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Abstract

T he seem ngly sin ple problem of determ ining the drag on a body m oving through
a very viscous uid has, for over 150 years, been a source of theoretical confu—
sion, m athem atical paradoxes, and experim ental artifacts, prin arily arising from

the com plex boundary layer structure of the ow near the body and at n nity.
W e review the extensive experim ental and theoretical literature on this problem ,
w ith specialem phasison the logical relationship between di erent approaches. T he
survey begins w ith the developm ents ofm atched asym ptotic expansions, and con-—
cluidesw ith a discussion ofperturbative renom alization group techniques, adapted
from quantum eld theory to di erential equations. The renom alization group
calculations lead to a new prediction for the drag coe cient, one which can both

reproduce and surpass the results of m atched asym ptotics.
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I.NTRODUCTION TO LOW R FLOW

A . O verview

In 1851, shortly after writing down the N avierStokes equations, Sir G eorge G abriel
Stokes tumed his attention to what m odem researchers m ight whin sically refer to as \the
hydrogen atom " of uid m echanics: the determ ination ofthe drag on a sohere or an in nite
cylinderm oving at xed speed In a highly visoous uid (Stokes,11851). Just as the quantum
theory ofthe hydrogen atom entailed enomm ousm athem aticaldi culties, ultin ately leading
to the developm ent of quantum eld theory, the problem posed by Stokes has tumed out
to be mudh harder than anyone could reasonably have expected: it took over 100 years
to obtain a jasti able lowest order approxin ate solution, and that achievem ent required
the Invention of a new branch of applied m athem atics, m atched asym ptotic expansions.
And just as the ne structure of the hydrogen atom ’s spectral lines eventually required
renom alization theory to resolve the problem s of \In nities" arising in the theory, so too,
Stokes’ problam is plagued by divergences that are, to a physicist, m ost naturally resolved

by renom alization group theory (Chen et all,|1996;|[Feynm an,|1948;|G ellM ann and Lowl,



1954;|Schw inger,11948;IStuckeberg and P eterm ann,11955;/T om onage,|1948;W ilson, 197120,
1983).

In order to appreciate the fundam ental di culty of such problam s, and to expose the
sin arity wih fam iliar problem s in quantum electrodynam ics, we need to explain how
perturbation theory isused n uid dynam ics. Every ow that is govemed by the N avier-
Stokes equations only (ie. the transport of passive scalars, such as tem perature, is not
considered; there are no rotating fram es of reference or other com plications) is govemed by
a single din ensionless param eter, known as the R eynolds num ber, which we designate asR .
T he Reynolds num ber is a din ensionless num berm ade up of a characteristic length scalke L,
a characteristic velocity ofthe ow U, and the kinem atic viscosity = ,where isthe
viscosity and s the density ofthe uid. In the problem s at hand, de ned precisely below,
the velocity scale isthe nput uid velocity at In nity, u; , and the length scale is the radius

a ofthe body mm ersed in the uid. Then the Reynolds num ber is given by:

u; a

R @

T he Reynolds num ber is frequently interpreted as the ratio of the mnertial to visocous temm s
In the N avierStokes equations. For very viscous ows, R ! 0, and so we anticipate that
a sensbl way to prooeed is perturbation theory in R about the problem s with In nie
viscosity, ie. R = 0. In this respect, the unwary reader m ight regard this as an exam ple
very sin ilar to quantum electrodynam ics, where the sn all param eter is the ne structure
constant. However, as we will see in detailbelow, there is a qualitative di erence between
a ow with R = 0Oanda ow wih R ! 0. The fundam ental reason is that by virtue of
the circular or spherical geom etry, the ratio of nertial to viscous forces in the N avier-Stokes
equations is not a constant everywhere in space: it varies as a function of radial distance r
from the body, scalng asO Rr=a). Thus, when R = 0, this tem is everyw here zero; but
forany nonzeroR,asr=a ! 1 the ratio of nertial to visocous forces becom es arbitrarily
large. Thus, nertial oroes can not legitin ately be regarded as negliglbl w ith respect to
visocous forces everyw here: the basic prem ise of perturbation theory is not valid.
Perturbation theory has to som ehow express, or m anifest, this fact, and it registers is
ob pction by generating divergent tem s in itsexpansion. T hese divergences are not physical,
but are the perturbation theory’sway of indicating that the zeroth order solution | the poInt

about which perturbation theory prooeeds| is not a ocorrect starting point. The reader



m Ight wonder if the precise nature of the breakdown of perturbation theory, signi ed by
the divergences, can be used to deduce what starting point would be a valid one. The
answer is yes: this procedure is known as the perturbative renom alization group RG),
and we will devote a signi cant fraction of this articlke to expounding this strategy. As
m ost readersw illknow , renomm alization ([Feynm an,[194§;|Schw inger,|1948;/T om onags,!1948)
and renom alization group (GellM ann and Lowl, 11954; [Stuckeberg and Peterm ann, |11953;
W ilson,|197120,11983) techniques In quantum eld theories have been stunningly successfil.
In the most wellcontrolled case, that of quantum electrodynam ics, the an allness of the

ne structure constant allow s agreem ent of perturbative calculations w ith high-precision
m easuram ents to 12 signi cant gures (G abrelse et all,|2006) . D o corresponding techniques
work as well in Jow Reynolds uid dynam ics, where one w ishes to calculate and m easure
the drag Cp (de ned precissly below )? Note that in this case, it is the finctional form in
R for the drag that is of Interest, rather than the drag at one particular value ofR , so the
m easure of success is rather m ore nvolred. N evertheless, we w ill see that calculations can
be com pared w ith experim ents, but there too w ill require carefiil nterpretation.

H istorically a di erent strategy was followed, leading to a set oftechnigques known generi-
cally as sihgular perturoation theory, in particular encom passing boundary layer theory and
them ethod ofm atched asym ptotic expansions. W e w illexplain these techniques, developed
by m athem aticians starting in the 1950’s, and show their connection w ith renomm alization
group m ethods.

A though the calculational techniques of m atched asym ptotic expansions are widely
regarded as representing a system atically mm footing, their best results apply only to
in nitesin ally small Reynods number. As shown in Figure [1, the large deviations be—
tween theory and experin ent for R 05 dem onstrate the need for theoretical predictions
which are m ore robust for am all but non-in niesm al Reynolds num bers. Ian P roudm an,
who, In a tour de fore helped obtain the st matched asym ptotics result for a sohere
(P roudm an and Pearson, 11957), expressed it this way: \Ik is therefore particularly disap—
pointing that the num erical tonvergence’ ofthe expansion is so poor. (Chester and B readh,
1969) In spite of its failings, P roudm an’s solution from 1959 was the st m athem atically
rigorous one for ow past a sphere; all preceding theoretical e orts were worse.

Further com plicating m atters, the literature surrounding these problem s is rife with

\paradoxes", revisions, ad-hoc jasti cations, disagream ents over attribution, m ysterious fac—
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FIG .1 (Colr online) Com paring experin ent w ith \state of the art" theoretical predictions for
a sohere ([Jayvaweera and M ason, 1965;|T ritton,11959) (right) and a cylinder D ennis and W alker,

1971;|Le C lair and H am ielec, 1970;M axw orthyi,11963) (left).

tors oftwo, con icting termm inology, non-standard de nitions, and language barriers. Even a
recent articlke attem pting to resolve this quagm ire (Lindgren,|1999) contains an inaccuracy
regarding publication dates and scienti ¢ priority. T his tortured history has keft a wake of
experin ents and num erical calculations which are of w idely varying quality, although they
can appear to agree when not exam ined closely. Forexam ple, it tumsout that the nite size
of experin ental system s has a dram atic e ect on m easuram ents and sin ulations, a problem
not appreciated by early workers.

A Ythough in principle the m atched asym ptotics results can be system atically extended
by working to higher order, this isnot practical. T he com plexity of the goveming equations
prohibits further In provem ent. W e w ill show here that techniques based on the renom al-
ization group am eliorate som e ofthe technicaldi culties, and result In a m ore accurate drag
coe cient at an allbut non-in nitesin alR eynolds num bers. G iven the historical in portance
of the techniques developed to solve these problem s, we hope that our solutions w ill be of
generalm ethodological interest.

W e anticipate that som e of our readers willbe uid dynam icists Interested in assessing
the potential value of renom alization group technigques. W e hope that this com m unity
w il see that our use of the renom alization group is quite distinct from applications to

stochastic problem s, such as turbulence, and can serve a di erent purpose. The second



group of readers m ay be physicists with a eld theoretic background, encountering uids
problam s for the rst tin e, perhaps in unconventional settings, such as heavy ion collisions
and QCD (A ckem ann et all,l2001;Bajr et all,12006;/C semaiet al.,12006,/2005;H eniz,2005;
H irano and G yulassy,12006) or 2D elctron gases (Eaves,|1998;/Stone,1990) . W e hope that
this review w illexpose them to them athem atical richness ofeven the sin plest ow settings,
and introduce a fam iliar conosptual toolin a non-traditional context.

This review hastwom ain purposes. The rst purpose ofthe present artick isto attem pt
a review and synthesis of the literature, su ciently detailed that the subtle di erences
between di erent approaches are exposed, and can be evaluated by the reader. This is
egoecially in portant, because this is one of those problem s so detested by students, in which
there are a m yrad of ways to achieve the right answer for the w rong reasons. This articke
highlights all of these.

A seoond purpose of this article is to review the use of renom alization group techniques
in the context of sinqular perturoation theory, as applied to low Reynolds number ows.
These techniques generate a non-trivial estin ate for the functional form of Cp, R) that
can be sensbly used at m oderate values of R O (1), not just In niesim al values of R .
AsR ! 0, these new resuls reduce to those previously obtained by m atched asym ptotic
expansions, In particular acoounting for the nature of the m athem atical shgularities that
m ust be assum ed to be present for the asym ptotic m atching procedure to work.

R enom alization group techniques were originally developed In the 1950’s to extend and
In prove the perturoation theory for quantum electrodynam ics. During the late 1960’s
and 1970’s, renom alization group techniques fam ously found application In the problem
of phase transitions (L.P.Kadano |, |1966; W idom!, 11963; W ilson, [1971d). During the
1990’s, renom alization group techniques were developed for ordinary and partial di er-
ential equations, at rst for the analysis of nonequilbrium (out detemm inistic) problem s
which exhibied anom alous scaling exponents (Chen et all, 11991; |G oldenfeld et al., 11990)
and subsequently forthe related problem of travelling wave selection (Chen and G oldenfeld,
1995;/Chen et all, 119942 )c) . Them ost recent signi cant developm ent of the renomm alization
group| and the one that concems us here| was the application to singular perturbation
problem s (Chen et all,11994,(199€6) . T he scope of {Chen et all,|199€6) encom passes bound-—
ary layer theory, m atched asym ptotic expansions, m ultiple scales analysis, W KB theory, and
reductive perturbation theory for spatially-extended dynam ical system s. W e do not review



all these developm ents here, but focus only on the issues arising in the highly pathological
singularities characteristic of ow Reynolds number ow s. For a pedagogical introduction to
renom alization group technigues, we refer the reader to (G oldenfelo,[1992), in particular
Chapter 10 which explains the connection between anom alous dim ensions in  eld theory
and sin ilarity solutions ofpartialdi erential equations. W em ention also that the RG tech-
niques discussed here have also been the sub pct of rigorous analysis (B lom ker et all,12004;
B rian ont and K upiainen,[1995;B rian ont et all,11994;L.an and I.11,12004;M oise et all,11998;
M oise and Tem aml, [2000; M oise and Ziane, 12001; Petcu et all, [12005; W _irosoetisno et all,
2002; Ziane, 12000) in other contexts of uid dynam ics, and have also found application
In cavitation (Josserand, 11999) and cosn ological uid dynam ics (Belinchon et all, [200Z2;
Touchiet al,, [1998; N am bu,12000,12002; Nambu and Yam agudhi, [1999).

This review is organized as follow s. A fter precisely posing the m athem atical problem , we
review all pror theoretical and experin ental results. W e ddentify the wve calculations and
m easuram ents which are accurate enough, and which extend to su ciently an allReynolds
num ber, to be usefiil for evaluating theoretical predictions. Furthem ore, we review the his-
tory of all theoretical contributions, and clearly present the m ethodologies and approxin a—
tions behind previous solutions. In dolng so, we elin lnate prior confiision over chronology
and attribution. W e conclude by ocom paring the best experim ental results with our new,
RG -based, theoretical prediction. This exercise m akes the shortcom ings that P roudm an

Jam ented clear.

B . M athem atical form ulation

T he goal of these calculations is to detem ine the drag foroe exerted on a sohere and on
an In nie cylinder by steady, Incom pressble, viscous ows. The actual physical problem
concems a body m oving at constant velocity In an n nite uid, where the uid is at rest
In the boratory fram e. In practiocs, it ism ore convenient to analyze the problm using an
inertial fram e m oving w ith the xed body, an approach which is entirely equivalent.!

Flow past a sphere or circle is shown schem atically in Figure[d. The body has a char-
acteristic Jlength scale, which we have chosen to be the radius @), and it is mmerssd In

1IN early all workers, beginning w ith Stokes [Stokes, |1851), use this approach, which Lindgren (Lindgren,
1999) refers to as the \steady" ow problem .
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FIG .2 (Colronline) Scham atic for ow past a sphere or cylinder.
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Fluid D ensity
P ®) P ressure
K Inem atic V iscosity
a C haracteristic Length of F ixed B ody

1 The Uniform Stream Velocity

TABLE I Quantities needed to characterize Iow R ow past a rigid body.

uniform stream of uid. At lJarge distances, the undisturbed uid m oves w ith velocity u; .

T he quantities shown in Tablll characterize the problem . W e assum e incom pressble ow,
s© = const. The continuity equation Eagn.[J) and the tin e-independent N avier-Stokes
equations Eqgn.[d) govemn steady-state, ncom pressble ow .

r =0 @)

© ru)= —+ r‘u 3)

T hese equations m ust be solved sub fct to two boundary conditions, given in Eqn.[4. F irst,
the no—slip conditions are im posed on the surface ofthe xed body Eqgn. [4d). Secondly, the

ow must be a uniform stream far from thebody Eaqn.[4H). To calculate the pressure, one
also needs to specify an appropriate boundary condition Eagn. [4d), although as a m atter



D In ensionless Q uantity|D e nition
¥ r=a
u (®) u(®)=31 J
p ® ap®= M
¥ ar

TABLE II D in ensionless variables.

of practice this is iInm aterial, as only pressure di erencesm atter when calculating the drag

coe cient.
g = 0 r2 fSurface of F ixed Bodyg (4a)
Im w@) = u; (4b)
¥ 1
Iim pE) = p (o)
¥Fi 1

It is convenient to analyze the problam using non-din ensional quantities, which are de-

ned in Tablk[Il. W hen using din ensionless variables, the govemning equations assum e the

form sgiven In Egns. 5 and[8, where we have introduced the ReynodsNumber, R = 34, f= ,
and denoted scaled quantities by an asterisk.

r uw=0 ©)
R @ rjig = rp+r 2a )

T he boundary conditions also transform , and w ill later be given separately for both the
sohere and the cylinder Egns. [14,[10). Henceforth, the willbe om itted from our nota—
tion, except when dinm ensional quantities are explicitly Introduced. It is usefiil to elin nate
pressure from Eqgn.[d by taking the curl and using the dentity r r p= 0, lading to

1
@ r)( ) (r ) uR%EZ(r ) (7)

1. Flow past a cylinder

For the problem of the in nite cylinder, it is natural to use cylindrical coordinates, ¥ =
(r; ;z). W e exam Ine the problem where the uniform ow is In the R direction (see Figure
2). W e will ook for 2-d solutions, which satisfy @,u = 0.

10



Since the problem is two dim ensional, one m ay reduce the sst of governing equations
Eans. [ and [@) to a single equation involving a scalar quantity, the Lagrangian stream
fiinction, usually denoted (r; ). It isde ned by Eqn.[82

1d
u, = u =

- ,=0 8
rQ@ - ®

€
Qr

This de nition guarantees that equation (9) willbe satis ed (G oldstein,1929). Substi-
tuting the stream function into equation [7), one obtains the goveming equation Edqn.
9). Here we ©llow the compact notation of Proudman and Pearson Hindi, 11991;

P roudm an and Pearson,11957).

where
, @ 1@ 1 @
2 T+ ==
@r2 rQ@r r?Q@ 2
T he boundary conditions which x © () Eqns. [4d,[40) also detem ine  (r; ) up to an

r

irrelevant additive constant? Eqn. gives the boundary conditions expressed In temm s of
stream functions.

r=1; )= 0 (10a)
e &) (10b)

@r r=1

. © ) .

Tim = sin( ) (10c)
r! 1 r

To calculate the drag for on a cylinder, we must rst solve Equation [9 subfct to the

boundary conditions given in Eqn.[10.

2. Flow past a sphere

To study ow past a sohere, we use soherical coordinates: * = (r; ; ). W e take the
uniform ow to be in the 2 direction. C onsequently, we are interested in solutionswhich are

Independent of , because there can be no circulation about the 2 axis.

2 A lthough many authors prefer to solve the vector equations, we llow Proudman and Pearson

P roudm an and Pearson,|1957).
3 The constant is irrelevant because it vanishes when the derivatives are taken in Eqn.[.

11



Since the problem hasaxialsym m etry, one can use the Stokes’ stream fiinction (or Stokes’
current function) to reduce Eqns. [ and [6 to a single equation. This stream function is
de ned through the follow Ing relations:

! L 0 11)
r? sih rsin

Vr

These de nitions quarantee that Eqn. [ w illbe satis ed. Substituting Eqn. into Eqn. [T,
one obtains the goveming equation for (r; ) Proudm an and Pearson,|1957):

le(p?) 2

DY =R -— ' 4+ Zp? L 12
r Q ) r2 d2)
In this equation,
s
@2 l 2@2
D? —+ —
Q@r? rr @ 2
@ 14
L

1 Zer re
Here we follow the notation of Proudm an and Pearson (P.roudm an and Pearson, 11957).
O ther authors, such as Van D yke (Van D yke, |1975) and Hinch #Hindi,11991), w rite their
stream function equations in an equivalent, aleit less com pact, notation.

As In the case of the cylinder, the boundary conditions which x w () Eagns. [4d, [4D)
determ ne  up to an irrelevant additive constant. The transformm ed boundary conditions

are given by Eqn.[14.

c=1; )= 0 (14a)
w =0 (14b)
@r r=1
) 1 2
m 2 = 5 1 (14c)

In this paper, we ocbtain approxin ate solutions forEqgn.[d (subct to Egn.[10), and Eqn.
12 (subfct to Egn.[14). T hese solutions are then used to calculate drag coe cients, which

we com pare to experin ental results.

3. Calkulating the drag coe cient

O nce the N avierStokes equations have been solved, and the stream finction is known,
calculating the drag coe cient, C  , isa m echanical procedure. W e follow the m ethodology

12



described by Chester and Breach (Chester and Breadh, 11969). This analysis is consistent
w ith the work done by Kaplun Kaplin, |1957) and Proudm an [P roudm an and Pearson,
1957), although these authors do not detail their calculations.

T hism ethodology is signi cantly di erent from that em ployed by other workers, such as
Tom otika (0 seen,|1910;|Tom otika and A 0i,11950). Tom otika calculates Cp approxin ately,
based on a linearized calculation ofpressure. A though these approxin ations are consistent
w ith the approxin ations Inherent in their solution of the N avier-Stokes equations, they are
nadequate for the purposes of cbtaining a system atic approxin ation to any desired order
of accuracy.

C alculating the drag on the body begins by determ ining the force exerted on the body
by the moving uid. Usihg din ensional varabls, the force per unit area is given by
{Landau and Lifschitz,/1999):

P;= KNk (15)

Here 4 is the stress tensor, and §m is a unit vector nom al to the surface. For an incom —

pressble uid, the stress tensor takes the form (Landau and Lifschitz,(1999):

_ @Vj_ + @Vk

k= Pxt

16
@Xk @Xi ( )

is the dynam ic viscosity, related to the kinem atic viscosity by = . The total force is
found by integrating Egn. over the surface of the solid body. W e now use these relations
to derive explicit form ula, expressed In term s of stream functions, for both the sphere and
the cylinder.

a. Cylinder In the case of the cylinder, the com ponents of the velocity eld are given
through the de nition ofthe Lagrangian stream function Egn.[8). Symm etry requires that
the net oroe on the cylinder m ust be in the sam e direction as the uniform stream . Because
the unifom stream is in the R direction, if ollow s from Eqns. [I3 and [16 that the foree® on

the cylinder per uni length is given by:
I

Fye = ( ,rCOS r sin )ds @7)

Z
= ( rrCOS r sh )rd

0 r=a

Z

Qv, 1@v, Qv v ,

= p+t 2— oos - + — — sn rd

0 Qr r@ @r r —a

4 The form of i In cylindrical coordinates is given is Landau [(Landau and Lifschitz,11999).
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The drag coe cient for an in nite cylinder isde ned asC p = Fy«= 3 Fa. Note that
authors (eg. (Lagerstrom et all, 1967; |Trtton, 11959)) who de ne the Reynolds number
basad on diam eter nonetheless use the sam e de nition ofCp , which isbased on the radius.
For this problem , Fye. = Fg, as given by Eqn. [17. Introducing the din ensionless variables
de ned in Tablk [l into Eqn.[I7, we cbtain Eqn.[18. Combining this w ith the de nition of

Cp , we cbtain Eqn.[19.
yA

L 2
a @U.r l@ur @u u .
Fy = Lf p; )+ 2— cos - + — — sh rd 18)
R 0 Qr r @ Qr r —_1
Z
1 2 @Qu, 1Qu, @u u .
Cp = — p; )+ 2— cos — + — — sn rd 19)
R Qr r@ Qr r 1

To evaluate this expression, we must st derive p(r; ) from the stream function.
The pressure can be detem ined to within an imrelevant additive constant by integrat-
ing the " com ponent of the N avier-Stokes equations Eqn.[8) [Chester and Breach,|1969;

Landau and Lifschitz,11999) . T he constant is irrelevant because, n Eqn.[19, 02 Coos d =
0. Note that all gradient tem s nvolving z vanish by construction.
Z
@ )=r R G r)+uru +r? +2@ur b ©0)
r; )= (1 u u — —
Pt r r’ Q r2

G iven a solution for the stream function , the set of dim ensionless Eqns.[8,[19, and [20
unigquely determ ine Cp, for a cylinder. However, because the velocity eld satis es no-slp
boundary conditions, these general form ula often sim plify considerably.

For Instance, consider the class of stream functions w hich m eets the boundary conditions

P 1
n=1

(Egn.[10) and can be expressed as a Fourder sine series: (r; ) = f, (r)sinn . Usihg
the boundary conditions it can be shown that, for these stream functions, Egn. reduces
to the sin ple expression given by Eqn. [2]l.

3

Cp = R Efl(r) . 21)

b. Sphere

T he procedure for calculating Cp In the case of the sphere is nearly identical to that for
the cylinder. The com ponents of the velocity eld are given through the de nition of the
Stokes’ stream function Eqgn.[11)). A sbefore, symm etry requires that any net force on the
cylinder m ust be in the direction of the uniform stream , in this case the 2 direction.

14



From Eqgn.[15, the net force on the sphere is given by Eqn.[22.
I
F, = ( yr COS r sin )ds (22)
Z
=2 ( zr COS , sh )fsn d

0 r=a

For the sphere, the drag coe cient is de ned as C p Fyee= T4 Fa’. O ften the drag
coe cient isgiven in term softhe Stokes’ Drag,D s 6 H B = 6 3 Fa’=R . these
tem s, Cp = Fyee6 =DsR . IfFyee = Dg,Cp = 6 =R, the fam ous result of Stokes (Stokes,
1851).

