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Abstract

An analysis is carried out for the ghost fluid method (GFM) based algorithm as applied to the gas—water
Riemann problems, which can be construed as two single-medium GFM Riemann problems. It is found that the
inability to provide correct and consistent Riemann waves in the respective real fluids by these two GFM Riemann
problems may lead to inaccurate numerical results. Based on this finding, two conditions are suggested and imposed
for the ghost fluid status in order to ensure that correct and consistent Riemann waves are provided in the respective
real fluids during the numerical decomposition of the singularity. Using these two conditions to analyse some of the
existing GFM-based algorithms such as the original GFM [J. Comput. Phys. 152 (1999) 457], the new version GFM
[J. Comput. Phys. 166 (2001) 1; J. Comput. Phys. 175 (2002) 200] and the modified GFM (MGFM) [J. Comput.
Phys. 190 (2003) 651], it is found that there are ranges of conditions for each type of solution where either the orig-
inal GFM or the new version GFM or both are unable to provide correct or consistent Riemann waves in one of
the real fluids. Within these ranges, examples can be found such that either the original GFM or the new version
GFM or both are unable to provide accurate results. The MGFM is also found to encounter difficulties when
applied to nearly cavitating flow. Various examples are presented to demonstrate the conclusions obtained. The
MGFM with proposed modification when applied to nearly cavitating flow is then found to be quite robust and
can provide relatively reasonable results.
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1. Introduction

In general, conservative Eulerian algorithms such as those based on high-resolution conservative
schemes like TVD or ENO perform very well when applied to single-medium compressible flows. However,
when such an algorithm is employed to solve multi-medium or multi-phase compressible flows, numerical
inaccuracies usually occur at the material interfaces due to “the loss of pressure-invariance property in dis-
cretization” [24]. Various techniques have been developed to try to overcome these difficulties like Lar-
routurou [17], Karni [15], Abgrall [1], Jenny et al. [14], Cocchi and Saurel [7], and Liu et al. [18,19], to
name a few. Among them, some of the resultant algorithms may not maintain the conservative property
[7,15,18] in the process of enforcing boundary conditions at the moving material interface so as to better
suppress any undesired numerical oscillations. Recent work by van Brummelen and Koren [24] has shown
that the numerical oscillation may not be an inherent characteristics of a conservative method when em-
ployed for multi-medium flow. In their work, a non-oscillatory conservative method has been developed
by defining a compound equation of state for barotropic two-fluid flow to maintain the pressure-invariance
property across the interface. The efficiency of this method for flows with more complex equation of state,
however, has yet to be verified.

A recently developed method called the ghost fluid method (GFM) by Fedkiw et al. [12] has provided
another flexible way to treat the multi-medium flows. The main appealing features of the GFM are its sim-
plicity, easy extension to multi-dimensions and maintenance of a sharp interface without smearing. The
GFM makes the interface “invisible” during computations and the computations are carried out as for
a single-medium manner such that its extension to multi-dimensions becomes fairly straightforward. Since
only single-fluid flux formulations are required to make a GFM workable, the GFM is easily employed for
two fluids of vastly different types such as a compressible-incompressible or viscous-inviscid two-fluid flow
[5]- Simple variants of the original GFM [12] and applications can also be found in [2,16]. Recently, efforts
have also been made to develop a conservative GFM as done in [10,21].

On the other hand, it is the manner of treatment of the single medium across the interface in the GFM
that may cause numerical inaccuracy when there is a strong shock wave interacting with the interface [20].
This is because the pattern of shock refraction at a material interface and the resultant interfacial status
depend highly on material properties on both sides of the interface. In such a situation, the real fluid pres-
sure and velocity at the location of ghost points cannot be just readily assumed to be the ghost fluid pres-
sure and velocity. Reasonable ghost fluid pressure and velocity and thus isobaric value [11] have to be
formulated. This has led to the development of a modified GFM (henceforth called MGFM for case of ref-
erence) with a predicted ghost fluid status by Liu et al. [20]. Similar work of using an exact Riemann prob-
lem solver to construct the ghost fluid state in the whole computational domain can also be found in [3,4].

On applying the GFM [12] to the gas—water flows, special difficulties such as the breakdown of compu-
tation [20] can be traced to the sensitivity of pressure to water density change due to the stiff EOS for water.
Fedkiw and co-workers [5,13], therefore, proposed an alternative way of constructing the ghost fluid status
by using the water medium to determine the interface velocity and the gas medium to provide for the inter-
face pressure. By extrapolating the pressure and velocity, respectively, from the gas and the water to deter-
mine the interfacial status, this new version GFM is then (partially) able to take into account the influence of
EOS (hereafter, this particular implementation is called the new version GFM for convenience of reference
in this work). This has led to a better performance of the latter in applications to gas—water flow [13]. On the
other hand, it is found that the latter implementation is not favourable/applicable to the gas—gas flow in con-
trast to the original GFM [12]. It would certainly be of great interest to provide insight into the fundamental
causes. Furthermore, one will find later in Section 4 that the new version GFM is also not sufficient for some
situations such as high-speed jet impacting. This may suggest that various procedures such as presented in
[2,5,12,13,16] to determine the interface status is not universally effective. The motivation of the present work
is, therefore, to analyse the underlying causes via observation that an incorrect or inconsistent Riemann
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wave provided by the GFM Riemann problems in the respective real fluids is susceptible to numerical oscil-
lations. We then impose two conditions on the ghost fluid status such that the GFM Riemann problems are
able to provide the correct and consistent Riemann waves in the respective real fluids during the numerical
decomposition of the singularity. One will find that such conditions can help to identify the ranges of con-
ditions where the GFM based algorithm is unable to provide the correct or consistent Riemann waves in the
real fluids. The analysis is carried out primarily using the 1D gas-water Riemann problems.

The remaining text is arranged as follows. In Section 2, the 1D Euler equations are presented together
with the EOS for gases and water. Next, the 1D gas—water Riemann problem is discussed and conditions
for different types of solution are presented. In Section 3, the same gas—water Riemann problem discussed
in Section 2 is divided into two single-medium Riemann problems called the GFM Riemann problems with
one-sided ghost fluid status. Analysis is carried out for the two GFM Riemann problems to determine the
conditions for the appropriate ghost fluid status so that correct and consistent Riemann waves in the
respective real fluids can be provided by the GFM based algorithm. The analysis focuses on the original
GFM [12], the new version GFM [5,13] and the MGFM [20] and is carried out for each type of solution.
In this section, the MGFM developed in [20] is further modified to cater for nearly cavitating flow. In Sec-
tion 4, various challenging gas—water Riemann problems are constructed based on the analysis and condi-
tions developed in Section 3. A brief conclusion is given in Section 5.

2. The gas—water Riemann problem
2.1. 1D Euler equation

The 1D Euler equations of an initial-value Riemann problem can be written as
U  OF(U) U, x<x,
- =0, U= { U
o X > Xp,

2.1
ot Ox (2.1)
for an inviscid, non-heat-conducting compressible flow, where U = [p,pu,E]", F(U) = [pu,pu® + p,(E + p)u]",
p is the density, u is the velocity, p is the pressure and E is the total energy. U; and U, are two constant states
separated by the gas-water interface located at x, Hereafter, the subscripts “1” and ““r” indicate the flow
state on the left and right media, respectively, which can be either a gas or water medium. The total energy
is given as

E = pe + pu*/2, (2.2)

where e is the specific internal energy per mass. For closure of system, the EOS is required. The y-law used
for gases is

pe =p/(y—1). (2.3)
The Tait EOS employed for the water medium has the form [9],
p=Blp/po" =B+ 4, (2.4)

where N = 7.0, 4 = 1.0E5 Pa, B =3.0E8 Pa and p, = 1000.0 kg/m3 in this work. For the water flow, cavi-
tation can occur when pressure is lower than a critical level. With the appearance of cavitation, flow phase
transition occurs. A proper EOS in the cavitation region has yet to be successfully developed, which is uni-
versally accepted. As such, also, this is not within the scope of the present work.

