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Convergence analysis of three semi-discrete numerical schemes
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Abstract

We present and analyze three distinct semi-discrete schemes for solving nonlocal ge-

ometric flows incorporating perimeter terms. These schemes are based on the finite dif-

ference method, the finite element method, and the finite element method with a specific

tangential motion. We offer rigorous proofs of quadratic convergence under H1-norm for

the first scheme and linear convergence under H1-norm for the latter two schemes. All

error estimates rely on the observation that the error of the nonlocal term can be con-

trolled by the error of the local term. Furthermore, we explore the relationship between

the convergence under L∞-norm and manifold distance. Extensive numerical experiments

are conducted to verify the convergence analysis, and demonstrate the accuracy of our

schemes under various norms for different types of nonlocal flows.
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Keywords: Nonlocal geometric flows; Finite difference method; Finite element method; Tangen-

tial motion; Error analysis; Manifold distance

1 Introduction

In this paper, we analyze and establish the convergence result of three distinct numerical

methods for evolving a closed plane curve Γ(t) under a nonlocal flow that involves perimeter.

The normal velocity of Γ(t) is determined by the formula

V = (κ− f(L))N , (1.1)

where κ represents the curvature of the curve, f is a Lipschitz function, L is the perimeter,

and N is the unit inner normal vector. Equation (1.1) encompasses a wide range of geometric
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flows, including:

f(L) =





2π
L , for area-preserving curve shortening flow of simple curves [23] ,
2π ind(Γ)

L , for area-preserving curve shortening flow of nonsimple curves [41],
2π−β
L , for curve flows with a prescribed rate of change of area [11, 39],

where β ∈ (−∞,∞), ind(Γ) ∈ Z denotes the rational index [19] of a nonsimple curve Γ. The

inclusion of an additional nonlocal force, f(L), enables us to control the area change of an

evolving curve. Indeed, by the theorem of turning tangents [19], the rate of area change can

be determined by [13]

dA

dt
=

∫

Γ
V · Nds =





0, for f(L) = 2π
L and simple curves,

0, for f(L) = 2π ind(Γ)
L and nonsimple curves,

−β, for f(L) = 2π−β
L and simple curves.

In this paper, we focus on the study of curve evolutions that maintain their topological

characteristics.

In recent years, there has been significant emphasis on the development of theoretical and

modeling frameworks for nonlocal geometric flows. One prominent instance of such work is

the area-preserving curve shortening flow (AP-CSF), which has become vital in the field of

image processing [24, 36, 35] and can be interpreted as a limit of the nonlocal model of the

Ginzburg-Laudau equation [7]. The existence and convergence results of AP-CSF for both

simple and nonsimple closed curve cases have been extensively explored [23, 41]. Moreover,

the study of curve flows with a prescribed rate of change in the enclosed area has arisen in

connection with the investigation of contracting bubbles in fluid mechanics [9, 10, 11], and

the long-time behavior of such flows has been addressed in [39]. For more comprehensive

theoretical studies related with nonlocal geometric flows, we refer to [8, 25, 38].

Extensive numerical methods have been employed to simulate the AP-CSF and curve

flows with a prescribed rate of change in the enclosed area. Examples of such methods for

the AP-CSF include the finite difference method [29], the MBO method [34], the crystalline

algorithm [40], as well as PFEMs [32, 6]. Additionally, a rescaled spectral collocation scheme

was proposed in [11] for closed embedded plane curves with a prescribed rate of change in the

enclosed area. However, there has been relatively little research on the numerical analysis of

these methods. Recently, in [26], the authors proposed a semi-discrete finite element method

for the AP-CSF of simple curves and established its convergence in H1-norm. The nonlocal

nature of the geometric equations presents a major challenge for the error analysis.

In this paper, we propose three numerical schemes for nonlocal geometric flows involving

perimeter (1.1) and give their error estimates. Our main observation is that the difference

between the nonlocal term and its discrete version can be managed through the disparity of

the local term. Specifically, we introduce the following three different types of semi-discrete

schemes:

• Firstly, we employ a finite difference method to discretize the parametrization equation
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of (1.1)

∂tX =
1

|∂ξX|
∂ξ

( ∂ξX

|∂ξX|

)
− f(L)

( ∂ξX

|∂ξX|

)⊥
, ξ ∈ S

1, (1.2)

where S
1 = [0, 2π], (a, b)⊥ := (−b, a) denotes a clockwise rotation by π/2 and the

periodic function X(ξ, t) : S1 × [0, T ] → R
2 is a parameterization of the closed curve

Γ ⊂ R
2. Under certain appropriate assumptions, we demonstrate that the resulting

semi-discrete scheme converges quadratically in the discrete H1-norm as defined in [15].

The proof is based on a careful Taylor expansion result and an averaged approximation

of the normal vector.

• Secondly, we utilize a finite element method for a natural weak formulation of (1.2).

The derived semi-discrete scheme is based on our previous work on AP-CSF of simple

curves [26]. An H1-optimal error estimate follows from our key observation mentioned

above.

• Thirdly, we introduce an artificial tangential motion and apply a finite element method

for an alternative parametrization of the geometric equation

∂tX =
∂ξξX

|∂ξX|2
− f(L)N . (1.3)

This form of reparametrization was initially proposed by Deckelnick and Dziuk for the

curve shortening flow [12] to improve the mesh quality during evolution. It was later

interpreted as a DeTurck trick by Elliot and Fritz in [22]. Recently, the DeTurck trick

has been further applied to various geometric flows such as elastic flow [33], anisotropic

curve shortening flow [17, 16, 14] and fourth-order flows [18]. We emphasize that we

have successfully extended the DeTurck trick to the general nonlocal flow case. The

resulting semi-discrete scheme yields an asymptotic equidistribution property, as well

as an H1-optimal error estimate.

As a byporduct, we further explore the convergence of the schemes under manifold dis-

tance, a topic extensively discussed in the numerical computation community [4, 5, 42, 27, 28].

We prove that, for simple curves, convergence in the function L∞-norm implies convergence

under the manifold distance. Moreover, we prove an optimal convergence of the finite differ-

ence scheme under the manifold distance.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly introduce the

mathematical notations. In Section 3, we propose the semi-discrete schemes and provide

the error estimates for the finite difference method. In Section 4, we consider the finite

element method, and the finite element method with a tangential motion. Section 5 aims to

establishing a connection between the convergence of the manifold distance and L∞-norm.

Section 6 presents extensive numerical experiments for the three different numerical schemes

and various types of nonlocal flows. The numerical results demonstrate our convergence

analysis results in both the H1-norm and the manifold distance. Moreover, a better mesh

quality is achieved for the finite element method with the aid of tangential motions. Finally,

we draw some conclusions in Section 7.
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2 Notations

Throughout the paper, we denote the quantities related to the real solution and discrete

solution by capital and lower-case letters, respectively. Specifically, for the solution of (1.2),

we denote T =
∂ξX
|∂ξX| and N = T ⊥ by the tangent and inner normal of the curve, respectively.

Thus (1.2) can be simply written as

∂tX =
1

|∂ξX|
∂ξT − f(L)N , ξ ∈ S

1; X(ξ, 0) = X0(ξ). (2.1)

Direct computation gives

∂t|∂ξX| = ∂t∂ξX · T = ∂ξ(∂tX · T )− ∂tX · ∂ξT = −|∂ξX||∂tX|2 − f(L)|∂ξX|∂tX · N . (2.2)

For spatial discretization, we utilize a uniform mesh, where the equidistributed grid points

Gh := {ξ1, . . . , ξN} ⊂ S
1 are given by ξj = jh, j = 0, . . . , N for h = 2π/N with N ≥ 2. We

use a periodic index, i.e., aj = aj±N when involved. Denote Xj = X(ξj), Ẋj = ∂tX(ξj), and

set

Qj = |Xj −Xj−1|, Tj =
Xj −Xj−1

Qj
, j = 1, . . . , N.

Let xh : Gh → R
2 be a grid function. We define the discrete length element qj, the discrete

tangent τj and normal nj as

qj = |xj − xj−1|, τj =
xj − xj−1

qj
, nj = τ⊥j , (2.3)

where xj = xh(ξj) denotes the vertex of the polygon that approximates the curve. Denote

lh =
N∑
j=1

qj by the perimeter of the polygon. Throughout the article, we denote C by a general

constant which is independent of the mesh size h and might vary from line to line.

(Assumption 2.1) Suppose that the solution of (1.2) satisfies X ∈ C1
(
[0, T ], C4(S1)

)
,

i.e.,

K1(X) := ‖X‖C1([0,T ],C4(S1)) < ∞,

and there exist constants 0 < C1 < C2 such that

C1 ≤ |∂ξX(ξ, t)| ≤ C2, ∀ (ξ, t) ∈ S
1 × [0, T ]. (2.4)

Under this assumption, we have the following results, which have been established in [15].

Lemma 2.1 [15, Lemmas 3.1, 3.3] Under Assumption 2.1, there exists h0 > 0 such that for

0 < h ≤ h0, we have

C1 ≤ Qj/h ≤ C2,
Qj +Qj+1

2h
= |∂ξX(ξj)|+O(h2), (2.5a)

Tj + Tj+1 = 2T (ξj) +O(h2), Tj =
1

2
(T (ξj) + T (ξj−1)) +O(h2), (2.5b)
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Tj+1 − Tj
h

= ∂ξT (ξj)+O(h2),
Ẋj+1 − Ẋj

h
=

1

2
(∂t∂ξX(ξj) + ∂t∂ξX(ξj+1))+O(h2), (2.5c)

∣∣∣τ⊥j+1/2 −N (ξj)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2

|Tj + Tj+1|
(|Tj − τj |+ |Tj+1 − τj+1|) + Ch2, (2.5d)

where τj+1/2 :=
τj+τj+1

|τj+τj+1|
represents the averaged vertex tangent.

