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Intracellular protein patterns regulate many vital cellular functions, such as the processing of
spatiotemporal information or the control of shape deformations. To do so, pattern-forming systems
can be sensitive to the cell geometry by means of coupling the protein dynamics on the cell membrane
to dynamics in the cytosol. Recent studies demonstrated that modeling the cytosolic dynamics in
terms of an averaged protein pool disregards possibly crucial aspects of the pattern formation, most
importantly concentration gradients normal to the membrane. At the same time, the coupling of
two domains (surface and volume) with different dimensions renders many standard tools for the
numerical analysis of self-organizing systems inefficient. Here, we present a generic framework for
projecting the cytosolic dynamics onto the lower-dimensional surface that respects the influence
of cytosolic concentration gradients in static and evolving geometries. This method uses a priori
physical information about the system to approximate the cytosolic dynamics by a small number of
dominant characteristic concentration profiles (basis), akin to basis transformations of finite element
methods. As a proof of concept, we apply our framework to a toy model for volume-dependent
interrupted coarsening, evaluate the accuracy of the results for various basis choices, and discuss the
optimal basis choice for biologically relevant systems. Our analysis presents an efficient yet accurate
method for analysing pattern formation with surface–volume coupling in evolving geometries.

I. INTRODUCTION

Living organisms ensure their viability by precisely or-
chestrating a wide array of cellular functions, ranging
from subcellular information processing to morphogene-
sis. At the heart of these functions lie out-of-equilibrium
molecular systems: proteins whose spatio-temporal orga-
nization in cells is driven by chemical interactions with
other proteins and transport across the cell, commonly
referred to as reaction–diffusion systems. From these
two building blocks, complex information processing sys-
tems can emerge that allow the transmission of chemical
signals within the cell or encode temporal and spatial
cues [1–3]. Popular examples of such pattern-forming
protein systems are the Min system of Escherichia coli
which exhibits pole-to-pole oscillations in vivo [4] and
spiral waves or labyrinth patterns in vitro [5]; localiza-
tion of the budding site via Cdc42 in Saccharomyces cere-
visiae [6]; or polarity establishment by PAR proteins in
Caenorhabditis elegans [7].
In dynamically deforming geometries, pattern-forming

systems may gain the ability to engage in mechanochem-
ical feedback loops that can give rise to even more in-
teresting self-organizing dynamics and that play a key
role in the regulation of many cellular functions. Ex-
amples on the sub-cellular scale include the sensing and
generation of membrane curvature by membrane-binding
proteins [8–12] or the adaptive establishment of cell po-
larity [13]. On the single-cell and tissue level, pattern

∗ These authors contributed equally.
† frey@lmu.de

s1

s2z
c(s, z, t)

s1

s2

c(s, z, t) ≈ u(s, t)⋅v(z)

uk(s, t)

3D bulk–boundary system

2D boundary system
Projection

Figure 1. Schematic visualization of the projection of a time-
dependent bulk field c(s, z, t) (indicated by green (gray) slice)
in a three-dimensional bulk–boundary system onto the two-
dimensional boundary of the domain via an approximation
using multiple characteristic profiles vk(z) and corresponding
time dependent membrane fields uk(s, t) (indicated by green
(gray) lines).

formation in deforming geometries has been appreciated
in the context of biochemical coordination of cell motil-
ity [14–16], cell shape changes [17–20], and the control of
tissue morphogenesis [21, 22]. A central common feature
of many pattern-forming systems in dynamic geometries
is the coupling of two concurrently deforming domains –
the cell volume (or bulk) and the cell membrane (bound-
ary) – which models need to consider explicitly in order
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to accurately capture the mechanochemical coupling of
the protein dynamics to the geometry [3].

The realization of such systems in numerical simula-
tions, however, offers two fundamental challenges: first,
most numerical frameworks are not designed for solv-
ing reaction–diffusion dynamics in a deforming geome-
try, and including such deformations often abates the
performance considerably. Second, since the diffusion
of membrane-bound proteins is typically slow compared
to cytosolic proteins [23], the length scale of protein
patterns on membranes can be by orders of magnitude
shorter than the length scale of protein gradients in the
cell volume or the length scale of deformations. This re-
quires a high spatial resolution of the membrane and its
vicinity, resulting in a fine mesh with high number of
degrees of freedom that further slows down simulations.

A plethora of mathematical studies have focused on
reaction–diffusion dynamics on the surface of a deform-
ing geometry. Popular methods that are used in such
cases include specialized applications of the finite ele-
ment method (FEM) [24–26], level-set methods [27, 28],
and mesh-free approaches [29, 30]. However, it is of-
ten challenging to generalize these approaches to systems
with bulk–boundary coupling, i.e., systems with dynam-
ics both in the volume and on the surface of the deform-
ing geometry, as this requires handling the deformation
effects in two different domains simulatneously and in a
self-consistent manner [31]. Many studies of biological
systems handle this limitation by averaging the volume
dynamics either over infinitesimal surface patches (pro-
jection) or over the entire volume (reservoir) [32, 33].
While this approach yields acceptable results when the
volume dynamics are purely diffusive [34], it was recently
demonstrated that accounting for the bulk dynamics is
crucial for accurate predictions in the presence of bulk re-
actions [35–37]. This is because bulk reactions generically
lead to protein concentration gradients in the cytosol
which, by virtue of the bulk–boundary coupling, directly
affect the protein dynamics on the membrane and thereby
provide the basis for one type of geometry sensing [3]. In
studies committed to faithfully representing the reaction–
diffusion dynamics in deforming geometries, the phase–
field method has emerged as a promising strategy [15, 38–
46]. Phase–field models represent the dynamic geome-
try as an indicator function, allowing for arbitrary shape
changes and even topological changes [39, 47]. However,
this benefit comes at the cost of either requiring fine mesh
resolution everywhere in the simulated domain or using
adaptive mesh refinement [48, 49]. Furthermore, cou-
pling bulk dynamics to surface dynamics in phase–field
models raises additional challenges that are subject of
ongoing development [50, 51].

Here, we present an approach that exploits a pri-
ori knowledge about cytosolic gradients for modeling
reaction–diffusion dynamics with bulk–boundary cou-
pling in deforming geometries. Rather than solving the
ensuing partial differential equations (PDEs) in a meshed
bulk, we propose to project the bulk dynamics onto the

surface of the deforming geometry by decomposing the
bulk dynamics into a few dominant basis functions, es-
sentially reducing the spatial dimension of the system by
one [Fig. 1]. We show how to design projection meth-
ods based on information about the steady state of the
system at hand and compare three different techniques
– based on step functions, polynomials, and exponen-
tial functions – with respect to their accuracy in flat
and in deforming geometries. Our analysis demonstrates
that good approximations of the actual dynamics can be
achieved already with a single nonlinear basis function,
whereas a naive averaging of the bulk dynamics often
fails to capture the relevant dynamics entirely. Further-
more, we find that the projection method outperforms
standard FEM approaches by an up to five-fold speedup
in computation time, with most significant improvements
in systems with large volume.

This paper is structured as follows: In Sec. II, we first
introduce a generic projection method in a static one-
dimensional geometry and subsequently generalize our
approach to dynamic higher-dimensional geometries. We
show how to transfer techniques from FEM implementa-
tion to arbitrary basis choices and how a PDE defined on
a volume domain can be approximated by a set of PDEs
defined only on the volume’s boundary. In Sec. III we
test our approach on a toy model that shows geometry-
dependent arrested coarsening and compare different pro-
jection methods based on the quality of the approxima-
tion and the computational efficiency. We conclude with
a concise summary and an outlook.

II. BULK PROJECTION

In this section, we introduce a method to project the
dynamics of proteins in the bulk onto the membrane for a
flat geometry. We illustrate this method using a generic
model for a single protein species that can bind to and
unbind from the membrane and are degraded linearly
in the bulk. We then extend the projection method to
dynamically deforming membranes.

