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A non-iterative domain decomposition method for the interaction
between a fluid and a thick structure
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Abstract

This work focuses on the development and analysis of a partitioned numerical method for
moving domain, fluid-structure interaction problems. We model the fluid using incompressible
Navier-Stokes equations, and the structure using linear elasticity equations. We assume that
the structure is thick, i.e., described in the same dimension as the fluid. We propose a non-
iterative, domain decomposition method where the fluid and the structure sub-problems are
solved separately. The method is based on generalized Robin boundary conditions, which are
used in both fluid and structure sub-problems. Using energy estimates, we show that the
proposed method applied to a moving domain problem is unconditionally stable. We also
analyze the convergence of the method and show O(At%) convergence in time and optimal
convergence in space. Numerical examples are used to demonstrate the performance of the
method. In particular, we explore the relation between the combination parameter used in the
derivation of the generalized Robin boundary conditions and the accuracy of the scheme. We
also compare the performance of the method to a monolithic solver.

1 Introduction

Fluid-structure interaction (FSI) problems arise in many applications, such as aerodynamics, hemo-
dynamics and geomechanics. They are used to predict flow properties in patient-specific arterial
geometries, microfluidic devices and in the design of many industrial components. FSI problems
are moving domain problems, characterized by highly non-linear coupling between fluid flow and
structure deformation. As a result, the development of robust numerical algorithms is a subject of
intensive research.

The solution strategies for FSI problems can be classified as monolithic and partitioned meth-
ods. In monolithic algorithms |[1-§], the coupling conditions are imposed implicitly and the entire
coupled problem is solved as one system of algebraic equations. However, they may require long
computational time, large memory allocation and well-designed preconditioners [5},9,10]. In parti-
tioned methods [11-24], the fluid flow and structure deformation are solved separately as smaller
and better conditioned sub-problems, which reduces the computational cost. However, they of-
ten suffer from numerical instabilities, which makes the design and analysis of stable and efficient
partitioned schemes challenging even for simplified, linear problems.
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The design of partitioned algorithms is especially challenging in blood flow applications due to
numerical instabilities known as the added mass effect |25], which are manifested when the fluid
and structure have comparable densities. Furthermore, design of non-iterative, partitioned methods
is particularly difficult when the dimension of the solid domain is the same as the dimension of
the fluid domain. When the structure is thin, i.e., described by a lower-dimensional model, it
serves as a fluid-structure interface with mass, which is exploited in the design of many partitioned
methods [16,20,23|,24] where parts of the structure equation are used as a Robin boundary condition
for the fluid problem. However, when the structure is thick, no additional mass is present at the
fluid-structure interface, which makes the design of stable, non-iterative partitioned algorithms
especially challenging.

It is well-known that classical, Dirichlet-Neumann partitioned methods are unconditionally
unstable when fluid and structure have comparable densities |25, which can be resolved by sub-
iterating between fluid and structure sub-problems within each time step. As an alternative to
the Dirichlet-Neumann approach, which can exhibit convergence issues, Robin-Dirichlet, Robin-
Neumann, or Robin-Robin methods were designed in |14}[18}/26-28]. In the design of these methods,
the coupling conditions are linearly combined to obtain the generalized Robin interface conditions,
which are then used in the fluid and/or structure sub-problems. We also mention the fictitious-
pressure and fictitious-mass algorithms proposed in [29,|30], in which the added mass effect is
accounted for by incorporating additional terms into governing equations. However, algorithms
proposed in [14,18,26-30] still require sub-iterations between the fluid and the structure sub-
problems in order to achieve stability.

A different partitioned scheme was proposed in [31}32], where the fluid-structure coupling
conditions are imposed using Nitsche’s penalty method [19] and some terms are time-lagged to
uncouple the fluid and solid sub-problems. It was shown that the scheme is stable under a CFL
condition if a weakly consistent stabilization term that includes pressure variations at the interface
is added. The authors show that the rate of convergence in time is sub-optimal, which is then
corrected by proposing a few defect-correction sub-iterations. A non-iterative, partitioned algorithm
based on the so-called added-mass partitioned Robin conditions was proposed in [22]. It was shown
that the algorithm is stable under a condition on the time step, which depends on the structure
parameters. Even though the authors do not derive the convergence rates, their numerical results
indicate that the scheme is second-order accurate in time. A generalized Robin-Neumann explicit
coupling scheme based on an interface operator accounting for the solid inertial effects within the
fluid has been proposed in [33]. The scheme has been analyzed on a linear FSI problem and shown
to be stable under a time-step condition. In our previous work [34], we developed a partitioned
scheme for FSI with a thick, linearly viscoelastic structure based on an operator-splitting approach.
However, the assumption that the structure is viscoelastic was necessary in the derivation of the
scheme, and the solid viscosity was solved implicitly with the fluid problem. Furthermore, the
scheme was shown to be stable only under a condition on the time step [24].

In this work, we propose a partitioned, loosely-coupled method for FSI problems with thick
structures. As opposed to the previous work, the method presented here is unconditionally stable,
and sub-iterations or stabilization terms are not needed to achieve stability. Furthermore, a moving
domain problem was considered in the stability analysis. The fluid is modeled using the Navier-
Stokes equations for an incompressible, viscous fluid, and the structure using the equations of linear
elasticity. The deformation of the fluid mesh is treated using the Arbitrary Lagrangian-Eulerian
approach (ALE) [4,35!36], where the fluid mesh is allowed to deform matching the deformation of



the structural domain. The proposed partitioned method is based on generalized Robin boundary
conditions, which are formulated in a novel way. Unconditional stability is shown on a moving
domain, semi-discrete problem using energy estimates. The proposed method is discretized in
space and implemented using the finite element method. We preform error analysis of the fully
discrete method on a linearized problem and show that the scheme exhibits O(At%) convergence
in time and optimal convergence in space. The relation between the combination parameter used
in the formulation of generalized Robin boundary conditions and the accuracy of the method is
explored in the numerical examples. We also compare our method to an implicit scheme on a
benchmark problem under realistic parameters in blood flow modeling.

This paper is organized as follows. The non-linear FSI problem is presented in Section 2, and
the proposed numerical scheme is presented in Section 3. Stability analysis is performed in Section
4 and error analysis is performed in Section 5. Numerical examples are presented in Section 6.
Conclusions are drawn in Section 7.

2 Mathematical model

We are interested in modeling fluid flow in a deformable channel, where the channel walls represent
an elastic structure. We assume that the fluid is viscous and incompressible, that the structure is
linearly elastic, and that the fluid and structure are both described in two-dimensional domains.
The fluid and structure are two-ways coupled, resulting in a non-linear, moving domain problem.

2.1 Computational domains and mappings

We denote the reference fluid domain by Qp and the reference structure domain by Qg (see Fig-
ure [I). The fluid and structure domains at time ¢ are denoted by Qp(t) and Qg(t), respectively.
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Figure 1: Left: Reference domain Q2 U Qg. Right: Deformed domain Qpr(t) UQs(t).

We assume that the structure equations are given in a Lagrangian framework, with respect to
the reference domain {2g. The fluid equations will be described in the ALE formulation. To track
the deformation of the fluid domain in time, we introduce a smooth, invertible, ALE mapping
A:Qp x [0,T] = Qp(t) given by

AX,t) = X +np(X,t), forall X € Qp,te[0,T],

where 1y denotes the displacement of the fluid domain. We assume that 1, equals the structure
displacement on T', and is arbitrarily extended into the fluid domain Qp [37]. We denote the fluid
deformation gradient by F' = V.A and its determinant by J.



