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Abstract

We consider active nematodynamics on deformable surfaces. Based on a thermodynamically consistent surface Beris-
Edwards model we add nematic activity and focus on the emerging additional coupling mechanism between the
nematic field, the flow field and the curved surface. We analyse the impact of the active nematic force at topological
defects. Under the presence of curvature all defects become active and contribute not only tangential forces but also
normal forces. This confirms the proposed role of topological defects in surface evolution and provides the basis for
a dynamic description of morphogenetic processes.

1. Introduction

Recent theoretical and experimental studies demonstrate that nematic-like ordering plays a fundamental role in
morphogenesis [1, 2, 3]. The microscopic constituents responsible for this ordering are elongated cells forming
the tissue [4], or actin–myosin fibres underneath the tissue [1]. These constituents tend to locally align parallel to
each other and form long-ranged orientational order [5]. On curved surfaces the cells or fibres not only align with
respect to each other but also respond to the curvature and align with the principle curvature directions of the surface
[6, 7, 8]. If the surface is deformable this interaction between geometric properties of the surface and the orientational
order can lead to shape changes [9, 10]. For active systems, where the constituents consume energy and generate
forces, additional coupling mechanisms between geometric properties and orientational order emerge, giving rise
to interesting dynamic behaviours, including buckling and wrinkling instabilities [11, 12]. If topological defects
are present in the nematic field, the coupling becomes even more involved. Similar to out-of-plane deformation
of thin crystalline sheets near dislocations [13, 14, 15], also topological defects in tissues lead to localized shape
changes [16, 4, 17]. While these mechanisms in principle provide enough physics to describe the role of nematic-like
ordering in the morphology of protrusions and extrusions, or in morphogenesis in general, all previous attempts to
link theoretical and experimental studies are limited to selected snapshots of the evolution [18, 1, 19, 3].

A quantitative dynamic description of morphogenesis using these mechanism is still in its infancy. Experimental
studies to unveil the physics of the dynamics and corresponding dynamic modeling is restricted to special situations.
Nematics-like ordering on spherical vesicles is one example. Here the geometry is fixed and its topology requires a net
topological charge of +2, which in equilibrium is realized by four +1/2 defects arranged in a tetrahedral configuration
[20, 21]. For active systems the four defects are motile and oscillate between this and a planar configuration, which
drives spontaneous flows [22, 23, 24]. Also nematic fields on non-spherical geometric stationary surfaces have been
investigated with respect to dynamics of the topological defects [25, 26]. Similar results also exist for epithelial
acini [27, 28], which are spherical-like structures with the epithelium surrounding a lumen. In these systems not
only cell shapes adjust to curvature, they also lead to coordinated rotational movement [29, 30]. Persistent rotational
movement has also been investigated on cylindrical surfaces using experimental [31] and computational [32] studies.
Using the elongation of the cells to define surface nematic fields and considering nematic defects in such systems
shows defect binding and unbinding [29]. Other simplified cases neglect either the hydrodynamic interactions or the
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nematic field, but allow for variations of the shape. Different models allowing for the simultaneous relaxation of the
surface nematic field and the surface itself have been proposed [10, 33]. The resulting equilibrium shapes and defect
configurations strongly depend on model assumptions. In addition also the dynamics varies according to constitutive
descriptions for the immobility mechanism utilizing different time derivatives [34, 33, 35]. Neglecting the nematic
field but keeping the hydrodynamics lead to models for fluid deformable surfaces [36, 37, 38], which consider surface
(Navier-)Stokes equations with bending forces. Numerical simulations demonstrate an enhanced evolution compared
to classical Helfrich-type models [39]. However, activity is typically not considered in these approaches.

All quantitative comparisons between experimental and theoretical studies for such special situations demonstrate
the importance of nematic and hydrodynamic interactions [40, 26, 41]. However, combining these approaches to
consider all relevant mechanical phenomena in one consistent dynamic model for morphogenesis is a challenging
task. This paper addresses this issue. Some attempts in this direction already exist, they are summarized in [42].
In [18] the possibility to form protrusions and extrusions as a result of active nematodynamics is demonstrated. But
instead of a surface model a three-dimensional model is considered and non of the details mentioned above are
discussed, see Section 3.5 for further discussions. A very detailed investigation of the mechanics of active surfaces
and nematic broken symmetries can be found in [43, 44]. However, a dynamic model which combines these forces
is not formulated. Closest to our goal comes the approach in [45]. They develop a hydrodynamic theory of active
nematic fluids on deformable surfaces. However, they focus on the Frank-Oseen free energy, which is based on a
director field, and only consider the effect of activity on the surface morphology around a +1 topological defect.
We follow a different perspective and consider a Q-tensor (Landau-de Gennes) theory, which also allows for +1/2
and −1/2 defects. Our investigation is based on the recently proposed surface Beris-Edwards models [46]. These
models, considering nematodynamics on deformable surfaces, provide a thermodynamically consistent model taking
the most relevant interactions between the nematic field, the flow field and the curved surface into account and address
implications on model assumptions, such as surface conformity, uniaxiality and immobility mechanisms. The models
are derived using the Lagrange-D’Alembert approach. We here only add nematic activity and focus on the emerging
additional coupling mechanisms.

The paper is structured as follows: In Section 2 we introduce notation and review the (passive) surface Beris-
Edwards models. We consider a general description with possible constraints introduced by Lagrange multipliers.
In Section 3 we consider nematic activity. Based on an active flux potential the model is extended by active forces
leading to active surface Beris-Edwards models. We formulate, as in the passive case, a general model, but also
consider a surface conforming model. The last allows for direct comparison with existing special cases. In Section
4 we analyse the impact of the active nematic force at topological defects, essentially demonstrating that under the
presence of curvature all relevant defects, +1/2 defects but also −1/2, +1 and −1 defects become active and contribute
not only tangential forces but also normal forces. We also draw conclusions in this section. Technical details and a
comparison of different flow alignment mechanisms are considered in Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively.

2. Passive Surface Beris-Edwards models

2.1. Notation and Mathematical Preliminaries

Since we strictly adhere to the notation and preliminaries in [46] we here provide only an essential introduction
necessary for this paper. We assume a sufficiently smooth parameterizable moving surface S ⊂ R3 in space and time.
Building on this, we consider time-dependent Euclidean-based n-tensor fields in TnR3|S. We call T0R3|S = T0S the
space of scalar fields, T1R3|S = TR3|S the space of vector fields, and T2R3|S the space of 2-tensor fields. Important
subtensor fields are tangential n-tensor fields in TnS ≤ TnR3|S and (biaxial) Q-tensor fields in Q2R3|S < T2R3|S.
The latter space in turn comprises surface-conforming Q-tensor fields in CSQ2R3|S < Q

2R3|S and tangential (flat-
degenerated) Q-tensor fields in Q2S < CSQ2R3|S. More constructive: T1S = TS = {R ∈ TR3|S | Rν = 0};
T2S = {R ∈ T2R3|S | Rν = νR = 0}; Q2R3|S = {R ∈ T2R3|S | RT = R and Tr R = 0}; CSQ2R3|S = {Q ∈ Q2R3|S |

