Analytic Adjoint Solutions for the 2D Incompressible Euler
Equations Using the Green’s Function Approach

Carlos Lozano, Jorge Ponsin
Computational Aerodynamics

National Institute of Aerospace Technology (INTA)

Abstract

The Green's function approach of Giles and Pierce is used to build the lift and drag
based analytic adjoint solutions for the two-dimensional incompressible Euler equations
around irrotational base flows. The drag-based adjoint solution turns out to have a very
simple closed form in terms of the flow variables and is smooth throughout the flow
domain, while the lift-based solution is singular at rear stagnation points and sharp trailing
edges owing to the Kutta condition. This singularity is propagated to the whole dividing
streamline (comprising the incoming stagnation streamline and the wall) upstream of the
rear singularity (trailing edge or rear stagnation point) by the sensitivity of the Kutta
condition to changes in the stagnation pressure.

1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is to apply the program developed in [1, 2, 3] to the 2D
incompressible adjoint Euler equations. The idea of the method is based upon the
observation that, with appropriate boundary conditions for the linearized and adjoint
problems, the adjoint variables at a particular point correspond to the functional of interest
(typically, though not exclusively, aerodynamic lift or drag) evaluated using the Green’s
function for the same point [4]. In the analysis in [1, 3] for the quasi-1D and 2D Euler
equations, the approach in each case was to construct d linearly independent source

vectors ™ (X,) which produced Green’s functions oU™(X,%,) of a simple form as
solutions to the equations
LSU ™ (X, %) = f ™ (%,)5(X — %)

where L are the linearized flow equations, (X —X,) is the Dirac delta function and d is
the number of flow equations, 3 for quasi-1D flow and 4 for 2D compressible inviscid
flow, respectively. If 1™ (X,) is the value of the linear functional evaluated with

SUM(X,%,) and y is the adjoint state associated to the functional | then, by definition,
and provided that suitable boundary conditions hold,

I (n)(xo) =y 0 (%) 1)

and hence the adjoint variables can be computed from 1 (%,) by inverting Eq. (1).



The above program allows to gain insight into the nature of the Green's function and
the adjoint solution, making it posible in particular to locate singularities and
discontinuities in the adjoint variables. Furthermore, given a numerical adjoint solution
and a set of source vectors f™, the corresponding linear functionals 1™ can be

evaluated using Equation (1), providing a means of verifying a number of the adjoint
solution properties.

The adjoint equations were introduced for design optimization in the field of
computational aerodynamics by Jameson [5], and have been since extended to a variety
of applications such as error estimation and mesh adaptation [6] and stability analysis [7],
among many others. From the computational viewpoint, adjoint methods can be devised
in two ways [8], which differ in how the discretized adjoint equations are obtained. In the
continuous approach, one discretizes the adjoint pde, while in the discrete approach the
adjoint equations are obtained directly from the discretized flow equations. An important
step in the application of adjoint methods is the development and validation of adjoint
codes. This task is complicated by the lack of benchmark test cases, including exact
solutions, and verification is usually done indirectly by comparing sensitivities with finite
differences, which may lead to erroneous conclusions [9], or (in the case of discrete
adjoint solvers) by cross-checking with the linearized solver [10].

From a very early stage, and starting with Jameson’s groundbreaking work,
developments in adjoint methods have traditionally focused on the application of the
method to optimal design [11] [12] or goal-oriented mesh adaptation [13]. Comparatively
less effort has been put on analyzing the properties of the adjoint solutions, with some
notable exceptions starting with the work of Giles and Pierce [1] [2] [3] (see also [14]
[15] [16] [17] [18]). A few exact solutions to the adjoint equations are known. For quasi-
1D inviscid flows, the Green’s function approach has provided a tool to generate exact
adjoint solutions [3] [16] in terms of the base flow solution. In inviscid 2D/3D flows, the
entropy variables provide another exact solution for an output measuring net entropy flux
across boundaries [19] [20]. A closely related solution, corresponding to a nearfield
computation of aerodynamic drag, has been recently discovered by the authors [21].
Finally, an exact solution for the adjoint Navier-Stokes equations corresponding to
Blasius laminar boundary layer has been derived in [22].

In this paper, we present a closed-form adjoint solution for the two-dimensional
incompressible Euler equations for irrotational base flows based on the Green’s function
approach. This solution provides a cheap adjoint field for design or adaptation purposes
that, perhaps more importantly in practical terms, can also serve for verification and
debugging of adjoint solvers. But they can also serve to disentangle the properties of the
solutions to the adjoint equations, which, despite being linear partial differential
equations, give rise to a rich zoo of structures comprising singularities along stagnation
streamlines, stagnation points and sharp trailing edges [1] [17] [23] [24], and also to
confirm the existence of an adjoint singularity at solid walls suggested by recent results
[18] that could explain the numerical divergence first observed in [17].



2. 2D incompressible adjoint Euler equations

In order to be as self-contained as possible, and to fix notations, we begin by recalling
a few facts regarding the adjoint equations. In the present paper, we will concentrate on
the incompressible Euler equations and consider linearizations around an irrotational base
flow. It is well known that in such case the base flow can be derived either from a potential
or a streamfunction that obey Laplace’s equation. We could consider linearizations of this
Laplace equation which would lead to an adjoint solution obeying the Laplace equation
as well (as in e.g. [24]). We will not follow this approach here. Instead, we will consider
perturbations to the full incompressible Euler equations and obtain the corresponding full
incompressible Adjoint Euler equations, and specialize later to perturbations around an
irrotational base flow.

