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1 Introduction

Approximation of deformation states arising in thin shells by low-order finite
element methods is known to be a nontrivial task. Different locking modes
degrade the convergence rate of the most basic formulations when approx-
imating bending-dominated or inextensional deformations. However, it is
equally well-known by now that a suitable variational crime can be used to
retain the convergence properties in such cases. This can even be done up to
an optimal order and smoothness requirements for certain shell geometries
as it was shown in Part I of this paper [3], see also [6]. The real challenge
begins when one aims to find a formulation that has a satisfactory behavior
also in the membrane-dominated states of deformation. In this case one is
inevitably led to consider the questions of consistency and stability of the
formulation since the approximation properties will rarely be a problem in
such a case, but lack of consistency or stability can yield a very large error
component.

Probably most low-order shell elements aimed to be general in nature
contain the basic ideas of MITC4 by Bathe and Dvorkin [1]. In [4] it was
shown that this formulation is in fact equivalent to a certain variational crime
already considered in [6]. In this paper we extend our analysis of the MITC-
type elements and address their consistency and stability properties. We
show that at least under favorable circumstances, this kind of an element can
indeed approximate well also membrane-dominated deformation. However,
due to the lack of stability in the membrane-dominated case, we can bound
the consistency error in this case only non-uniformly with respect to the
thickness ¢ of the shell. We need also strong assumptions on the problem
setup and on the finite element mesh as in the previous part [3|. Under such
hypotheses and under certain additional hypotheses on the solution we show
that the consistency error is at most of order O(h + ¢ 'h'**) where h is the
mesh spacing and s > 0 is a parameter depending on the degree of smoothness
of the exact solution. As s can be arbitrarily large in principle, one can have
t~'h* = O(1) for reasonable sequences of (¢, h) if the solution is very smooth.
In such a case the consistency error is O(h), which is the optimal order
for bilinear elements. The conclusion from the Parts I-IT of the paper is
then that at least under extremely favorable circumstances, both bending-
and membrane-dominated smooth deformations can be approximated with
nearly optimal accuracy by the bilinear MITC4 element. To what extent this
holds for more general problem setups, deformation states, and finite element
meshes, is a wide open problem.

Another topic to be considered in this paper is the asymptotic behavior
of the consistency error in the case of an inextensional deformation. In |3|
we considered the problem of finding a best finite element approximation of
a given inextensional deformation. At that point the question of consistency
was deliberately left aside. However, in real computations one is inevitably
faced with the fact that since the reduced inextensional space is not a sub-
space of the corresponding continuous space, the consistency error does not



tend to zero when the thickness ¢ — 0, but to some finite value depend-
ing on h. Here we show that this error term is of the optimal order O(h).
However, to obtain this result we need much stronger regularity assumptions
on the exact solution than in the previous Part I [3] where we bounded the
approximation error. Whether our analysis here is sharp is not clear at the
moment.

The plan of this paper is as follows. In section 2 we describe the problems
to be considered and in section 3 we consider two slightly different FEM
approximations to these. Section 4 is devoted to the consistency error in
the non-asymptotic case (¢ > 0) whereas section 5 deals with the asymptotic
consistency error in the inextensional deformation state.

In the following we denote by C' a generic constant that may take a
different value in different usage. The constants may depend on the geometry
parameters of the problem but are otherwise independent of the parameters,
unless indicated explicitly. The Sobolev norm and seminorm are denoted by
|| - [l and | - | respectively on the assumed rectangular domain. Further,

[l = {1 lo-

2 The shell problem

We use basically the same shell model of Reissner-Naghdi type as in [3] but
with two different scalings. Denoting by u = (u, v, w, 0, 1) the vector of three
translations and two rotations we let the (scaled) total energy of the shell be
given either by

Fur(w) = 5 (P Ap(u, u) + Am(u, 1)) — Qu)

