
NUMERICAL ANALYSIS OF A CONSTRAINED STRAIN ENERGY
MINIMIZATION PROBLEM
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Abstract. We consider a setting in which an evolving surface is implicitly characterized as the
zero level of a level set function. Such an implicit surface does not encode any information about the
path of a single point on the evolving surface. In the literature different approaches for determining
a velocity that induces corresponding paths of points on the surface have been proposed. One of
these is based on minimization of the strain energy functional. This then leads to a constrained
minimization problem, which has a corresponding equivalent formulation as a saddle point problem.
The main topic of this paper is a detailed analysis of this saddle point problem and of a finite
element discretization of this problem. We derive well-posedness results for the continuous and
discrete problems and optimal error estimates for a finite element discretization that uses standard
H1-conforming finite element spaces.

1. Introduction. The problem that we consider in this paper is inspired by an
application from computer graphics. In many computer graphics pipelines implicit
representations of geometry are used. Typically implicit shapes are represented as
level sets of a time dependent level set function. In such a setting the temporal
coherence is rather weak, in the sense that such implicit surfaces do not encode any
information about the path of a single point on the evolving surface. Therefore, the
problem of determining a “reasonable” velocity field corresponding to an implicity
evolving surface has been addressed in the computer graphics community [11, 3, 12].

One natural approach, based on computing a “near-isometric” velocity field (also
called approximate Killing vector field) is introduced in [12]. The techique is also
used in [10, 2]. Similar near-isometric velocity fields are used in a physics informed
neural network method for diffeomorphic shape or image registration [6] and in an
optimization technique for mesh parametrization [4]. We outline the main idea of this
approach, cf. Section 2 for more details. Assume that the surface one is interested
in is implicitly represented as the zero level of a known level set function ϕ(x, t),
x ∈ Ω ⊂ Rd, d = 2, 3, t ∈ [0, te]. Here Ω is a fixed domain that contains an evolving
zero level of ϕ(·, t) for t ∈ [0, te]. The level sets of ϕ with value c are denoted by Γc(t)
and the zero level is denoted by Γ(t) = Γ0(t). The evolution of the level set Γc(t) is
completely determined by its velocity in normal direction, denoted by uN = uNn,
with n the unit normal vector on Γc(t). An arbitrary (smooth) velocity field v = v(·, t)
on Ω can be uniquely decomposed based on the normal and tangential components
on each of the level sets Γc(t). This decomposition is denoted by v = vN + vT . Now
let v be such that its normal component coincides with uN , i.e., v = uN + vT . Such
a velocity field is consistent with ϕ in the sense that it induces trajectories of points
that stay on Γ(t). More precisely, for ξ0 ∈ Γ(0) let ξ(t) be such that ξ(0) = ξ0,
d
dtξ(t) = v(ξ(t), t), t ∈ [0, te], then ξ(t) ∈ Γ(t) holds. Of course the trajectories
ξ(t) depend on the choice of the tangential component vT . In [12] it is proposed
to determine this tangential component based on minimization of a strain energy
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functional as follows:

vT = argminwT

∫
Ω

E(uN +wT ) : E(uN +wT ) dx, E(v) := ∇v +∇vT , (1.1)

where the vector fields wT = wT (·, t) must be tangential to the level sets Γc(t). Since
a vector field v that satisfies ∇v + ∇vT = 0 (on Ω) is called a Killing vector field,
a velocity field v = uN + vT , with vT a solution of (1.1), is called an approximate
Killing vector field, cf. [12]. Hence, for each fixed t ∈ [0, te] we obtain a constrained
minimization problem. It is natural to introduce a Lagrange multiplier and reformu-
late the problem (1.1) as an unconstrained saddle point problem. The main topic of
this paper is a detailed analysis of this saddle point problem and of a finite element
discretization of this problem. The saddle point reformulation is also used in [12], but
as far as we know there is no literature in which well-posedness of this problem or
error analysis of a discretization method is analyzed.

We present a well-posed saddle point formulation of the problem (1.1) in natural
Sobolev spaces. We introduce a finite element discretization of the saddle point prob-
lem using an H1-conforming pair of finite element spaces with polynomials of degree
k both for the (tangential) velocity and the Lagrange multiplier. We prove discrete
LBB stability of this pair and derive optimal discretization error bounds. We also in-
clude results of numerical experiments that confirm the error analysis and we present
results that show how such a velocity field is used to determine the trajectories of
points on a evolving Γ(t). A technical issue that we have to deal with is that of a
possible nonuniqueness of a solution of (1.1), which is related to rigid motions.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we give a more
detailed derivation of the constrained minimization problem (1.1). This problem is
formulated in a slightly more general form in Section 3. In that section we also study
the kernel space that has to be factored out to obtain a uniquely solvable problem.
In Section 4 we introduce a saddle point formulation and prove well-posedness of this
formulation. A finite element discretization of this saddle point problem is explained
in Section 5 and an error analysis of this method is presented in Section 6. Finally,
in Section 7 we present results of some numerical experiments.

2. Motivation: An inverse level set problem. The problem that we study
is motivated by an application of level set techniques in computer graphics [12]. We
consider a situation in which a smooth evolving hypersurface Γ(t) (curve in R2, surface
in R3) is implicitly represented by a level set function ϕ(x, t), i.e., ϕ(x, t) = 0 iff
x ∈ Γ(t). As is common in level set techniques, we use a fixed computational open
domain Ω ∈ Rd, d = 2, 3, time interval [0, te], and consider the evolution of Γ(t) ∩ Ω
for t ∈ [0, te] based on the transport of a level set function ϕ : ΩT := Ω× [0, te] → R.
We assume

ϕ ∈ C1(ΩT ), min
(x,t)∈ΩT

∥∇ϕ(x, t)∥ ≥ cmin > 0. (2.1)

For a fixed t ∈ [0, te], define ϕmin = minx∈Ω ϕ(x, t), ϕmax = maxx∈Ω ϕ(x, t) and the
level sets Γc(t) := {x ∈ Ω | ϕ(x, t) = c }, ϕmin ≤ c ≤ ϕmax. To avoid some technical
details, we assume measd−1Γc(t) > 0. Note that Ω = ∪ϕmin≤c≤ϕmax

Γc(t) holds. From
the implicit function theorem it follows that the level sets Γc(t) have C1 smoothness.
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For the unit normal on Γc(t) (pointing in the direction of increasing ϕ) we have

n(x, t) =
∇ϕ(x, t)

∥∇ϕ(x, t)∥
, x ∈ Γc(t).

Note that this normal vector field n is defined on ΩT . The transport of the level set
function can be described using the level set equation

∂ϕ

∂t
+ u · ∇ϕ = 0 on ΩT , (2.2)

where u has to satisfy

u · n = −∂ϕ(x, t)

∂t

1

∥∇ϕ∥
on ΩT . (2.3)

Trajectories induced by such a velocity field u have the property that transport con-
serves level set values. More precisely, for arbitrary t ∈ [0, te) and ξ0 ∈ Γc(t), consider
the trajectory given by ξ(t) = ξ0,

d
dtξ(t) = u(ξ(t), t), t ≥ t. Then it holds that

ξ(t) ∈ Γc(t) for t ∈ [t, t + δ] for sufficiently small δ > 0. This in particular holds
for points ξ0 on the zero level Γ0(t). Clearly, the trajectory depends on the specific
choice of u, for which there is freedom, since the condition (2.3) is satisfied for any u
such that

u = −∂ϕ(x, t)

∂t

1

∥∇ϕ∥
n+ v, with v such that v · n = 0 (2.4)

holds. This can be considered as a sort of inverse level set problem, where for a given
level set function ϕ on ΩT we want to determine a “suitable” velocity u that satisfies
(2.4). This velocity field then induces corresponding trajectories of points.

