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Abstract

This paper presents a numerical method for the simulation of elastic solid ma-
terials coupled to fluid inclusions. The application is motivated by the modeling
of vascularized tissues and by problems in medical imaging which target the esti-
mation of effective (i.e., macroscale) material properties, taking into account the
influence of microscale dynamics, such as fluid flow in the microvasculature. The
method is based on the recently proposed Reduced Lagrange Multipliers frame-
work. In particular, the interface between solid and fluid domains is not resolved
within the computational mesh for the elastic material but discretized indepen-
dently, imposing the coupling condition via non-matching Lagrange multipliers.
Exploiting the multiscale properties of the problem, the resulting Lagrange mul-
tipliers space is reduced to a lower-dimensional characteristic set. We present the
details of the stability analysis of the resulting method considering a non-standard
boundary condition that enforces a local deformation on the solid-fluid boundary.
The method is validated with several numerical examples.

Keywords: Finite element method; linear elasticity; multiscale methods; model
reduction; immersed interfaces; Lagrange multipliers
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1 Introduction

This paper focuses on the computational multiscale modeling of elastic materi-
als whose dynamics depend on the interaction between an elastic matrix and slender
fluid-filled inclusions. The research is motivated by applications in biological tissue
imaging, such as multiparametric MRI with diffusion-weighted imaging [30, 35], or
magnetic resonance elastography (MRE) [38, 41, 45, 44], where image data are com-
bined with physical models of vascularized tissue to estimate material and mechanical
tissue properties.

Fully resolved fluid-structure interaction models require the handling of multiple
physics – the solid matrix and the fluid vasculature – and are prohibitive due to the
geometrical complexity at the small scales (vascular structures) and by the need of
handling the fluid-solid coupling. At the same time, in the context of medical images,
data are typically available only at the macroscale (effective tissue, with a resolution
of the order of millimeters), requiring the usage of suitable upscaled tissue models.

To bridge the gap between model complexity and available data resolution, tis-
sue models based on linearized elasticity and poroelasticity are commonly used in the
context of medical imaging to characterize mechanical and constitutive effective pa-
rameters. However, in selected contexts, it is necessary to use multiscale surrogate
models, i.e., capable of retaining the details of the microscale vasculature, even if these
are related to smaller spatial scales, not always resolved in the available data (e.g.,
the image resolution). An example is the possibility of characterizing the effect on
macroscopic-biophysical parameters of the variations of the fluid pressure along the
vascular network. A concrete example on the sensitivity of liver tissue parameters to
intrinsic poroelastic properties and vascular architecture has been recently presented
and discussed in the experimental study presented by Safraou et al. [46], investigating
the influence of static portal pressure on liver stiffness (see also [39, 43]).

Multiscale methods based on homogenization and local orthogonal decomposition
(see, e.g., [29, 4]) can provide suitable approaches to tackle this challenge both for
forward problems (see, e.g., [6, 14, 21] for recent applications in the context of elas-
ticity and poroelasticty) and inverse problems (see, e.g., [16, 22]). These frameworks
can efficiently describe the dynamics across multiple scales, taking into account more
general miscrostructure descriptions, and without requiring excessive assumptions on
the microstructures neither their resolution at full scale. Instead, surrogate, effective,
models are obtained by solving selected realizations of microscale problems (also called
cell problems).

This work is devoted to the efficient modeling of such cell problems in the context of
multiscale elasticity and fluid-structure interaction. We describe, analyze, and validate
a numerical method in which a tissue sample is modeled as a linear elastic matrix
coupled to an arbitrary vascular fluid structures of co-dimension two (i.e., 3D-1D or
2D-0D).

The fluid-solid coupling is handled using a non-matching immersed method. The
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model is inspired by the approach recently presented in [26, 27], in which the coupling
was implemented via a singular forcing term in the elasticity equation, imposing a
Neumann-like boundary condition computed from an asymptotic approximation of a
local analytical solution. We aim at extending this approach to more general boundary
conditions. In particular, we consider a local deformation Dirichlet boundary condition
for the elastic problem, in which the coupling between small fluid vessels and solid
tissue does not depend on the solid deformation at the macroscale level. This local
deformation is necessary to target applications in the context of homogenizaton, in
order to have a cell problem that can simulate the microscale dynamics and does not
depend, on a first approximation, on the larger scales.

To robustly enforce this non standard boundary condition, we extend the model
proposed in [26, 27] using the reduced Lagrange multipliers framework recently de-
scribed by Heltai & Zunino [28].

The Lagrange multipliers (LM) method [9, 13] plays an important role in the nu-
merical solution of partial differential equations using the finite element method, in
particular in the context of coupled multiphysics and multiscale models (see, e.g., [11,
12, 20] for some recent examples). In this approach the finite element formulation is
defined based on a minimization problem equivalent to the original PDE, in which the
boundary (or the coupling) conditions are imposed weakly as a set of constraints using
functional spaces defined on the interfaces. The idea of mixed-dimensional methods is
to reduce part of the physics on a lower-dimensional manifold on which the dynamics
can be sufficiently well approximated. These models have been first analyzed in [19] in
the context of diffusion, and later on applied also to perfusion, porous media flows [17,
18, 31], and elasticity (e.g., [26]). Recent LM formulations for mixed-dimensional mate-
rial models were proposed, e.g., in [7], considering the coupling of a three-dimensional
bulk mechanical problem with one-dimensional fiber structures. Preliminary stabil-
ity results for Dirichlet-Neumann coupling conditions on mixed–dimensional (3D-1D)
problems using LM were recently presented in [33], and suitable preconditiong strate-
gies are discussed in [32, 15].

The reduced LM approach addresses the dimensional reduction of the functional
space of Lagrange multipliers. Namely, under the assumption of slender (cylindri-
cal) vessels with mostly one-dimensional dynamics, the centerline is considered as a
representative lower dimensional manifold, and the dimension reduction is achieved
by approximating the (infinite-dimensional) space of Lagrange multipliers on the two-
dimensional vessel boundary with a collection of infinite dimensional Fourier modes on
the one-dimensional center-line of the vessel.