Not all authors follow Stokes’ original de nition of Cp . For instance, S. G oldstein
(G oldstein, 11929, 11965) and H . Ligbster (Liebster, [1927; [Libster and Schiller, [1924) de-

ne C, using a factor based on cross-sectional areas: CS°¥s*™ = C, 2= . These authors

also de ne R using the diam eter of the sohere rather than the radius. S.D ennis, de nesCp
sin ilarly to G oldstein, but w ithout the factor oftwo: CDDennjs = Cp= [Dennisand W alker,
1971).

U sing the form ofEqgn. given in Landau (Landau and Lifschitz,l1999) and introducing
the din ensionless variables de ned in Tabk|[II into Eqn.[22, we cbtain Eqn.[23. C ombining
this w ith the de nition ofCp , we cbtain Eqn.[24.

Z
D Qu, 1Q@u, RQu u
F,= — pE; )+ 2— oos - + — — sn r’sn d 23)
3 0 Qr r @ Qr r 1
Z
2 Qu, 1@u, Qu u i 5 .
Cp = — p; )+ 2— cos — + — — sn rsn d (24)
R 0 Qr r @ Qr r —1

A s wih the cylinder, the pressure can be detem ined to within an irrelevant addi-
tive constant by integrating the " com ponent of the N avier-Stokes equations Egn. [d)
{Chester and Breadh,|1969; |Landau and Lifschiz,(1999). Note that gradient tem s involr—
Ing mustvanish.

Z

u,u 5 2 Qu, u
px; )=r R @ r)ut +r‘u + — d (25)

r r’ @ r?sin 2

G iven a solution for the stream finction , the set of din ensionless Eans. [11, 24, and
uniguely determ ine Cp for a sphere.
A sw ith the cylinder, the in position of no-slip boundary conditions considerably sim pli-

es these general formula. In particular, consider stream finctions of the form r; )=
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Py

n=1

f, )Q, (Cos ), where Q, (x) isde ned asin Eqn.[48. Ifthese stream functions satisfy

the boundary conditions, the drag is given by Eqgn.[24:

2 ) o
Cp = IR 2f @+ £ (x) . (26)

c. A subtke point

W hen applicable, Eqns. and are the m ost convenient way to calculate the drag
given a stream function. They sinply require di erentiation of a single angular tem ’s
radialcoe cient. However, they only apply to fiinctions that can be expressed as a serdes of
ham onic finctions. M oreover, for these sin ple om ula to apply, the series expansionsm ust
m ect the boundary conditions exactly. T his requiram ent i plies that each of the functions
f; (r) Independently m eets the boundary conditions.

T he goal of our work is to derive and understand approxin ate solutions to the N avier-
Stokes’ equations. These approxinm ate solutions generally w ill not satisfy the boundary
conditions exactly. W hat | if any | applicability do Egns. and have if the stream
fiinction does not exactly m ect the boundary conditions?

In som e rare cases, the stream function of interest can be expressed n a convenient
closed form . In these cases, it is natural to calculate the drag coe cient using the full set
of equations. However we will see that the solution to these problem s is generally only
expressible as a series .n ham onic functions. In these cases, it actually preferable to use the
sin pli ed equations[21] and [28.

F irst, these equations re ect the essential sym m etry of the problem , the symm etry in —
posed by the uniform  ow . Egns. 21 and [26 explicitly dem onstrate that, given an exact
solution, only the lowest ham onic willm atter: Only tem s which have the sam e angular
dependence as the uniform stream will contrbute to the drag. By utilizing the sim pli ed
formula for Cp as opposed to the general procedure, we e ectively discard contributions
from higher ham onics. T his is exactly what we want, since these contrbutions are artifacts
of our approxin ations, and would not be present In an exact solution.

The contrbbutions from Inaccuracies In how the lowest ham onic m ests the boundary
conditions arem ore subtle. A s Iong as the boundary conditions are satis ed to the accuracy
of the overall approxin ation, it does not m atter whether one uses the fullblown or sin pli-

ed drag formula. The drag coe cients w ill agree to w ithin the accuracy of the original

approxin ation.
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In general, we will use the sinpli ed formula. This is the approach taken explicitly by
m any m atched asym ptotics workers (Chester and B readh, [1969;|Skinner, [1975), and in plic—
itly by other workers (Proudm an and Pearson,|1957;Van D yke, 1975). It should be noted
that these workers only use the portion® of their solutions which can exactly m eet the as—
sum ptions of the sim pli ed drag form ula. H owever, as we w ill subsequently discuss, this is

an oversim pli cation.

II. HISTORY OF LOW R FLOW STUDIES

A . Experim ents and num erical calculations

T heoretical attem pts to detem ine the drag by solving the N avier-Stokes’ equations have
been paralkled by an equally Intricate set of experin ents. In the case of the sphere, ex—
perin ents usually m easured the termm inal velocity of an all &21ling spheres In a hom ogeneous

uid. In the case of the cylinder, workers m easured the foroe exerted on thin w ires or bers
Inmersed n a unifom ¥y ow ing viscous uid.

These experim ents, whilk simpl In concept, were di cult undertakings. The regine
of Interest necessitates som e com bination of sm all ob Ects, slow m otion, and viscous uid.
P recise m easuram ents are not easy, and neither is Insuring that the experin ent actually
exam ines the sam e quantities that the theory predicts. A 1l theoretical drag coe cients
concem cbgcts n an in nite uid, which asym ptotically tends to a uniform stream . Any
real drag coe cient m easurem ents m ust take care to avoid a ects due to the nite size of
the experim ent. D ue to the wide variety of reported resuls in the literature, we found it

necessary to m ake a com plte survey, as presented in this section.

1. M easuring the drag on a sphere

A sm entioned, experin entsm easuring the drag on a sohere at low R eynolds num berwere
Intertw Ined w ith theoretical developm ents. E arly experin ents, which essentially con m ed
Stokes’ law as a reasonable approxin ation, include those of Allen (A llen, 11900), A mold
Amold H.DL1911), W illiam s W illiam $,11915), and W iessldberger W ieselsoerger,[1927).

5 To be precise, they use only the Stokes’ expansion, rather than a unifom expansion .
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FIG .3 (Colronline) Early m easurem ents of the drag on a sohere (G oldstein,|[1965).

The next round of experim ents were done in the 1920s, m otivated by the theoretical
advances begun by C . W .0 seen (0 seen,|1910) . T hese experim entalists inclided Schm eidel
{Schm jedel, 11928) and Liebster (Licbster,|1927; Libster and Schiller,[1924). The resuls of
A llen, Liebster, and A mold were analyzed, collated, and averaged by C astlem an (C astlem an,
1925), whose paper is often cited as a summ ary of prior experim ents. The state of a airs
afterthiswork iswell sum m arized in plotsgiven by G oldstein (. 16) (G oldstein,1965), and
Perry [Perny,1950). Figure[3 show s G oldstein’s plot, digitized and re-expressed in term s of
the conventionalde nitionsofCp and R.

F igure[3 show s the experim ental data at this point, prior to the next theoretical devel-
opm ent, m atched asym ptotics. A though the experin ental data seem to paint a consistent
portrait of the function Cp R ), In reality they are not good enough to discrin inate between
di erent theoretical predictions.

F' inite geom etries cause the m ost signi cant experin ental errors for these m easuram ents
(Lindgren, 11999; M _axw orthyi, 11965; |T ritton, |11988) . Tritton notes that \the container di-
am eter m ust be m ore than one hundred tin es the sohere diam eter for the error to be lss
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than 2 percent", and Lindgren estin ates that a ratio 0of 50 between the container and sphere
diam eters w ill result In a 4% change :n drag force.

In 1961, Fidleris et al. experin entally studied the e ects of nite contalner size on
drag coe cient m easurem ents (Fidleris and W him ore, [1961). They concluded that there
were signi cant nite size e ects In previous experin ents, but also proposed corrections
to com pensate for earlier experim ental lim itations. Lindgren also conducted som e related
experin ents (Lindgren,|1999).

T .M axworthy also realized this problem , and undertook experim ents which could be
used to evaluate the m ore precise predictions of m atched asym ptotics theories. In his own

words,

From the data plotted in G oldstein or Perry, it would appear that the presently
available data is su cient to accurately answer any reasonable question. How —
ever, w hen the data isplotted vorrectly’; that is, the drag isnon-din ensionalized
w ith respect to the Stokes drag, startling inaccuracies appear. It is n fact In -
possible to be sure of the drag to better than 20% ... The di culties faced
by previous investigators ssem ed to bem ainly due to an inability to accurately

com pensate forwalle ects (M axworthy,11965).

M axworthy re ned the falling sphere technique to produce the best experim ental m ea—
surem ents yet | 2% error. He also proposed a new way ofplotting the data, which rem oves
theR ! divergence n Eqn. @sR ! 0). His approach m akes clear the failings of earlier
m easuram ents, as can be seen in F igure[4, where the drag m easurem ents are nom alized by
the Stokes drag, CS™*** = 6 =R.

In M axw orthy’s apparatus, the container diam eter is over 700 tin es the sphere diam eter,
and does not contrbute signi cantly to experim ental error, which he estin ates at better
than 2 percent. N ote that the data in F igure[4 are digitized from hispaper, as raw data are
not availble.

This problem also attracted the attention of atm ospheric scientists, who rmal-
ized its signi cance in cloud physics, where \cloud drops may well be approxi-
mated by rigid spheres." P ruppacher and Le C Jair, 11970) In a series of papers (9.,

Beard and P ruppacher,|1969;Le C Jair and H am ielec,|1970;/P ruppacher and Le C 1air,|1970;

P ruppacher and Steinberger, |1968)), H R . P ruppacher and others undertook num erical and
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FIG .4 (Colbr online) M axworthy’s accurate m easurem ents of the drag on a sphere M axw orthy,

1965) contrasted w ith previous experin ents (G oldstein,[1965).

experin ental studies of the drag on the sohere. T hey were m otivated by m any of the sam e
reasons as M axw orthy, because his experin ents covered only Reynolds num bers between
04 and 11, and because \M axw orthy’s experin ental sstup and procedure left considerable
room for in provam ent" [P ruppacher and Steinberger, 1968).

T heir results Included over 220 m easurem ents, which they binned and averaged. They
presented their results in the orm ofa st of lnear ts. Adopting M axw orthy’s nom aliza—

tion, we collate and summ arize their ndings in Eqn. [27.

8
g 0102 @R)°®* 0005< R 10
R 0:802
Co= 1=, 0415CR)"™ 10<R 20 @7)
0189 PR)°®*? 20< R 200

U nfortunately, one of their Jater papers includes the follow ing footnote (In our notation) :
\AtR < 1 them ost recent values of Cp R=6 1 (P ruppacher, 1969, unpublished) tended
to be som ew hat higher than those of P ruppacher and Steinberger." (Le C lair and H am ilkc,
1970) T heir subsequent papers plt these unpublished data as \experin ental scatter." As
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the unpublished data are In m uch better agreem ent w ith both M axw orthy’s m easurem ents
and their own num erical analysis (Le Clair and Ham jelec, 1970), it m akes us question the
accuracy of the results given in Eqn. [27.

There are many other num erical calculations of the drag ooe cient for a sphere,
including: Dennis Dennisand W alker, 11971), Le Clir (LeClairand Ham ¥lkc,
1970; [Pruppacher and L.e Clair, [1970), Hamilec Hamilkcetall, [1967), Rinon
Rinon and Cheng, 11969), Jenson (Jenson, 11959), and Kawaguti Kawaguti, 11950).
M ost of these resuls are not useful either because of large errors (eg., Jenson), or because
they study ranges ofR eynolds num ber w hich do not lnclude R < 1.M any num erical studies
exam ine only a few (oreven jist a singke) R eynolds num bers. For the purposes of com paring
theoretical predictions of C; at low Reynolds number, only D ennis D ennis and W alker,
1971) and Le C lair (Le Clair and H am ielec, 11970) have usefiil calculations. Both of these
papers report tabulated results which are in very good agreem ent w ith both each other and
M axworthy; at R = 05, the three sets of results agree to within 1% in Cp , and to wihin
10% In the transform ed variable, Cp R=6 1. The agreem ent is even better forR < 05.

Figure [ shows all relevant experim ental and num erical resuls for the drag on a
sohere. Note the clear disagreem ent between P ruppacher’s results Eqn. [27), and all
of the other results forR < 1 | Including Le C lair and P ruppacher’s num erical results
(Le Clair and Ham F¥lec, 11970). This can be clkarly seen in the insst graph. A lhough
P ruppacher’s experin ent results do agree very well w ith other data for larger values of R
R & 20), we will disregard them for the purposes of evaluating theoretical predictions at
low Reynolds num ber.

It should also be noted that there is a com m uniy of researchers interested in sedin enta—
tion and settling velocities who have studied the drag on a sphere. In a contriution to this
Iiterature, B rown review s all of the authors discussed here, as he tabulatesCp forR < 5000
Brown and Law Jr, [2003) . H is report addresses a larger range of R eynolds num bers and
he sum m arizes a num ber of experin ents not treated here. H ism ethodology is to apply the
F idleris” correction (Fidlerds and W him ore,|1961) to previous experin ents w here tabulated
experin ental data was published * W hile this yields a reasonably wellbehaved drag coe —

cient for a w ide range of R eynolds num bers, it is not particularly ussful for our purposes, as

® Brown incorrectly reports D ennis’ work [Dennis and W alker,|1971) as experin ental.
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FIG.5 (Colbr onlne) A summ ary of experim ental and num erical studies of Cp for a sohere

D ennis and W aker,|1971; Le C lair and H am ilc,11970; M axw orthy,1965).

less accurate work cbfliscates the results of the m ost precise experim entsnearR = 0. Tk also
does not include num erical work or im portant results which are only available graphically
eg., M axworthy M axworthy,!1965)).

2. M easuring the drag on a cylinder

E xperim ents designed to m easure the drag on an in nite cylinder in a uniform uid came
Jater than those for soheres. In addition to being a m ore di cul experin ent | theoretical
calculations assum e the cylinder is in nite | there were no theoretical predictions to test
before Lamb’s result in 1911 (Lamb H \,|1911).

In 1914, E.F.Relf conducted the rst experiments (Rel; 11914). These looked at the
force exerted on Iong wires n a uid. Relfm easured the drag down to a Reynolds num ber
of about ten. In 1921, W iessberger m easured the drag at still lower R eynods num ber,
reaching R = 2:1 by looking at the de ection of a weight susgpended on a wire in an air
stream W _Jleseldberger,1921).
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These experim ents, combined with others (Goldstein, [1965; [Linke, [1931) at higher
R eynolds num ber, characterize the drag over a range of Reynolds numbers (see G oldsteln,
Pg. 15). However, they do not probe truly am all Reynolds numbers R 1), and are of
little use for evaluating theories which are only valid in that range. Curously, there are
no shortage of clain s otherw ise, such as Lamb, who says \The formula is stated to be In
good agreem ent w ith experin ent for su ciently smallvalues ofU | a= ; see W dessldoerger"
{Lamb,11932).

In 1933, Thom m easured the \pressure drag", extending observations down to R = 1:75.
Thom also notes that this R eynolds num ber is still too high to com pare w th calculations:
\A ctually, Lam b’s solution only applies to values ofR less than those shown, In fact to values
much less than unity, but evidently In m ost cases the experin ental results are converging
w ith them ." {Thom!,[1933)

In 1946, W hite undertook a series ofm easuram ents, which were awed duetowalle ects
W hie,[1946). The rst high quality experim ents which m easured the drag at low Reynolds
number were done by R. K .Fnn ([Fin,|1953). His resuls, available only In graphical
form , are reproduced in Figure[]. W hile vastly superior to any previous resuls, there is
considerable scatter In F'inn’sm easuram ents, and they have largely been surpassed by later
experin ents.

T ritton, in 1959, conducted experin ents which reached a Reynolds number of R = 02,
and also llked In some gaps in the R Cp curve (Txtton,|1959). Tritton estin ates his
accuracy at 6% , and com pares his results favorably to previous work, com m enting that,
\P robably the lowest R points of the other workers were stretching their techniques a little
beyond their lin its." Tritton isalso the st authorto give a discussion of system atic errors.’
T ritton’s results are shown in F igure[d. A 1l of his data are availabk in tabular fom .

M axw orthy in proved plots of the drag on a sphere F ig.[3), by arguing that the kading
divergence m ust be rem oved to better com pare experim ents and predictions Fig.[4). This
sam e critician applies to plots ofthe drag on a cylinder. In the case ofthe cylinder, Cp goes
asR ! (wih logarithm ic corrections) asR ! 0 Eqn. [I9). This means we ought to plot
CpR=4 . This function tendsto zero asR ! 0, so it is not necessary to plot Cp R=4 1,

as In the case of the sphere. F igure[] show s both F inn’s and T ritton’s data replotted w ith

7 T ritton does caution that hism easurem entsm ay be negatively biased at higherR eynoldsnumber R & 30).
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FIG .6 (Colronline) Tritton’s m easuram ents of the drag on a cylinder (T xitton,11959).

the leading divergence rem oved.

In 1965, K.O.L. F. Jayaweera (Jayaweera and M ason, |1965) undertook drag m ea—
suram ents of the drag on very long (ut nite) cylinders. At very low Reynolds number
R 0:135), his data are availabl in tabular form . At higher R eynolds num ber, they had
to be digitized. H is data, plotted w ith the lading divergence ram oved, are also shown in
F igure[].

T he agreem ent am ongst these experim ents is excellent. H enceforth, F inn’s data w ill not
bepltted, as it exhibits larger experin ental variations, and is surpassed by the experin ents
of Jayaweera and Tritton. Jayaweera’s data exhibit the least scatter, and m ay be slightly
better than T ritton’s. H owever, both experin ents have com parable, Jarge ratios of cylinder
length to width (the principle source of experim ental error), and there is no a priori reason
to favor one experin ental design over the other. W e consider these two experin ents to be
equivalent for the purposes of evaluating theoretical predictions.

A sw ih the sphere, there are num erical calculations, including: Undemw ood (U ndermw ood,

1969), Son (Son and Hanratty, 11969), Kawaguti Kawagutiand Jain, [1966), D ennis
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FIG. 7 (Colr onlne) Summary of measuram ents of the drag on a cylinder ([Finn, [1953;

Jayaw eera and M ason,|11965;|T ritton,11959).

D ennis and Shm shoni, 11965), Thom (Thoml, 11933), Apel RApel, 11961), and A llen
A llen and Southwell, 11955). O f thess, most treat only a f&w Reynolds num bers, none
of which are su ciently an all. O thers, such as A llen and D ennis, have had their resuls
subsequently questioned ({Undermwood, 11969). The only applicable studies are K awaguti
K awagutiand Jain,1966), and Undemwood (Underwood,|1969). Kawagutihas a calcula—
tion only forR = 035, and is om itted. Underw ood’s results are In principle in portant and
usefi1], but are only availabl in a coarse plot, which cannot be digitized w ith su cient accu—
racy. C onsequently, no num erical results w illbe used for evaluating analytical predictions.
There arem any di erent experim ental and num erical drag coe cient m easurem ents. W e
w il subsequently use only the best as benchm arks for evaluating the perform ance of theo—
retical predictions. In the case of the sphere, the experin entalm easurem ents ofM axw orthy
M _axw orthy, 11965) as well as the num erical calculations of D ennis {D ennis and W alker,
1971) and Le Clir (Le Clairand Ham jelec, [1970) all extend to su ciently anallR and
possess su cient accuracy. For the cylinder the experim ents ofboth Tritton (IT rtton,[1959)
and Jayaweera (Jayaweera and M ason, [1965) are both excellent. A lthough they exhibit
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an all di erences, we cannot Judge either to be superior, and we w ill com pare both w ith

theoretical resuls.

B . Theoretical history

Since these problem s were posed by Stokes in 1851, there have been m any attem pts to
solve theam . A ll of these m ethods involve approxin ations, which are not always rigorous (or
even explicitly stated). T here is also considerable historical confusion over contributions and
attrbution # Here we review and summ arize the substantial contributions to the literature,
focusing on what approxin ations are used, in both deriving goveming equations and n their
subsequent solution. W e discuss the validity and utility of In portant resuls. Finally, we

em phasize m ethodological shortoom ings and how they have been summ ounted.

1. Stokes and paradoxes

In the st paper on the sub fct, Stokes approxinated R = 0 in Egn. |6 and solved the
resulting equation (@ problem equivalent to solving Egn. wih R = 0) (Stokes,|1851).
A fter applying the boundary conditions Eqgn.[14), his solution is given in termm s of a stream
fiinction by Eqn.[28.

1
@ )== 2r¥¥ 3r+- 1
r

By substituting (r; ) into Eqns.[11],[24, and 23 (or by using Eqn. [28), we reproduce the

28)

fam ous result of Stokes, given by Eqn. [29.

Cp = 29)

6
R
Stokes also tackled the two din ensional cylinder problm in a sim ilar fashion, but could
not obtain a solution. T he reason forhis failure can be seen by settingR = 0 in Eqn.[d, and
attem pting a direct solution. Enforcing the sin  angular dependence resuls In a solution of

theform (7 )= Ci©+ Corlhhr+ Csr+ C,=r)sin . Here C; are Integration constants.

N o choice of C; w illm eet the boundary conditions Egn. [10), as this solution cannot m atch

8 For an explanation of confiision over early work, see Lindgren (Lindgren,|1999). P roudm an and P earson
P roudm an and Pearson, 1957) also begin their article w ith an insightfii]l, nuanced discussion, although
there are som e errors (Lindgren,|1999).
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the uniform ow at lJarge r. The best one can do isto s=st C; = 0, resulting in a partial
solution:

1
r; )= C 2rhr r+- sh (30)
r

N onetheless, this solution isnot a description of uid ow which is valid everywhere. M ore-
over, due to the ndeterm inable constant C , Eqn. [30 cannot be used to estin ate the drag
on the cylinder.

A more elegant way to see that no solution m ay exist is through din ensional analysis
{Happel and B rennet, |1973; [Landau and Lifschitz, 11999). The force per unit length m ay
only depend on the cylinder radius, uid viscosity, uid density, and uniform stream velocity.
T hese quantities are given in Tabk[Il, with M denoting a unit ofmass, T a unit oftine,
and L a unit of length. From these quantities, one may form two din ensionless groups
Buckingham!,11914): =R = 3, = , 1= Fye=( 3 J. Budckihgham’s Theorem
{Buckingham|,11914) then tells us that:

o=FR) @31

Ifwe m ake the assum ption that the problm does not depend on R, as Stokes did, then we
ocbtain ; = const, whence

Fret / ] (32)

However, Eqn. [32 does not depend on the cylinder radius, a! T his is physically absurd,
and dem onstrates that Stokes’ assum ptions cannot yield a solution. The explanation is
that when we take the R ! 0 lm i in Egn. [3I, we m ade the noorrect assum ption that
F R) tended toward a nite, non—zero lim it. This is an exam ple of incom plkte sim ilarity, or
sin ilarity of the second kind (in the Reynolds number) Barenblatt, |1996). Note that the
problem of ow past a sphere involves foroe, not force per unit length, and therefore is not
sub Ect to the sam e analysis.

Stokes incorrectly took this nonexistence ofa solution tom ean that steady-state ow past
an in nite cylinder could not exist. This problm , which is known as Stokes’ paradox, has
been shown to occur with any unbounded two-din ensional ow (Krakow skiand Chames,
1953). But such ow s really do exist, and thism athem aticalproblem has since been resolved
by the recognition of the existence ofboundary layers.

In 1888, W hitehead, attem pted to nd higher approxim ations for ow past a sphere, ones
which would be valid for am allbut non-negligbl R eynolds num bers W hiehead,1888). He
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Q uantity|D escription D In ensions|

Fyet |NetForce perUnit Length MT?

K inem atic V iscosity L%T !
a Cylinder R adius L
F luid D ensity ML3

1 J |TheUniform Stream Speed| LT

TABLE IIT D in ensional analysis of Stokes’ problam .

used Stokes’ solution [Eqgn.[28) to approxin ate viscous contributions (the LHS of Egn.[12),
ain ing to iteratively obtain higher approxin ations for the inertial term s. In principle, this
approach can be repeated Inde niely, always using a lnear goveming equation to obtain
higher order approxin ations. Unfortunately, W hitehead found that his next order solution
could not m eet all of the boundary conditions Eqn. [14), because he could not m atch the
uniform stream atin nity (Van D yke,l1975). These di cultiesare analogousto the problem s
encountered In Stokes’ analysis of the .In nite cylinder.

