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ON STABLE SOLUTIONS TO THE EULER EQUATIONS IN
CONVEX PLANAR DOMAINS

BIAN WU

ABSTRACT. In convex planar domains, given an initial vorticity with one sign, we
study the regularity and geometric properties of the dynamically stable solutions
to the Euler equations in the coadjoint orbit of the initial vorticity. These flows
have elliptic stagnation points. Under some nondegeneracy conditions on the data,
we show they are Holder continuous and have convex level curves. We also give
a detailed description for the set of stagnation points. If the initial vorticity has
nice level set topology, these stable solutions are in the L*°-strong closure of the

coadjoint orbit. We also demonstrate the sharpness of most assumptions we made.

1. INTRODUCTION
The 2D Euler equations in a bounded domain  C R? 09 € C! with initial
condition w(+,0) = wy € L*>(Q) are given by
Ow +u-Vw =0,
(1.1) u=VtATly,
u-n =0, at 0Q.
Here n is the outward normal vector on 0f2. The vorticity w = Oius — douy is
conserved along particle trajectory. Indeed, assuming enough regularity on wy, if we

denote by @ : Q x [0,00) — Q the flow map corresponding to the velocity field u,
then ® satisfies

0®(x,t) = u(P®(z,t),t), P(z,0)=2x
and w(z,0) = w(P(z,t),t) for any ¢ > 0. If wy is smooth, {®(-,t)}+>0 is a family of
volume-preserving diffeomorphisms. Define the coadjoint orbit Oy, of a vorticity wy
to be

(1.2) Oy = {wo 0 17_1 11 € Dyol(2)},

where Dy (£2) is the group of volume-preserving diffeomorphisms from 2 to 2. Then
2D Euler equations with initial vorticity wg can be considered as a dynamical system

in O.
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Since the velocity field u is divergence-free and u - n = 0, there exists a stream
function v : @ — R with u = (—0s%,019)T := V¢ and w = Av. The stationary
2D Euler equations can be written as

{¢7 w} =0,

(1.3) o= A,

where {-,-} is the 2D Poisson bracket defined by {f, g} := 01f029 — O2f01g. Kelvin
[27] pointed out that the stationary 2D Euler equations (IL3]) have a nice variational

structure. Namely, if ¢ is a critical point of the kinetic energy functional F in an
orbit O,,, where E is defined by

(1.4) Blw) = % /Q Vo[2da,

1 solves the stationary 2D Euler equations ([L3]). This functional is formally qua-
dratic and corresponds to the kinetic energy of the velocity field. Therefore, it is
natural to ask of the existence and the regularity of minimizers, see Remark 2.9 in
Chapter 2 in Arnold and Khesin. The existence is known to fail in C*° topology
in general because of the constraints on level set topology showed by Ginzburg and
Khesin in [15], or because of regularity issues mentioned by Nadirashvili [23] and also
proved in Theorem [A.Il On the other hand, the existence holds in weaker topolo-
gies, such as weak-* topology in L>° showed by Shnirelman [26] or strong topology in
L9, q € [1,00) by Burton [3] and [4]. Burton also showed that E has infinitely many
critical points in the strong closure of O, in L? and the minimizer is dynamically
stable in [6] and [5].

Theorem 1.1 (Burton, [6], [5]). Given a bounded open domain Q C R? with 1 <
q < oo. Let wy € LYUQ) satisfies wyg > 0 or wg < 0, then the functional E defined
in (L4) admits a unique minimizer, at least one mazimizer, and infinitely many
saddle points of E in the Li-strong closure of O,. Moreover, the minimizer w is
dynamically stable in the Li-topology of the vorticity and it satisfies w = f(A™w)
for some nondecreasing function f.

In this paper we establish the existence of minimizer in the strong L*-closure of
Oy, under some nondegeneracy conditions. Note that L* is the natural space for
the wellposedness of 2D Euler equations. We show the global minimizer is Holder

continuous under these conditions.

Theorem 1.2. Given a bounded convexr domain Q C R? with C**/* boundary,

a € (0,1]. Let wp € C*(2) and wy > 0.
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(1) If infoequwo(x) > 0, then the global minimizer w of the functional E in Theo-
rem 11l is in C"’/4(Q). Also, the set of stagnation points is {¢ = min}, and it
contains a single point or a line segment.

(2) Assume wq is constant on OQ and the set {wo < s} is simply connected for
any s € (inf wg, supwy), then E has a unique global minimizer in the L°°-strong
closure of Oy, which coincides with w in Theorem [

(3) Assume wy is not constant on OQ or the set {wy < s} is not simply connected
for some s € (inf wp,supwy), then E has no minimizer in the L*°-strong closure
of Ouy -

(4) Suppose inf,cquwo(x) > 0. Assume wy is constant on O and has a single critical

point, then w is smooth in any compact subset of Q\{1) = min}.

Secondly, we show that dynamically stable solutions in convex domains have con-

vex level curves.

Theorem 1.3. In a bounded convexr domain Q C R?, suppose that ¢ € W22(Q)
solves the steady Euler equations (L3)) and satisfies Arnold’s stability criterion weakly.
Then 1 has convex level curves. Here, Arnold’s stability criterion are defined in Def-
inition [21 and Definition [2.2.

Remark 1.4. In Theorem[I.2] we have all conclusions symmetrically for sup,cq wo(z) <
0 or wp < 0. Also, (2) and (3) in Theorem [[.2] hold for the maximizers which satisfy
Arnold’s stability criterion weakly. If we further assume the vorticity of the maxi-
mizer is not zero in €, (1) and (4) in Theorem [[2 hold. Therefore, we have all nice
properties in Theorem[1.2 and Theorem[L.3 for dynamically stable solutions. On the
contrary, it is easy to see the Holder regularity fails in general for the saddle points
in Theorem [Tl Nadirashvili [17] also proved the convexity of the level curves fails
in general for the saddle points.

