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Abstract

An important requirement in the standard finite element method (FEM) is that all elements in the un-
derlying mesh must be tangle-free i.e., the Jacobian must be positive throughout each element. To relax
this requirement, an isoparametric tangled finite element method (i-TFEM) was recently proposed for linear
elasticity problems. It was demonstrated that i-TFEM leads to optimal convergence even for severely tangled
meshes.

In this paper, i-TFEM is generalized to nonlinear elasticity. Specifically, a variational formulation is
proposed that leads to local modification in the tangent stiffness matrix associated with tangled elements,
and an additional piece-wise compatibility constraint. i-TFEM reduces to standard FEM for tangle-free
meshes. The effectiveness and convergence characteristics of i-TFEM are demonstrated through a series of
numerical experiments, involving both compressible and in-compressible problems.

Keywords: Large deformation, Negative Jacobian, Total Lagrangian, Tangled Mesh, Lagrange multiplier,

Inverted elements

1. Introduction

The finite element method (FEM) is extensively used for solving a wide variety of problems in nonlinear
solid mechanics. A crucial step in FEM is meshing, where a finite element mesh is generated to represent
the physical domain. An important requirement of a valid FEM mesh is that it should not contain tangled
elements [1, 2, 3, 4]. In other words, every element must be fully invertible. However, generating high-quality,
tangle-free meshes remains a challenge, despite advances in mesh generation methods [5, 6]. State-of-the-art
mesh generation methods [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14] can still lead to a tangled mesh. As a result, many
untangling techniques have been developed [15, 16, 17, 18, 19], but they are not always reliable. Several
instances have been reported where no tangle-free solution could be found without altering the boundary
[15, 20, 16].

This paper is focused on handling inverted (i.e., concave) bilinear quadrilateral (Q4) elements, a widely
used element in FEM, within the context of nonlinear solid mechanics. Various non-traditional finite element

formulations have been proposed to handle concave element shapes; for instance, smoothed finite element
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[21], polygonal finite elements [22], virtual elements [23], unsymmetrical FEM [24]. These have been applied
to solve problems with finite deformations, for instance, PolyFEM [25, 26], VEM [27, 28, 29], unsymmetrical
FEM [30]. However, these methods often require significant modifications to FEM (for example, the use of
non-standard shape functions) and/or do not reduce to standard FEM for non-tangled (regular) meshes.

Recently, an isoparametric tangled finite element method (i-TFEM) was proposed as an extension to the
standard FEM [31] to handle tangled elements for linear problems. The proposed method uses the same
shape functions as FEM, reduces to the standard FEM for non-tangled meshes, and maintains the symmetry
of the stiffness matrix. In i-TFEM, tangled elements are handled by: (1) locally modifying the elemental
stiffness matrices associated with the tangled elements, and (b) enforcing piecewise compatibility constraints
at re-entrant nodes. It was demonstrated in the context of tangled quadrilateral (Q4) and 8-node (H-8)
hexahedral meshes for linear elasticity and Poisson problems [31, 32, 33].

In this paper, i-TFEM is extended to handle finite deformation problems, with hyperelasticity, over
tangled 4-node quadrilateral (Q4) meshes. Towards this end, a mixed formulation for i-TFEM is introduced,
and the required modifications to the tangent matrices over the concave elements are formally derived. It
is demonstrated that the results obtained over tangled meshes using i-TFEM have the convergence rate
comparable to that of the standard FEM with regular meshes. Several examples with compressibility and
near-incompressibility are presented to demonstrate the robustness of i-TFEM.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The standard finite element formulation for nonlinear
elasticity is reviewed in Section 2; the challenges associated with tangled meshes are highlighted. Section 3
describes the proposed i-TFEM method using total Lagrangian formulation. This is followed by numerical

experiments in Section 4, and conclusions in Section 5.