W hitehead’s approach is equivalent to a perturbative expansion In the Reynolds
number, an approach which is \never valid in problms of uniform stream ing"
(P roudm an and Pearson, [1957). This m athem atical di culty is common to all three-
din ensional uniform ow problem s, and is known as W hitchead’s paradox. W hitehead
thought this was due to discontinuities n the ow eld (@ \dead-water wake"), but this

is incorrect, and his \paradox" has also since been resolved (Van D yke, [1975).

2. 0 seen’s equation

a. Introduction

In 1893, Raylkigh pointed out that Stokes” solution would be uniform Iy applicabl if
certain nertial forces were lncluded, and noted that the ratio of those inertial forces to the
visous forces which Stokes considered could be used to estim ate the accuracy of Stokes’
approxin ations (Lord Raylkigh,|1893).

Building on these ideas in 1910, C.W . O seen proposed an ad hoc approxin ation to the

N avier-Stokes equations w hich resolved both paradoxes. H is linearized equations (the O seen
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equations) attem pted to dealw ith the fact that the equations goveming Stokes’ perturbative
expansion are mvalid at lJarge ¥j where they neglect in portant nertial term s. Tn addition
to O s=een, a num ber of workers have applied his equations to a wide variety of problem s,
including both the cylinder and the sphere’?

O s=en’s goveming equation arises ndependently in several di erent contexts. O seen
derived the equation In an attem pt to cbtain an approxin ate equation which describbes the

ow everyw here. Tn m odem tem nology, he sought a goverming equation whose solution is
a unifom ly valid approxin ation to the N avier-Stokes equations. W hether he succeeded is
a m atter of som e debate. T he short answer is \Yes, he succeeded, but he got ucky."

T his story is flirther com plicated by historical confiision . O seen’s equations \are valid but
for the w rong reason" (Lindgren,11999); O seen originally ob fcted to working in the inertial
fram e w here the solid body isat rest, and therefore undertook calculations In the rest fram e of
uniform stream . This com plication is overlooked largely because m any subsequent workers
have only understood O seen’s Intricate three paper analysis through the lens of Lamb’s
laterwork (Lamb H L,11911). Lamb | In addition to w riting in English | presents a clearer,
\shorter way of arriving at his 0 seen’s] results", which he characterizes as \som ew hat long
and intricate. (Lamb H.,11911)

In 1913 Fritz N oether, using both Raykigh’s and O seen’s ideas, analyzed the problem
using stream functions N oethet, |1913). N oether’s paper prom pted critician s from O seen,
who then revisited hisown work. A few m onths later, O seen published another paper, which
included anew result orCp Eqn.[39) 0 seen,1913). Burgess also explains the developm ent
0f0 seen’s equation, and presents a clear derivation of0O seen’s principal resutts, particularly
0fO seen’snew formula orCp, BurgessR W L,11916).

Lindgren o ers a detailed discussion of these historical developm ents (Lindgren, 1999).
However, he incorrectly reports N oether’s publication date as 1911, rather than 1913. A s
a resul, he mnoorrectly concludes that Noether’s work was independent of O ssen’s, and
contradicts claim sm ade In Burgess BurgessR W 1,(1916).

A Tthough the theoretical justi cation f©orO seen’s approxin ations is tenuous, its success at

° Lamb [Lamb,[1932) solved the O seen equations for the cylinder approxin ately, as O seen (0 seer], 11910)
did for the sphere. The O seen equations have been solved exactly for a cylinder by Faxen ([Faxen,|1927),
aswellasby Tom otika and A oi [Tom otika and A 04,11950), and those for the sohere were solved exactly
by G odstein (G oldstenn,|1929).
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resolving the paradoxes ofboth Stokes and W hitehead led to w idespread use. O seen’s equa—
tion hasbeen fruitfiilly substituted for the N avier-Stokes’ equations In a broad array of low

R eynolds num ber problem s. H appel and B renner describe its application to m any problm s
in the dynam ics of am all particles w here Interactions can be neglected (H appel and B renner,
1973) . M any workers have tried to explain the utility and unexpected accuracy of O seen’s
goveming equations.

Finally, the O seen equation, as a partial di erential equation, arises in both m atched
asym ptotic caloulations and in our new work. In these cases, however, its genesis and
Interpretation is entirely di erent, and the sim ilarity is purely form al. D ue to is ubiquity
and historical signi cance, we now discuss both O seen’s equation and its m any di erent
solutions in detail.

b. W hy Stokes’ approxim ation breaks down

O seen solved the paradoxes of Stokesand W hitehead by using R aykigh’s insight: com pare
the m agnitude of inertial and visoous forces (Lord R ayleigh,118935;10 seen,11910) . Stokes and
W hitehead had com pletely neglected inertial temm s in the N avier-Stokes equations, working
In the regin e w here the R eynolds num ber is insigni cantly am all (socalled \creeping ow ").
However, this assum ption can only be valid near the surface of the xed body. I is never
valid everyw here.

To explain why, we follow here the soirit of Lam b’s analysis, presenting O seen’s concli—
sions \under a slightly di erent form " (Lamb H .,11911)

Consider rst the case of the sphere. W e can estim ate the m agnitude of the neglected
inertial term s by using Stokes’ solution Eqgn.[28). Substituting this result into the RHS of
Eqgn.[12, we see that the dom inant nertial com ponents are convective accelerations arising
from the nonlinear temm s in Eqn.[12. These temm s re ect Interactions between the uniform
stream and the perturbations described by Egn.[28. For large values of ¥7j these tem s are
of0 Rr?).

E stim ating the m agnitude of the relevant visocous forces is som ewhat trickier. If we
substitute Egn.[28 into the LH S of Eqn.[12, the LH S vanishes identically. To lam anything,
we m ust consider the temm s Individually. T here are two kinds of term s which arise far from
the sphere. Firstly, there are com ponents due sokly to the uniform stream . These are
of O (r?). However, the uniform stream satis es Eqn. [I2 independently, without the

new contributions In Stokes’ solution. M athem atically, this m eans that all of the tem s of
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O (r ?) necessarily cancel am ongst them selves!® W e are interested in the m agnitude of the
rem alning tem s, perturbations which resul from the other com ponents of Stokes’ solution.
These viscous tem s (ie. the @* temm in Eqn.[I2) areof O (3)asr! 1 .
Combining these two resuls, the ratio of inertial to vissoustem s, n ther ! 1 I i,
is given by Eqn.[33.
ertial

viscous

=0 Rr) 33)

This ratio is an all near the body (r is anall) and jasti es neglecting nertial tem s in

that regin e. H owever, Stokes’ In plicit assum ption that inertial term s are everyw here an all
com pared to visoous tem s breaks down when Rr O (1), and the two kinds of forces are
ofthe sam em agniude. In this regin e, Stokes’ solution isnot valid, and therefore cannot be

used to estin ate the nertialterm s (@sW hitehead had done). Technically speaking, Stokes’

approxin ations breaks down because of a singularity at In nity, an indication that thisisa

singular perturoation In the Reynolds’ num ber. A s O seen pointed out, this is the genesis of
W hitehead’s \paradox".

W hat does this analysis tell us about the utility of Stokes” solution? D i erent opinions
can be found in the literature. H appel, for nstance, clain s that it \is not uniform Iy valid"
{H appel and B renner, [1973), while P roudm an asserts \Stokes’ solution is therefore actually
a uniform approxin ation to the totalvelocity distribution." P roudm an and Pearson,|1957)
By a uniform approxim ation, we m ean that the approxin ation asym ptotically approaches
the exact solution as the Reynolds’ number goes to zero (K aplin and Lagerstroml,|1957);
see Section [ILC] for firther discussion .

P roudm an and P earson clarify their com m ent by noting that although Stokes” solution isa
uniform approxin ation to the totalvelocity distribution, it doesnot adequately characterize
the perturbation to the uniform stream , or the derivatives of the velocity. This is a salient
point, or the calculations leading to Egn. [33 exam ne com ponents of the N avier-Stokes
equations, not the velocity eld itself. T hese com ponents are forces | derivatives of velocity.

H owever, P roudm an and Pearson o erno proofthat Stokes’ solution isactually a uniform
approxin ation, and their clain that it is \a valid approxin ation to m any bulk properties of

the ow, such as the resistance” (P.roudm an and Pearson,|1957) goes unsupported. In fact

10 vanD yke [Van Dyke, 11975) does not treat this issue in detail, and we recommend P roudm an

P roudm an and Pearson,|1957) or Happel [Happel and B rennet, [1973) for a m ore carefiil discussion.
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any calculation of the drag necessitates utilizing derwvatives of the velocity eld, so their
argum ent is lnconsistent.

W e are forced to conclude that Stokes’ solution is not a uniform Iy valid approxin ation,
and that his celebrated resul, Eqn.[29, is the fortuitous result of uncontrolled approxin a—
tions. Rem arkably, Stokes’ drag formula is in fact the correct zeroth order approxin ation,
as can be shown using either m atched asym ptotics or the O seen equation! This coincidence
is essentially due to the fact that the drag is determ ined by the velocity eld and its deriva—
tives at the surface of the sphere, where r= 1,and Eqn.[33is0 R?!). The drag coe cient
calculation uses Stokes” solution in the regim e w here his assum ptions are the m ost valid.

A sin ilar analysis a ords insight into the origin of Stokes’ paradox In the problem of
the cylinder. A lthough we have seen previously that Stokes’ approach must fail for both
algebraic and dim ensional considerations, exam ning the ratio between inertial and viscous
forces high lights the physical lnconsistencies in his assum ptions.

W e can use the incom plete solution given by E gn . [30 to estim ate the relative contributions
of inertial and viscous forces in Eqn.[9. M ore speci cally, we exam ine the behavior of these
forces at large values of r. Substituting Eqn. [30 into the RHS of Egn.[9, we nd that the
nertial Hreesare 0 RC?logr=r’) asr! 1 .

W e estin ate the viscous forces as in the case of the sphere, again ignoring contributions
due sokly to the uniform stream . The resul is that the viscous forces are O (€ ogr=r’) 1!
Combining the two estin ates, we cbtain the resul given in Eqn.[34.

Thertial
visoous

=0 Rr) 34)

T his result dem onstrates that the paradoxes of Stokes and W hitehead are the result of
the sam e failures In Stokes’ uncontrolled approxin ation. Far from the solid body, there isa
regin e where it is Incorrect to assum e that the inertial tem s are negligble in com parison
to visoous tem s. A though these approxin ations happened to lead to a solution in the case
of the sphere, Stokes’ approach is Invalid and technically inconsistent In both problem s.

c. How O seen Resolved the P aradoxes

I This result disagrees with the results of Proudman [P roudm an and Pearsor, [1957) and VanD yke
Van Dvyke, 11978), who calculate that the ratio of inertial to viscous forces Rrhr. However, both

results kead to the sam e conclusions.
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Not only did O seen identify the physical origin for the breakdow ns in previous approxi-
m ations, but he also discovered a solution (0 seen,|1910). A s explained above, the problem s
arise far from the solid body, when Inertial tem s are no longer negligible. H owever, in this
region (r 1),the ow eld isnearly a uniform stream | it is alm ost unperturbed by the
solid body. O seen’s Inspiration was to replace the hnertial term s w ith linearized approxi-
m ations far from the body. M athem atically, the uid velocity w in Eqn. [6 is replaced by
the quantity u; + 8, where 8 represents the perturbation to the uniform stream, and is
considered to be an all. N eglecting tem s of O (}F), the viscous foroes of the N avier-Stokes’
equation | R@ ru) | are approxinated by R @ ru).

This results n O seen’s equation:
R@ ru)= rp+m 35)

T he kfthand side of this equation is negligible in the region where Stokes’ solution applies.
One way to see this is by explicitly substituting Eqn. 28 or Eqn. [30 into the LHS of Eqn.
[35. The result isof O R ). This can also be done selfconsistently w ith any of the solutions
of Egn. [35; it can thereby be explicitly shown that the LHS can only becom es in portant
when r 1, and the ratios n Eqns.[33 and[34 are of 0 (1).

Coupld w ith the continuity equation Egn.[5), and the usualboundary conditions, the
O s=en equation determ ines the ow eld everywhere. The beautifiil thing about O seen’s
equation is that it is linear, and consequently is solvable in a w ide range of geom etries. ITn
tem s of stream functions, the O seen equation for a sphere takes on the form given by Egn.
[38. The boundary conditions for this equation are still given by Eqn.[14.
1 e L

8 b2 o 36
r @ ar ) (6)

DY =R

Here,D isde ned asin Eqn.[12.
For the cylinder, where the boundary conditions are given by Eqn.[10, O seen’s equation
takes the form given by Eqn.[37.

r? @ )=R cos( )g sn() € r? @ ) 37)
Qr r Q@

Here r isde ned as in Eqn. [9. This equation takes on a particularly sinplk form i
C artesian coordiates Wherex = rcos ): ? RQ)r? @ )= O.
A few historical rem arks must be m ade. First, O seen and N oether were m otivated to

re ne Stokes’ work and inclide inertial tem s because they cb gcted to the analysis being
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done 1n the rest fram e of the solid body. W hile their conclusions are valid, there is nothing
wrong with solving the problem in any inertial frame. Secondly, O seen m ade no use of
stream functions; the above equations sum m arize results from several workers, particularly
Lamb.

There are m any solutions to O seen’s equations, applying to di erent geom etries and
con gurations, mcluding som e exact solutions. However, for any usefiul calculations, such
as Cp , even the exact solutions need to be com prom ised w ith approxin ations. T here have
been m any years of discussion about how to properly interpret O seen’s approxin ations, and
how to understand the lim itations ofboth his approach and concom itant solutions. B efore
em barking on this analysis, we sum m arize the im portant solutions to Egns. [36 and [37.

d. A pkthora of solutions

O seen hin s2lf provided the rst solution to Egn. [36, soving it exactly for ow past a
sphere (0 seen,!1910) . Egn. [38 reproduces this result in temm s of stream functions, a form ula

rst given by Lamb (Lamkb,[1932).

sin’ -+ cos ) 1 erhe) (38)

T his solution is reasonably behaved everyw here, and m ay be used to obtain O seen’s In proved

approxin ation for the drag coe cient Eqn. [39).

1+ R + 0O R? (39)

ol w

S
R

O seen cbtained thisprediction forCp after the prom pting ofN oether, and only presented
it In a later paper 0 seen,|1913). Burgess also cbtained this result BurgessR W L,11916).
O s=en’s work was haild as a resolution to W hitehead’s paradox. W hik it did resolve the
paradoxes (9., he explained how to dealw ith nertial temm s), and his solution is uniform Iy
vald, it does not posses su cient accuracy to Jjustify the \3=8R " term in Eqn. [39. W hat
O seen really did was to rigorously derive the leading order tem , proving the validity of
Stokes’ result Eqn. [29). Rem arkably, his new tem is also correct! This is a coincidence
which willbe carefully considered later.

T his solution Eqn.[38) is exact in the sense that it satis es Eqn. [38. However, it does
not exactly m eet the boundary conditions Ean.[14) at the surface ofthe sphere. It satis es

those requirem ents only approxin ately, to O R?!). This can readily be seen by expanding
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Egn.[38 about r= 1:

1
2r¥  3r+>- sn? +0 R? (40)
r

@k )=

N

UptoO R) thisissinply Stokes’ solution Eqn.[28), which vanishes identically atr= 1.
The new tem s fail to satisfy the boundary conditions at the surface, but are higher order In
R . Thus O seen’s solution is an exact solution to an approxin ate goveming equation which
satis esboundary conditions approxin ately. T he in plications ofthis confounding hierarchy
of approxin ations w ill be discussed below .

Lamb contrbuted a simpli ed m ethod for both deriving and solwving O seen’s equation
(Lamb H ., [1911). His form ulation was fruitfully used by later workers (eg. Faxen,|1927;
G oldstein, 11929; [Tom otika and A oi, 11950)), and Lamb hin self used it both to reproduce
O s=en’s results and to obtain the rst result for the drag on an In nite cylinder.

Lam b’s basic solution for ow around an in nite cylinder appears in a num ber of guises.
H is original solution was given in tem s of velocity com ponents, and relied on expansions
ofm odi ed Bessel fiinctions which kept only the m ost In portant termm s in the series. This
truncation results in a solution (Egn.[41) which only approxin ately satis es the goveming

equations Eqgn.[37), and is only valid near the surface.

1+ 1+]ogrR+lJ:2 1@210 41a)
Uy, = = —+ = — r a
2 4 2 axz 0
2
2
u = - r 1 ogr (41b)
v T g exey >
u, = 0 (41lc)
In thisequation, = 3 g '

N ote that, although it only approxin ately satis esO seen’s goveming equation, this result
satis es the boundary conditions Egn. [4) exactly. Lamb used his solution to derive the
st resul Egn.[42) for the drag on an in nite cylinder, ending Stokes’ paradox:

4

CD:E() 42)

In hisown words, \ ... Stokeswas Jed to the conclusion that steady m otion is in possible. It
w il appear that when the inertia temn s are partially taken into account ... that a de nite
value for the resistance is cbtained." (Lamb H.,11911) As wih all analysis based on the
ad-hoc O seen equation, it is di cul to quantify either the accuracy or the lin itations of

Lamb’s resul.
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M any authors form ulate altemate expressions of Lam b’s solution by retaining the m od-
i ed Bess=l functions rather than replacing them with expansions valid for snallR and r.
This form is given by Eqn.[43, and is related to the incom plete form given by VanD yke (.
162) (Van D yke,|1975) 12

14 x* 1 . 2% gx2y  RE X pxzy  RE @3a)
. = - — + — — — — a
b ¢ 202 RP o T L

X 2 _ Rr
uy = ?i/ + % %eRX?ZK 1 7 (43b)
u, = 0 (43c)

Here I, and K , arem odi ed Bessel functions.

In contrast to Eqn.[4]], this solution is an exact solution to O seen’s equation Eaqn.[37),
but only meets the boundary conditions to rst approxin ation. In particular, it breaks
down for ham onics other than sin . W hether Eqn.[41] or Eqn. [43 is preferred is a m atter
of som e debate, and ultin ately depends on the problem one is trying to solve.

Som e w orkers prefer expressions like Eagn. [43, which are w ritten in temm s ofu. Unlke the
solutions forthe stream function, these results can bew ritten In closed form . T hism otivation
is som ew hat m isquided, as applying the boundary conditions nonetheless requires a series
expansion .

In term s of stream fiinctions Eqn. [43 transform s .nto Eqn. [44 [P roudm an and Pearson,
1957).

X Rr rsihn

r; )= r+ — shn n
) 2r 2 n

(44)

Here,

n®)=2K1 &) I &)+ Ko&) Tni1 &)+ In 1 X))

This resul ism ost easily derived as a special case of Tom otika’s general solution Eagqn.
[49) (Tom otika and A 01,11950), although P roudm an et al. intin ate that it can also be directly
derived from Lamb’s solution Eqn.[43) (Proudm an and Pearson,|1957).

Bairstow et al. were the rst to retain Bessel functions whilk solving O seen’s Eqn. for

ow past a cylinder (Bairstow and Cave B M |,11923). They followed Lamb’s approach, but

endeavored to extend it to larger R eynolds’ num bers, and obtained the drag coe cient given

12 N ote that VanD yke fncorrectly attributes to this result to O seen, rather than to Lamb.
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In Eqn. [49. W hen expanded near R = 0, this solution reproduces Lamb’s result for Cy,
Eaqn.[42). It can also be obtained from Tom otika’s m ore general solution Eqgn.[49).

Cp = : (45)
R (GR=2)K,;R=2)+ I, R=2)K 1 R=2))

Bairstow also m ade extensive com parisons between experin entalm easurem ents of Cp, and
theoretical predictions Relf;11914). He concluded, \For the m om ent it would appear that
them axin um use hasbeen m ade 0fO seen’s approxin ation to the equations of viscous uid
m otion ."

At thispoint, the \paradoxes" were \resolved" but by an approxin ate goveming equation
which had been solved approxin ately. T his unsatisfactory state of a airs was sum m arized
by Lamb in the last edition ofhisbook: \ ... even ifwe acoept the equations as adequate the
boundary-conditions have only been approxin ately satis ed." (Lamk,/1932) His comm ent
was prom pted largely by the work of H ilding Faxen, who initiated the next theoretical
developm ent, exact solutions to O seen’s approxin ate goveming equation Eaqn. [35) which
also exactly satisfy the boundary conditions.

Beginning w ith his thesis and spanning a num ber of papers Faxen system atically investi-
gated the application ofboundary conditions to solutions ofO seen’s equations ([Faxen,|1921,
1923). Faxen hnitially studied low Reynolds number ow around a sohere, and he began
by reexam Ining O seen’s analysis. He derived a formula for Cp which di ered from O seen’s
acospted result Eqn.[39). Faxen realized that thiswas due to di erences in the application
of approxin ate boundary conditions; w ithin the lin itations of their respective analyses, the
results actually agreed.

Faxen next solved O seen’s equation [Eqgn. [3d), but in bounded, nite spaces where the
boundary conditions could be satis ed exactly. He Initially studied ow nearin niteparaliel
planes, but ultin ately focused on ow around a sphere within a cylinder of nite radius.
He ain ed to caloulate the drag force n a nite geom etry, and then take the lim it of that
solution as the radius of the cylinder tends to iIn nity.

Unfortunately, in the Iow Reynolds number 1im it, the problem nvolres incom plete sin -
larity, and it is Incorrect to assum e that solutionsw illbe wellbehaved (eg. tend to a nie
value) as the boundary conditions are m oved to In nity.

T he drag force which Faxen calculated nvoled a number of undeterm ined coe cients,

0 he also calculated it using solutions to Stokes’ goveming equations. T his solution also has
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unknown coe cients, which he then calculated num erically. A rguing that the two solutions
ought to be the sam e, he m atched coe cients between the two results, substituted the
num erical coe cients, and thersby arrived at a drag force based on the O seen goveming
equation.

This work is noteworthy for two reasons. First, the m atching of coe cients between
solutions derived from the two di erent goveming equations is prescient, foreshadow ing the
developm ent of m atched asym ptotics 30 years later. Secondly, Faxen ultin ately conclided
that O seen’s \in provement" Egn. [39) on Stokes’ drag coe cient Eqgn. [29) is nvald
Faxen, 11923). Faxen’s analysis dem onstrates that | when properly solved | O s=en’s
equation yieldsthe sam e drag coe cient as Stokes’, w ithout any additionaltem s (|L.indgren,
1999).

Studies by Bohlin and Habem an concur wih Faxen’s conclisions [Bohlin, 11960;
Habermm an and Saure, 11958; ILindgren, [1999). It is not surpprising that his results refect
O s=en’snew tem ((BR=8).W e previously explained that O seen’s analysis, although it elin -
Inates the \paradoxes", does not posses su cient accuracy to justify m ore than the lowest
order temm in Eqn.[39.

However, Faxen’s results su er from problem s. F irst, they cannot be system atically used
to obtain better approxin ations. Secondly, Faxen actually solves the problem for bounded

ow , wih the boundary conditions prescribed by nite geometries. He uses a lin itihg
procedure to extend his solutions to unbounded ow (W ith boundary conditions in posed
on the uniform stream only at n nity, as n Eqgn. [4). In problem s Ike this, which involve
Inoom plete sin ilarity, i is preferable to work directly in the In nite dom ain.

