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ABSTRACT. We consider the three-dimensional ideal MHD system on a domain Ω′ ⊂ R3 with a part Γ of the boundary ∂Ω,
where we prescribe both u·n and b·n, while u·n = b·n = 0 on ∂Ω′\Γ. We prove the boundary controllability of the system,
namely that we can prescribe the boundary data such that the unique solution of the system with initial state (u0, b0) achieves
another state (u1, b1) in finite time, where u0, b0, u1, b1 are arbitrary divergence-free vector fields satisfying impermeability
boundary condition which are extendable to vector fields with the same properties on any bounded domain obtained by
extension of Ω′ via Γ. As a byproduct, we give the first local well-posedness proof of incompressible, ideal MHD system,
which does not use Elsasser variables and is thus applicable to any bounded domain with sufficient Sobolev regularity. We
also provide a new and simple proof of the 2D controllability.

1. Introduction

Let Ω′ ⊂ R3 be a bounded Hr+2 domain (r ≥ 3), and let Γ ⊂ ∂Ω. We are concerned with the boundary
controllability for the ideal magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) system on Ω′. Namely, given (v0, b0), (v1, b1) ∈ Hr

satisfying the divergence-free condition, we look for T > 0 and k, l ∈ C([0, T ];Hr−1/2(Γ)) such that there exists a
unique solution (v, b) to the system

∂tv + v · ∇v − b · ∇b+∇p = 0,

∂tb+ v · ∇b− b · ∇v = 0,

div v = div b = 0 in Ω′,

v · n = b · n = 0 on ∂Ω′ \ Γ,
v · n = k, b · n = l on Γ,

(1.1)

where n denotes the unit outward normal vector to ∂Ω′, which takes the state (v0, b0) to (v1, b1) in a given time T . The
study of boundary controllability in inviscid models goes back to the work of Coron [C1, C2, C3, C4], who showed
the boundary controllability for the 2D incompressible Euler equation (see also the book [C6]), and to the subsequent
result of Glass [G1, G2] regarding the 3D incompressible Euler equation. These results answered a question posed
in the paper of J.-L. Lions [L3] on the relation between turbulence and controllability; see Section 7 therein and [L1,
Section 4].

We note that the ideal MHD system (1.1) is more challenging to treat than the incompressible Euler equations
because (1) we have to deal with the interaction between two variables, u and b, (2) pressure is more challenging to
work with, particularly regarding the divergence-free constraint for b (no pressure term in the equation for b; see the
discussion below), and (3) the local well-posedness of the perturbed MHD system on a general bounded domain is not
clear due to the use of Elsasser variables (see the discussion below).

We also note that while the results of Coron and Glass prove that the boundary controllability and null-controllability
are equivalent in the case of the Euler equations, they are not for the MHD equations. In fact, as shown in [KNV], not
every state is null-controllable, and, in the case of a rectangle, the paper [KNV] provides a necessary and sufficient
condition for being able to go from (v0, b0) to (v1, b1).

The first result on controllability of the MHD system is due to Rissel and Wang [RW1], who showed the null-
controllability for any state, however, by adding an additional small magnetic force, i.e., by adding a forcing term
in (1.1)2. The difficulty in obtaining the null-controllability stems from the fact that the equation for the magnetic field
does not contain the pressure term, so maintaining the divergence-free constraint for b is unclear.
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Initially, the problem was solved in [KNV] for the rectangle Ω′ = [0, 1]2 ⊂ R2 with the controlled part of the
boundary Γ := {(x, y) : x ∈ {0, 1}, y ∈ (0, 1)}. In order to describe the main idea, we note that if∫

[0,1]2
b0 · e1 =

∫
[0,1]2

b1 · e1 = 0, (1.2)

then one can reduce the boundary controllability problem on Ω′ into a null-controllability of the problem extended
to an infinite channel Ω := {(x, y) : x ∈ R, y ∈ (0, 1)} by considering extensions of u0, b0 into Ω such that b0 is
compactly supported in Ω. In fact, such extension of b0 is possible if and only if (1.2) holds. In order to see this,
one can first observe that, by the divergence-free condition, div b0 = 0, there exists a stream function Ψ0 such that
b0 = (−∂2, ∂1)Ψ0. Consequently, the particle trajectories of the vector field b0 are level sets of Ψ0. Thus, if b0 is
extendible to a compactly supported, divergence-free vector field on Ω, then the top and bottom parts of ∂Ω′ must be
part of the same streamline of b0, and so the values of Ψ0 there must be equal. Hence, for all x ∈ (0, 1),

0 = Ψ0(x, 1)−Ψ0(x, 0) =

∫ 1

0

(Ψ0(x
′, 1)−Ψ0(x

′, 0)) dx′ =

∫
Ω′
∂2Ψ0 = −

∫
Ω′
b0 · e1,

which explains the necessity of the compatibility condition (1.2).
We note that we can assume that ∥v0∥Hr and ∥b0∥Hr are arbitrarily small and that T > 0 is arbitrarily large,

due to a scaling property of the ideal MHD system (see Step 2 in Section 3, for example). The strategy for the 2D
controllability then follows from the following two observations. The first is that there exist many nontrivial 2D Euler
flows on Ω such as shear flows

U = h(t)e1 for any h : (0,∞) → R. (1.3)

Thus one can think of a scenario where one considers v = u+U , where h(t) is a smooth function such that h(0) = 0,
and ∥u0∥Hr is taken small so that particle trajectories of u(t)+U(t) remain arbitrarily close to the particle trajectories
of U . The second observation is that the support of b is transported by u(t) + U(t). This is clear from the second
equation in (1.1), which becomes a transport equation for b on {b = 0}. Using these two observations, it is clear that
supp b(·, t) will be transported away from Ω′ in finite time, which gives the desired null-controllability result of the
magnetic field b, see Figure 1 for a sketch. The velocity field v can be then brought to 0 using the theory of exact
boundary controllability of the 2D Euler equations [C1, C2, C3, C4].

U
Ω

supp b0

U
Ω

supp b(·, T )

FIGURE 1. A sketch of the shear flow method used by [KNV].
With this strategy in mind, the main difficulty obtaining the null-controllability is thus a local well-posedness result
for (1.1), perturbed around a given 2D Euler flow U . To this end, we write (v, b) = (u+U, b), and we use the Elsasser
transformation,

z1 := u+ b, z2 := u− b. (1.4)

The ideal MHD system (1.1) for u+ U , b then becomes

∂tz1 + (z2 + U) · ∇z1 +∇q1 = 0,

∂tz2 + (z1 + U) · ∇z2 +∇q2 = 0,

div z1 = div z2 = 0,

(1.5)

with appropriate boundary and initial conditions. To obtain the local well-posedness of the Elsasser system (1.5), one
can, for example, set ωi := ∇⊥ · zi, i = 1, 2 to obtain a “vorticity-Elsasser-MHD” system, from which (z1, z2) can be
recovered using De Rham’s theorem. This is analogous to the vorticity formulation of the Euler equations; see [KNV,
(2.11) and Lemma 2.4] for details. We emphasize that the use of Elsasser variables (1.4) is a well-known trick, which
was originally introduced by Elsasser [E]; however, there is a difficulty in returning from the transformed system to
the original one. In fact, given z1, z2 inverting the Elsasser transformation (1.4) only guarantees that b satisfies the
second equation in (1.1) with an additional pressure term ∇(q1− q2)/2. Thus, in order to recover a solution (u+U, b)
to the MHD system (1.1) one must show that q1 = q2. This is possible in the case of the rectangle Ω′ by noting that,
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at each time, ∂2(q1 − q2) = 0 for y ∈ {0, 1},
∫
Ω′(q1 − q2) = 0, and that, applying the divergence operator to the first

two equations of (1.5) gives

−∆(q1 − q2) = div ((z2 + U) · ∇z1)− div ((z1 + U) · ∇z2) = div (U · ∇(z1 − z2)) = (∇U)T : ∇(z1 − z2) = 0

(see [KNV, p. 104]), where we used the divergence-free condition for u, b, U , and in the last equality; we also em-
ployed the fact that U is independent of x, y (by (1.3)). Thus q1 = q2 by the classical elliptic theory, and consequently
the desired local well-posedness of ideal MHD (1.1) follows from the Elsasser-MHD system (1.5).
We emphasize that the fact that U is constant in space in the case of the rectangle Ω′ is the main reason why the local
well-posedness result is possible. This, together with the existence of the background flow U , which guarantees the
transport of supp b(·, t) away from Ω′, are the main two reasons why the result of [KNV] is possible. We note that
these arguments cannot be generalized to an arbitrary 2D domain Ω′ or the 3D case, resolved in this paper. We note
that the boundary controllability problem for a general 2D domain was recently resolved by Rissel [R], who reduced
the problem to interior controllability.
To state our main result, let Ω ⊂ Rn, n = 2, 3 be a bounded Hr+2 domain in the sense that there exists a Lipschitz
function d : R3 → R such that

d ∈ Hr+2(Q) and ∂Ω = {d = 0} (1.6)

for some neighbourhood Q of ∂Ω. For example, if ∂Ω is piecewise a graph of a Hr+2 function, then one can take d
as the signed distance function. Let Ω′ ⊂ Ω be a subdomain, set Γ := ∂Ω′ ∩ Ω, and let u0, b0, u1, b1 ∈ Hr, where

Hr := {u ∈ Hr(Ω): div u = 0 in Ω, u · n = 0 on ∂Ω}, (1.7)

and n denotes the outward normal vector to ∂Ω. We note that we can assume that b0 = b1 = 0 on Ω \ Ω′ +B(δ) for
any preassigned δ; see Corollary 3.8 for details.

THEOREM 1.1 (Main result: boundary controllability of the 3D and 2D ideal MHD system). Let r ≥ 3 in the case
n = 3 and r ≥ 2 in the case n = 2. There exist T0 > 0 and k, l ∈ C([0, T0];H

r−1/2(Γ)) such that there
exists a unique strong solution (u, b) to (1.1) on time interval [0, T0] such that (u(0), b(0)) = (u0, b0) on Ω′ and
(u(T0), b(T0)) = (u1, b1) on Ω′.