∃λ ∈ T0S : Qν = λν}; Q2S = {r ∈ T2S | rT = r and Tr r = 0} = {Q ∈ CSQ2R3|S | Qν = 0}, where ν ∈ TR3|S is the
surface normal field. On tangential tensor fields we use the covariant derivative ∇ : TnS → Tn+1S and its common
derived differential operators, like the covariant divergence div = Tr ◦∇ = −∇∗ : TnS → Tn−1S. On more general
n-tensor fields we use the componentwise surface derivative ∇C : TnR3|S → TnR3|S ⊗ TS, which is basically the
scalar-valued covariant derivative on its Cartesian proxy component fields, see [33, 35, 47, 46]. The componentwise
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trace-divergence is DivC = Tr ◦∇C : TnR3|S → Tn−1R3|S. Note that only on right-sided tangential n-tensor fields
Tn−1R3|S ⊗TS holds the L2-adjoint relation DivC = −∇

∗
C. In our models this is always the case for stress tensor fields,

i. e. it holds DivC(σ + ν ⊗ ζ) = −∇∗C(σ + ν ⊗ ζ) for σ ∈ T2S and ζ ∈ TS, but it is not valid for more general 2-tensor
fields in T2R3|S. On the other hand, we could exploit this circumstance and define the adjoint componentwise gradient
GradC := −Div∗C. We use this operator solely for scalar fields f ∈ T0S, where GradC f = DivC( f IdS) = ∇ f +H f ν
holds, with mean curvature H = Tr II, (tensor-valued) second fundamental form1 II = −∇Cν ∈ T2S, and surface
identity tensor IdS ∈ T2S, i. e. IdSW is the tangential part of the vector field W ∈ TR3|S. Based on the derivative ∇C

on vector fields W = w+w⊥ν ∈ TS⊕ (T0S)ν = TR3|S, we introduce a few recurring quantities, which are the surface
deformation2 gradient and its tangential part

G[W] := ∇CW − ν∇CW ⊗ ν = G[W] + ν ⊗ (∇w⊥ + IIw) − (∇w⊥ + IIw) ⊗ ν , (1)
G[W] := IdS∇CW = ∇w − w⊥II . (2)

Their symmetric and skew-symmetric parts are

S[W] :=
1
2

(
G[W] +GT [W]

)
=

1
2

(
G[W] + GT [W]

)
=

1
2

(
∇w + (∇w)T

)
− w⊥II , (3)

A[W] :=
1
2

(
G[W] −GT [W]

)
= A[W] + ν ⊗ (∇w⊥ + IIw) − (∇w⊥ + IIw) ⊗ ν , (4)

A[W] :=
1
2

(
G[W] − GT [W]

)
=

1
2

(
∇w − (∇w)T

)
= −

rot w
2

E , (5)

where E ∈ T2S is the Levi-Civita tensor, i. e. −Ew = ∗w gives the tangential Hodge-dual of w, and rot w = −E :∇w
the curl of w.

The kinematic of S can be characterized by the observer velocity Vo ∈ TR3|S w. r. t. any valid surface observer, see
[48]. Within a spatial discretization this observer velocity could serve as the grid velocity for instance. However, from
a physical point of view we are only interested in the material velocity V ∈ TR3|S, which determines the motion of the
material. The only mandatory relation between observer and material velocity is Voν = Vν =: v⊥, i. e. the tangential
part vo = IdSVo of the observer velocity is still arbitrary. Conventional choices are Vo = V (material/Lagrangian
perspective) and vo = 0 (transversal/tangential-Eulerian perspective). In this paper, the observer velocity is only
important to determine local observer-invariant tensor rates sufficiently, e. g. Dmt V = ∂tV + (∇CV)(V − Vo) is the
material acceleration and Dmt R = ∂t R + (∇CR)(V − Vo) the material tensor rate of 2-tensor fields R ∈ T2R3|S. Other
tensor rates can be derived from the material rate, e. g. DJt R = Dmt R −A[V]R + RA[V] is the Jaumann/corotational
rate and

D♭t R = Dmt R +GT [V]R + RG[V] = DJt R + S[V]R + RS[V] (6)

the lower-convected rate of 2-tensor fields R ∈ T2R3|S. Moreover, tensor rates can be orthogonally decompose w. r. t.
tangential and normal spaces, e. g.

∀ R = r + r⊥ν ∈ TR3|S : D♯t R = L♯r + ṙ⊥ν (7)

is the upper-convected vector field rate, where L♯ : TS → TS is the tangential upper-convected time derivative on
tangential vector fields. See [35] for more details, more observer-invariant (sub-)tensor rates, relations between them
and their orthogonal decompositions.

2.2. Passive Energetic Contributions
The fundament of the derivation of the surface Beris-Edwards model in [46] is the Lagrange-d’Alembert principle.

It is based on thermodynamical consistent considerations of energies and energy flux potentials. This includes the
kinetic energy for point masses

EK :=
1
2
⟨ρV,V⟩L2(TR3 |S) ,

1Other names are (extended) Weingarten map or shape operator.
2The naming relates to small surface deformations “S + εW”, see [33].
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where ρ ∈ T0S is the material mass density and V ∈ TR3|S the material velocity field; potential energies

UEL :=
L
2
∥∇CQ∥2L2(Q2R3 |S⊗TS) ,

UTH :=
〈
aQ +

2b
3

Q2 + cQ3,Q
〉

L2(T2R3 |S)
,

UBE :=
κ

2
∥H −H0∥

2
L2(T0S) ,

where UEL is the one-constant elastic, UTH the thermotropic and UBE the surface bending energy with Q ∈ Q2R3|S
the Q-tensor field and H the mean curvature and parameters: one-constant elastic parameter L ≥ 0, thermotropic
coefficients a, b, and c, bending stiffness κ ≥ 0 and spontaneous curvatureH0 ∈ R; and dissipation potentials

R
Φ
IM :=

M
2

∥∥∥DΦt Q
∥∥∥2

L2(Q2R3 |S) ,

RNV :=
υ

4

∥∥∥D♭t (Id − ξQ)
∥∥∥2

L2(T2R3 |S) ,

where RΦIM is the immobility and RNV the nematic viscous flux potential with immobility coefficient M ≥ 0 and
isotropic viscosity v ≥ 0. The symbolΦ determines whether we consider a material (Φ = m) or a corotational/Jaumann
(Φ = J) immobility mechanism.

2.3. Passive Dynamic Equations
In [46] these energies and energy flux potentials are considered in detail resulting in a general (passive) surface

Beris-Edwards model, which reads:
Find the material velocity field V ∈ TR3|S, Q-tensor field Q ∈ Q2R3|S, surface pressure field p ∈ TS and Lagrange

parameter fields Λγ ∈ Vγ ≤ TnγR3|S for all γ ∈ C s. t.

