A CONTINUOUS DEPENDENCE RESULT
FOR A DYNAMIC DEBONDING MODEL IN DIMENSION ONE

FILIPPO RIVA

ABSTRACT. In this paper we address the problem of continuous dependence on initial and
boundary data for a one-dimensional dynamic debonding model describing a thin film peeled
away from a substrate. The system underlying the process couples the (weakly damped) wave
equation with a Griffith’s criterion which rules the evolution of the debonded region. We show
that under general convergence assumptions on the data the corresponding solutions converge
to the limit one with respect to different natural topologies.
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INTRODUCTION

The interest of the physical and engineering community on dynamic debonding models in-
volving one spatial dimension originates in the '70s from the works of Hellan [9, 10, 11], Burridge
& Keller [2] and carries on in the '90s with the ones of Freund collected in [8]. The importance
of this kind of models relies on the fact that they possess deep similarities to the theory of
dynamic crack growth based on Griffith’s criterion, but at the same time they are much easier
to treat, allowing an exhaustive comprehension of the involved physical processes. More recently
dynamic debonding models have been resumed by several authors, see for instance Dumouchel
and others [6, 7, 13], but only in the last few years a rigorous mathematical formulation has been
adopted: we are referring to [4, 14, 16, 19], in which existence and uniqueness results are stated,
or to [14, 15], where the so-called quasistatic limit problem is addressed. It concerns whether
or not dynamic evolutions converge to quasistatic ones (see [18] for the general discussion about
quasistatic or rate-independent processes) when inertia goes to zero. We also refer to [1] and
[17] for adhesion and debonding problems in the static and quasistatic regime.

Preprint SISSA 05/2019/MATE.
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Nevertheless we are not aware of the presence in literature of continuous dependence results for
debonding models, despite the importance of the issue and despite partial achievements in this
direction have already been obtained in the more complicated framework of Fracture Dynamics,
see for instance [3, 5]. Therefore the aim of our paper is filling this gap, giving a positive answer
to the question of continuous dependence in a general version of the one-dimensional dynamic
debonding model. The result will be used in a forthcoming paper to deal with the crucial
problem arising in Mechanics of the quasistatic limit in this context.

To describe the model we are going to analyse let us consider a perfectly flexible and inextensi-
ble thin film partially glued to a flat rigid substrate. In an orthogonal coordinate system (z,y, ),
in which the substrate is identified with the half plane {(z,y,2) | * > 0, 2 = 0}, we assume the
deformation of the film at time ¢ > 0 is parametrized by (x,y,0) — (z+h(t,x),y, u(t, x)), where
the scalar functions h and u represent the horizontal and the vertical displacement, respectively.
Since the second component y is assumed to be constant it will be ignored in the rest of the pa-
per; this means that the debonding process takes place in the vertical half plane {(x, z) | x > 0}.
At every time ¢ > 0 the debonded part of the film is the segment {(x,0) | z € [0,¢(t))}, where
{ is a nondecreasing function representing the debonding front. This in particular implies that
the displacement (h(t,z),u(t,z)) is identically zero on the half line {(z,0) | z > ¢(¢)}. As in [4]
and [19] in this work we make the crucial assumption that ¢ := £(0) > 0, namely at the initial
time ¢ = 0 the film is already debonded in the segment {(x,0) | x € [0, £y)}; see instead [16] for
the analysis of the singular case in which initially the film is completely glued to the substrate.
At the endpoint £ = 0 we finally prescribe a boundary condition for the vertical displacement
u(t,0) = w(t). By linear approximation, inextensibility of the film provides an explicit formula
for the horizontal displacement:

0
ity =5 [ uRee)de.

The vertical displacement u and the debonding front ¢ instead solve the system:

U (t, ) — gy (t, ) + vug(t, x) = 0, t>0,0<az<{(),
u(t,0) = w(t), t>0,
u(t, (t)) =0, t>0, (0.1a)
u(0,x) = up(z), 0 <z <Ly,
u(0, ) = uy(z), 0 <z <Ay,
+ Energy criteria satisfied by v and ¢, (0.1b)

where the initial conditions ug and u; are given functions, and the parameter v > 0 takes into
account the friction produced by air resistance.

The paper is organised as follows: in Section 1 we first give a rigorous mathematical presen-
tation of the debonding model and we introduce the energy criteria appearing in (0.1b) that
the pair (u,¢) has to satisfy (see Griffith’s criterion (1.8)). We then state the result of existence
and uniqueness for solutions to problem (0.1) proved in [19]. Finally we present the continu-
ous dependence problem: we consider sequences of data converging in the natural topologies to
some limit data, see (1.19), and we wonder whether and in which sense the sequence of solutions
to (0.1) corresponding to these sequences of data, denoted by {(u*, ¥)}ren, converges to the
solution corresponding to the limit ones, denoted by (u, £).

Section 2 is devoted to the analysis of the convergence of the sequence of vertical displacements
{uF}ren assuming a priori that the sequence of debonding fronts {¢¥},cn converges to £ in some
suitable topology. The main outcomes of this Section are collected in (2.4), see also Remark 2.12.
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This is, however, a continuous dependence result for problem (0.1a), still not coupled with (0.1b),
see Remark 1.11.

In Section 3 we finally state and prove our continuous dependence result for the coupled
problem, see Theorem 3.7, showing that the convergence of the sequence of debonding fronts
we postulated in Section 2 actually happens. The strategy of the proof strongly relies on a
representation formula for solutions to (0.1a) proved in [19], see (1.13) and (3.1). Furthermore
the argument exploits the idea used in [19] that a certain operator is a contraction with respect
to a suitable distance, see (3.3) and Propositions 3.3 and 3.4.

NOTATIONS

In this Section we collect some notation and some definition that we will use several times
during the paper. They have already been introduced and used in [4] and [19], so we refer to
them for a wide and more complete explanation.

Remark 0.1. Throughout the paper every function in W'P(a,b), for —oco < a < b < +00 and
p € [1,+00], is always identified with its continuous representative on [a, b].

Furthermore the derivative of any function of real variable is always denoted by a dot (i.e. f ,
l, &, V), regardless of whether it is a time or a spatial derivative.

Geometric considerations. Fix ¢y > 0 and consider a function ¢: [0, +o00) — [y, +00),
which will play the role of the debonding front, satisfying:

¢ € ([0, +00)), (0.2a)
0(0) = £y and 0 < £(t) < 1 for a.e. t € [0, +00). (0.2b)

Given such a function we define the sets:
Q:={(t,z) |[t>0,0<x <L)},
Q) ={(t,x) eQ|t<zand t+z<l},
Q) ={(t,x) eQ|t>zand t+z < ly},
QO ={(t,x) eQ|t<zand t+z >},
Q = QLU UQs,
Qp :={(t,z) e Q| t < T},
O ={(t,z) e Y |t < T},
() = {(t,z) € Q)| t < T}, fori=1,2,3,
Moreover, for t € [0, +00), we introduce the functions:
o(t) :=t—L(t), P(t) :=t+L(t), (0.3)
and we define:
w: [lo, +00) = [—Ly, +00), w(t) = oy (t). (0.4)

Remark 0.2. By (0.2b) ¢ turns out to be a bilipschitz function (1 < ) < 2), while ¢ turns out
to be Lipschitz with 0 < ¢(t) < 1 for a.e. ¢t € [0,400). Hence ¢ is invertible with absolutely
continuous inverse. As a byproduct we get that w is Lipschitz too and for a.e. ¢t € [y, +00) it

holds true: .
_1-iww)
1+ £(y=1(1)

So w is invertible with absolutely continuous inverse too.

0 <t <1. (0.5)
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FIGURE 1. The set R(t,

For (t,x) € @ we also introduce the set:
R(t,z)={(r,0) e Q' |0< T

where

T—t+T,
m(rit,x) = ¢ |lo—t+7|,
T—t+T,
(z+t—T,
T+t—T,
T—w(t+x),
T+t—T,

Yo (T3t ) =

&
(1)
lo &
x) in the three possible cases.
<t, (1t x) <o <yr;t,x)}, (0.6)
if (t,2) €
if (¢,2) €
if (t,x) € Q’,
i (0.7)

if (t,x) €
if (t,z) €
f(t,x)eQ’ and7<1/; Yt4x),
if (t,x) € Qy and 7 > ¢~ (t+x),

)

are the left and the right boundary of R(¢,z), respectively. See Figure 1.
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Remark 0.3. We warn the reader that, for the sake of clarity, during the whole paper we shall
not write Qg, ), Re(t, ), ¢ or wy, even if all of the sets and the functions introduced in this
Section depend explicitely on the function £.

Mathematical objects. Finally let us define the spaces:
H'(Q) :={u e H. (Q) | ue H (Qr) for every T > 0},
HY Q) := {u € H. () | u e H' () for every T > 0},
H'(0,+00) := {u € H\_(0,400) | u € H'(0,T) for every T > 0},
CO([ly, +00)) := {u € C%([ly, +0)) | u € C¥'([ly, X]) for every X > £o}.

1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

1.1. The debonding model. In this Section we make the definition of solution to (0.1) precise.
We fix v > 0, £y > 0 and we assume that the boundary and initial data satisfy:

w e H'(0,400), (1.1a

ug € Hl(O,éo), U] € LQ(O,BO). (1.1b

UO(O) = w(()), UO(&)) = 0. (1.1C

To fix the ideas let us assume for the moment that the debonding front £: [0, 4+00) — [{p, +00

is assigned and it satisfies (0.2).