2.2 Fluid sub-problem

To model the fluid flow, we use the Navier-Stokes equations in the ALE formulation [37-39], given
as follows:
PF (6tU\QF+(v—w) -Vv) =V.op(v,p)+ fr in Qp(t) x (0,7, (2.1)
V-v=0 in Qp(t) x (0,7), (2.2)
where v is the fluid velocity, w = 3th\QF = 0y Ao A~ is the domain velocity, pr is the fluid density,
or is the fluid stress tensor and fr is the forcing term. For a Newtonian fluid, the stress tensor
is given by o p(v,p) = —pI + 2upD(v), where p is the fluid pressure, up is the fluid viscosity and

D(v) = (Vv+(Vv)T)/2 is the strain rate tensor. Notation 9yv|g . denotes the Eulerian description
of the ALE field 0yv o A [40], i.e.,

Ov(z,t)|g, = (A Nz, t),1).

We denote the inlet and outlet of the fluid domain by I'?(¢) and T'%(t), respectively. At the
inlet and outlet sections, we prescribe Neumann boundary conditions:

ornp = —pp(t)np on ' (t) x (0,T), (2.3)

oprnp = —pout(t)np on T¥(t) x (0,T), (2.4)

where ng is the outward unit normal to the deformed fluid domain. We will also consider the
dynamic pressure inlet and outlet data:

p+ %FI’U\Q = pin(t) on () x (0,T), (2.5)
p+ %Fl’v\2 = Pout(t) on T2 (¢) x (0,T), (2.6)
vxnp=0 on T (t) UTE(t) x (0, 7). (2.7)

Here, the fluid flow is driven by a prescribed dynamic pressure drop, and the flow enters and leaves
the fluid domain orthogonally to the inlet and outlet boundary. While Neumann boundary condi-
tions — are more convenient to use in numerical simulations, dynamic pressure boundary
conditions - are used to derive the energy estimates of the fluid problem in a moving
domain and in the stability analysis.

2.3 Structure sub-problem

To model the elastic structure, we use the elastodynamics equations written in the first order form
as

om=E¢ in Qg x (0,7), (2.8)
pso& =V -as(n) + f in Qg x (0,7), (2.9)

where 11 is the structure displacement, &€ is the structure velocity, pg is the structure density, og
is the solid stress tensor and fg is the volume force applied to the structure. We assume that the
deformations are small and use the Saint-Venant Kirchhoff elastic model, given as

os(n) =2usD(n) + As(V -n)I,



where g and Ag are Lamé constants. We assume that the structure is fixed at the inlet and outlet
boundaries: .
n=0 on I'PUT% x(0,T), (2.10)

and that the external structure boundary fgxt is exposed to zero external ambient pressure:
osng =0 on I'Fx (0,T), (2.11)

where ng is the outward normal to the reference structure domain.

2.4 The coupled FSI problem

To couple the fluid and structure sub-problems, we prescribe the kinematic and dynamic coupling
conditions [37,[38] given as follows:
Kinematic coupling condition describes the continuity of velocity at the fluid-structure interface
(no-slip):

voA=¢ onl x (0,7). (2.12)

Dynamic coupling condition describes the continuity of stresses at the fluid-structure interface
due to the action-reaction principle. The condition reads:

JorF Tnp+osng=0 onT x (0,T). (2.13)

Hence, the fully-coupled fluid-structure interaction problem is given by:

173 <8tv|QF —|—(v—w)-Vv> =V .or(v,p) in Qp(t) x (0,7, (2.14)
V-v=0 in Qp(t) x (0,7T), (2.15)
om=¢ in Qg x (0,7), (2.16)
pso€ =V -os(n) in Qg x (0,7), (2.17)
voAd=¢ onT x (0,7), (2.18)
JorF Tnp +osng =0 on T x (0,T). (2.19)

To update the fluid domain, we extend the solid displacement at the interface using the harmonic
extension, which is a common choice of the extension operator [41]. The fluid domain and domain
velocity are determined, respectively, by

N

Qp(t) = AQp,t), w=0A0 AL,

Initially, the fluid and the structure are assumed to be at rest, with zero displacement from the
reference configuration.

2.5 The weak formulation of the coupled problem

Given an open set S, we consider the usual Sobolev spaces H k(S ), with & > 0. For all t € [0,T] we
introduce the following functional spaces:

Vi) = {¢:Qr(t) 2 B [ ¢ = oA, $e (H' ()},
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VEY ) ={peVI({t) | pxn=0 onTHUTH},

QF(t) = {v:r(t) >R |w="doA™, § € L*(Qp)],

VS = {c Qg =R | ¢ € (HY(Qg))% ¢ =0on [P ufgﬂt},
VESI(t) = {(,¢) e VIO () x VI | ¢ =Co A on T (1)}

We define the following bilinear forms associated with the fluid and structure problems:

ap(v, ) =2up D(v) : D(¢)dx, Yv,¢ c VE(t), (2.20)
Qp(t)
b (v, 1) = / V. vpdz, Vo VE@R),ve QP (@), (2.21)
Qp(t)
os(n¢)=2ps [ Dn): DQda+hs [ (Vom(V-Qde, mCeVE (222)
S S
We also define norm || - |s associated with the bilinear form ag(-,-) as
1
Inlls = (as(n,m))? . (2.23)

The weak formulation of the coupled fluid-structure interaction problem ([2.14])-(2.19) with

boundary conditions (2.5)-(2.7) and (2.10)-(2.11) is given as follows: Find (v,&) € VI (t),p €
QY (t) and n € V° such that 9;n = £ and

pp/ Ovlg,. -¢dw+pF/ (v—w) -V)v-¢dx +2ur D(v) : D(¢)dx
Qr(t) Qr(t) Qp(t)

—/ pV - ¢pdx —l—/ qV -vdx +ps | 0§ -CdX +2us [ D(n): D({)dX
Qp(t) Qp(t) Qs Qs

s [ (7m0 0iX == [ pudenrde = [ poutrmids

1 out
l_‘F FF

F
5 P npde,
Dinurgst

for all (¢,¢) € VFSI(1),q € QF (1),
To derive the energy of the coupled FSI problem, we take ¢ = v,q = p and ¢ = £&. We transform
fQF ® pFﬁtv]QF -vdx on the reference domain Qp as follows:

/ pFatvaF cvdx = / prJOi(vo A)- (vo A)dx
QF(t) Qp

1 1
= / proy (J|v o AP?) dﬁ:—/ proJ|v o A?dz.
2 O 2 Op

Using the Euler expansion formula,

0dle, = JV - w, (2.24)



we have

1 1
/ propwlg, - vdxr = / proy (J|vo Al?) dz — / prJV - (wo A)|vo AlPdi

1d 1
L[ o APz — / prdV - (wo A) v o Adi
2dt Jg, 2 Ja,
1d ) 1/ )
=—-— prlv|*dx — = prV - w|v|“dx.
2dt Jap) v 2 Japw v

To handle the convective term, after integration by parts and taking into account V - v = 0, we
have

pp/ (v—w)-V)v- vde = or V- wlv| 2dz + 2L (v — w) -np) |v|?dS
Qr(t) 2 Jar 2 Jrw
+ 2 (v —w) - mp) [vo[2dS.