ρDmt V = GradC (pTH − p) + f⊥BEν + DivC Σ̃ +
∑
γ∈C

Fγ , (8a)

M̃ DΦt Q = HEL + HTH + H̃
Φ

NV +
∑
γ∈C

Hγ , (8b)

0 = DivC V , 0 = Cγ, ∀γ ∈ C (8c)

holds for ρ̇ = 0 and given initial conditions for V, Q and mass density ρ ∈ T0S.
The passive stress field is summarized to

Σ̃ = ΣEL + Σ
Φ
IM + Σ

0
NV + ξΣ

1
NV + ξ

2Σ2
NV ,

and the nematic viscosity Q-tensor force partly to

H̃
Φ

NV = ξ(H1
NV + ξH̃

2,Φ
NV) ,

where ξ ∈ R is the anisotropy coefficient. To determine all terms sufficiently, mandatory quantities are given in Table
A.1 and optional constraint quantities, such as Fγ,Hγ,Cγ and Vγ, are given in Table A.2 within Appendix A. The
considered nematic anisotropy results in flow alignment with the Q-tensor field. For a brief comparison of different
approaches to achieve this, see Appendix Appendix B. The immobility coefficient adapted to the nematic viscosity is
M̃ = M + υξ

2

2 . The symbol Φ determine the preferred immobility mechanism. We consider either the Jaumann model
(Φ = J) or the material model (Φ = m). Restrictions can be chosen from the set C ⊂ {SC,CB,UN, IS,NN,NF}
arbitrarily except for combinations that are mutually exclusive or merge into one another. These individual constraints
relate to surface conformity (SC), a constant eigenvalue β in normal direction (CB), uniaxility (UN), an isotropic
state (IS), no flow in normal direction (NN) and no flow at all (NF). Inextensibility is mandatory and already consid-
ered. Index abbreviations refer to elasticity (EL), thermotropism (TH), bending (BE), immobility (IM), and nematic
viscosity (NV).
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Eqs. (8) provide a thermodynamically consistent formulations. As demonstrated in [46], the total energy rate
yields

d
dt

(EK + UEL + UTH + UBE) = −2
(
R
Φ
IM + RNV

)
≤ 0 ,

regardless of any additional constraints on the Q-tensor field or material velocity field.
The dynamics allows for the simultaneous relaxation of the surface Q-tensor field and the shape of the surface by

taking the tight interplay between geometry and flow field and flow field and Q-tensor field into account. Already the
most extreme restrictions show these couplings. An isotropic fluid, IS ∈ C and no further constraints, leads to the
model for a fluid deformable surface [49, 36, 37, 38]. This model combines the surface Navier-Stokes equations in
tangential and normal direction [50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55] with bending forces resulting from Helfrich/Willmore energies
[39]. As a result of the tight interplay between geometry and flow field, in the presence of curvature, any shape change
is accompanied by a tangential flow and, vice-versa, the surface deforms due to tangential flow. The other extreme
case is the situation without flow. The overdamped limit of Eqs. (8), with additional simplifications, leads to a surface
Landau-de Gennes-Helfrich model, which allows for simultaneous relaxation of the Q-tensor field and the surface.
Depending on the constraints on the Q-tensor field different equilibrium states emerge. While purely intrinsic models,
e.g. CB ∈ C with β = 0 lead to a tetrahedral defect arrangement [9], taking extrinsic curvature contributions into
account, e.g. CB ∈ C with β > 0 lead to asymmetric shapes with a planar defect arrangement [10]. This difference can
be attributed to the tendency of the director field to align with principle curvature directions if β > 0. These coupling
terms are only two of many present in the (passive) surface Beris-Edwards models [46].

3. Nematic Activity

In this section we take a step further and additionally consider an unbounded flux potential. The resulting active
forces provide additional coupling terms between the surface Q-tensor field, the shape of the surface and the flow field
leading to various additional implications.

3.1. Active Flux Potential
We consider the nematic metric

Iξ[Q] := Id − ξQ ∈ T2R3|S, (9)

where ξ ∈ R is the anisotropy coefficient. This states a simple linear expansion for an anisotropic metric depending
on Q-tensor fields Q ∈ Q2R3|S. Furthermore, its temporal distortion is fully quantified by the lower-convected rate
D♭t Iξ[Q] ∈ T2R3|S, since the scalar rate d

dt Iξ[Q](R1, R2) = (D♭t Iξ[Q])(R1, R2) of the associated anisotropic local inner
product is invariant with respect to the choice of vector fields R1, R2 ∈ ker D♯t < TR3|S frozen in the material flow. We
recapitulate from [35] and Eq. (7) that

R ∈ ker D♯t ⇐⇒ D♯t R = 0 ⇐⇒ L
♯r = 0 and ṙ⊥ = 0

holds for all vector fields R = r + r⊥ν ∈ TR3|S. The second moment of Eq. (9), Tr(D♭t Iξ[Q])2 = ∥D♭t Iξ[Q]∥2 leads to
nematic viscosity, see [46]. We now investigate the first moment Tr(D♭t Iξ[Q]) in the same manner. For this purpose
we define the flux potential

RAC :=
α

2

∫
S

Tr(D♭t Iξ̃[Q])dS (10)

where α ∈ R. We rename the anisotropy coefficient ξ to ξ̃ specifically only for this potential to further separate the
anisotropic viscous influence from the active one. This allows us to compare the resulting model also with models
considering only anisotropic active contributions by neglecting anisotropic viscosity. However, we recommend to set
ξ = ξ̃ if both contributions are treated, since in our opinion ξ is a material quantity and should be used equally in
both cases. Since the Jaumann derivative is R3-metric compatible, i. e. DJt Id = 0, it holds D♭t Iξ̃[Q] = −ξ̃DJt Q +
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S[V]Iξ̃[Q] + Iξ̃[Q]S[V] by Eq. (6). The space of Q-tensor fields Q2R3|S is closed by the Jaumann derivative [35], i. e.
Tr(DJt Q) = 0 particularly. Therefore the flux potential (10) results in

RAC = α
〈
Iξ̃[Q],S[V]

〉
L2(T2R3 |S)

= α
〈
IdS − ξ̃IdSQ,∇CV

〉
L2(T2R3 |S)

. (11)

Contrarily to the passive flux potentials in [46], this potential is neither quadratic, nor generally positive at all. More-
over it transfers one-to-one into energy exchange with a sink/source, e. g. by the surrounded environment or internal
energies, see Section 3.3. Therefore, Eq. (11) does not stipulate a passive mechanism, hence we call it the active flux
potential. However, as for the nematic viscosity, it is rigid body motion invariant, since S[V] is linear in V and it holds
2S[V] = 1

2 D♭t IdS = 0 if and only if V describes a rigid body motion.
For a better classification, we decompose Eq. (11) into an isotropic and a nematic part

RIA := αI

∫
S

DivC VdS = αI ⟨IdS,∇CV⟩L2(T2R3 |S) , (12)

RNA := αN

〈
Q,ΠQ2R3 |S S[V]

〉
L2(Q2R3 |S)

= αN ⟨IdSQ,∇CV⟩L2(T2R3 |S) (13)

with αI = α, αN = −ξ̃α, and RAC = RIA + RNA. The active isotropic flux potential RIA solely depends on the surface
extensibility DivC V, and the active nematic flux potential RNA on the deviatoric stress ΠQ2R3 |S S[V] = S[V]− DivC V

3 Id
with respect to Q. Hence the active isotropic flux potential vanishes for inextensible fluids. However, it cannot be
neglected if one ensure DivC V = 0 by the Lagrange-multiplier method, as done in [46]. Eventually, the isotropic
activity leads to an additional pressure-like force as we see below, which does not have any impact on divergence-free
solutions V.

3.2. Active Forces
Since the active flux potential is linear w. r. t. the material velocity V, the active isotropic and nematic fluid force

fields FIA, FNA ∈ TR3|S are easy to compute. The variations〈
δRIA

δV
,W

〉
L2(TR3 |S)

=: − ⟨FIA,W⟩L2(TR3 |S)

and
〈
δRNA

δV
,W

〉
L2(TR3 |S)

=: − ⟨FNA,W⟩L2(TR3 |S)

of Eqs. (12) and (13) in arbitrary displacement direction fields W ∈ TR3|S yield

FIA = αI DivC IdS = αI GradC 1 = αIHν , (14)
FNA = αN DivC (IdSQIdS) , (15)

respectively. The active flux potential does not depend on any Q-tensor rates, which could serve as a process variable
associated to Q. As a consequence no active forces HAC ∈ Q

2R3|S occur in the Q-tensor equation, resp. we stipulate
HIA = HNA = 0 in compliance with the setup in [46]. In other words these active forces only enter Eq. (8a). Before
we address the resulting active surface Beris-Edwrds models we analyse these forces.

