
i

A Study of the Mechanism for

Vortex Breakdown and Some

Measures for its Control

This thesis is submitted in fulfillment of

the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy,

Department of Mechanical Engineering

Monash University

August 2002

By Michael Jones B.Sc.(Hons)



ii

Abstract

This computational study begins by detailing an existing theory for the onset of vortex

breakdown in an open pipe. This theory states that a necessary condition for breakdown

onset is the generation of negative azimuthal vorticity upstream of breakdown. The theory

is interpreted here for breakdown produced in the torsionally driven cylinder. It is shown

that the azimuthal vorticity generation mechanisms which lead to breakdown in the pipe

are also applicable to the cylinder breakdown flow. However, in the cylinder azimuthal

vorticity production in the breakdown region is augmented by generation at the rotating

lid.

The theory for breakdown in the pipe states that much of the generation of azimuthal

vorticity occurs through stretching. We modify this generation mechanism directly by

introducing a slip aerofoil upstream of breakdown. The aerofoil reduces the radial outflow

and hence suppresses the generation of negative azimuthal vorticity via stretching. By

varying the aerofoil location it has been possible to completely remove the breakdown

bubble.

A comparison is drawn between the types of breakdown observed in the cylinder and

in the more open flows (in pipes and over delta wings). The different manifestations of

breakdown in these geometries is attributed to the different Reynolds number regimes in

which they operate (the Reynolds number here is based on quantities associated with the

vortex core, and hence enables a more consistent comparison between geometries.) The

claim that the cylinder flow is not an example of vortex breakdown is then refuted based

on this and other arguments. The generation of a cylinder type axisymmetric breakdown

in an open pipe at low Re confirms the analysis.

Finally a method is examined by which breakdown can be promoted or suppressed within

the parameter range in which hysteresis is observed. Transient pulses in the inlet swirl

are applied with varying magnitude and duration, and the response of the flow observed

to the point where the final state has evolved. It proves possible to switch the pipe flow

between breakdown and no-breakdown states by this method.
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Nomenclature

Re Reynolds number

ρ density

u velocity

u axial velocity

v radial velocity

w azimuthal velocity

ν kinematic viscosity

Θ angular velocity

AR aspect ratio of the torsionally driven cylinder

Ω swirl ratio
(

Γ∞
δu∞

)

Γ∞ freestream circulation

δ vortex core radius

u∞ freestream velocity

x x coordinate

y y coordinate

z z coordinate

r radial coordinate

φ azimuthal coordinate

u1, u2, α, k Garg and Leibovich [20] velocity profile constants

rt pipe radius at the inlet

C+ velocity of wave travelling with the flow

C− velocity of wave travelling against the flow

N Benjamin’s [3] criticality variable

φ delta wing sweep angle (Chapter 2 only)

J(r) Howard and Gupta’s [33] Richardson number criticality criterion

AOA Angle Of Attack

Ro Rossby number

ω vorticity

ωx x component of vorticity
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ωy y component of vorticity

ωr radial component of vorticity

ωφ azimuthal component of vorticity

i unit vector in the x direction

j unit vector in the y direction

k unit vector in the z direction

ex unit vector in the axial direction

er unit vector in the radial direction

eφ unit vector in the azimuthal direction

t time ordinate

Γ circulation
∫

ω · n . ds

ψ streamfunction

k circulation

Ψ base flow streamfunction

F (r, x) perturbation coefficient function

ε perturbation coefficient

R pipe radius

γ2 eigenvalue of Sturm-Liouville system

H total pressure

I
1
2
k2

S source term in the momentum equation

Sx source term x component

Sy source term y component

Sz source term z component

τij viscous stress components

p pressure

µ dynamic viscosity

V volume element in divergence theorem

A surface area of volume element in divergence theorem

n unit normal to surface element dA

C central control volume node

E east control volume node
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W west control volume node

EE second east control volume node

WW second west control volume node

F ρu

δx node spacing

D
µ

δx

p∗ pressure field guess

p′ pressure field correction

g (z, δz) pipe wall function

u0 inlet axial velocity profile

v0 inlet radial velocity profile

w0 inlet azimuthal velocity profile

n number of timesteps

dt normalised timestep

B azimuthal vorticity generation by stretching and tilting

S azimuthal vorticity generation by stretching

T azimuthal vorticity generation by tilting (turning)

A total azimuthal vorticity generation

R azimuthal vorticity generation by diffusion

δω perturbation vorticity

δωx perturbation axial vorticity

δωr perturbation radial vorticity

δωφ perturbation azimuthal vorticity

γ helix angle

Q flow rate

L characteristic length scale

a characteristic radial length scale

S swirl
(

2πa

Q

)

CB Billant’s [5] breakdown criterion

α sloped cylinder wall ratio

Rec cylinder Reynolds number

Rep pipe Reynolds number
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Ωp pipe swirl

Ωi initial condition swirl

ΩP perturbation swirl
(

Ω
Ωi

)

δt pulse duration

dt normalised pulse duration
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Chapter 1

Vortex breakdown

In the 1950s, experiments were conducted to determine the optimum planform, or geome-

try, for new aircraft designed to travel faster than sound. As a result of these investigations,

the delta wing began to dominate as the preferred configuration for these types of aircraft.

Since the delta wing planform was mainly for military applications, manoeuvrability was

of major concern, and this drove studies onto the range of angles of attack at which the

delta wing could perform. The results of one such study were reported by Werle in 1954

(in [10]). Werle’s water tunnel investigation of a delta wing was the first to document

over a wing the occurrence of what is now termed vortex breakdown. It amounted to

a destruction of the strong vortical core which forms above the leading edge of a delta

wing. A contemporary visualisation of vortex breakdown over the wing of an aircraft in

flight is presented in figure 1.1. A vortex trailing from the leading edge extension is vi-

sualised in this experiment. It undergoes a rapid expansion and transition to turbulence

just upstream of the twin tails; it is this transition which is termed vortex breakdown.

The effect of vortex breakdown is to destroy the vortex core. Since the vortex contributes

up to half the total lift generated by the wing [38], its destruction can result in a dramatic

reduction in the performance of the wing. Successive investigations have revealed further

characteristics of breakdown which have significant effects on the wing in flight, the major

ones being transient roll and pitch moments, and buffeting of downstream control surfaces.

Initial studies concentrated on discerning the mechanism for vortex breakdown, to the

extent that a number of theories now provide some understanding of the generation prin-

ciples. However no consensus has yet been reached as to the mechanism for breakdown.

1
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Figure 1.1: F-18 High Angle-of-Attack (Alpha) Research Vehicle in flight [13]

In recent years vortex breakdown has become of increasing importance to operators of

highly manoeuvrable aircraft. The F/A-18 and F-22 have wing planforms which are

derived from the delta wing; they also have twin tails. These tails are in the direct

path of turbulence resulting from the destruction of leading-edge vortex cores by vortex

breakdown - see figure 1.1. The result is excessive vibration of the tails, and reduction

of their lifespan. This combined with the other problems mentioned earlier may prohibit

the aircraft from operating in this flight regime. Hence the efforts involved in creating the

extensive performance envelope of the aircraft are to some extent foiled by the onset of

breakdown. Drastic engineering fixes have been implemented in an attempt to offset the

effect of breakdown, such as the positioning of fences on the wing to deflect the vortex

core [68].

Despite the negative effects breakdown has on aircraft in flight, the phenomenon does have

some useful applications. The intense vortices generated by heavy aircraft on landing and

takeoff can potentially be destroyed by breakdown, reducing the hazard for following

planes. Breakdown also has benefits in the areas of combustion and mixing.

Efforts toward determining a mechanism for breakdown continue. Meanwhile what has

been learned so far has been tested in the form of experiments in breakdown control.

Changes to wing geometry ([47], [27], [65], [66], [29]), leading- and trailing-edge flaps

([12], [19], [11]), sucking or blowing of fluid ([60], [74], [2], [37], [36], [59], [51]) and a

variety of other means ([34], [28]) have been proposed in an attempt to effect some control

over breakdown. Complete control of breakdown has still not been realised however. In
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order to be able to effect better control over breakdown, more research is required into its

generation mechanism, and into its control in practical situations. The work presented in

the following chapters aims to make some contribution to the understanding of breakdown,

and to its eventual control. The way this thesis is structured is set out as follows:

Chapter 2: We summarise the work previously conducted into vortex breakdown in order

to assess the current state of knowledge, and highlight the most important questions yet

to be answered.

Chapter 3: Examines the vorticity dynamics associated with swirling flows and how the

generation and transport of vorticity can be used to describe the progression toward vortex

breakdown. The notion of wave trapping will be introduced, as we will make use of this

idea in a subsequent chapter.

Chapter 4: Here the methods used to generate and post-process the results throughout

this thesis will be described, and the pipe geometry introduced.

Chapter 5: We apply a vorticity dynamics analysis, previously applied to the pipe, to

the torsionally driven cylinder. The aim is to compare mechanisms for breakdown in these

two geometries to determine how conclusions drawn for pipe flow can be related to the

more confined torsionally driven cylinder flow.

Chapter 6: Previous chapters will have highlighted the role of production of negative

azimuthal vorticity (ωφ) in the mechanism for breakdown. In this chapter we show that the

placement of a small aerofoil to reduce the radial outflow, and hence inhibit the generation

of negative azimuthal vorticity, can eliminate breakdown in the open pipe flow.

Chapter 7: Here we contrast the forms of breakdown which appear in the two geometries

introduced in chapter 4 (the open pipe and torsionally driven cylinder), and offer an

explanation for why the manifestations of breakdown appear so different in these two

geometries. We also add to the discussion regarding the relevance of the cylinder flow to

breakdown generally.

Chapter 8: The region in parameter space where hysteresis occurs in the open pipe is

determined, and an attempt made to transfer the flow to its conjugate breakdown state

within this region by applying upstream perturbations to the flow.
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Chapter 9: In the reverse of the study in the previous chapter we attempt a transition

from a flow with breakdown to one without, ie. suppression of breakdown by applying a

perturbation upstream.

Chapter 10: The results obtained are summarised and discussed in terms of the contri-

bution to vortex breakdown understanding and control. We also indicate potential future

directions for research in this area.



Chapter 2

Current knowledge

2.1 Observations of vortex breakdown

Vortex breakdown appears to be a product of swirling flows in general, as it can be found

in various geometries which produce a swirling flow. We begin this section by describing

three situations in which vortex breakdown is commonly studied, i.e. over delta wings, in

torsionally driven cylinders, and in open pipe flows.

In the following section, the prevailing theories which have been proposed to explain

breakdown in swirling flows will be described. Here three concepts will be presented:

the analogy to boundary layer separation; relevance of hydrodynamic stability; and the

conjugate critical state.

In the final section of this chapter a summary of the methods which have been used to

control breakdown in experiments will be presented.

2.1.1 Flows over delta wings

Delery [10] provides a precis of one of the first experimental studies of vortex breakdown,

conducted by Werle. Werle’s experiment involved a 65◦ sweep angle delta wing placed

in a water tunnel with its chord at an angle of 20◦ to the flow. Werle observed that the

nominally straight vortex tubes expanded at a certain chord-wise location to form thick

spirals, eventually breaking down into turbulence.

After Werle’s experiments, studies of breakdown continued to concentrate on the delta

5
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wing, and the behaviour of breakdown as a function of wing sweep angle (φ) and angle of

attack (AOA) was mapped out.

One study, by Wentz and Kohlman [75], mapped out the effect of sweep angle φ on vortex

breakdown for the range 45◦ < φ < 85◦, and found that increasing the sweep angle resulted

in an increase in the angle of attack required for breakdown to occur. Beyond φ = 75◦

the angle of attack at which breakdown occurred was independent of φ. Other studies

have confirmed the influence of angle of attack and degree of sweep on the occurrence

and location of vortex breakdown (Delery [10]), and as a result two general statements

regarding the behaviour of vortex breakdown can be made:

• Breakdown location is largely determined by the angle of attack of the wing - for

increasing angle of attack the breakdown moves closer to the leading edge of the

wing.

• For sweep angle φ < 75◦, a decrease in φ likewise results in motion of breakdown

toward the leading edge of the wing.

2.1.2 Torsionally driven cylinder flows

The first observation of vortex breakdown of which this author is aware was reported by

Wilcke in 1785 (in [49]), in a version of the torsionally driven cylinder. Wilcke’s apparatus

consisted of a fluid-filled closed cylinder with fixed walls, and a small piece of bent wire

which was inserted through the centre of the top lid, and rotated. The rotating wire

produced a circulating flow, by inducing an outward, rotating flow at the top of the

cylinder. This resulted in a circulation which extended to the opposite end of the cylinder

via the outside walls, and induced an axial return flow. The induced flow along the axis

had the profile of a vortical core. For some wire rotation rate the flow along the axis

could be made to stagnate, and a secondary recirculation region develop. The observed

phenomenon has many of the hallmark properties of the vortex breakdown observed in

other geometries.

The torsionally driven cylinder generally used in modern experiments similarly consists of

a volume of fluid enclosed by a cylindrical container - see figure 2.1.

Here the entire floor of the cylinder is rotated. The flow produced is fundamentally
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and lid
Stationary sides

Rotating base

Θ

Figure 2.1: Torsionally driven cylinder geometry.

the same as that generated in Wilcke’s apparatus. The occurrence of breakdown in a

torsionally driven cylinder geometry, with a particular aspect (height to radius) ratio, is

controlled by the Reynolds number, where the Reynolds number (Re) is defined:

Re =
ρvr

ν
=

ρΘr2

ν
, (2.1)

where ρ is the density of the fluid, v = Θr is the speed of the rotating lid, r is the radius

of the cylinder, Θ is the angular speed of the lid, and ν is the viscosity of the fluid.

In practice, the viscosity is kept constant, and Re is varied using Θ. This geometry has

been commonly used to investigate breakdown, due to the large degree of control the

experimenter has and the relative ease of construction of the rig.

An observation from an experiment using the torsionally driven cylinder, including part

of the rig, is shown in figure 2.2 (from Graham et al. [24]).

This cylinder has an aspect ratio of 2.5, which is typical of other studies. There are two

breakdown bubbles visible here, and they are both characterised by an abrupt expansion

of the vortex core upstream, a region of recirculation in the centre, and a resumption of the

original vortex at the rear. By increasing the aspect ratio more bubbles can be generated,

and decreasing the aspect ratio results in less bubbles (Graham et al. [24]).

For some combinations of Re and aspect ratio, the bubbles begin to oscillate in the axial

direction about their mean position, and above a certain Re for a particular aspect ratio



CHAPTER 2. CURRENT KNOWLEDGE 8

Figure 2.2: Experimental observation for aspect ratio 2.5, Re = 2252, from Gra-

ham et al. [24].

the flow appears to become unstable, with the bubbles moving away from the axis of the

cylinder (Gelfgat [21]).

There are many interesting phenomena associated with vortex breakdown in this geometry,

which are not necessarily reflected in more real-world flows. It is important to note that

some of the characteristics of the other types of breakdown vary significantly from those

of the axisymmetric bubble, and it has been suggested by some that the mechanism which

produces the axisymmetric bubble is different to that which produces the spiral and other

types (Leibovich [42]). We will address this question in Chapter 7, giving justification for

use of the term vortex breakdown to describe this secondary recirculating flow generated

in the cylinder.

2.1.3 Diverging pipe flows

The geometry which produces the widest range of breakdown forms is the diverging pipe.

A typical apparatus is shown in figure 2.3 from Sarpkaya [57], and consists of a diverging

cylindrical tube with a flow generator at one end. Swirl vanes at the upstream end of the

pipe produce a rotating flow. The other end of the pipe is open or constructed so that the
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fluid can recirculate back to the input end.

Figure 2.3: Sarpkaya’s apparatus (from Sarpkaya [57]).

Every type of breakdown so far observed can be produced in a diverging pipe flow. The

geometry of this system is more like the unbounded flow above a delta wing, and so

may be more enlightening than the torsionally driven cylinder in efforts to determine the

mechanism for breakdown in unbounded flows.

Sarpkaya’s work has revealed that in general a particular combination of flow rate (Re)

and swirl angle will produce a specific type of breakdown (there are some exceptions to

this; they are mentioned later). Faler and Leibovich [17] conducted a comprehensive study

of all the forms of low Re vortex breakdown so far observed in an apparatus similar to

that of Sarpkaya [57]. They documented six distinct types of breakdown (3 of these 6

types are illustrated in figure 2.4).

1. Type 0: The axisymmetric bubble (figure 2.4(a)). This form was almost identical to

the bubble observed in the torsionally driven cylinder, except that as the back of the

bubble was not constrained by the proximity of a rotating lid, the flow downstream

of the bubble was able to resolve in a number of different ways, depending on both

Re and swirl;

• after the flow had resumed its original vortex profile, the bubble sometimes

broke down into a second axisymmetric bubble, about one bubble length from
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 2.4: Three types of breakdown observed by Faler and Leibovich [17]. From

top to bottom: the bubble, the spiral, and the double helix.

the tail of the first breakdown. The second breakdown bubble was often followed

by turbulence, but sometimes the vortex structure reappeared, then broke down

again;

• the flow momentarily re-assumed the original vortex structure, then progressed

into the spiral type, which always degenerated into turbulence;
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• the flow downstream of the bubble sometimes directly degenerated into turbu-

lence.

2. Type 1: This form appeared to be very similar to the type 0 bubble, apart from a

more open-ended structure - the recirculation zone behind the stagnation point was

less well established and the region behind the bubble was dominated by turbulent

flow. This mode would also occasionally change to type 0 and back again, as if

a potential hill existed between the two modes which was occasionally crossed. It

was possible, by introducing a perturbation to the flow, to precipitate the change

from type 0 to type 1, but once the type 1 form was produced it was not possible

to consistently retrieve the type 0 mode. These findings bring into question the

validity of extrapolating conclusions about the torsionally driven cylinder version of

breakdown for certain flow regimes to unbounded flows, as this type of behaviour is

not observed in the torsionally driven cylinder.

3. Type 2: The spiral mode (figure 2.4(b)). With this type the dye filament did not

spread out, but rapidly decelerated in the axial direction and moved away from the

original vortex axis. The filament then assumed a spiral form and after about 1 turn

degenerated into turbulence.

It was noted by Faler and Leibovich that the turns of the spiral in their experiment

in a tube were in the same sense as the general rotating flow, but in flows over delta

wings at high angle of attack the turns of the spiral have been observed to be in the

opposite sense to the general rotating flow.

Care must be taken when diagnosing this form of breakdown. Some results show the

evolution of a small spiral in the torsionally driven cylinder. However, as asserted

by Hourigan et al. [32], this observation is most likely due to dye injection which is

slightly off-axis. A true spiral form of breakdown has not been definitively seen in

the cylinder.

4. Type 5 (figure 2.4(c)). This double helix form was discovered by Sarpkaya [58]. It

appeared to be a less abrupt type of breakdown, and some have questioned the use

of the term vortex breakdown to describe it as no stagnation point is associated with

the onset of this form.

The double helix resulted when the vortex filament sheared into two triangular tapes,
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which then rotated about the central axis of the tube. Sarpkaya showed that per-

turbing this double helix could precipitate the spiral form, suggesting that the spiral

form was the more stable flow state for that Re/swirl combination than the dou-

ble helix, and giving an explanation for the absence of the double helix until that

investigation.

5. Other forms of breakdown were observed by Faler and Leibovich, among them the

flattened bubble and a combination of the flattened bubble and spiral. These differ-

ent types appeared to blend into one another, making it difficult to discern at what

point one form had changed into another.

2.1.4 The various breakdown types

This multiplicity of forms has resulted in a number of questions:

1. are they all breakdown? (how do we define breakdown?);

2. are they all products of the same mechanism?;

3. is breakdown fundamentally axisymmetric or asymmetric?

The most commonly observed breakdown types are the axisymmetric bubble and the

spiral. Sarpkaya [57] catalogued the types of breakdown which occurred for a range of

Reynolds numbers Re and swirls Ω in the open pipe. Here Ω =
Γ

U0D0
, where Γ is the

freestream circulation, U0 is the mean axial velocity at the pipe entrance, and D0 is

the diameter of the pipe. The results are represented in figure 2.5, where we plot the

breakdown type as a function of Re and Ω.

At low Ω and low Re the spiral form tends to dominate. With increasing Re there is

a crossover region, where both bubbles and spirals are possible, then for high Re only

bubbles are observed. As Ω is increased the Re at which bubbles appear decreases. For

low Re and relatively high Ω another type of breakdown was recorded; the double helix

(type 6 from Faler and Leibovich [17]). This type is represented by blue dots in figure 2.5.

Escudier and Zehnder [16] were able to attain even lower Re than those implemented

by Sarpkaya [57] and Faler and Leibovich [17]. They found in their apparatus that for

Re = 140 a bubble-shaped disturbance appeared for high swirl (Ω = 11.6). Downstream



CHAPTER 2. CURRENT KNOWLEDGE 13

1.5 2 2.5 3
Ω

2

4

6

8

10

Re x10

Bubble
Bubble and Spiral
Spiral

Spiral

Bubble
Bubble and Spiral

-3

Double Helix

Figure 2.5: Breakdown type with Re and Ω, due to Sarpkaya [57].

of this bubble the flow resolved into a cylindrical, laminar wake, i.e. the vortex core re-

formed behind the bubble. This observation of an axisymmetric bubble at such a low Re

has implications which we address in chapter 7; we argue that this bubble may be more

comparable with that observed in the torsionally driven cylinder.

The breakdown type in Escudier and Zehnder’s [16] experiments, as in Sarpkaya’s [57] was

not purely a function of Re and Ω. Occasionally multiple breakdown forms were observed

for a single set of parameters, and it was impossible to predict which form would persist.

At Ω = 2.03 and Re = 3800 the flow alternated between the bubble and spiral forms

spontaneously.

A question has arisen from these experiments: is vortex breakdown fundamentally axisym-

metric or asymmetric, i.e. is the bubble or the spiral the basic form? Faler and Leibovich

and Sarpkaya assert that breakdown is fundamentally asymmetric. Escudier [14] argues

that breakdown is fundamentally symmetric; asymmetries are claimed to be the result

of asymmetric disturbances inherent in practical swirling pipe flows. One situation which

has a high degree of symmetry is the torsionally driven cylinder, and in this geometry only

the axisymmetric form is observed. However there is some contention as to whether the
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cylinder breakdown should be termed breakdown at all; Hall [30] refers to the phenomenon

in the cylinder as an “internal separation” analogous to boundary layer separation. This

view is shared by Goldshtik and Hussain [22].

The question of whether the phenomenon in the cylinder is vortex breakdown is of some

importance, as much of the theory to explain vortex breakdown has arisen from torsionally

driven cylinder studies (see for example Lopez [44] and Brown and Lopez [6]). Part of the

problem lies in the definition of breakdown; there is no universally agreed-upon definition.

Similarities in appearance and behaviour of a flow are used to determine the presence of

breakdown. Faler and Leibovich claim the double helix form is a type of breakdown, but

Escudier and Zehnder [16] refer to the double helix as a pre-breakdown state. The fact

that the downstream end of the bubble is closed in cylinders compared to the open-ended

nature of experimental pipe bubbles is another observation used to distinguish between

the cylinder bubble and pipe bubble. But fundamentally are they the result of different

generation mechanisms? This question will be addressed in chapters 5 and 7.

2.2 Theoretical aspects of vortex breakdown

A number of mechanisms have been proposed to explain vortex breakdown. Again the

situation has been confused by the goal of finding a general theory to explain all forms

of breakdown. Faler and Leibovich [17] have documented 6 different types of breakdown,

some of which seem similar, but others, like the spiral and bubble forms, are very different

in their appearance and defining features.

Most attention in computational studies has been paid to the axisymmetric bubble form

(Salas and Kuruvila [56]) due to the ability to assume axisymmetry and hence greatly

reduce the size of the problem. The result has been many studies into the form, occurrence,

and behaviour of the bubble form.

The other types of breakdown, on the other hand, have scarcely been touched upon com-

putationally. This is at odds with the observation that the dominant type of breakdown

over delta wings is the spiral, and the initial motivation for studying vortex breakdown

was to understand its occurrence over delta wings. However, the difficulty involved in

computationally simulating the non-axisymmetric forms of breakdown, and the assump-

tion that the mechanism underlying both forms of breakdown is the same, explains why
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the asymmetric types have not been extensively investigated.

In the following sections the 3 most common theories so far proposed to explain vortex

breakdown will be examined. These describe breakdown in terms of:

1. analogy to boundary layer separation;

2. the concept of conjugate critical states;

3. hydrodynamic instabilities.

2.2.1 Analogy to boundary layer separation

The difficulties intrinsic to solving the full Navier-Stokes equations for the swirling flows

which produce breakdown led to assumptions which simplify the problem. An assumption

which has been commonly used for these flows is the quasi-cylindrical or slender vortex

approximation. In this approximation the variations in the vortex in the axial direction

are assumed to be small in comparison to the variations in the radial direction.

Mager [48] found that in practice the quasi-cylindrical equations could not be solved at

the point where vortex breakdown occurred. This was attributed to failure of the quasi-

cylindrical approximation at the onset of breakdown due to the rapid changes along the

vortex axis as the breakdown evolved.

This behaviour can be compared with the divergence of the solution which occurs at the

onset of boundary layer separation. The flows after solution divergence are also somewhat

similar for boundary layer separation and vortex breakdown, as they both involve some

streamline divergence and a region of reversed flow.

The fact that the solution diverges at the onset of breakdown does not shed much light on

what is occurring physically however. All it implies is that the quasi-cylindrical approx-

imation becomes invalid as the vortex structure varies significantly with axial distance,

which is to be expected. However, the quasi-cylindrical approximation can be used to

determine the susceptibility of a flow to breakdown and to give an indication of where

breakdown is expected.
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2.2.2 Hydrodynamic instabilities

The sudden onset of vortex breakdown and its catastrophic effect on the vortex core led

to the suspicion that breakdown was the result of an instability of the flow which preceded

it. Hence some investigations concentrated on the stability of flows leading to breakdown.

Comprehensive summaries and interpretations of the results of these investigations are

given in Escudier [14] and Leibovich [42]. In the following section we discuss briefly the

stability of the core flow and its relevance to breakdown.

Howard and Gupta [33] showed that an inviscid vortex is stable to infinitesimal axisym-

metric disturbances if a Richardson number criterion is satisfied everywhere. This criterion

states:

J (r) = r−3

d

dr

(
r2w2

)

(
du

dr

)2 >
1
2
, (2.2)

where u and w are the axial and azimuthal velocities respectively, and r is the radial coor-

dinate. Garg and Leibovich [20] determined an equivalent criterion for their experimental

pipe flow, which had a measured velocity profile upstream of breakdown that was well

approximated by the equations:

u(r) = u1 + u2 exp

[
−αr2

r2
t

]
(2.3)

w(r) =
Krt

r

[
1− exp

(
−αr2

r2
t

)]
, (2.4)

where rt is the pipe radius at the inlet, and α, K, u1, and u2 are constants. The stability

of the flow to infinitesimal axisymmetric disturbances is then guaranteed if q > 0.402,

where q is defined:

q =
K
√

α

|u2| . (2.5)

Also, Lessen et al. [43] showed that this flow is also stable to asymmetric disturbances if

q > 1.5. Garg and Leibovich [20] applied these criteria to the velocity profile upstream

of breakdown in their experimental pipe study. The smallest value of q obtained for their

experiments was 0.8, and hence all of the flows were stable to axisymmetric perturbations.

This left the possibility of instability to asymmetric disturbances; however breakdown
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was only observed for q > 1.5, where the core is stable to both types of disturbance; this

indicates instability does not have a a role to play in the mechanism for vortex breakdown.

Vortical flows are generally more susceptible to asymmetric instability than axisymmetric

instability, so the onset of an axisymmetric bubble rather than some asymmetric structure

is another hint that breakdown is not the result of instability.

In the wake of breakdown q was observed to decrease to a value q < 1.5 in all those cases

studied. Hence the wake flow suffered from asymmetric instability. This is consistent with

the observation of a spiral mode downstream of the bubble in the open pipe; the spiral in

this case may be due to instability of the wake flow to asymmetric disturbances.

To more accurately model breakdown as it occurs over a wing, Lessen et al. [43] examined

the stability of a vortical flow superimposed on a shearing flow. Previously it had been

shown (Lessen et al.) that axisymmetric disturbances had a purely stabilising effect on the

vortex, so in this study only nonaxisymmetric disturbances were considered. It was found

that the flow was stable for positive modes of the Fourier-type perturbation applied, but

unstable for some swirl velocities and negative perturbation modes. Hence flow instability

cannot yet be completely ruled out when it comes to vortex breakdown over a delta wing.

Gelfgat et al. [21] performed a numerical study of the steady state and oscillatory vortex

breakdowns in a torsionally driven cylinder. It was found that the steady state break-

down was not the result of two-dimensional flow instability, but developed as a natural

progression of the flow. The onset of oscillatory instability (where for higher Re the break-

down bubble oscillated up and down the cylinder axis) was not connected with the vortex

breakdown, as the same oscillation of the flow at the axis occurred for conditions where

the breakdown bubble was not present, and hence it probably plays no part in the onset

of vortex breakdown.

2.2.3 Concept of conjugate critical states

Squire (in [14]) is credited with the first suggestion that the waveguide nature of vortical

flows may have relevance to the onset of vortex breakdown. The importance of travelling

waves in the mechanism for breakdown is indicated by the presence of breakdown at the

transition from a core incapable of supporting upstream travelling finite amplitude waves

to one capable of supporting such waves. The theory states that if a vortex can sustain
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standing waves, then a disturbance can propagate upstream along the vortex core to a

critical location, and initiate breakdown.

A problem with this theory was highlighted by Benjamin [3]. The group velocities of these

waves would be directed downstream, hence energy could not be transferred upstream

to initiate breakdown. Instead Benjamin [3] proposed a conjugate state theory. This is

based on the existence of 2 conjugate solutions to the equations for inviscid cylindrical

flow. One solution corresponds to a supercritical flow, which supports only downstream-

travelling waves, and a the other to a subcritical flow, which can support waves with group

velocities pointing upstream. A simple criterion to determine the supercritical, critical, or

subcritical nature of the vortex core is also provided by Benjamin [3]. Define C+ as the

absolute velocity at which waves travel with the flow (relative to a stationary observer),

and C− the absolute velocity at which waves travel against the flow. If the direction of

the base flow specifies the positive direction, then C+ must be positive and C− may be

positive or negative, depending on the flow speed. Benjamin defines a quantity N such

that:

N =
C+ + C−
C+ − C−

. (2.6)

If N > 1 the flow is supercritical (ie. waves cannot travel upstream), and if N < 1 the

flow is subcritical (ie. certain waves can travel upstream).

