SIGNORINI PROBLEM AS A VARIATIONAL LIMIT OF
OBSTACLE PROBLEMS IN NONLINEAR ELASTICITY

FRANCESCO MADDALENA, DANILO PERCIVALE, FRANCO TOMARELLI

ABSTRACT. An energy functional for the obstacle problem in linear elasticity is obtained as
a variational limit of nonlinear elastic energy functionals describing a material body subject
to pure traction load under a unilateral constraint representing the rigid obstacle. There
exist loads pushing the body against the obstacle, but unfit for the geometry of the whole
system body-obstacle, so that the corresponding variational limit turns out to be different
from the classical Signorini problem in linear elasticity. However, if the force field acting on
the body fulfils an appropriate geometric admissibility condition, we can show coincidence
of minima. The analysis developed here provides a rigorous variational justification of the
Signorini problem in linear elasticity, together with an accurate analysis of the unilateral

constraint.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In its original formulation (see [55]) the Signorini problem in linear elastostatics consists in
finding the equilibrium configuration of an elastic body €2 resting on a frictionless rigid support
E C 09 in its natural configuration and subject to body forces and surface forces acting on
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0O\ E; precisely, if u :  — R3 denotes the displacement field of the body, C represents the
classical linear elasticity tensor and E denotes the linear strain tensor, we assume that

O(x,E) = %ET(C(X)IE

is the corresponding strain energy density (see [28]) and that the body is subject to a load
system of forces f : 2 — R3 and g : 90\ E — R3 such that

(1.1) L(u) ::/f-udx+/ g-u dH?
Q IO\E

is the load potential, where H? is the two-dimensional Hausdorff measure. Assuming that
H?(E) >0, the variational formulation of the Signorini problem consists in finding a minimizer
of the functional

(1.2) E(u) := /Q Q(x,E(u)) dx — L(u)

among all u in the Sobolev space H!(Q;R3) such that u-v > 0 H?- a.e. on E, where v
is the inward unit vector normal to 9. A classical result (see [23]) states that a solution
of exists if the following condition is verified: every infinitesimal rigid displacement v
fulfills £(v) <0 if v-v>0 H?-a.e. on E and L(v)=0 if and only if v-v = 0 H?-a.e. on
E. Moreover if E is planar, that is E C 0QN {x3 = 0}, and if L(e3) < 0, f € C%*(;R3) and
g € L2092\ E;R3) then a minimizer of exists if and only if the above condition holds
(see [23] Theorem XXXII and [10]): in particular if € is the cylinder

Q:={x: (21 —ax3)* + 25 < R* 0< a3 < H}

E:={x:2? +235 < R? z3=0}

witha > 0, R > 0, H > 0, and f = —e3, g=0, then a minimum is attained if and only if
aH < 2R that is 0 < J:=arctana < arctan2R/H where ¥ is the inclination of the cylinder
with respect to the xg-axis.
More recent formulations of constrained problems in the Calculus of Variations use the notion
of capacity (see Section 2 for details) leading to consider more general geometries since any set
of null capacity has null H? measure (see [57], Theorem 4 p.156) but there exist sets of null 2
measure and strictly positive capacity (see [I] Theorem 5.4.1). Indeed, a proper generalization
of the latter case is to assume that the set E C {x3 > 0} has positive capacity and accordingly
modify the obstacle condition by requiring z3 + us(x) > 0 on E up to a set of null capacity
(shortly, q.e. on E): the existence of minimizers for this general setting was proved by [12]
(Theorem 4.5). Although the original obstacle formulation given in [55] may look different
from the generalized notion exploited in this work, it can be shown (see Remark that if
the set E C 0 is regular in an appropriate sense (see Remark then the two frameworks
coincide.
Like in the analysis of many problems in linear elastostatics, it is quite natural to ask whether
there exists a sequence of functionals in finite elasticity whose minimizing sequences converge
to a minimizer of , possibly under suitable compatibility conditions on the functional L:
such an approach provides a variational justification of the linearized theory and could help
finding other reasonable models rigorously deduced.
In this paper we show sharp conditions on £ entailing that a wide class of energy functionals in
finite elasticity fulfill this variational property in the context of obstacle problems; in addition
we also show examples of loads leading to the failure of this convergence. In this perspective,
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denoting by y : © — R? the deformation field and by h > 0 an adimensional parameter, we
introduce a family of energy functionals defined by

(1.3) Fn(y):=h"? /Q W(x,Vy(x))dx — h ' L(y —x)

where L is defined as in and W : QxR3*3 — [0, +-00] is the strain energy density. For ev-
ery x € €, the function W(x, -) is assumed to be frame indifferent and attaining its minimum
value 0 at rigid deformations only. We also assume that W is C%-regular in a neighborhood
of rigid deformations and satisfies a natural coercivity condition, see .

According to a standard approach in the deduction of linearized theories in Continuum Me-
chanics, if yj, is a minimizing sequence of F, (see ) in a class Ay, of deformations satisfying
a suitable obstacle constraint, we aim to investigate whether F(y;,) converges, as h goes to
0, to the minimum of £ (with C = D?*W(x,I)) among displacements fulfilling ug(x) + 23 > 0
g.e. on E. Since here the aim is the deduction of the Signorini problem in linear elasticity, it
is natural to assume that the unilateral constraint in nonlinear approximating problems takes
the form x5+ h ™' (yn3 —x3) > 0 on E that is

(1.4) Yh3 > (1—h)xs on E.

We define the functionals Gp coupling the energies Fp with the unilateral constraint due to
rigid obstacle:

Frly) if y3>(1—h)zgon E
(1.5 ()~ {

400 else,

where F, the portion of the elastic body sensitive to the obstacle, has an horizontal projection
with non negligible capacity. Moreover we have to assume that

(1.6) Ly —x)<0
for every deformation y = y(x) fulfilling (1.4)) and such that
(1.7) / W(x,Vy)dx = 0.

Q

On the contrary, if y satisfied (1.4) and ([1.7)) but £(y — x) > 0 then we would obtain

Gn(y) = —h 1Ly —x) = —occas h — 07T.
Under our assumptions on W, equation ((1.7) holds true if and only if y is rigid deformation,
i.e. y(x) = Rx + c for some R€SO(3) and ¢ € R3, while (1.4) is fulfilled by these y if and
only if (Rx)3 + ¢3 > (1 — h)xs on E, a condition which is satisfied for every h>0 if and only
if
(1.8) 3> —(R=1I)x), on E.
Thus, due to (|1.6) we have to assume this geometrical compatibility between load and obstacle
(1.9) L(R-T)x+c)<0 VReSO(3), Ve e R? verifying (L.§).

Nevertheless though entails the compatibility assumptions of Theorem 4.5 in [12] and
though compatibility assumptions of Theorem 4.5 in [I2] entail the existence of minimizers
of the Signorini functional in linear elasticity, these compatibility assumptions alone do not
warrant the equiboundedness from below of approximating functionals G, (see Example
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below). In the main result of this paper (Theorem we show that if £ satisfies the necessary
condition (|1.9) together with £(e3) < 0 and

(1.10) L((Rx—x)1e1+ (Rx—x)2e2) <0 VR € SO(3),
then, under some natural capacitary assumptions on E (see (2.13)), we have
(1.11) lim (inf G) = min G ,
h—0
where
X,E(u)) dx — max L(Ru if x34+wu3>0on E
(1.12)  G(u):= /Q Q. E(w)) dx — max L(Ru) ST
400 else,

1
Q(x,F) := 3 FT D*W(x,I)F, FeR>3, xeq,

Scp = {R €S0(3): L(R-T)x) — min ((Rx)3—x3)L(e3) =0 } :

X€EFess

Along this paper E,ss denotes the essential part of F with respect to the capacity (see definition
[2.9)), a closed canonical subset of E such that E \ E.ss has null capacity.

Under the hypotheses detailed previously we will show (see Lemma that either Sg g = {I}
or Sg. g = {R€SO(3):Resz =ez}. If Sp p={I} then clearly G=¢&, hence in this case the
minimum of Signorini problem in linearized elasticity is the limit of the inf G, but, quite
surprisingly, the second alternative is much more subtle and indeed we are able to exhibit
examples such that

(1.13) minG < min &,

namely a gap between limy,_,o(inf G;) and min £ may appear (see Section 5). However the
coincidence of minimizers of G and £ may hold true even if Sy g is not reduced to the identity
matrix: in particular, if 2 is contained in the upper half-space, E is either Q or 912, the load

L(v) ::/fvgdx+/ g vz dH>
Q oN
satisfies condition (1.9) and L(e3) < 0, then L(v) = L(Rv) for every R € S g hence

minG = min &, say the energy of minimizing sequences for G converges to the minimum
energy of £. On the other hand, it is always possible to rotate the external forces in such a
way that Gg and Er (the functionals obtained replacing the load functional £ with Lg defined
by Lr(v) := L(Rv)) have the same minimum as shown in Theorem [5.5

For several contributions facing issues strictly connected with the context of the present paper
we refer to 3], 4l 5] [6], 9l [14] [15] [16] 17 18, [19] 20} 27, 22| 33], 36}, 37, B38|, 39], 40], 41, 42|, 43, 46,
A7, 148, [49] [50], 51].

2. NOTATION AND MAIN RESULTS

We set a™:= max{a,0}, a~:= max{—a,0} for every a € R; notations x = (z1, 2, 23) and
y = (y1,y2,y3) represent generic points in R?; ej, j = 1,2, 3 denote the unitary basis vectors of
R3, R3*3 is the set of 3 x 3 real matrices, endowed with the Euclidean norm |F| = /Tr(FTF).
Rg;n?i (resp. R373) denotes the subset of symmetric (resp. skew-symmetric) matrices. For

every F € R¥3 we define symF := 1(F+FT), SO(3) will denote the special orthogonal group
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and for every R € SO(3) there exist ¥ € [0,27] and a € R3, |a| = 1 such that the following
Euler-Rodrigues representation formula holds

(2.1) Rx = x + sind (aAx) + (1 —cos?) (aA (aAx)) Vx € R3.

For every compact set K C RY we define the capacity of K by setting (see [I] Definition 2.2.1.)

(2.2) cap K =inf {kugl(RN) LweCP(RN), w> 1 onK} .

If G C RY is open we define (see [I] Definition 2.2.2.)

(2.3) cap G := sup{cap K : K compact, K C G}

and, since (see [I] Proposition 2.2.3.)

(2.4) cap K = inf{cap G : G open, K C G} vV K compact,

we may extend the above definitions to an arbitrary set by setting (see [I] Definition 2.2.4.)
(2.5) cap E := inf{capG : G open, E C G} VE cCRN.

A straightforward consequence of and is that

(2.6) cap F1 < cap E» V Ey C By C RV,

On the other hand, for every E C RY the Bessel capacity is defined as (see [I] Definition
2.3.3)

(2.7) Cap E = mf{||f||§2(RN) . £>0, ae onRY, (fxg)(x)>1Vxe E}

where g € L'(R3) is the first-order Bessel kernel in RY defined as the inverse Fourier transform
of (1 +[€*)~/?, say

gl(x) = (QTr)N/ (1 + |£|2)71/26ix-£ d€ — 21/ 757(N+1)/2677r\3{\2/256715/(470 dt.
R3 ™ Jo

Notice that since f > 0 a.e. we have that f*g; is everywhere defined if we allow it to take the
value +o0 (see [I] Definition 2.3.1) and that f % g; is L.s.c. by Proposition 2.3.2 of [I]. Thus
inequality (f * ¢1)(x) > 1 for every x € E appearing in formula has a precise meaning.
In addition it is possible to show that there exist two constants «, 8 > 0 such that

(2.8) aCapFE <capE < 3CapE VE cCRY

(see [1] Definition 2.2.6 and Proposition 2.3.13).