For a grid function u : Gh → R
2, we define the backward difference quotient as

δuj :=
uj − uj−1

h
, j = 1, . . . , N.

Moreover, to measure the error, we introduce the following discrete norms:

‖u‖L2
G
:=
(
h

N∑

j=1

|uj |
2
) 1

2

, ‖u‖H1
G
:=
(
h

N∑

j=1

(
|uj |

2 + |δuj |
2
)) 1

2

. (2.6)

3 Finite difference method

In this section, we utilize a finite difference method to solve the equation (1.2).

Definition 3.1 A semi-discrete finite difference approximation of (1.2) is to find a grid

function xh : Gh × [0, T ] → R
2 such that

ẋj =
2

qj + qj+1
(τj+1 − τj)− f(lh)τ

⊥
j+1/2 in (0, T ]; xj(0) = X0(ξj). (3.1)

Theorem 3.2 Let X(ξ, t) be a solution of (1.2) satisfying Assumption 2.1. Then there

exists h0 > 0 such that for all 0 < h ≤ h0, there exists a unique finite difference semi-discrete

solution xh(t) in the sense of (3.1). Furthermore, we have the following error estimate

sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖X(t) − xh(t)‖H1
G
≤ Ch2, (3.2)

where the constants h0, C depend on C1, C2,K1(X), T and f .

First, we compute the evolution equation for the discrete length qj.

Lemma 3.3 Suppose xh is the finite difference semi-discrete solution in the sense of (3.1),

then we have

q̇j+
qj−1+qj

4 |ẋj−1|
2+

qj+qj+1

4 |ẋj |
2+

qj−1+qj
4 f(lh)ẋj−1 ·τ

⊥
j−1/2+

qj+1+qj
4 f(lh)ẋj ·τ

⊥
j+1/2 = 0. (3.3)

Proof We begin by computing q̇j as

q̇j = (ẋj − ẋj−1) · τj

= τj ·

(
2

qj + qj+1
(τj+1 − τj)− f(lh)τ

⊥
j+1/2 −

2

qj + qj−1
(τj − τj−1) + f(lh)τ

⊥
j−1/2

)

=
2

qj + qj+1
(τj · τj+1 − 1)− f(lh)τ

⊥
j+1/2 · τj −

2

qj + qj−1
(1− τj · τj−1) + f(lh)τ

⊥
j−1/2 · τj

=
2

qj + qj+1
(τj · τj+1 − 1)− f(lh)τ

⊥
j+1/2 · τj +

2

qj + qj−1
(τj · τj−1 − 1)− f(lh)τ

⊥
j−1/2 · τj−1

=: Jj + Jj−1, (3.4)
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where for the last second equality, we have employed the property

τ⊥j−1/2 · τj = τ⊥j−1/|τj + τj−1| · τj = −τj−1 · τ
⊥
j /|τj + τj−1| = −τj−1 · τ

⊥
j−1/2. (3.5)

Multiplying (3.1) by
qj+qj+1

4 f(lh)τ
⊥
j+1/2, we obtain

qj + qj+1

4
f(lh)τ

⊥
j+1/2 · ẋj +

qj + qj+1

4
f(lh)

2 − f(lh)τ
⊥
j+1/2 ·

τj+1 − τj
2

= 0,

which can be simplified as

qj + qj+1

4
f(lh)τ

⊥
j+1/2 · ẋj +

qj + qj+1

4
f(lh)

2 + f(lh)τ
⊥
j+1/2 · τj = 0, (3.6)

by using (3.5). Combining (3.1) and (3.6), we get

Jj =
2

qj + qj+1

(
−
1

2
|τj − τj+1|

2

)
− f(lh)τ

⊥
j+1/2 · τj

= −
1

qj + qj+1

∣∣∣ẋj + f(lh)τ
⊥
j+1/2

∣∣∣
2
(
qj + qj+1

2

)2

− f(lh)τ
⊥
j+1/2 · τj

= −
qj + qj+1

4

(
|ẋj|

2 + 2f(lh)τ
⊥
j+1/2 · ẋj + f(lh)

2
)
− f(Lh)τ

⊥
j+1/2 · τj

= −
qj + qj+1

4
|ẋj |

2 −
qj + qj+1

2
f(lh)τ

⊥
j+1/2 · ẋj −

qj + qj+1

4
f(lh)

2 − f(lh)τ
⊥
j+1/2 · τj

= −
qj + qj+1

4
|ẋj |

2 −
qj + qj+1

4
f(lh)τ

⊥
j+1/2 · ẋj.

Plugging this into (3.4) yields (3.3), and the proof is completed. �

Proof [Proof of Theorem 3.2] We define

T ∗ = sup
{
t ∈ [0, T ] : xh solves (3.1) with C1

2 ≤
qj(t)

h
≤ 2C2, max

j=1,...,N
|Tj(t)− τj(t)| ≤ h

5

4

}
.

(3.7)

Clearly T ∗ > 0. Noticing the nonlinear terms in (3.1) are locally Lipschitz with respect to

xj, we get local existence and uniqueness using standard ODE theory. Furthermore, since

qj(0) = Qj(0) and τj(0) = Tj(0), the desired estimate also holds by continuity. By (3.7) and

the Lipschitz continuity of f , we have ∀ t ∈ [0, T ∗],

2πC1 ≤ L ≤ 2πC2, πC1 ≤ lh ≤ 4πC2, |f(L)| ≤ C, (3.8)

where C is a constant depending on C1, C2 and f . We claim that there exists a constant

h1 > 0 such that for 0 < h ≤ h1, it holds

max
j=1,...,N

|ẋj(t)| ≤ C, ∀ t ∈ [0, T ∗], (3.9)

where C depends on C1, C2 and f . Indeed, by (3.1), (2.5c), (3.7) and (3.8), we obtain

|ẋj |
2 ≤ 2

∣∣∣∣
2

qj + qj+1
(τj+1 − τj)

∣∣∣∣
2

+ 2
∣∣∣f(lh)τ⊥j+1/2

∣∣∣
2
≤ C

∣∣∣∣
τj+1 − τj

h

∣∣∣∣
2

+ C

≤ C

(∣∣∣∣
Tj+1 − Tj

h

∣∣∣∣+
2

h
max

k=1,...,N
|Tk − τk|

)2

+ C ≤ C.

6



Moreover, based on (2.5b), we have

min
j=1,...,N

|Tj + Tj+1| ≥ 1, (3.10)

when h is sufficiently small. Define the truncation error as

Rj := Ẋj −
2

Qj +Qj+1
(Tj+1 − Tj) + f(L)N (ξj), (3.11)

R̃j := Q̇j +
Qj−1+Qj

4 |Ẋj−1|
2 +

Qj+Qj+1

4 |Ẋj |
2

+
Qj−1+Qj

4 f(L)Ẋj−1 · N (ξj−1) +
Qj+1+Qj

4 f(L)Ẋj · N (ξj). (3.12)

(1). Estimates of the truncation error Rj, R̃j . Employing (1.2), (2.5a) and (2.5c), one gets

Rj = Ẋj −
2

Qj +Qj+1
(Tj+1 − Tj) + f(L)N (ξj)

= Ẋj −
1

|∂ξX(ξj)|+O(h2)

(
∂ξT (ξj) +O(h2)

)
+ f(L)N (ξj)

= Ẋj −
1

|∂ξX(ξj)|

(
1 +O(h2)

)
·
(
∂ξT (ξj) +O(h2)

)
+ f(L)N (ξj)

= Ẋj −
1

|∂ξX(ξj)|
∂ξT (ξj) + f(L)N (ξj) +O(h2)

= O(h2).

(3.13)

Similarly, applying (2.2), (2.5b) and (2.5c), we derive

Q̇j =
(
Ẋj − Ẋj−1

)
· Tj

=
h

4
(∂t∂ξX(ξj−1) + ∂t∂ξX(ξj)) · (T (ξj) + T (ξj−1)) +O(h3)

=
h

2
∂t∂ξX(ξj−1) · T (ξj−1) +

h

2
∂t∂ξX(ξj) · T (ξj) +O(h3)

=
h

2

(
−|∂ξX||∂tX|2(ξj−1)− f(L)|∂ξX|(ξj−1)∂tX(ξj−1) · N (ξj−1)

)

+
h

2

(
−|∂ξX||∂tX|2(ξj)− f(L)|∂ξX|(ξj)∂tX(ξj) · N (ξj)

)
+O(h3),

which together with (2.5a) implies

R̃j = Q̇j +
Qj−1 +Qj

4
|Ẋj−1|

2 +
Qj +Qj+1

4
|Ẋj |

2

+
Qj−1 +Qj

4
f(L)Ẋj−1 · N (ξj−1) +

Qj+1 +Qj

4
f(L)Ẋj · N (ξj) = O(h3).

