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Abstract

Theseem ingly sim pleproblem ofdeterm ining the drag on a body m oving through

a very viscous 
uid has,for over 150 years,been a source oftheoreticalconfu-

sion,m athem aticalparadoxes,and experim entalartifacts,prim arily arising from

the com plex boundary layer structure ofthe 
ow near the body and at in�nity.

W e review the extensive experim entaland theoreticalliterature on this problem ,

with specialem phasison thelogicalrelationship between di�erentapproaches.The

survey beginswith the developm entsofm atched asym ptotic expansions,and con-

cludeswith a discussion ofperturbativerenorm alization group techniques,adapted

from quantum �eld theory to di�erentialequations. The renorm alization group

calculationslead to a new prediction forthe drag coe�cient,one which can both

reproduceand surpassthe resultsofm atched asym ptotics.
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I. IN T R O D U C T IO N T O LO W R FLO W

A . O verview

In 1851, shortly after writing down the Navier-Stokes equations, Sir George Gabriel

Stokesturned hisattention to whatm odern researchersm ightwhim sically referto as\the

hydrogen atom " of
uid m echanics:thedeterm ination ofthedrag on a sphereoran in�nite

cylinderm oving at�xed speed in a highly viscous
uid (Stokes,1851).Justasthequantum

theory ofthehydrogen atom entailed enorm ousm athem aticaldi�culties,ultim ately leading

to the developm ent ofquantum �eld theory,the problem posed by Stokes hasturned out

to be m uch harder than anyone could reasonably have expected: it took over 100 years

to obtain a justi�able lowest order approxim 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 ofthe hydrogen atom ’s spectrallines eventually required

renorm alization theory to resolve the problem sof\in�nities" arising in the theory,so too,

Stokes’problem isplagued by divergencesthatare,to a physicist,m ostnaturally resolved

by renorm alization group theory (Chen etal.,1996;Feynm an,1948;Gell-M ann and Low,
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1954;Schwinger,1948;Stuckelberg and Peterm ann,1953;Tom onaga,1948;W ilson,1971a,b,

1983).

In order to appreciate the fundam entaldi�culty ofsuch problem s,and to expose the

sim ilarity with fam iliar problem s in quantum electrodynam ics, we need to explain how

perturbation theory isused in 
uid dynam ics. Every 
ow thatisgoverned by the Navier-

Stokes equations only (i.e. the transport ofpassive scalars,such as tem perature,is not

considered;thereareno rotating fram esofreferenceorothercom plications)isgoverned by

a singledim ensionlessparam eter,known astheReynoldsnum ber,which wedesignateasR.

TheReynoldsnum berisa dim ensionlessnum berm adeup ofacharacteristiclength scaleL,

a characteristic velocity ofthe 
ow U,and the kinem atic viscosity � � �=�,where � isthe

viscosity and � isthedensity ofthe
uid.In theproblem sathand,de�ned precisely below,

thevelocity scaleistheinput
uid velocity atin�nity,u1 ,and thelength scaleistheradius

a ofthebody im m ersed in the
uid.Then theReynoldsnum berisgiven by:

R �
u1 a

�
(1)

The Reynoldsnum berisfrequently interpreted astheratio ofthe inertialto viscousterm s

in the Navier-Stokes equations. Forvery viscous
ows,R ! 0,and so we anticipate that

a sensible way to proceed is perturbation theory in R about the problem s with in�nite

viscosity,i.e. R = 0. In thisrespect,the unwary readerm ightregard thisasan exam ple

very sim ilarto quantum electrodynam ics,where the sm allparam eteristhe �ne structure

constant. However,aswe willsee in detailbelow,there isa qualitative di�erence between

a 
ow with R = 0 and a 
ow with R ! 0. The fundam entalreason is thatby virtue of

thecircularorsphericalgeom etry,theratio ofinertialto viscousforcesin theNavier-Stokes

equationsisnota constanteverywhere in space:itvariesasa function ofradialdistance r

from the body,scaling asO (Rr=a). Thus,when R = 0,thisterm iseverywhere zero;but

forany non-zero R,asr=a ! 1 the ratio ofinertialto viscousforcesbecom esarbitrarily

large. Thus,inertialforces can not legitim ately be regarded as negligible with respect to

viscousforceseverywhere:thebasicprem iseofperturbation theory isnotvalid.

Perturbation theory hasto som ehow express,orm anifest,thisfact,and itregistersits

objection bygeneratingdivergentterm sin itsexpansion.Thesedivergencesarenotphysical,

butaretheperturbation theory’sway ofindicatingthatthezeroth ordersolution| thepoint

about which perturbation theory proceeds| is not a correct starting point. The reader
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m ight wonder ifthe precise nature ofthe breakdown ofperturbation 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 renorm alization group (RG),

and we willdevote a signi�cant fraction ofthis article to expounding this strategy. As

m ostreaderswillknow,renorm alization (Feynm an,1948;Schwinger,1948;Tom onaga,1948)

and renorm alization group (Gell-M ann and Low,1954;Stuckelberg and Peterm ann,1953;

W ilson,1971a,b,1983)techniquesin quantum �eld theorieshavebeen stunningly successful.

In the m ost well-controlled case,that ofquantum electrodynam ics,the sm allness ofthe

�ne structure constant allows agreem ent ofperturbative calculations with high-precision

m easurem entsto12signi�cant�gures(Gabrielseetal.,2006).Docorrespondingtechniques

work as wellin low Reynolds 
uid dynam ics,where one wishes to calculate and m easure

the drag CD (de�ned precisely below)? Note thatin thiscase,itisthe functionalform in

R forthedrag thatisofinterest,ratherthan thedrag atone particularvalueofR,so the

m easure ofsuccessisratherm ore involved. Nevertheless,we willsee thatcalculationscan

becom pared with experim ents,buttheretoo willrequirecarefulinterpretation.

Historically adi�erentstrategy wasfollowed,leadingtoasetoftechniquesknown generi-

cally assingularperturbation theory,in particularencom passing boundary layertheory and

them ethod ofm atched asym ptoticexpansions.W ewillexplain thesetechniques,developed

by m athem aticiansstarting in the 1950’s,and show theirconnection with renorm alization

group m ethods.

Although the calculational techniques of m atched asym ptotic expansions are widely

regarded as representing a system atically �rm footing, their best results apply only to

in�nitesim ally sm allReynolds num ber. As shown in Figure 1, the large deviations be-

tween theory and experim entforR � 0:5 dem onstrate the need fortheoreticalpredictions

which are m ore robustforsm allbutnon-in�nitesim alReynoldsnum bers. Ian Proudm an,

who,in a tour de force helped obtain the �rst m atched asym ptotics result for a sphere

(Proudm an and Pearson,1957),expressed it this way: \It is therefore particularly disap-

pointingthatthenum erical‘convergence’oftheexpansion issopoor." (Chesterand Breach,

1969)In spite ofitsfailings,Proudm an’ssolution from 1959 wasthe �rstm athem atically

rigorousonefor
ow pasta sphere;allpreceding theoreticale�ortswereworse.

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

\paradoxes",revisions,ad-hocjusti�cations,disagreem entsoverattribution,m ysteriousfac-
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FIG .1 (Color online) Com paring experim ent with \state ofthe art" theoreticalpredictions for

a sphere (Jayaweera and M ason,1965;Tritton,1959)(right)and a cylinder(Dennisand W alker,

1971;Le Clairand Ham ielec,1970;M axworthy,1965)(left).

torsoftwo,con
icting term inology,non-standard de�nitions,and languagebarriers.Even a

recentarticle attem pting to resolve thisquagm ire (Lindgren,1999)containsan inaccuracy

regarding publication datesand scienti�c priority. Thistortured history haslefta wake of

experim entsand num ericalcalculationswhich are ofwidely varying quality,although they

can appeartoagreewhen notexam ined closely.Forexam ple,itturnsoutthatthe�nitesize

ofexperim entalsystem shasa dram atice�ecton m easurem entsand sim ulations,a problem

notappreciated by early workers.

Although in principle the m atched asym ptotics results can be system atically extended

by working to higherorder,thisisnotpractical.Thecom plexity ofthegoverning equations

prohibitsfurtherim provem ent. W e willshow here thattechniquesbased on the renorm al-

ization group am elioratesom eofthetechnicaldi�culties,and resultin am oreaccuratedrag

coe�cientatsm allbutnon-in�nitesim alReynoldsnum bers.Given thehistoricalim portance

ofthe techniques developed to solve these problem s,we hope thatoursolutionswillbe of

generalm ethodologicalinterest.

W e anticipate thatsom e ofourreaderswillbe 
uid dynam icistsinterested in assessing

the potentialvalue ofrenorm alization group techniques. W e hope that this com m unity

willsee that our use ofthe renorm alization group is quite distinct from applications to

stochastic problem s,such as turbulence,and can serve a di�erent purpose. The second
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group ofreaders m ay be physicists with a �eld theoretic background,encountering 
uids

problem sforthe�rsttim e,perhapsin unconventionalsettings,such asheavy ion collisions

andQCD (Ackerm ann etal.,2001;Baieretal.,2006;Csernaietal.,2006,2005;Heniz,2005;

Hirano and Gyulassy,2006)or2D electron gases(Eaves,1998;Stone,1990).W ehopethat

thisreview willexposethem tothem athem aticalrichnessofeven thesim plest
ow settings,

and introducea fam iliarconceptualtoolin a non-traditionalcontext.

Thisreview hastwo m ain purposes.The�rstpurposeofthepresentarticleistoattem 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

especially im portant,becausethisisoneofthoseproblem ssodetested by students,in which

there are a m yriad ofwaysto achieve the rightanswerforthe wrong reasons. Thisarticle

highlightsallofthese.

A second purposeofthisarticleisto review theuseofrenorm alization group techniques

in the context ofsingular perturbation theory,as applied to low Reynolds num ber 
ows.

These techniques generate a non-trivialestim ate for the functionalform ofCD (R) that

can be sensibly used atm oderate values ofR � O (1),notjustin�nitesim alvalues ofR.

AsR ! 0,these new results reduce to those previously obtained by m atched asym ptotic

expansions,in particularaccounting forthe nature ofthe m athem aticalsingularities that

m ustbeassum ed to bepresentfortheasym ptoticm atching procedureto work.

Renorm alization group techniqueswereoriginally developed in the1950’sto extend and

im prove the perturbation theory for quantum electrodynam ics. During the late 1960’s

and 1970’s,renorm alization group techniques fam ously found application in the problem

of phase transitions (L.P.Kadano�, 1966; W idom , 1963; W ilson, 1971a). During the

1990’s,renorm alization group techniques were developed for ordinary and partialdi�er-

entialequations,at �rst for the analysis ofnonequilibrium (but determ inistic) problem s

which exhibited anom alous scaling exponents (Chen etal.,1991;Goldenfeld etal.,1990)

and subsequently fortherelated problem oftravelling waveselection (Chen and Goldenfeld,

1995;Chen etal.,1994a,c).Them ostrecentsigni�cantdevelopm entoftherenorm alization

group| and the one that concerns us here| was the application to singular perturbation

problem s(Chen etal.,1994b,1996).Thescopeof(Chen etal.,1996)encom passesbound-

arylayertheory,m atched asym ptoticexpansions,m ultiplescalesanalysis,W KB theory,and

reductive perturbation theory forspatially-extended dynam icalsystem s.W edo notreview
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allthese developm entshere,butfocusonly on the issuesarising in the highly pathological

singularitiescharacteristicoflow Reynoldsnum ber
ows.Fora pedagogicalintroduction to

renorm alization group techniques,we referthe readerto (Goldenfeld,1992),in particular

Chapter 10 which explains the connection between anom alous dim ensions in �eld theory

and sim ilarity solutionsofpartialdi�erentialequations.W em ention also thattheRG tech-

niquesdiscussed herehave also been thesubjectofrigorousanalysis(Blom keretal.,2002;

Bricm ontand Kupiainen,1995;Bricm ontetal.,1994;Lan and Lin,2004;M oiseetal.,1998;

M oiseand Tem am , 2000; M oiseand Ziane, 2001; Petcu etal., 2005; W irosoetisno etal.,

2002;Ziane,2000) in other contexts of
uid dynam ics,and have also found application

in cavitation (Josserand,1999) and cosm ological
uid dynam ics (Belinchon etal.,2002;

Iguchietal.,1998;Nam bu,2000,2002;Nam bu and Yam aguchi,1999).

Thisreview isorganized asfollows.Afterprecisely posing them athem aticalproblem ,we

review allpriortheoreticaland experim entalresults. W e identify the �ve calculationsand

m easurem entswhich areaccurate enough,and which extend to su�ciently sm allReynolds

num ber,to beusefulforevaluating theoreticalpredictions.Furtherm ore,wereview thehis-

tory ofalltheoreticalcontributions,and clearly presentthem ethodologiesand approxim a-

tionsbehind previoussolutions. In doing so,we elim inate priorconfusion overchronology

and attribution. W e conclude by com paring the best experim entalresults with our new,

RG-based,theoreticalprediction. This exercise m akes the shortcom ings that Proudm an

lam ented clear.

B . M athem aticalform ulation

Thegoalofthesecalculationsisto determ ine thedrag forceexerted on a sphereand on

an in�nite cylinder by steady,incom pressible,viscous 
ows. The actualphysicalproblem

concernsa body m oving atconstantvelocity in an in�nite 
uid,where the 
uid isatrest

in thelaboratory fram e.In practice,itism oreconvenientto analyzetheproblem using an

inertialfram em oving with the�xed body,an approach which isentirely equivalent.1

Flow pasta sphere orcircle isshown schem atically in Figure 2. The body hasa char-

acteristic length scale,which we have chosen to be the radius (a),and it is im m ersed in

1 Nearly allworkers,beginning with Stokes(Stokes,1851),use this approach,which Lindgren (Lindgren,

1999)refersto asthe \steady" 
ow problem .
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FIG .2 (Coloronline)Schem atic for
ow pasta sphereorcylinder.

Q uantity Description

~r Coordinate Vector

~u(~r) Velocity Field

� Fluid Density

p(~r) Pressure

� K inem atic Viscosity

a Characteristic Length ofFixed Body

~u1 TheUniform Stream Velocity

TABLE I Q uantitiesneeded to characterize low R 
ow pasta rigid body.

uniform stream of
uid.Atlargedistances,theundisturbed 
uid m oveswith velocity ~u1 .

Thequantitiesshown inTableIcharacterizetheproblem .W eassum eincom pressible
ow,

so � = const. The continuity equation (Eqn. 2)and the tim e-independent Navier-Stokes

equations(Eqn.3)govern steady-state,incom pressible 
ow.

r � ~u = 0 (2)

(~u � r ~u)= �
r p

�
+ �r2

~u (3)

Theseequationsm ustbesolved subjectto two boundary conditions,given in Eqn.4.First,

theno-slip conditionsareim posed on thesurfaceofthe�xed body (Eqn.4a).Secondly,the


ow m ustbea uniform stream farfrom thebody (Eqn.4b).To calculatethepressure,one

also needs to specify an appropriate boundary condition (Eqn. 4c),although asa m atter
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Dim ensionlessQ uantity De�nition

~r� ~r=a

~u�(~r) ~u(~r)=j~u1 j

p�(~r) a p(~r)=� � j~u1 j

~r � a ~r

TABLE II Dim ensionlessvariables.

ofpracticethisisim m aterial,asonly pressuredi�erencesm atterwhen calculating thedrag

coe�cient.

~u(~r) = 0 ~r2 fSurfaceofFixed Bodyg (4a)

lim
j~rj! 1

~u(~r) = ~u1 (4b)

lim
j~rj! 1

p(~r) = p1 (4c)

Itisconvenientto analyze the problem using non-dim ensionalquantities,which arede-

�ned in Table II.W hen using dim ensionlessvariables,the governing equationsassum e the

form sgiven in Eqns.5and 6,wherewehaveintroduced theReynoldsNum ber,R = j~u1 ja=�,

and denoted scaled quantitiesby an asterisk.

r � �~u� = 0 (5)

R(~u� � r�)~u� = � r�p� + r �2
~u
� (6)

Theboundary conditionsalso transform ,and willlaterbegiven separately forboth the

sphere and the cylinder(Eqns. 14,10). Henceforth,the � willbe om itted from ournota-

tion,exceptwhen dim ensionalquantitiesareexplicitly introduced.Itisusefulto elim inate

pressurefrom Eqn.6 by taking thecurland using theidentity r � r p= 0,leading to

(~u � r )(r � ~u)� ((r � ~u)� ~u)=
1

R
r 2(r � ~u) (7)

1. Flow pasta cylinder

Forthe problem ofthe in�nite cylinder,itisnaturalto use cylindricalcoordinates,~r =

(r;�;z). W e exam ine the problem where the uniform 
ow isin the x̂ direction (see Figure

2).W ewilllook for2-d solutions,which satisfy @z~u = 0.
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Since the problem is two dim ensional,one m ay reduce the set ofgoverning equations

(Eqns. 5 and 6) to a single equation involving a scalar quantity,the Lagrangian stream

function,usually denoted  (r;�).Itisde�ned by Eqn.8.2

ur =
1

r

@ 

@�
u� = �

@ 

@r
uz = 0 (8)

Thisde�nition guaranteesthatequation (5)willbe satis�ed (Goldstein,1929). Substi-

tuting the stream function into equation (7), one obtains the governing equation (Eqn.

9). Here we follow the com pact notation of Proudm an and Pearson (Hinch, 1991;

Proudm an and Pearson,1957).

r 4
r (r;�)= �

R

r

@( ;r 2
r)

@(r;�)
(9)

where

r 2
r �

@2

@r2
+
1

r

@

@r
+

1

r2

@2

@�2

The boundary conditionswhich �x ~u(~r)(Eqns. 4a,4b)also determ ine  (r;�)up to an

irrelevantadditive constant.3 Eqn.10 givestheboundary conditionsexpressed in term sof

stream functions.

 (r= 1;�) = 0 (10a)
@ (r;�)

@r

�
�
�
�
r= 1

= 0 (10b)

lim
r! 1

 (r;�)

r
= sin(�) (10c)

To calculate the drag for on a cylinder, we m ust �rst solve Equation 9 subject to the

boundary conditionsgiven in Eqn.10.

2. Flow pasta sphere

To study 
ow past a sphere,we use sphericalcoordinates: ~r = (r;�;�). W e take the

uniform 
ow tobein the ẑ direction.Consequently,weareinterested in solutionswhich are

independentof�,becausetherecan beno circulation aboutthe ẑ axis.

2 Although m any authors prefer to solve the vector equations, we follow Proudm an and Pearson

(Proudm an and Pearson,1957).
3 The constantisirrelevantbecause itvanisheswhen the derivativesaretaken in Eqn.8.
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Sincetheproblem hasaxialsym m etry,onecan usetheStokes’stream function (orStokes’

current function) to reduce Eqns. 5 and 6 to a single equation. This stream function is

de�ned through thefollowing relations:

vr =
1

r2sin�
 � v� = �

1

rsin�
 r v� = 0 (11)

Thesede�nitionsguaranteethatEqn.5 willbesatis�ed.Substituting Eqn.11 into Eqn.7,

oneobtainsthegoverning equation for (r;�)(Proudm an and Pearson,1957):

D
4
 = R

�
1

r2

@( ;D 2 )

@(r;�)
+

2

r2
D

2
 L 

�

(12)

In thisequation,

� � cos�

D
2 �

@2

@r2
+
1� �2

r2

@2

@�2

L �
�

1� �2

@

@r
+
1

r

@

@�

Here we follow the notation of Proudm an and Pearson (Proudm an and Pearson,1957).

Other authors,such as Van Dyke (Van Dyke,1975) and Hinch (Hinch,1991),write their

stream function equationsin an equivalent,albeitlesscom pact,notation.

As in the case ofthe cylinder,the boundary conditions which �x ~u(~r) (Eqns. 4a,4b)

determ ine  up to an irrelevant additive constant. The transform ed boundary conditions

aregiven by Eqn.14.

 (r= 1;�) = 0 (14a)
@ (r;�)

@r

�
�
�
�
r= 1

= 0 (14b)

lim
r! 1

 (r;�)

r2
=

1

2

�
1� �

2
�

(14c)

In thispaper,weobtain approxim atesolutionsforEqn.9(subjecttoEqn.10),and Eqn.

12 (subjectto Eqn.14).Thesesolutionsarethen used to calculatedrag coe�cients,which

wecom pareto experim entalresults.

3. Calculating the drag coe�cient

Once the Navier-Stokesequationshave been solved,and the stream function isknown,

calculating thedrag coe�cient,C D ,isa m echanicalprocedure.W efollow them ethodology

12



described by Chester and Breach (Chesterand Breach,1969). This analysis is consistent

with the work done by Kaplun (Kaplun,1957) and Proudm an (Proudm an and Pearson,

1957),although theseauthorsdo notdetailtheircalculations.

Thism ethodology issigni�cantly di�erentfrom thatem ployed by otherworkers,such as

Tom otika (Oseen,1910;Tom otika and Aoi,1950). Tom otika calculatesCD approxim ately,

based on a linearized calculation ofpressure.Although theseapproxim ationsareconsistent

with theapproxim ationsinherentin theirsolution oftheNavier-Stokesequations,they are

inadequate forthe purposesofobtaining a system atic approxim ation to any desired order

ofaccuracy.

Calculating the drag on the body beginsby determ ining the force exerted on the body

by the m oving 
uid. Using dim ensional variables, the force per unit area is given by

(Landau and Lifschitz,1999):

Pi= � �iknk (15)

Here �ik isthe stress tensor,and ~n isa unitvectornorm alto the surface. Foran incom -

pressible 
uid,thestresstensortakestheform (Landau and Lifschitz,1999):

�ik = � p�ik + �

�
@vi

@xk
+
@vk

@xi

�

(16)

� isthe dynam ic viscosity,related to the kinem atic viscosity by � = ��. The totalforce is

found by integrating Eqn.15 overthesurfaceofthesolid body.W enow usetheserelations

to derive explicitform ula,expressed in term sofstream functions,forboth the sphere and

thecylinder.

a. Cylinder In the case ofthe cylinder,the com ponents ofthe velocity �eld are given

through thede�nition oftheLagrangian stream function (Eqn.8).Sym m etry requiresthat

thenetforceon thecylinderm ustbein thesam edirection astheuniform stream .Because

theuniform stream isin the x̂ direction,iffollowsfrom Eqns.15 and 16 thattheforce4 on

thecylinderperunitlength isgiven by:

Fx̂ =

I

(�rrcos� � �r�sin�)ds (17)

=

�Z 2�

0

(�rrcos� � �r�sin�)r d�

�

r= a

=

�Z 2�

0

��

� p+ 2�
@vr

@r

�

cos� � �

�
1

r

@vr

@�
+
@v�

@r
�
v�

r

�

sin�

�

r d�

�

r= a

4 The form of�ik in cylindricalcoordinatesisgiven isLandau (Landau and Lifschitz,1999).
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The drag coe�cientforan in�nite cylinderisde�ned asC D = FN et=�j~u1 j
2a.Note that

authors (e.g.,(Lagerstrom etal.,1967;Tritton,1959)) who de�ne the Reynolds num ber

based on diam eternonethelessusethesam ede�nition ofC D ,which isbased on theradius.

Forthisproblem ,FN et = Fx̂,asgiven by Eqn. 17.Introducing the dim ensionlessvariables

de�ned in Table IIinto Eqn.17,weobtain Eqn.18.Com bining thiswith thede�nition of

CD ,weobtain Eqn.19.

Fx̂ =
�j~u1 j

2a

R

�Z 2�

0

��

� p(r;�)+ 2
@ur

@r

�

cos��

�
1

r

@ur

@�
+
@u�

@r
�
u�

r

�

sin�

�

rd�

�

r= 1

(18)

CD =
1

R

�Z 2�

0

��

� p(r;�)+ 2
@ur

@r

�

cos� �

�
1

r

@ur

@�
+
@u�

@r
�
u�

r

�

sin�

�

r d�

�

r= 1

(19)

To evaluate this expression, we m ust �rst derive p(r;�) from the stream function.

The pressure can be determ ined to within an irrelevant additive constant by integrat-

ing the �̂ com ponent ofthe Navier-Stokes equations (Eqn.6)(Chesterand Breach,1969;

Landau and Lifschitz,1999).Theconstantisirrelevantbecause,in Eqn.19,
R2�

0
C cos�d� =

0.Notethatallgradientterm sinvolving z vanish by construction.

p(r;�)= r

Z �

� R

�
(~u� r )u� +

uru�

r

�
+ r 2

u� +
2

r2

@ur

@�
�
u�

r2

�

d� (20)

Given a solution forthestream function  ,thesetofdim ensionlessEqns.8,19,and 20

uniquely determ ine CD fora cylinder. However,because the velocity �eld satis�esno-slip

boundary conditions,thesegeneralform ula often sim plify considerably.

Forinstance,considertheclassofstream functionswhich m eetstheboundary conditions

(Eqn.10)and can beexpressed asa Fouriersineseries: (r;�)=
P

1

n= 1
fn(r)sinn�.Using

theboundary conditionsitcan beshown that,forthese stream functions,Eqn.19 reduces

to thesim pleexpression given by Eqn.21.

CD = �
�

R

�
d3

dr3
f1(r)

�

r= 1

(21)

b.Sphere

Theprocedureforcalculating CD in thecaseofthesphereisnearly identicalto thatfor

the cylinder. The com ponentsofthe velocity �eld are given through the de�nition ofthe

Stokes’stream function (Eqn.11).Asbefore,sym m etry requiresthatany netforceon the

cylinderm ustbein thedirection oftheuniform stream ,in thiscasethe ẑ direction.
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From Eqn.15,thenetforceon thesphere isgiven by Eqn.22.

Fẑ =

I

(�rrcos� � �r�sin�)ds (22)

= 2�

�Z �

0

(�rrcos� � �r�sin�)r
2sin� d�

�

r= a

Forthe sphere,the drag coe�cient is de�ned as C D � FN et=�j~u1 j
2a2. Often the drag

coe�cientisgiven in term softheStokes’Drag,D S � 6��j~u1 ja� = 6��j~u1 j2a2=R.In these

term s,CD = FN et6�=D SR.IfFN et = D S,CD = 6�=R,thefam ousresultofStokes(Stokes,

1851).

Not all authors follow Stokes’ original de�nition of C D . For instance, S. Goldstein

(Goldstein,1929,1965) and H.Liebster (Liebster,1927;Liebsterand Schiller,1924) de-

�ne C D using a factorbased on cross-sectionalareas: C G oldstein
D = CD 2=�. These authors

also de�neR using thediam eterofthesphereratherthan theradius.S.Dennis,de�nesC D

sim ilarly to Goldstein,butwithoutthefactoroftwo:C D ennis
D = CD =� (Dennisand W alker,

1971).

Usingtheform ofEqn.16given in Landau (Landau and Lifschitz,1999)and introducing

thedim ensionlessvariablesde�ned in Table IIinto Eqn.22,weobtain Eqn.23.Com bining

thiswith thede�nition ofC D ,weobtain Eqn.24.

