
Consistent continuum equations and numerical benchmarks for a
perturbation-based, variable-coefficient acoustofluidic solver

Khemraj Gautam Kshetria,1, Amneet Pal Singh Bhallab,1,˚, Nitesh Namaa,˚

aDepartment of Mechanical Engineering, University of Nebraska Lincoln, Lincoln, NE
bDepartment of Mechanical Engineering, San Diego State University, San Diego, CA

Abstract

We present a consistent continuum framework and a variable-coefficient acoustofluidic solver to analyze
acoustic streaming. A perturbation approach is used to split the compressible Navier-Stokes equations
into two sub-systems: a first-order harmonic system and a time-averaged second-order mean system. Prior
acoustofluidic numerical studies have typically employed simplifying assumptions regarding the second-order
mass balance equation and boundary conditions. These assumptions—frequently left unjustified—result in
an incongruent problem statement where the boundary conditions are not consistent with the governing
equations. To clarify these assumptions and mitigate the associated confusion, we systematically formulate
the second-order mass balance equation into two analytically equivalent but numerically distinct forms
by introducing the fluid’s Lagrangian and mass transport velocity. We clarify the relation between these
quantities to illustrate that a zero mass transport velocity does not necessarily imply a zero Lagrangian
velocity. A second-order accurate finite difference/volume scheme is used to discretize the governing equations
and boundary conditions expressed in Eulerian form. We solve the first-order coupled Helmholtz system
via a sparse direct solver while the second-order system is solved via a Krylov (FGMRES) solver with
a projection method-based preconditioner. To ascertain the spatial accuracy and consistency of numerical
implementation of the split system of equations and boundary conditions, we demonstrate verification results
and convergence rates using manufactured solutions. We provide benchmark test cases to demonstrate that
the choice of boundary conditions and the oscillation profile of the microchannel wall can, in general, strongly
impact the second-order flow field. Lastly, we examine a system with spatially varying density to illustrate
the difference in flow fields between constant and variable density systems.

Keywords: acoustic streaming , low Mach formulation, microfluidics

1. Introduction

In recent years, acoustofluidics has emerged as an innovative technology for a variety of lab-on-a-chip
applications [1–4]. In acoustofluidic systems, high-frequency acoustic waves interact nonlinearly with viscous
fluids. The result of these interactions is not just a high-frequency oscillatory response of the fluid, but also
a mean flow called acoustic streaming. Acoustic streaming has recently been used to enable fast, microscale
fluid mixing and pumping—two tasks that are otherwise difficult to accomplish at small scales because of
the low Reynolds number [5–10].

While acoustic streaming has been a subject of scientific investigations dating back to the 18th century,
its merger with microfluidics, and associated applications for lab-on-a-chip systems, has led to a renewed
interest in understanding nonlinear fluid-acoustic interactions [11, 12]. There have been several numerical
studies recently to model microscale acoustofluidic phenomena [13–21]. Nyborg’s perturbation approach is
typically employed in these studies to separate the fluid response into a first-order oscillating and a second-
order mean component. As a result of this approach, there are two sets of linear equations: the first-order
system describing the fluid’s oscillatory response, and the second-order system describing its mean response.
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Considering that fluid compressibility is a prerequisite for acoustic wave propagation, most of these studies
begin with compressible Navier-Stokes equations. The perturbation expansion of compressible Navier-Stokes
equations results in a time-averaged mass source term for the second-order system. Since most acoustofluidic
systems are characterized by low Mach numbers (i.e., with characteristic streaming velocities that are small
comparable to the speed of sound), the second-order mass source is sometimes overlooked [19, 21, 22]. While
this is not problematic in isolation, neglecting a mass source while employing a non-zero Eulerian velocity
boundary condition at the oscillating boundaries of the computational domain can, in general, result in
situations where the boundary conditions are inconsistent with the governing equations [23]. However, for
certain types of wall actuation, the mass source term has little impact and numerical solvers often produce
seemingly-correct solutions despite this inconsistency. Alternatively, some studies retain the mass source
term, but prescribe zero-velocity boundary condition at the mean position of the oscillating boundary [14, 24–
26]. Again, this can, in general, lead to an incongruent problem statement if the boundary conditions are
not in agreement with the governing equations.

A related issue in modeling acoustofluidic systems is determining appropriate boundary conditions for
the oscillating boundary of the second-order system. In previous studies, different boundary conditions
were prescribed for the mean flow at the oscillating wall. In some studies, the oscillating wall is assigned
a zero Eulerian velocity [14, 24–26], while in others, a zero mass transport velocity [27–29] or a zero La-
grangian velocity is prescribed [30–33]. In general, these velocities represent distinct quantities that are
not identical. While this issue was discussed by Bradley et al. [34], some subsequent studies that neglected
this distinction still produced results that matched experimental observations [15, 35]; this has resulted in
proliferation of numerical models where contradictory boundary conditions continue to be employed and
justified by referencing prior numerical reports. A lack of rigorous benchmarking problems in computational
acoustofluidic studies further exacerbates this confusion. In most studies, the numerical implementations
are benchmarked against Muller et al. [15, 24]. Acoustofluidic setups discussed in [15, 24] consider uniform
rectilinear oscillations of the channel boundary, and are insensitive to the inconsistencies discussed above.
As such, the applicability of a numerical implementation, compared against Muller et al. [15, 24], remains
unclear for general oscillations of the boundary. Further, the validity of numerical acoustofluidic models
is often assessed by how well it reproduces previous numerical results from the literature. The accuracy
of the implementation and convergence rates associated with it are rarely reported using formal numerical
implementation verification techniques such as the method of manufactured solutions. As noted above, for
certain wall oscillation profiles and parameter ranges, the numerical solver can converge despite the inherent
inconsistencies in the problem statement. As such, these inconsistencies—that can be highlighted through
formal numerical verification techniques—remain undiscussed leading to unclear implications concerning the
general applicability of these models. We aim to provide a quantitative benchmark for test cases that are
sensitive to boundary conditions in this work.

Most numerical studies on acoustofluidic systems assume a spatially constant density/viscosity of the
actuated fluid. However, recent experimental investigations have reported boundary-driven streaming in in-
homogeneous fluids and the associated relocation of density/compressibility inhomogeneities into stabilized
configurations [36]. These observations were later theoretically and numerically explained by Karlsen et
al. [37, 38]. Nonetheless, the specific device configuration used in these reports was again characterized by
uniform rectilinear oscillations of the boundary. As such, no numerical benchmark exists for a variable coeffi-
cient solver for non-uniform boundary actuations. In this paper, we present a formally-verified acoustofluidic
solver and leverage it to provide benchmark problems for variable coefficient acoustofluidic solvers that deal
with non-uniform, non-rectilinear oscillations of the channel boundary. This is an essential first step towards
validating a multiphase/multicomponent acoustofluidic solver that can enable numerical simulations of the
transport of gas bubbles (with surface tension forces at the gas-liquid interface) and biological cells (with
elastic forces at the liquid-structure interface) within fluid-filled microfluidic devices.

We revisit the perturbation approach with a specific focus on deriving consistent continuum equations
and boundary conditions for a variable-coefficient acoustofluidic solver. Beginning with the compressible
Navier-Stokes equations, we systematically derive the first- and second-order equation system and introduce
the notions of Lagrangian and mass transport velocity to discuss two potential boundary conditions for the
second-order system. We reformulate the mass balance equation to provide both analytically and numer-
ically consistent forms of mass source term for each of these boundary conditions. Following Bradley et
al. [34], we systematically relate these two velocities to clarify that a prescription for no-slip velocity at the
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oscillating boundary may not, in general, correspond to a zero mass transport velocity at the oscillating
boundary. Subsequent to a formal verification of our numerical implementation, we consider both rectilinear
and elliptical boundary oscillations to illustrate that prescription of a zero mass transport velocity at the
oscillating boundary may lead to erroneous results, depending on the boundary oscillation profile. Lastly, we
provide benchmark results for a test case with spatially varying fluid density and highlight the differences in
streaming flow field compared to the homogeneous density case. Numerical solvers and benchmark test cases
presented in this paper will facilitate a better understanding of multiphase acoustofluidic phenomena and
will assist in benchmarking future numerical implementations involving multiphase/multicomponent fluids.

2. Mathematical formulation

2.1. Continuous equations of motion

The balance laws governing the motion of a compressible fluid in conservative form are given as

Bρ

Bt
` ∇ ¨ pρvq “ 0, (1a)

Bpρvq

Bt
` ∇ ¨ pρv b vq “ ∇ ¨ σ, (1b)

in which ρ is the mass density, v is the (Eulerian) fluid velocity, and p is the fluid pressure. The Cauchy
stress tensor σ for a linear, viscous compressible fluid can be expressed as

σ “ ´pI ` µp∇v ` p∇vq⊺q ` λp∇ ¨ vqI, (2)

in which µ and λ are spatially-varying shear and bulk viscosity, respectively. These equations need to be
supplemented by an equation of state linking the fluid pressure to the mass density

p “ ppρq. (3)

We employ the Nyborg’s perturbation approach to linearize these equations by expanding the fluid velocity,
density, and pressure as an infinite series

v “ v0 ` ϵv1 ` ϵ2v2 ` Opϵ3q, (4a)

p “ p0 ` ϵp1 ` ϵ2p2 ` Opϵ3q, (4b)

ρ “ ρ0 ` ϵρ1 ` ϵ2ρ2 ` Opϵ3q, (4c)

in which ϵ is a non-dimensional smallness parameter defined as ϵ “ d{a, where d is the displacement amplitude
of the vibrating boundary and a is a characteristic length. We introduce the notation v1 “ ϵv1 and v2 “ ϵ2v2

(analogously for p and ρ) such that the subscripts denote the order of the respective fields. The zeroth-order
solution denotes the fluid state in the absence of acoustic actuation. In this work, we assume the fluid
to be quiescent in the absence of acoustic actuation and set v0 to zero. The first-order fields denote the
fluid’s leading-order oscillatory response, while the (time-averaged) second-order fields denote the fluid’s
mean response.

