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Abstract

We consider a recently introduced geometrically nonlinear elastic Cosserat shell model incorporating
effects up to order O(h®) in the shell thickness h. We develop the corresponding geometrically nonlinear
constrained Cosserat shell model, we show the existence of minimizers for the O(h®) and O(h®) case and
we draw some connections to existing models and classical shell strain measures. Notably, the role of the
appearing new bending tensor is highlighted and investigated with respect to an invariance condition of
Acharya [Int. J. Solids and Struct., 2000] which will be further strengthened.
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1 Introduction

Recently [20] we have established a novel geometrically nonlinear Cosserat shell model including terms up to
order O(h®) in the shell-thickness h, by extending the techniques from [30} 31} [32, [33, [44]. The dimensional
descent was obtained starting with a 3D-parent Cosserat model and assuming an appropriate 8-parameter ansatz
for the shell-deformation through the thickness. This is the derivation approach and it has allowed us to arrive
at specific novel strain and curvature measures. See also [7] for an alternative derivation of a O(h3) Cosserat
shell model. In this way, we obtain a kinematical model which is similar, but it does not coincide, with the
kinematical model of 6-parameter shells. The theory of 6-parameter shells was developed for shell-like bodies
made of Cauchy materials, see the monographs [27, [12] or the papers [19, [37]. We have remarked that even if
we restrict our model to order O(h?), the obtained minimization problem is not the same as that previously
considered in the literature, since the influence of the curved initial shell configuration appears explicitly in the
expression of the coefficients of the energies for the reduced two-dimensional variational problem and additional
bending-curvature and curvature terms are present.

In order to improve our understanding of the new Cosserat shell model, it is useful to consider certain
extreme limit cases. The investigated limit case considered in this paper, i.e., letting the Cosserat couple
modulus g, — oo, is similar to that considered in the case of the Cosserat plate model [30] and is naturally
suggested by the situation for the three dimensional Cosserat model, which will now be explained.

The underlying nonlinear elastic 3D-problem is the two-field Cosserat variational problem

I(p¢, Fe, Re, o) = /Q (Whnp (Ue) + Wewry ()] dV (€) — (e, Re) — min. wrt.  (pg, Re), (1.1)
¢
where
Fe :=V¢pe = polar(F) \/FgFg e R¥3  the deformation gradient,
———

#Eg in general

Re € SO(3) microrotation tensor (independent tensor field),

ﬁg = EgFg e R3*3 the non-symmetric Biot-type stretch tensor,

Qg = EgT Curlg Re € R?*3 the second order dislocation density tensor [35], (1.2)
Winp(Ue) = p||devsym(Uge — 13)[|2 + pe [|skew(TUg — 13)||* + g [tr(sym(TU¢ — 13))]*  physically linear,
Weurv (ate) = L2 (by |[|dev sym ag||* + by [[skew ae [|* + b3 [tr(ae)]?) curvature energy,

(¢, Re) represents the external loading potential.

Here, Q¢ C R3 is a three-dimensional domain, see Figure The elastic material constituting the body is
assumed to be homogeneous and isotropic and the reference configuration )¢ is assumed to be a natural state.
All the body configurations are referred to a fixed right Cartesian coordinate frame with unit vectors e; along
the axes Ox;. A generic point of Q¢ will be denoted by (1, &2, &3). The deformation of the body occupying the
domain Q¢ is described by a vector map ¢ : Q¢ C R? — R? (called deformation) and by a microrotation tensor
Re : Q¢ C R3 — SO(3) attached at each point. We denote the current configuration (deformed configuration)
by Q. == ¢¢(2) C R3. Moreover, > 0 denotes the shear modulus, £ > 0 is the bulk modulus and . > 0 is
the Cosserat couple modulus.



For Cosserat couple modulus p. — oo and characteristic length L, — 0 the previous Cosserat model
approximates the classical (Cauchy-elastic) Biot variational problem

I(pe, Fe) = /Q Winp(Ug) dV () —II(p¢) — min. wrt. g, (1.3)
¢
where

F¢ = V¢pe = polar(Fy) W/FfTFg e R¥3 the deformation gradient,

R¢ = polar(F¢) € SO(3) continuum rotation (dependent tensor field),

Ue = ,/FETFg € Sym™(3) the positive definite symmetric Biot stretch tensor,

Winp(Ue) = p||dev (Ug — 13)||> + g [tr(Us — 13)]*  physically linear isotropic response,
II(pe) represents the external loading potential.
= QE
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Figure 1: Kinematics of the 3D-Cosserat model and the 3D-constrained Cosserat model (pec — 00).

Now, we consider ¢ C R? to be a three-dimensional curved shell-like thin domain, see Figure We take
the fictitious Cartesian (planar) configuration of the body €. This parameter domain €;, C R® is a right
cylinder of the form

h h h h
Qp = {(xl,x%xg)‘ (z1,22) € w, —3 <r3z < 2}: w X (—2, 2),

where w C R? is a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary dw and the constant length h > 0 is the thickness
of the shell. For shell-like bodies we consider the domain 2} to be thin, i.e., the thickness h is small. The
diffeomorphism © : R?® — R3 describing the reference configuration (i.e., the curved surface of the shell), will
be chosen in the specific form

Oz, Y0 X Oz,Y0
O(z ,L2,T3) = Yo(T1,T2 + x3 ng Z1,x2), ng = ;7 1.4
(@ ) ( ) ( ) 102190 % Oz, w0l (14

where 1o : w — R3 is a function of class C?(w). If not otherwise indicated, by VO we denote VO(z1, z2,0), so
that VO = (Vyg | no). We use the polar decomposition [34] of VO and write

VO = Qo Uy, Qo = polar(VO) € SO(3), Uy € Sym™(3). (1.5)



Further, let us define the map ¢ : Q) = Q¢, p(x1, T2, 23) = @ (O(z1, 22, 3)). We view ¢ as a function which
maps the fictitious planar reference configuration €2, into the deformed configuration Q.. We also consider the
elastic microrotation Q,  : Qn — SO(3), Q. (w1, 22,x3) = Re(O(x1, 22, 23)) .

In [20], by assuming that the elastic microrotation is constant through the thickness, i.e., @w(aﬁl, X9, X3) =

Q. s(71,72), and considering an 8-parameter quadratic ansatz in the thickness direction for the reconstructed
total deformation ¢ : €, C R? — R? of the shell-like body, i.e.,

2

T _
ps(T1, 72, 73) =m(r1,72) + <9€3Qm(l‘1,$2) + 23Qb(%@z))@e,s(m,$2)V@-€3, (1.6)

where m : w C R? — R3 represents the total deformation of the midsurface, om, 0p : w C R?2 — R allow
in principal for symmetric thickness stretch (g, # 1) and asymmetric thickness stretch (g, # 0) about the
midsurfacdl]

o =1- 515 (@L(Tml0)(76] . 1) ~ 2. (1.7)
o = — ﬁ(@zs(V(QE)SVG.eSNO)[V@]_l, 13) + ﬁ<@Zs(vm\0)[VQ]_l(Vnom)[V@]_l, 13),

we have obtained a completely two-dimensional minimization problem, see Figure[2] in which the energy density
is expressed in terms of the following tensor fields (the same strain measures are also considered in [27, 12} 19,8} 9]
but with different motivations) on the surface w

Em.s = QET,S(Vm|@E)SV®.eg)[V®]_1 — 15 ¢ Sym(3), elastic shell strain tensor, (1.8)

s

Kes = (axl(@is 02, Qc.s) | axl(@is 02,Qe.5) \0) [VO]™' ¢ Sym(3) elastic shell bending—curvature tensor.

s

we = yo(w)
0, Qo = polar(VO)
- - - — - -
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Figure 2: Kinematics of the 2D-constrained Cosserat shell model (ue — 00). Here, Qoo is the elastic rotation field, Qg is the
initial rotation from the fictitious planar Cartesian reference w configuration to the initial configuration we, and Ro is the total
rotation field from the fictitious planar Cartesian reference configuration w to the deformed configuration we.

In the constrained Cosserat shell model, i.e., letting p. — 00, the elastic microrotation @6’3 is not any more
an independent tensor field (triédre caché, Cosserat [I8]). A direct consequence of the assumption p. — oo is
that the elastic microrotation @, , is coupled to the midsurface displacement vector field m, through

e,s

Q... = Qoo = polar((Vm|n)[VO] ™) = (Vm|n)[VO] ! /[VO] T, [VO]T € SO(3). (1.9)
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Figure 3: A schematic representation of the appearing models. Here, ¢ = x+4u(z) is the 3D-deformation, u is the three-dimensional
displacement, F = V¢ is the deformation gradient, R € SO(3) represents the Cosserat microrotation, m = yo + v(z) is the
midsurface deformation, v is the midsurface displacement, Ay € s0(3) is the infinitesimal microrotation, I,, := [Vm]T Vm € R2*?2
and I, == —[Vm]T Vn € R%2X? are the matrix representations of the first fundamental form (metric) and the second fundamental

form on m(w), respectively, n =

Oz;m X Oz,m

|0z, m X Ozym| '

and with L,, we identify the Weingarten map (or shape operator) on m(w)

with its associated matrix defined by Lm = I, 1L, € R2X2, with similar definitions for Iy, , Ily,, no and Ly, on the surface yo(w).

The tensor g{ggi tor

= %[Im - Iyo]hn = sym[(Vyo)T (Vv)] represents the infinitesimal change of metric, RER.. = [Ty, — Ty, ]

lin

is the infinitesimal change of curvature, and we have used the linear approximation of the normal n = ng 4+ dn + h.o.t., where

on = L

y/det Iy,

(Oz1Y0 X Ozo¥ + Oz, v X Ozayo) — tr(I;O1 sym((Vyo)TVv)) ng is the increment of the normal when yo — yo + v(z).

The dimensional reduction is undertaken in the sense of an engineering ansatz and x denotes a typical principal curvature. The
relations concerning the third column of this table will be made explicit in [22].




Considering Figure[3] in this paper we determine the precise form of the Koiter-type limit problem appearing
for . — oco. We recall that (see Appendix, in matrix format and for a nonlinear elastic shell, the variational
problem for the classical isotropic Koiter shell model is to find a deformation of the midsurface m : w C R? — R3
minimizing:

—le_b —192 A —T (b _ b 172
/w{h(uHV@] 2(1m Lyvel |+ /\+2Mtr{[v®] (L, =1.)[Ve] } (1.10)
2 pllve- T, — 1 )[V@]—l\mltr[[vca]—T(nb I )[V@]‘lr etV da.
12 m = S At2u m = S
Here 1,,, = [Vm]T Vm € R**? and 1I,,, .= —[Vm]T Vn € R?*? are the matrix representations of the first

Oz, m X Op,m
A R T
[0z, m % Oz, m|
with L,, we identify the Weingarten map (or shape operator) on m(w) with its associated matrix defined by
L, = I,'1I,, € R**? with similar definitions for I, II,,, no and L,, on the surface yo(w), see Section [2] for
further notations.

In comparison with this nonlinear Koiter model, in the obtained new constrained elastic Cosserat shell
model, the pure membrane energy is expressed in terms of the difference

fundamental form (metric) and the second fundamental form on m(w), respectively, n = nd

JIvel-TL, [velt - /[ve-T T, [vel-! (1.11)
and not in terms of
YOI 2 (1, 1) VO]~ = (VO] Gicieer (VO] (112

as it is the case in the classical Koiter shell model. This is a consequence of the fact that in the parent three-
dimensional energy, we are starting from the non-symmetric Biot-type stretch tensor (similar to the right stretch
tensor U = VFTF), while the Koiter shell model is typically constructed considering a quadratic form in terms
of the right Cauchy-Green deformation tensor C = U2 = FTF. We notice that in our constrained Cosserat shell
model there does not exist a pure bending energy, the bending terms (those involving the second fundamental
form) are always coupled with membrane terms (those involving the first fundamental form). The presence of
energies depending on the difference of the square roots of the first fundamental forms is consistent with new
estimates of the distance between two surfaces [I7), [16] obtained in [28]. There, it is shown that the difference
v =m — yo is completely controlled by

II\/ [vel-Trn, [Vel-! - \/ [vel-TrL, Vel (1.13)
and
I/ VeI velT[ve] TIL, [ve] ™ —y/[Ve] L, [ve|T[ve] T 1! [ve]~!|. (1.14)

The sum of the two expressions appears in the constrained Cosserat plate model (VO = 1), too, see Eq.
(13.66)), while an additional term is present in our membrane-bending energy which has a format that cannot be
guessed: it is a quadratic form in terms of the change of curvature tensor

JIverri, [vel-t ve) (L, - L, ) [ve]

- \/ [VO]-TT,, [VO]- [VE] (T;}H';n fi;olngu) Vel 1, (1.15)

= IVl 1, [ve]-L [ve) (I, T, ~T,'I8, ) [ve] /[ve]- 7T, [ve] .

Therefore, our particular cases follow the recent trends of considering new shell models which are similar (but
not equivalent) to the Koiter shell model with the aim to lead to improved modelling results, especially for not
so thin shells. Of course, for in-extensional deformations I,,, = I, (pure bending mode, flexure), our change of
curvature tensor ([L.15]) turns into

1They may be written in terms of the Poisson ratio of the isotropic and homogeneous material v = ﬁ



VIVe-1T,, [vO]-1[ve) (f;OIIIEn ff;fﬂio) ve]!
=\/[VO|T, [ve]T[ve]—T(Hin - HZO) Vo] = [V@]‘T(an - Hgo) (VO] ™! = [VO] T Rioiter [VO]

and coincides with the curvature tensor considered in the Koiter shell modell (1.10)), cf. [28].

In a forthcoming paper [22] we will see that the linearization of the strain measures of our constrained
Cosserat shell model naturally leads to the same strain measures that are preferred in the later works by
Sanders and Budiansky [10, 1I] and by Koiter and Simmonds [24], who called the resulting theory the “best
first-order linear elastic shell theory”.

In [20] the geometrically nonlinear constrained Cosserat shell model including terms up to order O(h®) is
constructed under the assumption

1
h max{ sup |k1|, sup |/<52|}<§7 (1.16)

(z1,2)€EW (z1,22)€EW

where r1, ko are the principal curvatures. Condition (1.16]) guarantees that det VO (z3) = 1 — 2Hxs + Ka3 #
0 for all z3 € [—2, 2], ie., it excludes self-intersection of the initially curved shell parametrized by ©, see [20,

Proposition A.2.]. However, condition (1.16) can be weakened since the classical condition (|1.17)) is necessary

hmax{ sup |ki1|, sup |ka|} <2 (1.17)

\ / (z1,22)€Ew (z1,22)€Ew

iyo

Figure 4: Left: % < R. Here, R = é denotes a typical radius of principal curvature. Right: The classical condition ensuring just
injectivity of the parametrization.

and sufficient (see the Appendix i to assure that det VO(z3) = 1 —2Hax3+ K22 #0 for all 23 € [—%, %]
Therefore, without further remarks and computations, the model presented in [20] is valid under weakened
conditions (|1.17) on the thickness h. Clearly, in terms of the principal radii of curvature Ry LRy L

= Tml 72 T TRl
see Figure 4 the condition (1.17)) is equivalent to

h<2Ry, h<2Ry in w < h<2min{ inf Ry, inf Ry}. (1.18)

(z1,22)€EW (z1,22)€EW

(and not h < 2 min{ inf Ry, inf Ry} asis the modelling thin shell assumption for the classical Koiter

(z1,22)EwW (z1,22)EwW
model). For models which coincide to leading order with the classical Koiter model for small enough thickness
[4, 5], the existence of the solution is proven under the conditions (L.18).

For the geometrically nonlinear Cosserat shell model including terms up to order O(h%) [20], we have shown
the existence of the solution [21] for the theory including O(h®) terms, as well as the existence of the solution
for the theory including terms up to order O(h3). In Appendix we show that condition on the
thickness, under which the existence result presented in [21] was shown, can be weakened, but the new condition
still remains more restrictive than . We noted that, in order to prove the existence of the solution, while
in the theory including O(h%) the condition on the thickness h is similar to that originally considered in the
modelling process, in the sense that it is independent of the constitutive parameters, in the O(h?®)-case the
coercivity is proven under more restrictive conditions on the thickness h which are depending on the constitutive
parameters. This remains also true when the problem of the existence of solution in the nonlinear constrained
Cosserat shell model is considered, as we show in Sections and



Even if the condition suggest that the existence of the solution is still valid for L. — 0, this turns
out to be false, since the presence of the extra Cosserat curvature energy, i.e., the condition L. > 0, is essential
in our proof. The missing extra curvature energy, which in classical shell models is not present, is responsible
for the typical non-well-posedness of the classical models in the nonlinear case. Note that this also applies to
Naghdi-type shell models with one independent director.