DO | —

or by

Fp(u) = %(Ab(% u) + 17 A (u, 1)) — Q(u)

where t is the thickness of the shell and () represents the load potential. Here
the subscripts M and B refer to the natural scalings of the total energy in
membrane and bending-dominated deformations, respectively. We assume
that in both cases Q(u) defines a bounded linear functional on the corre-
sponding energy space to be defined later. The bilinear forms A;(u,v) and
A, (u,v) arising from the bending and membrane energies are given by
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Ap(u,v) = /Q {V(En + Rz ) () (K11 + Ko2) (v) + (1 —v) Z Eij(ﬂ)/‘ﬁz‘j(ﬂ)}d:ﬁdy

ij=1



and
Al 1) = 6(1 — v) / (52 (w1 (v) + Fo(w)pa(v) }dady

419 / (V(Byy + Bag) () (Brr + fae) (v)
1 -V Z ﬁzy }diEdy

where overbars denote complex conjugation. Here v is the Poisson ratio of
the material, v is a shear correction factor and k;;, 3;; and p; represent the
bending, membrane and transverse shear strains respectively depending on
u as

ﬁ —a_u+ —%
11 T or aw K11 ~or
ov oY
Paz =5~ + bw 2 =5, (2.1)
1,0 0 1,00 O
B2 5(8—u+a—v)+cw—521 K12 :§(B_y+%) = Ka1
and 5 5
W w
=0 — =g — —. 2.2
P1 o P2 8y ( )

The integration is taken over the midsurface {2 of the shell which we assume
to occupy the rectangular region (0, L) x (0, H) in the xy-coordinate space
satisfying d=! < L/H < d for some constant d > 0. We are considering the
shell to be shallow and assume that the parameters a, b and ¢ defining the
geometry can be taken constants. We further note that if ab — ¢* > 0 the
shell is elliptic, if ab — ¢ = 0 it is parabolic and if ab — ¢ < 0 we have a
hyperbolic shell.

The above two energy formulations lead naturally to two differently scaled
variational formulations, the membrane (M) and bending (B) cases:

(M) Find u € Uy, such that

Anr(u,v) = P Ay (u, v) + Ap(u,v) = Qv) Vv € Uy, (23)

(B) Find u € Up such that

Ap(u, v) = Ap(u,v) + t7*Ap(u,v) = Qv) Vv € Up. (2.4)

Here U); and Up are the membrane and bending energy spaces, respectively,
which we take to be subspaces of [H,(2)]> where H, (1) is the usual Sobolev
space with periodic boundary conditions imposed at y = 0, H. In U no con-
straints are imposed at x = 0, L whereas in U,; we assume the constraints
u=v=w=60=1 =0at z=0,L In Case (B) we must also remove the
rigid displacements from Up so as to make (2.4) uniquely solvable. For the



convenience of our error analysis, we make here somewhat stronger assump-
tions than are needed for the well-posedness of (2.4): We introduce the set
of pseudo-rigid displacements as

Z={velH, 5|U_ZC€

where ¢, is the ith Euclidean unit vector, assume that Q(v) = 0 for every
v e Z, and let Up = Z* in [H)(Q)]°. Finally we denote the energy norms

on Uy and on Upg, respectively, by ||| - |||m = VAum(-,-) and ||| - |||z =
Ap () =] - Mlla
Letting ¢t — 0 in (2.4) we obtain the inextensional formulation of the
problem (B): Find u, € Uy such that

Ap(ugy, v) = Q(v) Yo € Uy (2.5)

where Uy = {v € Up| An(v,v) = 0} C Up is the space of inextensional
deformations.

3 The reduced-strain FE scheme

We consider the bilinear MITC4 finite element formulation of the problems
(2.3) = (2.5). As in [3] we make strong assumptions on the finite element
mesh so as to allow the use of Fourier methods in the error analysis.

