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Abstract

Part 1:

We consider folds in the solution surface of nonlinear equations with two free
parameters. A system of equations whose solutions are fold paths is formulated and
proved to be non-singular in a neighborhood of a fold, thus making continuation
possible. Efficient numerical algorithms employing block Gaussian elimination are
developed for applying Euler-Newton pseudo-arclength continuation to the system,
and these are shown to require fewer operations than other methods.

To demonstrate the use of these methods we calculate the flow between two
infinite, rotating disks. For Reynold’s number less than 1000, six separate solution
sheets are found and completely described. Plots of 47 solutions for three values
of the disk speed ratio and for Reynold’s number equal to 625 are shown. These

are compared with the solutions found by previous investigators.

Part 1I:

Two ordinary differential equations with parameters whose solution paths
exhibit an infinite sequence of folds clustered about a limiting value are studied.
Using phase-plane analysis, expressions for the limiting ratios of the parameter
values at which these folds occur are derived and the limiting values are shown to

be non-universal.

Part III:
A mesh selection algorithm for use in a code to solve first-order nonlinear
two-point boundary value problems with separated end conditions is described.

The method is based on equidistributing the global error of the box scheme, a
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numerical estimate of which is obtained from Richardson extrapolation. Details

of the algorithm and examples of its performance on non-stiff and stiff problems

are presented.
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Part I: Fold Continuation and the

Flow Between Rotating Coaxial Disks



CHAPTER 1

Theory and Numerical Methods for Fold Continuation

1.1 Introduction

We consider nonlinear systems of the form
G(u,A,7) =0 (1.1.1)

where G:BB xR x R — B is a C?-mapping and BB is a Banach space. Here, A
and 7 are free parameters and the solution u(A,7) of (1.1.1) represents a two-
dimensional surface in B x R®*. Equations of this form occur frequently when
describing the steady states of physical systems. One example, which we shall con-
sider later, is the flow between two infinite, rotating, coaxial disks. In this problem
A represents the Reynold’s number and 7 the ratio of disk speeds.. Other examples
occur in various fields such as elasticity and chemical reactor theory [23,8].

In solving equations of the above form, one seeks a complete description of
the solution surface for all values of the parameters in some region of interest
in the (A,7)-plane. In particular, one would like to know how many solutions
equation (1.1.1) has in different regions of the plane and how these solutions could
be obtained from one another by continuation in A or 7. In addition, one would
like to know where critical behavior such as change of stability occurs. For many
problems this essentially reduces to locating the folds in the solution surface, since
folds generally indicate both transitions in the number of solutions and changes

in important characteristics of the solutions. Moreover, folds often represent the
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only major global structures in the solution surface, since other phenomena such
as bifurcations are usually not stable to perturbations in the problem parameters
and consequently remain isolated singular points. Thus, one can usually obtain a
complete picture of the solution surface just from the folds. But even for problems
in which other structures do exist, the description of the solution would not be
complete without determining the locations of the folds. In this work we describe
a numerical procedure for efficiently calculating folds.

In order to define a fold more precisely, we now review some basic results
from bifurcation theory (see Keller [17]). Holding 7 fixed in (1.1.1), we obtain the
one-parameter family

G(u,\) = 0. (1.1.2)

If [ug, A¢] is a solution of (1.1.2) and the Fréchet derivative G (uo, A;) = GY, is non-
singular, then [ug, A] is called a regular solution (point) and the Implicit Function
Theorem guarantees a unique solution branch [u(A),A] of (1.1.2) in a neighbor-
hood of [ug,Ao|. When G2, is singular, the Implicit Function Theorem fails and
it is advantageous to introduce a new parameter, s, the arclength. Differentiat-
ing (1.1.2) with respect to s, including the arclength condition and evaluating at

[0, Ao ], We obtain the system

G%uy + GS A =0 (1.1.3a)

o |2 + |A]? =1 (1.1.3b)

where G§ = Gx(uo,A¢) and " = d/ds.

In studying (1.1.3) there are two cases to consider. When G§ € R(GY),
bifurcation may occur and it is likely that two distinct solution paths pass through
[wo, Ao]. We shall not be concerned with this case here. What we are interested

in is the case when G§ ¢ R(GY). In this case we call the solution point [ug, As]
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a fold because the solution path usually folds over so that there are two solutions
for A on one side of the singular point and no solutions for A on the other side.
Unfortunately, this terminology is not standard. Some authors have instead used
the term “limit point” [17,14], while others have of late preferred to call these
“turning points” [36,12]. But since our main interest is in problems with more than
one free parameter, for which singularities of this form can truly be described as
folds, it seems natural to retain this terminology even when we are only considering
single parameter problems.

For our work here we consider singularities of the form

N(Gy) =span{dy}, (4ol =1 (1.1.4a)
N(GY) =span{y;},  l¥sll =1 (1.1.4b)
R(G,)={z€B|¢;z=0} (1.1.4¢)

where G}*:B* — B” is the adjoint of the operator G%. This is the most common
form a singularity of GY, assumes and so this assumption does not impose much
of a restriction on our work. We call a fold with this type of singularity a simple

fold.

To describe the solution path in a neighborhood of a simple fold, we need to

look at the second derivatve of (1.1.2):
Glii + G3 Ao = — (G4, thothe + 2GS 10 Ao + G A2). (1.1.5)
Since G ¢ R(Gy,), it follows that ;G # 0, which combined with (1.1.3) gives
o =0, iy = . (1.1.6)
Using this in (1.1.5) we have

G?_;ﬁo + G(,)\/.\‘o = —G?l_u¢0 ¢0,
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and upon applying ¥ to both sides we obtain

G0
¥y G

Ao =
If Y¥yGY, dode # 0, then X # 0 and we call [uo,Ao] a quadratic simple fold. If
)Xo = O, then higher derivatives must be considered and the solution path can
be cubic, quartic, etc. In general, if dkz\/ds’c =0for k=1,2,...,N—1, and
d¥A/ds" # 0, we term the singularity a stmple fold of order N. Higher order
folds, however, are generally unstable to perturbations and thus will not lead to
the types of global structures in the solution surface of G(u,\,7) = 0 which we
seek. Therefore, in this work we will only consider quadratic simple folds and, for
ease of reference, we will normally drop the term quadratic. In addition, since
we are only considering simple folds, we will also drop the term simple. Thus,
in the remainder of this work, the term fold will be understood to mean a simple
quadratic fold.

In the next section we return to problems with two free parameters and intro-
duce an extended system whose solutions are the folds of (1.1.1). We then show
that continuation methods may be applied to this extended system in order to eas-
ily trace out the folds in the solution surface. In the following section we describe
the numerical methods for implementing Euler-Newton continuation along a fold,
including methods to efficiently solve matrix systems involving the Jacobian of the
extended system.

At this time we would like to point out that since this work began, Rhein-
boldt [39] and Jepson and Spence [12] have published papers dealing with con-
tinuation along folds. Their work has been based on a slightly different extended
system than that used here, one which was introduced by Keener and Keller [14]
for studying perturbed bifurcations. In the final section of Chapter 1, we will

compare our method with their methods. In Chapter 2 we will apply fold continu-
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ation to the problem of calculating the flow between two infinite, rotating, coaxial

disks.

1.2 The Extended System

We return to problems of the form (1.1.1) and consider the equations necessary
to describe folds in its solution surface. As we saw in Section 1.1, if we hold 7
fixed and look at the solution branches as a function of A, a fold is a singular
point where G, ¢ R(G,). With 7 fixed, we call this a fold with respect to M.
In most cases, a fold with respect to A is also a fold with respect to 7 and vice
versa. But it is possible that at a fold with respect to, say, 7, the tangent vector
to the solution surface could lie entirely in a plane perpendicular to the r-axis. In
this case, we would expect that, instead of a fold, this singular point would be an
isolated solution or bifurcation point with respect to A, and we would no longer
have that G, ¢ R(Gy). Thus, by restricting ourselves to a formulation in terms
A, we can run into difficulties even though the singular point is legitimately a fold
(with respect to 7).

In order to insure that these difficulties do not arise, we define X and 7’ to
be a linear transformation of the (A,7)-plane such that the tangent vector at a
given fold with respect to A’ does not lie completely in a plane perpendicular to
the 7'-axis (see fig. 1.1). This will remain true in a neighborhood of the given
fold. Thus, a formulation in terms of A’ will remain valid in that neighborhood
and so can be used as the basis for a continuation procedure. In the analysis that
follows we shall assume a formulation in terms of the transformed parameters )’
and 7’. Thus, when we say fold, we mean a fold with respect to A’. But in order
to keep the notation as simple as possible, we shall drop the primes from here
on out.

If [uo, Ao, 7] is a fold, then we may immediately write down that [to, Ao,y To]



“Fold wrt 7”
Al

“Fold wrt A~

Al

Figure 1.1. The (A, 7’)-coordinate system is rotated so that at any
given point on the fold path, the tangent vector to the path is parallel,
or nearly parallel, to the r'-axis.

satisfies the set of equations

G(uo,Ao,70) =0 (1.2.1a)
Goudo =0 (1.2.1b)
Gy =0 (1.2.1c)
UGS = 1. (1.2.1d)

Here, (1.2.1a) indicates that [ug, Ao, 7] is a solution of our system, (1.2.1b) and
(1.2.1c) show that it is also a singular point, and (1.2.1d) tells us that this singular
point is a fold instead of a bifurcation point, and also normalizes ;.

In order to arrive at a system which is not overdetermined, we need to remove
the redundancy generated by the presence of both (1.2.1b) and (1.2.1c). Since ¥
is also present in (1.2.1d), and ¢, only occurs in (1.2.1b), the most natural way

to do this is to remove (1.2.1b) from (1.2.1). Doing so gives us our extended



system:
G('UIO,A(),T()) =0 (122&)
Gy =0 (1.2.2b)
P Gi =1, (1.2.2¢)

As an alternative, we could have formed an extended system by discarding
(1.2.1c) instead of (1.2.1b). But then we would have needed to replace (1.2.2c)
with another condition to normalize ¢,. This was done by Moore and Spence [36]

who obtained

G(u,A) =0 (1.2.3a)
Gul(u,\) =0 (1.2.3b)
I(¢) —1=0, (1.2.3¢)

where [ is a bounded linear functional on BB. This was the system used by Rhein-
boldt [39] and Jepson and Spence [12].

We now wish to show that (1.2.2) is suitable for continuation. To do this we
will show that the Fréchet derivative of (1.2.2) is nonsingular at a simple fold. Then
we will append an arclength condition to (1.2.2) which will permit continuation
independent of A or 7 along the fold path. Finally, we will justify the continuation

with the Implicit Function Theorem.
Lemma 1.2.4 Given that (1.1.4) holds, the Fréchet derivative of (1.2.2) is non-
singular if [ug, Ao, 70| is a simple fold.
Proof. We need to show that for all (r,s*,t) € B x B* x R there exists a
unique (&,7%,¢) € B x B* x R such that
Goé+GS¢=r (1.2.5a)
(Guué) s + Gy'n™ + Goadys = s (1.2.5b)

Ug (G54 E) + 717G + (Y5 Goy)s = t. (1.2.5¢)
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Operating on (1.2.5a) with ¢ we obtain
Yo (Gué) + (Yo GR)s = ¢y
Using (1.2.2b) and (1.2.2¢) we find
¢ =1 (1.2.6)
With this value of ¢, r ~ GS¢ € R(GY), so there exists a unique £, such that
Guéo=r—Gs, Y& =0.

Therefore, £ takes the form

€= + ag, (1.2.7)
Now if we let (1.2.5b) operate on ¢,, we obtain
(GLub) ¥5do + Gy 1" b0 + GUAYI Do = "o
which, after using (1.2.1b) and the definition of an adjoint, becomes
Yo Guuédo + Vs Gurdos = 5" o (1.2.8)

Substituting (1.2.7) into (1.2.8), and recalling that [y, Ao, 7] is a simple fold if
and only if ¥ G, dodo # 0, we find

5% — PGP0 ¢ — YIGY, Eodo
B ¢3 G?Au ¢0 oo ) ) (1'2'9)

. With o known we may now solve (1.2.5b) for n*. We obtain
n’ =1y + B¢,
where 7 is the unique solution to

Gu'ily = 8" = GAd5s = (GLu€) ¥s, o o =0, (1.2.10)
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and where ¢;* € B* is chosen such that
o GU()=0, ¢ =1.
Substituting this form for #* into (1.2.5¢) and using (1.2.2c), we find that
B=t— UG — U G - 7 GY. (L2.11)

This shows that the Fréchet derivative of (1.2.2) is onto. To show that it
is also one-to-one merely requires noting that (r,s*,t) = (0, 0,0) implies that
(£$77*,§) = (O’an)

Having shown the Fréchet derivative is one-to-one and onto, the result then

follows from the open mapping theorem. (]

Since the Fréchet derivative of (1.2.2) is nonsingular, we are free to solve
this system using, say, Newton’s method. To do this we would need to fix 7 at
To, choose some initial values u!”, *°) and Al for the unknowns u,, ¥ and
Ao, and iterate. But since our goal is to use continuation on this system, it is
convenient to introduce a parameter other than 7 to continue in, since, just as in
the case of continuation in single parameter problems, the solution path may bend
around at some value of 7.

A natural choice for this parameter is the arclength, or more conveniently
pseudo-arclength, along the fold path, which would require appending to (1.2.2)

the additional constraint

(1.2.12)
+ 7(s0) [(s) — 7(s0)] = (s — o) = 0.

Here, the Hahn-Banach theorem has been used to choose %*(s,) € B* so that

@ (s0)d(s0) = [li(so)[* and 7" (so) € B™" s0 that §**(sy)sh(se) = |[t)* (s0)|[?.
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With this constraint s represents the pseudo-arclength in the space BxB* xR x R.
However, we can also let s represent the pseudo-arclength in the space BxR xR
by dropping the ¥* dependence from the above equation. This is desirable for two
reasons. First, this is the space we think of when we picture the solution surface
of (1.1.1); s represents a tangible quantity: the pseudo-arclength along a fold in
a sheet of solutions. Second, by choosing this form for the constraint, we will be
able to numerically solve systems involving the Jacobian of this constraint and the
extended system in a much more efficient way than if the form (1.2.12) were used.

So, for our extended system we now consider the set of equations

G(u,A,7) =0 (1.2.13a)
Gig* =0 (1.2.13b)
Y Gy —1=0 (1.2.13¢)

w*(s0) [u(s) — u(so)] + A(so) [A(s) = A(s0)]
+ 7(8o) {T(S) - T(SO)] —(s—s0) =0.

(1.2.13d)

To make referring to this system a little easier, let X = (u,%*,A,7) € B x B* x
R x R and let F(X) = 0 denote (1.2.13). We now show that the Fréchet derivative

F3 is nonsingular in the following lemma.

Lemma 1.2.14 Given that (1.1.4) holds, Fx evaluated at X, = (uo, ¥, Ao, %)

is nonsingular if [uy, Ao, 7o is a simple fold and 7(s,) # 0.

