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Abstract

This study examines the performance of two flapping flat-plate foils interacting with each other while generating thrust

at a Reynolds number of 800 through two-dimensional numerical simulations. These fluid dynamics simulations were

conducted with a commercial computational fluid dynamics solver implementing a finite-volume method and an

overset mesh capability. The foils performed a combined motion involving pitching, heaving, and deviation. Both

foils exhibit similar movements, with one foil mirroring the other. The heaving and pitching motions occur at the

same frequency but with a phase shift between them. The effects of varying the phase shift and the minimum spacing

between the foils during motion were first explored. The study revealed that a maximum efficiency of 0.542 can be

achieved by using two foils, representing an increase of 13.5% relative to the optimal single-foil case. Then, the

impacts of the deviation motion were investigated. The deviation motion was introduced with a frequency twice as

fast as the other motions, and a phase shift relative to the heaving motion. The other parameters such as the minimum

spacing between the foils, the heaving and pitching amplitudes, and the frequency were those of the best configuration

without deviation. The numerical simulations demonstrated that deviation can increase efficiency further to a value of

0.560, a relative increase of 3.95%.
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1. Introduction

The pursuit of leveraging useful aerodynamic forces from fluid flows has captured the interest of researchers

throughout the years. Numerous studies have investigated flapping wings to either generate thrust or extract energy

from such flows (Tuncer and Platzer, 1999; Anderson et al., 1998; Miller and Peskin, 2005; Wu et al., 2020). This

concept draws inspiration from the efficient aerodynamics observed in various species of insects and small birds

that continuously flap their wings at specific frequencies to achieve flight. This approach contrasts with intermittent

flapping and gliding, a technique used by most larger birds subject to larger Reynolds numbers. In some cases, an
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intriguing phenomenon known as clap and fling is used. This mechanism was initially reported by Weis-Fogh (1973)

who studied the flight of the diminutive wasp Encarsia formosa. They also demonstrated that this clap-and-fling

mechanism has been adopted by some birds and insects for flight. It involves wings coming into proximity during

flapping, resulting in enhanced thrust or lift generation through their interaction.

Conventional aerodynamic theories have often fallen short in explaining how sufficient lift is generated at low

Reynolds numbers, particularly for hovering. Earlier studies identified that unsteady mechanisms play a crucial role

in this matter (Ansari et al., 2006; Dickinson et al., 1999; Ellington et al., 1996). Among them, the clap-and-fling

mechanism, illustrated in Figure 1, has been widely studied for its efficient circulation generation around flapping

wings through mutual interaction. During the clap phase, the wings move toward each other and nearly touch. This

is followed by the fling phase, where the wings separate, inducing circulation that rapidly reaches a steady state

(Lighthill, 1973). Unlike traditional steady-state aerodynamics, this mechanism bypasses the need for the Kutta

condition to establish circulation. The rapid reach of steady circulation allows the wings to maximize lift during each

oscillation cycle, explaining why several species evolved to use this mechanism for flight at lower Reynolds numbers.

Building on these biological insights, computational and experimental studies have advanced the understanding

of flapping-wing aerodynamics. Platzer et al. (1993) analyzed thrust and lift in oscillating airfoils using a panel code,

revealing the impact of unsteady forces. Later work by Tuncer and Platzer (1999) introduced a Navier-Stokes solver

to account for flow separation and wake profiles, highlighting the role of attached flows in achieving higher propulsive

efficiencies. At higher plunging frequencies, leading-edge vortices were observed to generate more thrust but at the

cost of reduced efficiency. These insights have inspired biomimetic designs, such as developing flapping-wing vehicles

with features mimicking species at comparable Reynolds numbers (Jones and Platzer, 2009). Such designs leverage

unsteady aerodynamic advantages, including ground effects and wake ingestion, to optimize thrust and efficiency

(Platzer et al., 2008), underscoring the continued relevance of biological flight mechanics to engineering innovation.

Meanwhile, numerous studies about flapping wings revealed the importance of kinematic parameters on aerody-

namic performances. In the case of harmonic wing motions involving clap and fling, the phase shift between the

heaving and pitching movements has a significant impact since it controls the kinematics of the foils when they reach

proximity. For single harmonically flapping foils, the optimal phase shift depends on the location of the pivot point on

the oscillating foil. Anderson et al. (1998) have shown that this optimal phase shift when the pivot point is at one-third

of the chord length is 75◦. They also pointed out that changing the pivot point location has similar effects to modifying

the phase shift in the case of small amplitude motions. This is also supported by Isogai et al. (1999), who found that

the optimal efficiency occurs at a phase shift of 90◦ when the pivot point is located at the middle of the chord length.

The impact of the interactions between two foils undergoing clap-and-fling motion has been examined by some

authors with two-dimensional numerical simulations (Mao and Xin, 2003; Miller and Peskin, 2005; Zhu and Lei,

2018). In the work by Mao and Xin (2003), a hovering configuration with a Reynolds number of 17 and a motion

described by piecewise-continuous functions is used. This configuration corresponds to the kinematics and physical

scales of a wasp (Encarsia Formosa). They reported that reducing the minimum spacing between the foils increases
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Figure 1: Schematic of wing sections during clap (a-c) and fling (d-f). The motion occurs sequentially from (a) to (f) and the generated force is

upward.

the lift coefficient. Yet, the moment coefficient, which is directly related to the necessary power that needs to be

injected to accomplish the motion, increases significantly as the foils are closer initially. Mao and Xin (2003) discussed

that when the initial spacing varies between the smallest values considered (10 to 20 percent of the chord length), the

lift coefficient barely diminishes while the moment coefficient becomes much smaller. Hence, a compromise has to be

made when setting the initial spacing to maximize the lift while minimizing the power required to execute the motion.

They have also reported strong lift peaks during the clap phase, which correspond to the moment when the trailing

edges of the foils are close to each other. They concluded that the clap-and-fling interaction can increase the lift

coefficient by a factor of up to 1.6 when compared to single foils. This confirms, to some extent, that this mechanism

can significantly improve lift.

Subsequently, Miller and Peskin (2005) determined that a lower Reynolds number could increase the lift of heaving

and pitching foils. The spacing between the two foils at the end of the fling movement was specified as 1/6 of the chord

length, which allows proximity effects to occur. Their simulations were carried out for Reynolds numbers between

8 and 128. At lower Reynolds numbers, lift improvements were reported during the translation and rotation phases

of the motion when compared to a single foil undergoing the same movement. At higher Reynolds numbers, the

propulsion improvements were significantly reduced but kept a slight increase during the rotation part of the motion.

On the other hand, Miller and Peskin (2005) also showed that the necessary force to sustain the rotation motion

increased at lower Reynolds numbers. This implies that small insects likely need to provide significant effort to rotate

their wings. It was thus hypothesized that the use of flexible wings could, however, decrease the negative impact of

these drag forces at lower Reynolds numbers.
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Along the same lines, Zhu and Lei (2018) investigated the effects of proximity and phase difference between the

pitching and heaving of two harmonically flapping foils. They considered a system moving with a Reynolds number

of 104 rather than hovering. They reported a 77% increase in thrust and a 46% increase in efficiency under different

conditions. The best thrust and efficiency were both obtained when the mean spacing between the foils was 1.4 times

the chord length, resulting in a minimum spacing between the foils of about 30 percent of the chord length.

A study by Wang et al. (2004) investigated unsteady effects and compared 2D computations with 3D experiments

of different kinematic patterns for a flapping wing in a hovering configuration. A dynamically scaled robotic fly was

used to obtain force and flow data experimentally, while a Navier-Stokes solver was employed for the 2D simulations.