2. Nonlinear elasticity

Consider a body occupying a domain € € R? subject to a body force b, traction T over the boundary
00T, and Dirichlet boundary conditions u = ug over the boundary 99¢; the material is assumed to be
hyper-elastic undergoing a finite deformation w. The domain is divided into M elements F;, identified by
the set I = {1,... M}. We employ the total Lagrangian formulation [34] in this paper, where the potential
energy can be written as:

H(u):Z/\I/(F(uj))dV—Z/uj~de—Z/uj~TdS (1)
i€l i€l i€l
where F is the deformation gradient, ¥ is the strain energy density. Further, using the standard (Bubnov-)

Galerkin variational formulation, one arrives at the residual equation [34]:
R(a) =0 (2)
This is typically solved iteratively via the Newton-Raphson algorithm [34]:

K(a")Aa"" = —R(a™). (3)



where K is the tangent matrix and A4" is the incremental displacement vector at n'" Newton iteration.
When the mesh is of high-quality and not tangled, one obtains accurate solutions to such problems.
However, as is well known, when the mesh is tangled, i.e., if the mesh contains inverted elements, the
solution becomes erroneous. To illustrate, consider Cook’s membrane problem [35] illustrated in Fig. 1a.
The left edge of the tapered cantilever is fixed while a uniformly distributed load p = 5 is applied on the right
edge. We pose a geometrically nonlinear plane-strain problem with Lamé parameters y = 50 and A = 100.

Fig. 1b illustrates a quadrilateral mesh with one concave element that we use for this experiment.
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Figure 1: (a) Cook’s membrane problem. (b) Tangled mesh with one concave element.

We vary the extent of tangling by moving the re-entrant vertex D along the diagonal BC as shown in
Fig. 2a. When the parameter d = 0, the point D lies half-way between B and C, and when 0 < d < 0.5,
the point D moves towards B, i.e., the element gets tangled. The large-deformation problem is solved using
the normal procedure as described above, with 10 load steps. The tip displacement is compared against the
expected value (using a high quality non-tangled mesh). When d > 0.1, a negative |J| value is encountered

at one or more Gauss points, and Fig. 2b illustrates the resulting erroneous solution.
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Figure 2: (a) Zoomed-in view of the tangled element. (b) Relative error in tip displacement versus d for FEM.

3. Isoparametric TFEM for nonlinear elasticity

The objective of this paper is to propose an iso-parametric tangled finite element method (i-TFEM),
as a simple extension to classic FEM, for solving large deformation problems over tangled meshes. As a

background, we briefly review the critical i-TFEM concepts proposed in [33] for linear problems.

3.1. Isoparametric TFEM

Consider the standard isoparametric mapping from (£1,&2) space in Fig. 3a to a concave element in the
physical space (z1,z2) in Fig. 3b. Observe that the element folds onto itself. Further, the parametric space
can be divided into positive (JT) and negative (J~) Jacobian regions and the parametric mapping ¢ is not
fully invertible.

The main idea in i-TFEM is that the positive and negative parametric regions are treated separately, thus
relaxing the constraint of full invertibility to piecewise invertibility. In particular, the physical space corre-
sponding to the positive (negative) parametric region J* (J7) is termed as positive (negative) component

and is denoted by C* (C~). Observe the piecewise mapping
d):l:: J:t — Ci

is invertible i.e. bijective (see Fig. 3c).
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Figure 3: (a) Parametric space of the concave element. Parametric space can be divided into positive and negative Jacobian

regions. (b) Physical space of the concave Q9 element. (c) Positive and negative components

Let N ; (&) be the standard bilinear Lagrange shape functions defined over the parametric space of element

E;. Let Nji be the restriction of IN; to JE e,

N7 (@) = N;(¢:'(x)) (4)
The corresponding field is then given by
ut(z) = N¥(x)a, (5)

Now consider the two-element tangled patch in Fig. 4a. The positive and negative components (C;~ and
C7 ) of the concave element E; are shown in Fig. 4b. On the other hand, the convex element FE5 has only
one positive component (see Fig. 4c): Ey = C5 while C; = (). Further, the fold Fy illustrated in Fig. 4d

overlaps with Fs as well.
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Figure 4: (a) 2-D domain discretized into two bilinear quads. (b) Positive and negative |J| regions of the concave element. (c)

Convex element of the mesh. (d) Final physical space is self-overlapping.