Definition 1.1. We say that a function u € H*(Q) (resp. in HX(Q7)) is a solution of (0.1a) if
Ut — Ugzy +vuy = 0 holds in the sense of distributions in Q0 (resp. in Qr ), the boundary conditions
are intended in the sense of traces and the initial conditions ug and uy are satisfied in the sense

of L*(0,4o) and H=1(0,4y), respectively.

Remark 1.2. The definition is well posed, since for a solution u € H'(Qr) we have that u;
and wu, belong to L?(0,T;L?(0,4y)); this implies that u; and wu,, are in L2(0,7; H (0, £p))
and so by the wave equation uy € L?(0,T; H=1(0,4)). Therefore u; € H'(0,T; H1(0,4)) C
CO([0,T); H1(0,4p)) (see also [4]).

To establish the rules governing the evolution of the debonding front ¢ we need to introduce
for t € [0, +00) the internal energy of a solution wu:

o(t)
Et) = ;/0 (ui (t,z) +ui(t,x)) da,

the energy dissipated by the friction of air:

t pl(T)
A(t) :== 1// / ul(r,0)do dr,
0o Jo

and the work of the external loading:

t
W(t) := —/0 w(s)uz(s,0)ds.

Remark 1.3. As proved in [19], the internal energy £(t) is well defined for every ¢ € [0, +00)
since u turns out to be in C9([0, +00); H'(0,+00)) and in C1([0, +00); L?(0, +00)); we present
this result in Theorem 1.6. The expression u(s,0) makes instead sense due to the representation
formula for solutions to (0.la) introduced and used in [19], see (1.18a) and the subsequent
discussion.
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Moreover we assume that the glue between the substrate and the film behaves in a brittle
fashion, thus the energy dissipated during the debonding process in the time interval [0,¢] is

given by the formula
o(t)
/ k(z)dz, (1.2)

Lo
where x: [{y, +00) — (0,4+00) is a measurable function representing the local toughness of the
glue.

In our model we postulate that the debonding front £ has to evolve following two principles,
which will replace the vague condition (0.1b). The first one, called energy-dissipation balance,
simply states that during the evolution the following equality between internal energy, dissipated
energy and work of the external loading has to be satisfied:

£(t)

E(t) + A(t) + / k(z)dz = £(0) + W(t), for every t € [0, +00). (1.3)
Lo

The second one, called maximum dissipation principle, states that ¢ has to grow at the maximum

speed which is consistent with the energy-dissipation balance (see also [12]):

((t) = max{a € [0,1) | k(£(t))a = Go(t)a},  for ae. t € [0, +00), (1.4)
where G, (t) is the so-called dynamic energy release rate at speed «, a quantity which measures
the amount of energy spent by the debonding process. It is obtained as a sort of partial derivative
of the total energy with respect to the elongation of the debonding front; we refer to [4], [8] or
[19] for more details, since in this work we do not need its rigorous definition.

We only want to mention that in our context it has the expression:
l-«

(% = 5 f .C. 5 5 1,
Ga(t) 1+aG0(t) or a.e. t € [0,+00) (1.5)
where GGy can be explicitely written as:
1 ¢ ? 0
Go(t) = 5 Uo(0(t)—t) — ur (£(t)—t) + 1// ug(1, 7—t+L(t))dr| , forae. te€ [0, 20) , (1.6)
0

and then extended to the whole [0, +00) via a suitable procedure. It is also worth recalling that
if @« = ¢(t) one can write:

Gy () = %(1 )Pt £(1)2, for ae. ¢ € [0, +00). (1.7)

In [4] and [19] it has been shown that the two principles (1.3) and (1.4) together are equivalent
to the following system, called Griffith’s criterion:

0<(t) <1,
Giw (t) < K(€(2)), for a.e. t € [0,400), (1.8)
[Gigy(®) = wtee))] ity =0,

which in turn is equivalent to an ordinary differential equations for the debonding front ¢:

[ Golt) = K1) - N
E(t)_maX{Go(t)+/£(€(t))’o}’ for a.e. t € [0,4+00). (1.9)

Remark 1.4. The dynamic energy release rate G,(t) depends on the solution u of problem
(0.1a) and on the debonding front ¢ itself, as the reader can see from (1.5) and (1.6), so equation
(1.9) only makes sense if coupled with problem (0.1a).

We are now in the position to give the following Definition:
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Definition 1.5. Assume £: [0,+00) — [y, +00) satisfies (0.2); let u: [0,4+00)* — R be such
that w € HY(Q) (resp. in HY(Qr)). We say that the pair (u,l) is a solution of the coupled
problem (resp. in [0,T]) if:
i) u solves problem (0.1a) in Q (resp. in Q1) in the sense of Definition 1.1,
ii) u =0 outside Q (resp. in ([0,T]x[0,+00)) \ Q7),
iii) (u,f) satisfies Griffith’s criterion (1.8) for a.e. t € [0,+00) (resp. for a.e. t € [0,T]).

In [19] it has been proved that under suitable assumptions on the toughness x coupled problem
(0.1a)&(1.8) admits a unique solution. The result is the following;:

Theorem 1.6. Fiz v >0, {y > 0 and consider ug, u1 and w satisfying (1.1). Assume that the
measurable function k: [y, +00) — (0,+00) fulfills the following property:

for every x € [fy, +00) there exists € = e(x) > 0 such that k € COY([z,z + €]). (1.10)

Then there exists a unique pair (u,l) solution of the coupled problem in the sense of Defini-
tion 1.5. Moreover u has a continuous representative on 2 and it holds:

u € C°([0,+00); HY(0, +00)) N CL([0, +00); L2(0, +00)).

The strategy of the proof relies in a representation formula (Duhamel’s principle) valid for
small times for the solution u of (0.1a) and for an auxiliary function v defined as v(¢,x) :=
et/2u(t, x). Since later on we will widely exploit it, we now want to say something more about
this formula: to present it we first introduce the boundary and initial data of v, namely

2(t) = " (t),

and vi(z) =u(z) + guo(:p).

Remark 1.7. The functions z, vy and vy satisfy (1.1) if and only if w, ug and u; do the same.

1.11
vo(z) = uo(x) ( )

Then we recall that v solves (in the sense of Definition 1.1) the following problem:

vtt(t,x)—vm(t,x)—V:v(t,x) =0, t>0,0<z<{(t),

v(t,0) = 2(t), t >0,

u(t, 6(t)) =0, >0, (1.12)
v(0,z) = vo(x), 0 <z <,

v:(0,z) = v1(x), 0 <z <.

Thanks to the fact that v solves (1.12), in [19] it has been shown that, given T < %0, the pair
(u, ?) is a solution of the coupled problem in [0, 7] if and only if the pair (v, ¢) satisfies:

2
v(t,z) = A(t,x) + % //R( )U(T, o)dodr, for every (t,z) € Qr,
t,x

L(t) =y +/0 max {I', 4(s),0} ds,

where R(t,z) is as in (0.6), and the functions A and I', y are defined as follows:

*’U(](aj‘—t) + *'U()(l‘—Hf) + -

1 1
At,z) = 2(t—x) — §v0(t—$) + —wvo(t+x) +

1 1 1 x+t
2 2 2 /x_t o)

(1.13)
for every t € [0,T].
if (t,z) € 1,
vi(s)ds, if (t,z) € Qf, (1.14)

if (t,z) € O,
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[ioe(t)~) — vi(€(0)~) = 2 fivlr, 7—t44() dr | ®  gertu(t(t))
Ty e(t) = - 5 : (1.15)
[i}o(f(t)—t) — oy (0(t)—t) — 2 [Lu(r, T—t+0(1)) dT} + 2evti(£(1))

Remark 1.8. The letter A in (1.14) stands for D’Alembert, indeed it is the solution of the
undamped wave equation with data vg, v; and z and it can be recovered by an adaptation to
our time-varying domain setting of the classical D’Alembert formula. The expression for I, » in
(1.15) is instead obtained from (1.9) and from the expression of Gy(t) (1.6) by rewriting it in
terms of the auxiliary function v; see [19], Subsection 3.2.

We want to recall that, as proved in [19], Lemmas 1.10 and 1.11, the function A and the
integral term

H(t,z) = / /R (m)v(f, o) de dr, (1.16)

are both continuous on (¥, they belong to H! (Q) and furthermore, setting them to be identically
zero outside €2, they belong to C°([0, 2]; H'(0, +00)) and to C([0, 2]; L(0, +00)). Moreover
explicit expressions for the partial derivatives of H, valid for every t € [O, %0} and for a.e.
x € (0,£(t)), are:

t t
/ (T, x+t—7)dT + / v(T,x—t+7)dT, o,
0 0

t t—a t
Hy(t,z) = /0 (T, x+t—7) dT—/O v(T, t—x—T) dT—l—/t v(r,x—t+7)dr, Qf, (1.17a)

—T

t 1 (z+t) t
/U(T,ZL‘—ZH—T) dT—o'J(:r+t)/v(T,T—w(m+t)) dT+/v(T,:17+t—7') dr, Qf,
0 0 =1 (z+t)

t t
/ v(r, z+t—7)dT — / v(r,x—t+7)dr, O,
0 0

t t—x t
H,(t,x) = /OU(T,.CE+t—T)dT—{—/0 U(T,t—m—T)dT—/t v(r,x—t+7)dr, Qf, (1.17b)

—

t vl (z+t) t
—/}(T,:U—H—T) dr—w(xz+t) /U(T,T—w(aj‘—i-t))dT—I—/L)(T,J)—I—t—T) dr, Qf,

0 0 Y1 (a+t)
By the explicit formulas (1.14) and (1.17b) we deduce that for a.e t € [O, %0} the following
equalities hold true:

v5(t,0) = —2(t) 4+ 0o(t) + vi(t) + V: /Ot v(r,t—7)dr, (1.18a)
1 V2 t
vz (L, (1)) = T o (L(t)—t) — v1 (L(t)—t) — 4/0 v(r, T+ £(t)—t) dT:| . (1.18b)

Of course, by an iteration argument, this shows that the functions v,(-,0) and v,(-,¢()), and
thus ug(+,0) and ug(-, 4(-)), are well-defined for almost every time.