(3.14)

(2). Stability. Denote ej(t) = Xj(t)− xj(t). Subtracting (3.1) from (3.11), one gets

ėj −
2

qj + qj+1
((Tj+1 − τj+1)− (Tj − τj))

=− f(L)
(
N (ξj)− τ⊥j+1/2

)
− (f(L)− f(lh)) τ

⊥
j+1/2

+ 2
(qj −Qj) + (qj+1 −Qj+1)

(Qj +Qj+1)(qj + qj+1)
(Tj+1 − Tj) +Rj

= : I1j + I2j + I3j + I4j .
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Multiplying both sides with 1
2(qj + qj+1)ėj and summing together over all j = 1, . . . , N ,

we obtain

1

2

N∑

j=1

(qj + qj+1)|ėj |
2 −

N∑

j=1

((Tj+1 − τj+1)− (Tj − τj)) · ėj =
4∑

k=1

N∑

j=1

1

2
(qj + qj+1)I

k
j · ėj .

Applying (3.7), Young’s inequality, Assumption 2.1 and (2.5a), we arrive at

−
N∑

j=1

((Tj+1 − τj+1)− (Tj − τj)) · ėj

=
1

2

d

dt

N∑

j=1

qj|Tj − τj |
2 + h

N∑

j=1

(
Qj − qj

Qj
δẊj · (Tj − τj) +

qj
2Qj

(
δẊj · Tj

)
|Tj − τj|

2

)

≥
1

2

d

dt

N∑

j=1

qj|Tj − τj |
2 − C

N∑

j=1

(
1

h
(Qj − qj)

2 + qj|Tj − τj|
2

)
,

where for the first equality, we used the result in [15] (cf. page 9 in [15]). Employing

(2.5d), (3.7), (3.8), (3.10) and Young’s inequality, we get

N∑

j=1

qj + qj+1

2
I1j · ėj ≤ Ch

N∑

j=1

∣∣N (ξj)− τ⊥j+1/2

∣∣|ėj |

≤ C(ε)h
N∑

j=1

|Tj − τj|
2 + εh

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2 + C(ε)h4.

Similarly, using (2.5a), (2.5c), Young’s inequality and (3.13), one obtains

N∑

j=1

1

2
(qj + qj+1)I

3
j · ėj ≤ C

N∑

j=1

(
|Qj − qj|+ |Qj+1 − qj+1|

)
|ėj |

≤ εh

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2 +

C(ε)

h

N∑

j=1

|Qj − qj|
2,

N∑

j=1

1

2
(qj + qj+1)I

4
j · ėj ≤ εh

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2 + C(ε)h4.

It remains to estimate the term related to I2j . Firstly we estimate the error of the

8



perimeter by applying the trapezoidal quadrature formula and (2.5a)

|L− lh| =

∣∣∣∣
∫

S1

|∂ξX| dξ −
N∑

j=1

qj + qj+1

2

∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣h
N∑

j=1

|∂ξX|(ξj) +O(h2)−
N∑

j=1

qj + qj+1

2

∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣
N∑

j=1

Qj +Qj+1

2
+O(h2)−

N∑

j=1

qj + qj+1

2

∣∣∣∣

≤
N∑

j=1

|Qj − qj |+ Ch2.

(3.15)

This immediately yields

N∑

j=1

1

2
(qj + qj+1)I

2
j · ėj ≤ Ch

N∑

j=1

|L− lh||ėj | ≤ C(ε)|L− lh|
2 + εh

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2

≤ C(ε)




N∑

j=1

|Qj − qj|




2

+ C(ε)h4 + εh
N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2

≤ C(ε)
1

h

N∑

j=1

|Qj − qj|
2 +C(ε)h4 + εh

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2.

By combining the above inequalities, (3.7) and choosing ε to be sufficiently small, we

are led to

h
N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2 +

d

dt

N∑

j=1

qj|Tj − τj|
2 ≤ Ch4 + C

N∑

j=1

(
1

h
(Qj − qj)

2 + qj|Tj − τj |
2

)
.

Through integration and utilizing Gronwall’s inequality, we obtain

∫ t

0
h

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2 ds+ sup

0≤s≤t

N∑

j=1

qj|Tj − τj|
2 ≤ Ch4 + C

∫ t

0

1

h

N∑

j=1

(Qj − qj)
2 ds, (3.16)

for 0 ≤ t ≤ T ∗, where C is a constant depending on C1, C2,K1(X), T and f .

(3). Length difference estimate. By using (3.9) and (3.15), we can derive the following

estimates

(|ẋj |
2 − |Ẋj |

2) ≤ (|ẋj |+ |Ẋj |)|ẋj − Ẋj | ≤ C|ėj|, f(lh)− f(L) ≤ C
N∑

j=1

|Qj − qj|+ Ch2.

Subtracting (3.12) from (3.3), integrating from 0 to t, and applying (2.5d) together

9



with the above estimate, we get

|Qj − qj|(t) ≤

∫ t

0
|Q̇j − q̇j|(s) ds+ |Qj − qj|(0)

≤ C

∫ t

0
|qj −Qj|+ |qj+1 −Qj+1|+ |qj−1 −Qj−1| ds

+ Ch

∫ t

0
|τj − Tj|+ |τj+1 − Tj+1|+ |τj−1 − Tj−1| ds

+ Ch

∫ t

0

N∑

j=1

|Qj − qj| ds+ Ch3 + Ch

∫ t

0
|ėj−1|+ |ėj | ds+

∫ t

0
|R̃j | ds.

This together with (3.14) yields

1

h

N∑

j=1

(Qj − qj)
2(t) ≤ C

∫ t

0
h

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2 ds+ C

∫ t

0

1

h

N∑

j=1

(Qj − qj)
2 ds

+C

∫ t

0
h

N∑

j=1

|Tj − τj|
2 ds+ Ch4.

Applying Gronwall’s inequality, we get

1

h

N∑

j=1

(Qj − qj)
2(t) ≤ C

∫ t

0
h

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2 ds+C

∫ t

0

N∑

j=1

qj|Tj − τj|
2 ds+ Ch4

≤ C

∫ t

0
h

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2 ds+C sup

0≤s≤t

N∑

j=1

qj|Tj − τj |
2 +Ch4

≤ Ch4 + C

∫ t

0

1

h

N∑

j=1

(Qj − qj)
2(s)ds,

(3.17)

where for the last inequality we utilized (3.16). Hence Gronwall’s inequality gives

1

h

N∑

j=1

(Qj − qj)
2(t) ≤ Ch4, 0 ≤ t ≤ T ∗. (3.18)

This together with (3.16) implies

∫ T ∗

0
h

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2 ds+ sup

0≤t≤T ∗

N∑

j=1

qj|Tj − τj |
2 ≤ Ch4. (3.19)

Now we are ready to complete the proof by a continuity argument. It follows from (3.19)

that there exists h2 > 0 such that when h ≤ h2,

|Tj − τj|(t) ≤ h−
1

2

(
h

N∑

k=1

|Tk − τk|
2(t)
) 1

2

≤ Ch−
1

2h2 ≤ 1
2h

5

4 , 0 ≤ t ≤ T ∗.

10



On the other hand, it can be easily derived from (3.18) that

|Qj(t)− qj(t)| ≤ Ch3/2, 0 ≤ t ≤ T ∗,

which together with (2.5a) yields

2
3C1 ≤ qj(t)/h ≤ 3

2C2, h ≤ h3.

By continuity we can extend T ∗ such that

C1

2 ≤
qj(t)

h
≤ 2C2, max

j=1,...,N
|Tj(t)− τj(t)| ≤ h

5

4 .

This contradicts (3.7) if T ∗ < T . Therefore, T ∗ = T . As for the estimate of ej , we first notice

δej = δXj − δxj =
Qj(Tj − τj)

h
+

(Qj − qj)

h
τj .

Recalling (3.18) and (3.19), we immediately get

h

N∑

j=1

|ej |
2 ≤ C

∫ t

0
h

N∑

j=1

|ėj |
2ds ≤ Ch4,

h
N∑

j=1

|δej |
2 ≤ Ch

N∑

j=1

(
|Tj − τj|

2 +
(Qj − qj)

2

h2

)
≤ Ch4,

which yields

‖X(t)− xh(t)‖H1
G
=
(
h

N∑

j=1

(
|ej |

2 + |δej |
2
)) 1

2

≤ Ch2, 0 ≤ t ≤ T,

and the proof is completed by taking h0 = min{h1, h2, h3}. �

4 Finite element methods

In this section, we present two finite element methods based on different formulations and

establish their error estimates. The parametrization (1.2) naturally leads to a weak formula-

tion: for any v ∈ (H1(S1))2, it holds
∫

S1

|∂ξX|∂tX · v dξ +

∫

S1

T · ∂ξv dξ +

∫

S1

f(L)(∂ξX)⊥ · v dξ = 0. (4.1)

For spatial discretization, let 0 = ξ0 < ξ1 < . . . < ξN = 2π be a partition of S1. We denote

hj = ξj − ξj−1 as the length of the interval Ij := [ξj−1, ξj] and h = max
j

hj . We assume that

the partition and the exact solution are regular in the following senses, respectively:

(Assumption 4.1) There exist constants cp and cP such that

min
j

hj ≥ cph, |hj+1 − hj | ≤ cPh
2, 1 ≤ j ≤ N.

11



(Assumption 4.2) Suppose the solution of (1.2) satisfies X ∈ W 1,∞
(
[0, T ],H2(S1)

)
,

i.e.,

K2(X) := ‖X‖W 1,∞([0,T ],H2(S1)) < ∞,

and there exist constants 0 < C1 < C2 such that (2.4) holds.

We define the following finite element space consisting of piecewise linear functions satis-

fying periodic boundary conditions:

Vh =
{
v ∈ C(S1,R2) : v|Ij ∈ P1(Ij), 1 ≤ j ≤ N, v(ξ0) = v(ξN )

}
,

where P1 denotes all polynomials with degrees at most 1. For any continuous function v ∈

C(S1,R2), the linear interpolation Ihv ∈ Vh is uniquely determined through Ihv(ξj) = v(ξj)

for all 1 ≤ j ≤ N and can be explicitly written as Ihv(ξ) =
N∑
j=1

v(ξj)ϕj(ξ), where ϕj represents

the standard Lagrange basis function satisfying ϕj(ξi) = δij .