Figure 1 depicts the active isotropic force field on different surfaces. This force is tied to surface tension, influ-
encing the energy reaction to changes in area [56, 57]. Within various approaches this active isotropic force has been
used to model mechanical feedback by considering αI as a function of a stress regulator molecule, see [58] for the
model in one dimension and [59, 60] for realizations in an axisymmetric setting. However, these approaches consider
a compressible surface. Under inextensibility DivC V = 0 the active geometric force FIA has no effect on the solution.

We next consider the active nematic force FNA. Figure 2 yields an example for a biaxial field in Q2R3|S. The
active nematic force only depends on the conforming parts of the nematic field and contains tangential and nor-
mal components. The normal forces substantially scale with the curvature. This provides an additional coupling
mechanism between the geometry, the flow field and the Q-tensor field. It even suggests the possibility of an active
self-amplifying dynamic effect, potentially leading to buckling. Such behaviour could be found in corrugated sheets

6



Figure 1: Active isotropic (geometric) force fields on a dome-shaped (left) and a saddle surface (right) for an active isotropic coefficient αI =

α = −1. These forces act purely in normal direction and their magnitude is entirely determined by the mean curvature, to be more precise by
∥FIA∥ = |H|.

forming microtubule/kinesin nematic fluids, see [11, 12]. In this context again αN is considered as a function of the
motor concentration.

Any Q-tensor field Q ∈ Q2R3|S is uniquely orthogonal decomposable into a tangential (flat degenerated) Q-
tensor field q ∈ Q2S, a scalar-valued normal eigenvector field β ∈ T0S, and a tangential vector-valued surface
non-conforming field η ∈ TS, by

Q = q + η ⊗ ν + ν ⊗ η + β
(
ν ⊗ ν −

1
2

IdS
)

, (16)

see [35]. Substituting this decomposition into the active nematic force field (15) and the tangential part IdSQIdS =
q − β2 IdS of Q yields

FNA = αN

(
DivC q −

1
2

GradC β

)
= αN

(
div q −

1
2
∇β +

(
q : II −

H

2
β

)
ν

)
. (17)

This analytically confirms the result depicted in Figure 2. The force does not depend on any surface non-conforming
parts of the Q-tensor field a priori. For an inextensible fluid only the flat-degenerated part q is relevant, since the
normal part given by β yields only a pressure-like force and could be translated into a generalized pressure term in
the usual way by defining p̃ = p + αN

2 β and considering p̃ in Eq. (8a) or the corresponding equations in the models
defined below.

3.3. Energy Rate
Following [46], the influence of an energy flux potential Rα on the total energy rate is entirely determined by

its acting generalized material forces Fα ∈ TR3|S and Hα ∈ Q2R3|S, and the process variables V ∈ TR3|S and
Dmt Q ∈ Q2R3|S, through the quantity Ėα := ⟨Fα,V⟩L2(TR3 |S) +

〈
Hα,Dmt Q

〉
L2(Q2R3 |S). In absence of a Q-tensor force HAC

for activity, the fluid forces Eqs. (14) and (15) yield

ĖAC = ⟨FIA + FNA,V⟩L2(TR3 |S) = − ⟨αIIdS + αNIdSQ,∇CV⟩L2(T2R3 |S) = −RAC .

As a consequence the rate of the total energy ETot = EK +UEL +UTH +UBE, comprising the kinetic and all considered
potential energies listed in Section 2.2, is given by

d
dt
ETot = −2

(
R
Φ
IM + RNV

)
− RAC . (18)

Since the active energy flux RAC, Eqs. (10)/(11), is not bounded from below, the resulting active models do not have
to be dissipative. We can only ensure that d

dtETot + RAC ≤ 0 holds.
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S 1

S 2

S 1

S 2

ΠCSQ2R3 |S

Figure 2: Biaxial nematic field (top left), its surface conforming part (bottom left), active nematic force field (top right), and its normal part (bottom
right). The nematic field is given by the Q-tensor field Q =

∑2
α=1 S α(pα ⊗ pα − 1

3 IdR3 ) for normalized and mutual orthogonal director fields
pα ∈ TR3 |S, i. e. pα pβ = δαβ. Both rods of the crosses depict these directors apolarly. The associated scalar order fields are constant with S 1 ≡

3
4

and S 2 ≡ 1. They are plotted only on one of the mirrow-symmetric halves of the surface each and could accordingly be symmetrically continued
onto their opposite half. The active nematic force field FNA does not depend on non-conforming parts of the nematic field. As a consequence the
surface conforming field ΠCSQ2R3 |S

Q yields the same force field as Q.
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3.4. Active Surface Beris-Edwards Models
3.4.1. Active General Surface Q-tensor Models

Considering the active (isotropic) geometric fluid force (14) and the active (anisotropic) nematic fluid force (15)
in the (passive) surface Beris-Edwards model leads to the active surface Beris-Edwards model, which reads:

Find the material velocity field V ∈ TR3|S, Q-tensor field Q ∈ Q2R3|S, surface pressure field p ∈ TS and Lagrange
parameter fields Λγ ∈ Vγ ≤ TnγR3|S for all γ ∈ C s. t.

ρDmt V = GradC (pTH − p) +
(

f⊥BE + αIH
)
ν + DivC

(
Σ̃ + αNIdSQIdS

)
+

∑
γ∈C

Fγ , (19a)

M̃ DΦt Q = HEL + HTH + H̃
Φ

NV +
∑
γ∈C

Hγ , (19b)

0 = DivC V , 0 = Cγ, ∀γ ∈ C (19c)

holds for ρ̇ = 0 and given initial conditions for V, Q and mass density ρ ∈ T0S.

The passive stress field Σ̃, the nematic viscosity Q-tensor force H̃
Φ

NV and the immobility coefficient M̃ are defined
as in the (passive) surface Beris-Edwards model, also all mandatory quantities are still given in Table A.1 and optional
constraint quantities in Table A.2 within Appendix A. Again the preferred immobility mechanisms is determined by
the symbol Φ ∈ {J ,m} and also the restrictions and abbreviations remain.

Even if this general formulation is suggested in [46] also for the case of the Q-tensor field to be surface conforming,
in the following we also formulate an alternative model with this constraint enforced directly, as it provides additional
physical insight.

3.4.2. Active Surface Conforming Q-tensor Models
To enforce Q ∈ CSQ2R3|S we consider the ansatz (16) for a vanishing non-conforming component η = 0. This

yields Q = q + β(ν ⊗ ν − 1
2 IdS), where q ∈ Q2S and β ∈ T0S are the remaining mutual independent degrees of

freedoms determining the surface conforming nematic field. Similar to the general model, we only add the active
forces (14) (geometric/isotropic) and (17) (nematic/anisotropic) to the passive surface conforming model in [46].
With an orthogonal splitting w. r. t. tangential and normal spaces, the active surface conforming Beris-Edwards model
reads:

Find the tangential and normal material velocity fields v ∈ TS and v⊥ ∈ T0S, tangential Q-tensor field q ∈ Q2S,
normal eigenvalue field β ∈ T0S, pressure field p ∈ T0S and Lagrange parameter fields λγ ∈ Vγ for all γ ∈ CSC s. t.