This paper is now structured as follows. After fixing our notation we briefly recapitulate the unconstrained
Cosserat shell model. Then in Section Bl we turn our attention to the constraint Cosserat shell model which
introduces several symmetry constraints in the model. These symmetry constraints are put into perspective
with the underlying modeling of the three-dimensional problem. We prove conditional existence results since
after all the problem may now be over-constrained. This motivates to introduce a modified model in Section [4]
in which certain symmetry requirements are waived. Unconditional existence theorems are then presented. In
Section [5] we express the strain measures in the Cosserat shell model in terms of classical quantities and finally
in Section [6] we discuss the new invariance condition for bending tensors.

2 The geometrically nonlinear Cosserat shell model up to O(h%)

2.1 Notation

In this paper, for a,b € R™ we let <a, b>Rn denote the scalar product on R™ with associated (squared) vector
norm ||al|3. = <a, a>Rn. The standard Euclidean scalar product on the set of real n x m second order tensors
R™ ™ is given by <X,Y>Rnxm = tr(XY7), and thus the (squared) Frobenius tensor norm is || X2, =
<X, X>Rnxm. The identity tensor on R™*™ will be denoted by 1,,, so that tr(X) = <X, ]ln>, and the zero matrix
is denoted by 0,,. We let Sym(n) and Sym™ (n) denote the symmetric and positive definite symmetric tensors,
respectively. We adopt the usual abbreviations of Lie-group theory, i.e., GL(n) = {X € R™*" |det(X) # 0}
the general linear group , SO(n) = {X € GL(n)|XTX = 1,, det(X) = 1} with corresponding Lie-algebras
so(n) = {X € R | XT = — X} of skew symmetric tensors and sl(n) = {X € R™*" |[tr(X) = 0} of traceless
tensors. For all X € R™*" we set symX = (X7 + X) € Sym(n), skew X = $(X — XT) € so(n) and the
deviatoric part dev X = X — 1 tr(X)- 1, € sl(n) and we have the orthogonal Cartan-decomposition of the
Lie-algebra gl(n) = {sl(n) N Sym(n)} ® so(n) ® R-1,, X = devsym X + skew X + I tr(X)1,,. For vectors
&,n € R™, we have the tensor product (£ ® n);; = & ;. A matrix having the three column vectors Ay, Ay, A3
will be written as (A; | A2 | A3). For a given matrix M € R?*? we define the 3D-lifted quantities

_— M1 Mi2 0 M1 M2 0 —~

M = <M21 Ma2 0) € R3x3 and M = <M21 Ma2 0) € R33, M’ = M]l;. (2.1)
0 0 1 0 0 O

We make use of the operator axl : s0(3) — R3 associating with a skew-symmetric matrix A € so0(3) the vector

axl(A) == (—Ags, A13, —A12)T. The corresponding inverse operator will be denoted by Anti : R® — s0(3).

For an open domain © C R?, the usual Lebesgue spaces of square integrable functions, vector or tensor fields
on ) with values in R, R?, R3*3 or SO(3), respectively will be denoted by L2(£2;R), L2(Q;R3), L2(Q;R3*3)
and L2(£2;SO(3)), respectively. Moreover, we use the standard Sobolev spaces H*(; R) [2, 23] 26] of functions
u. For vector fields u = (ul,uz,U3)T with u; € HY(Q), i = 1,2,3, we define Vu = (Vuy | Vusy| Vug)T. The
corresponding Sobolev-space will be denoted by H!(€2;R?). A tensor @ :  — SO(3) having the components in
H'(€;R) belongs to H!(2;SO(3)). For tensor fields P with rows in H(curl;Q), i.e., P = (PT.e1 | PT.ea| PT.e3)"
with (PT.e;)T € H(curl; ), i = 1,2,3, we define Curl P = (Curl(PT.e1)T|Curl(PT.62)T|curl(PT.63)T)T, The
corresponding Sobolev-space will be denoted by H(Curl; 2).

In writing the norm in the corresponding Sobolev-space we will specify the space. The space will be omit-
ted only when the Frobenius norm or scalar product is considered. In the formulation of the minimization
problem we have considered the Weingarten map (or shape operator) on yo(w) defined by its associated matrix
Ly, = L', € R**? where I, == [Vyo]" Vyo € R**? and II,, = —[Vyo]" Vng € R**? are the matrix
representations of the first fundamental form (metric) and the second fundamental form of the surface yo(w),
respectively. Then, the Gauf curvature K of the surface yo(w) is determined by K := det(L,,) and the mean
curvature H through 2H := tr(L,,). We have also used the tensors defined by

Yo

Ay, = (Vyol0) [VO] 1 € R**?, By, = —(Vnol0) [VO] ! € R3*3, (2.2)



and the so-called alternator tensor C,, of the surface [45]

C,, = det(VO) [VO] T <_01
0

O O

8) [ve| . (2.3)
0

2.2 The unconstrained Cosserat shell model

In [20], we have obtained the following two-dimensional minimization problem for the deformation of the mid-
surface m : w—R? and the microrotation of the shell @, , : w—SO(3) solving on w C R?*: minimize with

respect to (m, @, ,) the functional

1m.Q..)= [

w

|:Wmemb (gm,s> + Wmemb,bend (gm757 Ke,s) + Wbend,curv (K:e7s):| detVO da — ﬁ(mvae,s) ) (24)

where the membrane part Wiemb (Em,s) , the membrane-bending part Winemb bend (Emys, ICe,s) and the bending—
curvature part Wyend,curv (IC&S) of the shell energy density are given by

h3
Wmemb (gm,s) = (h +K E) Wshell (gm,s)u
h3 h?
Wmemb,bend (gm,sy K:e,s) = (E -K %) Wshell (gm,s Byo + Cyo’Ce,s) (25)
h3 h3
- ?H Wshell (gm,57 gm,sByg + Cyo K:e,s) + F Wshell (gm,57 (gm,sByg + Cyo K:e,s)Byo)
h5
+ % me((gm,s Byo + CyoKe,s)Byo )a
h? W ho ,
Wbend,curv (K:e,s) = (h -K ﬁ) Wcurv (Ke,s) + (ﬁ -K %) Wcurv (K:e,sByo ) + % Wcurv (Ke,sByO)z
with
Wanen (X) = p lsym X ° + pfskewe X[ + 12 [1r(x))’
A42p
2012
= v sym X+ sk X[+ 25 22 o, (2.6)
A
Winent(X,Y) = p(sym X, sym Y') + pic(skew X, skew V) + 5 +‘; . tr(X) tr(Y),

Wanp(X) = p lsym X |? + preljskew X | + 2 [t(X) ]* = Wapen(X) + A [tr(X)]?

P 2 2N +2p) ’

Weury(X) = p LZ (by [|dev sym X ||* + b ||skew X ||* + b3 [tr(X)]?) VX,V € R3*3,

Contrary to other 6-parameter theory of shells [36] 12] 19, T3] the membrane-bending energy is expressed in
terms of the specific tensor &, s By, + C,,K¢,s. This tensor represents a nonlinear change of curvature tensor,
since in the linear constrained Cosserat model [22] it reduces to the change of curvature tensor considered by
Anicic and Léger [6] and more recently by Silhavy [39].

The parameters p and A are the Lamé constants of classical isotropic elasticity, k = is the infinitesimal
bulk modulus, by, ba,bs are non-dimensional constitutive curvature coefficients (weights), p. > 0 is called the
Cosserat couple modulus and L. > 0 introduces an internal length which is characteristic for the material,
e.g., related to the grain size in a polycrystal. The internal length L. > 0 is responsible for size effects in
the sense that thinner samples are relatively stiffer than thicker samples. If not stated otherwise, we assume
that £ > 0, Kk > 0, pc > 0, by > 0, bo > 0, b3 > 0. All the constitutive coefficients are now deduced from
the three-dimensional formulation, without using any a posteriori fitting of some two-dimensional constitutive
coeflicients.

The potential of applied external loads II(m, 6678) appearing in is expressed by

2pu+3 )
3

ﬁ(mrae,s) = Hw(m7@e,s) + 11, (m’ @e,s) ) with (27)



M (m.Q,.,) = / (fou)da+An(@,,) and L, (m,Q,,) = /

<t’ U> dS + A’Yt, (@e,s) )
Tt

where u(z1,z2) = m(z1,22) — yo(z1,22) is the displacement vector of the midsurface, Hw(m7@e’s) is the
potential of the external surface loads f, while IL,, (m,Q, ) is the potential of the external boundary loads
t. The functions A, ,A,, : L?(w,S0(3)) — R are expressed in terms of the loads from the three-dimensional
parental variational problem [20] and they are assumed to be continuous and bounded operators. Here, v; and
~4 are nonempty subsets of the boundary of w such that v; U4 = Ow and y:Nyg = @. On ;4 we have considered
traction boundary conditions, while on v4 we have the Dirichlet-type boundary conditions:

. m* simply supported (fixed, welded), @evshd = @;S, clamped, (2.8)
where the boundary conditions are to be understood in the sense of traces.

In our model the total energy is not simply the sum of energies coupling the pure membrane and the pure
bending effect, respectively. Two mixed coupling energies are still present after the dimensional reduction of
the variational problem from the geometrically nonlinear three-dimensional Cosserat elasticity.

A

Considering materials for which p. > 0 and the Poisson ratio v = Fown) and Young’s modulus F = %

are such tha —% <v < 1and E >0 the Cosserat shell model admits global minimizers [2I]. Under these
assumptions on the constitutive coefficients, together with the positivity of u, pe, b1, b2 and b3, and the
orthogonal Cartan-decomposition of the Lie-algebra gl(3) and with the definition

Wenen (X) i= W52 (sym X) + pelskew X |2 VX € R3*3, (2.9)
o0 Ap 2
Wshell(s) = ||‘S’||2 + Y 4 2# [tr(S)] VS € Sym(3)7

it follows that there exists positive constants ¢, c3,C; and CJ such that for all X € R3*3 the following
inequalities hold

CIJFHS||2 2 sohoell(s) 2 CIL”SHz VS € Sym(3)7
Ci|lsym X )% 4 pie |Iskew X ||? > Wenen(X) > ¢ [Jsym X||? + s ||skew X ||? VX e R3*3, (2.10)
CerHXH2 > Weuwrv(X) > C;HXH2 VX e R¥3.

Here, ci" and C’fr denote the smallest and the largest eigenvalues, respectively, of the quadratic form W32 (X).
Hence, they are independent of p..

3 The limit problem for infinite Cosserat couple modulus p. — o

In this section we consider the case p. — 00, since then the constraint R¢ = polar(Fg) is enforced in the starting
three-dimensional variational problem. In that case, the parental three-dimensional model turns into the Toupin
couple stress model [42] Eq. 11.8].

3.1 Constrained elastic Cosserat shell models

Let us see what is happening to the dimensionally reduced model under the same circumstances. The following
lemma gives us information on the constitutive restrictions under which the energy density remains bounded.

Lemma 3.1. For sufficiently small values of the thickness h such that

2
hmax{sup |x1]|,sup |x2|} < « with a< 5(29 —V/761) ~ 0.97083 (3.1)
TEW TEW

2These conditions are equivalent to g > 0 and 2X + g > 0, which assure the positive definiteness of the quadratic form

A 2 2u 2N+ p)
W, X)= X||? kew X ||2 tr(X)]* = p||d X||? kew X ||2 + -7 [tr(X)]2.
shell (X) = pllsym X||° + pic|[skew X|| +/\+2u[r( )] plldevsym X || + pcllskew X||* + 30+ 270 [tr(X)]
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and for constitutive coefficients satisfying p > 0, pie > 0, 2A+pu > 0, by > 0, by > 0 and b3 > 0, the energy
density

W(gm,sa ’Ce,s) = Wmemb (5m,s) + Wmemb,bend (5m,37 Ke,s) + Wbend,curv (ICe,s) (32)

satisfies the estimate

7 h3 37
>h @ Wihen (Em,s) + E % Wihen (5m,sByo + Cyo ’Ce,s) (33)

hd 1 47
% gwghell((gm,s Byo + Cyglce,s)Byo ) +h ZS

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 4.1 from [2I] and the proof given in Appendix |

W(gm,37 ]Ce,s)

+ Weury (ICe,s)-

In the remainder of this paper, the strain tensors corresponding to the constrained elastic Cosserat shell
models will be denoted with the subscript -, i.€., Qso, oo, Koo €tc.

Therefore, since the membrane energy and the membrane-bending energy have to remain finite when
fte — 00, in view of Lemma [A.2] and we have to impose [42, 43] that

Iskew(€xo)| = 0. [lskew(Eae By + CpoKo) | =0, [lskew((Exe By, + CpoKoc)By )| = 0. (3.4)

The assumption £, € Sym(3) implies that QQo = polar(Vm|n) € SO(3), where n = Hamlmxamzm is the unit

Oz MXOpym|
normal vector to the deformed midsurface, and polar(X) € SO(3) denotes the orthogonal part of the invertible
matrix X € GLT(3) in the polar decomposition [34], i.e., X = polar(X) U with U € Sym™(3). Indeed, we have

skew(Ex) = 0
& QL (Vm|QuVO.e3)[VO] ! € Sym(3)
QL(Vm|QuVO.e3)[VO] ™' = [VO] T (Vm| Qe VO.€3)" Qe
QTQL (Vm| Qe VO.e3)Us ! = Uy (Vim| QueVO.e3) ' QuoQo
UoQE QT (V| Qoo VO.e3)Uy t = (Vm| Qoo VO.€3)T Qoo Qo (3.5)

x % 0
<* g> Q1 (V| @ VO ) (
0
0
1
% % 0 * ok gazlm,QooQof?,i
= (Vm| QOOVG-eZi)TQooQO < # 0k 0] = | % * (Fz;m, QooQo-e3 :
* k1 00 1

Thus, the vector QwQo-€3 is collinear with n. Moreover, since Q@0 € SO(3), we have Q- Qo.e3 = n.
Hence, £o = QL (VM|QooVO.e3)[VO] 1 —13 € Sym(3) implies QL (Vm|n)[VO]~! € Sym(3), and therefore

t oo

O ¥ ¥
o ¥ ¥
= o o

O ¥

> = (Vm| QuVO.€3)" QuaQo

O * ¥
O % ¥
= o o

N
O ¥ *
o %
~
~
EE
* ¥ *

) = (Vm| Qoov®~e3)TQooQO

P
* % %
*

N~
o
O * ¥
[=RE
= o o

Qoo = polar((Vm[n)[VO] ") = (Vm|n)[VE]~ U, (3.6)

where U € Sym™ (3) is defined by
(Vm|n)[VO] ! = [polar((Vm|n)[VO] )] U. (3.7)
The constraint Qo = polar((Vm|n)[VO]~!) not only adjusts the “triedre mobile” [I8] to be tangential to
the surface (equivalent to Qo Qo.€3 = n, Kirchhoff-Love normality assumption), see Figuresuch that the third

column coincides with the normal to the surface, but also chooses a specific in-plane drill rotation, coming
from the planar polar decomposition.

Using U2 = UT T = ((Vm|n)[VO]=1) (Vmn)[VO] ! = [VO]TT,, [VO]~!, we deduce
Qoo = polar((Vm|n)[VO] ™) = (Vm|n)[VE] 1 /[VO] T, [VO]T, (3.8)
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Figure 5: In the limit pe — oo, the blue 3-frame (triedre mobile) is replaced by the red 3-frame (triddre caché) being tangent to
the surface and prescribing a specific in-plane drill rotation.

with the lifted quantity I, € R3*3 given by I,,, := (Vm|n)T (Vm|n). Moreover, since Qoo VO.e3 = Qoo Qo.€3 = n,
the latter identity leads to

Eoe = [polar ((Vm|n)[VO] 1" (Vm|n)[VO] ' — 13 = U—15= \/[V@]_Tfm[VG]_l — 1s. (3.9)
An alternative expression of £, containing only classical quantities can be obtained using Remark [AT] from
Appendix [A1] ie., A2 = A, = (Vyol0) [VO] ! = [VO] TT,, 15[Ve] ! = [ve] T, [Ve!

