Chebychev Optimized Approximate Deconvolution Models of
Turbulence

William Layton* and Iuliana Stanculescuf

Abstract

If the Navier-Stokes equations are averaged with a local, spacial convolution type

filter, ¢ = gs*¢, the resulting system is not closed due to the filtered nonlinear term uu.
An approximate deconvolution operator D is a bounded linear operator which satisfies

u = D(T) + 0(6%),

where ¢ is the filter width and o > 2. Using a deconvolution operator as an approximate
filter inverse, yields the closure

uu = D(u)D(m) + 0(59).

The residual stress of this model (and related models) depends directly on the decon-
volution error, u — D(@). This report derives deconvolution operators satisfying the
necessary conditions of [24] yielding an effective turbulence model, which minimize the
deconvolution error for velocity fields with finite kinetic energy. We also give a conver-
gence theory of deconvolution as § — 0, an ergodic theorem as the deconvolution order
N — o0, and estimate the increase in accuracy obtained by parameter optimization.
The report concludes with numerical illustrations.

1 Introduction

Various turbulence models are used for simulations seeking to predict flow statistics or
averages. In large eddy simulation (LES) the evolution of local, spatial averages is sought.
The accuracy of a model measured in a chosen norm, || - ||, i.e.

||averaged NSE solution — LES solution||,

can be assessed in several experimental and analytical ways. One important analytical
approach is to optimize the model’s consistency error/residual stress as a function of the
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averaging radius J and the Reynolds number Re and, most importantly, model parameters.
One approach is to optimize model parameters for special flows, such as boundary layers
or homogeneous, isotropic turbulence. The complement (considered herein) is to optimize
over general velocity fields with finite kinetic energy. We analyze the residual stress in the
model and give an analytic and numerical comparison of the deconvolution error of two
different optimization strategies: for special vs. general velocities.

Numerical simulation of complex flows present many challenges. Often, simulations are
based on various regularizations of the Navier-Stokes equations (NSE) rather than the NSE
themselves, [10], [12], [22]. The oldest example was proposed by Leray in 1934, [19]:

vi+V-Vv—vAv+Vp=1f and V-v =0, (1.1)

where v = GV is a smoothed/averaged velocity. Herein, we select the differential filter of
v, introduced by Germano, [9], and given by G = (—§?A + 1)~} i.e.

—PAVHT =v. (1.2)

This combination is sometimes called the Leray-alpha regularization, [4], [5], [11]. The Leray
regularization’s solution is smoother, more stable, and possesses (marginally) fewer scales
than the NSE’s solution. Still, the resulting error, even with a high accuracy numerical
method, cannot be better than the error committed in the first step, replacing v by v in
(1.1). From (1.2) the error is v — Vv = O(?) at best. Experiments in [15] have also shown
that, due to its low accuracy, (1.1) with the filter (1.2) can have catastrophic error growth
and not adequately conserve physically important integral invariants. The experiments in
[15] also indicate that the increase in accuracy resulting from using deconvolution models
(replacing (1.1) with (1.3)) decreases error growth and improves conservation properties.
Approximate deconvolution operators, D : L2(2) — L?(£2), have the property that

D(V) = higher order approximation of v.

The van Cittert deconvolution procedure (studied herein and defined precisely in Section
2) gives a family (D = Dy, where N=0,1,2,...) of deconvolution operators with accuracy

e(u) :=u— Dy(@) = O(6*N*2), for smooth u.

More accurate regularization of the NSE, which surpass (1.1) and related models for
numerical simulations include:

1. The Leray deconvolution family [14], [15]:

vi+ D) -Vv—-—vAv+Vp=fand V-v=0. (1.3)

2. The time relaxation regularization of Stolz, Adam, and Kleiser [23], [21], [16]:

Vi+Vv-Vv—vAV+Vp+x(I - DG)?v=Ffand V-v =0. (1.4)



3. The deconvolution a-regularization [20] (enhancing NS-« accuracy, e.g [4], [5], [11]):

vi+ (VXxv)x D) —vAv+VP=fand V-v=0. (1.5)

4. The Approximate Deconvolution LES Models [21], [3], [13], [7]:

vi+D(v) - VD) —vAv+Vp+x(I—-DG)v=Ffand V-v=0. (1.6)

5. The NS-omega deconvolution models [18]:

vi+vXxXVDFE)—vAv+ VP =fand V-v=0. (1.7)

For all these (and others as well) the modelling error is dominated by the deconvolution
error

e(u) :=u— D(u).

