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Despite the fundamentally different dissipation mechanisms, many laws and phenomena of clas-
sical turbulence equivalently manifest in quantum turbulence. The Reynolds law of dynamical
similarity states that two objects of same geometry across different length scales are hydrodynam-
ically equivalent under the same Reynolds number, leading to a universal drag coefficient law. In
this work we confirm the existence of a universal drag law in a superfluid wake, facilitated by the
nucleation of quantized vortices. We numerically study superfluid flow across a range of Reynolds
numbers for the paradigmatic classical hard-wall and the Gaussian obstacle, popular in experimental
quantum hydrodynamics. In addition, we provide a feasible method for measuring superfluid drag
forces in an experimental environment using control volumes.

The principle of dynamical similarity is a cornerstone
of classical fluid dynamics that allows problems to be cast
in terms of dimensionless parameters. This principle is
not just a useful heuristic of dimensional analysis but is
intimately tied to the scale invariance of the governing
equations, revealing underlying universality of different
flow phenomena. Two physical situations are guaran-
teed to be identical under appropriate scaling of space
and time only if all relevant control parameters are the
same [1, 2]. The Reynolds number, Re, is perhaps the
most ubiquitous control parameter, governing the transi-
tion from laminar (smooth) to turbulent (vorticity dom-
inated) flows. The Reynolds number for flow velocity
u, characteristic length D, and kinematic viscosity ν, is
given by Re = uD/ν, and measures the ratio of inertia to
viscosity, characterising the degree of turbulent motion.

Superfluid turbulence displays significant similarities
to its classical counterpart. These include the persis-
tence of the celebrated Kolmogorov law [3–5], the same
value of the Kolmogorov constant, and the existence of
the dissipation anomaly [6, 7]. Moreover, in a superfluid
the vortex dynamics are governed by the Kirchoff/Biot-
Savart equations, which remain invariant under the same
scaling transform as the Navier-Stokes equations [8, 9].
Beyond these examples relevant to high Reynolds num-
bers, the similarities extend further still; for example,
the von Kármán street — a moderate Reynolds num-
ber phenomenon — emerges in the wake of a bluff body
in a pure superfluid [10, 11]. These similarities suggest
that an appropriate Reynolds number should emerge in
the pure superfluid. However, superfluids differ from or-
dinary fluids in three major respects: i) their viscosity
ν = 0 identically; ii) vorticity may only be introduced
with discrete circulation Γ = 2πℏ/m, and iii) vorticity
may only appear above a critical velocity uc. Thus any
Reynolds number should account for the close connection
between vortex shedding and effective viscosity of the su-

perfluid once the flow velocity surpasses a critical veloc-
ity uc. As noted by Onsager, circulation quantum has
the same dimensions as ν suggesting ReS ∼ uD/κ, with
κ = h/m [12]. In Ref. [13] it was shown that when ac-
counted for the critical velocity, the “superfluid Reynolds
number” ReS = (u − uc)D/κ [14], revealed similarity in
the vortex shedding frequency behind a Gaussian-shaped
obstacle and was subsequently utilized to characterize in-
termittent turbulence in superfluid He-II [15]. However,
to establish dynamical similarity through this superfluid
Reynolds number we must first answer fundamental open
questions: i) are all relevant dimensionless quantities
expressible as a universal function of ReS? and ii) is
the universality robust to the system details embedded
within uc? [16].

In this Letter we address this gap by numerically inves-
tigating the drag force, Fd, experienced by different ob-
stacles within a 2D superflow within the Gross-Pitaevskii
model. We identify different regimes of drag associated
with differing regimes of vortex shedding and investigate
the drag coefficient Cd. Next, we study the flow across
a range of Reynolds numbers for several obstacles. We
account for the dependence of uc on the obstacle shape
to extract a universal relation for Cd. Finally, we intro-
duce an experimental method for measuring Fd in cur-
rent platforms which will allow for the confirmation of
the universal relations obtained here.

