arXiv:2110.11568v2 [math.AP] 24 Feb 2022

CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS OF A VISCOSITY PARAMETER RECOVERY ALGORITHM FOR THE 2D NAVIER-STOKES EQUATIONS

VINCENT R. MARTINEZ

Abstract. In this paper, the convergence of an algorithm for recovering the unknown kinematic viscosity of a two-dimensional incompressible, viscous fluid is studied. The algorithm of interest is a recursive feedback control-based algorithm that leverages observations that are received continuously-in-time, then dynamically provides updated values of the viscosity at judicious moments. It is shown that in an idealized setup, convergence to the true value of the viscosity can indeed be achieved under a natural and practically verifiable non-degeneracy condition. This appears to be first such result of its kind for parameter estimation of nonlinear partial differential equations. Analysis for two parameter update rules is carried out: one which involves instantaneous evaluation in time and the other, averaging in time. The proofs of convergence for either rule exploits sensitivity-type bounds in higher-order Sobolev topologies, while the instantaneous version particularly requires delicate energy estimates involving the time-derivative of the sensitivity-type variable. Indeed, a crucial component in the analysis of the first update rule is the identification of a dissipative structure for the time-derivative of the sensitivity-type variable, which ultimately ensures a favorable dependence on the tuning parameter of the algorithm.

Keywords: parameter estimation, system identification, data assimilation, feedback control, nudging, synchronization, Navier-Stokes equations, viscosity, convergence, sensitivity MSC 2010 Classifications: 35Q30, 35B30, 93B30, 35R30, 76B75

1. Introduction

The main problem in consideration is the determination of the value of an apriori unknown material parameter of a dynamical system via a time-series of observations made on a subset of its corresponding state variables. This problem is referred to as the problem parameter estimation and constitutes a fundamental difficulty in the development of predictive models in the physical sciences, engineering, and social sciences. In the particular field of fluid dynamics, for instance, for groundwater, the transmissivity coefficient of the water, which captures its ability to move to across an aquifer, is a central parameter in these models that must be estimated in some way [Yeh86, EL91]. Significant efforts in the past several decades have been dedicated to developing techniques for inferring model parameters of nonlinear dynamical systems based on knowledge of the system itself, a time-series of observations on the state variables, and possibly the statistics of the noise that may corrupt the observations or the model (see, for example, [Cia18, ACFK09, VTK04] and references therein). In spite of these developments, rigorous analytical results for parameter estimation algorithms applied to inferring parameters of nonlinear partial differential equations (PDEs) have appeared only relatively recently [CGH11, CHL20]. In these works, results were mostly limited to demonstrating consistency of the estimator, asymptotic normality, or performing a sensitivity-type analysis. The main purpose of this paper is to address the issue of convergence of one such algorithm as applied to the problem of estimating the kinematic viscosity of a two-dimensional (2D) incompressible fluid in an ideal setup.

The particular system of interest is the forced, two-dimensional (2D) Navier-Stokes equations (NSE) over the periodic box T^2 = [0, 2π]^2. Given a sufficiently smooth, mean-free vector field f, a sufficiently smooth, mean-free initial velocity field u_0, both of which are 2π-periodic in x, y, this system is given by ∂_tu + (u· ∇)u = νΔu − ∇p + f, ∇· u = 0, (1.1) where ν > 0 denotes the kinematic viscosity and p denotes the scalar pressure field, which is determined by u through the equation Δp = ∑ i,j ∂_i∂_j (u^iu^j ). Upon passing to frequency-variables via the Fourier transform, one may equivalently view (1.1) as an infinite-dimensional dynamical system governing the evolution of each Fourier mode of the flow field u. In adopting this point of view, we will consider observations on 1

the flow field u to be given by a continuous time-series, {P_N u(t)}_{t≥0}, for some N > 0, where P_N denotes the low-pass filter that projects vector fields onto the subspace determined by their Fourier modes through wave-number |k| ≤ N. We will refer to such observations as “spectral observations.” Note that our setting is highly idealized in that we assume a perfect model, perfect observations, with those observations made continuously-in-time and presented in a spectral form. This allows us to isolate the difficulty brought on by the infinite-dimensionality of (1.1) alone in establishing the desired convergence result. We refer the reader to Remark 3.10 for additional discussion on more physical situations to be studied in subsequent works.

In [CHL20], an algorithm was introduced for dynamically recovering the unknown kinematic viscosity of (1.1) given spectral observations of the flow-field collected continuously-in-time. The algorithm relies on a certain proxy, ũ, for the full flow-field that is generated by integrating a feedback-controlled system, in which the spectral observations are directly inserted, forward in time. Given ν̃ > 0, μ > 0, and N ≥ 1, this system is given by ∂_tũ + (ũ· ∇)ũ = ν̃Δũ − ∇q + f − μP_N (ũ − u), ∇· ũ = 0, (1.2) where q denotes the corresponding scalar pressure field, μ represents a tuning parameter, and ν̃ denotes some representative value, i.e., a “guess”, for the true kinematic viscosity ν. Denoting the difference in flow fields by w = ũ − u, it was proposed in [CHL20] that a new representative value ν be generated according to the following formula: ν_{new} = ν̃ + μ ‖P_N w(t)‖^2_{L2} ⟨P_N (−Δ)ũ(t), P_N w(t)⟩_L2 | | |_{t=t∗} , (1.3)

where evaluation occurs at some judiciously chosen time t_∗ > 0. Since P_N w depends only on the given data, P_N u, and the computed proxy, ũ, the right-hand side can indeed be evaluated. Upon generating, ν_{new}, the system (1.2) with ν̃ = ν_{new} is then integrated forward-in-time once again in order to generate an updated representative value via (1.3), and so on. Several numerical simulations were carried out in [CHL20] that tested the efficacy of this algorithm in a regime for turbulent flows. For sufficiently large values of the tuning parameter μ > 0 and number of observed modes N > 0, convergence was reliably observed. In this paper, we provide analytical confirmation of these observations provided that (1.3) is well-defined at each instance that it is evaluated and that a certain non-degeneracy condition holds. Indeed, the problem of inferring the true value of ν given knowledge of P_N u(t), for some N > 0 and for all t ≥ 0 may be viewed as an ill-posed inverse problem. Morally speaking, the non-degeneracy condition that is identified here constrains one to a “well-posed” regime.

The inspiration for this algorithm derives from a seminal work of Azouani, Olson, and Titi [AOT14]. There, a beautifully simple algorithm for data assimilation for systems of partial differential equations based on suitably interpolating observations into the phase space of the system, then inserting them into the model as a feedback control as in (1.2) above, was proposed and subsequently studied for the 2D NSE as a paradigmatic example. It was shown that when ν̃ = ν, then for a sufficiently large density of observations, one may identify a range of values for the tuning parameter, μ, that guarantees synchronization of the approximating signal, ũ, to the reference signal, u, in the time-infinite limit. Since then, this synchronizationbased approach for data assimilation of PDEs has been studied in a plethora of works that provide rigorous confirmation and justification, in the form of mathematical proof, for various practices in data assimilation such as reduced-component assimilation [FJT15, FLT16a], assimilation of only temperature measurements [FLT16b, FLT16c, FGHM^+20], and assimilation of only boundary data [JMT17], to name only a few. This approach has also been exploited to obtain uniform-in-time error bounds for a post-processing Galerkin method [MT18], developed for the downscaling of statistical solutions of the 2D NSE [BFMT19], extended to accommodate local observations [BBJ21], as well as found to exhibit strong convergence properties [BM17, BBM21]. Recently, studies in how well the approach reconstructs turbulent flows have also been carried out [BCDL20, CDLMB20]. For a more comprehensive list of recent works on this particular approach to data assimilation, we refer the reader to [CHL^+21].

In the setting where the model or observations may be corrupted by noise, a classical Kalman-filter based approach for parameter estimation can be applied by simply extending the state space of the system to include the parameters as additional states. This was originally introduced in [May63] in the setting of linear systems (see also [FHM86]). In an attempt to develop a connection, consider the (discrete) system dynamics is determined by u_{k+1} = F u_k + ξ_k, for each time step k ≥ 0, where F denotes the unknown matrix of constants, and ξ_k represents random model noise, i.e., observations are measured perfectly. Assuming gaussianity of ξ, the “optimal parameter estimate” [May63] is then given by

F̃_{k+1} = F̃_k + κ_k(u_k − ũ_k),

where κ_k is the so-called Kalman gain matrix and ũ_k denotes the “optimal state estimate.” Although κ_k depends on the conditional error variance associated to the optimal estimator, F̃ , one may nevertheless naïvely derive some intuition for the update formula given by (1.3). Traditionally, ι_k := u_k − ũ_k is referred to as the innovation. Thus, in the case of (1.3), one has the following correspondence κ_k ∼ μ ⟨P_N (−Δ)ũ(t_k), P_N (u(t_k) − ũ(t_k))⟩_L2

, ι_k ∼ ‖P_N (u(t_k) − ũ(t_k))‖^2_L2 .

It would be interesting to make this apparent connection more rigorous, but do not pursue this point further here. We refer the reader to [LSZ15] for a presentation of other filter-based techniques for data assimilation and the review article [SL19] for a more recent exposition on approaches to the problem of nonlinear system identification.

The proof of convergence of (1.3) presented here was inspired by the recent work of the author and collaborators [CHL^+21]. There, convergence of the algorithm was analogously studied for the Lorenz equations. The crucial ingredient was in identifying a Lyapunov-type structure for the time-derivative of the system. Remarkably, we show that this approach can also be adapted to the case of the 2D NSE, although the technicalities involved are far greater. Indeed, the Lyapunov-type structure identified here is more sophisticated and requires a more nuanced analysis to properly exploit. In a word, the analysis of time-derivatives naturally introduce higher-order derivatives in the estimates. This, in turn, requires access to higher-order bounds for both the approximating signal, ũ, and the “pseudo-sensitivity” variable, w = ũ − u. The Lyapunov-type structure must ultimately be exploited in a rather delicate way to close the estimates. In the setting of finite-dimensional dynamical systems, we also refer the reader to the works of [ACJ08, CJA08, QBC^+09] for various studies on similar synchronization-based approach to parameter estimation. We refer the reader as well to [CDRS09] for a Bayesian approach to inverse problems in fluid mechanics. In the particular setting of finite-dimensional systems, we also point out that the convergence analysis performed in [CHL^+21] appears to be the first such result of its kind. We refer the reader to Remark 4.2 for additional comments on how the case treated there compares to the one treated here. In the course of writing this article, the author was informed of a forthcoming paper that also studies the parameter estimation problem for the 2D NSE, but through variational techniques, where convergence-type results are also obtained [BH21].

We will also present a convergence analysis for a “time-averaged” version of the viscosity update rule (1.3) given by

ν̄_{new} = ν̃ + μ^1_{t−t′} �_t t^′ ‖PN w(s)‖ 2 L^2 ds 1 t−t^′ �_t t^′ ⟨PN (−Δ)ũ(s), PN w(s)⟩L^2 ds | | |_{t=t∗,t′ =t′∗} , t^∗ > t^′∗, (1.4) where, again, t_∗, t^′_∗ is judiciously chosen. Ultimately, we establish an analogous convergence result for the algorithm induced by (1.4). In comparison with the proof for (1.3), the proof for (1.4) will be significantly easier due to the fact that control of time-derivatives of ‖w_N (t)‖^2_{L2} is not required. Given the apparent flexibility available by for inferring viscosity that is suggested by (1.4) and (1.3), one may be naturally inclined to ask whether this nudging-based approach can be used to infer parameters other than the viscosity in (1.1) such as the external forcing f. This interesting and very important issue will be explored in future works.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we develop the mathematical setting and notation in order to provide precise statements of the results. The main results are then stated Section 3. In Section 4, the proofs of the main convergence results are supplied. A considerable effort of this paper is dedicated to establishing the time-derivative estimates required to prove Theorem 3.5. The paper concludes with Appendix A and Appendix B, where higher-order estimates for ũ and w are respectively established.

2. Mathematical Setting and Notation Let B(T^2) denote the set of all Borel measureable functions on T^2 that are 2π-periodic a.e. in each direction. Then for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, the Lebesgue spaces are defined by L^p(T^2) := {ϕ ∈ B(T^2) : ‖ϕ‖_Lp < ∞}, (2.1) where ‖ϕ‖^p_Lp = {� T^2 |ϕ(x)| pdx ess sup_{x∈T}2 |ϕ(x)|. (2.2)

For s ≥ 0, we define the (homogeneous) Sobolev spaces by H^s(T^2) := {ϕ ∈ L^2(T^2) : ‖ϕ‖_Hs < ∞, ϕ̂(0) = 0}, (2.3) where 0 = (0, 0) ∈ Z^2, and ‖ϕ‖^2_Hs = ∑ k∈Z^2 |k|^{2s}|ϕ̂(k)|^2, (2.4)

where ϕ̂(k) denotes the Fourier coefficient of the Fourier series of ϕ corresponding to wave-number k. By the definition of the Fourier transform, we see that � T^2

ϕ(x)dx = ϕ̂(0) = 0, (2.5)

whenever ϕ ∈ H^s. In particular H^s(T^2) consists of zero-mean functions. By Plancherel’s theorem, we further see that ‖∇ϕ‖_L2 = ‖ϕ‖^2_H1 , ‖ϕ‖_Hs = ‖(−Δ)^{s/2}ϕ‖_L2 , s ≥ 0. (2.6) In this setting, one has a Poincaré inequality, which implies ‖ϕ‖_L2 ≤ ‖ϕ‖_Hs , (2.7) for any s ≥ 0. In particular, it immediately follows that ‖ϕ‖^2_Hs ≤ ∑ k∈Z^2 (1 + |k|^2)^s|ϕ̂(k)|^2 ≤ 2^s‖ϕ‖^2_Hs . (2.8)

The intermediate quantity is usually referred to as the (square of the) inhomogeneous Sobolev norm of ϕ. The corresponding 2D vector field analogs of the Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces are then simply (L^p(T^2))^2 and (H^s(T^2))^2. For convenience, we adopt an abuse of the notation and do not distinguish between the Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces for scalar functions or vector fields. We will also adopt the following notation for L^2–norms and H^1–norms: |ϕ| = ‖ϕ‖_L2 , ‖ϕ‖ = ‖ϕ‖_H1 . (2.9) We then define the corresponding Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces of divergence-free vector fields by L^2_σ(T^2) = {v ∈ L^2(T^2) : |v| < ∞, k· v̂(k) = 0, k ≠ 0}, (2.10) and H^s_σ (T^2) = L^2_σ(T^2) ∩ H^s(T^2). (2.11) It is customary to handle the pressure term in (1.1) by projecting the system onto the subspace of divergence-free vector fields in L^2. This is done via the Leray projection, P_σ , which is defined by ( ^P_σ v )_i (k) = ( 1 − k_ik_j |k|^2 ) v̂^j (k), k = (k_1, k_2) ∈ Z^2 \ {0}, i = 1, 2. (2.12) We see that in this setting of periodic boundary conditions, P_σ commutes with spatial derivatives. Hence |A^{s/2}ϕ| ≤ ‖ϕ‖_Hs ≤ 2^{s/2}|A^{s/2}ϕ|.

Upon setting g = P_σ f, then formally applying P_σ to (1.1) and (1.2), we have du dt + νAu + B(u, u) = g, (2.13) dũ dt + ν̃Aũ + B(ũ, ũ) = g − μP_N (ũ − u), (2.14) where A = −P_σΔ denotes the Stokes operator and B(u, u) := P_σ [(u· ∇)u]. (2.15)

Then (2.13), (2.14) is referred to as the functional form of (1.1), (1.2), respectively. We will make use of the following important orthogonality property of the bilinear form: ⟨B(u, v), v⟩ = 0 = ⟨B(u, u), Au⟩, (2.16) where the first identity holds for u, v ∈ H^1_σ (T^2) and the second identity holds for u ∈ H^2_σ (T^2).

Given g ∈ L^2_σ(T^2), we define the Grashof number by

G := |g| ν^2

. (2.17)

One then has the following classical results regarding the existence theory for (1.1) (see [CF88, Tem97, Tem01, FMRT01]).

Theorem 2.1. Let g ∈ H^{k−1}_σ (T^2), for some k ≥ 1. Then for all u_0 ∈ H^k_σ (T^2), there exists a unique vector field u ∈ C([0, T ]; H^k_σ (T^2)) ∩ L^2(0, T ; H^{k+1}(T^2)) satisfying (2.13), for all T > 0, and the estimate

‖u(t)‖^2 ≤ e^{−ν(t−t0 )}‖u(t_0)‖^2 + ν^2G^2(1 − e^{−ν(t−t0)}), (2.18)

for all t ≥ t_0 ≥ 0. Moreover, there exists an open neighborhood U ⊂ C such that U ⊃ (0, ∞) and u : U → H^2_σ(T^2) is analytic.

From Theorem 2.1, we see that the operator S_g (t) : H^k_σ (T^2) → H^k_σ (T^2), S_g (t)u_0 = u(t; u_0, g), where u(t; u_0, g) denotes the unique solution of (2.13) corresponding to g ∈ L^2_σ(T^2) and u_0 ∈ H^k_σ (T^2), evaluated at time t ≥ 0, defines a continuous semigroup (see [Tem97]). From (2.18), we see that for t_0 = 0 and t > 0 sufficiently large, one has ‖u(t)‖ ≤ √ 2νG =: R_1. (2.19)

This defines an absorbing ball for the semigroup, {S(t)}_{t≥0}, of (2.13) with respect to the H^1–topology. We denote the ball of radius R_1, centered at the origin in H^1(T^2), by B_1(R_1). Then one has S(t)u_0 ∈ B_1(R_1), for all u_0 ∈ B_1(R_1).

