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Fig. 1. Puffer Balls on Nets: Simulations among Heterogeneous Materials. In this scenario, we simulate the interaction of four puffer balls with a
chain-net characterized by different Young’s moduli: (a) 𝐸 = 100 MPa, and (b) 𝐸 = 1 GPa. All puffer balls are modeled using the Neo-Hookean elasticity model
with 𝐸 = 5 × 105 Pa. Despite the use of high-resolution meshes with over 1.76 million tetrahedra and a large time step size of 1/30 s, our simulation framework
maintains robustness and efficiency. With GPU acceleration implemented, the computation time per frame for scenario (b) is only 427 seconds, without
sacrificing accuracy. This represents a notable speedup of 80.1× compared to the IPC [Li et al. 2020], which requires approximately 9.5 hours per frame for the
same simulation task.

We propose a GPU-based iterative method for accelerated elastodynamic sim-
ulation with the log-barrier-based contact model. While Newton’s method
is a conventional choice for solving the interior-point system, the pres-
ence of ill-conditioned log barriers often necessitates a direct solution at
each linearized substep and costs substantial storage and computational
overhead. Moreover, constraint sets that vary in each iteration present addi-
tional challenges in algorithm convergence. Our method employs a novel
barrier-augmented Lagrangian method to improve system conditioning and
solver efficiency by adaptively updating an augmentation constraint sets.
This enables the utilization of a scalable, inexact Newton-PCG solver with
sparse GPU storage, eliminating the need for direct factorization. We further
enhance PCG convergence speed with a domain-decomposed warm start
strategy based on an eigenvalue spectrum approximated through our in-time
assembly. Demonstrating significant scalability improvements, our method
makes simulations previously impractical on 128 GB of CPUmemory feasible
with only 8 GB of GPU memory and orders-of-magnitude faster. Addition-
ally, our method adeptly handles stiff problems, surpassing the capabilities
of existing GPU-based interior-point methods. Our results, validated across
various complex collision scenarios involving intricate geometries and large
deformations, highlight the exceptional performance of our approach.
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1 INTRODUCTION
For robust and accurate simulation of elastodynamics, a common
practice in computer graphics is to formulate an optimization prob-
lem for an unconditionally stable implicit time integration scheme
and then apply the line search method to obtain the solution with
guaranteed convergence [Gast et al. 2015]. The objective function
in each time step is called Incremental Potential [Kane et al. 2000].
To achieve fast convergence, search directions are often computed
using Newton’s method, which solves a 2nd-order approximation of
the original problem in each iteration. A recent contribution named
incremental potential contact (IPC) [Li et al. 2020] handles the non-
penetration constraints using a barrier function, enabling robust
and accurate contact simulation within the optimization time inte-
gration framework. Unlike complementary programming [Anitescu
and Potra 1997], IPC does not approach the solution by traversing
the boundary of the feasible region. Instead, it moves through the
interior of the feasible region with infinitely large objective values
on the boundary.

Due to the nonlinearity and sharpness of the barrier energy, the
direct method, such as Cholesky factorization [Chen et al. 2008], is
often incorporated for solving the ill-conditioned linear system in
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each Newton iteration. Since the factorization will generate a sig-
nificant number of fill-ins and make the factors much denser, direct
solvers are computationally expensive and memory-intensive for
large-scale problems. In contrast, iterative methods, such as Conju-
gate Gradient (CG) or Generalized Minimal RESidual (GMRES), are
more storage-friendly and scalable as they only need matrix-vector
products to iteratively search for the solution without the need for
direct factorization.

However, for iterative linear solvers, convergence is a major con-
cern, which largely depends on the conditioning of the system
matrix. When simulating large deformation or high-speed impacts
using IPC, it is not uncommon that the condition number of the
Hessian matrix exceeds 1010, which results from the strong coupling
between the highly nonlinear elasticity and the sharp barrier func-
tion. In such situations, iterative methods like CG or GMRES are
less effective – they are either divergent or require a large number
of iterations to converge.
Our barrier-augmented Lagrangian method integrates a crucial

insight from the performance gains of exterior-point methods: the
use of fixed constraint sets until the convergence of subproblems.
Exterior-point methods maintain unchanged constraint sets until all
current constraints are resolved, a feature that has proven beneficial
for practical performance. Traditional methods in contact mechan-
ics, such as impact zone methods [Bridson et al. 2002; Harmon et al.
2008], face the challenge of requiring restricted step sizes to ensure
convergence. To overcome this limitation, mixed exterior-interior
point methods [Wang et al. 2023;Wu et al. 2020] have been proposed,
utilizing exterior points to guide the solution path while keeping
constraints unviolated. Recently, Lan et al. [2023] introduced a tech-
nique for resolving collisions using local CCD within specific local
stencils. The efficiency of these methods arises from keeping the
constraint sets fixed until subproblems converge, which simplifies
the task compared to directly using interior-point methods. The
challenge, however, is to integrate this efficiency while maintaining
the safety and robustness provided by interior-point methods. In
this paper, we adopt the interior-point method as our core model due
to its well-established convergence guarantees. Building upon this,
we develop an augmented Lagrangian method that incorporates
adaptively updated augmentation sets, thus achieving performance
improvements comparable to those seen in impact zone and local
stencil methods.
Our method enables smoother application of the Newton-PCG

solver for primal problems. To efficiently solve the linear systems,
we depart from traditional multigrid or additive preconditioners,
which focus on low-frequency error elimination. Instead, we use
linear CG as our baseline model and adopt a block-Jacobi warm start
by estimating nodal (collision) stiffness. This involves assembling
eigenvalues of local contact stencil Hessian matrices into a global
diagonal matrix, allowing algebraic decomposition of the simulation
domain into stiffness-based groups for separate subsystem solves.
Our tests show that additive preconditioners 1 can slow down com-
putations, while our method achieves better convergence rate and

1The implementation details of additive preconditioner can be found in Appendix A

speed 2 (see Figure 2). Additionally, updating friction constraints
per inexact Newton iteration enhances convergence towards a fully-
implicit friction model.
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Fig. 2. Additive Preconditioner (AP) Alone Does Not Yield Perfor-
mance Improvements. This is due to the problem’s significant nonlinearity
caused by varying constraint sets across iterations, which leads to the accu-
rate solutions of the linear subproblems being greatly truncated through
line searches. (#cols = 28,378)

Our approach balances storage and computation on the GPU for
sparse matrix operations and collision culling using a bounding box
hierarchy. The system matrix’s sparsity pattern is static without
contact events but gains additional non-zero entries when con-
tacts occur. Therefore, storage is divided into element-only and con-
tact stencil components. We developed a specialized Sparse Matrix-
Vector Multiplication (SpMV) for our sparse storage, allowing full
parallelization on the GPU.

In summary, our main contributions include:

(1) a barrier-augmented Lagrangian method with slack variables
that leverages the augmentation sets updated adaptively for
improved solver efficiency and system conditioning, along
with an adaptive primal-dual optimization scheme for fast
convergence (section 3);

(2) a GPU-based inexact Newton-PCG solver for the primal prob-
lemwith fully-implicit friction, featuring algebraically-decomposed
block-Jacobi warm start for enhanced performance (section 4);

(3) scalable GPU strategies for Sparse Matrix-Vector Multiplica-
tion (SpMV), collision cullingmanagement employing two dis-
tinct GPU-constructed linear Bounding Volume Hierarchies
(BVH) [Lauterbach et al. 2009], and floating-point Continuous
Collision Detection (CCD) for conservative time-of-impacts
(TOIs) (refer to section 5).

In section 6, we conduct extensive experiments and ablation studies
to evaluate our method’s efficacy. Our approach shows exceptional
robustness and efficiency in handling frictional contact among non-
linear deformable solids, accommodating variousmaterial properties
and timestep sizes. It maintains consistent performance across dif-
ferent deformation extents and mesh resolutions. Compared to IPC
[Li et al. 2020], our method achieves up to a hundredfold speedup, a
significant improvement over existing GPU-based iterative methods
for complex tasks.

2The termination criterion is defined as the relative residual, given bye[𝑙 ]2 /e[0]2 ≤ 10−4 , where e[𝑙 ] represents the residual at the end of the
𝑙-th Newton iteration.
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2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Elastodynamic Simulation
Elastodynamic simulation has been a focal point of extensive re-
search within the computer graphics community, spanning several
decades since the foundational works by Terzopoulos and Fleischer
[1988; 1987]. Early simulations in this field often applied explicit time
integration, which offers simplicity in implementation but imposes
limitations on the time step sizes due to numerical instability, par-
ticularly when stiff nonlinear elastic materials are involved. Baraff
and Witkin [1998] proposed the use of implicit time integration to
enhance efficiency, laying the groundwork for optimization-based
methods.
The robustness of the finite element method (FEM) against ele-

ment inversion has been improved through invertible SVD [Irving
et al. 2004] and the projected Newton method [Teran et al. 2005]. Re-
cent advancements include inversion-robust strain energies [Smith
et al. 2018; Stomakhin et al. 2012] and analytic eigendecomposition
[Smith et al. 2019; Wu and Kim 2023], enhancing the projected New-
ton method’s efficiency. Position-Based Dynamics (PBD) [Macklin
et al. 2016; Müller et al. 2007, 2005] is popular in video games for
its simplicity, stability, and efficiency [Fratarcangeli et al. 2018], but
it struggles with iteration counts and substepping sizes affecting
elastic stiffness. To address this, Bouaziz et al. [2014] introduced
Projective Dynamics (PD), an optimization-based time integration
framework that supports various nonlinear elastic materials with
ADMM [Overby et al. 2017] and L-BFGS [Liu et al. 2017]. Brown
and Narain [2021] presents an enhanced ADMM-based algorithm
for better convergence and efficiency in geometric optimization,
especially with large rotations. [Trusty et al. 2022] introduces a
mixed variational principle for implicit time integration, resulting
in a stable solver for different elastic models and timestep sizes.
Improvements in the projected Newton method include inexact
Newton-PCG [Gast et al. 2015] and domain-decomposed precondi-
tioning [Li et al. 2019]. Macklin and Muller [2021] extended PBD for
singularity-free simulations of the Neo-Hookean model, improving
performance without artifacts under stiff conditions. For a detailed
review, see [Kim and Eberle 2020].
With rapid advancements in GPU technology, platforms like

CUDA enhance simulation efficiency. Fratarcangeli et al. [2016]
used Vivace graph coloring to parallelize Gauss-Seidel iterations,
while Wang [2015] accelerated Jacobi and gradient descent methods
with the Chebyshev semi-iterative method on the GPU. Error relax-
ation was further extended to nonlinear descent methods [Wang
and Yang 2016]. These foundational studies have led to various
strategies for accelerating elastic simulations, including numerical
methods [Wu et al. 2022], reduced-order models [Brandt et al. 2018],
and geometric considerations [Lan et al. 2020].

2.2 Collision Handling
Contact mechanics are essential for realistic simulations of physical
interactions in virtual environments. In computer graphics, this
involves addressing friction, deformation, and collision response.
Influential works by Baraff and Witkin [Baraff 1993, 1994; Baraff
and Witkin 1992, 1994] have advanced the simulation of rigid and
deformable body dynamics. For a comprehensive review of collision

handling methods, see [Andrews et al. 2022]; this section focuses
on closely related works.