We note that the above theorem covers both cases, n = 2 and n = 3, and that it is the first result on the existence or
controllability of ideal MHD system (1.1) which does not use the Elsasser variables (1.4). In particular, it provides
the first local well-posedness result for the ideal MHS system which holds in an arbitrary bounded Hr+2 domain. We
refer the reader to the local well-posedness lemma (Lemma 3.1) for details.
In the case of n = 2 of Theorem 1.1, an analogue of the shear flow (1.3) can be found using complex analytical
methods (see Section 4), but the existence of such flows appears to be a difficult open problem in the case of n = 3. In
such case we develop a new method of, roughly speaking, eliminating the magnetic field b piece-by-piece. Namely, we
will divide supp b0 into M pieces such that, for each piece has a corresponding background flow Ua, where a = xm
for some xm ∈ Ω′, m = 1, . . . ,M , with the property that b can be “transported away” from the piece into Ω \ Ω′,
where we will perform a number of “surgeries” on it (see Step 7 in Section 3) that guarantee, after bringing b back (via
a reversed background flow), that b = 0 on the given piece; see Figure 2 for a sketch. The process is repeated finitely
many times until b|Ω′ = 0.
We emphasize that the construction of the background flows in Step 3 of Section 3 is not based on shear flows but
is instead inspired by the return method developed by Coron [C5, C6] and used by Glass [G1, G2] in the context of
controllability of the 3D incompressible Euler equations. We will thus refer to these as the return flows. We also note
that each of the return flows Ua, for m = 1, . . . ,M , will solve the forced incompressible Euler equations in Ω,

∂tUa + (Ua · ∇)Ua +∇pa = f,

divUa = g
(1.8)

in Ω × (0, T ), where T > 0, with some pa ∈ C∞(Ω × [0, T ];R3) such that Ua · n = 0 on ∂Ω, supp Ua ⊂
Ω× [T0/4, 3T0/4], supp f(·, t), supp g(·, t) ⊂ Ω \ Ω′. This means that each Ua solves the 3D incompressible Euler
equations in Ω′, but we also need to be extremely careful with the dynamics in Ω \ Ω′. The main challenge is to
ensure that div b(·, t) = 0 for all times, which is related to the fact mentioned above that there is no pressure term
guaranteeing the preservation of divergence in the evolution equation for b in (1.1). To describe the challenge, we note
that we will consider a solution (v, b) such that

v(x, t) = U(x, t) + u(x, t). (1.9)
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Then (v, b) satisfies the ideal MHD equations on Ω with no penetration boundary conditions and the same forcing as
in (1.8) if

∂tu+ u∇u+ U∇u+ u∇U − b∇b+∇p = 0,

∂tb+ u∇b− b∇u+ U∇b− b∇U = 0,

∇ · u = ∇ · b = 0 in Ω,
u · n = b · n = 0 on ∂Ω,

(1.10)

with the initial conditions

(u(0), b(0)) = (u0, b0) = (v0 − U(0), b0). (1.11)

Thus

∂t(div b) + v · ∇(div b)− b · ∇(div U) = 0 in Ω, (1.12)

which shows that div b = 0 is preserved, except when supp b(·, t) ∩ supp (div U(·, t)) ̸= ∅. This means that we
need to find a way to guarantee that the support of b never touches supp (div U(·, t)), which is a major difficulty of
this work and is addressed in Step 7 of Section 3 via a “tentacle-cutting procedure”, i.e., a surgery on b in Ω \ Ω′ that
makes b vanish near supp (div U(·, t)) whenever supp b(·, t) approaches it (i.e., whenever supp b pokes a tentacle
where it is not welcome).

Having found a family of return flows {Uxm
}, for xm ∈ Ω′, with m = 1, . . . ,M , and being able to take care of the

constraint div b = 0, the main difficulty now becomes to prove a local well-posedness result for (1.10). To this end,
we develop a new method of constructing solutions using analytic spaces.
We define the analytic spaces in Section 2.1 below and give a detailed proof of local well-posedness in Section 3.2.
However, we point out here that the method yields a Sobolev solution (u(t), b(t)), which is defined on a domain Ω
of merely Sobolev regularity. To achieve this, we first suppose that Ω is an analytic domain and approximate the
initial conditions by analytic functions. For such approximations we use analytic estimates (2.8)–(2.10), the product
estimate (3.30) and the pressure estimates (3.34)–(3.35) to obtain local-in-time solutions satisfying both the Sobolev
a priori bound and an analytic a priori bound (see (3.23) and (3.27), respectively). An important feature of such
solutions is the persistence of analyticity, namely that the analytic norms remain under control as long as the Sobolev
norms do; see (3.41) for details. We then take the limit of the approximations as well as approximate a given Sobolev
domain (recall (1.6)) by an analytic one to obtain a local well-posedness result. This use of analytic spaces thus
makes, generally speaking, for a robust existence and uniqueness theorem in Sobolev settings. In particular, thanks to
this approach, we can completely avoid the use of Elsasser variables (1.4).

As for the proof of Theorem 1.1 in the 2D case, we rely on a geometric proposition (Proposition 4.1), which
allows us to find a bijection between an extension of any domain and a periodic flat channel. To this end, we use
the Riemann Mapping Theorem (Theorem 4.2); however, the main challenge is to guarantee that, from among
all conformal mappings arising from the Riemann Mapping Theorem, we can find one guaranteeing periodicity of
the mapping in the horizontal direction. In Section 4.1, we prove, using geometric arguments, that this can be achieved.

Using the geometric proposition, we construct a background flow U which guarantees to bring b outside, and then the
proof of Theorem 1.1 in the 2D case can be obtained following the same local well-posedness result (Lemma 3.1) as
in the 3D case; see Section 4.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In the following section, we introduce certain basic tools as well as discuss
some techniques involving analytic spaces. In Section 3, we prove Theorem 1.1 in the 3D case, by describing seven
steps leading to the proof. The steps use an algorithm for finding background flows (Section 3.1), the local well-
posedness lemma (Section 3.2), and a construction of a certain cancellation operator, which lets us shrink the support
of the magnetic field b (Section 3.3). Finally, we prove Theorem 1.1 in the 2D case in Section 4.

2. Preliminaries

First, we introduce some basic tools and then discuss analytic spaces in Section 2.1 below.
For two open subsets V,W ⊂ Ω′, we will write V ⊂⊂W to mean that (V +B(δ)) ∩ Ω′ ⊂W for some δ > 0.
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We will use the following ODE fact:

f ′(t) ≤ cH(t)f(t) + g(t) implies f(t) ≤
(
f(0) +

∫ t

0

g(s)ds

)
ec

∫ t
0
H(s)ds. (2.1)

Given a vector field U(x, t), we denote by ΦU (x, t, s) the particle trajectory along U at a time t, with the starting time
s, i.e., the solution to {

∂tΦ
U (x, t, s) = U(ΦU (x, t, s), t),

ΦU (x, s, s) = x,
(2.2)

and we set ΦU (x, t) := ΦU (x, 0, t).

We also recall a version of a result of Cheng and Shkoller [CS] regarding solvability of a div-curl system on a bounded
Sobolev domain.

LEMMA 2.1 (Elliptic system involving div and curl). Let r > 3/2 and assume that Q is a bounded Hr+2 domain.
Let f, g ∈ H l−1(Q), where l ∈ {1, . . . , r + 1}, be such that div f = 0, and h ∈ H l−1/2(∂Q) such that

∫
∂Q

h · n =∫
Q
div g. Then there exists a unique solution ϕ ∈ H l(Q) to

curl ϕ = f in Q,
div ψ = g in Q,
ψ · n = h on ∂Q

and
∥ϕ∥Hl(Q) ≲Q,l ∥f∥Hl−1(Q) + ∥g∥Hl−1(Q) + ∥h∥Hl−1/2(∂Q).

Moreover, if h = 0 and f · n = 0 on ∂Q, then there exists a unique solution ϕ ∈ H l(Q) to
curl ϕ = f in Q,
div ψ = g in Q,
ψ × n = 0 on ∂Q

such that ∥ϕ∥Hl(Q) ≲Q,l ∥f∥Hl−1(Q) + ∥g∥Hl−1(Q).

PROOF. See [CS, Theorem 1.1]. □

2.1. Analytic spaces. We say that a domain Ω is analytic if there exists a Lipschitz function d : R3 → R such
that ∂Ω = {d = 0} and

d is a real analytic function on Q, (2.3)

where Q is an open neighbourhood of ∂Ω.
We introduce the Komatsu convention [K1] on derivative notation,

∂i :=
⊔

α∈{1,2}i

Dαu, (2.4)

where
Dαu := ∂α1

. . . ∂αi
u.

For example, ∂2 is the 2× 2 matrix of second order derivatives. Note that the same mixed derivative is included in ∂i

multiple times. As a consequence of such notation, we obtain

∥Diu∥ =
∑

α∈{1,2}i

∥Dαu∥.

Moreover, we have the product rule

∂i(fg)− f∂ig =

i∑
k=1

(
i

k

)
(∂kf)(∂i−kg), (2.5)
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where the last product denotes the tensor product of derivatives that is consistent with (2.4) (see (5.1.3) in [K1]). The
product rule (2.5) is a consequence of the identity∑

α′⊂α
|α′|=k

(
α

α′

)
=

(
m

k

)
,

for each m ∈ N, k ∈ {0, . . . ,m}, and |α| = m.
We say that a vector field T =

∑n
i=1 ai∂i is a tangential operator to ∂Ω if T is a global analytic vector field such that

Tδ = 0 on ∂Ω, where δ(x) is the distance function to the boundary ∂Ω, taking positive values inside Ω and negative
outside. We refer the reader to [CKV, Section 2.1] and [JKL2] for an extensive discussions on tangential operators,
but we note here that there exists a tensor T j , using the Komatsu notation (2.4), such that its components span the
tangent space at x for each x ∈ ∂Ω. For example, as shown in [JKL2], we can use one tangential derivative in 2D and
three in 3D, with a constant number n(n− 1)/2 in any dimension n ≥ 2.
We define analytic spaces as:

∥ψ∥X(τ) :=
∑
i+j≥r

ci,j∥∂iT jψ∥, where ci,j :=
(i+ j)r

(i+ j)!
τ i+j−rϵiϵj ,

∥ψ∥X̃(τ)
:= ∥ψ∥X(τ) + ∥ψ∥Hr

∥ψ∥Y (τ) :=
∑

i+j≥r+1

(i+ j)r+1

(i+ j)!
τ i+j−r−1ϵiϵj∥∂iT jψ∥

∥ψ∥Ỹ (τ)
:= τ∥ψ∥Y (τ) + ∥ψ∥Hr

∥ψ∥Y (τ) := ∥ψ∥Y (τ) + ∥ψ∥Hr ,

(2.6)

where all norms are taken on Ω, the parameter r ≥ 3 is fixed, and we use the notation

∥ · ∥ := ∥ · ∥L2(Ω)

for the L2 norm. It is well-known (see [KP2]) that

n ∈ X̃(τ0; Ω̃), (2.7)

for some ε0 > 0 and some neighbourhood Ω̃ ⊂ Ω of ∂Ω in Ω, and ∥f∥X̃(τ ;Ω′)
:= ∥f∥X(τ ;Ω′) + ∥f∥Hr(Ω′), where

∥f∥X(τ ;Ω′) :=
∑
i+j≥r

ci,j∥∂iT jf∥L2(Ω′)

denote the analytic spaces X̃ andX on the subdomain Ω′; see (2.6) below. In (2.7), n denotes the outward unit normal.
We note that definitions (2.6) give

∥f∥X̃ ≲r ∥f∥Ỹ , (2.8)

∥∇f∥X̃ ≲r ∥f∥Y (2.9)

and ∑
i+j≥r

ci,j∥∂i+1T jf∥ ≲r ∥f∥Y . (2.10)

3. 3D controllability

Here we prove Theorem 1.1. using the following steps.

Step 1. We first note that we can assume that b1 = 0 and that v1 is arbitrary.

Indeed, suppose that we have found T1 > 0 and k, l ∈ C([0, T ];Hr−1/2(Γ)) such that (1.1) has a unique solution
(v, b) on [0, T ] with u(·, 0) = u0, b(·, 0) = b0 such that b(·, T ) = 0. Thus, at the time T , the system becomes the 3D
Euler equations, whose exact boundary controllability was established by Glass [G2]. Thus there exists T ′ > 0 and
k ∈ C([T, T + T ′];Hr−1/2(Γ)) such that the solution can be continued to T + T ′ (where l := 0 on [T, T + T ′])
to obtain v(·, T + T ′) = b(·, T + T ′) = 0. Applying the same procedure to the initial data (u1, b1) and using
time-reversibility of the ideal MHD system, we can combine such solutions and controls at T + T ′ to obtain controls
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k, l which drive an initial data (u0, b0) to (u1, b1) in a finite time.

