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THE INTERACTION OF ELEMENTARY WAVES FOR
NONISENTROPIC FLOW IN A VARIABLE CROSS-SECTION DUCT*

QINGLONG ZHANGT

Abstract. The interaction of elementary waves for isentropic flow in a variable cross-section duct
is obtained ( [15]). The authors have discussed rarefaction wave or shock wave interacts with stationary
wave. In this paper, we extend their results to the nonisentropic flow. It can be proved that if one
changes (u,p) plane in isentropic flow with (u,p) plane in nonisentropic case, the interaction results of
rarefaction wave or shock wave with stationary wave can be moved parallel from the isentropic case
when contact discontinuity is involved. Thus we mainly focus on the interactions between contact
discontinuity and stationary wave. Some numerical results are given to verify our analysis. The results
can apply to the interaction of more complicated wave patterns.
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1. Introduction
The equations of nonisentropic flow in a variable cross-section duct are given by

(ap)e+ (apu)z =0,
apu); +(apu® +ap), =pay,
ap E)i+ (au(pE +p)). =0,

- )

(1.1)

S~ o~

where p,u,p and FE represent the density, velocity, pressure and total energy of the fluid,
respectively. F=e+ %uz with the internal energy e = %.The state equation is given by
p=~r(S)p7, where £(5) is a variant corresponding to S and 1<~y < 3. Generally, a(z) is
given as a prior, here we view it as a variant which is independent of time ( [1,6,11]).

System (1.1) is not conservative because of the existence of source term, which can
be seen as nonconservative product ( [13]). A general definition on the nonconservative
product can be found in [5]. The discretization of source term plays an important role
in the numerical approximations in many areas, for example, the nozzle flow model [1],
the shallow water equations [7] and the multiphase flow models ( [2,3,8,9]), to name
just a few.

In 2003, LeFloch and Thanh ( [12]) solved the isentropic flow in a variable cross-
section duct by dividing (u,p) plane with the coinciding characteristic curves. In each
area, system (1.1) can be viewed as strictly hyperbolic. The Riemann problem of system
(1.1) was studied by Andrianov and Warnecke ( [1]) and Thanh ( [17]), where the
admissible criterion is proposed to select a physical relevant solution.

Recently, Sheng and Zhang [15] investigated the interaction of elementary waves of
isentropic flow in variable cross-section duct. They give the results when the rarefaction
wave or shock wave interacts with the stationary wave. The interaction results apart
from the stationary wave can be found in [4,16]. In this paper, we aim to extend their
results to noninsentropic case. While the interaction results of isentropic flow can be
moved parallel to nonisentropic case when contact discontinuity is involved, we devote
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2 INTERACTIONS FOR NONISENTROPIC FLOW

to the interaction of contact discontinuity with stationary wave. The characteristic
analysis method is used to analysis all the possible cases. Besides, some numerical
results are given to support our analysis. We believe that the interaction results can
apply to the interactions of more complicated wave patterns.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we recall the characteristic analysis
method and give the elementary waves. In section 3, we mainly discuss the interaction
results of contact discontinuity with the stationary wave. The initial states in both
supersonic area and subsonic area are considered. Some numerical results are given in
section 4 to verify our analysis.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Characteristic analysis and elementary waves If we take (p,S) as
independent variables, p can be viewed as the function of (p,S)

S*—S)>1”’ 21)

p=p(p,5)=( P —expl c

v—1

where S,,C, are constants. Denote U = (p,u,S,a), when considering a smooth solution,
system (1.1) can be rewritten as

U+ A(U)0,U =0, (2.2)
where
pc? u 0 puc®
A—]| w 1/p0 0
0 0w O
0 00 O
The matrix A has four eigenvalues
Al=u—c¢, X=u, AI3=u+c, I=0, (2.3)

where ¢=+/p'(p). The corresponding right eigenvectors are

T1=(p,-1/¢,0,0)7, T2=(0,0,1,0)", 75=(p,1/¢,0,0)7, 1= (-2pc*2¢%,0,1)".
(2.4)
The 2- and 4-characteristic fields are linearly degenerate, while the 1- and 3-
characteristic fields are genuinely nonlinear:

=VA(U) - r(U)=vA3(U) - r3(U) = 2;,(p)(919//(ﬂ) +2p'(p)) >0. (255)