When g ∈ H^{k−1}_σ (T^2), for some k ≥ 2, it was shown in [DFJ05], for the case k = 2, and [BBM21], for the general case of k ≥ 3, that (2.13) has an absorbing ball, B_k(R_k), with respect to the H^k–topology whose radius is given by |A^{k/2}u(t)| ≤ c_kν(σ^{1/k}_{k−1} + G)^{k−1}G =: R_k, (2.20) for some constant c_k > 0, depending only on k, where σ_ℓ denotes higher order “shape factors” of the force defined by

σ_ℓ := |A^{ℓ/2}g| |g| . (2.21)

Observe that σ_ℓ ≥ 1, for all ℓ ≥ 0, by (2.7).

The basic existence theory for (2.14) was initially developed in [AOT14] in a rather general setting of interpolant observable quantities that includes the case of spectral observables, which are the particular form of observables considered in this article. More recently, the existence theory has been extended to accommodate a more general class of interpolant observable quantities in order to study the nature of synchronization is spaces of arbitrarily large Sobolev regularity in [BBM21]. In the particular case of spectral observations though, the existence theory and topology of synchronization was actually extended to the setting of analytic Gevrey classes in [BM17]. Also, the analogous statement regarding time analyticity for solutions to the feedback control system was established in [IMT19]. In all of the above works, only the case ν = ν̃ was treated. The case where ν ≠ ν̃ was initially studied in [CHL20].

Theorem 2.2. Let g ∈ H^{k−1}_σ (T^2), for some k ≥ 1. Suppose u_0 ∈ H^k_σ (T^2) and that ν, ν̃ > 0. Let u(· ; u_0, ν) denote the unique, global-in-time solution of (2.13) corresponding to initial data u_0 and viscosity ν. There exists a constant c̃_0 ≥ 1 such that if μ > 0 and N ≥ 1 satisfy μ ≤ c̃_0N^2ν̃, (2.22)

then for all ũ_0 ∈ H^k_σ (T^2), there is a unique ũ ∈ C([0, T ]; H^k_σ (T^2)) ∩ L^2(0, T ; H^{k+1}(T^2)) satisfying (2.14), for all T > 0. Moreover, there exists an open neighborhood Ũ ⊂ C such that Ũ ⊃ (0, ∞) and ũ : Ũ → H^2_σ (T^2) is analytic.

In order to prove convergence of the parameter update algorithm described in Section 1, we will ultimately make use of bounds analogous to (2.19), (2.20) for the solutions to (2.14). Since such bounds do not seem to be available in the existing literature, we establish them here. The statement of this result will be postponed for Section 3, while its proof will be supplied in Appendix A.

3. Statements of Main Theorems

Our first main result (Theorem 3.1) asserts bounds for solutions to (2.14) that carefully track the dependence on the tuning parameter μ. Such bounds have been obtained in [AOT14] in the case when ν = ν̃ and [CHL20] in the case when ν ≠ ν̃. However, these bounds were only obtained in L^2(T^2) and H^1(T^2), whereas we will also need them in H^2(T^2). Most importantly, our convergence analysis is dynamical and will require ν̃ to change values. We must, therefore, carefully track the dependence on ν̃ relative to ν. Lastly, since our convergence result is asymptotic in nature, it will be convenient to frame our results in a sufficiently evolved regime for (2.13). In particular, we will typically assume that u_0 ∈ B_k(R_k), for some k ≥ 1, where R_k is given by (2.20), while ũ_0 will belong to the same ball of a possibly inflated radius. Due to these various adjustments, we find it necessary to re-prove these estimates to suit our purposes. Lastly, we point out that although our analysis may not be the sharpest possible in the setting of periodic boundary conditions treated here, we give particular emphasis to the tracking of the dependence on all relevant system parameters and the manner in which they scale in the estimates.

Before we state these bounds, let us first introduce a modified Grashof number, G̃, defined by

G̃ := (( ν ν̃ ) ( ν μ ) + 1 )_{1/2} G. (3.1)

Observe that G ≤ G̃.

Theorem 3.1. Let g ∈ H^{k−1}_σ (T^2), for some k ≥ 1, u_0 ∈ B_ℓ(R_ℓ), and ũ_0 ∈ B_ℓ(αR_ℓ), for all ℓ = 1, . . . , k, for some α ≥ 1, where R_ℓ is given by (2.20). Suppose that μ, N, ν̃ > 0 satisfy (2.22). Let u(· ; u_0, ν), ũ(· ; ũ_0, ν̃) denote the corresponding unique global-in-time solutions to (2.13), (2.14) with initial values u_0, ũ_0 and viscosities ν, ν̃, respectively. There exists a constant c_0 ≥ 1, such that if μ additionally satisfies μ ≤ c_0N^2ν, (3.2)

then the following statements hold: If k = 1, then there exists a constant α̃_1 ≥ 1, depending on α, such that

sup_{t≥0} ‖ũ(t)‖^2 ≤ α̃^2_1ν^2G̃^2. (3.3)

If k = 2, then there exist constants α_2, α̃_2 ≥ 1, depending on α, such that if μ additionally satisfies μ ≥ να^2 ( ν ν̃ ) G̃^2, (3.4)

then

sup_{t≥0} |Aũ(t)| ≤ να̃_2σ^{1/2}_1 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G ) G̃. (3.5)

If k ≥ 3, then there exist constant α_k, α̃_k ≥ 1, depending on α, such that if μ additionally satisfies μ ≥ να^2_k ( α̃^2_1 + α̃^2 ) ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G̃ ) G̃ + α̃^{2/k}_2 ( ν ν̃ )_{1−2/k} σ 1/k k−1 + G G 2/k σ^{1/2}_1 + G σ^{1/k}_{k−1} + G , (3.6)k then sup_{t≥0} |A^{k/2}ũ(t)| ≤ α̃_kσ^{1/k}_{k−1} ( σ^{1/k}_{k−1} + G )_{k−1} G̃. (3.7)

The proof of Theorem 3.1 will be provided in Appendix A.

Remark 3.2. If ν, ν̃ satisfy |ν̃ − ν| ν < ϵ, (3.8)

for some ϵ ∈ (0, 1), then 1 − ϵ ≤ ν̃ ν ≤ 1 + ϵ. (3.9)

Also, if additionally, μ, ν satisfy μ ≥ ν, then G ≤ G̃ ≤ ( 2 − ϵ 1 − ϵ )_{1/2} G. In particular, under these additional assumptions on μ, ν, ν̃, any dependence on ν̃ appearing in (2.22), (3.3), (3.4), (3.5), (3.6)_k, (3.7) can be replaced by ϵ, ν, and all instances of G̃ can be replaced by G up to a multiplicative constant depending only on ϵ.

The next result asserts bounds on the error between solutions of (2.14) and (2.13) in terms of the difference between their respective viscosities, Δν = ν̃ − ν. Such bounds were obtained in [CHL20], but only in L^2 and H^1. In order to ultimately study the convergence of the algorithm induced by the formula (1.3), however, we must also have access to such bounds in H^2. It is, moreover, crucial to track the dependence of these bounds on the tuning parameter, μ. We render this dependence in an explicit manner. More importantly, we require such estimate at the level of H^2.

Theorem 3.3. Let ν, ν̃, τ_0 > 0 and g ∈ H^2_σ (T^2). Suppose u(τ_0) ∈ B_ℓ(R_ℓ) and ũ(τ_0) ∈ B_ℓ(αR_ℓ), for ℓ = 1, 2, 3, for some α ≥ 1, where R_3 is given by (2.20). Suppose that μ, N, ν, ν̃ satisfy (2.22), (3.2), (3.4), and (3.6)_3. Let u(· ; u(τ_0), ν), ũ(· ; ũ(τ_0), ν̃) denote the unique global-in-time solutions to (2.13), (2.14) over [τ_0, ∞) corresponding to initial data u(τ_0), ũ(τ_0), respectively. There exists a constants c_1, c_2, c_3 ≥ 1, independent of α, such that if μ additionally satisfies μ ≥ c_1ν [ (σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^2 + (σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^4 ]_{1/4} (σ^{1/3}_2 + G)G, (3.10) μ ≥ c_2ν ( |Δν| ν ) α̃^2 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G̃

)_2

G̃^2, (3.11)

where α̃_2 is the constant from Theorem 3.1, then there exists τ > τ_0 such that |A(ũ(t) − u(t))|^2 ≤ e^{−μ(t−τ )}|A(ũ(τ) − u(τ))|^2 + ν^2 ( ν μ ) ( |Δν| ν )_2 K^2_2 ,

holds for all t ≥ τ, where

K^2_2 := c_3α̃^2σ^{2/3}_2 (σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^4G̃^2, (3.12) and α̃_2 is the same constant appearing in Theorem 3.1.

Remark 3.4. It is not difficult to carry out the proofs of Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.3 to arbitrarily high orders of Sobolev regularity. We refer the reader to [FGT81, BBM21] to carry out the argument to higherorder. In fact, since the observations are given as Fourier modes, one can establish the sensitivity-type bounds captured by Theorem 3.3 to analytic Gevrey classes provided that the external force g belongs to such a class. We refer the reader to [BM17] for the relevant details.

Our third result is a theorem that identifies conditions under which the formula (1.3) converges to the true viscosity value. In order to make a precise statement, we must develop some notation: Given an integer M ≥ 1, suppose that a sequence of viscosities, {ν_m}^M_{m=0}, a sequence of nudging parameters, {μ_m}^{M+1}_{m=1} , and a sequence of times 0 = t_0 < · · · < t_M < ∞ are given. Let I_m := [t_m, t_{m+1}), for 0 ≤ m ≤ M − 1. Given ν_0 > 0, g ∈ H^{k−1}_σ (T^2), for some k ≥ 1, and u_0, ũ_0 ∈ H^k_σ (T^2), we consider du dt + νAu + B(u, u) = g, u(0) = u_0, dũ dt + ν_0Aũ + B(ũ, ũ) = g − μ_1P_N (ũ − u), ũ(0) = ũ_0,

(3.13)

when t ∈ I_0. For t ∈ I_m, where 1 ≤ m ≤ M, we consider du dt + νAu + B(u, u) = g, u(t_m) = u(t^−_m; ν), dũ dt + ν_mAũ + B(ũ, ũ) = g − μ_{m+1}P_N (ũ − u), ũ(t_m) = ũ(t^−_m; ν_{m−1}),

(3.14)

where v(τ^−) = lim_{t→τ} − v(t). In this framework, for M ≥ 1 and 1 ≤ m < M + 1, we define the following quantity:

ε_m := |⟨AP_N ũ(t^−_m), P_N (ũ(t^−_m) − u(t^−_m))⟩|ν^{−2}_0 . (3.15) Let us also suppose that each ν_m is related as follows:

ν_{m+1} = ν_m + μ ‖P_N w(t)‖^2_{L2} ⟨P_N (−Δ)ũ(t), P_N w(t)⟩_L2 | | | |_{t=tm+1} , (3.16)

where t_{m+1} > t_m, for all m = 0, . . . , M − 1.

Theorem 3.5. Given ν_0 ≥ ν and M ≥ 1, there exist constants γ, γ_1, . . . , γ_M > 0, where γ depends only on the initial relative error, δ_0 := (ν_0 − ν)ν^{−1}, and the Grashof-type number |g|ν^{−2}_0 , and where γ_m depends additionally on ε^{−1}_m , for m = 1, . . . , M, and times 0 = t_0 < t_1 < · · · < t_M such that if ε := inf 1≤m<M+1 ε_m > 0, (3.17)

and μ_m > 0, N_m ≥ 1 satisfy γ_m ≤ μ_m ν_0

≤ γN^2_m, (3.18)

for each m = 1, . . . , M, then inf_{1≤m<M+1} ν_m > 0, and |ν_{m+1} − ν| ≤ β|ν_m − ν|, (3.19) for some β ∈ (0, 1), for all m = 0, . . . , M − 1, where ν_m is given by (3.16).

Operationally, the “non-degeneracy conditon” (3.17) can be checked only after having chosen μ_m. Once μ_m has been chosen, then the lower bound in the “tuning condition” (3.18) can be checked. If μ_m does not satisfy the lower bound in (3.18), then there are three reasonable options: either wait longer to evaluate ε_m with the hope of obtaining a more suitable value for γ_m, change the value of μ_m and repeat the process, or else collect observations on additional modes. In practice, it often suffices to simply wait for a judicious moment to evaluate ε_m and apply (1.3).

We will also prove another result for the time-averaged update formula. To state it, we define

ε̄_m := | | | | 1 t_m − t^′_m �_{tm} t^′_m ⟨AP_nũ(s), P_N (ũ(s) − u(s))⟩ds | | | | ν̄^{−2}_0 , (3.20)

where t_m > t^′_m ≥ t_{m−1}, and suppose that each ν_m = ν̄_m is related as follows

ν̄_{m+1} = ν̄_m + μ 1 t_{m+1}−t^′_{m+1} �_{tm+1} t^′_{m+1} ‖PN w(s)‖ 2 L^2 ds 1 t_{m+1}−t^′_{m+1} �_{tm+1} t^′_{m+1} ⟨PN (−Δ)ũ(s), PN w(s)⟩L^2 ds . (3.21)

Theorem 3.6. Assume the hypotheses of Theorem 3.1. Given any ν̄ > 0 and M ≥ 1, there exist constants γ̄, γ̄_1, . . . , γ̄_M > 0, where γ̄ depends only on the initial relative error δ_0 := |ν̄_0 − ν|ν^{−1} and Grashof-type number, |g|ν̄^{−2}_0 , and where γ̄_m depends additionally on ε̄^{−1}_m and non-dimesionalized frequency (ν̄_0|J_m|)^{−1}, for m = 1, . . . , M, times 0 ≤ t_{m−1} ≤ t^′_m < t_m, for all m = 1, . . . , M, and averaging windows [t^′_m, t_m) ⊂ [t_{m−1}, t_m), for m = 1, . . . , M, such that if inf 1≤m<M+1 ε̄_m > 0, (3.22)

and μ̄_m > 0, N_m ≥ 1 satisfy γ̄_m ≤ μ̄_m ν̄_0

≤ γ̄N^2_m, (3.23)

for each m = 0, . . . , M − 1, then inf_{1≤m<M+1} ν̄_m > 0, and |ν̄_{m+1} − ν| ≤ β|ν̄_m − ν|, (3.24) for some β ∈ (0, 1), for all m = 0, . . . , M − 1, where ν̄_m is given by (3.21).

Remark 3.7. Note that the conditions (3.18) can be made uniform in m. Indeed, one may take γ^′ := sup_{1≤m<M+1} γ_m and deduce the same conclusion (3.19) provided that μ, N > 0 satisfy γ^′ ≤ μ ν_0

≤ γN^2. (3.25)

In this case, γ^′ can be seen to depend on ε^{−1}. A similar modification can be made for condition (3.23).

We obtain the following convergence results as immediate corollaries .

Corollary 3.8. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 3.5, if M = ∞ and (3.17) holds, then {ν_m}^∞_{m=0} converges exponentially to ν. Similarly, under the hypothesis of Theorem 3.6, if M = ∞ and (3.22) holds, then {ν̄_m}^∞_{m=0} converges exponentially to ν.

The proofs of Theorem 3.5 and Theorem 3.6 are carried out in Section 4.

Remark 3.9. Five remarks regarding the practicality of the hypotheses of Theorem 3.5 are in order. Firstly, in numerical experiments [CHL20, CHL^+21] when the initial guess for viscosity was taken larger than its true value it was observed that such a choice typically leads to better-behaved convergence. The proof of Theorem 3.5 reflects this choice. Interestingly, the assumption is not a matter of convenience in the proof and is important to make in order to guarantee, in general, that the first update produces a valid (positive) and improved approximation to the true value.

Secondly, the restrictions on μ depend on the true value of the viscosity, which is not known apriori. However, it is often presumed that it is known to belong to some neighborhood of values. One purpose for the parameter α that appears in the hypothesis Theorem 3.3 is to allow for enough flexibility in estimates to account for this. Also, in numerical experiments, μ is often taken to be quite large relative to the reference viscosity. Although the theorem suggests that larger values of μ require a larger number of observations, the relationship suggested by the theorem is often pessimistic. Indeed, [GOT16, FGHM^+20] suggest that far less observations are needed in practice that what is rigorously required (see also the fifth remark below).

Thirdly, although we cannot theoretically guarantee that the non-degeneracy condition (3.17) holds, it can nevertheless be practically implemented. In particular, at the proposed time of update, the condition can be checked, at which time a suitable adjustment for μ can be made so that (3.19) still holds (see (4.82)) or else, one may wait longer. In practice, one can set a rule so that the update is only applied under favorable conditions (see [CHL^+21]) From this point of view, the condition (3.17) is a practical one.

Fourthly, the size of μ depends inversely on the non-degeneracy parameter, ε. On the other hand, the relation (3.2) is always maintained. Thus, if ε → 0, then μ → ∞ and subsequently N → ∞. From the point of view of ill-posedness, the problem of asymptotically inferring ν from the observations {P_N u(t)}_{t≥0} becomes “more ill-posed” as ε → 0. Thus, one interpretation of the chain of dependencies between μ, N, ε is that the increasing degeneracy of the problem can be balanced by having access to observations of higher-resolution.