A property is said to hold quasi-everywhere (q.e. for short) if it holds true outside a set of
zero capacity. It is convenient to introduce (see [12]) a canonical representative of the set E,
called the essential part of E and denoted by FE.ss, which nevertheless coincides with F itself
whenever it is a smooth closed manifold or the closure of an open subset of RV.

For every set E C R? we define the essential part E.ss of E (with respect to the capacity) by

(2.9) Eess = ﬂ{C : Cis closed and cap(E\C) =0}.
It has been shown in [12] that

(2.10) E,ss is a closed subset of E,

(2.11) cap(E\ Eess) = 0,

(2.12) cap E = 0 if and only if E.s = 0.
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In the sequel co A, aff A, ri A, ri0A and proj A denote respectively, the closed convex hull
of the set A C R3 (say, the intersection of all closed convex sets containing A), the affine
hull of the set A (say, the smallest affine space containing A), the relative interior of A (say,
the interior part of A with respect to the relative topology of affine hull of A), the relative
boundary of A (say, the boundary of A with respect to the affine hull of A: ridA = A\ 1i A)
and the projection of A onto the horizontal plane {z3 = 0}.

Throughout the paper we will assume that

(2.13) cap(proj(co Eess)) > 0.

Notice that cap £ >0 does not imply whereas the converse is true: indeed if cap £E=0
then by we get Eess =0 so proj(co Eess) = 0 and cap(proj(co Eess)) =0, a contradiction
to (2.13).
From now on €2 denotes the reference configuration of an elastic body and it is always assumed
to be a nonempty, bounded, connected, Lipschitz open set in R* and E C Q C {x3 > 0}.
We need to show that any function in the Sobolev space H'(Q;R3) actually has a precise
representative defined quasi-everywhere on the whole Q with respect to the capacity. Indeed,
if ue HY(Q;R3) and v € H'(R3?;R?) is a Sobolev extension of u, it is well known (see [1],
Prop. 6.1.3.) that the limit

1

(2.14) V60 = i e [, YO

exists for q.e.x € R3. The function v* is called the precise representative of v and is a qua-
sicontinuous function in R?, that is to say, for every ¢ > 0 there exists an open set V C R?
such that cap V < ¢ and v* is continuous in R\ V. We claim that if vi, vo are two distinct
Sobolev extensions of u then

(2.15) vi(x) = vi(x) q.e. x € Q.

The claim is trivial for g.e. x €  , thus we are left to show (2.15) for q.e. x € 9.
Ler R > 0 such that Q@ C Bgr(0) and let Qp := Br(0) \ Q. Since 2 has Lipschitz boundary it
is well known (see [2]) that

B,()N Qs 1

. 1Pr\A) VISR 2 2
(2.16) lrlﬁ)l B.(x)] 5 H*a.e.x € 00
and
2
2.17) u(x) = lim v1(€) d€ = lim d¢  H%a.e.x €99
(217 ) =M e o cone s MO =B B0 s o2 %

where we have denoted again with u the trace of u on 92. Hence
1

(vi(€) —va(€))de =0 H%ae x €0Q

[B+()] /B, 600

s0, by taking account 02 C 92 and by recalling that 02 is Lipschitz, we may apply Theorem
2.1 of [21] to vi — vo € HY(Qg;R?) and we get
1

[Br(x)] /r(x)mQR(Vl(g) — V() dE =0 q.e. x € 00.
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Since vi = vo = u a.e. in B,(x)\ Qg the claim follows easily by (2.14). Therefore if u €
H'(Q;R?) we may define its precise representative for quasi-every x on § by

(2.18) u*(x) = lrlﬁ)l B Br(x)v(f) d¢ qe x€Q,

where v is any Sobolev extension of u.

The function u* is pointwise quasi-everywhere defined by and is quasicontinuous on
i.e. for every € > 0 there exists a relatively open set V' C Q such that capV < e and u* is
continuous in Q\ V.

2.1. The elastic energy density. Let £3 and B2 denote respectively the o-algebras of
Lebesgue measurable and Borel measurable subsets of R3 and let W :  x R3*3 — [0, +-oc] be
L3 x B%- measurable satisfying the following assumptions, see also [3], 45]:

(2.19) W(x,RF) = W(x,F) VRESO(3), VFcR>3, forae. xe,
(2.20) m}in W(x,F)=W(x,I)=0 forae xe

and as far as it concerns the regularity of W, we assume that there exist an open neighborhood
U of SO(3) in R3*3, an increasing function w : Ry — R satisfying lim,_,o+ w(t) = 0 and a
constant K > 0 such that for a.e. x € )

W(x,-) € C2U), |D*W(x,1)| < K and

|ID*W(x,F) - D*W(x,G)| <w([F - G|]) VF,GelU.

Moreover we assume that there exists C > 0 such that for a.e. x €

(2.22) W(x,F) > C(d(F,S0(3)))? VF € R3*3

where d(-,50(3)) denotes the Euclidean distance function from the set of rotations.

The frame indifference assumption (2.19) implies that there exists a function V such that
(2.23) W(x,F) = V(x, 3(FTF - 1)) for a.e. x € Q, VF € R3*3,

By (2.19)-(2.21)), for a.e. x € 2, we have W(x,R) = DW(x,R) = 0 for any R € SO(3). By
2.23), for a.e. x € Q, given B € R33 and h > 0 we have W(x,I + hB) = V(x, hsymB +
]gh B”B) and (2.20), (2.21) together imply

1 1
lim h2W(x, I+ hB) = 5 SymB D?V(x,0) symB = 3 B'D*W(x,I)B, VB cR¥3,
—

Hence, by (2.22) and polar decomposition ([28]), we obtain, for a.e. x € and every B € R3*3,
eventually as h — 04 (since det(I + hB) >0 for small h)

(2.21)

1

BTD*W(x,I) B = lim h2W(x,I+ hB) > limsup Ch~2d*(I + hB, SO(3)) =
2 h—0 h—0

2

= C|symB|%.

= limsup Ch 2

@+ hB)T(I+1B) -1
h—0

Moreover, as noticed also in [44], by expressing the remainder of Taylor’s expansion in terms
of the x-independent modulus of continuity w of D?*W(x,-) on the set U from (2.21]), we have

2

h
(2.24) W(x, I+ hB) — - symB D*W(x,T) symB| < h%w(h|B|)|BJ?
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for any small enough h (such that hB € ). Similarly, V(x, ) is C? in a neighborhood of the
origin in R3*3, with an x-independent modulus of continuity n : R, — R, which is increasing
and such that lim, g+ 7(t) = 0, and we have

h2
(2.25) V(x,hB) - - symB D?V(x,0) symB| < hn(h|B|)|B|?

for any small enough h.

We mention a general class of energy densities W (the Yeoh materials) fulfilling the assump-
tions above ([2.19)-(2.22)) and for which the main result of the present paper (see Theorem
below) applies.

Example 2.1. For simplicity, we consider the homogeneous case and assume that a standard

isochoric-volumetric decomposition of elastic energy density by setting

F .
(2.26) W(F) := Wiso <(detF)1/3) + Wil (F) if det F >0,
+oo if detF <0,

where Wi, is an energy density of Yeoh type which is defined by choosing
3
(2.27) Wiso(F) := > ci(|F|* = 3)F
k=1

with coefficients ¢, > 0 and W, (F) = g(det F) for some convex g € C?(R,) such that
(2.28)

g(t)>0forallt>0, g(t)=0ifandonlyift=1,

g"(1) >0, limy_o+ g(t) = +o0,

there exists C’ > 0 and r > 2 such that g¢(t) > C't", for ¢t > 0 sufficiently large.

It is easy to check that with this choice the energy density satisfies all assumptions from (2.19))
to (2.21) while inequality (2.22)) has been proven in [43].

It is worth noticing that when material constants are suitably chosen then also Ogden-type
energies may fulfil assumptions (2.19)-(2.22) and we refer to [43] for all details.

2.2. External forces. We introduce a body force field f € L6/5(Q, R?) and a surface force
field g € L*3(09Q,R?). From now on, f and g will always be understood to satisfy these
summability assumptions. The load functional is the following linear functional

(2.29) L(v) = /Qf -vdx + /an v dHA(x), v e H'Y(Q,R?).

We note that since € is a bounded Lipschitz domain, the Sobolev embedding H!(£2,R?) —
L5(9,R3) and the Sobolev trace embedding H'(Q,R3?) — L4992, R3) imply that £ is a
bounded functional over H!(£2,R?) and throughout the paper we denote its norm with ||£]|..
For every R€SO(3) we set

(2.30) Cr:={c:c3 >~ min (Rx)3 —23)}

and, as we have observed in the Introduction, we must assume the following geometrical
compatibility between load and obstacle

(2.31) L(R-D)x+¢)<0 VReSO®B), Ve €Cr



together with
(2.32) L(Rx—x),e,) <0 VR € SO(3),

the summation convention over repeated index e = 1,2 being understood all along this paper.

It can be shown that condition (2.31)) is equivalent to (see Remark (3.4 below)
(2.33) L(e3) <0=L(e1) = L(e2), ®R,E,L) <0 YReSO(3),
where we have set

O(R,E,L):=L(R-I)x) — L(e3) min {((Rx)3 —x3)}

XEEess

and from now on we will use (2.33) in place of (2.31). On the other hand Remark below
will show that also condition ([2.32) is in fact unavoidable.

2.3. Energy functionals. If EC Q C {x: x3 >0}, the classical Signorini problem in linear
elasticity can be described as the minimization of the functional & : H'(£2,R3) — RU {400}
defined by

(2.34) £(u) = /Q O(x,E(u))dx — L(u) ifued
+o0o

otherwise in H(Q, R3)

where E(u) :=sym Vu, Q(x,F) =  F'CF with C = D*W(x,I) and A denotes the set of
admissible displacements, defined by

(2.35) A = {uEHl(Q;R?’): us(x) + 23>0 qexeE} .

The meaning of such constraint is that the deformed configuration of E is constrained to
remain in the upper half-space, say {y(x):= x4+ u(x), x€ E} C {y3 > 0}.
For every y € H'(2,R?) we introduce the set

(2.36) M(y) = argmin{/ﬂ]Vy—R\zdx: R e 50(3)} |

Thus, due to the rigidity inequality of [25], there exists a constant C' = C(€2) > 0 such that
for every y € HY(Q,R3) and every R € M(y)

2

(2.37) / (d(vy, 50(3))) dx > C/ Vy — R|?dx

Q Q
where d(F, SO(3)) := min{|F — R| : R € SO(3)}.
We introduce the set of admissible deformations Ay, as
(2.38) Ap = {yeHY(Q,R?): y3(x) — 23> —hxz qe xcF}
and the rescaled finite elasticity functionals G, : H'(Q,R3) — R U {400} by setting
h2/ W(x,Vy)dx — h 'Ly —x) ify € Ay
(2.39) Gn(y) = “

+0o otherwise.

It is readily seen that, for every R € SO(3) and for every ¢ € R? such that

c3 > — %ﬂn((Rx)g — x3)

€ss
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the map y(x) := Rx + ¢ belongs to Ay for every h > 0. In the sequel we use the short
notations G; := Gy, and A; := Ay, whenever {h;};en is a sequence of strictly positive real
numbers such that h; — 0" as j — +oc.

Since inf G; > —oo for every j€ N, as shown by Lemma {4.1} - 1| below, we can define minimizing
sequence of the sequence of functionals G; any sequence(y;);en C Hl(Q R3) fulfilling

(2.40) i (Gl -, 6;) =o0.

The main focus of the paper is to investigate whether minimizers of (2.34]) can be approximated
by minimizing sequences of the sequence of functionals G;, as defined by (2.39) and ([2.40).

