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Abstract

The transport properties of a random velocity field with Kolmogorov spectrum and time cor-
relations defined along Lagrangian trajectories are analyzed. The analysis is carried on in the
limit of short correlation times, as a perturbation theory in the ratio, scale by scale, of the eddy
decay and turn-over time. Various quantities such as the Batchelor constant and the dimensionless
constants entering the expression for particle relative and self-diffusion are given in terms of this
ratio and of the Kolmogorov constant. Particular attention is paid to particles with finite inertia.

The self-diffusion properties of a particle with Stokes time longer than the Kolmogorov time are

determined, verifying on an analytical example the dimensional results of [nlin.CD/010301§]. Ex-

pressions for the fluid velocity Lagrangian correlations and correlation times along a solid particle
trajectory, are provided in several parameter regimes, including the infinite Stokes time limit cor-
responding to Eulerian correlations. The concentration fluctuation spectrum and the non-ergodic
properties of a suspension of heavy particles in a turbulent flow, in the same regime, are analyzed.
The concentration spectrum is predicted to obey, above the scale of eddies with lifetime equal to
the Stokes time, a power law with universal —4/3 exponent, and to be otherwise independent of
the nature of the turbulent flow. A preference of the solid particle to lie in less energetic regions

of the flow is observed.
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I. Introduction

One of the differences between high Reynolds number turbulence and other examples of random
fields with power law scaling, is the Lagrangian nature of time correlations [m] From the theoretical
point of view, the need for a Lagrangian treatment of time correlations has been one of the main
difficulties in the realization of statistical turbulent closures []. Because of this, many such theories
assume from the start that the turbulence dynamics be equivalent to that of a random velocity field
with identical energy spectrum but Eulerian time statistics, i.e. the fluctuations decay without
being transported by the larger vortices [ﬂ, , E] Such an assumption does not work in the case of
particle transport: both relative and self-diffusion are affected by the way in which time correlations
are defined.

Concerning self-diffusion, in Kolmogorov turbulence, fluctuations at a scale [ within the inertial
range, have characteristic velocity ~ I3 and decay time ~ [ -3 along fluid trajectories. Hence, in a
time ¢ the velocity of a fluid parcel will change by an amount of the order of that of a fluctuation
with that lifetime, i.e. by tz. If the fluctuations were not advected by the flow, the fluid parcel
would see the fluctuation only for the time ~ [~! it takes to cross it. The variation of the fluid
parcel velocity in a time t would be therefore ~ t3.

Concerning relative diffusion, this process is determined by vortices with the size of the fluid
parcel separation at the given time. If these vortices were fixed in space, their effect on relative
diffusion would be proportional to the crossing time by the fluid parcels, which is determined by
the large scale properties of the flow. In other words, if time correlations were given in an Eulerian
reference frame, the process of relative diffusion would not depend solely on the inter-particle
distance and on the velocity difference, but also on the total velocity.

Given the difficulty in defining a velocity field with Lagrangian statistics, a successful strategy
for the treatment of transport has been to neglect time correlations altogether, i.e. to consider a
velocity field u such that (uq(x,t)ug(0,0)) = Uap(x)3(t): the so called Kraichnan model [f]. In
this model, Eulerian and Lagrangian time statistics trivially coincide in what is the zero order of
some perturbation theory in powers of the correlation time of the turbulence. It has been possible,
in particular, to determine the anomalous scaling exponents of a passive scalar injected at large
scales in the velocity field [ﬂ, E, E, m] The origin of this success is that, although the time structure
of the velocity correlation is lost, that of the relative displacement, whose geometrical properties

determine the passive scalar correlations, is preserved [@, @, B] (For instance, particle pair



separation still obeys Richardson diffusion).

The question, at this point, is how to introduce finite correlation times in a perturbative manner,
but preserving the Lagrangian nature of correlations. There are practical reasons to do this. One
motivation, of course, is to be able to determine the time correlations of the particle velocities.
Lagrangian dispersion models [@, , E] are based on the adoption of prescriptions on the form
of these time correlations; to be able to determine them directly from the statistical properties of
the velocity field would be therefore of some interest.

It must be said that most of the prescriptions entering a Lagrangian dispersion model could
be obtained, in practice, by dimensional reasoning or by experiments. In some cases, like in the
presence of particles endowed with inertia, this turns out, however, to be a difficult task , E]
It is very difficult, for instance, to make assumptions on the preference of solid particles to lie in
certain regions of the flow instead of others , @, @] Solid particle transport by a turbulent
flow is an example of a situation in which careful treatment of the time dependent statistics of
the velocity field is essential. It is precisely the interplay between the response time of the solid
particle to the fluid, i.e. the Stokes time 7g, and the characteristic times of the turbulent flow [@],
which determines the dynamics, and this is clearly lost when all the turbulent times are sent to
Zero.

Recently, there has been strong theoretical interest on the problem of turbulence induced con-
centration fluctuations in a heavy particle suspension. In [@], the role of a finite correlation
time of the turbulent field was recognized. In [@], the case of particle with Stokes time in the
turbulent viscous range was analyzed exploiting the fact that, in this case, the fluid velocity is
spatially smooth on the scale of interest for the solid particle. In both [@] and [@], however, the
inertial range structure of the turbulent flow was disregarded altogether. The approach carried
on here, allows instead to analyze the production of concentration fluctuations in any regimes of
Stokes times, in particular in the inertial range, where qualitatively different behaviors for the

concentration fluctuation build-up are observed.

Purpose of this paper is to extend the Kraichnan model to short but finite correlation times,
preserving, in a controlled perturbation theory, the Lagrangian structure of correlations, and pro-
viding several applications to the transport of particles with and without inertia. The analysis will
be confined to a situation of two-dimensional, stationary, homogeneous and isotropic turbulence.

This paper is organized as follows. In section I, the equations determining the extension of the



Kraichnan model will be illustrated and their main properties discussed. Section III will be devoted
to the dynamics of passive tracers; the self-diffusion and relative diffusion of fluid parcels, including
the expression for the constants involved, will be determined; the effect of finite diffusivity will be
discussed and the Batchelor constant for a passive scalar injected at large scale in the flow will be
calculated. In section IV, the transport properties of a heavy particle with Stokes time longer than
the Kolmogorov time will be studied, focusing on the relation between the correlation time for the
fluid velocity sampled by the particle, and its Lagrangian and Eulerian counterparts. Section V
will be devoted to calculation of the concentration fluctuations arising from compressibility of the
heavy particle flow. In section VI, the bias introduced by inertia in the sampling of fluid velocity

by solid particles (non-ergodic effects) will be analyzed. Section VII will be devoted to conclusions.

I1. Finite correlation time extension of the Kraichnan model

A two-dimensional random velocity field with Eulerian correlation times scaling like the eddy
turn-over time of a real turbulent flow can be obtained very simply, writing appropriate Langevin

equations for the Fourier components of the vorticity field:
O qic(t) + e qic(t) = hiebi(t) (2.1)
where gk(t) is the (space) Fourier transform of the vorticity:
q(x,t) =V -u(x,t), (2.2)

[for the generic vector v, we indicate v = (—v2,v1)], and &k (¢) is the Fourier transform of a zero

mean fully uncorrelated noise term of unitary amplitude:

(€(x,1)€(0,0)) = 6(x)é(t) (2.3)

The damping and forcing Kernels v, and hy are chosen, for k < n~!

, with n the Kolmogorov
length of the flow, as:

vk = pC2 8 (kK2 + k2)} (2.4)
SWpCI%OlEkQ

Hy = |hk|2 = k2 + k2
0

(2.5)

while, for kn > 1, some cut-off is imposed on the forcing amplitude Hy. In this way, the velocity

spectrum Uy(t), defined by (uk(t)up(0)) = Uk(t)(27)? §(k + p), will read, for kn < 1:

2 ki ki exp(—ilt])
Uk(t) = 470 13
k(t) = dmCreoes K (k2 + k2)5

(2.6)



where Ck,; and € play the role, respectively, of the Kolmogorov constant and the inertial range

energy flux in a real turbulent field having this correlation spectrum. For ko < k < !

, we thus
have the energy spectrum: Ej = CKOlE%k_%. Identifying vk_l with the decay time and k_QU,;% (0)
with the turn-over time of an eddy at scale k=1, we see that p gives the ratio of the eddy turn-over
and eddy decay time in the inertial range. The effect of sweep by the large scales, however, is not
accounted for in this way.

The most natural way to impose Lagrangian correlations in the random velocity field is to

include an advection term in Eqn. (2.1), which will take the form in real space:

(& +ulx, 1) V)qlx, 1) + / Pyy(x - Yy, £) = / Eyh(x - y)E(y. 1) (2.7)

This has the form of a vorticity equation in which the forcing and dissipation term, instead of
being localized respectively at large and small scales, act over the whole of the inertial range, and
this is reflected in their being nonlocal operators in real space. This is opposite to what happens
in a real turbulent field, where energy balance is established between large scale forcing and small
scale viscous dissipation, by means of the nonlinear cascade. A nonlinear cascade is still present
because of the convection term, but it acts on the timescale of the eddy turn-over time, and, for
large p, its effect is only a correction to that of the forcing and damping terms. Choosing p large
has therefore the consequence that convection acts merely as a large scale sweep.