The wing motion was harmonic and thus followed a sinusoidal flapping and pitching motion. In the experimental case,

this motion was confined to an arc about the wing root, while in the 2D computations, a simplification was considered

such that the motion was along a straight line. The main results of this study revealed that the force coefficients have

a weak dependence on stroke amplitude in the range considered, which was 3-5 times the chord length. However, the

forces were shown to be quite sensitive to the phase between the flapping and pitching motions, which is consistent

with results from Dickinson et al. (1999). This can be explained by the orientation of the wing at reversal which can

optimally benefit from the delayed stall mechanism. This increases the circulation around the wing and consequently

increases lift. However, Wang et al. (2004) mentioned that three-dimensional effects reported experimentally have an

important role in this mechanism.

Additionally, while numerous studies are based on harmonic motions, real fruit flies benefiting from the clap-and-

fling mechanism employ slightly more complex kinematics. A comparison of several wing kinematic models based

on 2D Navier-Stokes simulations were performed by Bos et al. (2008) to assess the aerodynamic performances of a

hovering insect. A harmonic model, a so-called Robofly model based on the experimental device from Dickinson et al.

(1999), a simplified fruit fly model, and a realistic fruit fly model were considered at a Reynolds number of 110. These

four models were subjected to different stroke patterns (heaving), angle of attack (pitching), and deviation, a motion

of the wing transverse to the main stroke motion. In the first two models, deviation is not used while it is symmetric

in the simplified fruit fly model and asymmetric in the realistic fruit fly model. Including deviation results in a figure-

of-eight pattern of the wing as viewed by an external observer. The study shows that the mean drag at comparable

lift for the harmonic and Robofly models is substantially higher than in more realistic fruit fly models due to their

higher effective angle of attack. Bos et al. (2008) also reported that deviation could introduce an important velocity

component perpendicular to the stroke, which greatly affects the effective angle of attack of the wings. Although the

mean lift and drag were almost unaffected by deviation, their amplitudes decreased. Therefore, the deviation motion

levels the force variations, which could be desirable for application to micro air vehicles using such wing kinematics.

Additionally, wing kinematics of free-flying fruit flies were investigated experimentally by Fry et al. (2003) where

three-dimensional infrared high-speed videos were taken during the flight maneuvers. As recorded in this study, the

flight characteristics of real fruit flies include the deviation motion responsible for the figure-of-eight pattern, the

typical wing stroke (heave in 2D), and the pitching motion. The data demonstrates that each motion component is
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essentially harmonic except for the pitching motion exhibiting more asymmetry. The most important takeaway of this

study is that the deviation motion is essentially in phase with the stroke motion at a frequency twice as high. Further-

more, the data presents these harmonic motions as angular displacements around the root of the three-dimensional

wing. In a 2D representation, these angular displacements would thus have a corresponding simplified displacement.

Deviation has also been studied through three-dimensional numerical simulations carried out by Jung et al. (2024).

They considered a single flapping wing in a hovering configuration with a similar motion to that of a mosquito,

which does not employ the clap-and-fling mechanism. Results demonstrated that for a wing motion with a small

sweeping amplitude (which is the wing displacement around its root in 3D), the figure-of-eight pattern resulting from

the deviation significantly modified the effective angle of attack during a cycle of motion and thus increased the mean

lift by 30%.

In this context, our study aims to explore further the clap-and-fling mechanism of two flapping foils operating in

a two-dimensional traveling configuration. Contrary to hovering flight, this configuration implies an incoming flow

corresponding to the system velocity. The study focuses on the effects of the phase difference between the heaving

and the pitching motions as well as on the minimum spacing between the foils. Our study thus extends the work

of Zhu and Lei (2018) as we explore different parameters. In particular, we use a larger flapping amplitude and

investigate configurations with near-contact distances between the foils using an overset-mesh technique, resulting

in better thrust and efficiency. Furthermore, our study also incorporates the deviation motion into the overall motion

of the wings to determine if beneficial effects can be obtained in cases with two wings in proximity. To determine

the optimal deviation for a two-dimensional motion, we modified the phase shift between the heaving and deviation

components of the motion, as well as the amplitude of the deviation. By comparing the results obtained through the

inclusion of deviation to those previously obtained without the latter, we investigate whether incorporating deviation

can also lead to higher levels of efficiency and thrust. These performances are also compared against those of a single

foil undergoing the baseline heaving and pitching motions. This paper is divided as follows. Firstly, Section 2 presents

the numerical methodology and the metrics that characterize the performances of the airfoils. Section 3 presents the

verifications of the numerical simulations. Lastly, Section 4 reports and discusses the numerical results obtained with

and without deviation.

2. Methodology

2.1. Problem definition

This study employs two-dimensional numerical simulations of a pair of flapping wings to investigate the combined

effect of the deviation motion and the clap-and-fling mechanism. By focusing on an in-plane motion, we can ex-

plore its unique properties without considering 3D effects, which would require substantial computational resources.

Furthermore, considering that natural flapping-wing flyers typically have thin wings and operate at low Reynolds

numbers, the impact of wing profile geometry is not significant in the proposed study. Thus, the thin-plate geometry
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shown in Figure 2 is used as a foil where c is the chord length, e is the plate thickness, and xP represents the pivot

point distance from the leading edge.

Figure 2: Geometry of a thin flat plate with rounded edges used as a foil.

The motion of the oscillating foils comprises three components: a vertical translation (heaving motion), a rotation

(pitching motion), and a horizontal translation (deviation motion). Both foils undergo a symmetric motion as shown

in Figure 3, and the motion of the upper foil is described by:

h = h0 sin (2π f t) , (1)

θ = θ0 sin (2π f t − ϕ) , (2)

l = l0 sin (4π f t − ψ) , (3)

where the heaving, pitching, and deviation amplitudes are denoted by h0, θ0, and l0, respectively, and the motion

frequency is represented by f . Lastly, ϕ and ψ are the phase differences between the heaving motion and the pitching

and deviation motions respectively. The complete motion of the two flapping foils is illustrated in Figure 3, where

the distance d represents the minimum spacing attained between the foils throughout the motion cycle. The incoming

flow velocity, denoted as U∞, corresponds to the baseline horizontal velocity of the system without considering the

effects of the deviation motion.

2.2. Parametric Space

The relevant reference scales used for this problem are the length scale c, the velocity scale U∞, the time scale

1/ f , and the pressure scale ρU2
∞. With these scales, the following dimensionless parameters that govern the problem

are obtained:

Re =
U∞ c
ν

, f ∗ =
f c

U∞
, h∗ =

h0

c
, l∗ =

l0
c
,

e∗ =
e
c
, x∗P =

xP

c
, d∗ =

d
c
, θ0, ϕ, ψ.

(4)

These parameters are respectively the Reynolds number, the reduced frequency, the normalized heaving amplitude,

the normalized deviation amplitude, the relative thickness of the airfoil, the normalized pivot point position, the

normalized minimum spacing between the foils, the pitching amplitude, the phase shift between heaving and pitching,
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Figure 3: Motion of the two foils (ϕ = 105◦, ψ = 0◦).

and the phase shift between heaving and deviation. To focus on specific parameters, the following values are fixed

throughout the parametric study.

