
ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

17
61

2v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

A
P]

  2
5 

Ju
n 

20
24

On the chaotic behavior of the Lagrangian flow of

the 2D Navier–Stokes system with bounded

degenerate noise

Vahagn Nersesyan ∗ Deng Zhang † Chenwan Zhou ‡

June 26, 2024

Abstract

We consider a fluid governed by the randomly forced 2D Navier–
Stokes system. It is assumed that the force is bounded, acts directly
only on a small number of Fourier modes, and satisfies some natural de-
composability and observability properties. Under these assumptions,
we show that the Lagrangian flow associated with the random fluid
exhibits chaotic behavior characterized by the strict positivity of the
top Lyapunov exponent. To achieve this, we introduce a new abstract
result that allows to derive positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent
from controllability properties of the underlying deterministic system.
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1 Introduction

The study of chaotic behavior of dynamical systems has been an impor-
tant topic in recent decades. It is widely accepted that chaos is the sen-
sitive dependence on initial conditions characterized by the positivity of
the top Lyapunov exponent. Given the significant challenges in proving
such properties in purely deterministic scenarios, increasing attention has
shifted towards randomly forced systems. In these systems, the presence of
noise has averaging effects making the analysis of chaotic properties more
tractable [You13, BBPS23].

1.1 Lagrangian chaos

Chaos plays an important role in the study of fluid dynamics, providing crit-
ical insights into the turbulence phenomena [BJPV98]. Despite its signifi-
cance, there are only a few mathematically rigorous results on fluid models.

In this paper, we consider the Lagrangian flow associated with the ran-
domly forced 2D Navier–Stokes system on the torus T2 := R2/2πZ2. The La-
grangian flow is a family of diffeomorphisms

φt : T2 → T2, x 7→ y(t), t ≥ 0

defined through the ODE

ẏ(t) = u(t, y(t)), y(0) = x ∈ T2, (1.1)

where u : R+ × T2 → R2 is a sufficiently smooth velocity field of an incom-
pressible fluid governed by the Navier–Stokes system

∂tu− ν∆u+ 〈u,∇〉u+∇p = η, div u = 0, x ∈ T2, (1.2)

u(0) = u0. (1.3)

Here p = p(t, x) represents the pressure of the fluid, ν > 0 is the kine-
matic viscosity, and η is a random force (noise) defined on some probability
space (Ω,F ,P). The pair (ut, φ

t) contains the information about the veloci-
ties and positions of fluid particles at time t.

Chaoticity of the Lagrangian flow or Lagrangian chaos in the context of
the system (1.1), (1.2) refers to the strict positivity of the top Lyapunov
exponent for the Lagrangian flow φt. That is, to establish Lagrangian chaos,
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one seeks to prove the existence of a deterministic constant λ+ > 0 such
that the following limit holds:

λ+ = lim
t→∞

1

t
log |Dxφ

t| P-almost surely

for typical (in some sense) initial data (u0, x). Here, Dxφ
t is the Jacobian

matrix of φt at the point x ∈ T2 and |Dxφ
t| denotes its norm. Thus, the expo-

nent λ+ provides information about the exponential growth of the Jacobian.
Heuristically, this means that

dT2(φt(x1), φ
t(x2)) ≈ eλ+tdT2(x1, x2)

for sufficiently close points x1, x2 ∈ T2. Therefore, the positivity of λ+
indicates exponential sensitivity of Lagrangian trajectories with respect to
the initial data, which is the essence of Lagrangian chaos.

The Lagrangian chaos for the Navier–Stokes system has been studied
in [BBPS22c] in the case when η is a non-degenerate white-in-time noise.
In that work, the non-degeneracy of the noise plays a crucial role as it ensures
the strong Feller property, which is essential for the employed methods.

The main objective of this paper is to demonstrate Lagrangian chaos
when the noise η is a bounded highly degenerate (hypoelliptic) process that
directly perturbs only a small number of low Fourier modes. In order to
establish this result, we introduce a new abstract criterion for chaoticity
of random dynamical systems, by developing the mixing results and the
framework of the papers [KNS20a, KNS20b]. This criterion relies on the
controllability properties of the underlying deterministic system and can be
applied in many other interesting situations. This paper addresses a question
raised in [BBPS22c] (see Remark 1.11) and [BBPS23] (see Section 6).

1.2 Main result in the case of a Haar noise

The main results of this paper apply to the system (1.1), (1.2) driven by a
wide class of bounded noises. However, in this Introduction, we focus on a
particular case when η is a Haar coloured noise. More precisely, we assume
that the following condition is satisfied.

Structure of the noise. The process η in (1.2) is of the form

η(t, x) =
∑

j∈I

ηj(t)Ej(x),

where

• {Ej} are the trigonometric functions

Ej(x) = j⊥

{
cos〈j, x〉 for j1 > 0 or j1 = 0, j2 > 0,

sin〈j, x〉 for j1 < 0 or j1 = 0, j2 < 0

3



with j⊥ = (−j2, j1), and I ⊂ Z2
∗ is a finite set given by

I =
{
j = (j1, j2) ∈ Z2

∗ : |ji| ≤ 1, i = 1, 2
}
,

• {ηj} are independent copies of a random process η̃ given by

η̃(t) =
∞∑

i=0

ξih0(t− i) +
∞∑

i=1

ci

∞∑

l=0

ξilhil(t),

with {h0, hil} being the L∞-normalized Haar system, ci = A−i

with some A > 1 or ci = Ci−q with some C > 0 and q > 1,
and {ξi, ξil} are independent identically distributed (i.i.d.) scalar
random variables with Lipschitz-continuous density ρ such that

suppρ ⊂ [−1, 1] and ρ(0) > 0. (1.4)

We consider the Navier–Stokes system (1.2) in the usual space of divergence-
free vector fields with zero mean value

H :=

{
u ∈ L2(T2,R2) : div u = 0,

∫

T2

u(x)dx = 0

}
,

as well as in more regular spaces V k := Hk ∩H, where Hk := Hk(T2,R2)
is the Sobolev space of order k ≥ 1 endowed with the norm ‖·‖Hk . For any u0 ∈
H, the problem (1.2), (1.3) has a unique solution whose restriction to integer
times un forms a Markov process. It is proved in [KNS20a] that under the
above conditions this process has a unique stationary measure µ which is ex-
ponentially mixing. The inclusion part in (1.4) implies that the process η is
bounded; as a result, the supportX of the stationary measure µ is a compact
set in V 3. The pair (un, yn), called Lagrangian process, is well-defined due to
the regularity of the velocity field and is Markovian in the compact metric
space X × T2. The incompressibility of the fluid implies that µ × Leb is a
stationary measure for this process, where Leb is the normalized Lebesgue
measure on T2. However, ergodicity of µ does not necessarily guarantee er-
godicity of the product measure µ× Leb. Establishing the ergodicity of the
latter is a considerably more challenging task, especially when dealing with
a highly degenerate noise. The following is our main result in the setting of
the Haar noise.

Main Theorem. Under the above conditions, the measure µ×Leb is a mix-
ing stationary measure for the Lagrangian process (un, yn). Moreover, there
exists a deterministic constant λ+ > 0 such that the following limit holds:

λ+ = lim
n→∞

1

n
log |Dxφ

n| (1.5)

for µ× Leb×P-a.e. (u0, x, ω) ∈ X × T2 × Ω.

A more general version of this result is presented in Theorem 4.2, which
applies to a broader class of random processes η satisfying some decompos-
ability and observability assumptions.
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1.3 Related literature

In the physics literature, there has been extensive research on Lagrangian
and Eulerian chaos, as well as their interconnections; e.g., see [AGM96,
BJPV98, CFVP91, FdCN01, GV94]. However, the number of mathemati-
cally rigorous results remains limited despite the importance of the topic.

Chaoticity of the Galerkin approximations of the 2D Navier–Stokes sys-
tem with a degenerate noise has been proved in [BPS24]. The proof relies
on a version of a sufficient condition for chaoticity obtained in [BBPS22d],
whose hypotheses are verified by using a reduction to genericity properties
of a diagonal sub-algebra and some computational algebraic geometry. This
approach not only allows to show the positivity of the top Lyapunov expo-
nent but also furnishes a quantitative lower bound.

Chaoticity of the Eulerian component (i.e., the velocity field) of the
stochastic Navier–Stokes system is an open problem. Lagrangian chaos has
been established in the paper [BBPS22c] for the system (1.1), (1.2) driven by
a white-in-time noise that is non-degenerate at high Fourier modes. More pre-
cisely, the noise is assumed to be of the form

η(t, x) = ∂tW (t, x), W (t, x) =
∑

j∈Z2
∗

bjβj(t)Ej(x),

where {βj} is a sequence of independent standard Brownian motions and {bj}
is a sequence of real numbers such that

c

|j|α
≤ |bj | ≤

C

|j|α
for |j| ≥ L (1.6)

with some constants c, C, L > 0 and α > 5. The non-degeneracy assump-
tion (1.6) ensures the strong Feller property for the Lagrangian process (ut, yt)
which is essential for the arguments of [BBPS22c]. Indeed, the strong Feller
property allows to prove the ergodicity of the Lagrangian process, which
combined with the multiplicative ergodic theorem guarantees the existence
of the exponent λ+. Since the Lagrangian flow φt : T2 → T2 is volume-
preserving, we have λ+ ≥ 0. The strong Feller property allows to prove the
positivity of λ+. Indeed, according to Furstenberg’s criterion [Fur63, Led86],
if λ+ = 0, then there is a measurable deterministic structure that is almost
surely invariant under the dynamics of the triple (ut, yt,Dxφ

t) (the precise
formulation is recalled below in Theorem 2.3). When the velocity u is pro-
vided by a finite-dimensional system, e.g., by Galerkin approximations of
the 2D Navier–Stokes system, the existence of invariant structure can be
ruled out (thus establishing the positivity of λ+) by showing that the prob-
ability law of Dxφ

t is sufficiently non-degenerate; for details see Section 2.4
in [BBPS22c]. In the case when u is infinite-dimensional and is given by the
2D Navier–Stokes system, this strategy does not work anymore. Under the
strong Feller assumption, the paper [BBPS22c] furnishes a refined version of
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Furstenberg’s criterion with an alternative of two possible continuous invari-
ant structures. Then the existence of such structures is ruled out by using
an approximate controllability property.

In a series of subsequent papers by the same authors, building on the
Lagrangian chaos derived in [BBPS22c], further important results have been
established. These include almost-sure exponential mixing [BBPS22a] and
enhanced dissipation [BBPS21] for the Navier–Stokes equations driven by
a non-degenerate noise. Furthermore, for a version of Batchelor’s law a
rigorous proof has been provided in [BBPS22b]. In all these papers the
noise is white-in-time and non-degenerate with coefficients satisfying (1.6).
The current paper paves the way for extending these results in the setting
of degenerate forces, where the strong Feller property does not hold.

1.4 Ideas of the proof

The proof of the Main Theorem can be summarized as follows.

Ergodicity of the Lagrangian process. The first step in Main Theo-
rem’s proof is the study of the ergodicity of the Lagrangian process (un, yn).
Given that the process is considered in a compact phase space, the existence
of a stationary measure follows from the classical Bogolyubov–Krylov argu-
ment (see, for instance, [KS12]). The uniqueness of stationary measure and
mixing are much more delicate and are derived by developing the controlla-
bility approach of the paper [KNS20a] (see also [KNS20b]). In the case of a
non-degenerate bounded noise, the mixing for the process (un, yn) has been
shown in [JNPS21].

The ODE component (1.1) of the Lagrangian process does not necessar-
ily depend analytically on the force η in (1.2). Consequently, the abstract
result of [KNS20a] cannot be applied directly to prove mixing for the pro-
cess (un, yn) in the highly degenerate setting. Instead, using an approxi-
mation argument by analytic maps, we show that the analyticity condition
required in [KNS20a] can be dropped completely. As a result, we derive the
uniqueness and mixing of the stationary measure for the process (un, yn) by
checking the approximate controllability of the system (1.1), (1.2) and its
linearization.

The ergodicity of the Lagrangian process ensures the existence of the
Lyapunov exponents. In particular, the limit (1.5) towards the top Lyapunov
exponent λ+ holds for µ × Leb-almost any initial data (u0, x). The proof
of the positivity of λ+ is much more challenging and requires taking into
consideration also the Jacobian process {Dxφ

n}.