2 Jriz@urg b

Since w = w on I'(t) and w = 0 on Fm UT%¢ the following energy equality holds:

pr d 2 L Ps d
L ol 3aapay + 205 1D aap ) + 100y + 5 gl
= —/ pin(t)v - ndS — Pout(t)v - ndS.
7 row

3 Numerical method

Let At be the time step and t" = nAt for n = 0,..., N. We denote by z" the approximation of
a time-dependent function z at time level t". We define the discrete backward difference operator

1
diz"t! and the average 2" "2 as
n+l _ .n n+1 n
dtz”H:Z Z ZnJr%:z +z
At 2

Similar as in [14,41], we consider a linear combination of FSI coupling conditions ([2.12])-(2.13)
af +osng =avoAlt) — JopF Tnpy onT x (0,T), (3.1)

where > 0 is a combination parameter. Using (2.13|) again, we introduce the following two
time-discrete transmission conditions of Robin type:

g™+ ogng = av o A(t") = J'oH(F")Tni on T x (0,7), (3:2)
o™ — G (FTH) T = av™ o AT — T (FT) g on T x (07). (3.3)

Condition will serve as a Robin-type boundary condition for the structure sub-problem, and
condition will serve as a Robin-type boundary condition for the fluid sub-problem. To dis-
cretize the fluid and structure sub-problems in time, we use the Backward Euler scheme. The fluid
and structure sub-problems, semi-discretized in time, are now given as follows:



Structure sub-problem: Find n"*! and £"*! such that

dn"t =gt in Qg, (3.4)
psdi€™ =V - og(n™th) in Qg,
a8 + ol ng = av’ 0 A(t") = T (F") T on T (3.6)

Geometry sub-problem: Find n?fl such that

—Anitt =0 in Qp, (3.7)
e =0 on I UT,
nttl = ptt onT, (3.9)
and w"*! such that
w" o A" = dimitt in Qp. (3.10)

Compute Qp(t"*1) as Qr(t"™) = (I + nE ) (QF). Set v" o A(t") = w0 A(t"+!) on T
Fluid sub-problem: Find v"*! and p"*! such that

n+1 n+1\ _ . n n 1
oF (Jn’v o .A(t ) (2 .A(t ) + Jn+§(,vn O.A(tn) _ wn+l o A<tn+1)) X v,vn-H o A<tn+1)>

At
= J"IV  op(" p" T o A" in Qp, (3.11)
JHY "t =0 in Qp, (3.12)
g™t — J”HO"F'I(FT‘Jrl)J‘F77,}‘{H = av™ o A" — Je M (F™) TRl onT. (3.13)

We note that the continuous formulation of the fluid sub-problem is written on the reference domain
due to the use of different time discretizations of the computational domain for different terms in
the equation. However, the deformed domains, as described in (3.15]), are considered in practice.

3.1 Weak formulation of the semi-discrete partitioned scheme

We define the following bilinear forms associated with the fluid problem:

.6 =2r [ D@D 9= [ p9-gi

QF(tn)

for all v, € VF(t") and p € QF (t"). To simplify the notation moving forward, we will write
/ v" instead of / v o A(t") o ATL(™)
Q™) Q™)

whenever we need to integrate v™ on a domain Q(t"), for m # n. The weak formulation of the
fluid and structure sub-problems is given as:

Structure sub-problem: Find "™ € V¥ and "t € V¥, where €' = d;n™*!, such that for
all ¢ € V¥ we have

ps / €™ - Cdm + as(n™,¢) + a / (& — ") - (da = — / T (F)Tnl - Cde. (3.14)
Qs r r
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Fluid sub-problem: Find v"*! € V¥(#"*1) and p"™! € QF (t"*1) such that for all ¢ € V¥ (#*1)
and ¢ € QF (") we have

,vn+1 — "
PF/ Ry Pdz pF/ (0" = w"th) V)"t pda + o (0" @)
Qp(tm) Qp(t"T2)

_ b%+1(pn+17¢) + b%+1(¢7vn+1) + a/ (,Un+1 _ €n+1) - pdx

D(tn+1)

= / or(v",p")n'y - pdx + / o™t p"thntt . pde. (3.15)
T(tm)

LN t
DinUrg

We note that the boundary conditions in the fluid sub-problem are not specified. Conditions (2.3)-
(2.4) will be used in numerical simulations in Section [6 while conditions (2.5)-(2.7) will be used in
stability analysis in Section

4 Stability analysis

Let £ denote the sum of the kinetic energy of the fluid and the kinetic and elastic energy of the
solid, given by

L Ps
||€”||

F
& = L0 22 g oy + 2y T 11,

let D™ denote the fluid viscous dissipation, given by

D" _uFAtZHD ME2(0p w4y
k=1

and let V7" and NJ' denote terms due to numerical dissipation, given by

n aAt n At n__n (m
T = S+ R T,
n pPs PF
—-ZWH@M%+ZW“nW»ZWﬂMMWW

k=0

aAt
thwm

The stability of method (3.14])-(3.15)) is presented in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Let (£&",n™,v"™,p") be the solution of (3.14)-(3.15). Assume boundary condi-
tions (2.5)-(2.7) are imposed. Then, the following a priori energy estimate holds:

AtC30? AtC3C?
gN + DN +va +N2]V S 80 +N]_O TFI{HPZ'IZHLQ an) + TFKHpoutHL2 an) (41)

Proof. Take ¢ = At¢" ™! in [3.14) and ¢ = Atv™t!, ¢ = Atp™t! in (3.15). Adding the equations

and recasting the interface integrals in the fluid problem on the reference domain, we have
Ps 1
(N2, ) — 1€ ey + €7 = €120 ) + 5 (™11 = ™ I3 + ™ = ™ |2)

9



+ PF/ (,Un—i-l o ,vn) X v"“dm + PFAt/ ((,Un o ,wn—H) . v) ,Un—i-l . vn+1da:
Qrp(tm) Q

F(tn+%)
alt (

2 A D@ g iy + 02 (012 0~ 072 )
alt

5 (et —vm|2, o + ot — g2, 0 )

= At/ J”U%(F”)_TTL"} . (,U’VH-I - €n+1)d$ _ At/ pinvn+1 . n%+1dl’
At
_ At/]; tpout’l}n+1 . n?_ldx + PF /F . ‘,Un-&-l‘Z,vn—i-l . n’r}w%—&—ldx. (4'2)
7 inpou

We transform the integral containing the time-derivative of the fluid velocity to the reference domain
as follows:

pp/ (0" — ") "l = pp/ J" ('v”‘*'1 — ") Sl
Qp(tm) Qp

Using identity

n+l ,vn) . ’Un+1dl‘

:3)\
|
N
3
—
e

/ (Jn+1|,vn+1|2 _ Jn|,vn|2) de — ;/ (Jn+1 _ Jn) |Un+1|2d$
Q

F Qp

/ Jn|,vn+l . ’Un\2da:,
Q
we obtain
PF
pF/Q n (ranrl _ vn) . 'UnJrldm :? (anJFIH%Q(QF(tn-&-l)) _ H’vnH%?(QF(t")) + H,vn+1 . UHH%Z(QF(tn)))
F

PRt =Y ot P, (4.3)
2 Qp

To handle the last term in (4.3]), we use the Geometric Conservation Law [20,/42H44] given as

tnt+1
o™ M e ey — 10" 122 (o)) = /t” </ﬂ

Since we consider a linear time variation for the displacement of the points of the fluid domain, the
domain velocity is constant in time interval [t",¢"T1]. In that case, it has been shown in [45] that the
Geometric Conservation Law is exactly satisfied if the midpoint formula is used for time-integration
in two-dimensions, yielding

n+1(2 n+12 —
1" 2@y = 10" L2 n)) = A /QF(tn+%)