To this end we introduce the functionals Z, G, G : H* (€, R3) — R U {+o0} defined by

. 1
(2.41) Z(w) := min /Q Q(X,E(u) +5balea Bes+es ® ea)) dx,
_ Z(u) — max L(Ru) ifue A

(2.42) G(u) := ReSe.m

+00 otherwise in H(Q,R3),
and
(2.43) Glu) = /Q Q(x,E(u) dx — Rrélng L(Ru) ifue A

+o0 otherwise in H'(Q, R?)

where
(2.44) Scr={ReSOQB):®R,E,L) =0}.

Remark 2.2. It is worth noticing that G < &, since I € Sz g and it is straightforward
checking that Z, G, G are all continuous with respect to the strong convergence in H'(; R?)

Before stating the main result in Theorem [2.4] we show the next Remark with some insight
on technicalities implied by precise obstacle formulation in the Sobolev space H'(£2).

Remark 2.3. If w € H*(Q) then w™ € H*(Q) too. Moreover, both (w™)* and (w*)~ are
quasicontinuous in Q and (w™)* = (w*)” = w™~ a.e. in . Then, by [30], (w™)* = (w*)~ q.e.
in Q. Therefore the condition (w™)* =0 q.e. in Egs is equivalent to w* > 0 q.e. in Eegs.

In particular we claim that

(2.45) (w)*=0 qe. inQ
is equivalent to
(2.46) w>0 ae inQ and w>0 Ha.e. on 9.

Indeed if w > 0 a.e. in Q then (w™)* =0 a.e. in Q and hence (w™)* =0 q.e. in Q.
Ifw>0 H2a.e. on 99 and v is a Sobolev extension of w~ then

1 1
lm ———— v(€) d lim ———— de=0 H?ae.xed.
e B (x >mm oo O E T I BN S

and by taking (2 into account we get

9 / 2 ,
lim ——— v(€)d lim ——— dé =0 H* a.e.x € OfN.
B0 Jomne” @ C T B] Lo e’ ©®
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By recalling that (Q is a Lipschitz set, it is easily checked that 02 is Ahlfors 2-regular, that is
there are constants cq,co > 0 such that

(2.47) c1r? < HAH (00N By(x)) < cor?

for every 0 <r < diam(02) and for every x € 9. Therefore if we choose R >0 such that
QC Br(0) we may apply Proposition 6.1.3. of [1] and Theorem 2.1 of [21] both in H!() and
in H'(Bg(0) \ Q) and we get

2
lim v(€)dE = / £)dé=0 g.e. x € 011,
B 136l Jpona” @ € = b B0

that is (2.46)) implies (2.45)).

Conversely if (2.45) holds then (w™)* = 0 a.e. in  and H? a.e. on 9. Therefore w > 0
a.e. in 2 and by recalling again that the negative part of the trace of w and the trace of its
negative part coincide H? a.e. on 9Q we get w > 0 H? a.e. on 9 thus proving and
the claim.

Similarly, again by Theorem 2.1 of [21], if E.ss C 0 is Ahlfors 2-regular then the condition
w >0 q.e. on E is equivalent to w > 0 H? a.e. on E, so the classical framework of [12],[55]
and [31] is equivalent to ours in this case as it was claimed in the Introduction.

2.4. The convergence result. The convergence result is stated in the next theorem, referring

to the definitions ) and -

Theorem 2.4. Assume 213), 219-12-22), (2-32)-([2.33) and L(e3) < 0. Let h; — 07 as
J — +oo and let (¥;)jen C HY(Q,R?) be a minimizing sequence of G;. If R; € M(y;) for
every j € N, then there are C; €R3 such that the sequence

(2.48) u;(x) = b 'RI{(¥;, —¢; — Rjx)_eq + (J;3 — x3)es }

is weakly compact in H'(Q,R3); moreover, up to subsequences u; — u in H*(Q,R?) and

(2.49) Gi(y;) = G = le(nﬂifﬂl@)g = Hl%%{g)@ as j — +oo.

Remark 2.5. Since QV < G then equality min é = min G is equivalent to argmin G C argming
with possible strict inclusion (see Remark [5.6)), thus in general @ may not belong to argmin G.

Remark 2.6. Conditions ([2.32)) and (2.33) are compatible. Indeed set
Q={x:2?+23<1, 0<a3 <1},

(2.50)
E:={x:23+12% <1, 23 =0}

and f=0, g=—e3lp. It is readily seen that L(e3) < 0= L(e1) = L(e2) and

LI(Rx —x)p€a) =0, PR,E,L)=-m/1-R2, <0 VReSO®),
thus both (2.32)) and (2.33]) are fulfilled.
On the other hand condition (2.32) does not entail (2.33). Indeed if 2 and E are as in (2.50)),
f= —e3, g= 0 then (2.32)) holds true while (2.33) fails, since if R = e; ®e; —es ®ez —e3Res
a direct calculation yields

(2.51) O®(R,E,L) = /mgdx+ |Q|m1n( 2z3) =m > 0.

69?

Eventually - ) does not imply - , see Remark [4.06} .



12

Example 2.7. Here we show an example fulfilling all the assumptions in Theorem con-
cerning the geometry of the material body €2 and of its portion E sensitive to the constraint
together with their compatibility with the loads. Set

(2.52) Q:={xcR¥ 23 +23<1, 0<a3<1}, E:=Q,

(2.53) f:=pe3, g=0, p<O.

Then L(u) = [, f - udx, condition (2.33) is satisfied and Sz r = {R € SO(3) : Re3 = e3}.
Indeed it is readily seen that L(e3) = p|Q2] < 0= L(e;) = L(ez2); moreover if R € SO(3) and
we denote its entries as R;; 4,7 = 1,2,3 then, taking into account p < 0 we get

(I)(R,E,E) =T (R11 + Roo — 2) —pT mﬁin{Rglxl + R3oxo + (R33 — 1)333} =

™
(2.54) = ;(Rgg — 1) +p7T\/R§1 + R§2 +p7r(1 — R33)+

™
= 7(1 — R33) +pmy/1 — R2, <0

and ®(R, E, L) =0 if and only if R33 = 1 that is Reg = e3 as claimed.

Both conditions (2.13)) and (2.32)) are trivially fulfilled.

We emphasize that the above claims still hold true if the assumption on F in is weakened
by allowing any E C Q such that E fulfills co E.ss = Q.

3. PROPERTIES OF ADMISSIBLE LOADS

This section makes explicit the properties of admissible loads by exploiting the conditions
stated by (12.32) and (2.33]).

Lemma 3.1. Assume that (2.32) holds. Then

(3.1) L(aAX)aes) =0 and L((aA(aAx))ae,) <0 VacR3
Proof. By the Euler-Rodrigues formula (2.32)) entails

. 1
(32) £ (%5 @nxoea + -5 @A @A x)uen ) <0

for every 9 € (0,27) and by letting ¥ — 07 we get L£((a A x)q€q) < 0 for every a € R3 hence
L((aAx)aes) = 0 for every a € R3. The second inequality in (3.1]) follows by the previous
one. |

Remark 3.2. It is worth noticing that, by inserting a = e; or a = ey, the condition (3.1))
entails £(z3e2) = 0 and L(z3e1) = 0 respectively.

Lemma 3.3. Assume and . Then
(1) L(e1) = L(e2) =0 and L(e3) <0;
(2) L(e3Ax)=0;
(3) (63 A (e3 A X)) <0;
(4) there exists Xz € rico Eess such that L(aA (x —xz)) =0 VaeR?.

L
L
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Proof. By choosing R = I in ([2.31)) we get £(c) < 0 for every c € C1 = {c€R?: ¢3 > 0}.
Since cj e; + cg ey € Cf for every c1,c2 € R, we get L(e1) = L(e2) = 0. Moreover c3es € C
for cg > 0 entails L(e3) < 0. Thus (1) is proved and (2.31]) entails

(3.3) O(R,E, L) :=L(R-1)x) — L(e3) XIelrlEim {((Rx)3 —z3)} <0  VReSO(3)

€8s

that is by the Euler-Rodrigues formula
(3.4) @a(¥) = L(sind (aAx)+ (1 —cosv)aA (anx))
— min (sinvﬁ‘(a/\x)g +(1—cosd)an (an X)3>£(e3) <0

XEEess

VYacR3 |a| =1, Vo € [0,2q].
If a=e3 then Res=e3 and (3.4) reads
(3.5) (V) = L(sind (e3 Ax)+ (1 —cosV) ez A(esAx)) <0 VI e0,2n].

By ¢(0) = ¢(27) = 0 and ¢(¢) < 0 we get 0 > ¢'(0) = L(es Ax) = ¢'(27) > 0. Thus (2) is
proved. By (2) and (3.5) we get £(e3 A (e3 Ax)) <0, say (3). In order to show (4), first we
notice that £(e1) = L(ez) = 0 entail for every £ € R?

L@ng) =L(Y]_ae; ) =3 _ajL{ejNE) =
(3.6) =ay L(—&ex+ &re3) +az L(&3e1 — &re3) + a3 L(—&aer +E1e) =

=a- (§e1 —§1ex)L(e3) = (an§)3L(es),

moreover, £(e3 A x) = 0 entails

(3.7) L(aAx)=ai L(e1 ANx)+ az L(ez A x) VaeR3.
Let us assume first that £(e3) < 0. In this case we can set
- L(es A x) . L(e1 A x)
38 X = =Y T _ - 7
55 YT ey T ke

hence, by ,,

Lanx)=(aAX)3L(e3) = (a1T2 — azT1) L(e3) = a1 L(e1 Ax) + a2 L(e2 AN x) = L(aAX)
say
(3.9) Lanx)=L(aAX) VYaeR? Vxe{(Z,T,2):2cR}.

Since pa(0) = pa(2m) = 0 and p,(9) < 0 for every a € R3, |a| = 1 and for every ¥ € [0, 27],
(3.4) entails

a(V .
(3.10) 0> tmsup 22 — fanx) = min (anx)sLles)  Va| =1,
9—0, ¥ XEFEess
. .pa(V) _
(3.11) 0< }’}g;ﬁf 9 —or = Lanx)— xrélg:;(a/\x)g L(e3) Vl]a| = 1.

Hence

< < i
xrggis(a/\x)g L(es) < LaAx) < xrergis(a/\x)g L(es3)
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so, by (0). (B3) and E3).

(3.12) max (aAx)3 L(e3) < (aAX)3L(e3) < min (aAx)3 L(e3).

XEFess XEFess

By taking account of L(e3) < 0 we find
min (aAx)3 < (aAX)3 < max (aAX)3 VacR3: |aj=1

xXEFess XEFess

hence, by linearity and by homogeneity,
(3.13) min (aAx); < (aAX)s3 < max (aAXx)3 VacR3.

XECO Fess X€co Fess
By subtracting (a A X)3 on each term of inequality (3.13) we get

min _(aAy)s <0< max (aAy)s
yE€co Fess—X yE€co Fess—X

for every a € R? and for every X € {(Z1, %2, 2) : z € R}.
We claim that at least one of the above inequalities is strict for every a € R? such that
a?+ a2 # 0. Indeed, if by contradiction there was @ = (ay, @z, a3) with @ + @2 # 0 such that

min _(aAx)3 = max (AAx)3=0 Vxe {(71,72,2), z€ R},
XE Co Fess—X XE co Fess—X

then
(coEess —i) - {X: a1T9 — A1 = O}.
Since the plane {Gjzo — @ex; = 0} is orthogonal to {z3 = 0} we obtain
cap (proj{x ER? :a@yzy — oz =0 }) =0,
hence
0 =cap (proj (coEess — i)) = cap <pr0j(co Eess))

which contradicts ([2.13)).

