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Transport equations for Osgood velocity fields
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Abstract

We consider the transport equation with a velocity field satisfying
the Osgood condition. The weak formulation is not meaningful in the
usual Lebesgue sense, meaning that the usual DiPerna–Lions treatment
of the problem is not applicable (in particular, the divergence of the veloc-
ity might be unbounded). Instead, we use Riemann–Stieltjes integration
to interpret the weak formulation, leading to a well-posedness theory in
regimes not covered by existing works. The most general results are for
the one-dimensional problem, with generalisations to multiple dimensions
in the particular case of log-Lipschitz velocities.

1 Introduction

Consider the transport equation

{
∂tu+ b · ∇u = 0 for x ∈ R

d, t > 0

u(·, 0) = u0

(1.1)

for some b : Rd × R+ → R
d and u0 : R

d → R. The link between (1.1) and the
characteristic equation

Ẋt = b(Xt, t) (1.2)

is immediate when b and u0 are smooth and bounded, as the solution is given
via the flow of (1.2), u(x, t) = u0(X0(x, t)), where t 7→ Xt(x, τ) is the unique
solution of (1.2) satisfying Xτ = x. This connection between (1.1) and (1.2) is
still evident when regularity assumptions on b are relaxed. Most prominently,
DiPerna–Lions [11] proved well-posedness of (1.1) in the sense of distributions,

∫ ∞

0

∫

Rd

u∂tϕ+ u div(ϕb) dx dt+

∫

Rd

u0(x)ϕ(x, 0) dx = 0 (1.3)

for all ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rd × R+), assuming b ∈ W 1,1

x and with div b ∈ L∞. The
connection with (1.2) is here via so-called regular Lagrangian flows, which in a
sense are “almost everywhere” solutions of (1.2) (see e.g. [9]).

Conversely, the well-posedness theory for (1.2) is quite separate from that of
(1.1), and there is a multitude of conditions that ensure existence and uniqueness
for (1.2), while allowing for irregularities or singularities in b of different types
(see e.g. [1]). These conditions are often formulated as pointwise regularity
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conditions, rather than Lebesgue integration-based conditions such as those in
the DiPerna–Lions theory; a classical example is the one-sided Osgood condition

〈b(x+ y, t)− b(x, t), y/|y|〉 6 ω(|y|), where

∫ ε

0

dh

ω(h)
= ∞ ∀ ε > 0. (1.4)

It is a fact that if b ∈ Cb(R
d × R+) satisfies this condition, then the ODE (1.2)

is well-posed. However, (1.4) offers no direct benefit for the PDE (1.3). In
particular, (1.4) does not imply that div b exists, even as a measure, and the
weak formulation (1.3) may therefore be meaningless in the Lebesgue sense.

The purpose of this paper is to show that the Osgood condition does, in
fact, ensure a well-posed transport equation when we interpreted the integrals
in (1.3) as Riemann–Stieltjes integrals. Although we require some additional
technical assumptions on b and u0, we stress that our assumptions do not imply
div b ∈ L∞ nor b ∈ BV ; thus, we are outside the scope of the DiPerna—Lions
theory.

Our most general results will be for the one-dimensional forwards equation
{
∂tu+ b∂xu = 0,

u(·, 0) = u0

(1.5)

where the one-dimensionality will imply significantly improved regularity of the
flow X (in particular, monotonicity). For the multi-dimensional equation (1.1)
we will generalise some of these results for log-Lipschitz velocities — a standard
example of non-Lipschitz regularity that still satisfies the Osgood condition.
The main body of this paper will therefore concentrate on the one-dimensional
problem (1.5), and we return to the multi-dimensional problem in Section 6. We
also treat the one-dimensional backwards problem in Section 5, the vanishing
viscosity problem in Section 7, and the inhomogeneous problem in Section 8.

1.1 An overview of new ideas

The weak interpretation (1.3) of (1.1) makes sense granted div b ∈ L∞(Rd×R+).
In one spatial dimension, this constraint is particularly restrictive as b(·, t) must
then be Lipschitz continuous (see e.g. Bouchut and James [6] for a generalization
to one-sided Lipschitz b). We shall instead consider a weak formulation based
on Riemann–Stieltjes integrals. Recall that the Riemann–Stieltjes integral of a
function f with respect to g satisfies

∫

R

f(x) dxg(x) =

∫

R

f(x)
dg

dx
(x) dx (1.6)

whenever f ∈ C0(R), g ∈ C1
c (R). (The notation dxg is non-standard, but it

will be useful to emphasize which variable we are integrating over.) In fact, the
first integral in (1.6) exists for more general cases when neither g′ nor f ′ exist
as (say) locally integrable functions, as was first observed by L. C. Young [22]:
The basic idea is that the Riemann–Stieltjes sums might still converge when one
trades some of the regularity in g for increased regularity in f . For instance,
f ∈ C0,α(R) and g ∈ C0,β(R) for α, β ∈ (0, 1] satisfying α+ β > 1 is sufficient.

Concentrating on the one-dimensional case first, our weak formulation of
(1.5) is then

∫ ∞

0

∫

R

u∂tϕdxdt+

∫ ∞

0

∫

R

u dx(bϕ) dt+

∫

R

u0ϕ(x, 0) dx = 0, (1.7)
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for ϕ ∈ C∞
c (R× [0,∞)), where

∫
R
u dx(bϕ) is interpreted as a Riemann–Stieltjes

integral in x. The conditions that we will impose on b and u0 (cf. Assump-
tions 1.3 and 1.4) — in particular, the Osgood condition on b — are made
precisely to make this integral well-defined. As it turns out, these conditions
are also sufficient in order to make the Cauchy problem well-posed.

To contrast our approach to the established theory, DiPerna–Lions [11] im-
pose conditions on b ensuring that the non-conservative product b∂xu is mean-
ingful in the sense of distributions, regardless of the regularity of u. In contrast,
our conditions on b (and u0) do not yield an inherent meaning of the product
b∂xu, but by taking into account the expected regularity of the solution u, we
can give meaning to the product — effectively trading some regularity in b for
more regularity in u, in the spirit of Young [22]. A similar mechanism was men-
tioned by Lions and Seeger [17, Theorem 3.7], but where the required Hölder
regularity on b and u was hypothesised, rather than proved.

Interpreting integrals of low regularity is the core aspect of rough path theory,
where additional information (“higher-order Taylor remainder terms”) is added
to the Riemann–Stieltjes integrals in order to ensure their convergence and con-
tinuity. However, we stress that all integrands in our work will have sufficient
regularity for a canonical interpretation of the Riemann–Stieltjes integrals, and
rough path theory is therefore not required. We refer to [15] for a nice intro-
duction and application to spatially rough SPDEs, as well as the comprehensive
monographs [12, 13].

The existence of solutions of (1.7) (Theorem 4.1) follows from a standard
mollification argument. Our uniqueness result, Theorem 4.4, is harder to prove
and requires new techniques and estimates. To illustrate, we give here a brief
description of our uniqueness proof and the main difficulties it overcomes.

Since the equation is linear, it suffices to prove uniqueness for the case u0 ≡ 0.
In the smooth case, one could multiply (1.5) with sign(u) (or a smoothened
version of it) to conclude that also |u| solved the equation. From there, one
could integrate in x to find that

∂t‖u(t)‖L1(R) =

∫

R

|u(x, t)|∂xb(x, t) dx 6 sup
x

∂xb(x, t)‖u(t)‖L1(R), (1.8)

and the sought conclusion u = 0 would then follow from Grönwall’s inequality
and the smoothness assumption, in particular ∂xb ∈ L∞. This technique also
works for one-sided Lipschitz velocities, where supx ∂xb < ∞; such velocity
fields have been studied extensively both in one and multiple dimensions, and
we refer to Bouchut–James [6], Petrova–Popov [19], Bianchini–Gloyer [3] and
Lions–Seeger [17].

Although we are outside of the Lipschitz setting, Theorem 4.3 shows that
the first part of (1.8) still holds true here, where it reads

∂t‖u(t)‖L1(R) =

∫

R

|u(x, t)| dxb(x, t). (1.9)

Of course, as b now lacks Lipschitz continuity, we cannot proceed through
Grönwall’s inequality. A novel nonlinear bound, assuming for a moment that
C := supt>0 |u(t)|TV < ∞, is given in Proposition 3.3:

∫

R

|u(x, t)| dxb(x, t) 6 Cλ(t)ωb

(
‖u(t)‖L1/C

)
, (1.10)
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where (t, h) 7→ λ(t)ωb(h) is the assumed Osgood modulus of b. Inserting this in
(1.9) and applying the Osgood–Bihari–LaSalle inequality (in place of Grönwall’s
inequality), we again get the desired conclusion that ‖u(t)‖L1(R) = 0 for all t > 0.
But the BV -restriction on u is undesirable, and not actually necessary, as it
suffices to assume locally finite p-variation of u for some arbitrary p ∈ [1,∞):
One may then decompose |u| in a Littlewood–Paley-like manner (cf. Lemma 3.5),
and then apply (1.10) to each component, which leads to a more general p-
variational version of (1.10), given by Theorem 3.1. From there, uniqueness
again follows by the Osgood inequality. The technical machinery needed for
this argument is developed in Section 3.

This sums up the uniqueness argument in one dimension. We devote the
remainder of this discussion to the multidimensional case x ∈ R

d. Our weak
formulation of (1.1) is then

∫ ∞

0

∫

Rd

u∂tϕdxdt+

∫ ∞

0

∫

Rd

u dx(bϕ) dt+

∫

Rd

u0ϕ(x, 0) dx = 0, (1.11)

for ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rd × [0,∞)), with the short-hand notation

∫

Rd

u dx(bϕ) =

d∑

i=1

∫

Rd−1

(∫

R

u dxi(biϕ)

)
dx̂i, (1.12)

and where b = (b1, b2, . . . , bd), x = (x1, x2, . . . , xd), and x̂i ∈ R
d−1 is the (d− 1)-

tuple of entries in xwhose index differs from i, i.e. x̂i = (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xd).
Several arguments from the one-dimensional setting carry over to the multi-
dimensional one, since the d Riemann–Stieltjes integrals from the transport
term in (1.11) can be dealt with individually.

The true difficulty now is the lack of regularity one can expect from the
solution u, thus jeopardising the convergence of the Riemann–Stieltjes integrals.
Canonically, one expects u to be given by u(x, t) = u0(X

−1
t (x)), where X−1

t

is the inverse of the flow Xt of (1.2) (or put differently, the backwards flow of
(1.2)), and where the forwards flow Xt exists and is unique under the Osgood
assumption on b. In one space dimension, the inverse map X−1

t is at least
monotone, so that u0 7→ u0 ◦X−1

t maps, for example, BVloc(R) to itself. But in
higher dimensions, this regularity is lost. However, the situation is manageable
in the log-Lipschitz scenario where, essentially,

|b(x+ y, t)− b(x, t)| 6 C|y| log(1/|y|) for |y| ≪ 1 (1.13)

(see Assumption 6.1 for the precise condition), in which case the corresponding
backwards flow turns out to be Hölder regular for bounded times. Regular-
ity bounds like (1.13) appear, among other places, in the velocity field in the
transport equation satisfied by the vorticity for two-dimensional incompressible
Euler (see e.g. Chapter 7 of Bahouri, Chemin, Danchin [2], in particular Sec-
tion 7.1.1). Log-Lipschitz regularity bounds (and, in particular, uniqueness of
the corresponding flow) have also been derived for Sobolev regular velocity fields
and, in particular, for solutions of the incompressible Navier–Stokes equations;
see Zuazua [23], Chemin–Lerner [8], Dashti–Robinson [10] and the references
therein. Note, however, that incompressible flows satisfy div b = 0, and so there
is no problem in interpreting b ·∇u in the distributional sense. We mention also
the recent work [14] which treats transport equations with an Osgood velocity
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field b, but with an additional transport term driven by a rough path. However,
since they assume that the velocity is “almost incompressible”, div b ∈ L∞

x , they
again do not face the same issues in interpreting the product b · ∇u.