Assume that € is divided into rectangular elements with node points
(%, y"), k=0,...,N;;,n=0,..., N, and a constant mesh spacing h,, in the
y-direction and that the aspect ratios of the elements satisfy d~* < h¥/h, < d
for some d > 0 where h¥ = 2#*1 — 2% To this mesh we associate the standard
space V, C H,(Q) of continuous piecewise bilinear functions. We then define
the FE spaces Uy, and Upp, tespectively, as subspaces of VP where the
boundary or orthogonality conditions of Problems (M) and (B) are enforced.
The finite element formulation of problems (2.3) — (2.5) are then obtained
by replacing Uy, Up by U, Up and by modifying the bilinear form A,
numerically as

AP (u, ) = 6y(1 — 1) / (72 (w1 (w) + Fy(w)n(v) }dady
+12 / {0y + Fi) (0) (B + ) )

2 —~
(1-v) Zﬁ u) B (v) Ydady

where f;; = R, p; = R'p; with suitable reduction operators R¥ and R'.
As in [3] we choose these operators for 3; and p; to be

B = I}, B, Bog = I} Boo,  p1 =Tppr po =115 po (3.1)



where II¢ and IIj are orthogonal L?-projections onto spaces Wi and W}
consisting of functions that are constant in z an piecewise linear in y or
constant in y and piecewise linear in x respectively. For the term (5, we
consider two different alternatives

(B1) Biz =TIy
(E2) 812 = Bio + Si2

where IT;¥ = IIZ11Y is the orthogonal L*-projection onto elementwise constant
functions and for every element K

d )
Siox = aa—y(Hflw)(x — h¥/2) + ba—x(ﬂzw)(y —hy/2) + (MM ew — cw)

is essentially the term introduced in [4].

Remark 3.1. The formulation (E1) was assumed in [3], [6]. This is a straight-
forward interpretation of the MITC4 finite element formulation, but as shown
recently in [4], (E2) is actually a closer interpretation of MITC4. The two
formulations are practically equivalent when approximating inextensional de-
formations but may differ in other deformation states, as noted in [4]. Our
error analysis here can only detect a small difference when approximating
smooth membrane-dominated deformations, see Theorem 4.4 ahead.

The above definitions give rise to two different FE-schemes for solving
(2.3) and (2.4):

(M) Find w, € Uprp such that

Al (wy,0) = A (uy, v) + Al (w,0) = Qv) Yo € Unr,  (3.2)

(Bh) Find w, € Upy, such that

Al (wy,,v) = Ap(uy, v) + 240 (uy,0) = Q) Vv €Upy,  (3.3)

Upon passing to the limit ¢ — 0in (3.3) we obtain a finite element formulation
of the asymptotic problem (2.5): Find u, € Uy, such that

Ap(up, v) = Qv) Vv € Uy (3.4)

where Uy, = {v € Up | A" (v,v) = 0}.

To analyze the discretization errors ey = |||u — uy|||pn and eg = |||u —
up|||m,n as originating from (3.2) and (3.3) when ¢ > 0, we split ey, and ep
into two orthogonal components in both cases, namely the approximation
errors

€anm(u) = ,in [l — 2| ar.n
v M., h

€a,5(1) :vel/{i;lh [l — v|[|Bn



and the consistency errors

(Au — Al (u,v)

Conr) = sup (35)
S el
4k
cop(u) = sup A2 (3.6)

vetsn [0l

where ||| - |[larn = VARG ), - sa = VAL ). These definitions imply

that

B,h

2 2 2
€v = ea,M + ec,M

2 _ 9 2
€p = €, T €. p-

(For a detailed reasoning, see [5].) We note that standard finite element
theory gives the bound e, < Chllul|y and for e, 5 we refer to [3]. Hence,
the main task of this paper is to bound e, and e, . We aim to analyze
these error terms with both proposed strain-reductions (E1) and (E2).

The asymptotic formulations (2.5), (3.4) lead to a similar error decompo-
sition. We have for u, € Uy the asymptotic approximation error

calto) = min [[ug = vfl]

which was under consideration in [3]. On the other hand, at ¢ = 0 we have
that
Ap(ug,v) = Q(v) Vv € U

for the inextensional solution u, € Uy, and that
Ap(uy,v) = Qu) Vv € Uy, (3.7)

for the corresponding finite element solution u,. Let u, be the best finite
element approximation to w, in Uy, i.e.