Without loss of generality we can proceed by assuming that the first inequality is strict, say

min _(aAx)3 <0

XECOo Fess—X
for every a € R? such that a? + a2 # 0 and for every x € {(Z1,72,2), 2 € R}. Hence, by
setting 7" := proj(co Fess — X), we get

(3.14) min (anx)s3 <0

for every a € R3 such that af + a # 0. For every (a1, a2) € R? such that a? + af # 0 we set

[(ai,az) = { (x1,m2) € R?: ajx9 — aswy > min (a19 — agxy) } ,
(z1,22)€T

then {F(al, as): a?+ai=1 } is the set of half-planes supporting T. Since T is closed and
convex, we get
T = ﬂ I'(a1,az) .
a12+a22:1
By (3.14) we get dist ((0,0), dT'(a1,az) ) = |minger (@122 — agz1) | > 0. Hence we deduce
the existence of (a1, az2) : af + ai = 1 such that

min dist ((0,0), 0T (a1,a2)) = |m€11T1 (@122 — asz1)| > 0,

~2  ~2
aitay=1
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so (0,0) € riT that is (21, X2,0) € riproj(co Fess)-

We are left to show that there exists z3 such that x, := (71, T2, T3) €rico Egss. To this aim it
is readily seen that by taking account of cap(proj(co Eess)) > 0 we get aff(proj(co Eess))) =
{z3 = 0} so there exists 7 > 0 such that

{(xl,xg) ey — f1|2 + |z2 — 52\2 < ?2} C proj(co Fess)).
Let now
J:={z:(x1,22,2) € coEess} # 0
and assume that (21,22, 2) € (co Eess)\ (rico Eess) for every z € J. Then
B, (x1,22,2) Nco Eess # 0, By (z1,%2,2) N ((aff co Fegs)\ (o Eess) ) # 0
for every z € J and for every r > 0, therefore by recalling that aff projco Eess = {x3 =0}
proj B, (z1, x2, 2z) N proj co Eess # 0,
proj B, (z1,z2,2) N ({x3 = 0} \ projco Eess) # 0
for every r > 0. This is a contradiction since
proj B, (z1,22,2) C {(131,562) Do — P4 |z — T)? < ?2} C proj(co Eess)

for some r > 0 thus (4) is proved in this case since by construction L£(a A (x — xz) = 0 for
every a € R3. Eventually if £(e3) = 0 (2.33) reduces to

L(R-D)x)<0 VYReSO®),

say sind L(aAx)+ (1 —cosd)L(an (aAx)) <0 for all a € R?, thus, by repeating the analysis

made on ({3.5)), we get
L(arx) =0 VacR?

and, since riproj co Fegs # () due to (2.13)), by exploiting identity (3.6]) with £ = X we obtain,
for whatever choice of X € riprojco Fess

Lan(x—X%))=-L(aAx)=—(aAX)3L(e3) =0 VaeR?

that is (4) is proven also in this case. ]

Remark 3.4. Conditions (2.31)) and (2.33)) are equivalent as claimed in Subsection 2.2.
Indeed, as it has been pointed out in the proof of Lemma condition ([2.31]) implies that
,C(eg) < 0, E(el) = ,C(eg) =0 and

(3.15) (R, E,L):=L(R-1)x) — L(e3) min ((Rx)3 —x3) <0 VR eSO(3).

XEFess

Conversely if the latter condition holds and L(e3) <0, L(e;) = L(e2) = 0 then
L(R-Dx+c)=L(R—-I)x+c3e3) <0
for every ¢ € R3 such that c3 > — mingep, .. (Rx)3 — x3)}.

Remark 3.5. We emphasize that conditions (1) and (4) in Lemma together with (2.13)
and L(e3) < 0 coincide with conditions (4.9)-(4.11) of Theorem 4.5 of [12], which provides the
solution to Signorini problem in linear elasticity.

The whole set of conditions (1),(2),(3),(4) appearing in the claim of Lemma [3.3] together with
condition (2.13)) on the set E is not equivalent to admissibility of the loads as expressed by
(2.33): this phenomenon is made explicit by subsequent Example
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Example 3.6. Let Q = {x: 27 + 23 < 1,0<a3< H}, E=Fess={(1,22,0): 27 +23<1}
and L(v) = [ pvsdx with p <0, say f = pe3, g=0.

Then E fulfills (2.13), since cap E > 0 and proj( co Eess) = Eess € Q N {x3 = 0}; moreover
all claims (1),(2),(3),(4) of Lemma (3.3 hold true: indeed

L(e1) =L(ea) =0, L(e3)=p|Q <0,
,C(eg A X) = /Q(—eg) . (93 A X)dX =0,

Les N (e3 Nx) = /Q(—eg) - (e3 A (e3 Ax))dx =0,

eventually, by choosing x, = (0,0,0) € ri (co Eess) = E and by taking the symmetry of
into account, we get

Lan(x—xr)) = LaAx) = /Q(—eg)-(a/\x)dx = a-/Q(—xQel—l—xleg)dx =0.

Nevertheless, condition ([2.33)) is violated, since we can consider the 7 radians rotation around

axis e; which keeps E above the horizontal plane (obstacle boundary) but capsizes the body

below the horizontal plane, namely R € SO(3) defined by Rx = z1e; — x9e2 — x3e3. Thus

E((f{ —I)x) — L(e3) min ((f{x)g —z3) = —2p / z3 dx — p|Q| %in(—2x3) = —prH?* > 0.
Q

€ess ess

The assumptions in Lemma [3.3] and in Theorem [2.4] cannot be weakened by assuming only
cap E > 0 in place of (2.13)) as it is shown in the next example, thus proving that Theorem
[2:4]is a sharp result with respect to the sets E subject to the constraint that are admissible.

Example 3.7. Choose f = —e3, g =0 and

Q={x:2?+23<1, 29>0, 0 <3 <1},

E = Eos = {(z1,79,73) €Q: 29 =0}.
It is readily seen that condition (2.32)) is fulfilled since L((Rx — x)n€4) = 0 moreover, since
L(e3) <0=L(e1) = L(ea),

2 T .
q)(R, E,ﬁ) = —§R32 + 5(1 — R33) + Iélln {R31£L'1 + Rgoxs + (R33 — 1)$3} |Q‘ =

2 T
= —7|R31| — m(R32)” — §R32 + 5 (R33 —1) =

ﬁ
2
for every R € SO(3), then also condition (2.33) is satisfied. Nevertheless it can be easily
checked that cap £ > 0 but cap (proj(co Eess)) =0, thus E does not fulfil (2.13)).

If there was X € rico Eegs such that L(a A (x — X)) = 0 for every a € R? then we get

,C(a/\x):.C(a/\x):—/e3~(a/\x)dx:—/(alxg—agxl)dx:—2a1;
Q

Q 3

m 2 s
= —ﬂ"R31| - §|R32| + ( - 3> R3o + 5 (R33 - 1) <0
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then, since L(e1) = L(e2) = 0, we could apply (3.6 and find

2
-3 = L(aAX) = (aAX)3L(e3) = —m(a1T2 — apT1) Va € R?,

hence 7; = 0, Ty = 3%, thus X € 1ico Eess = {(71,72,23) € Q : 9 = 0}, a contradiction.
Thus claim (4) of Lemma cannot hold true in this case.

Moreover if we set wy(x) := —k (z2e3 —x3e€2), then E(wy) =0, wpz+23 =23 >0on E
whence wi, € A and it is readily seen that

(3.16) L(Rv) = L(v) VReS.E

hence

G(wi) = —L(wy) = /

2
eg-wkdx:—k/ Todx =——k — —0c0 as k—+o0
Q Q 3

that is inf 4 G = —o0 so the convergence of the energies claimed in Theorem fails to be
true in this case thus showing sharpness of condition (2.13]).

Lemma 3.8. Assume that (2.13), hold and that L(e3) < 0. Then
(3.17) either Spp={I} or Scp={Re€SO(3):Rez=e3}.
Proof. First, we prove the inclusion

Scr C{Re€SO(3): Rez =e3}.
Indeed if R belongs to Sg g and a is a rotation axis of R with |a| = 1, then

ea(¥) = @R, E,L) =L (sind(aAx)+ (1 —cos?)(an (anx)))

(3.18)
—min {sind(a A x)3 + (1 —cos¥)(aA (anx)),} L{ez) =0

Eess

for every ¥ € [0,2n]. By arguing now as in the proof of (4) of Lemma [3.3| we get

0 > limy g+ 22 = L(aAx) — mingep,,, (a AX)s L(eg) >

(3.19)
> limy_yo.— 30%(21972 =L(aAx)—maxxep,.. (aAX)sL(e3) > 0
and, since L(e3) < 0, we get
(3.20) min (aAx)3 = max (aAX)3
XEFEess XEFEess

that is the function x — (a A X)3 = ajx2 — agx is constant on Fegs hence it is constant in
co(Fless) thus cap projco Eegs > 0 entails a; = az = 0 that is Reg = e3 as claimed.

We notice that I € Sg g and, the other hand, if Sz i # {1} then there is R € SceC{Re
SO(3) : Res = e3 } such that R # I and

Rx = x + sind (eg Ax) + (1—cos1§) (es A (e3 Ax))
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for every x € R3 and for some suitable 9 € (0,27). By taking (2) of Lemma into account
we get

0 = ®R,EL) = E((R—I)x) — L(ez) min ((R—-T)x)), =

XEFess
= L'((IN{ -1 x) = sind L(es Ax) + (1- cosg) Les A (e3Ax)) =
= (1- COS@) L(es A (e3 Ax)),
thus L(es A (e3 Ax)) = 0.
Therefore for any other R € SO(3), R # I such that Res = e3 there is ¥ € (0, 27) such that
Rx = x + sind (e3 Ax) + (1 —cos?) (e3 A (e3 Ax)) Vx eR3,
thus, by taking again (2) of Lemma into account , we get

£(R-T)x) - £(es) min ((R-Dx)), =

XEFess
- L‘,((R ~1) x) = sin¥ L(es Ax) + (1—cosv) L(es A (e3 Ax)) =
= (1 —cosV) L(esA(e3Ax)) =0
that is R belongs to S¢ g thus concluding the proof of the Lemma. [ |

Remark 3.9. It is possible to show that both alternatives in Lemma [3.§] can actually occur.
Indeed in Example[2.7 we have exhibited an example in which Sy g = {R € SO(3) : Res = e3}
and we show here that also the other alternative may occur. Indeed set

(3.21) Q:={xeR®: 2 +23<1,0<a3<1}, E:=Q,
(3.22) f=—-e3, g=150n

where ;{2 is the lateral boundary of 2 and n the unit outward vector normal to 9;{2. If
R € SO(3) and we denote its entries as R;; i,j = 1,2, 3, then

L£((Rx —x), eq) = Z(Rii—l)/ 22dH2 <0,

i=1,2 aQ
that is condition (2.32) is satisfied. Moreover due to L(e3) = —|Q2] < 0= L(e1) = L(e2),
PR,E,L)=L((Rx—x),€q) +7(Ri1 + Rap —2)+

7 min { R3121 + Rsaxg + (Rsg — 1)zs} =
Q

(3.23) — _g(R?ﬁ” -1)— W\/m —m(1— Rs3)" Z (Rii — 1)/ x? dH?

i=1,2 3y
- _g(1 — Rgg) —m\/1— R+ > (Rii — 1)/ 22dH? <0
i=1,2 a0

and the fact that equality holds if and only if R1; = Res = R33 = 1, we can conclude that
condition ({2.33)) is satisfied and Sg g = {I} as claimed.
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Lemma 3.10. Assume (2.13), (2.33) and L(e3) < 0. Let R; € SO(3) be a sequence of
rotations such that Rjes # e3, Rjes — e3 as j — 4+00. Then

PR, E
(3.24) lim sup (R;, B, £)
oo [Rje3 —esl[L(es)|

Proof. ®(Rj, E,L) <0, by (2.33)). Hence the limsup in (3.24) cannot be strictly positive.
We assume by contradiction

< 0.