Remark 1.5. (2) and (3) shows the constraints on the level set topology is necessary
for the existence of the minimizer in the L*°-strong closure of O,,,. The continuity of

wp is also necessary. A counterexample about vortex patch is given in Theorem [7.3]

Remark 1.6. Although we assume wy € C%(£2), general vorticities in the L*>-strong
closure of O, may not belong to C? for any 8 > 0. In the L weak- closure or
Li-strong closure of Oy, q € [1,00), the vorticities are only bounded. Theorem
says that the stable solutions have better regularity than general vorticities in these
closures of O,.

Remark 1.7. We impose nondegeneracy conditions directly depending on {2, namely
the assumption about the convexity. The assumption on the sign of wq is necessary
for the existence of the global minimizer. Indeed, Burton and McLeod [6] proved that
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the global minimizer does not exist when wy admits both positive values and negative
values. These conditions ensure that we are only dealing with elliptic stagnation
points. When either of these fails, there might be hyperbolic stagnation points which
genuinely complicates the picture. In (1) and (4), infyeqwo(x) = 0 causes some
degeneracy which our argument cannot handle. The assumption on the regularity
of 012 is needed even for the Schauder theory for linear elliptic equations.

Remark 1.8. Under the assumptions in (4) of Theorem [[.2] the smoothness does
not hold at {1y = min«} in general. We believe this was already known, at least
to Nadirashvili [23]. Since Nadirashvili did not give the details, we give a concise
counterexample to the smoothness in Theorem [AT] of Appendix [A] for the sake of
completeness.

In Theorem [[2] we study the elliptic stagnation points of . This case was
left over by several previous works. Nadirashvili [23] showed that, in smoothly
bounded convex domain 2 with wy > 0 having a single critical point, away from the
stagnation point, the global minimizer is smooth and admits analytic level curves.
In the case of annulus, assuming ©» = A~'w has no stagnation point and some
other nondegeneracy conditions, Choffrut and Sverak [10] showed, nearby a steady-
state, there is a local one-to-one correspondence between smooth steady states and
coadjoint orbits. Therefore, the flows with elliptic stagnation points are unclear. In
Theorem 2] we prove that v = V¢ € C1%(Q), and Arnold stable solutions have
convex level curves. This confirms Nadirashvili’s guess on page 732 and page 733 of
[23].

The coherent vortex structures in 2D turbulence suggests that the final states of 2D
Euler equations are more regular than L in large scales, see [2], [28] and [24]. This
has been supported by numerical and physical studies, for example, [11], [21], [25]
and [19]. We also refer to [12] and [13] for more mathematical discussions, to [16] and
[22] for the relations with inviscid limits. As mentioned in Remark [[.6] Theorem [I.2]
tells that the dynamically stable solutions (also termed as weak attractors in some
literature) have more regularity then general vorticities in suitable closure of O, .
This is consistent with relevant physical predictions.

The key tool in this work is the following. The stream function for the minimizer
1  — R satisfies

Ay = f(¥),
Ylan =0

for some nondecreasing function f : R — R. The difference of this work from other

(1.5)

works on semilinear elliptic equations is that we only have very limited quantitative
information on f. Most techniques developed for smooth f with nice properties
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cannot be applied directly. Our main task is to deduce the quantitative information
on f and on v based on the formal indentity f = (w*)~! o* and the monotonicity
of f.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section Bl we give some prelim-
inaries on Arnold’s stability criterion. In Section [B] we prove that the level sets of
1 are convex curves. In Section [ we prove a geometric lemma for convex rings.
In Section [Bl, we use these two ingredients to show the Holder continuity of ¢* and
(w*)~L. Here, 1* is defined by

(1.6) Pr(t) =z e Q| P(z) <t}

and (w*)~1 is a left-inverse of w* defined in Lemma[5.2l Then we use f = (w*)"loy*
to prove Hélder continuity in Theorem In Section [l we prove {¢) = min} is
exactly the set of stagnation points, namely (1) and (4) in Theorem [L.2] In Section[7]
we prove (2) and (3) in Theorem[[2land give a counterexample to show the sharpness
of the conditions. In Appendix[A] we give a counterexample to show the smoothness
may fail on the set {¢) = min}.

Notation. We use A~! to denote the operator solving Laplace equation with Dirich-
let boundary condition. A convexr curve is a set which is the boundary of some
nonempty bounded closed convex set in R?2. We use | - | to denote the Lebesgue
measure in R2. We use diam A to denote the diameter of a bounded set A C R?,
namely diam A := sup, yec 4 |z — y|. For z,y € R? with = # y, we use Zy to denote
the line segment connecting x and y, i.e. Ty := {tx+ (1 —t)y | t € [0,1]}. For a € R,
we use [a] to denote the smallest integer in the set {b € R | b > a}. We define the
distance function dist(A, B) := infyea yep |7 — y| between two sets A, B C R?. For
a function ¢ : A — R with A C R? and |A| < oo, we define its distribution function

to be ([L.G).

2. PRELIMINARIES ON ARNOLD STABILITY CRITERION

In this section, we give definitions for Arnold’s stability criterion and its weak
form. We compare these two criterion in Lemma For more discussions, we refer
to [1] and [13] for Arnold’s stability criterion, or to [20] and [5] for weaker alternatives
of Arnold’s stability criterion.

Definition 2.1. In a bounded domain Q with 9Q € C%0F a steady flow satisfies
Arnold’s stability criterion if the stream function v € W3(Q) of this steady flow
satisfies

(2.1) CTHVY| < [VAY| < OV

for some C' > 0 and either of the following conditions:
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(1) Vi - VA = [Vo|[VAY).

(2) =V - VAY = |V9||[VAY|. And for the nonincreasing and Lipschitz function f
with w = f(¢), we have inf cfinfyp supy] ['(5) > —A1(—=A, Q). Here, \1(—=A,Q) is
the first eigenvalue of the Laplace operator.

Definition 2.2. For a bounded domain €2, a steady flow in 2 satisfies Arnold’s
stability criterion weakly if the stream function 1 € W%2(Q2) of this steady flow
satisfies either of the following conditions:

(1) There exists a nondecreasing function f € L*°(R) with f > 0 or f < 0, such
that Ay = f(1)).

(2) There exists a nonincreasing function f € I/Vli’cl (R)NL>®(R) with f > 0or f <0,
such that Ay = f(v) and infcfingp supy) f'(8) > —A1(=A, Q).