Actually, Eqn. (2.7) looks a lot like the typical starting point of many turbulent closures
[, E, E], in which ~,, gives the turbulent response function (eddy viscosity of small scales) and hy, the

2 coincides with the renormalized dimensionless

nonlinear forcing by the cascade. For instance, p~
coupling constant of the Renormalization Group (RNG) closure [E, @], and its smallness is there
the basis for the establishment of a perturbation theory. Here, the philosophy is rather different: no
parametrization of the turbulence cascade is sought, p is chosen arbitrarily large, and the similarity
with real turbulence is expected to be only kinematic. (Also, the separation of a Kolmogorov

constant out of the energy flux € is arbitrary).

Things can be made a little bit more quantitative, introducing scale by scale the sweep time:
2 % 1
skgk™ . (2.8)

i.e. the time needed to a vortex of size k~! to pass in front of a fixed probe. We see that sweep
is important for all scales for which v, T} < 1, i.e., from Eqns. (2.4) and (2.6), for k > kop>. The

Kraichnan model is recovered when sweep can be neglected in all of the inertial range, i.e. for



p> (nko)’%. This means basically that the zero correlation time limit is taken before the infinite

Reynolds number limit nky — 0. In this regime we have:

K.k, 27 1
U(t) ~ %%Oﬁolg%k‘fé(t) (2.9)

To understand what happens in the regime of dominant sweep, it is convenient to shift to La-
grangian coordinates. Introduce then the coordinate z(t|x,to) of a fluid parcel which at time g is

at x, and define the Lagrangian velocity:
u"(x,t) = u(z(t|x,0),t) (2.10)

and analogous expressions for ¢“(x,t) and the other fields. After introducing the increase of
trajectory separation in a time ¢: dz(t|x,y) = z(t|x,0) — z(t|y,0) — (x —y) Eqn. (2.7) becomes, in

the new variables:

dug* (x,1) + / Pyy(x -y +da(t]% y))a" (v, £) = / Pyh(x — y + balthe y))E(y ) (2.11)

which must be coupled with the equation for dz; inverting Eqn. (2.2):

1
daltx.y) = 5- [ EriGExT) - Gly.nla () (212)
0
with
(x —r+0z(t|x,r)) 1
G = 2.13
(X,I‘) |x—r—|—5z(t|x,r)|2 ( )
We see then that the natural expansion parameter of the theory is:
|x—y| |X_y|’7|xfy\*1

i.e. the relative amount of particle separation increase in an eddy lifetime. The zero order of the
theory, which is Gaussian and is described by Eqn. (2.6) after substituting u — u", corresponds to
neglecting trajectory separation in an eddy lifetime, while keeping the uniform large scale sweep,
implicit in the Lagrangian field ¢".

Although the results which follow in the present paper are all obtained to the lowest order
in the p expansion [@]7 associated with neglecting all non-Gaussian effects in u, a diagrammatic
expansion of Eqns. (2.12-13) in terms of the fields ¢~, 6z and their conjugate could be obtained
by means of the Martin-Siggia-Rose formalism [@] This expansion would only be valid locally
around ¢t = 0, since, at long times, trajectory separation becomes dominant. [To be consistent, this

perturbation expansion should not receive contribution by correlations involving pairs of points



in space-time such that yjx_x/|-1[t — '| > p, but this is expected to be true from the exponential
decay of the time correlations].
The interaction terms in the perturbation expansion are obtained Taylor expanding the kernels

v, G and h (H working with the field action). The result for « is, for instance:

Y(x—y +02(tx,y)) = v(x —y) + D A i (x = ¥)82, (Ex, y)02, (txy)  (2.15)
n=1

with A,, =1 a coeflicient which may scale when carrying on power counting. Similar coefficients
Ag,, and Ag, are introduced in the Taylor expansion for G and H. The theory is thus characterized
by an infinite number of interactions involving vertices, which, to O(p~"), have up to 2 + n legs.

To check for divergences at large k£ in the perturbation expansion, we use power counting

directly in Eqns. (2.11-13) [2§]. Rescaling coordinates and times as:
z— Az and ¢ — A3t (2.16)

Eqns. (2.9-11) remain invariant in form provided we rescale the various fields and interactions

A=4q" 06z, A, g, A, as A — A A, with
@l=-3  [=1
[)\'Yn] = [)\Hn] = [)\Gn] = O' (2'17)

This leads to expect logarithmic divergences at large k, meaning renormalizability of the field
theory and the possibility of logarithmic correction to scaling, produced by renormalization of the
parameters in Eqns. (2.11-13).

It must be mentioned that marginal interactions and renormalizability are consequence of the

dimensional relation implicit in Kolmogorov scaling: [¢"] = —[t]. In general, had we set:
Ve~ k" Hp~k° (2.18)

we would have obtained:
r—s—2 - 3r—s

=" 57 = =

o] = D] = D) = =n(lt] + [¢']) = (s +2 = 3r) (2.19)

We thus see that super-renormalizability [A\] < 0 and non-renormalizability [\] > 0 of the theory
occur, respectively, for positive and negative [¢*] + [t] [Bg]. This corresponds to the two regimes
of eddy decay time becoming asymptotically longer (shorter) than the eddy turn-over time, and

hence the nonlinearity becoming dominant (negligible) at large scales.



Marginality of the interactions means that logarithmic divergences may arise both at large and
small k. At small k, however, such divergences are not expected, due to the subtraction in the
definition of dz. The reason is sketched below (more details in a separate publication; it must be
said, anyway, that this is not a surprise: Lagrangian closures [E] were introduced precisely to cure
the infrared divergences arising in the original Eulerian theories). As it appears from Eqn. (2.17),
small k£ divergence is due to internal lines in a loop diagrams involving the field dz. The scaling of
Eqn. (2.17) is associated with large, not with small k behaviors. In fact, the divergences occurring
for large k in a loop diagram will not change if we exchange 0z(t|x,y) — z(t|x,0)+z(t|y,0)—(x+y);
this because each small eddy contribute to the separation x — y an amount which is of the same
order of the one to sweep. Now, the logarithmic divergence predicted at small k in a loop diagram
comes indeed, from equating the scaling of the sweep z(t|x,0) + z(t|y,0) — (x + y) with that of
the trajectory separation 0z(t|x,y) also at small k, which is incorrect. For small k, this scaling
should be corrected by a factor k per field dz involved in the lines of the loop, and this is enough

to eliminate divergence.

ITI. Passive tracer transport
1. Self-diffusion of a fluid parcel

Lagrangian correlation functions in the form (u"(x,¢t)u"(x,0)) = (u(z(t|x,0),t)u(x,0)) are the
simplest objects one may try to calculate from the random velocity field introduced in section II.

1

The starting point, to lowest order in p~", and after sending the Kolmogorov scale n to zero, is

the following modification of Eqn. (2.6):

2 ki k) exp(—ylt])

UL (t) = 4nCk €3 3.1

k(t) = 4nCrac =3 (k2 + k2)3 (3:1)
The Lagrangian correlation time 7z, is then readily calculated:

-1 1 2
Tt = <|uL|2>[/dt<uL(x, t) u(x,0))|  =20CE &5k (3.2)
and we have the following relation between the turbulence level u2 = (u?) = (Ju®|?) and the
integral scales of the flow kg and 7r.:

2 _2, -2 3 _

up = 3Ckoi€3ky * = 6pCE €L (3.3)

The correlation time 77, is determined by the particular form of Uy we have chosen at small k,

which is non-universal. It is more interesting, and relevant from the point of view of Lagrangian



dispersion modeling @ E], to calculate the Lagrangian time structure function

([ue (x,1) = ug (x, 0)][ug(x, 1) — ug(x, 0)])

N~

(Ju"(x,t) — u*(x,0)|*)das (3.4)
We discover immediately that, in order to have a self similar spectrum for the inertial range, the

(3.1).

time correlations should have continuous time derivative at t = 0, a property not satisfied by Eqn

This self-similarity violation can be illustrated in a simple way imagining the turbulence field

in the neighborhood of the fluid parcel as a superposition of nested eddies with scale [,,, velocity
u, and eddy turn-over time 7,

ln = 102—71, Up = U02_%, Tn = 7'02 Tn
If the time correlation decayed linearly for ¢ — 0, we would have

(3.5)
(Ju*(x,t) — u*(x,0)|

Z uy— + Z us ~ uolog(To/t)
Tn<t Tn

Tn >t

(3.6)

Thus, identical scaling of u; and 7, and linear decay of correlations cause the largest space scale
to contribute to the structure function at arbitrary short time separation ¢, in the same way as a
vortex with eddy turn-over time 7,, ~ t, whence the logarithmic correction involving 7,

In order to have a quadratic behavior of the time correlation at ¢ = 0, it is necessary that the
noise ¢ in Eqn.

(2.7) be correlated in time, and the correlation must again be given along the
trajectories. The appropriate modification to Eqn. (2.7) is therefore

{(at Fulx ) Vglxt) + [ dyr(x = yaly. t) = r(x. 1) 57
(0: + u(x,t) - V)r(x,t) + [ Pyi(x —y)r(y, t) = [ dP*yh(x - y)(y,t)

where, for k < n~!

Ak = pOR k5

Wl

€7

k‘ rol-

5
and  Hy, = |hi|? = 8mpp(p + p)CE, 5 (K + k2)3 (3.8)
It is easy to show that also the field theory associated with Eqn. (3.7) is characterized by marginal
interactions: [\, ]

=] =D =
present case.

