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Abstract

We point out that an erroneous derivation in the recent p&etecau et al., Nonlinear Anal. RWA 12 (2011) 1] yields
a correct solution by accident. Additionally, a number ofrapresentations and inaccuracies in the latter receet pap
are identified, corrected arat clarified in this Comment. Finally, a listing of recent gapin this journal that make

a mistake applying the Fourier sine transform, and thussmtesrroneous solutions, is given as an Appendix.
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1. Introduction
The recent papeﬂ[l] considers the following partidfetiential equation:
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which arises in the mathematical description of unidiaei planar motion of an Oldroyd-B (non-Newtonian) fluid
resting upon an impermeable infinite plate situatey at0 (see, e.g. ]:[2] and the references therein for a complete
derivation), withu = u(y, t) being the fluid’s velocity component tangential to the ldierey, 1 andA, are constants.
Furthermore, Eq[{1) is supplemented with the followingiahiand boundary conditions|[1, Egs. (8)—(9)]:

u(y,0) = %(y, 0)=0, y > 0; u0,t) =U(), u—0 asy— oo, t>0. (2)

Here, we have omitted the conditidn/dy — 0 asy — oo from ﬂil Eq. (9)] because itis extraneolls [2].

The plate’s velocityJ (t) might appear to be an arbitrary function at this point, ks not [E]. This is because,
in following [E| Eqg. (8)], we have made a poor choice of natatin expressing the initial-boundary conditions. In
fact, this has led to a significant number of errors when sghégs. [(IL)-£(2) by integral transform methoﬂﬂﬂS 4].
Specifically, for Stokes’ first problem, which is called thHedyleigh—Stokes problem” |E|[l] the initial and boundary
conditions are always “incompatible” at,€) = (0, 0) because of the requirement that the plate’s motiosudden
(see the discussion inl [2]). In other words, to ensure thapthte’s velocity is identically zero prior to start-up but
arbitrary (not identically zero) following start-up, agostlated in Eq.[(), one must writg (t) := U(t)H(t), where
U(t) is a smooth function that we are free to specify, &t{t) is the Heaviside unit step functlﬂnTms isnot a “new”
version of boundary condition, it is simply the mathemadljeprecise statement of the very same initial-boundary
conditions for a suddenly moved plate stipulated in Eh. T)us, for example, for Stokes’ first problem, one takes
U(t) = const., while for Stokes’ second problem one may takg) = cost. However, sincéH(t) is discontinuous at
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t=0,i.e., lim_o H(t) # limo H(t), it follows thatU(t) is discontinuous at= 0 as well. Thus, great care must be
taken in properly evaluating derivatives and integralseffunctionU (t) as written in Eq.[(R).

For what follows, it is important to realize thak(t) is a well-behaved function in physically-relevant probke
For example, we can také(t) to be continuously dierentiable for alt € R without loss of generality. Thery(0)
is a well-defined quantitynlike U(0). Therefore, the claim that “for a greater generality wasider the boundary
conditionu(0,t) = U(t) with U(0) = 0” [EL p. 3] is without merit wherlJ (t) = const. becausaJ(t) is discontinuous
att = 0. It appears that left-continuity af-, t) at the boundary is being implicitly enforced, without jéisation, in
[1]. To the contrary, in the theory of non-smooth ordinarffetiential equations (notice the lack of smoothness on
the right-hand side of Eq}(4) below), it is necessary to mr&oight-continuity att = 0 (see, e.g.DG, p. 102] [7,
Chap. 15]), whenc®&(0) # 0.

2. How to correctly find the solution in the Fourier—Laplace transform domain

Following ﬁl], the next step in the analysis is applying thleufier sine transform (ity with ¢ as the “dummy”
variable) to Eq.[{lL). Thus, itis claimed that the followinglmary diferential equation (ODE) is obtained:
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whereus(£,t) denotes the image af(y, t) in the Fourier domain and := vA,. Equation[(B) is subject to the trans-
formed initial conditionsig(¢, 0) = %(g, 0)=0.