Fẑ =
D s

3

�Z
�
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�
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�
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r

@ur

@�
+
@u�

@r
�
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r

�

sin�

�

r
2sin� d�

�

r= 1

(23)

CD =
2�
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r
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+
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@r
�
u�

r

�

sin�

�

r
2sin� d�

�
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(24)

As with the cylinder, the pressure can be determ ined to within an irrelevant addi-

tive constant by integrating the �̂ com ponent of the Navier-Stokes equations (Eqn. 6)

(Chesterand Breach,1969;Landau and Lifschitz,1999). Note thatgradientterm sinvolv-

ing � m ustvanish.

p(r;�)= r

Z �

� R

�
(~u� r )u� +

uru�

r

�
+ r 2

u� +
2

r2

@ur

@�
�

u�

r2sin�2

�

d� (25)

Given a solution forthe stream function  ,the setofdim ensionless Eqns. 11,24,and 25

uniquely determ ineCD fora sphere.

Aswith thecylinder,theim position ofno-slip boundary conditionsconsiderably sim pli-

�es these generalform ula. In particular,consider stream functions ofthe form  (r;�) =
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P
1

n= 1
fn(r)Q n(cos�),whereQn(x)isde�ned asin Eqn.46.Ifthesestream functionssatisfy

theboundary conditions,thedrag isgiven by Eqn.26:

CD =
2�

3R

�
� 2f

00

1(r)+ f
000

1 (r)
�

r= 1
(26)

c.A subtle point

W hen applicable,Eqns. 21 and 26 are the m ost convenient way to calculate the drag

given a stream function. They sim ply require di�erentiation ofa single angular term ’s

radialcoe�cient.However,they only apply to functionsthatcan beexpressed asa seriesof

harm onicfunctions.M oreover,forthesesim pleform ulatoapply,theseriesexpansionsm ust

m eettheboundary conditionsexactly.Thisrequirem entim pliesthateach ofthefunctions

fi(r)independently m eetstheboundary conditions.

The goalofourwork isto derive and understand approxim ate solutionsto the Navier-

Stokes’equations. These approxim ate solutions generally willnot satisfy the boundary

conditionsexactly. W hat| ifany | applicability do Eqns. 21 and 26 have ifthe stream

function doesnotexactly m eettheboundary conditions?

In som e rare cases, the stream function ofinterest can be expressed in a convenient

closed form . In these cases,itisnaturalto calculate the drag coe�cientusing the fullset

ofequations. However we willsee that the solution to these problem s is generally only

expressibleasaseriesin harm onicfunctions.In thesecases,itactually preferabletousethe

sim pli�ed equations21 and 26.

First,these equationsre
ectthe essentialsym m etry ofthe problem ,the sym m etry im -

posed by the uniform 
ow. Eqns. 21 and 26 explicitly dem onstrate that,given an exact

solution,only the lowest harm onic willm atter: Only term s which have the sam e angular

dependence asthe uniform stream willcontribute to the drag. By utilizing the sim pli�ed

form ula for CD as opposed to the generalprocedure,we e�ectively discard contributions

from higherharm onics.Thisisexactly whatwewant,sincethesecontributionsareartifacts

ofourapproxim ations,and would notbepresentin an exactsolution.

The contributions from inaccuracies in how the lowest harm onic m eets the boundary

conditionsarem oresubtle.Aslongastheboundary conditionsaresatis�ed totheaccuracy

oftheoverallapproxim ation,itdoesnotm atterwhetheroneusesthefull-blown orsim pli-

�ed drag form ula. The drag coe�cients willagree to within the accuracy ofthe original

approxim ation.
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In general,we willuse the sim pli�ed form ula. Thisisthe approach taken explicitly by

m any m atched asym ptoticsworkers(Chesterand Breach,1969;Skinner,1975),and im plic-

itly by otherworkers(Proudm an and Pearson,1957;Van Dyke,1975). Itshould be noted

thatthese workersonly use the portion5 oftheirsolutionswhich can exactly m eetthe as-

sum ptionsofthesim pli�ed drag form ula.However,aswe willsubsequently discuss,thisis

an oversim pli�cation.

II. H IST O RY O F LO W R FLO W ST U D IES

A . Experim ents and num ericalcalculations

Theoreticalattem ptsto determ inethedrag by solving theNavier-Stokes’equationshave

been paralleled by an equally intricate set ofexperim ents. In the case ofthe sphere,ex-

perim entsusually m easured theterm inalvelocity ofsm allfalling spheresin a hom ogeneous


uid.In thecaseofthecylinder,workersm easured theforceexerted on thin wiresor�bers

im m ersed in a uniform ly 
owing viscous
uid.

These experim ents, while sim ple in concept,were di�cult undertakings. The regim e

ofinterestnecessitates som e com bination ofsm allobjects,slow m otion,and viscous
uid.

Precise m easurem ents are not easy,and neither is insuring that the experim ent actually

exam ines the sam e quantities that the theory predicts. Alltheoreticaldrag coe�cients

concern objectsin an in�nite 
uid,which asym ptotically tendsto a uniform stream . Any

realdrag coe�cientm easurem ents m usttake care to avoid a�ectsdue to the �nite size of

the experim ent. Due to the wide variety ofreported resultsin the literature,we found it

necessary to m akea com pletesurvey,aspresented in thissection.

1. M easuring the drag on a sphere

Asm entioned,experim entsm easuringthedragon asphereatlow Reynoldsnum berwere

intertwined with theoreticaldevelopm ents. Early experim ents,which essentially con�rm ed

Stokes’law as a reasonable approxim ation,include those ofAllen (Allen,1900),Arnold

(Arnold H.D.,1911),W illiam s(W illiam s,1915),and W ieselsberger(W ieselsberger,1922).

5 To be precise,they useonly the Stokes’expansion,ratherthan a uniform expansion.
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FIG .3 (Coloronline)Early m easurem entsofthedrag on a sphere(G oldstein,1965).

The next round ofexperim ents were done in the 1920s,m otivated by the theoretical

advancesbegun by C.W .Oseen (Oseen,1910).Theseexperim entalistsincluded Schm eidel

(Schm iedel,1928)and Liebster(Liebster,1927;Liebsterand Schiller,1924).Theresultsof

Allen,Liebster,andArnold wereanalyzed,collated,andaveraged byCastlem an (Castlem an,

1925),whose paperisoften cited asa sum m ary ofpriorexperim ents. The state ofa�airs

afterthiswork iswellsum m arized in plotsgiven by Goldstein (p.16)(Goldstein,1965),and

Perry (Perry,1950).Figure3 showsGoldstein’splot,digitized and re-expressed in term sof

theconventionalde�nitionsofC D and R.

Figure 3 showsthe experim entaldata atthispoint,priorto the nexttheoreticaldevel-

opm ent,m atched asym ptotics.Although theexperim entaldata seem to painta consistent

portraitofthefunction CD (R),in reality they arenotgood enough to discrim inatebetween

di�erenttheoreticalpredictions.

Finitegeom etriescausethem ostsigni�cantexperim entalerrorsforthesem easurem ents

(Lindgren,1999;M axworthy,1965;Tritton,1988). Tritton notes that \the container di-

am eterm ustbe m ore than one hundred tim esthe sphere diam eterforthe errorto be less
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than 2percent",and Lindgren estim atesthataratioof50between thecontainerand sphere

diam eterswillresultin a 4% changein drag force.

In 1961,Fidleris et al. experim entally studied the e�ects of�nite container size on

drag coe�cient m easurem ents (Fidlerisand W hitm ore,1961). They concluded thatthere

were signi�cant �nite size e�ects in previous experim ents, but also proposed corrections

to com pensate forearlierexperim entallim itations. Lindgren also conducted som e related

experim ents(Lindgren,1999).

T.M axworthy also realized this problem ,and undertook experim ents which could be

used to evaluate the m ore precise predictionsofm atched asym ptoticstheories. In hisown

words,

From thedata plotted in Goldstein orPerry,itwould appearthatthepresently

available data issu�cientto accurately answerany reasonable question. How-

ever,when thedataisplotted ‘correctly’;thatis,thedragisnon-dim ensionalized

with respectto the Stokesdrag,startling inaccuraciesappear. Itisin factim -

possible to be sure ofthe drag to better than � 20% ... The di�culties faced

by previousinvestigatorsseem ed to bem ainly dueto an inability to accurately

com pensateforwalle�ects(M axworthy,1965).

M axworthy re�ned the falling sphere technique to produce the bestexperim entalm ea-

surem entsyet| 2% error.Healsoproposed a new way ofplotting thedata,which rem oves

theR �1 divergence in Eqn.24 (asR ! 0).Hisapproach m akesclearthefailingsofearlier

m easurem ents,ascan beseen in Figure4,wherethedrag m easurem entsarenorm alized by

theStokesdrag,C Stokes
D = 6�=R.

In M axworthy’sapparatus,thecontainerdiam eterisover700tim esthespherediam eter,

and does not contribute signi�cantly to experim entalerror,which he estim ates at better

than 2 percent.Notethatthedata in Figure4 aredigitized from hispaper,asraw data are

notavailable.

This problem also attracted the attention of atm ospheric scientists, who real-

ized its signi�cance in cloud physics, where \cloud drops m ay well be approxi-

m ated by rigid spheres."(Pruppacherand LeClair, 1970) In a series of papers (e.g.,

(Beard and Pruppacher,1969;LeClairand Ham ielec,1970;Pruppacherand LeClair,1970;

Pruppacherand Steinberger,1968)),H.R.Pruppacherand othersundertook num ericaland
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1965)contrasted with previousexperim ents(G oldstein,1965).

experim entalstudiesofthedrag on thesphere.They werem otivated by m any ofthesam e

reasons as M axworthy,because his experim ents covered only Reynolds num bers between

0.4 and 11,and because \M axworthy’sexperim entalsetup and procedure leftconsiderable

room forim provem ent" (Pruppacherand Steinberger,1968).

Theirresults included over 220 m easurem ents,which they binned and averaged. They

presented theirresultsin theform ofa setoflinear�ts.Adopting M axworthy’snorm aliza-

tion,wecollateand sum m arizetheir�ndingsin Eqn.27.

CD

R

6�
� 1=

8
>>><

>>>:

0:102(2R)0:955 0:005< R � 1:0

0:115(2R)0:802 1:0< R � 20

0:189(2R)0:632 20< R � 200

(27)

Unfortunately,oneoftheirlaterpapersincludesthefollowing footnote(in ournotation):

\AtR < 1 the m ostrecentvaluesofCD R=6� � 1 (Pruppacher,1969,unpublished)tended

tobesom ewhathigherthan thoseofPruppacherand Steinberger." (LeClairand Ham ielec,

1970)Theirsubsequent papersplotthese unpublished data as\experim entalscatter." As
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the unpublished data arein m uch betteragreem entwith both M axworthy’sm easurem ents

and theirown num ericalanalysis(LeClairand Ham ielec,1970),itm akesusquestion the

accuracy oftheresultsgiven in Eqn.27.

There are m any other num erical calculations of the drag coe�cient for a sphere,

including: Dennis (Dennisand W alker, 1971), Le Clair (LeClairand Ham ielec,

1970; Pruppacherand LeClair, 1970), Ham ielec (Ham ielecetal., 1967), Rim on

(Rim on and Cheng, 1969), Jenson (Jenson, 1959), and Kawaguti (Kawaguti, 1950).

M ostofthese resultsarenotusefuleitherbecause oflargeerrors(e.g.,Jenson),orbecause

they study rangesofReynoldsnum berwhich donotincludeR < 1.M any num ericalstudies

exam ineonly afew (oreven justasingle)Reynoldsnum bers.Forthepurposesofcom paring

theoreticalpredictions ofCD at low Reynolds num ber,only Dennis (Dennisand W alker,

1971)and Le Clair (LeClairand Ham ielec,1970)have usefulcalculations. Both ofthese

papersreporttabulated resultswhich arein very good agreem entwith both each otherand

M axworthy;atR = 0:5,the three setsofresultsagree to within 1% in CD ,and to within

10% in thetransform ed variable,CD R=6� � 1.Theagreem entiseven betterforR < 0:5.

Figure 5 shows all relevant experim ental and num erical results for the drag on a

sphere. Note the clear disagreem ent between Pruppacher’s results (Eqn. 27), and all

ofthe other results for R < 1 | including Le Clair and Pruppacher’s num ericalresults

(LeClairand Ham ielec,1970). This can be clearly seen in the inset graph. Although

Pruppacher’s experim ent results do agree very wellwith otherdata forlargervaluesofR

(R & 20),we willdisregard them forthe purposesofevaluating theoreticalpredictionsat

low Reynoldsnum ber.

Itshould also benoted thatthereisa com m unity ofresearchersinterested in sedim enta-

tion and settling velocitieswho havestudied thedrag on a sphere.In a contribution to this

literature,Brown reviewsalloftheauthorsdiscussed here,ashetabulatesCD forR < 5000

(Brown and Lawler,2003). His reportaddresses a larger range ofReynolds num bers and

hesum m arizesa num berofexperim entsnottreated here.Hism ethodology isto apply the

Fidleris’correction (Fidlerisand W hitm ore,1961)to previousexperim entswheretabulated

experim entaldata waspublished.6 W hile thisyieldsa reasonably well-behaved drag coe�-

cientfora widerangeofReynoldsnum bers,itisnotparticularly usefulforourpurposes,as

6 Brown incorrectly reportsDennis’work (Dennisand W alker,1971)asexperim ental.
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(Dennisand W alker,1971;Le Clairand Ham ielec,1970;M axworthy,1965).

lessaccuratework obfuscatestheresultsofthem ostpreciseexperim entsnearR = 0.Italso

doesnotinclude num ericalwork orim portantresultswhich are only available graphically

(e.g.,M axworthy (M axworthy,1965)).

2. M easuring the drag on a cylinder

Experim entsdesigned tom easurethedragon an in�nitecylinderin auniform 
uid cam e

laterthan thoseforspheres.In addition to being a m oredi�cultexperim ent| theoretical

calculationsassum e the cylinderisin�nite | there were no theoreticalpredictionsto test

beforeLam b’sresultin 1911 (Lam b H.,1911).

In 1914,E.F.Relfconducted the �rst experim ents (Relf,1914). These looked at the

forceexerted on long wiresin a 
uid.Relfm easured the drag down to a Reynoldsnum ber

ofabout ten. In 1921,W ieselberger m easured the drag at stilllower Reynods num ber,

reaching R = 2:11 by looking atthe de
ection ofa weight suspended on a wire in an air

stream (W ieselsberger,1921).
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These experim ents, com bined with others (Goldstein, 1965; Linke, 1931) at higher

Reynoldsnum ber,characterize the drag overa range ofReynoldsnum bers(see Goldstein,

pg. 15). However,they do notprobe truly sm allReynoldsnum bers (R � 1),and are of

little use for evaluating theories which are only valid in that range. Curiously,there are

no shortage ofclaim s otherwise,such asLam b,who says \The form ula isstated to be in

good agreem entwith experim entforsu�ciently sm allvaluesofU 1 a=�;seeW ieselsberger"

(Lam b,1932).

In 1933,Thom m easured the\pressuredrag",extending observationsdown to R = 1:75.

Thom also notesthatthisReynoldsnum berisstilltoo high to com pare with calculations:

\Actually,Lam b’ssolution onlyappliestovaluesofR lessthan thoseshown,in facttovalues

m uch lessthan unity,butevidently in m ostcasesthe experim entalresults are converging

with them ." (Thom ,1933)

In 1946,W hiteundertook aseriesofm easurem ents,which were
awed duetowalle�ects

(W hite,1946).The�rsthigh quality experim entswhich m easured thedragatlow Reynolds

num ber were done by R.K.Finn (Finn,1953). His results,available only in graphical

form ,are reproduced in Figure 7. W hile vastly superior to any previous results,there is

considerablescatterin Finn’sm easurem ents,and they havelargely been surpassed by later

experim ents.

Tritton,in 1959,conducted experim entswhich reached a Reynoldsnum berofR = 0:2,

and also �lled in som e gaps in the R � CD curve (Tritton,1959). Tritton estim ates his

accuracy at� 6% ,and com pareshisresultsfavorably to previouswork,com m enting that,

\Probably thelowestR pointsoftheotherworkerswerestretching theirtechniquesa little

beyond theirlim its." Tritton isalsothe�rstauthortogiveadiscussion ofsystem aticerrors.7

Tritton’sresultsareshown in Figure6.Allofhisdata areavailablein tabularform .

M axworthy im proved plotsofthedrag on a sphere(Fig.3),by arguing thattheleading

divergence m ustberem oved to bettercom pareexperim entsand predictions(Fig.4).This

sam ecriticism appliestoplotsofthedragon acylinder.In thecaseofthecylinder,CD goes

asR �1 (with logarithm ic corrections)asR ! 0 (Eqn. 19). Thism eanswe oughtto plot

CD R=4�.Thisfunction tendsto zero asR ! 0,so itisnotnecessary to plotCD R=4� � 1,

asin thecaseofthesphere.Figure7 showsboth Finn’sand Tritton’sdata re-plotted with

7 Tritton doescautionthathism easurem entsm aybenegativelybiased athigherReynoldsnum ber(R & 30).
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FIG .6 (Coloronline)Tritton’sm easurem entsofthe drag on a cylinder(Tritton,1959).

theleading divergence rem oved.

In 1965, K. O. L. F. Jayaweera (Jayaweera and M ason, 1965) undertook drag m ea-

surem ents ofthe drag on very long (but �nite) cylinders. At very low Reynolds num ber

(R � 0:135),hisdata areavailable in tabularform .AthigherReynoldsnum ber,they had

to be digitized. Hisdata,plotted with the leading divergence rem oved,are also shown in

Figure7.

Theagreem entam ongsttheseexperim entsisexcellent.Henceforth,Finn’sdata willnot

beplotted,asitexhibitslargerexperim entalvariations,and issurpassed by theexperim ents

ofJayaweera and Tritton. Jayaweera’s data exhibitthe leastscatter,and m ay be slightly

betterthan Tritton’s.However,both experim entshavecom parable,largeratiosofcylinder

length to width (theprinciplesourceofexperim entalerror),and thereisno a priorireason

to favorone experim entaldesign overthe other. W e considerthese two experim entsto be

equivalentforthepurposesofevaluating theoreticalpredictions.

Aswith thesphere,therearenum ericalcalculations,including:Underwood (Underwood,

1969), Son (Son and Hanratty, 1969), Kawaguti (Kawagutiand Jain, 1966), Dennis
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(Dennisand Shm shoni, 1965), Thom (Thom , 1933), Apelt (Apelt, 1961), and Allen

(Allen and Southwell,1955). Of these, m ost treat only a few Reynolds num bers, none

ofwhich are su�ciently sm all. Others,such as Allen and Dennis,have had their results

subsequently questioned (Underwood,1969). The only applicable studies are Kawaguti

(Kawagutiand Jain,1966),and Underwood (Underwood,1969). Kawagutihasa calcula-

tion only forR = 0:5,and isom itted. Underwood’sresultsare in principle im portantand

useful,butareonly availablein acoarseplot,which cannotbedigitized with su�cientaccu-

racy.Consequently,no num ericalresultswillbeused forevaluating analyticalpredictions.

Therearem any di�erentexperim entaland num ericaldrag coe�cientm easurem ents.W e

willsubsequently use only the bestasbenchm arksforevaluating the perform ance oftheo-

reticalpredictions.In thecaseofthesphere,theexperim entalm easurem entsofM axworthy

(M axworthy,1965) as wellas the num ericalcalculations ofDennis (Dennisand W alker,

1971) and Le Clair (LeClairand Ham ielec,1970) allextend to su�ciently sm allR and

possesssu�cientaccuracy.Forthecylindertheexperim entsofboth Tritton (Tritton,1959)

and Jayaweera (Jayaweera and M ason,1965) are both excellent. Although they exhibit
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sm alldi�erences,we cannot judge either to be superior,and we willcom pare both with

theoreticalresults.

B . T heoreticalhistory

Since these problem swere posed by Stokesin 1851,there have been m any attem ptsto

solvethem .Allofthesem ethodsinvolveapproxim ations,which arenotalwaysrigorous(or

even explicitly stated).Thereisalsoconsiderablehistoricalconfusion overcontributionsand

attribution.8 Herewereview and sum m arizethesubstantialcontributionsto theliterature,

focusingon whatapproxim ationsareused,in both derivinggoverningequationsand in their

subsequent solution. W e discuss the validity and utility ofim portantresults. Finally,we

em phasize m ethodologicalshortcom ingsand how they havebeen surm ounted.

1. Stokesand paradoxes

In the �rstpaperon the subject,Stokesapproxim ated R = 0 in Eqn. 6 and solved the

resulting equation (a problem equivalent to solving Eqn. 12 with R = 0) (Stokes,1851).

Afterapplying theboundary conditions(Eqn.14),hissolution isgiven in term sofa stream

function by Eqn.28.

 (r;�)=
1

4

�

2r2 � 3r+
1

r

�
�
1� �

2
�

(28)

By substituting  (r;�)into Eqns.11,24,and 25 (orby using Eqn.26),we reproduce the

fam ousresultofStokes,given by Eqn.29.

CD =
6�

R
(29)

Stokesalso tackled thetwo dim ensionalcylinderproblem in a sim ilarfashion,butcould

notobtain asolution.Thereason forhisfailurecan beseen by settingR = 0in Eqn.9,and

attem pting a directsolution.Enforcing thesin� angulardependenceresultsin a solution of

the form  (r;�)= (C1r3 + C2rlnr+ C3r+ C4=r)sin�. Here Ci are integration constants.

No choiceofCi willm eettheboundary conditionsEqn.(10),asthissolution cannotm atch

8 Foran explanation ofconfusion overearly work,see Lindgren (Lindgren,1999).Proudm an and Pearson

(Proudm an and Pearson,1957)also begin their article with an insightful,nuanced discussion,although

therearesom eerrors(Lindgren,1999).

26



the uniform 
ow at large r. The best one can do is to set C 1 = 0,resulting in a partial

solution:

 (r;�)= C

�

2rlnr� r+
1

r

�

sin� (30)

Nonetheless,thissolution isnota description of
uid 
ow which isvalid everywhere.M ore-

over,due to the indeterm inable constantC,Eqn. 30 cannotbe used to estim ate the drag

on thecylinder.

A m ore elegant way to see that no solution m ay exist is through dim ensionalanalysis

(Happeland Brenner,1973;Landau and Lifschitz,1999). The force per unit length m ay

onlydepend on thecylinderradius,
uid viscosity,
uid density,and uniform stream velocity.

These quantitiesare given in Table III,with M denoting a unitofm ass,T a unitoftim e,

and L a unit oflength. From these quantities,one m ay form two dim ensionless groups

(Buckingham ,1914): � 0 = R = j~u1 ja=�,�1 = FN et=(��j~u1 j). Buckingham ’s� Theorem

(Buckingham ,1914)then tellsusthat:

� 0 = F(R) (31)

Ifwem aketheassum ption thattheproblem doesnotdepend on R,asStokesdid,then we

obtain � 1 = const,whence

FN et / ��j~u1 j (32)

However,Eqn.32 doesnotdepend on the cylinderradius,a!Thisisphysically absurd,

and dem onstrates that Stokes’assum ptions cannot yield a solution. The explanation is

that when we take the R ! 0 lim it in Eqn. 31,we m ade the incorrect assum ption that

F(R)tended toward a �nite,non-zero lim it.Thisisan exam pleofincom pletesim ilarity,or

sim ilarity ofthe second kind (in the Reynoldsnum ber)(Barenblatt,1996). Note thatthe

problem of
ow pasta sphere involvesforce,notforceperunitlength,and thereforeisnot

subjectto thesam eanalysis.

Stokesincorrectly tookthisnonexistenceofasolution tom ean thatsteady-state
ow past

an in�nite cylindercould notexist. Thisproblem ,which isknown asStokes’paradox,has

been shown to occur with any unbounded two-dim ensional
ow (Krakowskiand Charnes,

1953).Butsuch 
owsreallydoexist,and thism athem aticalproblem hassincebeen resolved

by therecognition oftheexistence ofboundary layers.

In 1888,W hitehead,attem pted to�nd higherapproxim ationsfor
ow pastasphere,ones

which would bevalid forsm allbutnon-negligibleReynoldsnum bers(W hitehead,1888).He
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Q uantity Description Dim ensions

FN et NetForce perUnitLength M T�2

� K inem atic Viscosity L2T�1

a CylinderRadius L

� Fluid Density M L�3

j~u1 j TheUniform Stream Speed LT�1

TABLE III Dim ensionalanalysisofStokes’problem .

used Stokes’solution (Eqn.28)to approxim ateviscouscontributions(theLHS ofEqn.12),

aim ing to iteratively obtain higherapproxim ationsfortheinertialterm s.In principle,this

approach can be repeated inde�nitely,always using a linear governing equation to obtain

higherorderapproxim ations.Unfortunately,W hitehead found thathisnextordersolution

could notm eetallofthe boundary conditions(Eqn. 14),because he could notm atch the

uniform stream atin�nity(Van Dyke,1975).Thesedi�cultiesareanalogoustotheproblem s

encountered in Stokes’analysisofthein�nitecylinder.

W hitehead’s approach is equivalent to a perturbative expansion in the Reynolds

num ber, an approach which is \never valid in problem s of uniform stream ing"

(Proudm an and Pearson, 1957). This m athem atical di�culty is com m on to all three-

dim ensional uniform 
ow problem s, and is known as W hitehead’s paradox. W hitehead

thought this was due to discontinuities in the 
ow �eld (a \dead-water wake"),but this

isincorrect,and his\paradox" hasalso sincebeen resolved (Van Dyke,1975).

2. Oseen’sequation

a.Introduction

In 1893,Rayleigh pointed out that Stokes’solution would be uniform ly applicable if

certain inertialforceswereincluded,and noted thattheratio ofthoseinertialforcesto the

viscous forces which Stokes considered could be used to estim ate the accuracy ofStokes’

approxim ations(Lord Rayleigh,1893).

Building on these ideasin 1910,C.W .Oseen proposed an ad hocapproxim ation to the

Navier-Stokesequationswhich resolved both paradoxes.Hislinearized equations(theOseen
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equations)attem pted todealwith thefactthattheequationsgoverningStokes’perturbative

expansion areinvalid atlarge j~rj,where they neglectim portantinertialterm s.In addition

to Oseen,a num ber ofworkers have applied his equations to a wide variety ofproblem s,

including both thecylinderand thesphere.9

Oseen’s governing equation arises independently in severaldi�erent contexts. Oseen

derived theequation in an attem ptto obtain an approxim ateequation which describesthe


ow everywhere. In m odern term inology,he soughta governing equation whose solution is

a uniform ly valid approxim ation to the Navier-Stokesequations. W hetherhe succeeded is

a m atterofsom edebate.Theshortansweris\Yes,hesucceeded,buthegotlucky."