To accurately simulate dynamic interactions between solids, pre-
cise collision detection and response are essential. Early studies
[Bridson et al. 2002; Harmon et al. 2008; Mirtich and Canny 1995;
Provot 1997] used impulses and impact zones with small time steps
(e.g., 1/150 s), but did not account for new contact pairs during con-
tinuous motion, leading to potential intersection artifacts. Improved
continuous collision detection (CCD) methods [Brochu et al. 2012;
Tang et al. 2010, 2014; Wang et al. 2022, 2021; Zhang et al. 2007] have
been developed, including a recent root-finding algorithm for higher-
order polynomials by Yuksel [2022]. When penetration is acceptable,
discrete collision handling can be used, though it does not eliminate
all intersections [Baraff et al. 2003; Volino and Magnenat-Thalmann
2006; Wicke et al. 2006]. Recent GPU-accelerated simulators [Tang
et al. 2018a,b; Wang et al. 2023; Wu et al. 2022, 2020] improve cloth
and deformable body contact handling but strugglewith penetration-
free results in large deformations and high-speed motions. Building
upon the advances in collision handling and simulation, Geilinger
et al. [2020] and Xu et al. [2021] introduce differentiable frameworks
aimed at enhancing robotic performance, with the former focus-
ing on a dynamics solver for frictional contact in varied materials,
and the latter on a design framework that integrates novel geomet-
ric parameterization and a differentiable simulator for contact-rich
manipulation tasks.

To enhance robustness, Li et al. introduced Incremental Potential
Contact (IPC), an effective method for handling frictional contacts
and ensuring intersection- and inversion-free trajectories [Li et al.
2020, 2023, 2021]. IPC has inspired extensive applications: Ferguson
et al. [2021] used it for rigid body contacts, Lan et al. [2022] applied
it to simulate stiff solids with linear trajectories, and researchers
extended it to solid-fluid coupling [Xie et al. 2023], geometry pro-
cessing [Fang et al. 2021], and robot learning [Du et al. 2023]. For
greater efficiency, Lan et al. [2021] used the medial axis as a contact
proxy, and Lan et al. [2023] proposed a stencil-wise second-order
descent method on the GPU. Concurrently, Huang et al. [2024] pro-
posed a Gauss-Newton approximation for contact Hessians to avoid
numerical eigendecompositions, enhancing the efficiency of IPC on
the GPU. However, IPC’s barrier energy can lead to ill-conditioned
systems, complicating iterative linear solvers, and achieving fully-
implicit friction requires multiple nonlinear optimizations. We intro-
duce a barrier-augmented Lagrangian method with a slack variable
to improve system conditioning, enabling an inexact Newton-PCG
method, and achieve faster convergence to fully-implicit friction by
updating friction constraints per Newton iteration.

2.3 Iterative Methods and Multigrid
Iterative methods like Jacobi or Gauss-Seidel are suitable for GPU
implementation but have suboptimal convergence due to their local
nature and inability to address global errors. Multigrid methods
[Brandt 1977; Wang et al. 2018] effectively capture and reduce low-
frequency errors either algebraically (AMG) or geometrically (GMG)
[Saad 1981, 2003]. GMG, which uses coarse meshes and transfer
operators, offers uniform convergence and optimal complexity, as
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seen in Xian et al. [2019]’s geometric multigrid for projective dy-
namics. AMG, like NVIDIA AmgX [Naumov et al. 2015], avoids
hierarchical meshes and provides advanced multigrid and iterative
methods [Bolz et al. 2003]. Schwarz methods [Cai and Sarkis 1999;
Dryja and Widlund 1990; Gander 2006] divide the domain into sub-
problems, handled on GPUs using sequential or parallel subspace
correction. Inspired by these methods, we decompose our simu-
lation domain into groups of DOFs with similar stiffness, solving
subdomain systems to warm start the global PCG solve for faster
convergence.

3 BARRIER-AUGMENTED LAGRANGIAN METHOD

3.1 Problem Definition
With stacked nodal positions x and velocities v after finite element
discretization of the simulated solids, we apply backward Euler to
time integrate the system from step 𝑡 to 𝑡 + 1:

x𝑡+1 = x𝑡 + ℎv𝑡+1, (1a)

v𝑡+1 = v𝑡 + ℎM−1f■ (x𝑡+1) . (1b)

Here M is the lumped mass matrix, and f■ is the sum of internal
and external forces. Substituting Equation 1b into Equation 1a and
including the friction energy 𝐷 from IPC [Li et al. 2020], the time
integration is equivalent to minimizing the Incremental Potential

𝐸 (x) = 1
2ℎ2

∥x − y∥2M + Ψ (x) + 𝐷 (x) ,

obtaining x𝑡+1, followed by the velocity update based on Equa-
tion 1a. Here Ψ is the strain energy, y = x𝑡 + ℎv𝑡 + ℎ2G, with G the
gravitational acceleration. If we handle collision by imposing the
distance constraint𝑑 ({x𝑎}𝑖 ) > 𝑑 between surface primitives, where
{x𝑎}𝑖 denotes the 𝑖-th primitive pair in the active primitive set {x𝑎},
and 𝑑 is a tiny collision offset that indicates the minimal distance
between each pair (which is different from IPC), the optimization
time integration then becomes

min
x

𝐸 (x, x𝑡 , v𝑡 ) ,

s.t. 𝑐𝑖 = 𝑑 − 𝑑𝑖 (x) < 0, 𝑖 ∈ A,
(2)

where 𝑑𝑖 (x) is the simplified notation of 𝑑 ({x𝑎}𝑖 ), and A denotes
the active constraint set. Our goal is to establish an iterative method
that effectively solves this problem without matrix factorizations.
The first challenge we are facing here is the nonlinear and non-
smooth inequality constraint.

3.2 Formulation
3.2.1 Background. In the context of constrained optimization (Equa-
tion 2), an inequality constraint can be transformed into an equality
constraint through the introduction of slack variables and multipli-
ers via augmented Lagrangian methods. This conversion process
results in Equation 2 being transformed into

min
x

{
𝐸 (x) +

∑︁
𝑖∈A

𝜇𝑖𝑐𝑖 (x) +
1
2𝜎

∑︁
𝑖∈A

𝑐2𝑖 (x)
}
,

s.t. 𝑐𝑖 (x) = 𝑑 + 𝑠𝑖 − 𝑑𝑖 (x) = 0, 𝑖 ∈ A,

𝑠𝑖 ≥ 0, 𝑖 ∈ A,

(3)
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Fig. 3. Slack Variables with respect to logarithmic and quadratic penalty,
respectively (𝑑 = 10−3).

where 𝜇𝑖 are the Lagrangian multipliers, 𝑠𝑖 are slack variables and
𝜎 is the penalty factor.

3.2.2 Primal and Dual Solve. Observing that 𝑠𝑖 does not directly
correlate with each other in the primal problem, we eliminate s by
expressing it using x, turning the primal solve to an unconstrained
optimization w.r.t. x only. The primal problem w.r.t. s can be formu-
lated as

min
s≥0

{∑︁
𝑖∈A

𝜇
[𝑙 ]
𝑖

𝑐𝑖 (x) +
1
2𝜎

[𝑙 ]
∑︁
𝑖∈A

𝑐2𝑖 (x)
}
. (4)

Next, the slack variables are substituted based on

𝑠𝑖 = max
{
− 𝜇𝑖

𝜎 [𝑙 ] − 𝑑 + 𝑑𝑖 (x) , 0
}
, 𝑖 ∈ A . (5)

3.3 Barrier-Augmented Lagrangian
The penalty term in Equation 3, known as the exterior-point qua-
dratic penalty, allows the search outside the feasible region and
approaches it from the outside. However, these penalties do not
guarantee constraint satisfaction, nor do they ensure a bounded
constraint violation in the solution. In contrast, interior-point meth-
ods aim to navigate inside the feasible region by introducing log-
barrier terms into the objective function. For example, IPC applied
a smoothly-clamped 𝐶2 barrier function

𝑏

(
𝑑𝑖 (x) , 𝑑

)
=

−
(
𝑑𝑖 (x) − 𝑑

)2
log

(
𝑑𝑖 (x)
𝑑

)
, 0 < 𝑑𝑖 (x) < 𝑑,

0, 𝑑𝑖 (x) ≥ 𝑑
(6)

to enforce 𝑑𝑖 (x) > 0. Here, we abbreviate 𝑏 (𝑑𝑖 (x) , 𝑑) as 𝑏𝑑𝑖 (x).
Equation 3 can be regarded as the base model for an exterior-point
/ impact-zone approach if 𝑐𝑖 (x) = 𝑠𝑖 − 𝑑𝑖 (x) = 0, 𝑖 ∈ A, where A
remains unchanged until no constraint violation is detected. How-
ever, previous works [Lan et al. 2023; Wang et al. 2023; Wu et al.
2020] demonstrate that interior-point methods can also leverage
this concept to enhance performance. This is achieved through adap-
tively updated constraint sets, safeguarded by regular CCD every
few iterations, using either mixed exterior-interior point methods
or local CCDs. To guarantee the convergence at large step sizes, we
maintain the base formulation as an interior-point method and de-
fine an augmentation set A′ to integrate this idea into our method
with a variational form. Specifically, we view 𝑏

𝑑+𝑠𝑖
𝑖

(x) as a special
penalty function that strives to enforce 𝑑𝑖 (x) > 𝑑 while guaran-
teeing 𝑑𝑖 (x) > 0. We append the penalty term in Equation 3 with
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𝑏𝑑
𝑖
(x) and obtain the barrier-augmented Lagrangian of IPC:

L𝜎 (x, s, 𝝁) = 𝐸 (x) + 𝜎
∑︁
𝑖∈A

𝑏𝑑𝑖 (x) + R (x) . (7)

Here, R (x) =
∑

𝑖∈A′
𝜇𝑖

(
𝑑 + 𝑠𝑖 − 𝑑𝑖 (x)

)
+ 𝜎

∑
𝑖∈A′

𝑏
𝑑+𝑠𝑖
𝑖

(x) denotes

the augmentation term, where A′ represents the set of constraints
for augmentation, constructed based on the observation of the mini-
mum distance (algorithm 1, lines 3-6). Here, we exclude the quadratic
penalty term since both terms serve the same objective in a general
sense, and the logarithmic penalty induces stronger repulsion com-
pared to the quadratic term (see Figure 3). For the dual problem, we
perform the standard first-order update on 𝜇 (algorithm 1, line 14).

