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A NOTE FOR DOUBLE HÖLDER REGULARITY OF THE
HYDRODYNAMIC PRESSURE FOR WEAK SOLUTIONS

OF EULER EQUATIONS

SIRAN LI AND YA-GUANG WANG

Abstract. We give an elementary proof for the double Hölder reg-

ularity of the hydrodynamic pressure for weak solutions of the Euler

Equations in a bounded C2-domain Ω ⊂ R
d; d ≥ 3. That is, for ve-

locity u ∈ C0,γ(Ω;Rd) with some 0 < γ < 1/2, we show that the pres-

sure p ∈ C0,2γ(Ω). This is motivated by the studies of turbulence and

anolalous dissipation in mathematical hydrodynamics and, recently, has

been established in [L. De Rosa, M. Latocca, and G. Stefani, Int. Math.

Res. Not. 2024.3 (2024), 2511–2560] over C2,α-domains by means of

pseudodifferential calculus. Our approach involves only standard elliptic

PDE techniques, and relies crucially on the modified pressure introduced

in [C. W. Bardos, D. W. Boutros, and E. S. Titi, Hölder regularity of

the pressure for weak solutions of the 3D Euler equations in bounded

domains, arXiv: 2304.01952] and the potential estimates in [L. Silvestre,

unpublished notes]. The key novel ingredient of our proof is the introduc-

tion of two cutoff functions whose localisation parameters are carefully

chosen as a power of the distance to ∂Ω.

1. Introduction
sec: intro

We are concerned with the Euler equations for the motion of incompress-

ible inviscid fluids in a bounded C2-domain Ω ⊂ R
d with d ≥ 3:





∂tu+ div(u⊗ u) +∇p = 0 and div u = 0 in [0, T ]× Ω,

u · ν = 0 on [0, T ]× ∂Ω.
(1.1) euler

Here, u : [0, T ]×Ω → R
d is the velocity and p : [0, T ]×Ω → R is the hydro-

dynamic pressure of the flow, and ν : ∂Ω → R
d is the outward normal vector

Date: September 17, 2024.
2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. (Primary) 35B65, 35Q31, 35Q35; (Secondary)
76B03, 76F40.
Key words and phrases. Euler equations; hydrodynamic pressure; Hölder regularity; tur-
bulence; boundary layer.

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2409.09433v1


field to the boundary ∂Ω. On ∂Ω the impermeability boundary condition is

imposed. The goal of this note is to give an alternative, elementary proof

for the double Hölder regularity of p.

1.1. Main Theorem. The main result of the paper is as follows:

thm Theorem 1.1. Let (u, p) be a weak solution of the Euler Equation (1.1) in

the bounded C2-domain Ω ⊂ R
d for d ≥ 3. Assume that u is of Hölder

regularity C0,γ(Ω;Rd) in the spatial variable for some 0 < γ < 1/2. Then

the hydrodynamic pressure p is of double Hölder regularity C0,2γ(Ω) in the

spatial variable. Moreover, for any x1, x2 ∈ Ω it holds that

|p(x1)− p(x2)| ≤ C|x1 − x2|
2γ , (1.2) thm, est

where the constant C depends only on d, γ, ‖u‖C0,γ (Ω), Ω, and min
i=1,2

dist(xi, ∂Ω).

Throughout this note, the time dependence of u and p is immaterial, since

the PDE satisfied by the pressure is elliptic and has no explicit dependence

on time; see (2.4). Here and hereafter, we suppress the time variable t by

writing u(t, x) ≡ u(x), p(t, x) ≡ p(x), and the like. Theorem 1.1 should

be understood in the kinematic sense; that is, the inequality (1.2) holds for

every t ∈ [0, T ].

rem: geom Remark 1.1. The constant C in the estimate (1.2) can be chosen more

precisely as follows: denoting κ = min
i=1,2

dist(xi, ∂Ω), one has

C = C(d, γ)Cgeom‖u‖
2
C0,γ (Ω) ·





1 as |x1 − x2| ≤ cgeomκ,

κ−1+2γ otherwise.

Here Cgeom and cgeom are two geometrical constants, depending only on the

C0-norm of the second fundamental form of ∂Ω, the intrinsic diameter of Ω

(the infimum of the length of C1-curves connecting any two points inside Ω),

and the injectivity radius of Ω. Also, in the limiting process κց 0,

• C is “locally uniformly” in κ in the sense that for |x1−x2| ≤ cgeomκ,

the constant C can be chosen independently of κ; and

• for general x1, x2, the constant may blow up at a rate of O
(
κ−1+2γ

)

when approaching the boundary.
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Theorem 1.1 was first established by Silvestre on the whole space R
d in

the unpublished note [22]. Such regularity results play an important role in

the mathematical studies of turbulence theory, especially those pertaining to

the Onsager conjecture. See [6,10,11,16] and many of the subsequent works.

Notably, the double Hölder regularity of the hydrodynamic pressure on R
d

or Td has been crucially used by Isett to prove the smoothness of (possibly

nonunique) trajectories of Euler flows for velocities of below Lipschitz regu-

larity [17], and recently by De Rosa–Isett to establish intermittency results

in fully developed turbulence [12].