4.1 FEM with only the normal motion

In this part, we present a finite element method based on the original parametrization (1.2).

Definition 4.1 We call a function

xh(ξ, t) =

N∑

j=1

xj(t)ϕj(ξ) : S
1 × [0, T ] → R

2 (4.2)

is a semi-discrete solution of (1.2) if it satisfies xh(ξ, 0) = IhX
0 and for all vh ∈ Vh, it holds

∫

S1

qh∂txh · vh dξ +

∫

S1

τh · ∂ξvh dξ+

∫

S1

h2qh
6

∂ξ∂txh · ∂ξvh dξ +

∫

S1

f(lh)(∂ξxh)
⊥ · vh dξ = 0,

(4.3)

where

qh = |∂ξxh| =
N∑

j=1

qj
hj

χIj , τh =
∂ξxh
|∂ξxh|

=
N∑

j=1

xj − xj−1

qj
χIj , (4.4)

represent the discrete length element and unit tangent vector, respectively, lh represents the

perimeter of the evolved polygon with vertices xj, and h =
N∑
j=1

hjχIj with χ being the charac-

teristic function.

Remark 4.2 Compared to the original formulation (4.1), here an extra term
∫
S1

h2|∂ξxh|
6 ∂ξ∂txh·

∂ξvh dξ is introduced in (4.3), which reduces to the so-called mass-lumped scheme (4.5).

Clearly this term does not affect the convergence order for a linear finite element method.

As was interpreted in [26, 21], this mass-lumped version can preserve the length shortening

property for the CSF/AP-CSF, which was missing for the original formula.
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Taking vh = (ϕj , 0) and vh = (0, ϕj) for j = 1, . . . , N in (4.3), we are led to the following

2N ordinary differential equations:

qj + qj+1

2
ẋj = τj+1 − τj − f(lh)(xj+1 − xj−1)

⊥, (4.5)

where τj is the discrete tangent defined as (2.3). Furthermore, we have the following identities

q̇j = −
1

qj + qj+1
|τj+1 − τj|

2 −
1

qj + qj−1
|τj−1 − τj|

2 + τj · (rj − rj−1) (4.6)

= −
qj + qj+1

4
|ẋj − rj|

2 −
qj + qj−1

4
|ẋj−1 − rj−1|

2 + τj · (rj − rj−1) , (4.7)

where for simplicity we denote

rj = −f(lh)
njqj + nj+1qj+1

qj + qj+1
. (4.8)

Theorem 4.3 Let X(ξ, t) be a solution of (1.2) satisfying Assumption 4.2. Assume that the

partition of S1 satisfies Assumption 4.1. Then there exists h0 > 0 such that for all 0 < h ≤ h0,

there exists a unique semi-discrete solution xh for (4.3). Furthermore, the solution satisfies

∫ T

0
‖∂tX − ∂txh‖

2
L2dt+ sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖X − xh‖

2
H1 ≤ Ch2, (4.9)

where h0 and C depend on cp, cP , C1, C2, T , K2(X) and f .

Before presenting the proof of Theorem 4.3, we first list a lemma which will be used later.

Lemma 4.4 [26, Lemma 4.2] Under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, suppose further
∫

S1

|T − τh|
2 qhdξ + ‖|∂ξX| − qh‖

2
L2 ≤ Ch2, ∀ t ∈ [0, T ∗],

then there exists a constant h0 such that for any 0 < h ≤ h0, we have

inf
ξ
qh ≥ 3C1/4, and sup

ξ
qh ≤ 3C2/2, ∀ t ∈ [0, T ∗],

where C1 and C2 are the lower and upper bounds of |∂ξX| shown in (2.4).

Proof Similar to the proof of Theorem 3.2, we apply the continuity argument. Define

T ∗ = sup{t ∈ [0, T ] : (4.3) has a unique solution xh and inf qh ≥ C1/2, sup qh ≤ 2C2}.

(4.10)

Since the nonlinear terms in (4.5) are locally Lipschitz with respect to xj, the local existence

and uniqueness follow from standard ODE theory, and thus T ∗ > 0. Moreover, due to the

Lipschitz property of f and Assumption (4.10), for any t ∈ [0, T ∗], it holds that

2πC1 ≤ L ≤ 2πC2, πC1 ≤ lh ≤ 4πC2, |f(L)| ≤ C, (4.11)

where C is a constant depending on C1, C2, f .
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(1) Stability. Taking the difference between (4.1) and (4.3), and choosing vh = Ih(∂tX) −

∂txh ∈ Vh, we get
∫

S1

|∂tX − ∂txh|
2qhdξ +

∫

S1

(T − τh) (∂ξ∂tX − ∂ξ∂txh) dξ

=

∫

S1

∂tX · (qh − |∂ξX|) (Ih∂tX − ∂txh) dξ +

∫

S1

h2qh
6

∂ξ∂txh · ∂ξ (Ih∂tX − ∂txh) dξ

+

∫

S1

qh(∂tX − ∂txh) · (∂tX − Ih∂tX)dξ +

∫

S1

(T − τh) · (∂ξ∂tX − ∂ξIh∂tX) dξ

+

∫

S1

f(L) (∂ξX − ∂ξxh)
⊥ · (∂txh − Ih∂tX) dξ

+

∫

S1

(
f(L)− f(lh)

)
(∂ξxh)

⊥ · (∂txh − Ih∂tX) dξ =: J1 + J2 + J3 + J4 + J5 + J6.

The estimates of the second term on the left side and Jj for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4 can be found in

[21, Lemma 5.1] or [26, Lemma 4.1], which can be summarized as follows:
∫

S1

(T − τh) · (∂ξ∂tX − ∂ξ∂txh) dξ

≥
1

2

d

dt

( ∫

S1

|T − τh|
2qhdξ

)
− C‖∂ξ∂tX‖L∞

(∫

S1

|T − τh|
2qhdξ + ‖|∂ξX| − qh‖

2
L2

)
,

J1 + J2 + J3 + J4 ≤ ε

∫

S1

|∂tX − ∂tXh|
2 qhdξ + C(ε) ‖∂tX‖2L∞ ‖|∂ξX| − qh‖

2
L2

+ C(ε)h2‖∂tX‖2H1 + C

∫

S1

|T − τh|
2qhdξ,

where ε is a generic positive constant which will be chosen later. For J5 and J6, in view

of the Lipschitz property of f , (4.11), and the identity

|∂ξX − ∂ξxh|
2 = (|∂ξX| − qh)

2 + |∂ξX|qh|T − τh|
2, (4.12)

applying similar techniques in [26] (cf. proof of Lemma 4.1), we can get

J5 =

∫

S1

f(L) (∂ξX − ∂ξxh)
⊥ · (∂tX − Ih∂tX) dξ

+

∫

S1

f(L) (∂ξX − ∂ξxh)
⊥ · (∂txh − ∂tX) dξ

≤ C ‖∂ξX‖L∞

∫

S1

|T − τh|
2 qhdξ + C

∫

S1

(|∂ξX| − qh)
2dξ + Ch2‖∂tX‖2H1

+C(ε) ‖∂ξX‖L∞

∫

S1

|T − τh|
2 qhdξ + C(ε)‖|∂ξX| − qh‖

2
L2 + ε

∫

S1

|∂txh − ∂tX|2 qhdξ,

J6 =

∫

S1

(
f(L)− f(lh)

)
(∂ξxh)

⊥ · (∂tX − Ih∂tX) dξ

+

∫

S1

(
f(L)− f(lh)

)
(∂ξxh)

⊥ · (∂txh − ∂tX) dξ

≤ C|L− lh|
2 + C‖∂tX − Ih∂tX‖2L2 +C(ε)|L− lh|

2 + ε

∫

S1

qh |∂txh − ∂tX|2 dξ

≤ C(ε)‖|∂ξX| − qh‖
2
L2 + Ch2‖∂tX‖2H1 + ε

∫

S1

qh |∂txh − ∂tX|2 dξ.
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Here we use the inequalities |L− lh|
2 ≤ ‖|∂ξX| − qh‖

2
L1 ≤ C‖|∂ξX| − qh‖

2
L2 . Combining

all the above estimates, we are led to
∫

S1

|∂tX − ∂txh|
2qhdξ +

1

2

d

dt

∫

S1

|T − τh|
2qhdξ ≤ 4ε

∫

S1

|∂tX − ∂txh|
2qhdξ

+ C(ε)h2‖∂tX‖2H2 + C(ε,K2(X))‖|∂ξX| − qh‖
2
L2 + C(ε,K2(X))

∫

S1

|T − τh|
2qhdξ.

Choosing ε small enough, integrating both sides with respect to time from 0 to t and

applying Gronwall’s argument, we arrive at
∫ t

0

∫

S1

|∂tX − ∂txh|
2qhdξds+ sup

0≤s≤t

∫

S1

|T − τh|
2qhdξ ≤ C

∫ t

0
‖|∂ξX| − qh‖

2
L2ds+ Ch2,

(4.13)

where C is a constant depending on cp, cP , C1, C2, T , K2(X) and f .

