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Abstract

An immersed boundary method for the fluid–structure–thermal interaction in rarefied gas flow is pre-

sented. In this method, the slip model is incorporated with the penalty immersed boundary method

to address the velocity and temperature jump conditions at the fluid–structure interface in rarefied gas

flow within slip regime. In this method, the compressible flow governed by Navier-Stokes equations are

solved by using high-order finite difference method; the elastic solid is solved by using finite element

method; the fluid and solid are solved independently and the fluid–structure–thermal interaction are

achieved by using a penalty method in a partitioned way. Several validations are conducted including

Poiseuille flow in a 2D pipe, flow around a 2D NACA airfoil, moving square cylinder in a 2D pipe, flow

around a sphere and moving sphere in quiescent flow. The numerical results from present method show

good agreement with the previous published data obtained by other methods, and it confirms the the

good ability of the proposed method in handling fluid–structure–thermal interaction for both weakly

compressible and highly compressible rarefied gas flow. To overcome the incapability of Navier-Stokes

equations at high local Knudsen numbers in supersonic flow, an artificial viscosity is introduced to

ease the sharp transition at the shock wave front. Inspired by Martian exploration, the application of

proposed method to study the aerodynamics of flapping wing in rarefied gas flow is conducted in both

2D and 3D domains, to obtain some insights for the flapping-wing aerial vehicles operating in Martian

environment.
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1. Introduction

Fluid–structure interaction (FSI) is not only ubiquitous in the nature, e.g., flapping flags [1],

flapping-wing insects [2] and flow around tall buildings [3], it is also important in many engineering

areas such as aeronautics engineering [4] and biological flows [5]. For this reason, it has drawn consid-

erable research interests in the past hundred years [6]. Recently, with the development of hypersonic

vehicles, microelectromechanical systems (MEMS) and vacuum technologies, the accurate modelling

FSI in rarefied gas flow is of importance to uncover the associated flow physics [7].
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The fluid flow can be categorized into four regimes based on Knudsen number (Kn) defined as

the ratio of mean-free-path to the characteristic length, i.e, continuum regime (Kn < 0.001), slip

flow regime (0.001 ≤ Kn ≤ 0.1), transition regime (0.1 ≤ Kn ≤ 10.0) and free molecular regime

(Kn ≥ 10.0) [8, 9, 10]. The traditional numerical method which solves the Navier-Stokes equations

(NSE) is not applicable for the flow out of continuum regime for two main reasons, i.e., the rarefied

gas could slide over a surface and the inequalities of temperature could rise a force driving the gas

slide over a surface from colder to hotter regions which was also known as “thermal creep” [11]. To

overcome this drawback, the first-order slip model was derived according to the theoretical analysis of

Maxwell [12]. In such models, the slippery velocity and temperature are calculated based on the local

velocity and temperature gradients. To achieve accurate modelling of the slip boundary conditions

induced by rarefied gas effects, significant efforts have been involved to improve the slip model. For

example, the 1.5-order [13] and second order slip model [14, 15, 16] were proposed to improve the

accuracy of the original 1st-order model [17, 11]; Wu [16] derived a slip model for wall bounded rarefied

gas flows from kinetic theory to extend the slip model to whole Knudsen number range. These models

are typically categorized into first-order and second-order model based on the derivative terms used in

the calculation [16]. The factors of the derivatives depending on gas–solid interactions are obtained

from analytical models or experimental data [18]. Thanks to the development of these slip models, a lot

of successful applications of incorporating the such models into computational fluid dynamics (CFD)

solvers have confirmed their capability of solving flow in slip flow regime and the early transition regime.

For example, Fan et al. [19] investigated flow around a 2D NACA0012 airfoil in various conditions from

subsonic to supersonic by using both slip model based NSE solver and particle approach at a Knudsen

number up to 0.026, and found that good agreements can be achieved with these solvers. It is also

noted that the excessive statistical fluctuations of Direct simulation Monte Carlo (DSMC) makes it

failure for the low subsonic flow simulation, and an information preservation technique was used in this

work. Similarly, Le et al. [20] implemented a second order slip model into the OpenFoam to simulate flow

around a 2D stationary NACA airfoil in the supersonic and rarefied gas flow up to a Knudsen number of

0.05, and concluded that such an implementation achieves good agreements compared with the DSMC.

Lofthouse et al. [21] systematically examined flow around a stationary cylinder at Knudsen numbers up

to 0.25 and Mach numbers up to 25, and concluded that the slip model (proposed by Maccormack [15])

based solver can achieve comparable results with the DSMC with the maximum deficits of surface

properties (i.e., pressure, fraction and heating coefficients) around 5%. The successful application of

slip model provides a simple way to adapt the conventional computational fluid dynamics (CFD) solvers

for the rarefied gas flow in the slip regime. Although the inherent continuum assumptions of NSE have

limited such solvers at slip and early transition regimes (e.g., Kn < 1.0), they are still attractive as the

excellent efficiency compared with particle method such as DSMC and discrete velocity method (DVM)

where excessive memory and computational capacity are required. In addition, the shock wave-induced

high local Knudsen numbers leads to the failure of continuum consumption as well, which has been

discussed in Refs. [22, 21]. It is noted such local violations do not influence the overall aerodynamic

force and surface properties, but the discontinuities of shock wave from NSE solvers tend to be much

sharper than those from DSMC computation [22, 21]. Interestingly, this point has long been noticed but
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we see no attempts have been made to resolve it. Here, we will present a simple model with artificial

viscosity into the NSE solvers to ease the failure at the shock induced discontinuities.