R, E
(3.25) lim sup (R, E, L)

= 0.
jotoo  |Rjes —es||L(es)]

By Euler-Rodrigues formula there are sequences a; € R and ¥, € [0,2x], such that |a;| = 1
and

(3.26) Rjx = x+ (sind;)(a; Ax) + (1 — cos?;)((a; A (a; Ax)) Vx € R3,
thus a direct computation yields
(3.27) Rjes —e3| = \/aﬁj—i—aij \/2(1 — cosv;) .

By taking account of Rjes#e3 and of Rjes — e3 as j — +o00, we get a; # e3, ¥, €(0,27) and
therefore, up to subsequences, we may assume: that a; — a, J; — 0 € [0,27], that either
¥ € {0,271} or a3 = 1 and that pja;; — a;, i = 1,2 with o? + a3 = 1, where we have set
B = (aﬁj + a227j)_%. For every x € Q and v € R?|v| = 1, set

pv(x) = ((z1 — T1)e1 + (w2 — T2)ez + (z3 — T3)es ) A (—viez + voe1) =
(3.28)

= (vi(x1 — Z1) + v2(x2 — Z2)) ez + (3 — Z3)(vier + va€2)

where (Z1, T2, T3) = Xz € 1ico Eegs is chosen as in the proof of (4) in Lemma Hence, by
taking account of (1) and (4) of Lemma we have

0= ,C(pv) = ,C((lel + UQ.TQ) 63) — (Ulfl + ’Ugfg) ,C(eg) + E(azg(vlel + Ugez))
that is

(3.29) (1)151 + 1)252) ﬁ(eg) = ﬁ((lel + 02x2)63) + E(xg(vlel + ’Ugeg)).
By (2) of Lemma 3.3 we know L(e3 A x) = 0, then (3.8) entails
(330) i ﬁ(aj A X) = ai jl; E(el A X) + az ;g ,C(eg A X) — (04152 — Oégfl) [,(83)

and by (3) of Lemma [3.3) we have
0> ﬁ(eg A (e3 A x)) = L(z3e3 — x) = —L(z1€1 + T2€2).
By taking (3.29) into account and by recalling that either 9 € {0,277} or ag = 1 we get

i L(aj A (aj Ax)) sin% =1 L((aj - x)aj — x) sin% =

= pjsin ?j (al,j E((aj - X) el) +ag; E((aj - X) eg) + L’((ayij —1)as 63) —L(z1€1 + m2e2)> <
)
< L(oqzzer + azzser + (a1z1 + azxs) e3) sin B +0(1)

- ~y v
= (171 + aaT2) sin 3 L(e3) +o(1)
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that is

Y, 9
(3.31) limsup p; £(a; A (aj Ax))sin 2] < (o1 + agTs) sin §£(e3) .

Jj—+oo 2
Let now n € C(]0,27]) such that n(¥) = (2(1 — cos 19))_% sin(1) for every ¢ € (0, 2m).
By recalling that either ag =1 or 9 € {0,27} we get

9 9
(3.32)  pj(aj Ax)s — a1x2 —asxr, pi(a; A(aj Ax))s sin Ej — (121 + agxg) sin —

2
so, by taking (3.30)-(3.32)) into account we obtain

PR, F
0 = limsup (R, B, L) =
jotoo  |Rjes —es|[L(es)]

Hj

= lim sup

jotoo |L(e3)] {n(ﬁj)ﬁ(aj AX)+ L(aj A (a; Ax))sin %+

— min {T](Q?j)(aj A X)g + sin %(aj A (ah A X))g} £(93)} <

XEFEess

)
< min {7](’(9)(&1$2 — agx1) + (a1 + agxe) sin —}4—
XEEess 2

~ ~ ~ .. v
—n(9) (12 — aex1) — (1 T1 + a®2) sin 5=

xegl(%less) {77(?9)(041(362 —T9) —ag(r1 —71)) + (041(331 —T1) + ag(ze — :52)) sin g} <0

since (Z1,Z2,T3) € rico Eess. Therefore the function

g(xl, .%'2) = 77(19)(0&1(.@2 — 52) — OéQ(.’Bl — 51)) + (Oél(.%'l — 51) + OQ(.I‘Q — :fg)) Sing

attains its minimum on proj(co Ess) at (Z1,72) € ri(proj(co Eess)) hence, by taking into
account of aff (proj(co Eess)) = {3 = 0}, we get

o A 0 2
0=|Vy(Z1,52)]* = <17(19)a1 + ag sin 2) + <oq sin 5 — aw(ﬁ))

a contradiction. Thus

=2 <772(19) + sin? g) >0,

<0

lim su °R), B, L)
j—>+oop IRjes — es|[L(es)]
and the proof is achieved. [ |

Remark 3.11. If cap(proj(co Eess)) = 0 then the claim of Lemma may be false even if
cap E > 0. For instance, set for every j € N\ {0}
Rj =e; e+ (1 —jfl)(eg Xex+e3® 63) 2j_1 — j_2 (eg Rey—er® 63),
let
Qi={x:af+ai<1,0<a3<1}
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_ 1
E:=Qn{ze =0, 0<$3<§}7

and f := —e3, g = 0. It is straightforward checking that R;e3 # e3, R; — I, moreover since
ﬁ(eg) <0= L’(el) = ﬁ(ez),

(333) [,((R — I)X) — mEin ((Rx)3 — xg)}ﬁ(e;;) = -7 |R31| <0 VR € 50(3)

and

(3.34) L(R—=1I)x)qen) =0 VR € SO(3),
conditions are satisfied. Nevertheless

(3.35) L((R; — T)x) — min((R; — T)x)5)L(es) = 0

€ss

and the claim of Lemma [3.10l cannot be true in this case.

4. PROOF OF THE VARIATIONAL CONVERGENCE RESULT

This section contains the proof of our main result. We start by showing that sequences
of deformations with equibounded energy correspond (up to suitably tuned rotations and
translations of the horizontal components) to displacements that are equibounded in H!.

Lemma 4.1. (compactness) Assume that E, L and W fulfil (2.13)),(2.19)—(2.22)),(2.33) and
L(e3)<0.If 0 < hj — 0" as j — 400 then for every y; € HY(Q;R?) with G;(y;) < M < +00
there are R; € SO(3), ¢; € Cr; such that

(4.1) R, »ReS,p

and the sequence
(4.2) hi N (y; — Rjx —c¢;j )aea +h; M (yj3 — w3)es is bounded in H(Q;R?).

Proof. Referring to (2.36) we can choose R; € M(y;) in such a way that, up to subsequence
and without relabelling, R; — R. Then we define ¢; = (¢j,1,¢j2,¢;3) by

(43 o= 1907 [ (300 - Rpxadx  a=12,
Q
(4.4) ¢j3 =~ min ((R; —Dx)s.

By the rigidity inequality (|25]) there exists a constant C' = C(€2) > 0 such that
M= Gily) = Ohp? [ [V - RyfPdx— Ly, - %) =

(4.5) @
=C th/Q \Vyj — Rj|2 dx — h;lﬁ(y]’ -Rjx— Cj) — h;lﬁ(RjX — X+ Cj) .
Thus, by (2.33) and the definition of ¢; 3, we get

(4.6) M > Chj_Q/Q IVy; — R[> dx — h; ' L(y; — Rjx — ¢;)



22

and Poincaré inequality entails, for every € >0,

- 1/2
h,]_lz E((YJ - —Cj )a ea) < I’L ICPH‘CH Z/ ‘ Vy] a’ dx) <
(4.7) =t , b0
CollLl? | <h;?Cr 2
< = Z/ [(Vy; — Rj)al? dx.

Estimates (4.6) and (4.7) together with Young inequality provide

_ eC CplL)?2 _
(4.8) M >h;? <C’ - ;)A\vyj—Rjy2dx - 1’2”6” —hi'L((y; — Rjx —cj)3e3) >

2
> h]2< - €§P>/ Vy;j—R;[* dx — sz”ﬁn*
Q

(3
—h Ll (s — Ryx = ¢)sll 2 + IV (y5 — Rjx)sll 2@ ) >

C 15 C 1
>n2(c- ¢ P_/ CRPdx— (S LY

RHILIE (I Gys = Rax = )3z

By choosing e = C/(Cp + 1) we get

5 C
(4.9) m S [ 19y -RPax <
Cp+1
< a0 D e a2 iy~ Ryx = el

Thus if we show that hj_l |(y; —Rjx—c;j)sll12(q) is uniformly bounded then , due to estimate
, h (Vy; —R;)||12(q) is uniformly bounded too and Poincaré inequality entails uniform
i~ Ry (D)
boundedness of hj ly; — Rjx — ¢l g1 (o;rs)-
To this aim we assume by contradiction that, up to subsequences,

(4.10) tj = hi' | (v; = Rjx —¢;)slrei) — +oo

and set w; = tj_lhj_l (y; — Rjx —cj)3. Then

(4.11) lwillz) =1, [Vy;—Ry|* = Z |V(yj—Ryx)a* + hit7|Vuy[?.
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By exploiting (4.6]) and - we get

(4.12) Ct;/ ‘ijIZdX - tj £(wj 63) <

< M- Ch22/|v —-R;x)q |dx—|—hIZ£ i—Rjx—¢jlaea) <

a=1
- Cp|I£]2
< M-Ch;? Z / | V(yn—Rjx)q [2dx + P2”E” 1
“2eC
+ PZ/ IV (v~ Ryx)a 2 dx
and by choosing e = 2C/Cp in (4.12)) we get
C% L)
(4.13) C’tQ/ IVw;|>dx — t; L(wjes) < P4HC|*—|—M
while, by choosing € = C'/Cp, - 4.12)) yields
2
1
(4.14) §Ch]_2 Z /Q|V(Yh_RjX)a‘2 dx + th’ijP —tjﬁ(wheg) <
a=1
02
< =L |L|?+ M.
< SElC +
Thus
(4.15) /|v “Ryx)adx <+ Llwjes) + CE o) +
' Ja t; T 20

Normalization ij||L2 = 1 entails, for every £ > 0,

(4.16) L(wjes) < LI (lwjllzz + IVwillzz) = L1 (1+ [Vwjlz2) <
I1£]2
2¢e

and choosing ¢ = C t? therein, by (4.13)) we get eventually in j

IN

S
1£] + + 5 [IVuw;liza

L L
(4.17) tQ/wa]P d < 4] + gt + M

Thus [, |[Vw;|? dx — 0 and by [{@.11) w; — w in H'(Q;R?) with Vw = 0 a.e. in €, that is
w is a constant function since {2 is a connected open set.

Combining estimates 4.15—4.17 we get

(4.18) /\v ~Rjx), |*dx <

L||? 1 7 M
< L 2 H * 2 Vs 2 P r 2
—w@“+ 2+2nwm—qﬁnwﬂm+¥
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hence

(4.19) hjltj Viyj—Rjx), - 0 inL*Q) ifa=1.2
and

(4.20) hj_ltj_l (y;j—Rjx—cj) = wes qe. x€E.

Moreover, by (4.13)), we get

c > L (CE gz
wyen) > — - (F5ICE+ M)
Hence, due to L(wjes3) — L(wez) = wL(e3), we have w L(e3) > 0, thus, by taking into
account of L(e3) < 0, we get w < 0 and eventually, by ||w;| .2 = 1, we obtain w < 0.

We notice now that if we set L := liminf h;t; then either L € (0,4o00] or L = 0. Assume first
that L € (0,400) so, due to R; — R, we have for q.e. x€ E,ys and up to subsequences

Yiz =X Yjz— (Rjx)3 — ¢j3 (Rjx)3 — X3+ ¢j3
(4.21) hits hitj hit
w4 L7H{(Rx)3 — 23 — min((Rx)3 — z3)}.
Since

min {(RX)3 — 23 — min((Rx)3 — xg)} —0

ECSS €ss

then if xo is a minimum point then (Rx); — 3 — ming, , (Rex)3 — 23) < —%L in a suitable

neighbourhood By (x0); since xg € Eess there exists E' C Eqs5 N By(xp) with cap E/ > 0 and
wlL

(RX)3 — I3 — IEIIIH((RZ.%')?) - ~753) < —7 on F'.