Remark 1.9. The function A depends on ¢ via the function w (see (0.3) and (0.4)) and the
function H depends on ¢ via the set R (see (0.6) and (0.7)) and depends on v explicitely, so one
should write A, and H, . However in the whole paper we shall write only A and H to avoid
too heavy notations.
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Remark 1.10. As already said, in the whole paper the solution u (and hence v) and the
functions A and H are extended to zero outside €.

1.2. Convergence assumptions on the data. Now that we have precised all the notations
and properties of solutions of the coupled problem (0.1a)&(1.8) we can state the issue we want to
address in this paper. We start listing all the hypotheses on the limit data and on the sequences
of data we will assume in the whole paper.

The limit data. Let us fix v > 0, {5 > 0, functions wp, u;, w satisfying (1.1), and a
measurable function r: [fy, +00) — (0, 400) which belongs to C%!([¢y, +00)) and so in particular
it fulfills property (1.10).

We extend wg, u; to the whole [0, +00) setting them to be identically zero outside [0, £o]
(notice that by compatibility condition ug belongs to H'(0, +oc)) and we extend & to [0, +00)
setting k(x) = k(ly) for = € [0, £o).

The sequences of data. Let us consider a sequence of positive real numbers {Kg}keN,
a sequence of non negative real numbers {v*}en, sequences of functions {uf}ren, {uf}ren
and {w*} ey satisfying (1.1) replacing £y by £& and a sequence of functions {x*} ey such that
k¥ [lF, +00) — (0, +00) belongs to 5’0’1([618, +00)) for every k € N (and hence it fulfills property
(1.10), replacing £y by £5).

As before we extend ulg , u’f to the whole [0, 400) setting them to be identically zero outside
[0, 2] and we extend x* to [0, +00) setting x*(z) = k¥ (¢5) for x € [0, £5].

The convergence assumptions. As k — 400 we assume:

k= 0ly and VF -, (1.19a)
uf — ug in H'(0, +00), uf — uy in L?(0,+00) and w* — w in H' (0, 400); (1.19b)
k* = K in C°([0, X]) for every X > 0. (1.19¢)

1.3. The main result. Let now (u,f) and (u*,¢*) be the solutions of the coupled problem
given by Theorem 1.6 corresponding to the limit data and to the kth term of the sequence of
data, respectively. The principal result of the paper, stated in Theorem 3.7, affirms that under
the assumptions of this first Section the following convergences hold true for every T > 0:

e /% - /in L'(0,T), and thus ¢¥ — ¢ uniformly in [0, 77;

e u¥ — v uniformly in [0,77] x [0, +00);

euf — uin H((0,T) x (0, +00));

e uf = win CO([0,T7]; H'(0, +00)) and in C1([0,T]; L?(0, +00));

e uf(-,0) = uy(-,0) and /1 — PR ()2uk (-, 8 () = /1 = 0(-)2ug (-, £(-)) in L2(0,T).

We recall that the term /1 — £(-)2u,(-, £(-)) is, up to the constant 1/4/2 and up to the sign, the
square root of the dynamic energy release rate G é(.)(-), see (1.7).

Remark 1.11. If instead of considering the coupled problem, we study system (0.1a) with a
prescribed debonding front, then we obtain an analogous continuous dependence result. This
analysis will be performed in Section 2, see (2.4), Remark 2.12 and also Propositions 2.8, 2.9,
2.10 and 2.11.

To prove the Theorem we will exploit the sequence of auxiliary functions v* (¢, z) = e” "t/2,k (t,z),
whose boundary and initial data are the functions v, vf and 2* given by (1.11). We recall that
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for T' < %0 they can be expressed using representation formula (1.13) as
k k D
v¥(t,x) = A(t,x) + TH (t,z), for every (t,x) € [0,T] x [0, +00), (1.20)

where the function A¥ is as in (1.14) with the obvious changes, while H* (¢, z) I//’Uk(T, o)dodr.
Rk (t,x)

As stressed in Remark 1.10 they both are extended to zero outside QOF.

Remark 1.12. By (1.11) it is easy to see that convergence hypotheses (1.19a) and (1.19b) yield
k

the same kind of convergence for the functions vf, v¥ and 2.

In the next two Sections we analyse the convergence of the pair (v¥, £%) instead of the one of
the pair (u”*, ¢¥). Indeed the transformed pair (v¥, £%) is easier than (u”, ¢*) to handle with, since
in (1.15) and (1.16) inside the integral it appears the function itself, and not its time derivative
(see (1.6)). We are able to prove that the convergences listed just above hold true for the
auxiliary function v¥, and thus, since it is linked to u* via the equality v¥(t,z) = eV /2 (t,z),
the result is easily transferred to the solution u* of the coupled problem.

Remark 1.13 (Notation). From now on during all the estimates the symbol C is used to
denote a constant, which may change from line to line, which does not depend on k. The
symbol e” is instead used to denote the kth term of a generic infinitesimal sequence.

2. A PRIORI CONVERGENCE OF THE DEBONDING FRONT

In this Section we prove that if we assume a priori the validity of certain suitable convergence
(uniform and in W) on the sequence of debonding fronts {¢*}.cy in a time interval [0, 77,
then the sequence of auxiliary functions {v*}ren converges to v in the natural spaces. First of
all we prove an equiboundedness result for the sequence {vk}keN:

Proposition 2.1. Assume (1.19a), (1.19b) and let us denote by N the mazimum value of V.

If T < min {%O, NEEO }, then the functions v* are uniformly bounded in C°([0,T] x [0, +00)).

Proof. We exploit representation formula (1.20) and we estimate:

I/k 2
P leogopetono < 14%cuqoristorony + L 1 lon o isgosony
k N2 k k
< A% o qo,1x10,400)) + 5~ 171107 o (p0,71x [0, +00))
N24yT

< |IA* | co o, 77x 0,+00)) + 1 0¥l co (0,77 x [0,400)) -
Since by hypothesis T' < N%EO we deduce that:

0¥l coo,11x0,400)) < 2l A%l co((0,77x[0,400))-

By the explicit expression of A* given by (1.14) and using (1.19b) it is easy to get the equi-
boundedness of A* in C°([0,T] x [0, +00)) and so we conclude. O

Before starting the analysis of the convergence of the sequence {A*}.cy we state several
Lemmas regarding the convergence of the sequence {w*}cn appearing in formulas (0.7), (1.14)
and (1.17).



CONTINUOUS DEPENDENCE FOR A 1D DEBONDING MODEL 11

Lemma 2.2. Let f*: [a,b] — R be a sequence of continuous and invertible functions and
assume f* uniformly converges to a continuous and invertible function f: [a,b] — R. Then

lim  max [(f*)"(y) — [~ ()] = 0, where D(a,b) := f*([a,b]) N f([a, D).

k— o0 yeD’;(a,b)

Proof. For y € le“(a, b) it holds:
) = =1 W) = W)l (2.1)

Since f is continuous, f~! is uniformly continuous on the compact interval f([a,b]) and so by

(2.1) to conclude it is enough to prove that n;cl?m[x ) 1F((FF)"Yy) —y| — 0 as k — +oc. So let
yefr([a,b

us take y € f*([a,b]) and reason as follows:

F ) =yl = 17 @) = £ ) < = Flleoa-
Since by hypothesis f* uniformly converges to f in [a,b] the proof is complete. O

As we did in Lemma 2.2 we now introduce the following notation: given a time 7' > 0 we
define Di(O,T) := ¢F([0,7]) N +([0,T]) and DZ;(O,T) = ([0, T]) N ([0, T]). We notice that

we can rewrite them as:
Di(0,T) = €5V £o, ¢*(T) Ap(T)]  and  DEO,T) = [=(fo A Lg), (T) A" (T)].