Substituting the perturbation expansion of the unknown fields into the governing equations (Eqs. (1a)–
(3)), and gathering terms of Opϵq leads to the following first-order system of equations (see Appendix C)

Bρ1
Bt

` ∇ ¨ pρ0v1q “ 0, (5a)

Bpρ0v1q

Bt
“ ∇ ¨ σ1, (5b)

σ1 “ ´p1I ` µp∇v1 ` p∇v1q⊺q ` λp∇ ¨ v1qI, (5c)

p1 “ c20ρ1, (5d)

in which c0 denotes the speed of sound in the fluid.
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We consider the first-order fields to be periodic in time with time period T and angular frequency
ω “ 2π{T . We seek solutions of the form

v1pr, tq “ pv1prqeıωt “ pvr
1prq ` ıvi

1prqqeıωt, (6a)

p1pr, tq “ pp1prqeıωt “ ppr1prq ` ıpi1prqqeıωt, (6b)

ρ1pr, tq “ pρ1prqeıωt “ pρr1prq ` ıρi1prqqeıωt, (6c)

in which the superscripts ‘r’ and ‘i’ denote the real (Re) and imaginary (Im) components of the spatially-
varying part of a first-order quantity, respectively. Next, we repeat the same approach by gathering Opϵ2q

terms to obtain the governing equations at the second-order (see Appendix C). They read as

Bρ2
Bt

` ∇ ¨ pρ0v2q “ ´∇ ¨ pρ1v1q, (7a)

Bpρ0v2q

Bt
`

Bpρ1v1q

Bt
` ∇ ¨ pρ0v1 b v1q “ ∇ ¨ σ2, (7b)

σ2 “ ´p2I ` µp∇v2 ` p∇v2q⊺q ` λp∇ ¨ v2qI, (7c)

p2 “ c20ρ2 `
1

2

B2p

Bρ2

∣∣∣∣
ρ“ρ0

ρ21. (7d)

Given our interest in investigating steady acoustic streaming that is observed on large time scales compared to
the acoustic actuation period, we neglect the time dependence of the second-order fields and apply a temporal
averaging operation of the form xAy “ 1

T

ş

T
A dt. This time averaging operation yields the following system

of equations

∇ ¨ xρ0v2y “ ´∇ ¨ xρ1v1y, (8a)

∇ ¨ pxσ2y ´ xρ0v1 b v1yq “ 0, (8b)

xσ2y “ ´xp2yI ` µp∇xv2y ` p∇xv2yq⊺q ` λp∇ ¨ xv2yqI, (8c)

in which we have used x
Bpρ1v1q

Bt y “ 0 since xBtpabqy “ 0 for any two oscillating quantities a and b of time period
T ; see Appendix B. We note that the equation of state (see Appendix C.3) can be used to obtain second-order
density via post-processing, if desired, but is not needed to solve for the second-order velocity and pressure.
Further, since the time-average of a zeroth- and second-order quantity is equal to the quantity itself, in
the rest of this article, we drop the angle brackets around the terms containing zeroth- and second-order
quantities and carry angle brackets only in terms which feature the product of two first-order quantities.

2.2. Boundary conditions

In typical micro-acoustofluidic devices, the domain of interest corresponds to a liquid-filled microfluidic
channel. The acoustic actuation of the device is generally modeled by prescribing a known time-periodic
oscillatory motion to one or more boundaries of the domain. We denote these oscillating boundaries by Γp

and the remaining boundaries by Γw such that the boundary of the microfluidic channel (Γ) is Γ “ Γp YΓw.
In this work, we consider the remaining boundaries of the domain (Γw) to be completely fixed. This scenario
typically corresponds to the case where the microchannel wall is made of an acoustically-hard material [39].
Following Bradley [34], let r0 denote the position of the oscillatory boundary at rest (i.e., in the absence
of acoustic actuation). The oscillatory displacement of this boundary is prescribed in a Lagrangian sense
as being d1pr0, tq, such that the position of the deformed surface of the oscillatory boundary is given as
r “ r0`d1pr0, tq. The no-slip boundary condition requires that the fluid and solid velocities at the boundary
be equal

vpr, tq “ 9d1pr0, tq for r “ r0 ` d1pr0, tq, (9)
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in which 9d1 denotes the material derivative of the boundary displacement. Expanding the left hand side of
Eq. (9) around the mean boundary position r0 using Taylor series expansion yields

vpr0, tq ` ∇vpr, tq
∣∣∣
r“r0

d1pr0, tq ` Opϵ3q “ 9d1pr0, tq for r “ r0 ` d1pr0, tq. (10)

Perturbation expansion of the fluid velocity v “ v1 `v2 `Opϵ3q on the left hand side of the above equation
yields

v1pr0, tq ` v2pr0, tq ` ∇v1pr, tq
∣∣∣
r“r0

d1pr0, tq ` Opϵ3q “ 9d1pr0, tq for r “ r0 ` d1pr0, tq. (11)

in which d1 is taken to be Opϵq. Matching orders of ϵ on the left and right hand sides of Eq. (11) yields the
first- and (time-averaged) second-order boundary conditions

v1pr0, tq “ 9d1pr0, tq, (12a)

v2pr0, tq ` x∇v1pr, tq
∣∣∣
r“r0

d1pr0, tqy “ 0. (12b)

Note that in Eq. (12b) we have dropped angle brackets around v2 as it already assumed to be a time-averaged
quantity. This also holds for p2. The second term in Eq. (12b) is referred to as Stokes drift

vSD “ x∇v1pr, tq
∣∣∣
r“r0

d1pr0, tqy. (13)

In the context of Generalized Lagrangian Mean theory [40], the sum of the Eulerian velocity and Stokes drift
is viewed as being the Lagrangian velocity of the fluid particle

vL :“ v2 ` vSD. (14)

From a mathematical perspective, vSD represent the second-order corrections to the fluid’s Eulerian velocity
that arise due to the oscillations of the boundary. As such, Eq. (12b) imposes the no-slip boundary condition,
correct upto Opϵ2q, at the displaced position of the oscillating boundary.

We note that the boundary condition in Eq. (12b) is obtained purely from kinematic consideration of
enforcing no-slip at the oscillating wall without reference to the balance laws. For compressible flows, one
can define another mean velocity field that arises from the balance of mass at the second-order. Specifically,
the second-order mass balance in Eq. (8a) can be rearranged as

∇ ¨
`

ρ0v
M

˘

“ 0, with vM :“ v2 `
1

ρ0
xρ1v1y. (15)

Here, vM is typically referred to as the mass transport velocity. Combining Eqs. (14) and (15), one can
relate vL and vM as

vL “ vM ´
1

ρ0
xρ1v1y ` vSD. (16)

With some algebraic manipulations (see Appendix D), Eq. (16) can be reformulated as

vL “ vM ´
1

2ρ0
x ∇ ˆ pρ0ξ1 ˆ v1qy, (17)

in which ξ1 “
ş

v1dt is the first-order fluid displacement field. At the oscillating boundaries Γp, ξ1 ” d1 is
prescribed. The last term on the right hand side of Eq. (17) depends on the boundary oscillation profile and
therefore, can generally be non-zero. Accordingly, vL and vM represent distinct notions of the mean velocity
that become identical only under special circumstances; for example, when the microfluidic channel walls
undergo rectilinear oscillations. Since the divergence of curl of any sufficiently differentiable vector field is
zero, we have ∇ ¨ x ∇ ˆ pρ0ξ1 ˆ v1qy “ 0. This implies

∇ ¨ pρ0v
Lq “ ∇ ¨ pρ0v

Mq “ 0, (18)
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Figure 1: Schematic of a 2D staggered Cartesian grid illustrating (a) the coordinate system for the staggered grid; and (b) a
single grid cell with (first- and second-order) velocity components u (■) and v (▲) approximated at the cell faces and scalar
pressure approximated at the cell center (‚).

in which we have used Eq. (15). Combining Eq. (18) with the definitions of vL and vM in Eqs. (14) and
(15) indicates that

∇ ¨ xρ1v1y “ ∇ ¨ pρ0v
SDq, (19)

which, in turn, implies that the source term in the second-order mass balance equation (Eq. 8a) can be refor-
mulated in terms of vSD. Nonetheless, while this reformulation is equivalent from an analytical standpoint,
these forms of mass-source are not identical from a numerical perspective, as discussed later in Sec. 2.4.