System (1.1) is not strictly hyperbolic because A1, A2 and A3 may coincide with A4. More

precisely, setting
i :u==4y/v&(S)/7 p%, Ig:u=0, (2.6)

one can see that

)\1:)\4 on P+, /\3:)\4 on F,, )\2:/\4 on Fo. (27)
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In the three-dimensional space of the coordinates (p,u,S) where a is constant, the three
surfaces I'1+ and T’y separate the space into four regions. For convenience, we will view

them as D1,Ds,D3 and Dy:

pu,S,a)|u>\/yK(S)/7 p s }

( )
(p,u,S, a)‘0<u< yr(S)1/ P }, 28)
(p,u,Sa)|— v&(S )1/7p7<u<0}, '
(p,u,S, a)‘u<— yr(S)L/ p% }
In each of the region, the system is strictly hyperbolic and one has
A1 > Ay, in Dy,
AL <Ag<Ag,in Do, (2.9)

Ao <Ay < Ag, in Dg,
/\3<>\4, in Dy.

2.2. The rarefaction waves First, we look for self-similar solutions. The Rie-
mann invariants of each characteristic can be computed by

Al =u—c: {a,u—ﬁ—%,S},
Ao =1u: {a,u,p},
)\3:u+c, {au_ 2c S} (210)

—1>
A =0: {apu, 5+ S}

vl’

The cross-section a(x) remains constant across rarefaction wave, system (1.1) degener-
ates to the gas dynamic equations

pt+(pu)z =0,
(pu)e+ (pu*+p)s =0, (2.11)
(PE)¢+ (uw(pE+p))s =0.

For a given left hand state (po,uo,50,a0), we determine the 1-wave and 3-wave rarefac-
tion curves that can be connected on the right by

P ) 2 1/ e y—1
Ry (U,Uy) pp(p) = 7775 <1 >

D Uu=1uUg— 1 P2 —py )7 P <po,
N 2 1/~ - =1
Rg(U,Uo L UuU=1ug +/ d = o (pwhl _]9()2’Y )7 P> Do.
Y-

2.3. The stationary waves The Rankine-Hugoniot relation associated with the
last equation of (1.1) is that

(2.12)

where [a]: =aj —ag is the jump of the cross-section a. One can derive the conclusions:
1) 0=0: the shock speed vanishes, here we assume [a] #0 and called stationary contact
discontinuity;

2) 0#0: the cross-section a remains constant across the non-zero speed shocks.
Across the stationary contact discontinuity, the Riemann invariants remain constant,



4 INTERACTIONS FOR NONISENTROPIC FLOW

from the last equation of (2.5), the right hand states (p,u,S,a) connected with the left
hand state (pg,uq,S0,a0) should satisfy

agPoUp = apu,

2 2

Uy |, KY H—1_U" Ky 41

p Tooif Tt o (2.13)
Po_ P

= =—==x(9).

po PV

By solving (2.13), we have the following results.

LEMMA 2.1. Given the left hand state Uy = (po,uo,S0,a0), (2.13) has at most two solu-
tions Uy = (p«,ux,S0,a) and U* = (p*,ux,Sp,a) for any a>0, if and only if a > amin (Up),
where

1
a -1 2 1\t
amin(Uo):M and pm< i ug+ oy 1> : (2.14)
NG ky(v+1) v+1

More precisely,
1) If a < amin(Up), (2.13) has no solution, so there is no stationary waves.
2) If a > amin(Uy), there are two points U,,U* satisfying (2.13), which can connect with
Uy by stationary waves.
3) If a=amin(Up), Usx and U* coincide. The proof is straightforward. For the details,
we refer to [12,17] and don’t repeat here.

Across the stationary contact discontinuity denoted by So(U;Up), the states U, =
(px,ux,So,a) and U* = (p*,u*,Sp,a) have the following properties

So(Us;Up), |us| > cx, .
SO(U;UO)_{SEEU*'U?))) {u*}<c* more precisely, (2.15)
(U*,p*,S(),(Z)G glj Zoi87
So(U;Up) D4’ uo Y (2.16)
* % 2y U0 )
(u NY ,S(),CL)G DS, U0<0.

As shown in [12], the Riemann problem for (1.1) may admit up to a one-parameter
family of solutions. This phenomenon can be avoided by requiring Riemann solutions
to satisfy an admissibility criterion: monotone condition on the component a. Followed
by [1,12] and [17], we impose the following global entropy condition on stationary wave
of (1.1).

Global entropy condition. Along the stationary curve So(U;Uy) in the (u,p)-plane,
the cross-section area a obtained from (2.13) is a monotone function of p.

Under the global entropy condition, we call the stationary contact discontinuity as
stationary wave and have the following results.

LEMMA 2.2. Global entropy condition is equivalent to the statement that any stationary
wave has to remain in the closure of only one domain D;,i=1,2,3,4.