Thus, for any point @ € Fy, all the three components overlap, and three fields u] (x), u] (x) and ug (z)
can be defined. Thus, the field is clearly ambiguous within the fold. Removing the ambiguity in the field
definition is the first step in i-TFEM [31, 33, 36]. In particular, in i-TFEM, we define the field at a point x
within a fold as:

u(x) =uj (x), Vreh (6)

The underlying reasons are discussed in [31], but briefly, this is necessary for field continuity and to capture
constant strain fields. In other words, for iso-parametric elements, the tangled region can be considered as
being part of just the convex element E5. This naturally leads to a division of the mesh into two parts: Eo
and E; as illustrated in Fig. 5. Note that E; does not include the folded region whereas E; does (this is

elaborated further below).

E,
E,
E,
E,
Figure 5: Parts contributing to the field definition.
Thus, the field u over the two-element patch is defined as:
u(@)|p, = Nf (@)@ and u(e)|s, = N§ (@) (7)



However, an additional constraint is needed to ensure the continuity of the field across their common
boundary. In particular, by approaching the re-entrant corner, from Ej and Fs, one can show that field

continuity across the entire boundary is satisfied if and only if (see [31]):
uf () —uj(x) =0, xcF (8)

This not only makes the field continuous, it also and forces the contribution of the concave element to be
zero in the folded region.

Introducing the notation [-] = (-)* — (-)7, the above constraint can be written as:
[ulﬂ = 07 in F1 (9)

In summary, for any pair of overlapping elements F; and Es (1) we decompose them into fully invertible

regions E; and E,, and (2) the constraint (Eq. 9) is enforced.

3.2. Variational formulation

We now consider the implications of these concepts in non-linear elasticity. Our objective is to generalize
the residual in Eq. 2 and the iteration in Eq. 3, to account for tangling. Towards this end, we modify the
potential energy functional as follows:

= > /(xp() jb)dv+ / (u;) j~b)dv—z/uj-:rds

J€ILconvex E; J€1concave ,\ jeIBE.T
’ J

(10)
+ Y /Aj u,]av

J€lconcave f,

where the concave and convex elements are indexed as Iconcave and Iconvex respectively, and the constraints
in Eq. 9 are included via Lagrange multipliers A.

We now set the variation of the potential energy with respect to w and A to zero:
Su Il = 0. (11)

This leads to the following weak form where Vou € H} and VéX € L?, i.e., we seek w € H' and A € L? such
that:

> /(P:a;;j—éuj >dV+ 3 /( 85“3— )dV Z/auj TdS

JEIconcave JejaET

JjE IconvexEj

(12)
+Z/>\ [0u;]dV +/6)\ [u,;]dV =0

]EIF

where P is the first Piola-Kirchhoff stress tensor. Next, we approximate the fields using the standard
(Bubnov-) Galerkin formulation:

’U,j = Njﬂj, )‘j = N;\Xj (13)



This leads to:
56 R+0X CTa=0 (14)

Here, sa'R represents the terms in the square bracket of Eq. 12. Observe from Eq. 12, that the residual R
can be expressed as:

R (u J\) = R"(a) +CA=0 (15)

where R" involves only the primary field u and requires integrating over both the convex and concave
elements:
~U
Ru = RZO’I’L’U@w + RCO’I’LCG/U@ (16)

u

As one can easily deduce, the computation of R, ...

is as in standard FEM. However, the integration over
the concave elements must be carried out over the subset of parametric space; see Fig. 6. This is discussed
in detail in the next subsection.

Next, to solve Eq. 15 through iterations, we consider the first order Taylor series:

8Ru s n on
R (@")+ 5| Aa +CA"+CaA T _o (17)
ie.,
K'At+ CAA = — (R“ + CS\) (18)
where
Kt = Kionve:r + /Izionca’ue (19)

Here, K ¢ and /IEt

convers concave A€ tangent matrices corresponding to convex and concave elements respectively.

Further, from Eq. 14, we have
C'Aa=0 (20)

From Eq. 18 and Eq. 20 we have the final set of linear equations one must solve iteratively:

k' c| [aart —(R“+CX) o
c” ol |ax"t 0 ‘

If the mesh does not contain any tangled elements, then K* = K*

convex?

and C does not exist, i.e., i-TFEM
reduces to standard FEM.

3.8. Implementation Details

We now discuss the implementation considering a two-element mesh.

3.3.1. Computation of residual vector and stiffness matriz

u

As mentioned earlier, to compute R, cx

in Eq. 16, standard FEM procedures with Gauss quadrature

U
concave?’

can be used. However, to compute R only the fully invertible subset El is to be considered.