Thisstoryisfurthercom plicated byhistoricalconfusion.Oseen’sequations\arevalid but

forthewrong reason" (Lindgren,1999);Oseen originally objected to working in theinertial

fram ewherethesolidbodyisatrest,andthereforeundertookcalculationsintherestfram eof

uniform stream .Thiscom plication isoverlooked largely because m any subsequentworkers

have only understood Oseen’s intricate three paper analysis through the lens ofLam b’s

laterwork (Lam b H.,1911).Lam b | in addition towritingin English | presentsaclearer,

\shorterway ofarriving athis[Oseen’s]results",which hecharacterizesas\som ewhatlong

and intricate." (Lam b H.,1911)

In 1913 Fritz Noether,using both Rayleigh’s and Oseen’s ideas,analyzed the problem

using stream functions(Noether,1913). Noether’spaperprom pted criticism sfrom Oseen,

whothen revisited hisown work.A few m onthslater,Oseen published anotherpaper,which

included anew resultforCD (Eqn.39)(Oseen,1913).Burgessalsoexplainsthedevelopm ent

ofOseen’sequation,and presentsa clearderivation ofOseen’sprincipalresults,particularly

ofOseen’snew form ula forCD (BurgessR.W .,1916).

Lindgren o�ersa detailed discussion ofthese historicaldevelopm ents (Lindgren,1999).

However,he incorrectly reportsNoether’spublication date as1911,ratherthan 1913. As

a result, he incorrectly concludes that Noether’s work was independent ofOseen’s, and

contradictsclaim sm adein Burgess(BurgessR.W .,1916).

Although thetheoreticaljusti�cation forOseen’sapproxim ationsistenuous,itssuccessat

9 Lam b (Lam b,1932)solved the O seen equationsforthe cylinderapproxim ately,asO seen (O seen,1910)

did forthesphere.TheO seen equationshavebeen solved exactly fora cylinderby Fax�en (Fax�en,1927),

aswellasby Tom otika and Aoi(Tom otika and Aoi,1950),and those forthe sphere were solved exactly

by G oldstein (G oldstein,1929).
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resolving theparadoxesofboth Stokesand W hitehead led towidespread use.Oseen’sequa-

tion hasbeen fruitfully substituted fortheNavier-Stokes’equationsin a broad array oflow

Reynoldsnum berproblem s.Happeland Brennerdescribeitsapplication to m any problem s

in thedynam icsofsm allparticleswhereinteractionscan beneglected (Happeland Brenner,

1973). M any workershave tried to explain the utility and unexpected accuracy ofOseen’s

governing equations.

Finally,the Oseen equation,as a partialdi�erentialequation,arises in both m atched

asym ptotic calculations and in our new work. In these cases, however, its genesis and

interpretation isentirely di�erent,and the sim ilarity ispurely form al. Due to itsubiquity

and historicalsigni�cance,we now discuss both Oseen’s equation and its m any di�erent

solutionsin detail.

b.W hy Stokes’approxim ation breaksdown

Oseensolved theparadoxesofStokesandW hitehead byusingRayleigh’sinsight:com pare

them agnitudeofinertialand viscousforces(Lord Rayleigh,1893;Oseen,1910).Stokesand

W hitehead had com pletely neglected inertialterm sin theNavier-Stokesequations,working

in theregim ewheretheReynoldsnum berisinsigni�cantly sm all(so-called \creeping
ow").

However,thisassum ption can only be valid nearthe surface ofthe �xed body. Itisnever

valid everywhere.

To explain why,we follow here thespiritofLam b’sanalysis,presenting Oseen’sconclu-

sions\undera slightly di�erentform ." (Lam b H.,1911)

Consider�rstthe case ofthe sphere. W e can estim ate the m agnitude ofthe neglected

inertialterm sby using Stokes’solution (Eqn.28).Substituting thisresultinto theRHS of

Eqn.12,weseethatthedom inantinertialcom ponentsareconvective accelerationsarising

from thenonlinearterm sin Eqn.12.These term sre
ectinteractionsbetween theuniform

stream and theperturbationsdescribed by Eqn.28.Forlargevaluesofj~rj,theseterm sare

ofO (Rr�2 ).

Estim ating the m agnitude of the relevant viscous forces is som ewhat trickier. If we

substituteEqn.28intotheLHS ofEqn.12,theLHS vanishesidentically.Tolearn anything,

wem ustconsidertheterm sindividually.Therearetwo kindsofterm swhich arisefarfrom

the sphere. Firstly,there are com ponents due solely to the uniform stream . These are

ofO (r�2 ). However, the uniform stream satis�es Eqn. 12 independently, without the

new contributionsin Stokes’solution. M athem atically,thism eansthatallofthe term sof
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O (r�2 )necessarily cancelam ongstthem selves.10 W eareinterested in them agnitudeofthe

rem aining term s,perturbationswhich resultfrom theothercom ponentsofStokes’solution.

Theseviscousterm s(i.e.the@4� term in Eqn.12)areofO (r�3 )asr! 1 .

Com bining these two results,the ratio ofinertialto viscousterm s,in the r ! 1 lim it,

isgiven by Eqn.33.
inertial

viscous
= O (Rr) (33)

This ratio is sm allnear the body (r is sm all) and justi�es neglecting inertialterm s in

thatregim e.However,Stokes’im plicitassum ption thatinertialterm sareeverywhere sm all

com pared to viscousterm sbreaksdown when Rr � O (1),and the two kindsofforcesare

ofthesam em agnitude.In thisregim e,Stokes’solution isnotvalid,and thereforecannotbe

used to estim atetheinertialterm s(asW hitehead had done).Technically speaking,Stokes’

approxim ationsbreaksdown becauseofa singularity atin�nity,an indication thatthisisa

singularperturbation in theReynolds’num ber.AsOseen pointed out,thisisthegenesisof

W hitehead’s\paradox".

W hatdoesthisanalysistellusaboutthe utility ofStokes’solution? Di�erentopinions

can befound in theliterature.Happel,forinstance,claim sthatit\isnotuniform ly valid"

(Happeland Brenner,1973),whileProudm an asserts\Stokes’solution isthereforeactually

auniform approxim ation tothetotalvelocity distribution." (Proudm an and Pearson,1957)

By a uniform approxim ation,we m ean thatthe approxim ation asym ptotically approaches

the exact solution as the Reynolds’num ber goes to zero (Kaplun and Lagerstrom ,1957);

seeSection II.C forfurtherdiscussion.

Proudm anandPearsonclarifytheircom m entbynotingthatalthoughStokes’solution isa

uniform approxim ation tothetotalvelocity distribution,itdoesnotadequately characterize

theperturbation to the uniform stream ,orthederivatives ofthevelocity.Thisisa salient

point,for the calculations leading to Eqn. 33 exam ine com ponents ofthe Navier-Stokes

equations,notthevelocity �eld itself.Thesecom ponentsareforces| derivativesofvelocity.

However,Proudm an and Pearson o�ernoproofthatStokes’solution isactuallyauniform

approxim ation,and theirclaim thatitis\a valid approxim ation to m any bulk propertiesof

the
ow,such astheresistance" (Proudm an and Pearson,1957)goesunsupported.In fact

10 VanDyke (Van Dyke, 1975) does not treat this issue in detail, and we recom m end Proudm an

(Proudm an and Pearson,1957)orHappel(Happeland Brenner,1973)fora m orecarefuldiscussion.
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any calculation ofthe drag necessitates utilizing derivatives ofthe velocity �eld,so their

argum entisinconsistent.

W e are forced to conclude thatStokes’solution isnota uniform ly valid approxim ation,

and thathiscelebrated result,Eqn.29,isthe fortuitousresultofuncontrolled approxim a-

tions. Rem arkably,Stokes’drag form ula isin factthe correctzeroth orderapproxim ation,

ascan beshown using eitherm atched asym ptoticsortheOseen equation!Thiscoincidence

isessentially dueto thefactthatthedrag isdeterm ined by thevelocity �eld and itsderiva-

tivesatthesurfaceofthesphere,wherer= 1,and Eqn.33 isO (R 1).Thedrag coe�cient

calculation usesStokes’solution in theregim ewherehisassum ptionsarethem ostvalid.

A sim ilar analysis a�ords insight into the origin ofStokes’paradox in the problem of

the cylinder. Although we have seen previously that Stokes’approach m ust failfor both

algebraicand dim ensionalconsiderations,exam ining theratio between inertialand viscous

forceshighlightsthephysicalinconsistenciesin hisassum ptions.

W ecanusetheincom pletesolutiongiven byEqn.30toestim atetherelativecontributions

ofinertialand viscousforcesin Eqn.9.M orespeci�cally,weexam inethebehaviorofthese

forcesatlarge valuesofr.Substituting Eqn. 30 into the RHS ofEqn. 9,we �nd thatthe

inertialforcesareO (RC 2logr=r2)asr! 1 .

W eestim atetheviscousforcesasin thecaseofthesphere,again ignoring contributions

duesolely to theuniform stream .TheresultisthattheviscousforcesareO (C logr=r3).11

Com bining thetwo estim ates,weobtain theresultgiven in Eqn.34.

inertial

viscous
= O (Rr) (34)

Thisresultdem onstratesthatthe paradoxesofStokesand W hitehead are the resultof

thesam efailuresin Stokes’uncontrolled approxim ation.Farfrom thesolid body,thereisa

regim e where itisincorrectto assum e thatthe inertialterm sare negligible in com parison

to viscousterm s.Although theseapproxim ationshappened to lead to a solution in thecase

ofthesphere,Stokes’approach isinvalid and technically inconsistentin both problem s.

c.How Oseen Resolved the Paradoxes

11 This result disagrees with the results of Proudm an (Proudm an and Pearson, 1957) and VanDyke

(Van Dyke,1975),who calculate that the ratio ofinertialto viscous forces � Rrlnr. However,both

resultslead to the sam econclusions.
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Notonly did Oseen identify the physicalorigin forthe breakdownsin previousapproxi-

m ations,buthealso discovered a solution (Oseen,1910).Asexplained above,theproblem s

arisefarfrom thesolid body,when inertialterm sareno longernegligible.However,in this

region (r� 1),the
ow �eld isnearly a uniform stream | itisalm ostunperturbed by the

solid body. Oseen’s inspiration was to replace the inertialterm s with linearized approxi-

m ationsfarfrom the body. M athem atically,the 
uid velocity ~u in Eqn. 6 isreplaced by

the quantity ~u1 + ~u,where ~u represents the perturbation to the uniform stream ,and is

considered tobesm all.Neglecting term sofO (j~uj2),theviscousforcesoftheNavier-Stokes’

equation | R (~u � r ~u)| areapproxim ated by R (~u1 � r ~u).

Thisresultsin Oseen’sequation:

R (~u1 � r ~u)= � r p+ r2~u (35)

Thelefthand sideofthisequation isnegligiblein theregion whereStokes’solution applies.

One way to see thisisby explicitly substituting Eqn. 28 orEqn. 30 into the LHS ofEqn.

35.TheresultisofO (R ).Thiscan also bedoneself-consistently with any ofthesolutions

ofEqn. 35;itcan thereby be explicitly shown thatthe LHS can only becom esim portant

when r� 1,and theratiosin Eqns.33 and 34 areofO (1).

Coupled with thecontinuity equation (Eqn.5),and the usualboundary conditions,the

Oseen equation determ ines the 
ow �eld everywhere. The beautifulthing about Oseen’s

equation isthatitislinear,and consequently issolvable in a wide range ofgeom etries. In

term sofstream functions,theOseen equation fora spheretakeson theform given by Eqn.

36.Theboundary conditionsforthisequation arestillgiven by Eqn.14.

D
4
 = R

�
1� �2

r

@

@�
+ �

@

@r

�

D
2
 (r;�) (36)

Here,D isde�ned asin Eqn.12.

Forthecylinder,wheretheboundary conditionsaregiven by Eqn.10,Oseen’sequation

takestheform given by Eqn.37.

r 4
r (r;�)= R

�

cos(�)
@

@r
�
sin(�)

r

@

@�

�

r 2
r (r;�) (37)

Here r is de�ned as in Eqn. 9. This equation takes on a particularly sim ple form in

Cartesian coordinates(wherex = rcos�):(r2 � R@x)r 2 (r;�)= 0.

A few historicalrem arks m ust be m ade. First,Oseen and Noether were m otivated to

re�ne Stokes’work and include inertialterm sbecause they objected to the analysisbeing
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donein therestfram eofthesolid body.W hiletheirconclusionsarevalid,thereisnothing

wrong with solving the problem in any inertialfram e. Secondly,Oseen m ade no use of

stream functions;theaboveequationssum m arize resultsfrom severalworkers,particularly

Lam b.

There are m any solutions to Oseen’s equations, applying to di�erent geom etries and

con�gurations,including som e exactsolutions. However,forany usefulcalculations,such

asCD ,even the exactsolutionsneed to becom prom ised with approxim ations.There have

been m any yearsofdiscussion abouthow toproperly interpretOseen’sapproxim ations,and

how to understand thelim itationsofboth hisapproach and concom itantsolutions.Before

em barking on thisanalysis,wesum m arize theim portantsolutionsto Eqns.36 and 37.

d.A plethora ofsolutions

Oseen him selfprovided the �rstsolution to Eqn. 36,solving itexactly for
ow pasta

sphere(Oseen,1910).Eqn.38reproducesthisresultin term sofstream functions,aform ula

�rstgiven by Lam b (Lam b,1932).

 (r;�)=
1

4
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1
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�
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2
R r(1�cos�)

�
(38)

Thissolutionisreasonablybehaved everywhere,andm aybeused toobtainOseen’sim proved

approxim ation forthedrag coe�cient(Eqn. 39).

CD =
6�

R

�

1+
3

8
R

�

+ O
�
R
2
�

(39)

Oseen obtained thisprediction forCD aftertheprom ptingofNoether,and onlypresented

itin a laterpaper(Oseen,1913). Burgessalso obtained thisresult(BurgessR.W .,1916).

Oseen’swork washailed asa resolution to W hitehead’sparadox. W hile itdid resolve the

paradoxes(e.g.,heexplained how to dealwith inertialterm s),and hissolution isuniform ly

valid,itdoesnot possessu�cientaccuracy to justify the \3=8R" term in Eqn. 39. W hat

Oseen really did was to rigorously derive the leading order term ,proving the validity of

Stokes’result(Eqn. 29). Rem arkably,hisnew term isalso correct! Thisisa coincidence

which willbecarefully considered later.

Thissolution (Eqn. 38)isexactin the sense thatitsatis�esEqn. 36.However,itdoes

notexactly m eettheboundary conditions(Eqn.14)atthesurfaceofthesphere.Itsatis�es

those requirem entsonly approxim ately,to O (R 1). Thiscan readily be seen by expanding
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Eqn.38 aboutr= 1:

 (r;�)=
1

4

�

2r2 � 3r+
1

r

�

sin2� + O
�
R
1
�

(40)

Up toO (R )thisissim ply Stokes’solution (Eqn.28),which vanishesidentically atr= 1.

Thenew term sfailtosatisfy theboundary conditionsatthesurface,butarehigherorderin

R.ThusOseen’ssolution isan exactsolution to an approxim ategoverning equation which

satis�esboundary conditionsapproxim ately.Theim plicationsofthisconfoundinghierarchy

ofapproxim ationswillbediscussed below.

Lam b contributed a sim pli�ed m ethod for both deriving and solving Oseen’s equation

(Lam b H.,1911). Hisform ulation wasfruitfully used by laterworkers(e.g.,(Fax�en,1927;

Goldstein,1929;Tom otika and Aoi,1950)),and Lam b him selfused it both to reproduce

Oseen’sresultsand to obtain the�rstresultforthedrag on an in�nitecylinder.

Lam b’sbasicsolution for
ow around an in�nitecylinderappearsin a num berofguises.

Hisoriginalsolution wasgiven in term sofvelocity com ponents,and relied on expansions

ofm odi�ed Besselfunctionswhich keptonly the m ostim portantterm sin the series. This

truncation resultsin a solution (Eqn.41)which only approxim ately satis�esthegoverning

equations(Eqn.37),and isonly valid nearthesurface.
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uz = 0 (41c)

In thisequation,� =
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 � logR

4

��1
.

Notethat,although itonlyapproxim ately satis�esOseen’sgoverningequation,thisresult

satis�es the boundary conditions (Eqn. 4) exactly. Lam b used his solution to derive the

�rstresult(Eqn.42)forthedrag on an in�nitecylinder,ending Stokes’paradox:

CD =
4�

R
(�) (42)

In hisown words,\ ...Stokeswasled to theconclusion thatsteady m otion isim possible.It

willappearthatwhen the inertia term sare partially taken into account... thata de�nite

value for the resistance is obtained." (Lam b H.,1911) As with allanalysis based on the

ad-hoc Oseen equation,itis di�cult to quantify either the accuracy orthe lim itations of

Lam b’sresult.
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M any authorsform ulatealternate expressionsofLam b’ssolution by retaining the m od-

i�ed Besselfunctionsratherthan replacing them with expansionsvalid forsm allR and r.

Thisform isgiven by Eqn.43,and isrelated to theincom pleteform given by VanDyke(p.

162)(Van Dyke,1975).12
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uz = 0 (43c)

HereIn and K n arem odi�ed Besselfunctions.

In contrastto Eqn.41,thissolution isan exactsolution to Oseen’sequation (Eqn.37),

but only m eets the boundary conditions to �rst approxim ation. In particular,it breaks

down forharm onicsotherthan sin�.W hetherEqn.41 orEqn.43 ispreferred isa m atter

ofsom edebate,and ultim ately dependson theproblem oneistrying to solve.

Som eworkerspreferexpressionslikeEqn.43,which arewritten in term sof~u.Unlikethe

solutionsforthestream function,theseresultscanbewritteninclosed form .Thism otivation

issom ewhatm isguided,asapplying the boundary conditionsnonetheless requiresa series

expansion.

In term sofstream functionsEqn.43 transform sinto Eqn.44 (Proudm an and Pearson,

1957).

 (r;�)=

�

r+
�

2r

�

sin� �
1X

n= 1

��n

�
Rr

2

�
rsinn�

n
(44)

Here,

�n(x)= 2K 1(x)In(x)+ K 0(x)(In+ 1(x)+ In�1 (x))

Thisresultism osteasily derived asa specialcase ofTom otika’sgeneralsolution (Eqn.

49)(Tom otika and Aoi,1950),althoughProudm anetal.intim atethatitcan alsobedirectly

derived from Lam b’ssolution (Eqn.43)(Proudm an and Pearson,1957).

Bairstow etal. were the �rstto retain Besselfunctionswhile solving Oseen’s Eqn. for


ow pasta cylinder(Bairstow and CaveB.M .,1923).They followed Lam b’sapproach,but

endeavored toextend ittolargerReynolds’num bers,and obtained thedragcoe�cientgiven

12 Note thatVanDykeincorrectly attributesto thisresultto O seen,ratherthan to Lam b.
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in Eqn. 45. W hen expanded near R = 0,this solution reproduces Lam b’s result for CD

(Eqn.42).Itcan also beobtained from Tom otika’sm oregeneralsolution (Eqn.49).

CD =
4�

R (I0(R=2)K 0(R=2)+ I1(R=2)K 1(R=2))
(45)

Bairstow also m ade extensive com parisonsbetween experim entalm easurem entsofCD and

theoreticalpredictions(Relf,1914). He concluded,\Forthe m om entitwould appearthat

them axim um usehasbeen m adeofOseen’sapproxim ation to theequationsofviscous
uid

m otion."

Atthispoint,the\paradoxes"were\resolved"butbyan approxim ategoverningequation

which had been solved approxim ately. Thisunsatisfactory state ofa�airswassum m arized

by Lam b in thelastedition ofhisbook:\...even ifweaccepttheequationsasadequatethe

boundary-conditionshave only been approxim ately satis�ed." (Lam b,1932)Hiscom m ent

was prom pted largely by the work ofHilding Fax�en, who initiated the next theoretical

developm ent,exactsolutionsto Oseen’sapproxim ate governing equation (Eqn. 35)which

also exactly satisfy theboundary conditions.

Beginning with histhesisand spanning a num berofpapersFax�en system atically investi-

gated theapplication ofboundary conditionstosolutionsofOseen’sequations(Fax�en,1921,

1923). Fax�en initially studied low Reynolds num ber 
ow around a sphere,and he began

by re-exam ining Oseen’sanalysis.Hederived a form ula forCD which di�ered from Oseen’s

accepted result(Eqn.39).Fax�en realized thatthiswasdueto di�erencesin theapplication

ofapproxim ateboundary conditions;within thelim itationsoftheirrespectiveanalyses,the

resultsactually agreed.

Fax�en nextsolved Oseen’sequation (Eqn. 36),butin bounded,�nite spaceswhere the

boundary conditionscould besatis�ed exactly.Heinitially studied 
ow nearin�niteparallel

planes,but ultim ately focused on 
ow around a sphere within a cylinder of�nite radius.

He aim ed to calculate the drag force in a �nite geom etry,and then take the lim itofthat

solution astheradiusofthecylindertendsto in�nity.

Unfortunately,in thelow Reynoldsnum berlim it,theproblem involvesincom pletesim i-

larity,and itisincorrectto assum ethatsolutionswillbewellbehaved (e.g.,tend to a �nite

value)astheboundary conditionsarem oved to in�nity.

The drag force which Fax�en calculated involved a num berofundeterm ined coe�cients,

sohealsocalculated itusingsolutionstoStokes’governingequations.Thissolution also has
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unknown coe�cients,which hethen calculated num erically.Arguing thatthetwo solutions

ought to be the sam e, he m atched coe�cients between the two results, substituted the

num ericalcoe�cients,and thereby arrived at a drag force based on the Oseen governing

equation.

This work is noteworthy for two reasons. First,the m atching ofcoe�cients between

solutionsderived from thetwo di�erentgoverning equationsisprescient,foreshadowing the

developm entofm atched asym ptotics30 yearslater.Secondly,Fax�en ultim ately concluded

that Oseen’s \im provem ent" (Eqn. 39) on Stokes’drag coe�cient (Eqn. 29) is invalid

(Fax�en,1923). Fax�en’s analysis dem onstrates that | when properly solved | Oseen’s

equation yieldsthesam edragcoe�cientasStokes’,withoutanyadditionalterm s(Lindgren,

1999).

Studies by Bohlin and Haberm an concur with Fax�en’s conclusions (Bohlin, 1960;

Haberm an and Saure,1958;Lindgren,1999). It is not surprising that his results reject

Oseen’snew term (3R=8).W epreviously explained thatOseen’sanalysis,although itelim -

inatesthe \paradoxes",doesnotpossessu�cientaccuracy to justify m ore than the lowest

orderterm in Eqn.39.

However,Fax�en’sresultssu�erfrom problem s.First,they cannotbesystem atically used

to obtain betterapproxim ations.Secondly,Fax�en actually solvesthe problem forbounded


ow, with the boundary conditions prescribed by �nite geom etries. He uses a lim iting

procedure to extend his solutions to unbounded 
ow (with boundary conditions im posed

on the uniform stream only atin�nity,asin Eqn. 4). In problem slike this,which involve

incom pletesim ilarity,itispreferableto work directly in thein�nitedom ain.

Fax�en’s m eticulous devotion to properly applying boundary conditions culm inated in

the �rst com plete solution to Eqn. 37. In 1927,he published a generalsolution for 
ow

aroundan in�nitecylinderwhich could exactlysatisfyarbitraryboundaryconditions(Fax�en,

1927).Unfortunately,Fax�en’ssolution containsan in�nitenum berofundeterm ined integra-

tion constants,and approxim ationsm ustbe used to determ ine these constants. Although

this destroys the \exact" nature ofthe solution,these approxim ations can be m ade in a

controlled,system atic fashion | an im provem entoverthe earlierresultsofLam b and Os-

een.Although Fax�en’sheroicsolution wasthe�rstofitskind,hisrealinsightwasrealizing

thatapproxim ationsin theapplication ofboundary conditionscould beasim portantasthe

approxim ationsin thegoverning equations.
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Hisform alsolutionsare in essence a di�cultextension ofLam b’s reform ulation ofOs-

een’sequations,and they inspired severalsim ilarsolutions. In 1929,Goldstein com pleted

a sim ilarly herculean calculation to derive a generalsolution to Oseen’s equation for
ow

around a sphere(Goldstein,1929).LikeFax�en’sresultforthecylinder,Goldstein’ssolution

can | in principle| exactly satisfy theboundary conditions.Unfortunately,italso su�ers

from thesam eproblem s:Itisim possibleto determ ineallofthein�nitely m any integration

constants.

Goldstein’ssolution issum m arized by Tom otika,who alsotranslated itinto thelanguage

ofstream functions(Tom otika and Aoi,1950). W e com bine elem entsfrom both papersin

quoting thesolution given in Eqn.46.

 (r;�)= � r
2
Q 1(cos�)+

1X

n= 1
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�n +
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In thisequation,
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Here K n(x)and In(x)areBesselfunctions,Pm (x)areLegendre polynom ials,and Cm (k)is

thecoe�cientofx k in Pm (x).Notethatthesecond expression forfm ;n(x),written in term s

ofderivatives,iscom putationally convenient(Goldstein,1929).

Eqn. 46 isgiven with undeterm ined constantsofintegration,B n and X m . M ethodsto

determ ine these constantswere discussed by both Tom otika (Tom otika and Aoi,1950)and

Goldstein (Goldstein,1929).W ewillpresentourown analysislater.
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There are m any di�erentresultswhich have been obtained using the above generalso-

lution.Theexactform ula forthestream function and thedrag coe�cientdepend on what

term sin thesolution areretained,and how onem eetstheboundary conditions.In general,

retaining n angular term s in Eqn. 46 requires the retention ofm = n � 1 term s in the

second sum .In hisoriginalpaper,Goldstein retainsthreeterm sin each series,and thereby

calculatestheform ula forCD given in Eqn.48.

CD =
6�

R

�

1+
3

8
R �

19

320
R
2 +

71

2560
R
3 �

30179

2150400
R
4 +

122519

17203200
R
5 + O

�
R
6
�
�

(48)

Thecoe�cientofthelastterm re
ectsa correction dueto Shanks(Shanks,1955).

To obtain the result in Eqn. 48,Goldstein both truncated his solution forthe stream

function and then expanded theresulting CD aboutR = 0.Van Dykeextended thisresult

to include an additional24 term s,forpurposesofstudying the m athem aticalstructure of

the series,butnotbecause ofany intrinsic physicalm eaning (Van Dyke,1970). Van Dyke

doesnotstatewhetherhewasincluding m oreharm onicsin thestream function solution or

sim ply increasing thelength ofthepowerseriesgiven in Eqn.48.

In addition to expressing Goldstein’s solution forthe geom etry ofa sphere in term s of

stream functions,Tom otikaderived hisown exactsolution toEqn.37for
ow pastacylinder

(Tom otika and Aoi,1950). Tom otika closely followed the spirit ofLam b (Lam b H.,1911)

and Goldstein (Goldstein,1929),and hisresulting \analysisisquitedi�erentfrom Fax�en’s."