Other alternatives for applying model-oder reduction in the context of multiscale
and mixed-dimensional modeling have been described, for example, in [1], in which a
reduced-basis approach at the macroscale has been employed to reduce the number
of required solutions at the microscale. The predominance of the one-dimensional
dynamics was also exploited for the definition of a hierarchical model reduction [3, 37] to
efficiently compute the flow in long pipes, reducing the dimensionality of the orthogonal
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dimensions. A possible application of Localized Orthogonal Decomposition methods
(LOD) to mixed-dimensional problems and to LM has been recently proposed in [5]
for the coupling of bulk (2D) and surface (1D) problems, considering the numerical
homogenization of the dynamics on the one-dimensional manifold and enforcing the
resulting interface conditions with LM.

The contribution of this work is twofold. First, we extend of the approach of [28]
to the case of multiscale elasticity. In particular, we show that the reduced Lagrange
multipliers framework provides a natural way to handle the local deformation bound-
ary condition and extend the stability analysis of [28] to this case. Focusing on the case
of axis-symmetric boundary conditions (deformation along the normal direction) we
discuss the reduced-order formulation from the theoretical and practical points of view
and present detailed numerical validation in different examples. Next, we perform com-
putational studies to discuss and investigate the implication of the proposed method
for in silico tissue modeling, for the application in the context of numerical upscaling
techniques, and for the solution of multiscale inverse problems for the estimation of
tissue properties.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the main setting
and the required notations, while Section 3 describes the considered mixed-dimensional
elasticity problem. The reduced Lagrange multiplier formulation is introduced and
analyzed in Section 4. The numerical results are presented and discussed in Sections
5, while Section 6 draws the concluding remarks.

2 Preliminaries

This section introduces the settings of the mixed-dimensional model, following the
general framework recently introduced in [28] for dimensional reduction in coupled
problem.

2.1 Multiscale setting

Let us consider a a Lipschitz domain Ω ⊆ ℜd, containing an elastic material and a
set V := ∪m

i=1Vi of (possibly disconnected) fluid-filled inclusions Vi, i = 1, . . . ,m. The
boundary of the fluid domain will be denoted by Γ := ∂V . The proposed method is
built on the following geometrical and physical assumptions.

Firstly, we assume that the inclusions are slender, i.e., that each Vi has two spatial
dimensions along which the characteristic lengths are much smaller with respect to the
remaining dimension. The set V can hence be approximated geometrically by subsets
of co-dimension 2 (one-dimensional manifold in a three-dimensional problem, or an
union of points for a two-dimensional case, see, e.g., the sketch in Figure 1).

Secondly, we assume that the fluid dynamics inside V can be described, with suf-
ficient accuracy, considering a model on a lower-dimensional set γ with intrinsic di-
mension d − 2. We will refer to γ as the lower dimensional representative domain.
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This setting is particularly relevant for the modeling of vascular tissues. In this case,
V represents the physical space occupied by the fluid vessels and γ might represent
a suitable one-dimensional representation of the vascular network, on which the fluid
dynamics can be sufficiently well described by a one-dimensional flow model (see, e.g.,
[40]).

Thirdly, we introduce the following hypotheses on the structure of the inclusion
(see also [28]).

Assumption 1 (Cylindrical vessels). Each Vi, i = 1, . . . ,m can be written as the
image of an isomorphism

Φ̂i : V̂ → Vi,

where V̂ is a reference cylindrical inclusion domain with unit measure. Let γ̂i be the
preimages of the d− 2 lower-dimensional representative domains of each inclusion Vi,
i.e., γ̂i = Φ̂i(γi). We assume that each γ̂i is a straight line directed along on the last
coordinate axis in the three-dimensional case (d = 3) and it coincides with the origin
in the two-dimensional case (d = 2).

Assumption 2 (Isomorphism). The isomorsphisms Φ̂i, i = 1, . . . ,m satisfy the fol-
lowing hypotheses:

• Φ̂i ∈ C1
(
V̂
)
, Φ−1

i ∈ C1(V );

• there exist two positive constants Jmin, JMAX such that

0 < Jmin ≤ det (∇Φi(x̂)) ≤ JMAX, ∀x̂ ∈ V̂ .

Under the above Assumption 1, the boundary of the reference inclusion domain
∂V̂ can be written as a tensor product of a circle times the d − 2 dimensional set γ̂.
The tensor product structure and the isomorphism can be used to define a geometrical
projector operator

Π : Γ → γ (1)

that maps uniquely the inclusion boundary Γ onto the lower dimensional representative
domain γ. The inverse of the projection, Π−1 : γ → P(Γ), maps each point on γ on a
suitable cross section of the vessel Γ. As in [28], let us denote with

D(s) := Π−1(s) (2)

the preimage of the projection operator, and define dD(s) := dH(Π−1(s)). For any
s ∈ γ, let |D(s)| denote for the intrinsic Hausdorff measure of the set D(s).

Remark 1 (Example). In the case of a single straight vessel V , denoting with γ its
centerline, a suitable projection operator is the map that associates each cross-section
D(s), orthogonal to γ, to its center s ∈ γ.
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γ
Ω

Γ = ∂V

V

Figure 1: Sketch of 3D-1D dimensional reduction: a thin vessel is approximated by
its centerline, and the fluid dynamics is modeled using one-dimensional Navier-Stokes
equations.

We conclude this section introducing the following notations for standard Sobolev
spaces:

VΩ ≡ H1
0 (Ω)

d, VΩ
′ ≡ H−1(Ω)d,

QΓ ≡ H− 1
2 (Γ)d, QΓ

′ ≡ H
1
2 (Γ)d,

Wγ ≡ H
1
2 (γ)d, Wγ

′ ≡ H− 1
2 (γ)d ,

as well as the classical trace operator:

τ : VΩ 7→ QΓ
′ . (3)

2.2 Averaged trace operator

Let f : Γ → Rd be an absolutely integrable function on Γ. Following the definitions
given in [28] for the scalar case, we define the operator

(A0f)(s) :=
1

|D(s)|

ˆ
D(s)

f dD(s) =:

( 
D
f dD

)
(s), s ∈ γ. (4)

which, for each s ∈ γ, computes the average of f over the preimage D(s).
Moreover, for any function w : γ → Rd, we define the extension operator

(E0w)(x) := (w ◦Π)(x), x ∈ Γ . (5)
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The function E0w : Γ → Rd associates, to each point x ∈ Γ, the value of w on the
point s on the centerline γ corresponding to the projection s = Π(x).