Re = 800, h∗ = 1, e∗ = 0.01, x∗P = 0.005, θ0 = 30◦, f ∗ = 0.15. (5)

The Reynolds number is determined based on typical characteristics of flying species presented in Table 1. The choices

for normalized heaving amplitude h∗ and normalized pivot point position x∗P are somewhat arbitrary but enable the

reproduction of a 2D motion resembling that of a mid-span wing section. The pivot point position is essentially located

at the leading edge, which is inspired by birds’ wings whose motion is driven by the forelimbs. The motion parameters

f ∗ and θ0 are selected to achieve the best efficiency configuration when using a single wing with a phase parameter

ϕ = 90◦ (Olivier and Dumas (2016)). These parameter choices leave the phase shift ϕ and the normalized minimum
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Table 1: Flight characteristics of some flying species compiled from various sources (Azuma, 2006; Tobalske et al., 2007; Weis-Fogh, 1973).

Dimensionless numbers f ∗ and Re are computed with the largest values of U∞.

Specie Mass (kg) f (Hz) Span (m) c (m) U∞ (m/s) f ∗ Re

Fruit fly
(Drosophila virilis)

2 × 10−6 240 0.006 0.0015 0 – 0.65 0.55 6.5 × 101

Mosquito
(Aedes nearcticus)

3.5 × 10−6 320 0.0054 0.00067 0 – 1.0 0.214 4.4 × 101

Bee
(Bombus terrestris)

8.8 × 10−4 156 0.0346 0.0073 0 – 2.41 0.473 1.2 × 103

Hummingbird
(Selasphorus rufus)

3.4 × 10−3 41 0.109 0.012 0 – 12 0.041 9.6 × 103

spacing between the foils d∗ as the main parameters of interest when no deviation is used. While the normalized

distance d∗ certainly affects the clap-and-fling mechanism, the phase shift ϕ influences the timing of the kinematics

when both wings come close together, which turns out to have a significant effect as well. The two remaining key

parameters in this study are the phase shift ψ and the normalized deviation amplitude l∗. The normalized deviation

amplitude modulates the deviation motion relative to the heaving and pitching motions, while the phase shift ψ directly

influences the shape of the figure-of-eight pattern. The baseline phase shift considered is ψ = 0◦, corresponding to the

experimental flight data collected by Fry et al. (2003).

2.3. Performance metrics

The flapping-foil pair illustrated in Figure 3 moves horizontally with the deviation velocity l̇. The foils’s relative

velocity with respect to the flow is thus U∞− l̇. When the foils translate horizontally to the left, the effective velocity is

thus greater than the nominal velocity U∞ while the opposite occurs when the foils translate to the right. Furthermore,

each foil is subject to the aerodynamic force (Fx, Fy) and aerodynamic moment MP. Considering the proposed orien-

tation for the x and y axes, the net thrust force which takes into account the required force to perform the deviation

motion is −Fx while Fy and MP are the force and moment required to sustain the flapping motion of each foil. The

instantaneous thrust coefficient of each foil is thus defined as follows:

CT,i = −
Fx,i

1
2 ρU2

∞ c
. (6)

Similarly, the power coefficient required to sustain the motion of foil i is defined as:

CP,i = −
Fy,i ḣi + MP,i θ̇i + Fx,i l̇i

1
2 ρU3

∞ c
. (7)

This equation is analogous to the one used by Viswanath and K. Tafti (2013), and it is derived under the hypothesis

that the work required to sustain the wing motion is provided by a system moving at U∞. To account for the unsteady
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nature of these force and power coefficients, a time-averaging operation denoted by the operator () is performed once

the flow reaches a periodic behavior, typically after 3-5 cycles. This averaging is carried out over the last 4 cycles of

motion. The total average coefficients considering both foils are expressed as follows:

CT =
CT,1 +CT,2

2
, (8)

CP =
CP,1 +CP,2

2
. (9)

An additional important metric is the thrust efficiency of the flapping foils, which represents the ratio between the

thrust power (Fx U∞) and the power required to execute the heaving, pitching and deviation motions. This efficiency

is averaged over an integer number of cycles, similar to the other coefficients, and is defined for one foil as:

ηi =
Fx,i U∞

Fy,i ḣi + MP,i θ̇i + Fx,i l̇i
=

CT

CP
. (10)

Since the motion of the two foils is symmetric, it is expected that η1 = η2 most of the time. However, the resulting

wake from the clap-and-fling motion may not always be symmetrical. Therefore, another average efficiency metric

taking into account both foils is also considered:

η =
η1 + η2

2
. (11)

The last performance metric related to the deviation motion is the instantaneous thrust coefficient standard devia-

tion during one motion cycle. For foil i, this metric is defined as:

σCT,i =

√(
CT,i −CT,i

)2
. (12)

The total propulsive standard deviation which considers both foils thus yields:

σCT =
σCT,1 + σCT,2

2
. (13)

This metric correlates with how leveled the thrust coefficient is, which is advisable in the case of micro air vehicles as

discussed by Bos et al. (2008).

2.4. Effective angle of attack

As discussed above, the flapping wing pair undergoes an effective horizontal velocity which depends on the flow

velocity U∞ and the deviation motion. As a result, modifying the deviation parameters ψ and l∗ as defined in Sec-

tion 2.2 affects the flow behavior directly and changes the effective angle of attack of the two foils. This necessarily

impacts the performance metrics described in Section 2.3 by affecting the aerodynamic forces on the body. Based

on the motion imposed and upstream flow conditions, the flapping foils pair undergoes an effective flow velocity
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described as:

V⃗eff = Vx ı̂ + Vy ȷ̂,

Vx = U∞ − l̇,

Vy = −ḣ,

(14)

With this definition, the geometrical effective angle of attack α is expressed at the pivot point position as:

α = arctan
(
−ḣ

U∞ − l̇

)
− θ. (15)

On Figure 4, the effective angle of attack is thus shown to be the angle between the chord line of the foil and the

effective upstream velocity vector V⃗eff.

Figure 4: Imposed heaving h(t), pitching θ(t) and deviation l(t) motions for the upper foil (ϕ = 105◦, ψ = 0◦). The effective velocity V⃗eff and angle

of attack α are also shown.

2.5. Computational domain and numerical details

Figure 5 illustrates the computational domain used in this study, which consists of a 100c × 100c box. The two

foils are initially positioned at a distance such that they reach the minimum spacing d∗. The boundary conditions

applied are as follows: symmetry conditions are applied at the top and bottom sides of the domain, a uniform velocity

inlet condition is applied on the left side, and a pressure outlet boundary condition is applied on the right side with

a uniform static pressure. The flow is governed by the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations, and the numerical

solutions are obtained with the commercial solver STAR-CCM+. The solver employs a second-order accurate finite-

volume method that supports unstructured polyhedral overset meshes. The solution is advanced in time using a

second-order backward difference scheme.
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The mesh used for the simulations presented in this paper is displayed in Figure 6. It consists of a polygonal

background grid (Figure 6a) with a refined central region where the two foils are located. The refined region includes

two levels of refinement (Figure 6b). The first level covers the extent of the foils motion and has the same resolution

as the overset meshes around the foils (Figure 6c) to ensure accurate overset interpolation. The second level, although

slightly coarser, maintains a constant mesh resolution to ensure proper resolution of the near wake. The overset mesh

for each foil is generated using the ICEM meshing software to have better control over the meshing process. This

allows the separation of each foil’s mesh into three sub-sections based on the distance from the wall. This separation

protects the smaller cells of the boundary layer from being ignored by the overset interpolation when the different

overset meshes come into proximity during the motion. As a result, the interpolation between each sub-section uses

cells of similar size, enhancing the reliability of the results.