(2) Length difference estimate. Applying the Lipschitz property of f and (4.11), a mild

modification of the proof of [26, Lemma 4.3, Lemma 4.4] enables us to establish the

same length difference estimate as in [26]:

‖|∂ξX| − qh‖
2
L2 ≤ C

∫ t

0

∫

S1

|∂tX − ∂txh|
2 qhdξds+ C

∫ t

0

∫

S1

|T − τh|
2 qhdξds+ Ch2,

(4.14)

where C depends on cp, cP , C1, C2, T , K2(X) and f . For the details, we refer to [26].

Combining (4.13) and (4.14), employing Gronwall’s inequality, we derive
∫ t

0

∫

S1

|∂tX − ∂txh|
2 qhdξds+ sup

0≤s≤t

∫

S1

|T − τh|
2 qhdξ ≤ Ch2, ∀ t ∈ [0, T ∗], (4.15)

which together with (4.14) yields

‖|∂ξX| − qh‖
2
L2 ≤ Ch2.

Applying Lemma 4.4, there exists h0 > 0 depending on cp, cP , C1, C2, T , K2(X) such that for

any 0 < h ≤ h0, we have

inf qh ≥ 3C1/4, and sup qh ≤ 3C2/2, t ∈ [0, T ∗].

By standard ODE theory, we can uniquely extend the above semi-discrete solution in a

neighborhood of T ∗, and thus T ∗ = T . The estimate (4.9) can be concluded similarly as in

[26, Theorem 2.5] by integration, (4.12) and (4.15):

‖X(·, t) − xh(·, t)‖
2
H1 =

∫

S1

|X − xh|
2dξ +

∫

S1

|∂ξX − ∂ξxh|
2dξ

≤ 2

∫

S1

( ∫ t

0
∂tX − ∂txhds

)2
dξ + 2‖X0 − IhX

0‖2L2 + ‖|∂ξX| − qh‖
2
L2 +

∫

S1

|T − τh|
2|∂ξX|qhdξ

≤ 2

∫

S1

T

∫ t

0
|∂tX − ∂txh|

2dsdξ + Ch2 ≤ Ch2,

and the proof is completed. �
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4.2 FEM with tangential motions

The aforementioned methods are developed based on the equation (1.1) and only normal

motion is allowed. They might suffer from the fact that the mesh will have inhomogeneous

properties during the evolution, for instance, some nodes may cluster and the mesh may

become distorted. This will lead to instability and even the breakdown of the simulation. To

address this challenge, various techniques have been proposed to improve the mesh quality

for evolving various types of geometric flows in the literature, such as mesh redistribution [3],

and the introduction of artificial tangential velocity [6, 20, 30, 37].

In this subsection, to achieve equipartition property for long-time evolution, we derive

another formulation of (1.1) by introducing a tangential velocity. We consider the equation

∂tX = (κ− f(L))N + γ(X)T ,

whereN ,T are the unit normal vector and tangent vector respectively, and γ is the tangential

velocity to be determined. It is important to note that the presence of tangential velocity has

no impact on the shape of evolving curves [12, 22], and suitable choices of tangential velocity

may help the redistribution of mesh points [31, 30, 37]. As mentioned in the introduction,

inspired by the work of [12, 22] for curve shortening flow, we consider an explicit tangential

velocity given by

γ(X) =
∂ξX · ∂ξξX

|∂ξX|3
.

More generally, for a fixed parameter 0 < α ≤ 1, we consider a series of reparametrizations

Xα which are determined by

α∂tXα + (1− α)(∂tXα · N )N =
∂ξξXα

|∂ξXα|2
− f(L)N ; Xα(ξ, 0) = X0(ξ). (4.16)

Below we provide three justifications for (4.16).

(i) The solution Xα of the evolution equation (4.16) has the same shape as the standard

parametrization equation (1.2) since they share the same normal velocity

∂tXα · N = α∂tXα · N + (1− α)∂tXα · N

=

(
∂ξξXα

|∂ξXα|2
− γ(Xα)T − f(L)N

)
· N

=

(
1

|∂ξXα|
∂ξ

(
∂ξXα

|∂ξXα|

)
− f(L)N

)
· N

= κ− f(L),

where we note that the curvature κ and perimeter L are geometric quantities indepen-

dent of the parametrization.

(ii) The evolution of (4.16) has asymptotic equidistribution property in a continuous level.

More precisely, suppose Xe
α is the equilibrium of (4.16), i.e., ∂tX

e
α = 0, then formally
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we have

∂ξ|∂ξX
e
α| = ∂ξξX

e
α · T =

(
∂ξξX

e
α

|∂ξXe
α|

2
− f(L)N

)
· |∂ξX

e
α|

2T = 0,

which means the equilibrium has constant arc-length. This leads us to expect that

the corresponding numerical solution for (4.16) has equidistributed mesh points for

long-time evolution.

(iii) As explained in [22, Section 8], we can write the standard parametrization equation

(1.2) as

∂tX = ∆Γ[X]X − f(L)N ,

where Γ[X] is the image of X and ∆Γ[X] is the Laplace-Beltrami operator over the

curve Γ[X]. The DeTurck’s trick for operator ∆Γ[X] maintains the normal term f(L)N

unaffected and leads to (4.16). In this aspect, the nonlocal flows can be viewed as a

natural generalization of [22, Section 8].

Next we present a finite element method for (4.16). For fixed α, multiplying |∂ξX|2 for

both sides of (4.16) (below we omit the subscript α for simplicity), we obtain the following

weak formulation: for any v ∈ (H1(S1))2, it holds

∫

S1

|∂ξX|2(α∂tX + (1− α)(∂tX · N )N ) · vdξ +

∫

S1

∂ξX · ∂ξvdξ +

∫

S1

f(L)|∂ξX|2N · vdξ = 0.

(4.17)

We use the same spatial discretization for S1 as in the last subsection and assume it satisfies

Assumption 4.1. We further assume the exact solution of (4.16) is regular in the following

sense.

(Assumption 4.3) Suppose that the solution of (4.16) with an initial value X0 ∈ H2(S1)

satisfies X ∈ W 1,∞
(
[0, T ],H2(S1)

)
, i.e.,

K2(X) := ‖X‖W 1,∞([0,T ],H2(S1)) < ∞,

and there exist constants 0 < C1 < C2 such that (2.4) holds.

Definition 4.5 We call a function xh(ξ, t) =
N∑
j=1

xj(t)ϕj(ξ) : S1 × [0, T ] → R
2 is a semi-

discrete solution of (4.16) if it satisfies xh(ξ, 0) = IhX
0 and

∫

S1

|∂ξxh|
2(α∂txh+(1−α)(∂txh·nh)nh)·vh dξ+

∫

S1

∂ξxh·∂ξvh dξ+

∫

S1

f(lh)|∂ξxh|
2nh·vh dξ = 0,

(4.18)

for any vh ∈ Vh, where nh = τ⊥h represents the piecewise unit normal vector.

Theorem 4.6 Let X(ξ, t) be a solution of (4.16) satisfying Assumption 4.3. Assume that

the partition of S
1 satisfies Assumption 4.1. Then there exists h0 > 0 such that for all
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0 < h ≤ h0, there exists a unique semi-discrete solution xh for (4.18). Furthermore, the

solution satisfies

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|X − xh|
2
H1 + α

∫ T

0
‖∂tX − ∂txh‖

2
L2 dt+ (1− α)

∫ T

0
‖nh · (∂tX − ∂txh)‖

2
L2 dt

≤ CTh2 + CeMT/αh2,

where h0, C and M depend on cp, cP , C1, C2, K2(X), and f .

Proof Fix α ∈ (0, 1]. We consider a Banach space Zh = C([0, T ], Vh) equipped with the

norm

‖vh‖Zh
:= sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖vh(t)‖L2 , vh ∈ Zh,

and a nonempty closed convex subset Bh of Zh defined by

Bh :=

{
vh ∈ Zh| sup

t∈[0,T ]
e−Mt/α‖(∂ξX − ∂ξvh)(t)‖

2
L2 ≤ K2h2 and vh(·, 0) = IhX

0(·)

}
, (4.19)

where M,K > 0 are constants that will be determined later. For any uh ∈ Bh, applying

interpolation error, inverse inequality and (4.19), one can easily derive

‖(∂ξX − ∂ξuh)(t)‖L∞ ≤ ‖(∂ξX − Ih∂ξX)(t)‖L∞ + ‖(Ih∂ξX − ∂ξIhuh)(t)‖L∞

≤ Ch1/2 + Ch−1/2‖(Ih∂ξX − ∂ξuh)(t)‖L2

≤ Ch1/2 + Ch−1/2 (‖(∂ξX − Ih∂ξX)(t)‖L2 + ‖(∂ξX − ∂ξuh)(t)‖L2)

≤ Ch1/2
(
1 + e

Mt
2α K

)
.