1.2 Assumptions and solution concept

We here present the context for the one-dimensional case; the multi-dimensional
case is treated in Section 6.

Definition 1.1. AnOsgood modulus is a continuous function ω : [0,∞) → [0,∞)
such that ω(h) > 0 for h > 0 and

∫ ε

0

dh

ω(h)
= ∞ (1.14)

for any ε > 0.

Example 1.2. The typical examples of Osgood moduli ω are

ω0(h) := h, ω1(h) := h|log(h)|, ω2(h) := h|log(h)||log(|log(h)|)|,

et cetera (all defined for h ≪ 1, and extended linearly for h 6≪ 1). The function
ω(h) := hα is not Osgood for any α < 1, nor is ω(h) := h|log(h)|α for α > 1.

For the forwards, one-dimensional problem (1.5) we will make the following
assumptions on b.

Assumption 1.3 (The velocity field). We assume that b : R × R+ → R is
measurable and that it satisfies the following properties.

(A) Boundedness: b is bounded.

(B) Spatial continuity: b(t) ∈ C(R) for a.e. t ∈ R+.

(C) One-sided Osgood condition: b satisfies the one-sided estimate

b(x, t)− b(y, t) 6 λ(t)ωb(x− y), x > y, a.e. t ∈ (0,∞), (1.15)

for some weight λ ∈ L1
loc([0,∞)) and some concave Osgood modulus ωb.

(D) One-sided Hölder continuity of orders less than one: The Osgood modulus
ωb of b satisfies the condition

sup
h>0

ωb(h)

hα
< ∞, ∀α ∈ (0, 1). (1.16)

As for the initial data, we set one regularity condition.

Assumption 1.4 (The initial data). We assume the following on u0.

(E) Locally finite variation: For every R > 0 there is a p ∈ [1,∞) such that
|u0|V p([−R,R]) < ∞, where | · |V p denotes the p-variation (see Section 2.3).

A detailed discussion regarding these assumptions can be found in Remark 1.8
at the end of this section. Our solution concept is then as follows.
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Definition 1.5 (Weak solution). Let b and u0 satisfy Assumptions 1.3 and 1.4,
respectively. We then say that u ∈ L∞

loc(R× [0,∞)) is a weak solution of (1.5)
if the following two conditions hold.

(i) It has locally finite variation: For every R, T > 0 there is some p ∈ [1,∞)
such that

ess sup
06t<T

|u(t)|V p([−R,R]) < ∞ (1.17)

(where the p-variation is defined in Section 2.3).

(ii) The equation is satisfied weakly in the Riemann–Stieltjes sense: For every
ϕ ∈ C∞

c (R× [0,∞)) we have
∫ ∞

0

∫

R

u∂tϕdxdt +

∫ ∞

0

∫

R

u dx(bϕ) dt+

∫

R

u0(x)ϕ(x, 0) dx = 0 (1.18)

where
∫
R
u dx(bϕ) is interpreted as a Riemann–Stieltjes integral in the x

variable (see Section 2.4).

The fact that the Riemann–Stieltjes integral in (1.18) is well-defined and
finite, is explained in Section 2.4; specifically, it follows from Corollary 2.8, the
regularity constraint (1.17), and Theorem 2.11 (i).

Theorem 1.6 (Main Theorem, one dimension). Let b and u0 satisfy Assump-
tions 1.3 and 1.4, respectively. Then, there exists a unique weak solution u of
(1.5) in the sense of Definition 1.5. The solution lies in C([0,∞), L1

loc(R)) and
is, up to a null set, uniquely characterised by

u(Xt(x), t) = u0(x), (1.19)

where Xt is the flow generated by the velocity field b.

Section 6 is devoted to the multi-dimensional setting and the corresponding
result is summarized below (see Theorem 6.4 for a more precise formulation).

Theorem 1.7 (Main Theorem, multiple dimensions). If b = b(x, t) : Rd ×
[0, T ] → R

d is bounded and log-Lipschitz continuous in x, and if u0 is locally
Hölder continuous, then there exists a unique locally Hölder continuous solution
of (1.1), and it is given by (1.19).

We also mention here that in Section 5 we treat the one-dimensional back-
wards problem, showing that the “canonical solution” is a weak solution, and
that it is unique in being stable with respect to smooth perturbations of b. In
Section 7 we study the viscous approximation of the multi-dimensional back-
wards equation by means of the associated stochastic differential equations, and
prove that our solution is the vanishing viscosity solution. Finally, in Section 8
we show that Duhamel’s principle holds for the one-dimensional forwards equa-
tion.

Remark 1.8 (Regarding the assumptions on b and u0).

(i) Some assumptions can be weakened to local variants without much added
difficulty: Assumption (A) can be replaced by |b(x, t)| 6 m(t)(1+|x|) with
m ∈ L1

loc([0,∞)) and in assumption (C) and (D) one could replace the
global modulus ωb with a family of local ones {ωR(·)}R>0, each member
valid for x, y ∈ [−R,R]. For the sake of simplicity, we instead make global
assumptions.
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(ii) The continuity assumption (B) on b is to ensure that the Riemann–Stieltjes
integral is well-defined, as one would otherwise need to deal with over-
lapping discontinuities (consider the classical example b(x) = − sign(x)).
With a correct interpretation of the integral it might be possible to extend
the theory to discontinuous b (as done for instance in Bouchut–James [6]),
but this is beyond the scope of this paper.

(iii) Assumption (C) ensures the well-posedness of the ODE (1.2), while as-
sumption (D) ensures the well-posedness of the Riemann–Stieltjes inte-
gral in (1.18). Both (C) and (D) hold automatically when b is one-sided
Lipschitz continuous. Note also that (D) is not implied by (C): The lin-
ear interpolation of (xn, log(e +

1
xn

)−1)n∈N results in a concave Osgood
modulus (provided xn → 0 sufficiently fast) that fails to satisfy (1.16).

(iv) The regularity assumption (E) on u0 is in particular implied by local
Hölder continuity or, more generally, by local one-sided Hölder continuity;
see Lemma 2.6.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

The set Br(x) will denote the open ball with radius r centred at x.
Let ρ ∈ C∞

c (R) be a non-negative mollifier and let ρε(x) := ε−1ρ(ε−1x). For
a function v we let [v]ε denote the convolution (mollification) by ρε in the x
variable. Likewise, we let [v]ε,δ denote convolution with ρε in the x-variable and
with ρδ in the t-variable. In d space dimensions (cf. Section 6), the symmetric
mollifier x 7→ ε−dρ(ε−1|x|) is used.

2.2 ODEs with Osgood velocity fields

In this section we review some well-posedness theory on the ordinary differential
equation (1.2). By a solution of (1.2) we will mean a Lipschitz continuous
function t 7→ Xt such that (1.2) is satisfied at almost every t > 0, and such that
X0 = x.

The following lemma is often attributed to Bihari [4] and LaSalle [16], but
is originally due to Osgood [18].

Lemma 2.1 (Osgood’s inequality). Let y : [0,∞) → [0,∞) satisfy the differen-
tial inequality

y(t) 6 y0 +

∫ t

0

λ(s)ω(y(s)) ds (2.1)

where y0 > 0, λ ∈ L1
loc([0,∞)) is non-negative, and ω satisfies (1.14). Then

y(t) 6 Ψ(y0, t), where Ψ(y0, t) := G−1
y0

(
Λ(t)

)
, and Gy0

and Λ are the functions

Gy0
(y) :=

∫ y

y0

1
ω(s) ds and Λ(t) :=

∫ t

0 λ(s) ds.

Theorem 2.2. Assume that b satisfies Assumptions (A), (B), (C). Then the
ODE (1.2) with initial data X0 = x has exactly one solution, which we denote
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by t 7→ Xt(x, 0) (for t > 0). More generally, the flow starting at (x, s) is denoted
t 7→ Xt(x, s) (for t > s). This flow is continuous and satisfies

|Xt(x, s)−Xt(y, s)| 6 Ψ
(
|x− y|, t− s

)
∀ x, y ∈ R, t > s, (2.2)

where Ψ is as in Lemma 2.1. The flow map x 7→ Xt(x, s) is surjective and
increasing for fixed 0 6 s 6 t. If Xε is the flow corresponding to a mollified
velocity [b]ε, then Xε → X uniformly on compacts as ε → 0.

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume that s = 0. The existence of
solutions follows from the fact that b is continuous in x. Let Xt, Yt be solutions
of (1.2) with initial data x and y, respectively. Then

d

dt
|Xt −Xt| 6 λ(t)ω

(
|Xt − Yt|

)
.

Integrating with respect to t, we see that y(t) := |Xt−Yt| satisfies (2.1), whence
(2.2) follows from Lemma 2.1. The fact that Xε → X is a standard compactness
argument: The family (t 7→ Xε,t(x))ε>0 is uniformly Lipschitz, so it converges
along a subsequence; the limit is a solution since b is continuous; and the limit is
unique, so the entire sequence converges; and since the estimate (2.2) is uniform
in ε > 0, the convergence is uniform in both x and t.

2.3 Functions of finite p-variation

In this section we review theory of functions of finite p-variation. The presen-
tation is mostly based on Young’s classical reference [22]. We refer to Friz and
Victoir [13, Chapter 5] for an exposition from a more modern, rough paths
viewpoint.

Definition 2.3. Let A ⊆ R be an interval. A partition of A is a tuple x =
(x0, . . . , xN ) where x0, . . . , xN ∈ A and x0 < · · · < xN . The set of all partitions
of A is denoted P(A). When A is bounded, the resolution of a partition x is
the number

|x| := max
{
x0 − inf A, x1 − x0, . . . , xN − xN−1, supA− xN

}
.

We write y ≺ x if x = (x0, . . . , xN ), y = (y0, . . . , yN−1) and yi ∈ [xi, xi+1] for
all i = 0, . . . , N − 1.

Definition 2.4. Consider an interval A ⊆ R and let p ∈ (0,∞]. We define the
p-variation of a function f : A → R by

|f |V p(A) :=





sup
x∈P(A)

(
n∑

i=1

|f(xi)− f(xi−1)|p
)1/p

for p ∈ (0,∞),

sup
x,y∈A

|f(x)− f(y)| for p = ∞.

We denote V p(A) := {f : A → R : |f |V p(A) < ∞} for p ∈ (0,∞]. When the
domain A is apparent from the context, we write simply |f |V p .

For δ > 0 we also define

|f |V ∞

δ
(A) := sup

x,y∈A
|x−y|<δ

|f(x) − f(y)|.

Note that |f |V ∞

δ (A) → 0 as δ → 0 if and only if f is uniformly continuous on A.
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We list some immediate properties:

Proposition 2.5. Let A ⊆ R be an interval and f : A → R. Then:

(i) If |f |V p(A) < ∞ for some p < ∞, then f has left and right limits in A,

(ii) |f |V q(A) 6 |f |V p(A) whenever p 6 q,

(iii) | · |V p(A) is a seminorm for p ∈ [1,∞],

(iv) |f |V 1(A) = |f |TV (A), where the latter is the total variation seminorm,

(v) |f |V p(A) 6 |A||f |C0,1/p(A) for p ∈ [1,∞), where |A| is the length of the
interval and | · |C0,1/p(A) is the 1/p-Hölder seminorm.

(vi) |fg|V p(A) 6 |f |V p(A)‖g‖L∞(A) + ‖f‖L∞(A)|g|V p(A) for any g : A → R.

We extend this pointwise-dependent concept to equivalence classes f ∈
L∞(A) by setting |f |V p(A) = inf

{
|g|V p(A) : g = f a.e.

}
. From (i) above we

see that if f ∈ L∞(A) is such that |f |V p(A) < ∞ with p < ∞, then f admits

a right-continuous representation f . In these cases we will not distinguish be-
tween the equivalence class f and the function f ; it can be easily checked that
|f |V p(A) = |f |V p(A).

