@ CrossMark
€

PHYSICS OF FLUIDS 26, 052105 (2014)

Origin of ejecta in the water impact problem
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This work presents the analysis of the flow resulting from the flat plate impact on
the surface of an incompressible viscous liquid at zero deadrise angle—of particular
interest is the flow structure near the plate edge, » — 0, evolving at early times,
t — 0. The deduced mathematical formulation proves to be of a singular perturbation
type with the underlying governing equations having a linear structure. The key
goals here are to elucidate the effects of viscosity and surface tension, which turn
out to contribute to the solution at the leading order, and to resolve both r — 0 and
r — 0 limit singularities in the classical pressure-impulse theory. In the course of
construction of the solution, first the standard assumptions behind the existence of
the inviscid approximation are revisited, which leads to correcting the previously
known interpretation of the self-similarity of the classical inviscid solution near the
plate edge. Second, new scalings of the solution structure near the plate edge are
determined, with which the viscous solution near the edge is constructed analytically
and matched to the inviscid one. Finally, the analysis of both the Stokes and inviscid
limits of this uniformly valid solution allows us to uncover the scalings for the early
time-evolution of ejecta—a jet forming during the impact—as well as to clarify the
applicability of the Kutta-Joukowsky condition used in previous studies. © 2014 AIP
Publishing LLC. [http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4878843]

. INTRODUCTION

The water impact problem has a long history'-? and goes back to a number of seminal studies
which shaped the current theory. First, it is worth mentioning the studies by Joukowsky on the impact
between two spheres, one of which is half submerged in liquid,®> and of sea plane landing in 1898
also by Joukowsky* as well as by von Karman.? Later, Wagner® developed irrotational inviscid flow
models for the impact loads and dynamics, and Sedov’® laid out the impact theory in its classical
form where motions with discontinuous changes in the velocity field are considered. Motivation
for the problem also came from its relevance to other applications such as slamming of ships® ' to
characterize structural and dynamic responses and impact of water waves on coastal structures.'!-!2
One of the key aspects of the water impact problem is the formation of ejecta—the upward directed
ejected liquid. In general, being formed during the very early times of the impact, when the highest
force loads are experienced, and having much higher velocity than that of the impacting solid, the
ejecta represents a fundamentally interesting phenomenon since it appears as a singularity caused
by the sudden impact in time and sudden change in space in the boundary conditions from no-slip
at the solid to no-shear at the free surface, cf. Figure 1. From a practical point of view, the ejecta is
responsible for the fluid splash during the impact, which is sometimes an unwanted phenomenon in
various applications.

While ejecta arises in many other impact problems, e.g., impact of solids of other shapes,
liquid drops,'> impact on liquid bodies of varying depth,'®!7 for the sake of precision and because
of the direct relevance to the present study, below we will mention only the works concerning the
impact of a flat plate (disk) on deep water at zero deadrise angle. On the experimental side, the
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FIG. 1. Plate impact problem.
problem received wide attention.!>!7-!° On the theoretical side, the problem was studied by both
analytical and numerical?® means. But, as noted by Korobkin,?! because of the complexity of the
liquid-solid impact phenomenon all available theoretical models of the impact are limited in their
validity, with limitations of numerical models being much stronger than that of theory. Therefore,
analytical models are indispensable in predicting the evolution of the impact process. Historically,
the problem of a plate impact on water surface was tackled with conformal mapping techniques'*??
and asymptotic methods?! for both incompressible?>2* and compressible’*2% liquids, to mention a
few.

These previous studies formed the following view on the formation of ejecta. To make the
discussion specific, let us follow the classical formulation’’ shown in Figure 1 and consider
the two-dimensional problem of the impact of an infinitely thin plate of width 2/ and mass m
on the interface between a semi-infinite body of a quiescent incompressible fluid 1 of density oo and
inertialess and inviscid phase 2; the latter condition allows one to avoid the air-cushion effect—air
trapped between the plate and the fluid surface, which has been studied extensively.'®?%2 Since
in this work we are interested in the flow structure, but not the loads, without loss we will assume
that m = oo, which entails that the speed of the plate does not change between before and after the
impact event at t = 0, V_og = V,¢ = Vp. As formally argued in the classical texts,??>>27-30 based
on physical considerations, if the question is to predict the fluid velocity distribution right after the
impact moment, ¢ = 40, then the fluid viscosity and vorticity?! can be neglected. Indeed, if there
are no mass impulsive forces, then neither convective nor viscous terms can balance the dominant
time-derivative, dv/dz, but only the sudden pressure gradients can balance this change in fluid
motion:

av 1 v |

TR p- D
Then the fluid incompressibility, Vv = 0, implies that the pressure p is a harmonic function, Ap
= 0, and thus the fluid motion is potential right after the impact with v = V¢, where ¢ is the usual
velocity potential, also a harmonic function, A¢ = 0. To establish a relation between pressure p and
velocity potential ¢, one can integrate the momentum equation (1) to produce

1 +0
Qli—ro— Plieo = —;I‘I, where I1 = / pdt, 2)
-0
which yields the expression for the impulsive pressure IT = —p ¢|, = ¢ since there is no initial

non-trivial flow field, ¢|,= _o = 0, prior to the impact. The impulsive nature of the problem is
reflected in the fact that the time-dependence of the solution of (1) for t — 0 is v(x, ) ~ H(¢) and
hence p(x, t) ~ §p(t), where H(t) is the Heaviside step function and §p(7) the Dirac delta-function
with dim = 7. This is the basis of the classical pressure-impulse theory.
Thus, for t — 0, one can consider the water impact as the boundary value problem in the inviscid
potential flow approximation with the boundary conditions at y = 0:
d¢

solid plate, x € [—1,1]: o = —Vo, (3a)
y

free interface, x ¢ [—[,[]: ¢ = 0. (3b)
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The corresponding two-dimensional solution can be constructed with conformal mapping
techniques®>2? for the complex velocity potential f(z) = ¢(z) + iV (z):

f@)=iVy (Z—\/zz—lz), 4)

with z = x + iy being the independent variable in the two-dimensional plane. This solution has
a singularity at the plate edge with both velocity components u — i v = f’(z) blowing up at time
t = 40 in the vicinity of the plate edge,

v~ 12 ®))

where r is the radius coordinate positioned at the plate edge. Yakimov'® was the first to study the

local behavior of the free interface close to the edge of a plate entering water with the aim of
understanding the effect of the atmosphere density on the geometry of the jet generated by the
impact. By using simple dimensional consideration of the scaling (5) for the velocity near the edge,
he argued that during the initial stage the local flow is self-similar in the time-stretched variables (r,
0) — (rt=23,9), where (r, 8) are the polar coordinates with the origin at the plate edge. These self-
similar variables introduced by Yakimov were adopted in a number of other studies**~** and tested at
the free interface versus potential flow numerical simulations®>3¢ and experimental data,'®:33* but
not in the bulk (e.g., by comparing with the velocity field) as will be discussed in detail in Sec. VI A.
Also, in the inviscid approximation studies,*>>>=" an additional constraint—the Kutta-Joukowsky
condition—was enforced at the plate edge requiring that the free surface is tangentially attached to
the plate edge.