Although the incorporation of slip model into NSE solvers have been implemented and validated in

previous studies. It is noted that most of the previous studies focused on the conformed-mesh based

solvers for simple and stationary geometries, leaving the complex geometries with large displacements

and deformations not explored. The immersed boundary method (IBM) as an non-conformed mesh

method has been extensively been studied for many physical problems such as turbulent flow and

viscoelastic flow involving complex moving geometries and two-way FSI. For example, as a versatile

technique to handle the arbitrarily complex boundary conditions at the fluid–structure interface, the

IBM based wall models have been developed for turbulence modelling [23, 24]; the heat transfer in a

complex system with FSI is developed [25]. These successful implementations and applications inspired

us to develop a slip model based IBM for the numerical modelling of rarefied gas flow in slip regime.

The IBM can be typically categorized into diffusive and sharp interface method, where the former one

is generally achieved by applying body force and the later one is achieved by applying the velocity

boundary conditions reconstructed by interpolation [26]. The sharp interface IBM provides a second-

order accuracy, but it suffers spurious fluctuations and is less efficient for complex moving objects [27,

28]. Although such fluctuations can be relived by using such as flow reconstruction [29] and cut-

cell approach [30], but it involves complex computation and decreases the computational efficiency.

Alternatively, the diffusive IBM has been extensively employed in a range of problems such as FSI in

compressible and multi-phase flow [31] and turbulence wall modelled large eddy simulation (LES) [23],

for the smooth force, simple implementation and good computational efficiency compared with its sharp

interface counterpart.

A diffusive IBM for the fluid–structure–thermal interaction in rarefied gas flow is presented. In this

method, the slip model is incorporated with the penalty immersed boundary method to address the

velocity slip and temperature jump conditions at the fluid–structure interface. It should be noted that

the proposed IBM can be easily incorporated into other fluid solvers such as high order LBM [32] to

extend it to a wide range of Knudsen numbers. The arrangements of the paper are as follows: the

numerical method is presented in Section 2. Several validations including Poiseuille flow in a pipe at

very low Mach numbers, supersonic flow around a stationary NACA airfoil, a moving square cylinder in

a pipe, flow around a sphere and moving sphere in quiescent flow are presented in Section 3. Inspired by

Martian exploration, the application of proposed method to study the aerodynamics of flapping wing

hovering in rarefied gas flow are presented in Section 4. A final conclusion is given in Section 5.
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2. Numerical method

2.1. Fluid solver

The fluid dynamics considered here are governed by the 3D compressible viscous Navier–Stokes

equations

∂Q

∂t
+
∂F

∂x
+
∂G

∂y
+
∂H

∂z
− 1

Re
(
∂Fu
∂x

+
∂Gv
∂y

+
∂Hv

∂z
) = S, (1)

Q = [ρ, ρu, ρv, ρw,E]T , F = [ρu, ρu2 + P, ρuv, ρuw, (E + P )u]T ,

G = [ρv, ρuv, ρv2 + P, ρvw, (E + P )v]T , H = [ρw, ρuw, ρvw, ρw2 + P, (E + P )w]T ,

Fu = [0, τxx, τxy, τxz, bx]T , Gv = [0, τxy, τyy, τyz, by]
T , Hv = [0, τxz, τyz, τzz, bz]

T ,

bx = uτxx + vτxy + wτxz − qx, by = uτxy + vτyy + wτyz − qy, bz = uτxz + vτyz + wτzz − qz,

where ρ is the density of the fluid, u, v and w are the velocity components, P is the pressure, E is the

total energy, S is a general source term including the IB-imposed Eulerian force and other body forces,

Re is the Reynolds number, and τij is the shear stress. The thermal flux qx, qy and qz are expressed

according to Fourier’s law as

qx = − µ

Pr(γ − 1)

∂T

∂x
, qy = − µ

Pr(γ − 1)

∂T

∂y
, qz = − µ

Pr(γ − 1)

∂T

∂z
, (2)

where Pr is Prandtl number, γ is the adiabatic coefficient, and µ is the viscosity of the fluid. The

temperature of the compressible fluid is given by

T =
γP

ρ(γ − 1)cp
, (3)

where cp is the specific heat coefficient. Without loss of generality, the ideal gas equation of state is

used here for the fluid, and thus the total energy is given by

E =
P

γ − 1
+
ρ(u2 + v2 + w2)

2
. (4)

In the fluid solver, the convective term and viscous term are respectively discretized by the fifth-order

accuracy WENO scheme [33] and a fourth-order central difference scheme. The third-order Runge-Kutta

scheme is adopted for temporal discretization for all unsteady equations in flow solver.