The Tait EOS is independent of entropy and hence strictly the energy equation is not required for solving
the compressible water flow. To facilitate programming, however, an expression for the internal energy
associated with the Tait EOS can be developed as in [6,12,18]
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pe = (p+NB)/(N — 1), (2.5)

where B = B — A . In this way, one can directly apply the numerical solvers developed for the compressible
gas flow to the water medium.

2.2. Solution of the gas—water Riemann problem

In the absence of cavitation, the solution types of a gas—water Riemann problem are very similar to
those of a single gas Riemann problem and have been studied by Tang and Huang [22]. The solution in
general consists of four constant regions connected with three centred Riemann waves — a shock wave, a
rarefaction wave and a contact discontinuity. For ease of discussion and reference, we shall categorise the
solution into three types: Category I — a rarefaction wave and a shock wave connected by a contact dis-
continuity; Category II — double shock waves connected by a contact discontinuity; Category I1I — dou-
ble rarefaction waves connected by a contact discontinuity. We are interested in the conditions that give
rise to solution belonging to Category I, IT or III. Such conditions will serve as guidelines for analysing
the GFM in Section 3. We shall further use a symbol like g|§’ to denote a particular type of the solution;
the upper two letters stand for the media on the respective left and right sides of the interface while the
lower two letters specify the non-linear Riemann waves in the associated media. The symbol, |y, means
that the gas (denoted by “G”) and the water (denoted by “W”’) are located in the respective left and right
sides of the interface and that a left rarefaction wave (denoted by “R’’) and a right shock wave (denoted
by “S”’) are generated in the respective gas and water media after the diaphragm is removed. If “R” or
“S” is replaced by “—”°, it means that there is no Riemann wave in that medium under special initial
conditions. The discussions and conclusions to be reached below are obtained under the assumption that
pressure is increased across a shock front while it is decreased through a rarefaction wave fan. The de-
tailed derivation is omitted, as the analysis is very similar to that done for a perfect gas Riemann prob-
lem and available in [23]. We shall further assume that the gas is located on the left while the water is on
the right for the following analysis.

For Category I, we have Conclusions 2.1 and 2.2 depending on the initial flow status on the left and right
sides of the interface.

Conclusion 2.1. If the initial status of U, and U, satisfies the conditions of
=1
2 5 = = -\ —I/N
n>p, and —2 (%) 1| <u—u < B B 1—(;’—1> , (2.6)
Y= 1 1 PV Py r

N
Here, p = p+ B and c is the speed of sound for the gas. There are two special cases, ?|§V and RC’|\1V. It can
be deduced from (2.6) that

Conclusions 2.1a & 2.1b. If the initial status of U; and U, satisfies the conditions of

— = NESYY
n>p, and ul—ur_\/i;/;i—l 1-@) >0, (2.6a)

then the solution type is E}|;V, while if the initial status of Uy and U, satisfies the conditions of

then the solution type is §

y-1
2 5
p>p and w—u = . _011 [(p:) - 11 <0, (2.6b)

then the solution type is RCW\_V. The latter (2.6b) pertains to Conclusion 2.1b.
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Conclusion 2.2. If the initial status of U, and U, satisfies the conditions of

N-1

2 [ (5T

d —1
p<p; an N_1[<P>

then the solution type is $|y .

bp p/p—1 2.7)

o /T+p/p

<u —u <

Here f=2/(y — 1), t=(y + 1)/(y — 1) and ¢ represents the sound speed of water. The two special cases
re §‘|§V and §|\iv . For these two special cases, we have the following conclusions:

Conclusions 2.2a & 2.2b. If the initial status of U and U, satisfies the conditions of

ﬁpl pr/pl (27&)

P V 1 +Tpr/pl

then the solution type is g | while if the initial status of Uy and U, satisfies the conditions of

N-1
2—r N
p<p, and ul—ur:Nil l@) —1] <0, (2.7b)

then the solution type is S’|¥. The latter (2.7b) pertains to Conclusion 2.2b.

p<p and u —u, =

For Category II, we have Conclusion 2.3:

Conclusion 2.3. If the initial status of U, and U, satisfies the conditions of

— = —1/N
n>p. and ul—ur>\/§ %—1 1— (ﬁl) >0, (2.8a)

or conditions of

pl \/1+Tpr/pl

n<p, and w—u; >

then the solution type is S|y .
For Category 111, we have Conclusion 2.4:

Conclusion 2.4. If the initial status of Uy and U, satisfies the conditions of

y=1
201 2Erkcr 2C1 K
d ———— —u; =] -1 0, 2.9
p>p. an — o< u<y_1[<pl) 1< (2.9a)
or conditions of
N-1
2¢ 2¢.ke 2¢, A%
d - — —u, -1 0, 2.9b
p<p. an - N71<u1 u<N1[(‘Ur < (2.9b)

then the solution type is R|R

Here k. = [1 — (B/p,) ™ = ] It should be noted that for Conclusion 2.4, the water cavitation pressure (i.e.
the critical pressure) is assumed to be zero. Under this assumption, we have
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Conclusion 2.4a. If the initial status of Uy and U, satisfies the conditions of
2¢1  2¢ike

y—1 N-I

then cavitation occurs [22].

u —uy < —

(2.10)

From Conclusions 2.1-2.4, one can easily deduce the following.
Conclusion 2.5. [f initially p, = p, is true, then the solution type is S|V, §|¥ or §|8 corresponding to u, = uy,
w < u, or w > uy, respectively. If initially wy = u, is true, the solution type belongs to Category I with a
rarefaction wave and a shock wave in the respective high and low pressure regions.

Conclusion 2.6.
If the solution type is R‘S , then u > max(u u) andp < p < p

1 1
If the solution type is § |R , then uy < min(u, ur) and p <p1 <pr
If the solution type is § |s then u, < up < uy and py > max(p,p,).
If the solution type is ¥ |R , then uy < uy < u, and py < min(py,p;).

Conclusions 2.5 and 2.6 are also true for single medium (gas—gas or water—water) Riemann problems for
each type of solution. (Such Conclusions are useful when we consider the ghost state for the GFM Riemann
problems in Section 3.)

Here u; and p; are the interfacial velocity and pressure after the decomposition of the initial singu-
larity. It can be shown that the conditions indicated in the respective Conclusions 2.1-2.4 are also
necessary. (If the water medium is assumed to be located on the left and the gas is on the right, similar
Conclusions as 2.1-2.6 can be derived for the conditions applicable and leading to the respective types
of solution.) The conclusions obtained in this section are summarised in Table 1 for convenience of
reference in Section 3.

As one of the GFM Riemann problems is a single gas Riemann problem and the other is a single liquid
Riemann problem, similar Conclusions of 2.1-2.4 for the single gas throughout Riemann problem or single
water throughout Riemann problem will be applied in Section 3. Below are summarised the equivalent
Conclusions of 2.1-2.4 for the single gas and single water Riemann problems in Tables 2 and 3, respectively;
these serve to facilitate the discussion in Section 3.