By (v) above, 1/p-Hölder continuity implies locally finite p-variation when
p ∈ [1,∞). One may intuitively expect something similar to hold for one-sided
1/p-Hölder regularity, as this regularity at least controls all increasing incre-
ments, which accounts for “half the variation”. However, a one-sided version of
(v) holds true only for the trivial case p = 1 (cf. Remark 2.7). Instead we have
the weaker, but useful, result for general p ∈ (1,∞):

Lemma 2.6. Let A = [a0, a1] be a bounded and closed interval, p ∈ (1,∞), and
f : A → R be one-sided 1/p-Hölder continuous, that is,

Cp := sup
a06x<y6a1

f(y)− f(x)

(y − x)1/p
< ∞.

Then the q-variation of f is finite for all q ∈ (p,∞]. Specifically, we have bounds

{
|f |V q(A) 6 c1|f |V ∞(A) + c2Cp(a1 − a0)

1/p for q ∈ (p,∞),

|f |V ∞(A) 6 f(a0)− f(a1) + 2Cp(a1 − a0)
1/p

(2.3a)

(2.3b)

for coefficients c1 = c1(p, q) and c2 = c2(p, q) depending only on p and q.

Proof. Note first that f is necessarily bounded since

sup
x∈A

f(x) 6 f(a0) + Cp(a1 − a0)
1
p , inf

x∈A
f(x) > f(a1)− Cp(a1 − a0)

1
p .

In particular, |f |V ∞(A) satisfies (2.3b). For the remaining bound, fix q ∈ (p,∞),
let x = (x0, · · · , xm) be a partition of A, and denote ∆ix = xi − xi−1 and
∆if = f(xi) − f(xi−1). As the partition is arbitrary, it suffices to prove that
‖∆·f‖ℓq is bounded by an expression like that of the right-hand side of (2.3a).
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For this, introduce the index sets I+ = {i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} : ∆if > 0} and I− =
{i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} : ∆if < 0}, and note that

(
m∑

i=1

|∆if |q
) 1

q

6

(
∑

i∈I+

(∆if)
q

) 1
q

+

(
∑

i∈I−

(−∆if)
q

) 1
q

. (2.4)

The first part on the right-hand side of (2.4), is easily bounded:

( ∑

i∈I+

(∆if)
q

) 1
q

6

( ∑

i∈I+

(∆if)
p

) 1
p

6 Cp

( m∑

i∈I+

(∆ix)

) 1
p

6 Cp(a1 − a0)
1
p .

Dealing with the last term in (2.4) is less straight-forwards. Partition I−

into subsets I−0 , I−1 , . . . , where

I−n =
{
i ∈ I− :

1

2n+1
<

−∆if

|f |V ∞

6
1

2n

}
, n = 0, 1, . . .

Fix n. To avoid sub-subindices, we relabel the points xi−1, xi for i ∈ I−n as
y1 < z1 6 y2 < z2 6 . . . 6 yk < zk where k := #I−n ; that is, for every i ∈ I−n
there is a corresponding j ∈ {1, . . . , k} such that ∆if = f(zj)− f(yj). We will
need to control k, which can be done using the identity

L :=

k∑

j=1

(
f(yj)− f(zj)

)
=
(
f(zk)− f(y1)

)
+

k∑

j=2

(
f(yj)− f(zj−1)

)
=: R1 +R2,

and the three bounds

L =
∑

i∈I−

n

−∆if >
|f |V ∞

2n+1
k, R1 6 |f |V ∞ ,

R2 6 Cp

k∑

j=2

(yj − zj−1)
1
p 6 Cp(a1 − a0)

1
p k1−

1
p ,

where the latter bound for R2 follows by Hölder’s inequality. Combining the
identity and the bounds, and multiplying by 2n+1/|f |V ∞ , yields

#I−n = k 6 2n+1 + 2n

(
2Cp(a1 − a0)

1
p

|f |V ∞︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:M

)
k1−

1
p .

By Young’s inequality, 2nMk1−
1
p 6 1

p2
npMp + (1 − 1

p )k, and rearranging, we
find that

#I−n 6 p2n+1 + 2npMp.

Hence,

∑

i∈I−

n

|∆if |q 6
(

sup
i∈I−

n

|∆if |q
)
·
(
#I−n

)
6 |f |qV ∞

(
2p

2n(q−1)
+

Mp

2n(q−p)

)
.
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This latter expression is summable over n ∈ {0, 1, . . .}; we conclude that

(
∑

i∈I−

|∆if |q
) 1

q

=

(
∞∑

n=0

∑

i∈I−

n

|∆if |q
) 1

q

6 |f |V ∞

(
2p

1− 21−q
+

Mp

1− 2p−q

) 1
q

.

Inserting this, and the bound for the sum over I+, in (2.4), followed by some

simplifications (exploiting the sub-additivity of x 7→ x
1
q and Young’s inequality)

we get an expression like the one from the right-hand side of (2.3a), and so we
are done.

Remark 2.7. As can be seen from the previous proof, the coefficients c1 and c2
blow up as q ↓ p. This is unavoidable: For every p ∈ (1,∞), there are functions
f : (0, 1) → R that are one-sided 1

p -Hölder continuous but with |f |V p = ∞. An

example of such a function is f(x) =
∑∞

k=1 bk(x)2
−k/p, where bk(x) denotes

denotes the k’th digit in the binary expansion of x ∈ (0, 1). (Since this example
is of no importance to the paper, we will not prove that f has said properties
as the calculations are somewhat lengthy.)

Corollary 2.8 (Finite variation of the velocity field). The velocity field b has
locally finite q-variation for all q ∈ (1,∞) in the following sense: With λ and
ωb as in Assumptions (C) and (D) we have

|b(t)|V q([−R,R]) .
(
1 + λ(t)

)
for all R > 0.

The implicit constant depends only on q ∈ (1,∞), R ∈ (0,∞), ‖b‖L∞, and ωb.

Proof. For q ∈ (1,∞), we can pick p ∈ (1, q) and use Assumptions (C) and (D)
to find a Cp such that b(x+h, t)− b(x, t) 6 Cpλ(t)h

1/p, for all h > 0 and x ∈ R

and a.e. t > 0. We then get the desired bound from Lemma 2.6.

The following lemma will be used in the renormalization argument in Theo-
rem 4.3.

Lemma 2.9. Let A = (a0, a1) ⊆ R, p ∈ [1,∞), v ∈ V p(A), and |y| 6 a1−a0

2 .
Then ∫ a1−|y|

a0+|y|

|v(x+ y)− v(x)|p dx 6 |y||v|pV p(A). (2.5)

Consequently, if v ∈ V p(R), w ∈ V q(R) with 1/θ := 1/p+ 1/q > 1 then

∫

R

|v(x + δ)− v(x)||w(x + δ)− w(x)| dx 6 δ|v|1−θ
V ∞

δ
|w|1−θ

V ∞

δ
|v|θV p |w|θV q . (2.6)

Proof. Without loss of generality let y > 0 and assume |a0|, |a1| < ∞ (the
unbounded cases follow by a limit argument). Write x ∈ R as x = ky + z
for k ∈ Z and z ∈ [0, y), and let k0, k1 ∈ Z be such that (a0 + y, a1 − y) ⊆
(k0y, k1y) ⊆ (a0, a1). We get

∫ a1−y

a0+y

|v(x+y)−v(x)|p dx 6

k1∑

k=k0

∫ y

0

∣∣v
(
(k+1)y+z

)
−v
(
ky+z

)
|p dz 6 y|v|pV p(A)
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where the inequality follows from interchanging the sum and the integral. To
prove (2.6), we first note that θ

p + θ
q = 1. By Hölder’s inequality we then have

∫

R

|v(x + δ)− v(x)||w(x + δ)− w(x)| dx

6

(∫

R

|v(x + δ)− v(x)| pθ dx

) θ
p
(∫

R

|w(x + δ)− w(x)| qθ dx
) θ

q

.

(2.7)

Further, using (2.5) we get

∫

R

|v(x+ δ)− v(x)| pθ dx 6 |v|
p
θ (1−θ)

V ∞

δ

∫

R

|v(x+ δ)− v(x)|p dx 6 |v|
p
θ (1−θ)

V ∞

δ
|v|pV p .

With a similar estimate for w, we get (2.6) from (2.7).

2.4 Riemann–Stieltjes integration

In this section we review the theory of Riemann–Stieltjes integrals. As in the
previous section, the classical reference is Young [22], while an exposition from
the viewpoint of rough paths is found in [13, Chapter 6].

Definition 2.10. Let f, g : A → R be given, where A ⊂ R is a bounded interval.
The Riemann–Stieltjes integral

∫

A

f(x) dxg(x) (2.8)

is given by the limit (whenever it exists) of the Riemann–Stieltjes sums

Ix,y(f, g) :=
N∑

k=1

f(yk)
(
g(xk)− g(xk−1)

)
(2.9)

as the mesh size |x| tends to zero, where x,y ∈ P(A) are arbitrary partitions
with y ≺ x (cf. Definition 2.3). When A ⊆ R is unbounded, the integral is
defined as the R ↑ ∞-limit when integrating over (−R,R) ∩ A.

Each of the results in the following theorem is either contained in, or easily
obtained from, the classical reference [22].

Theorem 2.11. Let p, q > 1 be real numbers such that 1
p +

1
q > 1, and consider

an interval A = (a0, a1). Let f ∈ V p(A) and g ∈ V q(A), and with either f or g
continuous. We then have the following:

(i) Well-posedness of the integral: The integrals
∫
A
f dxg and

∫
A
g dxf are

well-defined and bilinear in (f, g).

(ii) Integration by parts formula: We have

∫

A

f dxg +

∫

A

g dxf = f(a1−)g(a1−)− f(a0+)g(a0+)

where h(a1−) and h(a0+) denotes the left and right limits of h = f, g at
a1 and a0, respectively.
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(iii) Product rule: If h ∈ V p(A) ∩ V q(A) then
∫

A

f dx(gh) =

∫

A

fg dxh+

∫

A

fh dxg.

(iv) Size control: For any θ ∈ [0, θ0), where θ0 := q
(
1
p + 1

q − 1
)
6 1, we have

∣∣∣∣
∫

A

f dxg

∣∣∣∣ 6 ‖f‖L∞|g|V ∞ + Cp,q,θ|f |V p |g|1−θ
V q |g|θV ∞

for some Cp,q,θ > 0.

(v) Convergence rate: Let x,y ∈ P(A) with y ≺ x, let δ := |x|, and let θ be as
in (iv). Then the error in the Riemann–Stieltjes sum (2.9) can be bounded
by
∣∣∣∣∣

∫

A

f(x) dxg(x)−
N∑

k=1

f(yk)
(
g(xk)− g(xk−1)

)
∣∣∣∣∣ 6 Cp,q,θ|f |V p |g|1−θ

V q |g|θV ∞

δ
.

(vi) Stability: Let f1, f2, . . . and g1, g2, . . . have uniformly bounded p- and q-
variation, respectively. If fn → f pointwise on a dense set in A and
gn → g ∈ C(A) uniformly, then

∫
A
fn dxgn →

∫
A
f dxg as n → ∞.

We will also need to deal with iterated integrals, where the integral in one
of the directions is a Riemann–Stieltjes integral:

Lemma 2.12. Let B ⊂ R
m (for m ∈ N) be measurable, and let A ⊆ R be an

interval. Let further f, g : A × B → R be measurable functions. Let p, q > 1
satisfy 1/p+ 1/q > 1, and assume that for a.e. y ∈ B,

(i) |f(·, y)|V p(A), |g(·, y)|V q(A) < ∞,

(ii) g(·, y) is continuous.

Then the map y 7→
∫
A f(x, y) dxg(x, y) is measurable.