Algorithm 1: The Barrier-Augmented Lagrangian Method.
Data: the variables x[0] , the penalty coefficient 𝜎 [0] > 0, the

Lagrange multipliers 𝝁 [0] = 0;
Result: x∗

1 for 𝑙 = [0, 1, 2, · · · ] do
2 update the collision constraint set A;
3 if min

𝑖
𝑑
[𝑙+1]
𝑖

> 10−2𝑑 then

4 A′ = ∅;

5 else if min
𝑖

𝑑
[𝑙+1]
𝑖

< min
𝑖

𝑑
[𝑙 ]
𝑖

or A′ == ∅ then

6 A′ =
{
col𝑖 : 𝑑𝑖 < 10−2𝑑, 𝑖 ∈ A

}
; ⊲ col𝑖 denotes the

collision pair 𝑖

7 e[𝑙 ] = ∇L𝜎 [𝑙 ]

(
x[𝑙 ] , s, 𝝁 [𝑙 ]

)
;

8 x[𝑙+1] = min
x

L𝜎 [𝑙 ]

(
x, s, 𝝁 [𝑙 ]

)
;

9 if
e[𝑙 ]

2
/
e[0]

2
≤ 10−4 then

10 x∗ = x[𝑙+1] ;
11 break; ⊲ converged
12 for 𝑖 ∈ A′ do
13 update 𝑠𝑖 ;

14 𝜇
[𝑙+1]
𝑖

= 𝜇
[𝑙 ]
𝑖

+ 𝜎 [𝑙 ]𝑏𝑑+𝑠𝑖
𝑖

;

15 if min
𝑖

𝑑
[𝑙+1]
𝑖

< 10−2𝑑 then

16 𝜎 [𝑙+1] = max
(
1.2𝜎 [𝑙 ] , 100𝜎 [0]

)
;

3.4 Adaptive Scheduling
The convergence of primal-dual methods often requires strategic
schedules to update the optimization variables and parameters since
the optimization is searching for a solution that achieves not only
primal optimality but also constraint satisfaction and dual feasi-
bility [Nocedal and Wright 2006]. In this situation, dynamically
adjusting the penalty stiffness 𝜎 is crucial, as it balances the im-
pact of the penalty term against the original objective and the La-
grangian term. A proper balance helps in managing the trade-off

barrier-augmented  Lagrangian inexact Newton-PCG

frame 70

frame 749

frame 933

frame 1,345

frame 70

frame 749

frame 933

frame 1,345

FAILED

FAILED
The simulation proceeds onwards from here with our method.

Fig. 4. Twisting Rods. This illustration depicts the rigorous stress testing
of four stiff rods (𝐸 = 10MPa), subjected to high-speed torsion from both
ends at an angular velocity of 5/12 r/s for over 18 rounds.

between minimizing the objective function and satisfying the con-
straints. Therefore, we initialize the penalty stiffness, 𝜎 [0] , by solv-
ing argmin

𝜎 [0]

L𝜎 [0] (x, s, 0)
2, which gives

𝜎 [0] = −

( ∑
𝑖∈A

∇𝑏𝑑+𝑠𝑖
𝑖

(
x[0]

))⊤
∇𝐸

(
x[0]

)
 ∑
𝑖∈A

∇𝑏𝑑+𝑠𝑖
𝑖

(
x[0]

)
2

,

and then adaptively update it based on the observation of the mini-
mum separation distance by enlarging 𝜎 to guide the optimization
towards stricter constraint satisfaction (algorithm 1, line 16). A prac-
tical demonstration of our barrier-augmented Lagrangian’s efficacy
is shown in Figure 4, where we illustrate the twisting of four stiff
rods. While the inexact Newton method struggles with convergence
at frame 933, our approach effectively overcomes this challenge, en-
abling continued simulation from the checkpoint (frame 933) where
the inexact Newton method stalls.

4 INEXACT NEWTON-PCG SOLVER
In our augmented Lagrangian framework, we employ an inexact
Newton-PCG solver to efficiently solve the primal systems. The crit-
ical aspects of our approach include the implementation of a warm
start strategy (subsection 4.2) to further enhance PCG efficiency.
Moreover, we update the friction constraints per inexact Newton
iteration, accelerating convergence towards a more accurate fully-
implicit friction model (subsection 4.1).

4.1 Fully-Implicit Friction
As a non-conservative force, friction cannot be directly incorporated
into optimization time integration as there is no well-defined poten-
tial energy whose gradient will generate friction force. In IPC [Li
et al. 2020], a semi-implicit friction model based on the Maximum
Dissipation Principle (MDP) is proposed by discretizing the tangent
operator and normal force magnitude of the friction primitive pairs
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Fig. 5. The Semi-Implicit Friction May Exhibit Noticeable Sticky Arti-
facts when employing a large step size alongside large friction (𝜒 = 0.9) in
sharp contacts.
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frame 37 frame 71 frame 193 frame 259
(b)

frame 37 frame 71 frame 193 frame 259

Fig. 6. Dragons & Pachinko. Our fully-implicit friction model accurately
captures the dynamics with varying coefficients: (a) 𝜒 = 0.1 and (b) 𝜒 = 0.3.
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Fig. 7. Comparison between Per-iteration and Per-optimization Fric-
tion Updates. Our per-iteration updates achieve better performance with
fewer inexact Newton iterations. Checkpoints: (a) Figure 6a, frame 193,
𝜒 = 0.3 (b) Figure 6b, frame 193, 𝜒 = 0.6.

to the last time step, and then an approximated dissipative potential

𝐷 can be defined as the summation of the energy per friction pair 𝑗 :

𝐷 𝑗

(
x𝑡+1

)
= 𝜒𝜆 𝑗 𝑓

(u𝑡+1𝑗 ℎ

) , where 𝑓 (𝑦) = − 𝑦3

3𝜖𝑣2ℎ2
+ 𝑦2

𝜖𝑣ℎ
.

Here, 𝜒 represents the friction coefficient, 𝜆 𝑗 corresponds to the
normal force magnitude associated with contact pair 𝑗 , u𝑗 denotes
the relative sliding velocity projected onto the lagged contact plane,
and 𝜖𝑣 is the threshold in the mollifier 𝑓 . Although this model
ensures guaranteed convergence of the optimization, when dealing
with large time steps, the lagged friction constraints may become
misaligned with the actual contact scenarios, leading to inaccurate
behaviors and even artifacts as demonstated in Figure 5. To address
this issue, we update the friction constraints per inexact Newton
iteration and directly search for the solution with fully-implicit
friction.

Specifically, the tangent relative velocity at our Newton iteration
𝑙 can be computed as

(
u𝑡+1𝑗

) [𝑙 ]
=

(
v𝑡+1𝑟,𝑗

) [𝑙 ]
−

(
v𝑡+1
𝑟,𝑗

) [𝑙 ]
·
(
n𝑡+1
𝑗

) [𝑙 ]
(
n𝑡+1
𝑗

) [𝑙 ]
·
(
n𝑡+1
𝑗

) [𝑙 ] (
n𝑡+1𝑗

) [𝑙 ]
.

Here, n represents the contact normal, and the relative velocity of

contact pair 𝑗 is given by
(
v𝑡+1
𝑟,𝑗

) [𝑙 ]
= 1

ℎ
𝜷 [𝑙 ]
𝑗

·
(
x,[𝑙 ]
𝑗

− x,𝑡
𝑗

)
, with 𝜷 𝑗

being the barycentric coordinates and x, 𝑗 representing the subvector
of stacked node positions within the contact stencil 𝑗 . We treat 𝜆,
n, and 𝜷 as constants when differentiating 𝐷 to compute the semi-
implicit friction forces and during the line search, while updating
them per inexact Newton iteration to solve for fully-implicit friction.
In IPC, fully-implicit friction is achieved by updating these fric-

tion variables per nonlinear optimization. But convergence is not
guaranteed for this sequence of optimizations, which can be inter-
preted as fixed-point iterations that converge only when starting
sufficiently close to the solution (e.g., using a small ℎ) [Li et al. 2022].
Figure 6 showcases five dragons descending into a pachinko-

like environment, each experiencing different friction coefficients
(𝜒 = 0.1, 0.3). In Figure 7, we compare IPC’s per-optimization friction
update strategy to our per-iteration strategy within our barrier-
augmented Lagrangian framework on the Dragons & pachinko
scenario with larger friction (𝜒 = 0.3, 0.6). Our strategy converges to
fully-implicit friction with a significant performance gain compared
to per-optimization friction updates across divergent 𝜒 ’s.

4.2 Block-Jacobi Warm Start
4.2.1 Discussions on Node Reordering. In methods for sparse linear
systems, matrix factorization is crucial, leading to techniques like
matrix reordering or node sorting to reduce fill-ins during factoriza-
tions. While current reordering methods focus on graph structures
rather than numerical values, they are essential for direct methods
relying on full matrix factorization but less effective for iterative
methods. For nonlinear optimizations with changing node graphs,
node sorting can be expensive. However, Wu et al. [2022] suggest
node sorting based on spatial Morton codes to enhance multilevel
aggregation, which is particularly effective in cloth simulations
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Fig. 8. Staircase. Three armadillos (a) or dragons (b) descending along
the staircase, engaging in complex collisions. We use these two scenarios
to (i) analyze the relationship between node-sorting and sparsity pattern
(Figure 9); (ii) demonstrate the superiority of our CCD in ill-tessellated
meshes (e.g. the staircase) (Figure 14); and (iii) compare our block-Jacobi
warm start with the GPU-based PCG (Figure 26).

(a) Pre-sorting. (b) Post-sorting.

Fig. 9. Node Sorting with Morton Codes. Employing Morton codes for
node sortingmight compromise the sparse linear matrix structure, especially
for heterogeneous-tessellated volumetric meshes (scenario: Figure 8a, frame
75).

due to spatial relations. Still, it may not always apply to volumet-
ric meshes (Figure 8, Figure 9). We instead propose a block-Jacobi
warm start conveyed implicitly through a novel PCG method, re-
lying solely on SpMV operations and inner products. Utilizing our
GPU-based sparse matrix storage (as described in subsection 5.1),
domain-decomposed computation transforms into a parallel SpMV
computation. This process efficiently skips blocks not belonging to
the same domain during local matrix-vector multiplications, thus
optimizing performance.

4.2.2 Our Method. In our barrier-augmented Lagrangian method,
although the primal systems become better conditioned compared
to projected Newton [Li et al. 2020] because of dynamically ad-
justed adaptive barrier stiffness, a conventional block-Jacobi PCG
solver can still converge slowly sometimes. This issue comes from
both the drastically different per-node stiffness resulting from the
nonuniform deformations and regional self-contact and their large
off-diagonal entries in the Hessian matrix. Inspired by Lan et al.
[2023]’s success in applying warm start to significantly accelerate
solver convergence, we explore a block-Jacobi warm start strategy

that separately handles degrees-of-freedom (DOFs) with signifi-
cantly different stiffness.
To decompose the simulation domain into groups of DOFs with

similar stiffness, a straightforward measurement would be the norm
of the corresponding row in the Hessian matrix. However, using
this norm to measure DOF stiffness may lead to suboptimal decom-
positions, as each DOF is connected to multiple DOFs by energies
with different scales. Recall that to compute descent directions for
line search, we have applied stencil-wise eigendecomposition for
projecting the local Hessian to the closest symmetric positive semi-
definite form. The computed eigenvalues are direct measurements
of the stiffness of these connections between the DOFs. We thus
take advantage of these intermediate local eigenvalues and assemble
them into a global diagonal matrix, where the diagonal entries can
then serve as a reasonable estimation of the stiffness per DOF.
Specifically, for each contact stencil, we first compute the local

Hessian matrixH𝑐 , and then perform eigendecomposition onH𝑐 to
obtainH𝑐 = V[𝝀]V⊤, whereV and [𝝀] are the matrices of eigen-
vectors and eigenvalues, respectively. After eliminating negative
eigenvalues and constructing the global Hessian matrix, we proceed
to compute the average eigenvalues within each stencil. Subse-
quently, we form the diagonal matrix 𝚲 to approximate the stiffness
of the degrees of freedom (DOFs) according to 𝚲 =

∑
𝑖
S𝑖 [𝝀𝑖 ]S⊤𝑖 ,

where S𝑖 represents the selection matrix of dimensions 3𝑘 × 3𝑁 for
stencil 𝑖 . Here, 𝑘 denotes the number of the nodes in the stencil, and
𝑁 represents the total number of the nodes in the system.

