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Asymptotic Analysis of Linearly Elastic Shells.
L. Justification of Membrane Shell Equations
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Abstract

We consider a family of linearly elastic shells with thickness 2¢, clamped
along their entire lateral face, all having the same middle surface
S = ¢(®) C R?, where  C R? is a bounded and connected open set with a
Lipschitz-continuous boundary y, and ¢ € %*(@; R®). We make an essential
geometrical assumption on the middle surface S, which is satisfied if y and ¢
are smooth enough and S is “uniformly elliptic”’, in the sense that the two
principal radii of curvature are either both > 0 at all points of S, or both < 0
at all points of S.

We show that, if the applied body force density is O(1) with respect to ¢,
the field u(e) = (u;(¢)), where u;(¢) denote the three covariant components of
the displacement of the points of the shell given by the equations of three-
dimensional elasticity, once “scaled” so as to be defined over the fixed do-
main Q = wx] — 1, 1], converges in H'(Q) x H'(Q) x L>(Q) as ¢ — 0 to a
limit #, which is independent of the transverse variable. Furthermore, the
average { = % filudx3, which belongs to the space

Vir(@) = Hy () x Hy (o) x L} (),

satisfies the (scaled) two-dimensional equations of a “membrane shell”” viz.,

1
/ a7, (), (0)Va dy = / / Fidvs Sn/a dy
4

for all n = (n;) € ¥y(w), where a*/°* are the components of the two-dimen-
sional elasticity tensor of the surface S,
Vs (1) = 5(Dontg + Opn,) — Toghy — by

are the components of the linearized change of metric tensor of S, I'y; are the
Christoffel symbols of S, b, are the components of the curvature tensor of S,
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and 17 are the scaled components of the applied body force. Under the above
assumptions, the two-dimensional equations of a “membrane shell” are
therefore justified.
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Introduction

This is the first part of a three-part work, the second (CiARLET, Lops &
Miara [1996]) and third (CiarRLET & Lobs [1996]) being henceforth simply
referred to as “Part II”” and ““Part III”.

Lower-dimensional plate, shell, and rod theories that rely on a priori
assumptions of a mechanical or geometrical nature have been proposed by
CaucHy, SopHIE GERMAIN, KIRCHHOFF, VON KARMAN, LOVE, REISSNER,
JakoB BERNOULLLI, NAVIER, EULER, PoissoN, the COSSERATS, DONNELL,
FLUGGE, TiMOSHENKO, NovozHILOV, VEKUA, GREEN, KOITER, SIMMONDS,
NacGHDI, and others.

There are two reasons why these lower-dimensional theories are often
preferred to the three-dimensional theory that they are supposed to “replace”
when the thickness, or the diameter of the cross section, is “‘small enough”.

One reason is their simpler mathematical structure, which in turn gen-
erates a richer variety of results. For instance, the existence, regularity, or
bifurcation theories, and more generally “global analysis”, are by now on
firm mathematical grounds for nonlinearly elastic rods (see ANTMAN [1995]
for a scholarly and comprehensive exposition) or for nonlinearly elastic von
Karman plates (see CIARLET & RABIER [1980]). By contrast, these theories are
still partly in their infancies in nonlinear three-dimensional elasticity (see
MARSDEN & HUGHES [1978] and CIARLET [1988] for comprehensive surveys):
After the fundamental ideas set forth by BALL [1977], who was able to es-
tablish the existence of a minimizer of the energy for a wide class of realistic
nonlinearly elastic materials, there indeed remain manifold challenging open
problems; for instance, there is no known set of sufficient conditions guar-
anteeing that such a minimizer satisfies the equilibrium equations even in the
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weak sense of the principle of virtual work (another existence theory, based
on the implicit function theorem, does not share this drawback, but it is
restricted to problems with very smooth data and especially, to special
boundary conditions, unrealistic in practice; see CIARLET [1988] and the
comprehensive treatment of VALENT [1988]). The origin of this discrepancy is
the semi-linearity of most lower-dimensional equations modeling nonlinearly
elastic plates, shells, and rods, as opposed to the quasi-linearity of the
equations of nonlinear three-dimensional elasticity.

Another virtue of lower-dimensional theories is their far better amen-
ability to numerical computations. For instance, directly approximating the
three-dimensional displacement field of a cooling tower seems out of reach at
the present time, even in the linearly elastic realm: The existing codes use
two-dimensional equations, such as those of KoI1TERr; see BERNADOU [1994]
for a comprehensive account. Likewise, although substantial progress has
recently been achieved for directly approximating the “three-dimensional”
displacement field of a linearly elastic rectangular plate (see BABUSKA & L1
[1992] and ScuwaB [1996]), current codes are almost invariably based on
two-dimensional equations, such as those of the Kirchhoff-Love or Reissner-
Mindlin models. Be that as it may, the locking phenomenon that arises in the
numerical approximation of two-dimensional plate or shell equations still
pose challenging problems; see in particular BREZzI, FORTIN & STENBERG
[1991], PITKARANTA [1992], CHENAIS & ZERNER [1993], ARNOLD & BREZzI
[1993, 1995], CHENAIS & PAUMIER [1994], ZERNER [1994], PAUMIER [1995].

Lower-dimensional models being thus widely used, two essential, and in
fact intimately related, questions arise:

Given a “lower-dimensional” elastic body, together with specific loadings
and boundary conditions, how to choose between the manifold lower-dimen-
sional models that are available? For instance, given a linearly elastic shell,
which model should be preferred, among those of KorTter, NAGHDI,
NovozHiLov, Bubiansky & SANDERs? This question is of paramount prac-
tical importance, for it makes no sense to devise accurate methods for ap-
proximating the solution of a ‘“wrong” model! Consequently, before
approximating the exact solution of a given lower-dimensional model, we
should first know whether it is “close enough” to the exact solution of the
three-dimensional model it is intended to approximate. This observation
leads to the second question:

How to mathematically justify in a rational fashion a lower-dimensional
model from the three-dimensional model? This question has been answered
through three different approaches.

The first approach consists in directly estimating the difference between the
three-dimensional solution and the solution of a given, i.e., “known in advance”,
lower-dimensional model (this difference makes sense once the three-dimen-
sional solution is properly averaged or the lower-dimensional one is extended
in some fashion to a three-dimensional field). For linearly elastic plates, the
first such estimate seems to be due to MORGENSTERN [1959], who cleverly
used the dual variational principle of the linear theory; see also MORGEN-
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STERN & SzABO [1961], NORDGREN [1971], SimMmonDs [1971a], SHOIKET
[1976], Koun & VogeLius [1985]. This approach was likewise successfully
applied to linearly elastic shells by KoITer [1970] and SiMmMoNDs [1971b].

The second approach consists in using the constraint method, whose
governing principle is an a priori assumption that the admissible displacement
fields are restricted to a specific form. For a plate (to fix ideas), such “test
functions™ are finite sums of products of unspecified functions of the in-plane
variables times given linearly independent functions of the ‘“‘transverse”
variable. The functions of the in-plane variables are then determined by
inserting these test functions into the three-dimensional equations or into the
three-dimensional energy, a process that leads to the solution of a finite
number of two-dimensional boundary-value problems. Increasing the num-
ber of linearly independent functions of the transverse variable thus yields a
“hierarchy’’ of models, which may be deemed two-dimensional, inasmuch as
they are determined by solving two-dimensional problems.

References to this approach are numerous. For plates, we refer to
NagHDI [1972], Pobpio-Guipuati [1989], DEsTUYNDER [1980, Ch. 5], MIARA
[1989], ScuwaB [1996]; for rods, to MIARA & TRABUCHO [1992], MASCAR-
ENHAS & TRABUCHO [1992], FIGUEIREDO & TRABUCHO [1993], ANTMAN [1972,
1995]; for shells, to NAGHDI [1972], FIGUEIREDO & TRABUCHO [1992], PobIo-
GuipuaGlL [1990]; for a general analysis, to ANTMAN [1976], ANTMAN &
Marrow [1991].

The two approaches described so far nevertheless rely on some a priori
assumptions of a mechanical or geometrical nature, intended to account for
the ““smallness” of a geometrical parameter and intended to be more effective
as this parameter approaches zero. Hence the need arises to mathematically
Justify these a priori assumptions, together with the lower-dimensional theories
they engender, directly from three-dimensional elasticity. Otherwise, these
assumptions and theories can be thought of as being “handed down by some
higher power (a Hungarian wizard, say)”’, to quote TRUESDELL [1977, p. 601].

This direct justification is achieved by the third approach, which consists
in applying an asymptotic method. It has recently received considerable at-
tention, as exemplified by the books of CIARLET [1990, 1997a] and LE DRET
[1991] for plates; LE DRET [1991] and TRABUCHO & ViaNo [1996] for beams
(straight rods); CIARLET [1997D] for shells.

In a formal asymptotic method, the three-dimensional solution (the dis-
placement field and, in some cases, the stress field) is first “scaled” in an
appropriate manner so as to be defined on a fixed domain, then expanded as
a formal series expansion in terms of a “small” parameter ¢, which is the
“dimensionless’ half-thickness of a plate or a shell, or the “dimensionless”
half-diameter of the cross section of the rod. “Dimensionless” means that ¢
measures the ratio between the thickness or diameter and some “character-
istic”” dimension. For a cooling tower for instance, where common values for
the average thickness and height are 0.3 m and 150 m, the ratio 2¢ is thus
equal to 5(1)—0. It is worthwhile to keep in mind this order of magnitude.
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The formal series expansion of the scaled solution is then inserted into the
three-dimensional boundary-value problem, and sufficiently many factors of
the successive powers of ¢ found in this fashion are equated to zero until the
leading term of the expansion can be computed and, hopefully, identified
with the scaled solution of a known lower-dimensional problem. Such a
method is “formal” in that the successive terms of the expansion, except the
leading one, cannot usually “fully satisfy” the boundary conditions of the
three-dimensional problem. This situation is typical of such singular pertur-
bations problems; see, in this respect, the comprehensive treatments given in
Lions [1973] and EckHaus [1979] (there are however “exceptional” bound-
ary conditions for which all the terms can be computed and the convergence
of the series even established; PAuMIER [1991] has found such an occurrence
for a rectangular plate).