Remark 2.1. Consider a simple example for d = 2:

ϕ(x, t) = ϕ(x, y, t) = (x− t)2 + 1
2y

2 − 1, t ∈ [0, 1
4 ], Ω = [−2, 2]2 \ (− 1

2 ,
1
2 )

2. (2.5)

For the minimum and maximum values of ϕ(·, t) we have ϕmin = (12 − t)2 − 1 and
ϕmax = (2 + t)2 + 1, respectively. The level set Γc(t) is an ellipse with centre (t, 0)
and axes

√
1 + c,

√
2(1 + c), intersected with Ω. Note that for (x, t) ∈ ΩT we have

∥∇ϕ(x, t)∥ =
√

4(x− t)2 + y2 ≥ 2|x− t| ≥ 1
2 and the normal vector field is given by

n(x, t) =
1√

4(x− t)2 + y2

(
2(x− t)

y

)
.

This level set function describes the transport of an ellipse with velocity field u∗ =
(1 0)T , i.e., a rigid motion. This level set function solves (2.2) with u = u∗. It is,
however, not obvious how this particular choice of u∗ can be determined if only the
level set function information is available.

In the next section we describe, in a slightly more general setting, a natural criterion
that uniquely determines the remaining tangential velocity part v in (2.4) . This
approach is introduced in [12].
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3. A constrained strain energy minimization problem. In this section we
formulate a class of minimization problems. A minimization problem of this form
is used to determine, for a fixed t ∈ [0, te], the tangential velocity part v(·, t) in
(2.4). The usual Sobolev spaces of once weakly differentiable scalar or vector valued
functions on Ω are denoted by H1(Ω), H1(Ω) := H1(Ω)d. For v ∈ H1(Ω) we define
E(v) := ∇v +∇vT and the (strain) energy functional

a(v,v) :=

∫
Ω

E(v) : E(v) dx. (3.1)

The kernel of a(·, ·) is given by K = Ker(E) = {v ∈ H1(Ω) | a(v,v) = 0 } and
consists of the rigid motions. Its dimension is 3 or 6 for d = 2 and d = 3, respectively.

Remark 3.1. An L2-orthonormal basis of K for d = 2 is given by

v1 = |Ω|− 1
2 (1, 0)T , v2 = |Ω|− 1

2 (0, 1)T , v3 = d3

(
d1 − y
d2 + x

)
,

d1 = |Ω|−1

∫
Ω

y dx, d2 = −|Ω|−1

∫
Ω

x dx,

d3 =
( ∫

Ω

(d1 − y)2 + (d2 + x)2 dx
)− 1

2 .

(3.2)

Let ẑ : Ω → Rd be a given continuous velocity field with ∥ẑ∥ = 1 on Ω. An arbitrary
continuous vector field u : Ω → Rd can be uniquely decomposed as u = (u · ẑ)ẑ+ v,
with v · ẑ = 0, i.e., v(x) · ẑ(x) = 0 for all x ∈ Ω. We consider a setting in which for a
given ẑ the component u · ẑ of u in direction ẑ is given and the only degree of freedom
left is the component of u orthogonal to ẑ. We will use a minimization problem based
on the energy functional (3.1) and therefore we require (u · ẑ)ẑ ∈ H1(Ω). Sufficient
for this to hold is u · ẑ ∈ H1,∞(Ω) and ẑ ∈ H1,∞(Ω). Motivated by this we introduce
the following assumption

Assumption 3.1. We assume a given vector field z := zẑ : Ω → Rd with

z ∈ H1,∞(Ω), ẑ ∈ H1,∞(Ω) and ∥ẑ∥ = 1 a.e on Ω. (3.3)

In the remainder pointwise conditions such as “v·ẑ = 0” are always meant in the usual
a.e. sense. In a velocity field of the form u = z+v, for determining the component v
we use the criterion that the corresponding u should be “as close as possible to a rigid
motion”. More precisely, we consider minimization of a(·, ·) in the space of velocities
u = z+ v, with v · ẑ = 0 on Ω. Define the space

V 0
ẑ := {v ∈ H1(Ω) | v · ẑ = 0 }.

Hence, we want to minimize a(z + v, z + v) for v ∈ V 0
ẑ . Note, however, that a(z +

v, z+v) = a(z+v+w, z+v+w) for all w ∈ K. Clearly, for uniqueness of a minimizer
we have to factor out the kernel K. This then leads to the following constrained strain
energy minimization problem that we study in this paper:

min
u∈z+V 0

ẑ \K
a(u,u) = min

v∈V 0
ẑ \K

a(z+ v, z+ v). (3.4)

This minimization problem is equivalent to minv∈V 0
ẑ \K a(v,v) + 2a(z,v), and since

a(·, ·) is symmetric and a(v,v) > 0 for all v ∈ V 0
ẑ \K, v ̸= 0, we obtain that v∗ solves

4



(3.4) iff v∗ ∈ V 0
ẑ \K satisfies

a(v∗,v) = −a(z,v) for all v ∈ V 0
ẑ . (3.5)

Lemma 3.1. The minimization problem (3.4) has a unique solution.

Proof. We use standard arguments, cf. [8]. The bilinear form a(·, ·) is continuous
on H1(Ω). Using the Korn inequality, injectivity of v → E(v) on H1(Ω) \ K and
the Peetre-Tartar lemma (cf. [7]) it follows that a(·, ·) is elliptic on H1(Ω) \K. The
continuity and ellipticity properties also hold on the closed subspace V 0

ẑ \K.

Note that the inverse level set problem explained in Section 2 fits in the setting intro-
duced above. We then have, for a fixed t, the given velocity field z = −∂ϕ

∂t
1

∥∇ϕ∥n = zẑ,

with ẑ = n, and as criterion for chosing the vector field v(·, t) in (2.4) we use the min-
imization problem (3.4).

3.1. The kernel space. We study the kernel space

Kẑ := K ∩ V 0
ẑ = {v ∈ K | v · ẑ = 0 a.e. on Ω }.

We will see that “in the generic case” this kernel is trivial, i.e, contains only the zero
function. We first consider the case of the inverse level set problem, where ẑ = n
holds, and then the general case.

3.1.1. The inverse level set problem. Consider the problem described in
Section 2. There we have, for a fixed t, ẑ = n and at x ∈ Ω the vector n(x) (we
deleted the argument t) is the unit normal on the level set Γc that contains x. We
have v ∈ V 0

ẑ iff v ∈ K and v(x) · n(x) = 0 for all x ∈ Γc and all c ∈ [ϕmin, ϕmax].
This means that v is in the tangent space of the level set Γc for all c ∈ [ϕmin, ϕmax].
Furthermore, v ∈ K iff ∇v + ∇vT = 0, which implies ∇Γc

v + ∇Γc
vT = 0, where

∇Γc
is the covariant derivative (for the hypersurface Γc) of the tangential field v. It

follows that v is a Killing vector field for the hypersurface Γc, which means that the
(local) flow induced by v is an isometry on Γc. Nonzero flows that are isometries are
only possible for very special level set shapes, namely if Γc a straight line segment
or circular (for d = 2) or Γc is planar or rotationally symmetric around a line (for
d = 3). We conclude that if for a c ∈ [ϕmin, ϕmax] the level set Γc does not have one
of these special shapes, the kernel space V 0

ẑ is trivial.

3.1.2. General case. We now consider general vector fields ẑ for which As-
sumption 3.1 holds. We consider the cases d = 2 and d = 3 seperately.

Lemma 3.2. Consider d = 2. Then dim(Kẑ) ≤ 1 holds. Define, with x = (x, y),

Rx :=

(
1 0 −y
0 1 x

)
, x ∈ Ω. In the (generic) case in which

span{∪x∈ΩR
T
x ẑ(x)} = R3 (3.6)

is satisfied, we have dim(Kẑ) = 0. Let w ∈ K, w ̸= 0, be a rigid motion. If
w is a rotation we assume that the center of rotation does not lie in Ω. Define
ẑ := w⊥

∥w⊥∥ ∈ H1,∞(Ω), with w⊥ ·w = 0. Then Kẑ = span(w) holds.

Proof. See appendix. We note that the condition that the center of the rotation does
not lie in Ω is used to guarantee smoothness of ẑ.