Proof. The Fréchet derivative is given by

Gy O G, G,
(Guu')*w* G: G:A¢* G;rw* A b
FX = = .
Y*(Gay:) Gy ©*Gan V*Gar c* d
@ (s0) 0 A(so) 7(so0)
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In Lemma 1.2.4 we showed that the operator A is nonsingular when evaluated at
s = 8o. To proceed here we use Keller’s Lemma 2.8 [17] which states that Fx (s0)
is nonsingular if and only if d —¢*A7'b # 0 at s,. Differentiating (1.2.13a~c) with

respect to s and using the above notation, we have

A(S0) is nonsingular, so using the Implicit Function Theorem we may solve this

in a neighborhood of s, since we have assumed 7(s,) # 0. We obtain

u(s)

—1 _ ______]'__ * s
SO} R
A(s)
Therefore, we have that
) u(s)
d—c'a™b = #(s)+ (u*(s0) O Ao) ) 757 | 9709)
A(s)

= %;U@d%ﬂ+W@an+M%n@g} (1.2.15)

Letting s — sy in (1.2.13d) we obtain
@ (80)t(so) + A% (50) + #2(s0) = 1.

Thus, for s sufficiently close to s, the expression in braces in (1.2.15) cannot be

zero, which implies that d — ¢c* A~ b # 0 at s = s,. N

The assumption 7(s,) # 0 in Lemma 1.2.14 was necessary due to the fact

that a fold path may achieve an extremum in 7 as we continue in s; that is,
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the tangent vector to the solution path lies entirely in a plane normal to the 7-
axis. As mentioned above, when this happens, we no longer have a fold in the
restricted problem G(u,A) = O since locally the solution branch degenerates to
an isolated point (an ¢sola), a transverse bifurcation (hyperbolic point) or to a
pitchfork bifurcation (a cusp). We dealt with this above by choosing A and 7 to
be a transformation of the original problem parameters such that 7(s,) # 0. This
solves the problem locally, but in employing continuation we are bound to run into
subsequent problems if we do not modify this transformation during the course of
the continuation. We now discuss what is done in practice.

In the case of an isola or hyperbolic point, the fold path merely bends around,
so that we have 7(s,) = 0 and /.\(30) # 0. Thus, this point is a fold with respect to
7, and we may deal with the situation simply by rotating our coordinate system
90°. Thus, to get around this extremum, all we have to do is interchange the roles
of A and 7 in (1.2.2).

There is, however, an even better way to deal with this situation. We choose
A and 7 to be a transformation of the original problem parameters such that X is
the coordinate perpendicular to the fold path, and 7 is the coordinate tangent to
fold path at s,. With the transformation so chosen, we have that 5\(30) =0 and
7(so) # 0. Now, as we step along in the continuation procedure, we keep changing
the transformation so that A is always perpendicular to the fold path. In this way
we will always be able to keep the hypothesis of Lemma 1.2.14 satisfied.

The only problem with using this approach in an actual continuation proce-
dure is that, in addition to the unknowns u, ¥*, A and 7, we must also solve for
the angle between our current parameter coordinate system and the coordinate
system of the original problem parameters, which unduly complicates matters. So,
instead of using a purist’s approach, we settle for choosing the angle between the

coordinate systems at each step to be that angle which makes the transformed
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coordinate A orthogonal to the solution path at the point we are continuing from.
Now, when we converge to the next solution, A probably will not be normal to the
fold path. But as long as the fold path has curved by less than 90° during the
step, we will not have violated the condition in Lemma 1.2.14. And requiring that
continuation steps be small enough so that the solution path bends around less
than 90° is not even a restriction since in using pseudo-arclength continuation,
we always require the dot product of consecutive tangent vectors to be positive
to ensure that the continuation is proceeding in the proper direction, and this is
exactly the less than 90° condition (see Keller [18]).

At a cusp the situation is a bit trickier since this is a simple fold of order
three with respect to the coordinate normal to the solution path (and a pitchfork
bifurcation with respect to the coordinate tangent to the solution path). Here,
both 7(s,) and A(so) equal 0. So rotating the coordinate system is not going to
alleviate the problem. But in practice we have found we can simply step over
cusps (the same as one can step over bifurcation points using pseudo-arclength
continuation in single parameter problems), and so they have produced no real
problems.

We conclude this section by using Lemma 1.2.14 and the Implicit Function
Theorem to obtain the following theorem, which demonstrates the existence of a

fold path in the neighborhood of a solution to (1.2.13):

Theorem 1.2.16 Given that (1.1.4) holds and that [u,, )., 7] is a simple fold of
(1.1.2), then there exists a p, > 0 and smooth functions u(s) € B, ¥*(s) € B*,
A(s) € R and 7(s) € R such that u(sy) = uo, ¥*(s0) = ¥, A(se) = Ao
and 7(s,) = 7o and (u(s),¥*(s), A(s),7(s)) satisfies (1.2.13) for all s such that

ls — so] < po.
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1.3 Numerical Methods

Having established the existence of fold paths, we now turn our attention
to numerical methods we can use to trace them out. Equation (1.1.1) allows
problems of a quite general nature to be treated. In order that we may solve these
numerically, we assume a suitable discretization of (1.1.1) exists so that we may

approximate the solution in a finite dimensional space. Thus, (1.1.1) takes the

form

Gh(uh,/\,r) =0 (1.3.1)
where Gp:R" x R x R — R". For simplicity we now drop the subscript h for

the remainder of this section.

Written in its finite-dimensional form, the system of equations we wish to

solve is

G(u,A,7) =0 (1.3.2a)
GTy =0 (1.3.2b)
GTyp-1=0 (1.3.2c)

dT(so)[u(S) —u(so)] + A(so) [A(s) — A(s0)]

+ 7(so) [T(S) - T(SO)} —(s—8)=0

(1.3.2d)

The numerical method we will use is the Euler-Newton pseudo-arclength continu-
ation due to Keller [17,18]. There are three basic steps in applying this technique
to trace out folds. The first is to locate a starting point for the continuation.
This involves using pseudo-arclength continuation on one-parameter problems like
(1.1.2), noting where a fold occurs and then accurately determining the solution at
the fold. This yields the starting solution [u(sy),%(s0),A(so),7(50)]. Then comes
the continuation step in which we will obtain a solution some distance away on

the solution path. It has two parts: the Euler step and the Newton iteration. To
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perform the Euler step we calculate the tangent vector to the solution path. If
we let T'(s,) denote the tangent vector and X(s,) the solution of (1.3.2) at the
starting point, then X (s,) + T(SO)AS provides an approximation to the solution
a distance As away on the solution path. This approximation is then used as
the starting point for the Newton iteration, which will accurately determine the
next solution on the path. These last two steps are then repeated to trace out the
solution path as far as one desires.

We now describe the numerical methods employed in each of these steps.
A fold is typically encountered in the course of carrying out pseudo-arclength
continuation on problems of the form (1.1.2). As a fold is passed, a change in the
sign of both det(G,) and A(s) occurs. The pair of solutions for which the sign
change was observed mark the endpoints of an interval on the solution path in
which a fold lies.

With the location of the fold narrowed down, we have a couple of methods
available to us for accurately locating the fold. Since the fold is a solution of the
inflated systems (1.2.2) and (1.2.3), we could use one of the endpoint solutions as
an initial guess and employ Newton’s method to solve either system for the fold.
Moore and Spence [36] have carried out this procedure for (1.2.3), and Jepson
and Spence [12] have presented another algorithm for solving equations involving
the Jacobian of systems of that form. Alternatively, we could use a root solver
on the scalar function A(s) and locate its root in the interval between the two
endpoint solutions, since A(s) = 0 at a fold (cf. equation (1.1.6)). This procédure
was outlined by Keller [18].

For our work we have chosen to employ the second method. It is relatively
easy to implement, and its usage avoids having to build into our code the extra
machinery necessary to carry out the factorization of the Jacobians of (1.2.2) or

(1.2.3), which is different than the technique used to factor the Jacobian of (1.3.2).
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To describe the procedure we now introduce the notation of Keller [18]. Let
the branch of solutions of the system (1.1.2), (1.1.3b) containing the endpoint
solutions be denoted by I'(s), where s is the true arclength. We define one
of the endpoint solutions to be [u(so), A(so)], where [u,\] is a solution on T'(s)
parametrized by the arclength. Since the numerical solutions are calculated using
pseudo-arclength, we introduce a solution point (v, £] on I'(s) parametrized by the

pseudo-arclength o. This solution satisfies the equations

G(v,¢) =0 (1.3.3a)

Wl (v — o] + Ao[€ = Ao] — (0 — 80) =0 (1.3.3b)

where u, = u(sy), Ae = A(so), etc., ° = d/ds, and we define 0, = s,. The
other endpoint solution is given by [v(o,), £(01)] = [u(s1), A(s1)], and the value

of 0, — 0, is known from the continuation procedure used to obtain the endpoint
solutions. Also known are the tangent vectors [t(s,), A(s,)] and [@(s1), A(sy)] at
the two endpoints, and the fact that /'\(so)/'\(sl) < 0. Therefore, there is a point
s* € (so,8;) such that /\(s*) = 0, and this point is the fold.

In [18] it is shown that A(s) and £’(¢) have the same sign, where ' = d/do.
So to locate the fold, it is only necessary to find the point ¢* for which ¢’(¢*) = 0.

But to do this we must first be able to calculate £'(c). Since (do/ds),,, = 1, we

have that [v'(00), &'(00)] = [@(0), A(55)]. But for any other value of &, we need
to solve

Gu(o)v'(0) + Ga(0)¢'(0) =0 (1.3.4a)

wTv'(0) + Ao €'(0) = 1, (1.3.4b)

which were obtained by differentiating (1.3.3) with respect to 0. If we define ¢(o)
by
Gu(o)o(o) = =G, (o) (1.3.5)
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for G, nonsingular, and by

Gy(o)¢(o) =0

for G, singular, then we have that

v'(0) = €'(0)¢(0) (1.3.6a)

¢'(0) = [ug (a) + do] 7" (1.3.6b)

To solve for 0*, we use a combination of the secant method and regula fals:.

With o, and o, known to surround the fold, we start off by employing the secant

method:

195 0951

Ojy1 =05 — € (1.3.7)

J el _ et .
61' j—1
where 5;- = ¢(04), etc. To ensure the quickest convergence we wish to enforce that
all new iterates fall between the two previous iterates which form the smallest
interval containing the fold. Let this interval be denoted by (ok,0;), where j
marks the current iterate and o is the most recent iterate for which 5;5; < 0.
If (1.3.7) yields a value outside this interval, we replace that o;,, with the regula

falst iterate
&0k — 405

which will lie in (ak,oj). With the value of 0., so chosen, we wish to calculate
¢'(054+1 ). For this we will need to know v(o;,, ) and £(0,,, ). We obtain these by
solving (1.3.3) by the usual Newton iteration (see Keller [17] or [18]). For initial

guesses we use linear interpolations of v(¢) and §'(0). The expression for ¢'(0) is

(o) ~ /(o) — (o — o) 1)L = Elow),

Oy — 0k

Integrating with respect to o and evaluating at ¢ = o to determine the constant

of integration, we obtain a quadratic interpolant for £(¢). Thus, for initial guesses
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we use
v (054, ) = 0v(oj) + (1 — 8)v(ok) (1.3.92)
fm)(05+1) = {(ok) + (0741 — ok)€(ok)
(1.3.9b)
+ 30(0541 +30k)[£'(05) — &' (o) ]
where
g =20 %k (1.3.10)

05 — 0f
Once we have solved for v(0,4, ) and £(0j4; ), we may solve (1.3.6) to obtain
¢'(0j4+1). Note that this is particularly cheap to do since, in the last Newton

iteration, we solved the equation
Gu(v, €M)y = =G\ (v'", ¢Y),

where v'¥) — v(0,4, ) and €'Y) — £(0;41 ). Thus, y is essentially equal to ¢(o;4,1 ),
and so we need not solve (1.3.5). If |¢'(0;,, )| is sufficiently small, the fold is located
and we stop. If not, we update the value of k and iterate again.

With the fold accurately located, we are ready to begin continuation on the
extended system. The first step is to calculate the tangent vector. Differentiating

(1.3.2a—c) with respect to s we obtain

Gty + GO Ao + G270 = 0 (1.3.11a)
T T . T . T
Gouthotio + Gy Yo + Guntodo + Gurthofo =0 (1.3.11b)
T . T . T . T
GSutotio + G Yo + G5z %o Ao + GSr¥oto = 0. (1.3.11¢)

These combined with the arclength condition

o |* + A3 +75 =1 (1.3.12)
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provide the equations necessary to solve for the tangent vector [do,zﬁ'o,/\o,fo].

Recalling the notation of Lemma 1.2.14, (1.3.11) may be written as
Ao To +bo7o =0,

where T, = (4, Do Ao )T. Since A, is nonsingular by Lemma 1.2.4, we may

define V by
Ay V = —b,, (1.3.13)

and then T, =7, V. Now, (1.3.12) may be written as
2 2
I+ T +43 =1,
where T, = (‘1;“’ [ A )T° Thus, we have that
2 (1) 2 (3) 2 —
AV + Y97 +1] =1,
from which we may solve for 7,:

1
To = % 1.3.14
’ \/1 Y@ |+ v’ (1314

where the I indicates that the tangent vector may point in the direction of either

increasing or decreasing 7 along the fold. The remainder of the tangent vector is

given by
Ug y
1[’0 =7 | V@ |. (1.3.15)
Ao Ve

The majority of the work in calculating the tangent vector, then, is in solving
(1.3.13). But this can be done efficiently by employing the method used to prove

Lemma 1.2.4. Retracing those steps we obtain
Ve = —yTq0 (1.3.16a)
VU = € + ag, (1.3.16b)

V@ =g, + B, (1.3.16¢)
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where
G = -G2 -3V, T =o, (1.3.17)
_ WG + 9780V +9TGY, b (1.3.18)
PTGy o do ’
T

T T ~
% o = —(Glr tho + GV +(GLYY) ), 4570 =0, (1.3.19)

u

and
B=—(vTG%, +vIG VP +¢IG,VY +4LGY). (1.3.20)

Performing these steps is very inexpensive. For instance, the LU-decomposi-
tion of GY, (and also of G?LT if the proper LU-solver is used) is already available to
us. If this is the first Euler step, then we may use the factorization from the last
Newton iteration that was performed to locate the starting fold point accurately.
If this is a subsequent Euler step, then in using Newton’s method to solve (1.3.2) at
s = 8, G was factored during each iteration, and we may use the factorization
from the last iteration. In any case, the most costly part of the procedure has
already been carried out.

This leaves as the most expensive steps of the calculation the solution of
(1.3.17) and (1.3.19), and the calculation of ¢, (for the first Euler step only) and
¢o. But using the techniques due to Keller [19], each of these calculations only
requires half a backsolve. Note also that the particular form of the constraints
which are the secénd equations of (1.3.17) and (1.3.19) is unimportant. We only
need to make & and , unique, and the methods of [19] do this for us. So for
a problem where analytic derivatives are available, a typical Euler step will only
require three half-backsolves and a hand full of inner products.

When derivatives must be calculated numerically, the situation can change

depending on how costly the derivatives are to evaluate. If these calculations
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are fairly cheap, then one will probably use Newton’s method to solve the sys-
tem. In this case the derivatives will be available from the last Newton iteration
and so will not have to be recalculated to find the tangent vector. If, on the
other hand, the derivative calculations are costly enough that the chord method,
say, is used instead of Newton’s method, then new derivatives must be calcu-
lated in order to solve for the tangent vector. In this case the tangent calculation
can be as expensive as a chord iteration, and the various costs will have to be
weighed against each other in order to determine the most efficient solution strat-
egy.