The fundamental contributions of FRIEDRICHS & DRESSLER [1961] and
GOLDENVEIZER [1962, 1964] for plates, RicoroT [1972, 1976] for rods,
GOLDENVEIZER [1963, 1964] for shells, are among the first successful attempts
to apply formal asymptotic methods in linearized elasticity. Some restrictions
or a priori assumptions were however still needed. For instance, FRIEDRICHS
& DRESSLER [1961, p.4] and GOLDENVEIZER [1962, egs. (1.1) and (1.3)] as-
sume that the three components of the body force and the in-plane com-
ponents of the surface force vanish; GOLDENVEIZER [1962, p. 1001] a priori
assumes that the required state of strain and stress is skew-symmetrical about
the middle plane, etc. Another shortcoming is the lack of convergence the-
orems, essentially because the asymptotic method is applied in these works to
the partial differential equations of the three-dimensional problem; in this
case, convergence results usually rely on a maximum principle (see Eckhaus
[1979]), which does not hold for the system of linearized three-dimensional
elasticity.

CI1ARLET & DESTUYNDER [1979a,b] applied instead the formal asymptotic
method to the weak, or variational, formulation of the boundary value
problem of three-dimensional linearly and nonlinearly elastic plates. Without
making any a priori assumption, they justified in this fashion the linear and
nonlinear Kirchhoff-Love plate theories: only the magnitudes of the compo-
nents of the applied loads and of the Lamé constants must be ““scaled” as
appropriate powers of the thickness, but, as shown in a systematic way by
MiARA [1994a, 1994b], such scalings are unavoidable. The approach of
CIARLET & DESTUYNDER was then extended to von Kdarmdan plates by CIARLET
[1980], to Marguerre-von Kdarmdan shallow shells by CIARLET & PAUMIER
[1986] and BuUsSE [1996], to general nonlinear constitutive equations by DAVET
[1986], to nonlinear elastodynamics by Raourt [1988] and KArRwoOwsk1
[1993], to plates with rapidly varying thickness by QUINTELA-ESTEVEZ [1989].
By allowing a larger class of scalings on the applied loads, Fox, RaouLTt &
Smmo [1993] were also able to justify in this fashion two-dimensional quasi-
linear plate equations that are valid for “large” deformations and “in-
variant”, in that they share the same invariances as the three-dimensional
theory (while MiarRA assumed at the onset that the nonlinear two-dimen-
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sional models found by the formal asymptotic method had to reduce to the
classical ones once linearized, this assumption is not made by Fox, RaouLt
& Smmo, who were thus able to consider other families of scalings). The one-
dimensional equations of a nonlinearly elastic beam (straight rod) were
likewise justified by CIMETIERE, GEYMONAT, LE DRET, RAoUuLT & TUTEK
[1988] and KaArRwowski1 [1990]. Nonlinear rod theory has also been related to
the three-dimensional theory by MieLKE [1988, 1990], who justified St. Ve-
nant’s principle by a remarkable use of the center-manifold theorem.

The most noticeable virtue of the asymptotic method applied to the weak
formulation of elasticity problems is its amenability to a rigourous asymp-
totic analysis, which shows that the three-dimensional scaled solution con-
verges in some Hilbert spaces (H' orL?) to the leading term of the formal
asymptotic expansion. Such convergence theorems have been established by
DestuynDER [1980, 1981], CAILLERIE [1980], CIARLET & KESAVAN [1981],
Koun & VoceLius [1984, 1985, 1986], RaourLt [1985], BLANCHARD &
FRANCFORT [1987], CIORANESCU & SAINT JEAN PAULIN [1995], DESTUYNDER
& Gruais [1995], DAUGE & GRuUAIs [1996], AGaNovic, MARUSIC-PALOKA &
Tutek [1995] for linearly elastic plates (see also CIARLET [1990, 1997a] and
the works cited therein), CIARLET & MIARA [1992], Bussg, CIARLET & MIARA
[1996] for linearly elastic shallow shells, BERMUDEZ & ViaNo [1984], AGa-
Novi¢ & TUTEK [1986], GEYMONAT, KrRASUCKI & MARIGO [1987], TRABUCHO
& ViaNo [1987], RaouLt [1988], VEIGA [1995], LE DRET [1995] for linearly
elastic beams (see also the comprehensive survey of TRABUCHO & VIANO
[1996] and the works cited therein). The proofs essentially rely on the ideas
and methods described and developed in Lions [1973] for analyzing “ab-
stract” linear variational problems that contain a small parameter.

Convergence theorems can also be obtained from I'-convergence theory,
as in BoURQUIN, CIARLET, GEYMONAT & RaoULT [1992] and ANZELLOTTI,
BaLpo & PercIvaLE [1994] for linearly elastic plates, and also linearly elastic
beams in the latter reference. Nonlinear “‘membrane” models that are “in-
variant” and valid for “large” deformations have also been obtained in this
fashion by LE DRET & RaouLT [1993, 1995a, 1995b], who themselves based
their approach on that of ACErRBI, BuTTAZZO & PERCIVALE [1991] for strings.
Special mention must also be made of the approach of MiELKE [1995], who
keeps the thickness fixed, but lets the lateral boundary of the plate “go away
to infinity”’.

Let us now turn to the central theme of the present work, shell theory.

After the earlier formal attempts of GOLDENVEIZER (cited supra) for lin-
early elastic shells, a first major step was achieved by DESTUYNDER [1980] in
his thesis (see also DESTUYNDER [1985]), where a convergence theorem for
membrane shells was “almost” proved (further comments are given in Sec. 7
of this paper). Another major step is due to SANCHEZ-PALENCIA [1990], who
clearly delineated specific geometrical and kinematical assumptions that yield
either the two-dimensional membrane shell model or the two-dimensional
flexural shell model, when the formal asymptotic expansion method is applied
to the variational equations of three-dimensional linearized elasticity (see
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also CAILLERIE & SANCHEZ-PALENCIA [1995]) and MIARA & SANCHEZ-
PALENCIA [1996]. Of particular interest are also the convergence theorems
obtained by AcerBI, Burtazzo & PERCIVALE [1988] by means of techniques
of I'-convergence (we again refer to Sec. 7 for more detailed comments).

For nonlinearly elastic shells, a first noteworthy achievement is due to
Jonn [1965, 1971], who showed that, in the absence of surface loads and
“away from the edge”, the state of stress is “approximately planar”, and that
the stresses “parallel to the middle surface” vary “approximately linearly”
across the thickness if the thickness is sufficiently small. These remarkable
results laid the ground for the two-dimensional, linear and nonlinear, shell
theories of KoITER [1966, 1970] and KoITER & SiMMONDs [1973]. However, in
spite of their elegance and depth, Joun's results hold only for special cases of
loadings; besides, they do not provide information “up to the boundary” (of
the middle surface of the shell), let alone about the boundary conditions of
the associated two-dimensional problem.

Again for nonlinearly elastic shells, the formal asymptotic method has
been successfully applied by Rao [1994] to spherical shells, and to “general”
shells by Miara [1994c, 1995], Lobs & Miara [1995], who showed that the
leading term of the formal asymptotic expansion can be identified with the
solution of nonlinear two-dimensional membrane or flexural equations, ac-
cording to specific geometrical or kinematical assumptions as in the linear
case. A convergence theorem has also been obtained by LE DRET & RAoULT
[1995¢c, 1996], who also used I'-convergence theory to obtain nonlinear
“membrane”’ shell models that are “‘invariant” and valid for “large” de-
formations.

In this three-part work, we analyze the asymptotic behavior of the scaled
three-dimensional displacement field of a linearly elastic shell as the thickness
approaches zero. Under two distinct sets of assumptions on the geometry of
the middle surface, on the boundary conditions, and on the order of mag-
nitude of the applied forces, convergence theorems in H' or L* are established
that justify either the linear two-dimensional equations of a “membrane shell”
(Part I), or those of a “‘flexural shell”” (Part II). Combining these convergences
with results of DESTUYNDER [1985] and SANCHEZ-PALENCIA [1989a,b, 1992],
we also justify the two-dimensional linear shell model of KoITER, under similar
sets of assumptions (Part III). Our results have been announced in CIARLET
& Lobs [1994b], CiarLET, LoDps & MIARA [1994] and CiarRrLET & Lobs
[1995a].

We use the following conventions and notations throughout this work:
Greek indices and exponents (except &) belong to the set {1,2}, Latin indices
and exponents (except when otherwise indicated, as e.g. when they are used
to index sequences) belong to the set {1,2,3}, and the summation convention
with respect to repeated indices and exponents is systematically used. The
sign := indicates that the right-hand side defines the left-hand side. Symbols
such as 0%, 6", 0, etc., designate Kronecker’s symbol. The Euclidean scalar
product and the vector product of a,b € R are noted a- b and a x b; the
Euclidean norm is noted | - |.
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Let A be an open subset in a finite-dimensional Euclidean space. For each
integer m, H"(4) and || - ||,, , denote the usual Sobolev spaces of real-valued
functions (H°(4) = L*(4)). Boldface letters denote vector-valued or tensor-
valued functions and their associated function spaces; for instance,
v = (v;) € L*(Q) means that v; € L2(Q),i = 1,2,3;[|v]loq = {Zillvillg.0}"
etc. In order to avoid clumsy style and notations, we often deliberately
perpetrate various abuses of language. In particular, we blithely ignore that
families and sequences are not identical; likewise, we do not systematically
mention that some equalities hold only almost everywhere (in some specific
sense that should always be clear from the context).

1. The three-dimensional shell problem

All notions of differential geometry needed for shell theory may be found,
e.g., in GREEN & ZERNA [1968], N1orRDsON [1985], and CIARLET [1997Db]. Let
o be a bounded, open, and connected subset of R?, with a Lipschitz-con-
tinuous boundary 7y, the set w being locally on one side of y. Ley y = (y,)
denote a generic point in the set @, and let 9, := 9/dy,. Let ¢ : @ — R* be an
injective mapping of class %> such that the two vectors

a,(y) := 0,0(y)

are linearly independent at all points y € @. They form the covariant basis of
the tangent plane to the surface

S =o(®)

at the point ¢(y); the two vectors a”(y) of the same tangent plane defined by
the relations

a’(y) - ap(y) = &
constitute its contravariant basis. We also define the unit vector

30y @) xa(y)
“O) =D = G X m)]
which is normal to S at the point ¢(y).