[Ag,.] = 0 and the considerations in section II extend to the
The zero order of the theory leads to the following correlation function

kik, 4nCxk,

2
3
k2 (k2 + kQ)%

pe ﬁ/klt‘ — p/\e_'yk‘tl
p=p
and the time correlation has a quadratic maximum at ¢

(3.9)

0. Calculation of the Lagrangian

correlation time leads to the same result of Equn. (3.2), with the substitution p —

PP :
PEvE while
9



smoothness of the time correlation eliminates the logarithmic correction to the scaling of the
Lagrangian time structure function. This structure function obeys in fact, after sending ko — 0,

the expected normal diffusion behavior:

pp
p—p

(ub(x,t) — u(x,0)%) = 2Coelt]  with  Co=Cp,, log / p; (3.10)

the constant Cp is O(p) and, as expected from the discussion leading to Eqn. (3.6), diverges

logarithmically for p/p — oc.

2. Relative diffusion

Analyzing the transport of a cluster of particles requires consideration of time intervals, during
which the space separations involved cannot be approximated as constant. Over these timescales,
the short correlation time limit leads to a perturbation scheme, which treats the velocity field to
zero order as a white noise.

We focus on the case of a pair of particles. We have to study an equation in the form:
O[za(tlro, 0) — 24 ([0, 0)] = ug (ro, ) — ug(0,t) = Uag(z(t|ro, 0) — 2(2|0,0))&s(t) (3.11)

with (£4(t)€8(0)) = dapd(t) and Uy to be determined. Due to the multiplicative noise nature
of this equation, attention must be paid to the possible presence of drift terms arising from the
Stratonovich prescription implicit in its definition . It is easy to show that this drift is identically
zero, either by direct calculation of the increment §z(¢|x,0) for ¢ in the inertial range, or noticing

that:
<5z(t|r0,0)>:/ dr[((u(ro, 7)) — (u(0,7))] = O; (3.12)

0

this, because of homogeneity of turbulence. For this reason, the separation process is described

simply by:
9 ([za(t]ro, 0) — 24 (t]0,0)][z5(t|ro, 0) — 25(t]0,0)]) = Dap(z(t|ro, 0) — =(t[0,0)) (3.13)

with
Dap(r) = /dt<[%(rat) = ug (0, 2))][up(r, 0) — up(0,0))]) (3.14)

This tensor is easily calculated from Dqp(r) for r = (r,0), exploiting incompressibility. Using

fozﬂ d6 sin® § sin®(z cos0) = Z[1 — Jo(2z) — J2(2x)], we find, in the limit kg — O:

X ol
ol

404%0 ol€
Dll(r) = ‘f?”

Wl

(3.15)

10



where

az = /OO dz 2751 — Jo(z) — Ja(x)] ~ 0.265, (3.16)
; 0

with J,, the Bessel function of the first kind, is evaluated in terms of Gamma functions [B]] using

the formula fooo dz ot J,(x) = 2“%. From incompressibility we find therefore:

1
rarg 7 rarﬁ)rla%cﬁoles s

Dap(r) = [ 2 T g(éaﬂ -3 (3.17)

We want to study the asymptotics of the separation process of two particles in the inertial range.
The procedure is standard (see e.g [E]), we introduce the distribution P for the separation r at
time ¢, which will obey the diffusion equation (the summation over repeated indices convention is
adopted throughout the paper):

O P = %8a(95Da/3P (3.18)

and look for an isotropic similarity solution in the form
P(r,t) =t 3f(t"3r) =t 3 f(R) (3.19)

Equation (3.18) takes then the form

ol
ol

3 4oz C ol€ 1
S0a(Raf) + — 0, R} Radnf =0 (3.20)
p

This equation has an unphysical solution, which is divergent in R = 0, and a finite one:

9pR%

F(R) = exp (- —2—) (3.21)

SQ%C’I"'{OleS

whose moments are:
1 1
o0 3 /8azCr €5 \3+% 3n

R™) = R™Rf(R) = = ——=22 s+ = 3.22
@)~ | R =5 (<5E) e+ (3.22)

with I" the standard gamma function.
From here, the expression for the particle space separation is obtained in a straightforward

manner; for v,-1¢ > 1, indicating r(t) = z(t|ro, 0) — z(¢|0,0):

3
, ; 1024003 CZ
1)) = cet = 3 7 3.23
o) = et o= —y (3.23)
i.e. the space separation obeys Richardson diffusion. For the relative velocity, we have, from Eqn.

(2.6):
([uk(ro,0) — uk(0,0)]2) = 2005 Creors (15 (1)) (3.24)

11



where

g = /OO dz 27 3[1 — Jo(z) — Jo(z)] ~ 2.149 (3.25)
0

and, using Eqn. (3.22), for y,-1t > 1, we find the normal diffusion behavior:

00w OF) i, o 190030k .
<[ur(r07 ) ’U,T( 3 )] >—C€, Cc = 3p ( ) )

Passing to the smoothed out in time version of the velocity field provided by Eqn. (3.7), is

accomplished, as in the case of 71, by exchanging p — p”T’;. In [@], both a sub-exponential

behavior for the function f(R) and Richardson diffusion were observed in a direct DNS (direct
numerical simulation) of two-dimensional turbulence in the inverse cascade regime. Based on the
results of that paper, extrapolating applicability of our leading order expressions in p would give

then (taking also p — 00): p ~ 2.

3. The role of diffusivity and the Batchelor constant

The dynamics of passive tracers, contrary to that of fluid elements, feels the effect of molecular
diffusivity. Due to finiteness of the turbulent correlation times, this effect does not consist purely
of an additive noise contribution to the tracer velocity. Indicating by o the molecular diffusivity,

the passive tracer velocity will have the form:
v(x,t) + (20)2€(x, 1) (3.27)
with (€4 (x,1)€3(0,0)) = 6430(x)d(t) and v obeying an equation in the form:
@1+ v, 1) - Vg ) + [ Py - yhaulvit) - [ dyhlx— (0

= —(20)% (&(x,t) - Vau(x,1))e ~ oV2q,(x,1) (3.28)

where ¢, = V| - v, ()¢ is an average limited to the noise £ and use has been made, in converting
the advection by molecular noise into a diffusion term, of It6’s lemma [BJ]. We see (it is assumed

that the limit n — 0 is already taken) that there is a renormalization of the damping kernel ~:
T = + ok? (3.29)
which leads to a cut-off for the velocity at the inverse diffusive scale

nol = (pC2 Vietot 3.30
o Kol

12



We have then:
exp(—ok?[t])
1+ (kny)s

and for small space separations /7, — 0, we have a quadratic behavior for the velocity structure

(Vi(t)v-k(0)) = (i (t)u—x(0)), (3.31)

function:

! /°° [1—Jo(z) — Jo(z)|dx

v (x+1,t) — v (x,1)]?) = 2C OE%T2 -
([on( ) (x,1)]%) Kol n xg(x% +(T/770)%)
1 _4
~ ZCKOlE%nU 512 log /1| (3.32)

The transport of a passive scalar 6(x,t) will be described by the equation
(O +v(x,t) - V)O(x,1) = aV20(x, ) + f(x,1) (3.33)

with f(x,t) a source term. An interesting quantity to calculate is the fluctuation spectrum for 4
in the case f is random in time and concentrated at large scale:

(f(x+r,t)f(x,0)) = F(r)d(t), F(r) = {(2)59’ 22: i (1) (3.34)

We can thus consider (§) = 0. The equation for the steady state passive scalar correlation ©(r) =

(0(x +r,t)0(x,t)) will then be, for kor < 1:
O(x,t)[v(x +1,t) — v(x,1)] - VOX + 1, 1)) = 20V2O(r) + 4é9 (3.35)

For r — 0, the left hand side of this equation is zero; we thus obtain e = (|V0[?), i.e. & is
the dissipation of passive scalar fluctuations. Following the same approach of the previous section,
the velocity difference v(x + r,t) — v(x,t) is approximated by a white noise. From It6’s Lemma,
its contribution in Eqn. (3.35) will be an eddy diffusivity D, ;(r), whose expression will coincide,
for r > n,r, with the one for D, provided by Eqns. (3.16-17). Drift terms coming from the
Stratonovich prescriptions are ruled out with the same arguments used in the previous section.

The resulting diffusion equation will then read:
1, _
8a8g(§Da6(r) +20603)0(r) +4é =0 (3.36)

For r > n, Dy, is essentially a correction to the molecular diffusivity, and will read, from Eqn.
(3.31):
Dy (r) = /dt<[va(r,t) = va(0,8))][vs(r,0) — v3(0,0))])

_[rars 13 TaTg\] 370 0
= [557 + 5 (0 - =57 |5 /) (837)

13



For n, < r, D}; is approximated by Eqn. (3.17), the molecular diffusivity o can be neglected and
Eqn. (3.35) takes the form:
8pép

®/I+1®/:_

- (3.38)

1
darCg € irs
Solution of this equation gives automatically the passive scalar structure function ([0(x + r,t) —
0(x,1)]?) = 2[0(0) — O(r)] in the inertial range for §: 7, < r < ky'. This structure function

scales like 73 and can be written in the form:
([0(x+r,t) = 0(x,1)]*) = S (3.39)

with the parameter B = ag—’; the so called Batchelor constant of the flow. As with relative diffusion,
3
the case of a velocity field with smooth time correlation described by Eqn. (3.7) is recovered

. . . P_ﬁ
substituting p with g

IV. Solid tracers: 1-particle statistics

We consider the simplest case of a linear drag. In the presence of gravity (or of a constant
external force) and of the turbulent velocity field u(x,t), the solid particle coordinate z"(¢|x,0)

will obey the equation of motion:
z°(t|x,t) = vF (x,t) + ug, z"(0]x,0) = x (4.1)

where ug is the gravitational drift, that we suppose constant and uniform and v* is the fluctuation

in the Lagrangian solid particle velocity, which obeys the linear relaxation equation:
v (x,t) = 75 (u(2" (1, 0),£) — V¥ (x,1)) = 75 (0" (x, 1) — V7 (x,1)), (4.2)

with 7g the Stokes time. (For a spherical particle of radius a and density pp, in a fluid of density p,
and kinematic viscosity v, we would have: 29%2 [1— pp/pol; we are disregarding any effect from finite
particle Reynolds number [B3]). From now on we shall identify Lagrangian quantities calculated
on solid particle trajectories by the superscript P.