Proof. As explained after Proposition 2.5, we can for a.e. y ∈ B identify f(·, y)
with its right-continuous version. Note that this version, as a function in (x, y),
differs from the original one on at most a null-set in A × B since it coincides
with limε↓0 ε

−1
∫ ε

0 f(x + z, y) dz by the Lebesgue differentiation theorem on
sections. It then follows that for all x ∈ A, the x-sections y 7→ f(x, y) and
y 7→ g(x, y) are measurable since they are the pointwise limits (as ε ↓ 0) of the
measurable functions y 7→ ε−1

∫ ε

0 f(x + z, y) dz and y 7→ ε−1
∫ ε

0 g(x + z, y) dz.
Hence, for every pair of partitions z ≺ x, the corresponding Riemann–Stieltjes
sum Ix,z

(
f(·, y), g(·, y)

)
(cf. (2.9)) is measurable in y. Therefore, being the

pointwise a.e. limit of measurable functions, the limit
∫
A f(x, y) dxg(x, y) is y-

measurable.

Lemma 2.13 (“Fubini’s theorem”). Let A ⊆ R be an interval, B ⊂ R
m (for

m ∈ N) be measurable and bounded, and let p, q > 1 satisfy 1/p+ 1/q > 1. Let
f : A×B → R be bounded and measurable and satisfy ess supy∈B |f(·, y)|V p < ∞,
and let g ∈ C(A) ∩ V q(A). Then the map y 7→

∫
A f(x, y) dxg(x) is Lebesgue

integrable, and
∫

B

∫

A

f(x, y) dxg(x) dy =

∫

A

∫

B

f(x, y) dy dxg(x).
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Proof. Denote I(f(y), g) :=
∫
A
f(x, y) dxg(x), and for a pair of partitions z ≺ x,

let Ix,z(f(y), g) denote the Riemann–Stieltjes sum (2.9). Fix some θ ∈ (0, θ0),
where θ0 := q

(
1
p +

1
q −1

)
and let δ := |x|. Then for a.e. y ∈ B, Theorem 2.11 (v)

yields ∣∣∣I(f(y), g)− Ix,z(f(y), g)
∣∣∣ 6 Cp,q,θ|f(y)|V p |g|1−θ

V q |g|θV ∞

δ
,

which vanishes as δ → 0, since g is uniformly continuous. By Theorem 2.11 (iv),
we have

∣∣I(f(y), g)
∣∣ 6 2‖f‖L∞‖g‖L∞ + Cp,q,θ|f(y)|V p |g|1−θ

V q |g|θV ∞

δ
,

which is uniformly bounded, by our assumptions on f and g. Hence, y 7→
I(f(y), g) is the uniform limit of uniformly bounded functions, so Lebesgue’s
dominated convergence theorem yields
∫

B

∫

A

f(x, y) dxg(x) dy =

∫

B

I(f(y), g) dy =

∫

B

lim
|x|→0
z≺x

Ix,z(f(y), g) dy

= lim
|x|→0
z≺x

∫

B

Ix,z(f(y), g) dy = lim
|x|→0
z≺x

N∑

k=1

∫

B

f(zk, y) dy
(
g(xk)− g(xk−1)

)

=

∫

A

∫

B

f(x, y) dy dxg(x).

3 L1 estimates on Riemann–Stieltjes integrals

This section is devoted to developing bounds on the transport term in (1.18). As
can be motivated by the discussion in Section 1.1, and specifically equation (1.9),
we aim to bound a Riemann–Stieltjes integral

∫
R
γ dxβ (for some non-negative

γ) in terms of ‖γ‖L1(R). In Section 4.3.2 we will apply this to γ = |u|(t)ϕ(t) and
β = b(t).

The following is the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.1 (Controlling the transport term with p-variation). Let p ∈ [1,∞),
let γ ∈ V p(R) be non-negative and have support in an interval of length L > 0,
and let β ∈ C0(R) admit a concave one-sided modulus of continuity ω satisfying
Assumption (D). Then

∫

R

γ(x) dxβ(x) 6 |γ|V pL1− 1
pω∗

( ‖γ‖L1

|γ|V pL1− 1
p

)
, (3.1)

where ω∗(h) := h2−2pω
(
h2p−1

)
+ cph, and where cp > 0 only depends on p.

Remark 3.2. Note that ω∗ need not be concave nor strictly increasing (this
is a consequence of not truly optimizing in r0 in the proof). Still, observe that
C 7→ Cω∗(h/C) is non-decreasing (by concavity of ω) and that ω∗ is an Osgood
modulus (i.e., satisfies (1.14)) whenever ω is. Indeed,

∫ ε

0

dh

ω∗(h)
=

∫ ε

0

h2−2pdh

ω(h2p−1) + cph2p−1
=

1

2p− 1

∫ ε2p−1

0

dz

ω(z)
= ∞

for any ε > 0.
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The rest of this section is devoted to proving Theorem 3.1. The special case
p = 1 — namely, when γ has bounded total variation — turns out to be rather
elementary, and is proved below in Section 3.1. The improvement from p = 1
to p > 1 requires new techniques. In Section 3.2 we show that any non-negative
γ ∈ V p(R) can be decomposed into a sum of non-negative functions of bounded
variation (Lemma 3.5) in a controlled manner. In Section 3.3 we apply the
aforementioned decomposition to generalise to p > 1.

3.1 The case p = 1

In this section we prove the particular case of Theorem 3.1 with p = 1:

Proposition 3.3. Let 0 6 γ ∈ BV (R) and let β ∈ C0(R) admit a concave
one-sided modulus of continuity ω. Then

∫

R

γ dxβ 6 |γ|TV ω

(‖γ‖L1

|γ|TV

)
. (3.2)

Remark 3.4. The right-hand side of (3.2) blows up as |γ|TV → ∞ unless ω is
linear (β is OSLC) in which case the right-hand side reduces to L‖γ‖L1.

Proof of Proposition 3.3. By a density argument, and stability of the Young
integral (Theorem 2.11 (vi)), it suffices to consider β ∈ C∞

c (R). Define the
superlevel set Eτ := {x : γ(x) > τ} and the two functions

g(τ) := H1
(
Eτ

)
, h(τ) := H0

(
∂Eτ

)
,

where H1,H0 denote the one- and zero-dimensional Hausdorff measure, respec-
tively. Set M := ‖γ‖L∞ and note that g, h > 0 in (0,M), while g = h ≡ 0 in
(M,∞). By the layer cake representation of γ and the co-area formula we have
the two identities

‖γ‖L1 =

∫ M

0

g(τ) dτ, |γ|TV =

∫ M

0

h(τ) dτ. (3.3)

It follows that for almost every τ > 0 we have h(τ) < ∞, so the set Eτ is a finite
union of intervals. For these τ , let Nτ denote the number of such intervals and
let xτ

k < yτk , for k = 1, . . . , Nτ be an indexing of the endpoints of these intervals;
observe that

h(τ) = 2Nτ , g(τ) =

Nτ∑

k=1

yτk − xτ
k. (3.4)

We compute

∫

R

γ(x) dxβ(x) =

∫

R

γ(x)β′(x) dx =

∫ M

0

∫

R

1(γ(x) > τ)β′(x) dx dτ

=

∫ M

0

Nτ∑

k=1

(
β(yτk )− β(xτ

k)
)
dτ 6

∫ M

0

Nτ∑

k=1

ω
(
yτk − xτ

k

)
dτ.
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Dividing and multiplying this last sum by Nτ = h(τ)/2 followed by Jensen’s
inequality, we can bound it by

∫

R

γ(x) dxβ(x) 6

∫ M

0

h(τ)

2
ω

(
Nτ∑

k=1

yτk − xτ
k

Nτ

)
dτ =

1

2

∫ M

0

h(τ)ω

(
2g(τ)

h(τ)

)
dτ

6

∫ M

0

h(τ)ω

(
g(τ)

h(τ)

)
dτ,

the last inequality following from the fact that ω is concave with ω(0) = 0.
Dividing and multiplying this last integral by |γ|TV we can, by (3.3) and another
application of Jensen’s inequality, estimate further

∫

R

γ(x) dxβ(x) 6 |γ|TV ω

(∫ M

0

g(τ)

|γ|TV
dτ

)
= |γ|TV ω

(‖γ‖L1

|γ|TV

)
.

Together, these calculations yield (3.2).

3.2 Lower box envelope approximation

This section is devoted to proving the following decomposition result.

Lemma 3.5 (A monotone decomposition). Let p ∈ [1,∞) and let γ ∈ V p(R)
be non-negative and have support in an interval of length L > 0. Let r0 > 0 be
a fixed parameter. Then there is a decomposition γ =

∑∞
k=0 γk such that

(i) the series converges at all continuity points of γ,

(ii) each partial sum is of fixed p-variation, supn |
∑n

k=0 γk|V p 6 |γ|V p ,

(iii) for each k we have γk > 0 and the L1-bound

‖γ0‖L1 6 ‖γ‖L1, ‖γk‖L1 6
r

1
p

0 L
1− 1

p

2
k−2

p

|γ|V p , k ∈ N, (3.5a)

and the total variation bound

|γk|TV 6

(
2kL

r0

)1− 1
p

|γ|V p , k ∈ N ∪ {0}. (3.5b)

Remark 3.6. The estimates (3.5a) and (3.5b) are — up to some multiplicative
constant — the bounds one would obtain from a Littlewood–Paley decomposi-
tion of γ. The novelty in the previous result is the monotonicity: Each compo-
nent γk is non-negative, whereas the Littlewood–Paley blocks are of mixed sign.
This detail is vital as we aim to apply Proposition 3.3 to each such γk.

The construction of our monotone decomposition relies on the following novel
approximation procedure.

Definition 3.7 (Lower box envelope). For γ : R → [0,∞) we define its lower
box envelope of radius r > 0 by

γr(x) := sup
z∈Br(x)

inf
y∈Br(z)

γ(y) = sup
|x1|<r

inf
|x2|<r

γ(x+ x1 + x2) (3.6)

where Br(x) := (x− r, x+ r).
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The non-negativity assumption on γ is merely for technical simplicity since
the previous definition can then be interpreted as follows:

Remark 3.8. The lower box envelope enjoys the following characterization.
Let Xr(γ) denote the set of box-functions of radius r > 0 below γ, meaning
Π ∈ Xr(γ) if and only if there is a height h ∈ [0,∞) and center z ∈ R such that

Π(x) =

{
h for x ∈ Br(z)

0 for x /∈ Br(z)
and Π(x) 6 γ(x) for all x ∈ R.

Note that Xr(γ) is non-empty since it contains 0. Note also that Π 6 γ on Br(z)
exactly when h 6 infy∈Br(z) γ(y); this, together with the fact that Π(x) = 0
whenever z /∈ Br(x), implies that (3.6) is equivalent to

γr(x) = sup
Π∈Xr(γ)

Π(x). (3.7)

We supplement this definition with a lemma listing some useful properties
of this approximation. We stress that throughout the section we use the set-
theoretic definition of support,

supp(f) := {x : f(x) 6= 0},

that is, supp(f) need not be closed.

Lemma 3.9 (Properties of the lower box envelope). Let γ : R → [0,∞) be lower
semi-continuous and let r > 0. Then

(i) 0 6 γr 6 γr′ 6 γ whenever 0 < r′ < r, and limr↓0 γr = γ pointwise,

(ii) γr is lower semi-continuous,

(iii) supp(γ − γr) is open and γr is locally constant on this set,

(iv) the connected components of supp(γ − γr) are of width at most 2r, and

(v) the local maxima of γr are of width at least 2r, in the sense that for every
triplet x0 < x1 < x2 we have the implication

γr(x0) < γr(x1) > γr(x2) =⇒ x2 − x0 > 2r.