This report considers minimizations of the deconvolution error for general (non-smooth)
velocity fields u. Since these (and other) models exist only to be used on a basis for numerical
simulations of under-resolved flows, we minimize the deconvolution error over the resolved
scales (i.e. over the scales that can be represented on a computational mesh). We begin by
reviewing the van Cittert deconvolution operator, in Section 2, and give, for completeness,
a convergent result as 6 — 0 for fixed N (standard). Section 2 also considers convergence
as N — oo for fixed 4, a highly singular limit since van Cittert is an asymptotic rather than
convergent approximation. We prove an ergodic theorem for the deconvolution iterates for
a general filter: the large scales of the averages of iterates converge as N — oo. In Sections
3 and 4, we show how to optimize the van Cittert procedure to substantially increase
its accuracy with no increase in computational cost. Section 3 reduces optimization to a
Chebychev optimization problem. From this reduction we recover the optimal van Cittert
parameters and show that the model’s error is O(6%/3e¢~124V) Section 4. Section 1.2 below
considers, as an example, one of the above regularizations and gives the analysis of the
model error in terms of the deconvolution error (addressed in Section 3). Finally, Section 5
closes with a few illustrations of the optimized method.

1.1 The formulation
Underlying all regularizations (1.3) - (1.7) are the true Navier-Stokes equations
w+u-Vu—vAu+Vp=fand V-u=01in Q, (1.8)

where v = p/p is the kinematic viscosity, f is the body force, and @ = (0, L)" (n =2 or 3)
is the flow domain. We consider the case of L-periodic boundary conditions

u(x+ Lej, t) =u(x,t), j=1,...,n.



The Navier-Stokes equations are supplemented by the initial condition, the usual normaliza-
tion condition in the periodic case of zero mean velocity and pressure, and the assumption
that all data are square integrable with zero mean

u(x,0) = up(x) and /udx:/pdx:o,
Q Q

/ lug(x, t)]2dx < oo, /f(x,t)]2dx < 00, and /f(x, t)dx =0, for 0 <t. (1.9)
Q

Q Q
1.2 The connection between deconvolution error and model error

Consider, as an example, the time relaxation regularization (1.4). The true NSE can be
rewritten as V - u = 0 and

W +u-Vu—vAu+ Vp+ x(I — DG)*u=f+ x(I — DG)?u. (1.10)
An equation for the model error,

€model = UNSE — Vimodel (1.11)

is driven by the deconvolution error, x(I — DG)?u and is obtained by subtracting the model
(1.4) from (1.10)

—€model + U VU — V- Vv —vAeodel

ot
+V(p — Pmodet) + x(I — DG)Qemodel =x(I - DG)Zu (1.12)
emodel(()) =0.
From (1.12) it is clear that zero deconvolution error trivially implies zero model error. It is

thus reasonable to hope that small deconvolution error (i.e. small ||x(I — DG)ZuH on the
RHS) translates to small model error. For strong solutions this is indeed the case.

Proposition 1.1. Consider the NSE with periodic boundary conditions. If Vu € L*(0,T; L*()),
then the error in the Time Relaxation Regularization Model (1.4) satisfies

T
2
sup emaitl” + [ (v ¥emaal” + X (1 = DG e )
0,T 0

T
< T / | = D&yl at.
0

Proof. Taking the inner product of (1.12) with e;,,4¢; gives

1d

5% Hemodel”2 + (u -Vu—-v- vv’emodel) +v HvemodelH2 + X Hemodel - -D(émodel)”2

= X(u — D(ﬁ), €model — D(émodel))‘ (1.13)