2.3. Discretized equations of motion

2.3.1. Spatial discretization

The continuous equations of motion are discretized on a uniform staggered Cartesian grid. The computa-
tional domain Ω is divided into NxˆNy rectangular cells. The cell size in the x and y directions is ∆x and ∆y,
respectively, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Unless stated otherwise, a uniform grid spacing ∆x “ ∆y “ ∆ is used
for all simulations in this work. We assume that the bottom-left corner of the computational domain Ω aligns
with the origin p0, 0q. The position of each center of the grid cell is given by xi,j “

`

pi ` 1
2 q∆x, pj ` 1

2 q∆y
˘

,
where i “ 0, . . . , Nx´1 and j “ 0, . . . , Ny ´1. The face center in the x´direction, which is located half a grid
space away from the cell center xi,j in the negative x´direction, is represented by xi´ 1

2 ,j
“

`

i∆x, pj ` 1
2 q∆y

˘

,
where i “ 0, . . . , Nx and j “ 0, . . . , Ny ´ 1. Similar conventions apply to other face center locations. First-
and second-order pressure fields (p1 and p2, respectively) are stored at the cell centers. The x´component
of first- and second-order velocities (u1 and u2, respectively) are stored at the centers of x´direction cell
faces, while the y´ component of first- and second-order velocities (v1 and v2, respectively) are stored at the
centers of the faces of the y´ direction cell, as shown in Fig. 1. Material properties, including density (ρ),
shear viscosity (µ) and bulk viscosity (λ) are stored at the cell centers. Second-order interpolation is used
to interpolate the cell-centered quantities to faces and nodes, as required by the discrete spatial operators.
Standard second-order finite differences are employed to approximate spatial differential operators. The
spatial discretizations of the key continuous operators are as follows:
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• The density-weighted divergence of the velocity field v “ pu, vq is approximated at cell centers by

Dρpvq “ Dx
ρ u ` Dy

ρ v, (20a)

pDx
ρ uqi,j “

ρi` 1
2 ,j

ui` 1
2 ,j

´ ρi´ 1
2 ,j

ui´ 1
2 ,j

∆x
, (20b)

pDy
ρ vqi,j “

ρi,j` 1
2
vi,j` 1

2
´ ρi,j´ 1

2
vi,j´ 1

2

∆y
. (20c)

• The gradient of cell-centered pressure is approximated at cell faces as

Gp “ pGxp,Gypq, (21a)

pGxpqi´ 1
2 ,j

“
pi,j ´ pi´1,j

∆x
, (21b)

pGyvqi,j´ 1
2

“
pi,j ´ pi,j´1

∆y
. (21c)

• The continuous form of divergence of viscous strain rate tensor, which couples the velocity components
through spatially variable shear viscosity, is given by

∇ ¨ rµ p∇v ` p∇vq⊺qs “

«

pLµvqx
i´ 1

2 ,j

pLµvq
y

i,j´ 1
2

ff

“

»

–

2 B
Bx

`

µ Bu
Bx

˘

` B
By

´

µ Bu
By ` µ Bv

Bx

¯

2 B
By

´

µ Bv
By

¯

` B
Bx

´

µ Bv
Bx ` µ Bu

By

¯

fi

fl . (22)

The shear viscosity operator is discretized using standard second-order, centered finite differences

pLµvqxi´ 1
2 ,j

“
2

∆x

„

µi,j

ui` 1
2 ,j

´ ui´ 1
2 ,j

∆x
´ µi´1,j

ui´ 1
2 ,j

´ ui´ 3
2 ,j

∆x

ȷ

`
1

∆y

„

µi´ 1
2 ,j` 1

2

ui´ 1
2 ,j`1 ´ ui´ 1

2 ,j

∆y
´ µi´ 1

2 ,j´ 1
2

ui´ 1
2 ,j

´ ui´ 1
2 ,j´1

∆y

ȷ

`
1

∆y

„

µi´ 1
2 ,j` 1

2

vi,j` 1
2

´ vi´1,j` 1
2

∆x
´ µi´ 1

2 ,j´ 1
2

vi,j´ 1
2

´ vi´1,j´ 1
2

∆x

ȷ

(23a)

pLµvq
y

i,j´ 1
2

“
2

∆y

„

µi,j

vi,j` 1
2

´ vi,j´ 1
2

∆y
´ µi,j´1

vi,j´ 1
2

´ vi,j´ 3
2

∆y

ȷ

`
1

∆x

„

µi` 1
2 ,j´ 1

2

vi`1,j´ 1
2

´ vi,j´ 1
2

∆x
´ µi´ 1

2 ,j´ 1
2

vi,j´ 1
2

´ vi´1,j´ 1
2

∆x

ȷ

`
1

∆x

„

µi` 1
2 ,j´ 1

2

ui` 1
2 ,j

´ ui` 1
2 ,j´1

∆y
´ µi´ 1

2 ,j´ 1
2

ui´ 1
2 ,j

´ ui´ 1
2 ,j´1

∆y

ȷ

, (23b)

in which the shear viscosity is required at both cell centers and nodes of the staggered grid (i.e.,
µi˘ 1

2 ,j˘ 1
2
). Node-centered quantities are obtained via interpolation by arithmetically averaging the

neighboring cell-centered quantities.

• The continuous form of divergence of bulk viscosity strain rate tensor, which couples the velocity
components through spatially variable bulk viscosity, is given by

∇ ¨ rλp∇ ¨ vqIs “

«

pLλvqx
i´ 1

2 ,j

pLλvq
y

i,j´ 1
2

ff

“

»

–

B
Bx

´

λp Bu
Bx ` Bv

By q

¯

B
By

´

λp Bu
Bx ` Bv

By q

¯

fi

fl . (24)
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The bulk viscosity operator is discretized using standard second-order, centered finite differences as

pLλvqxi´ 1
2 ,j

“
1

∆x

„

λi,j

ˆ

ui` 1
2 ,j

´ ui´ 1
2 ,j

∆x
`

vi,j` 1
2

´ vi,j´ 1
2

∆y

˙

´

λi´1,j

ˆ

ui´ 1
2 ,j

´ ui´ 3
2 ,j

∆x
`

vi´1,j` 1
2

´ vi´1,j´ 1
2

∆y

˙ȷ

(25a)

pLλvq
y

i,j´ 1
2

“
1

∆y

„

λi,j

ˆ

ui` 1
2 ,j

´ ui´ 1
2 ,j

∆x
`

vi,j` 1
2

´ vi,j´ 1
2

∆y

˙

´

λi,j´1

ˆ

ui` 1
2 ,j´1 ´ ui´ 1

2 ,j´1

∆x
`

vi,j´ 1
2

´ vi,j´ 3
2

∆y

˙ȷ

. (25b)

2.4. Matrix form of the equations

Substituting the time periodic solution (Eqs. (6)) into the first-order mass balance Eq. (5a) yields

ıωpρr1 ` ıρi1q ` ∇ ¨
“

ρ0pvr
1 ` ıvi

1q
‰

“ 0. (26)

Substituting ρr1 “ pr1{c20 and ρi1 “ pi1{c20 into Eq. (26), followed by separation of real and imaginary terms
yields two first-order mass balance equations:

Imaginary:

ˆ

ω

c20

˙

pr1 ` ∇ ¨ pρ0v
i
1q “ 0, (27a)

Real: ´

ˆ

ω

c20

˙

pi1 ` ∇ ¨ pρ0v
r
1q “ 0. (27b)

Similarly, substituting the time periodic solution (Eqs. (6)) into the first-order momentum Eq. (5b) yields

ıωρ0pvr
1 ` ıvi

1q “ ´∇ppr1 ` ıpi1q ` ∇ ¨ rµp∇pvr
1`ıvi

1q ` p∇pvr
1 ` ıvi

1qq⊺qs

` ∇
“

λ∇ ¨ pvr
1 ` ıvi

1q
‰

.
(28)

Separating the real and imaginary parts gives two first-order momentum equations:

Imaginary: ωρ0v
r
1 “ ´∇pi1 ` ∇ ¨ rµp∇vi

1 ` p∇vi
1q⊺qs ` ∇rλ∇ ¨ vi

1s, (29a)

Real: ´ ωρ0v
i
1 “ ´∇pr1 ` ∇ ¨ rµp∇vr

1 ` p∇vr
1q⊺qs ` ∇rλ∇ ¨ vr

1s. (29b)

Eqs. (29) and (27), when written in a matrix form, read as

»

—

—

–

ωρ0 Lµ`λ 0 G
Lµ`λ ´ωρ0 G 0
0 Dρ0

ω
c20
I 0

Dρ0 0 0 ´ ω
c20
I

fi

ffi

ffi

fl

»

—

—

–

vr
1

vi
1

pr
1

pi
1

fi

ffi

ffi

fl

“ 0, (30)

in which ρ0 denotes the zeroth-order density field, interpolated to the face centers. The discrete versions of
the spatial operators in Eq. (30) are defined as

Dρ0pvq “ ∇ ¨ pρ0vq, (31a)

Lµ`λpvq “ ´Lµpvq ´ Lλpvq “ ´∇ ¨ rµp∇v ` p∇vq⊺q ` λp∇ ¨ vqIqs, (31b)

Gppq “ ∇p. (31c)

At the second-order, we have a steady-state low-Mach Stokes system, which in matrix form Ax “ b reads
as

„

Lµ`λ G
´Dρ0 0

ȷ „

v2

p2

ȷ

“

„

´xDρ0pv1 b v1qy

M

ȷ

. (32)
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Here, M “ Dρ0pvSDq when v2 “ ´vSD (or equivalently vL “ 0) is imposed as the boundary condition,
and M “ xDρ1pv1qy when v2 “ ´ 1

ρ0
xρ1v1y (or equivalently vM “ 0) is used as the boundary condition.

At the continuous level, both forms of M are equivalent; see Eq. (19). However, discretely, they differ.
In our numerical simulations we observe that the iterative solver’s convergence rate degrades severely if we
interchange the form of M with the chosen boundary condition (vL “ 0 or vM “ 0).