ρa = ∇
(
pTH − p −

αN

2
β
)
+ div

(
σ̃ + αNq

)
− IIζS C +

∑
γ∈CSC

f γ , (20a)

ρa⊥ =
(
pTH − p + αI −

αN

2
β
)
H + f⊥BE + II :

(
σ̃ + αNq

)
+ div ζS C +

∑
γ∈CSC

f⊥γ , (20b)

M̃ dΦt q = hEL + hTH + h̃
Φ

NV +
∑
γ∈CSC

hγ , (20c)

M̃β̇ = ωEL + ωTH + ω̃NV +
∑
γ∈CSC

ωγ , (20d)

div v = v⊥H , 0 = Cγ , ∀γ ∈ CSC (20e)

holds for ρ̇ = 0 and given initial conditions for v, v⊥, q, β and mass density ρ ∈ T0S.
For the representations of the tangential and normal acceleration, a and a⊥, see Table A.3 in Appendix A. The

passive stress field is summarized to

σ̃ = σEL + σ
Φ
IM + σ

0
NV + ξσ

1
NV + ξ

2σ2
NV ,

and the nematic viscosity Q-tensor force partly to

h̃
Φ

NV = ξ(h1
NV + ξh̃

2,Φ
NV) and ω̃NV = ξ

2ω̃2
NV .

9



The effective part of the surface conforming constrain stress ν ⊗ ζS C is given by ζS C = (3βIdS − 2q)(ζEL + ζ
Φ
IM). To

determine all terms sufficiently, mandatory quantities are given in Table A.3 and optional constraint quantities, such as
f γ, f⊥γ , hγ, ωγ,Cγ andVγ, are given in Table A.4 within Appendix A. These constraints can be chosen by stipulating
the constrain identifier set CSC ⊂ {CB,UN,NN,NF}. Note that the surface conforming model (20) is equivalent to
the general model (19) with SC ∈ C. Beside the transition to the tangential calculus, we only determined the surface
conforming Lagrange-parameter λSC and substituted it into the general model as shown in [46].

3.5. Comparison with Existing Models

Various special cases of the derived active surface Beris-Edwards models can be related to previously proposed
models. In the following we consider three examples.

3.5.1. Self-Deforming Active Nematic Shells
Considering the surface conforming constraint SC ∈ C in Eqs. (19) the model can be compared with [18]. How-

ever, a one-to-one comparison of the terms is not possible. Instead of an explicit formulation as an active surface
Beris-Edwards model the approach in [18] considers the surface as a diffuse interface between two isotropic bulk
phases and only a three dimensional model for the whole system is proposed. The nematodynamic model at the in-
terface is enforced by an isotropic-nematic phase transition and the surface conforming constraint is realized by an
interfacial anchoring free energy term. In principle, letting the diffuse interface width go to zero, formal matched
asymptotic expansions allow to derive the corresponding sharp interface model. For a general discussion of approx-
imating surface partial differential equations by diffuse interface approaches see [61, 62]. Especially for tangential
vector- or tensor-fields this comes with various technical subtleties and convergence of the diffuse interface model to
the sharp model requires higher order approximations of the involved geometric quantities [62]. However, such an
expansion is not performed and thus the terms cannot be compared. One difference, which becomes apparent already
in the three dimensional formulation is the mechanism for “flow alignment”. Instead of anisotropic viscosity a linear
reaction term is considered, see Appendix Appendix B for a comparison of these approaches. If the model in [18] is
uniaxial can not be judged. A Jaumann (Φ = J) model is considered, the same active nematic force field is used and
also the other terms seem to be consistent.

3.5.2. Anisotropic Linearized Surface-Conforming Eulerian-Jaumann Model
Considering a geometrically stationary surface strongly simplifies the model but also leads to previously discussed

approaches. Treating the surface conforming Jaumann (Φ = J) model (20) in the same way as in [46] to elaborate the
expansion, w. r. t. the viscous anisotropy coefficient ξ, up to linear order, considering the stationary surface constraint
(NN), i. e. V = v ∈ TS, restricting to a constant eigenvalue in normal direction (CB), i. e. Q = q + β(ν ⊗ ν − 1

2 IdS) ∈
CSQ2R3|S with β ∈ R, and considering an Eulerian perspective, i. e. Vo = 0, yield

ρ (∂tv + ∇vv) = −∇p + div
(
υ
(
∇v + (∇v)T

)
+ αNq + qhU − hUq −

υξ

M
hU − υξσ̂

)
− hU :∇q + O(ξ2) , (21a)

∂t q + ∇vq −
1
2

(
∇v − (∇v)T

)
q +

1
2

q
(
∇v − (∇v)T

)
=

1
M

hU +
υξ

2M

(
∇v + (∇v)T

)
+ O(ξ2) , (21b)

div v = 0 , (21c)

where

hU = L
(
∆q − (H2 − 2K)q + 3βH

(
II −
H

2
IdS

))
−

(
2a − 2bβ + 3cβ2 + 2c Tr q2

)
q ,

σ̂ = q
(
∇v + (∇v)T

)
+

(
∇v + (∇v)T

)
q − β

(
∇v + (∇v)T

)
,

−hU :∇q = ∇pTH + divσEL + (2IIq − 3βII) ζEL .

This model is comparable with [26]. The differences lie in a linear flow alignment mechanism instead of nematic
viscosity, cf. Appendix Appendix B, an additional external friction term, and absence of the Ericksen stress. The
argument which allows neglecting the Ericksen stress, originates from [63]. It is based on the assumption that this
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stress comprises only higher orders in the derivatives of q on a flat surface. However, on a curved surface also
lower order effects in −hU :∇q are present, e. g. due to the structure of covariant derivatives or the presence of the
surface-conforming constraint force (2IIq − 3βII) ζEL. This makes neglecting the Ericksen stress on curved surfacs
questionable. However, other proposed models consider even stronger simplifications. The approach in [64] considers
β = 0 and nematic coupling to the fluid equation is almost completely avoided up to activity.

Considering Eqs. (21) on a flat surface leads to even more drastic simplifications. We obtain β = 0 and II = 0.
The molecular field and the consequent force of the Ericksen stress read

hU = L∆q − 2
(
a + c Tr q2

)
q , −hU :∇q = ∇pTH + divσEL .

The resulting model relates to classical active nematodynamic models in two dimensions, see [65, 66] for reviews.
Differences between these models are mainly due to the realization of ”flow alignment”. In [67, 63, 68, 69] it is
implemented as a linear reaction, and in [70, 71] using an extended corotation. While common in the classical liquid
crystal theory [72, 73, 74], we are not aware of an active model considering anisotropic viscosity. For a comparison
of these approaches we refer to Appendix Appendix B.