The standard splitting

(u Vu—v-Vv, emodel) = (emodel - Vu, emOdel) + (V - Vemodel, emodel)
= (emodel -Vu, emodel) (1.14)

and the Cauchy Schwarz inequality give

1d X _

S 1. HemodelH2 + v HvemodelH2 + = Hemodel - l)(emodel)H2

2dt 2

X _
< —(€modet * V1, €moder) + 5 [[u— D(@)|?. (1.15)
We have
|(emodel -Vu, emodel)| < Hemodel”l/2 Hvemodelng/2 ||Vu||
<

v _
) HvemodelH2 +Cv? HVuH4 ”emodelHQ-

Using this in the RHS of (1.15) and then applying Gronwall’s inequality we deduce

T
2
sup emal” + [ (v Vel +x|(1 = DG e ") e
0,T 0

T
Seo(wﬂ»%/ /(T = DGYul? dt.
0

O]

The model’s error is bounded by the deconvolution error e = u— D(u) evaluated at the
true solution of the NSE. Since analogous bounds can be proven for the regularizations and
models (1.3) through (1.7) we consider, we turn to minimizing the deconvolution error.

2 Approximate Deconvolution Methods.
The basic problem in deconvolution is to find u from u, in other words:

given u ( + noise) solve Gu = u, for u. (2.1)

If the averaging operator is smoothing, the deconvolution problem will be not stably invert-
ible due to small divisor problems.

Definition 2.1. An approzimate deconvolution operator, D : L?>(Q) — L%(Q) is an approz-
imate inverse of G satisfying:

(i) D : L*(Q) — L?() is a bounded linear operator and

(ii)D(p) = ¢ + O(3%), for some a > 2 and sufficiently smooth ¢.



This section considers the van Cittert approximate deconvolution algorithm, [2]. The
approximation Dy (1), for the operator equation (2.1), is computed by N steps of first order
Richardson iteration. Each step of van Cittert requires only one filtering step.

Algorithm 2.1. [The van Cittert Algorithm]: Choose
ug = u.
Forn=0,1,2,...., N — 1, perform
Upt+1 = u, + {tu — Gu,}.
Set Dy(@) :=uy.
For example, for N=0, 1, and 2 the deconvolution operator Dy is

Do(@) =1, 1t~ Dy(m)+0(5?),
Di(@)=2u—-u, u~ D) +0(),
Dy(W) =3u—3u+1u, u~ Dyu)+ 0.

For the Cauchy problem, 2 = R", the transfer function of Dy (for N = 0, 1, 2) is

R R 1 %2 +1 N 1 K \°
Do(k)=1, Di(k)=2— = Dsy(k) =1 .
O(k) ) 1(k) k2 +1 2 +1 and 2(k) + k2 +1 * <k2 + 1>

These three and the transfer function of exact deconvolution (k? + 1) are plotted in Figure
1. The graphs of the transfer functions have high order contact near 0. Thus Dy leads to
a very accurate solution of the deconvolution problem.

There are two convergence issues that arise immediately:
1. Convergence as 6 — 0 for fixed N and general u € L%(Q) (see Theorem 2.2).

2. Convergence as N — oo for ¢ fixed (possibly true for some specific filters, but likely
not true in general, see Theorem 2.3 and [13]).

Theorem 2.2. [Convergence as § — 0 for general velocities | Suppose that U — u in L*(Q)
as § — 0, for allu € L%(Q). Then, for N fized we have Dy(@) — u in L*(Q) as § — 0.

Proof. As 6 — 0, we have ug = d — u and thus
wy=uw+{u—uy} u+{u—u}=u
Similarly, each u,, — u and Dy (7)) — u. O

Since the deconvolution problem is ill posed, convergence of Dy (T) to u as N — oo is
not expected. Nevertheless, it is possible to prove a type of ergodic theorem for averages
predicted by the van Cittert algorithm for very general operators G. Sharper convergence
theorems depend upon specific choices of the averaging operator G, see [14] for an example.
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Figure 1: Exact and van Cittert Approximate Deconvolution Operators (N=0,1,2)

Theorem 2.3. [Convergence as N — oo| Let X be a Hilbert space and suppose that the
averaging operator G : X — X is a bounded linear operator with ||I — GHﬁ(XHX) <1. For
u € X, consider the van Cittert iteration

u) = Gu, uu41 =u, +{Gu— Gu,}.