(a) with block-Jacobi warm start

(b) without block-Jacobi warm start

Fig. 10. Dragons on Spikes. The absence of our subdomain correction
results in noticeable numerical damping artifacts when one of the dragons
is in contact with the spikes. Interestingly, even the dragon not directly
involved in the collision event is affected (red arrows, leftmost).

Based on 𝚲, we proceed to algebraically decompose our sim-
ulation domain, organizing nodes based on their estimated stiff-
nesses. Let the assembled eigenvalue of node 𝑗 be denoted as 𝑒 𝑗 ,
where 𝑗 = 1, 2, · · · , 𝑁 . Here, 𝑒 𝑗 signifies the cumulative sum of
assembled eigenvalues spanning from row 3 𝑗 to 3 𝑗 + 2 in 𝚲. We
then classify the nodes into groups based on the floor value of
their logarithm, ⌊log10 (𝑒 𝑗 )⌋. These groups form 𝑘 clusters, where
𝑘 ≤ max

𝑗∈𝑁
⌊log10

(
𝑒 𝑗

)
⌋ + 1 is bounded.
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Our block-Jacobi warm start also helps in reducing high-frequency
errors more effectively when an early termination of the solver is
applied for better efficiency. Please refer to Appendix B for the PCG
tolerance settings. In Figure 10, four dragons are dropped onto the
spikes. The sharp contact forces, together with the resulting nonuni-
form large deformation in this scenario, lead to an ill-conditioned
system. Our block-wise warm start effectively avoids the artifacts
near the antenna of the dragons.

5 SCALABLE COMPUTATION AND EFFICIENT
STORAGE ON GPU

5.1 Sparse Matrix Computations
In CG iterations, matrix-vector multiplication is the main bottle-
neck. Thus, efficient storage and sparse matrix-vector multiplication
(SpMV) are essential. Since the mesh topology is fixed while the
collision stencils often result in different extra connectivity, the Hes-
sian matrices of these two parts can be stored separately to optimize
performance. While matrix-free fashion is often recognized as most
effective for CG, it is essential to cache the stencil Hessian during the
simulation and optimization process because SpMV will be utilized
many times, particularly when the system is ill-conditioned.We thus
exploit the symmetry of the system matrix and store it using three
distinct data structures: the block diagonal structure (D) in a dense
vector, which is also used for preconditioning; the lower-triangular
non-zero entries (L) crafted based on node adjacency; and contact
stencil blocks (C𝑖 ) stored as pairs of block-coordinate indices along
with their corresponding entry values. In this way, SpMV can be
parallelized in a block-wise manner on the GPU, employing atomic
addition for a map-reduce operation to obtain the overall result.
This can be expressed as:(
D + L + L⊤ +

∑︁
𝑖∈A

(
C𝑖 + C⊤𝑖

))
𝝊 = D𝝊+L𝝊+L⊤𝝊+

∑︁
𝑖∈A
C𝑖𝝊+

∑︁
𝑖∈A
C⊤𝑖 𝝊,

where 𝝊 represents an arbitrary vector in the SpMV operation. The
actual definitions of the data structures are provided in Appendix C.
For a visual representation, see Figure 11.
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atomicAdd

Fig. 11. Sparse Matrix Storage. The storage is divided into static (a),
dynamic patterns (b), and dense diagonal (c) components, respectively. Since
all matrices are symmetric, the upper triangular blocks are disregarded.

5.2 Scalability
To address scalability concerns, we half the step length of line
searches in every Newton iterations until the number of active
constraints falls below the specified memory limit. This allows us to
effectively process problems on a very large scale. As shown in Fig-
ure 12, we demonstrate the capability of our method by simulating

initial state

(a)

(e)

(b)

(f)

(c)

(g)

(d)

(h)

Fig. 12. T-rex. In this simulation, 60 T-rexes tumbled into an aquarium,
creating a scenario with intense contact interactions. The scene is comprised
of over 9 million tetrahedra, yet our method efficiently handles such large-
scale problems using just 8GB of GPU memory. Remarkably, the average
simulation time for one time step (with a time step size of ℎ = 1/30 seconds)
is only 3 minutes.

a scene with over 4 million tetrahedra, a scale unmanageable by IPC
even with 128 GB of memory. Remarkably, our method successfully
processes such extensive scenarios using just 8 GB of memory on
the GPU. Even with the adoption of AMGCL [Demidov 2019] for
each Newton solve, this scenario remains impractical and infeasible
for IPC, as simulating a single frame requires more than 10 hours.

5.3 Collision Detection
Broad Phase. The collision culling process involves the utiliza-

tion of a BVH on the GPU for proximity pairs with overlapping
axis-aligned bounding boxes (AABBs), such as VF and EE. In our
simulation scenario, two distinct trees are generated for triangles
and edges, respectively, rather than exclusively for triangles. This
approach is chosen because when AABBs for two triangles overlap,
additional CCD tests for 15 VF or EE pairs become necessary. These
tests are executed sequentially within the same thread. Our base
model for BVH is the linear BVH [Lauterbach et al. 2009], renowned
for its exceptional efficiency in real-time construction on the GPU.
Linear BVH simplifies the generation of node hierarchies into a
sorting problem, where primitives, specifically triangles and edges
in our setting, are ordered along a space-filling curve with a Morton
code [Park 2016; Vinkler et al. 2017] assigned to each primitive. We
employ a 64-bit encoding system for the position of each primitive,
allocating 32 bits for the Morton code and an additional 32 bits for
safety considerations in casemultiple primitives share the same code
after assignment. Subsequently, the array of 64-bit codes undergoes
sorting into lexicographical order using the radix sort. Following
this, a binary radix tree is constructed on the GPU, serving as the
skeleton of our BVH. Concurrently, the AABB for each primitive is
computed. The AABB undergoes continuous updating for each node
through a bottom-up reduction on the tree, a process facilitated by
the atomic operation of compare-and-swap (atomicCAS). Notably,
each node must be visited twice without conflict before granting
access to the upper level, as illustrated in Figure 13.
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Fig. 13. Bottom-up Reduction using atomicCAS. Each node has to be
visited twice by both of their child nodes without conflict to unlock the gate
upstream.

Narrow Phase. Efficiently implementing a fast and accurate floating-
point CCD on the GPU presents a formidable challenge. To address
this issue, we employ a polynomial root finder [Yuksel 2022] to
solve cubic equations. A cubic function may have up to three roots.
Once the first root 𝑥∗ is found, we employ a more efficient strat-
egy known as deflation. The cubic function can be deflated to a
product of a linear function and a quadratic form using the expres-
sion 𝑎𝑥3 + 𝑏𝑥2 + 𝑐𝑥 + 𝑑 = (𝑥 − 𝑥∗)

(
𝐴𝑥2 + 𝐵𝑥 + 𝑐

)
, where 𝐴 = 𝑎,

𝐵 = 𝑏 +𝐴𝑥∗, and𝐶 = 𝑐 + 𝐵𝑥∗ = 𝑑 . The cubic polynomial root finder
utilizes a Newton-bisection approach. To enhance its robustness,
we adopt a conservative modification by setting the interval from
[0, 1] to [−𝜀, 1 + 𝜀]. After solving the cubic equation, we obtain the
time-of-coplanar (TOC) for the vertices of potential collision pairs.
Subsequently, we calculate the distance of VF / EE candidates, or
their degenerate cases, denoting this distance as 𝑑TOC. The activa-
tion condition is set as 𝑑TOC < 𝜀 +𝑑 for safety considerations, where
𝜀 = 10−12 in our setting. In contrast to exterior-point methods,

tessellation

Fig. 14. The Failure Cases of the Cubic CCD without Optimized TOI
in several runs, where the staircase mesh is ill-tessellated.

(a)

coplanar zone

pre-penetration

post-penetration

P(ti+1/2)
P(ti+1)

(c)

0 1t1 t2 t3t1+1/2 t2+1/2t1/2

(b)

Fig. 15. Illustrations of The Conservative TOI Optimization. (a) Both
pre- and post-penetrations can be returned as valid coplanar solutions; (b)
The reference frame for 𝑡𝑖+1 is 𝑡𝑖+1/2 = (𝑡𝑖 + 𝑡𝑖+1 ) /2; (c) The distances of
the reference frame and the target frame should have the same sign.

where a boolean value indicates contact, conservatively evaluated

time-of-impact (TOI) is crucial for truncated step lengths. However,
complete collision elimination is not assured with the TOI due to a
floating-point algorithm’s limitations (Figure 14). This is because
the TOC computation falls below a small threshold, leading to TOI
either before or after the penetration point (Figure 15a). To tackle
this, we optimize TOI calculation, employing signed distance for
VF/EE instances only, as VV/VE cases lack signed distance. Within
a time step, a cubic equation can produce up to three roots within
𝑡 ∈ [0, 1], with 0 and 1 as candidates. We denote the conservative
roots as {𝑡0 = 0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡3, 𝑡4 = 1}. Illustrating with the vertex-triangle
scenario: since non-penetration can arise from either side of a trian-
gle mesh, signed distance alone cannot confirm penetration. Hence,
we introduce a reference frame 𝑡𝑖+1/2 = (𝑡𝑖 + 𝑡𝑖+1) /2 for the target
frame 𝑡𝑖+1 (Figure 15b). The distance of these frames should share
the same sign (Figure 15c). If the signs differ, we conservatively
backtrack 𝑡𝑖 by gradually decrementing it, typically by multiplying
it by 0.9, until the signs match.

Our collision detection solution demonstrates robust performance
across a diverse range of scenarios, as detailed in section 6.

6 EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS
Our experiments and comparisons are conducted using a combina-
tion of CUDA and C++ on two desktop PCs configured as follows:
(i) The first system is equipped with an Intel i9 13900K CPU with 24
cores and 128 GB of RAM, dedicated to IPC [Li et al. 2020]. (ii) The
second system features an Intel Xeon Gold 6226R CPU with 16 cores,
128 GB of RAM, and an NVIDIA 4090 GPU with 24 GB of VRAM,
which is used for GIPC [Huang et al. 2024] and our implementa-
tions. We use double precision as default for comparison purposes.
We emphasize that our single-precision version also demonstrates
robust performance.

6.1 Unit tests
We perform a series of standard tests on Erleben’s degenerated
collision handling benchmarks [Erleben 2018], scenarios involving
sharp contact and stiff materials, and frictional contacts with large
deformation. These tests serve to demonstrate the accuracy and
reliability of our simulator.

Fig. 16. Erleben’s Tests. Our method successfully passed the Erleben’s
tests in degenerated cases of mesh-based collision handling.