Refined Furstenberg’s criterion. As mentioned before, Furstenberg’s
criterion indicates that the alternative to the positivity of the top Lyapunov
exponent is the existence of a certain almost surely invariant structure under
the dynamics of the triple (ut, φ

t,Dxφ
t). One cannot rule out the existence of

this structure by applying the approach of [BBPS22c] since the strong Feller
property is not satisfied. In the case when the phase space is compact and the

6



process is uniformly mixing with respect to the total variation metric, there
is a refinement of Furstenberg’s criterion obtained in [Bou88] and further
developed in [BCZG23]. According to that result, if λ+ = 0, then there is
a continuous deterministic structure that is almost surely invariant under
the dynamics. In the case of a degenerate noise, the process (un, yn) is
mixing with respect to the (weaker) dual-Lipschitz metric. We show that the
refinement of Furstenberg’s criterion obtained in [Bou88] can be generalized
to the case when the process is mixing in dual-Lipschitz (see Theorem 2.4
below). Then, we rule out the existence of a continuous invariant structure
by using an approximate controllability property for the triple (ut, yt,Dxφ

t).

Controllability. We establish both the existence of the top Lyapunov
exponent λ+ and its positivity from appropriate controllability properties
of the system (1.1), (1.2) and its linearization. The verification of these
properties for the Lagrangian system is more subtle than in the case of only
the Navier–Stokes system considered in [KNS20a], since in the current case
the control acts directly only on the velocity equation making the problem
much more degenerate.

Elements of controllability have been used in [BBPS22c] as well in order
to rule out the degenerate scenario in Furstenberg’s criterion. However, in
the current situation, less information is known about the invariant struc-
ture which we compensate by employing a stronger controllability property
for the triple (ut, yt,Dxφ

t): we use the fact that the triple can be steered
approximately to any target state (u♯, y♯, A♯) ∈ X × T2 × SL2(R) by using
controls from the support of the noise.

To make the presentation as general as possible, we establish an abstract
criterion for positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent for general random dy-
namical systems. We build on the dynamical system framework and the
results of the papers [KNS20a, KNS20b]. This criterion reduces the prob-
lem of the positivity of the top exponent to the verification of regularity,
decomposability, and approximate controllability hypotheses for both non-
linear and linearized systems. We establish the Main Theorem by checking
the validity of these hypotheses in the case of the Lagrangian process of the
Navier–Stokes system. This abstract criterion is general enough and can be
applied in many other contexts.

Thus, the following are the new key ingredients in our proofs:

• abstract criterion for positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent,

• removal of the analyticity requirement in [KNS20a],

• refinement of Furstenberg’s criterion for random dynamical systems in
compact spaces that are mixing in the dual-Lipschitz metric,

• approximate controllability of the triple (ut, yt,Dxφ
t) using controls

from the support of the noise,
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• approximate controllability of the linearization of the system (1.1), (1.2)
using only a few Fourier modes.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall some basic
facts from the theory of random dynamical systems. Section 3 establishes
the above-mentioned abstract criterion. In Section 4, we formulate and
prove the general version of the Main Theorem. In Sections 5 and 6, we
check the validity of the nonlinear and linear controllability properties for
the system (1.1), (1.2). Finally, the Appendix contains the proofs of several
results used throughout the paper.
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Notation

Let (Z, dZ) be a Polish space endowed with its Borel σ-algebra B(Z). We
denote by BZ(a,R) the closed ball in Z of radius R > 0 centered at a ∈ Z.
We shall use the following spaces.

L∞(Z) is the space of bounded measurable functions f : Z → R endowed
with the sup-norm ‖ · ‖∞, and Cb(Z) is its subspace consisting of continuous
functions.

Lb(Z) is the space of functions f ∈ Cb(Z) such that

‖f‖L := ‖f‖∞ + sup
0<dZ (u,v)≤1

|f(u)− f(v)|

dZ(u, v)
<∞.

When Z is compact, we write C(Z) and L(Z).

P(Z) is the set of Borel probability measures on Z endowed with the dual-
Lipschitz metric

‖µ1 − µ2‖
∗
L := sup

‖f‖L≤1
|〈f, µ1〉 − 〈f, µ2〉|, µ1, µ2 ∈ P(Z),

where 〈f, µ〉 :=
∫
Z
f(u)µ(du) for f ∈ Cb(Z) and µ ∈ P(Z).

We shall use the following matrix-related notations. For any integer
d ≥ 2, Md(R) is the collection of all d× d matrices with real entries, GLd(R)
is the group of invertible matrices, and SLd(R) is the subgroup of matrices
with determinant 1. Given a matrix A ∈ Md(R), we denote by |A| its Eu-
clidian norm and by AT its transpose. The real d−1-dimensional projective
space P d−1 is the quotient space

(
Rd \ {0}

)
/ ∼ for the equivalence relation

defined by x ∼ y if there is a non-zero real number λ such that x = λy;
the projective space P d−1 is a compact analytic manifold. Note that any
matrix A ∈ Md(R) defines a map from P d−1 to P d−1 which we denote by the
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same symbol A. Given a measure ν ∈ P(P d−1) and a matrix A ∈ Md(R),
we write A∗ν for the pushforward measure of ν under A.

To simplify notation, we shall often use the symbol . to indicate that
an inequality holds up to an unessential multiplicative constant C.

2 Background on random dynamical systems

In this section, we briefly recall some basic concepts and results on random
dynamical systems (RDS) relevant to this paper. Given the forthcoming
application to the 2D Navier–Stokes system with bounded noise, we only
focus here on RDS with independent increments in a compact metric space.
For more details and proofs, we refer the reader to the books [Kif86, Arn98,
KS12].

2.1 Definitions

Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space, Z be a compact metric space endowed
with its Borel σ-algebra B(Z), and ϕ : Ω×Z → Z be a measurable mapping
such that ϕω : Z → Z is continuous for P-a.e. ω ∈ Ω. We consider an RDS
Φ = (Ω,F ,P, θn, ϕn) defined as follows.

• (Ω,F ,P) := (Ω,F ,P)N with elements ω ∈ Ω written as ω = (ω1, ω2, . . .).

• θ : Ω → Ω is the shift θω = (ω2, ω3, . . .). Note that it is measure-
preserving, that is, P(θ(Γ)) = P(Γ) for any Γ ∈ F . We denote θn :
Ω → Ω the n-fold composition of θ with itself and θ0 = IdΩ.

• ϕn : Ω× Z → Z are the compositions of ϕ with itself given by

ϕ0
ω
:= IdZ , ϕn

ω
:= ϕωn ◦ · · · ◦ ϕω1 , n ≥ 1. (2.1)

Note that the following cocycle property is satisfied for any n,m ≥ 0:

ϕn+m
ω

= ϕn
θmω

◦ ϕm
ω

P-a.s..

A process {zn} is associated with the RDS Φ via zn = ϕn
ω
(z); it is a

Markov process with transition function

Pn(z,Γ) := P{zn ∈ Γ}, z ∈ Z, Γ ∈ B(Z)

and Markov semigroups

Pn : L∞(Z) → L∞(Z), Pnf(z) :=

∫

Z

Pn(z,dy)f(y),

P∗
n : P(Z) → P(Z), P∗

nµ(Γ) :=

∫

Z

Pn(z,Γ)µ(dz).

The continuity of ϕω implies thatPn is Feller, that is, Pn maps the space C(Z)
into itself. Recall that a measure µ ∈ P(Z) is called stationary if P∗

1µ = µ.

9



As Z is compact, there is at least one stationary measure. Given a station-
ary measure µ, a set Γ ∈ B(Z) is said to be (P1, µ)-invariant if the equality
P1χΓ = χΓ holds µ-a.s., where χΓ is the indicator function of Γ. A station-
ary measure µ is ergodic if all (P1, µ)-invariant sets have µ-measure zero or
one, and µ is mixing if there is a sequence of positive numbers γn → 0 as
n→ ∞ such that

|Pnf(z)− 〈f, µ〉| ≤ γn‖f‖L

for any z ∈ Z and f ∈ L(Z). A mixing measure is ergodic.

2.2 MET and Furstenberg’s criterion

Let the probability spaces (Ω,F ,P) and (Ω,F ,P), the compact metric
space Z, and the RDS Φ = (Ω,F ,P, θn, ϕn) be as in the previous sub-
section. Assume that A : Ω×Z → GLd(R), d ≥ 2 is a measurable mapping
such that Aω,· : Z → GLd(R) is continuous for P-a.e. ω ∈ Ω. We define a
sequence of mappings An : Ω× Z → GLd(R) as follows

A0
ω,z := IdRd , An

ω,z := A
ωn,ϕ

n−1
ω (z) ◦ · · · ◦ Aω1,z ∈ GLd(R), n ≥ 1 (2.2)

and note that the cocycle property

An+m
ω,z = An

θmω,ϕm
ω
(z) ◦ A

m
ω,z P-a.s.

holds for any n,m ≥ 0 and z ∈ Z. The sequence {An} is called a linear
cocycle over the RDS Φ generated by A. The following is a version of the
multiplicative ergodic theorem (MET) of Oseledets [Ose68]; for a proof we
refer to the books [Arn98, Via14] or the paper [Rag79].

Theorem 2.1. Let µ ∈ P(Z) be an ergodic stationary measure for Φ, and
let {An} be a linear cocycle over Φ generated by A satisfying the following
integrability condition:

E

∫

Z

(
log+ |Aω,z|+ log+ |(Aω,z)

−1|
)
µ(dz) <∞, (2.3)

where log+(x) := max{0, log(x)} for x > 0 and E is the expectation with
respect to P. Then there are r ∈ {1, . . . , d} deterministic real numbers

λr < · · · < λ1

and for P× µ-a.e. (ω, z), a flag of subspaces

{0} =: Fr+1 ( Fr(ω, z) ( · · · ( F2(ω, z) ( F1 := Rd

such that

λi = lim
n→∞

1

n
log |An

ω,zv|, v ∈ Fi(ω, z) \ Fi+1(ω, z).

Moreover, for any i ∈ {1, . . . , r}, the mapping (ω, z) 7→ Fi(ω, z) is measur-
able and dimFi(ω, z) is constant for P× µ-a.e. (ω, z).
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The numbers λi are called Lyapunov exponents and

mi := dimFi(ω, z)− dimFi+1(ω, z)

are their multiplicities. In the proof of Theorem 2.1 it is shown that the
Lyapunov exponents λi are among the values obtained by

χi = lim
n→∞

1

n
log σi(A

n
ω,z),

where σi(A
n
ω,z) is the i-th singular value of the matrix An

ω,z. The existence of
the limit and the fact that it is constant for P×µ–a.e. (ω, z) is derived from
Kingman’s subadditive ergodic theorem (see [Kin73]). The multiplicities mi

satisfy the relation

mi = # {1 ≤ j ≤ d : χj = λi} .

From the fact that σ1(A) = |A| and σd(A) = |A−1|−1 for any A ∈ GLd(R),
it follows that

λ1 = lim
n→∞

1

n
log |An

ω,z| =: λ+,

λr = − lim
n→∞

1

n
log |(An

ω,z)
−1| =: λ−.

Furthermore, as |det(A)| =
∏d

i=1 σi(A), we have

λΣ :=
r∑

i=1

miλi = lim
n→∞

1

n
log |det(An

ω,z)|.

Thus, λΣ = 0 if det(An
ω,z) = 1. We arrive at the following corollary of

Theorem 2.1.

Corollary 2.2. If, additionally to the conditions of Theorem 2.1, we assume
that the generator A takes values in SLd(R), then λΣ = 0.

Recall that P d−1 is the real projective space of Rd, and P(P d−1) is the set
of Borel probability measures on P d−1 endowed with the weak convergence
topology and the associated Borel σ-algebra. Given a set D ∈ B(Z), we
shall say that {νz}z∈D ⊂ P(P d−1) is a measurable family if the mapping
z 7→ νz is measurable from D to P(P d−1). A family {νz}z∈D ⊂ P(P d−1) is
said to be weakly continuous if the mapping z 7→ νz is continuous from D
to P(P d−1).

The next theorem is Furstenberg’s criterion originally established in [Fur63]
in a particular case of i.i.d. matrices. The version presented here follows
from Proposition 2 and Theorem 3 in [Led86].