One then defines the first fundamental form, also known as the metric
tensor, (a,p) or (a*) (in covariant or contravariant components), the second
fundamental form, also known as the curvature tensor, (by) or (bf) (in cov-
ariant or mixed components), and the Christoffel symbols I';s, of the surface S
by letting (whenever no confusion should arise, we henceforth drop the ex-
plicit dependence on the variable y € m):

B

P

(1.1) ap =y a5, a’:=a
(1.2) by = a - Opa,, bg = a"b,,,

(1.3) FZ[Z =a’- @;aa.
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Note the symmetries:
g = gy, azp=a", byg=bg, Iop=TF,
The area element along S is \/ady, where
(1.4) a := det(ayp).
All the functions defined in (1.1)—(1.4) are at least continuous over the set .
In particular, there exists a constant ay such that
(L.5) 0<ap=a(y) forall yecw.
For each ¢ > 0, we define the sets
Q° =wx],—e ¢, Ti=ox{e}, T =wx{-¢c}, I'ji=yx[-¢e.
Note that I}, UT U I constitutes a partition of the boundary of the set Q°.
Let x® = (x?) denote a generic point in the set Q', and let 9% := §/dx¢; hence
xi =y, and 9} = 0,. _

We then define a mapping @ : Q¢ — R® by letting
(1.6) D(x%) = @(y) +x5a’(y) forallx® = (y,x5) € Q.

One can then show (cf. CIARLET & PAUMIER [1986, Prop. 3.2]) that there
exists g > 0 such that the three vectors

gi(x*) = 0i®(x’)

are linearly independent at all points x* € Q¢ and the mapping ® :_ﬁs — R?
is injective for all 0 < ¢<¢y. The injectivity of the mapping @ : Q¢ — R?,
which itself relies on the assumed injectivity of the mapping ¢ : @ — R>,
ensures in particular that the physical problem described below is mean-
ingful.

The three vectors g;(x*) form the covariant basis (of the tangent space,
here R?, to the manifold @(Q*¢)) at the point @(x*), and the three vectors
g'#(x?) defined by

97 (x%) - gi(x") =9
form the contravariant basis. We then define the metric tensor (g3;) or (¢”°)

(in covariant or contravariant components) and the Christoffel symbols of the
manifold @(Q°) by letting (we omit explicit dependence on x*©)

ije

(1.7) 9;:=9i-95 ¢ =4g"g"
(1.8) rpt =g - 9g.

Note the symmetries:

(1.9) 95" =i’ 97" =g", L =T}
The volume element in the set @(Q¢) is \/g?dx®, where
(1.10) g* = det(gy*)-
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For each 0 < ¢, the set @(Q") is the reference configuration of an
elastic shell, with middle surface S = ¢(®) and thickness 2¢. We assume that
the material constituting the shell is homogeneous and isotropic and that
@(Q*) is a natural state, so that the material is characterized by its two Lamé
constants ¢ > 0 and u® > 0. The unknown of the problem is the vector field
u®= (1;°) : Q¢ — R, where the three functions u;°: Q¢ — R are the cov-
ariant components of the displacement field u; *g’* of the points of the shell;
this means that u; *(x ¢)g"*(x *) is the displacement of the point @(x*). Finally,
we assume that the shell is clamped along its whole “lateral” face @(I'y ®), i.e.,
that the displacement vanishes there (the subsequent analysis does not apply
if the shell is only clamped over a portion of its lateral face, of the form
D (g % [—¢,¢]), with yy C p; cf. Sec. 7).

Then it is classical (cf., e.g., CIARLET [1997b]) that the variational for-
mulation of the corresponding three-dimensional problem of linearized elas-
ticity reads as follows, when it is expressed in terms of the curvilinear
coordinates x;* of the reference configuration @(Q°¢): The unknown
u® = (u;°) satisfies

(1.11) ut € V(Q°) = {v’=(v?) € H(Q%);v* =0 on I*},

/A”k”e*Hl( e, (v)Vgrdx® = /fi‘gvi”\/g_sdx“ for all v® € V(Q°),
Ql,

Qt;
(1.12)

where
(113) AT s Jegieghle s (ghe gt 4 gitegihe)

designate the contravariant components of the three-dimensional elasticity
tensor,

(1.14) ey “(v°) =50, °v; " + 90 %) — rf,®

designate the covariant components of the linearized strain tensor associated
with an arbitrary displacement field v; g’ of the set ®@(Q?), f** € L*>(Q*?) are
the contravariant components of the applied body force density. Note the
symmetries

(1.15) Aikle _ giikle _ gklijie

Surface forces on @(I'°. UT*) may be also taken into account, at the
expense however of various additional technicalities in the ensuing asymp-
totic analysis. For this reason, they are treated separately, in Sec. 6.

The three-dimensional shell problem (1.11)-(1.12) has one and only one
solution for each ¢ > 0. To see this, one may express it in Cartesian co-
ordinates and then use the classical Korn inequality, as in, e.g., DuvauTt &
Lions [1972, p. 115]. The V(Q*)-ellipticity of the bilinear form appearing in
(1.12) may also be directly established in curvilinear coordinates, as in
CIARLET [1997b].
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Definitions (1.7)-(1.10) apply verbatim to a general manifold ®(Q¢),
where Q¢ is any bounded, open, connected subset of R® with a Lipschitz-
continuous boundary, and @ : Q¢ — R? is any injective mapping of class %"
such that the three vectors 0;°‘@(x*) are linearly independent at all points
x*¢ € Q¥ the elasticity tensor (47¥¢) of a linearly elastic material with Lamé
constants A% and p*, occupying the set @(Q*) in its reference configuration, is
likewise always given by (1.13). Note however that, when the set Q¢ is of the
special form Q¢ = wx] — ¢, ¢[ and the mapping @ is of the special form (1.6)
as here, the following additional relations are satisfied:

(1.16) rA=r% =0 inQ°

w3 =

(1.17) APo3e — 43835 — 0 in Q°F,

Remark. Shells whose middle surface has no boundary, such as an ellipsoid or
a torus, are not covered by the present asymptotic analysis (nor by those of
Parts IT and III), which applies to surfaces S that can be described by a single
injective mapping ¢ : @ — R>. The needed corresponding two-dimensional
existence theory is however available; cf. Ramos [1995].

2. The “scaled” three-dimensional shell problem
over a domain independent of ¢

Let
Q=owx]-L1], Tiy=ox{l}, T_-=wx{-1}, Ty=y,x[-1,1],

let x = (x;) denote a generic point in the set Q, and let 9, = 9/0x;. With
x®=(x;%) € Q% we associate the point x= (x;) € Q defined by
Xy = Xy °(= yy) and x3 = (1/¢)x3 *; we thus have 9,° = 0, and 9 ¢ = (1/¢)0;s.

With the unknown u®= (1;°):Q¢— R® and the vector fields
vé=(1;%) : Q¢ — R® appearing in the three-dimensional problem (1.11),
(1.12), we associate the scaled unknown u(e) = (u;(¢)) : Q@ — R* and the scaled
vector fields v = (v;) defined by

(2.1) ui(e)(x) = w;“(x%) and v;(x) = v;%(x*) forall x*e€ QF.

Note that, in relations (2.1) and (2.3)—(2.6) infra, it is understood that x
stands for the point of Q that is associated with the point x* € Q¢ as in-
dicated above.

We next make the following assumptions on the data, i.e., on the Lamé
constants and on the forces: There exist constants A >0 and u >0 in-
dependent of ¢, and there exist functions 7 € L?(Q) independent of & such that

(2.2) Mg pt=g,

(2.3) fix®) = fi(x) for allx e Q.
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Remarks. (1) By contrast with (2.1) and (2.3), different scalings are made in
the asymptotic analysis of plates on the “horizontal” components u’ and
“vertical” component u§ of the unknown, and different assumptions are
made on the “horizontal” components f*¢, and “vertical” component f3¢,
of the applied forces; cf. CIARLET [1990, pp. 106-107] and Sec. 7 of the
present article.
(2) Assumptions (2.3) could be replaced by the more general ones: “There
exist functions f7(¢) € L>(Q) and f' € L*(Q) such that f"(x®) = fi(¢)(x) for
allx € Qand ¢ >0, and fi(¢) — f1in L*(Q) as e — 0 7.

A simple computation then shows that the scaled unknown u(e) satisfies
the scaled three-dimensional shell problem (2.10), (2.11), now posed over the
set Q, thus over a domain which is independent of ¢ :

Theorem 2.1. Let the functions T'f*, g* A% : Q7 — R defined in (1.8),
(1.10), (1.13), be associated with the functions Fg(s),g(s),Aijkl(s) Q=R
defined by

(2.4) Ii(e)(x) :=If*(x%)  forall x* € Q°,
(2.5) g(e)(x) :=g®(x?) forall x* € Q?
(2.6) AT (g)(x) == ATE(x®)  for all x° € Q°.

With any vector field v = (v;) € H'(Q), let there be associated the symmetric
tensor (e;;(¢)(v)) € L*(Q) defined by

(2.7) eu14(6) () = YOuvy + Oy, — I2y(e)o,
23) exs(0)(0) 1= 3 (0s + S0x0, ) = e
(2.9) 63“3(8)(’0) = %83v3.
Then the scaled unknown u(e) defined in (2.1) satisfies
(2.10) u(e) € V(Q) := {v= () € H(Q);v =0 on Iy},
@11) [ 4™ GJe(e)ute)en, () ) el

Q

= /fivi\/g(e) dx forall ve V(Q).
Q

Remarks. (1) As already noted in (1.16), the Christoffel symbols I 23’ and I'§y
vanish in QF for the special class (1.6) of mappings @ considered here.
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Consequently, the functions I' 3;(¢) and I'f;(¢) likewise vanish in Q, so that
the functions e;3(¢)(v) of (2.8), (2.9) are equivalently defined as

1 1
ey3(8)(v) := §<8av3 + 5831&) —TI'? (e)v,,

1
e33(2) (v) := —dsvs — T3 (e)vy,

i.e., in a form more reminiscent of (1.14).