In general the non-coincidence of fluid and solid particle trajectories makes the analysis of Eqns.
(4.1-2) a very difficult task. The short correlation time limit p — oo, however, allows to proceed
perturbatively in the fluctuating part of the trajectory separation ugt + z(t|x,0) — z"(¢|x,0). The
physical motivation for this is that, from Eqn. (4.2), ugt + z(¢|x,0) — z"(t|x,0) fluctuates on
timescale 7g with velocity scale fixed by those eddies which have decay time 7g. Hence, for p

large, the fluctuating part of trajectory separation remains small on the scale of these eddies.

14



Furthermore, when either ugt > 62(t|x + ugt,x), or Yj,q¢-1t > 1, in other words, when either
3 3

3 - 7 -
% < 1or Sxg > p~2 (provided p > 1, one of the two conditions is always satisfied), it is
G G

possible to approximate z(t|x,0) + ugt ~ z(t|x + ugt,0).

To lowest order we have therefore:
u(z" (t|x,0),t) = u(ugt + z(t|x,0),t) = u“(x + ugt, t) (4.3)

We obtain immediately the fluctuation amplitude of the velocity difference between solid and fluid

particle at a given position. From Eqns. (4.2-3) we can write:

Vv (%, 1) :/((2127];2/; i—;ui(ﬂ exp(—t;ST +ik-x) (4.4)
and from here we obtain, using Eqn. (3.2):
2 [T dz 2
(00 = )09 = up)) = 8ol [ S o, Yeblestnr) (49
where
ug = (?)TTSL) %uT (4.6)

for 7¢ < 71, is the velocity scale of eddies with lifetime 75 and w7 is the turbulent velocity defined in

Eqn. (3.3). In order to proceed to next order, it is necessary to calculate the trajectory separation:

0
27 (1%, 0) — 2(t]x, 0) = ugt + (1 —e—t/TS)/ dr e/t (x, 7)

— 00

_ /O dr exp(— =T )ut (x, 7) (4.7)

Ts
We notice from this equation that the inertia produced part of trajectory separation does not grow

L there will be localization of

indefinitely. In other words, if ug = 0 and to lowest order in p—
solid particle trajectories around the fluid parcel trajectories they cross at any given time; from
Eqn. (4.7): (|z°(t|x, —0) — z(t|x, —00)|?) ~ (urts)? ~ CKOlE%ko_ng. We thus introduce the
localization length .S;:

1

S = Céolé%kggTs (4.8)

What happens is that the velocity difference v© — u” obeys a relaxation equation with a forcing

which is a time derivative; from Eqn. (4.2): &(v® —u®) + 75" (vF — u¥) = —u”. The frequency
spectrum of vF —u® does not have therefore the small frequency singularity necessary for long time
divergence. The localization length S; will appear to play a fundamental role in the production

both of concentration fluctuations and of corrections to the velocity correlation time. (Of course,
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to higher order in p~!, the relative separation of fluid parcels sets in and localization is destroyed;
S; becomes then, that part of trajectory separation which remains after the Richardson diffusion
contribution is subtracted out).

In the absence of gravity, beside the integral scale dependent localization length 5, three more
scales, which, if 7¢ < 77, are purely inertial, can be obtained combining 7g, the crossing time of
an eddy by a solid particle, the eddy lifetime and the eddy turn-over time. We have the size S of
an eddy whose lifetime equals 75: vg-17s ~ 1; the size S. of an eddy that is crossed by a solid
particle in a time 7g: ug ~ S./7s; the size S; of an eddy whose lifetime equals the crossing time

by a solid particle: S;y¢-1 ~ ug. Summarizing:

3 13
2 1

1 3
=5 — 5 = 2
(€275, Se=p2Cfk €

_3 3 _1 3
7 and S;=p 2CL €273 (4.9)

1
2

From Eqn. (4.9), we identify the following sequence of ranges:

e A large separation range r > 5, in which the fluid velocity u” varies slowly on the scale of

the relaxation time 7g.

e A first intermediate range S < r < S. in which the fluid velocity u” is a fast variable, but
still, 75 is short compared with the crossing time of an eddy of size r; hence, Eqn. (4.2) has
the form of a Langevin equation with a noise 74 Lu® of constant amplitude on the scale of
this crossing time. The cross-over scale S will play an important role in the determination

of the degree of non-ergodicity of the solid particle flow (see section VT).

e A second intermediate range S. < r < S;, in which the crossing time is shorter than both
the Stokes time and the eddy turn-over time, but is longer than the lifetime of an eddy of

that size; hence, the solid particle moves ballistically with respect to the fluid.

e A small separation range r < S;, in which trajectory separation in the lifetime of an eddy, is

not a perturbation any more.

From Eqns. (4.3), (4.4) and (4.7), we can establish a perturbative calculation scheme for u”

and vP. Notice that, within perturbation theory, v

is a one-valued function of x and ¢, and
v(x,t) defines automatically a velocity field for the solid particles. The separation between S; and
all the other scales of the problem, has the consequence that, in the present case, the Weinstock

approximation is exact [@] What happens is that trajectory separation is produced mainly by

eddies of size r 2 S, for which trajectory separation is a perturbation. This has the consequence,
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in particular, that the Weinstock approximation applies also at scales r < .S; for which trajectory
separation is not a perturbation at all. For dominant gravity, i.e. when ug > ug, trajectory
separation is produced mainly by the gravitational drift ug and the Weinstock approximation is
automatically satisfied.

We can calculate at this point the time correlation for the solid particle velocity and adopt the
approach followed in [B3, BdJ; we can thus write, using Eqn. (4.7):

2 2
(WF(0,0)ul(0,t)) = / (;ﬁ]; (;T];Q (uc(0)uyp (t) explip - (2 (¢]0,0) — z(¢]0,0))])

_ /d?k d2p 5273 (4.10)

2 (2m)? PP “G%Jkl(O)aJpl(t)‘J:pjt

where

23] = ((exp (1/%/&11;@) 3(1)))
— Nexp ( /deT / s o Ut -7 (7)) (4.11)
is the generating functional for the field u™ and
0, T>1

Je (1) = ¢ —exp(—£&2), 0<r<t (4.12)

TS

(1 —exp(—t/1s))exp(t/75), 7<0
Substituting back into Eqn. (4.10), we obtain, after introducing dimensionless variables t = t/7g,

ug = koTsug and ¥ = 15k, = Ts/(27L):

(05(0,0005(0.6) = [~ e & ol (s~ 13D + Il — D0)

6
_ 1 _
B A3 (r — 1 0 d _ —Aty3 _ ,—t
X exp —ﬁt:v% _ T 3 )/ < i T (1—6_75—%)} (4.13)
2p 1oys(l+9ys) 1—7ys

We see from this equation that decorrelation of the fluid velocity sampled by a solid particle receives
three contributions: one from the gravitational drift ug, one from the eddy decay ’}/ZC% and the
integral term in the exponential, which comes from inertia produced trajectory separation. This
last term is peculiar, in that it saturates to a constant for long ¢ instead of continuing to increase
indefinitely. This term is the argument in the exponential expression for Z[J] [see Eqn. (4.11)],
which is essentially:

pp : ([z"(¢(0,0) — z(£[0, 0)][z" ([0, 0) — =(t]0,0)]) (4.14)

with the drift ug subtracted out, and with p the wavevector entering the integral of Eqn. (4.10).

But, from Eqns. (4.7-8), we saw that this expression saturates at ¢ — oo. In consequence of this,
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for long enough times, the large x behavior of the integrand in Eqn. (4.13) will be dominated by

the value at saturation of the inertia produced term.

1. Velocity self-diffusion

Inertia causes two ranges of time separations in the correlation (u} (x,0)u} (x,t)): one at short
times dominated by sweep from the velocity difference ug + v —u and one at long time associated

with eddy decay, where Eqn. (3.10) holds [PJ]. The transition between the two ranges occurs at

N max(uzc,u%) (4.15)

P*Cior

From Eqns. (4.5-6), for dominant inertia, i.e. ug > u¢, this cross-over time is much shorter than

71, while, for dominant gravity, i.e. for ug > ug it is possible that sweep dominates for all inertial

timescales; for this to occur, it is necessary that the crossing time of a large eddy by the particle

be less than 77, i.e. kgug7r > 1. For dominant inertia the cross-over time u25/(p3CI%<OlE) ~ p 215
is just the lifetime of an eddy of size S; [see Eqn. (4.9)].

For dominant gravity, the exponential term in Eqn. (4.13) can be neglected. For ¢t <«

6

min(rg, 7) with 76 = 5 (4)%7p ~

2
U

ﬁ, we find:

PO 18

([ (0,8) = w5 (0,00%) = =L / T a1 - dofie(e — 1)} - (i -~ 1))

o

~

a%CKOlE% (U,Gt) (4.16)

wil N

where ay >~ 2.149 [see Eqn. (3.25)]. The time 7¢, for u¢ < ur, is the lifetime of vortices whose
lifetime equals the crossing time by a falling particle; for p = O(1), 7¢ coincides with the eddy

turn-over time of vortices with characteristic velocity u.