One may have noted that the conditions for providing each type of solution depend not only on the ini-
tial flow dynamic parameters (pressure and velocity) but also non-linearly on the material properties (EOS)
of both fluids. This implies that the influence from the material properties strictly have to be taken into
account during the numerical decomposition of the singularity at the interface. In other words, the ghost
fluid status generally has to take into account such influence in order that a GFM based algorithm can pro-
vide or enable accurate calculations.

3. The GFM on the gas—water Riemann problem

Physically, once the diaphragm separating the gas and the water is removed, the interface recovers to its
normal motion instantly, where the initial pressure and velocity discontinuities disappear simultaneously.
(Here, the normal motion means that the pressure and normal velocity are continuous across the interface.)
However, it takes a few or as many computational steps as necessary to reach this state numerically. It is
within the first few steps that numerical errors can cause inaccuracy or breakdown of computation. In the
first few steps, a GFM based algorithm essentially consists of solving two separate Riemann problems in
the two respective (single) medium with one-sided ghost fluid. One is in the gas medium with the initial
conditions of
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Table 1

Summary of Conclusions 2.1-2.6 for gas—water Riemann problems

Conclusion Solution type Conditions Equation
Category 1

2.1 E\g’ P> Dr %‘1] [(%) T 1} <wu—u < \/f;: /%_ 1,/1— (%:)—I/N (2.6)
2.1a oW P> D = \/g:, /a1 /1-@)" >0 (2.6a)
1

2.1b 4 P> e w— = ()5 1] <0 (2.6b)
22 N n<pe R )T <] <w - < 2.7)

2.2a Gw P<pe o —up = %l% >0 (2.7a)
2.2b oW PP w— = {(;L)* - 1] <0 (2.7b)

Category 11

23 Sls A>pn w—w > /B /BT - @)V 50 (2.82)

_ B _pe/mi—1 0 2.8b
p<pp, u—u > mm> (2.8b)
Category 111
GW 2 ke 2 N
24 g P> P —ﬁ—ﬁ<u1—ur<ﬁ[(ﬁ)?r—l]<0 (2.9a)
2q 2crker 2 [ (B \5
P<pe —E - <u—u < E[@)F 1] <0 (2.9b)
2.4a gIr w =y < — 28— Lo (2.10)
Initial constant pressure or velocity cases
2.5 s P1= P, W1 = Uy
w
RIR DV = Pr, U < Uy
w _
g‘s D1 = Pr, W > Uy
w -
Rls D\> Pr, U = Uy
w -
(S3‘R 171<[7rs Uy = Uy
Interfacial status
w
2.6 Rls u > max(uy,uy), pr <pr<pi
w .
SIR u < min(u,uy), pr < py <pe
W .
RIR <ty < Uy, pr < Min(pi,p,)
w
Sls Uy < up <, pr > max(py,pr)
U, x < Xy
) )
Uig =1, (3.1a)
U, x>x

and it solves from the grid point 1 on the left end to the ghost point(s). The other is in the water with the
initial conditions of

Uy, x < xop,
Ul = { 1 ", (3.1b)
U,, x>Xxp

CCy 99
%

and it solves from the ghost point(s) to the end point on the right. Here (and henceforth), indicates the
ghost fluid (status). We call these two single-medium Riemann problems, (3.1a) and (3.1b), the GFM Rie-
mann problems; this is to distinguish it from the Riemann problem (2.1) called the original Riemann problem.

In (3.1a) and (3.1b), the ghost fluid status is not specified. It seems that one has the freedom of choice to
construct the ghost fluid status such that the premise of keeping continuity of pressure and normal velocity
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Table 2
Summary of equivalent Conclusions 2.1-2.4 for gas—gas Riemann problems (and applicable for G-G* GFM Riemann problem in
Section 3)

Conclusion Solution type Conditions Equation
Category 1 i
2.1-gas g|g P> Prs 2%‘1 {(’% )T — 1] < —u < %\;ll/f—rrTT}p (2.6-gas)
R G|G o — [Bpe _p/pi—] -
2.1a-gas “ls P> Py W —Ur Y ey >0 (2.6a-gas)
=1
2.1b-gas |G PSP =2 [(%)z—v - 1] <0 (2.6b-gas)
. =t .
2.2-gas g3 p < pr, % {(%) 7 — 1] <up—uyp < %;ﬁ%‘pﬁ (2.7-gas)
R G|G o — B _p/p—1 -
2.2a-gas SI2 P <pp U — U PR rerwr >0 (2.7a-gas)
-1
2.2b-gas S PP w—u =25 [@)7 —1] <0 (2.7b-gas)
Category 11
- gls > e npcl o
2.3-gas Sls n>p wm—ur >/ Ty >0 (2.8a-gas)

_ bp_p/m—1 -
p<p, w—u >/ W re >0 (2.8b-gas)

Category 111

2.4-gas g g’ P> Prs 772_0'1 — 1/‘2:"1 <u—u < % {(‘1’7;)’;[ - l} <0 (2.9a-gas)
P<Po —i - <w—u <25 {(j,%)% - 1} <0 (2.9b-gas)
2.4a-gas ¢ RG U —uy < — ’2_#‘1 - ,% (2.10-gas)

across the interface is assured. This is not necessarily correct. As discussed above, the solution of a Rie-
mann problem is related to not only the dynamic parameters such as pressure and velocity but also the ther-
mal parameters such as temperature or entropy and the material properties in the EOS. In the singularity
decomposition, the material properties play a very important role to determine the final interfacial dynamic
parameters and entropy as discussed in Section 2. The conditions suggested and imposed on the ghost fluid
status to be presented below in Section 3.1 for ensuring a successful GFM based algorithm are useful and
can help to explain the efficiency and limitation for the GFM presented in [2,12,13,16] in particular, or may
be employed to analyse other GFM based algorithm. The analysis is focused on the very earlier few steps of
computation, especially the first two steps. It is these very earlier few steps that crucially determine whether
the singularity is correctly decomposed.

3.1. An observation

From the observation shown in [20], an incorrect or inconsistent Riemann wave provided by one or
both of the GFM Riemann problems in the respective real fluids may lead to inaccurate results pro-
vided by a GFM based method during the numerical decomposition of the singularity. Thus, under
the imposition of continuity of pressure and velocity across the interface, we further propose/suggest
that if the two GFM Riemann problems can provide consistent and correct Riemann waves in the
respective real fluids during the numerical decomposition of the singularity, the GFM based algorithm
should be able to generate acceptable results. Based on this suggestion and requiring that consistent
Riemann waves be provided by the two GFM Riemann problems in the real fluids during the decom-
position of the singularity, the following two conditions have to be satisfied and imposed on the ghost
fluid status.
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Table 3
Summary of equivalent Conclusions 2.1-2.4 for water—water Riemann problems and applicable for W*-W GFM Riemann problem in
Section 3)

Conclusion Solution type Conditions Equation

s e (G 1 <umw s W RETISQTT e6vaen
2.1a-water Wiy pL> P W — U= \/f-’, /ﬁl 14/1 - (;i:)*l/N >0 (2.6a-water)

Category 1
2.1-water

2.1b-water W PSP -t = 2 [(%)z— - 1} <0 (2.6b-water)
2.2-water vy p<Po 2 {(% )= — ] <u—u < \/’Zi, /”r &) “UN (2.7-water)
2.2a-water v pL<p, w—ur = \/‘pzh fe—1 /1= &) >0 (2.7a-water)
2.2b-water v PI<Pr W — =2 [(%)% — 1} <0 (2.7b-water)
Category 11

2.3-water vy D> Py W — U > \/L /g —1,/1= @)*UN >0 (2.8a-water)
D < Dpy U — U > \/"’T1 /’p’1 m N (2.8b-water)

Category 111

2.4-water 4N P>y, — ke Tke oy oy < 200 {(1:7;)\’_7\1 - 1] <0 (2.9a-water)
P <P 7% — 2“]‘“ <y —up < {(%)\’_;1 — 1] <0 (2.9b-water)
2.4a-water N up — vy < — ke Foker g — (] — (B/p) ™) (2.10-water)

Condition (I): the Riemann wave in the real fluid side for both GFM Riemann problems is initially consist-
ent with that for the same side as for the original Riemann problem.