2.2. Solid solver

In this work, the dynamics of the solid is governed by [34]

ρsv̇ = ∇ · σ + ρsb, (5)

where ρs is the density of the solid, v is the velocity vector with the dot representing the temporal

derivative, σ is stress tensor, and b is the body force exerting on the solid. By using the principle of

virtual work, the governing equation can be transformed into its weak form, and the discrete form is

expressed as [35] ∫
V
NIρsNJ v̈iJdV +

∫
V

∂NI

∂xj
σj,idV =

∫
V
NIρsbidV +

∫
At

NI t̄idA, (6)
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where,bi is the external body force, t̄i is the external force exerting on the surface boundary At, and

NI is the shape function of the I-th node. The subscripts meet Einstein summation convention. The

discrete form of Eq. (6) can be written in a simplified form as

Mv̈ + f int = f ext, (7)

where,

M IJ =

∫
V
ρsN

T
INJdV, f int

I =

∫
V
BT
I σdV, f ext

I =

∫
V
NT

I ρsbdV +

∫
At

NT
I t̄dA, (8)

where, N I = NII and

BI =


NI
x1

0 0 0 NI
x3

NI
x2

0 NI
x2

0 NI
x3

0 NI
x1

0 0 NI
x3

NI
x2

NI
x1

0


T

. (9)

Here, eight-nodes solid element is employed and its shape function is

NI(ξ, η, ζ) =
1

8
(1 + ξIξ)(1 + ηIη)(1 + ζIζ), (10)

where ξI , ηI and ζI are natural coordinates of the interpolation point, ξ, η and ζ are natural coordinates

of the node of the element. In this work, two-points Gauss-Legendre numerical integral is used for

Eq. (8). Lumped mass matrix is used to reduce the computation cost and the solid is assumed to be

ideally elastic. More details of the finite element method can be found in Refs. [34, 36].

2.3. Fluid–structure–thermal coupling method

In this work, the dynamics of the fluid and solid are solved independently and the fluid-structure

coupling is achieved by using a feedback law [37] based on the penalty immersed boundary (pIB) method.

The interaction force is calculated explicitly by

F f = α

∫ t

0
(U ib −U)dt+ β(U ib −U), (11)

where U ib is the velocity of solid node integrated from the flows, U is the real velocity of the solid node,

and α and β are large positive constants. Eq. (11) gives the Lagrangian force acting on the solid and

the force exerting on the fluid by the immersed boundary is -F f , which is spread onto the fluid nodes

adjacent to the solid nodes to achieve the desired boundary condition. The interpolation of the velocity

and the spreading of the Lagrange force are respectively expressed as

U ib(s, t) =

∫
V
u(x, t)δh(X(s, t)− x)dx, (12)

f(x, t) = −
∫

Γ
F f (X, t)δh(X(s, t)− x)dX, (13)

where u is the fluid velocity, X is the coordinates of solid nodes, x is the coordinates of fluid, V and

Γ are respectively the is the fluid and solid domain, and δh is the smoothed Dirac delta function [38],

which is expressed as

δh(x, y, z) =
1

h2
φ(
x

h
)φ(

y

h
)φ(

z

h
). (14)
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Here, the four-point delta function introduced by Peskin [38] is used

φ(r) =


1
8(3− 2|r|+

√
1 + 4|r| − 4|r|2), 0 ≤ |r| < 1

1
8(5− 2|r| −

√
−7 + 12|r| − 4|r|2), 1 ≤ |r| < 2

0, 2 ≤ |r|.

(15)

In addition to the fluid–structure coupling, the rarefied gas flow sometimes also involves heat trans-

fer, such as the thermal effects of hypersonic flight. To address the thermal coupling between the fluid

and the solid, a similar pIB method is adopted. Specifically, the heat transferred from the immersed

boundary to the fluid can be expressed as [25]

q =

∫
Γ
Q(s, t)δh(X(s, t)− x)dX, (16)

where Q is the heat flux transferred from the immersed boundary to fluid. When the temperature

boundary condition is used, then Q can be calculated by using penalty immersed boundary method,

which can be expressed as

Q = αT (Tib − Tw), (17)

where αT is a large factor, Tw is the real temperature of the solid, and Tib is the temperature of

interpolated from the fluid domain, which can be expressed as

Tib(s, t) =

∫
V
T (x, t)δh(X(s, t)− x)dx. (18)

In the rarefied gas flow, the gas could slip over a surface and the inequalities of temperature also

gives rise to a force driving the gas sliding over a surface from colder to hotter regions. Therefore, the

no-slip boundary condition is not valid at the fluid–structure interface, the velocity and temperature

jump boundary conditions are desired. The slip velocity in the kinetic theory is given by [39]

us = c1λ
∂u

∂n
|w + c2λ

2 ∂
2u

∂2n
|w + uw, (19)

where λ is the mean free path of the molecule, n is the normal direction pointing from the wall into

the fluid, the subscript w indicates the variables at the wall, uw is the velocity of the wall, c1 and c2

are parameters of the slip model. The different choice of c1 and c2 leads to various slip models. Here,

the slip model proposed by Wu [16] is adopted in this study. This is a second-order slip model, which

is suitable for gas flow at all Knudsen numbers and it is given by

us =
2

3
[
3− σss3

f

σs
− 3

2

1− s2
f

Kn
]λ
∂u

∂n
|w −

1

4
[s4
f +

2

Kn2
(1− s2

f )]λ2 ∂
2u

∂n2
|w, (20)

where σs is the accommodation coefficient which represents the portion of total wall-colliding molecules

that are diffusively reflected back by wall and have a bulk velocity equal to the wall velocity after

collision, and sf = min(1/Kn, 1.0). It should be noted that the slip velocity is calculated on the local

coordinate system in the tangential direction. Similarly, the temperature at the wall with the slippery

modification is given by

T sw =
2− σt
σt

2γ

γ + 1

1

Pr
λ
∂T

∂n
|w + Tw, (21)
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Figure 1: Schematic of the velocity interpolation in the slip model.

where st is the energy accommodation coefficient [19, 20]. σs = 1.0 and σt = 1.0 are used in all

simulations as in Refs. [20].