(2) The functions e;;(¢)(v) are not defined for ¢ = 0. By contrast, the
functions I'/(¢), g(e), 47" (¢) converge in the space €°(Q) as & — 0 (cf.
Lemma 3.1).

3. Technical preliminaries

We henceforth assume without loss of generality that the number ¢y > 0
(which is such that the ““original” three-dimensional problem is well-defined
for 0 < e<g; cf. Sec. 1) also satisfies gy <1.

In this section and in Secs. 4 and 5, whenever a symbol such as Cy, Cs,
etc., or ¢y, cy. etc., appears in an inequality, it means that there exists a
constant, denoted by this symbol, that is positive and independent of the
various variables (e.g., the parameter ¢, functions in a specific space, etc.)
involved in this inequality. For instance, inequality (3.10) in Lemma 3.1 means
that there exists a constant C, > 0 independent of ¢ € [0, &], of the point
x € Q, and of the symmetric tensor (#;), such that this inequality holds.

Our first result gathers all the properties needed in the sequel concerning
the behavior of the functions T'f(¢),g(c), A7 (¢) as ¢ — 0. A noteworthy
conclusion in this respect is that, while these are functions of x = (y,x3)
€ Q= x [~1,1], their limits for ¢ = 0 are functions of y € @ only, i.c., the
limits are independent of the “‘transverse’’ variable x3 : see relations (3.2)—(3.5),
where the functions I' 7, byg, b7, a , A7 (0) are identified with functions de-
fined over the set Q by lettlng these be constant with respect to x3. Observe
that the notational distinction between the ‘“‘three-dimensional” and “two-
dimensional” Christoffel symbols I'J;(¢) and I'j; is automatic, as in relation
(3.2) for instance, since the symbol ¢ appears only in the former. Also, note
that the following symmetries hold (cf. (1.9) and (1.15))

(3.1) Fl-’j’-(s) = Fﬁ(e), ATM () = 47M (g) = 4M11 (g).
If we 6°(Q), we let
W llgsg= sup{|w(x)[;x € Q}.

Lemma 3.1. Let the functions I'f(¢),g(), A7 () be defined for & >0 as in
(2.4)~(2.6); let the functions a*f bylg,b I'g.a € ¢ (@) be defined as in (1.1)—

(1.3) and be identified with functions in €°(Q). Then



132 P. G. CiarLET & V. LoDs

1 T5(&) = T oo + Il Tap(e) = bagp llo oo

(3.2) ? g
1 15() + 05 llp g = Crg,

(33) [3(e) = I'fy(e) = 0,

(3-4) 19(e) =allpa = Cre,

(3:5) | 479 (&) = 47(0) [y o5 < Cue,

(3.6) A3 (g) = 4733 () = 0,

for all 0 < e<ey, where

(37) Aot/io‘r(o) — /laocliaar + 'u(ac«ra/ir +a%raﬁa)7

(3.8)  AB0):=2a*, ABP(0) = pa®’, A4P3(0):= i+ 24,

(3.9) A*73(0) = 4%333(0) := 0,
and finally,
(310) l‘,’jlijéCzAijk[(S)(X)tk]lij

for all 0 < e=Zey, all x € Q, and all symmetric tensors (t;;).

Proof. We only sketch the proof. First, it is clear that relations (3.3) and (3.6)
are simply a re-writing of relations (1.16), (1.17). Next, let g;(¢)(x) = g;*(x*)
and ¢'(e)(x) = g"*(x?) for all x®€ Q¢ Since g,(¢)=a,+ ex30,a3 and
g5(e) = a3, it follows that g(e) = a + O(¢) in ¥°(Q), whence inequality (3.4) is
proved. Because the mapping ¢ : @ — R® is assumed to be of class %> (third-
order derivatives of ¢ appear in dgg,(¢)), we likewise have

Ih(e) = g”(e) - 9,9,(e) = TH(0) + O(e) in 6°(Q),
with
rgp(0) :=Tg5  Tp(0) i=byg,  T'55(0) := —b7,

whence inequality (3.2) is proved. Relations (3.5) and (3.7)—(3.9) are analo-
gously proved.

For each ¢ > 0, the three-dimensional elasticity tensor defined in (1.13) is
positive-definite, uniformly with respect to x¢ € Q¢ (see, e.g., CIARLET
[1997b]). This implies that there exists ¢(¢) > 0 such that (cf. (2.7))

A (&) (Xt Z () 13ty

for all x € Q and all (ti) € S, where § denotes the set of all symmetric
matrices of order 3. Using definitions (3.7)—(3.9), we have
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A0Vt = MaPtyg + t33)7 + (@@ + a* aP )1yt
+ 4/la“ﬁla3l/f3 + (A + 2u)t33t33,
on the other. Since there exists ¢; > 0 such that (cf., e.g., BERNADOU,
CIARLET & MiIaARA [1994, Lemma 2.1])
(@7l + @ P ) tyetyp = crtuptap,
it easily follows that there exists ¢; > 0 such that
AT0) (xX)twatiy = catijlyy

for all x € Q and all (¢;;) € S. The continuity of the mapping

(&,x, (t;;)) € [0, 0] x Q x Sy — A™ (&) (x)trt;;,

where S| := {(#;;) € S;t;t;; = 1}, then yields the existence of a constant C,
such that relation (3.10) holds for 0<¢e¢=<gy. O

Since averages with respect to the “transverse’” variable x3 play a funda-
mental role in the ensuing analysis, their relevant properties are gathered in
the next lemma. If v and v are respectively real-valued and vector-valued
functions defined almost everywhere over Q = @ x | — 1, 1], their averages ©
and v are respectively the real-valued and vector-valued functions defined
almost everywhere over o by letting

1 1

/U(y,X3)dX3, E(y) = /’U(y,X3)dX3

-1 -1

N =
NS

(3.11) o(y) =

for almost all y € w, whenever these definitions make sense (cf. Lemma 3.2(i)
for such instances). The functions y,(y) introduced in (3.17) are the covar-
iant components of the linearized change of metric, or strain, tensor, asso-
ciated with an arbitrary displacement field n;a’ of the surface S.

Lemma 3.2. (i) Let v € L*(Q). Then o(y) as given in (3.11) is finite for almost
all y € w, the function © defined in this fashion belongs to L*(w), and

_ 1
(3.12) [ llo.e §7 [0l -

If 030 = 0 in the sense of distributions, i.e., if jva3q)dx 0 for all p € 2(Q),
then v does not depend on x3, and

(3.13) v(y,x3) =0(y) for almost all (y,x3) € Q.
(ii) Let v € H'(Q). Then v € H' (), 0,0 = 0,0, and

B 1
(314) || % Hl,w = 75 || v ||1,Q :

Let v, denote a measurable subset of y. If v=10 on yy x [-1,1], then 5= 0 on
Vo5 in particular, © € Hl (w) if v=00n Ty =7y x [-1,1].
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(iii) Let (v(e)),-q be a sequence of functions in H'(Q) and let © € L*(w) be such
that

(3.15) d3(e) — 0in L*(Q), o(e) — 7 in L*(w) as e — 0.

Then

(3.16) v(e) =7 inL*(Q) ase— 0,

where O is identified in (3.16) with a function in L*(Q), by letting
O(y,x3) :=0(y) for all (y,x3) € Q.

(iv) Let (v(e)), be a sequence of functions v(g) = (v;(¢)) € H'(Q) bounded in
L*(Q), let the functions ey p(e)(v(e)) be defined according to (2.7), and let

(3.17) Vap(M) = 3(0ug + i) — Toghy — bagits
for any n = (n;) € H'(0) x H' () x L*(w). Then
(3.18) {eqp(e)(v)(e) — y“/;(v(s))} —0in Lz(w) as ¢ — 0.

Proof. (i) Let v € L?(Q). For almost all y € w, the function v(y, -) belongs to
the space L?>(] — 1,1]) by Fubini’s theorem. For such points y, the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality gives

1

/ v(y,x3)dx3

-1

Jioray =3 [ { / o) di }dy — [ I,
) -1 Q

(0]

2 |

<2 / 00y, x3) s < +oo:
—1

hence

and inequality (3.12) is proved. If 0sv = 0 in the sense of distributions, then
there exists { € L?(w) such that v(y,x3) = {(y) for almost all (y,x3) € Q (cf.,
e.g., LE Drer [1991, Lemma 4.1, p. 74]). But v = { in this case, and thus
relation (3.13) is proved.

(ii) Let v € H'(Q). Given an arbitrary function ¢ € Z(w), let ¢ : Q — R
be defined by ¢(y,x3) = @(y) for all (y,x3) € Q. Since ¢ vanishes on I'y and
the “horizontal” components of the unit outer normal vector vanish on

' ul'_, we have
/v@aq)dx:—/aav(pdx
Q

Q

by Green’s formula in Sobolev spaces. Since v € L*(Q),d,v € L*(Q), and ¢
and J,¢ are independent of x3, Fubini’s theorem yields
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/58@ dy = —/%@ dy;

w

hence © € H'! (w), with 0,7 = 0,v. These relations, combined with inequality
(3.12), imply inequality (3.14).

Assume in addition that v = 0 on Ty := y, x [—1, 1]. There exist functions
P € €°(Q), k = 0,1,..., such that ¢* — v in H'(Q) as k — oco. Hence,
d)m) — 0=, in L*(Iy) as k — oo; consequently, 67{ — 0 in L?(y,) since

—k

D" 111265, \/—||¢ |lz2(F,)> and thus (15‘, — 0 =7y, in L2(y).

(iii) Let v € L*(Q) be such that its derivative d3v in the sense of dis-

tributions belongs to L?(Q). Then for almost all (y,s) € wx] — 1, 1], we may
write (cf. LE DrET [1991, p. 9])

o(y,s) = vy, —1) + / Doy, x3)ds,

and thus
1 1 ! 1 t
ﬁ(y)zz/ U(J/as)ds “1‘5/ (/831]()/,)(3)(1)63)(17.
-1 -1 -1

Hence the following identity holds:

v(y,s) =0(y /831) ¥,x3)dx3 ——/1 (/ O530( y,x3)dX3) dt.