Lemma 1 (Boundedness of extension and average operators). Under the above as-
sumptions 1 and 2, the average and extension operators

A0 :QΓ
′ 7→ Wγ

E0 :Wγ 7→ QΓ
′ .

(6)

are linear and bounded.

Proof. The linearity of the operators is a direct consequence of their definitions. The
boundedness A0 follows from the Schwarz inequality and from the tensor product
structure of Γ. The proof for the extension operator E0 relies on defining the extension
first on the reference cylindrical domain, and then exploiting the properties of the
isomorphism between V and the reference cylinder. We refer to [28] for further details.

Notice that the function E0w associates to each set D(s) = Π−1(s) the constant
value w(s). The operator E0 is thus, by construction, the right inverse of the average
A0:

A0E0w = w. (7)

The application of the extension operator after the average operator will be called
the averaged trace operator :

Cu := E0A0τu ∀u ∈ VΩ . (8)

Namely, for each u, the function Cu is constant on the preimages D(s) (for each s ∈ γ)
and it is equal to the average of the trace of u over D(s).

Remark 2. In virtue of (7), the operator E0A0 is a projection, i.e., it holds

(E0A0)2q = E0A0q, ∀q ∈ QΓ
′ .

The application of operator E0A0 coincides hence with the projection on the subspace

QΓ
′
0 :=

{
q ∈ QΓ

′ | E0A0q = q
}
⊂ H

1
2 (Γ)d

of constant functions on each section D(s) (s ∈ γ).
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3 The mixed-dimensional elasticity problem

In the setting introduced in Section 2, we consider the following linear elasticity
problem:

−div(σ(u)) = f in Ω \ V (9a)

u = 0 on ∂Ω (9b)

u− Cu = g on Γ = ∂V , (9c)

where the Cauchy stress tensor σ is the usual linear elasticity tensor defined as

σ(u) := µ∇u+ λ divu I, (10)

and C is the averaged trace operator introduced in (8).
The purpose of the boundary condition (9c) imposed via the operator C is to

rigorously introduce the concept of localized coupling conditions. Namely, it models a
local inflation on the vessel Γ, of Dirichlet nature, that follows the average deformation
of the material without “pinning” the boundary of the inclusion to a specific position,
thus being not sensitive to variation of the solution on a larger scale.

Remark 3. This type of boundary condition is used, for example, in the case of mixed
materials problems (e.g., water bubble free to move inside a medium) and should not be
confused with the type of boundary condition needed for a fixed structure mix material
problem (e.g., reinforced concrete).

We now extend (continuously) the solution u to the entire domain Ω by considering
the auxiliary, fictitious, problem inside V :

−div(σ(u)) = f̃ , in V, (11)

where f̃ ∈ L2(Ω)d is an arbitrary extension of f in the entire Ω and with boundary
conditions that impose continuity of u across Γ.

Testing equations (9a) and (11) with an arbitrary smooth function v ∈ C∞
c (Ω),

and integrating by parts we obtain a weak form of the extended problem as

(σ(u),∇(v))Ω + ⟨Jσ(u)K · n,v⟩Γ = (f,v)Ω, ∀v ∈ H1
0 (Ω)

d, (12)

where
Jσ(u)K := σ(u)+ − σ(u)−

indicates the jump of σ(u) along the outgoing normal direction to Γ = ∂V .
Such procedure is standard in the literature of fictitious domain methods (see, e.g.,

[24, 23]), and allows one to efficiently solve Dirichlet problems on complex domains,
possibly evolving in time, by embedding them in possibly simpler – fixed – domains.
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With little abuse of notation, in what follows we will not distinguish between f and
its extension f̃ .

As next, we rewrite (12) imposing the condition (9c) through a Lagrange multiplier.
Namely, we seek u ∈ VΩ, λ ∈ QΓ, such that

(σ(u),∇(v))Ω +
〈
(τ T − CT )λ,v

〉
Γ
= (f ,v)Ω, (13a)

⟨τu− Cu, q⟩Γ = ⟨g, q⟩Γ , . (13b)

for all v ∈ VΩ and q ∈ QΓ.
Let us define the following operators:

A : VΩ → VΩ
′ (14)

⟨Au,v⟩ := (σ(u),∇(v))Ω ∀u,v ∈ VΩ

B : VΩ → QΓ
′ (15)

⟨Bu, q⟩ := ⟨(τ − C)u, q⟩Γ ∀u ∈ VΩ,∀q ∈ QΓ

BT : QΓ → VΩ
′ (16)〈

BTq, v
〉
:=

〈
q − (E0A0)Tq, τ v

〉
Γ

∀v ∈ VΩ,∀q ∈ QΓ

Let us now denote the kernel of BT as

QΓ0 := ker(BT ) =
{
q ∈ QΓ |

〈
q− (E0A0)Tq, τ v

〉
Γ
= 0, ∀v ∈ VΩ

}
= {q ∈ QΓ | ⟨q,v⟩Γ = ⟨q, Cv⟩Γ ,∀v ∈ VΩ} .

(17)

In order for the weak formulation (13) to be well-posed, the space of the Lagrange
multipliers shall be restricted to QΓ \ Q0

Γ. Using the notations (14), (15), and (16),
we thus consider the following problem:
Let f ∈ VΩ

′, g ∈ QΓ
′. Find u ∈ VΩ, λ ∈ QΓ \Q0

Γ such that

⟨Au,v⟩+
〈
BTλ,v

〉
= ⟨f ,v⟩ ∀v ∈ VΩ (18a)

⟨Bu, q⟩ = ⟨g, q⟩ ∀q ∈ QΓ \Q0
Γ . (18b)

Theorem 1 (Well-posedness). Let assume that Assumptions 1 and 2 are satisfied.
Then, problem (18) admits a unique solution.