Vortex breakdown, it is proposed, may be interpreted as a marker of the transition between

the two flow states. This makes vortex breakdown analogous to the hydraulic jump in

channel flows.

Escudier [14] has noted some deficiencies in the conjugate state model. The assumption

that a flow force deficit in the supercritical flow could be compensated for by standing

waves (for small deficits) or turbulence (for large deficits) does not hold up against experi-

mental evidence, as large flow force change transitions in the case of vortex breakdown can

be turbulence-free. It is also noted that while Benjamin’s [3] theory implied breakdown

should occur any time the flow is supercritical, in practice breakdown is not observed

below a critical swirl ratio for supercritical flows.

Another theory, first described in 1973 by Randall and Leibovich [54], and refined in a

subsequent paper by Leibovich [42], also makes use of the waveguide nature of vortex
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cores. The theory suggests that waves may become trapped at the location of criticality,

where amplification of the wave and its dissipation by viscosity are in equilibrium. In

Leibovich [42] the loss of stability to three-dimensional perturbations is also suggested as

a contributor to fixing the eventual steady location of breakdown.

Darmofal [9] claims however that three-dimensionality is not necessarily observed in these

flows, and hence cannot be used as a mechanism to limit the growth of breakdown. Dar-

mofal’s analysis consisted of numerical simulations of the onset of the axisymmetric bubble

form, and focused on the role of wave trapping in the production of negative azimuthal vor-

ticity, a necessary condition for breakdown (see Lopez [44]). Darmofal’s modified version

of the theory proposed by Randall and Leibovich [54] describes a trapping and focusing

of waves analogous to the formation of a shock wave. Breakdown is said to occur where

the group velocity of long waves travelling on the vortical core becomes negative. Waves

propagate at speed u − a, where u is the flow speed and a is the wave group velocity.

Linear theory states that the amplitude of the wave varies as (u− a)−
1
2 , and hence as the

wave approaches the critical location, where u = a, the amplitude becomes (in the linear

limit) infinite. In compressible flows this process results in a shock; in swirling flows it is

proposed that vortex breakdown results. We consider in more detail the wave trapping

model in Chapter 3.

2.3 Control of vortex breakdown over delta wings

Despite the uncertainty regarding mechanism, enough is known about the causes of break-

down breakdown for experiments into its control to be attempted. The observations that

vortex breakdown occurrence and location is a strong function of angle of attack, and that

sweep angle also plays an important part, leads to two obvious methods of control over

wings, i.e. vary these two parameters until breakdown is either downstream of the wing

or has disappeared altogether. However angle of attack is fundamental to the lift of the

wing and applying limits on the angle of attack further restricts the performance envelope.

The wing sweep determines to a large extent the flight characteristics of the wing, and is

also not likely to be varied in practice solely to control breakdown, although at least one

control experiment has utilised this method.

Profiling of the vortex core has determined that the onset of breakdown is a function of



CHAPTER 2. CURRENT KNOWLEDGE 20

the core swirl to axial velocity ratio, and the pressure gradient. Hence methods to control

breakdown over wings have attempted to modify one or both of these parameters. We

give a brief precis of breakdown control experiments for delta wings here, as some of the

observations indicate characteristics of breakdown which we make use of in our analysis

later.

The methods are grouped into four categories: changes to wing geometry; nett mass flow;

leading edge suction; and trailing edge flow modification.

2.3.1 Changes to wing geometry

Gursul et al. [27] produced a system which controlled the location of breakdown above

a delta wing, by varying the sweep angle in response to detection of the helical mode of

breakdown. The helical mode was detected by sensing pressure fluctuations. Increasing

sweep angle as breakdown occurred resulted in relocation of breakdown downstream of

the wing.

Lowson and Riley [47] showed that wing thickness and details of the leading edge ge-

ometry have a significant effect on the location of breakdown. Large discrepancies in the

breakdown location in previous studies were shown to be the result of these geometry vari-

ations, particularly at the apex of the delta. Given the large impact apex geometry had

on the location of breakdown, the next stage in their investigation tested the prospect for

controlling breakdown by installing a movable flap at the apex. Adjusting the incidence

of this flap had a large effect on the chordwise location of breakdown, moving breakdown

by distances of up to the chord length, depending on wing angle of attack.

An interesting observation appeared in the case for the 25% apex flap at a flap angle of

∼ 20◦ for wing angle of attack = 20◦. Typically a breakdown bubble forms upstream of

either a transition to a helical mode or complete break up of the vortex core. However, at

the conditions stated above the vortex re-formed downstream of the breakdown bubble.

This behaviour had previously only been seen in closed flows such as the torsionally driven

cylinder, so it is of note that the re-forming of the vortex has been observed in at least

one unconfined flow.

In a study by Hebbar et al. [29] the geometry of the junction between wing sections

of a double delta configuration was varied. The double delta is a planform utilised in
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a number of modern fighter aircraft (F/A-18, F-16), and is comprised of a main delta

shaped wing with a triangular leading edge extension. Hebbar et al. [29] modified the

vortical flow generated by the wing by adding a fillet to the junction between the leading

edge extension and the main wing. It was found that a diamond-shaped fillet resulted in

a change in breakdown location, but the change was not as significant as the changes due

to the larger-scale geometry modifications of previous studies, as expected.

A recent analysis by Srigrarom and Kurosaka [65], [66] proposed a new mechanism for

breakdown, which led to an alteration to the delta wing leading edge in their experiments.

The ‘self-induction theory’ states that the conditions for generation of breakdown include a

straight vortex core and a spiralling shear layer, which they observe surrounding the core.

It is proposed that breakdown may then be suppressed by imposing a wavy structure

on the vortex core. This is done for a delta wing by constructing a wavy leading edge.

The effect is to move breakdown further down the wing chord. Another experiment [66]

involved placing small bulges on the top of a standard delta wing, near the leading edge.

The effect again was to move breakdown further downstream.

Deng and Gursul [11] investigated the effect of varying the angle of a leading edge flap.

The flap was attached to the entire delta wing leading edge, and the angle between the

wing and the flap could be adjusted between 60◦ and 150◦. The angle of attack of the

wing and angle of the flap were found to have a large effect on the location of breakdown.

This result is not surprising; Traub et al. [70] and Lowson and Riley [47] have documented

the strong dependence of breakdown on the leading edge geometry. A subsequent study

by Deng and Gursul [12] observed the effect of applying an oscillation to the leading edge

flap. Hysteresis loops were identified, and it was shown that the oscillation of the flaps did

not significantly alter the mean location of breakdown more than a static flap. Gangulee

and Ng [19] examined the effect of a flap placed inboard of the leading edge; this flap was

found to promote breakdown at high angles of attack.

2.3.2 Flow modification by nett mass flow

The swirl to axial velocity ratio is a major factor in the susceptibility of a vortex core to

breakdown. This is reflected in the various propositions for breakdown criteria, which are

usually based on this ratio, or the equivalent circulation/axial velocity ratio (eg. Robinson
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et al.’s [55] Rossby number criterion, Ro =
U

rΩ
< 0.9.) Consequently, some attempts to

control breakdown over delta wings have concentrated on modifying directly the swirl to

axial velocity ratio.

One attempt at control of this ratio by blowing was conducted by Schmücker and Gersten

[59]. They mounted a half delta wing on a rotatable turntable in the wall of a water tunnel,

so that the wing was joined to the turntable at the wing root. Just above the wing, and

between
x

c
∼ 0.25 and

x

c
∼ 0.50 (c is the chord length, and x the distance from the leading

edge), six jets were positioned, at angles which produced a flow parallel to the wing leading

edge. The aim was to use these jets to increase the axial velocity, reducing the swirl ratio,

and hence delay the stagnation associated with breakdown. This was accomplished, as

breakdown was moved downstream by activation of the jets. Modification of the vortex

core was also attempted by Mitchell et al. [51] as part of an ongoing study into the effect

of direct injection of axial flow into the vortical structure. A nozzle was positioned on the

suction side of the wing, and oriented so that the flow coming from it was parallel to the

wing leading edge and in the downstream direction. This arrangement also resulted in

displacement of the vortex breakdown, in this case by 20% of the root chord. In addition,

asymmetric blowing resulted in the breakdown on the side undergoing blowing moving

further down the wing, while the breakdown on the other side tended to move upstream

past the location it would occupy without blowing on either side. The disadvantage of

this form of flow modification is that a device needs to be placed near the core upstream

of breakdown, and will by its presence possibly also result in some unwanted modification

of the flow.

Methods which aim to increase the lift by enhancing the roll-up of vortices above the

delta wing tend to promote breakdown, as the axial velocity is not similarly increased. An

attempt to stabilise the vortex with respect to vortex breakdown using swirl enhancement

was conducted by Johari et al. [37]. Johari et al. examined the effect on vortex breakdown

of a flow injection inboard of the leading edge, at an angle equal to that of the leading

edge bevel. The advantage of this arrangement is that direct injection of fluid into the

vortex is possible without placing a blowing port in the upstream flow, as was done in

Mitchell et al. [51]. Blowing ports were arranged in a line on each side of the wing at

three chordwise locations.

The aim of Johari et al.’s study was to increase the stability of the vortex to perturbations
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by making use of the Rayleigh criterion, which states that the vortex will be stable if the

circulation increases monotonically with radial distance from the vortex centre. But this

assumes that breakdown is a result of instability; breakdown can occur in stable flows,

and hence the relationship between the stability of the core and breakdown is not so well

defined. Instead, by increasing the circulation upstream of breakdown this flow injection

method should actually promote the onset of breakdown, and this is what is observed in

the experiment; Johari et al. acknowledge this, but note that the observation that fluid

injection downstream of breakdown moves the breakdown location further downstream

cannot be explained on this basis.

Johari and Moreira [36], in an extension of the study described above, tested the effect

of pulsed blowing on breakdown location. Pulsed blowing was found to be more effective

at displacing breakdown than steady blowing when applied downstream of the breakdown

location. Pulsed blowing proved to be effective in both steady and ramped pitching con-

ditions. The nett mass flow for effective pulsed blowing was half that used for steady

blowing; Johari and Moreira [36] suggest further work could concentrate on finding the

optimum blowing frequency for breakdown control.

2.3.3 Leading edge suction

Suction applied at the leading edge has been used to reduce the circulation of the vortex

core resulting from roll-up of the leading edge shear layer, thus reducing the swirl ratio

and delaying breakdown. The effect of suction applied at the leading edge was studied by

Wood et al. [76]. Their delta wing had a rounded leading edge so that suction tangential

to the boundary layer could be applied. The effect was to delay the onset of breakdown

at higher angles of attack.

Gu et al. [26] utilised a similar arrangement for their half-delta mounted in a water channel.

Both blowing and suction were applied at the (rounded) leading edge, and it was found

that steady blowing, steady suction, and alternating blowing and suction were capable

of displacing breakdown to a steady location further downstream. The greatest effect

on breakdown occurred just after initiation of the blowing or suction, after which the

breakdown moved back upstream, though not to its original location. Alternating blowing

and suction with time resulted in the greatest downstream displacement of breakdown.
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McCormick and Gursul [50] suggest there is a reliance in these studies on the Coanda

effect, via the rounded leading edge. In their study a slit was installed along the sharp

leading edge of a delta wing, through which some of the external fluid could be drawn.

The result was a decrease in the maximum swirl angle with increasing suction coefficient,

and movement of breakdown downstream. McCormick and Gursul [50] tested the effect

of moving the suction port slightly inboard, and found that this led to an increase in swirl

angle, and movement of breakdown upstream. A subsequent study (Badran et al. [2])

investigated the effect of moving the suction port further inboard. Less effective control of

breakdown was again observed, for the same suction coefficient, although the promotion

of breakdown by inboard suction was not seen in this later study.

2.3.4 Trailing edge flow modifiers

The trailing edge of the delta wing has also been used as a platform for breakdown control

experiments. Shih and Ding [60] added vectored trailing edge jets to their delta wing

model in a water tank towing apparatus. They showed that blowing fluid through these

nozzles after the onset of breakdown would displace breakdown downstream, in both static

and dynamic pitching conditions. It was possible to independently vary the angle of the

nozzles on each side of the wing; this resulted in an asymmetry in breakdown location,

suggesting the possibility of using such an arrangement to apply roll moments. This

method of breakdown control relies on a reduction in the adverse pressure gradient over

the wing, rather than the more direct modifications of the vortex core described previously.

The best control of breakdown may lie in the implementation of more than one type of

control device. Vorobieff and Rockwell [74] implemented both trailing edge blowing and

deflection of a leading edge flap on a pitching delta wing model. They found that trailing

edge blowing was the more efficient of the methods, and similarly to Johari and Moreira

[36], intermittent blowing seemed to give the most efficient breakdown control. Also, the

flow rate through the blowing orifices was much lower than that used by Shih and Ding

[60].
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2.4 Discussion

The search for a cause of breakdown is complicated by the fact that the phenomenon has

so many different forms, and is manifest in a number of different situations or geometries.

Instability has been ruled out as a cause for the axisymmetric form of breakdown (ie. the

bubble), but may play a role in the onset of the three-dimensional forms (ie. the spiral

and double helix).

While efforts continue into the search for a mechanism, the knowledge already gained

has been put toward finding methods for controlling breakdown. Some control has been

demonstrated for various types of flow modifiers, which either work on the swirl/axial

velocity ratio in the core, or the adverse pressure gradient. Further research into var-

ious combinations of these breakdown control methods may lead to ways of controlling

breakdown without adversely affecting other characteristics of the wing.

We return to the issue of breakdown control in chapters 6, 8, and 9. In the next section

we concentrate on the analysis of vortex breakdown in terms of vorticity dynamics.



Chapter 3

Vorticity dynamics

3.1 The vorticity dynamics approach

Vorticity is simply the curl of the velocity; it is represented in Cartesian coordinate form

in equation 3.1:

ω = ∇× u = i

(
∂w

∂y
− ∂v

∂z

)
− j

(
∂w

∂x
− ∂u

∂z

)
+ k

(
∂v

∂x
− ∂u

∂y

)
, (3.1)

where u = (u, v, w) is the velocity, ω = (ωx, ωy, ωx) the vorticity, and (i, j, k) unit vectors

in the (x, y, z) directions respectively.

Although the vorticity is described by three components of a vector equation, (one ex-

pression each for i, j, and k), the three components of vorticity are not independent. This

becomes evident after taking the divergence:

∇ · ω =
∂ωx

∂x
+

∂ωy

∂y
+

∂ωz

∂z
= 0. (3.2)

Hence, once two components of vorticity are known, the third may be determined by

integrating and applying the boundary conditions. The equivalent relation for the velocity

components gives the continuity equation. Later, analysis of the Helmholtz vorticity

equation, which governs the dynamics of vorticity in an incompressible homogeneous fluid,

will show the well known result that there is no mechanism for the generation of total

vorticity in the body of such a fluid, so any change in one component of vorticity must be

reflected in a change in one or both of the other components.

26
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Since the geometries considered later have cylindrical symmetry, it is more useful to de-

fine the vorticity in a cylindrical polar coordinate system (r, φ, x), and the result of the

conversion is shown in equation 3.3:

ω = er

(
1
r

∂u

∂φ
− ∂w

∂x

)
− eφ

(
∂u

∂r
− ∂v

∂x

)
+ ex

1
r

(
∂ (rw)

∂r
− ∂v

∂φ

)
. (3.3)

Some understanding of the mechanism for breakdown has been gained from a vorticity

dynamics approach. The importance of the generation of azimuthal vorticity (the second

term on the right in equation 3.3) as a necessary condition for breakdown was recognised

by Brown and Lopez [6]. They proposed that breakdown evolves in two stages: the initial

generation of azimuthal vorticity, and the amplification of this azimuthal vorticity to the

point where breakdown occurs. The second stage was suggested to be the same for the

pipe and cylinder, but the process which leads to initial generation of azimuthal vorticity

could differ between geometries.

Brown and Lopez suggest that in order for the cylinder flow to transition to breakdown

there must be some initial streamline divergence. This divergence will only occur in the

event that at some axial location there is an imbalance in the centrifugal force/radial

pressure gradient equilibrium. In the torsionally driven cylinder, the turning of the flow

at the stationary end of the cylinder into the vortical core flow can result in an overshoot,

so that in the vortical core there is some dominance of the centrifugal force over the radial

pressure gradient. This results in waviness in the vortical core, and some initial generation

of negative azimuthal vorticity.

Brown and Lopez [6] attribute the initial generation of negative azimuthal vorticity in

a pipe with swirling inflow to the stretching and tilting of axial vorticity as a result of

viscous diffusion. After the initial generation of negative azimuthal vorticity a feedback

loop begins, as the streamline divergence caused by the increasingly negative azimuthal

vorticity increases turning of the axial and radial vorticity. This feedback mechanism was

found to be common to both the pipe and cylinder flows.

We next examine in more detail the process by which negative azimuthal vorticity is

generated, since the mechanism described above appears to be fundamental to the onset

of vortex breakdown in the geometries we consider. The concept of wave trapping and

its relevance to breakdown will also be discussed. In a following chapter (chapter 5) the

relationship between these processes and the onset of breakdown in the torsionally driven
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cylinder is examined.

3.2 The vorticity equation

The Helmholtz vorticity equation describes the dynamics of vorticity in an incompressible

homogeneous fluid, and is shown in equation 3.4 in vector form:

∂ω

∂t
+ (u · ∇) ω = (ω · ∇) u + ν∇2ω. (3.4)

u and ω represent the velocity and vorticity respectively, where ω = ∇×u. The expression

(ω · ∇) u on the right hand side represents the change in vorticity due to vortex filament

stretching and turning, and ν∇2ω represents the contribution from diffusion.

The properties of this equation, and vorticity dynamics in general, are described in Morton

[52], Wu et al. [77], and Green [25]. The equation contains no generation term, hence

vorticity cannot spontaneously arise if there is no vorticity initially present (in the body

of the fluid). However it is possible to exchange vorticity between components through

turning, and to amplify existing vorticity through stretching. Alternatively, vorticity may

only be introduced to a flow at the boundary, from where it can then be diffused into

the body of the flow. There are two ways in which vorticity may be generated at solid

boundaries: wall acceleration, and the presence of a pressure gradient along the wall. The

second mechanism is relevant to the generation of azimuthal vorticity at the walls of the

torsionally driven cylinder, which we consider later.

3.3 Vorticity generation in an axisymmetric geometry

Both the geometries we consider (the pipe and cylinder) have circular symmetry, so it

is advantageous to rewrite the vorticity equation in cylindrical polar coordinates. This

transformation results in equations for the three components: axial (equation 3.5), radial

(equation 3.6), and azimuthal (equation 3.7):

∂ωx

∂t
+ u · ∇ωx = ω · ∇ux + ν∇2ωx, (3.5)

∂ωr

∂t
+ u · ∇ωr − uφωφ

r
= ω · ∇ur − ωφuφ

r
+ ν

(
∇2ωr − ωr

r2
− 2

r2

∂ωφ

∂φ

)
, (3.6)
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∂ωφ

∂t
+ u · ∇ωφ +

uφωr

r
= ω · ∇uφ +

ωφur

r
+ ν

(
∇2ωφ +

2
r2

∂ωr

∂φ
− ωφ

r2

)
. (3.7)

These equations describe the generation and transport of each component of vorticity.

Concentrating on the azimuthal vorticity component (eqn. 3.7), each term represents a

specific physical mechanism, as was mentioned earlier for the vorticity equation in general.

If we disregard the viscous term for the moment, assume axisymmetry, and expand the

other terms on the right hand side of equation 3.7, equation 3.8 is obtained:

Dωφ

Dt
= ωr

∂uφ

∂r
+ ωx

∂uφ

∂x
− uφωr

r
+

urωφ

r
. (3.8)

Darmofal [7] described this equation. The four terms on the right hand side correspond to

two mechanisms. The first three terms describe the local generation of azimuthal vorticity

by vortex filament turning (or tilting), and the fourth term describes the amplification of

azimuthal vorticity by stretching.

3.4 Stretching

Kelvin’s Theorem states that, neglecting viscous effects, the total circulation around a

vortex tube must be constant at any given instant in time, where the circulation Γ is

defined in equation 3.9; dS is an element of a cross-sectional surface element through a

vortex tube S, and n is the unit normal to S:

Γ =
∫

S
ω · n dS. (3.9)

The circulation around a vortex tube is constant, so decreasing its radius must result

in an increase in ω. Hence if a vortex tube is stretched in the axial direction, ie. its

circumference decreased, the vorticity must increase to keep the circulation constant. In

the case of a pipe with a constricting section, the radius of the axial vortex tube decreases,

and so to conserve circulation the axial vorticity increases.

In the same fashion, the azimuthal vorticity increases in magnitude when moving through

an expansion. Consider the pipe half-section shown in figure 3.1.

Here the flow is from left to right. A streamwise divergence results in stretching of the

vortex tube, which forms a torus around the pipe axis in the azimuthal direction (orien-

tation out of the page). In order to conserve total circulation, Kelvin’s Theorem implies
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Pipe wall

azimuthal vortex tube
Stretching of

Pipe axis

Figure 3.1: Generation of azimuthal vorticity by stretching, due to streamwise

divergence.

that the azimuthal vorticity must increase. So as long as the radial velocity is positive,

the azimuthal vorticity torus increases in radius, the vortex tube becomes stretched, and

the azimuthal vorticity increases.

As noted by Darmofal [8], this process can only begin once some azimuthal vorticity is

already present; another mechanism is needed to generate the initial azimuthal vorticity.

This process is tilting.

3.5 Tilting

Vortex tilting is the method by which vorticity can be transferred between axial, az-

imuthal, and radial forms in three-dimensional (or axisymmetric) flows. So although the

total vorticity present in the flow is constant, vorticity of a particular orientation can be

generated at the expense of another component.

In an axisymmetric geometry two processes can result in the generation of azimuthal

vorticity through tilting:

• tilting of axial vorticity by an azimuthal velocity gradient in the axial direction (the

second term on the right in equation 3.8);

• tilting of radial vorticity by an azimuthal velocity gradient in the radial direction

(the first term on the right in equation 3.8).
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The first case is illustrated in figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2: Generation of azimuthal vorticity by tilting of axial vorticity, due to a

gradient in the axial direction of the azimuthal velocity.

In figure 3.2 the axial vorticity vector is initially oriented parallel to the pipe axis. As

this vector is translated in the axial direction a change in the azimuthal velocity results

in tilting of the vector. This tilting introduces a component of vorticity in the azimuthal

direction (represented by a red arrow).

By a similar process tilting of the radial vorticity vector contributes to the generation of

azimuthal vorticity - see figure 3.3.

Here the pipe axis is oriented into the page. A change in the azimuthal velocity with in-

creasing radial distance tilts the radial vorticity vector, again into the azimuthal direction.

Hence in this simple system there are two means of generating azimuthal vorticity where

the original flow contained none. Both of these methods require an azimuthal velocity

gradient. For turning of radial vorticity, a gradient in the radial direction is required. For

turning of axial vorticity, a gradient in the axial direction is required.

Once turning of one or both of the axial and radial components has resulted in the gen-

eration of some azimuthal vorticity, the stretching mechanism described earlier can take

over if there is some radial outflow.
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Figure 3.3: Generation of azimuthal vorticity by tilting of radial vorticity, due to

a gradient in the radial direction of the azimuthal velocity.

3.6 Diffusion

As mentioned earlier, Brown and Lopez [6] suggested a role for diffusion in the initial

production of azimuthal vorticity in the open pipe geometry. However, the observation

of vortex breakdown in simulations which assume inviscid flow show that diffusion does

not play an important part in the mechanism for breakdown. The mechanism of tilting

described above also removes the need for another means of introducing initial azimuthal

vorticity into the flow. An exception may be the torsionally driven cylinder, where the

Reynolds number is very low compared to that in the pipe and over delta wings (see

chapter 7).

3.7 Feedback mechanism

Once negative azimuthal vorticity has been generated, if the radial velocity near the axis

is greater than zero, a feedback mechanism which relies on the stretching term in the

equation for the azimuthal vorticity above can fuel the further growth of negative azimuthal

vorticity. Darmofal [8] described this process, and it is summarised below:
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1. ur > 0 and ωφ < 0 results in
urωφ

r
< 0 (the stretching term in equation 3.8), and

hence
Dωφ

Dt
< 0 (in the absence of turning);

2. Increasingly negative ωφ results in a reduction in the axial flow, ie. ux decreases

near the axis;

3. Continuity dictates that fluid must then acquire some radial component, so ur in-

creases;

4.
urωφ

r
decreases until breakdown evolves.

Hence some understanding of breakdown evolution can be understood from a vorticity

dynamics standpoint. However, the presence of breakdown at the transition from a su-

percritical to a subcritical flow state suggests a role for wave trapping in the mechanism

for breakdown, at least in the initial stages. In the next section the theory of the critical

state and its relation to breakdown onset will be discussed.

3.8 Critical state and wave trapping

Vortical flows have the property that they can support travelling waves. There can arise

however a point at which the vortex will be incapable of supporting upstream travelling

waves. A region of the core in which both upstream and downstream travelling waves

are permitted is termed ‘subcritical’, and where waves can only propagate downstream

‘supercritical’. Hall [30] describes a method first suggested by Benjamin [3] for determining

the critical point which marks the transition between these two states.

First the equations of motion in a steady axisymmetric swirling flow are presented in a

streamfunction formulation, as in equation 3.10:

∂2ψ

∂r2
− 1

r

∂ψ

∂r
+

∂2ψ

∂x2
= −k

dk

dψ
+

r2

ρ

dh

dψ
. (3.10)

where k = rw is the circulation, and h is the total pressure. Here the cylindrical polar

coordinate system is used, with axial (x), radial (r) and azimuthal (φ) coordinates with

corresponding velocities (u, v, w).
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If an axisymmetric perturbation F (r, x)eγx is applied to a base quasi-cylindrical solution,

Ψ (r, x), then an expression for the streamfunction can be obtained:

ψ (r, x) = Ψ(r, x) + εF (r, x) eγx (3.11)

where ε¿1 for a small perturbation. An equation for the function F can be obtained by

substituting 3.11 into equation 3.10 and disregarding higher order terms:

∂2F

∂r2
− 1

r

∂F

∂r
+

[
γ2 − 1

u

∂2u

∂r2
+

1
ru

∂u

∂r
+

1
r3u2

∂k2

∂r

]
F = 0 (3.12)

where u is the axial component of velocity. If we confine the flow to a pipe of radius R, then

the boundary conditions are F (r = 0) = F (r = R) = 0. This is now a Sturm-Liouville

equation, which can be solved for the eigenvalues γ2.

Now, if there is at least one eigenvalue γ2 < 0, then the flow can support an infinitesimal

standing wave, and is subcritical. If all γ2 > 0, then only solutions with exponentials exist

and the flow is supercritical. Hence γ2 = 0 represents the transition between supercrit-

ical and subcritical states. If the axial velocity and circulation profiles are known for a

particular axial location, it is then possible to determine whether a flow is subcritical or

supercritical at that point by setting γ2 to zero, then solving equation 3.12 for F . If F

has negative values in the range (0 < r < R) the flow is subcritical. If F is zero only at

r = 0 and r = R then the flow is at that point exactly critical, and if F > 0 for all r then

the flow is supercritical.

Darmofal [8] makes use of an alternative implementation of equation 3.12, with γ2 = 0, as

provided by Benjamin [3]:

d2F

dy2
=

[
H ′′ (Ψ)− 1

2y
I ′′ (Ψ)

]
F, (3.13)

where y =
1
2
r2, I =

1
2
k2, H is the total pressure, and Ψ is the base quasi-cylindrical

solution.

Benjamin [3] showed that as the coefficient of F in equation 3.13 becomes more negative,

an initially supercritical flow tends toward criticality, due to an increase in the oscillatory

nature of the solution F . Darmofal used this result to show that streamline divergence

results in an increase in the coefficient by considering the H ′′ and I ′′ profiles with respect
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to Ψ in a q-vortex, which has a profile characteristic of that observed in flows which contain

breakdown in experiments (the q-vortex will be described in further chapters, as it will be

used to define the inlet velocity profile for the pipes to be implemented later.)

The profiles of H ′′ and I ′′ are presented in figures 3.4 and 3.5.

Figure 3.4: H ′′ vs Ψ from Darmofal [8].

Figure 3.5: I ′′ vs Ψ from Darmofal [8].



CHAPTER 3. VORTICITY DYNAMICS 36

∆w is the ∆u defined in equation 4.16 for the axial velocity profile (in chapter 4). From

figure 3.4 it can be seen that an increase in −H ′′ follows decreasing Ψ. Also, in figure 3.5,

decreasing Ψ from a certain value Ψmax results in increasing I ′′. On the other side of

Ψmax the opposite trend is observed.

In a diverging flow Ψ decreases with increasing x at a particular radial distance r, due

to divergence of the streamlines. Hence streamline divergence increases the magnitude of

the coefficient of F in equation 3.13, and moves the flow toward criticality. Streamline

divergence arises in pipe flows due to changes in the pipe radius, and in less confined

geometries streamline divergence results from an adverse pressure gradient.

Once a region appears where the flow becomes subcritical downstream of a critical point,

the potential for wave trapping is realised, as upstream travelling waves cannot move

upstream past this point.

The formation of a shock in compressible flows is often used as an analogy to describe

wave trapping in general, so it is useful to include a short discussion of shock formation

here.

Consider a compressible fluid flow in an expanding nozzle, with speed u. Acoustic waves

generated at some point in the flow will propagate both upstream and downstream, initially

with speed say u′, relative to the flow. The wave travelling upstream will slow down as

it progresses upstream. Wave fronts downstream of this wave will begin to catch up. At

the sonic point, where the flow speed equals that of the acoustic waves (ie. u = the speed

of sound), the waves cannot progress any further upstream, and successive wave fronts

pile up at the location where u− u′ = 0. In the linear limit the wave amplitude tends to

infinity. In reality a shock forms at the transition point, with supersonic flow upstream and

subsonic flow downstream; the analogy with swirling flow is a supercritical flow upstream,

and a subcritical flow downstream of the critical point.