Theorem 2.3. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.1 and the assumption
that λ+ = λ−, there is a measurable family {νz}z∈suppµ ⊂ P(P d−1) such that

(
An

ω,z

)
∗
νz = νϕn

ω
z (2.4)

for any n ≥ 1 and P× µ-a.e. (ω, z).
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Note that the family {νz}z∈suppµ is deterministic, which makes the in-
variance relation (2.4) a strong rigidity property for the dynamical system.
According to Furstenberg’s criterion and Corollary 2.2, this rigidity is in-
compatible with the chaoticity (i.e., the positivity of the top Lyapunov ex-
ponent λ+) in the case when A takes values in SLd(R).

Based only on the measurability information available in Theorem 2.3
it is not clear how to rule out the possibility of the existence of a family
{νz}z∈suppµ satisfying (2.4). Under the additional assumption that the sta-
tionary measure µ is mixing, one can choose the family {νz}z∈suppµ to be
weakly continuous. Then, the relation (2.4) becomes impossible if the sup-
port of the law of (ϕn

ω
,An

ω,z) is rich enough. The following improvement
of Furstenberg’s criterion will play an important role in our proofs; it is a
version of results established in Section 4 of [Bou88] and Proposition 2.10
in [BCZG23].

Theorem 2.4. Additionally to the conditions of Theorem 2.1, assume that µ
is a mixing stationary measure for Φ. If λ+ = λ−, then there is a weakly
continuous family {νz}z∈suppµ ⊂ P(P d−1) such that the relation (2.4) holds
for any n ≥ 1, any z ∈ suppµ, and P-a.e. ω.

While the general strategy of the proof of this theorem aligns with that
of [Bou88] and [BCZG23], there is an important difference: in our case,
we assume that the mixing holds with respect to the dual-Lipschitz metric,
whereas in the two references the mixing is required in total variation. Let us
emphasize that the mixing in the dual-Lipschitz metric is essential for our
analysis in the forthcoming sections, as it remains unknown whether the
Navier–Stokes system is mixing in total variation under degenerate noises.
A detailed proof of Theorem 2.4 is given in Section 7.1.

3 Abstract result

This section aims to establish a criterion for positivity of the top Lyapunov
exponent for random dynamical systems. This is achieved by developing
the sufficient conditions for ergodicity obtained in [KNS20a, KNS20b] and
building upon the results presented in the previous section.
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3.1 Formulation

Given any integer d ≥ 2 and separable Hilbert spaces H and E, let us
denote by H the product space1 H × Td, and assume that the mappings

S : H× E → H, (z, η) 7→ S(z, η),

A : H× E → SLd(R), (z, η) 7→ Aη,z

are continuous. For any z0 = z ∈ H, let us consider random sequences
{zn} ⊂ H and {An

z } ⊂ SLd(R) defined by

zn = S(zn−1, ηn), n ≥ 1, (3.1)

An
z = Aηn,zn−1 ◦ A

n−1
z , n ≥ 1, (3.2)

where A0
z = IdRd and {ηn} is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables in E

defined on a probability space (Ω0,F0,P0). Let us assume that the common
law ℓ of the random variables {ηn} has compact support denoted by K, and
that there is a compact set X ⊂ H that is invariant for the system (3.1),
i.e., S(X × K) ⊂ X . In what follows, we consider the restriction of the
system (3.1) to X . Under the above conditions, {zn} is a discrete-time
Markov process in X with transition function

Pn(z,Γ) := P0{zn ∈ Γ}, z ∈ X , Γ ∈ B(X )

and corresponding Markov semigroups Pn and P∗
n. For any z ∈ H and

sequence {ζn} ⊂ E, we set

Sn(z; ζ1, . . . , ζn) := zn and An(z; ζ1, . . . , ζn) := An
z ,

where zn and An
z are defined recursively by (3.1) and (3.2) with z0 = z,

A0
z = IdRd , and ηk = ζk, k = 1, . . . , n. We assume that the following four

hypotheses are satisfied.

(H1) Regularity. There exists a Hilbert space V compactly embedded
into H such that the mapping S is twice continuously differentiable
from H× E to V × Td with bounded derivatives on bounded subsets
of H×E.

(H2) Approximate controllability to a point. There is a point ẑ ∈ X
with the following property: for any ε > 0, there is an integer m ≥ 1
such that, for any z ∈ X and suitable controls ζ1, . . . , ζm ∈ K, we have

dH(Sm(z; ζ1, . . . , ζm), ẑ) < ε.

1We choose the second component to be the torus Td to make the presentation easier;

this choice suffices for our purposes. Abusing the notation, we will identify the tangent

spaces TyT
d with Rd and ignore the dependence on y. The results of this section ex-

tend without difficulties to the case when Td is replaced by a general smooth compact

Riemannian manifold without boundary.
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For any z ∈ X , let Kz be the collection of all η ∈ K for which the derivative

(DηS)(z, η) : E → H × Rd =: T

has a dense image in T . It is easy to see that Kz is a Borel subset of E
(see Section 1.1 in [KNS20a] for the details).

(H3) Approximate controllability of the linearization. The setKz has
full ℓ-measure for any z ∈ X .

(H4) Decomposability of the noise. There exists an orthonormal basis
{ϕj} in E such that the sequence {ηk} can be represented in the form

ηk =

∞∑

j=1

bjξjkϕj ,

where {bj} are real numbers with
∑∞

j=1 b
2
j < ∞ and {ξjk} are inde-

pendent random variables with Lipschitz-continuous densities ρj with
respect to the Lebesgue measure on R.

The following result is a version of Theorem 1.1 in [KNS20a] and Theorem 1.1
in [KNS20b]. The key difference is that we no longer assume the analyticity
of the mapping η 7→ S(z, η). See also Theorem 3.1 in [JNPS21], where
analyticity is not required, instead, it is assumed that Kz = K for any z ∈ X ;
the latter condition is satisfied when the noise is non-degenerate.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that Hypotheses (H1)–(H4) are satisfied. Then the
Markov process {zn} has a unique stationary measure µ ∈ P(X ), and there
is a sequence γn → 0 as n→ ∞ such that

‖P∗
nλ− µ‖∗L ≤ γn (3.3)

for all n ≥ 0 and λ ∈ P(X ), where ‖ · ‖∗L is the dual-Lipschitz metric on X .

The proof of this theorem is discussed in Section 7.2. It is easy to see
that the support of the stationary measure µ is invariant for the system
(3.1), i.e., S(suppµ × K) ⊂ suppµ. In what follows, we will assume that
X = suppµ.

To simplify notation, we write Rn((z, IdRd); ζ1, . . . , ζn) instead of the
couple (Sn(z; ζ1, . . . , ζn),A

n(z; ζ1, . . . , ζn)) and introduce the space Ĥ :=
H× SLd(R). We will assume that the following controllability hypothesis is
satisfied for Rn.

(H5) Approximate controllability of the extended system. There is
an open set U ⊂ SLd(R) and points z0, z

♯ ∈ X with the following prop-
erty: for any ε > 0 and any target matrix A♯ ∈ U , there is an integer
m ≥ 1 and controls ζ1, . . . , ζm ∈ K such that

dĤ

(
Rm((z0, IdRd); ζ1, . . . , ζm), (z♯, A♯)

)
< ε.
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The main result of this section is the following theorem, which provides a
sufficient condition for positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent of the linear
cocycle (3.2) over the RDS (3.1). Its proof is given in the next subsection.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that Hypotheses (H1)–(H5) are satisfied. Then there
exists a deterministic constant λ+ > 0 such that

λ+ = lim
n→∞

1

n
log |An

z | for P0 × µ-a.e. (ω, z). (3.4)

3.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

The proof of Theorem 3.2 is divided into two steps: first, we show that the
limit λ+ in (3.4) exists and is constant for P0 × µ-a.e. (ω, z), then we prove
that λ+ > 0. To achieve this, we represent the systems (3.1) and (3.2) in the
form discussed in Section 2 and apply the MET together with the improved
version of Furstenberg’s criterion.

Step 1: The system (3.1) defines an RDS of the form discussed in Section 2
by choosing

• the probability space (Ω,F ,P) := (K,B(K), ℓ),

• the compact metric space Z := X ,

• the mapping ϕ : Ω × Z → Z, (ω, z) 7→ S(z, ω) =: ϕω(z) and its
compositions ϕn

ω
defined by (2.1),

• the product space (Ω,F ,P) := (K,B(K), ℓ)N with elements written as
ω = (ω1, ω2, . . .) and the shift θω = (ω2, ω3, . . .),

• the mapping A : Ω × Z → SLd(R) and its compositions An
ω,z defined

by (2.2).

By Theorem 3.1, this RDS has a unique stationary measure µ ∈ P(X )
which is mixing in the sense that (3.3) holds. Furthermore, the integrability
condition (2.3) is satisfied as A : K × X → SLd(R) is continuous and X
and K are compact. Thus, by Theorem 2.1, there exists a deterministic
constant λ+ such that

λ+ = lim
n→∞

1

n
log |An

ω,z| for P× µ-a.e. (ω, z).

This clearly implies (3.4). As A is SLd(R)-valued, we have λ+ ≥ 0.

Step 2. Arguing by contradiction, let us assume that λ+ = 0. From
Corollary 2.2 it follows that λ+ = λ− = 0, which, combined with The-
orem 2.4, implies the existence of a family of weakly continuous measures
{νz}z∈X ⊂ P(P d−1) satisfying the equality (2.4) for any n ≥ 1 and P×µ-a.e.
(ω, z).
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Let the open set U ⊂ SLd(R) and the points z0, z
♯ ∈ X be as in Hypoth-

esis (H5). For any given measures ν, ν ′ ∈ P(P d−1), the set

{A ∈ SLd(R) : A∗ν = ν ′}

has an empty interior in SLd(R). Therefore, there exists A♯ ∈ U such that

(A♯)∗νz0 6= νz♯ ;

let us denote

‖(A♯)∗νz0 − νz♯‖
∗
L =: ε > 0, (3.5)

where ‖ · ‖∗L is the dual-Lipschitz metric on P(P d−1). By Theorem 2.4, we
have the continuity of the maps z 7→ νz, X → P(P d−1) and (z,A) 7→ A∗νz,
X × SLd(R) → P(P d−1). Hence, there exists δ > 0 such that

‖νẑ − νz♯‖
∗
L + ‖(Â)∗νz − (A♯)∗νz0‖

∗
L <

ε

2
(3.6)

for any z ∈ BX (z0, δ), ẑ ∈ BX (z
♯, δ), and Â ∈ BSLd(R)(A

♯, δ). Now, accord-
ing to Hypothesis (H5), there is an integer m ≥ 1 and controls ζ1, . . . , ζm ∈ K
verifying

dĤ

(
Rm((z0, IdRd); ζ1, . . . , ζm), (z♯, A♯)

)
<
δ

2
. (3.7)

For any δ′ > 0, let the event Γδ′ ∈ F be defined by

Γδ′ =

m∏

l=1

BK(ζl, δ
′)×K ×K × . . . .

By the continuity of S and A, we have

dĤ
(
(ϕm

ω
z,Am

ω,z), Rm((z0, IdRd); ζ1, . . . , ζm)
)
<
δ

2

for any z ∈ BX (z0, δ
′) and ω ∈ Γδ′ and sufficiently small δ′ ∈ (0, δ). There-

fore, in view of (3.7),

d
Ĥ

(
(ϕm

ω
z,Am

ω,z), (z
♯, A♯)

)
< δ.

Taking into account (3.6), we obtain

‖νϕm
ω
z − νz♯‖

∗
L + ‖(Am

ω,z)∗νz − (A♯)∗νz0‖
∗
L ≤

ε

2
.

This, along with (3.5), yields that

‖(Am
ω,z)∗νz − νϕm

ω
z‖

∗
L ≥ ‖(A♯)∗νz0 − νz♯‖

∗
L −

ε

2
=
ε

2
> 0,

which violates the equality (2.4) on the positive P× µ-probability set Γδ′ ×
BX (z0, δ

′). This completes the proof of Theorem 3.2.
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4 Application to the Navier–Stokes system

Here, we present a more general version of the Main Theorem introduced
earlier and establish its proof by using the abstract result of the previous sec-
tion, along with the controllability properties obtained in Sections 5 and 6.