Let
uy+ug + ... +uy

N+1
Then G*(u—vy) — 0 in X as N — oo, specifically,

VN =

2(u —
ap Gyl 2
vk [[Gul N+1

Proof. Let B=1 — G. Then,
Guy = Gu— BY"1Gu or Gey = BN*'Gu,

where ey = u—uy = u— Dy(t). Consider G(u — vy) . A similar algebraic calculation



gives

1
2 — — _ 2 “ . —
G (u—vy) N+1G(eo+e1—|— +en)
1 N
= E Bl Gu =
N1” o

n=0

1

as N — oo, since || B|| < 1. Taking norms of both sides completes the proof. O

For LES, convergence of the van Cittert approximation Dy (T) to u as N — oo is not
as significant as convergence of Dy (u) to u as 6 — 0 and the asymptotic order of accuracy
as 0 — 0 for fixed N. When the averaging is given by a differential filter, the accuracy of
Dy () as an approximation to u for smooth functions was addressed by Stolz and Adams
[21], Dunca [6], Dunca and Epshteyn [7].

Lemma 2.1. Let the averaging operator be given by the differential filter Gv = (=62 +
I)~Yv. For any v € L?(),

v — Dy(¥) = (—1)NHLE2NF2 ANFLGN Ly
Thus, if A*N*2v € L2(Q) we have
v — Dn(¥)|| < 82N+2 HA2N+2VH .
Proof. For the proof, see for example [7]. O

The use of van Cittert as an asymptotic, rather than iterative, approximation of an ill-
posed, rather than non-singular, linear problem as well as the associated convergence theory
is very different than that of first order Richardson. However, the form of the iteration is
the same. Exploiting this algorithmic similarity, relaxation parameters can be introduced
at no additional computational cost. We shall optimize these parameters, for deconvolution
of fluid velocities, in Section 3. In Algorithm 2.1 it is also clear that, at no extra cost,
the parameters can be chosen to have different values in different regions. In fact, we
expect different optimal values near walls (still an open problem), away from walls in free
turbulence (in [17]), and for general velocities (considered herein).

Algorithm 2.4. [Accelerated van Cittert Algorithm|: Given relaxation parameters wy,, choose
Uy = u.
Forn=20,1,2,.... N — 1 perform
Upt+1 = Uy +wp{u — Gu,}.

Set D% (4) := up.



The operator D% is the Accelerated van Clittert deconvolution operator. The key to opti-
mization is the following recursion formula for the operator DY;.

Lemma 2.2. For N=0, 1, 2, ... , we have:

@ = D% +wy(I — DIG). (2.2)

Proof. First, we note that D = I on L?(2) and D¥ is a linear combination of the identity
and G. It follows that D} commutes with differentiation, since both I and G do. Using an
induction argument we deduce that D% commutes with G for N=0,1,2,... . Furthermore,
for any positive integer N we have

DX y(@) =uny1 = uy +wy{u— Guy}
= D@ +wy {u—-GDR() }
= (D% +wy (I—-DXG))u.
Thus, DY, = DY +wn (I — DX,G) for every positive integer N. O

Next, we analyze in more detail properties of the Accelerated van Cittert deconvolution
operator, DY;.

Lemma 2.3. Let the averaging operator be the differential filter Gv := (—=&6*A + 1)~ 'v. If
the relaxation parameters w;, i = 0,1, ..., N, are positive, then the Accelerated van Cittert
deconvolution operator D% : L*(Q) — L2(S2) is symmetric positive definite.

Proof. The operator G is bounded, compact and self adjoint. Indeed, multiplying (1.2) by
v and integrating over ) we get

2 2
0 < [IGV™ < [lv]I”.

This shows that G is bounded and ||G|| < 1. To show G is self-adjoint and positive definite,
note that for every v € L%(Q) we have

0 < &* VY + |Iv]* = (v.¥) = (v, Gv).

Both D§ and DY are symmetric, as linear combinations of I and G. Proceeding by mathe-
matical induction, assume DY is symmetric, for a positive integer n. From Lemma 2.2, we
know

Dy =Dy +wp(I — DG).

Thus Dy, is symmetric as linear combination of symmetric operators I, GG, and D;;. To
show DY is bounded, we apply the Spectral Mapping Theorem. We have

DT = ADY) = A Dy +woll = DgG) ) =1+ wo(l = AMG)).