Ay (i, v) = Ap(ug, v) Yo € Uy . (3.8)
By (3.7), (3.8) the asymptotic consistency error u, — @, € Uy satisfies
Ap(uy, — Ty, v) = Q(v) — Ap(ug,v) Vv € Uy, (3.9)

and thus we can define

Q(v) — Ab(yo,y).

B,h

€e(t) = lluy — @yllln = sup (3.10)

vet, Il

As in [3], the main tool of our analysis will be the Fourier transform where
we write

u(,y) =D ex)e, (x) = > 0\(x,y),

AEA AEA
, 2
Sp/\(y):el)‘y7 A:{)\:%V, Z/EZ},



making use of the periodic boundary conditions at y = 0, H. For functions
in the FE space we write analogously

V)= Y. &®e, (@) = Y Uz
where

Ay ={A e A| =7 < Ah, <7 when N, is odd,
or —7m < Ah, <7 when N, is even}.

Here ¢, (y) is the interpolant of ¢, (y), so that we are in fact considering a
discrete Fourier transform of v € U,,.
In our forthcoming analysis the following results are also needed.

Proposition 3.1 (Korn’s inequality). Let

= {v = (v1,v2) € [H,(Q)] | (0,") = v(L,) = 0}

or let
V={v=(v,v0) € [H,(Q)] | /vldxdy = / vodxdy = 0}.
0 Q

Then there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

81)1 8’02 1 81)1 8’02

ool #1520 + 2550 + GAIE)" veey. (1)

[l < e(ll-—

Proof. See [2]. O
Proposition 3.2. Assume that v = (vi,v2) € [V4]?. Then

81}1 81)2 o aU2

ay

81)1 81)2

50 + 55 1 < CUM (5~

o e gl + 115 - ||L2)- (3.12)

Proof. See Theorem 6.1 in [5]. O

4 The consistency error at ¢t > 0
We start by giving a stability result for Uy, .
Lemma 4.1. Let v € Upr,. Then

ol < CtH][wl]larp.

Proof. Assume first the modification (E1). By (3.3) we have that for v =
(U, v, W, 07 7/)) € uM,h

e+ 1280 s + 15+ 9212 < 7l



and thus by the Korn inequality (3.11)
161 + 11l < CtH[ull g (4.1)

Also the definitions of the membrane strains ;; (2.1) imply

Ju ou

e 2 2 Hmy_ - 9<C’ 2

15,112 +|| ||L + || (ay+ i (Molllarp + Hwl[z2)
and by (3.12) we have

ou 2, OU ov

||— _||L2<C(||Hy(a_y+ iz +|| ||L2 ||a_y||L2)
resulting in

Ju Ov
||—||L2+|| ||L2+|| + oMl < O(lllelllan + llw]lr2)

where from again by the Korn inequality (3.11)

[lulls +[lolly < C(llu )- (4.2)

By (2.2), (3.1) we have that 22 = 5, — I136 and %—Z’ = po — IT}4) so that

ow Oow
||a—$||L2 + ||a—y||L2 < C(Nulllarn + 1002 +10]12) < Ct [l lan (4.3)

by (4.1). The claim follows from (4.1) — (4.3) together with the Poincaré’s
inequality. Similar calculations imply the result also for the modification
(E2). O

Lemma 4.2. Let v € Upy,. Then

lolly < Clllu

Proof. By the definition of Up , the Korn inequality (3.11) holds for the pairs
(0,v) and (u,v), as well as the Poincaré’s inequality for w. The result follows
as in Lemma 4.1. 0

We derive next more specific stability results for the low-order discrete
Fourier modes in the FE space.

Lemma 4.3. Let 19A go,\d) = go,\(u,\,v,\,w,\,ﬁ,\,@/),\) € Upp. Then, if b0
we have for \ such that |)\|h <c<m,

[1@3@l11 + 193011+ [|@aal[2 < CIA ™ 110, [ars (4.4)

where m = 1 in the elliptic case and m = 0 in the parabolic and hyperbolic
cases.