4.1 Formulation

Let us consider the system (1.1), (1.2) driven by a random process η that
has independent and stationary increments and takes values in a finite-
dimensional subspace E of V 3. More precisely, we assume that η is of
the form

η(t, x) =

∞∑

k=1

Ik(t)ηk(t− k + 1, x), (4.1)

where Ik is the indicator function of the interval [k − 1, k) and {ηk} is a
sequence of i.i.d. random variables in L2(J,E ) with J := [0, 1] defined on a
probability space (Ω0,F0,P0). We denote by ℓ ∈ P(L2(J,E )) the common
law of the random variables {ηk} and assume that K := supp ℓ is compact
in L2(J,E ). Under these assumptions, for any initial data (u0, x) ∈ V 3×T2,
the system (1.1), (1.2) has a unique solution (u(t), φt). The incompressibility
condition div u = 0 implies that the Jacobian Dxφ

t of φt at any point x ∈ T2

belongs to SL2(R).
The Lagrangian process (un, yn) obtained by restricting (u(t), φt) to inte-

ger times is Markovian. In what follows, we will study this process within the
framework of the previous section by setting H := V 3×T2 and E := L2(J,E )
and denoting

S : H× E → H, ((u, x), η) 7→ (u1, y1) (4.2)

the time-1 shift along the trajectories of the system (1.1), (1.2). We choose V 3

as a phase space for the velocity component since then S is well defined and
twice continuously differentiable fromH×E to V 4×T2 (cf. Hypothesis (H1)).
We have the relations

(un, yn) = S((un−1, yn−1), ηn), n ≥ 1. (4.3)

Let X be the set attainable from the origin by the velocity field, that is, X
is the closure in V 3 of the union ∪n≥0Xn, where

X0 := {0}, Xn := Su(Xn−1,K), n ≥ 1

with Su being the u-component of S. It is easy to see that X is compact
in V 3 and the set X := X × T2 is compact in H and invariant under the
dynamics, i.e., S(X × K) ⊂ X . Below, we consider the restriction of the
RDS (4.3) to X .

To be able to apply Theorem 3.2, we need additional assumptions on
the finite-dimensional space E and the law ℓ. To this end, let us recall the
notion of observable functions from [KNS20a].
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Definition 4.1. Let T > 0, and let the finite-dimensional space E be
endowed with an inner product (·, ·)E and an orthonormal basis {ej}j∈I .
A function ζ ∈ L2([0, T ],E ) is said to be Lipschitz-observable if for any
Lipschitz-continuous functions aj : [0, T ] → R, j ∈ I and any continuous
function b : [0, T ] → R the equality

∑

j∈I

aj(t)(ζ(t), ej)E + b(t) = 0 in L2([0, T ],R)

implies that aj ≡ b ≡ 0 on [0, T ] for j ∈ I.

It is easy to see that the observability property does not depend on the
choice of the basis {ej}j∈I (see Remark 4.2 in [KNS20a]). In what follows,
we denote by {ej}j∈Z2

∗

the orthonormal basis in V 3 obtained by normalizing
the functions

Ej(x) := j⊥

{
cos〈j, x〉 for j1 > 0 or j1 = 0, j2 > 0,

sin〈j, x〉 for j1 < 0 or j1 = 0, j2 < 0,

where j⊥ = (−j2, j1), and assume that the space E is of the particular form

E := span{Ej : j ∈ I}

with I ⊂ Z2
∗ being given by

I :=
{
j = (j1, j2) ∈ Z2

∗ : |ji| ≤ 1, i = 1, 2
}
. (4.4)

The following hypothesis gathers all the requirements on the sequence {ηk}.

(N) The random variables {ηk} are of the form

ηk(t, x) =
∑

j∈I

∞∑

l=1

blξ
k
jlψl(t)ej(x),

where

• I ⊂ Z2
∗ is the set defined by (4.4),

• {bl} are non-zero numbers such that
∑∞

l=1 b
2
l <∞,

• {ξkjl} are independent scalar random variables such that |ξkjl| ≤ 1
a.s. and

D(ξkjl) = ρjl(r)dr

with Lipschitz-continuous density ρjl such that ρjl(0) > 0,

• {ψl} is an orthonormal basis in L2(J,R) such that ψ1(t) = 1, t ∈
J .

Moreover, there is T ∈ (0, 1) such that the restrictions of {ηk} to [0, T ]
are observable a.s. in the sense of Definition 4.1.
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In particular, this hypothesis guarantees that the support K of the law ℓ of
random variables {ηk} is compact in V 3 and 0 ∈ K.

The following is a more general version of the Main Theorem formulated
in the Introduction.

Theorem 4.2. Under Hypothesis (N), the Lagrangian process (un, yn) has
a unique stationary measure µ×Leb ∈ P(X ) which is mixing and its support
is equal to X . Moreover, there exists a deterministic constant λ+ > 0 such
that the following limit holds:

λ+ = lim
n→∞

1

n
log |Dxφ

n|

for µ× Leb×P0-a.e. (u, x, ω) ∈ X × Ω0.

The Haar coloured noise mentioned in the Introduction satisfies Hypothe-
sis (N). Indeed, the observability is shown in Section 5.2 in [KNS20a], and the
remaining properties follow directly from the construction. Consequently,
the Main Theorem is a particular case of Theorem 4.2.

As noted in the Introduction, this result is the first to establish La-
grangian chaos for the Navier–Stokes system with a degenerate noise. In
the case of a non-degenerate white-in-time noise the problem has been con-
sidered in [BBPS22c]. The ergodicity of the Lagrangian process in the case
of a non-degenerate bounded noise has been shown in [JNPS21].

4.2 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Theorem 4.2 is established by applying Theorem 3.2 within the framework
described in the previous subsection by considering the derivative cocycle
generated by the mapping

A : X ×K → SL2(R), (u, x, η) 7→ Aη,u,x := Dxφ
1.

Thus, it is necessary to check the validity of Hypotheses (H1)–(H5). The reg-
ularity property (H1) with H = V 3 and V = V 4 follows from the parabolic
regularization of the Navier–Stokes system and the smooth dependence of
the solution on the right-hand side and the initial data (e.g., see [BV92]).
The approximate controllability of the nonlinear system to a point (H2)
is verified according to Corollary 5.6, and the approximate controllability
of the linearized system (H3) is checked in Theorem 6.1. The decompos-
ability property (H4) follows immediately from Hypothesis (N). Theorefore,
the conditions of Theorem 3.1 are satisfied, so µ × Leb is a mixing sta-
tionary measure for the Lagrangian process (un, yn). Corollary 5.6 implies
that supp (µ× Leb) = X . Finally, the approximate controllability of the ex-
tended system (H5) is verified in Theorem 5.1. Thus, applying Theorem 3.2,
we complete the proof of Theorem 4.2.
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5 Controllability of the nonlinear Lagrangian flow

In what follows, we use the notation of the previous sections and assume
that the conditions of Theorem 4.2 are satisfied. The aim of this section
is to check the validity of Hypotheses (H2) and (H5) for the Lagrangian
process. To this end, we consider the controllability of the nonlinear system
with Navier–Stokes equations written in the projected form:

∂tu+ Lu+B(u) = η(t, x), (5.1)

ẏ(t) = u(t, y(t)), (5.2)

Ȧ(t) = Dxu(t, y(t))A(t), (5.3)

supplemented with the initial condition

u(0) = u0, y(0) = y0, A(0) = IdR2 . (5.4)

Here L := −ν∆ is the Stokes operator, B(u) := Π (〈u,∇〉u) is the nonlinear
term, and Π : L2(T2,R2) → H is the Leray projection. For any (u0, y0) ∈ H
and η ∈ L2([0, T ],H), the system (5.1)-(5.4) has a unique solution (u, y,A)
in C([0, T ], Ĥ), where Ĥ := H × SL2(R). The following result implies that
Hypothesis (H5) is verified.

Theorem 5.1. For any ε > 0, any initial data (u0, y0) ∈ X , and any target
(u♯, y♯, A♯) ∈ X × SL2(R), there is m ≥ 1 and controls ζ1, . . . , ζm ∈ K such
that

dĤ

(
Rm((u0, y0, IdR2); ζ1, . . . , ζm), (u♯, y♯, A♯)

)
< ε. (5.5)

As a preparation for the proof of this theorem, we establish two proposi-
tions. The first one shows that it is possible to control exactly the particle
position y(t) while keeping the velocity u(t) and the matrix A(t) in the same
place.

Proposition 5.2. There is an integer m ≥ 1 with the following property:
for any y0, y

♯ ∈ T2 and A0 ∈ SL2(R), there are controls ζ1, . . . , ζm ∈ K
such that

Rm((0, y0, A0); ζ1, . . . , ζm) = (0, y♯, A0).

Proof. Using a simple compactness argument and the fact that u ≡ 0 is a
solution of the Navier–Stokes system (5.1), we see that it suffices to prove
the following local version of the result: there is a number κ > 0 such that,
for any y0, y

♯ ∈ T2 with |y0 − y♯| < κ, any A0 ∈ SL2(R), and appropriate
controls ζ1, ζ2 ∈ K, we have

S2((0, y0); ζ1, ζ2) = (0, y♯) and A(t) ≡ A0, t ∈ [0, 2].

First, let us show that we can shift the y-component horizontally; that is,
let us take sufficiently close points y0, ŷ ∈ T2 of the form y0 = (y01, y02) and

ŷ = (y♯1, y02) and construct ζ1 ∈ K such that S((0, y0); ζ1) = (0, ŷ). Indeed,
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since {ψl}l≥1 is an orthonormal basis in L2(J,R) with ψ1 = 1 almost surely

(see Hypothesis (N)), we have that
∫ 1
0 ψl(s)ds = 0 for any l ≥ 2, and there

is j ≥ 2 such that
∫ 1
0 e

νsψj(s)ds 6= 0, where ν > 0 is the viscosity in (5.1).
Then, the function g defined by

g(t) := νa1 + ajψj(t), t ∈ J (5.6)

with coefficients a1 and aj given by

a1 := y♯1 − y01 and aj :=
a1(1− eν)

∫ 1
0 e

νsψj(s)ds
(5.7)

satisfies the relations
∫ 1

0
g(s)ds = νa1,

∫ 1

0
eνsg(s)ds = 0.

It follows that the function

f(t) :=

∫ t

0
e−ν(t−s)g(s)ds, t ∈ J (5.8)

satisfies

f(0) = f(1) = 0,

∫ 1

0
f(s)ds = a1,

f ′(t) + νf(t) = g(t), t ∈ J.

Based on this, it is easy to see that for the shear flow defined by

u(t, x) := f(t)

(
cos(x2 − y02)

0

)
, (t, x) ∈ J × T2

the following properties hold:

(a) u(0) = u(1) = 0,

(b) the solution y(t) = (y1(t), y2(t)) of
{
ẏ(t) = u(t, y(t)),

y(0) = y0

satisfies y1(1) = y♯1 and y2(t) = y02, t ∈ [0, 1],

(c) u(t, x) is a solution of the Navier–Stokes system (5.1) with control ζ1
given explicitly by

ζ1(t, x) = (f ′(t) + νf(t)) cos y02

(
cosx2

0

)

+ (f ′(t) + νf(t)) sin y02

(
sinx2
0

)

= g(t) cos y02

(
cos x2

0

)
+ g(t) sin y02

(
sinx2
0

)
.
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Let us check that ζ1 belongs to K provided that |y0 − ŷ| < κ ≪ 1. Indeed,
if κ is sufficiently small, then also a1 and aj are small enough (cf. (5.7)).
Taking into account the assumption that ρlj(0) > 0 (see Hypothesis (N)),
we derive that ζ1 ∈ K.

To see that the control ζ1 does not affect the matrix flow, we note that
the above-defined shear flow u satisfies

Dxu(t, x) = f(t)

(
0 − sin(x2 − y02)
0 0

)
.

Evaluating along the Lagrangian flow y(t) appearing in property (b), we de-
rive

Ȧ(t) = Dxu(t, y(t)) = 0,

which yields that A(t) = A0 for t ∈ [0, 1].
In a similar way, we can shift the y-component vertically; that is, for

sufficiently close points ŷ, y♯ ∈ T2 of the form ŷ := (y♯1, y02) and y
♯ := (y♯1, y

♯
2),

we choose g as in (5.6) with a1 := y♯2 − y02 in (5.7). Then, we define f as
in (5.8) and take the shear flow

u(t, x) = f(t)

(
0

cos(x1 − y♯1)

)
.