2.4. The shock waves and contact discontinuities For the non-zero speed
shocks, the left hand state Uy = (po,uo,S0,a0) and the right hand state U = (p,u,S,a)
are connected by the Rankine-Hugoniot relations corresponding to (2.11)

—alp]+[pu] =0,
—opu] +[pu® +p(p)] =0, (2.17)
—o[pE]+ [puE +up]=0

)
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which is equivalent to

1/2
O'i(U7U0)UO:F<pp0F£> s Z:LS (218)
When [p]=0, [p]#0, we have the contact discontinuity corresponding to o2(U,Up),
which is given by J(U,Up): u=1ug,p=0po,p 7 po-
A shock wave should satisfy the Lax shock conditions ( [10])

/\Z‘(U)<O'i(U,U0)</\Z‘(UQ), 1=1,3. (219)

Using the Lax shock conditions, the 1-and 3-families of shock waves with non-zero
speed connecting a given left hand state Uy = (po,uo,S0,a0) to the right hand state
U= (p,u,S,a) are

7= QA PTPO) (p+po) where p?= r-1 T= 1
p+uipo v+ p’
Sl(U7U())Z (1 /1,2)7' (220)
- 0
u=uo—(P—po)\| ——5—» P>Po
0 PO T 0

__ To(K?p+po)

p+p*po
Sg(U,Uo)Z (221)

(1—p?)70
0 ( 0) p+//52p0 0

The 1- and 3-shock wave speeds o;(U,Up)(i=1,3) may change their signs along the
shock curves in the (u,p) plane, more precisely,

<0, Uo € DaUD3U Dy,
<07p>l~)0a
o1(U, U - 2.22
1( 0) :Oap:pﬂa UQEDl, ( )
>07p0<p<ﬁ0a
and
>0, Uye D1UD>UDsg,
>O7p>]§0a
U,U, P 9.23
O Zop=po.  §toeDs, (2.23)

<07 DPo <p<1307

where [70 = (ﬁo,ﬁoﬂma) € DQ,UO = (]50,7]0,5’0,@) € Ds.
Let us define the backward and forward wave curves

g ) Ri(p;Uo), p<po,
Wi (p;Uo) = { S1(p;Uo), p>po,

gy ) R3(p;Uo), p> po,
Wg(p’UO)_{Ss(p;Uo), P <po,

The wave curve W1 (p;Up) is strictly decreasing and convex in the (u,p) plane, while the
wave curve W3(p;Up) is strictly increasing and concave.
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The elementary waves of (1.1) consists of rarefaction waves (Wy(p;Uy)), shock waves
(W3(p;Up)), contact discontinuities (J(U,Up)) and stationary waves (So(U,Up)).

Now we turn to the interaction of elementary waves for (1.1). Since in [15], the
authors have already discussed the isentropic case. For nonisentropic case, the result can
be moved parallel if one changes the (u, p) plane into (u,p) plane as contact discontinuity
is involved. Thus we mainly focus on the interaction of contact discontinuity with the
stationary wave. The results are given in the following section.

3. The interactions of contact discontinuity with stationary wave
To study the contact discontinuity interacts with the stationary wave, we consider
the initial value problem (1.1) with

U_:(p_,u_,S_,ao), r<rTi,
(p,u,S,a) _ = Um: (pm.vumvsmvao)» T < <ZTg, (31)
U+=(p+,u+75+7a1), x> xT9.

Here U_ and U, are connected by a contact discontinuity J, U,, and U, are connected
by a stationary wave Sp. That is

UmGJ(Uan): U =Up >0, p_=pm, p-—FPm,

a@0PmUm = 1P+ U+,

Up | G _uR A (3.2)
Ut € So(U,Unm): 2 y—1 2 41

Pm D+

— == =K4.

pm PL

In the following part, we use the characteristic analysis method to discuss the inter-
action results. To begin with, we are interested in the properties of the stationary wave
curve So(Uy,Uy) which is formulated by making the left-hand state Uy € J(Up,,,U), the
result is shown in the following lemma.