In the following, we proceed to compute £y By, + Cy, Ko which is appearing in the expression of the
membrane-bending energy. From Remark we note the identity

Q2o (VQeoVO(0).€5] [ 0) [VO] ! = Cyp Koo — By, (3.10)
which, together with the other identities from Remark [A-T] leads to

CyoKoe = Q% (V[QxVO(0).¢5]|0) [VO] ™! + By, = Q5 (V[QxQo-e3]|0)[VO] ™" + By,
=Q%L(Vn|0)[VO] ™" + By, = [polar((Vm[n)[VO]™")]"(Vn|0)[VO] ™! + By,

— [(vmn(ve] Vel T [velr] (va)ve ! + B, (3.11)

[VelL,;' [ve|T [ve| TIL, [ve] ! +4/[Ve] L, [ve]T[ve| TIL, [ve] !

Because \/[verTTm VO] [VO T [VOIT = \/[VO T, Ve [VO] T, [Ve], it follows

\/ VO] [VO] L1 [VO]T = /[VO]L,}[VO]T. Using also the two formulae I 1Hb =L,

IIb = Lb , We may write

£ By, +Cpu Ko = (/[VO] 7T, [VO] - — 1) [Ve] 71T, [VE]

[velL,'[ve|T [ve| I, [ve] ! + [ve| TIr, [ve] !

- \/ [Ve]-T1, [Ve]-! [ve] TIL, [ve] ™ —/[Ve]T.'[ve]” [ve] 1L, [ve]

—/Ive]-T1,, [ve-! [ve] 1T, [ve] ! (3.12)

- \/ [VOe]-T1, [VO]-1[Ve|L,! [ve]” [ve] TIL, [ve] !

12



= \/ [Ve]-T1, [Ve]-! [VOIL, 'L, [Ve] ! - \/ [VO]-T1, [VO]-1[VO|T ' I’ [ve] !

—\/[VO]-TT, [ve]-1[ve](L) -1’ )[ve] .
v (10— 12)

In view of the identity 13 = \/ [V@]—Tfyo [VO]~1, the quantity £ By, + Cy, K can equivalently be written
in the alternative form

£ By, + 0y Ko =/ [VO] 7T, (VO] 1 [VO] (L, 13, ) VO] /[vO 7T, [Vl 1, (3.13)

and therefore we see how both pairs Tyo’LZo and Tm,LEn, together, influence the constitutive quantity

Eoo Byy + Cyy Koo Since (oo By, + Cyy Koo )By, is also an argument of an energy term defining the membrane-
bending energy, i.e., Wshcn((é'oo By, + Cyo Koo)By, ), we have to compute as well

(Eoo Byy + CyoKoo)By, = \/ [Ve]-T1, [ve]-! [velL, [ve] ![ve] TIL, [ve]

— \/ [Ve]-T1, [ve]-![ve]L [ve] ' [ve| I, [ve]!

= \/ [Ve]-T1, [ve]-! [VeIL, T, [Ve] ™! (3.14)

Yo~ Yo

- \/ [Ve]-T1, [Ve]-![ve] L I 'L [ve]™

m=yo

— -TT - b b b -1
= \/[ve)TT,. [ve] - [ve) (L), — L), )L, [Ve] .

Note that for Qo = polar((Vm|n)[VO]~!), which is a consequence of the limit p. — oo, it follows that
€ € Sym(3), while the other two requirements (3.4)3 3, which are also implied by the limit . — oo are not
automatically satisfied. The remaining additional constraints in the minimization problem are

£ By, + 0y Ko € Sym(3) & \/[VO] 7T, VO] [VO](L, - L, )[Ve]

Lol ()"~ @) )Ivel Ve T, velt,  (3.15)
and
(Exe By + CyoKoo) By, € Sym(3) & /[VO]-T1, [VO]-! ve(L, ~ 1)L, [ve] (3.16)

L vel T, ()" ~ W) )Ivelry/ [ve T, [ve]-t.

If L, > 0 is finite and non-vanishing, the bending-curvature energy is still present in the minimization
problem. The latter energy is expressed in terms of K, which for y. — oo turns into

Koo = (axl( [VG)]T;F[ve]T[V(a]—T(vmm)Taxl((vm\n)[vm—l [V@ﬁ;,l[VG)]T>)
| ax]( [V@]T;@T[V@]T[VG)]’T(VmM)T8m2((Vm\n)[V@}’l [V@ﬁmve)]T))o>[ve]1. (3.17)

In view of the constitutive restrictions imposed by the limit case p. — oo, the variational problem for the
constrained Cosserat O(h%)-shell model is to find a deformation of the midsurface m : w C R? — R3 minimizing
on w:

= /w [(rex¢ %) u(/[VOITT, 15 [ve)- — \/[ve]-T1, 15(ve]1)

+ (% -K 275)) wn(V/[VeIT1, Vo1 [Ve] (L, — L) vel )
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W = ~
~ THWE(y/ VO] T T, 13 [Ve] - - \/[ve]TT,, 13 [vel,

VIvel-TT, [vel- [ve) (L, ~ 1., )[ve] ) (3.18)

W = =
W (VO 1T, 13 Vel - \/[ve]TT,, 15 [ve),

VIvel-r1, [vel- [ve) (L), — 1, )1, [ve] )

Yo Yo

h? = _
+ % Wg;,(\/ [VO]-TL, [VO]~1[Ve] (Lbyo - L;)Lgo Vel )
h? h? h? h?

+ (h=Kg5) Wen(Ke) + (5 ~ K g5 %0

- ﬁ(ma QOO)7

) Wcurv (’CooByo ) + Wcurv (KOOB’tQ/o)} detVO da

such that

€2 By, + Cyy oo € Sym(3)

& \/[V@]*TTm VO]-1[VO] (Lb - L';n) ve)!

Yo

L vel T ((wh,)" ~ ()7 Vel [ve]-TT, [ve]-t,

(s By 4+ CyyKoo)By, € Sym(3) (3.19)

= \/[V@]—Tfm VOl-1[ve] (Lgo - LEn)LZO vel!

L Vel T, (L)~ (L)7))IVel [Vl -TT, [ve]-1
where

Koo = (ax1(QZ 82, Quc) [axU(QL, 0:,Quc) [0) [VE] 2,

Qe = polax (Vm|n)[VO]™) = (Vm|n)[VE] " /[VO] 7T, (VO] -,

o Ap 2 o Ap
Waren(S) = p|| S||2 + X+ 2 [tr(S)] ) Weten(S,T) = N<S» T> + X+ 24 tr(S) tr(7), (3.20)

A
Wi (S) = u|1S]” + 5 [tr ()] VS, T € Sym(3),
Weure(X) = p L2 (by [|dev sym X ||* + by ||skew X ||* + b3 [tr(X)]?) V X € R3S,

2

3.2 3D versus 2D symmetry requirements for p, — co

As already mentioned in Subsection in the starting three-dimensional variational problem (1.1)), the limit
e — oo leads to the constraint

skew(Ug — 13) =0 & R¢ = polar(Fy), (3.21)

and the parental three-dimensional model turns into the Toupin couple stress model [42 Eq. 11.8].

Motivated by modelling arguments, after obtaining a suitable form of the relevant coefficients g,,, 0p, in [20]
we have based the expansion of the three-dimensional elastic Cosserat energy on a further simplified expression
for the (reconstructed) deformation gradient F¢, namely

Foe = Vaops(21,29,23)[VaO (21, 22, 23)] 7 (3.22)
= ﬁw = (Vm] o}, @&s(xl,xg)vw@(xl,xg,O) 63)[Vw@(3?1,1'2,$3)]_1
+ 23(V [ Qe o (w1, 22) Vo O (21, 22,0) €3] |0f Q. o (71, 22) VO (21, 32, 0) €3)[Vo O (21, 2, 3)] "
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Corresponding to this ansatz of the deformation gradient, the tensor g‘g = Ug — 13 is approximated by

E=Uey—13 = Q. Fuy— 13, (3.23)

which admits the following expression with the help of the usual strain measures in the nonlinear 6-parameter
shell theory

~ 1
=360 {5,”,5 + s [5,”,5(13% —2HA,,) + C,, /c} + a2 [cyo Ke.s(By, — 2 HAyO)} }
A
EEETm) {tr(c‘)m,s) + 23t1(Em, By, + CyOICe,S)} (0]0]n0) (0]0[no) ™. (3.24)
1
We substitute the expansion of the factor W@@B) in the form
1 1

= — 14 2Has+ (4H? — K) 22 + O(a .
detVO(zy) ~ 1—2Has +KaZ 1 T 2HZE )23+ O(a3) (3.25)

and get

&, :{1+2H;1:3 + (4H? — K) 22 +O(:c§)}

X { €+ 23 [Ems(Byy = 2HA,) + Cyy Keyo| + 03[ Cpp Keo(Byy — 2HA,,)| }
A
A+ 2u

If we multiply out all terms and use the relation B?QJ0 =2HB,, — KAy, then we obtain

[tr(em,s) + 23 60(Ems By, + cyoice,s)} (0[0]120) (0[0]n0)7 - (3.26)

o _ T
& = 1[ems 535 tEmis) (0101mo) 0101mo) }
A
B - B T 2
403 (Em s Bun + CuuKies) = (5 11EmaBun + CunKe) (00[n0) (000]o) (3.27)

+ 23] (Ems Buo + CuoKes)By | + 0.

Since {1,z3,23} are linear independent, from the last relation we see that the symmetry constraint gg R
Es € Sym(3) imposed by the limit case g — oo implies the symmetry constraints on the tensors &, s ,
(Em,s Byo + CyoKe,s) and (En,s By, + CyoKe s) By, L,

Em.s € Sym(3), (Em,s Byy + CyoKe s) € Sym(3) and (Em,s Byy + CyoKe,s)By, € Sym(3).  (3.28)

This fact has in essence the following physical significance:

For pe — oo, the (through the thickness reconstructed) strain tensor &, for the 3D shell is symmetric.

The terms of order O(acg) are not relevant here, since we have taken a quadratic ansatz for the deformation.
~ T ~ — —=T =~
Since & = Q. 4 Fe s — 13, this condition is equivalent to: the Biot-type stretch tensor Ue s = Q. s Fes for
the 3D shell is symmetric. In conclusion, from (3.27)) we see that the tensor (£, s By, +Cy,Ke 5) can be viewed
as a bending tensor for shells in the sense of Anicic and Léger [6] and Silhavy [39].

3.3 Conditional existence for the O(h°)-constrained elastic Cosserat shell model

In this subsection we give a conditional existence result regarding the O(h®)-constrained elastic Cosserat shell
model. First, it is important to define the appropriate admissible set of solutions, since (o, and m are not
any more independent: Q. is determined by Q. = polar(Vm|n) QL once m € H!(w,R?) is known. However,
Qo = polar(Vm|n) Q¥ has to belong to H!(w,SO(3)), which does not directly follow from m € H'(w,R?).
Hence, since the existence result of the solution for the unconstrained elastic Cosserat shell model assures the
desired regularity for Q, we follow the same method as in [2I]. We notice that the existence result presented

in [21] is valid in the case of no boundary conditions upon @, todﬂ In the definition of the admissible set of

3Since SO(3) is compact, a property that does not transfer to the linearized problem.
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solution, we need to take into account all the compatibility conditions between Qoo‘ and the values of m on

~q¢ imposed by the limit case p. — co. The set A of admissible functions is therefore deﬁned by

_ Opym”™ X Op,m”
[0z, m* X Oy, m*||

"4 = {(vaoo) € Hl(waRS) X Hl(w,SO(?))) m’,yd = m*a QOOQO'e?’"yd

U= QL (Vm|QusQo.e3)[VO] ! € L%(w,Sym™(3)) (3.29)
R = QL (Vm|QeoQo-€3)[VO] "By, + QL (V(QueQo.€3)|0)[VO] " € L?(w, Sym(3))
R = QL (Vm|QuQo.€3)[VO] 'BY + QL (V(QQo.€3)[0)[VO] 'By, € L*(w, Sym(3))},

which incorporates a weak reformulation of the symmetry constraint in , in the sense that all the derivatives
are considered now in the sense of distributions, and the boundary conditions are to be understood in the sense
of traces. However, a priori it is not clear if the set A is non-empty. In view of , we note that if
m € H?(w,R3) is such that L,, = L,, and mhd = m*, then by choosing Q.. = polar[(Vm|n)[VO]~1] € SO(3)

we obtain (m, Q) € A. In general, A may be empty. Therefore we propose:

Theorem 3.2. [Conditional existence result for the theory including terms up to order O(h%)]

Assume that the admissible set A is non-empty and the external loads satisfy the conditions f € L*(w,R?),
t € L?(y;,R3), and the boundary data satisfy the conditions m* € H'(w, R?) and polar(Vm* |n*) € H' (w,SO(3)).
Assume that the following conditions concerning the initial configuration are satz’sﬁetﬁ: Yyo:w CR2Z 2R3 isa
continuous injective mapping and

yo € H'(w,R?), Qo = polar(VO) € H'(w,S0(3)), VO € L™(w,R**?), detVO > ag >0, (3.30)

where ag is a positive constant. Then, for sufficiently small values of the thickness h satisfying
2
hmax{sup |k1], sup |k2|} < « with a< 5(29 —V/761) ~ 0.97083 (3.31)
A ASIoY

and for constitutive coefficients such that > 0, 2 A+u > 0, by > 0, by > 0, b3 > 0 and L. > 0, the minimization
problem (3.18) admits at least one minimizing solution m such that (m,Qu) € A.

Proof. The proof follows similar steps as in [21] for the proof of the existence of solution for the unconstrained
O(h®) elastic Cosserat shell model and is similar to the proof of Proposition from Appendix Here,
we provide only certain milestones, to guide the reader and explain those details that differ in comparison to
[21]. First, it follows that for sufficiently small values of the thickness h such that is satisfied and for
constitutive coefficients satisfying > 0, 2X + p > 0, by > 0, bs > 0 and bs > 0, the energy density

wee (Som KOO) = I;.loclnb (500) + Wr?lcémb,bcnd (50<>a ’COO) + Wbcnd,curv (ICOO) (3~32)

is coercive, where W2° , and W,

e q are the membrane energy and the membrane-bending energy corre-

memb ,ben
sponding to the limit case u. — oo. This means that there exists a constant af > 0 such that

W (o, Kne) > af (|l + [Kocl?) ¥ (m,Quc) € A, (3.33)

where af depends on the constitutive coefficients (but not on the Cosserat couple modulus g ). Indeed, all the
steps used in the proof of Proposition from Appendix remain valid by considering . — oo since for
all (m, Qo) € A it follows that £, € Sym(3) and E.,By, + Cy, Koo € Sym(3).

Moreover, under the same hypothesis and using the same arguments as above, it follows that for p. — oo,
too, the energy density W (€., K ) is uniformly convex in (€, Kso) for all (m, Q) € A, i.e., there exists a
constant aj > 0 such that

D*W™(Exo, Koo)- [(Hi, Ha), (Hi, Ha)] > af (| Hi||* + | H2||*) ¥ Hy, Hy € R (3.34)

4For shells with little initial regularity. Classical shell models typically need to assume that yo € C3(w, R3).
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The assumptions on the external loads and the boundedness of IIgo and Has(f) imply that there exists a
constant ¢ > 0 such thatP]

[TI(m, Qse) | < C ([Imllurw) +1), V(m Qux) € H' (w,R?) x H'(w,S0(3)). (3.35)
Considering o
R (21,22) = Qoo(w1,72) Qo(1,22,0) € SO(3), (3.36)
we write
o = QO[EOTO(VWQOOV@'@S) — Qf (Vyo|no)][VO] ! = QO(EZO Vm — Qf Viyol0)[VO] . (3.37)

Using this expression for £, we obtain
—T
1€l” = ASII(Roe Vi — Qg Viyol0)|* = AGIIVm|Fay — e1 [Vmlliz () + c2, (3.38)

where Ag is the smallest eigenvalue of the positive definite matrix /I\gjol and ¢; > 0, co > 0 are some positive
constants. Similarly, we deduce that

1Ko ? = A3 1l (ax1(Q2 Oy Qoc) | axU(Q% O, Qo)) 1. (3.39)

In view of the coercivity of the internal energy and (4.8)), (3.35) and (3.38]), and after using the Poincaré—
inequality we deduce that the functional I(m, Q) is bounded from below on A, i.e.,

I(m, Q) > c1|lm — m*||%11(w) +co Y (m, Qso) € HY (w,R?) x H'(w,SO(3)), (3.40)
where ¢; > 0 and ¢o € R. Hence, there exists an infimizing sequence {(mk,ék)};ozl in A, such that
Jim I(my, Q) = inf {I(m, Q) | (m, Qo) € A}. (3.41)
— 00

Since we have I(m*,Q%,) < oo, in view of the conditions on the boundary data, the infimizing sequence
{(mk, Qk)}il can be chosen such that

I(mi, Q) < I(m*, Q%) <oo, Vk> 1. (3.42)

Using (3.40) and (3.42]) we remark that the sequence {mk}:; is bounded in H'(w, R?®). Hence, we can consider
a subsequence of {my, }Zil (not relabeled) which converges weakly in H* (w, R?). According to Rellich’s selection
principle, it converges strongly in L?(w, R3), i.e., there exists an element m € H!(w, R?) such that

mp —m in HY(w,R?), and my — m in L%*w,R3?). (3.43)

We skip further details, since they mimic the proof of existence theorem from [2I], and we use only the fact

that there exists a subsequence of {@k}zozl € H'(w,SO(3)) (not relabeled) and an element Q. € H'(w,SO(3))
with

0, — Q. in H'(wR™), and @, = Q. in L(w,R¥3). (3.44)
Let us next construct the limit strain and curvature measures
—~ ~T = ~T
o= Q(VM|Q, VO.e3)[VO] ™ — 13 = Qo(R,, Vi — QL Vyol0)[VO] !, (3.45)
-~ T = ~T =
Koo i = (31(Quc 92, Q) | aX1(Q 02, Q) 0) [VE] .