To incorporate the velocity slip boundary conditions into the IBM framework, interpolation is

necessary for the calculation of velocity derivatives and thus the slip velocity. A schematic of the

interpolation is shown in Fig. 1, where 2 points (a and b) are required to calculate the first-order

normal derivatives and 3 points (a, b and c) are required to calculate the second-order derivatives. The

velocities at these points, as shown in Fig 1, can be interpolated either by using inverse distance function

or weighted least square interpolation [24], here the former one is unitized. Once the velocities at these

interpolation points are obtained, a project procedure is required to obtain the normal components, i.e.,

un = u ·n with n being the normal vector at the wall, then the normal derivatives can be calculated as

∂u

∂n
=
unb − una

∆
,

∂2u

∂2n
=
unc − 2unb + una

∆2
. (22)

It is noted that the derivatives at the solid point w is evaluated at a point a with a normal distance of

∆w. Such treatment is employed to enhance the numerical stability. As the slip-boundary conditions

at the fluid–structure interface is only approximately fulfilled in the IBM, the interpolation of velocity

at point w involving non-fluid nodes presents numerical fluctuations at high Mach numbers. Here,

∆w = 0.5∆x ∼ ∆x is used, with ∆x being the fluid mesh spacing, which shows excellent robustness

according to the validations considered.

Substitute Eq. (22) into Eq. (19), the slip velocities in the two tangential directions (τ 1
s and τ 2

s)

denoted by U1
s and U2

s can be obtained. Then, the slip velocities calculated on the tangential directions

need to be projected back onto the overall Cartesian coordinate system. Due to the slip boundary

conditions at the fluid–solid interface, the structure velocity U in Eq. (11) need to be reconstructed to

include the slippery effects as

U s = U +U1
s · τ 1

s +U2
s · τ 2

s. (23)

This equation indicates that the fluid in the ambient of the structure is not moving with the velocity
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of structure, i.e., U (which is the commonly used no-slip boundary condition), the fluid is moving

with the modified velocity of structure, i.e., U s. By replacing U in Eq. (11) with U s calculated by

using Eq. (23), the boundary conditions with slippery effects can be fulfilled. The temperature jump

at the fluid–structure interface can be handled in the same way by replacing Tw in Eq. (18) with T sw
calculated by using Eq. (21). It should be noted that the proposed amendment of the original pIB can

be easily incorporated into other fluid solvers such as FVM and LBM to take the rarefied gas effects

into consideration.

The pIB approximates the boundary condition by applying body force which introduces errors

at the fluid-structure interfaces, and this error is pronounced when slip velocity is introduced. Such

errors can be minimized by increasing the values of α, β and αT in Eqs. (11) and (18), but it will

inevitably introduce instabilities to the numerical simulation, especially for moving geometries in highly

compressible flow with slip-velocity boundary conditions. Alternatively, an explicit iterative procedure

is adopted for moving geometries in this work instead of the original pIB in Ref. [31]. In the iterative

IBM, the IB force from the displacement is not valid, i.e., α = 0, Eq. (11) is iteratively used to obtain

the IB force which is distributed to the fluid until the expected error at the fluid-structure interface is

achieved or maximum iterations reached. Here, the converge criteria is set as 10−3Uref for (U ib - U) and

10−3Tref for T − Tib with Uref being the reference velocity and Tref being the reference temperature,

and 10 iterations maximum is used. The accumulated force is then applied to the solid when solving

the solid dynamics.

3. Validations

3.1. Poiseuille flow in a pipe

In this section, the Poiseuille flow in a 2D pipe is considered. The pipe has a size of 2h × 1.2h,

with h being the height of the pipe. The extra nodes in the transversal direction are used for the

implementation of IB method. The wall of the pipe is represented by solid nodes, and the slip boundary

conditions considering the rarefied gas effects are achieved by the aforementioned IB method and slip

model. The mesh spacings of the fluid and solid domain are respectively h/100 and h/200. A velocity

boundary condition is applied at the left inlet with a parabolic velocity profile, i.e., u = u0[1− (y/h)]2,

where u0 is the maximum velocity and y is the vertical coordinate. The zero velocity gradient and

pressure boundary condition is used for the right outlet. The governing parameter of this physical

problem is Kn = λ/h and M = u0/c with c being the sound speed. Here, two Knudsen numbers, i.e.,

0.04 and 0.2 are considered, where Kn = 0.04 is in the slip regime and Kn = 0.2 is in the transitional

regime. A small Mach number of 0.05 is used, thus the fluid is nearly incompressible and the thermal

effects are not considered.

The velocity profiles computed by using the present method and those by using DSMC and solving

NS equations [40] are shown in Fig. 2, where the velocity is normalized by the mean velocity at the

inlet, i.e., um = 1
h

∫ 0.5h
−0.5h udy. It shows that the present results agree well with the published data, which

confirms the good accuracy of the present method.
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Figure 2: Stream-wise velocity profile of Poiseuille flow in a 2D pipe at kn = 0.04 (left) and 0.2 (right).