2

For dominant inertia ug < ug and short enough times ¢ < p~“7g, only the last piece in Eqn.

(4.13) will contribute and will be quadratic in ¢; if 7g < 71:

— 1 —
e 1T et
l—ef S — 7¢ o

1
- ’_Yy% Fy3t? (4.17)

N —

Substituting into Eqn. (4.13), we are left with the following expression:

2o V32 (x —1) [ dy
u? (0,t) — ut(0,0)]? :u_T/ dz 27341 —ex 2 /
(1050, 0) = uf 0,00P) = 5 | {imew -5 | -]
2 00 _3712 _
L up _af 3y°t“xlogy
o~ /0 dz z73 {1 exp [74p2 } } (4.18)
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where use has been made again, in passing, from the first to the second line, of the condition

t < p~'rg. Using [;° da 273 (1 — exp(—Az)) = 3[(2/3) A3, we obtain therefore:
P P 2y 3 3 2 2
([uf(0,¢t) — ui(0,0)]*) ~ §F(2/3) (3 1og(TL/TS)) Ckoi€3(ugt)® (4.19)

As predicted in [@], at short times, the time structure function for u” has a sub-diffusive behavior
with exponent % both for dominant ug and dominant ug. What happens is that at such short time
scales, the particle crosses at constant speed (remember also, in the inertia dominated case, that
Se > S;) vortices whose velocity field is, in the limit, basically frozen; hence a Taylor hypothesis

applies, and time correlations coincide with their spatial counterparts.

2. Velocity correlation times

Starting from Eqn. (4.13), we can calculate the correlation time 7p for the fluid velocity sampled

by a solid particle:
e = ([uf]?) ! / At {0, 0)uf (0, 1)) (4.20)
0

To lowest order, any discrepancy between the PDF (probability distribution functions) for u" and

u” can be neglected and we have ([uf]?) = ([u}]*) = Fu3. We begin by analyzing the case of

dominant inertia: ug = 0. Taylor expanding in p~! the integrand in Eqn. (4.13) and substituting
into Eqn. (4.20), leads to terms which diverge when integrated in z. This indicates that the time

independent part of the inertia term in Eqn. (4.13) dominates the integral. We thus Taylor expand

in p~!, only the time dependent piece of the integrand in Eqn. (4.13), i.e.:
_ 1 —
_ B —1) [ d ;e Wt et
oxp [tk 4 DO [ (oo S =) (4.21)
2p 1oys(L+9y3) 1—7ys
to obtain:
%) 2 %) —92 1 (o) d
[t ouioe ) =42 [Tt (- TO2D [T W)
0 6 Jy 207 Jvoys(L+9y3)
1 F(x—1) [ 1+’_ya:%—”72y% :17%+y%
x[fl+¥/ dy—— (@ );} (4.22)
w2 L Yl at +oh)

and we see that the integral in = of the O(p~2) on second line of Eqn. (4.22) is dominated in fact
by a saddle point at = = (k/ko)? ~ (p/7)?, i.e. at k ~ S;"'. Combining this result, with the fact
that the integrands are peaked at y ~ 1, Eqn. (4.22) will take the form:

o u2 [ee} 4 ,—YQ:E [e%} dy
dt(ul (0,0)u5 (0, :—T/ do 2% ex (__/ W
| aeturo.0pso.0) = 5 [ o(- 55 | i
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1 42% [~ d
x| — +7I23/ — (4.23)
yors 207 Jio ys(149y3)

We thus obtain, for the deviation 7p — 7r.:

T =14+ BO 4 0(7) (1:24)
L
where
 (2\3 1 5 5, _3 3
B() = (5) (1/3) [g — 2+ 47 logl_’_ﬁ} (4.25)

It is to be noticed that the factor B(%) is always positive, i.e. the correlation time for the fluid
velocity seen by the solid particle is longer than 7. Following the argument in [@], this would
be expected in the case of a velocity field with statistics defined in an Eulerian frame, and is
exactly the result obtained in . In the case of a Lagrangian statistics, it is not clear whether
the deviation between solid and fluid particle trajectories, should have lead to a faster, rather than
slower decorrelation rate.

In the case of dominant gravity, as expected , , there is always a decrease of the correlation

time. In place of Eqn. (4.22), we have:
|ttt 0.0 0.1)
0

u2 oo 00 . ) ) o
= ?T/O dt/1 dz 273 [Jo(ug(z — 1)2t) + Ja(ug(x — 1)2t)] exp(—ytx®) (4.26)

which, using [, daJ, (Bz)e™" = 7" (a? + B2 z[(a® + 2)2 —al” BI), leads to the expression

for the correlation time:

T=i) G (Gt )] (2m)

We can obtain limiting expressions for this ratio, when the crossing time (koug)~! is much longer

or much shorter than the integral time 7.:

™ _ {1 + 2(ugkorr)2loguckorr,  kougTr < 1 (4.28)

TL 2%(quQTL)71 kougTr > 1

3. Eulerian correlations

The limit 79 — oo, corresponding to the case of a particle with infinite inertia, leads, from
Eqn. (4.2), to a particle velocity, which, in the absence of gravity, is identically zero. Hence
u”(x,t) = u(x,t) and the time statistics for the fluid velocity seen by the particle coincides with

the Eulerian turbulent statistics. In this regime, the dimensionless units introduced for Eqn.
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(4.13) are not appropriate any more. Redefining ¢ = ¢, Eqn. (4.13) takes the form, after writing

exp(—t/7s) ~1—t/7s:

(u1(0,0)uq(0,¢)) = % /100 dz 275 exp [—790% —L_Ql) (ﬁ—l—i-/loo dy y 2 exp(—fy%))] (4.29)

We start by calculating the Eulerian correlation time

TR = up’ /dt(u(x, t) - u(x,0)) (4.30)

Contrary to Eqn. (4.13), it is the linear in ¢, O(p~2) term in Eqn. (4.29), which, at fixed long
enough ¢, dominates for z — co. The same reasons leading to expand Eqn. (4.21), suggest that

we must now expand:

exp [(I2;21) (1 - /100 dy y=2 exp(—fy%))} (4.31)

Instead of Eqn. (4.22), we find:

2

/OOO dt(uy (0,0)uy (0, 1)) = %T /100 de 2% [(1 n @) (w (G - 1))71

2p 4p
(96—1)/00 o1 o2 B@—1)\ !
s | (eF +o8 + 1 )] (4.32)

All the terms involving factors p~2 lead, after integration, to an O(p~2) result, except one which

leads to a O(p~2log p) term; the integral in Eqn. (4.32) will read, to leading order in p:

e : -1 3 3l
/ dz {x_% —p 2zt (1 + p_2x%) } +0(p7?) ~ 3 ;)2gp (4.33)
1

We obtain then the result for the Eulerian correlation time:

2logp

E
= =1-"—

TL P

(4.34)

which is shorter than 71, as expected from the fact that the velocity field statistics is defined along
fluid trajectories, and, sampling at fixed space position should lead to an increase in the rate of
decorrelation. Comparing Eqns. (4.28) and (4.36), we see therefore that there is a transition from
a correlation time longer than 7, for light particles, to a shorter one for heavy particles. The origin
of this lies in the opposite orderings 7¢ < ¢t and 7g > ¢, on which the Taylor expansions of Eqns.
(4.21) and (4.31) are based. [More precisely, for 7s > p7r,, we have koS; > 1 and the saddle point
in Eqn. (4.22) disappears].

As a last exercise, it is possible to calculate the sweep produced decay in an Eulerian two-point

two-time structure function in the form:
Spr(ryt) = ([ur(r,t) — ur(0,1)][ur(r, 0) — u,.(0,0)]) (4.35)
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From the discussion leading from Eqn. (3.14) to Eqn. (3.17), one finds that the structure function
in Eqn. (4.35) is obtained by inserting a factor 2[1 — Jo(rz) — J2(rz)] in the integrand of Eqn.
(4.29). 1If one considers shorter time and space scales kor < 1, t < 77, the leading cause of
correlation decay is sweep, and the {z3 in the integrand of Eqn, (4.29) can be disregarded. Again
because of shortness of t/71,, one can Taylor expand exp(—t_y%) in the same equation and the final

result is:

22,2
uTtx}

- (4.36)

Spr(r, ) =~ 2CK €313 / dz x7%[1 — Jo(x) — Ja2(x)] exp [—
0

The term in the exponent is O(t/T,-1)?, with T,—1 the sweep time at scale 7. Hence, if ¢ > T, 1,

it is possible to Taylor expand the Bessel functions and the result is

Spr(r,t) ~ Spp(r,0) /OOO dz z7% exp ( - (t/TT71)2I2) ~ Spp(r, 0)(Trt71 )% (4.37)

i.e. a power law decay of the structure function for times longer than the sweep time at that space

separation.

V. Solid tracers: concentration fluctuations

Because of inertia, the particle velocity field v(x,t), contrary to u(x,t), does not preserve
volume. Physical intuition suggests that particles which are denser than the fluid, will tend to
concentrate near the instantaneous hyperbolic points of the flow, and to escape from the elliptic
ones [[9, Bd). For this reason, a distribution #(x,t) of solid particles, in the absence of external
sources, will be characterized by finite amplitude fluctuations superimposed to a uniform mean
concentration field . These fluctuations are expected to have a correlation time of the order of 7g
and a correlation length determined in consequence. We are going to neglect any effect of gravity
and set from the start ug = 0. We will also limit our analysis to the case in which 7g is in the

271). In this way, all

turbulent inertial range, i.e. we consider 73 < 7, (more precisely, 75 < p~
non-universal effects associated with the large scales of the flow are eliminated from the problem.