Faxen’s m eticulous devotion to properly applying boundary conditions culn nated In
the rst complete solution to Eqgn. [37. In 1927, he published a general solution for ow
around an In nite cylinderwhich could exactly satisfy arbitrary boundary conditions (Faxen,
1927) . UnPrtunately, Faxen’s solution contains an In nite num ber ofundeterm ined ntegra-—
tion constants, and approxin ations m ust be used to detem Ine these constants. A lthough
this destroys the \exact" nature of the solution, these approxin ations can bemade -n a
controlled, system atic fashion | an In provem ent over the earlier results of Lamb and O s-
een. A though Faxen’s heroic solution was the st of its kind, his real Insight was realizing
that approxin ations In the application ofboundary conditions could be as in portant as the

approxin ations in the goveming equations.
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H is form al solutions are n essence a di cult extension of Lamb’s reform ulation of O s-
een’s equations, and they nspired several sin ilar solutions. In 1929, G oldstein com pleted
a sin ilarly herculean calculation to derive a general solution to O seen’s equation for ow
around a sphere (G oldstein,1929). Like Faxen’s result for the cylinder, G oldstein’s solution
can | In principle | exactly satisfy the boundary conditions. Unfortunately, it also su ers
from the sam e problm s: It is in possble to determ ine allofthe .n nitely m any integration
constants.

G oMdstein’s solution is sum m arized by Tom otika, who also translated it into the language
of stream functions (Tom otika and A 0i,11950). W e com bine elem ents from both papers n

quoting the solution given in Eqgn.[44.
|

3 3
@ )= 2Qi(os )+ Bor® +  XuT . @R=2) Q,(cos ) (46)
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In this equation,
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Here K, X) and I, (x) are Bessel functions, P, (x) are Legendre polynom ials, and C, (k) is
the coe cient ofx * in P, (x). Note that the second expression for f, ,, (x), w rdtten in tem s
of derivatives, is com putationally convenient (G oldstein,|1929).

Egn. is given w ith undeterm ined constants of ntegration, B,, and X, . M ethods to
determm ine these constants were discussed by both Tom otika (Tom otika and A oi,11950) and

G oldstein (Goldstenn,|1929). W e w ill present our own analysis later.
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There are m any di erent results which have been obtained using the above general so—
Jution. The exact form ula for the stream function and the drag coe cient depend on what
term s in the solution are retained, and how one m eets the boundary condiions. In general,
retaining n angular term s n Eqn. [48 requires the retention of m = n 1 tem s in the
second sum . In his original paper, G oldstein retains three tem s in each serdes, and thersby
calculates the ormula rCp given in Eqn.[48.

6 3 19 , 71 _, 30179 _, 122519
Cop = 1+gR R

+ R RY+ R>+ 0 R® 48)
8 320 2560 2150400 17203200

The coe cient ofthe Jast term re ects a correction due to Shanks (IShanks,|1955).

To obtain the result in Eqn. [48, G oldstein both truncated his solution for the stream
function and then expanded the resulting Cp about R = 0. Van D yke extended this result
to Include an additional 24 tem s, for puyposes of studying the m athem atical structure of
the series, but not because of any intrinsic physicalm eaning (Van D yke, 1970). Van D yke
does not state whether he was ncluding m ore ham onics in the stream function solution or
sin ply Increasing the length of the power series given in Eqn. [49.

In addition to expressing G oldstein’s solution for the geom etry of a sphere in tem s of
stream functions, Tom otika derived his own exact solution to Egn. for ow pasta cylinder
{Tom otika and A 0i,11950) . Tom otika closely followed the spirit of Lamb (Lamb HL,11911)
and G odsteln (G oldstein,|1929), and his resulting \analysis is quite di erent from Faxen’s."
(Tom otika and A 04,11950) . H is solution to Eqn.[37 is given n Eqn.[49 below , conveniently
expressed In tem s of stream flinctions. Note that Tom otika’s result su ers from the same
problem s as his predecessors: An in nite num ber of undetermm ined integration constants.

I
® he '
; )= rsnh + B,r" + Xn¥ mm @R=2) sin 49)

n=1 m=0

W here

nn® = Kpni1&)+ Ky 1 ®) Tnon ®)+ Inen ®)
TKn ®) Tnn1 ®)  Fonr1 ®)  ERen1 &+ Ljsne ®)) (50)
A s before, B, and X, are constants of integration which need to be detem ined by the
boundary conditions Eagn.[I0).

A s with Goldstein’s solution for the sohere, approxin ations are necessary In order to

actually calculate a drag coe cient. By retaining them = 0 and n = 1 temm s, Tom otika
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reproduced Bairstow ’s result or C, Egn. [45). He also num erically calculated drag coef-
cients based on retaining m ore term s. A s w ih the G oldstein solution, kesping n angular
tem s requires keepingm = n 1 tem s in the second sum .
T he solutions given in Egns. and represent the culn ination of years of e orts to
solve O seen’s equation for both the sphere and the cylinder. These general solutions are
also needed in both m atched asym ptotics and the new technigues presented in this section
(P roudm an and Pearson,|1957).
There is a nal noteworthy solution to Eqn. [37. In 1954, Tm ai published a general
m ethod for solving the problm of ow past an arbitrary cylindricalbody (Im ai Isao,11954).
H is elegant technigue, based on analytic finctions, applies to m ore general geom etries. Inm ai
calculated a fom ula for Cp , approxin ating the functions in his exact solution w ith power

series about R = 0. His result (reexpressed in our notation) is given in Eqn.[5]l.

Ch = 4R + 5 ©1)
R 2

4 32

N ote that Tm ai’s result agrees w ith Eqn.[42 at Jowest order, the only order to which O seen’s
equation really applies. A prior, his result isneither betternorw orse than any other solution
0f O s=en’s equation. It is sin ply di erent.

e. D iscussion

W e have presented O seen’s goveming equations for ow Reynold number uid ow . These
equations are a linearized approxin ation to the N avier-Stokes’ equations. W e have also
presented a num ber of di erent solutions, for both stream functions and drag coe cients;
each of these solutions com es from a unique set of approxin ations. The approxin ations

which have been m ade can be put into the ollow Ing broad categories:

T he goveming equation | O s=en’s equation approxin ates the N avier-Stokes equa-—

tions.
Solutions which only satisfy the O seen’s equation approxin ately.
Solutions which only satisfy the boundary conditions approxin ately.

Solutions where the stream function is expanded in a power series about R = 0 after

is derivation.
A pproxin ations in the drag coe cient derivation.
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D rag coe cients which were expanded In a power series about R = 0 after their

derivation.

The st approxin ation is In the goveming equations. O seen’s approxin ation is an ad
hoc approxin ation which, although it can be shown to be sslfconsistent, requires unusual
clevemess to obtain. Because it isnot derived system atically, it can bedi cul to understand
either its applicability or the 1im itations of its solutions. T here have been years of discussion
and conflusion about both the equation and its solutions. T he short answer is this: O seen’s
goveming equation is a zeroth order unifomm ly valid approxin ation to the Navier Stokes
equation; the equation and its solutions are valid only at 0 R°).

It is not easy to prove this clain rigorously ([Faxen,[1923). However, it can be easily
shown that O seen’s equations are selfconsistent w ith its solutions, and that the error in
the solution is of 0 R!). One way to explicitly dem onstrate this is by substituting a
solution of O seen’s equation into the LH S of the N avier-Stokes equations (Egn.[d), thereby
estin ating the contribution of hertialtemm s forthe ow eld characterized by the solution.
By repeating that substitution into the LH S of0 seen’s equation (Egn.[35), one can estim ate
the contribution of inertial term s under O seen’s approxin ations. C om paring the two resuls
gives an estin ate of the naccuracies n O seen’s goveming equations.

C oncretely, or the sphere, we substitute Eqn.[38 into the RH S of Egn.[3d, and into the
RHS of Eqn.[I2. The di erence between the two results isof O R1).

For the cylinder, substitute Eqn. into the RHS of Egns. 37 and [9. The di erence
between the exact and approxin ate inertialterm sisofO R ),where isde ned asin Eqn.
[44.

T hese conclusions do not depend on the choice of solution (or on the number of tem s
retained .n Eqn.[44). T hey explicitly show that the goveming equation isonly validtoO R )
orO0 R )).Conssquently, the solutions can only be m eaningfiilto the sam e order, and the
boundary conditions need only be satis ed to that order. W ith these considerations, aln ost
all of the solutions in the preceding section are equivalent. The only ones which are not |
such asEqn.[41l | are those n which the solution itself hasbeen fiirther approxin ated >

Since the omulae for determ ining Cp Eagns. [19 and [24) are of the orm 1=R + tem s

13 ™ this case, the Bessel fiinctions have been expanded near R = 0 and are no longer well behaved as
RI! 1.
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lnear In stream function + nonlinear tem s, a stream function which isvalid to 0 R ) will
result n a drag coe cient which isvaldto O R ). Thus, n allofthe omul HrC, which
have been presented so far, only the rsttem ism eaningfill. Fora sohere, this is the Stokes’
drag Eagn.[29), and or the cylinder, Lamb’s results Eqn.[42).

W e have concluded that it is only good fortune that O seen’snew \3=8R " tem is actually
correct. This concurs w ith the analysis of P roudm an et al., who wrote, \Strictly, O seen’s
m ethod gives only the leading tem ... and is scarcely to be counted as superior to Stokes's
m ethod for the purpose of cbtaining the drag." P roudm an and Pearson,|1957) P roudm an
and Pearson also note that the vast e ort expended nding exact solutions to O seen’s equa-—
tion is \of lin ited value." G oldstein’s formula for Cp , for instance, is expanded to 0 R°),
well beyond the accuracy of the original goveming equations. T he reason for O seen’s good
fortune is rooted in the sym m etry of the problam . Chester and Van D yke both cbserve that
the non-linear tem s which O seen’s calculation neglects, whik needed for a correct stream
function, do not contribute to the drag because of symm etry (Chester, 11964; Van D vke,
1979).

Lindgren argues that Faxen proved that, when the boundary conditions arem et properly
and O seen’s equations solved exactly, the resulting Cp, is that obtained by Stokes Eqn.[29)
{Lindgren,1999) . W hether this argum ent is correct does not m atter, as O seen’s additional
tem is beyond the accuracy ofhis goveming equations.

T here isanother approxin ation which ariseswhile com puting Cp In the context ofO seen’s
equation. M any workers (eg. (Tom otika and A 0i,11950)) com pute the pressure in Egns.
and [24 by integrating O seen’s equation Egn. [35, rather than the N avier-Stokes equations
Ean. [6). T Egns. 20 and 25, we presented a pressure calculation based on the N avier
Stokes equations. Calculating pressure using the linearized O seen equation introduces an
additional approxin ation into Cp . W hile not necessarily problem atic or inconsistent, this
approxin ation can be di cul to identify.

f. Two di erent interpretations O ne criticism of the O seen equation is that i m ay be
cbtained by linearizing the N avierStokes equations, w ithout regard to the m agnitude of
nertialand viscoustem s. By writingu = U; + u,treating u asa sm allperturbation, and
expanding Eqgn. [6 one can form ally reproduce O seen’s equations. C learly, the disturbance
to the uniform stream is not negliglbl near the surface of the solid body, and therefore

O seen’s equations \would appear to be a poor approxin ation in the neighborhood of the
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body where the boundary condition ©w = 0 requires that the true nnertial term be an all."
{H appel and B renner, |1973)

T his incorrect argum ent, put forth as a reason to use Stokes’ solutions, overlooks the
origins of O seen’s equations. The point of O seen’s approxin ation is that inertial tem s
are only signi cant at large values of Ij where R Ij is no longer negligbble. Near the
surface ofthe s0lid, the approxin ate inertial tem s which O seen introduced are negligble in
com parison to the viscous tem s, because they arem ultiplied by the factorR (in the LH S of
Eqgn.[35). Hence the di erence between O seen’s and Stokes’ equations in the neighborhood
ofthe sphere willbe 0of O R ), and is beyond the scope of either theory.

g. Better approxin ations

T he approach of W hitehead was essentially to im prove Stokes’ solution for the sphere
In an iterative fashion W hitehead,|1888). By substituting the rst approxin ation into the
goveming equations, he estin ated the neglected temm s. He then tried, and faikd, to solve
the resulting goveming equation. T his approach fails because the Stokes’ equations are not
unifom ly valid to zeroth order.

O seen’s equations are uniform Iy valid, and, as P roudm an rem arked, \there seam s little
reason to doubt that W hitehead’s iterative m ethod, using O seen’s equation rather than
Stokes's equation would yield an expansion, each successive term ofw hich would represent a
uniform ly valid higher approxin ation to the ow . In each step ofthe iteration, a lower-order
approxin ation would be used to caloulate those particular nertia temm s that are neglected

. the expansion generated in this way would seem to be the m ost econom ic expansion
possibl." {Proudm an and Pearson,|1957)

P roudm an did not ollow through on this idea, instead developing a solution based on
m atched asym ptotics expansions (see below ). In an appendix, Van D yke relates the unpub—
lished work ofC .R . Hlingworth (1947) (Van D yke,|[1975) . Tllingw orth carried through W hite—
head’s program , deriving a new expression Eqn. [52) for Cp, which agreesto 0 R? hR)
w ith the lJater results ofm atched asym ptotic calculations Eaqn.[55).

3 9 _, 5 8l _, 5
Cp = 1+ =R + —R“IogR + 0:d1333R“ + %R logR 0:0034R™ + ::: 52)

6
R 8 40

A though this result has since been subsum ed by m atched asym ptotics, it is nonetheless
rem arkable, substantially In proving any previous drag calculations, and rigorously justifying

O s=een'’s 3=8R tem .
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There have alo been e orts (eg. (Shanks,|1955; Van D yke, 11970)) to \resum " G old—
stein’s series expansion for C, Eqgn. [48). However, these results have little intrinsic (as
opposed to m ethodological) value, as G oldstein’s result isonly valid to O R ). Ifapplied to
m ore accurate approxin ations, such as Eqn.[52, these m ethods could be worthw hik. A las,
even In proved approxin ations lack a su cient numbers of temm s In the expression for C
to m ake this practicable.

h. Summ ary

Sinply put, O ssen’s equations resolved the paradoxes of Stokes and W hitehead, put
Stokes’ results on m theoretical ground, and ld to the rst solution for the drag on a
cylinder. A though the O seen equations happen to provide a uniform 7 valid rst approxi-
m ation, it is di cul to extend this work to higher order approxim ations.

Figure [8 oom pares the \predictions" of O seen theory to experim ental and num erical
data for the drag on a sphere. Again, O seen’s rst order theory is, strictly speaking, not
adequate to m ake the predictions w ith which it is traditionally credited. The theoretical
drag coe cients are roughly valid orR . 02, with G oldstein’s solution Egn. [48) being
slightly better than O seen’sprediction Eqn.[39). A llare clearly superior to Stokes’ form ula

Eoqn.[29).

F igure[d also show s the prediction of ITlingw orth’s second order O seen theory Ean.[57).
N ot surprisingly, it gives the best prediction ofCy, , particularly when ocom pared to D ennis’
num erical resuls.

Figure |9 show s the im portant predictions of O seen theory for the drag on an in nite
cylinder. A s with the sphere, the theory is only truly entitled to predict the lowest order
term . Figure[d show s decent agreem ent w ith the data. A Ifhough m ore \exact" solutions
(such as Bairstow ’s and Im ai’s) do better than Lamb’s lowest order solution, this is purely
ocolncidental. Tom otika’s solutions exhibit sim flar characteristics to these two solutions.

3. M atched asym ptotics

E orts to system atically In prove O seen’s results led to the developm ent of m atched

asym ptotic expansions!? This branch of applied m athem atics was developed gradually,

14 T histechnique isalso known asthem ethod of inner and outer expansions or doubk asym ptotic expansions.
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FIG .8 (Colronline) D rag on a sphere, experin ent vs. O seen theory [Dennis and W aker, [1971;
Le C lair and Ham ielec, 11970; M axworthy, [1965). The Stokes’ solution (Egn.[29) is shown at the

bottom for reference. In these coordinates, it is de ned by the lne y = 0.

w ith system atic work beginning w ith papers by K aplun and Lagerstrom et al. Kaplun,
1954;|Lagerstrom and Cole,11955). K aplun subsequently used these techniques to calculate
the drag on a cylinder, cbtaining an entirely new result for Cp (Lagerstrom et all,|1967).
P roudm an and Pearson subsequently applied m atched asym ptotics to both the sohere and

the cylinder, deriving a new resul forthe drag on a sphere (P roudm an and Pearson,|1957).

\The principle of asym ptotic m atching is sinple. The interval on which a
boundary-value problem isposed is broken into a sequence oftwo orm ore over—
Bpping subintervals. Then, on each subinterval perturoation theory is used to
obtain an asym ptotic approxin ation to the solution of the di erential equation
valid on that Interval. F inally, them atching isdone by requiring that the asym p-
totic approxin ations have the sam e functional form on the overlap of every pair

or intervals. This gives a sequence of asym ptotic approxin ations ... the end
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FIG.9 (Colronline) Drag on a cylinder, experin ent vs. O seen theory (Jayaweera and M ason,

1965;|T ritton,11959) .

resul is an approxin ate solution to a boundary-value problm valid over the

entire Interval” Bender and O rzag,1999).

Both of the two low Reynolds number problem s are attacked in sin ilar fashion. The
problam is divided :nto only two regions. The rst region is near the surface of the solid
body. In this region, nertial tem s are an all, the approxin ation of Stokes R 0) applies,
and theproblm issolved perturbatively (inR).Ateach orderin R, the two no-slip boundary
conditions at the surface are applied. O ne undetem ined constant rem ains (@t each order
In R). Loosely speaking, it is detemm ined by the boundary condition as j! 1 . This
expansion is referred to as the Stokes expansion.

The s=eoond region is far from the sohere, where inertial tem s are In portant. In this
region, R Ij O (1), and the approxin ations which ld to O seen’s goveming equation
apply. The O seen problem is then solved perturbatively, and the boundary condition as
¥Fj! 1 isapplied. There are two undetem Ined constants ram aining; they are related to
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the boundary conditions on the surface. This perturbative expansion is referred to as the
O seen expansion.

T he next part of this calculation is asym ptotic m atching, w hich detem ines the rem aining
coe cients.!® In this process, we expand the O seen expansion for small R ¥3j and the
Stokes expansion for large ¥J. By dhoosing the three hitherto undetem ined coe cients
approprately, these two lim iting f©om s are m ade to agree order by order In R . For this
to be possbl, the two asym ptotic fiinctional form s must overlap. W ith the ocoe cients
determm ined, the two unique, locally valid perturbative approxin ations are com plkte. If
desired, they can be com bined to m ake a single uniform }7 valid approxin ation.

W hik straightforward in theory, asym ptotic m atching isdi cult in practice, particularly
for an equation like the N avierStokes equation. However, it is still far sin pler than alter—
natives, such as iteratively solving the O seen equations. Van D yke's book is an excellent
presentation ofthem any subtlktieswhich arise in applying m atched asym ptotics to problem s
In uidmedchanics (Van D yvke,1975). W e now present the m atched asym ptotic solutions for
Egns. [9 and [12. These solutions result in the \state of the art" drag coe cients for both
the sohere and the cylinder.

a. Sphere

A Yhough Lagerstrom and Col initially applied m atched asym ptotics to the problem of
the sphere, the sam inal work came in an elgant 1957 paper by P roudm an and Pearson
{Lagerstrom and C ok, |1955;|P roudm an and Pearson,[1957) . Chester and B reach extended
thispapervia a di cul calculation In 1969 (IChester and B readh,11969) . W e sum m arize the
results ofboth papers here. T hese workers used a perturbative solution in the Stokes regim e
of the fom :

0 )= o+R ;+R?’bgR , +R? ,+RIgR +R? ;+0 R°® (53)

T his rather peculiar perturbative form cannot be determ ined a priori. R ather, it arose In a
fastidious Increm ental fashion, calculating one tem at a tim e. T he procedure of asym ptotic
m atching required including tem s like R? JogR in the expansion; othemw ise, no m atching is
possible. N ote that m atched asym ptotics gives no explanation forthe origin ofthese singular
tem s.

15 At thispoint, there are two unknown coe cients in the O seen expansion, and one i the Stokes expansion .
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The rststep to nding a perturbative solution in the O seen region isto de ne the O seen
variabks:

= R1; (; )=R? @ )

Part ofthe reason for this transformm ation can be understood via the derivation ofthe O seen
equation. The region where inertial e ects becom e im portant has been shown to be where
R¥j O (1). Intuitively, the variable = Rr is a natural choice to analyze this regin e,
asitwillbe ofO (1). The precise reasons for the sslection of these variables is a technique
from boundary layer theory known as a dom inant alance argum ent, which we w ill revisit
later Bender and O rzag,[1999).

T he perturbative expansion In the O seen region takes the fom :
(; )= o+R ;+R? ,+R*IgR 45 +0 R?® (54)

N ote that there isno R? ogR tem in this expansion; none is required to m atch with the
Stokes expansion. A s w ith the Stokes expansion, this form cannot be determ ined a priori.

P roudm an and Pearson com pltely solved for the Stokes’ expansion through O R logR),
and partially solved for the O R?) term . They determ ined the O seen expansion through
O (R).Chester and B reach extended these results up to a partial solution forO R?3) in the
Stokes’ expansion, and to O R logR ) in the O seen expansion.

The exact form of these expansions is given in Chester and Breach !® Som e aspects of
these results have been seen before: T he kading order in the Stokes’ expansion ( () issin ply
the Stokes solution (Egn. [28). In the O seen expansion,  is sinply the formula for the
uniform stream expressed In O seen variables. The ssecond term , 1, is the rotationalpart of
O seen’s solution Eqn.[38).

16 N ote that the expression Hr , in P roudm an, is incorrect (P roudm an and Pearsor,|1957). There isalso a
m istake In Chester and Breach [Chester and Breach,11969), Eqgn. 3.5; the coe cient of cg should be r 3

notr 2.
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FIG .10 (Colronline)D ragon a sphere, experim ent vs. m atched asym ptotic theory. E xperin ental

and num erical results are plotted as in Figure[§.

Both sets of authors then used their result for the Stokes expansion to calculate Cp ,
which is given in Eqn.[55.

6 3 9
Cob = — 1 +oR+ -R°DyR
[{z} |-{z=} | —{z——}
\Stokes" \O seen" P roudm an |
9, 5 323 27, ,
+ R +2g2 = + 2 R3IgR+0 R (55)

40 3 360 80
| {z }

C hester and B reach

Here is Euler’s constant. This formula reproduces and extends nearly all earlier work.
Ean. [53 show s both the original results of P roudm an and Pearson and the higher order
contributions of Chester and Breach (Chester and B readh, 11969; [P roudm an and Pearson,
1957). The \Stokes" term is Stokes’ original result Eagn.[29), which was rigorously jasti ed
by O seen. The \O seen" temm is generally credited to O seen (Eqgn.[39), although it is really
beyond the accuracy of his work, and is only jasti ed by this calculation.t’

Figure [I0 com pares the results of m atched asym ptotics Eqn. [B3) with experin ental
data, num erical resuls, and the basic prediction of O seen’s equation Egn.[39). This plt
has been the source of som e confusion. M axw orthy exam Ined his data and conclided that
Cp as com puted by O seen and G odstein Eqgn. [48) were as good as any m atched asym p—
totics predictions M axworthyi, [1963). The calculations of D ennis and Le C lair, however,

17 Ilingw orth’s unpublished result also jisti es this tem .
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refute that clain , and dem onstrate the system atic in provem ent that resuls from m atched
asym ptotics.

Neither is it inm ediately clear that the extra term s n Egn. [53 due to Chester and
Breach are actually any in provem ent on the work of Proudm an and Pearson. Van D yke
notes, \T his resul is disappointing, because com parison w ith experin ent suggests that the
range of applicability has scarcely been increased." (Van D yke, |1975), and Chester hin self
rem arksthat \there is little point in continuing the expansion further." Atvery low Reynolds
num ber, how ever, the resuls of D ennis \indicate that the expression of C hester and B reach
gives a better approxin ation to the drag coe cient than any other asym ptotic solution until
about R = 0:3]." Dennisand W aker,|1971) F igure[10 show s the excellent Iow R agream ent
between D ennis’ num erical resuls and Eqn. [55.