Proof. The operator A : VΩ 7→ VΩ
′ is symmetric. From the Poincaré inequality, it

follows that it satisfies the infsup condition, i.e., there exists a positive real number
α > 0 such that

inf
u∈VΩ

sup
v∈VΩ

⟨Au,v⟩
∥u∥VΩ

∥v∥VΩ

≥ α > 0. (19)

The operator B is bounded, since it the sum of the trace operator, which is linear
and bounded [42] and of the operator C which is linear and bounded due to Lemma 1.
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Moreover, since BT is injective on the space QΓ \Q0
Γ, it follows that there exists

a positive real number β > 0 such that

inf
q∈QΓ\Q0

Γ

sup
v∈VΩ

⟨Bv, q⟩
∥v∥VΩ

∥q∥Qγ

≥ β > 0, (20)

therefore B admits a continuous right inverse, and well-posedeness of the continuous
problem follows from the standard theory of saddle point problems [10].

Corollary 1 (Stresses evaluation). From the extended problem (12) and from (13), it
follows that the Lagrange multiplier satisfies〈

(τ T − CT )λ,v
〉
= ⟨JσK · n,v⟩Γ , ∀v ∈ VΩ . (21)

The relation (21) can be used to recover the solid stresses on the fluid boundary
from the Lagrange multiplier.

4 Reduced Lagrange multiplier formulation

In this Section, we apply to problem (18) the reduced Lagrange multiplier frame-
work recently introduced in [28], adapting the original formulation to the case of linear
elasticity in Rd and taking into account the local deformation boundary condition (9c).

The approach is based on constructing a lower-dimensional set of the space of
Lagrange multipliers adapted to the geometrical and physical settings of the problem,
exploiting the characteristic of how inclusions are defined. The reduction only acts
on the boundary condition, the operator B, leaving unchanged the elastic part of the
problem.

4.1 Reduced basis functions

Let us consider a set ΦN := {φi : Γ → R}Ni≥0, with φi ∈ H1(Γ) ∩ C1(Γ), for
i = 1, . . . , N , and such that, for any s ∈ γ,

ˆ
D(s)

φiφjdD(s) = 0, for i ̸= j (22)

(φi and φj are orthogonal with respect to the standard L2 product in D(s) for i ̸= j),
and

∥φi∥L2(D(s)) =
√
D(s) . (23)

Where D(s) is always to be considered as the preimage of the projection on γ according
to (2), and the coordinate s can be omitted.
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An example of a set satisfying these condition is given in [28]. Let φ0 being the
constant function equal to 1, which trivially satisfies (23). Following [28], for each
i ≥ 0, we define the weighted average and extension operators

Ai :QΓ
′ → Wγ (24a)

q 7→
 
D
φi q dD

E i :Wγ → QΓ
′ (24b)

w 7→ φiw ◦Π.

Notice that, for i = 0, the definitions (24) are consistent with the definitions (4) and (5),
of A0 and E0, respectively, given in Section 2. Moreover using density and continuity
arguments, the boundedness of E0 and A0 (Lemma 1) can be extended also to the
operators defined in (24), for i ≥ 0. We refer to [28] and [34, Corollary 2.2] for details.

Using (22) and (23), one obtains a generalization of the property (7), i.e., ∀w ∈ Wγ ,
it holds

AiEjw =

 
D
φiφjw ◦ΠdD = w

 
D
φiφj dD = δijw, (25)

where δij is the Kronecker delta. Moreover, applying the extension E i after the average
Ai, for a given i ≥ 0, corresponds to the projection on (Span{φi})d:

E iAiq ∈ (Span{φi})d ⊂ QΓ
′ ∀q ∈ QΓ

′.

In particular the space Span{φ0} contains constant functions on each D(s) (for
each s ∈ γ), i.e.,

Span{φ0} = Q0
Γ
′
=

{
p ∈ QΓ

′ | E0A0p = p
}

Remark 4. From (25) it follows that, for any i ≥ 0, the operator Ai is surjective,

∀w ∈ Wγ ,∃ qw := E iw ∈ QΓ
′ s.t. Aiqw = w .

Using the reduced basis, the extension, and the average operators introduced in
Section 4.1, we aim at defining a reduced formulation of problem (18) via a reduction
operator from the full space QΓ of functions defined on the inclusion boundary, onto
a reduced space defined on the lower dimensional representative domain γ.

To this purpose, we introduce the transposed operator

RT :(Wγ)
N → Span{ϕ1, . . . , ϕN} ⊂ QΓ

′

(w1, . . . ,wN ) 7→
N∑
i=1

E iwi .
(26)
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For any w := (w1, . . . ,wN ) ∈ (Wγ)
N , g ∈ QΓ

′, the duality on Γ is:

〈
RTw, g

〉
Γ
=

ˆ
Γ
g

N∑
i

E iwi dΓ =

ˆ
Γ
g

N∑
i

φi (wi ◦Π) dΓ

=
N∑
i

ˆ
Γ
gφi (wi ◦Π) dΓ =

N∑
i

ˆ
γ

ˆ
D
gφi (wi ◦Π) dD ds

=
N∑
i

ˆ
γ
wi

ˆ
D
gφi dD ds =

N∑
i

〈
wi,

ˆ
D
gφi dD

〉
γ

(27)

The reduced formulation of problem (18) can be now written as: given f ∈ VΩ
′, g ∈

QΓ
′ find u ∈ VΩ, Λ ∈ (Wγ)

N such that

⟨Au,v⟩+
〈
BTRTΛ,v

〉
= ⟨f,v⟩ ∀v ∈ VΩ , (28a)

⟨RBu,w⟩ = ⟨Rg,w⟩ ∀w ∈ (Wγ)
N . (28b)

The terms in (28b) can be defined using (27). In particular, we obtain

⟨RBu,w⟩γ =
〈
Bu, RTw

〉
Γ
=

N∑
i=1

〈
wi,

ˆ
D
τuφi dDγ

〉
γ

. (29)

4.2 Stability analysis

Theorem 1 shows that the full dimensional formulation (18) is well posed only if the
space of Lagrange multipliers is properly chosen. As it will be shown in this Section,
the advantage of the reduction operator is not only the dimensional reduction, but also
the fact that the resulting space can be naturally defined to ensure well-posedness of
the resulting formulation.