-1 -1

This identity, combined with the triangular inequality and the relations

1
/ / 5(y)Pds $dy = 2[5,

w -1

N

1 2
/ //330(%)63)61’63 ds pdy <4/1050|[ o,
-1

w

1 1 t 2
/ / / /aw V,X3 dx3 ds dy§8||83v\|é’g,
%) -1 1-1
shows that
(3.19) llollo @ < V2[[0llg,,, + 2+ V2)[1050]]0-

The desired convergence (3.16) is then proved by letting v = v(¢) — 7 in in-
equality (3.19).
(iv) Since



136 P. G. CiArRLET & V. Lobs
Y(@,05() + 030 () = HOp(2) + Byne))
by (ii), it suffices to establish that
(T — [2(0)5,(e)} — 0 inL2(w) as ¢ — 0,

where the functions I'74(0) := I'; and I’ iﬂ(O) := b, are independent of xs.
By (3.2) and (3.12),

1755 (et (e) = Thp(0)0p (el = [IT55(e) () — IOt (8]l o

=

AlT2pE)(e) = T(0)5,(e)llg 0 = Cr \/§8||v(8)llo‘,g,

and the convergence (3.18) follows from the boundedness (cf. (3.12)) of the
sequence (v(e)),- , in the space L*(Q). O

4. A generalized Korn inequality for an elliptic surface

If no specific assumption is made on the “geometry” of the surface S, it is
shown in Part II that there exist constants &y > 0 and C > 0 such that, for all
0<eZe,

[ lie} s S S len@@iia}” foralv=() ¢ v

&

in fact, such an inequality also holds if the set Ty =y x [—1, 1] where the
functions in the space V(Q) vanish is replaced by the more general set
70 X [—1, 1], where y; is any subset of y with length y, > 0. This relation is a
generalized Korn inequality, the functions e;|;(¢)(v) of (2.7)—(2.9) replacing
the “traditional” functions

(41) eij('v) = %(ij,» + 8ilij).

It is remarkable that, in some cases, the “constant” C/¢ may be replaced
by a constant that is independent of ¢ (at the expense, however, of replacing
l|v3]]; @ bY ||v3]|gq in the left-hand side). More specifically, under the crucial
assumption (4.3) (which is given a geometrical interpretation in Theorems
4.2, 4.3 infra), another generalized Korn inequality holds (cf. (4.4)), which
plays a key role in the proof of Theorem 5.1; it is used there to establish the
fundamental a priori bounds that the family (u(e)),. satisfies.

Theorem 4.1. Define the space
Vi) = {n = (n;);n, € Hy(w),n3 € L*(0)} = Hy (w) x Hy (o) x L*(),
(4.2)

and assume that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that
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1/2 1/2

o,f

forally = (n;) € Vy(w),

where the functions v,5(n) are defined as in (3.17). Then there exists a constant
&1 satisfying 0 < &1 Z¢&y and a constant C such that, for all 0 < ¢Z¢gq,

1/2 1/2
(4.4) {Z los [Fa + 103150 } = {Z | €& }

forallv = (v;) € V(Q),
where the functions e;|;(¢)(v) and the space V(Q) are defined as in (2.7)~(2.10).

Proof. (i) We first establish that, for all 0 < ¢Zey,

1/2
(45) {Z oz T 0 + llevs o }

o

1/2
SC]{Z | ei;(e)(v) ”%,Q +Z [ vi H%,Q }
ij i

for all v=(v;) € H(Q). Given v = (1;) € H(Q), let v(e) := (v, v, v3)
€ H'(Q) for ¢<¢. Then

exp(v(e)) = ey p(e) (v) + I'(e)vy,
ex3(v(e)) = eey3(e)(v) + el 75(e)vg,
ex3(v(e)) = 82@3\\3(5)(@’)7

a

where the functions e;;(-) are those of (4.1), and consequently, by (3.2),

1/2
) {Z | e(v( HOQ é Cz{z Il eq;(8)(v) [I5.0 +Z | vi ||§,g}

since ¢ <1 by assumption. By the “classical” Korn inequality (cf. the proof
given in DuvauT & Lions [1972, p. 110] and its extension to domains with
Lipschitz-continuous boundaries given, e.g., in CIARLET [1997a]),

1/2
(4.7) | v(e) o= {Z lox [F o + Il 03 II?,Q}

o

1/2
{Z I ei(v(e)) 50 + Il v(2) ||§,g} ;

and inequality (4.5) follows from inequalities (4.6) and (4.7).
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(i1) In order to establish (4.4), it suffices to show that there exists
&1 €0, &) such that, for all 0 < ¢ < ¢,
1/2

1/2
(4.8) {Zm |%_,Q} §C4{Z|eij(8)(v) ||é,g} for all v € V(Q),

because inequalities (4.5) and (4.8) together imply

. C72 _
min{ 154 (2 3 ew o+ 10 B ) S23° 1 en@(0) o
o iyj

Assume that inequality (4.8) is false. Then there exist ¢, > 0 and
v" = (v") € V(Q),m=0,1,...,such that (the Latin letters m and n are used
here for indexing sequences)

(4.9) en — 0 as m — oo,
(4.10) eij(em)(v™) — 0 in L*(Q) asm — oo,
(4.11) S v llGa=1 for all m.

By (4.5), (4.10), (4.11), both sequences (v")>°  are bounded in H'(Q).

o /m=0

Hence there exist subsequences (v7)°, and there exist functions

v, € H' (Q) satisfying v, = 0 on I'y and a function v3 € L? (Q) such that
(4.12) o —v,in H'(Q), v —v,in L* (Q) and o} —vs3in L (Q)

as n — oo, where — and — denote strong and weak convergences, respec-

[o¢]

tively (to ensure that v, € H' (Q), consider subsequences (17)°°, that

weakly converge in H'(Q)). The remainder of the proof consists in showing
that the sequence (v4)°” ) converges strongly in L?(Q) and that the three limit
functions v; appearing in (4.12) vanish, in contradiction to (4.11). To these
ends, we proceed in three steps.

(ii1) We first show that

(4.13) 7" — 0 in the space Vy(w) asn — oo.
To see this, observe that, by (3.12),
exp (&) (0") — 0in L3(Q) = eyp(ea)(v") — 0 in L¥(w),
and that, by (3.18),
ey p (&) (v") — 0in Lz(w) = 7,4(®") — 0in Lz(w)

as n — oo. Hence the convergence (4.13) follows from assumption (4.3).
(iv) We next show that

(4.14) " — 0 in L*(Q).
By (3.2), (4.9)(4.11),
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DL + 6,0,V = 2ene,3(6) (V") + 26,155 (e,)0 — 0 in L*(Q).

[

Let ¢ € Z(Q); since the sequence (v4)° is bounded in L?(Q), we have
(recall that v, := lim o in L*(Q); cf. (4.12))

/831)% ¢ dx = —/vxﬁw) dc = — lim /1)283@ dx + &, /vgﬁxgo dx
Q Q Q Q
= lim /(8317; + &0,05)p dx p = 0,

Q

and thus d3v, = 0 in L?>(Q). Hence v, can be identified with 7, by Lemma
3.2(i); but

V" — v, in L*(Q) = 7" — T, in L*(w)
on the one hand, and 7, = 0 by (4.13) on the other. Hence the convergence

(4.14) is established.
(v) Finally, we show that

(4.15) i — 0 in L*(Q).
By (4.10),
Ay = eez3(en)(v") — 0 in L*(Q),

and by (4.13),
7 — 0 inL*(w),

as n — oo. The convergence (4.15) is then a consequence of Lemma 3.2(iii).
We have therefore reached a contradiction, and the proof is complete. []

We next show that assumption (4.3) is in fact an assumption ““in disguise”
about the allowed “geometries” of the surface S. To this end, we need a
definition : A surface S = (@) with ¢ € %*(@;R?) is elliptic if there exists
a constant » > 0 such that

(4.16) | bup(9)EEP | = bE*E

for all y € @ and (%) € R®; equivalently, the two principal radii of cur-
vature are either > 0 at all points of S or < 0 at all points of S, and their
moduli lie in a compact interval of ]0, +ool.

The following sufficient conditions guaranteeing that the crucial as-
sumption (4.3) holds were announced in CIARLET & SANCHEZ-PALENCIA
[1993] and CIARLET & Lobps [1994], and proved in CIARLET & SANCHEZ-
ParLenciA [1996] and CIARLET & Lobs [1996a], respectively:

Theorem 4.2. Assume either that the boundary y of w is of class > and
¢ : @ — R is the restriction to @ of an analytic mapping or that y is of class €*
and ¢ € € (@;R*). Then relation (4.3) is satisfied if the surface S = (@) is
elliptic.
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Remarkably, this condition is also necessary, as recently shown by SLI-
CARU [1996]:

Theorem 4.3. Assume that y is Lipschitz-continuous, ¢ € €°(@;R*), and re-
lation (4.3) holds. Then the surface S is elliptic.

Remark. BrEzzi [1994] has shown that the rather stringent regularity
conditions of Theorem 4.2 can be substantially relaxed, and parts of the
proof significantly simplified, when the mapping ¢ takes the special form

o(y1,») = (V1,»,0(0,»)) for (y,») € @.

5. Asymptotic analysis as ¢ — 0

We now establish our main results, namely that the scaled three-dimen-
sional solutions u (¢) converge (in a specific sense ; cf. (5.2)) as ¢ — 0 toward
a limit u, and that this limit, which is independent of the “transverse’’ variable
x3, can be identified with the solution u of a two-dimensional problem (cf.
(5.5)), posed over the set w. This limit problem will be identified in Sec. 7 as a
two-dimensional “membrane’’ shell problem.

The functions y,4(-) and a*fo* defined in the next theorem respectively
represent the covariant components of the change of metric tensor of the
surface S and the contravariant components of the elasticity tensor of S.

Theorem 5.1. Let the space Vi (w) and the functions v,5(n) be defined by
Vu(@):={n = (n)in, € Hy(w),n; € L*(w)}
= Hy(0) x Hy(0) x L*(o),
Toup() = 3(0umg + Opn,) — Togn, —bapny  for n=(n;) € Vi(w),

and assume that there exists a constant ¢ such that

TR M AP0

1/2
2
ya/}(”) | |0,v)}
o,f

forall n = (n;) € V(o).