A. Static geometry

Consider a one-dimensional bulk B of height h [Fig. 2a].
The bulk (cytosolic) protein concentration on this line,
denoted by c(z, t), is assumed to obey no-flux (Neumann)
boundary conditions at the top of the line (z = h) and
Robin boundary conditions – where reactive fluxes are
balanced by diffusive fluxes onto the boundary – at the
bottom of the line (membrane at z = 0, denoted by S).
The protein concentration on the membrane is denoted
by m(t).

A generic (non–mass-conserving) bulk–boundary
reaction–diffusion system for a single protein species
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Figure 2. Schematic visualization of flat geometries. (a) A
one-dimensional bulk domain B (cytosol, blue/gray) of size h
is bounded by a reactive surface S (membrane, filled circle) on
one side and by a no-flux boundary on the other side (open
circle). (b) For a two-dimensional bulk domain of height h
and width L, the surface S is a one-dimensional line.

with linear degradation in the bulk can be written as

∂tc(z, t) = Dc ∂
2
zc(z, t)− λ · c(z, t) , (1a)

∂tm(t) = f0(m(t), c(0, t)) , (1b)

where the bulk dynamics are coupled to the membrane
via Robin and no-flux boundary conditions

−Dc ∂zc(z, t)|z=0 = −f0(m(t), c(0, t)) , (2a)

Dc ∂zc(z, t)|z=h = 0 . (2b)

Here, Dc denotes the diffusion constant in the bulk, λ is
a cytosolic degradation rate, and f0(m(t), c(0, t)) denotes
the reactive fluxes at the surface S. A generic choice for
the reaction at the boundary is

f0(m(t), c(0, t)) = a(m(t)) · c(0, t)− d(m(t)) ·m(t) ,

where the attachment a and detachment d to and from
the surface S may include (autocatalytic) nonlinear in-
teractions.

To project the dynamics in a one-dimensional bulk
onto the zero-dimensional surface S, we aim to rewrite
the partial differential equation (PDE) for the bulk dy-
namics in Eq. (1) as a set of N conveniently chosen ordi-
nary differential equations (ODEs) that approximate the
exact solution. Analogous to reaction–diffusion equations
that can be split into reaction and diffusion parts [Eq. (1)]
and boundary conditions [Eq. (2)], we thus aim for a set
of ODEs in the form of

∂tuk(t) = gReact + gDiff + gBC (3)

for k ∈ {0, . . . , N−1}. The symbolic functions g =
g
(
{uk(t)},m(t)

)
are placeholders for the contributions to

the ODE stemming from the bulk reactions, bulk diffu-
sion, and the boundary conditions, respectively. How can
one derive such a set of ODEs (or, in higher dimensions,
PDEs)?

To answer this question, we draw inspiration from nu-
merical methods for solving PDEs, specifically the finite

element method (FEM). The general idea of FEM ap-
proaches is to approximate the exact dynamics by a lin-
ear combination of contributions derived for simple basis
functions (finite elements), where each basis function rep-
resents the field value at a specific point in the meshed
simulation domain [52, 53]. Since, for generic applica-
tions, the dynamics of the concentration fields are not
known a priori, it is vital for an efficient FEM solver to
use simple basis functions with little overlap on a well-
resolved mesh. For physical systems, however, certain
properties of the field dynamics can be derived a priori.
For example, in a reaction–diffusion system with linear
bulk reactions as in Eq. (1), the characteristic diffusive

length scale in the bulk is ℓ =
√

Dc/λ [54]. In the fol-
lowing, we show how a more sophisticated choice of basis
functions that exploits such knowledge can simplify the
problem and reduce the complexity of numerical imple-
mentations solving the system’s dynamics.
While FEM in the context of numerical simulations

typically uses a single basis function per mesh point in the
simulated domain [53], we pursue a different approach us-
ing multiple basis functions vk(z) anchored to the bound-
ary of the domain [Fig. 3]. The different basis functions
are designed to reflect the geometry of the bulk domain
and to ensure that the relevant aspects of concentration
gradients perpendicular to the boundary can be captured
appropriately. In contrast to FEM, the coefficients uk(t)
are defined for mesh points on the membrane so that
all bulk variations are captured by the height-dependent
basis functions vk(z). With this (incomplete) basis, the
actual bulk dynamics are approximated by

c(z, t) ≈
∑
k

uk(t) · vk(z) . (4)

Inserting this ansatz into the reaction–diffusion equa-
tions (1) and (2) yields, after partially integrating the
diffusion term and taking the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ with a
basis function vk (Galerkin projection [53]), a set of cou-
pled ODEs for the coefficients uk (detailed derivation in
Appendix A):

Gkl ∂tuk(t) = −f0
(
m(t), {uk(t)}

)
vl(0)︸ ︷︷ ︸

gBC

+

−Dc Aml um(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
gDiff

−λGlm um(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
gReact

. (5)

Here and in the following, we use Einstein sum conven-
tion over double indices. With the inner product

⟨v(z), w(z)⟩ =
∫ h

0

dz v(z)w(z)

the mass matrix (or Gram matrix) Gkl and stiffness ma-
trix Akl are defined as

Gkl = ⟨vk(z), vl(z)⟩ ,
Akl = ⟨∂zvk(z), ∂zvl(z)⟩ . (6)
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(a) FEM basis (piecewise linear) (b) cosh-based basis (c) polynomial basis (d) piecewise constant basis
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Figure 3. Comparison of different basis choices. Individual basis functions are indicated by different shades of gray. (a) Typical
choice of piecewise linear basis functions used in FEM with irregular mesh (mesh points indicated by open circles). (b) Or-
thonormalized basis derived from vk = cosh

(
(h−z)/ℓk

)
with ℓk = {∞, 1, 2}. This basis choice can capture strong gradients

close to the membrane (z = 0) paired with weak gradients at large heights, but not vice versa. (c) Orthonormalized basis
derivd from vk = (z − h)2k. (d) Orthonormalized piecewise constant basis with increasing layer heights hk for fine resolution
of the membrane-proximal region.

From here on we will omit all function arguments unless
needed for clarity.

The set of ODEs in Eq. (5), together with the basis
{vk}, yield an approximation of the time evolution of
the bulk field c, where the quality of the approximation
critically depends on the basis choice. What is a good
choice for the basis {vk}? In general, the basis needs to
be chosen such that it can capture the main features of
the bulk dynamics. Specifically, this requires that both
the field c as well as its gradient ∂zc are approximated
well by the projection uk vk. Indeed, it has been shown
that the coefficients uk obtained from uk = (G−1)kl⟨vl, c⟩
yield the best possible approximation for the field c for
a given basis choice {vk} [53]. However, no such state-
ment exists for the gradient ∂zc, and the same coefficients
uk can result in a low-quality approximation of the gra-
dient for improper basis choices. Here we present two
ways to resolve this problem: (i) by choosing a basis
that is expected a priori to yield good approximations
for both field c and gradient ∂zc, or (ii) by making ad-
ditional choices for the gradients and thereby correct for
the low-quality approximation of the gradients.

The former approach strongly depends on the phys-
ical problem that is being studied. For example, for
protein reaction–diffusion systems with linear bulk re-
actions as specified in Eq. (1) and no-flux boundary con-
ditions at z=h, the steady state distribution can be de-
rived as c(z) ∼ cosh

(
(h − z)/ℓ

)
, with ℓ =

√
Dc/λ [54].

In this case, a natural choice for the basis would be a set
of hyperbolic cosine functions on varying length scales
[Fig. 3b], e.g.,

{vk(z)} =

{
1, cosh

(
h− z

ℓ

)
, cosh

(
h− z

2ℓ

)
, . . .

}
.

A mathematically more tractable choice for the same sys-
tem is {vk(z)} = {(h−z)k}, which corresponds to a poly-
nomial fit to the field c and can be expected to approxi-
mate shallow gradients well [Fig. 3c].

For the latter approach revolving around making ad-
ditional choices for the gradients, we only discuss a ba-
sis composed of orthogonal step functions, as this choice
will prove highly useful for deforming geometries later on.