3.5.3. Effective Active Surface Models
Considering the surface conforming and constant-β constraint SC,CB ∈ C with β = 0, leads to Q = q. If we in

addition assume that Q instantaneously responds to the surface, such as formally setting M̃ = ∞, allows to approach
the active nematic force FNA with pure geometric terms. In order to achieve this we consider the ansatz

Q = αeIIQ + αo ∗IIQ (22)

with IIQ = II− H2 IdS, its orthogonal complement ∗IIQ = −EII+ H2 E, and for some coefficients αe, αo ∈ R. Following
[56], we refer terms including αe as “even” and terms including αo as “odd” components. This characterizes the
number of repeated applications of the Hodge operator ∗, which describes a complex structure through ∗ ◦ ∗ =
∗2 = −IdS. Note that IIQ, ∗IIQ ∈ Q2S are forming an orthogonal system of equal length, i. e. IIQ : ∗IIQ = 0 and
∥IIQ∥2 = ∥ ∗ IIQ∥2. Therefore, if and only if ∥II − H2 IdS∥2 = H2 − 4K is nowhere vanishing, they provide a 2-
dimensional R-vector space within the space of flat-degenerated Q-tensor fields Q2S. The even-part represents a
tangential nematic field along the principal curvature directions, cf. Fig. 3 (top left), thus mimicking the alignment
with principle curvature directions resulting from extrinsic curvature contribution in the equation for the Q-tensor
field [6, 7, 8]. Formally, let IIk{1,2} = κ{1,2}k{1,2}, where κ{1,2} ∈ T0S are the principle curvatures and k{1,2} ∈ TS
their corresponding directions. We stipulate ∥k{1,2}∥ = 1 and k2 = ∗k1 = −Ek1 to close ambiguities in length and
orientation. Using this approach the even-part is representable as

αeIIQ = αe
κ1 − κ2

2
(k1 ⊗ k1 − k2 ⊗ k2) = αe (κ1 − κ2)

(
k1 ⊗ k1 −

1
2

IdS
)

,

i. e. it holds αeIIQk{1,2} = {+,−}αe
κ1−κ2

2 k{1,2}. Analogously, the odd-part yields

αo ∗IIQ = αo
κ1 − κ2

2

(
∗

1
2 k1 ⊗ ∗

1
2 k1 − ∗

1
2 k2 ⊗ ∗

1
2 k2

)
= αo (κ1 − κ2)

(
∗

1
2 k1 ⊗ ∗

1
2 k1 −

1
2

IdS
)

,

where ∗
1
2 k{1,2} = 1

√
2
({+,−}k1 + k2) is k{1,2} rotated by π

4 counterclockwise. It holds the eigenequations αo ∗ IIQ ∗
1
2

k{1,2} = {+,−}αo
κ1−κ2

2 ∗
1
2 k{1,2}, i. e. the odd-part of (22) addresses the directions lying exactly in between both principle

curvatures directions, cf. Fig. 3 (bottom left).
Let the ansatz (22) be substituted into the active nematic force (17) for αN = 1 (w. l. o. g.). Hodge-compatibility

of the covariant derivative, especially div ◦∗= ∗◦ div, orthogonalities ∗II, E⊥II, and div IIQ = 1
2∇H lead to

FNA = αe DivC IIQ + αo DivC ∗IIQ
= αe div IIQ + αo div ∗IIQ + (αeIIQ : II + αo ∗IIQ : II) ν

=
αe

2
∇H +

αo

2
RotH +

αe

2

(
H2 − 4K

)
ν ,
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where RotH := ∗∇H = −E∇H ∈ TS. Using this in the active surface conforming Q-tensor models (20) and
considering isotropic viscosity (ξ = 0) results in

ρa = −∇
(
p − αI −

αe

2
H

)
+ f⊥BE +

αo

2
RotH + div

(
υ(∇v + (∇v)T − 2v⊥II)

)
, (23a)

ρa⊥ = −
(
p − αI −

αe

2
H

)
H − 2αeK + 2υ

(
II :∇v − v⊥(H2 − 2K)

)
, (23b)

div v = v⊥H . (23c)

For the representations of the tangential and normal acceleration, a and a⊥, as well as the relevant bending force com-
ponent f⊥BE, see Table A.3 in Appendix A. Note that in Eqs. (23) the odd active forces act only in tangential and the
even active forces only in normal direction. This becomes evident by identifying p̃ = p − αI −

αe
2 H as a generalized

surface pressure, which does not impact the velocity field V = v + v⊥ν. The resulting model can be viewed as a fluid
deformable surface model [36, 37, 38] with even and odd active geometric forces. Figure 3 provides an example of
the active nematic force FNA, considering the even and odd contributions separably.

ev
en

od
d

Figure 3: Depictions of the geometric ansatz (22) as nematic fields (left), the resulting anistropic active forces (middle) and their normal components
(right). We consider a pure even-ansatz (top) with (αe, αo) = ( 2

7 , 0) and a pure odd-ansatz (bottom) with (αe, αo) = (0, 2
7 ). The normal component

for the odd-activity (bottom right) is always vanishing and shown here for completeness only.

Remark: Formally, Eqs. (23) can also be derived by implementing the ansatz (22) as a state constraint in Eqs. (20)
with the Lagrange-multiplier technique; or by considering the entire model independently of Q in the first place and
stipulate the active flux potential (10) w. r. t. ansatz (22) within the Lagrange-D’Alembert principle. We here refrain
from these derivations.
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Neglecting inertia the effective active surface model (23) leads to the model proposed in [56]. However, some
differences occur. Even forces are neglected in the proposed model in [56]. Furthermore also additional higher order
forces are considered in [56]. Such higher order forces could be obtained by considering higher powers of curvature
terms within the ansatz (22) to be used in the anisotropic metric (9). We here refrain from these derivations. In any
case the established connection between the geometric membrane forces that couple elastic membrane bending to
in-plane stresses, as introduced in [56] and the nematic metric (9) provides additional understanding on this effective
modeling approach.

While computationally more feasible than the active nematodynamic models on deformable surfaces, Eqs. (19)
or (20), the validity of the effective active surface model Eqs. (23) in this context still has to be confirmed. There are
certainly configurations in which the nematic equilibrium can be realized by the ansatz (22). One example is a tube,
which is also the configuration analytically explored in [56]. However, for any closed surface, with the topological
requirement of the presence of defects, the ansatz (22) can only be a rough approximation, as it does not support
defects. Moreover, (23) implies a break of the up-down symmetry, particularly, the surface orientation determines
the sign of the active even force. Contrarily, the active nematodynamic models, Eqs. (19) or (20), do not yield such
symmetry breaking. For more general discussions on up-down symmetry breaking formulations we refer to [44].

4. Discussion

The considered special cases in Sections 3.5 all have been treated numerically. We here refrain from numerically
solving the derived active surface Beris-Edwards models, Eqs. (19) or (20), to explore the full coupling between the
surface Q-tensor field, the shape of the surface and the flow field. Instead we analyse the impact of the active nematic
force at topological defects in the Q-tensor field.

One of the celebrated properties of active nematodynamics in two dimensions is the characteristic flow fields
at +1/2 and −1/2 defects. In [67, 63] it has been demonstrated that depending on the sign of the active stress
+1/2 defects self-propel in the direction of their ‘tail’ (contractile) or ‘head’ (extensile), while −1/2 defects are
only passively transported with the flow. This behaviour even allows to model active nematodynamics in a coarse-
grained perspective as interacting self-propelled particles [75, 66, 76]. While this analogy still holds if instead of a
two dimensional setting a spherical surface is considered, see e.g. [22], it breaks down on geometrically stationary
surfaces with varying mean curvature [23, 24, 26]. This already indicates the strong influence of curvature effects at
defects. Allowing for surface deformations changes the picture even more drastically. In Figures 4 and 5 the nematic
fields, the resulting active nematic force fields and their normal parts are shown for flat degenerate Q-tensor fields
q ∈ Q2S in the vicinity of +1/2, −1/2, +1 and −1 defects on different geometries.