T he prediction ofm atched asym ptotics Egn. [53) is close to Illingw orth’s second order
O seen theory (Ean. [52). Close exam nation show s that the m atched asym ptotics results
are slightly closer to the D ennis’ calculations In the lim it of low Reynolds num ber. Strictly
soeaking, these two theories should only be compared asr ! 0, and in this regin e m atched
asym ptotics is superior. T his is not surprising, as the best m atched asym ptotic calculation
is a higher order approxin ation than that of Ilingworth.

b. Cylinder

In 1957, Kapluin applied m atched asym ptotics to the problm of the cylinder, and
produced the st new result for Cp ([Kaplun, 11957). Additional stream function
calculations (ut without a drag ooe cient) were done by Proudm an and Pearson
{Proudm an and Pearson, 11957). Kaplun’s calculations were extended to higher order by
Skinner, whose work also explored the structure of the asym ptotic expansions (Skinner,
1978). W e summ arize results from all three papers here.

N ear the surface of the cylinder, the Stokes’ expansion applies, and the perturbative
solution takes the follow ng form .

@ )= o ; )+R,( ; )+K 50 ; )+ 0 R? (56)

Here, = R) is de ned as in Eqn. [4]l. W hat is ram arkable about the structure of
this expansion is its dependence on . To be preciss, each function , is actually another

perturbative expansion, in

n@ ;)= Eal )+ Faplp )+ 0 7)



T his orm ulation is equivalent to an asym ptotic expansion in tem soflogR !, which isused
by P roudm an and Pearson:

(r. ']QgR) _ Fn;l (r; )+ FH;Z (r; )+ o 1 (58)
n\r s (]ogR )1 (]ogR )2 (]OgR )3

This form ismuch Jsse cient than that given in Eqgn. [57, in the sense that m ore temm s
in the Stokes and O seen expansions are needed to cbtain a given number of tetm s In Cp, .
For that reason, expansions In  are used here.

T his curious asym ptotic form is necessitated by m atching requirem ents. It is also the
source of a number of bizarre com plications. The st inplication is that all tem s In
Eagn.[58 of O R ) and higher w ill be transcendentally sm aller than any of the temm s In the
expansion for . This is true asym ptotically, asR ! 0. The reason for this is that nertial
term s never enter into any of the goveming equations for the Stokes’ expansion; they enter
only through the m atching process w ith the O seen expansion.

A swih the sohere, the st step to nding a perturbative solution in the O seen region
is to transform Into the relevant O seen variables. In this case,

=Ry (;)=R @) 59)

T he perturbative expansion which can solve the problem in the O seen region has the sam e

generic form asEqn.[58.
(7 )= o(; 7 )+R1(; ; )+OR? (60)

The functions ,( ; ; ) can alo be expressed asa ssrdes in = R). However, the fomula
cannot be w ritten down as conveniently as it could in Egn.[57. The rsttwo tem s take the

form s given in Eqn. [61l.

o(; 7 )=THo(; )+ EBsi(; )+0 °? (6la)

(i) "Fi0 (5 )+ Fo(; )+0 () (61b)

K aplun and P roudm an both considered only tem sofO R °) in the Stokes’ expansion. A s
R ! 0, this is an excellent approxin ation, as allhigher tem s are transcendentally an aller.
In this lin i, the Stokes expansion takes a particularly sin pl fom :
X 1
w )= 1@ ; )= a, " 2rlogr r+- sh (62)

r
n=1
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K aplun obtained tem sup to and includingn = 3. P roudm an et al. also obtained expressions
for the O seen expansion, abeit expressed as a series .n IogR ! . Skinner extended K aplun’s
Stokes expansion to include temsup to O (3),0 R ),and O R? ) |Bkinner,[1975). He
cbtained approxin ate solutions for the O seen expansion, ncliding tem s up to O ( ) and
O R). The Iowest order solutions In the O seen expansion are related to the expression for
a unifbrm stream and the solution of Lamb (Eqn.[4]).

U sing his solution, K aplun com puted a new resul forthe drag coe cient Egn. [63) which
agrees w ith Lamb’s result Eqn.[42) at lowest order.

Cp = — k3 63)

R
Here, k= KoK &) & 'L @x) 4K &)L )+ 1)dx  0:87. Skinnerextended these

resuls, showed that term s of O R °) do not contrbute to the drag, and calculated the st

transcendentally am aller contrioution, which isof O R?!). His result is given in Eqn.[64.

R2

Cp = — k*+0 * — 1 =-+0 °?
R 32 2

The value of these new temn s is questionable, and Skinner him s=lf noted that they are

+0 R? (64)

likely negligble in comparison to the neglected terms of O ( ?). A sym ptotically this is
unequivocally true.

Figure com pares the predictions of m atched asym ptotic theory wih Lamb’s result
Ean. [42) based on O seen’s equation. A though both theories agree as r | 0, m atched
asym ptotic results seem no better than Lamb’s solution. The com parison is further com pli-
cated by the scatter in the di erent experin ents; m atched asym ptotics agree m ore closely
w ith Trtton’s m easurem ents, whilk Lamb’s solution agrees better with Jayaweera’s. W e
draw two conclusions from Figure [11]: Both theories break down for R & 0: and nei-
ther theory is dem onstrably m ore accurate. Even m ore disappointingly, Skinner’s resul is
now here better than K aplun’s | it is actually worse at higher R eynolds num bers.

Part ofthe problem w ith them atched asym ptotics approach arises from the need fortwo
expansions, n  and R . Because in niely m any orders of are needed before any higher
orders In R are relevant m eans that In niely m any tem s in the O seen expansion m ust be
calculated before the second order term in the Stokes expansion. This is ine cient, and is
the reason for Skinner’s Jack of success.

A recent paperby K elleret al. solved thisproblem num erically K eller and W ard,11996).
They developed a m ethod to sum all ofthe orders of forthe rsttwo ordersofR . Their
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FIG. 11 (Colr online) Drag on a cylinder, experinent vs. matched asym ptotic theory

(Jayaw eera and M ason,|1965;|T ritton,11959) .

\beyond all orders" num erical results prove the im portance of these higher order tem s.
W hen such tem s are acoounted for, the resulting Cp isvastly in proved from K aplun’s, and
is superior to any of the analytic solutions discussed here. Interestingly, it seem s to agree
very well with the experin ents of T ritton, although it is di cul to tell from the plot in

their paper, which does not ram ove the lrading order divergence.

4. O ther theories

Amongst the communiy interested In settling velocities and sedin entation, there are
m any theoreticalm odels of the drag on a sohere. T hese workers specify Cp as a function of
R by m eans of a \sphere drag correlation." An overview ofthese form ula is given by Brown
Brown and Law ler, 2003). These resuls are generally sam iem pirical, relying on a blend
of theoretical calculations and phenom enologically t param eters to predict Cp over a large
range of Reynolds number. W hilke practically usefi1l], these resuls are not speci ¢ to low

R eynolds num bers, and cannot be derived from the N avier-Stokes equations. T hey address
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a di erent problem , and w ill not be further considered here.

O ne other sam iem pirical theory is due to Carrier (Carrer, [1953). He argued that the

Inertial corrections in the O seen equation were overweighted, and multiplied them by a
coe cient which he constrained to be between 0 and 1. Consequently, his theory is in
som e sense \In between" that of Stokes and that of O seen. He ultin ately determ ined this

coe cient em pirically.

5. Tem inolgy

Confusing tem inology, particularly in the m atched asym ptotics literature, riddles the
history of these problem s. W e previously detailed discrepancies in the de nition ofCp . In
this section we explain the som etim es con icting tem s used In the m atched asym ptotics
literature, introduce a convention which elim inates confusion, and also explain how some
authors adopt di erent de nitions of the R eynolds’ num ber.

M atched asym ptotics literature discusses num erous perturbative expansions, each of
which are valid In a di erent regin e, or \dom ain of validity." D i erent authors use dif-
ferent Jabels for these expansions. M ost workers de ne the \Inner" expansion to be the
expansion which is valid inside the boundary layer [Bender and O rzag,1999). A boundary
layer is a region of rapid variation in the solution. T he \outer" expansion is valid ocutside of
the boundary layer, where the solution is slow Iy varying (Bender and O rzag,11999). P rob-
Jem s w ith muliple boundary layers require additional term inology. T he outer expansion is
based \upon the prin ary reference quantities in the problem ," and the inner expansion is
usually obtained by stretching the original variables by dim ensionless fiinctions of the per-
turbation param eter Van D yke,1975). T he appropriate stretching, or scaling functions are
cbtained through a dom inant lalance analysis, which can be di cult. A fter this rescaling,
the argum ent of the Inner expansion w illbe ofO (1) inside the boundary layer. A coom pany-—
Ing these Inner and outer expansions are \Inner variables", \outer variables", \inner Iim its",
and \outer lin its".

The Iow Reynoldsnumber ow problem s are com plicated by the fact that som e authors,
Including Van D yke, also de ne expansions on the basis oftheirphysical location (Van D yke,
1975). The \outer" Iim it is valid far from the solid body (F¥7jis large), and the \inner" Iim it

is valid near the surface of the body (¥j 1).
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This is consistent w ith yet another de nition, based on proxin iy to the origin of the
chosen coordinate system . In a review paper Lagerstrom and Casten de ne the \nnner
Im it" as being \valid near the origin," and the \outer Im i" as being \valid except near
the origin." (Lagerstrom and Casten,|1972) Part of theirm otivation for thisnew de nition
w as to distinguish between the dom ain of validity of an expansion, and the lim it process by
which i is cbtaned.

Finally, Kaplun refers to the inner and outer lin its based on their correspondence to
high Reynodds number ow (Kapln,[1957). He identi es the Stokes’ approxin ation as the
\Inner" lim it, and O seen’s equation as the \outer" lim it.

Part of the confusion arises because of disagreem ents over the location of the boundary
Jayer. Van D yke clain s that \it is the neighborhood of the point at n niy", whik K aplun
argues that the boundary layer is near the surface. D e nitions referenced to the boundary
layer disagree when there are disagreem ents about its location.

To elin inate this confiision, a preferablk altemative notation has em erged from subse-
quent work K aplun and Lagerstrom|, 11957%; |P roudm an and Pearson, [1957). W e ollow this
notation, de ning the\O seen" and \Stokes" expansions, which were used in the previous-
section. The O seen expansion is valid far from the surface, and is expressed In stretched
coordinates. The Stokes lin it is valid near the surface of the sohere, where r is an all, and
is expressed i the original variables!®

M atched asym ptotics workers also discuss uniform approxin ations, interm ediate expan-—
sions, or com posite expansions Bender and O xzad,11999;Lagerstrom et all,[1967;Van D vke,
1975). The basic idea is that the Stokes and O seen expansions can be blended together to
form a single expression which is valid everywhere. This result reduces to the two ordginal
expansions when expanded asym ptotically in the two lin its. How to caloulate a unifom
expansion is discused below .

There are also m Inor di erences in the de niion of the Reynolds number, R. Some
authorsde ne R based on the diam eter of the solid, while othersbase it on the radius. This
factor of 2 can be di cul to track. W e de ne the Reynolds num ber using the radius of
the xed body: R = 3; B= . It is worth noting that Kaplun Lagerstrom et all, 1967),

18 van D yke’s book is not consistent in relating \inner" and \outer" expansions to the Stokes and O seen

expansions.
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Tom otika (Tom otika and A 0i1,11950), G oldstein (G oldstein,|1965), Licbster (Ligbster,[1927),
Thom (Thom/,[1933) and Tritton (Tritton,11959) alluse the diam eter.

C . Uniform Iy valid approxim ations

A sm entioned previously, the Inner and outer expansionsm ay be combined Into a single,
uniform ¥ valid approxin ation, which is applicable everywhere. For a function of one vari-
able, the uniform approxin ation is constructed as n Eqgn. [63 Bender and O rzag, 11999).

Yuniom &) = Youter ®) + Yinner X) Yoverlap x) (65)

Yoverlap (X) consists ofthe comm on \m atching" tem sbetween the inner and outer expansions.

K aplun dem onstrates that Vuniem &) ! v &) as the expansion variabke R ! 0, ie. the
uniform approxin ation tends to the exact solution everywhere {Lagerstrom et all,|1967). To
be m ore precise, if the m atched asym ptotics solution is constructed to O R 1), then

My &) Yoiem &) O RT

R! O

A s a m atter of practice, calculating the uniform solution is m echanistic. First, express
the Inner and outer expansions in the sam e coordinates; In our cass, express the O seen
expansion in Stokes variables!’ A lematively, one can express the Stokes expansion in
O seen variables. N ext, express both solutions as a power series In the expansion param eter,
R . By construction the Stokes expansion is already in this form but the transform ed O seen
expansion is not, and m ust be expanded to the sam e power in R as the Stokes solution.

From thesetwo power series we can identify the \overlap" fiinction, Yoversp - T his flinction
consists of the tem s which are in comm on between the two expansions, and is usually
obtained by inspection. O f course, yovernp 15 Only valid to the sam e order as the original
m atched asym ptotics solution, and higher order term s should be discarded. The uniform Iy

valid approxin ation is then cbtained using Yeyermp and Ean. [63.

19 N ote that this transform ation a ects both the radial coordinates and the stream function, and that it
di ers for the sphere and cylinder.
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1. The correct way to calkculate Cp

P roudm an and P earson argue that \unifom Iy valid approxin ationsper se are not usually
ofm uch physical interest ... In the present problem , for nstance, it is the Stokes expansion
that gives virtually all the physically Interesting inform ation." [[Proudm an and Pearson,
1957) A Il m atched asym ptotics calculations are based sokly on the Stokes expansion, and
are therefore in uenced by the O seen expansion only via the boundary conditions. For
Instance, the drag coe cient is calculated using only the Stokes’ expansion . O ther properties
of the stream function, such as the size of the dead water wake directly behind the sphere
or cylinder, are also calculated using the Stokes’ expansion.

In this section we argue that this approach is lncorrect, and that uniform Iy valid approx—
In ation should be used to calculate all quantities of interest. By adopting this viewpoint,
we obtain new results for Cp , and dem onstrate that these drag coe cients system atically
In prove on previousm atched asym ptotics resuls.

M atched asym ptotics workers argue that the drag coe cient is calculated at the surface
of the solid Eagns. 24,[19), where r = 1. Since the O seen solution applies for large r, the
Stokes solution applies for an all r, and the Stokes solution ought to be used to calculate
Cp . In fact, by construction, any unifom ly valid approxin ation m ust reduce to the Stokes
expansion n the IimitasRr ! O.

Curously, proponents of the Ossen equation argue oonversely (Faxen, [1927;
H appel and B renner,1973). They clain that because the O seen expansion happens to ap-—
ply everywhere, i should be used to calculate all sorts of quantities of Interest, Includ—
ing Cp . In fact, Hapel and Brenner wrote a book essentially devoted to this prem ise
{Happel and B renner, |1973). In faimess, i must be m entioned that all of these authors
were well aware of their choices, and m otivated their approach pragm atically: They ob—
tained usefiil solutions to otherw ise Intractable problam s.

In reality, both approaches converge to the exact solution for suitably sm all Reynolds’
num bers. However, for an allbut non-in niesin alR, the best estin ate of derivative quan—
tities such as Cp is obtained not by using the Stokes expansion, but by using a uniform Iy
valid approxin ation calculated w ith both the Stokes and O seen expansions. Such a drag
coe cient must agree w ith results derived from the Stokes expansion asRr ! 0, and i

can never be inferior. M oreover, this approach m akes determ nation of the drag coe cient’s
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accuracy straightforward; it is determm ined sokly by the accuracy of the uniform expansion,
w ithout any need to be concemed about its dom ain of applicability.

W e now calculate the drag coe cients for both the sohere and the cylinder using uni-
form Iy valid approxin ations, using previously published Inner and outer expansions. T hese
corrections are an all but m ethodologically noteworthy, and are absent from the existing
literature.

a. Cylinder

A Yhough the state-oftheart m atched asym ptotics solutions are due to K aplun, it ism ore
convenient to use stream functions K apln,|1957). Skinner conveniently com bines previous
work, providing a concise sum m ary of Stokes and O seen stream functions (Skinner,|1975).
W e base our derivation of a uniform ly valid approxin ation on the results in his paper. The

Stokes expansion is given by Eqn. (Skinnet, 11975).
3 1 1. 1
r; )= k”+ 0 2rlogr r+—- sn + O R (66)
r

The O seen E xpansion is given by Eqn.[67.
X
(7 )= sin n 5 shn +0 > +0 R' 67)
n

n=1
W ith these results, creating the uniform approxin ation and calculating Cp is straight—
forward. The only subtlety is the sine series .n Eqn.[67. H owever, Eqn.[2]] tells us that, for
the purposes of calculating the drag, only the coe cient of sin  m atters. W e calculate the
overlap between the two finctions by expanding Eqn. [67 about = 0. The resul is given
by Eqn.[68.
overmp T ) = g(ZJogr l)sn +0 % +0 R! (68)

Combining this with the O seen and Stokes expansions, we cbtain the uniform ly valid ap-—
proxin ation given by Eqn.[69.

© ) N 1 (rR) b3 r by 1 .
uni r; = r — ri(— — r r — sin
ppm 2r o 2 2r
X Rr r | 5 1
n — —snn +0 + 0O R (69)
2 n

n=2
By substituting this resul into Eqn.[21l, we obtain a new resul orCp :

24 32k3+ 6R?2 J R=2)+ R® | R=2)
Cp = R (70)
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FIG .12 (Colronline) D rag on a cylinder, com paring a unifom ly valid calculations and m atched

asym ptotics results(Jayaw eera and M ason,|1965;|T ritton, 11959) .

Fig.[12 com paresEqn.[70w ith K aplun’susualresult Eqn.[63d). Thenew drag coe cient
Egn.[70) is a an allbut systam atic in provem ent over the results of K aplun. Because they
are asym ptotically identicalup to O (%) and O R ), they agree asR ! 0. However, at
an allbut non—in nitesim alR, our new resul is superior. C om paring F igures[12 and[11, we
can also see a second surprise: The new result betters Skinner’s Cp , even though they were
based on the sam e stream functions. If Skinner had used a uniform Iy valid approxin ation,
his result would not have m islkadingly appeared inferior to K aplun’s.

b. Sphere

A sw ih the cylinder, calculating Cp from a uniform ly valid expansion yields an in proved
resul. H owever, there isa substantialdi erence In thiscase. A lthough m atched asym ptotics
calculations have been done through 0 R®) in Eqn. 53 and 0 R3IogR) in Eqn. [54, the
higher order tem s in the O seen expansion are In possibl to express In a sin plke analytic
form . A sym ptotic expressions exist (and have been used for m atching), but these cannot

be used to construct a uniform Iy valid expansion. C onsequently, we can only com pute the
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uniform expansion through O R ), and is predictions can only be m eaningfiilly com pared
to the rsttwo tem sin Eqn.[55.

T he solutions for the Stokes and O seen expansions are given in Chester and B reach, and
are quoted here (Chester and Breadh,|1969) . T he Stokes expansion :

1 1 3 5 1
@ )= = 2 3r+- Q:;() R— 2r 3r+- Q:()
2 r 16 r
|
2 1 1 2
21 3r+1 -+ — Q,() +0 R“IgR (71)
r r°
T he O seen expansion:
2 3 I a ) 2
(; )= Q.() R§(1+ ) 1 ez +0 R (72)
By taking the ! 0 Iimi of Eqn. [72, we can calculate the overlap between these two
expansions. T he resuk is given in Eqn.[Z3.
r rR 5
overlap (L7 ) = P 12 8r)Q;( )+ ry Bro,() 30 ())+0 R (73)

Eqgns.[73,[72, and [71] can be combined to form a uniform Iy valid approxin ation:

R; ) 5
wnipm & ) = T ) overlap @ )+ ? + 0 R7IogR (74)
Duetothee ¢ ) temm , we cannot use the sin ple expression ©rC, Eqn.[28). Instead,
wem ust use the full set of Eqgns. [11],[24, and [23. A fter com pleting this procedure, we cbtain

anew resul ©rCp, given by Eqn.[73.

6 e 2R
C, = — ——— 4088 1728+ 1140R + 335R?+ 56R°> + 6R* 60R (1+ R)
R 320R3
+ e 69120 + 23580R 2420R + 2010+ )R>+ 10018 )R 8R®
R=2 [ R=2)
3R6 e ;1 R ) +0 Rl (75)
4R

This resuk is plotted in Figure[13. A sym ptotically, it agrees w ith the m atched asym p—
totics predictions to O (1), as i must, and reproduces the 3=8R \Oseen" term . As R
Increases, however, the uniform calculation becom es superior to the st two tem s of the
m atched asym ptotic Cp . A though it is a mudch higher order solution than either of the

other two resuls, we show the fiillm atched asym ptotics prediction for com parison.
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FIG. 13 (Colr online) Drag on a sphere, experim ent vs. theory [Dennisand W aker, [1971;

Le C lair and H am ilkc,11970; M axw orthy,(1965).

ITT. THE RENORMALIZATION GROUP APPLIED TO LOW R FLOW

A . Introduction to the renorm alization group

In 1961, Lagerstrom proposed the rst ofa number of \m odelproblem s", ordinary di er-
ential equations w hich exhibited m any of the sam e asym ptotic features as the Iow Reynolds
num ber problem s. They were used to study and develop the theory ofm atched asym ptotic
expansions. T he m athem atical solution of these problem s is closely analogous to the actual
solutions of the N avier-Stokes equations.

A review ofthese equations, and oftheirm atched asym ptotic solutions, is given in Lager-
strom (Lagerstrom and Casten,|1972). T he relevant m odels can be sum m arized by the fol-

low Ing equation:

du n 1du du du °
— — +u—+ — =0 (76)
dx? x dx dx dx

This ODE is subfct to the boundary conditionsu( ) = 1,u@ ) = 0. In this equation,

n corresponds to the number of spatial din ensions h = 2 for the cylinder, n = 3 for the
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sohere). = 0 characterizes noom pressble ow,and = 1 correspondsto com pressble ow .

T his equation is sin ilar to the N avier-Stokes equations expressed in O seen variables. T here

are fundam ental di erences between the structure of the Incom pressible and com pressible
ow equations.

These m odel problem s are posed In Hinch, abeit n termm s of \Stokes" (rather than
\O seen") variables (Hindi,11991). H Inch begins by exam ining the m odel describing incom —
pressble ow pasta sphere. H e next exam ines ncom pressble ow past a cylinder, which he
calls \A worse problm ." F nally, he treats com pressble ow past cylinder, which he dubs
\A terrble problem "

T hese problam s, w hich have historically been the proving ground ofm atched asym ptotics,
were recently solved using new Renom alization G roup RG) techniques in two papers by
Chen et al. (Chen etall, 11994, |199€6). These technigues a ord both quantitative and
m ethodological advantages over traditionalm atched asym ptotics. The RG approach derives
allofthe subtke tem s (€g., R? JogR ) which arise during asym ptotic m atching, dem onstrat—
ing that origin of these tem s lies in the need to correct aw s inherent in the underlying
expansions. M oreover, RG does not require m ultiple rescalings of variabls, and is results,
while asym ptotically equivalent to those of m atched asym ptotics, apply over a much larger
range (9. they extend to higherR).

In particular, Chen et al. solved H inch’s st m odel, which describes incom pressble ow
past a sphere mh = 3, = 0), aswell as the m odel for both kinds of ow past a cylinder
nh = 2, = 0;1) IChen et all, 119943, 11996). In a notation consistent with H inch, they
term ed these m odels the \StokesO seen caricature” and the \terrbl problem ."

T he dram atic sucoess ofthe RG techniques In solving the m odel problam s Insoired their
application to the originallow Reynoldsnumber ow problem s. That isourprin ary purpoose
here, as the low Reynolds number problam s are the traditional proving ground for new
m ethodologies. W e will show that the RG technigues perform well when applied to thess
problem s. RG produces results superior to and encom passing the predictions of m atched
asym ptotics. M ore in portantly, the RG calculations are considerably sin pler than m atched
asym ptotics, requiring half the work.