Table 1: Fluid properties and flow conditions of flow around a NACA airfoil.

p0(Pa) ρ(kg/m3) T0(K) Tw(K) u0(m/s) M Kn

8.23150 1.116× 10−4 257 290 257 0.8 0.014

3.2. Flow around a NACA airfoil

After the validation of physical problems involving internal flow, we further consider external flow

problems by examining flow around a NACA0012 airfoil in 2D domain. This problem involves fluid–

structure–thermal interaction and has been considered in previous studies by using both DSMC and

slip velocity model, which is a good validation for the present method. A non-uniform mesh is used to

discretize the fluid domain which has a size of 30L × 30L, with L being the airfoil chord length. The

finest fluid mesh spacing is L/400, and it has a size of 2L× 0.3L which is large enough to contain the

airfoil. The governing parameters of this problem are Knudsen number and Mach number, which are

defined as

Kn =
λ

L
, M =

u0

c
, (24)

where u0 is the velocity of incoming flow. The Reynolds number can be calculate as Re = M
Kn

√
0.5γπ.

The fluid domain is initialized with a uniform flow, velocity inlet boundary condition is applied on

the left and zero-gradient boundary conditions are used for the lateral and outlet. The airfoil is fixed

in the fluid and its surface has a constant temperature Tw. Both the velocity and the temperature

boundary conditions at the airfoil surface are achieved by the IB method. The simulation is conducted

at Kn = 0.014 and M = 0.8, and the details of the fluid properties are shown in Tab. 1.

Fig. 3 shows the pressure coefficient (Cp), slip velocity (us), temperature and shear stress along the

surface of the airfoil. The available data from Ref. obtained by DSMC and CFD is also included for

comparison. It is found that the present results agree well with those published data, especially the
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Figure 3: Pressure coefficient, slip velocity and temperature along the airfoil surface at M = 0.8 and

Kn = 0.014.

Cp and temperature. The slip velocity shows discrepancies, but the overall trend agree well with the

DSMC and CFD simulation, the present results achieves a higher prediction of the slip velocity at the

leading edge which is in better agreement with the DSMC results. These agreements indicate that the

present method has good ability in handling fluid–structure–thermal interaction in rarefied gas flow.

The instantaneous flow fields at tc/L = 5.0 are also shown in Fig. 4 for the future comparison.

3.3. Moving square cylinder in a pipe

Here, a moving square cylinder in 2D domain is considered to demonstrate the superiority of the

present method in handling fluid–structure interactions in rarefied gas flow. In this problem, the fluid

in the pipe is at rest initially, a square cylinder is moving in the pipe with a fixed velocity u0/c = 3.2,

as show in Fig. 5. The computational domain has a size of 20D × 3.2D, with D = 2.49× 10−6m being

the width of the square cylinder. At t = 0, the cylinder is located at a distance of D from the left

boundary. Both the rigid pipe and the cylinder have a constant temperature Tw = T0 with T0 being

the initial temperature of the fluid field. The velocity and temperature boundary conditions of the pipe

and cylinder are achieved by the IB method, other boundary conditions are shown in Fig. 5.
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Figure 4: Stream-wise velocity, pressure, temperature and density contours of flow around a NACA airfoil

with M = 0.8 and Kn = 0.014 at tc/L = 5.0.

Table 2: Fluid properties of a moving square cylinder in a pipe.

p0(Pa) ρ(kg/m3) T0(K) Tw(K) u0(m/s) M Kn

5.34132× 104 0.64687 288 288 1187.5 3.2 0.05

Fig. 6 shows the contours of stream-wise velocity, pressure, temperature and density at two instan-

taneous time. It shows that the detached shock wave in front of the cylinder and the reflections of

the front shock wave on the rigid wall are well captured by the present simulation. With the forward

movement of the cylinder, the the incident angles of the front shock waves on the rigid walls increase,

and Mach reflections are thus observed as shown in the pressure contours at tc/D = 3.0. The time

histories of the drag coefficient

CD =
Fx

0.5ρu2
0

Figure 5: Schematic of a moving square cylinder in a pipe.
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Figure 6: Stream-wise velocity, pressure, temperature and density contours of moving square cylinder with

M = 3.2 and kn = 0.05 at tc/D = 2.0 (left column) and 3.0 (right column).

with Fx being the force exerting on the cylinder) are shown in Fig. 7, along with those data available

in Ref. [41] obtained by DSMC. It is found that the present results agree well with that of DSMC,

except the discrepancies at the early stage which is attributed to the IB method. The contributions of

the pressure to the drag coefficients (CD,p) are also shown in Fig. 7, which can be used for the future

validation for others. It is found that the pressure and shear stress contribute about 90% and 10% of

the total drag.

3.4. Supersonic flow around a sphere

Flow around blunt body is a classical problem which has been extensively studied. The re-entry

object is a typical example of this problem in the rarefied gas flow. Here, supersonic flow around a

sphere is examined at M = u0/c = 3.834 with u0 and c respectively being the free stream velocity and

sound speed. This problem has been previously studied by using several different methods including

discrete velocity method (DVM) [7], DSMC and experiments [42]. Knudsen number is defined based

on the sphere diameter as kn = D/λ = 0.03. The variable hard sphere model is used to estimate the
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Figure 7: Time histories of the drag coefficient of a moving square cylinder at M = 3.2 and kn = 0.05.

dynamic viscosity, i.e., µ = µ0(T/T0)χ with χ = 0.75, where the reference viscosity is defined as

µ0 =
5ρ0λ(2πRgT0)0.5

16
, (25)

with Rg being ideal gas constant. Prandtl number and specific heat ratio are respectively chosen

as Pr = 2/3 and γ = 5/3. The temperature of the sphere is fixed at its stagnation value, i.e., Tw =

[1+(γ−1)M2/2]T0. A mesh spacing of 0.02D is adopted to discretize the fluid domain (16D×16D×16D),

and the sphere surface is discretized by triangles with a mean side length of 0.02D.

