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We present a monolithic finite element formulation for (nonlinear) fluid-
structure interaction in Eulerian coordinates. For the discretization we em-
ploy an unfitted finite element method based on inf-sup stable finite ele-
ments. So-called ghost penalty terms are used to guarantee the robustness of
the approach independently of the way the interface cuts the finite element
mesh. The resulting system is solved in a monolithic fashion using Newton’s
method. Our developments are tested on a numerical example with fixed
interface.

1 Introduction
In this work, we investigate a cut finite element discretization for fully Eulerian fluid-
structure interaction (FSI). In contrast to an Arbitrary Lagrangian Eulerian (ALE) ap-
proach [10, 19], the benefit of a fully Eulerian formulation for FSI lies in its ability to
handle (very) large deformations, topology changes, and contact problems in a straight-
forward way, see e.g. [15, 14, 18, 5].

The fully Eulerian approach for fluid-structure interaction has been introduced in [11,
9] and has since then been investigated and improved in several studies, such as [24, 26,
29, 23, 20, 27, 22]. The idea is to formulate both the flow and the solid problem in Eu-
lerian coordinates in time-dependent domains Ωf (t) resp. Ωs(t). An accurate numerical
method requires the resolution of the interface Γ(t) separating Ωf (t) and Ωs(t), which
can move freely depending on the solid displacements. The construction of a fitted finite
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element method is cumbersome when the interface moves, see e.g. [13, 12]. An elegant
alternative is given by the cut finite element method [16, 17, 4] which is based on a fixed
finite element mesh for all times. To our knowledge, this approach has not been used
before in the context of fully Eulerian fluid-structure interaction. The present work is
thus a first step towards such an unfitted fully Eulerian FSI formulation. As a starting
point we concentrate on fixed interfaces (meaning infinitesimal displacements) in this
work.

In cut finite element methods (CutFEM) [4], interface conditions are imposed by
means of Nitsche’s method [21], see also [16, 17]. Moreover, additional stabilization via
ghost penalty terms at the faces of cut cells is proposed, since the condition number
of the system matrix suffers from cells cut into vastly different sizes, see also [3, 7].
This adaptation of Nitsche’s method is used in [6], where linear Stokes flow is coupled
to a linear elastic structure through separate overlapping meshes, where the solid is
described in Lagrangian coordinates on a fitted mesh and glued to the (unfitted) fluid
mesh. Fictitious domain methods using cut elements with stabilized Nitsche’s method
for Stokes’ problem were investigated in [8].

In this work, we employ a cut finite element method for realizing a variational-
monolithic fully Eulerian fluid-structure interaction formulation on a fixed single mesh.
This is specifically in extension to [6] and [8] from the ghost penalty viewpoint and all
previously mentioned fully Eulerian fluid-structure interaction references. We propose
a new weight function to balance the ghost penalty terms with respect to the cuts.
Taylor-Hood elements are employed for the spatial discretization and a backward Eu-
ler scheme for temporal discretization. The resulting discrete monolithic formulation is
treated all-at-once in the linear and nonlinear solvers.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section 2 our fully Eulerian fluid-structure
interaction formulation is presented. Then, in Section 3, the cut finite element dis-
cretization and ghost penalty terms are introduced and described in detail. Finally, in
Section 4, numerical simulations are carried out, including numerical convergence studies
and a comparison to computations using the ALE method.

2 Fluid-structure interaction system
2.1 Strong form
Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a bounded domain with d = 2, which is partitioned into a (fixed) fluid
subdomain Ωf and a (fixed) solid subdomain Ωs such that Ω = Ωf ∪Ωs with Ωf ∩Ωs = ∅.
We assume that both Ωf and Ωs are parameterized by a C1,1 boundary, such that all
terms arising in the following equations are well-defined. Next, let Γi := Ωf ∩ Ωs be the
interface between the subdomains, and ΓD

f ⊂ Γf := ∂Ωf ∩∂Ω and ΓD
s ⊂ Γs := ∂Ωs ∩∂Ω.