For this, the bulk is divided in N sections of height hk,
where each basis function vk takes the form of a rectan-
gle function [Fig. 3d]. Since the derivative of these basis
functions at the interfaces zk are not well-defined, we in-
stead approximate the gradients in between the centers
of the step functions as an additional set of piecewise
constant functions, as derived in Appendix B. To high-
light this additional approximation, we indicate auxiliary
stiffness matrices constructed from such an artificial gra-
dient choice by a bar over the symbol (Ākl). For piece-
wise constant gradients, the resulting set of ODEs for the
coefficients uk then reads [Appendix B]

∂tuk = −δk0 f0 v0(0)−Dc Ākl ul + λuk , (7a)

Ākk =
2

hk + hk+1
+

2

hk + hk−1
, (7b)

Āk,k±1 = − 2

hk + hk±1
, (7c)

where δkl is the unit matrix and all other entries Ākl = 0.
It is instructive to compare this choice with standard fi-
nite element methods on a predefined mesh: in FEM im-
plementations, basis functions are typically non-zero only
in the direct vicinity of a specific mesh point, similar to
the step functions that are non-zero only for a fraction of
the bulk domain [Fig. 3d] [53]. Furthermore, FEM basis
functions are typically piecewise linear, such that their
gradients are piecewise constant and thus the stiffness
matrix takes a similar form as in Eq. 7a. Rather than
fully committing to the FEM approach, we here stick
to piecewise constant basis functions and the auxiliary
stiffness matrix Ākl since this will greatly simplify the
generalization to deforming geometries in the following
section.

B. Dynamically deforming geometries

We now generalize the idea of bulk projection to
dynamically deforming geometries. Consider a two-
dimensional domain B parametrized by r(s, z), where
s denotes the (arc-length) parametrization of the one-
dimensional membrane S, rS(s, t), and z ∈ [0, h] is the
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Figure 4. Schematic visualization of a deforming geometry.
The bulk domain B (cytosol, blue/gray) is parametrized by a
vector r(s, z; t), with z the distance from the reactive bound-
ary S (membrane, thick black line) measured along the nor-
mal vector n(s, t). The boundary itself is parametrized by
rS(s, t) = r(s, 0; t).

distance from the membrane [Fig. 4]:

r(s, z; t) = rS(s, t) + z n̂(s, t) . (8)

The vector n̂ is the normal vector on the membrane. The
bulk dynamics specified in Eq. (1) in such a dynamic
geometry read [12]

1
√
g
∂t
(√

g c
)
= Dc ∆LBc+ λ · c , (9a)

∆LBc =
1
√
g
∂i
(√

ggij∂jc
)
, (9b)

with the Laplace-Beltrami operator ∆LB, the metric ten-
sor gij , and the square root of the metric determinant
√
g ≡

√
det(g). Furthermore, we generalize the inner

product, the Gram matrix G, and the stiffness matrix A
to the deformable geometry:

⟨u(z), v(z)⟩ij =
∫ h

0

dz
√
g(s, z; t) gij(s, z; t)u(z) · v(z) ,

Gij
kl(s, t) = ⟨ vk, vl⟩ij , (10)

Aij
kl(s, t) = ⟨∂zvk, ∂zv⟩ij ,

so that Gkl ≡ Gzz
kl = ⟨vk, vl⟩zz, and analogous for Akl.

In Appendix A, we use these definitions to derive the
weak formulation and Galerkin projection [53] of the bulk
dynamics in a deforming geometry as specified in Eq. (8).
The resulting generalized set of PDEs for the coefficients
reads

Gkl∂tuk = −um (∂tG)lm︸ ︷︷ ︸
gGeom

+Dc ∂s
(
Gss

lm ∂sum

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
gS

+ (11)

+Dc

[√
g∂zc vl

]h
0
−Dc um Alm + λum Glm .

In comparison to the set of ODEs in Eq. (5), two new
terms have emerged in addition to the redefined coupling
matrices: The contribution gGeom accounts for deforma-
tions of the domain (dilation and compression), and gS
accounts for the diffusion parallel to the membrane.

x
z

Surface S

Bulk B

(a) (b)

h

h = l

c*S

0
0

0.2

5

Figure 5. (a) Schematic reactions in the geometry-sensitive
coarsening toy model. A protein can bind to an unbind from
the membrane in its active state (solid). In the bulk, the
protein undergoes deactivation (dashed). On the membrane,
inactive proteins can be activated assisted by active bulk pro-
teins. The inactive proteins are assumed to be abundant
(reservoir) and undergo linear binding to and unbinding from
the membrane, thereby maintaining a constant concentration
on the membrane. (b) The steady-state concentration of the
bulk field close to the membrane c∗S increases with bulk height
for h ≲ ℓ but is approximately constant for h ≫ l.

Strikingly, this formulation holds for any basis where
all elements {vk} are weakly differentiable on [0, h]. In
addition, the formulation can be adjusted for a basis of
orthogonal step functions by appropriate rescaling of the
stiffness matrix Ākl [Appendix B]. This offers significant
advantages compared to an explicit simulation of the bulk
dynamics: first, the number of degrees of freedom can
be reduced significantly by avoiding a meshed bulk do-
main. Second, similar to other methods that use an ex-
plicit parametrization of the geometry, our approach also
makes a dynamic remeshing of the deforming bulk obso-
lete. These advantages come at the cost of having to
settle on a basis a priori, where the quality of the ap-
proximation critically depends on the basis choice.
With the projection step in Eq. (11), one therefore con-

verts a reaction–diffusion system with coupled PDEs in
the bulk and on the membrane into a set of PDEs that
are defined only on the membrane. This approach yields
an effective reduction of the system’s spatial dimension
(e.g., from a three-dimensional bulk to a two-dimensional
membrane) while accounting for bulk gradients in an ap-
proximate manner and thereby respects the effect of the
bulk geometry on the protein dynamics. The accuracy
of this approximation depends on the basis choice {vk}.
These benefits come at the cost of introducing one addi-
tional PDE on the membrane for each basis function.

III. EXAMPLES

In the following, we present and discuss an explicit
application of our dimensionality reduction method for
a simple toy model, with particular focus on compar-
ing different basis choices and on the influence of the
bulk geometry. For this, we extend a previously studied
model showing interrupted coarsening by introducing an
explicit sensitivity to the bulk geometry [55, 56]. This
choice allows to easily quantify the effect of the bulk ge-



6

ometry and, most importantly, how well the bulk dynam-
ics are captured by the projection method by means of
the pattern length scale after coarsening is interrupted.
In this model, we consider a protein that switches be-
tween an active and an inactive state and prevails ei-
ther in the bulk or on the membrane [Fig. 5a]. In the
active state, the protein can bind and recruit itself to
the membrane, and undergoes enzyme-mediated detach-
ment. Active proteins deactivate both on the membrane
and in the bulk, but are assumed to be reactivated only
on the membrane and assisted by membrane-proximal ac-
tive bulk proteins. For simplicity, we furthermore assume
that the inactive proteins comprise an abundant reservoir
maintaining a constant concentration on the membrane
and are therefore not modeled explicitly. The reaction–
diffusion equations for the active proteins on the mem-
brane m(x, t) and in the bulk c(x, t) then read [55, 56]

∂tm = Dm ∂2
xm+ f(m, c|S) + ζ(m, c|S) , (12a)

∂tc = Dc ∇2c− λ c , (12b)

with Robin boundary conditions

Dc n · ∇c|S = −f(m, c|S) , (13)

where the mass-conserving binding kinetics of active pro-
teins are given by

f(m, c|S) = (1 +m) · c|S − m

1 +m
. (14)

Here, c|S = c(x, z=0) denotes the cytosolic concentration
at the membrane, and we have set all reaction rates and
parameters to 1 for simplicity. In addition, the non-mass-
conserving part corresponding to the (de-)activation of
proteins on the membrane (by exchange with an abun-
dant reservoir [Fig. 5a]) is

ζ(m, c|S) = p c|S − ϵm (15)

with an effective activation rate p and deactivation rate ϵ.
With Robin boundary conditions at the membrane and
linear degradation, the bulk concentration has an associ-
ated length scale ℓ =

√
Dc/λ characterizing gradients at

the steady state [54]. For simplicity, we further nondi-
mensionalize this toy model by enforcing ℓ = 1, so that
the system height h as well as all other distances will al-
ways be given in units of the characteristic length scale
(full parameter list in Table I).