In order to be able to solve such an ODE, one must kaqwiori the degree of smoothness of the right-hand
side. Does the classical solution of the ODE exist or showdlation be sought in the sense of distributidds [8,
Chap. 2]? This is not made clear in EQl (3) above ot in [1, EQ)](Unstead, a cavalier application of the Laplace
transform/ (in t with g as the “dummy” variable and an over-line denoting the imafge function in the Laplace
domain) is made ir[[l]. Additionally, the authors impligitise the relation{U’ (t)}(q) = qU(q) — U(0) (incorrectly
assuming, once again, thd(0) = 0), which is only true foicontinuously differentiable functions [la §8.1, Property
3]. UnfortunatelyJ(t) = U(t)H(t) fails to be continuous dt= 0, in general, as we explained above. Hence, the latter
Laplace transform identity does not apply; moreover, thatpalue U (0) to be used in it is ill-defined for Stokes’
first problem and related start-up problems. Consequehtyunjustified and erroneous assumption théd) = 0
renders the Fourier—Laplace domain solution of Ef. (3.),,ﬂeEq. (12)], incorrect.

To remedy the situation, let us first note that the tért(t), which comes form the mixed third-order derivative in
Eq. (), constitutes a distributional derivative. Then,veee the following result:

Lemma 1. U’(t) = U’(t)H(t) + U(0)s(t), where 5(t) is the Dirac delta distribution (generalized function).

Proof. By the general resulﬂ[@&& Eqg. (4)] and the proper definition of the quantityt) from Sec[1,U’(t) =
U (t)H(t)]' = U’ ()H(t) + [U]8(t), where U] : = limio: U(t) — limo- U(t). From the fact thatl(t) is continuous
att = 0, we have ] = U(0)- 1 - U(0)- 0 = U(0). O

By Lemmd, upon applying the Fourier sine transform to Elgs(bject to Stokes-type initial-boundary data, we
obtain
ot?
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rather than what is found in EQ.](3). Here, we have del_ibi;rawoduced the symbod!'-zSt to stress that the equality is
in the sense of digtributiona [§2.3]. Note that (0)5(t) et U(t)s(t) also E$,§2.5, Example 2]; so, equivalently, we
may writeU’(t) = U’ (t)H(t) + U(t)6(t), which is the result of formally dlierentiatingJ (t) = U (t)H(t). Now, to apply
the Laplace transform to the right-hand side of the Elg. (4)fivet need to derive two identities.

Lemma 2. £{0’'()H(®)} (6) = a0(q) - U(0).



Proof. Following [8, §8.2], [;” U'(hH(Y)e*dt = ;" U’(t)e *dt = £{U'(1)} (). Then, from [8,§8.1, Property 3]
and the fact that)(t) is a continuously dferentiable function for alt € R (e.g., a polynomial or trigonometric
function in Stokes-type problems), we have the desiredtresu O

Lemma 3. £{U’(t)} (o) = £{T'(OH() + T(©0)(t)} (@) = qU(0).

Proof. From [8,§8.1, Property 1], we havé {U’(t)H(t) + U(0)s(t)} (6) = £{U’()H(®)} (a) + U(0)L {6(1)} (q), which
is justqU(q) — U(0) + U(0) - 1 = qU(q) thanks to Lemm@l2 anfl[§8.2, Example 2(d)]. O

Note that this result holds for any smodtt) and doesiot require the unjustifiable assumption tha0) = 0
employed in|ﬂl] to “make things work out.” In fact, we have simthe much stronger result that the valudf) at
t = O is irrelevant as long dd(0) exists and is well-defined.

Finally, upon acknowledging the initial conditions, weiagrat the correct solution of Ed.](1) in the Fourier—
Laplace transform domain (wiflis(€, g) denoting the image af(y, t) there):

_ _ 2 v+aq =
uS(f’ q) _f\/;/lq2+ (1+a§2)q+v§2U(q)' (5)

Though Eq.[(b) is deceivingly similar t0] [1, Eqg. (12)], therfwer is the true Fourier—Laplace transform domain
solution, while the latter is incorrect in general. Givea ttontradictory assumptions and lack of proof, it appeants th
[|1|, Eqg. (12)]is similar to Eq[{5) only because the speciakcgiven in|ﬂ4, Eq. (3)] was “reverse engineered.”