We consider the flow of a 2D superfluid past an obsta-
cle, modelling by the Gross-Pitaevskii equation (GPE).
In the frame where the obstacle is moving through the
superfluid at velocity u, the equation of motion is:

iℏ
∂ψ(r, t)

∂t
= (L − u · p− µ)ψ(r, t), (1)
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FIG. 1. (a) The three vortex shedding regimes (OD, K2, Irregular) in superfluid wakes with (b) corresponding longitudinal
force time series for a Gaussian obstacle of width D = 4ξ (I), D = 12ξ (II) and D = 24ξ (III). Panel (c) depicts the mean of the
steady state force-time series for obstacle sizes, 4ξ, 8ξ and 12ξ. For these small obstacle sizes, the different shedding regimes
can be observed and drag scales linearly (dashed fits). (d) Upon increasing the obstacle size and Reynolds number, quadratic
drag scaling emerges (dashed guidelines) for obstacle sizes 16ξ, 20ξ and 24ξ.

where µ is the chemical potential, p = −iℏ∇, and

Lψ(r, t) ≡
[
− ℏ2

2m
∇2 + V (r) + g2|ψ(r, t)|2

]
ψ(r, t). (2)

Here V (r) is functional form of the obstacle, and g2 is
an effective 2D interaction strength. We work in natural
units of the healing length ξ, and time τ , where we set
µ = 1.

The drag force Fd may be calculated from the Ehren-
fest relation, Fx(t) = −

´

d2r ψ∗(r, t)(∂xV (r))ψ(r, t),
which may then be averaged over time once the system
reaches a steady state: Fd = ⟨Fx(t)⟩. To achieve steady
state wakes we implement the fringe method introduced
in Ref. [13], which adds a damping layer γ(r) at the edge
of the domain, and deletes vortices within the fringe re-
gion using a phase imprinting technique [17]. This allows
recycling of the flow on periodic boundary conditions,
and facilitates the long-time simulations required to ac-
curately resolve the drag force.

This modifies Eq. (1) to

iℏ
∂ψ(r, t)

∂t
= (L − u · p− µ)ψ(r, t)−iγ(r) (Lf − µ)ψ(r, t),

(3)
where Lf ≡ L− V (r). The damping rate γ(r) is ramped
up smoothly from zero across the interface between the
computational region and the fringe region to prevent
reflections.

We first investigate the drag force for flow past a Gaus-
sian obstacle, VG(r) = V0 exp

(
−r2/σ2

)
, as a function of

the obstacle size. Gaussian obstacles are most readily

available to experiments, being implemented with a fo-
cused optical beam [18–20]. The vortex shedding regimes
were identified in Ref. [10] and are also shown in Fig-
ure 1(a): (I) the oblique dipole (OD), (II) the charge-
2 von Kármán shedding (K2), and (III) irregular shed-
ding. Their corresponding longitudinal force time series
are plotted in (b). For superfluids, shedding becomes suf-
ficiently irregular (III), corresponding to the transition to
fully developed turbulence in the wake of the barrier, be-
yond ReS ∼ 0.7 [13]. The drag force (see Figure 1 (III,b))
time series resembles that of turbulent flow in this regime.

Panels (c) and (d) of Figure 1 show the drag force as a
function of the superfluid velocity for a range of Gaussian
obstacle sizes. In the OD regime, the drag force is domi-
nated by the quantum vortex dipole momentum [21] and
increases linearly with the shedding frequency. In the K2
regime, two same-sign vortices shed from the top or the
bottom of the barrier (Fig. 1(II)). Shedding of a dou-
blet occurs – contrary to OD shedding – out of phase
between the top and the bottom of the barrier. The
rapid shedding of a same-sign vortex pair results in a
majority of the force being exerted into the transverse
direction, resulting in a decreased linear gradient for the
drag force, depicted in the shaded area labelled as “K2”
in Fig. 1(c). The shaded area labelled as “Irr” depicts
the irregular shedding regime for the Gaussian barrier.
Beyond ReS ∼ 0.7, K2 shedding is unstable and shed-
ding occurs irregularly and at a large frequency, causing
clusters of vortices to form. The drag force increases at
a faster rate in this regime.