Many studies have used an inconsistent combination of M and boundary conditions for the second-order
system. For example, refs. [14, 24, 25] used M “ xDρ1pv1qy and v2 “ 0 as the boundary condition. This is
generally an inconsistent choice because the boundary conditions for v2 should be such that the condition

´

ż

Ω

∇ ¨ ρ0v2 dV “

ż

Ω

M dV, (33a)

ãÑ ´

ż

BΩ

ρ0v2 ¨ n dS “

ż

BΩ

xρ1v1y ¨ n dS, (33b)

must be satisfied. With v2 “ 0 as the imposed boundary condition for the second-order system, inconsistency
arises if

ş

Ω
M dV does not vanish, which is typically the case.

2.5. Linear solvers

The first-order system of equations (Eq. (30)) are essentially coupled Helmholtz equations in the complex
amplitude of v1. This can be observed from Eqs. (27), which relates complex amplitudes of p1 and v1. In
the absence of a good iterative solver for the coupled Helmholtz equations, we utilize MUMPS [41], which
is a sparse direct solver to solve first-order equations to compute pv1 and pp1. In contrast, the second-order
system of equations represent a steady-state, low-Mach Stokes system, for which a number of iterative
solvers and preconditioners have been proposed in the literature. Following our success in employing a
projection method-based preconditioner to solve multiphase incompressible Navier-Stokes equations [42],
we here combine the projection preconditioner with the flexible GMRES (FGMRES) solver to solve the
steady-state low-Mach Stokes system (Eqs. (32)) for v2 and p2.

The projection method is typically used to solve time-dependent Navier-Stokes equations in the literature.
Here, we describe a projection method for solving steady-state Stokes equations. We remark that we use pro-
jection method as a preconditioner and not as a solver. The projection method relies on the time-derivative
term to split velocity and pressure solutions. The error incurred due to velocity-pressure splitting in time
dependent systems is Op∆tq or Op∆t2q, depending upon the type of the projection algorithm employed [43].
It is necessary to solve velocity and pressure fields simultaneously for steady Stokes systems without a time
derivative term. While the projection method cannot solve a steady Stokes system directly, it can speed
up the convergence of the Krylov solver used to solve Eq. (32). As a preconditioner, the projection method
improves the current iterate of the outer Krylov solver by solving a residual equation of the form:

„

Lµ`λ G
´Dρ0 0

ȷ „

ev
ep

ȷ

“

„

rv
rp

ȷ

. (34)

Here, ev and ep denote errors in the second-order velocity and pressure degrees of freedom, respectively, and
the right-hand side vectors rv and rp are the residuals of the second-order momentum and mass-balance
equations, respectively.

In the first step of the projection method, an intermediate approximation to (second-order) velocity is
computed by solving

Lµ`λ rev “ bv. (35)

The approximation rev generally does not satisfy the discrete continuity equation, i.e., ´Dρ0prevq ‰ rp. This
condition can be satisfied by introducing an auxiliary scalar field φ and carrying out an operator splitting
of the form

pev ´ revq “ ´Gφ, (36a)

´Dρ0pevq “ rp. (36b)

9



Taking the density-weighted divergence of Eq. (36a), and making use of Eq. (36b) we obtain a variable-
coefficient (due to ρ0) Poisson equation for the scalar φ:

´pDρ0Gqφ “ ´rp ´ Dρ0prevq. (37)

The updated velocity solution can be computed from the solution of φ as

ev “ rev ´ Gφ, (38)

and that of pressure can be computed as
ep “ φ. (39)

A more accurate estimate of pressure based on the spectral analysis of the Schur complement of Eq. (32) is
given by [44]

ep “ ´2µprp ` Dρ0prevqq. (40)

Here, φ and µ are both cell-centered quantities. In this work we approximate pressure through Eq. (40)
within the projection preconditioner.

In our solution algorithm for solving the second-order system, we set a tight relative tolerance for the
outer FGMRES solver. The outer Krylov solver (FGMRES) generates a Krylov subspace by applying the
action of matrix A on vectors. It also requires the action of the projection preconditioner on residual vectors
to get estimates on velocity and pressure errors. The FGMRES solver is deemed to be converged if a value

of 10´9 or below is reached for the norm of the relative residual R “
||r||

||b||
“

||b´Ax||

||b||
. In the projection

preconditioner, we solve Eqs. (35) and (37) for velocity and pressure in an inexact manner. Specifically,
we solve the velocity and pressure subdomain problems using a single iteration of Richardson solver that
is preconditioned with a single V-cycle of a geometric multigrid solver. For both velocity and pressure
problems, 3 iterations of Gauss-Seidel smoothing are performed on each multigrid level.

3. Software implementation

The perturbation-based variable-coefficient acoustofluidic solver described here is implemented within the
IBAMR library [45], an open-source C++ software enabling computational fluid dynamics (CFD) algorithm
development. The code is hosted on GitHub at https://github.com/IBAMR/IBAMR. IBAMR relies on
SAMRAI [46, 47] for Cartesian grid management. Solver support in IBAMR is provided by the PETSc
library [48, 49].

4. Results

4.1. Solver accuracy and convergence

In order to test the accuracy and convergence of our implementation of the coupled first-and second-
order systems, we use the method of manufactured solution [50]. A computer code provides the numerical
solution to some equations given a set of problem data that includes problem parameters, initial conditions,
boundary conditions, and source terms. A numerical implementation must therefore demonstrate that it
produces the expected output for a prescribed set of data in order to be verified. The method of manufactured
solution comprises of the following sub-steps: (1) In Step 1, the solution of the problem is manufactured
by assuming analytical expressions for each unknown. (2) This manufactured solution is used in Step 2 to
determine the data to be provided to the numerical code to solve the problem. The governing equations are
substituted with analytical expressions to obtain the source terms that are consistent with the manufactured
solution. Additionally, the manufactured solution is evaluated at the boundary in order to generate boundary
conditions. (3) Finally, the data generated in Step 2 (source terms and boundary conditions) are fed into
the code to obtain a numerical solution that should ideally recover the manufactured solution from Step 1.
Comparing the manufactured and numerical solution over multiple computational grids can help determine
the method’s convergence rate.

10
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The first-order problem given by Eq. (30) does not have any prescribed source terms. To apply the method
of manufactured solution, we rewrite this problem by adding the requisite source terms in the momentum
equation

»

—

—

–

ωρ0 Lµ`λ 0 G
Lµ`λ ´ωρ0 G 0
0 Dρ0

ω
c20
I 0

Dρ0 0 0 ´ ω
c20
I

fi

ffi

ffi

fl

»

—

—

–

vr
1

vi
1

pr
1

pi
1

fi

ffi

ffi

fl

“

»

—

—

–

f r
v

f i
v

0
0

fi

ffi

ffi

fl

. (41)

The first-order mass balance equations do not include a mass source term in Eq. (41). This is because, in this
test, we impose vL “ 0 as the boundary condition for the second-order system and a consistent combination
of M “ Dρ0pvSDq and vL “ 0 as a boundary condition for the second-order system requires no mass source
terms for the first-order system; see the derivation in Appendix D.

The computational domain is chosen to be a unit square: Ω “ r0, Ls2 with L “ 1m being the side length.
We consider the fluid material parameters to be spatially varying by prescribing the mass density, shear
viscosity, and bulk viscosity of the form

ρ0 “ A ` Bx2y, (42a)

µ “ C ` Dx2y, (42b)

λ “ C ` Dx2y, (42c)

respectively, in which A, B, C, and D are constants whose values are taken as 10 kg ¨ m´3, 1 kg ¨ m´6,
10Pa ¨ s, and 1Pa ¨ s, respectively. The angular frequency is taken to be ω “ 1Hz. The manufactured
solution for the first-order velocity is chosen as

vr
1 “px3 ` y3, x2 ` y2q, (43a)

vi
1 “px2 ` y2, x3 ` y3q, (43b)

in which c0 is the speed of sound in the fluid which is taken to be 1m ¨ s´1. This manufactured velocity v1

is then substituted in Eq. (41) to determine first-order pressure fields, which read as

pr1 “
c20
ω

px5 ` 4x3y ` 4x2y3 ` 30y2 ` 2xpy3 ` 10qq, (44a)

pi1 “
c20
ω

p2xy4 ` x4 ` 5x4y ` 20y ` 3x2py2 ` 10qq. (44b)

The first-order velocity and pressure fields are then substituted in Eq. (41) to determine the momentum
source terms f r

v and f i
v. These source terms are provided as input for our numerical implementation.