Lemma 2.3. If (% uniformly converges to £ in [0,T], then lim  max |w¥(t) —w(t)|=0. If
k—+o0teDk (0,T)

(1.19a) holds and 0% — ¢ in LY(0,T), then lim |k (t) — w(t)| dt = 0.
k—4o00 D:Z(O’T)

Proof. Assume that £¥ — ¢ uniformly in [0, 7], then obviously ¥* — v uniformly in [0, T] and

so by Lemma 2.2 we get lim  max |(¢*)71(t) — ¢~ (t)] = 0. Take now t € Di(O,T), then
k—+ooteDk (0,T)

jwF (1) = w(®)] < [ (WF) 71 (1) = (@) 1) + (W) 7HB) — (1))
<N — tllogory + 1" 7HE) = (@),

and hence we deduce lim  max |wF(t) —w(t)| = 0.
k—+ooteDf (0,T)

Now assume that ¥ — ¢ in L'(0,T). Notice that by (1.19a) this implies £¥ — ¢ uniformly in

[0,T7], and so we have:
_ R ( (k)1 (k=1
]wk(t) _ w(t)\ dt = / 1 gk((wk)_l(t)) _ 1 f(w_l(t))
D¥ (0,T) pk@1) |1+ E((WF)71(1t) 1+ Lw1(1)

<2 @) - i) a
D} (0,T)

dt

<2 ( |5 (")) — (") M (8)] dt + |{<)

D} (0,T) DE(0,T)

<2 (2 / ' [0%(s) = (s)] s + /D o [iwh) 1) = i @) dt) .
L,

By assumption the first term in the last line goes to zero as k — +oo, while for the second term
we reason as follows. We fix & > 0 and we consider f. € C°([0,T7]) such that [|¢ — f|[,107) <&,
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S0 we can estimate:

[ it o) - e o) a
D} (0,7)
ky—1 _ ky—1
< fomli@7 @ - et fas [
[ |t - i) a
D} (0,T)

<2li — fellpom + /
DE(0

< 4e + /
Djz(o,T)

By dominated convergence the last integral goes to zero as k — +oo and so by the arbitrariness
of € we get the result. O

F (") 7H0) = f(7H(0)| e

JCh ) - g )] e+ 20 ey

)

F((@F) @) - fg(w‘l(t))‘ dt.

Lemma 2.4. Let f* be a sequence of L?(R)-functions converging to f strongly in L*(R). If
(1.19a) holds and (¥ — ¢ in L*(0,T), then

lim (= ()6 (5) — f(—w(s))io(s) 2 ds = 0.

k—+o00 Di (0,7)

Proof. It is enough to estimate:

[ 1)k o) - fwloas)ds
D} (0,T)

|F(—w(5))a" (s) = F(=w* ()" (s) P ds +2 [ |f(=w"(5))"(s) = f(~w(s))a(s)|* ds

Dk (0,T) D} (0,7)

<2t =l +2 [ )k s) - Al ds.

Dk (0,T)

Here we used the uniform bound of w*, see (0.5). By assumption the first term in the last line
vanishes as k — +o00, while for the second integral we reason as in the proof of Lemma 2.3: for
e > 0 fixed let us consider f. € CO(R) satisfying || f — f5||%2(R) < ¢, then we have:

/ £ (61 (s) = F(—als))ils)? s
50,7)

[f(—wF ()it (s) — fe(—w" ()" (s)[ ds +3 [ |fo(=w"(s))a" (s) = fe(~w(s))a(s)[* ds

Dy (0,T) DE(0,7)
Igs(—w(s))w(s) — f(=w(s))a(s)* ds
Dy, (0,T)
<3 / @) = f@)Pda+3 | |f(—b(5)aF(s) = fo(—w(s))d(s)]” ds +3 / F(@) = fol@)? du
DE(0,T) R

<6c+3 / o=k (5))H (5) — fol—wo(s))o(s) [ ds.
DE(0,T)

By dominated convergence the last integral goes to zero as k& — +oo. Indeed exploiting
Lemma 2.3 we deduce that, up to subsequences (not relabelled), the function |[&w* — |x pr 5(0T)
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(here and henceforth y denotes the characteristic function of a set) vanishes almost everywhere on
a bounded interval (the intervals DQIZ (0,T) are all contained for instance in [0, (T")+1]). By con-
tinuity of f. and since by assumptions x D5 (0,T) = X[to,p(T)] 2lmost everywhere as k — +o0, this
implies that also |f.(—wF)wk — fs(—w)LL)PXD:Z(QT) vanishes almost everywhere on that bounded
interval. Since the limit does not depend on the subsequence we conclude.

Thus by the arbitrariness of € we get the result. O

Now that we have established some convergence results of the sequence {w*}reny we can
start to study how the sequence {A*},cn behaves under different convergence assumptions on

{f}ken.
Proposition 2.5. Assume (1.19b) and let T' < %0. If 0% uniformly converges to £ in [0,T], then
A* uniformly converges to A in [0,T] x [0, +00).

Proof. We assume without loss of generality that ¢y < Z’g , the other cases being analogous. As
in the whole paper we exploit explicit formula (1.14), so we need to deal with some different
cases separately. We thus consider the following partition of [0,77] x [0, 4+00), see Figure 2:

Af = ()7, A5 = (), AS = ()7 N (Qf)r,
A = Q) r\Qr,  AF = (QF)r N ()7, A§ = (U)r\Qr, (2.2)

7
AR = ()r\QF, AL = ([0,T] x [0,400)) \ | J AT
=1

If (t,z) € A}, then
Vil

44(t,2) — A(t2)] < [~ volonqorooy + 5010k — vul2(0,4m0)
If (t,z) € AL, then
Vo

|AF(t, @) — At, 2)| < [12F = zllcoor + 106 — vollcogo,e0)) + THUIf — 01| £2(0,400)-

If (t,x) € A%, we first notice that vo(z+t) = 0 and that —w(fk) < —w(z+t) < by < z+t < £,
then we estimate:

|Ak(t7 .1‘) - A(t7 ZL‘)’
1 x4t —w(z+t)
/ v (s)ds — / v1(s)ds

1 1
< 5|v§(m—t) — wvo(z—t)| + 5|v§(:z;+zt) + vo(—w(z+t))| + 5
—t —t

< [lvg = volleo(o,400)) + f”vl = v1|22(0,400) + 5’”0(—00(95‘“))’ + B / ( ftl)(s) ds
k k fo
< g — volleo(o,+00)) + Cllvr = villr2(0,400) +/ (Ek)(\@o(é’)\ + [v1(s)]) ds.
ol

If (t,z) € Afj, we notice that —w(ﬁlg) <zg—t<z+t< E’g and hence we get:

o 1
A4t ) = Al = |45l < [ folds g [ ekl
—w(lf) —w(€)
Lo
< Cllog — 00l £2(0,400) T C|lvf - V1l 22(0,400) T / (|90(s)] + [v1(s)]) ds.

—w(lg)
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If (t,z) € A¥, then
A (t,2) — A(t, )]

—wk(z+t) —w(z+t)
< L ! /v’f(s)ds—/vl(s)ds

1
Hvlg — voHCO([07+OO)) + i\vlg(—wk(x—i-t)) — vo(—w(x+t))| + 3 t t

N |

1
< Jlug = vollen (o rocy) + Flvo(—w* (z+1)) = vo(—w(z+1) + Cllvy = v1lr2(0.400)

—wk(z+t)
/ (v1(s)|ds

—w(z+t)

!
2

< o = vollco(o,400)) + regax vo(—w* (1)) — vo(—w(r))| + Cllvy — vill£2(0,100)
w b

()
/ (w1 ()] ds

—w(r)

+ max
reDk (0,T)

If (t,2) € Ak, we notice that —w(z+t) < z—t < —w¥(z+t) and hence we get:
—wk(z+t)

1 1
A5(,2) = Alt, )] = 1450, < globo—t) = ool +5 [ hGo)lds
1 —wk(z+t) 0 .
<y [ eI Rk
" . . fwk(:rth)‘
< Cllig = 0l £2(0,400) T CllvY = v1ll22(0,4-00) +/ . (I90(s)| + [v1(s)]) ds

—wh(r)
< C|lof - o) FO|vf — co)T Mma / 0o ()| + s)|) ds.
< O = ol o0+ Clot = wila ot e, (60(0)] + fn o))

If (t,z) € A% one reasons just as above, while if (¢,z) € AL there is nothing to prove since
AF(t,x) = A(t,z) = 0.

We conclude exploiting Lemma 2.3 and using (1.19b). O
Proposition 2.6. Assume (1.19a), (1.19b) and let T < . If (% — ¢ in L*(0,T), then A*¥ — A
in HY((0,T) x (0,+00)).