For 0 < & < ¢, let u(e) denote the solution of the scaled variational problem
(2.11), (2.12). Then there exist functions u, € H'(Q) satisfying uy, = 0 on Ty
and a function uy € L*(Q) such that

(5.2) uy(8) = uy in H'(Q), us(e) — uz in L*(Q) ase— 0,

(5.3) u = (u;) is inde pendent o f the “‘transverse” variable x3,

1

1
(5.4) = (u) == [ud € Vy(o),
2
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and u satisfies the two-dimensional variational equations

1
(5.5) /a“”“%f(ﬁ)m(n)\/ﬁ dy = /{ /fidx3}’1i\/‘_1dy
-1

Jor alln = (n;) € Wy(o),
where (cf. (1.1) and (1.4) for the definitions of the functions a** and a)

4
(5.6) a*Por = —(} +';’u) aba” + 2H(a“”aﬁr + a‘”aﬂa).

Proof. For the sake of clarity, the proof is divided into eight steps, numbered
(1) to (viii). For notational brevity, we let
e (&) = ei)i(&)(u(z))
throughout the proof.
(1) A4 priori bounds and extraction of weakly convergent sequences: The
norms || e;;(¢) lloo, || ua(e) [1.0, || u3(e) lloo are bounded independently of
e €]0,&1]. Consequently, there exists a subsequence, still denoted (u(e)),., for

convenience, and there exist functions e;; € L*(Q), u, € H'(Q) satisfying
uy, =0 on Ty, and uy € L*(Q) such that

(5.7 eiHj(S) — e In Lz(Q),
(5.8) U (€) — uy in H'(Q),  uy(e) — u, in L*(Q),
(5.9) us(e) — us in L*(Q).

Recall that — and — denote strong and weak convergence, respectively.
From inequalities (1.5) and (3.4), we infer that there exist constants gg
and g; such that

(5.10) 0<go <gle)x) g1 for alle€]0,¢]andall x € Q.

From the variational equations (2.11), inequality (3.10), and the generalized
Korn inequality (4.4), we infer that

Y @la = € (Y lua@IR g+ lus@l o)

—-1/2 ii
<> ey @ligq < Cago /A M (e)eri(e)e;(e)y/ g (e) dx
i A

Cro"” [ Fu(e)V/o(e)

Q

B , 1/2 1/2
< Cg 0 I e} { D I@lia)

hence the assertions follow.
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(1) The limit functions u; found in (5.8), (5.9) are independent of x3: By
(3.2) and Step (1),
iy (&) + e0yus(e) = 28{3%“3(8) +I'(e)us(e)} — 0 ian(Q).
Let ¢ € 2(Q); since uy(g) — u, in H'(Q) and (u3(¢)),., is bounded in L*(Q)
by Step (1),

/83% Qdx = lin& /83140((3) @ dx,
Q Q

m{ /gam(g) (pdx} - —m{ /8u3(6)81q0dx} =0,

Q Q
whence [dsu, @dx = 0. Therefore dsu, = 0 in L*(Q). Likewise, by Step (i),
Q
Osuz(e) = ey3(e) — 0 inL*(Q).
Let ¢ € 2(Q); since u3(e) — u3in L>(Q) by Step (i),

/u3(93(pdx = lll’% /u3(8)83(pdx = —1in3 /83143(?) (pdx = 0,
&e— £—
Q Q Q
whence d;u3 = 0 in the sense of distributions; it then suffices to apply Lemma
3.2(31).
(iii) The limit functions e;|; found in (5.7) are independent of x3; they are
moreover related to the limit u := (u;) by

(5.11) eyp = “/O(/,»(ll) = %(axuﬁ + aﬁu“) — F;Tﬁuo- — blﬁug,
(5.12) ey3 =0,

L ap
(513) €3H3 = —ma“‘/ea“ﬁ.

The convergences e, 5(e) — ey in L*(Q), uy(e) —u, in H'(Q),
u3(e) — uz in L*(Q), and I'y(e) — I, g(e) — by in €°(Q) (cf. Lemma
3.1), imply that

ey p(e) = 3(Duup(e) + Opus(e)) — Thy(e)up(e) — 7,p(n) = eyyp in L3(Q),

which shows that the functions e,z satisfy (5.11) and are independent of x3
(the functions u; are independent of x3; cf. Step (ii)).

Let v = (v;) be an arbitrary function in the space V(Q) of (2.11). The
following relations are immediate consequences of definitions (2.7)—(2.9) of
the functions e;;(¢)(v):

(5.14) eeyp(e)(v) — 0 in L*(Q),
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(5.15) sey3(e)(v) — L A, in L*(Q),
(5.16) eey;3(e)(v) = Gsv3 for all e > 0.

Using the variational equations (2.11) of the scaled three-dimensional
problem, and relations (3.6), we have

/Affk’(p){sekw £)eqy(2) (v) }/3T6) d

/ L7 (0)enye(0) + 47 ()ea(6) H eesle)(0) }/T0) do
+ [{a05 @enia(o) H{aeas(o)() }o(e) o

+Q/ AT (@)ee (&) + AV (E)es a(2) f {oexyp(2) () } V(o) de
e
;

Keep v € V(Q) fixed and let ¢ — 0. Using relations (3.4), (3.5), (3.7), (3.8),
(5.14)—(5.16), and the weak convergences (5.7), we obtain

/{2"“10(080”383”“ + [lameguz + A+ 2,[1)63H3]33U3}\/adx =0.
Q

Letting v vary in V(Q) then yields relations (5.12), (5.13) (if w € L?(Q) and
wiagvdx =0 for all v € H'(Q) that vanish on Iy, then w = 0; cf. CIARLET
[1990, p. 19)).

(iv) The function u := (u;) belongs to the space Vy(w) and satisfies the
variational equations (5.5). Consequently, since these equations have a unigue
solution, by the positive-definiteness of the fourth-order tensor (a*/7) de-
fined in (5.6) (cf. e.g. Lemma 2.1 of BERNADOU, CIARLET & MIARA [1994])
and by assumption (5.1), the convergences (5.7)—(5.9) hold for the whole family
u(e)),o (if the functions % are unique, so are the functions u; and e;; by
Steps (ii) and (iii)).

That u € Vi (w) follows from Lemma 3.2. Let v = (v;) € V(Q) be in-
dependent of the variable x3; then (cf. inequality (3.2))

(517) exp(e)(®) = 7p(v) = {2@uvy + Opv) = Ty, — bogrs ) in L2(Q),
(5.18) eypp(e)(v) — {%am +b§ug} in I2(Q),

(5.19) e3)3(e)(v) = 0,
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as ¢ — 0. Keep such a function v € V(Q) fixed in the variational equations
(2.11) and let ¢ — 0. Relations (3.4)—(3.9), the strong convergences (5.17),
(5.18), relation (5.19), and the weak convergences (5.7) to the limits e;; given
by (5.11)—(5.13) together yield

2}' o, gt oo T oT ag
(5.20) /{ng Pa’ + w(a*d” + a”d’ )}earyxﬁ('u)\/adx

0
= Q/fivi\/ad’ﬁ

which we may also write as (both functions # and v are independent of x3)

(5.21) / by (1 )Vaﬁ(v)\/ady:/{/lfidx3}vi\/‘_1d%

w @] -1

where the functions " are those defined in (5.6).
Given y = (1;) € H)(), let v = (v;) be defined by

v(y,x3) =n(y) for(y,x3) € Q.

Then v € V(Q), v is independent of x3, and thus equations (5.21) are satisfied
with © = (Lemma 3.2). Since both sides of (5.21) are continuous linear
forms with respect to 3 = 53 € L*(w) for fixed 3, € H} (o), and since H} (w)
is dense in L*(w), these equations are valid for all n¢€ Vy(w)
= H}(w) x H} (0) x L*(w).

(v) The weak convergences of (5.7) are strong, i.e.,

(522) eiHj(a) — e,-Hj in LZ(Q)

Combining inequalities (3.10) and (5.10) with the variational equations
(2.11) where we let v = u(e), we first infer that

—1 172
(523) Csla* D lleay(e) — eqplloa < Ale),
where

Afe) - = / AT () (exa(2) — exo) (eq(e) — eq)V/g(e) d
Q
= [f'u
Q

&)\ g dx+/ A (&) (exi — 2exi(e))eq /g (e) dx.

Using the weak convergences (5.7)—(5.9) and the convergences (3.4), (3.5),
we next have

(5.24) A :=1lim A(e /f’ul\/_dx /Afk JexieiV/a dx.
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Using (3.7)—(3.9), then (5.12), (5.13), we finally obtain

/A[jkl(o)ek\\leiﬂj\/‘;dx

Q
= /{ [)»a"ﬁa” + u(a*ad” + a”a"”)} €o||c + ia“ﬁe3H3 }ea“;\/c_zdx
Q
+ 4#/61“”%“3@1“3\/561?6 + /{id‘”eour + (4 + 2#)63\\3}63\\3\/5dx
Q Q
_ 2},/1 off ot oo ft ot fo \/_dx
= {}v+2’ua a’ 4+ u(a*a’* + a*a )}e,;HTea”/f adx.
Q
Hence
(5.25) A=0

(let v = u in (5.20) and use (5.11)), and the convergences (5.22) follow from
(5.23)-(5.25).

(Vi) The family (u(e)),-) converges strongly to u in the space Vy(w), i.e.,
(5.26) i, (e) — Uy in H' (), u3(e) — w3 in L* (o).

By virtue of assumption (5.1), proving (5.26) is equivalent to proving

by (5.11). But, since e,5(¢) — eyp in L*(Q) by Step (v), we infer from
Lemma 3.2 (i) that

eyip(e) — &p  in L¥(w),
on the one hand, and we infer from Lemma 3.2 (iv) that
(@5 — 1ap(E(2))) = 0 in L (w),

on the other hand (recall that e, () := e, p(e)(u(e))). Hence the strong
convergences (5.27) hold.
(vii) The weak convergence of (5.9) is strong, i.e.,

(5.28) us(e) — us in L*(Q).

