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Abstract

A mechanical model and finite element method for the simultaneous solution of
Stokes and incompressible Navier–Stokes flows on multiple curved surfaces over a
bulk domain are proposed. The two-dimensional surfaces are defined implicitly by all
level sets of a scalar function, bounded by the three-dimensional bulk domain. This
bulk domain is discretized with hexahedral finite elements which do not necessarily
conform with the level sets but with the boundary. The resulting numerical method
is a hybrid between conforming and non-conforming finite element methods. Taylor–
Hood elements or equal-order element pairs for velocity and pressure, together with
stabilization techniques, are applied to fulfil the inf-sup conditions resulting from the
mixed-type formulation of the governing equations. Numerical studies confirm good
agreement with independently obtained solutions on selected, individual surfaces.
Furthermore, higher-order convergence rates are obtained for sufficiently smooth so-
lutions.
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4 Introduction

1 Introduction

Flow phenomena are important topics of applied and basic research in several subjects, e.g.,
physics, chemistry, biology, engineering, and mathematics, e.g., [1, 2, 3, 4]. The flow mod-
els are usually described by partial differential equations (PDEs) such as the Navier–Stokes
equations. For flows on curved surfaces, the interaction of the physics, i.e., the flow, which
take part on the curved domain, and the geometry of the domain plays a crucial role in the
formulation of the mathematical model. Due to more involved definitions of geometric and
differential operators in these cases, such models are more advanced than usual models for
two- or three-dimensional Euclidean geometries. Flows on curved domains have important
applications in nature, e.g., [5, 6], and engineering, e.g., [2, 3, 4]. In recent years, flows on
curved manifolds which are embedded in some higher-dimensional background space have
gained significant attention, see, e.g., [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. Therein, various formulations of
the model and approximation methods have been proposed for individual surfaces. In this
work, we propose a mechanical model and corresponding finite element method to solve
flows on all surfaces over a bulk domain simultaneously.

An overview of different models for surface flows and their derivations is found in [10]. The
equations can be formulated based on curvilinear coordinates [10, 3] or in a coordinate-free
formulation, e.g., based on the tangential differential calculus (TDC) [13, 14, 15]. The TDC
may be interpreted as the modern perspective on differential geometry to formulate PDEs
on manifolds based on surface differential operators rather than based on local curvilinear
coordinate systems. A detailed derivation of the incompressible Navier–Stokes equations
on an evolving surface from first principles of (continuum) mechanics and formulated in the
TDC-framework is given in [7]. It should be noted that formulations of the Navier–Stokes
equations on manifolds which are derived by substituting classical differential operators
with their geometric counterparts are not necessarily equivalent to formulations derived
from first mechanical principles because there may be (subtle) differences, see [7], page
364. The numerical solution of flows on manifolds comes with additional challenges com-
pared to the classical d-dimensional Euclidean space, e.g., the enforcement of a tangential
velocity field.

Different methods to solve (incompressible Navier–)Stokes flows on surfaces have been
proposed in recent years, e.g., finite difference methods in [16], (classical) Surface finite
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element methods (FEM) in [8, 17], Trace FEM in [18, 12, 19, 20], a FEM with tangential
function spaces in [21, 11], and a mesh-free method in [22]. Furthermore, one may distin-
guish models formulated for velocity and pressure as primal variables and models in which
only scalar quantities are sought, e.g., stream-function formulations, see, e.g., [9]. In all
of these methods (incompressible Navier–)Stokes flows on one single surface are consid-
ered. In this paper we simultaneously solve the (incompressible Navier–)Stokes flows on
all, i.e., infinitely many, level sets of a scalar function embedded in a three-dimensional
bulk domain. We refer to the text books [1, 2, 23] for the FEM in classical fluid dynamics.
For an overview about different approaches of finite element methods for PDEs on curved
surfaces, the reader is referred to [24].

Next, the concept of the simultaneous analysis of PDEs on manifolds in general and for
(incompressible Navier–)Stokes flows on manifolds in particular is introduced which is the
novelty of this paper. The manifolds are defined implicitly as level sets Γc of a level-set
function ϕ and embedded in a higher-dimensional bulk domain Ω. The c ∈ R is some
constant value related to an iso-surface. In a usual Trace FEM context, e.g., [18, 12, 19,
20], a zero-isosurface of a level-set function is considered, i.e., c = 0. For an introduction to
level-set functions and the level-set method see, e.g., [25, 26]. The manifolds are bounded
by the boundary of the bulk domain, hence, the boundaries of the manifolds and the bulk
domain are conforming. It is important to emphasise that the level sets do not have to be
aligned to the mesh which is used to discretize the bulk domain in the applied FEM. There-
fore, this method may be seen as a hybrid of conforming methods, e.g., the Surface FEM,
and fictitious domain methods, e.g., the Trace FEM, and was labelled Bulk Trace FEM by
the authors in [27] in the context of structural mechanics. However, the usual challenges of
fictitious domain methods such as the Trace FEM, among them the need for stabilization
and special quadrature in cut elements, do not apply for the Bulk Trace FEM. Similar
approaches have been used in transport problems and diffusion on stationary surfaces in
[28] and in [29] on evolving surfaces. A comparison of the solution of elliptic PDEs on
all level sets within some bulk domain between phase-field methods and the simultaneous
analysis with the FEM is given in [30]. Historically related to the concept of the simultane-
ous analysis are narrow-band methods, e.g., [31, 32, 33, 34, 35]. One could interpret that
the goal of narrow-band methods was to reduce the bulk domain to a minimum around a
single surface. This goal was reached with fictitious domain methods where only one level
set, i.e., usually the zero-isosurface, is considered, see, e.g., [36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43,
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44]. Although only the solution on one manifold is often required, it is useful to develop
methods for the simultaneous solution of all manifolds embedded in a prescribed bulk
domain. Possible applications are in the design process where variations in the geometry
should be studied to find an optimal design. Furthermore, it can be applied for advanced
anisotropic material models in structural mechanics and research of biological processes
in the context of transport and flow problems. The authors developed mechanical models
and applied corresponding Bulk Trace FEMs in the context of structural mechanics for
geometrically non-linear membranes in [27, 45, 46], Reissner–Mindlin shells in [47], and for
Timoshenko beams in [48]. An overview of the used models and first results for transport
and incompressible flow problems are shown in [49] by the authors of this paper.

In [8], a higher-order Surface FEM for (incompressible Navier–)Stokes flows (on single
surfaces) is presented by the authors. A crucial aspect for models of surface flows is the
enforcement of the tangentiality of the velocities. In [8], a Lagrange multiplier is used
and in this work a (consistent) penalty method is applied, similar to a single surface in [7,
50, 12]. The governing equations are based on [7]. Herein, we consider stationary Stokes,
stationary, and instationary Navier–Stokes flows on spatially fixed, two-dimensional curved
surfaces Γc embedded in a three dimensional bulk domain Ω. First, the governing equations
are formulated in strong form for each surface Γc. In the derivation of the weak form, the
co-area formula is applied to formulate a weak form which is suitable for the simultaneous
analysis of all embedded level sets in Ω. Fig. 1 shows the conceptual idea of the simul-
taneous analysis: In Fig. 1(a), a bulk domain is depicted in blue and some, arbitrarily
selected level sets are depicted in different colours. Figs. 1(b) and (c) show an example
mesh, highlighting nodes with prescribed velocities.

In section 2, the geometric setup, surface differential operators, and divergence theorems
are introduced as preliminaries. For each type of considered flow problems, i.e., stationary
Stokes, stationary and instationary Navier–Stokes flows, the strong form, the weak forms,
and numerical examples are given in Sections 4, 5, and 6, respectively. The paper ends in
Section 7 with conclusions and an outlook.

2 Geometric and mathematical preliminaries

In this section, the geometrical setup of two-dimensional surfaces embedded in a three-
dimensional bulk domain is introduced. The differential operators that are used in the for-
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(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 1: A generic example: (a) The volumetric bulk domain in blue, some level sets shown in
different colours. In (b) and (c), some example mesh and nodes with no-slip conditions
(blue) and those on the inflow (red) are seen.

mulation of the mechanical models and related numerical methods are defined. Analogous
definitions can be found in previous works by the authors, e.g., [27] for the simultaneous
solution of geometrically non-linear ropes and membranes and [47] for the simultaneous
solution of Reissner–Mindlin shells.