Note that using

QL 9,, Q00 = Qo Ry 05, (oo QF) = Qo(R' 94, Ro) QF — Q0(Q10,,Q0) QF, i =1,2,3 (3.46)

5By c and ¢;, i € N, we will denote (positive) constants that may vary from estimate to estimate but will remain independent
of m, Vm and Qoo.
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and the identity axl(Q AQT) = Qaxl(A) for all Q € SO(3) and for all A € s50(3), we obtain
Koo = Qo 051(Roc Row)—ax1(Q4 0, Qo) | al(Rocp, Fr) ~ax1(Q] 0,Q0) | 0) (VO] (3.47)
In the next steps of the proof, all the arguments from [2I] hold true and we conclude that
EL): = Qu(Ry, Vi — Q3 Vipl0)[VO] ! = Exc (3.48)
in L2(w, R3*3), where ﬁk(ajl, To) = 5k(x1,x2) Qo(z1,2,0) € SO(3), as well as
K8 s = Qo ((ax1(Ry, 0, o) ~ax1(QF 02, Qo) | axI(Ry, 02, Re) ~axl(QF 0 Q0) | 0)[VO] ™ = Kow (349

in L2(w, R3*3). The admissible set A defined by (3.29) is closed under weak convergence. Indeed, since the set
of symmetric matrices is closed under weak convergence, we find

Up=EP +1, U =6 +1,4 in L2(w,Sym(3)),
AP = BB, + kP — &) = & By, + CyoKne in L!(w,Sym(3)), (3.50)

A = el B2 4+ kWBy, — Ry = £ B2, + CypKoBy, in L'(w,Sym(3)),

whenever the sequence {(mk,@k)}io:l C A is weakly convergent to (ﬁ@,ém) € HY(w,R3) x H'(w,SO(3)).

~

Moreover, by virtue of the relations (ms, @) € A and (3.43), , we derive that m = m* and Q_ Qo.e3 =

Oz, m* X Og,m™ . T . .
|| 811 " (;2 o on vy in the sense of traces. The second boundary condition is satisfied, since from ([3.50)
ey VS X Oy

it follows that Q. Qo.e3 = 1 =

O M X Oy = N )
% and Q,, = polar[(Vm|n)[VO]~1]. Hence, we obtain that the
Xy T2

limit pair satisfies (7, Q) € A and, in view of convexity in the chosen strain and curvature measures ({3.48)),

(3-49) and (3.50)), we also have

/ W™ (Eno, Koo) detVO da < lim inf / W EW KF) det VO da. (3.51)

n— oo

Taking into account the assumptions on the external loads, the continuity of the load potential functions, and

the convergence relations (3.43)2 and ([3.44))5 , we deduce

(77, Qo) = lim (i, Q). (3.52)
From (3.51)) and (3.52) we get
I(M, Q) < lirginf I(mg, Q) - (3.53)

Finally, the relations (3.41) and (3.53) show that I(fﬁ,éoo) = inf {I(m, Q)| (m,Qx) € A}. Since

(M, Q) € A, we conclude that (7, Q) is a minimizing solution pair of our minimization problem, in which

~

Qoo = polar((V|R)[VO] 1), Ex By, + CyoKoo € Sym(3) and (Ex By, + CyyKoo)By, € Sym(3). (]

3.4 Conditional existence for the O(h?)-constrained elastic Cosserat shell model
In the O(h®)-shell model and for p. — oo the assumptions

[skew (€, s)l| = 0, ||lskew (Em,s Byy + CyoKe,s)|| =0, (3.54)
are not sufficient to ensure that the energy density is finite, we need to require additionally

||Skew[(5m,s By, + CyoKe,S)Byo]” =0. (3.55)
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This condition is necessary since the energy term g—z %Wshcn((é’m’s By, + CyoKe,s)By, ) must remain finite for
fe — oo. However, in the O(h®)-shell model the latter energy term is not anymore present and there is no
need to impose the extra symmetry condition (3.55). Indeed, if we restrict our model to order O(h?), then the
internal energy density reads

3 h3 h3
W(h )(gm,sv ’Ce,s) = (h +K E) Wshell (gm,s) + E Wshell(gm,s Byo + Cyg’Ce,S)
3 3
- %sthell (5m,s; 8m,sByo + Cyo Ke,s) + % Wshell (gm,sy (gm,sByo + Cyo ]Ce,s)Byo)
h3 h3
+ (h -K ﬁ) Wcurv (’Ce,s) + EWcurv (ICe,sByo )7 (356)

which, under the restrictions (3.54), can be expressed as

3 3

3 h h
Wé(il )(5m,svlce,s) = (h +K ﬁ) Wshell (bym gm,s) + E
h3

- ?H Wianell (SYm Epn s, sym(Em,sBy, + Cyy Ke,s)) (3.57)
h3
+ E Wehell (Sym gm,sa Sym[(gm,sByg + Cyo ]Ce,s)Byo])

h? h?
+ (h -K E) Wearv (’Ce,s) + EWcurV (Ke,sByo )

Wehell (Sym(gm,s Byo + CyDKJQS))

and which remains finite for p. — oco.

In view of the above constitutive restrictions (3.54)) imposed by the limit case, the variational problem for the
constrained Cosserat O(h?)-shell model is to find a deformation of the midsurface m : w C R? — R3 minimizing
on w:

= /w Kh +K g) So}?eﬂ(\/[ve]fTTm 15 [VG)]**\/[V@]*TT% 1 [vel-1),

+ 2wy IvelT1, Ve Vel (1, - 11, ) Ivel )
W (VIO 7T, 13 (V6] - /96) T, 15 (6]
VIve 71, [vel- [ve) (L), ~ 13, )[ve] ) (3.58)
W (/ive) T 1 ve) - y/[ve) T, 13 (ve) .
VIVe]-T1, (VeI [Ve] (L5, ~ 1) 15, Vel )
+(n-K g) Weure (Koo) + T—; Weary (KacBy, )| det VO da — Ti(m, Q).

such that
€x By, + Cpokoo € Sym(3) <
VIverri, (vl (ve) (1,13, ) Vel £ (ve] T ((L;,)~ (15,7 ) Vel [Ve] 7T, [ve],

where

Koo = (aXI(QZo 811 Qoo) ‘ aXl(Qg azono) |0)[v®]717

Qoo = polar((Vm|n)[VO]™!) = (Vm|n)[VE] ! \/[V@]—Tfm [Ve]-1, (3.59)
Wi(S) = kISP + T35 [ Waa(ST) = (S.7) + 53 (S (D),
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. A 2
Win(S) = plISI* + 5 [tr(9)] v S,T € Sym(3),
Weure (X) = p L7 (by [|dev sym X ||* + by ||skew X ||* + b3 [tr(X)]?) V X € R3*3,

We consider the admissible set A(js) of solutions to be defined by

Oz, m”™ X Og,m”
[0y X O m*||

A(h3) = {(maQoo) € Hl(wvmg) X Hl(wvso(g)) m‘% =m", QOOQO'@?’"M
U= QL (Vmn)[VO]™ € L*(w, Sym(3)) (3.60)
f1 1= QL (Vm[n)[VO] "By, + Q% (Vn|0)[VE] ™! € L*(w, Sym(3))}7
where the boundary conditions are to be understood in the sense of traces. As in the case of the constrained
Cosserat shell model up to O(h®), the set A(,s) may be empty. In [2I] and Appendix we have shown that

if the constitutive coefficients are such that g > 0, pe > 0, 2A 4+ >0, by >0, by > 0, b3 > 0 and L. > 0 and if
the thickness h satisfies at least one of the following conditions:

: 5—2v6)(a?—12)* M .

i) hmax{sup,.,, |k1],5up,e, [k2|} <o and h% <! 4)$ ) max{cc%j,uc} with 0<a<2V3;
1+,/1+37r:’:f§ ’:C}}

ii) hmax{sup,c, [r1],Supye, |k2|} <1 and a> max{l + ?, T },

where ¢ and C}F denote the smallest and the largest eigenvalues, respectively, of the quadratic form W3, (X),
then the energy density

3

h3 h
W(hS)(gooa Koo) = (h +K E) Whell (goc) + D) Whell (500 By, + CyOICOO)

h3 h3
- ?H Wshell (gooa gooByg + Cyo ]Coo) + E Wshell (gooa (gooByg + Cyo ’Coo)Byo)

b3 b3
+ (h =K 35) Weurs (Koo) + 75 Weurs (KocBy ) (3.61)

is coercive. However, this result is not suitable for the limit case p. — oo since the above conditions imposed
upon the thickness would imply h — 0 for . — oo. We circumvent the problem by proving the following result.

Proposition 3.3. [Coercivity in the theory including terms up to order O(h?)] Assume that the constitutive
coefficients are such that >0, 2X+pu >0, by > 0, by >0, b3 > 0 and L. > 0 and let ¢ denote the smallest
eigenvalue of Weury(S), and ¢ and C;” > 0 denote the smallest and the largest eigenvalues of the quadratic
form W32,,(S). If the thickness h satisfies one of the following conditions:

. _ 2_ 2 + 3
i) hmax{sup,c,, |K1],5up e, |2} <a and h?< (52@#% with 0<a<2V3;
1+ 1+3C}t
i) hmax{sup,e, |k1|,Sup,e, |k2|} <1 and a>max{1+ 72,%},

then the internal energy density

h3 h?
W(o;fs)(gom Keo) = (h +K ﬁ) shell (goo) + 1 shell (500 By, + CyOICOO)
h? h?
- ?H sO}?ell (gooa gooB'yo + Cyo ]COO) + F so}?ell (5007 (gocByo + Cyo ’COO)Byo)
h3 h3
+ (h ~K E) Wears (Koo) + 75 Weury (KB ) (3.62)
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is coercive on A(psy, in the sense that there exists a constant ai" > 0 such that
Wiy (Eoo, Koo) 2 af ([[€l® + [Kool?)  ¥(m, Qoo) € Anay, (3.63)

where af depends on the constitutive coefficients but is independent of the Cosserat couple modulus ..

Proof. The proof is similar with the proof of Proposition 4.1 from [2I] and Proposition from the appendix,
the only difference consists in using || X|| > [sym X[, VX € R3*3 and the positive definiteness conditions
(12.10). |

Once the coercivity is proven, the following existence result follows easily:

Theorem 3.4. [Conditional existence result for the constrained theory including terms up to order O(h?)]
Assume that the admissible set A3y is non-empty and the external loads satisfy the conditions f € Lz(w,R3),
t € L*(v,R3), the boundary data satisfy the conditions m* € H'(w,R?) and polar(Vm* |n*) € H'(w,SO(3)),
and that the following conditions concerning the initial configuration are fulfilled: yo : w C R? — R3 is a
continuous injective mapping and

yo € H'(w,R?), Qo = polar(VO) € H'(w,S0(3)), VO € L*®(w,R3*3), detVO > ag >0, (3.64)

where ag is a positive constant. Assume that the constitutive coefficients are such that u > 0, 2X 4+ pu > 0,
b1 >0, by >0,b3 >0 and L. > 0. Then, if the thickness h satisfies at least one of the following conditions:

E_ 2_ 2 .+
i) hmax{sup,c,, |K1],5Up,e, |2} <a and h?< W% with 0<a<2V3;
1
1+,/1+3é—}ir
i) hmax{sup,e, k1], 5Up e, K2} <1 and a> max{l + ?, %},

where c§ denotes the smallest eigenvalue of Weury (S), and ¢ and C; > 0 denote the smallest and the biggest
eigenvalues of the quadratic form W32,,(S), the minimization problem corresponding to the energy density
defined by (3.58)) admits at least one minimizing solution m such that the pair (m, Q) € A@psy.

3.5 The constrained elastic Cosserat plate model

In the case of Cosserat plates (planar shell) there is no initial curvature and we have ©(x1, z2,23) = (21, Z2,x3)
together with

VO(z3) = 13, Yo(r1,72) = (21,72,0), Qo = 13, ng = €3, ) = e, (3.65)
010

Biqa = 03, Cig=|-100])€s0(3), ILiqg =1y, 1IIjg =02 Lig=0, K=0, H=0.
000

Therefore, all O(h%)-terms of our constrained elastic Cosserat shell model given in Subsection as well as
all the mixed terms are automatically vanishing and we obtain that the variational problem of the constrained
Cosserat plate model is to find a deformation of the midsurface m : w C R? — R? minimizing on w:

h? L —
I= / [h W (VI — 15) + 5 2a(VIRTE,) + h Weury (/coo)} da — (M, Quo), (3.66)
such that

! [~ ! [~ ! [ !
CiaKoo € Sym(3) < \/InL2 €Sym(3) < /L, 'IP €Sym(3) < /I 'L, €Sym(3), (3.67)

where

Qoo = polar(Vm|n) = (Vm|n)\/ I}, (3.68)

Koe = (VT (Vi) 0, (T 1)) |1V T (Fmin) T 0, ((Fmlm)y/T2) [0)
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We already observe that the bending tensor 1/ T;LIHER is invariant under m — am, a > 0 (cf. the discussion in
Section ). Note that the scaling m — am, a > 0 is certainly not connected to a bending type deformation.
Therefore, it does make sense that / L_nlﬂfn remains invariant.

The existence of minimizers for this problem was already discussed in [30]. The considered admissible set
Aplate of solutions is [30]

Oy m* X Og,m”
[0y m* X Oy m*||

Aplate = {(m,Qoo) € H'(w,R?) x H'(w,S0(3)) ‘ m|7d =mF, QOOQO-€3|,M
U= Q5 (Vm|n) € L*(w,Sym(3)), &1 = QL (Vn|0) € LQ(MSym(?)))},

where the boundary conditions are to be understood in the sense of traces. The restriction £ = Q%L (Vn|0) é
L%(w,Sym(3)) < \/ﬁﬂfn é Sym(3) is not automatically satisfied, in general. However, it is satisfied for
pure bending, i.e., when no change of metric is present (Vm|n) € SO(3) & 1, = I,,, situation when G’ = 0,
RE)O = an € Sym(3). Therefore, if there exists a solution of the pure bending problem, i.e., the situation
(Vm|n) € SO(3), when U € diag and II,, € diag, such that I,, = I, then the set Apjate is not empty.

In the constrained planar case, the change of metric tensor is given by G2_ = /T2, — 1% € Sym(3), the bending

!
strain tensor becomes R’ = VI;'II’, € Sym(3) (which is not automatically satisfied if Qoo = polar(Vm|n)),
the transverse shear deformation vector vanishes 7o, = (0,0) and the vector of drilling bending reads Ny =

e5 (ax1(Q% 0z, Qo) | ax1(Q, 02, Qo)) -

4 Modified constrained Cosserat shell models

4.1 A modified O(h®)-constrained Cosserat shell model. Unconditional existence

As we have seen in Section the symmetry restrictions
Em,s € Sym(3), (Em,s By, + CyoKe s) € Sym(3) and (Em.s Byy + CyoKe s)By, € Sym(3)  (4.1)

assure that the (through the thickness reconstructed) strain tensor &, for the 3D-shell is symmetric. However,
the (reconstructed) strain tensor &, for the 3D shell represents in itself only an approximation of the true tensor
g’g =U¢ — 13 in the limit case p. — oo, too.

The considered ansatz for the (reconstructed) deformation gradient F¢ given by ﬁe, s in does not assure,
in the absence of the other two symmetry conditions, that &,, s € Sym(3) implies that the (reconstructed) strain
tensor éis for the 3D-shell is symmetric. This is not surprising because in the general Cosserat model the strain
tensor & = Ug — 13 is not symmetric anyway, so the choice of an ansatz for the (reconstructed) deformation
gradient ﬁe’s which would lead to a symmetric strain tensor was not our purpose.