Bardos and Titi initiated in [3] the project of extending the Onsager con-

jecture and related results to bounded domains Ω ⊂ R
d. The Hölder reg-

ularity of the hydrodynamic pressure p in the Euler Equations (1.1) plays

a fundamental role in the study of anomalous dissipation on bounded do-

mains [3,5,19,20]. Assuming u ∈ C0,γ(Ω) with 0 < γ < 1 and Ω is a bounded

C3-domain, Bardos and Titi obtained that p ∈ C0,γ(Ω) for Ω ⊂ R
2 in [4] and,

together with Boutros, proved the same result for Ω ⊂ R
3 in [2]. Then, util-

ising among others the techniques developed in [7,8], De Rosa, Latocca and

Stefani [13] established the almost double Hölder regularity in the sense that

p ∈ C1,min(α,2γ−1)(Ω) for 1/2 < γ < 1 on C2,α-domains, and p ∈ C2γ−ε(Ω)

with arbitrarily small ε > 0 for 0 < γ < 1/2 on C3,α-domains. The same

authors later in [14] extended the double Hölder regularity p ∈ C2γ(Ω) to

the index range 0 < γ < 1/2 on C2,1-domains. In addition, for the critical

index γ = 1/2, it is proved in [14, Proposition 2.5] that p ∈ C1
⋆(Ω), the

Calderón–Zygmund space. This improves the log-Lipschitz regularity of p

obtained earlier in Constantin [9].

The approach in the recent work [14] by De Rosa, Latocca and Stefani

involves a delicate use of the pseudodifferential calculus and the Littlewood–

Paley theory. In this note, on a bounded C2-domain Ω ⊂ R
d≥3, we recover

the main result in [14], i.e., the double Hölder regularity p ∈ C2γ(Ω) for

0 < γ < 1/2, utilising only elementary techniques of (Neumann) Green

functions and integration by parts.
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Our arguments make use of ideas from Silvestre [22], Bardos, Boutros and

Titi [2], and De Rosa, Latocca and Stefani [13, 14]. As in [2], we introduce

a modified pressure ℘ (see §2 for details), which equals p + (u · ν)2 on ∂Ω

and equals p outside the (2δ)-collar of the boundary, with δ > 0 being a

small parameter to be specified. The construction of ℘ makes use of a cutoff

function ϕδ localised in the (2δ)-collar of ∂Ω.

Rather than working directly with ℘, we introduce a second cutoff function

ηδ (see Equation (3.6)) which equals 0 in the δ/2-collar of ∂Ω and equals

1 outside the δ-collar. Thus, by working with the elliptic PDE for ηδ℘ —

which is localised to the interior of Ω — we circumvent the issues caused by

highly irregular boundary values (see Remark 2.1 and [2, Section 8]). The

cost to pay is that the singular terms |∇ηδ| ≈ δ−1 and |D2ηδ| ≈ δ−2 enter

our estimates. We overcome this issue by carefully adjusting the “boundary

layers” induced by cutoff functions. For reasons that will become transparent

along the proof, when estimating |℘(x1)− ℘(x2)| for x1, x2 sufficiently close

to each other and |x1 − x2| ≈ dist
(
x1+x2

2 , ∂Ω
)
, we choose

δ ≈ |x1 − x2|
d−2+2γ

d−2

modulo geometrical constants.

With the above preparations, an adaptation of the representation formula

for p in Silvestre [22] (with the integral kernel therein ψx1,x2 replaced by

ηδψx1,x2 , where ψx1,x2 is the difference between the Neumann Green func-

tions on Ω with singularities at x1 and x2) allows us to obtain the double

Hölder regularity Theorem 1.1 via direct potential estimates. It is crucial

to our arguments that the previous choice of cutoff functions ϕδ , ηδ ensures

that the constant in the inequality (1.2) is locally uniform in δ up to the

boundary. See Remark 2.1 for details.

1.2. Notations. We fix some notations used throughout this paper.

We write 1E for the indicator function of a set E, Bε(x) for the Euclidean

ball centred at x of radius ε, and δy for the Dirac delta measure supported

at y. For each r > 0 sufficiently small (i.e., less than the injectivity radius
4



of Ω, which shall be recalled below), denote

Ωr := {x ∈ Ω : dist(x, ∂Ω) > r} .

Its complement Ω \ Ωr is the “r-collar ” of ∂Ω in Ω.

A continuous function u : Ω → R is α-Hölder (0 < α < 1) if the following

seminorm is finite:

[u]C0,α(Ω) := sup
x 6=y in Ω

ß

|u(x) − u(y)|

|x− y|α

™

.

Its α-Hölder norm is

‖u‖C0,α(Ω) := [u]C0,α(Ω) + ‖u‖C0(Ω).

Since Ω is a bounded C2-domain, its boundary ∂Ω is a compact C2-

hypersurface with the outward unit normal vector field ν ∈ C1(∂Ω,Rd).

Then the second fundamental form of ∂Ω, given by

II = ∇ν : Γ(T (∂Ω))× Γ(T (∂Ω)) −→ R,

is of C0-regularity; here ∇ is the Euclidean gradient on R
d. The C2-geometry

of Ω is determined by the C0-norm of the tensor II.

Starting from any x ∈ ∂Ω, one may flow the point x by the inward unit

normal −ν(x) for some time τ(x). The supremum of those numbers τ > 0

such that if τ(x) ≤ τ for all x ∈ ∂Ω then the image of ∂Ω under the flow has

no self-intersections is the injectivity radius of Ω, denoted as injrad(Ω). For

the bounded C2-domain Ω, one has injrad(Ω) > 0. The distance function

y 7→ dist(y, ∂Ω) lies in C2
(
Ω \ Ωδ

)
for any δ ∈ ]0, injrad(Ω)[.

Einstein’s summation convention is assumed throughout. That is, re-

peated upper and lower indices are always understood as being summed

over. Also, for a constant C > 0, we write C = C(a1, a2, . . . , an) to empha-

sise that C depends only on the parameters a1, a2, . . . , an.

1.3. Organisation. In §2 we introduce as in Bardos, Boutros, and Titi [2]

the modified pressure ℘, which involves the first cutoff function ϕδ .