Remark 2.3. Now we justify the existence of f in Definition 211 The regularity
assumption ¢ € W1(Q) is the minimal regularity to make sense of Arnold’s stability
criterion in [I]. Under this assumption, one can show w = Aq is Lipschitz continuous.
Indeed, v € W31(Q2) implies Vi) € L4 for any ¢ € [1,00), so Vw € L4 by (ZI)). Then
w € C% for some a € (0,1) and Vi € C1 hence w is Lipschitz by (ZI). With
1 € C** and w Lipschitz, one can conclude there exists a continuous function
f:R = R with w = f(¢)). One can also show f is monotone and Lipschitz from
the functional relation between w and . In (1), f is nondecreasing. In (2), f is
nonincreasing.

Remark 2.4. The difference between Definition 2.Tland Definition 2.2]is the regularity
of f. For the minimizer given by Theorem [[LT, we know only it satisfies Arnold’s sta-
bility criterion weakly. In general, for a steady flow which satisfies Arnold’s stability
criterion weakly, f is not Lipschitz continuous. In Definition and Proposition B.1]
below, one can allow f € Lfo . for ¢ > 1. The conclusions of ([3.1]) and Theorem [L.3]
hold after suitable modifications on our argument.

A steady flow satisfies Arnold’s stability criterion implies its vorticity cannot have
two signs. We prove this fact in the following lemma. The argument is based on
maximum principle of the operator —A + f’. Similar arguments will be needed in
the next section. We omit the details there.

Lemma 2.5. If a steady flow w satisfies Arnold’s stability criterion, then w > 0 or
w<0.

Proof. Assume w admits two signs. Consider the case where (2) and (2I)) in Def-
inition 211 are satisfied. Then there exists ¢ € R such that f(c) = 0 and ¢ = ¢
is not empty. Without loss of generality, assume ¢ > 0. Consider the function
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¢ :=min{c,9} — c. We know ¢ € H}(Q) and ¢ # 0. Multiply Ay = f(¢)) with ¢
and integrate in €2, then we get

/ \Vo|?de = —/ of(p+c)dx.
Q Q
Since f(p + ¢) € (=, 0] for some constant v € (0, \;(—A,Q)). Then we have

Jo IVe|?dx

fQ |‘:0|2dﬂj ‘
This gives a contradiction, since \j(—A,$2) is the first eigenvalue of the Laplace
operator in §). The case where (1) and (2.I) in Definition 2.1] are satisfied follows
from a similar argument or a direct application of maximum principle. O

Al(_Avg) > >

3. LEVEL SETS OF THE STREAM FUNCTION

In this section we study the level curves of the stream function of weakly Arnold
stable solutions.

Proposition 3.1. For bounded convex planar domain §2, let f : R — R be bounded
and non-decreasing function with f > 0. Suppose f(sg) = 0 for some sy € R
Then the level sets {1 = ¢} of the solution 1 to (LHl) are convexr curves for any c €
(min ), max 1], and {1 = min)} is a convex set. Moreover, if infg(iny sup ] f(5) >
0, {¢ = minv} is a single point or a line segment.

Remark 3.2. If v satisfies Arnold’s stability criterion, namely f is Lipschitz, {¢ =
min} is a single point. This is proved in [23].

Theorem [L.3] follows from Proposition Bl For the solutions where f < 0 or (2) in
Definition is satisfied, the proof is analogues to Proposition Bl The convexity
of level curves is a result of the following theorem on the convexity properties for
elliptic equations. There is a vast literature on this topic. Here, we mention [9], [8]
and [7] as references and we cite the following theorem.

Theorem 3.3 (Cabré and Chanillo [7], Finn [I4]). For bounded and strictly convex
planar domain €, let f be a bounded smooth function satisfying f > 0. Suppose
f7>=0o0r f € (—M\(—A,Q2),0]. Then the level sets of the solution of (LA are
convex curves. Here, being strictly convex means OS2 does not contain line segment.

Next we prove the convexity of the level curves for f which is only bounded,
non-decreasing and non-negative and {2 is not necessarily strongly convex.

Proof of Proposition [31. We prove this lemma by approximation arguments. We
need two levels of approximation, for f and for €.
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On the first level, we do the approximation for f. Fix 0 < x € C2°([0,1]) with
Jg X(s)ds = 1. Define a smoothing kernel {x}r>1 with xx(s) := kx(ks), then f*xy
converges to f locally in LY for any ¢ € [1,00). Consider the function sequence
{fe}x>1 defined by fi(t) :== (f * xx)(t). Therefore, we have

(1) fx > f for any k > 1.
(2) fx converges to f locally in LY for any ¢ € [1,00).
(3) fr(s) =0 for any s < 59 — 1.

Classical methods give the existence of a solution ¢ to (LE]) with fi. Here, we
sketch a proof by calculus of variations. Define Fy(t) = fsto_l fr(s)ds and consider
the following functional

1
! / Vol2dz + / Fulp)dz, € HY(Q).
2 Jq 0

We have that F}, is positive, increasing and Lipschitz, thus it is easy to show this
functional is coercive and weakly sequentially lower semi-continuous in H}(€2). Then
it has a minimizer v, and it satisfies Ay = fi(1x) weakly. Moreover, since f is
uniformly bounded in L*°, {9} }x>1 is uniformly bounded in CYP for some B > 0
and it converges to a function 1y in C#~. By a maximum principle argument, for
non-decreasing f, the solution to (LH]) is unique, so ¢ = 1)y. Similarly by a maximum
principle argument, we also have ¥ < v in .

Since f, satisfies all conditions in Theorem B.3] then the sublevel sets {1 < ¢} of
Yy, are convex for all k and all ¢ € (min ¢;, max ;). Consider the set

Se i ={z € Q| H{ag}r>1 C Q with ¢p(zx) < ¢ and klim xp =z}
- —00

By the C1#~ convergence of {¥r}rk>1, we deduce that S; is a convex set and S, C
{ < c}. Since ¢ > )y, for any k > 1, {¢p < ¢} C S.. Then the sublevel sets {1 < ¢}
of v are convex.