(Tom otika and Aoi,1950).Hissolution to Eqn.37 isgiven in Eqn.49 below,conveniently

expressed in term sofstream functions. Note thatTom otika’sresultsu�ersfrom the sam e

problem sashispredecessors:An in�nitenum berofundeterm ined integration constants.

 (r;�)= rsin� +
1X

n= 1

 

B nr
�n +

1X

m = 0

X m r�m ;n(rR=2)

!

sinn� (49)

W here

�m ;n(x) = (K m + 1(x)+ K m �1 (x))(Im �n (x)+ Im + n(x))

+K m (x)(Im �n�1 (x)� Im �n+ 1 (x)� Im + n�1 (x)+ Im + n+ 1(x)) (50)

As before,B n and X m are constants ofintegration which need to be determ ined by the

boundary conditions(Eqn.10).

As with Goldstein’s solution for the sphere,approxim ations are necessary in order to

actually calculate a drag coe�cient. By retaining the m = 0 and n = 1 term s,Tom otika
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reproduced Bairstow’sresultforCD (Eqn. 45). He also num erically calculated drag coef-

�cientsbased on retaining m ore term s. Aswith the Goldstein solution,keeping n angular

term srequireskeeping m = n � 1 term sin thesecond sum .

The solutionsgiven in Eqns. 46 and 49 representthe culm ination ofyearsofe�ortsto

solve Oseen’s equation for both the sphere and the cylinder. These generalsolutions are

also needed in both m atched asym ptoticsand the new techniquespresented in thissection

(Proudm an and Pearson,1957).

There is a �nalnoteworthy solution to Eqn. 37. In 1954,Im aipublished a general

m ethod forsolving theproblem of
ow pastan arbitrary cylindricalbody (Im aiIsao,1954).

Hiseleganttechnique,based on analyticfunctions,appliestom oregeneralgeom etries.Im ai

calculated a form ula forCD ,approxim ating the functionsin hisexactsolution with power

seriesaboutR = 0.Hisresult(re-expressed in ournotation)isgiven in Eqn.51.

CD =
4�

R
� + R

�

�
�

2
+
��

4
�
5��2

32

�

(51)

NotethatIm ai’sresultagreeswith Eqn.42atlowestorder,theonly orderto which Oseen’s

equation reallyapplies.A priori,hisresultisneitherbetternorworsethananyothersolution

ofOseen’sequation.Itissim ply di�erent.

e.Discussion

W ehavepresented Oseen’sgoverningequationsforlow Reynold num ber
uid 
ow.These

equations are a linearized approxim ation to the Navier-Stokes’equations. W e have also

presented a num berofdi�erentsolutions,forboth stream functionsand drag coe�cients;

each ofthese solutions com es from a unique set ofapproxim ations. The approxim ations

which havebeen m adecan beputinto thefollowing broad categories:

� The governing equation | Oseen’s equation approxim ates the Navier-Stokes equa-

tions.

� Solutionswhich only satisfy theOseen’sequation approxim ately.

� Solutionswhich only satisfy theboundary conditionsapproxim ately.

� Solutionswhere thestream function isexpanded in a powerseriesaboutR = 0 after

itsderivation.

� Approxim ationsin thedrag coe�cientderivation.
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� Drag coe�cients which were expanded in a power series about R = 0 after their

derivation.

The �rstapproxim ation isin the governing equations. Oseen’s approxim ation isan ad

hoc approxim ation which,although itcan be shown to be self-consistent,requiresunusual

clevernesstoobtain.Becauseitisnotderived system atically,itcanbedi�culttounderstand

eitheritsapplicability orthelim itationsofitssolutions.Therehavebeen yearsofdiscussion

and confusion aboutboth theequation and itssolutions.Theshortansweristhis:Oseen’s

governing equation is a zeroth order uniform ly valid approxim ation to the Navier Stokes

equation;theequation and itssolutionsarevalid only atO (R 0).

It is not easy to prove this claim rigorously (Fax�en,1923). However,it can be easily

shown that Oseen’s equations are self-consistent with its solutions,and that the error in

the solution is of O (R 1). One way to explicitly dem onstrate this is by substituting a

solution ofOseen’sequation into theLHS oftheNavier-Stokesequations(Eqn.6),thereby

estim ating thecontribution ofinertialterm sforthe
ow �eld characterized by thesolution.

Byrepeatingthatsubstitution intotheLHS ofOseen’sequation (Eqn.35),onecan estim ate

thecontribution ofinertialterm sunderOseen’sapproxim ations.Com paring thetwo results

givesan estim ateoftheinaccuraciesin Oseen’sgoverning equations.

Concretely,forthesphere,wesubstituteEqn.38 into theRHS ofEqn.36,and into the

RHS ofEqn.12.Thedi�erencebetween thetwo resultsisofO (R 1).

Forthe cylinder,substitute Eqn. 44 into the RHS ofEqns. 37 and 9. The di�erence

between theexactand approxim ateinertialterm sisofO (R�),where� isde�ned asin Eqn.

44.

These conclusions do notdepend on the choice ofsolution (oron the num berofterm s

retained in Eqn.44).Theyexplicitly show thatthegoverningequation isonlyvalid toO (R )

(orO (R�)).Consequently,thesolutionscan only bem eaningfultothesam eorder,and the

boundary conditionsneed only besatis�ed to thatorder.W ith theseconsiderations,alm ost

allofthesolutionsin thepreceding section areequivalent.Theonly oneswhich arenot|

such asEqn.41 | arethosein which thesolution itselfhasbeen furtherapproxim ated.13

Since the form ulae fordeterm ining CD (Eqns. 19 and 24)are ofthe form 1=R + term s

13 In this case,the Besselfunctions have been expanded near R = 0 and are no longer wellbehaved as

R ! 1 .
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linearin stream function + nonlinearterm s,a stream function which isvalid to O (R )will

resultin adragcoe�cientwhich isvalid toO (R 0).Thus,in alloftheform ulaforCD which

havebeen presented sofar,only the�rstterm ism eaningful.Forasphere,thisistheStokes’

drag (Eqn.29),and forthecylinder,Lam b’sresults(Eqn.42).

W ehaveconcluded thatitisonly good fortunethatOseen’snew \3=8R"term isactually

correct. Thisconcurswith the analysisofProudm an etal.,who wrote,\Strictly,Oseen’s

m ethod givesonly theleading term ...and isscarcely to becounted assuperiorto Stokes’s

m ethod forthepurpose ofobtaining thedrag." (Proudm an and Pearson,1957)Proudm an

and Pearson also notethatthevaste�ortexpended �nding exactsolutionstoOseen’sequa-

tion is\oflim ited value." Goldstein’sform ula forCD ,forinstance,isexpanded to O (R 5),

wellbeyond theaccuracy oftheoriginalgoverning equations.The reason forOseen’sgood

fortuneisrooted in thesym m etry oftheproblem .Chesterand Van Dykeboth observethat

the non-linearterm swhich Oseen’scalculation neglects,while needed fora correctstream

function,do not contribute to the drag because ofsym m etry (Chester,1962;Van Dyke,

1975).

Lindgren arguesthatFax�en proved that,when theboundary conditionsarem etproperly

and Oseen’sequationssolved exactly,theresulting CD isthatobtained by Stokes(Eqn.29)

(Lindgren,1999).W hetherthisargum entiscorrectdoesnotm atter,asOseen’sadditional

term isbeyond theaccuracy ofhisgoverning equations.

Thereisanotherapproxim ationwhich ariseswhilecom putingCD inthecontextofOseen’s

equation.M any workers(e.g.,(Tom otika and Aoi,1950))com putethepressurein Eqns.19

and 24 by integrating Oseen’sequation (Eqn. 35,ratherthan the Navier-Stokesequations

(Eqn. 6). In Eqns. 20 and 25,we presented a pressure calculation based on the Navier

Stokes equations. Calculating pressure using the linearized Oseen equation introduces an

additionalapproxim ation into CD . W hile notnecessarily problem atic orinconsistent,this

approxim ation can bedi�cultto identify.

f. Two di�erentinterpretations One criticism ofthe Oseen equation is thatit m ay be

obtained by linearizing the Navier-Stokes equations,without regard to the m agnitude of

inertialand viscousterm s.By writing~u = ~U1 + �~u,treating�~u asasm allperturbation,and

expanding Eqn. 6 one can form ally reproduce Oseen’sequations. Clearly,the disturbance

to the uniform stream is not negligible near the surface ofthe solid body,and therefore

Oseen’s equations \would appearto be a poorapproxim ation in the neighborhood ofthe
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body where the boundary condition ~u = 0 requires thatthe true inertialterm be sm all."

(Happeland Brenner,1973)

This incorrect argum ent,put forth as a reason to use Stokes’solutions,overlooks the

origins ofOseen’s equations. The point ofOseen’s approxim ation is that inertialterm s

are only signi�cant at large values ofjrj, where Rjrjis no longer negligible. Near the

surfaceofthesolid,theapproxim ateinertialterm swhich Oseen introduced arenegligiblein

com parison totheviscousterm s,becausethey arem ultiplied by thefactorR (in theLHS of

Eqn.35).Hencethedi�erencebetween Oseen’sand Stokes’equationsin theneighborhood

ofthespherewillbeofO (R ),and isbeyond thescopeofeithertheory.

g.Betterapproxim ations

The approach ofW hitehead was essentially to im prove Stokes’solution for the sphere

in an iterativefashion (W hitehead,1888).By substituting the�rstapproxim ation into the

governing equations,he estim ated the neglected term s. He then tried,and failed,to solve

theresulting governing equation.Thisapproach failsbecausetheStokes’equationsarenot

uniform ly valid to zeroth order.

Oseen’sequationsare uniform ly valid,and,asProudm an rem arked,\there seem slittle

reason to doubt that W hitehead’s iterative m ethod,using Oseen’s equation rather than

Stokes’sequation would yield an expansion,each successiveterm ofwhich would representa

uniform ly valid higherapproxim ation tothe
ow.In each step oftheiteration,alower-order

approxim ation would beused to calculatethose particularinertia term sthatareneglected

... the expansion generated in this way would seem to be the m ost econom ic expansion

possible." (Proudm an and Pearson,1957)

Proudm an did notfollow through on this idea,instead developing a solution based on

m atched asym ptoticsexpansions(seebelow).In an appendix,Van Dykerelatestheunpub-

lished workofC.R.Illingworth(1947)(Van Dyke,1975).Illingworth carriedthroughW hite-

head’sprogram ,deriving a new expression (Eqn. 52)forCD ,which agreesto O (R 2lnR )

with thelaterresultsofm atched asym ptoticcalculations(Eqn.55).

CD =
6�

R

�

1+
3

8
R +

9

40
R
2logR + 0:1333R 2 +

81

320
R
3logR � 0:0034R3 + :::

�
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Although this result has since been subsum ed by m atched asym ptotics,it is nonetheless

rem arkable,substantiallyim provinganypreviousdragcalculations,and rigorouslyjustifying

Oseen’s3=8R term .
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There have also been e�orts (e.g.,(Shanks,1955;Van Dyke,1970))to \re-sum " Gold-

stein’s series expansion for CD (Eqn. 48). However,these results have little intrinsic (as

opposed to m ethodological)value,asGoldstein’sresultisonly valid to O (R ).Ifapplied to

m oreaccurateapproxim ations,such asEqn.52,these m ethodscould beworthwhile.Alas,

even im proved approxim ationslack a su�cientnum bersofterm sin the expression forC D

to m akethispracticable.

h.Sum m ary

Sim ply put, Oseen’s equations resolved the paradoxes ofStokes and W hitehead, put

Stokes’results on �rm theoreticalground,and led to the �rst solution for the drag on a

cylinder. Although the Oseen equationshappen to provide a uniform ly valid �rstapproxi-

m ation,itisdi�cultto extend thiswork to higherorderapproxim ations.

Figure 8 com pares the \predictions" ofOseen theory to experim entaland num erical

data forthe drag on a sphere. Again,Oseen’s �rstordertheory is,strictly speaking,not

adequate to m ake the predictions with which it is traditionally credited. The theoretical

drag coe�cients are roughly valid forR . 0:2,with Goldstein’ssolution (Eqn. 48)being

slightly betterthan Oseen’sprediction (Eqn.39).Allareclearly superiortoStokes’form ula

(Eqn.29).

Figure8 also showstheprediction ofIllingworth’ssecond orderOseen theory (Eqn.52).

Notsurprisingly,itgivesthebestprediction ofCD ,particularly when com pared to Dennis’

num ericalresults.

Figure 9 shows the im portant predictions ofOseen theory for the drag on an in�nite

cylinder. Aswith the sphere,the theory isonly truly entitled to predictthe lowestorder

term . Figure 9 shows decent agreem ent with the data. Although m ore \exact" solutions

(such asBairstow’sand Im ai’s)do betterthan Lam b’slowestordersolution,thisispurely

coincidental.Tom otika’ssolutionsexhibitsim ilarcharacteristicsto thesetwo solutions.

3. M atched asym ptotics

E�orts to system atically im prove Oseen’s results led to the developm ent of m atched

asym ptotic expansions.14 This branch of applied m athem atics was developed gradually,

14 Thistechniqueisalsoknown asthem ethod ofinnerand outerexpansionsordoubleasym ptoticexpansions.

45



0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

 

 

PSfrag replacem ents

R

C
D
R
=
6
�
�
1

C D R =6� � 1

M axworthy

Eqn.27

LeClair

Dennis

Stokes,Eqn.29

O seen,Eqn.39

G oldstein,Eqn.48

Illing.,Eqn.52

FIG .8 (Coloronline)Drag on a sphere,experim entvs.O seen theory (Dennisand W alker,1971;

Le Clairand Ham ielec,1970;M axworthy,1965). The Stokes’solution (Eqn. 29)isshown atthe

bottom forreference.In thesecoordinates,itisde�ned by theline y = 0.

with system atic work beginning with papers by Kaplun and Lagerstrom et al. (Kaplun,

1954;Lagerstrom and Cole,1955).Kaplun subsequently used thesetechniquesto calculate

the drag on a cylinder,obtaining an entirely new result forCD (Lagerstrom etal.,1967).

Proudm an and Pearson subsequently applied m atched asym ptoticsto both the sphere and

thecylinder,deriving a new resultforthedrag on a sphere(Proudm an and Pearson,1957).

\The principle of asym ptotic m atching is sim ple. The interval on which a

boundary-valueproblem isposed isbroken into a sequenceoftwo orm oreover-

lapping subintervals. Then,on each subintervalperturbation theory isused to

obtain an asym ptotic approxim ation to thesolution ofthedi�erentialequation

valid on thatinterval.Finally,them atchingisdonebyrequiringthattheasym p-

toticapproxim ationshavethesam efunctionalform on theoverlap ofevery pair

or intervals. This gives a sequence ofasym ptotic approxim ations ... the end
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FIG .9 (Color online) Drag on a cylinder,experim ent vs. O seen theory (Jayaweera and M ason,

1965;Tritton,1959).

result is an approxim ate solution to a boundary-value problem valid over the

entireinterval" (Benderand Orzag,1999).

Both ofthe two low Reynolds num ber problem s are attacked in sim ilar fashion. The

problem is divided into only two regions. The �rst region is nearthe surface ofthe solid

body.In thisregion,inertialterm saresm all,theapproxim ation ofStokes(R � 0)applies,

andtheproblem issolved perturbatively(inR).AteachorderinR,thetwono-slipboundary

conditionsatthe surface are applied. One undeterm ined constantrem ains (ateach order

in R). Loosely speaking,it is determ ined by the boundary condition as j~rj! 1 . This

expansion isreferred to astheStokesexpansion.

The second region is far from the sphere,where inertialterm s are im portant. In this

region, Rjrj � O (1), and the approxim ations which led to Oseen’s governing equation

apply. The Oseen problem is then solved perturbatively,and the boundary condition as

j~rj! 1 isapplied. There are two undeterm ined constantsrem aining;they are related to
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the boundary conditionson the surface. Thisperturbative expansion isreferred to asthe

Oseen expansion.

Thenextpartofthiscalculation isasym ptoticm atching,which determ inestherem aining

coe�cients.15 In this process, we expand the Oseen expansion for sm allRj~rj, and the

Stokes expansion for large j~rj. By choosing the three hitherto undeterm ined coe�cients

appropriately,these two lim iting form s are m ade to agree order by order in R. For this

to be possible,the two asym ptotic functionalform s m ust overlap. W ith the coe�cients

determ ined, the two unique, locally valid perturbative approxim ations are com plete. If

desired,they can becom bined to m akea singleuniform ly valid approxim ation.

W hilestraightforward in theory,asym ptoticm atching isdi�cultin practice,particularly

foran equation like the Navier-Stokesequation. However,itisstillfarsim plerthan alter-

natives,such asiteratively solving the Oseen equations. Van Dyke’s book is an excellent

presentation ofthem anysubtletieswhich arisein applyingm atched asym ptoticstoproblem s

in 
uid m echanics(Van Dyke,1975).W enow presentthem atched asym ptoticsolutionsfor

Eqns. 9 and 12. These solutionsresultin the \state ofthe art" drag coe�cientsforboth

thesphereand thecylinder.

a.Sphere

Although Lagerstrom and Cole initially applied m atched asym ptoticsto the problem of

the sphere,the sem inalwork cam e in an elegant 1957 paper by Proudm an and Pearson

(Lagerstrom and Cole,1955;Proudm an and Pearson,1957).Chesterand Breach extended

thispaperviaa di�cultcalculation in 1969(Chesterand Breach,1969).W esum m arizethe

resultsofboth papershere.Theseworkersused aperturbativesolution in theStokesregim e

oftheform :

 (r;�)=  0 + R 1 + R
2logR 2L + R

2
 2 + R

3logR + R
3
 3 + O

�
R
3
�

(53)

Thisratherpeculiarperturbativeform cannotbedeterm ined a priori.Rather,itarosein a

fastidiousincrem entalfashion,calculating oneterm ata tim e.Theprocedureofasym ptotic

m atching required including term slikeR 2logR in theexpansion;otherwise,no m atching is

possible.Notethatm atched asym ptoticsgivesnoexplanation fortheorigin ofthesesingular

term s.

15 Atthispoint,therearetwounknown coe�cientsin theO seen expansion,and onein theStokesexpansion.
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The�rststep to�ndingaperturbativesolution in theOseen region istode�netheOseen

variables:

� = Rr; 	(�;�)= R
2
 (r;�)

Partofthereason forthistransform ation can beunderstood viathederivation oftheOseen

equation.The region where inertiale�ectsbecom e im portanthasbeen shown to be where

Rjrj� O (1). Intuitively,the variable � = Rr isa naturalchoice to analyze this regim e,

asitwillbeofO (1).The precise reasonsfortheselection ofthese variablesisa technique

from boundary layertheory known asa dom inantbalance argum ent,which we willrevisit

later(Benderand Orzag,1999).

Theperturbativeexpansion in theOseen region takestheform :

	(�;�)= 	 0 + R	 1 + R
2	 2 + R

3logR	 3L + O
�
R
3
�

(54)

Note thatthere isno R 2logR term in thisexpansion;none isrequired to m atch with the

Stokesexpansion.Aswith theStokesexpansion,thisform cannotbedeterm ined a priori.

Proudm an and Pearson com pletely solved fortheStokes’expansion through O (R logR),

and partially solved forthe O (R 2) term . They determ ined the Oseen expansion through

O (R ).Chesterand Breach extended theseresultsup to a partialsolution forO (R 3)in the

Stokes’expansion,and to O (R 3logR )in theOseen expansion.

The exactform ofthese expansions isgiven in Chester and Breach.16 Som e aspectsof

theseresultshavebeen seen before:Theleadingorderin theStokes’expansion ( 0)issim ply

the Stokes solution (Eqn. 28). In the Oseen expansion,	 0 is sim ply the form ula forthe

uniform stream expressed in Oseen variables.Thesecond term ,	 1,istherotationalpartof

Oseen’ssolution (Eqn.38).

16 Notethattheexpression for 2 in Proudm an,isincorrect(Proudm an and Pearson,1957).Thereisalso a

m istake in Chesterand Breach (Chesterand Breach,1969),Eqn.3.5;the coe�cientofc 8 should be r
� 3

notr� 2.
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FIG .10 (Coloronline)Dragon asphere,experim entvs.m atched asym ptotictheory.Experim ental

and num ericalresultsare plotted asin Figure 8.

Both sets ofauthors then used their result for the Stokes expansion to calculate CD ,

which isgiven in Eqn.55.

CD =
6�

R

�

1
|{z}

\Stokes"

+
3

8
R

| {z }
\O seen"

+
9

40
R
2logR

| {z }
Proudm an

+
9

40
R
2

�


 +
5

3
log2�

323

360

�

+
27

80
R
3logR

| {z }
Chester and Breach

+O
�
R
3
�
!

(55)

Here 
 is Euler’s constant. This form ula reproduces and extends nearly allearlier work.

Eqn. 55 shows both the originalresults ofProudm an and Pearson and the higher order

contributions ofChester and Breach (Chesterand Breach,1969;Proudm an and Pearson,

1957).The\Stokes" term isStokes’originalresult(Eqn.29),which wasrigorously justi�ed

by Oseen.The\Oseen" term isgenerally credited to Oseen (Eqn.39),although itisreally

beyond theaccuracy ofhiswork,and isonly justi�ed by thiscalculation.17

Figure 10 com pares the results ofm atched asym ptotics (Eqn. 55) with experim ental

data,num ericalresults,and the basic prediction ofOseen’sequation (Eqn. 39). Thisplot

hasbeen the source ofsom e confusion. M axworthy exam ined hisdata and concluded that

CD ascom puted by Oseen and Goldstein (Eqn. 48)were asgood asany m atched asym p-

totics predictions (M axworthy,1965). The calculations ofDennis and Le Clair,however,

17 Illingworth’sunpublished resultalso justi�esthisterm .
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refutethatclaim ,and dem onstrate thesystem atic im provem entthatresultsfrom m atched

asym ptotics.

Neither is it im m ediately clear that the extra term s in Eqn. 55 due to Chester and

Breach are actually any im provem ent on the work ofProudm an and Pearson. Van Dyke

notes,\Thisresultisdisappointing,becausecom parison with experim entsuggeststhatthe

rangeofapplicability hasscarcely been increased." (Van Dyke,1975),and Chesterhim self

rem arksthat\thereislittlepointincontinuingtheexpansion further." Atverylow Reynolds

num ber,however,theresultsofDennis\indicatethattheexpression ofChesterand Breach

givesabetterapproxim ation tothedragcoe�cientthan any otherasym ptoticsolution until

about[R = 0:3]." (Dennisand W alker,1971)Figure10showstheexcellentlow R agreem ent

between Dennis’num ericalresultsand Eqn.55.

The prediction ofm atched asym ptotics(Eqn. 55)isclose to Illingworth’ssecond order

Oseen theory (Eqn. 52). Close exam ination shows that the m atched asym ptotics results

areslightly closerto theDennis’calculationsin thelim itoflow Reynoldsnum ber.Strictly

speaking,thesetwo theoriesshould only becom pared asr! 0,and in thisregim em atched

asym ptoticsissuperior.Thisisnotsurprising,asthebestm atched asym ptotic calculation

isa higherorderapproxim ation than thatofIllingworth.

b.Cylinder

In 1957, Kaplun applied m atched asym ptotics to the problem of the cylinder, and

produced the �rst new result for C D (Kaplun, 1957). Additional stream function

calculations (but without a drag coe�cient) were done by Proudm an and Pearson

(Proudm an and Pearson,1957). Kaplun’s calculations were extended to higher order by

Skinner,whose work also explored the structure ofthe asym ptotic expansions (Skinner,

1975).W esum m arize resultsfrom allthreepapershere.

Near the surface ofthe cylinder,the Stokes’expansion applies,and the perturbative

solution takesthefollowing form .

 (r;�)=  0(r;�;�)+ R 2(r;�;�)+ R
2
 3(r;�;�)+ O

�
R
3
�

(56)

Here, � = �(R) is de�ned as in Eqn. 41. W hat is rem arkable about the structure of

thisexpansion isitsdependence on �. To be precise,each function  n isactually another

perturbativeexpansion,in �:

 n(r;�;�)= �Fn;1(r;�)+ �
2
Fn;2(r;�)+ O

�
�
3
�

(57)
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Thisform ulation isequivalenttoan asym ptoticexpansion in term soflogR �1 ,which isused

by Proudm an and Pearson:

 n(r;�;logR)=
~Fn;1(r;�)

(logR)1
+

~Fn;2(r;�)

(logR)2
+ O

�
1

(logR)3

�

(58)

Thisform ism uch lesse�cientthan thatgiven in Eqn. 57,in thesensethatm oreterm s

in the Stokesand Oseen expansionsare needed to obtain a given num berofterm sin CD .

Forthatreason,expansionsin � areused here.

This curious asym ptotic form is necessitated by m atching requirem ents. It is also the

source ofa num ber ofbizarre com plications. The �rst im plication is that all term s in

Eqn.56 ofO (R )and higherwillbetranscendentally sm allerthan any oftheterm sin the

expansion for 0.Thisistrueasym ptotically,asR ! 0.Thereason forthisisthatinertial

term snever enterinto any ofthegoverning equationsfortheStokes’expansion;they enter

only through them atching processwith theOseen expansion.

Aswith the sphere,the �rststep to �nding a perturbative solution in the Oseen region

isto transform into therelevantOseen variables.In thiscase,

� = Rr; 	(�;�)= R (r;�) (59)

Theperturbative expansion which can solve theproblem in theOseen region hasthesam e

genericform asEqn.56.

	(�;�)= 	 0(�;�;�)+ R	1(�;�;�)+ O
�
R
2
�

(60)

The functions	 n(�;�;�)can also be expressed asa series in �(R). However,the form ula

cannotbewritten down asconveniently asitcould in Eqn.57.The�rsttwo term stakethe

form sgiven in Eqn.61.

	 0(�;�;�) = F0;0(�;�)+ �F0;1(�;�)+ O
�
�
2
�

(61a)

	 1(�;�;�) = �
�1
F1;�1 (�;�)+ F0;0(�;�)+ O (�) (61b)

Kaplun and Proudm an both considered onlyterm sofO (R 0)in theStokes’expansion.As

R ! 0,thisisan excellentapproxim ation,asallhigherterm saretranscendentally sm aller.

In thislim it,theStokesexpansion takesa particularly sim pleform :

 (r;�)=  1(r;�;�)=
1X

n= 1

an�
n

�

2rlogr� r+
1

r

�

sin� (62)
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Kaplunobtainedterm suptoandincludingn = 3.Proudm anetal.alsoobtainedexpressions

fortheOseen expansion,albeitexpressed asa seriesin logR �1 .Skinnerextended Kaplun’s

Stokesexpansion to include term sup to O (�3),O (R�),and O (R2�)(Skinner,1975). He

obtained approxim ate solutionsforthe Oseen expansion,including term sup to O (�)and

O (R ).The lowestordersolutionsin theOseen expansion arerelated to the expression for

a uniform stream and thesolution ofLam b (Eqn.41).