In Fig. 6a, we show kymographs of two realizations
of this system on a domain of width L = 20 and at
bulk heights h = 1 and h = 10 obtained from FEM
simulations that explicitly account for the bulk dynam-
ics. The system undergoes interrupted coarsening, where
initially multiple peaks of high protein concentration on
the membrane (green) form that subsequently merge or
vanish (coarsening) until only a few peaks remain (in-
terruption). After coarsening is interrupted, peaks rear-
range to accomodate approximately equidistant spacing

101 107Time

Po
sit
io
n

0

20

101 107Time

Λ

mmin

mmax

101 107Time

μ Λ
(t
)

0

5

0

5

(a)

(b)

101 107Time

h = 1 h = 10

Figure 6. (a) Typical kymographs m(x, t) of the model spec-
ified in Eqs. (12) for h = 1 (left column) and for h = 10
(right column). The system undergoes interrupted coarsen-
ing and subsequent wavelength selection. Time is shown on
a log scale. The peak distance Λ is indicated in the inset.
(b) Mean peak distance µΛ for the two kymographs shown in
panel (a). At large system heights, coarsening is interrupted
at considerably higher mean peak distances than for small
system heights.

Λ between them. A signature of interrupted coarsen-
ing is the mean peak distance µΛ saturating at finite
values [Fig. 6b]. For the reaction–diffusion system in
Eq. (12), the coarsening process is predominantly con-
trolled by the (de-)activation of proteins on the mem-
brane ζ(m, c|S) [56] and thus depends on the membrane-
proximal bulk concentration c|S . Since this membrane-
proximal bulk concentration in turn depends on the sys-
tem height h [Fig. 5b], the coarsening interruption is sen-
sitive to the bulk geometry. Importantly, similar to the
steady-state concentration c∗S(h) shown in Fig. 5b, we ex-
pect a nonlinear dependence of the mean peak distance
on the system height µΛ(h), with an approximately linear
dependence for h ≲ ℓ and no variation for h ≫ ℓ.

A. Basis choices

As a naive direct projection of the bulk dynamics onto
the membrane one may choose to average the bulk field
c over the z-direction. This corresponds to choosing a
basis vk(z) = {1} with a constant function as the only
basis element [Fig. 7a]. By definition, this ansatz dis-
regards all gradients in the bulk field. These gradients
are shallow for small bulk heights h < ℓ, however they
become significant when the bulk height is larger than
the characteristic length scale of bulk gradients, h > ℓ.
Consequently, this naive projection captures the average
pattern length scale µΛ only for small bulk heights but
fails for large bulk heights [Fig. 8a].

In the next step, we extend the projection basis by
one additional element to capture the bulk gradients, i.e.,
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Figure 7. Approximation of the steady-state bulk concentration profile c(z) for the system specified in Eq. (12) (black, dashed)
using finite bases vk(z) for bulk height h = 2ℓ. Top row shows the best approximation by least squares u(z) = uk vk(z)
(green/gray), bottom row shows the deviation from the exact profile δu(z) = c(z)− u(z). (a) Naive projection averaging over
the bulk height (N = 1). (b) A basis using a hyperbolic cosine fully captures the steady-state concentration profile (N = 1).
(c) A polynomial basis yields good approximations for sufficiently small bulk heights (N = 2). (d,e) A piecewise constant basis
yields considerable deviations from the exact profile which can be reduced by increasing the number of basis functions/“layers”
(N ≥ 2).

variations in z-direction. To specify this additional ba-
sis element, we use the system’s laterally homogeneous
steady state (constant parallel to the membrane), which
can be calculated analytically for the linear reactions as
defined in Eq. (12) [54]:

c∗(x) = c∗(z=0) ·
cosh

(
h−z
ℓ

)
cosh(h/ℓ)

, (16)

where c∗(z=0) = c∗S is the steady state concentration at
the membrane. In the rescaled system with ℓ = 1, the
steady state profile can be represented exactly by a one-
dimensional basis vk(z) = {cosh(h−z)}. Using this basis,
gradients on the length scale of the characteristic scale ℓ
are captured exactly [Fig. 7b].

In between these two limiting cases (naive averaging
using vk = {1} and full recovery of the steady state us-
ing vk = {cosh(h−z)}) a plethora of other basis choices
can be imagined. The suitability of a specific basis choice
depends on the desired application. For example, while a
hyperbolic cosine-derived basis captures the steady state
bulk profile exactly in a flat geometry, no closed-form
expressions for required Gram tensor Gij

kl and stiffness

tensor Aij
kl as defined in Eq. (10) may exist for deformed

geometries with non-trivial metric gij , making them un-
suitable for numerical implementations. In particular, it
is desirable to calculate the Gram and stiffness tensors
as functions of time – which requires the inner products
to be solved analytically – since this allows a more flexi-
ble implementation compared to recalculating the tensors
after each time step by solving the inner products numer-
ically. To achieve this, one may expand the exact profile
as a power series that respects the no-flux boundary con-
dition at z=h, i.e., using a polynomial basis with even
powers [Fig. 7c].

Alternatively, one may choose a set of piecewise con-

stant basis functions that splits the bulk into N distinct
sections of height hk to approximate the bulk concentra-
tion profiles [Fig. 7d]. Similar to finite element meth-
ods, the coefficients uk then denote the average value
of the bulk field in the kth section. By tuning the sec-
tion heights hk the approximation can be refined in re-
gions with comparably sharper bulk gradients. For exam-
ple, the membrane-proximal region for the toy model in
Eq. (12) requires a finer resolution along the z-direction
than regions at the opposing no-flux boundary due to the
shallow gradient at z=h [Fig. 7d]. The accuracy of the
approximation can further be improved by increasing the
number of basis functions [Fig. 7e].
The comparison of the approximated steady-state con-

centration profile with the exact counterpart can provide
preliminary intuition about appropriate basis choices.
However, when studying the dynamic case, additional
aspects of the bulk concentration may become relevant.
For example, the hyperbolic cosine in Fig. 7b can cap-
ture the long-term (steady state) dynamics but will not
account for sharp bulk gradients as the steady state is
approached. How do the basis choices perform for ap-
proximating the protein dynamics?

B. Flat and static geometry

To address this question, we first focus on flat and
static geometries [Fig. 2]. Since the projection of the
bulk dynamics onto the membrane is a qualitative ap-
proximation, it is not expected that patterns obtained
from the full system and from the approximation match
quantitatively. Instead, we are interested in capturing
the qualitative characteristics of the patterns and com-
pare the pattern’s statistical properties to measure the
quality of a basis choice. For the interrupted coarsening
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(a) cosh-based basis (b) piecewise constant basis

Figure 8. Comparison of the mean peak distance µΛ after
coarsening using the projection method with different basis
choices. Reference values obtained from explicit FEM simu-
lations including the bulk are shown as dashed lines. (a) Hy-
perbolic cosine-derived basis with increasing number of basis
functions indicated by darker shades of green (dark gray).
(b) Piecewise constant basis with increasing number of basis
functions indicated by darker shades of blue (light gray). The
case N = 1 corresponds to naive averaging of the bulk dy-
namics and predicts no pattern for h > 1, indicated by the
striped region.

system in Eq. (12), the most important statistical prop-
erty is the mean value µΛ of the distance between peaks
Λ after coarsening is interrupted [Fig. 6].