It should be noted that this is a steady case, and Fig. 8 shows the contours of density, pressure,

stream-wise velocity and vertical velocity when the steady condition is achieved, where the first column

is directly calculated by the present method, the second column corresponds to the present method

with local Knudsen number modification, and the results calculated by using DVM is also included in

the third column for qualitative comparison. It is found that the detached bow-shape shock wave at

the front of the sphere is well captured by the present method. However, the results from the present

method show a sharper transition at the shock wave front compared with those obtained by using

DVM. This phenomenon has been observed and explained as the failure of NSE at regions with high

local Knudsen numbers (i.e., Knlocal > 0.1). The local Knudsen number can be calculated by using the

local density gradient,

Knlocal =
∆ρ

ρ
Kn. (26)

To overcome this local failure, a simple way is to add extra artificial viscosity to damp the sharp

transition to be a diffused one. Here, we propose to add the artificial viscosity as follows

µ = µ0(T/T0)χ +
(Knlocal − 0.1)

Kn
µ0. (27)

When knlocal ≤ 0.1, this model reduces to the original hard sphere model. The extra artificial

viscosity is introduced for knlocal > 0.1 and it is linearly proportional to the local Knudsen number. By
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Figure 8: Density, pressure, stream-wise velocity and vertical velocity contours (from top to bottom) of flow

around a sphere with M = 3.834 and kn = 0.03: present results(left column), present results with local

Knudsen number modification (middle column) and results from Ref. [7] (right column).
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Figure 9: Density, stream-wise velocity and temperature profiles along the stagnation line.

incorporating this artificial viscosity model into the present numerical method, a more diffused shock

wave front is observed as show in the second column in Fig. 8. A quantitative comparison of the flow

field on a line in front of the sphere is presented in Fig. 9, where the ‘modified’ means the incorporation

of artificial viscosity by using Eq. (27). It is found that the proposed artificial viscosity criterion diffuses

the shock wave front well to align the shock waves with the those obtained by using DVM, DSMC and

experiment. The drag coefficient calculated by using the present method is about 1.32 which is very

close to 1.36 in Ref. [7]. It is also noted that the artificial viscosity model shows negligible effects on

the drag coefficient even it is necessary to match the shock front. This also agrees with the previous

observations in Refs. [21] .

To further validate the numerical method for handling moving geometries in 3D rarefied gas flow, a

moving sphere in steady flow is considered instead of applying uniform flow around a stationary sphere.

Non-uniform mesh in the spanwise and lateral directions are the same as in the uniform flow conditions,

and a uniform mesh is used in the streamwise direction. The simulation is conducted with three stages,

i.e., no-slip boundary condition stage, slip-velocity boundary condition stage and slip-velocity boundary

condition with modified viscosity, to distinguish the effects of slip-velocity and modified viscosity. The

slip velocity boundary condition and modification of viscosity based on Eq. (27) are activated after
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Figure 10: Time histories of CD for flow around a stationary sphere and moving sphere in a quiescent flow.

Table 3: Parameters in the flapping wing simulation.

No. Re Kn Slip model

1/2 115.6 0.001 On/Off

3/4 23.1 0.005 On/Off

5/6 11.6 0.01 On/Off

7/8 5.8 0.02 On/Off

9/10 2.3 0.05 On/Off

the previous quasi-steady states are achieved. The time histories of the drag coefficient are shown in

Fig. 10. It is found that the results from moving sphere condition is consistent with its counterpart

with uniform flow, indicating the validity of the numerical method for moving geometries. Specifically,

the drag coefficient is around 1.60 with no-slip boundary condition, and drops to 1.30 when slip-velocity

boundary condition is activated.

4. Aerodynamics of flapping wing hovering in rarefied gas flow

4.1. Flapping airfoil hovering in rarefied gas flow

With the development of planetary exploration, UAVs have drawn considerable attention for its

significant maneuverability over the land rovers and the excellent ability in providing higher resolution

images over satellites. The Intelligent with rotary-wings on Mars has made the flight out of Earth

successful for the first time. This encourages the further study to explore the ubiquitous flapping-wing

strategy for the flight on Mars. However, it is noted that the Mars has very rarefied atmosphere,

and thus the micro aerial vehicles in such environment feature low Reynolds numbers and rarefied gas
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Figure 11: Schematics of the flapping airfoil.

flow. Here, a flapping airfoil (NACA0015) hovering in rarefied gas flow is considered to understand the

associated aerodynamic performance, as shown in Fig. 11. The wing is governed by a combined stroke

and pitching motion which is described as

A = Amsin(2πft+
π

2
), θ = θsin(2πft), (28)

where f is the flapping frequency, Am and θ are respectively the stroke and pitching amplitude. The

parameters that govern this problem include Reynolds number and Knudsen number, which are defined

as

Re =
ρ0UL

µ
, Kn =

λ

L
, (29)

where ρ0 is the initial fluid density, µ is the fluid viscosity, L is the length of the wing, λ is mean-

free-path length of the fluid, and U = 2πfAm which represents the maximum wing-tip velocity. Here,