We will focus, for definiteness, on steady, two-dimensional, incompressible, inviscid

flow on adomain Q with far-field boundary S™ and wall boundary S (typically an airfoil
profile). The flow is governed by the incompressible Euler equations

RU)=V-FU)=0

where
p PV
U=|pu|, F=|pvu+px
PV PW + py

Here, p is the (constant) density, V =(u,v)=(qcos¢,qsing) is the velocity, p is the
pressure and X, § are the Cartesian unit vectors. The adjoint equations are defined with

respect to a functional of the flow variables, or cost function, that we take to be the lift or
drag coefficients

| =[C,(n-d)ds )

where d =d, = (cosa,sina) fordragand d =d, = (-sina,cosa) for lift, a is the angle
of attack that sets the inflow direction at the far-field boundary, i is the outward-pointing
unit normal vector at the boundary and C, = ¢, (p-p,) is the non-dimensional
pressure coefficient. p_ is the pressure of the free-stream state at the far-field and c_ is
an appropriate normalization factor.

The sensitivities of the cost function (2) with respect to flow perturbations 6U can be
efficiently obtained with the adjoint approach [5], where adjoint variables v = (v, )",

with ¢ = (v,,,), are introduced over the entire flow domain, and the cost function I is
reformulated as



I > 1-[y"RU)IQ ©)

Q

Suppose that SU obeys the linearized equation

V- (ASU) = f
where
yoj 0 X y
A=————| pwW+pk|=| & V+uk uy
op.pu,pV)| .
PW + py gy vk V+w

are the flux Jacobians. The residual f is zero for shape optimization problems, and can be
different from zero for error analysis applications, for example, in which case it is related
to errors in the solution. SU obeys the following boundary condition at solid walls:

OoV-i=w onS

w is different from zero when there is an error in the boundary conditions or when there
is a surface deformation 6X, in which case w=-vV-SA—[(6X-V)V]-f. In the far-field
oU is chosen such that there is no perturbation to the flow far-field boundary conditions,
unless one is specifically considering the effect of perturbations in far-field parameters
such as angle of attack.

In order to derive the adjoint equatins and boundary conditions, the augmented cost
function (3) is linearized with respect to perturbations in the geometry 56X and the flow
solution 6U . The resulting expression is integrated by parts to isolate the terms
containing the perturbations 6U . After some rearrangement, this yields [25]:

5jcp(ﬁ.&)ds=jwﬂ -ASUdQ+ [ (¢, (d - ) —n-@)5pds— [y A- AsUds +
S Q S

S.

0

[(d-f)C,ods+ [ (d-on)C,ds+ [ (d-A)(s%-VC,)ds )

+ij fdQ—jpﬁ-5\7(z//1+\7-¢)ds
Q S

From Eq. (4) it follows that if the adjoint state obeys the following adjoint equations and
boundary conditions

A" V=0 inQ
A-g=c, (d-A) at$ (5)
w h-ASU =0 ats,

then the last two lines in Eq. (4) yield the (continuous) adjoint-based gradient

[y fdQ+ [(d-A)C,5ds + [ (d - SA)C,ds+ [ (d -A)(GX - V)C,ds — [wp(y, +V - $)ds (6)

Q



Eq. (6) lacks the Leibniz term L (5% -A)y'V-Fds, firstintroduced in [26] (see also [27]),

which is zero analytically. Finally, when far-field parameters (such as angle of attack) are
considered as design variables, the contribution from the far-field integral

_[S w'A- AsUds should also be included in Eq. (6).

3. Using Green’s functions to compute the analytic adjoint solution

The Green’s function approach was completed with a closed-form solution for the
adjoint quasi-1D Euler equations in [3] and outlined for the 2D Euler equations in [1],
where four linearly independent source vectors representing mass, normal force, enthalpy
and stagnation pressure perturbations, respectively, were considered. The first two reduce,
for incompressible flow, to point mass sources and point vortices, respectively, which are
well-known elementary solutions in potential flow; the third one yields zero lift or drag
perturbation, and the final one was shown to lead to a non-uniform mass perturbation
along the streamline downstream of the insertion point that would be responsible for an
adjoint singularity along the incoming stagnation streamline.

Suppose now that we have a point perturbation U (X, X,) that obeys the linearized
equation

V(AU D (X, %)) = TP (%,)5(% %)
with the following wall boundary conditions
VD (%,%,) h=0, Xe$S

and far-field boundary conditions such that there is no perturbation to the inflow state. If
1(%,) = c;lja-ﬁau psU D (%, X, )ds
S

is the value of the linearized functional (lift or drag corresponding to sU (%, %,)), then

we can apply egs. (4)-(6) to SUY(X,%,) and we get

I(j)(XO)ZWT ()—(»O)f(j)()—(’o) (7)

Considering three linearly independent Green’s functions, relation (7) can be inverted to
obtain the adjoint variables in terms of the linearized cost functions

WT(;(O):(HD’ 1@ |(2))_(f(1> 1@ f(s))*l
where ( fOIF@f (3’) is a matrix whose columns are the vectors f .

Following [1], we now define 3 linearly independent perturbations, which we take to
be a point source, a point vortex and a stagnation pressure perturbation at fixed pressure
and local flow angle.