Additionally, we prescribe Dirichlet boundary conditions for vr
1 and vi

1 on the entire domain boundary by
using the corresponding manufactured solution. The numerical solution of Eq. (41) is compared against the
manufactured solution for vr

1,v
i
1, p

r
1, and pi1. The L1 and L2 norms of error E between the numerical and

manufactured solutions for cell-centered pressure p are calculated as

∥Ep∥1 “

Nx´1
ÿ

i“0

Ny´1
ÿ

j“0

|Epi,j |∆x∆y, (45a)

∥Ep∥2 “

˜

Nx´1
ÿ

i“0

Ny´1
ÿ

j“0

E2
pi,j

∆x∆y

¸

1
2

. (45b)
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For side-centered velocity v, the Lβ norm (β “ 1, 2) is computed as ∥v∥β “ ∥u∥β ` ∥v∥β with

∥Eu∥1 “
1

2

Ny´1
ÿ

j“0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Eu

´ 1
2
,j

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
∆x∆y `

Nx´1
ÿ

i“0

Ny´1
ÿ

j“0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Eu

i´ 1
2
,j

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
∆x∆y `

1

2

Ny´1
ÿ

j“0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Eu

Nx´ 1
2
,j

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
∆x∆y, (46a)

∥Ev∥1 “
1

2

Nx´1
ÿ

i“0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Ev

i,´ 1
2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
∆x∆y `

Nx´1
ÿ

i“0

Ny´1
ÿ

j“0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Ev

i,j´ 1
2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
∆x∆y `

1

2

Nx´1
ÿ

i“0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Ev

i,Ny´ 1
2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
∆x∆y, (46b)

∥Eu∥2 “

˜

1

2

Ny´1
ÿ

j“0

E2
u

´ 1
2
,j
∆x∆y

¸1{2

`

˜

Nx´1
ÿ

i“0

Ny´1
ÿ

j“0

E2
u
i´ 1

2
,j
∆x∆y

¸1{2

`

˜

1

2

Ny´1
ÿ

j“0

E2
u
Nx´ 1

2
,j
∆x∆y

¸1{2

, (46c)

∥Ev∥2 “

˜

1

2

Nx´1
ÿ

i“0

E2
v
i,´ 1

2

∆x∆y

¸1{2

`

˜

Nx´1
ÿ

i“0

Ny´1
ÿ

j“0

E2
v
i,j´ 1

2

∆x∆y

¸1{2

`

˜

1

2

Nx´1
ÿ

i“0

E2
v
i,Ny´ 1

2

∆x∆y

¸1{2

. (46d)

Figs. 2(a,b) plot the L1 and L2 norm of errors in velocity and pressure as a function of N , in which N
represents the number of grid cells along each direction of the square domain. Near second-order convergence
is observed for both velocity and pressure in both norms, as expected for our second-order accurate finite
differencing and interpolation schemes.

Moving to the second-order problem, we modify Eq. (32) by adding the source terms as

„

Lµ`λ G
´Dρ0 0

ȷ „

v2

p2

ȷ

“

„

´xDρ0pv1 b v1qy

Dρ0pvSDq

ȷ

`

„

sv
sp “ 0

ȷ

. (47)

A special manufactured solution for v2 is needed to ensure that the mass source term sp “ 0. For proper
convergence of the iterative solver for a low-Mach system, sp “ 0 must be set. If sp is non-zero, it should be
derived from the problem’s physics and computed numerically. There is a possibility that the iterative solver
will diverge when it encounters a non-physical mass source term sp (e.g., from an analytically generated
manufactured solution). If we take the second-order velocity of the form v2 “ ´vSD ` v div-free, then this
requirement is naturally satisfied. We also need to impose the boundary condition vL “ 0 or v2 “ ´vSD for
the second-order system. Thus, we manufacture v2 “ ´vSD, which in turn can be generated entirely from
v1 as

v2 “ ´x∇v1ξ1y “ ´
1

2
Re

´

∇pv1
pξ1

˚
¯

“ ´
1

2
Re

ˆ

∇pv1

"

pv1

ıω

*˚˙

, (48)

in which p‚q˚ denotes the complex conjugate the quantity p‚q. Here, we have used Eq. (A.2) to express the
time-average of two oscillating quantities in terms of their complex amplitudes; see Appendix A for proof.
Substituting Eqs. (43) into Eq. (48) yields the components of v2

u2 “
´1

2ω
pp3x2 ´ 2yqpx2 ` y2q ` p3y2 ´ 2xqpx3 ` y3qq, (49a)

v2 “
´1

2ω
pp2x ´ 3y2qpx2 ` y2q ` p2y ´ 3x2qpx3 ` y3qq. (49b)

The manufactured solution for second-order pressure is taken to be

p2 “ xy ` x2y2. (50)

Substituting the manufactured solutions for both the first- and second-order variables in Eq. (47), gives us
an analytical expression (not shown here for brevity) for the forcing term sv, which is fed to the numerical
solver as the data.

Figs. 2(c,d) plot the L1 and L2 norm of errors in second-order velocity and pressure for a series of
computational grids. For velocity, the order of accuracy is between 1.5 and 2, whereas for pressure, it is
between 0.5 and 1. The reduction of accuracy for the second-order system is attributed to the numerical
evaluation of source terms ´xDρ0pv1 bv1qy and Dρ0pvSDq, as well as numerically computing vSD to impose
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Figure 2: Spatial convergence rate of errors for the method of manufactured solution. Each panel presents a log-log plot of L1

(red curve) and L2 (blue curve) error norms as a function of number of grid cells (N ) in each direction of the 2D N ˆN square
domain. Figs. (a) and (b) plot the error norms for first-order velocity and pressure, respectively. Figs. (c) and (d) plot the
error norms for second-order velocity and pressure, respectively. The slope in each figure represents the convergence order.

Dirichlet boundary conditions. In these evaluations, second-order accurate finite difference stencils are
applied to the discrete solution v1, which is itself only second-order accurate. Similar reduction in accuracy
has also been alluded by Muller et al. [28] in the context of finite element analysis of acoustofluidic problems.
Nonetheless, we also solved a decoupled second-order system that did not require a first-order solution. In
that case, we obtained second-order accurate solutions for v2 and p2 illustrating the expected accuracy of
our numerical implementation; see Appendix E.

4.2. Impact of boundary oscillation profile

Having verified our numerical implementation via manufactured solution, we now present numerical re-
sults for different boundary oscillation profiles and discuss the associated boundary conditions. Specifically,
we focus on two commonly employed boundary oscillation profiles: (i) rectilinear; and (ii) elliptical oscilla-
tions. The rectilinear oscillation profile is commonly used in resonant bulk acoustic wave devices where a
standing acoustic wave is often setup within a resonant microfluidic cavity [24]. In contrast, the elliptical
oscillation profile is usually used to model surface acoustic wave devices which establish a surface wave on
a piezoelectric substrate [51]. While these oscillation profiles have been employed in several modeling stud-
ies of acoustofluidic devices, the handling of second-order mass source terms and the associated boundary
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Figure 3: Streamlines and magnitude of the Eulerian streaming velocity xv2y solution obtained for the boundary oscillations
corresponding to Eq. (51) and vL “ 0 boundary condition for the second-order problem.

conditions for the second-order problem remains a point of confusion. With regards to the second-order
boundary condition, different numerical studies have suggested homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions
for different notions of mean velocity. Some studies prescribe homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions
for Eulerian fluid velocity (v2) [14, 24–26] while others prescribe zero Lagrangian velocity (vL) [30–33] or
zero mass transport velocity (vM) [27–29]. As discussed earlier in Sec. 2.2, v2, v

L, and vM are distinct
representations of the fluid’s mean velocity that are not, in general, identical.

Some prior studies [24, 30–33] have retained the mass source in the second-order mass balance Eq. (8a)
while others [19, 21, 22] have chosen to omit this term completely. Referring to Eqs. (8a) and (19), we
note that the mass source depends on the oscillating boundary velocity. The latter is prescribed as an input
(boundary condition) to the first-order problem. Therefore, from a mathematical perspective, a homogeneous
Dirichlet boundary condition on Eulerian velocity may, in general, be inconsistent with the presence of a
mass source term; see for example Eqs. (33). Among the reasons for the differences in handling the mass
source term and boundary conditions, and the resulting confusion, is that, depending on the boundary
oscillation profile and physical parameters, these different mean velocities can converge in such a way that
the numerical results are essentially the same. Nevertheless, when dealing with general scenarios, boundary
conditions need to be assigned with prudence. In light of this, we present numerical results for rectilinear
and elliptical oscillation profiles to illustrate the discrepancies between different boundary conditions.

4.2.1. Rectilinear actuation

We consider a bulk acoustic wave driven acoustofluidic setup, as reported by Muller et al. [24]. The
computational domain consists of a rectangular two-dimensional fluid-filled microchannel with dimensions
W “ 380 µm and H “ 160 µm situated in the x ´ y plane. The fluid within the microchannel is water with
a uniform mass density ρ0 “ 998 kg ¨ m´3 and viscosities µ “ 0.89 mPa ¨ s, λ “ 1.88 mPa ¨ s. The left and
right boundaries of the domain are harmonically actuated with a rectilinear displacement of the form

d1px, tq “ d0e
ıωtex for x “ 0,W and 0 ď y ď H, (51)

in which d0 “ 0.1 nm is the displacement amplitude, ω “ 2πf is the angular frequency, and ex is a unit vector
along the x direction with the origin located at the bottom left corner of the microchannel. The top and
bottom walls of the microchannel are assumed to be fixed. Based on the microchannel dimensions and the
fluid considered, f “ 1.97MHz represents a half-wave resonance mode and is taken as the actuation frequency
in this case. We use M “ Dρ0pvSDq and v2 “ ´vSD as the boundary condition for the second-order system.

Fig. 3 plots the magnitude and streamlines of the Eulerian streaming velocity field obtained from our
numerical implementation. Our results indicate the presence of four vortices inside the microchannel and are
in excellent qualitative and quantitative agreement with those reported by Muller et al. [24]. We note that in
microfluidic experiments, the velocity field is typically obtained by tracking tracer microparticle trajectories.
As such, a comparison of numerical and experimental results requires determining the particle velocity field.
This corresponds to the fluid’s Lagrangian velocity for a tracer particle. Referring to Eq. (14), the fluid’s
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Lagrangian velocity can be computed via simple post-processing of the numerical result, once the Eulerian
velocity field (v2) and Stokes drift (vSD) have been determined. In light of this, we remark that the Eulerian
streaming velocity field obtained by Muller et al. [24] (and reproduced in Fig. 3 via our computational
framework) does not incorporate the Stokes drift correction. Nonetheless, the Eulerian streaming velocity
field has been shown to match experimentally-observed particle trajectories [15]. This finding seems to
indicate that the Stokes drift correction, for the specific device and operational parameters considered here,
may be negligible. This is true specifically in the bulk of the microfluidic channel where the trajectories were
obtained experimentally and is indeed confirmed by our numerical results. The Lagrangian velocity field
pvLq is virtually identical to the Eulerian velocity field in the bulk of the microfluidic channel.