First, we have dsu3(e) = ee33(¢) — 0 in L?(Q); secondly, we have already
shown that @;3(e) — %3 in L?(w) (cf. (5.26)). Hence the conclusion follows
from Lemma 3.2(iii) and from the independence of the function u; with
respect to the “transverse’ variable x3.

(viii) It remains to show that the weak convergences of (5.8) are strong, i.e.,

(5.29) uy(€) — u, in H(Q).
To this end, we observe that proving (5.29) is equivalent to proving that

(5.30) e;(W(2)) — ey(u') inL*(Q),
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where the functions e;;(-) are those of (3.20) and

u'(e) = (u1(e),u2(e),0), u':= (u1,ur,0).
(By Korn’s inequality, {ZHeij(-)HaQ}l/z is equivalent to || -[|; o over the
space V(Q)). We have shown (cf. (5.11) and (5.22)) that

(5.31) ey p(e) = {exp(u’(e)) — Thy(e)u,(e)}
— {exp(u') — I'jgus — bygus} = ey inL*(Q).

Combining inequality (3.2) with the strong convergences u;(¢) — u; in L?(Q)
(cf. (5.8), (5.28), (5.31)), we therefore obtain

(5.32) e’ (e)) — ep(u’) in L*(Q).

Notice in passing that, if we do not use the strong convergences #,(g) — 7y
in H'(w), we definitely need here the strong convergence 73 (&) — 3 (all these
convergences are established in Step (vi)), which in turn implies the strong
convergence (5.28) in Step (vii).

Since es3(u’(e)) = es3(u’) = 0, relations (5.30) will be proved if we show
that (Osu, = 0 by Step (ii))

(5.33) sy (8) = 2e,3(u'(e)) — 0 = 2e,3(u’) in L*(Q),
or equivalently, that
(5.34) Dsuy(e) — 0 in H(Q), 0,05u,(e) — 0 in H Q).

The equivalence between (5.33) and (5.34) is a consequence of a lemma of
J.-L. Lions (first mentioned in MAGENES & STAMPACCHIA [1958, p. 320, Note
(*")] and proved in DuvauT & Lions [1972, p. 111], then extended to Lip-
schitz-continuous boundaries in BORCHERS & SoHR [1990] and AMROUCHE &
GIRAULT [1994]), which, together with the open mapping theorem, implies
that the mapping v € L*(Q) — (v,010,y0,030) € H ' (Q) is an isomorphism
(cf. also DAUTRAY & Lions [1984, Lemma 2, p. 1261]).

Since dsu, (&) = 2¢(ey3(e) + 'iz(e)uq(e)) — e0,uz(e), we first have, for all
@ € 2(Q), that

/83u1(s)q)dx = 8/{2(694‘3(8) + I'f(e)uq ()@ + uz(e) 0,0 }dx,
Q Q

and consequently, by (3.2) and step (i),
||53“a(8)|\71,9 = ce,

where, here and subsequently in this proof, ¢ denotes constants that are
independent of &. Hence the first convergence in (5.34) is proved.
We next have the identity

(5.35) OpOsuty (&) = Oseap(u’ (2)) + Op(eeys(e) + el G5 (e)u (2))

—0y(eep3(e) + el s (e)uc(e))
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in 2'(Q). From (5.32), we infer that

636“/;(14,(8)) — 83ea/;(u') =0 in Hﬁl(Q),
since 030pu, = 0 in Z'(Q). Denoting by (-,-) the duality between Z'(Q) and
2(Q), we thus have, for all ¢ € 2(Q),

(Op(seq3(e) + el ()us (), @) = —8/{61\\3(8) + I35(8)us(e) }Opp dx,
Q

and consequently, by (3.2) and Step (i),
18p (eeja (&) + eI 53 (s )|y < ce.

The last term in (5.35) is treated in an analogous manner. Hence
OpOsuy(e) — 0 in H~1(Q).
Finally, we have, for all ¢ € 2(Q),

(DsDs10,(e), ) = — / Dty (&) p

= —2¢ [ {eyp(e) + I'3(e)uqs(e) } 0300 dx + &2 e3)3(¢) 0y dbx,
/ /

and consequently, by (3.2) and Step (i),
[[0305uy(e)|| 1 o < ce

Hence 0305u,(¢) — 0 in H~!(Q), and all the convergences in (5.34) are es-
tablished. [J

6. Consideration of surface forces

The notation is that of Secs. 1 and 2. The area element along the
boundary of the set @(Q¢) is

dl'® = (detV*®)|V i d Tn?|dl ',

where V@ is the matrix with g; %, g,% g3 ° as its column vectors, n® is the
unit (|n?| = 1) outer normal vector, and dI'* is the area element, along the
boundary of the set Q°¢. If surface forces are acting on the “upper” and
“lower” faces @(I'%) and @(I'?) of the shell, the unknown u®=
(ué) € V(QF) satisfies

(6.1) /A"jkl’gezw(us)ef”j(v‘g)\/f dx® = / B dT
Q: r:ire

(compare with (1.12)) for all v® = (v%) € ¥ (Q¢), where h'* € L>(T¢.uI'? ) are
the contravariant components of the applied surface force density. Without
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loss of generality, we assume in this section that the applied body force
vanishes.

In addition to (2.2), we assume that there exist functions 4 € L*(I" ul"_)
independent of & such that (the points x* € I'% uI'® and x € I'jul'_ are related
as in Sec. 2):

(6.2) W (x®) = eh'(x) forall x € T ul_.

Remark. Additional regularity will be assumed later on the function #3; cf.
Lemma 6.2.

The scaled unknown now satisfies a scaled three-dimensional shell problem
with a ““‘new” right-hand side (cf. (6.3), (6.4); note that the space V(Q) is the
same as in Theorem 2.1):

Theorem 6.1. The scaled unknown u(e) defined in (2.1) satisfies

(6.3) u(e) € V(Q) ={v=(v) e H(Q);v =0 on Iy},
64 47 @ean0)@e)en 6)(0) VoG d
Q

= / Wvia(e)dl  for all v € V(Q),
r.ur

where the function o(¢) : I'yul'_ — R is defined by

(6.5) a(e)(x) := (det V@ (x%))|ViD(x®) "n(x®)| forall x*e reore,

dT is the area element along the boundary of the set Q, and the other notations
are as in Theorem 2.1.

In order to carry out the asymptotic analysis as ¢ — 0, two “technical
preliminaries” (in addition to those of Sec. 3) are needed for properly hand-
ling the right-hand side of the variational equations (6.4). If w € €' (@), let

Wl o = W0 0o + Z 110w!o,00 -
i

Lemma 6.1. Let the functions o(¢)* : @ — R and 6(¢)” : @ — R be defined by

(6.6)  a(e)" () =0(e)(3, 1), 0(e)” () =a(e)(y,—1) forally€w,

where the function a(¢) : T ul'_ — R is defined in (6.5) and let the function
a: @ — Rbe defined as in (1.4). Then

(6.7) lo(e)” = Vall; o + lo(e)” = Vall; 55 £ Cse.

Proof. The relations V¢® 'n, = +a; for x4 = teand a; x ay = \/aas imply
that
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o(e)™ = |+ ({(a) £ ed1a3) X (ay £ £Dra3)} - a3)az| = a+ O(e)

in ¢'(®). (The assumption that ¢ € 4*(®) is needed there, since second-
order partial derivatives of ¢ appear in 9,a3.) [

Lemma 6.2. Assume that both functions h%. : @ — Randh? : » — R defined by
(6.8) W(y) =1 (1), K (y):=h(y,~1) foralyeco

belong to the space H Yw), where h* is the function appearing in (6.2). Then the
Sfunction h(e) : Q — R defined by

(6.9)  h(e)(y,x3) = 3xs + DAL (»)o(e) " (») + 503 — DA (y)ale) ()
for all (y,x3) € Q belongs to the space H'(Q) for all ¢ > 0, and

(6.10) h(g) — h(0) inH'(Q) ase — 0,
where
(6.11)  hO)(yxm) = {3 + DAL(2) + s — DI () }V/a(y)
for all (y,x3) € Q; futhermore,
(6.12) / hvso(e)dl = / h(e)Ovidx + / Dih(&)vidx,
r,ur Q Q
Sor all v = (v;) € V(Q), and there exists a constant Cy such that
3 2 /2
(6.13) [ woowdr| = e Y lle@ @i}
r,ur. B

for all v= (v;) € V(Q) and all 0 < & < &1, where the functions e;;(¢)(v) are
those of (2.7)~(2.9), and the space V(Q) is that of (6.3). The constant Cy4
depends on the norms |||, ,, and ||R*||, .

Proof. Since both functions o(¢)" and ¢(¢)” belong to the space %' (@), the
function A(¢) defined in (6.9) belongs to H'(Q) if the functions defined in
(6.8) are in H'(w). By (6.7), both functions ¢(¢)* and a(¢)” converge to \/a
in ' (w); consequently, the convergence (6.10) holds, with (0) given in
(6.11). Next, let v = (v;) € ¥(Q). Since v = 0 on [y and h(g)vs = +h’a() on
'L, we may write

(6.14) / 3o (e)dl = / h(e)vn'dT,

r,ur. o
where (n') is the unit outer normal vector along the boundary 9Q of the set
Q. We thus obtain (6.12) by applying Green’s formula to the right-hand side
of (6.14). (Applying Green’s formula is legitimate here since
h(e) € H'(Q),v € H'(Q), and 9Q is Lipschitz-continuous; see, e.g., NECAS
[1967, p. 121].) From relation (6.12), we then deduce
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(6.15) [ #uio@adr| < 15l a(orwloa + 12202100
r,ur-

+10st3lloq + Y llellog):

and inequality (6.13) follows from (6.15) combined with the boundedness of
the norms || (e)|[; o for 0=e=e¢o, the inequality

1/2
r01llyq + 10202lloq + 3 llolloq < V3C{ 3 lleq @)l
i ij

for 0 < ¢<¢; (which itself follows from the fundamental inequality (4.4)),
and the inequality

[|0503]l0.0 = lle33(e)(®)lloa

valid for 0 < ¢e<1. [

The behavior of the solution of problem (6.3), (6.4) as ¢ — 0 is described
in the following analog of Theorem 5.1:

Theorem 6.2. Define the functions b’ : @ — R and b : & — R by
(616) hlJr(y) = hi(yal)v hlf(y) = h[(yafl) fOI" allyEa),
where the functions I’ are those of (6.2), and assume that

(6.17) Wt € (w), b,k € H (o).