5



Lemma 3.3. Consider d = 3. Then dim(Kẑ) ≤ 3 holds. Define, with x = (x, y, z)

Rx =

1 0 0 −y −z 0
0 1 0 x 0 −z
0 0 1 0 x y

 . (3.7)

In the (generic) case in which

span{∪x∈ΩR
T
x ẑ(x)} = R6 (3.8)

is satisfied, we have dim(Kẑ) = 0. Take a fixed p ∈ R3 with ∥p∥ = 1. Let Kp be
the three dimensional space of all rigid motions in the plane orthogonal to p, denoted
by p⊥. Let Pp⊥ : R3 → p⊥ be the orthogonal projection on p⊥. A rigid motion
w ∈ Kp, defined on p⊥, is extended to R3 by constant extension in normal direction,
i.e., we(x) = w(Pp⊥x) for all x ∈ R3. Then dim(Kẑ) = 3 holds for

ẑ = p, Kẑ = {we | w ∈ Kp } . (3.9)

Proof. See appendix.

The results above explain in which sense the kernel Kẑ is trivial “in the generic case”.

If dim(Kẑ) > 0, for the factor space we use

V 0
ẑ \ Kẑ := {v ∈ V 0

ẑ | (v,w)1 = 0 for all w ∈ Kẑ }, (3.10)

where (·, ·)1 is the usual scalar product on H1(Ω).

Remark 3.2. If the kernel Kẑ is trivial then indeed, as claimed in [12], the minimiza-
tion problem recovers rigid motions. Let u be a rigid motion in Rd and z = (u · ẑ)ẑ
with a given ẑ that satisfies Assumption 3.1 and for which Kẑ = {0} holds. Then
v = u − z ∈ V 0

ẑ solves the minimization problem (3.4) because a(z + v, z + v) =
a(u,u) = 0 holds, and thus we recover u = z + v. If dim(Kẑ) ≥ 1, then in certain
special cases a rigid motion is not recovered. As an example, consider d = 2, and
denote the rigid motions in coordinate directions by e1(x) = (1 0)T , e2(x) = (0 1)T

for all x ∈ R2. Take u = c1e1 + c2e2 with constants c1, c2 ̸= 0. Take ẑ := e1 and
thus Kẑ = span(e2). Consider the minimization problem (3.4) with z = c1ẑ. The
rigid motion u is recovered only for v = c2e2, which, however, is not feasible since
e2 /∈ V 0

ẑ \K = V 0
ẑ \ Kẑ.

3.2. Examples. We discuss two specific examples with known solutions. The
first one is the example explained in Remark 2.1. For a fixed t ∈ [0, 1

4 ] we take ϕ(·, t) as
in Remark 2.1. The transport of this ϕ corresponds to the rigid motion u(x) = (1 0)T ,
x ∈ R2. We take

z = zẑ = (u · n)n = −∂ϕ

∂t

∇ϕ

∥∇ϕ∥2
.

This flow field in normal direction is available from the level set function information.
For this case we have Kẑ = {0} and the solution of the minimization problem (3.4) is

6



the rigid motion u, cf. Remark 3.2, with energy a(u,u) = 0. Thus we recover, in this
example, the rigid motion from the level set function information only.

We introduce another class of problems for which an analytical solution is known. In
this example we have dim(Kẑ) = 1, cf. also Remark 3.3 below.

Lemma 3.4. We take d = 2 and define ẑ :=

(
c
s

)
, ẑ⊥ :=

(
−s
c

)
, with c2 + s2 = 1.

Take a smooth function F : R → R with∫
Ω

F
(
ẑ ·

(
x
y

))
dx = 0. (3.11)

Consider (3.4) with

z(x, y) :=

(
ẑ⊥ ·

(
x
y

)
F ′(ẑ · (x

y

)))
ẑ. (3.12)

Then

v(x, y) = −F
(
ẑ ·

(
x
y

))
ẑ⊥ (3.13)

is the unique solution of (3.4).

Proof. Given in the Appendix.

Remark 3.3. The Gauge condition (3.11) is introduced to guarantee that v as in
(3.13) satisfies the orthogonality condition (3.10), i.e., v ⊥H1 Kẑ = span(ẑ⊥) holds.
In the example of Lemma 3.4 the given velocity field z = zẑ has a spatially constant
direction ẑ = (c s)T and has a varying length z(x, y). One aims to correct with a
v that is pointwise orthogonal to ẑ, i.e. v has the constant direction ẑ⊥, and has
varying length. The optimal (w.r.t. strain energy minimization) correction is given
by v in (3.13). As a special case one can consider a domain Ω that is symmetric
with respect to the y-axis, i.e., (x, y) ∈ Ω iff (−x, y) ∈ Ω, c = 1, s = 0 and the
function F (α) = α. This then satisfies (3.11) and we obtain z(x, y) = (y 0)T with
corresponding v(x, y) = (0 −x)T . We thus obtain a velocity field u = z+v = (y −x)T

that is a rigid motion, hence has a strain energy a(u,u) = 0. In general, however, for
other choices of F we have a(u,u) > 0.

4. Reformulation as saddle point problem. To obtain a feasible solution
method we introduce a Lagrange multiplier to eliminate the constraint v · ẑ = 0. We
define b : H1(Ω) × H1(Ω) → R, b(λ,v) := (λ,v · ẑ)1, where (·, ·)1 is the standard
scalar product on H1(Ω), i.e., (v, w)1 =

∫
Ω
∇v · ∇w + vw dx. For the kernel of b(·, ·)

we have

ker(b) = {v ∈ H1(Ω) | b(µ,v) = 0 ∀ µ ∈ H1(Ω) } = V 0
ẑ .

We introduce

H1
∗(Ω) := H1(Ω) \ Kẑ = {v ∈ H1(Ω) | (v,w)1 = 0 for all w ∈ Kẑ }. (4.1)

7



Note that in the generic case we have Kẑ = {0} and then H1
∗(Ω) = H1(Ω) holds.

Below, the orthogonal projection in H1(Ω) w.r.t. (·, ·)1 on a subspace W is denoted
by QW .

Lemma 4.1. We consider the saddle point problem: determine (w, λ) ∈ H1
∗(Ω) ×

H1(Ω) such that

a(w,v) + b(λ,v) = −a(z,v) for all v ∈ H1
∗(Ω)

b(µ,w) = 0 for all µ ∈ H1(Ω).
(4.2)

This problem is well-posed.

Proof. Note that a(·, ·) is continuous on H1
∗(Ω) and elliptic on H1

∗(Ω) ∩ ker(b) =
ker(b) \ (ker(b) ∩K). Using Assumption 3.1 we get

|b(λ,v)| = |(λ,v · ẑ)1| ≤ c∥λ∥1∥v∥1.

For the right-hand side in (4.2) we have that v → a(z,v) is continuous on H1(Ω).
It remains to check the inf-sup property for b(·, ·). Take λ ∈ H1(Ω) and define
v := ẑλ − QKẑ

(ẑλ) ∈ H1
∗(Ω). For this choice we have ∥v∥1 ≤ c∥λ∥1. Note that

Kẑ ⊂ ker(b) and thus b(λ,QKẑ
w) = 0 for all w ∈ H1(Ω). Using this we get

b(λ,v)

∥v∥1
=

(λ, λ)1
∥v∥1

≥ c−1∥λ∥1

and it follows that b(·, ·) has the inf-sup property on H1(Ω) × H1
∗(Ω). Hence, the

problem (4.2) has a unique solution.

A saddle point reformulation of the problem (3.4) is as follows: determine (u, λ) ∈
H1(Ω)×H1(Ω) with QKẑ

u = QKẑ
z such that

a(u,v) + b(λ,v) = 0 for all v ∈ H1(Ω)

b(µ,u) = b(µ, z) = (µ, z)1 for all µ ∈ H1(Ω).
(4.3)

For testing we use v ∈ H1(Ω) instead of v ∈ H1
∗(Ω) = H1(Ω) \ Kẑ. This is allowed

because for v ∈ Kẑ = ker(b)∩K we have a(u,v) = 0 and b(λ,v) = 0. From Lemma 4.1
and a shift argument u = z+w it follows that (4.3) is well-posed. Let (u, λ) be the
solution of (4.3). Testing with v ∈ V 0

ẑ = ker(b) we obtain a(u,v) = 0 for all v ∈ V 0
ẑ .