By strong maximum principle, {¢) = 0} is a convex curve. Fix any ¢ € (min ), max 1))
and consider the set |, .{¢ < t}. If {¢ < c}\U,-.{¢ < t} is empty, then the level
set {y) = c} is a convex curve. If {¢) < c}\U,..{¢ <t} is not empty, then {¢) = c}
has positive measure. In the interior of {¢) = ¢}, we have Ay = 0. By the assump-
tions on f, we can deduce ¢ = minv and {¢y < min} is convex. This proves the
desired statements for smoothly bounded and strictly convex planar domain 2.

Now we sketch the approximation procedure for not necessarily strongly convex
Q). Namely, we approximate {2 by bounded and strongly convex €2 with Q C €
for any £ > 1. This is similar to designing f;. Then we look for the solution to
At = fr(Yr) in Qi and repeat the argument above. This concludes our proof.

O
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4. A LEMMA IN CONVEX GEOMETRY

In this section, we prove a geometric lemma to answer the following question:
Given nonempty bounded convex sets A, D C  with D C A, what is the relation
between the radius of the biggest ball enclosed in the convex ring A\ D and the area
of the convex ring A\D? The answer is that we have a lower bound for the radius

given in the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. There exists an absolute constant € > 0 satisfying the following
condition: Given any open convex sets A, D C R? with and D C A, there exists
B.(x) € A\D for some x € A\D and some

e|A\D|
r > .
~— diam D

To prove Proposition [£1], we need a generalized notion for outer nomal vector on

Lipschitz graphs and a lemma.

Definition 4.2 (Generalized outer nomal vector). For any open set D such that
OD is a Jordan curve given by a injective continuous map from S! to R? and any
x € 0D, we define the outer normal direction of x as follows

Outgp(z) := {0 € R/2xZ | 3B,(y) C R:\D for some y € R?, r > 0,
such that z € 0B, (y) and y — x = (rcosf,rsinf)}.
Lemma 4.3. For any bounded conver set A C R? and r > 0, we define
N.(A) :={z € R? |z ¢ A, dist(z,A) <r}.
Then
IN,(A)| < 27rdiam A + 72,

Lemma is an intuitive analogue to the construction of the Riemann integral
in elementary calculus, modulo some standard approximation argument. We omit
its proof here. Now we are in the position to prove Proposition [£Il The idea is as
follows: Let r > 0 be the radius of the biggest ball enclosed in A\D, then N, (D)
covers most area of A\D. The exceptional area (A\D)\N, (D) is small and can be
estimated using the convexity.

Proof of Proposition [{.1. Define
R :=sup{r > 0| B.(x) C A\D for some x € A\D}.
Let G := (A\D)\Ng(D), then
|A\D| < |Ng(D)| + |G].
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The main task of this proof is to estimate |G|. For this purpose, we introduce the
following notions. For any point z € 9D and any 6 € Outgp(x), define a function
p:0D x R/27Z — RY as

p(x,0) =sup{r > 0| 3B,(y) C A\D for some y € R?,
such that = € 9B, (y) and y — x = (rcos,rsinf)}.

We also define a function z : 0D x R/2rZ — R? such that B, ¢)(z(x,0)) € A\D
and z(z,6) —x = (rcosf,rsinf). Define a set H as

H:= U B0 (2(z,0)).
x€dD,0c0utyp(x)

Denote J := (A\D)\H. Note that H C Nr(D), hence
(4.1) |A\D| < [Ng(D)] +1J].

Because D is a convex set and D C A, we have JN9D = @. From the definition of
H and the convexity of A and D, we know each connected component of J is simply
connected and its boundary intersects 0A.

We summarize the following facts (see Figure [ for details):

(1) J has at most countably many connected components denoted by {Jj }xca. Here
A is a countable set or a finite set.

(2) For each connected component Ji, 0A N dJy is homeomorphic to [0,1] C R. To
fix the orientation, we denote the two endpoints of 0A N JJy by a:,lf, azi such that
inf Outga(z2) — sup Outga g(z1) € (0,7) or inf Outga(z2) — sup Outga g(xt) €
(—2m, —m).

(3) For each connected component Ji, there exists z; € 0A such that for some
0 € Outga(zyk), such that x}, 22 € OB y(ay 01) (2(Tk, O)).-

(4) Define a sequence {(x}rea by

k=

inf OutaA(x%) — sup Outgy g(wi), if inf OutaA(a;%) — sup Outga g(x}g) € (0,m),
2 1
k k

inf Outga(z2) — sup Outga g(zi) + 2m, if inf Outga(x?) — sup Outga g(z}) € (—2m, —m).

We have ), G < 27.
(5) R = supueop gcoutyp () P(T:0)-

We only prove the third fact by contradiction. Others are easy to verify. As-
sume there exists no z; € 9A with some 0, € Outga(xy), such that a:,lg,x% €
OBy (zy.0)(2(k; Ok)). Then as in Figure [ by the definitions of H and J, z}, and a7}
must lie on two distinct balls with centers y; := z(yi, 0}) and ya := 2(y2, 67) and with
radius p(yi,01) and p(y?,0%) respectively, for some y},y2 € dD, 6i € Outap(yi),
9,% € OutaD(y,%) with yi #* yi. Now we can deform from one ball to another ball
continuously in A\D while tangentially touching 0A and 0D. Then there exists
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rp € OA with some 6 € Outga(xy) such that B, g,)(2(7k,0;)) intersects with

0J;, at another two points. Moreover, we can deduce xi,xi ¢ 0J,. This gives a

contradiction.

FIGURE 1.

0A

FIGURE 2.