Am/L = 2.0 and αm = π/4 are used according to Ref. [43]. Based on the properties of the atmosphere

on the surface of Mars, i.e., p0 = 600Pa, ρ0 = 0.012kg/m3 and γ = 1.67, Kn ranging from 0.001 (close

to continuum regime) to 0.05 (slip regime) are considered. The dynamic viscosity of the gas is then

calculated by using Eq. (25) according to the properties of the Martian atmosphere. Specifically, four

Knudsen numbers, i.e, Kn = 0.001, 0.005, 0.01, 0.02 and 0.05, are examined and four cases (No. 2, 4,

6, 8 and 10 in Tab. 3) at the same Reynolds numbers without slip model are also examined to analysis

the rarefied gas effects. It is noted that the Reynolds numbers considered here are normally lower than

those having been previously studied [43, 44, 45], as the ultra-low density atmosphere is considered.

The parameters used in these simulations are shown in Tab. 3. It should be noted that a small Mach

number (M = U/c ≈ 0.07 with c being the sound speed in the gas) is used in all simulations thus

the gas can be considered as incompressible. To quantify the aerodynamic performance of the flapping

wing, the lift coefficient, power coefficient and efficiency are defined as

Cx =
2Fx
ρU2L

, CL =
2Fy
ρU2L

, CP =
−2

∫
f · V dl

ρU3L
, η =

CL,m
CP,m

, (30)

where Fx and Fy is the force acting on the wing by the ambient fluid in x (horizontal) and y (vertical)

direction, respectively, f is the hydrodynamic traction on the wing, V is the velocity of the wing, and

CL,m and CP,m are the time averaged lift and power coefficients, respectively.

17



0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

-1

0

1

2

3

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

-10

-5

0

5

10

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

Slip

No-slip

Figure 12: Time history of CL, Cx and CP at various Kn from 0.001 to 0.05, where the solid line and

dashed line represent the results with and without slip model, respectively.

Figure 13: Instantaneous contours of Cp in a half period at Re = 115.6 (top) and 23.1 (bottom).

Fig. 12 shows the time histories of CL, Cx and CP in one period. First, similar time histories are

observed for all conditions at Kn ≤ 0.005 (Re ≤ 23.1), i.e., two symmetric peaks at around t = T/4

and 3T/4 of CL and CP in one period. The major differences are found at the amplitudes of these

peaks. When Re = 115.6, another two peaks are observed at t = 0.06T and 0.55T . To explain the

Reynolds number effects, the instantaneous contours of pressure coefficient Cp (= (p − p0)/(0.5ρ0U
2))

in a half period are shown in Fig. 13 as the other half is approximately symmetric. It is found that a
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Figure 14: Time-averaged CL and CP , and η at various Kn from 0.001 to 0.05.
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Figure 15: Time history of CL and Cx at Kn = 0.05.

Figure 16: Instantaneous contours of vorticity in a half period at Re = 2.3, Kn = 0.05 with (top) and

without (bottom) slip model.

larger Cp is generated at the pressure side at Re = 23.1 Compared with that at Re = 115.6, which thus

makes the peaks of CL and Cx much higher as shown in Fig. 12. The complex time histories of CL at

Re = 115.6 can be explained by the vortex shedding at the suction side. Specifically, the leading edge

vortex (LEV) and trailing edge vortex (TEV) are close to each other at Re = 23.1 and thus only a single

vortex can be observed as shown in Fig. 13 (bottom) at t = T/8 and 2T/. This single vortex is attached

to the suction side from t = 0T/8 to 2T/8. While, the LEV and TEV are detached from each other at

Re = 115.6 as shown in Fig. 13 (top) at t = 2T/8. After the TEV separates from the trailing edge, the

negative pressure at the suction side increases and thus a low CL is observed at t = 0.2T . With the

airfoil continues to stroke to the left and pitch anti-clock-wise, the TEV sheds to the downstream and

a big LEV is formed as shown in Fig. 13 (top) at t = 3T/8, which corresponds to the delayed peak of

CL as shown in Fig. 12.

Second, the effect of rarefied gas is negligible (less than 1%) at low Knudsen numbers, i.e., Kn ≤
0.01, but it increases with Kn. Specifically, the slip velocities enhance the lift generation, reduces
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Figure 17: Schematic of a wing flapping in three-dimensional domain [46].