Figure 5: Computational domain of the simulation with two oscillating foils (not to scale).

3. Numerical verification

3.1. Iterative convergence

The flow solver uses the SIMPLEC iterative algorithm to handle the pressure-velocity coupling. Therefore, appro-

priate stopping criteria must be met at each time step to prevent significant iterative errors. The method we used in this
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(a) Background mesh used in the simulations. (b) Mesh refinement near the two foils.

(c) Overset mesh around a single foil.

Figure 6: Baseline mesh used in the simulations.

work is an asymptotic verification on three physical quantities: the x-force, the y-force, and the moment computed on

each foil (hence, there are six stopping criteria for simulations involving two foils). The asymptotic limits are normal-

ized with five consecutive samples and are set to 10−4. Thus, these criteria allow direct control of the impact of the

iterations on the physical quantities used for the performance evaluation. Moreover, it was verified that all equations’

residuals followed a decreasing trend at each time step of the simulations, thus complementing the asymptotic limit

used as the main stopping criterion.

3.2. Mesh and time step convergence

Three different meshes and time steps were employed to perform numerical verification and assess the discretiza-

tion error. These meshes included the baseline mesh, which was used to generate the results, a coarser mesh, and a

finer mesh. The number of cells for each mesh is provided in Table 2. The time step values were adjusted to ensure a

consistent Courant number. The baseline dimensionless time step is f∆t = 1/2000.
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Figure 7 illustrates the variation of the thrust coefficient during the last motion cycle for the three meshes and

time steps. This particular case corresponds to a pitching phase shift of ϕ = 105◦, a minimum spacing d∗ = 0.005, a

deviation amplitude l∗ = 0.100 and a deviation phase shift of ψ = 0◦. In this situation, the trailing edges of the foils

approach each other closely at the end of the clap phase.

Figure 7: Convergence for the thrust coefficient for the last cycle of motion.

Upon observing Figure 7, it is evident that the curves associated with the different meshes and time steps exhibit

strong similarity, indicating good convergence. However, it is also apparent that the curve corresponding to the coarser

mesh displays larger discrepancies, particularly near the peaks and troughs of thrust. This behavior is expected in a

converged analysis and further validates the suitability of the baseline mesh and time step. The results from Table 2

support these observations by comparing the performance metrics introduced in Section 2.3. They indicate that

simultaneous spatial and temporal refinement has minimal impact on the reported physical parameters in the table,

confirming the adequacy of the chosen baseline mesh and time step.

Table 2: Discretization details and cycle-averaged thrust and power coefficients.

Total cell count
Overset zone

cell count
∆t · f CT CP

Coarse Mesh 180 199 4 140 1/1000 0.561 1.080

Baseline Mesh 672 549 11 776 1/2000 0.568 1.091

Fine Mesh 2 680 535 39 432 1/4000 0.571 1.094
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Further verifications were made to assess the accuracy of the overset mesh interpolation, particularly during the

time interval when the leading and trailing edges of the foils come very close. In Figure 7, two thrust peaks are

observed around f t = 0.730 and f t = 0.825, coinciding with substantial overlap between the overset meshes of

each foil. This raises concerns regarding the number of cells in the spacing between the two foils. Indeed, a so-

called hole-cutting procedure is executed by the solver during the simulation when the overset meshes overlap. This

procedure activates and deactivates mesh cells depending on the proximity of the foils and their respective meshes,

which can influence the mesh resolution and the quality of the mesh-to-mesh interpolation in that region. To address

this concern, Table 3 presents a verification wherein local averages for the power and thrust coefficients are computed

for the last cycle of each simulation within the normalized time interval f t ∈ [0.715, 0.850]. This interval corresponds

to the two thrust peaks where the leading edges get close to each other, followed by the trailing edges that reach even

closer proximity resulting from the subsequent fling of the foils. The variation in thrust and power coefficients is

sufficiently low to conclude that an adequate level of convergence has been achieved, even when the foils are near and

their respective meshes overlap. Based on these verifications, it can be determined that the baseline mesh with the

associated normalized time step of ∆t · f = 1/2000 is appropriate for the parametric study.

Table 3: Verification of the discretization in the time interval f t ∈ [0.715, 0.850].

Total cell count
Overset zone

cell count
∆t · f CT

1 CP
1

Coarse Mesh 180 199 4 140 1/1000 0.276 0.545

Baseline Mesh 672 549 11 776 1/2000 0.294 0.565

Fine Mesh 2 680 535 39 432 1/4000 0.302 0.574

1 CT and CP values were averaged on the normalized time interval [0.715, 0.850].

4. Results and discussion

4.1. Parametric Study Overview

In this section, the effects of varying the four parameters of interest presented in Section 2.2 are investigated.

This is done according to a heuristic optimization methodology, thus by first varying the phase shift between the

heaving and pitching motions as well as the minimum spacing between the airfoils without considering deviation.

After identifying an optimal case by using the constant parameters defined in Equation 5 while varying the phase

shift between 60◦ and 120◦ and the minimum spacing d∗ between 0.005 and 8, a second parametric investigation

is performed by including the deviation motion. The latter is performed by modifying the deviation amplitude l∗

between 0 and 0.150, and the phase shift ψ between -140◦ and 40◦. While the best case identified through this heuristic
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optimization may not be the absolute optimum, it remains a highly efficient configuration that yields valuable insight

into the clap-and-fling mechanism.

Cases without deviation

The computed performances for cases without deviation based on the metrics defined in Section 2.3 are presented

as a function of the phase shift for some minimum spacings between the foils, see Figure 8 and Figure 9. Similarly,

computed performances for cases with deviation are presented as a function of the deviation amplitude and phase shift

for both single- and dual-foils in hill charts, see Figure 12 to Figure 15.

Figure 8: Averaged thrust coefficient CT as a function of the phase shift ϕ for different minimum spacings between the foils d∗ (no deviation).

Figure 8 shows that the highest thrust occurs at a phase shift of ϕ = 105◦ and a minimum spacing of d∗ = 0.005.

Lower and higher phase shifts result in decreased performance, while an increase in the minimum spacing between the

foils results in an overall decrease in thrust for most phase shifts. At the optimal point, the averaged thrust coefficient

is CT = 0.549. It is interesting to observe that the maximum thrust in the case of a single foil (represented here by

the minimum spacing d∗ → ∞) occurs at a different phase shift of 80◦ with a lower thrust coefficient of CT = 0.36.

These results confirm a significant thrust improvement of up to 52.72% when using a small spacing between two

flapping foils. Figure 9 shows the same trend for the efficiency: the maximum η = 0.542 occurs at the same phase

shift ϕ = 105◦ and minimum spacing d∗ = 0.005 for the case with two foils. Interestingly, the optimal efficiency

η = 0.478 of the single-foil case does not occur at the same phase shift as its maximum thrust, but rather at the same

one as the most efficient two-foil case. Lastly, a relative efficiency increase of up to 13.50% is observed when two

foils are used instead of one.