Usinghissolution,Kaplun com puted anew resultforthedragcoe�cient(Eqn. 63)which

agreeswith Lam b’sresult(Eqn.42)atlowestorder.

CD =
4�

R

�
� � k�

3
�

(63)

Here,k =
R1

0
K 0(x)K 1(x)(x�1 I1(2x)� 4K1(x)I1(x)+ 1)dx � 0:87.Skinnerextended these

results,showed thatterm sofO (R 0)do notcontributeto thedrag,and calculated the�rst

transcendentally sm allercontribution,which isofO (R 1).Hisresultisgiven in Eqn.64.

CD =
4�

R

�

� � k�
3 + O

�
�
4
�
�
R 2

32

�

1�
�

2
+ O

�
�
2
�
�

+ O
�
R
4
�
�

(64)

The value ofthese new term s is questionable, and Skinner him self noted that they are

likely negligible in com parison to the neglected term s ofO (�4). Asym ptotically this is

unequivocally true.

Figure 11 com pares the predictions ofm atched asym ptotic theory with Lam b’s result

(Eqn. 42) based on Oseen’s equation. Although both theories agree as r ! 0,m atched

asym ptoticresultsseem no betterthan Lam b’ssolution.Thecom parison isfurthercom pli-

cated by the scatterin the di�erentexperim ents;m atched asym ptoticsagree m ore closely

with Tritton’s m easurem ents,while Lam b’s solution agrees better with Jayaweera’s. W e

draw two conclusions from Figure 11: Both theories break down for R & 0:1 and nei-

thertheory isdem onstrably m ore accurate. Even m ore disappointingly,Skinner’sresultis

nowherebetterthan Kaplun’s| itisactually worseathigherReynoldsnum bers.

Partoftheproblem with them atched asym ptoticsapproach arisesfrom theneed fortwo

expansions,in � and R. Because in�nitely m any ordersof� are needed before any higher

ordersin R arerelevantm eansthatin�nitely m any term sin theOseen expansion m ustbe

calculated before the second orderterm in the Stokesexpansion. Thisisine�cient,and is

thereason forSkinner’slack ofsuccess.

A recentpaperby Kelleretal.solved thisproblem num erically (Kellerand W ard,1996).

They developed a m ethod to sum alloftheordersof� forthe�rsttwo ordersofR.Their
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FIG . 11 (Color online) Drag on a cylinder, experim ent vs. m atched asym ptotic theory

(Jayaweera and M ason,1965;Tritton,1959).

\beyond allorders" num ericalresults prove the im portance ofthese higher order term s.

W hen such term sareaccounted for,theresulting CD isvastly im proved from Kaplun’s,and

issuperiorto any ofthe analytic solutionsdiscussed here. Interestingly,itseem sto agree

very wellwith the experim ents ofTritton,although it is di�cult to tellfrom the plot in

theirpaper,which doesnotrem ove theleading orderdivergence.

4. Other theories

Am ongst the com m unity interested in settling velocities and sedim entation,there are

m any theoreticalm odelsofthedrag on a sphere.Theseworkersspecify CD asa function of

R by m eansofa \spheredrag correlation." An overview oftheseform ula isgiven by Brown

(Brown and Lawler,2003). These results are generally sem i-em pirical,relying on a blend

oftheoreticalcalculationsand phenom enologically �tparam etersto predictC D overa large

range ofReynolds num ber. W hile practically useful,these results are not speci�c to low

Reynoldsnum bers,and cannotbederived from theNavier-Stokesequations.They address
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a di�erentproblem ,and willnotbefurtherconsidered here.

One othersem i-em piricaltheory isdue to Carrier(Carrier,1953). He argued thatthe

inertialcorrections in the Oseen equation were over-weighted,and m ultiplied them by a

coe�cient which he constrained to be between 0 and 1. Consequently, his theory is in

som e sense \in between" thatofStokesand thatofOseen. He ultim ately determ ined this

coe�cientem pirically.

5. Term inology

Confusing term inology,particularly in the m atched asym ptotics literature,riddles the

history ofthese problem s.W e previously detailed discrepanciesin the de�nition ofC D .In

this section we explain the som etim es con
icting term s used in the m atched asym ptotics

literature,introduce a convention which elim inates confusion,and also explain how som e

authorsadoptdi�erentde�nitionsoftheReynolds’num ber.

M atched asym ptotics literature discusses num erous perturbative expansions, each of

which are valid in a di�erent regim e,or \dom ain ofvalidity." Di�erent authors use dif-

ferent labels for these expansions. M ost workers de�ne the \inner" expansion to be the

expansion which isvalid insidetheboundary layer (Benderand Orzag,1999).A boundary

layerisa region ofrapid variation in thesolution.The\outer" expansion isvalid outsideof

the boundary layer,where the solution isslowly varying (Benderand Orzag,1999). Prob-

lem swith m ultiple boundary layersrequireadditionalterm inology.The outerexpansion is

based \upon the prim ary reference quantitiesin the problem ," and the innerexpansion is

usually obtained by stretching the originalvariablesby dim ensionlessfunctionsofthe per-

turbation param eter(Van Dyke,1975).Theappropriatestretching,orscaling functionsare

obtained through a dom inantbalance analysis,which can be di�cult. Afterthisrescaling,

theargum entoftheinnerexpansion willbeofO (1)insidetheboundary layer.Accom pany-

ingtheseinnerand outerexpansionsare\innervariables",\outervariables",\innerlim its",

and \outerlim its".

Thelow Reynoldsnum ber
ow problem sarecom plicated by thefactthatsom eauthors,

includingVan Dyke,alsode�neexpansionson thebasisoftheirphysicallocation (Van Dyke,

1975).The\outer" lim itisvalid farfrom thesolid body (j~rjislarge),and the\inner" lim it

isvalid nearthesurfaceofthebody (j~rj� 1).
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This is consistent with yet another de�nition,based on proxim ity to the origin ofthe

chosen coordinate system . In a review paper Lagerstrom and Casten de�ne the \inner

lim it" as being \valid nearthe origin," and the \outerlim it" asbeing \valid except near

theorigin." (Lagerstrom and Casten,1972)Partoftheirm otivation forthisnew de�nition

wasto distinguish between thedom ain ofvalidity ofan expansion,and thelim itprocessby

which itisobtained.

Finally,Kaplun refers to the inner and outer lim its based on their correspondence to

high Reynoldsnum ber
ow (Kaplun,1957).Heidenti�estheStokes’approxim ation asthe

\inner" lim it,and Oseen’sequation asthe\outer" lim it.

Partofthe confusion arisesbecause ofdisagreem entsoverthe location ofthe boundary

layer.Van Dykeclaim sthat\itistheneighborhood ofthepointatin�nity",whileKaplun

arguesthatthe boundary layerisnearthe surface.De�nitionsreferenced to the boundary

layerdisagreewhen therearedisagreem entsaboutitslocation.

To elim inate this confusion,a preferable alternative notation has em erged from subse-

quent work(Kaplun and Lagerstrom ,1957;Proudm an and Pearson,1957). W e follow this

notation,de�ning the\Oseen" and \Stokes" expansions,which were used in the previous-

section. The Oseen expansion is valid far from the surface,and is expressed in stretched

coordinates.The Stokeslim itisvalid nearthe surface ofthe sphere,where r issm all,and

isexpressed in theoriginalvariables.18

M atched asym ptoticsworkersalso discussuniform approxim ations,interm ediate expan-

sions,orcom positeexpansions(Benderand Orzag,1999;Lagerstrom etal.,1967;Van Dyke,

1975).The basic idea isthatthe Stokesand Oseen expansionscan be blended togetherto

form a single expression which isvalid everywhere. Thisresultreducesto the two original

expansions when expanded asym ptotically in the two lim its. How to calculate a uniform

expansion isdiscused below.

There are also m inor di�erences in the de�nition ofthe Reynolds num ber,R. Som e

authorsde�neR based on thediam eterofthesolid,whileothersbaseiton theradius.This

factor of2 can be di�cult to track. W e de�ne the Reynolds num ber using the radius of

the �xed body: R = j~u1 ja=�. It is worth noting that Kaplun (Lagerstrom etal.,1967),

18 Van Dyke’s book is not consistentin relating \inner" and \outer" expansionsto the Stokes and O seen

expansions.
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Tom otika (Tom otika and Aoi,1950),Goldstein (Goldstein,1965),Liebster(Liebster,1927),

Thom (Thom ,1933)and Tritton (Tritton,1959)allusethediam eter.

C . U niform ly valid approxim ations

Asm entioned previously,theinnerand outerexpansionsm ay becom bined into a single,

uniform ly valid approxim ation,which isapplicable everywhere.Fora function ofonevari-

able,the uniform approxim ation is constructed as in Eqn. 65 (Benderand Orzag,1999).

yuniform (x)= youter(x)+ yinner(x)� yoverlap(x) (65)

yoverlap(x)consistsofthecom m on \m atching"term sbetween theinnerand outerexpansions.

Kaplun dem onstratesthatyuniform (x)! y(x)asthe expansion variable R ! 0,i.e. the

uniform approxim ation tendstotheexactsolution everywhere(Lagerstrom etal.,1967).To

bem oreprecise,ifthem atched asym ptoticssolution isconstructed to O (R 1),then

lim
R ! 0

y(x)� yuniform (x)� O
�
R
1
�

Asa m atterofpractice,calculating the uniform solution ism echanistic. First,express

the inner and outer expansions in the sam e coordinates; in our case,express the Oseen

expansion in Stokes variables.19 Alternatively, one can express the Stokes expansion in

Oseen variables.Next,expressboth solutionsasa powerseriesin theexpansion param eter,

R.By construction theStokesexpansion isalready in thisform butthetransform ed Oseen

expansion isnot,and m ustbeexpanded to thesam epowerin R astheStokessolution.

From thesetwopowerserieswecan identify the\overlap"function,yoverlap.Thisfunction

consists ofthe term s which are in com m on between the two expansions, and is usually

obtained by inspection. Ofcourse,yoverlap is only valid to the sam e order as the original

m atched asym ptoticssolution,and higherorderterm sshould bediscarded.The uniform ly

valid approxim ation isthen obtained using yoverlap and Eqn.65.

19 Note that this transform ation a�ects both the radialcoordinates and the stream function,and that it

di�ersforthe sphereand cylinder.
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1. The correctway to calculate CD

Proudm an and Pearson arguethat\uniform lyvalid approxim ationspersearenotusually

ofm uch physicalinterest...In thepresentproblem ,forinstance,itistheStokesexpansion

that gives virtually allthe physically interesting inform ation." (Proudm an and Pearson,

1957)Allm atched asym ptoticscalculationsare based solely on the Stokesexpansion,and

are therefore in
uenced by the Oseen expansion only via the boundary conditions. For

instance,thedragcoe�cientiscalculated usingonlytheStokes’expansion.Otherproperties

ofthe stream function,such asthe size ofthe dead waterwake directly behind the sphere

orcylinder,arealso calculated using theStokes’expansion.

In thissection wearguethatthisapproach isincorrect,and thatuniform ly valid approx-

im ation should be used to calculate allquantitiesofinterest. By adopting thisviewpoint,

we obtain new resultsforCD ,and dem onstrate thatthese drag coe�cients system atically

im proveon previousm atched asym ptoticsresults.

M atched asym ptoticsworkersarguethatthedrag coe�cientiscalculated atthesurface

ofthe solid (Eqns. 24,19),where r = 1. Since the Oseen solution appliesforlarge r,the

Stokes solution applies forsm allr,and the Stokes solution oughtto be used to calculate

CD .In fact,by construction,any uniform ly valid approxim ation m ustreduceto theStokes

expansion in thelim itasRr! 0.

Curiously, proponents of the Oseen equation argue conversely (Fax�en, 1927;

Happeland Brenner,1973). They claim thatbecause the Oseen expansion happens to ap-

ply everywhere, it should be used to calculate allsorts ofquantities ofinterest,includ-

ing CD . In fact, Hapeland Brenner wrote a book essentially devoted to this prem ise

(Happeland Brenner,1973). In fairness,it m ust be m entioned that allofthese authors

were wellaware oftheir choices,and m otivated their approach pragm atically: They ob-

tained usefulsolutionsto otherwise intractableproblem s.

In reality,both approaches converge to the exact solution forsuitably sm allReynolds’

num bers.However,forsm allbutnon-in�nitesim alR,thebestestim ateofderivativequan-

titiessuch asCD isobtained notby using the Stokesexpansion,butby using a uniform ly

valid approxim ation calculated with both the Stokes and Oseen expansions. Such a drag

coe�cient m ust agree with results derived from the Stokes expansion as Rr ! 0,and it

can never beinferior.M oreover,thisapproach m akesdeterm ination ofthedragcoe�cient’s
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accuracy straightforward;itisdeterm ined solely by theaccuracy oftheuniform expansion,

withoutany need to beconcerned aboutitsdom ain ofapplicability.

W e now calculate the drag coe�cients forboth the sphere and the cylinder using uni-

form ly valid approxim ations,using previously published innerand outerexpansions.These

corrections are sm allbut m ethodologically noteworthy,and are absent from the existing

literature.

a.Cylinder

Although thestate-of-the-artm atched asym ptoticssolutionsareduetoKaplun,itism ore

convenientto usestream functions(Kaplun,1957).Skinnerconveniently com binesprevious

work,providing a concise sum m ary ofStokesand Oseen stream functions(Skinner,1975).

W ebaseourderivation ofa uniform ly valid approxim ation on theresultsin hispaper.The

Stokesexpansion isgiven by Eqn.66 (Skinner,1975).

 (r;�)=
1

2

�
� � k�

3 + O
�
�
4
��
�

2rlogr� r+
1

r

�

sin� + O
�
R
1
�

(66)

TheOseen Expansion isgiven by Eqn.67.

	(�;�)=

 

� sin� � �

1X
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�n

�
�
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�
�

n
sinn� + O

�
�
2
�
+ O

�
R
1
�
!

(67)

W ith these results,creating the uniform approxim ation and calculating CD isstraight-

forward.Theonly subtlety isthesineseriesin Eqn.67.However,Eqn.21 tellsusthat,for

thepurposesofcalculating thedrag,only thecoe�cientofsin� m atters.W ecalculate the

overlap between the two functionsby expanding Eqn. 67 about� = 0.The resultisgiven

by Eqn.68.

 overlap(r;�)= �
r

2
(2logr� 1)sin� + O

�
�
2
�
+ O

�
R
1
�

(68)

Com bining thiswith the Oseen and Stokes expansions,we obtain the uniform ly valid ap-

proxim ation given by Eqn.69.

 uniform (r;�) =

�

r+ �

�
1

2r
� r�1(

rR
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(69)

By substituting thisresultinto Eqn.21,weobtain a new resultforCD :

CD =
��

�
24� 32k�3 + 6R 2�

00

1(R=2)+ R 3�
000

1 (R=2)
�

8R
(70)
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FIG .12 (Coloronline)Drag on a cylinder,com paring a uniform ly valid calculationsand m atched

asym ptoticsresults(Jayaweera and M ason,1965;Tritton,1959).

Fig.12com paresEqn.70with Kaplun’susualresult(Eqn.63).Thenew dragcoe�cient

(Eqn.70)isa sm allbutsystem atic im provem entovertheresultsofKaplun.Because they

are asym ptotically identicalup to O (�4) and O (R ),they agree as R ! 0. However,at

sm allbutnon-in�nitesim alR,ournew resultissuperior.Com paring Figures12 and 11,we

can also seea second surprise:Thenew resultbettersSkinner’sCD ,even though they were

based on thesam e stream functions.IfSkinnerhad used a uniform ly valid approxim ation,

hisresultwould nothavem isleadingly appeared inferiorto Kaplun’s.

b.Sphere

Aswith thecylinder,calculatingCD from auniform ly valid expansion yieldsan im proved

result.However,thereisasubstantialdi�erencein thiscase.Although m atched asym ptotics

calculationshave been done through O (R 3)in Eqn. 53 and O (R 3logR )in Eqn. 54,the

higher order term s in the Oseen expansion are im possible to express in a sim ple analytic

form . Asym ptotic expressions exist (and have been used form atching),butthese cannot

be used to constructa uniform ly valid expansion. Consequently,we can only com pute the
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uniform expansion through O (R ),and itspredictionscan only be m eaningfully com pared

to the�rsttwo term sin Eqn.55.

ThesolutionsfortheStokesand Oseen expansionsaregiven in Chesterand Breach,and

arequoted here(Chesterand Breach,1969).TheStokesexpansion:

 (r;�) = �
1

2

�

2r2 � 3r+
1

r

�

Q 1(�)� R
3

16
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r
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+ O
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TheOseen expansion:
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2
�(1��)

�
+ O

�
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By taking the � ! 0 lim it ofEqn. 72,we can calculate the overlap between these two

expansions.Theresultisgiven in Eqn.73.

 overlap(r;�)=
r

8
(12� 8r)Q1(�)+

rR

8
(3rQ 2(�)� 3rQ1(�))+ O

�
R
2
�

(73)

Eqns.73,72,and 71 can becom bined to form a uniform ly valid approxim ation:

 uniform (r;�)=  (r;�)�  overlap(r;�)+
	(rR;�)

R 2
+ O

�
R
2logR

�
(74)

Duetothee�
1

2
�(1��) term ,wecannotusethesim pleexpression forCD (Eqn.26).Instead,

wem ustusethefullsetofEqns.11,24,and 25.Aftercom pleting thisprocedure,weobtain

a new resultforCD ,given by Eqn.75.

CD =
6�

R

 
e�2R

320R 3

�
40eR

�
1728+ 1140R + 335R 2 + 56R 3 + 6R 4

�
� 60R (1+ R)

+e2R
�
� 69120+ 23580R � 2420R2 + 20(10+ �)R3 + 10(18� �)R4 � 8R5

� 3R6
��

�
e�R =2 �I1(R=2)

4R

!

+ O
�
R
1
�

(75)

Thisresultisplotted in Figure 13. Asym ptotically,itagreeswith the m atched asym p-

totics predictions to O (1), as it m ust, and reproduces the 3=8R \Oseen" term . As R

increases,however,the uniform calculation becom essuperiorto the �rsttwo term softhe

m atched asym ptotic CD . Although it is a m uch higher order solution than either ofthe

othertwo results,weshow thefullm atched asym ptoticsprediction forcom parison.
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FIG . 13 (Color online) Drag on a sphere, experim ent vs. theory (Dennisand W alker, 1971;

Le Clairand Ham ielec,1970;M axworthy,1965).

III. T H E R EN O R M A LIZAT IO N G R O U P A P P LIED T O LO W R FLO W

A . Introduction to the renorm alization group

In 1961,Lagerstrom proposed the�rstofanum berof\m odelproblem s",ordinary di�er-

entialequationswhich exhibited m any ofthesam easym ptoticfeaturesasthelow Reynolds

num berproblem s.They wereused to study and develop thetheory ofm atched asym ptotic

expansions.Them athem aticalsolution oftheseproblem sisclosely analogousto theactual

solutionsoftheNavier-Stokesequations.

A review oftheseequations,and oftheirm atched asym ptoticsolutions,isgiven in Lager-

strom (Lagerstrom and Casten,1972).The relevantm odelscan besum m arized by thefol-

lowing equation:
d2u

dx2
+
n � 1

x

du

dx
+ u

du

dx
+ �

�
du

dx

� 2

= 0 (76)

This ODE is subject to the boundary conditions u(�) = 1,u(1 ) = 0. In this equation,

n correspondsto the num ber ofspatialdim ensions (n = 2 forthe cylinder,n = 3 forthe
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sphere).� = 0characterizesincom pressible
ow,and � = 1correspondstocom pressible
ow.

Thisequation issim ilarto theNavier-Stokesequationsexpressed in Oseen variables.There

are fundam entaldi�erences between the structure ofthe incom pressible and com pressible


ow equations.

These m odelproblem s are posed in Hinch, albeit in term s of \Stokes" (rather than

\Oseen")variables(Hinch,1991).Hinch beginsby exam ining them odeldescribing incom -

pressible
ow pastasphere.Henextexam inesincom pressible
ow pastacylinder,which he

calls\A worse problem ." Finally,he treatscom pressible 
ow pastcylinder,which hedubs

\A terribleproblem ."

Theseproblem s,which havehistoricallybeen theprovingground ofm atched asym ptotics,

were recently solved using new Renorm alization Group (RG)techniques in two papersby

Chen et al. (Chen etal.,1994b,1996). These techniques a�ord both quantitative and

m ethodologicaladvantagesovertraditionalm atched asym ptotics.TheRG approach derives

allofthesubtleterm s(e.g.,R 2logR)which ariseduring asym ptoticm atching,dem onstrat-

ing that origin ofthese term s lies in the need to correct 
aws inherent in the underlying

expansions.M oreover,RG doesnotrequire m ultiplerescalingsofvariables,and itsresults,

whileasym ptotically equivalentto thoseofm atched asym ptotics,apply overa m uch larger

range(e.g.,they extend to higherR).

In particular,Chen etal.solved Hinch’s�rstm odel,which describesincom pressible
ow

pasta sphere (n = 3,� = 0),aswellasthe m odelforboth kinds of
ow pasta cylinder

(n = 2,� = 0;1) (Chen etal.,1994b,1996). In a notation consistent with Hinch,they

term ed thesem odelsthe\Stokes-Oseen caricature" and the\terribleproblem ."

Thedram aticsuccessoftheRG techniquesin solving them odelproblem sinspired their

application totheoriginallow Reynoldsnum ber
ow problem s.Thatisourprim arypurpose

here,as the low Reynolds num ber problem s are the traditionalproving ground for new

m ethodologies. W e willshow thatthe RG techniques perform wellwhen applied to these

problem s. RG produces results superior to and encom passing the predictions ofm atched

asym ptotics.M oreim portantly,theRG calculationsareconsiderably sim plerthan m atched

asym ptotics,requiring halfthework.

The utility ofthe RG approach ism osteasily seen through an exam ple,which willalso

provideafram eworkforunderstandingtheanalysispresented insubsequentsections.Several

pedagogicalexam ples can also be found in the references (e.g.,(Chen etal.,1994b,1996;
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Goldenfeld,1992;Oono,2000)). W e begin here with an analysis ofthe m ostcom plicated

m odelproblem ,the\terribleproblem ," which caricaturescom pressible
ow pasta cylinder.

1. Detailed analysis ofthe \terrible problem "

Although the\terribleproblem ,"issolved in apaperbyChen etal.,were-exam ineithere

in considerably m oredetail,asitssolution isclosely analogousto thoseofthelow Reynolds

num ber 
ow problem s. This switchback problem is exceptionally delicate20,requiring the

calculation ofan in�nitenum berofterm sfortheleading orderasym ptoticm atching.

Therearepitfallsand am biguitiesin applying RG techniques,even to the\terribleprob-

lem ," which whileterrible,isconsiderably sim plerthan thereallow Reynoldsnum berprob-

lem s. Understanding these subtleties in this sim pler context provides essentialguidance

when attacking theNavier-Stokes’equations.

W e wantto solve the ODE given in Eqn. 77a,subjectto the boundary conditions77b.

Thisequation can bederived from Eqn.76 by setting n = 2,� = 1,and transform ing tothe

\Stokes" variables,r = x=�. Unlike Eqn.76,Eqn. 77 isobviously a singularperturbation

in �,which hasbeen rem oved from theboundary conditions.Thelastterm in theequation

vanisheswhen � = 0.

d2u(r)

dr2
+
1

r

du(r)

dr
+

�
du(r)

dr

� 2

+ �u(r)
du(r)

dr
= 0 (77a)

u(1)= 0; u(r= 1 )= 1 (77b)

This problem cannot be solved exactly,although num ericalsolution is straightforward.

Trouble arisesdue to the boundary layer21 located nearr = 1 .RG analysisrequiresthat

wework in the\inner" variableforourapproxim ation to capturethecorrectbehaviornear

the boundary layer22. This requirem ent m ay also be qualitatively m otivated by arguing

thatonem ustchoosecoordinatesto \stretch out" theboundary layerso thatitcan bewell

characterized by ourapproxim atesolution.

To determ ine theappropriatechangeofvariables,weneed to analyze Eqn.(77)using a

dom inantbalance argum ent(Benderand Orzag,1999). Asitstands,the �rstthree term s

20 Hinch notes,\Itisunusualto �nd such a di�cultproblem ..." (Hinch,1991).
21 A boundary layerisa region ofrapid variation in thesolution,y(t).
22 Here we use \inner" in the usualsense (Benderand O rzag,1999). For further discussion,see Section

II.B.5

64



ofEqn. (77a)willdom inate,since � issm all. The rescaling x = �r yieldsinnerEqn. (78).

This,ofcourse,isthesam eequation originally given by Lagerstrom (Eqn.76).

d2u(x)

dx2
+
1

x

du(x)

dx
+

�
du(x)

dx

� 2

+ u(x)
du(x)

dx
= 0 (78a)

u(�)= 0; u(x = 1 )= 1 (78b)

The nextstep in the RG solution isto begin with the ansatz thatthe solution to Eqn.

(78)can beobtained from a perturbation expansion (Eqn.79).W efully expectthisansatz

tofail,sincewehavea singularperturbation in ourODE.W ethereforerefertothisstarting

pointasthena��ve perturbation expansion.

u(x)= u0(x)+ �u1(x)+ �
2
u2(x)+ O (�3) (79)

Collecting powersof�,weobtain di�erentialequationsforu0(x),u1(x),etc:

O
�
�
0
�
:
u
0

0(x)

x
+ u0(x)u

0

0(x)+ u
0

0(x)
2 + u0

00

(x)= 0 (80)
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:u1u

0
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u
0
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x
+ u0u

0

1 + 2u
0

0u
0

1 + u
00
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O
�
�
2
�
:u2u

0

0 + u
0

1u1 + u0u
0

2 + (u
0

1)
2 + 2u

0

0u
0

2 +
u
0

2

x
+ u

00

2 = 0 (82)

a.O (�0)solution

The �rst com plication ofthe terrible problem arises when we attem pt to solve Eqn.

80,a nonlinear ODE.Although one solution | u0(x) = A 0 | is seen by inspection,an

additionalintegration constantisnotforthcom ing,and oursolution to the O (�0)problem

cannotsatisfy both oftheboundary conditions(Eqn.78b).Theresolution tothisquandary

issim ple:Ignoretheproblem and itwillgo away;continue constructing thena��ve solution

asifu0(x)= A 0 were wholly satisfactory.Thequalitative idea isthattheO (�0)solution is

theuniform �eld which wehavefarfrom any disturbance source.W hy isthisacceptable?