For this, we solved the PDEs for the full system and for
the projected counterparts on a domain of length L = 50
with varying bulk height 10−1 ≤ h ≤ 101 until coarsening
was interrupted (total simulation time T = 107; random
perturbations around the homogeneous steady state as
initial conditions) and extracted the mean peak distance
µΛ at the final time point. To reduce artifacts from ini-
tial conditions, the results are averaged over five repeats
with varying initial conditions each. In Fig. 8a, we com-
pare these results for the full system (reference) as well
as three different basis choices derived from hyperbolic
cosines:

N = 1 : vk =
{
cosh(h−z)

}
,

N = 2 : vk =
{
1, cosh(h−z)

}
,

N = 3 : vk =
{
1, cosh(h−z), cosh

(
h−z
ℓ2

)}
with a variable length scale ℓ2 in the latter case. All basis
choices reliably capture the characteristic shape of the
reference µΛ(h), however they consistently overestimate
the true mean peak distance [Fig. 8a]. Importantly, even

though the basis with v
(N=1)
k = {cosh(h−z)} can capture

the steady state exactly as shown in Fig. 7b, additional
basis functions are required to reduce the deviation from
the reference in the dynamic case.

Figure 8b shows the quantification of mean peak dis-
tances using a piecewise constant basis for projecting the
bulk dynamics [Fig. 7a,d,e]. The case N = 1 corresponds
to a naive averaging of the bulk dynamics and deviates
significantly from the reference value µΛ(h) already for
small bulk heights h < ℓ. For h ≥ ℓ, the naive pro-
jection predicts no patterns at all (shaded region) and
is insufficient for capturing the bulkd–boundary coupled

1/K h

I
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I
I I I I I I I I I I

I
I

I

(a) (b)

flat geometry
compressed
membrane

bulk-boundary ratio dV/dA

dV/dA > 10

dA

dV bent membrane
h

K

-1

0

1
0 10

0 10

Figure 9. (a) Schematic visualization of two distinct types
of deformation: top right, deformation by compression of the
domain along the tangential direction of the membrane, in-
dicated by smaller distance between black stripes. Bottom
right, deformation by bending the membrane with curvature
K while keeping the metric on the membrane constant, in-
dicated by equidistant black stripes. Inset, definition of the
bulk–boundary ratio dV/dA. (b) Bulk–boundary ratio for
varying bulk heights and membrane curvatures. For studying
the projection method in deforming geometries, we consider
a geometry that oscillates between flat (black dot) and out-
ward bent (open dot). Additional characteristic geometries
are indicated by gray dots. For large bulk heights and strong
inward curvature, the bulk–boundary ratio is ill-defined due
to self-intersection of the bulk domain (white area).

reaction–diffusion dynamics. The predictions can again
be improved by introducing additional basis functions,
where already N = 2 basis functions approximately cap-
ture the characteristic shape of the reference µΛ(h) and
additional improvements are obtained for N = 3.
Importantly, even with just a single basis function

meaningful approximations of the actual dynamics can
be achieved for an adequate choice of the basis. This
becomes conspicuous by comparing the mean peak dis-
tances µΛ(h) in the case N = 1 for a cosh-derived basis
and the piecewise constant basis in Fig. 8 (light green
and blue lines). With only one basis function, the naive
averaging cannot be used to approximate the system’s
dynamics, whereas for the hyperbolic cosine basis a sin-
gle basis function is sufficient to capture the geometry-
dependent characteristics of the system. This improve-
ment is achieved by leveraging the a priori knowledge
about the system’s sensitivity to the bulk geometry and
respecting this sensitivity in the projection step.

C. Curved and dynamic geometry

So far, we discussed the accuracy of the projection
ansatz for a flat and static geometry. How does this
method perform in a dynamically deforming geometry?
In general, two types of deformations can be distin-
guished: deformations that lead to a (local) in-plane
compression or stretching of the boundary domain while
keeping the shape of the entire domain unchanged, and
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deformations that keep the metric of the membrane in-
variant but cause out-of-plane shape changes [Fig. 9a].
In the former case, the membrane is directly affected by
the deformation, making it difficult to disentangle the ef-
fects of the bulk deformation from the membrane defor-
mation. Instead, we here focus on the latter case where
the reaction–diffusion dynamics on the membrane are not
directly affected by the geometry deformation but only
indirectly via the coupling to the dynamic bulk. This
allows to compare how well a certain basis choice can
capture bulk deformations.

To study such deforming geometries, we apply the
projection method presented in Section II B to the toy
model in Eq. (12) that shows height-dependent inter-
rupted coarsening. For this, we choose a geometry
parametrization r(s, z; t) that leaves the metric on the
boundary invariant (i.e., |∂sr(s, 0; t)| = 1) but has a
spatio-temporally varying membrane curvature K(s, t)
[Fig. 9b, Appendix E]. Due to this dynamic curvature,
the local ratio of bulk volume to membrane area and
thereby the magnitude of the bulk field c(r, t) now also
vary in space and time [57]. Note that in the static and
flat case discussed above this ratio was only affected by
the bulk height h, since in this case the curvature is
K = 0 at all times [Fig. 9b].

Similar to the static case, where the bulk height af-
fects the mean peak distance µΛ(h), the interrupted
coarsening in a dynamic geometry depends on the bulk–
boundary ratio dV/dA and thus on the membrane cur-
vature K as shown in Fig. 9b. Modulating the mem-
brane curvature over time thus provides a straightforward
method for probing the ability of the projection method
to capture effects of the dynamic geometry by comparing
the mean peak distance µΛ

(
K(t)

)
. For this, we vary the

curvature periodically and homogeneously,

K(s, t) =
Kmax

2

(
1− cos(2π t/T )

)
(17)

with periodicity T = 106 and maximum membrane cur-
vature Kmax = −1. Figure 10a shows a typical ky-
mograph of the membrane concentration m(s, t) during
multiple deformation cycles. When the deformation is
strongest, the bulk–boundary ratio is maximal (equiva-
lent to an increased bulk height h, Fig. 8) and the mean
distance between peaks is large. As the geometry re-
turns to the flat shape, the pattern adapts by spawning
additional peaks and thereby decreasing the mean peak
distance µΛ.
In Fig. 10b,c we compare the periodic coarsening and

spawning of peaks for various basis choices, using a bulk
height h = 1 and maximum curvature Kmax = −1. Sim-
ilar to the flat case, the naive projection using a single
basis function vk(z) = {1} fails to capture the height-
dependent dynamics and predicts no patterns at any de-
formation state at this bulk height (not shown). To re-
produce the reference dynamics, at least two basis func-
tions are required. Note that a hyperbolic cosine basis
yields non-algebraic contributions for the projected PDEs
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Figure 10. (a) Sample kymograph of the membrane con-
centration m(s, t) for the toy model system in Eq. (12) in
a periodically deforming domain with membrane curvature
K(s, t) = Kmax/2 · (1− cos(2π t/T )) as indicated by the
sketches above the kymograph. The length of the membrane
in all deformation states is L = 10, the bulk height is h = 1.
At strongly bent states, the bulkd–boundary ratio is large
and the ensuing low concentration of the bulk field c leads
to fewer peaks compared to the flat state. (b) Mean peak
distance µΛ(t) for the reference system (black) and for a pro-
jection using a polynomial basis vk = {1, (h−z)2} (green/dark
gray), averaged over five samples with different initial condi-
tions each with system size L = 50. For the reference system,
results from individual samples are indicated in gray. The de-
formation is identical to the one shown in panel (a). (c) Mean
peak distance µΛ(t) for the reference system (black) and for
piecewise constant basis with N = 2 (light blue/light gray)
and N = 3 (dark blue/gray). For N = 1, no pattern forms
for this bulk height (not shown).