Proof. First of all we notice that our hypothesis imply ¢¥ uniformly converges to £ in [0, 7] and
hence by Proposition 2.5 we deduce that A* — A in L?((0,T) x (0,400)), so we only have to
prove that the same kind of convergence holds true for A¥ and A¥. We assume without loss of

generality that £y < (&, the other cases being analogous. We then consider again the partition
(2.2) used in the proof of previous Proposition, see also Figure 2. So we have:

7
||A,]5g — At||%2((0,T)><(O,+oo)) = Z//Ak |A,’5€(t, z) — Ay(t,z)|* dz dt.
=1 i

By (1.19b) the integrals over A} and A5 goes to zero as k — +o0o. For the others we start to
estimate from A%:

// ‘Af(ta r) — At(t,$)|2dx dt
Af

= C//Ag(h'){f(x—t) —dg(z—t)|* + |vf (2—t) — vi(z—t)|?) dz dt
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FIGURE 2. The partition of the set [0,7] x [0,400) via the sets A¥, for i =
1,...,8, in the case £y < 6’5.
e . . 2 k ) 2
+C / / k )vo(x+t) —vo(—w(:c+t))w(as+t)‘ + ‘vl (z-+1) +U1(7w(x+t))w(x+t)’ da dt
A3
<c (H@’g = 0l o0 Ik = 01100+ [ (B0 + fon P o4 Jis(o+1)? da dt)
3

Lo
<c (Ho’g = 020+ 0F = 01 B0 00y + [ o (G + ) ds> .

witp

As regards A} we have:

// |Af(t,x)—At(t,$)|2dxdt:// |AR(t, )| dz dt
Af Aj

K2 £ 10F (2—1)12) da ik ( 2 4 k(e 2
sc(//Ag(lm(az OI" + lor(z=1)[") d dt+//A§(! 6 (z+0)[7 + [of (z+1)]*) d dt)

—w({g

‘% ok
<C (/ . (l66(s)* + !vlf(s)|2)ds+/z (lok (s)|? + \v’f(s)|2)d5>

Lo
<c (Hf’g —900172(0,400) + 1VF = 011l72(0,400) +/ (ek (20 (s)” + fv1 (s)[?) d8> :

0

We then consider A'g U A, so that:

// |AR(t, 2) — As(t, )2 da dt = // |AF(t,2)|? de dt + // | Ay (t, ) > da dt.
AEUAE Ak A

Since by assumptions ¢ — ¢ uniformly in [0, 7], we deduce A% — () in measure, and so the
second integral goes to zero as k — 400, while for the first one we estimate:

// |A¥(t, 2)|? dz dt
A
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<c(// (@) + |k (e—1)| )dxdt+// (68I2 + [of] )(—wk(a:+t))>\wk(x—i—t)\dedt)

£

<C ky—1 | / .k 2+ k 2 d

< Teg};%ﬂ!(@) (r) =~ (r)] ; (log ()" + |vi (s)[7) ds
fk

+C  max Iwk(r)—w(r)l/o( (166 (s)* + v} (s)I?) ds

reDk (0,T) —wWF (W (T)ANYH(T))

SCC&%&JW%I@%W’(N+m§%ﬂWWﬂ—Mﬂ0w%hﬂwm+W%M%+@)

reDE(0.T) reDk (0,T)

SC( max_|(¢*)7(r) =7 ()| +  max \wk(r)—w(r)|>-

Applying Lemma 2.2 for the sequence of functions {¢*}ren and Lemma 2.3 we deduce that this
last integral vanishes as k — +o00. The last term to treat is the integral over A’g:

// |Af(t,x) — At(t,x)fzd:z dt
A%

< 0//A ok (@ —t) —z)o(m—t)|2dxdt+0///\k b (@—t) — v (a—t) | de dt
e / /A (6~ b (et @) e @) — (0 — o) (@) afate)| dedr

.k . k
< Cllog - UO”%?(o,Jroo) + Cllvy — Ul”%Q(O,Jroo)

2

e i = oF) (b () @(s) = ({00 = vr)(~w(s) ) io(s)]| .

DE(0,T) ‘((
Applying Lemma 2.4 to this last integral and putting together all the previous estimates, by
(1.19a) and (1.19b) we finally conclude that A¥ — A; in L2((0,T) x (0,+00)). Reasoning
exactly in the same way one also gets A* — A, in L2((0,T) x (0, 400)) and so the Proposition is
proved. U

Now we can deal with the convergence of the sequence of auxiliary functions {v*}ren. We
only need a short Lemma. Before the statement we introduce the following notation: here and
henceforth by AAB we mean the symmetric difference of the sets A and B; if moreover both
sets depend on time and space, we write (AAB)(t, z) instead of A(t,z)AB(t,x).

Lemma 2.7. Let T < %0 and assume (¥ uniformly converges to ¢ in [0,T], then the map
(t,x) = |(RFAR)(t, )| uniformly converges to zero in [0,T] x [0, 400).
Proof. We assume without loss of generality that ¢y < E’g, the other cases being analogous.
We then consider again the partition of [0,7] x [0, 4+00) given by the sets A¥, for i =1,...,8,
introduced in the proof of Proposition 2.5.
If (t,z) € A¥ U AL, then (RFAR)(t,7) = () and so |(RFAR)(t,z)| = 0.
If (t,z) € AL U A%, then (RFAR)(t,z) C [0,9 1 (€5)] x [~w(¢E), K] and so

[(RFAR)(t,2)| < ¢~ (€5 (45 + w(£F))-
If finally (¢,2) € A¥ U AL U A%, then

(RFAR)(t,z)| < T max |w*(r) —w(r)).
reDk (0,T)
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We conclude recalling that w(fy) = —¢y and exploiting Lemma 2.3. O

Proposition 2.8. Assume (1.19a), (1.19b) and let T be as in Proposition 2.1. If (¥ uniformly
converges to £ in [0,T], then v* uniformly converges to v in [0,T] x [0, +00).

Proof. Exploiting representation formula (1.20) we deduce that:

10% = | cojo7%[0,+00)

I/k 2 v l/k 2
< ”Ak — A‘|CO([O,T}><[O,+00)) + ‘()S‘HHHCO([O,T}X[O,Jroo)) + ( 8) HHk B HHCO([O:T]X[O:JFOO))
Y2 2
< HA - AHC’O(OT x[0,+00)) |()8|||HHCO<[0 T]x[0,+20))
joF — o] + // ]
Rk REAR CO([0,T]x[0,400))
() ’

< ||A* = Allco(o,11x[0,+00)) +
2
+ §||\RkAR|||CO([07T]x[0,+oo))HU||CO([0,T]x[0,+oo))

< Ak_A |(Vk)2_y2| H 1 k
< llooo,mxf0,400)) + =g 1 llcoqo,r1x[0,4+00)) + 511" = vllcogo,1x[0,+00))

2
N
8|||HHCO([OT} [0+oo))+7|QT|HU —U\|00(0T]x[0+oo))

N
+ ?H‘RkAR|||CO([0,T]><[O,+oo))”UHCO([O,T]X[O,—s—oo))a

and so we get:

|(V9)? —

2
0% = vl cogo.1)x[0,4+00)) < 201 4% = Allco(o,77x[0,400)) + 4’||H||CO([O,T]><[O,+00))

N2
|||RkAR|||OO ([0,7]x[0,+00)) HUHCO ([0,T]x[0,400)) "
Letting £ — 400 we deduce that by Proposition 2.5 the first term goes to zero, by (1.19a)

the second one goes trivially to zero and by Lemma 2.7 the third one goes to zero too. So we
conclude. O

Proposition 2.9. Assume (1.19a), (1.19b) and let T be as in Proposition 2.1. If * — 0 in
LY0,T), then vF — v in H*((0,T) x (0, +00)).

Proof. First of all we notice that our hypothesis imply ¢* — ¢ uniformly in [0, 7] and hence by
Proposition 2.8 we get v* — v uniformly in [0, 7] x [0, 400) and so in particular in L2((0,7) x
(0,400)). To get the same result for the sequence of time derivatives {vF}ren we estimate:

l0f = vell 2((0.7) % (0,+00))

|(F)? —v?|

< |IAF = AdllL2((0.7)% (0,400)) + ———=—— 1 Hell 12((0.1)x (0,+-00) )+ HHt Hi |l £2((0,1)x (0,4-00)) -
8

By Proposition 2.6 we deduce that the first term goes to zero as k — 400, by (1.19a) the second
term goes trivially to zero, while for the third one one gets the same result exploiting the explicit
formulas for HF and H; given by (1.17a), the fact that v* — v uniformly in [0, 7] x [0, 4+00),
and reasoning as in the proof of Proposition 2.6.

With the same argument one can show that also v¥ — v, in L2((0,T) x (0,400)) and so the
result is proved. O

Proposition 2.10. Assume (1.19a), (1.19b) and let T be as in Proposition 2.1. If * — / in
LY0,T), then v* — v in C°([0, T]; H*(0,+oc)) and in C1([0,T]; L?(0, +00)).
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Proof. By Proposition 2.8 we know that v* — v uniformly in [0, 7] x [0, 4+-00), so to conclude it
is enough to prove that

li a — (2 =0 and li a — vg(t =0.
plm | max o (8) = ve ()] 220, 4-00) n GJm | mas lvg (8) = 02 (8) ] 220, +00)
We actually prove only the validity of the first limit, the other one being analogous. So we fix
t € [0,T] and we assume that £(t) < ¢*(t), being the other cases even easier to deal with, then
we estimate:

£+ (t)

£(t)
lof () = ve() | £2(0,400) :/o Ivf(t,fv)vt(t,fb)l2dx+/ [vF (¢, 2)|* dz

0)
o(t) ek (t)
< 2/ |Ak (¢, x) —At(t,:c)|2d$+2/ |AR(t, )| dz (2.3)
0 o(t)
10) A0
+2/ |Hf(t,x)—Ht(t,a:)\2dx+2/ |HF(t, ) dx.
0 0)

Exploiting the explicit formulas (1.17a) and Proposition 2.1 it is easy to see that the second
term in the last line is bounded by C/||¢* — ¢ |co(o,m); always by (1.17a) we deduce that also

the first term in the last line goes uniformly to zero in [0,7]. We want to remark that the only
difficult part to estimate is the following:

0 (W)~ (@+1) v a+) 2
/ Wk (z4t) / R (1,7 — W (z+t)) dT — O (z+t) / (1, T —w(z+t))dr| dz
ekt 0 0
£(t) T T 2
= / Wk (z4t) / o (1,7 — WF (z4t)) dr — w(z+t) / (1,7 —w(z+t))dr| dzx
ek—t 0 0

2

T T
W (s V(T — WP (s)) dr — w(s (T, T —w(s))dr S
() [ Mrr =t @) ar—its) [ olrr—wlm)ar| ds

/w(t)
= i
which goes uniformly to zero applying Lemma 2.4 and recalling that v
[0,T] x [0, 400).