Lemma 2. The operator RT : (Wγ)
N → Span{ϕ1, . . . , ϕN} is injective.

Proof. The thesis follows from the orthonormality of the functions φ1, . . . , φN and from
the definition of RT .

Lemma 3. 〈
RTw, Cv

〉
Γ
= 0 ∀ w ∈ (Wγ)

N ,∀ v ∈ VΩ (30)

Proof. The lemma follows observing thatRTw ∈ Span{φ1, . . . , φN} and that E0A0τ v ∈
Span{φ0}.

Lemma 4. The operator (RB)T is injective.
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Proof. Let w ∈ (Wγ)
N such that w ∈ ker(BTRT ). It follows that RTw ∈ ker(BT ),

i.e. (see Equation (17))〈
RTw,v

〉
Γ
=

〈
RTw, E0A0τ v

〉
Γ
∀v ∈ VΩ . (31)

Since the right hand side in (31) vanishes (Lemma 3) one obtains〈
RTw,v

〉
Γ
= 0, ∀v ∈ VΩ,

and hence RT ŵ = 0. From the injectivity of RT it follows that w = 0.

Using the previous results, the next theorem ensures the well-posedness of the
reduced formulation.

Theorem 2 (Well-posedness of the reduced problem). Let assume that the assumptions
1 and 2 are satisfied. Then, the operator RB : VΩ 7→ (Wγ

′)N satisfies the inf-sup
condition, i.e., there exists a positive real number βR > 0 such that

inf
w∈Wγ

N
sup
v∈VΩ

⟨RBv, q⟩
∥v∥VΩ

∥w∥(Wγ)N
≥ βR > 0. (32)

Proof. Firstly, let us observe that the operator RB, defined in (29), is bounded as it
is a combination of trace operator and linear bounded operators.

From assumptions 1 and 2, it follows also that the operator (RB)T is linear, con-
tinuous, and bounded.

Since (RB)T is also injective (Lemma 4), it follows that RB satisfies an inf-sup
condition, and the result follows from standard saddle-point theory [10].

4.3 Axis-symmetric deformation

In this Section, we discuss more in details the case of coupling conditions modeling
an axis-symmetric deformation of the vessel wall, i.e., resulting in a source term in (9)
of the form

g(x) = gγn(x), (33)

directed along the normal n to the interface Γ, where gγ : γ → Rd−2 denotes the
inflation or deflation of the vessel (as mentioned in Section 3).

Let us consider a local reference system of cylindrical coordinates (ρ(s), θ(s), s)
along γ, for each point s ∈ γ, and let us choose the reduced basis φ̂i ∈ QΓ given by

φ̂0(s, ρ(s), θ(s)) =
√
2 (34)

φ̂2k+1(s, ρ(s), θ(s)) =
√

2(k + 1)πkρn cos θk, k = 0, 1, . . . (35)

φ̂2k+2(s, ρ(s), θ(s)) =
√

2(k + 1)πkρk sin θk, k = 0, 1, . . . (36)
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These functions fulfil assumptions (22) and (23). Moreover, the first two non-constant
modes (k = 1, 2) correspond to the local coordinates of the normal vector on Γ, i.e.,

n(x) =

[
φ1 (s, ρ(s), θ(s))
φ2 (s, ρ(s), θ(s))

]
, (37)

for all x ∈ Γ, and with s = Π(x).
Since the source term (33) is directed along the normal to the interface and it

depends only on the coordinate on γ, g can be written as an element of Span{φ1, φ2}.
In other words, for w = (w1,w2, . . . ,wN ) ∈ (Wγγ)

N , the right hand side

⟨Rg,w⟩ =
〈
g, RTw

〉
,

will only depends on w1 and on w2.
From the practical point of view, this observation allows to write the reduced source

term in (28b) in the form

Rg =

[[
gγ
0

]
,

[
0
gγ

]
, 0, ..., 0

]
. (38)

Remark 5. Let q ∈ E0(Wγ) ⊂ QΓ
′ be an axis-symmetric test function whose value

depend only on the position on the lower dimensional manifold γ, and let w = (wx, wy)
be such that q = E0(w). From the definition (28b) one obtains that

⟨g,q⟩Γ = ⟨Rg,w⟩

where w = ((wx, 0), (0, wy)) ∈ Wγ
2.

Hence, a two-dimensional reduced order Lagrange multiplier space (i.e., N = 2) is
optimal for axis-symmetric problems (as for the case of a normal source), in the sense
that axis-symmetric test functions in the original space can be mapped exactly onto
reduced ones.

Based upon these observation, in the context of mixed-dimensional modeling, the
numerical results in Section 5 will mostly focus on the case N = 2. However, it is
important to mention that although the normal source is axis-symmetric, this does
not hold in general for the displacement solution, for example, in presence of multiple
inclusions or general geometries. The numerical test presented in Section 5.3 will focus
on the error committed when omitting the extra modes.

5 Numerical results

This section is dedicated to the numerical validation of the reduced Lagrange mul-
tiplier approach: three test cases are analysed to attest the stability of the method and

14



to investigate the role and functioning of the Lagrange multiplier. A fourth example
simulates the effective material behaviour.

First we monitor the converge rate of the method on a simplified case where the
analytical solution is known, second we compare our immersed version of the boundary
condition to the same condition on a domain with physical holes. Third we investigate
the role of modes in relation to the accuracy of the method.

The numerical simulations presented in this Section have been obtained using the
finite element library deal.II [8]. Visualizations have been created with ParaView [2]
(version 5.9).