The boundary condition in Eq. (12b) prescribes a non-zero velocity field at the oscillating boundary. In
contrast, Muller et al. [24] prescribe a homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition on the Eulerian velocity
field (v2 “ 0). For the specific oscillation profile in Eq. (51), the Stokes drift has a non-zero transverse
component at the oscillating walls. Therefore, the Eulerian and Lagrangian velocity at the oscillating walls
are not identical. As such, the prescription of zero Eulerian velocity on the oscillating walls is inconsistent
with the presence of a mass source in Eq. (8a) and results in the convection of a mass source across the
oscillating boundary. From a numerical perspective, the prescription of boundary conditions inconsistent
with the governing equations may lead to non-convergence of the linear solver. However, for commonly
considered high-frequency acoustofluidic setups, the mass source term in Eq. (8a) is small and can typically
be neglected [32]. In such scenarios, the numerical implementation converges to a solution even when a
zero Eulerian velocity boundary condition, which violates the second-order mass balance, is prescribed. For
the specific device considered in this example, the Stokes drift decays significantly away from the oscillating
walls such that the Eulerian and Lagrangian velocity are virtually indistinguishable from each other in the
bulk of the microchannel. As such, the linear solver for the second-order system converges for prescription
of various boundary conditions (v2 “ 0, vL “ 0, or vM “ 0) and yields almost identical results in the bulk
of the microchannel. However, this is not the case for general acoustofluidic devices and different boundary
conditions can lead to dissimilar results, as illustrated in the next section.

4.2.2. Elliptical actuation

To illustrate the variations in the numerical solution arising from differences in boundary conditions,
we now consider a modification of the example considered in Fig. 3. Specifically, we modify the boundary
oscillation profile such that the bottom wall is prescribed a displacement of the form d1 “ pd0x,d0yq with

d0xpt, xq “ 0.6u0

„

sin

ˆ

´2πpx ´ W {2q

λs
` ωt ´ ∆ϕ

˙

` sin

ˆ

´2πpW {2 ´ xq

λs
` ωt

˙ȷ

, (52a)

d0ypt, xq “ ´u0

„

cos

ˆ

´2πpx ´ W {2q

λs
` ωt ´ ∆ϕ

˙

` cos

ˆ

´2πpW {2 ´ xq

λs
` ωt

˙ȷ

, (52b)

in which u0 “ 1.3 nm is the displacement amplitude, ω “ 2πf is the angular frequency with actuation
frequency f “ 1.97MHz, λs “ W is the wavelength with W “ 380 µm being the width of the microchannel,
and ∆ϕ “ π{2 is the phase angle. All other boundaries are assumed to be fixed. This choice of wall
oscillation profile is motivated by surface acoustic wave devices [14, 51]. The channel dimensions and fluid
parameters for this example are taken to be same as those considered in Fig. 3. A distinctive feature of
the oscillation profile in Eq. (52) is that it prescribes non-zero oscillations of the boundary in both x and y
directions, in contrast to the rectilinear oscillations prescribed by Eq. (51). For this profile, a point at the
bottom boundary of the microchannel exhibits elliptical motion. This, in turn, results in a Stokes drift with
non-zero components both along and perpendicular to the oscillating wall.

To investigate the impact of second-order boundary conditions at the oscillating wall, we compare our
numerical results for two different boundary conditions: (i) vL “ 0 (Case A); and (ii) vM “ 0 (Case B). To
ensure the numerical consistency of these boundary conditions with the second-order mass balance Eq. (8a),
we handle the mass source term differently in each case. For the cases with boundary conditions vL “ 0
and vM “ 0, the second-order mass balance Eq. (8a) is reformulated as ∇ ¨ pρ0v

Lq “ 0 and ∇ ¨ pρ0v
Mq “ 0,

respectively. These cases correspond to modeling choices in several previous modeling studies that employ
vL “ 0 [30–33] or vM “ 0 [27–29] as the boundary condition.

Figs. 4 and 5 plot the numerical solutions corresponding to Cases A and B, respectively. Referring to
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Figure 4: (a) Streamlines and magnitude of the Eulerian streaming velocity xv2y solution obtained for the boundary oscillations
corresponding to Eq. (52) and vL “ 0 boundary condition for the second-order problem (Case A). (b) and (c) plot the x and
y component, respectively, of velocities v2,

1
ρ0

xρ1v1y, and vSD at the bottom wall.
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Figure 5: (a) Streamlines and magnitude of the Eulerian streaming velocity xv2y solution obtained for the boundary oscillations
corresponding to Eq. (52) and vM “ 0 boundary condition for the second-order problem (Case B). (b) and (c) plot the x and
y component, respectively, of velocities v2,

1
ρ0

xρ1v1y, and vSD at the bottom wall.
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Fig. 4(a), the velocity field in Case A is characterized by four equal vortices, one in each quadrant of the
microchannel. These vortices are qualitatively similar to those observed in Sec. 4.2.1. This is not surprising
since the actuation frequency employed here corresponds to the half-wave resonance of the water-filled
microchannel; as such, the impact of the choice of actuation profile on qualitative results is minimal. This
observation is in excellent agreement with similar observations from Muller et al. [24] for different actuation
profiles. Moving on to Case B in Fig. 5(a), significant differences are observed in the numerical solution
compared to Case A. Specifically, the velocity field in Case B is characterized by two large vortices that span
the entire height of the microchannel. In addition, there are two smaller vortices at the bottom corners of
the microchannel.

To further investigate the different representations of mean velocity at the oscillating boundary, Figs. 4(b,c)
plot the x and y components, respectively, of v2, v

SD, and 1
ρ0

xρ1v1y along the oscillating boundary (bottom

wall) for Case A. Figs. 5(b,c) plot the x and y components, respectively, of v2 and 1
ρ0

xρ1v1y along the

oscillating boundary (bottom wall) for Case B. Prior to the discussion of the results, we note that while
the calculation of v2 requires the solution of the second-order system of equations, the quantities vSD and
1
ρ0

xρ1v1y are obtained directly through the first-order solution. Therefore, their value at the oscillating

boundary can be calculated analytically from knowledge of the actuation profile in Eq. (52). The cases
considered here differ only in their treatment of the second-order mass balance equation and boundary con-
ditions; as such, they exhibit identical values of vSD and 1

ρ0
xρ1v1y at the oscillating boundary while the

value of v2 is dictated by the prescribed boundary condition. Referring to Figs. 4(b,c), it can be observed
that for Case A, the value of v2 at the boundary is equal in magnitude and opposite in direction to vSD

to ensure a zero Lagrangian velocity vL at the boundary. In contrast, for Case B (Figs. 5(b,c)), v2 at the
boundary is equal in magnitude and opposite in direction to 1

ρ0
xρ1v1y to ensure a zero value of vM at the

boundary. The difference in the value of 1
ρ0

xρ1v1y and vSD explains the difference in results between Case

A and Case B. Specifically, the different value 1
ρ0

xρ1v1y and vSD at the boundary implies that a different
slip velocity is assigned to the Eulerian velocity in the two cases at the oscillating boundary which, in turn,
impacts the results within the bulk of the microchannel.

For the actuation profile in Eq. (52), the peak value of the x component of vSD is significantly larger
than that of 1

ρ0
xρ1v1y (see axes values in Figs. 4(b,c)). Since these values are prescribed as slip velocities

in Case A and B, respectively, the value of v2 at the oscillating boundary in Case A is significantly larger
than that in Case B. Despite this, Eulerian streaming’s global maximum value in both cases A and B is
of the same order of magnitude. Lastly, comparing the x and y component plots in Figs. 4(b,c), it can
also be observed that the values of the y component of vSD is over two orders of magnitude smaller than
the value of the x component. In contrast, the values of x and y components of 1

ρ0
xρ1v1y in Figs. 5(b,c)

are of similar magnitude. In Case B, the y components of vSD and v2 do not cancel each other, resulting
in a non-zero y component of vL at the oscillating boundary and a non-physical loss of mass through the
oscillating boundary.

Having discussed the numerical results, we turn our attention to the physical interpretation of the bound-
ary conditions in Cases A and B. As revealed by Eq. (17), vM and vL differ by the term 1

2ρ0
x ∇ˆpρ0ξ1ˆv1qy

which can, in general, be non-zero. At the oscillating boundary, this term is directly prescribed by the bound-
ary oscillations and can be zero for some specific oscillation profiles. For instance, for rectilinear oscillation
profiles, ξ1 and v1 are parallel and ξ1 ˆ v1 “ 0. Similarly, for oscillation profiles where ξ1 ˆ v1 is non-zero,
but uniform, the curl of this quantity ∇ ˆ pξ1 ˆ v1q is zero. However, for particles undergoing non-uniform
elliptical oscillations as given in Eq. (52), the term x ∇ˆpρ0ξ1 ˆv1qy does not vanish, resulting in a non-zero
difference between vM and vL.