For the fluid velocity vf : Ωf × [0, T ] → Rd, the pressure p : Ωf × [0, T ] → R, the solid
velocity vs : Ωs × [0, T ] → Rd and the displacement u : Ωs × [0, T ] → Rd, we define
stresses σf := σf (vf , p) := ρfνf (∇vf + ∇v⊤

f ) − pI and σs := 2µsEs + λs tr(Es)I, where
Es := 1

2(∇u + ∇u⊤ + ∇u⊤ · ∇u) denotes the nonlinear Green-Lagrange strain, µs and
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λs are the Lamé parameters, ρf and ρs are the densities of the fluid and the solid,
and νf is the fluid viscosity. Moreover, f : Ω × [0, T ] → Rd is a given right-hand side
function, vD

f : ΓD
f × [0, T ] → Rd and uD : ΓD

s × [0, T ] → Rd are functions on the Dirichlet
boundaries, and v0

f : Ωf → Rd, v0
s : Ωs → Rd and u0 : Ωs → Rd finally describe initial

values. The fully Eulerian FSI system is then defined as follows: Find (vf , p, vs, u) such
that 

ρf∂tvf + ρf (vf · ∇)vf − ∇ · σf = ρff in Ωf × (0, T ),
∇ · vf = 0 in Ωf × (0, T ),
vf = vD

f on ΓD
f × (0, T ),

ρfνf∂nvf − pn = 0 on Γf \ ΓD
f × (0, T ),

vf = v0
f in Ωf × {0},

ρs∂tvs + ρs(vs · ∇)vs − ∇ · σs = ρsf in Ωs × (0, T ),
∂tu+ (vs · ∇)u− vs = 0 in Ωs × (0, T ),
u = uD on ΓD

s × (0, T ),
σs · n = 0 on Γs \ ΓD

s × (0, T ),
u = u0 in Ωs × {0},
vs = v0

s in Ωs × {0},{
vf = vs on Γi × (0, T ),
σf · n = σs · n on Γi × (0, T ).

2.2 Weak formulation
Let Vf := H1

0 (Ωf ; ΓD
f ), Vs := H1(Ωs), U := H1

0 (Ωs; ΓD
s ) and P := L2(Ωf ) be given

function spaces. Here, P is sufficient for a unique pressure due to the outflow condition
on Γf \ ΓD

f . The product space is defined as X := Vf × Vs × U × P.

Problem 1 Find vf ∈ vD
f + Vf , p ∈ P, vs ∈ Vs and u ∈ uD + U such that vf = vs on

Γi and for all (ϕf , ψ, ϕs, ξ) ∈ X :

ρf

(
∂tvf , ϕf

)
Ωf

+ ρf

(
vf · ∇vf , ϕf

)
Ωf

+
(
σf ,∇ϕf

)
Ωf

+
(
∇ · vf , ξ

)
Ωf

−
(
ρfνf ∇v⊤

f nf , ϕf

)
Γf \ΓD

f
+ ρs

(
∂tvs + vs · ∇vs, ϕs

)
Ωs

+
(
σs,∇ϕs

)
Ωs

+
(
∂tu+ vs · ∇u− vs, ψ

)
Ωs

−
(
σf · ns, ϕf − ϕs

)
Γi

= ρf

(
f, ϕf

)
Ωf

+ ρs
(
f, ϕs

)
Ωs
.

2.3 Discretization and ghost penalties
To discretize in time we apply the backward Euler method. For spatial discretization we
use continuous quadratic elements for the fluid velocity and continuous linear elements
for the remaining solution components. Let Th be a quasi-uniform triangulation of Ω
that is fitted to the boundary of the domain Ω but not to the interface Γi, where Γi is
described by a level set function. Moreover, let

T f
h := {T ∈ Th : T ∩ Ωf ̸= ∅} and T s

h := {T ∈ Th : T ∩ Ωs ̸= ∅}

3



be overlapping sub-triangulations. We use the following finite element spaces on T i
h :

V
(r)

h,i := {ϕ ∈ C(Ωi
h) : ϕ|T ∈ Pr(T ) ∀T ∈ T i

h}, i ∈ {f, s},

where Ωi
h denotes the domain spanned by the cells T ∈ T i

h . We define Vh,f := V
(2)

h,f ∩
H1

0 (Ωf ; ΓD
f ), Vh,s := V

(1)
h,s , Uh := V

(1)
h,s ∩H1

0 (Ωs; ΓD
s ), Ph := V

(1)
h,f and Xh := Vh,f × Vh,s ×

Uh × Ph.
The interface conditions are then imposed by additional terms: the Nitsche terms (4)

which ensure that the interface condition vf = vs is satisfied, a stabilization term (5) to
control the pressure (see [6]), and ghost penalty terms (6),(8), described by the ghost
penalty functions gh,w( · , · ) around the interface zone, that extend the coercivity of the
bilinear form over the interface cells and increase stability.