This brings us to the solution phase of the continuation procedure. Here we
are going to have to solve systems involving the Jacobian of (1.3.2). We solve once
if we decide to use the chord rﬁethod, and we solve at every iteration if Newton’s

method is used. The Jacobian we wish to invert is

( Gy O G G,

(Gi¥)., Gi GLv GL
(1.3.21)

ul 0 A 7o J

One way to solve a system of this form is to partition it into 2 x 2 blocks
as it stands. One may then apply the bordering algorithm (block Gaussian elim-
ination) to solve it. And even when the system is evaluated at a fold, where,
as is easily shown, the upper left hand 2 x 2 block becomes singular with a null
space of dimension two, the algorithm is still applicable, as has been shown by
Keller [20]. However, solving systems involving that upper left hand block does
present a significant problem. With both G, and GT singular, this system cannot

be partitioned again, and its solution would thus require treating it as a single

matrix with dimensions twice that of G,. For most problems, where G, is both
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large and banded, the cost of this would be prohibitive.
So instead, we use a trick based on an idea due to Rheinboldt [39]. We move
row four to the position following row one and interchange columns two and three.

This leads to a natural partitioning of the Jacobian as

Gy G O G,
al Xo 0 o A | B
= . (1.3.22)
Gi.v GLw | G GLv c | D
Gy GLwW | G Gy
Thus, a typical system involving (1.3.22) is
AE+Bnyp=r (1.3.23a)
Cé+ Dn = p. (1.3.23b)

The procedure we propose for solving systems of this form is this: Define ¥
and z by AY = B and Az = r. Then using (1.3.23a) we have that £ = z — Y.

Substituting this into (1.3.23b) yields
(D-CY)np=p-_Caz. (1.3.24)

Thus, solving (1.3.23) only requires solving systems involving A and (D - CY).
Now, A is of the same form as the systems to which Keller applied his
bordering algorithm (see [17] or [18]). So, solving for z only requires one LU-
decomposition of G, and two backsolves. Letting r = (r(l) T r(2) )T and z =
(z“) T L2 )T and defining w and ¢ by Gyw = G and Gy¢ = r'Y), we obtain

2 i
ri2 —qg¢

T 3

@ T
Ao_dow

z 2 = — 2P, (1.3.25)

Since G, becomes (nearly) singular as the Newton iterations converge, if

one is not careful, trouble can arise from using the bordering algorithm to solve
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systems involving A. Chan [4] has pointed out that, as the smallest pivot of Gy
approaches zero, the bordering algorithm becomes inaccurate. But if one requires
that the absolute value of this pivot never falls below O(ej\f), where €ps is the
machine epsilon, the results obtained from the bordering algorithm, as is evident
from Chan’s figures, will remain accurate to O((—:j\f) even near the singular point
(see Keller’s analysis in [19]). We call this “enforcing” round-off, and have used
it in our calculations as the accuracy in double precision arithmetic has proved
sufficient.

Due to the choice of (1.3.3b) instead of (1.2.12) as the pseudo-arclength con-
dition, all but the last column of B, and hence Y, are identically zero. Therefore,
solving for the matrix Y requires the same amount of work as solving for a vec-
tor. And since the LU-decomposition of G, is already available and w has been

calculated, this only takes one more backsolve. Letting the last column of Y be

denoted by (y(l) T y'? )T and defining ¢ by G,¢ = G, we have that

o :T“’
7o —ul ¢ .

y? = 0____';' , gV = ¢~y @y, (1.3.26)
Ao — Uy w

To evaluate (D — CY') we must first calculate the product CY. This has the

same form as Y. In fact,
O (GL.y"M o+ GLiyy?) O eV
CY = = . |
0 (GT, vy +GT,py'?)) 0 €2
so that

Gi (G —e ))

D-CY = (
G}‘ (G:"\"rw —e? )

Therefore, applying the bordering algorithm to (D — C'Y') will not require another

LU-decomposition. Only two backsolves are needed. If we let n = (n(l) T n'? )T,
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p= (p(1> T pt?) )T and Cz = (f‘l) T ft2) )T, and define w’ and ¢’ by GTw' =

GT ¢ —e* and GT¢' = p) — U | then

G}‘,zp —ela — Gg‘w" ’ s

and finally

21—yl pi2)
§=z2-Yn= ( : (1.3.28)

22 — 4@ @)

Thus, systems involving (1.3.22) can be solved with only one LU-decomposition,
five backsolves and several inner products.

Of course, the preceding requires that the steps involved in solving the system
with this partitioning can be carried out. In particular, one needs to solve systems
with the matrices A and D — CY. Using Keller’s Lemma 2.8 and the fact that
the entire Jacobian is nonsingular, one can show that if A is nonsingular, then
D — CY is, too. Thus, when A is nonsingular, the partitioning is valid and this
algorithm yields the correct solution to systems involving the Jacobian. But what
happens when A is singular? As we shall see, the surprising answer to this is that
with only a minor modification the algorithm still works!

Let’s consider what can happen to make A singular. First, we look at the
case when G, is nonsingular. Once again making use of Lemma 2.8, we find that
A is singular only if Ao — uT'G7*Gy = 0. In performing the calculations with finite
precision arithmetic, one would expect that, due to round-off errors, we would
actually have that /\0 — U, G 'Gy = ¢, where € is a small quantity. (If this were
not true, for example, in a problem where 47 = 0 and Xo = 0, we could make it
true by enforcing round-off.) Applying the algorithm with this nonzero ¢, we find
exactly the same type of cancellation of the e ™! terms as occurs when the bordering

algorithm is applied to systems involving a singular matrix (see Keller [19] or [20]
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for a detailed account of what happens in the case of the bordering algorithm).
The result is that we get the correct solution accurate to O(¢, €y /€). To maximize
the accuracy, then, we should choose ¢ = ‘;4/ ? which balances the errors due to
the imperfect cancellation of the ¢! terms with finite precision arithmetic and the
introduction of a nonzero €. That we cannot retain full accuracy is a reflection of
the fact that we are working with an ill-conditioned matrix system. But by looking
at the problem in a different way, we can make the system better conditioned and
obtain more accurate results.

By enforcing round-off we are essentially changing the value of ), (or 4g) by a
small amount. This has the effect of modifying our definition of pseudo-arclength
so that s now measures distance along a vector close to the tangent vector. As
long as the curvature of the fold path is not too great, this new s will work just as
well as the normal pseudo-arclength; and even when the curvature is big, reducing
the continuation step sizes a little bit will take care of any problems that could
arise. This remains true even for values of ¢ larger than that given above, as
long as the nearby tangent vector we are specifying does not differ from the true
tangent vector by too much. So we may choose € larger than 5;4/ % in order to better
condition the matrix A. The solution we obtain will differ by O(¢) from what we
would have obtained had we solved with the original definition of pseudo-arclength,
but this merely indicates that we are solving at a slightly different location on the
fold path. Of course, the new definition of pseudo-arclength will have to remain
in effect throughout subsequent Newton iterations until we have converged to the
solution. But we may return to the normal definition in the next continuation
step if A is no longer singular.

The other case in which A can become singular is actually the more important
case to consider. This is when G, is singular, or nearly singular, and is more

important because as we converge to a solution of (1.3.2), G, will become singular.
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One more application of Lemma 2.8 shows that the condition necessary for 4 to
be singular in this case is that 7 € R(GT), i.e., 4T® = 0, where ® is the (unit)
null vector of G,. Here we have made use of the fact that G\ ¢ R(G,). Letting
U7 denote a left null vector of G, we see that this is true if we are sufficiently
close to a solution since GT¢ =1 and ¥ — ¢ (to within a nonzero multiplicative
constant) as we approach a solution.

We deal with this case just as we did the last one. We replace uT with 4T +
€®, thus modifying the pseudo-arclength definition. Retaining this definition of
pseudo-arclength in subsequent iterations, we will obtain a more accurate solution
to (1.3.2) due to the better conditioned A matrix.

In practice, we have always employed Newton’s method to solve the nonlinear
system instead of the chord method. Therefore, we have chosen to ignore the first
type of singularity since normal round-off errors should suffice in dealing with
it. And even if we lose some accuracy in doing so, this is of little consequence
since this case could only occur in an early iteration; the final iterations will have
Gy nearly singular. Of course, if the chord method is used, this case should be
tested for explicitly. We test for the second case by computing I ® during each
application of the algorithm. If this quantity is sufficiently small, we then modify
4l as above and continue. But in the course of all our work with this algorithm

on real problems (e.g., the flow between rotating, coaxial disks), we have yet to

encounter a singular A matrix.

1.4 Comparison To Other Methods

To conclude this chapter we shall compare the present method to other meth-
ods for tracing out folds. The simplest approach is just to make use of standard
continuation methods for single parameter problems. Holding one parameter fixed,

solution branches are traced out as a function of the other parameter. The loca-
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tions of folds are noted as they are passed. The parameter held fixed is then
varied and the process repeated. Finally, the fold paths are constructed from the
locations noted on the cross sections of the solution surface. This was the method
used by Szeto [43] to map out the solution sheets and folds of the flow between
two infinite, rotating, coaxial disks. It is an easy method to use since it requires
no new machinery to be added to existing continuation codes. But in order to
resolve features along the folds such as cusps, many cross sectional slices need to
be computed, and so the method can be costly. In addition, if one simply wishes
to compute a particular fold, it is not easy to set up an efficient procedure to do
this automatically.

To overcome these problems it is natural to consider extended systems which
have as their solutions the fold paths. This, of course, is the basis for the present
method, as well as those of Rheinboldt [39] and Jepson and Spence [12]. But in
spite of starting out with the same basic idea, the implementations of the three
methods are quite different. The present method, which was discussed in detail
in the previous section, uses the system (1.2.13). The methods of Rheinboldt and
Jepson and Spence both s'tart off with the extended system (1.2.3). To this Jep-
son and Spence append the pseudo-arclength condition (1.2.12), while Rheinboldt
appends a condition specifying in which of the parameters or solution components
the continuation is proceeding.

To solve his system Rheinboldt employs a particular choice for the scaling con-
dition (1.2.3c) which allows the Jacobian of his extended system to be written as
a rank one modification of a matrix which is easy to invert. But with this choice
of scaling, the Jacobian system to be solved is singular under some conditions.
In addition, use of this scaling requires modifications in his standard continua-
tion process which force smaller continuation steps to be made. Nevertheless,

Rheinboldt has used his method effectively on problems of small to moderate size.
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However, he has concluded that his implementation is not suitable for problems
where N, the number of equations in G, is large.

Jepson and Spence present a method for solving systems involving matrices
of the same form as the Jacobian of (1.2.3). Their algorithm assumes that G, is
singular, or nearly singular, whenever this Jacobian-like system is solved. To im-
plement the fold following, however, pseudo-arclength continuation is used, which
has the effect of adding an extra row and column to the system. Fortunately, this
larger system may be solved with only moderate additional expense by using, for

example, the bordering algorithm.

Present Jepson _
Algorithm | & Spence Rheinboldt

LU-Decompositions 1 1 1
Triangular System Solutions 10 15 16
Matrix-Vector Multiplications 2 4 2

Table 1.1. A comparison of the major operations necessary to carry
out a Newton iteration for the three fold following methods.

In Table 1.1 we compare the operation counts of the three methods. We
have included the most significant operations in the three algorithms, namely, the
LU-decomposition of Gy, the backsolves necessary to solve equations involving
G, (a backsolve consists of two triangular system solutions), and matrix-vector
multiplications of order N.

In compiling this table, certain assumptions have been made. We have as-
sumed that for the present method an LU-solver which can solve systems involving
both the original matrix Aand its transpose is available. (Note that the LINPACK
routines provide this capability [7].) Neither Rheinboldt nor Jepson and Spence

present complete algorithms for solving their extended systems. Rheinboldt states
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that solution of his system can be accomplished by ‘solving four N+1 x N+1 sys-
tems. We have assumed the use of the bordering algorithm to solve these four
systems since it is very efficient in the typical case where G, is banded. We have
also combined the algorithm presented by Jepson and Spence with the bordering
algorithm so that pseudo-arclength continuation may be employed.

As can be seen from the table, fhe present method costs several triangular
system solutions less than either of the other methods. When cummulated over a
few Newton iterations at many continuation points, this can add up to quite a big
savings. It certainly is a great deal more efficient than the cross section technique
when one takes into consideration the extra points which must be calculated in
each cross section and the iterative procedure needed to then locate the folds
accurately. In addition, properly resolving the fold path is readily built into the
continuation process, something which can only be achieved by human intervention
in the cross section method.

In actual use we have found the present method to be quite efficient and
effective. The results of its use in the calculation of the flow between two infinite,

rotating, coaxial disks is presented in Chapter 2.
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CHAPTER 2

The Flow Between Rotating, Coaxial Disks

As an example of the use of fold continuation, we calculate the solution surface

for the problem of fluid flow between two infinite, rotating, coaxial disks.

2.1 Introduction

In 1921, von Kirmén [46] introduced a similarity transformation which re-
duced the Navier-Stokes equations describing the steady flow of an incompressible,
viscous fluid over an infinite, rotating plane to a system of ordinary differential
equations. In 1951, Batchelor [1] used this transformation to study the flow be-
tween two infinite, rotating, coaxial disks and conjectured what the behavior of
the flow would be for various values of ~, the ratio of the speeds of the two disks, as
the Reynold’s number, R, becomes large. The distinguishing characteristic of his
solutions for v < 0 was that the main body of the fluid is rotating, and transitions
between regions of different rotational rates take place in narrow layers. Respond-
ing to this work, Stewartson {41] offered a different opinion as to the behavior of
the flow for v < 0. He claimed that the main body of the fluid has essentially no
angular velocity, and he provided experimental evidence to support his claim. As
a result of this controversy, as well as the fact that the similarity solution provides
a rare exact solution of the Navier-Stokes equations, the flow between rotating
disks has become a subject of great interest.

In 1962, Lance and Rogers [28] solved the system of nonlinear ordinary dif-
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ferential equations numerically and provided solutions for various values of v and
R. Pearson [38] integrated the time-dependent equations and found steady solu-
tions for counter-rotating disks and the case of one disk at rest. This case was
also the subject of a more extensive numerical study by Mellor, Chapple and
Stokes [34]. Integrating the steady-state equations, they found several different
solution branches, differentiating between them by the number of cells in each
solution, where a cell is defined as a region bounded by planes parallel to the disks
on which the axial velocity of the fluid vanishes. Mellor, et al. found one-, two-
and three-cell solutions. Nguyen, Ribault and Florent [37] also performed calcu-
lations for the case of one disk rotating and one at rest, applying various amounts
of suction or blowing at the stationary disk. From their results they concluded
that there is a unique solution for small values of R. The solution branches of
Mellor, et al. were reproduced by Roberts and Shipman, who also found other so-
lutions including a five-cell branch for values of R near 5000. Holodniok, Kubitek
and Hlavécek [10] used Newton’s method to perform a systematic search for so-
lutions at R = 625. They found five solution branches and also concluded that
a unique solution exists for small R. In 1978, Wilson and Schryer [45] used the
time dependent equations to find steady-state solutions for large R, v = 0, and
various values of suction at the rotating disk. Also in 1978, Szeto [43] performed
the most complete numerical study yet of the problem. Using the technique of
pseudo-arclength continuation, he mapped out features of the solution surface for
all values of ¥ (—1 < 4 < 1) and Reynold’s number up to 1000. In particular, he
reported up to 19 different solutions in some regions of the (R,y)-plane. Finally,
Holodniok, et al. [11], in a continuation of their previous work, reproduced many
of Szeto’s solutions for R = 625 and v = 1, 0 and —1.