Wave trapping and amplifying was visualised by Darmofal and Murman [9] in their nu-

merical study of an open pipe flow, by plotting the perturbation azimuthal vorticity, δωφ

(η̃2,k in their study), near the pipe centreline. δωφ is defined in equation 3.14

δωφ = ωφ − ωφ (i) (3.14)

where ωφ is the azimuthal vorticity at a particular time, and ωφ (i) is the initial azimuthal
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vorticity. δωφ along a line near the centreline was plotted with time, after an increase in

Ω from an initial condition without breakdown to one where breakdown just evolves. The

result of this simulation is shown in figure 3.6.

Figure 3.6: Perturbation azimuthal vorticity with time, from Darmofal [8].

The initial change in δωφ is difficult to see in this plot; it begins to propagate downstream

from the inlet at t=0. Some of the modes convect to the outlet, but some become trapped

just downstream of the constricted section. These modes gradually grow in size as az-

imuthal vorticity is continually fed into the region from upstream, until two breakdown

bubbles emerge in the final solution, as indicated in figure 3.6.

So far discussion of vorticity dynamics associated with breakdown has referred to the

relatively open flow of the pipe. In the next chapter the evolution of breakdown in the

torsionally driven cylinder will be examined via the vorticity dynamics and wave trapping

approach described in this section. Comparing the generation of azimuthal vorticity in the
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cylinder with that in the pipe will show that the mechanism by which negative azimuthal

vorticity is generated and transported upstream of breakdown is similar to that in the

open pipe.



Chapter 4

Method and Validation

4.1 Introduction

The approach taken in this study was to examine breakdown in laminar, incompress-

ible flows by numerical analysis, ie. numerical solution of the fluid flow (Navier-Stokes)

equations. The numerical approach was chosen because it offers the ability to more easily

obtain details of the interior structures in the flow, and importantly for this study the pos-

sibility of constructing geometries and boundary conditions which are difficult to generate

in reality.

Three distinct numerical codes were used at various stages throughout the analysis. The

commercial product Fluent 4 was used to obtain most results for the vorticity dynamics

studies for the open pipe and torsionally driven cylinder. The related code Fluent 5 was

used to model the effect of placement of an aerofoil in the pipe, and for some of the

experiments with different cylinder geometries, eg. the “streampipe”. One section of the

study required computation of a 3 dimensional solution, as opposed to the axisymmetric

solutions obtained for the other sections. Due to the high CPU time required for such

computations using Fluent 4 and 5, a spectral-element code was substituted to obtain

these 3D results. However the majority of the results presented in following chapters were

obtained using Fluent 4, and it is this code which we describe briefly, and validate for the

flows we consider, in this section. Validation of the other codes will be described in the

later sections in which the results from them are reported.

39
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4.2 Numerical method

In the flows we consider the complete state of the system is defined by the equations which

describe conservation of mass and momentum, with appropriate boundary conditions. In

this section we describe the formulation used to solve the equations. Further details can

be found in Versteeg and Malalasekera [73].

The continuity (conservation of mass) equation which will be solved is shown in equa-

tion 4.1:

∂ρ

∂t
= ∇ · (ρu) , (4.1)

where ρ is the fluid density, and u its velocity. We take the case ρ = constant, so this

reduces to the continuity constraint:

∇ · u = 0. (4.2)

The following are the momentum equations to be solved, in component form:

ρ
Du

Dt
=

∂τii

∂x
+

∂τji

∂y
+

∂τki

∂z
− ∂p

∂x
+ Sx

ρ
Dv

Dt
=

∂τij

∂x
+

∂τjj

∂y
+

∂τkj

∂z
− ∂p

∂y
+ Sy

ρ
Dw

Dt
=

∂τik

∂x
+

∂τjk

∂y
+

∂τkk

∂z
− ∂p

∂z
+ Sz

(4.3)

where the τmn are the viscous shear stress components (in the n direction, on a surface

with normal m), (u, v, w) the velocity components in the (i, j, k) directions, and p is the

pressure. The Si terms represent body forces. For a Newtonian fluid, the viscous stress

components are given in equation 4.4:

τij = µ

(
∂ui

∂xj
+

∂uj

∂xi

)
− 2

3
µ

∂ul

∂xl
δij , (4.4)

where µ is the dynamic viscosity (µ = ρν, where ν is the kinematic viscosity), and the

term incorporating δij represents volume dilation, set to zero here as this study relates

only to incompressible flows.



CHAPTER 4. METHOD AND VALIDATION 41

Substituting this expression for the τij into equations 4.3, after some rearrangement the

Navier-Stokes equations are obtained:

ρ
∂u

∂t
+∇ · (ρuu) = −∂p

∂x
+∇ · (µ∇u)

ρ
∂v

∂t
+∇ · (ρuv) = −∂p

∂x
+∇ · (µ∇v)

ρ
∂w

∂t
+∇ · (ρuw) = −∂p

∂x
+∇ · (µ∇w) .

(4.5)

This form of the equations illustrates the similarities between the continuity and mo-

mentum equations; in fact both equations are special cases of a general form, shown in

equation 4.6:

∂ (ρφ)
∂t

+∇ · (ρφu) = ∇ · (µ∇φ) + S. (4.6)

This equation describes the transport of a quantity φ, where for the momentum equations

φ is either u, v, or w, and for the continuity equation φ = 1. The S term incorporates the

pressure gradient terms from the momentum equations.

The essence of the finite-volume method to be used involves dividing the computational

domain into control volumes, then integrating the transport equations 4.6 over each control

volume. Hence the next step is to determine an integral form for each of the terms in the

transport equation which renders the result appropriate for discretisation. We begin by

integrating over a control volume V :

∫

V

∂ (ρφ)
∂t

dV +
∫

V
∇ · (ρφu) dV =

∫

V
∇ · (µ∇φ) dV +

∫

V
S dV. (4.7)

Using the divergence theorem, the integrals for the convective and diffusive terms can be

re-written as integrals over the surface A of the volume.

∂

∂t

∫

V
ρφ dV +

∫

A
n · (ρφu) dA =

∫

A
n · (µ∇φ) dA +

∫

V
S dV. (4.8)

This equation describes the rate of change of the quantity ρφ in the control volume V ; in

words (Versteeg and Malalasekera [73]):
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Rate of decrease Rate of increase
Rate of increase + of φ from = of φ from + Rate of creation

of φ convection across diffusion across of φ
boundaries boundaries

(Rate of change) (Convection) (Diffusion) (Source)

For steady-state problems the first (time-dependent) term on the left is not solved for. For

time-dependent problems it is necessary to integrate each equation over a timestep ∆t, as

shown in equation 4.9

∫

∆t

∂

∂t

∫

V
ρφ dV dt +

∫

∆t

∫

A
n · (ρφu) dAdt =

∫

∆t

∫

A
n · (µ∇φ) dAdt +

∫

∆t

∫

V
S dV dt. (4.9)

4.3 Discretisation

Having obtained an appropriate form of the Navier-Stokes equations, the next step is to

discretise the equations so that they may be solved numerically. We use a one-dimensional

steady flowfield (the time-dependent term is dropped) to illustrate the discretisation. The

convection and diffusion of φ, in the absence of sources, can then be represented by:

d

dx
(ρuφ) =

d

dx

(
µ

dφ

dx

)
. (4.10)

Continuity is provided by:

d

dx
(ρu) = 0. (4.11)

We will use nomenclature introduced for the control volume V shown in figure 4.1.

West (W) Central (C) East (E)
ew

V

Figure 4.1: Control volume strategy used in Fluent 4.
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We substitute F = ρu and D =
µ

δx
. The convection-diffusion equation can then take the

discretised, central difference form in equation 4.12 (Versteeg and Malalasekera [73]):

Feφe − Fwφw = De (φE − φC)−Dw (φC − φW ) , (4.12)

and the continuity equation:

Fe − Fw = 0, (4.13)

where δx is the node spacing, assumed constant here. This assumes that the velocities on

the faces are known; how these values are determined will be explained in section 4.4 on

the SIMPLE method.

Next the values of φe and φw need to be calculated. A number of methods exist for

this purpose. The Quadratic Upwind Interpolation for Convective Kinetics (QUICK)

differencing scheme, as developed by Leonard (in Versteeg and Malalasekera [73]) is used

in this study. The QUICK scheme uses a quadratic fit through the node on each side

of the reference cell (W and E), along with the reference cell node (C), plus another

quadratic fit which includes an upstream node (WW, not displayed in figure 4.1 but to

the left of W), W, and C. Details of this method are described in Leonard (in [73]). The

resulting scheme has greater accuracy than central differencing. QUICK is third-order

accurate for flux interpolation resulting in second-order accuracy for the discretisation.

However the truncation error coefficient of the third-order term is smaller than for central

differences. QUICK also has increased stability due to the upwinding component (which

includes node WW or EE, depending on flow direction), ie. a reduced tendency to produce

“wiggly” solutions for high cell Reynolds numbers. However for time-dependent problems

the QUICK scheme is still only conditionally stable.

4.4 Pressure-velocity coupling

If the pressure gradient ∇p is known, it is now possible using the QUICK scheme outlined

above to determine the velocity field, u. However at the beginning of the calculation the

pressure field is also unknown. Since we only consider incompressible fluids, the velocity

and pressure fields are coupled, and this can be used in an iterative scheme to calculate

both the pressure and velocity fields.
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A modified version of the SIMPLE algorithm of Patankar and Spalding [53], called SIM-

PLEC, was used (see Versteeg and Malalasekera [73]). The SIMPLEC method is an

iterative procedure, which begins with an initial guess p∗ for the pressure field. By substi-

tuting p∗ into the discretised momentum equations an initial approximation to the velocity

u∗ can be obtained. Since the pressure and velocity fields must also satisfy continuity,

substituting u∗ into the continuity equation results in a pressure correction term, p′, where

p = p∗ + p′. Substituting the corrected pressure back into the momentum equations com-

pletes an iteration. This process is continued until the required level of convergence is

reached.

4.5 The open pipe geometry

A typical pipe geometry used to study vortex breakdown is shown in figure 4.2. It is

typical in the sense that it has the characteristics of many of the pipes used in experimental

and numerical studies, ie. a constricted inlet section, a test section where breakdown is

produced, and a constricted outlet.

The purpose of the constricted inlet is to provide an adverse pressure gradient in the

axial direction; pressure increases along the length of the pipe. This adverse pressure

gradient has been found in previous studies to play an important part in vortex breakdown

initiation. It also fixes the location of the bubble in the pipe, as a range of swirl levels can

be found for which the bubble cannot traverse the constriction.

Some open pipe studies have involved a straight section pipe (eg. Lopez [45]). In this case

the breakdown may be held in place by the inlet boundary conditions. Here instead we

use the more physical alternative of providing an adverse pressure gradient by constricting

the pipe just downstream of the inlet. This keeps the bubble well downstream of the inlet

for all swirls (Ω) and Reynolds numbers (Re) of interest.

Sarpkaya’s [57] and Faler and Leibovich’s [17] experimental pipe, and Beran and Culick’s [4]

and Darmofal’s [8] numerical pipes are similar to the type displayed in figure 4.2. Beran

and Culick’s [4] and Darmofal’s [8] pipe geometry is more suited to numerical work be-

cause the pipe walls are defined as streamlines, and so there is no need to accommodate

boundary layers.
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Breakdown

Figure 4.2: Open pipe geometry.

The precise definition of the pipe wall used in the present study is that provided by

Darmofal [8], and is described by equations 4.14 and 4.15.

R (z) = Ri + (Rt −Ri) g (z, zt) 0 < z < zt

Rt + (R0 −Rt) g (z − zt, z0 − zt) zt < z < z0

R0 z0 < z < zc

R0 + (Rmax −Rc) g (z − zc, zmax − zc) zc < z < zmax

(4.14)

where g (z, ∆z) =
1
2

(1− cos [π (z/∆z)]) , (4.15)

and the R and z values are defined in figure 4.3. We use the values: zi = 0, zt = 5, z0 = 10,

zc = 25, zmax = 30, Ri = R0 = Rc = 2, Rt = Rmax = 1.8.

z

R R R

z z z

R R

z

Radius
Pipe

Axial
Distance

i t o

i t o c

c max

max

Figure 4.3: Open pipe geometry.

The converging outlet prevents an unphysical solution evolving, where the bubble length

increases until it impinges on the outlet. The converging outlet causes the flow to accelerate
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and become supercritical again.

The inlet boundary conditions are based on those observed experimentally for a q-vortex

(see for example Leibovich [42]), and are defined in three-component form:

u0 (r) = 1 + ∆ue−r2

v0 (r) = 0

w0 (r) =
Ω
r

[
1− e−r2

]
(4.16)

where u0 (r), v0 (r), and wo (r) are the axial, radial, and azimuthal velocity components

respectively. Here Ω =
Γ∞
δu∞

, where Γ∞ is the freestream circulation, u∞ is the freestream

axial velocity, and δ is the radius of the core. In the cases we consider ∆u is zero, so the

velocity in the axial direction does not vary radially. The w0 profile has a form as shown

in figure 4.4:
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Figure 4.4: Inlet azimuthal velocity (w) profile.

The Reynolds number Re is defined in terms of the axial component of velocity at the

inlet and the vortex core radius; both are set to 1 in all the cases considered here.

Re =
u0δ

ν
(4.17)

where ν is the kinematic viscosity. Re is varied by changing ν. The axial velocity is set

to u = 1 across the entire inlet, and the radial velocity to zero. The azimuthal velocity
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Figure 4.5: Example of the compression strategy used for the open pipe. This

example has 12 nodes in the radial (y) direction and 94 nodes in the axial (x)

direction (ie. a 94 × 12 grid).

is defined using a piecewise continuous curve described by 25 points. The function that

generates the points is described in the expression for wo (r) in equations 4.16.

4.6 Grid resolution and verification of numerical results

4.6.1 Grid resolution

Six grids for the open pipe geometry were tested. All of the grids were compressed around

the region where breakdown was expected in order to capture better the larger gradients in

velocity which arise in this region. The areas outside the breakdown region have relatively

small velocity gradients. The coarsest grid consisted of 94 × 12 nodes, and this grid is

shown in figure 4.5 - it gives an indication of the compression strategy used for all of the

grids.

In these tests the minimum streamfunction value is the measure used in the grid compar-

isons. This parameter has been used in previous studies, since it is a sensitive indicator of

the grid resolution’s effect on the solution. The point in the domain at which the minimum

streamfunction value occurs is within the breakdown bubble, so it gives an indication of

how well the bubble has been resolved. Also, it is around 5 orders of magnitude smaller

than the streamfunction value in the general flow, and is of opposite sign, so it is rela-

tively easy to identify. Hence for this test a regime is chosen where a breakdown bubble

is present. In these cases Ω = 1.45 and Re = 1000.

Iterations continued for each grid until the sum of the normalised pressure and velocity

residuals was less than 2 × 10−5. This level of convergence was deemed sufficient as the

solution change was less than 2 percent for more highly converged runs.

Figure 4.6 indicates the level of convergence of each grid. The negative of the minimum
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streamfunction value is plotted against the number of nodes. The 295 × 37 grid gives a

result within 1% of the finest grid tested (602× 75).

1×10
3

1×10
4

1×10
5

No. nodes

7×10
-5

8×10
-5

9×10
-5

−ψ
min

94x12

196x25

295x37 399x50
498x62 602x75

Figure 4.6: Open pipe grid convergence.

Also, table 4.1 shows the performance of the various grids.

Grid Ψmin % difference from

602× 75 grid

94× 12 −9.34583× 10−5 36.856

196× 25 −7.22547× 10−5 5.806

295× 37 −6.85827× 10−5 0.429

399× 50 −6.91333× 10−5 1.236

498× 62 −6.83360× 10−5 0.068

602× 75 −6.82895× 10−5 -

Table 4.1: Open pipe grid convergence.

The minimum streamfunction value is very sensitive to changes in the flow, so it is a good

indicator of grid accuracy. Since the minimum streamfunction value changes by less than

1% relative to the finest grid studied for the three finest grids, and its value changes only

slightly during the transition from 295 × 37 through to 602 × 75, we conclude that the

602× 75 solution is sufficiently well resolved to not warrant the testing of finer grids. The

result for the 295×37 grid gives a sufficiently resolved result for it to be used in this study;
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using a finer mesh will result in negligible change in the solution, and increase significantly

the time required to obtain a converged solution.

4.6.2 Comparison with other numerical results

The accuracy of the solutions is checked by comparing sample results with those from

Darmofal [8] and Beran and Culick [4]; these studies make use of geometries and boundary

conditions which are in most respects identical to ours. However the outlet in our study

converges; the results we compare with are for a straight-section outlet. The difficulty

in obtaining a physically reasonable steady solution without the converging outlet was

referred to earlier.

For the grid used in this study breakdown occurs at a swirl value of approximately Ω =

1.4605. Darmofal’s [8], [9] study cites initial breakdown onset at a swirl of Ω = 1.51.

To better compare results, the coarser grid used in that study is repeated using Fluent

(Darmofal’s grid has 31 nodes in the radial direction and 151 in the axial direction, and

has constant spacing). It is found that breakdown for the coarser grid using Fluent occurs

at Ω = 1.48, a higher value than is found for the finer grid used in the main part of this

study. A trend can be seen here - in increasing the coarseness of the grid, the breakdown is

delayed until a higher swirl value. Hence Darmofal’s [8] different swirl value for breakdown

may be a result of the coarser grid used. The values of Ω required for breakdown onset

only differ by ∼ 3% in any case.

In figure 4.7 we plot streamfunction contours for the steady results of Darmofal [8] for

Re = 1000, Ω = 1.51, and Beran and Culick [4] for Re = 1000, Ω = 1.48, along with our

steady result for Re = 1000, Ω = 1.4605.

The pipe sizes and aspect ratios are scaled in the images so that the pipe dimensions

are comparable. The bubble sizes, shapes, and locations are in reasonable agreement,

although the bubble in Beran and Culick’s [4] result is significantly smaller than the other

two. The values of Ω are slightly different, but in each case the flow represented is the

one for which breakdown has just evolved, so in this sense the flows are more comparable

than is evident from the values of Ω.

As an additional check, a straight-sided pipe was implemented using Fluent 5, with the

same node density as was used for the grid in the previous section. Fluent 5 is used here
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Figure 4.7: Comparison between Darmofal’s [8] (Re = 1000, Ω = 1.51) bubble,

Beran and Culick’s [4] (Re = 1000, Ω = 1.48) bubble, and the bubble produced

in the present study (Re = 1000, Ω = 1.4605).

because it is capable of producing a converged solution without requiring a converging out-

let. Here we will compare the velocity components near the centreline with those reported

by Beran and Culick [4]. For comparison results from grid G3 in Beran and Culick’s study

was chosen; it consists of a converging/diverging section at the inlet, followed by a straight

test section, and without a converging outlet. The node density of the G3 grid is 301×27,

which is comparable to the 295 × 37 grid used in our study. Three runs were conducted

using this geometry. Results for Re = 250 and swirl Ω = 1.45, Ω = 1.50, and Ω = 1.55

are presented. The resulting centreline axial velocity profiles are compared in figure 4.8.

Beran and Culick’s results are plotted as dashed lines, and our results as solid lines.
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Figure 4.8: Re = 250, Ω = 1.45, 1.50, 1.55.
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Figure 4.8 shows that the results from this study compare well with those produced by

Beran and Culick. This also indicates that the difference noted in the previous comparison

was likely due to the different outlet conditions.

4.6.3 Timestep tests

A later chapter on the manipulation of breakdown by transient changes to the upstream

swirl ratio requires time-dependent simulations. In this section we determine an appro-

priate timestep for this problem, which again involves the open pipe geometry.

The time resolution was tested at the following levels: dt = 0.025, 0.01, 0.005, 0.0025, and

0.001, where dt is defined in equation 4.18

t = n dt
rcore

u∞
. (4.18)

Here t is the time, n the number of timesteps. rcore (the radius of the vortex core) and

u∞ (the freestream velocity) both equal 1. A timestep which accurately resolves the

transient features of the flow is required; in order to determine an appropriate timestep

we plot the minimum axial velocity at a point along the centreline for each of the timesteps

considered. In this case the initial condition has Re = 600 and Ω = 1.45 in the open pipe

defined in section 4.5. A perturbation is introduced by increasing Ω to 2.9 until t = 1.5,

then decreasing Ω back to 1.45. The resulting plots are shown in figure 4.9, where the

minimum axial velocity along the centreline is plotted.

The plot shows that timesteps smaller than dt = 0.005 result in little change in the

minimum axial velocity over the dt = 0.005 solution. We therefore adopt this timestep

for the period following initial swirl changes. With increasing time a larger timestep

is capable of sufficiently resolving subsequent behaviour. Since this swirl change is the

maximum that we will use in the later perturbation study, this timestep should provide

sufficient resolution of transients for all of the perturbations tested.

4.6.4 Validation against experimental results

In this section we compare the results generated by Fluent 5 with experimental results

published by Faler and Leibovich [18]. Faler and Leibovich [18] investigated the breakdown
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Figure 4.9: Timestep validation.

structures produced in an open pipe, where swirl was introduced by swirl vanes positioned

upstream; the geometry is illustrated in figure 4.10. The figure is not to scale; the z and

R values are provided in table 4.2.

5z

R R

4z z1 3

R2

3 4

5
1R

z2

R

z

Figure 4.10: Apparatus of Faler and Leibovich [18].

i 1 2 3 4 5

zi 0.0 1.763 15.097 22.967 33.467

Ri 1.0 1.0 1.333 1.333 0.667

Table 4.2: z and R values for Faler and Leibovich [18] pipe definition.

Further details of the experimental apparatus can be found in Faler and Leibovich [18].

For our purposes the geometry consists of a tube with varying cross section. A section of
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straight pipe downstream of the inlet is followed by a gradually diverging section, then a

straight test section. This test section is followed by another constriction. We represent

this constricted section, but bring it further upstream to eliminate the need to solve for

an excessively long domain.

Faler and Leibovich [18] observed a number of different forms of breakdown in their ex-

periments. For our verification purposes we are concerned only with the axisymmetric

bubble form.

We reproduce computationally a geometry identical to that of the experiment, except for

the truncation applied to the extended straight section, and apply boundary conditions

at the inlet consistent with the velocity profiles measured upstream of breakdown in the

experiment. Faler and Leibovich [18] determine functions which closely match the velocity

profiles observed; we use these functions to define the axial and swirl velocity profiles at

the inlet. The functions are repeated below in equations 4.19 and 4.20:

u(r) = u1 + u2 exp

[
−αr2

r2
t

]
(4.19)

w(r) =
Krt

r

[
1− exp

[
−αr2

r2
t

]]
, (4.20)

where α = 11.84, u1 = 5.53 cm/s, u2 = 7.95 cm/s, and K = 4.1 cm/s.

These velocity profiles are specified at the inlet to the left of the geometry in figure 4.10

which corresponds to a location 30.6mm upstream of breakdown in the experimental pipe.

In figure 4.11 we plot the Fluent 5 computational solution and the experimental solution.

The computational solution is steady in the bubble regions, but produced using a time-

dependent scheme. At the bottom of figure 4.11 are Faler and Leibovich’s [18] averaged

streamlines.

In both plots there are 2 recirculation bubbles, one above the other. The sizes of the

bubbles are significantly different - the numerical bubble spans approximately half the

pipe radius, but the experimental bubble only spans roughly one third the pipe radius.

Generally the vortex core reformed behind the bubble, then broke down into the spiral

form (Faler and Leibovich [17]). Our calculations are axisymmetric, so we are incapable of

producing a spiral, but downstream of breakdown a vortex core does re-form (not shown

here), and then another breakdown bubble follows at about the point where a spiral is
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Figure 4.11: Comparison of Fluent 5 computational solution with Faler and Lei-

bovich’s [18] experimental averaged streamlines.

expected in the experiment. In work to follow we conduct a three-dimensional study of

this pipe.

4.7 Azimuthal vorticity generation

In chapter 3 the vorticity dynamics associated with the onset of breakdown was described.

It has been shown (Lopez [44], Darmofal [8]) that the onset of breakdown depends on the

production of negative azimuthal vorticity. Once this vorticity is generated a feedback

mechanism results in the generation of more negative azimuthal vorticity, to the point

where the axial flow stagnates and a breakdown bubble forms.

A recurring theme in this thesis will be a comparison between the breakdowns produced

in differing geometries, particularly the open pipe and torsionally driven cylinder, and

whether the breakdown observed in the cylinder is indeed breakdown. If the phenomenon
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observed in the cylinder is breakdown, then it is expected to have the same behaviour,

and examination of vorticity generation and transport should reveal similar mechanisms.

In the following chapter an analysis will be presented of the vorticity dynamics associated

with breakdown in the torsionally driven cylinder, to compare with the equivalent analysis

for the open pipe. We aim to determine whether trapping of azimuthal vorticity is involved

in the onset of breakdown in the cylinder.

The purpose of the remainder of this chapter is to validate our procedure for determining

the vorticity components and describe in more detail the process of azimuthal vorticity

generation in the pipe.

4.7.1 Validation of vorticity calculations

The first section compares plots of vorticity components determined for the open pipe in

this study with those from Darmofal [8].

4.7.1.1 Components of vorticity

In this test case we use Re = 600 and Ω = 1.49. In figures 4.12 to 4.15 streamlines and

the three components of vorticity (axial, radial, and azimuthal) are plotted. On top are

Darmofal’s results, and below are our results for comparison. In the vorticity component

plots the contour levels are kept the same for each pair of plots.

The streamline plots of figure 4.12 show good agreement in terms of bubble size, shape,

and location between the two studies. The converging outlet will tend to reduce the size

of the bubble in our solution.

Figures 4.13 to 4.15 show a close correspondence between the vorticity components com-

puted in the two studies. The range of the vorticity components in our study exceed to

a small extent those in Darmofal’s, but the agreement as shown above is still very good,

given geometrical and resolution differences between the meshes used.

We next compare terms from the vorticity equation.
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Figure 4.12: Streamfunction contours from Darmofal [8] (top), and the present

study (bottom), for Re = 600, Ω = 1.49.

Figure 4.13: Azimuthal vorticity contours from Darmofal [8] (top), and the present

study (bottom). Contour levels -2.3 to 1.3 for both plots, for Re = 600, Ω =

1.49.

4.7.1.2 Azimuthal vorticity generation terms

We are primarily interested in the generation of azimuthal vorticity in this study. Here we

plot 5 terms: total azimuthal vorticity generation without diffusive effects (figure 4.16),

generation by stretching (figure 4.17) and turning (figure 4.18), total azimuthal vortic-
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Figure 4.14: Radial vorticity contours from Darmofal [8] (top), and the present

study (bottom). Contour levels -0.1 to 0.29 for both plots, for Re = 600, Ω =

1.49.

Figure 4.15: Axial vorticity contours from Darmofal [8] (top), and the present

study (bottom). Contour levels 0.0 to 2.5 for both plots, for Re = 600, Ω = 1.49.

ity generation including diffusive effects (figure 4.19), and the diffusion term alone (fig-

ure 4.20). These terms come directly from the azimuthal component of the vorticity

generation equation, repeated in equation 4.21 without the diffusion term:

Dωφ

Dt
= ωr

∂uφ

∂r
+ ωx

∂uφ

∂x
− uφωr

r
+

urωφ

r
. (4.21)
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The four terms on the right hand side of equation 4.21 show the contribution to azimuthal

vorticity generation by stretching and turning. The viscous term will reveal the relative

importance of diffusion. It will be shown to have little contribution at this Reynolds

number.

Figure 4.16: Total azimuthal vorticity generation contours without diffusion from

Darmofal [8] (top), and the present study (bottom). Contour levels -0.8 to 0.3

for both plots.

The previous chapter on vorticity discussed in general terms the production of negative

azimuthal vorticity in vortex cores. We can now use the plots of this section to describe

in more detail how this process applies to azimuthal vorticity generation in the pipe.

Figure 4.18 shows that azimuthal vorticity generation begins in the pipe with production

by turning, as turning occurs further upstream than the stretching process of figure 4.17.

Negative azimuthal vorticity is produced at an increasing rate as the axial location where

breakdown is expected is approached. Just in front of the bubble the turning begins

to drop off, and stretching begins to take over. Previous investigations (as outlined in

chapter 3) have shown that stretching increases the amplitude of the azimuthal vorticity

generated in the turning process.

The contribution from the diffusion term is also plotted, in figure 4.20, for comparison.

As shown by Darmofal [8], diffusion of azimuthal vorticity plays a relatively small part in

the flow at this Reynolds number and swirl, compared to the other mechanisms. Diffusion
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Figure 4.17: Contours of generation of azimuthal vorticity by stretching, from

Darmofal [8] (top), and the present study (bottom). Contour levels -0.8 to 0.3

for both plots.

Figure 4.18: Contours of generation of azimuthal vorticity by turning, from Dar-

mofal [8] (top), and the present study (bottom). Contour levels -0.8 to 0.3 for

both plots.

has the largest effect downstream of the bubble, so it plays a minor part in the generation

of vorticity leading to breakdown.
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Figure 4.19: Contours of generation of azimuthal vorticity including the diffusion

term, from Darmofal [8] (top), and the present study (bottom). Contour levels

-0.8 to 0.3 for both plots.

Figure 4.20: Contours of generation of azimuthal vorticity by diffusion, from

Darmofal [8] (top), and the present study (bottom). Contour levels -0.8 to 0.3

for both plots.

4.7.2 Tilting of axial and radial vorticity

The contribution from the tilting term to azimuthal vorticity production in the open pipe

was described in the review of chapter 3. In this section we split the turning term into
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its two components; the contribution from turning of axial vorticity, and from turning

of radial vorticity. A geometrical description of the effect of the turning terms is also

provided to clarify the process. It turns out that while there is a nett negative generation

of azimuthal vorticity via tilting, the axial and radial contributions are not of the same

sign in the region of greatest azimuthal vorticity generation, just in front of the bubble.