Problem 2 The discrete weak formulation reads: For n = 1, . . . , N find fluid veloc-
ity, pressure, solid velocity and displacement (vh

f , p
h, vh

s , u
h) := (vh,n

f , ph,n, vh,n
s , uh,n) ∈

{vD
f , 0, uD, 0}+Xh, where (vh,n−1

f , ph,n−1, vh,n−1
s , uh,n−1) are the solutions of the previous

time step, such that for all (ϕh
f , ψ

h, ϕh
s , ξ

h) ∈ Xh:

ρf

(
vh

f , ϕ
h
f

)
Ωf

+ ρfk
(
vh

f · ∇vh
f , ϕ

h
f

)
Ωf

+ k
(
σh

f ,∇ϕh
f

)
Ωf

+
(
∇ · vh

f , ξ
h)

Ωf
(1)

− k
(
ρfνf (∇vh

f )⊤nf , ϕ
h
f

)
Γf \ΓD

f
+ ρs

(
vh

s , ϕ
h
s

)
Ωs

+ k
(
σh

s ,∇ϕh
s

)
Ωs

(2)

+ ρsk
(
vh

s · ∇vh
s , ϕ

h
s

)
Ωs

+
(
uh + k(vh

s · ∇uh − vh
s ), ψh)

Ωs
(3)

+ kh−1ρfνfγN

(
vh

f − vh
s , ϕ

h
f − ϕh

s

)
Γi

− k
(
σh

f · nf , ϕ
h
f − ϕh

s

)
Γi

(4)

− k
(
vh

f − vh
s , σ

h
f (ϕh

f ,−ξh) · nf

)
Γi

(5)

+ 2ρfνfkg
h
vf

(vh
f , ϕ

h
f ) + ρsg

h
vs

(vh
s , ϕ

h
s ) + kgh

p (ph, ξh) + 2µskg
h
u(uh, ϕh

s ) (6)

= ρfk
(
f, ϕh

f

)
Ωf

+ ρf

(
vh,n−1

f , ϕh
f

)
Ωf

+ ρsk
(
f, ϕh

s

)
Ωs

+ ρs
(
vh,n−1

s , ϕh
s

)
Ωs

(7)

+
(
uh,n−1, ψh)

Ωs
+ gh,w

vs
(vh,n−1

s , ϕh
s ). (8)

Here k = tn − tn−1 > 0 is the time step size, h > 0 the spatial discretization parameter,
namely the maximum element size, and γN > 0 denotes the Nitsche parameter.

As usual, we express the weak form more compactly in terms of a semi-linear form: Find
Un

h := (vh,n
f , vh,n

s , uh,n, ph,n) ∈ {vD
f , 0, uD, 0} + Xh for the time steps n = 1, . . . , N , such

that A(Un
h )(Ψ) = F (Ψ) for all Ψ ∈ Xh.

Let Ff
G denote the set of element faces F = K̄1 ∩ K̄2 of the triangulation T f

h that
do not lie on the boundary ∂Ω, such that at least one of the cells Kj is intersected by
the interface (Kj ∩ Γi ̸= ∅ for j ∈ {1, 2}). Analogously, we define Fs

G as the set of
corresponding faces of the triangulation T s

h . For a cell K cut by the interface we denote
by Kin the part of the cell inside the considered subdomain. Using the jump terms
JuK = u1|Γ −u2|Γ with ui = u|Ωi and gi

F (φ1, φ2) :=
(
J∂i

nφ1K, J∂i
nφ2K

)
F

, the ghost penalty
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functions (with parameters γvf
, γp, γvs , γu) are defined as follows:

gh,w
vf

(φ1, φ2) := γvf

∑
F ∈Ff

G

∑
K:F ∈K

w(κK)
(
hg1

F (φ1, φ2) + h3

4 g
2
F (φ1, φ2)

)
,

gh,w
p (φ1, φ2) := γp

∑
F ∈Ff

G

∑
K:F ∈K

w(κK)h3g1
F (φ1, φ2),

gh,w
vs

(φ1, φ2) := γvs

∑
F ∈Fs

G

∑
K:F ∈K

w(κK)h3g1
F (φ1, φ2),

gh,w
u (φ1, φ2) := γu

∑
F ∈Fs

G

∑
K:F ∈K

w(κK)hg1
F (φ1, φ2).

Here we apply a novel weight function w : [0, 1] → [1
2w

−1
max,

1
2wmax], κ 7→ 1

2w
1−2κ
max , with

wmax ≥ 1, which scales the ghost penalties dependent on the cell cuts by taking the
portion of the inside cell part, κK := meas(Kin)/meas(K), as the argument. Thus we
penalize “bad cuts” more severely while “good cuts” (where a sufficiently large portion of
the cell lies inside) are penalized less severely. Moreover, the conventional ghost penalty
terms are recovered as the special case where wmax = 1, hence w ≡ 0.5.