3.1. Point source

The first perturbation is a point source located at X,. In free space it reads

sV =% _vinr,
ém ®)
sp® =—-=(uad, +vo,)(Inr)
27

(r=|X—%,| and & is an arbitrary constant point singularity strength that we introduce for

convenience and that we will set to 1 in the end) and obeys the following linearized
equations

sp® PV 6P 1
V- Al psu® | |=| pV-VEu® + puv-6V® + psi® . Vu+0,5p® |=¢| u |5(X-%,)
povD PV VSV + puv - V8 + psv® vy +0, 5 p® v
0

+ & (0,u-0,v)o,Inr
" —(@,u-0N)0, Inr

where the extra term vanishes if the base flow is irrotational. Hence, the source vector is

1

fO=¢lu

\Y

Notice that y' f® =gy, +V-@), so |? is related to the (continuous) adjoint-based
lift/drag gradient (6).

The Green’s function approach requires the value of the linearized functionals 1@,
which are the lift and drag forces exerted by the point source on a body. In the presence
of a body, the above functional form needs to be modified to account for the wall
boundary condition. This is particularly simple in 2D potential flow using complex
functions and the method of images, and allows us to compute the force on immersed
bodies using Blasius theorem [28]. The simplest problem where the body is a circle is a
standard academic exercise, and more general situations can be derived from this with
suitable conformal transformations. The complex force on the cylinder turns out to be

w, —q,e“, where w, is the induced velocity at the point singularity and qg,e™ is the

free-stream complex velocity (here g, =/u,>+v,*). An interesting fact is that the same

expression yields the force on a body of arbitrary shape [28], a result that is known as
Lagally’s theorem. Hence, the force exerted by the point source on the body is, keeping
only terms linear in the source strength ¢,



5D(1) —i5L(1) :gei”’ (u_iv—qwefia)—i-O(gz) (9)

Here, 6D and SLY stand for the linear perturbations to drag and lift, respectively, due
to the point source. Eq. (9) thus gives the linearized force exerted by a point source on a
rigid body of arbitrary shape in terms of the undisturbed velocity at the source, u—iv.
This is not the end of the story, though. Potential flows contain circulation, which can be
freely adjusted a priori. For bodies with sharp trailing edges, the value of the circulation
is fixed by the Kutta condition that asserts that the flow contains the precise amount of
circulation to make the flow smooth at the trailing edge. The introduction of a point source
disturbs the flow at the trailing edge, so the circulation has to be adjusted accordingly to
preserve the smooth flow at the trailing edge. The extra circulation contributes an
additional term to Eq. (9) that we shall calculate shortly. For blunt bodies, on the other
hand, the circulation is not fixed by any smoothness requirement. However, it turns out
that in order to obtain consistent adjoint solutions a Kutta condition has to be imposed as
well ensuring no perturbation to the position of the rear stagnation point (see section
3.2.1).

In order to obtain explicit formulae, we will consider an airfoil in the complex z plane
with a sharp trailing edge at z = 1. Let us suppose that the airfoil is transformed into a
circle of radius R and centered at £, in the auxiliary complex ¢ -plane by a conformal
mapping z=F(J) (with F({) »>1as |§| — o), such that the point £, on the circle is

transformed into the trailing edge of the airfoil at z= 1. The (irrotational) base flow around
the circle can be derived from the complex potential

R* il
{——Q_Eln@_%)

The corresponding potential at a point z on the airfoil plane is precisely ®(£(z)). In the

D) =q,e7(¢ - &) +a,.e”

unperturbed flow, the circulation I", around the circle has to be fixed such that the flow
around the circle has a stagnation pointat &, i.e.,

i R? ir, 1

a

(CoCof 27Cu—Cy

2

é/te - é,o

After inserting a point source at ¢, the potential picks an extra contribution from the

0=

W(¢)=d®/dS]_, =q.e™-q.e

T, =-27iq,e™"(§, —&,) + 27iq,€”

point source and its images with respect to the circle [28]

£ £ R? &
(DS(g)_%In(4_45)+%|n[§_§°_Z—ZO]_Z;;OIn(g_go)



where £ denotes the complex conjugate of ¢ . @ (<) induces a non-zero velocity at

Ceer

e L £ 1 3 &
272',0(419 _é’s) 27p Co—Cy— _R2 27z-lo(é/te _é/O)
te 0 é,s _4,0

which has to be cancelled with additional circulation

éro =—27i (é,te - gO)Ws (é/te)

This extra circulation produces an extra force that has to be added to (9)

Ws(gte):

SDY —isL?Y =ipq, o, + e (U~iv-q,e™) +0(e%) =

2700, (S = o)W ($) + €™ (U—iv—q,e7) + O(c*) = (10)
—&q, Li"__é - %__%] +ee(U—iv—g,.e ™) +0(&?)

Notice that the extra term is purely imaginary, so it only affects lift. Separating the real
and imaginary parts, setting £ =1 and dividing by c_ to normalize, we get the following

linearized functionals due to the point source

19@(¢) = 2(u@)cosa+v(z(¢)sina-q,)

— (11)
1) = () C°S“‘“(Z(§»Si”“)_ig_:[f(t)_—gcote _Zg(i)_—%}

Notice that the extra contribution is independent of the initial circulation and blows up at
the trailing edge, thus providing a precise mechanism (and an explanation) for the adjoint
singularity at the trailing edge.

3.2. Point vortex

The second perturbation is a point vortex. In unbounded space it is simply

7@ = £ o,(Inr)
27p\ -0, (Inr) )’

sp@ = (vo, -ua,)(Inr)
27

This solution obeys the linearized equation



Sp? PV oV 0
V- Al psu@ ||=| pV-VSu® + puv-sV@ + psV® . vu+0,5p@ |=¢| v |5(X-%,)
pov? PV -VVD + pyW - VP + psi® .vv+0,5p? —u
0
£l @v—0.u)o.l
+—7r (0v— yu) nr
(06yv-0,u)d,Inr

where the extra term vanishes if the base flow is irrotational. Hence, the source vector is

0

f@=¢l v

—-u

Notice that ' f©® = g(vy, —uy,), so 1 approaches gns - @ as the vortex approaches

the wall. Its value is thus constrained by the adjoint wall b.c. g -¢ = ¢, (d- Ag) [1].