V"2V - wdz | dt.
F(t)

"2V w2 da. (4.4)

1
As in [18], we note that since the domain velocity is piecewise constant, we have w" "2 = w"*!.
Therefore, equation (4.3)) can be written as

n n n PF n n n n
PF/Q &) (v = ") 0" e =5 (HU +1H%2(Qp(tn+1)) — v ||2LZ(QF(tn)) + " H%Z‘(Qp(tn)))
F
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A
_ prAt / Y e, (4.5)
2 Qp("T2)

For the advection term, we proceed as follows:

At
pFAt/ 1 ((,vn — w”‘H) . V) " " e _ Prat / ) V- ,wn-i-l‘vn-i-l’?dw
Qr (") 2 Japartz)

At
—|—pF2 /F o " 2ot i . (4.6)
ZTLU ou

To handle the interface term in (4.2)), using (3.13)), we have

At/ Je b (FM) Tl (o™ — € ) de
r
_ At

a Jr

At(wﬂln ()T

Jho™ (Fn) . (Jno_%(Fn)an?_‘ _ JnJrlo.?}l?—i-l(FnJrl)an%-i-l)
HLZ(F) HJ"+10'7}+1(F7L+1 -T n+1HL2 F))

b S o) T — () T

At n n n ’I’L n n . ’I’L
o (17 (F) |2, ) — |7 o (F ) T 2, )
alAt n
e Car s (4.7)

To estimate the forcing terms, we use the Cauchy-Schwarz, Young’s, Poincare and Korn’s inequal-
ities as follows:

1 1
— At / pinv T mp — At / tpouth ‘np
zn FD’M

AtCI%C% 9 AtCI%C%( ) s

Using (4.5)-(4.8) in (4.2) and summing from n =0 to N — 1 completes the proof.
O

Remark 4.1. Similarly as in [14,18,26,27], the method proposed here is developed using generalized
Robin boundary conditions. However, in this work, generalized Robin boundary conditions are
designed and discretized in a novel way, leading to an unconditionally stable scheme which does
not require sub-iterations. As opposed to the previous work, where two combination parameters are
introduced, we have only one combination parameter, .

This method also exhibits similarities to the method proposed in [31]. In particular, the weak
form of the partitioned scheme presented in this work is similar to the incomplete version of the ex-
plicit method presented in [31], which was obtained by enforcing coupling conditions using Nitsche’s
penalty method. However, only conditional stability was proved for the method presented in [31)
after a stabilization term was added.
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5 Convergence analysis

To analyze the convergence of the fully discrete proposed method, we assume that the fluid is
described by the time-dependent Stokes equations, that the structure deformation is infinitesimal
and that the fluid-structure interaction is linear. These assumptions are common in the analysis of
partitioned schemes for FSI problems as the main difficulties related to the splitting between the
fluid and structure sub-problems are still present [22,[24,31,33]. Therefore, to simplify the notation,
in the following we will omit the hat notation. The resulting numerical method is given by:
Structure sub-problem: Find n"*! and £"*! = d,n"*! such that

pgdtS”H =V as(n"H) in Qg,

" L o5 ng = av” — op(v", p")np onT.

Fluid sub-problem: Find v"*! and p"*! such that

prdiv" =V - op(v™T ptth in Qp, (5.3)
V-o"t =0 in Qp, (5.4)
av" ™+ op(" p" np = 0" £ op(v™, pY)np onT. (5.5)

To discretize — in space, we use the finite element method. The finite element spaces
are defined as the subspaces VhF cVvFE, Qf c QF and Vhs C V¥ based on a conforming finite
element triangulation with maximum triangle diameter h. We assume that spaces VhF and Qf are
inf-sup stable and that the fluid boundary conditions are ([2.3)-(2.4). The weak formulation of the
scheme is given as follows:

Structure sub-problem: Find EZ'H € VhS and 172+1 € Vhs , where EZ'H = dtnzﬂ, such that for
all ¢, € Vhs we have

Ps/ﬂ A& - Cpdz + as(ny ™, ) +a/r( W h) - Cud = —/FGF(UZ’,pZ)nF(hdw- (5.6)
S

Fluid sub-problem: Find v} € V;F" and p}™ € QF such that for all ¢, € V;I" and ¢, € QF we
have

PF/Q dop ™ - @pde 4 ap(v) T @) — bp(PpT @) + bp (Y, v + 04/F(UZJrl — &) - ppda
F

= / or(vy,pp)ng - ¢pde — / pin(t) @y, - npdr — / Dout(t) Py, - npde. (5.7)
F n

1 out
l_‘F l_‘F

For spatial discretization, we use the Lagrangian finite elements of polynomial degree k for all
variables except for the fluid pressure for which we use elements of degree r < k. Assume that the
continuous solution satisfies the following assumptions:

v e L®0,T; H*Y(Qp) n HY0,T; H* 1 (Qr)) N H2(0,T; L*(QF)), (5.8)
v|p € L0, T; H* 1)) n HY (0, T; H*1(T)), (5.9)
p e L*0,T; H(QF)), plr € H(0,T; L*(I)), (5.10)
n € WH(0,T; H* M (Qg)) N H2(0, T; H*(Qg)) N H3(0,T; L*(Qs)). (5.11)
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Let a < (2)b denote that there exists a positive constant C, independent of h and At, such
that a < (>)Cb. We introduce the following time discrete norms:

N-1 2
) = | At n+1(2 - ) — n
il ( SR ) Tl = s
where X € {H*(QF), H*(Qs), H*(I'), S}. Note that they are equivalent to the continuous norms
since we use piecewise constant approximations in time. Furthermore, the following inequality

holds:
N-1

192 2
ALY Nldie™ M IX S 100l 72070
n=1
Let Pp, be the Lagrangian interpolation operator onto Vhs . Then, I}, := Py|r is a Lagrangian in-

terpolation operator. Similar as in [16,24], we introduce a Stokes-like projection operator (S, Ry) :
vE - VhF X Qf, defined for all v € V¥ by

(Spv, Ryw) € ViE < QF, (5.12)
(Spv)|r = In(v|r), (5.13)
ar(Shv, @) — br(Ryv, @) = ar(v,¢;), Ve, € ViE such that ¢, |r = 0, (5.14)
br(q,Spv) =0, Vqe QF. (5.15)
Projection operators Sy, and I}, satisfy the following approximation properties (see [13,46]):
ID(v — Spo)llz2(0p) S HF 0]l grrq,) forallv e VE, (5.16)
1€ = Tnéllr2(ry + hlIE — Tl ry S W€l grsary  for all € € V7. (5.17)
Let II;, be a projection operator onto Qﬁ such that
lp = Tapll L2 S B Dl arsi(@p),  for all p € QF. (5.18)
Let Ry be the Ritz projector onto Vhs such that for all n € V9,
as(n— Rym,x,) =0 for all x, € V. (5.19)
Then, the finite element theory for Ritz projections [46] gives
In — Rumlls < BEnll ey for allp e Vo, (5.20)

In the following, in addition to standard inequalities [13], we will also use the discrete trace-inverse
inequality: For a triangular domain Qr C R? there exists a positive constant C7; depending on
the angles in the finite element mesh such that

CT]k2
[onll72ry < TH%H%z(QF), (5.21)

for all vy, € V},.
We assume that the continuous fluid velocity belongs to the space VP = {v € VI| V.v = 0}.
Since the test functions for the partitioned scheme do not satisfy the kinematic coupling condition,
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we start by deriving the monolithic variational formulation with the test functions in VhS X VhF X Qf :
Find (" = gt o™t pnth) € V9 x VF x QF with v = € on T such that for all
(Cp, Pn) € V¥ x Vi we have