In addition to the numerical studies, there have been theoretical and an-

alytic investigations. McLeod and Parter [33] proved the existence of a solu-
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tion for v = —1 and provided estimates of the behavior of the solution as R —
oo. Tam [44] and Matkowsky and Siegmann [32] found asymptotic solutions for
large R. Matkowsky and Siegmann noted that the properties of their solution
were in precise agreement with the estimates of McLeod and Parter. Kreiss and
Parter [25,26,27] have written a series of papers in which they describe the shapes
of the solutions to the governing equations in the limit of large Reynold’s number.
They have dealt with solutions which decay, are bounded, and which grow as the
Reynold’s number increases. These growing solutions are of particular note and we
will have more to say about them later when we compare them to our numerical
results.

Despite all this work, the controversy between the conjectures of Batchelor
and Stewartson has not been completely resolved. Numerical solutions of both
Batchelor and Stewartson type have been reported for v = 0. For v = —1 a
solution of Stewartson type has been found both numerically [37,43,11] and ana-
lytically [32], but none of Batchelor type has been found.

Owing to the great number of solution branches and the complexity of the so-
lution surface, this problem provides an ideal test for the fold continuation method
described in Chapter 1. Here, using fold continuation to aide in its calculation and
description, we have carried out a complete investigation of the solution surface
for R < 1000. In addition to providing independent confirmation of most of the
results of Szeto, we have been able to resolve the features of the solution surface
much more accurately than heretofore possible, located folds and solutions not
previously reported, and have completely described the structure of the solution
surface.

In the next section we will formulate the problem and describe the numerical
procedure used to integrate the differential equations. Then we will present the

methods used to map out the solution surface and describe its structure. Finally,
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we will indicate the locations of the solutions found by the previous investigators

of this problem.

2.2 Problem Formulation

We consider the flow between two infinite, rotating, coaxial disks. Let d be
the disk spacing so that in the cylindrical coordinates (r,8,z) the lower disk lies
in the plane z = 0 and the upper disk in the plane z = d. The angular velocity of
the lower disk will be denoted by {2, and that of the upper disk by §1,. The disk
speed ratio is v = 0, /Q,. We non-dimensionalize the Navier-Stokes equations by
dividing r and z by d, the velocities by ,d, and the pressure by p(02,d)?, where
p is the density. We define the Reynold’s number as R = 1, d? /v, where v is the
kinematic viscosity.

Now we seek a solution to the equations in the form of similarity variables.

Following Szeto [43] we assume
uy = f(2), u, = —rf'(2)/2, ug = rg(z). (2.2.1)

When these are substituted into the Navier-Stokes equations we obtain

f”/l — R[fflll _+_ 4ggll

(2.2.2)
¢"=R[fg' —4qf],

where all quantities are now non-dimensional, so that the upper disk lies on 2z = 1.
The boundary conditions are u, =u, =0,us=1at z=0and u, = u, =0,

ug = v at 2 = 1. In terms of the similarity variables, these become

(2.2.3)
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As defined above, all solutions to this problem lie in the region —1 < v < 1,
since any solution with a value of ~ such that |y| > 1 is equivalent to a solution
with || < 1; this just corresponds to an interchange of the disks. To make this

correspondence precise we quote a result due to Szeto [43]:

Lemma 2.2.4 Denote a solution of (2.2.2-2.2.3) with v # 0 by
S =[f(2),9(2),R,y, on 0<z<1].

Then

where ¢ =1—2, R = 1[R, 4 = 1/%, f(¢) = —f(2)/ 11| and §(¢) = —g(2)/~ is also

a solution.

Lemma 2.2.4 will play a very important part in obtaining a complete picture
of the solution surface. As we shall see later, the solution surface consists of several
disconnected sheets which cannot be obtained from one another by continuation
in R or . Nevertheless, these sheets can be linked together, and the links are
provided by Lemma 2.2.4.

The key to this is obtained by studying the special cases v = +1. For 7 = 1,
S and § represent two distinct solutions unless f(z) is antisymmetric and g(z) is
symmetric about z = 1/2. For v = —1 the solutions are distinct unless both f(z)
and g¢(z) are antisymmetric. If the appropriate symmetry conditions hold for a
given solution, we sh;ill simply say that the solution is symmetric. If they do not
hold, then we shall say the solution is antisymmetric, and in this case all we need
do is apply Lemma 2.2.4 and we will obtain a new solution.

To make Lemma 2.2.4 more useful when viewing plots of the fluid velocities,
we now restate the result for the special cases v = +1. Namely, fory =1 § and §

represent two distinct solutions unless the axial velocity is antisymmetric and both
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the radial and angular velocities are symmetric about z = 1/2. For v = —1 the
solutions are distinct unless both the axial and angular velocities are antisymmetric
and the radial velocity is symmetric.

In order to use continuation methods to trace out the solution surface, we

need a starting solution. Szeto [43] has pointed out the trivial solutions

f(2) =0, g¢g(z) =14 (y-1)z, for R = 0, ~ arbitrary (2.2.5a)

f(z) =0, g¢(z) =1, for v = 1, R arbitrary. (2.2.5D)

Note that (2.2.5b) just represents rigid body rotation.

To solve (2.2.2) we introduce the variable A = f”. This allows us to rewrite
(2.2.2) as a second order system of ordinary differential equations. Keller and
Pereyra [22] have shown that it is more efficient to solve a system of this form
as a second order system rather than converting it to a larger first order system.

Therefore, the system we will be solving is

" =RI[fh + 4g4'] '
f'=h (2.2.6)
¢"=RI[fg' —9g/],

with the boundary conditions (2.2.3) left unchanged.

Keller and Pereyra [22] have also indicated that, in order to keep the difference
scheme as compact as possible for an even order system, one needs to use a mesh
which overlaps the solution interval. Thus, we set up the mesh by dividing the
interval [—Az/2, 1 + Az/2] into J equal subintervals, where Az = 1/(J — 1). We
write the difference equations about the endpoints of the subintervals. Standard
three-point formulae are used to approximate first and second derivatives of inte-

rior mesh points. The boundary conditions at z = 0 and z = 1 are approximated
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by using the mesh points y = 0,7 =1and y = J — 1, j = J, respectively, aver-
aging for function values and differencing for derivatives. Thus, the discretization

of (2.2.6, 2.2.3) is

%(fl +f0) =0
Zl_z(fl —fo) =0 (2:2.7)
%(gl +go) =1

hjir —2h; +hj_, hjir — hj_y gj+1 — Gj—1
—R|fi—————" 44,2 " 1 =0
AZ? fs 2Az +49; 2Az2
f'+1 - 2fj + f‘—l
! T = —h; =0 (2.2.8)
gi+1 — 2gj + g5 g5+1 — G5 fj+1 - fj—;
—R|f _Symr L JiH U1 g
AZ? ['fJ 2Az 97 "5A%
1
3 (fo+fs-1)=0
1
E (fJ had fJ--l) = 0 (229)
1
(97 +95-1) =7

2

This, then, is the equation G(u, A, 7) = 0 to which we apply fold continuation
and pseudo-arclength continuation. Here, v = (ko, fo,90,-..,hJ, fJ,gJ)T, A=R
and 7 = 7. In the results that follow, a value of J = 400 has been used most of
the time. For a few of the solutions, J = 200 proved sufficient, while for those on

top of fold L, J = 800 was necessary.

2.3 The Solution Surface
Now we describe the solution surface and the techniques used to map it out.

Figure 2.1 is a plot of the (R,7)-plane showing the folds found in the solution
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Figure 2.1. A plot of the folds in the solution surface of the equations describing
the flow between rotating, coaxial disks.



-39-

surface of (2.2.6). Each fold has been labeled by an upper or lower case letter.
The picture is quite involved as it depicts the structure of six different sheets of
solutions.

At this point we clarify what is meant by a sheet of solutions. For the moment
we revert to general terminolgy. Let (A,7) € (2, a subset of RxIR. Then, a solution
sheet is defined to be a connected set in IB x R?, each element of which is a solution
of G(u,A,7) = 0. Thus, any solution is a member of one, and only one, solution
sheet. Moreover, two solutions are on the same sheet if and only if either can be
found from the other by continuation.

The numerical technique to trace out the solution sheet to which a given
solution belongs, then, is straightforward. First, since we can only perform the
calculation over a finite region of space, we define boundaries for the sheet, i.e., we
specify the domain (1. If the parameters A and 7 are restricted to some subset of
the (A,7)-plane, then the boundaries of this domain will provide natural boundaries
for the solution sheet. If this domain is unbounded, we imposed artificial limits
on A and 7 to make it bounded.

Once these boundaries are defined, we begin calculating the solution sheet.
Starting at the given solution, we pick a direction to continue in (A constant, 7
constant, or some combination of the two constant). Then we trace out the solution
curve on either side of the starting solution using pseudo-arclength continuation
to take us to the edges of the domain. This gives us a starting line of solutions
from which we may construct the sheet. (Actual domain boundaries, as well as
the natural boundaries marked by folds, are particularly convenient choices for a
starting line.) Now we construct the sheet by using solutions spaced out along
the starting line as starting points for new lines of solutions, each traced out in a
direction normal to the starting line.

If no singular points are encountered as we trace out these transverse lines of
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solutions, we conclude that the sheet is “flat,” i.e., single-valued. (As we will see
shortly, none of the solution sheets found for the flow between rotating, coaxial
disks is flat.) But, if the solution sheet has any structure at all, we should certainly
expect to encounter singularities. If we are lucky, the singularities will be obvious,
i.e., we pass through a fold or bifurcation point as we trace out the transverse
path. Sometimes, however, singularities are not so obvious.

Fortunately, there are ways to locate them, anyway. For instance, we may
have noticed a point of inflection in the solution path as one of the transverse paths
was traced out. This could be just an inflection point; but on the other hand, it
could be an indication that two folds nearby have coalesced, forming a cusp (see
fig. 2.2). We can check this out in two ways. First, we can add more transverse
paths next to the one with the inflection point. If two folds coalesce nearby, we
will pass through them or a pitchfork bifurcation point on a neighboring path. We

have used this method to locate folds B and C (see fig. 2.1).

(a) (b) (c) Inflection point:

Figure 2.2. As one of the parameters, say =, varies, two folds coalesce and the
result is an inflection point in the solution path.

Alternatively, we can try continuing solutions from the two neighboring trans-
verse paths across the path with the point of inflection. If a cusp lies in either
region between the transverse paths, continuation from one path across to the other

will generate a solution different from that originally calculated for the path. This
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1 =703 \ v =-0.35
[
S
~v=—-04
v=-04

Figure 2.3. Two different solutions are obtained at the same point in
the (R,v)-plane by continuing to that point on different paths. This
indicates that a cusp is present between the two paths. The cross-
sections of the solution surface sketched at the right show how the
solution from the top path () is distinct from the solution obtained
by taking the bottom path (e).

method was used by Szeto [43] to locate the cusps between folds B and C. Szeto
had calculated transverse paths for v = —0.4 and v = —0.3 without encountering
any folds. But by continuing from R = 500, v = —0.4 to R = 500, v = —0.3, he
obtained a different solution than he found for this point on the transverse path.
Fold C was then found by continuing in decreasing R (see fig. 2.3).

Once a fold is found, we use the techniques of Chapter 1 to trace it out. If
there are no cusps along the fold path, then the fold just marks the edge of two
subsheets: one “above” the fold and the other “below.” We map these out just
as if they were disconnected sheets, using the sheet boundaries as the other edges
for these subsheets.

If there is a cusp, the picture is a little more involved. We divide the sheet into

subsheets by imposing a straight artificial boundary along the line bisecting the
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cusp (that is, bisecting its projection onto the (A,r)-plane). On this dividing line,
the solution path has a pitchfork bifurcation point at the cusp (see fig. 2.4b). Thus,
the cusp marks the transition from one solution to three solutions. If we consider
a solution path on either side of this dividing line, we see a main solution path
(the continuation of the single solution path past the cusp) and another solution
path, with a fold, which only exists on the “three solution side” of the cusp. (This
phenomenon is called perturbed bifurcation; see Keener and Keller [14].) So, on
each side of the dividing line, we will have three subsheets: the subsheet containing
the main solution path, and the two above and below the fold (see figs. 2.4a and

2.4c). We treat each of these just as if they were new sheets to map out.

-l
. T

Figure 2.4a. Solution Figure 2.4b. Solution Figure 2.4c. Solution
paths on one side of the path on the dividing paths on the other side
dividing line of the cusp. line. of the dividing line.

If the singularity found on a transverse path is a bifurcation point instead
of a fold, then we do not expect it to be stable to perturbations in the problem
parameters. Thus, there usually is not a path of singular points to be traced out.
So we proceed by using the transverse path as a dividing line between subsheets. If
the singular point is a pitchfork bifurcation, then the situation is exactly as above
for the cusp; in fact, we have just been lucky enough to have selected a transverse
path which bisects a cusp.

If the singular point is a transverse bifurcation point (fig. 2.5b), then the
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situation is different on each side of the transverse path. On one side, we have
two solution paths, neither of which has a fold (locally, at least). Each of these
is a separate subsheet, and the transverse path marks one edge of each subsheet
(fig. 2.5a). On the other side, there are also two solution paths, but each has a
fold (fig. 2.5c). Thus, there are four subsheets on this side, with the transverse
path marking one edge for all of them. One fold marks an edge for one pair of the
subsheets, and the other fold an edge for the other pair. As before, we proceed by

mapping out each subsheet separately.

~_

N

Figure 2.5a. Solution Figure 2.5b. Solu- Figure 2.5c.  Solution

paths on one side of
the transverse bifurca-
tion. Each path is the
edge of a subsheet.

tion path which contains
the transverse bifurca-
tion point.

paths on the other side
of the transverse bifur-
cation. Due to the two
folds, we see the edges of

four subsheets.

This mapping out process is continued until the solution sheet consists only
of single-valued subsheets. When this has been accomplished, the sheet has been
completely mapped out. We now present the results of this process for each of the
sheets found in the solution surface for the flow between rotating, coaxial disks.

For sheet one we will describe the process in detail.

2.3.1 Sheet One
The first solution sheet we encounter is that which contains the trivial solu-

tions (2.2.5a) and (2.2.5b). v = £1 are natural boundaries for this sheet, as well
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as all the others. R = 0 is also a natural boundary for this sheet. To restrict the
computations to a finite domain, we chose R = 1000 as the remaining boundary.

Figure 2.6 shows the folds in sheet one. In fig. 2.7 we show sketches of the
cross-sections of this sheet. We have not specified an ordinate for these sketches.
It is meant to be some norm or projection of the solution, but we have not used
any actual mapping since all those that we tried allowed solution branches to cross
each other, resulting in much less clear pictures. The abscissa in these sketches is
the Reynold’s number, R. In order to make the structure of the solution branches
clearer, some features have been exaggerated, so the horizontal scale is not linear.
Thus, this axis is not labeled either. The value of the Reynold’s number at all the
folds depicted in the sketches can be obtained from fig. 2.6, however.