In the existence proof we have seen that the admissible set may be empty for general boundary conditions.
Therefore, the existence Theorem [3.2]is only conditional. With this motivation, we want to modify the resulting
constrained Cosserat shell model such that the new constrained model allows for an unconditional existence
proof. In order to do so, we relax the symmetry conditions and further on impose only the first symmetry
condition

Em,s € Sym(3). (4.2)

In addition, looking back at (3.15]), (3.16) and (3.18]), we assume that the energy density depends only on the
(symmetric parts)

Em,ss Sym(Em,s By, + Cyo Ke s) and sym[(Epm,s Byy + CyoKe,s)Byo | (4.3)
instead of

Emss (Em,s By, + CyoKe,s) and (Em,s Byo + CyoKe,s)Byp- (4.4)
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For the (reconstructed) strain tensor &, for the 3D shell we would then propose the modified ansatzﬁ

5 A T
£ = 1 [ — gy tr(Ems) (010In0) (010}0) ]
A
msB e,s) " N L o 1\ msB e,s T 4-
+ 3 |5y (Ems B + CKes) = g EmsBys + CouKe) (0101no) 00lno) ] (45)

+ x% sym[(é’md By, + CyoKe,S)Byo} + O(J:g),

which is symmetric once &, s is symmetric.

Therefore, taking into account the modified constitutive restrictions imposed by the limit u. — oo, the
variational problem for the constrained Cosserat O(h%)-shell model is now to find a deformation of the midsurface
m : w C R? — R® minimizing on w:

I= /w { (h +K }g) sofcn(\/[ve]fTTm 15 [Ve]-! — \/[v@]foyo 1’ ve]-1),

+ (% -K ;L;) Wen (Sym[\/ vO]-" T, [ve]-1 [ve] (L), — L., ) [ve]])

h3 ~ =~
— W (VO T, 13 (VO — \/IVe]TT,, 13 [ve],
sym[\/[VO]-TT,, Vo] [ve) (t, - 12)1ver]) (4.6)
B3 = =
o Wt (VIVOIT T, 13 (VO — \/IVe]-TT,, 13 [ve) T,
sym(y/[VO]7T,. [ve]-t [ve] (L}, 13, )3, [Ve] ]
h? =
+ 55 W (sym[\/ [VO]-TT,, [VO]-! Ve (Lgo - L;)Lgo [ve)]ﬂ)
3 3 5 5
+ (h -K %) Wcurv (]Coo) + (% - %) Wcurv (KooByo) + }8170 Wcurv (ICOOBZO):| detVG da
- ﬁ(ma Qoo)v
where
Koo = (ax1(QZ 82, Quc) [2¥1(QT, 0,,Q0) 10) [VE] L,
Qe = polar(Vm[n)[VO] ') = (Vm|n)[vO] " /[VE]-TT,, [Ve] ",
A A
Wan($) = w81 + 355 [ WEa(ST) =p(ST)+ (T u(Su@), @)
A
Wen($) = ullSI*+ 5 [tr(9)]* V.7 eSym(),
Weure(X) = p L2 (by [|devsym X ||? + by ||skew X ||* + b3 [tr(X)]?) V X € R¥*3,

The set A™°4 of admissible functions is accordingly defined by

_ Opym”™ X Op,m”
[0y m* X Dy m*||

Amod — {(m,Qoo) € H'(w,R?) x H'(w,SO(3)) m|7d =m", QooQo-€3|7d

U = QL (Vm|QuQo.e3)[VO] ™! € L?(w, Sym+(3)>},

which incorporates a weak reformulation of the imposed symmetry constraint &, s € Sym(3).

61t does add nothing to the shell model itself.
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Theorem 4.1. [Unconditional existence result for the modified theory including terms up to order O(h%)]
Assume that the external loads satisfy the conditions f € L?(w,R3), t € L?(;,R3), and the boundary data satisfy
the conditions m* € H'(w,R3) and polar(Vm* |n*) € H'(w,SO(3)). Assume that the following conditions
concerning the initial configuration are satisfied'|: yo : w C R? = R3 is a continuous injective mapping and

yo € H'(w,R?), Qo = polar(VO) € H(w,80(3)), VO € L®(w,R**3), detVO > ag >0, (4.8)

where ag is a positive constant. Then, for sufficiently small values of the thickness h such that

2

hmax{sup |x1]|,sup |x2|} < « with a< 5(29 —V/761) ~ 0.97083 (4.9)
TEW TEW

and for constitutive coefficients such that > 0, 2 A+pu > 0, b1 > 0, by > 0, b3 > 0 and L. > 0, the minimization

problem (4.6 admits at least one minimizing solution m such that (m,Qs) € A™°4,

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem [3.2 excluding the discussion of the other two symmetry
constraints appearing in the definition of the admissible set in Theorem (3.2} The essential difference is that
the admissible set A™°? is not empty since, e.g., for m € H?(w,R?) and Q, = polar[(Vm|n)[VO]~!] we have
(M, Qoo) € A™9,

4.2 A modified O(h?)-constrained Cosserat shell model. Unconditional existence

Another particularity of the new modified constrained Cosserat shell model is that the admissible set is the
same for both the modified constrained theory including terms up to order O(h®) and the modified constrained
theory including terms up to order O(h?).

Indeed, by considering the new variational problem for the constrained Cosserat O(h?)-shell model, i.e., to
find a deformation of the midsurface m : w C R? — R3 minimizing on w:

I:/w [(h+ K2 ) Waa (/90 1, 13 (6] — y/[v6) 7T, 13 (ve) ).

+ (% -K ;LZ) Wik (Sym[\/ VOl-TT, [Ve] ! [Ve] (L), ~ L., ) [Ve]])

_ %3}1 ;fen(\/W@]—TTm 15 [Ve]-! — \/WG]—TTyO 15 [Ve]-1,
sym[\/[vO]-T1,, [Ve]-! [V (L, ~ 12 ) 1vel ) (4.10)
+ %3 :geu(\/[ve]fTTm 15[vel-! —/[Ve]TT,, 15 Ve,
sym([y/[Ve] T, [ve]t [ve] (L), - L, )13, [Ve] ]
+ g W (sym[\/ VO)-TT,, [ve]-! [ve](L;, — L., )L;,[Ve] ' ])
+ (h “K %) Wenre (Koo) + (g ~K g%) Weure (KooByy ) + g Weury (ICOOBfIO)} detvVO da
—1I(m, Qu),

where

Koo = (ax1(QZ 82, Qo) [axU(QL, 02, Quc) [0) [VO] 7,

Qoo = polar((Vm|n)[VO]™!) = (Vm|n)[VE] ! \/[V@]—Tfm [Ve]-1,

o Ap 2 o Ap
Wten(S) = w || S|I* + N+on [tr(S)]"  Waen(S.T) = u(S,T) + Nt o tr(S) tr(T),

"For shells with little initial regularity. Classical shell models typically need to assume that yo € C3(w, R3).
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A 2
W (8) = ISP + 5 () VST esym() (4.11)
Weure (X) = p L2 (by [|dev sym X ||* + by ||skew X ||* + b3 [tr(X)]?) V X € R3*3,
the following existence results holds:

Theorem 4.2. [Unconditional existence result for the modified theory including terms up to order O(h3)]
Assume that the external loads satisfy the conditions f € L?(w,R3), t € L?(v;,R?), the boundary data satisfy the
conditions m* € H'(w,R3) and polar(Vm* |n*) € H'(w,SO(3)), and that the following conditions concerning
the initial configuration are fulfilled: 1o : w C R? — R? is a continuous injective mapping and

yo € H'(w,R?), Qo = polar(VO) € H'(w,S0(3)), VO € L=®(w,R**?),  detVO > ag >0, (4.12)

where ag is a positive constant. Assume that the constitutive coefficients are such that p > 0, 2X 4+ p > 0,
b1 >0, by >0, bg >0 and L. > 0. Then, if the thickness h satisfies at least one of the following conditions:

_ 2_ 2 .+ .
i) hmax{sup,c,, |K1],Sup e, |2} <a and h?< wé—? with 0<a<2V3;

4 a2
1+,/1+3§
i) hmax{sup,c,, |k1],Sup,c,, |k2|} < % and a> max{l + ?, — },

where c; denotes the smallest eigenvalue of Weur (S), and cf and Cfr > 0 denote the smallest and the biggest
eigenvalues of the quadratic form WS2,,(S), the minimization problem corresponding to the energy density
defined by ([4.10) admits at least one minimizing solution m such that the pair (m, Q) € A™°9.

4.3 A modified constrained Cosserat plate model. Unconditional existence

In the case of the Cosserat plate theory, the modified constrained model is to find a deformation of the midsurface
m : w C R? — R? minimizing on w:

[~ 3 [~ —
I= / |:h Wsoﬁell(\/a - ]]'Z) + % Ws%oell (Sym( V ITT’LIII?bTL)) + hWCUFV (K:OO)i| da — H(ma Qoo)a (413)

where

Qo = polar(Vm|n) = (Vm|n)\/§ (4.14)
Koo = (axl( VI (Vm|n)T 0y, ((Vm|n)\/§)) | axI(\/Tn T (Vm|n)T 0y, (Vmn) \/T—;)) |o) :
The admissible set is now

Oy m* X Og,m”
[0y m* X Oy m*||

Aﬁg?e = {(m7QOO) € Hl(waRS) X Hl(wﬂ SO(3)) ‘ m|7d - m*7 QOOQO-63|"/d

U = ng(thz) S L2(Wa Sym(g))}v

which is non-empty.

Theorem 4.3. [Unconditional existence result for the modified constrained Cosserat plate theory]

Assume that the external loads satisfy the conditions f € Lz(w,R?’), t € L2(y,R3), the boundary data satisfy
the conditions m* € H'(w,R3) and polar(Vm* |n*) € H'(w,SO(3)). Assume that the constitutive coefficients
are such that p > 0, 2X4+pu > 0, by > 0, b > 0, b3 > 0 and L. > 0. Then, the minimization problem
corresponding to the energy density defined by admits at least one minimizing solution m such that the
pair (m, Quc) € AT
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5 Strain measures in the Cosserat shell model

Using the Remark ((A.26]), we can express the strain tensors of the unconstrained Cosserat shell model using the
(referential) fundamental forms I, II,,, III,, and L, (instead of using the matrices A, , B,, and C,,), i.e.,
Q.5 Vo) Vim = Iy [0 glo

@.,sn0)TVm 0) (ver =[ve™ (TO) Ve,

_ YD, n
CyOICe’S _ [v(_‘)}_T ((Qc,svl/()) V(Qe,s 0) +IIyU 0) [v(_)]—l — _[V(_)}_T (R()) [v(_)]—l’

Ems=[VO]T" <(

0 |0 00
_ _7 ((GLy |0 —1
Em,sBy, = [VO] <TLyO 0 [ve]—,
2 -T gLio ‘O —1
Em,sBy, = [VO] <TL§0 0 Ve, (5.1)

CyoKesByy = — [VO] T (RLy,)" [VO] T,
CyoKesB2 = — [VOI T (R12)’ [VO] Y,
Em.sBy, +CyKes = — [VO] 7

(R =G Lyy) Ly, |0

EmsBy, 4+ CyoKe,sBy, = — [VO] T ) ve] !,

T3, o
where
G = (QE,SVyO)TVm —I,, & Sym(2) the non-symmetric change of metric tensor,
R = — (QEVSVyO)TV(Qe’SnO) —1II,, & Sym(2) the non-symmetric bending strain tensor, (5.2)
T = (@e,snO)Tvm = ((Qc.4n0,02,m), (Q, 410, Ozym)) the transverse shear deformation (row) vector.

The definition of G is related to the classical change of metric tensor in the Koiter model

[(Vm)"Vim — (Vyo)" Vo = 1

5 (I, — Iy,) € Sym(2), (5.3)

N =

gKoiter =

while the bending strain tensor may be compared with the classical bending strain tensor in the Koiter shell
model and the Naghdi-shell model [29] p. 11] with one independent director field d : w C R? — R3

Rioiter = —[(Vm)TVn — (Vyo)T Vng] =11, — 11, € Sym(2), (5.4)
RNaghdi ‘== —[sym((Vm)TVd) — (Vyo)T Vyo] = —[sym((Vm)T'Vd) — I1,,] € Sym(2).

Since, in our constrained Cosserat shell model

oo = \/ VO-TI [VO]-! — \/ [VO]-T T [VO]-! € Sym(3), (5.5)

Yo

using its alternative expression, see (A.29)),

£ = [VO] T <i: 2) ve]! (5.6)

we deduce that in the constrained Cosserat shell model it follows that the change of metric tensor (in-plane
deformation) must also be symmetric

Goo = (QuoVyo)'Vm — 1, € Sym(2), (5.7)
the transverse shear deformation vector

Too = (Qoono) " Vm = ({Qsono, 02,m), (Qucno, dzym)) = (0,0), (5.8)
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is zero, while the bending strain tensor reads
Roo = — (Qo Vo)V — 11, & Sym(2) (5.9)

and which remains non-symmetric, even if in the minimization problem the extra constraints (coming from
e — o0 and bounded energy)

! !
ExoByy + Koo € Sym(2) & Roo — Goo Ly, € Sym(2), 6510

! !
(EsoByy + Cyy Ko )By, € Sym(2) & (Roo — Goo Ly ) Ly, € Sym(2)

are imposecﬂ Hence, in the constrained Cosserat shell model, we have the following consequences of the imposed
assumptions when p, — oo:

G € Sym(2) & (Vyo) " Q% (Vm) = (Vm)" Qoo (Vi)
& <Q008$1y0,3mm> = <Q006w2y0,6$1m> and (5.12)
Too = (0,0) & (Qoono)TVm = (0,0).

and since Qoo € SO(3) that Qsono = n. The above restrictions (5.12)) are natural in the constrained nonlinear
Cosserat shell model, they are also the underlying hypotheses of the classical Koiter model. Moreover, the
conditions Go, € Sym(2) and T, = (0,0), i.e., , coincide with the conditions imposed by Tambaéaﬂ [411
page 4, Definition of the set AX].

Due to the equality

It is clear that <Qoono, azam> = (Qoon0)T 0z, m = 0 and <n,8mam = 0 imply that Q.cng is collinear with n
‘

ed (g:’ g) VO] =&, = \/[VG]*TIEn Vo1 — \/[ve]fT G (5.13)

we find the expression of the change of metric tensor considered in the constrained Cosserat shell model, in
terms of the first fundamental form

G, = [ve]T(\/ [VO]-TT [VO]-! - \/ [Ve]-TD [Ve]-! ) [VO]~! € Sym(3). (5.14)

As we may see from (2.5)), (3.18) and (A.29), in the constrained Cosserat shell model the energy is expressed
in terms of three strain measures: the change of metric tensor G, € Sym(2), the nonsymmetric quantity
Goo Ly, — Roo which represents the change of curvature tensor and the elastic shell bending—curvature tensor

Koo = (x1(QL 07, Quc) [aX(QF, 0:,Q) [0) VO]~ ¢ Sym(3),
where

Qoo = polar((Vm|n)[VO] 1) = (Vm[n)[VO] 1/ [VO] I [VOIT € SO(3). (5.15)

The choice of the name the change of curvature for the nonsymmetric quantity Goo Ly, —Roc Will be justified in
a forthcoming paper [22], in the framework of the linearized theory. The bending strain tensor R, generalizes
the linear Koiter-Sanders-Budiansky bending measure [I1] 24] which vanishes in infinitesimal pure stretch
deformation of a quadrant of a cylindrical surface [I], while the classical bending strain tensor tensor in the
Koiter model does not have this property (cf. the invariance discussion in Section .

8However, in the modified constrained Cosserat shell model presented in Section the energy density is expressed in terms of

sym(Roo — Goo Liyg) € Sym(2) and sym[(Roo — Goo Liyg) Lyg] € Sym(2). (5.11)

9Tambaca [41], page 4, Definition of the set Af] also requires Qo Vyo = Vm, in order to arrive at the pure bending shell model.
In this case Goo = 0 and Reo = —(Vm)TVn — I, = I, — 11, € Sym(2).
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For the bending-curvature energy density Wyend,curv We can write its tensor argument K. in terms of the
tensor Cy, Ko and the vector KT ng, using Remark and according to the decomposition

Koo = Ayy Koo + (0]0[n0) (00]720)" Koo = Cyo (—CyoKoo) + (0]0]70) (0[0]KL no) ™ (5.16)
We can express Cy Ko in terms of the bending strain tensor R, see (A.28) and
CpKoo = — [VO] TR VO] ! (5.17)
= —\/[VOIT.' [Vel” [ve]T1L, [ve] ! +/[Ve] L, [ve|[ve] 1L, [ve] .