Once again, in the presence of a body the above functional form needs to be modified
to account for the wall boundary condition. The correct expression can then be used to
compute the force exerted by the vortex on a body, which poses no significant difficulties
relative to the source case, so we just quote the results. The linearized complex force,
taking into account the Kutta condition, is

SD® —i5L? =27p0, (& — LW, (&) +ige™ (U—iv—q,e ™) +O(s%) =

Lieq, (? _‘20 " ?_‘%]+ e (u—iv—q,e™)+0(c7)

where w, (¢,,) is the velocity induced by the vortex (and its images) at ¢, . Hence, the
properly normalized linearized functionals due to the vortex are (setting £=1)

19(¢) =L (v cosa-u(()sina)

C\&-Ce &—Ce

Notice that the extra term diverges as the vortex approaches the wall. However, along the
wall [£,—¢,|=R

0

= 7\ (12
IEZ)(Z(g)):—Cl(u(z(g”))COSa+v(z(§))sina_qm)+q_oo[§te—§o+§te—§oJ

é/te_élo _i_Zte_ZO_

é/s_é/te Z_Zte

so that

1

O] - —a(u cosa+vsina)

wall



as required by the adjoint wall b.c.

3.2.1. Blunt Bodies

For blunt bodies (circle, ellipse) there is no need to impose a Kutta condition, so the
circulation is a priori arbitrary and the above extra terms disappear. However, the
resulting forces are not consistent with the adjoint approach (as we have discussed above,
the force exerted by a point vortex has to approach the wall in a certain fashion so that
the adjoint wall b.c. is obeyed) and the Green’s function approach leads to the wrong lift-
based adjoint solution. It turns out that to obtain a sensible solution it is necessary to
assume that an adjoint-consistent linearization requires a Kutta condition such that the
rear stagnation point is not disturbed by the point singularities. This requirement results
in the extra forces described above, and the linearized functionals are precisely (11) and
(12) and lead to an analytic adjoint solution that obeys the adjoint equations and boundary
conditions and that agrees with numerical computations (see for example the adjoint
solution for a 6:1 ellipse presented in [29]).

3.3. Change in stagnation pressure at fixed p

For the final perturbation we choose, in analogy with [1], a perturbation to the
stagnation pressure p, = p+4pq* (where g°> =u’+v?) at fixed values of the pressure
and the local flow angle ¢. As stagnation pressure is convected along streamlines, we
expect the solution to be concentrated along the streamline downstream of the insertion
point X,. Using curvilinear streamline coordinates in which s is the distance along the

streamline downstream of the insertion point and n is the coordinate perpendicular to the
streamline, the perturbation is, in a first approximation,

eH(s)é(n)i[a—Uj (%) =
q 0 p.¢

0

0
& —
—| U |(X)H (s)s(n) (13)
q
v
where H (s) is the Heaviside step function and &(n) is the Dirac delta function. However,

as explained in [1], this is not the full form of the solution. This fact can be understood
most simply by noting that (13) does not obey the linearized flow equations. In fact,

0

V. [3 A[Z—Uj H (s)5(n)} =V -[$fPH(s)s(n) |
p.¢

where § is the unit vector in the flow direction and

_ 1
f<3>:££aF'Sj = | 2u
q apO p.¢ q 2V

To proceed further, we need to express V in streamline coordinates. While for smooth
functions V-[$w]=0,w+wd ¢, when delta functions are present one needs to proceed



more carefully. To this end, we follow [30] and define coordinates &; along the streamline
and & that parameterizes the lines orthogonal to &i. The & coordinates are related to the

streamline coordinates as ds =hd¢ and dn=h,d&,, where h =|ox /o0& are the scale

factors. In terms of (&, &,), the divergence operator is

1 0
~ = % (hw-eé
i, g, 28

0

VW +— 2
hh, 0¢,

(hlw'éz)

where W is an arbitrary vector and & =h"0x/0& are the local curvilinear unit basis
vectors (& =$ in earlier notation). Finally, we need to consider the Heaviside and Dirac

delta functions. Since ” dxdy = Ji[ hhd&dg, , we have

6(X)=6(3)a(y) =6(5)d(5;) hh,

and
H(s)5(n) = H(£)S(&) /h, .
Hence,
NEIOR _ i i @) _
V(TS (0m) = aégl(H(flm(fz)f )
i 3) H(§1)5(§2)£i 3 _
A JGSE) 1+ e

S(X—%)f® +H (s)5(n)§ =
S

Using (u,v)=(qcos¢,qsing), the last term on the right-hand side can be further
expanded as

2 f(3) — f(l)asq—Z _32 f(Z)as¢
0s q
where
1 0
fO=¢glu|, fP=¢glv
Y, —u

are the source vectors for the point source and vortex, respectively. Hence, we can write
the full solution as



0

SUO(%,%) = eH (s)5(n) = Lauj (X)
q 0 p.¢

_J‘J hlhzdé;lrdgzr H (51’_51 )5(52, _52 ) asq—Z( )5U (1)(" "')

2

[Ihnagag HE-E)E ) 2 S0 ()= (14)