Assume that there exists a constant ¢ such that inequality (5.1) holds. For
0 < eZep, let u(e) denote the solution of the scaled variational problem (6.3),
(6.4). Then there exist functions u, € H'(Q) vanishing on Ty and us € L*(Q)
that satisfy relations (5.2)—(5.4), and the function uw = (u;) € Vy(w) satisfies
the two-dimensional variational equations

(6.18)
/ a7y, (@) (M) dy = / (. +h n/ady  forall n=(n,) € Ky(w).

Proof. The proof involves the same eight steps as that of Theorem 5.1. We
only indicate the modifications needed for handling the “new” right-hand
side in equations (6.4).

In Step (i), the chain of inequalities that leads to the a priori bounds now
reads, thanks to inequality (6.13),
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P lula)lia + lua@loa} < 3l @lisa
ngol/z( / Wuy(e)a(e) dT + / s (e)a () dF)

r,ur_ I,ur_

" ({ Z )
+ G Z llea;(2) ||09}1/2)

< Cagy P (CCs + CO{ Y ey e
i

[IA

[IA

1/2
2
Misa)

and thus the conclusions are the same. Note that the constant Cs depends on
the norms |[2%(|;2r, - ) and on the norm of the trace operator acting from
H'(Q) into Lz(l"+ ur_ )

Step (ii) is the same. In Step (iii), the right-hand side of the relation

/Aijkl(s)ek“l( {861“] }\/7 dx=c¢ / h'v;a(e) dT

Q r,ur-

again converges to 0 as ¢ — 0 for v € V(Q) fixed, thanks to (6.7). In Step (iv),
again let v = (v;) € V(Q) be independent of x3; then, again by (6.7) and by
Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem,

lir% Wva(e) dU = [ hvn/ady = / (W, + h_)vi/ady.
& r,ur-
L ur- w

The same denseness argument then shows that u satisfies equations (6.18).
In Step (v), we now have

Ae) = / Rui(e)a(e) dT + /Aiik (&) (exr — ex)ji(e))ei v/ g(e) dx.
r.or ol
Since u,(e) — u, in L*>(T, UT_) whenever u,(g) — u, in H'(Q), it follows

from (6.7) that

}13(1) h*uy(e)a(e) dT = / h*uy\/adl = /(hi + h* Yuy\/ady
T, ur- ryur- w

as ¢ — 0, on the one hand. Identity (6.12) allows us to write
/ Ruz(e)o(e) dT = / h(e) (Oyus () + Osus(e)) dx + / Oih(e)u;(e) dx,
r.ur_ Q

on the other hand. Since A(e) — h(0) in HY(Q), uy(e) — u, in H(Q),
Dsu3(e) — 0in L2(Q) (cf. Step (ii)), and u3(e) — u3 in L2(Q), we conclude that
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e—0
r,ur.

lim / Rus(e)o(e) dT = / h(0)Dyuydx + / D;h0u; dx.
Q

Using Green’s formula as in the proof of Lemma 6.2, we obtain (note
that u, = 0 on I'y)

/ R(0)Dyunddx + Z O;h(0)u;dx = Z D3h(0)uzdx

Q

1
=5 /(;13+ + h? uz\/adx :/(113+ + h? Yus\/ady,
Q @)

and thus we again conclude that A = 0, as in (5.25). The remaining Steps (vi),
(viii) are unaltered. [

7. Conclusions and comments

7.1. Assume that both body and surface forces satisfying assumptions (2.3)
and (6.2) respectively, are acting on the shell, and let u(e) = (u;(¢)) € V(Q)
denote the scaled unknown (cf. (2.1) and (2.10)) that satisfies the corre-
sponding three-dimensional shell problem. If there exists a constant ¢ such
that inequality (5.1) holds, Theorems 5.1 and 6.2 together imply that there
exist functions u, € H'(Q) vanishing on I'y = y x [—1,1] and u3 € L*(Q) such
that

(7.1) Uy (&) — uyin H'(Q), u3(e) — uz in L*(Q) ase — 0,
(7.2) u = (u;) is independent of the transverse variable xs,
1
(7.3) (=(8) =1 Judx € Vy(w),
-1

(74) ¢ / a7, Q) dy = /p""”m\/ﬁdy for all 4 =(n;) € Vie(0),

(0] w

where
(7.5) Vir(w) := H) (0) x H (o) x L*(),

the tensors (a*/77), (74(n)), and the function a are defined in (5.6), (3.17) and
(1.4), and

(7.6) P [ 0,

where K’ == eh’  h"* := ¢h’ and the functions %, are defined in (6.16).
Under the essential assumption that the surface S is elliptic (cf. Theorems

5.2 and 5.3), we have therefore justified by a convergence result (cf. (7.1)) two-

dimensional variational equations (7.4) that are classically those of a linearly
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elastic “membrane”’ shell (cf., e.g., DIKMEN [1982, eqs. (7.10)], GREEN &
ZERNA [1968, Sec. 11.1], or N1orDsoON [1985, eq. (10.3)]). In so doing, we have
also justified the formal asymptotic approach of SANCHEZ-PALENCIA [1990]
(see also M1ARA & SANCHEZ-PALENCIA [1996] and CAILLERIE & SANCHEZ-
PALENCIA [1995]) in the “‘well-inhibited”’ case, according to the terminology of
SANCHEZ-PALENCIA.

7.2. The existence and uniqueness of a solution to the two-dimensional
membrane shell equations (7.4) is a corollary of Theorem 4.2 and of the
uniform positive-definiteness of the tensor (a“ﬁ‘”) (cf., e.g., BERNADOU,
CIARLET & MIARA [1994, Lemma 2.1]). The regularity of the solution has
been established by GENEVEY [1995]; her proof relies on the theory of elliptic
systems of AGMON, DouGLis & NIRENBERG [1964] (in the same vein, see also
GEYMONAT & SANCHEZ-PALENCIA [1995]). Note in passing that the varia-
tional problem (7.4) is atypical, in that one of the unknowns “only” lies in
the space L*(w).

7.3. The convergences (7.1), the scalings (2.1), and inequalities (3.12), (3.14)
together imply the following convergences of the averages across the thick-
ness of the shell of the covariant components of the “original” three-di-
mensional displacement:

I I
(7.7) % /u;dxgaCxlnHl(w), % /ugdx§—>¢f3 in L*(w).

—&

These convergences can be further improved and given a more “intrinsic”
character by considering instead the averages of the tangential component
utg** and normal component ug>® of the three-dimensional displacement
vector itself (note that, along a given normal direction to the surface S, the
vectors g% and g>* remain respectively parallel to the tangent plane and
normal to S, since g¢ =a, —x}b%a,,g>* = a3, and g¢ g/ =5]). More
specifically, the convergences (7.7) combined with the behavior as ¢ — 0 of
the vectors g™ (once “‘scaled” for convenience as vectors defined over the
fixed set Q) imply that

€ &
(7.8) ZL /uig"‘“’dxg — (,a* in Hl(a)), 2i /u§g3*"dx‘3’ — (3a° in Lz(a)).
& J & J

7.4. The first convergence results for “membrane’ shells have been obtained
by DesTUYNDER [1980] in his doctoral dissertation. In particular, the con-
vergences established there in Theorem 7.9 (p. 305), under the assumption
that the surface S is elliptic, are almost identical to those established in
Theorem 5.1 for the components u,(¢), but “weaker” for the component
u3 (&), since DESTUYNDER only established that eus(e) — 0 in L*(Q). Besides,
the justification of the membrane shell equations remained partially formal in
that it still relied on an assumed asymptotic expansion of u3(¢).
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Using I'-convergence theory, ACERBI, BuTTAZZO & PERCIVALE [1988] were
able to obtain convergence theorems for shells viewed as ““‘thin inclusions” in
a larger, surrounding elastic body. As a consequence, the distinction between
“membrane shells” and “flexural shells” (cf. Part II) is no longer related to
the geometry of the middle surface and the boundary condition as here, but
instead to the ratio (as a power of ¢) between the Lamé constants of the two
elastic materials in presence. This asymptotic analysis is thus reminiscent of
that of CIARLET, LE DRET & NzENGWA [1989], who considered a plate partly
inserted in an elastic bodys; if the shell were a plate, the approach of ACERBI et
al. would only apply to the inserted portion, however.

7.5. Our asymptotic analysis covers two essentially distinct situations re-
garding the “geometry” of the surface S and boundary conditions: Either the
shell is clamped on its entire lateral surface and assumption (5.1) holds (this
is the situation considered here), or (cf. Part II) the space of “inextensional
displacements”

Ve(0) = {n = (n) € H'(0) x H' () x H(0);
n; =0z =0 on yy, 7,4(n) =0in a)}

does not reduce to {0}, where @(y, x [—¢,¢]), with y, C y, denotes the por-
tion of the lateral face where the ‘‘original” three-dimensional shell is
clamped (here, y, = 7). In addition to these cases, which were respectively
labeled “well-inhibited”” and “non-inhibited” by SANCHEz-PALENCIA [1989a,
1989b], there remain the ‘““badly-inhibited cases” (following again the ter-
minology of SANCHEZ-PALENCIA), occurring when the space Vr(w) reduces to
{0}, but relation (5.1) does not hold. This happens for instance if the surface
S is elliptic but y, is only a portion of y (SLICARU [1996]), or if the surface S is
a hyperboloid of revolution (MARDARE [1996]).

For such generalized membrane shells, a formal asymptotic analysis of the
three-dimensional shell equations can still be carried out (cf. CAILLERIE &
SANCHEZ-PALENCIA [1999]), and a convergence theorem has been established
by CIARLET & Lobps [1995b.,c]. The limit problems found in this fashion
possess two unusual features: Their solutions are not necessarily distribu-
tions, and they are “extremely sensitive’ to arbitrary small perturbations of
the data. Examples of such problems have been recently studied by SANCHEZ-
PaLencia [1993] and Lions & SANCHEZ-PALENCIA [1994, 1996].
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