Since ||G|| < 1, we deduce that
1< ||DY]| €1+ wo.

Proceeding by induction, it is easy to see that for every positive integer n we have

n—1

1< DR <14 wi
=0

This concludes the proof. ]

3 Chebychev Optimized Deconvolution
This section calculates relaxation parameters w; which minimize the deconvolution error
ey =u— D% (1),

for general (non-smooth) velocity fields u. To begin, we give a recursion formula for the
deconvolution error ey.

Lemma 3.1. The deconvolution error ey, satisfies eg = u—u and for all positive integers
N we have

N-1
u—Diu= [[(I-wGeo. (3.1)
=0

Proof. We will use mathematical induction. Note that the conclusion holds true for N = 1:
e = (I — WQG)H — (I — woG)ﬁ = (I — woG)eo,

since @ = Gu. Assuming e, = H?;ol (I — w;G)ep for any integer n > 1, let us prove

n

ent+1 = H(I - wiG)eg.
=0

Since e,,4+1 can be rewritten as e,11 = (I — w,G)u — (I — w,G)uy,, applying the induction
hypothesis we obtain

ent1 = H(I — w;G)ep, for all integers n > 1. (3.2)
i=0

Therefore (3.1) holds true. O

10



Expand the velocity field u(x,t) in Fourier series

N . N 1 .
t) = Z Z u(k, t)e™®*, where t(k,t) = B/Qu(x,t)e kX x (3.3)
ko |k|=k

and k = 2'n (n € Z3) is the wave number.

Definition 3.1. Let 0 be the filter’s averaging radius. The resolved scales are span{e™® ™ | |k| <
w/6}. If u is given by (3.3), its projection onto the resolved scales, Pgsu, is

Prsu= Y > ik, t)e’* (3.4)

k<n/5 |k|=k

We denote by kmin, and knax the smallest and the largest wave number of Prgu
0 < kmin < k < kpax = /6 < o0

The total kinetic energy at point x in space and at time ¢ is F(u)(t). Using Parceval’s
equality, we deduce E(k,t), the kinetic energy at wave number k, and also

2 ~ L 1.
E(Prsu)(t) = % >~ E(k,t), where E(k,t) = o > §|u(k,t)|2. (3.5)
k<m/é k|=F

Lemma 3.2. Let u € L?(Q). For any positive integer N, the deconvolution error ey =
u — DU satisfies

1

w 2 2|~ 2
| Prs(u — DFw)||? Z Z H 52k2—|—1) (1—m) luk, )" (3.6)
k<r/§ |k|=k =0
Proof. From (1.2) and (3.3) we deduce
A1) = — di(k,1) (3.7)
14+682k2 7 ’
With this, using Parceval’s equality and Lemma 3.1, we have
1
w12 2 2 2
|Prs(u—Dfm)|> = > > (1 m) (1—m) lu(k, )" .
k<n/8 |k|=k
Using mathematical induction, we prove (3.6), for any positive integer N. ]

11



Using Lemma 3.2, the optimization problem reduces to minimizing the expression:
)ROSR (e S R—— T (38)
5%2 +1 62k2 +1 ’
kmmSkSﬂ'/é |k‘ k 1=0
Consider thus the function Fyy : RY — R, where
P 1
_ 2 2 2
Fy(wo,mwn-1)= > > H 5%2 " ) (- m) [u(k, )% (3.9)
kmm<k<7'r/(S |k| k 1=0

We are seeking for relaxation parameters w; to minimize the error in deconvolution. In
another words, we want to find min,, Fx(wo,...,wn—1). We have

N-1
in Fy( ) < mi [Ja . )
min Fy(wg, ..., wny—1) < min  max — W=
w; B Wi Kanin Sk<kmax i Y62k2 + 1
Z:

O SR RIS

Famin <k <7 /6 |k|=k

Thus, minimizing the deconvolution error for a general velocity field leads to the problem
of minimizing, with respect to w;, the expression

N—-1
1

Wi kmingkgkmax .