Observe that El is not the same as F;. Though both have the same physical boundary, they represent
different regions of parametric space. Specifically, F; represents the entire parametric space, while El
represents only the L-shaped subset of the positive |J| region as illustrated in Fig. 6. In other words, El

corresponds to a fully invertible subset of the parametric space of the concave element.
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Figure 6: (a) Parametric space. (b) E1

Therefore, standard Gauss quadrature cannot be employed; instead, El is triangulated as illustrated
in Fig. 7. The triangulation is used merely for the purpose of integration and does not lead to additional

degrees of freedom in i-TFEM.

Figure 7: Triangulation of o

t
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t
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Similarly, to compute K standard FEM procedures can be used. However, to compute K

the triangulation in Fig. 7 must be used.

3.8.2. Constraint enforcement

Finally, to compute the constraint matrix C, note that the interpolation of the Lagrange multiplier A
needs to be only square integrable since its gradient does not appear in the formulation. For Q4 elements, the
primary field w is approximated using standard bilinear functions while N A are constant functions. Thus,
the finite dimensional approximation for the Lagrange multiplier A comes from an FE space that is smaller

than that for uw. Accordingly, we can write the constraint matrix defined in Equation 15 as

C:/(Nf—Nf)TdV. (22)
F



Direct integration over the tangled region F to compute C' is computationally expensive and cumbersome
[33]. Instead, we evaluate the integrand at a sample point € Fy, say the concave vertex, i.e., evaluate the
C as

C=(N{(p)-N;®) =[NP (23)

where p is the re-entrant vertex. Thus, the constraints can be applied directly as a set of algebraic equations.
Since u is a vector field, each concave element entails two constraint equations. This is consistent, for

example, with the algebraic constraints implemented in [33, 32, 31].

4. Numerical Experiments

In this section, i-TFEM is demonstrated using plane strain nonlinear elasticity problems over various

tangled meshes. Numerical experiments are conducted under the following conditions:

e The implementation is in MATLAB R2022a, on a standard Windows 10 desktop with Intel(R) Core(TM)
i9-9820X CPU running at 3.3 GHz with 16 GB memory.

e The number of quadrature points for convex quadrilateral elements.

e The triangulation of a concave element (see Fig. 7) is performed by employing MATLAB’s inbuilt

mesher - generateMesh. The number of quadrature points for triangles is 4.

e The load is applied incrementally in 10 steps. The stopping criteria for Newton Raphson is ||Ad|| <
1079,

Through the experiments, we investigate the following:

e Cook’s problem, single concave element: For Cook’s membrane problem [35], the error in tip
displacement due to the presence of a single concave element is reported as the severity of tangling is

increased.

e Cook’s problem, multiple concave elements: For Cook’s membrane problem, with numerous
tangled elements: (a) The displacement at a prescribed location is reported for each load step. (b)
Deformed configurations for tangled and regular meshes are also compared. (c¢) Convergence of the tip
displacement as a function of mesh size is studied and compared against standard FEM. (d) Finally,

the convergence rate is evaluated.

e Punch problem, material non-linearity: For the punch problem [37], we include material non-

linearity and study the convergence characteristics of i-TFEM.

e Punch problem, multiple overlap, near-incompressibility: For the punch problem [37], a mesh

with multiple overlaps is considered for compressible and near-incompressible cases.

10



e Thin beam problem: The performance of i-TFEM in bending dominated response is evaluated with

neo-Hookean material model.

e Aircraft model: An example of a tangled mesh is presented to evaluate i-TFEM in practical scenarios.

4.1. 2D Cook’s membrane: Single concave element

To begin with, we solve Cook’s membrane problem over the mesh with one concave element illustrated
earlier in Fig. 1b. Recall that the extent of tangling is controlled by the parameter d. For d > 0.1, a sharp
increase in FEM error was observed, as illustrated in Fig. 8. On the other hand, using i-TFEM, the error,

in fact, decreases (slightly) for d > 0.1; see Fig. 8.
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Figure 8: Relative error in tip displacement versus d for FEM and i-TFEM.

4.2. 2D Cook’s membrane: Multiple concave elements

Next, we consider a regular mesh illustrated in Fig. 9a and a highly tangled mesh in Fig. 9b where every

other element is concave.