2.1 Geometric setup of embedded surfaces

We consider flow phenomena described by the Stokes and incompressible Navier–Stokes
equations on curved two-dimensional surfaces. These surfaces are manifolds with co-
dimension 1 embedded in the three-dimensional physical space R3. A three-dimensional
bulk domain Ω ⊂ R3 and a level-set function ϕ (x) : Ω → R are given. Within this bulk
domain exists a minimal value ϕmin = inf ϕ (x) and a maximum value ϕmax = supϕ (x) of
the level-set function. The individual manifolds Γc defined by level sets of ϕ with constant
level-set values c ∈ R,

Γc = {x ∈ Ω : ϕ(x) = c ∈ R} , ϕmin < c < ϕmax, (2.1)

are curved, two-dimensional manifolds, see, e.g., Fig. 1(a). ϕmin and ϕmax may be defined
as the infimum/supremum of the level-set function inside the bulk domain or as user-
defined values to restrict some larger bulk domain to a sub-interval of interest. If the
surface is bounded, the boundary of some selected manifold Γc is denoted as ∂Γc and is
the intersection curve of the level set Γc with the boundary ∂Ω of the bulk domain. In
this work, we only consider stationary surfaces and bulk domains, hence, these are fixed
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(b) zoomed view

Fig. 2: Vector fields in the domain Ω and on the boundary ∂Ω shown on some level set Γc with
c ∈ [ϕmin, ϕmax]. The right figure shows a zoom of the left one. Normal vectors n with
respect to the level sets Γc in Ω are shown in blue. Normal vectors m with respect to ∂Ω
are red, tangential vectors t are gray and co-normal vectors q are green.

in time. The boundary of the bulk domain ∂Ω is restricted to the parts of the boundary
where ϕ (x) ̸= ϕmin and ϕ (x) ̸= ϕmax for the proper definition of vector fields to be used in
the mathematical description of the flow. Another requirement for the geometrical setup
to state proper (initial) boundary value problems simultaneously on all level sets is that
the embedded surfaces vary smoothly without topology changes within the bulk domain,
see [27, 47] for further insights.

2.2 Vector fields and the tangential projector

We start by introducing some geometrical quantities. The normal vector to the level sets
Γc can easily be computed via the gradient of the level-set function ϕ. The unit normal
vector (field) n(x) in the whole bulk domain Ω is obtained by

n (x) =
n⋆

∥n⋆∥
with n⋆ = ∇ϕ (x) , x ∈ Ω, (2.2)

using the (classical) gradient of the level-set function ϕ. It is shown in Fig. 2, where for
clarity, only one selected level set is plotted. The (tangential) projector field P (x) ∈ R3×3

is immediately obtained from the normal vector field as

P (x) = I− n (x)⊗ n (x) (2.3)
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where I is the identity matrix in R3. This quantity is crucial to define tangential differential
operators in Sec. 2.3. Furthermore, it projects quantities onto the tangent space TPΓ of a
curved surface Γ at some point. An arbitrary vector v ∈ R3 is projected onto the tangent
space as vt = P · v which will be used frequently in the remainder of this paper. Some
important properties of the projector are (i) P = PT, (ii) P ·P = P, and (iii) P · n = 0.

Along the boundary ∂Ω of the bulk domain, a normal vector (field) m(x), x ∈ ∂Ω is
defined. For the computation of the simultaneous flows later on, we assume that the bulk
domain is discretized by (higher-order) volumetric (i.e., three-dimensional) finite elements.
The computation of m(x) on element boundaries is a standard operation in the FEM.

Furthermore, along the boundary ∂Ω of the bulk domain lives the tangent vector (field)
t (x) defined as

t (x) = m× n. (2.4)

With the normal vector of the level sets Γc and the tangential vector on ∂Ω, a co-normal
vector field q(x) is defined as

q (x) =
q⋆

∥q⋆∥
with q⋆ = n× t. (2.5)

These co-normal vectors play an important role in the formulation of the weak form of
the (intitial) boundary value problem as fundamental parts of divergence theorems. Fig. 2
shows normal vectors to the level sets as blue arrows, normal vectors to the boundary of
the bulk domain as red arrows, tangential vectors as gray arrows, and co-normal vectors
as green arrows.

2.3 Differential operators on manifolds

In the governing equations of flows on surfaces, classical differential operators w.r.t. the em-
bedding three-dimensional space and tangential or surface differential operators w.r.t. the
curved, embedded, two-dimensional surfaces (level sets) must be distinguished. A sub-
script Γ is used for surface quantities, e.g., divΓ for the surface divergence. The resulting
coordinate-free definition does not rely on the introduction of (local) curvilinear coordi-
nates. This approach is sometimes labelled Tangential Differential Calculus (TDC), cf. [13].
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The surface gradient of a scalar function f(x) : Ω → R is obtained as [13, 29, 7, 8]

∇Γf = P · ∇f, (2.6)

where ∇f is the classical gradient in the three-dimensional space R3 and P the projector
defined in Eq. (2.3).

For a vector function v (x) : Ω → R3, the directional surface gradient is defined as

∇dir
Γ v = ∇v ·P. (2.7)

It is important to distinguish directional and covariant surface gradients for vector-valued
functions, the latter defined as

∇cov
Γ v = P · ∇dir

Γ v = P · ∇v ·P. (2.8)

Note that the covariant gradient is an in-plane quantity, i.e., ∇cov
Γ v ∈ TPΓc, while the

directional gradient is generally not in the tangent space of Γc, i.e., ∇dir
Γ v /∈ TPΓc.

The surface divergence of vector-valued functions v (x) : Ω → R3 and second-order tensor-
valued functions T (x) : Ω → R3×3 are defined as

divΓ v = tr
(
∇dir

Γ v
)
= tr (∇cov

Γ v) =: ∇Γ · v, (2.9)

divΓT =

 divΓ (T11, T12, T13)

divΓ (T21, T22, T23)

divΓ (T31, T32, T33)

 =: ∇Γ ·T, (2.10)

respectively.

2.4 Weingarten map and curvature

For the formulation of (initial) boundary value problems on curved surfaces the curvature
of these domains is an important quantity. We use the Weingarten map [13, 7] to quantify
the curvature. It is a symmetric, in-plane tensor defined as

H = ∇dir
Γ n = ∇cov

Γ n. (2.11)
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The two non-zero eigenvalues are the principal curvatures, κ1,2 = −eig(H). The Gauß
curvature is obtained as K = κ1 ·κ2 and the mean curvature as κ = tr(H) = divn = divΓn

[51, 13].

2.5 Integral theorems

Integral theorems are required to formulate the weak form of (partial) differential equations,
needed for the resulting FEM formulation. For the simultaneous analysis of the flow fields
on all level sets as proposed in this work, the relation between the integration over all level
sets Γc and the integration over the bulk domain Ω is given by the co-area formula [28, 52,
53, 30, 54]. The co-area formula for the integration of an arbitrary scalar function f (x)

over all embedded surfaces Γc in the level-set interval
[
ϕmin, ϕmax

]
is defined as

∫ ϕmax

ϕmin

∫
Γc

f (x) dΓ dc =

∫
Ω

f (x) · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ. (2.12)

Analogously, the co-area formula for the integration over the boundary ∂Γc is defined as∫ ϕmax

ϕmin

∫
∂Γc

f (x) · q d∂Γ dc =

∫
∂Ω

f (x) · q · (q ·m) · ∥∇ϕ∥ d∂Ω. (2.13)

In the co-area formulas, the norm of the classical gradient of the level-set function ϕ is con-
sidered at the right hand side in the integration over the bulk domain Ω and its boundary
∂Ω, respectively. It is seen that the co-normal vector q as defined in Eq. (2.5) and the nor-
mal vector m on ∂Ω occur in the co-area formula, Eq. (2.13), see [27, 24] for further details.

For the derivation of the weak form, divergence theorems are needed. The divergence
theorem for a vector-valued function v(x) : Γc → R3 and for a tensor-valued function
T(x) : Γc → R3×3 on a single surface Γc is defined as [14, 13, 8]∫

Γc

v · divΓT dΓ = −
∫
Γc

∇dir
Γ v : T dΓ+

∫
Γc

κ · v · (T · n) dΓ +

∫
∂Γc

v · (T · q) d∂Γ, (2.14)

where ∇dir
Γ v : T = tr

(
∇dir

Γ v ·TT
)
. Note that the mean curvature κ, the normal vector n,

and the co-normal vector q are involved. The term which includes the mean curvature κ
on the right hand side vanishes for an in-plane tensor-valued function T(x), i.e., T = Tt =

P ·T ·P ∈ TPΓc because Tt · n = 0. The combination of this divergence theorem for one
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surface with the co-area formulas, Eqs. (2.12) and (2.13), results in a divergence theorem
for all level sets in the bulk domain as [27]∫

Ω

v · divΓT · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ =−
∫
Ω

(
∇dir

Γ v : T
)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ +

∫
Ω

κ · v · (T · n) · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ

+

∫
∂Ω

v · (T · q) · (q ·m) · ∥∇ϕ∥ d∂Ω,

(2.15)

where again, the curvature term vanishes for in-plane tensors Tt.

3 Mechanical preliminaries

The governing equations for flows on manifolds given in the following sections are derived
from first principles of continuum mechanics. For a detailed derivation of the instationary
Navier–Stokes equations on a moving domain we refer to, e.g., [7]. The flow models (for
one surface) considered in this work are special cases of those derived in [7] and can also be
found in other works, e.g., [8, 55, 50, 56]. A stationary manifold is considered for all flow
problems in this work, i.e., the surfaces are fixed in time. In this section, the quantities
which are used in the formulation of the [initial] boundary value problems ([I]BVP) given
in Sec. 4 to Sec. 6 are introduced.