LEMMA 3.1. Denote Uy € J(U,,,U) as the left hand state, the right hand state Uy that

can be connected with Uy by the stationary wave So(U1,Up) is on the curve l(uy,py):
1

UP% = U+pi-
Proof. On one hand, from the assumption, one has

UOGJ(UWHU): 'LL():’LLm>O7 Po=DPm, po#pm;

appPoUp =a1P1U1,

2 2 2 2
I I (3.3)
U1€S(](U,U())Z 2 +’Y_1_ 9 +,}/_17
Po_p_
po Pl
On the other hand, we have (3.2) holds. Combining (3.2) and (3.3) to yield
Pm _ P+U+
po  prur’

2
P p+) P’
1 1

uipy =uipl. (3.5)

it follows the conclusion
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|

The key observation here is that when the left hand state Uy € J(U,,,,U), the right
hand state Uy € So(U,Up) forms a curve which can be parameterized as a function of
po- This becomes our starting point to investigate the interaction results. Since the
states on the two sides of the stationary wave remain in one domain from lemma 2.1,
it is natural to classify the interaction results according to the intermediate state U, is
supersonic or subsonic, which is represented by

uU_>c_,
u_<c_,

u_>c_,

u_<c_. (3.6)

Uy > Cpp, and { or Uy, <y and {
We will discuss them case by case.

Construction 1. u,, >c,, and u_ >c_. In this case, as the contact discontinuity
touches the stationary wave, U_ will jump to U_, first as both W; and W3 have positive
speeds. To further determine the interaction results, it is essential to judge the relative
positions of p_, and p,, which is given in the following lemma.

LEMMA 3.2. When U,, and U_ are both supersonic, i.e., Uy > Cpy,U_ >c_, we have

p—w<py if p-<pm and p_.>py if p_>py. (3.7)
Proof. Assume that Uy and Uy are defined in lemma 3.1. First, differential (3.3) on

both sides, one has

apumdpo=aiprdu; +ajuidps,

gl 1 v 1 7 P
——Pm(——)dpo =u1du; + —— —dp; — ——=5dpx, (3.8)
y=1""0 pf y=1p v—1p3

Py dpo=ypmp]dpy — pldp,.

Insert the third equation of (3.3) to the third equation of (3.8), one obtains
dpy=Ldpy+ 2 dpo. (3.9)
YP1 Po

Then by substituting (3.9) into the first two equations of (3.8), we have after arranging
terms that

dU1 = _Edpl,
P
o 1 o
— < —7;) dpo=urduy + —dp;.
y—=1\popr P§ 1
By eliminating du; in (3.10), one gets
dpi _ VPpmpi(pg” =p1 ) (3.11)

dpo (y=1)pg (i —c})

From the assumption, one one hand, we have ug > ¢y since Uy € J(U,,,U—), which indi-
cates that p; <po=p,, from the property of stationary wave. On the other hand, (3.3)

d

Is p—g = p—? = p—},, it follows that p; < pg. Thus from (3.11), we have d—pl >0 in this
Po  Po P1 Po

case. Besides, as Uy=U,,, Uy =U,, we conclude as follows.

tel
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1) If po=p_ < pm, then p1=p_. <py,
2) It PO =P—> Pm, then P1=D—x>D+.
Thus we prove the lemma. O
Based on lemma 3.2, we now give the interaction results as follows.
LEMMA 3.3. When U,, and U_ are both supersonic, U_ jumps to U_, as the contact
discontinuity touches the stationary wave. More specifically:
Case 1. p_> pm, the interaction results have two subcases (see Fig. 3.1.):

Subcase 1. If u_,+

o— Cos > Uy — ﬁc+, then the result is

J(Un, U_)&So(Us,Up) = So(U—,U_)® Ry (Up,U_) & J (U3,Us) & R3 (U, Us).
(3.12)

2 2
lc,* <uq— —10+, there exists a vacuum. The result is
N —

-

Subcase 2. If u_,+

J(Up, U_)®So(Us, Uy ) = So(U—,U-)® Ry (Vacuum,U_,. ) ® R3 (U, Vacuum). (3.13)
Case 2. p_ < pm, the interaction result is (see Fig. 3.2.):

J(Um,Uf)@S(](UJr,Um) —>S()(U7*,U7)@Sl(Ug,Uf*)@J(U37U3)®S3(U+,U3).

(3.14)
Here “@®” means “follows”.
p
r, ¢
W (U,U,) W3(U,.U)
Uy U
”
U—#. \\
RN I(up)
U, G)
u X

Fig. 3.1. Case 1. u,, >cp,u— >c— and p_ > po,.

Proof. The proof of case 1. First, from lemma 3.2, we have p_. >p4 as p— > pnm,.

1
Then, from lemma 3.1, p_, is on I(uy,ps) :up% =u4p]. We conclude that R, (U,U_,)
intersects with R3(Uy,U) at Uy if it holds u_, +

2
C_y > Uy ———cCq, see Fig. 3.1.
1 v—1

To prove that, it is enough to compare the relative positions of Rj(u,p) and I(u,p).
Since one has

du u
I(u,p): —| =,
Jpten e (3.15)
Ry (u,p): —u‘ -
1 ) dp (u,p) pcv
it follows that
du du u 1 u—c
@‘Rl(u,p)_@|l(u,p) :%_E: o2 >0. (3.16)
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Thus I(u,p) is above the curve R1(U,U_,) as p<p_.. See Fig. 3.1(left).