Lastly, the size of the constants γ_m, γ̄_m and γ, γ̄, which dictate how μ should be tuned and ultimately, how many observations one needs, can be tracked down in the analysis. Essentially, γ̄_m ≳ G^2. In the context of turbulence, it has been shown that G ∼ Re^2, where Re is the Reynolds number of the flow (see [DFJ08, DFJ09]), so one may expect the lower bounds for γ̄_m to be quite large in general. Indeed, in the context of two-dimensional turbulence, the dissipative cut-off of the enstrophy spectrum is posited to occur at wave-numbers of size on the order of G^{1/4} [DFJ08]. Thus, the number of the observations required (3.18) or

(3.23) may seem impratically large. However, the rigourous analysis is always representative of the “worstcase scenario.” On the other hand, it is reasonable to expect that such worst-case scenarios are not typically realized in practice; support for this hypothesis initially was demonstrated in the work [GOT16]. The numerical studies carried out in [CHL20] for the nudging-based corroborated the observations in [GOT16], but in the context of the nudging-based approach to parameter estimation studied here by observing that convergence nevertheless occurs in regimes that were much less pessimistic than the ones suggested by bounds identified here.

Remark 3.10. Although the setting considered here is quite ideal, certain elements can be made more physical. One such element is the setting of non-spectral observations, such as local spatial averages, or nodal value measurements of the velocity field. We believe that the approach taken here can also be adapted to accommodate such observations, though it will require a significant technical effort.

Another physical aspect that one may try to incorporate is the presence of noise in the observations. This was studied from the point of view of data assimilation in [BLSZ13, BOT15] and from the point of view of parameter estimation in [CGH11]. However, due to the need for estimating time-derivatives of (2.13), (2.14), the analysis required to establish Theorem 3.5 does not appear to be adaptable in a straight-forward manner. From this point of view, the update rule given by (1.4) appears to be more amenable to accommodating the situation of noisy observations. Further investigation on these matters are reserved for a future work. Remark 3.11. For the remainder of the article, we will suppress the notation T^2 when writing Sobolev spaces. It is understood that we are working in the domain [0, 2π]^2, where (2.13) and (2.14) are supplemented with periodic boundary conditions.

4. Convergence Analysis The main goal of this section is to prove Theorem 3.5 and Theorem 3.6. In preparation for this, we will reformulate the theorem with notation that will be convenient for its proof. In the process, we also motivate the main idea behind the formulas (1.3) and (1.4).

4.1. Derivation of the update formula. Let ν, ν̃ > 0 and g ∈ H^1_σ . Given μ > 0 and N ≥ 1 satisfying (3.2) and (2.22), let u, ũ denote smooth solutions to (2.13), (2.14), respectively. Let w := ũ − u denote the “sensitivity variable”. Then dw dt + ν̃Aũ − νAu + B(w, w) + (DBu)w = −μP_N w, w(0) = w_0 := ũ_0 − u_0, where (DBv_1)v_2 = B(v_1, v_2) + B(v_2, v_1). (4.1) Equivalently, the sensitivity variable satisfies dw dt + νAw + B(w, w) + (DBu)w = −(Δν)Aũ − μP_N w, (4.2) where Δν = ν̃ − ν. (4.3) Applying the low-pass filter, P_N , to (4.2), we obtain dw_N dt + νAw_N + B_N (w, w) + (DB_N u)w = −(Δν)Aũ_N − μw_N , w_N (0) = P_N w_0, (4.4)

where w_N = P_N w and B_N = P_N B. Upon taking the scalar product of (4.4) with w_N and then Aw_N , one obtains the scalar balance equations 1 2 d dt |w_N |^2 + ν‖w_N ‖^2 + μ|w_N |^2 = −⟨B_N (w, w), w_N ⟩ − ⟨(DB_N u)w, w_N ⟩ − (Δν)⟨Aũ_N , w_N ⟩, 1 2 d dt ‖w_N ‖^2 + ν|Aw_N |^2 + μ‖w_N ‖^2 = −⟨B_N (w, w), Aw_N ⟩ − ⟨(DB_N u)w, Aw_N ⟩ − (Δν)⟨Aũ_N , Aw_N ⟩. (4.5)

We introduce the following notation

E(t) := 1 2 |w(t)|^2, E_N (t) := 1 2 |w_N (t)|^2, Ė_N (t) := d dt E_N (t)

Z(t) := 1 2 ‖w(t)‖^2, Z_N (t) := 1 2 ‖w_N (t)‖^2, Ż_N (t) := d dt Z_N (t)

P(t) := 1 2 |Aw(t)|^2, P_N (t) := 1 2 |Aw_N (t)|^2, Ṗ_N (t) := d dt P_N (t), (4.6)

and J_1 := ⟨B(w, w_N ), Q_N w⟩ − ⟨(DB_N u)w, w_N ⟩ − (Δν)⟨Aũ_N , w_N ⟩ J_2 := −⟨B_N (w, w), Aw_N ⟩ − ⟨(DB_N u)w, Aw_N ⟩ − (Δν)⟨Aũ_N , Aw_N ⟩. (4.7)

Then, upon integrating by parts, we see that (4.5) may be rewritten as Ė_N + 2μE_N + 2νZ_N = J_1, Ż_N + 2μZ_N + 2νP_N = J_2.

(4.8)

Retaining only the terms that depend at most linearly on the difference, w, as well as the feedback control term, 2μE_N , one obtains 2μE_N ≈ −(Δν)⟨Aũ, w_N ⟩. Upon solving for ν, one thus derives an approximation for the true viscosity in terms of ν̃ given by ν ≈ ν̃ + 2μ E_N ⟨Aũ_N , w_N ⟩ . (4.9)

Based on this, an algorithm for successively providing approximations to the true viscosity can be developed.

Given a sequence of viscosities, ν_0, ν_1, . . . , ν_M > 0, nudging parameters, μ_1, . . . , μ_M > 0, observations densities, N_1, . . . , N_M ≥ 1, and times 0 = t_0 < · · · < t_M , where M ≥ 1, let t_m denote the m–th “update time” and I_m = [t_m, t_{m+1}), where m = 0, . . . , M − 1. In the framework of (3.13), (3.14), we initially consider, for t ∈ I_0, the system Ė_N + 2μ_1E_N + 2νZ_N = J^{(0)}_1 , E_N (0) = 1 2 |w_0|^2,

Ż_N + 2μ_1Z_N + 2νP_N = J^{(0)}_2 , Z_N (0) = 1 2 ‖w_0‖^2,

(4.10)

where the dependence on Δν in J^{(0)}_1 , J^{(0)}_2 is replaced by Δν_0 = ν_0 − ν. Then for t ∈ I_m, where m ≥ 1, we consider Ė_N + 2μ_{m+1}E_N + 2νZ_N = J^{(m)}_1 , E_N (t_m) = 1 2 |w^{(m)}_N |^2,

Ż_N + 2μ_{m+1}Z_N + 2νP_N = J^{(m)}_2 , Z_N (t_m) = 1 2 ‖w^{(m)}_N ‖^2,

(4.11)

where Δν in J^{(m)}_1 , J^{(m)}_2 is given by Δν^m = ν^m − ν, and we let

w^{(m)}_N = w_N (t^−_m), ũ^{(m)}_N = ũ_N (t^−_m). (4.12)

4.1.1. Update rule #1. With this notation in hand, the update formula (1.3) is therefore given in a recursive form by

ν_{m+1} = ν_m + 2μ

E^{(m+1)} N ⟨Aũ^{(m+1)} N , w^{(m+1)}_N ⟩

, (4.13)

for m = 0, . . . , M − 1. Ultimately, for the above considerations to be well-defined and provide increasingly accurate approximations to ν, we will establish two properties of (4.13):

(1) the sequence {ν_m}^M_{m=0} is positive, so that (4.11) is well-defined over each time interval I_m; (2) the error between successive updates decrement in a geometric fashion.

We will show that the first property holds in the process of establishing the second property. The proof will ultimately proceed by induction.

4.1.2. Update rule #2. Upon taking the time average, instead, of the first equation in (4.8) over the interval [t^′, t], where t − t^′ ≫ 1, then retaining only terms that are at most linear in w, as well as the term with pre-factor μ, one may then solve for ν to obtain ν ≈ ν̃ + 2μ 1 t−t^′ �_t t^′ EN (s)ds 1 t−t^′ �_t t^′ ⟨AũN (s), wN (s)⟩ds . (4.14)

Hence, in the context of (4.10)–(4.12), the second update rule can be written as

ν̄_{m+1} = ν̄_m + 2μ 1 |J_{m+1}| � J_{m+1} EN (s)ds 1 |J_{m+1}| � J_{m+1} ⟨AũN (s), wN (s)⟩ds , (4.15)

where J_m = [t^′_m, t_m) such that t^′_{m+1} ≥ t_m > t^′_m, for all m ≥ 1. Recall that I_m = [t_m, t_{m+1}), for all m ≥ 0, where t_0 = 0. Thus J_m ⊂ I_{m−1}, for all m ≥ 1. As in the first update rule, we must show that each newly proposed viscosity is admissiable, i.e., positive. The proof will also proceed by induction, though it will be far simpler due to fact the averaging process dispenses with the need for careful time-derivative estimates.

4.2. Outline of the convergence argument. In this section, we outline the convergence arguments for each update rule to provide a sense for the expected difficulties therein.

4.2.1. Update rule #1. Observe that we may solve for Δν in (4.8) to obtain

Δν = −Ė_N − 2νZ_N + ⟨B(w, w_N ), Q_N w⟩ − ⟨(DB_N u)w, w_N ⟩ − 2μE_N ⟨Aũ_N , w_N ⟩ . (4.16)

Considering (4.16) over the interval I_m, then evaluating at t^−_{m+1}, we obtain

ν_m − ν (4.17)

=^{−Ė}

(m+1) N −2νZ^{(m+1)} N +⟨B(w^{(m+1)} ,w^{(m+1)}_N ),Q_N w^{(m+1)} )⟩−⟨(DB_N u^{(m+1)} )w^{(m+1)} ,w^{(m+1)}_N ⟩−2μE^{m+1}_N ⟨Aũ^{(m+1)} N ,w^{(m+1)} N ⟩ , where u^{(m)} = u(t^−_m), Ė^{(m)}_N = Ė_N (t^−_m). (4.18) Assuming for the moment that the viscosities defined by (4.13) for m = 1, . . . , M − 1 are indeed positive, we may then combine (4.13) and (4.17) to obtain

ν_{m+1} − ν = (ν_{m+1} − ν_m) + (ν_m − ν) = −Ė^{(m+1)}

N − 2νZ^{(m+1)}_N + ⟨B(w^{(m+1)}, w^{(m+1)}_N ), Q_N w^{(m+1)}⟩ − ⟨(DB_N u^{(m+1)})w^{(m+1)}, w^{(m+1)}_N ⟩ ⟨Aũ^{(m+1)} N , w^{(m+1)}_N ⟩ . For M ≥ 1, we suppose that ε_m := ν^{−2}_0 |⟨Aũ^{(m)}_N , w^{(m)}_N ⟩| > 0. Then |ν_{m+1} − ν| ≤ 1 ε_{m+1}ν^2_0 (| | |Ė^{(m+1)} N | | | + 2νZ^{(m+1)}_N + | | |⟨B(w^{(m+1)}, w^{(m+1)}_N ), QN w^{(m+1)}⟩ | | | + | | |⟨(DBN u^{(m+1)})w^{(m+1)}, w^{(m+1)}_N ⟩ | | | ) . (4.19)

We will ultimately show that for each m = 1, . . . , M − 1, the right-hand side can be controlled so that |ν_{m+1} − ν| ≤ Cε^{−1}_{m+1}ν_0 ( ν_0 μ_m )_p |ν_m − ν|, (4.20) for some p ∈ (0, 1) and some constant C > 0, independent of m, provided that t_{m+1}, μ > 0, and N ≥ 1 are chosen sufficiently large. We will then deduce the desired error estimate by ultimately taking μ large enough so that μ ≥ ν_0C^{1/p}(βε_{m+1})^{−1/p}, for some β sufficiently small.

The term Ė^{(m+1)}_N constitutes the heart of the difficulty of the proof. A significant effort of the proof Theorem 3.5 is dedicated to this task alone and is the content of Lemma 4.1 below.

4.2.2. Update rule #2. We recall that J_m ⊂ I_{m−1}, for all m ≥ 1. Thus, we obtain the corresponding analog of (4.17) by considering (4.8) over I_m, then taking the time-average over J_{m+1}, then solving for Δ to obtain ν̄_m − ν = − EN (tm+1 )−EN (t′m+1 ) |Jm+1| 1 |Jm+1| � Jm+1 ⟨AũN (s),wN (s)⟩ds + 1 |Jm+1| � Jm+1 −2νZN (s)+⟨B(w(s),wN (s)),QN w(s))⟩−⟨(DBN u(s))w(s),wN (s)⟩−2μEN (s)ds 1 |Jm+1 | � Jm+1 ⟨AũN (s),wN (s)⟩ds . Then

ν̄_{m+1} − ν = (ν_{m+1} − ν_m) + (ν_m − ν) = − E_N (t_{m+1})−E_N (t^′_{m+1}) |J_{m+1}| 1 |J_{m+1}| � J_{m+1} ⟨AũN (s), wN (s)⟩ds + 1 |Jm+1| � Jm+1 −2νZN (s)+⟨B(w(s),wN (s)),QN w(s))⟩−⟨(DBN u(s))w(s),wN (s)⟩ds 1 |Jm+1| � Jm+1 ⟨AũN (s),wN (s)⟩ds . Hence, if we suppose that ε̄_{m+1} := ν̄^{−2}_0 | |_{1|Jm+1|} �_{Jm+1} ⟨Aũ_N (s), w_N (s)⟩ds | |, then

|ν̄_{m+1} − ν| ≤ 1 ε̄_{m+1}ν̄^2_0 ( |E_N (t_{m+1}) − E_N (t^′_{m+1})| |J_{m+1}| (4.21)

+^1_{|Jm+1|} � J_{m+1} 2νZN (s) + |⟨B(w(s), wN (s)), QN w(s))⟩| + |⟨(DBN u(s))w(s), wN (s)⟩|ds ) . Notice that in comparison with (4.19), no time-derivative term appears in (4.21). This particular feature will greatly simplify the proof of convergence. In exchange for not having to estimate time-derivatives, we will instead impose a uniform lower bound on the size of the averaging windows, |J_{m+1}|.

4.3. Estimates for the power of the error on low frequencies. This section is dedicated to establishing estimates on the power generated by the sensitivity variable, w, at small frequencies, |k| ≤ N, that is, we obtain estimates on the quantity Ė_N . This will be done by identifying a dissipative structure for its square.

To state this lemma precisely, we must make a subtle distinction in the defining of the evolution equation that governs Ė^2_N : Given ν_0, ν_1, . . . , ν_M > 0, and 0 = t_0 < · · · < t_M , where M ≥ 1, we consider E_N , Z_N , P_N such that (4.10) holds when t ∈ I_0 and (4.11) holds when t ∈ I_m, for m ≥ 1. It follows from (4.8) that the evolution of Ė^2_N over t ∈ I_m is determined by d dt Ė^2_N + 2μ d dt (E_N Ė_N ) + 2ν d dt (Z_N Ė_N ) = J̇_1Ė_N + J_1Ë_N .

Further expanding with (4.8) yields the evolution equation d dt Ė^2_N + 2μĖ^2_N + 2νŻ_N Ė_N + 2 (μE_N + νZ_N ) Ë_N = J̇_1Ė_N + J_1Ë_N . (4.22)

Note that the “initial condition” is determined by evaluating (4.8) at t = t^+_m, which is well-defined since we will always have u(t_m), ũ(t_m) ∈ H^3_σ , for each m.

Lemma 4.1. Let τ_0 > 0 and g ∈ H^2_σ(T^2). Suppose that u(τ_0) ∈ B_ℓ(R_ℓ) and ũ(τ_0) ∈ B_ℓ(αR_ℓ), for ℓ = 1, 2, 3, for some α ≥ 1, where R_k is given by (2.20). Suppose that μ, N, ν, ν̃ satisfy (2.22), (3.2), (3.4), (3.6)_3, (3.10), (3.11). (4.23)

Let u(· ; u(τ_0), ν) and ũ(· ; ũ(τ_0), ν̃) denote the corresponding global-in-time unique solutions of (2.13) and (2.14) over [τ_0, ∞) corresponding to initial data u(τ_0), ũ(τ_0) and viscosities ν, ν̃, respectively. Suppose furthermore that ν, ν̃ satisfy |Δν| ν ≤ δ, (4.24) for some δ > 0, where Δν is given by (4.3). There exists a constant c_4 ≥ 1 and time τ_1 ≥ τ_0 such that if μ ≥ c_4(G ∨ 1)^2ν, (4.25) and either δ ≤ 1 or Δν ≥ 0, (4.26) then |Ė_N (t)| ≤ ν^3 ( ν μ )_{1/2} ( |Δν| ν ) L, for all t ≥ τ_1, where L is some constant that depends on α, νν̃^{−1}, δ, G, G̃.

Remark 4.2. A result similar to Lemma 4.1 was developed in [CHL^+21], where parameter estimation for Lorenz 63 system was studied. Indeed, in this case, convergence of the algorithm reduced to establishing sufficient control on the parameter error thorugh a relation similar to (4.19). The key step in [CHL^+21] was to obtain estimates for the time-derivative of the state through a Lyapunov-type functional, the evolution of which could be developed in a way similar to (4.22); the desired estimates were deduced suitably from there, as we are about to do now for the case of the 2D NSE. In addition to being technically more involved, one may identify one subtle difference between their proofs, namely, the size of the initial guess for the viscosity plays a distinguished role here. We refer the reader back to Remark 3.9 to recall the discussion regarding this point.

Before proceeding to the proof of Lemma 4.1, we will first expand (4.22) to separate the sign-definite terms from the sign-indefinite terms. To this end, let us first develop the left-hand side.