The panels (c) and (d) also illustrate a qualitative dif-
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FIG. 2. Drag coefficient as a function of the Reynolds number for a (a) hard walled and (b) Gaussian obstacle. Data points
of one colour/shape correspond to a constant obstacle size at different wake velocities. The collapse of data points of different
obstacle sizes onto a single curve illustrate the presence of the dynamical similarity for superfluidic drag. The log-log insets plot
CdS − a0 ∼ CdS − CdS (ReS ≃ ∞) as a function of ReS and reveal power laws for both obstacles corresponding α = 0.95(17)
and β = 1.21(16) for the hard walled obstacle, and α = 1.06(28) and β = 0.72(15) for the Gaussian barrier. The outliers at
small Reynolds number correspond to the quantum exclusive OD shedding regime and are not considered for the dynamical
similarity.

ference in the shedding behaviour of small and large ob-
stacles: (i) for increasingly larger obstacle sizes, the OD
and K2 regime are unstable, thus absent, and irregular
shedding starts immediately for u > uc (Fig. 1d), and (ii)
the drag force scales quadratically with the flow velocity,
Fd ∼ u2. This quadratic scaling emerges due to the large
number of vortex-vortex interactions around the barrier,
which start to significantly affect the shedding and be-
come the main component of the drag force. By contrast,
for sufficiently small obstacles, the drag force is well de-
scribed by the dipole momentum and provides the largest
contribution to the drag, which is linear with u.

Next we probe the Reynolds law of dynamical similar-
ity for superfluidic drag by repeating the numerical stud-
ies presented in Figure 1 for different obstacle sizes and
shapes and in each case extract the dimensionless drag
coefficient CdS

as a function of the superfluid Reynolds
number. The dimensionless drag coefficient expresses the
momentum transfer of a fluid with an object of a partic-
ular geometry, independent of object size, fluid veloc-
ity and density, thus allowing us to extract the univer-
sal drag scaling law. The drag coefficient is given by
CdS

= 2Fd/ρ(u
2 − u2c)D, where we have modified the

usual definition of the drag coefficient [22] to account for
the absence of drag in a superfluid below the critical ve-
locity uc (see Supplementary S2).

Figure 2 depicts the drag coefficient as a function of
the Reynolds number for (a) a hard-wall circular barrier
and (b) a Gaussian barrier. The collapse of the data
points corresponding to different obstacle sizes onto a
single curve is clear evidence of the dynamical similarity
for superfluidic drag, with similar qualitative features as
reported for those in classical hydrodynamics [23, 24]. To
extract an empirical expression for the drag similitude

of a particular geometry, we use the procedure used in
classical hydrodynamics where the drag coefficient across
different flow regimes is fit by a functional form [25]

Cd = a1 Re
−α + a2 Re

−β + a0, (4)

with α corresponding to the scaling in the low Re limit,
β at an intermittent region and a0 corresponding to the
inertial asymptotic regime at Cd(Re → ∞) = a0. Note
the persistence of the dissipation anomaly in superfluids
suggests a0 > 0 [2, 7, 26].
To prevent overparametrization, we fit α and β in

three steps: (i) a0 is obtained by taking the mean of
the last five datapoints. At this point, the curve is suf-
ficiently flat with a sufficiently low standard error. (ii)
To find α (β), a2 (a1) is set to zero. (iii) α is found
at ReS < 0.7, β is obtained for ReS > 0.7 on a log-log
plot with CdS