The first term in the second line in (2.3) is estimated just as above using hypothesis (1.19b),
while for the second term we reason as follows:

k — v uniformly in

o) o) o) )
/ |AR(t, )| dz < 2 |(v0 + b (z—1))? dz + 2/ |((0F + oF) (—wF (2+1))) 0¥ (z+1)|" dz
o) ot

w(t) wk(1(t))
< 2/ |<o’5+vf><s>\2ds+2/ (6 + k) (s) 2 ds
—p(t) —ok(t)
P , k(D) ,
<2 ok~ il +2 [T G0 k)6 s
—p(t

which goes uniformly to zero since —w o ¢p — —¢ uniformly.

So we have proved that lim ma>T( [0 (t) — ve() || £2(0,+00) = 0 and we conclude. O
k——+o0 ,

Proposition 2.11. Assume (1.19a), (1.19b) and let T be as in Proposition 2.1. If {* — { in
LY0,T), then v¥(-,0) = v,(-,0) and \/1 — E(-)20F (-, 05 (1)) = /1 = £(-)20,(-, £(-)) in L?(0,T).
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Proof. By (1.18a) we recall that for a.e. t € (0,T") the following equality holds true:

k K iy k "
vy (t,0) = =2(t) + 05 (t) + o7 (t) + 4/ ¥ (1, t—7)dr,
0
and so using (1.19b) and Propositions 2.1 and 2.8 it is easy to deduce v¥(-,0) — v,(-,0) in
L%(0, 7).
Moreover by (1.18b) we know that for a.e. ¢t € (0,7 it holds:

k 1 S (k) —p) — ok (0 M2 (r 7 + -
W P0) = T (000 = ob (@)~ G5 [k )]
_$ SRR (D) —t) — o (PF 2 TU k -

- TR [vo(e(t) £) — k(2 () — 4 /0 (7,7 + €4 (1)~ )d]

We denote by g¥(t—¢¥(t)) the expression within the square brackets, i.e. gF(t—¢*(t)) = (1 +
), and we estimate:

R () vk (¢, £5(1)
/T\/1—ék() R, 08 (8)) — /1 = £(t) 20, (¢, £(t)
0
[t - Y

T\ /1— 0kt
14 0k(t) 1+ 4(t

2
dt

T 1 . k L 5
< 2/0 TFD < 1— 0k (8)2gF (t—0F (1)) — /1 —E(t)Qg(t—ﬁ(t))>

T
1 1
/'

1+ 0 1+ 6(t)
<
0

1 — C6()2g" (=5 () — \/ 1 — £(t)2g(t—L(2))
T
2/ )é’f(t) - é(t)‘ (1 —0(t)?)g(t—L(t))* dt.
0

2 (1 —£(t)*)g(t—0(1))* dt

2
dt

By dominated convergence the last integral vanishes when & — 400, so we conclude if we prove
that /1 — 05(:)2¢%(- — £5(:)) — /1 —£(-)2g(- — £(-)) in L?(0,T). To this aim we continue to
estimate:

T
J

T . 2 T
<2 [P (g ) -0 ae 2 [
0 0

By (1.19a), (1.19b) and exploiting Proposition 2.8 it is easy to see that g*(-) — g(-) in L?(—00,0)

and so reasoning as in the proof of Lemma 2.4 we get both terms go to zero as k — +oo. Hence
we conclude. g

2

L 0()2gH (t—04(1)) — /1 — i(t)2g(t—0(2)| dt

2

1—0k (£)2g(t—0% () =/ 1—£(t)2g(t—L(t))]| dt.

Summarising, in this Section we have obtained the following result: if we assume (1.19a),

(1.19b) and if for some T < min{%o, NSZO} we know that (¢ — ¢ in L'(0,T) (and hence ¢*

uniformly converges to £ in [0, T]), then the sequence of auxiliary functions {v*}rey converges
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to v in the following ways:
e v" — v uniformly in [0, 7] x [0, +o0);
ev® = vin HY((0,T) x (0, +00));
e v® = vin CO([0,T]; H(0, +00)) and in C*([0,T]; L*(0, +0));

e 0" (-,0) = v, (-,0) and \/1 — E()20F (-, 8 (1)) = /1 — £(-)20,(-, £(-)) in L2(0,T).

Remark 2.12. We recall that by the formula u*(t,z) = e‘”kt/zvk(t, x) we deduce that all the
convergences in (2.4) still remains true replacing v* and v by the real solutions of the coupled
problem u* and u respectively.

(2.4)

3. THE CONTINUOUS DEPENDENCE RESULT

The goal of this Section is proving that under assumptions (1.19) there exists a small time
T > 0 such that /% — ¢ in LY(0,T). In this case, by what we proved in Section 2, we will deduce
as a byproduct that all the convergences in (2.4) hold true in [0,7]. This will lead us to the
main Theorem of the paper, namely Theorem 3.7, in which we extend the result to arbitrary
large time.

To this aim, as in [4] and [19], we introduce the functions A¥ and A as the inverse of ¢* and
¢, respectively. By (1.13), (1.15) and by using the classical formula for the derivative of inverse

functions we deduce that for T' < %0 we can write:

y
Mo(y) = 5 /ék (1 + max{@ﬁky)\k(s), 1}) ds, for every y € [—£E, oF(T)], (3.1)
—*0

where for a.e. y € [—E, ©*(T)] we considered the function:

. k)2 K 2
[U'S(—y) —of(—y) = G 5 -y df}

ok = 3.2
Obviously the same formulas without apexes k£ hold true also for A.
Furthermore let us define the set (see Figure 3):
Q"= {(t.x) €R? |1 € [0,T] and x € [t — (o(T) A GH(T)), 1+ (lo A L))}
and let us introduce the distance:
k kK - k_ ko) —
d (W5 29), (0, 1)) 1= max { v vl s V() )l }- (3.3)

Remark 3.1. This distance is the analogue in our context of the one used in [19] to show that
a certain operator (the right-hand side of representation formulas for v* and A¥, see (1.20) and
(3.1)) is a contraction in a suitable space. This will help us to reach our goal.

First of all let us prove that Df;((), T) = [~ (Lo, o(T)Ap*(T)] is definitively nondegenerate.

Lemma 3.2. Assume (1.19) and let T be as in Proposition 2.1. Then there exists K € N such
that for every k > K the set DZZ(O, T) is a nondegenerate closed interval.

Proof. We argue by contradiction. Let us assume that there exists a subsequence (not relabelled)
such that DZ(O,T ) is empty or it is a singleton for every k € N. Since E’g — £y and since
@o(T) > —fy we can exclude the case ¢(T) < —¢k < ©F(T) for every k. This means that for
every k € N we have —(& < oF(T) < 4y .
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CLAIM. We claim that in this case lim max  |Af(y)| = 0.
k=00 ye[—£f,0*(T)]

If the claim is true we conclude; indeed by definition A\*(©*(T)) = T and hence we get a
contradiction.
To prove the claim we fix y € [—¢5, ©*(T)] and we estimate:

1 [#5(D) o™ (T) 1
Ne(y) < 2/ (14 max {©h \u(5),1}) ds < /_Zg <1+ 2@vk,Ak<s)> ds

_55
k(g 2
k(T 4 gh 1 [ {f[}g(—s) — vf(—s) — (”2)2 0’\ ( )Uk(T,T—S> dT:| .
=" (T) + 0+4/£8 )k (AR (5)—s) >

Since —0 < O*(T) < —Lo, by (1.19a) we deduce that ©*(T) + £k — 0 as k — +o0o. Then we
estimate the integral in the last line exploiting Proposition 2.1 and hypothesis (1.19¢):

ds

2
/sok(T) [1’)8(—5) — vf(—s) — # OAk(S) vF (T, 7—5) dT}

gk eV* A () gk (K (5) =)

ok (T) €5
< C/ <1’)§(—3)2 +of(=s)% + N4M2T2> ds = C/ o (1’175(3)2 +of(s)* + 1> ds.
—¢

_glg
By hypothesis (1.19b) and since ¢*(T") + ¢& — 0 we conclude. O
To make next Proposition clearer let us introduce for y < 0 the functions j*(y) := |05 (—y)| +

[v(—y)| + X[0,260](—y) and notice that by (1.19b) the sequence {*Yren is equibounded in
L*(—o0,0). Here X[0,2¢0] Stands for the characteristic function of [0, 2(g]; the choice of such an in-
terval is simply related to the fact that definitively 0 < f’{j < 24y, since E’g — {y as k — +o00, and
thus Df; (0,T) C [—24p,0] if the time T is small enough. Moreover, to simplify the expression of

ky2 AR (y)
©F, \x in (3.2), we also define the functions PP (y) = of (—y) —oF(—y) - (V4) / ¥ (1, T—y) dr
’ 0

and using Proposition 2.1 we observe that
0¥ ()| < Cj*(y), for ae. y € DE(O,T), (3.4)

if the time T is sufficiently small. In the same way we define the functions j and p. Finally we
introduce the nonnegative quantity:

nt = |‘j”%2(DZ§;(07T)) + ijHL?(D[;(O,T)) + il z2(ox 0,7)- (3.5)