The tilting of axial and radial vorticity are represented in equations 4.22 and 4.23 below:

Tilting of axial vorticity = ωx
∂uφ

∂x
, (4.22)

Tilting of radial vorticity = ωr
∂uφ

∂r
− uφωr

r
. (4.23)

We briefly look at the geometrical interpretation of these processes.

4.7.2.1 Tilting of axial vorticity

The term we are interested in here is ωx
∂uφ

∂x
, ie. turning of axial vorticity by a gradient

in uφ in the axial direction. We can illustrate how ωφ is generated by this term using

figure 4.21.

At the top are contours of azimuthal velocity uφ, and below contours of axial vorticity ωx.

In both cases selected contours have been annotated with their numerical value.

In the region just downstream of the point where the pipe radius is a minimum,
∂uφ

∂x
< 0.

In this same region ωx > 0; in fact over the entire domain ωx > 0.

Hence the result is nett negative production of azimuthal vorticity ωφ, as shown in fig-

ure 4.21(c)

4.7.2.2 Tilting of radial vorticity

This time we first consider the term ωr
∂uφ

∂r
(the turning of radial vorticity by a gradient

in uφ in the radial direction). Again we plot contours of azimuthal velocity, in figure 4.22

(top), along with radial vorticity contours (bottom).

This time
∂uφ

∂r
> 0 in the region just downstream of the point of minimum pipe radius,

and ωr > 0 in this region. Hence the term ωr
∂uφ

∂r
> 0, and the nett contribution to
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(a)

0.133546
0.534183

0.801275

(b) 4.04855
2.9301

0.693192

(c)

Figure 4.21: (a) Azimuthal velocity, (b) axial vorticity, (c) tilting of axial vorticity,

for Re = 600, Ω = 1.49.

(a)

0.133546
0.534183

0.801275

(b)

0.467006

0.198861

0.064788
-0.113975

-0.0245938

(c)

Figure 4.22: (a) Azimuthal velocity, (b) radial vorticity, (c) tilting of radial vor-

ticity, for Re = 600, Ω = 1.49.
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the generation of azimuthal vorticity is positive, as shown in figure 4.22(c). The effect of

the term −uφωr

r
is more minor, but it is opposite in sense to that of ωr

∂uφ

∂r
, and hence

moderates the effect of tilting of radial vorticity.

Hence turning of both the axial and radial components of vorticity introduces azimuthal

vorticity into the region in front of the breakdown bubble, but each contribution is of

opposite sign; the two mechanisms which generate azimuthal vorticity by turning compete.

The turning of axial vorticity works toward bringing about breakdown, whereas the turning

of radial vorticity moves the flow away from a breakdown state.

For Re = 600 and Ω = 1.47, production of ωφ by axial vorticity turning dominates. It

may be that for other Reynolds numbers and swirls the radial vorticity turning dominates,

and breakdown is suppressed. Examination of the tilting contributions at other values of

Re and Ω is relegated to future work.



Chapter 5

Vortex breakdown in the driven

cylinder

A version of the torsionally driven cylinder (referred to from here on simply as the cylin-

der) was the first apparatus in which vortex breakdown has been documented (in Maxwor-

thy [49]). At the time of this first observation the significance of the phenomenon would

perhaps not have been realised, and even in modern times the relevance of breakdown in

the cylinder to higher Reynolds number flows of practical interest has been questioned.

This is due to differences in the manifestation of breakdown in the cylinder compared

to its behaviour in more open geometries. Some of these differences are summarised in

table 5.1.

With regard to the question of asymmetry, work published by Sotiropoulos et al. [63] indi-

cated possible asymmetric modes of oscillation in a computational solution for a torsionally

driven cylinder. Spiralling vortical structures were observed in the Stewartson layer on

the cylinder sidewall. A similar observation of spiralling structures near the sidewall was

made for some of our three-dimensional pipe visualisations (not presented here).

The observation of asymmetric modes in the cylinder for Re = 2500 has subsequently

been confirmed in an experiment by Hirsa et al. [31].

Hence some attention is now being focused on possible asymmetric modes of breakdown

in the cylinder. We touch on asymmetry in chapter 7; a more in-depth study of the onset

of three-dimensionality in the cylinder is beyond the scope of this thesis.

65
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Cylinder Pipe

Onset appears gradual Onset appears sudden with
with increasing Re increasing swirl (Ω)

Only bubbles have been Bubbles, spirals, and
observed helices have been observed

Hysteresis is generally Hysteresis is prevalent
not reported*

The vortex core flow The flow downstream evolves
reappears downstream to a spiral or turbulence

Multiple bubbles can Only one bubble is
exist on a single core generally observed

The bubble is The bubble generally has
axisymmetric some asymmetry

The downstream end of The downstream end of the
the bubble is closed bubble is often open

Table 5.1: Differences between breakdown in the cylinder and breakdown in the

pipe. (*Hysteresis has been reported in the cylinder in at least one study [67].)

Note also that some of the other differences are not universally agreed on in the literature,

for instance Spohn et al. [64] propose that cylinder breakdowns have open bubbles.

However given that there are differences in the manifestation of breakdown, it is apparent

that efforts to find a single theory to explain breakdown should also explain why these

differences occur. It is not the aim of this chapter to address these differences; this is left

to chapter 7. In this chapter we discuss the vorticity dynamics of the torsionally driven

cylinder, in the context of vorticity dynamics in the open pipe previously considered by

Darmofal [9], [7], as discussed in chapters 4 and 3. If some understanding of breakdown

in the pipe can be derived by considering the generation of azimuthal vorticity, then an

examination of the dynamics of azimuthal vorticity in the cylinder may also shed some

light on breakdown in that geometry.

First we define the cylinder, and describe how it will be studied numerically. We then

validate results obtained from this geometry against other numerical and experimental

results. In the previous chapter calculations of the components and generation of vorticity

were verified by comparison with other work. We use the same numerical codes to calculate

the vorticity components and generation terms here.
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5.1 The cylinder geometry

A schematic of the cylinder was presented in figure 2.1 of chapter 2. In most of the

visualisations to be presented in this thesis the cylinder will have the orientation shown in

this figure, ie. rotating lid at the base. The Reynolds number Re is based on the cylinder

radius R, the angular velocity of the lid Θ, and the fluid viscosity ν:.

Re =
Θr2

ν
(5.1)

The aspect ratio (AR) is simply height/radius. Re and AR uniquely define the flow.

5.2 Grid resolution and convergence considerations

For the Reynolds numbers considered the flow is axisymmetric about the cylinder axis, so

it is sufficient to consider a single plane which includes the axis of the cylinder, as shown

in figure 5.1.

and lid
Stationary sides

Rotating base

Solution
plane

Θ

Figure 5.1: Solution domain for the axisymmetric torsionally driven cylinder prob-

lem.

A number of rectangular grids, both compressed and uncompressed, were tested for their

ability to accurately represent the cylinder flow. A sample compressed grid (in this case

50× 20) is shown in figure 5.2.

For the compressed grids the first 10% of elements (those closest to the rotating lid) were

compressed sinusoidally, as were the last 10% of elements (those closest to the stationary

lid). Also 10% of the elements in the radial direction were compressed using the same
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Figure 5.2: 50x20 torsionally driven cylinder mesh (cylinder axis is at the left

edge.)

sinusoidal compression but only against the outer wall. The grid is compressed near

the walls in order to capture the behaviour more accurately there - large gradients in

velocity exist in the Ekman layer which forms near the rotating the lid and in (Stewartson)

boundary layers associated with the cylinder walls, and these regions, especially the Ekman

layer, play a large part in determining the solution for the entire domain.

Calculations were performed using the Fluent 4 code. Predictably, the compressed grids

proved to be much better at resolving the boundary layers on the rotating end wall and

the other stationary walls, so only compressed grids were considered for the rest of this

study.

The selection of an appropriate grid was made by considering the change in the minimum

streamfunction value as grid resolution was increased. As for the pipe, the minimum

streamfunction value has commonly been used as it is a very sensitive measure of the flow

state when breakdown is present. For the cylinder the maximum streamfunction value

becomes the equivalent of the pipe minimum streamfunction value. All of the solutions

have converged to a normalised velocity residual level of at least 3 × 10−7. By this level

of convergence the maximum ψ is accurate to within better than 1%. Table 5.2 shows the

maximum streamfunction values for each grid considered.

Figure 5.3 shows in graphical form the variation in ψmax with increasing grid resolution.

Based on these results the 202×82 grid was chosen, as it gives the required level of accuracy
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Grid ψmax % difference from

402x162 grid

52x22 2.059× 10−7 86.33

75x30 9.879× 10−7 34.40

102x42 1.431× 10−6 4.96

125x52 1.341× 10−6 10.91

152x62 1.387× 10−6 7.90

202x82 1.469× 10−6 2.43

252x102 1.488× 10−6 1.16

302x122 1.496× 10−6 0.64

402x162 1.506× 10−6 -

Table 5.2: Open pipe grid convergence.

log (no. of nodes)
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Figure 5.3: Open pipe grid convergence.

within a practical timeframe.
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ZFigure 5.4: Numerical versus experimental results for Re = 1902, 1933, 2001,

2252.

5.3 Comparison of computational with experimental results

Figure 5.4 displays comparisons between the numerical results obtained here, with experi-

mental results due to Graham et al. [24] for an aspect ratio of AR=2.5, and at Re = 1902,

1933, 2001, and 2252. The streamline plots show very good agreement with the experi-

mental dye visualisations.

In figure 5.5 we compare the results of Fluent 4 and Fluent 5 computations for aspect

ratio AR=1.5 with results obtained by Gelfgat et al. [21]. The results are comparable, in
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Figure 5.5: Comparison of results between Fluent 4 (left), Fluent 5 (centre) and

Gelfgat et al. [21] (right) at Re = 1500, and AR = 1.5.

terms of the shape of the general flow, and recirculation bubble location and size. for both

Fluent 4 and Fluent 5. However, there are distinct differences in bubble shape between

Fluent 5 results and the other two; the cause of these differences is unknown.

5.3.1 Time dependence validation

To track the azimuthal vorticity generation and transport we will model behaviour of

the flow in the cylinder with time. Initially we test Fluent’s accuracy in modelling time

dependent flows in the cylinder at the Reynolds numbers to be considered. Only Fluent 4

will be tested as this is the only code which will be used for the time dependent studies.

Comparison is made with streamline plots from Gelfgat et al. [21] for a cylinder with

aspect ratio 1. Gelfgat et al.’s [21] results are for a Reynolds number of 3600. We obtain

similar results for Re = 3690, a difference in Re of 2.5%. These results are presented in

figure 5.6, to be compared with those from Gelfgat [21] in figure 5.7.

The order of progression is clockwise, and the plots are evenly spaced in time. The results

compare well with those of Gelfgat et al. [21]. The flow is oscillatory, with a breakdown

bubble evolving near the stationary wall of the cylinder. The bubble when it evolves is of

comparable size and location to Gelfgat et al’s [21] bubble, and the streamlines external

to the bubble region have a very similar structure.
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Figure 5.6: AR = 1.0 cylinder time dependent simulation. Re = 3690. Time

increases in the clockwise direction.

5.4 The wave trapping hypothesis: present study

In this section we track the generation and transport of azimuthal vorticity in the torsion-

ally driven cylinder. The aim is to compare azimuthal vorticity generation and transport

in this geometry with that in the open pipe. Although the phenomenon of breakdown is

the same, observations of vorticity dynamics in the cylinder are expected to be different

to that in the pipe as a direct result of the differences in geometry:

• In the open pipe, there is one inlet from which all vorticity changes originate and

propagate downstream. In the torsionally driven cylinder, the system is closed,

so flow downstream of breakdown recirculates to affect the flow upstream. Hence

propagation of various elements in the cylinder is not as simple as in the open pipe.

• The open pipe wall in the numerical experiments of Darmofal [7] is assumed to be

a fixed streamline, as opposed to the non-slip walls used in the cylinder. Hence

the cylinder has another mechanism by which vorticity may be generated, due to

pressure gradients along the cylinder walls. We shall see however that generation

of azimuthal vorticity is restricted mainly to the region near the rotating lid; the

contributions from the side walls and the stationary end of the cylinder do not play
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Figure 5.7: AR = 1.0 cylinder time dependent simulation from Gelfgat et al [21].

Re = 3600. Time increases in the clockwise direction.

a significant role in the onset of breakdown.

5.5 Method

Expressions for calculating the vorticity components and generation terms in cylindrical

polar coordinates were set out in chapter 4, along with verification of the method for the

open pipe.

The aim here is to use these expressions to examine the generation and transport of the

three components of vorticity individually for two scenarios:

1. a Reynolds number transition from a no-breakdown flow state (but some divergence

of streamlines) to a flow with a single breakdown bubble, and;

2. an increase in Reynolds number which results in no change in streamline topology.

The second case is used as a baseline in order to identify elements of vorticity dynamics
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Figure 5.8: Timestep test: dt = 0.1 and dt = 0.025.

in the no-breakdown to breakdown transition which result from an increase in Reynolds

number, without breakdown onset.

The initial (pre-breakdown) state is reached via a steady state calculation. For the first

case, an initial condition Reynolds number of Re = 1870 is used, and for the second case

Re = 1400. From these initial conditions the lid rotation rate is increased in a single step so

that Reynolds number increases by 60 in both cases. The change has been kept relatively

small to limit the size of transients. For the Re = 1400 to 1460 transition this results in

only a small change in the Re = 1400 velocity field. At Re = 1930 breakdown appears,

so the flow field which is initially at Re = 1870 undergoes transition to breakdown.

Runs conducted with two timesteps (dt = 0.1 and 0.025) for the 1870 to 1930 transition

showed that a timestep of dt = 0.1 sufficiently resolves the temporal evolution of the flow.

In figure 5.8 the axial velocity at a point in the domain where a breakdown bubble evolves

is monitored. Each case is evolved to the point where the breakdown bubble appears

(indicated by the change in sign of the axial velocity from negative to positive). The

traces from the two timesteps are indistinguishable; hence the use of the timestep dt =

0.1.

The initial and final streamline plots are shown in figures 5.9 and 5.10. It should be noted

that the states shown in figures 5.9 and 5.10 are not the final steady states - at this stage

only the vorticity behaviour up to the point of evolution of the breakdown bubbles is being

examined, so the final solutions are not required to be steady. Figure 5.11 illustrates how
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Figure 5.9: Initial (left) and final (right) streamfunction contours, Re = 1870 to

1930 transition.
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Figure 5.10: Initial (left) and final (right) streamfunction contours, Re = 1400 to

1460 transition.

the maximum and minimum streamvalues change with time. The two flat minima for the

curve in figure 5.11(b) are caused by a small recirculation region at the corner furthest

from the centre of the rotating lid - this region can be seen in figure 5.9 in the streamline

plot with breakdown. This recirculation results in a small positive streamfunction value

which provides a background to the positive streamfunction value produced at the bubble.

We focus on the behaviour of the azimuthal vorticity by plotting the perturbation az-
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Figure 5.11: (a) Minimum and (b) maximum streamfunction value evolution

against step number for the Re = 1870 to 1930 transition.

imuthal vorticity, δωφ, as defined in section 3.8, but the definition is repeated here:

δωφ = ωφ − ωφ (i) (5.2)

where ωφ (i) is the azimuthal vorticity field for the initial condition.

Initially we plot the change in the azimuthal vorticity near the centreline of the cylinder

as the Reynolds number is increased, in the same fashion as in Darmofal and Murman’s

[9] study. They observed a change in azimuthal vorticity which travelled downstream
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following an increase in the swirl. A fraction of this downstream travelling wave became

trapped near the location where vortex breakdown subsequently developed. In our study

it is not possible to introduce a change in the swirl so cleanly as in the pipe, since there

is no inlet from which changes are swept downstream, and the enclosed nature of the

geometry means that downstream effects will eventually propagate back to the front of

the bubble.

In figure 5.12 we plot the perturbation azimuthal vorticity along a line just offset from

the centreline for successive timesteps in the same fashion as for the pipe study in chap-

ter 3. (The initial results shown in figures 5.12 were produced using another commercial

code, CFX. All further results in this section were produced using fluent.) Note that the

orientation in these plots has the cylinder on its side, with the rotating lid to the left.

The upper plot displays the perturbation azimuthal vorticity for the Re = 1400 to Re

= 1460 change. The final state displayed (top line) has a significant deficit in azimuthal

vorticity. The development toward this state involves an initial decrease near the left

(rotating lid) end, which propagates to the right, its progression slowing and amplitude

increasing as the stationary end of the cylinder is approached. Hence the propagation

of azimuthal vorticity change near the axis is in the reverse direction to the general flow

along the axis.

The Re = 1870 to Re = 1930 transition appears quite different. The change in azimuthal

vorticity becomes established near the location where breakdown is expected from t=0 (as

evidenced by the small wiggles in the lines corresponding to the first few timesteps). The

development of a large azimuthal vorticity deficit is apparent after some time, along with

a surplus in azimuthal vorticity further from the stationary lid.

In the cylinder propagation of swirl and vorticity is complicated by the recirculation.

Initially, convection could be expected to transport changes in vorticity around the outside

walls of the cylinder to the top wall, then radially inward, and along the axis, as this is the

general flow direction (this neglects production of vorticity along the way). At the point

upstream of breakdown a situation analogous to that in the pipe was anticipated, where

diverging streamlines result in the generation of more azimuthal vorticity, and, if sufficient

azimuthal vorticity is generated, the formation of a breakdown bubble. The presence

of a change in the azimuthal vorticity before sufficient time is allowed for convection to

transport vorticity to that point on the axis indicates that this notion is overly simplistic.
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Figure 5.12: Perturbation azimuthal vorticity, Re = 1400 to 1460 (top) and Re

= 1870 to 1930 (bottom) transition.

The method by which azimuthal vorticity is generated in the cylinder is also influenced by

the fact that increasing the rotation rate of the lid not only increases the degree of swirl

in the flow, but also axial velocities along the side wall and axis. Continuity determines

that changes in the axial velocity near the rotating lid (produced by increased pumping

of fluid away from the axis at the rotating lid end) are immediately communicated to the
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opposite end of the cylinder. Hence changing the rotation rate results in the potential for

an immediate change in various flow quantities, including the vorticity, at the stationary

lid end of the cylinder.

This complicates the flow, and the analysis. It is not possible to gain sufficient insight into

the production of azimuthal vorticity near the bubble location by examining solely the

near-centreline azimuthal vorticity. It becomes necessary to examine azimuthal vorticity

production over the entire domain. We pursue this analysis in the following section.

5.6 Vorticity propagation

Figures 5.13 to 5.15 show streamfunction, and changes in azimuthal vorticity, axial vor-

ticity, and radial vorticity, from left to right, as time increases, for the Re = 1870 to 1930

transition. The equivalent plots for the Re = 1400 to 1460 transition are shown in figures

5.16 to 5.18. The centreline of the cylinder in all plots is to the right. Positive contours

are represented by solid lines, and negative contours by dashed lines.

Inspecting t = 50 for the Re = 1870 to 1930 transition, all components are seen to grow

at the lid and propagate from the corner where the rotating lid meets the stationary side

wall. The contour levels are restricted to show how changes in vorticity propagate through

the cylinder, so some areas, especially in the Ekman layer, have no contours plotted. Large

velocity gradients exist at the lid and where the lid joins the wall, so we expect this region

to be the dominant source of vorticity. Initially every component has a significant value

along the side wall, and this is also expected - the change in pressure gradient along the

wall caused by an increase in the rotation rate of the lid results in vorticity generation, as

described in Morton [52].

The region of increased azimuthal vorticity sits next to a deficit along the wall until about

half way along the wall, where it moves toward the centre of the cylinder. It becomes

more significant on the centreline at about t=200. This explains why the attempt in

the previous section to examine vorticity only along the centreline did not reveal how

azimuthal vorticity is generated in front of the bubble. As opposed to the open pipe flow,

vorticity in the cylinder needs to negotiate corners, so a one-dimensional examination does

not capture its transport.
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Figure 5.13: Streamlines and perturbation vorticity contours for Re = 1870 to

1930 transition. From top to bottom: t = 50, 100, and 200. From left to right:

streamfunction, changes in azimuthal vorticity, axial vorticity, and radial vorticity.
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Figure 5.14: Streamlines and perturbation vorticity contours for Re = 1870 to

1930 transition. From top to bottom: t = 300, 400, and 600. From left to right:

streamfunction, changes in azimuthal vorticity, axial vorticity, and radial vorticity.
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Figure 5.15: Streamlines and perturbation vorticity contours for Re = 1870 to

1930 transition. From top to bottom: t = 750 and 900. From left to right:

streamfunction, changes in azimuthal vorticity, axial vorticity, and radial vorticity.

It was expected at the start of this study that the generation of negative azimuthal vorticity

along the cylinder walls and stationary lid would contribute significantly to the decrease

in azimuthal vorticity on the axis and the subsequent evolution of a breakdown bubble.

Figures 5.13 to 5.15 show that this azimuthal vorticity deficit decays as it propagates

through the cylinder and becomes magnified in the region upstream of breakdown.

While there is a significant azimuthal vorticity deficit upstream of breakdown, another

feature of these plots is the large increase in azimuthal vorticity at the breakdown bub-
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Figure 5.16: Streamlines and perturbation vorticity contours for Re = 1400 to

1460 transition. From top to bottom: t = 50, 100, and 200. From left to right:

streamfunction, changes in azimuthal vorticity, axial vorticity, and radial vorticity.
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Figure 5.17: Streamfunction and perturbation vorticity contours for Re = 1400 to

1460 transition. From top to bottom: t = 300, 400, and 500. From left to right:

streamfunction, changes in azimuthal vorticity, axial vorticity, and radial vorticity.
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Figure 5.18: Streamfunction and perturbation vorticity contours for Re = 1400

to 1460 transition. From top to bottom: t = 750, 900. From left to right:

streamfunction, changes in azimuthal vorticity, axial vorticity, and radial vorticity.

ble. The production of this positive azimuthal vorticity is necessary to return the vortex

structure downstream of breakdown.

The axial vorticity behaves in a similar manner to the azimuthal vorticity. It propagates

along the wall, then detaches half way and becomes established on the centreline. In the

Re = 1400 to 1460 transition (figures 5.16 to 5.18) the vorticity change establishes a larger

footprint on the centreline.

For the Re = 1400 to 1460 transition, the azimuthal vorticity travels through the cylinder
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in a similar fashion to the Re = 1870 to 1930 case. The vorticity change reaching the

centreline does so closer to the stationary lid for the Re = 1870 to 1930 breakdown case,

and confines itself to a smaller region. The change in vorticity is more concentrated in the

breakdown region for the transition at higher Reynolds number.

The most obvious difference between the two transitions is the absence of the region of

increased azimuthal vorticity at the breakdown bubble for Re = 1400 to 1460.

5.6.1 Velocity change propagation

The propagation of vorticity through the cylinder is partly a function of how the change in

velocity propagates. Hence an examination of how the velocity change moves through the

cylinder should help illustrate the vorticity dynamics. In figures 5.19 and 5.20 are plotted

the change in axial and azimuthal velocity. Again the streamfunction contours are plotted

on the left, and velocity change contours on the right.

From these figures it can be seen that the change in azimuthal velocity starts at the corner

where the rotating lid meets the cylinder wall and propagates in the axial direction and

diagonally toward the axis - The axial velocity change is communicated along the axis as

well. So the azimuthal vorticity change moves through the cylinder in similar fashion to

the azimuthal velocity change, i.e. it is convected initially along the outside wall of the

cylinder, then is transported across the streamlines onto the centreline.

5.6.2 Vorticity generation

The propagation of extant azimuthal vorticity is one way of providing sufficiently negative

azimuthal vorticity for the production of a breakdown bubble. The plots of figures 5.13

to 5.15 indicated that azimuthal vorticity is also being produced upstream of breakdown.

This section examines the generation terms from the vorticity equation to show how suf-

ficient azimuthal vorticity arrives upstream of breakdown.

In figure 5.21 we plot contours of the streamfunction (left), azimuthal vorticity (centre),

and azimuthal vorticity generation.

The pattern of ωφ generation in this aspect ratio AR = 2.5 cylinder is consistent with

that observed in Gelfgat et al. [21] for an aspect ratio AR = 1.7 cylinder. There are large
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Figure 5.19: Streamlines and perturbation velocity contours for Re = 1870 to

1930 transition. From top to bottom: t = 50, 100, and 200. From left to right:

streamfunction, axial velocity, and azimuthal velocity.
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Figure 5.20: Streamlines and perturbation velocity contours for Re = 1870 to

1930 transition. From top to bottom: t = 300, 400, and 500. From left to right:

streamfunction, axial velocity, and azimuthal velocity.
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Figure 5.21: From left to right: streamlines, azimuthal vorticity, generation (with-

out diffusion.)

amounts of negative ωφ and negative ωφ generation at the rotating lid, and at the corner

where the rotating lid meets the stationary sidewall.

The high values in the Ekman layer have been excluded; most of the azimuthal vorticity

is generated at the rotating lid and corner where the lid meets the stationary wall. It was

expected that the axial and radial vorticity generation terms would have large magnitudes

in this region, because they are directly affected by an increase in the lid rotation rate.

The azimuthal component was not expected to be so directly affected by the lid because

the lid’s rotation has no component in the direction normal to its surface, although it does

induce a gradient in u in the axial direction as flow away from the centreline is increased.

To allow visualisation of ωφ generation near the breakdown bubble we exclude contours of

the generation terms in this and future plots in the vicinity of the rotating lid. The plot of

ωφ shows that along the sidewall there is positive azimuthal vorticity due to the meridional

flow boundary layer. Positive azimuthal vorticity is also present at the stationary end for

the same reason.

The plot of ωφ generation shows that away from the wall there is nett negative azimuthal

vorticity generation. This approximately coincides with the region of negative ωφ. Both ωφ

and the generation term reduce in magnitude as the flow convects toward the stationary
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lid. Along the stationary endwall generation of negative ωφ picks up again, so that in

front of the breakdown bubble a region of negative ωφ persists. In the returning axial flow

the generation term changes sign, resulting in the generation of positive ωφ just upstream

of where the bubble forms, consistent with the presence of a large increase in ωφ at the

bubble shown in figure 5.15. The requirement for the flow to return to the axis requires

more positive azimuthal vorticity; fluid around the bubble will have the same vorticity

sense as that in the bubble.

Before drawing comparisons between the mechanisms of turning and stretching in the

pipe and cylinder, we first examine the contribution from diffusion. Later work will show

that the Reynolds number associated with the vortical core flow in the cylinder is much

lower than that for the pipe. Hence diffusion is expected to play a more significant part

in breakdown in the cylinder.

Figure 5.22 has on the left the generation term excluding diffusion, the diffusion term in

the centre, and the generation term including diffusion on the right.

B R A

Figure 5.22: Left to right: azimuthal vorticity generation by stretching and turning

B, contribution from the diffusion term R, and total azimuthal vorticity generation

A (including diffusion.)

The diffusion term results in generation of positive ωφ and is confined to the axis, as in

the pipe flow. The Reynolds number is much lower here than at the lid, and hence viscous
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diffusion of ωφ becomes more significant, although the mechanism for breakdown has been

shown in earlier studies to be fundamentally inviscid. However viscosity here appears to

result in the moderation of negative ωφ generation along the axis in front of the bubble,

consistent with the pipe.

5.6.3 Stretching and turning

In the next series of plots the contributions to the generation term by stretching and

turning are differentiated; we begin by plotting the contributions from these two terms in

figure 5.23.

B T S

Figure 5.23: Left to right: azimuthal vorticity generation B, contribution from

the turning term T , and contribution from the stretching term S.

Again the total ωφ generation term (minus diffusion) is plotted on the left. In the centre is

the contribution from the turning terms, and to the right the contribution from stretching.

It is apparent from the figure that the majority of ωφ generation upstream of breakdown

arises through turning. This is in contrast to the situation for the open pipe, where

initial negative ωφ came from turning, and then a feedback process which depended on

stretching took over. The requirement for the meridional flow, which transports the axial

and radial vorticity through the cylinder, to negotiate corners most likely results in this

discrepancy between generation mechanisms in the two geometries. Given that the turning
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term appears to be the dominant mechanism for ωφ generation in the cylinder, we further

split it into its axial and radial turning components; see figure 5.24.

B Tx Tr

Figure 5.24: Left to right: azimuthal vorticity generation B, contribution from

the turning of axial vorticity Tx, and contribution from turning of radial vorticity

Tr.

Near the side wall the contribution from turning of axial vorticity is positive, while the

contribution from turning of radial velocity is negative, so the two terms cancel each other

out to some extent, and |ωφ| generation is reduced. Part way along the stationary endwall

the axial vorticity turning term changes sign. From this point the two terms contribute to

negative ωφ generation, until the change in sign of both terms in front of the bubble. The

turning of axial vorticity appears to contribute most to negative ωφ production. This is

not surprising given the base flow contains considerably more axial than radial vorticity;

see figure 5.25.

Hence it appears that the same mechanism which dominates in the pipe, ie. stretching

and turning of vorticity, contributes significantly to generation of negative azimuthal vor-

ticity in the cylinder. The relative importance of these mechanisms is reversed in the

cylinder though. Turning of vorticity, especially of axial vorticity, dominates negative ωφ

production upstream of breakdown.

The cylinder also has significant production at the lid, and this negative ωφ does make
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Figure 5.25: Left to right: streamfunction, azimuthal vorticity, axial vorticity,

radial vorticity.

some contribution to the ωφ found in the region upstream of where breakdown appears.

It would be interesting to observe the effect on breakdown of removing the contribution

from the lid; this is attempted in the “streampipe”, to be introduced in section 7.2.

5.6.4 Dependence of generation term on Reynolds number

The contributions from stretching and turning become more obvious if these terms are

plotted with increasing Re; see figures 5.26 to 5.30, which show ψ, ωφ, B (total generation),

S (stretching), and T (tilting), for Re = 500, 1000, 1500, and 2000. For consistency all

the generation term quantities are plotted with the same contour levels.

Between Re = 500 and 1000 the contour levels plotted do not show a significant change

in B, S, and T near the centreline. ωφ is negative along the centreline, as shown in the

streamlines’ concave orientation away from the axis.