Step 2. We note that we can assume that ∥v0∥Hr + ∥b0∥Hr is arbitrarily small and that T0 is arbitrarily large.

Indeed, given v0, b0 ∈ Hr we consider the initial data (λv0, λb0) for some small parameter λ > 0. Suppose that we can
solve the control problem with such initial data, i.e., obtain T (λ)

0 > 0 and k(λ), l(λ) ∈ C([0, T
(λ)
0 ];Hr−1/2(Γ) such that

the unique solution (v(λ), b(λ)) ∈ C([0, T
(λ)
0 ];Hr) to (1.1) with the initial data (λv0, λb0) satisfies b(λ)(T (λ)

0 ) = 0.
Then

k(x, t) :=
1

λ
k(λ)

(
x,
t

λ

)
, l(x, t) :=

1

λ
l(λ)

(
x,
t

λ

)
gives rise to the unique solution v(x, t) := 1

λv
(λ)

(
x, tλ

)
, b(x, t) := 1

λb
(λ)

(
x, tλ

)
to (1.1) on the time interval of length

T
(λ)
0 /λ with the initial data (v0, b0).

We now comment on the main strategy of the proof. For each a ∈ Ω′, we will find an appropriate background flow
Ua ∈ C([0, T0];H

r+1(Ω)) and we will study the incompressible ideal MHD system around (U, 0), posed on the
extended domain Ω, namely we will look looking for a solution (u, b) of (1.10) on Ω with u0, b0 ∈ Hr (recall (1.7)).
We emphasize that such reformulation gives us freedom in prescribing the dynamics of u, b on Ω \ Ω′. This lets one
use the return method by first constructing U that, roughly speaking, “flushes” a piece of the fluid in Ω through Ω \Ω′

over time interval [0, T ]. Given the “piece of the fluid” which is, at a given time, traveling through Ω \ Ω′ we can
modify it in an arbitrary way, so that, when it comes back to Ω′ the magnetic field b of the piece is zero. We will
achieve this by choosing a sequence of time instances at which we will replace b on a subset of Ω\Ω′ by zero (for this,
we will need an appropriate Bogovskiı̆-type lemma (see Step 6), since we need to retain the div-free condition and the
slip boundary condition). Note that such strategy will work because the level set {b = 0} is transported by the velocity
flow (recall (1.1)), which guarantees that the magnetic field bwill remain 0, provided ∥u∥Hr remains sufficiently small.

We now make this idea precise: In Step 3, we define an algorithm for generating the background flow that can bring a
given point a ∈ Ω′ (and so also its neighbourhoodB(a, ra)∩Ω′) into Ω\Ω and then bring it back, by time reversal. In
Step 4, we use these neighbourhoods to divide Ω′ into pieces, and in Step 5 we provide a general local well-posedness
lemma which allow us to solve the perturbed MHD system (1.10) for ψ(t) = (u(t), b(t)) in Ω around the return flows.
In Step 6 we describe the cancellation operator which will let us modify b in Ω \Ω′. Finally, we conclude the proof of
Theorem 1.1 in Step 7, where we first construct U by putting together the return flows corresponding to all the pieces,
one after another, and then perform the modifications of the magnetic field b at a discrete sequence of time instances
when each piece is present in Ω \ Ω′.

Step 3. (The return flow) Given a ∈ Ω′ and T > 0 we construct a return flow, namely a solution
Ua ∈ C([0, T ];Hr+1(Ω)) to the forced Euler equations (1.8) with some pa such that Ua · n = 0 on ∂Ω,
supp Ua ⊂ Ω× [T0/4, 3T0/4], supp f(·, t), supp g(·, t) ⊂ Ω \ Ω′, and ΦUa(a, T ) ∈ Ω \ Ω′, where ΦU denotes the
flow of U ; recall (2.2).

The construction is inspired by the classical lemmas of Coron [C3, Lemma A.2] and Glass [G1, Lemma 6.2], and
guarantees not only that ΦUa(a, T ) ∈ Ω \ Ω′, but also that ΦUa(a, t) follows any prescribed path starting from a. In
particular, the construction is based on the solvability of the problem of finding θ ∈ Hr+2(Ω) satisfying

∆θ = 0 in Ω′,

∂nθ = 0 on ∂Ω′ \ Γ,
∇θ(x) = v,

(3.1)

where x is an arbitrary point of Ω′, and, if x ∈ Ω′, v is an arbitrary vector in R3 (if, otherwise, x ∈ ∂Ω′ \ Γ, then v is
an arbitrary element of the tangent space Tx(∂Ω′)). Then the background flow Ua (for each a ∈ Ω′) is constructed as

Ua =

l∑
i=1

hi(t)∇θi(x) ∈ Hr(Ω), (3.2)
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where l ∈ N, the hi’s are appropriate smooth cut-off functions in time, and the θi’s are solutions to (3.1) for various
choices of x, v, determined by a.

We refer the reader to Section 3.1 for details, but we emphasize at this point that the sum in (3.2) is finite, which
allows us to approximate a Sobolev vector field Ua, defined on Ω, by another Sobolev vector field, defined on an
analytic domain approximating Ω, which is of the same structure as (3.2). It can also be made into an analytic vector
field; see Lemma 3.5.

Step 4. We construct a finite cover of supp b0 by open balls Bm := B(xm, rm) ⊂ R3, where rm > 0, for
m ∈ {1, . . . , N}, such that ΦUxm (B(xm, rm) ∩ Ω′, 1) ⊂ Ω \ Ω′.

To this end, we apply Step 3 with T := 1 for each x ∈ Ω′ to obtain the return flow Ux that takes B(x, rx)∩Ω′ outside
of Ω′ in time 1, where rx > 0. Then the claim follows from compactness of Ω′ and the fact that we can assume b0 = 0

outside of
⋃M
m=1Bm; recall the comments before Theorem 1.1, as well as Corollary 3.8).

We note that Step 3 gives us return flows Uxm , for m ∈ {1, . . . , N}, such that ΦUxm (Bm ∩ Ω′, 1) ⊂ Ω \ Ω′.

Step 5. We prove a general local well-posedness of the MHD system on Ω near a background solution of the
forced Euler equations (1.8).

Namely, given T > 0 and U ∈ C([0, T ];Hr(Ω)), we consider solutions (v, b) of the form
We will use the short-hand notation

ψ(t) := (u(t), b(t)), ψ0 := (u0, b0), (3.3)

and, in Section 3.2, we prove the following.

LEMMA 3.1 (local well-posedness of the perturbed MHD system). Given T > 0, a bounded Hr+2 domain Ω, and
U ∈ C([0, T ];Hr+1(Ω)), there exists δ > 0 such that if ∥ψ0∥Hr ≤ δ, then the system (1.10)–(1.11) admits a unique
solution ψ ∈ C([0, T ];Hr(Ω)) satisfying the estimate

∥ψ(t)∥Hr ≤ ∥ψ0∥Hr + Cr

∫ t

0

∥ψ(s)∥Hr (∥ψ(s)∥Hr + ∥U∥Hr+1) ds, (3.4)

for all t ∈ [0, T ].

We note that, since supp f, supp g ⊂ Ω \ Ω′, the solution (u, b) of (1.10) around U provides us with a solu-
tion (u + U, b) to the homogeneous ideal MHD (1.1) on Ω′ with some nonhomogeneous boundary conditions
k, l ∈ C([0, T ];Hr−1/2(Γ)).

Step 6. (the cancelling of b) Given a Hr+2 domain Ω, Hr+2 subdomains W̃ ,W ⊂ Ω such that W̃ ⊂⊂ W ,
χ ∈ C∞(Ω; [0, 1]), and b ∈ Hr such that

either χ(x) = 1 or b(x) = 0 for every x ∈W \ W̃ ,

we construct Tb ∈ Hr such that 
div Tb = 0 in Ω,

T b = b in Ω \W,
Tb · n = 0 on ∂Ω,
∥Tb∥Hr(Ω) ≲Ω,W,W̃ ,χ

∥b∥Hr(Ω).

(3.5)

We note that this step is reminiscent of a Bogovskiı̆-type cancellation: If one needs to consider a cutoff χb of a
divergence-free vector field b and find a correction of χb which changes its divergence, div(χb) = b · ∇χ, into 0 one
can simply apply the Bogovskiı̆ lemma (see [B1, B2] or [Ga, Section III.3]) on W . The difficulty of this step is to
ensure that b remains unchanged outside of W , and that the no-penetration boundary condition b · n is recovered. We
construct operator T in Section 3.3.
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Having constructed the background flows Uxm in Step 4 and constructed solutions to the MHD system (1.10)–(1.11)
around them, we now set

ψ0 := (u0, b0),

where u0 and b0 denote the extensions to Ω such that supp b0 ⊂
⋃M
m=1Bm. Now, we will construct a sequence of

such solutions over consecutive time intervals such that the resulting glued solution (from one time interval to the
next one) is continuous in time with values in Hr(Ω′), with the first equal to ψ0 and with b = 0 at the final time.
We emphasize that the solutions are not going to be continuous in time with values in Hr(Ω), since we will perform
certain cancellations of b at (finitely many) times, which will be bounded operators on Hr(Ω), and will be localized
in Ω \ Ω′.

Step 7. (heuristic version) We construct forward and backward solutions and the cancelling operators.

Namely, for m ∈ {1, . . . ,M} we will construct the forward solution ψ(m)
f (·, t) of the perturbed MHD system (1.10)

around Uxm
for t ∈ (0, 1], and, for t ∈ (1, 2], the backward solution ψ(m)

b (·, t), such that ψ(m)
b (·, 1) = ψ

(m)
f (·, t),

and that ΦUxm (Bm, 1) ⊂ Ω \ Ω′. At time t = 1, we will replace b by 0 in the most of ΦUxm (Bm, 1), except for a
set Wm on which we will apply the cancellation operation. The result is then brought back by the background flow
−Uxm(·, 2− t) over time interval [1, 2] via the backward solution ψ(m)

b ; see Figure 2 for a sketch below.

B1

B2

B3

B4

B5

Ω

Ω′

ΦUx1 (·, 1) (
ΦUx1 (·, 1)

)−1
T1

ΦUx2 (·, 1)

(
ΦUxM−1 (·, 1)

)−1

ΦUxM (·, 1)

(
ΦUxM (·, 1)

)−1

T2

TM

(
ΦUx2 (·, 1)

)−1

ΦUx3 (·, 1)
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FIGURE 2. A sketch of the forward and backward solutions and the cancelling operators. Here the
purple sets in the sketches in the central columns correspond to the sets Wm, for m = 1, . . . ,M , on
which we perform the cancellation of b. The red sets denote the supports of div Uxm

.

One difficulty is that the support of b(m)
f (·, t) could intersect with supp (divUxm

(·, t)), which is depicted on Figure 2
by the red region, for some t ∈ (0, 1]. Whenever this happens, we will perform another cancelling operation on b (see
Step 7a below), which will eliminate a part of its support and give us an extra time to continue the evolution. There
are three reason why such a cancellation resolves this issue:

(1) Since supp (divUxm
(·, t)) ⊂ Ω \ Ω′, the cancellation takes place outside of Ω′, which does not affect

continuity in time of the solution ψ inside the controlled domain Ω′;
(2) eliminating a part of the support of b is not a problem; in fact it only helps us in achieving our goal of

null-controllability of b;
(3) we can guarantee that we will only need to perform finitely many of such operations.