The change of variable, x «— ﬁ gives that for kmin < k < kpax we have

0 < ! L oo« 71 b <1
a:= = x =: .
52k12‘11ax 7T2 + 1 N N 62k1?n1n
Then, (3.10) leads to
N-1 N-1
min  max H (1- wz#) < min max (1 — wx). (3.11)
Wi bmin <k<kmax - 0?k?+17 7w ase<h oo

To proceed, we denote by IIL, the set of all polynomial functions of degree less than or
equal to N, which are 1 at the origin, i.e.

Iy = {p(z)lp(0) = 1}
Note that Hf\;_ol(l — w;z) € I1}; and thus
N-1
] - wiz (3.12)
i=0

i=

min max | H(l —w;z)] <min max
wi; a<z<b - 1‘[1 z1<z<xo

12



It is well known, see for example Axelsson, [1] (page 180), that the least maximum is
achieved by the Chebychev polynomials, namely

. g Ty (M) 1
min max | H (1 —wix)] = max = ) (3.13)
H}V a<z<b 0 a<z<b TN (%) TN (21—73)
where Ty (z) = cosh (N cosh™!(z)) is the N*" Chebychev polynomial, for all z > 1.
Remark 3.1. Following [1], further calculations in (3.13) show that
N-1 N
1— b
min max | | | (1 —w;z)| = 2072]\[, where o0 = 7@/. (3.14)
m ese<h L1 l+o 1+ +/a/ b

Corollary 3.1. For u € L?(Q) we have
1
IPrs(u—Dfa)|* < ———~ > > (11— g5k P> (3.15)
T3 (B2) ko Shn/s =t K k o
Proof. This follows easily from Lemma 3.2 and (3.13). O
Proposition 3.1. The parameters w; solving the min-max (3.10) problem are given by
1

b—a 2j+1 bta’
5 cos( N 7r> + =

wj = (3.16)

for all positive integers N and j =0,1,...,N — 1.

Proof. From (3.13), the optimal parameters for the optimization problem are given by the
inverses of the zeros of T. So, (3.16) holds true. O

Further useful progress depends on a > 0, i.e. on either kya.x < 0o or on restricting to
the error in the resolved scales (for which kpax = 7/0).

3.1 Expected accuracy increase for turbulent flows

The w; in (3.15) optimize deconvolution models over general velocities fields. It is useful
to compare the resulting errors to the case when w; are optimized over special velocities
with a k~5/3 energy spectrum. If the comparison is done for velocities with a k~5/3 energy
spectrum, it can be done exactly analytically (and will be most favorable for latter case).
Indeed, let < - > denote time averaging

< ¢ > (z) :=limsup — / ¢(z,t)d (3.17)

T—o0

13



Let E(k) =< E(k,t) >. For homogeneous, isotropic turbulence the Kolmogorov K-41
theory predicts that over

0 < kpn =Uv! <k< gl/4y,=3/4 . kmax < 00,

we have

E(k) ~ a?3k5/3, (3.18)

where a (in the range 1.4 to 1.7) is the universal Kolmogorov constant, U and L are,
respectively, a global reference velocity and and length scales and € denotes the energy
dissipation rate of the particular flow

— Y 2
£:=< L3/]R3 |[Vul“dx > . (3.19)

The K-41 theory predicts that outside the inertial range, we still have E(k) o~ aaglf%,
since E(k‘) ~ 0 for k > kmax and since E(k') E(k‘mm) for k < kpin.

Consider Chebychev optimized deconvolution. Time averaging (3.6) and using Parce-
val’s equality, we obtain

1 2w 1 ~
— || P — D%u 2— 21 — ———)2E(k).
< 13 | Prs(u NU)H >= 17 ) gk:< B 111) 52k2+1) ( 52k2—|—1) (k)

In [17], the authors considered

1 o . ~ _
<73 | Prs(u— D¥a)|* >, subject to E(k) ~ ag?/3k~5/3, (3.20)

We compare (3.15) to this case. For (3.15) we calculate the deconvolution error as

Ar Nt 1 52k?
—_|IP ~pY)|? >< = 1—w 2 2B (k).(3.21
< 73 |Prs(u—Dw)|” >< — M;/é g( w52k2+1) (5%2“) (k).(3.21)