Since solutions on the lines R = 0 and 4 = 1 are known, we can use either as
the starting line. Following Szeto [43], we have chosen R = 0. We select starting
points for the transverse paths at v = .1:, ¢ = —10,...,10. For v = —1, we
encounter a pitchfork bifurcation at R = 119.8 (see fig. 2.7h). This gives rise to
the main branch subsheet (which has the same boundaries as sheet one) and the
two subsheets forming the top and bottom of fold A (see fig. 2.7g). By continuing
a short distance onto the upper branch emanating from the bifurcation point,
and then continuing in increasing -y, we locate a point on fold A from which we
may start the fold continuation. Fold A runs from the bifurcation point out to
R = 1000 with v monotonically approaching 0. It seems reasonable to conjecture
that t}-le fold approaches v = 0 asymptotically as R — co. We have verified that
this is the case as far as R = 3000. Both subsheets making up the top and bottom
of fold A are single-valued for R < 1000.

The next place we encounter some structure in sheet one is between the
transversal paths for v = —.4 and 4y = —.3 An inflection point is noted in the path

for v = —.4, and by choosing v = —.35 we find the two fold points that “caused”



o
v
/
y//y//

Y

N
\
\

O=ec+D W AMAOWUW XU~
i i

RN
N\

Y

el / ]
- [ ? r

- e - -
]/ |

-1.0 J 1 }. i A 1 SV | 1 i A L 't L " L A L i
0 100 200 300 400 S00 600 700 800 900 1000

Reynold's Number R
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Figure 2.7. A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet one.
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(b) v = —0.0172

(e) v =—0.15 A Q

main

Xl

Figure 2.7 (cont.). A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet one.
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(f) v = —0.35

C
main ’53 B

(g) v=-06

main

main A, 7
\‘

FC_

Figure 2.7 (cont.). A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet one.

it (see fig. 2.7f). From these two points we trace out folds B and C, which meet at
a cusp. Following the above discussion we partition the main branch (sub) sheet
into three subsheets on each side of the dividing line bisecting this cusp. One
subsheet on either side of the dividing line is just half of the main branch (sub)
sheet. The remaining subsheets make up the tops and bottoms of folds B and C.

Each of these four subsheets, as well as the half of the main branch (sub) sheet on
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the “fold B side” of the dividing line, is single-valued.

We now have just the “fold C side” half of the main branch (sub) sheet to
map out. The only place we have a hint of structure is between v = —.1 and v = 0.
Putting in extra transverse paths does not do much good, but by continuing the
solution on the v = 0 transverse path at R = 300 to ¥ = —.1, and then continuing
in decreasing R, we encounter fold F (see figs. 2.7a—e, noting that fold F never
passes above R =~ 220). Using fold continuation, we are able to trace out folds F
and E and locate folds b and g. We say “locate” here because these two folds are so
small and so close to each other and folds E and F that fold continuation becomes
nearly impossible in this small region. Pseudo-arclength continuation in both the
R- and y-directions can be used to clear up the picture, however, and we are able
to resume fold continuation once we are‘a little bit away from folds b and g.

Since folds b and g are so small, it is impossible to see in fig. 2.1 what is
going on where they meet folds E and F. The structure here is what is called in
catastrophe theory a butterfly [47]. A much bigger example of this phenomenon
occurs for folds I, J, K and L on sheet three (for the butterfly at hand, fold E
corresponds to fold I, g to J, b to K and F to L). Since this butterfly in sheet one
is so small, the net effect it has away from its immediate vicinity is that of a cusp.
A dividing line through the center of the butterfly divides the current subsheet into
two halves, and on either side of the dividing line, two more subsheets, representing
the upper and lower subsheets of folds E and F, are generated.

In the neighborhood of the butterfly, the piéture is more complicated. (As
a first resort, consult the pictures, not the words.) We begin dissecting the local
geometry by drawing a dividing line which bisects the cusp where folds b and g
meet (fig. 2.7c is a sketch of the solution branches in the cross-section taken along
this dividing line). On one side of this line (fig. 2.7b) is a tiny subsheet with

edges at folds F and b. In the discussion of cusps above, we would have called
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this the “bottom of fold b” subsheet. Matters are complicated by the fact that
this subsheet almost immediately folds over, which divides the “bottom of fold b”
subsheet into two subsheets: one is really just the bottom of fold b; the other is the
bottom of fold F, which was mentioned above when we considered the net effect
of the butterfly. Back to the three subsheets on this side of the dividing line: The
top of fold b is the part of the curve heading toward R = 0. This is part of what
we have been calling the main branch (sub) sheet. The third subsheet generated
on this side of the cusp is the bottom of fold E, which we have already mentioned
above. A similar story holds for the other side of the dividing line (fig. 2.7d) with
the tiny subsheet now having edges on folds E and g. For a good picture of a
butterfly, see [47], p. 338.

All of the subsheets in the last two paragraphs are single-valued, so we have
completed mapping out sheet one. In order to find more solutions, we must locate
new sheets. To do this we make use of Lemma 2.2.4. In the discussion to follow,
we will be speaking about solution branches. Here, by solution branch we shall
mean a connected set of solutions, for a given cross-section of a solution sheet,
the endpoints of which are marked by the boundaries of the sheet or by singular
points. Thus, fig. 2.7h shows six solution branches.

Recalling the mapping defined in Lemma 2.2.4, we see that it is one-to-one,
onto and smooth. Thus, when applied to the solution branches of sheet one at
4 = %1, the resulting solution branches have the same structure as they did in
sheet one. That is, folds map to folds, bifurcation points to bifurcation points,
and the solution branches connect to each other just as they do in figs. 2.7a and
2.7Th. Therefore, we only need to apply Lemma 2.2.4 at one point on each solution
branch, and we can minimize the amount of work we need to do by mapping the
solution points that have the most branches in common, i.e., singular points.

As an example, for v = 1, depicted in fig. 2.7a, we need to map three points:
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the two folds and any point on the main solution branch. In this case the main
solution branch is symmetric, so the transformation in Lemma 2.2.4 will only give
us back these same solutions. The folds, however, are antisymmetric and from
them we obtain new solutions: Fold C maps to fold h on sheet two, and fold E
maps to fold G on sheet three. For v = —1, which is shown in fig. 2.7h, we need
only do two mappings: one at the bifurcation point and one at the fold. In this
case, the bifurcation point is symmetric. But the fold is not, and the mapping
gives us a new fold. In fact, this turns out to be fold G, which we probably could
have surmised since we can continue along fold F, through folds b and g, and end
up on fold E, which is mapped to fold G.

With no more solutions to which we need to apply Lemma 2.2.4, we are ready

to move onto sheet two.

2.3.2 Sheet Two

Figure 2.8 shows the folds in solution sheet two. The cross-sections of this
sheet are sketched in fig. 2.9.

As mentioned above, we obtain a starting solution for sheet two by applying
Lemma 2.2.4 to Fold C at v = 1. The new solution obtained is on fold h, which
is barely visible in fig. 2.8. Using fold continuation, we trace out fold h to the
cusp where it meets fold D. Continuing through this cusp we trace out fold D to
R = 1000.

The presence of the cusp indicates that there are at least three solutions on
this sheet for any values of R and 4 lying to the right of fold h and above fold D
(i.e., on the three solution side of the cusp). At any given point two of these will
just be the top and bottom of one of these folds. The third solution is what we
have called the main branch of the cusp. In addition to being the third solution

branch on this side of the cusp, it is also the only solution branch on the other
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Figure 2.9. A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet two.
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(b) 7 = 0.9973
h
H
(c) v =0.995
(d) y=10.9
H D

(e) y=0.5

Figure 2.9 (cont.). A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet two.
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side. Continuing it on the one solution side, we find fold H. This fold is a natural
boundary for sheet two. Its presence indicates that another subsheet of solutions,
that on the bottom of fold H, exists. This bottom subsheet turns out to be flat, so
sheet two simply consists of the flat lower subsheet and the upper subsheet, which
is comprised of the cusp and its requisite subsheets.

Since the structure of this sheet is very simple, the only features of particular
note, other than the cusp where folds h and D meet, are the hyperbolic point near
R = 300 and the isola near R = 950, both on fold D (and both with respect to R).
As can be seen in fig. 2.9b, the hyperbolic point is just a transverse bifurcation for
~ held fixed. Changing < by a small positive amount perturbs the hyperbolic point
into two branches (the bottom of fold h and the top of fold H) with no (local) folds
(fig. 2.9a). Perturbing in the other direction breaks the hyperbolic point in'to four
branches (fig. 2.9c). The isola just indicates that the fold is bending back towards
~ = 1. Thus, it is unclear whether this fold eventually asymptotes to v = 0 as

fold H appears to do.

2.3.3 Sheet Three

Sheet three is the most complex of the solution sheets. Its folds are plotted
in figure 2.10. The cross-sections of this sheet are sketched in fig. 2.11.

A starting solution for this sheet is obtained by using Lemma 2.2.4 either on
fold E at ¥+ = 1 or on fold F at v = —1. Using fold continuation, both choices
result in the tracing out of fold G. This fold, given by, say, R = Ry (n), is a
natural boundary for the two subsheets above and below it. In fact, it is a natural
boundary for the entire sheet, as no other solutions exits for values of R to the
left of this fold. This is also true of all other sheets and subsheets except sheet
one, which leads one to conjecture that the problem has a unique solution for

R < Ru(y) = 57. Note that this fold is not a straight line as it appears to be
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(b) v = 0.1 .
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(e) y=-0.6
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Figure 2.11 (cont.). A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet three.
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Figure 2.11 (cont.). A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet three.
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Figure 2.11 (cont.). A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet three.

in figs. 2.1 and 2.10. R/ (v) = 0 for v ~ .86, and each point on the fold is a

hyperbolic point (with respect to some slice nearly parallel to the y-axis).

Mapping out the subsheet above fold G, we find that it is single-valued. This
is not the case, however, for the bottom of fold G. The butterfly consisting of
folds I, J, K and L is a part of this subsheet. One can trace the development of
the butterfly in figs. 2.11a—e. Figure 2.11a shows the cross-section for « values
above the cusp where folds K and L meet. The picture below the cusp, where
both folds exist, is shown in fig. 2.11b. The cross-sectional slice along the dividing
line of the butterfly, or more precisely, of the cusp of folds J and K, is shown in
fig. 2.11c. Here, we can clearly see the pitchfork bifurcation. The situation on the
other side of this cusp is drawn in fig. 2.11d. Finally, fig. 2.11e depicts the solution

branches for values of 4 below the cusp of folds I and J.
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The rest of the subsheet on the bottom of fold G is flat except in a small
region close to ¥ = —1. Tracing out the transverse path at vy = —1 on the bottom
of fold L, we find a pitchfork bifurcation point at R = 380.5. It turns out that this
point is the center cusp of another butterfly. Only half of the butterfly appears in
~ > —1, however. The folds making up this butterfly in this region are folds M,
N and O (see figs. 2.11j-k).

Since the butterfly is not very big, its existence is only felt in the rest of the
sheet by the presence of the subsheets on the top and bottom of fold M. The top
of fold M is flat. But the bottom behaves just like the top of fold H in sheet two.
There are up to three solutions on this subsheet, all joining at the cusp of folds P
and Q. Just as was the case for fold D, there is a hyperbolic point (with respect to
R) near the cusp. In addition, for larger values of R, there is an isola and another
hyperbolic point.

The last folds we find in the sheet occur on the bottom of fold P. For v = —1
we find folds d and Z at R = 871 and 859, respectively. As v is increased, these
approach each other and coalesce.

This completes the description of sheet three. All that remains now is to uée'
Lemma 2.2.4 to see if any more sheets can be found. Applying this to fold G just
gets us back to sheet one. Fold I is symmetric at v+ = 1, and fold L is symmetric
at v = —1. Similarly, the bifurcation point at R = 380.5 is symmetric. Folds M
and N are antisymmetric. However, they are images of each other under the
transformation in Lemma 2.2.4. It is of interest to note that this was the only
place we found where an antisymmetric solution transformed to another solution
on the same sheet. The remaining folds on this sheet are antisymmetric, and we
find that fold P maps to fold R, fold d maps to fold S, and fold Z maps to fold T,

all on sheet four.
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2.3.4 Sheet Four

Sheet four is another relatively simple sheet. Its folds are plotted in fig. 2.12.
The cross-sections of this sheet are sketched in fig. 2.13.

Tracing out the transverse path on the top of fold R at v+ = —1, we find that
the three new folds obtained are indeed on the same sheet. Figure 2.13e shows
their locations. Unlike folds d and Z from which they were obtained, folds S and
T do not approach each other but instead diverge.

Continuing fold R we find that it extends all the way across to v = 1, having
taken a circuitous route which reaches out as far as R = 1003. Away from v = —1,
the top subsheet is flat. But for v > .4 we find a fold (W) in the bottom subsheet.
The bottom of fold W then extends all the way down to R ~ 350, where we find
fold X. This can be continued back across the domain 1 to v = —1. Its bottom
subsheet is single-valued. )

These are all the folds in sheet four. Applying Lemma 2.2.4 at y = 1, fold R
transforms to fold U, fold W to fold k, and fold X maps to fold V, all on sheet
five. At v+ = —1, fold X maps to fold Y on sheet six, and the rest have been dealt

with before.

2.3.5 Sheets Five and Six

We conclude with sheets five and six, the two simplest sheets. Since they
are both obtained by applying Lemma 2.2.4 to fold X, perhaps there is reason to
consider this as just one sheet. But since they are not actually connected for R
and « in the domain {1, we keep with our convention and classify them as different
sheets. The folds in these sheets are shown in fig. 2.14. Sheet five has ¥ > 0. The
cross-sections of these sheets are shown in figs. 2.15 and 2.16. |

Sheet six merely consists of two flat subsheets: the top and bottom of fold Y.

Sheet five is almost as simple, but the top of fold V has a cusp in it, which generates
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(b) y=0.5
R
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X
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R
x
(d) y=-05
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Figure 2.13 (cont.). A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet four.
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(b) y=0.6

-l

Figure 2.15 (cont.). A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet five.

v

Figure 2.16. A sketch of the cross-sections of sheet six.

two more solutions for 613 < R < 619 and ~ near 1.
All of the folds on these two sheets were found by applying Lemma 2.2.4
to folds on other sheets. Thus, we can generate no more solution sheets by this

technique and so we ‘are finished mapping out the solution surface in R < 1000,

v < 1.
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2.4 Previous Investigations

As was made evident in Section 2.1, there has been a great deal of work
done on this problem. Most of the work, however, has merely involved calculating
solutions at a few isolated R and ~ values. We would now like to show how this
previous work fits into the picture of the solution surface which we described in
Section 2.3. So that the results here may be compared with the work of other
authors, we have collected together the velocity profiles for all the solutions at
R =625 and v = 1, 0 and -1, and these have been presented in the Appendix.