First observe that 2νŻ_N Ė_N = 2ν (−2μZ_N − 2νP_N + J_2) (−2μE_N − 2νZ_N + J_1) = 8μ^2νE_N Z_N + 8μν^2 ( Z^2_N + E_N P_N ) + 8ν^3Z_N P_N − 4ν (μZ_N + νP_N ) J_1 − 4ν(μE_N + νZ_N )J_2 + 2νJ_1J_2,

(4.27)

where J_1 and J_2 are defined in (4.7). Next observe that by differentiating (4.8), we obtain Ë_N = −2μĖ_N − 2νŻ_N + J̇_1 = ( 4μ^2E_N + 4μνZ_N − 2μJ_1 ) + ( 4μνZ_N + 4ν^2P_N − 2νJ_2 ) + J̇_1 = 4μ^2E_N + 8μνZ_N + 4ν^2P_N − 2μJ_1 − 2νJ_2 + J̇_1. (4.28) It follows that E_N Ë_N = 4μ^2E^2_N + 8μνE_N Z_N + 4ν^2E_N P_N − 2μE_N J_1 − 2νE_N J_2 + E_N J̇_1 Z_N Ë_N = 4μ^2E_N Z_N + 8μνZ^2_N + 4ν^2Z_N P_N − 2μZ_N J_1 − 2νZ_N J_2 + Z_N J̇_1.

In particular (2μE_N + 2νZ_N ) Ë_N = 8μ^3E^2_N + 16μ^2νE_N Z_N + 8μν^2E_N P_N − 4μ^2E_N J_1 − 4μνE_N J_2 + 2μE_N J̇_1 + 8μ^2νE_N Z_N + 16μν^2Z^2_N + 8ν^3Z_N P_N − 4μνZ_N J_1 − 4ν^2Z_N J_2 + 2νZ_N J̇_1. (4.29) Lastly, observe that J̇_1Ė_N = −2μE_NJ̇_1 − 2νZ_N J̇_1 + J_1J̇_1 (4.30)

Finally, upon returning to (4.22) and applying (4.27)–(4.30), we obtain d dt Ė^2_N + 2μĖ^2_N + ( 8μ^2νE_N Z_N + 8μν^2Z^2_N + 8μν^2E_N P_N + 8ν^3Z_N P_N )

+ [( 8μ^3E^2_N + 16μ^2νE_N Z_N + 8μν^2E_N P_N ) + ( 8μ^2νE_N Z_N + 16μν^2Z^2_N + 8ν^3Z_N P_N )]

= 4ν (μZ_N + νP_N ) J_1 + 4ν(μE_N + νZ_N )J_2 − 2νJ_1J_2 + ( 4μ^2E_N J_1 + 4μνE_N J_2 − 2μE_N J̇_1 ) + ( 4μνZ_N J_1 + 4ν^2Z_N J_2 − 2νZ_N J̇_1 ) − 2μE_N J̇_1 − 2νZ_N J̇_1 + J_1J̇_1 + ( 4μ^2E_N J_1 + 8μνZ_N J_1 + 4ν^2P_N J_1 − 2μJ^2_1 − 2νJ_1J_2 + J_1J̇_1 ) . We let

D := 8μ^3E^2_N + 32μ^2νE_N Z_N + 16μν^2E_N P_N + 16ν^3Z_N P_N + 24μν^2Z^2_N + 2μJ^2_1 , (4.31) and F := 8μ^2E_N J_1 + 16μνZ_N J_1 + 8ν^2P_N J_1 + 8μνE_N J_2 + 8ν^2Z_N J_2 − 4νJ_1J_2 − 4μE_NJ̇_1 − 4νZ_N J̇_1 + 2J_1J̇_1. (4.32)

From (4.31) and (4.32), we may ultimately write d dt Ė^2_N + 2μĖ^2_N + D = F. (4.33)

The main goal, then, is to strike a tolerable balance between D and F that depends favorably in μ and |Δν|. In particular, it will suffice to show that F can be bounded in terms of |Δν|, but independently of μ. The Gronwall inequality, will then yield bounds on Ė^2_N that depend proportionally on |Δν|, but inversely in μ, as desired in (4.20). Specifically, let us consider

λ_1 = P ν^2

, λ_2 = |Δν| ν , λ_3 = ν μ . (4.34)

We claim that there exists a (generalized) tri-variate polynomial, Q = Q(λ_1, λ_2, λ_3), that is, whose exponents are positive real numbers, satisfying the following properties:

• Q has no constant term;

• its coefficients depend only on the parameters σ_ℓ, G, ν̃ν^{−1}, |ũ|ν^{−1}, ‖ũ‖ν^{−1}, |Aũ|ν^{−1}, in an increasing fashion;

• λ_2 always occurs jointly with either λ_1 or λ_3, i.e., λ_2 never appears in isolation, as a monomial in itself, • the degree of λ_1 in any monomial is always ≥ 1/2, • the degree of λ_2 in any monomial is always ≥ 1, and there exist polynomials R = R(λ_2) and S = S(λ_3) satisfying:

• R, S have no constant term;

• the coefficients of R are constants that are independent of all material parameters; • the coefficients of S depend increasingly on G, such that d dt Ė^2_N + 2μĖ^2_N ≤ ν^7Q(λ_1, λ_2, λ_3) + (R(λ_2) + S(λ_3) − 1) D. (4.35)

Since we must deal with a plethora of terms, as captured by F in (4.32), in what follows, we will adopt the convention that Q, R, S denote generic polynomials of the forms, respectively, as described above. They will behave like “constants” in that they may change line-to-line in the estimates below after undergoing applications of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality or Young’s inequality, for instance. We will also make use of the following notation

Q̃ = Q_0 P ν^2 or Q_0 ν μ ( |Δν| ν )_2 , for some Q_0, (4.36)

where Q_0 is a polynomial of the form described above, except possibly independent of λ_1, in the first case, or λ_2 or λ_3, in the second case.

Before proceeding to the proof, let us collect a few useful inequalities in terms of the notation developed above that demonstrate our convention. These all follow from interpolation: ‖w‖_L4 ≤ CZ^{1/4}E^{1/4} ≤ νQ ‖w‖_L∞ ≤ CP^{1/4}E^{1/4} ≤ νQ ‖∇w‖_L4 ≤ CP^{1/4}Z^{1/4} ≤ νQ, (4.37)

and similarly, upon applying (2.19) in addition, we have |B(w, w)| ≤ CP^{1/4}Z^{1/2}E^{1/4} ≤ CP ≤ ν^2Q |(DBu)w| ≤ CνG ( (σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{1/2}Z^{1/2} + P^{1/4}E^{1/4} ) ≤ Cν(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}P^{1/2} ≤ ν^2Q.

(4.38)

We are now ready to prove Lemma 4.1.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Observe that F from (4.32) may initially be estimated with Young’s inequality and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to obtain

|F + 4μE_N J̇_1 + 4νZ_N J̇_1 − 2J_1J̇_1| ≤ CμJ^2_1 + Cν^3 ( ν μ ) P^2 + Cν ( ν μ ) J^2_2 + 1 100 D ≤ CμJ^2_1 + Cν ( ν μ ) J^2_2 + ν^7Q̃ + 1 100 D. (4.39)

This leaves the remainder of the terms F to be −4μE_NJ̇_1 − 4νZ_N J̇_1 + 2J_1J̇_1. (4.40) Thus, to complete the estimate of (4.32), we must treat J_1 and J_2, defined in (4.7), which will complete the estimate (4.39) (Step 1). We will then estimate the remainder of F in (4.40). From (4.32), we see that this will require estimates for J̇_1 (Step 2). Once such J̇_1 have been established, we obtain a complete estimate for F (Step 3). To these ends, in what follows, we will only track terms whose pre-factors depend increasingly on μ and hide all others within Q.

Step 1: Estimates J_1, J_2. For J_1, we make use of (2.16) to see that ⟨(DB_N u)w, w_N ⟩ = ⟨B(u, w), w_N ⟩ + ⟨B(w, u), w_N ⟩ = −⟨B(u, w_N ), Q_N w⟩ + ⟨B(w, u), w_N ⟩, where Q_N = I −P_N . Then by Hölder’s inequality, (4.37), the Poincaré inequality, inverse Poincaré inequality, and (2.19), we estimate J_1 as |J_1| ≤ |⟨B(w, w_N ), Q_N w⟩| + |⟨(DB_N u)w, w_N ⟩| + |Δν||⟨Aũ_N , w_N ⟩| ≤ ‖w‖_L4 ‖w_N ‖‖Q_N w‖_L4 + ‖u‖_L4 ‖∇w_N ‖_L4 |Q_N w| + ‖w‖_L4 ‖u‖‖w_N ‖_L4 + |Δν|‖ũ_N ‖‖w_N ‖ ≤ C N^{3/2}

PZ^{1/2}_N + C N^2 νGP^{1/2}P^{1/4}_N Z^{1/4}_N + CνGP^{1/2}Z^{1/4}_N E^{1/4}_N + ν^2 ( |Δν| ν ) ( ‖ũ‖ ν ) Z^{1/2}_N

≤ ν^3Q. (4.41) Next, we treat J_2. Making use of (2.16) once again, we see that ⟨B_N (w, w), Aw_N ⟩ = ⟨w^j ∂_j w^k , ∂^2_ℓ w^k_N ⟩ = −⟨∂_ℓw^j ∂_j w^k, ∂_ℓw^k_N ⟩ + ⟨w^j ∂_j ∂_ℓw^k_N , ∂_ℓQ_N w^k ⟩. Similarly ⟨(DB_N u)w, Aw_N ⟩ = ⟨B(u, w), Aw_N ⟩ + ⟨B(w, u), Aw_N ⟩ = ⟨u^j ∂_j w^k , ∂^2_ℓ w^k_N ⟩ + ⟨w^j ∂_j u^k, ∂^2_ℓ w^k_N ⟩ = −⟨∂_ℓu^j ∂_j w^k, ∂_ℓw^k_N ⟩ − ⟨∂_ℓw^j ∂_j u^k, ∂_ℓw^k_N ⟩.

As in J_1, we then estimate |J_2| ≤ |⟨B_N (w, w), Aw_N ⟩| + |⟨(DB_N u)w, Aw_N ⟩| + |Δν||⟨Aũ_N , Aw_N ⟩| ≤ ‖∇w‖^2_L4 ‖w_N ‖ + ‖w‖_L4 |Aw_N |‖∇Q_N w‖_L4 + 2‖u‖‖∇w‖_L4 ‖∇w_N ‖_L4 + |Δν||Aũ_N ||Aw_N | ≤ CP^{3/2} + CνGP + ν^2 ( |Δν| ν ) ( |Aũ_N | ν ) P^{1/2}

≤ ν^3Q (4.42)

Step 2: Estimates for J̇_1. First, let us expand J̇_1 so that J̇_1 = ⟨B( dw dt , w_N ), Q_N w⟩ + ⟨B(w, dw_N dt ), Q_N w⟩ + ⟨B(w, w_N ), dQ_N w dt ⟩ − ⟨(DB_N du dt )w, w_N ⟩ − ⟨(DB_N u) dw dt , w_N ⟩ − ⟨(DB_N u)w, dw_N dt ⟩ − (Δν)⟨ dũ_N dt , Aw_N ⟩ − (Δν)⟨Aũ_N , dw_N dt ⟩ = I_1 + I_2 + I_3 + K_1 + K_2 + K_3 + L_1 + L_2. (4.43) Observe that dw dt + νAw = −B(w, w) − (DBu)w − (Δν)Aũ − μw_N dw_N dt + νAw_N = −B_N (w, w) − (DB_N u)w − (Δν)Aũ_N − μw_N dQ_N w dt + νAQ_N w = −Q_N B(w, w) − (Q_N DBu)w − (Δν)AQ_N ũ dũ_N dt + ν̃Aũ_N = −B_N (ũ, ũ) + f_N − μw_N .

(4.44)

We may then expand I_1–I_3 as I_1 = − ν⟨B(Aw, w_N ), Q_N w⟩ − ⟨B(B(w, w), w_N ), Q_N w⟩ − ⟨B((DBu)w, w_N ), Q_N w⟩ − (Δν)⟨B(Aũ, w_N ), Q_N w⟩ − μ⟨B(w_N , w_N ), Q_N w⟩ I_2 = − ν⟨B(w, Aw_N ), Q_N w⟩ − ⟨B(w, B_N (w, w)), Q_N w⟩ − ⟨B(w, (DB_N u)w), Q_N w⟩ − (Δν)⟨B(w, Aũ_N ), Q_N w⟩ − μ⟨B(w, w_N ), Q_N w⟩ I_3 = − ν⟨B(w, w_N ), AQ_N w⟩ − ⟨B(w, w_N ), Q_N B(w, w)⟩ − ⟨B(w, w_N ), (Q_N DBu)w⟩ − (Δν)⟨B(w, w_N ), AQ_N ũ⟩. Similarly, we expand K_1–K_3 as K_1 =ν⟨(DB_N (Au)w, w_N ⟩ + ⟨(DB_N ( B(u, u) ) )w, w_N ⟩ − ⟨(DB_N f)w, w_N ⟩ K_2 =ν⟨(DB_N u)Aw, w_N ⟩ + ⟨(DB_N u)B(w, w), w_N ⟩ + ⟨(DB_N u)^2w, w_N ⟩ + (Δν)⟨(DB_N u)Aũ_N , w_N ⟩ + μ⟨(DB_N u)w_N , w_N ⟩ K_3 =ν⟨(DB_N u)w, Aw_N ⟩ + ⟨(DB_N u)w, B_N (w, w)⟩ + |(DB_N u)w|^2 + (Δν)⟨(DB_N u)w, Aũ_N ⟩ + μ⟨(DB_N u)w, w_N ⟩. Lastly, we expand L_1, L_2 as L_1 =ν̃(Δν)⟨Aũ_N , Aw_N ⟩ + (Δν)⟨B_N (ũ, ũ), Aw_N ⟩ − (Δν)⟨f_N , Aw_N ⟩ + μ(Δν)‖w_N ‖^2 L_2 =ν(Δν)⟨Aũ_N , Aw_N ⟩ + (Δν)⟨Aũ_N , B_N (w, w)⟩ + (Δν)⟨Aũ_N , (DB_N u)w⟩ + (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2 + μ(Δν)⟨Aũ_N , w_N ⟩.

We may thus extract the sign-definite terms to rewrite J̇_1 as −J̇_1 + |(DB_N u)w|^2 + (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2 = −I_1 − I_2 − I_3 − K_1 − K_2 − K̃_3 − L_1 − L̃_2, (4.45) and in the particular case, when Δν ≥ 0, we have

−J̇_1 + |(DB_N u)w|^2 + (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2 + μ(Δν)‖w_N ‖^2 = −I_1 − I_2 − I_3 − K_1 − K_2 − K̃_3 − L̃_1 − L̃_2, (4.46)

where

K̃_3 := K_3 − |(DB_N u)w|^2, L̃_1 := L_1 − μ(Δν)‖w_N ‖^2 L̃_2 := L_2 − (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2.

(4.47)

We will obtain estimates for the right-hand side of (4.45) and (4.46).

We first estimate I_1–I_3 from (4.43). We estimate I_1 with (4.37), (4.38), the Poincaré inequality, the inverse Poincaré inequality, and Young’s inequality to obtain |I_1| ≤ ( ν|Aw| + |B(w, w)| ) ‖∇w_N ‖_L4 ‖Q_N w‖_L4 + |(DBu)w|‖∇w_N ‖_L4 ‖Q_N w‖_L4 + |Δν||Aũ_N |‖∇w_N ‖_L4 ‖Q_N w‖_L4 + μ‖w_N ‖_L∞ ‖w_N ‖‖Q_N w‖ ≤ C N^{3/2} ( νP + P^{3/2} ) P^{1/4}_N Z^{1/4}_N + C N^{3/2} ν(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}PP^{1/4}_N Z^{1/4}_N + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2 + C N^3

PP^{1/2}_N Z^{1/2}_N + C N μP^{1/2}P^{1/4}_N Z^{1/2}_N E^{1/4}_N

≤ ν^4Q + C N μP^{1/2}P^{1/4}_N Z^{1/2}_N E^{1/4}_N + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2.

We treat I_2 and I_3 similarly. For I_2, we have |I_2| ≤ ( ν|Aw_N | + |B_N (w, w)| ) ‖w‖_L∞ ‖Q_N w‖ + |(DB_N u)w|‖w‖_L∞ ‖Q_N w‖ + |Δν||Aũ_N |‖w‖_L∞ ‖Q_N w‖ + μ‖w‖_L∞ ‖w_N ‖|Q_N w| ≤ C N ( νP^{1/2}_N + P^{1/4}Z^{1/2}E^{1/4} ) P^{3/4}E^{1/4} + 1 100 |(DB_N u)w|^2 + C N^2

P^{3/2}E^{1/2} + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2 + C N^2 μP^{3/4}E^{1/4}Z^{1/2}_N

≤ ν^4Q + C N^2 μPZ^{1/2}_N + 1 100 |(DB_N u)w|^2 + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2.