the horizontal force and the power consumption. This is because the increasing Kn relief the shear

stress at the surface of airfoil, while the viscous stress contributes to the generation of negative lift and

the positive horizontal force. Therefore, the rarefied gas effects enhance the aerodynamic performance

of airfoil during hovering flight. To quantify these effects, a better comparison of the time-averaged

lift coefficient (C̄L) and power coefficient (C̄P ), and the efficiency is shown in Fig. 14. It confirms

the enhancement of slip velocities on the aerodynamic performance of the hovering arifoil, and such

enhancements becomes observable when Kn ≥ 0.01. C̄L is increased from 0.97 to 1.05 at Kn = 0.05,

while C̄P decreases from 5.56 to 5.08. Therefore, the efficiency η increases from 0.197 to 0.234 with an

enhancement of around 20%. To explain the slip velocities effects, CL and Cx are decomposed into the

pressure part (CL,p and Cx,p) and viscous part (CL,τ and Cx,τ ), and the time histories at Kn = 0.05

are shown in Fig. 15. When the slip velocity is involved, the amplitudes of both pressure and viscous

components are decreased. While, the decrease of viscous component is higher than that of the pressure

component at Kn = 0.05 for the very low Reynolds number, i.e., Re = 2.3. As the pressure and viscous

contribute to the positive and negative of lift generation, the overall effects of rarefied gas leads to the

increase of CL. On the other hand, the the contribution of pressure and viscous are opposite to the

horizontal force, which thus leads to the decrease of Cx. As the amplitude of Cx is much higher than

CL, CP as a combined effects of both vertical and horizontal forces decreases when the slip velocity is

included.

4.2. A 3D flapping wing hovering in rarefied gas flow

In this section, we further consider a 3D flapping wing hovering in rarefied gas flow. The wing

geometry is generated based on the model proposed by Ellington [47] with r̄1 = 0.43. The wing

geometry and its motion are shown in Fig. 17 and more details can be found in Refs. [46]. The wing

undergoes stroke and pitching motion according to the following equations

θ(t) =
θm
2

sin(2πf0t+
π

2
), ψ(t) =

ψm
2

sin(2πf0t+ φ), (31)

where θ and ψ are respectively the stroke and pitching angle, φ is the phase angle between wing stroke

and pitching motion, f0 is the flapping frequency, θm and ψm are the amplitude of stroke and pitching,
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Figure 18: Time histories of CL generated by a flexible wing with m∗ = 50 and ω∗ = 0.3 at Kn = 0.03.

respectively. The governing parameters for this physical problem including Knudsen number, Mach

number, wing-to-fluid mass ratio, dimensionless flapping frequency (represents the wing flexibility with

0 means rigid) are given by

Kn =
λ

c̄
, M =

U

c
, m∗ =

ρsh

ρc̄
, ω∗ =

2πf0

ωn
, (32)

where U = 2f0(R + 0.1c̄)θm is the mean stroke velocity of the leading edge, c is the sound speed of

the fluid, ρ is the density of the fluid, ρs is the density of the wing, h is the thickness of the wing,

ωn = k2
n/c̄

2
√
EB/ρs with kn = 1.8751 (the frequency of the first natural vibration mode of a sing beam

with fixed leading edge [44]) and EB = Eyh
3/12 being the bending rigidity (Ey is the Young’s modulus

of the wing). Here, βm = 2π/3, ψ = π/4, φ = 0, AR = c̄/R = 1.5 are used for the wing geometry and

motion [48, 49]. Different with the nearly incompressible flow regime in Section 4.1, the compressible

with a Mach number of 0.4 is considered as the high flapping velocity is capable to generate high lift

force in the ultra-low density Martian atmosphere. A flexible wing with m∗ = 50.0 and ω∗ = 0.3 (chosen

based on Ref. [50] considering Martian environment) is examined at Kn = 0.03 within the slip flow

regime, with its counter-part without slip flow effects being simulated for comparison. The lift coefficient

which quantifies the aerodynamic performance of the wing is defined as CL = 2Fz
ρU2c̄

, where Fz are the

force acting on the wing by the ambient fluid in z direction. Fig. shows a direct comparison of the time

histories of CL for the the flexible wing considered with no-slip and without slip boundary conditions.

It is observed that the overall CL generated by the wing with slip boundary condition outperforms

its counterpart working with no-slip boundary condition slightly, which is attributed to the balance

of the reductions of the negative lift contribution from friction and the positive lift contribution from

pressure as expected. This implies that the slip flow regime has the potential to benefit the aerodynamic

performance of flapping wing by tuning its kinematics, which will be studied in the future.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, an immersed boundary method for the fluid–structure–thermal interaction in rarefied

gas flow is presented. In this method, the slip model is incorporated with the penalty immersed boundary
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method to address the velocity and temperature jump conditions at the fluid–structure interface in

rarefied gas flow within slip regime.

Several validations are conducted including Poiseuille flow in a 2D pipe, flow around a 2D NACA

airfoil, moving square cylinder in a 2D pipe, flow around a sphere and moving sphere in quiescent

flow. The present results show good agreement with the previous published data obtained by other

methods, and it confirms the the good ability of the proposed method in handling fluid–structure–

thermal interaction for both incompressible and highly compressible rarefied gas flow.

To overcome the incapability of Navier-Stokes equations at high local Knudsen numbers in supersonic

flow, an artificial viscosity is introduced to ease the sharp transition at the shock wave front. The

validation of flow around a sphere confirms the improved prediction of density, velocity and temperature

profiles along the stagnation line.

Inspired by Martian exploration, the application of proposed method to study the aerodynamics

of a flapping wing hovering in rarefied gas flow is conducted in both 2D and 3D domain considering

incompressible and subsonic flow, respectively. The 2D simulation in compressible flow indicate that

the rarefied gas effect benefits the lift generation due to the relief of shear stress which contributes to

the negative lift generation. The 3D simulation in subsonic flow show that the slip boundary condition

benefits the lift generation slightly and shed some lights for the further studies to optimize flapping

wings with variations in geometry and kinetics for the flight in rarefied gas.
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