Nevertheless, the practical aspect of such cancellation is somewhat technical and requires a construction that ensures
that the norms of all cancellation operators are independent of ψ. Also, and the small error that we make at each can-
cellation (which involves a slight increase of the support of b) does not get in the way of the overall null-controllability
procedure.
Step 7. We construct sets G0, G1, . . . , GM ⊂ Ω such that

Gm ⊂⊂ Hm :=

M⋃
k=m+1

Bk, (3.6)

for all m = 0, . . . ,M , with G0 := supp b0, and operators Tm ∈ B(Hr), for m = 1, . . . ,M , such that (Tmf)(x) =
f(x) for x ∈ Ω′, with the following property: For sufficiently small ∥ψ0∥Hr , we can use Lemma 3.1 to construct,
for each m = 1, . . . ,M , the forward and backward solutions ψ(m)

f and ψ(m)
b on the time intervals [0, 1] and [1, 2],

respectively, to the MHD system (1.10)–(1.11), perturbed around

Uxm
(·, t) and − Uxm

(·, 2− t),

respectively, such that
b
(m)
b (x, 2) = 0 for x ̸∈ Gm (3.7)

where ψ(m)
b = (u

(m)
b , b

(m)
b ),

ψ
(m)
b (·, 1) = Tm(ψ

(m)
f (·, 1)),

ψ
(m)
f (·, 0) :=

{
ψ0 m = 1,

ψ
(m−1)
b (·, 2) m > 1

(3.8)

for every m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, and
∥ψ(m)

f (·, 1)∥Hr ≲ Cm∥ψ(m)
f (·, 0)∥Hr , (3.9)

∥ψ(m)
b (·, 2)∥Hr ≲ Cm∥ψ(m)

b (·, 1)∥Hr , (3.10)
by Lemma 3.1, provided ∥ψ0∥Hr is sufficiently small.
Then Theorem 1.1 follows by setting

ψ(·, t) :=

{
ψ
(m)
f (·, t− (2m− 2)) for t ∈ [2m− 2, 2m− 1],

ψ
(m)
b (·, t− (2m− 1)) for t ∈ [2m− 1, 2m],

U(·, t) :=

{
Uxm(·, t− (2m− 2)) for t ∈ [2m− 2, 2m− 1],

−U(·, 2m− t) for t ∈ [2m− 1, 2m]

for t ∈ (2m − 2, 2m] and m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. Indeed, ψ + (U, 0) ∈ C([0, 2M ];Hr(Ω′)) is then a solution to the
incompressible ideal MHD (1.1) with the boundary controls (k, l) := (ψ + (U, 0))|Γ ∈ C([0, T0];H

r−1/2(Γ)) and
b(2M) = 0 by (3.7) since GM = HM = ∅.

Step 7a. We construct the forward solutions ψ(m)
f .
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Namely, given ψ(m)
f (·, 0) sufficiently small in Hr and b(m)

f (x, 0) = 0 for x ̸∈ Gm−1, we construct a solution to the
perturbed ideal MHD system (1.10) around Uxm(·, t) for t ∈ [0, 1].
It might seem that this step follows directly from the local well-posedness Lemma 3.1, but it is not clear why
div b

(m)
f (·, t) would remain 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1] (recall (1.12)), since the support of b(m)

f could intersect supp Uxm
at

some t < 1. To overcome this problem, we introduce the notion of a “tentacle-cutting procedure”, which “removes”
a part of the support of b(m)

f every time it approaches supp Uxm
(i.e., when b “pokes a tentacle at Uxm

”). As a
consequence, the support of b(m)

f will increase a slightly at each such time instance, but this we will keep under control.

To be precise, we first set

Em ⊂⊂ Ω′ \ Ω be such that suppUxm
(·, t) ⊂⊂ Em, t ∈ [0, 1], (3.11)

and let δm ∈ (0, 1) be sufficiently small so that

E′
m := Em +B(δm) ⊂ Ω′ \ Ω.

We let the zeroth cutting time be 0, i.e., we set τ0 := 0 and

F (0)
m (0) := Gm−1.

Given l ≥ 1 such that τ0, . . . , τl−1 ∈ [0, 1), we consider F (l−1)
m (τl−1) (i.e., the result of the (l − 1)-th cutting), and

we assume that (
ΦUxm (·, τl−1)

)−1
(F (l−1)
m (τl−1)) ⊂⊂ Hm−1.

We propagate F (l−1)
m (τl−1) via the velocity Uxm

(·, t) from time τl−1, that is, we define

F (l−1)
m (t) := ΦUxm

(
F (l−1)
m (τl−1), t, τl−1

)
for t ∈ (τl−1, 1], and we consider the first time when F (l−1)

m (t) approaches Em, i.e., we set

τl := inf{t ∈ [τl−1, 1] : F
(l−1)
m (t) ∩ Em ̸= ∅}

if the set on the right-hand side is nonempty. On the other hand, if it is empty then we let F (l)
m (t) evolve until t = 1

and set τl := 1.
Given δm,l ∈ (0, δm/4), we set

Rm,l := (∂E′
m +B(δm,l)) ∩ Ω,

and we let χm,l ∈ C∞
0 (Ω, [0, 1]) be such that χm,l = 1 on E′

m and χm,l = 0 outside E′
m ∪ Rm. We fix δm,l

sufficiently small so that there exists an open set W (l)
m ⊂ Rm,l such that

∂E′
m ∩ F (l−1)

m (τl) ⊂W (l)
m (3.12)

(so that W (l)
m is a neighbourhood of this part of ∂E′

m (i.e., the “wound” from the tentacle cutting)),

F (l−1)
m (τl) ∩ supp ∇χm,l ⊂W (l)

m (3.13)

(so that the “wound” is big enough to guarantee the divergence free condition for b after cutting; see the comments
below) and (

ΦUxm (·, τl+1)
)−1

(F (l)
m (τl)) ⊂⊂ Hm−1, (3.14)

where

F (l)
m (τl) := (F (l−1)

m (τl) \ E′
m) ∪W (l)

m

(i.e., the wound W (l)
m is small enough so that, if we would flow it back to t = 0, it would remain strictly inside the part

of Ω in which we still did not cancel b); see Figure 3 below for a sketch.
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Em

E′
m

F
(l−1)
m (τl)

∂Ω′

E′
m

F
(l)
m (τl)

∂Ω′

Rm

W
(l)
m

V
(l)
m

Rm

Em

FIGURE 3. A sketch of the tentacle-cutting procedure.
We now let V (l)

m be any open subset of W (l)
m such that V (l)

m ⊂⊂W
(l)
m . We now define the l-th tentacle-cutting operator

Tm,l : Hr → Hr as

b 7→ T (b(1− χm,l)),

where T is the cancelling operator of Step 6 applied with V := V
(l)
m , W :=W

(l)
m , Q := Ω.

We note that the point of the tentacle-cutting operator is to make sure that the support of b(t) never touches the support
of div Uxm , so that the divergence-free property of b is preserved. Indeed, if b is any divergence-free vector field such
that b = 0 outside of F (l−1)

m (τl) then Tm,lb is divergence-free (by the construction of the cancelling operator T , recall
Step 6).
We emphasize that the only requirement for smallness of δm,l comes from (3.13), since the smallness of W (l)

m (as
required by (3.14)) demands that χm,l goes from 1 to 0 over a very short distance. We emphasize that all the steps
(i.e., the sets Em, E′

m, W (l)
m , Fm, the cutoff functions χm,l, and the values of δm, δm,l, ∥Tm,l∥B(Hr)) of the above

tentacle-cutting procedure are independent of ψ(m)
f , as they depend only onGm and the return flow Uxm

. In particular,
the total number L of the tentacle-cutting operators is bounded by

2max{∥Uxm
(·, t)∥L∞ : t ∈ [0, 1]}
δm

<∞,

as δm,l < δm/4, so that, during time interval (τl−1, τl), particles in F (l−1)
m (t) travel at least the distance δm/2 with

velocity at most |Uxm
(t)|. Let Fm ⊂ Ω be any open set such that

F (L)
m (1) ⊂⊂ Fm and

(
ΦUxm (·, 1)

)−1
(Fm) ⊂⊂ Hm−1. (3.15)

We can now define ψ(m)
f by applying the local well-posedness Lemma 3.1 on each interval [τl−1, τl], where l =

1, . . . , L+ 1, and τL+1 := 1. Namely, on [τl−1, τl) we let ψ(m)
f := ψ

(m,l)
f , where ψ(m,l)

f is the unique solution to the
perturbed MHD system (1.10) around the return flow Uxm

(·, t) with the initial data{
ψ
(m)
f (·, 0) l = 1 (recall (3.8)),(
u
(m,l−1)
f , Tm,l−1

(
b
(m,l−1)
f (·, τl−1)

))
l > 1,

and we assume ∥ψ(m)
f (·, 0)∥Hr to be sufficiently small so that

supp b
(m)
f (·, t) ∩ Em = ∅ for all t ∈ [0, 1],

and

supp b
(m)
f (·, 1) ⊂ Fm

which is possible by (3.11) since taking ∥ψ(m)
f (·, 0)∥Hr small guarantees that ∥u(m)

f (·, t)∥Hr remains small for all
t ∈ [0, 1], and so the particle trajectories of the velocity u(m)

f + Uxm are close to the trajectories of Uxm .

Step 7b. We construct the backward solutions ψ(m)
b .
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Namely we construct an operator Tm ∈ B(Hr), for m = 1, . . . ,M , such that Tmf = f on Ω′, and a set Gm ⊂ Ω

such that Gm ⊂⊂ Hm (recall (3.6)) with the following property: Let ψ(m)
b be the solution of the MHD system (1.10)

on time interval [1, 2], perturbed around
Vm(t) := −Uxm

(·, 2− t)

i.e., around the velocity field leading particles back to where they started at t = 0, with the initial condition

ψ
(m)
b (·, 1) :=

(
u
(m)
f (·, 1), Tm

(
b
(m)
f (·, 1)

))
.

Then b(m)
b (x, 2) = 0, for x ∈ Ω \Gm.

We now define Tm. Given εm ∈ (0, 1), let

Um :=
(
ΦUxm (∂Bm, 1) +B(εm)

)
∩ Ω′

and let χm ∈ C∞
0 (Ω, [0, 1]) be such that χm = 1 on ΦUxm (Bm, 1) and χm = 0 outside ΦUxm (∂Bm, 1)∪Um. We fix

εm > 0 sufficiently small so that there exists an open set Wm ⊂ Um such that

ΦUxm (∂Bm, 1) ∩ Fm ⊂Wm,

Fm ∩ supp ∇χm,l ⊂Wm,

ΦVm(F ′
m, 2, 1) ⊂⊂ Hm,

(3.16)

and
ΦVm(F ′

m, t, 1) ∩ supp Vm(·, t) = ∅ for all t ∈ [1, 2], (3.17)
where

F ′
m := (Fm \ ΦUxm (Bm, 1)) ∪Wm;

see Figure 4 for a sketch.