Erleben’s test. Our method robustly handled the degenerated col-
lisions in Erleben’s benchmarks with a challenging material setting
as 𝐸 = 10 MPa and 𝜈 = 0.4, which is illustrated in Figure 16.
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(a) E = 0.5 MPa, χ = 0.5

(b) E = 1 MPa, χ = 0.5

(c) E = 1 MPa, χ = 0.7

(d) E = 1 MPa, χ = 0.9

Fig. 17. Roller Test.We employ an armadillo-rollers benchmark [Verschoor
and Jalba 2019] to conduct unit tests on friction. In the absence of friction,
the armadillo is unable to roll down to the ground. However, introducing a
friction coefficient of 𝜒 = 0.5 enables the armadillo to roll smoothly down
to the ground.

Frictional Contact with Large Deformation. Weassess the resilience
of our approach in simulating frictional contact alongside large de-
formation through the armadillo-rollers benchmark. As depicted in
Figure 17, our fully implicit friction model adeptly captures nuanced
distinctions across diverse parameter configurations. For instance,
when Young’s Modulus is set at 0.5 MPa, an effective friction coeffi-
cient of 𝜒 = 0.5 facilitates the armadillo’s rolling motion onto the
ground. Conversely, a Young’s Modulus of 1MPa demands higher
friction coefficients, such as 𝜒 = 0.7 or 𝜒 = 0.9, to ensure success
during testing. Moreover, stick-slip transitions are effectively repro-
duced with a friction coefficient of 𝜒 = 0.9 (see the supplemental
video). Across various Young’s Moduli and friction settings, our
method exhibits good scalability, as evidenced by the average per-
frame costs of 12.5s, 9.9s, 21.1s, and 13s, respectively, from top to
bottom.

6.2 Validation of Scalability & Correctness
Varying Material Properties. We explore the influence of Young’s

modulus (𝐸) and density on the efficiency and visual effects of elas-
todynamic contact simulations. In Figure 1, we present a challeng-
ing experiment involving the dropping of four puffer balls onto
chain-nets with varying material stiffness. Our approach effectively
captures the complexities of this heterogeneous simulation, yield-
ing controllable and realistic outcomes. As illustrated in Figure 18,
the Young’s modulus does not emerge as the predominant factor
influencing efficiency. In this experiment, we use armadillos with
varying stiffness levels—specifically 500 KPa and 1 MPa—arranged
in a stack within a bowl for evaluation. The different Young’s Moduli
do not result in a noticeable difference in performance, as shown
in the timing and Newton iterations plot in Figure 18. In Figure 19,
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Fig. 18. Varying Young’s Modulus. Our method shows good scalability
regarding the problems with different stiffness.

density (crabs) = 1,000

density (crabs) = 100

(side view)

(side view)

Fig. 19. Varying Densities. Illustration showcasing two simulations in-
volving four crabs descending onto a net. The net is modeled with a high
stiffness of 𝐸 = 100MPa, while the crabs are modeled with a lower stiffness
of 𝐸 = 1 MPa. To enhance visual realism, a reduced density of 100 kg/m3 is
incorporated for the crabs (top) instead of the default density (1, 000 kg/m3,
bottom), ensuring visually pleasing and realistic outcomes.

we show two simulations involving four crabs falling onto a net. In
this scenario, the net is characterized by a high stiffness of 𝐸 = 100
MPa, while the crabs are assigned a lower stiffness value of 𝐸 = 1
MPa. However, the default density of 1, 000 kg/m3 makes the net
overly stretchy (bottom), while a reduced density of 100 kg/m3

for the crabs results in more rigid behaviors for the net (top). Our
method demonstrates excellent scalability across different material
properties, producing exceptional results.

Coupling between Different Elasticity Models. Figure 20 depicts
soft Neo-Hookean bunnies (𝐸 = 10 KPa) inside stiffer ARAP balls
(𝐸 = 1MPa), showcasing the interaction between materials of con-
trasting stiffness. The bunnies and balls exhibit a strong coupling,
highlighting the dynamic response due to material differences.
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Fig. 20. Neo-Hookean Bunnies Encased in ARAP Balls. In this illus-
tration, we highlight the dynamic interplay between materials of varying
stiffness—symbolized by the contrast between the soft bunnies with an
elastic modulus 𝐸 = 10 KPa and the stiff elastic balls with 𝐸 = 1 MPa.

Fig. 21. Mansonry Archs. The deformable arch (𝐸 = 20 GPa) attains static
stable equilibrium through our frictional contact model. Once the arch
stabilizes, a deformable ball (𝐸 = 1 MPa) is dropped onto it, causing the
arch to collapse into the aquarium. Our method robustly handles frictional
contact at a large time step size of 1/30 s. (𝜒 = 0, 0.1, 0.5, 0.9 from top to
bottom)

Fig. 22. VaryingResolution.Different resolutions are applied to the dragon
models for simulations under identical scenarios. The simulation with 65
K tetrahedras (upper) showcases comparable deformations across frames
when compared to the simulation with 320 K tetrahedras (lower). Statistical
analyses additionally validate the similarity in shapes between the two
simulations.

Friction. Our friction model can be precisely regulated through
the coefficient 𝜒 . In Figure 21, we successfully stack the masonry
arch using 𝜒 = 0.1, 0.5, 0.9. To provide a comparison with frictional
contact, the frictionless scenario is illustrated in the top row of
Figure 21.

1 MPa

100 MPa

1/100 s 1/60 s 1/30 s 1/10 s

Fig. 23. Varying Time Step Sizes. This figure depicts simulations of a
structure with differing time steps (1/100 s to 1/10 s) and Young’s modulus
values (1 MPa, 100 MPa). It illustrates consistent equilibrium states across
time steps, with a caution that larger steps may induce numerical damping.
For dynamic visualizations, see the supplemental video.
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Fig. 24. Scalability. This example illustrates the performance of a simula-
tion method as the problem size scales from noodles-200 to noodles-300 (top
row). It quantifies the scalability in terms of collision count, computational
time, and iteration requirements per frame (bottom row). The moderate
increase in time and iterations suggests that the method is capable of han-
dling larger problem sizes with reasonable scalability.

Varying Resolution. In the production phase, simulations are often
previewed at lower resolutions. The critical consideration is whether
simulations at lower resolutions can accurately reproduce results
comparable to those obtained at higher resolutions. As demonstrated
in Figure 22, our method effectively achieves this in the context of
a scene depicting dragons dropping onto links.

Varying Time Step Sizes. Figure 23 showcases simulations of a
structure’s response to different temporal resolutions and material
stiffnesses, using time steps ranging from 1/100 s to 1/10 s and
Young’s modulus values of 1 MPa and 100 MPa. The uniform equi-
librium states across various time steps suggest that the structure’s
response is relatively insensitive to the rate of loading, emphasizing
the dominance of material properties and structural geometry in
determining behavior. However, the simulations also highlight a
cautionary note on numerical damping, a computational artifact
more pronounced at larger time steps that can obscure the true
dynamic response of the structure. Therefore, while the simulations
offer valuable insights into the material behavior under different
conditions, the potential for numerical errors necessitates careful
interpretation of these results. The supplemental video serves as a
crucial resource for verifying the simulations by providing a real-
time visualization of the structure’s dynamics.
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Fig. 25. Comparison with GPU-based Inexact Newton. Our barrier-
augmented Lagrangian demonstrates superior performance over inexact
Newton, particularly in demanding scenarios characterized by intensive
collisions. (a) Figure 1b, (b) Figure 4.

Scalability. To evaluate scalability, we compare the simulation of
200 and 300 noodles, respectively (Figure 24). The corresponding
increase in time and iterations per frame with the enhanced problem
size is moderate, indicating that the method scales very well. This
slight increase in resource demand suggests a robust algorithm
capable of accommodating larger simulation parameters without a
significant loss in efficiency.

6.3 Ablation Study
Barrier-Augmented Lagrangian. As depicted in Figure 25, sta-

tistical analysis of both puffer balls and twisting rod scenarios
demonstrates significant improvements in our barrier-augmented
Lagrangian method over the original IPC method with an inexact
Newton solver. Specifically, our method achieves a 2.03× speedup
compared to the inexact Newton method, along with a 2.01× en-
hancement in convergence for the puffer balls scenario. Similarly, in
the case of the twisting rod, we observe a 2.3× speedup accompanied
by a 1.3× improvement in convergence. It is also noteworthy that
the inexact Newton method encounters a convergence issue in the
twisting-rods scenario at frame 933, while our barrier-augmented
Lagrangian method does not have any problems (see Figure 4).

Block-Jacobi Warm Start. In Figure 26, we present a detailed com-
parison between our innovative block-Jacobi warm start technique
and the traditional PCG method. Our approach showcases signif-
icant improvements in both computational efficiency and conver-
gence performance. Specifically, our method demonstrates notable
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Fig. 26. ComparisonwithGPU-based PCG.Our block-Jacobi warm starts
significantly enhances the stability of solutions for ill-conditioned linear
subproblems, as illustrated in the staircase scenarios shown in Figure 8.
Consequently, this results in overall performance improvements over tradi-
tional PCG methods.
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Fig. 27. Comparison with Morton-code Sorting and AMG. This offers a
comparative analysis of different approaches for solving the given problem
(the roller test, #cols = 6,682), highlighting the trade-offs between computa-
tional efficiency and convergence behavior.

speedups, achieving overall performances of 2.08× and 1.53× faster
than GPU-optimized PCG, in the respective staircase scenarios. This
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Fig. 28. Twisting a Cylindrical Mat. The sequence displays side-by-side results of two methods applied to twist a cylindrical mat: our proposed method (top
row) and IPC (bottom row). Both techniques achieve plausible outcomes. On average, our method completed each step in just 5.7 seconds, which is 19.3 times
faster than IPC, demonstrating a significant improvement in processing speed without compromising the quality of the results.

performance is particularly noteworthy considering that PCG serves
as a strong baseline with our scalable storage formats and SpMVs,
especially in scenarios where collision constraints vary from itera-
tion to iteration. These results underscore the effectiveness of our
warm start approach in efficiently navigating through challenging
problem spaces characterized by poorly tessellated meshes.

Morton-code Sorting with Modified AMGs. Node sorting alone
typically does not inherently improve the convergence of iterative
solvers like PCG. The convergence of PCG is primarily influenced
by the eigenvalue distribution of the preconditioned matrix rather
than its bandwidth or sparsity pattern alone. Therefore, for a fair
comparison, we integrate node sorting with an algebraic multigrid
(AMG). In this approach, presmoothing involves an accelerated Ja-
cobi iteration utilizing Chebyshev polynomials [Wang 2015], and
the restriction-prolongation operations follow a similar methodol-
ogy as described in [Wu et al. 2022]. At the coarsest level (the fourth
level), featuring diagonal blocks of size 96 × 96 (with at most one
remainder block whose size is less than 96 × 96), we employ either
a PCG (CG-cycle) or Cholesky factorization (V-cycle). As depicted
in Figure 27, our node sorting method based on assembled eigen-
values demonstrates improved convergence compared to Morton
code sorting. Although the V-cycle incurs a higher computational
cost than the CG-cycle, its convergence speed remains comparable.
This is because achieving solutions with higher accuracy in linear
systems can lead to unnecessary computational overhead. Further-
more, using AMG does not improve convergence in this case, as the
dominant errors persist as high-frequency errors, which aligns with
our expectations.