Now we estimate |.J;|, we consider the two tangent lines of B, g,)(2(zk,0k)) at
:17,1f and xi and the edge x,lgx% These three lines forms a triangle J;. Since A is

convex and B, g,y(2(zy,0k)) is tangent to A, we have Jp C Ji. When ¢}, < 7, we
can compute the area of the triangle Jj,

4] = 202, 03 sin? () tan () < 202 0161,

When (i > 7, we bound the area of the triangle .J; by the diameter of the set A

|J;.| = 2diam Ap(zg, Ox) sin <C2 ) < 2diam Ap(xg, O).
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Note that » ;. (¢ < 27 and ¢, > 0, then there are at most four connected compo-
nents with index k € A such that (j > 5. Therefore we have

1= 1l

keA

1
< 8diam A sup p(zg,0k) + = Z P2 (1, 1) G
kel 2

< (8+ ?)RdiamA

Now insert the last inequality and Lemma (4.3 into (4.1]). We have

3
[A\D] < (8437 + %)Rdiam A

This concludes the proof. O

5. HOLDER CONTINUITY OF THE MINIMIZER

In this section we prove the global minimizer w is Holder continuous.

Theorem 5.1. Given a bounded convex open domain  C R? with C%*/* boundary,

a € (0,1]. Let wy € C*(Q) satisfy infrcqwo(xz) > 0 or supyeqwo(z) < 0. Then the
global minimizer w of the functional E Theorem is in C*(Q).

The key to show f = (w*)~! o * is Hélder continuous. We prove (w*)~! and

1* are Holder continuous in Lemma and Lemma [5.3] This is somehow difficult
because a priori we have little information on the set of stagnation points of ¢. In
fact, it has at least one stagnation point. ¥* may be irregular close to stagnation
points. Here, we prove that ¢* is locally C'/2 when locally w # 0, by a scaling
argument which is robust for stagnation points.

Lemma 5.2. For bounded convex open domain 2 and any vorticity function w €
C*()), a € (0,1], there is a unique function (w*)~' : [0, ()] — [minw, max w]

1

such that (w*)~! is continuous, non-decreasing with (w*)~tow* = id, where id is the

identity map. Moreover, (w*)~' € C2([0, u(€)]).

Proof. Fix t € (minw, maxw]. Taking the Hélder difference quotient of (w*)~! at
w*(t), for s close to t~, we consider

(5.1) t—s _ t—s
' lw*(t) —w*(5)[¥2 [{z €eQ:s<w< /2
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Since [lw||ce < C for some C > 0, for some z € Q with w(z) = £, we have

{yEQ\]a:—y]<C_1(t_TS>;}C{er:s§w<t}.

Since €2 is a bounded convex open domain, there exists ¢ := §(2) > 0, such that
2

t—s\a t—s\a
{oeatle-v<c ()"} 2 07 (57)
Therefore, the difference quotient (5.1) is bounded from above. The proof for ¢ =

minw is analogues. O

Lemma 5.3. Let Q, ¢ and f be as in Proposition[3dl. Then ¢* : [min, 0] — [0, |Q]]
belongs to C'/2([min ), 0]).

Proof. We prove 1* is in C*/? by contradiction. Assume t* is not in C/2 around ¢ €
[min ), 0], then there exists {t,},>1 converging to t and {hy},>1 C RT converging
to 0 such that
w*(tn + hn) - w*(tN)
Vhn,

Since {¢ < t,, + hy} and {¢p < t,} are both convex sets, by Proposition A} there
exists By, (xn) C {tn < < t, + hy} with

(" (tn + hn) — ¥*(tn))
(5.3) Ty > Biam (Q) .
Now we zoom in these small balls. Define ¢, () := r,2(¢(r,x + x,) — ¥(z,,)) for
x € B1(0), then A¢, € [f(tn), f(tn+hy)]. Therefore, Ag, converges to the constant
function f(t) in L™ as n — oo.

Now we prove ¢, — 0 in L. Indeed, with (5.2) and (53]), we have

diam(Q)?(Y(rnz + z) — Y (xy))

—
=C, 5 0.

(5.2)

[On(2)] < 2(V*(tn + hn) — V*(t,))?
_ diam(Q)2h,,
= Wty + hn) — 0% ()
< dla;nic(gy — 0.

Decompose the sequence {¢;,},>1 into a harmonic part and a zero-trace part.
Namely, let ¢, = ¢, + &, where &, is a harmonic function with &, = ¢, on 9B1(0),
and Ag, = A¢, with ¢, = 0 on 9B1(0). Now by maximum principle, &, — 0 in
L*>, and thus ¢, — 0 in L*°.

On the other hand, since Ap,, = A¢,, converges to the constant function f(t) in
L> and thus ¢, — ¢ in W9 for any q € (1,00). Here, ¢ is the function satisfying
Ap = f(t) > 0 and ¢ = 0 on 9B;(0), which gives a contradiction.

O
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Now we can prove Theorem [5.11

Proof of Theorem [5.1. By Theorem [I.T] of Burton, we know we have a solution 1 to
(CH) with a non-decreasing function f € L and its vorticity is given by w = f(v).
We also have ¢ € C1# for some 8 > 0. Since wy € C%(Q), we have (w*)~! =
(wi)~t € C*/2 by Lemma 5.2

We claim that f is continuous. Indeed, if f is not continuous in (min ¢, max ),
then there exist s € (min, max), t1,t; € [minw, maxw] with ¢; < t9 such that
f(s7) =t; and f(sT) = to. Because f is non-decreasing, this contradicts with the
continuity of wy and w* = wg. If f is not continuous at mint or max ), then {¢ =
min )} or {1 = max} has measure zero, otherwise it contradicts with the continuity
of wg and w* = w(j. Hence f(1)) admits a continuous representation in [min ¢, max ]
and f is also continuous. Now we apply Proposition B.I] and Lemma 53] to deduce
Y* € CV/2([min v, max )]).

From (L.5]), we have w* = (fo1)*. Since w* : [minw, maxw| — [0, u(£2)] is strictly
increasing, Lemma shows that it admits an non-decreasing and continuous left
inverse denoted by (w*) ™!, which gives (w*)™ = [(fo)*] ~'. Also, we claim that ¢*
admits an inverse denoted by (/*)~!. Indeed, note that w > 0. By Proposition B.1]
{¢ = ¢} has measure zero and {1 < c} is convex for any ¢ € [min, max ], so ¢*
is strictly increasing and continuous. Since f is continuous and non-decreasing, we
have (w*)~! = fo (¢*)7!, and hence f = (w*) "' o* and f € C*/*(|min 1), max)]).
Then w = f(¢) € C*/*(Q) and by Schauder theory 1 € C2*/4(Q). O

6. THE STRUCTURE OF THE CRITICAL POINTS

In this section, we prove the set of stagnation points is exactly {¢) = min}.
Thus, by the results Nadirashvili showed in [23], the level sets {¢) = s} for any
s < 0 are analytic curves or a single point. The smoothness of w in any compact
subset of Q\{¢) = mint} also follows from an iterative argument in Theorem 1.5 of
[23]. Therefore, (1) and (4) in Theorem [[2] follow from Theorem [5.1] the following
proposition.