The main result, Theorem 1.1 will be proved in §3. A decomposition of

℘ into good and bad parts, as well as the estimates for the good part, are
5



given in §3.1. The key tool for estimating the bad part, namely that the

second cutoff function ηδ, is elaborated in §3.2. Estimates for the bad part

of ℘ occupy §§3.3 & 3.4. Finally, the proof of Theorem 1.1 is concluded in

§3.5.

Several concluding remarks of the paper are given in §4.

2. The modified pressure
sec: P

In this section, as in Bardos, Boutros and Titi [2, (2.17)], we introduce

the modified pressure ℘ from the problem (1.1).

Let φδ : [0,∞[→ [0, 1] be a smooth non-increasing function such that

φδ(s) ≡ 1 for 0 ≤ s ≤ δ, φδ(s) ≡ 0 for s ≥ 2δ, and
∣∣∣
Ä

φδ
ä′
∣∣∣ ≤

2

δ
,

for an arbitrary small δ > 0. To fix the idea, assume throughout

0 < δ < 10−3.

Then set

ϕδ(y) := φδ (dist(y, ∂Ω)) for y ∈ Ω. (2.1) first cutoff

It is supported in the (2δ)-collar of the boundary, namely that Ω \ Ω2δ,

and is termed as the first cutoff function. As Ω is a C2-domain, we have

ϕδ ∈ C2(Ω).

Let ν̃ be an extension in Ω \Ω10δ of the outward unit normal vector field

ν on ∂Ω, in the way that for any y ∈ Ω\Ω10δ, there is a unique point — i.e.,

the nearest point projection — y⋆ ∈ ∂Ω such that |y − y⋆| = dist(y, ∂Ω), we

set ν̃(y) := ν(y⋆), by noting (for reasons that shall become clear from the

later developments) that

injrad(Ω) ≥ 100 · δ
d−2+2γ

d−2 . (2.2) condition on injrad

Now as in Bardos, Boutros, and Titi [2, (2.17)], define the modified pressure

as the following one:

℘ ≡ ℘δ := p+ ϕδ (u · ν̃)2 , (2.3) modified pressure

6



where p is the hydrodynamic pressure in the Euler equation (1.1). For ease

of notations, we suppress the dependence of ℘ on the cutoff parameter δ.

Denote by

Q := ϕδ (u · ν̃)2 .

Note that suppQ ⊂ Ω \ Ω2δ and Q ≡ (u · ν̃)2 in Ω \ Ωδ.

remark: key Remark 2.1. It is crucial to notice that Q does not have a well-defined

normal derivative on the boundary, cf. [2, Section 8]. A divergence-free C0,γ-

vector field u is constructed therein such that

u · ∇ (u · ν)
∣∣
∂Ω

/∈ D′(∂Ω).

Nevertheless, although ∂νQ
∣∣
∂Ω

and ∂νp
∣∣
∂Ω

fail to be well-defined by them-

selves in general, ∂ν℘
∣∣
∂Ω

is a good quantity. This is because

∂νp = ∇ν̃ : (u⊗ u)− ∂ν (u · ν̃)2 − ∂τ [(u · τ)(u · ν̃)]− ∂t(u · ν̃),

where τ denotes vector fields tangent to ∂Ω, and u · ν̃
∣∣
∂Ω

= u · ν
∣∣
∂Ω

= 0.

See [2, pp.2–3]. This indeed is the motivation for the introduction of ℘ in [2].

With the notations above, we deduce from the Euler equations (1.1) the

following Neumann boundary value problem for the modified pressure:





∆℘ = ∆Q+ div div (u⊗ u) in [0, T ]× Ω,

∂ν℘ = II
(
u⊤, u⊤

)
on [0, T ]× ∂Ω.

(2.4) key PDE for wp

Here II is the second fundamental form of the surface ∂Ω ⊂ R
3 which

maps a pair of tangential vector fields along ∂Ω to a scalar. One has that

II
(
u⊤, u⊤

)
≡ ∇ν(u⊗ u), where the superscript ⊤ denotes the projection of

a vector field to the tangential direction of ∂Ω.

3. Proof of Theorem 1.1
sec: proofsubsec: decomp

3.1. Decomposition of the modified pressure. Let us decompose

℘ := ℘good + ℘bad,
7



such that 



∆℘good = 0 in [0, T ] × Ω,

∂ν℘good = II
(
u⊤, u⊤

)
on [0, T ]× ∂Ω,

(3.1) pgood eq

and that




∆℘bad = ∆Q+ div div (u⊗ u) in [0, T ]× Ω,

∂ν℘bad = 0 on [0, T ]× ∂Ω,

(3.2) pbad eq

When Ω is a C2-domain, the right-hand side of the boundary condition

given in (3.1) is in C0,γ(Ω). By the standard elliptic PDE theory, ℘good ∈

C2,γ(Ω). In fact, if u is known to be C0,γ up to the boundary, then ℘good ∈

C2,γ(Ω).

Without loss of generality, we can assume the normalisation conditions:

∫

Ω
℘good(y) dy =

∫

Ω
℘bad(y) dy = 0.

Indeed, the solutions ℘good, ℘bad may differ from the ones with average

zero by addition of some function whose gradient is a harmonic vector field,

which is nontrivial on non-simply-connected Ω. But such a function is in

C∞(Ω) ∩C2(Ω), hence does not affect the double Hölder regularity of ℘.

subsec: ed

3.2. The second cutoff function. It now remains to bound the C0,2γ(Ω)-

norm of ℘bad from the homogeneous Neumann problem (3.2).