The interaction result in this case is: U_ jumps to U_, by stationary wave, U_,
reaches to Uy by a backward rarefaction wave, followed by a contact discontinuity from
U, to Us, then followed by a forward rarefaction wave from Us to U,. That is

J(Up, U@ So(Us,Up) = So(U_n,U_)® Ry (U, U_) & J(Ua,Us) ® R3(Uy,Us).
(3.17)

2 2
If u,*—kﬁc,* <u+—ﬁc+, then Ry (U, U_,)NR3(Us,U) =0. Us turns to a

vacuum, so as Us. The result is

J( U, U-)DSo(Us,Up) = So(U—s,U-) ® Ry (Vacuum,U_, ) ® R3(U;, Vacuum). (3.18)

p
r, ¢
WU, W3(U,U,)
U, U
T U ) U
- _
A N\S (UU_
Ul )
u X

Fig. 3.2. Case 2. Uy, > ¢pyu— >c— and p_ < pp,.

The proof of case 2. First, from lemma 3.2, we have p_, <py as p_ <pn,, see Fig.
3.2. Denote that {Us}=51(U,U_.)NW5(U,U,), then we conclude that ps>p, since
S1(U,U_,) will not penetrate W1 (U,U,) in this case [4].

The interaction result is: U_ jumps to U_, by stationary wave, U_, and Us are
connected by a backward shock wave, followed by a contact discontinuity from Us to
U3, then followed by a forward shock wave from Uz to U,. That is

J(Um,U,)GBSO(UJr,Um)—>S’0(U,*,U,)EBSl(Ug,U,*)@J(U37U3)€9S3(U+,U3(). )
3.19
0 Remark 1. It is worthing to note that we consider the polytropic gas (2.1) here. For
more general equations of state, such as the Chaplygin gas or the van der Waals gas,
if S1(U,U_.)NW3(U,U;) =0 in case 2, then a delta shock wave solution is needed. We
left it for the future considerations.

Construction 2. u,, >c¢,, and u_ <c_. Thisis a transonic case. The interaction
results are obtained by solving a new Riemann problem with the initial data U_ and
U, once the contact discontinuity touches the stationary wave. For the details, we
refer to [12,17]. The solution begins with a backward rarefaction wave from U_ to a
sonic point U € 'y, followed by a stationary jump from Ug to Ucy, then followed by a
backward wave W1 (U,Uc,) from Ug, to Uy, Uy jumps to Uy by a contact discontinuity,
finally followed by a forward wave from Uy to U,. See Fig.3.3. Similarly, there exists a
vacuum when W1 (U,Uc,)NW5(U4,U) =0 in this case.

Construction 3. u,,<c¢, and u_<c_. Now we turn to the case that U,, is
subsonic. First we consider that the left-hand state U_ is also subsonic. As the contact
discontinuity touches the stationary wave, U_ will first pass through a backward wave
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Fig. 3.3. Case upm, >c¢y and u_ <c_.

W1(U,U_), which is different from the supersonic case. This indicates us to define a
curve So(U",U) in the (u,p) plane:

So(U"U): UeWy(U,U-), U eSo(U,D). (3.20)

It is obviously that So(U",U) starts from U =U* as U=_U_. By using (3.11), one can
discuss similarly as lemma 3.2 to obtain that

pt>py it p_>pn and pt<py if p_<pm- (3.21)
In fact, from the stationary wave solution, one has p; >py=p,, in this case, which
d
further indicates p; > pg as p—g = p% Thus it follows that d—pl >0 from (3.11).
o P1 Po

Based on the relative positions of p_ and p,,, we discuss the interaction results as
follows.
LEMMA 3.4. When U, and U_ are both subsonic, U_ first pass through a backward
wave as the contact discontinuity touches the stationary wave. More specifically:
Case 3. p_ > pm, the interaction result is (see Fig. 3.4.):

(U, U-)® So(Us,Upn) = Ri(Uz, U-) @ So(Us ,Us) @ J (U, U3 ) @ S3(Uy,TUs).  (3.22)
Case 4. p— < pm, the interaction result as 1 <y<2 is (see Fig. 3.5.):

J (U, U_)® So(Uy Uy ) — S1(Us, U_) & So(Uz ,U3) @ J (U, Us) @ Ws(Uy,Us). (3.23)

Proof. The proof of case 3. On one hand, we have p* >p, as p_ > p,, from the
1

above discussion. Note that p* is on the curve I(u,p;) :up% =u+pi from lemma 3.1,

see Fig. 3.4 (left). The interaction result starts from a backward rarefaction wave. It
1

can be shown that Ry (U,U_) is above the curve I(u_,p_) :up% =u_p” as p<p_, which
can be directly obtained from (3.16).