Condition (II): the new Riemann problem formed from the GFM computation maintains the same type of
solution as that for the original Riemann problem during the decomposition of the singularity. In other
words, Condition (I) is maintained after the first step of computation.

We shall impose these two Conditions on the ghost fluid status and then analyse and determine if these
are satisfied for the various existing GFM based methods. One will then base on these two conditions to
identify some of the range of conditions, where the existing GFM based algorithms are unable to provide
correct and consistent Riemann waves in the real fluids and thus may lead to inaccurate results.

After the first step of computation, the results from the GFM computation form a new Riemann prob-
lem at the interface. The new Riemann problem may not maintain the same type of solution as that for the
original Riemann problem due to the inaccurate boundary treatment at the interface. The imposition of
Condition (II) ensures that a correct Riemann wave is always generated in the respective real fluids. As
a result, the satisfying of Conditions (I) and (II) can ensure that the Riemann wave in the respective real
fluids provided by the GFM Riemann problems is always consistent with that of the original Riemann
problem during the numerical decomposition of the singularity.

The imposition of Condition (II) is strictly the adherence of Condition (I) at the first few steps of com-
putation. It is not so straightforward to state the criterion for the enforcement of Condition (II) since the
computation would involve the numerical scheme. Also, the status of the interface conditions according to
(3.1a) for the gaseous side and (3.1b) for the water phase have some bearings on Condition (II). In this
work, we suggest a possible means where analysis of the above-mentioned two interfacial states can serve
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as a reasonable proxy on whether Condition (II) is likely to be satisfied. If the interfacial states according to
(3.1a) and (3.1b) for the pressure and velocity are sufficiently close, it should lead to Condition (IT) being
fulfilled under the prior satisfaction of Condition (I). The increasing divergence of the interfacial states will
lead to increasing magnitude of errors introduced or eventual breakdown. In practice, the numerical
scheme selected with its accompanying (inherent) damping characteristics may mitigate the effect especially
when the initial conditions imposed are deemed to be not so critical.

Obviously, the incorporation of Conditions (I) and (IT) is dependent on the definition of the ghost fluid
status. Except for the MGFM developed by Liu et al. [20] and the GFM algorithm by Aslam [3,4], where
the Riemann solver is employed to define the ghost fluid status (globally for the latter while it is locally
applied near the interface for the former), the general procedures used to define the ghost fluid status as
found in the literature [2,5,12,13,16] are very similar to those presented in [5,12,13]. We, therefore, shall
focus our analysis on the original GFM [12], the new version GFM [5,13] and the MGFM [20] in this work;
the algorithm developed in [3,4] should be expected to give acceptable results under the tracking of both
material interface and shock front for the Riemann problems discussed.

In the discussion below, we first verify the applicability of Condition (I) according to the specific defini-
tion of the ghost fluid status for each type of solution. If Condition (I) is violated, Condition (II) will not be
further analysed as an incorrect Riemann wave is initially inherent and provided in one of the real fluids by
the associated GFM algorithm. If Condition (I) is fulfilled for both GFM Riemann problems, we next
check the satisfying of Condition (II) at the first step of calculation. This is done by ensuring that Condition
(I) is also satisfied by both GFM Riemann problems after the first step of computation. If either Condition
(I) or (IT) are violated by either of the GFM Riemann problems, an incorrect or inconsistent Riemann wave
is generated in the affected real fluid. As such, theoretically, errors will be incurred in computation although
these errors may be well limited depending on the numerical scheme used. In the range of conditions, where
either Condition (I) or (IT) is violated, corresponding examples will be given in Section 4 for the associated
GFM algorithm to illustrate the computed (inaccurate) results.

Before the detailed analysis, we first introduce two important inequalities which will be used in the com-
ing discussion. By using functional and inequality analysis, the two inequalities, (3.2) and (3.3), are held. If
P > po and poy > 0.5(y + 1)pog, then

— - _\ —1/N
p—o,/ﬁ—u/l—(pﬁ) ,/@41”/‘”"_1 . 3.2
\/,0—0; Do Do = Pog /1 + /Py 2

On the other hand, if po > p and p,, > %pog, then

2o [(p_)— . ] 2o Kp_)— . ] 6.3

Here, and pg,, are the respective gas and water densities at pressure pg; the subscripts “g”” and “w’” indi-
0g 0 0
cate “gas” and “water” media, respectively.

3.2. The original GFM on the gas—water Riemann problem: some analysis

In this subsection, we will discuss in detail the performance of the original GFM [12] for each solution
type. For the original GFM, we have p! = p,,u} = u;,p; = p; and uj = u;.

3.2.1. The solution type of (2.1) under consideration is g|§y
We first check the satisfaction of Condition (I) and find the range of conditions, where Condition (I) is
violated. For this type of solution, we have p; > p, from Conclusion 2.1. Condition (I) requires that the
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GFM Riemann problem (3.1a) “SHOULD” have a solution type of either \S or g ¥, while the GFM
Riemann problem (3. 1b) “SHOULD” have a solution type of either ¥ |§v or ¢ |S . On the other hand,
the solution types of G|R and W*\S are excluded by inequality (2.6) of Conclusmn 2.1. (That is, the respec-
tive necessary conditions, (2.9a-gas) and (2.8a-water), of generating |R and W*|s as shown in Tables 2 and
3 are applied and found to be inconsistent with inequality (2.6). Hereafter, similar equivalent Conclusions
2.1-2.4 for the single gas or water Riemann problem are applied in the discussion of the gaseous or water
GFM Riemann problem.) Thus, the only acceptable solution type for (3.1a) is R| , which leads to

—1
2, ()r bp. _pi/p —1
=) =l <u—u< — 2 3.4a
7=1 [ P 1 ' Pr 1+ /P, o

because of inequality (2.6-gas) in Table 2. It is easy to verify that inequality (2.6) and inequality (3.2) ensure
that inequality, (3.4a), is always true regardless. On the other hand, the admissible solution type for (3.1b)
can be either V|3 or ¥*| under the conditions given by inequality (2.6). In fact, if the flow initial condi-
tions satisfy the following inequality (3.4b) (which is also inequality (2.6-water) listed in Table 3)

2, (BT . P p\
! = —1<u—ur<\/_r S_14/1- Q» , 3.4b
N—-1 [(pl> ‘| 1 Pr V Py r ( )

the solution type of (3.1b) is VRV*|§V , while if they satisfy inequality (3.4c)

-1 N-l
2¢| D\ 25;‘ N

D)™ - Pe) ™ 4
V_I[<Pl) ]<u1 ur<N_1 7 (3 ?

the solution type of (3.1b) is y |R Under the conditions given by Conclusion 2.1, inequality (3.4¢) results
from inequality (2.9a-water) i 1n Table 2 and inequality (3.3). Thus, Condition (I) is fulﬁlled if the flow initial
conditions satisfy inequality (3.4b), while it is violated if they satisfy inequality (3.4c). This violation of
Condition (I) leads to the generation of a rarefaction wave in the water flow. Physically, a compressive wave
(shock) should propagate for this type solution considered.