in deforming geometries and is therefore not suitable for
numerical implementation. Instead, we achieve qualita-
tively matching results by expanding the hyperbolic co-
sine to lowest order, in this case using a polynomial basis
with vk = {1, (h−z)2} [Fig. 10b]. For sufficiently small
deformations, the polynomial basis captures the reference
results with high accuracy, but considerable deviations
are observed at strong deformations. As an alternative, a
piecewise constant basis with two or more basis functions
may be used [Fig. 10c]. Interestingly, the piecwise con-
stant basis captures the pattern statistics more robustly
across the entire deformation cycle than the polynomial
basis even for only N = 2 basis functions. The reason for
this lies in the polynomial basis being derived from the
steady state concentration profile in a flat geometry. For
strong deformations, this steady state profile may change
its shape significantly so that the polynomial basis does
not capture the relevant bulk gradients anymore.
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IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have presented a method for using
a priori knowledge about the physical characteristics of
a bulk–boundary reaction–diffusion system to reduce the
complexity of the underlying model and thereby simplify
the numerical implementation of the system. Specifically,
we proposed a systematic approach to project the field
dynamics in a volume onto the surface while respecting
the (possibly deforming) geometry of the volume and ac-
counting for spatial gradients normal to the surface. We
showed that this method yields more accurate approxi-
mations of the actual dynamics than a naive projection
based on averaging the field dynamics over the volume.
At the same time, the projection approach effectively
lowers the dimension of the problem by one and thus re-
duces the computational cost of numerically solving the
reaction–diffusion dynamics considerably (approximately
5-fold compared to direct FEM implementations). As a
proof of concept, we applied our method to a generic
model showing interrupted coarsening, where the statis-
tical properties of the coarsening dynamics are sensitive
to the geometry of the volume. We evaluated the ac-
curacy of multiple projection methods in both static and
deforming geometries and found that for linear bulk reac-
tions a set of two basis functions already leads to good ap-
proximations of the actual dynamics for all bulk heights.
Using three or more basis functions provides minor im-
provements that in general do not outweigh the increase
in computation time due to the additional fields.

We emphasize that the projection of the bulk dynam-
ics onto the membrane as presented in this article is
only an approximation of the actual dynamics. In con-
trast to finite element methods, where accuracy can of-
ten be increased simply by refining the mesh [53], the
accuracy of the projection strongly depends on the ba-
sis choice. Leveraging the full potential of the projec-
tion method therefore requires to make use of a priori
knowledge about the physical properties of the system
at hand, such as the system’s steady state profiles [54].
A physics-informed projection can, by virtue of the di-
mensionality reduction, simplify the analytical and nu-
merical assessment of pattern-forming system. However,
we stress that no significant benefits compared to FEM
implementations are to be expected for uninformed or
arbitrary basis choices.

In our derivations of the projection method in de-
forming geometries we relied on the geometry to be
parametrizable and to have a constant height (as mea-
sured from the membrane). As a natural extension to
our results, it would be interesting to release these con-
straints. In particular, the projection method could
be coupled to phase–field implementations of reaction–
diffusion dynamics on deforming surfaces, which have
been extensively studied in the past [46, 50, 58]. For this,
a key challenge will be to implement a spatio-temporally
varying support of the basis functions to account for vari-
able volume height. Other extensions to our approach

could include hydrodynamic coupling of the field dy-
namics to the deforming geometry [22], which is an im-
portant aspect of many intracellular reaction–diffusion
systems [59–63], or basis functions that depend on time
or are non-local in time, as recently done for a phase-
separating system with bulk–boundary coupling [64].

Beyond the modeling of reaction–diffusion dynamics
in parametrized deforming geometries, we expect our re-
sults to have valuable applications for systems that re-
ciprocally couple the geometry deformation to the field
dynamics, specifically for curvature-generating protein
systems [65, 66]. Although the projection method only
yields an approximation of the true dynamics, we be-
lieve that our approach can have significant advantages
for large-scale sampling of the model parameter space in
simulations.
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Appendix A: General derivation of projection
methods

In this section, we provide a step-by-step derivation
of the projection method for arbitrarily deforming ge-
ometries. For additional information on finite element
methods, which are conceptually similar to the projec-
tion method introduced here, we refer to pertinent text-
books [52, 53].

We start from a reaction–diffusion equation for a sin-
gle field in a deforming parametrizable geometry (spec-
ified by r(s, z, t), c.f. Fig. 4, with the bulk extending
in z-direction) with Robin boundary conditions at the
surface S (specified by rS(s, t) = r(s, 0, t)) and no-flux
boundaries elsewhere:

1
√
g
∂t
(√

g c
)
= Dc ∆LBc+ f(c) , (A1)

−Dc n̂(s, t) ·∇c|S = fS(c|S ; s, t) , (A2)

with ∆LBc =
1
√
g
∂i
(√

ggij∂jc
)
. (A3)

The functions f and fS denote the bulk reactions and
the bulkd–boundary coupling, respectively, and are both
assumed to be polynomial in c. We constrain ourselves
to systems with constant bulk height h measured in the
normal direction at each point of the membrane. Con-
sequently, the z-direction is chosen to be normal to the
membrane. This allows to write the metric tensor in a
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block-diagonal form,

gij =

(
gS,i′j′ 0

0 1

)
, (A4)

where the indices i, j run over all coordinates {s, z} and
the indices i′, j′ run only over the surface coordinates {s}
so that gS,i′j′ is the metric along the coordinates s of the
reactive surface S. In this parametrization, the metric
determinant det(gij) is identical to the determinant of
the sub-metric, g ≡ det(gS,i′j′).

Analogous to finite element methods [53], we start by
transforming the PDE for c(s, z, t) to its weak form by in-
troducing a test function v(z) and an inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ij

on the dynamic geometry along the z-direction anchored
at each point s on the reactive surface:

⟨c(s, z, t), v(z)⟩ij =
∫ z

0

dz
√
g gij c(s, z, t) · v(z) , (A5)

⟨c(s, z, t), v(z)⟩ =
∫ z

0

dz
√
g c(s, z, t) · v(z) , (A6)

where we make use of the special form of the metric (A4)
to single out the z, z component of the inner product
⟨·, ·⟩zz = ⟨·, ·⟩ for easier readability. With this, the indi-
vidual terms of the partial differential equation (A1) in
weak form can be expressed as

〈
1
√
g
∂t
(√

g c
)
, v

〉
=

∫ z

0

dz ∂t
(√

g c
)
· v = ⟨∂tc, v⟩+

〈
1
√
g
c · ∂t

√
g, v

〉
, (A7)

⟨Dc ∆LBc, v⟩ = Dc

∫ z

0

dz
[
∂i′

(√
g gi

′j′ ∂j′c
)
· v + ∂z (

√
g ∂zc) · v

]
= Dc ∂i′ ⟨∂j′c, v⟩i

′j′
+Dc [

√
g ∂zc · v]h0 −Dc⟨∂zc, ∂zv⟩ . (A8)

Note that the index i′ runs over all coordinates exclud-
ing the z-coordinate, so that the derivative ∂i′ and the
integral over z can be interchanged. In the next step,
we apply a Galerkin projection [53]: instead of solving
the equations for arbitrary fields c(s, z, t) ∈ L2(B), we
only aim to find solutions for a subspace V ⊂ L2(S) ×
H1([0, h]). We choose this subspace such that all func-
tions u(s, z, t) ∈ V can be expressed as

u(s, z, t) = uk(s, t) vk(z) , (A9)

where vk(z) is a set of N basis functions in the Sobelov
space H1([0, h]) with k ∈ {1, . . . , N−1}, and we use Ein-
stein summation over double indices. To highlight the
difference between indices denoting spatial coordinates
(i, j) and indices denoting elements of the basis func-
tions (k, l,m), we use co-/contravariant notation for the
spatial coordinates but consistently lower indices for the
basis functions. For all elements of the subspace V , the
weak form of the differential equations can be rewritten
further via this separation ansatz (A9):〈

1
√
g
∂t
(√

g c
)
, v

〉
= (∂tuk)⟨vk, v⟩+ uk ∂t⟨vk, v⟩ ,

(A10)