Increasing Re to 1500 results in a visible change on the axis. Turning is starting to produce

ωφ upstream of where breakdown is expected. The contribution from stretching is more

minor, and is opposite in sense to turning away from the endwall. By Re = 2000 ωφ

generation is significant enough to result in the formation of two breakdown bubbles. The

wavy nature of the axial flow is reflected in all the variables plotted. There is a large
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amount of negative ωφ generated near the endwall, followed by positive ωφ generation just

in front of and at the bubble. Production by stretching is largely opposite in sense and

smaller in magnitude than that from turning, upstream of breakdown.

At Re = 2500 the region of ωφ generation is becoming compressed axially as the bubble

combination moves upstream.
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Figure 5.26: Re=500, from left to right contours of streamfunction, azimuthal

vorticity, azimuthal vorticity generation, turning term, and stretching term. (B,

T , and S plotted with 40 contour levels between -0.02 and 0.02).

5.7 Conclusions and further work

Although it is difficult to interpret wave trapping for the torsionally driven cylinder, a

direct correlation can be seen between the generation mechanisms in the open pipe and

in the torsionally driven cylinder. The most significant azimuthal vorticity generation

in the cylinder occurs at the rotating lid , but of more relevance to breakdown is the

region of vigorous negative azimuthal vorticity generation just in front of the bubble.

This generation is the result of turning of axial and radial vorticity and the stretching of

existing azimuthal vorticity, as for the open pipe. The relative importance of the tilting

and stretching terms is reversed in the cylinder, with turning dominating the production

of negative ωφ.
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Figure 5.27: Re = 1000, from left to right contours of streamfunction, azimuthal

vorticity, azimuthal vorticity generation, turning term, and stretching term. (B,

T , and S plotted with 40 contour levels between -0.02 and 0.02).

ψ ωφ B T S

-1
.2

4E
-0

3

-1
.1

1E
-0

3

-9
.6

7E
-0

4

-8
.2

9E
-0

4

-6
.9

1E
-0

4

-5
.5

3E
-0

4

-4
.1

5E
-0

4

-2
.7

6E
-0

4

-1
.3

8E
-0

4

 1
.3

3E
-0

8 M
ax

 =
 1

.3
28

E
-0

8 
  M

in
 =

 -
1.

24
4E

-0
3

St
re

am
 F

un
ct

io
n 

(M
3/

S)
Fl

ue
nt

 I
nc

.
Fl

ue
nt

 4
.5

2
Ju

n 
10

 1
90

2
Y

X
Z

Figure 5.28: Re = 1500, from left to right contours of streamfunction, azimuthal

vorticity, azimuthal vorticity generation, turning term, and stretching term. (B,

T , and S plotted with 40 contour levels between -0.02 and 0.02).
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Figure 5.29: Re = 2000, from left to right contours of streamfunction, azimuthal

vorticity, azimuthal vorticity generation, turning term, and stretching term. (B,

T , and S plotted with 40 contour levels between -0.02 and 0.02).
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Figure 5.30: Re = 2500, from left to right contours of streamfunction, azimuthal

vorticity, azimuthal vorticity generation, turning term, and stretching term. (B,

T , and S plotted with 40 contour levels between -0.02 and 0.02).



Chapter 6

Breakdown control by a slip

aerofoil

Chapters 3, 4, and 5, and the work of others have highlighted the role of the production

of negative azimuthal vorticity in the mechanism for vortex breakdown. In this section

we aim to effect some control on breakdown by directly influencing azimuthal vorticity

production in the pipe.

The vorticity equation in chapter 3 described the contribution to the onset of breakdown

of turning and stretching. Stretching refers to the generation of additional azimuthal

vorticity by a change in the radial velocity. The equation which describes this component

is repeated in equation 6.1:

S =
ωφvr

r
. (6.1)

Once turning of vorticity into the azimuthal direction has occurred, Darmofal [8] showed

that the main mechanism for the generation of azimuthal vorticity in the pipe is stretching.

By reducing the magnitude of the stretching term it is anticipated that a reduction in

azimuthal vorticity, and a delay in the onset of breakdown, would result. In this study we

attempt to control the production of −ωφ, and hence the onset of breakdown, by directly

influencing the stretching mechanism. Since stretching is dependent on a radial outflow

ur, contributions from stretching may be controlled by modifying ur.

A number of methods were considered for modifying ur in the pipe. These include:

97
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• placing a flow modifier in the vortex core;

• blowing fluid radially inward;

• sucking fluid from the pipe axis.

In this section we study the effect of a flow modifier. The device we use is an artificial

aerofoil. It is artificial in the sense that it is not a practical device, but is only used here

as a method of directly affecting the radial outflow.

The aerofoil introduced here has zero shear stress specified on its surface. This ‘slip’

aerofoil is used because it has the effect of altering the radial velocity, which is its purpose,

while having a much smaller effect on the flow than a normal aerofoil. A normal aerofoil

results in significantly retarded axial flow downstream, and large flow structures which

complicate the situation. Since the geometry is again axisymmetric, the aerofoil actually

corresponds to a cylindrical structure around the vortex core.

Initial studies using a flat plate at various angles to the flow effected little control over

the bubble, and often made the situation worse as the bubble would frequently become

attached to the plate. Hence only results for the aerofoil are presented.

A NACA0012 aerofoil with unit length is used. The pipe at Ω = 1.45 and Re = 500 is used

initially because it results in a flow which only marginally enters the breakdown regime

- the bubble is relatively weak. Hence the effect of the aerofoil is expected to be more

obvious.

6.1 Mesh study

The introduction of an object into the pipe results in an added degree of complexity when

it comes to mesh considerations.

In the grid resolution study the Reynolds number and swirl are set at Re = 500, and

Ω = 1.45. Given the sensitivity of the bubble to resolution, a solution with breakdown

should give a good indication of grid convergence. Because of the larger meshes required

to accurately represent flow around the aerofoil it was necessary to further optimise the

meshes external to the aerofoil in order to achieve a result within a reasonable timeframe.

First compression is applied upstream, downstream, and radially away from the location
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where breakdown is expected without the aerofoil. The result is greater node spacing for

regions external to the breakdown bubble than was used for the earlier studies. Table 6.1

and table 6.2 show that this grid optimisation still gives adequate resolution for the pipe

with no aerofoil.

Mesh No. of nodes umin % diff.

358× 41 14, 678 -0.1521099 0.3%

358× 62 22, 196 -0.1516608

Table 6.1: Radial grid convergence test.

Mesh No. of nodes umin % diff.

358× 62 22, 196 -0.147032 0.4%

496× 62 30, 752 -0.1476081

Table 6.2: Axial grid convergence test.

In addition, three quantities based on bubble location and dimensions were compared with

those in Beran and Culick’s [4] study. The comparison is shown in table 6.3. Again no

aerofoil is present.

Mesh Distance to Distance to Maximum
stagnation point trailing edge width

358× 41 0.2929 0.5080 0.0275

B&C [4] 0.3154 0.4538 0.0248

Difference 7% 12% 11%

Table 6.3: Comparison with Beran and Culick [4].

The last row indicates the difference between our measurements and those from Beran

and Culick [4]. The match between these breakdown locations and sizes is reasonable,

given the difference in the outlet geometries (this study has a converging outlet; Beran

and Culick’s [4] pipe does not).

Based on the above study the 358×41 mesh was used as the basis for resolving the flow

external to the aerofoil.

Next the aerofoil is introduced. It was decided that the most efficient strategy would be
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a combination of structured and unstructured meshes, and consists of triangular elements

in the region surrounding the aerofoil, and rectangular elements elsewhere; the mesh in

figure 6.1 is representative of those tested.

Grid
FLUENT 5.3 (2d, dp, segregated, lam)

Feb 04, 2001

Figure 6.1: Example of tri/quad mesh used for aerofoil in pipe study.

The mesh in figure 6.1 has a node density much lower than that of the actual mesh used,

but it shows the grid strategy used for this study. Various unstructured meshes were

inserted into the 358×41 external mesh; In this test we use a monitoring point within the

bubble region to reveal the velocities present there; this region is very sensitive to grid

resolution (for reference the monitoring point is at x = 10.7, y = 0.17). An aerofoil is

positioned so that its centre is at x = 6.5 and y = 0.4. The grid performances in table 6.4

were recorded.

Mesh Number of nodes Monitoring point % diff
axial velocity

1.50mesh 51519 -0.052521132 2.7%

2.25mesh 96774 -0.051098809

Table 6.4: Aerofoil trimesh convergence test.

Of the grids tested the 1.50 grid gave sufficient accuracy; it provides a result for the

monitoring point axial velocity within 3% of that for the finest mesh.
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6.2 The effect of varying angle of attack

We begin by investigating the effect of angle of attack when the centre of the aerofoil is at

x = 6.5, y = 0.4, where x and y are the axial and radial ordinates, respectively. This is just

upstream of where breakdown is observed, and at 40% of the vortex core radius. The test

is conducted at Ω = 1.45, Re = 500, as breakdown is present in the pipe with no aerofoil

at these values. Streamline plots in figure 6.2 show that with increasing angle of attack

the bubble size decreases, and the leading edge of the bubble moves downstream. The

largest effect on the bubble is realised by the 7.5◦ aerofoil; the bubble nearly disappears

in this case.

It was not possible to obtain converged steady solutions for angles of attack greater than

7.5◦. Unsteady calculations showed that beyond this angle of attack the bubble began

to attach itself to the aerofoil, and shedding from the trailing edge of the bubble was

observed. Results for angles of attack beyond 7.5◦ were not pursued any further.
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Figure 6.2: Streamline contours for the open pipe with: (a) no aerofoil, (b) aerofoil

at AOA = 0◦, (c) AOA = 2.5◦, (d) AOA = 5◦, (e) AOA = 7.5◦, Ω = 1.45, Re

= 500.

The centreline axial velocity profile for each of the cases in figure 6.2(a) - (e) is plotted in
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figure 6.3.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

x

0

0.5

1

1.5

u

0   AOA
2.5   AOA
5   AOA
7.5   AOA
No aerofoil

Figure 6.3: Axial velocity along the centreline for various aerofoil AOA: AOA =

0◦, 2.5◦, 5◦, 7.5◦. Ω = 1.45, Re = 500.

The case without an aerofoil present is represented by a dotted line. The effect of the

aerofoil at x = 6.5 is obvious in this plot; the axial velocity decreases, then peaks again

before stagnating at the front of the breakdown bubble. The 0◦, 2.5◦, and 5◦ angle of

attack cases appear to slightly decrease (make more negative) the minimum axial velocity,

compared to the no-aerofoil case. This would normally imply that the bubble is becoming

larger, however the streamlines in figure 6.2 show that all of these angles of attack result

in a reduction in size of the breakdown bubble.

The result for angle of attack 7.5◦ is more dramatic, with the minimum axial velocity

approaching zero.

It transpired in later runs for varying aerofoil position that unsteady solutions for angle of

attack 7.5◦ showed the same shedding behaviour observed for angle of attack greater then

7.5◦. Given this response of the flow to angles of attack of 7.5◦ and greater, the optimum

angle of attack probably lies in the region 5◦ to 7.5◦.

For the remainder of this study we use an angle of attack of 5◦, which still has a significant

effect on breakdown. It will be shown in subsequent sections that it is possible to eliminate

breakdown using the AOA = 5◦ aerofoil by varying the aerofoil location.
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6.3 The effect of varying aerofoil radial location

In the next series of tests the angle of attack is fixed at 5◦, and the aerofoil is progressively

moved further away from the axis. The axial location is still set at x = 6.5.

The results in plots 6.4(a) to (f) show the effect on the breakdown bubble for Ω = 1.45

and Re = 500.
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Figure 6.4: Streamline contours for the open pipe (a) without aerofoil, then with

aerofoil at 5◦ AOA, varying location of aerofoil centre: x = 6.5, (b) y = 0.4, (c)

y = 0.6, (d) y = 0.8, (e) y = 1.0, (f) y = 1.2. Ω = 1.45, Re = 500.

The solution without an aerofoil is represented in plot 6.4(a). The first case with an

aerofoil installed, plot 6.4(b), was included in the previous figure 6.2 for angle of attack

5◦. With each successive plot the aerofoil is moved further from the axis.

In plot 6.4(c) the bubble has already disappeared. Further increasing the radial distance

results in a noticeable straightening of the streamlines downstream of the aerofoil. The

radial location is not increased beyond y = 1.2 as wall effects are probably becoming
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more significant, although we are not too concerned with these effects since this is only

a qualitative look at the effect of the aerofoil. We are not measuring lift or drag, for

example.

In figure 6.5 the axial velocity along the centreline is again plotted to more clearly resolve

the effect of the aerofoil once the bubble has disappeared.
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Figure 6.5: Axial velocity along the centreline for various aerofoil positions: 5◦

AOA, x = 6.5, y varies: y = 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0, 1.2. Ω = 1.45, Re = 500.

In each case, except for y = 0.4, the minimum axial velocity increases as the aerofoil

moves away from the centreline, and the progression is again nonlinear. The largest jump

in minimum axial velocity occurs for the change from y = 0.4 to y = 0.6. Beyond that

transition the effect of increase in radial distance reduces with increasing y.

6.4 The effect of varying aerofoil axial location

In this final series of plots the response of breakdown to changes in the aerofoil axial

location is explored. It was seen in the previous section that the aerofoil has the greatest

effect on breakdown at y = 1.2, so this value of y will be used here. Since the pipe has

a constriction, and we wish to have a reasonable gap between the aerofoil and the pipe

wall, the radial position of the aerofoil at each axial location will be adjusted depending



CHAPTER 6. BREAKDOWN CONTROL BY A SLIP AEROFOIL 105

on the pipe radius. Hence the radial distance will be a minimum when the aerofoil is in

the centre of the constriction.

Streamline plots in figure 6.6 show the effect on the flow of adjusting the axial location of

the aerofoil.

Surprisingly the bubble is removed by an aerofoil at x = 2, far upstream of where break-

down is expected. Moving the aerofoil downstream continues to suppress breakdown until

x = 9, at which point a bubble forms directly underneath the aerofoil. The aerofoil has

little influence on the upstream vortex core when it is at x = 9, hence the reappearance of

the bubble. Moving the aerofoil to x = 10 results in a larger semi-detached bubble more

like that which occurs at higher Reynolds number.

The centreline axial velocity plot (figure 6.7) reveals non-monotonicity in the axial velocity

trend as the aerofoil is moved along the axis. At x = 2 there is no breakdown. The aerofoil

is moved to x = 3, resulting in a reduction in the axial velocity at the axial location of

the aerofoil, but otherwise the profile is indistinguishable from that for x = 2. For the

x = 4 profile there is a large drop in the axial velocity between x = 10 and x = 15, where

breakdown normally forms. Moving the aerofoil to x = 5 increases the axial velocity again,

signifying a move away from breakdown. For x = 6, x = 7, and x = 8 the trend is the

same. At x = 9 a bubble evolves, and the minimum axial velocity becomes negative. For

x = 10 the bubble has partly detached from the axis, and the minimum axial velocity

undergoes a slight increase.

The decrease then increase in axial velocity corresponded approximately with the move-

ment of the aerofoil toward then away from the axis through the converging section. So

it is possibly this normalising of the radial location by the pipe radius which resulted in

the non-monotonic behaviour.

6.5 Discussion

The purpose of this chapter was to investigate a potential mechanism for controlling the

breakdown bubble produced in the open pipe, by reducing the contribution from the

stretching term in the vorticity equation. Azimuthal vorticity production in the pipe is

dominated by stretching, once the turning of axial and radial vorticity has resulted in
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Figure 6.6: Streamline contours for the open pipe (a) without aerofoil, then with

aerofoil at 5◦ AOA, varying location of aerofoil centre: y = 1.2, (b) x = 2, (c) x

= 3, (d) x = 4, (e) x = 5, (f) x = 6, (g) x = 7, (h) x = 8, (i) x = 9, (j) x =

10. Ω = 1.45, Re = 500.
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Figure 6.7: Axial velocity along the centreline for various aerofoil positions: 5◦

AOA, y = 1.2, x varies: x = 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10. Ω = 1.45, Re = 500.

the production of an azimuthal component. The onset of stretching results in a nonlinear

feedback, which leads to stagnation of the axial flow and vortex breakdown. It has been

demonstrated here that breakdown in a pipe can be controlled by the addition upstream

of a small control device, which has the effect of impeding the radial outflow. The full

range of states, from parallel streamlines to a full partially-detached breakdown bubble,

could be realised by judicious placement of the aerofoil.

This study was performed at very low Reynolds number compared with flows of practical

interest. However, the use of a non-slip aerofoil possibly makes these results more relevant

to higher Reynolds number flows. In any case the purpose here was to determine the

response of breakdown to control of the radial outflow. In practice other methods, such

as withdrawal of fluid from the axis, could be applied to similar effect.



Chapter 7

Geometry dependence of

breakdown

It has already been noted that vortex breakdown is observed in a variety of different ge-

ometries. The multitude of circumstances in which breakdown can occur is made possible

by the fact that breakdown seems to be largely a product of the makeup of the vortex core.

The susceptibility of a flow to breakdown is only influenced indirectly by the external flow,

in that the external flow has a part to play in determining the profile of the vortex core.

The Reynolds number Re and swirl ratio Ω are commonly used to determine the suscep-

tibility of the vortex to breakdown. However, many authors define Re and Ω differently

depending on the peculiarities of their geometry or the flow produced in that geometry.

Darmofal [8] and Beran and Culick [4] base their Re on the freestream velocity and vortex

core radius. Khoo et al. [41] use a rotating drum apparatus to generate breakdown, and

define their Re in terms of an average axial velocity and drum radius. Faler and Lei-

bovich [17] use the average axial velocity and pipe diameter to determine Re. Given the

different geometries used in all of these studies, this eclecticism in variable definition is

understandable. However, these differing definitions compound the difficulty in drawing a

direct comparison between the different flows which result in breakdown.

Maxworthy [49] went some way toward solving this problem by describing a generic appa-

ratus, which has elements common to most of the geometries considered. This apparatus

is illustrated in figure 7.1. Its purpose is to describe laboratory models for atmospheric

vortex generators, and is not intended for vortex breakdown flows specifically. For geome-

108
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Figure 7.1: Maxworthy’s [49] generic apparatus.

tries which support breakdown the transitions between the three sections of the apparatus

are assumed smooth, and the system is arranged so that breakdown is observed in the

section with length Le.

Khoo et al. [49] used the definitions provided by this apparatus to compare results ob-

tained in their swirling tank geometry with those obtained for open pipe flows. However,

this apparatus still does not enable a direct comparison to be made between the various

breakdown-susceptible flows, as approximations have had to be made in order to accom-

modate some geometries, such as the open pipe of Faler and Leibovich [17]. Also, it is

not possible to include breakdown produced in a geometry such as the torsionally driven

cylinder as it is difficult to define a mean axial velocity when all of the flow recirculates.

In the work discussed in this chapter we attempt to completely remove consideration of the

geometry which produces breakdown by examining only the vortex core. As was stated

at the start of this chapter, vortex breakdown is really only a product of the vortex core,

so it makes sense to consider just the vortex core when comparing breakdowns produced

in differing geometries.

In this section the breakdown forms produced in the torsionally driven cylinder and two
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open pipes are compared. The aim is to compare the flows which support breakdown

and determine whether any general conclusions can be drawn based on these comparisons.

The parameters swirl Ω and Reynolds number Re are used, but both of these quantities

are defined in terms of velocity profiles in the vortex core. In this way consideration of

the apparatus external to the flow, and flow outside the vortex core, is eliminated.

First the velocity profiles upstream of breakdown in the torsionally driven cylinder and

an open pipe flow are compared qualitatively. In the following section the application of

velocity profiles upstream of breakdown to the inlet of a pipe is considered. The aim is

to determine whether the vortex core profile of the cylinder would result in breakdown

in an open pipe flow. Since it has been suggested that breakdown in the cylinder is

actually an internal separation ([30],[22]) and not the same phenomenon as that observed

in other geometries, the application of the same velocity profile upstream of breakdown

in the cylinder to the open pipe should provide some insight into this question. Also, the

influence of the rotating lid on the flow can be removed, as anticipated in chapter 5.

Following that study, a quantitative comparison is drawn between the various flow geome-

tries which produce vortex breakdown. Appropriate geometry-independent quantities are

determined which allow direct comparison between the different flows with respect to the

onset of breakdown.

The final section summarises the arguments regarding classification of vortex breakdown.

It has been proposed that the recirculation observed in the cylinder is not vortex break-

down; by the end of this chapter we will be able to address this question.

7.1 Cylinder and pipe velocity profiles

This investigation begins with an examination of the axial (u), radial (v), and azimuthal

(w) velocity profiles in both geometries. Figures 7.2 and 7.3 display profiles of the three

velocity components for the cylinder and the pipe. These plots show the velocity profiles at

a number of axial locations in the cylinder and open pipe, however we are most concerned

with the velocity profiles just upstream of breakdown.

The axial velocity profile in the cylinder is of the opposite sign to that in the pipe - for

the cylinder, positive axial velocities are shown to the right of the baseline, and for the
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 7.2: (a) u, (b) v, (c) w profiles and breakdown bubble streamlines. Re =

1933. Velocity magnitudes are not to scale.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 7.3: (a) u, (b) v, (c) w profiles and breakdown bubble streamlines. Re =

1000, Ω = 1.45. Velocity magnitudes are not to scale.

pipe, positive axial velocities are shown to the left of the baseline.



CHAPTER 7. GEOMETRY DEPENDENCE OF BREAKDOWN 112

7.1.1 Axial velocity

The axial velocity begins in the pipe as a jet-type flow - a higher axial velocity prevails at

the centre of the vortex core, decreasing gradually with radial distance from the axis. This

type of profile has been observed experimentally in open pipe studies, and is described

approximately by the equation:

u = 1 + ∆ue−r2
. (7.1)

This is the profile applied to the inlet of the open pipe here, but in the present case ∆u

is zero, so the profile is uniform - the nonuniform jet type flow develops as a result of

the geometry. The cylinder also displays this jet-type flow well upstream of breakdown.

Closer to breakdown, for both geometries the axial flow begins to stagnate.

7.1.2 Radial velocity

The role of the radial velocity profile in the onset of vortex breakdown has been discussed

in its capacity to introduce generation of −ωφ through stretching. The radial velocity has

a similar profile in both geometries. In the cylinder the radial velocity changes rapidly

as a result of the flow’s turn from the radial into the axial direction, and in the pipe the

constricted section has a direct influence on the radial velocity.

7.1.3 Azimuthal velocity

The azimuthal velocity profile in both cases is also similar. In both geometries the profile

upstream of breakdown is approximately solid-body near the axis, changing to a constant

velocity profile further from the axis in the cylinder, and decaying slightly toward the wall

in the open pipe. This is characteristic of other flows which exhibit breakdown, including

the intense vortices which form over delta wings

7.1.4 Other derived quantities

The axial and radial velocity profiles in the pipe for Re = 2560 and Ω = 1.777 measured

by Faler and Leibovich [18] in their experiments, at an axial location just upstream of
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breakdown, are shown in figure 7.4. In figure 7.5 the equivalent velocity profiles in the

cylinder just upstream of breakdown are reproduced for comparison.
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Figure 7.4: Faler and Leibovich’s [18] Re = 2560, Ω = 1.777 axial and swirl inlet

velocity profiles.
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Figure 7.5: Cylinder axial and swirl velocity profiles upstream of breakdown.

It can be seen from these figures that close to the axis the axial and swirl velocities are

similar. Again, both the Faler and Leibovich pipe and the cylinder have a jet like axial

velocity profile. Away from the axis the velocity drops off smoothly but rapidly with radial

distance. The swirl velocity plots show the same, roughly solid-body, profile, which in the

case of Faler and Leibovich’s experiment changes at a radial distance of about 0.0025,

then reduces to zero at the pipe wall. The cylinder profile rounds off more smoothly, but
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has a similar form (ie. solid-body) near the axis to the experimental pipe result.

In figure 7.6 we plot the profiles of another swirl parameter, the helix angle γ, for a profile

from the pipe, and from the cylinder, upstream of breakdown. γ is defined:

γ = artan

(
w

u

)
. (7.2)

Delery [10] notes that the value of the helix angle γ can be used to predict breakdown

onset. It can be seen that for small radial distances from the axis, the γ profiles for both

geometries are similar.
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Figure 7.6: Pipe Re = 600, Ω = 1.49 γ profile, cylinder Re = 1933 γ profile.

Of interest also is the circulation profile; Delery [10] observes that the circulation variation

with radial distance in breakdown-susceptible flows is parabolic near the axis and tends

toward a constant value in the outer region of the flow. This characteristic profile is

revealed both in the open pipe and cylinder profile plots of figure 7.7 where we simply plot

Γ = Vθ × y.

These simple comparisons confirm qualitatively the similarities between the flows upstream

of breakdown in two very different geometries. Although the velocity profiles at a distance

from the axis are different, in the near-axis region the axial and azimuthal velocity profiles

have a similar form.
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Figure 7.7: Pipe Re = 600, Ω = 1.49 circulation (Γ) profile, cylinder Re = 1933

circulation (Γ) profile.

7.2 Streampipe

In studies of vortex breakdown in open pipes and similar unconfined geometries, the vortex

flow state is determined by two factors, the Reynolds number Re and swirl Ω. These two

parameters may be adjusted independently of one another. The Reynolds number is

governed by the axial velocity and can be manipulated by adjusting the mass flow rate.

The swirl is the ratio of the azimuthal velocity to the axial velocity, and is changed by

varying the angle of swirl vanes, for example.

In the torsionally driven cylinder of fixed aspect ratio we have only one parameter with

which to manipulate the flow - the Reynolds number, which is based on the rotation rate of

the lid. Changing the rotation rate affects both the swirl and Reynolds number - there is

no way to independently manipulate these two quantities. Hence it is difficult to compare

the flow regimes in the pipe and cylinder with respect to breakdown. The Re/Ω region

the cylinder operates in compared to the pipes is unknown, as it is difficult to define the

equivalent parameters to the pipe Re and Ω, for the cylinder. In a later section we will

define quantities which enable a direct comparison between the cylinder and pipe flows

with respect to the core flow. In this section we examine the region of the flow in the

cylinder where vortex breakdown occurs, and by applying the velocity profile found there

to the more open conditions of the pipe are able to draw a more direct comparison between

the two geometries.
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Figure 7.8: Pipes defined by Re = 1933 cylinder streamline.

In order to most accurately simulate the flow which occurs in the cylinder, it is necessary

to change the pipe geometry so that the wall of the pipe corresponds to a streamline in the

cylinder. Hence the flow in the pipe will be like that in the cylinder, but with an outlet

instead of a rotating endwall downstream.

A streamline is extracted from the cylinder boundary and used as a slip wall in the open

pipe. A streamline is chosen which is sufficiently far away from the axis to contain most

of the vortex core region, and which begins at an axial location where the streamlines are

most parallel to the cylinder axis; the radial velocity is at a minimum.

The geometries considered are shown in figure 7.8 - only every second grid line is shown.

In this figure the inlet is to the left. Following the inlet is a region whose outer wall

is defined by a streamline taken from the torsionally driven cylinder flow at Re=1933.

The inlet boundary condition is defined by the 3 velocity components extracted from

the cylinder at a point just upstream of breakdown, corresponding with the start of the

streamline. Downstream of this streamline-defined wall the geometry becomes a straight

pipe. At the outlet two geometries were considered: an outlet with a 10% constriction as

for the pipe used in chapter 4, and an outlet with no constriction. The constriction of the

outlet was required previously in the pipe to prevent the bubble length increasing until

the downstream end of the bubble reached the outlet. In the streampipe presented here

the bubbles do not extend past the streamline-defined section of the pipe for the straight

outlet case, and hence a constricted outlet is not necessary. In keeping with the wall’s

origin as a cylinder streamline, the streampipe wall is defined as slip. The cylinder has a

radius of 1; the pipe was constructed to have a radius equal to the radius of the starting

point of the streamline considered, which is 0.36 in this case. Hence the dimensions of the

flow are equivalent between the cylinder and the pipe. The Reynolds number was also
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Figure 7.9: Streamlines for Re = 1902 cylinder profile applied to streamline-

defined geometries.

kept the same by using the same viscosity and applying the velocity profile just upstream

of breakdown to the pipe.

The velocity profiles for Re = 1902 are extracted from the cylinder at the starting point of

the streamline used to define the pipe wall, so the inlet represents the conditions present

in the cylinder at an axial location just upstream of breakdown.

Results of steady computations for both Re = 1902 pipes are shown in figure 7.9. The

Re = 1902 steady cylinder result is displayed in figure 5.4 of chapter 5. In both cases

two bubbles evolve for the same Reynolds number where only one bubble was observed in

the torsionally driven cylinder. The bubbles have a similar form to those observed in the

cylinder - they are different to the form commonly observed in pipes, which tend to have

a more elongated structure and a recirculation region further displaced from the axis (see

figure 4.7 in chapter 4). The flow in the pipe appears more like that at higher Reynolds

number in the cylinder - compare the cylinder results at Re = 2001 and 2252 (figure 5.4

in chapter 5). The presence of the rotating lid in the cylinder appears to have the effect

of increasing the Reynolds number at which breakdown is observed.

Although this will not be investigated in detail, it can be seen that decreasing the adverse

pressure gradient downstream of the breakdown bubble decreases the bubbles’ size. It has

been well documented that an adverse pressure gradient promotes breakdown formation, so

this effect of a more favourable pressure gradient is not unexpected. As a more favourable

pressure gradient is applied, by moving the converging outlet closer to the region where

bubbles develop, it is expected that the bubbles’ size will decrease further.

Figures 7.10 to 7.13 show plots of streamfunction contours for the cylinder against those

for the streampipe. The cylinder and streampipe of equivalent Re are placed side by side
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Figure 7.10: Cylinder streamlines on the left and streampipe streamlines on the

right. Left: Re = 1500, right: Re = 1600.

for direct comparison. In each case the streampipe is placed so that its inlet is at the

approximate axial position relative to the cylinder where the streamline which defines the

pipe originates.