£H($)5(n) q[g”] m—Tds'asqZ(X(s'»(su“)(x.ﬂsv)
p.¢

0 0

+T ds'q_zzas¢(>z(s'))5u (%, %(s")

where sU® 8U® are the point source and point vortex Green’s functions appropriate
for the problem at hand (i.e., respecting the wall boundary conditions). We can check that
Eq. (14) obeys

V- ('E‘é‘u (3)()1 )_(o)) = f (3)(X)5(X. - )_(o) = f (3)()_(.0)5()_(. - )_(o)

as expected. Notice that {aqu _1 so that 0.7 =0, 1[%] = po,M where
g0 q q\ dp,

m is the linearized mass flux perturbation, and thus the first integral on the right-hand
side of (14) is actually the integral derived in [1]. The second integral also has an analog
in the compressible case, so the solution shown in [1] is apparently incomplete.

For pressure-based functionals, the first term in (14) does not contribute to the
linearized functional, which can then be written as

190t) =~ ds2,0 (N 85 + [as ZodXENO0s)  a5)

Again, the first integral on the RHS of (15) is equivalent to the corresponding integral in
[1], where it was used to argue that there is a potential divergence along the incoming
stagnation streamline. Whether this singularity is actually present or not depends on the
cost function and the flow conditions. Numerical tests show that lift-adjoint solutions
seem to have these singularities even in incompressible and irrotational flow, while drag-
adjoint solutions only show them in certain transonic cases [29].

We can now substitute (11) and (12) into (15) to compute the linearized functional
corresponding to the stagnation pressure point perturbation (14). For drag, we get

1 o
1§ =—— (V -V, )

4-q.c,

while for lift the result is



||53)()—(—0) =

2

o0

(usina —vcosa) — 2—“’ I ds'0,q77(X")Y® (x")
© 0

b | ds' 2 0, 4(x")(L+ TP (X))
C 5 q

0

where

Y(l)(z):_i( é/te_é/o __Zte_ZO_JZZXte(YO_Y)+X0(Y_Yte)+X(Yte_YO)
(@D~¢e @), (X=X, ) +(Y =Y,)’

and

Y(Z)(Z): e = %o +_Zte_470_=
é/(z) _é/te é’(z)_é’te
(X =X ) (X =X )+ (Y =Y )(Y =Y )= (X =X ) =(Y =Y, )’

(X=X ) +(Y-Y,)

2

(X'and Y are the Cartesian coordinates on the circle plane, { = X +1Y ).

4. Analytic adjoint solutions

We can now compute the analytic adjoint solutions as

-1

1 0 q° 2 —q°u —q%v
W w) =110 u v 2q7u| =(1®1919) 0 g™ —qu
Vo —u 2q7°v —-g° u v
For drag we get
l//l l qz_qoo2
v, “Ta q, Cosa —u (16)
Y3 ) orag = q,Sina—v

which is exactly the analytic drag adjoint solution found in [21]. Notice that no
assumption has been made about the lift of the base flow solution. Hence, this two-
dimensional solution should be valid for lifting and non-lifting flows alike, contrary to
what was claimed in [21], where the validity of the solution was restricted to non-lifting
flows based on far-field behaviour. In 2D, incompressible flow past a lifting airfoil is still
irrotational. The only difference between a lifting and a non-lifting flow is in the order of
the subleading terms as r — oo

V=vV_+0(/r* (non-lifting)
V=V _+0@/r) (lifting)

Adjoint b.c. at the outer boundary demand



j w - AsUds =0
S,
for perturbations 6U respecting the far-field state. For incompressible flow, we have
T _ pqooro 1 2
W arag AOU = 2—m(5u sina—ovecosa)+0(1/r?)

where I, is the circulation of the base flow, so if 6u,dov tend to zero at the far-field
(which is a reasonable assumption as otherwise the free-stream state would be perturbed),
then the above term is at least O(L/r?) and the far-field integral vanishes, thus
guaranteeing that .. is also a valid solution for lifting flows. The discrepancies
observed in [21] can then be attributed to the dependence of the numerical solution on the
distance from the body to the far-field (20 chord lengths for the meshes used in [21]).

On the other hand, for lift we have

2YY —g’=
. sin u v
v,| == ——a+uE——2Y(1)+—2(1+Y(2’) (17)
C, e q q
Va cosa v u
e VE - YO - = (14 Y?)
U q q
where
= [ 2 (5(sN Y (% TdsL 5 4(x @ (%
== 400 XENTO XN +2[ B0 J (KON XV (19)
0 0

It can be checked (with a long computation that can be conveniently alleviated with a
symbolic manipulation software) that the above solution obeys the adjoint equations, for
which one needs to use the following identities

0,Y?(z)=0,Y"(z)
@ () _ ®
0,Y?(2)=-0,Y"(z)

which follows from the holomorphicity of Y (z) +iY®(z), as well as

2

V-VE=00,qr® —qq—zzas¢(1+ Y®)=-=TY".vq —q—zzv-v¢(1+ Y®@)

and the incompressibility and irrotationality of the base flow. Likewise, (17) also obeys
the wall boundary conditions,



Coo (é : ﬁ) = Coo (nxl/IZ + nyy/3) =
(-sina,cosa)-fi+q, (V-A)(E—q YY) +3;';(1+ Y®)(v,-u)-fi=
(-sina,cosa)-h

since V-A=0 and 1+ Y® =0 at the wall.