The velocity field lives in the tangent space of Γ, i.e., ut = P·u with some three-dimensional
velocity field u (x) on the surface. In this work, we use the tangential velocity field ut in the
formulation of the considered models for (Navier–)Stokes flows on manifolds. Therefore, in
the formulation of the weak form later on, it is necessary to multiply the test function wu

with the projector P. An alternative is to use a general (arbitrary) velocity field u which
is then constrained to live in the tangent space of Γc using additional Lagrange multipliers,
see [7, 8]. The velocity field may be split in a tangential and a normal part as [7]

u = P · u+ (u · n) · n = ut + un · n. (3.1)

Furthermore, there is a pressure field p (x) and a tangential body force f t (x) which is often
expressed as f t (x) = ρ · gt with the density ρ ∈ R+ of the fluid and gt = P · [0, 0,−9.81]T

when gravity is considered [8]. Note that the subscript t, i.e., □t indicates tangential
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quantities, while t stands for time below.

Stress and strain tensors. A directional and a covariant strain tensor are introduced
as [8]

εdir (ut) =
1

2
·
(
∇dir

Γ ut +
(
∇dir

Γ ut

)T)
, (3.2)

εcov (ut) =
1

2
·
(
∇cov

Γ ut + (∇cov
Γ ut)

T
)
, (3.3)

respectively and related by εcov (ut) = P · εdir (ut) · P. Using Eq. (3.1), the relation
εcov (u) = εcov (ut) + un ·H, c.f., [7], is useful for the implementation later on.

The stress tensor is defined as

σt = σ (ut, p) = −p ·P+ 2µ · εcov (ut) (3.4)

which is the Boussinesq–Scriven surface stress tensor for stationary surfaces [55, 15, 57, 7]
and µ ∈ R+ is the (constant) dynamic viscosity.

Boundary conditions. The boundary ∂Γc of a manifold is decomposed into two non-
overlapping parts, the Dirichlet boundary ∂Γc,D and the Neumann boundary ∂Γc,N. The
boundary conditions are given as

ut (x) = ût (x) on ∂Γc,D, (3.5)

with prescribed velocities ût along the Dirichlet boundary and

σt (x) · q (x) = t̂t (x) on ∂Γc,N, (3.6)

with given tractions t̂t along the Neumann boundary. Note that ût and t̂t are in the tan-
gent space of Γc, i.e., ût · n = t̂t · n = 0.

There are usually no explicit boundary conditions needed for the pressure p. However,
when no Neumann boundary is present, i.e., ∂Γc,N = ∅ and ∂Γc,D = ∂Γ or in the case of
compact manifolds where ∂Γ = ∅, the pressure is defined up to a constant [58, 59, 8]. For
such cases, the pressure is prescribed at a given point on Γc or imposed by the constraint
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∫
Ω
p · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ = 0 in the weak form for all level sets within a bulk domain.

Vorticity on manifolds. A physical quantity which is often computed in the context
of flow phenomena is the vorticity ω. For flows on manifolds it is defined as [8]

ω = ∇cov
Γ × ut. (3.7)

The vorticity ω is co-linear to the normal vector n which leads to a zero-vector when it is
projected onto the tangential space because P · ω = 0. For this reason, a scalar quantity
ω⋆ is determined which is the signed magnitude of ω defined as

ω⋆ (x) = ω · n =
(
∇dir

Γ × ut

)
· n = ±∥ω∥ ∀x ∈ Ω. (3.8)

4 Stationary Stokes flow

4.1 Strong form for one level set

Stationary Stokes flow on a manifold in stress-divergence form [58, 8, 7] is formulated in
the governing field equations to be fulfilled ∀x ∈ Γc as

−P · divΓ σ (ut, p) = f t, (4.1)

divΓ ut = 0. (4.2)

Three momentum equations are expanded from Eq. (4.1), and Eq. (4.2) is the incompress-
ibility constraint. It is easily shown that

−P · divΓ σ (ut, p) = ∇Γp− 2µP · divΓ εcov (ut) . (4.3)
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4.2 Weak form for one level set

Function spaces are defined to formulate the weak form of the governing equations. For
the weak form on one single manifold, the following function spaces are introduced [8]:

SΓ
u =

{
u ∈

[
H1 (Γc)

]3
, u = û on ∂Γc,D

}
, (4.4)

VΓ
u =

{
wu ∈

[
H1 (Γc)

]3
, wu = 0 on ∂Γc,D

}
, (4.5)

SΓ
p = VΓ

p = L2 (Γc) , (4.6)

where H1 is the Sobolev space of functions with square integrable first derivatives and L2

is the Lebesque space. The function space for the pressure SΓ
p may be replaced by

SΓ,0
p =

{
p ∈ L2 (Γc) ,

∫
Γ

p dA = 0

}
, (4.7)

in the case where no Neumann boundary exists, as described above.

Using the introduced function spaces, the weak form of the stationary Stokes flow on one
surface is obtained as usual, that is, by multiplication of the strong form of the governing
equations with suitable test functions, i.e., wu,t and wp, and integration over the domain,
including the application of the divergence theorem, given in Eq. (2.14). The resulting
continuous weak form is stated as: Given a (constant) shear viscosity µ ∈ R+, penalty
parameter α, body forces f (x) on Γc, and boundary tractions t̂ (x) on ∂Γc,N, find the
velocity field u (x) ∈ SΓ

u and the pressure field p (x) ∈ SΓ
p such that for all test functions

(wu, wp) ∈ VΓ
u × VΓ

p , there holds in Γc, see, e.g., [20, 12, 7],∫
Γc

∇dir
Γ wu,t : σ (ut, p) dΓ + α ·

∫
Γc

(u · n) · (wu · n) dΓ

=

∫
Γc

wu,t · f t dΓ+

∫
∂Γc,N

wu,t · t̂t d∂Γ,
(4.8)

∫
Γc

wp·divΓ ut dΓ = 0. (4.9)

Note that the test and trial functions ut = P · u and wu,t = P · wu, which live in the
tangent space of the manifold, are used in the weak form except in the penalty term where
the (arbitrary) three-dimensional u and wu are used. With the definition of the stress
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tensor, i.e., Eq. (3.4), the first term on the left hand side may be written as∫
Γc

∇dir
Γ wu,t : σ (ut, p) dΓ = −

∫
Γc

∇dir
Γ wu,t : (p ·P) dΓ + 2µ ·

∫
Γc

∇dir
Γ wu,t : ε

cov (ut) dΓ

(4.10)
with the following relations [8]

∇dir
Γ wu,t : (p ·P) = p · tr

(
∇dir

Γ wu,t ·P
)

= p · divΓwu,t,

∇dir
Γ wu,t : ε

cov (ut) = tr
(
∇dir

Γ wu,t · εcov (ut)
)

= tr (εcov (wu,t) · εcov (ut))

= tr
(
P · ∇dir

Γ wu,t · εdir (ut) ·P
)
.

In [8] a similar weak form is stated where the tangentiality of the velocity field is enforced
by a Lagrange multiplier instead of the penalty method as used herein. Further discussions
about weak forms with different strategies to enforce the tangentialty of the velocities with
a focus on mathematical details including the definition of the applied function spaces are
found in [7]. The weak form given here in Eqs. (4.8) and (4.9) is used to obtain the FE
solution for one single surface.

4.3 Weak form for all level sets in a bulk domain

Continuous weak form. To obtain the weak form which is required for the simultaneous
solution of all level sets Γc embedded in a bulk domain Ω, Eqs. (4.8) and (4.9) are integrated
over the level-set interval from ϕmin to ϕmax. There follows for the weak form of stationary
Stokes flow, analogously to Eqs. (4.8) and (4.9),∫ ϕmax

ϕmin

∫
Γc

∇dir
Γ wu,t : σ (ut, p) dΓ dc + α ·

∫ ϕmax

ϕmin

∫
Γc

(u · n) · (wu · n) dΓ dc

=

∫ ϕmax

ϕmin

∫
Γc

wu,t · f t dΓ dc+

∫ ϕmax

ϕmin

∫
∂Γc,N

wu,t · t̂t d∂Γ dc,

(4.11)

∫ ϕmax

ϕmin

∫
Γc

wp · divΓ ut dΓ dc = 0. (4.12)

Applying the co-area formula over the domain, i.e., Eq. (2.12), the double integrals
∫ ϕmax

ϕmin

∫
Γc
• dΓ dc

over the interval of level sets and the domain of one level set can be converted to an integral
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over the bulk domain
∫
Ω
• · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ. With Eq. (2.13), the procedure is analogous for the

boundary terms. Additionally, the following function spaces are introduced:

SΩ
u =

{
u ∈

[
H1 (Ω)

]3
, u = û on ∂ΩD

}
, (4.13)

VΩ
u =

{
wu ∈

[
H1 (Ω)

]3
, wu = 0 on ∂ΩD

}
, (4.14)

SΩ
p = VΩ

p = L2 (Ω) . (4.15)

These function spaces may be seen as the bulk-equivalent over Ω compared to those given
in Eqs. (4.4) to (4.6) w.r.t. individual surfaces Γc. Now, the weak form of the stationary
Stokes flow on all manifolds Γc over the bulk domain Ω can be formulated similar to the
weak form on one manifold, see Sec. 5.1. Using the introduced function spaces, the trial
and test functions ut = P · u and wu,t = P · wu, respectively, the weak form of the
stationary Stokes flow on all surfaces embedded in a bulk domain is obtained as: Given a
(constant) shear viscosity µ ∈ R+, penalty parameter α, body forces f (x), and boundary
tractions t̂ (x) on ∂ΩN, find the velocity field u (x) ∈ SΩ

u and the pressure field p (x) ∈ SΩ
p

such that for all test functions (wu, wp) ∈ VΩ
u × VΩ

p , there holds in Ω∫
Ω

(
∇dir

Γ wu,t : σ (ut, p)
)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ + α ·

∫
Ω

(u · n) · (wu · n) · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ

=

∫
Ω

wu,t · f t · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ +

∫
∂ΩN

wu · t̂t · (q ·m) · ∥∇ϕ∥ d∂Ω,
(4.16)

∫
Ω

wp · divΓ ut · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ = 0. (4.17)

For the case of the consideration of all level sets embedded in the bulk domain follows for
the term with the stress tensor analogously to Eq. (4.10)∫

Ω

(
∇dir

Γ wu,t : σ (ut, p)
)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ = −

∫
Ω

(
∇dir

Γ wu,t : (p ·P)
)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ

+2µ ·
∫
Ω

(
∇dir

Γ wu,t : ε
cov (ut)

)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ.