From here, we find that in the constrained Cosserat shell model, the non-symmetric bending strain tensor has
the following expression in terms of the first and second fundamental form

Rl = [VOI” (\/[VOIT: Vel VO] TIL,[ve] ! - \/[Ve] T, [Ve]7[Ve] "L, [Ve] ) ve.  (5.18)
Moreover, for in-extensional deformations I,,, = I, (pure flexure), the bending strain tensor turns into

R’ = [VOlT\/ VeI, [velT [ve] T (1, — IL )[VO]'VO =11}, — I}, = Ryt € Sym(3).

m

Here, the bending strain tensor is incorporated into both the membrane-bending energy

oo h? h® oo -T b -1
Wmemb,bend (5007 ICOO) :<E -K %) shell([ve] [ROO - 2g00 Lyo] [ve] )
h3
+ S WG (VO] (G VO™ [VO] " [Rac — 200 Ly, ' [VO] ™)
h3

ry 5t (VO] (G’ [VO] ™, VO] T[(Roe —2Gos Ly, ) Ly, [VO] )

£ W (VO] T [(Reo — 20 L) Ly, (VO] )

and the bending-curvature energy

h3 h3 h5 h5 )
Whend.curs (Koo) = (h _K ﬁ) Wenry (Koo) + (E “K %) Wears (KocByy ) + 55 Weurv (KoB3,)-  (5.19)
The remaining part XL ng from (5.16) is completely characterized by the (row) vector
Noo = n{ (ax1(QL 0, Qo) | ax1(QL 02, Q) (5.20)

which is called the vector of drilling bendings [38]. The vector of drilling bendings N, does not vanish in general
and it is present only due to the bending-curvature energy.

The membrane-bending energy is expressed in terms of G, (Reo — 206w Lyo)b and
[(Roo — 2Goo Ly, ) Ly,]” and the non-modified constrained variational problem imposes the following additional

symmetry conditions, see (3.19) and (A.29)):

(Roe = 2Gn0 L) = [VOI\/[VO]-TT,, VO] [V6] (L, -13,) €sm@E)  and
(R = 20a L) L, = [VO]7\/[V6] 7T, (VO] (V6] (L, — L), )L, & Sym(3). (521)

In the modified constrained Cosserat shell model presented in Section these constraints are excluded from
the variational formulation, since the energy density is then expressed in terms of sym(Roo — Goo Ly, ) € Sym(2)
and sym[(Roo — Goo Ly, ) Lyo] € Sym(2). It is clear that using the properties of the occurring quadratic forms,
we may rewrite the membrane-bending energy only as quadratic energies having G, and R as arguments,
while the bending-curvature energy may be written in terms of R, and N,. However, the coercivity estimate
of the total energy

wee (Eoo’ ,Coo) = r?l%mb (goo) + Wr?jamb,bend (gom ’Coo) + Wbend,curv (]Coo) (522)
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i.e.

h h3 h3
W2 (Esor Koo) = 5t I€acll” + 5 a5 [€scBy, + Cyy Koo |* + a?;lllﬁx)lﬁ ai >0, (5.23)
or equivalently
h
W (€, Koo) 2 1501 VO] (Goo) VO] 2 (5.24)

h3 _ _ h3
+ 5 @ 1IVO] T R = 200 L VO] 712 + af L IKcl s >0,

indicates that the total energy is controlled by the values of Go, (Roc — 2Go Ly,) and K individually. We
have not been able to identify a similar coercivity inequality showing that the total energy is controlled by
the values of G, R and K, alone. Moreover, the assumptions which follow from considering p. — oo

!
are also expressed naturally in terms of Ro — 20 Ly,, i.e., the conditions Roo — 2Go, Ly, € Sym(3) and

(Roo —2Goo Ly,) Ly, é Sym(3), see estimate and Section

This line of thought, beside some other arguments presented in the linearised framework by Anicic and
Léger [6], see also [3], and more recently by Silhavy [39], suggest that the triple Goo, Roo — 2 Goo Ly, and K
are appropriate measures to express the change of metric and of the curvatures H and K, while the bending
and drilling effects are both additionally incorporated in the bending-curvature energy through the elastic shell
bending-curvature tensor K.

In order to make connections with existing works in the literature on 6-parameter shell models [19] 12} 13],
see also [20, Section 6], we conclude that the membrane-bending energy W%, b pend (Excs Koo) defined by (5.19),
i.e., the influence of the change of curvature tensor Roo — 2 G Ly, , is omitted if a constrained Cosserat shell
model would be derived from other available simpler 6-parameter shell models [19] 12} [13], even if the bending

strain tensor R is present (through the presence of the curvature energy).

6 Scaling invariance of bending tensors

6.1 Revisiting Acharya’s invariance requirements for a bending strain tensor

This brings us to the question of how to model the physical notion of bending: a clear understanding of bending
measures will certainly lead to a clear definition of its work conjugate pair when the equilibrium equations are
established. Alongside, it helps to have a proper formulation of the traction boundary conditions, when needed.
In this context, Acharya [Il page 5519] has proposed a set of modelling requirements for a bending strain tensor
in any first order nonlinear shell theory:

AR1 “Being a strain measure, it should be a tensor that vanishes in rigid deformations”.

AR2 “It should be based on a proper tensorial comparison of the deformed and underformed curvature fields
(II,, and II,,]”.

AR3 “A wvanishing bending strain at a point should be associated with any deformation that leaves the orien-
tation of the unit normal field locally unaltered around that point.”

The first two requirements AR1 and AR2 are satisfied by all considered nonlinear bending tensors in the
literature and both are physically intuitive, while the third requirement AR3 suggests that a nonzero bending
tensor should only be associated with a change of the orientation of tangent planes and that, for instance, a
radial expansion of a cylinder should give a zero bending strain measure, since it produces no further bending
deformation of the shell (but changes the curvature).

It is easy to see that Rioiter = I, — 11, satisfies AR2 and AR1, since rigid deformations keep the second
fundamental form. But the latter is in general not the case for deformations which leave the normal field
unaltered, so that Rkoiter does not satisfy AR3, for calculations, see .
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Figure 6: A radial expansion of a cylinder preserves the tangent planes and therefore it should produce a zero bending strain
tensor. However, the metric of the surface is changed, the curvature changes (the principal radius of curvature is changed), but the
normal is conserved. The radial expansion occurs rather because of in-plane stretch.

In [Tl Eq. (8) and (10)] Acharya has proposed a bending strain tensor Racharya for a first-order nonlinear
elastic shell theory which in our notation reads (see Appendix [A.4])

the first proposal: ﬁ,ACharya = ([V@}_TII% [V@]_l—\/[VG]*T r, [V@]*l[V@]_TIIZO [V@]_1>€ Sym(3),

the second proposal: Racharya= sym(ﬁACharya) € Sym(3). (6.1)

Acharya’s bending tensors are similar to but do not coincide with the bending tensor appearing in our nonlinear
constrained Cosserat-shell model which reads

R, =[ve]r ( Vel L.\ [veT [ve] I, [ve] ! - [ve| I, [ve]1> \YC) (6.2)

=[ve T/ VeI, [ve|T ([ve]—THEn[ve]—l — \/ [Vel-T1,[ve]-l[ve| 1L, [ve]—l) VO ¢ Sym(3).

Interestingly, it is possible to express R Acharya through our nonlinear bending tensor RZO It holds (see Appendix

Ad)

Richarsa = — \/[VO] T I, [VO]1[VO] TR [VO] . (6.3)

not invertible

The nonlinear bending strain tensor R acharya Would satisfy all three requirements AR1 - AR3 “if locally
pure stretch deformations are the only ones that leaves the orientation of tangent planes unaltered locally under
deformation.” Incidentally, the tensor 2 introduced by Acharya reduces, after linearization as well to the
Koiter-Sanders-Budiansky “best” bending measure, see [22] for details. According to Acharya, his nonlinear
bending measure should only be seen as a mathematical “better alternative” for modelling the physical bending
process since “the set of deformations that leave the orientation of tangent planes unaltered locally can be divided
into two classes - deformations that have a pure stretch deformation gradient locally, and those that have their
local rotation tensor field consisting of either [in-plane] drill rotations or the identity tensor.” Acharya has
shown that his nonlinear bending strain measure vanishes in pure stretch deformations that leave the normal
unaltered, while the other classical bending strain measures fail to do so, but Racharya does not necessarily
vanish for deformations whose rotation tensor is a “drill” rotation. Thus, Racharya does not satisfy AR3 in
general. While physically appealing, condition AR3 may, therefore, be too strict to be applicable in general.
Hence we will introduce and investigate in the following a weaker invariance requirement. To this end let us
introduce

Definition 6.1. Let m be a deformation of the midsurface yo. Denoting by n and ng normal fields on the
surface m and yg, respectively, we say that the midsurface deformation m is obtained from a pure elastic
stretch provided that U, == (Vm|n) (Vyo |no)™' = (Vm|n) [VO]™! is symmetric and positive-definite, i.e.,
belongs to Sym™ (3).

30



Remark 6.2. U, is invertible by definition.
With this definition, Acharya’s essential invariance requirement can be stated as
AR3* A vanishing bending strain at a point should be associated with any deformation obtained from a pure

elastic stretch that leaves the orientation of the unit normal field locally unaltered around that point.

(Vm|n) € R¥>3

Ue

(V?JO ‘ no) € R3%3 /\ /

7

Figure 7: [Multiplicative view] The initial curved midsurface yo(w) and deformed midsurface m(w), connected by a pure elastic

. . Oy Oy
stretch Ue € Sym™(3). It leaves the normal unaltered if Ue (Vyo | n0) = (Vm |ng), i.e., n = M = ng.
2 =

Example 6.1. Of special interest for us are deformations, which leave the unit normal field locally unaltered
in a point. So, introducing locally orthogonal coordinates on the given curved initial configuration (which is
always possible, cf. e.g., [25])

<a€1?1y0ﬂ 822y0> =0, (64)

the partial derivatives of m must be linear combinations
Orym = a0z, Yo + B0r,y0 and  Op,m = a0y yo + b0y Y0 (6.5a)

(in order to leave the unit normal field invariant), where we require additionally

ab—Ba>0 and {al0svol®=B0wwl?> A a>B>0,b>a>0}. (6.5b)
———
orientation symmetry positive-definiteness

The first condition 1 appears in the calculation of 0,, m x 0,,m and guarantees the existence and the ori-
entation preservation of the normal, whereas the second condition ([6.5b)2 implies (Vm |0)[VO]~! is symmetric
and positive-definite so that it is exactly the desired condition for the class of pure elastic stretches (in particular,
(Vm)TVyp is symmetric). Indeed, we get (using orthogonal coordinates) for the inverse of VO = (Vyq | no)

wor-t = (S 1 1
VO] ™ = | 6 (0,u , where 7v=-—— and 0= ——. 6.6
nr R E R E (6:6)
Recall, that for vectors a,b, ¢, d, e, f € R? it holds
(alble)(dlel ) =a@d+bRetc® f (6.7)

31



so that we obtain

Ue = (Vm|n)[VO]™ = (42,40 + B 0as0|a Oy 0 + bz 0 |n0) (Y Oy Y0 |8 Dy io|m0) ™

=y 0,90 @ O, Yo + By 0y yo ® Oz, Yo + a0 Oy Yo ® Oz Yo + 00 Oy yYo @ Oy yo + Mo @ Mo (6.8)
which is symmetric provided that ad = 8+, cf. (6.5b)2 and , since
Ul = 02,50 ® 9,50 + a6 02,40 ® Oy Yo + B Oy Yo @ Ot + b6 Dy Yo @ Oy Yo + no @ g - (6.9)

Furthermore, U, is positive-definite because

Ue = (@ = )7 02,90 ® 92,50 + B (92, Y0 @ Oz, Y0 + Oy Yo @ Oz,%0)
+ a6 (03,90 @ 0z, Y0 + 02,40 @ Oz, %0) + (b — @) § 02,90 ® Oz, Y0 + 1o @ N

ad=
:lB’Y (Oé - 6) 78I1y0 ® 8$1y0 + 67 (6$1y0 + 8I2y0) ® (8$1y0 + 8I2y0)
+ (b= @) 0 02,90 ® Oy Yo + 1o ® Mo (6.10)

is a sum of four positive (semi-)definite matrices since we required o > 8 > 0 and b > a > 0. Acharya’s
examples [I], sec. 6] satisfy both conditions 1)

6.2 Investigation of the invariance requirement for a bending tensor

Using (6.7) we have always (not only in orthogonal coordinates)

_ _ —1 (6.7
(Vo |0)[V] " = (V| 70)[V] " = (0]0]n0)[ VO] & 15— g & mo, (6.11)
since €2 [VO]™! = nl because [VO]~! = o where VO = (Vyo | no).
no

We now show, that both tensors Racharya and R';O satisfy the three requirements AR1, AR2 and AR3".
The expressions of both tensors (6.1)) and (6.2) fulfill condition AR2. Moreover, for a rigid deformation

Yo — m = @yo, @ € SO(3) the fundamental forms coincide, I,, =1,, and II,, = II,,, due to the identities
Vm = QVyy, Vn =V (Qng) = Q Vng. Hence, for a rigid deformation, we obtain

JIVO]-T L, (VoL = /[Ve]-T L, (VO] = /[Ve]-T(Vyl0)T (Vyl0)[ve]-!

=/ (Vwl0)[vO] )T (Vyol0)[ve] -t & /[T =g ® no) (s — 10 @ o)
=13 — ng ® no, (612)

since 13 — ng ® ng is positive semi-definite because ((13 — ng ® ng) &,&) = €[> — (no,£)2 > 0 for all £ € R3.
Keeping in mind that [VO] 'ng =e3 it follows that for a rigid deformation we have

Racurya = ~[VO] 7 I1,, [VO] ™14/ [VO] 7 I, [VO (VO] T 1T, (VO] ! (6.13)

E2_ 190 T (VO™ + (15 — no ® ne)[VO] 711, [VO ]!

= —ng®@no [VO]TIL, [VO]™ =ne @ (VO] TIL, [VO] ng) = ng @ (VO] TIL, e3) = 0s.

10Tndeed, the biaxial stretching of a cylinder [T}, sec. 6.2] satisfies (6.5b) with a = 8 = 0 (see [I} eq. (34)]) and for the uniform
normal deflection [T}, sec. 6.1] we have m =yo+cng where ¢ € R is a fixed factor. Hence,

Ozym = 0z,y0 + cOzyno  and  Opym = Iy yo + €Oy no.