Despite all these previous efforts, the singularity (5) of the inviscid potential approximation
leaves the question on how to resolve it based on true physics, which is the focus of the present
study. In analogy with the boundary layer separation from the trailing edge,’®3° it is natural to
expect that viscosity v should play a role, and from the fact that we have a free interface, interfacial
energy needs to be taken into account through incorporating surface tension o. These two facts
can be seen from the definitions of the Reynolds Re = Vyr/v and Weber We = pVozr /o numbers,
which reflect on the competition at some spatial scale » between inertia versus viscous and surface
tension effects, respectively. Clearly, there exists a distance » from the edge defining the scales on
which these numbers become O(1), thus indicating the importance of viscous and surface tension
forces. By resolving the physics directly, we can develop viscous and inviscid scalings for the early
time-evolution of the ejecta and thus naturally address the question of applicability of the Kutta-
Joukowsky condition near the edge plate, which is necessary in the inviscid approximation similar
to the airfoil theory.*?

The outline of the paper is as follows. First, following the above discussion, in Sec. II we
formulate the problem, which sets limits of applicability of the present study. In Sec. III, we recall
the near-the-edge asymptotics, which allows us to arrive in Sec. IV at the new self-similar scaling
valid in both viscous and inviscid cases and thus enabling us to build a solution uniformly valid in
both viscous and inviscid regions (Sec. V) and then analyze the interface dynamics (Sec. VI).

Il. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In view of the geometry of the physical system introduced in the Introduction and shown in
Figure 1, it is convenient to treat the problem near the edge in polar coordinates, cf. Figure 2. The
bulk dynamics governed by the Navier-Stokes equations (NSEs) for incompressible fluid, however,
proves to be more concise to consider first in the Cartesian (x, y)-coordinates (as will be done in
Sec. IV):

du v
+

— 4+ — =0, 6
dx  dy (62)
10dp
Lu=——— +vAu, (6b)
p 0x
10
Lv:———p+vAv—g, (6¢)
p dy
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FIG. 2. Near the plate edge region.

where L = 9; + ud, + v0, is the advection operator and g the gravitational acceleration.
While the boundary conditions at the plate surface are the standard no-slip and no-penetration,

u=0, v=-V,, @)

respectively, the fluid interface in the gravity field g, cf. Figure 2, requires special consideration,
naturally in polar coordinates, 6 = h(t, r). The dynamic condition at the interface can be decomposed
into components that are tangential along the vector t and normal along the vector n pointing out of
the fluid phase:

t-T-n=t-Vo, (8a)

—n-T-n=0V-n, (8b)

respectively. Here V; = t - V the interfacial gradient and T the stress tensor with the components*!

1 v 1 u
Ty =—p+2pu;, To = M(;Me-l—vr—;), T90=—P+2M<;U9+;>,

where u and v are the r- and #-components of the velocity vector, respectively (for brevity, we
do not introduce new notations for the velocity components in polar coordinates), i = p v is the
dynamic viscosity, and the subscripts stand for the derivatives with respect to the corresponding
coordinates.

In what follows, we will treat the case when surface tension o is constant, i.e., we do not account
for the rheology of surface tension and possible associated transport. If the normal and tangential
vectors in polar coordinates (r, #) are defined by

VH  —rh,+01 . ri+0h, o)
CAVHIL 2Rt R

respectively, then both pairs (r, @) and (t, n) are right-handed coordinate systems. The curvature is

1 1
Voenlg_yn = _;‘(1 T 222 [

n

2r by + by 4170}, (10)

and in the limit r — 0, V - n >~ —2 h, — rh,, under the appropriate assumptions on the smallness of
rh, as r — 0, which will be verified a posteriori once the solution for the ejecta shape is constructed
in Sec. VI. Finally, the system is closed with the kinematic condition, which can be written using an
implicit representation of the interface, H = 6 — h(t, r):

oH ah oh

v
— 4+ VH -v=0, sothat — — = —atf = h,r), 11
ot + v sota az+“ar ra @r (in

which is the vanishing total (material) derivative, and in physical terms implies that velocity of the
liquid normal to the interface, VH - v/ |V H|, should be equal to that of the interface, H,/|VH|, for
the sake of the fluid continuity.

And, finally, since we are interested only in the early time-evolution, from now on we will
consider the leading order dynamic (8) and kinematic (11) boundary conditions at the interface,
0 = h(t, r). Assuming, for concreteness, perfect wetting of an infinitely thin plate, small departures
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h(t, r) from 6 = 0O at short times, and rh, < 1 as r — 0, we get

2
—p—i—TM(Ug‘I-M):O' [Zhr+rhrr]v (12&)
v 1
w <vr - =+ —u9> =0, (12b)
r r
v
hl +uhr =, (120)
r

where for the purpose of the subsequent discussion, we retain the only “nonlinear” term u A, in the
kinematic boundary condition.*?

lll. NEAR-THE-EDGE INVISCID SOLUTION ASYMPTOTICS

Since we are analyzing the formation of ejecta due to the singularity near the plate edge, let the
plate fall onto the negative semi-axis, x" € R™. Then, the complex potential near that edge can be
obtained from (4) by shifting the coordinate system, x — x' + [ (z — 7 + 1),

fE@)~—iav2z, (13)

where we retained the leading order non-constant term only** and o = Vy+/I with dimo = L7,
Notably, (13) is analogous to the solution for a flow around a sharp corner of zero angle.*!

Separating real and imaginary parts of the complex velocity potential (13), we get the dimen-
sional stream-function

0
Y =—a 2rcos§, (14)

which yields the shape of a given streamline v = const, 7(#) = ¥2/[2a? cos 2(8/2)], with ry < 0
and rgp > 0 for any —m < 0 < 0 — the instantaneous flow field corresponding to # = 0 is shown in
Figure 3(a). Calculation of the x" and y velocity components from Eq. (14),

o 6

o
vo(x', y): u=— sin—, v= cos —, (15)
' Var 2T Va2

gives the following conditions at the plate surface, § = —, and the interface, 6 = 0,
0 > 0 (16)
=-—m:iu= ,v=0, a

V2r
o
6=0:u=0, v= , (16b)
V2r

respectively. The intuition behind this solution and thus the origin of ejecta is that once the plate
impacts the surface, a layer of displaced liquid beneath it moves radially and since it fails to accelerate
the bulk of surrounding liquid, this layer is deflected upwards and forms an ejecta. One can easily
verify that the irrotational character of the flow is preserved in this approximation. Note that v = 0

- =d

FIG. 3. Inviscid (a) and viscous (b) streamline patterns near the plate edge, as given by equations (14) and (38), respectively.
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at the plate surface in this approximation as opposed to (7) because we retain the leading order term
only when arriving at (13), so in the subsequent analysis the conditions (7) are substituted by

0=—-—m:u=0,v=0. (17

The true value, of course, should be v = —Vj;, which means that next order corrections to (15) are
not self-similar.

Finally, integrating (1) one can determine the impulsive pressure IT asymptotics near the plate
edge:

+0 0
HE/ pdt = —p ¢|t:+0=—pav2rsin§, (18)
-0

that is the pressure is given by
0
pt,r,0)=—pav2r sinESD(t). (19)

The apparent limitations of the above near the edge asymptotics (5,15) consist in the singularity
of the self-similar solution, which entails unbounded values of the velocity field. In particular, the
infinite vertical velocity component implies that the interface will become infinitely extended, which
is non-physical as the interface should have a finite energy (surface tension) since a finite energy is
transferred to the fluid. Indeed, despite the infinite mass of the impacting plate assumed here (cf. the
Introduction) it is straightforward to show that the energy acquired by the fluid is finite and based
on (4) decays with the distance from the origin as r—*—this fact is at the basis of the fundamental
concept of added mass.?* Therefore, even though some parts of the fluid near the plate edges have an
infinite speed, their contribution to the overall energy is infinitesimally small. However, the interface
of an infinite extent and finite surface tension o cannot be neglected in the overall energy balance.
Thus, the key question is how to resolve the singularity (5) and to provide the interpretation for this
self-similar solution from the time-evolution point of view.