3 Nonlinear solution
To employ Newton’s method, we need the derivative

A′(Un,j
h )(δUh,Ψ) = lim

ϵ→0

1
ϵ

(
A(Un,j

h + ϵδUh)(Ψ) −A(Un,j
h )(Ψ)

)
= ρf

(
δvh

f , ϕ
h
f

)
Ωf

+ ρfk
(
δvh

f · ∇vh,j
f + vh,j

f · ∇δvh
f , ϕ

h
f

)
Ωf

+ k
(
σh

f (δvh
f , δp

h),∇ϕh
f

)
Ωf

+
(
∇ · δvh

f , ξ
h)

Ωf
− kρfνf

(
∇δvh

f
⊤
nf , ϕ

h
f

)
Γf \ΓD

f

+ ρs
(
δvh

s , ϕ
h
s

)
Ωs

+ ρsk
(
δvh

s · ∇vh,j
s + vh,j

s · ∇δvh
s , ϕ

h
s

)
Ωs

+ k
(
σh

s
′(uh,j)(δuh),∇ϕh

s

)
Ωs

+
(
δuh + k(δvh

s · ∇uh,j + vh,j
s · ∇δuh − δvh

s ), ψh)
Ωs

+ kh−1ρfνfγN

(
δvh

f − δvh
s , ϕ

h
f − ϕh

s

)
Γi

− k
(
σh

f (δvh
f , δp

h) · nf , ϕ
h
f − ϕh

s

)
Γi

− k
(
δvh

f − δvh
s , σ

h
f (ϕh

f ,−ξh) · nf

)
Γi

+ 2ρfνfkg
h
vf

(δvh
f , ϕ

h
f ) + ρsg

h
vs

(δvh
s , ϕ

h
s ) + kgh

p (δph, ξh) + 2µskg
h
u(δuh, ϕh

s ).

where

σh
s

′(uh,j)(δuh) := 2µsE
′
s(uh,j)(δuh) + λs tr

(
E′

s(uh,j)(δuh)
)
,

E′
s(uh,j)(δuh) := 1

2
(
∇δuh + (∇δuh)⊤ + (∇δuh)⊤ · ∇uj,h + (∇uj,h)⊤ · ∇δuh)

.

With the step length αj ∈ (0, 1] determined by a line search, Newton’s method then
takes the following form: Given an initial guess Un,0

h ∈ {vD
f , 0, uD, 0} + Xh, such as

Un,0
h := Un−1

n , find δUh ∈ Xh for j = 0, 1, 2, . . . , such that for all Ψ ∈ Xh:

A′(Un,j
h )(δUh,Ψ) = −A(Un,j

h )(Ψ) + F (Ψ), Un,j+1
h = Un,j

h + αjδUh.
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Γwall

Γout

Γwall

Γin

Γwall

(0,0)

(0,0.41) (2.2,0.41)

(2.2,0)

Figure 1: Configuration of laminar flow around an elastic shell with center at (0.2, 0.2),
inner radius of 0.01 and outer radius of 0.05.

4 Numerical test: modified “flow around a cylinder
benchmark”

In this section, we apply our numerical framework to a model problem inspired by the
flow around a cylinder benchmark [25]. We use Newton’s method for the nonlinear
solution, and therein for the linear systems the parallel sparse solver MUMPS [1]. The
implementation is based on the open-source finite element library deal.II [2], in particular
step 85 of the tutorial programs. Comparative computations with an arbitrary Eulerian-
Lagrangian fluid-structure interaction formulation are also performed with the open-
source code [30]. For our computations we neglect the convection terms ρs(vs · ∇)vs and
(vs · ∇)u in the structure.

In our modification of the laminar flow benchmark [25] the cylindrical hole is replaced
by an elastic solid with a hole in the middle as depicted in Fig. 1. The remaining channel
is filled with an incompressible Newtonian fluid. At the boundary Γin, we impose a
parabolic inflow profile given by

vf (0, y) = 1.5Ū(4y(0.41 − y))/0.412

with mean velocity Ū = 0.2 ms−1. At Γout a do-nothing outflow condition is applied.
The boundaries Γwall supply a no-slip-condition for the fluid and a homogenous Dirichlet
condition for the solid deformation. We start the time-stepping with homogeneous initial
conditions and increase the inflow gradually by setting

vf (t, 0, y) = 1
2(1 − cos( tπ

2 ))vf (0, y) for t < 2.

The material parameters are based on the FSI-1 benchmark [28]: fluid density ρf =
1000 kg/m3, fluid viscosity νf = 0.001 m2/s, solid density ρs = 1000 kg/m3, Lamé coef-
ficients 0.5 × 106 and 2.0 × 106.