The utility of the RG approach ism ost easily seen through an exam ple, which will also
provide a fram ew ork forunderstanding the analysispresented in subsequent sections. Several
pedagogical exam ples can also be found in the references (eg. (Chen et all, 1994k, (1996;
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G oldenfelo, 11992; 10 ona, 12000)). W e begin here w ith an analysis of the m ost com plicated
m odel problem , the \terrble problem ," which caricatures com pressble ow past a cylinder.

1. D etaikd analysis of the \terribke probkm "

A Tthough the \terrbl problem ," is solved In a paperby Chen et al,, we re-exam ine it here
In considerably m ore detail, as its solution is closely analogous to those of the low Reynolds
number ow problam s. This switchback problem is exosptionally delicate?’, requiring the
calculation ofan In nite num ber of term s for the leading order asym ptotic m atching.

T here are pitfalls and am biguities n applying RG techniques, even to the \terrible prob—
Jem " which whik terrble, is considerably sin pler than the reallow R eynolds num ber prob—
Jem s. Understanding these subtlketies In this sim pler context provides essential guidance
when attacking the N avier-Stokes’ equations.

W e want to solve the ODE given in Eqn. [77d, subct to the boundary conditions[770.
T his equation can be derived from Eqn.[7@by settingn = 2, = 1, and transfom ing to the
\Stokes" variabls, r = x= . Unlke Eqn.[7d, Eqn. [77 is obviously a shgular perturbation
In ,which hasbeen rem oved from the boundary conditions. The last term in the equation

vanisheswhen = 0.
d?u ) ldu@ — duw 2+ ( du (r) . 1)
— r =
dr? r dr dr u ey
ul)=0; u=1)=1 (77o)

This problem cannot be solved exactly, although num erical solution is straightforward.
Troublke arises due to the boundary layer?' located nearr= 1 . RG analysis requires that
we work in the \Inner" variable for our approxin ation to capture the correct behavior near
the boundary layer’?. This requirem ent m ay also be qualitatively m otivated by arguing
that one m ust choose coordinates to \stretch out" the boundary layer so that it can be well
characterized by our approxin ate solution.

To detemm ine the appropriate change of variables, we need to analyze Eqn. [77) using a

dom inant mlance argum ent (Bender and O xzag,[1999). A s it stands, the rst three temm s

20 Hinch notes, \It isunusualto nd such a di cul problem .." (|Hinch,|1991).
2l A boundary layer is a region of rapid variation in the solution, v ().
22 Here we use \Inner" i the usual sense [Bender and O rzag, 11999). For fiirther discussion, see Section

B 3
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of Egn. [77d) willdom inate, shce isamall. The rescaling x = r yields inner Eqgn.[18).
This, of course, is the sam e equation orighally given by Lagerstrom Eagn.[74d).

2

2
d'u x) N 1du) N du (x) u(X)du(X) ~ 0 (78a)
dx? x dx dx dx

u()=0; ux=1)=1 (78b)

T he next step In the RG solution is to begin w ith the ansatz that the solution to Egn.
[78) can be cbtained from a perturbation expansion Eqgn.[79). W e fully expect this ansatz
to fail, sihce we have a sihgular perturbation in ourODE .W e therefore refer to this starting

point as the na ve perturbation expansion.
ul) =u &+ uk+ ‘u®+0 (%) (79)

Collecting powers of , we obtain di erential equations for v x), u; x), etc:

0
u
o 0 B® e e+ u)e? + u0” ) = 0 (80)
0
1 0 u, 0 0 0 ®
0 tuug+ — 4 ueug + 2ugu;+u; =0 (81)
X
2 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 L'l02 0
0 tupuy + ujug + uou, + W)+ 2ugu, + —+ u, =0 (82)
X

a. o (%) solution

The st complication of the terrble problem arises when we attem pt to solve Egn.
[80, a nonlinear ODE . A Ithough one solution | Uy X) = Ay | is seen by ngoection, an
additional integration constant is not forthcom ing, and our solution to the O (%) problem
cannot satisfy both ofthe boundary conditions Eqn.[780). T he resolution to this quandary
is sin ple: Ignore the problm and it will go away; continue constructing the na ve solution
as ifug x) = Ay were wholly satisfactory. T he qualitative idea is that the O ( %) solution is
the uniform eld which we have far from any disturbance source. W hy is this acceptabl?

The RG m ethod is robust against shortcom ings in the na ve expansion. W e know that
singular perturoation problem s cannot be solved by a single perturbation expansion. W e
therefore expect problem s, such as secular behavior, to arise In our solution for the na ve
expansion. RG techniques can be used to ram ove these aw s from the perturbative solution,
tuming it Into a uniform Iy valid approxin ation {Chen et all, [1996). It does not m atter

w hether these defects arise from an inoom plete solution for uy x), the intrinsic structure of
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the equation, or a combination ofthe two. To solve the terrble problm (and later the low
R eynolds num ber problam s), we m ust exploit this exioiliy.

For subsequent calculations, there are two ways to proceed. First, wem ay retain A asan
arbitrary constant, one which w illultin ately be renom alized In the process of calculating a
unifom Iy valid approxin ation. A ematively, wem ay sst Ao = 1, satisfying the boundary
condition at x = 1 2* This unconventional approach to the RG calulation e ectively
shifts the freedom that usually com esw ith the O ( °) constants of integration into the O (1)
solution. Thisarti ce greatly sim pli es subsequent calculations, and is invaluable In treating
the N avierStokes equations. M oreover, these two approaches are equivalent, as we now
show .

b. 0 (') solution

Ifuy x) = Ap, Eqn.[8l sinpli es to Eqn. [83.

d?u; 1 du;
+ —+A, —=0 (83)
dx2 X dx

The solution is: u; X) = Bg+ Bi1e A yx), where g, (x) Rxl e 't " dt. Notice that the st
tem is linearly dependant on the uy (x) solution. T here are m any opinions regarding how to
utilize this degree of freedom K unihiro,1995;W oodrua ,11995). In our approach, one is free
to choose the hom ogeneocus solutions of ug;u; jetc. r convenience. The only constraint?® is
that the \na ve" solution (Eqgn.[79) must have a su cient num ber of Integration constants
to m eet the boundary conditions. In this exam ple, that m eans two constants of integration.
D i erent choices of particular solutions w ill ultin ately result in di erent approxim ate
solutions to the ODE . However, all of these solutions w ill agree w ithin the accuracy lin ita—
tions of the original approxim ation (In this case the na ve expansion). This can be shown
explicitly. In this exam ple, as In the low Reynolds num ber problem s, we choose a particular
solution which sin pli es subsequent calculations. Setting By = 0 (note that this is not the

sam e as a rede nition of the constant A (), we obtain the solution:

u®)= Ao+ B (A0x1+0(2) (84)
| 21822 0%

divergent as x! 0

The second term In Eqgn. [84 diverges logarithm ically asx ! 0. Onem ay argue that this
divergence is irrelevant, since the range of the orighalvariablk isr2 [1;1 ), and num erical

23 M eetihg the boundary condition at x = results only in the trivial solution v, () = O.
24 0 f course the solution must also satisfy the goveming equation.
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solutionsdem onstrate that the solutionstoEqn.[771: [1;1 ) divergewhen extended tor < 1.

But the argum ent that the divergence in Eagn. [84 is an intrinsic part of the solution (and

therefore should not be considered problem atic) is lncorrect. A though the original variable,

r,islmitedtor2 [1;1 ), the transform ed variabl, x = r,hastherangex 2 [0;1 ). This

occurs because there are no restrictions on the lower Im it of . The divergence exhibited

by the second term of Egn. [84 m ust be rem oved via renom alization in order to tum the
awed na ve solution into a uniform ly valid approxin ation.

T his divergence arises or two reasons. F irst, we are perturbing about an O ( °) solution
which is de cient; it is m issing the second Integration constant (and concom itant fiinda-—
m ental solution). M ore fundam entally, Eqn attem pts to solve a sihgular perturbation
problem with a regular expansion, an approach which must fail. The RG technigue solves
these problem s by restructuring the na ve expansion and elin nating the aws n v X).

A Yhough A, is sin ply a constant of integration when = 0, i must bem odi ed when

& 0. W ew illabsorb the divergences into am odi cation, or renomm alization, ofthe constant
of integration A . Fom ally, one begis by \splitting" the secular tem s, replacing e; @ ¢x)
bye Box) e@, )+a@, ),where isan arbitrary position. T his results n Eqn[85:

u)=RAg+ B e Box) @) )+a@, )+ 0 (%) 85)

Sihce isarbitrary, it can be chosen such thate R ox) e Ay ) isnon-secular (fora given

x). The divergence is now contained in the last tetm of Eqn. [83), and is exhibited as a

function of

It is deal with by introducing a multjplicative renom alization constant, Z; = 1 +
P )

i:lai( )1, and then renom alizing Ay asAy = Z1A,( )?° The coe cientsa ;( ) can then

be chosen 2° order by order so as to elin inate the secular term in Eqn. [85). Substituting,

and choosing a; to elin nate the naltem ofEqgn.[85, we cbtain
u)=Ro( )+ B Bo( )x) e®@o() )N+0¢) (86)

W here a; satis es p ‘
Bie (Ao ( )@+ o ai()h)

87
Ayg() €7

a;( )=

25 A g is the only constant which can be renom alized to rem ove the divergences, as B, is proportional to

the secular tem s.
28 N ote that the coe cientsm ust also be ndependent of x.
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N ote that to cbtain Eqn. we needed to expand e, about = 0. Unusually In this
equation, the renom alized constant A, ( )) appears n the argum ent of the exponential
Integral; this com plicates the calculation. W e will later show how to avoid this problem by
restructuring our calculations.

Q ualitatively, the idea underlying Eqn. is that boundary conditions far away (from
x = ) are unknown to our solution at x , O that By isundeterm ined at x = . RG
determm ines A In this regin e through the renom alization constant Z; which dependson ).
A fterw ard there w illbe new constants which can be used to m eet the boundary conditions.

The RG condition states that the solution u (x) cannot depend on the arbitrary position

. This requirem ent can be In plem ented in one oftwo ways. F irst, since @ u (x) = 0, apply
@ totheRHS ofEgn.[8d and set the result equal to zero:

er() A()

Ag()+ B 4+ 0 eBol) ePol)x 45 (2)=0 88)
Aog( )
The next step in RG is to realize Eqn.[88 inp]jesthatAg( ) O ( ).Retaning only term s
ofO ( ), we obtain:
da ePol)
Uy g &0 4o (H=0 89)
d
In principle, we sinply solve Eqn. for Ay ( ). Unfortunately, that is not possbl,

due to the presence of Ay ( ) In the exponential. This com plication also occurs in other
sw itchback problem s, as well as In the low Reynolds number problem s. Egn. can be
solved by an iterative approach: Initially sst = 0, and solve orAy( ) = (, a constant.

N ext substitute this result into the O ( ) term in Eqn [89, solving orA, ( ) again:

Ag( )= o+ Biet(o ) (90)

In this solution, we have a new iIntegration constant, . Havihg ocbtained this result, we
again must exploi the arbitrary nature of . Setting = x, and substituting into Eqn [84,
we obtain:

u®)= o+ Bie( x)+ 0 (%) 91)

But this is identical to the orighal solution Egn. [83)! W hat have we accom plished?
T his renom alized result is guaranteed to be a unifom Iy valid resul, for 8x. The renor-
m alization procedure ensures that the logarithm ic divergence in Eqgn.[9]] is required by the

solution, and is not an artifact of our approxin ations. Obtaining the sam e answer is a
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consequence of solving Egn. Teratively. Had we been able to solve that equation exactly,
this disconcerting coincidence would have been avoided.
W e obtaln the nal solution to Eqn. by applying the boundary conditions Eaqn.
[780) to Eqn.[@1: o= 1,B; = 1=( e( )). Lastly, we undo the Initial change of variables
(r= x= ), yielding the result given in Eqn [92. A s shown in Chen et al,, this is an excellent

approxin ate solution [Chen et all,[1996).

e (r ) 5

ur)=1 + 0 92)
e ()
Furthem ore, if we expand the ooe cient B ; = 1=( e()) for ' 0, Bi()=
1= 1= ) =§[n(l= ). These logarithm ic functions of are exactly those which are

required by asym ptotic m atching! These \unexpected" orders n  m ake the solution of
thisproblem via asym ptoticm atching very di cul. T hey m ust be deduced and introduced
order by order, so as to m ake m atching possibl. In the RG solution, they are seen to arise
naturally as a consequence ofthe term 1=e, ( ).

T here are several other equivalent ways to structure this calculation. It is worthwhile to
exam Ine these (and to dem onstrate their equivalence), In order to stream line our approach
for the Iow Reynolds num ber problem s.

The rst variation occurs in how we apply the RG condition. R ather than applying @
to Eqn.[86, wem ay also realize that the original constants of integration, Ay = Z1 ( )Ac( ),
m ust be ndependent of . Hence the \altemative" RG equation:

@A, Q@@1( )Ao())

= =0
@ @
P .

Substiuting Z; = 1+ ( Bey ( A ( )@+ L a( )H))=Ao( )+ O (%), one obtains:

0 eAO(’ Ag( ) 2

Ayl )+ + et +0 ? =0 (93)

° 8 Ao ()
Because this mpliesA,( ) O (), Eqn.[03 sinpli esto Eqn. B3 (to within O (?)), and

these two m ethods of In plem enting the RG condition are equivalent.

In addition to this dichotom ous In plam entation ofthe RG condition, there is yet another
way to structure the analysis from the outset: W e sst Ay = 1 In the zeroth order solution,
and rely on the robustness of the RG approach to variations In our perturbative solution.

W ih this uy (x) solution, there is no longer any freedom In our choice of u; (x) Integration
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constants | both are needed to m eet boundary conditions. In this approach, our na ve

perturbative solution is:

ux)= 1+ (BO+]T>_1?IZ£<1)+O 2 (94)

divergent

P roceeding as before, replace e, (X) by e (X) g( )+ ag():

ux)=1+ @B +B; e & e()+a())+0 *?

P , P )
A gan introduce renom alization constants (Z; = 1+ Llai( )Y, Z,= 1+ lei( )Y,

and renom alize By, B; asBg = Z1Bo( ) and B; = Z,B;( ). In fact, only By needs
to be renom alized, as the B; temm multiplies the secular term and consequently cannot
absorb that divergence. T his can be seen system atically by attem pting to renom alize both
variables. W ith an approprate choice of coe cients, a1 = B;( )g( )andh = 0,the nal
tem in the last equation is elin nated. by = 0 dem onstrates that B, does not need to be

renom alized at O (!). The resulting equation is given in Eqn.[95.

u®)=1+ @B ()+B()e&® e())+0 ? (95)

W e did not actually need to detem ine a; orly, In order to wrte the above equation; it
could have been done by Inspection. D eterm ination of these quantities is usefiil for two rea—
sons. First, i helps us see which secular term s are belng renom alized by which ntegration
constants. Secondly, it allow s the second in plem entation of the RG condition which was
described above. This can som etin es sin plify calculations.

Using the rst in plem entation (requiring @ u (x) = 0), and using Eqn.[95, we obtain:

e

Bo( )+ B ()@&® a()+B()r—=0 "1 (96)
This can only be true 8x jfBi( )= 0,0rB;( )= 5, a oconstant (@s expected). K now ing
this, we solve orBy( ) = 1+ e ( ). Substiuting this result into Eqn.[95, and setting

= x, we obtain the renom alized solution:

ux)= 1+ (1+ 28 &)) 97

T heboundary conditionsin Eqn.[780 are satis ed if ; = Oand , = 1=( e( )).Retuming
to the orighalvariable (r= x= ), we obtain:

e (r )+o 5
e ()

u@E) =1 98)
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T his is identical to Eqn.[92, dam onstrating the equivalence of these calculations. T he latter
m ethod is preferable, as it avoids the nonlinear RG equation Egn. [89). W e will use this
second approach for analyzing the low Reynolds number problam s.

The RG analysis has shown us that the logarithm ic divergences present n Eqn. [84 are
an essential com ponent of the solution, Eqn.[98. However, wemust work to O ( ?) in order
to see the true utility of RG and to understand all of the nuances of is application.

c. 0 (%) solution

W e base our treatm ent of the O (?) on the second analysis presented above. T hrough
O (1), the na ve solution is: w (x) = 1, u; X) = By + Bre (x). Substituting into Eqn. [82,

we obtain the goverming equation foru, (x):

© 1 ByB:e* B?e? Ble*g )
u+ 1+ = up= L + =2
x X X2 X

99)

T his has the sam e hom ogeneous solution as u; (x), uz(h)

x) = Cop+ Cie X). A particular
solution is:
1
u® k)= BBee* + 2B2e 2x) EBfef ®) Ble*e (x)

A sdiscussed previously, we are free to choose C, C; to sin plify subsequent calculations.
The constants By, B 1 are able tom eet the boundary conditions, so there isno need to retain
the O (?) constants: W e choose Cy = 0, C; = 0. In this case, the di ering di ering choices
ofC;C; correspond to a rede nition ofB (;B; plisa change ofO (3),ie.Bo= Bo+ Cy2’

Ourna ve solution through O (?) is thus:

ux) = 1+ Bo+ Big x) + (100)

1
2 B,Boe * + 2BZe, (2x) 5Bfelz(x) Ble*e x) +0 °

T he underlined temm s In this expression are divergent as x ! 0; the doubly underlined
term is the most shgular ( I (xf). RG can be used to address the divergences in Eqn.
[100. However, there is a great deal of exibility in its in plem entation; while m ost tactics
yield equivalent approxin ations, there are signi cant di erences n com plkxiy. W e now
explore all of the organizational possibilities in the terrble problm , an exercise which will

subsequently guide us through the low Reynolds num ber calculations.

27 This was not true at the previous order.

71



The st possbility is to treat only the m ost secular term at O ( 2). The doubly under—
lined term dom inates the divergent behavior, and contains the m ost in portant Inform ation
needed for RG to construct a unifom ly valid approxin ation. T he approxin ation reached
by this approach is necessarily inferior to those cbtained utilizing additional termm s. H ow ever
it is nonetheless valid and usefi1], and elim fnating m ost of the O (?) tem s sinpli es our
calculations.

D iscarding allO (?) tem s exoept the doubly underlined tem , we begin the calculation
in the usualm anner, but com e inm ediately to the next question: O ught we replace € (x) by
€x é()+é()orby e) e( )f+2e &®e () &()?Each option elin natesthe
divergence In X, replacing it with a divergence In . Both m erit consideration. Beginning
w ith the latter, the renom alized perturbative solution is:

1
U = 1+ B ()+Bi()eE el ) * JBi(fe® e()
+ ? (less divergent tem s) + O ° (101)
Applying the RG condition (@ u ) = 0) results in a lengthy di erential equation in
Because we want our solution to be independent of x, we group tem s according to their x

dependence. Recognizing that B; () O ¢),B,( ) O (), and working to O (3), we
cbtain two equations w hich must be sin ultaneously satis ed:

2
i) =B _ 4 3 (102a)
+ 0 0
e Bi1()+ F()a()) e (B ()+B ()0 ° 102D)
Eqn. has the solution
1 2
B =~  _+0
) 1+ ()

Substituting this result into Eqn.[102, and solving, we obtain the result

Bo( )= O_l_h(l"' Q())_l_o 5

Both o and ; are constants of integration which can be Jater used to m est the boundary
conditions. Substituting these solutions into Egn.[101], sstting = x, disregarding tem s of

O (?) and higher we obtain the renom alized solution:

n
Gy = 14+ 4 at e (103)
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Choosing  and ; to satisfy Eqn.[780, results in Eqn. [104.

u®)= I e+w +0 2

e () 1o

E xpressing this in the orighalvariable (r= x= ), results n the nalanswer Eqgn.[105).

ur) = hn e+w) +0 2

e () 109)

This is the solution previously obtained by Chen et al., abeit wih a typographical
error corrected (Chen et all,[1996). W e willnow revisit this analysis, using the altemative
\splitting" of the m ost secular term in Eqn. [100, but not yet considering less secular (or
non-secular) tem s of O ( %).

Ifwe replace replace €f x) n Eqn.[I00by € x) & ( )+ & ( ), we obtain the new na ve

expansion given by Eqn.[108.

1
u®) = 1+ B()+Bi()le® e()) 2 EBl(Eeﬂx) é()

+ ? (less divergent tem s) + O ° (106)
W e now repeat the sam e calculations:
1. Apply the RG condiion (@ u )= 0).

2. Group the resulting equation according to x dependence. This will result in two
equations which must be satis ed independently.

3. D iscard tem s of O ( 3), cbserving that B, ( );B; ( ) must be ofO (1).

4. Solve these di erential equations simn ultaneously forBo( );B1 ( ).

5. Substitute these solutions into the original equation (ie.Eqn.[106), and sst = x.
6. Choose the Integration constants in this result to satisfy Eqn.[780.

7. Obtaln the nalsolution by retuming to the orighalvariable, r= x= .

ForEqgn.[106, steps 1 —4 result in the follow ing solutions for our renom alized constants:
Bi( )= 1+0 (?),Bo( )= o+ 1&() 7ef( )=2+ 0 (?). Complkting step 5, we

obtain the renom alized result:

u®) =1+ (o+ 18 &) 2

107)
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T his is ddentical to our starting point, Eqn.[100 (retaining only the m ost secular tem s).
T his should no Iongerbe surprising, as we observed the sam e phenom ena in the 0 (') anal
ysis Eqgn.[91). However, it is worth noticing that we obtained two di erent results Egns.
[104, [107) depending on how we structured our RG calculation. This apparent di culty is
iusory, and the results are equivalent: Expanding Eqn. foramall reproduces Eqn.
[107. Here, as in previous cases, we are free to structure the RG calculation for convenience.
T his easiest calculation is the second approach | In which only one constant of integration
is actually renom alized | and our renom alized resul is the sam e as our na ve starting
point.

This sin pli ed analysis (considering only the m ost secular tem s) illustrates som e of the
pitfalls which can arise In applying RG to switchback problem s. However, we must nish
the O (?) analysis by considering all term s in Eqn. [I00 to understand the nal nuances
of this problem . There is a new com plication when we attem pt to renom alize all temm s of
Egn.[100: The naltem, Bfe ¥ g (x), has the sam e kind of \glitting" am biguity which
we encountered In dealing w ith the doubly underlined temm .

W e ntroduce ourarbitrary position variabl, ,whith wewant to choose so asto elin nate
the secular tem In x by replacing it wih a divergence in - . In m any cases, it is clear how
to dealw ith the secular tem . For exam ple, a linear divergence | X | can be replaced
with x + .The nal willbe absorbed into the renom alized constants of Integration,
and the x term Which is now considered non-secular), will ultim ately disappear after
renom alization. However the term  Bfe * g (x) is confusing. A s seen above, there are two
ways to \split" the B 7€ (x)=2 tem . T here are four di erent waysto splite * e (x). Tmay
be replaced by any of the follow Ing:

1. % e g +te e &)
2.e'ex) e e()te e()
3. €* e )eax) e())+teegx)teea® e el()

4.e* @®) e())+te*e ()

A Il four ofthese options \cure" the divergent temm (ie. the secular term w illvanish when

we subsequently sest = x), and are equal to e* g (x). If handled properly, any of these
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options can lad to a valid renom alized solution. However, we w ill show that the fourth
and naloption ism ost natural, and results in the sin plest algebra.

How do we choose? The rst consideration is subtle: The overall renomm alized pertur-
bative result m ust satisfy the governing equation Eqn. [80) independently for each order in

. How we renom alize the O (}) divergences Eqn.[93) has in plications for O (?) calcu-
lations. For exampl, n O ( 1) renom alization, there is an In portant di erence between
Egn.[98 and Egn.[85. The form er has the additional term B( )e( ). Thisterm requires
the presence of an additionalO (%) tem : “e*BZ( )e ( ). W ithout this tem the O (?)
renom alized solution w ill not satisfy Eqn.[82, and the renom alization procedure w ill yield
an Incorrect solution. W e were abl to gloss over this before because we were considering
only them ost secular term at O (2).

