.e., (4.2)

where C is the constant in (1.8).

Proof. We derive the function X · Y ⊥ ◦ φX
t and we find that

d

dt
X · Y ⊥ ◦ φX

t = (∇(X · Y ⊥) ·X) ◦ φX
t = (∇⊥(X · Y ⊥) ·X⊥) ◦ φX

t = divX ◦ φX
t (X · Y ⊥) ◦ φX

t ,

where we have used Equation (3.4). On the other side, by Liouville Theorem (see the discussion in
the Preliminaries 2)

∂tξ = div(X) ◦ φX
t ξ.

Therefore the equality follows, since the two functions satisfy the same ODE (with the same initial
data). Inequality (4.2) is a direct consequence of Equation (1.8).

Remark 4.2. We point out that these computations hold also in the BV setting.

For every κ ∈ R\{0}, we define the sets Ωκ = H−1
W

(

C−1κ,Cκ
)

, if κ > 0 and Ωκ = H−1
W

(

Cκ,C−1κ
)

,
if κ < 0. Clearly, Ωκ is the union of countably many connected components. In the sequel, when we
will refer to Ωκ, for simplicity we will refer to each single connected component. By inequality (4.2),
we have that, if X · Y ⊥(x) = κ, then φX

t (x) ∈ Ωκ.
We are now in a position to prove the main proposition of this section, that is

Proposition 4.3. Let X,Y ∈ L∞(R2,R2)∩W 1,p(R2,R2) with bounded divergence such that [X,Y ] =
0. Then for every κ ∈ R \ {0}, the vector fields XxΩκ

, Y xΩκ
, are steady nearly incompressible.

Moreover, they have the same Lipschitz and bounded density ρκ : Ωκ → R given by the function

ρκ =
1

HW

,

that is
div(ρκ(X − Y )) = 0, in D′(Ωκ).

Proof. Since we are in the set Ωκ, the function ρκ of the statement is well-defined, bounded (from above
and below) and Lipschitz, being X · Y ⊥ Lipschitz. In particular, by Equation (3.4) with [X,Y ] = 0,
it holds

∇⊥(X · Y ⊥) · Y ⊥ = div Y (X · Y ⊥),

and therefore

div(ρκY ) = div

(

1

HW

Y

)

=
1

HW

div Y −
1

H2
W

∇
(

X · Y ⊥
)

· Y

=
1

HW

div Y −
1

H2
W

∇⊥
(

X · Y ⊥
)

· Y ⊥

=
1

HW

div Y −
1

H2
W

div Y HW = 0.
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The same computation holds for the vector field X , being

∇⊥(X · Y ⊥) ·X⊥ = − divX(Y ·X⊥) = divX(X · Y ⊥).

We define now the set
Ω = ∪κ∈Q\{0}Ωκ,

which is an open set such that Ωc = {HW = 0}. Observe that, thanks again to inequality (4.2), if
x ∈ Ω, then φX

t (x) ∈ Ω (and the same for the flow of the vector field Y ), so that the set Ω is an
invariant set for the two flows.

Taking advantage of the previous results, we can easily adapt the ideas of [15] to prove the following

Proposition 4.4. Let X,Y be vector fields satisfying the hypotheses of the two previous proposi-
tions. Moreover, we assume that they are continuous. Then, for every t, s the RLFs of X,Y have
representative φX

t , φY
s ∈ W 1,p(Ω) ∩ C0(Ω).

Proof. We fix κ ∈ R \ {0} and we consider ρκ as in the statement of Proposition 4.3. Then, as ρκ is
Lipschitz and bounded, the vector field ρκX belongs to the space W 1,p

loc (R
2,R2) and is continuous on

the set Ωκ. By Diperna-Lions Theory there exists a unique RLF

φκ
t

.
= φρκX

t

solving the Cauchy Problem
{

∂tφ
κ
t (x) = (ρκX)(φκ

t (x)),

φκ
t=0(x) = x.

By [15], φκ
t ∈ W 1,p

loc (Ωκ). Indeed, we first consider a countable cover of Ωκ by open balls, namely
Ωκ ⊂ ∪jBrj (xj), where rj > 0 and xj ∈ Ωκ. The countable cover can be chosen in such a way that
X · Y ⊥ ∈ (C−1κ − δ, Cκ + δ), for some δ > 0 sufficiently small, thanks to the continuity of the two
vector fields. Finally, we denote by Ωδ

κ the set H−1
W ((C−1κ−δ, Cκ+δ)). To prove the assertion we just

need to show that φκ
t ∈ W 1,p(Brj (xj)). This clearly holds true, since in each ball Brj (xj) there exists

a Hamiltonian Hj such that ρκX = ∇⊥Hj . We then denote Ω̃n = H−1
κ ({h : minH−1

j
(h) |ρκX | > 1

n
}).