Proposition 3.3. Assume (1.19), let T be as in Proposition 2.1 and let K be given by Lemma
3.2. Then there exists a constant C1 > 0 independent of k and an infinitesimal sequence {€¥}pen
such that for every k > K the following estimate holds true:

max_X(y) = Ay)| < & + Cund (@8, A1), (0, 1)) (3.6)
yeDE(0,T)

Proof. We assume £y < Z'g , being the other cases even easier, and we estimate by means of (3.1)
and (3.2):

max [\ (y) — A(y)|
yeDE(0,T)

—t 1 (3.7)
< / Mo(s)ds + = /
0k 4 Jpk(o,1)
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The first term goes to zero as k — +o0o reasoning as in the proof of Lemma 3.2. For the second
one, denoted by I*, we estimate by using triangular inequality and exploiting assumption (1.19c)
to get uniform bounds on x*:

IF < | ek (A(s)—s) ‘pk(s)z—p(s)2 ds + C [ p(s)* e”k’\k(s)/ﬁk()\k(s)—s)—e”)‘(s)ﬁ()\(s)—S)‘ds
DE(0,T) DE(0,T)
<C ‘pk(s)2 - p(s)2’ ds + C/ p(s)? ‘e(”k*”)Ak(S) - 1‘ ds
DE(0,T) DE(0,T)
+C max |k*(y) —k $)2ds+C max [N(y)— Ay / o(s)?ds.
Jemax |15 (y) = w(y)] . p(s) ye (A (y) = Ay)l - (s)

By dominated convergence and by (1.19a) and (1.19¢) the second and the third term go to zero
as k — 400, while for the first term we estimate by using the explicit expressions of p* and p
and recalling (3.4):

/ [o4(5) = pls)?] as
DE(0,T)

< [ qibes) = o)l (I + o)) ds+ [ fuf=s) = u(=9)] (1046 + lo(s)) ds

DE(0,T) D(0,7)

AR (s) A(s)
(I/k)Z/ Uk(T, T—s)dr — 1/2/ v(r,7—s)d7| ds
0 0

1 k S S
+ 4/%(0,@("’ (5)]+ Io(s))

< C (18 = ol 20-400) + 105 = 1)l 22004009 ) (17 22(-o0.0) + Il 22(—00))

o A (s) N , [
(") /0 v (1, T—s)dT — v /0 v(1, 7—s)dT| ds.

+C (I5*(s)| + 3 (s)])
DE(0,T)

To deal with the last integral we first notice that for every s € DZZ(O, T) we have:
D) A(s)
(uk)Q/ Uk(T, T—s8)dr — 1/2/ (T, 7—s)dT
0 0
AF(s)
/ Uk(T, T—s)dr
0

<C (I(V’“)2 -2+

< |(Uk)2 _ l/2| + 1/2 + 1/2

M (s)
/ v(r,7—s)dT
A

AR (s)
/ (vk —v)(1,7—5)dr
0 (5)

/OT(vk —v)(r,7—s)dr

+  max IAk(y)—A(y)|>,

yE€DE(0,T)
and so we deduce:

max  |N(y) — \w)| < ¥ + I*
yeDg(fiT)' (y) = AMw)| <

< &+ C (13120 0,1y) + 1l 20s0my) + lillz2oscoiry) 4 ((0F,20), (0,1))
=k 4 onhd ((U’f, AR, (o, A)) ,
and we conclude. O

Proposition 3.4. Assume (1.19), let T' be as in Proposition 2.1 and let K be given by Lemma
3.2. Then there exists a constant Co > 0 independent of k and an infinitesimal sequence {e*}pen
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nk :
7 R

T G 7 vl

FIGURE 3. The partition of the set Q via the sets Qk fori=1,...,7, in the
case £y < (& and o(T) < o*(T).

such that for every k > K the following estimate holds true:

[o# = ol gy < ¥ + Coy/IDEQO, T d (05, AF), (0,1)) (38)

Proof. We use again formula (1.20) and we estimate:

(Vk)2 —v

|
3 1 H || 2w

0% — ]| <Ak — 4 GNP |
2m <l 2k 5 [ [2(Qr) +

N2
<P+ | A — Al pagn + y”Hk — H|p2(qr)-
Then we split Q* into seven parts, denoted by QF for i = 1,...,7, as in Figure 3, so that:

\\A’f—A\|%2(Qk)_/ |AR(t,2) — A(t, z 2dxdt+// ARtz dacdt—i—//A(t,x)dedt, (3.10)
QiUQsQ) fuak ‘
and we estimate all the terms.

The integrals over QF, Q5. Q¥ go easily to zero as k — +oo: indeed in QF we use (1.19b),
while for the integrals over ng and ng we exploit the equiboundedness of the sequence {A*} ey
in C°([0, 7] x [0, +00) (see Proposition 2.1) and the fact that Q5 U Q% converges in measure to
the empty set. To estimate the remaining terms we reason as in [19], Proposition 4.5. In that
work the validity of the following estimates is proved:

w* (z4t) — w(z+t)| < 2 m%cT) IN(y) = A(y)l, if (t,2) € Qf, (3.11a)

(t—z) —wP(z41)] <2 max |A(y) = A(y)|, if (t,2) € QF, (3.11b)
yeDE(0,T)

|(t—z) —w(z+t)| <2 max |N\(y) = Ay)|, if (t,z) € QF. (3.11c¢)
yeDE(0,T)

Moreover they also show that:

Q5 U QS| < IDL(0,T)]  max [M(y) = A(y)- (3.12)
yeDE(0,T)
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Exploiting (3.11b), (3.11c), (3.12) and reasoning as in the proof of Proposition 4.5 in [19] one
can deduce that:

// AF(t, x)? dxdt—i—// (t, ) dxdt<C\Dk(o T)] max |[N(y) — A(w)|%

yeDE(0,T)

To estimate the integral over Q4 we first of all notice that for (¢,x) € Q’Z we have:

—whk(z4t) —w(z+1)
[ et =i [ ) i) s

—t

2
|4¥(t,2) — At ) =

—wk (24t 2
/ (01(6) () ds

—w(z+t)

1
k 2 k2
<C (HU1 - U1HL2(0,+OO) + [lvg — U0”L2(0,+oo)) + )

k(z4t)

<&k 4= |w (x+t) — w(z+t) ]‘/ " (v1(s) — Bo(s))% ds| .

Using (3.11a) we then deduce that for (¢, 2) € Q% the following estimate holds true:

—wk(z+t)
/ ( (v1(s) — (s))2 ds|

—w(z+t)

At ) — At 2) <eF+  ma MNe(y) = X
A ) AP S e ) —AW)

From this inequality, reasoning as in the proof of Proposition 4.5 in [19], we conclude that:

//]c |AR(t, x) — A(t,z) 2 dadt < eF + C’|DZZ(O,T)] max IN(y) — Aw) %
i yeDE(0,T)
Putting all the previous estimates together we deduce:

1A¥ — A2 ory < €+ CIDE(0,T)]  max |M(y) = A(y)[?
yeDE(0,T)
(3.13)

< 4 DK, 1) d (08 X, o, )\)>2 |

Now we estimate ||[H* — H|2(gr). As in (3.10) we split its square into six integrals and we

estimate all of them. With the same argument used before we deduce the integral over Q5 U Q%
goes to zero as k — 400, while the integral over Q¥ is trivially bounded by C\DZZ(O,T)]H’U’“ -
v||%2 @k More work is needed to treat the other three integrals. Exploiting Proposition 2.1 we

estimate the integrals over Q¥ and Q¥ together:

/ H*(t,z)? dxdt+/ H(t,z)*dzdt
Qk

<c(// Rt asas [ R mzdm@
<c (//k (t—2) —wk(x—i—t)\zdxdt—i—//k (t—2) —w(a:+t)]2d:zdt> .

So, using (3.11b) and (3.11c) we deduce:

/ H*(t,2)? dz dt —|—/ H(t,z)*dzdt < C’|D<I;(O,T)| max [\ (y) — )|
QL Qk yeDE(0,T)
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For the integral over Q% we use (3.11a) and we reason as follows:

// Rt 2) — H(E o) dz dt

k

' 2

S// // TJ—vTo\dodT—i—// ”UTU’deT dzdt
k Rk (t,x) RE(t,x) AR(t,x)

< C//k |Rk(t7$)’”vk _ v|]%2(Qk) + |Rk(t,x)AR(t,x)]2> de dt
Qj
Qj

< C|pk(o, T)| (W ol +, e V) - A<y>|2> .