To better observe the impact of the minimum spacing between the foils, Figure 10 and Figure 11 illustrate the

cycle-averaged performance metrics as a function of d∗ for all the different phase shifts. As seen from Figure 10,
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Figure 9: Efficiency η as a function of the phase shift ϕ for different minimum spacings between the foils d∗ (no deviation).

the best thrust is found at the smallest minimum spacing tested (d∗ = 0.005) and at a phase shift ϕ = 105◦. However,

as the minimum spacing increases, the curve with ϕ = 110◦ presents a higher thrust than the case with ϕ = 105◦. In

Figure 11, it can be seen that the curve associated with the phase shift 105◦ always presents the best efficiency for all of

the minimum spacings d∗. At d∗ = 1, the efficiency increases sharply as the minimum spacing decreases for the phase

shift of 105◦ towards the lowest reported value of d∗ = 0.005. This demonstrates that a near-contact minimum spacing

between the foils is necessary to benefit from clap-and-fling effects. At minimum spacings of d∗ = 8 and above, the

performances asymptotically reach those of a single foil. Concerning the best case at d∗ = 0.005 and ϕ = 105◦, flow

still occurs between the foils as they reach the minimum spacing. Therefore, even if the gap is relatively small, viscous

Figure 10: Averaged thrust coefficient CT as a function of the minimum spacing d∗ for different phase shifts ϕ (no deviation).
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Figure 11: Efficiency η as a function of the minimum spacing d∗ for different phase shifts ϕ (no deviation).

effects in the boundary layers are not strong enough to completely block the flow between the foils. As such, the trend

observed in Figure 10 and Figure 11 suggests that slight performance improvements are still possible if the minimum

spacing is reduced further. However, cases with a minimum spacing smaller than d∗ = 0.005 were not computed in

this study. Indeed, a finer mesh with prohibitive computational cost would have been necessary to accurately capture

the flow within the small gap when the foils reach these minimum spacings, especially near the trailing edges.

(a) Single foil. (b) Dual foils (d∗ = 0.005).

Figure 12: Averaged thrust coefficient CT as a function of the deviation amplitude l∗ and phase shift between the deviation and heaving motions ψ.
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(a) Single foil. (b) Dual foils (d∗ = 0.005).

Figure 13: Averaged power coefficient CP as a function of the deviation amplitude l∗ and phase shift between the deviation and heaving motions ψ.

(a) Single foil. (b) Dual foils (d∗ = 0.005).

Figure 14: Efficiency η as a function of the deviation amplitude l∗ and phase shift between the deviation and heaving motions ψ.

Cases with deviation

Subsequently, the deviation is applied on the case with the optimal motion parameters identified above. Figure 12

shows that for a single foil, the highest averaged thrust coefficient of CT = 0.351 occurs at a phase shift of ψ = 10◦

and deviation amplitude l∗ = 0.100. As shown on the hill chart, higher deviation amplitudes (near the maximum value

considered of l∗ = 0.150) tend to increase the thrust when a positive phase shift ψ close to 0◦ is used. Interestingly,
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(a) Single foil. (b) Dual foils (d∗ = 0.005).

Figure 15: Propulsive standard deviation σCT as a function of the deviation amplitude l∗ and phase shift between the deviation and heaving

motions ψ.

this is not the case for the dual foils subjected to the clap-and-fling mechanism where a lower deviation amplitude

and a significant negative phase shift yield better performances. Indeed, the maximum thrust coefficient CT = 0.610

occurs at ψ = −90◦ and l∗ = 0.025. This value represents a relative increase of 73.79% with respect to the highest

reported value in single-foil cases, which is a significant improvement. As for the averaged power coefficient hill

charts presented in Figure 13, similar trends to those for the thrust can be observed. Important differences are instead

seen on the efficiency hill chart presented in Figure 14 where optimal efficiencies are obtained in similar regions for

both single- and dual-foil cases with lower deviation amplitudes and large negative phase shifts. For the single-foil

configuration, the maximum efficiency of η = 0.488 occurs at ψ = −100◦ and l∗ = 0.030 while for the dual-foil one, it

occurs at ψ = −125◦ and l∗ = 0.035 with a maximum value of η = 0.560. Thus, employing two foils yields a relative

efficiency increase of up to 14.72%.

From the above discussion, we observe that using two foils subjected to clap and fling moves the optimal averaged

thrust coefficient to a combination of deviation amplitude and phase shift closer to the one for the best efficiency,

which is desirable. Indeed, the averaged thrust coefficient obtained at ψ = −125◦ and l∗ = 0.035 is CT = 0.563, which

represents a relative increase of 2.49% compared to the case with no deviation (CT = 0.549). As for the efficiency,

the value of 0.560 obtained with the same parameters represents an increase of 3.21% compared to the case without

deviation (η = 0.542). Therefore, properly tuning the deviation motion produces modest increases in both the thrust

and efficiency in dual-foil configurations.

Moreover, it is observed in Figure 15 that increasing the deviation amplitude with negative phase shifts ψ be-

low around −40◦ does level the aerodynamic forces as reported by Bos et al. (2008) for both single- and dual-foil
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configurations. It is also observed that the standard deviation increases with the deviation amplitude for phase shifts

higher than around −40◦. The maximum value of the propulsive standard deviation reaches σCT = 0.453 for the case

l∗ = 0.150 and ψ = 40◦, corresponding to a configuration with the highest deviation amplitude tested in the study.

Higher values could likely be reached by increasing l∗ or ψ further, but this would significantly reduce the thrust and

efficiency as observed in Figure 12 and Figure 14, which is undesirable and thus not tested. For the optimal efficiency

configuration of the dual-foil case, the reported value of the propulsive standard deviation is σCT = 0.412. This rep-

resents a slight decrease compared to the base case without deviation where σCT = 0.429. Therefore, in addition to

increasing efficiency, a negative phase shift of ψ = −125◦ at a deviation amplitude of l∗ = 0.035 also slightly levels the

unsteady forces resulting from the whole flapping motion. On the other hand, the dual-foil configuration producing

the best thrust (CT = 0.610 with ψ = −90◦ and l∗ = 0.025) presents a slightly higher propulsive standard deviation

of σCT = 0.436, corresponding to more force variations throughout a motion cycle compared to the case without

deviation. Section 4.2 and Section 4.4 further discuss these aspects by analyzing the flow field topology against the

kinematics of the flapping foils using the deviation motion.

4.2. Flow fields topology

Cases without deviation

Figure 16 shows the vorticity field of the best case without deviation for thrust and efficiency (d∗ = 0.005 and

ϕ = 105◦) at several time frames during one motion cycle. As seen in the figure, flow separation occurs during the

clap motion on the boundary layers of each foil along with the formation of leading-edge vortices. However, because

of the low reduced frequency ( f ∗ = 0.15), each vortex shed from the leading edge is convected quickly in the wake,

which minimizes its interaction with the foils. This wake behavior is thus in agreement with that of a single foil as

shown by Olivier (2014).

In addition, the best thrust and efficiency configurations exhibit moderate leading-edge vortices. Such vortices

in low-Reynolds-number flow regimes are known to modulate significantly aerodynamic forces because of the low-

pressure zone within their core. In addition, even though the flow separates near the leading edges to form vortices, it

may remain attached at the trailing edges, maintaining a smooth flow that satisfies the Kutta condition (Sane, 2003).

This phenomenon is known as delayed stall, and it strongly depends on the motion parameters in flapping foils (Chen

et al., 2020). In the current study, the optimal phase shift of ϕ = 105◦ combined with the reduced frequency f ∗ = 0.15

and baseline pitching amplitude θ0 = 30◦ allows the foils to change their course before actual stall occurs. In the

meantime, the foils benefit from high thrust because of their high angle of attack.

Furthermore, it is observed in Figure 16 that the minimum spacing occurs at the trailing edge during the motion.