Proposition 6.1. Given Q, wg and w as in Theorem [L.2, let 1 = (A)"'w be the
global minimizer of the kinetic energy functional E in (L4). Then |V (x)| # 0 for
any x €  with (x) # min+. Therefore, the set of stagnation points is exactly
{¢ = min} which is a single point or a line segment.

Proof. Assume there exists zp € Q with |V¢(z)| = 0 and ¢(z¢) = ¢ € (min ), max ).
Let A¢(zg) = a > 0. Since w € C%*, locally after a conformal change of co-
ordinate, ¥ (z!,2%) = a1(z1)? + a2(2?)? + o(z!,2%) + ¢ with @ = a1 + as and
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lo(z!, 22)| < C(|zt?te/* + |z2|?t2/4). About the local behavior of ¥, we have the
following situations:

(1) ajaz > 0is impossible. Indeed, in this case 1 achieves a local strict minimum at
xr = x9.

(2) ajaz < 0 is also impossible. Indeed, in this case the level set is locally home-
omorphic to the set {(z!,2?) € R? | || = || < 1}. However, the level set
should be a convex curve by Proposition 311

(3) ajaz = 0 with a; > 0, then {¢) < ¢} N {2? =0} = @. Indeed, if {¢p < c} N {22 =
0} # @, for any z € {tp < ¢} N{z? = 0}, ¥(x) = a1(z!)? + o(z},0) + ¢ > ¢
Moreover, for any x € {1 = c} around zg, we have a;(z!)? + o(z!, 2%) = 0, and
hence

a1($1)2 < C(|$1|2+a/4 + |x2|2+a/4)‘

Then there exists 6 > 0 small enough, such that for |z!| < §, we have

a1 1 2|1+a/8
. —x < .
(6.1) Vac® = ||

Now we know that (6.1]) encloses a cusp-like region. The only possibility for the
convex curve in this region containg the origin is the line {z! = 0}. This means
the level set {¢) = ¢} is a single line and it contradicts with Proposition Bl This
situation is also impossible.

Now we have exclude the possibility of [Vi)(xo)| = 0 for (x¢) = ¢ € (miny, max ).
The case ¢ = max 1 is only achieved on the boundary. Because the boundary is
C%%/* we can apply Hopf boundary lemma to deduce |V4(z)| # 0. By Proposi-
tion B.I], we know {¢) = min} is a single point or a line segment. O

7. CONSTRAINTS ON LEVEL SET TOPOLOGY

In this section, we show there exists a unique global minimizer in L°°-closure of
Oy, in Theorem [7.I] when wy is Holder continuous and has nice level set topology.
We also prove these conditions are sharp in Theorem and Theorem [T.3l

Theorem 7.1. Given a bounded convex domain Q C R?, a € (0,1]. Let wg € C*(€)
satisfy wo > 0. Suppose wq is constant on the boundary and the set {wy < s} is

simply connected for any s € (inf wg,supwy), then E has a global minimizer given
by w in Theorem [L1l in L*°-closure of Oy, .

Theorem 7.2. Let Q, o as in Theorem [71l Let wy € C*(Q) satisfy wy > 0.
Assume there exists some s € (inf wg, supwp) such that the set {wg < s} is not simply

connected or wq s not constant on the boundary, then E has no global minimizer in
L*>-closure of O,
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Theorem 7.3. Let Q, o as in Theorem [T There exists wy € L>(Q) with wy > 0
satisfying the following conditions. The set {wg < s} is simply connected for any
s € (inf wp,supwy), and wy is constant on the boundary. Moreover, E has no global

minimizer in L>°-closure of O, .

These results need Lemma [[4l Lemma [74] is a lemma about the deformation
of volume-preserving diffeomorphisms. For any simply connected open sets G, D C
R? with G, D C Bi(0), there exists a volume-preserving homeomorphism 7 with
n(0B1(0)) = 0B1(0) and 1n(G) = D, if and only if D and G have the same measure.
Lemmal[74]is a corollary of this fact where we need local diffeomorphisms instead of
global homeomorphisms. We omit the proof of Lemma [7.4]

Lemma 7.4. Given a bounded connected open set A, for any open set G with G C A
which is homeomorphic to an annulus, define open sets G; and G, by the unique
decomposition A = G; UG UG, such that:

(1) The intersection of any two of G;,G and G, is empty;

(2) G; is simply connected. G, is homeomorphic to an annulus.

Given another open set D with D C A which is homeomorphic to an annulus, define
D, and D, similarly. Suppose we have |G;| < |D;| and |G,| < |D,|. Then there exists
a volume-preserving diffeomorphism n: A — A such that n(D) C G and n =id in a
neighborhood of OA.

The following remark is useful in the proof of Lemma [A.3]

Remark 7.5. If we only know D and G are open subsets of A and |D| < |G|, without
any topological assumptions, we can still find an open set D’ C D with |D|— |D'| =
¢ for any € € (0,|D|), such that there exists a volume-preserving diffeomorphism
n:A— Awith n(D') C G and n = id in a neighborhood of 9A. This is done by
cutting G into G’ C G such that |G| — |G'| = §, every connected component of G
is simply connected, G’ has finitely many connected components and G’ has finite
1-dimensional Hausdorff measure. We also cut D into D’ similarly with an additional
condition: they fit into the connected components of G’. Then we apply the simple
observation above for each connected component of D’.