4.1. Behaviour of =

The streamline integral eqg. (18) has a singular behaviour near the part of the dividing
streamline upstream of the trailing edge or rear stagnation point (thus comprising the wall
and the incoming stagnation streamline). Along the stagnation streamline upstream of the
body, the integral is not defined, as the streamline splits up in two at the stagnation point,
while along the wall the integral diverges. For a circle, for example, the integral along the
wall is

. 2 2 3
a(x0)~j0 d@cos”(@/2)cotdcsc’

where X, = (Rcos@,Rsind,), which diverges as 6~° at the rear stagnation point (6 =0).

Away from the dividing streamline, the integral grows unbounded as the corresponding
streamline approaches the dividing streamline. In order to investigate the character of the
divergence, we consider a simplified setup involving flow past a wedge of half-angle z /2
(Figure 1).

/2

Figure 1. Streamlines for potential flow past a wedge of angle .

The asymptotic form of the complex potential for this case is z**, where k=2—7/7,
so that streamfunction reads, in polar coordinates, y =r?*sin(26/k), from which it
follows that the minimum distance from a particular streamline to the trailing edge is
r.. ~w*, while the distance from a given point on the streamline to the dividing

streamline is d ~ y . Likewise, the flow speed behaves as q = O(r%’l) ,S0 0.0 = O(r%’z),

and likewise 8.4 =0(r™). Finally, ¢ ~ z* and, thus, Y® =O(r ) and Y® =O(r *),
so integrating along a streamline,




which depends on the trailing edge wedge angle 7. Notice that the exponent is always
negative for 0 <z <7 . Hence, the behaviour of the integral is as follows:

2z/z+l
n

1. E(X,) diverges as rnfj ~r .27 as X, approaches the rear singularity (trailing edge or
rear stagnation point). This singular behaviour had been already anticipated in [1], but no
concrete predictions for the exponent of the singularity were made. A 1/rmin Singularity at
the rear stagnation point was predicted in [29] for blunt bodies in potential flow using the
form of the streamline integral derived in [1], while the actual value for that case is

-3
=~

2. As X, approaches the dividing streamline upstream of the rear singularity, =(X,)

diverges as r’* ~d*%2 ~1/d""¥2 where d is the distance from X, to the dividing

streamline (incoming stagnation streamline or wall). Notice that the singularity exponent
is not universal since it depends on the trailing edge angle 7, and reduces to the inverse
square-root behaviour predicted in [1] for cusped trailing edges.

3. As X, approaches the rear stagnation streamline downstream of the rear singularity,
E(X,) does not diverge (the minimum distance from the streamline to the trailing edge is
now |X, — X, |, which is always greater than zero) but rather behaves as Z(X,) ~ d , where

d is the distance from X, to the dividing streamline.

The results of this asymptotic analysis are confirmed by actual computations (see
section 5). This suggests that the origin of the divergence along the dividing streamline is
the singularity at the trailing edge/rear stagnation point. This can be put on a firmer basis
by noting that, as it will be shown later on, while the integral does get a small contribution
from the leading edge region, it is very approximately constant upstream of the rear
singularity and vanishingly small downstream. Likewise, the integral behaves in exactly
the same fashion at both the incoming stagnation streamline and the wall, with an
exponent that depends on the local geometry around the rear singularity.

The divergences of 2 (and Y® and Y®) are propagated to the lift-based adjoint
variables (17). However, two linear combinations of the adjoint variables,

| @ :‘//1+\7'(W2,W3) = (qaoY(l) —USiI’]O{+VCOSO{)/Cw (19)
1? =vy, —uy, = (-vsina—ucosa +q, L+ Y?)) /c,

which yield the linearized perturbations to the lift due to a point source and a point vortex,
respectively [1], remain finite except at the trailing edge. This fact is relevant since the

adjoint variables enter the (continuous) adjoint-based gradient (6) precisely through 1,
which protects the gradient from diverging with mesh refinement (a fact that is well
established numerically, see e.g. [17] [27] [31] [32]). Likewise, |® approaches
gn-(y,,y;) as the point approaches the wall and is thus directly related to the adjoint

boundary condition, which is thus respected by the analytical solution and protected upon



mesh refinement [17]. Finally, the divergence along the dividing streamline is
encapsulated into a third (linearly independent) combination

1® =y, +2uy, + 2wy, = (q,9°Z—2usina +2vcosa) / c,

which yields the linearized perturbation to the lift due to a unit stagnation pressure point
perturbation.

It is important to point out, however, that the above split of the adjoint solution space
into protected and unprotected terms (as regards the dividing streamline singularity) is
arbitrary and based on our choice of point perturbations (inherited from [1]). In fact, it
turns out that any linear combination

ay, +by, +cy;,

which corresponds to a point perturbation with source vector f =(a,b,c)", obeying
—ag’ +bu+cv =0, does not contain the streamline integral Z and is thus protected from

the dividing streamline singularity. Conversely, if —ag®+bu+cv=0 then the
corresponding perturbation is singular along the dividing streamline. One such example
is f =(0,u,v)", which is related to the drag Eulerlet [33], a Green’s function of the

incompressible Euler equations linearized around a uniform flow which carries one unit
of drag.

5. Sample solutions

In order to illustrate the results presented above, we present now the results of direct
evaluation of the adjoint analytical solutions in two cases: blunt body (a circle) and an
airfoil with a sharp non-cusped trailing edge.

5.1. Circle

As explained above, obtaining meaningful adjoint solutions for bodies without sharp
trailing edges such as the circle requires a Kutta condition to guarantee that the
perturbations preserve the location of the rear stagnation point. As a consequence of this
fact, the solutions (16) and (17) are applicable here, resulting in the analytic drag-based
adjoint solution shown in Figure 2



x/R

Figure 2. Analytic drag-based adjoint solution at the wall for incompressible, inviscid flow past
a circle with I'y =0.