The length S; is crucial to the two-particle statistics, in that it gives the scale below which
solid particles move ballistically relative to one another. In fact, S. fixes the cross-over scale to
ballistic behavior, only for the relative motion of solid and fluid particles; the resulting picture
is given by pairs of particles, separated by S;, moving ballistically over scale S.. It is easy to
see this: if A,v is the typical relative velocity between two solid particles at separation r and

1
Ay~ C;(OI(ET)% is the corresponding value for the fluid velocity, one will have for r < S, from

Equ. (4.2): Ayv ~ (Ts7,—1)" 2 Au; exploiting the fact that the characteristic time of variation for
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v is Tg, the condition 7¢A,v ~ r, gives then r ~ S;.

The concentration correlation ©(r) = (6(r,¢)0(0,t)) is proportional to the equilibrium PDF
P(r) for the separation of a pair of solid particles advected by u(x,t). The separation r(t) obeys
an equation in the form r(t) = vP(x + r,t) — vP(x,t) [we use from now on the shorthand r(t) =

z" (t|x +r,0)], and, for r > S;, the separation process takes a diffusive nature:

C ralt) — ralO)ra(6) — 5(0)]) = 2Das(r) (1)

A finite level of concentration fluctuations, in the absence of external sources, is associated with a
finite divergence of the diffusivity tensor: d,Dqap # 0. If this component of the diffusivity tensor is
small, it is possible to proceed perturbatively: Dog = D) —I—Df;;a, P = P94 P® with &ng% =0,
P© uniform and P®(r) oc ([0(r,t) — 6(0,t]?); the equation for the fluctuation amplitude P®(r)
would read therefore:

D30a05 P = —P©0,05D) (5.2)

The procedure to determine D,g is similar to the one leading to Eqn. (3.17). From Eqn. (4.4)

and the relation () = v’ (x 4 r,t) — vP(x, t), we obtain:
! d titty—1 —
Dap(r) = lim —/ dfl/ dfz/ Tl/ 2 exp w)sg,@(rv7—177?) (5.3)
T~>oo Tg

with {5 the time correlation of velocity differences along solid particle trajectories:
525(1‘, t1, t2) = <[u2(r7 tl) - UZ(Ov tl)][ug(rv t2) - UE(Oa t2)]>

= 2[(ug(r, tr)ug(r, t2)) — (ug (v, t1)uj (0, 2))] (5.4)

We notice that, if we approximated S¢5(r, t1,12) = 5§ 5(r, t1 — t2), since 0S5 5(r, 81 — t2) = 0, we
would obtain from Eqn. (5.3) a divergenceless D,g(r). We have to take into account therefore the
effect of trajectory separation described in Eqn. (4.7). Proceeding as in the case of the 1-particle

statistics, we arrive at the following modification of Eqn. (4.10):

. . B a2k d2p 5223]
w0t = = [ G b entp st (59)

where

Jsrtits (T) = jtl (7—) - eis.rjb (7—) (56)

and Z[J] and J; are given in Eqns. (4.10-11). Carrying out the wavevector and time integrations

in the definition of Z[J] and using Eqns. (5.6) and (3.1) leads, after some algebra, to the following
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expression for the velocity correlation:

<ug(07 tl)ug’ (I‘, t2)> =

T exp(—yklt1 — t2|)

_ Croés /°° kdk
o (K2+K2)3

s

2m
TalB 2 _Talg\ . 2 .
X/o d¢{—T2 cos” ¢ + (6a3 2 )sm ¢] exp(ikr cos @)

X exp { _ CKOlE%T§k2 / [F(Su 1, t2) + G(Su i1, tQ)EJO(ST) + J2(ST) CO8 2¢)]Sd8} (57)
0 (kg +52)3 (1 +757s)

where ¢ is the angle between k and r,

F(S,tl,tg) = f(S,tl) =+ f(S, tg), G(S,tl,tg) = f(S, t1 — tg) — F(S, t1, tg) (58)

and
6775“‘ — ef‘tl/‘rs

f(s,t) =1—eItl/ms (5.9)

L—7s
The effect of trajectory separation is contained in the last line of Eqn. (5.7). We see that the
contribution, which leads to finite divergence of the correlation (uy, (0,1)uj(r,t2)), is the ¢ depen-
dence of this factor. The remaining ¢ dependence, contained in the second line of this equation, is
simply the factor k k, exp(ik - r) arising in the Fourier transform of Eqn. (3.1), and would give
by itself zero divergence.

The argument of the exponential in the last line of Eqn. (5.7), for fixed 75/7z, is O(p~2), so
that we may try a Taylor expansion. However, as it happened with Eqns. (4.21) and (4.31), the
resulting integrals in k diverge. We therefore keep in the exponential the leading contribution in
k, which is the time independent piece of its argument, and expand the remnant, which, to leading

order in p, gives the following expression:

1-— OKOlégrng cos 2¢exp{ - /

OKOlE%Tgkzsds }/OO G(s,t1,t2)Ja(sr)sds
o (k3 +52)3(1+75)) Jo

4

(kg + 52)3 (1 4 7575)

=1- CK01€%T§I€2 cos2¢exp{ —

3C'Kol€§T§k2}/°° G(s,t1,t2)Ja(sr)sds (5.10)
0

ok (k3 + 52)3 (1 +77s)
plus terms which would lead to a divergence free contribution to (ug,(0,#1)uj(r,t2)) and would
disappear from Eqn. (5.2). Substituting into Eqn. (5.7) and then back into Equs. (5.4) and (5.3),
we find, after carrying out the time integrals and the integral in ¢:

3
805 =2 [e'e) 2,.2 [e'e) 1
Dy = TS / xiédxexp{ - 3Sl:217 }/ dy y~3a(y) {1 -
p 0 2r 0 2(1 + (2/y)%)

Ta

T;” J4(:c))} (5.11)

< [Basl3I0(a) — Ja(w) + 33a) -
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and it is possible to see that Df;é is given by the same expression valid for a fluid parcel, i.e. by

Eqn. (3.17):

1

© 40%015@15% afrarg | 7 Tl
Diyr) = —— P[22+ 2 (60 = 2] (5.12)

The physical content of the expansion leading to Eqns. (5.11-12) can be clarified, noticing that, in
a way perfectly analogous to Eqns. (4.10-11), the generating functional Z[J] entering Eqn. (5.5)
can be written as:

<eXp (ik : / At (0, 8)Jy, () — ut(r, )], (t)))>

~ exp{ - k—2k : /dtdt' (U0, t —t")(Jy, () Jo, (') 4+ Tp, (#) Je, (1)) + 2U (v, t — ) Iy, () Ty, (t’)]}

The argument in the exponential is in the form k%U(r,0)73 ~ k*(S? + CKol(Er)ng), where the
term involving S gives the one-particle contribution to trajectory separation, while the remnant is
the two-particle correction coming from r > 0. Substituting into the definition of D,g gives then,

using r < S;:
D~ /kdem,;le—’f2S? [1 —exp ( — K2Cro(er)ir? — ik - r)}

~ / kdkUpy (1= e~ ™) + / K} dkUy;,  Creor(er) 78~ ST

11
5 _1
Cr, €8

4
which, using Eqn. (4.9), is ~ “Ea[r5 4 p2 83 (SLZ)%] Thus, the origin of the D™ in the two-

particle contribution to trajectory separation is confirmed, together with its being generated at the
ko-dependent scale S;. This is of course confirmed by direct analysis of Eqn. (5.11); the integral

is dominated by k = z/r ~ S; " and we obtain, for r > S;:

(RIS
wl=

D® pQS» 2 (TS
~— 3| — 5.13
DO (r8))3 <P (TL) (5.13)

Thus, for 75 < p~27, D < D@ and Eqn. (5.3) applies.
Using the relation: [~ dez—se 2" Jy(z) = #%MW/&& —1/(4a)), with M(a,b,x) the

confluent hypergeometric function [@], we obtain in general, from Eqn. (5.11):

Ta

D) = 4paz Ci et 87 (2 D(r/S1) + 8as D(r/ 1)), (5.14)

r2
where we can write:

cﬂ2%r(7/3)(r2 ;7 r?

Prfs) ==L (55) MG S ggh 0= [ wotee). 6)
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withc~1forr > S;and ¢ ~ L for r <« Sy; D will be shown not to contribute to the concentration
correlations.

We can now calculate the probability P®™ (r). Substituting Eqns. (5.13-15) into Eqn. (5.2),
after a few manipulations, leads to:

S;

S, ) (22(D() + D) + %‘%(215(77) +D()) (5.16)

Bff%afP(l) = _pQ,FP(D)(
where 7 = r/5;. Hence, for S; < r < S;:

P =P (5)" [ aw Do) 2, (D) + D)~ D] =

3 - Si\ 3
~ —p2P<°>D(oo)(—) ’ (5.17)
4 r
Using Eqn. (5.15) and the limiting form for the confluent hypergeometric function M(a,b, —z) =

%z_“(l +0(271)) [4d), we get the final result:

o) = 0*(1+ sz’(%)%) (5.18)

where
6_722?;7@2) ~2.14 (5.19)

7

3
In conclusion, we have a range of separations S; < r < .S;, in which the fluctuation correlation
grows with a power —%, to reach amplitude ~ p? at r ~ S;.