On the other hand, to determine the forward wave, denote {U3}=S,(U ,U)N
Ws(Uy,U), where So(U",U) is defined in (3.20). We next show that Uj is above the
curve [(u4,py). This is not difficult since from (3.3), one has the following

1 1

1 1 1
aruy(p3)” =aouzps >aou_p? =aru’ (p*)

=ajuyp]. (3.24)

2=
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Al

U, (U Y o

Ry(U.U)
(u_,p_)

Fig. 3.4. Case 3. Uy, <Cpm,u— <c_ and p_ > p,.

Here we use the fact

1 1

uspy >u_p’ (3.25)

from the above discussion. Thus the forward wave can be determined.
The interaction result in this case is: U_ first reaches to U by a backward rar-
efaction wave, followed by a stationary wave from Us to Uj, followed by a contact

discontinuity from U to U;, then followed by a forward shock wave from U, to Us.
That is

J (U, U_)®So(Uy ,Uyy) = Ry (U, U_)® So(Us,Us) @ J (U, U3 ) ® S3(Uy ,Uy).  (3.26)

W3 U 0) r,

& Tk

U3(U3)

1u_p_) I(u .p,)

Fig. 3.5. Case 4. Uy, < Cpytu— <c_ and p_ < pp,.

The proof of case 4. On one hand, we have p* <p, as p_ <p,, from (3.11). Thus
the interaction result starts from a backward shock wave first, see Fig. 3.5 (left). On
the other hand, to determine the forward wave, denote {U3}=So(U",U)NWs(UL,U),
where Sy (U*,U) is defined in (3.20). U3 is jumped from Us by a stationary wave. It is
sufficient to show that Us is on the left side of I(u_,p_) as 1 <+ <2. The conclusion is
not obviously since direct comparison of the positions between S1(U,U_) and I(u—,p_)
may bring difficulties. Here we use the curve Ry (U,U_) to prove it. To this end, from
(2.20), one has

du _ A=) p+(1+2u%)p
dp 'S (U-U-) pEpt+p- 2p+ptpo)

(3.27)
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Since S1(U,U_) touches R;(U,U_) up to the second order ( [16]). It is necessary to
show that

@|51(U,U,) - d7p|R1(U7U7) <0 (3.28)

as p>p_ when 1<y <2. One can compute (3.28) by

| | (1—p?) 7 p+(14+2p2)p
dp'$10U-)  dp R (U~ wp+p— 2p+pPp-

(3.29)
12p+po  p+(1+24%)po
J p+po Y1 =p?)p  2(p+p?po)
We are left to determine the sign of
2 1 2 2
Mp-i-];o _p+(1+ e )Po. (3.30)
Y1=p)p  2(p+p2po)
Set
2 2 2
1P+ po p+(14+2p°)po
f(p,po) = - ( 3.31
(,po) Y(1—p?)p 2(p+ p?po) (3.31)

if we make x=p/pg,x>1, then a direct calculation shows that the size of (3.31) is
equivalent to

9(@) 1= (4 (1= p2)ad + (A8t — 2y (1= g2 (14202 (3.32)
+ (81 =y (1= p?) (14207 +4p° )z +4p™. (3.33)
One can easily verify that ¢g(1)=g¢'(1)=0, ¢'(z) <0 for >1 as 1<y <2. Thus the

curve S1(U,U_) is below Ry (U, U,) as p>p, when 1<y <2. Besides, from (3.16), one
already knows that R;(U,U_) is always below I(u_,p_) as p>p_. This leads to the
fact that S1(U,U-) is below l(u_,p_) as p>p_ when 1<~y <2.