From this it follows that u is the unique solution of (3.4). We conclude that (4.3) is a
well-posed saddle point reformulation of the constrained minimization problem (3.4).
This saddle point formulation will be the basis for the finite element discretization
that we use to solve the minimization problem approximately, cf. Section 5 below.
We note that the equivalence between the formulations (4.2) and (4.3) via the shift
u = z +w, in general does not hold for the corresponding discrete versions of these
problems.

Remark 4.1. We comment on the choice of the space H1
∗(Ω) = H1(Ω) \ Kẑ in

(4.1). As shown above, with this choice the Lagrange multiplier formulation in (4.3)
is equivalent to (3.4) in the sense that the u-solutions of both problems are the same.
Alternatively one might consider a Lagrange multiplier formulation with the (simpler)
choice H̃1

∗(Ω) := H1(Ω) \ K ⊂ H1
∗(Ω). Note that the bilinear form a(·, ·) is elliptic

on this space but not on H1
∗(Ω). With the choice H̃1

∗(Ω), however, in general the
Lagrange multiplier formulation and (3.4) do not have the same solution. As an
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example, consider the problem presented in Remark 2.1, consisting of an ellipse that
is transported by the rigid motion u = (1 0)T . In Section 3.2 it is shown that we
obtain this u as minimizer of the constrained minimization problem (3.4) and thus
also as solution of the equivalent saddle point problem (4.3). If, however, we use
H̃1

∗(Ω) then, due to u /∈ H̃1
∗(Ω), we will not obtain this u as solution of the saddle

point problem with this alternative space.

Remark 4.2. We reconsider the special class of problems presented in Lemma 3.4.
We briefly discuss the corresponding saddle point formulation and in particular in-
vestigate the corresponding Lagrange multiplier solution λ. In this example we have
Kẑ = span(ẑ⊥). Since ẑ⊥ is a constant vector we have

QKẑ
u =

(u, ẑ⊥)1
(ẑ⊥, ẑ⊥)1

ẑ⊥ =
(u, ẑ⊥)L2

(ẑ⊥, ẑ⊥)L2

ẑ⊥ =
(u, ẑ⊥)L2

|Ω|
ẑ⊥.

Let z = z1ẑ and v = v2ẑ⊥ be as in (3.12) and (3.13), respectively. Note that b(λ,v) =
(λ,v · ẑ)1. We test in (4.3) with v = w1ẑ, w1 ∈ H1(Ω). This yields

b(λ,v) = (λ,w1)1 = −a(u, w1ẑ) = −a(z1ẑ+ v2ẑ⊥, w1ẑ)

= −2

∫
Ω

∇z1 · ∇w1 + (∇z1 · ẑ)(∇w1 · ẑ) + (∇v2 · ẑ)(∇w1 · ẑ⊥) dx
(4.4)

for all w1 ∈ H1(Ω). We introduce notation for the smooth vectors Fz := 2∇z1,
Fv := 2∇v2. Hence, we conclude that the Lagrange multiplier is the unique solution
of the elliptic problem:

(λ,w1)1 = −
∫
Ω

Fz ·∇w1+(Fz ·ẑ)(∇w1 ·ẑ)+(Fv ·ẑ)(∇w1 ·ẑ⊥) dx ∀ w1 ∈ H1(Ω). (4.5)

In strong formulation this problem takes the form of a Neumann problem:

−∆λ+ λ = divFz + ẑ · ∇(Fz · ẑ) + ẑ⊥ · ∇(Fv · ẑ) in Ω

n · ∇λ = −n · Fz − (ẑ · n)(Fz · ẑ)− (ẑ⊥ · n)(Fv · ẑ) on ∂Ω,
(4.6)

where n denotes the unit normal on ∂Ω. The source terms on the right hand sides
in (4.6) are smooth if the function F in Lemma 3.4 is smooth. Nevertheless the
solution λ may have large gradients due to boundary effects, e.g., if the boundary has
a reentrant corner. We will illustrate this in a numerical experiment in Section 7.2.2.

Lemma 4.2. Let (u, λ) be the solution of problem (4.3). The following estimates hold

a(u,u)

∥u∥1
≤ c∥λ∥1 (4.7)

∥λ∥1 ≤ c a(u,u)
1
2 . (4.8)

Proof. The estimate in (4.7) follows from

a(u,u) = −b(λ,u) ≤ c∥λ∥1∥u∥1,

and the one in (4.8) from

∥λ∥1 ≤ c sup
v∈H1

∗(Ω)

b(λ,v)

∥v∥1
= c sup

v∈H1
∗(Ω)

a(u,v)

∥v∥1

≤ c sup
v∈H1

∗(Ω)

a(u,u)
1
2 a(v,v)

1
2

∥v∥1
≤ c a(u,u)

1
2 .

9



From this result we see that ∥λ∥21 is a measure for a(u,u), i.e., the value of the strain
energy functional at the minimizer u.

5. Discretization of the saddle point problem. We assume that Ω is polyg-
onal. Let {Th}h>0 be a family of shape regular (not necessarily quasi-uniform) sim-
plicial triangulations of Ω. The space of continuous piecewise polynomial functions
of degree k ≥ 1 on Th is denoted by Vh and Vh := V d

h is the corresponding space of
vector values finite element functions. In the discretization we use the bilinear form
b(·, ·) restricted to the finite element spaces with kernel denoted by

kerh(b) := {vh ∈ Vh | b(λh,vh) = 0 for all λh ∈ Vh }.

Recall that Kẑ = ker(b) ∩K. A discrete analogon of this space is

Kẑ,h := kerh(b) ∩K.

We define Vh,∗ := Vh \ Kẑ,h = {vh ∈ Vh | QKẑ,h
vh = 0 }. The pair Vh,∗ × Vh is

suitable for a Galerkin discretization of (4.2), since Vh ⊂ H1(Ω) and, due to Kẑ ⊂
Kẑ,h, also Vh,∗ ⊂ H1

∗(Ω). This pair is used in the analysis in Section 6. Note that
Vh,∗ ∩ kerh(b) = kerh(b) \ (kerh(b) ∩K) holds.

We introduce a discretization of problem (4.3): determine (uh, λh) ∈ Vh × Vh with
QKẑ,h

uh = QKẑ,h
z such that

a(uh,vh) + b(λh,vh) = 0 for all vh ∈ Vh

b(µh,uh) = b(µh, z) = (µh, z)1 for all µh ∈ Vh.
(5.1)

Well-posedness of this problem is analyzed below. The analysis uses standard tech-
niques for finite element error analysis of saddle point problems, but we need some
additional technical results to also cover the case dim(Kẑ) ≥ 1. If we would restrict
to the case Kẑ = {0} the results on well-posedness of the discrete problem presented
below and the error bound in Theorem 6.7 can be obtained with a simpler analysis.

6. Discretization error analysis. In this section we assume additional regu-
larity of ẑ, namely ẑ ∈ Hk+1,∞(Ω). We start with an elementary lemma. We use
the orthogonal projections QVh

: H1(Ω) → Vh, QVh
: H1(Ω) → Vh, with respect to

(·, ·)1. Note that vh ∈ kerh(b) iff QVh
(vh · ẑ) = 0 holds.

Lemma 6.1. The following estimates hold with constants c independent of h:

∥vh · ẑ−QVh
(vh · ẑ)∥1 ≤ ch∥vh∥1∥ẑ∥Hk+1,∞(Ω) for all vh ∈ Vh, (6.1)

∥λhẑ−QVh
(λhẑ)∥1 ≤ ch∥λh∥1∥ẑ∥Hk+1,∞(Ω) for all λh ∈ Vh, (6.2)

∥v · ẑ−QVh
(v · ẑ)∥1 ≤ chk∥v∥1∥ẑ∥Hk+1,∞(Ω) for all v ∈ K. (6.3)
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Proof. Take vh ∈ Vh. Let IVh
be the nodal interpolation operator in Vh. On an

element T ∈ Th we get, using a finite element inverse inequality and |vh|k+1,T = 0:

∥vh · ẑ− IVh
(vh · ẑ)∥H1(T ) ≲ hk

T |vh · ẑ|k+1,T ≲ hk
T

k+1∑
ℓ=0

|vh|ℓ,T |ẑ|k+1−ℓ,∞,T

≲ hk
T

k∑
ℓ=0

|vh|ℓ,T |ẑ|k+1−ℓ,∞,T

≲ hT ∥vh∥H1(T )

k∑
ℓ=0

|ẑ|k+1−ℓ,∞,T ≲ hT ∥vh∥H1(T )∥ẑ∥Hk+1,∞(T ).