(4.18)

Discretization of the weak form. The bulk domain Ω is discretized by a conforming,
three-dimensional mesh of higher-order tetrahedral or hexahedral Lagrange elements of
order qk. The resulting mesh is an approximation Ωh

qk
of Ω with the nodal coordinates

denoted as xi where i = 1, . . . , nqk and nqk being the number of nodes in the mesh. Note
that the mesh is conforming to the boundary of the bulk domain ∂Ω, however, it does not
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have to be aligned with the level sets Γc. This is why the resulting FEM can be seen as
a hybrid between the conforming Surface FEM (i.e., classical FEM) and non conforming
fictitious domain methods, e.g., the Trace FEM.

Finite element spaces of different orders are involved as usual when the FEM is applied
to (Navier–)Stokes flow formulated in stress-divergence form (e.g., Taylor-Hood elements
[60]). Global C0-continuous basis functions Bqk

i (x) are introduced with i = 1, . . . , nqk .
These basis functions span a C0-continuous finite element space of order qk defined as

Qh
qk

:=

{
vh ∈ C0(Ωh

qgeom) : vh =

nqk∑
i=1

Bqk
i (x) · v̂i with v̂i ∈ R

}
⊂ H1(Ωh

qgeom). (4.19)

Note that only the coordinates of the geometry mesh are needed to generate the basis
{Bqk

i (x(r))}. Different degrees of polynomial orders are introduced: (i) qgeom for the mesh
which describes the geometry of the bulk domain approximately, (ii) qu for the velocity
field, and (iii) qp for the pressure field, i.e., in Eq. (4.19) holds k ∈ {geom,u, p}. Note
that this is only an isoparametric map if qk = qgeom. Analogously to a typical setup in
classical FEM for (Navier–)Stokes equations, Taylor–Hood elements where qp = qu − 1,
c.f., [60], are used. For the geometry, qgeom = qu + 1 is chosen, c.f., [8]. It is also possible
to apply stabilization techniques to obtain a stable FEM with respect to the well-known
Ladyzhenskaya–Babuška–Brezzi (LBB) condition [61, 62, 63, 64] in combination with equal
element orders for the velocity and pressure. This is discussed in more detail in the context
of Navier–Stokes equations below and in a forthcoming publication. Furthermore, the level-
set function ϕ is replaced by its interpolation ϕh (x) ∈ Qh

qgeom with prescribed nodal values
ϕ̂i = ϕ (xi). Based on Eq. (4.19), the following discrete test and trial function spaces are
introduced

SΩ,h
u =

{
uh ∈

[
Qh

qu

]3
, uh = ûh on ∂Ωh

D

}
, (4.20)

VΩ,h
u =

{
wh

u ∈
[
Qh

qu

]3
, wh

u = 0 on ∂Ωh
D

}
, (4.21)

SΩ,h
p = VΩ,h

p = Qh
qp . (4.22)

Discretizing the continuous weak form of the stationary Stokes flow given above, i.e.,
Eqs. (4.11) and (4.12), leads to the discrete weak form which is stated as: Given a shear
viscosity µ ∈ R+, penalty parameter α, body forces fh (x), and boundary tractions t̂

h
(x)
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on ∂Ωh
N, find the velocity field uh (x) ∈ SΩ,h

u and the pressure field ph (x) ∈ SΩ,h
p such that

for all test functions
(
wh

u, w
h
p

)
∈ VΩ,h

u × VΩ,h
p , there holds in Ωh

∫
Ωh

(
∇dir

Γ wh
u,t : σ

(
uh

t , p
) )

· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ + α ·
∫
Ωh

(
uh · n

)
·
(
wh

u · n
)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ

=

∫
Ωh

wh
u,t · fh

t · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ +

∫
∂Ωh

N

wh
u · t̂ht · (q ·m) · ∥∇ϕ∥ d∂Ω,

(4.23)

∫
Ωh

wh
p · divΓ uh

t · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ = 0. (4.24)

Note that we omit the superscript h on geometric quantities and differential operators, e.g.,
the normal vector nh → n, the level-set function ϕh → ϕ, and ∇dir,h

Γ → ∇dir
Γ , for brevity.

This leads to a system of equations with a saddle point structure. The numerical results
shown next confirm higher-order convergence rates for the application of the Taylor–Hood
elements introduced above.

4.4 Numerical results for stationary Stokes flow

In this section, we show higher-order convergence studies to verify the simultaneous solution
method. With a known exact (analytic) velocity field uex, the error εu in the velocity
components is defined as

εu =
3∑

i=1

√∫
Ω

(
uh
i − uex

i

)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ. (4.25)

An error measure based on (pseudo-)energy [65] is introduced as

εe = |e
(
uh

)
− e (uex)|, e (u) =

1

2
µ ·

∫
Ω

(∇cov
Γ u : ∇cov

Γ u) · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ. (4.26)

Furthermore, the integrated residual errors w.r.t. the momentum equation (4.1), εmom, and
the continuity equation (4.2), εcont, are evaluated. These error measures do not rely on an
analytical solution, hence, these can be used to verify also more advanced test cases where
no analytical solutions are known. Similar error measures for (incompressible Navier–)
Stokes flow on one surface have been used in [8] and for the simultaneous solution in
the context of structural mechanics, e.g., in [27, 47]. For stationary Stokes flow on all
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(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 3: Setup for the first numerical example: (a) The level sets which define the bulk domain
Ω, (b) some arbitrary mesh and Dirichlet boundary conditions at the inflow, and (c) the
bulk domain in gray and some selected level sets in yellow and the level set with r0 = 1.0
in blue.

embedded manifolds, these error measures are defined as

εmom =

√√√√ nel∑
i=1

∫
Ωel,i

(
P · divΓ σ

(
uh

t , p
h
)
+ fh

t

)2 · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ, (4.27)

εcont =

√√√√ nel∑
i=1

∫
Ωel,i

(
divΓ u

h
t

)2 · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ. (4.28)

Note the summation of contributions over element interiors Ωel,i.

The following numerical example for stationary Stokes flow is inspired by [8] and a summary
of the results presented herein is given in [49] by the authors. Axisymmetric surfaces are
considered featuring a height of L = 3 and a variable radius of r(z, r0) = r0+1/5·sin(1+3·z)
with z ∈ [0, L] and the radius r0 ∈ [0.8, 1.2] at the bottom, i.e., at z = 0. The outer surface
of the bulk domain Ω coincides with the axisymmetric surface with radius r(z, r0 = 0.8)

and r(z, r0 = 1.2). At the bottom, i.e., at z = 0, and the top, i.e., at z = 3, the bulk
domain is bounded by horizontal planes, see Fig. 3(a). The fluid’s viscosity is µ = 0.1 and
the density is ρ = 1. As in [8] for one surface, the lower boundary at z = 0 is the Dirichlet
boundary ∂ΩD where the inflow in co-normal direction to the surfaces Γc is prescribed and
the upper boundary ∂ΩN at z = 3 is the outflow boundary where zero tractions are applied,
see Fig. 3(b). The bulk domain Ω and some selected surfaces Γc are shown in Fig. 3(c). The
exact velocity which is required for the convergence study in εu is computed analogously
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to [49] as  uex(x)

vex(x)

wex(x)

 =
r̂0

r ·
√

1 +
(
dr
dz

)2 ·


dr
dz

· x/r
dr
dz

· y/r
1


with r̂0 = r(0, r0) and r = r(z, r0). Fig. 4 shows the results of this test case for the velocities
and pressure on selected level sets Γc and in comparison to the Surface FEM evaluated for
the surface with r0 = 1.0. Fig. 5(a) shows the results of the error in the velocities εu

which converges with the expected optimal rate of qu + 1. The (pseudo-)energy error εe

converges with qu + 2 for even element orders and with qu + 1 for odd element orders as
seen in Fig. 5(b). More details about the convergence properties of this error measure can
be found in [27] in the context of the stored elastic energy of membranes. Furthermore,
the residual errors converge with the expected rates qu − 1 for εmom where second-order
derivatives are involved and with qu for εcont where only first-order derivatives occur. The
convergence plots for εmom and εcont are shown in Fig. 5(c) and (d), respectively.