The first studies of this problem were made by by Batchelor and Stewartson.
Both agreed that for v > 0 the angular velocity of the main body of the fluid
should rotate with a speed between those of the two disks. Such solutions are lo-
cated on the main branch of sheet one in fig. 2.7a, and velocity profiles are shown
in figs. A1.5 (v = 1) and A1.10 (y = 0). In the literature this has become known
as the “Batchelor branch.” For 4 < 0 Batchelor predicted a solution in which the
main body of the fluid would be divided into two regions of nearly constant angular
velocity, separated from the disks and each other by three boundary layers. Stew-
artson disagreed, saying that, outside of boundary layers on the disks, the fluid
should have no angular velocity. Solutions of this form do indeed exist on sheet one
(Stewartson, in fact, obtained them experimentally) and are found on the bottom
of fold E in figs. 2.7a—b, which has been called the “Stewartson branch,” on the
bottom of fold A in figs. 2.7e-g, and on the main branch in fig. 2.7h. The velocity
profiles are shown in figs. A1.9 and Al1.12. No solutions of the type Batchelor
predicted were found.

The majority of the work following Batchelor and Stewartson has been nu-
merical. Lance and Rogers calculated solutions on the main branch (the solution
branch extending from R = 0) of sheet one for various values of R and ~. Pearson

calculated steady state solutions from the time-dependent equations. He calcu-
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lated solutions on the main branch of sheet one for v = 0 (see fig. 2.7a) and for
values of R up to 1000 (fig. A1.10). For v = —1 and R = 1000 he calculated the
solution on the main bifurcation branch of fig. 2.7h. Velocity profiles are shown
in fig. A1.12. He also calculated solutions for R = 100 for values of ~ from -1 to
-0.04. These are on the main branch of fig. 2.7g, and, if R had been continued
to larger values, they would be on the lower bifurcation branch of fig. 2.7h. See
fig. A1.13 for the velocity profiles of these solutions.

Mellor, Chapple and Stokes appear to have been the first investigators to
calculate solutions off sheet one. They report two-cell solutions for v = 0 and
Reynold’s number between 58 and 72, which corresponds to solutions on the bot-
tom of fold G in fig. 2.11d, but did not show the solution profiles in [34]. We have
plotted the velocities for the continuation of this solution branch out to R = 625
in fig. A1.25. They also calculated solutions on sheet one. In addition to the main
‘branch, they obtained solutions on the top and bottom of fold E (see fig. 2.7a). The
velocity profiles of these two solutions are shown in figs. A1.8 and Al.9, respec-
tively. Furthermore, they report calculating a three-cell solution branch. From
their sketch of a typical three-cell solution, we may infer that these were on the
bottom of fold C in fig. 2.7a (the velocities are plotted in fig. A1.7). Nguyen, et
al. also calculated solutions on the main branch of sheet one and on the bottom of
fold E for v = 0, and Wilson and Schryer, integrating the time-dependent equa-
tions, obtained solutions for R up to 10,000 for the main branch and the top of
fold E.

In their first paper, Holodniok, Kubi¢ek and Hlavdéek calculated five solution
branches for v = 0.8: three on sheet one and two on sheet two (see figs. 2.7a and
fig. 2.9a). They calculated for various values of R up to 625, and at this Reynold’s
number their solutions correspond to the main branch and the top and bottom of

fold C on sheet one, and to the top of fold h and bottom of fold H on sheet two
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(figs. A1.5, A1.1, A1.2, A1.16 and A1.19, respectively).

In their second paper, Holodniok, et al. once again presented results for R =
625, but this time they used continuation in « and plotted results for the values 1,
0 and -1. For v = 1 they calculated 12 of the 17 solutions we have found. These
include all five on sheet one (figs. A1.1-5), all four on sheet two (figs. A1.16-19),
and three of the four on sheet three (figs. A1.20-21 and A1.23). The bottom
of fold I, as well as all solutions on sheets four and five, were not calculated.
They calculated 8 of our 11 solutions for ¥ = 0. These are the five on sheet one
(figs. A1.6-10) and three on sheet three (figs. A1.24-25 and A1.27). The top of
fold L in fig. 2.11d was not calculated (see fig. A1.26) as well as the two solutions
on sheet four (figs. A1.38-39). Finally, for v = —1 they calculated 14 of the 19
solutions we have calculated. These are all five on sheet one (figs. A1.11-15), all
but the top of fold L (cf. fig. 2.11k) on sheet three (figs. A1.28-29 and A1.31-35)
and two (the top and bottom of fold R in fig. 2.13e) on sheet four (figs. A1.40-41).
The two other solutions on sheet four and the two on sheet six were not found.

In observing the solutions obtained by Holodniok, et al., one quickly notices
that the number of soiutions found for a given value of v was always even. This
fact demonstrates the necessity of calculating the solution sheets of a problem, or
at least of being completely aware of them, because an even number of solutions
implies that either the solution at R = 0 is not unique, or there exists another
solution yet to be found. In either case further investigations would be needed.

The only previous investigator to use the approach of mapping out the solu-
tion surface was Szeto, and, in fact, the present work was modeled after his study.
Szeto’s plot of the folds in the solution surface is much like that presented here
in fig. 2.1. But there are some major differences. First, there is no indication of
the presence of sheets five and six as he did not find folds k, Q, V, X and Y. The

only indication that sheet four exists is the presence of two partial fold paths near
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v = —1 and R ~ 650, which are the images of each other under the transformation
in Lemma 2.2.4. One infers that these are folds P and R, but neither is continued
beyond v &~ —.9. Also, there is no indication of fold h or the cusp where it meets
fold D.

The power one is afforded by the use of fold continuation is made evident by
comparing the structure obtained here for the butterfly I,J,K,L to that in Szeto’s
plot. Using only pseudo-arclength continuation, he did not find the cusp where
folds J and K meet, and concluded that there was a single fold running from
~ = —1 along fold L, meeting fold I smoothly and continuing on fold I to v = 1.
This left folds J and K and the remaining parts of folds I and L (near their cusps)
as one big structure, which resembles a pair of lips. Using fold continuation, we
have seen that this is actually a butterfly, and that the structure of sheet three
is quite different than that depicted by Szeto. In addition, the butterfly in sheet
one, which we found by fold continuation, was also missed.

The only real discrepancies between the two plots are the presence of two
partial fold paths where folds L and O meet v = —1, and an extra half butterfly
near fold O which we do not have. Szeto claims that the partial fold path meeting
fold L was obtained by applying Lemma 2.2.4 to fold L. But we have found that
the solution there is symmetric and so cannot generate another fold. The extra
half butterfly is claimed to be on one of the subsheets of this partial fold, and the
other partial fold is obtained from the half butterfly. We have not been able to
resolve these differences.

This brings us to the asymptotic studies. Fig. A1.12 shows a solution (on the
main bifurcation branch of sheet one) which matches exactly the description of
the solution whose e;(istence was proved by McLeod and Parter and the solution
found asymptotically by Matkowsky and Siegmann. This solution is also typical

of the solutions described by Kreiss and Parter in their first paper [25]: namely,
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the axial velocity decays at least as fast as R™!/? and the angular velocity tends
to a constant away from layers at the disks. There are numerous other examples
of this type of solution, for example, figs. A1.2, A1.8, A1.9, A1.10, A1.19.

In [27] Kreiss and Parter describe solutions to equations (2.2.2) which Szeto
has called “large amplitude solutions.” They do this by rescaling the variables so
that the solutions are bounded bﬁt the disk speeds tend to zero as R — co. They
found that for sufficiently large R, the axial and angular velocities would consist of
any number of cosine shaped humps. Moreover, in the limit of infinite Reynold’s
number, the axial velocity would be of only one sign, and the humps in the angular
velocity would alternate sign. Several examples of these types of solutions are
shown in appendix Al: one hump solutions are shown in figs. A1.4, A1.14, A2.20,
Al1.24, A1.26 and A1.28; two hump solutions are found in figs. A1.36-39 and
Al1.42-46.

There are some solutions, however, which could be contrary to Kreiss and
Parter’s results. The two hump solutions in figs. A1.22, A1.30 and A1.32 do not
have axial velocities of only one sign. The same is true of the three hump solutions
in figs. A1.34, A1.35, A1.40 and Al1.41. This could, of course, be a result of the
fact that these solutions are shown for a finite Reynold’s number, one which may
not be sufficiently large for the results of Kreiss and Parter to apply. On the other
hand, these solutions could be the result of insufficient numerical resolution in the
neighborhood of the zeroes of the axial velocity. The results of Kreiss and Parter
indicate that the solutions may be extremely sensitive to errors in these regions,
and overshoot could cause a hump to “flip over” to the incorrect sign, resulting
in solutions which are not of one sign. If this were the case, though, one would
not necessarily expect the same sign flippings to occur when different numerical
methods are applied to the equations. However, these solutions were also found

by either Szeto or Holodniok, et al.
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To resolve these questions it will be necessary to employ a numerical scheme
which will be able to greatly increase the resolution of these solutions in the
neighborhoods of the axial velocity zeroes. As the code we used to calculate these
solutions was only designed to work with uniform meshes, we have only been able
to increase resolution by adding more points uniformly throughout the interval,
and this has produced no changes in the results. In the future, this problem will

have to be solved using a code designed to use nonuniform meshes.
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Part II: Equilibrium Chaos
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CHAPTER 3

Equilibrium Chaos

We consider two examples of differential equations with free parameters whose
solution paths exhibit an infinite number of folds. In observing the behavior
of these solution paths, as well as that for the von Karmdn swirling flows [29],
Keller [21] conjectured that, like the period doubling in the Lorenz map [31], the
ratios of the parameter values at these folds approach definite limits, and he termed
this behavior “equilibrium chaos.” Here, we show that his conjecture was indeed

correct for the examples presented here and we determine these limits analytically.

3.1 The Bratu Problem

The first example is the Bratu Problem:

n—1

u, +ue* =0 3.1.1a
( )

ur(0) = u(1) = 0. (3.1.1b)

This equation was studied by Bratu [2] and more recently by Gel’fand [8] as
a model for the thermal self-ignition of chemically reacting gases inside an n-
dimensional spherical vessel. In his paper Gel ‘fand considered the physical values
n = 1,2,37and sought the number of solutions to the problem for each value of p.

Here we will follow Joseph and Lundgren [13] and not restrict n.
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Following Gel‘fand we define v = n — 1, u = 2A%, £ = r/), and when these

are substituted into (3.1.1), we obtain

124

Uge + E'U,5 +2e* =0 (3.1.2&)
ue(0) = 0 (3.1.2b)
w(A) = 0. (3.1.2¢)

In order to study the character of the solutions of (3.1.2), we turn to the phase

plane. To make the equation autonomous we introduce the transformation

u=v—2In¢ (3.1.3a)

n=In¢g (3.1.3b)
which, when substituted into (3.1.2a) yields
Vgn + (¥ — 1)vy — 2(r — 1) + 2¢” = 0. (3.1.4)

This lends itself to phase plane analysis most easily after one more transformation.

We let
z=e" = £2e¥ (3.1.5)

and

%= v, (3.1.6)
Then (3.1.4) becomes
Yp+(w—1)p—2(v—-1)+22=0.
Using z, = v,e” = 1z, we obtain the first order system

Yp=2(v—-1)—(v-1)p — 22 (3.1.7a)

zy = Yz. (3.1.7b)
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This system has two singular points. Linearization about ¥ = 2, z = 0 shows
that this is a saddle point for » > 1. When we linearize about the other singular

point at ¥ = 0, z = v — 1, we obtain the eigenvalues

_ugliv%ugl)f_%u_n

which means that this is a stable spiral (focus) point for 1 < v < 9, and a saddle

point for v <1 or v > 9.
In order to solve (3.1.2), we need to find a trajectory for which the boundary

conditions u¢(0) = 0 and »(A) = 0 hold. In terms of the new variables

du_dudn_fiﬁl_ [dv_z}l

d¢ ~ dnd¢  dn&  |dn ¢
_y-2
¢
Therefore, u¢ = 0 along ¥ = 2. Now £ = 0 corresponds to = —oo0, so to have

ug(0) = 0, we need a trajectory which tends to ¢ = 2 as the independent variable
n tends to —oco. But this is just the trajectory emanating from the saddle point in
the positive z direction (we are only interested in real values of v, so z = ¢* > 0).
Figure 3.1 shows this trajectory which spirals into the focus for 1 < v < 9.

We still need to satisfy the last boundary condition (3.1.2¢c). But using (3.1.5)
we see that this just requires that the trajectory intersect the line z = A? when
n =In A, and due to the translation invariance of the autonomous system (3.1.7),
we are guaraﬁteed that there is a solution for which n = In) at the point of
intersection.

Now, if we label the intersection points of the trajectory with the z-axis as
21, Z2y Z3, ..., Zo0, Where the index increases as 7 increases and 2z, is the focus
(see fig. 3.1), we can immediately see that (3.1.2) has no solutions for A > \/z;

since the trajectory lies to the left of 2z, (note that z, = ¢z =0 at 2;). As A is
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Figure 3.1. The trajectory emanating from the saddle point at 3 = 2,
z = 0 is the only one for which the boundary condition (3.1.2b) is
satisfied.

decreased, we find that the number of intersections of the line z = A? with the
trajectory will jump by two as each 2; is crossed; for z > zo, = v — 1, the jumps
will be positive, and for z < z., the jumps will be negative. From this we see
that each z; corresponds to a fold in the solution curve of (3.1.2), and the value

of A at each fold is given by A; = \/z;. The solution curve is plotted in fig. 3.2.

The accumulation of these folds about the value Ao, = /v — 1 bears a strik-
ing resemblance to the accumulation of the period doubling bifurcations in the
Lorenz map. It was this that led Keller to the conjecture that the ratio of the
spacings between folds approaches a limit and to question whether that limit is
“universal.” To address these matters we look at the equation for the trajectory

in the neighborhood of the spiral point. Linearizing about the spiral point, we
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obtain the system
z:, = (v—1)¢'

Yy =—22"— (v - 1)¢’

where z/ = 2z — (v — 1) and ¢/ = ¢ — 0. The eigenvalues of the coefficient matrix

1-v 1-v\?
GO

and if we use polar coordinates r2 = ¢’ + 2’*, © = tan™! (¢'/2'), the solution of

above are

the linearized system may be written as (cf. [35])
r=C, exp{(5'1 + S;)n/2}
o =[(5: = S)(n+ Cz)] /24,

Eliminating n yields

r o= Cexp{(31 + Sz)iSO/(Sl - SZ)}

Defining 8 = /(n — 2)/(10 — n), we can write a sequence of the intersection points

2; as
zi=v—1+ Ce?m

Zipa =V —1 + CeP2rii—1

Zi+4 =V — ]. + CeﬁZﬂ'(i—Q)
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Therefore, the ratio of the spacings between folds on one side of Ao is

1/2 1/2

/\i - A1.'-41-2 _ 25 242
A — X 1/2 1/
142 i+4 Ziia ita

WV —1+4CePP™ —/u — 1+ Cefrti-1)
VU =14 CePPri—l —\/y — 1+ CePrrmii=2)

\/1+ Cebami - \/1+ -eBami=)
\/]_ e:@z‘ﬂ'(1 1) \/1 + eﬂzw(i—z) .
For large 7 this gives
Ai — Aige eP2mi _ gf2m(i—1) 1 — e—287
/\i+2 _ )‘i+4 ~ ePem(i—1) _ ef2m(i—2) - e—zﬁ‘w (1 _— e—z,@w)
— 821rﬁ
Therefore,
A — A n=3 .
ERAUREA | NP Vi s as ¢t — 0o. (3.1.8)

Aitz — Aisa
Thus, for those values of n for which a spiral point exists in the phase plane
(2 < n < 10), we obtain an infinite sequence of folds in the solution curve, and the
ratios of the spacings between folds approaches the limit in (3.1.8). We have used
the box scheme and pseudo-arclength continuation to solve (3.1.1) numerically.
The resulting folds are plotted in fig. 3.2.
Similarly, one can also find that

Ai — A n=3 )
__._1___1'__’1_ —_ ....e’r 10 —-n as 1 — 0.