ΦVm(·, 2, 1)ΦUxm (xm, 1)Um

ΩWm

Vm

Fm

Bm

xm
xm−1

xm−2

xm+19

xm+1

xm+3

ΦVm(Wm, 2, 1)

FIGURE 4. A sketch of the cancelling procedure: The grey set on the right-hand side is
ΦVm(Fm, 2, 1), and the union of the blue set and the part of the grey set outside of Bm is
ΦVm(F ′

m, 2, 1).
The first three of the above properties are analogous to (3.12)–(3.14), except that now the last property is concerned
with Hm (rather than Hm−1). Indeed, the purpose of the current cancelling procedure is to extinguish b on the most
of Bm, i.e., to ensure that b(m)

b (x, 2) ̸= 0 only for x ∈ Hm, rather than to ensure the support of b(m)
b stays away from

supp Uxm
(which is guaranteed by Step 7a). The property (3.17) is necessary to guarantee that supp b(m)

b (·, t) (where
ψ
(m)
b is defined below) will not touch supp Vm(·, t) on the way back, i.e., for t ∈ [1, 2], so that div b(m)

b = 0 for all
such t’s.
We now let Vm be any open subset of Wm such that Vm ⊂⊂Wm, and we define Tm : Hr → Hr as

b 7→ T (b(1− χm)),

where T is the cancelling operator of Step 6, applied with V := Vm, W := Wm, Q := Ω. We also pick an open set
Gm ⊂ Ω such that

ΦVm(F ′
m, 2, 1) ⊂⊂ Gm ⊂⊂ Hm,

which is possible by the last property in (3.16).
As in Step 7a, we emphasize that the choice of εm, χm, Wm, Vm depends only on m. We also see that b(m)

b (·, 1) is
divergence free (by the second property in (3.16), as in Step 7a above), and, if ∥ψ(m)

f (·, 1)∥Hr is sufficiently small,
then b(m)

b (·, t) remains divergence-free for all t ∈ [1, 2] (by (3.17)) and b(m)
b (x, t) ̸= 0 only for x ∈ Gm (by the last

property in (3.16)), as required. We note that, similarly to Step 7a above, this is possible, as taking ∥ψ(m)
f (·, 1)∥Hr
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small guarantees that ∥ψ(m)
b (·, 1)∥Hr is small (as Tm ∈ B(Hr)), and so also ∥u(m)

b (·, t)∥Hr remains small for all
t ∈ [0, 1], which in turn guarantees that the particle trajectories of velocity u(m)

b + Vm remain close to the trajectories
of Vm.
This concludes the construction of the forward and background solutions ψ(m)

f , ψ(m)
b , and so also concludes Step 7

and the proof of Theorem 1.1 in the 3D case.

In the remainder of this section, we prove the claims used in the above proof.

3.1. Construction of the background flow uS . Here, for each a ∈ Ω′, we construct the return flow Ua of Step 3,
namely Ua ∈ C([0, T ];Hr+1(Ω)), satisfying the forced Euler equation problem (1.8). Namely, we set

Ua := ∇θ,
where θ is given by the following lemma.

LEMMA 3.2 (Glass flow). For every a ∈ Ω′ there exists θ ∈ C([0, T ];Hr+2(Ω)) such that supp θ ⊂ Ω̃× (0, 1), θ = 0
for t ∈ [0, 1/4] ∪ [3/4, 1],

∆θ = 0 in Ω× [0, 1],

∂nθ = 0 on (∂Ω \ Γ0)× [0, 1],

Φ∇θ(a, 1) ∈ Ω̃ \ Ω.

(Recall (2.2) that Φ∇θ denotes the flow of ∇θ.)

PROOF. Suppose that a ∈ ∂Ω′, let b ∈ ∂Ω \ Ω′, and let F : [0, 1] → ∂Ω denote a parameterization of a Sobolev
smooth path connecting a and b, i.e., F (0) = a, F (1) = b, F ′(t) ̸= 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Note that{

∇θ(a) : θ ∈ Hr+2(Ω;R),∆θ = 0 in Ω′ and ∂nθ = 0 on ∂Ω′ \ Γ0

}
= Ta(∂Ω); (3.18)

see [G1, Lemma 6.2] for a proof. It follows from (3.18) that there exist l ∈ N, h1, . . . , hl ∈ C([0, 1];R), θ1, . . . , θl
such that {

∆θi = 0 in Ω and
∂nθi = 0 on ∂Ω \ Γ0,

(3.19)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , l}, and there exists ε > 0 such that

Φ∇θ(a, t) = F (t) for t ∈ [0, t0 + ε], (3.20)

where t0 := inf{t ∈ [0, 1] : F (t) ̸∈ Ω} is the first time the curve F ([0, 1]) leaves Ω, and

θ(x, t) :=

l∑
i=1

hi(t)θi(x).

We emphasize that such choice ensures that the particle trajectory Φ∇θ(a, t) follows F (t) exactly (i.e., for all t ∈
[0, t0+ε]), even though we only apply (3.18) for finitely many a’s. To see that such choice exists, consider, forM ∈ N,
a sequence of points {xm}Mm=0 ⊂ F ([0, 1]) such that x0 = a, xM = b,xm0

= F (t0) (for some m0 ∈ {0, . . . ,M})
and

(B(xm, r) ∩ ∂Ω̃) ∩ (B(xm+1, r) ∩ ∂Ω̃) ̸= ∅, (3.21)
for m = 0, . . . ,M − 1, for some r > 0.
Given m ∈ {0, . . . ,M}, let v1, v2 ∈ Txm

(∂Ω̃) be a basis of Txm
(∂Ω̃) such that v1 = F ′(tm), where

tm ∈ [0, 1] is such that F (tm) = xm. Let θv1 be given by (3.18), and let g1 ∈ C∞
0 ((0, 1);R) be such

that g1(t) = 1 for t in some neighbourhood of tm. Then the particle trajectory Φg1∇θv1 (xm, t, tm) passes
through xm at t = tm and approximates the path F (t) for t close to tm. To make sure that the particle
trajectory follows F (t) exactly we can thus replace the velocity field g1∇θv1 by g1(t)∇θv1 + g2(t)∇θv2 ,
where g2(t) is chosen appropriately so that Φg1(t)∇θv1+g2(t)∇θv2 (xm, t, tm) = F (t) for all t in a neigh-
bourhood of tm. Clearly, choosing M ∈ N sufficiently large, r > 0 sufficiently small (so that
{Φb∇θv1+c∇θv2 (xm, t, tm) : b, c ∈ [−1, 1], t ∈ [tm − δ, tm + δ]} ⊃ B(xm, r) ∩ ∂Ω̃ for all m, for some
δ > 0), and ensuring that functions hi’s involve appropriate partition of unity, we obtain (3.19)–(3.20). We note that
(3.20) holds since F ′(xm0

) points towards ∂Ω̃ \ Ω, and so Φ∇θ(a, t) ̸∈ Ω for t ∈ (tm0 , tm0 + ε), for some ε > 0.
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Clearly, the claim follows by rescaling the time (as ϕ∇θ(a, t0+ ε) ∈ Ω̃ \Ω), or, alternatively, by (smoothly) extending
∇θ by 0 for t ∈ [t0 + ε, 1].
If a ∈ Ω, the claim follows in an analogous by noting that, for such a, the left-hand side of (3.18) equals to R3; see
[G1, Lemma 6.1]. □

3.2. Proof of the local-wellposedness lemma. Here we prove Lemma 3.1. In order to discuss our strategy, we
first note that the classical Hr estimate for the perturbed MHD system (1.10),

∂tu+ u∇u+ U∇u+ u∇U − b∇b+∇p = 0,

∂tb+ u∇b− b∇u+ U∇b− b∇U = 0,

∇ · u = ∇ · b = 0 in Ω,
u · n = b · n = 0 on ∂Ω,

(3.22)

is
d

dt
∥ψ(t)∥Hr ≤ Cr

(
∥ψ(t)∥2Hr + ∥U∥Hr∥ψ(t)∥Hr

)
, (3.23)

provided all the steps in the derivation of the Hr can be justified. Recall that we use the short-hand notation (3.3),
ψ(t) = (u(t), b(t)), for a solution of (3.22) and ψ0 := (u0, b0) for the initial data.
Noting that

g(t) := ∥ψ0∥Hr exp

(
Crt(1 + sup

s≥0
∥U(s)∥Hr+1)

)
(3.24)

satisfies

g′ ≥ Crg(g + ∥U∥Hr ), t ≤ T0 :=
− log ∥ψ0∥Hr

Cr(1 + sups≥0 ∥U(s)∥Hr+1)
(3.25)

with the same initial data, this suggests that

∥ψ(t)∥Hr ≤ g(t), t ≤ T0,

which suggests that the local well-posedness result holds. However, as mentioned in the introduction, the construction
of solutions is a major difficulty in the case of a Sobolev domain Ω. To overcome this challenge, we will first construct
a solution in the case when Ω is an analytic domain.
We also assume that u0, b0 and U are analytic in the sense that there exists τ0 > 0 such that

u0, b0 ∈ X̃(τ0) ∩ Y (τ0) and U ∈ C([0, T ]; X̃(τ0) ∩ Y (τ0)), (3.26)

where the analytic spaces X̃, Y , and also X,Y, Ỹ are discussed in Section 2.1. We prove in Section 3.2.1 below
that under such assumption there exists a unique solution ψ ∈ C([0, T0]; X̃(τ(t))), for some choice of decreasing
τ : [0, T0] → (0,∞), which also satisfies the a priori estimate (3.23) for t ∈ [0, T0]. In Section 3.2.2, we then obtain
a unique solution ψ ∈ C([0, T0];H

r) to (3.22) for Sobolev initial data ψ0 and Sobolev background U , considered
on an analytic domain Ω. Finally, in Section 3.2.3, we construct a unique Sobolev solution considered on a Sobolev
domain Ω.

3.2.1. Construction of analytic solution on an analytic domain. Here we suppose that Ω is analytic in the sense
of (2.3) and, given initial data ψ0 and background U satisfying (3.26), we find an analyticity radius function τ ∈
C1([0, T0]; (0,∞)), and a unique solution ψ ∈ C0([0, T0]; X̃(τ(t))) to (3.22) satisfying the analytic a priori estimate

d

dt
∥ψ∥X̃ − τ̇∥ψ∥Y ≤ Cr

(
∥ψ∥X̃∥ψ∥Ỹ + ∥ψ∥X̃∥U∥Y + ∥U∥X̃∥ψ∥Ỹ

)
, (3.27)

for all t ∈ [0, T0], where T0 is given in (3.25).
We emphasize that, even though we aim to find an analytic solution ψ, the time T0 of existence depends only on the
Sobolev norm ∥ψ0∥Hr of the initial data. This is possible thanks to persistence of analyticity; see (3.39) below.
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We first derive the analytic a priori bound (3.27). To this end we apply ∂α to the first two equations of (1.10) and
multiply by (∂αu, ∂αb) to obtain

1

2

d

dt

∫
(|∂iT ju|2 + |∂iT jb|2)

= −
∫
((u+ U) · ∇∂iT ju) · ∂iT ju−

∫
((u+ U) · ∇∂iT jb) · ∂iT jb

+

∫ (
(b · ∇∂iT jb) · ∂iT ju+ (b · ∇∂iT ju) · ∂iT jb

)
−

∫
Sij(u+ U, u) · ∂iT ju

−
∫
Sij(u+ U, b) · ∂iT jb+

∫ (
Sij(b, b) · ∂iT ju+ Sij(b, u) · ∂iT jb

)
−
∫ (

u · ∇∂iT jU + Sij(u, U)
)
· ∂iT ju+

∫ (
b · ∇∂iT jU + Sij(b, U)

)
· ∂iT jb

+

∫
∂iT j∇p · ∂iT ju,

(3.28)

where we set

Sij(v, w) := ∂iT j((v · ∇)w)− v · ∇∂iT jw. (3.29)

To estimate the terms involving S(·, ·) in (3.28), we will need use the inequality∑
i+j≥r

ci,j∥Sij(u, v)∥ ≲r ∥v∥Ỹ (τ)∥u∥X̃(τ) + ∥v∥X̃(τ)∥u∥Ỹ (τ); (3.30)

see [KOS, (3.15)] for a proof. In order to estimate the pressure term, we note that, applying the divergence operator
to the evolution equation for u (i.e., the first equation in (1.10)) gives

−∆p = ∇ · (u · ∇u+ U · ∇u+ u · ∇U − b · ∇b) = ∇u⊙∇u+ 2∇U ⊙∇u−∇b⊙∇b+ u · ∇(divU), (3.31)

where we set

∇u⊙∇v := (∇u)T : ∇v = ∂iuj∂jvi

and we also used the facts ∇ · (u∇v) = ∇u ⊙∇v + u · ∇(∇ · v) and ∇u ⊙∇v = ∇v ⊙∇u. As for the boundary
condition for p, we apply the dot product with the normal n to the evolution equation for u, which gives

−∇p · n = (u · ∇u+ U · ∇u+ u · ∇U − b · ∇b) · n. (3.32)

We will use the following pressure bound.