One should note that if (3.4b) is held the two GFM Riemann problems are able to satisfy Condition (I)
initially. However, Condition (II) may not be maintained because the interface velocities and pressures pro-
vided by the respective GFM Riemann problems may be very different due to the large difference of inertia
between the gas and the water medium. The interfacial pressures and velocities obtained by (3.1a) and
(3.1b) can be far from each other (see [20] for a shock impacting on the gas—water interface). This incom-
patibility of (3.1a) and (3.1b) at the interface can result in a large positive value of u; — u, at the next step
computation, attributable to the relatively larger increase of the interface velocity through (3.1a) in com-
parison to that produced by (3.1b); here, Conclusion 2.6 is used. Furthermore, due to the very large B
appearing in the Tait EOS, the right-hand side of (3.4b) is relatively very close to zero and the said inequal-
ity can then be violated easily, unless a large pressure is initially given to the gas medium. Thus, an incon-
sistent Riemann wave incurs in the water flow. That is, initially a compressive wave is generated in water by
(3.1b) following the flow initial condition satisfying inequality (3.4b), while a rarefaction wave is provided
by (3.1b) later after the first step of computation. Such inconsistency usually leads to numerical oscillations.
After the satisfaction of Condition (I) as applicable for both media, one still needs to maintain Condition
(IT) via the two GFM Riemann problems to provide the interfacial states close to each other. In other
words, (3.1a) of the solution type G| Rls 18 requlred to provide interfacial pressure and velocity close to those
provided by (3.1b) of the solution type W*|S ; this leads to

p. [P | @rﬂﬂ
1— — for p, < p. 3.5
\/;r Pr /1 —|—‘rp/pr Prsp (35
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Obviously (3.5) is true when p, = p; (3.5) takes on equality only when p, = p due to inequality (3.2). By a
simple functional analysis, (3.5) can also be true if p, = 0.5(y + 1)p;} for p far larger than p,. It means that
the initial gas density (ghost fluid) should be comparable to or larger than the water density or p and p, are
very close to each other for ensuring Condition (II) is fulfilled. The former implies that an initially very high
pressure and density is required for the gas, while the latter indicates that the interface is in normal motion.
Either one of these two situations together with the satisfying of Condition (I) can ensure correct and con-
sistent Riemann waves as provided by the original GFM in the respective real fluids. Numerical tests
showed that perceptibly large errors are likely to occur if the ratio of water density to the initial gas density
is higher than about 100 using the original GFM. It may be mentioned that if Condition (I) is violated,
inaccurate results may prevail even if the initialp, ~ p, is true (see Case 2 in Section 4).

3.2.2. The solution type of (2.1) is S|}

For this type of solution, we have p; < p, from Conclusion 2.2. By similar analysis as carried out in Sec-
G |G

tion 3.2.1, the only acceptable solution for (3.1a) is §’|; under Condition (I). This results in
y=1
2cr pl>2_"f Bp pi/p—1
! — —1| <wy—u <y |———F—m 3.6a
7=1 [(p ] 1 P+ /Py o

due to (2.7-gas) in Table 2. On the other hand, under the inequality (2.7), the solution type of (3.1b) can
only be either V| or ¥*|¥; if the following

N-1 — — _ _
T U (I (3.6
N-—-1 . VP P

is satisfied (which is (2.7-water) in Table 3), the solution type of (3.1b) is §V*|¥, while it is §V*|;V if the fol-
lowing inequality (3.6¢) is held

— = _\ -1/N
b [ Dy By p./p—1

1/—,/_——1,/1—({_7) < —u < PO LA 3.6¢
PV b | 1 p1 /1 +1p,/p (3.60)

Under Conclusion 2.2, inequality (3.6¢) results from (2.8b-water) in Table 3 and inequality (3.2). Ine-
quality (3.2) together with inequality (2.7) always gives rise to the satisfying of (3.6a). Thus, Condition
(I) is fulfilled if the flow initial conditions satisfy inequality (3.6b), while it is violated if they satisfy inequal-
ity (3.6¢). Similar to the above analysis in Section 3.2.1, inequality (3.6b) is very easily violated in the next
step computation, unless the initial gas has a very high pressure and a density comparable to or larger than
the water density or the interface is in normal motion.

3.2.3. The solution type of (2.1) under consideration is S6|§V

For p; > p,, because of the conditions given by inequality (2.8a) of Conclusion 2.3, to meet Condition (I),
only §|¢* and ¥*|¢ are acceptable for the respective two GFM Riemann problems. Inequalities (2.8a-gas)
in Table 2 and (2.8a-water) in Table 3 lead to

Bo. pi/p—1 (3.7a)

7: V 1 +Tpl/pr7

— = _\ -I/N
w—u > P B 11— (?) , (3.7b)
pl’ pr T

U — Uy >
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respectively. Inequality (3.7b) is always true due to inequality (3.2) and the conditions given by inequality
(2.8a), while (3.7a) may not be so. In fact, under the following condition (3.7c) for p; > p,, the solution type
of (3.1a) is §|S". The inequality,

— = _\ -IN 1
\/‘Z,/{i—u/l—(‘?) <u—up < ﬁ—’f—pl/”f : (3.7¢)
PrV DPr T 'Dr 1+Tpl/pr

comes from inequality (2.6-gas) in Table 2 and inequality (3.2). The satisfying of (3.7¢) for flow initial con-
ditions leads to the violation of Condition (I).

For p; < p,, it can be shown that the admissible solution types for the respective two GFM Riemann
problems are 36|§* and ;V*|§v under the conditions given by inequality (2.8b), resulting in

—1
u — uy > % pilp (3.7d)

P \/1+Tpr/pl’

— = NS
w—u > B2 P11 <’§) , (3.7¢)
pLV D Y2

from the respective (2.8b-gas) in Table 2 and (2.8b-water) in Table 3. Conditions (3.7d) and (3.7¢) are al-
ways held due to inequality (3.2) and the conditions given by inequality (2.8b). As a result, Condition (I) is
satisfied initially for p; < p,. Similar to above analysis, Condition (II) can be easily violated due to the vio-
lation of inequality (3.7b) or (3.7e) after the first step computation. The maintenance of Condition (II) usu-
ally requires very high pressure and density in gas, or the interface in normal motion.
3.2.4. The solution type of (2.1) under investigation is g|,”f

For p; > p,, it can be shown that the admissible solution types for the respective two GFM Riemann
problems are §|3* and ¥|7* under the conditions given by inequality (2.9a) of Conclusion 2.4. This leads

to
7=l
2¢ 2ct 2¢ P\
a2 AT 38
I R T u<v—1[<p1 (.8

<pl>_ - 1], (3.8b)

from (2.9a-gas) in Table 2 and (2.9a-water) in Table 3, respectively. Here, ky = [l — (B/ pl)%]. It is easy to
check that (3.8a) and (3.8b) are always held due to inequality (3.3) and the conditions given by inequality
(2.9a). As a result, Condition (I) is satisfied initially for p, > p,.