To obtain the analytic lift-based adjoint solution, the streamline integral = has to be
evaluated at each point of the domain, which requires prior determination of the
streamline passing through that point. Streamline tracing is carried out by direct
numerical integration of the equation dX/dt=v(X) with a fourth-order Runge-Kutta

method (see e.g. [34]). Cross-checking has been performed with a simple Mathematica
notebook that takes advantage of the known analytic form of the streamlines for this case.
A contour map of the analytic lift-adjoint solution obtained in this way is shown in Figure
3, while Figure 4 shows the adjoint solution along three vertical lines crossing the
stagnation streamline upstream and downstream the circle and impinging the wall as
indicated in Figure 3. It is clear from both figures that the solution is singular along the
dividing streamline upstream of the rear stagnation point (the circle wall and the incoming
stagnation streamline), but not across the rear stagnation streamline.
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Figure 4. Analytic adjoint solution along vertical lines crossing the stagnation streamline
upstream and downstream the circle and impinging the wall as indicated in Figure 3.

These singularities are caused by the streamline integral = . In section 4 we argued
that the streamline integral behaves as = ~ rnfj ~ 127 in terms of the distance of the

streamline to the rear stagnation point/trailing edge. Since k = 1 for the circle, we expect
that = ~r2 at the rear stagnation point and Z~d¥* at the wall and the incoming

stagnation streamline, which is confirmed in Figure 5, Figure 6 and Figure 7. Figure 5
plots the value of the integral along a vertical line crossing the incoming stagnation

streamline as indicated in Figure 3. This value is fitted against the distance to the
incoming stagnation streamline, yielding Z~d™*", which is close to the theoretical
prediction and to the value = ~ d ™ obtained at the wall (Figure 6), but also against the
minimum distance of the streamline to the rear stagnation point r ., yielding = ~r.2°

in ! min !
which is close to the theoretical value and to the value of the exponent obtained for the
rear stagnation point (Figure 7). Finally, the integral vanishes linearly =~ d across the

rear stagnation streamline (Figure 8), which is not singular.
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line at x = 0.47 crossing the stagnation streamline downstream of the circle as indicated in Figure
3.

We have argued above that the behaviour at the wall and stagnation streamline is
essentially governed by the singularity exponent at the rear singularity, which is thus the
primary singularity. The results in Figure 5, Figure 6 do support this idea, which is further
illustrated with Figure 9 and Figure 10. Figure 9 (left) shows the value of = along the
streamlines shown on the right plot. It can be clearly seen that the integral is quite
approximately constant upstream of the trailing edge region and negligible downstream,
and that the upstream value grows as the streamline approaches the dividing streamline
(the downstream value, on the other hand, approaches zero), as expected. Figure 10,
which focuses on the outermost streamline of Figure 9, plots the running value of = along



the streamline, as well as | =-0,q°Y" +2q720 4L+ Y®), which is the integrand in =.

It is clear that the main contribution to the integral comes from the region near the rear
stagnation point, with a negligible contribution from the leading edge region.
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Figure 9. Left: running value of Z(X,) along the streamlines indicated on the right plot. The
forward and rear stagnation points are located at x=—0.275 and x=0.275, respectively.
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Figure 10. Running value of Z(X) and I, =-0,°Y®, I,=20,4(1+Y?)/q¢* and I =1,+1,
along the outermost streamline of Figure 9. The extension of the circle is indicated for reference
purposes.

Finally, Figure 11 plots the value of the linearized functionals 1 and 1® (19) on the

circle wall. These quantities have a finite value throughout the wall (except 1®, which
diverges at the trailing edge), as expected.
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5.2. Airfoil with Finite Trailing-Edge Angle

The second case involves incompressible, inviscid flow at angle of attack « = 0° past
a symmetrical van de VVooren airfoil given by the conformal transformation [35]

Z= (g——R):_lﬂ (20)

(£ -¢R)
where R=(1+&)“" /2", ¢ is a thickness parameter and k is related to the trailing-edge
angle 7 as k =2—7/ . The transformation (20) maps the airfoil in the z plane to a circle
of radius R centered at the origin in the ¢ plane. In this paper, we set £ =0.0371 and
k =86/45, resulting in an airfoil with 12% thickness and finite trailing edge angle

7=16° that is shown in Figure 12, where the analytic flow solution obtained with
conformal transformation techniques is also depicted.
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Figure 12. Geometry and analytic x-velocity for incompressible, inviscid flow at a = 0° past a
van de Vooren airfoil with trailing-edge angle 7=16° and 12% thickness computed with
conformal transformation techniques.

Using this analytic flow solution, the corresponding analytic adjoint solutions can be
computed using Eq. (16) and (17). Figure 13 shows the analytic drag-based adjoint
solution. This solution has been verified using numerical solutions obtained by
discretizing the adjoint equation directly [21] [32].
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Figure 13. Analytic drag-based adjoint solution on the airfoil profile for incompressible, inviscid
flow at a = 0° past a van de Vooren airfoil with trailing-edge angle 7=16° and 12% thickness.

As for lift, the computation of the analytic adjoint solution is carried out with the
fourth-order Runge-Kutta integrator described above. The streamline tracing is performed
in the circle plane and then translated into the airfoil plane via the conformal
transformation (20). A contour map of the analytic lift adjoint solution obtained in this



way is shown in Figure 14. Again, this solution has been verified against numerical
solutions in [32].
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Figure 14. Contour map of the first component y, of the analytic lift-based adjoint solution for

incompressible, inviscid flow at o = 0° past a van de Vooren airfoil with trailing-edge angle
7=16° and 12% thickness.