Similar as (3.24), one may show that p5 <p., see Fig. 3.5. The interaction result
in this case is: U_ and Us are connected by a backward shock wave, followed by a

stationary wave from Us to U3, then followed by a forward rarefaction wave from U3 to
U,. That is

J(Um,U_)@SQ(U+,Um) —)Sl(Ug,U_)@So(U§,U3)EBR3(U+,U§). (334)

a

Construction 4. u,,<c,, and u_>c_. We are left with the case u_ >c_ as
U < . This is also a transonic case. The new Riemann problem as the interaction
happens have at most three solutions. See Fig. 3.6. For the first solution, U_ jumps
to U_. by a stationary wave, followed by a backward shock wave with positive speed,
then followed by a forward wave. That is

J(Um,U;)@So(UJr,Um) —>SQ(U,*,U7)@51(U4,U7*>@J(U4,U4)@W3(U+,U4).
(3.35)
For the second solution, U_ jumps to a subsonic state by a backward shock wave,
followed by a stationary wave, then followed by a forward wave. That is

J(Up , U_)® So(Usy,Up) = S1(Us, U_) & So(Uz ,Us) & J (Us, U) & Ws(Uy,Us). (3.36)
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p p
W304,.,U) W3(U,,U) W3(,.,U)
_ U U u,
) Un G Un Uy gt
J 7 J U
U, WU Ut e s IV U0 Lf[; 306 J(UUD)
SU
S1(Ug U_.(a
S, .U 1Ug
14U S, (Us.U)
U_E 0 U_s..
Se* U g *U-.@
u u u

Fig. 3.6. Case uy, <c¢,, and u_ >c_.

For the third solution, it contains three waves with the same zero speed. That is

So(U_v(a),U_)®S1(Us,U_(a))®So(Us,Us)® J(Ug,Us) @Ws (UL, UZ).  (3.37)

Here U_,(a) is jumped from U_ by stationary wave with the cross section shifting from
ap to an intermediate state a € [ag,a1]. We refer to [17] for more details.

4. Numerical simulations In this section we give some numerical examples,
which is consistent with our analysis in section 3. Given a uniform time step At and an
equal mesh size Ax. Set x;=jAz, j€Z, t" =nAt, n€ N. Set

At

A= —.
Ax

(4.1)

Let V* be the approximation of the values V (z;,¢") of the exact solution. Here we
use the modified Godunov-Rusanov scheme (see [14])

?

Vi =V A (Efy e = P ) +AEA,

(4.2)
V= (ap,apu,apE), F(V):=(apu,a(pu®+p),au(pE+p)),
where A represents the discrete form of the term a, which is set to
a . —al
A=+l i 4.
2Azx (4-3)
The numerical flux for the conservative fluxes is given by
n 1

Fi+1/2:§(Fi+Fi+1_Si+1/2(‘/i+1_‘/i))7 (4-4)

where S; 11 /o =max{[(A1)i|,|(A3)il,|(A1)it1],[(A3)ig1]}-

The domain is set to [0,10], the stationary wave is located at 2 =3.0 for clearly seen.
We use 2000 grids, the CFL constant is set to 0.75, v=2.0.
Test 1. The initial data is given by

(p—,u_,p_,a9)=(2.25,5.0,5.0,1.0), 0<x<2.9,
(PmsUmsPm,a0) = (1.0,5.0,5.0,1.0), 2.9<z<3,
(D4 sus s P sar) = (0.688168,5.589,2.3679, 1.5),

(4.5)
3<zx<10.

We have U_ € Dy, U,,, € D1, U; € Dy. The result is shown at t=0.35s, see Fig. 4.1.
The solution begins with a stationary wave, followed by a backward rarefaction wave,
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Densil Pressure Velocity
24 Ll 5 5.6 Y

22

4.5 55

1.8 5.4
16 35
58
14 3
12 52
25
08
06 ! 15 5

Fig. 4.1. Test 1.

followed by a contact discontinuity, then followed by a forward rarefaction wave. The
result is the same with that in case 1.
Test 2. The initial data is given by

(p—,u_,p_,a9)=1(0.75,5.0,5.0,1.0), 0<x<2.9,
(PmsUmsPm,a0) = (1.0,5.0,5.0,1.0), 2.9<z<3, (4.6)
(D s P sar) = (0.688168,5.589,2.3679,1.3), 3 <z < 10.

Density Velocity Pressure
07 68 5

0.65 66 45

0.6 6.4
0.55

6.2
05 35

0.45] s 3
0.4 25
0.35 56

03 54
0.25 52 15

0.2 5 1
0

Fig. 4.2. Test 2.

We have U_€ Dy, U,,€ Dy, Uy € D;. The result is shown at t=0.35s, see Fig.
4.2. The solution begins with a stationary wave, followed by a backward shock wave,
followed by a contact discontinuity, then followed by a forward shock wave. The result
is the same with that in case 2.

Test 3. The initial data is given by

(p—,u_,p_,a9)=(0.25,5.0,5.0,1.0), 0<z<2.9,
(Dt Pma0) = (1.0,5.0,5.0,1.0), 2.9<z <3, (4.7)
(D4 sty spsa1) = (0.688168,5.589,2.3679,1.5), 3 <z < 10.