11
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Figure 9: Initial configuration for (a) Regular mesh. (b) tangled mesh with N = 3 = 8 x 8 for the Cook’s membrane problem.

The Cook’s membrane problem is solved over the regular mesh using standard FEM, and over the tangled
mesh using i-TFEM. The vertical displacement at the top right corner point A (see Fig. 1a) for every load

step is reported in Fig. 10. One can observe a close agreement between the two.
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Load step

Figure 10: Vertical displacement versus the load step for Cook’s membrane problem.

The deformed configuration for regular and tangled meshes after the last load step are reported in Fig. 11a

and Fig. 11b, respectively.
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Figure 11: Deformed configuration for (a) Regular mesh and (b) Tangled mesh using i-TFEM for Cook’s membrane problem.

To study convergence, the number of elements is controlled by a mesh-index N, where the number of
elements in the regular mesh is 2V x 2. Fig. 9a illustrates the regular mesh when N = 3, and Fig. 9b,
the corresponding tangled mesh. We now compare the solutions from three different methods: standard
FEM over regular mesh, standard FEM over tangled mesh, and i-TFEM over tangled mesh. The vertical
displacements at point A for all three are plotted as a function of N in Fig. 12. Observe that FEM over a
regular mesh and i-TFEM over the tangled mesh converge to the same displacement. On the other hand,

FEM over a tangled mesh leads to erroneous results.
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Figure 12: Convergence study for Cook’s membrane problem.
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To study the rate of convergence, we define the H' seminorm of the displacement error as
0.5
e = ||Vu — Vu|| = /|Vu—Vuh|2dQ (24)
Q
where w is the reference solution from a fine mesh with N = 7, and »” is the solution under consideration.
Fig. 13a illustrates the error vs. mesh size (h) on a log-log scale over the non-tangled mesh as well as over
the tangled mesh using FEM and i-TFEM. One can observe a near-optimal convergence rate for i-TFEM.
Next, the effect of mesh size on the condition number of the matrix in Eq. 21 is studied. Fig. 13b shows

that the condition number for tangled meshes increases with mesh size at a rate similar to that of a regular

mesh.
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Figure 13: (a)H! seminorm error versus mesh size and (b) condition number versus mesh size for Cook’s problem. The

convergence rates are provided in the brackets.

4.3. Punch Problem: Material nonlinearity

Next, we consider a punch problem [27, 30, 37, 28] with geometric and material nonlinearities. Specifically,
compressible isotropic generalized neo-Hookean material model is considered where the strain energy density
is given by [38, 39]:

_ K
\I/GNH (u) = g (JFQ/?’th — 3) + 5 (JF — 1)2 (25)

where Jp = detF and b= FF ' is the left Cauchy-Green deformation tensor while z = 500 and K = 1700
are the material parameters (equivalent to shear and bulk moduli respectively in the small strain limit). A
rectangular block is subject to a vertical load p (per unit length) uniformly distributed over the top left half
of the block where p = 1000 and H = 1; see Fig. 14 [37]. The top and left sides of the block are fixed in the

horizontal direction, while the bottom is fixed in the vertical direction.
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Figure 14: Initial configuration of the punch problem with mesh size N = 2 = 8 x 4 and the tangled mesh.

Fig. 15 captures the vertical displacement of point A (located at the top left corner) for every load step.
The results for the regular mesh and tangled mesh (using i-TFEM) match well. For both meshes, the solution

converged in about 5 Newton iterations for each load step.
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Figure 15: Vertical displacement versus the load step for the punch problem.

Fig. 16a and Fig. 16b illustrate the deformed configurations for the regular mesh and tangled meshes

respectively, after the final load step.
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Figure 16: Deformed configuration for (a) regular mesh via FEM and (b) tangled mesh via i-TFEM for the punch problem.

To study the convergence, we use the mesh index N where the number of elements in the regular mesh
is 2NVF1 x 2N, The regular and tangled meshes with N = 2 are shown in Fig. 14. A convergence study was
then carried out as NV was varied. The vertical displacement u, at point A for the two methods is plotted
against the mesh index N in Fig. 17. One can observe that the two methods converge to the same solution

while standard FEM over the tangled mesh converges to an incorrect solution.
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Figure 17: Convergence study for the punch problem.