The RG m ethod isrobustagainstshortcom ingsin the na��ve expansion. W e know that

singular perturbation problem s cannot be solved by a single perturbation expansion. W e

therefore expect problem s,such assecular behavior,to arise in oursolution forthe na��ve

expansion.RG techniquescan beused torem ovethese
awsfrom theperturbativesolution,

turning it into a uniform ly valid approxim ation (Chen etal.,1996). It does not m atter

whetherthese defectsarisefrom an incom plete solution foru0(x),theintrinsic structureof
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theequation,ora com bination ofthetwo.To solvetheterribleproblem (and laterthelow

Reynoldsnum berproblem s),wem ustexploitthis
exibility.

Forsubsequentcalculations,therearetwowaystoproceed.First,wem ay retain A 0 asan

arbitrary constant,onewhich willultim ately berenorm alized in theprocessofcalculating a

uniform ly valid approxim ation. Alternatively,we m ay setA 0 = 1,satisfying the boundary

condition at x = 1 .23 This unconventionalapproach to the RG calculation e�ectively

shiftsthefreedom thatusually com eswith theO (�0)constantsofintegration into theO (�1)

solution.Thisarti�cegreatlysim pli�essubsequentcalculations,and isinvaluablein treating

the Navier-Stokes equations. M oreover,these two approaches are equivalent,as we now

show.

b.O (�1)solution

Ifu0(x)= A 0,Eqn.81 sim pli�esto Eqn.83.

d2u1

dx2
+

�
1

x
+ A 0

�
du1

dx
= 0 (83)

Thesolution is:u1(x)= B 0 + B 1e1(A 0x),whereen(x)�
R1

x
e�tt�n dt.Noticethatthe�rst

term islinearly dependanton theu0(x)solution.Therearem any opinionsregardinghow to

utilizethisdegreeoffreedom (Kunihiro,1995;W oodru�,1995).In ourapproach,oneisfree

to choosethehom ogeneoussolutionsofu0;u1;etc.forconvenience.Theonly constraint24 is

thatthe\na��ve" solution (Eqn.79)m usthave a su�cientnum berofintegration constants

to m eettheboundary conditions.In thisexam ple,thatm eanstwo constantsofintegration.

Di�erent choices ofparticular solutions willultim ately result in di�erent approxim ate

solutionsto theODE.However,allofthesesolutionswillagreewithin theaccuracy lim ita-

tionsofthe originalapproxim ation (in thiscase the na��ve expansion). Thiscan be shown

explicitly.In thisexam ple,asin thelow Reynoldsnum berproblem s,wechoosea particular

solution which sim pli�essubsequentcalculations.Setting B 0 = 0 (notethatthisisnotthe

sam easa rede�nition oftheconstantA 0),weobtain thesolution:

u(x)= A 0 + �B1e1(A 0x)| {z }
divergent as x! 0

+O (�2) (84)

Thesecond term in Eqn.84 divergeslogarithm ically asx ! 0.Onem ay arguethatthis

divergenceisirrelevant,sincetherangeoftheoriginalvariableisr2 [1;1 ),and num erical

23 M eeting the boundary condition atx = � resultsonly in the trivialsolution u0(x)= 0.
24 O fcoursethe solution m ustalso satisfy the governing equation.
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solutionsdem onstratethatthesolutionstoEqn.77in[1;1 )divergewhenextended tor< 1.

Butthe argum entthatthe divergence in Eqn. 84 isan intrinsic partofthe solution (and

thereforeshould notbeconsidered problem atic)isincorrect.Although theoriginalvariable,

r,islim ited to r2 [1;1 ),thetransform ed variable,x = �r,hastherangex 2 [0;1 ).This

occursbecause there are no restrictions on the lower lim itof�. The divergence exhibited

by the second term ofEqn. 84 m ustbe rem oved via renorm alization in orderto turn the


awed na��vesolution into a uniform ly valid approxim ation.

Thisdivergence arisesfortwo reasons.First,weareperturbing aboutan O (�0)solution

which is de�cient;it is m issing the second integration constant (and concom itant funda-

m entalsolution). M ore fundam entally,Eqn 79 attem pts to solve a singular perturbation

problem with a regularexpansion,an approach which m ustfail. The RG technique solves

theseproblem sby restructuring thena��veexpansion and elim inating the
awsin u0(x).

Although A 0 issim ply a constantofintegration when � = 0,itm ustbe m odi�ed when

� 6= 0.W ewillabsorb thedivergencesintoam odi�cation,orrenorm alization,oftheconstant

ofintegration A 0.Form ally,one beginsby \splitting" the secularterm s,replacing e1(A 0x)

by e1(A 0x)� e1(A 0�)+ e1(A 0�),where� isan arbitrary position.Thisresultsin Eqn.85:

u(x)= A 0 + �B1(e1(A 0x)� e1(A 0�)+ e1(A 0�))+ O (�2) (85)

Since� isarbitrary,itcan bechosen such thate1(A 0x)� e1(A 0�)isnon-secular(fora given

x). The divergence isnow contained in the lastterm ofEqn. (85),and isexhibited asa

function of�.

It is dealt with by introducing a m ultiplicative renorm alization constant, Z1 = 1 +
P

1

i= 1
ai(�)�i,and then renorm alizing A 0 asA 0 = Z1A 0(�).25 Thecoe�cientsa i(�)can then

bechosen.26 orderby orderso asto elim inate thesecularterm in Eqn.(85).Substituting,

and choosing a1 to elim inatethe�nalterm ofEqn.85,weobtain

u(x)= A 0(�)+ �B1(e1(A 0(�)x)� e1(A 0(�)�))+ O (�2) (86)

W herea1 satis�es

a1(�)=
� B1e1(�A0(�)(1+

P 1

i= 1
ai(�)�i))

A 0(�)
(87)

25 A 0 is the only constantwhich can be renorm alized to rem ove the divergences,as B 1 is proportionalto

the secularterm s.
26 Note thatthe coe�cientsm ustalso be independentofx.
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Note that to obtain Eqn. 86 we needed to expand e1 about � = 0. Unusually in this

equation,the renorm alized constant (A 0(�)) appears in the argum ent ofthe exponential

integral;thiscom plicatesthecalculation.W ewilllatershow how to avoid thisproblem by

restructuring ourcalculations.

Qualitatively,the idea underlying Eqn. 86 isthatboundary conditionsfaraway (from

x = �)are unknown to oursolution atx � �,so thatA0 isundeterm ined atx = �. RG

determ inesA 0 in thisregim ethrough therenorm alization constantZ1 (which dependson �).

Afterward therewillbenew constantswhich can beused to m eettheboundary conditions.

TheRG condition statesthatthesolution u(x)cannotdepend on thearbitrary position

�.Thisrequirem entcan beim plem ented in oneoftwo ways.First,since@�u(x)= 0,apply

@� to theRHS ofEqn.86 and settheresultequalto zero:

A
0

0(�)+ �B1

�
e�A 0(�)�

�
+
A

0

0(�)

A 0(�)

�
e
�A 0(�)�� e

�A 0(�)x
�
�

+ O (�2)= 0 (88)

Thenextstep in RG isto realizeEqn.88 im pliesthatA
0

0(�)� O (�).Retaining only term s

ofO (�),weobtain:
dA 0(�)

d�
+ �B1

�
e�A 0(�)�

�

�

+ O (�2)= 0 (89)

In principle,we sim ply solve Eqn. 89 for A 0(�). Unfortunately,that is not possible,

due to the presence ofA 0(�) in the exponential. This com plication also occurs in other

switchback problem s,as wellas in the low Reynolds num ber problem s. Eqn. 89 can be

solved by an iterative approach: Initially set� = 0,and solve forA0(�)= �0,a constant.

Nextsubstitute thisresultinto theO (�)term in Eqn.89,solving forA 0(�)again:

A 0(�)= �0 + �B1e1(�0�) (90)

In this solution,we have a new integration constant,�0. Having obtained this result,we

again m ustexploitthearbitrary natureof�.Setting � = x,and substituting into Eqn.86,

weobtain:

u(x)= �0 + �B1e1(�0x)+ O (�2) (91)

But this is identicalto the originalsolution (Eqn. 83)! W hat have we accom plished?

This renorm alized result is guaranteed to be a uniform ly valid result,for8x. The renor-

m alization procedureensuresthatthelogarithm icdivergence in Eqn.91 isrequired by the

solution,and is not an artifact ofour approxim ations. Obtaining the sam e answer is a
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consequenceofsolving Eqn.88iteratively.Had webeen abletosolvethatequation exactly,

thisdisconcerting coincidence would havebeen avoided.

W e obtain the �nalsolution to Eqn. 77a by applying the boundary conditions (Eqn.

78b)to Eqn.91:�0 = 1,B 1 = � 1=(�e1(�)).Lastly,we undo theinitialchangeofvariables

(r= x=�),yielding theresultgiven in Eqn.92.Asshown in Chen etal.,thisisan excellent

approxim atesolution (Chen etal.,1996).

u(r)= 1�
e1(r�)

e1(�)
+ O

�
�
2
�

(92)

Furtherm ore, if we expand the coe�cient B 1 = � 1=(�e1(�)) for � ! 0+ , B 1(�)=� �

� 1=ln(1=�)� 
=ln2(1=�). These logarithm ic functions of� are exactly those which are

required by asym ptotic m atching! These \unexpected" orders in � m ake the solution of

thisproblem via asym ptoticm atching very di�cult.They m ustbededuced and introduced

orderby order,so asto m akem atching possible.In theRG solution,they areseen to arise

naturally asa consequence oftheterm 1=e1(�).

Thereareseveralotherequivalentwaysto structurethiscalculation.Itisworthwhileto

exam ine these (and to dem onstrate theirequivalence),in orderto stream line ourapproach

forthelow Reynoldsnum berproblem s.

The �rstvariation occursin how we apply the RG condition. Ratherthan applying @�

to Eqn.86,wem ay also realizethattheoriginalconstantsofintegration,A 0 = Z1(�)A0(�),

m ustbeindependentof�.Hencethe\alternative" RG equation:

@A 0

@�
=
@(Z1(�)A0(�))

@�
= 0

Substituting Z1 = 1+ � (� B1e1(�A0(�)(1+
P 1

i= 1
ai(�)�i)))=A 0(�)+ O (�2),oneobtains:

A
0

0(�)+ �B1

�
e�A 0(�)�

�
+
A

0

0(�)

A 0(�)
e
�A 0(�)�

�

+ O
�
�
2
�
= 0 (93)

Because thisim pliesA
0

0(�)� O (�1),Eqn. 93 sim pli�esto Eqn. 89 (to within O (�2)),and

thesetwo m ethodsofim plem enting theRG condition areequivalent.

In addition tothisdichotom ousim plem entation oftheRG condition,thereisyetanother

way to structure the analysisfrom the outset:W e setA 0 = 1 in the zeroth ordersolution,

and rely on the robustnessofthe RG approach to variationsin ourperturbative solution.

W ith thisu0(x)solution,there isno longerany freedom in ourchoice ofu1(x)integration
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constants | both are needed to m eet boundary conditions. In this approach,our na��ve

perturbativesolution is:

u(x)= 1+ �(B0 + B 1e1(x)| {z }
divergent

)+ O
�
�
2
�

(94)

Proceeding asbefore,replacee1(x)by e1(x)� e1(�)+ e1(�):

u(x)= 1+ � (B0 + B 1(e1(x)� e1(�)+ e1(�)))+ O
�
�
2
�

Again introduce renorm alization constants(Z1 = 1+
P

1

i= 1
ai(�)�i,Z2 = 1+

P
1

i= 1
bi(�)�i),

and renorm alize B 0, B 1 as B 0 = Z1B 0(�) and B1 = Z2B 1(�). In fact, only B0 needs

to be renorm alized,as the B 1 term m ultiplies the secular term and consequently cannot

absorb thatdivergence.Thiscan beseen system atically by attem pting to renorm alizeboth

variables.W ith an appropriatechoiceofcoe�cients,a 1 = � B1(�)e1(�)and b1 = 0,the�nal

term in the lastequation iselim inated. b1 = 0 dem onstratesthatB 1 doesnotneed to be

renorm alized atO (�1).Theresulting equation isgiven in Eqn.95.

u(x)= 1+ � (B0(�)+ B1(�)(e1(x)� e1(�)))+ O
�
�
2
�

(95)

W e did not actually need to determ ine a1 or b1 in order to write the above equation;it

could havebeen doneby inspection.Determ ination ofthesequantitiesisusefulfortwo rea-

sons.First,ithelpsusseewhich secularterm sarebeing renorm alized by which integration

constants. Secondly,it allows the second im plem entation ofthe RG condition which was

described above.Thiscan som etim essim plify calculations.

Using the�rstim plem entation (requiring @�u(x)= 0),and using Eqn.95,weobtain:

B
0

0(�)+ B
0

1(�)(e1(x)� e1(�))+ B1(�)
e��

�
= O

�
�
1
�

(96)

Thiscan only be true 8x ifB
0

1(�)= 0,orB1(�)= �2,a constant(asexpected). Knowing

this,we solve forB 0(�)= �1 + �2e1(�). Substituting thisresultinto Eqn.95,and setting

� = x,weobtain therenorm alized solution:

u(x)= 1+ � (�1 + �2e1(x)) (97)

TheboundaryconditionsinEqn.78baresatis�ed if�1 = 0and �2 = � 1=(�e1(�)).Returning

to theoriginalvariable(r= x=�),weobtain:

u(r)= 1�
e1(r�)

e1(�)
+ O

�
�
2
�

(98)
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Thisisidenticalto Eqn.92,dem onstrating theequivalenceofthesecalculations.Thelatter

m ethod ispreferable,asitavoidsthe nonlinearRG equation (Eqn. 89). W e willuse this

second approach foranalyzing thelow Reynoldsnum berproblem s.

The RG analysishasshown usthatthe logarithm ic divergencespresentin Eqn. 84 are

an essentialcom ponentofthesolution,Eqn.98.However,wem ustwork to O (�2)in order

to seethetrueutility ofRG and to understand allofthenuancesofitsapplication.

c.O (�2)solution

W e base ourtreatm entofthe O (�2)on the second analysis presented above. Through

O (�1),the na��ve solution is:u0(x)= 1,u1(x)= B 0 + B 1e1(x). Substituting into Eqn. 82,

weobtain thegoverning equation foru2(x):

u
00

2 +

�

1+
1

x

�

u2 =
B 0B 1e

�x

x
�
B 2
1e

�2x

x2
+
B 2
1e

�x e1(x)

x
(99)

This has the sam e hom ogeneous solution as u1(x),u
(h)

2 (x) = C0 + C1e1(x). A particular

solution is:

u
(p)

2 (x)= � B1B 0e
�x + 2B 2

1e1(2x)�
1

2
B
2
1e

2
1(x)� B

2
1e

�x
e1(x)

Asdiscussed previously,wearefreeto chooseC0,C1 to sim plify subsequentcalculations.

TheconstantsB 0,B 1 areabletom eettheboundary conditions,sothereisnoneed toretain

theO (�2)constants:W echooseC0 = 0,C1 = 0.In thiscase,thedi�ering di�ering choices

ofC0;C1 correspond toarede�nition ofB 0;B 1 plusachangeofO (�3),i.e. ~B 0 = B 0+ �C0.27

Ourna��vesolution through O (�2)isthus:

u(x) = 1+ �

�
B 0 + B 1e1(x)

�
+ (100)

�
2

 

� B1B 0e
�x + 2B 2

1e1(2x)�
1

2
B
2
1e

2
1(x)� B

2
1e

�x
e1(x)

!

+ O
�
�
3
�

The underlined term sin thisexpression are divergentasx ! 0;the doubly underlined

term isthe m ostsingular(� ln(x)2). RG can be used to addressthe divergences in Eqn.

100. However,there isa greatdealof
exibility in itsim plem entation;while m osttactics

yield equivalent approxim ations,there are signi�cant di�erences in com plexity. W e now

explore alloftheorganizationalpossibilitiesin the terribleproblem ,an exercise which will

subsequently guideusthrough thelow Reynoldsnum bercalculations.

27 Thiswasnottrueatthe previousorder.
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The�rstpossibility isto treatonly them ostsecularterm atO (�2).The doubly under-

lined term dom inatesthedivergentbehavior,and containsthem ostim portantinform ation

needed forRG to constructa uniform ly valid approxim ation. The approxim ation reached

by thisapproach isnecessarily inferiortothoseobtained utilizingadditionalterm s.However

it is nonetheless valid and useful,and elim inating m ost ofthe O (�2) term s sim pli�es our

calculations.

Discarding allO (�2)term sexceptthedoubly underlined term ,webegin thecalculation

in theusualm anner,butcom eim m ediately tothenextquestion:Oughtwereplacee21(x)by

e21(x)� e21(�)+ e
2
1(�)orby (e1(x)� e1(�))

2+ 2e1(x)e1(�)� e21(�)? Each option elim inatesthe

divergence in x,replacing itwith a divergence in �. Both m eritconsideration. Beginning

with thelatter,therenorm alized perturbativesolution is:

u(x) = 1+ � (B0(�)+ B1(�)(e1(x)� e1(�)))� �
2

�
1

2
B 1(�)

2(e1(x)� e1(�))
2

�

+�2(lessdivergentterm s)+ O
�
�
3
�

(101)

Applying the RG condition (@�u(x)= 0)resultsin a lengthy di�erentialequation in �.

Because we wantoursolution to beindependentofx,we group term saccording to theirx

dependence. Recognizing thatB
0

1(�)� O (�1),B
0

0(�)� O (�1),and working to O (�3),we

obtain two equationswhich m ustbesim ultaneously satis�ed:

B
0

1(�)�
�e�� B 2

1(�)

�
= O

�
�
3
�

(102a)

e�� (B 1(�)+ �B21(�)e1(�))

�
� e1(�)B

0

1(�)+ B
0

0(�) = O
�
�
3
�

(102b)

Eqn.102a hasthesolution

B 1(�)=
1

�1 + �e1(�)
+ O

�
�
2
�

Substituting thisresultinto Eqn.102b,and solving,weobtain theresult

B 0(�)= �0 +
ln(�1 + �e1(�))

�
+ O

�
�
2
�

Both �0 and �1 areconstantsofintegration which can belaterused to m eetthe boundary

conditions.Substituting thesesolutionsinto Eqn.101,setting � = x,disregarding term sof

O (�2)and higherweobtain therenorm alized solution:

u(x)= 1+ �

�

�0 +
ln(�1 + �e1(x))

�

�

+ O
�
�
2
�

(103)
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Choosing �0 and �1 to satisfy Eqn.78b,resultsin Eqn.104.

u(x)= ln

�

e+
(1� e)e1(x)

e1(�)

�

+ O
�
�
2
�

(104)

Expressing thisin theoriginalvariable(r= x=�),resultsin the�nalanswer(Eqn.105).

u(r)= ln

�

e+
(1� e)e1(�r)

e1(�)

�

+ O
�
�
2
�

(105)

This is the solution previously obtained by Chen et al., albeit with a typographical

errorcorrected (Chen etal.,1996). W e willnow revisitthisanalysis,using the alternative

\splitting" ofthe m ostsecular term in Eqn. 100,butnotyet considering less secular (or

non-secular)term sofO (�2).

Ifwereplacereplacee21(x)in Eqn.100 by e
2
1(x)� e21(�)+ e21(�),weobtain thenew na��ve

expansion given by Eqn.106.

u(x) = 1+ � (B0(�)+ B1(�)(e1(x)� e1(�)))� �
2

�
1

2
B 1(�)

2
�
e
2
1(x)� e

2
1(�)

�
�

+�2(lessdivergentterm s)+ O
�
�
3
�

(106)

W enow repeatthesam ecalculations:

1.Apply theRG condition (@�u(x)= 0).

2.Group the resulting equation according to x dependence. This willresult in two

equationswhich m ustbesatis�ed independently.

3.Discard term sofO (�3),observing thatB
0

0(�);B
0

1(�)m ustbeofO (�1).

4.Solvethesedi�erentialequationssim ultaneously forB 0(�);B1(�).

5.Substitutethesesolutionsinto theoriginalequation (i.e.Eqn.106),and set� = x.

6.Choosetheintegration constantsin thisresultto satisfy Eqn.78b.

7.Obtain the�nalsolution by returning to theoriginalvariable,r= x=�.

ForEqn.106,steps1 -4 resultin thefollowing solutionsforourrenorm alized constants:

B 1(�)= �1 + O (�2),B 0(�)= �0 + �1e1(�)� ��21e
2
1(�)=2+ O (�2). Com pleting step 5,we

obtain therenorm alized result:

u(x)= 1+ � (�0 + �1e1(x))� �
2�

2
1e

2
1(x)

2
+ O

�
�
2
�

(107)

73



Thisisidenticalto ourstarting point,Eqn.100 (retaining only them ostsecularterm s).

Thisshould no longerbesurprising,asweobserved thesam ephenom ena in theO (�1)anal-

ysis(Eqn.91).However,itisworth noticing thatwe obtained two di�erentresults(Eqns.

104,107)depending on how we structured ourRG calculation. Thisapparentdi�culty is

illusory,and the results are equivalent: Expanding Eqn. 103 forsm all� reproduces Eqn.

107.Here,asin previouscases,wearefreeto structuretheRG calculation forconvenience.

Thiseasiestcalculation isthesecond approach | in which only oneconstantofintegration

is actually renorm alized | and our renorm alized result is the sam e as ourna��ve starting

point.

Thissim pli�ed analysis(considering only them ostsecularterm s)illustratessom eofthe

pitfallswhich can arise in applying RG to switchback problem s. However,we m ust�nish

the O (�2) analysis by considering allterm s in Eqn. 100 to understand the �nalnuances

ofthisproblem .There isa new com plication when we attem ptto renorm alize allterm sof

Eqn.100:The �nalterm ,� B21e
�x e1(x),hasthesam e kind of\splitting" am biguity which

weencountered in dealing with thedoubly underlined term .

W eintroduceourarbitrarypositionvariable,�,which wewanttochoosesoastoelim inate

thesecularterm in x by replacing itwith a divergence in �.In m any cases,itisclearhow

to dealwith the secular term . For exam ple,a linear divergence | x | can be replaced

with x� � + �.The�nal� willbeabsorbed into therenorm alized constantsofintegration,

and the x � � term (which isnow considered non-secular),willultim ately disappearafter

renorm alization.Howevertheterm � B21e
�x e1(x)isconfusing.Asseen above,therearetwo

waysto \split" theB 2
1e

2
1(x)=2 term .Therearefour di�erentwaysto splite

�x e1(x).Itm ay

bereplaced by any ofthefollowing:

1.(e�x � e�� )e1(x)+ e�� e1(x)

2.e�x e1(x)� e�� e1(�)+ e�� e1(�)

3.(e�x � e�� )(e1(x)� e1(�))+ e�� e1(x)+ e�x e1(x)� e�� e1(�)

4.e�x (e1(x)� e1(�))+ e�x e1(�)

Allfouroftheseoptions\cure"thedivergentterm (i.e.thesecularterm willvanish when

we subsequently set� = x),and are equalto e�x e1(x). Ifhandled properly,any ofthese
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optionscan lead to a valid renorm alized solution. However,we willshow thatthe fourth

and �naloption ism ostnatural,and resultsin thesim plestalgebra.

How do we choose? The �rst consideration is subtle: The overallrenorm alized pertur-

bative resultm ustsatisfy the governing equation (Eqn. 80)independently foreach orderin

�. How we renorm alize the O (�1)divergences(Eqn. 95)hasim plicationsforO (�2)calcu-

lations. Forexam ple,in O (�1) renorm alization,there is an im portant di�erence between

Eqn.95and Eqn.85.Theform erhastheadditionalterm � �B1(�)e1(�).Thisterm requires

the presence ofan additionalO (�2)term : �2e�x B 2
1(�)e1(�). W ithoutthisterm the O (�2)

renorm alized solution willnotsatisfy Eqn.82,and therenorm alization procedurewillyield

an incorrectsolution. W e were able to glossoverthisbefore because we were considering

only them ostsecularterm atO (�2).

Inspecting the fourpossible splittingsenum erated above,we see thatonly the lasttwo

optionsprovide the necessary �2e�x B 2
1(�)e1(�)term ,and can satisfy Eqn.82 withoutcon-

trivances.28 In exam ining both ofthese options, we split the e21(x) term for sim plicity,

as in the derivation ofEqn. 107.29 Considering the third option �rst,our renorm alized

perturbation solution becom es:

u(x) = 1+ � (B0(�)+ B1(�)(e1(x)� e1(�)))+ �
2
�
� B1(�)B0(�)e

�x �

B
2
1(�)

�
e
�x � e

��
�
(e1(x)� e1(�))�

1

2
B 1(�)

2
�
e
2
1(x)� e

2
1(�)

�
+

2B 2
1(�)(e1(2x)� e1(2�))

�
+ O

�
�
3
�

(108)

Asitm ust,thisresultsatis�esEqn.82toO (�2).ByapplyingtheRG condition(@�u(x)=

0)tothisequation,andgroupingtheresultingequationaccordingtox dependence,weobtain

a lengthy equation which can only besatis�ed to O (�3)8x if:

B
0

1(�)e
� = �B

2
1(�) (109)

e
2�
�B

0

0(�) = e
2�
�e1(�)B

0

1(�)� e
�
B 1(�)� 3�B21(�)+ e

�
�B

2
1(�)e1(�)� e

�
��B

2
1(�)e1(�)

0 = �

�
�B1(�)+ e

�
��B

0

0(�)
�

28 The �rsttwo optionscan satisfy the governing equation if we carefully choose a di�erenthom ogeneous

solution at O
�
�2
�
. W ith the proper non-zero choice ofC0 and C1 we can use the �rst two splittings

enum erated,and they willresultin an equivalentRG solution.
29 In principle,each ofthepossibleO

�
�1
�
splittingscould bepaired with allpossibilitiesatO

�
�2
�
,resulting

in eighttotalpossibilities.
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Generally,no solution willexist,aswe have two unknown functionsand three di�erential

equations.In thiscase,however,the�rstequation requiresthat:

B 1(�)=
e�

� � + e��1
(110)

ForthisB 1(�)solution,itisactually possibleto satisfy thelatterequationssim ultaneously

to O (�3): This occurs because the last equation is sim ply the lowest order ofthe second

one.30 There is another noteworthy point regarding the second part ofEqn. 109. In all

previouscalculations,we discarded term slike �2B
0

0(�),since B
0

0(�)and B
0

1(�)had to be of

O (�1). To solve these equations,however,B
0

0(�) can not be O (�1) (although B
0

1(�) is).