It follows from Assumption 4.3 that there exists a constant h0 > 0 depending on α,M,

K, T,K2(X) such that for any 0 < h ≤ h0, we have

inf
ξ
|∂ξuh| ≥ C1/2, sup

ξ
|∂ξuh| ≤ 2C2. (4.20)

Setting q̂h = |∂ξuh| and denoting l̂h as the perimeter of uh, due to the Lipschitz property of

f , it holds that

2πC1 ≤ L ≤ 2πC2, πC1 ≤ l̂h ≤ 4πC2, |f(l̂h)| ≤ C, (4.21)

where C is a constant depending on C1, C2 and f . We define a continuous map F : Bh → Zh

as follows. For any uh ∈ Bh, we define yh as the unique solution of the following linear

equation:
∫

S1

q̂h
2(α∂tyh + (1− α)(∂tyh · n̂h)n̂h) · vh dξ +

∫

S1

∂ξyh · ∂ξvh dξ

+

∫

S1

f(l̂h)q̂h(∂ξyh)
⊥ · vh dξ = 0, ∀ vh ∈ Vh,

(4.22)

with initial data yh(0) = IhX
0, where n̂h =

(
∂ξuh

|∂ξuh|

)⊥
.
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(1) Length difference estimate for uh ∈ Bh. Applying (4.19) and the triangle inequality, we

obtain

‖(|∂ξX| − q̂h)(t)‖L2 ≤ ‖(∂ξX − ∂ξuh)(t)‖L2 ≤ KheMt/(2α), 0 ≤ t ≤ T. (4.23)

(2) Stability estimate for yh ∈ Zh. Taking v = vh in (4.17) and subtracting (4.22) from

(4.17), we get

∫

S1

q̂h
2 (α (∂tX − ∂tyh) · vh + (1− α) (∂tX − ∂tyh) · n̂h(n̂h · vh)) dξ

+

∫

S1

(∂ξX − ∂ξyh) · ∂ξvh dξ

=

∫

S1

(q̂h
2 − |∂ξX|2)(α∂tX · vh + (1− α)(∂tX · n̂h)(n̂h · vh)) dξ

+ (1− α)

∫

S1

|∂ξX|2(∂tX · (n̂h −N )(n̂h · vh) + (∂tX · N )(n̂h −N ) · vh) dξ

+

∫

S1

(
−f(L)|∂ξX|+ f(l̂h)q̂h

)
(∂ξX)⊥ · vh dξ

−

∫

S1

f(l̂h)q̂h

(
(∂ξX)⊥ − (∂ξyh)

⊥
)
· vh dξ =: J1 + J2 + J3 + J4.

Choosing vh = Ih(∂tX)−∂tyh ∈ Vh, the estimates of the left-hand hand side and J1, J2
can be found in [22, (3.7)], which can be summarized as

d

dt
‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖

2
L2 +

C2
1

8
α‖∂tX − ∂tyh‖

2
L2 +

C2
1

4
(1− α)‖n̂h · (∂tX − ∂tyh)‖

2
L2

≤ Ch2(1 + ‖∂tX‖2H2) + ‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖
2
L2 + Ch2K2eMt/α/α + 2|J3|+ 2|J4|.

(4.24)

For the terms of J3 and J4, in view of the Lipschitz property of f and the inequality

|L− l̂h| ≤ C‖|∂ξX| − q̂h‖L2 ,

applying (4.20), (4.21), (4.23) and Young’s inequality, we get

|J3| =

∣∣∣∣
∫

S1

(
−f(L) + f(l̂h)

)
|∂ξX|(∂ξX)⊥ · vh dξ −

∫

S1

f(l̂h) (|∂ξX| − q̂h) (∂ξX)⊥ · vh dξ

∣∣∣∣

≤ C

∫

S1

|L− l̂h| (|Ih(∂tX)− ∂tX|+ |∂tX − ∂tyh|) dξ

+C

∫

S1

||∂ξX| − q̂h| (|Ih(∂tX)− ∂tX|+ |∂tX − ∂tyh|) dξ

≤ Ch|L− l̂h|‖∂tX‖H1 + C|L− l̂h|‖∂tX − ∂tyh‖L2

+Ch‖|∂ξX| − q̂h‖L2‖∂tX‖H1 + C‖|∂ξX| − q̂h‖L2‖∂tX − ∂tyh‖L2

≤ CKe
Mt
2α h‖∂tX − ∂tyh‖L2 + CKe

Mt
2α h2‖∂tX‖H1

≤
C(ε)eMt/αK2h2

4α
+ εα‖∂tX − ∂tyh‖

2
L2 + αh2‖∂tX‖2H1 ,
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and

|J4| =

∣∣∣∣
∫

S1

f(l̂h)q̂h

(
(∂ξX)⊥ − (∂ξyh)

⊥
)
· vh dξ

∣∣∣∣
≤ Ch‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖L2‖∂tX‖H1 + C‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖L2‖∂tX − ∂tyh‖L2

≤ ‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖
2
L2 + Ch2‖∂tX‖2H1 +

C(ε)

4α
‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖

2
L2 + εα‖∂tX − ∂tyh‖

2
L2 .

Combining all the above estimate and taking ε small enough, we obtain

d

dt
‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖

2
L2 +

C2
1

16
α‖∂tX − ∂tyh‖

2
L2 +

C2
1

4
(1− α)‖n̂h · (∂tX − ∂tyh)‖

2
L2

≤ Ch2 + C(1 + 1/α)‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖
2
L2 + Ch2K2eMt/α/α,

(4.25)

where C depends on cp, cP , C1, C2, T , K2(X), and f . This directly gives

d

dt
‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖

2
L2 ≤ Ch2 + C(1 + 1/α)‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖

2
L2 + Ch2K2eMt/α/α.

Thus we get

‖∂ξX(t)− ∂ξyh(t)‖
2
L2

≤ ‖∂ξX
0 − ∂ξyh(0)‖

2
L2e

C(1+ 1

α
)t + Ch2

∫ t

0
eC(1+ 1

α
)(t−s)

(
1 +K2eMs/α/α

)
ds

≤ CeC(1+ 1

α
)th2 + CK2h2

e
M
α
t − eC(1+ 1

α
)t

M − C(1 + α)
,

which yields

e−Mt/α‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖
2
L2 ≤ Ch2e(−

M
α
+C

α
+C)t +

CK2h2

M − C(1 + α)
≤ K2h2, (4.26)

if we select M ≥ 3C + Cα and K2 ≥ 2C. Hence, by plugging (4.26) into (4.25),

integrating from 0 to T , we arrive at

max
t∈[0,T ]

‖∂ξX − ∂ξyh‖
2
L2 + α

∫ T

0
‖∂tX − ∂tyh‖

2
L2 dt+ (1− α)

∫ T

0
‖n̂h · (∂tX − ∂tyh)‖

2
L2dt

≤ C(1 + T )h2 + CK2h2(1 + 1/α)

∫ T

0
eMs/αds

≤ C(1 + T )h2 +K2h2(eMT/α − 1) ≤ CTh2 + CeMT/αh2, (4.27)

where C and M are constants depending on cp, cP ,K2(X), C1, C2 and f .

Now we complete the proof by applying Schauder’s fixed point theorem for F . Indeed, it

follows from assumption (4.19) and (4.26) that F (Bh) ⊂ Bh. Furthermore, it can be easily

derived from (4.27) and the assumption yh(0) = IhX
0 that ‖yh‖W 1,2([0,T ],Vh) ≤ C, which,

together with the Sobolev embedding, implies that the inclusion F (Bh) ⊂ Bh is compact.
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Thus, by Schauder’s fixed point theorem (c.f. [22, Theorem 3.1]), there exists a fixed point

xh for (4.22) that satisfies F (xh) = xh, which is the desired semi-discrete solution. Moreover,

the estimate (4.27) also holds for the solution xh.

To address the uniqueness, it is important to recognize that (4.18) constitutes a nonlinear

ODE system for xj. Consequently, the uniqueness of xh is assured by nonlinear ODE theory.

It’s evident that xh serves as a semi-discrete solution of (4.18) and thus aligns with the

corresponding estimate. �

5 Convergence under manifold distance

As discussed in [42, 27], for two closed simple curves Γ1 and Γ2, the manifold distance is

defined as:

M (Γ1,Γ2) := Area((Ω1 \Ω2) ∪ (Ω2 \Ω1)) = Area(Ω1) + Area(Ω2)− 2Area(Ω1 ∩ Ω2),

where Ω1 and Ω2 are the regions enclosed by Γ1 and Γ2 respectively. As proved in [42, Propo-

sition 5.1], the manifold distance satisfies symmetry, positivity and the triangle inequality.

Under some assumptions, e.g., If Γ2 lies within the tabular neighborhood of the C2 curve Γ1

[13], the manifold distance between the two curves can be interpreted as the L1-norm of the

distance function. Recently, compare to the Lp-norm of parametrization functions, this type

of distance (i.e. the Lp-norm of distance function) has gained wide attentions in both the

scientific computing [27, 28] and numerical analysis community [1]. Moreover, the authors’

works [42, 27, 28] have demonstrated that the manifold distance (one of the shape metrics)

is more suitable than the norm of parametrization functions for quantifying numerical errors

of the schemes which are used for solving geometric flows, especially for schemes which al-

low intrinsic tangential velocity. Meanwhile, Bai and Li [1] have recently observed that the

L2-norm of distance function (so-called the projected distance in their paper) leads to the

recovery of full H1 parabolicity, and established a convergence result for Dziuk’s scheme of

the mean curvature flow with finite elements of degree k ≥ 3.

In this subsection, we first show that the function L∞-norm is stronger than the manifold

distance under some suitable regularity assumptions. More specifically, for a parametrization

function X ∈ C2(S1) of curve ΓX and an approximation curve ΓY by parameterization

function Y ∈ C0(S1), we have the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1 Let X : S
1 → R

2 be a parametrization function of simple curves ΓX with

X ∈ C2(S1), and assume there exist constants 0 < C1 < C2 such that (2.4) holds. Then there

exist positive constants δ0 and C such that for any parametrization function Y ∈ C0(S1)

satisfying

‖X − Y ‖L∞ ≤ δ0,

the following inequality holds:

M(ΓX ,ΓY ) ≤ C‖X − Y ‖L∞ ,
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where ΓX and ΓY are the images of X and Y , respectively. The constants δ0 and C depend

on X, C1 and C2.