This is a key aspect of the clap-and-fling mechanism since the flow between the two foils is mainly responsible for

generating thrust improvements. Indeed, when the minimum spacing is reached at the trailing edge at f t = 0.85, the

fluid between the foils is ejected downstream at high speed. This build-up of high velocity can be better observed

in Figure 17, which presents the instantaneous velocity vector field. As stated by Shyy et al. (2007), this fast flow
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Figure 16: Normalized vorticity field (ωc/U∞) for ϕ = 105◦ and d∗ = 0.005.
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Figure 17: Velocity vector field for ϕ = 105◦ and d∗ = 0.005. The vector length is scaled with the normalized velocity magnitude.

ejection allows the trailing edge vortex of each wing to be shed more quickly in the wake, which mitigates the Wagner

effect where a latency typically occurs in the establishment of circulation of the foils’ bound vortices counteracted

by the trailing edge vortices. As a result, the thrust generation resulting from this quick circulation buildup is greatly

accelerated. As for the subsequent fling phase, fluid is inhaled upstream of the foils into the gap created as they

separate, greatly increasing circulation. This causes strong vortex generation at their leading edges on the inner

surfaces, as seen at f t = 1.00 in Figure 16. This fast circulation of opposite signs buildup on each foil generates high

thrust on the two foils. This mechanism is analogous to a ground effect observed in various aerodynamics applications.

In the case of flapping wings undergoing clap and fling, a ground-effect-like phenomenon occurs when the foils

reach proximity during the clap phase. This is shown in Figure 18 and Figure 19 where a comparison of the normalized

pressure field and velocity vector field for the best dual-foil case with ϕ = 105◦ and d∗ = 0.005 with the equivalent

single-foil case is presented at f t = 0.826 (when the minimum spacing is reached at the trailing edge). The presence

of the second foil produces a symmetry where streamlines are deviated so that they are parallel to the symmetry plane.

Indeed, this symmetry is similar to that of a solid boundary if we neglect viscous effects and thus confine the flow
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between the two foils, changing its behavior. This is observed in the velocity vector field where the fluid begins to

accelerate between the foils as they start to separate during the fling phase of the motion. Through the latter and

with the inclination of the foils, a ground effect occurs and greatly diminishes the already present low-pressure zone

observed on the lower surface of the single foil. Therefore, the force distributions are affected, which predominantly

increases the thrust.

Figure 18: Comparison of the normalized pressure field (p/(ρU2
∞)) of the single- and dual-foils cases with ϕ = 105◦ and d∗ = 0.005 at f t = 0.826.

Figure 19: Comparison of the velocity vector field for the single- and dual-foil configurations with ϕ = 105◦ and d∗ = 0.005 at f t = 0.826. The

vector length is scaled with the normalized velocity magnitude.

To better understand the impact of the kinematics on the clap-and-fling performance improvement, vorticity and

velocity fields of another case are presented in Figure 20 and Figure 21. It can be seen that the change in phase shift

significantly impacts the kinematics of the foils as the minimum spacing occurs at the leading edge at f t = 0.75 for

this case. This configuration blocks the fluid upstream of the foils from being injected in between and thus reduces its

thrust and efficiency. Since the minimum spacing now occurs at the leading edge, the boundary layers detach around

f t = 0.85 when the spacing increases. The fluid is then convected downstream at a lower velocity when compared

to the optimal case. Indeed, Figure 21 also shows high-velocity vectors upstream of the foils near their leading edges
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Figure 20: Normalized vorticity field (ωc/U∞) for ϕ = 110◦ and d∗ = 0.005.

during the clap phase, which is detrimental to the thrust. The latter is thus consequently lower, and the trailing edge

vortices of each wing are convected more slowly. These observations emphasize the importance of the phase shift,
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Figure 21: Velocity vector field for ϕ = 110◦ and d∗ = 0.005. The vector length is scaled with the normalized velocity magnitude.

particularly at small minimum spacings. If not properly chosen, the flow can be stuck between the foils, resulting

in suboptimal thrust performances. A phase shift of ϕ = 105◦, which is higher than the typical case of ϕ = 90◦,

is necessary to increase the performances. However, phase shifts larger than 105◦ impede the flow by changing the

chordwise position of the minimum spacing between the foils.

To support this discussion further, static pressure contours for the two previous cases are presented respectively in

Figure 22 and Figure 23. For the optimal case with ϕ = 105◦, it can be seen in Figure 22 that a high positive static

pressure zone is present to the right (downstream) of the foils during the clap phase, which tends to push the foils to

the left and thus contribute to the thrust. As the foils move closer to each other, this positive pressure only increases

with a negative pressure zone building to the left of the foils as their inclination changes. As the foils undergo the

clap-and-fling motion, this low-pressure zone only gets larger in size and magnitude thus pushing once again the foils

in the direction opposite to the flow.

For the case with ϕ = 110◦ presented in Figure 23, the positive pressure zone during the clap phase is not as

high in magnitude and thus results in a lower thrust. Moreover, low pressure develops between the foils after they
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Figure 22: Normalized pressure field (p/(ρU2
∞)) for ϕ = 105◦ and d∗ = 0.005.

reach their minimum spacing at the leading edge. At the same time, the vortex core on the outer side of each foil

produces a low-pressure zone near the trailing edge (see Figure 20 between time f t = 0.85 − 1.00). The resulting
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Figure 23: Normalized pressure field (p/(ρU2
∞)) for ϕ = 110◦ and d∗ = 0.005.
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pressure gradient between these two low-pressure zones is thus very small, which produces low instantaneous thrust

subsequently. Additionally, the closing gap at the leading edge at f t = 0.75 produces a stagnation effect that increases

the pressure at this location, producing a local force that counteracts the thrust.

Cases with deviation

Including the deviation motion has effects on the flow field to some extent. Firstly, the pressure and vorticity

fields of several cases of interest based on the results discussed in Section 4.1 are presented. These fields are shown

at f t = 0.85, which was identified in Section 4 as a key instant where the trailing edges of the foils reach the

minimum spacing d∗ and generate a significant thrust peak. The basis of comparison is the configuration with no

deviation (l∗ = 0, ψ = 0◦) and is first compared to the case including deviation with the best efficiency (l∗ = 0.035,

ψ = −125◦). Since this deviation amplitude is moderate, there are no significant differences between the two cases in

the flow fields during one period of motion, which agrees with similar results by Jung et al. (2024). The performance

improvements will thus be explained by a different approach in Section 4.4. The last case of interest with l0 = 0.150

and ψ = 40◦ represents a configuration with substantial deviation where the propulsive standard deviationσCT = 0.453

is the highest in the range of l∗ considered in this parametric study. For such a configuration, important differences

are noticeable in the flow fields. Indeed, Figure 24 shows that this case exhibits important flow separation on both

flapping foils and more leading-edge vortices. These are eventually shed in the wake as shown in Figure 24 where the

strongest visible vortices are being ejected near the trailing edges of the foils.

Leading-edge vortices are known to modulate significantly aerodynamic performances due to the low-pressure

zone contained within their core (Sane, 2003; Chen et al., 2023). In the cases with no deviation (l∗ = 0) and moderate

deviation (l∗ = 0.035, ψ = −125◦), these leading-edge vortices are moderate and are formed with proper timing,

producing high thrust. In the case with significant deviation (l∗ = 0.150, ψ = 40◦), flow separation and generation

of several leading-edge vortices prevent the flow from remaining attached at the trailing edges, causing stall to occur.