⟨Dc ∆LBc, v⟩ = Dc ∂i′
[(
∂j′uk

)
⟨vk, v⟩i

′j′
]
+

+Dc [
√
g ∂zc · v]h0 +

−Dc uk⟨∂zvk, ∂zv⟩ . (A11)

For the boundary term [
√
g ∂zc·v]h0 , one may at this point

insert the boundary conditions fS (for h = 0) and the
no-flux boundary condition (for h = z). In the Galerkin
projection, the polynomial bulk reaction term f(c) takes
a special form. For the first and second order, for exam-
ple, the corresponding expressions are

⟨c, v⟩ = uk ⟨vk, v⟩ , (A12)

⟨c2, v⟩ = uk ul

∫ z

0

dz
√
g vk vl v , (A13)

and similarly for higher orders. Since the weak forms
Eqs. (A10)-(A13) hold for all test functions v ∈ V , one
may conveniently choose the basis functions vk to obtain
PDEs for the coefficients uk(s, t). Introducing a general-

ized Gram tensor Gij
kl, a multilinear variant of the Gram

tensor Gij
k1···kn

, and a generalized stiffness tensor Aij
kl as

Gij
kl =

∫ z

0

dz
√
g gij vk vl = ⟨vk, vl⟩ij , (A14)

Gij
k1···kn

=

∫ z

0

dz
√
g gij vk1

· · · vkn
, (A15)

Aij
kl =

∫ z

0

dz
√
g gij (∂zvk)(∂zvl)

= ⟨∂zvk, ∂zvl⟩ij , (A16)

and abbreviating the entry Gzz
kl = ⟨vk, vl⟩ ≡ Gkl (sim-

ilarly for Akl and Gk1···kn
) yields a concise formulation

for the dynamics of uk(s, t):
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(∂tuk)Gkl + uk ∂tGkl︸ ︷︷ ︸
gGeom

= Dc ∂i′
[
(∂j′uk)G

i′j′

kl

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

gS-Diff

− √
g fS(uk vk) · vl|0︸ ︷︷ ︸

gBC

−Dc uk Akl︸ ︷︷ ︸
gz-Diff

+
∑
n

1
n!

∂nf
∂cnuk ul2 · · ·uln Gkl2···ln︸ ︷︷ ︸

gReact

.

(A17)

In the case of purely linear bulk reactions, the reaction
term reduces to gReact = λuk Gkl with linear reaction
rate λ, as applied in the toy model in Section III.

Importantly, for a parametrizable geometry, the gener-
alized Gram tensor and stiffness tensor can be calculated
independently of the actual reaction–diffusion dynamics.
In particular, they can be calculated prior to solving the
partial differential equations for the coefficients uk. The
task of solving the bulk dynamics is therefore largely
shifted to calculating the Gram and stiffness tensors,
which greatly reduces the number of degrees of freedom
required to numerically solving the PDEs. It should be
emphasized that this is the primary distinguishing aspect
compared to finite element methods: in FEM implemen-
tations, the Galerkin projection is performed for each
mesh point in the bulk and on the boundary [53]. For a
mesh size a and system width L and height h in d dimen-
sions, this results in a matrix of size O

(
(L/a)d−1 (h/a)

)
that needs to be diagonalized in each step. In contrast, by
projecting the bulk dynamics onto the membrane using
N basis functions the computational complexity is re-
duced to diagonalizing a matrix of size O

(
N (L/a)d−1

)
,

where FEM (or other standard methods) can be used
to solve the dynamics on the membrane. Specifically, the
projection method changes the size of the relevant matri-
ces by a factor N ·a/h, so that the computational benefit
is largest for low mesh sizes a and a small number of basis
functions N .

This improvement is possible by explicitly allowing
highly nonlinear basis functions in the projection ap-
proach and by adapting the basis functions choice to the
physical problem that is to be solved. For FEM, in con-
trast, it is often convenient to choose basis functions vk
with small support centered around the mesh points, as
this renders the Gram matrix G as well as other impor-
tant matrices sparse and thereby speeds up numerical
applications. The projection method abolishes this need
for basis functions with small support in the bulk, since
the Gram and stiffness matrices for the bulk dynamics
only need to be calculated once before solving the sys-
tem dynamics (however, Gram and stiffness matrix for
the boundary dynamics still need to diagonalized at each
time step). When choosing the basis for the projection
method, one is therefore not constrained by the small
support of the bulk basis functions, and instead the ba-
sis can be tuned to the physical properties of the system.
A good choice of basis functions is therefore crucial for
leveraging the full potential of this dimensionality reduc-
tion approach.

Appendix B: Basis of orthogonal step functions

In this section, we discuss how the stiffness matrix
Akl needs to be adjusted when choosing a basis con-
sisting of step functions. For this, consider a one-
dimensional bulk [0, h] subdivided into N segments at
{0, z1, z2, . . . , zN−1, h} so that each segment has size
hk = zk+1 − zk. The corresponding basis functions are

vk =

{
1 zk ≤ z ≤ zk+1 ,

0 else.
(B1)

This basis is orthogonal by design and thus the Gram ma-
trix takes the form G = diag({h0, . . . , hN−1}). However,
to construct the stiffness matrix Akl it is necessary to find
derivatives of the basis functions or at least derivatives
in the weak sense [53], i.e., functions wk(z) for which∫ h

0

dz vk(z) · (∂zϕ(z)) = −
∫ h

0

dz wk(z) · ϕ(z) (B2)

for all differentiable test functions ϕ(z). Since step func-
tions are not weakly differentiable [67], the stiffness ma-
trix Akl as defined in Eq. (A16) is not applicable for a
step function basis.
At first glance, one may try to circumvent this is-

sue by approximating the step functions using smooth
analogues, for example a logistic sigmoid σw(z) = (1 +
e−z/w)−1, where the parameter w quantifies the width
of the step. The basis elements may then be written as
vk = σw(z − zk)σw(zk+1 − z). This basis is not orthogo-
nal anymore, however the Gram basis remains to lowest
order G = diag({h0, . . . , hN−1}) + O(w). The stiffness
matrix, on the other hand, takes a tridiagonal form to
lowest order,

A =
1

6w


−2 1 0
1 −2 1 · · ·
0 1 −2

...
. . .

+O(w) . (B3)

As a result, the diffusion term gDiff with such a stiff-
ness matrix enters the differential equation for the co-
efficients (e.g., Eq. (5)) with a prefactor ∼w−1, leading
to diverging terms in the limit w → 0. This is because
the true gradients ∂zc(z) are poorly approximated by the
step functions, where gradients are ∂zu ≈ (uk+1 −uk)/w
in the w-neighborhood of the nodes zk and zero else-
where. To be able to use step functions (or their smooth
analogues) as a basis, the stiffness matrix needs to be
reconstructed artificially.
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Parameter Value Description

Dc 1 Bulk diffusion

Dm 10−4 Membrane diffusion

λ 1 Bulk degradation rate

ϵ 10−2 Membrane degradation rate

n0 1 Average initial mass on membrane

L 100 System width

ℓ =
√

Dc/λ 1 Characteristic length scale

p 1.1 Effective membrane activation rate

Table I. List of parameters used in simulations.

For this, it is necessary to define approximations of the
gradient terms ∂z ṽk as stand-ins for the weak derivatives
of the actual basis vk. As the simplest approach, one
may emulate standard FEM strategies and use linear in-
terpolation between the separate layers [Fig. XX]. This
yields piecewise constant functions for the approximate
gradients:

∂z ṽk =


2

hk−1+hk
zk − hk−1

2 ≤ z ≤ zk + hk

2
2

hk+hk+1
zk+1 − hk

2 ≤ z ≤ zk+1 − hk+1

2

0 else .

(B4)

The resulting reconstructed stiffness matrix Ākl then
evaluates to the tridiagonal form

Ākk =
2

hk + hk+1
+

2

hk + hk−1
,

Āk,k±1 = − 2

hk + hk±1
, (B5)

and zero for all other entries. A priori knowledge about
the system, e.g., about the steady state distribution,
can be used to obtain better estimates for the gradients.
For all results presented in this paper we use the FEM-
inspired stiffness matrix as defined in Eq. (B5) when
working with the step function basis.