We begin with controlling |℘(x1)− ℘(x2)| for x1, x2 ∈ Ω satisfying |x1 −

x2| ≪ 1. Let us consider any x1 and x2 in Ω satisfying that





the segment [x1, x2] ⊂ Ω10·δβ and cΩδ ≤ |x1 − x2| ≤ cΩδ
β ,

where β := d−2
d−2+2γ ∈]0, 1[ and cΩ > 0 is a geometrical constant.

(3.3) new, choice of x1, x2

See Remark 1.1 for the notion of geometrical constants. Such a choice of x1

and x2 is possible because Ω, as a bounded C2-domain, satisfies the uniform

interior sphere condition. That is, there exists a uniform constant r0 > 0

depending only on the C2-geometry of Ω such that for each x ∈ ∂Ω, the

open ball of radius r0 tangent to ∂Ω at x lies entirely in Ω.

The reason for choosing β := d−2
d−2+2γ will become transparent later (see the

formula (3.8) in the proof of Lemma 3.1). The further restriction |x1−x2| ≥
8



cΩδ in (3.3) will not be invoked until Step 4 of the proof of Lemma 3.2. This

restriction is only temporary and shall be removed in the first step of the

proof of Theorem 1.1.

To resume, let ψx1,x2 be the distributional solution to the following Neu-

mann problem, subject to
∫
Ω ψx1,x2 dy = 0:





∆ψx1,x2 = δx1 − δx2 in Ω,

∂νψx1,x2 = 0 on ∂Ω.
(3.4) ppsi def

Equivalently, we take

ψx1,x2(x) = KN (x− x1)−KN (x− x2) for x ∈ Ω,

where KN is the Neumann Green function on Ω. It is known that

∣∣∣DℓKN (z)
∣∣∣ . |z|−d+2−ℓ for each ℓ ∈ {0, 1, 2}. (3.5) kernel estimate

modulo a uniform constant depending only on the dimension d and the

geometry of Ω.

For the claim above, when Ω is a bounded C2,α-domain in R
d for any

α > 0, see [13, Appendix C] for a detailed proof. Now let Ω be a bounded

C2-domain. By standard boundary straightening via C2-diffeomorphisms in

local charts covering the boundary ∂Ω, as well as an even extension of the

solution across the boundary after straightening, the question is transformed

to the pointwise estimates for the Dirichlet Green function up to the second

derivatives for uniformly elliptic operators with C2-coefficients. In this case,

the estimates of the form (3.5) for the Dirichlet Green function hold on

C2-domains; e.g., by adapting the arguments for [18, p.120, Theorem 6.25].

Observe also that ψx1,x2 is regular away from x1 and x2; more precisely,

it is C2 in the (2δ)-collar of the boundary, i.e., Ω \ Ω2δ.

A natural adaptation of the arguments in [22] would be testing the equa-

tion (3.2) against ψx1,x2 . However, integration by parts formally yields that
∫
Ω(∆Q)ψx1,x2 dx =

∫
∂Ω ψx1,x2(∂νQ) dΣ, while the right-hand side may be

undefined in view of Remark 2.1!

9



The key novel ingredient of this note is the introduction of a second cut-off

function, which effectively circumvents the above issue. Let ̟δ : [0,∞[→

[0, 1] be a smooth non-decreasing function such that

̟δ(s) ≡ 0 for 0 ≤ s ≤
δ

2
, ̟δ(s) ≡ 1 for s ≥ δ, and

Ä

̟δ
ä′

≤
4

δ
,

for an arbitrary positive number δ. Then set

ηδ(y) := ̟δ (dist(y, ∂Ω)) for y ∈ Ω. (3.6) second cutoff

As Ω is a C2-domain, we have ηδ ∈ C2(Ω).

Noticing that supp(ηδ) ⊂ Ωδ/2, we obtain via integration by parts that

∫

Ω
(∆Q)(y)

Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

(y) dy

=

∫

Ω
Q(y)∆

Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

(y) dy

=

∫

Ω
Q(y)

¶

ψx1,x2(∆η
δ) + 2∇ψx1,x2 · ∇η

δ + ηδ∆ψx1,x2

©

(y) dy.

Here Qηδ in continuous (indeed, C0,γ) and ηδ ≡ 1 on Ωδ ⊃ Ω10·δβ ⊃ [x1, x2]

(recall the condition (3.3)), so

∫

Ω
Qηδ∆ψx1,x2 dy =

Ä

Qηδ
ä

(x1)−
Ä

Qηδ
ä

(x2) = Q(x1)−Q(x2),

where we have used the definition of ψx1,x2 given in (3.4). But by construc-

tion suppQ ⊂ Ω \Ω2δ, disjoint from Ω10·δβ , which implies that

Q(x1) = Q(x2) = 0.

Thus, testing the equation (3.2) against
(
ηδψx1,x2

)
, one obtains

∫

Ω
(∆℘bad)

Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

dy =

∫

Ω
Q
¶

ψx1,x2∆η
δ + 2∇ψx1,x2 · ∇η

δ
©

dy

+

∫

Ω
[div div (u⊗ u)]

Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

dy.

As u is divergence-free, we have

[div div (u⊗ u)] (y) = div div
[(
u(y)− u(x1)

)(
u(y)− u(x2)

)]
.

10



See Silvestre [22]. A further integration by parts applied to the right-most

term yields that

∫

Ω
(∆℘bad)

Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

dy

=

∫

Ω
Q
¶

ψx1,x2∆η
δ + 2∇ψx1,x2 · ∇η

δ
©

dy

+

∫

Ω

(
ui(y)− ui(x1)

)(
uj(y)− uj(x2)

)
∂i∂j
Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

(y) dy

=

∫

Ωδ/2\Ωδ

[
(u · ν̃)2

]¶
ψx1,x2∆η

δ + 2∇ψx1,x2 · ∇η
δ
©

dy

+

∫

Ω

(
ui(y)− ui(x1)

)(
uj(y)− uj(x2)

)
∂i∂j
Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

(y) dy,

by noting that the derivatives of ηδ are supported in the annulus Ωδ/2 \ Ωδ.