Under the presence of curvature all defects become active and contribute not only tangential forces but also normal
forces. Even if the magnitude of these normal forces is significantly lower, this confirms that the proposed role of
topological defects in morphological changes can be modeled by the derived active surface Beris-Edwards models.

Integer defects, +1 and −1 defects, such as vortices, spirals or asters indeed have been found in nature at tissue
scales. They colocalize with the mouth, tentacles and foot of hydra during its development [1]. Using myoblasts it
was also shown that integer topological defects can generate force gradients that concentrate compressive stresses and
force cellular mounds to grow into cylindrical protrusions [17]. The active nematic force fields shown in Figures 4
and 5 indeed differ between defect types. The once for +1 defects lead to similar structures as the once obtained in
[2, 45, 77] and [17], which further confirms the validity of the proposed model. However, the role of these forces
in the dynamic evolution and the interplay of the forces generated by different defects as well as the other coupling
mechanisms can only be explored by solving the full active surface Beris-Edwards equations Eqs. (19) or (20).

Extending the models by adding concentration fields of morphogens, growth factors and other signalling molecules
and coupling the nematic field to their gradients, as in [3] in a stationary setting, will lead to a dynamic theory of
morphogenesis. To realize this and solve the equations, not only requires advanced computational approaches to
deal with the highly non-linear vector- and tensor-valued surface partial differential equations, e.g. surface finite
elements [78] and higher order surface approximations [79], but also supportive experimental studies to determine the
mechanical properties of the tissue in order to reduce the complexity of the model by distinguishing significant and
less significant coupling terms in the proposed equations. Thus before, e.g. the dynamics of gastrulation in Drosophila
[80], can be computationally reproduced with the proposed approach, experiments which focus on specific aspects
regarding the dynamics of geometric coupling or immobility mechanisms are required.
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+ 1
2 : − 1

2 : +1: −1:

Figure 4: Nematic fields, the resulting active nematic force fields and their normal part (top to bottom) for flat degenerated Q-tensor fields q ∈ Q2S

bearing a + 1
2 , − 1

2 , +1 or −1-defect (left to right) at an elliptic point on a dome-shaped surface. The active nematic coefficient is given by
αN = −ξ̃α = 1 > 0 and results into a contractile force. The Q-tensor field follows the quadratic ansatz q = S (p ⊗ p − 1

2 IdS) with a convenient

and normalized director field p ∈ TS and scalar order field S = 1 − e−100ŷ2
(graph) where ŷ2 := (y1)2 + (y2)2 w. r. t. the surface parametrization

X(y1, y2) = [y1, y2, 1 − (y1)2 − 1
2 (y2)2]T . The force field is orthogonally decomposed by FNA = f NA + f⊥NAν. The bottom row shows only the

normal part f⊥NAν.
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+ 1
2 : − 1

2 : +1: −1:

Figure 5: Nematic fields, the resulting active nematic force fields and their normal part (top to bottom) for flat degenerated Q-tensor fields q ∈ Q2S

bearing a + 1
2 , − 1

2 , +1 or −1-defect (left to right) at a saddle point. The active nematic coefficient is given by αN = −ξ̃α = 1 > 0 and results into a
contractile force. The Q-tensor field follows the quadratic ansatz q = S (p⊗ p− 1

2 IdS) with a convenient and normalized director field p ∈ TS and

scalar order field S = 1 − e−100ŷ2
(graph) where ŷ2 := (y1)2 + (y2)2 w. r. t. the surface parametrization X(y1, y2) = [y1, y2, 1 + (y1)2 − 3

4 (y2)2]T . The
force field is orthogonally decomposed by FNA = f NA + f⊥NAν. The bottom row shows only the normal part f⊥NAν.
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Appendix A. Quantities of the Passive Model

In the following subsections all quantities of the passive model are listed in tabular form. The derivation and
explanations of these terms can be found in [46].

Appendix A.1. Necessary Quantities of the General Model

Identifier Expression

Dmt V ∂tV + (∇CV)(V − Vo)

DΦt Q
Φ = J ∂tQ + (∇CQ)(V − Vo) −A[V]Q + QA[V]

Φ = m ∂tQ + (∇CQ)(V − Vo)

ΣEL −L
(
(∇CQ)T :∇CQ − ∥∇CQ∥2

2 IdS
)

HEL L∆CQ
pTH a Tr Q2 + 2b

3 Tr Q3 + c Tr Q4

HTH −2
(
aQ + b

(
Q2
−

Tr Q2

3 Id
)
+ c Tr(Q2)Q

)
f⊥BE −κ

(
∆CH + (H −H0)

(
1
2H(H +H0) − 2K

))
ΣΦIM

Φ = J M(Id + ν ⊗ ν)(Q DJt Q − (DJt Q)Q)IdS
Φ = m 0

Σ0
NV 2υS[V]

Σ1
NV

(Φ = J) −υ
(
IdS(DJt Q)IdS + (3IdS + 2ν ⊗ ν)QS[V] + S[V]QIdS

)
(Φ = m) −υ

(
IdS(Dmt Q)IdS + IdSQ∇CV + 2QS[V] + (∇CV)T QIdS

)
H1

NV υS[V]

Σ2
NV

(Φ = J) υ
(
Q DJt QIdS − ν ⊗ IdSQ(DJt Q)ν + IdSQS[V]QIdS + Q2S[V]

)
(Φ = m) υ

(
Q Dmt QIdS − ν ⊗ IdSQ

(
(Dmt Q)ν − 2A[V]Qν − Q(∇CV)Tν

)
+ IdSQGT [V]QIdS + Q2

∇CV
)

H̃
2,Φ
NV

Φ = J − υ2

(
QS[V] + S[V]Q − Q : S[V]

3 Id
)

Φ = m − υ2

(
QG[V] +GT [V]Q − Q : S[V]

3 Id
)

Table A.1: Necessary terms for (8), resp. (19), in the Surface Beris-Edwards models for a consistent choice Φ ∈ {J ,m}. The deformation gradient
field is given byG[V] = ∇CW−ν∇CW⊗ν (1). S[V] (3) andA[V] (4) are its symmetric and skew-symmetric parts. Time derivatives are determined
w. r. t. an observer velocity Vo ∈ TR3 |S. The choice of Φ for Σ1

NV and Σ2
NV is optional. Both given representations state equal tensor fields.

Appendix A.2. Optional Constrain Quantities of the General Model

γ Fγ Hγ Cγ Vγ.

SC
DivC

(
Q(ν, ν)ν ⊗ λSC

−ν ⊗ IdSQλSC
) − 1

2 (λSC ⊗ ν + ν ⊗ λSC) IdSQν TS

CB 0 −λCB

(
ν ⊗ ν − 1

3 Id
)

Q(ν, ν) − β0 T0S

UN 0
6ΠQ2R3 |S

(
ΛUNQ3 + QΛUNQ2

)
−5(Tr Q2)ΠQ2R3 |S (ΛUNQ) − 5(ΛUN : Q2)Q

Q4
− 5

6 (Tr Q2)Q2

+ 1
9 (Tr Q2)2Id

Q2R3|S

IS 0 ΛIS Q Q2R3|S

NN λNNν 0 Vν T0S

NF ΛNF 0 V TR3|S

Table A.2: Generalized constraint forces Fγ ∈ TR3 |S, Hγ ∈ Q2R3 |S and Cγ ∈ Vγ w. r. t. Lagrange parameter in Vγ. These terms apply in the
Surface Beris-Edwards models (8) in some circumstances.
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Appendix A.3. Necessary Quantities of the Surface Conforming Model