As above, the following properties are satisfied:

(a′) u(0) = u(1) = 0;

(b′) the solution y(t) = (y1(t), y2(t)) of

{
ẏ(t) = u(t, y(t)),

y(0) = ŷ

verifies y1(t) = y♯1, t ∈ J and y2(1) = y♯2;

(c′) u(t, x) is a solution of (5.1) with control given by

ζ2(t, x) = g(t) cos y♯1

(
0

cos x1

)
+ g(t) sin y♯1

(
0

sinx1

)
.

For κ small enough, we have ζ2 ∈ K, and the corresponding matrix flow
satisfies A(t) = A0 for t ∈ [0, 1]. Hence, combining the horizontal and
vertical shifts, we conclude that, for any y0, y

♯ ∈ T2 with |y0 − y♯| < κ ≪ 1,
we have S2((0, y0); ζ1, ζ2) = (0, y♯). This completes the proof.

The second proposition shows that it is possible to control exactly the
matrix A(t), while keeping the velocity u(t) and the particle position y(t) in
the same place.
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Proposition 5.3. For any matrices A0, A
♯ ∈ SL2(R), there is an integer

m ≥ 1 and controls ζ1, . . . , ζm ∈ K such that

Rm((0, ỹ, A0); ζ1, . . . , ζm) = (0, ỹ, A♯), (5.9)

where ỹ := (π/2, π/2) ∈ T2.

The proof of this proposition follows from the below two lemmas. Let
us recall that the transvection or shear matrices are of the form

T12(α) =

(
1 α
0 1

)
, T21(β) =

(
1 0
β 1

)
, α, β ∈ R,

and let TV2(R) be the collection of all such matrices:

TV2(R) := {T12(α), T21(β), α, β ∈ R} .

The following lemma is straightforward to verify.

Lemma 5.4. Transvection matrices generate the special group SL2(R). More
precisely, for any A ∈ SL2(R), there are matrices T1, . . . , T4 ∈ TV2(R) such
that A = T1 ◦ · · · ◦ T4.

Lemma 5.5. For any α ∈ R and A0 ∈ SL2(R), there is an integer mα ≥ 1
and controls ζ1, . . . , ζmα ∈ K such that

Rmα((0, ỹ, A0); ζ1, . . . , ζmα) = (0, ỹ, T12(α)A0), (5.10)

where ỹ ∈ T2 is as in Proposition 5.3. Similarly, for any β ∈ R, there is an
integer mβ ≥ 1 and controls ζ1, . . . , ζnβ

∈ K such that

Rnβ
((0, ỹ, A0); ζ1, . . . , ζmβ

) = (0, ỹ, T21(β)A0). (5.11)

Proof. We first prove that for sufficiently large mα ≥ 1, there is ζ1 ∈ K such
that

R1((0, ỹ, A0); ζ1) = (0, ỹ, T12(α/mα)A0).

Indeed, similar to the proof of Proposition 5.2, we choose g(t) as in (5.6)
with a1 = −α/mα in (5.7). We again define f as in (5.8) and take the
shear flow

u(t, x) = f(t)

(
cos x2

0

)
,

which verifies the following properties:

(a) u(0) = u(1) = 0,

(b) the solution y(t) = (y1(t), y2(t)) of
{
ẏ(t) = u(t, y(t)),

y(0) = ỹ

satisfies y(t) = ỹ, t ∈ J ,
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(c) u(t, x) is a solution of (5.1) with control

ζ1(t, x) :=(f ′(t) + νf(t))

(
cos x2

0

)
= g(t)

(
cos x2

0

)
. (5.12)

Choosingmα sufficiently large, we make the numbers a1 and aj in (5.7) small
enough to guarantee that ζ1 ∈ K. Now let us consider the corresponding
matrix process {

Ȧ(t) = Dxu(t, y(t))A(t),

A(0) = A0.

By direct computation, we see that

A(1) =

(
1 α/mα

0 1

)
A0 = T12(α/mα)A0.

Thus, we proved the exact controllability of the matrix process A(t) from A0

to T12(α/mα)A0, while keeping u(t) and y(t) unchanged. Note that the
choice of mα does not depend on A0.

Now to prove (5.10), let us introduce the points Υk = (0, ỹ, T12(kα/mα)A0)
with k = 1, . . . ,mα. Applying the above exact controllability property, we
find controls ζ2, . . . , ζmα ∈ K such that R1(Υk−1; ζk) = Υk for 2 ≤ k ≤ mα

(actually, we can take ζk, k = 2, . . . ,mα equal to ζ1 in (5.12)). This
proves (5.10).

In a similar way, for sufficiently large mβ ≥ 1, we use the shear flow

u(t, x) = f(t)

(
0

cos x1

)

with f defined by (5.8) and g defined by (5.6) with a1 = −β/mβ to control
from (0, ỹ, A0) to (0, ỹ, T21(β/mβ)A0). In this case, the control generated by
this shear flow is

ζ1(t, x) = g(t)

(
0

cos x1

)
,

which belongs to K for large enough mβ. Moreover, repeating the above
argument, we can find controls ζ2, . . . , ζmβ

∈ K that steer the system from
(0, ỹ, T21(β/mβ)A0) to (0, ỹ, T21(β)). This completes the proof of (5.11).

Now we are ready to prove Proposition 5.3 and Theorem 5.1.

Proof of Proposition 5.3. From Lemma 5.4 it follows that there are transvec-
tion matrices T1, . . . , T4 such that A♯ = T4 ◦ · · · ◦ T1 ◦A0. Let us set

B0 := A0, Bj := Tj ◦ · · · ◦ T1 ◦ A0, j = 1, . . . , 4.

By Lemma 5.5, for any j = 1, . . . , 4, there is an integer mj ≥ 1 and controls

ζj1 , . . . , ζ
j
mj steering the system from (0, ỹ, Bj−1) to (0, ỹ, Bj). Thus, taking

m =
∑4

j=1mj and

(ζ1, . . . , ζm) = (ζ11 , . . . , ζ
1
m1
, . . . , ζ41 , . . . , ζ

4
m4

),

we obtain the required result (5.9).

24



Proof of Theorem 5.1. The proof is divided into three steps.

Step 1. By the dissipativity of the Navier–Stokes system, the velocity
field u(t) of the unforced equation converges to zero in V 3. As a result, for
any ε1 > 0, sufficiently large m1 ≥ 1, and any initial state (u0, y0) ∈ X ,
we have

dĤ (Rm1((u0, y0, IdR2); 0, . . . , 0), (0, y1, A1)) < ε1

for some y1 ∈ T2 and A1 ∈ SL2(R).

Step 2. By the definition of the set X , for any ε3 > 0, there is an integer
m3 ≥ 1 such that, for any target (u♯, y♯, A♯) ∈ X × SL2(R), we can find
controls ζ31 , . . . , ζ

3
m3

∈ K verifying

d
Ĥ

(
Rm3((0, y2, A2); ζ

3
1 , . . . , ζ

3
m3

), (u♯, y♯, A♯)
)
< ε3

for some y2 ∈ T2 and A2 ∈ SL2(R).

Step 3. By Propositions 5.2 and 5.3, for the initial state (0, y1, A1) ob-
tained in Step 1 and the target (0, y2, A2) obtained in Step 2, there exists
an integer m2 ≥ 1 and controls ζ21 , . . . , ζ

2
m2

∈ K such that

Rm2

(
(0, y1, A1); ζ

2
1 , . . . , ζ

2
m2

)
= (0, y2, A2).

Thus, setting m = m1 +m2 +m3, and using the continuity of Rm, we see
that (5.5) holds with the controls

(ζ1, . . . , ζm) = (0, . . . , 0, ζ21 , . . . , ζ
2
m2
, ζ31 , . . . , ζ

3
m3

).

Combining Proposition 5.2 with Steps 1 and 2 of the proof of Theo-
rem 5.1, we obtain the following stronger version of Hypothesis (H2).

Corollary 5.6. For any ε > 0, there is an integer m ≥ 1 such that, for
any z0, z

♯ ∈ X and appropriate controls ζ1, . . . , ζm ∈ K, we have

dH

(
Sm(z0; ζ1, . . . , ζm), z♯

)
< ε.

6 Controllability of the linearized Lagrangian flow

In the present section, we consider the linearized system

∂tv + Lv +Q(u)v = ζ, v(0) = 0, (6.1)

ż(t) = (Dxu)(t, y(t))z(t) + v(t, y(t)), z(0) = 0, (6.2)
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where
Q(u)v := Π(〈u,∇〉v + 〈v,∇〉u), (6.3)

ζ ∈ E, and (u(t), y(t)) is a solution of the nonlinear system (5.1), (5.2) with
initial data (u(0), y(0)) = z ∈ X and force η ∈ E. For any T ∈ (0, 1], let us
consider the linear mapping

AT (z, η) : E → T := V 3 × R2, ζ 7→ (v(T ), z(T )),

and denote A := A1. Notice that A(z, η) = DηS(z, η), where S is defined
by (4.2). Recall that ℓ stands for the law of the random variables {ηk}
in (4.1) satisfying Hypothesis (N). The following theorem is the main result
of this section. It shows that Hypothesis (H3) is verified.

Theorem 6.1. For any z ∈ X and ℓ-a.e. η ∈ E, the image of A(z, η) is
dense in T .

This theorem is proved by extending some ideas from Section 4 in [KNS20a].
As the current situation is more degenerate (the control ζ acts directly only
on the velocity equation), the verification of the controllability of the lin-
earized system (6.1), (6.2) is more subtle.

Let T ∈ (0, 1) be the time in the observability part of Hypothesis (N).
To prove Theorem 6.1, we will first show that the image of the mappingAT (z, η)
is dense in the space H × R2 by combining the observability assumption
with a saturation property of the space E . Then, we will conclude the
proof of Theorem 6.1 by using the regularizing property of the linearized sys-
tem (6.1), (6.2) on the time interval [T, 1] together with the density in V 3×R2

of the attainable set of the homogeneous problem.

6.1 Forward and backward flows

Let us consider the following homogeneous version of system (6.1), (6.2)
with ζ = 0 and initial data (v0, z0) ∈ H × R2:

∂tv + Lv +Q(u)v = 0, v(s) = v0, (6.4)

ż(t)− (Dxu)(t, y(t))z(t) − v(t, y(t)) = 0, z(s) = z0. (6.5)

Let R(t, s) : H × R2 → H × R2, 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ 1 be the two-parameter
processes solving this system. Additionally, let us introduce the following
backward system:

∂tw − Lw −Q∗(u)w + F (p, y) = 0, w(1) = w0, (6.6)

ṗ(t) + (Dxu)
T(t, y(t))p(t) = 0, p(1) = p0, (6.7)

where Q∗(u) is the (formal) H-adjoint of Q(u) given by

Q∗(u)w = −Π(〈u,∇〉w + (∇⊗ w)u)
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with ∇ ⊗ w being the 2 × 2 matrix with entries ∂iwj, (Dxu)
T(t, y(t)) is

the transpose matrix of (Dxu)(t, y(t)), and F (p, y) is defined by duality
as follows. For any fixed σ ∈ (1, 3/2) and any given (p, y) ∈ R2 × T2,
we define F (p, y) to be the unique element of V −σ(T2) such that

V σ〈ξ, F (p, y)〉V −σ = 〈ξ(y), p〉R2 for any ξ ∈ V σ. (6.8)

The Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the Sobolev embedding V σ(T2) →֒
C(T2) imply that

|〈ξ(y), p〉R2 | ≤ ‖ξ(y)‖R2‖p‖R2 ≤ ‖ξ‖V σ‖p‖R2 ,

which shows that F (p, y) ∈ V −σ is well defined and ‖F (p, y)‖V −σ ≤ ‖p‖R2 .
Consequently, for any y ∈ C(J,T2) and p ∈ C(J,R2), we have

‖F (p(·), y(·))‖L∞(J,V −σ) ≤ ‖p‖C(J,R2). (6.9)

The following lemma establishes the well-posedness of the system (6.6),
(6.7); its proof is postponed to the Appendix.

Lemma 6.2. For any (w0, p0) ∈ H × R2, there exists a unique solution
(w, p) ∈ C(J,H × R2) to the backward system (6.6), (6.7). Moreover,

‖w‖C(J,H) + ‖p‖C(J,R2) ≤ C(‖w0‖H + ‖p0‖R2).