From a physical perspective, the no-slip boundary condition to be enforced at the oscillating surface is
given by Eq. (9). The boundary condition in Case A (vL “ 0) is obtained by a direct Lagrangian-to-Eulerian
transformation through the expansion of Eq. (9) around the mean position of the oscillating boundary, and
therefore, enforces no-slip at the oscillating boundary, correct up to Opϵ2q [34]. In contrast, the boundary
condition in Case B (vM “ 0) is obtained by assuming that there is no Eulerian mass flux across the
oscillating boundary. As discussed previously by Bradley [34], this is an erroneous assumption and there can
be non-zero mass transport across the oscillating surface in an Eulerian sense, which is sometimes referred
to as “McIntyre sink” [52]. Depending on the prescribed oscillation profile, the difference between vM and
vL may or may not yield significant differences in the numerical solution between Cases A and B, especially
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in the bulk of the microfluidic channel. Nonetheless, from a numerical perspective, as noted in Sec. 2.4, a
non-zero value of vM at the boundary may not be generally consistent with the second-order mass balance
equation (Eq. (18)) and may lead to non-convergence of the numerical solver.

The results presented in this section reiterate the need to exercise prudence in enforcement of bound-
ary conditions. Given that even boundary conditions that are inconsistent with governing equations can
yield converged solutions—combined with the increasing use of new substrate materials in acoustofluidic
devices that can have varying oscillation profiles—these results underscore the need for formal verification
of numerical codes to identify such inconsistencies and avoid erroneous predictions.

4.3. Spatially varying density field

Next, we investigate the effect of considering fluid density as a spatially varying quantity. The spa-
tial variation of fluid density might arise out of separate physical phenomena (e.g., due to concentration
gradients [36, 38], thermal gradients [53], etc.). In this work, we do not examine the underlying physical
phenomena that causes density variations; rather, density is prescribed as an analytical function of spatial
coordinates. Specifically, we consider a linear variation of density along the y direction as ρ0 “ A ` By, in
which A and B are constants. To facilitate comparisons against the constant density scenarios described in
Sec. 4.2.1, A is taken as the density of water, whereas B is varied parametrically to investigate the impact
of density gradient on the velocity profile. The prescribed oscillation profile as well as all other parameters
are considered same as in Sec. 4.2.1.

Fig. 6 plots the magnitude and streamlines of the Eulerian streaming velocity field for four different
values of B. Fig. 6(a) corresponds to B “ 0, which is identical to the constant density case in Fig. 3 and is
characterized by four equal vortices, one in each quadrant of the microchannel. Each of these four vortices
is driven by four counter-rotating vortices in the boundary layer, which are not directly visible in Fig. 6(a)
since the boundary layer thickness (δv) for this actuation frequency is much smaller than the channel height
(δv “ 0.38 µm). As the value of B is increased in Figs. 6(b,c) to introduce a density gradient along the
y direction, the velocity field becomes asymmetric around the horizontal mid-axis of the microchannel.
The span of the bottom bulk vortices grows while the upper bulk vortices shrink. Moreover, the span
of the boundary vortices both at the top and bottom wall becomes smaller than the constant density
case. Further, velocity maxima in the lower half of the channel move away from the bottom boundary.
This trend continues with a progressive increase in the value of B until the upper vortices and boundary
vortices disappear completely and the velocity field is characterized by only two vortices that span the
entire height of the channel; see Fig. 6(d). Further, the Eulerian velocity maxima now appear within the
bulk of the microchannel instead of near the top and bottom walls. It is interesting to note that the
maximum streaming velocity exhibits a monotonic trend with increasing density gradient and increases by
approximately two order of magnitudes as B is changed from B “ 4 ˆ 103 to B “ 1 ˆ 106. While this
represents a three order of magnitude increase in the density gradient, the change in maximum density is
modest from ρmax

0 “ 998.64 kg ¨ m´3 (for B “ 4 ˆ 103) to ρmax
0 “ 1158 kg ¨ m´3 (for B “ 1 ˆ 106). These

results suggest the possibility to achieve significant increase in streaming velocity with relatively modest
change in fluid density.

5. Conclusions and discussion

A perturbation-based, variable-coefficient acoustofluidic solver with a second-order accurate finite dif-
ference/volume implementation is presented in this work. Starting with the compressible Navier-Stokes
equations, we employ a perturbation approach to split the problem into a harmonic first-order and a time-
averaged second-order system. We introduce fluid Lagrangian and mass transport velocities to illustrate
two analytically equivalent but numerically distinct forms of second-order mass source terms. Further, we
systematically relate these two velocities to clarify their distinction and to highlight that a zero Lagrangian
velocity boundary condition is not, in general, equivalent to a zero mass transport velocity condition.

Our numerical approach utilizes a finite difference/volume formulation with strong form implementation
of both the governing equations and boundary conditions. To ensure numerical accuracy and assess conver-
gence rates, we report formal verification of our implementation via manufactured solutions. In a series of
test cases, we demonstrate that a zero mass transport velocity boundary condition can produce erroneous
results and differ from those obtained with a zero Lagrangian velocity boundary condition. In contrast
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Figure 6: Streaming velocity field with variable density formulation. Density is prescribed as a spatial function of the form
ρ0 “ A`By with A “ 998 (kg/m3). (a-d) plots the Eulerian velocity streamlines obtained for different B (kg/m4) with values
0, 1 ˆ 103, 4 ˆ 103 and 1 ˆ 106 respectively. The channel dimensions are in µm, while the color legends indicate the velocity
magnitude.
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to the existing benchmark case by Muller et al. [15, 24], which is insensitive to this distinction, the test
cases presented in this work are sensitive to the choice of boundary conditions and therefore serve as better
benchmarks.

This work presents a formally-verified, variable-coefficient acoustofluidic solver that paves the way for
further numerical developments. Specifically, this solver represents the first essential step in our ongoing
efforts towards developing a multiphase/multicomponent acoustofluidic solver capable of handling immersed
bodies (cells, bubbles, particles) of distinct density and viscosity within acoustically actuated fluid-filled
microfluidic devices. Future work will focus on incorporating complex geometries and bodies immersed in
actuated fluid through immersed boundary methods [3, 54–59]. Due to the first-order solver, our acoustoflu-
idic solver is currently limited in terms of scalability. Specifically, the use of a sparse direct solver for the
coupled Helmholtz system is not a scalable approach to solving the first-order system. In contrast, our iter-
ative solver for the second-order low Mach system is highly scalable thanks to the projection preconditioner;
scalability results for our low Mach iterative solvers have been reported in our prior works [42, 44, 60, 61].
We are not aware of a scalable solver for the first-order system. As such, there is an ongoing need for the
computational acoustofluidic community to address this difficult linear algebra problem.
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Appendix A. Proof of xaptqbptqy “
1
2
Re

´

papb˚

¯

Let a and b be two oscillating quantities of the form

aptq “ paeiωt, (A.1a)

bptq “ pbeiωt, (A.1b)

and having a time period T and angular frequency ω “ 2π{T . Here, pa “ ar ` ıai and pb “ br ` ıbi denote the
complex amplitudes of a and b, respectively, and eıωt “ cospωtq ` ı sinpωtq denotes the complex exponential
function, with the understanding that Repaptqq and Repbptqq represent the physically-relevant quantities of
interest. The time-average of product of two oscillating quantities is expressed as

xaptqbptqy :“
1

T

ż T

0

Re
`

paeıωt
˘

Re
´

pbeıωt
¯

dt

“
1

T

ż T

0

`

ar cospωtq ´ ai sinpωtq
˘ `

br cospωtq ´ bi sinpωtq
˘

dt

“
1

T

ż T

0

`

arbr cos2pωtq ` aibi sin2pωtq
˘

dt ´
1

T

ż T

0

`

arbi ` aibr
˘

cospωtq sinpωtq dt

“
1

2

`

arbr ` aibi
˘

“
1

2
Re

´

papb˚
¯

. (A.2)

Here, p‚q˚ denotes the complex conjugate of the quantity p‚q.
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Appendix B. Proof of xBtpa bqy “ 0

Using Eq. (A.2) we can express the time-average of product of two oscillating quantities a and Btb in
terms of their complex amplitudes as

xa pBtbqy “
1

2
Re

´

papıωpbq˚
¯

“
1

2
Re

`

par ` ıaiqtpiωqpbr ` ıbiqu˚
˘

“
1

2
Re

`

par ` ıaiqp´ıωqpbr ´ ıbiq
˘

“
1

2

`

´arbi ` aibr
˘

. (B.1)

Similarly, it can be shown that

xpBtaq by “
1

2
p´brai ` biarq. (B.2)

Adding Eqs. (B.1) and (B.2) yields xa pBtbqy ` xpBtaq by = 0, which implies that xBtpa bqy “ 0.