Squaring this, summing over T ∈ Th and using ∥vh · ẑ − QVh
(vh · ẑ)∥1 ≤ ∥vh · ẑ −

IVh
(vh · ẑ)∥1 we obtain the result (6.1). With the same arguments we obtain the result

in (6.2).
Note that v ∈ K is a constant or linear vector function and thus |v|ℓ,T = 0 for ℓ ≥ 2.
Using this we get

∥v · ẑ− IVh
(v · ẑ)∥H1(T ) ≲ hk

T |v · ẑ|k+1,T ≲ hk
T

k+1∑
ℓ=0

|v|ℓ,T |ẑ|k+1−ℓ,∞,T

≲ hk
T

1∑
ℓ=0

|v|ℓ,T |ẑ|k+1−ℓ,∞,T ≲ hk
T ∥v∥H1(T )∥ẑ∥Hk+1,∞(T ).

With the same arguments as above we obtain the estimate (6.3).

We now quantify the difference between the space Kẑ and Kẑ,h. Both Kẑ and Kẑ,h are
linear subspaces ofK and Kẑ ⊂ Kẑ,h holds. For distance between subspaces we use the
usual angle notion and define dist(Kẑ,h,Kẑ) := supw∈Kẑ,h,∥w∥1=1 infv∈Kẑ

∥w − v∥1.
Note that dim(Kẑ,h) > dim(Kẑ) implies dist(Kẑ,h,Kẑ) = 1.

Lemma 6.2. The following holds with a constant c independent of h:

dist(Kẑ,h,Kẑ) ≤ chk. (6.4)

This implies that for h sufficiently small Kẑ = Kẑ,h holds.

Proof. We use the orthogonal decomposition K = Kẑ ⊕ K⊥
ẑ with K⊥

ẑ := {v ∈
K | (v,w)1 = 0 for all w ∈ Kẑ }. Define the bounded linear operator B : K →
H−1(Ω) by (Bw)(µ) := b(µ,w) = (µ,w · ẑ)1. Hence, ker(B) = Kẑ and thus B is
injective on the finite dimensional space K⊥

ẑ . This implies that there exists a constant
c0 such that ∥v∥1 ≤ c0∥Bv∥H−1 holds for all v ∈ K⊥

ẑ . Take w ∈ Kẑ,h ⊂ K with
∥w∥1 = 1 and decompose as w = w1 +w2, w1 ∈ Kẑ, w2 ∈ K⊥

ẑ . Recall that v ∈ Kẑ,h

implies that QVh
(v · ẑ) = 0 holds. Using this and (6.3) we obtain

(Bw)(µ) = (µ,w · ẑ)1 =
(
µ,w · ẑ−QVh

(w · ẑ)
)
1
≤ chk∥µ∥1.

Thus we get the estimate ∥Bw∥H−1 ≤ chk. This yields

inf
v∈Kẑ

∥w − v∥1 = ∥w2∥1 ≤ c0∥Bw2∥H−1 = c0∥Bw∥H−1 ≤ chk,

which completes the proof.
In the analysis below we need that the spaces ker(b) \ Kẑ and its discrete analogon
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kerh(b) \ Kẑ,h are “close” (for h sufficiently small). The following lemma provides a
useful result.

Lemma 6.3. For arbitrary vh ∈ kerh(b) \ Kẑ,h there exists v ∈ ker(b) \ Kẑ such that

∥vh − v∥1 ≤ ch∥vh∥1

holds with a constant c independent of h, vh.

Proof. Take vh ∈ kerh(b) \ Kẑ,h, i.e. QVh
(vh · ẑ) = 0 and QKẑ,h

vh = 0. Due to
Kẑ ⊂ Kẑ,h we also have QKẑ

vh = 0. Define ṽh = vh − (vh · ẑ)ẑ ∈ ker(b) and
v = ṽh −QKẑ

ṽh ∈ ker(b) \ Kẑ. We then obtain

∥vh − v∥1 = ∥(I −QKẑ
)(vh − ṽh)∥1 ≤ ∥(vh · ẑ)ẑ∥1

≤ ∥vh · ẑ∥1∥ẑ∥H1,∞ ≤ c∥vh · ẑ−QVh
(vh · ẑ)∥1 ≤ ch∥vh∥1,

where in the last inequality we used (6.1).
We now derive discrete ellipticity and inf-sup properties.

Lemma 6.4. There exists γ > 0 independent of h such that

a(vh,vh) ≥ γ∥vh∥21 for all vh ∈ Vh,∗ ∩ kerh(b). (6.5)

Proof. Note that Vh,∗ ∩ kerh(b) = kerh(b) \ (kerh(b) ∩K) = kerh(b) \ Kẑ,h and K is
the kernel of a(·, ·). Hence, there exists a possibly h-dependent γh > 0 such that (6.5)
holds with γ replaced by γh. It remains to show that γh is uniformly in h bounded
away from 0. We use that a(·, ·) is elliptic on ker(b) \ Kẑ, i.e. for suitable γ > 0 we
have a(v,v) ≥ γ∥v∥21 for all v ∈ ker(b) \Kẑ. The seminorm corresponding to a(·, ·) is
denoted by ∥ · ∥a. Take vh ∈ kerh(b) \ Kẑ,h and a corresponding v ∈ ker(b) \ Kẑ as in
Lemma 6.3. Using ∥vh − v∥a ≤ c∥vh − v∥1 we obtain

a(vh,vh)
1
2 = ∥vh∥a ≥ ∥v∥a − ∥vh − v∥a ≥ γ

1
2 ∥v∥1 − c∥vh − v∥1

≥ γ
1
2 ∥vh∥1 − c∥vh − v∥1 ≥ γ

1
2 ∥vh∥1(1− ch),

from which the result follows.

Lemma 6.5. There is a constant β > 0, independent of h such that for h sufficiently
small the following holds:

sup
vh∈Vh,∗

b(λh,vh)

∥vh∥1
≥ β∥λh∥1 for all λh ∈ Vh. (6.6)

Proof. Take λh ∈ Vh. Define vh := QVh
(λhẑ) − QKẑ,h

QVh
(λhẑ) ∈ Vh,∗. Note that

∥vh∥1 ≤ c∥λh∥1 holds. Note that Kẑ,h ⊂ kerh(b) and thus b(λh, QKẑ,h
wh) = 0 holds

for all wh ∈ Vh. Using this and (6.2) we obtain

b(λh,vh) = b(λh, QVh
(λhẑ))

= b(λh, λhẑ)− b(λh, λhẑ−QVh
(λhẑ))

≥ ∥λh∥21 − c∥λh∥1∥λhẑ−QVh
(λhẑ)∥1

≥ (1− ch)∥λh∥21.

Combining these results completes the proof.
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Assumption 6.1. In the remainder we assume that h is sufficiently small, such that
the discrete inf-sup property (6.6) holds.

Using this we derive a well-posedness result for the discrete problem (5.1).

Lemma 6.6. The problem (5.1) has a unique solution.