The picture which arises is one of concentration fluctuations produced at scale S;, by com-
pressibility of the solid particle flow, and then transported to small scales and amplified by the
incompressible part of the flow. The process is different from that of a passive scalar forced at
large scale, due to the derivatives in the source term [and in fact the scaling exponent is different;
compare with Eqn. (3.36)]. This source term is basically V2D® (r), with D™ (r) saturating at a
constant for r > S; and going to zero in the opposite limit. From here, the r3 scaling of Eqn.
(5.18) arises by dimensional analysis.

What happens when r < S;7 At such short distances, the separation process is ballistic and we
cannot use a diffusive approximation anymore. In [@], it is suggested that the correlation build-up
should stop only because of discreteness effects or because of the Brownian motion of the solid

particle. Actually, extrapolating the results of the present paper to the real turbulence regime

p = O(1), there is good reason to think that, for 7¢ > 7,, this build-up could stop much earlier,
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and precisely at r ~ S;, which, for p = O(1), coincides with the size of vortices with eddy turnover
time 7g.

At separations below S;, Eqn. (5.18) ceases to be valid, and full analysis of the distribution
P(r,A,v) is needed. A singularity of P(r) at » = 0 would require focusing of A,v along r for

r < S;; the mechanism is sketched in Fig. 1. This means that P(r, A,v) itself should develop,

2R

Figure 1: Sketch of the behavior of particle relative velocities inside a domain of size R < S;.
Particle 2 moves with respect to particle 1 at constant velocity. In order for the particle density
to diverge as r — 0, it is necessary that the distribution of velocities be peaked too at 6 = 0.

as r — 0, a singularity at 6, where 6 is the angle between A, v and r. The necessary trajectory
focusing can be produced only by the compressible part of v. However, for r < .S;, the production
term for the compressible part of v can be estimated directly from the second term in Eqn. (5.10),
to be O(p~2) relative to the rest, and is able to act only for a time 75 in the ballistic region. Hence,
P(r,v) must be singular before this region is reached. On the other hand, for r > S;, where the
diffusive approximation works, the asymmetry of P(r,V), associated with compressibility of the
flow, can be estimated from gzz}:}i‘;i;;; ~ D® /D@ g0 that, if 7g < p~27y, singularities should not

be expected in P(r,v), for 6 = 0 and r > S; either. The conclusion is that a plateau for O(r)

should be present at r < S;.

VI. Solid tracers: ergodic properties

One of the consequences of the compressibility of the velocity field v(x,t) is that the ergodic
property is not satisfied anymore: velocity moments calculated along solid particle trajectories
differ from those obtained from spatial averages. As mentioned before, physical intuition suggests

that solid particles should privilege in their motion certain regions of the fluid with respect to the
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others (namely, hyperbolic with respect to elliptic regions). It is difficult, however, to translate
this into a statement on the form of the PDF for the velocity u®.

We have at our disposal the equations satisfied by the velocity field u”. It is possible therefore
to calculate its moments and to reconstruct its PDF. We consider the case of zero gravity ug =0
and 7g/7r small. As in the analysis of the concentration fluctuations, all non-universal effects
associated with the large scales of the flow are thus eliminated from the problem. From definition

of u” and Eqns. (4.1-2), we obtain the following set of equations, valid to lowest order in p~—1:

{( +a(x, 1) - V)t (x, 1) + [ dyy(x —y)ut(y.t) = [ dPyh(x - y)E(y. 1)
(x,t) = u"(x,t) — v"(x,t) = [*__ drexp(— 20" (x, 1)

which differs from the analogous equation for u™ because of the non volume-preserving advection

(6.1)

term u - Vu®. From here we can carry on standard field theoretical perturbation theory, either by
the Martin-Siggia-Rose formalism [27], or working directly with Eqn. (6.1). The building blocks

of the diagrammatic expansion are shown in Fig. 2, and are the propagator Gkqgs:

t

koK
Gkaﬂuiﬁ(t):/ dr exp(—(t — 7)) 22 ugs(r) (6.2)
the correlator Uy, 4(1):
kxkF AnCroes
8 Kol€
Ukap(t) = =13 2+ )3 exp(—7x[t]) (6.3)

and the vertex I'kag,:

t
Tkapyupals, (t) = iXsgdayd(k +p +s) / dr exp(—

oo TS

-7

)usp,y(T)BTurp)ﬁ (1) (6.4)

where the coefficient A = 1 is introduced, as in Eqn. (2.15), only for the purpose of book-keeping.
To lowest order in A, the correlations for the fields u”(x,t) and u“(x,t) are trivially equal. To
higher orders, differences arise, which would not lead, if V -t = 0, to differences between the one-
point PDF’s for u” and u® (see also [if]]). In our case, this is not so, and the difference between

the moments of the two PDF’s can be calculated in perturbation theory; to O(\"):

((uh)™) :/(C;:;Q...%(ukl(t)...ukm(t))w (6.5)

where (uy, (t)...ux,, (¢))™ is the sum of the Feynman diagrams with m outgoing velocity lines and
n vertices. Because of symmetry under space reflection, the lowest order contributions are O(\?);
the corresponding diagrams are shown in Fig. 3 and lead to corrections to the velocity second
and fourth moments. In order to check for the presence of divergences in loop diagrams, we carry

on power counting on Eqn. (6.1). Rescaling space and time as in Eqn. (2.16), we find [A\] = 0,
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Figure 2: Feynman diagrams for the propagator Gkas (a), for the correlator Ug,; (b) and the
vertex I'kagy (€).

Figure 3: Feynman diagrams providing the lowest order correction to ((u*)?) (a) and {(u®)*) (b).
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implying the possibility of logarithmic divergences. Now, a perturbation expansion in A of Eqn.
(6.1) ceases to be sensible at scales below the length S; defined in Eqn. (4.9). From Eqn. (4.13),

the effective decay rate for the field u” appears to be:

,7]1;, _ {'Yk kS; <1 (6.6)

ugk kS; > 1
and this expression should be substituted for v in Eqns. (6.1-3). For kS; > 1, v} is just the
inverse of the crossing time of an eddy of size k~!. In this large k range, the appropriate scaling
for the frequency should be, instead of the one provided by Eqn. (2.17), which lead to [A\] = 0, the
following one:

=1 W=-l=—3 (6.7)

The change of scaling in «* is therefore sufficient to regularize the divergent diagrams, providing
an effective ultraviolet cutoff at k = S; *.

We calculate explicitly the loop diagram in Fig. 3, and the corresponding correction to ((u®)?):

((up)2>(2):/ d2p d2 / dtl/ dt2/ dﬁ/ dr

ti1+to—11 —

.
X exp ( — Yy (t1 +t2) — 2)5aﬂ3n Ory8v85[Upys(1 — 72)Ugyp(t1 — t2)

s

+Uprs(T1 = t2)Ugys(t1 — T2) + Upay (1 — T2)Ugy g (11 — t2) + Upap(ts — t2)Ug 5(11 — 72)]

where k = —p — s. The time integrations can be carried out at once and, after some algebra, we

reach the following result:

2
(a2 — 2/ d?p d%s UpUsrp Py -s)
(2m)2 (2m)% (vF + 75 +95) (0F + % + 75 D (0 + 75 ep?

P

(p-s) &
s> A +7g

><[—7§m(7}§+7§+7§+7§1)+ (% +5 —757) (6.8)
where Uy, = Ukaa(0). As predicted in the discussion leading to Eqns. (6.6-7), substituting v* —
would lead to a logarithmically divergent integral. Comparing with Eqn. (4.9), we see that this
integral receives contribution from wavevectors in the range [S~', S, '], i.e. from those eddies fast
enough for the particles to be unable to respond to their velocity field, but still sufficiently slow
for trajectory separation to be considered a perturbation. To find the leading behavior in S; L the

integral can be rewritten, after the change of variables y = (v, 17s)™!, 2 = p/q, in the form:

(ps)2
(")) = 3ud /2” / dz / . sin? ¢ )
1673 p? 2y (53 455 +k3)(RE +55 +y)(Fi +y)kip
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L = y)} +0(p™?) (6.9)

x[- @+t Ry + L
s3 +y
where k = (ps)*%k, pP= (ps)*%p, s= (ps)*%s, cos¢ = p -S. We obtain then the final result:
nlogp
((@)?)® = g uf (6.10)

where:

_ 3 /%d /Oodz 25 sin? ¢ [ 1
7= g3 0 0 2 (z42142cos¢)3 (2421 +2cos )5 + 23
Cos ¢
LA R -
234+ 273 +(z4+ 271+ 2cos¢

is evaluated by numerical integration. The correction to the velocity amplitude is negative. In the

)J ~ —0.32 (6.11)

presence of inertia, solid tracers prefer therefore to lie in regions of the flow where the turbulent
velocity is smaller.

Extrapolating Eqn. (6.10) to p = O(1) suggests that ((u”)?) — u3 ~ u%. We can have some
idea of what we should expect for dominant gravity ug < ug from dimensional analysis of Eqn.

(6.8). In this case v — ugk, the inverse sweep time due to the particle fall, and we would find

4rr2
(uP)?)® ~ kugk with k=1 ~ ugTs giving the transition to the small scales for which the sweep
G
time is shorter than 7g, and to which the particles are unable to respond. From here we find
(u")?) —uz ~ (us/ uG)gu% and we see that gravity reduces the amount of non-ergodicity of the

solid particle flow.