5 Stationary Navier–Stokes flow

5.1 Strong form for one level set

Stationary Navier–Stokes flow includes a non-linear advection term in the momentum
equation. Hence, the strong form of stationary Stokes flow, given in Eqs. (4.1) and (4.2),
is similar to the strong form of stationary Navier–Stokes flow. While the incompressibility
constraint, i.e., Eq. (4.2) and the boundary conditions remain unchanged, the advection
term is added to Eq. (4.1) leading to [8]

ϱ · (ut · ∇cov
Γ )ut −P · divΓ σ (x) = f t (x) , (5.1)

where ϱ ∈ R+ is the (constant) fluid density.

5.2 Weak form for one level set

The weak form of the stationary Navier–Stokes equations on one surface is obtained anal-
ogously to the weak form of stationary Stokes flow, described in Sec. 4.2. The function
spaces are the same as given in Eqs. (4.4) to (4.6). Furthermore, the weak form of the
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(a) Bulk Trace FEM - ∥u∥ (b) Bulk Trace FEM - p

(c) Bulk Trace FEM - ∥u∥ (d) Bulk Trace FEM - p

(e) Surface FEM - ∥u∥ (f) Surface FEM - p

Fig. 4: Velocity magnitudes and pressure of the first numerical example are shown. (a) to (d)
show results obtained with the Bulk Trace FEM, while in (a) and (b) some arbitrarily
selected level sets are shown, (c) and (d) show the surface with r0 = 1.0. (e) and (f) show
results obtained with the Surface FEM where the one considered surface has a radius of
1.0 at z = 0 and, therefore, (c) to (f) can be used to compare a Bulk Trace FEM solution
with a Surface FEM solution.
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(d) εcont

Fig. 5: Convergence results for the simultaneous solution of the axisymmetric test case, (a)
L2-error of the velocities, (b) (pseudo-)energy error, (c) residual error in the momentum
equations, and (d) residual error in the continuity equation. The numbers in the legends
are the polynomial orders {qgeom, qu, qp} of the FE function spaces.
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incompressiblilty constraint equals Eq. (4.9). Hence, the only equation which is different
in the weak form of stationary Navier–Stokes flow compared to stationary Stokes flow is
the momentum equation [8], calculated as

ϱ ·
∫
Γc

wu,t · (ut · ∇cov
Γ )ut dΓ +

∫
Γc

∇dir
Γ wu,t : σt (ut, p) dΓ

+α ·
∫
Γc

(u · n) · (wu · n) dΓ =

∫
Γc

wu,t · f t dΓ +

∫
∂Γc,N

wu,t · t̂t d∂Γ.
(5.2)

5.3 Weak form for all level sets in a bulk domain

Again the only change is in the momentum equation while the other equations and function
spaces remain unchanged from Sec. 4.2. For the momentum equation follows

ϱ ·
∫
Ω

wu,t · (ut · ∇cov
Γ )ut · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ +

∫
Ω

(
∇dir

Γ wu,t : σt (ut, p)
)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ

+ α ·
∫
Ω

(u · n) · (wu · n) · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ =

∫
Ω

wu,t · f t · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ

+

∫
∂ΩN

wu,t · t̂t · (q ·m) · ∥∇ϕ∥ d∂Ω.

(5.3)

The resulting continuous weak form is discretized analogously to the case of the stationary
Stokes flow as described in Sec. 4.3. This leads to the discretized weak form of the stationary
Navier–Stokes flow for the simultaneous analysis on all level sets which are embedded in a
bulk domain: Given a shear viscosity µ ∈ R+, fluid density ϱ ∈ R+, penalty parameter α,
body forces fh (x), and boundary tractions t̂

h
(x) on ∂Ωh

N, find the velocity field uh (x) ∈
SΩ,h
u and the pressure field ph (x) ∈ SΩ,h

p such that for all test functions
(
wh

u, w
h
p

)
∈

VΩ,h
u × VΩ,h

p , there holds in Ωh

ϱ ·
∫
Ωh

wh
u,t ·

(
uh

t · ∇cov
Γ

)
uh

t · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ +

∫
Ωh

(
∇dir

Γ wh
u,t : σt

(
uh

t , p
h
) )

· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ

+ α ·
∫
Ωh

(
uh · n

)
·
(
wh

u · n
)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ =

∫
Ωh

wh
u,t · fh

t · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ

+

∫
∂Ωh

N

wh
u,t · t̂

h

t · (q ·m) · ∥∇ϕ∥ d∂Ω,

(5.4)

∫
Ωh

wh
p · divΓ uh

t · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ = 0. (5.5)
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Picard’s iteration, a fixed-point iteration scheme, is applied to solve the nonlinear system
of equations which results due to the advection term in the (stationary) Navier–Stokes
equations. For further details on this iteration scheme, see, e.g., Sec. 6.3 in [1]. As an
alternative to Picard’s iteration, Newton’s method could be applied.

For the discretization, Taylor–Hood elements, i.e., qp = qu− 1, can be applied as in Sec. 4.
In addition, element pairs of equal-order for the velocity and pressure discretization, i.e.,
qp = qu can be used within the PSPG stabilization framework, c.f., [66, 1, 67, 68]. Then,
we add the PSPG stabilization term to the left hand side of Eq. (5.4), defined as

+

nel∑
i=1

∫
Ωel,i

τPSPG · 1
ϱ
·
(
∇Γw

h
p

) [
ϱ ·

(
uh

t · ∇cov
Γ

)
uh

t −P · divΓ σt

(
uh

t , p
h
)
− fh

t

]
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ.

(5.6)
For the geometry discretization we use elements of order qgeom = qu + 1. The stabilization
parameter τPSPG is defined as a function of the element size h.

For large Reynolds numbers, the solution, either obtained with Taylor–Hood elements
or the PSPG stabilization, may become unstable. In such cases, the SUPG method could
be applied [1, 67, 69, 70]. However, in the context of the simultaneous solution of flow
problems on all level sets within a bulk domain, this is beyond the scope of this paper.

5.4 Numerical results for stationary Navier–Stokes flow

5.4.1 Flow around an obstacle

These test cases are inspired by the two-dimensional bench mark in [71]. First, two-
dimensional geometries are embedded in a flat three-dimensional bulk domain. The bulk
domain including the embedded surfaces is then mapped to obtain a curved bulk domain
with curved embedded surfaces on which the stationary Navier–Stokes flows are simulated.
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Three different mappings are considered, see Fig. 6 for the resulting geometries, given as

φ1 =


x = a+ 0.1b+ 0.2c+ 0.1 · sin(a) + 0.2 · sin(b) + 0.3 · sin(2c)
y = 0.1a+ b− 0.2c+ 0.3 · sin(a) + 0.2 · sin(b) + 0.1 · sin(2c)− (c− 0.5)2

z = −0.2a+ 0.3b+ c+ 0.2 · sin(a) + 0.1 · sin(b) + 0.3 · sin(2c) + 0.25a2

 ,

φ2 =


x = cos(0.25 · π · a) · (s̄+ 1.2)

y = sin(0.25 · π · a) · (s̄+ 1.2)

z = c+ 0.5 · sin(2a) + 0.2 · sin(2b)

 , (5.7)

φ3 =


x = cos(0.25 · π · a) · (s̃+ 1.2)

y = sin(0.25 · π · a) · (s̃+ 1.2)

z = 6a
11

+ c− 10a·c
11

+ 50a2·c
121

− 30a2

121
+ 5(b− 0.205)2 + 0.5 · sin(2a) + 0.2 · sin(2b)

 ,

with s̄ = −(1 + q̄) · (b − 0.205) · cos(π/6 · (1 − a)), q̄ = −0.1a2 + 0.2a, and s̃ = −(1 −
0.1a2+0.2a) · (b−0.205) · cos(π/6 · (1−a)). a, b, and c are the Cartesian coordinates in the
undeformed, i.e., flat domain and x, y, and z are the Cartesian coordinates in which the
deformed, i.e., curved domain, is described. The flat bulk domain is defined as the channel
[0, 2.20]× [0, 0.41]× [0, 1/3] and the obstacle’s radius (the cylinder in the flat 2-dimensional
channel) is rb = 0.05 at the bottom (c = 0), rt = 0.06 at the top (c = 1/3), and varies
linearly in between. The obstacle is placed slightly unsymmetrically in the channel in y-
direction. The level-set function is defined as ϕ (a) = c. Fig. 6 visualizes the geometries
which are defined by these mappings.

Fig. 7 shows the discretization of the three geometries with some example mesh (coarser
than the mesh used for the computation) including the velocity profiles prescribed at the
inflow. The red arrows indicate the inflow boundary condition and the blue dots are nodes
on the no-slip boundary. Note that the geometry and the inflow velocities (length of the
red arrows) are scaled differently for each map in this visualization. The inflow boundary
condition is the quadratic velocity profile with umax = 1.5 and v = 0 in the flat case and is
mapped by the Jacobians of the respective mappings to ensure tangentiality of the velocities
at the inflow boundary. At the outflow, traction-free boundary conditions are prescribed.
The density is defined as ϱ = 1 and the viscosity is µ = 0.01. For the computation, the
bulk domain Ω is discretized by a mesh with 3760 elements. The orders for the geometry,
the velocity, and the pressure meshes are qgeom = 3, qu = 2, and qp = 1, respectively.