(6-54) (6.5a) .
So that, a19%,90/12 T2 (90, m, 00y90) = (g0, 02150) < € (Dm0, Dut) = (Orym, Buyyo) TEV 8100, 90)2 where in ()
we made use of the symmetry of the second fundamental form. Furthermore, since ||ng||? = 1 implies that (9,10, n0) = 0 we have
Ozymo = 01 Oz, Yo +62 Ozyyo and Ozyno = Y1 Ozq Yo+ VY2 Ozyyo SO that Oz, m X Oz, m = (1+cb1)(1+cI2) —c? 0291) Oz1Y0 X OzsY0,
implying that the range of the fixed value ¢ should be adjusted in such a way that the prefactor is positive and 1+ cf1 > c02 >0
as well as 1 + c¢¥2 > ¢91 > 0, which are exactly the requirements for the positive-definiteness improved in (6.5b]).
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Similarly, for a rigid deformation, we have

VO VOT ={[VO] "1, VO] '} 2 = {[VO] T (I, + es ® e3) [VO] '} 2
—{[vO] T, VO] '+ VO] Tes@es [VO] 1} 2
B 1, no@no) +no @nolF = {1 — 1o ® no +no @ no} " = 1, (6.14)
so that we conclude
R:, = [vO]"(\/[Vel T [vel” [ve] "IL,[ve] ! - [ve] "1, [ve] ') Ve
[ve]T(ng (Ve T It [ve] ! - [ve] TIL, [Ve] ) ve =, (6.15)

and we have shown, that both tensors vanish for rigid deformations, so that both satisfy AR1.
It remains to check AR3" for Racharya and RZO for pure elastic stretches that in addition leave the unit
normal field unaltered in a point, i.e., we have

Ue = (Vmn) (Vo n0) " D (T o) (VO] = (Fm [0) (VO] + (0]0] o) [V

(Vm0) [VO]™ +ng ®ng @ Sym™(3), (6.16)

where (1) requires that the unit normal field is left unaltered and (2) requires m to be obtained from a pure
elastic stretch. Thus,

Ueng = (Vm|0) [VO] ™ ng + (ng @ ng) ng = (Vm |0) e3 + ng = no (6.17)
and, since the matrix U, is invertible, also U;!ng = ng. With I’ = (Vm|0)”(Vm|0) we obtain

VO~ (Vm|0)" (vm|0) (VO] B2 (U, — 1y © no)” (Us = 1o ® no)
= (Ue — ng ® ng)? (6.18)

vel e, ve]!

since U, is symmetric (by requirement (6.16)). Moreover, the positive definite square root of U, fulfills also
VUeng = ng, thus  (vVUe — ng ® ng)? = (VUe — ng @ ng)(vV/Ue — ng @ ng)T = Uy — ng @ ng s positive

semi-definite and we conclude
VIO T B, (VO] (VO] T(Vyol0) = v/[Te =0 & m0)2 ((Viol0)[¥] )T

6.11 6.17
' = (Ue — Nyg ®’/l0)(]].3 — Nyo ®Tl0) =Ues — Ugng ® ng Ue —nog®ng. (619)

Using (6.16)) and (6.19) in the expression (6.1)) it now follows that Acharya’s bending tensor vanishes for pure elas-
tic stretches that in addition leave the unit normal field unaltered. Indeed, having I, = —(Vm|0)T(Vn|0) =
—(Vm|0)T(Vnp|0), so that again using the symmetry of U, we obtain

Racharya = [VO] ™" (Vm|0)" (Vno|0)[VO] ™! — \/[V@]‘T L, VO [VO] T (Vyol0)" (Vnol0)[VE] ™!
(16.16))

6:9 (Ue —nog® nO)T (V’I'L()|0)[V@]_1 - (Ue —ng & no) (Vno\O)[VG]_l = 037 (620)

all in all, we have shown, that ﬁAcharya satisfies AR1, AR2 and AR3".
Continuing, our derived bending tensor ’Rboo has the same properties as Acharya’s bending tensor R acharya-
In order to show this, we deduce using

U2
- e

(Ue—n0®n0)2ng—UenO@)no—n0®n0Ue—|—n0®no — ng ® Ny, (621)

that

1

[VOIT: [VOIT = {[VO] T, [VO] '} 2 ={[Ve] ' I, [VO] '+ [VO] T es@es [VO] 1} 2
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6.18]
‘ = {(Ue —Nyg ®n0)2 + ng ®7’Lo}_% = {Ug —ng @ ng + ng ®’I’LQ}_% = Ue_l, (622)

where we have used that U, is positive-definite. Together with the definition of the symmetric matrix U, we
get

VO T [vOl” (VO] (vm|0)” B2 U1 (U, = no @ no) = s — Uz no @ no P22 13 — no @ o, (6.23)

Again, using the intermediate steps (6.11)) and (6.23) in the expression (6.2)) we obtain R’ = 03 since
Ry, & ve T (\/IvelTi velr Vel TIL, [ve] ! — [ve)TIL, [ve] ! )ve

= (VO™ (= /IVOI T Ve (V6] T (Vm|0) (Tnol0)[V6] ! + (VO] T (Vyol0)T (Vrg|0)[VE] ") VO
ve]”

3 ( - (]].3 — Ny ® ’no) (Vn0|0)[V@]_1 + (]].3 —ng & no) (Vn0|0)[V@]_1)V@ = 03, (624)

so that also ’RZO satisfies AR1, AR2 and AR3*. In fact, due to , it is clear that a vanishing tensor ’Rio
leads to a vanishing tensor ﬁAcharya. The reverse is not true, since the relation is not invertible. It is
unclear if there are deformations which do not preserve the normal and for which ﬁ,ACharya vanishes while RZO
does not.

We have already shown, that Rkoiter = 1, — I, satisfies AR1, AR2 but it does not satisfy AR3* as
we show presently. Consider [VO]~T (II’, — H';O) [VO]~L. Indeed, the latter expression does not satisfy AR3*
since

ve~T L, —1r,) [Ve] ' = — [VO] T (Vm|0)T (Vno|0)[VE] ™ + [VO] T (Vyo|0)” (Vne|0)[VO] ™! (6.25)
E%f—we — 19 ® ng) (Vno|0)[VO] ™ + (13 — no ® ng) (Vng|0)[VO] ™! = —(Ue — 13) (Vn|0)[VEO] !

does not generally vanish for deformations obtained from a pure elastic stretch that leave the normal field
unaltered. From (6.25) it follows that Rl .., = —[VO]T (Ue — 13) (Vno|0) # 0 under the same circumstances.
Finally, let us strengthen further the additional invariance requirements on the bending tensor by postulating

AR3}

plate  For a planar reference geometry (11, = 02) the bending tensor should be invariant under the scaling

m—am, a> 0.

It is clear that the simple scaling m — am, a > 0 corresponds to an additional in-plane stretch, while there
is no additional bending involved. Therefore, ARS3;);. should be adopted as a suitable requirement for a true

bending tensor expression. Furthermore, the new condition AR3;§laLte allows to differentiate between Acharya’s

ad hoc bending tensors ﬁAcharya and R Acharya and our derived bending tensor RZO Indeed,

Remark 6.3. The bending tensor Rboo satisfies AR3;1ate while ﬁAChMya and RAcharya do not have this invari-
ance property, since in the planar referential configuration (VO = 1, Lig = 1, Iliqg = 02) Acharya’s bending
tensors reduce to —11,, which violate AR3;). .. Both R’ and Racharya Teduce after linearisation [22] to the
Sanders and Budiansky bending tensor of the [10, [I1} 24] “best first-order linear elastic shell theory”.

Remark 6.4. Let us mention the explicit dependence of the bending tensors on the two configurations yo
and m such as Racharya(M(21,22),Yo(z1,x2)). Since the scaling ayo, o > 0, leaves the normals invariant
we have of course ﬁAcharya(a Y0,Y0) = 03 and Reo(ayo,yo) = 03. Now, for a planar reference configuration
yo(x1,22) = (21,72,0)T = id; 2 we obtain the scaling

Racharya (@, id1 2) = Rioier(@m, idy2) = o Rioiier (M, id12) = @ Racharya(m, idy 2) (6.26)

but we have the scaling invariance

o

RZO(OZ m,idlﬁg) = |a|

R’ (m,idy2) “Z° R%, (m,idy.0). (6.27)
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7 Conclusion

We have thoroughly investigated a recently introduced isotropic nonlinear Cosserat shell model. We focussed
on what happens when the independent Cosserat rotation is made to coincide with the continuum rotation.
This case can be steered in the model under consideration by sending the Cosserat couple modulus p. — oo.
In this way we obtained a constrained Cosserat shell, which incorporates strong symmetry requirements on the
appearing strain and bending-curvature tensors. For such a class of constrained models we proposed conditional
existence theorems for the resulting minimization problem: conditional, since we cannot exclude that the
admissible set is empty. This led us to consider a modified shell model in which certain symmetry requirements
are waived. Then unconditional existence follows easily. A conceptual advantage of the constrained Cosserat
shell model is that it can be entirely expressed in “classical” quantities from differential geometry (first and
second fundamental forms of the initial and deformed surface, respectively). We have provided the necessary
calculations for this identification which allowed us to compare the resulting model with other classical models,
like the Koiter shell model. While the membrane part of the constrained model incorporates only the respective
first fundamental forms it turns out that our constrained model incorporates a bending tensor which always
couples bending and membrane effects. This was neither expected nor aimed at originally. To our great
surprise, the new bending tensor satisfies a generalized invariance condition, previously introduced by Acharya,
while the Koiter bending tensor does not. We added a new invariance condition in the same spirit which
allows us to differentiate further between existing proposals for bending tensors. By identifying a true bending
tensor validated by the novel invariance requirements AR3* and AR3, ., we observe a clear advantage of the
constrained Cosserat shell model compared to more classical approaches: the obtained bending tensor measures
really only bending (change in normals) and the additional Cosserat curvature tensor measures the remaining
total curvature. Classical shell approaches do not have the possibility to incorporate a curvature tensor and
their proposed bending tensors are not invariant under scaling. We also expect manifest differences in predicting
the small-scale wrinkling behaviors between a theory that shows scaling invariance of the bending tensor versus
a theory that does not. Since in the development of the model we took great care to approximate the shell as
exact as possible it seems to be the simplifying assumptions in the classical Koiter shell model that destroy the
mentioned, physically appealing invariance condition. In this respect more research seems to be necessary to
generally ascertain the invariance condition in any first order nonlinear shell model. In a follow up paper [22],
we will linearize the model and compare it to available linear shell models. The obtained clear and consistent
structure of the Cosserat model together with the sound invariance conditions which are automatically satisfied
make us confident that the new Cosserat shell model will find its place when isotropic thin shell theory need to
be actually applied in a FEM-context. In that case, however, it will rather be the unconstrained Cosserat shell
model that will be implemented in order to obtain second order equilibrium equations.
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Appendix
A.1 Useful identities

We provide some properties of the tensors in the variational formulation of the shell models from [20, 21]:

Remark A.1. The following identities are satisfied :
1) tr[Ay,] = 2, det[Ay,] = 0; tr[By,] = 2H, det[By,] = 0,
Ay =[VO]7T T, [VO]~! = 15— (0[0|VO.e3) [VO]~! = 13 — (0/0|no) (0[0|no)7,
By, = [VO]~T I, [Ve]~!
11) By, satisfies the equation of Cayley-Hamilton type BZO —2HBy, + KAy, = 03;

1ii) AyoBy, = ByoAyy = By, A’(2J() = Ayy, Gy €50(3), 032/0 = —Ay,, ||Cyo||2 =2;

i) Qu.. (V[Q..VO.e3]|0)[VO] ! = CyoKes — By
U) CyOKe,SAyO = CUOK&& gm7$A110 = gmys‘

Further, in view of Igjolllyo = Ly, and considering also the third fundamental form defined by IIl,, = II,,Ly,, we note the

relations
[VO] ! By, =L} [VO]™' and BZ =[ve| -7, [ve] ' (A1)

A.2 The classical nonlinear Koiter shell model in Cartesian matrix notation

In this subsection, we consider the variational problem for the geometrically nonlinear Koiter energy for a nonlinear elastic shell
[15] page 147] and we rewrite it in matrix format. The problem written in tensor format [I5] page 147], [40, Eq. (1) and Eq. (101)]
is to find a deformation of the midsurface m : w C R? — R3 minimizing on w:

1 so 1 1 R, :
5/ {h((C;shoe“E(Im — 1), 5 (Im = Ty)) + T3 {Clitn- (I — Iy ), (U — 11y0)>} detVO da  + min, (A.1)
w
where the fourth order constitutive tensor C5°  : Sym(2) — Sym(2) for isotropic elastic shells in the Koiter model is given by [14]
iso  _ ay BT aTt By 2Ap af T
hell = ,u(a a’T +a*"a )+)\+2Ma a’ea ®egQ@ey @er. (A.2)

Since our model is completely written in matrix format, we also transform the above classical minimization problem in matrix
format. To this aim, let us remark that in (A.1), for a second order symmetric tensor X = X,geqa ® eg, we have

<(Cis?r1czsll‘X’ X> _ [M (aa“/aﬁf +aa‘raﬁ’v) + %aaﬁa’w] XapX~yr (A.3)

2pu A 2p
= “(“MaﬁTXaBXW + ‘lmaﬂwxaﬁxw) + 20+ A (aaBXaﬁ) (7" Xqr) = Qﬂ(aavaﬁTXaBXWT) + 2p+ A (“aﬂXaB)2~

A little calculation shows

IVe]~T X" [VO] 2 = |[P~TX P12 = ||(a ® e:) (Xap a ® e5) (¢ ® a/)[? =[[Xap a® ® a”|2

(A.4)
= tr[(Xapa® @ aP) (Xy5 a7 @a®) | = tr[XapXsyaf (0% @ a®)| = XapXysa®a®® = a0 XopX,r ,
where P = VO , and similarly
tr[[ve]*T x° [ve]*l] = tr[P*TXb P’l] = tr[(ai ® €i) (Xap ea @ eg) (e @af)] (A.5)

= tr[XaB a® ®aﬁ] = Xag <a°‘,aﬂ> = q®f Xog -
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If we substitute (A.4)) and (A.5) into (A.3), we obtain
. 2A
(Clian-X, X) = 24[VO]~T X" [VO] 7|2 4+ =55

e tr[[Ve]T X? [ve}*lr, (A.6)

which holds for any symmetric tensor X = X,geqa ® eg.
Writing the equation (A.6) for the symmetric matrix X = %(Im —1I,,) and respectively the matrix X = II,, —II,, , then we
obtain the following relations

iso 1 1 _r1 b _ 2uA _r1 b _ 412
(Clian g (I = Ton), 5 (I =) =200 (90177 5 (6 = 13, ) VO] 2 + S an[90)77 £ (1, — 1) VO] '], (A7)
. _ _ PATON _ —1]2
(€l (o = Ty), (T = Tyg)) =2 VO]~ (I8, —185,) (VO] ™2 + 5= e (V@] =7 (11, — 113,) [Ve] ™'

Hence, putting all together, in matrix format and for a nonlinear elastic shell, the variational problem for the Koiter energy is
to find a deformation of the midsurface m : w C R? — R minimizing on w

oo a2l e )

OKoiter

(A.8)

3 2
2 (uu[ve}—T (L, —11,) [VO] |2 + A tr[[V@]‘T (e, —11,) [ve]—l] )}detve da.
12 —_—— A4+2pn 0

RKoiter

The main feature of the classical Koiter model is that it is just the sum of the correctly identified membrane term and bending
terms (under inextensional deformation).

A.3 Thickness versus invertibility and coercivity

A.3.1 Invertibility conditions for the parametrized initial surface ©

We note that det VO(z3) =1 —2 H z3 + Kw% =(1—r12z3)(l —kox3) >0Vas € [-h/2,h/2] if and only if 1 — k1 z3 and 1 — k2 z3
have the same sign. However, 1 — k1 x3 cannot be negative, since for k1 < 0 this will imply that 1 < k1 3 Va3 € [—h/2, »/2] which
is not true if 3 > 0, while for k1 > 0 this will imply that 1 < k1 3 V3 € [—h/2, /2] which is not true if z3 < 0. Therefore,
1—2Huax3+ K22 >0Vaxs € [—h/2,h/2] if and only if 1 > k1 23 and 1 > kg z3 Va3 € [—/2,/2]. These conditions are equivalent
with |k1|7/2 < 1 and |k2|#/2 < 1, i.e., equivalent with (L.I7).

A.3.2 Coercivity for the O(h%) model

The decisive point in the proof of the existence where the condition on the thickness is used is only in the proof of the coercivity
of the internal energy density. Therefore, in this appendix, we extend the result regarding the coercivity of the internal energy to
the following result:

Proposition A.2. [Coercivity in the theory including terms up to order O(h®)] For sufficiently small values of the thickness h

such that
2
hmax{sup |x1], sup |k2|} < « with a <4/ =(29 - V761) ~ 0.97083 (A.9)
TEW TEW 3

and for constitutive coefficients satisfying u > 0, pe > 0, 2A 4+ p >0, by > 0, b2 > 0 and bz > 0, the energy density
W(gm,sy ICe,s) = Wmemb (gm,s) + Wmemb,bend (gm,sa ’Ce,s) + Wbend,curv (Ke,s) (Alo)

is coercive in the sense that there exists a constant a > 0 such that W (Em,s, Ke,s) > a (IEm,sl1? + |Ke,s]1? ), where af depends

on the constitutive coefficients.

Proof. From the assumptions h |k1]| < o, h|k2| < ¢, it follows that

h?|K| = h? k1| k2| < o? and 2h|H| = hl|r1 + k2| < 2c. (A.11)
Therefore, for a < 23—0 it follows h — K % >h— 1%042 >0 and % - %80‘2 > 0. On the other hand, from [21I] Proposition 3.1.]
we have
h h3 k2 h3 h®  h*
W(Sm,salce,s) Z (h - 56 + K E - Eg |H‘) Wshell (gm,s) + (E -K % - a |H‘> Wshell (gm,sByO + Cyo ’Ce,s) (A12)

RS RB® h3
+ (55~ 133) Weten((Ems By + CuoKe,a)Byo ) + (h = K 5 ) Weure (Keis) Ve >0 and 6> 0.