3. Further deficiencies

In [|i| Sec. 2], itis stated that “in order to solve a well-pdpeoblem for such fluids one has to require an additional
initial condition apart from the requirement that the fligdhitially at rest” [i p. 2]. This statement concerns th&ah
condition%(y, 0) = 0in Eqg. [2). However, for Stokes' first problem of the impuddiy moved infinite plate, the fluid
being at rest initially, i.e.u(y,t < 07) = 0 (identically), trivially implies it has zero initial vetaty u(y, 0) = 0, zero
initial acceleratio%(y, 0) = 0, zero initial jerk%(y, 0) = 0, zero initial jounc%(y, 0) = 0, and so on. Of course,
these time derivatives are one-sided (wjitlr 0) because the solution itself possesses no time derivatiass the
planet = 0 as shown by the discussion above (see also [5, p. 577].apd729]). None of these initial conditions are
“additional assumptions” beyond the assumption of the fh@ohg initially at rest, which was made in the problem’s
formulation. Just because EQl (1) is second-order in tinder@quires the use of two initial conditions stemming from
the assumption that the fluid is initially at rest (rathetlize single initial condition needed for, e.g., the secaradlg
or viscous Newtonian fluids) do@st mean that “additional assumptions” were made.

Furthermore, an unreduced form of tytedomain solution is presented i [1, Eq. (17)], which appéarbe able
to give a complex-valued velocity if (@ a&?)? < 4va&? in the expressions far . The concerned reader is referred to
[4, Eq. (7)], where it is shown that there are three cases twhsidered and the solution is real-valued for all three.

In [1, Sec. 4.1], it is claimed by the authors that they “cdesithe case when the dimensionless relaxation and
retardation times}/t and;/t = a/(vt) are much less than oné] [1, p. 6]. However, this is a falseestant. What is
provided are result®r timesthat arelong compared to both the relaxation and retardation time scales set by 4 and A,
respectively. The dimensionless relaxation and retardation times, d#pgron the choice on non-dimensionalization
scheme, could be given by, e.g:,= Aug/v andaA; = A,ug/y, whereUy is a characteristic velocity. These are never
introduced in|ﬂ1, Sec. 4.1].

In [|1| Sec. 4.2], a scaling argument is given about the casa f A/t > 1,” leading to the claim that, in this
limit, Eq. () reduces to the analogous equation for a visddewtonian fluid if additionallyl = A,. However, it is
clear from [4, Eq. (7)] that, when = A, the solution to Stokes’ first problem for the Oldroyd-B flusdidentical
to the solution of Stokes’ first problem for the viscous New#m fluid, independently of the sizes oft and A, /t.
The resultin |I|4] is mathematically stronger because it imtesnent about the solution far= A, regardless of any
asymptotic approximation to Ed.](1). The result is obvionseothe solution to Eq{1) is properly reduced, unlike the
expression presented i [1, Eq. (17)].



In addition, it is claimed that the correct solution for amed grade fluid executing the same motion (formally, the
A — 0 limit of the Oldroyd-B solution) “can be also obtained fr¢p8, Eq. (2.5)] (integrating by parts the last term
and takingV(t) = UH(t))” [E|, p. 4]. Of course this is untrue as [1, Ref. 18] is knowrcontain erroneous derivations
and solutions [ﬂ%]. Therefore, claimingx post facto that a correct solution could be extracted from a wrong swiut
(once itis known what the correct solution is supposed tadkllacious reasoning. At any rate, the derivatior of [1,
Ref. 18, Eq. (2.5)] stliers from the same logical inconsistencies explained inildgtave. The reader is referred to

,13] for more exposition on the issue.

Finally, the list of references provided in [1] fails to pemty attribute previous results to the appropriate works in
the literature. For the limiting case of a Maxwell fluid exéng the same motion (formally, th — 0O limit in the
Oldroyd-B solution), the energy analysis of Stokes' firgilgem is attributed to a 2007 apE|r [1, Ref. 6] co-authored
by two of the authors oﬂl]. The latter papEl‘ [1, Ref. 6], tme @nder current discussion [1] and a third paper by two
of the authors oﬂl] innt. J. Non-linear Mech. (vol. 44, pp. 862—-864) in 2009, all neglect to mention thatéhergy
analysis of Stokes' first problem for Maxwell fluids had attgdeen completed in full in 2005![9].