We have U_ € Dy, U, €Dy, Uy € D;. The result is shown at t=0.5s, see Fig.
4.3. The solution begins with a backward rarefaction wave, which is attached with the
stationary wave, followed by a backward shock wave, followed by a contact discontinuity,
then followed by a forward shock wave. The result is the same with that in the transonic
case.

Test 4. The initial data is given by

(p—,u_,p_,a9)=(1.075,1.5,5.0,1.0), 0<z<2.9,
(st Pmsa0) = (1.0,1.5,5.0,1.0), 2.9<z <3, (4.8)
(p+,us,py,a1)=(1.0687,0.9357,4.3777,1.5), 3<x<10.
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Density Velocity Pressure

08 85 5
07 8 45
4
06 75
35
05 7 3
0.4 6.5 25
2
03 6
15
02 55 1
0.1 5 05
0 2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10 (] 2 4 6 8 10

Fig. 4.3. Test 3.

We have U_ € Dy, U, € Do, Uy € Dy. The result is shown at t=1.0s, see Fig. 4.4.
The solution begins with a backward rarefaction wave, followed by a stationary wave,
followed by a contact discontinuity, then followed by forward shock wave. The result is
the same with that in case 3.

Density Velocity Pressure
1.14 1.8 5
112 17 49
48
B e 47
1.08 8 46
1.4
1.06 45
13
1.04 i 44
- 43
1.02 11
42
1 1 41
0.98 09 4
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10 o 2 4 6 8 10

Fig. 4.4. Test 4.

Test 5. The initial data is given by

(p—su_,p_,a0) = (1.0,4.0,10.0,1.0), 0<z<2.9,
(Prms Uiy Pmyao) = (1.2,4.0,10.0,1.0), 2.9<x<3, (4.9)
(P4 s py,a1) = (1.63872,1.9527,18.6486,1.5), 3 <z < 10.

We have U_ € Dy, U,, € Do, Uy € Dy. The result is shown at t=0.5s, see Fig. 4.5.
The solution begins with a backward shock wave, followed by a stationary wave, followed
by a contact discontinuity, then followed by a forward rarefaction wave. The result is
the same with that in case 4.

Density Velocity Pressure
17 4 19
6 18
35 7
15
16
14 8 15
14
13 25
13
12
2 12
1.1 "
1 15 10
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 B 10 0 2 4 6 8 10

Fig. 4.5. Test 5.
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Test 6. The initial data is given by

(p—,u_,p_,a9)=(7.0,1.5,5.0,1.0), 0<z<2.9,
(PmsUmyPm,a0) =(1.0,1.5,5.0,1.0), 2.9<x<3, (4.10)
(D stis o pssa1) = (1.0687,0.9375,4.3777,1.5), 3<a < 10.

We have U_ € D1, Uy, € Dy, Uy € Dy. The result is shown at t=1.0s, see Fig. 4.6.
The solution begins with a stationary wave, followed by a backward shock wave, followed
by a contact discontinuity, then followed by a forward shock wave. The result is the
same with that in the transonic case.

Density Velocity Pressure

18 sl
17
16
1.54 4
4 14 35
13 s
12
11

45

25

1 0.9 1.5

Fig. 4.6. Test 6.

Test 7. The initial data is given by

(p—,u_,p_,a9)=(1.5,4.0,10.0,1.0), 0<z<2.9,
(Prstims P 0) = (1.2,4.0,10.0,1.0), 2.9<z <3, (4.11)
(D stisspysar) = (1.63872,1.9527,18.6486,1.5), 3 <z < 10.

We have U_ € D1, Uy, € Dy, Uy € Dy. The result is shown at t=0.5s, see Fig. 4.7.
The solution begins with a backward shock wave, followed by a stationary wave, followed
by a contact discontinuity, then followed by a forward shock wave. The result is the
same with that in the transonic case.

Density Velocity Pressure

1.95 19
1.9 35 18
1.85 17
1.8 3 16
1.75 15
1.7 25 14
1.65 13
16 2 12
1.55 1"
15 1.50 10

Fig. 4.7. Test 7.

In summary, we mainly obtained the results of contact discontinuity interacts with
the stationary wave for nonisentropic flow in a cross-section duct. When the contact
discontinuity touches the stationary wave, we need to solve a new Riemann problem
with piecewise constant initial data. We classify all the possible cases based on the
initial data by using the characteristic analysis method. Numerical results fit well with
our analysis in the phase plane.
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