VII. Conclusions

Consideration of a finite correlation time in the transport by a random velocity field has allowed

analysis of a series of issues. We summarize the main results:

i The self-diffusion of a fluid parcel obeys linear scaling in the inertial range (as it should)
with a universal constant Cy = C’I%{Olﬁﬁfpp log p/p [see Eqns. (3.7-3.10)], which is sen-
sitive both to the ratio of the eddy turn-over and life time, and to the rate of eddy
velocity decorrelation at times much shorter than the eddy lifetime. A quadratic max-
imum (at least), at time separation equal to zero, is necessary for Cy to remain finite.
(An exponential time correlation, for instance, would not satisfy this condition). This

sensitivity on the short time behavior of time correlation was not observed in any of

the other transport processes considered in the present paper.

ii The relative diffusion of a pair of fluid parcels, exhibits (again as it should) Richardson

and normal diffusion behavior, respectively, for coordinates and velocities. The PDF
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iii

iv

vi

for relative separation is a stretched exponential with exponent 2 [see Eqn. (3.21)] and
it is possible to express the universal constants ¢ and ¢ entering respectively coordinate

3
. . . . . 0.748C 2
and velocity dispersion, in terms of the parameter p. Precisely: ¢ ~ TM and

3
¢ ~ %pcf“’l [see Eqns. (3.23) and (3.26)]. For the Batchelor constant, we obtain

instead [see Eqn. (3.39)]: B ~ 11.32p.

The correlation time 7p for the fluid velocity sampled by a solid particle has a behavior
consistent with previous analysis neglecting the structure of the turbulent inertial range
7, BY). Values of 7p /71, above unity are found for dominant inertia and 7¢ < 71, with
TP/ — 1= O((;—SL)%) [see Eqn. (4.25)]. On the contrary, in the case of dominant
gravity, 7p /7, < 1 irrespective of the value of the ratio ur/ug between the turbulent
and the fall velocity; specifically [see Eqn. (4.28)], we find 7p/7 — 1 = O((ugkoTr)?)
for ug < ur, and 7p /7, = O((ugkors,)™!) in the opposite case. For short times, the
expected sub-linear behavior for the fluid velocity along a solid particle trajectory is
found: (Ju”(z,t) — u”(z,0)|?) ~ (fuat)?, with A = G, S depending on whether gravity

or inertia dominates [see Equs. (4.16) and (4.19)].

The Eulerian correlation time 7 (and by continuity, therefore, also 7p, in the regime
Ts > 71) is shorter than its Lagrangian counterpart, with 7z/7, = 1 — 2p~2log p [see
Eqn. (4.34)]. Sweep produces a power law decay of correlations between velocity incre-
ments in the form S,.(r,t) = ([ur(r,t) — u-(0,t)][u,(r,0) — u,(0,0)]). More precisely,
for time separations longer than the sweep time T,—1: Sp.(r,t) ~ Syp(r,0)(T-1/1)3
[see Eqn. (4.37)].

In the absence of gravity, and for p?7, < 75 < p~ 27z, the spectrum of concentration
correlation induced by turbulence in a solid particle suspension, is universal and has
power law behavior for separations above the size S; of an eddy which is crossed by a
typical solid particle in a time equal to its lifetime. More precisely: 8~2(6(r)0(0)) — 1 ~
p2(8i/r)% [see Equ. (5.18)].

The solid particle flow is non-ergodic, with a difference between the fluid velocity sam-

pled along a solid trajectory and the corresponding Eulerian average: ((u”)?) — u2 =

—%lfgpu% [see Eqns. (6.10) and (6.11)]. Dimensional reasoning for p = O(1) sug-

gests that gravity should reduce this effect from ((u”)?) — u2 ~ u% to ((u")?) — u% ~
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(us/uc)3u.

Analysis of some of these problems, actually did not exploit the finite correlation time of the
velocity field produced through Eqn. (2.7). In particular, the process of fluid parcel relative
dispersion was considered to the same order in p as in the Kraichnan model and, to this level, no
information on the Lagrangian statistics was necessary. Finiteness of the correlation time had the
only purpose to allow a meaningful definition of quantities such as Ck,; and €.

In the case of the self-diffusion properties of fluid and solid particles, a finite correlation time and
inclusion of the Lagrangian nature of time correlation was necessary from the start. Nonetheless,
the only point in which analysis of the random velocity field could not be avoided, was to determine
the dimensionless constant Cy [@, @], the diffusion exponents in the various cases were already
available by dimensional reasoning.

Evaluation of the correlation time 7p and analysis of concentration fluctuations and non-
ergodicity of particle trajectories (points iv-vi), instead, rested heavily on the fact that the cor-
relation time was finite and on knowledge of the actual form of the random velocity field time
correlation. The analysis confirmed the role of eddies with lifetime 7g, already pointed out in [@]

Some comments are due on these last issues. As regards correlation times, they depend in gen-
eral on non-universal aspects of the velocity statistics, and, in the present case, on the assumption
that also the large scale statistics is defined along Lagrangian trajectories. In consequence of this,
the Eulerian time of the flow resulted shorter than the Lagrangian correlation time. (Following
[@], the Eulerian correlation feels, at the same time, the decorrelation from relative motion of
the fluid, and the effect of eddy decay). For 7¢ < 71, the standard picture of inertia and gravity
leading, respectively, to increase and decrease of the correlation time, however, was confirmed.

As regards concentration fluctuations, previous treatments of this problem, either were limited
to the case of particles with Stokes time shorter than the Kolmogorov time of the flow [@], or
neglected turbulent small scale structures altogether [@] This was due to the difficulty in analyzing
trajectory crossing effects on inertial range scales, associated with the need for a proper treatment
of the Lagrangian time statistics. The fully kinetic treatment adopted here, in which the relative
motion of individual solid particles is fully taken into account, in contrast with the fluid equation
approach used in @], together with the large p limit, is what allows treatment of the problem.

It should be mentioned that solid particle concentration fluctuations may be important in the

process of rain formation. It is known that the settling rate of a suspension is enhanced in the

33



presence of clumping of the heavy particles [@], and turbulence induced concentration fluctuations
appear to be one of the important actors in the process @] Inclusion of the effect of gravity, on
the same lines of the analysis carried on in section IV would therefore be necessary.

As regards non-ergodicity of the solid particle flow, it should be mentioned that this is a problem
one has to deal with, before trying to extend standard Lagrangian transport models (in particular
the well mixedness hypothesis on which they are based [@]) to the case of solid particles.

An important aspect that must be stressed, in the calculation of both 7p and the concentration
correlation spectrum, is the role played by the localization length S;. This length ceases to have a
physical meaning for finite p, nonetheless, it fixes, in perturbation theory, the scale at which both
fluctuations and the difference 7p — 71, are generated. Notice that, in the case of concentration
fluctuations, this occurs in spite of the fact that the concentration correlations are peaked at the
inertial scale S;.

Another peculiarity of the large p expansion is the multiplicity of space scales associated with
eddies having time or velocity scales related to 7g and ug [see Equns. (4.6) and (4.9)]. All of them
collapse, for p = O(1), on the size of a vortex with turnover time equal to 7s. In real high Reynolds
number turbulence, this is the saturation length expected for concentration fluctuation build-up,

when 7g is an inertial range quantity.

The parameters p and p are central to the extension of the Kraichnan model to finite correlation
times. The situation of reference in real flows is the inverse cascade range of two-dimensional
turbulence. An estimate of these parameters could be obtained using the leading p expressions
provided by Equs. (3.10), (3.23), (3.26) and (3.39), with the values of the constants Cy, ¢, ¢ and
B obtained from DNS. For instance, assuming p = oo, comparison with the results presented in
B would give p ~ 2.

The results of the present paper have been obtained to leading order in p. To this order, no
perturbative effects in the structure of random velocity fields are present, and the correlations
for the Lagrangian velocity u* obey Eqn. (2.6). The parameters entering these correlations must
nonetheless be considered as renormalized quantities in a renormalized statistical field theory. No
claim on the nature of these renormalizations is made, apart that, to lowest order, marginality of
interactions suggests that correction to scaling be only logarithmic.

To this order in p, extension of the results to three dimensions presents no conceptual difficulties.

In particular, the mechanism of production for concentration fluctuations, and for correlation time
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and PDF corrections, is not expected to suffer modifications. Whether a random velocity field
model like the present one, could be appropriate to describe transport by a three dimensional
turbulence, laden with coherent structures and intermittency, is a different matter.

The present extension to finite correlation times of the Kraichnan model is perturbative in
nature. Imposition of time statistics along Lagrangian trajectories had as consequence a non-
Gaussian velocity field. This resulted in a field theoretical perturbation theory, with expansion

! which is somewhat different from other field theories arising from closure analysis of

parameter p—
the Navier Stokes equation. It would be interesting to understand the relation with such theories,
in particular with the quasi-Lagrangian approach described in [@] and following papers based on
this work (see [t and references therein).

There are situations in which the higher orders in p~! become necessary. A relevant example
could be the derivation of a turbulent closure: in this case, extension of the theory to realistic
values of p could not be avoided. Related to this issue, is the calculation of the anomalous scaling
exponents for a passive scalar advected by a random velocity field with finite correlation time. The
analysis of pair diffusion carried on in section III proceeded, at the end, as if the velocity field
had zero correlation time. To lowest order in p~!, the same zero-mode structure of the Kraichnan
model is therefore expected [E] To proceed in a consistent way, one should go to higher order, at
the same time, in the passive tracer part of the problem and in the field theory for the velocity

field. Such issues, concerning the nature of the field theoretical perturbation expansion, will be

analyzed in a separate publication.
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