The Einstein summation convention is adopted here. Finally, for the left-

most term, we proceed as for the term involving Q to deduce that

∫

Ω
(∆℘bad)

Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

dy

= ℘bad(x1)− ℘bad(x2) +

∫

Ω
℘bad

¶

ψx1,x2∆η
δ + 2∇ψx1,x2 · ∇η

δ
©

dy.

Again, the presence of the second cutoff function ηδ ensures that no boundary

term arises from the integration by parts.

Summarising the above two identities, we obtain that

℘bad(x1)− ℘bad(x2)

=

∫

Ωδ/2\Ωδ

[
(u · ν̃)2 − ℘bad

]¶
ψx1,x2∆η

δ + 2∇ψx1,x2 · ∇η
δ
©

dy

+

∫

Ω

(
ui(y)− ui(x1)

)(
uj(y)− uj(x2)

)
∂i∂j
Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

(y) dy

=: I1 + I2. (3.7) pbad key eq

This is the starting point of our analysis below.

subsec: x

3.3. Estimate for I1. Let us first bound I1, the integral term over the

annulus Ωδ/2 \Ωδ. We introduce the shorthand notation:

M := (u · ν̃)2 − ℘bad on Ωδ/2 \ Ωδ.

11



It has been established in [13] that M ∈ C0,γ
Ä

Ωδ/2 \ Ωδ

ä

. In fact, this

can be seen from the simple argument below: clearly (u · ν̃)2 ∈ C0,γ(Ω)

by the assumption on u; on the other hand, ℘bad satisfies the Neumann

problem (3.2) of the form ∆℘bad = D2F , where F ∈ C0,γ(Ω) is quadratic in

u. Thus, away from the boundary ∂Ω, we have ℘bad ∈ C0,γ(Ωδ/2). We shall

only utilise M ∈ C0
Ä

Ωδ/2 \Ωδ

ä

in the sequel.

lemma: I1 Lemma 3.1. Let x1, x2 ∈ Ω be as in condition (3.3). The term

I1 =

∫

Ωδ/2\Ωδ

M(y)
¶

ψx1,x2∆η
δ + 2∇ψx1,x2 · ∇η

δ
©

(y) dy

satisfies the Hölder estimate:

|I1| ≤ C|x1 − x2|
2γ ,

where the constant C depends only on the dimension d and ‖M‖C0(Ωδ/2\Ωδ).

Proof of Lemma 3.1. We split I1 = I1,1 + I1,2, where

I1,1 :=

∫

Ωδ/2\Ωδ

Mψx1,x2∆η
δ dy,

I1,2 := 2

∫

Ωδ/2\Ωδ

M∇ψx1,x2 · ∇η
δ dy.

For I1,1, we have the following pointwise estimates for the kernel function

ψx1,x2(y) ≡ KN (y − x1)−KN (y − x2) with y ∈ Ωδ/2 \Ωδ:

|ψx1,x2(y)| ≤ C1

¶

|y − x1|
2−d + |y − x2|

2−d
©

≤ C2δ
β(2−d)

and

|ψx1,x2(y)| ≤

Ç

sup
ξ∈[x1,x2]

|∇KN (y − ξ)|

å

|x1 − x2| ≤ C3δ
β(1−d)|x1 − x2|,

where Ci are dimensional constants and x1, x2 ∈ Ω are as in condition (3.3).

In the above we used the Taylor expansion, the inequalities |y−ξ| ≥ |ξ|−|y| ≥

10δβ − δ/2 ≥ 9δβ , and the estimate (3.5) for the Neumann Green function.

Combining the two estimates above, we may bound

|ψx1,x2(y)| ≤ C4

¶

δβ(2−d)
©1−2γ

·
¶

δβ(1−d)|x1 − x2|
©2γ

12



= C4δ
β(2−d−2γ) · |x1 − x2|

2γ

for some C4 = C4(d). Hence, noting that
∣∣∆ηδ(y)

∣∣ . δ−2, we obtain

|I1,1| ≤ C5Volume
(
Ωδ/2 \ Ωδ

)
· δ−2 · δβ(2−d−2γ) · |x1 − x2|

2γ

≤ C6 δ
β(2−d−2γ)+d−2 · |x1 − x2|

2γ ,

where C5 and C6 depend only on d and ‖M‖C0(Ωδ/2\Ωδ). Substituting in the

choice of parameter

β :=
d− 2

d− 2 + 2γ
, (3.8) 3.8

we arrive at

|I1,1| ≤ C6|x1 − x2|
2γ . (3.9) I11

In particular, C6 is uniform in δ.

Next let us estimate I1,2. For y ∈ Ωδ/2 \ Ωδ, it holds that

|∇ψx1,x2(y)| ≤ C7

¶

|y − x1|
1−d + |y − x2|

1−d
©

≤ C8δ
β(1−d),

as well as that

|∇ψx1,x2(y)| ≤

Ç

sup
ξ∈[x1,x2]

∣∣D2KN (y − ξ)
∣∣
å

|x1 − x2| ≤ C9δ
−βd|x1 − x2|

for x1, x2 ∈ Ω as in condition (3.3). As before, we used here the Taylor

expansion, the inequalities |y − ξ| ≥ 9δβ , and the estimate (3.5). Thus

|∇ψx1,x2(y)| ≤ C10

¶

δβ(1−d)
©1−2γ

·
¶

δ−βd|x1 − x2|
©2γ

= C10δ
β(1−d−2γ) · |x1 − x2|

2γ .