Identifier Expression

a IdS Dmt V = (∂tvi)∂iXo + ∇v−vov + ∇vvo − v⊥ (∇v⊥ + 2IIv)

a⊥ νDmt V = ∂tv⊥ + ∇2v−vov⊥ + II(v, v)

dΦt q
Φ = J Jq = q̇ − A[V]q + qA[V]

Φ = m q̇ = (∂tqi j)∂iXo ⊗ ∂ jXo + ∇v−vo q + G[Vo]q + qGT [Vo]

σEL
−L

(
(∇q)T :∇q + 3

2∇β ⊗ ∇β −
1
4

(
2 ∥∇q∥2T3S

+ 3 ∥∇β∥2T2S

)
IdS

−6Kβq + 1
2

(
2H Tr q2 − 12βq : II + 9Hβ2

) (
II − H2 IdS

) )
ζEL L

(
2(∇q) : II + q∇H − 3II∇β − 3

2β∇H
)

hEL L
(
∆q − (H2 − 2K)q + 3βH

(
II − H2 IdS

))
ωEL L

(
∆β + 2H II : q − 3β

(
H2 − 2K

))
pTH

1
2

(
2a − 2bβ + c

(
Tr q2 + 3β2

))
Tr q2 + 1

8

(
12a + 4bβ + 9cβ2

)
β2

hTH −
(
2a − 2bβ + 3cβ2 + 2c Tr q2

)
q

ωTH −
(
2a + bβ + 3cβ2 + 2c Tr q2

)
β + 2

3 b Tr q2

f⊥BE −κ
(
∆H + (H −H0)

(
1
2H(H +H0) − 2K

))
σΦIM

Φ = J M (qJq − (Jq)q)

Φ = m 0

ζΦIM
Φ = J 0
Φ = m −M (∇v⊥ + vII)

(
q − 3

2βIdS
)

σ0
NV 2υS[V]

σ1
NV

(Φ = J) −υ
(
Jq − β̇2 IdS + 3qS[V] + S[V]q − 2βS[V]

)
(Φ = m) −υ

(
q̇ − β̇2 IdS + q(2G[V] + GT [V]) + GT [V]q − 2βS[V]

)
h1

NV υS[V]

σ2
NV

(Φ = J)
υ
(
qJq − 1

2

(
βJq + β̇q

)
+ 1

4ββ̇IdS + qS[V]q
− 1

2β (3qS[V] + S[V]q) + 1
2

(
Tr q2 + β2

)
S[V]

)
(Φ = m)

υ
(
qq̇ − 1

2

(
βq̇ + β̇q

)
+ 1

4ββ̇IdS + qGT [V]q
− 1

2β
(
q(2G[V] + GT [V]) + GT [V]q

)
+ 1

2 (Tr q2)G[V] + 1
2β

2S[V]
)

h̃
2,Φ
NV

Φ = J − υ2 (qS[V] + S[V]q − (q : G[V])IdS − βS[V])

Φ = m − υ2

(
qG[V] + GT [V]q − (q : G[V])IdS − βS[V]

)
ω̃2

NV
υ
3 q : G[V]

Table A.3: Necessary terms for the Surface Conforming Beris-Edwards models (20) for a consistent choice Φ ∈ {J ,m}. These representations
comprise the tangential deformation gradient G[V] = ∇v − v⊥II (2) of the material velocity V = v + v⊥ν. S[V] (3) and A[V] (5) are its symmetric
and skew-symmetric part. Time derivatives are determined w. r. t. an observer velocity Vo = vo + v⊥ν.

17



Appendix A.4. Optional Constrain Quantities of the Surface Conforming Model

γ
(

f γ, f⊥γ
) (

hγ, ωγ
)

Cγ Vγ

CB (0, 0)
(
0,− 2

3λCB

)
β − β0 T0S

UN (0, 0)

(
− 6βqλUNq + 4

3 (Tr q2)ΠQ2S(λUNq)

+
(
5βλUN : q + λ⊥UN Tr q2

)
q

− 1
4β

(
14 Tr q2 − 9β2

)
λUN,

1
3 (Tr q2)

(
2λUN : q − 9λ⊥UNβ

) )
( (

2 Tr q2 − 9β2
)
βq,(

2 Tr q2 − 9β2
)

Tr q2
) Q2S × T0S

NN (0, λNN) (0, 0) v⊥ T0S

NF
(
λNF, λ

⊥
NF

)
(0, 0) (v, v⊥) TS × T0S

Table A.4: Generalized constraint forces ( fγ, f⊥γ ) ∈ TS × T0S � TR3 |S, (hγ, ωγ) ∈ Q2S × T0S � CSQ2R3 |S and Cγ ∈ Vγ w. r. t. Lagrange
parameter in Vγ. These terms apply in the Surface Conforming Beris-Edwards model (20) in some circumstances. For the constraints UN and
NF we represent the Lagrange parameter by a pair of Lagrange parameters, i. e. ΛUN �

(
λUN, λ

⊥
UN

)
and ΛNF �

(
λNF, λ

⊥
NF

)
, where λUN ∈ Q

2S,
λNF ∈ TS and λ⊥UN, λ

⊥
NF ∈ T0S.

Appendix B. Flow Alignment

There exists different approaches in literature to align the nematic field with the flow. We aim to provide a
very brief comparative overview in Table B.5 of the three most common approaches we encountered during our
literature review. The anisotropic part of the nematic viscosity reflects the anisotropic behavior of internal spatial
distortion according to the apolar direction of the nematic field, which yields flow alignment eventually. Note that
nematic viscosity results in a pure dissipative mechanism. Another way to accomplish flow alignment is to involve
a linear reaction term in compliance to the Onsager relations. A third idea is to account the nematic field w. r. t.
the extensional and rotational components of velocity gradients, which can be seen as an improper extension of the
Jaumann/corotational derivative which drives the immobility in context of [46]. Due to their different origins, they
are only vaguely similar. However, we believe that in many settings, especially near equilibrium, they yield similar
solutions.

Approach: Nematic Viscosity Linear Reaction Extended Corotation

σfa
−υξ(L♭q + 2qS[v]) + υξ2qL♭q
= −υξ( 1

M hU + σ̂) + O(ξ2)
υ1hU

−ξ̃
(
hU + hUq + qhU

−(hU : q)(IdS + 2q)
)

hfa
υξ
M S[v] − υξ

2

2ML
Q,♭q −υ1S[v]

ξ̃
(
S[v] + S[v]q + qS[v]
−(S[v] : q)(IdS + 2q)

)
See e. g.: [46, 72, 73, 74] [68, 81, 82] [71, 70, 5, 83]

Table B.5: Juxtaposition of different flow alignment mechanism manifested in the fluid stress σfa ∈ T2S and molecular force hfa ∈ Q
2S for a

flat-degenerated Q-tensor field q ∈ Q2S on a flat geometrical stationary surface. ξ, υ1, ξ̃ are the anisotropy/reactive coefficient/flow alignment
parameter, though with different physical dimensions. The molecular field is given by hU = L∆q − 2

(
a + c Tr q2

)
q, σ̂ = 2(S[v]q + qS[v]), 2S[v] =

L♭IdS = ∇v+ (∇v)T , and the lower-convected tangential Q-tensor rate of q by LQ,♭q = L♭q− (S[v] : q)IdS ∈ Q2S, where L♭q = Jq+S[v]q+ qS[v]
is the lower-convected tangential rate of q, see [48, 35].
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