Solving forB 0,

B 0(�)= �0 �

Z �

�

2� + e��1 + e� (2� � 1)�e1(�)

� (� � e��1)
d� (111)

Thissolution,while valid,iscum bersom e. Considerinstead the fourth possible \split"

enum erated above. Eqn. 112 givesourrenorm alized perturbation solution,which satis�es

Eqn.82.

u(x) = 1+ � (B0(�)+ B1(�)(e1(x)� e1(�)))+ �
2
�
� B1(�)B0(�)e

�x �

B
2
1(�)e

�x (e1(x)� e1(�))�
1

2
B 1(�)

2
�
e
2
1(x)� e

2
1(�)

�
+

2B 2
1(�)(e1(2x)� e1(2�))

�
+ O

�
�
3
�

(112)

Applying theRG condition (@�u(x)= 0),and requiring thatitbesatis�ed 8x,weobtain

thefollowing solutionsforB 0(�),and B1(�):

B 1(�) = �1 + O
�
�
3
�

(113a)

B 0(�) = �0 + �1e1(�)+ �

�

�
�21e

2
1(�)

2
+ 2�21e1(2�)

�

+ O
�
�
3
�

(113b)

Substituting these resultsinto Eqn. 112 and setting � = x,we obtain the �nalRG result,

given by Eqn.114.

u(x) = 1+ � (�0 + �1e1(x))+ (114)

�
2

 

� �1�0e
�x + 2�21e1(2x)�

1

2
�
2
1e

2
1(x)� �

2
1e

�x
e1(x)

!

+ O
�
�
3
�

30 Thiscan be seen explicitly by substituting Eqn.110.
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Thisis,ofcourse,identicalto ourna��vestaring point,a happenstancewehaveseen several

tim espreviously. Itisworth noting thatthe renorm alized solutionsobtained using Eqns.

110 and 111 areasym ptotically equivalentto Eqn.114.

Itm ay seem thatwe have needlessly digressed into the \terrible" problem . However,a

clear-cut\best" strategy hasem erged from ourdetailed exploration.Furtherm ore,wehave

identi�ed | and resolved | anum berofsubtletiesin theapplication ofRG.Beforeapplying

these lessons to the problem oflow Reynolds num ber 
ow pasta cylinder,we sum m arize

ourconclusions.

The\best" strategy istheoneused to deriveEqn.114,a resultwhich isidenticalto our

na��vesolution (Eqn.100).First,transform to theinnerequation.SolvetheO (�0)equation

incom pletely (obtaining justone constantofintegration),which can then be setto satisfy

the boundary condition at1 . This\trick" necessitates retention ofintegration constants

atO (�1),butresultsin com putationalsim pli�cations(a non-linearRG equation)which are

essentialin dealing with theNavier-Stokesequations.

AtO (�2),the hom ogeneoussolution are identicalto those atO (�1). Consequently,the

O (�2)integration constantsneed notberetained,aswecan m eettheboundary conditions

with theO (�1)constants.W ejustpick a convenientparticularsolution.

To apply RG to the terrible problem , we �rst \split" the secular term s. There are

severalwaysto do this,even afterrequiring thattherenorm alized perturbation expansions

satisfy thegoverning equationsateach order.W ecan again chooseforsim plicity,bearingin

m ind thatO (�1)renorm alization can im pactO (�2)calculations. Itiseasiestto apply the

RG condition to the renorm alized perturbation expansion,rather than applying itto the

integration constants directly. In solving the resulting equation,we want solutions which

are valid 8x. To solve the RG equation,care m ust be taken to satisfy severalconditions

sim ultaneously,and itcannotbeassum ed thatourrenorm alized constantshavea derivative

ofO (�1).

Although thereisquitea bitof
exibility in im plem enting theRG technique,ourresults

are robust: Regardless ofhow we structure the calculation,our solutions agree to within

an accuracy lim ited by the originalna��ve perturbative solution; they are asym ptotically

equivalent.Itisthisrobustnesswhich m akesRG a usefultoolforthelow Reynoldsnum ber

problem s,wherethecom plexity oftheNavier-Stokesequationswillconstrain ourchoices.
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B . Flow past a cylinder

1. Rescaling

TosolveEqn.9usingRG techniques,webegin by transform ingtheproblem totheOseen

variables. Asin the terrible problem ,to �nd a solution which isvalid forall~r,we need to

analyze Eqn. 9 using a dom inantbalance argum ent. Asitstands,di�erentterm sofEqn.

9 willdom inate in di�erentregim es.31 Looking fora rescaling of and r which m akesall

term softhe sam e m agnitude (m ore precisely,ofthe sam e orderin R),yieldsthe rescaling

given in Eqn.115 (Proudm an and Pearson,1957).

� = Rr; 	= R (115)

Transform ing to thesevariables,Eqn.9 becom es:

r 4
�	(�;�)= �

1

�

@(	;r 2
�)

@(�;�)
(116)

Theboundary conditions(Eqn.10)becom e:

	(� = R;�)= 0;
@	(�;�)

@�

�
�
�
�
�= R

= 0; lim
�! 1

	(�;�)

�
= sin(�) (117)

2. Na��ve perturbation analysis

Thenextstep in obtaining theRG solution isto begin with theansatzthatthesolution

can beobtained from a perturbation expansion (Eqn.118).

	(�;�)= 	 0(�;�)+ R	1(�;�)+ R
2	 2(�;�)+ O

�
R
2
�

(118)

31 i.e.theLHS,which iscom prised ofinertialterm s dom inatesforsm allj~rjwhereasatlargej~rjtheviscous

term swhich com prisethe RHS areofequalorgreaterim portance.
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Substituting Eqn.118 into Eqn.116,and collecting powersofR yieldsa seriesofequations

which m ustbesatis�ed:

O
�
R
0
�
:r 4

�	 0(�;�)=
1

�

�
@	 0

@�

@

@�
�
@	 0

@�

@

@�

�

r 2
�	 0 (119)

O
�
R
1
�
:r 4

�	 1(�;�)=
1

�

 �
@	 1

@�

@

@�
�
@	 1

@�

@

@�

�

r 2
�	 0 +

�
@	 0

@�

@

@�
�
@	 0

@�

@

@�

�

r 2
�	 1

!

O
�
R
2
�
:r 4

�	 2(�;�)=
1

�

 �
@	 2

@�

@

@�
�
@	 2

@�

@

@�

�

r 2
�	 0 +

�
@	 0

@�

@

@�
�
@	 0

@�

@

@�

�

r 2
�	 2

+

�
@	 1

@�

@

@�
�
@	 1

@�

@

@�

�

r 2
�	 1

!

3. O
�
R 0
�
solution

Thezeroth orderpartofEqn.120 isthesam easEqn.116,and isequally hard to solve.

ButRG doesnotneed acom pletesolution;wejustneed astartingpoint.W ewillbegin with

the equation which describes a uniform stream . This is analogous to the constant O (�0)

solution in the\terrible" problem .

A �rstintegralto the O (R 0)equation can be obtained by noting thatany solutionsof

r 2
�	 0(�;�) = 0 are also solutions ofEqn.120. This is Laplace’s equation in cylindrical

coordinates,and hastheusualsolution (assum ing thepotentialissingle-valued):

	 0(�;�)= A0 + B 0ln� +
1X

n= 1

��
A n�

n + B n�
�n
�
sinn� +

�
Cn�

n + D n�
�n
�
cosn�

�
(120)

W e are only interested in solutionswith the sym m etry im posed by the uniform 
ow (Eqn.

10). Hence A 0 = B 0 = Cn = D n = 0. Furtherm ore,the boundary conditions atin�nity

require thatA n = 0 forn > 1. Forsim plicity athigherorders,we setCn = 0;thisisnot

required,buttheseterm swillsim ply re-appearatO (R 1).Finally setA 1 = 1 to satisfy the

boundary condition at1 (Eqn.117).Asin the\terrible"problem ,thisisdonefortechnical

convenience,butwillnotchange ourresults. W e are leftwith the potentialdescribing the

uniform 
ow:

	 0(�;�)= � sin(�) (121)
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4. O
�
R 1
�
solution

By substituting Eqn.121 into theO (R 1)governing equation,weobtain Eqn.122.

r 4
�	 1(�;�)=

�

cos(�)
@

@�
�
sin(�)

�

@

@�

�

r 2
�	 1 (122)

Thisequation isform ally identicalto Oseen’sequation (Eqn.37),albeitderived through a

di�erentargum ent.Thisisfortuitous,asitssolutionsareknown (Tom otika and Aoi,1950).

Unfortunately,when working with stream functions,the solution can only be expressed as

an in�nitesum involving com binationsofm odi�ed Besselfunctions,K n,In.

Thegeneralsolution can beobtained eitherby following Tom otika orby using variation

ofparam eters(Proudm an and Pearson,1957).Itiscom prised oftwo parts,the �rstbeing

a solution ofLaplace’sequation (asatO (R 0)).The sam e considerationsofsym m etry and

boundary conditionslim itoursolution:In Eqn. 120,A 0 = B 0 = Cn = D n = 0;A n = 0,if

n > 1.Here,however,we retain the constantsB n,and do not�x A 1.Thisisanalogousto

whatwasdonewith thehom ogeneousterm satO (�1)in the\terrible" problem .Thesecond

partofthe generalsolution isanalogousto a particularsolution in the \terrible" problem ,

and can be obtained from Tom otika’ssolution (Eqn. 49). These two resultsare com bined

in Eqn.123,which willbethebasisforourRG analysis.

	 1(�;�)= A1� sin� +
1X

n= 1

 

B n�
�n +

1X

m = 0

X m ��m ;n(�=2)

!

sinn� (123)

Beforediscussing theapplication ofRG toEqn.123,itisworthwhiletodiscussEqn.122

in generalterm s.Eqn.122 m ay bere-written as:

L	 1 �

�

r 2
� � cos(�)

@

@�
+
sin(�)

�

@

@�

�

r 2
�	 1 = 0 (124)

W eseeexplicitly thatthisequation isa linearoperator(L)acting on 	 1,and thattheRHS

iszero.Thisisthehom ogeneousOseen equation.Itisonly because ofourjudiciouschoice

of	 0 thatwedo notneed to dealwith theinhom ogeneouscounterpart,i.e.with a non-zero

RHS.However,the inhom ogeneous Oseen equation governs 	 n atallhigher orders. This

can beseen forO (R 2)from Eqn.120.

Ingeneral,thesolutionstotheinhom ogeneousOseenequationarefoundusingthem ethod

ofvariation ofparam eters.Itisworth exploringthesesolutions,astheyprovidesom einsight
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intothestructureofEqn.49.W enow solveEqn.124foraparticularkind ofinhom ogeneity,

onewhich can bewritten asa Fouriersineseries.32 W ewantto solve:

L	 1 =
1X

n= 1

~Fn(�)sinn� (125)

The substitution r 2	 1 = e� cos�=2�(�;�)33,allowsusto obtain the �rstintegralofEqn.

125.Thisresultisgiven by Eqn.126 (Proudm an and Pearson,1957).

�

r 2 �
1

4

�

�(�;�)=
1X

n= 1

Fn(�)sinn� (126)

Here Fn(�)= e�� cos�=2 ~Fn(�). To solve for�(�;�),begin by noting that the sym m etry of

theinhom ogeneousterm sim pliesthat�(�;�)can bewritten asa sineseries.Consequently,

substitute�(�;�)=
P 1

n= 1
gn(�)sinn� into Eqn.126 to obtain:

g
00

n(�)+
1

�
g
0

n(�)�

�
1

4
+

1

�2

�

gn(�)= Fn(�) (127)

Thefundam entalsolutionsofthisequation areK n(�=2),In(�=2).Using variation ofparam -

eters,thegeneralsolution ofEqn.127 m ay bewritten:

gn(�)= � In

�
�

2

��
�n + J

(n)

1 (�)
�
+ K n

�
�

2

��
�n + J

(n)

2 (�)
�

(128)

Here,J (n)

1 (�) =
R
d��Fn(�)K n(�=2),J

(n)

2 (�) =
R
d��Fn(�)In(�=2),and �n,�n are con-

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

equation:

r 2	 1(�;�)= e
� cos�

2

1X

n= 1

gn(�)sinn� (129)

=
1X

n= 1

bn(�)sinn�

In thisequation,bn(�)=
P

1

m = 1
gm (�)(In�m (�=2)� In+ m (�=2)). W e have the unfortunate

happenstancethateach bn dependson thealloftheharm onicsofthe�rstintegral.Thisis

theorigin ofthenested sum (overm )in Tom otika’ssolution (Eqn.49).

32 Thesym m etry oftheproblem precludesthepossibility ofcosineterm sin thegoverning equationsfor	 n,

8n > 1.
33 r 2	 1(�;�)isthe vorticity.
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Asbefore,sym m etrywillrequirethat	 1(�;�)berepresentableasasineseries:	1(�;�)=
P 1

m = 1
X m (�)sinm �. W ith thissubstitution we obtain (foreach m ),the radialcom ponent

ofPoisson’sequation in cylindricalcoordinates:

X
00

m (�)+
1

�
X

0

m (�)�
m 2

r2
X m (�)= bm (�) (130)

The fundam entalsolutionswere discussed before in the contextofLaplace’sequation:�m ,

��m . Asbefore,a particularintegralisobtained through variation ofparam eters,and the

generalsolution m ay bewritten:

X n(�)= � �
n

�
A n + I

(n)

1 (�)
�
+

1

�n

�
B n + I

(n)

2 (�)
�

(131)

Here I
(n)

1 (�) =
R
d� � �bn(�)=(2n�n),I

(n)

2 (�) =
R
d� � �bn(�)�n=(2n), and A n,B n are

integration constants.

ItisusefultorelateEqn.131toTom otika’ssolution (Eqn.49).Therearefourintegration

constantsforeach angularharm onic.Two are obvious:A n,B n.The othertwo arise in the

�rstintegral(thevorticitysolution),Eqn.128.However,everyvorticityintegrationconstant

appearsin each harm onicofEqn.131.Forexam ple,onecannotuniquely assign �1 and �1

to thesin� harm onicofEqn.131.However,ifoneconsidersn term sfrom Eqn.128 and n

term sfrom Eqn.131,there willbe4n integration constants| fourperretained harm onic

ofEqn. 131. In passing we note thatm atched asym ptoticsworkersavoid thisproblem by

using the vorticity directly,and thereby sim plify their treatm ent ofboundary conditions.

Thisapproach doesnotwork in conjunction with RG.

It is m ildly disconcerting to have four integration constants, as there are only three

boundary conditionsforeach harm onic (Eqn. 117). However,two ofthe constants| A n

and �n | willbe determ ined by the boundary conditions at in�nity. This claim is not

obvious,particularly sinceterm swhich aredivergentpriorto renorm alization m ightnotbe

present after the renorm alization procedure. W e outline here an argum ent which can be

m aderigorous.Therearetwo kindsofdivergencesin Eqn.131:Term swhich aresecularas

� ! 0,and term swhich divergetoo quickly as� ! 1 .34

Afterrenorm alization,we willtry to need to m eetthe boundary conditions(Eqn.117).

As in the case ofthe \terrible" problem ,it willturn out that the sim plest approach to

34 To be precise,term s which diverge fasterthan � as� ! 1 are problem atic,and preventsatisfying the

boundary conditions(Eqn.117).
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renorm alization yieldsa renorm alized perturbation solution which isthesam e asthena��ve

series.ConsiderEqn.131.Theterm swhich aresecularas� ! 0willnotprecludesatisfying

theboundary conditions.Thosewhich divergetoo quickly as� ! 1 ,however,willcon
ict

with Eqn.117.

These term sm ustbe elim inated by a suitable choice ofintegration constants. Itturns

out notto m atterwhether we do this before orafter the renorm alization procedure. For

sim plicity,wewilldo itbeforerenorm alizing.First,thecoe�cientof� n m ustvanish forall

n > 1.Thiscan happen,with an appropriatechoiceofA n,if

lim
�! 1

I
(n)

1 (�)� O (1)

For this requirem ent to be m et,the coe�cient ofI n(�=2) in Eqn. 128 m ust vanish (e.g.,

�n = lim �! 1 J n
1 (�)).Itisalwayspossibletochoose�n appropriately,becausethefollowing

condition issatis�ed foralln:

lim
�! 1

J
(n)

1 (�)� O (1)

In ourproblem thisistruebecauseFn(�)isbased on solutionsto thelowerordergoverning

equations. By construction,these are well-behaved as � ! 1 . Therefore,for the inho-

m ogeneous Oseen equation under consideration (Eqn. 126),we see that two ofthe four

integration constants| A n,�n | areneeded to satisfy theboundary conditionsatin�nity.

M orespeci�cally,theim m ediateproblem requiresustoconsiderthehom ogeneousOseen’s

equation (Eqn.124),and Tom otika’ssolution (Eqn.49).Forthisproblem ,Fn(�)= 0,and

the coe�cientofI n(�=2)in Eqn.128 hasno � dependence. So we sim ply choose �n such

thatthiscoe�cientvanishes.Sim plifying Eqn. 128,wethen havethefollowing solution for

thevorticity:

r 2	 1(�;�)= e
� cos�

2

1X

n= 1

K n

�
�

2

�
(�n)sinn� (132)

Sincethissolution forthevorticity iswell-behaved as� ! 1 ,itfollowsthatwecan choose

A n (n > 1)in Eqn. 131 so thatthe coe�cientof� n vanishesas� ! 1 . W e are leftwith

thesolution

X n(�)= An��n;1 + �
n

�
I
(n)

1 (�)� I
(n)

1 (1 )
�
+ �

�n

�
B n + I

(n)

2 (�)
�

(133)
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Forthehom ogeneousOseen’sequation,I(n)1 (�)and I(n)2 (�)sim plify to:

I
(n)

1 (�)=

Z

d�
� �

2n
�
�n

 
1X

m = 1

�m K m

�
�

2

��
In�m

�
�

2

�
� In+ m

�
�

2

��
!

(134)

I
(n)

2 (�)=

Z

d�
� �

2n
�
n

 
1X

m = 1

�m K m

�
�

2

��
In�m

�
�

2

�
� In+ m

�
�

2

��
!

(135)

Thisresult isfundam entally the sam e asTom otika’s (Eqn. 49). However,his solution

is m ore useful,as he accom plished the integrals in Eqn. 134. W hat is the point ofall

this work? Firstly,the approach based on the variation ofparam eters m ay be applied to

the inhom ogeneousOseen’sequation,which m ustbe solved forordershigherthan O (R 1).

Secondly,weseeexplicitly whathappenstothetwosetsofintegration constants�n and A n.

Tom otika’ssolution hasbuttwo integration constants35 | B n and �n.Theotherconstants

have already been chosen so asto satisfy the boundary conditionsat1 . W e have shown

explicitly how they m ustbe determ ined,and stated withoutproofthatthism ay be done

prior to renorm alization. In short,we have explained why Eqn. 123 is the appropriately

generalO (R 1)solution forourna��veperturbation 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 1) solution of Proudm an and Pearson

(Proudm an and Pearson,1957). W e have shown that the vorticity m ust be well-behaved

at� = 1 iftheoverallsolution isto satisfy theboundary conditions.

a.Secularbehavior

Com bining Eqns.121,123,webegin thefollowing na��vesolution:

	 (�;�)= � sin(�)+ R

 

A 1� sin� +
1X

n= 1

 

B n�
�n +

1X

m = 0

X m ��m ;n

�
�

2

�
!

sinn�

!

+ O
�
R
2
�

(136)

Although intim idating,thisisconceptually equivalentto Eqn.85 (in theterribleproblem ).

The�rststep in ouranalysisisidentifying which term saredivergent.Asexplained above,

Eqn.136 isspeci�cally constructed to beofO (�1)as� ! 1 .In fact,only theO (R0)and

A 1 term sm atteratlarge�.As� ! 0,however,m any otherterm sin Eqn.136 diverge.All

oftheB n term sdiverge.M ostofthe�m ;n(�)term sarealso secular.

35 Thereisalso A 1,butthatisa specialcase.
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Ratherthan enum erating and sorting through thedi�erentdivergences,wesim ply treat

theproblem abstractly.Eqn.136 can berewritten as:

	 (�;�)= � sin(�)+ R (A1� sin� + R (�;�;fBig;fX jg)+ S(�;�;fBm g;fX ng)) (137)

Here,S includestheterm swhich aresecularas� ! 0,and R includesregularterm s.

5. Renorm alization

Equation 137isrenorm alized justliketheterribleproblem .W ebegin with therenorm al-

ized perturbation expansion given in Eqn.138.Notethatwearenotspecifying thedetails

ofwhich term s are secular,orhow we are \splitting" these term s. The only term we are

explicitly considering isA 1. Thisisa trick builton consideration ofthe terrible problem .

Our\best" solution (Eqn. 114)to thatproblem was builton the renorm alization ofjust

one constant,B 0 in Eqn.113a.Essentially,wewillrepeatthatprocedurehere,using A 1 as

thatconstant.

	(�;�)= � sin(�)+ R

�
A 1(�)� sin� + R (�;�;fBi(�)g;fXj(�)g)+ (138)

S(�;�;fBm (�)g;fXn(�)g)� S(�;�;fBm (�)g;fXn(�)g)+ O
�
R
2
��

W ewillnow apply theRG condition | @�	(�;�)= 0| tothisequation.Accom plishing

this in com plete generality is di�cult. However, using our experience from the terrible

problem , we can see that this is not necessary. The RG condition m ay be satis�ed as

follows:First,suppose thatX
0

n(�)= O (R2) 8n,B
0

m (�)= O (R2) 8m .These equations

are satis�ed by X n(�)= �n,B m (�)= �m . Substituting these results into Eqn. 138,and

applying theRG condition resultsin:

0= R

�
A

0

1(�)� sin� � S
0

(�;�;f�m g;f�ng)
�

(139)

Thisiseasily solved forA 1(�).

A 1(�)=
S(�;�;f�m g;f�ng)

� sin�
+ �1 (140)

W ehaveexplicitly validated oursupposition thatfX n(�)gand fBm (�)gcan beconstants.

W ith thissupposition,we have shown thatthe RG condition applied to Eqn. 138 can be

satis�ed with an appropriate choice ofA 1(�). W e have satis�ed the RG condition through
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clevertricksderived from ourexperience with the terrible problem .However,thissolution

is entirely valid, and our experience with the terrible problem has shown us that m ore

com plicated solutionsareasym ptotically equivalent.

Substituting Eqn. 140 into Eqn. 138,and setting � = �,we obtain our renorm alized

solution:

	 (�;�)= � sin(�)+ R (�1� sin� + R (�;�;f�ig;f�jg)+ S(�;�;f�m g;f�ng)) (141)

By now it should not be surprising that this is the sam e equation as our naive pertur-

bation solution (Eqn. 137), and by extension the sam e solution obtained by Tom otika

(Tom otika and Aoi,1950). Asin the case ofthe terrible problem ,however,we now know

thatthisisa uniform ly valid approxim ation.W enow m ay choosetheintegration constants

to satisfy theboundary conditions,and then calculatethedrag coe�cient.

a.Truncation

Unfortunately,there are in�nitely m any integration constants,and it is im possible to

apply the boundary conditions to our renorm alized solution (or Eqn. 136). To progress

further,we m ust m ake the sam e sort ofuncontrolled approxim ations m ade by previous

workers(Proudm an and Pearson,1957;Tom otika and Aoi,1950).36

Ourapproxim ation consistsofacarefultruncation,in both m and n,oftheseriesin Eqn.

136.There aretwo im portantpointsto consider.Firstisthesin� sym m etry oftheoverall

problem : term sproportionalto sin� re
ectthe sym m etriesexhibited by the uniform 
ow

which areim posed on oursolution via theboundary conditionsatin�nity.Theim portance

ofthisharm onic isfurtherseen in Eqn. 21:Only the coe�cientofsin� willbe needed for

thecom putation ofCD .

Secondly we recallthatthe rem aining boundary conditions are im posed atthe surface

ofthe sphere,at � = R in Oseen coordinates. W hen applying the boundary conditions,

term swhich aresecularas� ! 0 willthereforebem ostim portant.Speci�cally,wecannot

truncate any term swhich are divergent,although we are atliberty to settheircoe�cients

equalto zero.

These considerationsallow exactly onesolution.First,setallB n = 0 n > 1.Secondly,

36 K aplun wasable to avoid thisdi�culty by using the velocity �eld instead ofstream functions,although

his approach brings other problem s: the solution cannotbe expressed in closed form ,and m ust be ap-

proxim ated to apply the boundary conditions(see section II.B.3).
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n = 1 2 3 4

	
(n)

discard
(�;�)O

�
R 3logR

�
O
�
R 2
�
O
�
R 1
�
O
�
R 0
�

	
0(n)

discard
(�;�)O

�
R 2logR

�
O
�
R 1
�
O
�
R 1
�
O
�
R �1

�

TABLE IV Relative im portanceofdiscarded term sat� = R.

set allX m = 0 m > 0. W e retain three coe�cients: A 1;B 1;X 0,which willperm it the

boundary conditionsto besatis�ed forthesin� harm onic.W hataboutthehigherharm on-

ics? Theseterm saretruncated in an uncontrolled approxim ation.However,aswewillshow,

thediscarded term sareO (R 3logR )orhigheratthesurfaceofthesphere.They areregular

term s,and thusnegligiblein com parison to thesecularterm sretained (which areO (R �1 )).

Now,suppose we follow Tom otika,and try to extend thisapproach,by retaining a few

m ore term s. The nextstep would be to retain the B 2;X 1 term s,and to try to satisfy the

boundary conditions for the sin2� harm onic. As before,allthe higher Bn;X m are set to

zero.W hy notincludethenextharm onicortwo?

Theanswerliesin theterm swediscard.Ifwesatisfy theboundary conditionsat� = R

forthe �rstn harm onics,we m ustretain the coe�cients X 0;:::;X n � 1. To m inim ize the

am ountoftruncation wedo,�rstsetX m = 0for8m > n� 1 and Bk = 0 for8k > n.W hat,

then,istheform oftheterm swhich arediscarded from oursolution?

	 (n)

discard(�;�)= R

 
1X

k= n+ 1

n�1X

m = 0

X m �m ;k(�=2)� sink�

!

(142)

	 (n)

discard(�;�)islargestas� ! 0,and willbe m ostim portantat� = R,on the surface of

the cylinder. Ifwe retain only the n = 1 harm onic,	 (1)

discard(�;�) � O (R3logR ). Since

we are only working to O (R 1),thisis�ne. W e m ustalso considerthe derivative,since we

wantto satisfy alloftheboundary conditions(Eqn.10)to thesam eorder.	
0(1)

discard(�;�)�

O (R 2logR )Therefore,in the case where we retain only the sin� harm onic,the discarded

term s are negligible,as we are working to O (R 1).37 W hen we retain higher harm onics,

everything changes.TableIV showsthem agnitudeofthediscarded term sat� = R forthe

�rstfourharm onics.

37 Thisargum entissom ewhatsim plistic:Theneglected term salso contribute,when m eeting theboundary

conditions,to the valuesofthe retained coe�cients.i.e.Allnon-zero X m a�ectX 0.Butthese arelower

ordere�ects.
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From Table IV,we see im m ediately that to retain sin2� harm onics,we m ust have an

errorin ourderivative boundary condition ofO (R 1)| the orderto which we are trying

to work. Ifwe retain higherharm onics,thissituation getsworse. Firstwe have an O (R 1)

errorin thestream function itself,and then we begin to have errorswhich aredivergentin

R!Forn > 4,both 	 (n)

discard(�;�)and 	
0(n)

discard(�;�)areincreasingly divergentfunctionsofR.