This is most noticeable when the foils are close to each other at their trailing edges around the instant f t = 0.85,

as shown in Figure 24. The stronger leading-edge vortices generated in this case create an important low-pressure

zone downstream of the foils as observed in Figure 25, which counteracts the other favorable low-pressure zone

upstream of the foils produced by the clap-and-fling motion. This significantly reduces thrust and demonstrates that

configurations with large deviation may severely impair the evolution of the flow and decrease the overall performance

while increasing propulsive standard deviation σCT if the deviation parameters are not properly chosen.

4.3. Instantaneous effects on force and power coefficients

So far, the best cases of thrust and efficiency have been established against the minimum spacing between the foils

d∗ and the phase shift ϕ. However, Figure 10 and Figure 11 introduced earlier also present the thrust coefficient and

efficiency of single-foil cases, which correspond to the points labeled with d∗ → ∞. As defined in Section 2.3, the

thrust and power coefficients for the dual-foil simulations are averaged according to Equation 8 and Equation 9 to
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Figure 24: Normalized vorticity field (ωc/U∞) of the two foils for different combinations of ψ and l∗ at f t = 0.85.

obtain an equivalent performance metric to a single-foil case. As seen in these figures, the curves for each phase shift

reach an asymptote as d∗ increases towards the case of the single foil. Indeed, the thrust coefficient and efficiency

are almost identical at d∗ = 8 and d∗ → ∞, which provides a valuable indication of the distance required to produce

significant clap-and-fling effects.

Plots of the instantaneous thrust and power coefficient during one cycle are now compared to assess the perfor-

mance improvements obtained by using two foils subjected to the clap-and-fling phenomenon. As seen in Figure 26

and Figure 27, using two foils generally increases both the required power and the thrust. For the dual-foil simu-

lations, the maximum power and thrust obtained during the downstroke and the upstroke of a given foil are indeed

different. Figure 27 shows this maximum thrust of CT = 0.75 at f t = 0.08 for the single-foil case and CT = 1.25 at

f t = 0.078 for the best dual-foil case. These thrust peaks are caused by the foils’ acceleration and occur during the

upstroke of the foils after the stroke reversal performed during the clap phase of the previous motion cycle. Indeed, at
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Figure 25: Normalized pressure field (p/(ρU2
∞)) of the two foils for different combinations of ψ and l∗ at f t = 0.85.

these specific times in the cycle, strong vorticity layers are produced in a short amount of time. This results in a large

rate of change of fluid impulse and, in turn, increases the thrust (Sun and Tang, 2002).

After the second stroke reversal of the foils observed around f t = 0.30, several other thrust peaks are observed

in Figure 27. The most expected one has a thrust coefficient of CT = 0.78 and occurs at f t = 0.826 as the foils

get close to each other while the fluid is quickly convected downstream in the wake. This corresponds to when

the foils reach their minimum spacing d∗ at the trailing edge. At the same time, the required power also peaks at

CP = 1.01. Moreover, an interesting observation is a local peak of power and thrust observed during the clap phase

near f t = 0.729. This corresponds to the instant where the leading edges of the foils are at their closest distance

to each other, with a large positive pressure zone between them immediately to the right of the leading edges. The

instantaneous performance metrics obtained at this peak are CP = 1.38 and CT = 1.02. Interestingly, this instant

represents the second-highest thrust peak encountered during the motion while the power does not increase as much.

Thus, this results in an overall increase in the instantaneous contribution to efficiency which, in turn, improves the
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cycle-averaged performance metrics and highlights the benefits of moving the foils close to each other during their

motion. As mentioned, a proper phase shift ensures the minimum spacing d∗ between the foils is located at their

trailing edges.

Figure 26: Comparison of the power coefficient CP for ϕ = 105◦ between the single-foil case and several dual-foil cases.

Figure 27: Comparison of the thrust coefficient CT for ϕ = 105◦ between the single-foil case and several dual-foil cases.

4.4. Deviation kinematics

Based on the results presented in Section 4.1 and Section 4.2, the kinematics of several cases with deviation

are investigated. More specifically, it will be determined how different combinations of deviation amplitude l∗ and

phase shift between the deviation and heaving motion ψ affect the instantaneous angle of attack of the foils which
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necessarily impacts the performances. Figure 28 and Figure 29 present the motion of a single foil according to

different combinations of the parameters l∗ and ψ. The trajectory of the pivot point position located near the leading

edge at x∗P = 0.005 as well as the point located at the trailing edge are represented by the blue curves for one period of

motion. As seen in Figure 28, the pivot point of a flapping foil with no deviation moves only vertically according to the

heaving motion defined Section 2.1. Additionally, this baseline configuration also results in a figure-of-eight pattern

for the trailing edge. When the deviation is in phase with the heaving motion, but with a reduced frequency twice as

fast, the pivot point yields the same pattern as the one described by Fry et al. (2003) and Bos et al. (2008). Increasing

the deviation amplitude widens this pattern and modifies the trajectory of the trailing edge, which necessarily impacts

how the foils perform the clap phase when the minimum spacing d∗ is reached. Next, Figure 29 shows the effect of

modifying the phase shift ψ for a configuration of moderate deviation amplitude l0 = 0.035. As seen in the figure, a

positive phase shift tilts the figure-of-eight pattern of the pivot point to the right while a negative phase shift tilts it

to the left. Moreover, when the phase shift is equal to ±90◦ the figure of eight disappears and the trajectory becomes

the same for the upstroke and the downstroke of the foil while maintaining a certain tilt. Lastly, the configuration

with l∗ = 0.035 and ψ = −125◦ which yielded the best efficiency presents a figure-of-eight pattern tilted to the left for

the pivot point, and interestingly, the trajectory of the trailing edge becomes essentially the same for the upstroke and

downstroke. This configuration, which includes deviation, changes the evolution of the effective angle of attack of

each foil but preserves a consistent trajectory of the trailing edges during the clap phase where each of them essentially

moves on the same line when approaching and departing from the minimum spacing d∗.

As briefly discussed, the different motion parameters change the figure-of-eight pattern of the flapping foils thus

impacting their effective velocity and angle of attack, which can modulate the aerodynamic performances. Figure 30

and Figure 31 present the evolution of instantaneous power and thrust coefficients of cases with different parameters l∗

and ψ. The maximum power and thrust coefficients are obtained near the middle of the upstroke close to the beginning

of the cycle, as shown in Figure 30 and Figure 31. In cases with no and moderate deviation, the peaks are similar and

occur around the instant f t = 0.08. For the case with substantial deviation (l∗ = 0.150, ψ = 40◦), the peaks are less

important and occur earlier in the cycle. This is due to the effective velocity which is out of phase in this configuration

Figure 28: Baseline deviation motion (ψ =◦) for several amplitudes l∗.
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Figure 29: Deviation motion based on the best efficiency configuration (l∗ = 0.035) for several phase shifts ψ.

compared to the other cases as observed in Figure 32. This figure presents both the horizontal component of the

effective velocity and the magnitude of the effective velocity which includes the vertical component related to the

heaving motion of the foils (see Equation 14). Compared with the best case with deviation (l∗ = 0.035, ψ = −125◦),

the two other reported cases with deviation exhibit effective horizontal velocity evolutions that are out of phase by

165◦, thus almost perfectly reversing where the peaks and the troughs occur during one cycle. However, since the

vertical component of the effective velocity is the same in all cases and is higher in magnitude than the horizontal one,

the magnitude of the effective velocity is not as affected relative to the case without deviation for cases with a moderate

amount as seen in Figure 32. Indeed, the moderate normalized deviation amplitude l∗ = 0.035 is a small fraction of

the normalized heaving amplitude h∗ = 1 and thus does not alter as much the distribution of the effective velocity as

the case with higher deviation with the normalized amplitude l∗ = 0.150. This phase shift is also apparent in Figure 33

which presents the distribution of the effective angle of attack of the different cases. The curves of the effective angle

of attack with no and moderate deviation are essentially the same, while the one with substantial deviation has a larger

amplitude that occurs with a significant delay. This delay in the evolution of the effective angle of attack thus explains

why the first and second power and thrust peaks observed during the upstroke and downstroke are respectively shifted.