PF/Q o™ by + ap(v™, @) — br(p"T, @) + PS/ W& ¢+ as(n, )
F

Qg

- / o p (@™ np - (éh — Cp) — / Pin(E V) oy - — / Dot (V) 1. (5.22)
T Tout

in

Subtracting (5.6} . ) from (/5.22) , we obtain the following error equation:
PF /Q A" =it gy, ap (ot ot @) = br(" T = T @) — b (Un, v )
P
+ps/Q d(€" — &) - G+ as(n™ - ”+1,Ch)+a/F(€”H &t =" o) - Cpde
S
o [ ot - g gy do
= [ — o = pime - (6= G+ R, ) (523)

for all (¢, @y, UYn) € Vhs X VhF X Qf, where, since v" ! = £l on T,

Ri(dp.Cn) = PF/ (do™ T = O™t -y, + PS/ (€™ — 0™ - ¢,
QF QS
+ 04/(1’Wrl —v") - (pdx + / op("tt — " p"t = pMinp - (p — C)-
r r

We split the error of the method as a sum of the approximation error, #7%! and the truncation
error, 67+, for r € {F, P,n, &} as follows:

n+1 _ ,Un+1 Z+1 ( n+l Shvn+1) + (Sh’Un Z+1> 01}+1 + arlfjrl’ (5‘24)
n+1 — pt pZH (p"! — M"Y + (It pzﬂ) — ot 4ot (5.25)
”“ =" =gt = (" = Rt + (Run™ T — it = 051 80, (5.26)
e’g = gl _ £n+1 (€™ — Pt 4 (Puentt — 5ZH) _ 0?“ + 52+1. (5.27)

The main result of this section is stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Consider the solution (&5, m,,vn, pr) of (5.6)-(5.7), with discrete initial data given
by (ﬁg,ng,vg,pz) = (Py&° Ryn°, S0, I;,p%). Assume that the exact solution satisfies assump-
tions (5.8)-(5.11)) and that the following inequality is satisfied:

PF

At < aCrri2 (5.28)
Then, the following estimate holds:
N-1
?HeFHL?(QF) ||eg ”L2 ©s) T35 || en I% + 2= ||€FHL2 (ry T HF Z ID(e)I72 ()
n=0
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< o <h2k+2A0 FRET2AL 4 2R Ay + AR A5 - AR A, + AtA5> :
where

Ao = PSHfHQLOO(o,T;Hk+1(Qs)) + pS”8tEH%2(0,T;H’““(Qs))’

L2
A= s 1PIZ2 0,757+ (2

Az = PFHUH%oo(o,T;HkJrl(QF)) + HnHQLoo(o,T;HkH(QS)) + H€H%2(0,T:Hk+1(ﬂs))

p
+ £||3t”\|%2(o,T;Hk+l(QF)) + url|V I 1y ()

062 2
As = (NF + 04) Hatv”L2(0’T;Hk+1(F))a

(07

2
ol
Ao = P10 o0y + 5106 ooy +o (g 1) 100 maaey

2up

1 2 2
+ Mo rnrllizr.cawy) + 10unliz0m:s),

1

As = o ”ato'FnFH%Q(O,T;LQ(F))'

Proof. Rearranging the error equation ([5.23)), using 0}“ = 0?“ on I', and taking the prop-
erty (5.19) of the Ritz projection operator into account, we obtain

Qp

"F/ 5 - @yt ar (85, ) = br(5E dy) — br(n, o) + ps /Q a6y - ¢,
S
+ (IS((SZL_‘_l,Ch) + O[/((52+1 — 5?{%) . Chdw + a/(6%+1 _ 6g+1) . d)hdw
r r

_ /F or(el, éb)ng - (b — Ch) — pr / GO G — ap(0 )

Qp

+or(0p, én) — PS/ dt92+1 “Ch— 0‘/(‘9?rl —0%) - Crpdx + Ri(y, Cp)- (5.29)
Qs r

Let ¢, = At&’}“, ¢h = At&’g“ and ¥, = AtéTIE'H. Thanks to ([5.15]), the pressure terms simplify
as follows:

—Atbp (ST ) — Atbp (st vp ) = —Atbp (05T, Spe™th) = 0.

Equation ([5.29) now becomes

PF n n n n n
> (H(SF—HH%?(QF) - ||6FH%2(QF) +[|loF — FH%?(QF)> + 2#FA75HD(5F+1)H%2(QF)

pS n n n mn n mn
+t5 (H‘ngH%?(QS) — 168117 2(0g) + 162+ — 6% H%?(Q@) + Atag (6, o7+

2 (I8 ey — NIy + 1827 = SliEary + 185 = 827 aqr))

= At/rap(e%, ep)ng - (8% — 6?“) - Ath/Q d @'t g

F
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— Atap (0%, 8% + Atbp (0T, 85 — Atpg / 0 8¢t

Qs

_ oAt /F (621 — ) - 67+ + AR, (83, 6241). (5.30)
For term AtaS(JZH, 62“) we proceed as follows:

1 1
Atas (8, 6H) = Atag(7, gt + Prg™ = Radim™) = S[18771[% — 107113
At?
+7Hdt6777l+1||% + Atas((sZH, thn—H - thtnn—i—l)‘

Note that P&" ! — Rudim™™ = P& — €'+ €" — Rydim™' = =07 + di6 ! + 0T —

dym™*1. Hence, using property (5.19)) of the Ritz projection operator, Cauchy-Schwartz and Young’s
inequalities, we have

At
Atag (5™, P&™ — Rudin™) < At||0F71E + TH&?HH% + AtRy (871, (5.31)
where Rg(éﬁ“) = a5(5$+17 O™t — dym™th).
To estimate the first term on the right hand side of (5.30)), similarly as in [24], we note that

57}“ — 6?“ = —(UZ'H — Z'H) on I'. Furthermore, adding and subtracting the continuous velocity
and pressure in (5.5)), the following relation holds on T*:

1
53— 0 = L (oplep cpine — op(ep e + o - ut ) (5.32)
Employing identity (5.32)), we have
At /F o (e, ep)ng - (81 — 57+
_ g n+1 _n+1

= [ or(ek ep)nr - (ar(ek ep)nr —or(ep’, cp )nr)
T

T1
At
+ - or(er,ep)np - op(v
r

L " pMnp. (5.33)

J/

T2
Using the polarized identity, 77 is given as

B At

= —%HUF(GF ' Ep )nF”%%r) + 7“0'17’(87]177673)”17”%2(1“)

At
7— n+l n+l
! 2c

At
+ %HUF(G?H, epnp — op(eh, ep)npllizr)- (5.34)

To estimate the last term in (5.34), we again use identity (5.32) and Young’s inequality as follows:

At 2
oo lorer™ b e — o (e, ep)nr |,
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2
_ = ,Un+1 _,vn7 n+l _ n ne — 6n+1 _6n+1 ‘
o P =g — (@ = oL
aAt

= — HO’F(Un+1 - Unapn+1 _pn)nFHiQ(F)

~ At /F (85— 6 o p(o™H — o it p")n

al\t
<7H°’ o pt Tt ”FHLz "’7”5”“ 5?“”%2&

OzAt 3AL 2
”6n+1 5?+1HL2 +— HU n+1 - ,Un’pn—&-l _pn)nFHLQ(F) . (535)