LEMMA 3.3 (The pressure estimate in an analytic norm). Consider the solution p of the Neumann problem

∆p = ∇f1 : ∇f2 in Ω

∂np = ((g1 · ∇g2) · n)|∂Ω on ∂Ω,
(3.33)

with the normalizing condition
∫
Ω
p = 0, where g is defined in Ω, with the necessary compatibility condition. Then we

have

∥∇p∥X(τ) ≲ ∥f1∥X̃(τ)∥f2∥X̃(τ) + ∥g1∥X̃(τ)∥g2∥Y (τ), (3.34)

provided ϵ and ϵ/ϵ are sufficiently small positive numbers. Moreover, if also g1 · n = g2 · n = 0 then

∥∇p∥X(τ) ≲ ∥f1∥X̃(τ)∥f2∥X̃(τ) + ∥g1∥X̃(τ)∥g2∥X̃(τ). (3.35)

PROOF. See [KOS, Lemma 3.3]. □

Using Lemma 3.3, we can estimate all components of the pressure function arising from the boundary value problem
(3.31)–(3.32), except for the term involving div U . To this end, we can use the following statement.



BOUNDARY CONTROLLABILITY OF 3D IDEAL MHD 17

COROLLARY 3.4. Consider the solution p of the Neumann problem

∆p = f1 · ∇f2 in Ω

∂np = 0 on ∂Ω,
(3.36)

with the normalizing condition
∫
Ω
p = 0, where f1, f2 satisfy

∫
∂Ω

(f1f2) · n = 0. Then we have

∥∇p∥X(τ) ≲ ∥f1∥X̃(τ)∥f2∥X̃(τ), (3.37)

provided ϵ and ϵ/ϵ are sufficiently small positive numbers.

Applying Lemma 3.3 and Corollary 3.4 to (3.31)–(3.32) gives that

∥∇p∥X ≲ ∥ψ∥2
X̃
+ ∥ψ∥X̃

(
∥U∥X̃ + ∥divU∥X̃

)
.

Thus, noting that all term in the second and third lines of (3.28) that do not involve U vanish, due to the divergence-free
condition on u and b, we can sum (3.28) in i, j with coefficients ci,j to obtain

d

dt
∥ψ∥X̃ − τ̇∥ψ∥Y ≲r ∥ψ∥X̃

(
∥div U∥L∞ + ∥U∥Ỹ + ∥ψ∥Ỹ

)
+ ∥U∥X̃∥ψ∥Ỹ + ∥ψ∥L∞

∑
i+j≥r

ci,j∥∇∂iT jU∥+ ∥∇p∥X̃

≲r ∥ψ∥X̃∥U∥Y +
(
∥ψ∥X̃ + ∥U∥X̃

)
∥ψ∥Ỹ ,

which shows (3.27). We can now choose τ(t) such that (3.27) lets us control the solution until the final time T =
T (∥ψ∥Hr ). Namely, if τ satisfies

−τ̇ ≥ 2Crτ(∥ψ∥X̃ + ∥U∥X̃), (3.38)

then (3.27) gives
d

dt
∥ψ∥X̃ − τ̇

2
∥ψ∥Y ≤ Cr

(
∥ψ∥X̃(∥ψ∥Hr + ∥U∥Y ) + ∥ψ∥Hr∥U∥X̃

)
. (3.39)

This shows that the L∞
t X̃ ∩ L1

t Ỹ norm of ψ remains under control at least as long as ∥ψ(t)∥Hr remains bounded,
provided the analyticity radius τ(t) satisfies (3.38). As for the Hr estimate, we have

d

dt
∥ψ∥Hr ≤r ∥ψ∥2Hr + ∥ψ∥Hr∥U∥Hr+1 ,

by (3.28), which in particular implies that

∥ψ(t)∥Hr ≤ ∥ψ0∥Hr exp

(
Crt(1 + sup

s≥0
∥U(s)∥Hr+1)

)
=: g(t), t ≤ − log ∥ψ0∥Hr

Cr(1 + sups≥0 ∥U(s)∥Hr+1)
. (3.40)

For such t, the inequality (3.39) gives

∥ψ(t)∥X̃ ≤
(
∥ψ0∥X̃ +

∫ t

0

g(s)∥U(s)∥X̃(τ(s))ds

)
exp

(
Cr

∫ t

0

(
g(s) + ∥U(s)∥Y (τ(s))

)
ds

)
=: G(t) (3.41)

(recall (2.1)), provided (3.38) holds. We can thus choose ∥ψ0∥Hr sufficiently small, so that the analytic solution exists
for a given time. Moreover, we can now fix τ(t), by imposing the ODE of a similar form to (3.38), except with ∥ψ∥X̃
replaced by G, i.e., we define τ(t) by the ODE

τ̇(t) = −Crτ(t)
(
G(t) + ∥U(t)∥X̃(τ(t))

)
=: f(t), τ(0) = τ0. (3.42)

With such choice of τ , the a priori estimate (3.39) holds unconditionally, and moreover a simple Picard iteration (see
[KOS, Section 2.2] for details) lets one construct a solution ψ ∈ C([0, T0]; X̃(τ)) such that −τ̇ψ ∈ L1((0, T0); Ỹ (τ))
and the upper bounds (3.40), (3.41) hold.
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3.2.2. Construction of Sobolev solution on an analytic domain. Here we prove the local well-posedness
Lemma 3.1 in the case when Ω is analytic (in the sense that (2.3)). To this end, we first show how to approximate
Sobolev vector fields by analytic ones.

LEMMA 3.5 (Analytic approximation lemma). Let Ω be a bounded and analytic domain (in the sense of (2.3)). There
exists ε0 > 0 such that, for every ε > 0, there is Sε ∈ B(Hr,Hr) with ∥Sε∥ ≲ 1 such that, for sufficiently small
ε > 0, Sεu ∈ Y (ε0) and

∥Sεu− u∥Hr → 0

as ε→ 0. Moreover, there exist an operator Tε with the same properties as Sε, except that T ∈ B(V, V ), where

V := {u ∈ Hr(Ω): u · n = 0 on ∂Ω}.

PROOF. We denote byE ∈ B(Hr(Ω), Hr(R3)) the Sobolev extension operator (see [AF, Theorem 5.22]). Given
u ∈ Hr, we set

uε := Φ(ε) ∗ Eu,
where Φ(x, t) := (4πt)−3/2e−|x|2/4t. We let Sεu := v to be the unique Hr solution to the Stokes system

−∆v +∇p = −∆uε,

div v = 0 in Ω,

v · n = 0,

v × n = uε × n on ∂Ω;

(3.43)

see [T, Proposition 2.2 in Ch. 1]. Note that ∥v∥Hr(Ω) ≲ ∥uε∥Hr(Ω) ≤ ∥uε∥Hr(R3) ≤ ∥Eu∥Hr(R3) ≲ ∥u∥Hr(Ω),
which shows that Sεu ∈ Hr for every ε > 0. Moreover,

∥Sεu− u∥Hr ≤ ∥Sεu− uε∥Hr + ∥uε − u∥Hr(Ω) → 0,

as ε → 0, where used the approximation property of the heat kernel (see Appendix 6.5.1 in [OP], for example) to
obtain convergence of the second term. As for the second term we see that w := Sεu− uε is a solution to

−∆w +∇p = 0,

div w = −div uε in Ω,

w · n = −uε · n,
w × n = 0 on ∂Ω,

(3.44)

which, by [T, Proposition 2.2 in Ch. 1], gives

∥w∥Hr(Ω) ≲ ∥div uε∥Hr−1(Ω) + ∥uε · n∥Hr−1/2(∂Ω) → ∥div u∥Hr(Ω) + ∥u · n∥Hr−1/2(∂Ω) = 0

as ε→ 0, since uε → u in Hr(R3).
Furthermore, Sεu ∈ Y (ε0) since uε ∈ Y (R3; ε0) for sufficiently small ε0 = ε0(Ω) (see [KP2]) and then Sεu ∈
Y (Ω; ε0) by analyticity of Ω and analyticity of solutions to the Stokes problem (see [JKL1, JKL2] and [KP2] for
details).
As for operator Tε, we apply the same construction, except that the second equations in (3.43) and (3.44) are replaced
by div v = div uε − [div uε]Ω and div w = −[div uε]Ω, respectively, where [div uε]Ω := 1

|Ω|
∫
Ω
div uε. □

Using Lemma 3.5, we can use analytic approximations of U, u0, b0. Namely, given U ∈ C([0, T0];V ) and u0, b0 ∈ Hr

we consider a sequence εk → 0 and a sequence of approximations

Uk := TεkU, uk := Sεku0, bk := Sεkb0.

For each k, we solve the MHD system (1.10) on [0, T0], perturbed around Uk, with initial data (uk, bk) to obtain a
solution ψk ∈ C([0, T0];H

r(Ω)), and we consider the limit k → ∞. We note that, for each k the choice of τ in
the analytic spaces (2.6) is defined by (3.42), except with τ0 replaced by ε0. In particular, we see that Hr estimate
(3.40) remains uniform with respect to k and so we can find a subsequence of ψk which converges weakly-∗ in
L∞((0, T0);H

r). We also note that ∂tψk is bounded in C([0, T0];Hr−1), uniformly with respect to k, which lets us
use the Aubin-Lions lemma (see [T, Theorem 2.1 in Section 3.2], for example) to obtain a solution ψ ∈ C([0, T0];H

r)
of the MHD system (3.22) on [0, T0], perturbed around U with initial data ψ0. The uniqueness of such solution can be
obtain by a simple energy argument in C([0, T0];L2).
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3.2.3. Construction of Sobolev solution on Sobolev domain. Here we prove the local well-posedness Lemma 3.1
in full generality. Namely, we consider r ≥ 3, a bounded Hr+2 domain Ω, a background vector field U ∈
C([0, T0];H

r+1(Ω)), T0 given by (3.25), and, for every u0, b0 ∈ Hr, we construct a unique solution ψ ∈
C([0, T0];H

r(Ω)) to (3.22).
Step 1. For a given ε > 0, we find an analytic domain Q that approximates Ω.

Namely, we fix ϕ ∈ Hr+2 such that Ω = {ϕ > 0} (recall (1.6)). Given ε > 0, we set

ϕε := Φ(ε) ∗ ϕ,

where Φ denotes the 3D heat kernel, and we set

Q := {ϕε > 0}.

Then, ϕε is analytic by properties of the heat kernel (see [KP2], for example), and so Q is an analytic domain; recall
(2.3). Moreover, Q can be described locally as a graph of an analytic function, which can be proven using an analytic
version of the Implicit Function Theorem; see [KP1], and Q→ Ω in Hr+2 as ε→ 0, by following the analysis of [A,
Section 6.3]. We emphasize that a given Sobolev domain is denoted by Ω, while the approximate analytic domain, for
a given ε, is denoted by Q.