10



Proof. Consider first the case (E1). The translation components 1 and 7,
of 9, satisfy the difference equation (cf. [3])

(2o (2) e = b [(2) o+ (2) ] entt )

where 7, = 2% tan (3Ahy),

and
Pk — 1 < 2f~1/\2(x~k+1/2) - %(f2>\2 (xkj_l) + f~2/\2(55k~)) ) (4.7)
Y cos ($Ay) \cos (3ARy) [ (@FH2) — G (fu (a5 + f(ah) )

Here

ff\1(xk+1/2) :67in,\hy(ﬁu(ﬁ)\))\(zﬂl/%n)
f2)\2(xk) :671‘(”+1/2))‘hy(522(ﬁ>\))|(zk’yn+l/2)

f~1)\2 ({Bk+1/2) :efi(n+1/2))\hy (812(2’5)\))

|(mk+1/2’yn+1/2) :

Due to the constraints at = 0, L we may without loss of generality consider
only the exponentially decreasing solution of (4.5) starting from x = 0. Then
if [A|h, < ¢ < 7, the standard theory for A-stable difference schemes (see
also [3]) gives us the bound

(22 o < ' 12 ol "

+ / e PG| By (8) ||t
0

where || - || is the Euclidean norm of vectors in R? and
F)\ _ <2]~C£\2 - %{;2) .
Ji— 55

Here o > (8 > 0 in the elliptic case and & = = 0 in the parabolic and
hyperbolic cases. Since @,(0) = 09,(0) = 0 we obtain when A # 0

1 pghtt - . . .
[ <’l}\> (Y|P < C|)\|;16’2B|’\‘“"k+ Jo IEA(t)][*dt in the elliptic case
UA ~\C [ ||FA(t)]|*dt in the parabolic and hyperbolic case

and consequently

16l72(0,0) + 1@l 720,y < CIAL "I ExllZ2(0,1)- (4.9)

11



Also, (4.5) gives the relation

() = () e+ () @] + 2

from which it follows that
||77)\||%2(0,L) + ||a)\||i2(0,L) §C|)‘|2(||ﬁ/\||%2(O,L) + ||71A||%2(0,L))
B2 0.1) (4.10)
§C|)\|2(17m)||FA||%2(0,L)-

Combining (4.9) and (4.10) gives
[1@aaall +11@xaalle < O™ ({121l az,0 (4.11)

since ||F|lze < Cl[[9,]l]ar-
To consider w, we note that (cf. [3])

-2 1

~ k ~ k
= D tan(=Ah S
n) =g an( W) + beos (Ihy)

J;Q\Q(xk)
and thus }
1@l 0,0y < CUN NI F20,2) + |1 F22[22(0,1)
leading to .
&3l 2(0,) < CIA ™[04 |as,0- (4.12)

The claim for A # 0 follows from (4.11) together with (4.12).
When A = 0 we have from (4.8) and from wo(z*) = § faz(2*) that

[1@otiol [y + 2ol l1 + [|@ool |22 < ClIJoll[ar,n
in any geometry. Similar calculations show that the claim holds also for the

case (E2). O

Remark 4.1. The assumption b # 0 is not superfluous. This can be seen by
taking b =0, A =0, a = —1, ¢ = 1/2 and choosing ?0(:51) =(0,0,2,4/h,0),
then repeating the sequence

$,(27) = (h,—h,0,—8/h,0),
é( 7+) = (0,0,-2,4/h,0),
¢, (2’ 2):(hhooo)
é( %) =(0,0,2,4/h,0)

for j = 2,6, 10, ... and finally letting

(xN172) = (h’7 _h: 07 _8/h: 0)7
Np—1y _

0(:E ) - (0a07_274/h7 0)

. . . m . 2 -
For this particular choice we have that |[22||;2 ~ min {3, 2 }|||Jy|||ar s0
the stability is weaker when b = 0.

12



With the help of the stability estimates given in Lemmas 4.1 — 4.3 we can
now bound the consistency error.