Since itis in practice im possible to �t the boundary conditions to Eqn. 136,we m ust

truncate the seriesexpansion. W e have shown thatthere isonly one truncation consistent

with both the sym m etry requirem entsofthe problem and the dem and thatwe satisfy the

boundary conditionsto O (R 1):

	 (�;�)= � sin(�)+ R

�
A 1� + B1�

�1 + X 0��0;1
�
�

2

��
sin� (143)

This result is identical to Proudm an’s O (R 1) result for the Oseen stream function

(Proudm an and Pearson,1957).However,hearrivesatthisresultby considering m atching

requirem entswith theO (R 0)Stokesexpansion and by im posing sin� sym m etry on the�rst

integral(Eqn. 130). Our approach arrives at the sam e conclusion,but without the need

forasym ptotic m atching orthe two expansionsitrequires. M oreover,we did notneed the

expertiseand �nessewhich m atched asym ptoticsworkersneeded todeducetheunusualform

oftheirexpansions(e.g.,the 1=logR term in Eqn. 58). Finally,we note thatTom otika’s

num ericalresultssupportourtruncation (Tom otika and Aoi,1950).

b.M eeting boundary conditions

Itisstraightforward to apply theboundary conditions(Eqn.10)to Eqn.143.To satisfy

the condition at in�nity,A 1 = 0. The other two requirem ents are m et by the following

choiceofcoe�cients:

B 1=
� R2�

0

0;1(R=2)

4�0;1(R=2)+ R� 0

0;1(R=2)
(144)

X 0=
� 4

R
�
4�0;1(R=2)+ R� 0

0;1(R=2)
� (145)

Notice that we are using the Oseen stream function. The Stokes’function is related by:

 (r;�)= 	(rR;�)=R. Putting everything together,we have the new resultgiven by Eqn.
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146.

	 (�;�)= � sin(�)+ R

 
� R2�

0

0;1(R=2)

4�0;1(R=2)+ R� 0

0;1(R=2)
�
�1 + (146)

� 4

R
�
4�0;1(R=2)+ R� 0

0;1(R=2)
���0;1(�=2)

!

sin�

Rem em berthatalthough ourtruncated solution satis�esthe boundary conditionsexactly,

itonly satis�esthegoverning equationsapproxim ately.

6. Calculating the drag coe�cient

W enow transform Eqn.146 into Stokes’coordinates,and substitutetheresultinto Eqn.

21.38 W ethereby obtain a new resultforCD ,given by Eqn.147.

CD =
�
�
� 12�

0

0;1(R=2)+ R
�
6�

00

0;1(R=2)+ R�
000

0;1(R=2)
��

8�0;1(R=2)+ 2R�
0

0;1(R=2)
(147)

Thisresultisplotted in Figure14,whereitiscom pared againsttheprincipalresultsofOseen

theory,m atched asym ptotic theory,and experim ents. W hen com pared asym ptotically,all

ofthesetheoreticalpredictionsagree.Atsm allbutnotin�nitesim alReynoldsnum ber,the

largestdi�erenceisseen between Kaplun’ssecond orderresultand the�rstorderpredictions,

including Eqn. 147. Asexplained previously,currentexperim entaldata cannotdeterm ine

whetherKaplun’ssecond orderm atched asym ptoticssolution isactually superior.

TheRG resultliesam ong the�rstorderpredictions.Fundam entally,theRG calculation

beginswith an equation sim ilarto Oseen’s,so thisisnottoo surprising.W ithin thisgroup

Eqn. 147 perform svery well,and isonly slightly bettered by Im ai’sprediction (Eqn. 51).

Thesetwo resultsarevery closeovertherange0< R < 1.

The realstrength ofEqn. 147 can be seen in in Figure 15. As the Reynolds num ber

increasesbeyond R = 1,allothertheoriesbegin tobehavepathologically.They divergefrom

experim entalm easurem ents and behave non-physically (e.g.,a negative drag coe�cient).

TheRG prediction su�ersfrom noneoftheseproblem s;itiswellbehaved forallR.Asitis

stillbased on a perturbativesolution,itdoesbecom elessaccurateasR increases.

38 O r,alternatively,into Eqns.8,19,and 20.
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C . Flow past a sphere

1. Rescaling

Ouranalysisoflow Reynoldsnum ber
ow pasta sphereclosely followsboth thecylinder

problem and theterribleproblem .W eom itredundantexplanations.Asbefore,the�rststep

isa rescaling ofboth r and  | the transform ation into Oseen coordinates. A dom inant

balanceanalysisidenti�estherescaling given in Eqn.148.

� = Rr; 	= R
2
 (148)

In Oseen variables,thegoverning equation (Eqn.12)becom es:

D
4
�	(�;�)=

1

�2

�
@(	(�;�);D 2

�	(�;�))

@(�;�)
+ 2D 2

�	(�;�)L �	(�;�)

�

(149)

where

� � cos�; D
2
� �

@2

@�2
+
1� �2

�2

@2

@�2
; L� �

�

1� �2

@

@�
+
1

�

@

@�
(150)
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R.

Theboundary conditions(Eqn.14)transform into:

	(� = R;�)= 0;
@	(�;�)

@�

�
�
�
�
�= R

= 0; lim
�! 1

	(�;�)

�2
=
1

2

�
1� �

2
�

(151)
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2. Na��ve perturbation analysis

W e continue by substituting our na��ve perturbation assum ption (Eqn.118) into Eqn.

149,and then collecting powersofR.

O
�
R
0
�
:D 4

�	 0(�;�)=
1

�2

�
@(	 0(�;�);D2

�	 0(�;�))

@(�;�)
+ 2D 2

�	 0(�;�)L�	 0(�;�)

�

(152a)

O
�
R
1
�
:D 4

�	 1(�;�)=
1

�2

 
@(	 0;D

2
�	 1)

@(�;�)
+
@(	 1;D

2
�	 0)

@(�;�)
+

2
�
D

2
�	 0L�	 1 + D

2
�	 1L�	 0

�
!

(152b)

O
�
R
2
�
:D 4

�	 2(�;�)=
1

�2

 
@(	 0;D

2
�	 2)

@(�;�)
+
@(	 1;D

2
�	 1)

@(�;�)
+
@(	 2;D

2
�	 0)

@(�;�)
+

2
�
D

2
�	 0L�	 2 + D

2
�	 1L�	 1 + D

2
�	 2L�	 0

�
!

(152c)

3. O
�
R 0
�
solution

Asseen with boththecylinderproblem and theterribleproblem ,Eqn.152aisthesam eas

theoriginalgoverning equation (Eqn.149).Asbefore,weproceed usingan incom pletesolu-

tion for	 0:theuniform stream which describes
ow farfrom anydisturbances.Analogously

to thecylinder,wenoticethatEqn.152a issatis�ed if	 0(�;�)obeysD2
�	 0(�;�)= 0.The

generalsolution ofthisequation which also satis�estheappropriatesym m etry requirem ent

(	 0(�;� = � 1)= 0)isgiven by Eqn.153.

	 0(�;�)=
1X

n= 0

�
A n�

n+ 1 + B n�
�n
�
Q n(�) (153)

Here Q n(�)isde�ned asin Eqn. 46. Following the analysisused forthe cylinder,we set

allofthecoe�cientsto zero,excepting A 1 = � 1=2.Thischoice ofA1 satis�estheuniform

stream boundary condition (Eqn.151)at� = 1 .W ethereby obtain:

	 0(�;�)= � �
2
Q 1(�) (154)
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4. O
�
R 1
�
solution

Substituting Eqn.154 into Eqn.152b,weobtain Eqn.155:

D
4
�	 1(�;�)=

�
1� �2

�

@

@�
+ �

@

@�

�

D
2
�	 1(�;�) (155)

Thisresultisalso derived in m atched asym ptotic analysis,and isform ally identicalto the

Oseen equation forasphere(Eqn.35).Structurally,thisproblem issim ilartowhatwehave

seen previously,and issolved in two steps(Goldstein,1929). Firstuse the transform ation

D 2
�	 1 = e��=2�(�;�)to obtain Eqn. 156.39

�

D
2
� �

1

4

�

�(�;�)= 0 (156)

Thism ay besolved to obtain the�rstintegral:

D
2
�	 1(�;�)= e

1

2
��

1X

n= 1

�

A n

�
�

2

� 1

2

K n+ 1

2

�
�

2

�
+ B n

�
�

2

� 1

2

In+ 1

2

�
�

2

��

Q n(�) (157)

Asin thecaseofthecylinder,theinhom ogeneousterm on theRHS ofEqn.157 consists

ofintegration constantswhich m ultiply thetwo m odi�ed Besselfunctions.W earebesetby

thesam econsiderations,which (properly speaking)m ustberesolved by applying boundary

conditions(Eqn.151)totherenorm alized solution.Followingthesam eargum entsgiven for

the cylinder,we setthe coe�cientsB n = 0,which willlaterm ake itpossible to satisfy the

boundary conditionsatin�nity.

Com pleting the second integration is di�cult, but was accom plished by Goldstein

(Goldstein,1929).Therequisite solution isessentially thesecond term in Eqn.46:

	 (a)

1 (�;�)= A1�
2
Q 1(�)+

1X

n= 1

 

B n�
�n +

1X

m = 0

X m �
2�m ;n(�=2)

!

Q n(�) (158)

Notethatwehaveom itted theterm sA nr
nQ n(�)which divergetoo quickly atin�nity (this

wasalso doneforthecylinder).

Alternatively,onem ay sim plify theseriesin Eqn.157,by retaining only then = 1 term

(setting allother A n = 0). It is then possible to com plete the second integration with a

closed form solution:

	 (b)

1 (�;�)= A1�
2
Q 1(�)+ A 1(1+ �)

�
1� e

�
1

2
�(1��)

�
+

1X

n= 1

B n�
�n
Q n(�) (159)

39 D 2

�
	 1(�;�)isthe vorticity.
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Asbefore,we neglectthe A nr
nQ n(�)solutions. This isessentially Oseen’s solution (Eqn.

38),expressed in theappropriatevariablesand with undeterm ined coe�cients.

W e therefore have two solutions (Eqns. 158,159) which can be used for 	 1. For the

m om ent,we willconsiderboth.W e willlaterdem onstrate thattheform eristhepreferred

choiceby considering boundary conditions.

5. Secular behavior

W econsiderourO (R 1)na��vesolution abstractly:

	(�;�)= � �
2
Q 1(�)+ R

 

A 1�
2
Q 1(�)+

1X

n= 1

B n�
�n
Q n(�)+ � � �

!

+ O
�
R
2
�

(160)

This generic form encom passes both Eqn. 159 and Eqn. 158. It also possesses two key

sim ilaritieswith both theterribleand thecylinderproblem s.First,thereisaterm atO (R 1)

which isa m ultiple ofthe O (R 0)solution (A 1�
2Q 1(�)). Secondly,the secularbehaviorin

ourna��ve solution occursatthe sam e order asthe integration constantswhich we hope to

renorm alize.40 Thisfactisin essencerelated toequationslikeEqn.89,which m ustbesolved

iteratively. W eavoided thatkind ofRG equation by introducing the constantwhich could

have been associated with the O (R 0) solution at O (R 1). But renorm alizing divergences

into integration constantsatthe sam e order lim itstheability ofRG to \re-sum " ourna��ve

series.In allofthesecases,therealpowerofRG techniquescould beseen by extending our

analysisto O (R 2).

Because ofthe sim ilaritiesbetween Eqn.160 and Eqn. 136,we can tackle thisproblem

in a m anner form ally the sam e as the cylinder. By construction,Eqn. 160 is O (�2) as

� ! 1 .Hencetheonly term swith problem aticsecularbehavioroccursin thelim it� ! 0.

Asbefore,thesedivergencesneed noteven beexplicitly identi�ed.W ewrite:

	 (�;�)= � �
2
Q 1(�)+ R

�
A 1�

2
Q 1(�)+ R (�;�;fBig;fX jg)+ S(�;�;fBm g;fX ng)

�
(161)

Here,S includestheterm swhich aresecularas� ! 0,and R includesregularterm s.

40 Thesesecularterm sarenotwritten explicitly in Eqn.160.They can be found in Eqns.159 and 158.

94



6. Renorm alization

Eqn. 161 is only cosm etically di�erent from Eqn. 137. Renorm alizing the two equa-

tions can proceed in exactly the sam e fashion. Therefore,we m ay im m ediately write the

renorm alized solution:

	 (�;�)= � �
2
Q 1(�)+ R

�
�1�

2
Q 1(�)+ R (�;�;f�ig;f�jg)+ S(�;�;f�m g;f�ng)

�
(162)

Thisis,ofcourse,thesam esolution from which webegan.Asin theprevioustwo problem s,

wenow know thatitisauniform lyvalidsolution,andturntotheapplicationoftheboundary

conditions.

7. M eeting the boundary conditions

W e have two possible solutions for 	 1(�;�). Considering the boundary conditions on

the surface ofthe sphere (Eqn. 151)willdem onstrate why Eqn. 158 ispreferential. Eqn.

159 can neversatisfy thetwo requirem entsforalloftheangularharm onics.Expanding the

exponentialterm ,weseethatalthough ithasbutoneintegration constant,itcontributesto

allofthepowersof�.Thesecond solution,Eqn.158,can m eetboth oftheboundary con-

ditions| in principle.However,asin thecaseofthecylinder,thisispractically im possible,

and wem ustconsidertruncating oursolution.

Itisclearthatwewillneed to approxim ateoursolutionsin orderto apply theboundary

conditions. Ourprocedure isgoverned by the following considerations. First,we dem and

that our approxim ate solution satisfy the boundary conditions as accurately as possible.

This requirem ent is necessary because our goalis to calculate the drag coe�cient,C D ,a

calculation which isdoneby evaluating quantitiesderived from thestream function on the

surface ofthe sphere. Hence it is necessary that the stream function be as accurate as

possiblein thatregim e.Secondly,wewantthedi�erencebetween ourm odi�ed solution and

theexactsolution (onewhich satis�esthegoverning equations)to beassm allaspossible.

a.Oseen’ssolution

First,consider trying to satisfy these requirem ents starting from Eqn. 159. Although

thisisthe lessgeneralsolution to Oseen’s equation,we consider Oseen’s solution because

of(1)its historicalim portance,including widespread use as a starting point form atched

asym ptoticswork and (2)theappealling sim plicity ofa closed-form solution.
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W e com bine Eqns. 159 and 154 to begin from the solution: 	(�;�) = 	 0(�;�)+

R	 (b)

1 (�;�).Sincewe areinterested in thesolution nearthesurface ofthesphere (� = R),

and because there isno otherway to determ ine the integration constants,we expand the

exponentialin thatvicinity.Retaining term sup to O (R�1)� O (�2),weobtain:

	(�;�)=
�
� �

2 + R
�
A 1�

2 � A1�
��
Q 1(�)+ R

1X

n= 1

B n�
�n
Q n(�) (163)

The boundary conditions are satis�ed ifB n = 0 8n > 1,A 1 = 0,A 1 = � 3=2,and B1 =

� R2=2.In passing,wenotethatsubstituting thesevaluesintoEqn.159reproducesOseen’s

originalsolution (Oseen,1910). Continuing, we substitute these values into Eqn. 163,

obtaining:

	(�;�)=

�

� �
2 +

3R�

2
�
R 3

2�

�

Q 1(�) (164)

Thisisnothingm orethan Stokes’solution (Eqn.28),albeitexpressed in Oseen variables.

Consequently,when substituted intoEqns.11,24,and 25Eqn.164reproducesCD = 6�=R.

How accurate isourapproxim ate solution? The di�erence between Eqn. 164 and Eqn.

159 isgiven by:

�	= �
3

4
R (1+ �)

�
� 2+ 2e�

1

2
�(1��) + � (1� �)

�
(165)

Atthesurfaceofthesphere(� = R),thisequatestoan O (R3)errorin thestream function,

and an O (R 2)errorin thederivative.Thatisentirely acceptable.However,atlarge�,�	

growsunbounded,being ofO (�1).Thisisthefundam entalproblem with thesolution given

by Eqn.164.By beginning from Eqn.158,wecan avoid thisdi�culty.

Itisat�rstalittledisconcerting thatOseen used hissolution toobtain thenextapproxi-

m ation to CD (Eqn.39)(Oseen,1913).How can ourresultsbeworse? Asnoted previously,

\Strictly,Oseen’sm ethod givesonly the leading term ... and isscarcely to be counted as

superiorto Stokes’m ethod forthepurposeofobtaining thedrag."(Proudm an and Pearson,

1957)

b.Goldstein’ssolution

W enow apply theboundary conditionsto Eqn.158.By starting from them oregeneral

solution toOseen’sequation,wecan rem edythedi�cultiesencountered above.Thisanalysis

willbe very sim ilar to the truncation perform ed on Tom otika’s solution for the cylinder

problem .

W e com bine Eqns. 158 and 154 to begin from the solution: 	(�;�) = 	 0(�;�)+

R	 (a)

1 (�;�). Aswith the cylinder,we willapproxim ate the fullsolution by truncating the
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n = 1 2 3 4

	
(n)

discard
(�;�)O

�
R 3
�
O
�
R 2
�
O
�
R 1
�
O
�
R 0
�

	
0(n)

discard
(�;�)O

�
R 2
�
O
�
R 1
�
O
�
R 1
�
O
�
R �1

�

TABLE V Im portanceofdiscarded term sat� = R.

seriesin both m and n.Our�rstconsideration isagain sym m etry:Theuniform 
ow im poses

a sin�,orQ1(�)sym m etry on the problem .Hence we m ustretain the n = 1 term in Eqn.

158.Theim portanceofthisterm isclearly seen from Eqn.26:Only thecoe�cientofQ 1(�)

isneeded to calculatethedrag ifthestream function satis�estheboundary conditions.

As in the case ofthe cylinder,ifwe retain n harm onics,we m ust retain m = n � 1

term s in the second sum (the sum over m ) in order to m eet both boundary conditions.

To m inim ize the errorintroduced by ourapproxim ationswe setallother B n,X m equalto

zero. The rem aining term s,those which would violate the boundary conditionsand m ust

betruncated,arethen given by Eqn.166.

	 (n)

discard(�;�)= R

 
1X

k= n+ 1

n�1X

m = 0

X m �m ;k(�=2)�
2
Q k(�)

!

(166)

W ewantto estim ate them agnitude oftheerrorin ourapproxim ation,both overalland

atthesurface(theerrorin theboundary conditions).Theerrorisgiven by Eqn.166.First,

we calculate the m agnitude ofboth 	 (n)

discard(�;�)and itsderivative atthe surface (� = R)

with n retained harm onics.Theresultsaregiven in TableV.

From TableV,weseethatto retain theQ 2(�)harm onics,wem usthavean errorin our

derivativeboundary condition ofO (R 1)| theorderto which wearetrying to work.Ifwe

retain higherharm onics,thissituation getsworse.

Sinceitisin practiceim possibleto�ttheboundary conditionstoallharm onics,wem ust

truncatetheseriesexpansion.W eseethatthereisonly onetruncation consistentwith both

the sym m etry requirem ents ofthe problem and the dem and thatwe satisfy the boundary

conditionsto O (R 1):

	(�;�)= � �
2
Q 1(�)+ R

�
A 1�

2 + B 1�
�1 + X 0�0;1(�=2)�

2
�
Q 1(�)+ O

�
R
2
�

(167)

W e also m ustconsiderthe overallerror,e.g.,how big can 	 (1)

discard(�;�)get? Although,at

the surface ofthe sphere,Eqn. 167 isno betterthan Eqn. 164,itissuperior for� 6= R.
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The m agnitudeoftheerrorism axim ized as� ! 1 .Itcan beshown by Taylorexpansion

(separately accounting form = 0;m = n,etc.) that�m ;n(x ! 1 )� x�2 .Therefore,

lim
�! 1

	 (1)

discard(�;�)= O
�
R
1
�

Although thisissom ewhatunsatisfactory,thissolution doesnotsu�erfrom thesam eshort-

com ingsasEqn.163.Theerrorrem ainsbounded.

Eqn.167 willsatisfy theboundary conditions(Eqn.151)ifA 1 = 0 and

X 0=
6

6R�0;1(R=2)+ R 2� 0

0;1(R=2)
(168)

B 1=
R 3�

0

0;1(R=2)

6�0;1(R=2)+ R� 0

0;1(R=2)
(169)

Asin thecaseofthecylinder,theresultingstream function satis�estheboundaryconditions

exactly,and thegoverning equationsapproxim ately.Our�nalsolution is:

	(�;�)= � �
2
Q 1(�)+ R

 
R 3�

0

0;1(R=2)

6�0;1(R=2)+ R� 0

0;1(R=2)
�
�1 + (170)

R 3�
0

0;1(R=2)

6�0;1(R=2)+ R�
0

0;1(R=2)
�0;1(�=2)�

2

!

Q 1(�)+ O
�
R
2
�

Forreference,

�0;1(x)= �
3�

4x2

�

2�
2

x
+

1

x2
�
e�2x

x2

�

8. Calculating the drag coe�cient

W ecalculated thedragcoe�cientby substituting Eqn. 170intoEqn.26,givingthisnew

result:

CD =
�
�
� 16�

0

0;1(R=2)+ R
�
8�

00

0;1(R=2)+ R�
000

0;1(R=2)
��

2
�
6�0;1(R=2)+ R� 0

0;1(R=2)
� (171)

Thiscan be expressed in term sofm ore conventionalfunctionsby substituting for�0;1(x),

resulting in thedrag coe�cientgiven by Eqn. 172.

CD =
4�

�
24+ 24R + 8R 2 + R 3 + 4eR (R 2 � 6)

�

R (2(R + 1)+ eR (R 2 � 2))
(172)

Thisresultisplotted in Figure 16,where itiscom pared againstthe principalresultsof

Oseen theory,m atched asym ptotic theory,num ericalresults,and experim ents. AsR ! 0,
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FIG .16 (Color online) Drag on a sphere,com paring RG to other theories (Dennisand W alker,

1971;Le Clairand Ham ielec,1970;M axworthy,1965).

thereisexcellentagreem ent.Atsm allbutnon-in�nitesim alReynoldsnum bers,RG isnearly

identicalto Oseen’s prediction (Eqn. 39),which is disappointing. It is surprising that

Goldstein’sresultisbetterthan theRG result,asthey arecalculationsofthesam eorderin

R,and area seriesapproxim ation.Thatthem atched asym ptoticspredictionsaresuperior

isnotsurprising;Chesterand Breach’sresultbegan with a m uch higherorderperturbative

approxim ation.Ifa higherorderRG calculation werepossible,RG oughtto bebetterthan

thesam eorderm atched asym ptoticsprediction.

Asin thecaseofthecylinder,therealstrength ofEqn.172 can beseen astheReynolds

num berincreases.Figure17 dem onstratesthatallothertheoriesdivergefrom experim ental

m easurem entsforR & 1.Thisisan unavoidableaspectoftheirstructureand derivation |

they areonly valid asym ptotically.TheRG prediction su�ersfrom noneoftheseproblem s.

Eqn.172iswellbehaved forallR,although itdoesbecom elessaccurateatlargerReynolds

num bers.
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FIG .17 (Color online) Drag on a sphere,com paring RG at larger R (Dennisand W alker,1971;

Le Clairand Ham ielec,1970;M axworthy,1965).

IV . C O N C LU SIO N S

W e have devoted a substantiale�ort to the historicalproblem ofcalculating the drag

coe�cient for 
ow around a cylinder and a sphere at low Reynolds num ber. W e report

fourprincipalaccom plishm ents.First,we have untangled over150 yearsofdi�use,confus-

ing,and som etim escontradictory experim ental,num erical,and theoreticalresults.W ehave

expressed allim portant previous work within a consistent m athem aticalfram ework,and

explained theapproxim ationsand assum ptionswhich havegoneinto previouscalculations.

M oreover,byplottingexperim entalresultsand theoreticalpredictionswith theleadingorder

divergence rem oved (an idea originally due to M axworthy),we have consistently and criti-

cally com pared allavailablem easurem ents.Therearenoothersuch exhaustivecom parative

reviewsavailablein theexisting literature.

Secondly,we have extended traditionalm atched asym ptotics calculations. W e advance
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and justifytheideathatuniform lyvalidapproxim ations,nottheStokesorOseen expansions,

should be used to calculate derivative quantitiessuch asCD . By com bining thisapproach

with previously published m atched asym ptoticsresults,we obtain new resultsforthe drag

coe�cients.Theseresultssystem atically im proveon published dragcoe�cients,which relied

only on the Stokes expansion. This m ethodology also resolved a problem in the existing

literature:them ostaccuratecalculationsforacylinder,duetoSkinner,hadfailedtoim prove

CD (Skinner,1975).W hen treated viaauniform lyvalidapproxim ation,ournew resultbased

on Skinner’ssolutionsbettersallm atched asym ptoticspredictions.

W ehave also explored thestructureand subtletiesinvolved in applying renorm alization

group techniques to the \terrible" problem posed by Hinch and Lagerstrom (Hinch,1991;

Lagerstrom and Casten,1972).Thisproblem ,previously solved by Chen etal.(Chen etal.,

1996),containsarich and henceforth unexplored collection ofhidden subtleties.W eexhaus-

tively exam ined allpossible com plicationswhich can arise while solving thisproblem with

the renorm alization group. To treat som e ofthese possibilities,we identi�ed and im ple-

m ented a new constraint on the RG calculation; the renorm alized perturbation solution

itself,notjustthe expansion on which itisbased,m ustsatisfy the governing equationsto

theappropriateorderin �.W hilethishad been doneim plicitly in previouscalculations,we

had to dealwith it explicitly (e.g.,by appropriate choices ofhom ogeneous solutions). In

theprocessofdoing so,weobtained severalnew second orderapproxim atesolutionsto the

\terrible" problem ,and dem onstrated theirequivalence.

The work with the \terrible" problem laid the foundation forourm ostsigni�cantnew

calculation. In close analogy with the \terrible" problem ,we used the RG to derive new

results for the drag coe�cients for both a sphere and a cylinder (Eqns. 172 and 147,

respectively).Thesenew resultsagreeasym ptotically with previoustheoreticalpredictions,

butgreatlysurpassthem atlargerR.Othertheoriesdivergepathologically,whiletheresults

from theRG calculation rem ain wellbehaved.

W e dem onstrated thatthese new techniquescould reproduce and im prove upon the re-

sultsofm atched asym ptotics| when applied tothevery problem which thatdisciplinewas

created tosolve!M atched asym ptoticsrequirestheuseoftwoingeniousand intricateexpan-

sions,replete with strangeterm s(likeR logR)which m ustbeintroduced whilesolving the

problem via a painfuliterativeprocess.RG requiresonly a singlegenericexpansion,which

can always be written down a priori,even in com plicated singular perturbation problem s
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with boundary layers.Itthereforegivesriseto a m uch m oreeconom icalsolution,requiring

halfthe work and yielding a superiorresult. Itishoped thatdem onstrating ofthe utility

ofthese techniques on this historicalproblem willresult in increased interest and further

application ofrenorm alization group techniquesin 
uid m echanics.
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