Plots are provided for eight Reynolds numbers: Re = 1500, 1600, 1700, 1800, 1902, 1933,

2001, and 2252. Following is a comment on each of these results, followed by a discussion

of their implications:

1. Re = 1500: At this Re no bubble exists in either the cylinder or streampipe. However

in both cases there is significant streamline divergence, a precursor to breakdown at

higher Re.

2. Re = 1600: Two waves in the streamline closest to the axis become evident in both

geometries, indicating the approximate axial location where 2 recirculation bubbles

will form for higher Re.

3. Re = 1700: A recirculation bubble forms in the streampipe, at the approximate axial
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Figure 7.11: Cylinder streamlines on the left and streampipe streamlines on the

right. Left: Re = 1700, right: Re = 1800.

location where the downstream bubble for the cylinder will form at higher Re. In

the streampipe the pattern of bubble evolution is reversed; the downstream bubble

evolves first, whereas this bubble evolves second in the cylinder.

4. Re = 1800: With increasing Re the bubble in the streampipe increases in size.

Upstream another bubble evolves, although it is tiny at this Re. Still there is no

bubble present in the cylinder. Increasing streamline divergence is evident however,

and the development of two regions where breakdown is expected becomes slightly

more pronounced.

5. Re = 1902: The streampipe now contains two fully developed breakdown bubbles,

of the same form as those observed in the cylinder for higher Re; a glance at the

cylinder flow for Re = 2001 reveals an upstream bubble of comparable size to that in

the streampipe for Re = 1902. The downstream bubble in the streampipe is however

much larger than the corresponding bubble in the cylinder at Re = 2001.
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Figure 7.12: Cylinder streamlines on the left and streampipe streamlines on the

right. Left: Re = 1902, right: Re = 1933.

6. Re = 1933: The streampipe flow remains relatively unchanged, as this Re change is

smaller than that applied in the previous plots. The change is large enough to herald

the onset of the first breakdown bubble in the cylinder though. As was mentioned

earlier, the first bubble develops upstream, the reverse of the order of occurrence in

the streampipe.

7. Re = 2001: With increasing Re the second bubble evolves in the cylinder, while the

bubbles in the streampipe grow in size.

8. Re = 2252: In these last plots the two bubbles in the streampipe begin to merge.

This also occurs in the cylinder for higher Re, but for this Re the two bubbles in

the cylinder just grow larger.

Figure 7.14 shows the minimum axial velocity measured along the centreline for the

streampipe and the cylinder. For the cylinder, the minimum axial velocity is extracted

from the region away from both endwalls so that only the region of interest is included;
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Figure 7.13: Cylinder streamlines on the left and streampipe streamlines on the

right. Left: Re = 2001, right: Re = 2252.

the centreline axial velocity goes to zero at the endwalls. For the streampipe the whole

domain is considered.

In both cases there are two local minima in u for Re approaching breakdown, but only

the global minimum is plotted here.

Since the Re for each geometry is defined in the same way and the length scale and

viscosity are the same, the velocity magnitudes are also comparable.

These results clearly show the tendency of the streampipe flow to suffer breakdown before

the cylinder; minimum axial velocity becomes negative at Re ∼ 450 less than for the

cylinder. The progression toward lower minimum u is monotonic for the streampipe except

at Re = 1933, where the minimum u in the second bubble begins to dominate the first -

this is evident in the kink in minimum axial velocity between Re = 1902 and Re = 2001.

We can conclude from these results that it is possible to produce a breakdown bubble in an

open pipe geometry at comparable parameter (Re, Ω) values to those used for breakdown
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simulations in the torsionally driven cylinder. This lends support to the view that the

breakdown observed in the cylinder is related to the phenomenon which occurs in the

open pipe.

7.3 Equivalence of Ω and Re in different geometries

The next aim of this study is to find a set of parameters by which the open pipe and

torsionally driven cylinder can be directly compared. For the pipe we specify the Reynolds

number and swirl, and they can be varied independently. This is impossible in a cylinder

with constant aspect ratio, because the swirl and Reynolds number are linked through

the rotation of the spinning lid. If we consider only the vortex core flow, which is the

most important region of the flow with respect to vortex breakdown, then it is possible

to determine a Reynolds number and swirl equivalent to that used in open pipe studies.

We will determine these quantities for the cylinder by examining the axial and azimuthal
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velocity profiles just upstream of breakdown.

Khoo et al. [41] addressed the problem of defining Re and Ω in different geometries, as

mentioned in the previous section. Their study examined the breakdown forms produced

in a unique unconfined geometry, consisting of a cylinder with a stationary circular base,

a rotating outer wall (a section of which allows inflow), and a suction tube to extract fluid

from the axis. In order to compare the results from their study with those from open pipes,

Khoo et al. [41] define a Reynolds number Re =
Γ

2πν
and swirl ratio S =

r0Γ
2Q

, where Γ

is the circulation, defined by Γ = 2πV0r0, and V0 is the tangential velocity at the radius

r0 of the drum, Q is the flow rate, and ν is the viscosity. They supply a plot of Re vs S

for the various types of breakdown observed in their geometry. Approximately equivalent

quantities were calculated based on the Reynolds number and circulation supplied by Faler

and Leibovich (1977) [17].

Maxworthy (1982) [49] provides a generic apparatus (see figure 7.1) which can be used

to quantify the swirl and Reynolds numbers for most unconfined geometries in which

breakdown is observed. However as mentioned previously it is difficult to ascertain what

parameters from the torsionally driven cylinder flow can be used to define the same quan-

tities used in Maxworthy’s apparatus.

An attempt at a direct comparison between pipe and cylinder flows containing breakdown

was made by Spohn et al. [64]. Their definitions of Re and S (swirl) for the torsionally

driven cylinder are provided by Lewellen (in [64]):

ReQ =
Q

Lν
, (7.3)

S =
2πΓa

Q
, (7.4)

where Q is the flow rate along the cylinder axis, L is a characteristic length, taken to be

the height of the cylinder, ν is the viscosity, Γ is the maximum circulation, and a is a

characteristic radius, taken to be the radius of the cylinder. The resulting values of Re

and S are presented in table 7.1.

There is no Re quoted for B&A (Brücker and Althaus, in [64]) because the length of the

pipe is unknown.

Based on the above results, the cylinder has a comparable ReQ to the experimental pipes
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Author Geometry S ReQ

F&L [17] Pipe 0.4-0.7 75-150

Escudier [14] Pipe 0.5 200

B&A in [64] Pipe 0.6 (?)

Spohn et al. [64] Cylinder 10 100

Table 7.1: S and ReQ values from various studies, from Spohn et al. [64].

at breakdown, but the swirl S is much higher in the cylinder. This observation is offered

as an explanation for the differences between manifestations of breakdown in the cylinder

and in the pipe.

There are some problems with these definitions. It is difficult to see why the length of

the pipe should be used to determine ReQ, as it has no direct consequence for the type

of breakdown observed; one could construct a pipe of great length, entailing a large ReQ,

with little change to the pipe flow at breakdown. Also, S appears to have little relation

to the vortical core; it is merely an indication of the size of the cylinder, and is difficult

to relate to the definition of core size used for the open pipes of the other studies.

7.3.1 Billant et al.’s [5] criterion

Billant et al. [5] deduced a criterion for vortex breakdown in a swirling jet. Their geometry

consisted of a more open arrangement than has been considered so far. It involved a

swirling jet discharging into a large tank; this geometry is less confined than the open

pipe. The flow which results is depicted schematically in figure 7.15.

Billant et al.’s criterion is based on the assumption, first made by Escudier and Keller [15],

that the velocities inside the breakdown bubble are negligible, and hence the interior of

the bubble is at stagnation pressure. A derivation of this criterion, from Billant et al., is

provided below):

From Bernoulli,

H =
P0

ρ
+

V 2
x (0, x0)

2
=

P1

ρ
, (7.5)

where the quantities are as defined in figure 7.15. Far upstream of the stagnation point,
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Figure 7.15: Schematic of the flow induced in Billant et al.’s [5] apparatus.

within the vortex core, the centrifugal force balances the radial pressure gradient, and so

after some work we arrive at the following:

P0 = P∞ −
∫ ∞

0

ρV 2
θ (r, x0)

r
dr, (7.6)

where P0 is the pressure on the axis at point x0, P∞ is the pressure at infinity, Vθ is the

azimuthal velocity, and r is the radial ordinate. Since the pressure inside the bubble (P1)

is assumed equal to that at infinity, from the above two equations Billant et al. [5] arrive

at the following criterion CB for breakdown:

CB =

∫ ∞

0

ρV 2
θ (r, x0)

r
dr

V 2
x (0, x0)

≥ 1
2
. (7.7)

This is a lower bound, hence breakdown onset may occur for higher values of CB, but

for all CB < 1
2 breakdown will not be present. It should be noted that this expression

contains no allowance for viscosity, and hence is Reynolds number independent, reflecting

the assumed inviscid nature of breakdown. This is a reasonable assumption for high

Reynolds numbers, but for lower Re viscosity has a large effect on the velocity ratio which

will result in breakdown, as will be seen later.
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Figure 7.16: Billant et al.’s [5] breakdown onset criterion.

It is a simple matter to apply this criterion to the pipe inlet velocity profiles used in this

study; the result is plotted in figure 7.16.

For the q-vortex (used to define the pipe inlet velocity profile) the integral was evaluated

out to the point where the swirl velocity is close to zero, after which there is no further

contribution to the integral. In the figure Billant et al.’s [5] breakdown criterion is cal-

culated for the range 0.5 < Ω < 1.75. At CB = 1
2 there is a transition to flows which

can support breakdown. For the pipe we consider, breakdown is observed at Ω = 1.43,

which translates into CB = 1.165, which is greater than CB = 1
2 , and hence consistent

with Billant et al’s criterion.

Unfortunately this criterion cannot be so directly applied to the torsionally driven cylinder,

as the flow is tightly constrained by the cylinder walls; it is not possible to integrate out

to infinity, and the swirl velocity does not have sufficient space to taper off gradually to

zero before it is rapidly reduced to zero at the wall.

In the next section we propose alternative definitions for Re and Ω which can be applied

to the open pipe and torsionally driven cylinder flows. These definitions provide a more

consistent comparison between the two flows, and show that the Ω at which breakdown

occurs in both geometries is similar. However Re in the cylinder will be shown to be
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different by at least an order of magnitude compared to most of the reported experimental

results, and this, we suggest, accounts for the different appearance of breakdown in the

cylinder. We are able to confirm this by reducing Re in the pipe to the level of that in the

cylinder. The result is a closed bubble with a strong resemblance to the cylinder bubble.

This will be used to substantiate the claim that the pipe and cylinder breakdowns are

the same phenomenon, and that differences in manifestation of breakdown are probably a

result of the different Reynolds number regimes which the two flows inhabit.

7.3.2 Some definitions

We define some geometry independent quantities in this section. The Reynolds number

will be defined by the maximum axial velocity along the centreline (umax), the radius of

the point of maximum azimuthal velocity at the axial location of maximum axial velocity

(r) (r defines the vortex core), and the viscosity (ν):

Re =
umaxr

ν
. (7.8)

The swirl Ω is defined as the maximum azimuthal velocity (wmax), at the axial location

of maximum axial velocity, divided by the maximum axial velocity:

Ω =
wmax

umax
. (7.9)

These definitions are not new; the maximum azimuthal velocity has been used by Garg

and Leibovich [20] and Delery [10], for example, to define the level of swirl in the vortex

core, and the radius of the vortex core has also previously been defined as the point at

which the azimuthal velocity becomes a maximum. We explain the reasoning for the use

of these definitions in this study in the following.

Previous studies (Darmofal [8], and others) of pipe geometries have based the Reynolds

number on the freestream axial velocity. In those studies the freestream axial velocity is

an easily obtained quantity. But vortex breakdown affects the core of the vortex, and a

flow’s susceptibility to breakdown is a function of the core axial and swirl velocity profiles -

the velocity outside the core is not directly relevant. Also, for the cylinder, there is no way

to define a freestream axial velocity because the flow recirculates. Hence it proves to be

more convenient and more consistent to use the above equations based on core velocities
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for our definition of Ω and Re. We use umax in order to determine the flow as far along

the axis as possible from the influence of the breakdown bubble, as the bubble causes the

axial flow to stagnate. In the cylinder this is important because the bubble is located so

close to the stationary lid. So determining the swirl and Reynolds number at the location

of maximum axial velocity gives a position of least influence from both the stationary lid

and breakdown bubble in the cylinder. The length scale r is defined by the radius of the

vortex core, ie. the radius at which the azimuthal velocity begins to decrease with radial

distance from the axis.

Using the definitions above it is now possible to compare the pipe and cylinder flow regimes

quantitatively, in terms of the swirl parameter Ω and the Reynolds number Re. (Where

it becomes necessary to refer to the previously defined pipe Re and Ω and cylinder Re,

we will use the subscript P for the pipe and C for the cylinder.)

Table 7.2 presents some values of the core Reynolds number and Ω calculated for the

torsionally driven cylinder.

Cylinder Rec Breakdown state Core Re Ω

1902 no bubble 60.2 0.8787

1933 1 bubble 59.9 0.8936

2001 2 bubbles 59.0 0.9299

2252 2 bubbles 61.1 1.1250

Table 7.2: Newly defined core Re and Ω for the torsionally driven cylinder.

The first point to notice is the very low core Re compared with the cylinder Re. This

is an indication of the relatively small velocity magnitudes in the secondary recirculating

flow in the cylinder.

Also, the core Reynolds number Re does not vary much with increasing cylinder Reynolds

number Rec. Ω increases roughly linearly with increasing cylinder Reynolds number Rec.

The equivalent properties calculated for the pipe are shown in table 7.3.

It can be seen from tables 7.2 and 7.3 that the core Reynolds number regimes at which

breakdown is observed in the two geometries are quite different. However the values of Ω

which breakdown occurs are comparable, even at these very different values of core Re.
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Pipe Ωp Breakdown state Core Re Ω

1.40 no bubble 1282 0.2836

1.45 1 bubble 1433 0.6944

1.49 1 bubble 1426 0.7126

Table 7.3: Newly defined core Re and Ω for the open pipe.

The plot in figure 7.17 illustrates graphically the region in Re/Ω space which the pipe and

cylinder flows inhabit.

Pipe results are shown for Rep = 1000 and Ωp = 1.0, 1.45, and 1.49, along with a Faler

and Leibovich [18] pipe result. Four cylinder results are plotted for AR=2.5, Rec = 1902,

1933, 2001, and 2252.

Note the large difference in Re between the geometries. The pipes all inhabit the region

Re > 800, whereas all of the cylinders have Re < 62. Given the scarcity of results plotted

here it is difficult to determine the value of Ω at which breakdown first occurs in the

pipe. However, the swirl Ω at which breakdown is first observed in the cylinder is ∼ 0.9,

whereas for the pipes it is potentially much lower, in the range 0.35< Ω <0.70. If we look

at figure 7.18 the reason for this becomes apparent.

In figure 7.18 only cylinder results are plotted, and results for varying aspect ratio have

been included; the first number in the label for each data point is the aspect ratio, the

second number is the cylinder Rec.

This plot shows that as Re decreases, the value of Ω required for breakdown increases.

Also, if the Re scale of this plot is taken into account, compared to figure 7.17 the rate of

increase in Ω required for breakdown is also increasing as Re is reduced.

A dashed line is drawn to indicate the approximate transition point; it is meant only as an

aid to the eye. There is some discrepancy in the results near the line dividing breakdown

and no-breakdown results - the Re = 1902 result has a slightly higher Ω and Re than the

Re = 1933 result, so if the trend were to be consistent we should expect that at Re = 1902

there would be breakdown.

We will return to this analysis soon after a short diversion.
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7.3.3 Effect of sloping cylinder walls

As was mentioned earlier, a limiting factor in the torsionally driven cylinder studies is

the inability to independently alter the Reynolds number and swirl. The result of this

limitation is that it is only possible to explore a very limited range of flows in the cylinder.

For example, we cannot visit the region in Re/Ω space where the spiral and other types

of breakdown occur. Perhaps this is why only the axisymmetric bubble is seen in the

cylinder.

In order to make independent changes to the Reynolds number and swirl in the cylinder,

it will be necessary to make some change to the cylinder geometry. Two methods are

suggested here:

1. inject some flow along the cylinder axis to directly have some influence on the axial

velocity, and hence the core Reynolds number;

2. change the slope of the cylinder sidewalls and determine the effect this has on the

Reynolds number and swirl measured in the core.

For the next part of this study the second alternative is explored. The new geometry

considered is shown in figure 7.19. The rotating lid is at the right hand end of the cylinder,

and cylinder Rec is still determined by its rotation rate. For this study the ratio of the

endwall (stationary lid) radius to the rotating lid radius will be varied; define this as the

wall ratio:

α =
stationary lid radius
rotating lid radius

(7.10)

For each α various Reynolds numbers will be tested. We use the Reynolds number range:

1000 ≤ Rec ≤ 7000. For Rec ≥ 2700 (see eg. Lopez [44]) in the straight-sided cylinder the

flow has been observed to become unsteady. In this study we only consider steady state

solutions however. The unsteadiness is probably not related to breakdown, but is most

likely a product of the overall flow at these higher Rec, as shown by Tsitverblit et al. [72],

hence we are not concerned with unsteadiness.

A complete analysis should average the streamlines over time; we use the steady solution

as a proxy for this to obtain some indication of the trends expected for higher Re.
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Rotating lid
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Figure 7.19: Sloped cylinder definition.

Results for 0.25 ≤ α ≤ 1.25 are considered; this includes the straight-sided cylinder

and results on both sides of this case. Note that the more highly sloped wall begins to

approximate the situation in cyclone separators.

Fluent 5 was used to generate all of the following results. In the case of the α = 1 cylinder

the results match those previously generated using Fluent 4. The same grid was used as

for the α = 1 case, but it was compressed to allow for the changing cylinder radius.

Figure 7.20 summarises the breakdown onset characteristics of each α/Rec combination.

Four distinct classes of flow are represented:

1. no breakdown bubble (red circles);

2. one breakdown bubble (green deltas);

3. two distinct breakdown bubbles (blue inverted deltas).

4. two merged breakdown bubbles (purple crosses);

The two latter classes are characterised by two separate regions of recirculation. For class

3, the two bubbles are not connected in that a vortical flow similar to that upstream of the

first bubble re-forms between them. In class 4 the two bubbles are in some way connected,

ie. the vortical core does not re-form between them. In figure 7.21 a typical progression

of solutions is shown for α = 0.95.

The plot of figure 7.20 has as its lower limit Rec = 1000. For this Rec at all the α

values considered no breakdown bubble is present. It is conceivable, given the trends to
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Figure 7.20: Sloped cylinder breakdown incidence with Rec and α.

be discussed, that this Rec could yield breakdown for higher α. We will not explore this

possibility however.

For α = 0.25 no bubble evolves until Rec = 7000. This Rec is much higher than that

for which breakdown is first observed in the cylinder without sloped sides, ie. ∼ 1900.

Increasing α brings the Rec required for all of the transitions lower. At α = 0.30 two

merged bubbles appear, and at α = 0.55 another mode of breakdown becomes apparent:

two separated bubbles (case 4). This state only appears for one Rec at α = 0.55. For

α > 0.55 the transition from no bubble to 2 bubbles tends to proceed through the 1, 2

separated, or 2 merged bubbles, to the extent that it is suspected the flow may go through

all these modes before settling on the 2 merged bubble arrangement. The resolution in the

Rec direction is not sufficient to determine whether or not this is the case. At the higher

Rec end there is also some non-monotonic behaviour for α = 0.60, as the flow transitions
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(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Figure 7.21: α = 0.95 sloped cylinder streamlines for Rec = (a) 1000, (b) 2000,

(c) 2500, (d) 3500, (e) 4000, (f) 6000.
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from 2 merged bubbles to one, then to two and back to one again. This is due to a small

intermittent bubble which appears downstream of the upstream bubble.

Increasing α narrows the Rec range over which breakdown bubbles exist: for α = 0.75,

bubbles are present over 2500 ≤ Rec ≤ 6000, whereas at α = 1.25 bubbles are only present

over the range 2000 ≤ Rec ≤ 3500.

For all α > 4.0, increasing Rec beyond the two-bubble flow Re results in a transition to

one bubble, which is situated close to the stationary lid. The bubble finally disappears

for higher Rec, although again streamline divergence persists, often well away from the

centreline, for every α.

Some points which appear to be anomalous exist at the edges of some of the case regions.

These are more likely a result of the inadequate resolution in these areas, rather than

erratic behaviour in the flow itself. Smaller Rec and α increments should clear up these

regions. They do not play a significant part in our analysis in any case.

Based on these results we come to the conclusions that:

1. Increasing the wall ratio α decreases the lid rotation rate (Rec) required for break-

down onset.

2. The range of Rec over which breakdown exists reduces with increase in α.

3. As α approaches α = 1 the flow is predisposed toward separated rather than merged

bubbles.

An outcome of the sloped cylinder investigation is a new set of results to test the core Re

and Ω definitions against. In figure 7.22 the breakdown states of the sloped cylinders are

plotted as a function of core Re and Ω.

The aim of influencing Re and Ω with some independence has been achieved. An initial

glance reveals a large spread in Ω. There are no results below Ω = 0.80. But the spread

of Ω into the high Ω end is much more extensive than has previously been studied in

the open pipe. Ω ranges up to Ω ∼ 8.5, the result of a very high ratio of azimuthal to

axial velocity. It is possible that the core Re and Ω definitions break down down here, as

it becomes difficult to differentiate a core since the streamline divergence associated with

breakdown is so close to the stationary lid. With increasing Ω the maximum Re decreases,
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Figure 7.22: Sloped cylinder comparison of Re and Ω for breakdown.

even though these high Ω results correspond to high cylinder Re. Increases in cylinder Rec

appear to translate into increases in swirl for a particular slope α. The effects of three-

dimensionality and time-dependence are not illustrated due to the two-dimensional steady

analysis used. The disappearance of the bubble is expected for high Rec however, as this

occurs in the straight-sided cylinder. It is not known what structures will form at these

high Rec, but the observation of no bubbles is consistent with experimental observation.

Also, a study by Al-Abdeli and Masri [1] found that in a swirling jet flow beyond a certain

swirl level breakdown disappeared.

At the higher swirls (1.2 < Ω < 8.5), there is a definite band structure. A fair degree of

scatter does exist, but on the whole the breakdown occurrences tend to fit into distinct

regions.

The low swirl results (Ω < 1) are dominated by solutions with no breakdown, as expected.
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There are incidences of breakdown for these low Ω for some values of α though. As swirl

is increased (for 1 < Ω < 2), a band comprised of multiple breakdown bubble solutions

appears. The definition of merged and separated bubbles was mentioned earlier, and

serves as a way to further classify the types of breakdown occurring in the cylinder. But

the physical relevance of this definition has not been considered, and is not particularly

relevant to this discussion. We note that the occurrences of two separated bubbles are

limited to the upper Re end of the two-bubble observations.

The band of multiple bubbles persists from Ω > 1 to a gradual petering out at Ω ∼ 3.5.

As the multiple bubbles peter out the single bubbles start to appear. At Ω = 3 the single

bubble occurrences dominate. This band persists until Ω = 5.5.

In figure 7.23 the cylinder Re and Ω results are plotted against those obtained for the pipe

defined in section 4.5.
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Figure 7.23: Sloped cylinder vs. pipe, comparison of Re and Ω for breakdown.
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To obtain results for the pipe which would inhabit a similar core Re range to the cylinder,

it was necessary to reduce Rep to a much lower level than is usually considered; it turned

out to be quite difficult to obtain useful results at such low Rep. The range of Ω which

can be explored for the pipe is also greatly restricted in comparison to the cylinder, as

imposing too high a swirl at the inlet results in breakdown propagating past the diverging

section. Nevertheless, the limited data plotted in figure 7.23 indicates that breakdown in

the pipe and cylinder occurs at a similar swirl Ω, and that this Ω decreases with increasing

Re.

In figure 7.24 the scale is expanded to allow closer inspection of the low Ω region. As

expected, low Ω results in many solutions with no breakdown bubbles. There are some

solutions with breakdown at low swirl though. The erratic behaviour for α = 0.25 results

in one breakdown bubble appearing among no-breakdown solutions. This point is not far

removed from a cluster of single breakdown solutions at Re ∼ 55.
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Figure 7.24: Sloped cylinder Re and Ω comparison.
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A single stream of no-breakdown solutions extends downward (ie. decreasing Re) for

roughly constant Ω. These solutions result from high slope (α = 0.25 to ∼ 0.75) and low

cylinder Rec cases. Beyond Ω = 1 there are only breakdown solutions, until much higher

cylinder Rec.

The progression of Re/Ω for each cylinder as Rec is increased is shown in figure 7.25
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Figure 7.25: Sloped cylinder Re and Ω progression.

For Ω > 1.5, progressive increases in cylinder Rec result in a decrease in Re and increasing

Ω, until Rec = 600, for some cylinders, where Re starts to increase. So increases in Rec

push the flow closer to breakdown by increasing the swirl Ω. Hence we observe the onset

of breakdown forms for increasing cylinder Rec. This is consistent with observations in

the pipe. However in the pipe Re generally remains unchanged while swirl is increased.

The decreasing core Re as a result of increasing Rec is due to the stagnation in front of

the bubble moving upstream, toward the stationary lid, and hence allowing less space for

the flow to accelerate away from the wall.
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7.3.4 Some conclusions

The various swirl definitions in the literature result in questionable comparisons between

the swirl levels at which breakdown is expected in various geometries. Maxworthy’s [49]

description of a generalised geometry goes some way to improving the situation, but is

not completely general in that some geometries, eg. the torsionally driven cylinder, do

not fit the description. Since the core flow seems to be the most important factor in

the development of vortex breakdown, defining the swirl and Reynolds number in terms

of this core flow results in more meaningful comparisons between breakdown in differing

geometries. Hence we considered only the core, ie. the region in which the swirl is

increasing with radial distance from the axis. The edge of the core was be defined to be

the radial distance at which the change in the swirl velocity with radius first becomes zero.

In all cases considered here the swirl velocity initially increased linearly away from the

axis. (A disadvantage of this definition is that the swirl can only be defined if the axial

and swirl velocity profiles are known just upstream of breakdown - this requires data to

be extracted from the flow, and this data is not obtainable in all cases.)

However, the value even of this calculation is questionable - how can these numerical values

be compared when the swirl and axial velocity profiles, though similar, vary significantly

in shape? As argued by Delery [10], is it valid to reduce these complex profiles to a

single parameter? The definition becomes especially vague when this parameter seems

to be defined differently depending on the geometry in which breakdown is generated.

Darmofal [8] calculates a swirl based on Faler and Leibovich’s results which varies from

the value obtained by Faler and Leibovich’s calculation.

Despite these factors, some correspondence between the pipe and cylinder in terms of Re

and Ω for breakdown onset is apparent.

7.4 Absence of hysteresis in the cylinder

Another difference between the cylinder and open pipe flows is the observation of hystere-

sis. Hysteresis is often observed in open pipe experiments and over delta wings. However,

hysteresis is not generally observed in the cylinder (Sorensen [62] observed hysteresis, but

only for Rec higher than that generally used in breakdown studies). This observation is
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claimed by some to indicate that the recirculation observed in the cylinder is fundamen-

tally different and should not be classified as breakdown.

It has been noted that the hysteresis range is a function of Reynolds number. Our conclu-

sion that the fundamental difference between pipe and cylinder breakdowns is Reynolds

number is consistent with this observation; hysteresis is not associated with breakdown

in the cylinder because the Reynolds number is too low, according to the more consistent

core definition of Reynolds number.

Hence one possible interpretation is that the hysteretic transition that occurs at high

Reynolds number in pipe flows is smoothly converted to a non-hysteretic transition as the

Reynolds number is decreased toward that characteristic of cylinder breakdown.

To test this we use a two-dimensional spectral-element code to simulate Faler and Lei-

bovich’s [18], [17] pipe. Initially we begin with a flow with a pipe Reynolds number similar

to that used by Faler and Leibovich, and determine the range of Ωp over which breakdown

can be found. This range is found by gradually increasing the swirl from an initial low-

swirl solution without breakdown to one with breakdown, and then gradually reducing

the swirl to determine the level at which breakdown disappears again. This procedure is

repeated for decreasing Reynolds numbers until hysteresis is no longer observed. This pro-

vides a lower bound on the hysteresis region. The test will determine whether this (core)

Reynolds number is greater than the (core) Reynolds number at which breakdown is typ-

ically observed in the cylinder, and hence whether or not hysteresis should be expected in

the cylinder.

In figure 7.26 the regions corresponding to no breakdown, breakdown, and hysteresis

(where both breakdown and no-breakdown solutions are obtained) are plotted.

In figure 7.26 the region to the left of the low Ωp curve indicates solutions with no break-

down, to the immediate right of the high Ωp curve is a region with breakdown only. Be-

tween the two curves is a region where solutions with breakdown and without breakdown

are possible; the hysteresis region.

The Reynolds number range tested was 250 < Rep < 2000. Within the resolution of

the study (0.005Ωp) hysteresis was not observed for Rep ≤ 1250. From Rep = 1250 to

Rep = 2000 the region over which hysteresis is observed grows with Rep; at Rep = 1250

the hysteresis region has a width of (at most) ∆Ωp = 0.005, and at Rep = 2000 this region



CHAPTER 7. GEOMETRY DEPENDENCE OF BREAKDOWN 143

0.84 0.85 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.89 0.9

Ω

1400

1600

1800

2000

Re No Breakdown

Hysteresis

Breakdown

p

Figure 7.26: Breakdown, no-breakdown, and hysteresis regions in numerical com-

putations based on an implementation of Faler and Leibovich’s [18], [17] pipe.

has a width of ∆Ωp = 0.02. Also, as Rep increases, it appears from these limited data

that the rate of expansion of the hysteresis region is also increasing with increasing Rep.

Also to be noted from figure 7.26 is the tendency of the value of Ωp at which breakdown

appears to increase with decreasing Rep.

Since the core Re is based on the axial velocity on the centreline, the core Re at which

hysteresis disappears will have a value larger than the pipe Rep = 1250, since the flow

is jet-like. So the lack of hysteresis in the cylinder, where Re is typically < 100, is not

surprising.