Proof. We first prove the monotonicity property (i): From the characterization
(3.7) it is clear that 0 6 γr 6 γ since each Π satisfies 0 6 Π 6 γ. Moreover, any
box Π ∈ Xr(γ), is the envelope of thinner boxes

Π(x) = sup
π∈Xr′ (Π)

π(x)

for any r′ < r, and since Π 6 γ we also have Xr′(Π) ⊂ Xr′(γ). It follows
that γr 6 γr′ . The pointwise convergence as r ↓ 0 is ensured by the lower
semi-continuity of γ.

Next, to prove (ii) we note that each box Π ∈ Xr(γ) is lower semi-continuous,
and as this property is preserved when taking the supremum over such a family,
(ii) is a consequence of the characterization (3.7).
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To prove (iii), suppose x is such that γ(x) > γr(x). As γ is lower semi-
continuous there is some δ ∈ (0, r] such that infy∈Bδ(x) γ(y) > γr(x). We aim
to demonstrate that

γr(y) 6 γr(x) for y ∈ Bδ(x), (3.8)

as property (iii) would then follow; the set supp(γ − γr) would immediately be
open, and if x1, x2 ∈ supp(γ − γr) belonged to the same connected component
we would get γr(x1) 6 γr(x2) 6 γr(x1), so γr would be constant on that
component. We prove (3.8) by contradiction: Assume there is an x̃ ∈ Bδ(x)
and a box function Π ∈ Xr(γ) such that h := Π(x̃) > γr(x). By possibly
lowering the height h, we may also assume that h < infy∈Bδ(x) γ(y). Clearly,
x /∈ supp(Π). However, the shifted box function

Π̃(y) := Π
(
y + x̃− x

)
,

does include x in its support. Furthermore, Π̃ ∈ Xr(γ) because supp(Π̃) \
supp(Π) ⊂ Bδ(x) and Π̃(y) 6 h < γ(y) for all y ∈ Bδ(x). Thus, we get the
contradiction γr(x) > Π̃(x) = h > γr(x), and so (3.8) follows, thus proving
(iii).

For (iv), pick a connected component I ⊂ supp(γ−γr) and fix a point x ∈ I.
By the definition (3.6) of γr(x) and the lower semi-continuity of γ we have

γr(x) > inf
y∈Br(x)

γ(x) = γ(y0),

for some y0 ∈ Br(x). As γ > γr ≡ γr(x) on I, it follows that y0 /∈ I, and so
dist(x, Ic) 6 |x−y0| 6 r; as the same can be said for any point in I we conclude
that |I| 6 2r.

As for (v), we can, by the definition of γr(x1), pick z ∈ Br(x1) such that

γr(x1) > inf
y∈Br(z)

γ(y) > max(γr(x0), γr(x2)),

meaning that z /∈ Br(x0) ∪Br(x2), and so x2 − x0 = x2 − z + z − x0 > 2r.

Proposition 3.10. Let γ : R → [0,∞) be lower semi-continuous, have finite
p-variation with p ∈ [1,∞), and be supported in some interval A = [a, a + L].
We then have the estimates

|γr|V q(A) 6 |γ|V p(A)

(
L

r

) 1
q−

1
p

, (3.9)

‖γ − γr‖Lq(A) 6 |γ|V p(A)(2r)
1
pL

1
q−

1
p , (3.10)

for any q ∈ [1, p] and r > 0.

Proof. By lower semi-continuity, we have γ(a) = 0 = γ(a + L), and thus the
same is true for γr. Since γr is non-negative, we may restrict our attention to
finite sequences a = x0 < x1 < · · · < x2n = a+ L such that

γr(x0) < γr(x1) > γr(x2) < · · · > γr(x2n), (3.11)

when seeking to estimate the q-variation of γr. Furthermore, for the even-
numbered points x2k we shall assume that γr(x2k) = γ(x2k). If this was not

18



the case for some x2k, then we could pick the (open) connected component
I ⊂ supp(γ − γr) containing x2k (on which γr is constant) and replace x2k by
the endpoint x̃2k = inf I. Since x̃2k /∈ supp(γ − γr) we get γ(x̃2k) = γr(x̃2k),
and by lower semi-continuity we also have γr(x̃2k) 6 γr(x2k); thus, we are
only enlarging the oscillations in (3.11). Together with the trivial fact that
γr(x2k+1) 6 γ(x2k+1) we conclude that

∆kγr := |γr(xk)− γr(xk−1)| 6 |γ(xk)− γ(xk−1)| =: ∆kγ (3.12)

for all k. The number of summands can also be bounded: By Lemma 3.9 (iv)
we have

L =

n∑

k=1

x2k − x2k−2 > 2rn, =⇒ 2n 6 L/r. (3.13)

By (3.12), (3.13) and Hölder’s inequality, we get

‖∆·γr‖ℓq 6 ‖∆·γ‖ℓq 6 ‖∆·γ‖ℓp(2n)
1
q−

1
p 6 |γ|V p

(
L

r

) 1
q−

1
p

,

and so the q-variation bound follows.
Next, we prove the Lq-difference bound (3.10): Pick n connected compo-

nents (xk, yk) (for k = 1, . . . , n) from supp(γ − γr) and assume, without loss of
generality, that yk < xk+1 for k = 1, . . . , n − 1. Recall from Lemma 3.9 (iii)
that γr is constant on each component (xk, yk). We estimate

n∑

k=1

∫ yk

xk

|γ(z)− γr(z)|q dz 6

n∑

k=1

(yk − xk) sup
z∈(xk,yk)

(
γ(z)− γr(z)

)q
. (3.14)

By lower semi-continuity of γr we have that γr(xk) is no larger than the constant
γr(z), for z ∈ (xk, yk), and since xk /∈ supp(γ−γr) we also have γ(xk) = γr(xk).
For ε > 0 we can thus pick zk ∈ (xk, yk) such that

sup
z∈(xk,yk)

(
γ(z)− γr(z)

)q

1 + ε
6
(
γ(zk)− γ(xk)

)q
. (3.15)

Setting ∆kx := yk − xk and ∆kγ := γ(zk) − γ(xk) we get, by (3.14), (3.15),
Hölder’s inequality, and Lemma 3.9 (iv), that

(
n∑

k=1

∫ yk

xk

(
γ(z)− γr(z)

)q

1 + ε
dz

) 1
q

6 ‖(∆·x)
1
q ∆·γ‖ℓq

6 ‖(∆·x)
1
q ‖

ℓ
pq

p−q
‖∆·γ‖ℓp

6 ‖∆·x‖
1
p

ℓ∞‖∆·x‖
1
q−

1
p

ℓ1 |γ|V p

6 (2r)
1
pL

1
q−

1
p |γ|V p .

The right-hand side is independent of both ε > 0 and our finite selection of
connected components from supp(γ − γ): By a limit argument (and Fatou’s
lemma) we thus get the result.
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We can now prove the desired decomposition result:

Proof of Lemma 3.5. Because γ is of finite p-variation with p < ∞, it has at
most countably many discontinuities; thus, by modifying γ on this null set, we
can assume it is lower semi-continuous. Define now

γ0 := γr0 and γk := γr0/2k − γr0/2k−1 (k ∈ N),

with γr as in Definition 3.7. Each γk is non-negative by Lemma 3.9 (i), and

n∑

k=0

γk(x) = γr0/2n(x) → γ(x) as n → ∞. (3.16)

Moreover, by (3.9) from Proposition 3.10, we have

sup
n∈N

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

k=0

γk

∣∣∣∣∣
V p

= sup
n∈N

|γr0/2n |V p 6 |γ|V p .

To prove the L1-bound (3.5a), we again use Lemma 3.9 (i) to see that

0 6 γ0 6 γ and 0 6 γk 6 γ − γr0/2k−1 (k ∈ N).

Then (3.5a) follows from the L1-bound (3.10).
It remains to prove the TV -bound (3.5b). For this, we first claim that

|γk|TV 6 |γr0/2k |TV for any k = 0, 1, . . . Indeed, this holds with equality when
k = 0, and for (a fixed) k > 1 we argue as follows: By Lemma 3.9 (iii), there
is a countable family of disjoint open intervals In on which γr0/2k−1 is locally
constant, and such that γr0/2k−1 = γr0/2k = γ on R \⋃n In. Thus,

|γk|TV =
∑

n

|γr0/2k − γr0/2k−1 |TV (In) =
∑

n

|γr0/2k |TV (In) 6 |γr0/2k |TV .

We then get (3.5b) by applying the TV = V 1-bound (3.9) to |γr0/2k |TV .

3.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1

We can now prove the main result of this section.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Decompose γ =
∑∞

k=0 γk as in Lemma 3.5. Since this se-
ries converges pointwise and with uniformly bounded p-variance, Theorem 2.11 (vi)
implies that ∫

R

γ dxβ =
∞∑

k=0

∫

R

γk dxβ.

We estimate each summand using Proposition 3.3. For k = 0 we get, for any
r0 > 0,

∫

R

γ0 dxβ 6 |γ0|TV ω

(‖γ0‖L1

|γ0|TV

)
6 |γ|V p

L1− 1
p

r
1− 1

p

0

ω

(
‖γ‖L1r

1− 1
p

0

|γ|V pL1− 1
p

)
,
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where r0 > 0 is arbitrary, and where used (3.5) and the fact that both ω and
r 7→ rω(C/r) are increasing for any C > 0. For k > 1 we estimate similarly

∫

R

γk dxβ 6 |γk|TV ω

(‖γk‖L1

|γk|TV

)

6 |γ|V p

(
2kL

r0

)1− 1
p

ω

(
1

|γ|V p

(
r
1− 1

p

0

2k(1−
1
p )L1− 1

p

)( |γ|V pr
1
p

0 L
1− 1

p

2
k−2

p

))

= |γ|V p

(
2kL

r0

)1− 1
p

ω

(
r0

2k−
2
p

)
.

Using Assumption (D), let Cp > 0 be such that ω(h) 6 Cph
1− 1

2p for all h > 0.
We obtain

∞∑

k=1

∫

R

γk dxβ 6 |γ|V p

L1− 1
p

r
1− 1

p

0

∞∑

k=1

2k(1−
1
p )ω
(
2

2
p−kr0

)

6 |γ|V pL1− 1
p r

1
2p

0 Cp

( ∞∑

k=1

2k(1−
1
p )+(1− 1

2p )(
2
p−k)

)

= |γ|V pL1− 1
p r

1
2p

0 Cp

(
2

1
p (2−

1
p )

2
1
2p − 1

)
=: cp|γ|V pL1− 1

p r
1
2p

0 .

Summarizing, we have

∫

R

γ dxβ 6 |γ|V p

L1− 1
p

r
1− 1

p

0

ω

(
‖γ‖L1r

1− 1
p

0

|γ|V pL1− 1
p

)
+ cp|γ|V pL1− 1

p r
1
2p

0 ,

which, by straight forwards algebra, coincides with the right-hand side of (3.1)
for the choice

r0 =
‖γ‖2pL1

|γ|2pV pL2p−2
.

4 Well-posedness in one space dimension

This section is devoted to the well-posedness of the one-dimensional forwards
problem (1.5). In Section 4.1 we show existence of a solution by means of a
standard approximation argument. We show that t 7→ u(t) is Hölder continu-
ous into L1(R) in Section 4.2. Section 4.3 is devoted to uniqueness: We show
that solutions are renormalizable in Section 4.3.1; and show L1-stability and
uniqueness in Section 4.3.2.

4.1 Existence

Theorem 4.1. Let b and u0 satisfy Assumptions 1.3 and 1.4, respectively. Let
Xt(x) = Xt(x, 0) be the flow of the velocity field b (as defined in Section 2.2).
Then, for all t > 0, the function

u(x, t) := u0

(
X−1

t (x)
)
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is well defined for a.e. x ∈ R, and u is a weak solution of (1.5) in the sense
of Definition 1.5. Moreover, if uε is the solution of the equation with mollified
velocity [b]ε and data [u0]

ε, then uε → u pointwise as ε → 0.