Proof The closed simple C2 curve ΓX in R
2 naturally admits a tabular neighborhood Ωδ

in the following manner [2, 13]: there exists a constant δ > 0 such that the mapping

EX : ΓX × (−δ, δ) → R
2, EX(a, η) = a+ ηN ,

acts as a diffeomorphism from ΓX × (−δ, δ) to the image denoted by Im(EX) =: Ωδ. Here

N represents the normal vector along ΓX . Consequently, the points within the tabular

neighborhood Ωδ can be represented as

E−1
X : Ωδ → ΓX × (−δ, δ), E−1

X (b) = (πΓX
(b), dΓX

(b)),

where πΓX
(b) ∈ ΓX is the projection of b onto ΓX , and dΓX

(b) = d(b,ΓX) represents the

signed distance.

Set δ0 < δ. For any parametrization function Y ∈ C0(S1) which satisfies ‖X−Y ‖L∞ ≤ δ0,

it is evident that ΓY ⊆ Ωδ. Now define

δw := sup
b∈ΓY

|dΓX
(b)|

which represents the maximum distance between ΓY and ΓX . Clearly, we can assume δw > 0,

as there is nothing to prove otherwise. Define two curves Γint
δw

and Γext
δw

, within the tabular

neighborhood Ωδ, which are parametrized as

S
1 ∋ ξ → (xint(ξ), yint(ξ)) = (x(ξ), y(ξ)) − δwN (x(ξ), y(ξ)),

S
1 ∋ ξ → (xext(ξ), yext(ξ)) = (x(ξ), y(ξ)) + δwN (x(ξ), y(ξ)),

(5.1)

respectively. Here X(ξ) = (x(ξ), y(ξ)) is a parametrization of the curve ΓX , and N is the

corresponding unit normal vector. Denote Ωδw as the region enclosed by Γint
δw

and Γext
δw

(cf.

Fig 1 (a)). By utilizing the regularity assumption of X along with (2.4) and (5.1), we can

(a) (b)

Figure 1: Illustration of (a) the definition of ΓX ,ΓY ,Γ
int
δw

and Γext
δw

, (b) the comparison of the

projection distance δw and the function L∞-norm ‖X − Y ‖L∞ .
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estimate the area of Ωδw as follows:

Area(Ωδw) =

∫

S1

∂ξxext · yext dξ −

∫

S1

∂ξxint · yint dξ

≤ C

∫

S1

|∂ξxext − ∂ξxint|+ |yext − yint| dξ

≤ Cδw

∫

S1

|∂ξN|+ |N | dξ ≤ Cδw,

where C is a constant depending on X,C1 and C2. The triangle inequality for manifold

distance yields

M(ΓX ,ΓY ) ≤ M(ΓX ,Γint
δw ) +M(Γint

δw ,ΓY ) ≤ 2Area(Ωδw) ≤ Cδw ≤ C‖X − Y ‖L∞ ,

where we use the natural control δw ≤ ‖X−Y ‖L∞ (cf. Fig 1 (b)) and the proof is completed.

�

As natural corollaries, we have following convergence results of numerical schemes under

the manifold distance.

Corrolary 5.2 We have the following convergence results under the manifold distance.

(1) Let X(ξ, t) be the solution of (1.2) satisfying Assumption 2.1 and X ∈ W 3,2(S1). Let

xh(t) be the unique finite difference semi-discrete solution of (3.1). Then we have

sup
t∈[0,T ]

M(ΓX ,Γxh
) ≤ Ch2.

(2) Let X(ξ, t) be the solution of (1.2) satisfying Assumption 4.2 and X ∈ W 3,2(S1). As-

sume that the partition of S
1 satisfies Assumption 4.1 and xh(t) is the unique finite

element semi-discrete solution of (4.3). Then we have

sup
t∈[0,T ]

M(ΓX ,Γxh
) ≤ Ch.

(3) Let X(ξ, t) be the solution of (4.16) satisfying Assumption 4.3 and X ∈ W 3,2(S1).

Assume that the partition of S1 satisfies Assumption 4.1 and xh(t) is the unique finite

element semi-discrete solution of (4.18). Then we have

sup
t∈[0,T ]

M(ΓX ,Γxh
) ≤ Ch.

For all the estimates, ΓX and Γxh
represent the images of X and xh, respectively, and the

constant C depends on C1, C2, T , f and additionally, K1(X) for (1) and K2(X) for (2) and

(3).

Proof For the first conclusion, combining the Sobolev embedding, triangle inequality,

interpolation error, Lemma 5.3 with the main error estimate (3.2), one obtains

‖X − xh‖L∞ ≤ C‖X − xh‖H1 ≤ C‖X − IhX‖H1 + C‖IhX − xh‖H1

≤ Ch2‖X‖W 3,2 + C‖IhX − xh‖H1
G

√
1 + h2/6 ≤ Ch2,
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where for the third inequality we have utilized Lemma 5.3 for the grid function IhX − xh.

Hence, by applying Lemma 5.1 with δ0 = Ch2, Y = xh and for different time t ∈ [0, T ],

we conclude the first assertion (1). The latter two statements can be similarly confirmed by

referring to Theorems 4.3 and 4.6, along with the Sobolev embedding

sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖X − xh‖L∞ ≤ C sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖X − xh‖H1 ≤ Ch,

and the proof is completed. �

Lemma 5.3 Let g : Gh → R be a grid function. Then we have

‖g‖2H1 ≤ ‖g‖2H1
G

(
1 + h2/6

)
,

where we identify a grid function g with the piecewise linear function over S
1 that connects

the grid values of g.

Proof Denote Mj = max
ξ∈(ξj ,ξj+1)

(
|g|2
)′′

and by applying the trapezoidal rule, we have

‖g‖2H1 =

N∑

j=1

∫ ξj+1

ξj

|g|2 + |∂ξg|
2 dξ

≤
N∑

j=1

(
|g(ξj)|

2 + |g(ξj+1)|
2

2
h+

h3

12
Mj

)
+ h

N∑

j=1

|δgj |
2

= h

N∑

j=1

(
|gj |

2 + |δgj |
2
)
+

h3

12

N∑

j=1

Mj .

Noticing g is a piecewise linear function, we have

Mj = max
ξ∈(ξj ,ξj+1)

(
|g|2
)′′

= 2 max
ξ∈(ξj ,ξj+1)

|g′|2 = 2|δgj+1|
2,

which yields

‖g‖2H1 ≤ h

N∑

j=1

(
|gj |

2 + |δgj |
2
)
+

h3

6

N∑

j=1

|δgj+1|
2 ≤ ‖g‖2H1

G

(
1 +

1

6
h2
)
,

and the proof is completed. �

6 Numerical results

In this section, we present numerous numerical experiments for the proposed three differ-

ent schemes applied to various geometric flows involving the nonlocal term f(L). We first

provide full discretizations for the three schemes using backward Euler time discretization.

Specifically, we choose an integer m, set the time step τ = T/m and tk = kτ for k = 0, . . . ,m.

Given a fixed mesh size h and a time step τ = O(h2), we consider the following three cases.
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(i) For the finite difference method (3.1), given x0h = IhX
0, for k ≥ 1, we consider the

solution xkh ∈ Gh of the following equation (denoted as FDM)

xkj − xk−1
j

τ
=

2

qk−1
j + qk−1

j+1

(
xkj+1 − xkj

qk−1
j+1

−
xkj − xkj−1

qk−1
j

)
− f(lk−1

h )
nk−1
j + nk−1

j+1

|nk−1
j + nk−1

j+1 |
, (6.1)

where xkj represents the grid value, lkh is the perimeter of the polygon with vertices

{xkj }j , and nk
j = (τkj )

⊥ is the discrete normal vector.

(ii) For the finite element method (4.3), given x0h = IhX
0, for k ≥ 1, we consider the

solution xkh =
N∑
j=1

xkjϕj ∈ Vh which satisfies (denoted as FEM)

∫

S1

∣∣∣∂ξxk−1
h

∣∣∣ δτxkh · vhdξ +
∫

S1

∂ξx
k
h · ∂ξvh/

∣∣∣∂ξxk−1
h

∣∣∣dξ

+

∫

S1

h2|∂ξx
k−1
h |∂ξδτx

k
h · ∂ξvh/6 dξ +

∫

S1

f(lk−1
h )(∂ξx

k
h)

⊥ · vhdξ = 0, ∀ vh ∈ Vh,

where δτ is the backward finite difference δτx
k
h = (xkh − xk−1

h )/τ , and lk−1
h is the length

of the image of xk−1
h . Or it can be written equivalently as a discretization for the ODE

system (4.5):

qk−1
j + qk−1

j+1

2τ
(xkj −xk−1

j )−
xkj+1 − xkj

qk−1
j+1

+
xkj − xkj−1

qk−1
j

+
f(lk−1

h )

2

(
xkj+1 − xkj−1

)⊥
= 0. (6.2)

(iii) For the finite element method with tangent motions (4.18), given x0h = IhX
0, for fixed

α ∈ (0, 1] and k ≥ 1, xkh =
N∑
j=1

xkjϕj ∈ Vh is the solution of the following (denoted as

FEM-TM)

∫

S1

Ih

[
(α · δτx

k
h + (1− α) · (δτx

k
h · n

k−1
h )nk−1

h ) · vh
]
|∂ξx

k−1
h |2 dξ +

∫

S1

∂ξx
k
h · ∂ξvh dξ

+

∫

S1

Ih

[
f(lk−1

h )nk−1
h · vh

]
|∂ξx

k−1
h |2 dξ = 0, ∀ vh ∈ Vh,

where nk−1
h =

(
∂ξx

k−1

h

|∂ξx
k−1

h
|

)⊥

is the unit normal vector. Through a straightforward com-

putation, we find it can be written equivalently as

α
xkj − xk−1

j

τ
+ (1− α)

(
xkj − xk−1

j

τ
· nk−1

j

)
nk−1
j =

2(xkj+1 − 2xkj + xkj−1)

(qk−1
j )2 + (qk−1

j+1 )
2

− f(lk−1
h )nk−1

j ,

(6.3)

where nk−1
j =

(
xk−1

j −xk−1

j−1

qk−1

j

)⊥

.
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6.1 Accuracy test

To evaluate the convergence order of the proposed three schemes, we primarily consider the

following cases of geometric flows with different initial curves:

Case 1: An ellipse initial curve, parameterized by (2 cos θ, sin θ)T , θ ∈ [0, 2π], with the

corresponding flow being the AP-CSF with f(L) = 2π/L;

Case 2: A four-leaf rose initial curve, parameterized by (cos(2θ) cos θ, cos(2θ) sin θ)T , θ ∈

[0, 2π], with the corresponding flow being the AP-CSF for nonsimple curves with f(L) =

2π ind/L, ind(Γ) = 3;

Case 3: An ellipse initial curve, with the corresponding flow being a curve flow with area

decreasing rate of π, i.e., f(L) = (2π − β)/L, β = π.