In particular, since Y is bounded, we have

B̄rj (xj) ⊂ Ω̃n.

The sets Ω̃n are those defined in [15] (Section 3), where the flow has been proved to be Sobolev and
therefore we have proved that φκ

t ∈ W 1,p(Brj (xj)). We now claim that, if we define τκ(t, x)
.
= tρk(x)

(which is a Lipschitz function on Ωδ
κ), we have that

φX
τ(t,x) = φκ

t , (4.3)

(where φX
t is the unique RLF of X), since

φ̇X
τ(t,x) = X(φX

τ(t,x))τ̇ (t, x)x=φX
τ(t,x)

= ρκ(φ
X
τ(t,x))X(φX

τ(t,x)),

so that by uniqueness of RLFs the previous identity (Equation (4.3)) holds. This in particular gives
that φX

t ∈ W 1,p
loc (Ωκ), and thus φX

t ∈ W 1,p
loc (Ω).

We are finally ready to prove our main theorem:

Theorem 4.5. Let X,Y ∈ W 1,p(R2,R2)∩C0(R2,R2) be two bounded vector fields with divX, div Y ∈
L∞(R2,R2). Then it holds

[X,Y ] = 0 ⇐⇒ φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s ∈ R, for a.e. in R2.

Proof of Theorem 4.5. Since φX
t , φY

s ∈ W 1,p(Ω), by the result in [11] we have the commutativity of
the two flows in that set, being invariant for the flows (Proposition 1.5). In particular, if L2(Ωc) = 0,
the proof is concluded.
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If not, we observe that W = 0 a.e. in the set Ωc, (since the gradient of Sobolev functions is strongly
local), which in particular implies that

divXY = div Y X a.e. in Ωc, (4.4)

We prove now the commutativity of flows in the open set {X = 0}c (while in the set {X = 0} it is a
consequence of Gronwall’s lemma as done in Remark 3.9). The condition X · Y ⊥ = 0 implies that in
the set {X = 0}c there exists a continuous function α with Y = αX and α ∈ W 1,p

loc ({X = 0}c) defined
as:

α(x) =
X · Y

|X |2
.

Moreover, equation (4.4), implies that (∇α ·X)X = 0, which in turn yields ∇α ·X = 0 a.e. in the set
{Y = 0}c ∪ {X = 0}c.

Always by a Gronwall-type argument, condition ∇α ·X = 0, together with the continuity of the
function α, implies that the the function α is constant along the trajectories of the vector field X (up
to a set of measure zero). Finally we observe that, if t is fixed, then

φX
t (x) = x+

ˆ t

0

X(φX
τ (x))dτ = x+

1

α

ˆ t

0

αX(φX
τ (x))dτ = x+

1

α

ˆ t

0

Y (φX
τ (x))dτ

= x+

ˆ

t
α

0

Y (φX
ατ (x))dτ,

which yields φX
t = φY

t
α

. The commutativity follows by the same argument of the proof of Proposition

3.10.

5 Some remarks on BV vector fields

This section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 1.10, which we carry out by adapting the one in
[11] to our case. We first briefly discuss the definition of Lie bracket we rely on in this work and we
show that this definition is still suitable if we consider BV vector fields. More precisely, we point out
that, if we identify X,Y with their precise representative, the Lie bracket defined in 1.9 reduces to
the distributional one given in [11], namely

[X,Y ]
.
= DYX −DXY, distributionally.

Indeed, by the Leibniz rule (2.1), we can rewrite the first term in (1.9) as follows

(X,DϕY ) =

n
∑

i,j=1

∂j
(

X iϕiY j
)

− (X∗, ϕ) div Y − (DXY ∗, ϕ),

where ϕ is a smooth test function. Integrating the previous expression and keeping in mind that
X = X∗ Ln-a.e., we obtain

ˆ

Rn

(X,DϕY )dz = −

ˆ

Rn

(X,ϕ) div Y dz −

n
∑

i,j=1

ˆ

Rn

ϕi(Y ∗)jdDjX
i.

Similarly, we have

ˆ

Rn

(Y,DϕX)dz = −

ˆ

Rn

(Y, ϕ) divXdz −

n
∑

i,j=1

ˆ

Rn

ϕi(X∗)jdDjY
i,

and therefore

ˆ

Rn

([X,Y ], ϕ)dz =

n
∑

i,j=1

ˆ

Rn

ϕi(X∗)jdDjY
i −

n
∑

i,j=1

ˆ

Rn

ϕi(Y ∗)jdDjX
i.