5.1 Two-dimensional axis-symmetric problem

To validate the numerical method, the first example consists of the special case of a
2D circular domain of radius R, containing a single circular inclusion of radius ri (with
ri ≪ R) located at its center. Imposing homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition
on the outer radius and at the inclusion boundary, problem (9) admits an analytical
solution solution of the form [26]

ur = c2r +
c1
r

with

 c2 =
−riū
R2−r2i

c1 =
riūR

2

R2−r2i
,

(39)

where ū is the normal Dirichlet data on the inclusion boundary.
The formulation (28) has been solved with piecewise linear finite elements for the

displacement and with different values of the dimension N of the reduced Lagrange
multipliers space.

An example of numerical solution is depicted in Figure 2, while the convergence
study is summarized in Figure 3.

Using a global mesh refinement, we obtain order 0.5 convergence in H1 and 1.5
in L2, as it has to be expected for the immersed method (see [28]). Adaptive local
refinement allows to retrieve optimal convergence rates.

5.2 Two-dimensional domain with multiple inclusions

The purpose of the second test is to analyze the results of the model in presence
of local interaction of multiple, close, inclusions. In this case, an analytical solution is
not available, although the solution found in (39) could be used as an approximation
in the proximity of the immersed boundary. Hence, for the validation of the results on
the whole domain, we use the numerical solution obtained discretizing the inclusion
interface within the computational mesh and imposing a boundary condition in the
form

u · n = u · n on Γ . (40)
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Figure 2: Example 1: Axis-symmetric problem with R = 1, ri = 0.2, and ū = 0.1.
(a) Numerical solution with N = 2. (b) L2 errors on a cross-section through the lines
y = x (dashed) and y = −x (dotted).
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Figure 3: Example 1: Axis-symmetric problem with R = 1, ri = 0.2, and ū = 0.1.
Convergence rates for the case N = 2 with local and global refinements.
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Figure 4: Example 2: Numerical solution (displacement magnitude) for the case of
four inclusions: (0.3, 0.3), (−0.3, 0.3), (0.3,−0.3), (−0.3,−0.3), ri = 0.1, ū = 0.1 in the
domain [−1, 1]2. The dashed line shows the cross section of the domain used to measure
the error in Figure 5.

The condition has been imposed using the non zero flux condition on the boundary Γ
provided in [8].

Figure 4 shows the numerical solution obtained with the reduced formulation (N =
2) in the case of four inclusions placed symmetrically around the center of a squared
domain.

The agreement with the numerical solution in the fully discretized case is confirmed
in Figure 5.

5.3 Effect of the higher-order modes

As observed in Section 4.3, imposing a coupling as a normal deformation on the
inclusion boundary, whose magnitude only depends on the position along the repre-
sentative manifold γ, yields a local forcing term that can be naturally written in the
2-dimensional reduced order space (i.e., N = 2).

However, in general, the role of modes is subjective to the case analyzed. While
N = 2 is optimal at the local level and it allows, in the single inclusion setting, to obtain
the desired rate of convergence, these conclusions cannot be generalized in presence of
multiple inclusions, where the overall domain is no longer axis-symmetric, as underlined
for the equivalent scalar problem in [28].

Notice that, in this case, the forcing term can no longer be exactly represented
in the reduced Lagrange multiplier space of dimension N = 2. The purpose of this

17



0 1 2 3

0

5 · 10−2

0.1

0.15

r

Displacement magnitude

Figure 5: Example 2: Comparison of the displacement magnitudes between the nu-
merical solution with the reduced Lagrange multipliers (red dashed curve) and the
corresponding solution obtained discretizing the inclusion boundaries and imposing a
non zero flux boundary condition (blue).

example is thus to investigate, the impact of limiting the dimension of the space to
N = 2. For this purpose, we consider m inclusions located close to each other, and
compute the resulting stresses via Equation (21) (i.e., as a function of the reduced
Lagrange multipliers) for different geometrical parameters (radii of the inclusions) and
dimension N .

Let N be the number of considered modes, which we consider to be the same for
each inclusion, and let us denote with (Wγ

′
i)
N the reduced space for the i-th inclusion

spanned by N modes. We will then denote with

Wγ
′ := Πm

i=1(Wγ
′
i)
N
i

the space of Lagrange multipliers for all inclusions.
We focus on a two-dimensional spatial setting (d = 2). In this case, Wγ

′
i = Rd and

Wγ
′ has dimension m× (d×N).
In the following discussion, let us denote with

Λ(j) =
[
Λ

(j)
1 · · · Λ

(j)
N

]
∈ (Rd)N

the degrees of freedom corresponding to the Lagrange multipliers of the i-th inclusion,
and with Λ̂ =

[
Λ(1), ..., Λ(M)

]
an element of Wγ

′.
The purpose of the numerical example presented in this Section is to assess quan-

titatively the error

Λ(2) =

[[
Λ
(2)
1,x

0

]
,

[
0

Λ
(2)
2,y

]
, 0, . . . , 0

]
,
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resulting from using only two modes (N = 2) on each inclusion, even if the overall
problem is no longer axis-symmetric.

The considered numerical example, with m = 3, is depicted together with the
numerical solution in a particular configuration in Figure 6.

12

3

Figure 6: Arrangement and numbering of the inclusions for the analysis of modes at
(0.3, 0.3), (−0.4, 0.3), (0.1,−0.3), ri = 0.2, ū = 0.1, in domain [−1, 1]2

Table 1 shows the norm of the Lagrange multiplier solution for the second inclusion
(i = 2), as a function of the inclusion radius and of the number of modes (up to N = 8),
comparing the leading order modes (Λ1 and Λ2) with the remaining ones. The results
for the other inclusions are very similar and will be omitted from the discussion.

The first two components are largely predominant, and the relative truncation error
of the order of 10−2 (or below). This indicates that N = 2 can be used as a suitable
approximation also in the non-symmetric case, provided the radii of the inclusions are
small enough. Moreover, the truncation error decreases when decreasing the size of
the inclusion. This observation is in line with what observed in the context of 3D-1D
models coupled via Neumann boundary conditions in [26], in which an hypersingular,
axis-symmetric, approximation of the immersed interface was used.