Ihspecting the four possble splittings enum erated above, we see that only the last two
options provide the necessary ‘e *B2( )e ( ) tem , and can satisfy Eqn.[82 w ithout con-
trivances?® In exam ining both of these options, we split the € (x) term for sin plicity,
as In the derivation of Eqn. [1072° Considering the third option rst, our renom alized

perturbation solution becom es:

u®) = 1+ Be( )+ B ()@&® e( )+ *  Bi( )By( )e*
1
BZ()e* e @& e()) §B1<)2e§(x> () +
2Bi()E@lx) e ) +0 ° (108)

Asitmust, thisresult satis esEqn.[82to0 (?).ByapplyingtheRG condition @ u (x) =
0) to thisequation, and grouping the resulting equation according to x dependence, we obtain
a lengthy equation which can only be satis ed to O ( °) 8x if:

B,()e = B() (109)

2

& By()=2¢6 a()B() eBi() 3B()+e B ()a() e E()la()

0

O: Bl( )+e %()

28 The rst two options can satisfy the goveming equation if we carefully choose a di erent hom ogeneous
solution at O 2 . W ith the proper non—zero choice of Cy and C; we can use the rst two splittings
enum erated, and they will result in an equivalent RG solution.

2% Tn principle, each ofthe possbble 0 ! splittings could be paired w ith allpossbilitiessat 0 2 , resulting
In eight totalpossibilities.
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G enerally, no solution will exist, as we have two unknown fiinctions and three di erential

equations. In this case, however, the st equation requires that:

e
Bi( ):fe (110)
1

ForthisB; ( ) solution, it is actually possible to satisfy the latter equations sin ultaneously
to O (°): This occurs because the last equation is sin ply the lowest order of the second

one?® There is another noteworthy point regarding the second part of Eqn. [I09. In all
previous caloulations, we discarded term s lke 2B, ( ), since B, ( ) and By ( ) had to be of
O (1!). To sole these equations, however, Bg( ) can not be O (') (although B;( ) is).

Solving orBy,
2 +te 1+e 2 1) ii‘()d
( e 1)

This solution, while valid, is cum bersom e. Consider nstead the fourth possible \split"

(111)

Bo( )= o

enum erated above. Eqn. gives our renom alized perturbation solution, which satis es

Eqgn.[82.
u®) = 1+ Be( )+ B ()@&® e( )+ %  Bi( )By( )e*
1
BZ()e* @&® e()) EBl(Eeﬂx) () +
2BY()E@lx) e ) +0 ° 112)

Applying the RG condition (@ u x) = 0), and requiring that it be satis ed 8x, we cbtann
the follow ng solutions forBy( ), and B; ( ):

B,()= ,+0 ° (113a)
<€) 2 3
Bo( )= ot 1&()+ 5 +2 i@ ) +0 (113b)
Substituting these results into Eqn. and setting = x, we obtain the nalRG resul,
given by Eqgn.[114.
ux) = 1+ (ot 18 &)+ | (114)

1
2 L 0¥+ 2 Te 2x) 5%e§<x> ¥ ®) +0 °

30 This can be seen explicitly by substiuting Eqn.[II0.
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This is, of course, dentical to our na ve staring point, a happenstance we have seen several
tin es previously. Tt is worth noting that the renom alized solutions cbtained using Egns.
and [111] are asym ptotically equivalent to Eqn.[114.

Tt may seam that we have needlessly digressed into the \terrbl" prcblem . However, a
clearcut \best" strategy has em erged from our detailed exploration. Furthem ore, we have
denti ed | and resolved | a num ber of subtlkties in the application ofRG .Before applying
these Jessons to the problm of ow Reynolds number ow past a cylinder, we summ arize
our conclusions.

T he \best" strategy is the one used to derive Eqn.[114, a resul which is dentical to our
na ve solution (Eqn.[I00). First, transform to the inner equation. Solve the 0 (%) equation
hoom plktely (ocbtaining jist one constant of ntegration), which can then be set to satisfy
the boundary condition at 1 . This \trick" necessitates retention of ntegration constants
atO ('), but results i com putational sin pli cations (@ non-linear RG equation) which are
essential n dealing w ith the N avier-Stokes equations.

At O (?), the hom ogeneous solution are identical to those at O (!). Consequently, the
O (?) integration constants need not be retained, as we can m eet the boundary conditions
with the O (') constants. W e jist pick a convenient particular solution.

To apply RG to the terrble problem, we st \splt" the sscular tem s. There are
severalways to do this, even after requiring that the renom alized perturbation expansions
satisfy the governing equations at each order. W e can again choose for sim plicity, bearing in
m ind that O (') renom alization can inpact O (?) calculations. It is easiest to apply the
RG oondition to the renom alized perturbation expansion, rather than applying it to the
Integration constants directly. In solving the resulting equation, we want solutions which
are valid 8x. To solve the RG equation, care must be taken to satisfy several conditions
sim ultaneously, and it cannot be assum ed that our renom alized constants have a derivative
ofO (1).

A though there is quite a bit of exibility in in plem enting the RG technique, our resuls
are robust: Regardless of how we structure the calculation, our solutions agree to w ithin
an accuracy lin ited by the original na ve perturbative solution; they are asym ptotically
equivalent. It is this robustmess which m akesRG a usefiiltool for the Iow Reynolds num ber

problam s, where the com plexiy of the N avier-Stokes equations w ill constrain our choices.
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B . Flow past a cylinder
1. Rescaling

To solveEgn.[9using RG techniques, we begh by transfom ing the problam to the O seen
variables. A s In the terrbl problm , to nd a solution which isvalid for all¥, we need to
analyze Eqn. [9 using a dom inant kalance argum ent. A s it stands, di erent term s of Eqn.
[@ w ill dom inate in di erent regin es.*’ Looking for a rescaling of and r which m akes all

termm s of the sam e m agnitude (m ore precisely, of the sam e order In R ), yields the rescaling
given in Eqn.[115 [P roudm an and Pearson,|1957).

= Rr; =R (115)

T ransform ing to these variables, Eqn.[d becom es:

P 1@ (;r ?) 116)
r ;)= ——
@C; )
T he boundary conditions Eaqn.[10) becom e:
(=R;)=0; @_%;1_2 -0; I i) i) a17)

2. Na ve perturation analysis

T he next step in ocbtaining the RG solution is to begin w ith the ansatz that the solution
can be obtained from a perturbation expansion Eqgn.[118).

(7 )= o(; )+R 1(; )+R ,(; )+0R? (118)

31 ie. the LHS, which is com prised of inertial term s dom inates for sm all ¥jw hereas at large ¥jthe viscous

term s which com prise the RH S are of equal or greater in portance.
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Substituting Eqgn.[118 into Egn.[116, and collecting powers of R yields a series of equations

which must be satis ed:

1 @ (0@ @ o @
0 R :r® o(;)== —— ——— 1’ (119)
@ @ @ @ !
1
O R' :r? ,(; )== @e.@ @©.¢e r? o4 @@ @ o8 r?
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @
1
0 R? :r? ,(; )== @@ @€ r? o+ @@ @ o8 r?
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @
1
, 2 Lt s
@ @ @ @

3.0 RY solution

T he zeroth order part of Eqgn.[120 is the sam e as Eqgn.[114, and is equally hard to solve.
ButRG doesnotneed a com plete solution; we jist need a starting point. W ew illbegin w ith
the equation which descrbes a unifom stream . This is analogous to the constant O (°)
solution in the \terrbl" problm .

A rst integralto the O R°) equation can be obtained by noting that any solutions of
r? o(; )= 0 are also solutions of Egn.[120. This is Laplace’s equation In cylindrical

coordinates, and has the usual solution (@ssum ing the potential is shglevalued):

3
o( 7 )=A+Byh + A, "+B, ™ shn + C, "+D, ® oosn (120)

n=1

W e are only Interested In solutions w ith the symm etry in posed by the uniform ow Eagn.
[10). Hence Ay = By = C, = D, = 0. Furthem ore, the boundary conditions at in nity
require that A, = 0 forn > 1. For sin plicity at higher orders, we sst C,, = 0; this is not
required, but these term s w ill sin ply reappearat O ®R!).Finally sst A; = 1 to satisfy the
boundary condition at 1 Eqgn.[117). A s the \terrbl" problem , this is done for technical
convenience, but w ill not change our resuls. W e are kft with the potential describbing the
uniform ow:

o7 )= sin() (121)
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4.0 R!' solution

By substituting Eqn.[I21 into the 0 R*') goveming equation, we obtain Eqn.[122.

r' L (; )= oos )@g Sm—()@g 2, 122)

This equation is form ally identical to O seen’s equation Eqgn.[37), abeit derived through a
di erent argum ent. T his is fortuitous, as its solutions are known (Tom otika and A 01,11950).
U nfortunately, when working w ith stream functions, the solution can only be expressed as
an in nite sum nvolving com binations ofm odi ed Bessel functions, K ,, I, .

T he general solution can be obtained either by follow ing Tom otika or by using variation
of param eters (P roudm an and Pearson,|1957). Tt is com prised of two parts, the st being
a solution of Laplace’s equation (asat O (R?)). The sam e considerations of sym m etry and
boundary conditions lin it our solution: h Eqn.[120,A¢= By = C, =D, = 0; A, = 0, if
n > 1. Here, however, we retain the constants B,, and do not x A ;. This is analogous to
what was done w ith the hom ogeneocustem sat O ( 1) 1n the \terrbl" prcblem . The second
part of the general solution is analogous to a particular solution in the \terrbl" problem ,
and can be cbtained from Tom otika’s solution Egn.[49). These two results are com bined
in Eqn.[123, which w ill be the basis for our RG analysis.

e *®
1(; )=2 sn + B, "+ Xn mm(=2) shn 123)

n=1 m=0
B efore discussing the application of RG to Eqn.[123, it isworthwhile to discussEqgn.

in generaltem s. Eqn.[122 m ay be re-w ritten as:

L, r? oos()@@;+sm( )@E r?2 ,=0 (124)

W e see explicitly that this equation is a linear operator (L) actingon 1, and thattheRHS
is zero. T his is the hom ogeneous O seen equation. It is only because of our judicious choice
of  that we do not need to dealw ith the inhom ogeneous counterpart, ie. w ith a non-zero
RHS. However, the inhom ogeneous O seen equation govems , at all higher orders. This
can be seen ©or0 R?) from Eqn.[120.

In general, the solutions to the inhom ogeneocusO seen equation are found using them ethod

ofvaration ofparam eters. It isworth exploring these solutions, asthey provide som e insight

80



into the structure of Eqn.[49. W enow solve Eqn.[124 fora particular kind of inhom ogeneity,
one which can be w ritten as a Fourier she series? W e want to solve:

e
L ;= Fo()shn 125)

n=1

The substitution r? ;= e ®© =2 (; )*, allbws us to cbtain the rst integral of Eqn.
[125. T his resul is given by Eqn.[12d P roudm an and Pearson,|1957).

1 X
r? = (; )= F,()shn (126)
n=1
HereF,( )= e ® Z2F, (). To solve or ( ; ), begh by noting that the symm etry of
the inhom ogeneous term s In pliessthat ( ; ) can be w rtten as a sine series. C onsequently,
P
substiute ( ; )= ._, g ()sihn intoEqn[I2d to obtain:
© 1o 1 1
g, ()+—g,() Zl+_2 G ()=Fu() 127)

T he fundam ental solutions ofthis equation are K , ( =2), I, ( =2). U sing variation ofparam —
eters, the general solution of Eqn.[I127 m ay be w ritten :

G()= I = +3%0) +K, 5 2t 30 (128)

@) R ) R
Here, Jl ()= d FE ()Ky(=2), J2 ()= d FR()L(=2),and ,, , are con-—

stants. The next step is to undo our orighal transfom ation, and to solve the resulting

equation :
cos >é-
r’ 1(; )=e: g () sin (129)
n=1
x
= b, ( )shn
n=1
P

In thisequation, y, ( ) = rlﬂ:lgm ()@ o (=2) I.n ( =2)). W e have the unfortunate

happenstance that each b, depends on the all of the ham onics ofthe rst integral. This is
the origin of the nested sum (overm ) in Tom otika’s solution Eqgn.[49).

32 The symm etry ofthe problem precludes the possibility of cosine tem s in the goveming equations for 4,

8n > 1.
33 r2 1 (; ) isthe vorticity.
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A sbefore, symm etry w illrequirethat | ( ; ) berepresentablkasasneseries: ( ; )=
P

;zlxm ()sinm . W ih this substitution we obtain (for each m ), the radial com ponent
of P oisson’s equation in cylindrical coordinates:

m2

1 o
Xp )+ =X, () ?Xm():}?{\() (130)

T he findam ental solutions were discussed before in the context of Laplace’s equation: ™,
™ . A sbefore, a particular Integral is obtained through varation of param eters, and the

general solution m ay be w ritten:

_ n n) 1 n)
Xn()= Ap+ I, () +— Ba+I, () (131)

R
Here I () =  d b()=Ctn™), I, ()= d b( ) "=@n), and A,, B, are

Integration constants.

Tt isusefulto relateEqn. to Tom otika’s solution (Egn.[49). T here are our integration

constants for each angular ham onic. Two are cbvious: A, B, . The other two arise in the

rst integral (the vorticity solution), Eqn. [128. H ow ever, every vorticity integration constant
appears in each ham onic of Eqn.[131l. For exam ple, one cannot uniquely assign ; and
to the sin  ham onic of Eqn.[131]. H owever, if one considers n temm s from Eqgn.[128 and n
term s from Eqgn. [13]], there willbe 4n integration constants | four per retained ham onic
ofEqgn. [131]. In passing we note that m atched asym ptotics workers avoid this problem by
using the vorticity directly, and thereby sim plify their treatm ent of boundary conditions.
T his approach does not work in conjunction wih RG .

It is m idly disconcerting to have four integration constants, as there are only three
boundary conditions for each ham onic Eagn. [117). However, two of the constants | A,
and | w ill be determ ined by the boundary conditions at In nity. This clain is not
cbvious, particularly since termm s which are divergent prior to renom alization m ight not be
present after the renom alization procedure. W e outline here an argum ent which can be
m ade rigorous. T here are two kinds of divergences in Eqn.[131: Term s which are secular as

! 0, and tem s which diverge too quickly as ! 1 3*

A fter renom alization, we w ill try to need to m eet the boundary conditions Eqn.[117).
A s In the case of the \terrbl" problem , it will tum out that the sin plest approach to

34 To be precise, temm s which diverge faster than as ! 1 are problem atic, and prevent satisfying the
boundary conditions Eqn.[II7).
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renom alization yields a renom alized perturoation solution which is the sam e as the na ve
series. Consider Egn.[131]. The temm swhich are sscularas ! 0 w illnot preclude satisfying
the boundary conditions. Those which diverge too quickly as ! 1 , however, willcon ict
w ith Eqn.[I17.

T hese tem s m ust be elin Inated by a suitable choice of integration constants. It tums
out not to m atter whether we do this before or after the renom alization procedure. For
sin plicity, we w ill do it before renom alizing. F irst, the coe cient of " must vanish forall

n > 1. This can happen, wih an appropriate choice ofA,,, if
n L7 () 0@

For this requirem ent to be met, the coe cient of I, ( =2) In Egn. [128 must vanish eg.,
n=1I1m ,; J;()). Eisalwayspossbl to choose , appropriately, because the follow ing
condition is satis ed foralln:
m I, () 0 @)

1
In ourproblem this is true because F, ( ) isbased on solutions to the low er order goveming
equations. By construction, these are wellkbehaved as ! 1 . Therefore, for the nho—
m ogeneous O seen equation under consideration Eqn. [126), we see that two of the four
Integration constants | A., =n | are needed to satisfy the boundary conditions at In nity.

M ore speci cally, the in m ediate problem requiresusto consider the hom ogeneousO seen’s
equation Egn.[124), and Tom otika’s solution (Egn.[49). For this problam , F, ( ) = 0, and
the coe cient of T, ( =2) In Egqn.[128 hasno dependence. So we sinply choose , such
that this coe cient vanishes. Sin plifying Eqn. [128, we then have the ©llow ing solution for

the vorticiy:
x

r l(; )=ez Kn 5 (n)sjnn (132)

n=1

Since this solution for the vorticity iswellkbehaved as ! 1 , it follow s that we can choose

A, (mh> 1) n Eqn.[131 so that the coe cient of ™ vanishesas ! 1 .W e are keft with
the solution

Xo()=2Ay ant+ » Iy ™a) + ® B+ 1V () (133)
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For the hom ogeneous O seen’s equation, Il(n) () and Iz(n) () sin plify to:

Z %
n)
I, ()= d - " - nKn 3 hn 3 Lin (134)
z @ !
L™ () d " 1me 5 B o3 ke g (135)
o

This result is fuindam entally the sam e as Tom otdka’s Eqgn. [49). However, his solution
is m ore usefii], as he accom plished the integrals n Eqn. [134. W hat is the pont of all
this work? F irstly, the approach bassd on the varation of param eters m ay be applied to
the inhom ogeneous O seen’s equation, which must be solved for orders higher than 0 R?!).
Secondly, we see explicitly what happens to the two sets of Integration constants , and A, .
Tom otika’s solution hasbut two integration constants®™ | B, and . The other constants
have already been chosen so as to satisfy the boundary conditions at 1 . W e have shown
explicitly how they must be determm ined, and stated w ithout proof that this m ay be done
pror to renom alization. In short, we have explained why Eqn. is the appropriately
general0 R!) solution for ourna ve perturbation analysis.

In addition to explaining why Tom otika’s solution is a suitable starting point for
RG, our analysis also connects with the O R'!) solution of Proudman and Pearson
{P roudm an and Pearson, 11957). W e have shown that the vorticity m ust be welkbehaved
at = 1 ifthe overall solution is to satisfy the boundary conditions.

a. Secular behavior

Combining Eqgns.[121],[123, we begin the follow ing na ve solution:

x X
(5 )= sh()+RA; sn + B, °+ Xn nm 5 snn + 0 R?

n=1 m=0

(136)
A Yhough intin idating, this is conceptually equivalent to Eqn. (in the terrble problem ).
The st step In our analysis is identifying which tem s are divergent. A s explained above,
Eqn.[134 is speci cally constructed tobeofO (') as ! 1 .In fact, only theO0 R°) and
A, tetmsmatterat large .As ! 0, however, m any other term s n Eqn [134 diverge. A 11

ofthe B, tem sdiverge. M ost ofthe , , ( ) tem s are also secular.

35 There is also A, but that is a special case.
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R ather than enum erating and sorting through the di erent divergences, we sin ply treat
the problem abstractly. Eqn.[13d can be rew ritten as:

(7 )= sn()+R @ sn +R(; ;fBg;fX39)+ S( ; ;fB,g;fX,9)) 137)

Here, S includes the termm swhich are secularas ! 0, and R Includes regular tem s.

5. Renom alization

E quation is renomm alized jast like the terrdble problem . W e begin w ith the renom al-
ized perturbation expansion given in Eqn.[138. N ote that we are not specifying the details
of which tem s are secular, or how we are \splitting" these temn s. The only term we are
explicitly considering is A;. This is a trick built on consideration of the terrble problem .
Our \best" solution Egn. [114) to that problm was builk on the renom alization of jast
one constant, By in Eqn.[113d. E ssentially, we w ill repeat that procedure here, using A4 as

that constant.
(7 )= sn()+RA;() sn +R(; ;B )g;X5( )9+ (138)
S (i ifB ()gifXn (1)) S (; ;B ()gifk, ( )g)+ 0 R?
W ewillnow apply the RG condition | @ (;)=0 | to this equation. A coom plishing

this in com plkte generality is di cult. However, using our experience from the terrble
problem , we can see that this is not necessary. The RG condition m ay be satis ed as
follow s: First, suppose that X - ( )= 0 ®?) 8n,B_ ( )= 0 ®?*) 8m . These equations
aresatisedby X, ( )= ,,Bn ( )= .. Substiuting these results into Eqn. [138, and

applying the RG condition results In:
0=R A,() s S ; ;£,Gif »9) (139)

This is easily solved forA; ( ).

S(; iftnag;f ng)+
sin

A, ()= 1 (140)

W e have explicitly validated our supposition that £X , ( )gand fB, ( )g can be constants.
W ith this supposition, we have shown that the RG condition applied to Eqn. [I38 can be

satis ed w ith an appropriate choice of A ( ). W e have satis ed the RG condition through
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clever tricks derived from our experience w ith the terrble problem . H owever, this solution
is entirely valid, and our experience with the terrble problem has shown us that more
com plicated solutions are asym ptotically equivalent.

Substituting Eqn. into Egn. [138, and setting = , we cbtain our renom alized
solution:

(7 )= sn()+R G sh +R(; ;fig;f 590+ S(; ;f£n,9if ,9)) (141)

By now it should not be surprising that this is the sam e equation as our naive pertur-
bation solution (Egn. [137), and by extension the sam e solution cbtained by Tom otika
{Tom otika and A 04, 11950). A s in the case of the terrble problam , however, we now know
that this is a uniform Iy valid approxin ation. W e now m ay choose the Integration constants
to satisfy the boundary conditions, and then calculate the drag coe cient.

a. Truncation

Unfortunately, there are In nitely m any integration constants, and it is in possbl to
apply the boundary conditions to our renom alized solution (or Egn. [136). To progress
further, we must m ake the sam e sort of uncontrolled approxin ations m ade by previous
workers [P roudm an and Pearson,|1957;|Tom otika and A oi,11950) 3°

O ur approxin ation consists ofa carefultruncation, n both m and n, ofthe series in Eqn.
[134. There are two in portant points to consider. First isthe sin  symm etry of the overall
problam : tem s proportionalto sin  re ect the symm etries exhbited by the uniform ow
which are in posed on our solution via the boundary conditions at in nity. The in portance
of this ham onic is further seen in Egn. [21]: Only the coe cient of sin  w ill be needed for
the com putation ofCp .

Secondly we recall that the rem aining boundary conditions are In posed at the surface
of the sphere, at = R In O seen coordinates. W hen applying the boundary conditions,
tem swhich are secularas ! 0 will therefore be m ost in portant. Speci cally, we cannot
truncate any tem s which are divergent, although we are at lberty to set their coe cients
equalto zero.

T hese considerations allow exactly one solution. First, sst allB, = 0 n > 1. Secondly,

3% K aplun was able to avoid this di culty by using the velocity eld instead of stream fiinctions, although
his approach brings other problem s: the solution cannot be expressed in closed form , and m ust be ap-
proxin ated to apply the boundary conditions (see section [IIB J).
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n= 1 2 3 4

n)
discard {7 )
‘@)
discara {7 )

O R3IbgR 0 R? 0 R! 0 R

O R°ogR 0 R! o0 R o0 R!?

TABLE IV Relative In portance of discarded term sat = R.

stallX, = 0 m > 0. We rctaln three coe cients: A ;B ;X o, which will pem it the
boundary conditions to be satis ed forthe sin  ham onic. W hat about the higher hamm on—
ics? These temm s are truncated in an uncontrolled approxin ation. H owever, aswe w ill show,
the discarded tem sare O R ® JogR ) orhigher at the surface of the sphere. They are reqular
temm s, and thus negligbble in com parison to the secular tem s retained which are0 R 1!)).

Now , suppose we follow Tom otika, and try to extend this approach, by rwtaining a few
m ore tem s. The next step would be to retaln the B,;X ; temm s, and to try to satisfy the
boundary condiions for the sin2 ham onic. A s before, all the higher B, ;X are set to
zero. W hy not lnclude the next ham onic ortwo?