The results of these test cases are shown in Figs. 8 to 10. To verify that the simultaneous
solution produces the same results for selected level sets as indepedent, successive simula-



5.4 Numerical results for stationary Navier–Stokes flow 27

ab

c

xy

z
x

y

z

x

y

z

ϕ1

ϕ2

ϕ3

Fig. 6: The three different mappings φi with i ∈ [1, 2, 3] as defined in Eq. (5.7) for the geometry
definition of the cylinder flow test case. The bulk domain is shown in light blue and some
arbitrarily selected level sets are shown in different colours. Note that the view point is
different for each geometry for a better visualization.

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 7: Some mesh with highlighted nodes where velocities are prescribed. Mapping function
φ1 in (a), φ2 in (b), and φ3 in (c), respectively. Red arrows are shown for the prescribed
velocities at the inflow boundary, blue dots indicate the no-slip condition along the chan-
nel walls and the obstacle.
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tions with the Surface FEM (SRF) [8] on these level sets, the differences of the pressure at
the front and back nodes of the cylindrical obstacle are compared, i.e., Figs. 8 to 10 (b).
The selected level sets Γc with c = {0, 1/6, 1/3} are used for the comparison. Furthermore,
we visually compare the results for the level set with c = 1/6 for the velocities (Euclidean
norm) and the pressure in Figs. 8 to 10 (c) and (e) for the Bulk Trace FEM (BTF) and
Figs. 8 to 10 (d) and (f) for the Surface FEM (SRF). Excellent agreements are observed,
confirming that the Bulk Trace FEM is successful in simultaneously solving for flow fields
on all level sets.

5.4.2 Driven cavity flow on manifolds

This test case is inspired by the bench mark from Ghia et al. [72] and its application to
stationary Navier–Stokes flow on one curved surface in [8]. Herein, a flat bulk domain
with embedded flat surfaces is mapped into a curved geometry. In the flat bulk domain,
each point is defined by the coordinates (a, b, c), i.e., Pflat (a) = [a, b, c]T. These points are
mapped with φ into the Euclidean coordinate system (x, y, z), i.e., Pcurved (x) = [x, y, z]T =

φ (Pflat) with

φ = x (a) =


x = a

y = b

z = α · (0.1 + c)1/2 · (−1 + 8a+ 2b− 8a2) · (1− b) + sin(c)

 .

The level-set function is defined as ϕ (a) = c. Fig. 11 shows the applied mapping for this
test case with α = 0.4 for the bulk domain Ω with some embedded level sets Γc.

The shear viscosity is defined as µ = 0.01. The Dirichlet boundary conditions along
the straight part of the Dirichlet boundary ∂ΩD,u,s ∈ [xD, yD = 1, zD] are u(z) = 1− 4 · zD
and v = w = 0 to get more variability in the results for each embedded surface. The height
along the straight Dirichlet boundary is defined as zD ∈ [0, 0.125] and xD ∈ [0, 1] is consid-
ered. On the other nodes of the Dirichlet boundary, i.e., ∂ΩD,u\∂ΩD,u,s, no-slip boundary
conditions, i.e., u = v = w = 0, are prescribed. At the nodes on ∂ΩN,p = [0.5, 0, z]T, the
pressure p = 0 is prescribed. For the computations shown herein, a mesh of 40 × 40 × 2

elements is used and shown together with the boundary conditions in Fig. 12.

The results of this test case are given in Fig. 13: (a) shows the velocity magnitudes on some
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(a) Bulk Trace FEM - ∥u∥ (b) ∆p over selected level sets ϕ

(c) Bulk Trace FEM - ∥u∥ (d) Surface FEM - ∥u∥

(e) Bulk Trace FEM - p (f) Surface FEM - p

Fig. 8: Results for mapping φ1. The velocity magnitudes obtained with the Bulk Trace FEM
on selected level sets are shown in (a) and (c), while in (d), a Surface FEM solution is
shown on one level set. The pressure difference at two nodes on the cylindrical obstacle,
obtained with the Bulk Trace FEM is shown in (b), the pressure field obtained with the
Bulk Trace FEM in (e) and with the Surface FEM in (f).
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(a) Bulk Trace FEM - ∥u∥ (b) ∆p over selected level sets ϕ

(c) Bulk Trace FEM - ∥u∥ (d) Surface FEM - ∥u∥

(e) Bulk Trace FEM - p (f) Surface FEM - p

Fig. 9: Results for mapping φ2. The velocity magnitudes obtained with the Bulk Trace FEM
on selected level sets are shown in (a) and (c), while in (d), a Surface FEM solution is
shown on one level set. The pressure difference at two nodes on the cylindrical obstacle,
obtained with the Bulk Trace FEM is shown in (b), the pressure field obtained with the
Bulk Trace FEM in (e) and with the Surface FEM in (f).
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(a) Bulk Trace FEM - ∥u∥ (b) ∆p over selected level sets ϕ

(c) Bulk Trace FEM - ∥u∥ (d) Surface FEM - ∥u∥

(e) Bulk Trace FEM - p (f) Surface FEM - p

Fig. 10: Results for mapping φ3. The velocity magnitudes obtained with the Bulk Trace FEM
on selected level sets are shown in (a) and (c), while in (d), a Surface FEM solution is
shown on one level set. The pressure difference at two nodes on the cylindrical obstacle,
obtained with the Bulk Trace FEM is shown in (b), the pressure field obtained with the
Bulk Trace FEM in (e) and with the Surface FEM in (f).
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ab

c

xy

z
ϕ

Fig. 11: The map φ for the geometry definition of the driven cavity test case. The bulk domain
is shown in light blue and some arbitrarily selected level sets are shown in different
colours.

(a) (b)

Fig. 12: The mesh with 40× 40 elements in x-y-direction and 2 elements in thickness direction
from two different perspectives in (a) and (b), respectively. The Dirichlet boundary
conditions are shown as red arrows for the prescribed non-zero velocity, the blue dots
indicate the no-slip condition. The red triangles show the nodes at which the pressure
boundary conditions are prescribed.
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selected level sets. Fig. 13(b) shows velocity profiles in analogy to [72] and in particular
to Fig. 10 in [8]. Along the horizontal centre line, the velocity profile for the velocity com-
ponent v and along the vertical centre line, the velocity profile for the velocity component
u are shown. The lines with the circular markers show the results for a selected surface
for which the solution is obtained by a Surface FEM computation using Taylor–Hood el-
ements. The triangular markers indicate the profiles for the Bulk Trace FEM solution
obtained with equal-order elements for the velocities and pressure with order qp = qu = 2

and PSPG stabilization. The stabilization parameter is defined in analogy to SUPG/PSPG
stabilization for Euclidean geometries [67] as

τPSPG =

[(
2∥uel,node∥

hel

)2

+

(
4µ

h2
el

)2
]−1/2

. (5.8)

Note that the norm of the velocities uel,node is evaluated within each element at each node
instead of using an averaged velocity for the entire element because the velocities might
be different on every surface which intersects with the element. The curves in Fig. 13(b)
belong to the following level sets Γc: LSF 1 in the legend refers to Γc=0.0, LSF 2 in the
legend refers to Γc=0.0625, and LSF 3 in the legend refers to Γc=0.125 where the index c refers
in this context to the height c in the flat domain which is identical to the height z of the
straight Dirichlet boundary ∂ΩD,u,s of the mapped bulk domain. The curves show that
the Surface FEM and Bulk Trace FEM solutions are almost identical on the selected level
sets. Fig. 13(c) shows the velocity magnitudes on the level set Γc=0.0625 and Fig. 13(d)
shows the same quantity obtained for this surface in a Surface FEM computation (with
Taylor–Hood elements, no stabilization). Comparing these two figures, also verifies that
visually the same solution is obtained by both numerical schemes and, therefore, that the
Bulk Trace FEM leads to correct solutions for each embedded surface.

6 Instationary Navier–Stokes flow

6.1 Strong form for one level set

Instationary Navier–Stokes flow is characterized by the time-dependency of the physical
fields, i.e., the velocity u = u (x, t) and the pressure p = p (x, t) are functions of space and
time t. Note that the domains of interest, i.e., the curved surfaces do not depend on time,
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(a) Bulk Trace FEM - ∥u∥ (b) velocity profiles

(c) Bulk Trace FEM - ∥u∥ (d) Surface FEM -∥u∥

Fig. 13: Results for the simultaneous solution of the driven cavity test case. The velocity
magnitudes obtained with the Bulk Trace FEM on selected level sets are shown in (a)
and (c), while in (d), a Surface FEM solution is shown on one level set. Profiles of the
velocity components u along the vertical centre axis and v along the horizontal centre
axis are shown for three different surfaces (LSF) in (b).
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i.e., they are fixed. The momentum equation for instationary Navier–Stokes flow is given
as [8, 7]

ϱ · (u̇t (x, t) + (ut · ∇cov
Γ )ut − gt (x, t))−P · divΓ σt (x, t) = 0. (6.1)

We consider the time interval τ = [0, T ] and the space-time domain Γc×τ in which Eqs. (4.2)
and (6.1) are solved. Derivatives w.r.t. time are denoted as □̇ = ∂□/∂t. Note that time is
indicated by t whereas □t refers to some tangential/in-plane vector/tensor quantities.