As in the circle case, the analytic solution shows singularities at the wall, across the
incoming stagnation streamline and at the trailing edge, but not across the rear stagnation
streamline. This is more clearly illustrated in Figure 15, Figure 16, Figure 17 and Figure
18, which plot the first adjoint state y, along lines approaching the stagnation streamline

upstream of the airfoil, the wall, the trailing edge and the rear stagnation streamline,
respectively, as indicated in Figure 14. In all cases, the behaviour of the integral has been
illustrated by fitting the curves to a power of the distance to the dividing streamline or the
trailing edge as appropriate. At both the incoming stagnation streamline and the wall, the
integral diverges as roughly 1/d®*®, where d is the distance to the stagnation streamline

or to the wall. Noting that k =86/45 for the present case, the exponent is close to the
theoretical prediction = ~1/d*® =1/d®*® . At the trailing edge, the integral shows a
1/r%% singularity (where r . is the distance to the trailing edge) regardless of the
inclination of the line, which is again in agreement with the theoretical prediction
2 ~1/r3% =1/r%"* Finally, the streamline integral vanishes as = ~d at the stagnation

streamline downstream of the trailing edge.
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107
= FIT
B log(Z) = 0.9982 log(y) - 0.8214
107 =
m |
107
- Rear Stagnation Streamline (X = 1.2)
10° =
T\\HI \\\\\HI \\\\\HI \\\\\HI |

10° 10™ 10° 10°
d

Figure 18. Value of the streamline integral computed with the analytic solution along a line
crossing the stagnation streamline downstream of the airfoil as indicated in Figure 14.

Figure 19 shows the value of 1 =-0.07°Y" +2q7%0,4(1+ Y?®) along a streamline

originating near the stagnation streamline upstream of the airfoil. It is clear, as in the
previous case, that the main contribution to the integral comes from the region near the
trailing edge, with a negligible contribution from the leading edge region.
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To end the analysis of the airfoil solution, Figure 20 focuses on the behaviour of the
adjoint solution near the airfoil profile. In the plot, the analytic adjoint solution is shown
for a succession of O-shaped curves surrounding the van der VVooren airfoil profile and
progressively closer to it, clearly demonstrating the divergence of the analytic solution at
the wall. It is clear that the anomaly observed in numerical computations [17] [18] [32]
is caused by a divergence of the analytic solution at the wall. On the numerical side, the
numerical viscosity of the solver stabilizes the divergence, producing a finite value at the
profile which nevertheless varies continually as the grid spacing or the intensity of the
numerical dissipation change [29]. At any rate, while the adjoint variables diverge at the
wall, the linearized functionals 1® and 1® (19) are again finite across the profile (except
I D which diverges at the trailing edge) as shown in Figure 21.
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Figure 21.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, we have investigated the adjoint solutions for the two-dimensional
incompressible Euler equations. By restricting to irrotational base flows, it is possible to
derive a closed form solution to the adjoint equations using the Green's function approach
developed by Giles and Pierce [3]. Drag-based and lift-based analytic adjoint solutions
have been obtained in this way, and they should be of help as test cases for verification
of numerical adjoint solvers.



The drag-based adjoint solution is smooth and has a particularly simple closed-form
expression in terms of the flow variables. The lift-based adjoint solution, on the other
hand, is considerably more complex, and exhibits a number of distinctive features, some
of which had been already anticipated in the literature [1] but are now fully clarified. The
lift adjoint solution shows a singularity at the trailing edge/rear stagnation point that
corresponds to perturbations to the Kutta condition. The sensitivity of the Kutta condition
to perturbations to the stagnation pressure gives rise to an additional singularity structure
along the dividing streamline upstream of the rear singularity, resulting in adjoint
singularities at the wall and the incoming stagnation streamline, where the adjoint
solution diverges with identical exponents that nevertheless depend on the trailing edge
angle. Since the analytic lift-adjoint solution is singular at walls, this finally settles the
issue of the mesh divergence of inviscid adjoint solutions at solid walls [17] [18].

It would be interesting to extend this analysis to compressible flow, although the
endeavor may well be hopeless, particularly for transonic flows. At any rate, preliminary
analysis [1] [18] shows that adjoint variables are continuous at shocks, albeit with
discontinuous derivatives, and at sonic lines as long as they are not orthogonal to the flow.
On the other hand, numerical compressible adjoint solutions do show singularities along
the incoming stagnation streamline, at the trailing edge/rear stagnation point, and at walls
(in the form of mesh-diverging adjoint solutions), which are the analog of the singularities
found in incompressible flow, but also along certain supersonic characteristics without an
analog in the incompressible case. The former singularities are likely governed by a
mechanism similar to the one described in this paper (this has already been proven for the
incoming stagnation streamline in [1]), and probably with the same exponents, at least for
subsonic flows.

Giles and Pierce’s seminal work [3] has just turned 20 years old. We would like to
finish by quoting their closing remarks which are still as valid today as they were then:
“An improved understanding of the behaviour of adjoint solutions is necessary both to
rigorously establish the theoretical basis for engineering optimal design methods and to
illuminate the role of the adjoint solution in numerical error analysis. (...) Future
developments along these lines will lead to great improvements in accuracy for key
engineering quantities such as lift and drag.” We couldn’t agree more.
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