The mesh consists of rectangular elements with shape regular cells except for the area
of the circular solid domain Ωs and a small neighborhood thereof.

We simulate over the time interval [0, T ] with T = 25 using the time step size ∆t = 1.0.
We choose the Nitsche parameter γN = 10, the two weight parameters wmax = 3 and
wmax = 1, and ghost penalty parameters γvf

= γp = γvs = γu = 10−3. For Newton’s
method we use the absolute tolerance 10−8.

6



Figure 2: From top to bottom: Fluid speed ∥vf ∥2, pressure and displacement using the
fully Eulerian approach at time T = 25 with wmax = 3. As the results using
the ALE approach are visually very similar to the fully Eulerian approach, we
refrain from including their plots.

The interface between fluid and solid is artificially fixed to enable simple implicit time
stepping. The solid material is comparatively stiff, resulting in small deformations. As
quantities of interest we choose the fluid velocity at the center point of the outflow
boundary, (2.2, 0.205), as well as drag and lift forces around the solid. The latter are
given by the line integral over the interface Γi, (FD, FL) =

∫
Γi
σf · nf , where nf is the

normal vector on the interface pointing towards the fluid domain. The results are shown
in Table 1 and Fig. 2.

We observe no qualitative difference between our choices of the weights. However, we
note that the fluctuation of the fluid velocity in cut cells is less severe for wmax = 3 as
compared to the traditional ghost penalization.

We compare these results with a corresponding computation using an ALE approach [30].
Here, the mesh is fitted to the interface and quadratic elements are used for the struc-
tural variables, which implies that the number of degrees of freedom differs from the
Eulerian approach. The ALE results are shown in Table 2.

The two approaches are in good agreement, as the above tables show. We observe
convergence for h → 0 in all quantities of interest. The small deviations between ALE
and fully Eulerian computations can be explained by the time discretization errors, as

7



Table 1: Quantities of interest using the FSI-1 parameters on uniformly refined meshes.
The results in the top half correspond to the weight wmax = 3 and at the bottom
to wmax = 1. Here, L denotes the refinement level. The values in the L2 norm
are taken at time T = 25. The drag and lift forces as well as the fluid velocity
at the outflow are averaged over the time interval.

L # dofs ∥∇vf ∥L2 ∥p∥L2 ∥∇u∥L2 FD FL vf (2.2, 0.205)
[×10−8] [×10−5] ([×10−1], [×10−4])

0 3740 2.4152 24.4730 1.127 8.6278 0.0323 (2.734295,−1.5671)
1 13944 2.4251 24.7050 1.059 10.3264 0.0193 (2.734141,−1.6096)
2 53972 2.4283 24.7473 1.067 10.5273 0.0209 (2.734137,−1.6148)
3 211980 2.4294 24.7572 1.081 10.5484 0.0215 (2.734135,−1.6166)
4 839900 2.4297 24.7587 1.088 10.5654 0.0215 (2.734136,−1.6170)

0 3740 2.4153 24.4752 1.127 8.6236 0.0322 (2.734302,−1.5681)
1 13944 2.4251 24.7058 1.060 10.3357 0.0192 (2.734144,−1.6097)
2 53972 2.4284 24.7487 1.067 10.5495 0.0212 (2.734133,−1.6150)
3 211980 2.4295 24.7577 1.081 10.5709 0.0215 (2.734135,−1.6167)
4 839900 2.4297 24.7589 1.088 10.5864 0.0216 (2.734136,−1.6170)

Table 2: Quantities of interest using the ALE approach as with Table 1.
L # dofs ∥∇vf ∥L2 ∥p∥L2 ∥∇u∥L2 FD FL vf (2.2, 0.205)

[×10−8] [×10−5] ([×10−1], [×10−4])

0 8080 2.4005 24.4431 1.064 9.6868 0.1043 (2.73447,−1.56003)
1 31360 2.4183 24.6757 1.078 10.3359 0.0323 (2.73421,−1.59833)
2 123520 2.4210 24.7056 1.081 10.4933 0.0220 (2.73418,−1.60355)
3 490240 2.4211 24.7058 1.082 10.5150 0.0205 (2.73418,−1.60389)

the time step k is fixed. To further compare the two solutions we investigate the values
of fluid pressure and its speed along three vertical lines {(x, y) : 0 ≤ y ≤ 0.41} for
x ∈ {0.15, 0.25, 2.2}. Figure 3 depicts these results at the final time T = 25. Again, we
observe a generally good agreement between our solution and the ALE model.

Acknowledgement Anne-Kathrin Wenske and Marc C. Steinbach gratefully acknowl-
edge the financial support from the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German
Research Foundation) – SFB1463 – 434502799.
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