Proof. By assumption (E) and Proposition 2.5 (i), we may assume that u0 is
right-continuous. In particular, the discontinuities of u0 form a countable set
D. Fix t > 0. By Theorem 2.2, the function x 7→ Xt(x) is non-decreasing
and surjective, so X−1

t is ill-defined at an (at most) countable set of point that
we denote Et; on the remaining set R \ Et, X

−1
t is well-defined, injective and

continuous. To combine the bad set of u0 with that ofXt we define the countable
set

Ft := Xt(D) ∪ Et,

and conclude that u(·, t) = u0 ◦X−1
t is well-defined and continuous on R \ Ft.

The fact that u solves the equation in the sense of Definition 1.5 follows by
an approximation argument, as follows. Recalling the notation in Section 2.1,
we let [b]ε, [u0]

ε be spatial mollifications of b, u0, and Xε the flow of [b]ε. As b
is bounded, the mapping x 7→ [b]ε(x, t) is uniformly (in t) Lipschitz continuous,
and therefore x 7→ Xε,t(x) is bi-Lipschitz continuous with both ∂xXε,t and
∂x(Xε,t)

−1 bounded by eCt/ε for an appropriate constant C. The unique weak
and locally bounded solution of ∂tu

ε + [b]ε∂xu
ε = 0 with u(·, 0) = [u0]

ε is then
given by

uε(x, t) := [u0]
ε
(
(Xε,t)

−1(x)
)
.

That is, the integral equation

∫ ∞

0

∫

R

uε∂tϕdxdt+

∫ ∞

0

∫

R

uε dx([b]
εϕ) dt+

∫

R

[u0]
εϕdx = 0, (4.1)

holds for every ϕ ∈ C∞
c (R × [0,∞)), where the Riemann–Stieltjes integral in

the middle can be interpreted as a standard Lebesgue integral since dx([b]
εϕ) =

∂x([b]
εϕ) dx. It remains to prove that u0, b, u can replace [u0]

ε, [b]ε, uε in (4.1).
We first claim the following:

(i) [u0]
ε → u0 in L1

loc(R),

(ii) [b]ε → b locally uniformly in x for a.e. t > 0, and

(iii) uε → u pointwise whenever x ∈ R \ Ft and t > 0.

The first two limits are obvious (since u0 ∈ L1
loc(R), and since b is continuous

in x), and so we focus on proving the third. Fix t > 0 and y ∈ R \ Ft and set
y0 := (Xt)

−1(y). Since Ft is countable, we can for every δ > 0 pick xδ, zδ ∈ R\Ft

such that xδ < y < zδ and |zδ−xδ| < δ. By monotonicity and injectivity, we also
have x0,δ := (Xt)

−1(xδ) < y0 < (Xt)
−1(zδ) =: z0,δ. We know that Xε,t → Xt

pointwise as ε → 0 (see Theorem 2.2), and so

lim
ε↓0

Xε,t(x0,δ) = xδ =⇒ lim inf
ε↓0

(Xε,t)
−1(y) > x0,δ,

lim
ε↓0

Xε,t(z0,δ) = zδ =⇒ lim sup
ε↓0

(Xε,t)
−1(y) 6 z0,δ,

where the implications follow from monotonicity of Xε,t. Since X−1
t is contin-

uous at y it follows that x0,δ, z0,δ → y0 as δ ↓ 0, and so limε↓0(Xε,t)
−1(y) =
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X−1
t (y). Finally, as u0 is continuous atX

−1
t (y) ∈ R\D, we also get limε↓0[u0]

ε(X−1
ε,t (y)) =

u0(X
−1
t (y)).

With the above established limits, it remains to prove uniform p-variation
estimates on uε and [b]εϕ (where we consider ϕ fixed). For this, let R, T > 0 be
constants such that suppϕ ⊂ [−R,R]× (−∞, T ]. By assumption (E), there is
some p ∈ [1,∞) such that

|u0|V p([−R̃,R̃]) < ∞,

where R̃ := R + T ‖b‖L∞ + 1. By monotonicity and finite speed of propagation
of the flow Xε,t, it is easy to see that we for every ε ∈ (0, 1) have

sup
0<t<T

|uε(t)|V p([−R,R]) 6 |u0|V p([−R̃,R̃]). (4.2)

For [b]εϕ, we write ϕ+ and ϕ− for the positive and negative part of ϕ respec-
tively, and note that both [b]εϕ+ and [b]εϕ− admit (t, h) 7→ ‖b‖L∞‖∂xϕ‖L∞h+
‖ϕ‖L∞λ(t)ωb(h) as a one-sided continuity modulus; applying then Corollary 2.8
we get

∣∣[b]ε(t)ϕ(t)
∣∣
V q([−R,R])

6 C(1 + λ(t)), (4.3)

for a.e. t ∈ [0,∞), where we have fixed q ∈ [1, p
p−1 ), and where C is independent

of ε and t. Then, by the above three limits, the uniform estimates (4.2) and (4.3),
and the equation (4.1), we can send ε ↓ 0 and conclude by Theorem 2.11 (iv)
and (vi) and by dominated convergence that u is a solution of (1.5) in the sense
of Definition 1.5.

4.2 Time continuity

Proposition 4.2. Let u be a solution of (1.5) in the sense of Definition 1.5.
Then u ∈ C

(
[0,∞), L1

loc(R)
)
.

Proof. Fix R, T > 0; it suffices to prove that u ∈ C
(
[0, T ], L1([−R,R])

)
. If we

in (1.18) relabel x 7→ y and insert the test function (y, t) 7→ ρε(x−y)σ(t), where
ρε is a standard mollifier, σ ∈ C∞

c ([0, T )), and x ∈ [−R,R] is a fixed parameter,
then we get
∫ T

0

[u]ε(x, t)∂tσ(t) dt+ [u0]
ε(x)σ(0) =

∫ T

0

∫

R

ρε(x− y)b(y, t) dyu(y, t)σ(t) dt,

where [u]ε,[u0]
ε denote the spatial mollifications of u, u0, and where we inte-

grated by parts (Theorem 2.11 (ii)) on the right-hand side. Note that we can
safely assume supp ρε(x − ·) ⊆ A := [−(R + 1), R + 1] for all ε ∈ (0, 1) and
x ∈ [−R,R]. Applying Theorem 2.11 (iv) (with θ = 0) and Proposition 2.5 (vi),
we obtain the bound
∣∣∣∣
∫

R

ρε(x− y)b(y, t) dyu(y, t)

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣
∫

A

ρε(x− y)b(y, t) dyu(y, t)

∣∣∣∣
6 ‖ρε‖L∞‖b‖L∞‖u(·, t)‖L∞(A)

+ Cp,q|u(·, t)|V p(A)

(
|ρε(x− ·)|V q(A)‖b‖L∞ + ‖ρε‖L∞ |b(·, t)|V q(A)

)

.R,T,p,q
1 + λ(t)

ε
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where p is as in (1.17) and q ∈ [1, p
p−1 ), and where we used Corollary 2.8.

Inserting this above yields

∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

0

[u]ε(x, t)σ′(t) dt+ [u0]
ε(x)σ(0)

∣∣∣∣ .R,T,p,q

∫ T

0

(1 + λ(t))

ε
|σ(t)| dt.

By standard arguments it follows that t 7→ [u]ε(x, t) is absolutely continuous on
[0, T ], with a weak derivative satisfying |∂t[u]ε(x, t)| 6 C(1 + λ(t))/ε for a C
independent of x ∈ [−R,R], t ∈ [0, T ], and ε ∈ (0, 1), and where [u]ε(x, 0) =
[u0]

ε(x). Thus, for 0 6 s 6 t 6 T we get

∥∥[u]ε(t)− [u]ε(s)
∥∥
L1([−R,R])

6 C
2R

ε

∫ t

s

1 + λ(τ) dτ.

Furthermore, for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ] we have

‖u(t)− [u]ε(t)‖L1([−R,R]) 6

∫

|y|6ε

ρ(y/ε)

ε

(∫ R

−R

|u(x, t)− u(x− y, t)| dx
)
dy

6 ‖ρ‖L1(R)(2R)1−
1
p ε

1
p |u(t)|V p([−R,R])

where we for the inner integral used Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 2.9. By
(1.17) and the triangle inequality, these estimates yield

‖u(t)− u(s)‖L1[−R,R] 6 C̃

(
ε

1
p + ε−1

∫ t

s

1 + λ(τ) dτ

)
,

for a.e. 0 6 s 6 t 6 T and all ε ∈ (0, 1), where C̃ is some large constant

independent of s, t, ε. The result now follows by setting ε =
( ∫ t

s 1+λ(τ) dτ
) p

p+1

and modifying t 7→ u(t) appropriately on a null set.

4.3 Uniqueness

The uniqueness argument is much more demanding than the existence argument.
It is therefore split over several subsections.

4.3.1 Renormalization

Theorem 4.3 (Renormalization of weak solutions). Let u be a weak solution of
(1.5). Then η ◦ u is also a weak solution, for any Lipschitz function η : R → R.

Proof. The p-variation estimate (1.17) on η ◦ u follows from boundedness of u
and Lipschitz continuity of η.

Assume first that η ∈ C2(R) with bounded derivatives. Recalling the nota-
tion in Section 2.1, we let [u]ε,δ denote space-time mollification of u and [u]ε

spatial mollification. By inserting [u]ε,δ into the weak formulation of (1.5), we
find that [u]ε,δ satisfies

∂t[u]
ε,δ + b∂x[u]

ε,δ = rε,δ for x ∈ R, t > δ

in the classical sense, with

rε,δ(x, t) :=

∫ ∞

0

∫

R

ρε(x− y)ρδ(t− s)
(
b(x, t)− b(y, s)

)
dyu(y, s) ds,
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where we have integrated by parts (Theorem 2.11 (ii)). In particular

∂tη([u]
ε,δ) + b∂xη([u]

ε,δ) = rε,δη
′([u]ε,δ). (4.4)

Let ϕ ∈ C∞
c (R × (0,∞)), and let δ > 0 be small enough that suppϕ ⊂ R ×

[δ, T − δ] for some T > 0. (The strong temporal continuity from Proposition 4.2
implies that we only need to consider test functions supported away from t = 0.)
Multiplying (4.4) by ϕ and integrating yields

∫∫
η([u]ε,δ)∂tϕ+ η([u]ε,δ)∂x(ϕb) dx dt = −

∫∫
ϕrε,δη

′([u]ε,δ) dx dt (4.5)

We claim that, as δ → 0, the above converges to

∫∫
η([u]ε)∂tϕ+ η([u]ε)∂x(ϕb) dx dt = −

∫∫
ϕrεη

′([u]ε) dx dt (4.6)

where

rε(x, t) :=

∫

R

ρε(x− y)
(
b(x, t)− b(y, t)

)
dyu(y, t).

It is clear that the left-hand side of (4.5) converges to that of (4.6) by standard
arguments. For the right-hand side, we use the “Fubini theorem”, Lemma 2.13,
so to move the integral in t:

∫∫
ϕrε,δη

′([u]ε,δ) dx dt =

∫∫∫
Gε,δ(x, y, s) dyu(y, s) ds dx (4.7)

where

Gε,δ(x, y, s) :=

∫
ϕ(x, t)ρε(x− y)ρδ(t− s)(b(x, t) − b(y, s))η′([u]ε,δ)(x, t) dt.

For a.e. x ∈ R and s > 0, the term Gε,δ(x, y, s) converges uniformly in y as
δ → 0. Thus, using Theorem 2.11 (ii) and (vi), and the dominated convergence
theorem, the integral (4.7) converges to the desired limit after we relabel s 7→ t.

Next, we send ε → 0: The left-hand side of (4.6) converges to
∫∫

η(u)∂tϕdxdt+∫∫
η(u) dx(ϕb) dt. Indeed, the first integral converges by Lebesgue’s dominated

convergence theorem, and the second converges due to Theorem 2.11 (vi).
As for the right-hand side of (4.6), we claim that it vanishes as ε → 0.