For I_3, we have |I_3| ≤ ( ν|AQ_N w| + |Q_N B(w, w)| ) ‖w‖_L∞ ‖w_N ‖ + |(Q_N DBu)w|‖w‖_L∞ ‖w_N ‖ + |Δν||AQ_N ũ|‖w‖_L∞ ‖w_N ‖ ≤ C ( νP^{1/2}_N + 1 N ( ‖∇w‖^2_L4 + ‖w‖_L∞ |Aw| )) P^{1/2}Z^{1/2}_N + C N ( ‖∇u‖_L4 ‖∇w‖_L4 + ‖u‖_L∞ |Aw| ) P^{1/2}Z^{1/2}_N + ν^2 C N ( |Δν| ν ) ( |A^{3/2}ũ| ν ) P^{1/4}E^{1/4}Z^{1/2}_N ≤ ν^4Q. We combine the estimates above, invoke (3.2), (3.5), and the fact that N ≥ 1 to arrive at 3∑ j=1 |I_j | ≤ ν^4Q + Cν^{1/2}μ^{1/2}P^{3/2} + 1 100 |(DB_N u)w|^2 + 2 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2. (4.48)

Next, we treat the terms K_1, K_2 and K̃_3 from (4.43) and (4.47). They are all estimated with Hölder’s inequality, the Poincaré inequality, (4.37), (4.38), and integrating by parts, as needed. We obtain |K_1| ≤ ( ν|Au|‖w_N ‖_L∞ + |B(u, u)|‖w_N ‖_L∞ + ‖f‖_L∞ |w_N | ) ‖w‖ + ( ν‖w_N ‖|Au| + ‖w_N ‖|B(u, u)| + ‖f‖|w_N | ) ‖w‖_L∞ ≤ Cν^2 ( |Au| ν ) P^{1/4}_N E^{1/4}_N + ( |Au|^{1/2}‖u‖|u|^{1/2} ν^2 ) P^{1/4}_N E^{1/4}_N + ( |Af|^{1/2}|f|^{1/2} ν^2 ) E^{1/2}_N Z^{1/2}

+ Cν^2 ( |Au| ν ) Z^{1/2}_N + ( |Au|^{1/2}|‖u‖|u|^{1/2} ν^2 ) Z^{1/2}_N + ( ‖f‖ ν^2 ) E^{1/2}_N

P^{1/4}E^{1/4} ≤ ν^4Q. We estimate each term of ⟨(DB_N u)^{dw}_{dt} , w_N ⟩, integrating by parts as needed, as ν|⟨(DB_N u)Aw, w_N ⟩| ≤ ν ( ‖u‖_L∞ ‖w_N ‖ + ‖u‖‖w_N ‖_L∞ ) |Aw| ≤ Cν^2 ( |Au|^{1/2}|u|^{1/2} ν ) Z^{1/2}_N + ( ‖u‖ ν ) P^{1/4}_N E^{1/4}_N P^{1/2} ≤ ν^4Q |⟨(DB_N u)B(w, w), w_N ⟩| ≤ ( ‖u‖_L∞ ‖w_N ‖ + ‖u‖‖w_N ‖_L∞ ) |B(w, w)| ≤ Cν ( |Au|^{1/2}|u|^{1/2} ν ) Z^{1/2}_N + ( ‖u‖ ν ) P^{1/4}_N E^{1/4}_N

× P^{1/4}Z^{1/2}E^{1/4} ≤ ν^4Q |⟨(DB_N u)(DB_N u)w, w_N ⟩| ≤ |⟨B(u, (DB_N u)w), w_N ⟩| + |⟨B((DB_N u)w, u), w_N ⟩| ≤ ‖u‖_L∞ ( ‖w_N ‖ + |w_N | ) |(DB_N u)w| ≤ ν^4Q + 1 100 |(DB_N u)w|^2 |Δν||⟨(DB_N u)Aũ_N , w_N ⟩| ≤ |Δν| ( |⟨B_N (u, w_N ), Aũ_N ⟩| + |⟨B_N (Aũ_N , u), w_N ⟩| ) ≤ |Δν| ( ‖u‖_L∞ ‖w_N ‖ + ‖u‖‖w_N ‖_L∞ ) |Aũ_N | ≤ Cν|Δν| ( |Au|^{1/2}|u|^{1/2} ν ) Z^{1/2}_N + ( ‖u‖ ν ) P^{1/4}_N E^{1/4}_N |Aũ_N |

≤ ν^4Q + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2 μ⟨(DB_N u)w_N , w_N ⟩ ≤ μ‖u‖‖w_N ‖^2_L4 ≤ CμνGZ^{1/2}_N E^{1/2}_N . In particular, collecting the estimates, then making a final application of Young’s inequality and the Poincaré inequality yields

|K_2| ≤ ν^4Q + CμνGZ^{1/2}_N E^{1/2}_N + 1 100 |(DB_N u)w|^2 + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2.

Now we treat K̃_3. Similar to the previous two terms, we obtain ν|⟨(DB_N u)w, Aw_N ⟩| ≤ ν|(DB_N u)w||Aw_N | ≤ ν^4Q + 1 100 |(DB_N u)w|^2 |⟨(DB_N u)w, B_N (w, w)⟩| ≤ |(DB_N u)w||B_N (w, w)| ≤ ν^4Q + 1 100 |(DB_N u)w|^2 |Δν||⟨(DB_N u)w, Aũ_N ⟩| ≤ |Δν||(DB_N u)w||Aũ_N | ≤ ν^4Q + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2 μ|⟨(DB_N u)w, w_N ⟩| ≤ μ|(DB_N u)w||w_N | ≤ Cμν(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}P^{1/2}E^{1/2}_N . Upon collecting these estimates, then applying Young’s inequality and the Poincaré inequality, we obtain

|K̃_3| ≤ ν^4Q + Cμν(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}P^{1/2}E^{1/2}_N + 2 100 |(DB_N u)w|^2 + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_n|^2.

Combining the estimates for K_1, K_2, K̃_3 and a final application of Young’s inequality yields

|K_1| + |K_2| + |K̃_3|

≤ ν^4Q + CμνGZ^{1/2}_N E^{1/2}_N + Cμν(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}P^{1/2}E^{1/2}_N + 3 100 |(DB_N u)w|^2 + 2 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2. (4.49)

Finally, we estimate L_1 and L̃_1, L̃_2 from (4.47). Observe that |L_1| ≤ ν̃|Δν||Aũ_N ||Aw_N | + |Δν||B_N (ũ, ũ)||Aw_N | + |Δν|‖f_N ‖‖w_N ‖ + 2μ|Δν|Z_N ≤ Cν^2 ( ν̃ ν )_2

P_N + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2 + |Δν| ( C‖ũ‖_L∞ ‖ũ‖P^{1/2}_N + Cσ_1ν^2GZ^{1/2}_N + 2μZ_N )

≤ ν^4Q + 2μν ( |Δν| ν ) Z_N + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2.

On the other hand

|L̃_1| ≤ ν^4Q + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2.

Similarly |L̃_2| ≤ |Δν| ( ν|Aw_N | + |B_N (w, w)| + |(DB_N u)w| + μ|w_N | ) |Aũ_N | ≤ ν^4Q + Cμν^2 ( |Δν| ν ) ( |Aũ_N | ν ) E^{1/2}_N + 1 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2.

Combining and L_1, L̃_2 and L̃_1, L̃_2, we obtain

|L_1| + |L̃_2| ≤ ν^4Q + 2μν ( |Δν| ν ) Z_N + Cμν^2 ( |Δν| ν ) ( |Aũ_N | ν ) E^{1/2}_N + 2 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2 (4.50)

|L̃_1| + |L̃_2| ≤ ν^4Q + Cμν^2 ( |Δν| ν ) ( |Aũ_N | ν ) E^{1/2}_N + 2 100 (Δν)^2|Aũ_N |^2. (4.51)

Finally, we return to (4.45). We apply the estimates (4.48), (4.49), (4.50), in addition the assumption (3.2) and μ ≥ 1, so that

−J̇_1 ≤ ν^4Q + Cν^{1/2}μ^{1/2}P^{3/2} + CμνGZ^{1/2}_N E^{1/2}_N + Cμν(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}P^{1/2}E^{1/2}_N + 2μν ( |Δν| ν ) Z_N + Cμν^2 ( |Δν| ν ) ( |Aũ_N | ν ) E^{1/2}_N . (4.52)

When Δν ≥ 0, then we apply (4.48), (4.49), and (4.51) in (4.46) so that

−J̇_1 ≤ ν^4Q + Cν^{1/2}μ^{1/2}P^{3/2} + CμνGZ^{1/2}_N E^{1/2}_N + Cμν(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}P^{1/2}E^{1/2}_N + Cμν^2 ( |Δν| ν ) ( |Aũ_N | ν ) E^{1/2}_N . (4.53)

On the other hand, from (4.45), the estimates above, and (4.38), we also have | | |J̇1 | | | ≤ ν^4Q + Cν^{1/2}μ^{1/2}P^{3/2} + CμνGZ^{1/2}_N E^{1/2}_N + Cμν(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}P^{1/2}E^{1/2}_N + 2μν ( |Δν| ν ) Z_N + Cμν^2 ( |Δν| ν ) ( |Aũ_N | ν ) E^{1/2}_N + Cν^2 ( |Δν| ν )_2

|Aũ_N |^2. (4.54)

Step 3: Completing estimate of F. Firstly, from (4.41), (4.42), and the fact that μ ≥ 1, it follows that

CμJ^2_1 + Cν ( ν μ ) J^2_2 ≤ μν^6Q̃, (4.55)

where we invoked the notation (4.36) and Q̃ is to be interpreted as being of the first form indicated there. On the other hand, recalling the definition of F in (4.32), we see that must also obtain upper bounds for the following terms

−4μE_NJ̇_1, −4νZ_N J̇_1, −2J_1J̇_1.

Then we claim that from (4.52), after multiple applications of Young’s inequality and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, that independently of the sign of Δν, we obtain

−4μE_NJ̇_1 − 4νZ_N J̇_1 ≤ ν^7Q̃ + [ 1 10 + 7 12 ( |Δν| ν ) + C ( ν μ )_2

G^4 ] D. (4.56)

where we have also applied the definition of (4.31). On the other hand, when Δν ≥ 0 is known, then

−4μE_NJ̇_1 − 4νZ_N J̇_1 ≤ ν^7Q̃ + [ 1 10 + C ( ν μ )_3

G^4 ] D. (4.57)

To see (4.56), we multiply the right-hand side of (4.52) by μE_N , then estimate each of the terms in the resulting product. We obtain

μν^4QE_N ≤ Cν^7 ( ν μ ) Q^2 + 1 1000 μ^3E^2_N ≤ ν^7Q̃ + 1 1000 D Cν^{1/2}μ^{3/2}P^{3/2}E_N ≤ CνP^3 + 1 1000 μ^3E_N ≤ ν^7Q̃ + 1 1000 D Cμ^2νGZ^{1/2}_N E^{3/2}_N ≤ C ν^4 μ G^4Z^2_N + 1 1000 μ^3E^2_N ≤ ( Cν^2 ( ν μ )_2

G^4 + 1 1000 ) D Cμ^2ν(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}P^{1/2}E^{3/2}_N ≤ C ν^8 μ (σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^6P^2 + 1 1000 μ^3E^2_N ≤ ν^7Q̃ + 1 1000 D 8μ^2ν ( |Δν| ν ) Z_N E_N ≤ 1 4 ( |Δν| ν ) D (4.58)

Cμ^2ν^2 ( |Δν| ν ) ( |Aũ_N | ν ) E^{3/2}_N ≤ C ν^8 μ ( |Δν| ν )_4 ( |Aũ_N | ν )_4 + 1 1000 μ^3E^2_N ≤ ν^7Q̃ + 1 1000 D.

Repeating the same argument above, except after multiplying (4.52) by νZ_N , we obtain ν^5QZ_N ≤ C ν^8 μ Q^2 + 1 1000 μν^2Z^2_N ≤ ν^7Q̃ + 1 1000 D Cν^{3/2}μ^{1/2}P^{3/2}Z_N ≤ CνP^3 + 1 1000 μν^2Z^2_N ≤ ν^7Q̃ + 1 1000 D Cμν^2GZ^{3/2}_N E^{1/2}_N ≤ Cμν^2G^4E^2_N + 1 1000 μν^2Z^2_N ≤ ( C ( ν μ )_2

G^4 + 1 1000 ) D Cμν^2(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}P^{1/2}E^{1/2}_N Z_N ≤ Cμν^2(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^3PE_N + 1 1000 μν^2Z^2_N ≤ C ν^4 μ (σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^6P^2 + 1 1000 μ^3E^2_N + 1 1000 D ≤ ν^7Q̃ + 2 1000 D 8μν^2 ( |Δν| ν ) Z^2_N ≤ 1 3 ( |Δν| ν ) D (4.59) Cμν^3 ( |Δν| ν ) ( |Aũ_N | ν ) E^{1/2}_N Z_N ≤ Cμν^4 ( |Δν| ν )_2 ( |Aũ_N | ν )_2

E_N + 1 1000 μν^2Z^2_N ≤ C ν^8 μ ( |Δν| ν )_4 ( |Aũ_N | ν )_4 + 1 1000 μ^3E^2_N + 1 1000 D ≤ ν^7Q̃ + 2 1000 D. Combining these estimates yields (4.56). On the other hand, if Δν ≥ 0, then we see from (4.54) that we instead obtain (4.57) by simply ignoring the estimates (4.58), (4.59) above.

Lastly, we see from (4.45) that we are now left to estimate −2J_1J̇_1. From (4.41) and (4.54), we apply the Poincaré inequality to deduce −2J_1J̇_1 ≤ 2|J_1||J̇_1| ≤ ν^7Q̃ + μν^6QP (4.60) where the second term represents all terms from the resulting product that appear with μ-dependent prefactors. Note that the dependence on μ to leading order can be made linear due to the fact that μ ≥ 1.

Combining (4.39), (4.56), and (4.60), we have

F ≤ ν^7Q̃ + μν^6QP + [ 2 10 + 7 12 ( |Δν| ν ) + C ( ν μ )_2

G^4 ] D (4.61)

On the other hand, when Δν ≥ 0, we have

F ≤ ν^7Q̃ + μν^6QP + [ 2 10 + C ( ν μ )_2

G^4 ] D. (4.62)

Proof of the main claim. Finally, now we return to (4.33). Then from (4.61), we have d dt Ė^2_N + 2μĖ^2_N ≤ ν^7Q̃ + μν^6QP + [ 2 10 + 7 12 ( |Δν| ν ) + C ( ν μ )_2

G^4 − 1 ] D. (4.63)

If the first condition in (4.26) holds, then in particular |Δν|ν^{−1} ≤ 1. Also by (4.25), we see that √ Cνμ^{−1}G^2 ≤ 1/10. These two facts together ensure that the prefactor of D is negative. On the other hand, by (4.23), we see that we may apply Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.3 in conjunction with (4.24) and (4.25) to identify a time τ^′_1 ≥ τ_0 such that P(t) ≤ ν^2 ( ν μ ) M^2K^2_2 ≤ ν^2M^2K^2_2 , (4.64) for all t ≥ τ^′_1. Since Q is monotonically increasing in P and |Δν|ν^{−1}, it follows from (4.64) and (4.24) that d dt Ė^2_N + μĖ^2_N ≤ Cν^7 ( |Δν| ν )_2

K^2_2 ,

for some C, for all t ≥ τ^′_1. Note that we have also bounded all the coefficients of Q that depend on |ũ|, ‖ũ‖, |Aũ| using (3.3), (3.5), and (3.7) for k = 3, from Theorem 3.1. By Gronwall’s inequality, we then deduce

Ė^2_N (t) ≤ Ė^2_N (τ^′_1)e^{−μ(t−τ ′}1^) + Cν^6 ( ν μ ) ( |Δν| ν )_2 , for all t ≥ τ^′_1, for some constant C > 0 depending on M, K_2. Hence, there exists τ_1 > 0 such that

Ė^2_N (t) ≤ Cν^6 ( ν μ ) ( |Δν| ν )_2

, (4.65)

for all t ≥ τ_1, as desired.

On the other hand, if Δν ≥ 0, i.e., the second condition in (4.26), then we instead apply (4.62) to deduce d dt Ė^2_N + 2μĖ^2_N ≤ ν^7Q̃ + μν^6QP + [ 2 10 + C ( ν μ )_2

G^4 − 1 ] D. (4.66)

Then we may argue as before, but bypass having to invoke the first condition in (4.26), to ultimately obtain (4.65), for all t ≥ τ_1, with τ_1 ≥ τ_0 sufficiently large. This completes the proof of Lemma 4.1. □

4.4. Proofs of Theorems 3.5 and 3.6. It will be useful to have the following elementary inequalities before proceeding to the proofs. They can be obtained by apply Hölder’s inequality, (4.37), (4.38), the Poincaré inequality, and the inverse Poincaré inequality. Indeed, we have |⟨B(w, w_N ), Q_N w⟩| ≤ C N^{3/2}

Z^{1/4}E^{1/4}Z^{1/2}_N P^{1/2} ≤ C N^{3/2}

P^{3/2}, (4.67) |⟨(DB_N u)w, w_N ⟩| ≤ Cν(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^{3/2}P. (4.68) With Lemma 4.1 also in hand, we are now ready to prove Theorem 3.5 and Theorem 3.6.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. The proof will proceed by induction. We first establish the base case, m = 0.

Suppose that ν_0 > ν and let Δν_0 = ν_0 − ν. We denote the relative error by

δ_0 :=

Δν_0 ν > 0. (4.69)

Let G̃_0 be defined by (3.1), but with ν̃ = ν_0. Observe that ν_0 ν = δ_0 + 1. (4.70)

Thus (δ_0 + 1)^2 G_0 = G ≥ G_0 (4.71) where

G_0 := |g| ν^2_0

. (4.72)

Suppose that μ_1 ≥ ν_0. Since ν ≤ ν_0, it follows that G̃^2_0 ≤ 2 (δ_0 + 1)^4 G^2_0. (4.73)

In particular, (4.71) and (4.73) imply that G, G̃_0 can be controlled entirely in terms of the relative error, δ_0, and a modified Grashof number, G_0, that depends only on the initial viscosity, ν_0, and the forcing |g|.