IV. SCALING

As pointed out in the Introduction, the singularity (5,15) should be resolved with the viscosity and
surface tension effects. First, the viscosity comes into play because the no-slip boundary condition
at the plate surface should be satisfied, which leads to the formation of the boundary layer as
discussed in Appendix A. Second, as mentioned at the end of the previous section, the singular
velocity distribution (15) implies that the fluid interface acquires an infinite area, which is impossible
energetically if surface tension is taken into account as an interface of infinite extent would have
infinite energy. Hence, the key conclusion is that surface tension and viscosity must have an effect
immediately after impact.

The idea here is not only to demonstrate the validity of this conclusion, but to develop a view
on the phenomena taking into account the continuity of the solution for ¢+ > 0, which in the limit
t = 40 should recover the classical potential flow solution (4). Let us start with the Yakimov scaling
suggested by (5) based solely on the dimensionality considerations and used in this form in other

works, 3230 je.,

dr ~ ~~
Vo~ —~ X so that (x, y) = o?**3®, ) and v = 173¥(®X, 5), (20)

d  JIrl

which means that “everything interesting” happens for |r| ~ O(t*/?); pressure then would scale as
p = pa*3t7235 to balance dv/dt as required in the pressure-impulse theory argument.?? As easy
to show, with this choice nonlinear advection terms are of the same order as the time-derivative term,

Lv~ (V-V)Vv~dv/dt ~ a? 1743, (1)
while viscous terms after rescaling acquire the following effective Reynolds number:

Re = o*3¢t13 1, (22)
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that is for r < v3a~* viscous terms would be important (i.e., Re < 1) if one uses Yakimov’s anzatz
(20). Therefore, the scaling (20) is not appropriate for studying the limit + — 0 once viscosity is
taken into account since with this scaling one cannot justify the inviscid solution (4) discussed in the
Introduction and Sec. ITI**—as t — -0 the solution would not approach the inviscid one because
based on (22) viscous effects would become increasingly important for short times. In this context,
it is also important to point out that the assertion that “in the limit # — 0 one must recover the
inviscid potential solution” is to be preserved after a self-similar scaling is applied to equations since
self-similarity simply limits the possible solutions of the corresponding partial differential equations
to a more narrow class. The scaling (20) is flawed in this sense as demonstrated above.

Thus, the correct self-similar scaling should be based on the fact that the inviscid solution is
valid in some sense for r = 0, viscosity is important for # > 0 immediately after the impact because
the no-slip boundary condition on the plate should be satisfied at any time, and v ~ « ||~/ to
conform with the inviscid solution, cf. (5,15). This reasoning leads to (from now on we will use
notations with the tilde for the transformed non-dimensional variables)

l o
= YR YE 5 1/24v/2-1%5
t— Vot’ (x,y)—> pt'(x,y), v— ﬁl/zty/zv(x,y), p—>paf’t P, 23)
where o was defined in (13) and the constant B along with the power y are to be determined from
the balance of (forces) terms in the NSEs (6), e.g., in the x-component of the momentum equation:

3
31
V0>2y o -3

Ya - ] 2 (ﬁ~g+5~y)=

—Eu y (%ﬁ;+iﬁ;) + <
(24)

V. 2y—1 _1-2y ~ _
0) L (i + )

"”””(T 2

and similarly for the y-component. Note that the general scaling (23) admits the value y = 2/3
as in (20). However, in order to arrive at the inviscid potential solution in the limit ¢ — 0 one
needs nonlinear inertia to be negligible for small times, T < 1, which leads to the first condition
1 — 3y/2 > O0—the question as to when nonlinear intertia becomes important will be addressed
in Sec. V. The second condition says that viscous terms should be also non-dominating, which
requires 1 — 2y > 0. Altogether, this imposes y < 1/2. However, the no-slip boundary condition
should be satisfied at all times, which brings us to balancing inertia and viscous terms thus leading to
y = 1/2 (note that pressure is already balanced with inertia), while 8 must be equal to v/V, [, since
the coefficients in front of nonlinear and viscous terms should be non-dimensional. The determined
value of the exponent y sets the coordinate scaling corresponding to the rate at which viscous effects
diffuse away from the plate and also makes sense as it matches the boundary layer growth below the
plate, cf. Appendix A.
With these values of y and B, Eq. (24) is simplified to (and similarly for the y-component of
the momentum equation):
—lﬁ — l (fﬁ; + ’)75;) + !4 (ﬁﬁ; + Eﬁ;) =—px+ L (ny + ’IZ;_V) , (25)
4 2 Reo
where Rey = Vyl/v. From here we can conclude that the nonlinear inertia terms are negligible
compared to the viscous terms when /4« Rey ', i.e., for short time we are interested in the

present analysis. The resulting non-dimensional system at the leading order becomes linear*
4 B =0, (26a)
| U B —— ~ | ~
—i — 5 Fur +5iy) = —p;+R—€0(u;;+u;;), (26b)
| ~ | U s
_Zv—E(xv;—i-yv):):—py—i-R—eO(v;;—i—v;;y)—Er , (26¢)

where Fr = Vi /(g!) is the Froude number. Note that the gravity term is negligible for small times,
T K 1, as long as %Fr <« 1. The viscosity is important on the scales (X, y) < O(Regl/z), i.e., in
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physical variables, as argued in Appendix A, this is true only near the edge over the distances of the
order of +/v ¢, which is the boundary layer thickness. Outside the boundary layer, the solution can
be treated in the inviscid approximation. In what follows, we will consider both viscous and inviscid
approximations.

Introduction of polar coordinates, X =7 cos6 and ¥ = 7 sin 8, a stream-function 1}, such that
0= fﬂ; and ¥ = — 3, and the function f = A reduces (26) to

%f+7f7+8Af=0, (27a)

f =AY, (27b)

where ¢ = 2/Re, the function fhas the meaning of the vorticity with minus sign, and Eq. (27) should
satisfy the no-slip boundary condition

O=—m: 9 =1y=0, (28)

along with the dynamic and kinematic conditions at the interface, 6 = 0, discussed below. For
convenience, we also introduce velocity components in polar coordinates defined by
10y . oy

u = ~ = — ~ 29
TR T T @9
with (&, v) now standing for the (r, #)-velocity components, respectively. Finally, the pressure p

turns out to be determined by the Laplace equation,
Ap =0. (30)

Although above we were able to identify the scaling (23), which justifies the impulsive inviscid limit
discussed in the Introduction and brings the viscous terms to the leading order, we have not taken
the free boundary conditions into consideration. Let us also apply (23) to the leading order boundary
conditions (12) at the interface, & = 0, to find

- efl~ ~ /4 -
—p+:<:1/f9—¢‘re> = — [2hx +7hw], (31a)
r\r We
& 1~ 1~ ~
] ;—2%0 + ,;Jlf? — Y ) =0, (31b)
17 1 1.~ ~
h,—zghrz—mi[%-i-h?lﬁe], (lc)

where We = p V7 I/o is the Weber number measuring importance of the surface tension forces
relative to inertia.

V. VISCOUS SELF-SIMILAR SOLUTION

In view of the linearity of the problem defined by (27) with the boundary conditions ((17), (31)),
as will be shown below we will be able to construct first the velocity field satisfying (17) and (31b),
and then the pressure field (30) with the boundary condition (31a), and finally the ejecta evolution
from (31c).