Hence, by (#:21)

*
g — X
Yid X5 b L Y(Rx)s — a5 — min(Rx)s — w5)} < % <0 onxeFE,

4.22
( ) h] t] Eess

a contradiction since hj_lltj_l(yj’3 —X3) > tj_lzcg and x3 > 0 for q.e. x € E.
If L = +o0 then by arguing as in estimate (4.21)) we easily get h;ltjfl(y;f’?) —x3) = w < 0 for
q.e. x € E' which is again a contradiction.

Therefore we are left to assume that the whole sequence h;t; — 0 : in this case estimate (4.13])
and condition ([2.33)) entail

C% L2
(4.23) — hj]:;lHCH* — th — hjtj £(wj 63) < ﬁ(RjX — X+ Cj}geg) = ‘I’(Rj, E, [,) <0,
that is for some suitable K > 0 we obtain eventually in j
(4.24) — Khjt; < ®(R;,E, L) < 0.

Thus, by taking account of R; — R, we get ®(R;,E,L) - ®(R,E,L) =0 thus R € S g
and (4.1]) is proven.



25

We notice that either R;e3 # e3 for j large enough or Rje3 = e3 for infinitely many j.
In the first case, by taking account of £(e3) < 0, Lemma entails

®R;,E,L)

4.25 lim sup < 0.
(4:29) T Rjes - eaf (e
By () we get
hjt;
(4.26) v := liminf 2J >0

J—+oo Rjeg — 63’
and for large enough j (4.26) yields
2ht;
(4.27) Rje; —e3] < —22L.
7

Therefore if x; € argming __{(R;x)3 — x3}, thus we may assume that, up to subsequences,
X; — X € Fes and since

(Rjx)3 — 23 — min((Ryx)3 — 23) = (Rj(x = x))3 — (x = %;)3 <

ess

4.28

x — x;]|R] e3 — eg < x — x|

we get for j large enough and for every x € E” := Bju| (X) N Eess

(4.29) 0;(x) := (Rjx)3 — 23 — min((R;x)3 — x3) < Ahjt;

ess

_ hit;
x— x| < L},

Hence, by taking account of w; — w in H'(;R3) we get for q.e. x € Fegs
(4.30) y;‘:g — X3+ hjzs = hjtjw; + 0;(x) + hjzs = hjtjw + 0;(x) + hjrs + w;
with hj_ltj_lcuj — 0 in H'(£;R3) hence, up to subsequences, cap quasi uniformly in Q. Since

cap E” > 0 we may assume that there exists E”/ C E”, cap E” > 0 such that hj_ltj_le -0
uniformly in E”’. Hence for j large enough

—1-1, W 1
w—l—hj t; wj < 5 qe. x € FE".

Therefore by (4.28)) (4.29) (4.30) and w < 0 we get for j large enough
y;73 — X3 + hj$3 < hjtj(w + h;ltjlej(x) + h;lt;1Wj) + hjl'g

(4.31) T
g—i——g) <0 qe. xc E"”,

4

a contradiction since y;f’g > (1 — hj)xs for g.e. x € Eegs. Therefore in this case the sequence
{t;} is bounded so h;l (y; — Rjx — ¢;) is equibounded in H!(%;R3).

In the second case we may assume that Rjes = e3 for every j so ¢;j3 = 0 for every j. By
arguing as before we may assume that

< hyit;(

tj = hi' | (vi —Ryx—cj)sll2) = by lyjs — sl 2@ — +oo

and by setting w; = t;lh;1 (yj3 — x3) we get w; — w < 0 as before which is again a
contradiction, so {¢;} is a bounded sequence.
Therefore in order to complete the proof we have to show that, when R e3 # e3 for j large
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enough, h;l(yj,g — x3) is equibounded in H'(2;R3). By taking account of 0 < ¢; < M’ for a
suitable M’ > 0, (4.26) entails
2h; M’

IRje; —e3| <
for j large enough, hence

‘hfl(y]',:a —x3)| <

< |hi H(yjs — (Rjx)3 — ¢j3)| + by '[(Rjx)3 — 3] <
(4.32)
< |h; My — (Ryx)3 — ¢;3)| + h; ' [Rjes — es|[x| <
_ 2M'
< |h;  (yjs — (Rjx)3 — ¢cj3)| + sup x|
and
‘hflv(Yj,s - X3)‘ <
(a3 < V57 - ea — R o] + b5 (R en — e <
2M'
~1
Shj ]Vyj—RjH- o
Therefore
th (vis = XS)HHl(Q;R3) -
(4.34) ,
2 1607
<hf1-—R-—-H 1 2) |10
< 15 03 = Rix)s = )], gy + oz (1 + s lx? ) 10
thus showing that h;l(yj,g — x3) is equibounded in H'(£2;R?) and proving the claim. [

Corollary 4.2. Assume that E, L and W fulfil (2.13)),(2.19)-(2.22)),(2.33]) and L(e3) < 0.

Then the functionals are equibounded from below: infinfG; > —oo.
J

Proof. If inf;inf G; = —oo then there exists a sequence y; € A; such that G;(y;) — —oo
hence G; (yj) < 0 for j large enough so, as we have proved in previous Lemma, there exists
R; € SO(3) and c; € R3 such that, up to subsequences,

V= hj_l(?j -Rjx—cj)—v
weakly in H'(Q;R3). Thus, by (2.33) we deduce

liminf G;(¥;) > —limsup L(v;) = —L(v) > —o0,
J—+0o0 j—+o0

which is a contradiction. [ |
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Remark 4.3. If cap(proj(co Eess)) =0, the claim of Lemma may fail even if cap £ > 0.
Indeed, choose 2, F,f, g, R; as in Remarkand set hj = j 7. Thus both (2.32)) and (2.33)
are satisfied but is not. It is readily seen that y;(x) := R;x belongs to A; since
yi3 = (1 —j 1)zs on E and that G;(y;) = 7| Q|/2 for every j, but

3 (yjs—x3) =5 (zay/2571 — 52 —a357 1)

is not equibounded in H'(;R3) as j— +oo: thus claim of Lemma [4.1| fails in this case.

Lemma 4.4. Assume that E, £ and W fulfil conditions (2.13)), (2.19)-(2.22), (2.33) and
L(e3) < 0. Choose y;, Rj as in Lemma and set

(4.35) z;(x) == h;l{(RjX)g —x3) — IenEln ((ij)g — :cg)}eg.

X ess

Then there exist by, by, bs € R such that by setting

(4.36) z(x) := (bix1 + baxa + b3)es

we have, up to subsequences, z; — z in w* — WhHe(Q;R3).

Proof. We may assume that Rje3 # e3 for infinitely many j otherwise z; = 0 for j large
enough and thesis is obvious. Therefore by Euler-Rodrigues formula, there are sequences
a; € R? and 9; € (0,27), s.t. |aj| =1, a; # ez and

(4.37) R;jx = x+ (sind;)(aj Ax) + (1 — cos¥;)((a; A (a; Ax)) vx € R3,

By recalling Lemma and (4.1) we have, up to subsequences, Rjes — e3. Then, up to
subsequences, we may assume: that a; — a, ¥; — 0 € [0,27], that either ¥ € {0,27} or

az =1 and that pja;; — a;, i = 1,2 with of + a3 = 1, where we set ;== (af; + a227j)_%.
By recallling (4.27) we may assume that, up to subsequences,

h;l min ((ij)g — .’Eg) — B

XEFess

for some 8 € R. Moreover by exploiting (3.27)), (4.37) we get
hyH(Ryx)3 — x3) =
Hj

438) = cos) (sindj(aj Ax)s+ (1 —cos?;)((aj A (a; Ax)3))

[Rjes —e3|
h;

9\ |[Ries —e
= <um(19j)(aj A )3+ p (a5 A (2 A x)) g sin 2j> |j23|
J

where n € C([0, 27]) is such that n(J) = (2(1 — cos 19))_% sin ¥ for every 9 € (0, 2m).
By arguing as in (3.32]) and by taking (4.27) into account we get, up to subsequences,

.0
(4.39) hj_l((ij)g —x3) > A (7](19)(&11’2 — agx1) + (a1 + aoxe) sin 2> Vx e Q

for some A > 0. On the other hand Vz; = hj_l(Rjeg, —e3) and (4.27) entail [|Vzj|loc < C
for some C' > 050 z; — z in w* — WH®(Q : R3) whenever b; = A(—aon(d) + arsin ¥), by =
AMaan(9) + azsin¥), by = —B. ]
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Lemma 4.5. (Lower bound) Assume that E, L, W fulfil the conditions (2.13)-(2.22)), (2.32)-
[2.33) and L(e3) < 0. If hj — 07 as j — +oo then, for every sequence of deformations
y; € H'(Q;R?) such that G;(y;) < M < 400 and for every R; € M(y;) there exist c; € Cr,
such that by setting

(4.40) u;(x) = hj_lR]T{(yj —¢j —Ryx)_eq + (yj3—x3)es |,

there is u € A such that up to subsequences u; — u weakly in H'(Q;R?) and
(4.41) lim inf G;(y;) > G(u).
J—+o00

Proof. Due to Lemma the sequence defined in is equibounded in H'(£2;R?®) hence
there exists u € H*(Q;R?) such that up to subsequences u; — u in H(;R?). By recalling
Lemma Al of [I2] we get, again up to subsequences, u}(x) — u*(x) for q.e. x € E hence by
taking account of

u;’3 = hj_l(y;f’?, —x3) > hj_l(xg — hjrs —x3) = —x3 forqe x€FE

we get uj > —x3 for q.e. x € E that isu € A.

By taking account of G;(y;) <M and arguing as in Lemma the sequence hj_1 (yi—Rj—cj)
is bounded in H!(€2;R?) and, up to subsequences, R; — R € S .

By defining z; as in Lemma 4.4 and by setting

D; := E(u;) + 3h;Vul Vu;, F; := E(Rz;) + 5h,;V(R] 2;)"V (R} z;)
a straightforward calculation shows that
(4.42) VylVy; —1=2h;(D; +F;).