—— 10 = Ty

Finally, we estimate T3 using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and Young’s inequality as

t2
T2 < S ||UF(6F,ep)nF||L2 + o HO' e A R nFHiQ(F) : (5.36)

We bound the remaining terms in (5.30|) as follows. Using Cauchy-Schwartz, Young’s, Poincaré -
Friedrichs, and Korn’s inequalities, we have

— Atpr /ﬂ ) O S — Atap(03H, 83 + Atbp(05T, %) — Atpg /Q ) 407" - oy

A ,uFAt

Atp2 i n tion n
S T;Hdté’ﬁrl”%z(gﬂ + AtuF||D(0F+1)||%2(QF ||9 +1”L2(QF D (5F+1)||%2(QF)

Atﬂs

+ AtPSHdteg+1”%2(QS) + ”‘STLHHLZ(Qs)'

Next, noting that 0%“ = 02“ on I' and adding and subtracting 6%“, we have
— aAt/F(eg“ —0%) - oyt
= —aAt /F (O — 07%) - 8% — aAt /F (O —0F) - (607 — 6%t
2
@ uFAt aAt
A8 (2 ) a8 sy + 5 DO,y + 5 I8 — 87 g
Combining the estimates above with equation ([5.30)), summing from n = 0, ..., N —1 and taking
into account the assumption on the initial data, we have
PF At
H5 HL2 (Qr) + 7 H‘Sg 172(0¢) + —H&NH% + 2= H5 HL2 0 T 59 ”UF(ega@]zX)nFHm

3 = 1 PFAt2 1 F‘SAt 1
+ ,U/FAZL, Z HD 5n+ >HL2(QF) + — Z Hdt6n+ HL2 (QF) + — Z Hdt6n+ HL2 (Q2s)

At2 Aty
Z Iy 1% + = Z [Crasss

n |12
Fllz2m)
N-1
n Atp n n At n
< Atz 167 H1E + ——F Z 0% 1720y + Atur Y IDOF 17200, + — e Z 165117 20,0
n=0 n=0 n=0
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N-1

N-1
+ Atps Y |07 172 + AL <M T O‘) > N ey
n=0 n=0

At—i—l
+

Z HO'F (vn-l—l _ o ptl _pn) nFHi?(r)
At2 At At
Z lor (e, ep)mr| o) + S Z e e Z 1624412 )

Z 167+ |1% + At Z Ri (8%, 67H) + At Z Ra(61). (5.37)
n=0 n=0

To estimate the approximation and consistency errors, we use Lemmas [5.1] and [5.3] leading to
the following inequality:

L Ps At
21622 ) + f|\a?\|%2ms)+f||6fv||s+ AP +*||UF(eg»eg)nF||%2(r
N-1 9 N
pFAt psAt
+upA Y IDEEY) g, + Z lde 8% 2 2 Z 167 172 0
n=0 n=0 n=0
A2 V-l

n aAt n n
Z |d:é +1Hs+ - Z |6¢ - FH%Q(F)

2k 2 2k 2 2k 2

S PNEN 0 1emev (g)) T ;Tih 100Nz (0,71 () F 1RV T200 7, 41 (21
1 k

+ M—Fh%”IIPHiz(o,T;Hm(QF)) + psh™ 2012 0,7, 1101 (00

+ At? of — 4« h2’“+2||av|| +%\|8 v||2
L tYllL2(0,T; H-+1(T)) L YN L2(0,T;L2(Q2F))

(6%
+ AtQPSHattEH%?(o,T;m(Qs)) +alt® </~LF + 1) Hat"’”2L2(07T;L2(F))

At(At +1) At2
+ TH@UFWFH%%O,T:B(F)) + At2Hatt77H%2(o,T;S) + 5 Z lor(ek, eP)nFHLQ

n=0

N—-1 —

aAt n n Atps " At} n

S 165 — 8 gy + 215 3 5 g + S a3 (5.39)
n=0 n=0 =

N—-1
a
We estimate term e Z |67+ —52”1 H%Q(F) by adding and subtracting 6’4 and using trace-inverse

n=0
inequality (5.21)) as follows:
OéAt n+1 n+1 aAt — n—+1 n n n+1(2
Z 105 = ¢ | Zor) = e Do l6Et = 8%+ 8% — 6 Fa

N-1
aAt n " aAt n n
Z 165 — %122y + 5 > 167 — 0%l Z2ry
n=0
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N-1 N—-1

n=0 n=0
Combining (5.39) with (5.38), we get
PP L Ps At
||5 ”LQ(QF 7”‘5?‘&2(95) + §||5£7V”s+ ||5 ”LQ(F *aHUF(egveg)"FH%?(r)
N-1
n At? aCT[k At n
#uedt Y D@ e, + 55 (or - ) Z 1485 e
n=0
N-1 N-1
psAtQ n At? n
5 > b 7200 + 5 > Ny %
n=0 n=0

S thHSH%?(O,T:H’ﬁLl(QS)) + M—h2k||8tv||L2 0,T:HF+1(Qp)) T '“Fh HvHL2 0,7;Hk1(QF))
+ Eh2r+2||pH%2(O,T;HT+1(QF)) + p5h2k+2||at€||L2(o,T;Hk+l(QS))
+ AtQ <MF + a) h2k+2‘|at’UHL2 0,T; H++1(I)) + MTF“attUH%Q(O,T;LQ(QF))

(6%
+ A ps||0u€l 20 o209y T AL (MF + 1) 18:0 1120 .12,

N-1
At(At+1) At?
+ SRS oo pnr 3o gay + ANz + G D lor(el Rl Fa)
n=0
N-1 N-1
Atpg At
+ 2PN 1 ey + 5 D 165 IR (5.40)
n=0 n=0

We recall that the error between the exact and the discrete solution is the sum of the ap-
proximation error and the truncation error. Thus, using the triangle inequality, approximation
properties (5.16))-(5.20) and the Gronwall lemma, we prove the desired estimate. O

Using Taylor-Hood elements, i.e. kK = 2,7 = 1, for the fluid problem and piecewise quadratic
elements for the solid problem, we have the following estimate.

Corollary 5.1. Consider algorithm (5.6 . Suppose that (Vh ,Qh) is given by Py —Py Taylor-
Hood approximation elements and Vh is given by Py approzimation elements. Under the assump-
tions of Theorem we have

N-1
F ps 1
N a0 + el 1320g) + 5 e 113 + 2 HeFHLz ry +arAt Y |ID(er)I e g
2 @r) " 9 @s) T 9 )
n=0
T(n* + At).