As the exact solutions of the above cases are unknown, we consider the following numerical

errors for the FDM (6.1):

L∞
t H1

G error (E1)h,τ (T ) := max
1≤k≤T/τ

∥∥xkh,τ − x̂4kh/2,τ/4
∥∥
H1

G

,

Manifold distance (E2)h,τ (T ) := M(Γ
T/τ
h,τ ,Γ

4T/τ
h/2,τ/4),

where we view x̂4kh/2,τ/4 as a grid function over Gh with grid values {x4k2j }
N
j=1, and the L∞

G

norm is defined as ‖g‖L∞

G
:= max

j=1,...,N
|gj |. Furthermore, the polygons Γ

T/τ
h,τ and Γ

4T/τ
h/2,τ/4 are

the images of x
T/τ
h,τ and x

4T/τ
h/2,τ/4, respectively.
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Figure 2: Numerical errors under different norms for the FDM (6.1) at T = 1/4: (a) Case 1;

(b) Case 2; (c) Case 3.

Different types of errors for the FDM (6.1) are depicted Fig 2, where we choose h =

2π/N, τ = 0.5h2. The numerical results indicate that, for each instance of nonlocal flows

listed above, the solution of (6.1) converges quadratically in L∞
t L2

G, L∞
t H1

G and L∞
t L∞

G ,

which agrees with the theoretical results in Theorem 3.2. Moreover, we observe a quadratic

convergence under the manifold distance, aligning with the theoretical findings in Corollary

5.2 (1).

We now turn to the convergence order test of the FEM (6.2) and the FEM-TM (6.3). We
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similarly consider the following numerical errors

L∞
t H1

x error (E3)h,τ (T ) := max
1≤k≤T/τ

(∥∥xkh,τ − x4kh/2,τ/4
∥∥
L2(S1)

+
∥∥∂ξxkh,τ − ∂ξx

4k
h/2,τ/4

∥∥
L2(S1)

)
,

Manifold distance (E4)h,τ (T ) := M(Γ
T/τ
h,τ ,Γ

4T/τ
h/2,τ/4),

where xkh,τ represents the solution obtained by the above fully discrete scheme (6.2) or (6.3)

with mesh size h and time step τ .
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Figure 3: Numerical errors under different norms of the FEM (6.2) at T = 1/4: (a) Case 1;

(b) Case 2; (c) Case 3.
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Figure 4: Numerical errors under different norms of the FEM-TM (6.3) at T = 1/4: (a) Case

1 with α = 1; (b) Case 1 with α = 0.5; (c) Case 2 with α = 1; (d) Case 3 with α = 1.

The numerical errors of the FEM (6.2) and the FEM-TM (6.3) are presented in Fig 3

and Fig 4, respectively, from which we observe that, for each nonlocal flow with ind and β,

the solution of (6.2) and (6.3) converge linearly in L∞
t H1

x, consistent with the theoretical

results in Theorems 4.3 and 4.6. Moreover, Fig 4 (a) and (b) illustrate that the scheme (6.3)

performs equally well for different choices of α. Additionally, we observe that the solution

converges quadratically under the manifold distance, which is superior to the theoretical

results in Corollary 5.2 (2) and (3).

6.2 Dynamics and evolution of geometric quantities

In this subsection, we utilize the proposed three methods: FDM (6.1), FEM (6.2) and FEM-

TM (6.3) to simulate the nonlocal geometric flows. We are mainly concerned with the evo-
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lution of the following geometric quantities: perimeter L(t), relative area loss ∆A(t) and the

mesh ratio function Ψ(t) defined as

L(t)|t=tk
= lkh, ∆A(t)|t=tk

=
Ak

h −A0
h

A0
h

, Ψ(t)|t=tk
=

maxj=1,...,N qkj

minj=1,...,N qkj
,

where lkh and Ak
h are the perimeter and the area of the polygon determined by xkh, respectively,

and qkj = |xkj − xkj−1|. Note that for the area of an immersed curve, such as the four-leaf

rose, it is treated as a signed area. In morphological evolutions, we primarily focus on the

following cases:

Case 1: A flower initial curve parametrized by

((2 + cos(6θ)) cos θ, (2 + cos(6θ)) sin θ)T , θ ∈ [0, 2π],

with the corresponding flow being the AP-CSF with f(L) = 2π/L;

Case 2: A four-leaf rose initial curve, with the corresponding flow being the AP-CSF for

nonsimple curve with f(L) = 2π ind/L, ind(Γ) = 3;

Case 3: A 4 × 1 rectangular initial curve with the corresponding flow being a curve flow

with area decreasing rate of π, i.e., f(L) = (2π − β)/L, β = π.
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Figure 5: Snapshots of the curve evolution using the FDM (first row), FEM (second row)

and FEM-TM (third row) with α = 1 for Case 1. The parameters are chosen as N = 80 and

τ = 1/160.

Figs. 5-8 depict the comparisons of the three schemes through the evolutions of the

solution and geometric quantities for the respective three cases. Here we fix the number of

nodes N = 80 and the time step τ = 1/160. Based on the observations from Figs. 5-8, we

can draw the following conclusions:
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Figure 6: Snapshots of the curve evolution using the FDM (first row), FEM (second row)

and FEM-TM (third row) with α = 1 for Case 2. The parameters are chosen as N = 80 and

τ = 1/160.
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Figure 7: Snapshots of the curve evolution using the FDM (first row), FEM (second row)

and FEM-TM (third row) with α = 1 for Case 3. The parameters are chosen as N = 80 and

τ = 1/160.
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(i) All of the schemes can evolve the above three cases successfully into their equilibriums,

i.e., circle for Case 1, triple circle for Case 2, and a round point for Case 3, which agrees

with the theoretical results in [41] (cf. Figs. 5, 6 and 7).

(ii) For Case 1 and Case 2, the area is conserved numerically up to some precision while

the area is decreasing numerically with the rate π for Case 3 (cf. Fig. 8 (b)).

(iii) As demonstrated in Fig. 8 (c), the FEM-TM redistributes the points during the evolu-

tion and ultimately achieves the equidistribution property, i.e., Ψ(t) → 1 as t → +∞.

This coincides the motivation in Section 4.2. In contrast, the FDM and the FEM fail

to preserve good mesh quality during the evolution.
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Figure 8: Evolution of the geometric quantities using the FDM, FEM and FEM-TM with

α = 1 for Cases 1-3 is illustrated in the first through third rows, respectively. (a) Perimeter

L(t); (b) Relative area loss ∆A(t); (c) Mesh ratio function Ψ(t). The parameters are chosen

as N = 80 and τ = 1/160.

We close this section with a numerical example to demonstrate that the parameter α in

the FEM-TM (6.3) signifies the velocity of tangential motions. We conduct simulations for

Case 1 using the FEM-TM with varying values α = 0.1, 0.5 and 1. As depicted in Fig. 9 (c),

a smaller α leads to a more effective redistribution of the mesh points. Fig. 9 (b) illustrates

that as α approaches 0, the loss of area becomes greater. This indicates that for a fixed set

of computational parameters N and τ , a smaller value of α yields a less accurate simulation,

aligning with the findings in Theorem 4.6, wherein the exponential of 1
α is involved in the

error estimate.
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Figure 9: Evolution of geometric quantities using the the FEM-TM with different α =

0.1, 0.5, 1 for Case 1. (a) Perimeter L(t); (b) Relative area loss ∆A(t); (c) Mesh ratio function

Ψ(t). The parameters are chosen as N = 80 and τ = 1/160.

7 Conclusions

We developed three distinct semi-discrete schemes for simulating some nonlocal geometric

flows involving perimeter and the corresponding error estimates were established. Specifi-

cally, the FDM exhibits quadratic convergence in H1, whereas the FEM and the FEM-TM

are convergent at the first order in H1. Furthermore, all three methods demonstrate ro-

bust quadratic convergence under manifold distance. Extensive numerical experiments have

underscored the superior mesh quality of the FEM-TM compared to FDM and FEM.

It is noteworthy that our proof of the error estimate under manifold distance is not optimal

for FEM-TM and FEM. Exploring the possibility of providing a proof of optimal convergence

for piecewise linear finite element would be a valuable endeavor.
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