Let us first construct the velocity field obeying (27) and ((17), (31b)), which can be matched
to the inviscid solution. The viscous solution should satisfy the sudden change in the boundary
condition from the no-slip on the plate surface to the no-shear at the free boundary. This is analogous
to the leading*®~*® and trailing**>° edge solutions for a flow around a flat plate, but the key difference
here is that for short times the solution is governed by a linear system of equations, i.e., nonlinear
advection terms are negligible.
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A. Solution

The general solution to (27) uniformly valid in both viscous and inviscid regions can be
constructed using separation of variables, cf. Appendix B, and represents a sum of a general solution
1/7,,(7, 0) of the inhomogeneous part of the problem (27b) and a general solution Izh (7, 9) of the
homogeneous (harmonic) part of the Poisson equation (27b) in polar coordinates:

oo
V@FE0) =0y +Un = D (Ancos 6 + By sin fu0) Ru(7)
m=0
+00 (32)
1
+ Z 72 {Cycos (n+1) 0+ Dysin(n + 1) 6},
n=—0o0
where R,,(7) = 72 H,,(¢) and special function H,,(¢) = H(¢, B.») given by (B14) corresponds to
the value B8,, = Bo + m, Bo = 1/2.

Since the solution (32) does not have the simple structure ~ 7" ©,,(9), as R,,(¥) is a general
function of ?~as opposed to the polynomial form 7 (as in the inviscid and Stokes regions) in
the solution v, of the homogeneous part of (27b), we cannot satisfy the three boundary conditions
(28) and (31b) for each factor of R,,(¥) or that of 7" in the solution (32). However, since the confluent

hypergeometric functions of the first kind can be represented in power series:>'

M@, b, ¢) = %% where @), =a@+1)...@+n—1), @o = 1, (33)
n=0 L

(and similarly for (B)n) along with its integrals in (B14), the general solution (32) of (27) can be
rewritten in the power-law form

o o0
VFE o) =Y {(Am C0S Bu6 + By sin B,0) 72 Y "¢, 7"
m=0 n=0

(34)

o0
+ ) FP(C, cos B + Dy sin B,0),
s=2
whereAﬂm = Bo + m and same for By, and coefficients ¢, are known from (33) and integrals of
M(a, b, ¢) in (B14). This form of the solution makes it possible to satisfy the boundary conditions
(28) and (31b) for each function ®,(8) corresponding to 77:

oo
©p(0) = Cpcos By + DpsinBf + > Cun(Ap cos B + By sin B,,0), (35)
m,n=0
24+Bn+2n=p
but requires that the solution (32) is in the form of an infinite series of polynomials. This procedure
allows one to determine the constants in the infinite series (32), which satisfies the boundary
conditions (28,31b) as follows from the power-law representation (34) of the same solution.

B. Inviscid and Stokes limits

Let us summarize the inviscid and Stokes limits of the solution (34). In the inviscid approxima-
tion, ¢ = 0, i.e., when viscous terms in (27) are absent, it gives

~ - 0
U (7, 0) = Ag7'/* cos 7 (36)

which is consistent with the solution (14) found with the help of the complex variable analysis;
comparison gives Ag = —+/2, where we used the fact that ¥ = [ V; /4 {. Going back from (¥, 5)-
to the physical (x, y)-plane, i.e., inverting the transformation (23), tells us that the leading order
solution for short times, v < 1, for the velocity field is time-independent (15). The pressure field is
given by (19). It must be noted, however, that this inviscid limit of the solution for the velocity field



052105-10 R. Krechetnikov Phys. Fluids 26, 052105 (2014)

FIG. 4. Flow structure near the plate edge: region 1’ is the wall jet (boundary layer), region 1” is the interfacial viscous
sublayer, region 2 is inviscid self-similar 7 3> £!/2, region 3 is viscous self-similar 7 ~ £!/2, and region 4 is the inviscid
non-self-similar.

is the leading order one consistent with the classical inviscid (pressure-impulse) solution constructed
via conformal mapping technique discussed in the Introduction.
In the Stokes subregion, 7 < 4/, of the viscous region 3, cf. Figure 4, (27) reduces to

A =0, (37)

which can be arrived at by introducing a new rescaled radial coordinate p = §7'7, § <« 712,
but for the sake of simplicity of notation we will work with the original variable 7. The solution
U (7, 0) = RF) © (0) of (37) proves to have R(7¥) in the polynomial form. As follows from the
discussion in Appendix B, the non-trivial Stokes solution of (37) satisfying (28,31b) with the lowest
n corresponds to n = 5/2, which in general reads

~ 56 0 56 0
U = COP? |:cos 5 5 cos 5] + COP2 |:sin 5 sin 5] ) (38)

Should this leading order Stokes solution be constructed independently without recourse to the
uniformly valid viscous solution (34), it would contain undetermined constants. This is a common
problem for elliptic equations,’? for which coordinate expansions give only qualitative results—due
to dependence on all boundary conditions, local solutions such as the above Stokes solution depend
on boundary conditions at large distances. Therefore, the determined expansions contain unknown
constants, which often cannot be found as they depend on the boundary conditions far from the
region of applicability of the constructed solution. An analogous situation arises for the flow past a
semi-infinite flat plate.*>4’->2 However, in our case these constants, C©) and C*¥), can be determined.
In particular, since the “sine” part vanishes based on matching to the inviscid solution, C® = 0, the
solution is as shown in Figure 3(b) and should be compared to the inviscid flow around the edge in
Figure 3(a) given by (14). Notably, this value of n = 5/2 is different from n = 3/2 obtained for the
flow about the leading edge*® and for the flow near the intersection of rigid and free surfaces.>

C. The structure of the solution

Given all the above formal considerations, which establish the existence of a solution to (27)
with the boundary conditions (17,31b) let us focus on the key part of the solution (32) for i, by
taking into account the powers of 7 relevant to the inviscid and Stokes solutions

~ 0 A~ 56
¥ (7, 0) = Ry(F)cos 3 + COF2 cos 5 (39)

respectfully, from which we can recover the asymptotics for 7 < !/2 and 7 > £'/2. In the Stokes
region, for ¥ « &!/2, we get Hy(¢) = C,/6 so that Ry = C;7°/?/6 and thus C© = —(C,/30. And in
the inviscid region, for 7 > ¢!/ (¢ — —o0), we arrive at

CiIn¢ Cielne In¥
o~ =GR~ =GR o (%), 0




052105-11 R. Krechetnikov Phys. Fluids 26, 052105 (2014)

where only the leading order term is shown since |¢ In g| > ¢ for ¢ < 1. Therefore, for 7 > ¢!/2,
the asymptotics of (39) reads

~ C ~ 0 , 56
w(7,9):—Tlslnarl/zcosz+C(‘)?5/zcos7, 41)

which determines the value of the constant C; = 2+/2/(¢In¢) and thus C© = —/2/(15¢ In¢).
Clearly, the first term dominates for '/> « 7 < |& Ing|!/?; note that the minimum of |e In |2 is at
e = e~!, so this defines a non-vanishing O(1) interval of applicability of the inviscid solution.

Of course, the above key part (39) of the solution (32) does not satisfy the boundary con-
ditions (17,31b) everywhere, which is due to the development of boundary layers, cf. Figure 4,
both near the impact plate—jet-like flow due to the no-slip boundary condition constructed in
Appendix A—and near the interface—ejecta-type behavior due to vanishing along-the-interface
velocity, which will be discussed in Sec. VI. However, because the boundary layers are thin for early
times, Eq. (39) gives areasonable approximation for the vertical (normal the interface) velocity, which
will be used in Sec. VIC. In order to get a solution uniformly valid both in the inviscid region and in the
boundary layers near the solid wall 6 = 7 and interface & = 0 one needs many ©,-modes (35). Note
that the boundary layer near the interface is determined by the following scaling near the interface:

F=067, 0=90, ¢/*y) =1, 8> y < 1; (42)

e.g., for 7 = O(1), the scaling (42) reduces to 6 = ¢!/ 0; in general, the boundary layer scales as
y = ¢&'2/8, i.e., its thickness becomes narrower with distance 7.