Theorem 4.4. Assume that b # 0, and let m = 1 in the elliptic case and
m = 0 in the parabolic and hyperbolic cases.. The consistency error e

defined in (3.5) satisfies
e < Cr(u)h + Cat, s Jw)h' T+ Oyt u)h?, s> 0

provided that

CZ |/81] |2 m

CQ(ta 37@) :Ct_lz|ﬁzz( )|1+8 {
Cy(t,u) = Cfl(z |pi(w)|h)

“YBi2(w)|14s for the case(E1)
Ct 1 (|Bi2(w)|s + |wliys) for the case (E2)

are all finite. The consistency error e. g defined in (3.6) satisfies
ee,n < C1(t, u)h + Cy(t, u)h?

provided that

Ci(t,u) =Ct™? Z |Bij(w)|1
Colt.u) =01 3 )l

are both finite.

Remark 4.2. The transverse shear strains p; are typically very small at small
t in smooth deformation states, so the error term of e, s is very likely neg-
ligible in practice. In the bending-dominated case, e.p depends strongly
on f;; and p;. For smooth deformations one could assume realistically that
1Bii(w)|i ~ |pi(w)|s ~ t* as t — 0, in which case e, 5 = O(h) uniformly in
t. In practice, however, boundary layer effects probably cause the growth of
ec,p, via constant Cy (g) in particular.

Proof. We consider first the membrane case and write u = Z/\GA U, € Uy
and v = Z)\EAN Uy € Uprp. Then by the orthogonality of the discrete and

13



continuous modes (cf. [3])

(Anr — Ab) (u,0) = (Am — AL (1, 0) = (Am — ALY "0, Y 9))

AEA AEAN
= (A — ALY 00 Y )+ (A =AY 0, Y 0y)
[A|<X0 AEAN [A]>Xo AeAN
= 3 (An = A, 0) + S (A — ALY (W), v)
IAI< X0 [A[>Xo
<3 ST 1B5(03) = By @Dz (loalls + llaall + [ldnll2)  (4.13)
i |/\\</\0
O Y ST I (Ba@y) — Ba(8)). Bia(w) — Balw))]
i A>Xo
O30 ST AP [(Ba(0y) — TEVB(0,), 6 (0))]
i#£J |A[>Xo
+CPal S0 ] [ (Bra(@)Fia(w) - Bra(2)ia(w)) o
[A|>Xo
+03° SN " 3:0,) — B0y pilw) — i(v))
i AEA

=I+I11+1IT+1V+V

where we have chosen )y such that \gh < ¢ < m. Here we have the bounds

I<cony Y By @)L

ij |A<Ao

(4.14)
<ChZ|ﬁU No—m [0l 3.1
and
II < Ch**o1¢” IZIﬂ“ s el arn
11T < Ch'teet! ZW“ ieso 121320
(4.15)

ChH* (| Brz2(w) sy + [wligss)l[|ell]arn for the case (E2)
VSR S la@)hllll]
i AeA
by Lemmas 4.1 and 4.3. The claim for e, 5; follows form (4.13) — (4.15) when
we take sy = s9 = 53 = s.

For the case e, p the claim follows by the same arguments when we note
that

< {C’“**t ra (@l el e Tor the case (E1)

(Ap — Ap)(u,v) =t (Ap — A} ) (1, v)

and use the stability result given in Lemma 4.2. O

14



5 The asymptotic consistency error

In this section we bound the asymptotic consistency error in an inextensional
deformation state, as defined by (3.10). In [3] we showed that the approxi-
mation error in the inextensional state is of order O(h) under nearly optimal
regularity assumptions on u,. Here we find that the consistency error is like-
wise of order O(h) at t = 0, but we need a very strong regularity assumption
on 1.

We also make the additional assumption that the load is given by

Q) = / (a1 + 40 + q)dedy

for some suitable ¢; € L2(), i = 1,2,3 where L2(Q) denotes the usual L*
space with periodic boundary conditions imposed at y = 0, H and define the
Fourier components of the load by

Q’\(g) = /(qfu + q%v + qgj\w)dzdy
Q

where for each ¢; we write ¢;(z,y) = >, 0 €M@, ¥) = D yer @ (@) @a(y). We
define the (semi-) norms

1/2

o= (X )

AeA
where
Qs = AP (lallZe + laa 172 + lla1[72)"
and write frequently |Qlo = [|Q|]z2, |Q*o = ||Q*]|2 and [|Q]]x = (35—, |QI2)2.