Let R(t, s)∗ be the dual operator of R(t, s) in H × R2. The next lemma
shows that the backward system (6.6), (6.7) is actually the dual of the
forward system (6.4), (6.5).

Lemma 6.3. For any f0 := (w0, p0) ∈ H × R2, we have that

(w(t), p(t)) = R(1, t)∗f0, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1

is the solution of the backward system (6.6), (6.7).

Proof. Let J(t, τ) : H × R2 → H × R2, 0 ≤ τ ≤ t ≤ 1 be the resolving
operator for the backward system (6.6), (6.7) with final condition at time t:
w(t) = w0, p(t) = p0. By virtue of Lemma 6.2, we have that J(t, τ) is a
bounded operator in H × R2 and

∂τJ(t, τ) ∈ C([0, t],H−2 × R2). (6.10)

Let us show that, for any h, g ∈ H×R2 and 0 ≤ s ≤ τ ≤ t ≤ 1, the quantity

〈R(τ, s)h, J(t, τ)g〉H×R2

is independent of τ . Once this is proved, evaluating at τ = s and τ = t,
we get

〈h, J(t, s)g〉H×R2 = 〈R(t, s)h, g〉H×R2 ,
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which yields J(t, s) = R(t, s)∗. In order to prove the independence of τ ,
we take the derivative in τ :

∂τ 〈R(τ, s)h, J(t, τ)g〉H×R2 = 〈∂τR(τ, s)h, J(t, τ)g〉H×R2

+ H2×R2〈R(τ, s)h, ∂τJ(t, τ)g〉H−2×R2

for 0 ≤ s < τ < t ≤ 1. Note that, by the smoothing property of R(τ, s)
and (6.10), the right-hand side above is well-defined. Then, using the ex-
pressions of the derivatives ∂τR(τ, s) and ∂τJ(t, τ) from the systems (6.4),
(6.5) and (6.6), (6.7), we get

∂τ 〈R(τ, s)h, J(t, τ)g〉H×R2

=

〈(
−L−Q(u(τ)) 0

0 (Dxu)(τ, y(τ))

)
R(τ, s)h+

(
0

v(τ, y(τ))

)
, J(t, τ)g

〉

H×R2

+H2
×R2

〈
R(τ, s)h,

(
L+Q∗(u(τ)) 0

0 −(Dxu)
T(τ, y(τ))

)
J(t, τ)g−

(
F (p, y)

0

)〉

H−2
×R2

= 〈v(τ, y(τ)), p(τ)〉R2 − V σ 〈v(τ), F (p(τ), y(τ))〉V −σ = 0,

where in the last step we used (6.8). Thus, the proof is complete.

The following backward system is the dual of the system (6.4), (6.5) in
the space V 3 × R2:

∂tw − Lw − Λ−6Q∗(u)Λ6w + Λ−6F (p, y) = 0, w(1) = w0, (6.11)

ṗ(t) + (Dxu)
T(t, y(t))p(t) = 0, p(1) = p0, (6.12)

where Λ := (−∆)
1
2 . The proof of the following well-posedness result is

postponed to the Appendix.

Lemma 6.4. For any (w0, p0) ∈ V 3 × R2, there exists a unique solution
(w, p) ∈ C(J, V 3 × R2) to (6.11), (6.12) satisfying

‖w‖C(J,V 3) + ‖w‖L2(J,V 4) + ‖p‖C(J,R2) . ‖w0‖V 3 + ‖p0‖R2 . (6.13)

Let 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ 1. Abusing the notation, we denote by R(t, s)∗ the dual
of R(t, s) in the space V 3 × R2. As in Lemma 6.3, one can show that, for
any f0 = (w0, p0) ∈ V

3 ×R2, the function f(t) = R(1, t)∗f0 = (w(t), p(t)) is
the solution of the backward system (6.11), (6.12).

6.2 Approximate controllability in H × R2

Let us define recursively a non-decreasing sequence of finite-dimensional
subspaces Ek ⊂ V 3 in the following way:

• E0 = E ,

• if Ek is defined, then Ek+1 is the space spanned by the vectors

η +

n∑

l=1

Q(ζl)ξl, n ≥ 1,
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where Q is defined by (6.3) and the vectors η, ζl ∈ Ek and ξl ∈ E are
such that Q(ζl)ξl ∈ V

3 for l = 1, . . . , n.

The next lemma follows from the results proved in Section 6 in [KNS20a].

Lemma 6.5. The space E is saturating, that is, the union
⋃

k≥0 Ek is dense
in H.

In this subsection, we prove the following result.

Proposition 6.6. Let T be as in Hypothesis (N). Then, for any z ∈ X
and ℓ-a.e. η ∈ E, the image of AT (z, η) is dense in H × R2.

Proof. The proof develops the ideas of Section 4.1 in [KNS20a]. To simplify
notation, let us assume that T = 1. Let

E := E × {0} ⊂ E × R2,

and let A = A(z, η) : L2(J,E ) → H × R2 be the resolving operator of the
system (6.1), (6.2) with extended control ζ:

ζ = (ζ, 0) ∈ L2(J,E ) 7→ (v(1), z(1)) ∈ H × R2.

In what follows, we assume that η ∈ E is observable. By the Duhamel
formula,

Aζ =

∫ 1

0
R(1, s)ζ(s)ds.

We need to show that the image of A is dense in H × R2. This will be
achieved by showing that the kernel of A∗ (the dual of A) is trivial. The
operator A∗ is given explicitly by

A∗f(t) = P
E
R(1, t)∗f, t ∈ J, f ∈ H × R2,

where P
E
is the orthogonal projection onto E in H × R2. Let us take any

f0 = (w0, p0) ∈ Ker(A∗). Then

A∗f0 = 0 in L2(J,E ).

This implies that, for any ξ = (ξ, 0) ∈ E , we have

〈ξ,R(1, t)∗f0〉H×R2 = 0 for a.e. t ∈ J. (6.14)

As R(1, t)∗f0 is continuous in t, the previous equality holds for any t ∈ J .
In particular, taking t = 1, we get that w0 ⊥ E .

Based on this information, let us show that (6.14) holds for any ξ =
(ξ, 0) ∈ E k := Ek ×{0}, any k ≥ 0, and t ∈ J . For this purpose, we shall use
an inductive argument. The base case k = 0 has already been considered.
Suppose that there exists k ≥ 0 such that (6.14) holds for any ξ = (ξ, 0) ∈ E k
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and t ∈ J . Taking the derivative in time in (6.14) and using Lemma 6.3,
we get

〈(
ξ
0

)
,

(
L+Q∗(u) 0

0 −(Dxu)
T(t, y(t))

)
f(t)−

(
F (p, y)

0

)〉
= 0

for all t ∈ J , where f(t) = R(1, t)∗f0 = (w(t), p(t)). This is equivalent to

〈Lξ +Q(u)ξ, w(t)〉H − V σ〈ξ, F (p, y)〉V −σ = 0, t ∈ J.

We write

ũ(t) := u(t)−

∫ t

0
η(s)ds = u(t)−

∑

j∈I

ej

∫ t

0
ηj(s)ds,

where ũ(t) is smoother in time than u(t), and ηj(s) := 〈η(s), ej〉H . Then,
taking into account the relation (6.8), we derive

∑

j∈I

〈Q(ej)ξ, w(t)〉H

∫ t

0
ηj(s)ds+ 〈Lξ +Q(ũ)ξ, w(t)〉H − 〈ξ(y(t)), p(t)〉R2 = 0

for all t ∈ J . Taking the derivative in this equality, we get

∑

j∈I

aj(t)η
j(t) + b(t) = 0,

where

aj(t) :=〈Q(ej)ξ, w(t)〉H ,

b(t) :=
∑

j∈I

d

dt
〈Q(ej)ξ, w(t)〉H

∫ t

0
ηj(s)ds+

d

dt
〈Lξ +Q(ũ(t))ξ, w(t)〉H

−
d

dt
〈ξ(y(t)), p(t)〉R2 .

Note that, aj(t) is differentiable and b(t) is continuous on J , due to the fact
that ξ and ej are smooth, ∂tw ∈ C(J, V −2), ũ ∈ C(J, V 3), and y and p are
continuously differentiable. By the observability of η, it follows that

aj(t) = 〈Q(ej)ξ, w(t)〉H = 0, j ∈ I, t ∈ J

for any ξ ∈ Ek and ej ∈ E . In particular, w(t) ⊥ Ek+1, t ∈ J . Thus, by
induction, w(t) is orthogonal to all Ek, k ≥ 0, and thus (6.14) holds for
any k ≥ 0 and t ∈ J , as claimed.

Since
⋃

k≥0 Ek is dense in H, it follows that w(t) = 0, t ∈ J . In particular,
w0 = w(1) = 0. This, along with the equation (6.6) of w, yields

F (p(t), y(t)) = 0, t ∈ J,
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which leads to (cf. (6.8))

〈ξ(y(t)), p(t)〉R2 = 0, t ∈ J, ξ ∈ V σ.

Thus, by the arbitrariness of ξ ∈ V σ, we infer that

p(t) = 0, t ∈ J.

Evaluating at t = 1, we get p0 = 0. Therefore, we conclude that f0 =
(w0, p0) = 0, that is, the kernel of A∗ is trivial. This completes the proof of
the proposition.

6.3 Density of attainable set in V
3 × R2

Given any (u, y) ∈ C(J, V 3) × C(J,R2), let us denote by U the space of all
solutions (v, z) ∈ C(J, V 3)×C1(J,R2) to (6.1), (6.2) with control ζ = 0 and
all possible initial data (v0, z0) ∈ V 3 × R2. For any s ∈ (0, 1], let Us be the
space obtained by restricting U at time s, i.e.,

Us := {(v, z)(s, ·) : (v, z) ∈ U} ⊂ V 3 × R2.

Proposition 6.7. For any s ∈ (0, 1], the space Us is dense in V 3 × R2.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume that s = 1. The proof
reduces to the backward uniqueness for the (backward) system (6.11), (6.12).
As in Subsection 6.1, let R(t, s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ 1 denote the two-parameter
processes in V 3×R2 corresponding to the system (6.4), (6.5), and let R(t, s)∗

denote the corresponding dual operator in V 3 ×R2. Suppose that U1 is not
dense in V 3 × R2, then there exists (v1, z1) ∈ V

3 × R2 such that

0 = 〈R(1, 0)(v, z), (v1 , z1)〉V 3×R2 = 〈(v, z), R(1, 0)∗(v1, z1)〉V 3×R2

for any (v, z) ∈ V 3×R2. This yields that R(1, 0)∗(v1, z1) = 0. Thus, we only
need to prove that (v1, z1) = 0. This follows immediately from the following
backward uniqueness result.

Lemma 6.8. Let (w(t), p(t)) be the solution to the system (6.11), (6.12)
with (w0, p0) ∈ V 3 × R2. If (w(0), p(0)) = 0, then (w0, p0) = 0.

Proof. Reversing the time t 7→ 1 − t and denoting by the same letters w(t)
and u(t) the the time-reversed paths w(1 − t) and u(1 − t) (similarly for p
and y), we reformulate (6.11), (6.12) as a forward system

∂tw + Lw + Λ−6Q∗(u)Λ6w − Λ−6F (p, y) = 0, w(0) = w0, (6.15)

ṗ(t)− (Dxu)
T(y(t))p(t) = 0, p(0) = p0. (6.16)

Thus, we need to prove the backward uniqueness for the system (6.15),
(6.16), that is, if (w(1), p(1)) = 0, then (w0, p0) = 0.
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For this purpose, let us first consider equation (6.16), which is a linear
ODE. As p(1) = 0, by the uniqueness of solution, p ≡ 0 on J . In particular,
p(0) = p0 = 0. Moreover, by the definition (6.8) of F (p, y), we see that

V σ〈ξ, F (p(t), y(t))〉V −σ = 〈ξ(y(t)), p(t)〉R2 = 0, t ∈ J

for any ξ ∈ V σ with σ > 1. This yields that F (p(t), y(t)) = 0 for any t ∈ J .
Thus, the forward equation (6.15) reduces to

∂tw + Lw + Λ−6Q∗(u)Λ6w = 0, w(1) = 0,

and we need to prove that w ≡ 0. By setting w̃ := Λ2w, it is equivalent to
proving the backward uniqueness for the following equation

∂tw̃ + Lw̃ + Λ−4Q∗(u)Λ4w̃ = 0, w̃(1) = 0.