Appendix C: Numerical implementation

To test the projection method with the toy model as
presented in Section III, we performed numerical simu-
lations using COMSOL Multiphysics v6.0 for the differ-
ent projection approaches (basis choices) and, for refer-
ence, for a non-projected system, with simulation param-
eters as stated in Table I. For the reference simulations,
the bulk dynamics were solved in a two-dimensional do-
main coupled to a one-dimensional boundary account-
ing for the membrane dynamics via reactive boundary
conditions. The boundary domain was meshed regularly
with a mesh size of 0.05. The bulk domain was sub-
sequently meshed using a triangular Delauney tessela-
tion (irregular) combined with local adaptive mesh re-
finement, where the mesh resolution was reduced at dis-
tances far away from the membrane controlled by setting

1
h

M
ea
n
co
m
pu
ta
tio

n
tim

e
μ t

(s
)

Reference
Rectangular mesh (regular)
Triangular mesh (irregular)

Cosh basis
N=1 N=2

Piecewise constant basis
N=2 N=3100.1

101

102

103

Figure 11. Benchmark of solution times for the toy model in a
flat geometry for a system with explicit bulk dynamics (refer-
ence, black, with regular rectangular mesh (squares) and local
adaptive triangular mesh (triangles)), for a projected system
with basis functions derived from the hyperbolic cosine steady
state concentration profile (green/dark gray, diamonds), and
for a projected system with piecewise constant basis functions
(blue/light gray, circles). Horizontal displacement is added to
ensure that data points are distinguishable but does not cor-
respond to different bulk heights h. Data points represent
the average value over five samples each. Relative standard
deviations (σt/µt) are < 0.45 (reference, h = 10) and < 0.22
for all other values. Lines are added to guide the eye.

the software’s configuration parameter Maximum element
growth rate to 1.5. Note that the adaptive mesh refine-
ment already assumes shallow gradients far away from
the membrane. For comparison, we also produced solu-
tions for a bulk domain that was meshed in a regular
rectangular grid with mesh size 0.05. For the projected
systems, all dynamics (membrane and projected bulk)
were solved on a one-dimensional domain corresponding
to the boundary in the reference simulations. This do-
main was meshed regularly with a mesh size of 0.05.

In Fig. 11 we compare the solution times for different
simulation methods (reference and projections) for three
different values of the system height h. Each data point
in Fig. 11 is the mean of five samples obtained from dif-
ferent initial conditions and otherwise identical parame-
ters. In the reference simulations (both regular mesh and
adaptive refined mesh, black), solution times are consis-
tently larger than ten seconds, and increase to approxi-
mately one minute (adaptive refined mesh) and ten min-
utes (regular mesh) at large system heights h = 10 where
the number of mesh points becomes large. In contrast, for
simulations using bulk projection with up to N = 3 basis
functions the solution time remained below 20 seconds,
and reached approximately five seconds for low system
heights (h = 0.1, where coarsening is interrupted earlier
and a steady state is reached faster, c.f. Fig. 6). Im-
portantly, the number of mesh points in the projected
system is independent of the bulk height in contrast to
the reference system, and therefore the computational
speedup is most prominent for large bulk height and a
regular mesh. Comparing the reference simulations with
adaptive refined mesh to the simulations using N = 1 ba-
sis functions derived from a hyperbolic cosine, a speedup
factor of >3 is achieved for h = 0.1, and a factor >4 for
h = 1 and h = 10. For benchmarking the solution times,
the simulations were performed on a 64 core AMD Ryzen
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Threadripper processor at 2.70 GHz.

Appendix D: Projection of mass-conserving systems

In reaction–diffusion systems, the diffusion part always
conserves the total protein mass n =

∫
dV c(x, t), i.e., for

a system with no-flux boundaries at all boundaries and
without any reaction terms defined by

∂tc(x, t) = Dc ∇2c(x, t) (D1)

the change in total mass is [3]

∂tn =

∫
B
dV ∂tc(x, t) = ∇c(x, t)|∂B = 0 . (D2)

This property of mass-conserving diffusion should be pre-
served under the projection method, in particular for sys-
tems where all reactions are also mass-conserving. Under
what circumstances does the projection method respect
mass conservation in the diffusion?

For this, it is sufficient to consider diffusion in a one-
dimensional bulk (i.e., no diffusion parallel to the mem-
brane) with no-flux boundary conditions at both bound-
aries. For such a system, the governing equations for the
fields uk(t) derived in Eq. (A17) reduce to

Gkl (∂tuk) = −Dc uk Akl . (D3)

Without loss of generality, assume furthermore that the
basis {vk} is orthonormal so that the Gram matrix is
a unit matrix Gkl = δkl. Since each component k
contributes to the total concentration by uk vk(z), the
change in the total mass is then

∂tn = ∂tuk

∫
dz vk(z) = −Dc

[∫
dz vk(z)

]
·Akl ul .

(D4)
The total mass is thus conserved if and only if

Akl

∫
dz vk(z) = 0 ∀ l . (D5)

This poses an additional constraint on the basis choice,
complementing the requirements to approximate the true
distribution c(z, t) and its gradient ∂zc(z, t) well. We
now show that this requirement is always fulfilled if one
of the basis functions is constant in z-direction. For this,
assume that v0(z) = 1/

√
h in a bulk domain of height

h. This allows to rewrite the integral over a single basis
function in terms of the Gram matrix,∫

dz vk(z) =
√
h

∫
dz vk(z) v0(z) =

√
hGk0 . (D6)

Inserting this into the requirement for mass conservation
in Eq. (D5) and using the orthonormality of the basis

Gkl = δkl yields

√
hAkl Gk0 =

√
hA0l = 0 , (D7)

which is always fulfilled for a basis that contains a con-
stant basis function (in this case v0). This follows from
the fact that Akl = ⟨∂zvk, ∂zvl⟩, and by choice of the
basis function ∂zv0 = 0.

Since the orthonormalization step only affects the rep-
resentation of the system but not the dynamics, the same
line of argument holds for a basis where only a linear
combination of basis functions is constant, i.e., where

αk ∂zvk(z) = 0 (D8)

for real constants αk. In particular, this includes a set of
piecewise constant basis functions as presented in Sec. III.

Appendix E: Parametrization of evolving geometries

In this section, we specify the parametrization used to
evaluate the projection method in a deforming geometry
as discussed in Sec. III C. Since we use that the basis
functions vk(z) are identical for all points r(s, 0) on the
membrane S, a necessary constraint for the parametriza-
tions is that they have constant height h everywhere.
Note that here the height is defined as the distance from
the membrane S to the opposing no-flux boundary in
the direction normal to S. This also implies that these
two boundaries are always parallel. In addition, defor-
mations need to avoid intersections of the bulk with
itself, since in such cases the metric diverges. There-
fore, the maximum height of the bulk in a deforming ge-
ometry is constrained by the maximum (principal) cur-
vature, h < 1/Kmax. Furthermore, we here choose a
parametrization for which the metric on the membrane
is constant and unity, gij |z=0 = δij , since this ensures
that no stretching or compression of the membrane can
affect the coarsening dynamics and all observed effects
are due to the bulk dynamics.

For the examples in Sec. III C, we examine a geometry
consisting of an annular segment with spatially constant
but temporally varying curvature K(t). This geometry
is parametrized by

r(s, z, t) =
1

K(t)

( (
1 + z K(t)

)
sin(sK(t))(

1 + z K(t)
)
cos(sK(t))− 1

)
, (E1)

where we choose K(t) = Kmax · 1
2

(
(1− cos( 2π t

T )
)
with

Kmax < 0. This geometry is flat at t = n · 2π T for
n ∈ N and morphs into an arc with curvature |Kmax| at
t = (2n+1) ·π T with a periodicity T . This parametriza-
tion ensures that the surface is never inward bent and
therefore no problematic self-intersections can occur.
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