)\i+1 - /\i+2
To see how fast these limits are approached we have calculated several of
the )A;’s for the case of a spherical vessel (n = 3). In this case the limiting
value is €2™/V7 = 10.74908703 for the one-sided limit and its negative square root
—e™/V7T = —3.278580032 using folds on both sides of Ao = 1. The ratios are

presented in Table 3.1 where we have defined

/\2i—1 - /\2i+1

and R; = Ai ~ Ain

A?i-i—l - A2i+3 Ai+1 - )\i+2

A,;_:‘
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Figure 3.2. A plot of the value at zero of solutions of the Bratu problem as a
function of A. The folds are labeled by the values A;, where A, = 2 is the limiting
value. Spacing between the folds approaches the value given in equation (3.1.8).
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i A; R;

1 12.31121336 -3.73063

2 10.89192609 -3.149978

3 10.76236061 -3.318577627

4 10.75032171 -3.266454742

5 10.74920190 -3.282285217

6 10.7490977 -3.277450264

7 10.749088 -3.278924883

8 10.74909 -3.278474943

9 -3.278612087
10 -3.278570255
11 -3.278583014
o0 10.74908703 -3.278580032

Table 3.1. A study of the approach of the single-sided (A;) and double-
sided (R;) fold spacing ratios to their limiting values for the Bratu
problem in n = 3 dimensions.

Values of A; accurate to 16 figures were used to compile this table. Significant
figures are lost in the calculation of A; for + > 6 due to the differencing, so the

ratios for ¢ > 8 are not shown.

3.2 Buckling of Circular Membranes

Clearly, the results of Section 3.1 rely upon the presence of a stable focus
in the phase plane of the differential equation. So any equation which possesses
similar behavior in its phase plane will give rise to this same limiting behavior.
As a second example, consider the generalization of the equation describing the
equilibrium states of a circular shallow elastic membrane whose surface is subject
to an axisymmetric pressure and edge thrusts [23]:

d2u+n—1du+ APy
dr? r dr  (1-au)f!

=0 (3.2.1a)



< 00 (3.2.1Db)

u(1) = (3.2.1¢)

where 4 >0, 0 > 1.

The study of (3.2.1) is similar to that done for (3.1.1) above. Following

Kosecoff [23] we introduce the transformation

z=Inr (3.2.2a)
v(z) = (1 — au)r? (3.2.2b)

where
y=—(u+2)/8<0. (3.2.3)

Substituting (3.2.2) into (3.2.1a) we obtain

d? d
e rr2-m B sy r2zmmp - —0. (324)

Letting¢d =v+2—-n=4—(n—2) = _%‘_2 — (n —2), (3.2.4) becomes

d? d
ZZE; — (v + 0)8'2 +4fv — aXfyt—F =0, (3.2.5)

Now, r = 1 corresponds to z = 0 which, when used in (3.2.1c) and (3.2.2b), gives
v(0) = 1. (3.2.6)

Using (3.2.2) the boundary condition (3.2.1b) becomes

dv

—_—— v
dz i

lim e~ ®(7+? < oo. (3.2.7)

——00

To simplify the phase plane analysis we make one more transformation:

y(z) = aXPy=F (3.2.8a)

_1d

2(z) = ——, (3.2.8b)
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which, when substituted into (3.2.5)-(3.2.7), gives the system

Yz = —Pyz (3.2.9a)
zo=y—(z—7)(z—9) (3.2.9b)

lim _e7272) [z — 4] ly|7*/# < oo (3.2.9¢)
y(0) = a)P. (3.2.9d)

This system has three singular points for n > 2:

P,: y=0, z2z=1~n
P,: y=0, z=4§0
P;: y=~6, z=0.

P, is always a saddle point, and P, is an unstable node. When (y+6)? —48+60 < 0,
P, is a stable focus; otherwise, it is a stable node. Since we are interested in
solutions with an infinite number of folds, we consider only the case where P; is
a spiral point.

In [23] Kosecoff has performed a detailed study of the phase plane. He found
that, as was the case for Bratu’s equation, the only trajectories satisfying the
boundary condition (3.2.9¢) are the two leaving the saddle point P, (see fig. 3.3.)
The trajectory which leaves in the positive y direction is attracted to the spiral
point P,. Imposing the boundary condition (3.2.9d) is as simple as finding the
intersection of the trajectory with the line y = aA? and setting z = 0 at that point
by the translation invariance property.

So, just as in the Bratu problem, the number of solutions is given by the
number of intersections of a vertical line with the trajectory which spirals into the
focus. Thus, the intersections of this trajectory with the y-axis give us the values

of the folds in the solution curve of (3.2.1).
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Figure 3.3. The trajectory emanating from the saddle point in the
positive y direction is the only one for which the boundary condition
(3.2.1b) is satisfied.

Linearizing about P; we find the integral curve

(v + 9)ip
2/ (452) -

which, when written in terms of the original problem parameters, becomes

r = Cexp

’

—p

. P2
\/(ﬂ V" Bt 2) 1 DT

r = Cexp

= Ce ¥/,
Thus, the intersection points are given by

yi = [ = (n—2)] + Ce?™/0,
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where y; = (a)\/a)t.. Taking ratios as before,

142

Y= Yirs (@), = (aN?)
lim ————— = lim 7
1—00 Yit2 — Yits o0 (C‘N@)Hz - (a/\ )i+4

= ¢2"/9, (3.2.10)

Here, we have treated a)® as a single parameter, and it may be varied in any way
that is desired.

To conclude we consider the question of “universality.” The expressions
(3.1.8) and (3.2.10) demonstrate clearly that there are no universal limiting values.
In fact, by varying the parameters in the equations (e.g., n), the ratios obtained
can take on any value from 1 to co. This, then, brings to mind the question as to
how “universal” the Feigenbaum numbers really are. Of course, universalify has
been demonstrated in the case of some one-parameter families of maps [5]. But
we wonder whether a mechanism similar to that presented here could be at work

in some of the other places where this limiting behavior has been observed.
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Part II1: A Mesh Selection Algorithm for

Two-Point Boundary Value Problems
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CHAPTER 4

A Mesh Selection Algorithm for Two-Point Boundary Value Problems

4.1 Introduction

Here we will describe some of the work done toward the development of a code
generator for solving two-point boundary value problems. The goals of this project
are to design a code which will write programs to solve specific two-point boundary
value problems depending on parameters. The code will take a description of the
problem from the user and tailor a program suited for his particular problem. For
example, if the problem depends on parameters, provisions for continuation will
undoubtedly be desired, and thus provided. But in the case where the problem
does not depend upon parameters, or where the user does not wish to employ
continuation, those provisions will not be included in the code, thus making it
smaller and more efficient.

As this is an ambitious project, it was decided that to get things going, we
should start off with something manageable. So initially the class of problems we
will be treating is restricted to first order systems with separated end conditions.
Ideally, one would like t>o choose the method of solution of a problem based on the
individual characteristics of the problem. But many problems can be treated by
a good basic solution method. The first phase of the project was therefore aimed
at developing such a method. The method proposed for solving these two-point
boundary value problems is the box scheme using a variable mesh. This approach

is designed to allow the solution of non-stiff systems and also moderately stiff



—85—

systems arising from continuation. In subsequent phases of the project, the code
will be expanded to deal with more general problems and a wider variety of solution
methods tailored for particular classes of problems.

This initial phase was split into two parts: the code generator and the nu-
merical solver. The code generator was written by Dr. David Brown and allows
the user to input his problem as it stands. Subroutines describing the problem are
then generated to supply the numerical routines with the information necessary to
solve the problem. These subroutines are combined with the numerical routines
to form a complete FORTRAN source code which will solve just this particular
problem. Source code is generated in order to allow the program to be customized
to the problem at hand and to permit portability of the generated code.

In this work we will describe the basic solution method. The major part of
the method is the mesh refinement algorithm. The next section will detail the
theoretical basis for the method which chooses meshes by equidistributing the
global error of the solution. The algorithm itself will be presented in the following

section. We will close by presenting the behavior of the algorithm on some test

problems.

4.2 Theoretical Considerations for Mesh Selection

We consider two-point boundary value problems of the form

Ny(z) =y'(z) — f(z,y;A) =0, a<z<b (4.2.1a)

g(y(a),y(b); A) = 0. (4.2.1b)

Here y and f are n-vectors, A is an m-vector and f is assumed to be in CM]a, b]
for a sufficiently large M. Our goal is to design an algorithm for solving (4.2.1)
which can be used as the basis for the code generator. Since continuation in A is

an important feature of the code, we seek to design a mesh refinement algorithm
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which will tend to keep the number of grid points used to a minimum. Other
authors [30] have proposed schemes which start with a basic mesh with a small
number of grid points and then only add points. For continuation problems,
where a great advantage can be gained by knowing the mesh used for the previous
solution, this type of algorithm would be very inefficient. Therefore, we wish to
design an algorithm which can decrease the number of mesh points used as well
as increase it.

To solve two-point boundary value problems efficiently Keller and Pererya [22]
have developed centered compact schemes. These schemes are applicable to sys-
tems of any order, but as our present work deals only with first order systems, our

attention will be focused on just the first of these, the box scheme:

Uj — Uy U; + Uj—

Nhuj =——"——f (%‘—1/2, 2

;)\) =0, 1<j5j<J (4.2.2a)
h;
g(uo,ug;A) =0. (4.2.2b)

Here, 7o = a, z; = z;, + h; and z; = b. In addition to being compact, this
scheme is also ideal for use with a variable mesh as it only employs two-point
formulae.

In [16] Keller has derived the error expansions for the box scheme on a series
of successively refined meshes. The zero-th order mesh is that defined in (4.2.2).

Successive meshes are defined by

k k k k )
1:(())::0,; x;’:_’c;_’l_{_h‘;), IS]SJUC);
(4.2.3)
I(kl = b; R'®) = max h(vk’ < K min h(‘k’;
JE P P

where the h;-k) ’s are defined in terms of a piecewise C'*°-function ¢(z) which has
at worst jump discontinuities restricted to the points of the zero-th order mesh.

Specifically, we have that

h_(jk) — h(k)qs(x;.’i)l/z) = h(k)¢ (%(.’B;k) + z(yk—)l)> ’ h(k+1) < h(k).



87—
Using this notation the global error can be expressed as

L

h(k)
k k 2L+2
ul® — y(zl) § ( ) eu(z") + 0 (h‘k’ ) : (4.2.4)

The €, (z) satisfy linear two-point boundary value problems of the form
e,(z) — A(z)eu(z) = ¢ O(z),

B,e,(a) + Bpe, (b) =,
©, and ~, are just recursively defined expressions involving the local trunction
errors of the box scheme. For example,

1 (k) 1 af (k) (k) (k)
0, = "Zﬂym(-’vj—l/z) T 2! a (zJ'—l/z’y(xj—l/?)’/\) y,’(xi—l/z)’

which is just the first coefficient in the local truncation error expansion. See
Keller [15] for the definitions of ©, and ~, for the case when f is linear in y, and
Gragg [9] for more general expressions.

The expansion (4.2.4) is derived by showing that

. k L h(~k) 2 (ke -l 2L+2
Np |6 —y(a™) = <~l2-) eu(z; ’)J =0 (h"" ) :

v=1

Then one uses the stability of the box scheme for initial value problems to obtain
the result. Specifically, this is done by showing that the result holds for j = 0 and
marching in jup to 7 = J'®) . But this could just as well be done by demonstrating
the result for j = J'* and marching down to 5 = 0. In this case one would obtain
an expression identical to (4.2.4) except that h;-k) would be replaced by h;+’l We
shall take advantage of both of these expansions of the global error.

Given these expressions we can use an idea due to de Boor [6] to select a

mesh for the problem. We wish to choose the net to minimize the global error. To
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define what we mean by minimize, we first need some notation. Let | - | denote a

vector norm for the the n-vectors u , ¥ and €,. (In our numerical work we have

used the infinity norm.) Define || - ||\ by
Izl = sup Jz(a)l,
;k)1§x<x( )

where z is an n-vector. Finally, let

“u”" — y(=! k’)Hoo = mjax ]u;.k’ _ y(a:;-k’)l-

Now we may proceed. From (4.2.4) we obtain

h(k)
k k k
o vl e (4 ) es(al)] + 0 (w4)

h(_k) 2
< (5) 1 ro (o)
Therefore,
h(~k) 2 .
[ut® = y(2'¥)]fo < max (—-72——) e} + 0 (h(k) ) : (4.2.5)
From this estimate we have that, for A'*) sufficiently small,

h(k)
“u(k) _y(m(k))” < ijax( ) lle 1“(”, (4.2.6)

where the constant C is independent of k since the ¢,(z) are independent of the
mesh and A% < pl0)

Now the mesh selection strategy is clear. We choose the h;k’ to minimize

h(k)
()

which (see [6]) simply requires setting

h(~k)
(—;—) le1]|';) = constant, j=1,...,JM, (4.2.7)
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Thus, to obtain a specified global error tolerance ERRGLB, we need to choose this
constant to be ERRGLB/C, where C comes from equation (4.2.6). If the higher
order terms in (4.2.5) are small, then C will be near unity. Indeed, the value of the
constant needed in (4.2.7) provides an estimate of the importance of these higher
order terms and hence gives us a rough idea of how well the mesh has been chosen.

In order to perform this equidistribution of the global error, however, we
need to know ¢, (z). But we can obtain an estimate of this from Richardson
extrapolation. If we choose the (k+1)-st mesh such that x‘lf“) = x;k), J =
1,...,J'%)  then we may write

2
h(-k)
u}"’—y(z;-"’)=(]T () +o(rBY)  1<i<IM (4280)

(k+1)

u, "~y ) = (5 —

, ) e ro (), (s

Subtracting (4.2.8b) from (4.2.8a) and solving for ¢, (x;k)), we find
u(_k) ekt

u
a I;
sl(x(.k)) — 4 J _ 3 _
(k) (k+1)
R —hy
2 lJ

+O(M“ﬂ 1<j<J™. (4.29)

where the ” indicates that this estimate is based on the global error expansion
obtained by marching to the right (equation (4.2.4)). If we had used the alternate

form of the global error we would have obtained

~ (k) u;k) - u’ycﬂ) k)2 : k
g (z\F) = 4 : +0(MB)  0<j<JM -1 (4210)
J (k) 2 (k+1) 2
hJA+1 M

There is really no reason to favor one estimate over the other. So for the sake of

symmetry it seems reasonable to combine the two by averaging. Thus, we obtain

[a@fﬁ+&@fﬂ, 1<j<Jd® 1 (4.2.11)
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Now, if we let x = max; h;.k)/h‘ji)l < K, then comparing (4.2.9) and (4.2.10) we

have that

—&(z) <& (=) < ke (),  1<i<ate -1

This suggests that keeping « relatively small will give us a better estimate of ¢,.
There is a trade-off, though, since this could interfere with the selection of thé
most equidistributing mesh. However, in our numerical examples we have found
that even for stiff problems the mesh selected has been unaffected by enforcing

values of k ~ 4.