Proof. First consider the saddle point problem: determine (ûh, λh) ∈ Vh,∗ × Vh such
that

a(ûh,vh) + b(λh,vh) = 0 for all vh ∈ Vh,∗

b(µh, ûh) = b(µh, z) for all µh ∈ Vh.
(6.7)

Using the discrete ellipticity and inf-sup properties, an application of standard saddle
point theory [8, 7] yields that this problem has a unique solution (ûh, λh). Now define
uh := ûh + QKẑ,h

z. From QKẑ,h
ûh = 0 we obtain QKẑ,h

uh = QKẑ,h
z. Note that

a(QKẑ,h
z,vh) = 0 for all v ∈ Vh and b(µh, QKẑ,h

z) = 0 for all µh ∈ Vh. Furthermore,
in the first equation in (5.1) “for all vh ∈ Vh” can be replaced by “for all vh ∈ Vh,∗”,
since for all vh ∈ Kẑ,h we have a(wh,vh) = b(µh,vh) = 0 for all wh ∈ Vh, µh ∈ Vh.
Using this one easily checks that (uh, λh) is a solution of (5.1).
We investigate uniqueness. Let (uh,1, λh,1) and (uh,2, λh,2) be solutions of (5.1). For
the differences δuh := uh,1 − uh,2, δλh = λh,1 − λh,2 we have that (δuh, δλh) ∈
Vh,∗ × Vh satisfies

a(δuh,vh) + b(δλh,vh) = 0 for all vh ∈ Vh,∗

b(µh, δuh) = 0 for all µh ∈ Vh.

From the discrete ellipticity and inf-sup properties it follows that δuh = 0 and δλh = 0.

Theorem 6.7. Let h be sufficiently small such that Kẑ,h = Kẑ holds. Let (u, λ) and
(uh, λh) be the unique solutions of (4.3) and (5.1), respectively. The following error
bound holds:

∥u− uh∥1 ≤ c1 min
vh∈Vh

∥u− vh∥1 + c2 min
µh∈Vh

∥λ− µh∥1, (6.8)

with c1 = (1 + 1
γ ∥a∥)(1 +

1
β ∥b∥), c2 = 1

γ ∥b∥.

Proof. Define eh := u− uh. Note that QKẑ,h
eh = 0 and

a(eh,vh) + b(λ− λh) = 0 for all vh ∈ Vh, (6.9)

b(µh, eh) = 0 for all µh ∈ Vh. (6.10)

We take an arbitrary vh ∈ Vh. From (6.6) it follows, cf. [8, Chapter II], that there
exists rh ∈ Vh,∗ such that

b(µh, rh) = b(µh,u− vh) for all µh ∈ Vh, and ∥rh∥1 ≤ 1

β
∥b∥∥u− vh∥1. (6.11)

Define wh := rh+vh−QKẑ,h
(rh+vh−z). Note that QKẑ,h

wh = QKẑ,h
z holds. Using

b(µh, QKẑ,h
v) = 0 for all v ∈ H1(Ω) and (6.10) we obtain

b(µh,wh) = b(µh, rh + vh) = b(µh,u) = b(µh,uh) for all µh ∈ Vh.
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Hence,wh−uh ∈ kerh(b) holds. Furthermore, QKẑ,h
(wh−uh) = 0, and thuswh−uh ∈

Vh,∗ holds. Thus we get wh−uh ∈ kerh(b)∩Vh,∗. Using this, the ellipticity estimate
(6.5) and (6.10) we obtain, for arbitrary τh ∈ Vh:

∥wh − uh∥21 ≤ 1

γ

(
a(wh − u,wh − uh) + a(u− uh,wh − uh)

)
=

1

γ

(
a(wh − u,wh − uh) + b(λh − λ,wh − uh)

)
=

1

γ

(
a(wh − u,wh − uh) + b(τh − λ,wh − uh)

)
≤ 1

γ

(
∥a∥∥wh − u∥1∥wh − uh∥1 + ∥b∥∥τh − λ∥1∥wh − uh∥1

)
.

Using ∥u− uh∥1 ≤ ∥wh − uh∥1 + ∥wh − uh∥1 we obtain

∥u− uh∥1 ≤ (1 +
1

γ
∥a∥)∥wh − u∥1 +

1

γ
∥b∥∥τh − λ∥1. (6.12)

From QKẑ,h
u = QKẑ

u = QKẑ
z = QKẑ,h

z = QKẑ,h
wh we get QKẑ,h

(wh − u) = 0 and
thus, using (6.11), we obtain

∥wh − u∥1 = ∥(I −QKẑ,h
)(wh − u)∥1 = ∥(I −QKẑ,h

)(rh + vh − u)∥1

≤ ∥vh − u∥1 + ∥rh∥1 ≤ (1 +
1

β
∥b∥)∥vh − u∥1.

Combining this with the result (6.12) yields

∥u− uh∥1 ≤ (1 +
1

γ
∥a∥)(1 + 1

β
∥b∥)∥vh − u∥1 +

1

γ
∥b∥∥τh − λ∥1.

Since vh ∈ Vh, τh ∈ Vh are arbitray, this completes the proof.
We thus derived an optimal order bound for the discretization error ∥u − uh∥1. A
similar optimal bound as in (6.8), with different constants c1, c1, can be derived for
the error ∥λ− λh∥1. Since in our application, this discretization error is less relevant
we do not present this bound.
An L2-norm estimate ∥u−uh∥L2 ≤ ch

(
∥u−uh∥1+∥λ−λh∥1

)
can be derived using the

Aubin-Nitsche Lemma, cf. [7, Secions 2.3.4, 2.4.2]. For this one needs H2-regularity
of the saddle point problem (4.3). We are not aware of any regularity results for this
type of saddle point problem.

Remark 6.1. Assume we have an inverse level set problem as in Section 2 with a
level set transport resulting from a rigid motion u∗ (cf. Remark 2.1) and Kẑ = {0}.
Then the exact solution of the saddle point problem (4.3) is given by (u, λ) = (u∗, 0),
cf. Remark 3.2. Furthermore, the rigid motion is a element of the finite element space
u∗ ∈ Vh. Hence, also after discretization we exactly recover the rigid motion.

7. Numerical experiments. We present results of numerical experiments. First
we consider the synthetic example presented in Lemma 3.4. Further experiments show
results for two inverse level set problems, namely an ellipse deforming to a biconcave
shape and a rigid motion of an ellipse. Finally, motivated by the application treated
in [12], we show an example in which the solution of an inverse level set problem is
used to determine particle trajectories.
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We implemented the discretization (5.1) in Netgen/NGSolve[1]. In our experiments,
we start with an unstructured simplicial mesh and refine the mesh globally using
a marked-edge bisection method. We use continuous piecewise linear, quadratic or
cubic (1 ≤ k ≤ 3) finite elements.

7.1. Artificial example of Lemma 3.4. We consider the problem stated in

Lemma 3.4. We take Ω = (− 4
3 ,

4
3 )

2, ẑ = 1√
5

(
1
2

)
, ẑ⊥ = 1√

5

(
−2
1

)
, F (x) = cos(x)

and start with an initial mesh with (maximal) mesh size h = 1. The mesh size is
halved in every refinement.

As discussed in Lemma 3.4, there holds Kẑ = span(ẑ⊥) and thus the matrix corre-
sponding to (5.1) is singular. We determine a solution ũh of this discrete system and
compute the projection uh = ũh −QKẑ

ũh.

We use the analytical solution for the velocity given in Lemma 3.4 as reference solution
u and show the error convergence rates in Fig. 7.1. Theory predicts convergence of
order O(hk) for ∥u − uh∥1. These optimal convergence rates are confirmed in the
experiment. As an analytical solution for the Lagrange multiplier is not known, we
do not show convergence rates for it.

10−1 100
10−4

10−2

100

Mesh size h

E
rr
or

k = 2 k = 1

O(h1) O(h2)

Fig. 7.1: Errors ∥u− uh∥1 for the synthetic example

7.2. Deforming ellipse. In the following examples, we use the level set function

ϕ(x, y, t) = t((d2 + x2 + y2)3 − 8d2x2 − c4) + (1− t)(1.3x2 + y2 − 1)
!
= 0.

with c = 24
25 and d = 19

20 , cf. Fig. 7.2.

For t = 0 this corresponds to an ellipse and for t = 1 to a biconcave shape. The
prescribed velocity field is given by z = −∂ϕ

∂t
1

∥∇ϕ∥ ẑ, with ẑ = n = ∇ϕ
∥∇ϕ∥ . The only

type of shape with rotational symmetry in two dimensions is a circle, so there holds
Kẑ = {0} for all t ∈ [0, 1].
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−1
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1

x
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(a) ϕ(x, y, 0) = 0

−1 0 1

−1

0

1

x

y

(b) ϕ(x, y, 1) = 0

Fig. 7.2: Plots of the level sets

For small t ≥ 0 there is only one critical point of ∇ϕ close to the origin, while for
larger t we have multiple points with ∇ϕ = 0. We solve (5.1) for t = 0, but similar
results are obtained if we take small t > 0.