For p, < p,, only §|5" and Y*|y are acceptable for the respective two GFM Riemann problems to meet
Condition (I). This leads to

y-1
2¢ 2ct 2c: o\

_ o —u < — | (& -1, 3.8
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from (2.9b-gas) in Table 2 and (2.9b-water) in Table 3. On the other hand, if the following condition (3.8¢)
is held for p; < p,,

p—1 N-1
2 ()7 2¢, A%
— l(p) 1] L v [(ﬁr 1, (3.8¢)

|G*
R

the solution type of (3.1a) is [z . Under the conditions given by Conclusion 2.4, (3.8¢) is admissible and
obtained from inequality (2.7-gas) and inequality (3.3). Thus, the satisfying of (3.8e) for flow initial condi-
tions leads to the violation of Condition (I). Similarly, (3.8b) or (3.8d) is very easily violated after the first
step computation and can lead to the violation of Condition (II) unless the two GFM Riemann problems
can provide close interface states. This latter can be materialised provided

y-1 N-1
2ct P\ 2¢, A%
r = — ~ = — < .
Y- 1 l(pr> 1] N -1 (pr) 1‘| forp S P (3 9)

which further leads to p, =~ ;’;'rpf if p is far smaller than p,, or p = p,. In other words, the initial density for
the gas should be far larger than the water density if p is not close to p,. It implies that in any realistic sit-
uation, where p is not close to p,, the original GFM is not likely able to maintain Condition (II) and then
provide an incorrect or inconsistent Riemann wave in one of the real fluids, which may lead to error-borne
results for this type of solution.

Detailed analysis and discussion have been carried out above for the original GFM. Here, we would like

to give a very brief summary.

Conclusion 3.1. On the use of the original GFM,

(1) There is a range of conditions for each type solution such that the original GFM is inherently unable to
provide the correct Riemann wave in one real fluid during the numerical decomposition of the singularity.
The range is defined by (3.4¢c), (3.6¢), (3.7¢) or (3.8e), respectively.

(2) For Category I and Category II solutions, the original GFM is able to provide correct and consistent Rie-
mann waves in the respective real fluids for those problems with initial very high gas pressure and a density
sufficiently comparable to or larger than the water density under the consideration of satisfying Condition
().

(3) For Category III, the original GFM can provide a consistent Riemann wave in the respective real fluids if
the initial gas density is far higher than the water density under the consideration of satisfying Condition
(II), provided Condition (1) is first satisfied.

3.3. The new version GFM on the gas—water Riemann problem: some analysis

For the new version GFM [5,13], we have p} = p, , u} = u,, p{ = p, and u; = u,, and the two associated
GFM Riemann problems are very different from the counterpart of the original GFM; Riemann problem
(3.1a) is of constant pressure while Riemann problem (3.1b) is of constant velocity. We, thus, have the fol-
lowing from Conclusion 2.5.

Conclusion 3.2. Using the new version GFM, the GFM Riemann problem (3.1a) provides a solution type of
either Category II or Category III depending on uy — u, > 0 or uy — u, <0, respectively. The GFM Riemann
problem(3.1b) always provides a solution type of Category I with a rarefaction wave in the high-pressure side
and a shock wave in the low-pressure side.
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From Conclusion 3.2, the GFM Riemann problem (3.1b) can provide only Category I solution, while
the GFM Riemann problem (3.1a) is unable to provide Category I solution. This is unlike the original
GFM, where all type solutions are admissible for both (3.1a) and (3.1b). Furthermore, it can be shown that
(3.1a) always provides an interfacial velocity of

u’ = 0.5(u + u,), (3.10)

irrespective of the solution type being § \R (Category III) or g |S * (Category II) using the new version GFM.
In a similar way as carried out in Section 3.2, we now analyse the performance of the new version GFM for
each type of solution.

3.3.1. The solution type of (2.1) under consideration is G| Sls
For this type of solution, we have p; > p, from Conclusion 2.1. From Conclusion 3.2, "RV*\S is the only
solution type provided by (3.1b), which results in a correct Riemann wave provided in the real fluid (water);
if u, — u, < 0, (3.1a) provides a solution type of §|y*, while it provides a solution type of $|§* if u — u, > 0.
Thus, under the condition of u; — u, < 0, Condition (I) is maintained, while it is violated if u; — u, > 0. Next
we check the maintenance of Condition (II) for the solution type of g|§* which has already satisfied Con-
dition (I) for both GFM Riemann problems. It can be easily shown that the interfacial pressure provided by
(3.1a) is
y— 1 2y/(y-1)
Y =p [1 Jr?(ulur)] . (3.11)
1

In order that Condition (II) is satisfied, a requirement is that the two GFM Riemann problems provide
interfacial states close to each other. By assuming (3.1b) provides an interfacial velocity close to (3.10),
it can be suggested that the interfacial pressure obtained by (3.1b) is close to

1 2N/(N-1)
It

(3.12)

(3.11) and (3.12) give the interfacial pressure value close to each other if #; =~ u,; an apparent initial large
difference between u; and u, may lead to the violation of Condition (IT). Numerical tests will show that inac-
curate results are obtained when the difference between u; and u; is large.

3.3.2. The solution of (2.1) under consideration is §|;

For this type of solution, we have p; < p, from inequality (2.7). From Conclusion 3.2, §V*|§’ is the only
solution type provided by (3.1b), which results in a correct Riemann wave provided in the real fluid (water);
if uy — u, <0, (3.1a) provides a solution type of §|§'*, while if u; — u, > 0 it provides a solution type of §|".
Thus, under the condition of #; — u,. > 0, Condition (I) is maintained, while it is violated if u; — u, < 0. It can
be further checked that the necessity for the satisfying of Condition (II) is # — u, > 0 using (3.10) and
Conclusion 2.6.

3.3.3. The solution of (2.1) under consideration is §G|;

For this type of solution, u; — u, > 0 must be held from Conclusion 2.3. As a result, the GFM Riemann
(3.1a) always provides a solution type of G|S , resulting in a correct Riemann wave provided in the gds from
Conclusion 3.2. Furthermore, the GFM Riemann problem (3.1b) provides a solution type of W*\S under
1> pr, while it provides a solution type of W*|R under p; < p,. Thus, we can deduce that Condition (I) is
satisfied if p; > p,, while it is violated if p; < p,. It is very interesting to note that, under the satisfying of Con-
dition (I) (p; > p,), Condition (II) is generally violated for this type of solution. In fact, (3.1a) provides an
interfacial velocity uS = 0.5(u + u,) and pressure p > p,, while (3.1b) generates an interfacial velocity
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u)¥ > uy and pressure p}Y < p; from Conclusion 2.6 and expression (3.10). This leads to an incorrect Rie-
mann wave (rarefaction) provided in the gas in the next step computation.

3.3.4. The solution of (2.1) under consideration is g|£V

For this type of solution, condition #; — u, < 0 must be satisfied from Conclusion 2.4. Because of Con-
clusion 3.2, the GFM Riemann problem (3.1a) can provide a correct Riemann wave in the gas; the GFM
R1emann problem (3.1b) provides a solution type of W*|S under p; > p,, while it provides a solution type of

|R under p; < p,. Thus, Condition (I) is satisfied if p; < p,, while it is violated if p; > p,. Similar to the argu-
ment for Category II solution in Section 3.3.3, under the satisfying of Condition (I) (p; < p,), Condition (II)
is generally violated for Category III solution.