4.3 The Mesh Selection Algorithm

Here we describe the algorithm we use to implement the mesh selection strat-
egy described in Section 4.2. In order to implement this stategy, the algorithm
must accomplish several things at the same time. Ultimately, of course, it must
solve the two-point boundary value problem. But in order to do this, it needs
to estimate the leading global error term e, (z) and from this estimate choose an
equidistributing mesh. Naturally, there is a great interplay among these different
sections of the algorithm and errors in one of them tend to compound by delete-
riously affecting the other two. Therefore, it is necessary to proceed cautiously,
especially at the beginning, in order to obtain approximations which are consistent
with each other; this will produce the best results in the fastest way.

The basic structure of the algorithm is this: Solve the problem on a given
starting mesh using Newton’s method (assuming the problem is nonlinear). Check
to see if the error is satisfactory. If so, we are done. If not, we refine the mesh,
re-solve and check the error. We repeat the refinement loop until the error is
satisfactory or until we have iterated more than an acceptable number of times.

In this case the refinement loop diverges and we report our most recent attempt
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at a solution. As a starting mesh we use a uniform net with a small number of
points, say 10, or, if we are in the middle of a continuation, we use the mesh from
the last solution. More elaborate initial guesses such as an Euler extrapolation of
the last two meshes could also be considered.

To decide whether the error is satisfactory we first estimate it by performing
a Richardson extrapolation. Then we calculate the maximum error and the av-
erage error (based on infinity norms). The error is considered well distributed if
MAXERR < 2 * AVGERR. The criteria for a satisfactory error, then, are that
the error is well distributed and that MAXERR < ERRGLB, where ERRGLB is
a preset error tolerance. ERRGLB is not intended to be a measure of the final
absolute error since if the error is satisfactory, we employ the Richardson extrap-
olation already carried out to increase the accuracy to O(h*). Instead, ERRGLB
is used to control the density of mesh points selected and so should not be made
too small. We have used values on the order of 1072 in our calculations. To
decrease the error beyond the limits of the fourth order method, higher order
extrapolations (or deferred corrections) should be performed on the final mesh
rather than increasing the number of points by lowering ERRGLB. Due to its use,
however, ERRGLB does provide a (generous) upper bound for the true error in
the solution.

To perform the mesh refinement we estimate €, as in equation (4.2.11). This
estimate is only improved as long as the error is still considered not well dis-
tributed. Once it has reached this level of refinement, we freeze ¢, (z) at its present
value and use this estimate in subsequent refinements. With a given estimate for
€, either frozen or in transition, we then pick a value for the variable ERRTOL
and let this be the constant in the right-hand side of (4.2.7). Proceeding to the
right from j = 1, we solve successively for the h;.k) ’s by bisection. As mentioned

above, it is prudent to keep the ratio of successive step sizes from becoming too
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big or too small. So if a step size ratio is bigger than « or smaller than 1/«, where
k is a pre-specified constant, we adjust the step to keep the ratio within these
limits. In addition, we define a maximum allowable step size in order to keep the
constant K in (4.2.3) under control and to enforce sufficient resolution of plotted
results.

When we get to the right-hand boundary, we extend &, (z) to the right by
setting it equal to its value at £ = b. The resulting mesh thus extends beyond
z = b. But the z; as chosen define a mesh function on [a, b+ €] onto which we may
interpolate a mesh which exactly fits on [a,b]. All the step sizes on this mesh are
slightly smaller than those on the original overlapping mesh, so they are no longer
quite equidistributed. But (4.2.7) is satisfied for the current value of ERRTOL if
we replace the “=" with a “<.” To help insure that a poor estimate of £, does
not cause too much damage, we impose the further restriction that the number of
mesh points may not increase by more than 100% nor decrease by more than 33%.
With the mesh so chosen, the previously obtained solution is then interpolated
onto this mesh and used as an initial guess for the new solution. The problem is
then re-solved and the error again checked.

Choosing a value for ERRTOL is a very important part of the process. As
explained in the text after equation (4.2.7), ERRTOL should end up being equal
to ERRGLB/C, where C comes from (4.2.6). If the leading term in the error
expansion is a good estimate of the error, then C' > 1 will be near unity. Thus,
ERRTOL will ultimately be slightly less than ERRGLB. But in order to keep the
different sections of the solution process consistent with each other, this final value
must be approached carefully.

The specific method of approach is chosen by classifying the current er-
ror as NONUNI, TOOBIG or TOOSML. NONUNI means that €, has not yet

been well enough approximated to be used. TOOBIG means that €, is good
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enough to trust (and so its value has been frozen), but the maximum error
is still too big. Finally, TOOSML indicates that &, is well enough approxi-
mated, but the error is so small that there are too many points in the mesh.
In order to perform continuation efficiently, it is necessary to remove the extra
points.

The error is defined as NONUNTI if it is not well distributed. In this case
we have to proceed carefully to keep the three sections of the solution process
consistent with each other. It is pointless to try to use a lot of mesh points at
this point since they are not going to be placed in the proper positions. So we
build up the number of mesh points gradually by enforcing three refinements with
ERRTOL equal successively to 2 * ERRGLB, 1.5 * ERRGLB and ERRGLB. In
practice we have found that these three refinements are generally sufficient to make
the error well distributed. Of course, this would not be the case for a problem
where the higher order terms in the error expansion are so important that the
“well distributed” criterion cannot be satisfied even if €, were known exactly. To
deal with such cases, even if the error is still not well distributed after these three
refinements, we freeze ¢, anyway. Further refinements are then made according to
whether the error is TOOBIG or TOOSML, and we relax the “well distributed”
requirement.

The error is defined as TOOBIG if the error is well distributed (except for the
case mentioned above) and AVGERR > ERRGLB/2, but MAXERR > ERRGLB.
At this point we are basically trying to find the proper value of C. The last value
was too small for the last estimate of €,. If we are willing to keep refining £, with
this value of C held fixed, it might turn out that this value is large enough for a
sufﬁcieﬁtly well approximated ¢,. This approach would produce a mesh with the
fewest number of points. But it would also be costly and not guaranteed to succeed.

So we proceed by decreasing ERRTOL by a factor of ERRMAX/ERRGLB or
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15%, whichever causes the biggest decrease in ERRTOL. In the case of a not well
distributed error, the factor ERRMAX/ERRGLB could be a great deal too large.
In this case we treat ERRMAX as if it were only half as high above ERRGLB as
it really is, and so multiply ERRTOL by 2 « ERRGLB/(ERRMAX + ERRGLB)
to obtain its new value. For the case of the first iteration, we use ERRTOL =
ERRGLB.

The last error classification is TOOSML. This is when the error is well
distributed (except as noted above), MAXERR < ERRGLB, but AVGERR <
ERRGLB/2. We could certainly stop refining at this point, but the last value
of C was clearly bigger than it needed to be. We can save ourselves the added
cost of starting future solutions with too many mesh points at the expense of one
more iteration now if we decrease C some and solve again. Considering this to be
a wise investment, we multiply ERRTOL by max{1.15, JERRGLB/ERRMAX}
and solve again. For the case of the first iteration, we use ERRTOL = ERRGLB.
To prevent cycling, the factors used for adjusting ERRTOL when the error is
TOOBIG or TOOSML are reduced if the new value of ERRTOL would be greater
than a previous TOOBIG value or smaller than a previous TOOSML value. A
TOOSML solution is accepted if the next predicted ERRTOL value would cause

the error to be TOOBIG.

4.4 Examples

Now we present examples of the meshes produced by this algorithm for some
test problems. In the figures to follow, NPTS is the number of intervals used in
the solution, MSHCNT is the total number of meshes tried on the problem (i.e.,
one more than the number of refinements since the initial mesh is counted); the
other program variables have been defined above. The mesh used is indicated by

the tick marks on the upper axis.
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Problem 4.4.1 ,
yl - y2 )

Y, = g(y1 + cos® wz) + 27% cos 27z,

v:(0) =v.(1) =0.

Exact solution:

1 —\/I \/T

—e P 2

€ Lz ¢ —\/1‘1: :
- — =€ «” 4+ wsin2wx.

Stoer and Bulirsch [42] used this problem with & = 0.025 to compare various
two-point boundary value problems. It was selected because of the difficulties
it poses for methods based on standard initial value problem techniques. The
solution has boundary layers of width O(4/) at both boundaries.

In fig. 4.1 the solution for € = 0.025 is shown. This was obtained from an
initial uniform mesh with ten intervals. The value of ERRGLB used was 5- 1072
and the true error in the solution was calculated to be 1.818-107*, consistent with
the fourth order scheme used. This solution was then continued to ¢ = 0.001 and
0.00025, the mesh from the previous solution being used as the starting mesh for
the current solution. The computed solutions are shown in figs. 4.2 and 4.3. The

actual errors for these solutions are 2.93 - 10™* and 1.520 - 10~3, respectively.

Problem 4.4.2 ,
y1 = y2’

ey, = y1 — (2° — 12)ys,
W (_1) = ]-a Yi (1) -
This was given in [24] as a test problem for an upwind differencing scheme.

The solution y,; is smooth as € — 0 except for corner layers at +4/0.5. In figs. 4.4

and 4.5, we present the calculated solutions for € = 0.01 and 0.0001, respectively.
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The first solution was obtained by using an initial uniform mesh with ten intervals.
This was then continued to € = 0.001 and the final mesh for this value of ¢ used
to start off the solution for fig. 4.5.
The final example is a model problem based on the equations describing the
electric potential and charge distribution in a semi-conductor under the influence

of an external electric field [3].

Problem 4.4.3

yi =y25
y, =1—y,,
Vs = Y,

€Yy = —¥Ys(1 — ¥s) — Ya¥2,
v1(0) =0, wi(1) =e,
ys(0) =1, ys(1) =0.
Here, y, represents the potential in the semi-conductor and y,; is the electron
density.

For a between 0 and 1 and € small, the solutions have two outer regions and
one internal layer connecting them. In the left outer region, y, is nearly zero
and y; is almost identically equal to one. On the right, ¥, is quadratic and y; is
essentially zero. Plots of the solutions for two values of ¢ are shown in figs. 4.6 and
4.7. These were obtained by continuation in €. As a — 1, the left outer region
disappears as the internal layer moves over to the left-hand boundary. Plots of
the solutions for & = 1 are shown in figs. 4.8 and 4.9.

No sophisticated continuation techniques were used in any of the three test
problems. Except for the beginning solutions in a continuation run, which were
obtained by starting with a uniform ten-interval mesh, all mesh refinements began

with the mesh from the previous solution. The continuation steps used in these
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test problems were quite a bit larger than we would normally expect to use in
real problems (e.g., the flow between rotating coaxial disks). Nevertheless, the
algorithm was able to handle most situations without a great deal of difficulty.
The use of the large steps, without any Euler-like predictor, did, of course, mean
that the initial nets were poor starting places. Typically, this caused the initial
error to be poorly distributed and began the three-step improvement process. For
some of the problems, these three steps were sufficient to refine the mesh (hence,
MSHCNT = 4). For more abrupt continuation steps or for more difficult problems,
a couple of extra refinements were required beyond this to bring the error down

below the tolerance.
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Figure 4.1b. Derivative of above solution.



Ll B B o ]

~DamowIFon

~pDoadowvwHON ASONAWL

-99—

¢ = 0.0010

T T 1T T T v 1 1T 1T T~ T T 7 vV T T ¥ T 7 7 U 7 T TTInmm

MSHCNT

ERRTOL = 3.282-02

ERRGLB = 5.00E-02

Figure 4.2a. Solution of y"” = (1/¢)(y + cos® 7z) + 272 cos 27z,
y(0) =y(1) =0.

¢ = 0.0010

myrrrryrTr v T 17T v T T T rrrrrnn

ERRTOL = 3.26E-02

ERRGLB = 5.00E-02

Figure 4.2b. Derivative of above solution.



e e ]

~D5 00 pDowgon

~D 30O HOO aAaAponnwva

-100-

¢ = 0.0003
 eeuit L ALL  O  SL A L B B B R SRR B IR ARAL
NP8S= T
MSHONT = |
EXRTOL = 1.50B-02
ERRGLB = 5.008-02

| I 1 i 1 1 1 i I 1 1 TR T T 1 1
g A .2 J 4 S5 .6 Jd 9 1.0
X

Figure 4.3a. Solution of y"” = (1/¢)(y + cos® mz) + 272 cos2nz,
y(0) =y(1) =0.

¢ = 0.0003
(oo LRSS 8 0 N SN N D S S A A O A R D D A e R A A MR MR MM B RRIL
60 + -
9 - -
ur NPTS = 75
I+ -
ar
10f 1 ussorm= o
—_— _:
1
1 ERRTOL = 1.50E-0R
7 ERRGLB - 5.008-02
.
SN S WS NS SR VSR WU Y NN SUNN VN TSR S S SR
¢ . 2 3 .4 .S .6 .7 .8 .9 1.0

Figure 4.3b. Derivative of above solution.
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APPENDIX
Rotating Disk Velocity Profiles

Here we present the velocity profiles at R = 625 and v = 1, 0 and -1 for the
flow between two rotating, coaxial disks. There are 47 solutions at these three
values of ~.

The solutions are ordered first according to the solution sheet on which they
are found. The solutions on each sheet are then divided into groups depending on
their v value. Finally, solutions for the same value of « are ordered top to bottom

as they appear in the figures in Chapter 2.
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Figure A1.11. Velocity profiles
for sheet one, upper bifurcation
branch.
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Figure A1.20. Velocity profiles
for sheet three, top of fold G.



— - a0 X - e b e

I B ~¥ -

— - O.e W — g v b e

e —Coe O >

Figure Al1.21.

T 72 35 U586 78 9710
1

for sheet three, top of fold I.

-8

-2 ¢

-18
-

Figure A1.23.

R=625 y=1000

S b 7 8 5T
Z

for sheet three, bottom of fold G.

Velocity profiles

Velocity profiles

-117-

b - N-

— om0 —

S en ¥

‘

=625 7=1000

S S R R -
]

Figure A1.22.

.0

Velocity profiles

for sheet three, bottom of fold I.

R-65 =000

S0 ———r

m.

m-

W

100 f

LT RS I S MY R S - B I I
am - , .
w i

0

-m;

800

0

-400 }

800

1200 }
LT R B TV S-S Y R B

Figure A1.24.
for sheet three, top of fold G.

Velocity profiles



—_—" — QA X — e b D

“ o —Coe D >

— e O el NI

T e—Ee O >

S N S I I A I
1

Figure A1.25. Velocity profiles
for sheet three, top of fold L

ot
-

J T

] 8 91D
]

Figure A1.27. Velocity profiles
for sheet three, bottom of fold L.

— e W — g - D

L o4 -

— e Y Ll Rl I 4

e —gm D e

-118-

10T T R BN S SN B O
1
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Figure A1.28. Velocity profiles
for sheet three, top of fold G.
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Figure A1.33. Velocity profiles
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Figure A1.35. Velocity profiles
for sheet three, bottom of fold P.
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Figure A1.36. Velocity profiles
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Figure A1.39. Velocity profiles
for sheet four, bottom of fold X.
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Figure A1.43. Velocity profiles
for sheet four, bottom of fold X.
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