For ∥∇ϕ∥ → 0 we do not have a “stable” normal velocity field. To avoid this insta-
bility we introduced the assumption (2.1): min(x,t)∈ΩT

∥∇ϕ(x, t)∥ ≥ cmin > 0. This
assumption is essential in the analysis of our method. In applications one can choose
a computational domain that does not contain critical points of the level set function.
However, when choosing such a domain, one has to be aware of the fact that the
smoothness of the solution depends on the smoothness of the domain boundary, cf.
Remark 4.2. We illustrate this effect in this example. In the subsections below we
consider three choices for the computational domain: 1. no critical points of ϕ and
the boundary is “regular” (interior boundary smooth, exterior boundary convex); 2.
no critical points of ϕ and the interior boundary has reentrant corners; 3. the domain
contains a critical point of ϕ.

In the first two cases a reference solution (u, λ) on a sufficiently fine mesh (h = 0.007)
is determined and we perform a convergence study starting with a coarse mesh (h = 1)
and refine it 5 times.

7.2.1. Regular domain without critical points. We define our domain as
Ω = (− 4

3 ,
4
3 )

2 \{x ∈ R2| ∥x∥2 ≤ 0.2}. Removing the inner disc removes critical points
of ϕ. Results are presented in Fig. 7.3. The discrete velocity solution is shown in
Fig. 7.6a.

The expected order of convergence O(hk) for ∥u − uh∥H1 and ∥λ − λh∥H1 is clearly
observed in the numerical results.

16



10−1 100
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Mesh size h
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∥u− uh∥1

10−1 100
10−3

10−1

101

Mesh size h

E
rr
or

∥λ− λh∥1

k = 2 k = 1

h1 h2

Fig. 7.3: H1 errors for a regular domain without critical points of ϕ

7.2.2. Domain with reentrant corners without critical points. We choose
the domain Ω = (− 4

3 ,
4
3 )

2 \ [−0.4, 0.4]2. We then have reentrant corners inside the
domain, which may lead to poor regularity of λ (and u), cf. Remark 4.2. Results are
presented in Fig. 7.5.
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Fig. 7.4: H1 errors for a domain with reentrant corners without critical points of ϕ
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The results indicate that optimal convergence of order O(hk) for ∥u − uh∥1 and
∥λ− λh∥H1 is not reached. This is probably due to a loss of regularity. This claim is
supported by the plot of the pointwise errors shown in Fig. 7.5.

(a) ∥u(x)− uh(x)∥2 (b) |λ(x)− λh(x)|

Fig. 7.5: Pointwise errors in the velocity and Lagrange multiplier

7.2.3. Domain with a critical point of ϕ. We take Ω = (− 4
3 ,

4
3 )

2, a domain
that contains a critical point: ∇ϕ(0, 0, 0) = 0. In Fig. 7.6a we show the discrete
velocity solution for the case of a regular domain without critical points, cf. subsec-
tion 7.2.1 above. The discrete solution for the domain that contains a critical point is
shown in Fig. 7.6b. One clearly observes a strange velocity field with (nearly) singular
points at the center and the south pole of the ellipse. This result shows that critical
points of the level set function cause difficulties and that assumption (2.1) is essential.

(a) Regular domain without a critical point
of ϕ

(b) Domain with critical point of ϕ

Fig. 7.6: uh(x) on a domain without (left) and with (right) a critical point of ϕ
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7.3. A rigid motion example. We consider the example of an ellipse under-
going a rigid motion (rotation), cf. Remark 6.1. The domain is Ω = (− 4

3 ,
4
3 )

2 \ {x ∈
R2| ∥x∥2 ≤ 0.2} and we use

ϕ(x, y, t) = 1.3x̂(x, y, t)2 + ŷ(x, y, t)2 − 1

with (
x̂(x, y, t)
ŷ(x, y, t)

)
= M(t)

(
x
y

)
, M(t) =

(
cos(0.1t) − sin(0.1t)
sin(0.1t) cos(0.1t)

)
.

The domain does not contain a critical point of ϕ. Furthermore, Kẑ = {0} for all
t ∈ [0, 1] as the level set function describes a non-circular ellipse. This level set
transport can be obtained from a rigid motion (rotation) and the solution of the
strain energy minimization problem 3.4 is given by, cf. [12],

u(x) = ((
∂

∂t
MT )M)

∣∣
t=0

(
x
y

)
.

In the saddle point formulation the Lagrange multiplier solution is λ = 0. Note that
u is linear and lies in our finite element space. Hence, in the discretization we should
recover the exact solution u up to machine accuracy, cf. Remark 6.1. This statement,
however, assumes exact integration during assembly of the system matrix. As ẑ is
not in our finite element space, the discrete problem is perturbed due to numerical
quadrature. NGSolve uses by default quadrature rules of order 2k, but this can be
increased with a parameter l to 2k + l. Results for k = 1 and varying l are shown in
Fig. 7.7.
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Fig. 7.7: H1 errors for an ellipse undergoing rigid motion.
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With increasing accuracy of the quadrature, the error both for the velocity field
and the Lagrange multiplier decreases. For sufficiently accurate quadrature (l = 2)
machine accuracy is reached, for not too small mesh size h. For very small mesh sizes
h there appears to be some stability issue, that may be related to the direct solver
used for the linear saddle point system.

7.4. Computing trajectories. We consider the problem of near-isometric level
set tracking introduced in [12]. Let ϕ : ΩT → R be a level set function and ξ0 ∈ Γ(0)
a point on the zero level set of ϕ at t = 0. Further, let ut be the solution to (3.4) for a
fixed t ∈ [0, te]. The particle tracking problem reads as follows. Find ξ(t) : [0, te] → Ω,
such that

d

dt
ξ = ut(ξ),

ξ(0) = ξ0.
(7.1)

We can approximate the solution ut of (3.4), for any given t ∈ [0, te], by solving (5.1).
For simplicity, we use an explicit Euler time stepping scheme for time discretization
in (7.1). Given N ∈ N, we define ∆t := te

N , ti := i∆t and i ∈ {0, . . . , N}. Then we
construct, given a starting point ξ0 ∈ Γ(0), points {ξh,i| i ∈ {0, . . . , N}} ⊂ Rd using

ξh,i = ξh,i−1 +∆t uh,ti(ξh,i−1) for i = 1, . . . N, (7.2)

ξh,0 = ξ0,

with uh,ti being the solution to (5.1) at time ti.

For comparison, we construct {ξ̃h,i| 0 ≤ i ≤ N} ⊂ Rd as solutions of

ξ̃h,i = ξ̃h,i−1 +∆t ũti(ξ̃h,i−1) for i ∈ {1, . . . N}, (7.3)

ξ̃h,0 = ξ0,

with ũti := −∂ϕ
∂t

1
∥∇ϕ∥2∇ϕ, i.e. a purely normal velocity field without any contribution

tangential to the level set.

7.4.1. Particle transport on a surface in R3. We consider a level set repre-
senting a capsule shape and apply a bending deformation to it.

Let x =

x
y
z

. Defining

C(x) = ∥x−

 0
max(−0.7,min(0.7, y))

0

 ∥2 − 0.3

and

B(x, t) =

cos(ty) − sin(ty) 0
sin(ty) cos(ty) 0

0 0 1.02

x

we the level set function for a bending capsule via

ϕ(x, t) := C
(
B(x, t)

)
.
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Note that the scaling factor of 1.02 in B(·, ·) ensures that there are no symmetries in
the initial configuration.

Define φ = 2π
60 and θ = π

80 . We sample M = 4800 points pi on a sphere with radius
r = 1.2 using

p60k+j = r

sin(kθ) cos(jφ)
cos(kθ)

sin(kθ) sin(jφ)

 , 0 ≤ k < 80, 0 ≤ j < 60,

and project these orthogonally onto the level set for t = 0. This results in a point
cloud (ξi0)

M
i=1 on Γ(0). Rendering these points as spheres with radius 0.01, with RGB

coloring depending on the coordinate values in Blender[5], we get Figure 7.8.