Here, we summarise some other important conclusions obtained:

Conclusion 3.3. On the use of the new version GFM,

(1) There is a range for each type solution such that the new version GFM is inheremly unable to provide the
correct Riemann waves in one real fluid. The range is defined by u1 —u, >0 for |S , u — u- <0 for SC'|¥,
U — ur <0 and p, > p, for |S , and uy — u, <0 and p, > p, for R|R , respeclwely

(2) For §|Y, the new version GFM is able to provide correct and consistent Riemann waves in the respeclzve
real fluids given u; and u, are close to each other initially under the maintenance of Condition(I); for § |R ,
the necessary condition that the new version GFM is able to provide correct and consistent Riemann waves
in the respective real fluids is u; — u, > 0.

(3) For Category II and Category III solutions, upon the satisfying of Condition (I), Condition (Il) is gener-
ally not maintained.

3.4. The MGFM on the gas—water Riemann problem: some analysis

The MGFM presented by Liu et al [20] has been shown to be able to handle those problems of shock
impacting on an interface successfully. The basic idea of the MGFM is to predict the interface status using
two nonlinear characteristics intersecting at the interface by an approximate Riemann problem solver
(ARPS) developed in [18]. It has been shown that the interfacial status predicted using ARPS is second-or-
der accurate and exact, respectively, for Category I and Category II solutions and the ARPS works even
more efficiently when applied to gas—water flow [18]. Because the ghost fluid status in the MGFM cannot
be expressed explicitly, it is not trivial to have a theoretical analysis to determine if the MGFM can provide
correct and consistent Riemann waves in the respective real fluids. Extensive numerical tests, however, have
shown that the MGFM is very likely able to provide acceptable results for Category I and Category II solu-
tions. As for Category III solution, it can be noted that negative interfacial pressure can be provided by the
ARPS if

2 B/p) "N —1
NN -V ¢ A8/p) " 1] B.13)
Y= 1 Pr
Thus, the MGFM is unable to provide correct solution if initial flow conditions follow
2Cl 2Erkcr 2pl/pl B/p I/N ]
— — —u < — L S . 14
=1 N-1 <u —u < G-1) (3.14)

The satisfying of (3.14) implies that the flow approaches cavitation condition. To avoid this difficulty, one
can solve for a double rarefaction Riemann problem instead of the ARPS to obtain the exact interfacial



T.G. Liu et al. | Journal of Computational Physics 204 (2005) 193-221 209

status in such situations. As pointed out in [8], once the flow approaches cavitation condition, the numerical
schemes may encounter other difficulties. On the other hand, an exact interfacial status obtained to provide
the ghost fluid status continues to ensure that the GFM based algorithm is able to proceed in such extreme
conditions and with reasonable results.

3.5. The GFM algorithm on the special types of solution

In Section 2, four special types of solution, namely, (f\zv, G|V, G|¥ and §3|\iv are introduced with the con-
ditions provided for generating them. These four types of solution are similar to the shock impedance
matching problems as discussed in [20]. Such conditions are very difficult to maintain and enforce by the
GFM algorithm due to its manner of obtaining solution via computation in the single-medium flow. Con-
dition (I) is generally violated by the GFM based algorithm [20]. As a result, unphysical wave reflection is
usually generated on the side, where there is supposed to be no Riemann wave. This difficulty is unique for
the GFM based algorithm. Even the MGFM developed in [20] is not completely able to remove the non-
physical reflection. Here, we would like to discuss in some details about the behaviour of the original and
new version GFMs applied to these four special types of solution.

For S’|‘SN, Conclusion 2.2 shows that p; > p. and u; — u, > 0. It is easy to show that a rarefaction wave is
generated by (3.1a) in the real fluid (gas) using the original GFM. As a result, an unphysical hump (over-
shoot) in the velocity and a trough (undershoot) in the pressure are provided. On the other hand, a com-
pressive wave is generated by (3.1a) in the real fluid (gas) using the new version GFM, resulting in an
unphysical velocity trough (undershoot) and a pressure hump (overshoot).

For g|‘_”, Conclusion (2.1b) shows that p; < p,and u; — u, <0. A rarefaction wave is generated by (3.1b)
in the real fluid (water) using the original GFM. As a result, an unphysical hump (overshoot) in the velocity
and a trough (undershoot) in the pressure ensue. On the other hand, a compressive wave is generated by
(3.1b) in the real fluid (water) using the new version GFM, resulting in an unphysical velocity trough
(undershoot) and a pressure hump (overshoot).

For §|§v and gm’, Conclusions 2.2b and 2.2 hold that p; < p,. A compressive wave is generated in the
side, where it is supposed to be no Riemann wave using the original GFM. As a result, an unphysical
trough (undershoot) in the velocity and a hump (overshoot) in the pressure are provided. On the other
hand, a rarefaction wave is generated in this said side using the new version GFM, resulting in an unphysi-
cal velocity hump (overshoot) and a pressure trough (undershoot).

It should be noted that the isobaric fix is not directly referred to in the discussion on whether Condition
(D or (IT) is affected. Without considering the influence of isobaric fix, it is still mathematically difficult to
show conclusively if the maintenance of Conditions (I) and (II) is sufficient to ensure correct results pro-
vided by the GFM based method although the Conditions can ensure the correct Riemann waves are pro-
vided for by the GFM Riemann problems. Our extensive numerical tests have shown that the GFM based
methods as discussed above are very likely able to provide acceptable results under maintenance of Con-
ditions (I) and (II) using isentropic fix.

4. Numerical examples

Various gas—water Riemann problems can be constructed to support the analysis and conclusions
reached in Section 3. These problems are constructed in the ranges where either the original GFM or
the new version GFM or both are unable to maintain Condition (I) or (II). It has been found that, under
such range of conditions, there are examples that inaccurate results are provided by the associated GFM
algorithms. In parallel, the MGFM is employed for comparison. In the MGFM, the exact Riemann solu-
tion of double rarefaction wave is employed to provide the ghost fluid status once the ARPS predicts an
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interfacial pressure lower than 0.5min(p,p,) initially. All computations are done using the second-order
MUSCL with CFL = 0.9 and 201 uniform mesh points in domain [0,1]; the gas—water interface is located
at 0.4 initially unless otherwise noted. The interface is captured using the level-set technique developed in
[18] with re-initialisation. y is always set to 1.4. All the parameters are made non-dimensional. All numerical
results presented are at the moment of 100-time steps. For comparison, usually either the pressure or veloc-
ity profile (where inaccuracy is observed) is presented. No comparison or discussion is provided for those
problems where either the original or new version GFMs can give acceptable results.

It is perhaps important to note that the successfully computed gas—water problems in Examples 4, 5, 6 as
discussed in [12] satisfy Conditions (I) and (II) for both the original and new version GFM. Example 4 in
[12] is a Riemann problem of solution type RGQI with a very high pressure in gas, the initial gas density larger
than water density and initial zero-velocity difference; Examples 5 and 6 are cases where the initial gas—wa-
ter interfaces are in normal motion. Problems 2 and 3 as discussed in [20] satisfy Conditions (I) and (II) for
both the original and new version GFM; Problems 7 and 8 in [20] violate Condition (I) for the original
GFM,; for the new version GFM, Problem 7 satisfies Condition (I) but violates Condition (II), and Problem
8 maintains both.