Denoting η′ε := η′([u]ε), we get

∫∫
ϕrεη

′
ε dx dt =

∫∫∫
ρε(x− y)

(
b(x, t)− b(y, t)

)
η′ε(x, t)ϕ(x, t) dyu(y, t) dx dt

(integration by parts, Theorem 2.11 (ii) and (iii))

=

∫∫∫
(∂xρε)(x − y)

(
b(x, t)− b(y, t)

)
η′ε(x, t)ϕ(x, t)u(y, t) dy dx dt

+

∫∫∫
ρε(x− y)η′ε(x, t)ϕ(x, t)u(y, t) dyb(y, t) dx dt
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(add/subtract u(x, t) in the first integral; apply Fubini in the second)

=

∫∫∫
(∂xρε)(x − y)

(
b(x, t)− b(y, t)

)(
u(y, t)− u(x, t)

)
η′ε(x, t)ϕ(x, t) dy dx dt

+

∫∫∫
(∂xρε)(x− y)

(
b(x, t)− b(y, t)

)
u(x, t)η′ε(x, t)ϕ(x, t) dy dx dt

+

∫∫ (∫
ρε(x− y)η′ε(x, t)ϕ(x, t) dx

)
u(y, t) dyb(y, t) dt

=: Aε + Bε + Cε.

We start by estimating Aε. Let R > 0 be such that suppϕ ⊂ [−R,R]× (0, T ),
and let p, q > 1 be such that 1/θ := 1/p+1/q > 1, and supt∈[0,T ] |u(t)|V p([−R,R]) <

∞ and supt∈[0,T ] |b(t)|V q([−R,R]) . 1 + λ(t) for some λ ∈ L1([0, T ]) (see Corol-
lary 2.8). Then, by (2.6) in Lemma 2.9,

|Aε| 6 ‖∂xρε‖L∞‖η′‖L∞‖ϕ‖L∞

∫ ε

−ε

∫ T

0

∫ R

−R

∣∣b(x− z, t)− b(x, t)
∣∣

×
∣∣u(x− z, t)− u(x, t)

∣∣ dx dt dz

. ε−2

∫ ε

−ε

∫ T

0

|z|
∣∣u(t)

∣∣1−θ

V ∞

ε

∣∣b(t)
∣∣1−θ

V ∞

ε

∣∣u(t)
∣∣θ
V p

∣∣b(t)
∣∣θ
V q dt dz

.

∫ T

0

∣∣b(t)
∣∣1−θ

V ∞

ε

(
1 + λ(t)

)θ
dt

→ 0

as ε → 0, since x 7→ b(x, t) is continuous for a.e. t.
For Bε we get

Bε =

∫∫ (∫
(∂xρε)(x− y) dy

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

)
b(x, t)u(x, t)η′ε(x, t)ϕ(x, t) dx dt

−
∫∫ (∫

(∂xρε)(x− y)b(y, t) dy

︸ ︷︷ ︸
= ∂x[b]ε(x)

)
u(x, t)η′ε(x, t)ϕ(x, t) dx dt

= −
∫∫

∂x[b]
εuη′εϕdxdt,

and for Cε we get

Cε =

∫∫ (∫∫
ρε(x − y)η′ε(x, t)ϕ(x, t) dx

)
u(y, t) dyb(y, t) dt

=

∫∫ [
η′εϕ
]ε
u dyb(y, t) dt.

Using the “dominated convergence theorem” in Theorem 2.11 (vi), we get

lim
ε→0

∫∫
rεη

′([u]ε)ϕdxdt = lim
ε→0

(
Aε +Bε + Cε

)

= −
∫∫

η′(u)uϕdxb(x, t) dt+

∫∫
η′(u)ϕu dxb(x, t) dt = 0.
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Finally, if η is not C2 but merely Lipschitz, we approximate it uniformly
by a sequence of C2 functions. Since the integrands in the corresponding weak
formulations converge uniformly, Theorem 2.11 (vi) ensures convergence of each
integral, proving that also η ◦ u is a weak solution.

4.3.2 L1 stability of solutions

Theorem 4.4. Let b satisfy the conditions of Assumption 1.3, let T > 0, and
let u1, u2 be two weak solutions of the transport equation (1.5). Then for any
R > 0, and t ∈ [0, T ],

∥∥u1(t)− u2(t)
∥∥
L1([−R,R])

6 Ψ
(∥∥u1(0)− u2(0)

∥∥
L1([−R−Mt,R+Mt]

, t
)

(4.8)

for some modulus of continuity Ψ, and with M := ‖b‖L∞. In particular, the
equation has at most one solution for any initial data u0 ∈ V p(R).

Proof. Let u1, u2 be two solutions of the equation, so that u := u1 − u2 satisfies
the same equation but with u(·, 0) = u0 := u1(0)− u2(0). By Theorem 4.3, the
function |u| satisfies the same equation. The weak formulation for |u| is then

∫ ∞

0

∫

R

|u|∂tϕdxdt+

∫ ∞

0

∫

R

|u| dx(bϕ) dt+
∫

R

|u0|ϕ(0) dx = 0

for any ϕ ∈ C∞
c (R× [0,∞)). By using the L1 time continuity of u from Propo-

sition 4.2, one can easily show that the above is equivalent to

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u|∂tϕdxdt+

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u| dx(bϕ) dt =
∫

R

|u|ϕ(T ) dx−
∫

R

|u0|ϕ(0) dx (4.9)

for any ϕ ∈ C∞
c (R× [0, T ]) and any T > 0. The second integral can be rewritten

using Theorem 2.11 (iii) to get

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u| dx(bϕ) dt =
∫ T

0

∫

R

|u|ϕdxb dt+

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u|b∂xϕdxdt.

Pick any M > ‖b‖L∞ and R > 0, and let 0 6 ξ ∈ C∞(R) satisfy ξ|(−∞,0] ≡ 1,
ξ|[1,∞) ≡ 0 and ξ′ 6 0. Pick some ε > 0 and set

ϕ(x, t) := ξ

( |x| −R−M(T − t)

ε

)
for x ∈ R, t ∈ [0, T ]

so that suppϕ ⊂ [−L
2 ,

L
2 ]× [0, T ] where L

2
:= R+MT . We have now

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u|∂tϕdxdt =

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u|M
ε
ξ′ dx dt

and

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u|b∂xϕdxdt =

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u|b sign(x)
ε

ξ′ dx dt.
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Hence, continuing from (4.9), we get
∫

R

|u|ϕ(T ) dx−
∫

R

|u0|ϕ(0) dx

=

∫ T

0

∫

R

(
M + b sign(x)

ε

)
|u|ξ′ dx dt+

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u|ϕdxb dt

6

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u|ϕdxb dt

(since M > ‖b‖L∞, and since ξ′ 6 0). By assumption (i) of Definition 1.5,
there is some p ∈ [1,∞) such that sup06t6T |u(t)|V p([−L

2
,L
2
]) < ∞. Hence, for

any ε > 0 and t ∈ [0, T ], the function γ(x) := |u(x, t)|ϕ(x, t) has bounded L1

norm and V p seminorm, and satisfies Assumption 1.3. By Theorem 3.1 with
γ = |u(t)|ϕ(t) and β = b(t), we can then estimate further

∫ T

0

∫

R

|u|ϕdxb dt 6

∫ T

0

λ(t)ω̃b

(
‖uϕ(t)‖L1

)
dt

where λ ∈ L1
loc is the coefficient appearing in (1.15), and where ω̃b is the Osgood

modulus

ω̃b(h) =
k2p−1

h2p−2
ωb

(
h2p−1

k2p−1

)
+ cph,

with k := ess supt∈[0,T )

∣∣|u|ϕ(t)
∣∣
V pL

1− 1
p . Note that k is finite because

∣∣|u|ϕ(t)
∣∣
V p 6 ‖u‖L∞([−L

2
,L
2
]) sup

t>0
|ϕ(t)|TV + ess sup

06s<T
|u(s)|V p([−L

2
,L
2
])‖ϕ‖L∞ < ∞,

for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ). We obtain

∫

R

|u|ϕ(x, T ) dx 6

∫

R

|u0|ϕ(x, 0) dx +

∫ T

0

λ(t)ω̃b

(
‖uϕ(t)‖L1

)
dt

for a fixed Osgood modulus ω̃b. By the Osgood inequality, Lemma 2.1, we get

∫

R

|u|ϕ(x, T ) dx 6 Ψ

(∫

R

|u0|ϕ(x, 0) dx, T
)

for a modulus of continuity Ψ(·, T ). In particular, passing ε → 0 yields

∫ R

−R

|u|(x, T ) dx 6 Ψ

(∫ R+MT

−R−MT

|u0(x, 0)| dx, T
)
.

5 The backwards problem

In this section we treat the backwards problem for the one-dimensional transport
equation, {

∂tu+ b∂xu = 0 for x ∈ R, t ∈ (0, T ),

u(·, T ) = uT

(5.1)
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for some Osgood velocity field b : R × (0, T ) → R and some terminal data
uT : R → R. The challenges for this problem are distinct from those of the
forwards problem: Unlike (1.5), there is no risk of discontinuities spontaneously
appearing in the solution, but on the downside, there is a risk of non-uniqueness
of solutions. These issues have been thoroughly investigated for one-sided Lips-
chitz velocities; see e.g. [6].

Theorem 5.1. Let b and uT satisfy Assumptions 1.3 and 1.4 (with uT in place
of u0), respectively. Let X = Xt(x, s) be the flow of the velocity field b. Then
the function

u(x, t) := uT

(
XT (x, t)

)
for (x, t) ∈ R× [0, T ] (5.2)

is a weak solution of the backwards problem (5.1). It is the only weak solution
of (5.1) that is stable under smooth approximation: If uε,δ solves the equation
with mollified velocity [b]ε and terminal data [uT ]

δ, then uε,δ → u pointwise a.e.
as ε, δ → 0.

Proof. The proof that (5.2) solves (5.1) follows the proof of Theorem 4.1 closely,
but with XT (x, t) in place of X−1

t (x). (In fact, the proof is simpler, since the
forwards flow is continuous, as opposed to the backwards flow.) The fact that
this solution is stable under mollification of uT and b also follows from that
proof, as does the claim that it is unique in being stable.

6 The forwards, multi-dimensional problem

In this section we treat the multi-dimensional transport equation

∂tu+ b · ∇u = 0, u(·, 0) = u0 (6.1)

for some b : Rd × R+ → R
d.

Assumption 6.1 (The velocity field). We assume that b : Rd × R+ → R
d is

measurable and that it satisfies the following properties.

(A) Boundedness: b is bounded.

(B) Log-Lipschitz continuity: For all distinct points x, y ∈ R
d and all t > 0,

∣∣(b(x, t) − b(y, t)) · (x− y)
∣∣

|x− y| 6 ℓ(|x− y|) (6.2)

where

ℓ(h) :=

{
h|log(h)| for h ∈ [0, e−1),

e−1 for h > e−1.
(6.3)

Assumption 6.2 (The initial data). We assume that u0 : R
d → R is locally

Hölder continuous, i.e. for every compact K ⊂ R
d there is some α ∈ (0, 1) such

that u0

∣∣
K

∈ C0,α(K).

Definition 6.3. Let b satisfy Assumption 6.1 and let u0 satisfy Assumption
6.2. We then say that u ∈ L∞(Rd × [0,∞)) is a weak solution of (6.1) if
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(i) it is locally Hölder continuous, i.e. for every compact K ⊂ R
d × [0,∞)

there is some α ∈ (0, 1] such that u
∣∣
K

∈ C0,α(K)

(ii) for every ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rd × [0,∞)) we have

∫ ∞

0

∫

Rd

u∂tϕdxdt+

d∑

i=1

∫ ∞

0

∫

Rd−1

∫

R

u dxi(ϕbi) dx̂i dt

+

∫

Rd

ϕ(x, 0)u0(x) dx = 0

(6.4)

(as in (1.12), we denote x̂i = (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xd)).