Now we prove Theorem [7.1], Theorem and Theorem [7.3]

Proof of Theorem [71]. It suffices to show for any § > 0, we can find ' € O, such
that ||w’—w||pe < §. This is done in N := (w] steps. Note that the level
set topology does not change after we apply a volume-preserving diffeomorphism.
Namely, for any volume-preserving diffeomorphism 7, wg o7 is constant on 92 and
{wp on < s} is simply connected for any s € (inf wg o 7, supwp o 7).
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In the first step, we apply Lemma [7.4] with A = Q, G = {supw — ? <w <

supw — g}, D = {supwp — %5 < wp < supwg — %5}, then we get n;. By Theorem [L.1]
and Proposition Bl all asumptions in Lemma [74] are satisfied. In the k-th step, we
apply Lemma [7.4] with

E-1)0 o
A:{WOOnk_lo...o'rll<Supw0_u_ }7

2 8
ko 0 ko 0
G—{supw—7—6<w<supw—7+6},
kd6 0 ké6 0
D:{supwo—7—§<w0<supwo—7+§},

then we get ng. Here, G and D are always homeomorphic to a ring, and A is simply
connected. After N steps, we have

lw—woonnonn_10---omnre <9
Letting w’ :=wpony ony_10---on|lre~ <& concludes our proof. O

Proof of Theorem [7.3 Assume E has a global minimizer w’ in L*-closure of Q.
This minimizer is necessarily w in Theorem [Tl Indeed, by Theorem [[T], there exist
{witke>1 C Oy, with wy, — w in LY for any ¢ € [1,00), then

/|VA_1w/|2dx2/ VA w|?dz = lim/|VA_1wk|2d:E2/ VAL de.
Q Q k—oo Jo Q

Since w is the unique minimizer of E in the L?-strong closure of O, for any g €

[1,00), then w' = w.

Now we show w is not in the the L*-strong closure of O,,. If the set {wy < s}
is connected but not simply connected for some s € (inf wg,supwyp), we have two
possibilities:

(1) There exists € such that the set {s —e < wp < s} contains at least two connected
components Dy, Dy with dist(Dy, D) > 0. However, the level set {s —e < w <
s} is a convex ring, hence a connected set. By some elementary topological
argument, we can show for any v in the the L*>-strong closure of O, [[v —
w|lLe > §. Therefore, w is not in the the L>-strong closure of O, .

(2) 99 C O{wpy < s}. Then {wy > s} is in the interior of Q. From Proposition B.Iland
the fact that f is nondecreasing, there exists a neighborhood O of the boundary
01}, such that w > w in O. Then for any v in the the L°°-strong closure of
Ous [0 = wll g > 2E=2,

The case where the set {wy < s} is not connected follows from the same argument

as (1). If wp is not constant on the boundary, the same conclusion follows from an

argument similar to (2). O
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Proof of Theorem [7.3 As in the proof of Theorem [T.2], assume E has a global min-
imizer in L*-closure of O,,, then this global minimizer must be w in Theorem [I.1]
We construct the following vortex patch supported on € C Q with ' C Q and 9
is not locally Lipschitz (for example, 9’ contains a cusp-like corner):

1, ze,
(7.1) wo(z) =

0, zeQ\Q.
Note that w has convex level sets by Theorem [[.1] and Proposition 3.1l and any
volume-preserving diffeomorphism maps convex level curves to locally Lipschitz

curves. Then for any w’ € O,,, we have |[w’ — w|p~ = 1. This gives a contra-
diction. O

APPENDIX A. A COUNTEREXAMPLE

In this section, we give a counterexample to show that generally there may not
exist smooth minimisers for the kinetic energy functional E in an orbit O,,, even for

smooth wy with nice level set topology.

Theorem A.l. Let Q = By be the unit disk in R?, then there exists a nonnegative
smooth function wy with a single critical point and wolop, = ¢ for some ¢ > 0, such
that E admits no smooth minimiser in the orbit Oy, .

To prove Theorem [A.T] we need and a variant of Pélya—Szegd inequality for fourth
order differential operators. This have been proved in [6]. It can also be deduced
from classical symmetrization techniques, see Chapter 2 and Lemma 11.3.2 in [18].
We also need Lemmal[A 3] for which a more general version might be known elsewhere.
Since we cannot locate a direct and precise reference, we still give a concise proof.

Lemma A.2. For any nonnegative function v € Wh9(B') with B ¢ R", n € N*

and 1 < q < 0o, define its symmetric increasing rearrangement

u(x) = sup S,
p({u<s}<u(Bjs|)

then
/ VA~ i|1de < / VA~ u|tda.
n R”
Lemma A.3. Given a bounded domain Q C R%, let wy, w € C(Q) with w = w*.

Then there exist {wi}r>1 C Ou, with wy — w in L? as k — oo for any ¢ € [1,00).

Proof of Theorem[A 1l We design wy such that wo(z,y) = 1+ 2(z* + y*) in By
Moreover, wq should satisfy all properties mentioned in Theorem [AJl By elementary
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computation, we have for any 2% + y? < 9/16,

~ ™ 4/3 2 2\4
nfey) =1+ 2 reyy) @

We can use Lemma [A.2] to deduce

/ |Vo|?dx < / |Vw|?dz  for any w € Oy,.
B1 By

To conclude the proof, it suffices to show there are {wy }reny C Oy, such that

(A1) im [ |[Ve|2de = / Vo dz.
k—oco B1 B1
This is a consequence of Lemma [A.3] O

Proof of Lemma[A.3 Tt suffices to prove that for any § > 0, we can find w’ € Oy,
such that ||’ — w||1 < 0.
Define a sequence {aj}p>1 C Nt with a; = 1 and a1 = 1+ Zle a; for any
_ 5 _ rsupwo—infwg _ )
k=1 Let k = 55, N = [FR0—20] and € = S e (up o i) Then we
construct w’ in N interative steps. In the first step, consider the set {w < k+inf w}.