The following lemmas are used in the proof of Theorem

Lemma 5.1. The following estimate holds:

N-1
ALY (Ru(OFH, 87T + Ra(87™h)

n=0
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2
p «
< At? <Mi:”8ttv|‘%2(07T;L2(QF)) + pS||att£||%2(0,T;L2(Qs)) ta (MF + 1) Hath%Z(&T;LQ(T))

N-1
1 nrAt
+ N0 el ey + ||3tm|%2<o,T;s>> + =5 > IDEE DIz 0y
n=0

al\t

Atp At

S

162 gy + 22 - 8 gy + S (2R,
n=

Proof. Rearranging and using Cauchy-Schwartz, Young’s, Poincaré - Friedrichs, and Korn’s in-
equalities, we have

AtRl(é’}H,égH) _ Atpp/ (dtvn-H _ 6tUn+1) . 57}4-1 + Atps/ (thn-i-l _ atgn—i-l) . 6?-&-1
QF QS

+ OéAt/(v”+1 — ") 6% da + aAt/(v"“ — ") (8L 65t de,
r r

A [ ap(ertt o (3 - 6y
r

Atp2 At
< B2E a1 — 0" gy + DG s
n n Atps | on
+ Atpsl|dig™! = 0™ Ty + =107 20

aAt

(0%
+ aAt (MF + 1) ”’Un+1 - UnH%g(p) + =5 Han-i-l 62+1“%2(F)

Rt p“)nFuiz(p)
Furthermore, using Cauchy-Schwartz and Young’s inequalities, we have
Ath(JZH) = AtaS(JZH, o™t — dm )
< Atfld™ — o™+ S8 3
The final estimate follows by summing from n = 0 to N — 1 and applying Lemma O

Lemma 5.2 (Consistency errors). Assume X € {Q,T'}. The following inequalities hold:

ALY ldep™ ! = 0™ 122 xy S AP0 F 20 12 (x))s
n=0

N-1

At Z "t — 90n||%2()<) S Atz”at‘aoH%Q(o,T;LQ(X))‘
n=0

Proof. See [24] for proof. O

Lemma 5.3 (Interpolation errors). The following inequalities hold:

N-1

n k
ALY 105 72, < 1001720 10200y S W 10501720 i )
n=0
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N-1
Aty B G2y < 10l T2(07:22(05)) S B 2101720 s (06)):

n=0
N-1 N-1
k k
ALY IDOF ) g0 S A S B0 2y S B0 320 7001 1)

n=0 n=0

N-1 N-1
ALY 03 S B IR iy AL S 1O e S R R0z -

n=0 n=0

Proof. The last three inequalities follow directly from approximation properties (5.16[)-(5.20)). For
other inequalities, see [24] for more details. O

Remark 5.1. The sub-optimal order of convergence in time that is shown in this paper is often
obtained in partitioned methods for the interaction between a fluid and thick structure. In particular,
sub-optimal accuracy has been shown for the partitioned method based on Nitsche’s approach in [31]
and for the Robin-Neumann method in [33]. FExtending the algorithm to optimal accuracy could
be achieved by using higher-order extrapolations in the design of the generalized Robin coupling
conditions, but it is out of scope of this paper.

6 Numerical examples

To demonstrate the performance of the proposed numerical scheme, we present three numerical
examples. In the first example, we investigate the accuracy of the linearized FSI problem —
considered in Section [5| and compare the approximated solution to a manufactured one. We
consider the same benchmark problem in the second example, but apply it to a moving domain
FSI problem —. In both of these examples, the convergence rates are calculated using
different combination parameters, «, in order to show the theory is satisfied and in some cases,
exceeded. In our final example, we model pressure propagation in a two-dimensional channel with
physiologically realistic parameters for blood flow and show the comparison of the results obtained
using the proposed partitioned scheme and a monolithic method.

6.1 Example 1

In the first numerical example, we use the method of manufactured solutions to verify the theoretical
convergence results from Section [5] We define the structure and fluid domains as upper and lower
parts of the unit square, respectively, i.e. Qg = (0,1) X (%, 1) and Qp = (0,1) x (0, %) The true
solutions for the structure displacement, m, the fluid velocity, v, and the fluid pressure, p, are
defined as:

] - [ =]

{Zﬂ B [1100_332336((11—_ mx))yy((ll—_ 5))::] ) (6.2)

p=—10"3e\g (2(1 — 22)y(1 —y) + (1 — z)(1 — 2)) . (6.3)
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We note that the fluid velocity is not divergence-free. Therefore, we add a forcing term to the
conservation of mass equation. We also add forcing terms in both the fluid and structure equa-

tions (5.1))-(5.5)), resulting in the following system:

prow =V -op(v,p)+ fr in Qp x (0,7),
V-v=s in Qp x (0,7),
n =& in Qg x (0,T),
psO€ =V -og5(n)+ fg in Qg x (0,7),
v=20 on INp /T x (0,T),
n=0 on 0Qg/T" x (0,T).

Using the exact solutions, we compute forcing terms fp, fg and s.

Implementing our methodology using finite elements was facilitated through the use of the
FreeFem-++ software . For space discretization, P; elements were used for both the structure
velocity and displacement, where PP; bubble - P elements were used for the fluid velocity and
pressure, respectively. We set parameters Ag, ps, s, pr and pur equal to one. The simulations
were performed until the final time T = 0.3 s was reached. Figure 2] shows the comparison of
the computed and exact fluid velocity (top) and structure displacement (bottom) obtained with
a = 10. An excellent agreement is observed.

Computed Velocity Exact Velocity

Computed Displacement Exact Displacement
Figure 2: Example 1: A comparison of the computed and exact fluid velocity (top) and structure
displacement (bottom) at "= 0.3 s.

1.9e-04

9e-05
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-

1.9e-04

IIH

9e-05
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0

In conjunction with comparing the numerical results to the actual solution, we compute conver-
gence rates as described in Theorem in addition to analyzing how well the coupling conditions
are satisfied at the interface. In particular, we compute the following errors for the structure
displacement and velocity, and fluid velocity:

_ Hn — nTef”Z’ B ||£ - ErefHLZ(QS) . ||’U - vT@f“LQ(QF)
n= T 6= P =
77l

9

1&resll 2 0 loresll 2oy
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as well as the error for the kinematic coupling condition:

lv— &l

k = —m——————
bl

and error for the dynamic coupling condition:

lornr —asnrllp
€ —
lormpll;

In order to compute the convergence rates, we start with an initial time step At = 0.01 and mesh
size h = 0.1, and divide them by two for four iterations. Each variable is then evaluated with
differing alphas equaling 1, 10, 100, 200, and 500.

10°

—&— =1 —8—q=200 —-—-rate
== =10 —=— =500

a=100 = = rate 0.5

—&—q=1 —8—q=200 —--—-rate
—8—q=10 —=— =500

=100 = = rate 0.5

101 r

= o
(0] (0]
- -
1072
[
| | | | | | Lo 1073
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910
At %107
—a— =1 —8—=200 —-—-rate

—#— =10 —=— =500

=100 = = rate 0.5

103"

At %107

Figure 3: Example 1: Errors for the solid displacement 1 (top-left), solid velocity & (top-right),
and fluid velocity v (bottom) at the final time 7" = 0.3 s.

Figureshows the convergence rates for the structure displacement (top left), structure velocity
(top right) and fluid velocity (bottom) computed at the final time. We observe that the convergence
rates for the structure displacement are close to one across all values of a. The convergence rates
for the structure velocity are first-order, or better, when « is equal to 1 and 10. As « increases,
the convergence rates begin to decrease, compromising condition used in the convergence
analysis. Similar holds for the fluid velocity, which has the best convergence rates for o values of
10 and 100, and the worst when « increases to 500.
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Figure 4: Example 1: Kinematic (left) and dynamic (right) coupling condition errors at the final
time T'= 0.3 s.

In addition to the errors related to Theorem [5.1] we investigate the relation between the combi-
nation parameter o and how well the coupling conditions are satisfied. In particular, the generalized
Robin boundary condition (3.1)) will turn into the dynamic coupling condition as a — 0, and
it will approach the kinematic coupling condition as a — oo. Therefore, we compute errors
ere and e, as we take o = 1,10, 100,200, and 500. In this case, to better approximate the fluid
and structure stresses, we used Py elements for fluid and structure velocities and the structure dis-
placement, and P; elements for pressure. Figure [4] shows errors ey, (left) and e, (right) computed
with the following time and mesh sizes:

(At,h) € { <1g;2 Og?fE’> }3 (6.4)

k=0

We observe that, with the exception of o = 1, the convergence rates are closer to one for smaller
values of «, and they decrease to 0.5 as « increases to 500. We also note that the error in the
kinematic coupling condition decreases as « increases, while the opposite holds for the dynamic
coupling condition. However, for all the considered cases, the relative error in the kinematic coupling
condition is significantly smaller than the relative error in the dynamic coupling condition.