Step 2. We construct a Hr+2 diffeomorphism η : Ω → Q.

To this end, we first let β > 0 be a small number, to be determined later. Let ξ : R3 → [0, 1] be a smooth function such
that ξ = 1 on B(0, 1− β) and ξ = 0 on B(0, 1)c.
Let B1, . . . , BL be a collection of balls that cover ∂Ω and are such that, for each fixed l ∈ {1, . . . , L}, the surface
∂Ω∩Bl is (up to rotation) a graph of a Hr+2 function F0 that is bounded away from 0. Let ε > 0 be sufficiently small
so that the collection also covers ∂Q and, similarly, for each l, ∂Ω ∩Bl is (after the same rotation) a graph of a Hr+2

function F . We now fix β > 0 sufficiently small so that the same is true for the collection (1−β)B1, . . . , (1−β)BL.
Set ξl(x) := ξ(x − xl), where xl is the center of Bl. We define η inductively: η0 := id, and, for l = {1, . . . , L}, we
redefine F0 and F to be the graphs of ∂ηl−1(Ω) ∩Bl and ∂ηl−1(Ω) ∩Bl, respectively, and we let

Gl : Bl → Bl

be such that Gl is a diffeomorphism of ∂ηl−1(Ω) ∩ Bl onto ∂ηl−1(Q) ∩ Bl. Moreover, since both Ω, Q are Hr+2

domains, we can guarantee that Gl ∈ Hr+2(Bl, Bl). Such Gl can be constructed, for example, by considering the
corresponding rotation and translation and then defining Gl via the quotient F/F0. Since F, F0 ∈ Hr+2, and since F0

is bounded away from 0, the same is true of the quotient, and of the appropriate rotation and translation.
We now set

ηl := (ξlGl + (1− ξl)id) ◦ ηl−1

and η := ηL. An inductive argument shows that η ∈ Hr+2 and that

∥η − id∥Hr+2 → 0 as ε→ 0. (3.45)

Step 3. Given initial data (v0, b0) on Ω and background flow U ∈ C([0, T0];H
r+1(Ω)), we construct approximate

data and background flow on Q.

Namely, we set
v0 := u0 ◦ η−1 and g0 := b0 ◦ η−1

and we use Lemma 2.1 to construct solutions U0, B0 ∈ Hr to the problems
div U0 = 0,

curl U0 = curla v0 in Ω,

U0 · n = 0 on ∂Ω,


div B0 = 0,

curl B0 = curla g0 in Ω,

B0 · n = 0 on ∂Ω,

respectively, satisfying

∥U0∥Hr ≲Ω ∥v0∥Hr ≲ ∥u0∥Hr(Ω) and ∥B0∥Hr ≲Ω ∥g0∥Hr ≲ ∥b0∥Hr(Ω),
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where
a := (∇η)−1

and
curla w := ϵijkalj∂lwk,

using the summation convention. Similarly, we set

∆a := ∂j(ajlakl∂k(·)).
We now define the background flow U on the approximate domain Q. To this end we recall Section 3.1 that U is of
the form

U(x, t) =

l∑
i=1

hi(t)θi(x), (3.46)

where each θi ∈ Hr+2(Ω) is a solution of the problem (3.1) on Ω, i.e.,
∆θ = 0 in Ω′,

∂nθ = 0 on ∂Ω′ \ Γ,
∇θ(x) = v,

(3.47)

for some x ∈ ∂Ω′ and some v ∈ Tx(∂Ω
′). In order to obtain an approximation of U , which is defined on Q× [0, T0],

and is of the same form as (3.46), we will need the following statement.

LEMMA 3.6. Let x ∈ ∂Ω. There exists ε0 such that for each ε ∈ (0, ε0] the following holds: For every v ∈ Tx(∂Ω0)
there exists a solution θa to the problem 

∆aθa = 0 in Ω′,

∂nθa = 0 on ∂Ω′ \ Γ,
∇θa(x) = v.

Moreover, ∥θa − θ∥Hr+2 → 0 as ε→ 0.

PROOF. We first suppose that ε is sufficiently small so that

∥I − a∥Hr+2 ≤ 1. (3.48)

Given w ∈ Tx(∂Ω), let θ be a solution of (3.47) with ∇θ(x) = w. We will find a solution ψ ∈ Hr(Ω) to the problem{
∆aψ = −(∆−∆a)θ in Ω,

n · (aT∇ψ) = 0 on ∂Ω \ Γ,
(3.49)

such that
∥ψ∥Hr+2 ≲ ∥I − a∥Hr+2∥θ∥Hr+2 . (3.50)

Then taking θa := θ − ψ gives the claimed solution.
In order to find ψ, we first let χ ∈ C∞

0 (Γ) be such that
∫
Γ
χ = 1, and we consider the Neumann problem{

∆ψ = (∆−∆a)(ψ − θ) in Ω,

∂nψ = n · ((I − aT )∇ψ) + cχ on ∂Ω,
(3.51)

where c ∈ R. Note that (3.51) is uniquely solvable if and only if

c = −
∫
∂Ω

n · ((I − aT )∇ψ) +
∫
Ω

(∆−∆a)(ψ − θ). (3.52)

We are thus looking for a solution (ψ, c) ∈ Hr+2 × R to (3.51)–(3.52). We set (ψ0, c0) := (0, 0), and, for k ≥ 1 we
let

ck := −
∫
∂Ω

n · ((I − aT )∇ψk−1) +

∫
Ω

(∆−∆a)(ψk−1 − θ),

and we let ψk ∈ Hr+2 be the solution to{
∆ψk = (∆−∆a)(ψk−1 − θ) in Ω,

∂nψk = n · ((I − aT )∇ψk−1) + ckχ on ∂Ω.
(3.53)
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We have that
|ck|+ ∥ψk∥Hr+2 ≲ ∥I − a∥Hr+2 (∥ψk−1∥Hr+2 + ∥θ∥Hr+2) , (3.54)

due to (3.48). Since ψk+1 − ψk is a solution to{
∆(ψk+1 − ψk) = (∆−∆a)(ψk − ψk−1) in Ω,

∂n(ψk+1 − ψk) = n · ((I − aT )∇(ψk − ψk−1)) + (ck − ck−1)χ on ∂Ω,
(3.55)

we have that

|ck+1 − ck|+ ∥ψk+1 − ψk∥Hr+2 ≲ ∥I − a∥Hr+2 (|ck − ck−1|+ ∥ψk − ψk−1∥Hr+2) ,

for all k ≥ 1. Thus, if ε0 > 0 is sufficiently small, then (ψk, ck) is Cauchy in Hr+2 ×R, and so ∥ψk −ψ∥Hr+2 , |ck −
c| → 0 as k → ∞, for some ψ ∈ Hr+2, c ∈ R. We can thus take k → ∞ in (3.53) to see that (ψ, c) solve
(3.51)–(3.52), which implies (3.49), as χ = 0 on ∂Ω0 \Γ. Letting k → ∞ in (3.54), we obtain (3.50), as required. □

The point of the lemma is, of course, that, if θa is given by Lemma 3.6 then θa ◦ η−1 satisfies (3.47) on Q, with a
slightly different xi and vi, if ε > 0 is sufficiently small.
To be precise, we consider the finite sequence {η(xm)}Mm=1 (recall (3.21)), and we let θ(a)i be given by Lemma 3.6
with xi ∈ ∂Ω′, vi ∈ Txi

(∂Ω). Then we set

V (x, t) :=

l∑
i=1

hi(t)θ
(a)
i ◦ η−1(x),

where hi are the same as in (3.46). We note that this way V (x, t) solves the 3D incompressible forced Euler equations
with forcing supported in η(Ω\Ω′), with non-penetration boundary condition on ∂Ω′. Moreover the path η(F ([0, 1]))
might not be the same as ϕV (η(a)). This is not a problem, as the path is not relevant for the local well-posedness
result (Lemma 3.1). However, we have

∥U − V ∥C([0,T0];Hr+2) → 0 as ε→ 0, (3.56)

due to the last claim of Lemma 3.6.

Step 4. We take the limit ε→ 0 to conclude the proof of the local well-posedness Lemma 3.1.

Namely, we consider the background flow V defined in the previous step to apply the construction of Section 3.2.2
to obtain a (v, g) ∈ C([0, T0];H

r) to the MHD system (3.22), perturbed around V on Q with initial data (U0, B0).
Since taking the limit ε → 0 we have U0 → u0, B0 → b0 as ε → 0 and recalling (3.56), we can use the uniform
C([0, T0];H

r) estimate (3.40) as well as an Aubin-Lions argument (as in Section 3.2.2 above) to obtain a limit ψ ∈
C([0, T0];H

r(Ω)) satisfying (3.22) around background velocity fieldU and with initial condition (u0, b0). Uniqueness
follows by a similar energy estimate in C([0, T0];L2) as in Section 3.2.2.

3.3. The cancelling operator. Here we construct the cancelling operator T of Step 6 (recall (3.5)). Namely,
we suppose that Ω is a Hr+2 domain, that W̃ ,W ⊂ Ω are Hr+2 subdomains such that W̃ ⊂⊂ W , and that χ ∈
C∞(Ω; [0, 1]). Then we set

V := {w ∈ Hr : either χ(x) = 1 or w(x) = 0 for every x ∈W \ W̃} (3.57)

(recall (1.7), where Hr := {u ∈ Hr(Ω): div u = 0 in Ω, u · n = 0 on ∂Ω}), and we prove the following.

LEMMA 3.7. There exists T ∈ B(V,Hr) such that Tb = b on Ω \W .

PROOF. Let W̃ ⊂⊂ W be a Hr+2 subdomain such that (3.57) is valid with W replaced by W . Let
χ0, χ1, . . . , χr ∈ C∞(Ω; [0, 1]) be sequence of cutoff functions such that

Ω \W ⊂⊂ {χr = 1} ⊂⊂ supp χr ⊂⊂ . . . {χ0 = 1} ⊂⊂ supp χ0 ⊂⊂ Ω \ W̃ .

We note that since ∫
W̃

∇χ · b =
∫
W̃

div (bχ) =

∫
∂W̃

bχ · n = 0,
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by assumption and by b · n = 0 on ∂Ω, Lemma 2.1 shows that there exists ψ such that
curl ψ = 0 in W̃ ,

div ψ = ∇χ · b in W̃ ,

ψ · n = 0 on ∂W̃ ,

(3.58)

and that ∥ψ∥
Hr(W̃ )

≲ ∥b∥
Hr(W̃ )

. Note that

ψ0 := b− ψ ∈ L2(Ω)

is divergence-free, ψ0 = b on Ω \ W̃ ⊃ supp χ0, and

∥ψ0∥L2(Ω) ≲ ∥b∥Hr(Ω),

but it is not clear that ψ0 ∈ Hr (i.e., across ∂W̃ ∩Ω). To this end, we describe an iteration procedure which bootstraps
the regularity up to Hr(Ω). Namely, for each k = 1, . . . , r, given ψk−1 ∈ Hk−1 such that

ψk−1 = b on {χk−1 = 1},
we use Lemma 2.1 (with l := k) to obtain a unique solution ϕk ∈ Hk be the solution to the problem

curl ϕk = ψk−1 in Ω,

div ϕk = 0 in Ω,

ϕk × n = 0 on ∂Ω,
(3.59)

with ∥ϕk∥Hk ≲ ∥ψk−1∥Hk−1 . We set

ψk := curl (ϕkχk) = χk curl ϕk︸ ︷︷ ︸
=ψk−1=b

+ϕk ×∇χk.