The MGFM can provide relatively excellent numerical results for all the examples to be presented below.
The examples are presented in the order of the solution type. Although the theoretical analysis carried out
and conclusions made in the present work are independent of the numerical scheme used, it may be noted
that the extent and magnitude of numerical accuracy encountered are most likely dependent on the actual
numerical solver employed. For ease of reference, we summarize all the examples in Table 4.

Case 1. This is a problem of solution type S\;V. The initial conditions are u; = 10.0, p; = 1800.0, p; = 0.2
and u, = 0.0, p, = 1.0, p, = 1.0. Condition (II) is violated by the original GFM attributable to the initial gas
density quite smaller than the water density. The velocity profile provided by the original GFM is incorrect
in the rarefaction wave region (see Fig. 1(a)); inaccurate shock wave position is also provided by the
MUSCL-based original GFM. As for the new version GFM, Condition (I) is violated due to u — u,. > 0.
Unacceptable result in the rarefaction wave region is also provided by the new version GFM as shown in
Fig. 1(b). A reasonable velocity profile is provided by the MGFM and shown in Fig. 1(c).

Case 2. This is also a problem of solution type E|§V The initial conditions are u; = —100.0, p; = 8000.0,
o= 1.2and u. = 0.0, p, = 1.0, p. = 1.0. The initial gas—water interface is located at 0.5. Condition (I) is vio-
lated by the original GFM. Although the initial gas density is set to be larger than the water density, the
original GFM is still unable to provide meaningful results. In fact, because the GFM Riemann problem
(3.1b) provides a solution with spurious cavitation, the MUSCL-based original GFM computation col-

Table 4
Summary of examples
Problems Original GFM New version GFM
Condition (I) Condition (II) Accuracy Condition (I) Condition (II) Accuracy
Case 1 V4 X X X X
Case 2 X X Vv X X
Case 3 X X Vv X X
Case 4 V4 X X X X
Case 5 4 X X X X
Cases 6-9 X X X X

+/— Condition (I) or (II) satisfied or accurate results provided.
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lapsed and no meaningful result is obtained. For the new version GFM, Condition (II) is violated due to
the large difference between u; and u,. The results by the new version GFM and the MGFM are shown in
the respective Figs. 2(a) and (b) for pressure. Severe inaccuracy is incurred by the new version GFM. The
MGFM provides a solution comparable to the analysis.
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Fig. 2. Pressure profile for Case 2.
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Case 3. This is a problem of solution type g|}§. The initial conditions are u; = 100.0, p; = 1.0, p; = 0.001
and u, = 0.0, p. = 200.0, p, = 1.009. Condition (I) is violated by the original GFM. The original MUSCL
based GFM is unable to provide meaningful results due to severe oscillations incurred (not shown). For
the new version GFM, Condition (II) is violated. The pressure plot obtained by the new GFM is shown
in Fig. 3(a) with a large discrepancy from the analytical solution. The correct result is provided by the

MGFM as shown in Fig. 3(b).

Case 4. This is a problem of solution type §3|\SN The initial conditions are u; = 80.0, p; = 1.0, p; = 0.001
and u. = 0.0, p, = 1.0, p, = 1.0. Condition (II) is violated by the original GFM due to the large differ-
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Fig. 3. Pressure profile for Case 3.
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ence between the initial gas density and the water density. Condition (I) is violated by the new version
GFM because of u; — u, >0 and p; = p,. The MUSCL-based original GFM is unable to provide mean-
ingful results due to severe oscillations. The result provided by the new version GFM in Fig. 4(a) is
unacceptable, especially for the water region. The result by the MGFM is shown in Fig. 4(b). It is
observed, however, that there are some small but limited oscillations behind the transmitted shock

using the MGFM. The overall trend and location of the shock front in the water region are not much
affected.
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Case 5. This is a problem of solution typegm’. The initial conditions are # = —100.0, p; = 100.0, p; = 0.01
and u, = 0.0, p, = 50.0, p, = 1.002. Condition (II) is violated by the original GFM due to the initial gas den-
sity being far smaller than the water density. Condition (I) is violated by the new version GFM because of
u; — u, <0 and p; > p,. The MUSCL-based original GFM is again unable to provide any meaningful result
for this problem. The new version GFM provides a large pressure overshoot in the water shown in Fig.
5(a). The reasonably correct result is obtained by the MGFM with the further modification as discussed
in Section 3.4 and shown in Fig. 5(b).
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Case 6. This is a case of the solution type 9|‘SN. The initial conditions are u; = 6.2534, p; = 1000.0, p; = 0.8
and u, = 0.0, p, = 1.0, p, = 1.0. The velocity profile by the original GFM is shown in Fig. 6(a) with a dis-
tinctly visible hump. The result by the new version GFM is shown in Fig. 6(b) with a trough. The result by
the MGFM (Fig. 6(c)) looks reasonable although on much closer scrutiny, there is a very tiny hump in the
velocity profile at about the same location as for the original and new GFMs.

Case 7. This is a case of the solution type RC’|YV. The initial conditions are u; = 0.0, p; = 1000.0, p; = 0.8
and u,. = 58.6319, p. =100.0, p, = 1.00455. The MUSCL-based original GFM does not work for this
problem. The pressure profile by the new version GFM is shown in Fig. 7(a) with a very large hump.
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The result by the MGFM in Fig. 7(b) appears reasonably with a hardly observable trough in the pres-
sure distribution.

Case 8. This is a case of the solution type §’|\iv The initial conditions are u; = 0.0, p; = 1.0, p; = 0.001 and
u = -285.55, p, =100.0, p, = 1.00455. The MUSCL-based original GFM does not provide any meaningful
results for this problem; this is partly attributed to the gas density being very different from the water den-
sity. The result by the new version GFM has a large trough and an apparent discrepancy of the shock loca-
tion in the pressure plot as shown in Fig. 8(a). The result by the MGFM is shown in Fig. 8(b) with only a
minor trough in the pressure distribution.
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Case 9. This is a case of the solution type flg. The initial conditions are u; = —6.267, p; = 1.0, p; = 0.001
and u, = 0.0, p, = 1000.0, p, = 1.041. The MUSCL-based original GFM is unable to generate meaningful
results for this problem due partly to the initial gas density being very far smaller than the water density.
The result by the new version GFM has an obvious hump in the velocity distribution as shown in Fig. 9(a).
The MGFM provides a reasonably correct velocity profile with a barely perceptible hump as shown in Fig.

9(b).
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5. Conclusions

In this work, a systematic analysis and discussion have been carried out for the ghost fluid method
(GFM) based algorithm as applied to the gas—water Riemann problems, which was split into two GFM
Riemann problems. It has been found that the inability of these two GFM Riemann problems to provide
correct and consistent Riemann waves in the respective real fluids may result in inaccurate numerical re-
sults. This has led to the suggestion and imposition of Conditions (I) and (II) on the ghost fluid status.
The implementation of these two conditions was found to depend on how the ghost fluid status is defined.
Using these two conditions, detailed analysis has been carried out for the original GFM [12], the new ver-
sion GFM [5,13] and the MGFM [20]. It is found that there is a range of conditions for each type of solu-
tion where the original GFM and the new version GFM are inherently unable to provide the correct
Riemann waves. Moreover, both the original GFM and the new version GFM suffer from obvious numer-
ical inaccuracy when applied to the four special types of solution. Various gas—water Riemann problems,
where either the original GFM or the new version GFM or both are unable to provide accurate results,
have been constructed to support the present analysis. Numerical tests have also shown that the MGFM
with a further modification applied to nearly cavitating flows can provide relatively reasonable results
for all the challenging problems presented in this work.
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