A more detail on the predominance of the leading modes for smaller radii is provided
in Figure 7, which depicts, for the second inclusion (i = 2) the relative decrease of the
higher modes (N = 4 to N = 8) magnitudes, normalized with respect to the Euclidean
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ri # Modes ∥Λ(2)∥l2
|Λ(2)

1,x|2

∥Λ(2)∥2l2

|Λ(2)
2,y |2

∥Λ(2)∥2l2
Truncation error (%)

0.2 2 23.91763 54.83% 45.09% 8.5 · 10−2%
0.2 4 23.91763 54.83% 45.09% 8.5 · 10−2%
0.2 6 23.91763 54.83% 45.09% 8.5 · 10−2%
0.2 8 23.91763 54.83% 45.09% 8.5 · 10−2%

0.1 2 88.96162 51.13% 48.87% 4.01 · 10−3%
0.1 4 88.96162 51.13% 48.87% 4.01 · 10−3%
0.1 6 88.96162 51.13% 48.87% 4.01 · 10−3%
0.1 8 88.96162 51.13% 48.87% 4.01 · 10−3%

0.05 2 356.4525 49.98% 50.02% 0%
0.05 4 356.4525 49.98% 50.02% 0%
0.05 6 356.4525 49.98% 50.02% 0%
0.05 8 356.4525 49.98% 50.02% 0%

Table 1: Euclidean l2-Norm of the Lagrange multiplier for the second inclusion (number
2 in Figure 6), relative norms of the first two modes, and corresponding relative error
for different sizes of inclusions.

4 6 8
10−11

10−8

10−5

#modes(N)

|Λ(2)
ii |

∥Λ(2)∥
l2

2 4 6 8

10−10
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#modes(N)

|Λ(2)
ij |

∥Λ(2)∥
l2

Figure 7: Isotropic components of secondary modes (Λ3,x ·4,y ·5,x ·6,y ·7,x·8,y) (left)
and anisotropic (Λ1,y ·2,x ·3,y ·4,x ·5,y ·6,x .7,y.8,x) components of lambda and isotropic
components of secondary modes (right), for ri = 0.2 (red), 0.1 (yellow), 0.05 (blue)

l2 norm of Λ(2).
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5.4 In-silico modeling of effective material behavior

The proposed multiscale model is motivated by applications in the context of tissue
imaging, where the data acquired by techniques such as elastography or diffusion-
weighted imaging depend on the underlying physics – e.g., on the interaction of solid
and fluid phases – but the limited image resolution allows only for effective (macroscale)
tissue representations. Often, these effective descriptions are based on linear elasticity
with homogeneous mechanical parameters. However, certain applications require to
better understand how the fluid phase, or the structure of the vasculature, are reflected
in the behavior of the tissue at the macroscale. This is the case, for instance, of the
usage of medical imaging to characterize the presence of pathological conditions in
which fluid conditions play a relevant role, such as hypertension (increase in pressure)
or tumor growth. To this purpose, it is necessary to develop mathematical models able
to close the gap between the microscale (of the underlying physics) and the macroscale
(data resolution), and to address related inverse problems for the estimation of effective
parameters depending on microscale quantities.

The numerical tests presented in this section are devoted to the usage of the reduced
Lagrange multipliers method for the computational modeling and simulation of tissues,
investigating the influence of fluid microstructures on tissue effective dynamics. On the
one hand, these tests address, from the perspective of mathematical modeling, results
recently presented in the context of tissue elastography concerning the importance
of understanding the interplay between solid and fluid phases for medical imaging
applications in non-invasive diagnostic, see, e.g., [25, 36, 43, 46]. On the other hand,
the in silico study aims at providing a first proof of concept for using the reduced
Lagrange multipliers in the context of inverse problems for the estimation of effective
mechanical parameters.

5.4.1 Effective material parameters for varying microstructure

Setup Firstly, we consider a two dimensional tissue sample with fixed fluid volume
ratio, but with different distributions of the fluid inclusions. Namely, we consider a
fixed number of inclusions with the same radius and three different geometrical setups
(see Figure 8):

• (i) inclusions placed in a structured array (denote, in what follows, as structured);

• (ii) inclusions placed randomly, but with fixed microscale fluid volume ratio, i.e.,
dividing the domain in boxes, and placing, within each box, an inclusion in a
random position (semi-structured);

• (iii) inclusions placed fully randomly, but with fixed volume ratio at themacroscale
(random); these configurations have been realized removing overlapping inclu-
sions, and iteratively adding new inclusions until the fixed total number has been
reached.
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a b c

Figure 8: Example of the different setups used for the modeling and simulation of
effective material (with m = 25 inclusions, ri = 0.05, vf ∼ 0.05). Left: inclusions in a
structured array. Center: inclusions placed randomly within structured placed boxes
(i.e., fixing the porosity in each box). Right: Inclusion placed randomly, removing
overlapping ones and fixing the total fluid volume ratio.

In these settings, we study how the behavior of the effective material depends
on the microstructure, simulating stress and compression tests to compute equivalent
mechanical parameters of the effective tissues as functions of the Lame’s constant λ, µ
of the solid matrix, of the boundary condition imposed at the inclusion boundaries (the
normal deformation), of the total fluid volume ratio (i.e., of the number of inclusions),
and of the vessels distribution.

Compression test The first test is a pure compression (Figure 9, left). The physi-
cal domain is the a square [−1, 1] × [−1, 1], compressed imposing Dirichlet boundary
condition on all sides,with a total area reduction of 19%. The material parameters
are µ = 1, λ = 1. The inclusion radius is r = 0.05, and, on each inclusion, a normal
deformation ū = 0.1 is imposed.

Figure 9: Left: Displacement solution for the compression test (inclusions are not
shown). Right: Displacement solution for the shear test. The original configuration is
shown in grey in the background.