6.4 Comparisons
IPC [Li et al. 2020]. We comparewith the original IPC,making sure

it utilizes full parallelization on the CPU by compiling CHOLMOD
with Intel MKL and run the simulation on an Intel Core i9 13900K
processor (24 cores), enabling a 24-thread Cholesky factorization
for solving the linear systems. Figure 28 illustrates the effectiveness
of two different computational methods in simulating the twisting
of a cylindrical mat. Both methods produce visually comparable
results; however, our method significantly outperforms IPC in com-
putational efficiency, processing steps 19.3× faster on average. The
demonstrated efficiency indicates that our method could provide
considerable benefits to industries requiring fast and accurate simu-
lations. Table 1 showcases the statistics and quantifies the speedup
achieved in representative cases relative to IPC.

Second-Order Stencil Descent [Lan et al. 2023]. In the study by Lan
et al. [2023], a novel GPU-accelerated algorithm is introduced for
FEM elastodynamic simulations, leveraging interior-point methods
to effectively handle complex scenarios involving extensive contact
and collisions. This algorithm is notable for its use of complemen-
tary coloring and a hybrid sweep approach, which are well-suited
for such applications. Nonetheless, these strategies may not fully
address the specific challenges posed by stiff problems, such as
significantly large stress resulting from challenging boundary con-
ditions as in the simulation of twisting rods (Figure 4). This example
underscores our method’s capability by stress testing four stiff rods
with a Young’s modulus of 10 MPa. These rods are subject to high-
speed torsion from both ends, achieving an angular velocity of 5/12
revolutions per second over 18 complete turns. The image captures
the deformation pattern, reflecting the rods’ structural integrity and
the material’s resistance to the applied forces. Our method demon-
strates proficiency in handling such demanding tests with large time
steps, ensuring accurate results and computational efficiency.

GIPC [Huang et al. 2024]. The concurrent development of another
GPU-based IPC method, termed GIPC, employs a Gauss-Newton ap-
proximation for the contact Hessian matrix. This method solves the
IPC system without the need for numerical eigendecompositions, an
operation that is not easy to parallelize on the GPU. In contrast, our
approach focuses on reformulating the nonlinear problem to make
it easier to solve for both Newton’s method and CG solvers. In the
comparative tests (see Figure 29), we used simulations of stacked ar-
madillos and octopuses with frictional contacts (where 𝜒 = 0.5) and
aligned the Newton tolerance for both methods. Our method consis-
tently outperforms GIPC, achieving up to 3.8× in speedup and 6.1×
in Newton convergence. Specifically, GIPC encounters challenges
in large-scale simulations due to suboptimal convergence speeds.
While GIPC uses Newton-PCG for optimization, its performance can
still be significantly affected by the conditioning of the system. The
Multilevel Additive Schwarz (MAS) preconditioner utilized in GIPC
effectively smooths out low-frequency errors commonly found in
hyperelastic materials but struggles with the high-frequency errors
that are typical in scenarios involving frictional contacts, leading to
difficulties in larger-scale frictional contact simulations.

7 CONCLUDING REMARKS AND DISCUSSION
In conclusion, this paper presents a GPU-optimized iterative method
for robust and accurate simulation of elastodynamics and contact.
Our barrier-augmented Lagrangianmethod, with the introduction of
a slack variable, marks an improvement in the system conditioning
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Table 1. Statistics for Testing Scenarios. This table details the total numbers of tetrahedra (#tets), Degrees of Freedom (#DOFs), and surface triangles (#tris).
Key simulation parameters such as time step (ℎ), material density, Young’s Modulus (𝐸), Poisson Ratio (𝜈), collision offset (𝑑), and frictional coefficient (𝜒 ) are
provided. Additionally, the table includes both average and maximum numbers of constraints (#cons), the total number of Newton iterations per step, the
average computational cost per step, and the comparative speedup achieved against IPC. Note that we simply use the same value for the friction mollification
threshold 𝜖𝑣 and 𝑑 .

Scenario #tets / #DOFs / #tris ℎ (s) density (kg/m3),
𝐸 (Pa), 𝜈 𝑑 , 𝜖𝑣 𝜒

#cons
(avg. / max)

avg. #iters
(Newton)

avg. cost
per-step (s)

speedup
vs. IPC

Puffer Balls on Nets 1.76M / 801K / 1.6M 1/30 1e3, 5e5 / 1e9, 0.4 1e-3 0.3 228K / 292K 156.8 427 80.1×

Dragons-Pachinko 1.49M / 379K / 773K 1/30 1e3, 5e5 (×2)/1e6 (×3) , 0.4 1e-3 0.3 4.9K / 18K 41.4 29.1 73.9×

Staircase-Armadillos 300K / 94K / 187K 1/30 1e3, 7.5e5, 0.4 1e-3 0.5 3.2K / 3.2K 38 26.7 47.2×
Staircase-Dragons 376K / 120K / 240K 1/30 1e3, 7.5e5, 0.4 1e-3 0.5 3K / 5.4K 41.9 28.5 52×

Roller Test 100K / 31K / 62K 1/30 1e3, 1e6, 0.4 1e-3 0.9 1.6K / 5.8K 35.4 12.5 31.4×
Armadillos & Bowl 826K / 192K / 238K 1/30 1e3, 5e5, 0.4 1e-3 0.1 2.2K / 9.7K 8.2 3.4 60.3×

Crabs on Nets
(light crabs) 2.2M / 810K / 1.2M 1/30 1e2 / 1e3, 5e5, 0.4 1e-3 0.3 32K / 52K 34.5 48.8 77.5×

Twisting Rods 355K / 70.4K / 51.6K 1/30 1e3, 1e7, 0.4 1e-3 0 617K / 5.7M 24.1 15.54 42.1×
Twisting

Cylindrical Mat 64K / 20.9K / 41.8K 1/30 1e3, 1e7, 0.4 1e-3 0 60K / 147K 18.8 5.7 19.3×

Noodles-200 934K / 375K / 749K 1/30 1e3, 5e5, 0.4 1e-3 0.3 48.9K / 146.3K 39.7 49.5 53.1×
Noodles-300 1.4M / 562K / 1.1M 1/30 1e3, 5e5, 0.4 1e-3 0.3 132.1K / 276K 60.9 109.6 81.7×
T-rex ×60 9M / 2.2M / 2.9M 1/30 1e3, 5e5, 0.4 1e-3 0.3 100.5K / 308.4K 25.6 183.4 N/A
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Fig. 29. Comparison with GIPC. Our method surpasses GIPC in terms
of both convergence speeds and rates across four benchmarks of varying
scales.

and convergence speed of the primal-dual optimization process. The
innovative GPU-based inexact Newton-PCG solver, enhanced by
our novel subdomain corrections with early terminations, sets a new
benchmark in performance, particularly for fully-implicit friction
problems. Our scalable GPU strategies for Sparse Matrix-Vector

Multiplication and Continuous Collision Detection exemplify the
efficient handling of complex, large-scale simulations. The extensive
experiments and ablation studies corroborate the robustness and
efficiency of our method, showcasing its superiority in handling
challenging scenarios involving frictional contact and nonlinear
deformable solids with diverse material properties and time step
sizes. Our method not only achieves significant speed improvements
compared to existing IPC methods but also opens new frontiers in
the practical application of GPU-based iterative methods to complex
elastodynamic problems.

Looking ahead, there are several promising avenues for extending
the work presented in this paper. One area of interest is the explo-
ration of more advanced preconditioning techniques that could
further enhance the efficiency and scalability of our GPU-based
solver, especially for extremely large-scale simulations. Addition-
ally, investigating the integration of machine learning algorithms
to predict optimal solver parameters and improve real-time per-
formance presents a novel research direction. Another potential
development could involve adapting our methods to different types
of physical simulations, such as fluid dynamics or coupled fluid-
structure interaction problems, to broaden the applicability of our
approach. Finally, a deeper exploration into the potential of hybrid
CPU-GPU architectures for further optimization of computational
resources and efficiency could be fruitful. These future endeavors
could not only refine our current method but also open new horizons
in the field of physically-based simulation.

REFERENCES
Sheldon Andrews, Kenny Erleben, and Zachary Ferguson. 2022. Contact and friction

simulation for computer graphics. In ACM SIGGRAPH 2022 Courses. 1–172.
Mihai Anitescu and Florian A Potra. 1997. Formulating dynamic multi-rigid-body con-

tact problems with friction as solvable linear complementarity problems. Nonlinear
Dynamics 14 (1997), 231–247.



Barrier-Augmented Lagrangian for GPU-based Elastodynamic Contact • 15

David Baraff. 1993. Issues in computing contact forces for non-penetrating rigid bodies.
Algorithmica 10 (1993), 292–352.

David Baraff. 1994. Fast contact force computation for nonpenetrating rigid bodies.
In Proceedings of the 21st annual conference on Computer graphics and interactive
techniques. 23–34.

David Baraff and AndrewWitkin. 1992. Dynamic simulation of non-penetrating flexible
bodies. ACM SIGGRAPH Computer Graphics 26, 2 (1992), 303–308.

David Baraff and Andrew Witkin. 1994. Global methods for simulating contacting
flexible bodies. In Proceedings of Computer Animation’94. IEEE, 1–12.

David Baraff and Andrew Witkin. 1998. Large steps in cloth simulation. In Proceedings
of the 25th annual conference on Computer graphics and interactive techniques. 43–54.

David Baraff, Andrew Witkin, and Michael Kass. 2003. Untangling cloth. ACM Transac-
tions on Graphics (TOG) 22, 3 (2003), 862–870. https://doi.org/10.1145/882262.882357

Jeff Bolz, Ian Farmer, Eitan Grinspun, and Peter Schröder. 2003. Sparse matrix solvers
on the GPU: conjugate gradients and multigrid. ACM transactions on graphics (TOG)
22, 3 (2003), 917–924. https://doi.org/10.1145/882262.882364

Sofien Bouaziz, Sebastian Martin, Tiantian Liu, Ladislav Kavan, and Mark Pauly. 2014.
Projective dynamics: Fusing constraint projections for fast simulation. ACM transac-
tions on graphics (TOG) 33, 4 (2014), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1145/2601097.2601116

Achi Brandt. 1977. Multi-level adaptive solutions to boundary-value problems. Mathe-
matics of computation 31, 138 (1977), 333–390.

Christopher Brandt, Elmar Eisemann, and Klaus Hildebrandt. 2018. Hyper-reduced
projective dynamics. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 37, 4 (2018), 1–13. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3197517.3201387

Robert Bridson, Ronald Fedkiw, and JohnAnderson. 2002. Robust treatment of collisions,
contact and friction for cloth animation. In Proceedings of the 29th annual conference
on Computer graphics and interactive techniques. 594–603.

Tyson Brochu, Essex Edwards, and Robert Bridson. 2012. Efficient geometrically exact
continuous collision detection. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 31, 4 (2012),
1–7. https://doi.org/10.1145/2185520.2185592

George E. Brown and Rahul Narain. 2021. WRAPD: weighted rotation-aware ADMM
for parameterization and deformation. ACM Trans. Graph. 40, 4, Article 82 (jul 2021),
14 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459942

Xiao-Chuan Cai and Marcus Sarkis. 1999. A restricted additive Schwarz preconditioner
for general sparse linear systems. Siam journal on scientific computing 21, 2 (1999),
792–797.

Yanqing Chen, Timothy A Davis, William W Hager, and Sivasankaran Rajamanickam.
2008. Algorithm 887: CHOLMOD, supernodal sparse Cholesky factorization and
update/downdate. ACM Transactions on Mathematical Software (TOMS) 35, 3 (2008),
1–14.