7.5 Is the cylinder ‘breakdown’ really breakdown?

If a mechanism for vortex breakdown is to be better understood then there must be

confidence that what is being studied in different geometries is a manifestation of the

same physical phenomenon. Much work has concentrated on the flow in the cylinder, as it

is relatively easy to set up experimentally and computationally, with the expectation that

the same phenomenon is occurring in the cylinder as that which occurs over wings. This
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however may not be the case. Since a major motivation for studying vortex breakdown is

to understand its occurrence over a delta wing, it is important to determine whether what

occurs in the cylinder is breakdown or not.

Goldshtik and Hussain [23] give the name ‘vortex breakdown’ to the phenomenon observed

in open pipes and over delta wings. In order for breakdown in any other geometry to satisfy

their definition it must have the following characteristics:

1. The entire steady flow must experience a jump transition to another steady flow

state, in the sense of figure 7.27;

2. The flow usually displays hysteresis.

(a)

(b)

Figure 7.27: (a) Jump transition vs. (b) gradual change.

Goldshtik and Hussain [23] claim that according to this definition, the recirculation bubbles

which occur in the torsionally driven cylinder cannot be classed as vortex breakdown. This

is because the transition from parallel streamlines to the development of a recirculation

bubble on the axis is a smooth one; see the collection of visualisations in figure 7.28.
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Figure 7.28: Streamlines for (from left to right) Re = 1500, 1902, 1933, 2001,

2252.

It can be seen from these images that the transition from no breakdown to breakdown in

the cylinder appears gradual - there is a steady increase in streamline divergence, until

eventually the axial flow stagnates and a recirculation bubble appears.

Another (likely related) claimed point of difference between the cylinder and pipe/wings is

the hysteretic behaviour observed in pipes and over wings, and the general absence of this

behaviour for cylinders. A possible reason for the absence of observations of breakdown

hysteresis in the cylinder was mentioned in the previous section. In any case the hysteresis

argument is not a strong one, as vortex breakdown in the more open geometries (pipes

and wings) does not necessarily display hysteresis.

Leibovich [42] asserts that the evidence produced by experiments in pipes shows that the

spiral and bubble types of breakdown are distinct, in the sense that they are the results

of different generation mechanisms. Leibovich [42] quotes the experiments by Sarpkaya

[57] and Faler and Leibovich [17], in which the transition from the spiral mode to the

axisymmetric bubble mode of breakdown was observed. With increasing swirl, the spiral

gradually progressed upstream, until at a critical swirl an axisymmetric bubble formed

and this bubble jumped several vortex core diameters upstream. Leibovich [42] argues

that this discontinuity in the axial position/swirl relationship provides evidence that the

two breakdown forms are distinct. Leibovich [42] also notes that the most prevalent form

of breakdown over delta wings is the spiral.
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So:

• if the bubble and spiral forms are not manifestations of the same phenomenon, and:

• the form most prevalent over delta wings is the spiral, and:

• the only form seen in cylinders is the bubble, then:

• how relevant is what happens in cylinders to breakdown over delta wings?

ie. is it possible to relate studies of vortex breakdown in a cylinder to those of breakdown

over delta wings?

Despite the above concerns regarding the validity of the approach, research continues into

the cylinder phenomenon, and conclusions drawn from these cylinder studies are applied to

vortex breakdown theory generally. How can this be justified given the above assertions?

Figure 7.29: Left: pipe at Ωp = 1.45, Rep = 500; right: cylinder at Rec = 2252.

We begin by stating that the bubbles in the torsionally driven cylinder resemble in many

ways the bubbles produced in pipes, and also those resulting from the breakdown of vortex

cores over delta wings. See figure 7.29; the bubbles appear similar - there is a stagnation

point on the axis, and a region of recirculation downstream. At low Re the observations

by Sarpkaya [57] of the bubble form in the pipe match closely images of the bubble in the

torsionally driven cylinder, although Leibovich [42] notes that there is some asymmetry

in the downstream end of the bubbles.

We also question the assertion by Goldshtik and Hussain [22] that the open pipe transition

to breakdown is fundamentally different to the transition to breakdown in the cylinder.

For the open pipe at low Rep, the breakdown onset path is similar (figure 7.30). Here we

consider pipe flow at Rep = 500, which is outside the hysteresis range (see figure 7.26).

At Ωp = 1.44 there is some streamline divergence, and at Ωp = 1.445 the divergence has

increased slightly. At Ωp = 1.45 a small bubble has formed on the axis of the pipe, and
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by Ωp = 1.48 a large bubble has appeared. This gradual bubble evolution is similar to the

progression that occurs in the cylinder; figure 7.28.
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Figure 7.30: From top to bottom: results for Ωp = 1.44, 1.445, 1.45, 1.48 (Rep

= 500).

The previous section highlighted the different Re/Ω regimes occupied by the pipe and

cylinder flows. This potentially provides an explanation for the absence of the spiral form

in the cylinder, and a way to test this hypothesis.

The reason that the (completely) axisymmetric bubble is not observed in the pipe, and the

spiral form is only observed in the pipe, is the much higher Re at which pipe studies have

been conducted. Experimentally it is very difficult to obtain results in the pipe for the

(core) Re and Ω values which in the cylinder result in breakdown. However it is possible

to investigate very low Re values in the pipe numerically. This will be attempted in the

next section.

7.6 Three-dimensional simulation of the pipe flow

For this work, the increased computational requirements for 3d simulations resulted in a

change of code. A more efficient spectral-element code was used in order to provide three-

dimensional results of adequate resolution within a feasible timeframe. A description of

the spectral-element code employed is given in Tan [69], and a similar method is used in

Karniadakis and Triantafyllou [40]. Fundamentally a spectral-element scheme is employed

to obtain 2D solutions, and this is extended to a 3D method via a Galerkin Fourier

expansion. Integration forward in time is provided by a three-step time splitting technique
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described in Karniadakis et al. [39].

7.6.1 Method

Here we model numerically the pipe used by Faler and Leibovich [17] in their experimental

work. The pipe is similar to that used by Sarpkaya [57], illustrated in figure 2.3. To

reduce computation time the test section is truncated; the resulting pipe is illustrated in

figure 7.31; the Ri and zi are defined in table 7.4.
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R R

4z z1 3
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Figure 7.31: Pipe geometry from Faler and Leibovich [17] (truncated here).

Variable / i 1 2 3 4 5

Ri 1.0 1.0 14.0 21.87 32.37

zi 0.667 0.667 1.333 1.333 0.667

Table 7.4: Table of Ri and zi, i = (1,...,5).

Swirl and axial velocity profiles specified at the inlet are described by functions fitted

to the velocity profiles measured by Faler and Leibovich upstream of breakdown in their

experiment. The functions are represented in equations 7.11 and 7.12.

u(r) = u1 + u2 exp

(
−αr2

r2
t

)
(7.11)

v(r) = k

(
rt

r

) [
1− exp

(
−αr2

r2
t

)]
(7.12)

where u(r) and v(r) are the axial and radial velocities at radius r, and rt is the radius

of the tube at the inlet. The other quantities in these equations are constants, with the

following values for the Rep = 2560, Ωp = 1.777 flow: u1 = 5.53 cm/s, u2 = 7.95 cm/s,

α = 11.84, and k = 4.1 cm/s. These functions are a good approximation to the actual

velocity profiles away from the wall. They are applied at the axial location in the pipe
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corresponding to the axial location the profiles were extracted from in the experimental

pipe.

From the base case of Rep = 2560 and Ωp = 1.777 we vary Rep and Ωp by scaling. Rep

is varied by changing the viscosity, ν. Ωp is varied by applying a scaling factor β to

the equation for the swirl velocity. A value β = 1 corresponds to Ωp = 1.777 in the

experimental pipe. Both Rep and β need to be varied as it is anticipated that decreasing

Rep will require a corresponding increase in β to obtain breakdown.

7.6.2 Varying Rep

To test our hypothesis, we now need to reduce Rep and see whether the flow (with break-

down) becomes axisymmetric. For each value of Rep solutions were obtained for a number

of different values of β in the two-dimensional pipe to determine the point at which break-

down evolves. These values of β were then used as a starting point to look for breakdown

in the three-dimensional pipe. As expected, decreasing Rep led to a large increase in the

value of β required for breakdown. For reference the values required for breakdown in the

two-dimensional simulations are presented in table 7.5.

Rep Breakdown β

2000 0.865

1750 0.8625

1500 0.87

1250 0.8925

1000 0.94

500 1.135

250 1.335

125 1.63

Table 7.5: The value of β at which breakdown is first observed for each Reynolds

number tested.

The resulting three-dimensional visualisations for (Rep,β) = (160,1.75), (320,1.375), and

(1280,1.0) are presented in figure 7.32. In figure 7.32 we plot the region where the median

eigenvalue λ2 of the term S2 + Ω2 is negative, where S and Ω are the symmetric and



CHAPTER 7. GEOMETRY DEPENDENCE OF BREAKDOWN 150

antisymmetric parts of the velocity gradient tensor. This quantity provides visualisation

of vorticity structures. For more details see Jeong and Hussain [35]. The approximate

locations of the pipe walls are indicated in the figure.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 7.32: Results for (a) Rep = 1280, β = 1.0, (b) Rep = 320, β = 1.375,

(c) Rep = 160, β = 1.75.

These plots show that as Rep is reduced (and β increased to ensure breakdown) the three-

dimensionality which dominates the high Rep case completely disappears by Rep = 320.

Also note the appearance of the bubble for Rep = 160. The back of the bubble has become

closed, and it resembles much more the type of bubble observed in the torsionally driven

cylinder.

For low Rep, the bubble is very close to the inlet - compare with the cylinder, where

breakdown is also close to the cylinder wall. This type of breakdown is difficult to produce

in the pipe experimentally because it would swim upstream past the inlet (in our case the

bubble is fixed by the inlet boundary condition.) Hence the absence of axisymmetric
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breakdown in the pipe.

7.7 Summary

Examination of the velocity profiles upstream of breakdown in the cylinder and open

pipe has revealed the similarities between the vortical core flows, despite the differences

in geometry. The subsequent implementation of more consistent definitions for the two

parameters Re and Ω, based on these velocity profiles, has enabled a direct comparison to

be made between the open pipe and cylinder flows with respect to their susceptibility to

breakdown. The cylinder and pipe flows typically studied have been shown to operate in

very different Reynolds number regimes. This observation is put forward as an explanation

for the different manifestations of breakdown in these geometries.

To test this idea, the Reynolds number in a three-dimensional pipe simulation was reduced

to the level of that found in the cylinder, with the result that a bubble with the char-

acteristics of the cylinder type breakdown was observed. This confirms the hypothesised

dependence of breakdown form on Reynolds number.

This observation, along with others outlined in this section, indicates that as the Reynolds

number for the pipe flow is reduced, the hysteretic open spiral mode of breakdown com-

monly observed in pipes is replaced by a non-hysteretic closed bubble breakdown observed

in the closed cylinder. This does not imply that the two types of mode are the same. It

seems more likely that the helical mode becomes less unstable at low Reynolds number

relative to the axisymmetric mode, for instance.



Chapter 8

Breakdown promotion by an

upstream pulse

8.1 Hysteresis and delta wing vortex breakdown

One of the characteristics of vortex breakdown is the existence of regions of parameter

space in which flow hysteresis is observed. Studies of vortex breakdown in flows over delta

wings, in swirling pipe flows, and in confined cylinder flows have shown that multiple

states can exist for a single set of parameter values.

In Lowson’s [46] study of vortex breakdown in flow over a delta wing, breakdown displayed

hysteresis with respect to its chordwise location as wing incidence (angle of attack) was

varied. The apparatus used consisted of a 10◦ semi-apex angle wing with variable pitch

placed in a water tunnel. The findings are represented graphically in figure 8.1, where

breakdown location is plotted against wing angle of attack (AOA, or α). Breakdown

location was measured from the wing apex, and expressed in terms of the wing chord

length.

At an AOA of 30◦ no breakdown was observed. As AOA was increased to 34◦ breakdown

appeared in the wake, downstream of the wing trailing edge. With further increase in

AOA the breakdown moved gradually upstream until at AOA = 40◦ the breakdown was

0.4 chord downstream of the wing trailing edge. At AOA = 41◦ the bubble moved further

upstream to 0.375 chord from the apex of the wing. A slow reduction of AOA back to AOA

= 34◦ resulted in a gradual movement of breakdown toward the trailing edge, although
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Figure 8.1: Lowson’s [46] experimental results for location of breakdown as a

function of Angle Of Attack (AOA).

it stayed above the wing. Then at AOA = 34◦ the bubble was blown slowly back to the

location at which it first evolved.

This study was conducted at Reynolds number Re = 3× 104, which is low relative to that

of practical applications, but it is noted by Lowson [46] that Reynolds number does not

have a large effect on flows on slender wings; hence hysteresis is also expected for higher

Reynolds number flows of practical interest. Since we consider only the pipe in this and

the following chapter, we return to less cumbersome notation: Re = Rep, Ω = Ωp.

Traub and Galls [70] observed some Reynolds number dependence in their study of flow

past a blunt-edged delta wing with a fuselage. Variation in Re through the range 6.8 ×
104 < Re < 2.03×105 led to a maximum variation in breakdown position of approximately

20% of the wing chord in that study. It is expected that wings with sharp leading edges

would be less sensitive to Reynolds number changes due to a reduced dependence of leading

edge separation from a sharp leading edge on Reynolds number [70]. Previous work has

also identified breakdown hysteresis with respect to yaw of slender delta wings (in Lowson

[46]).
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It is evident that vortex breakdown in flows over delta wings is susceptible to hysteresis;

this suggests the possibility of using a transfer between hysteresis states to control the

location and incidence of breakdown over wings. It may be possible to make the flow

jump to a state where breakdown occurs downstream of the wing leading edge, but at

the same Reynolds number and swirl Ω. Also, if it is desirable to instead promote vortex

breakdown, for example to destroy trailing vortices behind large aircraft, it may be possible

to trigger a jump to the conjugate breakdown state. It turns out that the second transition

is more easily brought about, at least in open pipe flows. This will be elaborated on in

the main part of this chapter. However we first describe the incidence of hysteresis with

respect to vortex breakdown in pipes.

8.2 Hysteresis and pipe vortex breakdown

Sarpkaya [57] noted the existence of vortex breakdown hysteresis in open pipe flow ex-

periments. For a particular range of Reynolds number and Ω two breakdown states were

possible, the bubble or spiral, and the flow would change from one form to the other within

a certain Reynolds number and swirl range.

A numerical study of pipe vortex breakdown was provided by Beran and Culick [4]. They

examined breakdown onset in a circular pipe with converging-diverging section just down-

stream of the inlet, and the same inlet velocity profile as that used in the present study:

u(0, r) = 1 (axial velocity)

w(0, r) =
V

r

(
1− e−r2

)
(swirl velocity)

(8.1)

where V is the swirl Ω used in our study. These velocity profiles are representative of the

profiles observed upstream of breakdown in experimental pipe studies.

The behaviour of the open pipe flow in the range 250 ≤ Re ≤ 2000 and 1.45 ≤ Ω ≤ 1.55

was mapped out. Below a critical Reynolds number no hysteresis was observed, but at

higher Reynolds number a cusp in the solution space was identified; up to 3 flow states

could be produced for the same swirl V . Lopez [45] confirmed Beran and Culick’s [4]

Reynolds number and swirl range over which primary and secondary limit points could be

defined.
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The behaviour of vortex breakdown in flows over delta wings also forms a cusp in angle

of attack/Mach number space. Shtern and Hussain [61] described the effect of angle of

attack (AOA) and Mach number (M) on the pattern of vortex breakdown evolution; their

schematic is redrawn in figure 8.2. The pattern matches that found for vortex breakdown

in open pipe studies of Lopez [45] and Beran and Culick [4].

AOA

M

F

K

F1

F2

Figure 8.2: Schematic of the cusp and fold associated with hysteretic transitions

over a delta wing (redrawn after Shtern and Hussain [61]).

So the behaviours in the two geometries are similar, but without measurements of the

velocity profiles in the vortex core it is not possible to quantitatively compare the flows. In

the case of the delta wing, the hysteretic jumps refer to abrupt shifts in vortex breakdown

location, rather than the appearance and disappearance of breakdown.

8.3 This study

A method by which changes between the two conjugate states within the hysteresis re-

gion may be realised will now be considered. We aim to investigate whether transitions

between states can be induced by applying perturbations to the inlet velocity profile. The

perturbations will involve changing the swirl to axial velocity ratio at the inlet, and this is

achieved by directly manipulating the value of Ω (V in equation 8.1). In this way only the
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swirl ratio is changed, and the axial velocity (and hence the Reynolds number) remains

the same.

There are two questions to be answered here:

1. Can a perturbation to a flow which is initially without breakdown induce a persistent

breakdown?

2. Can a perturbation to a flow which begins with breakdown present result in the

disappearance of breakdown?

The obvious answer to both of these questions is yes, if the perturbation is sufficiently large

and sustained. For example, if the flow is pushed out of the hysteresis range and held there

by the inlet boundary condition, only one flow condition can be manifest. However, it is

unknown just how large (in amplitude and duration) the perturbation must be.

8.4 Problem formulation

The pipe geometry employed is defined in Darmofal and Murman [9] (1994), and was

described in an earlier section.

The inlet velocity profile is the q-vortex, and is redisplayed below:

u0 (r) = 1 + ∆u e−r2

v0 (r) = 0

w0 (r) =
Ω
r

[
1− e−r2

]
(8.2)

where u, v, and w are the axial, radial, and azimuthal velocity components respectively.

In each case we consider ∆u is zero, so the velocity in the axial direction does not vary

radially at the inlet.

All of the solutions presented here are results of time-dependent calculations. In order to

obtain the initial steady solutions, the time dependent code is run until a steady state is

reached.

We aim to map out the transitions as a function of ΩP and dt. We define ΩP as the change

in Ω applied to the inlet, as follows:

ΩP =
Ω
Ωi

(8.3)
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where Ωi is the initial condition swirl.

The change will be applied step-wise, ie. initially we do not ramp up Ω; the change is

instantaneous. dt is then the duration over which the perturbation is maintained.

Since this study will focus on the region in the Reynolds number/swirl parameter space

where hysteresis occurs, an initial investigation has determined that for a Reynolds number

of Re = 1000, hysteresis is observed in the range 1.43 < Ω < 1.461, where Ω is the swirl

parameter defined in equations 8.2.

The procedure for determining this range is as follows. A steady solution is obtained at

Ω = 1.43, without breakdown, and the swirl steadily increased, with the axial velocity

constant, until breakdown is observed at Ω = 1.461. This process defines the limit on

the upper branch for the no-breakdown state (see figure 8.4). Next the swirl is gradually

reduced, so that the flow travels along the lower branch, until the breakdown bubble

disappears at Ω = 1.43. This defines the breakdown limit point on the lower branch.

The second limit point is not as well defined as the first - the bubble seems to be more

persistent once it has evolved, and the flow takes a considerable time to return to the

original pre-breakdown state. This observation will also be borne out in the transitions

described in the following sections.

The range over which hysteresis occurs (1.43 < Ω < 1.461) compares with Beran and

Culick’s (1992) range of 1.465 < Ω < 1.505 for the same Reynolds number (Re = 1000).

The relative range shift may be due to the slightly different geometries considered - both

of the pipes are identical apart from a converging outlet in our study. The two ranges are

of comparable size.

8.5 Steady initial condition

Now that the hysteresis range has been mapped out, the initial conditions for the transition

study can be determined. All of the simulations begin with a swirl of Ω = 1.45, near the

centre of the hysteresis range; it will be necessary to obtain both the breakdown and no-

breakdown steady solutions at this value of Ω; the solution with breakdown will be used

in chapter 9.

For the no-breakdown state, since the flow is sensitive to transients - which can easily
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push the flow into the breakdown state - it is necessary to slowly increase the swirl from

well below the breakdown region to Ω = 1.45. An initial solution was obtained using

a steady solver for Ω = 1.34, which is well below that required for breakdown. Ω was

then increased gradually by time-dependent calculations until Ω = 1.45, ensuring that no

breakdown bubble evolved. This solution was close to steady by t=2.0×104. Iterating for

a further 1.1 × 105 time units changed the solution by 0.05% (where the minimum axial

velocity was monitored). This final solution was adopted as the initial condition.

Obtaining the initial breakdown solution was more straightforward; allowing the flow

to develop from an initial condition with Ω = 0 resulted in the development of a steady

breakdown bubble at Ω = 1.45. In this case the solution changed by 0.07% from t=7.1×104

to t=8.3 × 104. The solution at t=8.3 × 104 was used for the initial condition for the

transition from breakdown to no-breakdown, considered in the next chapter.

The two initial conditions thus obtained are displayed in Figure 8.3.
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Figure 8.3: Solutions for Ω = 1.45: no-breakdown state (top) and breakdown

state (bottom).

Ω = 1.45 at Re = 1000 is in the body of the hysteresis region. Although the Ω = 1.45

solution with breakdown will not be used as an initial condition until the next study, it is

included here to illustrate the expected flow state for the present study after a successful

transition to breakdown.

We aim to trip the flow into the conjugate state by imposing an increase in swirl, at the

inlet. The swirl change is maintained for varying periods of time; the pulse time dt is the

time the pulse is left on, normalised by the pipe length and axial velocity; see equation 8.4:

dt =
uδt

L
, (8.4)

where u is the axial velocity, L is the pipe length, and δt is the period over which the

pulse is maintained. Various pulse times and amplitudes are tested.
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The pulse amplitude is represented by the swirl increase divided by the initial condition

swirl Ωi, which is 1.45 in all cases:

ΩP =
Ω

1.45
(8.5)

Hence an increase in swirl is represented by ΩP > 1, and for a decrease in swirl ΩP < 1.

As mentioned, the initial condition for this part consists of the Ω = 1.45 solution with no

breakdown bubble present; this represents a solution on the lower branch in figure 8.4.

The aim is to determine a combination of the pulse amplitude and duration which will

result in the persistence of a breakdown bubble in the final steady state. If the pulse is

maintained indefinitely, breakdown is expected to evolve and remain, as all pulse magni-

tudes increase the swirl Ω to the point where the flow is outside the hysteresis region, and

into the region where breakdown is present. It is uncertain whether the breakdown will

remain once the swirl is reduced again.

Velocity
Axial 

Minimum 

Swirl

No Breakdown

Breakdown

Pulse Off

Pulse On

1.43 1.45 1.461

Figure 8.4: Possible path as a result of the ΩP >1 pulse.

An initial study revealed that the following ranges of parameters ΩP and dt should en-

compass the most interesting transitions :

1.01 ≤ ΩP ≤ 2.0

0.01 ≤ dt ≤ 4.0
(8.6)
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8.6 Flow behaviour for ΩP > 1

The first pulse applied amounts to a doubling of the swirl at the inlet; Ω is increased to

Ω = 2.9 (Hence ΩP = 2). This case is described here in some detail as it illustrates some

points about the pipe transitions in general. In figures 8.5 and 8.6 streamfunction contours

(top) and contours of the change in azimuthal velocity (bottom), δuφ, are plotted, for dt

= 0.25.

Figures 8.5 and 8.6 show the evolution of the flow following the increase and subsequent

decrease in swirl. The contour levels remain constant for these plots. The streamfunction

contours are not equally spaced - there are 4 contours of negative streamfunction values,

and 8 contours of positive streamfunction values. This unequal partition is designed to

ensure the breakdown bubble is visible when it evolves.

The increase in swirl velocity due to the imposition of the swirl increase at the left (the

inlet) is obvious in the plot 8.5(a). Substantial streamline divergence is associated even at

this early stage with the swirl increase, indicating a strong tendency toward the evolution

of breakdown. By time t=5 in plot 8.5(b) a breakdown bubble has evolved on the centreline

of the pipe. The swirl increase is maintained until t=7.5, so plot 8.5(c) shows the conditions

just after the inlet swirl has reverted back to Ω = 1.45. As the swirl change continues to

propagate through the domain, the breakdown bubble lengthens and increases in radial

extent.

By t=25 (plot 8.5(d)) the long bubble is moving downstream with the swirl change, but

some streamline divergence remains upstream, with a tiny recirculation region present

in the diverging section; this bubble is transient and has disappeared by the next plot

(8.5(e)). A region of reduced azimuthal velocity, which has been present since t=5 but is

now reduced in magnitude, now lingers near the diverging inlet section, and is accompanied

by some streamline divergence (plot 8.5(f)).

Figures 8.6(a) to (c) show that with time this azimuthal velocity deficit slowly strengthens,

and a new breakdown bubble evolves. In the final plot (8.6(c)) a bubble partly detached

from the axis has formed; this bubble is of the form seen in the steady case for Ω = 1.45,

and the progression of the flow is now toward a steady state containing this partly-detached

bubble.

The importance of azimuthal vorticity in elucidating the mechanism for onset of breakdown
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Figure 8.5: Flow evolution for ΩP = 2.0, dt = 0.25. Time t = (a) 2.5, (b) 5,

(c) 10, (d) 15, (e) 25, (f) 40. Top: streamlines, bottom: change in azimuthal

velocity.

was mentioned previously, so we also plot the change in azimuthal vorticity with time, at

the same times as for the previous plots: figures 8.7 and 8.8.
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 8.6: Flow evolution for ΩP =2.0, dt = 0.25. Time t = (a) 55, (b) 75, (c)

1102.5. Top: streamlines, bottom: change in azimuthal velocity.

The lower plot has contours of the change in azimuthal vorticity, δωφ, as defined in a

previous section, but repeated here:

δωφ = ωφ − ωφ (i) (8.7)

where ωφ is the azimuthal vorticity at each timestep and ωφ (i) is the azimuthal vorticity

of the initial condition. The azimuthal vorticity is plotted in equally spaced contours, and

the contour levels are the same in each plot, so that the magnitude of the vorticity can be

seen at each timestep. Dashed lines indicate negative azimuthal vorticity.

Again, the first plot 8.7(a) shows the increase in swirl entering the domain. Although only

an increase in swirl velocity is introduced at the inlet, resulting in an increase in the axial

component of vorticity, there is an immediate change in the azimuthal component as well,

possibly due to the turning of axial or radial vorticity into the azimuthal direction. As

the change in azimuthal vorticity propagates through the pipe constriction, its magnitude

increases (plot 8.7(b)). This is expected - since circulation is conserved, the change in

radius of the vortex tube must result in a change in the azimuthal vorticity magnitude.

By 8.7(c) the inlet swirl has been reduced to the initial condition of Ω = 1.45, and the
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Figure 8.7: Flow evolution for ΩP = 2.0, dt = 0.25. Time t = (a) 2.5, (b) 5,

(c) 10, (d) 15, (e) 25, (f) 40. Top: streamlines, bottom: change in azimuthal

vorticity.

change in azimuthal vorticity is propagating downstream.

At the diverging section in succeeding plots 8.7(d) to 8.7(f), some of the azimuthal vor-
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 8.8: Flow evolution for ΩP = 2.0, dt = 0.25. Time t = (a) 55, (b) 75, (c)

1102.5. Top: streamlines, bottom: change in azimuthal vorticity.

ticity continues to propagate downstream, while a portion slows near the location where

breakdown subsequently evolves. This is the behaviour observed by Darmofal and Mur-

man [9], where a portion of the azimuthal vorticity moves through the pipe, while some

remains trapped at a certain axial location. In their study, this trapped portion grows

in amplitude and eventually leads to the formation of a breakdown bubble. In the re-

sults presented here, the region of reduced azimuthal vorticity is not continually fed from

upstream as in Darmofal and Murman [9] (since in their study the increased swirl is main-

tained), but stays relatively constant as most of the azimuthal vorticity continues to be

swept downstream.

As was seen in plot 8.6(a), with increasing time a small bubble starts to evolve (plot 8.8(a)).

The bubble continues to grow (relatively slowly) until it reaches a size close to its final

state. In the final plot (8.8(c)) the necessary deficiency in the azimuthal vorticity lingers

upstream of breakdown.

This then is the effect of introducing the largest pulse in swirl to the pipe, resulting in

the evolution of a breakdown bubble in the final steady state. For the remainder of this

chapter the effect of swirl change magnitude and pulse duration will be explored.
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8.7 Results for varying ΩP

Here we summarise the response of the pipe flow to the pulses ΩP and durations dt in the

ranges specified in equations 8.6. The appearance of negative minimum axial velocities

along the centreline will be used to identify the recirculation associated with vortex break-

down in the pipe. The minimum axial velocity along the centreline has also been used

in previous studies (eg. Tromp and Beran [71]) to indicate the onset of breakdown. As

well as plotting the minimum axial velocity, an inspection of each of the cases was made

to determine that the negative axial velocity was associated with a breakdown bubble;

occasionally a region of reversed flow would detach from the axis, and the axial stagnation

point would disappear. In the steady state, only the two flows described in figure 8.3

are possible, and the minimum axial velocity will enable differentiation between these two

flows.

In this section the trends observed after the application of the various pulses will be

described, then a discussion of the conclusions which can be drawn from these observations

will be presented.

The response of the minimum axial velocity (to pulses of different duration) with time is

summarised in figures 8.9, 8.11, and 8.12 - 8.18.

8.7.1 ΩP = 1.10, 1.125

The analysis begins with an examination of the response of the pipe flow to the ΩP = 1.10

pulse, displayed in figure 8.9

This pulse is maintained for values of dt between 0.01 and 4.00. The initial dt = 0.01

solution shows only a small decrease in umin, with a slow return to the initial condition

value. The response for dt = 0.02 to 0.25 is similar, with an increasing divergence from the

initial condition at first but a return after some time. At dt = 0.50 the behaviour changes,

with umin almost dropping to zero. The flow rebounds, then heads toward breakdown

again. It does not quite cross into a breakdown state, but hovers nearby, and slowly

gravitates back toward the initial condition.

For dt = 1.00 there is a cross-over into breakdown, as shown in figure 8.10, where the

streamfunction contours are plotted for the result at the time of minimum umin at t = 35.
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Figure 8.9: ΩP = 1.10, minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt =

0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00.
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Figure 8.10: Streamline plot for ΩP = 1.10, dt = 1.00.

A small recirculation bubble has formed just off the axis. With increasing time this bubble

disappears, as can be seen from the umin trace, but subsequently returns and stabilises as

the steady state bubble of the conjugate Ω = 1.45 state.