The effective bulk modulus is computed as the total boundary pressure per area
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Figure 10: Effective bulk modulus (41) for the compression test, as a function of the
fluid volume. The dashed line shows the results for the pure solid case (no inclusions).
In the case of random distirbution, the picture displays the average and the standard
deviation based on N = 10 simulations.

difference, i.e.,

κeff =
1

|∆area|
1

|∂Ω|

ˆ
∂Ω

(σ(u)n) · n . (41)

The results, varying the fluid volume ratio and for different inclusion distributions,
are presented in Figure 10. As expected, the presence of the inclusions reduces the
compressibility of the effective material, and this effect increases when increasing the
fluid volume ratio. In particular, the effective bulk modulus increases by 100% for
fluid volume ratio of about 4% and increases by 300% (four times the value of the pure
solid matrix) when the fluid volume ratio reaches 10%. We also observe that this effect
seems to be independent on the geometrical distribution of the inclusions, i.e., mostly
related to the macroscopic volume ratio.

Shear test The second setup (Figure 9, right) considers a material sample with a
given horizontal shear rate enforced by Dirichlet boundary condition u = (y, 0) on
the whole boundary. As in the previous example, the physical domain is the square
[−1, 1] × [−1, 1], and the material parameters are µ = 1, λ = 1. Inclusions have a
radius of ri = 0.05 and an imposed normal espansion of ū = 0.1.

In this example, we monitor the effective shear modulus defined as

µeff =
1

2 l

ˆ
top

(σ(u)n) · (1, 0) , (42)

where l = 2 is the edge length.
The results (Figure 11) show that µeff increases for increasing fluid volume ratio,

with an increase up to 50% when the fluid volume ratio reaches 10%. The influence
is hence less pronounced with respect to the case of compression. The results are also
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Figure 11: Effective shear modulus (42) for the shear test, varying the fluid inclusion
ratio and for different inclusion distributions. The dashed line depicts the results for
the pure solid case (without inclusions). The results for the random configuration show
the averages and the standard deviations (grey bars) over N = 10 simulations.

very similar for the cases of structured and semi-structured inclusion distributions.
However, we observe in this case a much higher variability of the results for µeff in the
random setups.

Even if based on a simple two-dimensional setting, these results indicate that the
variability of the inclusions structure plays a relevant role in the effective mechanical
behavior of the sample and shall not be neglected when aiming at characterizing the
response of the multiscale material. The relevance of this effect is expected to consider-
ably grow in three dimensions, also considering additional geometrical parametrizations
of the vascular structure (i.e., vessel lengths and directions).

5.4.2 Mechanical response with non uniform fluid structures

The previous examples showed that considering an underlying homogeneous struc-
ture for the fluid inclusion results in effective parameters mostly dependent only on the
fluid volume ratio. The purpose of the next set of numerical tests is to investigate the
influence of non uniform inclusion distributions on the effective mechanical behavior.

To this purpose, we divide the tissue domain in two parts, an inner square and an
outer domain, considering structured distributions with a higher density in the inner
domain. Namely, the outer domain contains, in all cases, 12 inclusions, while the
number of inclusions in the inner domain varies from 9 (3×3) to 121 (11×11). The
resulting arrangements are shown in Figure 12. All inclusions have the same radius
ri = 0.05 and an expansion in the normal direction of ū = 0.01 is imposed. The elastic
properties are set as λ = µ = 1.

For each setup (in which the fluid volume ratio and the number of inclusions are
fixed), we simulate a compression test and compute the response in terms of tissue
pressure on the external boundary for different area reduction.
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Figure 12: Different setups used for the modeling and simulation of effective material
(with m = 21, 37, 61, 93 and 133 inclusions, with radius ri = 0.05, corresponding to
fluid volume ratios vf ∼ 0.04, 0.07, 0.12, 0.18, 0.26).
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Figure 13: Effective pressure (average on the boundaries) for the compression test in
different configurations, as a function of the share of area reduction (starting from an
initial area of 4). Notice that also without an external compression, there is a nonzero
boundary pressure due to the expansion of the inclusions.
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The results in Figure 13 show the presence of a nonlinear mechanical response in-
creasing the compression, highlighting a non trivial interplay between the responses
of the inner and outer subdomains. This phenomenon can be observed in all consid-
ered samples. Moreover, its effect is more visible when the density contrast between
the subdomains increases. This example thus confirms that in presence of complex
tissues it is necessary to consider mathematical and computational models that can
account for microscale inhomogeneities, in order to correctly represent the effective
tissue. As previously observed, it is expected that this effect will be more relevant in
three dimensional cases.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we have proposed and investigated an efficient numerical method to
simulate multiscale coupled problems involving a linear elastic solid and slender fluid
inclusions. The method handles the inclusions as immersed boundaries within the
tissue finite element mesh using the reduced Lagrange multiplier approach recently
proposed in [28].

In particular, we extended the method of [28] to the case of a local deformation
boundary condition, in which the fluid and the solid are coupled imposing a local dis-
placement field which does not depend on the macroscale deformation. We showed
that this condition can be naturally imposed within the reduced Lagrange multipli-
ers framework by properly selecting the Lagrange multipliers space. In particular, we
showed that, with the correct choice of the reduced-order space, the resulting contin-
uous formulation is well-posed.

The immersed method, combined with the reduced Lagrange multiplier approach,
allows to reduce the overall complexity of the problem, since the explicit discretization
of the inclusion interface is not required. We assessed the performance of the proposed
scheme by validating the expected convergence rates in the case of a single inclusion
and considering different cases with multiple inclusions. The results show that the
proposed multiscale model can be effectively used for the numerical investigation and
for the numerical upscaling of multiscale materials. Our tests indicated as well that as
the scale separation increases (thinner inclusions), a reduced-order space of dimension
N = 2 is sufficient for a valid approximation.

Additionally, we performed a detailed study of the influence of microscale quantities
(inclusion distribution) on the effective mechanical parameters. The results, although
limited to two-dimensional setups, demonstrate that tissue response is sensitive varia-
tions and vascular architecture, potentially inducing non-linear mechanical responses
in presence of inhomogeneities. These results align with recent discoveries that have
emphasized the intricate interconnections between effective parameters at microscales
[46].

One natural outlook of this work is the coupling of three-dimensional solid ma-

26



trices with an active one-dimensional fluid model, generalizing the approach recently
proposed in [27]. This extension is currently the subject of ongoing research.
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