Additionally, using (3.13), for Chebychev optimized deconvolution, we obtain

< % |Prs(u— Dgu)|* > < (Hg}inoglgggz:(l—wz-m) )?
T T
0<k<m/5
Ty R
- W o €23 §2/3 4% 0.54. (3.22)

14



Since Cosi(x) < e *, for x > 0, we obtain the bound for the time average deconvolution

error

1
< = ||Prs(u—D%)|]> > < 216 a /3 §%/3

73 e 12N, (3.23)

T
L
Remark 3.2. The unoptimized case of w; =1 was studied in [13] with result

3 1

o 2/3 <2/3
2+74N+%)a €72 /7. (3.24)

1 _
< =5 lla— Dyl >< (

4 Comparison of Attained Accuracy

There are three versions of van Cittert to be compared: unoptimized, Chebychev-optimized
for a general flow field (herein), and previous work [17] in which the optimality problem
was formulated for special velocity fields with the exact energy spectrum E (k) ~ k=5/3. We
will refer to this last possibility as “K-41 optimization”.

To compare the three, we consider the case of velocity fields with energy spectrum of
k=%/3. Using (3.16), we first compute the values of the Chebychev parameters. These and
K-41 optimized relaxation parameters (from [17]) are in Tables 1 and 2 respectively.

(N[ wo [ | we | ws [ wa |

1] 1.83 - - - -
2 || 1.15 | 4.44 - - -
3 || 1.06 | 1.83 | 6.54 - -
4 | 1.03 | 1.38 | 2.68 | 7.90 -
5 || 1.02 | 1.23 | 1.83 | 3.58 | 8.75

Table 1: Chebychev optimized parameters

(N[ wo | w1 [ wr | ws [ wi|
210 | - - - -
2.02 | 2.02| - - -

144 1491 | 144 | - -
149 1 1.49 | 5.83 | 1.49 -
1.53 ] 1.53 | 6.52 | 1.53 | 1.53

ol |l o=

Table 2: K-41 optimized parameters

Because of the form of the RHS of estimates (3.23) and (3.24), we normalize the errors
calculated by a €2/3 §2/3. Thus, using Lemma 3.2, we give in Table 3

< s [|Prs(u — Dgw)|* >

o €2/3 §2/3

., when N =0,1,2,3,4,5
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for the three cases w; = 1, w; from Table 1, and w; from Table 2. Table 3 shows that
both optimizations reduce the error over standard van Cittert significantly. Figure 2 gives
a plot of (normalized) deconvolution error vs. wave number, for N = 2 for all three cases of
standard van Cittert, K-41 optimized and Chebychev optimized van Cittert. Figure 2 shows
that both optimized van Citter improve the error in deconvolution for irregular velocities,
while the unoptimized van Cittert is more accurate for very smooth velocity fields.

’ N H K-41 optimized w; ‘ Chebychev optimized w; | w; =1 ‘

1 0.150 0.157 0.258
2 0.068 0.066 0.155
3 0.017 0.022 0.101
4 0.007 0.006 0.070
) 0.003 0.002 0.049

Table 3: Normalized deconvolution error

0.7 1

0.67

0.57

k

Legend

Chebychey optimized decanvolution errar
k-41 optimized decanvalution errar
van Cittert deconvolution errar

Figure 2: Deconvolution Error (N=2)
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5 An Illustration

To begin, we test the deconvolution error when both filtering and deconvolution are done
discretely using a finite element approximation of the Laplace operator in (1.2). The
computations were performed with the software FreeFem-++, see [8]. We choose u =
(sin(ky),sin(kz)) a known, divergence free velocity and calculate

1
1 2
— [ |u— Dyul?dx| |,
Q|/Q

where 0 = (0,27)2. P2 elements were used in the discretization, i.e. the velocity is ap-
proximated by continuous piecewise quadratics. For each value of N deconvolution involves
the solution of N+1 discrete Poisson problems. We solve the resulting linear system with
GMRES. For these calculations, we consider the meshwidth h = 1/10, 1/20, 1/30, 1/40 and
N=1, 2, 3. We fix 6 = 0.1 and k = 1 and 8. The case k = 1 is very smooth and the theory
predicts regular van Cittert to be more accurate. The case k = 8 oscillates faster and the
theory predicts both Accelerated van Cittert to be more competitive.