The answer lies In the tem s we discard. Ifwe satisfy the boundary conditionsat = R
for the rst n ham onics, we must retain the coe cients X ;15X , 1. To m Inin ize the
am ount of truncation wedo, rstsstX, = 0for8m >n 1landBy = 0 for8k > n.W hat,

then, is the form ofthe tem s which are discarded from our solution?
|

o) ® x1?
giscam ( 7 )= R Xn nx(=2) shk (142)
k=n+1m=0
;rll.s)card( ; ) islhrgestas ! 0, and willbemost Inportant at = R, on the surface of
the cylinder. Ifwe retain only the n = 1 ham onic, C(ill.;card( ;) 0 @]ogR). Since

we are only working to O R1), this is ne. W emust also consider the derivative, since we
want to satisfy all of the boundary conditions Eqn.[10) to the sam e order. Z(jls)card (;)

O R?IogR) Therefore, In the case where we retain only the sih  ham onic, the discarded
tem s are negligble, as we are working to O ®R!)3’ W hen we retain higher ham onics,
everything changes. Tabl[IV] show s the m agnitude of the discarded term sat = R forthe

rst four ham onics.

37 This argum ent is som ew hat sin plistic: T he neglected tem s also contribute, when m eeting the boundary
conditions, to the values of the retained coe cients. ie. Allnon—zero X , a ect X . But these are Iower
order e ects.
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From Tabk[IV], we see inm ediately that to retain sh2 ham onics, we must have an
error In our derivative boundary condition of 0 R?!) | the order to which we are trying
to work. Ifwe retain higher ham onics, this situation gets worse. First we have an 0 R1!)
error In the stream function itself, and then we begin to have errors which are divergent in
R ! Forn > 4, both gll.s)card( ; ) and Z(jr;ard( ; ) are Increasingly divergent functions ofR .

Since it is In practice mpossbl to t the boundary conditions to Eqgn. [13d, we must
truncate the series expansion. W e have shown that there is only one truncation consistent
w ith both the symm etry requirem ents of the problem and the dem and that we satisfy the

boundary conditionsto O R?!):

1

(; )= S:ln( )+RA1 +Bl +XO 0;1 5 S:In (143)

This resul is identical to Proudman’s O R') result for the Oseen stream function
P roudm an and Pearson,|1957) . H owever, he arrives at this resul by considering m atching
requirem ents w ith the O R °) Stokes expansion and by in posing sin  symm etry on the rst
ntegral Eagn. [130). Our approach arrives at the sam e conclusion, but w ithout the need
for asym ptotic m atching or the two expansions i requires. M oreover, we did not need the
expertise and nesse w hich m atched asym ptotics w orkers needed to deduce the unusual orm
of their expansions (eg., the 1=IogR term i Egn. [58). Finally, we note that Tom otika’s
num erical resuls support our truncation (T om otika and A 0i,11950).

b. M esting boundary conditions

It is straightforward to apply the boundary conditions Eqn.[I0) to Eqn.[I43. To satisfy
the condiion at In niyy, A; = 0. The other two requirem ents are m et by the follow ing

choice of coe cients:

0

R 5, R=2)

4 aR=2)+ R o, R=2)
4

R 4 aR=2)+R o, R=2)

B, (144)

X (145)

N otice that we are using the O seen stream function. The Stokes’ function is related by:
(r; )= @R; )=R. Puttihg everything together, we have the new resul given by Eqn.
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| R oy R=2) .
(7 )= sn()+R . 5 + (146)
4 0;1 (R:2) + R 0;1 (R:2)

4
R 4 00 R=2)+ R o5 R=2)

0;1 (=2) s

Rem ember that although our truncated solution satis es the boundary conditions exactly,

it only satis es the goveming equations approxin ately.

6. Calkulbkting the drag coe cient

W enow transform Egn.[146 into Stokes’ coordinates, and substitute the result into Egn.

213 W e thereby obtain a new resuk orCp , given by Egn. [147.

. 12 ,, R=2)+ R 6 o, R=2)+ R , R=2) 07
i 8 onR=2)+ 2R o, R=2)

Thisresult isplotted in F igure[l4, where it is com pared against the principal results of O seen

theory, m atched asym ptotic theory, and experim ents. W hen com pared asym ptotically, all
of these theoretical predictions agree. At an allbut not in nitesim al R eynolds num ber, the
largest di erence is seen between K aplun’s second order result and the rst orderpredictions,

including Egn. [147. A s explained previously, current experin ental data cannot determ ine
w hether K aplun’s second order m atched asym ptotics solution is actually superior.

The RG result lies am ong the rst order predictions. Fundam entally, the RG calculation
begins w ith an equation sim ilar to O seen’s, so this is not too surprising. W ithin this group
Eqn. perfom s very well, and is only slightly bettered by In ai’s prediction Eqn. [51).
These two resuls are very close overthe range 0 < R < 1.

The real strength of Eqn. [147 can be seen in in Figure[I5. A s the Reynolds num ber
Increasesbeyond R = 1, allother theoriesbegin to behave pathologically. T hey diverge from
experin ental m easuram ents and behave non-physically (eg. a negative drag coe cient).
The RG prediction su ers from none ofthese problam s; it iswellbehaved forallR . As it is

stillbased on a perturbative solution, it does becom e Jess accurate asR increases.

38 O r, altematively, nto Eqns.[8,[19, and [20.
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FIG .14 (Colronline) D rag on cylinder, com paring RG predictions to other theories at Iow R .

C . Flow past a sphere

1. Resaling

Ouranalysis of low Reynoldsnumber ow past a sphere closely follow sboth the cylinder

problm and the terrble problm . W e om it redundant explanations. A sbefore, the rst step

is a rescaling of both r and | the transfom ation into O seen coordinates. A dom inant

balance analysis identi es the rescaling given in Eqgn. [148.
= Rr; =R?

Tn O seen variables, the govemning equation Eagn.[17) becom es:
1 @((;)D? (i)
2 e(; )

DY (; )= +2D% (; )L (;)

where

s ; r —+

(148)

(149)

(150)
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FIG .15 (Colronline) D rag on a Cylinder, com paring RG predictions to other theories at higher
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T he boundary conditions Eqgn.[14) transform into:

Al @ (7)) oA . (7)) _ 1
(_RI)_OI @ _OI ]Ijml 2 _2

=R

1 2 (151)
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2. Na ve perturmation analysis

W e continue by substituting our na ve perturbation assum ption Eqgn.[118) into Eqn.
[149, and then collecting powers ofR .
1 Q( o(; )iD* of ; ))+
2 @(; )
1 @( ;D7 1)+@(1PD2 0)
2 @i ) @)

0 R” :D% ()=

202 o(; )L ol ;) (152a)

2D? ,L. ;+D? ;L , (152b)

2D? L. ,+D? ;L ,+D? ,L (152¢)

3.0 RY soution

A s seen w ith both the cylinder problam and the terribl problem , Egn.[152d isthe sam e as
the originalgoveming equation (Eqgn.[149). A sbefore, we proceed using an incom plete solu—
tion for :theuniform stream which describbes ow far from any disturbances. A nalogously
to the cylinder, we notice that Eqn.[I52d issatis ed if o( ; ) obeysD? ,( ; )= 0.The
general solution of this equation which also satis es the appropriate sym m etry requirem ent
( 0o(; = 1)= 0) isgiven by Eqn[153.

N
o( ;)= A, T4 BL " Q. () (153)

n=20

Here Q, ( ) isde ned as in Eqn. [4d. Follow ing the analysis used for the cylinder, we set
all of the coe cients to zero, exospting A ; =  1=2. This choice of A; satis es the uniform
stream boundary condition Eqn.[151) at = 1 .W e thercby obtain:

o7 )= 20.() (154)
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4.0 R!' solution

Substituting Eqn. [154 into Eqn.[1520, we cbtain Eqgn.[153:
1 ‘e Q
DY (s )= . D% (; 155
107 ) e e 107 ) (155)

This result is also derived In m atched asym ptotic analysis, and is form ally identical to the

0 seen equation fora sphere Eqgn.[35). Structurally, thisproblem is sin ilar to what we have
Seen previously, and is solved In two steps (G oldstein,11929). F irst use the transfom ation
D2 ;=e 2 (; )toobtan Eqn.[1583°

D2 Z (;)=0 (156)

Thism ay be solved to cbtain the rst Integral:
PPatin=e Ra g TKup g ¥Ba g hup g () a57)

A s In the case of the cylinder, the inhom ogenecus term on the RHS of Eqn. consists
of ntegration constants which multiply the two m odi ed Bessel finctions. W e are beset by
the sam e considerations, which (oroperly speaking) m ust be resolved by applying boundary
conditions (Eqgn.[15]) to the renom alized solution. Follow Ing the sam e argum ents given for
the cylinder, we set the coe cients B ,, = 0, which will Jater m ake it possible to satisfy the
boundary conditions at In niy.

Complkting the ssocond integration is di cult, but was accom plished by G oldstein
(G oMdsten, 1929) . The requisite solution is essentially the second term in Eqn.[44:

|
@ S x '
S0 )= %0 () Bn "+ Xn % am(=2) Qn() (158)

n=1 m=0
N ote that we have om itted the termm sA Q. ( ) which diverge too quickly at in nity (this
was also done for the cylinder) .

A ltematively, one m ay sim plify the serdes in Eqn.[157, by retaining only then = 1 tem
(setting all other A, = 0). It is then possible to com plte the second integration with a
closed form solution:

Pesy=m %0 ()+Aa 0+ )1 ez @)+ B, "0.() (159)

¥ p? 1 ( ;) isthe vorticity.
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A s before, we neglect the A, r’Q, ( ) solutions. This is essentially O seen’s solution Ean.
[38)), expressed in the appropriate variables and w ith undeterm ined coe cients.

W e therefore have two solutions Egns. [158,[159) which can be used for ;. For the
m om ent, we w ill consider both. W e w i1l Jater dem onstrate that the fom er is the preferred

choice by considering boundary conditions.

5. Secular kehavior

W e consider our O R?!) na ve solution abstractly:

%
(; )= “0:()+R A;%Q0:()+ By "Q.()+ +0 R? (160)

n=1

This generic om encom passes both Egn. [159 and Egn. [158. It also possesses two key
sin flarities w ith both the terrble and the cylinder problem s. F irst, there isa term atO R?')
which is a muliple ofthe 0 R?) solution @; 2Q; ( )). Secondly, the secular behavior in
our na ve solution occurs at the sam e order as the integration constants which we hope to
renom alize.’ T his fact is in essence related to equations like Eqn.[89, which m ust be solved
fFteratively. W e avoided that kind of RG equation by introducing the constant which could
have been associated wih the O RY) solution at O ®R?'). But renom alizing divergences
Into Integration constants at the sam e order 1 its the ability of RG to \re-sum " ourna ve
series. Tn allofthese cases, the realpower ofRG techniques could be seen by extending our
analysisto O R?).

Because of the sin flarities between Egn.[160 and Egn. [136, we can tackle this problem
i a manner om ally the sam e as the cylinder. By construction, Eqn. [I60 is O ( ?) as

! 1 .Hence the only tem sw ith problem atic secular behavior occurs in the Im it ! 0.

A s before, these divergences need not even be explicitly identi ed. W e w rite:
(i )= 201()+R A; 201 ( )+ R (; ;fBigifXsg)+ S (; ;fBng;fX,g) (161)

Here, S includes the tem swhich are secularas ! 0, and R Includes reqular tem s.

40 These secular tem s are not w ritten explicitly .n Eqn.[I60. They can be ound 1 Eqns.[I59 and [I58.
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6. Renomn alization

Eqgn. [16]1] is only cosn etically di erent from Eqgn. [137. Renom alizing the two equa—
tions can proceed In exactly the sam e fashion. Therefore, we m ay Inm ediately w rite the

renom alized solution:
(i )= %Qi()+R 1201 ()+R(; ;E£0f 5P+ S(; ifnTif 29) (162)

T his is, of course, the sam e solution from which webegan. A s In the previous two problem s,
wenow know that it isa uniform } valid solution, and tum to the application ofthe boundary

conditions.

7. M eeting the boundary conditions

W e have two possble solutions for ;( ; ). Considering the boundary conditions on
the surface of the sphere Eagn. [I5]]) will dem onstrate why Eqgn. [158 is preferential. Eqn.
[159 can never satisfy the two requirem ents for all of the angular ham onics. E xpanding the
exponential tem , we see that although it hasbut one Integration constant, it contributes to
all ofthe powers of . The second solution, Egn.[158, can m eet both of the boundary con—
ditions | In principle. H owever, as In the case ofthe cylinder, this is practically in possible,
and we m ust consider truncating our solution.

It is clear that we w illneed to approxin ate our solutions in order to apply the boundary
conditions. Our procedure is govemed by the follow ng considerations. F irst, we dem and
that our approxin ate solution satisfy the boundary conditions as accurately as possble.
T his requirem ent is necessary because our goal is to calculate the drag coe cient, C , a
calculation which is done by evaluating quantities derived from the stream function on the
surface of the sohere. Hence it is necessary that the stream function be as accurate as
possbl in that regin e. Secondly, we want the di erence between ourm odi ed solution and
the exact solution (one which satis es the governing equations) to be as sn all as possble.

a. O seen’s solution

F irst, consider trying to satisfy these requirem ents starting from Egn. [159. A lthough
this is the less general solution to O seen’s equation, we consider O seen’s solution because
of (1) is historical In portance, including w idesporead use as a starting point for m atched
asym ptotics work and (2) the appealling sim plicity of a closed-form solation.
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W e combine Egns. [159 and [I54 to begin from the solution: ( ; ) = o(; )+

R l(b)(; ). Since we are Interested In the solution near the surface of the sphere ( = R),

and because there is no other way to detem ine the integration constants, we expand the

exponential n that vicihity. Retahingtemsup to O R ') 0O (?), we obtain:

%
(; )= +R A;° Ay Qi()+R By "Q.() (163)

n=1
T he boundary condiions are satis ed ifB, = 08n > 1,A; = 0,A; = 3=2,and B, =
R?=2. In passing, we note that substituting these values into Eqn. reproduces O seen’s
original solution (0 seen, [1910). Continuing, we substitute these values into Eqn. [163,
obtaining:
3R R

> > Q1() (164)

T his isnothing m ore than Stokes’ solution Eqgn.[28), albeit expressed in O seen variables.

(i )= 2+

C onsequently, when substituted into Egns. [11],[24, and 29 Egn . [164 reproducesCp, = 6 =R.

How accurate is our approxin ate solution? The di erence between Eqn. and Eqgn.
is given by:

- ZR QI+ ) 2+2:2 %04+ @ ) (165)
At the surface ofthe sphere ( = R), thisequatesto an O R?) error in the stream fiinction,
and an O R?) error in the derivative. T hat is entirely acoeptable. H owever, at large
grow s unbounded, being of O ( !). This is the fiilndam entalproblem w ith the solution given
by Eqn.[164. By beginning from Eqn.[158, we can avoid this di culy.

Lk isat rsta little disconcerting that O seen used his solution to cbtain the next approxi-
mation toCp Eqn.[39) 0seen,1913). How can our results be worse? A s noted previously,
\Strictly, O seen’s m ethod gives only the leading temm ... and is scarcely to be counted as
superior to Stokes’ m ethod for the purpose of cbtaining the drag." (P roudm an and Pearson,
1957)

b. G odstein’s solution

W e now apply the boundary conditions to Eqn.[158. By starting from the m ore general
solution to O seen’sequation, we can rem edy the di culties encountered above. T hisanalysis
w il be very sin ilar to the truncation perfom ed on Tom otika’s solution for the cylinder

problm .
W e combine Egns. [I58 and [I54 to begin from the solution: (; ) = o(; )+
R l(a)( ; ). Aswih the cylinder, we w ill approxin ate the fiill solution by truncating the

96



n= 1 2 3 4

n)
discard {7 )
‘@)
discard (7 )

o0 R® 0 R2 0 R! 0 RO

O R2 0 R 0 R! 0o R!?

TABLE V Importance ofdiscarded tetm sat = R.

seriesin bothm andn.Our rstoconsideration isagain symm etry: Theuniform ow inposes
asin ,o0rQ;( ) symmetry on the problem . Hence wemust retain then = 1 term In Egn.
[158. The im portance ofthis temm is clearly seen from Eqn.[28: Only the coe cient ofQ 1 ( )
is needed to calculate the drag if the stream function satis es the boundary conditions.

A s In the case of the cylinder, if we retain n ham onics, we must retain m = n 1
tem s In the seocond sum  (the sum over m ) in order to m eest both boundary conditions.
To m Inin ize the ervor Introduced by our approxin ations we set all other B, X, equalto
zero. The ram aining tem s, those which would violate the boundary conditions and must
be truncated, are then given by Eqn.[168.

n) Xl Xl 2
)=R Xn mx(=2) 7Qx() (166)

discard (7
k=n+1m=0

W e want to estin ate the m agniude of the error in our approxin ation, both overall and
at the surface (the error in the boundary conditions). T he error is given by Eqn.[164d. F irst,
we caloulate the m agnitude of both C(ﬁs)card ( ; ) and is derivative at the surface ( = R)
w ith n retained ham onics. The resuls are given 1n Tabk[V].

From Tabk[V], we see that to retain the Q, ( ) ham onics, we m ust have an error in our
derivative boundary condition ofO R?) | the order to which we are trying to work. Ifwe
retain higher ham onics, this situation gets worse.

Since it is in practice in possble to t the boundary conditions to allhamm onics, wem ust
truncate the serdes expansion. W e see that there isonly one truncation consistent w ith both
the sym m etry requirem ents of the problem and the dem and that we satisfy the boundary

oonditionsto O R1Y):

()= “0:1()+R A; *+B; "+Xo 0a(=2)7 Q1()+0 R’ (167)
W e also m ust consider the overall error, eg., how big can élj;card( ; ) get? A lthough, at

the surface of the sphere, Eqn. [167 is no better than Eqgn. [164, it is superior or € R.
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Themagniude of the error ismaxinized as ! 1 . It can be shown by Taylor expansion

(ssparately acoounting form = O;m = n,etc.) that ,, & ! 1) x? . Therefore,

. @)
]ljml discara ( 7 ) =0 R

A Though this is som ew hat unsatisfactory, this solution doesnot su er from the sam e short—
com Ings as Eqn.[163. T he error rem ains bounded.
Eqn. w ill satisfy the boundary conditions Eqn.[I51) ifA; = 0 and

6
° 6R 0;1 R=2)+ R?2 ((J),-]_ R=2) ( )
R3 . R=2)
Bl= 0 (169)
6 051 R=2)+ R 0;1 R=2)

A s In the case ofthe cylinder, the resulting stream flinction satis estheboundary conditions

exactly, and the goverming equations approxin ately. O ur nal solition is:

(; )= 20:()+R R Oﬂ(R:f) Lt (170)
6 0;1 R=2)+ R 0il CF'{=2)

R 0 R (2% 0,()+0 R
6 0a R=2)+ R o, R=2) ’

For reference,

8. Calulating the drag coe cient

W e calculated the drag coe cient by substituting Eqn. [170 into Egn. [26, giving this new

resul:

0 [00) 000
16 ,, R=2)+ R 8 ,, R=2)+ R ,; R=2)
c, = 071 071 : 071 171)

2 6 0;1 R=2)+ R 0;1 R=2)
This can be expressed in tem s of m ore conventional functions by substituting for ,; &),

resulting in the drag coe cient given by Eqn. [172.

4 24+ 24R + 8R%+ R3+ 48 R?  6)
Cp = 172)
RRR+ 1+ & R?2)

This resul is plotted In F igure[1d, where it is com pared against the principal results of
O s=en theory, m atched asym ptotic theory, num erical results, and experiments. AsR ! 0,
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FIG.16 (Colr online) Drag on a sohere, com paring RG to other theories D ennis and W alker,

1971;|Le C lair and H am ielec,11970;M axw orthy,11965) .

there is excellent agreem ent. At an allbut non-in nitesim alR eynoldsnum bers, RG isnearly
identical to O seen’s prediction Egn. [39), which is dissppointing. It is surprising that
G oldstein’s result isbetter than the RG resul, asthey are calculations of the sam e order In
R, and are a series approxin ation. T hat the m atched asym ptotics predictions are superior
is not surprising; Chester and B reach’s result began w ith a m uch higher order perturbative
approxin ation. Ifa higher order RG calculation were possibl, RG ought to be better than
the sam e order m atched asym ptotics prediction.

A s In the case of the cylinder, the real strength of Eqn. can be seen as the Reynolds
num ber increases. F igure[17 dem onstrates that all other theories diverge from experim ental
m easurem ents ©rR & 1. This is an unavoidable aspect of their structure and derivation |
they are only valid asym ptotically. The RG prediction su ers from none of these problam s.
Ean. iswellbehaved forallR , although it doesbeocom e lss accurate at larger R eynolds

num bers.
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FIG.17 (Colbr onlne) Drag on a sphere, com paring RG at larger R D ennis and W aker, [1971;

Le C lair and H am ilkc,11970;M axw orthy,(1965).

IV.CONCLUSIONS

W e have devoted a substantial e ort to the historical problem of calculating the drag
coe cient or ow around a cylinder and a sphere at low Reynolds number. W e report
four principal accom plishm ents. F irst, we have untangled over 150 years of di use, confiis—
Ing, and som etin es contradictory experin ental, num erical, and theoretical results. W e have
expressed all in portant previous work within a consistent m athem atical fram ework, and
explained the approxin ations and assum ptions which have gone into previous calculations.
M oreover, by plotting experin ental results and theoretical predictionsw ith the leading order
divergence rem oved (an idea orighally due to M axworthy), we have consistently and criti-
cally com pared allavailable m easurem ents. T here are no other such exhaustive com parative
review s availabl in the existing literature.

Secondly, we have extended traditionalm atched asym ptotics calculations. W e advance
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and justify the idea that uniform ly valid approxim ations, not the Stokes or O seen expansions,
should be used to caloulate derivative quantities such as Cp . By combining this approach
w ith previously published m atched asym ptotics results, we ocbtain new results for the drag
coe cients. T hese results system atically In prove on published drag coe cients, which relied
only on the Stokes expansion. This m ethodology also resolved a problem in the existing
literature: them ost accurate calculations fora cylinder, due to Skinner, had failed to in prove
Cp (Skinner,[1975).W hen treated via a uniform ly valid approxin ation, ournew resulbased
on Skinner’s solutions betters allm atched asym ptotics predictions.

W e have also explored the structure and subtlties nvolved in applying renom alization
group technigques to the \terrbl" problem posed by H nch and Lagerstrom Hind,|1991;
Lagerstrom and Casten,l1972). Thisproblem , previously solved by Chen et al. (Chen et all,
1996), contains a rich and henceforth unexplored collection ofhidden subtlkties. W e exhaus-
tively exam ined all possible com plications which can arise whil solving this problem with
the renom alization group. To treat som e of these possibilities, we identi ed and inple-
mented a new constraint on the RG calculation; the renomm alized perturbation solution
itself, not jast the expansion on which it is based, m ust satisfy the goveming equations to
the appropriate order In . W hile this had been done In plicitly in previous calculations, we
had to dealw ih it explicitly (eg. by approprate choices of hom ogeneous solutions). In
the process of doing so, we obtained ssveralnew second order approxin ate solutions to the
\terrble" problem , and dem onstrated their equivalence.

The work with the \terrbl" problem laid the foundation for our m ost signi cant new
calculation. In close analogy with the \terrbl" problem , we used the RG to derive new
resuls for the drag coe cients for both a sohere and a cylinder Eagns. and [147,
respectively) . These new results agree asym ptotically w ith previous theoretical predictions,
but greatly surpass them at largerR . O ther theories diverge pathologically, w hile the results
from the RG calculation rem ain wellbehaved.

W e dem onstrated that these new techniques could reproduce and in prove upon the re-
sults ofm atched asym ptotics | when applied to the very problem which that discipline was
created to solve! M atched asym ptotics requires the use oftw o ingenious and intricate expan—
sions, replete w ith strange tem s (like R logR ) which must be ntroduced while solving the
problem via a painfiul terative process. RG requires only a single generic expansion, which

can always be wrtten down a prori, even in com plicated singular perturbation problem s
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w ith boundary layers. &t therefore gives rise to a m uch m ore econom ical solution, requiring
half the work and yielding a superior result. It is hoped that dem onstrating of the utility
of these techniques on this historical problam will result in increased Interest and further

application of renom alization group technigques In uid m echanics.
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