D. Pressure

The established value n = 5/2 in the Stokes limit makes sense since the corresponding pressure
p ~ 772 is consistent with the inviscid solution (19)—the pressure in the viscous region cannot be
more singular than in the inviscid region, cf. the left-hand side of (31a) and also the discussion in
Appendix B. Thus, the pressure scaling does not change between the viscous and inviscid regions and
should be the same in both regions. The general solution of (30) is of the form p(7, 8) = 72 7 (0),
with 7 (6) given by

(@) = Djcos(2—n)d + Dysin(2 —n)f, (43)

where n = 5/2, D; = 0, and D, will be determined Sec. VI. Notably, the pressure gradient is singular
as in the inviscid case, i.e., forces involved at the edge are infinite, which is due to the use of an
incompressible approximation—however, because of the infinitely small masses involved around
the singularity, the resulting velocities are finite v ~ 3/ and thus overall the physics makes sense
to the extent it can in the incompressible approximation.

E. Further observations

Finally, while here we constructed the solution assuming that the liquid wets the plate perfectly,
i.e., the contact angle is & = 0 as assumed in Sec. II, we would like to point out the existence of
non-singular solutions of the Stokes equation in the regions of angle span different from 7. This fact
is also known from the study of Moffatt>> and here would physically imply that the contact angle
between the liquid and the solid is different from zero so that the boundary conditions (31) would
be prescribed at some 6 # 0 as opposed to & = 0 required by the Kutta-Joukowsky condition used
in previous studies.?>*~37 Physically, this is possible since in the Stokes region a fluid is inertialess
as opposed to the reasoning behind the justification for applying the Kutta-Joukowsky condition
implicitly based on fluid inertia.

From the constructed solution, it follows that the velocity field is time-independent in the Stokes
region after we revert to the unscaled (physical) variables:

v~ 2 (44)
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Given the power exponent 3/2 of the velocity field, we are now in a position to address the question as
to when the nonlinear inertia terms become important. As follows from equation (24), by comparing
the linear and nonlinear inertia terms, the corresponding critical time scales as 7. ~ 72, which
means that for small times near the edge, ¥ < 1, this critical time is large and thus our short time
analysis is justifiably governed by linear equations (27). In summary, we determined the existence of
a uniformly valid self-similar solution (34) spanning from the Stokes to the inviscid flow regions—
this, however, is not a surprise as, based on the dimensional analysis, in the neighborhood of the
edge there is no independent length scale as /,/] < 1, where [, = /vt is the viscous length scale.

VI. EJECTA
A. Inviscid solution

Given the above understanding of the velocity and pressure fields, we are now in a position to
deduce the dynamics of ejecta at early times in the inviscid region. This outer (inviscid) solution
corresponds to € = 0 in (31) thus yielding

v
—F = — Rhr+Th=]. 45
—P= o 20+ Thi) (45a)
17 1Toy oy
] LA A e (45)
2t r|dr 06

where only the underlined terms survive at the leading order. Since the velocity of the interface must
be equal to that of the fluid, we require i(z, 7) = t/*A(F), so that the underlined terms in (45b) are
balanced:

p=0, (46a)
I~ 1._~ 10y
Gl o LW (46b)
4 2 r or

which implies that at the leading order the pressure vanishes, p = 0, which makes sense as the
interfacial departures are small and therefore capillary pressure contributes negligibly; also the
leading order £ is determined by Eg\. (46b). Given the solution for the inviscid velocity field (14),

the free interface solution scales as 4 ~ 7~3/2, which in the physical space reads
ho~tr—/2 (47)

i.e., it tends to zero as t — 0, as it should be, but develops a singularity for » — 0 and ¢ > 0 consistent
with the previous finding.*

There are three key observations to make. First, we showed the self-similar nature of / in the
inviscid region provided

> 2 we2, (48)

i.e., under this condition we can neglect the capillary pressure terms in (45a), which follows from
(45a) after linearization of the pressure term, ply_, ) = Plo=o + Polo—o - A(t,7) + .... Second,
it is clear that one cannot match the interface in the self-similar inviscid approximation to the
Kutta-Joukowsky condition as & — oo for r — 0 for # > 0 based on the result (47). Third, one
needs to reconcile previous uses of Yakimov’s scaling!®-3%-34-3¢ and the implications of the present
work. Despite the difference between Yakimov’s scaling (20) and the one deduced here (23), it is
remarkable that the scaling for the free surface profile (47) is consistent with what Yakimov’s scaling
(20) would predict at the free surface even though (47) was arrived at without Yakimov’s scaling.
Namely, (47) gives y ~ t x~/? for the interface shape and since both spatial coordinates are equivalent
near the edge x ~ y, then x, y ~ ¥ as per (20). However, this does not mean that Yakimov’s scaling
is appropriate for scaling the NSEs as shown in Sec. IV, in particular because in the limit t — 0 it
does not allow one to recover the inviscid solution (4) constructed by complex variable analysis. In
fact, while Yakimov'® came up with his scaling based on the dimensional analysis,> it was shown
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later*>3 that the choice of Yakimov’s scaling can also be seen as dictated by the nonlinearity of the

interfacial boundary condition and the condition (5) near the edge, i.e., based on a different argument.
Therefore, according to the physics of the problem at early times discussed in the Introduction, when
nonlinearity is not important the scaling does not have to comply with the restriction imposed by
nonlinearity (though the condition (5) is still respected) thus allowing one to properly account for
the viscous effects and the limit # — 0 as done in the present study with the help of the scaling (23).
In this context, it is worth mentioning how Yakimov’s scaling was tested in the literature. The
self-similar solution from the work of Iafrati and Korobkin,*?> derived based on Yakimov’s scaling
and constructed numerically, was later compared®:3® to fully-nonlinear potential flow numerical
simulations and tested based on the predictions for the free surface shape as well as for the pressure
distribution on the plate. Also, Iafrati and Korobkin®® compared short time history of the impacting
disk velocity to the experiments by Glasheen and McMahon.>® And, finally, Peters et al.** compared
numerical solution of the full (non-scaled) potential problem to the analytical solution at t = 0,
though both solutions were constructed without recourse to Yakimov’s scaling (20). In none of the
above works, the Yakimov self-similarity of the velocity field was verified in the bulk, which can be
understood based on the fact that the leading order solution for the velocity field is time-independent
for short times right after the impact. Indeed, the new scaling (23) for |r| > ¢!/271/2, i.e., outside
the viscous boundary layer, gives (5), which is consistent with what Yakimov’s scaling (20) predicts
in the far field*> and thus both scalings (20) and (23) give the leading order term independent of
time v(¢, x, y) — vo(x, y) as t — 0, where vo(x, y) is given by (15). Despite that the leading order
term vo(x, y) is time-independent, the leading order non-zero term of the interface elevation (47) is
time-dependent. In addition, one must point out that in all the above mentioned works the singularity
at + — 0 was not resolved since all the constructed numerical solutions apply for times ¢ > #H > 0
with some finite #y. In contrast, the analytical solution constructed in the present work, valid for
early times when the plate displacement can be neglected as it was done in the work of lafrati and
Korobkin,*? resolves both singularities near the edge r — 0 and as t — 0. In summary, despite
the difference in the scalings (20) and (23), the new scaling (23) is consistent with what Yakimov’s
scaling predicts in the far field and at the interface in the inviscid region as explained above.