Additionally, the boundary conditions, i.e., Eqs. (3.5) and (3.6), are extended in time.
There are prescribed velocities ût (x, t) along ∂Γc,D×τ and tractions t̂t (x, t) along ∂Γc,N×τ

over time [8, 49]. Furthermore, the initial condition is defined as

ut (x, t) = u0
t (x) , with divΓu

0
t = 0 and u0

t · n = 0 ∀x ∈ Γc at t = 0. (6.2)

6.2 Weak form for one level set

Analogously to Sec. 4.2 and 5.2, the continuous weak form of the instationary Navier–
Stokes problem is stated as follows [8]: Given the fluid density ϱ ∈ R+, viscosity µ ∈ R+,
body force ϱ · gt (x, t) in Γc × τ , traction t̂t (x, t) on ∂Γc,N × τ , and initial condition u0 (x)

on Γc at t = 0 according to Eq. (6.2), find the velocity field ut (x, t) ∈ SΓ
u × τ and pressure

field p (x, t) ∈ SΓ
p × τ such that for all test functions (wu,t, wp) ∈ VΓ

u × VΓ
p , there holds in

Γc × τ

ϱ ·
∫
Γc

wu,t · (u̇t + (ut · ∇cov
Γ )ut − gt) dΓ +

∫
Γc

∇Γw
dir
u,t : σ (ut, p) dΓ

+α ·
∫
Γc

(u · n) · (wu · n) dΓ =

∫
∂Γc,N

wu,t · t̂t d∂Γ,
(6.3)

∫
Γc

wp · divΓ ut dΓ = 0. (6.4)

6.3 Weak form for all level sets in a bulk domain

Integration over the level-set interval and application of the co-area formula for the domain
and the boundary, respectively, leads to the weak form of the instationary Navier–Stokes
equations for all level sets embedded in a bulk domain. The continuous weak form is
omitted for brevity and we directly give the discrete weak form. Note that the space-time
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domain for one considered surface was introduced as Γc×τ . For the case where all surfaces
Γc over some bulk domain are considered, the space-time domain is defined as

Ω× τ =

( ⋃
c∈Φ

Γc

)
× τ (6.5)

with Φ = [ϕmin, ϕmax]. With that, the discrete weak form reads: Given the fluid density
ϱ ∈ R+, viscosity µ ∈ R+, body force ϱ ·gt (x, t) in Ω× τ , traction t̂t (x, t) on ∂ΩN× τ , and
initial condition u0 (x) at t = 0 according to (6.2), find the velocity field ut (x, t) ∈ SΩ

u × τ

and pressure field p (x, t) ∈ SΩ
p × τ such that for all test functions (wu,t, wp) ∈ VΩ

u × VΩ
p ,

there holds in Ω× τ

ϱ ·
∫
Ωh

wh
u,t ·

(
u̇h

t +
(
uh

t · ∇cov
Γ

)
uh

t − gh
t

)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ +

∫
Ωh

(
∇dir

Γ wh
u,t : σt

(
uh

t , p
h
) )

· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ

+α ·
∫
Ωh

(
uh · n

)
·
(
wh

u · n
)
· ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ =

∫
∂Ωh

N

wh
u,t · t̂

h

t · (q ·m) · ∥∇ϕ∥ d∂Ω,

(6.6)∫
Ωh

wh
p · divΓ uh

t · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ = 0. (6.7)

Note that we again omit the superscript h at geometric quantities and differential operators
for brevity. This discrete weak form leads to a system of non-linear semidiscrete equations
in time t ∈ τ

T · u̇t (t) + (D+A (ut)) · ut (t) +CT · p (t) +G · u = f (t) , (6.8)

C · ut (t) = 0, (6.9)

with an initial condition ut (t = 0). T is a mass matrix representing the time dependency,
D contains the diffusion part, A is the advection matrix, C comes from the continu-
ity equation, and G represents the penalty term. The vectors ut = [ũt, ṽt, w̃t]

T and
p contain the sought values for the velocities and the pressure, respectively. Note that
ũt = [ut,1, ut,2, . . . , ut,nq ]

T is the vector of the nodal values of the velocity component ut.
This system of equations is advanced in time by the Crank–Nicolson method.



6.4 Numerical results for instationary Navier–Stokes flow 37

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 14: The bulk domain in light blue and three different torus surfaces in (a) yellow, (b) green,
and (c) red.

6.4 Numerical results for instationary Navier–Stokes flow

6.4.1 Flow on a torus

This test case is based on similar examples for a single surface which are presented in
several publications to verify the approximation of the solution of surface Navier–Stokes
equations, e.g., in [73, 74] with finite elements, in [75] with discrete exterior calculus, and
in [16] with finite differences. The considered surfaces Γc are tori with a major radius
R = 2 and minor radius r ∈ [0.25, 0.75]. The tori are described by the level sets of

the function ϕ =
(√

x2 + y2 −R
)2

+ z2 − r2. The bulk domain Ω is the toroidal ring
bounded by Γc (r = 0.25) and Γc (r = 0.75). Fig. 14 shows the bulk domain in light blue
and three different embedded tori Γc. On these compact manifolds, a flow takes place which
is initiated by initial conditions of the velocity ut = [u, v, w]T tangential to the toroidal
surfaces and defined on the nodes with coordinates [x, y, z]T of the bulk domain as

ut =

u

v

w

 =


−y+2xz

8(rxy)
x−2yz
8(rxy)√
rxy−2

4
√
rxy

 , (6.10)

with rxy = x2 + y2. This definition of the initial conditions is similar to [16] where single
surfaces are considered. The fluid’s density is ϱ = 1 and the viscosity is set to η = 1. The
time step size in the Crank-Nicoloson time stepping scheme is ∆t = 0.1 for τ = [0, 60].
Taylor–Hood elements of order qu = 2, and qp = 1 are used. For the geometry, we use again
qgeom = 3. Fig. 15 shows the velocity on selected level sets at different times. As can be
seen in Figs. 15 and 16, the flow becomes stationary and the kinetic energy of each surface
defined as Ekin =

∫
Γc

1
2
ϱ|u|2 dΓ decreases to a constant value. Fig. 16 shows the kinetic
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(a) Γc (r = 0.25) , t = 0 (b) Γc (r = 0.25) , t = 60

(c) Γc (r = 0.50) , t = 0 (d) Γc (r = 0.50) , t = 60

(e) Γc (r = 0.75) , t = 0 (f) Γc (r = 0.75) , t = 60

Fig. 15: Results for the simultaneous solution of flow on a torus with major radius R = 2 and
minor radius (a) and (b) r = 0.25, (c) and (d) r = 0.5 , and (e) and (f) r = 0.75 at
different times. The light blue surface is the boundary surface of the bulk domain Ω.
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Fig. 16: The normalized kinetic energy over the time for three selected torus surfaces (LSF 1
to 3), once from the simultaneous solution with the Bulk Trace FEM (BTF) and once
obtained for each surface independently with the Surface FEM (SRF).

energy normalized by its value at the beginning Ēkin = Ekin/Ekin(t = 0) over the time
for the three surfaces which are also shown in Fig. 15. This shows that the simultaneous
solution with the Bulk Trace FEM leads to the same result when compared to solving each
surface independently by the Surface FEM.

6.4.2 Flow around an obstacle

In this section, we show the simultaneous solution of test cases on curved surfaces which
were used in Sec. 5.4.1 in the context of stationary Navier–Stokes flow and are inspired
by the Schäfer–Turek benchmark for a flat 2-dimensional domain, c.f., [71]. The definition
of the geometry is the same as in Sec. 5.4.1, i.e., mappings φ1 to φ3 as given in Eq. (5.7)
and shown in Fig. 6. Furthermore, the boundary conditions and the material parameters
except for the viscosity are the same as used for the stationary Navier–Stokes flow above.

The solutions for each surface are strongly nonlinear and, therefore, differ (significantly)
from each other. Depending on the geometry and the fluid’s parameters, the solution fields
may be not smooth (enough) any more to use the classical (isotropic) Taylor–Hood element
pairs for velocity and pressure. One possibility to overcome this problem is to introduce
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(a) velocity (b) pressure - isotropic (c) pressure - anisotropic

Fig. 17: The anisotropic mesh concept for Taylor–Hood elements. (a) and (b): mesh pair with
classical (isotropic) Taylor–Hood elements; (a) and (c): mesh pair with anisotropic
Taylor–Hood elements. The red dots in (c) are the additional DOFs of the anisotropic
case. Some level sets within the meshes are shown in grey.

an anisotropic Taylor–Hood element pair. In the anisotropic case, the discretization of the
bulk domain with respect to the level sets is as in the isotropic case, i.e., qp = qu−1, while
in the thickness direction (‘normal’ to the surfaces) the order is qp = qu. Fig. 17 shows
a comparison of some discretization using isotropic and anisotropic Taylor–Hood elements
for a generic geometry. The black dots are degrees of freedom (DOFs) of the velocity, the
blue circles are the DOFs for the pressure and the red dots are the additional DOFs of
the pressure which result from the anisotropic order of the elements used in the mesh for
the pressure discretization. Applying this concept in the Bulk Trace FEM for the insta-
tionary Navier–Stokes flow leads to satisfactory results. However, the disadvantage of the
method is that the meshes must be somewhat aligned to the level sets. Another strategy
to overcome this problem and get sufficient results in the simultaneous solutions, is to use
element pairs of equal-order for velocity and pressure together with a stabilization scheme,
i.e., PSPG stabilization [66] or the Brezzi–Pitkäranta stabilization [76] which is applied in
the context of the Trace FEM for one single surface in [18]. For the PSPG stabilization,
we add to the left hand side of Eq. (6.6) the following term

+

nel∑
i=1

∫
Ωel,i

τPSPG·
1

ϱ
·
(
∇Γw

h
p

) [
ϱ ·

(
u̇h

t +
(
uh

t · ∇cov
Γ

)
uh

t

)
−P · divΓ σt

(
uh

t , p
h
)
− fh

t

]
·∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ.