Suppose that (2.22), (3.2), (3.4), and (3.6)_3 all hold with ν̃ = ν_0, μ = μ_1, and N = N_1. Upon substituting for all instances of ν using (4.70) in (2.22), (3.2), (3.4), and (3.6)_3, we see that the conditions on μ_1, N_1 can be described entirely in terms of α, δ_0, σ_1, σ_2, G_0.

Consider the unique global-in-time solutions u(· ; u_0, ν) and ũ(· ; ũ_0, ν_0), for some α ≥ 1, to (2.13) and (2.14) corresponding to initial values u_0 ∈

⋂_3 ℓ=1 B_ℓ(R_ℓ), ũ_0 ∈

⋂_3

ℓ=1 B_ℓ(αR_ℓ) and viscosities, ν, ν_0, respectively, and nudging parameter μ = μ_1. Then also consider the system (4.10) on the interval Ĩ_0 = [0, ∞). We will choose t_1 > 0 specifically, but as of now it is arbitrary. Let ν_1 > 0 be given by (4.13) with m = 0 and let Δν_1 = ν_1 − ν.

From (4.19) for ε = ε_1, we have |Δν_1| ≤ 1 ν^2_0 ε (| | |Ė^{(1)}_N | | | + 2νZ^{(1)}_N + | | |⟨B(w^{(1)}, w^{(1)}_N ), QN w^{(1)}⟩ | | | + | | |⟨(DBN u^{(1)})w^{(1)}, w^{(1)}_N ⟩ | | | ) . (4.74)

By Theorem 3.3, there exists τ_0 > 0 such that P(t) ≤ ν^2 ( ν μ_1 ) ( Δν_0 ν ) δ_0K^2_2 , (4.75)

for all t ≥ τ_0, where K_2 is given by (3.12), but in terms of ν̃ = ν_0 and G̃ = G̃_0. Observe that due to (4.71), (4.73), K_2 can be bounded entirely in terms of α, σ_1, σ_2, δ_0, G_0. Hence, for t_1 ≥ τ_0, we have

2νZ^{(1)}_N ≤ 2ν^3 ( ν μ_1 ) ( Δν_0 ν ) δ_0K^2_2 . (4.76)

Furthermore, from (4.67), (4.68), (4.71) we may also derive

|⟨B(w^{(1)}, w^{(1)}_N ), Q_N w^{(1)})⟩| ≤ Cν^3 ( ν μ_1

)_{9/4} ( Δν_0 ν ) δ^2_0 K^3_2 , (4.77)

|⟨(DB_N u^{(1)})w^{(1)}, w^{(1)}_N ⟩| ≤ Cν^3(δ_0 + 1)^{3/2}(σ^{1/2}_1 + G_0)^{3/2} ( ν μ_1 ) ( Δν_0 ν ) δ_0K^2_2 , (4.78)

where we additionally applied (3.2). Finally, with the hypothesis of Lemma 4.1 satisfied with ν̃ = ν_0, μ = μ_1, and N = N_1, we see that

|Ė^{(1)}_N | ≤ ν^3 ( ν μ_1

)_{1/2} ( Δν_0 ν ) L_0. (4.79)

Again, due to (4.71), (4.73), L_0 can be bounded in terms of α, δ_0, G_0. Combining (4.76)–(4.79) in (4.74), we obtain |Δν_1| ≤ C ε_1 ( 1 δ_0 + 1

)_{1/2} (

ν_0 μ_1

)_{1/2} (

L_0 + ( 1 + δ^2_0 K_2 + (δ_0 + 1)^{5/2}(σ^{1/2}_1 + G_0)^{3/2} ) K^2_2 ) Δν_0, (4.80)

where we applied the fact that ν ≤ ν_0 ≤ μ_1. Fix any β ∈ (0, 1) such that β 1 + β < 1 1 + δ_0

. (4.81)

Then we choose μ_1 such that C ε_1 ( 1 δ_0 + 1

)_{1/2} ( ν_0 μ_1

)_{1/2} ( L_0 + ( 1 + δ^2_0 K_2 + (δ_0 + 1)^{5/2}(σ^{1/2}_1 + G_0)^{3/2} ) K^2_2 ) ≤ β. (4.82)

Upon applying (4.82) in (4.80), we see that (4.81) ensures that ν_1 = (ν_1 − ν) + ν ≥ (1 − βδ_0)ν > 0. (4.83)

This proves that there exists β ∈ (0, 1 ∧ δ^{−1}_0 ) and t_1 > t_0 = 0 and β ∈ (0, 1) such that for ν_1 determined by (4.13) with M = 1 one has that ν_1 > 0 and |Δν_1| ≤ β|Δν_0| < ν. Notice that the conditions (2.22), (3.2), (3.4), (3.6)_3, and (4.82) can be summarized as

γ_1 ≤ μ_1 ν_0

≤ γN^2_1 ,

for some γ > 0 that depends on α, δ_0, σ_1, σ_2, G_0 and γ_1 > 0 that depends additionally on ε^{−1}_1 . In particular, the base case holds.

Now suppose that for some M ≥ 2, there exist times 0 = t_0 < . . . , t_{M−1} and constants γ, γ_1, . . . , γ_{M−1} > 0, where γ depends on α, δ_0, σ_1, σ_2, G_0, and γ_m depends additionally on ε^{−1}_m , such that if ε_1, . . . , ε_{M−1} > 0, where ε_m is given by (3.15), and μ_1, . . . , μ_{M−1} > 0, N_1, . . . , N_{M−1} ≥ 1 satisfy γ_m ≤ μ_m ν_0

≤ γN^2_m, (4.84)

for all m = 1, . . . , M −1, then there exists β ∈ (0, 1∧δ^{−1}_0 ) and 0 ≤ t_1 ≤ · · · ≤ t_{M−1} such that for ν_1 . . . , ν_{M−1}, given by (4.13), corresponding to t_1, . . . , t_{M−1}, respectively, one has |Δν_m| ≤ β|Δν_{m−1}|, (4.85) for all m = 1, . . . , M −1, and ν_1, . . . , ν_{M−1} > 0. We show that there exists a constant γ_M > 0 and t_M ≥ t_{M−1} such that for ν_M defined by (4.13), evaluated at time t = t_M , one has that ν_M > 0 and (4.85) also holds, whenever ε_M > 0 and μ_M , N_M satisfy (4.84) for m = M.

Observe that upon iteration of (4.85), one has |Δν_m| ≤ β^mδ_0ν < ν, (4.86) for all m = 1, . . . , M − 1. In particular

0 < 1 − βδ_0 ≤ ν_m ν ≤ βδ_0 + 1. (4.87)

Hence, in light of Remark 3.2 and (4.70), (4.71), we see that any dependence on ν, explicit or implicit, in (3.2), (3.4), and (3.6)_3, may ultimately be replaced by ν_0 up to a multiplicative factor that depends only on β, δ_0. As a result, all instances of G̃, G, where G̃ is defined by (3.1) with ν̃ = ν̃_m, is moreover replaced by G_0 up to a multiplicative factor that depends only on β, δ_0. Similarly, in (2.22), ν̃ = ν_m may be replaced by ν_0 up to a multiplicative factor that depends only on β, δ_0.

Let us now consider Ĩ_{M−1} = [t_{M−1}, ∞). We re-initialize the feedback control system over Ĩ_{M−1} with ũ(t^−_{M−1}) ∈ B_k(αR_k ), where ũ(t^−_{M−1}) = ũ(t_{M−1}; ν_{M−1}) and α ≥ 1 is the same scaling factor used for reinitializing in all previous intervals Ĩ_0, Ĩ_1, . . . , Ĩ_{M−2}. Denote the unique global-in-time solutions u(t; u(t_{M−1}), ν) and ũ(t; ũ(t^−_{M−1}), ν_M ), for t ∈ Ĩ_{M−1}, to the initial value problems, (2.13) and (2.14) over Ĩ_{M−1}, corresponding to initial data u(t_{M−1}; ν), ũ(t^−_{M−1}; ν_{M−1}) and viscosities, ν, ν_M , respectively. From (4.13), we have |Δν_M | ≤ 1 ν^2_0 ε_M (| | |Ė^{(M)}_N | | | + 2νZ^{(M)}_N + | | |⟨B(w^{(M)}, w^{(M)}_N ), QN w^{(M)}⟩ | | | + | | |⟨(DBN u^{(M)})w^{(M)}, w^{(M)}_N ⟩ | | | ) . We estimate exactly in the same way as before and obtain (4.76), (4.77), (4.78), (4.79) in terms of |Δν_{M−1}| and μ_M instead, except that we invoke the first condition in (4.26) from Lemma 4.1, due to (4.86), in order to deduce |Ė_N (t)| ≤ ν^3 ( ν μ )_{1/2} ( |Δν_{M−1}| ν ) L_0,

for all t ≥ τ^′_{M−1}, for some τ^′_{M−1} ≥ t_{M−1}. Note that constants K_2, L_0 can again be bounded by quantities that depend only on α, σ_1, σ_2, δ_0, G_0 by applying (4.71), (4.72), (4.86), (4.87), and Remark 3.2. By choosing to evaluate at t = t_M > τ^′_{M−1}, we thus arrive at |Δν_M | ≤ C ε_M ( 1 δ_0 + 1

)_{1/2} ( ν_0 μ_M )_{1/2} ( L_0 + ( 1 + δ^2_0 K_2 + (δ_0 + 1)^{5/2}(σ^{1/2}_1 + G_0)^{3/2} ) K^2_2 ) |Δν_{M−1}|. Assuming that μ satisfies (4.82) with ε_1 replaced by ε_M , where β ∈ (0, 1) satisfies (4.81), we may then deduce |Δν_M | ≤ β|Δν_{M−1}|.

Moreover, upon iteration, we have (4.86), so that we may again deduce ν_M > 0. Lastly, we again observe that the conditions (3.2), (3.4), (3.6)_3, and (4.82) with ε_1 replaced by ε_M can be summarized as γ_M ≤ μ_M ν_0 ≤ γN^2_M . for some γ_M , γ > 0 where γ depends only on α, δ_0, σ_1, σ_2, G_0, and γ_M depends additionally on ε^{−1}_M . This completes the proof. □ Next, we prove Theorem 3.6.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. We proceed as in the proof of Theorem 3.5 above. We consider the base case m = 0. Let ν̄_0 > 0 be arbitrary and let

δ_0 :=

|Δν̄_0| ν , Δν̄_0 := ν̄_0 − ν. (4.88)

Observe that if ν̄_0 ≥ ν, then we have the relations (4.70), (4.71), where Ḡ_0 is given by (4.72) with ν̄_0 replacing ν_0. Moreover, if μ_1 ≥ ν̄_0, then μ ≥ ν and we have (4.73). Otherwise, if ν̄_0 < ν, then we instead have ν̄_0 ν = 1 − δ_0, (4.89)

and δ_0 < 1. Hence (1 − δ_0)^2Ḡ_0 = G ≤ Ḡ_0. (4.90) Moreover, if we suppose that μ_1 ≥ ν̄_0, then G̃^2_0 ≤ 2(1 − δ_0)^2G^2_0 ≤ 2(1 + δ_0)^4G^2_0. (4.91)

In particular, in either case ν̄_0 ≥ ν or ν̄_0 < ν, it follows that G, G̃_0 can be controlled entirely in terms of the relative error, δ_0, and a modified Grashof number, Ḡ_0, that depends only on the initial viscosity, ν̄_0, and the forcing |g|.

We consider the same initial setup as in the proof of Theorem 3.5, with the notation adjusted accordingly. Define ω_1 > 0 by ω^{−1}_1 := ν̄_0|J_1|. (4.92) Let ν̄_1 be given by (4.15) with m = 0 and J_1 := [t^′_1, t_1). By (4.21) if ε̄_1 > 0, it follows that |Δν̄_1| ≤ 1 ε̄_1ν̄^2_0 ( |E_N (t_1) − E_N (t^′_1)| |J_1| + 1 |J_1| � J_1 2νZ_N (s) + |⟨B(w(s), w_N (s)), Q_N w(s))⟩| + |⟨(DB_N u(s))w(s), w_N (s)⟩|ds ) . From (B.3), the Poincaré inequality, (4.73), (4.91), we see that there exists τ_0 > 0 such that

E_N (t) ≤ Cα̃^2_1ν^2 ( ν μ̄_1 ) ( |Δν̄_0| ν ) δ_0(1 + δ_0)^4Ḡ^2_0, (4.93)

for all t ≥ τ_0, where α̃_1 is the constant from Theorem 3.1. On the other hand, arguing as in the proof of Theorem 3.5, we deduce that there exists τ^′_0 > 0 such that

2νZ_N (t) ≤ 2ν^3 ( ν μ̄_1 ) ( Δν̄_0 ν ) δ_0K^2_2 , (4.94) |⟨B(w(t), w_N (t), Q_N w(t))⟩| ≤ Cν^3 ( ν μ̄_1

)_{9/4} ( Δν̄_0 ν ) δ^2_0 K^3_2 , (4.95)

|⟨(DB_N u(t))w(t), w_N (t)⟩| ≤ Cν^3(δ_0 + 1)^{3/2}(σ^{1/2}_1 + Ḡ_0)^{3/2} ( ν μ̄_1 ) ( Δν_0 ν ) δ_0K^2_2 , (4.96)

for all t ≥ τ^′_0, where we additionally applied (3.2). Recall that (4.93)–(4.95) hold provided that μ̄_1, N_1 satisfy (2.22), (3.2), (3.4), (3.6)_3, where ν̃ = ν̄_0, μ = μ̄_1. Hence, let us choose t_1 > t^′_1 ≥ τ_0 ∨ τ^′_0, so that (4.93)–(4.96) all hold over the interval J_1.

Now choose β ∈ (0, 1 ∧ δ^{−1}_0 ). Then we choose μ̄_1 ≥ ν̄_0 such that C ε̄_1 δ_0 |1 − δ_0| ( ν̄_0 μ̄_1 ) α̃^2_1ω_1(1 + δ_0)^4Ḡ^2_0 + ( 1 + δ_0 |1 − δ_0|^{9/4}

K_2 + δ_0(σ^{1/2}_1 + Ḡ_0)^{3/2} ) K^2_2 ≤ β, (4.97) where C is sufficiently large (determined from the estimates above). Note that from (4.70), (4.71), (4.73), (4.89), (4.90), (4.91), K_2 can be replaced by a quantity that depends only α, δ_0, σ_1, σ_2, Ḡ_0. From our choice of β, it follows that the analog of (4.83) holds. Furthermore, from our choice of μ̄_1, it follows that |Δν̄_1| ≤ β|Δν̄_0|. Making use of (4.70), (4.71), (4.73), (4.89), (4.90), (4.91), observe that the conditions (2.22), (3.2), (3.4), (3.6)_3, (4.97) may be summarized as

γ̄_1 ≤ μ̄_1 ν̄_0

≤ γ̄N^2_1 ,

for some constants γ̄_1, γ, where γ depends only on α, δ_0, σ_1, σ_2, Ḡ_0 and γ̄_1 depends additionally on ε̄^{−1}_1 , ω_1. This establishes the base case, M = 1.

Now suppose that for some M ≥ 2, there exist times 0 = t_0 < · · · < t_{M−1}, intervals J_m = [t^′_m, t_m) ⊂ [t_{m−1}, t_m), for m = 1, . . . , M − 1, and constants γ̄, γ̄_1, . . . , γ̄_{M−1} > 0, where γ̄ depends on α, δ_0, σ_1, σ_2, Ḡ_0, and γ̄_m depends additionally on ε̄^{−1}_m , ω_m, where ω^{−1}_m := ν̄_0|J_m|, (4.98) such that if ε̄_1, . . . , ε̄_{M−1} > 0, where ε̄_m is given by (3.20), and μ̄_1, . . . , μ̄_{M−1} > 0, N_1, . . . , N_{M−1} ≥ 1 satisfy γ̄_m ≤ μ̄_m ν̄_0 ≤ γ̄N^2_m, for all m = 1, . . . , M − 1, then there exists, β ∈ (0, 1 ∧ δ^{−1}_0 ) such that for ν̄_1, . . . , ν̄_{M−1} given by (4.15), corresponding to J_1, . . . , J_{M−1}, respectively, one has |Δν̄_m| ≤ β|Δν̄_{m−1}|, for all m = 1, . . . , M − 1, and ν̄_1, . . . , ν̄_{M−1} > 0. Note that the bar analogs of (4.86) and (4.87) also hold. Thus, in light of Remark 3.2 and (4.70), (4.71), (4.73), (4.89), (4.90), (4.91), we see that any dependence on ν appearing in (3.2), (3.4), (3.6)_3 may be replaced by ν̄_0 up to a pre-factor that depends only on β, δ_0. In particular, all instances of G̃, G, where G̃ is defined by (3.1) with ν̃ = ν̄_m, can be replaced by Ḡ_0 up to a pre-factor that depends on β, δ_0. Lastly, in (2.22), ν̃ = ν̄_m may be replaced by ν_0 up to a pre-factor that depends only on β, δ_0.

We re-initialize the feedback control system over Ĩ_{M−1} = [t_{M−1}, ∞) with ũ(t^−_{M−1}) ∈ B_k(αR_k), where α ≥ 1 is the same scaling factor used for re-initializing in all previous intervals Ĩ_0, Ĩ_1, . . . , Ĩ_{M−2}, with the viscosities ν̄_1, ν̄_2, . . . , ν̄_{M−1}. From (4.15), we have |Δν̄_M | ≤ 1 ε̄_M ν^2 ( |E_N (t_M ) − E_N (t^′_M )| |J_M | + 1 |J_M | � J_M 2νZ_N (s) + |⟨B(w(s), w_N (s)), Q_N w(s))⟩| + |⟨(DB_N u(s))w(s), w_N (s)⟩|ds ) . We may now argue as in the base case, applying (B.3) to obtain a time τ_{M−1} > t_{M−1} such that (4.93), for all t ≥ τ_{M−1}, and a time τ^′_{M−1} > t_{M−1} such that (4.76)–(4.96) hold for all t ≥ τ^′_{M−1}. Now we choose J_M = [t^′_M , t_M ) so that t_M > t^′_M ≥ τ_{M−1} ∨ τ^′_{M−1}. Hence, (4.93)–(4.96) hold over J_M .