The main theorem of this section is the following:

Theorem 6.4. Under Assumptions 6.1 and 6.2, the function

u(x, t) := u0

(
X0(x, t)

)
, x ∈ R

d, t > 0 (6.5)

is the unique weak solution (in accordance with Definition 6.3) of (6.1). It is
stable with respect to u0 in L1

loc.

Remark 6.5.

(i) Comparing the regularity condition (6.2) with the one-dimensional coun-
terpart (1.15), it is evident that (6.2) is much stricter: It requires a specific
Osgood modulus, and it is a two-sided condition. In fact, with some rather
easy modifications to the proof, the condition (6.2) can be replaced by the
non-symmetric two-sided condition

−ℓ(|x− y|) 6 (b(x, t)− b(y, t)) · (x− y)

|x− y| 6 ω(|x− y|) ∀x 6= y (6.6)

where ℓ is given by (6.3), and where ω is any Osgood modulus satisfying
Assumption 1.3 (D). The lower bound in (6.6) bounds the rate at which
the backwards flow can expand; it guarantees the existence, uniqueness
and regularity of the backwards flow appearing in (6.5). The upper bound
in (6.6) bounds the rate of contraction of the backwards flow; it guarantees
the uniqueness of weak solutions via the same non-linear L1 estimate that
we used in Section 4.3.

(ii) The right-hand side of (6.2) can be replaced by Cℓ(|x− y|) for any C > 0
by performing the change of variables t 7→ t/C. For the sake of simplicity
we do not consider right-hand sides of the form λ(t)ℓ(|x − y|) for some
λ ∈ L1

loc([0,∞)), but this can be handled similarly to the one-dimensional
case.

(iii) Bonicatto and Gusev [5, Proposition 5.1] observed that a two-sided Os-
good condition like (6.2) ensures that b is continuous (although not neces-
sarily log-Lipschitz continuous). Note, however, that (6.2) ensures that bi
is log-Lipschitz continuous with respect to xi, and therefore also Hölder
continuous in xi of any exponent α ∈ (0, 1).
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(iv) The second integral in (6.4) is well-defined due to Lemma 2.12, and is
bounded due to Theorem 2.11 (iv) and the fact that u is locally Hölder
continuous and bi is Hölder continuous with respect to xi.

A variant of the following is given in [2, Theorem 3.7]

Lemma 6.6. Under Assumption 6.1, there exists a unique flow X = Xt(x, s)
for b, defined for all s, t ∈ R and x ∈ R

d. The map x 7→ Xt(·, s) is bijective
for all s, t ∈ [0,∞) and is locally Hölder continuous; more precisely, |Xt(x, s)−
Xt(y, s)| 6 Ψ(|x− y|, |t− s|) for all x, y, t, s, where

Ψ(z, τ) :=





ze
−t

if z 6 e−et

1
e

(
1 + t− log(− log z)

)
if e−et < z 6 e−1

z + t/e if e−1 < z.

(6.7)

Proof. The fact that the forwards-in-time flow exist follows from spatial conti-
nuity of b (cf. Remark 6.5 (iii)), and uniqueness follows from the same argument
as in Theorem 2.2. Since (6.2) is a two-sided bound, the same argument can be
applied backwards in time, showing that the flow is well-defined both forwards
and backwards in time, and is bijective in space. The specific form (6.7) of the
continuity modulus follows from an elementary but tedious computation of the
modulus Ψ in Lemma 2.1.

We are now ready to prove the main theorem.

Proof of Theorem 6.4. By Lemma 6.6, the flow X is locally Hölder continuous,
so u is also locally Hölder continuous. The proof that u solves (6.1) is similar
to that of Theorem 4.1, but is much simpler because X and u are continuous.

The proof that u is renormalizable, i.e. that η◦u is a solution for all Lipschitz
η : R → R, is very similar to that of Theorem 4.3, but is simpler because the
variation bounds on u and b are replaced by Hölder and log-Lipschitz continu-
ity. In particular, the analogue of the term Aε in the proof of Theorem 4.3 is
estimated as follows:

|Aε| =
∣∣∣∣∣

∫ ∞

0

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(
b(x, t)− b(y, t)

)
· ∇x

(
ε−dρ(ε−1|x− y|)

)

×
(
u(y, t)− u(x, t)

)
η′ε(x, t)ϕ(x, t) dy dx dt

∣∣∣∣∣

(as u is locally α-Hölder for some α > 0)

. ε−d−1

∫ ∞

0

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

∣∣∣∣
(
b(x, t)− b(y, t)

)
· x− y

|x− y|ρ
′(ε−1|x− y|)

∣∣∣∣
× |x− y|α|ϕ(x, t)| dy dx dt

(using (6.2))

. ε−d−1

∫∫

suppϕ

∫

Bε(x)

ℓ(|x− y|)|x− y|α dy dx dt

. ε−1

∫ ε

0

|log h|hα dh → 0
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as ε → 0.
To prove L1 stability and uniqueness, let u be a weak solution of (6.1) and

fix some ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rd × [0, T ]). Let further L > 0 be such that supp(ϕ) ⊂

[−L
2 ,

L
2 ]

d × [0, T ]. By assumption, there is some α ∈ (0, 1] such that u(·, t) is α-
Hölder continuous (uniformly in t) on [−L

2 ,
L
2 ]

d; in particular, letting p := 1/α,
the function u(·, t) has uniformly bounded p-variation in each spatial direction
over [−L

2 ,
L
2 ]

d. We follow the proof of Theorem 4.4 to get,

∫

Rd

|u|ϕ(x, T ) dx 6

∫

Rd

|u0|ϕ(x, 0) dx +

d∑

i=1

∫ T

0

∫

Rd−1

ω̃
(
‖uϕ(x̂i, t)‖L1(R)

)
dx̂i dt

where

ω̃(h) :=
k2p−1

h2p−2
ℓ

(
h2p−1

k2p−1

)
+ cph, k := max

i=1,...,d
ess sup
t∈(0,T ]

x̂i∈R
d−1

∣∣|u|ϕ(x̂i, t)
∣∣
V p(R)

L1− 1
p .

Inserting the expression for ℓ, it is a straightforwards calculation to show that

ω̃(h) 6 ω̂(h) := (2p− 1)kℓ
(h
k

)
+ cph.

Note that ω̂ (unlike ω̃) is concave. Hence,

∫

Rd

|u|ϕ(x, T ) dx−
∫

Rd

|u0|ϕ(x, 0) dx 6

∫ T

0

d∑

i=1

∫

Rd−1

ω̂
(
‖uϕ(x̂i, t)‖L1(R)

)
dx̂i dt

6 dLd−1

∫ T

0

ω̂

(
1

dLd−1

d∑

i=1

∫

Rd−1

‖uϕ(x̂i, t)‖L1(R) dx̂i

)
dt

= dLd−1

∫ T

0

ω̂

(
1

Ld−1
‖uϕ(·, t)‖L1(Rd)

)
dt.

Applying Lemma 2.1 as in Theorem 4.4, we get L1 stability and uniqueness.

7 Vanishing viscosity

In this section we show that the weak solutions considered in this paper are
stable with respect to viscous, parabolic perturbations of the equation. For
the sake of simplicity we will only consider the backwards problem. We aim
to show that the viscous approximation converges to the “canonical” solution
u = uT ◦XT .

Assume that uT ∈ C0(Rd) and that b ∈ C0
b (R

d × [0, T ],Rd) satisfies the
one-sided Osgood condition

(b(x, t)− b(y, t)) · (x− y) 6 |x− y|ω(|x− y|) ∀x, y, t

for some Osgood modulus ω. For some ε > 0 consider the viscous backwards
problem {

∂tu
ε + b · ∇uε + ε∆uε = 0 for t ∈ (0, T ), x ∈ R

d

uε(T ) = uT .
(7.1)
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Consider the associated SDE
{
dXε

t = b(Xε
t , t) dt+

√
2ε dWt for t > s,

Xε
s (x, s) = x

(7.2)

where W is a Wiener process on some probability space (Ω,F ,P). Since b ∈ L∞,
this SDE has a unique strong solution (i.e., a stochastic process adapted to W
which satisfies the SDE in the integral sense); see e.g. [21, 20]. For x, y ∈ R, the
stochastic process t 7→ Xt(x, s) −Xt(y, s) satisfies the deterministic equation

d
(
Xε

t (x, s)−Xε
t (y, s)

)
=
(
b(Xε

t (x, s), t)− b(Xε
t (y, s), t)

)
dt,

so following the argument of Theorem 2.2 yields

|Xε
t (x, s)−Xε

t (y, s)| 6 Ψ
(
|x− y|, t− s

)
(for t > s), almost surely

for all x, y ∈ R, for some deterministic, continuous Ψ: R+×R+ → R+ satisfying
Ψ(z, 0) = z and Ψ(0, τ) = 0 for all z, τ . Moreover, from (7.2) and the fact that
W is α-Hölder continuous for any α < 1/2, P-almost surely, it follows that for
any η > 0, there is some Ωη ⊂ Ω with P(Ωη) > 1 − η such that the α-Hölder
seminorm of t 7→ Xε

t (x, s, ω) is uniformly bounded both with respect to ω ∈ Ωη

and (x, s) ∈ R× [0, T ]. Finally, estimating differences in s in terms of differences
in t and x shows a similar kind of equicontinuity of s 7→ Xε

t (x, s). Applying
Prokhorov’s theorem then yields a subsequence (Xεn)n∈N converging to some
process X = Xt(x, s, ω), uniformly on compacts in (x, t, s), and in distribution
in ω. Taking limits in (7.2) and using an argument as in e.g. [7], we find that
the limit X is the unique solution to

Ẋt(x, s) = b(Xt(x, s), t) (for t > s), Xs(x, s) = x.

In particular, the entire sequence (Xε)ε>0 converges to X .
By a standard argument using the Feynman–Kac formula, the function

uε(x, t) := E[uT (X
ε
T (x, t))] is the unique bounded, classical solution of the back-

wards equation (7.1). Since uT is assumed to be continuous, the convergence
Xε → X ensures that uε → uT ◦Xt pointwise.

8 Inhomogeneous equations

With the theory developed so far, it is straightforwards to treat inhomogeneous
problems. We claim that the usual Duhamel formula provides the unique solu-
tion to the problem.

For the sake of concreteness we only consider the one-dimensional forwards
problem, but the backwards problem and the multi-dimensional problem (from
Section 5 and 6, respectively) can be handled similarly. Thus, we consider the
inhomogeneous equation {

∂tu+ b∂xu = h

u(0) ≡ 0
(8.1)

for some h = h(x, t), and where b satisfies Assumption 1.3. (We have already
treated the Cauchy problem, so we can assume without loss of generality that
u(0) ≡ 0.)
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Let h : R×R+ → R be bounded, measurable, and satisfy supt∈[0,T ] |h(t)|V p(R) <
∞ for every T > 0 (so Assumption 1.4 is enforced for x 7→ h(x, t), uniformly in
t). Let X = Xt(x, s) for 0 6 s 6 t and x ∈ R be the forwards flow of b, and
denote the backwards flow by Xs(x, t) := (Xt(·, s))−1(x), which is well-defined
for a.e. x ∈ R, for every s 6 t. Then the function us(x, t) := h(Xs(x, t), s) is
well-defined at almost every x, for all s 6 t, and by Theorem 1.6, us solves

∂tus + b∂xus = 0 (x ∈ R, t > s), us(x, s) = h(x, s) (x ∈ R)

(in the weak sense). Define u by the Duhamel formula

u(x, t) :=

∫ t

0

us(x, t) ds =

∫ t

0

h(Xs(x, t), s) ds. (8.2)

Then u is well-defined at almost every x ∈ R for all t > 0. By an approximation
argument very similar to that in the proof of Theorem 4.1, we find that (8.2) is
indeed a weak solution of (8.1).
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