B. Stokes solution

Next let us consider the Stokes approximation. To demonstrate the self-similar nature of 4, note
that the leading order terms in (31) are as shown underlined

. &1~ ~ /4 -
-p+= (:% - W?e) = — [2hz +7 h], (492)
r\r We

e 1~ 1~ ~
=y <?—,2%9 + =¥ — W) =0, (49b)

=~ —3/4

he— = “hp=—"—
2T r

[V hy + 7). (49¢)

The normal dynamic condition (49a) indicates that the right-hand-side term O(z ") is negligible
since we consider the solution to leading order in time having self-similar structure, while the
pressure and the viscous normal stresses on the left-hand-side of (49a) balance each other—note
that the pressure § ~ 7/2 and ¥ ~ 72 in the viscous case—and thus determine the constant
Dy = —/2/In¢ in (43) via the linearization of 5 and J around 6 = O:

h=0, (50)
6=0

~ e (1~ ~
— Polo=o - h + = (;%9 - w?ee)

where we took into account that pl,_, = 0 and ®'(0) = 0 based on the knowledge of the solution
(38) with C¥ = 0. The determined leading order pressure, p = V217 e 7172 sin (0 /2) together
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FIG. 5. Delta-sequence §.(f) = —rYIne. Dirac delta-function 8p(¢) corresponds to € = 0.

with the scaling (23) gives the following formula for the pressure in the physical space
-1

t 0
p:pV0v2lmrl/2 Sinz, (51)

i.e., it is singular at + = 0, which is a consequence of the incompressible flow approximation.
This formula is nothing more, but the pressure from the classical potential flow solution (19) with
the only difference in that the Dirac delta function 8,(¢) is now replaced by the delta-sequence’’
8.(t)=—t"/In e, cf. Figure 5. Since the formula for pressure (51) applies to both viscous and inviscid
regions, then the pressure distribution in space is the same as from the potential flow solution,’® but
its sudden time-dependence &p(f) is smoothened by the viscosity producing 8.(¢) such that in the
limit of zero viscosity it converges to the Dirac delta-function:

liH(l) 8:(t) = ép(1). (52)

Hence, one must recover the inviscid potential solution (4) and the corresponding governing equation
(1) when taking the limit # — 0 in the Navier-Stokes equations in the weak topology sense, i.e., almost
everywhere except for the infinitely thin boundary layer, in the same way as the Euler equations
are recovered from the NSEs in the limit of zero viscosity.” Indeed, based on the definition of the
delta-sequence (and Delta-function) as a distribution®’

(ép(1), (1)) = ¢(0) (53)
for any test function ¢ € C3° (i.e., infinitely differentiable and with compact support) one finds
1 () h(t 1 2 b () — d(0 1 2@ 4 (0
be, ) = —— mdt = ——/ —¢( il )dt — —/ —¢( )dt, (54)
Ine ) t Ine ) t Ine ) t

where in the limit 7, ,(¢) — 0 as ¢ — 0 the first integral vanishes since ¢(¢) — ¢(0) = O(¢) and the
second integral gives

<i>(0)1 ()  ¢0) 1i1(8)
— n = In

Ine 7)) Ine 1) (55)

that is by appropriately choosing the interval of integration, t(¢)/t,(¢) = € as ¢ — 0, one proves that
our delta-sequence §.(¢) converges to the Dirac delta-function §p (%), since lin}) (8¢, ) = $(0). Note
E—>

that the asymmetry of the time interval (— (), t2(¢)) is consistent with the physical asymmetry
of the impact event in time. Finally, as follows from (51), the lower the viscosity, the more singular
the pressure, i.e., viscosity plays a “smoothening” role, which is natural as it introduces higher-order
derivative terms in (27). As is the case for any other self-similar solutions, e.g., the Jeffrey-Hamel
flow in a converging channel,*! the one constructed above is an idealization in the sense that real
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fluid properties (such as compressibility and finite non-zero surface tension) cannot support the
existence of the singularity and thus is valid for # > 0 only. However, as generally known,® self-
similar solutions are useful constructions which capture the flow structure “in large” and thus provide
reasonable approximations to observable flows away from singularities.

Since the normal and tangential interfacial conditions drop out from our consideration of the
ejecta evolution, its shape (F) is determined from the kinematic boundary condition balancing the
interface and fluid velocities:

17 T34

e 21 hy = 7

where we also linearized 1; around 6 = 0. If one neglects the nonlinear term 4 hy 1;99 in the above

equation, which is of higher order in time O(z '’?) as can be seen a posteriori, then from the knowledge

of  =cP/2, ¢ =—4C9, at 6 = 0 it follows that h = a(t)7/? with a(t) found from the linear
equation

[V + h by s ] (56)

da a S5c 57)
dr 4t 20
yielding a(t) = —% c /% In 7. The latter implies that
22
__ W2 724 Ing, (58)

3elne

i.e., h — 0as T — 0 in the self-similar variables (z, 7), but in the physical space & ~ r/? Int, which
makes sense for non-zero times, i.e., the limits # — 0 and r — 0 are distinguished here. Of course,
as In T becomes significant for short times, the nonlinear term in (56) “kicks in” and regularizes the
solution. A posteriori the above result proves the assumption made before (cf. Sec. II) that 7 hy < 1
for small 7. However, the interface curvature does not vanish as ¥ — 0, cf. (10)—the limits 7 — 0
and T — 0 are distinguished. This implies that for any ¢ > 0, no matter how small, the nontrivial
pressure and normal viscous stresses for 7 > 0 curve the interface and are balanced by the capillary
pressure in the non-self-similar subregion.

C. General solution and further observations

Given the knowledge of the time-dependence of % in self-similar variables, we can comment on
the validity of the self-similar solution in the presence of surface tension based on equation (49a).
Namely, the capillary pressure term on the right-hand side of (49a) is negligible over the same
distances as defined by (48) obtained in the inviscid approximation—one can arrive at this condition
by performing the same type of analysis as for (48). Since we are working with small times and
in the case of large Weber numbers, this sets the region of validity of the self-similar solution. For
smaller 7’s the solution is not self-similar in all variables, 1/7, D, and &, and should encompass both
viscous and surface tension effects.

Construction of the solution for the interfacial slope h(t, F) at early times, which is valid both
in the viscous and inviscid regions amounts to solving Eq. (56) for A(z, r) with the determined
velocity field (39) and with the boundary condition A(z, 0) = 0 in view of the assumed zero angle
at which the ejecta meets the plate (Sec. IT) and the initial condition &(0,7) = 0. This results in
a uniformly valid solution matching the Stokes (58) and inviscid (47) scalings shown in Figure 6,
where the locations of the highest ejecta elevation y = rsin & 2 r h and velocity (xl2 + y,z) 2 rh t
in the Cartesian frame of reference are indicated by filled circles and correspond to the points where
h + rh, = 0. In summary, in self-similar variables, different parts of & evolve on different time
scales:

inviscid : h ~ t/4F312 T 612 (59a)

Stokes : h ~ /4 Int 72, ¥« £!/2, (59b)

i.e., the time growth of # is different in the inviscid and viscous regions.
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FIG. 6. Ejecta evolution § = h(z, 7) in the self-similar variables (z, 7) for ¢ = 10~4. Filled circles denote the locations of
the highest ejecta elevation and velocity in the Cartesian coordinates.