Using the inequalities (A.11}), we deduce

h h3 3 1
W(Sm,s, ’Ce,s) > 1— (12 —5—a?— 2604) Wihell (gmys) + E (1 — % o? — E a) Whell (gm,sByU + Cyp /C.;S) (A.13)
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R 20 h3
- (1 - %) Wenent ((Em,s Byo + CyoKe,s)Byo ) + (h K 12) Weurs (Ke,s)  Ve>0 and 6> 0.
Let us remark for 0 < a < —, if there exist § > 22 and & > 20 3 5 such that
20 40 a2
12-6-0?-2ca>0 & 12-a®?>d+2ea> —+2-—— Al4
“ “ R ST i P (A.14)

then a < %(29 —V/761) >~ 0.97083. Since the map (d,&) — 0 + 2e « is linear, it increases in gradient direction and hence, the

condition a < %(29 — V/761) ~ 0.97083 is also sufficient for the existence of § > % and € > 204_030;2 such that (A.14) is satisfied.

h? h3 12 h?
(g'm s,’ce s) >h|i* _KE _*|H|j| shell(g'm s)+ﬁ<1 _‘K| _h‘H|) shell(gm sBy0+Cy0 ’Ce s)
4 (h— K| ﬁ> Weury (Ke,s). (A.15)

In view of (| and (| , we see that there exist positive constants b+ b+ b+ > 0 such that

h h3
W(gm,37 K:e,s) 2 E b‘{ Wshell (gm,s) + E b; Wshe]l (gm,sByO + Cyo ’Ce,s) + hb;; Wcurv (’Ce,s)

h . h .
=D bF min{cl, pe} |Em,s|1? + 5 by min{c!, pe} [|Em,sByo + Cyo Ke,sl|? + hbd cf |Ke,s]2. (A.16)
h h
The desired constant a1 from the conclusion can be chosen as oLl+ = min {— b+ mln{01 Jie}s — D b;r min{ci’,uc}, hb; c;r} |

A.3.3 Coercivity for the O(h®) model

In this subsection we investigate if the conditions which assure the existence of the solution may be relaxed in the Cosserat shell
model up to O(h3), too. In fact, as in the previous subsection, it is enough to prove some new coercivity results under weakened
conditions on the thickness. We recall that in the Cosserat shell model up to O(h3) the shell energy density W(hs)(é'm,s7 Ke,s) is

given by (3.62).

Proposition A.3. [The first coercivity result in the theory including terms up to order O(h3)] For sufficiently small values of the
thickness h such that

L6 26)(a? — 12)2 cf
4a? max{CY", uc}

hmax{sup |k1|, sup |k2|} < « and with 0 < a < 2V3 (A.17)
TEW TEW

and for constitutive coefficients satisfying the constitutive coefficients are such that p > 0, pe >0, 2A4+pu > 0, by > 0, by > 0 and
b3 > 0 and where c;" denotes the smallest eigenvalue of Weurv(S), and Cf > 0 denotes the largest eigenvalues of the quadratic

form W2 ,1(S), the total energy density W(ha)(SmYS,ICe,S) is coercive, in the sense that there exists a constant air > 0 such that
w?) (Emyss Ke,s) > af (I€m,sl? + |1 Ke,s||? ), where al depends on the constitutive coefficients.

Proof. Similarly as in the proof presented in |21, Proposition 4.1], we obtain the estimate

h3
W<h3) (gm,sv ’C ) (h K e E eh—— 6 |H| h2> shell (g'm,s) E h Wshell (Cyo K:e,sByO)
3

h
T 4 ‘H| h4 Wshell (Cyg Ke,s) + - Wshell (g’m,s Byo + Cyg’Ce,s)
h3
+ (h K— ) Weury (Ke,s) + Wcm (Ke,sByo) Ve >0and 6> 0, (A.18)

which after imposing the conditions —h?|K| > —a? and —h|H| > —a, using (A.11)), and since the Frobenius norm is
sub-multiplicative and ||Cy, ||? = 2, leads to

3y h h3
w ) (g'm 5 Ke,s) > 3 (12 —a?—e— 2046) shell (gm s) + E Wshell (gm,sByo + Cyo ’Ce,s)

1 4 1 s h 5 h3

-5 ah® Wanen (Cyo Ke,s) — e h® Wenen (Cyo Ke,sByo) + 5(12 — a®) Weurv (Ke,s) + T Weury (Ke,sByg )

h 2 h 2

> (12 —a?—e— 2a6> min{ef e} [Emsl|” + T3 min{e pre}[Em,aByy + CyoKes| (A.19)

1 1 h3

- 50‘}13 max{Cl s e HIRCe, 6”2 6e maX{C1 7MC}||’Ce,sByo||2 + 5(12 - a2)02+||lCe,5||2 + EC;”’C&SBZJU H2

for all @, 8,€ > 0 such that 12— a2 —e—2ad > 0and 12 — a2 > 0. Since ||By,||> = 4H2 — 2K, it follows

3 h h?
WO, Kes) 2 75 (12 = 02 e = 208) min{ef pe}[Ems|? + T3 min{e pe}[EmsByo + Cyo Ke,sl?
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h 4 2 h?
512 - 0% of = o max{CF peh h? =t max{CF pe} (1H? = 2K)|[Kes|* + 15 F [ Ke By |
Using again that h is small, we obtain —h? (4H2 — 2K) > —h? (4H2 +2|K|) > —6a? and
3 h .
WO (€ s Keo) 2 = (12 —a? e 2a6> min{cy, pie [ Em s |2 (A.20)
h 2y +_ 4 + 2_ 2,0 + 2 2
+ E[(l? —o) ey — e max{C", pc} h* — - h* max{C]", uc} 6 o ]||IC6,S|| .

We consider 6 = e and we choose € > 0 and v > 0 such that

12 — o? 302 crf,
12-a% |, gof3aty madOy pe} o (A.21)
1+ 2ay v(12 — a?) cf
2,2 2 +
This choice of the variable € > 0 is possible if and only if 3 (a+(212;)a(03+g oy > h ma"{fl el Af this point we use that
€2
x (12 — a2)2y (5 — 2v6)(a? — 12)2
m = )
¥>0 4 (a+ 2a7) (o + 3a27y) 402
and this maximum value is attained for v = ﬁA Hence, we arrive at the following condition on the thickness h:
B2 < (5 — 2v6)(a? — 12)? e (A.22)
402 max{C;, uc}’
which proves the coercivity if the condition from the hypothesis is satisfied. ]

The condition (A.17) on the thickness does not represent a relaxation of the condition imposed in [2I] Proposition 4.1],

i.e., not in the sense of the relaxed condition (A.9) which is found for the O(h®) Cosserat shell model. Indeed, since the map
+

(5=2v6)(a*>—12)? 2
4a? max{cf— NS
construction of the model has sense), a large value for a will relax the first condition 1 while the other condition 2 on
the thickness will become more restrictive. Since the second condition 2 is expressed in terms of all constitutive parameters,
through c; and max{Cfr,,uc}, while the first condition 1 depends on the curvatures of the referential configuration, the
largest value of the parameter « in the coercivity result would be chosen as the best compromise between the conditions 1
and 2. In conclusion, in comparison to the conditions imposed in [2I] Proposition 4.1], for a specific material and a specific
referential configuration the new condition would offer a largest interval of values for the upper bound of the thickness.
We also note that in [2I, Proposition 4.1], because the condition of the form 2 from the hypothesis of Proposition [A.3
depends on the length scale L., we have proved another coercivity result which avoids this aspect:

a is monotone decreasing on [0,2] (the interval of the values of the parameter « for which the

Proposition A.4. [The second coercivity result in the theory including terms up to order O(h3)] For sufficiently small values of

the thickness h such that
/ {C e}
1+ 1+ 3m71
2 i +7 ()
\/* mm{cl e} }’ (A23)

2 2

1
hmax{sup |k1], sup |k2|} < — with a>max{1+
TEW TEW a

and for constitutive coefficients satisfying the constitutive coefficients are such that p > 0, uc > 0, 2X 4+ pu > 0, by > 0,
ba > 0 and b3 > 0 and let cf and max{Cf’,uc} > 0 denote the smallest and the largest eigenvalues of the quadratic form

WX (8S), the total energy density W(hs)(c‘fmys,lCeys) is coercive, in the sense that there exists a constant aj > 0 such that

W(hs)(gmmlCe,S) > af (|[Em,sl|? + [|Ke,s||1?), where ai depends on the constitutive coefficients.

A.4 Acharya’s bending tensor in Cartesian matrix notation

For comparison purpose, let us mark all the vectors and tensors defined by Acharya [II Page 5520] with the subscript A
(e.g., fa, by, (Ea)a). We express them using our notations as follows:

Xa=uyo, N4 =ng, xrA=m, nag=n, (Ea)a = aa = 02, Y, (E%)a = a® etc. (A.24)

Let us denote by [T 4] the 3 x 3 matrix of the components in the basis {e; ® e;} for any tensor T defined by Acharya [I, Page
5519]. Then, we have

a1 =[(52) ] = Ima @) = [0 ® ca)(es @ a')] = (Vml0) V6] ™ (A.25)
and
Bal= [(23),] = ro.a © 6% = (0.0 @ ea)(es ® a)] = (Vo) [V26] (A.26)
so that

[Ba] = —By, = —[V.0] 7 1L [V,0] . (A.27)
* T (On T (On T [/ On
=[5 (55 )4 £a] = 5 (50 ) = 0" [(Gx)
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and using we get
[b%] = [V20]~T (Vm|0)T (Vn|0) [V.0]! = —[v.0] T II’, [V.0] . (A.28)

By virtue of (A.27) and (A.28)), the classical bending strain measure can be written as [I, Eq. 3]
[K a] = [b4] = [Ba] = =[VoO] 7 (Iln —11y)" [V26] . (A.29)

For the tensor U 4 we obtain using equation (A.27) the expression

U] =\/IFAfal = VIFAIT [Fa]l = VIV2O]"T (Vm[0)T (Vm[0) [VoO] T = /[V20] T L, [V.0] 1. (A.30)

Thus, the bending tensor defined by Acharya [Il Eq. 8] is given by
(8N

0X
Inserting here the relations (A.27), (A.28) and (A.30), we obtain that the bending tensor ’I?A defined in the paper by Acharya [I}
Eq. 7 and 8] can be written in our matrix notation as follows:

[Kal= 3] - [Ua (55) ] = bal - Wal[Bal.

Racharya = Ka = —[V,0]" T I, [V,0]7! + \/[we]fT L, [V.0]~1 [V.0] "1, [V.0] . (A.31)

Since 1511% = Hﬁn and IZ[VG}TTm = Iﬁn, the following relation between the nonlinear bending tensor ﬁACharya introduced
by Acharya and our nonlinear bending tensor RZO holds

ﬁAcharya:—Ove]*Tlg[V@]T[Ve]*THEn[VG)]*1—\/[ve]*T13[ve}T[ve]*Tfm vel-tve] T, [ve]*l)

=—ve| T1yve|" ([ve} T, [ve| - \/[ve T [VO]-1[VO]~TIL, [verl) (A.32)

=—ve ] T15[ve|T/[ve]-TT,[Vve]-1[ve] TR’ [ve]~

=— \/[ve}*T 151, [VO] -1 [VO] TR, [VO]~! = —\/[VO]-T I, [VO]-1[Ve] TR [VO] !,

where we have used /[VO]-T15[VO|T = [VvO| T15[ve|T & ([ve]-T15vel")? = [vo]-Ti4ve|Tve|-T15ve|T =
[ve]~"(13)’[ve]” = [Vvo] "13[Ve]” and (632).

A.5 Alternative representation of energy in terms of the new strain tensors

We present in the following an alternative formulation of the unconstrained Cosserat-shell model from (3.18)). In this section, for a
matrix of the form X = (X°]0) [VO]~! € R3*3 we consider the matrix X¢ = [VO|T X5 € R3%2, i,

X = [ve] T(x% o) [ve]!. (A.33)
For the bilinear form Wypen(X,Y) given in we have then the transformations
Wepen(X,Y) = Ws‘ien(XS, YS) = Wschell(XC7 Yc)v (A.34)
where, e.g.,
When (X9, YY) =p(sym (VO] T(X|0) [VO] '), sym (VO] T (Y |0) [VO] ')
+ pe(skew ([VO]7T(X|0) [VO] ), skew (VO] T (Y |0) [VO] 1))

+ (VO] T(x|0) [vO] ) u(ve] (v o) [ve] ). (A.35)

A
A+2u
We note that the last relation can be written using the first fundamental form I, and its square root in the following alternative

ways:

W,

S

Fen (XY )—M(Sym(XC\O),Sym(i_l(Yclo)i_1 ) + ne(skew (X |0), skew (I, (Y 10) I, 1))

A+2 tr((X90)I ) tr((YC0)T,0)

= p(sym (L) /2 (XC10)T,0/2), sym (1,02 (YC0) 1, 7/%)) (A.36)
+,uc(skew(1 L2(XC0)iy ), skew (T2 (YC [0) 1,0 72))

+ tr(Tyg /2 (X | 0)iy %) tr(iyg /2 (Y X 0) T /2).

>\+2

Moreover, if we decompose the matrix X¢ € R3%2 in two block matrices (the matrix 1ax3 X¢ € R2*2 and the matrix
el X¢ € R'*2 ), then we can write the bilinear form as

+ _
Wsiell(XcaYc) = Winplane(]-?XSch ]]-2><3YC) + L 2#6 <€’§ Xc Iy() ;€3 Yc>7 (A37)
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where we define for any X,Y € R?%? the bilinear form

Winplane(X,Y) =p (sym X, sym (I VI, 1)) + pe(skew X, skew (I ' VI, 1)) + tr(X 1)) er(Y 1)

At 2
:p,(sym( o2 X 1,?), sym (T 2 Y 10 %) ) + e (skew (T, /% X 10 /2), skew (T, /2 Y 1, /%) )

+ tr(Tyg /2 X L 2) tr (1,2 v 1,,72). (A.38)

>\+2

Analogous results hold for the quadratic form Weury (X, X).
We can decompose the 3 X 2 matrices in two block matrices (2 x 2 and 1 x 2) and express the strain energy densities Wi emp
and Wiemb,bend as functions of the matrices Goo and Reo (we have used that 7o vanishes) in the following form

Wmemb (g'm,s) + Wrnemb,bend (gm,57 ’Ce,s) = Wmemb (goo) + Wmemb,bend (goo ’ ROO)
h3

= (h+K E) Winplane (2 Goo ) (A.39)
in-plane deformation
h3 h® h3 h®
+ (E -K %) Winplane (2 goo Lyg - Roo) - E 2 Winplane (2 goo: (2 goo Lyo - Roo) L;;O) + % Winp)\ (2 goo ) (Lyo - ROO) Lyo)’

in-plane deformation-bendings coupling terms

where Ly, = CofLy, =2H 1y — Ly,, Winplane is given by and we have denoted
Winpa (X, Y) i=p (sym X, sym (I, Y I.1)) + pe(skew X, skew (I, ' YV I.1)) + /\tr(XI Der(YIh
= (sym (Tyg/? X 15072, sym (102 Y 1 2) ) + pe (skew (Tpg /2 X 15,72), skew (I /2 Y I,/2))  (A.40)
+ gtr( vo 2 X Ty %) te (1, P Y 1,1,

We can see in the expression (A.39) the different parts of the energy corresponding to in-plane deformation, transverse shear, or
coupling terms with bending.

Finally, the bending-curvature energy density Whend,cury can be written as function of Reo and Noo as follows

Wbend,curv (’Ce,s) = Wbend,curv (Roo:Noo)

h3 h3 h® h®
= (h -K E) Wcurvpls (Roo) + (E -K %) Wcurvpls (RooLyo) + % Wcurvpls (ROOLio) (A41)
bending strain tensor
9 b1 + b2 1 -1 h® 2
+uL2 =2 [(h-K )<Noo1yo,Noo>+(— ~K )<(NooLyo>Iyo,<NooLyo>>+%<woo s Voo L2

drilling bendings
where we have denoted for any 2 x 2 matrix X the quadratic form (positive definite)

_ _ b1 _ _ by — by
Weurvpls(X) :=p L2 [bl(sym X, sym (Iyol leol) Y+ <8 bz + E)(skewX, skew (Iyol leol) Y+ ——

bo — b1
2

[tr(X L)% ] (A42)
b - -
=pL? [bl [lsym (I, 1/2XI 1/2)H2+ (8b3+§1) || skew (Iy01/2X1y01/2)H2+ [te(1, 1/2XI 1/2)] ]

Thus, the model can be expressed entirely in terms of the change of metric tensor Goo, the bending strain tensor Roc and the
vector of drilling bendings N, through the relations (A.39) and (A.41).
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