4. Closure

The failure to pose the initial-boundary conditions in E).i(t a mathematically-precise form, combined with the
inherently contradictory assumptions on the form and simuegs of the poorly-defined functidh(t) from Eq. [2),
has lead to a large number of wrong solutions being publigbeel, e.g., 3 0] for some proper corrections and
also &] for a longer listing of erroneous papers). Even amé&rratum|[11] claims that “fo¥/(t) = V cost) ...
the solutions corresponding to the motion induced by anllaing ... plate are recovered” [11, p. 360] therein
beingU from the present Comment). Of course, i coswt) = 1 # 0, so the solution corresponding to the motion
induced by a suddenly oscillated plate recovered. This is because of the lackt{f) multiplying this expression,
meaning its derivate calculated aS|E|[11, Eq. (5)] is gdheirecorrect (just as EqL{3) above is generally incorrect)

Finally, it is also important to note that Ed.l (1) limear and has been solved (correctly) subject to the initial-
boundary conditions in Eq.](2) as early as 1 [12] (see [ELsSect. 2.2]). Therefore, it is unclear how the recent
paper[ﬂl under discussion here is “demonstrating the asles and applicability afonlinear techniques” (emphasis
added)|[18].
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Appendix. Other erroneous recent papers on simple flows of meNewtonian fluids in Nonlinear Anal. RWA

Papers published in this journal that make the mistake afriectly diferentiating the suddenly-moved plate’s
velocity (and therefore provide incorrect, unphysicaliiohs as discussed in BB, 10]) include, but are notdichi
to, the following:

1. F. Shen, W. Tan, Y. Zhao, T. Masuoka, The Rayleigh—Stokelslem for a heated generalized second grade
fluid with fractional derivative model, Nonlinear Anal. RWA(2006) 1072—-1080.

2. C. Fetecau, T. Hayat, C. Fetecau, N. Ali, Unsteady flow a&fcad grade fluid between two side walls perpen-
dicular to a plate, Nonlinear Anal. RWA 9 (2008) 1236-1252.

3. T. Hayat, C. Fetecau, M. Sajid, Analytic solution for MHEeTisient rotating flow of a second grade fluid in a
porous space, Nonlinear Anal. RWA 9 (2008) 1619-1627.

4. M. Khan, S. Wang, Flow of a generalized second-grade flatd/éen two side walls perpendicular to a plate
with a fractional derivative model, Nonlinear Anal. RWA 1Z008) 203—-208.

5. C. Xue, J. Nie, Exact solution of Stokes’ first problem feated generalized Burgers’ fluid in a porous half-
space, Nonlinear Anal. RWA 9 (2008) 1628-1637.

6. M. Hussain, T. Hayat, S. Asghar, C. Fetecau, Oscillatawdlof second grade fluid in a porous space, Nonlin-
ear Anal. RWA 10 (2008) 2403-2414.

7. M. Khan, The Rayleigh—Stokes problem for an edge in a eisstic fluid with a fractional derivative model,
Nonlinear Anal. RWA 10 (2008) 3190-3195.

8. Y. Yao, Y. Liu, Some unsteady flows of a second grade fluid ay@#ane wall, Nonlinear Anal. RWA 11 (2010)
4442-4450.

The reader may verify that the above papers are erroneoyselsiatizing the Fourier—Laplace domain representation
of the governing equation given therein to the cases for vtie correct form is known from[3] 4, 110], then showing
that the two disagree. Note that, at this time, only the papkem 5 above has been formally corrected thanks to the
Comment paper of JorddﬂlO].

What is more, the recent paper [L. Zheng, Y. Liu, X. Zhangp &ffects on MHD flow of a generalized Oldroyd-
B fluid with fractional derivative, doi:10.10}jtnonrwa.2011.02.016] purports to study once again a kniavear
problem. However, the article begins with the incorrecirlthat “VV = 0, pdV/dt = VT + pb” (instead ofV-V = 0,
pdV/dt = V-T+pb) are the “constitutive equations” (instead of the equatimiiconservation of mass and momentum)
of an incompressible fluid. Skipping over the technical peois in between, consider the final conclusion of the
paper: “the results indicated that the strongest sheagsstrecurs near the plate and the shear stress decreasés rapid
with the increase of distance from the plate.” Of courses thinothing more than the imposed boundary conditions
of a suddenly-moved plate and the decay of the velocity atitgfilt is unclear why the satisfaction of the imposed
conditions can be the major conclusion of a scientific paper.

So it goes.
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