Next, we choose μ̄_M ≥ ν̄_0 so that (2.22), (3.2), (3.4), (3.6)_3 hold with ν̃ = ν̄_M , μ = μ̄_M , and (4.97) holds with μ̄_M replacing μ̄_1 and ω_M replacing ω_1, where ω_M is defined by (4.98). As in the base case, we invoke (4.70), (4.71), (4.73), (4.89), (4.90), (4.91), as well as the bar analog of (4.87), in conjunction with Remark 3.2, so that we may replace all dependencies on ν̄_M , ν, G by ν̄_0, δ_0, Ḡ_0.

Ultimately, due to this choice of J_M and μ̄_M , we may apply the bounds (4.93)–(4.96) over J_M to estimate |Δν̄_M | and arrive at |Δν̄_M | ≤ β|Δν̄_{M−1}|. By iterating, we again argue that ν_M > 0, and notice that the conditions (with the notation adjusted accordingly) (2.22), (3.2), (3.4), (3.6)_3, and (4.97) can be summarized as γ̄_M ≤ μ̄_M ν̄_0 ≤ γ̄N^2_M , where γ̄ depends on α, δ_0, σ_1, σ_2, Ḡ_0 and γ̄_M depends additionally on ε̄^{−1}_M , ω_M , as desired. This completes the proof. □

Acknowledgments The work of V.R.M. was partially supported by the PSC-CUNY Research Award Program under grant PSC-CUNY 64335-00 52. The author would like to thank the ADAPT group for their inspiration, encouragement, and comments throughout the course of this work. Lastly, the author would like to thank the referees for the insightful comments they shared to improve the manuscript.

Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 3.1 A.1. H^1–estimates. We will first prove (3.3). Indeed, we take the scalar product of (2.14) with Aũ in L^2, then invoke self-adjointness of A, to obtain 1 2 d dt ‖ũ‖^2 + ν̃|Aũ|^2 + μ‖ũ‖^2 = ⟨f, Aũ⟩ + μ‖Q_Nũ‖^2 + μ⟨A^{1/2}P_N u, A^{1/2}P_N ũ⟩. The right-hand side may be estimated with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Young’s inequality, and the inverse Poincaré inequality, so that we may ultimately arrive at d dt ‖ũ‖^2 + ν̃|Aũ|^2 + μ‖ũ‖^2 ≤ |f|^2 ν̃ + ν̃ μ ν̃N^2

|Aũ|^2 + μ‖P_N u‖^2. (A.1)

Given that μ, N, ν̃ satisfy (2.22), it then follows from (2.19) that d dt ‖ũ‖^2 + μ‖ũ‖^2 ≤ ν^2μ [( ν ν̃ ) ( ν μ ) + 2 ] G^2.

An application of Gronwall’s inequality then yields

‖ũ(t)‖^2 ≤ e^{−μt}‖ũ_0‖^2 + 2ν^2G̃^2(1 − e^{−μt}),

for all t ≥ 0, where G̃ is defined by (3.1).

Furthermore, if ũ_0 ∈ B_1(αR_1), for some α ≥ 1, where R_1 is given by (2.19), it follows that

‖ũ(t)‖^2 ≤ 2ν^2 [ α^2 + ( ν ν̃ ) ( ν μ ) + 1 ] G^2,

for all t ≥ 0. Upon setting α̃^2_1 := 4α^2,

then recalling that α ≥ 1, we obtain (3.3), as desired.

A.2. H^2–estimates. Upon taking the scalar product of (2.14) with A^2ũ in L^2, then integrating by parts, we obtain 1 2 d dt |Aũ|^2 + ν̃|A^{3/2}ũ|^2 + μ|Aũ|^2 = −⟨B(ũ, ũ), A^2ũ⟩ + ⟨f, A^2ũ⟩ + μ|AQ_N ũ|^2 + μ⟨AP_N u, AP_N ũ⟩. (A.2) We will first treat the trilinear term. Upon integrating by parts, we may rewrite it as ⟨B(ũ, ũ), A^2ũ⟩ = ⟨ũ^j ∂_jũ^k, ∂^2_ℓ ∂^2_l ũ^k⟩ = −⟨∂_ℓũ^j ∂_jũ^k, ∂_ℓ∂^2_l ũ^k⟩ − ⟨ũ^j ∂_j ∂_ℓũ^k, ∂_ℓ∂^2_l ũ^k⟩ = ⟨∂_ℓ∂_lũ^j ∂_jũ^k, ∂_ℓ∂_lũ^k⟩ + ⟨∂_ℓũ^j ∂_j ∂_lũ^k, ∂_ℓ∂_lũ^k⟩ + ⟨∂_ℓũ^j ∂_j ∂_ℓũ^k, ∂^2_l ũ^k⟩.

It follows from Hölder’s inequality, interpolation, the Poincaré inequality, (3.3), and Young’s inequality that |⟨B(ũ, ũ), A^2ũ⟩| ≤ C‖ũ‖ ∑ ℓ,l ‖∂_ℓ∂_lũ‖^2_L4 + ∑ j,ℓ,l ‖∂_j ∂_lũ‖_L4 ‖∂_ℓ∂_lũ‖_L4 + ∑ j,ℓ ‖∂_j ∂_ℓũ‖_L4 ‖Aũ‖_L4

≤ C‖ũ‖|A^{3/2}ũ||Aũ| ≤ Cνα̃^2_1 ( ν ν̃ ) G̃^2|Aũ|^2 + ν̃ 100 |A^{3/2}ũ|^2. (A.3)

We estimate the last three terms of (A.2) similar to (A.1) and apply the result to (A.2) in combination with (A.3) to arrive at d dt |Aũ|^2 + ν̃|A^{3/2}ũ|^2 + 3μ 2 |Aũ|^2 (A.4) ≤ Cνα̃^2_1 ( ν ν̃ ) G̃^2|Aũ|^2 + σ^2_1 ν^3 ( ν ν̃ ) G^2 + μ N^2ν̃ ν̃|A^{3/2}ũ|^2 + Cμν^2 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G

)_2 G^2,

where we applied (2.20) with k = 2 in estimating the last term in (A.2). Since μ, N satisfy (2.22) and (3.4), for k = 2, where α^2 = 100Cα̃^2_1, we may reduce (A.4) to d dt |Aũ|^2 + μ|Aũ|^2 ≤ Cμν^2σ^2_1 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G

)_2

G̃^2,

An application of Gronwall’s inequality then yields

|Aũ(t)|^2 ≤ e^{−μt}|Aũ_0|^2 + Cν^2σ^2_1 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G

)_2

G̃^2.

Thus, assuming that ũ_0 ∈ B_2(αR_2), for some α ≥ 1, where R_2 is given by (2.20), where k = 2, it follows that

|Aũ(t)|^2 ≤ C(α^2 + σ^2_1 )ν^2 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G

)_2

G̃^2,

for all t ≥ 0. Note that we used the fact that G ≤ G̃. Upon setting α̃^2 := C(α^2 + σ^2_1 ), we obtain (3.5), as desired.

A.3. H^k–estimates. First, observe that by Placherel’s theorem, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the Poincaré inequality one sees that |A^{k/2}ϕ|^2 ≤ C(|∂^k_1 ũ|^2 + |∂^k_2 ũ|^2). Thus, it suffices to obtain estimates on ∂^k_ℓ ũ for all k ≥ 3 and ℓ = 1, 2. In this regard, we will make use of the following notation: ‖ϕ‖^2_{Ḣk} = ∑ ℓ=1,2 |∂^k_ℓ ϕ|^2. Upon taking the scalar product of (2.14), with (−1)^k∂^{2k}_ℓ , we obtain 1 2 d dt |∂^k_ℓ ũ|^2 + ν̃|∇∂_ℓũ|^2 + μ|∂^k_ℓ ũ|^2 = −(−1)^k⟨B(ũ, ũ), ∂^{2k}_ℓ ũ⟩ + (−1)^k⟨f, ∂^{2k}_ℓ ũ⟩ + μ|∂^k_ℓ Q_N ũ|^2 + μ⟨∂^k_ℓ P_N u, ∂^k_ℓ P_N ũ⟩. (A.5)

First, observe that the trilinear term may be expanded using integration by parts, the Leibniz rule, and (2.16), to obtain − (−1)^k⟨B(ũ, ũ), ∂^{2k}_ℓ ũ⟩ = −⟨∂^k_ℓ B(ũ, ũ), ∂^k_ℓ ũ⟩ = − k⟨∂_ℓũ^j ∂_j ∂^{k−1}_ℓ ũ^i, ∂^k_ℓ ũ^i⟩ + ⟨∂^k_ℓ ũ^j ∂_jũ^i, ∂^k_ℓ ũ^i⟩ + k−1∑ l=2 c_{l,k}⟨∂^l_ℓũ^j ∂_j ∂^{k−l}_ℓ ũ^i, ∂^k_ℓ ũ^i⟩ . (A.6)

By Hölder’s inequality and interpolation we have |⟨∂_ℓũ^j ∂_j ∂^{k−1}_ℓ ũ^i, ∂^k_ℓ ũ^i⟩| ≤ ‖ũ‖‖∂_j∂^{k−1}_ℓ ũ‖_L4 ‖∂^k_ℓ ũ‖_L4 ≤ C‖ũ‖|A^{(k+1)/2}ũ||A^{k/2}ũ| |⟨∂^k_ℓ ũ^j ∂_jũ^i, ∂^k_ℓ ũ^i⟩| ≤ C‖ũ‖|A^{(k+1)/2}ũ||A^{k/2}ũ|. Similarly, for 2 ≤ l ≤ k − 1, we have |⟨∂^l_ℓũ^j ∂_j ∂^{k−l}_ℓ ũ^i, ∂^k_ℓ ũ^i⟩| ≤ ‖∂^l_ℓũ‖_L∞ |∂_j ∂^{k−l}_ℓ ũ||A^{k/2}ũ| ≤ C|A^{(l+2)/2}ũ|^{1/2}|A^{l/2}ũ|^{1/2}|A^{(k−l+1)/2}ũ||A^{k/2}ũ| ≤ C|A^{(k+1)/2}ũ|^{k−2k−1} |Aũ|^{kk−1} |A^{k/2}ũ|. Returning to (A.6), then applying Young’s inequality, Poincaré’s inequality, (3.3), and (3.5) with k = 2, we obtain ∑ ℓ |⟨B(ũ, ũ), ∂^{2k}_ℓ ũ⟩| ≤ C‖ũ‖|A^{(k+1)/2}ũ||A^{k/2}ũ| + C|A^{(k+1)/2}ũ|^{k−2k−1} |Aũ|^{kk−1} |A^{k/2}ũ|

≤ ν̃ 100 |A^{(k+1)/2}ũ|^2 + Cν ( ν ν̃ ) ( ‖ũ‖ ν )_2 |A^{k/2}ũ|^2 + C |Aũ|^2 ν̃^{k−2}k |A^{k/2}ũ|^{2(k−1)k} ≤ ν̃ 100 |A^{(k+1)/2}ũ|^2 + Cν ( ν ν̃ ) ( ‖ũ‖ ν )_2 |A^{k/2}ũ|^2 + Cν^2μ ( ν ν̃ )_{k−2} ( ν μ )_k ( |Aũ| ν )_{2k} + μ 100 |A^{k/2}ũ|^2 (A.7) ≤ ν̃ 100 |A^{(k+1)/2}ũ|^2 + [ Cα̃^2_1 ( ν ν̃ ) ( ν μ ) G̃^2 + 1 100 ] μ|A^{k/2}ũ|^2

+ Cν^2μ ( ν ν̃ )_{k−2} ( ν μ )_k α̃^2 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G )_k G̃^k

≤ ν̃ 100 |A^{(k+1)/2}ũ|^2 + μ 50 |A^{k/2}ũ|^2 + Cν^2μ ( ν ν̃ )_{k−2} ( ν μ )_k α̃^2 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G )_k G̃^k. Now we return to (A.5) and sum over ℓ = 1, 2. Similar to (A.1), we estimate the last three terms of (A.5), but additionally invoke (2.20), to obtain d dt ‖ũ‖^2_{Ḣk} + ν̃ 2 ‖∇ũ‖^2_{Ḣk} + 3μ 2 ‖ũ‖^2_{Ḣk} ≤ ‖f‖^2_{Ḣk−1} ν̃ + μ N^2ν ν‖∇ũ‖^2_{Ḣk} + 2μ|A^{k/2}u|^2 + Cν^2μ ( ν ν̃ )_{k−2} ( ν μ )_k α̃^2 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G )_k G̃^k ≤ ν^3 ( ν ν̃ ) σ^2_{k−1}G^2 + μ N^2ν̃ ν̃‖∇ũ‖^2_{Ḣk} + Cν^2μ [ (σ^{1/k}_{k−1} + G)^{2(k−1)}G^2 + α̃^2 ( ν ν̃ )_{k−2} ( ν μ )_k ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G )_k G̃^k ] , (A.8)

Then by (2.22), (3.4), (3.6), and Gronwall’s inequality, it follows that

‖ũ(t)‖^2_{Ḣk} ≤ e^{−μt}‖ũ_0‖^2_{Ḣk} + Cν^2 [( ν ν̃ ) ( ν μ ) σ^2_{k−1} + ( σ^{1/k}_{k−1} + G )_{2(k−1)} ] G^2

≤ e^{−μt}‖ũ_0‖^2_{Ḣk} + Cν^2σ^{2k}_{k−1}(σ^{1/k}_{k−1} + G)^{2(k−1)}G̃^2.

Assuming that ũ_0 ∈ B_k(αR_k ), for some α ≥ 1, where R_k is given by (2.20), it follows that

|A^{k/2}ũ(t)|^2 ≤ Cν^2(α^2 + σ^{2/k}_{k−1})(σ^{1/k}_{k−1} + G)^{2(k−1)}G̃^2,

for all t ≥ 0 and k ≥ 3. Note that we invoked the facts that G ≤ G̃ and σ_{k−1} ≥ 1. Upon setting

α̃^2_k = C(α^2 + σ^{2/k}_{k−1}), we obtain (3.7), for k ≥ 3, as desired.

Appendix B. Higher-order sensitivity-type bounds Suppose that ν, ν̃ > 0 and consider the unique solutions u, ũ of (1.1) and (1.2) corresponding to ν, ν̃, respectively. Let w = ũ − u. Then we may rewrite (4.2) as dw dt + νAw + B(w, w) + (DBu)w = −(Δν)Aũ − μw + μQ_N w, Δν = ν̃ − ν. (B.1) We proceed in a bootstrap fashion. In particular, we will first derive refined sensitivity bounds in L^2 and H^1, before proceeding to H^2 and higher.

B.1. L^2–estimates. Upon taking the L^2 scalar product of (B.1) with w, we obtain Ė + 2νZ + 2μE = −⟨(DBu)w, w⟩ − (Δν)⟨A^{1/2}ũ, A^{1/2}w⟩ + μ|Q_N w|^2 = E_1 + E_2 + E_3, (B.2)

where we used the fact that A^p is self-adjoint and the notation E, Ė, Z introduced in (4.6).

Observe that E_1 = −⟨B(w, u), w⟩. Then by Hölder’s inequality, interpolation, Young’s inequality, and (2.19) we have |E_1| ≤ ‖w‖^2_L4 ‖u‖ ≤ ‖w‖|w|‖u‖ ≤ Cν ( ν μ ) ( ‖u‖ ν )_2 Z + μ 100 E ≤ Cν ( ν μ ) G^2Z + μ 100 E. For E_2, we estimate with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Young’s inequality, and (3.3) to obtain |E_2| ≤ |Δν‖ũ‖‖w‖ ≤ C ( (Δν)^2 ν ) ‖ũ‖^2 + ν 100 E ≤ Cα̃^2_1ν^3 ( |Δν| ν )_2

G̃^2 + ν 100 Z. For E_3, we estimate with the inverse Poincaré inequality and (3.2) to obtain

E_3 ≤ μ N^2ν ν‖w‖^2 ≤ ν 2 Z. Combining the estimates for E_1–E_3 and using the fact that μ satisfies (3.10), it follows that

Ė + νZ + μE ≤ Cα̃^2_1ν^3 ( |Δν| ν )_2

G̃^2.