The above constants Ck (7 ≤ k ≤ 10) are dimensional. In view of the choice

of β given in (3.8) and that
∣∣∇ηδ(y)

∣∣ . δ−1, we thus have

|I1,2| ≤ C11Volume
(
Ωδ/2 \ Ωδ

)
· δ−1 · δβ(1−d−2γ) · |x1 − x2|

2γ

≤ C12δ
β(1−d−2γ)+d−1 · |x1 − x2|

2γ

= C12δ
d−1− d−2

d−2+2γ
·(d−1+2γ)

· |x1 − x2|
2γ . (3.10) I12

13



Here C11 and C12 depend on d and ‖M‖C0(Ωδ/2\Ωδ) only. The index d− 1−

d−2
d−2+2γ · (d−1+2γ) on the right-most term of (3.10) is strictly positive. The

assertion given in Lemma 3.1 follows immediately from the inequalities (3.9)

and (3.10). �
subsec: y

3.4. Estimate for I2. For this purpose, we establish the following

lemma: I2 Lemma 3.2. Let x1, x2 ∈ Ω be as in condition (3.3). The term

I2 :=

∫

Ω

(
ui(y)− ui(x1)

)(
uj(y)− uj(x2)

)
∂i∂j
Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

(y) dy (3.11) I2, expression

satisfies the Hölder estimate:

|I2| ≤ C|x1 − x2|
2γ ,

where C depends only on d, γ, ‖u‖C0,γ (Ω), and the C2-geometry of Ω.

This lemma follows essentially from Silvestre [22, Section 1.2]. Some new

estimates are needed to deal with the technicalities brought about by the

second cutoff function ηδ .

Proof of Lemma 3.2. We divide our arguments into five steps below.

1. We first remark that the expression (3.11) for I2 makes sense, despite

that ∂i∂j
(
ηδψx1,x2

)
has singularities at y = x1 and x2. Indeed, one may

write the integral in the principal value meaning:

p.v.

∫

Ω
{· · · } dy = lim

εց0

∫

Ω\(Bε(x1)∩Bε(x2))
{· · · } dy.

Near x1 we have that
∣∣ui(y)−ui(x1)

∣∣ . |y−x1|
γ and

∣∣∂i∂j
(
ηδψx1,x2

)
(y)

∣∣ .
|y−x1|

−d, thanks to (3.5). Thus, their product is controlled by |y−x1|
−d+γ ,

which is locally integrable in Bε(x1) and hence vanishes in the limit ε ց 0.

The argument near x2 is completely parallel.

2. Denote

x̄ :=
x1 + x2

2
and ρ = |x1 − x2|,

and also set

Ωfar := {y ∈ Ω : |y − x̄| > 5ρ} and Ωnear := {y ∈ Ω : |y − x̄| ≤ 5ρ} .

14



We split I2 into

I2 = I2,1 + I2,2

:=

®∫

Ωnear

+

∫

Ωfar

´

(
ui(y)− ui(x1)

)(
uj(y)− uj(x2)

)
∂i∂j
Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

(y) dy.

3. For I2,1, we proceed in a way similar to that given in [22, the end of p.2].

For any y ∈ Ωnear, we have |y − x̄| ≤ 5ρ ≤ 5cΩδ
β . (Recall from condi-

tion (3.3) that ρ = |x1 − x2| ≤ cΩδ
β for β = d−2

d−2+2γ , and that the segment

[x1, x2] ⊂ Ω10·δβ .) The triangle inequality yields that so y ∈ Ω5δβ . In par-

ticular, y is not in the annulus Ωδ/2 \ Ωδ, which contains the support of

derivatives of ηδ (see (3.6)). We thus have the identity

D2
Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

≡ ηδD2ψx1,x2 on Ωnear,

which implies that

∣∣∣D2
Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

(y)
∣∣∣ 1Ωnear(y) ≤

∣∣D2ψx1,x2(y)
∣∣

≤
∣∣D2KN (y − x1)

∣∣+
∣∣D2KN (y − x2)

∣∣ .

So, one has that

|I2,1| ≤

∫

Ωnear

∣∣ui(y)− ui(x1)
∣∣∣∣uj(y)− uj(x2)

∣∣

×
{
|∂i∂jKN (y − x1)|+ |∂i∂jKN (y − x2)|

}
dy

≤ C‖u‖C0,γ (Ω)ρ
γ

{∫

Ωnear

|u(y)− u(x1)|
∣∣D2KN (y − x1)

∣∣ dy

+

∫

Ωnear

|u(y)− u(x2)|
∣∣D2KN (y − x2)

∣∣
}
dy,

where C is a universal constant. Furthermore, we have

∫

Ωnear

|u(y)− u(x1)|
∣∣D2KN (y − x1)

∣∣ dy

≤ C[u]C0,γ(Ω)

∫

Ωnear

1

|y − x1|d−γ
dy

15



for some C = C(d). Thanks to the triangle inequality, it holds that

∫

Ωnear

1

|y − x1|d−γ
dy ≤

∫

B5.5ρ(x1)

1

|y − x1|d−γ
dy

= Cργ

for another dimensional constant C = C(d). The estimate for the term
∫
Ωnear

|u(y)− u(x2)|
∣∣D2KN (y − x2)

∣∣ is completely parallel.

Therefore, collecting the estimates above, we arrive at

|I2,1| ≤ C|x1 − x2|
2γ , (3.12) I21 estimate

where C depends on d and the Hölder norm ‖u‖C0,γ (Ω).

4. Finally we turn to I2,2. This is the most technical term, since on Ωfar the

derivatives of the second cutoff function ηδ are not everywhere vanishing.

Our treatment is reminiscent of the proof of Lemma 3.1.