To this end, we note from (6.13) that w̃ ∈ C(J, V 1) ∩ L2(J, V 2) and

〈−Lw̃, w̃〉H = ν‖w̃‖2H1 .

Next, let
g := ∂tw̃ + Lw̃ = −Λ−4Q∗(u)Λ4w̃.

Claim: The following estimate holds:

‖g‖H . ‖u‖H3‖w̃‖H1 . (6.17)

Once this estimate is proved, since ‖u‖H3 ∈ C([0, 1]) ⊆ L2(0, 1), we can
apply Theorem 8.1 in Chapter 2 of [BV92] to derive that w̃(0) = 0.

To prove (6.17), let us take any f ∈ H and note that

|〈g, f〉H | = |〈Λw̃,Λ3Q(u)Λ−4f〉H |

≤ ‖w̃‖H1

(
‖Λ3(〈u,∇〉Λ−4f)‖H + ‖Λ3((∇⊗ (Λ−4f))u)‖H

)

. ‖w̃‖H1

(
‖∇3(〈u,∇〉Λ−4f)‖H + ‖∇3((∇⊗ (Λ−4f))u)‖H

)
.

(6.18)

To estimate the terms on the right-hand side of this inequality, we use the
boundedness of the operators

‖∇αΛ−4‖L(H,H) <∞, ∀|α| ≤ 4

and the Sobolev embeddings

H2(T2) →֒ L∞(T2),

H1(T2) →֒ Lρ(T2), 1 ≤ ρ <∞.

Thus, we have

‖∇3(〈u,∇〉Λ−4f)‖H . ‖∇3u‖H‖∇Λ−4f‖L∞ + ‖∇2u‖Lp‖∇2Λ−4f‖Lq

+ ‖∇u‖L∞‖∇3Λ−4f‖H + ‖u‖L∞‖∇4Λ−4f‖H

. ‖u‖H3‖f‖H ,
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and

‖∇3((∇⊗ (Λ−4f))u)‖H . ‖∇3u‖H‖∇Λ−4f‖L∞ + ‖∇2u‖Lp‖∇2Λ−4f‖Lq

+ ‖∇u‖L∞‖∇3Λ−4f‖H + ‖u‖L∞‖∇4Λ−4f‖H

. ‖u‖H3‖f‖H ,

where p, q ∈ (1,∞) are such that 1/p+1/q = 1/2. Plugging these inequalities
into (6.18), we arrive at

|〈g, f〉H | . ‖u‖H3‖w̃‖H1‖f‖H (6.19)

for any f ∈ H, where the implicit constant does not depend on f . This
yields (6.17) and completes the proof of the lemma.

6.4 Proof of Theorem 6.1

Let (v♯, z♯) be any given target in V 3×R2, let ε > 0 be an arbitrary number,
and let η ∈ E be such that the image of AT := AT (z, η) is dense in H ×R2

(cf. Proposition 6.6). By Proposition 6.7, there exists (vT , zT ) ∈ V 3 × R2

such that
‖R(1, T )(vT , zT )− (v♯, z♯)‖V 3×R2 < ε.

Since R(1, T ) is continuous from H × R2 to V 3 × R2, there is δ > 0 such
that

‖R(1, T )(v′T , z
′
T )− (v♯, z♯)‖V 3×R2 < ε, (6.20)

provided that
‖(v′T , z

′
T )− (vT , zT )‖H×R2 < δ. (6.21)

On the other hand, as the image of AT is dense in H × R2, there is ζ ∈ E
such that

‖AT ζ − (vT , zT )‖H×R2 < δ. (6.22)

Letting ζ̃ := ζI[0,T ] ∈ L2(J,E ), we note that

A1ζ̃ = R(1, T )AT ζ.

Therefore, combining (6.20)-(6.22), we arrive at

‖A1ζ̃ − (v♯, z♯)‖V 3×R2 < ε,

which completes the proof of Theorem 6.1.

7 Appendix

7.1 Proof of Theorem 2.4

We follow the notations used in Section 2 and assume that the conditions
of Theorem 2.4 are satisfied. The next lemma is the key ingredient of the
proof of Theorem 2.4. Its proof is based on the approach of Lemma 4.3
in [Bou88] and Lemma B.2 in [BCZG23], with necessary adjustments due
to the weaker mixing property assumed in our setting.
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Lemma 7.1. Suppose that {νz}z∈suppµ is a measurable family of measures
on P d−1 such that

νz = E
(
(An

ω,z)
T
∗ νϕn

ω
z

)
(7.1)

for any n ≥ 1 and µ-a.e. z ∈ Z. Then, there is a weakly continuous family
of measures {ν̂z}z∈suppµ such that

νz = ν̂z for µ-a.e. z ∈ Z.

As a result, the family {ν̂z}z∈suppµ satisfies the relation (7.1) for any n ≥ 1
and z ∈ suppµ.

Proof. For any f ∈ C(P d−1), A ∈ Md(R), and z ∈ X := suppµ, let us set

Gf (z,A) :=

∫

P d−1

f(Av)νz(dv),

gf (z) := Gf (z, IdRd) =

∫

P d−1

f(v)νz(dv),

and for any bounded measurable function G : X ×Md(R) → R, let

RnG(z) := EG
(
ϕn
ω
z, (An

ω,z)
T
)
, n ≥ 0.

It is easy to see that the lemma will be established if we show that for
any f ∈ C(P d−1) there is a function ḡf ∈ C(X) such that

gf (z) = ḡf (z) for µ-a.e. z ∈ X. (7.2)

Let us fix any f ∈ C(P d−1) and prove the existence of ḡf . By Lusin’s
theorem, there is a sequence of compact sets C1 ⊂ C2 ⊂ · · · in X such that

(a) the mapping z 7→ νz is continuous from Cn to P(P d−1),

(b) µ(Cn) ≥ 1− 1/n for any n ≥ 1.

The property (a) implies that the restriction of the function

G := Gf : X ×Md(R) → R

to the set Cn ×Md(R) is continuous for any n ≥ 1. By Tietze’s extension
theorem, there is a continuous function Gn : X ×Md(R) → R such that

G|Cn×Md(R) = Gn|Cn×Md(R) and ‖Gn‖∞ ≤ ‖G‖∞.

Let rn be the indicator function of the set Cn ×Md(R), and let X ′ ⊂ X be
a µ-full measure set such that the equality (7.1) takes place for any z ∈ X ′.
Then, for any m,n ≥ 0 and z ∈ X ′,

|gf (z)−RmGn(z)| = |RmG(z)−RmGn(z)|

≤ |Rm[rn(G−Gn)](z)| + 2‖G‖∞|Rm(1− rn)(z)|

= 2‖G‖∞|Rm(1− rn)(z)|.
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It is easy to see that

Rm(1− rn)(z) = PmχCc
n
(z),

where χCc
n
is the indicator function of the set Cc

n. If µ(Cn) = 1 for some n ≥
1, then

gf (z) = RmGn(z) for µ-a.e. z.

As RmGn ∈ C(X), the proof of the relation (7.2) is complete. Otherwise,
if µ(Cn) < 1 for any n ≥ 1, let ψn ∈ L(X) be such that χCc

n
(z) ≤ ψn(z)

for any z ∈ X and 〈ψn, µ〉 ≤
2
n
; such function ψn exists due to property (b).

Therefore, as µ is mixing, we have

PmχCc
n
(z) ≤ Pmψn(z)− 〈ψn, µ〉+ 〈ψn, µ〉 ≤ γm‖ψn‖L +

2

n
, z ∈ X,

where γm → 0 as m→ ∞. For any ε > 0, we first take n > 4/ε, then choose
m ≥ 1 so large that γm‖ψn‖L <

ε
2 . Thus,

sup
z∈X′

|gf (z)−RmGn(z)| < 2‖G‖∞ε, z ∈ X ′.

In this way, we proved that gf can be uniformly approximated on X ′ by
continuous functions RmGn. As X ′ is dense in X, there is a function ḡf ∈
C(X) such that (7.2) holds.

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 2.4.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Since λ+ = λ−, by Theorem 2.3, there exists a mea-
surable family of measures {νz}z∈supp µ on P d−1 such that (2.4) holds. Then

νz =
(
An

ω,z

)−1

∗
νϕn

ω
z (7.3)

for any n ≥ 1 and P× µ-a.e. (ω, z).
Let the linear cocycle Bn

ω,z := Bωn,ϕ
n−1
ω

(z) ◦ · · · ◦ Bω1,z be generated by

the mapping B : Ω × Z → GLd(R) given by Bω,z := (Aω,z)
−T. From the

definition it follows that Bn
ω,z =

(
An

ω,z

)−T
. Therefore, equality (7.3) can be

rewritten as
νz =

(
Bn
ω,z

)T
∗
νϕn

ω
z, (7.4)

which yields νz = E
(
(Bn

ω,z)
T
∗ νϕn

ω
z

)
for any n ≥ 1 and µ-a.e. z ∈ Z. Lemma 7.1

applied to the cocycle Bn
ω,z implies the existence of a weakly continuous fam-

ily of measures (ν̂z)z∈supp µ on P d−1 such that νz = ν̂z for µ-a.e. z ∈ Z. This

and (7.4) show that ν̂z =
(
An

ω,z

)−1

∗
ν̂ϕn

ω
z for any n ≥ 1 and µ-a.e. z ∈ Z,

which is equivalent to
(
An

ω,z

)
∗
ν̂z = ν̂ϕn

ω
z for any n ≥ 1 and z ∈ suppµ.

This completes the proof of the theorem.
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7.2 Uniform ergodicity

The formulation of Theorem 3.1 is similar to that of Theorem 1.1 in [KNS20b].
A minor difference is that the phase space H here is a product of a separable
Hilbert space and a manifold, instead of being just a separable Hilbert space;
this difference does not affect the proofs. A more important difference is that
here we do not assume that the nonlinear map η 7→ S(z, η) is analytic.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 in [KNS20b] is derived from Proposition 2.1
therein (whose formulation we do not recall here) by using only Hypotheses
(H1), (H2), and (H4); therefore, the arguments extend to the current setting
as well. The proof of Proposition 2.1 is carried out in [KNS20a], where it is
called Proposition 2.3. In the proof of the latter, the only place where the
analyticity of the map η 7→ S(z, η) is used is Theorem 2.8 in Section 2.5,
where approximate right inverse is constructed for linear operators with
dense image. Actually, in that theorem only the analyticity of the derivative
map η 7→ (DηS)(z, η) is used.

Let us recall the framework of Section 2.5 in [KNS20a] and give a proof
of the result obtained there under the hypotheses of the current paper, i.e.,
without analyticity. Thus the proof of our Theorem 3.1 will be established.
Let us assume that

• X is a compact metric space,

• E,F , and T are separable Hilbert spaces and V is a Hilbert space
compactly embedded into T ,

• ℓ ∈ P(E) is a measure with a compact support K,

• {ψj} is an orthonormal basis in F and FM := span{ψ1, . . . , ψM}
for M ≥ 1.

The following is the version of Theorem 2.8 in [KNS20a] without analyticity
assumption for the linear mapping A.

Theorem 7.2. Let A : X × E → L(F,T ) be a continuous mapping such
that, for any z ∈ X, there is a set Kz ⊂ K verifying

(a) ℓ(Kz) = 1,

(b) the image of A(z, η) is dense in T for any η ∈ Kz.

Then, for any ε = (ε1, ε2) ∈ (0, 1)2, there is a continuous function

Fε(·, ·) : X × E → R+

such that η → Fε(z, η) is analytic for any z ∈ X, and there is an integer
Mε ≥ 1 and positive constants νε2 and Cε such that the following properties
are satisfied.
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• We have
ℓ(Kz

ε) ≥ 1− ε1 for z ∈ X, (7.5)

where
Kz

ε := {η ∈ K : Fε(z, η) ≤ νε2} . (7.6)

• Let Dε ⊂ X ×K be the compact subset defined by

Dε := {(z, η) ∈ X ×K : Fε(z, η) ≤ 2νε2} . (7.7)

There is a continuous mapping Rε : Dε → L(T , F ) such that

Im (Rε(z, η)) ⊂ FMε , ‖Rε(z, η)‖L(T ,F ) ≤ Cε, (z, η) ∈ Dε, (7.8)

‖A(z, η)Rε(z, η)f − f‖T ≤ ε2‖f‖V , (z, η) ∈ Dε, f ∈ V. (7.9)

Proof. For any number γ > 0 and integer M ≥ 1, let us denote

G(z, η) := A(z, η)A(z, η)∗ ,

Rγ(z, η) := A(z, η)∗ (G(z, η) + γI)−1 ,

RM,γ(z, η) := PMRγ(z, η),

where PM : F → F is the orthogonal projection onto FM . Note that
(G(z, η) + γI)−1 is well defined, since G(z, η) ≥ 0.