6.2 Example 2

In the second example, we study the accuracy of the proposed method applied to a moving domain
FSI problem -. We use the same manufactured solutions, —, as in Example 1.
Furthermore, we define the true solution for the fluid domain displacement to be np = 1, and the
true solution for the fluid domain velocity to be w = 9ynp. Similar to Example 1, we add forcing
terms to equations (2.14)), (2.15)) and (2.17). To update the fluid domain, we solve

1771,?|r1 = on I'F' U F%“t,
,’77173‘4’1 — ,I,]TL+1 on F
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As for fp, fg and s, we compute f using the exact solution. Every other aspect of this example
remains unchanged, meaning the error calculations, space and time discretization specifications,
and parameters are the same as in Example 1.

10°
—8—q=1 —8—(=200 —-—-rate —8— =1 —8— (=200 —-—-rate 1
—8— =10 —#— =500 —8— =10 —#— =500
a=100 = = rate 0.5 a=100 = = rate 0.5
ERS
= ur
(0] (0]
- - g
-
1072
: : ‘ b 1078 : : ‘ S
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910
At %107 At %1078
—8—q=1 —8—q=200 —-—-rate

—8— =10 —#— =500

=100 = = rate 0.5

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910
At %1073

Figure 5: Example 2: Errors for the solid displacement 1 (top-left), solid velocity & (top-right),
and fluid velocity v (bottom) at the final time 7" = 0.3 s.

Figure |5|shows the errors for the structure displacement (top left), structure velocity (top right)
and fluid velocity (bottom) obtained at 7" = 0.3 s. Similar behavior is observed as in Example 1.
For all values of «, the convergence rates for the solid displacement are close to one, while the
errors are roughly the same with the very slight exception of when a = 500. The convergence rates
for solid velocity decrease from one to 0.5 as the values of « increase, while the errors themselves
grow as « increases with the exception of a = 1. In a similar trend, the rates for the fluid velocity
decrease and the errors increase as a grows, with the exception of & = 1. For all variables, the best
convergence rates and the smallest errors are obtained with o = 10.

Likewise to Example 1, we calculate the errors in approximating coupling conditions using
a Py space discretization for pressure and P, for all other variables. The temporal and spatial
discretization parameters are the same as described in . Figure |§| shows the kinematic coupling
condition error (left) and the dynamic coupling condition error (right) at 7'= 0.3 s obtained using
different values of . Similar to what we observed in Example 1, as « increases, the error decreases
for the kinematic coupling condition with the reversed result for the dynamic coupling condition.
As for convergence rates, we obtain values around 0.5 using @ = 1 and values very close to one
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Figure 6: Example 2: Kinematic (left) and dynamic (right) coupling condition errors at the final
time T'= 0.3 s.

using a = 10, which then decrease back down to 0.5 as « increases.

6.3 Example 3

The third example focuses on a classical benchmark problem used in the validation of F'SI solvers .
We consider the fluid flow in a two-dimensional channel interacting with a deformable wall. The
reference fluid and structure domains are defined as QO = (0,6)x (0,0.5) and Qg = (0, 6) x (0.5, 0.6),
respectively. We consider the moving domain FSI problem —, where we add a linearly
elastic spring term, 1, to the elastodynamic equation, yielding:

psO&+m=V-osn)  inQsx(0,T).

Term ~n is obtained from the axially symmetric model, and it represents a spring keeping the top
and bottom boundaries in a two-dimensional model connected .

The parameters used in this example, pr = 1 g/cm?, up = 0.035 g/cm s, ps = 1.1 g/cm?, ug =
5.75-10° dyne/cm?, v = 4 - 10° dyne/cm* and A\g = 1.7 - 105 dyne/cm?, are within physiologically
realistic values of blood flow in compliant arteries. In this example, we use a = 100. The flow is
driven by prescribing a time-dependent pressure drop at the inlet and outlet sections, as defined

in —, where

Pmax 1 — <727T >:| if t <
pin(t) =4 2 [ €08 \tnar )| MU S Tmas ) 0t (0,7). (6.5)
0, if t > tmas

The pressure pulse is in effect for tyae = 0.03 s with maximum pressure pmee = 1.333 x 10*
dyne/cm?. The final time is 7' = 12 ms. We use P; bubble - P; elements for the fluid velocity and
pressure, respectively, and P; elements for the structure velocity and displacement. The results
are obtained using At = 107° on a mesh containing 7,500 elements in the fluid domain and 1,200
elements in the structure domain.

Figures[7} [§l and [9] show a comparison of the flowrate, mean pressure and fluid-structure interface
displacement obtained using the proposed numerical method and a monolithic scheme used in [34]
at times t = 4,8, and 12 ms. A good agreement is observed in all cases, even with small
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Figure 7: Fluid flowrate vs. x-axis compared with a monolithic scheme.
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Figure 8: Fluid pressure vs. x-axis compared with a monolithic scheme.

discrepancies in the interface displacement. We note that the time step used in the simulations
obtained with a monolithic solver is At = 10™%. As expected, due to the splitting error, a smaller
time-step was needed in the partitioned scheme.

7 Conclusions

We present a novel partitioned, non-iterative method for FSI problems with thick structures. The
presented method is based on generalized Robin boundary conditions, which are designed by linearly
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Figure 9: Fluid-structure interface displacement vs. x-axis compared with a monolithic scheme.

combining kinematic and dynamic coupling conditions using a combination parameter, o. Thanks
to a novel design of Robin boundary conditions used in the fluid and structure sub-problems, we
prove unconditional stability of the semi-discrete numerical method applied to a moving domain
FSI problem. Convergence analysis was performed for a fully-discrete, linearized problem, yielding
O(At%) accuracy in time and optimal accuracy in space. The theoretically obtained results are
verified in numerical examples. In particular, using the method of manufactured solutions, we
compute the relative errors between the numerical and exact solutions on both fixed domain and
moving domain problems. In particular, we compute the convergence rates for different values
of the combination parameter «, and note that increasing values of o will lead to a decrease of
convergence rates from one to 0.5 for a fixed At. We also compare our results to the ones obtained
using a monolithic scheme on a benchmark problem of pressure propagation in a two-dimensional
channel, obtaining a good agreement. However, due to the splitting error and sub-optimal accuracy,
a smaller time step was used in the partitioned scheme. An extension of the proposed method to
higher-order accuracy will be considered in our future work.

One of the drawbacks of the proposed method is its dependence on the combination parameter
«, which is, generally, problem dependent. In other work where similar combination parameters
are introduced, such as [27], the authors suggest to use

_ psHs
At

where Hg is the height of the solid domain and

+ BHgAt, (7.1)

E
B = m(‘lP% —2(1- V)P%%

with F denoting the Young’s modulus, v denoting the Poisson’s ratio and p; and p2 denoting the
mean and Gaussian curvatures of the fluid-structure interface, respectively. However, this choice
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of « is proposed to ensure convergence of a subiterative solution procedure when solving strongly
coupled FSI problems. Since we do not need subiterations to achieve stability, we do not require
similar conditions on «. Indeed, using to compute « in our method gives results that are not
optimally accurate. Therefore, a needs to be estimated separately for each problem.
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