As the pulse duration is increased to dt = 2.00 and dt = 4.00, the minimum umin drops

correspondingly, but there is on each occasion the return to slightly positive values before

an evolution toward the steady breakdown state.

The results are consistent with the model discussed for the evolution of breakdown; in-

creased pulse duration results in greater azimuthal vorticity generation and hence greater

likelihood of eventual breakdown. One would expect, based on these observations, that

increasing the pulse magnitude would result in bubble evolution for lower values of dt.
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Figure 8.11: ΩP = 1.125, minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00.

This is the case for an increased change in swirl ΩP = 1.125 in figure 8.11; for this case

dt = 0.50 also results in breakdown in the final steady solution.

The situation for larger pulses is not so simple however; further tests reveal some departure

from the expected behaviour.

At this point we also mention the oscillations in the solution apparent in figure 8.11 for

the ΩP = 1.125 pulse. These oscillations also appear for the higher ΩP cases; they will be

addressed in section 8.12.

8.7.2 ΩP = 1.20, 1.25, 1.30

For small dt, the progression of solutions for pulse sizes ΩP = 1.20, 1.25, and 1.30 is similar

to that in the ΩP = 1.10 case.

For ΩP = 1.20 (figure 8.12), breakdown appears at dt = 0.50, and also for dt = 1.00.

However, as ΩP is increased further, while initially breakdown evolves, after the pulse is

turned off the flow reverts back to the initial condition. This behaviour continues for all
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Figure 8.12: ΩP = 1.20, minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00.
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Figure 8.13: ΩP = 1.25, minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00.
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Figure 8.14: ΩP = 1.30, minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00.

the higher dt tested, up to dt = 4.00.

This pattern is repeated for ΩP = 1.25 and 1.30 (figures 8.13 and 8.14, with the transition

to this new behaviour at dt = 1.00 in both these cases.

The result for ΩP = 1.30 is not significantly different from ΩP = 1.25, but shows that the

anomalous behaviour with regard to the onset, then disappearance, of breakdown is not

confined to one solution. It occurs through a band of pulse magnitudes.

8.7.3 ΩP = 1.375

For ΩP = 1.375 initially the same behaviour as for the 1.20 to 1.30 pulses is noted. A

breakdown bubble is first observed in the dt = 0.25 test. For dt = 0.25 the bubble remains

in the steady solution, and this is also the case for dt = 0.50. At dt = 1.00 the bubble

appears, but subsequently disappears and in the final state the flow returns to the initial

condition. As dt is increased to dt = 2.00 the umin plot shows a borderline breakdown

result, but the solution progresses toward no-breakdown in the steady state. At dt = 4.00,
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Figure 8.15: ΩP = 1.375, minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00.

however, a bubble evolves, disappears, then re-emerges and persists in the final steady

solution.

8.7.4 ΩP = 1.50

For the ΩP = 1.50 case the region of non-monotonicity has disappeared. The rebound

from the initial breakdown solution is for dt = 0.25 and dt = 0.50 sufficient to move the

flow back to a state without breakdown, but not enough to keep the flow in that state. So

we see a return to the monotonic behaviour observed for the initial low ΩP runs.

8.7.5 ΩP = 1.75, 2.00

For higher swirls, ΩP = 1.75 and 2.00, the large ΩP value during the pulse resulted in a

breakdown bubble that moved upstream, past the converging/diverging section, right up

to the inlet. These larger dt solutions must be discounted, as the behaviour of the bubble

near the inlet cannot be modelled, given the fixed inlet boundary condition used here.
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Figure 8.16: ΩP = 1.50, minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00.
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Figure 8.17: ΩP = 1.75, minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50.
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Figure 8.18: ΩP = 2.00, minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50.

Hence the analysis for these larger ΩP is limited to dt < 0.50; for the smaller pulse times

the bubble remained a considerable distance from the inlet, and the solutions are valid.

The progression in behaviour for these two ΩP is similar to that for the other ΩP tests

conducted, up to the point where the solutions become invalid for higher dt; dt = 0.25 and

dt = 0.50 result in breakdown in the steady state. Since the transition to the unexpected

behaviour of the ΩP = 1.20 to 1.375 cases occurs at higher dt, it is not possible to

determine for ΩP = 1.75 and 2.00 whether this occurs for these pulses as well.

8.8 Observed trends

In the results presented above some general trends can be discerned. For the smaller pulses

the flow requires a longer time dt in order to develop a breakdown bubble; at ΩP = 1.75

a bubble evolves for dt = 0.25, whereas for ΩP = 1.10 a bubble does not evolve until dt =

1.00. The flow needs time to develop sufficient negative azimuthal vorticity in the region

upstream of where breakdown is expected. If the pulse is turned off too soon a bubble

will not form. If ΩP is larger, the growth rate of azimuthal vorticity is greater, and hence
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less time is needed to generate sufficient azimuthal vorticity to result in breakdown.

It can be seen from these plots that even if a breakdown bubble does develop, this does not

guarantee that the bubble will persist. As was seen for the ΩP = 1.75 pulse, for example,

a bubble evolves for all pulses with duration of dt = 0.05 or greater, but only persists for

dt = 0.25 or greater. However, for all pulse magnitudes examined, the absence of a bubble

in the initial evolution of the flow indicates the absence of a bubble in the final steady

state.

We also note that for pulse magnitudes outside the range 1.20 < ΩP < 1.375 once a dt

is found for which breakdown exists in the steady state, any greater dt also results in

breakdown in the steady state. For the range 1.20 < ΩP < 1.375, this is not the case.

Thus it appears that whether or not a bubble appears in the final solution is not purely

a function of the size and duration of the perturbation applied, as was initially expected.

It may be that the timing of the return to the initial condition inlet may, for this pulse

magnitude, have an influence on whether the flow reverts to the initial no-breakdown

flow or results in the persistence of a breakdown bubble. The phase in the evolution of

the bubble when the swirl changes are imposed may be a deciding factor in whether a

bubble persists or not. The minimum axial velocity traces hint that the larger ΩP flows

are becoming time-dependent. The onset of time-dependence will be considered in a later

section. It will be shown that in some cases soon after the bubble develops, the flow begins

to oscillate in this geometry.

8.9 Ramped pulse

Two extremes of perturbation application have been considered; a gradual increase in swirl

(to obtain the Ω = 1.45 solution without breakdown), and the top hat swirl increase. In

between it is feasible to vary the time over which the increased swirl is applied; the pulse

can be ramped up and down, rather than the sudden increase and decrease applied here.

Since the ΩP = 1.25, dt = 2.00 case is in the middle of the region which gives different

results to those expected (ie. the non-monotonicity), we will use this case to test the

effect of ramping. The hypothesis is that increasing the length of ramping time will favour

breakdown in the final state. This is because the flow for ΩP = 1.25 contains breakdown,

and gradually reducing the swirl from this state should result in a more gradual progression
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toward the lower part of the curve in figure 8.4 and the steady Ω = 1.45 breakdown state.
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Figure 8.19: Ramping scenario: (a) no ramping, (b) ramping = 0.5, (c) ramping

= 1.0.

Three cases are considered; the first case has no ramping; the pulse is simply turned on

and off - this is the case which was presented in figure 8.13. The second case has a ramping

time of dt = 0.50, then a pulse on-time of dt = 2.00, and a ramping down time of dt =

0.50. In the third case the ramping times are increased to dt = 1.00. The minimum axial

velocity plot resulting from these tests is shown in figure 8.20.

It can be seen that as the ramping time is increased, in the final state breakdown is

preferred. So ramping time is another parameter that can be used to effect some control

on the final flow desired. Here a linear ramping has been used; the ramping profile can

also be varied, but this will not be considered here.
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Figure 8.20: Ramping results: no ramping, ramping = 0.5, ramping = 1.0.

8.10 Onset of three-dimensionality

Tromp and Beran [71] linked the start of time-dependence in open pipe simulations con-

taining breakdown with the onset of three-dimensionality. Their study compared the

results from axisymmetric and asymmetric numerical methods, using an axisymmetric

flow as the initial condition for the asymmetric solution. For their swirl parameter ν = 1.5

(ν ≡ Ω used in our study) and Re = 250, no asymmetry or time-dependence were observed

in the three-dimensional computation. As the swirl was increased to ν = 1.53, the flow

became both time-dependent and asymmetric - a spiralling structure was observed. With

increasing ν, the radius of the spiralling motion increased, until at ν = 2.3 a structure

akin to the spiral mode of vortex breakdown was observed. It is interesting that the spiral

mode occurs for higher swirl than for the onset of the bubble in this numerical result,

whereas in pipe experiments (eg. Sarpkaya [57]) the spiral mode occurs for lower swirl

than the bubble mode.

These observations have implications for the results presented in this chapter. By in-

creasing the degree of swirl beyond the value at which the flow is steady (ie. just above

Ω = 1.45), the flow may be moving into a region where three-dimensionality would become
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apparent in a three-dimensional computation. This three-dimensionality may be manifest

in our computations as time-dependence.

8.11 Note on bubble evolution

For pulses that only marginally produce a persistent breakdown, the bubble evolution

in space begins at the axis. For a pulse that easily produces breakdown, the bubble

originates away from the centreline of the pipe and reaches forward to touch down on the

axis, from which point it grows into the full-sized bubble. This second case is illustrated

in figures 8.21. The other case (where the bubble grows from the axis) is treated in the

series of plots in figure 8.22.
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Figure 8.21: Evolution of the breakdown bubble when breakdown evolution is not

marginal; ΩP = 1.50, dt = 1.00, t = (a) 17.5, (b) 22.5, (c) 35.5.

Time increases from top to bottom in figure 8.21. The bubble in the top image is not

attached to the axis - it forms as an isolated recirculation region in the body of the pipe.

Streamlines pass under the bubble, showing its isolation from the axis. With time, the

kink in the streamlines along the axis becomes more pronounced, and eventually meets

the bubble. At this stage the axial flow between the bubble and the axis ceases and the

flow proceeds around a stagnation point in front of the bubble, as is the situation for the

final steady bubble.

For the more marginal case, where breakdown is only just produced by the pulse, the
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situation at the axis is similar, in that a kink in the streamlines grows from the axis.

However, there is no initial recirculation region in the body of the pipe - this develops

once the kink has grown into the body of the pipe and recirculation develops inside it.

The streamline plots of figure 8.22 illustrate this point.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 8.22: Evolution of the breakdown bubble when breakdown evolution is

marginal; ΩP = 2.00, dt = 0.25, t = (a) 55, (b) 75, (c) 710.

8.12 Flow state at ΩP

The observation of time-dependence for some of the larger dt tests has prompted an

examination of the longer-term development of the flow at higher swirls. The solutions for

each ΩP after the flow has settled down will be examined for time-dependence. Darmofal

[8] observed time-dependent behaviour at Reynolds number Re = 6000 and Ω = 1.282.

The flows in our study become time-dependent at a lower Reynolds number of Re = 1000

due to the higher swirl level investigated.

We consider the pipe flow at the swirls Ω presented in table 8.1, with the corresponding

ΩP below. Only ΩP < 1.75 were considered, as for the higher swirls the bubble swims

upstream to the inlet.

For all of these cases the initial condition has Ω = 1.45. Time was stepped forward

until either a steady state solution was obtained or the flow became periodic. Again the

Reynolds number considered was Re = 1000.
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Ω 1.479 1.5525 1.595 1.74 1.8125 1.885 1.99375 2.03 2.175

ΩP 1.02 1.05 1.10 1.20 1.25 1.30 1.375 1.40 1.50

Table 8.1: Swirl levels tested.
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Figure 8.23: Onset of time-dependent behaviour for ΩP = 1.10, 1.25, and 1.50.

Figure 8.23 shows the minimum axial velocity plots for the cases ΩP = 1.10, 1.25, and

1.50. For ΩP = 1.10 the flow in the pipe is time-dependent. Solutions for increasing ΩP

are also time-dependent; the time-dependence is manifest as an oscillation in the bubble.

For all ΩP studied the upstream end of the bubble is stationary. For ΩP = 1.10, a single

long bubble persists, and pulses travel along the length of this bubble. For ΩP ≥ 1.15, a

smaller bubble sits just downstream of the converging/diverging section, and bubbles are

shed downstream from this location. The magnitude of the variations in the minimum

axial velocity is roughly consistent between ΩP = 1.25 and ΩP = 1.50

The lower swirl magnitude case of ΩP = 1.10 stands out, as the flow has not yet settled

down. It is necessary to iterate for longer to determine the fully-developed nature of this

case; see figure 8.24. The minimum axial velocity plot for Ω = 1.05 is also included.
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Figure 8.24: Onset of time-dependent behaviour with increasing ΩP , for ΩP =

1.05 and ΩP = 1.10.

Both cases are still unsteady at large t = 1500, and the amplitude of the oscillations

appears to decrease with decreasing ΩP .

8.13 dt À 4

To determine whether the non-monotonic behaviour extended far above the values of dt

used, it was decided to test the evolution of the flow for dt À 4. For these cases the initial

condition is obtained by iterating forward in time until the flow either becomes steady or

periodic. These initial condition solutions have already been obtained, and were described

in the previous section; most of the solutions for these Ω > 1.45 are time-dependent. In

each case the higher Ω flow was used as the initial condition as soon as it becomes fully

developed, ie. steady or periodic. No consideration was given to the phase of the bubble’s

oscillation here.

The result of applying dt À 4 is included in figure 8.25, which also contains a summary

of the results from all the pulse amplitudes ΩP and times dt applied in this study. It is
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evident that the non-monotonic behaviour is not just an anomaly for small dt, but is the

response of the flow to the pulse magnitude range 1.2 ≤ Ω ≤ 1.3.

8.14 Discussion

Figure 8.25 summarises the response of the pipe to the pulses applied.

1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2
Ω

0.01

0.1

1

10

dt

Breakdown
No Breakdown

P

>> 4

Figure 8.25: dt vs ΩP , no-breakdown to breakdown transition. Red triangles rep-

resent solutions with breakdown, blue crosses represent solutions without break-

down.

The primary intention of this study was to determine whether it was possible to make the

flow jump from an initial state where no breakdown was observed to a conjugate state at

the same Reynolds number and swirl where a bubble exists. The evolution of a breakdown

bubble after a swirl increase was expected - an increase in swirl would result in a bubble in

any case, as long as the increase took the flow outside the hysteresis region. The question

to be answered was whether the flow would then revert back to the initial condition, or

stay in its new state and retain the breakdown bubble.
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It has been seen that a pulse initially may or may not produce breakdown as it passes

the potential breakdown location. If the pulse duration is too short, a bubble will not

evolve at all, but if the pulse is maintained for long enough a bubble will appear. If

the pulse is large enough and lasts for long enough, the bubble can work its way past

the converging/diverging section and reach the inlet. In these cases the solutions are not

considered past the point where the breakdown reaches the inlet (for ΩP = 1.75 and

ΩP = 2.00, and dt = 0.75).

For cases where the bubble does not reach the inlet, the bubble in many cases disappears

again. For certain combinations of ΩP and dt the final solution contains breakdown; this

region is delineated by red triangles in figure 8.25. Maintaining the increased swirl for

long enough eventually resulted in a transition to breakdown in the final state. This was

not true for a group of results at low ΩP however. In the region including 1.2 ≤ ΩP ≤ 1.3

for 2 < dt < ∞, breakdown was not observed in the final state. It is possible that this

non-monotonic response is due to the timing of the swirl reduction at the end of the pulse,

with respect to the phase of oscillation of the flow at the higher swirls. This variable has

not been tested here.

In the next chapter the transition from a flow with breakdown to one without is considered;

the suppression of breakdown is attempted within the hysteresis region.



Chapter 9

Breakdown suppression by an

upstream pulse

9.1 Introduction

In this chapter the transition opposite to that of the previous chapter will be studied -

from the breakdown state to no-breakdown, as represented in figure 9.1

Minimum 
Axial 

Velocity

Swirl

Pulse on

Pulse off

No Breakdown

Breakdown

1.43 1.45 1.461

Figure 9.1: Possible path as a result of the ΩP <1 pulse.

The initial condition again has Ω = 1.45 and Reynolds number Re = 1000, and breakdown

is present; see figure 8.3. From this state a pulse is applied, this time by reducing the

182
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amount of swirl at the inlet. The ΩP and dt ranges considered are shown in the limits 9.1:

0.0 ≤ ΩP ≤ 0.975

0.01 ≤ dt ≤ 32.00
(9.1)

All of the pulses applied will have sufficient magnitude to take the flow outside the hys-

teresis region, ie. ΩP > 1.45 − 1.43 = 0.02, or 1.3% of the initial condition swirl. Hence

in the limit dt →∞, for all of the ΩP tested there would be no breakdown bubble in the

final state.

9.2 Results for varying ΩP

9.2.1 ΩP = 0.0
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Figure 9.2: ΩP = 0.0: minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt =

0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, and 1.00.

For all pulse durations for ΩP = 0.0, the bubble returns in the steady solution as expected;

in determining the initial condition it was found that spontaneously increasing Ω to 1.45
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resulted in breakdown. In figure 9.2 the minimum axial velocity (along the centreline)

with time is plotted for the various values of dt.
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Figure 9.3: Flow evolution for ΩP = 0.0 pulse, dt = 0.01. Time t = (a) 5, (b)

10, (c) 15, (d) 20, (e) 30. Top: streamlines, bottom: azimuthal velocity change.

In all cases the bubble was either pushed downstream or eliminated by decreasing the

swirl to ΩP = 0.0; this is indicated by the movement of the minimum axial velocity above

zero for some dt in figure 9.2. Returning the swirl to Ω = 1.45 resulted in a return of the

bubble in cases where it was removed.

Figures 9.3 and 9.4 illustrate the evolution of the flow with time for the ΩP = 0.0 transition,

and dt=0.01. We plot this case as it is indicative of the way the flow responds to all ΩP < 1



CHAPTER 9. BREAKDOWN SUPPRESSION BY AN UPSTREAM PULSE 185

(a)

-1.96E-02

 2.05E-01

 4.29E-01

 6.54E-01

 8.78E-01

 1.10E+00

 1.33E+00

 1.55E+00

 1.78E+00

 2.00E+00

-1.96E-02

-1.30E-02

-6.52E-03

 0.00E+00

Max = 2.000E+00   Min = -1.956E-02   Time = 6.731
Stream Function (M3/S)
FLUENT Grid File /* CONFIGURATION = darm_c

Max = 0.000E+00   Min = -1.956E-02   Time = 6.731
Stream Function (M3/S)
FLUENT Grid File /* CONFIGURATION = darm_c

Fluent Inc.
Fluent 4.52

Nov 21 1900

Fluent Inc.
Fluent 4.52

Nov 21 1900Y

XZ

(b)

-3.44E-03

 2.19E-01

 4.42E-01

 6.64E-01

 8.87E-01

 1.11E+00

 1.33E+00

 1.55E+00

 1.78E+00

 2.00E+00

-3.44E-03

-2.29E-03

-1.15E-03

 0.00E+00

Max = 2.000E+00   Min = -3.437E-03   Time = 6.731
Stream Function (M3/S)
FLUENT Grid File /* CONFIGURATION = darm_c

Max = 0.000E+00   Min = -3.437E-03   Time = 6.731
Stream Function (M3/S)
FLUENT Grid File /* CONFIGURATION = darm_c

Fluent Inc.
Fluent 4.52

Nov 21 1900

Fluent Inc.
Fluent 4.52

Nov 21 1900Y

XZ

(c)

-8.33E-03

 2.15E-01

 4.38E-01

 6.61E-01

 8.84E-01

 1.11E+00

 1.33E+00

 1.55E+00

 1.78E+00

 2.00E+00

-8.33E-03

-5.55E-03

-2.78E-03

 0.00E+00

Max = 2.000E+00   Min = -8.332E-03   Time = 6.731
Stream Function (M3/S)
FLUENT Grid File /* CONFIGURATION = darm_c

Max = 0.000E+00   Min = -8.332E-03   Time = 6.731
Stream Function (M3/S)
FLUENT Grid File /* CONFIGURATION = darm_c

Fluent Inc.
Fluent 4.52

Nov 21 1900

Fluent Inc.
Fluent 4.52

Nov 21 1900Y

XZ

Figure 9.4: Flow evolution for ΩP = 0.0, dt = 0.01. Time t = (a) 40, (b) 50, (c)

325. Top: streamlines, bottom: azimuthal velocity change.

perturbations tested.

In plot 9.3(a) an azimuthal velocity change, which encompasses the swirl reduction then

increase, can be seen travelling downstream from the inlet. This first begins to affect the

bubble at time t = 10 (plot 9.3(b)), and the bubble detaches from the axis. In the plots

for later times (plots 9.3(c) to 9.4(a)) a process of shedding appears to take place, with

bubbles continually regenerating from the axis. Eventually, at time t = 50 (plot 9.4(b)),

a bubble slowly grows from the axis and develops into a breakdown bubble identical to

that of the initial condition. By time t = 325 the bubble has become partially detached

from the axis, and is slowly evolving toward a state identical to the initial condition.

The purpose is to determine how small the pulse needs to be before a transition to a final

state without breakdown can be produced. If the swirl is at a level where increasing it

suddenly will result in the onset of breakdown then it does not matter how long the pulse

of lower swirl is kept on, the bubble will always return for these step changes.

In the following sections the pulse magnitude is successively reduced to the point where

breakdown has been eliminated in the final state.
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9.2.2 ΩP = 0.50, 0.75
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Figure 9.5: ΩP = 0.50: Minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt =

0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00.

As for the ΩP = 0.0 pulse case the change in swirl by greater than 25% results in the

immediate transition to a bubble; in this region of Re/Ω space all changes in swirl need

to be small or gradual. These 2 cases will not be considered any further.

9.2.3 ΩP = 0.85, 0.875

Later results will show that the more interesting behaviours occur for larger dt, so for

ΩP ≥ 0.85 only results for dt = 8.00 to 32.00 will be included.

For ΩP = 0.85 (figure 9.7) the situation is similar to that for ΩP = 0.75. As ΩP is increased

to ΩP = 0.875 (figure 9.8) the flow just barely rebounds into breakdown. Results for all

dt eventually evolve to breakdown, but the tendency for all the larger dt (dt ≥ 2.0) is to

just cross the axis.
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Figure 9.6: ΩP = 0.75: Minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt =

0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, and 4.00
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Figure 9.7: ΩP = 0.85: Minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt =

0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00, 8.00, 16.00, 32.00.
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Figure 9.8: ΩP = 0.875: Minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00, 8.00, 16.00, 32.00.

9.2.4 ΩP = 0.90

At ΩP = 0.90 for dt < 2.00 (figure 9.9) breakdown remains in the final solution. For dt

≥ 2.00 the bubble is eliminated. For the larger dt values, the axial velocity stays positive

- no bubble reappears. The flow initially rebounds toward the breakdown state after the

swirl is increased again.

This case is the first one that can bring about a transition to the no-breakdown state.

However, it requires a relatively long pulse time dt to accomplish the change, compared

with the reverse transition.

9.2.5 ΩP = 0.925, 0.95, 0.975

These final cases reveal a trend toward requiring larger values of dt for increasing ΩP in

order to effect the removal of breakdown. This trend continues until the final case Ωp =

0.975.

At Ωp = 0.975 breakdown remained even for dt = 32.00. For this ΩP the magnitude of
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Figure 9.9: ΩP = 0.90: Minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt =

0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00, 8.00, 16.00, 32.00.
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Figure 9.10: ΩP = 0.925: Minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00, 8.00, 16.00, 32.00.
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Figure 9.11: ΩP = 0.95: Minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00, 8.00, 16.00, 32.00.
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Figure 9.12: ΩP = 0.975: Minimum axial velocity vs. time for pulse durations dt

= 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 2.00, 4.00, 8.00, 16.00, 32.00.
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the swirl change is such that although the steady solution will not contain breakdown

(as will be seen from the dtÀ32 case in the next section), the slow progression of bubble

evolution means there is not enough time for the bubble to disappear before the swirl is

increased again to Ω = 1.45. Even for the smaller ΩP , the pulse duration dt required is

much greater than that applied for the reverse transition to breakdown in chapter 8.

9.3 dt À 32

The case for dt À 32 was also tested. These results are plotted in figure 9.13, along with

a summary of the preceding results. The range over which a transition to no breakdown

could be effected was increased to 0.9 ≤ ΩP ≤ 0.975, and would presumably also include

all values between ΩP = 0.975 and the lower limit of the hysteresis region.
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Figure 9.13: dt vs ΩP , breakdown to no-breakdown transition.
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9.4 Conclusions

The results from this chapter and chapter 8 show that it is possible to effect some control

over the occurrence of breakdown by the application of a transient perturbation upstream.

The control is limited to the region in Reynolds number/swirl space where vortex break-

down hysteresis is observed. Although this region is small at the Reynolds number consid-

ered, increasing Reynolds number results in an increase in the range over which hysteresis

is observed, and an increase in the relevance of these results to real flows.

The transition from a flow without breakdown to one with breakdown was for the most

part as expected. An increase in the amplitude ΩP of the perturbation resulted in a greater

likelihood of transition to breakdown. Likewise, an increase in the application time of the

pulse also increased the likelihood of the presence of breakdown in the final solution.

There was a region of non-monotonicity for a certain range of ΩP . This range varied with

dt, but was still present for dt À 32. In this range breakdown was initially absent for

small dt, appeared for larger dt, then was absent for still larger dt. It is suggested that

the time in the evolution of the flow (following the initial increase in swirl) that the pulse

is turned off may also have a significant effect on whether the final steady solution prefers

breakdown or not.

In the present chapter, a transition from a flow with breakdown to one without breakdown

was attempted. It was shown that such a transition is possible if the magnitude of the

pulse is kept relatively small. Once a swirl pulse ΩP < 1 is found which is capable of

tripping the transition to no-breakdown flow, increasing ΩP (ie. decreasing the magnitude

of the pulse) also allows the transition. However as ΩP is increased the pulse duration dt

required increases dramatically. It was found that the swirl where the transition could first

be tripped (ΩP = 0.90) required the smallest time dt to produce a flow with breakdown.

In short, the pipe flow is dominated by the state with breakdown; increasing the swirl

from zero always results in a breakdown bubble if the increase is sudden. Obtaining a

solution without breakdown requires more gentle manipulation of the flow.
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9.5 Relevance and further work

Since at lower Reynolds number the difference between the no-breakdown and breakdown

flows is not large, it may be easier to trip the flow into the other conjugate state here

than for higher Reynolds number. It was also a simple matter to introduce the swirl

changes in the geometry considered here. For other geometries (eg. over wings) there are

alternative methods, as have been discussed in chapter 2, for introducing swirl changes to

a free vortex, such as azimuthal blowing or suction. The swirl is a ratio of azimuthal to

axial velocities, so a swirl change can also be effected by manipulating the axial velocity.

The application of these measures is beyond the scope of this work.



Chapter 10

Conclusions

There have been three themes to the study presented in the preceding chapters:

• A test of the applicability of the azimuthal vorticity dynamics explanation for the

onset of breakdown to the torsionally driven cylinder.

Brown and Lopez [44], [6] identified the role of negative azimuthal vorticity gener-

ation in breakdown. Further studies, including those by Darmofal [9], [7], [8], have

illustrated how this vorticity is generated in the open pipe flow. In the present study

this analysis is applied to the cylinder, and it is shown that breakdown in this geom-

etry can also be interpreted in terms of vorticity generation upstream of breakdown,

resulting from tilting and stretching of extant vorticity. The rotating lid proved to

be another important source of vorticity.

• Comparison of the types of breakdown produced in the pipe and cylinder, with a

proposed explanation for the differences, and justification for the labelling of the

cylinder breakdown as breakdown.

Some argue (eg. Leibovich [42], Hall [30], Goldshtik and Hussain [22]) that the

inclusion of the cylinder flow in the group of phenomena termed breakdown is ques-

tionable. The arguments presented are based on differences between the breakdown

forms observed in the cylinder and those observed in open pipes and over delta

wings. Fundamentally, the breakdown observed in the more open geometries tends

to be three-dimensional, whereas in the cylinder breakdown is generally axisymmet-

ric (some asymmetry in the bubble forms has been noted, eg. by Spohn [64], however

194
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this degree of asymmetry is not comparable to that of the spiral form of breakdown

observed in pipes). In this report it is maintained that the reason for this discrepancy

is the large difference in Reynolds number regimes. Reducing the Reynolds number

in a pipe to that found in the cylinder resulted in the loss of three-dimensionality,

and formation of a bubble similar to that which occurs in cylinders.

The cylinder has a simple geometry and lends itself to computational modelling as a

result of the assumption of axisymmetry. It allowed early analytical and numerical

studies to contribute to the understanding of a mechanism for breakdown. The

present study provides more confidence in the applicability of results from these and

future cylinder studies, as this apparatus does produce a phenomenon akin to that

which occurs in the more open geometries.

• A method for control of breakdown which relies on manipulating azimuthal vorticity

generation in the pipe, and another which prompts transitions between conjugate

states in the hysteresis region.

Control of breakdown in a numerical simulation of an open pipe was achieved by

placing a flow diverter (actually a cylindrical structure with an aerofoil cross-section)

upstream of the location where breakdown is normally expected. The greatest effect

was obtained by placing the aerofoil the maximum distance from the axis radially.

The aerofoil suppressed breakdown from far upstream until just upstream of the lo-

cation where a bubble would normally form. The aerofoil acts by reducing the radial

outflow and hence suppressing generation of negative azimuthal vorticity. Other flow

control measures could also affect breakdown via this mechanism.

The application of a swirl pulse showed that it was possible to transfer between

breakdown and no-breakdown states within the hysteresis range in the open pipe.

The flow containing breakdown appeared to be preferred, as the transition to a no-

breakdown state was more difficult to implement than the transition to one with

breakdown. The perturbation duration was large in this study, and would be ex-

pected to decrease for flows at higher Reynolds number.

The absence of a full theory for breakdown has not prevented the implementation of

measures to influence breakdown. As mentioned in chapter 2, already various control

devices and methods have been tested in experiments, and at least one used in practice.
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These methods will be improved and added to with further understanding of breakdown.

Fundamental research is also important for improving the understanding of these types of

flows in general.
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