If now
B; = {z € Q: Vh;|Vu,| < 1},

we immediately notice that, by Tchebycheff inequality, |2\ B;| — 0 as j — +oo and that for
large enough j

(443) Dy < iy (VisI9vil + SR I9VTI9)) <20k on B,
Moreover by Lemma there exists C' > 0 such that
(4.44) h;i|F;| < Ch; in
hence by defining z as in and by taking account of R; —+ R € Sz g we get
(4.45) F; =~ E(z) w*— L®(Q;R¥>?).
By taking account of L(ey) =0 for « = 1,2, entails

L(y; —x) = L((y;,3 — x3)es3) + L((y; — Rjx — ¢j)a€a)+

(4.46)
+L((Rjx — x)a€a) < hiL(R ;)
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thus, by (2.21)),(2.22]),(2.23)),(2.25)),(4.42)),(4.43), (4.44)), (4.45)), since 7 is increasing, we get for
large j

1
Gi(yj) > hg/ V(x, h;jDj + h;iF;) dx — L(Rju;) >

(447) / Q X D +F )dX — / U(thj + th])|DJ + Fj|2 dx — ﬁ(lelj)
B

j

/ Q X 13 FJ)) dx — ﬁ(g\/ﬁj) /Q ’]'Bj (Dj + Fj)|2 dx — E(Rjuj).
Since thuj Vu; — 0 a.e. in £ and \1thjVu]TVuj| < 1, by taking account of |2\ Bj| — 0 as
J — oo we get 1p, thujTVuj — 0 weakly in L?(£2, R3*3). By taking account of 1p,Vu; —
Vu weakly in L2(Q, R3*3) and of (4.45)), we then obtain

1
(4.48) 1p,(D; +F;) = E(u) + E(z) = E(u) + §ba(ea Re3t+es®e,) (a=1,2)
weakly in L2(€,R3*3). Since R; -+ R € S; g then
lim ﬁ(—Rjuj) = —E(Ru)

Jj—+oo

and by (2.21)), (£.47) the weak L*(£2, R3*3) lower semicontinuity of the map B — [, Q(x, B)dx
entails

limin G,(y,) > | Q(xE(w) + B() dx - £(Ru) = G(u)
J—+o0 9]
which, by recalling (4.36]), ends the proof. [

Remark 4.6. If condition ([2.32) is not satisfied then the thesis of Lemma may fail. Indeed
let f:= —e3 + 6(z3 — %)el, g =0 and

E=Q:={x:22+23<1, 0<a3<1}.
It is straightforward checking that L(e3) < 0= L(e1) = L(e2) and
LR~ 1)~ min (Rx)s — )} £(es) =

ess

:gng—g(l—Rgg)—W\/l—R§3§
™
S\ 1= R - 2(1—R33)—m/1—R33

:—g\/1—333{\/1—333+\/1+R33}§—7\/1—R33<0

for every R € SO(3). On the other hand if R13 > 0 we have

(4.49)

L(RX — X)aea) = gng >0

so (2.33)) is satisfied while (2.32) is not. Choose now hj := j~1,
Rj=ex®er+(1—j ?)(e1®e+e3@e3)+5 'V2—j2(—e3@el +e @ e3)
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and set y; := Rjx + j71/2 — j—2es. It is readily seen that
yis=—J'V2—jm+ (1 - es+ 72— >

> (1—j2)ag > a5 — j lus

(4.50)

hence y; € A; and by taking (4.3) into account we get (y; — Rjx —c¢j)o =0, a = 1,2.
Therefore bearing in mind that R;*-F — I we have

u; = jR] ((y;3 — v3)es) = R} {(v 2—j72(1 — 1) +J'_1963)e3} —u=v2(1—z)e;
and by Lemma [3.§ we get Ru = u for every R € S g, hence
G(u) > — max L(Ru) = —L(u) = 1V2.
RESLVE

On the other hand by taking account of
yin—x1=—j Cm+ V2 — 23, yjp—a2=0

Yis— a3 =3 '\/2—j2(1—21) +j a3

it is straightforward checking that

and of

2 ~
G,v,) = 3Ly ~x) = m/T G 74w = T2 T < G

thus proving that the claim of Lemma [£.5] fails in this case.

Lemma 4.7. (Upper bound) Assume (2.13)),(2.19))-(2.22)), (2.32), (2.33)), L(e3) <0 and let
0 < h; — 0T as j — +o0. For every u € CH(Q,R3) there exists y; € C1(Q,R3) such that

lim sup G;(¥,) < G(u).

j—+oo

Proof. We assume without loss of generality that u € A and let

1
b* € argmin {/ Q(x,E(u) + §ba(ea ®e3t+es®ey))dx:be ]RZ} 7
Q

(4.51) u(x) := u(x) + xz(bje; + biez).
It is readily seen that U € A, that E(7) = E(u) + 1b},(eq ® 3 + 3 ® e,) hence
(4.52) Z(u) = / 9(x,E(u)) dx.

Q

Moreover by Lemma (3.1) of Lemmas and Remark we obtain
(4.53) L(Ru) = L(Ru) + L(z3(b]Re1 + b3Rez)) = L(Ru) VReS,E.

Therefore by choosing
R € argmin {-L(Ru) : R € S i}

we get

G(u) = /Q O(x,E(1)) dx — L(RT).
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By setting y; := f{(x + hju), taking account Sz g C {R : Rez = e3} and Lemma we get

L(Rx —x) =0 and for qe. x € E
]7;:3 = x3+ hj’ljg > (1 — hj)x‘g.
Therefore y; € A; and by (2.24) we get

%W(X,I 4 Vi) — O(x, E())| dx = 0

limsup |Gy, (y;) — G(u)| < lim sup/
Q1%

j—+o0 j—+oo

which proves the Lemma. ]

We are now in a position to prove our main Theorem.

Proof of Theorem If (¥,)jen C H'(Q,R?) is a minimizing sequence for G; then
G;(¥;) < Gj(x) = 0, moreover if R; belong A(y,) and ¢; is defined by (4.3),(4.4), then
Lemma [£.]] entails that the sequence

ﬁj(X) = hj_lR? {(yj — RjX —Cj )aea + (yj,g - l’g)eg}
is bounded in H'(Q;R?). Therefore up to subsequences U; — U weakly in H'(Q;R3), so, by
Lemma [4.5] we have u € A and

lminf G,(v,) > G(w).

On the other hand, by Lemma if u e C1(Q,R3) N A then there exists a sequence y; €
C1(©,R?) such that

limsup G;(y;) < G(u).

Jj—+oo
Since
(4.54) G;i(¥;) +o(1) = Hli(g,fW) Gg; <G;lyj) as j — 400,

by passing to the limit as j — +o00 we get
(4.55) G <Gu) VYueC'(QR})NA

Now fix a generic u € A and denote again by u a Sobolev extension of u to the whole R3.
We claim that there exists u; € C*(Q,R?) N A such that u; — u in H'(;R3): indeed, since
us(x) + x3 > 0 for q.e. x € E, by Lemma it is enough to choose u3; := 1; — 3 where
n; € CL(R3), nj > 0qe. in E, n; — ug+a3 in H(R3) (here uz+x3 denotes also an extension
to the whole H(R?®) ) and uq ; := ua*pj, @ = 1,2 where p; is a sequence of smooth mollifiers.

By (4.55)) we have

G(w) < G(uy)
whence by Remark

G(m) < lim G(uj)=G(u) VuedA,
J—+oo
that is U € argmin G. N
We show that G;(y;) — G(u): by Lemma in the Appendix, for every € > 0 there is
. € C1(Q;R3)) N A such that

Gu.) <G(u)+e¢
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and by Lemmathere exists yj. € C1(€;R3) such that by taking account of (£.54)) we have
lim sup G (3,) < lim sup Gy () < Gue) < G(m) +¢
Jj—+oo j—+oo

for every € > 0. Since by Lemma [1.5]
liminf G;(¥;) > > G(T)

Jj—4oo
we get G;(y;) — G(u) as claimed.
We are only left to show that minG = @in G. To this aim we show first that for every u € A
there exists u. € A such that G(u.) = G(u). Indeed if u is defined as in (4.51) then by (4.52))

and (4.53) we get

(4.56) G(u) =Z(u) — max L(Ru) / O(x,E(1) dx — max L(Ru) = G()

R€S£ E ES[: E
as claimed. By recalling that G () = minG < inf G let us assume that inequality is strict.
Then by (4.56) there exists U, € A such that G(u,) = G(u) < inf G, a contradiction. Thus

again by G(u,) = g(ﬁ) = ming. [ |

5. THE GAP WITH SIGNORINI PROBLEM

In this section we will exhibit a choice of energy density W, open set €2, dead loads f,g and
set £ C Q fulfilling all the assumptions of Theorem but such that the minimum of the
limit functional G is strictly less than the minimum of the Signorini functional (see [45] for a
counterexample exhibiting an analogous gap for unconstrained pure traction problem).

We shall consider the energy density already defined in by setting

F
SO ((det}?)l/g) + Wvol(F) if det F > 0,

400 ifdetF <0,

where Wi, is the energy density of Yeoh type defined in (2.27) with 2¢; = g > 0 and
Wiol(F) = g(detF) where g : R, — R is the convex C? function (satisfying (2.28) with
r = 2) defined by

(5.1) W(F) :=

g(t) = %(t2 —1—2logt).

By recalling Example 2.1 it is readily seen that W satisfies (2.14)-(2.17) and by taking into
account of
det(I+ hB) =1+ hTrB + (h*/2)((TtB)? — Tr B?) + h*det B

and of Tr(BTB)=|B|? for every B € R?>*3, we obtain as h — 0
I+ hBJ?

det(I + hB)2/3

for every B € R3X3. Moreover by recalling (with 2¢1 = p)

sym*

—3 = h*(2B] — 2|TyBJ?) + o(h?)

h2
Weal(L+ hB) = g(det(L+hB)) = | TrB|* + o(h?) = % B2 A2 + o(h?),

2
Wiso(I+ hB) = %hQ <2 IB|? — 3(TrB)2> + o(h?)
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SO
1 2 2
(5.2) SBD*W(IB = u|BJ.
Let
(53) Q={xeR®:zi+2i<1,0<a3<1}, E:={xeR: 2} +22<1, 23=0}
and ¢ € C?(E) such that

1

(54) A(p ?é 0, @(xl,i)j?) = d)(?") y Ty l‘% + IE% ) ¢(1):¢,(1):/ 7’2¢’(T) dr =0
0
(for instance ¢(r) := 1 — 612 + 9r* — 476 fulfills (5.4))). It is readily seen that condition (2.13))
is fulfilled and that E..s = E. We define
R.i=—-e®et+ex®e +e3®es,
(5.5)
L(u) ::/ Uq Vaip dx —/ us(z1, x2,0) dzq dxs.
Q E

Condition ([2.32)) is satisfied since
1
L((Rx — x)aeq) = 7 (Ru1 + Ras — 2)/ 2@ dr=0 YR e SO®).
0
Moreover L(e1) = L(e2) =0, L(e3) < 0 and

1
O(R,E,L)=m(Ri1 + Ro2 — 2)/ T2d>'(r) dr+
0
(5.6)

us %ﬂn {R31SE1 + R3zwo + (R33 — 1)533} = _W\/m < 0.

€SS

so ([2.33)) is fulfilled too. By taking account of R.es = e3 we get

1
dR,,E,L) = —27r/ r2¢'(r) dr =0
0
whence R, € S g and Lemma entails Sz p = {R : Res = e3}. Since F fulfills (2.13]),
W satisfies (2.14)-(2.17) and £ satisfies (2.27) together with L£(e3) < 0 then, by taking into

account of (5.2)), Theorem entails

(5.7) inf G; — ming = min {“/Q |E(u)]? dx — B L(Ru):ue A} .
We set

(5.8) ew) = p [ Bl dx - L(u)

and, for every R € 8¢, ’

(5.9) () = p | (B dx— £(Ru),

We aim to show

(5.10) min{ér,(u) : u € A} <min{€(u) : u e A}
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so that, once (5.10) is proved, we deduce

(5.11) minG < min €.
ucA ucA

In order to show inequality (5.10) we need some properties of minimizers of £ which have been
essentially proven in [45]. In the following E(-) will denote the upper-left 2 x 2 submatrix of
E(-) and R € SO(2) the upper-left 2 x 2 submatrix of any R € 8¢ g.

Lemma 5.1. Let u € A and let
(5.12) V(x):= vo(T1,22)eq + v3(T3)E3, ®=1,2
where .
Vo (1, T2) ::/ U (X)drs, a=1,2, wv3(rs) = 7T_1/ us(x)dxidrs.
Then v € A and ’ :

(5.13) ER(u) > jﬁ(V) VR € -SE,E

where V := v,€q, and

(5.14) Jgv) = ,u/ IE(V)|? dz1dxy — / ﬁTVgo -V dxidzs.
E E

In particular if R =1 then (5.13)) reduces to £(u) > J(¥) having set J := Ji.

Proof. Since uj > 0 q.e. on E = 002N {x3 = 0} then by Remark we get ug > 0 H2- q.o.
in E that is v3(0) > 0 hence , again by Remark v € A. Moreover, by using the notation
u3 3 := Osus, Jensen inequality entails

1 2 1 2
_ 1
Er(u) > u/ / E(u)dzs| dridrs + /MT/ / uzzdry drs| drs
E 1Jo o |T™JE
o 1
(5.15) —/ Rgo Vg </ Ugy dz) dxy dzo —i—/ us(z1,x2,0) dry dxo
E 0 E
1
> Jx(®) —i—;ur/ 03] 2 dxs + m03(0) > T (D).
0
thus proving the Lemma. [ |

We need now the following characterization of minimizers of J which has been given in [45]

Lemma 5.2. There exists ® € H*(E) such that

G16)  min T =T(V8) > min [ 2u@% -+ u0% 8, + BAG) dorda,

where we have used the notation ® .5 := 8§ﬁ¢.