Appendix C. Separation of orders in the conservation of mass and momentum

Appendix C.1. Conservation of mass

Substitution of the perturbation expansion in the conservation of mass Eq. (1a) yields

B

Bt

„

ρ0 ` ρ1 ` ρ2

ȷ

` ∇ ¨

„

pρ0 ` ρ1 ` ρ2qpv0 ` v1 ` v2q

ȷ

“ 0, (C.1)

which can be re-arranged as

Bρ0
Bt

` ∇ ¨ pρ0v0q
looooooooomooooooooon

Zeroth-order terms

`
Bρ1
Bt

` ∇ ¨ rρ0v1 ` ρ1v0s
looooooooooooooomooooooooooooooon

First-order terms

`
Bρ2
Bt

` ∇ ¨ rρ0v2 ` ρ2v0 ` ρ1v1s
loooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooon

Second-order terms

“ 0. (C.2)

Taking v0 to be zero (i.e., no flow in the absence of actuation), the conservation of mass equation at various
orders of ϵ reads as

Zeroth-order:
Bρ0
Bt

“ 0, (C.3a)

First-order:
Bρ1
Bt

` ∇ ¨ pρ0v1q “ 0, (C.3b)

Second-order:
Bρ2
Bt

` ∇ ¨ pρ0v2 ` ρ1v1q “ 0. (C.3c)

In Eq. (C.3c), the term Bρ2

Bt is set to zero as we are seeking a steady-state solution for ρ2. Time-averaging
the second-order mass balance equation gives

∇ ¨ xρ0v2y “ ´∇ ¨ xρ1v1y, (C.4)

Appendix C.2. Conservation of linear momentum

Substituting the perturbation expansion in Eq. (1b), we get

B

Bt
rpρ0 ` ρ1 ` ρ2qpv0 ` v1 ` v2qs ` ∇ ¨ rpρ0 ` ρ1 ` ρ2qtpv0 ` v1 ` v2q b pv0 ` v1 ` v2qus

“ ´∇rp0 ` p1 ` p2s ` ∇ ¨ rµtp∇v0 ` ∇v1 ` ∇v2q ` p∇v0 ` ∇v1 ` ∇v2q⊺us ` ∇rλ∇ ¨ pv0 ` v1 ` v2qs.

(C.5)
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The above equation can be re-arranged as

B

Bt
rρ0v0s ` ∇ ¨ rρ0v0 b v0s `

B

Bt
rρ0v1 ` ρ1v0s ` ∇ ¨ rρ0v0 b v1 ` ρ0v1 b v0 ` ρ1v0 b v0s

`
B

Bt
rρ0v2 ` ρ2v0 ` ρ1v1s ` ∇ ¨ rρ0pv0 b v2 ` v2 b v0 ` v1 b v1q ` ρ1pv0 b v1 ` v1 b v0q ` ρ2pv0 b v0qs

“ ´∇p0 ` ∇ ¨ rµt∇v0 ` p∇v0q⊺us ` ∇rλ∇ ¨ v0s ´ ∇p1 ` ∇ ¨ rµt∇v1 ` p∇v1q⊺us ` ∇rλ∇ ¨ v1s

´ ∇p2 ` ∇ ¨ rµt∇v2 ` p∇v2q⊺us ` ∇rλ∇ ¨ v2s.

(C.6)

Setting v0 to zero, the conservation of momentum equation at various orders of ϵ reads as

Zeroth-order: ∇p0 “ 0, (C.7a)

First-order:
B

Bt
pρ0v1q “ ´∇p1 ` ∇ ¨ rµt∇v1 ` p∇v1q⊺us ` ∇rλ∇ ¨ v1s, (C.7b)

Second-order:
B

Bt
rρ0v2 ` ρ1v1s ` ∇ ¨ pρ0v1 b v1q “ ´∇p2 ` ∇ ¨ rµt∇v2 ` p∇v2q⊺us ` ∇rλ∇ ¨ v2s.

(C.7c)

As we seek a steady-state solution for v2, the transient term B
Bt pρ0v2q is set to zero in Eq. (C.7c). Taking

the time-average of the remaining terms gives

∇ ¨ xρ0v1 b v1y “ ´∇xp2y ` ∇ ¨ rµt∇xv2y ` p∇xv2yq⊺us ` ∇rλ∇ ¨ xv2ys. (C.8)

In arriving at Eq. (C.8) we have used the identity x B
Bt pρ1v1qy “ 0; see Appendix B. Since second-order

quantities are assumed to be time-averaged, angle brackets around v2 and p2 can be omitted in Eq. (C.8).

Appendix C.3. Equation of state

The equation of state linking the fluid pressure to mass density can be expressed as

p “ ppρq. (C.9)

A Taylor series expansion can be used to express perturbations in fluid pressure caused by perturbations in
density

ppρ0 ` ∆ρq “ ppρ0q `
Bp

Bρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ“ρ0

∆ρ `
1

2

B2p

Bρ2

∣∣∣∣
ρ“ρ0

p∆ρq2 ` ...., (C.10)

in which ∆ρ “ ρ1 ` ρ2 ` Opϵ3q represents the perturbations in the density around the equilibrium density
ρ0. By substituting the perturbation expansions of the pressure and density, we obtain

p0 ` p1 ` p2 “ ppρ0q `
Bp

Bρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ“ρ0

pρ1 ` ρ2q `
1

2

B2p

Bρ2

∣∣∣∣
ρ“ρ0

pρ1 ` ρ2q2 ` Opϵ3q, (C.11)

which can be rearranged as

p0 ` p1 ` p2 “ ppρ0q `
Bp

Bρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ“ρ0

ρ1 `
Bp

Bρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ“ρ0

ρ2 `
1

2

B2p

Bρ2

∣∣∣∣
ρ“ρ0

ρ21 ` Opϵ3q, (C.12)
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in which we have retained terms upto second-order in ϵ. Consequently, the equations of state at various
orders of ϵ are as follows:

Zeroth-order: p0 “ ppρ0q, (C.13a)

First-order: p1 “ c20ρ1, with c20 “
Bp

Bρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ“ρ0

, (C.13b)

Second-order: p2 “ c20ρ2 `
1

2

B2p

Bρ2

∣∣∣∣
ρ“ρ0

ρ21. (C.13c)

Appendix D. Proof of equivalence of Eqs. (16) and (17)

Consider the second term on the right hand side of Eq. (17) without the subscript ‘1’ (for simplicity of
notation)

1

2ρ0
x∇ ˆ pρ0ξ ˆ vqy “

1

2ρ0
xεijkεkpqpρ0ξpvqq,jy (D.1a)

“
1

2ρ0
xpδipδjq ´ δiqδjpqpρ0ξpvqq,jy (D.1b)

“
1

2ρ0
xpξiρ0vjq,jy ´

1

2ρ0
xpρ0ξjviq,jy (D.1c)

“
1

2ρ0
xξipρ0vjq,jy `

1

2ρ0
xξi,jρ0vjy ´

1

2ρ0
xvi,jρ0ξjy ´

1

2ρ0
xvipρ0ξjq,jy (D.1d)

“
1

2ρ0
xξip´Btρ1qy `

1

2ρ0
xξi,jρ0Btξjy ´

1

2ρ0
xvi,jρ0ξjy ´

1

2ρ0
xBtξipρ0ξjq,jy (D.1e)

“
1

2ρ0
xpBtξiqρ1y ´

1

2ρ0
xBtξi,jρ0ξjy ´

1

2ρ0
xvi,jρ0ξjy `

1

2ρ0
xξiBtpρ0ξjq,jy (D.1f)

“
1

2ρ0
xviρ1y ´

1

2
xvi,jξjy ´

1

2
xvi,jξjy `

1

2ρ0
xξipρ0vjq,jy (D.1g)

“
1

2ρ0
xviρ1y ´ xvi,jξjy `

1

2ρ0
xξip´Btρ1qy (D.1h)

“
1

2ρ0
xviρ1y ´ xvi,jξjy `

1

2ρ0
xpBtξiqρ1y (D.1i)

“
1

ρ0
xviρ1y ´ xvi,jξjy (D.1j)

in which we have used pρ0vjq,j “ ´Btρ1 from the first-order mass balance Eq. (5a) that has no mass
source term, Btρ0 “ 0 from Eq. (C.3a), and xa pBtbqy “ ´xpBtaq by for two oscillating quantities a and b
(see Appendix B). Therefore,

1

2ρ0
x∇ ˆ pρ0ξ1 ˆ v1qy “

1

ρ0
xρ1v1y ´ xp∇v1qξ1y, (D.2)

which implies that Eqs. (16) and (17) are equivalent.

Appendix E. Convergence analysis of de-coupled second-order system

To test the accuracy and spatial convergence rate of the decoupled second-order system, we follow the
procedure of manufactured solutions described in Sec. 4.1. The first-order coupling terms are removed and
Eq. (47) is modified to

„

Lµ`λ G
´Dρ0 0

ȷ „

v2

p2

ȷ

“

„

sv
sp “ 0

ȷ

. (E.1)
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Figure E.7: Spatial convergence rate of errors for independent second-order system with manufactured solution case. Each plot
presents the log-log plot of L1 (red curve) and L2 (blue curve) error norms as a function of number of grid cells (N ) in each
direction of the 2D N ˆ N square domain. Figs. (a) and (b) plot the error norms for decoupled second-order velocity and
pressure, respectively. The slope in each figure represents the convergence order.

All relevant parameters are taken to be same as those considered in Sec. 4.1; see Eq. (42). The manufactured
solution for v2 and p2 is chosen as

u2 “ ´x3 ´ y3, (E.2a)

v2 “ ´x2 ´ y2, (E.2b)

p2 “ xy ` x2y2. (E.2c)

The manufactured second-order velocity and pressure fields are then substituted into Eq. (E.1) to determine
the momentum source term sv. Figs. E.7(a,b) plot the L1 and L2 norm of errors in velocity and pressure as
a function of N , in which N represents the number of grid cells along each direction of the square domain.
Second-order accuracy is observed for velocity in both the norms. For pressure, L1 norm of error converges
with second-order, whereas the L2 norm converges at order 1.5. The reduction of accuracy for the L2 norm
of the pressure error is attributed to the spatially varying (shear) viscosity, which affects the interpolation
accuracy at the domain corners. We recover second-order accuracy in the L2 norm of the pressure error with
spatially constant viscosity field; data not shown for brevity.
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