Putting together the previous estimates we conclude that:
|H* ~ H2 00 < &+ CIDE©,T)] (W o2+ max [XE(y) - A<y>|2)

yeDL(0.7) (3.14)

2
<&+ CIDEQ,T) d (0%, 00, (v, )
and so by (3.9), (3.13) and (3.14) the Proposition is proved. O

Putting together (3.6) and (3.8) we deduce that there exists a constant C' > 0 independent of k
such that for every k large enough it holds:

a ((@WFA9), (0, 1)) < & + Tmax {0, [DE©O,T)|} a (@5 X9), (0, 1) (315)
By (3.15) we are able to improve Lemma 3.2:

Lemma 3.5. Assume (1.19) and let T' be as in Proposition 2.1. Then there exist 6 > 0 and
K € N such that for every k > K the nondegenerate closed interval J¥ = [—(¢5 A ly), —€o + 6] is
contained in DZ;(O, T).

ot relabelled) such that

Proof. Assume by contradiction that there exists a subsequence (n
F(T) = —4y. By (3.5) we

DZZ(O,T) goes to the empty set when & — 400, namely lim ¢
k—+o00
in particular deduce that n* — 0 as k — +o0.
By (3.15) we thus infer klim d ((v*, AF), (v, X)) = 0, which in particular implies:
—+00

lim max 2P - A =0.
k=00 ye[— (L5 ALo), " (T)] ) W)l

This is absurd, indeed:
lim [A*("(T)) = Me"(T))| = lm |T — XN@*(T))| = |T — M—to)| =T >0,
k——+oo k——+o0
and we conclude. O

From this Lemma, repeating the proofs of Propositions 3.3 and 3.4 we deduce that (3. 15) still
holds true replacing DZZ(O, T) by J£, replacing n* by n¥ = H]H 2(8) + ||ijL2 ok HJHLz y and
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replacing Q" by QF := {(t,z) e R? |t € [0,T] and z € [t + o — &, t + (Lo A £§)]}. This means
that, choosing § small enough, for every k large enough we have:

s (05 ), (0. )) < 2+ %da (@529, 0.0)). (3.16)

where the new distance dj is simply as in (3.3) replacing DZZ(O, T) by J¥ and Q* by Q%. By
(3.16) we finally deduce that:
lim dg ((vk,)\k), (U,A)) = 0. (3.17)
k—+o0
Furthermore by (3.17) we get:
—Lo+0

lim IAF(y) — A(y)|dy = 0. (3.18)
k—-+o0 —(€k nlo)

To justify the validity of (3.18) we reason as follows: in the estimate (3.7) at the beginning of
_ZO+5 . .
the proof of Proposition 3.3 we can replace max N () — A(y)| by / IN*(y) — A(y)| dy,
yeJ§ _(/k

0/\[0)

obtaining that:
~lots .
[ k) - Ay < <+ Curds (105,30, 00).
—(€5Ako)
and so by (3.17) we conclude the argument. This leads to the following Corollary:

Corollary 3.6. Assume (1.19). Then there exists a small time T > 0 such that * = 0 in
LY(0,7).

Proof. Let us take any T € (0 A=l + 5)) where 0 is given by Lemma 3.5 and such that (3.18)

holds true, and for the sake of clarity let us consider the value m* := \¥(—(¢EALy) ) VA(—(€5AL)).
Then we have:

mk . . T . .
1% = £l a0 :/0 |€k(s)—€(s)|ds+/k|€k’(s)—€(s)|ds
m
1 1

N T
=ame /m MEOET(s))  AAL(s))

By uniform convergence of \¥ to A and by (1.19a) the first term goes to zero as k — 400, while
for the second one, denoted by I*, we estimate:
= | . -1 . _
N /T AN () = AAH(9))
MO () AA1(s))
(

e [TIEOE () = A (s))
I* < /m k
TIAX (s) = A 1(s))

M (s))
—g()-‘r(s . k‘ .
< M) =) g+ [ 2
/—(KWU) ) mt | MO () AN (s))
By (3.18) the first term goes to zero as k — +oo; for the second one, denoted by I1*, we reason

as follows: we fix ¢ > 0 and we take f. € C°([—fy, —£y + J]) such that ||\ — fell ot (—eo,~t0+0) < €
Then we estimate:

II* < /
mk

[
mk

ds

ds.

A (s)) — éw '(s))
e (AR~ <>>
£ (s) = A (9))
A 1< >>

T
ds [ 1076 = 2O )] ds
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—lo+6 | T -
<2 [ ) - )] s [ R0 ) - L0 o)las

T
§%+/kmM“VW—ﬂM*@D%-

By Lemma 2.2 and dominated convergence this last integral vanishes as k — 400, hence by the
arbitrariness of ¢ we conclude. g

We are now in a position to state and prove the main result of the paper:

Theorem 3.7. Assume (1.19). Then the sequence of pairs {(u¥, (¥)}ren converges to the solu-
tion of the limit problem (u,{) in the following sense: for every T > 0

o (% = 0 in L*(0,T), and thus ¥ — ¢ uniformly in [0,T];

o u* — wu uniformly in [0, T] x [0, +00);

e uf = win HY((0,T) x (0,+00)); (3.19)
e u* — u in C°([0,T); H(0,4+00)) and in C(]0,T]; L(0,400));

o uF(-,0) = uy(,0) and \/1 — Pk ()2uk (-, 08 () — /1 — £(-)2us (-, £(-)) in L*(0,T).
Proof. As already remarked previously it is enough to prove that (3.19) holds true for the
sequence of auxiliary functions v*(t,z) = e” */ 2uk(t,x). By Corollary 3.6 and by the results

presented in Section 2 we know there exists a small time T > 0 such that all the convergences
in (3.19) hold true in [0, 7] for the sequence of pairs {(v*,¢¥)}1en. So we can consider:

T* := sup{T > 0 | (v*, %) = (v, £) in the sense of (3.19) in [0,T]}.

If T* = 400 we conclude. So let us argue by contradiction assuming that T* is finite. This
means there exists an increasing sequence of times {77};cn converging to 7% and for which
(vF,0%) — (v,€) in the sense of (3.19) in [0,T7] for every j € N. Since /¥ — /¢ in L'(0,T7)
for every 7 € N and £*(t) < 1 and £(t) < 1 for a.e. t > 0 it follows that /¢ — ¢ in L*(0,T*)
and hence ¢ uniformly converges to £ in [0,7*] by (1.19a). Moreover, reasoning as in Section
2 we also get that v¥ — v in the sense of (3.19) in the whole time interval [0,7*], and hence
T* is a maximum. Now we can repeat the proofs of Propositions 3.3 and 3.4 starting from time
T* (notice that by (3.19) the convergence hypothesis (1.19b) is fulfilled by «*(T*,-) and uf (T*, -),
while (1.19a) is replaced by ¢5(T*) — ¢(T*)) deducing the existence of a time 7' > T* for which
(3.19) holds true. This is absurd being T* the supremum, so we conclude. |

Remark 3.8. Since /%(t) < 1 for a.e. t € [0, +00), by (3.19) we actually deduce that for every
p > 1it holds ¢k — ¢ in L? (0,T) for every T > 0. However this convergence cannot be improved
to the case p = +o0o. Indeed let us consider 6’5 =l =1,V =v=2 wF=w=0in [0, +oc0),
k¥ =k = 1/2 in [ly,+00), ub = up = w1 = 0 and uf(z) = 3X[1-1/k,1)(z) in [0,1], so that
u¥ — 0 in L2(0,1) but not in L>°(0,1). Under these assumptions we have (v,¢) = (0, 1), so by
Theorem 3.7 we know that v¥ — 0 uniformly in [0, 7] x [0, +00) for every T' > 0. This means
that for every k large enough there exists a small time T} > 0 such that for a.e. t € (0,T) we
have:

[k (64 (1)) + J{ ob(r m (D)) dr] e

[U’f(ﬁ’“(t)—t» ok, Ttk (1)) dT} e
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[3 + f(f oF (7, T—t+05 (1)) dT] g e?t

= max { 0, 5
[3 + [y vk (T, T—t+R (L)) dT] + €2
- B-12—-e 4-—e
T [B+12+e 16+e

>0,

and so /¥ does not converge to £ = 0 in L>(0,T) for any T > 0.

Remark 3.9 (Presence of a forcing term). If in the debonding model we take into account
the presence of an external force f, then the equation the vertical displacement u has to satisfy
becomes:

(6, ) — gy (£, ) + vug(t, ) = f(t,x), t>0,0<x<L(t),
while the energy-dissipation balance reads as:
0
E(t) + A(t) + / k(z)dz = £(0) + W(t) + F(t), for every ¢ € [0, 400),
Lo
t pl(T)
where F(t) = / / f(r,0)u(r,0)dodr. In [19], Remark 4.12, the authors proved that if
0o Jo
the forcing term satisfies:
f € LE((0,4+00)%) such that f e L®((0,T)%) for every T > 0, (3.20)

then Theorem 1.6 still holds true, namely the coupled problem admits a unique solution (u, ¢).
If now we consider, besides all the assumptions given in Subsection 1.2, a sequence of functions
{f*}ren satisfying (3.20) and we assume that:

f* = f in L®((0,T)?), for every T >0, (3.21)

then we can repeat all the proofs of the paper, obtaining even in this case the continuous
dependence result (3.19) stated in Theorem 3.7. Indeed in this case the representation formula
for the auxiliary function v*, fixed T < %0, reads as:

k\2 -
oR(t,x) = AF(t, ) + (VS)Hk(t,x) + % // g"(r,0)dodr, for every (t,z) € QF, (3.22)
Rk (t,x)

where ¢F(t,z) = e”kt/ka(t,:c). As a byproduct we obtain that for a.e. y € [—€k, ©*(T)] the
function @5k y introduced in (3.2) becomes:

. k)2 k k 2
[ () = b (—y) = G [ o r—y)dr = [0 g r—y) dr |

k —
O \k (Y) = 2PN W R (R () —g) . (3.23)

Using (3.22), (3.23) and exploiting (3.21) one can perform again the proofs of Sections 2 and 3,
concluding that Theorem 3.7 still holds true even in this case.
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