To illustrate that the above general theory works at early times, let us consider a concrete
example. Suppose [ = 1072m, Vy = I m/s, v = 107°m?/s, and o = 7.2 x 1072 N/m which gives
Reg = 10* (¢ =2 x 107*) and We = 1.4 x 10°. According to the presented analysis, we get the
peak of the ejecta to be 7 = O(107!) and located at 7 = O(1072), which at the time t = 107" s
(translating into T = 0(107%)) corresponds to 7 = O(1073)mm and the physical ejecta height
7 sinh = O(10~*) mm, i.e., the ejecta deflection from the horizontal is not yet substantial on this
time scale as opposed to the prediction from the classical potential flow solution. Also, one can
distinguish three regions

inviscid : 7> /Vplte, (60a)
viscous : ¥ ~ /Vylte, (60b)
Stokes : ¥ < /Volte, (60c)

where the viscous length scaleis 7 ~ +/Vy [t & ~ 10~! mm for r = 1 ms.%! Finally, in order to neglect
surface tension, as done in the analysis of Sec. VI, over the times < 1 ms, cf. Eq. (48), we need

_ o? s
7> t——— = 107" mm, (61)
p=Vs

which is clearly satisfied even in the Stokes region.

VIl. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we presented the analysis of the early time evolution of ejecta in the water
impact problem, which turns to be a singular perturbation problem described by linear equations.
The self-similar solution for the velocity field is expressed analytically in terms of the confluent
hypergeometric functions. It transpires that the viscosity effects contribute to the solution at leading
order due to the singular perturbation nature of the problem. In the course of construction of
the solution, first the standard assumptions for the existence of the inviscid approximation are
revisited, which clarifies the previously known interpretation of the self-similarity of this inviscid
solution near the plate edge. Second, the new scaling (23) of the structure of the solution near the
plate edge is determined, with the help of which the viscous solution near the edge is constructed
analytically and proves to be self-similar and uniformly valid in between the Stokes, v ~ r3/2,
and inviscid, v ~ r!/2, regions. This new self-similar solution allows us to determine the early
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time-evolution of the ejecta with the asymptotics in the Stokes, A(r, ) ~ r21n¢, and inviscid,
h(t, r) ~ tr=372, regions and also to reveal the ad hoc nature of the Kutta-Joukowsky condition used
in previous studies. Altogether, the constructed here analytical solution resolves both “¢ — 0 and
“r — 07 singularities in the classical pressure-impulse theory. At the philosophical level, the present
study validates, in the viscous approximation, the assumption built into the Wagner’s model® that
the dependence of the flow on time follows a law of similarity with the free boundary of the fluid
continuously expanding away from the solid surface.

Open questions requiring further study include construction of a uniformly valid non-self-
similar solution on the scales ¥ < 7!/2 We™2, and resolution of the infinite pressure gradients by
performing the analysis in the compressible liquid case. To extend the analysis to later times, it might
help to construct next order (in time) asymptotic approximations and thus to account for a nonlinear
evolution of the ejecta.

One must note that ejecta naturally occurs not only in the solid-liquid impacts, but also in the
liquid-liquid impact such as the drop splash problem.'> 6% Predicting the ejecta properties at early
times in the latter problem is instrumental for analyzing the instability responsible for the crown
formation.®®% In the inviscid analysis,** using mass, momenta, and energy conservation in the
control volume approximation (i.e., neglecting the details of the flow, but taking into account all
these conservation laws in the integral sense) along with some geometric constraints, it was shown
that the evolution of ejecta at early times obeys 6, ~ /2, v, ~ 6,, and h, ~ 6? for the ejecta angle,
velocity, and thickness, respectively, which is consistent with the fact that any materialistic ejecta
cannot have infinite speed as ¢+ — 0 and, on the contrary, should start from rest. Because in this
case the heavier fluid is accelerating into the lighter one, the linear stability analysis of liquid sheet
edges® % shows that an instability must first appear at the acceleration stage via the Richmyer-
Meshkov mechanism. Understanding how ejecta evolution is affected by viscosity is crucial for
accurate prediction of the crown structure in the drop splash problem in the same vein as the present
study showed the importance of viscosity in the water impact problem.
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APPENDIX A: STRUCTURE OF THE WALL JET

The inviscid solution discussed in the Introduction and Sec. III defines the “outer” solution. The
idea is to find its “viscous” substructure close to the plate—the viscous jet under the plate, which
should “extend” the viscous effects to the ejecta. Thus, as a first step towards understanding the
origin of ejecta, recall that upon the impact a wall jet®’ is driven by the pressure gradient between
the high pressure region beneath the plate center and the low pressure region outside the plate
IT=—pol=+0, ¢ = Reflz): thus the jet propagates from the plate center toward the edges. As
follows from (14), the x-velocity distribution near the plate, i.e., for y < x and away from edges, is
given by

u="Vp +00?), (AD

X
/12 _ 32
where the leading order part will be denoted by U(x).

In the Cartesian (x, y')-coordinates in the frame of reference moving with the plate, y' = y + Vy ¢,
the boundary layer approximation for small times right after the impact reads

ou Y ou 1 n 3%u (A2a)
— — = —— Dy V—-or, a
ar T 0%y T T pPrTVan
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+0
/ pdt = pVo/ 12 — x2 =11, (A2b)
-0

where the presence of the additional convective term Vj du/dy is due to the fact that in the moving
frame of reference observation of the time-rate of change of u depends on Vj, since u is a function of y.
The condition (A2b) states that the boundary layer is driven impulsively by the pressure distribution
near the lower surface of the plate, I[1 = —p ¢|; = +0. Also, we neglected the nonlinear inertia terms
following the argument in Sec. IV,% so that the equation is essentially of the heat (parabolic) type
with an impulsive driving term, —p,/p. The appropriate boundary conditions are the no-slip at the
wall, y = 0: u = 0, and the matching condition to the inviscid solution, yY — —oo: u — U(x) given
by (Al). The boundary layer approximation formally fails near the edge, cf. region 3 in Figure 4,
and similar to the flow around the leading edge of a flat plate*®*’ is not matchable to the Stokes
solution.

Equation (A2) is amenable to analysis with the Laplace transform in the time variable, L(u) =
) = 0+°° u(t) e~*" dt, producing

(t,x,y) = U(x) [1 L Yo% /re‘;g’ef 132 dt} (A3)
u > 5 = v v vt s

Y 2/ vt 0
where we used the formula p~! dI1/dx = —U(x) for the pressure gradient from the inviscid approx-

imation. Expression (A3) tells us that for any fixed y > 0, no matter how small it is, as t — +0 we
have u — U(x), and as t — +o0, u — 0, which illustrates the O(1) time-dependence, e.g., in the
laboratory frame of reference V) = 0:

472 o
Ux) [1 n yl\/;e—*] s,

u(t,x,y) ~ (A%)
(D) =)
U@) 2L, 0«1

Note that, as opposed to the standard wall jet,>7" this jet is driven by the pressure gradient

between the high pressure region beneath the plate center and the low pressure region outside the
plate. As follows from (A3), its thickness grows as the viscous length scale I, = 4/v ¢, which is
analogous to the first Stokes problem,’”! and thus the vorticity generated due to the no-slip boundary
condition at the plate diffuses at the distance on the order of /,—this is the key fact learned from
the above analysis, which is used in Sec. IV. As follows from the discussion in Sec. V, the inviscid
solution is time-independent at leading order in time, and thus the leading order time-dependence
of the overall solution for short times comes from the boundary layer, cf. (A4). That is, the inviscid
solution is set everywhere at ¢t = +0 and for # > 0 it is modified by the diffusion of the boundary
layer (wall jet) into it.