For this purpose, we write

D2
Ä

ηδψx1,x2

ä

=
Ä

D2ηδ
ä

ψx1,x2 + 2∇ηδ ⊗∇ψx1,x2 + ηδD2ψx1,x2 on Ωfar.

Utilising Taylor expansion, triangle inequality, and the estimate (3.5) for the

Neumann Green function, we deduce that

∣∣∣Dℓψx1,x2(y)
∣∣∣ ≤ C

ρ

|y − x̄|d+ℓ−1
for ℓ ∈ {0, 1, 2},

where C = C(d, ℓ). This together with
∣∣Dℓηδ

∣∣ . δ−ℓ gives us

|I2,2| ≤ C[u]2C0,γ(Ω)

∫

Ωfar

|y − x1|
γ |y − x2|

γ

×

ß

ρ

|y − x̄|d+1
+

Å

ρ

δ|y − x̄|d
+

ρ

δ2|y − x̄|d−1

ã

1Ωδ/2\Ωδ

™

dy.

(3.13) I22 estimate

Here we recall from (3.3) that ρ = |x1 − x2| ≤ cΩδ
β .

The integral
∫
Ωfar

|y − x1|
γ |y − x2|

γ ρ
|y−x̄|d+1 dy can be treated similarly as

in [22, Section 1.2]. In view of the triangle inequality and 0 < γ < 1, we

have

|y − x1|
γ ≤ |y − x̄|γ +

(ρ
2

)γ

16



≤ |y − x̄|γ +

Å

|y − x̄|

10

ãγ

≤ 2|y − x̄|γ for y ∈ Ωfar,

and analogously |y − x2|
γ ≤ 2|y − x̄|γ . Thus, for any R > 0 so large that

Ω ⊂ BR(x̄), one may estimate

∫

Ωfar

|y − x1|
γ |y − x2|

γ ρ

|y − x̄|d+1
dy

≤ Cρ

∫

BR(x̄)\B5ρ(x̄)

1

|y − x̄|d+1−2γ
dy

= C(d, γ)ρ
[
− s−1+2γ

]R
5ρ

≤ C(d, γ)ρ2γ , (3.14) xxx1

by noting 0 < γ < 1/2.

Now we proceed to the control for

∫

Ωδ/2\Ωδ

|y − x1|
γ |y − x2|

γ

ß

ρ

δ|y − x̄|d
+

ρ

δ2|y − x̄|d−1

™

dy.

Notice here that Ωδ/2 \Ωδ ⊂ Ωfar. As in the previous paragraph, this is

bounded by

C

∫

Ωδ/2\Ωδ

ß

ρ

δ|y − x̄|d−2γ
+

ρ

δ2|y − x̄|d−1−2γ

™

dy,

where C is a universal constant. Then, making use of |y − x̄| ≥ 5ρ (recall

the definition of Ωfar) and Volume
(
Ωδ/2 \Ωδ

)
≤ C(d) · δd, we may further

bound the above expression by

C(d)ρ2γ
¶

ρ−d+1 · δd−1 + ρ−d+2 · δd−2
©

.

As ρ ≥ cΩδ by condition (3.3), this is less than or equal to

C(d,Ω)ρ2γ .

Therefore, we conclude that

∫

Ωδ/2\Ωδ

|y − x1|
γ |y − x2|

γ

ß

ρ

δ|y − x̄|d
+

ρ

δ2|y − x̄|d−1

™

dy ≤ C(d,Ω)ρ2γ . (3.15) xxx2

5. We complete the proof of Lemma 3.2 by putting together the estimates

obtained in (3.12), (3.13), (3.14), and (3.15) respectively. �
17



subsec: z

3.5. Proof of Theorem 1.1. We proceed in two steps.

1. The case |x1 − x2| ≤ cΩδ
β. First, from the equation (3.7) and Lem-

mas 3.1 & 3.2, we deduce

|℘bad(x1)− ℘bad(x2)| ≤ C|x1 − x2|
2γ ,

provided that the condition (3.3) is verified. That is, the above estimate

holds when [x1, x2] ⊂ Ω10·δβ and cΩδ ≤ |x1 − x2| ≤ cΩδ
β , where 0 < β < 1

is a fixed number given in (3.8), and cΩ > 0 is geometrical.

This together with the estimate for ℘good at the end of §3.1 yields that

|℘(x1)− ℘(x2)| ≤ C|x1 − x2|
2γ ,

where C depends only on d, γ, ‖u‖C0,γ (Ω), and the C2-geometry of Ω.

Now, in view of the definition of ℘ (see (2.3)), we have ℘ = p in Ω \

supp(ϕδ), where p is the hydrodynamical pressure we need to estimate. But

supp(ϕδ) ⊂ Ω \ Ω2δ while [x1, x2] ⊂ Ω10·δβ , so x1, x2 /∈ supp(ϕδ). We

thus obtain the desired estimate (1.2) given in Theorem 1.1, for those x1, x2

satisfying the condition (3.3).

The restriction |x1 − x2| ≥ cΩδ in the above arguments can be easily

removed. That is, we may easily extend to the case where |x1 − x2| is as

small as we want. Indeed, for any x1, x2 such that [x1, x2] ⊂ Ω10·δβ but

|x1 − x2| < cΩδ, let us pick a point x⋆ such that

[x1, x⋆] ∪ [x⋆, x2] ⊂ Ω10·δβ ,

cΩδ ≤ |x1 − x⋆| = |x⋆ − x2| ≤ cΩδ
β .

For instance, we may choose x⋆ to be any point on the (d− 2)-dimensional

submanifold

∂BcΩ·δ(1+β)/2(x1) ∩ ∂BcΩ·δ(1+β)/2(x2) ∩ Ω10·δβ .