By Gronwall’s inequality, we arrive at

E(t) ≤ e^{−μ(t−t0)}E(t_0) + Cα̃^2_1ν^2 ( ν μ ) ( |Δν| ν )_2

G̃^2 ( 1 − e^{−μ(t−t0)} ) , (B.3)

for any t_0 ≥ 0. In particular E(t) ≤ e^{−μ(t−t0)}E(t_0) + ν^2 ( ν μ ) ( |Δν| ν )_2

K^2_0 , where

K^2_0 = Cα̃^2_1G̃^2. (B.4)

B.2. H^1–estimates. Taking the L^2 scalar product of (B.1) with Aw, we obtain Ż + 2νP + 2μZ = −⟨(DBu)w, Aw⟩ − (Δν)⟨Aũ, Aw⟩ + μ‖Q_N w‖^2 = Z_1 + Z_2 + Z_3. Observe that by integrating by parts, we may rewrite Z_1 as Z_1 = −⟨B(u, w), Aw⟩ − ⟨B(w, u), Aw⟩ = ⟨∂_k u^j ∂_j w^ℓ∂_kw^ℓ⟩ − ⟨B(w, u), Aw⟩, where we adopt the convention of summing over repeated indices. We then estimate K_1 with Hölder’s inequality, interpolation, (2.19), and (2.20) for k = 2, and Poincare’s inequality, we obtain |Z_1| ≤ ‖u‖‖∇w‖^2_L4 + ‖w‖_L4 ‖∇u‖_L4 |Aw| ≤ C ( ‖u‖‖w‖ + ‖w‖^{1/2}|w|^{1/2}|Au|^{1/2}‖u‖^{1/2} ) |Aw| ≤ C ‖u‖^2 ν Z + C |Au|‖u‖ ν ‖w‖|w| + ν 100 |Aw|^2 ≤ CνG^2Z + Cν ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G ) GZ^{1/2}E^{1/2} + ν 100 P ≤ CνG^2Z + Cν ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G

)_2 E + ν 100 P ≤ Cν ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G

)_2 Z + ν 100 P. Next, we estimate K_2 with the Cauchy-Schwarz, Young’s inequality, and (3.7) for k = 2, to obtain |Z_2| ≤ |Δν||Aũ||Aw| ≤ Cν ( |Δν| ν )_2 |Aũ|^2 + ν 100 P ≤ Cν^2 ( |Δν| ν )_2

α̃^2σ_1 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G

)_2

G̃^2 + ν 100 P. Lastly for K_3, we estimate with the inverse Poincaré inequality and (3.2) to obtain

Z_3 ≤ μ N^2ν ν|Aw|^2 ≤ ν 2 P. Combining the estimates for Z_1–Z_3 and invoking (3.10) holds, it follows that

Ż + νP + μZ ≤ Cα̃^2ν^2 ( |Δν| ν )_2

σ_1 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G

)_2

G̃^2.

Then by Gronwall’s inequality, we have

Z(t) ≤ e^{−μ(t−t0 )}Z(t_0) + Cα̃^2ν^2 ( ν μ ) ( |Δν| ν )_2 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G̃

)_2 G̃^2 ( 1 − e^{−μ(t−t0)} ) (B.5)

for all t ≥ t_0 ≥ 0. In particular Z(t) ≤ e^{−μ(t−t0)}Z(t_0) + ν^2 ( ν μ ) ( |Δν| ν )_2

K^2_1 ,

where

K^2_1 := Cα̃^2 ( σ^{1/2}_1 + G̃

)_2

G̃^2. (B.6)

B.3. H^2–estimates. Taking the L^2 scalar product of (B.1) with A^2w, we obtain Ṗ + ν|A^{3/2}w|^2 + 2μP = −⟨B(w, w), A^2w⟩ − ⟨(DBu)w, A^2w⟩ − Δν⟨Aũ, A^2w⟩ + μ|Q_N Aw|^2 = P_0 + P_1 + P_2 + P_3.

We estimate P_0 as in (A.3) and obtain |P_0| ≤ C‖w‖|A^{3/2}w||Aw| ≤ C ν ZP + ν 100 |A^{3/2}w|^2. For P_1, we integrate by parts first to write

⟨B(u, w), A^2w⟩ = ⟨u^j ∂_j w^k , ∂^2_ℓ ∂^2_l w^k⟩ = −⟨∂_ℓu^j ∂_j w^k, ∂_ℓ∂^2_l w^k⟩ = ⟨∂_ℓ∂_lu^j ∂_j w^k , ∂_ℓ∂_lw^k ⟩ + ⟨∂_ℓu^j ∂_j ∂_lw^k , ∂_ℓ∂_lw^k ⟩ = ⟨B(∂_ℓ∂_lu, w) + B(∂_ℓu, ∂_lw), ∂_ℓ∂_lw⟩, and similarly

⟨B(w, u), A^2w⟩ = ⟨w^j ∂_j w^k , ∂^2_ℓ ∂^2_l w^k ⟩ = −⟨∂_ℓw^j ∂_j u^k, ∂_ℓ∂^2_l w^k⟩ − ⟨w^j ∂_j ∂_ℓu^k, ∂_ℓ∂^2_l w^k ⟩ = ⟨B(∂_ℓ∂_lw, u) + B(∂_ℓw, ∂_lu) + B(∂_lw, ∂_ℓu) + B(w, ∂_ℓ∂_lu), ∂_ℓ∂_lw⟩. Thus by Hölder’s inequality, interpolation, and Young’s inequality, we have |⟨B(u, w), A^2w⟩| ≤ ‖∂_ℓ∂_lu‖_L4 ‖∇w‖_L4 |Aw| + ‖u‖‖∂_j∂_lw‖_L4 ‖∂_ℓ∂_lw‖_L4 ≤ C|A^{3/2}u|^{1/2}|Au|^{1/2}|Aw|^{3/2}‖w‖^{1/2} + C‖u‖|A^{3/2}w||Aw| ≤ Cν ( ν μ )_3 ( |A^{3/2}u||Au| ν^2

)_2 Z + μ 100 P + Cν ( ‖u‖ ν )_2 P + ν 100 |A^{3/2}w|^2. Similarly |⟨B(w, u), A^2w⟩| ≤ ‖u‖‖∂_ℓ∂_lw‖_L4 ‖∂_ℓ∂_lw‖_L4 + ‖∂_j ∂_lu‖_L4 ‖∇w‖_L4 ‖∂_ℓ∂_lw‖_L4 + ‖w‖_L∞ |A^{3/2}u||Aw| ≤ C‖u‖|A^{3/2}w||Aw| + C|A^{3/2}u|^{1/2}|Au|^{1/2}|Aw|^{3/2}‖w‖^{1/2} + C|w|^{1/2}|A^{3/2}u||Aw|^{3/2} ≤ Cν ( ν μ )_3 ( |A^{3/2}u||Au| ν^2

)_2 Z + μ 100 P + Cν ( ‖u‖ ν )_2 P + Cν ( ν μ )_3 ( |A^{3/2}u| ν )_4 E + ν 100 |A^{3/2}w|^2. Hence, upon combining these estimates, it follows from (2.20) and Poincare’s inequality that |P_1| ≤Cμ ( ν μ )_4

(σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^4(σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^2G^4Z + CνG^2P + Cμ ( ν μ )_4

(σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^8G^4E + μ 50 P + ν 50 |A^{3/2}w|^2. Finally, for P_2, P_3 we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Young’s inequality, the inverse Poincaŕe inequality, (3.7), and (3.2) to estimate |P_2| + |P_3| ≤ |Δν||A^{3/2}ũ||A^{3/2}w| + μ N^2ν ν|A^{3/2}w|^2 ≤ Cν ( |Δν| ν )_2

|A^{3/2}ũ|^2 + ν ( μ N^2ν + 1 100 ) |A^{3/2}w|^2 ≤ Cν^3 ( |Δν| ν )_2

α̃^2σ^{2/3}_2 (σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^4G̃^2 + ν 50 |A^{3/2}w|^2.

Combining the estimates for P_0–P_3, we obtain d dt P + 3μ 2 P ≤ C ν ZP + Cμ ( ν μ )_4

(σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^4G^4 [ (σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^2Z + (σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^4E ]

+ Cν^3α̃^2σ^{2/3}_2 (σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^4G̃^2 ( |Δν| ν )_2 . Now observe that by the Poincaré inequality, we have E, Z ≤ P. Hence, upon invoking (3.10), we arrive at d dt P + μP ≤ C ν ZP + Cν^3α̃^2σ^{2/3}_2 (σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^4G̃^2 ( |Δν| ν )_2 . Now choose t^′_0 > t_0, sufficiently large so that e^{−μ(t′0 −t0)}Z(t_0) ≤ Cν [ (σ^{1/2}_1 + G)^2 + (σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^4 ]_{1/4} (σ^{1/3}_2 + G)G, (B.7)

By Gronwall’s inequality, (B.5), (3.10), (3.11), it now follows that P(t) ≤e^{−μ(t−t′0 )}P(t^′_0) + ν^2 ( ν μ ) ( |Δν| ν )_2

K_2, (B.8)

for all t ≥ t^′_0, where

K^2_2 := 2Cα̃^2σ^{2/3}_2 (σ^{1/3}_2 + G)^4G̃^2.

References

[ACFK09] H.D.I. Abarbanel, D.R. Creveling, R. Farsian, and M. Kostuk, Dynamical state and parameter estimation, SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst. 8 (2009), no. 4, 1341–1381. MR 2559166 [ACJ08] H.D.I. Abarbanel, D.R. Creveling, and J.M. Jeanne, Estimation of parameters in nonlinear systems using balanced synchronization, Phys. Rev. E (3) 77 (2008), no. 1, 016208, 14. MR 2448169 [AOT14] A Azouani, E.J. Olson, and E.S. Titi, Continuous data assimilation using general interpolant observables, J. Nonlinear Sci. 24 (2014), no. 2, 277–304.

[BBJ21] Animikh Biswas, Zachary Bradshaw, and Michael S. Jolly, Data assimilation for the navier–stokes equations using local observables, SIAM Journal on Applied Dynamical Systems 20 (2021), no. 4, 2174–2203.

[BBM21] A. Biswas, K.R. Brown, and V.R. Martinez, Higher-order synchronization and a refined paradigm for global interpolant observables, arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.05309 (2021), pp. 1–36.

[BCDL20] M. Buzzicotti and P. Clark Di Leoni, Synchronizing subgrid scale models of turbulence to data, Phys. Fluids 32 (2020), no. 12, 125116.

[BFMT19] A. Biswas, C. Foias, C.F. Mondaini, and E.S. Titi, Downscaling data assimilation algorithm with applications to statistical solutions of the navier–stokes equations, Annales de l’Institut Henri Poincaré C, Analyse non linéaire 36 (2019), no. 2, 295–326.

[BH21] A. Biswas and J. Hudson, The determining map and unique identification and estimation of parameters from finite-dimensional observational data, (private communication) (2021).

[BLSZ13] D. Blömker, K. Law, A. M. Stuart, and K. C. Zygalakis, Accuracy and stability of the continuous-time 3DVAR filter for the Navier-Stokes equation, Nonlinearity 26 (2013), no. 8, 2193–2219. MR 3078113 [BM17] A. Biswas and V.R. Martinez, Higher-order synchronization for a data assimilation algorithm for the 2d Navier- Stokes equations, Nonlinear Anal. Real World Appl. 35 (2017), no. 1, 132–157.

[BOT15] H. Bessaih, E.J. Olson, and E.S. Titi, Continuous data assimilation with stochastically noisy data, J. Nonlinear Sci. 28 (2015), no. 0, 729–753.

[CDLMB20] P. Clark Di Leoni, A. Mazzino, and L. Biferale, Synchronization to big data: Nudging the navier-stokes equations for data assimilation of turbulent flows, Phys. Rev. X 10 (2020), 011023.

[CDRS09] S. L. Cotter, M. Dashti, J. C. Robinson, and A. M. Stuart, Bayesian inverse problems for functions and applications to fluid mechanics, Inverse Problems 25 (2009), no. 11, 115008, 43. MR 2558668 [CF88] P. Constantin and C. Foias, Navier-Stokes equations, Chicago Lectures in Mathematics, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, IL, 1988. MR 972259 (90b:35190) [CGH11] I. Cialenco and N. Glatt-Holtz, Parameter estimation for the stochastically perturbed Navier-Stokes equations, Stochastic Process. Appl. 121 (2011), no. 4, 701–724. MR 2770904 [CHL20] E. Carlson, J. Hudson, and A. Larios, Parameter recovery for the 2 dimensional Navier-Stokes equations via continuous data assimilation, SIAM J. Sci. Comput. 42 (2020), no. 1, A250–A270. MR 4052412 [CHL^+21] E. Carlson, J. Hudson, A. Larios, V.R. Martinez, E. Ng, and J. Whitehead, Dynamically learning the parameters of a chaotic system using partial observations, arXiv:2108.08354v1 (Aug 18, 2021), 1–30.

[Cia18] I. Cialenco, Statistical inference for SPDEs: an overview, Stat. Inference Stoch. Process. 21 (2018), no. 2, 309–329. MR 3824970

[CJA08] D.R. Creveling, J.M. Jeanne, and H.D.I. Abarbanel, Parameter estimation using balanced synchronization, Phys. Lett. A 372 (2008), no. 12, 2043–2047.

[DFJ05] R. Dascaliuc, C. Foias, and M. S. Jolly, Relations between energy and enstrophy on the global attractor of the 2-D Navier-Stokes equations, J. Dynam. Differential Equations 17 (2005), no. 4, 643–736. MR 2189974 [DFJ08] , Some specific mathematical constraints on 2D turbulence, Physica D 237 (2008), no. 23, 3020–3029. MR 2514925 (2010d:37166) [DFJ09] R. Dascaliuc, C. Foias, and M.S. Jolly, On the asymptotic behavior of average energy and enstrophy in 3d turbulent flows, Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena 238 (2009), no. 7, 725–736.

[EL91] Richard E. Ewing and Tao Lin, A class of parameter estimation techniques for fluid flow in porous media, vol. 14, 1991, Parameter identification in ground water flow, transport, and related processes, Part I, pp. 89– 97. MR 1108193 [FGHM^+20] A. Farhat, N. E. Glatt-Holtz, V. R. Martinez, S. A. McQuarrie, and J. P. Whitehead, Data assimilation in large Prandtl Rayleigh-Bénard convection from thermal measurements, SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst. 19 (2020), no. 1, 510–540. MR 4065631 [FGT81] C. Foiaş, C. Guillopé, and R. Temam, New a priori estimates for Navier-Stokes equations in dimension 3, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 6 (1981), no. 3, 329–359. MR 607552 [FHM86] J.M. Freeman, F.M. Hassan, and D. Morton, Kalman filter parameter identification: a practical approach, Trans. Inst. Meas. 8 (1986), no. 1, 24–28.

[FJT15] A. Farhat, M.S. Jolly, and E.S. Titi, Continuous data assimilation for the 2d Bénard convection through velocity measurements alone, Phys. D 303 (2015), 59–66.

[FLT16a] A. Farhat, E. Lunasin, and E.S. Titi, Abridged continuous data assimilation for the 2d Navier-Stokes equations utilizing measurements of only one component of the velocity field, J. Math. Fluid Mech. 18 (2016), no. 1, 1–23.

[FLT16b] , Data assimilation algorithm for 3d Bénard convection in porous media employing only temperature measurements, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 438 (2016), no. 1, 492–506.

[FLT16c] , On the charney conjecture of data assimilation employing temperature measurements alone: The paradigm of 3d planetary geostrophic model, Math. of Climate and Wea. Forecasting 2 (2016), 61–74.

[FMRT01] C. Foias, O. Manley, R. Rosa, and R. Temam, Navier-Stokes equations and turbulence, Encyclopedia of Mathematics and its Applications, vol. 83, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2001. MR 1855030 (2003a:76001) [GOT16] M. Gesho, E.J. Olson, and E.S. Titi, A computational study of a data assimilation algorithm for the twodimensional Navier-Stokes equations, Commun. Comput. Phys. 19 (2016), no. 4, 1094–1110.

[IMT19] H.A. Ibdah, C.F. Mondaini, and E.S. Titi, Fully discrete numerical schemes of a data assimilation algorithm: uniform-in-time error estimates, IMA Journal of Numerical Analysis 40 (2019), no. 4, 2584–2625.

[JMT17] M.S. Jolly, V.R. Martinez, and E.S. Titi, A data assimilation algorithm for the 2d subcritical surface quasigeostrophic equation, Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 35 (2017), 167–192.

[LSZ15] K. Law, A. Stuart, and K. Zygalakis, Data assimilation: A mathematical introduction, vol. 62, Springer, 2015. [May63] D.Q. Mayne, Optimal non-stationary estimation of the parameters of a linear system with gaussian inputs, J. of Electron. Control 14 (1963), no. 1, 101–112.

[MT18] C.F. Mondaini and E.S. Titi, Uniform-in-time error estimates for the postprocessing galerkin method applied to a data assimilation algorithm, SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 56 (2018), no. 1, 78–110.

[QBC^+09] J.C. Quinn, P.H. Bryant, D.R. Creveling, S.R. Klein, and H.D.I. Abarbanel, Parameter and state estimation of experimental chaotic systems using synchronization, Phys. Rev. E (3) 80 (2009), no. 1, 016201, 17. MR 2552045 [SL19] J. Schoukens and L. Ljung, Nonlinear system identification: A user-oriented road map, IEEE Control Systems Magazine 39 (2019), no. 6, 28–99.

[Tem97] R. Temam, Infinite-dimensional dynamical systems in mechanics and physics, second ed., Applied Mathematical Sciences, vol. 68, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1997. MR 1441312 [Tem01] , Navier-Stokes equations: Theory and numerical analysis, AMS Chelsea Publishing, Providence, RI, 2001, Reprint of the 1984 edition. MR 1846644 (2002j:76001) [VTK04] H.U. Voss, J. Timmer, and J. Kurths, Nonlinear dynamical system identification from uncertain and indirect measurements, Internat. J. Bifur. Chaos Appl. Sci. Engrg. 14 (2004), no. 6, 1905–1933. MR 2076173 [Yeh86] W.W.-G. Yeh, Review of parameter identification procedures in groundwater hydrology: The inverse problem, Water Resources Research 22 (1986), no. 2, 95–108.

Vincent R. Martinez

Department of Mathematics & Statistics CUNY Hunter College Web: http://math.hunter.cuny.edu/vmartine/ Email: vrmartinez@hunter.cuny.edu