(6.11)
which is to be evaluated as a sum over the element interiors as usual in residual-based
stabilization schemes. For the Brezzi–Pitkäranta stabilization [76, 18], we add

+τp

∫
Ωh

∇Γw
h
p · ∇Γp

h · ∥∇ϕ∥ dΩ. (6.12)
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Note that for Euclidean geometries, i.e., ‘classical’ Navier–Stokes flows in Rd, d = {2, 3}
(not in a manifold context), the Brezzi–Pitkäranta stabilization is equivalent to the pressure
term in the PSPG stabilization. This is not the case in the context of curved surfaces
because the projector P is involved in the definition of the (Boussinesq–Scriven surface)
stress tensor, see Eq. 3.4. The stabilization parameter for the PSPG stabilization is defined
as

τPSPG =

[(
2

∆t

)2

+

(
2∥uel,node∥

hel

)2

+

(
4µ

h2
el

)2
]−1/2

(6.13)

which is analogously to Eq. (5.8) and closely related to [67]. For the Brezzi–Pitkäranta
stabilization, the parameter is chosen as τp = hel, see [18].

For the following computations, the shear viscosity is set to µ = 0.0015 for φ1 and φ2

and to µ = 0.002 for φ3. Fig. 18 shows the pressure difference between the front and the
back node at the obstacle over time for different mappings and computations done with iso-
and anisotropic Taylor–Hood elements. Note that for the case of anisotropic Taylor–Hood
elements, two surfaces more are shown in the figures than for the isotropic Taylor–Hood
elements because the anisotropic mesh includes more nodes due to the anisotropic pressure
mesh. The bulk domain Ω is discretized with 3760 elements. The order for the velocities
is qu = 2, and for the pressure qp = 1. The geometry is again considered with elements
of third order, qgeom = 3. The continuous lines show results obtained with the Bulk Trace
FEM and the dashed lines show the results obtained with the Surface FEM with Taylor–
Hood elements in all subfigures. These plots show that good agreement is obtained. There
is some offset between the results of the Bulk Trace FEM and the Surface FEM for the
isotropic element pairs and for φ3 also for the anisotropic case. However, this does not
significantly change the frequency and the pressure values and, therefore, these figures are
still an indication for good agreement between the simultaneous solution and the multiple
solutions on individual surfaces. Furthermore, we show plots of the velocity, pressure, and
vorticity fields at different times for the three mappings in Figs. 19 to 22, respectively.
The results of the simultaneous solutions shown in these figures are obtained with the
anisotropic Taylor–Hood elements and are compared to solutions computed with Surface
FEM for one selected surface defined by mapping φ1. Fig. 22 shows one selected figure for
each solution field for mappings φ2 and φ3. Further visualizations at other times and a
comparison with the Surface FEM are omitted for brevity.
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(a) φ1 - isotropic THE (b) φ1 - anisotropic THE

(c) φ2 - isotropic THE (d) φ2 - anisotropic THE

(e) φ3 - isotropic THE (f) φ3 - anisotropic THE

Fig. 18: The pressure difference on the obstacle over time. (a), (c), and (e) computed with
isotropic Taylor–Hood elements (THE) and (b), (d), and (f) computed with anisoptropic
THE for mappings φ1, φ2, and φ3, respectively.



6.4 Numerical results for instationary Navier–Stokes flow 43

(a) BTF, φ1, ∥u∥, t = 1 (b) SRF, φ1, ∥u∥, t = 1

(c) BTF, φ1, ∥u∥, t = 2 (d) SRF, φ1, ∥u∥, t = 2

(e) BTF, φ1, ∥u∥, t = 3 (f) SRF, φ1, ∥u∥, t = 3

Fig. 19: The velocity magnitudes with mapping φ1 on Γc=1/6. The left side shows Bulk Trace
FEM results and the right side Surface FEM results.
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(a) BTF, φ1, p, t = 1 (b) SRF, φ1, p, t = 1

(c) BTF, φ1, p, t = 2 (d) SRF, φ1, p, t = 2

(e) BTF, φ1, p, t = 3 (f) SRF, φ1, p, t = 3

Fig. 20: The pressure field of the flow with mapping φ1 on Γc=1/6. The left side shows Bulk
Trace FEM results and the right side Surface FEM results.
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(a) BTF, ω⋆, t = 1 (b) SRF, ω⋆, t = 1

(c) BTF, ω⋆, t = 2 (d) SRF, ω⋆, t = 2

(e) BTF, ω⋆, t = 3 (f) SRF, ω⋆, t = 3

Fig. 21: The scalar vorticity field ω⋆ of the flow with mapping φ1 on Γc=1/6. The left side shows
Bulk Trace FEM results and the right side Surface FEM results.
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(a) BTF, ∥u∥, t = 1.5 (b) SRF, ∥u∥, t = 1.5

(c) BTF, p, t = 1.5 (d) SRF, p, t = 1.5

(e) BTF, ω⋆, t = 1.5 (f) SRF, ω⋆, t = 1.5

Fig. 22: Results for mapping φ2 on the left side and for mapping φ3 on the right side.
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For lower viscosities, i.e., larger Reynolds numbers, isotropic Taylor–Hood elements may
not lead to satisfactory results as seen in Fig. 23. Herein, the viscosity for flows on surfaces
defined by mapping φ1 is set to η = 0.001. In Fig. 23 (a), isotropic Taylor–Hood elements
are used and it can be clearly seen that these results are not usable due to the differences
between the surfaces which result from the strong non-linearities in the solution fields.
When anisotropic Taylor–Hood elements or equal-order elements with qu = qp = 2 and a
stabilization technique are applied, the simultaneously computed results are clearly better.
Although, there are offsets between the simultaneously and for each surface independently
obtained solutions, the amplitudes and the frequencies are similar. Figs. 23 (a), (b), (c),
and (d) show the same flow situation computed with different methods, i.e., isotropic and
anisotropic Taylor–Hood elements, Brezzi–Pitkäranta stabilization, and PSPG stabiliza-
tion, respectively. For the other mappings the situation is similar for flows with lower
viscosity, yet not shown for brevity.

7 Conclusions and outlook

The simultaneous solution of Stokes (stationary) and Navier–Stokes flows (stationary and
instationary) on multiple curved surfaces is proposed in this paper. Therefore, the govern-
ing equations for one single surface in a coordinate-free formulation in their weak form are
used as a starting point and combined with co-area formulas to obtain a weak form which
simultaneously applies for all level sets embedded in a three-dimensional bulk domain. The
Bulk Trace FEM is employed to approximate the solution of these weak forms using arbi-
trary (higher-order) background meshes. These meshes are conforming to the boundary of
the surfaces and, hence, drawbacks of the classical Trace FEM for single surface solutions,
e.g., small cut-scenarios and, therefore, required stabilization techniques, do not occur in
the Bulk Trace FEM. Numerical examples validate the method obtaining higher-order con-
vergence rates for stationary Stokes flow. Good agreements to Surface FEM solutions on
selected, individual surfaces for stationary and instationary Navier–Stokes flows are con-
firmed.

The simultaneously generated results may be used in design processes to study different
variants of geometries, e.g., how a changing curvature changes the flow patterns. Fields
of applications could be in biomechanics, e.g., cell mechanics, physics, e.g., nuclear fusion
where flows on a torus are important, and other engineering applications in design and
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(a) φ1 - isotropic THE (b) φ1 - anisotropic THE

(c) φ1 - BP - stabilization (d) φ1 - PSPG stabilization

(e) φ2 - anisotropic THE - ∥u∥, t = 3 (f) φ3 - anisotropic THE - ω⋆, t = 3

Fig. 23: Results for Navier–Stokes flow with η = 0.001 on geometries implied by mapping φ1.
(a) to (d) show the pressure difference on the obstacle over time, where (a) is obtained
using (isotropic) Taylor–Hood elements (THE), (b) results from anisotropic THE, in (c)
the Brezzi–Pitkäranta (BP) stabilization and in (d) PSPG stabilisation is applied. In
(e) the velocity magnitudes and in (f) the vorticity on one selected surface are shown.
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optimization.

Further research shall focus on improvements for instationary Navier–Stokes equations.
Therefore, solution strategies should be obtained to better handle advection-induced in-
stabilities in the flow. A detailed investigation of optimal stabilization parameters for
Brezzi–Pitkäranta and PSPG stabilization techniques in the simultaneous solution is de-
sirable. A combination of the work proposed herein with the simultaneous solution of
structural shells or membranes to model biomechanical processes in cells is also an inter-
esting topic for future research.
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