The peaks are consequently of lower magnitude due to the effective velocity which is also lower at this instant as seen

in Figure 32.
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Figure 30: Comparison of the instantaneous power coefficient CP for different combinations of l∗ and ψ.

As explained previously, the first peak in the power and thrust coefficient curves is caused by the foils’ acceleration

after the stroke reversal occurring during the clap phase of the previous motion cycle, imparting an important impulse

to the fluid which increases thrust (Sun and Tang, 2002). Afterward, the second stroke reversal of the foils occurs

around f t = 0.30 and the foils thus begin the downstroke of the motion. Another peak related to the foils’ acceleration

is observed around f t = 0.615 during the downstroke, similar to one produced during the upstroke.

The last two peaks observed during the cycle are directly related to the clap-and-fling phenomenon. The one

observed near f t = 0.729 represents the instant where the leading edges of the foils reach proximity due to the choice

Figure 31: Comparison of the instantaneous thrust coefficient CT for different combinations of l∗ and ψ.
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Figure 32: Horizontal component (top) and magnitude (bottom) of the effective velocity V⃗eff for different combinations of l∗ and ψ.

of proper kinematics. As explained in Section 4, the configuration with a phase shift between the heaving and pitching

motion of ϕ = 105◦ generates a large positive pressure zone between the foils immediately to the right of their leading

edges as they reach proximity. The resulting pressure gradient between the zones upstream and downstream of the

leading edges of the foils thus produces an important local thrust peak. Figure 31 shows that this thrust peak is not

strongly affected by the different configurations where deviation is present. At this instant, the effective angles of

attack of all cases are practically identical, while the effective velocities present important differences, as seen in

Figure 32 and Figure 33. Thus, it can be concluded that changing the effective velocity does not strongly influence

the thrust and power coefficient curves.

The last thrust peak which results directly from the clap-and-fling mechanism, as explained in Section 4, occurs at

f t = 0.826. It is observed that the maximum value of the baseline case reported on Figure 31 (CT = 0.78) is affected
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Figure 33: Effective angle of attack for different combinations of l∗ and ψ.

by the deviation component of the motion. Indeed, the optimal case with moderate deviation (l∗ = 0.035, ψ = −125◦)

increases this thrust peak to CT = 0.915. At this instant, this case has a lower effective velocity than the baseline

case without deviation, as seen on Figure 32. However, it was previously mentioned that the effective velocity has

little impact on performance. On the other hand, the effective angles of attack are different at this instant. Indeed, the

configuration without deviation presents a value of −16.93◦, while the optimal case with moderate deviation yields

one of −18.37◦. This increase, slightly higher than 1◦, of the effective angle of attack thus significantly modulates

the instantaneous performance metrics, especially the thrust coefficient. The lowest value of effective angle of attack

at f t = 0.826 is for the case with the most important tested deviation amplitude (l∗ = 0.150, ψ = 40◦). This low

angle of attack (α = −12.32◦) significantly decreases the thrust coefficient to CT = 0.47. Thus, a proper phase

shift between heaving and deviation ψ can accentuate the beneficial unsteady effects yielded by the clap-and-fling

mechanism through the modulation of the effective angle of attack. For example, the thrust peaks obtained when the

foils are close to each other during the clap phase can be increased substantially. It was also shown that the deviation

amplitude l∗ also greatly impacts the effective velocity as well as the effective angle of attack of the foils during a

cycle of motion, which is beneficial for moderate values and impairs the flow for greater values such as l∗ = 0.150.

5. Conclusion

This study investigated oscillating foils employing the clap-and-fling mechanism to generate thrust. Two-dimensional

numerical simulations were conducted at a Reynolds number of 800, with plate-shaped foils exhibiting sinusoidal

pitching, heaving, and deviation motions. Different phase shifts between these motions were tested in the simulations.

Two parametric studies, without and with deviation, were performed at a reduced frequency of 0.15, ensuring periodic

and highly efficient results. In this regime, rapid convection of leading-edge vortices in the wake prevents strong
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interaction with the two foils. The main objectives of this study were first to characterize efficiency improvements

obtained through the clap-and-fling mechanism and to determine if the thrust could also be increased. Second, the

study aimed to determine if implementing the deviation motion in a system subjected to the clap-and-fling mechanism

with optimized kinematics could further increase both thrust and efficiency.

In cases without deviation, significant thrust and efficiency improvements were obtained by reducing the minimum

spacing between the foils and adjusting the phase shift between the heaving and pitching motions. The best case

produced a 0.542 efficiency and a thrust coefficient of 0.549. This occurred with a phase shift of 105◦ and with

a minimum spacing such that the two foils almost touch at the trailing edge. This high-efficiency configuration

represents a significant improvement when compared to the best case of a single oscillating foil which provided an

efficiency of 0.478 at a phase shift of ϕ = 105◦ and a thrust coefficient of 0.36 at ϕ = 110◦. In the best case previously

reported, this minimum spacing occurred at the trailing edge during the motion of the foils, and it produced a low-

pressure zone to their upstream side due to the entrapment of the fluid between the two foils, which resulted in a

significant peak of thrust during the cycle at this instant. Similarly, a high-pressure zone was observed between

the foils downstream of the leading edges as they come close to each other, which increases thrust and efficiency.

However, it was shown that this ideal scenario, where the pressure gradient is favorable to the thrust production at

a low minimum spacing, is very sensitive to the phase shift. For example, increasing the phase shift to 110◦ caused

the minimum spacing to occur at the leading edge instead of the trailing edge, decreasing both the thrust and the

efficiency.

Further enhancements were achieved by including the deviation motion and adjusting its amplitude and phase

shift. In the most favorable configuration, a remarkable 0.560 efficiency and an averaged thrust coefficient of 0.563

were obtained. This optimal configuration, with a phase shift of ψ = −125◦ and a moderate deviation amplitude

of l∗ = 0.035, produced increases of 17.14% in efficiency and 56.39% in thrust coefficient compared to the best

single-foil case. Implementing the deviation motion thus accentuates the beneficial effects of the minimum spacing

by favorably modulating the effective angle of attack experienced by the foils near the thrust peak. Moreover, the

reported propulsive standard deviation was σCT = 0.412. This represents a slight decrease compared to the base case

without deviation (σCT = 0.429) indicating less transient force variations during the motion. However, increasing

thrust solely through deviation comes at the cost of having a slightly greater force variations throughout the motion.

Even though the wing kinematics studied in this work does not directly represent the three-dimensional wing

motions observed in flying species, it illustrates that a simpler in-plane flapping motion exhibits similar benefits

when combined with deviation and clap-and-fling kinematics. By using high-aspect-ratio wings that would mitigate

3D effects, the kinematics described in this paper could thus be used as a viable mechanical system to produce thrust.

Nevertheless, the exploration of three-dimensional effects could be undertaken through comparable yet more extensive

computational fluid dynamics simulations. This would allow their influence on the clap-and-fling phenomenon to be

quantified. These effects are relevant to the current in-plane kinematics and to the more intricate three-dimensional

motions observed in nature.
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