The above arguments then yield that

|p(x1)− p(x⋆)| ≤ C0|x1 − x⋆|
2γ and |p(x⋆)− p(x2)| ≤ C0|x2 − x⋆|

2γ ,
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for a constant C0 depending only on d, γ, ‖u‖C0,γ (Ω), and the C2-geometry

of Ω. Thus, from the triangle inequality we deduce that

|p(x1)− p(x2)| ≤ 21−2γC0|x1 − x2|
2γ .

This proves the estimate (1.2) in Theorem 1.1 for any x1, x2 such that

[x1, x2] ⊂ Ω10·δβ and |x1 − x2| ≤ cΩδ
β .

2. The general case. Let x1, x2 ∈ Ω be arbitrary. Recall that β =

β(d, γ) := d−2
d−2+2γ given in (3.8). Let us take

δ := min

®

10−3,

ï

10−2 · min
i=1,2

dist(xi, ∂Ω)

ò1/β

, 10−2 · injrad(Ω)

´

. (3.16) delta, final

See condition (2.2) for the dependency on injrad(Ω) of δ. Such a choice of δ

ensures that there is a piecewise affine curve inside Ω10·δβ whose endpoints

are {x1, x2}, and whose nodes {z0 = x1, z1, z2, . . . , zN = x2} satisfies

cΩδ ≤ |zj − zj−1| ≤ cΩδ
β for each j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}

for the geometrical constant cΩ as before, as well as

N∑

j=1

|zj − zj−1| ≈ |x1 − x2|

modulo another geometrical constant. Indeed, we may first find a geodesic

c in Ω connecting x1 and x2 whose length is comparable to |x1−x2| modulo

a geometrical constant, and then construct a polygonal approximation of c.

With the above preparations, we may apply the arguments in the earlier

parts of this subsection to obtain that

∣∣p(zj)− p(zj−1)
∣∣ ≤ C0|zj − zj−1|

2γ for each j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}.

Again, C0 depends only on d, γ, ‖u‖C0,γ (Ω), and the C2-geometry of Ω. By

the triangle and Jensen’s inequalities we have that

|p(x1)− p(x2)| ≤

N∑

j=1

∣∣p(zj)− p(zj−1)
∣∣

≤ C0

N∑

j=1

(
|zj − zj−1|

2γ
)
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≤ C0N
1−2γ

Ñ

N∑

j=1

|zj − zj−1|

é2γ

≤ C1N
1−2γ |x1 − x2|

2γ , (3.17) yyy

where C1 has the same dependency as C0 above.

Finally, observe that

N ≤
the intrinsic diameter of Ω

cΩδβ
. (3.18) N

Theorem 1.1 (and the ensuing Remark 1.1) now follows immediately from

(3.16), (3.17), and (3.18).

4. Concluding remarks
sec: concl

In this notes, we have given an alternative, elementary proof for the double

Hölder regularity of the Euler pressure p in bounded C2-domains in dimen-

sion greater than or equal to 3. We conclude by the following remarks.

4.1. Two-dimensional case. The proof of Theorem 1.1 above requires

d ≥ 3. In dimension 2, the Neumann Green function satisfies |DℓKN (z)| .

|Dℓ log z| for ℓ ∈ {0, 1, 2}, as opposed to the bound (3.5). An adaptation

of the arguments in this note should also lead to the same statement of

Theorem 1.1 with d = 2.

4.2. Regularity up to the boundary? Theorem 1.1 establishes the dou-

ble Hölder regularity of p in the interior, namely that p ∈ C0,2γ(Ω), whenever

u ∈ C0,γ(Ω) for bounded C2-domain Ω ⊂ R
d≥3. It has also been established

in De Rosa, Latocca and Stefani [13, Theorem 1.1] that if Ω is a C2,α-domain

for any α > 0 and if u ∈ C0,γ(Ω;Rd), then p is continuous up to the bound-

ary; i.e., p ∈ C0(Ω).

However, the approach taken in this note does not yield the double Hölder

regularity up to the boundary; that is, we cannot obtain p ∈ C0,2γ(Ω). In-

stead, we may only deduce that p has no “small-scale double Hölder creations”

near the boundary in the following sense:

lim sup
κց0

Å

sup

ß

|p(x1)− p(x2)|

|x1 − x2|2γ
: |x1 − x2| . min

i∈{1,2}
dist(xi, ∂Ω) ≈ κ

™ã

<∞,
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where the constants involved in . and ≈ are purely geometrical.

At the moment we are unable to obtain the analogous estimate uniformly

in κ for |x1−x2| large but κց 0. But in this case an upper bound O
(
κ−1+2γ

)

for the blowup rate of the double Hölder norm of p has been obtained.

4.3. Unbounded domains. It would be interesting to investigate the case

for an unbounded domain Ω ⊂ R
d. We expect that the double Hölder

regularity for p remains valid for unbounded domains with bounded geometry

in the sense of Schick [21]:

• the boundary ∂Ω has a uniform geodesic r-collar for some r > 0;

• the boundary ∂Ω has positive injectivity radius;

• Ωr/3 in the interior has positive injectivity radius;

• the second fundamental form II of ∂Ω has uniform Cℓ-bounds for

every ℓ ∈ N.

See also Disconzi, Shao and Simonett [15] for an equivalent characterisation.

In fact, we expect that this is valid when the last condition is replaced by

the weaker condition: “II has a uniform C0-bounds over ∂Ω”. In this case,

one may say that the unbounded domain Ω has bounded C2-geometry.

The proof should follow from the existence of a “tame” partition of unity

consisting of boundary charts of comparable diameters, in which the second

fundamental forms has bounded C0-norms all comparable to each other. See

Ammann, Große and Nistor [1] for details.
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