Theorem 5.1. Assume that b # 0, v’ € [H}(Q)]>. Then the asymptotic
consistency error eg p(u,), as defined by (3.10), satisfies

een(ty) < C(lluglls +11Ql1)h.

Proof. Let v € Uy, and write v = Z/\EAN O, (z,y) = Y aeAn A,\gé)\(y)g/\(x) =

ZAEAN wa( )(@r(2), 0a(x), 0a (@), Ox(2), ¥a (@),

=D heald = Dea (g, vg, wp, 03, ¢5) and Q(v) =35, Q*(v). Then by
the orthogonality of the Fourier modes [3] we have that

Ap(tg,v) = Q) =4, uy, Y 9,) =Y QN> 1))

AEA AeAN AEA AEAN

=Ay( Z ug, Z J,) — Z QN Z 7,)

|)\‘§)\0 )\GAN |)\‘§)\0 )\GAN

+ Ay ( Z up, Z ) - Z Q/\(Z J,)

AI>Xo  AEAn IAI>Xo AEAN

=Y (A, 9,) - QD)) + D (A, v) — QN(v)

[A[<Ao [A[>Xo
=I+1I
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for any Ag such that A\oh, < c <.
Let us first bound the term //. Here we have that

D Ay(ug,v) <A A(IAug, v) < Chllugll2l[vl]] 5.4 (5.1)
IA[>Xo IA[>Xo

for A\g = £, ¢ sufficiently small and similarly

Y QWA Y INQNw < ChIQKII 5.4 (5:2)

|AI>Xo [A[>Xo
To bound the term I when b # 0 we note that for any ¥, = A,\<p,\§/\ € Uy
we can write
Ab(ﬂéaﬁA) - Q/\(ﬁ,\) :Ab(ﬂéaﬁ,\ —U,) — Q/\@,\ — 1) (5.3)
=A\(Ap(1, DA, — ©2¢,) — QMDA — ©x)))-

Integration by parts in the first term in (5.3) gives
L ~ ~

@) (@r0x — ©a0)) + 0 (@atn — oatha)dy
0

) "
Ap(uy, §2¢ — N, :/0

+ / Sf(@@ — aby) + 32(@’&,\ — oAby )dzdy
Q

where N R
ay = 88;)20 +v aaw‘zo
3 = (1= V)55,
5 = — L Aup
6y = —%Aw(}

so that

Ap(u, $2C — ex¢,) < (L, M r20.m1@30r (L, +) — o30(L, )| z2(0,m)
6L, 2 o,m | @3A (L, ) — @xtha (L, )| 2o,
+102(0, |20, |[2202(0, ) — ©202(0, )| 12(0,m)
1620, )l r2(0,m) 1|88 (0, -) — @802 (0, )| 120,11
+la31[2211@x0x — eaBallz2 + (10311 22]1@xthx — ertal |12
< Cllugls (180N, ) = ©xOr(L, )| 220,11 (5.4)
@A (L, ) — b (Ly )| 22010y
182020, -) — 02020, )| £2(0.21
18202 (0, -) — o202 (0, )| z2(0.11)
+||<F~3,\§,\ — oA0x||12 + ||95/\7/~)/\ — QO)\T/)/\HLQ)-
Also for @* in (5.3) we have the bound
QMNEAL, — 9xC,) <ClQM 2 (1@atia — oauallze 55
+ [|2a0x = @avall e + [[@an — eawallL?)-
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To continue we need the following approximation results. The proof will be
postponed to the end of this section.

Lemma 5.2. For every A such that |\|h, < ¢ < 7 there exists a go)\g)\ e U,
such that

|@20x (L, ) — a0 (L ) r20,m) + eata(L, ) — priba(L, N r20,m)

+[@20x(0,+) = ©x01(0, )||L20H + ||80M/),\( ) = oxtha(0, )| z20,m)

N IXUNITE
< C(h2|>\|57m + 12X+ ChA|[|2E, M B.n

(5.6)

and

| Zaiin—@atall2+|@rtr—avall 2+ Grda—pawa |2 < CREA2 (5.7)
where m = 1 in the elliptic case and m = 0 in the hyperbolic and parabolic
cases.