We will show that (7.8) and (7.9) are satisfied for RM,γ for some choice
of γ, M , and C. Already, note that (7.8) holds for any γ and M . Indeed,
by definition, Im (RM,γ(z, η)) ⊂ FM and we have

‖RM,γ(z, η)‖L(T ,F ) ≤ ‖A(z, η)‖L(T ,F )‖ (G(z, η) + γI)−1 ‖L(T ,F )

≤ γ−1 sup
(z,η)∈X×K

‖A(z, η)‖L(T ,F ) =: C <∞,

where we used the bound ‖ (G(z, η) + γI)−1 ‖L(T ,F ) ≤ γ−1.
Let us take any ε = (ε1, ε2) ∈ (0, 1)2 and assume that we have con-

structed a continuous function Fε : X × E → R+ such that η → Fε(z, η) is
analytic for any z ∈ X, and there are positive numbers νε2 and γε such that
(7.5) holds with the set Kz

ε in (7.6) and the following inequality is verified

sup
(z,η)∈Dε

‖A(z, η)Rγε (z, η)f − f‖T < ε2, f ∈ BV(0, 1) (7.10)

with the set Dε in (7.7). Using the compactness of K, Dε, and BV(0, 1) and
the convergence of PM to I as M → ∞, it is easy to see that

sup
(z,η)∈Dε

‖A(z, η)RMε ,γε(z, η)f − f‖T < ε2, f ∈ BV(0, 1)

for sufficiently large Mε ≥ 1; see the proof of Theorem 2.8 in [KNS20a]
for details.
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Thus, it remains to construct Fε, νε2 , and γε. To this end, let ν̂ε2 :=
ε22/16, and let us define a continuous function F̂γ : X × E → R+ by

F̂γ(z, η) =

N∑

j=1

‖A(z, η)Rγ(z, η)fj − fj‖
2
T ,

where

{fj : j = 1, . . . , N} is an ε2/4-net for the compact BV(0, 1) ⊂ T . (7.11)

By Lemma 3.1 in [KNS20a], there is γε > 0 such that

ℓ(K̂z
ε) ≥ 1− ε1 for z ∈ X, (7.12)

where
K̂z

ε :=
{
η ∈ K : F̂γε(z, η) ≤ ν̂ε2

}
.

On the other hand, for any f ∈ BV(0, 1), we have

‖A(z, η)Rγε (z, η)f − f‖T ≤ min
1≤j≤N

(‖A(z, η)Rγε (z, η)(f − fj)‖T + ‖f − fj‖T )

+ F̂γε(z, η)
1
2

≤
ε2
2

+ F̂γε(z, η)
1
2 , (7.13)

where we used (7.11) and the fact that the norm of the operator G(G+γεI)
−1

is bounded by 1. As the map η → F̂γ(z, η) is not necessarily analytic, we
introduce analytic approximations.

Let An : X × E → L(F,T ) be a sequence of continuous maps such that

• η → An(z, η) is analytic for any z ∈ X and n ≥ 1,

• sup(z,η)∈X×K ‖An(z, η) −A(z, η)‖L(F,T ) → 0 as n→ ∞.

Let us set

Fn,ε(z, η) :=

N∑

j=1

‖An(z, η)Rn,γε(z, η)fj − fj‖
2
T ,

where

Rn,γε(z, η) := An(z, η)
∗ (Gn(z, η) + γεI)

−1 ,

Gn(z, η) := An(z, η)An(z, η)
∗.

Then, Fn,ε(z, η) : X × E → R+ is a continuous function and η → Fn,ε(z, η)
is analytic for any z ∈ X. Our goal is to show that (7.5) and (7.10) hold
with Fn,ε for some number νε2 > 0 and integer n ≥ 1.

Let us take δ := ε22/24 and choose n ≥ 1 so large that

sup
(z,η)∈X×K

|Fε(z, η) − Fn,ε(z, η)| < δ. (7.14)
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Clearly,

{
η ∈ K : F̂ε(z, η) ≤ ν̂ε2

}
⊂ {η ∈ K : Fn,ε(z, η) ≤ ν̂ε2 + δ} .

Then, in view of (7.12), we have that (7.5) is satisfied for Kz
ε as in (7.6) with

νε2 := ν̂ε2 + δ. From (7.13) and (7.14) it follows that, if Fn,ε(z, η) ≤ 2νε2 ,
then

‖A(z, η)Rγε (z, η)f − f‖T ≤
ε2
2

+ F̂γε(z, η)
1
2

≤
ε2
2

+ (Fn,ε(z, η) + δ)
1
2

≤
ε2
2

+ (2ν̂ε2 + 3δ)
1
2 = ε2,

which completes the proof of the theorem.

7.3 Well-posedness of backward systems

In this subsection, we prove Lemmas 6.2 and 6.4 concerning the well-posedness
of backward systems.

Proof of Lemma 6.2. First note that, since u ∈ C(J, V 3), by the classical
well-posedness theory for ODEs, there exists a unique backward solution
p ∈ C(J,R2) to (6.7) satisfying

‖p‖C(J,R2) . ‖p0‖R2 . (7.15)

Below we focus on the equation (6.6) and prove that it has a unique solution
w ∈ C(J,H) satisfying

‖w‖C(J,H) . ‖w0‖H + ‖p0‖R2 . (7.16)

Reversing the time t 7→ 1 − t and denoting by the same letters w(t) and
u(t) the time-reversed paths w(1 − t) and u(1 − t) (similarly for p and y),
we rewrite (6.6) as follows:

∂tw + Lw +Q∗(u)w − F (p, y) = 0, w(0) = w0,

In the Duhamel form, this is equivalent to

w(t) = e−tLw0 −

∫ t

0
e−(t−s)LQ∗(u)wds+

∫ t

0
e−(t−s)LF (p, y)ds.

Let us define the operator Φ : C([0, t0],H) → C([0, t0],H) by

Φ(w)(t) := e−tLw0 −

∫ t

0
e−(t−s)LQ∗(u)wds+

∫ t

0
e−(t−s)LF (p, y)ds,
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where t ∈ [0, t0], t0 > 0 is a small time to be chosen later. For any w ∈
C([0, t0],H) and t ∈ [0, t0], we have

‖Φ(w)(t)‖H . ‖w0‖H +

∫ t

0
‖e−(t−s)LQ∗(u)w‖Hds

+

∫ t

0
‖e−(t−s)LF (p, y)‖Hds =: ‖w0‖H + J1 + J2.

By the heat semigroup estimate

‖e−tLu‖L2 . t−
τ
2 ‖u‖V −τ , τ ≥ 0, t > 0,

Hölder’s inequality, and Sobolev’s embedding H2(T2) →֒ C(T2), we have

J1 .

∫ t

0

(
‖(∇⊗ u)w‖H + (t− s)−

1
2 ‖w ⊗ u‖H

)
ds

.

∫ t

0

(
‖u‖V 3‖w‖H + (t− s)−

1
2‖u‖V 3‖w‖H

)
ds

. t
1
2 ‖u‖C(J,V 3)‖w‖C([0,t],H).

For the inhomogeneous term, we have

J2 .

∫ t

0
(t− s)−

σ
2 ‖F (p, y)‖V −σds . t1−

σ
2 ‖F (p, y)‖L∞(J,V −σ).

Thus, we get

‖Φ(w)(t)‖H ≤ C
(
‖w0‖H + t

1
2‖u‖C(J,V 3)‖w‖C([0,t],H)

+ t1−
σ
2 ‖F (p, y)‖L∞(J,V −σ)

)
.

Choosing t0 ≤ 1 small enough such that Ct
1
2
0 ‖u‖C(J,V 3) ≤ 1/2 and taking

the supremum over t ∈ [0, t0], we get

‖Φ(w)‖C([0,t0],H) ≤ C
(
‖w0‖H + t

1
2
0 ‖u‖C(J,V 3)‖w‖C([0,t0 ],H)

+ t
1−σ

2
0 ‖F (p, y)‖L∞(J,V −σ)

)

≤
1

2
‖w‖C([0,t0],H) + C

(
‖w0‖H + ‖F (p, y)‖L∞(J,V −σ)

)
,

where in the last step we used that σ ∈ (1, 3/2). Moreover, similar arguments
also give

‖Φ(w1)− Φ(w2)‖C([0,t0],H) ≤ Ct
1
2
0 ‖u‖C(J,V 3)‖w1 − w2‖C([0,t0],H)

≤
1

2
‖w1 − w2‖C([0,t0],H)
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for any w1, w2 ∈ C([0, t0],H). Thus, setting

BM :=
{
w ∈ C([0, t0],H) : ‖w‖C([0,t0 ],H) ≤M

}

and letting M := 2C
(
‖w0‖H + ‖F (p, y)‖L∞(J,V −σ)

)
, we derive that Φ is a

contracting map in BM . Hence, an application of the fixed point theorem
gives that there exists a unique solution w on [0, t0] such that w ∈ BM .
Since t0 is independent of w0, we can use an iterative argument to extend
the solution to the whole interval J and, for some δ > 0, get that

‖w‖C(J,H) . e
δ‖u‖2

C(J,V 3)
(
‖w0‖H + ‖F (p, y)‖L∞(J,V −σ)

)

. e
δ‖u‖2

C(J,V 3)
(
‖w0‖L2 + ‖p‖C(J,R2)

)

. e
δ‖u‖2

C(J,V 3) (‖w0‖L2 + ‖p0‖R2) ,

where the last two steps are due to (6.9) and (7.15). This yields (7.16),
thereby completing the proof.

Proof of Lemma 6.4. The well-posedness of the equation (6.12) follows from
the classical ODE theory. In order to show the well-posedness of the back-
ward equation (6.11), we change 1− t by t and denote Λ3w(1 − t) by w(t),
u(1− t) by u(t), and similarly for p and y. Thus we reduce the problem to
the well-posedness of

∂tw + Lw + Λ−3Q∗(u)Λ3w − Λ−3F (p, y) = 0 (7.17)

with w(0) = Λ3w0 ∈ L2 and the estimate

‖w‖C(J,L2) + ‖w‖L2(J,V 1) . ‖w(0)‖L2 + ‖F (p, y)‖L∞(J,V −σ). (7.18)

Below we focus on the a priori estimate (7.18), as the existence and unique-
ness of solutions to (7.17) then can be derived by standard arguments.

To prove (7.18), we let g := Λ−3Q∗(u)Λ3w, and note that

|〈g, f〉H | = |〈Λw,Λ2Q(u)Λ−3f〉H |

. ‖w‖H1(‖Λ2(〈u,∇)Λ−3f‖H + ‖Λ2((∇⊗ (Λ−3f))u)‖H )

for any f ∈ H. Arguing as in the proof of the inequality (6.19), we de-
rive that

|〈g, f〉H | . ‖u‖H3‖w‖H1‖f‖H ,

which yields
‖g‖H . ‖u‖H3‖w‖H1 . (7.19)

Then, we derive from (7.17) the energy equality

1

2
‖w(t)‖2H + ν

∫ t

0
‖∇w‖2Hds =

1

2
‖w(0)‖2H −

∫ t

0
〈w, g〉Hds

+

∫ t

0
〈w,Λ−3F (p, y)〉Hds.
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Using (6.9) and (7.19), we get that

‖w(t)‖2H + 2ν

∫ t

0
‖∇w‖2Hds ≤ ‖w(0)‖2H + C

∫ t

0
‖w‖H‖u‖H3‖w‖H1ds

+ C

∫ t

0
‖w‖H‖F (p, y)‖V −σds,

which implies that

‖w(t)‖2H + ν

∫ t

0
‖w‖2H1ds ≤ ‖w(0)‖2H + C

∫ t

0

(
1 + ‖u‖2H3

)
‖w‖2Hds

+ C‖F (p, y)‖2L∞(J,V −σ)

for any t ∈ [0, 1]. Therefore, using Gronwall’s lemma, we obtain (7.18).
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