− a0 as a function of ReS . Outliers at low
Reynolds numbers correspond to the superfluid unique
OD vortex shedding regime and are not part of the simil-
tude. Outliers at large Reynolds numbers are introduced
artificially through subtracting a0 and not considered in
fitting of the power laws. Log-log plots in which a0 is not
subtracted is found in the Supplementary Sec. S3.
The main source of error in our fits is the confidence

in estimation of the asymptotic constant, a0, which we
extract from our numerical simulations. This is due to
the limited range of computationally accessible Reynolds
numbers; a large range is required to demonstrate the
fully inertial regime at which a0 may be obtained with
higher confidence.
A number of striking parallels exist between the quan-

tum and classical dynamic similarity. At low Re, the
classical sphere and cylinder obstacles’ drag coefficient
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follow Cd ≈ Re−1, i.e. α = −1. [27–29], similar to
the superfluidic hard wall and Gaussian obstacles, with
α = 0.95(17) and 1.06(28), respectively (see inset of Fig.
2). The underlying mechanisms causing this power law
are vastly different, with the classical α originating from
time-reversible Stokes flow. In contrast, below the speed
of sound, (u ≪ c), superfluidic drag originates almost
exclusively from time-irreversible vortex nucleation dom-
inated by the quantum dipole force [30]. The power laws
at larger ReS correspond to β = 1.21(16) and 0.72(15)
for the hard wall and Gaussian respectively, and are the
result of more complex vortex dynamics. We believe that
– analogous to classical hydrodynamics – this regime is
dominated by boundary layer effects [31–34].

In addition to the hard-wall circular and Gaussian ob-
stacle, we investigated the the asymptotic a0 value for
non-trivial obstacle shapes. In classical hydrodynamics,
a0 is the number associated with an object’s ‘constant’
drag coefficient and quantifies the aerodynamicity of an
object’s shape. Table I summarizes the constant drag
coefficient for a flat plate, wedge, and airfoil-shaped ob-
stacle and compares it to the classical values. These have
been extracted using the same procedure as those of the
Gaussian and hard-wall obstacles. Drag coefficient curves
for these obstacles are found in Supplementary Sec. S2.
We remark the stark difference between the classical and
superfluid airfoil. While the drag coefficient is remark-
ably lower than other obstacles, the difference is much
less pronounced than for classical obstacles.

Next, we outline how the universality of the drag co-
efficient can be verified experimentally. Here, we must
consider the limited resolution with which we are able
to probe the superfluid wake. This means that the pro-
cedure used in our numerical simulations, based on the
Ehrenfest relation, cannot be directly applied experimen-
tally. Instead we note that in an otherwise unperturbed
flow, drag force may equivalently be obtained by consid-
ering the total momentum flow in a set volume around
an obstacle.

The first step is to cast the system into a control vol-
ume, as described in classical hydrodynamics [36, 37],
using the Leibniz-Reynolds transport theorem [38]:

Classical (Cd) Quantum (CdS )

Wedge 2.00 1.93(6)

Flat plate 1.98 2.14(5)

Circle 1.17 2.40(6)

Gaussian N/A 2.37(16)

Airfoil 0.09 1.57(8)

TABLE I. Drag coefficients at Cd(Re → ∞) in classical and
quantum systems. The Gaussian obstacle has no trivial clas-
sical analog. Classical drag coefficients obtained from [22, 35].

∂(mu)sys
∂t

=
∂

∂t

ˆ

CV

ρu dV +

ˆ

CS

ρu (u · n) dA, (5)

where the left hand side is the momentum flux of a closed
system, CV is a control volume around the obstacle, and
CS is the perimeter of the control volume. Here ρ and u
represent the density and velocity of the fluid inside the
control volume, respectively, and n the normal vector
pointing out of the control surface. The first term on the
right-hand side is the change of total momentum inside
the control volume in time, which vanishes in steady state
with constant inflow velocity and density, and the second
term on the right-hand side is the net flow of momentum
through the control volume boundary.
Next, we rewrite Eq. (5) in the quantum hydrodynam-

ics approximation by replacing the density ρ → mψ∗ψ,
and ρu → J = −iℏ

2 (ψ∗∇ψ − ψ∇ψ∗) [39]. For a two-
dimensional system the resulting expression for the the
net force acting on the control area, or the momentum
flux, is given by