D. Demidov. 2019. AMGCL: An Efficient, Flexible, and Extensible Algebraic Multigrid
Implementation. Lobachevskii Journal of Mathematics 40, 5 (01 May 2019), 535–546.

Maksymilian Dryja and Olof B Widlund. 1990. Multilevel additive methods for elliptic
finite element problems. New York University, Department of Computer Science,
Courant Institute of . . . .

Wenxin Du, Siqiong Yao, Xinlei Wang, Yuhang Xu, Wenqiang Xu, and Cewu Lu. 2023.
Intersection-free Robot Manipulation with Soft-Rigid Coupled Incremental Potential
Contact. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.05945 (2023).

Kenny Erleben. 2018. Methodology for assessing mesh-based contact point methods.
ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 37, 3 (2018), 1–30. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3096239

Yu Fang, Minchen Li, Chenfanfu Jiang, and Danny M Kaufman. 2021. Guaranteed
globally injective 3D deformation processing. ACM Transactions on Graphics 40, 4
(2021). https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459757

Zachary Ferguson, Minchen Li, Teseo Schneider, Francisca Gil-Ureta, Timothy Langlois,
Chenfanfu Jiang, Denis Zorin, Danny M Kaufman, and Daniele Panozzo. 2021.
Intersection-free rigid body dynamics. ACM Transactions on Graphics 40, 4 (2021).
https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459802

Marco Fratarcangeli, Valentina Tibaldo, and Fabio Pellacini. 2016. Vivace: A practical
gauss-seidel method for stable soft body dynamics. ACM Transactions on Graphics
(TOG) 35, 6 (2016), 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1145/2980179.2982437

Marco Fratarcangeli, Huamin Wang, and Yin Yang. 2018. Parallel iterative solvers for
real-time elastic deformations. In SIGGRAPH Asia 2018 Courses. 1–45.

Martin J Gander. 2006. Optimized schwarz methods. SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 44, 2 (2006),
699–731.

Theodore F Gast, Craig Schroeder, Alexey Stomakhin, Chenfanfu Jiang, and Joseph M
Teran. 2015. Optimization integrator for large time steps. IEEE transactions on
visualization and computer graphics 21, 10 (2015), 1103–1115.

Moritz Geilinger, David Hahn, Jonas Zehnder, Moritz Bächer, Bernhard Thomaszewski,
and Stelian Coros. 2020. ADD: analytically differentiable dynamics for multi-body
systems with frictional contact. ACM Trans. Graph. 39, 6, Article 190 (nov 2020),
15 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3414685.3417766

Gene H Golub and Charles F Van Loan. 2013. Matrix computations. JHU press.
David Harmon, Etienne Vouga, Rasmus Tamstorf, and Eitan Grinspun. 2008. Robust

treatment of simultaneous collisions. In ACM SIGGRAPH 2008 papers. 1–4. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/1360612.1360622

Kemeng Huang, Floyd M. Chitalu, Huancheng Lin, and Taku Komura. 2024. GIPC: Fast
and Stable Gauss-Newton Optimization of IPC Barrier Energy. ACM Trans. Graph.
43, 2, Article 23 (mar 2024), 18 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3643028

Geoffrey Irving, Joseph Teran, and Ronald Fedkiw. 2004. Invertible finite elements
for robust simulation of large deformation. In Proceedings of the 2004 ACM SIG-
GRAPH/Eurographics symposium on Computer animation. 131–140.

Couro Kane, Jerrold E Marsden, Michael Ortiz, and Matthew West. 2000. Variational
integrators and the Newmark algorithm for conservative and dissipative mechanical
systems. International Journal for numerical methods in engineering 49, 10 (2000),
1295–1325.

Theodore Kim and David Eberle. 2020. Dynamic deformables: implementation and
production practicalities. In ACM SIGGRAPH 2020 Courses. 1–182.

Lei Lan, Danny M Kaufman, Minchen Li, Chenfanfu Jiang, and Yin Yang. 2022. Affine
body dynamics: Fast, stable & intersection-free simulation of stiff materials. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2201.10022 (2022).

Lei Lan, Minchen Li, Chenfanfu Jiang, HuaminWang, and Yin Yang. 2023. Second-order
Stencil Descent for Interior-point Hyperelasticity. ACM Transactions on Graphics 42
(07 2023), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1145/3592104

Lei Lan, Ran Luo, Marco Fratarcangeli, Weiwei Xu, HuaminWang, Xiaohu Guo, Junfeng
Yao, and Yin Yang. 2020. Medial elastics: Efficient and collision-ready deformation
via medial axis transform. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 39, 3 (2020), 1–17.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3384515

Lei Lan, Yin Yang, Danny Kaufman, Junfeng Yao, Minchen Li, and Chenfanfu Jiang.
2021. Medial IPC: accelerated incremental potential contact with medial elastics.
ACM Transactions on Graphics 40, 4 (2021). https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459753

Christian Lauterbach, Michael Garland, Shubhabrata Sengupta, David Luebke, and
Dinesh Manocha. 2009. Fast BVH construction on GPUs. In Computer Graphics
Forum, Vol. 28. Wiley Online Library, 375–384.

Minchen Li, Zachary Ferguson, Teseo Schneider, Timothy Langlois, Denis Zorin, Daniele
Panozzo, Chenfanfu Jiang, and Danny M. Kaufman. 2020. Incremental Potential
Contact: Intersection- and Inversion-free Large Deformation Dynamics. ACM Trans.
Graph. (SIGGRAPH) 39, 4, Article 49 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1145/3386569.3392425

Minchen Li, Zachary Ferguson, Teseo Schneider, Timothy Langlois, Denis Zorin, Daniele
Panozzo, Chenfanfu Jiang, and Danny M Kaufman. 2023. Convergent Incremental
Potential Contact. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.15908 (2023).

Minchen Li, Ming Gao, Timothy Langlois, Chenfanfu Jiang, and Danny M Kaufman.
2019. Decomposed optimization time integrator for large-step elastodynamics. ACM
Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 38, 4 (2019), 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1145/3306346.
3322951

Minchen Li, DannyM. Kaufman, and Chenfanfu Jiang. 2021. Codimensional Incremental
Potential Contact. ACM Trans. Graph. (SIGGRAPH) 40, 4, Article 170 (2021). https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459767

Xuan Li, Minchen Li, and Chenfanfu Jiang. 2022. Energetically consistent inelasticity
for optimization time integration. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 41, 4 (2022),
1–16. https://doi.org/10.1145/3528223.3530072

Tiantian Liu, Sofien Bouaziz, and Ladislav Kavan. 2017. Quasi-newton methods for
real-time simulation of hyperelastic materials. Acm Transactions on Graphics (TOG)
36, 3 (2017), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1145/3072959.2990496

Miles Macklin and Matthias Muller. 2021. A Constraint-based Formulation of Stable
Neo-Hookean Materials. In Motion, Interaction and Games. 1–7.

Miles Macklin, Matthias Müller, and Nuttapong Chentanez. 2016. XPBD: position-based
simulation of compliant constrained dynamics. In Proceedings of the 9th International
Conference on Motion in Games. 49–54.

Brian Mirtich and John Canny. 1995. Impulse-based simulation of rigid bodies. In
Proceedings of the 1995 symposium on Interactive 3D graphics. 181–ff.

Matthias Müller, Bruno Heidelberger, Marcus Hennix, and John Ratcliff. 2007. Position
based dynamics. Journal of Visual Communication and Image Representation 18, 2
(2007), 109–118.

Matthias Müller, Bruno Heidelberger, Matthias Teschner, and Markus Gross. 2005.
Meshless deformations based on shape matching. ACM transactions on graphics
(TOG) 24, 3 (2005), 471–478. https://doi.org/10.1145/1073204.1073216

Maxim Naumov, Marat Arsaev, Patrice Castonguay, Jonathan Cohen, Julien Demouth,
Joe Eaton, Simon Layton, Nikolay Markovskiy, István Reguly, Nikolai Sakharnykh,
et al. 2015. AmgX: A library for GPU accelerated algebraic multigrid and pre-
conditioned iterative methods. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing 37, 5 (2015),
S602–S626.

Jorge Nocedal and Stephen J Wright. 2006. Numerical optimization. Springer.
Matthew Overby, George E Brown, Jie Li, and Rahul Narain. 2017. ADMM 𝑠𝑢𝑝𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑞

projective dynamics: Fast simulation of hyperelastic models with dynamic con-
straints. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics 23, 10 (2017),
2222–2234.

Taejung Park. 2016. Analysis of morton code conversion for 32 bit IEEE 754 floating
point variables. Journal of Digital Contents Society 17, 3 (2016), 165–172.

Xavier Provot. 1997. Collision and self-collision handling in cloth model dedicated
to design garments. In Computer Animation and Simulation’97: Proceedings of the

https://doi.org/10.1145/882262.882357
https://doi.org/10.1145/882262.882364
https://doi.org/10.1145/2601097.2601116
https://doi.org/10.1145/3197517.3201387
https://doi.org/10.1145/3197517.3201387
https://doi.org/10.1145/2185520.2185592
https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459942
https://doi.org/10.1145/3096239
https://doi.org/10.1145/3096239
https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459757
https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459802
https://doi.org/10.1145/2980179.2982437
https://doi.org/10.1145/3414685.3417766
https://doi.org/10.1145/1360612.1360622
https://doi.org/10.1145/1360612.1360622
https://doi.org/10.1145/3643028
https://doi.org/10.1145/3592104
https://doi.org/10.1145/3384515
https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459753
https://doi.org/10.1145/3386569.3392425
https://doi.org/10.1145/3306346.3322951
https://doi.org/10.1145/3306346.3322951
https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459767
https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459767
https://doi.org/10.1145/3528223.3530072
https://doi.org/10.1145/3072959.2990496
https://doi.org/10.1145/1073204.1073216


16 • Dewen Guo, Minchen Li, Yin Yang, Sheng Li, and Guoping Wang

Eurographics Workshop in Budapest, Hungary, September 2–3, 1997. Springer, 177–
189.

Yousef Saad. 1981. Krylov subspace methods for solving large unsymmetric linear
systems. Mathematics of computation 37, 155 (1981), 105–126.

Yousef Saad. 2003. Iterative methods for sparse linear systems. SIAM.
Breannan Smith, Fernando De Goes, and Theodore Kim. 2018. Stable neo-hookean

flesh simulation. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 37, 2 (2018), 1–15. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3180491

Breannan Smith, Fernando De Goes, and Theodore Kim. 2019. Analytic eigensystems
for isotropic distortion energies. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 38, 1 (2019),
1–15. https://doi.org/10.1145/3241041

Alexey Stomakhin, Russell Howes, Craig A Schroeder, and Joseph M Teran. 2012.
Energetically Consistent Invertible Elasticity.. In Symposium on Computer Animation,
Vol. 1.

Min Tang, Zhongyuan Liu, Ruofeng Tong, and Dinesh Manocha. 2018a. PSCC: Parallel
self-collision culling with spatial hashing on GPUs. Proceedings of the ACM on
Computer Graphics and Interactive Techniques 1, 1 (2018), 1–18.