For this reason, in the following, we will always indentify X and Y with their precise representatives.
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We finally remark that, in the smooth setting, the commutativity of the flows φX
t , φY

s is equivalent
to the following property

DφX
t (z)Y (z) = Y (φX

t (z)), ∀z ∈ Rn, t ∈ R, (5.1)

where the equality is obtained deriving in time both left and right hand side and observing that,
thanks to the assumption [X,Y ] = 0, they satisfy the same differential equation with the same initial
data. In the BV setting, it is not at all clear the meaning that should be given to this equivalence.
As in [11], Equation (5.1) motivates the definition of the following distribution, already introduced in
[11]:

Tt[X,Y ](ϕ)
.
=

ˆ

Rn

(Y (φX
t ), ϕ) + (φX

t , DϕY ) + div Y (ϕ, φX
t )dz, ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Rn,Rn) (5.2)

which clearly equals Y (φX
t (z))−DφX

t (z)Y (z) if X and Y are smooth vector fields. We consider also
the following family of distributions as in [11]

Tt,s[X,Y ](ϕ)
.
=

ˆ

Rn

(Y (φX
t ◦φY

s ), ϕ)+(φX
t ◦φY

s , DϕY )+div Y (ϕ, φX
t ◦φY

s )dz, ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rn,Rn) (5.3)

which represents the function Y (φX
t ◦ φY

s )(z) − D(φX
t ◦ φY

s )(z)Y (z) in the smooth setting. The
distributions defined in (5.2) and (5.3) play a crucial role in our analysis since they serve as an
intermediate step in proving the following proposition.

Proposition 5.1. Then the following hold:

φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s ∈ R and for a.e. x ∈ Rn =⇒ Tt,s = 0 ∀t, s ∈ R =⇒ Tt = 0 ∀t ∈ R.
(5.4)

In addition, Tt = 0 for every t ∈ R implies [X,Y ] = 0.

Proof. This part of the proof is identical to the one in [11] and we rewrite it for completeness. The only
changes are in the proof of the last implication, where we make use of the definition of distributional
Lie Bracket. We first point out that, if Tt,s = 0 for every t, s ∈ R, then it is sufficient to evaluate Tt,s

at s = 0 to obtain Tt = 0 for every t ∈ R.
Proof of φX

t ◦ φY
s = φY

s ◦ φX
t , ∀t, s =⇒ Tt,s = 0, ∀t, s. As a first step, we aim at proving that

φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s =⇒ ∂s(φ
X
t ◦ φY

s ) = Y (φX
t ◦ φY

s ), for a.e. s ∈ R. (5.5)

Indeed, if φX
t ◦ φY

s = φY
s ◦ φX

t , ∀t, s, then s 7→ φX
t ◦ φY

s is an absolutely continuous function which
satisfies

∂s(φ
X
t ◦ φY

s ) = ∂s(φ
Y
s ◦ φX

t ) = Y (φY
s ◦ φX

t ) = Y (φX
t ◦ φY

s ), for a.e. s ∈ R.

We use this equivalence (5.5) to prove the desired claim. We first observe that equation ∂s(φ
X
t ◦φY

s ) =
Y (φX

t ◦ φY
s ) needs to be understood in the following sense

−

ˆ

Rn+1

(

∂sϕ(s, z), φ
X
t ◦ φY

s

)

ds dz =

ˆ

Rn+1

(

Y (φX
t ◦ φY

s ), ϕ(s, z)
)

ds dz, ∀ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rn+1).

We now perform the change of variable z̃ = φY
s (z) and rewrite the previous equation as follows

−

ˆ

Rn+1

(

∂sϕ(s, φ
Y
−s(z̃)), φ

X
t (z̃)

)

ξ(−s, z̃) ds dz̃ =

ˆ

Rn+1

(

Y (φX
t ◦ φY

s ), ϕ(s, z)
)

ds dz, (5.6)

We now exploit the change of variable formula (2.5) to compute
ˆ

Rn+1

(

∂s
(

ϕ(s, φY
−s(z̃))

)

, φX
t (z̃)

)

ξ(−s, z̃) ds dz̃ =

ˆ

Rn+1

(

ϕ(s, φY
−s(z̃)), φ

X
t (z̃)

)

div Y ◦ φY
−s ξ(−s, z̃) ds .

Taking advantage of the previous equation, together with

∂s
(

ϕ(s, φY
−s(z̃))

)

= ∂sϕ(s, φ
Y
−s(z̃))−Dϕ(s, φY

−s(z̃))Y (φY
−s(z̃)),

we can rewrite (5.6) as follows

−

ˆ

Rn+1

(

Dϕ(s, φY
−s(z̃))Y

(

φY
−s(z̃)

)

, φX
t (z̃)

)

ξ(−s, z̃) ds dz̃

−

ˆ

Rn+1

(

ϕ(s, φY
−s(z̃)), φ

X
t (z̃)

)

div Y ◦ φY
−s ξ(−s, z̃) ds dz̃ =

ˆ

Rn+1

(

Y (φX
t ◦ φY

s ), ϕ(s, z)
)

ds dz.
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Performing back the change of variable, we obtain

−

ˆ

Rn+1

(

Dϕ(s, z)Y, φX
t ◦ φY

s

)

ds dz

−

ˆ

Rn+1

(

ϕ(s, z), φX
t ◦ φY

s

)

div Y ds dz =

ˆ

Rn+1

(

Y (φX
t ◦ φY

s ), ϕ(s, z)
)

ds dz.