To complete the proof of Theorem 5.1 we note that since |AP~m/2 <
C|||g0AC l||B.n and |[A|h < Agh < ¢ < 7 we obtain from (5.4) with the help of
Lemma 5 2

Ay, $3¢ — 9x8,) < CRIN G [[al12xC, [ m.n (5-8)

and from (5.5)

QN@xG, — x8,) < CRIIQMN |28, 1] 3. (5.9)

so that by (5.3), (5.8) and (5.9)

Z (Ab(ﬂéaﬁ/\) Q'\ 79,\ Z Ax(As( Uga%\( ) — QA(@Q))

IAI<X0 IAI<Xo

< Ch Y (1Nl + [[QMa) 1@, (5.10)

[AI<A0

< Ch(lluglls + 1Q112) [l 5.1
and Theorem 5.1 follows from the estimates (5.1), (5.2) and (5.10). O

Proof of Lemma 5.2. In [3] it was shown that for every discrete mode SEAQN,\ €
Uy, with |Alh, < ¢ < 7 there corresponds a continuous mode

¢, = Pay)(ua(@), va(), waz), Ox(x), ¥a(x)) € Uy satistying ur(0) = ux(0)
and v)(0) = v,(0) and such that

(%)] <CR AP e P

(a*)] <CR AP
a(2%) — 1 ()| ORI

(&) SCREP e



with 6 > 0 in the elliptic case and # = 0 in the hyperbolic and parabolic
cases, so that

@202 (0, -) — a1 (0, Mezo,m SCh? AP
A (L, ) — oatn(L, Mlezo,m) SChH? AP (5.11)
@rtx — @athal[ 2 SCRAAPTH/2,
and
|@aiin — @aualls SCR?APP2/2
|@20x — avallL2 SCR* AP~/ (5.12)
| Bxibn — oawal[r2 <CR?[A|* 3772

Also, by [3] we have that

%@m“w+@ww—£?m%§%(%wwwﬁ+wum
— (i) + o))
=5 @) + ()
so that . .
O(2"1) = Ga*) + (=10 (°) — §(2%)) (5.13)
and
06 k+1/2 _ O —0i(ah)
(o) f’g(zk) ) ) (5.14)
= VO - 5()
Since oy
(") = T (Toalah) = ma(@h) = g(o) (5.15)

it follows from (5.13) — (5.15) that

r(a 1) = Ba(a) =) — (ot

h_];:%(xk-i—lﬂ) _ h_]gf:g(xk—i_l) — g(xk)
2 Oz

and finally that

85}\ k+1/2
= (@)

105 (z5F1) — 0\ (2] §C<h2|)\|5—me—6l/\xk+1 +hl _
ov o1l
+h)\2(|a_;($k+l/2)|+ |a—x/\(zk+1/2)|>'
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For the values at the endpoints we get similarly

0x(2°) — O(2°) =(=1)*(Or (") = 2 (2") + g(2*F1) — G(a*T1))
+9(2°) — g(2°)

and

Or(2™) = Ox(2™) =(=1)N* (02 (2°) = O:(2") + 9(2") — §(2”))
+ (@) — g(a™).

Thus, we have the following bounds

123010, ) = ©207(0, )| 12(0,mm) SC(R*A* + W2 A[P=77/2)
+ C(h+ X))@,
12230A(L,-) = @205 (L, |22, SC(R*X + BAP7/2)
+O(h+h)18ag Il (5.16)
+ C(R?|A[P~™ + B2\
||<15/\9~/\ — oa0i||L2 SC’h2|)\|573m/2
+ C(h + )98, |1 8.4-

B,h

and Lemma 5.2 follows from (5.11), (5.12) and (5.16) since [A|h, < c < 7. O
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