Min Tang, Dinesh Manocha, and Ruofeng Tong. 2010. Fast continuous collision de-
tection using deforming non-penetration filters. In Proceedings of the 2010 ACM
SIGGRAPH symposium on Interactive 3D Graphics and Games. 7–13.

Min Tang, Ruofeng Tong, Zhendong Wang, and Dinesh Manocha. 2014. Fast and exact
continuous collision detection with bernstein sign classification. ACM Transactions
on Graphics (TOG) 33, 6 (2014), 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1145/2661229.2661237

Min Tang, TongtongWang, Zhongyuan Liu, Ruofeng Tong, and Dinesh Manocha. 2018b.
I-Cloth: Incremental collision handling for GPU-based interactive cloth simulation.
ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 37, 6 (2018), 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3272127.3275005

Joseph Teran, Eftychios Sifakis, Geoffrey Irving, and Ronald Fedkiw. 2005. Robust
quasistatic finite elements and flesh simulation. In Proceedings of the 2005 ACM
SIGGRAPH/Eurographics symposium on Computer animation. 181–190.

Demetri Terzopoulos and Kurt Fleischer. 1988. Deformable models. The visual computer
4, 6 (1988), 306–331.

Demetri Terzopoulos, John Platt, Alan Barr, and Kurt Fleischer. 1987. Elastically de-
formable models. In Proceedings of the 14th annual conference on Computer graphics
and interactive techniques. 205–214.

Ty Trusty, Danny Kaufman, and David I.W. Levin. 2022. Mixed Variational Finite
Elements for Implicit Simulation of Deformables. In SIGGRAPH Asia 2022 Conference
Papers (Daegu, Republic of Korea) (SA ’22). Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, Article 40, 8 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3550469.3555418

Mickeal Verschoor and Andrei C Jalba. 2019. Efficient and accurate collision response
for elastically deformable models. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 38, 2 (2019),
1–20. https://doi.org/10.1145/3209887

Marek Vinkler, Jiri Bittner, and Vlastimil Havran. 2017. Extended Morton codes for
high performance bounding volume hierarchy construction. In Proceedings of high
performance graphics. 1–8.

Pascal Volino and Nadia Magnenat-Thalmann. 2006. Resolving surface collisions
through intersection contour minimization. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG)
25, 3 (2006), 1154–1159. https://doi.org/10.1145/1141911.1142007

Bolun Wang, Zachary Ferguson, Xin Jiang, Marco Attene, Daniele Panozzo, and Teseo
Schneider. 2022. Fast and Exact Root Parity for Continuous Collision Detection. In
Computer Graphics Forum, Vol. 41. Wiley Online Library, 355–363.

Bolun Wang, Zachary Ferguson, Teseo Schneider, Xin Jiang, Marco Attene, and Daniele
Panozzo. 2021. A large-scale benchmark and an inclusion-based algorithm for
continuous collision detection. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 40, 5 (2021),
1–16. https://doi.org/10.1145/3460775

Huamin Wang. 2015. A chebyshev semi-iterative approach for accelerating projective
and position-based dynamics. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 34, 6 (2015),
1–9. https://doi.org/10.1145/2816795.2818063

Huamin Wang and Yin Yang. 2016. Descent methods for elastic body simulation
on the GPU. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 35, 6 (2016), 1–10. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/2980179.2980236

Tianyu Wang, Jiong Chen, Dongping Li, Xiaowei Liu, Huamin Wang, and Kun Zhou.
2023. Fast GPU-Based Two-Way Continuous Collision Handling. ACM Transactions
on Graphics 42, 5 (2023), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1145/3604551

Zhendong Wang, Longhua Wu, Marco Fratarcangeli, Min Tang, and Huamin Wang.
2018. Parallel multigrid for nonlinear cloth simulation. In Computer Graphics Forum,
Vol. 37. Wiley Online Library, 131–141.

Martin Wicke, Hermes Lanker, and Markus Gross. 2006. Untangling cloth with bound-
aries. In Proc. of Vision, Modeling, and Visualization. 349–356.

Botao Wu, ZhendongWang, and Huamin Wang. 2022. A GPU-based multilevel additive
schwarz preconditioner for cloth and deformable body simulation. ACMTransactions
on Graphics (TOG) 41, 4 (2022), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1145/3528223.3530085

Haomiao Wu and Theodore Kim. 2023. An Eigenanalysis of Angle-Based Deformation
Energies. Proceedings of the ACM on Computer Graphics and Interactive Techniques
6, 3 (2023), 1–19.

Longhua Wu, Botao Wu, Yin Yang, and Huamin Wang. 2020. A safe and fast repulsion
method for GPU-based cloth self collisions. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG)
40, 1 (2020), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1145/3430025

Zangyueyang Xian, Xin Tong, and Tiantian Liu. 2019. A scalable galerkin multigrid
method for real-time simulation of deformable objects. ACM Transactions on Graph-
ics (TOG) 38, 6 (2019), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1145/3355089.3356486

Tianyi Xie, Minchen Li, Yin Yang, and Chenfanfu Jiang. 2023. A Contact Proxy Splitting
Method for Lagrangian Solid-Fluid Coupling. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG)
42, 4 (2023), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1145/3592115

Jie Xu, Tao Chen, Lara Zlokapa, Michael Foshey, Wojciech Matusik, Shinjiro Sueda, and
Pulkit Agrawal. 2021. An end-to-end differentiable framework for contact-aware
robot design. arXiv preprint arXiv:2107.07501 (2021).

CemYuksel. 2022. High-Performance Polynomial Root Finding for Graphics. Proceedings
of the ACM on Computer Graphics and Interactive Techniques 5, 3 (2022), 1–15.

Xinyu Zhang, Stephane Redon, Minkyoung Lee, and Young J Kim. 2007. Continuous
collision detection for articulated models using taylor models and temporal culling.
ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG) 26, 3 (2007), 15–es. https://doi.org/10.1145/
1276377.1276396

A ADDITIVE PRECONDITIONER (COMPARISON ONLY,
NOT ADOPTED)

We adopt the standard additive preconditioner for comparison, in
which the preconditioner M−1 =

∑
𝑏

M−1
𝑏

, where M−1
𝑏

denotes a

block-wise inverse with a size of 3𝑁𝑏 × 3𝑁𝑏 , and M−1 the approxi-
mation of the matrix inverse A−1. First, for a sparse linear system
Ax = b, we have the general successive substitution scheme as

x(𝑘+1) = x(𝑘 ) +M−1
(
b − Ax(𝑘 )

)
,

where the superscripts 𝑘 denotes the iteration. We adopt the abbre-
viation r(𝑘 ) = b − Ax(𝑘 ) . The error correction (preconditioning) is
defined as

x(𝑘+1) = x(𝑘 ) +
∑︁
𝑖

B⊺
𝑖

(
B𝑖AB

⊺
𝑖

)−1
B𝑖r(𝑘 ) ,

where B𝑖 is the 3𝑁𝑏 × 3𝑁 block-mapping matrix for each block 𝑖

that map the global system matrix to a block with predefined size
3𝑁𝑏 × 3𝑁𝑏 . The problem is equivalent as solving a subsystem(

B𝑖AB
⊺
𝑖

)
e𝑖 = B𝑖r(𝑘 )B

⊺
𝑖

(8)

for e𝑖 . If 3𝑁𝑏 is sufficiently small, Problem 8 can be precomputed
via matrix inversion, achievable through Gauss-Jordan elimination.
In our implementation, each instance of Problem 8 at scales of 3× 3,
9 × 9 and 27 × 27 is precomputed just once for a Newton step to
establish preconditioning. Subsequently, corrections e at different
scales are aggregated for preconditioning steps. For comparison,
we employ a two-level additive preconditioner, requiring only two
block-wise SpMVs on the GPU, thus optimizing efficiency.

B PCG TOLERANCE
Existing strategies, such as the truncated Newton method
(i) min

(
0.5,

√︁
∥∇𝐸 (x𝑘 )∥2

)
∥∇𝐸 (x𝑘 )∥2 [Nocedal and Wright 2006],

or leveraging condition numbers, for example, (ii) 𝑢𝜅 (A) ∥x𝑘 ∥2
[Golub and Van Loan 2013] or (iii) 𝑢𝜅 (A) ∥b∥2 3, where 𝑢 repre-
sents the machine epsilon, offer potential solutions but also come
with their own set of drawbacks. Specifically, the truncated Newton
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Fig. 30. Compare to PCG stopping criteria (ii) and (iii) (scenario: roller
test, 𝐸 = 1MPa, 𝜒 = 0.7)).

method often terminates the PCG solver too early, requiring exten-
sive evaluation of expensive CCD and Hessian matrices, while the
latter two approaches are too strict for mildly stiff cases.

We instead apply a termination criteria based on relative residuals
and check

r𝑘
2
≤ 10−4

r02 to enable sensible early termination
and enhance performance. If the system is ill-conditioned, this stop-
ping criterion may be challenging to satisfy. Thus, we also monitor
the residual’s decrease over the most recent 100 PCG iterations. If it
stops decreasing, we directly terminate the PCG and proceed to the
line search. If the line search step size 𝛼 is below 10−9, we return to
the PCG method for an additional 100 iterations until 𝛼 becomes
larger.
In the twisting-rods scenario (frame 933), criterion (i) failed to

converge, resulting in a large number of collision pairs and a high
residual (> 1015) after 5,000 iterations. By approximating the condi-
tion number in criteria (ii) and (iii) using our assembled eigenvalues
across elasticity, collision stencils and diagonal mass matrix, they
result in better convergence speed as shown in aggregated Newton
iterations (8,882 and 9,871, respectively) compared to ours (10,657)
(see Figure 30). However, criteria (ii) and (iii) were overly stringent
on linear solves, resulting in higher aggregated timing costs (5,043s
and 5,700s, respectively) compared to ours (4,287s).

C SPARSE MATRIX DATA STRUCTURE
Below are the abstract declarations of our sparse matrix L
(sparse_matrix_L_cuda) and C (sparse_matrix_C_cuda).

1 template <typename Real , unsigned int block_size = 3u>

2 class sparse_matrix_L_cuda

3 {

4 public:

5 sparse_matrix_L_cuda(unsigned int dim , unsigned int

↩→ nnz_lower);

6 protected:

7 Real* dev_nonzeros_lower;

8 unsigned int m_nnz_lower;

9 unsigned int* dev_rows_to_cols;

10 unsigned int* dev_offsets;

11 unsigned int m_dim;

12 unsigned int* dev_blocks_to_coords;

13 };

14 template <typename Real , unsigned int block_size = 3u>

15 class sparse_matrix_C_cuda

16 {

17 public:

18 sparse_matrix_C_cuda(unsigned int nBlocks);

19 protected:

20 Real* dev_nonzeros;

21 unsigned int* dev_coords;

22 unsigned int m_dim;

23 unsigned int m_nBlocks;

24 unsigned int* dev_blocks_to_coords;

25 };

To align with GPU data access, all nonzero entries are stored
in device dense vectors (dev_nonzeros_lower and dev_nonzeros)
with corresponding offsets (dev_rows_to_cols, dev_offsets, and
coordinates dev_coords) to facilitate rapid access. Additionally, the
auxiliary data dev_blocks_to_coords provides a reverse mapping
from blocks to coordinates, crucial for eliminating entries in sparse
matrices, particularly for static boundaries.
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