Comparing tables 5, 6, and 7 we see that for a very smooth u (the case k=1) unoptimized
van Cittert (w; = 1) is indeed more accurate, as expected. In this case, Chebychev optimized
is superior to K-41 optimized. This result is not expected since the Chebychev is for a general
L? field while K-41 optimized is for fields that are slightly more regular. Next we consider

|

h | | = DiG)ull [ (I = D:G)ul| | |1 — DsG)u] |

1/10 || 0.000385707 0.000157297 0.000067544
1/20 || 0.000454801 0.000238021 0.000129238
1/30 | 0.000469269 0.000265614 0.000153671
1/40 || 0.000471633 0.000273757 0.000163838

Table 4: Unoptimized Deconvolution Error: k =1, § = 0.1

|

h | I = DiG)ul [ (I = D:G)ul| [ [|(I = DsG)u] |

1/10 0.0102168 0.00862918 0.00590472
1/20 0.0102158 0.00862688 0.00590488
1/30 0.0102158 0.00862691 0.00590513
1/40 0.0102158 0.00862699 0.00590512

Table 5: K-41 Optimized Deconvolution Error: k =1, § = 0.1

the case a velocity field which is highly oscillatory with respect to the chosen filter radius,
k=8and d = 0.1. We see in tables 8, 9, 10 that, for rougher velocity fields, both optimized
van Cittert are superior to unoptimized van Cittert, in accord with the predictions of the
theory.
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| b [ - DG [ I - D2G)ul| | [( — DsG)ul |

1/10 0.00757131 0.00426287 0.00190707
1/20 0.00757049 0.0042709 0.00191

1/30 0.00757075 0.00427072 0.00191063
1/40 0.00757091 0.0042705 0.00191061

Table 6: Chebychev Optimized Deconvolution Error: k =1, § = 0.1

| b [ - DG | IT - D2G)ul| | (I — DsG)ul |

1/10 0.166844 0.0797244 0.040896
1/20 0.154312 0.0200043 0.028794
1/30 0.152509 0.0191031 0.027441
1/40 0.15215 0.0186714 0.027323

Table 7: Unoptimize Deconvolution Error: k = 8, § = 0.1

L b [ IZ—DiGul [ I — DGl [ | — DsG)u] |

1/10 0.026368 0.027578 0.0372458
1/20 0.095817 0.028730 0.0200043
1/30 0.102346 0.027441 0.0191031
1/40 0.103715 0.027323 0.0186714

Table 8: K-41 Optimized Deconvolution Error: k = 8, 6 = 0.1

| b [ = DG | | - D:G)ul| | (I — DsG)ul |

1/10 0.0359071 0.170887 0.0331716
1/20 0.0357505 0.195504 0.0383042
1/30 0.0398032 0.195824 0.0435825
1/40 0.0408305 0.195785 0.0446767

Table 9: Chebychev Optimized Deconvolution Error: k = 8, 6 = 0.1

6 Conclusions

For a LES with deconvolution model to be feasible, the model’s consistency error must
be small for large radii §, which are large with respect to the problems inherent length
scales (which correspond to computationally attainable meshwidths). Thus, selection of
parameters to minimize model’s consistency error increases the problems for which LES is
feasible and increases the reduction in computational effort obtainable when using LES.
The use of optimal parameters requires no extra computational effort. Two main results

of this work are:

(i) the values of the optimal parameters (in Section 4) and

(ii) the reduction in the model consistency error that results in their use is is at least
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50%, i.e ( with Fy given by (3.9) )

. . minwo,wl,...,wN_l FN(WOa Wi, - ‘7CUN71) 6_1.64N
accuracy 1ncrease ratio := < 31 -
FN(lala‘"al) Q‘i‘m

This is also reflected by Table 3. Interestingly, in all cases (N= 1,2,3,4,5) the Chebychev
optimized parameters resulted in comparable or better errors to K-41 optimization. Since
Chebychev optimization give parameter values good for all flow fields and the latter only
for special ones, this suggests that Chebychev optimized deconvolution is to be strongly
preferred. It is important to note that the relative increase in accuracy obtained using
optimal parameters itself increases with the order of the model.
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