If {w < k + infw} is empty, we skip this step. Otherwise, we apply Remark
with A = Q, € defined above, G = int{w < k + infw} and D’ to be any subset of
int{wy < k+infwg} with |G| —|D’| < € and satisfying the requirement in Lemma [7.4]
then we have a volume-preserving diffeomorphism denoted by n;. Then

/ lw —wpomldr < K{w < k+ infw}| + e(supwy — inf wp)a;.
{w<k+infw}

In k-th step, we apply Lemmal[7.4land Remark [F.5lwith A = Q\{w < (k—1)k+inf w},
G ={(k—1)rk+infw < w < kk+inf w} and D’ to be any subset of {(k—1)k+inf wy <
wo < kk + infwp} N A with |G| — |D'| < eay and satisfying the requirement in
Lemma [T4] (we skip this step if G is empty) then we get n, with

/ lw—woomngo---om|dx
{(k—1)k+inf w<w<kk+infw}

<kl{(k—1)r+infw <w < kk +infw}| + e(supwy — inf wp)ay.
Finally, let w’ = wpony ony—10---onp, and we have

N
/ lw — W'|dx < K|Q| + e(supwp — inf wy) Zak < 0.
@ k=1

Since O, is uniformly bounded in L°°, we have the convergence in L? for any
q € (1,00). O



20

(1]

BIAN WU

REFERENCES

V. I. Arnold and B. A. Khesin. Topological methods in hydrodynamics, volume 125 of Applied
Mathematical Sciences. Springer, Cham, [2021] (©2021. Second edition [of 1612569].

F. Bouchet and A. Venaille. Statistical mechanics of two-dimensional and geophysical flows.
Phys. Rep., 515(5):227-295, 2012.

G. R. Burton. Rearrangements of functions, maximization of convex functionals, and vortex
rings. Math. Ann., 276(2):225-253, 1987.

G. R. Burton. Variational problems on classes of rearrangements and multiple configurations
for steady vortices. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire, 6(4):295-319, 1989.

G. R. Burton. Global nonlinear stability for steady ideal fluid flow in bounded planar domains.
Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 176(2):149-163, 2005.

G. R. Burton and J. B. McLeod. Maximisation and minimisation on classes of rearrangements.
Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh Sect. A, 119(3-4):287-300, 1991.

X. Cabré and S. Chanillo. Stable solutions of semilinear elliptic problems in convex domains.
Selecta Math. (N.S.), 4(1):1-10, 1998.

L. A. Caffarelli and A. Friedman. Convexity of solutions of semilinear elliptic equations. Duke
Maith. J., 52(2):431-456, 1985.

L. A. Caffarelli and J. Spruck. Convexity properties of solutions to some classical variational
problems. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 7(11):1337-1379, 1982.

A. Choffrut and V. Sverdk. Local structure of the set of steady-state solutions to the 2D
incompressible Euler equations. Geom. Funct. Anal., 22(1):136-201, 2012.

H. Clercx, S. Maassen, and G. Van Heijst. Spontaneous spin-up during the decay of 2d turbu-
lence in a square container with rigid boundaries. Physical review letters, 80(23):5129, 1998.
M. Dolce and T. D. Drivas. On maximally mixed equilibria of two-dimensional perfect fluids.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.03587, 2022.

T. D. Drivas and T. M. Elgindi. Singularity formation in the incompressible euler equation in
finite and infinite time. arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.17221, 2022.

D. L. Finn. Convexity of level curves for solutions to semilinear elliptic equations. Commun.
Pure Appl. Anal., 7(6):1335-1343, 2008.

V. L. Ginzburg and B. Khesin. Steady fluid flows and symplectic geometry. J. Geom. Phys.,
14(2):195-210, 1994.

N. Glatt-Holtz, V. Sverdk, and V. Vicol. On inviscid limits for the stochastic Navier-Stokes
equations and related models. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 217(2):619-649, 2015.

F. Hamel, N. Nadirashvili, and Y. Sire. Convexity of level sets for elliptic problems in convex
domains or convex rings: two counterexamples. Amer. J. Math., 138(2):499-527, 2016.

A. Henrot. Extremum problems for eigenvalues of elliptic operators. Frontiers in Mathematics.
Birkh&user Verlag, Basel, 2006.

S. R. Maassen, H. J. H. Clercx, and G. J. F. van Heijst. Self-organization of quasi-two-
dimensional turbulence in stratified fluids in square and circular containers. Phys. Fluids,
14(7):2150-2169, 2002.

C. Marchioro and M. Pulvirenti. Mathematical theory of incompressible nonviscous fluids, vol-
ume 96 of Applied Mathematical Sciences. Springer-Verlag, New York, 1994.

W. Matthaeus, W. Stribling, D. Martinez, S. Oughton, and D. Montgomery. Decaying, two-
dimensional, navier-stokes turbulence at very long times. Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena,
51(1-3):531-538, 1991.



THE 2D EULER EQUATIONS 21

[22] D. Montgomery, W. H. Matthaeus, W. T. Stribling, D. Martinez, and S. Oughton. Relaxation in
two dimensions and the “sinh-poisson”equation. Physics of Fluids A: Fluid Dynamics, 4(1):3-6,
1992.

[23] N. Nadirashvili. On stationary solutions of two-dimensional Euler equation. Arch. Ration. Mech.
Anal., 209(3):729-745, 2013.

[24] R. Robert and J. Sommeria. Statistical equilibrium states for two-dimensional flows. J. Fluid
Mech., 229:291-310, 1991.

[25] K. Schneider and M. Farge. Final states of decaying 2D turbulence in bounded domains: influ-
ence of the geometry. Phys. D, 237(14-17):2228-2233, 2008.

[26] A.I. Shnirelman. Lattice theory and flows of ideal incompressible fluid. Russian J. Math. Phys.,
1(1):105-114, 1993.

[27] S. W. K. Thomson. mazimum and minimum energy in vortex motion, volume 4. Cambridge
university press, 1910.

[28] B. Turkington. Statistical equilibrium measures and coherent states in two-dimensional turbu-
lence. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 52(7):781-809, 1999.

Email address: bian.wu@math.ethz.ch, bwu@ias.edu

INSTITUTE FOR ADVANCED STUDY , 1 EINSTEIN DRIVE, PRINCETON, NJ 08540, USA



	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries on Arnold stability criterion
	3. Level sets of the stream function
	4. A lemma in convex geometry
	5. Hölder continuity of the minimizer
	6. The structure of the critical points
	7. Constraints on level set topology
	Appendix A. A counterexample
	References