A straightforward application of Lemma[5.1] ( with R = I) and Lemma[5.2]yields the following
precise calculation of the energy level of u € argmin 4 €.

Lemma 5.3. There holds

5.17 n€(u) = mi 2ud? P2 %y + PAY) drid
(5.17) min £(u) q)ergg(lE)/E( 1@y + pu®7y + Py + PAp) drydry
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Proof. Tt is readily seen that any displacement of the kind (V®(x1,xz2),v3(z3)) € A if and
only if ® € H?(E), vs € H'(0,1) and v3(0) > 0. Therefore, by Lemma and Lemma
we get

in&(u) > mi 21D P2 d%, + PAY) dz1d
min (u)q)erlgggE)/E( p®@7o + p@7y + p® + PAp) dridra+

1
+inf{m/ (5|2 das + 7 03(0) = v € HY(0,1), v3(0) > 0} _
0

i 2ud? g d%., + DAY) drydzs.
q)enl}g(lE)/E( pP7g + p®7y + pPhy + PAY) dride;

The opposite inequality follows by choosing v := (V®,0) with ® € H?(B) and by taking into
account of

lrlneiﬁ E(u) < &(v)

for every choice of ® € H?(E). ]

Let now ® € H2(E) Then v := ® 2e; — ® 1e3 € A and a direct computation shows that

. . 1 2
5.18 Er. < 2ud 192 + S (D oy — P DAY drid
(5.18) min &R, @eIEIQI(IE)/E( pe12” + T (222 — @ 11)" + PAY) daids

Therefore inequality (5.10) is an immediate consequence of the next Proposition.
Proposition 5.4. There holds

min / (2/1‘1)7122 + g(q)’gg — @711)2 + @A(p) dridry <
E

dcH?(E)
(5.19)
< mi 209? o> ®%y + PAp) dzidas.
@eHI}IgIgE)/E( PPy + p®7y + pPHy + PAY) drides
Proof. The proof is the same of formula (5.14) of [45]. ]

The previous explicit example shows that a gap phenomenon may actually develop. Never-
theless one can prove that whenever f, g satisfy (2.33)) then they can be suitable rotated in
order to avoid the gap. In order to state such result, we introduce suitable notation: set

(5.20) Lr(V) = L(Rv) = / RTf.-vdx+ | Rlg.-vdH®> VR €S0(3),

Q o0
say Lr is the load functional associated to the external forces RTf , RTg and let &g be the
functional defined by replacing £ with L in the definition of £.

Theorem 5.5. Assume (2.13)),(2.33), L(e3) < 0 and R € Sz g. Then the functional Lr
fulfills (2.33) and Sp.p = Scg.e- Moreover, if uw minimizes G over H'Q.R3), R € Sc.E
attains the mazimum in definition (2.42)) of G(u) then u € argmin Eg and

(5.21) leglﬂlill@)g = H%%S)ER
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Proof. By Lemma 3.8 we have either Sy p = {I} or Sz,p = {R : Res = e3}: in the first case
there is nothing to prove, in the second one by ([2.33)) we get

(5.22) 0=2R,E,L)=L(R-I)x).
Therefore for any other S € SO(3) by taking account of Res = eg and of (5.22]) we have
(5.23) ®(S, E,Lr) = (RS, E, L) <0

that is Lg satisfies (2.33). By Remark conditions (4.9)-(4.11) of Theorem 4.5 in [12] are
fulfilled hence g achieves a finite minimum. Moreover since Res = ez implies R%e3 = eg,

(5.23) together with Lemma entails
(5.24) ®[R,E,Lr)=PR* E,L)=0

whence R € Sz, g whenever R € Sz p. Then since Lr(e3) = L(Res) = L(e3) < 0 we get ,
again by Lemma , Scr.E # {1} hence S g = {R : Rez = e3} = S g as claimed.

We conclude by checking that if u minimizes G then it is also a minimizer of g over H!(Q, R3).
If u e HY(Q,R?) minimizes G and R attains the maximum then

i, 6= lu /QXIE w)) dx — £(Ru) = Er (u).

Thus since G < Er then (5.21]) is proven. [ |

Remark 5.6. By choosing W as in ., Q, F as in (5.3) we provide an example where the
inclusion argminG C argmlng is strict. Indeed Lemma . shows that for every R € S g
there exists w € argmin &g such that w(x) = ws (21, z2)e,. By Theorem |5.5) - 5[ there exists u €
argmin G C argmin G such that u(x) = ua(21, z2)eq. Then we can set u,(x) := u(x) + zze;.
By taking account of Lemma and of Rernark~ we get L(Ru) = L(Ru,) for every

R € S; g hence GV( ) = G(u,) and u, € argminG. Moreover, again by taking account of
Lemma [3.I) and of Remark [3.2] we have

G(w.) = G(w) = | [B(u)Pax—u | Bl dx = 510> 0

thus u, € argmin G and the inclusion is strict in this case.

6. APPENDIX

For reader’s convenience and aiming to the precise formulation of unilateral constraint, in
this section we encompass some results about capacity theory which are essential to achieve
the results of present paper and somehow present in the literature, though they are spread in
several different contexts and not easy to find as stated in this form: in particular Propositions
and can be proven as like as Proposition 5.8.3. and Proposition 5.8.4. in [7] although
the results seem slightly different.

Proposition 6.1. Let G an open bounded subset of RN. Then

(6.1) cap G = inf {||w||§{1(RN) cweCP RN, w>1on G} .

The above property can be generalized to every bounded subset of R by the following
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Proposition 6.2. Let E a bounded subset of RY. Then
capFE = inf{HwH%p(RN) cweCE(RY), w > 1on a neighborhood ofE} =
(6.2)
= inf {||w”§{1(RN) cweCP(RY;[0,1]), w = 1 on a neighborhood ofE} .

We state and prove some results which play a crucial role in the proof of our main theorem.
In the sequel €2 will denote an open bounded subset of RY with Lipschitz boundary and E
will denote a subset of € such that cap £ > 0.

Lemma 6.3. Letu € HY(Q), u >0 a.e. in Q such that u*(x) = 0 for q.e. x € D, where D is
a closed subset of Q. Then there is an extension v € HI(RN) of w such that sptv is compact,

v>0 a.e inRY and
1
lim ——— / v(€)dE =0
r—0t |BT(X)‘ Br(x) ( )
for g.e. x € D.
Proof. We recall that u* is defined as

1
6.3 w(x)= lim ———
(6:3) &)= I B e

w(§) dg

for q.e. x € Q, where w is any Sobolev extension of u. Therefore the claim follows easily by
choosing a cut off function ¢ € C§°(RY), ¢ = 1 on Q and by setting v := w* ¢ which is a
Sobolev extension of u with compact support since v = u a.e. in ), and sptv C spt ¢. [ |

Lemma 6.4. Letu € H'(RN) with compact support such thatw > 0 a.e. in RY and u*(x) = 0
for g.e. x € E. Then there exists a sequence u; € CHRN)NHY(RN), u; >0 in RY such that
u;j(x) =0 for g.e. x € E and u; — u in H(R3).

Proof. For every j € N, j > 1 let u; := min{u,ji} € H'(RYN). By Theorem 3.11.6 and
Remark 3.11.7 of [57] there exists v; € CHRN)NHL(RY) with sptv; C {x : d(x,spt@;) < j~1}
such that if Fj := {x : v;(x) # u;(x)} then

1 _ 1
(6.4) Cap Fj < 3 [0 = Ul g1 vy < 3
so ([2.8]) entails
(6.5) cap F; < B 1.

By recalling that spt@; is compact we get that Fj is bounded so, by taking account of (6.2)),
there exists w; € C§°(RY;[0,1]), wj =1 in a neighbourhood U; of Fj such that

(6.6) e 2y < B3

We define u; := (1 — w;)vj: it is readily seen that u; € CHRY) N HYRY), u; > 0 in RY,
that u;(x) = 0 for q.e. x € ENUj; and that u; = u;(1 — w;) outside Uj, hence, by recalling
that u;*(x) = u*(x) = 0 for q.e. x € E, we get uj(x) = 0 for ge. x € E\ Uj that is
uj(x) = 0 for q.e. x € E. We claim that u; — u in H'(RY): to this aim, by noticing that
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uj —u = v; — U; +Uj —u — vw; and that w; — u in HY(RY), thanks to (6.4) we have only
to show that vjw; — 0 in H*(RY). We first notice that by setting

Bj = {x: |w;(x)| = j 1}

then by and Tchebichev inequality we get |B;| < 3j _%, therefore

/ |wj2|vj|2dx:/ \wj]2|vj|2dx+/ \wj|2|vj|2dx

J J
</ |Uj|2dX—|—j_§/ ]vj\deg
Bj RN\ B;
(6.7)
< 2/ ‘Uj —uj|2dx+2/ |Ej|2dX+
i B;

+2j—%/ yvj—udeerQj—%/ ;|2 dx — 0
RN RN

since

1
”Uj *ﬂjHHl(]RN) < 3, Uj — U in HI(RN), |BJ| — 0.

Analogously by recalling , that w; = 1 on Uj, that v; = u; outside U; and |u;]|%, < /7,
we get

/RN |V (wjv;)|* dx < Q/RN |wj,2|vvj|2dx+2/RN\ |v;] | Vaw; [ dx <

J

(6.8) < 2/ |w; |2V | dx+2”“j”go/ Vw2 dx <
RN RN\U,
< 2/ \wj’2|ij’2dx+2/ ’wj|2\vvj\2dx+2j—% 0
RN\B, B,

as in (6.7]) thus proving the Lemma. [

Lemma 6.5. Let u € HY(Q) such that u*(x) > 0 for q.e. x € E. Then there exists a sequence
u; € CH(Q) such that uj(x) >0 for g.e. x € E and u; — u in H*(Q)

Proof. We recall that by Remark 2.3 u*(x) > 0 for g.e. x € F if and only if (u™)*(x) = 0
for q.e. x € Fgqs and that E.ss is a closed subset of €). By Lemma there exists a Sobolev
extension v of u~ such that sptv is compact, v > 0 a.e. in R? and

. 1

001 O

for q.e. x € E¢qs so, by Lemma there exists a sequence v; € CH(RY) N HYRY), v; >
0 in RY such that v;(x) = 0 for q.e. X € Eess and v; — v in HY(RY). Let now w be a Sobolev
extension of ut. We may assume without loss of generality that w > 0 a.e. in RV and if P;j
is a sequence of smooth mollifiers then w; := w * p; > 0 and w; — w in H(RY). Therefore
by setting u; := w; — v; we have u; € C1(Q), u;(x) > 0 for q.e. x € E and uj; — u in H*(Q)
thus proving the Lemma. [ |
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Remark 6.6. If E is a non empty subset of Q and v € H'(2) we say that « > 0 on E in
the sense of H'(€2) if there exists a sequence u; € C*(Q) such that u; > 0 on E and u; — u
in H'(Q2) (according to Definition 5.1, page 35 in [31]). We claim that (uv™)* = 0 q.e. in E
(or equivalently u* > 0 q.e. in F) if and only if u > 0 on E in the sense of H!(Q): indeed if
(u”)x = 0 gq.e. in E then Lemma provides a sequence u; € C1(2) such that u; — wu in
H(Q), u; > 0 on E, while the converse follows easily by recalling that if u; — u in H(2)
then , up to subsequences, u;(x) — u*(x) for g.e. x € E.
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