APPENDIX B: GENERAL SOLUTION OF (27)

The solution to (27) can be constructed using separation of variables, 1Z(F, 0) = R(7) ©(),
where the function ®(#) should satisfy the no-slip boundary conditions at the plate

f=-7:0=0 =0, (B1)

and the tangential dynamic component (31b) of the free surface boundary conditions:
~ 1~ 1 ~
0=0: —VYw+ ?//F‘f‘ ?—21%0:0- (B2)

Given the form of the solution 1}(7, 0) = R(r) ©(9), the dynamic tangential boundary condition
tells us that at & = 0 for R(F) = 7" either (a) n = 0, 2 with ®” = 0 and © being arbitrary or (b)
n # 0, 2 with the condition

0=0: 2-—n)n®+0" =0, (B3)

if, however, R(F) is a general non-polynomial function, then ® = ®” =0 at = 0.
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Problem (27) is clearly of singular perturbation type as the small parameter ¢ multiplies the
higher order derivative term. Singular behavior is also obvious from the form of the boundary
conditions (31) and the change in the boundary conditions on the plate (17) from viscous to inviscid
one in the limit ¢ — 0. Thus, one can think of the structure of the solution to (27) in terms of inner and
outer solutions. The inner solution corresponds to 7 = O(e'/?). However, in view of the linearity of
the problem (27), we can construct its exact general solution valid for all 7 and thus we will deal with
the problem in the original (unscaled) variables (27). Separation of variables f (7, 0) = R f(F) Or(0)
produces

" 2 ~2 p/ ~ 72 / 3?2 2
Of + B0, =0, PRI +F 1+ — | Ry + (5 — B ) Ry =0. (B4)

While the relevant solution of the first of these equations is @(0) = AP + Be=PY with B > 0, the
second one can be analyzed via the change of variables R ;(7) = & kn@E)with & =72 and k = £8/2;
with further rescaling £ = —2 ¢ ¢, we arrive at the Kummer’s equation:>!-7?

(" +Mb—-0)n —an=0, whereb=1+2k, a = §<§+2k>, (BS)

the solution of which is given in terms of confluent hypergeometric functions’? of the first M (a, b, )
and second U(a, b, ¢) kinds, ny(¢) = Ci M (a, b, o)+ Cyu Ur(a, b, ¢), corresponding to two dif-
ferent ky , = £/2.

Now, let us make a few preliminary observations, which will facilitate further construction of
the solution. First, observe that due to the fractional exponent n = 1/2 in the inviscid solution (14),
the corresponding solution in the Stokes region satisfying (B1) and (B3), should be also determined
with fractional n:"*

n— % €Z: ®B)=Ci[ncos(2—n)d —(n—2) cosnf]+ C, [sinnh + sin(2 —n)d], (B6)

so that both inviscid and Stokes solutions can be matched through the general viscous solution. The
lowest possible values of n > 1, i.e., leading to a non-singular velocity field, are 3/2 and 5/2. The
value 3/2 would lead to a singular A(#, ) as one can observe from (31c) and thus should be excluded.
Therefore, the lowest possible value is 5/2 which makes sense as it balances J ~ 71/2 and 9 ~ 7/2
in the normal dynamic boundary condition (31a). In summary, in terms of the function f the leading
order solution for ¥ — oo is f ~ 72, which implies that ¥ ~ 7!/ as it should be in the inviscid
region (14) and, as7 — 0, f ~ 712 50 that 1’/7 ~ 7/2 in the Stokes flow region.

In order to select the proper solution to (27), note that based on the knowledge of the inviscid
(14) solution, the dominant asymptotics should be R; ~ 72, From the analysis of the asymp-
totics of the general solutions 1;(¢) for ¥ < /% (Stokes) and 7 >> ¢!/? (inviscid), we find that
the confluent hypergeometric function of the first kind M (@, b, ¢) has the following asymptotic
behavior:

Fxell?: M(ﬁ,E,;):H%g = Ry ~7*, (B7a)

~ PPN NG s a3 ~

7> &2 M@, b, ;):A(—)A(—;) “nFm = R ~F2 (B7b)
'k -2a)

while asymptotics of the confluent hypergeometric function of the second kind can be determined
from its general form

~ M@,b, ~M(+a—b,2—b,
U@h.o)= .”A{ @b __ppMUta—b 2 ”}, (BS)
sinth [T'(A+a—b)'(b) INDINCEN))
thus yielding
7« e U@, b, ¢)~sing(F*, 1) = Ry~ sing(1,7), (B9a)

el U@ b o)~ (—0) 0 ~7 G o R~ T2 (B9b)
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where sing-function chooses the most singular of its two arguments. Recall that k = /2. Since
the lowest value of 8 is Bg = 1/2 and, as will be shown later, 8,, = Bo + m, m € N we can exclude
negative values of 8 = —p,, due to the required asymptotics of Ry ~ 7'/? at ¥ < ¢!/2. Also, the
confluent hypergeometric function of the second kind U (a, b, ¢) is not relevant as its asymptotics
for 7 < &!/2 gives the leading order term R, ~ 7° as opposed to the necessary R, ~ 71/2.

Thus, the general solution for f valid both in the viscous and inviscid regions involves only
M@, b, ’)= M, b, ) corresponding to k = /2 and reads

Ry =7* M (=7%/(2¢)), so that f(7,0) = C; © ;(0)7** M (—F*/(2¢)) , (B10)

and the stream-function 1/7(?, ¢) is constructed from the solution of the Poisson equation (27b) by
separation of variables, i.e., a particular solution can be found by assuming (7, ) = R(F) ©(6),
so that for f = R;(7) © (0) we get

2R O,0) T d<~dR> 1 d&’0

= ()L 1T B11
RG) 00  rO&\ &) e B1D)

Clearly, for separation of variables we require ®"/@ = —p? and OA0) = O(0), which leads to the
inhomogeneous Euler equation for R(F):

pd R + PR B*R =FP2R;(F), Ry = C1 7" M (—7/(2¢)) (B12)
& dF S ’

the solution of which can be constructed by variation of constants. Namely, let us look for a solution
in the form R(7) = 7P*2H(¢), so that it obeys

(PH” +(B+3)¢H + (B + DH = (C,/4M@, b, ¢). (B13)

The homogenous part of this equation admits two linearly independent solutions, /;(¢) = ¢~ and
hy(¢) = ¢~U+P) so that a particular solution of the above equation can be sought in the form
H(¢) = A(¢)hy + B(¢)hy, which gives

HEO) = 1 [;—‘ / M@5,5)dg — ¢ / P M@,b,%) dc} : (B14)
0 0
As a result, a general solution of the inhomogeneous part of the problem (27b) reads
o0
Vp(F.0) =Y (A cos B + By sin f,0) Ry (7). (B15)
m=0

where R,,(7) =7P*2H, (¢) and H,,(¢) = H(¢, B.) correspond to the value B, = Bo + m,
Bo = 1/2.

The solution (B15) together with a general solution of the homogeneous (harmonic) part of the
Poisson equation (27b) in polar coordinates,”

+00
U@ 0) = > 72 {C,cos (n+ L) 0+ D,sin (n + 1) 6}, (B16)

n=—0oo

gives the solution uniformly valid in both viscous and inviscid regions:

UG 0)=Vp+ Vi =Y (Ancos B + By sin B,0) Ry ()
m=0

(B17)
+00
£ Y P {Ccos (a4 4) 04 Dysin(n 4 1) 6).

n=—0oQ
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w/law  Viiz  wflsw w/Th
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1/3
v ver\" "
r</s~=rnadr=<|5-= =ry=\— ,
3:(1) LHQ) "o
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