Finally, Fig. 18a illustrates the H' seminorm error over the tangled mesh using FEM and i-TFEM as
well as over the regular mesh. The reference solution is obtained with N = 8. Once again, i-TFEM exhibits
a convergence rate for the H' seminorm error (Fig. 18a) and the condition number (Fig. 18b) similar to that

obtained with a non-tangled mesh.
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Figure 18: (a) H' seminorm error versus mesh size and (b) condition number versus mesh size for the punch problem. The

convergence rates are provided in the brackets.

4.8.1. Multiple Overlaps

Thus far, the fold was shared by only one neighboring convex element. However, in practice, the fold may
be shared by multiple convex elements as illustrated in Fig. 19. In this case, three convex elements Fo, E3
and F, share the folded region F;. However this does not change the methodology, i.e., the tangent matrices

t .
and residual vector RY

and constraint matrix are computed as before (1) the tangent matrix K, ex conver

—~t
corresponding to the convex elements are computed using the three convex elements, (2) while K

concave
~U
and R

concave ar€ computed using the parametric space associated with El, and (3) the constraint matrix is

computed using the entire fold F.

Figure 19: Four-element patch with one element concave.

Here, we consider a tangled mesh (see Fig. 20a) where the basic repeating unit is the patch shown in
Fig. 19. The problem described in Fig. 14 is used as a case study. The final deformed configuration obtained
via i-TFEM is shown in Fig. 20b.
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Figure 20: (a) N = 3 tangled mesh (b) Final deformed shape obtained via i-TFEM.

Next, to study the convergence, we use the mesh index N where the number of elements is 2V+1 x 2V,
Fig. 21a illustrates the H! seminorm error over the tangled mesh using FEM and i-TFEM as well as over
the regular mesh. The reference solution is obtained with N = 8. Once again, i-TFEM exhibits an optimal

convergence rate (Fig. 21a). Moreover, the condition number for i-TFEM is comparable to FEM (Fig. 21b).
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Figure 21: (a) H' seminorm error versus mesh size and (b) condition number versus mesh size for the punch problem with the

four-element patch as the repeating unit. The convergence rates are provided in the brackets.

4.8.2. Incompressibility

Next, we evaluate the performance of i-TFEM under near-incompressibility. Here, the F-bar method [40]
is employed to prevent locking, both in FEM and i-TFEM. The punch problem (Fig. 14) is considered with
the neo-Hookean material parameters u = 500 and K = 5 x 10% which results in Poisson’s ratio v = 0.49995
(near-incompressibility). The problem is solved over the regular (tangle-free) mesh (shown in Fig. 14) and
the tangled mesh (Fig. 20a). The size of the mesh is governed by the index N as discussed previously. Fig. 24
shows the deformed configuration obtained over the regular mesh and via i-TFEM over tangled mesh with

the mesh index N = 4. Observe the close agreement between the two solutions.
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Figure 22: Deformed configuration for (a) regular mesh via FEM and (b) tangled mesh via i-TFEM for the punch problem.

Next, we study the convergence of i-TFEM for two Poisson’s ratio values: (a) 0.49995 and (b) 0.36. Note
that for Poisson’s ratio = 0.36, the F-bar method is not required. The vertical displacement u, at point A is
plotted against the mesh index N in Fig. 23 for the two methods. One can observe that i-TFEM converges

to same solution as FEM in both cases.
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Figure 23: Convergence study for the punch problem with the four-element patch as the repeating unit.

Finally, we compare the performance of FEM and i-TFEM for different Poisson’s ratios close to 0.5. For
this experiement, we consider a regular mesh and a tangled mesh with N = 7. Fig. 24 plots the vertical
displacement at point A obtained by FEM and i-TFEM over tangled and untangled meshes for four values
of Poisson’s ratio: 0.49, 0.495, 0.4995 and 0.49995. As opposed to FEM, the solutions obtained via i-TFEM
over the tangled mesh converge to (approximately) the same value as that obtained over the untangled mesh.
Note that the FEM solution over the tangled mesh at v = 0.49995 is not provided since the Newton-Raphson

method did not converge even with a sufficiently large number of load steps.
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Figure 24: Tip vertical displacement versus different Poisson ratios for the punch problem.