Clearly, ψk = b on {χk = 1} and

∥ψk∥Hk(Ω) ≲k ∥b∥Hr(Ω) + ∥ϕk∥Hk(Ω).

Moreover div ψk = 0 and, on ∂Ω,

ψk · n = curl (ϕkχk) · n = χk (curlϕk)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=b

·n+ (ϕk ×∇χk) · n = χkb · n− (ϕk × n) · ∇χk = 0.

Thus ψk ∈ Hk for each k = 1, . . . , r. The lemma follows by setting Tb := ψr. □

The above proof implies also that given b0 ∈ Hr we can cut it off in Ω \ Ω′ arbitrarily close to Ω′.

COROLLARY 3.8. Given δ > 0 there exists T ∈ B(Hr,Hr) such that Tb = 0 on Ω \ Ω′ +B(δ)

PROOF. We let χ ∈ C∞ be such that χ = 1 on Ω′ + B(δ/2) and χ = 0 on Ω \ Ω′ +B(δ). We then follow the
same procedure as in the proof above, by first making bχ diveregence-free as in (3.58), and then iterating regularity by
considering a sequence of cutoff functions and increasing the regularity up to Hr as in (3.59). □

4. 2D controllability

Here we prove Theorem 1.1 in the case n = 2. As in Steps 1 and 2 in Section 3, we note that we can assume that
b1 = 0, u1 is arbitrary, and that T0 is arbitrarily large.
We now note that since we can assume that u0 and b0 have compact support in Ω (recall Corollary 3.8 above), we can
replace the ambient domain R by a Hr+2 domain that is periodic in x1 with some period L. Denote by

Ω := {(x, y) ∈ R2 : (x, y) = (x0 + kL, y0) ∈ R, k ∈ Z}
the periodic extension of R.
We show in Section 4.1 below that Ω can be mapped via a conformal and periodic map onto a unit periodic channel
S := {z ∈ C : |Im z| < 1}. Namely, we say that F : R→ S is periodic if there exists M > 0 such that

F (z + L) = F (z) +M,

for every z = x+ iy ∈ C such that (x, y) ∈ R, and we show the following.

PROPOSITION 4.1. There exists a periodic conformal mapping F : R→ S.
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Given Proposition 4.1, we let U : R → R2 denote the vector field obtained by mapping conformally the standard
uniform shear flow, i.e.,

U(x) := ∇ (ReF (z)) .

Note that there exist T > 0 such that each particle in R is transported via U away from R after time T > 0, i.e.,

ΦU (x, T ) ̸∈ R for x ∈ R, t > T. (4.1)

In order to see this, assume that (x0, y0) belongs to the left part of the boundary ∂R and consider a particle trajectory
(x(t), y(t)) of velocity field U , i.e. (

ẋ(t)
ẏ(t)

)
= U(x(t), y(t)) =

(
∂xu(x(t), y(t))
∂yu(x(t), y(t)),

)
(x(0), y(0)) = (x0, y0),

where we used the notation F (z) = u(x, y)+ iv(x, y). Then letting p(t)+ iq(t) := F (x(t)+ iy(t)) = u(x(t), y(t))+
iv(x(t), y(t)), we see that

ṗ(t) = ∂xu · ẋ+ ∂yu · ẏ = (∂xu)
2 + (∂yu)

2 = |F ′(z(t))|2.

Thus, since F : R→ S is a conformal mapping (which can be extended to ∂R), we have F (z) ̸= 0 for all z ∈ R, and
so, by compactness, there exists η > 0 such that |F ′|2 ≥ η in R. This shows that (p(t), q(t)) ̸∈ S for t ≥ Cη−1, and
consequently (4.1) holds with T := Cη−1.
We can thus denote by ψ the solution of the perturbed MHD system (1.10) on Ω, around U with initial condition
ψ(0) = ψ0 := (u0, b0)χR, so that u0 = b0 = 0 in the periodic extension of R. We now take ∥ψ0∥Hr sufficiently
small so that particle trajectories of u(·, t) + U remain close to the particle trajectories of U for t ∈ [0, T ], so that

Φu(·,t)+U (x, T ) ̸∈ R for x ∈ R, t > T.

This guarantees that b has been transported away from R, and so, restricting ψ(·, t) to Ω′ for t ∈ [0, T ] completes the
proof of Theorem 1.1 in the case n = 2.

4.1. Periodic conformal mapping. Here we prove Proposition 4.1. Without loss of generality, we may assume
that 0 ∈ R, and [−iD, iD] ⊂ R with −iD, iD ∈ ∂R.

We first note that, given z0 ∈ D, the linear fractional transformation

Gz0(z) :=
z − z0
1− z0z

(4.2)

maps conformally D onto D in a way that Gz0(z0) = 0, G′
z0(z0) > 0, and moreover circles that are symmetric with

respect to [0, z0] and pass through the inversion of z0, inv z0 := z0
−1, become parallel lines; see Figure 5.

0
z0

inv z0

u

ũ

Gz0(·)
Gz0(ũ)

Gz0(u)

0 = Gz0(z0)
Σ

Gz0(Σ)

β

FIGURE 5. A sketch of the properties of the mappingGz0 . Note that the mapping rotates u by angle
−β = ArgGz0(u).

We also recall the following.
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THEOREM 4.2 (The Riemann Mapping Theorem). Given any simply-connected Q ⊂ C, such that Q ̸= C, and
z0 ∈ Q, there exists a unique biholomorphic bijection f : Q→ D such that f(z0) = 0 and f ′(z0) > 0.

Remark: The claim of the Riemann Mapping Theorem remains true if the condition f ′(z0) > 0 is replaced by
e−iαf ′(z0) > 0 for any fixed α ∈ [−π, π) (namely by Arg f ′(z0) = α).
We will call such f the Riemann mapping of Q with respect to z0 and angle α.
We note that the Riemann mapping g of S with respect to 0 and angle 0 is symmetric with respect to both the real and
imaginary axis, namely

g(z) = g(z), and − g(z) = g(−z) for all z ∈ S, (4.3)

which follows from the uniqueness part in Theorem 4.2.
As a consequence, we have the following.

COROLLARY 4.3. Given z0 ∈ R and α ∈ R there exists a unique biholomorphic bijection F : R → S such that
F (z0) = 0 and e−iαF ′(z0) > 0.

PROOF. We simply use the Riemann Mapping Theorem twice, first with R and z0 to obtain f : R → D and then
with S and 0 ∈ S to obtain g : S → D. The required mapping is then F := g−1 ◦R−α ◦ f : R→ S. □

In order to prove Proposition 4.1, we now show that one can find z0 ∈ R, α ∈ R such that the mapping in Corollary 4.3
is periodic.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.1. We will show, in Step 1 below, that there exists δ ∈ (−D,D) and α ∈ R such that
the Riemann mapping w with respect to z0 := iδ and the angle α satisfies w(L + iδ) > 0 and e−iαw′(L + iδ) > 0.
Given such w, we have that

F = g−1 ◦ w (4.4)

is the mapping from Corollary 4.3; see (4.3) as well as Figure 7 below. We will show, in Step 2 below, that such F is
periodic, proving Proposition 4.1.

Step 1. We construct w.

We first denote by f the Riemann mapping of R with respect to 0 and angle 0, which maps the segment R0 of R
between 0 and L onto a region in D; see Figure 6.

iδ L+ iδ

0 LR0

f(L+ iδ)0

f ′(iδ)

f(iδ)

inv(f(iδ))

˜f(L+ iδ)

β(δ)

κ

f ′(L+ iδ)

γ−D

γD

Σ

FIGURE 6. A sketch of the Riemann mapping f : R→ D with respect to 0 and angle 0.

We denote by ˜f(L+ iδ) ∈ C the symmetric image of f(L+ iδ) with respect to the line [0, f(iδ)], and we denote by

Σ ⊂ C the circle passing through points f(L+ iδ), ˜f(L+ iδ), inv(f(iδ));
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see Figure 6. We also denote by κ the tangent line to Σ at f(L + iδ) and by β = β(δ) ∈ (−π, π) the angle from the

line [f(L+ iδ), ˜f(L+ iδ)] to the tangent line κ, as in Figure 6. We now consider h := [−D,D] → [−2π, 2π], defined
by

h(δ) := β(δ) + Arg f ′(L+ iδ)−Arg f ′(iδ)

Note that Arg f ′(iδ) is the angle that can be obtained by rotating the angle of the tangent to the curve f({iη : η ∈
[−D,D]}) at f(iδ) by −π/2. (Indeed, the rotation at each point is given by Arg f ′ and so the claim can be seen
simply from the chain rule d

dδf(iδ) = f ′(iδ)i, noting that d
dδf(iδ) is a tangent vector at f(iδ), δ ∈ [−D,D].) Thus,

since the theorem of Kellogg-Warschawski [P, Theorem 3.6] gives that f remains conformal up to the boundary, we
obtain that

Arg f ′(L+ iD)−Arg f ′(iD) = γD,

where γD denotes the angle of the sector of ∂D which is the image of the part of ∂R joining iD and L + iD, and
similarly for δ = −D; see Figure 6.
Moreover, since for δ = D we have Σ = ∂D (and similarly at δ = −D, only with the opposite orientation), the
tangent-chord theorem gives that

β(D) = π − γD, β(−D) = −π + γ−D.

This shows that
h(−D) = −π, h(D) = π.

Thus, since h is continuous, the Darboux property implies the existence of δ ∈ (−D,D) such that h(δ) = 0. We now
fix such δ and set

z0 := iδ.

This shows that the mapping Gf(z0) ◦ f : R → D maps z0 onto 0 and its derivative has the same argument at z0 and
at L + z0. Indeed, the mapping Gf(z0) maps Σ onto a line perpendicular to [0, f(iδ)], which changes the angle at
f(L+ iδ) by −β(δ), recall Figure 5 and see Figure 7.

L

z0 L+ z0

0 R0

f(L+ z0)

0

f(z0)

inv(f(z0))

˜f(L+ z0)

Σ

β

Gf(z0)(f(L+ z0))

0

Gf(z0)(
˜f(L+ z0))

Gf(z0)(Σ)

ϑ

R−ϑ ◦Gf(z0)(f(L+ z0))

0

f
Gf(z0)

R−ϑ
g−1

0 = F (z0) M = F (L+ z0)

α α

κ

FIGURE 7. A sketch of the Riemann mapping w : R→ D, and F = g−1 ◦ w : R→ D.s
We now let

ϑ := ArgGf(z0)(f(L+ z0)),

and w can be obtained by
w := R−ϑ ◦Gf(z0) ◦ f ;



BOUNDARY CONTROLLABILITY OF 3D IDEAL MHD 26

see Figure 7.

Step 2. We show that F is periodic.

We first note, from properties of w, that

F (L+ z0) > 0, e−iαF ′(z0 + L) > 0;

see Figure 7. Let
G(z) := F (L+ z)− F (L+ z0)

Then G : R → S is biholomorphic, G(z0) = 0 and e−iαG′(z0) = e−iαF ′(L + z0), and so the uniqueness part of
Corollary 4.3 implies that F = G. Equivalently F is periodic with M := F (L+ z0), as required. □
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[C4] J.-M. Coron, Contrôlabilité exacte frontière de l’équation d’Euler des fluides parfaits incompressibles bidimensionnels, C. R. Acad. Sci.

Paris, t. 317, Série I, pp. 271–276, 1993.
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