If we now choose test functions of the form ϕ = α(s)β(z), the previous equality is equivalent to state
that for every β ∈ C∞

c (R), t ∈ R and for a.e. s ∈ R, there holds

−

ˆ

Rn

(

Dβ(z)Y, φX
t ◦ φY

s

)

dz −

ˆ

Rn

(

β(z), φX
t ◦ φY

s

)

div Y dz =

ˆ

Rn

(

Y (φX
t ◦ φY

s ), β(z)
)

dz. (5.7)

We finally prove that (5.7) holds true for every s ∈ R. To this end, we first observe that the terms
that do not involve div Y are absolutely continuous in s, as can be seen performing again the change
of variable z̃ = φY

s (z) and using the dominated convergence theorem. At the same time, the term
involving div Y in equality (5.7) is also continuous in s, as, for every ǫ > 0, we can rewrite it as

−

ˆ

Rn

(

β(z), φX
t ◦ φY

s

)

div Y dz =

−

ˆ

Rn

(

β(z),
(

φX
t ∗ ρǫ

)

◦ φY
s

)

div Y dz −

ˆ

Rn

(

β(z),
(

φX
t − φX

t ∗ ρǫ
)

◦ φY
s

)

div Y dz,

where ρǫ denotes, as above, a mollifier. We now point out that the first term in the previous equality
is continuous in s, while the second term converges to zero (as ǫ → 0) locally uniformly in s. Thus,
equality (5.7) holds true for every s ∈ R. We eventually conclude observing that (5.7) is equivalent
to Tt,s ≡ 0 for every t, s ∈ R.

Proof of Tt = 0, ∀t ⇒ [X,Y ] = 0. We aim at showing that

d

dt
Tt[X,Y ]

∣

∣

∣

t=0
= [X,Y ], (5.8)

which clearly implies the desired implication. To this end, we first observe that, performing the change
of variable z̃ = φX

t (z) and exploiting again (2.5), we can write

d

dt

ˆ

Rn+1

(Y (φX
t (z)), ϕ(s, z)) dz ds =−

ˆ

Rn+1

(Y (z̃), Dϕ(s, φX
−t(z̃))X(φX

−t(z̃))) ξ(−t, z̃) dz̃ ds

−

ˆ

Rn+1

(Y (z̃), ϕ(s, φX
−t(z̃))) divX(φX

−t(z̃)) ξ(−t, z̃) dz̃ ds.

for every ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rn+1,Rn). Performing back the change of variable in the previous integrals, we

infer that, for every ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rn+1,Rn+1), there holds

d

dt

ˆ

Rn+1

(Y (φX
t ), ϕ)dzds =−

ˆ

Rn+1

(Y (φX
t (z)), Dϕ(z)X(z))dzds−

ˆ

Rn+1

(Y (φX
t (z)), ϕ(z)) divXdzds.

(5.9)

In particular, with the choice of functions ϕ(s, z) = α(s)β(z) as done in [11], for every β ∈ C∞
c (Rn,Rn),

it holds that

d

dt

ˆ

Rn

(Y (φX
t ), β)dz =−

ˆ

Rn

(Y (φX
t (z)), Dβ(z)X(z))dz −

ˆ

Rn

(Y (φX
t (z)), β(z)) divXdz. (5.10)

We next observe that, for any test function ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rn,Rn), we can differentiate (5.2) under the

integral sign with respect to t and exploit (5.10) to obtain

d

dt
Tt[X,Y ](ϕ) = −

ˆ

Rn

(Y (φX
t ), DϕX)dz −

ˆ

Rn

(Y (φX
t ), ϕ) divXdz

+

ˆ

Rn

(X(φX
t ), DϕY )dz +

ˆ

Rn

div Y (ϕ,X(φX
t ))dz.

(5.11)

Since Tt[X,Y ] = 0 for every t, Claim (5.8) then follows by evaluating (5.11) at t = 0 and by keeping
in mind our definition of Lie bracket in (1.9). This concludes the proof of Proposition 5.1.

We conclude by pointing out that the expression (5.11) should encode, in our opinion, the distri-
butional version of the function [X,Y ] ◦ φX

t , that we leave as an open question.
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