4.4. Thin Beam

In this example, a beam undergoing large deflections is considered [30, 27, 37]. Specifically, a beam (see

Fig. 25a) with a length-to-height ratio L/H = 100 is fixed at the left end and subjected to a vertical load

F = 0.1 at the right end. The material parameters of the Neo-Hookean model (Eq. 25) are K = 16000 and

= 6000. The regular and tangled meshes are shown in Fig. 25a and Fig. 25b, respectively.

H=0.1

_ ===
—>

(b)

Figure 25: (a) Thin beam geometry and boundary conditions with regular mesh and (b) the corresponding tangled mesh. The

repeating unit for the tangled mesh is zoomed in.

The number of elements in the mesh is governed by the mesh index N. For the regular mesh, the number

of elements in the horizontal direction is given as (10 x 2V) while in the vertical direction, the number of

elements is given by 2V The regular mesh in Fig 23 a corresponds to N = 0. To obtain the corresponding

tangled mesh, each element is divided into a concave and a convex element. Hence the total number of
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elements in the tangled mesh is 2 x (10 x 2%V) x 2V, The final deformed configuration of the beam obtained
via i-TFEM over the tangled mesh with N = 3 is shown in Fig. 26.

Vertical
Displacement

- 1.2620

— 0.9461
= 0.6308
— 03154

0.0000

Figure 26: Final deformed shape using i-TFEM with N = 3 tangled mesh.

To study the convergence, the vertical displacement at the top right corner of the beam is considered.
Fig. 27 plots the convergence of the regular mesh as well as the tangled mesh with FEM and i-TFEM. It

can be seen that with i-TFEM, the solution converges to the same value as that obtained using the regular

mesh.
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Figure 27: Convergence study for thin beam bending problem.

4.5. Application: Aircraft model

An example of a practical tangling problem is shown in Figure 28a, where the quadrilateral mesh for
an aircraft model was created using the quad mesher proposed in [41]. One quad element (out of 600) was
found to be concave, for this particular model. The material parameters of the St. Venant-Kirchhoff model
considered are E = 20 and v = 0.3. Symmetric (traction) boundary conditions are applied as illustrated
in Fig. 28a; the remaining boundary segments are subjected to homogenous Dirichlet boundary conditions.
The problem was solved using i-TFEM and FEM. While FEM required 1.85 seconds to solve the problem,
i-TFEM required 2.13 seconds.

To compare the accuracy of FEM and i-TFEM, the reference solution was obtained by solving the same
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problem over a very fine quadrilateral mesh with nearly 10,000 elements. The problem was then solved over
the tangled quad mesh shown in Fig. 28a using FEM and i-TFEM. The i-TFEM solution at the re-entrant
vertex had a relative error of 0.018%, while the error for FEM was 0.11%. The i-TFEM post-processed
solution is illustrated in Fig. 28b.

Ty=660  Ty=660 Ty=132
Ty=600  T,=600 T=120

Vectorfield
magnitude
x 107

(a) (b)

Figure 28: (a) Mesh for an aircraft model, with one concave element. (b) i-TFEM solution.

5. Conclusions

It is well-known that concave elements lead to a non-invertible parametric mapping which, in turn, leads
to erroneous solutions in standard FEM. To resolve this, an isoparametric tangled finite element method (i-
TFEM) was proposed for nonlinear elasticity with material nonlinearity, over bi-linear quadrilateral meshes.

The proposed method replaces the full-invertibility requirement with the partial invertibility by incorpo-
rating compatibility constraints, thereby allowing for tangled (concave) elements to be present in the mesh.
The constraints are imposed via Lagrange multipliers, and the corresponding mixed variational formula-
tion was presented. Moreover, the proposed definition of the field in the tangled region naturally leads to
modification in the elemental stiffness matrices over the concave elements.

Numerical simulations reproducing a set of well-known benchmark tests are promising. i-TFEM converges
to the expected solution even in the presence of severely tangled elements. Moreover, the convergence rate
and condition number of i-TFEM are comparable over tangled meshes with that of the standard FEM over
non-tangled meshes.

The proposed method can potentially be extended to three dimensions and isogeometric analysis where

tangling is known to occur [42, 43].
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