∂

∂t

"

Ω

J dΩ+

˛

Γ

J(u · n) dl =
˛

Γ

Tjk dl−
¨

Ω

ρ∂k

(
V

m

)
dΩ,

(6)

where Ω is the two-dimensional control area, Γ is the
surface encompassing the control area, and Tjk is the
momentum flux density tensor [30]. The last term is the
Ehrenfest relation in the hydrodynamic limit, with ∂k
the spatial derivative in k and V the potential and m the
mass [39].
In the steady state and for sufficiently smooth obsta-

cles, where the above equation can be further simplified
to

˛

Γ

J(u · n) dl = −
¨

Ω

ρ∂k

(
V

m

)
dΩ,

the force in direction k may be evaluated using the Ehren-
fest relation, or by considering the momentum current
density flowing through a control surface around an ob-
stacle. This control volume method introduced here has
great experimental utility as the largest contributions to
the Ehrenfest relation occur within a number of healing
lengths around the obstacle, requiring large experimental
resolution to obtain the drag force accurately.
We have analyzed the data from Fig. 1(c,d) using the

two methods, with the results are plotted in Fig. 3.
We limit the the downstream boundary to be no fur-
ther than Ly/2 away from the obstacle to prevent con-
tributions from edge effects in our finite-sized grid. We
compare the method for small (left) and large (right)
obstacles, for both the hard wall (green dots) and Gaus-
sian (orange triangles) barriers. The filled data points
correspond to the Ehrenfest method, with correspond-
ing shaded areas for the error. Due to long time cor-
relations, the error is equivalent to the standard devi-
ation of the force time series (depicted in Fig. 1(b)).
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(triangle) obstacle, obtained from the longitudinal force time
series using the Ehrenfest relation (filled datapoints) and con-
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Open data points are obtained through the control vol-
ume method. Across the range of all our independent
parameters, the control volume method is in good agree-
ment with the Ehrenfest method, showing the effective-
ness of this method. This method will open up new in
situ techniques for measuring superfluid drag in Bose-
Einstein condensates: Experimental verification is realis-
able for superfluids with access to the velocity field, such
as atomic Bose-Einstein condensate experiments utilising
Bragg spectroscopy [40, 41].

In conclusion, we have confirmed the existence of the
Reynolds law of similarity for superfluidic drag. Exis-
tence of the drag similtude provides further evidence of
the utility of the superfluid Reynolds number. Our re-
sults, and the earlier demonstrated universal behaviour
for the Strouhal number [13], suggest all relevant dimen-
sionless quantities are expressible as a universal func-
tion of the ReS due to scale invariance. In addition,
we investigated the drag coefficient of various bluff and
streamlined obstacles and found significant differences
with a significantly higher drag coefficient for a stream-
lined airfoil than its classical equivalent. Finally, we pro-
vide an alternative method of obtaining the drag force
in a wake which opens up the ability for experimen-
tal measurements of superfluidic drag. Future work at
larger Reynolds numbers, realised at much larger com-
putational grids, can shed new light on constant drag
coefficients and the dissipation anomaly in superfluids.
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METHOD

To model our wake, we cast the Gross-Pitaeskii equation (GPE) into a moving frame. To prevent re-entry of
vortices, we apply a fringe region on the edges of the computational grid. This region is represented by the damping,
γ(r), in Eq. 3 in the main text and is given by,

γ(r) = max [γ(x), γ(y)] with

γ(i) =
γ0
2

[
2 + tanh

(
i− wi

d

)
− tanh

(
i+ wi

d

)]
(S1)

where i ∈ {x, y}, d = 7ξ, wi = 0.4Li and γ0 = 0.25. The potential V (r) is contained inside L (Eq. 2) and have
analytic definitions for the hard-wall and Gaussian obstacle:

VHW (r) =
V0
2

[
tanh

(
r − σ

2

)
+ tanh

(
r + σ

2

)]
(S2)

VG(r) =
V0
2

exp
(
−r2/σ2

)
, (S3)

where σ = D/2ξ and r =
√
(x− x0)2 + y2. The labels HW and G correspond to cylinder and Gaussian, respectively.