Now, we solve (7.3) and (7.2) on the time interval [0, 1] with N = 60. The normal
velocity ũti , used in (7.3), can be determined analytically as ϕ is known. The resulting
particle distribution at t = 1 is shown in Fig. 7.9a. While the particles do track the
bending shape, the particle density on the front is significantly lower and particles
accumulate on the back side of the bent shape.

For solving (7.2), we create a quasi-uniform tetrahedral mesh with mesh size h ≈
0.0875 on Ω := [−1.3, 1.3]3. For efficiency reasons and to avoid critical points of
∇ϕ, we only solve the problem on a narrow band containing all tetrahedra where
−0.02 ≤ ϕ ≤ 0.02 using ngsxfem[9]. The resulting particle distribution at t = 1 is
shown in Fig. 7.9b. The result shows that, as a result of the near-isometric velocity
field construction, the distances between particles are approximately constant during
the shape evolution.

Fig. 7.8: Initial particle configuration
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(a) Particle tracking with normal velocity (b) Near-isometric tracking

Fig. 7.9: Particle configuration at t = 1
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Appendix A. Proof of Lemma 3.2. Note that the colums of Rx :=

(
1 0 −y
0 1 x

)
form a basis of the space K of rigid motions. The kernel space Kẑ is a linear subspace
of K. Hence, there is a linear subspace U ⊂ R3 with dim(U) = dim(Kẑ) and such
that w ∈ Kẑ iff w(x) = Rxp for a p ∈ U and all x ∈ Ω. For all v ∈ Kẑ we have
v · ẑ = 0 a.e. on Ω. This yields

(Rxp)
T ẑ(x) = pT (RT

x ẑ(x)) = 0 ∀ p ∈ U, ∀ x ∈ Ω (a.e.).

Hence we obtain U ⊥ Wẑ with Wẑ := span{∪x∈ΩR
T
x ẑ(x)}. Note that, with ẑ =

(ẑ1, ẑ2)
T , we have

RT
x ẑ(x) =

 ẑ1(x)
ẑ2(x)

−yẑ1(x) + xẑ2(x)

 .
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Using ∥ẑ∥ = 1 on Ω it follows that dim(Wẑ) ≥ 2, which implies dim(U) ≤ 1. Thus
the first statement of the Lemma 3.2 holds. From dim(Wẑ) = 3 it follows that
dim(U) = 0, which proves the second statement of the lemma. Let w ∈ K be a
nontrivial rigid motion in R2 and w⊥ such that w⊥ ·w = 0 on R2. If w is a rotation
we assume that the center of the rotation does not lie in Ω. For ẑ := w⊥

∥w⊥∥ we then

have ẑ ∈ C∞(Ω). Per construction we have w ∈ Kẑ and since dim(Kẑ) ≤ 1 it follows
that Kẑ = span(w). This completes the proof.

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 3.3. The proof of the first part of the first two
statements in the lemma is along the same lines as for the case d = 2 above. The
columns of the matrix Rx in (3.7) form a basis of the space K of rigid motions. The
kernel space Kẑ is a linear subspace of K. Hence, there is a linear subspace U ⊂ R6

with dim(U) = dim(Kẑ) and such that w ∈ Kẑ iff w(x) = Rxp for a p ∈ U and all
x ∈ Ω. For all v ∈ Kẑ we have v · ẑ = 0 a.e. on Ω. This yields

(Rxp)
T ẑ(x) = pT (RT

x ẑ(x)) = 0 ∀ p ∈ U, ∀ x ∈ Ω (a.e.).

Hence we obtain U ⊥ Wẑ with Wẑ := span{∪x∈ΩR
T
x ẑ(x)}. Note that, with ẑ =

(ẑ1, ẑ2, ẑ3)
T , we have

RT
x ẑ(x) =


ẑ1(x)
ẑ2(x)
ẑ3(x)

−yẑ1(x) + xẑ2(x)
−zẑ1(x) + xẑ3(x)
−zẑ2(x) + yẑ3(x)

 .

Using ∥ẑ∥ = 1 on Ω it follows that dim(Wẑ) ≥ 3, which implies dim(U) ≤ 3. Thus the
first statement of the Lemma 3.3 holds. From dim(Wẑ) = 6 it follows that dim(U) = 0,
which proves the second statement of the lemma. The proof of (3.9) is elementary
and left to the reader.

Appendix C. Proof of Lemma 3.4. For z as in (3.12) we have Kẑ = span(ẑ⊥), cf.
Lemma 3.2. The solution of (3.4) is the unique solution of the variational problem:

v ∈ V 0
ẑ with (v, ẑ⊥)1 =

∫
Ω

v · ẑ⊥ dx = 0 such that

a(v,w) = −a(z,w) for all w ∈ V 0
ẑ .

(C.1)

For v,w ∈ H1(Ω) we write v = v1ẑ+v2ẑ⊥, w = w1ẑ+w2ẑ⊥. Note that ∇v+∇vT =
∇v1ẑ

T + ẑ∇vT1 +∇v2ẑ
T
⊥ + ẑ⊥∇vT2 . Using this and p1q

T
1 : p2q

T
2 = (p1 · p2)(q1 · q2)

for pi,qi ∈ R2, we obtain

E(v) : E(w) = 2∇v1 · ∇w1 + 2∇v2 · ∇w2

+ 2(∇v1 · ẑ)(∇w1 · ẑ) + 2(∇v2 · ẑ⊥)(∇w2 · ẑ⊥)
+ 2(∇v1 · ẑ⊥)(∇w2 · ẑ) + 2(∇v2 · ẑ)(∇w1 · ẑ⊥).

Since z is of the form z = z1ẑ we have V 0
ẑ = { v2ẑ⊥ | v2 ∈ H1(Ω) }. For v = v2ẑ⊥ ∈

V 0
ẑ , w = w2ẑ⊥ ∈ V 0

ẑ , we get, using ∇v2 = (∇v2 · ẑ)ẑ+ (∇v2 · ẑ⊥)ẑ⊥,

a(v,w) = 2

∫
Ω

∇v2 · ∇w2 + (∇v2 · ẑ⊥)(∇w2 · ẑ⊥) dx

= 2

∫
Ω

2(∇v2 · ẑ⊥)(∇w2 · ẑ⊥) + (∇v2 · ẑ)(∇w2 · ẑ) dx,
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and for z = z1ẑ

a(z,w) = 2

∫
Ω

(∇z1 · ẑ⊥)(∇w2 · ẑ) dx.

The problem (C.1) can be reformulated: find v2 ∈ H1(Ω) with
∫
Ω
v2 dx = 0 such that

for all w2 ∈ H1(Ω):∫
Ω

2(∇v2 · ẑ⊥)(∇w2 · ẑ⊥)+ (∇v2 · ẑ)(∇w2 · ẑ) dx = −
∫
Ω

(∇z1 · ẑ⊥)(∇w2 · ẑ) dx. (C.2)

Note that due to the assumption (3.11), for v = v2ẑ⊥ as in (3.13) we have
∫
Ω
v2 dx = 0.

The result (C.2) holds if we have

∇v2 · ẑ⊥ = 0 on Ω, ∇v2 · ẑ = −∇z1 · ẑ⊥ on Ω. (C.3)

We check this for the v = v2ẑ⊥, z = z1ẑ specified above. First note that

∇v2 · ẑ⊥ = −F ′(ẑ · (x
y

))
ẑ · ẑ⊥ = 0, ∇v2 · ẑ = −F ′(ẑ · (x

y

))
holds. Finally note that

∇z1 · ẑ⊥ = F ′(ẑ ·(x
y

))
∇
(
ẑ⊥ ·

(
x
y

))
· ẑ⊥+ ẑ⊥ ·

(
x
y

)
∇F ′(ẑ ·(x

y

))
ẑ⊥ = F ′(ẑ ·(x

y

))
.

Hence, the relations in (C.3) hold and thus the proof is completed.
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