Our study is performed on a grid of sufficient size, while considering computation speed. A sufficiently large grid
ensures no edge effects such as reflections interfere with the wakes. Working in units of healing length, ξ, speed of
sound, c =

√
µ/m and time τ = ℏ/µ, a spatial grid of the size Lx = 512ξ by Ly = 256ξ was found to be sufficiently

large for barrier sizes up to D = 24ξ, whilst maintaining sufficient computational speed. The computational grid is
Mx = 2Lx by My = 2Ly, providing two grid points per healing length.

SUPERFLUID DRAG COEFFICIENT

The superfluid drag coefficient is introduced in the main text as CdS
= 2Fd/ρ(u

2 − u2c)D. We justify how this
drag coefficient is established by considering the drag force in context of the dynamic pressure. The drag equation is
given by Fd = qCdD, with D the obstacle size, Cd the drag coefficient and q = 1

2ρu
2 the dynamic pressure. The drag

depends linearly on the dynamic pressure and becomes nonzero for u > 0.
Due to an absence of superfluid drag below the object dependent critical velocity, uc, it is useful to introduce a

superfluid dynamic pressure such that the drag equation becomes nonzero at the critical velocity:

qS = q − qc =
1

2
ρu2 − 1

2
ρu2c =

1

2
ρ(u2 − u2c). (S4)

Substituting this into the drag equation and solving for the drag coefficient leads to the superfluid drag coefficient,

CdS
=

2Fd

ρ(u2 − u2c)D
. (S5)
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DRAG COEFFICIENT FITTING

To obtain the coefficients α and β in Eq. 4 of the main text, the asymptotic value a0 was subtracted to find the
appropriate power laws. To find a power law through fitting linear functions on logarithmic axes, care must be taken
to subtract any asymptotic offset: The gradient of the linear fit is not representative of data due to the logarithmic
identity log (CdS

− a0) = logReαS = α log ReS , rather than logCdS
= log (ReαS + a0), which has no logarithmic identity.

A result of the subtraction of a0 is that points where CdS
− a0 → 0, data deviates much more and a collapse onto

a single curve seems less apparent. Figure S1 is an addition to Fig. 2 of the main text, where we demonstrate the
collapse onto a single curve on logarithmic axes without subtracting the asymptotic offset. For both the (a) hard-
walled obstacle and (b) Gaussian obstacle, this effect is most pronounced around ReS ∼ 101, with the points on this
plot appearing to follow a power law much more closer here.
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FIG. S1. Drag coefficient on log-log axes without subtracting a0, as is done in the insets in Fig. 2 of the main text. To obtain
the correct coefficients α and β, the asymptotic value a0 must be subtracted. Without subtracting, the power laws appear to
collapse better onto a single curve as can be seen for the (a) hard-walled and (b) Gaussian obstacle.

DRAG COEFFICIENTS OF NONTRIVIAL GEOMETRIES

Table I shows the (superfluidic) drag coefficients for all obstacle shapes, including the wedge, flat plate and airfoil.
The drag coefficient given is CdS

(Re → ∞) = a0, obtained through the method described in the main text. To obtain
the coefficient and show the further extend of the dynamical similarity, the superfluid drag coefficient is plotted as a
function of the superfluid Reynolds number in Fig S2.
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FIG. S2. Drag coefficient as a function for the Reynolds number for the (a) flat plate, (b) wedge and (c) airfoil. The angle of
attack is from right to left. The dashed lines correspond with guide lines corresponding with the obtained a0 coefficient.


